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United States 
of America 


Congressional Record 


PROCEEDINGS AND DEBATES OF THE go” CONGRESS, FIRST SESSION 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


WEDNESDAY, JuLy 19, 1967 


The House met at 12 o’clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Edward G. Latch, 
D. D., offered the following prayer: 


For you were called to freedom, breth- 
ren; only do not use your freedom as an 
opportunity for the flesh, but through 
love be servants of one another.—Gala- 
tians 5: 13. 

Almighty and everlasting God, Father 
of all men, in our hearts we kneel before 
Thee in all reverence and humility, con- 
fessing our need of Thy forgiving grace 
and our desire for Thy directing guid- 
ance. Help us to lift our spirits to Thee 
in prayer and praise and give us grace 
to dedicate our lives anew to Thee, to 
our country, and to the welfare of all 
mankind. 

We pray for the captive nations of the 
world—for the oppressed, the downtrod- 
den, the persecuted—those who live in 
the darkness of fear and death. Grant 
that they may keep aglow in their hearts 
the desire for freedom. May they have 
the courage to endure their trials with 
faith, the strength to resist temptation 
with honor, and the spirit that continues 
to dream of a day when justice and 
mercy shall rule the hearts of men. 

During these days that test men’s souls 
may the awareness of Thy presence give 
us steady faith and steadfast love en- 
abling us to minister to those in need. 
In the spirit of Christ we pray. Amen. 


THE JOURNAL 


The Journal of the proceedings of yes- 
terday was read and approved. 


MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 


A message in writing from the Presi- 
dent of the United States was commu- 
nicated to the House by Mr. Jones, one 
of his secretaries, who also informed the 
House that on July 18, 1967, the Presi- 
dent approved and signed a bill of the 
House of the following title: 

H.R. 2762. An act for the relief of CWO 
Bernhard Volimer, U.S. Navy, retired. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate by Mr. 
Arrington, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate had passed bills of the 
following titles, in which the concur- 
rence of the House is requested: 

S. 450. An act to provide for the popular 
election of the Governor of the Virgin Is- 
lands, and for other purposes; and 

S. 780. An act to amend the Clear Air Act 
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to authorize planning grants to air pollu- 
tion control agencies; expand research pro- 
visions relating to fuels and vehicles; provide 
for interstate air pollution control agencies 
or commissions; authorize the establishment 
of air quality standards, and for other pur- 
poses, 


The message also announced that the 
Senate disagrees to the amendments of 
the House to the bill (S. 1296) entitled 
“An act to authorize appropriations to 
the National Aeronautics and Space Ad- 
ministration for research and develop- 
ment, construction of facilities, and ad- 
ministrative operations, and for other 
purposes, agrees to a conference with 
the House on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses thereon, and appoints Mr. 
ANDERSON, Mr. SYMINGTON, Mr. STENNIS, 
Mrs. SMITH, and Mr, HicKENLOOPER to be 
the conferees on the part of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate insists upon its amendments to 
the bill (H.R. 11089) entitled “An act 
to amend title 5, United States Code, to 
provide additional group life insurance 
and accidental death and dismember- 
ment insurance for Federal employees, 
and to strengthen the financial condi- 
tion of the employees’ life insurance 
fund,” disagreed to by the House; agrees 
to the conference asked by the House on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
thereon, and appoints Mr. Monroney, 
Mr. YARBOROUGH, Mr. RANDOLPH, Mr. 
CARLSON, and Mr. Fone to be the con- 
ferees on the part of the Senate. 


RALPH R. ROBERTS 


Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. OHARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
the statement of accountability of Ralph 
R. Roberts as Clerk of the House of 
Representatives for the period ended 
January 10, 1967, the day upon which 
he relinquished his duties in that im- 
portant office, has been received from the 
Comptroller General of the United States 
pursuant to Mr. Roberts’ request there- 
for. 

This statement of the splendid man- 
ner in which he discharged his respon- 
sibility for the appropriations and funds 
is for the last period of his incumbency 
as Clerk and disbursing officer of the 
House of Representatives. It must be 
highly gratifying to him that this final 
official report, as well as the 14 previous 
reports made by the Comptroller Gen- 
eral of the United States, establishes his 


accountability to the last cent. His ac- 
counts are in perfect balance. The suc- 
cessor began his duties in this office with 
the correct unexpended balance of $42,- 
313,509. This perfect record was estab- 
lished for the 15 fiscal years, during 
which $1,200,000,000 were appropriated 
and disbursed by him as the responsible 
aeon agent of the House of Representa- 
ves. 

Mr. Roberts has just cause to be proud 
of such excellent fiscal responsibility. It 
is rare indeed that an employee of the 
House ascends to the high office of Clerk 
of the House and as its disbursing officer 
performs his financial duties with such 
great skill. It may be said that it is quite 
a singular achievement from among all 
who have served in this capacity. His 
record will be a future touchstone for 
all who may strive for such excellence 
in an office where the variety of duties 
require a willingness to apply and a pos- 
session of talents in order to maintain 
such a high level of service. 

This House cannot reflect upon his 
departure from long and capable service 
without extending to him its gratitude 
for his devotion to duty and top per- 
formances as its legislative officer; 
budget officer; purchasing officer; pay 
officer and, it may be said, as quasi- 
judicial officer. In all of these fields of 
administration his quality performance 
will be difficult to surpass. 

The entrance of Mr. Roberts upon the 
scene of House administrative services 
brought a dignity and excellence which 
will long be remembered. This House is 
grateful and extends to him its thanks 
for such superior performance. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. I am delighted 
to yield to the distinguished majority 
leader. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I desire 
to associate myself with the distinguished 
gentleman from Illinois. The remarkable 
record of public service of integrity and 
of diligent attention to detail which 
characterize the service of Ralph Rob- 
erts deserve the appreciation of all of 
us. It deserves the appreciation of the 
taxpayers of this country. 

The record of Ralph Roberts speaks 
for itself and is itself a tribute to our 
former Clerk. I am happy the distin- 
guished gentleman from Illinois has 
taken this time to bring these matters to 
our attention. 

Mr. O’HARA of Illinois. I thank the 
distinguished majority leader. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. I yield to the 
pata etn gentleman from Missis- 
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Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I should 
like very much to commend the distin- 
guished and able gentleman from Illi- 
nois for his remarks and would like to 
be associated with them. 

Mr. O’HARA of Illinois. I thank the 
gentleman. 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. I yield to the 
distinguished gentleman’ from Indiana. 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I wish to 
join the distinguished gentleman from 
Illinois in paying tribute to the long and 
distinguished record of a great public 
servant. 

Ralph Roberts came to Washington 
back in 1923 as secretary to an Indiana 
Congressman. Previous to that time he 
had the rare distinction of attending 
both the Naval Academy and the West 
Point Military Academy, and he served 
as a combat marine in World War I. 
After his service as secretary to a Mem- 
ber of the Congress back in the early 
1920’s, he was appointed secretary to the 
Democratic National Committee for 3 
years. In that capacity he was active in 
several national congressional and presi- 
dential campaigns. He also served as As- 
sistant Doorkeeper previous to being 
elected Doorkeeper of the House of Rep- 
resentatives in the 78th and 79th Con- 
gresses. 

In the 80th Congress he served as As- 
sistant House Clerk, and in the 81st Con- 
gress he was elected Clerk of the House 
of Representatives and served as Clerk 
of the House until the end of the 89th 
Congress. 

Mr. Speaker, I know of no public serv- 
ant who has rendered such valuable 
service during his lifetime, over a period 
of 44 years, as has Ralph Roberts. He 
was always diligent, honest, and indus- 
trious in the performance of his official 
duties, obligations, and his assignments. 
As Clerk of the House of Representa- 
tives over a period of almost 20 years, 
he handled over $1,250,000,000 of the 
taxpayers’ money. During this period of 
time there has been nothing but the 
highest praise and commendation for 
the outstanding job he has performed as 
a public servant. The Board of Accounts, 
when he relinquished the office of Clerk 
of the House of Representatives and also 
at the end of each year, reported his 
complicated accounts audited correctly 
to the last penny. 

After relinquishing the clerkship in 
January he devoted several weeks aiding 
and familiarizing his successor, our 
former colleague, Pat Jennings, with the 
numerous details of this important 
office. 

His many friends among the Members 
of this body wish Ralph many years of 
good health and happiness in future 
years. 

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, from 
time to time giants walk the earth and 
history will record the fact that Ralph R. 
Roberis is one of this group. 

All down through the years, while 
serving as Clerk of the House, his con- 
cept of public trust was without parallel. 
In fact, in every position that he held 
with the Federal Government he 
achieved distinction and honor. His serv- 
ice in all of his assignments, and espe- 
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cially as one of the best Clerks of the 
House that we have ever had, was marked 
by a high sense of conscience and duty. 
At all times he loved, respected, and hon- 
ored the House of Representatives and 
served as a Vigilant defender and pro- 
tector of the rights, duties, and loyalties 
of this great legislative body. 

My. friend, Ralph Roberts, is a man of 
sound judgment, patience, perseverance, 
and unyielding adherence to the prin- 
ciples and policies advocated by our 
party, and is an outstanding citizen of 
this country. 

On more than one occasion, Mr. 
Speaker, I called upon Ralph R. Rob- 
erts for assistance and I always found 
him to be helpful, diligent, and willing to 
carry out his duties as Clerk of the House 
in the manner prescribed by our manual. 
Ralph Roberts will have a high place in 
the history of the House of Representa- 
tives and will be an inspiration to gen- 
erations yet to come. May God let the 
light of His countenance shine upon him 
and give him the best of everything dur- 
ing the balance of his life. 

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, I take 
great pleasure in joining my colleagues 
in congratulating Mr. Ralph Roberts, the 
former Clerk of the House, on the ex- 
cellent record he made here on Capitol 
Hill during the time he served as the 
Clerk of the House of Representatives. 

Every Member of Congress held Mr. 
Roberts in the highest respect during the 
time he so diligently and honestly per- 
formed the important duties of the Clerk 
of the House, which in my opinion, is the 
most important position on Capitol Hill. 

I had the pleasure of working here on 
the Hill with Mr. Roberts for 30 years 
and he will always be remembered by his 
host of friends who had the pleasure of 
working with him during the time he 
served as Clerk. I could not let this op- 
portunity get by without saying a word 
in Mr. Roberts’ behalf. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I would like to as- 
sociate myself with the remarks of the 
distinguished gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. O'Hara]. Ralph Roberts has been a 
friend of mine for over 40 years and Iam 
proud of that friendship that exists be- 
tween us. Ralph Roberts served the U.S. 
House of Representatives with distinc- 
tion for many years. He is one of the few 
men that I have ever known to have at- 
tended both the U.S. Naval Academy 
and U.S. Military Academy. In World 
War I he served our country in the US. 
Marine Corps. 

Ralph Roberts served as a secretary to 
a Member of Congress from Indiana 
from 1923 to 1925 and was secretary of 
the Democratic congressional committee 
from 1925 to 1930. He was elected Door- 
keeper of the U.S. House of Representa- 
tives for the 78th and 79th Congresses. 
He was then elected minority clerk in 
1947 and Clerk of the House for the 81st, 
82d, 84th, 85th, 86th, 87th, 88th, and 
90th Congresses. 

Ralph Roberts was without a peer as 
an administrative officer and he served 
this House and country with dignity, in- 
tegrity, and with a high sense of excel- 
lence which will be long remembered. It 
has been a pleasure indeed and an honor, 
to have been an associate of Ralph Rob- 
erts, and I heartily join my colleagues in 
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expressing gratitude for the fine per- 
formance that he always gave to the U.S. 
House of Representatives. 

Mr. ROUSH. Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to echo the sentiments expressed by my 
colleagues concerning the long and faith- 
ful service of the former Clerk of the 
House, Mr. Ralph Roberts. His tenure 
of service covered many years and dur- 
ing those years he brought a great meas- 
ure of honor and integrity not only to 
himself but to the House of Representa- 
tives which he so dearly loved. 

Every Member whose service coin- 
cided with his has been the recipient of 
his concern and his help many times. No 
one is more conscious of this than I. 
I shall never forget his loyalty, his keen 
sense of justice, and his willingness to do 
that which was fair and right. Indiana is 
proud of this Hoosier who gave so many 
years of dedicated service to the country. 
He has our respect and our best wishes 
for many years of continued good health 
and happiness. 

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Speaker, Ralph 
Roberts was Clerk of the House when 
my father served in Congress and Ralph 
Roberts was Clerk when I came to Con- 
gress. Ralph Roberts has been a kind and 
good friend to both of us. 

The fact that Mr. Roberts hails from 
the hills of southern Indiana, the place 
of my father’s boyhood, makes even 
greater our affection for him. Ralph 
Roberts served the House well. All Mem- 
bers miss him. 

Mr. MURPHY of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I wish to associate my remarks with 
those made by the gentleman from Illi- 
nois, BARRATT O'Hara, regarding our 
mutual friend, Ralph R. Roberts. 

Ralph has been a personal and politi- 
cal friend of mine since 1940. His many 
associations with me and other Illinois 
Democrats have always been of a high 
and remarkable quality. I speak for my- 
self, and I am sure Ralph’s other Illinois 
friends, when I say thanks for many jobs 
well done. I can only wish him the best 
in any future endeavor. 5 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. Mr. 
Speaker, in his 43 years of service to the 
House of Representatives, Ralph Roberts 
performed his duties in a dignified and 
honorable manner. 

As a friend of 20 years duration, I 
commend his faithful service to this 
body and to the Nation. For the future, 
I wish him many years of good health 
and happiness. 


GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND 


Mr. O’HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days to extend 
their remarks on the service of Ralph R. 
Roberts as Clerk of the House of Repre- 
sentatives. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 


TIME MAGAZINE RECANTS 


Mr. HEBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Louisiana? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. Speaker, and Mem- 
bers of the House, you will recall that 
some months ago, during the draft hear- 
ings, I was widely quoted in the news 
media of the country as having made the 
statement, “Let’s forget the first amend- 
ment.” A great deal of controversy arose 
out of that alleged statement in that 
context. 

Ihave in my hand a letter that I would 
like to read which would be of interest, 
I believe, to the Members because I in- 
tend to discuss the other news media dur- 
ing the so-called antiriot bill. Among 
those who quoted me out of context as 
saying, “Let’s forget the first amend- 
ment” was Time magazine. I do not have 
to tell you about Time magazine. You 
know Time magazine. I received this 
most interesting letter from the editor 
of Time magazine dated June 1, 1967: 

TIME, INC., 
New York, June 1, 1967. 
Hon. F. EDWARD HEBERT, 
Congress of the United States, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. HÉBERT: The story in Time con- 
taining the quotation ascribed to you, “Let’s 
forget the First Amendment,” was in no way 
intended, as you imply, to be a “slant” on 
the news. However, as we now realize from 
scanning the full testimony, Time did take 
your remark out of context, and for that we 
apologize. Our only defense is that the Con- 
gressional Record was not available to us at 
the time that the story was written. 

Sincerely, 
HEDLEY Donovan. 


Mr. Speaker, it is of interest to note 
that this personal apology came to me, 
but it has not appeared in public print 
in Time magazine. 

There is a very interesting story there 
again, which I will discuss in connection 
with the other news media, but I think 
it important at this time, since the first 
amendment undoubtedly will be one of 
the major factors during discussion of 
the antiriot bill, that every Member 
should be alert to and understand the 
dangers of the path he walks when he 
discusses enacting legislation which in 
the opinion of some may infringe on the 
first amendment. 


STARVING AMERICANS 


Mr. RESNICK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. RESNICK. Mr. Speaker, I am here 
today to offer my personal sympathy to 
my distinguished colleague from Missis- 
sippi [Mr. WHITTEN]. In the RECORD yes- 
terday, it appears he felt constrained to 
use proper language when discussing me. 
I just want the gentleman to know how 
much I understand that. I have the same 
problem. 

I would like to read at this time from 
the Recorp of February 10, 1966. At that 
time we were discussing the very same 
problem we are discussing today, the 
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starving Negroes in Mississippi. At that 
time, I debated the entire congressional 
delegation from that State on this point, 
and at that time I pointed out they did 
not refute one of my facts. All we got 
was a lot of rhetoric. 

Once again, I am prepared to discuss 
the facts. I will be prepared to discuss 
them here, and I will ask unanimous con- 
sent that after other legislative business 
I be allowed on Tuesday next for 60 min- 
utes to address the House. I will be very 
happy to discuss that subject. 

However, if the gentleman from Mis- 
sissippi [Mr. Wuirren] feels that the 
rules of this body constrain his lan- 
guage, I will be very happy to meet with 
the gentleman any place, as I did say 
on February 10, 1966. I will meet the gen- 
tleman in Greenville, Miss., or in the of- 
fice of the administration downtown, or 
here on the floor of the House, and I 
would like to make that invitation once 
again. I will meet him anywhere to dis- 
cuss this and go through the facts. 


PROBLEMS IN THE STATE OF NEW 
YORK AND IN THE STATE OF 
MISSISSIPPI 


Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Mississippi? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Speaker, I do 
not intend to engage in any discussion 
about the problems of my State with the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. RES- 
NIcK]. He is simply not qualified to dis- 
cuss them. And I am not qualified to 
discuss his. I would also like to say that 
I do not believe my colleague, the gen- 
tleman from Mississippi [Mr. WHITTEN] 
whom he attacks in Mr. WuHITTEN’s ab- 
sence, needs any defense. My colleague 
from Mississippi can take care of him- 
self. And incidentally, Mr. Speaker, 
both Mr. Wuirten and I were here in 
Congress when the gentleman from New 
York first arrived; and I daresay we will 
be here when he is gone. 

If the gentleman from New York 
would, with all deference, take one short 
look at his own backyard—and I am not 
insisting that he do so—I believe he 
would find problems there which would 
require his full-time service in this body. 

We do have some problems in my 
State. We have some poor people. We 
deeply regret this. We do not like to 
boast of it, but admittedly the per capita 
income in my State is lower than that 
of any other State in the Union. We are 
trying to improve it; and we are making 
this effort without regard to race or color. 

One cannot improve such by kicking 
people around. One does not improve 
things by constantly pointing the finger 
of scorn and criticism or by belittling. 
Everyone cannot be rich like the 
gentleman from New York. And by the 
way, I have not noticed him dividing any 
of his immense wealth with the poor of 
my State or any other area. 

Regrettably, my colleague from New 
York is doing nothing but belittling and 
nit picking. 
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He spends time here on this floor to 
discuss problems which have absolutely 
nothing to do with the service he should 
be rendering to his own district. And I 
am convinced he is not rendering any to 
my area. 

I just cannot understand the gentle- 
man. He has a fine district. It is rich and 
prosperous. It has few problems economi- 
cally; but it does have some. All districts 
have. I just cannot understand why he 
cannot find a little bit of time to look 
into some of the problems in his own 
area. I believe if he would all of us here 
would get along just a little better and 
the country as a whole would be much 
better off. At least, he might promote 
harmony among our peoples. I know Iam 
no expert on his New York district and, 
with all deference, I do not believe he is 
an expert on mine. 

I do not care what the gentleman says 
or what any other political leader from 
his State or any State near his State says, 
even though they may have spent a few 
hours down in Mississippi, there are no 
people starving in my State. Nor is there 
any starving in their States. People just 
do not starve in this country. We are just 
not that inhuman; no, not even in New 
York or Mississippi. 

There are some down my way who are 
out of jobs. My colleague from New York 
helped to put some of them out of jobs 
when he voted for the minimum wage 
applicable to farm labor. Sargent Shriver 
of the poverty program said himself this 
was the effect of the minimum wage, and 
he hastened down to provide these un- 
employed farmworkers with food stamps. 
The wages were fixed so high that ma- 
chines were moved in to replace the hand 
labor. I regret this very much. I stated 
on the floor of this House this would be 
the case if the last minimum wage bill 
was passed. The gentleman from New 
York supported the bill which put these 
people out of work. He helped to make 
their lot. He also voted for the bill which 
made the big cut in cotton acreage which 
put thousands more out of work. I voted 
against the bill. This problem could have 
been solved with a more aggressive cotton 
sales program, especially in export. 

If he would spend his time trying to 
solve the problems of his own district in- 
stead of trying to leave his heel prints 
on our necks we would get along much 
better. And our people would undoubtedly 
do better. 

I wish the gentleman would give con- 
sideration to that. I know he is a very 
brilliant man. He might feel that his 
country can hardly do without him. But 
I might say to the gentleman that we can 
make it very well down our way, his bril- 
liance and counsel to the contrary not- 
withstanding. 


PROBLEMS IN MISSISSIPPI AND 
ELSEWHERE 


Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Louisiana? 

There was no objection. 
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Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Speaker, I, 
like the gentleman who just preceded me 
in the well, had no intention, when I 
came into the Chamber today, of speak- 
ing under the 1-minute rule. 

I believe now, however, it has about 
come time to do as the gentleman from 
Mississippi has just suggested. It is time 
some of us concern ourselves with the 
Golden Rule and not only that it is long 
past time for people who live in glass 
houses to quit throwing rocks and tend 
to their own business. 

The gentleman from New York [Mr. 
REsNIcK] just a moment ago had a great 
deal to say about somebody else’s busi- 
ness. He has had the same things to say 
on previous occasions about the problems 
in Mississippi and indeed the rest of the 
South. The problems of the North exceed 
those of the South and I am sick and 
tired of being a whipping boy. I find it 
rather strange he does not find it wise 
and advantageous to talk about some of 
the problems a little bit closer to home. 
I would believe that Harlem, the Bowery 
in New York, and the problems of 
Newark, N.J., are a little bit closer to 
home. Why does not the gentleman talk 
about the needs of the ghettos in New 
York City? 

I can express what I have to say by 
telling a story I heard a number of years 
ago, when I was a youngster, about a 
man who lived on the shores of one of 
the Great Lakes. He decided to commit 
suicide and wrote a note before leaving 
home telling of his intentions. He then 
got in his car and traveled all the way 
to the Gulf of Mexico to commit suicide 
by drowning himself. A wise old man said 
on that occasion, He passed an awful 
lot of water on the way that he could 
have utilized to drown himself.” 

The only thing I have to say is that the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. RESNICK] 
has passed an awful lot of poverty and 
problems on the way to Mississippi to 
belittle those people. You cannot blame 
him, however, for trying to focus atten- 
tion on problems elsewhere and divert 
attention from those at home. Will the 
gentleman deny that what once was con- 
sidered our problem in the South is now 
more of a problem in the North. I suggest 
he tend to his own knitting. 


HOW MUCH A BILLION DOLLARS 
REPRESENTS 


Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, today I 
would like to expand upon my remarks 
of yesterday on how much a billion dol- 
lars represents. We are spending $70 bil- 
lion on our Defense Establishment and 
$30 billion on a war in Vietnam. 

What would a billion dollars do, ex- 
actly? In the field of education, just a 
billion dollars would provide 500 brand- 
new high schools, fully equipped with 
gymnasiums, theaters, auditoriums, 
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swimming pools, air conditioning, and 
classroom space for 1,000 students. Con- 
struction of these schools would employ 
68,000 workers for 2 years, and 11,000 
more on a part-time basis. And, it would 
provide impetus to industries that sup- 
ply the materials, equipment, and 
facilities. 

It would be nice if we could harness 
our Federal billions directly to such 
worthwhile projects. Unfortunately, we 
have a plethora of programs, many of 
which exist only in the realm of paper- 
work and redtape. We have a poverty 
war, and urban renewal, and we have 
grants being given for expeditions to dig 
around in old Etruscan ruins. We are 
sending volleyball teachers to Peru, 
wrong-gage locomotives to Thailand, 
hardship allowances so that AID people 
in Saigon can have cooks, chauffeurs, 
maids, and gatekeepers—all these things 
are diluting our national purpose and 
our Federal finances. 

When we raised the debt limit by $22.5 
billion, we simply gave a pat on the head 
to the shaggy-dog spenders, who never 
seem to end anything, but are always 
busily spending on something. 

I say it is time that we looked at our 
finances squarely, that we assigned prior- 
ities to Federal spending, that we put 
away for the duration the Federal fri- 
volities. 


THE M-16 RIFLE 


Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection, 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, the strike 
at Colt Industries has shut off produc- 
tion of the badly needed M-16 rifle, a 
rifle which is in short supply by allied 
forces in Vietnam. 

This strike has also shut down all as- 
sembly production of an improvement 
on the M-16 rifle, an improvement which 
is badly needed on all M-16 rifles now 
in service in Vietnam, an improvement 
which would reduce the rate of fire so as 
to reduce the malfunction rate of this 
weapon. 

Mr. Speaker, to me the fact that today 
all production of these improvements, 
as well as the M-16 rifle, have been shut 
down, is a scandal, it is a shame, and it is 
a problem that belongs at the door of 
the Secretary of Defense, Mr. McNa- 
mara, and I think the Congress ought to 
do something about it. 


COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND 
FOREIGN COMMERCE—PERMIS- 
SION TO SIT 


Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
may be permitted to sit during general 
debate today. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 
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COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY— 
PERMISSION TO SIT DURING 
GENERAL DEBATE ON JULY 20, 
1967 


Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on the Judiciary may sit during general 
debate on July 20. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 


CALL OF THE HOUSE 


Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is 
not present. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I move a 
call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol- 
lowing Members failed to answer to 
their names: 


[Roll No. 175] 
Ashbrook Green, Oreg. Myers 
Ashley Ha O Hara, Mich 
Burton, Calif ite 
Case. King, Calif. Rarick 
Celler Kluczynski Scheuer 
Cowger Leggett Tiernan 
Diggs May Whitener 
Flood Miller, Calif. Williams, Miss. 
Fuqua Murphy, Il. 


The SPEAKER. On this rolleall 405 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum. 

By unanimous consent, further pro- 
eo under the call were dispensed 
with. 


WEATHER  MODIFICATION—MES- 
SAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF 
THE UNITED STATES TRANSMIT- 
TING EIGHTH ANNUAL REPORT 
THEREON FROM THE NATIONAL 
SCIENCE FOUNDATION 


The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the following message from the President 
of the United States; which was read 
and, together with the accompanying 
papers, referred to the Committee on In- 
terstate and Foreign Commerce and or- 
dered to be printed with illustrations: 


To the Congress of the United States: 

I am pleased to transmit the Eighth 
Annual Report of the National Science 
Foundation covering the activities of the 
Federal Government in the field of 
weather modification during fiscal year 
1966. 

To some, a storm is but an inconven- 
ience, a fog is but an hour’s delay. But 
to millions of others—in America and 
around the world—the weather can spell 
the difference between shelter and home- 
lessness, between nourishment and star- 
vation, between life and death. 

This report provides clear evidence 
that progress is being made toward our 
goal of developing the capacity to modify 
E for the benefit of all man- 

ind. 

In the period covered by this report, we 
found that 

Precipitation from some types of clouds 
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may be increased by as much as 10 per- 
cent by seeding. 

Seeding of thunderstorm clouds may 
reduce significantly the number of light- 
ning strikes. 

The incidence of hail may be reduced 
by heavy seeding. 

Large bodies of cold ground fog may 
be dissipated through the use of dry ice 
or silver iodide. 

Mathematical models will be increas- 
ingly useful for experimentation with 
techniques for controlling hurricanes and 
tornadoes. 

For all our progress, we have still only 
scratched the surface. To develop the full 
potential of weather modification, we 
must continue our research and experi- 
mentation. We must bring to the effort 
our best skills and our most advanced 
technologies. We must better organize 
our efforts in this area. 

And we must join with other nations 
in the search for solutions, for the 
weather respects no national boundary. 

I commend this report—of progress 
and of challenge—to your attention. 

LYNDON B. JOHNSON. 

THE WHITE House, July 19, 1967. 


PENALTIES FOR INCITING RIOTS 


Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, by direc- 
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call up 
House Resolution 729, and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 

HoUsE RESOLUTION 729 

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 
resolution it shall be in order to move that 
the House resolve itself into the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the consideration of the bill (H.R. 
421) to amend title 18 of the United States 
Code to prohibit travel or use of any facility 
in interstate or foreign commerce with in- 
tent to incite a riot or other violent civil 
disturbance, and for other purposes, After 
general debate, which shall be confined to 
the bill and shall continue not to exceed 
two hours, to be equally divided and con- 
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor- 
ity member of the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary, the bill shall be read for amendment 
under the five-minute rule. It shall be in 
order to consider the amendment in the 
nature of a substitute recommended by the 
Committee on the Judiciary now printed in 
the bill, and such substitute for the purpose 
of amendment shall be considered under the 
five-minute rule as an original bill. At the 
conclusion of such consideration the Com- 
mittee shall rise and report the bill to the 
House with such amendments as may have 
been adopted, and any Member may demand 
@ separate vote in the House on any of the 
amendments adopted in the Committee of 
the Whole to the bill or committee amend- 
ment in the nature of a substitute, The pre- 
vious question shall be considered as ordered 
on the bill and amendments thereto to final 
passage without intervening motion except 
one motion to recommit with or without 
instructions. 


The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Mississippi is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
the usual 30 minutes to the minority 
leader on the committee, the very able 
and distinguished gentleman from Cali- 
fornia [Mr. SMITH] and pending that, 
Mr. Speaker, I yield myself such time as 
I may consume 
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Mr. Speaker, this resolution provides 
for 2 hours of general debate, and then 
consideration under the 5-minute rule 
where germane amendments may be of- 
fered to the so-called antiriot bill. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill is something that 
I am sure the Members of the Congress 
are keenly and intently interested in. 

I am even more sure that the people 
whom they have the honor to represent 
in this Congress are even more keenly 
interested than are the Members them- 
selves. Why do I say that? Because we 
have witnessed in this young Republic in 
the last few years something bordering 
on & state of anarchy in the great metro- 
politan centers of our great common 
country—something unprecedented, And 
I make the statement here this morning 
that if this is permitted to go on un- 
checked in the streets of these great 
urban centers, you are going to have a 
nationwide state of anarchy on your 
hands. 

Mr. Speaker, let me make another 
statement, if I may, and that is that this 
bill alone will not be a cure-all as for the 
riots that have taken place and riots that 
might take place. But I also want to em- 
phasize that it can prove to be and will 
prove to be a powerful deterrent to riots 
in the streets if the Congress will 
promptly enact it and if the Justice De- 
partment will enforce it. 

But first, Mr. Speaker, permit me to 
briefly state the purpose of the bill. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 729 
provides an open rule with 2 hours of 
general debate for consideration of H.R. 
421 to amend title 18 of the United States 
Code to prohibit travel or use of any fa- 
cility in interstate or foreign commerce 
with intent to incite a riot or other vio- 
lent civil disturbance, and for other pur- 
poses. 

We all are, or should be, deeply con- 
cerned because of the outbreak of riots 
and other violence in cities throughout 
these United States. While the immedi- 
ate victims of street terror are the inno- 
cent bystanders, law-abiding citizens, 
and neutral shopkeepers, we are all be- 
ing victimized by this lawlessness. 

On August 9, 1966, by an overwhelm- 
ing majority, the House passed as an 
amendment to the civil rights bill legis- 
lation similar to H.R, 421; however, as 
we all know, the bill died in the Senate. 

Although each of the States and the 
District of Columbia have laws against 
affrays, disturbance of the peace, and 
riots, it is obvious that a need exists for 
the exercise of Federal jurisdiction 
against those who agitate and incite vio- 
lence by the use of facilities in interstate 
commerce. The Congress has the power 
to enact such legislation; it should and 
must exercise that power to supplement 
State and local law enforcement. By 
assuring Federal investigative and pros- 
ecutive jurisdiction over out-of-State 
agitaters and inciters, State and local 
authorities should be greatly assisted in 
keeping the peace and protecting the 
public safety. 

H.R. 421 provides a maximum penalty 
of $10,000 fine, or 5 years imprisonment, 
or both for any person found guilty of 
traveling from State to State or who uses 
the mail or other facilities of interstate 
commerce with intent to incite street 
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violence and rioting and who thereby 
threatens the domestic peace and tran- 
quillity. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. COLMER. I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. WILLIS. I hold in my hand a de- 
tailed list and explanation of 19 major 
riots since April 1 which appeared in the 
Washington Post of July 18, 1967, of yes- 
terday morning, giving the dates, the 
number of people arrested, the number of 
people crippled, the number of people 
killed, the millions of dollars of damages 
done, and so on. Since April 1, there were 
19 riots in as many cities in the United 
States. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that this news story be inserted in the 
Recor following the remarks of the gen- 
tleman now addressing the House from 
the well. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it is 
so ordered, 

There was no objection. 

Mr. COLMER. I appreciate the contri- 
bution of the gentleman. 

Mr. Speaker, I emphasize that these 
riots have not been confined to any one 
particular area. They extend from Los 
Angeles, which was one of the earlier 
ones, across the country to the east coast, 
to New Jersey, where one of the more re- 
cent and one of the most disastrous riots 
has occurred. 

In that connection, Mr. Speaker, I have 
here a group of newspaper clippings, of 
many pages, with many pictures, illus- 
trating the riot that took place in Day- 
ton, Ohio, and I have a letter also from a 
woman there who sent me these clippings 
showing the devastation by fires willfully 
set by the rioters and some of the victims 
who were shot down in cold blood. 

Here is reported a story in this clipping 
of a horrible incident in this Dayton riot: 

I hope those who are considering 
voting against this bill upon some nebu- 
lous ground will give me their attention. 
This is the story of a couple, a man and 
his wife—yes, a Negro man and his 
wife—who were driving up to a filing 
station in the city of Dayton, Ohio, to 
have the tank of their car replenished 
with gasoline. This riot was going on. 
One of the rioters, whom they described 
in the familiar form of wearing a blue 
suit, straw hat, and so forth, walked up 
as the husband of this woman got out 
of the car. 

The rioter fired a pistol directly at 
him. The bullet entered his head. The 
account related that the man was being 
hospitalized, and there was a question 
whether he would recover or not. But not 
being satisfied with that, the rioter 
turned his pistol on the man’s wife. Thus 
it went in Dayton, Ohio. 

There is the story of Chicago and other 
farflung centers. Who is next? What city 
is the next target? 

I have read in the press that the city 
of Washington, the Capital of the Na- 
tion, the showcase of the Nation, is 
marked for a riot this summer. I hope 
that is not true. The good Lord above 
knows that I do not want to say anything 
here and I hope no other Member will 
which would incite it or cause that threat 
to be carried out. And I know there will 
be some disagreement with this next 
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statement, but I have reason which justi- 
fies the statement that we are not deal- 
ing with the Negro race as such, The 
great majority of our Negro people are 
good citizens. They are law-abiding citi- 
zens, But we are dealing here with an 
organized conspiracy—and this is what 
I think at least some of you are going to 
doubt—that is backed by, yes, the Com- 
munists who are working in this country 
and who have a big stake involved here. 
They are the people who have the most 
to gain in this kind of anarchy and un- 
lawfulness. 

If you doubt it, just reason for a mo- 
ment. They would certainly be more stu- 
pid than you and I believe they are if 
they did not take advantage of this kind 
of situation and move in. 

So what do we have? We have the 
leaders of SNCC and other similar or- 
ganizations going around from State to 
State preaching “black power” and in- 
citing riots. Here we are with one 
Stokely Carmichael and one Rap Brown, 
with headquarters down in Atlanta, Ga., 
who among others we find traveling from 
State to State and from city to city, and 
in their wake comes conflagration, blood- 
spilling, wholesale pilfering, and the loss 
of life and property. 

Oh, I know that there are certain peo- 
ple who believe in—and I give them cred- 
it for that—and who are dedicated, to use 
the word generally accepted, to lib- 
eralism.” I have no fault to find with any- 
one whose philosophy is different from 
mine, but I do find fault with those who 
are mislead into the wrong direction be- 
cause of their philosophy. 

We hear a lot about the first amend- 
ment, yet the House Judiciary Commit- 
tee, composed of some of the most out- 
standing liberals in this Congress, has 
reported this bill with only three dis- 
senters. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLMER. I yield to my friend, 
the gentleman from Louisiana. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Speaker, in that con- 
nection, that is to say in connection with 
the possible involvement of the first 
amendment that we will be hearing 
about, let me read the bill itself. The bill 
talks about traveling from one State into 
another with the specific intent to pro- 
mote or carry on a riot, and then, not 
satisfied with that requirement alone, 
the bill says “and thereafter performs or 
attempts to perform any overt act“ of 
incitement and carrying on a riot. Those 
are the words of the bill. 

With reference to the first amendment, 
let me read this sentence from the bill, 
and I am talking about the definition of 
words used in the bill. 

(c) Inciting a riot shall mean urging or 
instigating other persons to riot, but shall 
not mean the mere advocacy of ideas or the 
mere expression of belief. 


Those words are in the bill, and we will 
be hearing that they are vague and 
might involve violation of the first 
amendment. If those words were not in 
the bill, I say those opposed to the bill 
would be the first ones to insist that the 
words be in. But I will be willing to 
scratch them from the bill at the proper 
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time if an amendment is made, if it will 
mean their support of the bill. 

Mr. COLMER. I thank the gentleman. 

My time is so limited, I have not had 
an opportunity to go into a detailed ex- 
planation of the bill, but the gentleman 
from Louisiana has very ably stated its 
objective and the answer to this ques- 
tion. He is recognized in this House as 
an authority on constitutional law. 

There is a great demand for this leg- 
islation. There were 70 bills on this sub- 
ject that were referred to the Judiciary 
Committee since this Congress convened. 
There were 132 resolutions introduced by 
Members of this House and referred to 
the Committee on Rules requesting that 
the bill be brought to the floor of the 
House. This is an unprecedented thing 
in my service in this House. So there is 
a great demand among the Members, 
themselves, for this legislation, and, as 
I have said, an even greater demand 
among the people at home for this leg- 
islation. 

Finally, because I just must not take 
any more time here, let me say this to 
those who, for one reason or another, 
are thinking about voting against this 
bill. What are they going to say when 
they go back home and meet with their 
policemen and our firemen and our mu- 
nicipal authorities and the mayor and 
others who have been through the holo- 
causts that have existed and who have 
risked their lives. In fact in some in- 
stances have lost their lives? 

Are we going to say, as somebody has 
said, “Well, this bill is not the answer. 
It will not do the job.“ Would they not 
be inclined to say, “If I was willing to 
go out on that street where bullets were 
flying to try to stop this thing, do you 
not believe you should be willing to give 
an opportunity to stop or at least to 
deter these riots?” 

My friends, I do not know what you 
are going to do with this bill. I know, 
I believe, what you are going to do. 
I know what you ought to do with it, 
and that is to pass it unanimously, to 
let these people up there in New Jersey 
today—I believe I heard something over 
the radio this morning that another one 
has started—know that the Congress is 
trying to do something within the frame- 
work of its ability to do so. 

I urge the adoption of the resolution 
and the passage of the bill. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Speaker I include 
the complete article which I referred to 
earlier: 

[From the Washington Post, July 18, 1967] 
Mago 1967 Riors—19 CITIES HIT BY VIOLENCE 
BEGINNING IN APRIL 

Outbreaks of Negro violence in the Nation 
during 1967: 

Omaha—About 200 Negro youths smashed 
windows, looted stores and damaged police 
cars April 1-2 in ghetto shopping center. 
Twenty-one persons arrested. 

Houston—One policeman was killed and 
two others injured in rioting on campus of 
Texas Southern University, a predominantly 
Negro school, May 16-17. Police arrested 489 
students in mass campus roundup. 

Chicago—Ten persons, including three po- 
licemen, injured in May 21 melee touched 
off when two white women tried to partici- 
pate in Black Nationalist ceremony honor- 
ing late Malcolm X. Twenty-two persons ar- 
rested. Police arrested 37 persons in May 30 
racial battle in suburban forest preserve. 
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Nashville—Students of three predomi- 
nantly Negro colleges, charging police bru- 
tality, rioted for three nights starting April 
8. Two persons wounded in rock and bottle 
attacks on police. 

Jackson, Miss——Police arrest of a Negro 
student sparked two nights of rioting near 
Jackson State College May 12-13. One Negro 


was killed in sporadic gunfire. National 
Guard restored order. 
Boston—One hundred persons injured 


during four days of racial violence in Rox- 
bury district June 2-5. Police arrested 73 per- 
sons, Damage estimated at $1 million. 

Tampa, Fla—A white policeman shot a 
Negro burglary suspect June 11 and Negro 
mobs stormed through streéts, smashing 
windows, setting fires, stoning motorists. 
More than 100 persons arrested. Damage esti- 
mated at 82 million before peace restored. by 
National Guard. 

Prattville, Ala.—Snipers exchanged gun- 
fire with police after arrest of Stokely Car- 
michael for disturbing the peace on June 11. 
Three policemen and a dog handler wound- 
ed. National Guardsmen arrested 10 persons. 

Cincinnati—National Guard called out to 
quell Negro rioting June 12-16 that brought 
365 arrests, one death, six injuries and $2 
million in damage. Violence flared again 
July 3-5, bringing 19 arrests and $1 million 
damage. 

Lansing, Mich Negro gangs on West Side 
hurl rocks and bottles at police, injuring 
three persons. Two youths arrested. 

Atlanta—Rioting broke out in Dixie Hills 
June 19 after address by Carmichael at rally 
protesting shooting of Negro youth by Negro 
policeman. One Negro killed and three others 
injured in three nights of street skirmishing. 

Buffalo—More than 100 persons injured 
and 240 arrested during three nights of Ne- 
gro rioting June 27-29. Conservative damage 
estimate from fires, looting and vandalism 
was $250,000. 

Des Moines—Rock and bottle throwing 
melee involving Negro gangs July 2 resulted 
in six arrests. Recurrence of violence July 16 
brings 17 arrests. 

Kansas City, Mo.—Police used tear gas to 
disperse 150 Negroes July 9 at a park after 
crowd dented police cars and broke windows 
with rocks and bottles. Eleven persons ar- 
rested, one injured. 

Waterloo, Iowa—Negroes stoned passing 
cars and looted some stores July 10 in an 
outgrowth of two previous nights of minor 
disturbances. Five persons were injured. 

Erie, Pa—Negro youth, apparently after 
a police breakup of a street-corner dice 
game, smashed car windows and threw bot- 
tles at police July 12-13. Nine youths 
arrested. 

Hartford, Conn.—Eleven policemen were 
injured in Negro flareups July 12-13. Bricks 
and Molotov cocktails thrown through six 
store windows. Twenty persons arrested. 

Newark—Twenty-four persons, all but two 
of the Negroes, died in a flareup of racial 
rioting highlighted by sniping and looting. 
More than 1600 persons were arrested in the 
rioting which broke out Wednesday night 
and entered its sixth day Monday. 

Plainfield, N.J.—A policeman was shot to 
death with his own pistol Sunday in the 
third day of racial violence in which more 
than 50 persons have been arrested or in- 
jured. 

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume, 

Mr. Speaker, first I should like to com- 
mend the distinguished chairman of the 
Rules Committee on the very able presen- 
tation he has just made to the House. 

House Resolution 729 will provide for 
2 hours of debate, under an open rule 
for the consideration of H.R. 421, which 
is entitled “a bill to provide penalties for 
inciting riots.” 
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In addition to there being an open rule, 
it will be in order to consider the amend- 
ment in the nature of a substitute rec- 
ommended by the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary, now printed in the bill, and such 
substitute for the purpose of amend- 
ment shall be considered under the 5- 
minute rule as an original bill. 

The purpose of this bill is to prohibit 
interstate travel or the use of interstate 
facilities, including the mail, to incite, 
organize or promote a riot. 

The provisions of the bill are aimed 
at all persons who travel about or use 
the mails or other interstate facilities 
with intent to incite street violence or 
rioting. No legitimate meetings or 
demonstrations are interfered with by 
the bill. None are prohibited. It is the 
professional agitator the bill seeks to 
reach, not local residents engaged in law- 
ful activity. 

Language in the bill provides that this 
Federal legislation will supplement exist- 
ing State laws, it will not supersede them. 
By assuring Federal investigation and 
prosecution of interstate rioters it is 
hoped that the States will be assisted in 
their work. 

Penalties for those convicted under 
this legislation include a fine of up to 
$10,000 or imprisonment of up to 5 years, 
or both. 

A number of questions have been pre- 
sented to me by various Members, and I 
have attempted to ascertain the answers 
from other Members. I hope this may 
clear up some questions that may be in 
the minds of some here today. 

It was suggested that no hearings were 
held. In the Rules Committee the tran- 
seript was presented showing that hear- 
ings actually were held. So far as I know, 
they were not printed at the time of the 
appearance before the Rules Committee. 
I do not know that they have been 
printed as of this time, but hearings 
were held on the previous bill. 

It was suggested that this language was 
not in accordance with or did not have 
the approval of the Attorney General. I 
have been informed that an Assistant 
Attorney General, Mr. Doar, who is in 
charge of the Civil Rights Division, after 
testifying in the same hearings did sub- 
mit a letter to the committee and that 
the language used in the bill before us 
today is substantially in accordance with 
the suggestions Mr. Doar made in his 
letter to the Judiciary Committee. 

Mr. Speaker, some have suggested to 
me that the bill may be unconstitutional. 
I know that none of us want to deliber- 
ately pass any bill which we believe or 
know to be unconstitutional. But, by the 
same token, we are charged with the duty 
of passing legislation in the various fields 
which affect the American people. 

Mr. Speaker, the courts are the ones 
charged with the responsibility of deter- 
mining whether or not a certain piece of 
legislation is constitutional. It is my 
opinion that to try to determine whether 
it is or isn’t constitutional, is not neces- 
sarily a function of this body at the 
present time. 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield for 
just one moment regarding the hearings 
that were held? 
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Mr. SMITH of California. Yes; I shall 
be happy to yield to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. EDWARDS]. 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Hear- 
ings were not held in the 90th Congress. 
Two days of hearings were held in the 
89th Congress, on October 5 and, I be- 
lieve, the 6th of October, representing a 
total of 2 hours and 45 minutes of hear- 
ings which were held. Also, these hear- 
ings were held in connection with title V 
of the Civil Rights Act of 1966. 

There is no letter in the report from 
the Attorney General, or any opinion 
whatsoever or report of the Attorney 
General indicating the approval of the 
Department of Justice of this legislation. 

Mr. SMITH of California. I did not 
say that the Department of Justice ap- 
proved or disapproved of this legislation. 
I said that I am presented with state- 
ments which have been made to me as 
an individual relative to the fact that 
hearings were held and that subsequently 
the Assistant Attorney General, Mr. 
Doar, submitted a letter on this subject 
and efforts were made to include his 
language in this particular bill. 

I thank the gentleman from California 
for his contribution and I think the gen- 
tleman’s statements are correct. 

Mr. Speaker, I have received a number 
of telegrams and letters from certain 
segments of labor objecting to this par- 
ticular bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I call the attention of the 
Members to page 3 of the report: 

The bill, as amended, will not prohibit 
legitimate activities by groups or individ- 
uals who travel in interstate commerce or 
use its facilities to plan and participate in 
public assemblies or other lawful public 
demonstration. 


Mr. Speaker, I particularly make refer- 
ence to this section which, in my opinion, 
is certainly legislative history, and is 
contained in the report. Resuming the 
quotation from page 3 of the report: 

Obviously, nothing in the bill circum- 
scribes or hinders the objectives of organized 
labor in a bona fide labor dispute in urging 
strikes. 


Now, Mr. Speaker, some claim that we 
do not need this particular bill. Cer- 
tainly, if we are going to continue to 
have situations like we had recently in 
Newark, N.J., as well as others, where 
there is almost anarchy in our cities, I 
feel it is a real necessity to pass legis- 
lation such as this. 

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from Ala- 
bama, I believe, may offer an amend- 
ment, the wording of which has been 
submitted to me. I think the language 
of it is to this effect, anyone who “ob- 
structs, impedes or interferes with any 
member of a fire department (including 
a volunteer fire department) or law en- 
forcement officer of any State, any politi- 
cal subdivision of a State, or the District 
of Columbia, engaged in the performance 
of his official duties incident to and dur- 
ing the commission of any such riot 
shall be guilty under the act.” = 

Frankly, Mr. Speaker, I just cannot 
understand how any of us would tolerate 
permitting an individual to snipe at, to 
fire upon a policeman engaged in the 
performance of his official duties, or any 
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fireman so engaged, and murder that 
individual, as actually occurred last week 
in Newark. 

Mr. Speaker, if this legislation will in 
any way help to prevent that type of 
thing, I think it is high time we got it 
on the books. 

Mr. Speaker, as to the assertion that 
this bill is an attempt to legislate upon 
the question of civil rights, I hope that 
in line with that position there is no 
thought to offer an amendment along the 
lines of H.R. 2516, and I hope that such 
amendment will not be offered here to- 
day. I do not feel it is germane. And, I 
can state that it is my opinion, my best 
guess, that the bill will be on the floor 
of the House within the next two weeks 
for your consideration. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of 
the rule and I urge the passage of the 
legislation. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from California has consumed 8 
minutes. 

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. ANDERSON]. 

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I yield to 
the gentleman. 

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Speaker, in view of 
the comments made by the distinguished 
gentleman from California relating to 
the so-called Edwards of Alabama 
amendment printed in the Recorp pre- 
viously relating to firemen and police- 
men, I believe it would be well to have 
the Record show, however, that the lan- 
guage of the bill before us clearly covers 
any acts of violence in furtherance of 
a riot, and the performance of or attempt 
to perform any overt act relating thereto. 
That is clearly covered. Any act against 
the duly authorized law enforcement au- 
thorities or the duly authorized fire de- 
partment or volunteer fire department is 
now included in those words in the bill 
before us. 

I know the gentleman would want the 
record to be clear on that point. 

May I just make one other observation 
relating to labor unions. The gentleman 
is correct in his statement, but in addi- 
tion to that there is specifically a re- 
quirement that a person who travels in 
interstate or foreign commerce, or uses 
any facility, must do so with intent to 
incite a riot, and with intent to perform 
an overt act. And any labor union orga- 
nizer who does not intend to incite a riot 
when he goes into a State is obviously 
not even covered. I have tried to explain 
this to labor union organizers, and I sug- 
gested to them I just did not believe they 
wanted to be in a position of asking for 
a license to riot. The intent required by 
this bill protects legitimate union activi- 
ties such as sitting up a picket line, or 
what have you. If a union organizer does 
not have the intent to incite a riot, he is 
certainly not covered. And as far as Iam 
concerned this is a red herring. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. 
Speaker, the bill be have before us to- 
day is unquestionably in large measure 
the product of the legislative skill and— 
yes, I would use the word “tenacity’— 
of the gentleman who has just spoken, 
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the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
CRAMER]. 

I am sure also that the Committee on 
Rules of this House must accept a cer- 
tain measure of responsibility in the fact 
that the bill is before us today because 
it has been said, and I believe correctly, 
that it might yet be languishing within 
the confines of the Committee on the 
Judiciary had not certain initiatives 
been employed by the Committee on 
Rules. 

I believe my distinguished colleague on 
the committee, Mr. SMITH of California, 
has already made it abundantly clear 
that the charge that adequate hearings 
were not held is simply not so. It is un- 
fortunate, I think, that those hearings 
for some reason or other not known to 
me have not been published, but I believe 
all the witnesses we need to hear have 
been heard. We have heard the agonized 
comments of the Governor of New Jersey 
about insurrection and rebellion. Tragi- 
cally the hearings on this bill have been 
held in the streets of America where 
blood has flowed, and the transcript for 
this bill is written on the front page of 
this morning’s newspaper when I read 
the words of the mayor of Newark, Mr. 
Addonizio, a former colleague of ours in 
this House, that the tensions which re- 
sulted in racial rioting have been fueled 
“by the rash of wild and extremist state- 
ments and behavior of the past 10 or 12 
weeks in our city.” 

I would submit that the mayor of 
Newark is abundantly qualified to make 
that judgment, and to make that state- 
ment. 

What I found even more shocking in 
the remarks he made in this particular 
news column were his allegations that 
some statements by workers in the city’s 
antipoverty agency were contributing ac- 
tions to the fueling of those wild and ex- 
tremist statements and behavior. 

Now, this is a serious charge, and I be- 
lieve it is one that has to be either dis- 
proved by the investigative action of a 
competent committee of this Congress, or 
it ought to be established beyond per- 
adventure of a doubt to this House of 
Representatives and the taxpayers of 
this country who contribute, as each and 
every one of them does, out of his own 
pocket the tax dollars to fund this pro- 
gram, that it is true. 

When this kind of charge has been 
made, and goes unrefuted it is simply 
incredible I repeat that it is a charge of 
such a serious nature that literally not 
a day should be lost without a commit- 
tee of this Congress making a thorough 
investigation. 

Mr. Speaker, I take the floor this after- 
noon for another reason, and that is that, 
like my colleague from California [Mr. 
SMITH], I have reacted, and reacted 
strongly, to the charge that this bill, to 
quote from the wires and letters that 
have reached my desk in recent days, isa 
vicious piece of legislation. 

I reject the false allegation that it is 
directed at the legitimate activities of 
organized labor; that it is an attempt to 
silence those who are engaged in legiti- 
mate civil rights activities. 

I think the people who make those 
statements simply have not read the bill 
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and they have not considered the com- 
mittee report on this bill. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Illinois has expired. 

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speaker, 
Iyield 4 additional minutes to the gentle- 
man. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Speak- 
er, there are those, of course, who sug- 
gest that this bill is not the answer to 
the problem—that what we need in 
America today is social protest, they say, 
and that you should not do anything to 
curb that kind of protest. I would submit 
that what we saw in Newark and in city 
after city across America is not social 
protest at all—it is rebellion—it is in- 
surrection against the laws of our society- 

What we are seeing is not civil dis- 
obedience at all—it is simply outright 
3 disobedience to the laws of so- 
ciety. 

I certainly for one, Mr. Speaker, would 
yield to no one in my recognition of the 
fact that there is much to be done to 
improve and to upgrade the status of the 
Negro people in this country. I would be 
the first to admit, as the Secretary of 
Labor has said in his statement, I be- 
lieve, before a committee of this Con- 
gress just yesterday, that there has been 
literally a century of neglect. 

Yet when I read the transcript, as I 
did this morning, of the President’s press 
conference yesterday and he was asked 
this question: Mr. President, we wonder 
if we could have your views on what 
happened in New Jersey in the last 
couple of days in Newark and Plain- 
field?” I read his statement several times, 
and yet I find not a single syllable of 
protest against what we have seen in 
Newark and in other cities. Instead the 
President of the United States used that 
opportunity to lobby for his legislative 
program and to say that we need rent 
supplements, that we need model cities 
programs, and all these other adminis- 
tration programs. 

I think the time has come for the Pres- 
dent of the United States and every 
member of his Cabinet on down to start 
to speak in ringing terms of denuncia- 
tion and condemnation of the kinds of 
actions that we have seen taking place 
in the cities of America. 

I said a moment ago I yield to no one 
in my recognition of the fact that much 
remains to be done to aid the Negroes 
of this country. 

Let me remind you that 3,000 years 
ago there was another nation of people, 
another nation which had been in bond- 
age literally for four centuries, which for 
400 years had known the lash of its 
Egyptian taskmasters. Finally the yoke 
of that bondage was broken. They made 
their way out of the land of Egypt. But 
it was before they got to the Promised 
Land, it was while they were still wan- 
dering in the backside of the desert of 
Sinai—it was there that they received 
those words of the most famous code of 
moral law that man has ever known— 
the Ten Commandments. They were not 
in the Promised Land when they agreed 
to yield themselves to the restraint of 
law and order, when they agreed to yield 
themselves to the restraint of those com- 
mandments—thou shalt not kill; thou 
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shall not lie; thou shalt not steal. They 
were hungering. They were thirsting. 
They were literally in rags. Yet they 
knew that if they were going to endure 
as a nation and as a society—and we 
have had evidence in just the last few 
weeks how magnificently they have en- 
dured as a nation and as a people—they 
knew that liberty is something that could 
exist only under law. 

Mr. Speaker, I suggest that if we pass 
this bill, as I hope we will today, we will 
be merely giving expression to that idea. 

Mr. Speaker, it is only as we affirm our 
liberties under law that we will continue 
to enjoy the fruits and blessings of 3 
free people. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. At- 
BERT). The time of the gentleman has 
expired. 

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Tennessee [Mr. QUILLEN]. 

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
wholehearted supported of this legisla- 
tion, which I also introduced along with 
many of my colleagues and which would 
make it a Federal crime to cross State 
lines to incite riots and civil disturbances. 

I believe that it is an undisputable fact 
that the rapid rise in our crime rate is 
the greatest problem in our Nation today. 
It is also a fact that this staggering in- 
crease in criminal acts has been spurred 
on by riots that have left our cities open 
and exposed to murder, looting, and 
atrocities of all kinds. 

In many instances, the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation and other law-enforce- 
ment agencies have tied the uprisings to 
individuals who are not residents of that 
area or that State. These people have 
burst into our cities, impeding and upset- 
ting the lives of millions of our people. 

Mr. Speaker, we are a civilized nation, 
founded and still existing as a system of 
government that requires respect for the 
law. We cannot stand idly by and permit 
such irresponsible actions to destroy our 
national life. As Mr. Thurman Sensing 
of Nashville, Tenn., said earlier this 
month in a statement before the Sub- 
committee on Criminal Laws and Pro- 
cedures of the Senate Judiciary Com- 
mittee: 

Yet at the very time as our laws need 
tightening, need more teeth, they are being 
ae and bent and almost totally emas- 
cula 7 


We, as Members of the Congress of the 
United States, cannot permit this to con- 
tinue. We must act positively and 
strongly, and we will do this if we pass 
the legislation that is before us this 
afternoon. 

We must stand firm, and let every citi- 
zen know that we are concerned. We will 
take all the action necessary to stem this 
tide of lawlessness. 

If we refuse to enact this bill today, 
we will be accepting civil strife and un- 
rest as a way of life for those who reside 
in our cities. This is an intolerable 
thought. 

As I said before the House Rules Com- 
mittee last week: 

I am sick and tired of the Carmichaels and 
his ilk who would cross state lines to incite 
violence leading to destruction. 
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Our citizens have a right to know that 
their property is safe, to have confidence 
that their cities are safe. But, in actual- 
ity, what do we have—not rights but 
fears. We have a growing fear that our 
people are not safe on our city streets 
after dark or at any hour of the day. We 
have a growing fear that the property 
people have for years tried to build up 
and keep as their own is open to possible 
burnings and total destruction. 

We must replace these fears with con- 
fidence, confidence that our Government 
of laws prevails even through the ten- 
sions that are bound to arise in a nation 
that is facing up to a changing world. 

Our great Nation has survived Civil 
War and two World Wars in which she 
was totally committed to persevere until 
a victory was achieved or face annihila- 
tion as a sovereign country. Our great 
Nation has prospered as her growth in 
territory and population have surpassed 
all expectations. And we will survive the 
struggles that face us today—both inter- 
nally and externally—if we meet these 
challenges with the same strong convic- 
tions and effective actions that our fore- 
fathers used in preceding crises. 

We cannot let the startling crime in- 
crease intimidate us. Rather, we must, 
and will, stand up to it. One of our first 
steps will be to pass this antiriot bill 
today. 

Mr, Speaker, let us act forcefully and 
pass this measure promptly. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gen- 
tleman from Florida [Mr. BENNETT]. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, the long. 
hot summer of 1967” has begun, as pre- 
dicted, with violence in the streets and 
outbreaks of rioting around the Nation. 
Incidents of this type are a threat to 
the very existence of civil order; they 
present a genuine challenge to the Na- 
tion’s internal security and should be 
condemned by all citizens. 

At the present time, however, it is 
not uncommon to find instances where 
leaders not only fail to speak out against 
riots, but are actually guilty of actively 
encouraging them. Individuals such as 
Stokely Carmichael play upon the fears 
and frustrations of an impressionable 
minority of Negro youths to vigorously 
encourage terrorism and violence. Car- 
michael is not the first person in his- 
tory to capitalize on the misfortune and 
tragedies of others, but he is undoubted- 
ly today’s prime example. 

The ex-president of SNCC—the Stu- 
dent “Nonviolent” Coordinating Com- 
mittee—has repeatedly demonstrated his 
ability and willingness to incite his fol- 
lowers to riot. And Carmichael’s succes- 
sor as the head of the militant Negro 
group was credited several weeks ago by 
the mayor of Cincinnati with responsi- 
bility for the violence in that city. The 
irresponsible actions of men such as these 
need not be tolerated by the society 
whose structure they would tear down. 

On January 10 of this year, I intro- 
duced into the 90th Congress, H.R. 231,a 
bill to amend title 18 of the United States 
Code to prohibit travel or the use of any 
facility in interstate or foreign commerce 
with intent to incite a riot or other vio- 
lent civil disturbance. My bill and others 
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like it were referred to the Committee 
on the Judiciary, where no action was 
taken for several months. In order to 
bring this important legislation before 
the House, I introduced House Resolu- 
tion 546, on June 15, 1967, to call for con- 
sideration of a bill identical to my own, 
H.R. 421. On Tuesday, June 27, of this 
year, I submitted to the Committee on 
Rules a statement in support of House 
Resolution 546 to get H.R. 421 out of 
committee. That is the bill upon which 
we are presently engaged in debate, 

I would like to emphasize, Mr. Speaker, 
that the need for the proposed antiriot 
legislation is quite urgent. Outbreaks of 
violence show no sign of diminishing, 
either in frequency or in magnitude, and 
the added fury of willful inciters to riot 
has no place in this land. 

In concluding my remarks before the 
House Rules Committee, I read from the 
Jacksonville Journal an editorial en- 
titled “Needless Waste.” I still consider 
the column to be an effective statement 
of the case for passage of the legislation 
now under consideration: 

From the Jacksonville (Fla.) Journal, 
June 19, 1967] 
NEEDLESS WASTE 

Summer riots should remind us all of the 
horror of man gone berserk and of the need- 
less waste left in the wake of such turmoil. 

This kind of lawlessness threatens the lives 
and property of any and all who happen to 
be in the vicinity. 

This is the kind of reckless conduct that 
defeats the very purpose of any kind of civil 
protest and dims the cause of any who be- 
lieve they have a legitimate right to be heard. 

A riot is the result of people who believe 
they can defy the laws of society, destroy 
and mutilate property and people solely for 
their own satisfaction. Such behavior is often 
infectious. It spreads from the core of trouble 
to outlying areas with such rapidity that 
reason or cause is no longer an issue. 

We have seen such riots in various parts 
of the country now for the past two years 
and for a variety of expressed reasons, 

Each community and each state must be 
charged with responsibility for getting at any 
legitimate cause for such action and trying 
to find a mutual ground of understanding. 
New efforts must be made to eliminate the 
breeding grounds for such civil unrest. 

But at the same time, people must be 
faced with the hard fact that all of us are 
charged with the responsibility of obeying 
the law. 

The courts are still our best refuge for pro- 
test against unjust of inequitable situations. 

The streets that are stained with blood 
and shattered glass will be recognized as no 
bargaining table. Society will protect itself. 
Those who insist on threatening the safety 
of innocent citizens must be dealt with 
severely, but justly. 


Let us keep these words in mind, Mr. 
Speaker, as we deliberate the bill before 
us today. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. SIKES]. 

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, I support this 
legislation wholeheartedly. The Nation 
is indebted to the efforts of the dis- 
tinguished gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
CRAMER], and to the efforts of the dis- 
tinguished chairman of the Rules Com- 
mittee, the gentleman from Mississippi 
LMr. Cotmer], for their work in bring- 
pa this much-needed legislation to the 

oor. 
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Mr. Speaker, the growing list of serious 
disorders in U.S. cities during the sum- 
mer months should indicate clearly the 
necessity for taking steps to cope with 
the problems created by these disorders. 
There has been violence in the streets of 
many cities involving personal injury, 
bombings and destruction of private 
property. Looting frequently has been 
the aftermath. In the absence of a con- 
certed effort by the Department of Jus- 
tice, there is a lack of needed leadership 
for coping with these problems. Efforts 
within the Congress are handicapped by 
the fact that no strong program has been 
submitted from administration sources, 
or, for that matter, from the leadership 
of either party. Steps which have been 
advanced are the result of individual 
efforts by Members; for instance, more 
than 90 bills have been introduced in 
this Congress to make it a Federal of- 
fense for persons to travel from State to 
State for the purpose of inciting riots, 
violence, arson, or any other felony. I 
introduced one such measure. 

This matter is a very important one 
because the Supreme Court has stated 
that it is a crime to incite to violence. 
Unquestionably, some of those who are 
behind the demonstrations or riots, as 
the case may be, encourage violence, and 
they travel from State to State inciting 
disorders, 

This is their claim to fame, and for 
some, it is a way to enrichment. With 
a law on the statute books, such as that 
described, and now before us, the Federal 
Government would be obligated to ar- 
rest and punish individuals who incite 
others to violence. The key to much of 
the trouble which is encountered today 
is the fact that professional agitators 
travel from State to State to harangue 
crowds, and their wild and widely pub- 
licized statements quickly encourage 
others to violence. These lead to riots, 
with destruction of property and even 
loss of life. 

Freedom of speech is a zealously 
guarded right. But freedom of speech 
must not be allowed to immunize from 
punishment a person who incites others 
to maim or kill or riot. Freedom of 
speech does not guarantee the right to 
create disorder. Those who incite to vio- 
lence should be punished whether or not 
freedom of speech is impaired. 

The States have been struggling with 
the problem of violence in the streets, 
and occasionally have had to use their 
National Guard to intervene and prevent 
further violence. Obviously, however, the 
problem is a national one and it is grow- 
ing. A Federal law is needed. The issue 
is whether the States and cities should 
be obliged to wait until a riot breaks out. 
The Federal Government should step in 
to investigate the plots and conspiracies 
when groups meet to select target cities 
for demonstrations which inevitably lead 
to outbursts of violence. 

The Federal Government, through its 
machinery of investigation, could quickly 
put its finger on the individuals who are 
responsible for demonstrations that lead 
to disorder. Many of those who are be- 
hind the big demonstrations openly pre- 
dict violence and indicate in advance 
that they will do things which are plainly 
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provocative. This can be dealt with by 
the States and cities, only after the dam- 
age is done. The difficulty is that the 
States do not know and cannot cope 
with what is being plotted outside their 
borders where the arrangements are usu- 
ally made for the provocation of dis- 
orders. 

Congress, therefore, is the starting 
point for corrective action. Once a Fed- 
eral law is enacted making it possible to 
arrest and punish individuals who incite 
others to violence, it may be anticipated 
that those who wish to express them- 
selves freely on controversial questions 
will find ways of doing it in an orderly 
and nonprovocative fashion. 

The greatest need of all is for a strong 
and vigorous approach by the adminis- 
tration, coordinated with the Governors 
of the States, to show clearly that vio- 
lence and crime are not going to be con- 
doned and that the necessary steps will 
be taken to maintain order and protect 
the lives and property of the American 
people. 

I feel that the House is particularly 
indebted to my distinguished colleague, 
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
CRAMER] who was the original sponsor of 
this proposal in the last Congress and 
who is its senior sponsor now, and to the 
distinguished gentleman from Missis- 
sippi [Mr. Cotmer], the chairman of the 
Rules Committee, who played such an 
important part in bringing this measure 
to the floor. They have rendered a very 
great service to the Nation. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge the Members of 
this body to again enact this legislation 
and I hope this action will encourage our 
colleagues in the Senate to do likewise. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
TAYLOR.) 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, I give my 
strong support to this legislation. Our 
people are sick of riots and are demand- 
ing action. 

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to rise in sup- 
port of H.R. 421. During the 89th Con- 
gress and again during the early days of 
the 90th Congress I introduced similar 
legislation. 

There is a grassroots demand coming 
from all sections of America for action of 
this type by Congress. Law-abiding citi- 
zens are sick of riots. It is obvious that 
race riots of the type that we have had in 
many American cities are un-American 
and are damaging to both races and to 
all participants. They have been em- 
barassing to law-abiding citizens every- 
where. They have seriously damaged race 
relations and the civil rights movement. 
They have created a distorted and un- 
fortunate image of America as seen by 
people of other nations. 

We must find a way to curb those ir- 
responsible individuals who have the ar- 
rogance to place themselves above 
standards of civilized society and to 
openly defy established principles of law 
and order. 

We must find a way of stopping the 
troublemakers who go from city to city 
and State to State to promote riots and 
violence and stir up race against race 
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and class against class. There is evidence 
that Communists are trying to take ad- 
vantage of the civil rights movement to 
stir up trouble and damage our reputa- 
tion as an enlightened people in the eyes 
of the world. 

This bill would not replace State laws, 
but would reinforce them by authoriz- 
ing the use of the FBI and Federal court 
prosecutions. It would make possible ac- 
tion by the Attorney General. It would 
also apply to professional agitators who 
direct riots by use of the telephone or 
other means of communications. 

The bill would apply equally to white 
citizens and Negro citizens. It would ap- 
ply to Ku Klux Klan agitators just as it 
would to those who promote a riot in the 
name of civil rights. Firm measures must 
be taken to deal with those who violate 
laws, take lives and destroy property, re- 
gardless of the banner under which they 
are travelling. 

We are witnessing today an accelerat- 
ing trend of civil disturbance and disre- 
spect for law, in addition to an upsurge 
in standard criminal activity. Civil dis- 
obedience has nearly reached the state 
of anarchy in many sections of our coun- 
try. Our large metropolitan areas are 
powder kegs. This is a deplorable state 
of affairs in a nation dedicated to the 
highest ideals of freedom and equal jus- 
tice under law. 

The time has come for Congress to 
speak up on the side of law and order in 
America. We must arrest and reverse 
the trend toward lawlessness. 

The Supreme Court has made certain 
that the criminals receive all of the pro- 
tection to which they are entitled under 
the Constitution. It is time for Congress 
to protect the constitutional rights of the 
law-abiding citizens. The adoption of 
this bill is a step in that direction. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the chairman of the Judici- 
ary Committee, the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. CELLER]. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, Members 
of the House, we are all sick and tired 
of these riots, but I question whether 
or not this bill is going to help in that 
regard. I know this bill is going to pass, 
and it is rather difficult to swim against 
the tide, but the right of dissent is pre- 
cious. I respect that right in others, and 
I invite your respect for my right to 
differ. A nation without controversy is 
politically dead. With the dead there is 
no dissent. In the cemetery there is no 
controversy. I think it is far better for a 
nation to be politically alive, with dis- 
sent, with rivalry. Reasonable men may 
differ and must differ at times, just as 
different men boil at different degrees 
and their hearts beat differently, and 
their lungs breathe differently. 

I might say that I differ with the au- 
thor of this bill, the distinguished gen- 
tleman from Florida [Mr. CRAMER]. My 
political philosophy and his political 
philosophy are as wide apart as the poles. 
The way he thinks on these matters, and 
the way I think on these matters are as 
different as a horse chestnut is to a chest- 
nut horse, and they are quite different. 

I probably will be scolded and con- 
demned for my statement here today, 
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but while I may be discomfited, I am not 
going to be afraid, and I shall remain 
undaunted. 

If I believe that this bill were either 
remedial or were needed, I would not find 
it necessary to exercise my right to dis- 
sent. 

It is known to all of us that of the 13 
Original States in this Union, Massachu- 
setts and New Hampshire and New York 
would not have ratified the Constitution 
had they not been assured that the Bill 
of Rights would be drafted and submitted 
for ratification. That Bill of Rights con- 
tains the precious right to dissent. 

It is unfortunate that I find it neces- 
sary to make such a statement, which 
many may find apologetic, for the stand 
I take. But so befogged has become this 
issue that a vote against this proposal— 
according to many who have seen fit to 
send me warning—seems tantamount to 
them to approval of riots and of rioters. 

I consider this bill before us to be a 
futile gesture, neither preventive nor 
curative, and while many of my col- 
leagues may not agree, and while I may 
find myself in the minority, I must, none- 
theless, in accordance with the right of 
dissent, take the path of divergence. 

The basic reason for discordance is the 
discontent of the Negro, his disenchant- 
ment as to promises made but not ful- 
filled, the dreary, slow pace by which he 
achieves equality. This bill will not allay 
but will, rather, arouse more deeply his 
anger and his frustration. 

His leaders ask for better housing for 
their fellows, and by this bill we offer 
them jail. That is the housing we offer 
them. His leaders ask for better facili- 
ties for education. We just read them 
a riot act. They ask for decent living. 
We feed them the drastic statute. They 
ask for more employment. We would give 
them jobs, but in prison garb. 

We just cannot fight fire with fire. We 
can only fight fire with water. We can 
only fight the stress of the Negro with 
the lotion of human kindness, with con- 
structive and not negative action: We 
must attack the core of disaffection. We 
must level the ghetto and all its at- 
tendant evils. 

I loathe Stokely Carmichael. I loathe 
him and his ilk, as do most of you or 
all of you. If I were a hangman or a 
gravedigger, there is no one I would 
rather serve than Stokely Carmichael. 
That is how I feel about that man. But 
despicable characters of that sort should 
not goad us into passing a bill of this 
character, since in my humble opinion 
it will not reduce or prevent race riots. 

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. 
THOMPSON]. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to re- 
vise and extend my remarks and include 
extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Georgia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. Mr. 
Speaker, for several years guerrilla war- 
fare against law and order has, from 
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time to time, raged in the streets of some 
of America’s cities—in the North, South, 
East, and West. 

Mobs have wildly roamed the streets, 
smashing, looting and burning. Gasoline 
bombs have been hurled. Snipers have 
fired from hiding places killing innocent 
people. To thwart police, lawless bands 
have widely employed hit-and-run tac- 
tics. In some cases National Guardsmen, 
called to restore order, have been openly 
attacked by the rioters. 

Just last week in Newark, N.J. we had 
one of the biggest riots with more than 
23 people being killed. In another in- 
stance in Watts, Calif—it took 15,000 
National Guardsmen, besides 5,000 local 
police working day and night, to restore 
order. “Kill, kill, kill” and “Burn, baby, 
burn” have been battle cries of many 
rioters. 

A number of our fairest municipalities 
bear great scars from this riot warfare— 
the scars of flre-ravaged and looted 
buildings. Less seen are the scars of 
hatred engendered by the beatings in- 
flieted upon innocent persons by the vio- 
lent, rioting mobs. 

All America is suffering from this war- 
fare against law and order. About 75 lives 
have been sacrificed in these riots. More 
than 3,000 persons have been brutally 
beaten or otherwise injured. The cost to 
the affected communities has been enor- 
mous—totaling between $6.5 million and 
$8.5 million as early as in 1964 alone. In 
one locality in 1965—the Watts area of 
Los Angeles—the property loss from fires 
alone as a result of the rioting amounted 
to more than $175 million. In 1966, when 
the number of riots in this country be- 
came the greatest in history, the measur- 
able cost may have been much greater 
and there has been no assessment for 
1967 following the Newark, N.J. riot. The 
immeasurable cost—the increasing of 
racism and engendering of hatred—may 
be far greater still. 

Where this guerrilla warfare will break 
out next is unpredictable. Your own com- 
munity may be the next to suffer. 

Let us not confuse these riots that 
have been occurring throughout our 
country with the civil rights movement. 
This warfare against law and order is 
not being incited by respectable advo- 
cates of civil rights. How can anyone 
who participates in inciting to riot or to 
breaking into and looting stores or to 
sniping at police, be respectable? 

On August 20, 1965, President Johnson 
pointed out that, “A rioter with a Molo- 
tov cocktail in his hands is not fighting 
for civil rights.” Some other civil rights 
leaders have expressed grave alarm over 
the riots. For example, Dr. Martin 
Luther King said in Chicago, on Septem- 
ber 30, 1966, that recent riots had become 
“very depressing developments.” In Oc- 
tober 1966, the then Representative ADAM 
CLAYTON POWELL even denounced vio- 
lence as a means of achieving Negro 
equality. He said black people should 
realize by now that when they loot neigh- 
borhood stores they steal the food from 
the mouths of their babies. On Septem- 
ber 10, 1966, columnist William S. White 
pointed out that the riots by Negro 
extremists are “gravely injuring if not 
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in fact destroying, the civil rights move- 
ment in this country.” 

In the late 1950’s and early 1960's, 
when some white people in the South 
reacted violently to attempts to desegre- 
gate their public schools, U.S. troops were 
used to enforce order. Furthermore, Con- 
gress passed so-called civil rights laws to 
curb the white man’s violence. 

However, about 1964, the riots moved 
North and the rioters became and have 
since been mainly Negroes. The infamous 
Watts riot of August 1965 ushered in an 
era of Negro riots which made the earlier 
violence in the South appear insignifi- 
cant. But has Congress similarly reacted 
with strict legislation aimed at helping 
to curb these revolutionary actions? No. 
Instead, it seems that the most we have 
heard about them has been the excuses 
that were made for them. They have been 
blamed on ghetto conditions—in spite of 
the fact that in many foreign countries, 
where ghetto conditions are infinitely 
worse, there have been no similar riots. 

We are told, in substance, that to stop 
the riots we should lay heavier taxes upon 
our already heavily taxed people, both 
white and Negro, in order to provide bet- 
ter housing, more luxurious schools, finer 
parks, et cetera. While I am strongly in 
favor of more and better everything that 
is good for everybody, I hold that this is 
not the answer to the curbing of crimes 
and riots now. 

We need today antiriot legislation, 
though in the long run, it is better edu- 
cation that may provide more of the 
answers than anything else. But the edu- 
cative process is a slow one, and it is no 
guarantee against guerrilla warfare. 
Some of the worst riot-inciters in the 
country are relatively well-educated in- 
dividuals. 

For example, the 16 members of the 
Negro Revolutionary Action Movement— 
RAM—who were arrested in New York 
City on June 21, 1967, included an 
assistant school principal, a public 
school teacher, a board of education cus- 
todial engineer, a Navy management 
analyst, a welfare department clerk, and 
a student at New York University. The 
charges against these Negroes ranged 
from plotting murders to advocating 
anarchy. None of them were education- 
ally deprived or poverty stricken, yet the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation has 
amassed evidence that they were all 
violent revolutionaries. 

It is ironic that the Negro riots in our 
country are coming at a time when 
prosperity was never more widespread 
among Negroes, when Negro rights were 
never more widely assured, and when 
relief and other programs for the poor, 
regardless of color, are more liberal than 
ever before. 

In its report on the District of Colum- 
bia crime bill which lately passed the 
House, the District Committee pointed 
out, in substance, that 40 years ago 
Washington, D.C., had more poverty, 
more slums, and poorer schools, but 
nevertheless a crime rate significantly 
lower than at the present time. 

It seems to me that the most effective 
deterrent to riot inciters and other 
enemies of law and order is the fear of 
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swift, severe, and certain punishment. 
None of us wants to surrender this Na- 
tion to lawlessness. One way to avoid that 
fate is for the Congress to enact legisla- 
tion providing cooperation with the 
States and localities in the suppression of 
the riots and of crimes in general, for 
these already have become a national 
disgrace. 

On April 11, 1967, I introduced H.R. 
8350, a bill similar to H.R. 421, now being 
considered, which prohibits travel or use 
of any facility in interstate or foreign 
commerce with intent to incite a riot or 
other civil disturbance. The bill provides 
penalties of up to $10,000 fine and/or 
imprisonment of up to 5 years for such 
offense. 

Mr. Speaker, I submit that it is 
urgently necessary that legislation of 
this kind be enacted. Surely the Congress 
should do this much to help our States 
and cities maintain law and order. 

Civil rights legislation should not be 
attached to this antiriot bill. Civil rights 
legislation should stand on its own feet. 
If it cannot be passed on its own merits 
then it should not pass at all. 

The only argument that I have heard 
advanced against these proposals is that 
the legislation might be used by local au- 
thorities to interfere with legitimate pro- 
test, However, as the very perceptive col- 
umnist, David Lawrence, pointed out on 
June 19 of this year, this excuse could be 
used as a barrier to almost any legislative 
proposal. One of the bases of our whole 
judicial system is to differentiate be- 
tween abuse of law and its proper 
enforcement. 

There is impressive evidence that 
many of the riots which have been 
plaguing our cities have been incited by 
persons who have been traveling from 
one city to another, deliberately stirring 
up trouble. We have all heard that in so 
many instances, preceding a riot, an out- 
side agitator has appeared in a commu- 
nity to harangue an audience concerning 
their grievances. Sometimes those 
grievances have been real, sometimes 
they have not. But real or not, often the 
speeches of these agitators have been 
criminally inflammatory, and often in 
clear violation of our laws against incit- 
ing to riot. 

Who is behind many of these race 
riots? A special report in the National 
Review for September 20, 1966, answers 
this question with impressive evidence 
set out in detail. I quote the first para- 
graph from this report, which expresses 
its general conclusion: 

Are the race riots planned in advance? 
Evidence now made public suggests that, to 
an unknown but wide extent, they are. A 
grand jury in Cleveland investigating the re- 
cent violence there has concluded that it 
was “organized and exploited [by] trained 
and disciplined professionals . [aided by] 
misguided people, many of whom are avowed 
believers in violence and extremism, and 
some of whom are either members of or offi- 
cers in the Communist Party. 


An article in the Washington Report 
for April 11, 1966, drew attention to the 
Communist role in the Harlem riots of 
1964 and warned that the Progressive 
Labor Party—PLP—and the Revolution- 
ary Action Movement—RAM—are 
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“actively involved in the first-step opera- 
tions of guerrilla warfare” in this coun- 
try. 

Senator FRANK J. LauscHe, Democrat, 
of Ohio, charged on July 27, 1966, that 
a “national conspiracy executed by ex- 
perts” is responsible for the current 
wave of riots. He urged: “Let us put a 
stop to the current campaign of the 
worst lawlessness in the history of 
America.” 

I say to you, let us indeed make every 
effort to do so, and let us begin by pass- 
ing the antiriot bill. 

There were persistent reports that 
“outside agitators” spurred the outbreaks 
of racial violence in Brooklyn, N.Y., in 
July 1966. 

Some State officials and police placed 
the blame for the Negro riot in Atlanta, 
on September 6, 1966, upon agitating 
members of the Student Nonviolent Co- 
ordinating Committee. 

In this connection, I draw your atten- 
tion to the facts brought out in hearings 
before the Senate Internal Security Sub- 
committee in May 1967—testimony that 
some riots have been incited by mem- 
bers of black nationalist groups having 
Communist connections. 

There has been a good deal of talk 
about a white voter backlash that can be 
expected if the riots are allowed to con- 
tinue. Examples were pointed to after 
the 1966 elections. Many attributed a 
white backlash vote as helping to elect 
Ronald Reagan, Governor of California, 
CHARLES Percy, a U.S. Senator from Illi- 
nois, and Lester Maddox, Governor of 
Georgia. The public press has warned 
that the failure of Congress to enact leg- 
islation to help prevent riots is bound to 
bring a big reaction from white voters 
if these riots continue. 

The U.S. News & World Report of April 
24, 1967, reported that: 

The 1967 season of racial riots is off to an 
early start. 

The first serious trouble erupted here 
(Nashville, Tennessee) April 8 in a neigh- 
borhood of Negro colleges. Students—stirred 
by “black power” advocate Stokely Car- 
michael—rioted on three successive nights. 

On April 11, the trouble scene shifted to 
Louisville, Ky. Hundreds of Negroes, spurred 
on by Negro comedian Dick Gregory, staged 
marches and sit-ins after the city council 
rejected a proposed open-housing ordinance. 

In Nashville, two students were wounded 
by gunshots, fires were started by gasoline- 
filled “Molotov cocktails,” rocks were thrown 
at police and firemen, nearly 100 persons 
were arrested. Police halted one outbreak 
with tear gas. 

Rioting began after police, responding to a 
cafe owner's call, arrested a student accused 
of disturbing the peace. 

City officials, educators and civil rights 
leaders joined in that the rioting 
was triggered—directly or indirectly—by Mr. 
Carmichael, Negro head of the Student Non- 
violent Coordinating Committee. 

Mr. Carmichael had spent several days in 
Nashville before the rioting, making speeches 
and meeting with students from several 
colleges. 

In his speeches, Mr. Carmichael had made 
such statements as these: 

“As long as black people feel they are 
victims of white people, they will have 
violence.” 

“If we don’t get justice, we’re going to 
tear this country apart.” 

“The Nashville Tennessean,” in an edi- 
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torial, commented: “Trouble trails Car- 
michael wherever he goes.” 


The U.S. race-riot outlook for the rest 
of the summer of 1967 is glum. Floyd 
McKissick, National Director of the Con- 
gress of Racial Equality, has said that: 
“Hardly any community in this country 
can call itself immune to trouble this 
coming summer.” The Reverend Dr. Mar- 
tin Luther King has warned that at least 
10 cities are powder kegs” that could 
“explode in racial violence this summer.” 
Jackie Robinson, first Negro to play base- 
ball in the big leagues, has warned that 
rioting this year is likely to move out 
of Negro neighborhoods into white areas 
of big cities and their suburbs. 

What are we going to do to prevent 
this? Nothing until it happens? I urge 
that, as a first step, the Congress enact 
antiriot legislation and then devote it- 
self to consideration of further efforts 
to check the most widespread lawlessness 
this country has ever known. 

In this connection I invite my dis- 
tinguished colleagues in the House to 
consider an article by columnist William 
S. White, dated May 23, 1967. I quote 
from his article as follows: 


Something very big and very deep—and 
very dangerous—is moving just below the 
surface across this country. 

A controlling and ordinarily a moderate- 
minded majority is becoming grimly angry 
at the insatiable “demands” alike of extrem- 
ist civil rights activists and of a left-wing 
urban political lobby that insists upon 
wholly unreasonable subsidies from the rest 
of the people as the price for allowing the 
maintenance even of elementary civil order. 

Too many political and interest-bloc lead- 
ers who ought to know better are employing 
unjustifiable and indefensible tactics. They 
are g to use forms of pressure that 
are alien to a free and orderly society. They 
are abandoning the techniques of lawful and 
rational persuasion for tactics that come 
close to sheer blackmail. 

In a word, they are endlessly threatening 
that unless this thing or that thing is done 
for Civil Rights or for urban renewal or for 
more public housing or more swimming pools 
or whatnot, this Nation will confront “a 
long, hot summer.” 

Long since, the phrase “a long, hot sum- 
mer” has come to mean mob violence, in the 
streets, in the ghettos, in the universities, or 
wherever, It is a threat-term, an ugly slogan 
that has no place in civilized political dis- 
cussion. 

But everywhere now one reads these three 
ominous words or hears them said. Let the 
issue touch social or reformist proposals 
anywhere and immediately some advocate 
rises to say in substance to those who are 
opposed or to those who merely wish to 
hear all the facts before making up their 
minds: 

“You will accept this and like it—for 
if you don’t there is going to be a long, 
hot summer.” 

* > * kd . 


The great point is that this sort of melo- 
dramatic fear rhetoric is not only unjusti- 
fied on the plain realities of current Amer- 
ican life—which in demonstrable fact is con- 
stantly being made less and less harsh even 
to the poor—but that it is gravely self- 
defeating. For this is a Nation that has 
been notably generous to its poor and its 
dispossessed and it is a Nation that is be- 
coming very tired of having it said that 
it lacks compassion and understanding. 

Already, this form of pressure has gone 
much too far. Already, it has created a cli- 
mate of resentment and resistance among 
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perfectly fair-minded men. They do not like 
to be told that they have been penny-pinch- 
ing where they have been the reverse, 

And they are approaching the boiling point 
of an unjustified emotionalism of their own; 
a point where they are about to say to the 
devil with all social reform, not simply to 
the unwise and unattainable but also to 
the sensible and necessary. 


Mr. Speaker, I insert in the RECORD at 
this point a brief summary of riots in the 
United States since 1961, and an anno- 
tated list of such riots from September 27, 
1966, to June 22, 1967: 


RIOTS IN THE UNITED StaTes—May 14, 1961, 
TO JUNE 22, 1967 


(Summary information from various 
sources) 


Investigation has yielded no published 
summary of riots in the United States cover- 
ing the period from 1961 to date. The follow- 
ing summary has been brought together 
from press reports and other fragmentary 
sources. 

Separately counting recurrences in the 
same locality on different dates, more than 
100 riots occurred in cities of the United 
States during the period May 14, 1961, to 
June 22, 1967. Generally the riots involving 
large-scale criminal activities, such as setting 
fire to buildings, breaking into and looting 
stores, and shooting at police or firemen, oc- 
curred in predominantly Negro residential 
and commercial areas of cities. 

In 1961 there were only a half-dozen riots 
in the United States. All but one of these 
were in the South, and all were quite small 
in comparison with many that occurred later 
in northern and western cities. The 1961 in- 
cidents generally represented violent action 
by white persons in opposition to “freedom 
riders.” These disturbances did not involve 
firing and looting of buildings, and shooting 
at police officers. 

By 1963 riots in the United States had 
doubled in number and were generally 
changing in nature. About half of those in 
1963 and most of those thereafter have 
represented predominantly Negro action. Six 
of the 1963 riots occurred in northern states. 

There were at least 15 riots in 1964 and at 
least 12 in 1965. 

In 1966 rioting became more widespread 
that ever before in the history of the United 
States. The U.S. News and World Report for 
September 19, 1966, listed 38 cities where 
race riots occurred in that year. The maga- 
zine stated that violence already has hit a 
record-breaking number of places, big and 
small, in every region”. The article added that 
“many voters, both white and Negro, appear 
to be increasingly concerned by the rise of 
‘black power’ groups and the spread of racial 
violence”. 

Most of the racial riots in 1966 took place 
in the North or West, rather than in the 
South. Only 8 of the 38 cities in which riots 
occurred during 1966 are in the South, 

According to incomplete press reports 
about 50 persons were killed and perhaps 
2,000 injured in connection with riots be- 
tween May 14, 1961 and June 22, 1967. (The 
total number killed and wounded during this 
period may actually have been much larger.) 

An article in U.S. News and World Report 
for September 1964 gives the following data 
concerning the cost of riots in 1964: 


1Principally the followings (1) U.S. Dept. 
of Justice. F.B.I. Report on Riots in the 
United States during the Summer of 1964. 
Sept. 18, 1964, 10 p. (2) U.S. Commission on 
Civil Rights. Locations of Riots Involving 
Minority Group Members Chronologically 
from January 1, 1964 through June 1966. 
Aug. 11, 1966, 4 p. (3) U.S. Library of Con- 
gress, Legislative Reference Service. Race 
Riots, 1961 to September 25, 1966. Sept. 27, 
1966, 8 p. 
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What riots have cost—A city-by-city report 


City and date of riot Killed 


Philadelphia, Pa. ug. 28-30). 
New York City (July 18-23). 
Rochester, N.Y. (July 24-25) 
Jersey City, 100 fete) 


Paterson, N.J. (Aug. 11-14 
Elizabeth, N.J. (Aug. BT 
ug. 


Chicago suburbs ( 


v| cooofeo 


Shops ? 
Injured | Arrested | looted or | Dollar cost to community! 
damaged 
341 774 225 | More than $3,000,000. 
„ „„ | BRO ee 
46 52 71 | $300,000. piss 
8 65 20 | $50,000. 
6 18 17 | Minor. 
57 80 2 Do. 
952 | 2,484 | 1, 080 | $6,500,000 to $8,500,000: 


t Costs include damage to buildings, stolen merchandise, cost of troops and extra police and, in some instances, estimates of 


business losses, 


The above-named article reports that in 
reference to the New York City riot of 1964 
one businessman said: “But the physical 
damage is not the most important thing. 
The damage to good will and to the commu- 
nity feeling—there is no way to put a dollar 
figure on that. It took a little of the heart 
out of the businessman. There is a feeling 
that it might happen again.” 

In 1965, the property loss from fire due to 
rioting in one locality alone (the Watts area 
of Los Angeles) was estimated to total $175 
million. 

Some sample indications of the magnitude 
of the larger riots in 1966 and 1967 are given 
in press reports, such as: 

Los Angeles, Calif., March 1966—600-1000 
Negroes threw bricks, set fires and looted for 
4 hours. 

Chicago, Illinois, June 1966—About 1000 
persons engaged in antipolice rioting. 

Boston, Mass., June 1967—More than 1,000 
persons rioted. 

Cincinnati, Ohio, June 1967—Thousands of 
teen-agers and young adults rioted in three 
predominantly Negro sections. 

RIOTS IN THE UNITED STATES—SEPTEMBER 27, 
1966 To JUNE 22, 1967* 
(Summarized from press reports) 

San Francisco, California, September 27, 
1966; Several hundred Negroes set fires, broke 
store windows, looted stores and threw rocks 
at police cars, following a white policeman’s 
shooting of a Negro youth running from a 
stolen car. Three policemen, a fireman and 
a grocer were hurt by flying rocks and bottles. 
(Police shooting of the young Negro was later 
declared by a coroner’s jury to be justifiable.) 

San Francisco, California, September 28, 
1966: Riots spread to other parts of the city. 
One newspaper “They are shooting 
at anyone that is white”. National Guard 
troops were used to restore some order. More 
than 80 persons were injured. 

St. Louis, Missouri, September 28, 1966: 
Roving Negroes threw rocks and smashed 
store windows following the shooting of a 
Negro prisoner by a policeman. (An integrat- 
ed coroner's jury later found the shooting to 
be “justifiable homicide.” 

Oakland, California, October 19, 1966: 
Bands of Negroes smashed store windows, 
looted, started fires with gasoline bombs, and 
assaulted passersby after arrest of a Negro 
woman for a traffic violation. Forty-seven 
business firms were damaged, 5 whites were 
beaten in East Oakland. Fiye white teachers 
and 3 white students were beaten in Castle- 
mont High School. 

Clearwater, Florida, November 1, 1966: An 
estimated 400 Negroes engaged in vandalism 
and threw rocks at cars driven by white per- 
sons. 

Ossining, New York, November 1, 1966: 
About 400 Negro youths rioted, smashed store 


*Supplementing a list prepared in the Leg- 
islative Reference Service of the Library of 
Congress covering the period 1961 to Sep- 
tember 25, 1966. 


windows, stomped one policeman uncon- 
scious and injured 6 other policemen. 

Tuskegee, Alabama, December 9, 1966: 
About 700 Negro students at Tuskegee In- 
stitute looted a liquor store, smashed win- 
dows and rioted for 3 hours. The Negroes 
were said to have been “unhappy” over court 
acquittal of a white man accused of fatally 
shooting a student of the Institute. 

Nashville, Tennessee, April 10, 1967: Sev- 
eral hundred Negro students of Fisk Univer- 
sity and Tennessee A. and I. State University 
rioted on the nights of April 8, 9, and 10. 
Snipers fired at policemen. At least 17 per- 
sons were injured. On April 10 the Tennessee 
House of Representatives, the Nashville Ban- 
ner and some Negro leaders blamed the riots 
on the presence of “black power” advocate 
Stokely Carmichael. Two of his aides were 
arrested for inciting to riot. The Tennessee 
House of Representatives passed a resolution 
asking the U.S. Immigration and Naturaliza- 
tion Service to deport him to Trinidad, his 
birthplace, 

Cleveland, Ohio, April 16, 1967: Violence 
erupted on the northern boundary of Cleve- 
land's East Side Hough area (predominantly 
Negro). A rash of rock throwing, store win- 
dow smashing and looting was reported. 

Louisville Kentucky, April 20, 1967: Po- 
lice fired tear gas into a crowd of more than 
1,000 hostile whites who were taunting open 
housing demonstrators. The mob retaliated 
by hurling a barrage of bricks and bottles. 

Washington, D.C., April 28, 1967: Three 
white persons riding in a truck which gave 
out of gas, and a Negro who tried to help 
them, were “severely beaten” by a gang of 
about 60 Negroes in Northeast Washington. 

Wichita, Kansas, May 11, 1967: A gang of 
Negroes beat two white high school athletes 
and set fire to a business establishment. 

Jackson, Mississippi, May 11, 1967: Na- 
tional Guard infantry was used to quell a 
riot raised by 1,000 Negroes at Jackson State 
College in protest against the arrest of a 
speeding motorist by two Negro policemen. 
One Negro was fatally wounded. 

San Francisco, California, May 15, 1967: 
Gangs of roving Negro youths stoned auto- 
mobiles. Other incidents of violence and van- 
dalism, including breaking of store windows 
and theft, were reported, also assault on 
white students by Negro youths in two high 
schools. 

Houston, Teras, May 16 and 17, 1697: Hun- 
dreds of students rioted at predominantly 
Negro Texas Southern University. One po- 
liceman was killed and two others shot. The 
foreman of the grand jury said the trouble 
was caused by a few agitators”. 

Chicago, Illinois, May 21, 1967: A crowd of 
Negroes threw stones and bottles at police 
during a two-hour disturbance following a 
memorial service for the Black Nationalist 
leader Malcolm X. Three policemen and other 
persons were injured. Thirty persons were 
charged with inciting to riot. 

Clearwater, Florida, June 4, 1967: About 200 
rock- Negroes rioted following an at- 
tempt by a white policeman to aid a Negro 
Police officer trying to break up a fight be- 
tween two Negro men. 
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Boston, Massachusetts, June 5, 1967: A 
“sit-in” by a group of women welfare recip- 
ients erupted into a 4-night riot as “more 
than 1,000” persons hurled stones and bottles, 
and fired and looted stores in a predomi- 
nantly Negro neighborhood. About 75 per- 
sons, including 29 policemen, were injured. 

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, June 11, 1967: 
Brick-and-bottle-throwing rioting in a Ne- 
gro section followed a dispute over a rug. 
Four policemen were injured. 

Prattsville, Alabama, June 12, 1967: Negroes 
angered by the arrest of Stokeley Carmichael 
exchanged gunfire with police for 3 hours. 
Ten Negroes were charged with inciting a 
riot. 

Tampa, Florida, June 13, 1967: Two nights 
of rioting in a 60-square-block Negro district 
occurred after a policemen shot and killed a 
Negro burglary suspect who refused to halt. 
Rioters set fire to an entire block, smashed 
windows and raided stores, including a gun 
shop, in a 4-block area, and shot at police. 
Roving mobs chanted “Get Whitey, get 
Whitey”. (The shooting of the burglary sus- 
pect was later ruled justifiable by the state 
attorney.) 

Cincinnati, Ohio, June 13, 1967: Thou- 
sands” of teen-agers and young adults rioted 
in three of the city’s predominantly Negro 
sections, hurling Molotov cocktails, smashing 
store windows, looting, and starting fires. 
Eight persons, including 2 policemen and 2 
firemen, were reported injured. Damage was 
estimated at more than $1 million. 

Dayton, Ohio, June 14, 1967: Gangs of 
Negro youths smashed shop windows and 
threw rocks following a speech by Rap 
Brown, head of the Student Nonviolent Co- 
ordinating Committee. 

Atlanta, Georgia, June 22, 1967: Violence 
erupted on 6 blocks of the predominantly 
Negro Dixie Hills section during the nights 
of June 18-21 inclusive. Snipers shot at 
police and roving bands of Negroes tossed 
bricks and bottles, set fires and looted stores 
after black power advocate Stokely Car- 
michael exhorted those attending a rally, 
telling them “we need to be beating heads,” 
One Negro man was killed and 3 other per- 
sons were injured during a clash between 
police and residents. Militant advocates of 
“black power” branded as “traitors” Negro 
youth patrols that were organized to help 
the peace. 

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
Burke]. 

Mr. BURKE of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
I rise in support of H.R. 421, the anti- 
riot bill currently under consideration 
by this body. I believe that the need for 
this legislation is clearly evident, and 
urgent. 

I understand that last year antiriot 
legislation was adopted by the House as 
an amendment to the proposed Civil 
Rights Act. That legislation was permit- 
ted to die in the Senate. This year we 
have sensed the growing public demand 
for assistance in maintaining law and 
order in the streets and urban centers of 
our land. We cannot ignore the pleas of 
our constituents for help. Now, as the re- 
sult of the effort and interest of a num- 
ber of Members, and the strong leader- 
ship of my Florida colleague, the Hon- 
orable BILL CRAMER, this vital legislation 
has been brought to the House floor as an 
independent measure. I joined in the 
sponsorship of a resolution to hasten 
action on the bill. Our consideration of 
the measure today is proof of the suc- 
cess of this effort, and I hope we will all 
be rewarded by the passage of this legis- 
lation today. 
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The civil disturbances, which began 
several years ago as serious scratches on 
the face of the Nation’s social com- 
plexion, have since that time grown to 
the proportions of open and bleeding 
wounds. As in the medical profession, we 
in Congress should not only be concerned 
with healing the wounds but also with 
preventing their spread, and, in the long 
run, preventing the conditions which en- 
courage their very existence. In the 
meantime, however, it is also imperative 
to protect the innocent from the disease. 
Indeed, in the wave of riots and other 
violent civil disturbances which have 
plagued our Nation, many innocent peo- 
ple have suffered loss of life and prop- 
erty through no fault of their own. These 
losses constitute the loss of the most basic 
of all our civil rights, rights without 
which all others are meaningless. The 
destruction of these rights brought about 
by the incitement of segments of our 
population to hatred, disorder, and an- 
archy, must not continue. Rules govern- 
ing civilized society must not be bypassed 
or ignored in the quest for redress of 
social grievances by dissatisfied citizens. 
Resort must be to reason, not riots. We 
must, therefore, prevent intense forms 
of social protest, which exploit hate, im- 
pede social progress more than they help 
it, and do not, in fact, alleviate social 
injustice. 

If we are to protect the citizens’ rights 
to life and property, if we are to uphold 
our belief in the rule of law as opposed 
to mob rule in a free society, then we 
must take action at once, before more 
blood is spilled, before more flames of 
hatred are kindled. And how are these 
flames kindled? Evidence suggests that 
some of the riots which have taken place 
have not been just simple spontaneous 
outbursts over isolated incidents or sum- 
mer heat waves but, to an unknown but 
wide extent, have been planned in ad- 
vance by agitators. 

H.R. 421 seeks to limit the opportuni- 
ties for provocation of riots by these van- 
guards of violence. It provides urgently 
needed provisions which make travel in 
interstate commerce or the use of inter- 
state facilities with the intent of inciting 
a riot or other civil disobedience a Fed- 
eral offense. Whereas these instigators 
are now able to incite riots in cities in 
one State and then move on to do the 
same in another State without being ap- 
prehended—since local authorities are 
not free to cross State lines in their pur- 
suit—this bill will prevent them from 
roaming around freely preaching dis- 
order and death, animosity and anarchy. 
Lack of fear of punishment in the past 
has encouraged them to continue such 
activities unfettered by legal restraints. 
Now is the time to impose the threat of 
such restraints, before more cities are 
torn apart by violence and before more 
lives are lost. 

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Virginia [Mr. BROYHILL]. 

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise in support of this rule 
and of H.R, 421, the legislation which 
it will make in order. 

The Congress has recognized its ob- 
ligations to the Nation in bringing to 
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consideration H.R. 421. Designed to stem 
the unholy alliance of mayhem and riot- 
ing that sweeps in an ebbtide of disorder 
and death from city to city in the Na- 
tion today, H.R. 421 will strike at the 
seedbed of an evil force that now roams 
uncontrolled across America. 

Riding the crest of this destruction, 
Mr. Speaker, is a trained cadre of pro- 
fessional agitators who move in open 
defiance of decency, law, and order. 
They spew forth a cant of hate and civil 
disobedience. They prey on discontent. 
They incite to action the poor, the under- 
privileged, the frustrated, the weak, the 
undereducated, and the dregs of our 
society. 

They are the economic and social vul- 
tures of civil rights, traveling from town 
to town, picking over the bones of the 
poor, the discontented, the young, the 
criminals, and the crackpots, They 
transport crime in interstate commerce. 

They are not on errands of mercy. 

They are on errands of death and de- 
struction. 

They are not the legitimate represent- 
atives of the underpriviliged. They seek 
only the minds of the hopeless, the mal- 
content, in which to sink their poison- 
ous claws of disorder and death. 

They do not offer hope. Only the wreck- 
age of hope lies in their wake when they 
depart. 

I need not name them, Mr. Speaker. 
We see them on our television screens; 
we hear their rantings on radio, we see 
their pictures in the newspapers and na- 
tional magazines. We can count the toll 
of their evil deeds almost daily. 

They do not help the poor. They dis- 
rupt all efforts to do so. No city is im- 
mune to their depredations. No age group 
is secure from their destructive agitation. 
No street corner, sidewalk, home, busi- 
ness, church, school, hospital, synagogue, 
or city hall is safe from the backlash of 
their evil plotting. 

They create fear wherever they go and 
then feed on it in ill-concealed delight. 

They deal in insurrection and the tech- 
niques of disorder with immunity. They 
train malcontents in the art of destruc- 
tion. They hide weapons in their homes, 
businesses, and headquarters. They write 
training tracts on the manufacture and 
use of bombs and Molotov cocktails. They 
plot the death of civil rights leaders, the 
destruction of law and order with revolu- 
tionary zeal and corrosive devotion to 
stealth and secrecy. 

They roam across the land at will, Mr. 
Speaker, riding in jet airplanes on their 
errands of destruction, on funds all too 
often provided by the taxpayers whose 
lives and cities they strike with terror 
and arson. 

It is time to act, Mr. Speaker. 

It is time to heed the voice of our peo- 
ple and with legal means stifle the acts 
of those who shout in violence for their 
destruction. 

It is time to reclaim for our people the 
right to live in peace and civil obedience. 

H.R. 421 should be adopted forthwith 
by the Congress, along with an amend- 
ment I propose. My amendment would 
place under its provisions the District of 
Columbia as well as all Federal reserva- 
tions, forts, parks, and arsenals, regard- 


July 19, 1967 


less of whether or not an agitator crosses 
a State line. 

H.R. 421 proscribes conduct which can 
be carried on within any State jurisdic- 
tion or any Federal jurisdiction so long 
as the parties involved do not cross any 
State boundary. While H.R. 421 is a Fed- 
eral measure, it will not become opera- 
tive solely within a Federal jurisdiction 
even though the conduct it prohibits may 
occur solely within an area under Fed- 
eral jurisdiction. 

A case in point, Mr. Speaker, occurred 
last August during a riot in Anacostia, 
here in the Nation’s Capital, wherein one 
of the undisclosed elements of the inci- 
dent was the fact that United Planning 
Organization funds were used by one of 
the community groups in Anacostia, 
which included in its undisclosed activi- 
ties instruction in the use and manufac- 
ture of Molotov cocktails. 

These weapons were later transported 
to the scene of the riot. 

The firebombs fortunately were not 
used at the riot, and no public disclosure 
was made of their presence on the scene. 
Also, the records before the grand jury 
which contain details of this episode are 
closed to any review. 

There are no provisions in the District 
of Columbia Code under which prosecu- 
tion can be had for such activities. If 
some of the devices had been used, it is 
possible that charges of arson might 
have been lodged if private property had 
been burned as a result of one of the 
cocktails. But if the bill is amended as I 
propose, the preparation of and instruc- 
tion as to the making and use of these 
devices would provide a basis for crimi- 
nal action whether or not any of them 
are used. 

My colleagues who have labored to per- 
fect H.R. 421 are competent, concerned, 
and courageous in bringing this issue to 
the floor of the House. I believe they will 
agree with me that the amendment I pro- 
pose is necessary. I urge swift and over- 
whelming passage of H.R. 421 with my 
amendment to include the District of Co- 
lumbia and the Federal facilities under 
its provisions. 

I speak for this measure as a duty to 
those I represent in Congress as well as 
the millions who come to this city in rev- 
erence to our heritage and in respect for 
the constitutional provisions which are 
designed to maintain law and order in 
this land. 

It is an obligation of this Congress to 
act in protecting this city, first and fore- 
most, when it acts for the common good 
of this Nation. 

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield the balance of my time to the dis- 
tinguished gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
LATTA]. 

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. LATTA. I am happy to yield to the 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. CRAMER]. 

Mr. CRAMER. Mr, Speaker, with refer- 
ence to the statement which has been 
made by the distinguished chairman of 
the Committee on the Judiciary, the gen- 
tleman from New York [Mr. CELLER], I 
would like to make this one observation: 
The distinguished chairman of the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary introduced the 


July 19, 1967 


antiriot bill as a part of his package leg- 
islation, both at the last session and at 
this sesssion, which I feel is the best 
answer to the assertions which have been 
made along that line. 

Mr. LATTA. I thank the gentleman 
from Florida for his contribution. 

Permit me to say further, Mr. Speaker, 
in response to the statement which was 
made by the distinguished chairman of 
the Committee on the Judiciary, the gen- 
tleman from New York [Mr. CELLER] for 
whom I have a tremendous amount of 
respect, that I disagree with him when he 
states this bill will not do what it is in- 
tended to do. Does he mean to infer that 
the Department of Justice will not en- 
force it? If so, I wonder whether or not 
he is not actually inviting the Depart- 
ment of Justice to “turn its head,“ to 
violations after this legislation is passed. 

Mr. Speaker, everyone on this floor 
knows that the Department of Justice 
has not vigorously prosecuted certain 
cases of law violations when the matter 
of civil rights was even remotely involved. 
It seems as though we have come to the 
place in this country where vicious acts 
of violence can be committed in the name 
of “civil rights” without the slightest 
8 by the Department of Jus- 

ce. 

Mr. Speaker, I was appalled, as many 
Members of the House were, the other 
day to pick up a newspaper and to read 
that a Plainfield, N. J., policeman had 
been trampled to death by a group taking 
part in a civil rights riot. 

Mr. Speaker, it seems to me that when 
these riot promoters state in advance 
that Washington, D.C., Newark, N. J., 
Cleveland, Ohio, Cincinnati, Ohio, San 
Francisco, Calif., and other named cities 
are to be plagued by riots and these riots 
subsequently occur, they are transporting 
acts of violence across State lines and 
Federal intervention is necessary. 

Mr. Speaker, this has been happening 
and the Federal Government has a re- 
sponsibility to act. We are going to hear 
the argument made here today that the 
Federal Government should not interfere 
in this matter, as our States have antiriot 
statutes on their books. 

But when these agitators cross State 
lines and peddle their violence, their 
property damage, and their death, after 
having first predicted and forecast their 
activities, we have a clear case for Fed- 
eral intervention. 

Let me also say we are going to hear 
the charges made that this is an anti- 
civil rights bill. I take issue with that 
statement. As I pointed out before the 
Committee on Rules when this matter 
was before us for consideration, this is 
really a pro-civil-rights bill. If you are 
for civil rights, you are for this bill, as 
this bill will deter these individuals from 
crossing State lines in order to cause a 
riot. The American people are turning 
against civil rights because of these riots 
and we need the support of the Ameri- 
can people to further the course of civil 
rights. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time 
of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
additional minutes to the gentleman 
from Ohio. 
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Mr. LATTA. I thank the gentleman. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I wonder 
if the gentleman from Ohio would yield 
to me briefly for an observation. 

Mr. LATTA. I will be happy to yield to 
our chairman. 

Mr. COLMER. It would be interesting 
to note that those who holler the loudest 
in opposition to this legislation supported 
with great enthusiasm the so-called 
Antibombing Act in, I believe it was the 
1959 Civil Rights Act. That act is on all 
fours in principle with this bill. There 
that act, that was supported so vigor- 
ously by these people who are in opposi- 
tion to this, and who are now opposing 
this bill, provided among other things 
that those who transported dynamite 
and other explosives from one State to 
the other, and after the act had been 
committed, who sought to flee into an- 
other State, and so on, would be guilty 
of a felony and liable to be imprisoned 
and fined severely. 

Mr. Speaker, it might be well for those 
who now are considering voting against 
this bill to examine their vote on the 
previous bill, and also their conscience 
in the matter. 

Mr. LATTA. I thank our chairman for 
his remarks. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe one of the most 
serious problems facing this Nation to- 
day is the breakdown of law and order. 
Respect for the law and our law enforce- 
ment officers seems to be on the decline. 
It is no wonder our crime rate is soar- 
ing. Our people are afraid to go on the 
streets of our cities after dark. I believe 
it is high time that we pass legislation 
which might remotely protect innocent 
people and their property. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time 
of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
additional minute to the gentleman from 
Ohio. 

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding me this addi- 
tional time. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe this legislation, 
which I have cosponsored, will go a long 
way toward reestablishing law and order 
in this country. I believe the people have 
a right to expect this Congress to act 
to protect them from these riots with 
their killings, injuries, and property 
damage. 

Today, the police in our cities are 
forced to caution citizens not to enter 
certain areas because of violence usually 
taking place therein. The necessity for 
such caution does not speak well of this 
Nation. We are a law-abiding nation. We 
always have been. And I hope we always 
will be. We cannot fear to walk on our 
streets and still be considered a law- 
abiding nation. I believe this House has 
an opportunity today to allay some of 
these fears by the passage of this leg- 
islation. This legislation is long overdue 
and should pass. 

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND 

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speak- 
er, I ask unanimous consent that all 
Members may be permitted to extend 
their remarks in the Recorp at this 
point. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from California? 
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There was no objection. 

Mr. LLOYD. Mr. Speaker, my district 
and State have not been directly touched 
by the riots as yet for the obvious reason 
that the racial conditions do not exist in 
Utah as they do in the riot-shaken areas 
of this Nation, but certainly we do not 
subscribe to a theory that “it can’t hap- 
pen here,” or that this bell does not toll 
for us. 

I have just listened, and with great re- 
spect, to the honored gentleman from 
New York [Mr. CELLER], the chairman 
of the Judiciary Committee, whose na- 
tive wisdom is recognized by all, and he 
tells us we cannot fight fire with fire and 
that enactment of this legislation will 
arouse rather than reduce the tensions 
and discontent which create riots, and 
certainly these are sobering words of 
warning, yet we cannot evade what seems 
to me our clear duty to demand respect 
for the law. 

All of us have read that this city, and 
then that city, and then another city 
have been forecast as riot centers by the 
agitators and inciters of unrest whose in- 
fluence is felt across State lines. 

Of course, it is a State responsibility, 
as has been stated, to enforce the law 
within its borders, and enactment of this 
legislation will in no way reduce the re- 
sponsibility of the State to enforce the 
law, nor will it relieve the State of any 
of the burden which it is now carrying. 
But this legislation very properly re- 
quires that the Federal Government ac- 
cept its share of responsibility when the 
tools of interstate commerce are used 
to incite a riot. The States have few if 
any practical tools to prevent the offenses 
which involve travel and communication 
beyond State lines. The National Gov- 
ernment should not stand idly by and 
help compound the problems which the 
States already have. State investigatory 
powers stop at the geographical bound- 
aries. State subpenas and other court 
processes do not reach across State lines. 
Extradition from one State to another is 
plagued with delays and technicalities 
which work against the mandate of a 
speedy trial. 

Furthermore, as a preventive meas- 
ure—and today, not tomorrow, is the 
time for such preventive action—this 
legislation would discourage if not elim- 
inate, any efforts to transform the pres- 
ent disorganized riots which appear to 
be without tangible objective, into 
planned and organized assaults of terror 
against society for specific objectives 
which could not otherwise be achieved 
through lawful means. 

Mr. PIRNIE. Mr. Speaker, a little less 
than a year ago during consideration 
of the Civil Rights Act of 1966, we 
adopted an amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Florida which would 
have made it a Federal crime with pen- 
alties of up to 5 years in jail and $10,000 
in fines to “travel or use any interstate 
facility with the intent to incite, orga- 
nize, promote, encourage or carry out a 
riot or other civil disobedience.” It was 
approved in the hope that it might pre- 
vent another summer of riot and vio- 
lence similar to the one we had just ex- 
perienced. 

When the Senate failed to pass the 
legislation, many of us immediately 
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joined in introducing the language of 
the amendment as a separate bill, con- 
fident that it would be quickly acted 
upon. Unfortunately, our optimism was 
ill founded and the 89th Congress ended 
without antiriot legislation being en- 
acted. 

At the opening of the 90th Congress, 
we again took the initiative by intro- 
ducing a similar proposal with a stern 
warning that without an antiriot bill, 
the summer of 1967 could be a repeat of 
the previous one, Again our expression 
of genuine concern went unheeded, but 
as the temperatures of late May rose so 
did the activities of the agitators bent on 
creating an atmosphere of hate until 
finally violence broke out in Florida, then 
Ohio and recently in my own home State. 

With the pressure mounting and the 
summer nearly half over, the Judiciary 
Committee finally held hearings and re- 
ported the bill—action which should 
have been taken 10 months earlier. One 
can only wonder how many deaths would 
have been prevented, property saved, and 
community goodwill retained had this 
debate taken place but a few months 
ago. 

Late as it is, it is not too late. We must, 
however, act now to strike at the few 
who would destroy our cities and inten- 
tionally attempt to subvert our law and 
order. It has been argued that this is a 
matter for the State and local law en- 
forcement officials, but a cursory study 
of this problem disproves that theory. 
The individuals who are engaged in the 
activity this bill seeks to prevent do not 
remain in one city or one State once they 
have tossed the torch and lit the fire. In 
fact, they move on to the next area of 
attack usually into another State before 
the blaze has reached the danger level, 
thereby evading the local and State po- 
lice whose power to arrest ends at the 
State border. This problem is national 
in character and scope, demanding a na- 
tional remedy which only we, in Con- 
gress, can provide. We have an obliga- 
tion to support the local and State of- 
ficials who are endeavoring to minimize, 
control, and prevent the destruction and 
loss of life in their areas of jurisdiction. 
This legislation will hopefully represent 
a strong step toward the restoration of 
law and order. I urge its enactment. 

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I am seriously concerned, as I 
believe the entire country is concerned, 
about the continuing outbreaks of vio- 
lence which have erupted in so many 
areas of our Nation. Cities such as At- 
lanta, Tampa, Boston, Buffalo, Cincin- 
nati, and now Newark and Plainfield 
have been targets for disorders. As I 
stated in my testimony presented to the 
Rules Committee when it considered a 
rule for this legislation, these disturb- 
ances have led to property damage, per- 
sonal injury, and even death. There is 
every indication that this same unfortu- 
nate pattern will recur in other Ameri- 
can cities throughout the summer. There 
is evidence that some serious disturb- 
ances may be fomented by persons who 
move from community to community for 
the express purpose of inciting civil dis- 
orders and violence. 

In my opinion, it is proper for the 
Congress to explore this problem and to 
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take appropriate action to strengthen 
communities in their efforts to deal with 
such problems when they arise. Unfor- 
tunately, the Federal antiriot legislation 
agreed to by the House of Representa- 
tives last year was not approved by the 
Senate. What we are doing today is con- 
sidering essentially the same proposal 
that the House approved in the 89th 
Congress. The reasons for the action 
taken then were sound, and experience 
since that time has demonstrated a 
growing need for this legislation. 

The Nation is deeply incensed by these 
disturbances, and it is even more dis- 
turbed by the fact that little is being 
done at the Federal level to assist States 
and communities to deal with this situa- 
tion which is so closely related to the 
rights and safety of all individuals. The 
bewildering and vicious outbreaks in 
many areas urgently demand appropri- 
ate attention in Washington. Legitimate 
solutions of problems of poverty, eco- 
nomic opportunity, and social reform are 
not served by violence, vandalism, ran- 
dom destruction of property, and the in- 
jury and death of innocent persons. In 
a society such as ours which contains the 
mechanisms for orderly change and re- 
form, purveyors of disorder cannot be 
passively condoned. 

It was my pleasure to join with many 
other colleagues in introducing a resolu- 
tion calling for the consideration of this 
matter by the House of Representatives 
and I am glad that the Rules Committee 
has granted this open rule to make possi- 
ble this debate. I strongly believe that the 
seriousness of a summer marked by vio- 
lence and destruction throughout our 
country cannot be underestimated nor 
can inaction be excused on our part. In 
addition, the desire of all our citizens to 
live in peace and safety cannot be under- 
estimated. It is my sincere hope that the 
House can act favorably on this legisla- 
tion. 

Mr. BUSH. Mr. Speaker, today the 
House considers H.R. 421 to make inter- 
state travel, or the use of interstate fa- 
cilities, for the purpose of inciting, orga- 
nizing, or promoting a riot a Federal 
crime. 

I am proud that this bill is substan- 
tially the same as H.R. 11027, which I 
introduced. 

The American constituency is greatly 
disturbed by the use of civil disturbance 
to attempt to solve social problems. 
There is room in this Nation for peace- 
ful, orderly, and responsible dissent, but 
there is no place for professional agita- 
tors who incite or take part in rioting, no 
matter what the cause, and who contrib- 
ute to the destruction of lives and prop- 
erty of our citizenry. 

We realize that the States and the Dis- 
trict of Columbia have adequate statutes 
to cover civil disturbances, but Federal 
jurisdiction is needed for those who use 
interstate commerce facilities for this 
purpose. 

As the Committee on the Judiciary so 
aptly stated in its report: 

The intent of the legislation is to supple- 
ment, not supplant, local law enforcement. 


And I intend to vote to help local law 
enforcement, not hinder it. 

Punishment is not the sole aim, in my 
opinion. If one agitator, or would-be agi- 
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tator, is deterred from continuing his 
plan, this legislation will have served a 
useful purpose. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, do I un- 
derstand correctly that I have 3 minutes 
remaining? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman is correct. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Penn- 
Sylvania [Mr. DENT]. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. Dent was 
permitted to proceed out of order.) 

PENSIONS FOR MEMBERS OF CONGRESS 


Mr. DENT. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
acquaint the House that at long last your 
ad hoc committee has come up with a 
legislative proposal dealing with revising 
the House retirement system legislation. 
This was introduced today by the gentle- 
man from Louisiana [Mr. Wacconner], 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
Fino], the gentleman from Nebraska 
(Mr. CUNNINGHAM], and myself. 

I have received volunteered support 
from over 285 Members of the House 
who have said they would support a rea- 
sonable pension plan. There has been no 
canvass of the membership and to date 
no Member has closed the door on a 
vote. This pension plan takes into con- 
sideration the one-man, one-vote rule, 
making it almost impossible for any- 
body to serve the 32 required years of 
service in the Congress of the United 
States to receive a full pension of 80 per- 
cent of salary. 

We hope that we will be able to induce 
the committee to consider this legisla- 
tion at an early date. 

We also take into consideration the 
very inadequate provisions made for sur- 
vivors. The recent death of a Member of 
the House of Representatives, after 
working out his pension provisions, al- 
though he had served in the House for 
14 years and was well over the age of 65, 
showed that his widow would receive 
under the present plan less than $4,000 
a year. 

There are 70 retired Members of the 
Congress receiving an average of $359 a 
month. There are 151 Members on the 
pension rolls receiving an average of 
$826 a month. Each and every one of 
these Members had to serve over 20 years 
in this body to receive that amount. 

Pensions, they say, must be actuarially 
sound. This is not true, and I know of no 
pension plan that we have reviewed that 
is actuarially sound. This pension plan 
can never be actuarially sound simply 
because this Congress from time to time 
adds burdens to the fund by increasing 
the benefits for the annuities of those 
who have been on pensions for years and 
Mee and who have made no contribu- 

on. 

This Congress has passed legislation 
grouping into this pension system hun- 
dreds and thousands of persons who 
have never paid one cent into the pen- 
sion fund. 

We are the highest contributors to any 
pension fund in the United States of 
America for public service. This proposal 
raises our contribution even higher. We 
move from 7% percent of salary to 10 
percent of our annual salary as Member 
contribution. 
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Further, we have made this new plan 
optional. Every Member must elect to 
come under the new plan. He can remain 
in the old plan if he so desires. 

We believe this plan to be as sound 
as a contributory plan can be made, 
counting the usual considerations in- 
volved in pension plans. 

A Member can retire at age 55 with 
10 years, service at the same rate now 
paid in benefits, 242 percent per year of 
service. 

At age 55, with 11 to 15 years, service, 
he may receive 3 percent benefits. 

Over age 55 with more than 15 years, 
service, 34% percent benefits for every 
year in service. 

At age 60, less than 11 years, benefits 
will be 344 percent. At age 60 or over, 11 
years or more of service up to 20 years, 
benefits will be 4 percent. 

After reaching 80 percent of base 
salary in benefits Members will continue 
to pay into the plan and receive no more 
increases in benefits nor shall his con- 
tributions be returned at time of retire- 
ment or death. 

If a Member elects to take 90 percent 
of his annuity his widow shall be en- 
titled to 75 percent of his annuity. 

This will serve to induce Members to 
retire who have served 20 years of serv- 
ice, thereby answering the criticism often 
aimed at Congress by newspapers, polit- 
ical scientists, and reporters who observe 
Congress in action. 

This plan is far below benefits in many 
State legislatures, such as Pennsylvania, 
New York, California, and others. 

We believe the plan will make it more 
attractive for capable persons to become 
candidates. 

The committee realizes that this draft 
will require perfecting. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. AL- 
BERT). The time of the gentleman has 
expired. 

PENALTIES FOR INCITING RIOTS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time 
has expired. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I move the 
previous question on the resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the resolution. 

The resolution was agreed to. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Speaker, I move that 
the House resolve itself into the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union for the consideration of 
the bill (H.R. 421) to amend title 18 
of the United States Code to prohibit 
travel or use of any facility in interstate 
or foreign commerce with intent to in- 
cite a riot or other violent civil disturb- 
ance, and for other purposes. 

The motion was agreed to. 

IN COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con- 
sideration of the bill H.R. 421, with Mr. 
Evins of Tennessee in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

By unanimous consent, the first read- 
ing of the bill was dispensed with. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 
gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. WILLIS] 
will be recognized for 1 hour, and the 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE 


gentleman from Ohio [Mr. McCuLtocu] 
will be recognized for 1 hour. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Louisiana [Mr. WILLIS]. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 10 minutes. Some 70-odd bills, in- 
cluding my own bill, H.R. 10898, on the 
subject of crime, violence and riots in 
the streets, were introduced this year. 

In the recent past we have witnessed 
a very important social upheaval in this 
Nation. This is all to the good when the 
upheaval results in social betterment. 
But I can see no good that has come out 
or can possibly come out of riots in the 
streets. 

This particular upheaval has taken 
the form of violence, riots, looting, arson, 
bombing, vandalism, and terror. The in- 
jury to life, limb, and property has been 
very substantial and runs into hundreds 
of millions of dollars as well as the loss 
of hundreds of lives. 

Mr. Chairman, I was delighted to see 
that President Johnson spoke out 
strongly and vigorously against this civil 
disorder when, in his message accom- 
panying his Safe Streets and Crime Con- 
trol Act of 1967, he said: 

Our country’s laws must be respected .. . 
order must be maintained . . I will sup- 
port our Nation's law enforcement officials 
in their effort to control the crime and vio- 
lence that tear at the fabric of our com- 
munities ... 

At the heart of this attack on crime must 
be the conviction expressed by President Lin- 
coln that a “reverence for the laws must be- 
come the political religion of our Nation.” 


Mr. Chairman, it warmed my heart to 
read the following passage in that mes- 
sage: 

In our democracy the principal responsi- 
bility for dealing with crime does not lie 
with the National Government but with the 
States and local communities. 


Mr. Chairman, we have ample and re- 
spectable authority and precedent for 
the enactment of this bill under the com- 
merce clause of the Constitution. I need 
cite only one very recent or compara- 
tively recent example. In the Civil Rights 
Act of 1960 it was made an offense, pun- 
ishable by severe penalties, to engage 
in what was then on the floor termed 
“hate bombings of homes, schools, and 
public places.” Surely, Mr. Speaker, if it 
was proper in 1960 as part of the Civil 
Rights Act to punish and make it an 
offense to engage in hate bombings, it 
is important and pertinent at this time 
to pass the bill under consideration. I 
doubt that any member of this commit- 
tee would call what has recently been 
going on in New Jersey a love affair. If 
there was anything else but hate in it 
as expressed by the mayor of that city, 
Mr. Addonizio, a former Member of this 
House, and Governor Hughes, I fail to 
see it. They, themselves, the public offi- 
cials, have failed to see it, and they have 
characterized it as terrorism. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I express the hope 
that we will pass the bill and stop these 
activities before they get out of control 
and, as President Johnson said, “tear at 
the very fabric of our local communities.” 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
McCuttocH]. 
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Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may desire. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 
Ohio is recognized. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise to support H.R. 421. Since the time 
the House of Representatives favorably 
considered like legislation in the 89th 
Congress, but which legislation was not 
finally acted upon by the other body, 
there has been no let up in the riots, 
vandalism, and looting in our country. 
After Newark, it clearly appears that 
such lawlessness is on the increase in 
America. We are no longer surprised 
when we pick up the morning newspaper 
to read news items and see pictures of a 
nighttime reign of terror. 

Such unlawful conduct is war on so- 
ciety, and society has a right to protect 
itself. We, as Members of Congress, are 
charged with the protection of that so- 
ciety and have no higher duty than to 
unemotionally legislate effective protec- 
tion thereto, today. 

Some say that this legislation will not 
stop riots. Of course there always has 
been violation of law, and perhaps there 
always will be violation of law, but when 
this legislation becomes law and the law 
is vigorously and impartially enforced, it 
can and will be an effective deterrent to 
much of such criminal action. 

The main thrust of this legislation is 
at the criminal behind these riots—the 
one who travels from ghetto to ghetto, 
from State to State, or who uses the fa- 
cilities of interstate or foreign commerce 
in order to incite, instigate, encourage, 
and organize riots. These roving, 
troublemakers are a national problem 
requiring the aid of the national law- 
enforcement agencies. Frequently, these 
roving agitators are far beyond the State 
jurisdiction before they are detected and 
long after the harm has been done. Thus, 
this legislation does not encroach on 
traditional areas of States rights, for 
the States still remain primarily respon- 
sible for insuring community tranquillity. 
This legislation is limited in scope to 
those who travel in or use the facilities 
of interstate or foreign commerce with 
the purpose of inciting, instigating, en- 
couraging, or organizing a riot. Most 
States are incapable of meeting this 
problem. We, therefore, do no violence 
to the principles of federalism by legis- 
lating a national solution to a specific 
national problem. 

As I indicated in the additional views 
printed in the committee report, H.R. 
421, originally incorporated legislation 
making effective and enforceable the 
civil rights criminal laws that Congress 
enacted a century ago. That part of the 
bill stood on high ground, indeed. It was 
a bill to reaffirm the rule of law. It rec- 
ognized that the resort to violence by 
both those who promote and those who 
obstruct the Negro’s rise to equality is 
equally reprehensible. It treated crimi- 
nals equally, regardless of race. By this 
legislation and H.R. 2516, which, by 
agreement, is to soon follow, we will have 
effectively moved forward to reduce such 
crime in our time. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCULLOCH. I yield to my able 
colleague. 


19360 


Mr. HOLIFIELD. The gentleman 
knows of my deep respect for him in 
many ways. 

I have read the minority views of the 
gentleman and his colleagues. Does the 
gentleman have the understanding that 
there will be a rule granted for H.R. 2516 
subsequently, so that we may act upon 
the two bills even as though they were 
together? 

Mr. McCULLOCH. I am pleased to say 
to my colleague that the ranking minor- 
ity member of the Rules Committee has 
unequivocally said that he will move for- 
ward to support a rule on that bill. Iam 
advised that there are several members 
of the majority on the committee who 
have made the same declaration. 

Mr. HO That is my under- 
standing from my own queries. 

I wondered why, under our parliamen- 
tary procedure, the two separate bills— 
as they will be now—were not reported, 
as originally contemplated, together. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. We found for the 
time being that was impossible. Rather 
than have nothing we decided to take 
one bill at a time. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I see. May I ask if 
the gentleman has a copy of the bill be- 
fore him? 

Mr. McCULLOCH. I do. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I wish to refer to the 
definition of “riot,” if I may. I know the 
gentleman is familiar with the wording. 
This begins on line 11, page 4, to and in- 
cluding line 14. 

A riot is a public disturbance, involving 
acts of violence by assemblages of three or 
more persons, which poses an immediate dan- 
ger of damage or injury to property or per- 
sons. 


Not being an attorney, I want to ques- 
tion the gentleman in regard to the words 
“poses an immediate danger of” and ask 
him why there could not be a substitu- 
tion of the word “causes” so that it would 
be a plain statement that a riot is a pub- 
lic disturbance, involving acts of vio- 
lence by assemblages of three or more 
persons, which causes an immediate dan- 
ger of damage or injury to property or 
persons. 

Mr. McCULLOCH, I regret that my 
time is very limited. My answer to that 
question is, the thrust of the language 
which was used was looking forward to 
prevent that irreparable damage which 
was likely to occur. 

I regret to say to my very good friend 
that we have only an hour on this side. 
The author of the bill should have 10 
minutes. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I thank the gentle- 
man for yielding. 

Mr. MINSHALL. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my remarks 
at this point in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MINSHALL. Mr. Chairman, I 
wholeheartedly support and urge passage 
of the Cramer bill. 

During the 89th Congress and this 
Congress I have been a cosponsor of the 
legislation. 

As a Clevelander, the immediate im- 
pact of civil disturbance—of firebombs 
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and rioting and flagrant disregard for 
life and property, are fresh in my mind. 

We in Cleveland are doing all in our 
power, as a community, to work together 
to correct the deplorable conditions 
which exist in the Hough area. Men of 
good will and good conscience have been 
working for some time toward this end. 

The Hough riot which exploded in 
Cleveland a year ago at the cost of four 
lives and millions of dollars in property 
damage was the direct result of the sort 
of roving rabble rousing which the bill 
before us seeks to prevent. Since the riot, 
Cleveland has lived under a shadow of 
hostility and fear which only the most 
vigorous civic leadership can dispel. We 
in Cleveland can and will set our house 
to rights, we can achieve and maintain 
a harmonious community in which the 
rights—and the responsibilities—of all 
citizens are recognized. 

We can and shall accomplish this goal 
unless we have a repetition of the sort 
of inflammatory hate mongering outside 
interference which triggered last sum- 
mer’s Hough tragedy. 

I do not use the term “outside inter- 
ference” carelessly. 

The Cuyahoga County grand jury in- 
vestigation of the riots, released last 
August, positively established that out- 
of-State professional agitators touched 
off the guerrilla warfare in Hough. 

Under the chairmanship of the emi- 
nent Louis B. Seltzer, former editor of 
the Cleveland Press and one of our com- 
munity’s most fairminded civic leaders, 
the grand jury issued well-documented 
evidence that these agitators organized, 
precipitated, and exploited the outbreak 
of lawlessness. 

I was the first Member of Congress to 
place the grand jury report in the 
RecorpD last year, CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 
volume 112, part 14, page 18827. 

Let me briefly quote from that report: 

It was established before the jury that the 
leaders of the W. E. B. DuBois Clubs and the 
Communist Youth Party, with interchange- 
able officers and virtually identical concepts, 
arrived in Cleveland only a few days before 
the Hough area disorders. They took up resi- 
dence at 1844 East 8lst Street, only a short 
distance from the central point of origin of 
the Hough area troubles, 

These men, who came from Chicago, New 
York and Brooklyn, were Mike Bayer, other- 
wise known as Mike Davidow, Daniel Mack, 
Ronald Lucas and Steve Shreeter. They were 
seen constantly together. They made swift 
contact with the JFK (Jomo Freedom Ken- 
yata House, headquarters for the rioters) 
House leadership, and with Phil Bart of Mid- 
dlehurst Road, Cleveland Heights, Ohio, and 
his wife, Connie, who, the evidence showed, 
are the leaders of the Communist Party 
throughout the Ohio Valley district, includ- 
ing Cleveland. 


Hard on the heels of the grand jury’s 
report, the UPI quoted Stokely Carmi- 
chael as saying in New York: 

In Cleveland they're building stores with 
no windows—all brick. I don’t know what 
they think they'll accomplish. It just means 


we have to move from Molotov cocktails to 
dynamite. 


Cleveland can do without the Stokely 
Carmichaels. Every decent, law-abiding 
American, no matter what his race, color, 
creed, or economic status condemns this 
kind of agitator. 
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Look at the 700 Atlanta, Ga., Negro 
citizens who last month signed a petition 
demanding the departure of outsiders 
who, they said, have caused or aided 
in causing turmoil in our community. 
We do not want our community burned 
down. We condemn those persons who 
have come into our community, not to 
correct our grievances but to cause riots 
and turmoil.” 

Their rebuke, of course, was directed at 
Carmichael, who works his wicked mis- 
chief on a coast-to-coast basis, advocat- 
ing anarchy and threatening in nearly 
every city he visits to tear up this town.” 

My compassion is boundless for the 
vast majority of our Negro citizens who 
try to keep their equilibrium under a 
storm cloud of hate mongering by rabble 
rousers of both races and of both ex- 
treme left and extreme right political 
persuasion. 

Among these agitators is Rap Brown, 
national chairman of the Student Non- 
violent Coordinating Committee, who 
roams from State to State. Last month 
he said in Cincinnati that the city “will 
be in flames as long as the honkie cops 
are here,” and the riots he helped touch 
off resulted in about a million dollars in 
damages and scores of injuries. 

This same Brown, speaking of the 
Dayton riots, was quoted in the June 16 
New York Times as saying: 

How can you be non-violent in America, 
the most violent country in the world... 
You better shoot that man to death; that’s 
what he's been doing to you. 


And on June 22, Brown told a Wash- 
ington Star reporter that SNCC will 
conduct demonstrations in the Nation's 
Capital this summer because the police 
are carrying on a genocidal war in Wash- 
ington and other cities.” When asked 
how white citizens could help Washing- 
ton Negroes, Brown replied, “Give us 
guns.” 

Lincoln said, There is no grievance 
that is a fit object of redress by mob law.“ 

The Cramer antiriot bill which is 
before us today will help stem the tide 
of anarchy which determined. profes- 
sional hard-core agitators are preaching 
from coast to coast. It will prevent mob 
law from engulfing our cities and tearing 
our Nation apart. 

I strongly urge its passage by the 
House. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 7 
minutes to the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia [Mr. EDWARDS]. 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the distinguished 
gentleman from Louisiana for allowing 
me this time. 

I think we should be frank as to what 
we are doing here today. We are about 
to pass a bill that is offensive to the 
Constitution and based on dangerous 
“scapegoat” thinking. We should be 
acting on a genuine civil rights bill in- 
Stead of this exercise in futility. 

The tragedy of Newark hangs heavy 
over our country, but nothing that hap- 
poned there supports the passage of this 

Nobody traveled anywhere to incite 
the Newark riot. The combustible ma- 
terial had been present in Newark for 
years, awaiting the spark. 
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There in Newark were 400,000 people, 
thousands of whom live in ratty, squalid, 
slum dwellings—doors slammed in the 
faces of job seekers—ghetto schools, 
some with a turnover of 90 percent per 
year, leading the country in venereal 
disease and for deaths of mothers in 
childbirth—the highest crime rate for 
any city of its size—its Negro population 
zooming from 17 percent to more than 
50 percent since 1950. 

No fraudulent Federal antiriot bill will 
prevent these destructive riots. Only 
jobs, education, housing, decent medical 
5 a and opportunity—in the long run— 


We are all outraged by the riots that 
have taken place in our metropolitan 
centers since 1964 and they are a matter 
of great national concern, but this bill 
will not stop riots. On the contrary, it 
will do the opposite and inflame the 
tensions and hostilities which give rise 
to riots. 

Everyone knows that our cities are in 
trouble—and the people who live in them 
are in trouble. The riots in our cities are 
slum riots. They occur in every society 
where one segment of the population is 
denied education, jobs, housing, or a 
decent way of life. 

The underlying assumption of this bill 
is that riots are caused by professional 
agitators who travel from State to State 
inciting disorder. 

This is nonsense, and all the studies to 
date on riots have failed to substantiate 
this contention in any way. 

The latest report of the President’s 
Commission on Law Enforcement and 
Administration of Justice finds no evi- 
dence that the recent riots were insti- 
gated or initiated by outside agitators. 

Instead, it found that the majority of 
riots arose from commonplace or even 
trivial incidents. In many of them, the 
police were responding to a complaint by 
a Negro; in most cases the police acted, 
at least to begin with, with prudence and 
propriety. It found that riots were “a 
social protest of a sort—a criminal sort.” 
It found that rioters were a fairly repre- 
sentative cross section of the residents 
in the ghetto slum. In summarizing the 
study of the Watts riot, the task force 
concluded that it was caused by no one 
set of people or conditions or grievances, 
saying: 

It was a manifestation of a general sense 
of deep outrage, outrage at every aspect of 
the lives Negroes are forced to live, outrage 
at every element of the white community for 
forcing (or permitting) Negroes to live such 
lives. If the quality of life for so many Amer- 
icans in Los Angeles and undoubtedly in 
other cities as well is such that they are filled 
with hostility, resentment and a desire for 
revenge there may be more cause for sur- 
prise over how few riots there have been than 
over how many. 


The most revealing finding of the 
study of the Watts riot was that a large 
number of Negroes who lived in Watts 
felt it had a purpose, “to gain attention, 
let them know,” rather than simply to 
express hostility. In other words, “the 
riot was not only an expression of hos- 
tility, but a cry for help.” 

And only the other day in Boston, 
speaking at the NAACP national conven- 
tion, Senator Epwarp W. BROOKE, of 
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Massachusetts, repeatedly emphasized 
that inaction by white officials on legiti- 
mate Negro requests is responsible for 
much of the Negro unrest today. Said 
Senator BROOKE: 

Black power is a response to white irre- 
sponsibility. 


And how does the House of Represent- 
atives intend to respond to this “cry for 
help” from our Negro fellow citizens? 
By proposing legislation aimed at a 
“scapegoat,” at a figment of the imagi- 
nation that riots are caused by certain 
individuals who cross interstate bound- 
aries with intent to incite riots. Surely, 
today, we are engaged in an exercise in 
futility, if not moving several steps back- 
ward. 

On Monday, July 10, the Washington 
Post carried a full page ad of the Na- 
tional Association for the Advancement 
of Colored People headlined, “Riot Pre- 
vention.” It pointed to the real “shavings 
and gasoline” which have been piled up 
and scattered around for months and 
years just waiting for an emotion- 
ladened overt act to ignite it. It pointed 
to the following smoldering material: 

The 1966 civil rights bill was filibus- 
tered to death in the U.S. Senate. 

No one predicts the 1967 Civil Rights 
Act has a much better chance of passing 
including a vital provision to give the 
Equal Opportunity Commission power to 
order business firms to cease discrimi- 
nating. 

The AEC awards a multimillion-dollar 
atoms smashing plant to western Ili- 
nois even though Illinois has no State 
fair-housing law. 

Nine-tenths of the selective service 
boards in the Nation contain no Negro 
members. 

The guidelines laid down by the Office 
of Education for speeding up desegrega- 
tion have been blunted and trimmed in 
this 90th Congress. 

Rent supplements which would have 
enabled poor Negroes and white families 
to improve their housing was killed by 
this House. 

No hearings were held on this bill in 
the 90th Congress. In the 89th Congress 
there were 2 days of hearings before 
Subcommittee No. 5 of the Judiciary, at 
which nine House Members testified, all 
but two being from the South. There was 
one outside witness—Assistant Attorney 
General John Doar, and he expressed 
deep reservations about both the wisdom 
and the constitutionality of the legisla- 
tion. 

I suggest there should be complete 
hearings and that we request the advice 
of Governor Hughes and Mayor Ad- 
donizio as well as other responsible 
State and local officers. We are legislat- 
ing recklessly and irresponsibly unless 
we send this bill back to the Judiciary 
Committee for full dress hearings in 
keeping with our responsibilities. 

At the very least we are entitled to 
an opinion from the Attorney General of 
the United States, whose Department 
will be responsible for enforcing this law. 
I ask my colleagues to look at the com- 
mittee report. No letter from the Attor- 
ney General. I think we are entitled to 
read in every report on legislation creat- 
ing Federal criminal law the opinion of 
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the Attorney General. This alone is 
enough reason to send the bill back to 
committee. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, there are serious 
and I think, fatal, constitutional de- 
fects in this bill which will be enumer- 
ated in detail by other opposition speak- 
ers. 

Let me mention one, however. This bill 
makes it a criminal offense to cross a 
State line with an intent to incite a 
riot. Sometime later, even months or 
years, if an individual after crossing a 
State line commits some overt act that 
could be construed as encouraging or 
promoting a riot or other public disturb- 
ance he will have violated the law and 
would be subjected to $10,000 fine or 5 
years in jail. 

I do not know if the sponsors delib- 
erately intended this separation by time 
of specific intent and the overt act. If 
they did, then this bill violates one of 
the fundamental concepts of criminal 
law, that intent and the criminal act 
must be contemporaneous. 

The conditions in our cities which are 
at the root of such rioting and civil dis- 
order will not effectively be dealt with by 
H.R. 421. The President’s task force has 
emphasized the need for an adequate 
and full investigation of these conditions 
and concludes that: 

The only enduring guarantee that riots 
will no longer occur is to answer the cry of 
help that Negroes have been calling for many 
years and that it can be clearly heard even 
amid the destruction and bloodshed of a 
riot. 


Rather than such misguided legisla- 
tion as this so-called antiriot bill here 
before us, we need to attempt a funda- 
mental social, political, and economic re- 
organization of the ghetto communities. 
For this reason I find this bill to be a 
travesty of the responsibility that we 
have as legislators and strongly urge my 
colleagues to vote for the motion to re- 
commit and, in the event it fails, to vote 
against the bill. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield to me just 
at that point? 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. I yield 
to the gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. In an edi- 
torial that appeared in the New York 
Times this morning, just this morning, 
I found this statement: 

More than 40 persons from Brooklyn, Man- 
hattan and Staten Island were rounded up 
in Newark carrying rifles and revolvers. 


How can the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia say that Newark constitutes no 
justification for the passage of this law? 
Here is a clear statement to the effect 
that people came in from another State 
and were involved in the rioting. 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. I would 
point out to the gentleman from Illinois 
that the New York Times is against this 
bill. So, you might ask them about it. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair- 
man, if the gentleman will yield further, 
that is true, but the statement still 
stands. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. I yield 
to the gentleman from Michigan. 
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Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, may I 
thank the distinguished member of the 
Committee on the Judiciary for having 
the insight to look beneath the sur- 
face of this problem; to go beneath the 
continual criticism against riots which 
everyone is against, and to get at the 
root causes. I believe the gentleman will 
agree with me that these tensions have 
accumulated like gasoline rags in a 
closet, and they can explode anywhere. 

I am hoping, as the gentleman has 
pointed out, that we may begin to get to 
the problems that can be eliminated pri- 
marily by a program that only this Con- 
gress can produce. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the gen- 
tleman from Mississippi [Mr. MONT- 
GOMERY]. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Chairman, 
I rise in support of this bill. 

Mr. Chairman, during the past few 
months there has been an alarming in- 
crease of disorder and riotous activity in 
many of our cities and towns across the 
United States. In a single week in June, 
rioting, looting, and burning in Tampa, 
Fla., and Cincinnati, Ohio, caused prop- 
erty damage estimated at $2.5 million. 
Scores of persons were injured and a few 
killed. This violence continued during 
the early part of June and by June 20, 
similar outbreaks had spread to 27 
American cities, 

Newark, N.J., has been the latest city 
to be hit by rioters with estimated dam- 
ages along Springfield Avenue alone 
amounting to over $5 million. More than 
20 persons have lost their lives. 

I feel that the primary responsibility 
for preserving law and order within our 
cities rests upon the local and State gov- 
ernments, and with the passage of this 
bill, their responsibilities will, in fact, 
not be decreased; there will merely be a 
supplemental element aiding in the 
maintenance of a peaceful atmosphere. 

In many cases it is plainly evident 
that these disorders are being directed 
and led by agitators who move into the 
areas from other States in an endless 
effort to promote racial violence and dis- 
regard for law and order. Time and time 
again these persons have been largely 
responsible for igniting these sparks of 
misconduct. Such persons have been 
systematically touring much of the 
United States preaching insurrection 
and rebellion and have made it perfectly 
clear that they do not respect the laws 
of our United States, and that they will 
willfully and with knowledge, break 
them. Recently, in Atlanta, one such ad- 
vocate was quoted as urging Negroes to 
join in a revolution against whites” and 
he further told the aroused audience not 
to clap but to save their energy for 
“beating heads.” Less than an hour after 
this reckless speech snipers began shoot- 
ing at policemen, and the battle began. 
This chain of events has not been an 
uncommon occurrence this summer nor 
will it become more so unless we act now. 

Many of our cities’ officials have 
pleaded with these potential trouble- 
makers not to enter their cities and stir 
up trouble. Their requests have largely 
gone unnoticed. 

During these periods of chaos and con- 
fusion many of local officials have been 
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inadequately prepared to identify and 
apprehend these agitators before they 
moved on to promote riotous activity in 
other areas. The time has come to help 
local and State authorities by providing 
legislation which will assist in discourag- 
ing these troublemakers from traveling 
from State to State inciting disturbances. 

With the passage of this bill without 
amendments, the help that the States so 
desperately need will be supplied through 
the total commitment of the law-enforce- 
ment facilities of the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

I firmly believe that the penalties in- 
corporated into this bill will be of direct 
benefit by reducing, by a large extent, 
the transporting of these agitators from 
State to State and will ultimately elimi- 
nate many of these unnecessary costly 
displays of emotion. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. CRAMER]. 

Mr. BELL. Mr. Chairman, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. CRAMER. I yield to the gentle- 
man from California. 

Mr. BELL. Mr. Chairman, I noted the 
previous speaker mentioned the Civil 
Rights Acts of 1966 and 1967. I being a 
strong civil rights supporter, wish to say 
this: That I believe it was generally con- 
ceded that the Civil Rights Act of 1966, 
which had a housing section in it, would 
not have actually helped the ghetto Ne- 
groes. Actually, the housing section 
would have helped the middle-class Ne- 
groes. I believe it is generally conceded 
that that is true. Would the gentleman 
agree with this? 

Mr, CRAMER. The gentleman is sug- 
gesting that the 1966 civil rights bill 
would not have solved ghetto problems 
or substantially aided those who need the 
help the most. 

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CRAMER. I would be glad to yield 
to the gentleman, but I do not have the 
time because no one has agreed to give 
me additional time. 

However, if the gentleman from Lou- 
isiana will give me 2 additional minutes 
I would be glad to yield to the gentle- 
man. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
additional minutes to the gentleman 
from Florida. 

Mr, CRAMER. I thank the gentleman. 

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, 
the gentleman who preceded the gentle- 
man from Florida in the well made the 
allegation that the opinion of the Attor- 
ney General has never been expressed 
with regard to the constitutionality of 
this proposed legislation. Is it not a fact 
that the gentleman who now stands in 
the well made inquiry of the Attorney 
General seeking his opinion and he re- 
sponded with proposed language which 
is the language of the present proposal? 
Would he by any stretch of the imagina- 
tion propose language he considers un- 
constitutional? 

Mr. CRAMER. I thank the gentleman 
for bringing up that question. That is a 
matter I intend to cover in my discus- 
sion. 

We did ask for such help, as the hear- 
ings in October show here and Assist- 
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ant Attorney General Doar responded 
with a recommended draft—and there 
is no question about them being held. 

The hearings show that there was a 
request of the Justice Department and 
it answered that request on October 11 
last year. The language that it actually 
proposed is largely the draft of the leg- 
islation reported out of committee. It 
was based upon that draft. I cannot 
understand why there is argument about 
the constitutionality of it on the basis 
of the opinion and draft of the Attorney 
General, submitted to avoid such ques- 
tions. They do not seem to recognize 
that this is largely the wording of the 
Justice Department that we have before 
us. 
Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CRAMER. I yield to the gentle- 
man. 

Mr. WILLIS, There have been so many 
statements that we have had no word 
from the Department of Justice in this 
record that I would like to include in the 
Record following the gentleman’s pres- 
entation a statement quoting from a 
letter or statement by Assistant Attorney 
General John Doar before House Sub- 
committee No. 5, and then follows the 
bill that we are now considering. 

By the way, am I not correct, since I 
am not a member of the subcommittee, 
that much of the language in this bill 
was taken from the opinion of Assistant 
Attorney General Doar? 

Mr. CRAMER. There is no question 
about it. The largest portion of the 
amendments contained in this bill were 
requested or recommended by the Justice 
Department, and are fashioned largely 
on the basis of his questions and provide 
the answers as to constitutionality and 
vagueness, 

There is no doubt in my mind that 
this legislation is constitutional. Courts 
have upheld similar language in the 
Antiracketeering Act which is now on 
the books. And I have this language here 
at the desk with me. There have been 
numerous rulings related to the constitu- 
tionality of that statute which, I stress, 
contains very similar language. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CRAMER. Could the distinguished 
chairman of the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary, the gentleman from New York, 
get me a couple of more minutes if I am 
going to yield to him? I would like to 
yield to him, but I just do not have the 
time. 

Mr. WILLIS. Prior to yielding time to 
the gentleman, which I shall, let me say 
that my statement that I wish to intro- 
duce at this point; that is, the opinion 
from the Department of Justice on this 
bill—I overlooked the fact that we are 
now in Committee of the Whole, and I 
shall make that request when we go 
back into the House. 

Mr. Chairman, I now yield 2 additional 
minutes to the gentleman from Florida. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CRAMER. Obviously, I yield to the 
distinguished chairman. Yes. 

Mr. CELLER. I thank the gentleman 
very much. 

The distinguished Attorney General 
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on “Meet the Press” last Sunday said he 
was opposed to this bill, and with ref- 
erence to the letters that have been the 
subject of dialog here a moment ago, 
it is true that Assistant Attorney General 
Doar sent a communication to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary, but that was to 
the effect that in the event the commit- 
tee would embrace the bill of the gen- 
tleman who now has the floor, he would 
suggest certain language or a refinement 
of language, but there was no indication 
that the Department of Justice espoused 
or approved of the bill. And we have the 
final test, namely, only last Sunday the 
Attorney General said that he was ab- 
solutely opposed to this bill. And in the 
conversation that I had with the Attor- 
ney General in my office yesterday he 
repeated to me that he was opposed to 
the bill. 

Mr. CRAMER. I am very disappointed 
to hear the distinguished chairman of 
the Committee on the Judiciary say that. 
I just cannot understand why the Presi- 
dent of the United States and the Attor- 
ney General, who is his appointee, would 
take the position that they want safe 
streets in America—but they do not real- 
ly want riot-safe streets—and then op- 
pose a bill directed against riots and 
bombings and killings and lootings in 
this country that clearly result in unsafe 
streets. 

I hope that the President and the At- 
torney General change their position. 
However, at that time we specifically 
requested their recommendations on 
questions of constitutionality. They re- 
sponded with the letter of October 11, 
which I am glad that the distinguished 
gentleman is going to put in the RECORD. 

They came up with this draft which 
I have in my hand, which we considered 
in the subcommittee and which is largely 
the basis of the draft before the Commit- 
tee at this time with the purpose of an- 
swering all constitutional questions, and 
in my opinion it unquestionably does in 
that respect. 

I just saw on the ticker that Governor 
Hughes has declared a state of emer- 
gency in the “riot-scarred city of Plain- 
field, N.J.” 

The assertion has been made, Were 
there outside agitators?“ Let us listen to 
the mayor or one of the officials of the 
city of Plainfield, N.J.: 

Mayor Hetfield charged today that the 
riot was the work of organized professionals. 


This is the record. This is contained 
in the July 18, 1967, issue of the Wash- 
ington Post. The Washington Post re- 
ported this as news and said that Mayor 
Hetfield charged today that the rioting 
was the work of organized professionals. 
He said: 

At first I thought it was spontaneous, but 
this seems too organized. There was some 
advance planning 


The article goes on to report: 


A long-time West End resident said: “I 
have lived here all my life and I never saw 
some of those rioters, but we in the neigh- 
borhood have to take the blame. 


Is there any question but what outside 
agitators are involved in this matter? 
I do not think there is any question 
whatsoever. 

I just want to develop the situation 
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relating to New Jersey for a second. It 
has been stated, and I understand it will 
be further substantiated in the RECORD, 
that outsiders did come into Newark, N.J. 
Here is a report of the Washington Star 
of July 14 relating to New Jersey, where 
25 American citizens are dead and in the 
grave. The distinguished chairman of the 
committee talked about rights of dissent 
cannot be asserted from the grave. What 
happened to their rights? What hap- 
pened to their rights, I ask the members 
of this committee? In that instance, here 
is a report of the press: 

“Rap Brown, National Director of SNCC, 
talked to people in Newark yesterday and 
was to tour the area today.“ said Bill Hudson, 
the organization's director. 


In addition to that, here is Cincin- 
nati, Ohio. This is the record, the Cin- 
cinnati Enquirer, June 15, 1967. In talk- 
ing about outside agitators, here is the 
record. Were outside agitators involved 
in Cincinnati? Listen to this: 

Many of those feel “outsiders” are respon- 
sible, as a respected Negro leader said. 


He says that outsiders were involved in 
that instance. 

That is the record. Let us go on fur- 
ther. We could take a substantial amount 
of time here relating the record, and that 
is what counts. 

Here is another item in the Dayton 
Daily News, June 15, 1967. Here is Rap 
Brown. Look at him. Here is the man 
who helped incite riots. According to 
whom? According to the local law-en- 
forcement authorities. He helped incite 
this riot. In fact, they said conclusively 
that if he had not made his speech, it 
would not have occurred. That is the 
record. 

Let us go further. This is a report by 
Jack Nelsen of the Washington Post and 
the Los Angeles Times newspaper June 
14, 1967. The Post, the Times. He made a 
finding relating to the riots already this 
year, and what did he say? He said: 

It would seem a strange coincidence to say 
that Carmichael just happened to speak in 
all but one of the cities, in Tampa— 


Of course, he was in the Tampa area 
only a few weeks before— 
in the six Southern cities before violence 
broke out, and had no part in preventing it 
in any of those cities. 


That is the record. 

Let us take the mayor of the city of 
Buffalo, N.Y. What did he say about the 
riot there? Mayor Frank A. Sedita, in 
3a, News & World Report, July 10, 1967, 
said: 

Buffalo's trouble was fomented by outside 
agitators. People are paying youngsters for 
every window they break, 

That is the record. I am talking about 
the record. Let us go further with the 
record. What did some of the outstand- 
ing officials of this Nation say with re- 
spect to outside agitators in the Chicago 
Tribune last year? 

Mayor Daley was quoted as saying on 
July 16 that 

Outsiders are responsible for fomenting the 
unrest that has led to violence and looting 
of Chicago's West Side. 

Dr. Jackson, president of the Baptist 
Convention, the largest body of orga- 
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nized Negroes in the Nation, was quoted 
in the same paper as saying: 

I believe our young people are not vicious 
enough to attack a whole city. Some other 
forces are using our young people. 


How true. Then Dr. Jackson went on 
to blame outside interference. He is one 
of the outstanding Negro leaders in the 
Nation and he blamed outsiders for agi- 
tating the West Side youth. 

In Cleveland the safety director, Mr. 
McCormick, made similar findings. In 
Cleveland there were similar unques- 
tioned findings by the grand jury of out- 
side influence. 

We could go on and on and on, if time 
permitted, to discuss further evidence of 
this. This is what strikes me when I read 
this headline, and I gather it would strike 
other Members the same way. Here is the 
Evening Star of Saturday, July 15. Look 
at this. This is America, where the safety 
of individuals and of their property is 
supposed to be secure, where government 
of law and not of men is supposed to exist 
and to be the rule: “Toll Rises to 16 in 
Newark Riots.” They are now 25. This 
was on the date of July 15. On the side 
of the paper it says: 13 Americans Die 
as Rockets Blast Danang.” Now, 16 were 
killed on the streets of America, and 13 
died in Danang. I say it is time the Fed- 
eral Government, which has no hesita- 
tion in fighting in the jungles of Viet- 
nam, should now protect the rights from 
being trampled upon in the racial wars 
and because of other reasons, because of 
the preaching of anarchy and the 
battles that are being fought in the 
asphalt jungles in the streets right here, 
in the United States of America. 

I say this is a pro-civil-rights bill. I 
say it is a pro-civil-rights bill for the 
same reason the gentleman from Ohio 
said it. I am not a racist. I have no racist 
record. As a matter of fact, the Washing- 
ton Post said on August 15, 1966, of this 
bill and its amendment: 

We do not think there is any racism in the 
Cramer amendment. 


They said this in their editorial in sup- 
port of it at that time. 

But this bill comes before us as a bill 
of absolute necessity. This is a bill that 
would protect the legitimate civil rights 
leaders in America and put the illegiti- 
mate, rabble-rousing, hatemongering so- 
called leaders out of business. At the 
same time, it would also put the George 
Lincoln Rockwells out of the business, 
and would also put the Ku Klux Klan 
out of the business of inciting riots. 

On August 9, 1966, by record vote, 389 
Members of the House supported an 
amendment to the 1966 civil rights bill 
which would have made it a Federal of- 
fense to travel in or use a facility of in- 
terstate commerce to incite a riot or any 
other form of violent civil disturbance. 
The amendment died in the Senate along 
with the rest of the civil rights bill. The 
bill before you today—H.R. 421—has the 
same purpose and effect as the antiriot 
amendment to the 1966 civil rights bill. 

It is aimed at those professional agi- 
tators and their organizations who either 
operate from states outside the jurisdic- 
tion of local law enforcement officials or 
who come into a jurisdiction, inflame the 
people therein to violence, and then leave 
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the jurisdiction before the riot begins; or, 
remain in the jurisdiction but away from 
the riot area as well as those who par- 
ticipate. 

Proposing an addition to this Nation's 
body of penal laws is not a matter I take 
lightly. For this reason, I think three 
questions must be answered in the af- 
firmative before such legislation is fav- 
orably considered. 

First, Does Congress have the power to 
enact such a law? 

Second, Assuming it has the power, 
should it exercise it? 

And, third, If exercised, will it be ef- 
fective? 

In answer to the first question, Does 
Congress have the power to enact such 
a law? The answer is “Yes.” Article I, 
section 8, of the U.S. Constitution specifi- 
cally grants to Congress the power to 
“regulate commerce.” The bill under con- 
sideration uses as its touchstone the com- 
merce power. It seeks to halt the use of 
interstate commerce and interstate fa- 
cilities for the purpose of inciting riots 
and other civil disorders. It effectively 
withdraws from the arsenal of riot weap- 
ons interstate travel and interstate fa- 
cilities. It establishes a Federal penalty 
for using interstate commerce and inter- 
state facilities to incite a riot and other 
forms of violent civil disturbance. Such 
a prohibition is clearly within the com- 
merce powers possessed by the Congress. 

Columnist David Lawrence, writing in 
the August 1, 1966, issue of the U.S. News 
& World Report, summed up the author- 
ity of Congress with the following pun- 
gent remarks: 

The Administration argues that Congress 
has virtually unlimited power to protect 
“Civil Rights” by invoking the clause of the 
Constitution which authorizes it to regulate 
“interstate commerce”. If so, there is a par- 
allel obligation to insure the safety of all cit- 
izens, irrespective of race or color, in their 
homes and on the streets. 


Such power has been exercised many 
times including in 1961 in the Anti- 
Racketeering Acts, after one of which 
this bill is drafted; namely, traveling in 
and using interstate facilities in fur- 
therance of organized criminal activi- 
ties, 18 U.S.C. 1952. 

Second. Should Congress exercise this 
power? Most emphatically, yes. It is be- 
coming more and more obvious that the 
insurrection we are witnessing in many 
of our cities has its origin in individuals 
and organizations operating from States 
outside the jurisdiction of local law en- 
forcement officials. Federal investigative, 
apprehension, and prosecutive authority 
is desperately needed to cope with those 
who disseminate the blueprints for these 
riots but successfully avoid arrest by 
hiding behind the protective shield of 
State borders. 

I am personally convinced that the 
pattern these riots follow is too similar 
in too many instances to be wholly spon- 
taneous or coincidental. The trigger is 
usually the arrest of a suspect by the 
local police or rumor of—or, it is the 
shooting of a fleeing felon. In Cincinnati, 
it was the imposition of a death penalty 
on a Negro convicted of murder. These 
events are usually followed by cries of 
“police brutality.” And then, the riot. 

The riots themselves follow a similar 
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pattern. Fires are set to businesses and 
tenements. It is interesting to observe 
that normally only property owned by 
white merchants is attacked. Often- 
times, firemen are prevented from fight- 
ing the fires because of gunshots and 
rocks from snipers. If thus appears that 
in most instances, the effort is to make 
certain that the businesses and buildings 
are burned to the ground, that the loss is 
irreparable. 

In addition to gunshots, Molotov cock- 
tails are used. 

One cannot overlook the fact, either, 
that in many cities which have fallen 
victim to these riots this summer and in 
summers past, outside instigators are in 
some way connected with them. The 
causal connection defies coincidence. 
For example, the presence of Stokely 
Carmichael, former head of the so-called 
Student Nonviolent Coordinating Com- 
mittee, and now a free-lance insurrec- 
tionist, has preceded many of the out- 
breaks. He works up his audiences to a 
fever pitch. He tells them they are down- 
trodden, that “black power” is their sal- 
vation, that the Negroes must take the 
law into their own hands, that they must 
“kill Whitey,” and that they must “burn, 
baby, burn.” He calls for rebellion, re- 
cites the examples of alleged police 
brutality that he says warrant mass vio- 
lence, states that where Molotov cock- 
tails are ineffective, dynamite must be 
used. He exhorts his audiences to say 
“To hell with the draft.” “Hell no, I won’t 
go.” is the cheer he leads; and his listen- 
ers, caught up in a frenzy of emotion, 
repeat after him, “Hell no, I won’t go.” 

An example of Carmichael's effective- 
ness before large Negro crowds was re- 
ported by a member of the staff of U.S. 
News & World Report. According to this 
reporter, who watched Carmichael speak 
in Houston: 

There is no doubt in my mind that he 
(Carmichael) could have sent several thou- 
sands of his listeners charging out of the 
auditorium to riot if he wanted to. 


Carmichael then usually leaves that 
jurisdiction. In his wake are thousands 
of Negroes whose blood is simmering— 
waiting for the instance certain to occur 
in any large city when a felon is arrested 
or shot. Charges of police brutality ring 
out and, like turning up the flame under 
a caldron of simmering oil, the boiling 
point is quickly reached. The riot is un- 
derway. 

The viciousness and irresponsibility of 
Carmichael’s public utterances make one 
shudder to think what he tells his ad- 
herents in closed meetings. 

But one can speculate. And I would 
suggest that he tells them that they must 
make certain the war whoop cry of “po- 
lice brutality” is echoed when an arrest 
is attempted. He probably tells them to 
harbor guns and ammunition and that 
when the violence breaks out, to steal, 
and loot guns and ammunition first. It 
is probably on his recommendation that 
firemen are impeded in efforts to fight 
the fires. He may also counsel them on 
how to keep the people’s tempers in- 
flamed until and during the riot. 

H. Rap Brown, the new head of SNCC, 
is one of Carmichael’s disciples. His 
speeches and activities are almost iden- 
tical to Carmichael’s. Brown was in Day- 
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ton and Cincinnati during the recent 
outbreaks of violence in those cities. 
Speaking to a Negro rally in Cincinnati 
on June 14, 1967, H. Rap Brown was 
quoted as saying: 

You better shoot that man to death; that’s 
what he's doing to you. 


There are still others in addition to 
Carmichael and Brown who are rapidly 
achieving notoriety. On May 16 in Madi- 
son, Wis., a man by the name of For- 
thune Humphrey, Jr., president of the 
Milwaukee Youth Council for the Na- 
tional Association for the Advancement 
of Colored People, threatened that unless 
their demands were met, violence may 
result. He said: 

We will give you one month to do some- 
thing about this. We have a little organiza- 
tion outside the Youth Council called the 
Black Revengers. If something is not done 


we're taking over Milwaukee. I mean that, 
man. 


This language is similar to that used 
by Carmichael who claimed recently that 
he is coming to Washington this sum- 
mer to take the city over. Said Car- 
michael: 

We're going to shoot the cops who are 
shooting our black brothers in the back in 
this country. That's where we're going. 


There is growing concern over the in- 
creasing evidence of the planned and 
purposeful incitement of these riots. This 
pattern was discussed by FBI Director 
J. Edgar Hoover in his testimony before 
the Committee on Appropriations on 
February 16 of this year. In his testi- 
mony, Mr. Hoover discussed the Com- 
munist influence in racial matters and 
pointed out that Stokely Carmichael has 
been in frequent contact with Max Stan- 
ford, field chairman of the Revolutionary 
Movement, a “highly secret all-Negro, 
Marxist-Leninist, Chinese-Communist- 
oriented organization which advocates 
guerrilla warfare to obtain its goals.” 
Mr. Hoover goes on to point out: 

Communists and other subversives and 
extremists strive and labor ceaselessly to 
precipite racial trouble and to take advan- 
tage of racial discord in this country. Such 
elements were active in exploiting and ag- 
gravating the riots, for example, in Harlem, 
Watts, Cleveland, and Chicago. 


The other evidence of outside agita- 
tion in these riots is considerable. As 
far back as last summer, strong indica- 
tions of external agitation was being 
pronounced. 

Columnist Jack Anderson, writing in 
the July 27, 1966, edition of the Clear- 
water Sun, and many other newspapers 
throughout the country, said: 

The FBI has positive evidence that profes- 
sional Communist agitators have helped to 
stir up recent Negro riots. This doesn’t mean 
that the riots were provoked or controlled 


by the Communists. However, some of the 
same agitators who helped fire the mobs in 


Los Angeles were spotted egging on the riot- 
ers in Chicago. 


In the July 16, 1966, edition of the Chi- 
cago Tribune, Chicago Mayor Daley was 
quoted as saying that outsiders are re- 
sponsible for fomenting the unrest that 
has led to the violence and looting on 
Chicago’s West Side. 

Dr. J. H. Jackson, president of the Na- 
tional Baptist Convention, the largest 
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organized body of Negroes in the Nation, 
was also quoted in this paper as saying: 

I believe our young people are not vicious 
enough to attack a whole city. Some other 
forces are using our young people. 


Dr. Jackson went on to blame outside 
interference for agitating the West Side 
youths to wholesale vandalism. 

In Cleveland, Safety Director John N. 
McCormick said he had received infor- 
mation that persons from outside Cleve- 
land were instigating some of the trouble. 
In a July 21, 1966, article in the Cleve- 
land Plain Dealer, he said: 

We are worried about outside influence 
from other parts of the country that may be 
playing a role in this disturbance. 


In the September 8, 1966, edition of 
the Washington Post an article report- 
ing on last year’s Atlanta riots carried 
the following observation: 

A city police source said SNCC members 
from New York, Philadelphia, and the Watts 
community in Los Angeles were believed to 
be at the meeting and in the vicinity of 
Tuesday’s riot. 


In more direct language, Atlanta 
Mayor Ivan Allen, Jr., placed the blame 
for the riot on the Student Nonviolent 
Coordinating Committee and the orga- 
nization’s then chairman, Stokely Car- 
1 who was in Atlanta during the 

ots. 

For the committee's information, in 
addition to the Watts riots of last sum- 
mer, violence of a racial nature broke 
out in Detroit; New York; Grenada, 
Miss.; Lansing; Muskegon; Washing- 
ton, D.C.; Waukegan; Benton Harbor, 
Mich.; Cicero; Dayton; and Atlanta. 

It now appears that the signal for 
widespread and highly destructive civil 
disorders in many cities this summer has 
already been given. This summer’s riots 
are following the same course outlined 
in summers past. 

One of the first serious riots this sum- 
mer took place recently at Fisk Univer- 
sity in Nashville, Tenn. It is interesting 
to note that Stokely Carmichael made 
an appearance at that university before 
the riots broke out. 

A portion of Houston, Tex., was turned 
into a turbulent battleground where dur- 
ing the night of May 16 and 17, three 
policemen were shot, one fatally, at 
Texas Southern University. Mr. Car- 
michael spoke in Houston on April 13. 

Other American cities experiencing 
riots thus far this summer are Boston, 
Atlanta, Tampa, Cincinnati, Dayton, Los 
Angeles (Watts), and Montgomery. 

A report of the Cincinnati riots which 
appeared in the June 14 edition of the 
Washington Post made the observation: 

The riots in Cincinnati seemed to follow 
the same pattern of those in Tampa. 

During the first night of the Cincinnati 
riots, as happened in Tampa Sunday night, 
the outbreak of looting and setting fires to 
stores and buildings was confined to the 
Negro section. But then on the second night, 
the outbreaks spread to other districts. In 
Cincinnati they spilled over to adjacent Wal- 
nut Hills where a hardware store was set 
afire. 


Mr. Chairman, I think this pattern and 
evidence of outside agitation demon- 
strates adequately that the stream of 
commerce is being polluted. We have 
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enacted a Federal water pollution control 
act to clear our Nation's streams of water 
pollution. We should also enact a Federal 
antiriot act to cleanse our streams of 
commerce of moral, criminal and hate- 
mongering pollution. Merchants of vio- 
lence have no place in America. 

The third question we must answer is 
whether the bill, if enacted, will be effec- 
tive. Here, too, the evidence compels an 
affirmative reply. 

The language of my antiriot bill fol- 
lows closely the language adopted by the 
Congress in enacting the 1961 anti- 
racketeering act which I cosponsored and 
which made it a Federal offense to travel 
in or use a facility of interstate com- 
merce with the intent of aiding organized 
criminal activities. I have before me a 
letter over the signature of Fred Vinson, 
Jr., Assistant Attorney General, in which 
he states that 199 convictions—I repeat 
convictions, have been obtained under 
this act. In fact, these figures reveal that 
this has been the most successful of the 
antiracketeering acts passed in that 
Congress, it having lent itself to the 
greatest numbers of convictions. 

Possibly the criminal penalty involved 
in this bill and the deterrent it hopefully 
provokes overshadows another one of its 
more important aspects. 

That is the Federal investigative au- 
thority it implicitly grants to the FBI. 
Enactment of this bill will allow Federal 
authorities to investigate these riots with 
the end to seeking, not only convictions 
but desperately needed facts. Who are 
behind these riots? What is their modus 
operandi? What is their ultimate goal? 
These questions are crying out for an- 
swers and this bill will allow the Federal 
authorities to furnish such answers. I say 
it is time the shroud of secrecy be lifted 
and we find out who and what is behind 
the terrible evil that is making America’s 
streets the most dangerous in the world, 
and certain areas in some of our cities 
the most fearful places in which to live 
and work. 

In urging enactment of my antiriot 
amendment to the 1966 civil rights bill, 
I said that fires, looting, vandalism, and 
death have become the bywords of the 
American summer. 

The Federal Government, which has 
no hesitation in fighting in the jungles of 
Vietnam, protect rights being trampled 
upon in the racial wars and preaching of 
anarchy fought on the asphalt jungles 
here in the United States. I repeat these 
words today. 

It is high time this Congress recognizes 

that the term “civil rights” has a broad 
application to people’s rights. 

The property owner whose building is 
burned to the ground has lost certain of 
his civil rights. 

The tenant who has been evicted be- 
cause the building in which he had an 
apartment was burned down has lost cer- 
tain of his civil rights. 

The innocent citizen who has been shot 
at and injured or killed has certainly lost 
certain, if not all, of his rights. 

Congress has the duty to enact proper 
deterrents to the activities of those who 
practice civil disorder, who inspire acts 
of anarchy and who trample on every- 
one’s rights. 
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I urge this Committee to adopt my bill, 
H.R. 421. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Chairman, I include 
herewith the material previously re- 
ferred to regarding the testimony of 
Assistant Attorney General John Doar: 


STATEMENT BY ASSISTANT ATTORNEY GENERAL 
JOHN Doar, BEFORE SUBCOMMITTEE No. 5, 
HOUSE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE, ON H.R. 17642, 
H.R. 18023, H.R. 17912, AND RELATED BILLS, 
OCTOBER 5, 1966 


Mr. Chairman and members of the sub- 
committee, I am pleased to be here today to 
discuss a number of bills proposing federal 
criminal prosecution of persons who travel 
interstate to incite riots, some of which also 
propose federal criminal penalties for acts 
of violence directed at ns who seek to 
exercise federal rights to equal treatment in 
various areas of public life. My statement 
will be addressed particularly to H.R. 17642, 
H.R. 18023 and H.R. 17912, and other sub- 
stantially similar bills, 

I turn first to the proposals—derived from 
Title V of the “Civil Rights Act of 1966” 
which passed the House in August—to pro- 
tect Negroes and civil rights workers from 
acts of violence related to their exercise of 
federal rights. As former Attorney General 
Katzenbach stated in testimony before this 
Sub-committee on May 4, 1966, these out- 
rages have been perpetrated by a small mi- 
nority which seeks to deny by force those 
rights to equality secured by the Fourteenth 
and Fifteenth Amendments and the recent 
legislation put on the books since 1957. The 
existing statutes dealing with violence 
against racial groups are very inadequate. 
They prescribe unduly lenient penalties for 
what are often very serious crimes resulting 
in physical injury or death. They require 
proof of “specific intent”, which in some 
cases may complicate or frustrate effective 
prosecution. Most important of all, they 
simply do not reach certain crimes of racial 
violence against Negroes and civil rights 
workers. Thus, in the Guest decision, handed 
down by the Supreme Court just last term, 
it was made fairly clear that an act of vi- 
olence by a private person, not acting in 
concert with state officials, who seeks to 
interfere with the exercise of a right based 
on the Fourteenth Amendment, is not cov- 
ered by section 241 of Title 18. Nor is it cov- 
ered by section 242, which of course, is re- 
stricted to acts done under color of law. 

Title V of the proposed “Civil Rights Act 
of 1966” was intended to compensate for the 
abdication in some areas of the local respon- 
sibility to arrest, prosescute, and convict— 
where the evidence warrants conviction— 
perpetrators of acts of racial violence. As the 
Sub-committee is aware, this situation has 
been the subject of extensive study by vari- 
ous committees of Congress. It has been the 
subject of hearings by the United States 
Commission on Civil Rights, which issued a 
report on the matter and recommended the 
enactment of new Federal criminal laws. We 
have had nearly a century of experience in 
enforcing the existing Federal criminal stat- 
utes which seek to vindicate Federal rights, 
and their weaknesses have been illustrated 
by a number of court decisions. There is, 
then, an impressive factual background 
which amply confirms the judgment that 
new criminal legislation in this area is 
necessary. 
Of course, if all states and cities were actu- 
ally providing equal protection of the laws 
to all of their inhabitants there would be no 
need for this proposal. But the studies to 
which I have referred make it amply clear 
that we have not yet arrived at that hoped- 
for day. Until that day comes the Federal 
Government must fill the gap by assuming 
the prosecutor's responsibility where Federal 
rights are flouted and local agencies seem 
incapable of carrying out their historic law 
enforcement functions. 
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I turn now to consideration of the pro- 
posals to deal with riots. These bills are a re- 
sponse to a grave national problem—the out- 
break of riots and other violent incidents 
in a good number of cities in various sections 
of the country. 

These harmful events are of great concern 
to the Department of Justice and to the Ad- 
ministration. President Johnson expressed 
this concern in Indianapolis, Indiana, on 
July 23, 1966: 

Riots in the streets will never bring 
lasting reform. They tear at the very fabric 
of the community, They set neighbor against 
neighbor, They create walls of mistrust and 
fear among fellow citizens. They make reform 
more difficult by turning away the very 
people who can and who must support their 
reforms. They start a chain reaction the con- 
sequences of which always fall most heavily 
on those who begin this chain reaction, 

“So it is not only to protect the society 
at large that we refuse to condone riots and 
disorders. It is to serve the real interests of 
those for whose cause we struggle. Our 
country can abide by civil protest. It can im- 
prove the lives of those who mount that pro- 
test. But it cannot abide by civil violence,” 

There must be an end to these riots. But it 
would be unfortunate if the impression is 
conveyed that this kind of law is a panacea 
for the riots. Nor would it be desirable to 
suggest that the Federal Government is 
about to assume major responsibility for 
either riot control, riot prevention, or the 
punishment of rioters. These are essentially 
local functions which should be handled pri- 
marily on the local level. 

Indeed, state and local law enforcement 
agencies are generally to be commended for 
the manner in which they have handled the 
riots, They have acted promptly and vigor- 
ously to maintain and restore law and order. 
They have arrested, prosecuted and con- 
victed persons who have resorted to violence. 

The question the Sub-committee may wish 
to pursue is whether there is a need for a 
Federal criminal statute to assist the states 
in carrying out their primary obligation to 
uphold law and order, Further data ought to 
be gathered on this subject; it would be 
useful for the Sub-committee to hear testi- 
mony from the mayors and chiefs of police 
and perhaps other state officials to ascertain 
whether they believe there is a need for a 
Federal criminal statute in this field. 

Another question is whether the proposals 
for Federal action would aid in controlling 
riots at the local level. These bills necessarily 
require the Government to prove an intent 
to incite a riot at the very time the inciter 
crosses a state line. This requirement would 
present a serious obstacle to successful pros- 
ecution. Considering that a state may con- 
vict a person for inciting a riot without 
delving into that sort of intent, there is 
a real question whether the proposals before 
you add materially to existing law enforce- 
ment tools. 

Lastly, I would suggest that if the Sub- 
committee, after appropriate study, should 
determine that a criminal statute of the 
sort we have been discussing should be en- 
acted, the language of the bills now before 
the Committee should be tightened to effect 
the legislative purpose. These bills seek to 
provide punishment for both conduct and 
speech contributing to certain types of civil 
disorder. Any statute restricting speech 
touches on an area which, as required by the 
First Amendment to the Constitution, the 
Federal courts have been vigilant to protect. 
By appearing to reach too far, or by using 
vague or uncertain language in defining the 
crime sought to be punished, the Congress 
can place the entire bill in jeopardy. As the 
Supreme Court has said: 

“The objectionable quality of vagueness 
and overbreadth does not depend upon ab- 
sence of fair notice to a criminally accused 
or upon unchanneled delegation of legisla- 
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tive powers, but upon the danger of toler- 
ating, in the area of First Amendment free- 
doms, the existence of a penal statute sus- 
ceptible of sweeping and improper applica- 
tion. Cf. Marcus v. Search Warrant, 367 U.S. 
717, 733. These freedoms are delicate and 
vulnerable, as well as supremely precious in 
our society. The threat of sanctions may 
deter their exercise almost as potently as 
the actual application of sanctions. Cf. 
Smith v. California, supra, at 151-154; 
Speiser v. Randall, 357 U.S. 513, 526. Because 
First Amendment freedoms need breathing 
space to survive, government may regulate 
in the area only with narrow specificity. 
Cantwell v. Connecticut, 310 U.S. 296, 311.” 

NAACP v. Button, 371 U.S. 415, 432-433. 

Accordingly, where conduct protected by 
the First Amendment may be at hazard, 
very careful consideration should be given 
to terms of uncertain application, such as 
“facilitate”, “promotion”, “encouragement”, 
“instruct”, and “civil disturbance”. The Sub- 
committee should determine whether more 
specific language can be used. Tightening 
the language of the bill will help avoid con- 
stitutional problems. It will also, in my 
judgment, provide a statute that will be 
more serviceable as a prosecutive instrument 
by having a clear application that will not 
be misunderstood by judges, juries, or pros- 
ecutors. 

OCTOBER 11, 1966. 
Congressman EMANUEL CELLER, 
Chairman, Judiciary Committee, House of 
Representatives, Washington, D.C, 

Dran Mr. CHAIRMAN: On October 5, 1966, 
I appeared before your subcommittee on be- 
half of the Department of Justice to discuss 
H.R. 17642, H.R. 18023, H.R. 17912 and related 
bills, which provide criminal punishment for 
persons who forcibly interfere with the ex- 
ercise of rights to equal treatment or who 
travel from one state to another for the pur- 
pose of inciting, organizing or participating 
in riots. 

In the course of my testimony I discussed 
certain difficulties which the Department 
had with the language of the pending bills 
insofar as they deal with interstate travel 
to incite, organize, or participate in a riot. 
During the discussion the subcommittee 
asked the Department to assist it in analyz- 
ing the language of these bills. It is in re- 
sponse to this request that I am writing this 
letter. 

At the outset, I should state the several 
principles that have guided me in comment- 
ing on the language in the proposed bills: 

First, although incitement to riot is not 
a protected activity under the First Amend- 
ment, see, e.g., Kingsley International Pic- 
tures Corp. v. Regents, 360 U.S. 684, 689; 
Cantwell v. Connecticut, 310 U.S. 296, 308, 
efforts to curb an incitement necessarily in- 
volve restrictions on expression and thereby 
create the risk that First Amendment free- 
doms might be violated. Care must be taken 
to assure that the advocacy of unpopular 
ideas, protected by the First Amendment, is 
neither deterred nor punished in attempting 
to punish incitement to riot. 

Second, courts have required legislation in 
the area of First Amendment freedoms to be 
more narrowly drawn than legislation in 
other areas, since, as the Supreme Court de- 
clared, the First Amendment freedoms are 
at once both “supremely precious in our so- 
ciety” and extremely delicate and vulner- 
able”, NAACP v. Button, 371 U.S. 415, 432- 
433. More stringent standards would be ap- 
plied in determining whether a law that re- 
lates to incitement would be overly broad 
than those standards applied to gambling or 
racketeering. Accordingly, our concern as to 
the over-breadth of the legislation proposed 
by the subcommittee has not been put to 
rest by the fact that the constitutionality of 
the Anti-Racketeering Act, 18 U.S.C. 1952, 
had been sustained and that many of the 
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bills in question adopt the structure and lan- 
guage of that act. 

Third, even apart from constitutional con- 
siderations of over-breadth, a satisfactory 
pattern for a statute punishing incitement 
to riot cannot be found in a statute such as 
the Anti-Racketeering Act, That act primari- 
ly deals with unlawful business enterprises, 
and quite appropriately uses words which 
relate to activity common in business enter- 
prises—e.g., promotion“, establishment“, 
“management”, and “carrying on”. Most of 
the reported decisions regarding Section 1952 
involve convictions for engaging in the inter- 
state business of gambling. See, for example, 
United States v. Zizzo, 338 F. 2d 577 (7th Cir. 
1964); Turf Center, Inc. v. United States, 325 
F. 2d 793 (9th Cir. 1963); Bass v. United 
States, 324 F. 2d 168 (8th Cir. 1963); United 
States v. Barrow, 227 F. Supp. 722 (E.D. Pa. 
1964); United States v. Teemer, 214 F. Supp. 
952 (N.D. W. Va. 1963). While the terms used 
in the Anti-Racketeering Act have a tradi- 
tional and readily ascertainable meaning 
when used with respect to business transac- 
tions or business enterprises, they do not 
necessarily have the same clarity or signifi- 
cance when used in connection with incite- 
ment to riot. 

Fourth, the Department suggests that the 
constitutional problem of over-breadth 
should be dealt with by the legislature. Be- 
cause of the importance and vulnerability 
of First Amendment freedoms, the legisla- 
ture should not enact an overly broad statute 
regulating expression in the expectation that 
the courts will cure the defect by giving 
the statute an acceptable narrowing con- 
struction in the course of prosecutions under 
it. In Dombrowski v. Pfister, 380 U.S. 479, 
486-487, for example, the Supreme Court en- 
joined the enforcement of an overly broad 
state law and stated that “[b]Jecause of the 
sensitive nature of constitutionally pro- 
tected expression, those subject to an over- 
broad statute regulating expression will not 
be required to risk prosecution to test their 
rights”. The mere prospect or threat of prose- 
cution could deter the exercise of First 
Amendment rights, without regard to the 
likelihood of success of the prosecution. The 
vague and critical terms in the pending 
bills should be defined by the legislature. In 
this regard, it should be noted that even in 
drafting the Anti-Racketeering Act Con- 
gress deemed it necessary to define the criti- 
cal phrase of that statute “unlawful ac- 
tivity”. 

On the basis of these general principles, 
the subcommittee might wish to consider 
revising the language of the proposed bills in 
these particulars: 

(a) A definition of the term “riot” should 
be included, limiting the term to public dis- 
turbances that involve unlawful acts of vio- 
lence attributable to assemblages of persons 
and which pose an immediate danger of dam- 
age or injury to property or persons. This is 
the type of public disturbance that is the 
subject of your immediate concern, and the 
Supreme Court has held a state breach-of- 
peace statute unconstitutional when the 
term “breach of the peace” was defined by 
the State court to mean merely to agitate, 
to arouse from a state of repose, to molest, 
to interrupt, to hinder, to disquiet”. Coz v. 
Louisiana, 379 U.S. 536, 551. See also, Termi- 
niello v. Chicago, 337 U.S. 1.; Edwards v. 
South Carolina, 372 U.S. 229. 

Such an appropriate definition might con- 
sist of the following: 

“A riot is a public disturbance which in- 
volves unlawful acts of violence by assem- 
blages of persons and which poses an imme- 
diate danger of damage or injury to prop- 
erty or persons.” 

I also question whether it is necessary or 
advisable to include the phrase “or other 
violent civil disturbance” once the term 
“riot” is appropriately defined. 

(b) The term “inciting a riot” should be 
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defined in the Act. The definition must rec- 
ognize that incitement is a form of ex- 
pression, and should specifically state that 
expression protected by the First Amend- 
ment—the mere advocacy of ideas and the 
mere expression of belief—is not included 
within the scope of the Act. In light of 
Herndon y. Lowry, 301 U.S. 242, such a defini- 
tion might be structured along the following: 

“Inciting a riot shall mean urging or in- 
stigating other persons to riot, where such 
urging or instigating is done at a time and 
place and under such circumstances as to 
create an imminent danger of a riot occur- 
ring, and shall not mean the mere advocacy 
of ideas or the mere expression of belief.” 

(c) The phrase “crime of violence, arson, 
bombing or other act which is a felony or 
high misdemeanor under federal or state 
law” introduces an unnecessary element into 
the legislation. Those concepts are appro- 
priate in a law like the Fugitive Felon Act, 
18 U.S.C. 1703, but not in legislation such 
as this, where any act of violence in further- 
ance of a riot would be proscribed. 

(d) The subcommittee may wish to in- 
clude a definition of “interstate or foreign 
commerce” so as to delineate the scope of 
the Federal concern. I understand that the 
sponsors are primarily concerned with draft- 
ing a statute aimed at individuals that move 
from one state to another. Accordingly, the 
bills could be written to cover only those 
persons who travel in interstate or foreign 
commerce and to provide that a person 
travels in interstate or foreign commerce 
when he travels from one state to another, or 
from a foreign country to a state. In such a 
provision, the term “state” should be defined 
so as to include the District of Columbia, 
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico and any 
possession or territory of the United States. 

(e) The internal structure of many of the 
proposed bills might be simplified in such a 
way so as to avoid constitutional problems 
and at the same time effectuate the purposes 
of the sponsors. For example, the language 
might be revised so as to prohibit any person 
from traveling in interstate or foreign com- 
merce with an intent to incite a riot, or 
to organize a riot, or to commit any act of 
violence in furtherance of a riot, or to aid 
or abet any person in organizing a riot, or 
committing any act of violence in further- 
ance of a riot, and who thereafter incites 
a riot, or organizes a riot or commits or at- 
tempts to commit any act of violence in fur- 
therance of a riot, or aids or abets any per- 
son organizing a riot, or committing or at- 
tempting to commit any act of violence in 
furtherance of a riot. 

I do not mean to say that the sugges- 
tions offered here are the last word in statu- 
tory drafting. They represent a preliminary 
effort to think through the problem and 
come up with a constitutional proposal. 
I am sure that further improvements and 
refinements can be made. 

As I indicated in my testimony, the pro- 
posed riot bills raise other problems apart 
from the First Amendment. A statute of this 
type would not be a panacea for riots. The 
need for enactment of this kind of bill, and 
its utility, could warrant further study and 
consideration before it is decided that a 
Federal criminal statute should be enacted 
to assist the states and cities in carrying out 
their primary responsibility to maintain law 
and order. 

The Department would be pleased to pro- 
vide whatever additional assistance the sub- 
committee might desire in this matter. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN Doar, 
Assistant Attorney General, Civil 
Rights Division. 


Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. Ryan]. 
Mr. RYAN. Mr. Chairman, I oppose 
H.R. 421, not only because it raises seri- 
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ous constitutional questions, which were 
explored by members of the Judiciary 
Committee who prepared the minority 
views in the report, but also because it 
is not directed at the basic causes of the 
riots which we so easily and properly 
decry. 

There is not a scintilla of evidence 
presented by the committee—and I point 
this out to those who so often raise the 
banner of States’ rights—to the effect 
that State and local authorities are un- 
willing or unable to deal with civil dis- 
turbances. There is not a scintilla of 
evidence to show why the traditional con- 
trol of civil disturbances should not be 
left in local hands. But there is ample 
evidence to show that this bill is being 
brought to this floor in a misguided at- 
tempt to legislate away our frustrations 
over the unfortunate riots which have 
occurred. 

There exist a host of urgent needs 
which require the attention of this body. 

It is a travesty to spend time on this 
legislation when we should be working on 
legislation which can meet the urgent 
needs of our cities. 

This is really a mechanism to escape 
facing up to the real sources of civil dis- 
turbance. Riots do not occur in commu- 
nities of well-housed, well-fed individ- 
uals who see a future in their efforts, but 
riots do occur in areas inhabited by peo- 
ple who are unemployed or underem- 
ployed, by people who feel they have no 
stake or future in our society, by people 
who have given up all hope. 

I should like to refer briefly to a study 
on the sources of violence in six northern 
cities by Dr. Joseph Spiegel of Brandeis 
University, in which he said: 

Riots grow out of deep, long-harbored dis- 
contents within the ghetto. There is an inter- 
action of two factors, the “grievance level” 
and the inflammatory nature of the incident 
precipitating the initial outbreak. Where the 
“grievance level” is high over lack of jobs, 
miserable housing, or the conviction of police 
brutality, a small incident will trigger a riot. 
(Washington Post, 7/12/67, C6). 


We should bear those words in mind. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. RYAN. I yield to the gentleman 
from Michigan. 

Mr. CONYERS. May I thank the gen- 
tleman from New York [Mr. Ryan], who 
has worked for many years on these mat- 
ters, for beginning to uncover what I be- 
lieve is a growing feeling in this body— 
quite clearly, and I might be wrong—that 
there is developing feeling that we are 
beginning to understand the truth and 
the significance of the causes of these 
riots. 

I do not say to my colleagues that this 
bill will not pass, but I do say that we are 
witnessing this afternoon the beginning 
of the recognition that we must get to 
the basic causes of these problems that 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
Ryan] has so accurately summarized. 

Trying to palm these disturbances off 
on outside agitators is just not going to 
wash. It is not going to wash in the press, 
It is not going to wash with the American 
people. And I do not believe that it really 
is going to wash with the Members of the 
House of Representatives. 
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SPECIFIC EDITORIAL DISCUSSION OF ANTIRIOT 
BILL 


As one example of the specific editorial 
discussion of H.R. 421, I would like to 
include in the Recorp an editorial and a 
column from the New York Times which 
specifically discuss this bill and analyze 
its fault and why it will have no effect 
on stopping riots. 

The editorial referred to follows: 
[From the New York Times, July 19, 1967] 

THIS Law Won'r Stop Riots 


If the anti riot bill that the House is 
scheduled to consider—and will probably 
overwhelming approve—today would put a 
stop to riots, it would be a miraculous piece 
of legislation. Unfortunately, it will have no 
effect one way or the other on the root causes 
or the riots themselves. 

As loosely drafted by Representative Wil- 
liam C. Cramer, Florida Republican, the bill 
would impose penalties of up to five years in 
jail for using interstate communications to 
“incite, organize, promote or encourage or 

on a riot.” The bill’s author admits 
that it is aimed specifically at the inflamma- 
tory language of Stokely Carmichael, the 
black power advocate, but wisely makes no 
claim that the bill itself will halt riots, 

When this bill appeared as an amendment 
last year to the Administration’s civil rights 
package, only 25 votes could be mustered in 
opposition. This year it is opposed by Ad- 
ministration civil rights leaders in Congress, 
the American Civil Liberties Union, Negro 
organizations and labor groups, who fear in- 
terference in legal interstate organizing ac- 
tivities, 

In the effort to reach riots at their source, 
an “anti-riot” bill is no substitute for a civil 
rights bill. It is—at least this one is—simply 
a gesture in frustration, quite apart from the 
questionable constitutionality of a bill that 
would attempt to stop free speech somewhere 
in the air between the states. 


The column from Monday’s New York 
Times, by Mr. Herbert Mitgang, member 
of the editorial board of the New York 
Times, is a particularly well rounded dis- 
cussion of the bill, including some of its 
legislative history, its impacts on civil 
liberties. The column goes on to discuss 
the real nature of the riots that have 
been occurring in America in recent 
years and sets them in a historical con- 
text. 

The column follows: 

[From the New York Times, July 17, 1967] 
THE GROUND Rutes—Ir ANY—oF PROTEST 
(By Herbert Mitgang) 

In coming days Congress will be pondering 
rights legislation that is historical in nature, 
that takes the country back to its revolu- 
tionary and Constitutional roots. 

New bills are attempting to define what 
may be impossible: What are the bounds of 
civil protest for Americans? Specifically, is it 
feasible to restrict free passage between 
states by people engaged in civil rights dem- 
onstrations that may boil over into riots? 
If so, at what point does a person in a pro- 
test lose his own rights? 

BROAD LANGUAGE 

Inflaming words and shattering glass and 
the prospect of more to come in the cities are 
the reasons behind the pending anti-riot bill. 
As drafted by Rep. William C. Cramer, Flor- 
ida Republican, it provides penalties of up to 
five years in jail for using interstate com- 
munications (a phone call? a post card?) to 
start or direct violence, or for any person to 
cross a state line with intent to “incite, orga- 
nize, promote or encourage or carry on a 
riot.” The broad language could imprison 
not only Stokely Carmichael, the black 
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power jingoist against whom the Congress- 
man admits his bill is aimed, but a journal- 
ist reporting a riot disagreeably in, say, 
Florida. =. 

Clashing with this is the Administration 
bill sponsored by Rep. Emanuel Celler, New 
York Democrat, making it a crime. to inter- 
fere on racial grounds with a person’s lawful 
exercise of his civil rights. The Celler bill, 
part of the Administration’s civil rights pack- 
age, is designed to strengthen laws against 
harming Negro assembly and petition. The 
anti-riot bill is expected to pass; the civil 
rights bill to have tough sledding. 

These bills represent not only laws but 
attitudes toward the burning domestic issue 
of the Civil War and again today: Negro 
equality and attainment, Riots are the sur- 
face symptom of internal despair, not simply 
outside agitation. 


PETITION BY RIOT 


The blacks and whites of these summer 
set-pieces go beyond Birmingham, Watts and 
Newark. Rioting is this season’s deliberate 
mode of expression. It is the new march in 
quickstep. Interestingly, residents of Watts 
now call their riot a revolt. They are trying 
to tell us something. 

These are not just riots, but riot-petitions. 
The violent sort with gangs of young toughs 
putting the torch to gasoline and looting 
stores is plainly lawless and pragmatically a 
setback to forward-looking civil rights legis- 
lation. Arson and theft can be dealt with by 
police and courts; no new laws are required 
to apprehend or punish felons, All cities al- 
ready have the necessary laws, ranging from 
minor disorderly conduct misdemeanors 
to actual riot acts. (Cincinnati officials have 
literally “read the riot act“ to rioters.) 

The more telling riot is “non-violent” in 
origin, even when it breaks open. In Newark 
it was a threat of housing dislocation that 
fanned the flames that burst into inexcusable 
criminal violence; in Boston the genesis was 
discontent over welfare; in New Mexico, 
where one of the forgotten minorities exists, 
the real cause of what began as a lawsuit 
and ended with a National Guard foray 
against the “rebels” was job discrimination 
against Americans of Mexican origin. The 
“non-violent” riot begins with a specific 
grievance; with a desire to obtain equality 
of law rather than to break it. 

While not condoning lawbreaking that 
accompanies rioting, Negro leaders are aware 
that the threat of violence sometimes re- 
dresses some grievances. But they also know 
that for the longer pull, what counts are 
real jobs and funds for housing to replace 
the buildings that were rookeries when Jacob 
Riis exposed them over a half-century ago 
in “How the Other Half Lives.” 

THE TEA PARTY RIOT 

It would take the wisdom of a Solomon— 
and nobody answering that description seems 
to be in Congress—to define the delicate 
point at which a militant speech becomes 
incitement to riot: It may be recalled that 
responsible White citizens, more or less dis- 
guised in psychedelic Indian dress, almost 
two centuries ago boarded a bark in Boston 
Harbor and angrily destroyed private prop- 
erty. Calmer people were so aghast that they 
suggested that the ministers and rabble- 
rousing patriots who incited this riotous 
act became turnspits in the kitchens of the 
English nobility. 

The outbursts in the streets and in the 
slums, like that tea party in Boston, are 
usually protests to make a point, but pro- 
tests are rarely neat 
DISCUSSION OF THE CAUSES OF 

RIOTS 


I would like to have included in the 
Recorp editorials from the New York 


Times and the Washington Post, and 
also a column by Roscoe Drummond, a 
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nationally known syndicated columnist, 
which insightfully and honestly address 
themselves to the true causes of the New- 
ark riots: 
The material follows: 
[From the New York Times, July 17, 1967] 
BEHIND NEWARK’S EXPLOSION 


The force of an explosion tends to be pro- 
portional to the amount of dynamite in- 
volved. The terrible ferocity and magnitude 
of Newark’s ordeal last weekend testify that 
there was an enormous amount of social 
dynamite on the scene waiting to be touched 
off. Now that relative calm has returned— 
thanks to energetic efforts of policemen, fire- 
men, guardsmen and others—the problem is 
to diagnose the sources of the bitterness and 
discontent that erupted so tragically to point 
the way to effective action to prevent repeti- 
tion of such an outbreak. 

Those engaged in sniping, arson and loot- 
ing in Newark last weekend were committing 
criminal acts, of course. But it adds noth- 
ing to our understanding of the roots of 
what happened to say, as Governor Hughes 
did, that “it was plain and simple crime and 
not a civil rights protest.” Governor Hughes 
is too able and sensitive an executive not to 
realize that the vital questions are more 
basic: Why did so many Newark Negroes en- 
gage in these criminal acts? And even more 
important, why did such a large proportion 
of Newark’s Negroes, openly approve of what 
was done while showing hostility toward the 
forces of law and order? The Governor came 
closer to the truth when he spoke of insur- 
rection” and “rebellion,” phenomena reflect- 
ing social and economic pathology. 

Many of the causes of Newark’s agony are 
all too common in the black ghettoes of this 
country. Newark’s Negroes are predominantly 
poor people who are unemployed or have low- 
paying jobs. Their housing is shameful in 
many cases, their education usually grossly 
deficient, and their prospects for improve- 
ment virtually invisible. They feel cheated 
that they are not full fledged participants 
in the affluent society, and jump easily to 
the conclusion that it is the fault of 
“Whitey” that they are excluded from the 
general prosperity. Hate, envy and bitterness 
follow quickly from such reasoning. 

But it is the special factors in Newark’s 
situation that explain the dimensions and 
fury of what happened there. Even before 
last weekend's catastrophe, students of ur- 
ban problems knew that Newark was a sick 
city, all too prominent in the national rank- 
ings on crime, venereal disease, and drug 
addiction, 

The central political fact about Newark is 
that half or more than half of its popula- 
tion consists of Negroes. Yet the great ma- 
jority of the levers of political and economic 
power in that city are in the hands of white 
men who, many Negroes are convinced, do 
not want to share that power equitably with 
black men. This conviction was greatly rein- 
forced recently during the much-publicized 
controversy centering about Mayor Addoni- 
zio’s refusal to appoint a Negro with a grad- 
uate degree to a high paying post in the city’s 
Board of Education. Even more provoking 
was the Newark Government’s decision to 
locate a new medical school on a site that 
can be made available only by displacing 
thousands of Negroes from their present 
slum homes. Inevitably, that decision fos- 
tered the belief that the white rulers of 
Newark were trying to retain political con- 
trol by forcing Negroes to leave the city. 
Mass bitterness rose higher, as did hostility 
to police. 

This is the background of alienation and 
misery that produced Newark’s “insurrec- 
tion.” Its dangerous potentials remain even 
after the worst of the violence has been 
ended—ended at least temporarily. 
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SUICIDE IN THE SLUMS 


Crowds have rioted, through history, for an 
astonishing variety of purposes. Some have 
been explicitly revolutionary, like the cele- 
brated crowd that marched on the Bastille. 
Most have had much narrower political aims. 
In the 1830's, in the English Midlands, there 
were towns that remained perfectly peaceful 
except when the government attempted to 
enforce its infamous New Poor Law; then the 
mob gathered, even in the face of armed 
troops, to seize the welfare authorities’ 
papers and quite literally to run them out of 
town. Other riots have had clear and specific 
economic goals, to lower the price of wheat 
or to force the rehiring of men laid off at 
the mill, Some crowds have been deliberately 
homicidal; any of a hundred lynchings would 
be an example. 

The most curious aspect of the Newark 
riot, and the long succession of Negro slum 
riots over the past three summers, is the 
extraordinary extent to which they have been, 
not revolutionary or homicidal, but purpose- 
less and suicidal. In these peculiar riots the 
mob has never marched out of the slum to 
attack the symbols of community authority, 
whether bastille or city hall or police head- 
quarters. There has never been a manifesto, 
or a Ust of stated grievances; the people who 
explain articulately the reasons for the riot 
are rarely the rioters. All of these riots, how- 
ever violent and destructive, have turned 
inward on the slum itself, and the chief 
victim has always been the slum and its 
people. Certainly there has been looting and 
burning of businesses run by whites; but 
these are the stores on which Negro custom- 
ers depend. When the white shopkeeper can 
no longer get insurance and credit on normal 
terms, it is the Negro consumer who pays. 

Both Governor Hughes of New Jersey and 
Stokely Carmichael have used the word “re- 
bellion” to describe the Newark disaster. It 
may be a rebellion in the psychiatric mean- 
ing of the term, but it is certainly not a 
rebellion in the political sense. It is not an 
attempt to replace one public authority with 
another, it is merely a blind outburst. 

The slums of Newark are squalid, aging 
and intensely depressing. But it is a bit too 
easy to suggest that the riots are caused by 
bad housing and poverty alone. Cities have 
always had slums, but the slums have only 
occasionally rioted. Poor and ill-educated 
though they may be, the young people who 
riot are not nearly so wretchedly poor and 
ill-educated as their parents a generation 
ago. These youngsters have come far enough 
to feel a sense of change, but not far 
enough to see the evidence of improvement. 
They have abandoned their parents’ code of 
restraints, but the life of the big city slums 
has given them precious little to replace it. 

The remedy begins, of course, with the 
restoration of order, and the strengthening 
of social programs to do what they can. But 
it will also require, no doubt, changes in the 
style of city government in this country. 
Highly centralized, impersonal government 
does not work to the benefit of the slums; 
the governments of the big cities will now, if 
they are wise, consider the advantages of 
very substantial decentralization. The pres- 
ent theory of political representation ap- 
pears to be defective; for the people who 
have rioted in Newark, and dozens of other 
American cities, clearly feel themselves 
utterly unrepresented and impotent in their 
city governments. These rioters differ from 
most rioters throughout history in that they 
believe themselves harmed little by the worst 
of defeats and benefited little by the best 
of successes. The expression of this despair is 
a highly unusual style of riot that becomes 
not only wantonly destructive, but pro- 
foundly self-destructive. 
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Riots AND RIGHTS: RACES UNITED AGAINST 
VIOLENCE 
(By Roscoe Drummond) 

Despite the Newark race riots, there is a 
wide Negro and white common front against 
violence. 

Responsible Negro and white leaders join 
in totally condemning this rioting as evil, 
purposeless, and self-destructive and com- 
pletely reject it as of value to anybody. 

Responsible Negro and white leaders are 
equally aware that this violence does not 
flare up without a cause and that, if we let 
anger deter us from dealing with the causes, 
we will be piling up tinder which somebody 
will light. 

Just before the violence broke in Newark, 
Sen. Edward W. Brooke of Massachusetts 
spoke for the best in all of us, not just for 
his race, in warning that “riots and violence 
are the mortal enemies, not the servants, of 
the civil rights movement.“ 

And both the leadership and the member- 
ship of the NAACP backed up Brooke’s view 
without reservation. Its resolution condemn- 
ing the riot and calling upon all law-abid- 
ing citizens of both races to act promptly 
and sternly to put down such violence” was 
not passed just overwhelmingly; it was passed 
unanimously. 

What is crucial is to build a wider com- 
mon front to do at every level of govern- 
ment—from slum ghetto to city hall, to 
Congress and the White House—more of 
what needs to be done to reduce Negro 
poverty, to better Negro education and job- 
training, and to improve Negro living con- 
ditions, 

These conditions do not justify resort to 
violence, but we must break the vicious circle 
in which the Negro poor feel that the only 
way they can get attention is by rioting and 
more and more whites turn against what 
needs to be done because of the rioting. 

However understandable, the Negro rioting 
is self-defeating as is the white resistance— 
born of the rioting—to doing what is needed 
to deal faithfully with the Negro poor. 

This is the vicious circle which must be 
broken, for Sen. Brooke is assuredly right 
when he says that, if any arm of government 
“out of fear or anger continues to choose the 
path of inaction, racial violence in the United 
States will not only continue, it will recur 
with increasing intensity.” 

New Jersey Gov. Richard Hughes is com- 
pletely accurate and profoundly misleading 
in saying that the Newark rioting was not a 
“civil rights protest” but a “criminal insur- 
rection.” 

It is true that the violence did not spring 
up merely because some constitutional civil 
right had been denied, but it was a racial 
uprising and it does not help one whit to 
pretend otherwise. 

We need to keep in mind: 

The real racial problem is long accumu- 
lated, long unredressed wrongs which are the 
inherited blight of slavery and unequal op- 
portunity after slavery. 

There is white poverty, but Negro poverty 
is worse. Education for Negroes is improving, 
but a century of inferior educational op- 
portunity leaves many Negroes unequipped 
to live and work in today’s complex, skill- 
required society. 

Government at every level has a high- 
priority need to help the Negro poor help 
themselves because equal opportunity has 
been so long denied them, 

THE TOTALLY INADEQUATE EDUCATION RECEIVED 
BY MOST DISADVANTAGED AMERICANS 

Finally, I would like to insert in the 
Record an eloquent and insightful dis- 
cussion of the totally inadequate educa- 
tion given to most Negro Americans and 
the other disadvantaged American mi- 
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nority groups. By the nationally re- 
nowned columnist, Mr. Joseph Alsop. 

For many months now, Mr. Alsop has 
been pointing out that only if we make 
a major national effort to provide all 
Americans with the quality education 
necessary for the 20th-century Ameri- 
can life, will we ever be able to signifi- 
cantly attack the whole complex of the 
problems of ghetto life. In this particu- 
lar column that appeared in this morn- 
ing’s Washington Post, Mr. Alsop is es- 
pecially eloquent and forceful in both 
his description of the problem and his 
call for a “big scale” effort to meet this 
“immediate emergency” of the desperate 
situation in the ghettos of America. 

The article follows: 

THE MISERABLE OFFENDERS 
(By Joseph Alsop) 

New TORK. — We have offended against 
Thy Holy laws. We have left undone those 
things which we ought to have done; and 
we have done those things which we ought 
not to have done; and there is no health in 
us. But Thou, oh Lord, have mercy upon us, 
miserable offenders!” 

The terrible words of the general confes- 
sion should now be (but of course will not 
be) recited in unison, with bowed heads and 
contrite hearts, by the ugly-minded racist 
conservatives and the wooly minded masoch- 
istic liberals, and the Negro leaders who have 
lacked the application and the guts to deal 
with practical Negro problems, and the com- 
placent white middle class Americans who 
have tried to shove all Negro problems under 
the rug. 

After Newark, after Plainfield, after the 
trouble in little Waterloo, Iowa, any fool 
ought to be able to see that we have waited 
far, far too long to do “those things which 
we ought to have done.“ And to get those 
things done, which will be very difficult and 
vastly expensive, the first requirement is to 
identify the true essence of the race problem 
in America. 

The essence of the race problem is not race 
hatred, although race hatred is a sin in the 
eyes of God. It is not discrimination, al- 
though discrimination is a defilement of all 
that America stands for. It is not segrega- 
tion, although segregation must be struck 
down. The essence of our race problem is in 
fact the shockingly deficient education that 
our Negro Americans are customarily given, 

Take a minority differentiated by skin 
color. Give the members of this minority an 
education immensely inferior to that given 
to the white majority. Thereby condemn 
most of the members of this minority to 
frustration and bitterness and joblessness. 
How then can you hope to escape from race 
hatred and discrimination and segregation? 
And how can you expect to avoid the sort of 
explosion that happened in Newark? 

The questions are self-answering; yet the 
foregoing is exactly what we have been do- 
ing in America, decade after decade. Among 
our deprived minorities—and these include 
Mexican-Americans, Appalachian whites and 
other groups besides Negroes—over two- 
thirds of the children drop out of school 
after the ninth grade. 

They do not drop out, mark you, because 
they have no ambition, or because they are 
lazy, or because of the temptation of the 
ghetto streets. These causes all have their 
influence on this child or that. But the 
main cause for dropping out is something 
else again. The main cause is the fact that 
the children of these deprived minorities are, 
on average, already more than years behind 
when they enter the ninth grade. 

This dire lag occurs because the Negroes 
and other children of acutely deprived back- 
ground enter school considerably behind 
white middle class children; and they fall 
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further and further behind as their school- 
ing continues. And any boy or girl who is 
asked to do ninth grade work with less than 
seventh grade training is almost bound to 
drop out; in these circumstances, dropping 
out is the natural thing to do. 

To the dropouts must then be added the 
Negro boys and girls who stay through high 
school (and staying through is the right 
phrase, rather than going through) the 
process of falling further and further behind 
continues in high school, Thus our Negro 
high school graduates, on average, have only 
reached the level of eighth grade-plus when 
the valedictorian mounts the platform. 

In other words, our national school system 
at present fails to give the equivalent of an 
ordinary white blue collar-education to nine 
Negro boys and girls in every ten. Nine in 
every ten are not prepared to achieve, and 
are then rated for being “under-achievers.” 
Nine in every ten are not equipped to get 
and hold jobs in an increasingly technolog- 
ical society, and are then condemned for idle- 
ness and lack of aspiration. 

It is in truth a miracle, in these grim and 
shameful circumstances, that the situation 
is not far worse than it is. There is only 
one remedy. 

To rescue the next generation, heavy addi- 
tional investments must be made—and on an 
enormous scale—in order to improve the 
ghetto schools, to overcome the handicap of 
deprivation, and to give Negroes educations 
fully equal to the white average. And to meet 
the immediate emergency—and it is an 
emergency, as Newark proyed—something 
like an urban WPA needs to be started, forth- 
with and on a big scale. 

Besides providing jobs to ease the tension, 
such a WPA could also offer incentives for 
acquisition of job-promoting skills. There 
are other details needing to be filled in. But 
what needs doing can be done. That has been 
proved beyond question by the more effective 
schools program here in New York, for edu- 
cational improvement is the great long range 
essential. 

And in this city, eavesdropping on decent 
white Americans talking about Newark in 
these last days, it has been easy to discover 
what we must expect if what needs doing is 
not done. We must, in truth, expect a re- 
action of blind rage and fear among the 
white majority, that will make this Republic 
into a Nation forever dishonored, divided 
and defeated in every finer aspiration. 


Mr. RYAN. I thank the gentleman for 
his contribution. I hope that a recogni- 
tion of the fundamental disorders in our 
society is beginning to dawn and that 
Congress will face and debate this im- 
portant issue during the coming months. 
Will we pass the necessary legislation 
and appropriate sufficient funds to reach 
the causes of the dissatisfactions which 
erupt in this kind of a civil disturbance? 

Certainly it is a grand illusion to be- 
lieve that, by punishing those who “in- 
cite” riots, ipso facto riots will not 
occur. 

This legislation is an illusion because 
it does not address the substantive issues 
related to riots—unemployment, lack of 
education and ill housing. It holds out 
no hope and no opportunity for those 
who now riot in despair to participate 
fully in our society. 

It was only a few weeks ago that this 
House cut back the model cities program 
by $425 million. That is a program aimed 
at making our cities livable. 

It was this House which only a few 
weeks ago defeated the rent supplement 
program, 

Yesterday this Committee saw fit to 
appropriate over $142 million for a 
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supersonic airplane; yet only $10.3 mil- 
lion was appropriated for research and 
development of high-speed ground trans- 
portation which would certainly help to 
increase the job mobility of those in 
ghettos more than will the supersonic 
plane. 

The poverty program is in dire straits. 

The Congress has refused to enact 
legislation designed to protect, from 
injury or intimidation by others, those 
who seek to engage in lawful activities by 
exercising their constitutional rights. 
The unforgettable, brutal murder of 
James Chaney, Andrew Goodman, and 
Michael Schwerner, and other incidents 
of violence, too numerous to recite, de- 
mand such protective legislation because 
of the manifest failure, or refusal, of 
the States to enforce the law and provide 
requisite protection. 

Where local authorities are unable or 
unwilling to enforce the law, Federal 
legislation is appropriate. 

It is ironical indeed that the House 
rushes to enact legislation for which no 
need is shown; yet refuses to take up 
antiviolence legislation designed for 
those who are in need of protection. 

Rather than necessary legislation to 
assist local jurisdictions because of their 
inability to handle civil disturbance, this 
bill is a manifestation of the white back- 
lash so clearly demonstrated, in the last 
Congress, by the defeat of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1966, particularly the 
open housing provisions. 

In view of the reported remarks of the 
author, the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
CRAMER], before the Rules Committee, 
it would appear that the bill is motivated 
by an urge to strike out at certain 
alleged free-lance insurrectionists. One 
might ask what conditions cause “thou- 
sands of Negroes whose blood is simmer- 
ing and waiting for a chance to riot“ 
New York Times, July 12, 1967, page 
23C2. Does this legislation alleviate the 
discontent of those “thousands of Ne- 
groes”? Does it strike out at the real 
causes? 

Unfortunately, Congress has followed 
a typical pattern concerning civil rights 
bills and needed social legislation. Not 
until the 1963 march on Washington in 
which 200,000 persons petitioned their 
Government, not until the dogs and fire- 
hoses were unleashed in Birmingham 
did Congress act on public accommoda- 
tions; not until the Selma march did the 
Congress act on voting rights. Marches 
and demonstrations were required to eke 
out civil rights legislation. What will be 
required to produce legislation for which 
existing social problems cry out? 

It is indeed a sad commentary on the 
Congress of the United States that Dr. 
Spiegel’s survey, to which I referred 
previously, noted: 

Among both whites and Negroes a rather 
high proportion subscribes to the “squeaky 
wheel” principle. That is, improvements 
would not have taken place without riots. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill raises serious 
constitutional questions. It is so vague 
that prosecution under it may well in- 
fringe upon the precious rights of free 
speech and assembly guaranteed by the 
first amendment. In light of this vague- 
ness, prosecution would also deprive a 
defendant of the fifth amendment right 
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of due process of law. In addition, it 
makes one subject to double prosecu- 
tion; that is, separate prosecution in 
both State and Federal courts, for the 
same act. 

Under the doctrine of United States v. 
Lanza, 260 U.S. 377 (1922), a defendant 
may be prosecuted for the Federal 
offense, and then prosecuted for the 
State crime. Although it was announced 
in Petite v. United States, 361 U.S. 529, 
531 (1960), that, as a matter of grace, 
the Federal Government would not 
prosecute for the same act if the de- 
fendant were prosecuted under State 
law, this is a matter of policy only, not 
one of constitutional law. Moreover, it 
does not prevent a State from prosecut- 
ing after prosecution by the Federal 
Government. 

The effect of the bill is to create a 
Federal crime based on acts that are 
criminal under statutes of every State. 
The only additional element needed to 
make such acts a Federal crime is travel- 
ing in interstate commerce or the use 
of any facility in interstate commerce.” 

Although section 2102(a) requires that 
one travel into another State for the pur- 
pose of “travels in interstate commerce” 
within section 2101, there is no definition 
of “uses any facility in interstate com- 
merce” within section 2101. Presumably 
one could take a train from one part of 
the same State to another, without cross- 
ing State lines, and still be subject to 
prosecution under the bill. 

It is not clear that the intent required 
under subsection (a) of section 2101 is 
also necessary under subsection (b). An- 
other question arises if one loses his 
original intent, but at a later time or in 
a different place commits the proscribed 
overt act. 

It is questionable whether the defini- 
tion of “inciting a riot’—section 2102 
(c)—is adequate to avoid infringing up- 
on first amendment rights. Despite this 
problem, no definition is provided for 
“organize, promote, encourage, or carry 
on” within 2101(a). These latter terms 
are, if anything, more vague than “incite 
a riot“ and therefore subject to broader 
interpretation. Is this failure to define 
such terms the result of poor draftsman- 
ship, or deliberate? Such vagueness 
would surely create a “chilling effect” on 
advocacy. 

In an attempt to avoid violating first 
amendment rights, the bill defines in- 
citing a riot“ to include “urging or in- 
stigating other persons to riot” but ex- 
cludes advocacy of ideas—section 2102 
(c). “Instigating” may mean “provok- 
ing”; thus were one to cross a State line 
to speak, knowing that persons, not nec- 
essarily those who will attend only to 
listen to his speech, may well engage in 
riotous conduct, he would be guilty. Re- 
cent events indicate that peace, civil 
rights, and similar demonstrations are 
often plagued by those in disagreement 
with the purpose of the demonstration 
or attending speakers. 

For example, local, prowar toughs may 
create a riot—a “public disturbance” 
within section 2102(b)—in a crowd 
watching, or participating in, an anti- 
war march. Such toughs would be im- 
mune from prosecution under this bill if 
they had not used a “facility in interstate 
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commerce”; but the peaceful, outside or- 
ganizer of the demonstration may be 
guilty if a jury finds he should have 
known of the presence, and potential 
danger inherent therein, of the toughs. 

Prosecution of the outside organizer 
of a peaceful demonstration, yet inability 
to reach those who in fact caused the 
riot, is, to say the least, an incongruous 
result. 

Likewise, the implications for labor 
organizational activity and picketing are 
obvious; it is well known that strong 
opposing points of view are often inher- 
ent in labor controversies. 

Notwithstanding the term “instigat- 
ing,” the word “urging” within section 
2102(c) is also subject to question. The 
Court said, in Yates v. United States, 
354 U.S. 298, 324 (1956): 

The trial court’s statement that the pro- 
scribed advocacy must include the “urg- 

of forceable overthrow, and not 
merely its “desirability” . . . may not be re- 
garded .. . sufficient for purposes of the 
Smith Act which prohibited advocacy of the 
duty or necessity of overthrowing any gov- 
ernment in the United States by force. The 
court requires more than “urging.” It re- 
quires that there must be the use of language 
reasonably calculated to induce action im- 
mediately. Id. at 326. 


And, what is meant by “incite”? As 
Justice Holmes put it: 


Every idea is an incitement. Gitlow v. 
New York, 268 U.S. 652 and 673. 


The serious effects that this vague 
bill would have vis-a-vis inhibiting the 
exercise of constitutionally guaranteed 
rights of speech and assembly, not to 
mention the blatant violations of due 
process resulting from prosecution there- 
under, are compounded by the applica- 
bility of the general Federal conspiracy 
statute. Under the existing statute one 
who conspires with another to commit 
acts prohibited by the proposed bill 
would likewise be subject to prosecution. 
The danger inherent in the vagueness of 
the proposed legislation is substantially 
increased by the possibility of prosecu- 
tion for conspiracy. 

It is interesting indeed that this bill, 
increasing as it does Federal power, con- 
stituting as it does Federal encroach- 
ment,“ is authored and supported by 
many who strongly oppose other forms 
of Federal “interference.” 

Mr. Chairman, I suggest that the fail- 
ure of the Congress to address itself to, 
and act effectively on, such problems as 
poverty, housing, employment, equality 
of opportunity, and decent wages and 
urban slums has contributed to, and per- 
petuated, the real causes of riots. I do 
not condone one who urges others to 
violence. But people generally do not re- 
sort to violence absent underlying dis- 
satisfactions. It is easy to blame “outside 
agitators” for the riots rather than 
face the failures to deal with society’s 
ills. 

The legislation proposed today does 
nothing regarding the real causes of 
these civil disturbances. The most chari- 
table interpretation that can be given 
regarding this bill is that it punishes 
one who capitalizes on such underlying 
discontent. But what does it do for the 
causes of that discontent? 

Let us, for a moment, look at the ex- 
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isting reality. The reality of Newark—a 
city of some 400,000 persons, nearly one- 
half of whom are Negro—a city which 
has suffered perhaps $15 million or more 
in damages during the recent riots— 
Washington Post, July 18, 1967, page 
A6-C4. 

Was this the work of outside agitators? 
I suggest inside agitators were the cause. 
Among major American cities, accord- 
ing to an article by Tom Wicker in yes- 
terday’s New York Times, Newark faces 
the highest percentage of substandard 
housing, the most crime per 100,000 of 
population, the heaviest per capita tax 
burden, the sharpest shifts in popula- 
tion and the highest rate of venereal dis- 
ease, and new cases of tuberculosis and 
maternal mortality. It is the second 
among major cities in pepulation den- 
sity, second in infant mortality, second 
in birth rate, seventh in absolute num- 
ber of drug addicts. Its rate of unem- 
ployment is such as to make it one of 
only five cities in the Nation to qualify 
for special economic assistance under the 
Economic Development Act. 

Three out of every four public school- 
children in the city are either Negro or 
Puerto Rican. 

Estimates of the percentage of Negroes 
living in Newark range from 40 percent 
to 60 percent. 

There is a yearly turnover rate in the 
city’s schools of 44 percent, a cumulative 
1962-66 dropout rate in grades 9 to 12 
of 32 percent, one-half of the pupils in 
the sixth grade reading 18 months be- 
low the national average, one-third of 
new pupils each year being new arrivals 
to Newark—Tom Wicker, New York 
Times, July 18, 1967, page 34, quoting 
from Newark’s application for funds un- 
der the model neighborhood programs of 
the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development, 

According to Wicker: 

The majority of the populace feels itself 
ignored and abused in the city’s manage- 
ment as well as in its economy and society. 


The recent report issued by the U.S. 
Department of Labor, “The Negroes in 
the United States, Their Economic and 
Social Situation,” Bulletin No. 1511, June 
1966, shows that Newark is not alone. 

Six cities, with over 100,000 Negroes in 
1960, showed less employment gain than 
the national average of 7 percent be- 
tween 1963 and 1965. 

Nine cities, with 100,000 Negroes or 
more, including Newark, showed less in- 
crease in nonagricultural employment 
for Negroes than the U.S. national 
average for all workers. 

As of March 1966, nonwhite workers 
constituted 11 percent of the civilian la- 
bor force, yet they accounted for 21 per- 
cent of the unemployed and 25 percent 
of the long-term unemployed. 

During the recent full year of current 
economic expansion, unemployment av- 
eraged 4.1 percent and 8.3 percent re- 
spectively for whites and Negroes. 

In early 1966, 25 percent to 30 percent 
of nonwhite teenage girls who sought 
work failed to find it. The rates were 20 
percent to 25 percent for nonwhite teen- 
age boys. 

Unemployment rates are higher for 
nonwhite high school graduates than 
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for white high school dropouts. The same 
disparity is reflected in weekly earnings. 

In 1964, 40 percent of the nonwhite 
families compared to only 12 percent of 
the white families were judged poor. 

Nonwhite substandard housing units 
increased greatly in proportion to all 
housing units between 1950 and 1960, but 
the relative number of nonwhite house- 
holds scarcely changed. 

Nearly nine out of 10 of the 16.8 mil- 
lion housing units added to the standard 
housing supply between 1950 and 1960 
went to white occupants, despite the 
greater need among Negroes. 

Almost 40 percent of all nonwhite chil- 
dren in 1960 lived in seriously over- 
crowded housing, compared to 9 percent 
for white children; 30 percent nonwhite 
compared to only 14 percent white chil- 
dren lived in deteriorating housing; 21 
percent nonwhite compared to 4 percent 
white children lived in dilapidated hous- 
ing, and 45 percent nonwhite compared 
to 12 percent white children lived in 
housing lacking basic facilities. 

For the United States as a whole, as 
of 1964, 63.2 percent of nonwhite families 
earned under $5,000 per year, compared 
to only 31.3 percent for white families; 
61.3 percent of urban nonwhite families 
earned under $5,000 per year, compared 
to only 29.1 percent for white families. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York has expired. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield to the gentleman 1 addi- 
tional minute. 

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Chairman, this bill is 
premised on the theory that fundamental 
social problems and inadequacies, mani- 
fested by civil discontent and disturb- 
ance, can be remedied by laws directed 
at the manifestations rather than by 
legislation aimed at eliminating the 
causes of the manifestations. 

It may be easier to enact this legisla- 
tion and to legislate away our frustra- 
tions than it is to address ourselves to 
these substantial issues. 

It is easy to vote against riots. It is 
easy to vote to prosecute someone. whose 
audience may react to a speech, especial- 
ly if the speech is directed at serious so- 
cial problems. 

It is easier to do this than to assume 
the responsibility which this House must 
assume this year of passing legislation 
necessary to deal with the severe eco- 
nomic and social problems which con- 
front us in the ghettos of our large cities. 

While we debate this bill the real 
causes of riots go unattended and the 
resulting discontent grows. If this bill is 
passed, there will be prosecutions, but as 
long as we ignore our duty in the area 
of legislation designed to alleviate the 
real causes of discontent, others will rise 
to take the place of those prosecuted. 

Mr. Chairman, let us turn our atten- 
tion to legislation aimed at the prosecu- 
tion of the evils of poverty, unemploy- 
ment, and lack of equal opportunity. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as she may consume to 
the distinguished gentlewoman from Illi- 
nois [Mrs. REID]. 

Mrs. REID of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, 
as the sponsor of a companion bill, H.R. 
3156, I wholeheartedly support the pro- 
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visions of H.R, 421. I was one of the 389 
Members of this House who on August 9 
last year supported an amendment which 
would have accomplished the same ob- 
jectives being sought in this bill. I felt 
then, as I do now, that the Congress 
would be derelict in its duty if it did not 
act forthrightly to alleviate a nationwide 
situation which can no longer be ignored. 
Yet, a year later, nothing has been 
done—and the need for this legislation 
has become even more acute. We can only 
wonder how many of the riots—how 
much of the violence—about which we 
have read almost daily this summer 
could have been avoided if the issue had 
been squarely faced last year. 

It is most incongruous to me that while 
on one hand we are endeavoring to meet 
the challenge of a disturbing rise in ordi- 
nary criminal acts in our rapidly growing 
population, but are exerting no mean- 
ingful efforts at the Federal level to 
effectively deal with the increasing inci- 
dence of mass riots and violent demon- 
strations which in some cities through- 
out the Nation have dangerously over- 
burdened already inadequate law en- 
forcement facilities. The deep concern 
of millions of law-abiding Americans is 
understandable and justified; and in my 
judgment, any efforts we make to im- 
prove existing channels of law enforce- 
ment will prove sadly insignificant if the 
Representatives of the people in this Con- 
gress do not serve notice—as I think a 
majority of our citizens want us to do— 
that we will not continue to stand by 
while roving agitators, for whatever rea- 
son or whatever cause, invite and en- 
courage wider disrespect for the law, risk 
needless loss of life, and promote irre- 
sponsible property damage amounting to 
millions of dollars. 

As my colleagues on the judiciary have 
so aptly pointed out, this legislation is 
not intended to displace local and State 
jurisdiction. On the contrary, it will 
supplement, not supplant, local law en- 
forcement. We all acknowledge that the 
most effective means of riot prevention 
and control rests with State and local 
police. What we are doing in this bill is 
aiding authorities at the local level in 
dealing with out-of-State inciters. 

Neither is this bill intended to limit 
the right of dissent and peaceful demon- 
stration. Those who travel in interstate 
commerce to participate in lawful public 
gatherings and demonstrations should 
have no fear. It is only those who travel 
from State to State, deliberately inciting 
or attempting to incite riots which lead 
to violence, who would be affected. 

H.R. 421 will strengthen our laws to 
protect the safety and rights of all Amer- 
icans of all races, It is worthy legislation, 
and I commend all those in this body 
who have worked so diligently to bring 
the bill to the floor today. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the distinguished gen- 
tleman from Virginia [Mr. Porr]. 

Mr. POFF. Mr. Chairman, I think one 
should suffer no illusions that this is 
anything but the first battle in the war 
against crime at the Federal level. 

Mr. Chairman, I am disappointed—and 
I use that word carefully—to hear the 
chairman of our committee, the gentle- 
man from New York [Mr. CELLER], an- 
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nounce that the “general” in that war, 
the Attorney General of the United 
States, the chief law-enforcement of- 
ficer of all of the United States, is a re- 
luctant leader. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, having said that, 
I shall confine myself in these brief re- 
marks to the legal implications of the 
legislation as they are related to its 
purpose and its effect. 

Essentially; Mr. Chairman, I want to 
make only three points, with the hope 
that during the time that the bill is 
read for amendment under the 5-minute 
rule, those of us on the committee may 
have the opportunity to respond to ques- 
tions about the language contained here- 
in. 

Mr. Chairman, I will ask and attempt 
to answer these three questions: 

First, why is a Federal law necessary? 

Second, what is the effect of the Fed- 
eral law? 

Third, does the bill now pending be- 
fore us trespass upon the first amend- 
ment to the Constitution of the United 
States? 

Mr. Chairman, as has already been 
said, over 50 States and the District of 
Columbia have laws punishing affrays, 
acts of violence, and riots. The enforce- 
ment of law and order is first and fore- 
most the right and the responsibility of 
State and local governments. 

Yet, I suggest that when the criminal 
offense assumes interstate character and 
dimensions, then the Federal Govern- 
ment has an important constitutional re- 
sponsibility in the field of law enforce- 
ment. 

Under that responsibility, I remind the 
Members of the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union that 
the Federal Government enacted the 
Mann Act, the Federal kidnaping stat- 
ute, the Antiracketeering Act, and the 
Fugitive Felon Act, only to mention a 
few. 

Mr. Chairman, such Federal laws were 
intended primarily to overcome the 
weakness inherent in State investigative 
and prosecutive facilities. Those facilities 
do not reach beyond State boundaries. 
Subpena and other court processes do 
not cross State lines. Sometimes extra- 
dition involves great technicalities and 
delays which often frustrate, at least in 
part, the constitutional mandate for a 
speedy trial. 

It is the purpose of the Federal law, 
insofar as it can operate, constitution- 
ally, to overcome these weaknesses and 
to make justice swift and certain. 

Now, to the second question, what will 
be the effect of the Federal law? Well, 
the purpose and function of a criminal 
law is not only to punish an offense af- 
ter it has been committed and the dam- 
age has been done, but, if possible, to 
deter the commission of such offense be- 
fore it is committed. 

Mr. Chairman, I suggest that this law 
will activate the investigative and prose- 
cutive facilities of the Federal Govern- 
ment, and that those professional trou- 
blemakers, those riot-mongers who pray 
upon innocent, law-abiding citizens, may 
well ponder their purpose and conduct 
a little more carefully if they are faced 
with the loss of their geographical sanc- 
tuary and a potential $10,000 fine and 5 
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years in jail, or both. In other words, 
they may find that their pillage and 
plunder is not quite so profitable. 

With respect to the third question; 
what effect will this legislation have on 
the free speech ‘guaranty of the first 
amendment? 

Mr. Chairman, I say without equivoca- 
tion, it will not offend the spirit or the 
letter of the first amendment. I say that 
it will permit the advocacy of ideas; it 
will permit lawful demonstrations. The 
people have the right, and this statute 
will not impair their right, to speak 
freely. And the people have the right to 
assemble peaceably, but, Mr. Chairman, 
the people do not have the right to riot— 
and that is what this statute is about. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Virginia has expired. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield to 
the distinguished chairman of the com- 
mittee, the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. CELLER], 10 minutes. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, much has 
been said about the so-called outside in- 
fluences that have caused the riots in 
various parts of the country. Those who 
urge enactment of the so-called Cramer 
bill hold that out-of-State agitators have 
been primarily responsible for the terror 
and violence which has plagued so many 
of our cities. But there is no substantial 
evidence of outside inciters being respon- 
sible for these destructive riots. In fact, 
the President’s Commission on Law En- 
forcement and Administration of Justice, 
in its final report, finds that the precipi- 
tating incidents in a majority of the riots 
were encounters between the police and 
Negroes in the ghettos. 

The report stated: 

An integral element in every riot was strain 


between the police and members of the Negro 
community. 


That is on page 116. 

The Commission found no evidence 
of advance planning, outside leadership, 
conspiratorial organization or outside in- 
citement. For example, the Commission 
found that: 

The Watts riot was a general outbreak in 
which all kinds of people took part—not just 
agitators or adolescents or criminals or new 
arrivals in town or the unemployed or “riff- 
raff.“ 


Finally, the Commission also refers to 
the FBI study of the 1964 riots Report 
on the 1964 Riots,“ Washington: Federal 
Bureau of Investigation in 1965—which 
stated: 

Aside from the actions of minor organiza- 
tions or irresponsible individuals there was 
no systematic planning or organization of any 
of the city riots. 


I read from an editorial of last Satur- 
day, July 15, in the New York Times 
which in part reads as follows: 

The rioting is contagious, but it is not 
caused primarily by outside agitation. This 
is internal combustion, The flame of frustra- 
tion may be fanned by militant cries of 
black power, but the combustible material 
is already present. 


And I quote again from the New York 
Times, which repeats what Governor 
Hughes said; he said he had no evidence 
of “outside agitators,” and the Governor 
continued to describe the rioting as 
“open insurrection” and said that most 
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of those arrested had previous criminal 
records. “It was plain and simple crime, 
and not a civil rights protest.” 

Of course, I know the perturbation of 
those who deplore these riots, and they 
are horrendous, but you cannot cure a 
cancer with a plaster, and that is what 
we are trying to do here. You just can- 
not, by passing a bill of this character, 
quell, or even prevent these. outbursts. 

Any consideration of this measure 
must begin with a note of commenda- 
tion—commendation: for the effective 
way in which the States where riots have 
occurred have used their resources to 
quell such riots. 

To then place into question whether 
this legislation provides any remedy 
which is needed or called for—I do not 
recall any State official requesting any 
aid and assistance from the Federal Gov- 
ernment when rioting did break out in 
any locality, nor has any local enforce- 
ment agency asked for Federal inter- 
vention. 

When the President of the United 
States asked Governor Hughes if he 
wanted Federal marshals sent into the 
Newark area, the Governor said: No. 
We can take care of the situation our- 
selves.” And he did take care of it, with 
the New Jersey State militia and the 
Newark police. 

Mr. Chairman, riots are not any new 
phenomenon in this country. They have 
occurred in one form or another in all 
troubled times of our history. Where the 
States have abdicated their responsibil- 
ity or indicated their inability to keep 
law and order, then, of course, the Fed- 
eral Government must legislate. Where 
the State and local entities have dis- 
charged their responsibility, to my mind 
it makes little sense to bring Federal 
law enforcement into the picture. And 
they have discharged their responsibility 
here, and it makes little sense to bring 
the Federal Government into this pic- 
ture. 

Moreover, this is a criminal statute 
which is now proposed, and I must draw 
the attention of my colleagues to the 
vagueness of the language of this pro- 
posed measure. 

You have the bill before you. I ask my 
colleagues to note the words “promote,” 
“encourage.” I ask you to note that “in- 
citing to riot” shall mean “urging or in- 
stigating other persons to riot, but shall 
not mean the mere advocacy of ideas or 
the mere expression of belief.” Surely 
you will agree that the words are so 
broad as to defy precise definition. What 
is mere advocacy of ideas,” “the mere 
expression of belief’? What is “pro- 
mote”? What is encourage“? Do we have 
a scale upon which we can weigh these 
words? Indeed we do not. 

The bill requires that the Government 
must allege and prove an intent to incite 
a riot. When? At the moment the inciter 
crossed the State line. This requirement 
presents a serious obstacle to successful 
prosecution. In view of the fact that a 
State may even now convict a person for 
inciting a riot without delving into that 
type of intent, there is a substantial 
question whether H.R. 421, as amended, 
will really aid materially in assisting law 
enforcement. The cumbersome require- 
ments of proof which the proposed 
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statute would impose on Federal officials 
further demonstrate the superiority of 
local and State law on the subject of 
riot control and prevention. Fifty States 
and the District of Columbia have anti- 
riot laws. Why another? Too often we 
require the notion that if we pass a bill 
all will be well. That is self-deception. 

Now we are told that the American 
Federation of Labor and the CIO are 
opposed to this bill. They might jolly 
well be opposed to this bill, because rep- 
resentatives of the international unions 
travel from State to State. They agitate; 
they harangue; they organize. Some are 
tough and rough, and they are abrasive 
at times in their language. Their tongue 
might not be dulcet. Their words may 
not be silken. At home base they may 
express themselves rather pungently 
and pugnaciously. They threaten a strike. 
They journey to the plant to be struck, 
which may be in another State. Violence 
ensues. The labor leader is clapped in 
jail. That is what labor fears, and labor 
fears that rightly so. Beyond that a 
civil rights worker may be in the State 
of New York. He may make some expres- 
sions that might not set well on your 
tongue or on your mind with reference 
to civil rights, and he says he is going 
to another State. He gets down to 
another State—say in the South—and 
there is disturbance, not by those who 
sympathize with him, but by those who 
are hostile to him. 

He could be easily charged with hav- 
ing left his State with intent to incite 
a riot. He really had no such intention, 
but the facts are against him because he 
went to that other State and he found 
there was rioting. He could find himself 
clapped in jail, this civil rights worker. 
That is a very serious situation, my good 
friends, and I am addressing myself to 
it for that reason with all the emphasis 
within me, and because of that fault and 
many other faults I must perforce be 
against this bill. 

The bill fails to draw a distinction be- 
tween one who urges his listeners to riot, 
and one who speaks before a hostile au- 
dience which is inclined to riot against 
him. 

In section 2102(c), inciting a riot is de- 
fined as “instigating other persons to 
riot.“ Instigating“ may mean “provok- 
ing.” Under this bill, if Dean Rusk 
crossed State lines in order to keep a 
speaking engagement to defend our pol- 
icy in Vietnam, but knew that a group 
of individuals intended to conduct a riot- 
ous demonstration if he appeared, he 
would violate its provisions. 

We agree that it is far fetched to be- 
lieve that Dean Rusk would be prose- 
cuted. However, the same blindness to 
this vital distinction has been character- 
istic of those who have been most out- 
raged by the “outside agitator.” In the 
vast majority of civil rights demonstra- 
tions in the South, the public disorders 
have been caused not by the nonviolent 
demonstrators but by the antagonistic, 
hostile, not-so-nonviolent bystanders. It 
is not at all clear that this bill is intended 
only to apply to those who inflame oth- 
ers to riot with the speaker—and not to 
those who take the law into their own 
hands to suppress a speaker whose views 
they find abhorrent. 
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If the speaker incites others to immedi- 
ate unlawful action he may be punished in a 
proper case, stopped when disorder actually 
impends; but this is not to be confused with 
unlawful action from others who seek un- 
lawfully to suppress or punish the speaker. 
“Matter of Rockwell v. Morris,” 12 A.D. 2d 
272, 281 (Ist Dept. 196), ad 215 N.Y.S. 2d 
502 (1961), cert. denied 368 U.S. 913 (1961). 


The bill violates the due process clause 
in providing that intent and act do not 
coincide. 

The bill makes it a crime for an indi- 
vidual to cross a State line or to go from 
a foreign country to a State or to mail 
a letter with a certain intent to incite 
or encourage a riot. Afterward, even 
though he no longer has that same in- 
tent, if he commits some overt act that 
could be construed as encouraging or 
promoting a riot or other public disturb- 
ance, he will have violated the law, al- 
though his crossing of the State line may 
have occurred months or even years be- 
fore. This violates a basic requirement of 
criminal law that the intent and the 
criminal act must be contemporaneous. 
United States v. Fox, 95 U.S. 670 (1877). 

It is clear the bill does not require any 
specific intent at the time of the overt 
act—only at the time of the crossing of 
the State line. How a jury could possibly 
establish this intent unrelated to a con- 
temporaneous act is impossible to 
fathom. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield to the gentleman from South Caro- 
lina [Mr. Watson]. 

Mr. WATSON. Mr. Chairman, there is 
little doubt that the bill before us today 
has generated a great deal of academic 
debate. There are some who even argue 
that passage of this bill would result in 
a denial of the first and fifth amend- 
ments to the Constitution. Although I 
must admit that my interpretation of 
these amendments has often been at var- 
iance with the present Supreme Court, 
there is no doubt in my mind that we 
are standing on sound constitutional 
principles in passing this legislation. As 
a majority of the members of the House 
Judiciary Committee have pointed out, 
this bill simply represents the exercise 
of Federal criminal power under author- 
ity based on the commerce clause of the 
Constitution. 

My principal concern with this bill is 
that the Justice Department will not 
actively prosecute its provisions. To date, 
I have seen no positive step by the Justice 
Department to stop individuals and 
groups who are actively fostering vio- 
lence and inciting rebellion in defiance of 
the laws of the United States. It appears 
that sociological jurisprudence has be- 
come the order of the day and, rather 
than attacking crime directly and en- 
forcing our criminal statutes, the Attor- 
ney General appears to be more predis- 
posed toward examining the so-called 
social causes of crime. 

Although this bill is by no means a 
panacea for riots, the Justice Depart- 
ment should have little trouble in en- 
forcing its provisions. Certainly we are 
aware of who we are dealing with. The 
open pronouncements of anarchy by so- 
called black power advocates clearly in- 
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dicate that they are dedicated to the 
overthrow of law and order in this coun- 
try. Many of us have urged the Justice 
Department to enforce the criminal stat- 
utes in this country and curtail the pur- 
veyors of violence but, alas, our only 
response is either a hollow promise or 
some vague definition of their activities 
by the Justice Department. 

The American people want this bill; 
they need its protection. No area of this 
country is safe from the overt acts of 
violence which are increasing at an 
alarming rate. I know that my people in 
South Carolina want this bill. In a recent 
questionnaire, about 92 percent said that 
they would favor the bill, as opposed to 6 
percent who said no, and another 2 per- 
cent who failed to respond to a specific 
question that I asked in this regard. 

The only way to curtail crime in this 
country is by a get tough policy. This 
bill is a step in that direction. We are in 
the midst of another so-called long, hot 
summer. The riots are not regionalized; 
they are nationwide. Of course, fresh in 
our minds is the tragic and terrible riot- 
ing that has been taking place in Newark, 
N.J. These disturbances are premedi- 
tated. They are calculated to cast asper- 
sions on our law enforcement officials, 
thereby destroying the only protection 
that innocent people have from profes- 
sional criminals. 

We cannot bury our heads in the sand 
like an ostrich. There is no longer any 
doubt that the leaders of the mobs who 
are attacking our policemen and innocent 
victims are allied with the Communists. 
We have conclusive proof that Carmi- 
chael has been in frequent contact with 
Max Sanford, who is the field chairman 
of the Revolutionary Action Movement, 
a highly secret, all-Negro, Marxist-Len- 
inist, Chinese Communist-oriented or- 
ganization which actively engages in 
guerrilla warfare to obtain its desired 
goals. 

If for no other reason, this bill should 
be passed to help stave off the potentially 
explosive situation that now exists in 
our Nation’s Capital. I am no prophet 
of doom but it seems to me that the city 
of Washington is a potential volcano 
that only needs the professional agitation 
so indicative of the Carmichaels, Stan- 
fords, and Hobsons to make it erupt. Ob- 
viously these purveyors of violence would 
concentrate their activities in Washing- 
ton because of a heavy Negro majority 
which resides in this city. But, addition- 
ally, they realize that Washington stands 
as a symbol of law and order and, once 
this city is engulfed in a major riot, the 
entire Nation is affected. 

As I said before, this bill will not nec- 
essarily eliminate violent civil disturb- 
ance, but its passage is a beginning. It 
will be the beginning of the end for the 
Carmichaels. It is a response to the needs 
and wishes of the overwhelming majority 
of American people, and it is our solemn 
duty to those we represent to pass this 
bill and put this body foursquare in favor 
of law and order. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield to the gentleman from California 
[Mr. Don H. CLAUSEN]. 
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Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Chairman, 
I rise in support of the legislation. 

Mr. Chairman, in October of 1966 
while testifying before the House Judici- 
ary Committee in support of antiriot 
legislation, I said: 

Never in our history have we been faced 
with as violent attacks on the safety of our 
citizens as we have for the past few years. 


This, Mr. Chairman, was before a new 
wave of more violent riots recently struck 
Cleveland, Cincinnati, Dayton, Boston, 
Buffalo, and Newark, to mention only a 
few. The just-concluded riot in Newark, 
N. J., is a classic but tragic example of 
what H.R. 421 is attempting to deal with. 
More significant from a legislative stand- 
point than the senseless deaths, the ap- 
palling number of injured, or the wanton 
destruction of property, are these essen- 
tial facts. A Negro casualty in the Newark 
riots was found to be carrying a draft 
card and other identification from out 
of State. On the second day of the riots, 
well-known racial agitator and advocate 
of “black power,” Stokely Carmichael, 
entered the beleaguered city. 

This well-established pattern of out- 
siders appearing at the scene of a riot 
and becoming involved in it can no 
longer be attributed to happenstance. In 
spite of protestations to the contrary, 
Mr. Chairman, it is now indelibly clear 
that major riots are being both planned 
and/or promoted by professional inciters 
and troublemakers. These people, it 
would seem, exploit already explosive 
situations existing in our major cities 
to gain their cruel and inhuman goals. 

There is, at this moment, growing de- 
mand in America for immediate action— 
not just words, public assistance proj- 
ects, or recreation programs—to put 
meaning into the war on crime. Swim- 
ming pools and summer job programs 
are fine, and they are needed, but they in 
no way deal with the people who make 
it their business to incite violence, loot- 
ing, vandalism, arson, bombing, and 
physical assaults on law officers and in- 
nocent citizens. 

These senseless riots which the Gover- 
nor of New Jersey called public insur- 
rection are causing untold harm to re- 
sponsible civil rights efforts and seriously 
hampering those of us in Congress who 
advocate meaningful civil rights pro- 
grams. There has obviously been a seri- 
ous breakdown in the maintenance of 
law and order in our Nation, and a legal 
vehicle is desperately needed to restore 
safety to America’s streets even in day- 
light. 

I am convinced that H.R. 421 will as- 
sist local law enforcement officials and 
responsible advocates of civil rights 
without limiting or doing harm to the 
citizen’s right to dissent or peaceful pro- 
test. This bill would, indeed, supplement 
and not supersede law enforcement by 
assuring Federal jurisdiction over out- 
of-State inciters, and it would aid State 
and local officials in keeping the peace 
and maintaining order. 

I concluded my testimony in support 
of antiriot legislation in 1966, and I con- 
clude these remarks with these words: 
If we can get this legislation enacted, we 
may be able to deal with these disturb- 
ances enough to bring about the end of 
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this kind of violence and make the 
streets safe for the public once again. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from 
New Jersey [Mr. CAHILL]. 

Mr. CAHILL. Mr. Chairman, as a 
Representative from the State of New 
Jersey, although not from the immediate 
area of the rioting, I have a personal 
knowledge of the tragedy that occurred 
in Newark and other areas where riots 
have occurred. I had not intended to 
speak, but I felt, after listening to all of 
the speakers, that perhaps in my limited 
way I might contribute by placing this 
legislation in proper perspective. 

I find myself in agreement with many 
of the speakers on both sides. I believe, as 
does the gentleman from California [Mr. 
Epwarps], that this bill does not answer 
the problem of rioting in the United 
States. In fact, I would liken the bill to 
the outside exterior paint of a house that 
is crumbling inside. It is going to look 
good and people are going to believe that 
we have corrected all the problem, but in- 
side the house is still crumbling. 

On the other hand, I agree with the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. ANDERSON], 
that there are indeed some agitators 
coming from one State to another for- 
menting trouble. 

Let us not forget, however, members of 
the Committee, that while you may have 
agitators, you do not have followers un- 
less the citizens of those communities 
where the agitation takes place have a 
basis for following. Nevertheless, I do 
agree that there is some need to prevent 
those who would incite riots from travel- 
ing from State to State. I believe they 
should be arrested and if legally con- 
victed should be penalized. I would mere- 
ly point out that this bill, therefore, does 
a very limited thing. It will prevent, if 
the proof is available, if you can prove the 
intent and you can prove the overt act, 
and if you can make the apprehension 
and get the conviction, it may prevent 
those people going from State to State. 

But what I would point out is that it 
has a very limited effect, and I hope we 
in the Congress and I hope the American 
people will understand the limited scope. 
It is not going to solve all the problems 
of rioting. It would not, I think, of itself, 
have solved the problems that occurred 
in New Jersey. It might have prevented 
the entry of those who came from out- 
side New Jersey into our State. But again 
our New Jersey law is adequate to ar- 
rest and prosecute these people and I 
am sure, if known, they will be arrested. 
But I think we are faced with another 
observation, that we should all take per- 
sonally, and that is the Federal programs 
we have enacted in these past 10 years, 
including—and especially—the poverty 
program, have been abysmal failures. 
They have not done the job that they 
were represented to do. 

We have had, more importantly, it 
seems to me, in our country a great fail- 
ure in our morality. This is a subject 
that may not be within the purview of 
the legislative process but it is never- 
theless the challenge of the day. 

Certainly, Mr. Chairman, much more 
must be done by all of us. Certainly much 
more should be done if we are to solve 
the great problems of our day. 
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I also will agree with the chairman of 
the committee, the very distinguished 
gentleman from New York, that there 
are some problems constitutionally. I am 
hoping at the proper time to submit an 
appropriate amendment or two which 
I hope will answer, perhaps, some of the 
chairman’s objections to this. 

With this knowledge that the bill is 
very limited in its application, is dif- 
ficult of proof, and unless properly 
amended may have difficulties constitu- 
tionally, and that it will not eliminate 
the riots that are caused by social evils 
and criminal elements within the com- 
munity or State, I trust the committee 
and the American people will better un- 
derstand this bill. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. Dow]. 

Mr. DOW. Mr. Chairman, today is the 
day when Congress will trespass on the 
right of the people to assemble, which is 
guaranteed to them under amendment 1 
of the U.S. Constitution. Today is the 
day when Congress will misuse its power 
granted under article 1, section 8, of the 
Constitution to regulate commerce 
among the several States. For the Con- 
gress will apply this power to a matter 
which has nothing to do with commerce. 
Contrary to the concept of powers re- 
served to the States, Congress will try by 
indirect means to do what it cannot do 
directly. That is to exercise local police 
power in the curbing of riots: 

All this, Mr. Chairman, will be done 
out of the monstrous wave of anger that 
is engulfing our fair country. Today— 
July 19, 1967—is Anger Day. It is not 
Happy Day. It is not Hopeful Day. It is 
not Inspiration Day. It is Anger Day in 
the United States of America. 

Now, anger is a poor counselor. Not 
long ago this Congress, acting in a surge 
of anger, similarly passed a bill relating 
to flag desecration. Under that bill any 
innocent person who fails to pay defer- 
ence on all occasions when the colors 
red, white, and blue are present, is sub- 
ject to the penalties of a Federal crime. 
This year of 1967 may be regarded as 
a year of anger and this Congress may be 
recalled in history as the angry Con- 
gress. 

The impulse of anger is not one that 
is creative or constructive. It is not one 
that addresses itself to the solution of 
problems. It is one that attacks prob- 
lems with force but does not solve them. 

Frankly, I suspect the impulse of an- 
ger is what keeps us involved irration- 
ally in far-off conflicts way beyond our 
shores. Anger prevents the use of wis- 
dom. It prevents the use of judgment. It 
prevents even intelligent thought itself. 

So the crowning evil that anger rep- 
resents, is not that it destroys the 
objects or the individuals against whom 
it is directed. The crowning evil is the 
fact that it corrupts and destroys those 
who employ it as an instrument of per- 
sonal, State, or National policy. 

In approving this angry legislation 
today, Mr. Chairman, the only ones to 
be hurt will not be rioters in our cities. 
It will not alone be labor leaders who 
are traveling to organize for unions. It 
will not solely be the crowds of under- 
privileged people who may be demon- 
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strating for better conditions. It will in- 
deed be ourselves—the 200,000,000 Amer- 
icans—who will be seduced by impulse 
and fall prey to indecent anger. 

I believe that our Nation can by un- 
derstanding, by forbearance, by coop- 
eration and by hard work, overcome the 
disorders that wrack our cities. The task 
is immense, but it is possible to succeed 
if we will only approach it with wisdom. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Maryland (Mr. MATHIAS]. 

Mr. MATHIAS of Maryland. Mr. 
Chairman, I should like to restate here, 
for the purpose of emphasis, the opinion 
to which I have already subscribed, 
which appears in the additional views 
in the committee report. I deeply regret 
the fact that this bill comes to the House 
for debate and action divorced from what 
was & natural companion bill, the meas- 
ure to provide for protection of civil 
rights workers in the lawful exercise of 
their constitutional rights. That was a 
proper counterpart to this legislation. It 
gave it a balance. It gave it an equality 
and an equity which this bill, coming 
before us without that additional lan- 
gauge, does not have. 

It is unfortunate that forces were 
brought to bear in the congressional 
process to divorce these two measures 
from each other. Although these bills 
are not printed together on the same 
sheet of paper and are not before us at 
one time today, I believe we ought never- 
theless to consider them as companion 
bills. I look forward to early action on 
the bill to protect civil rights workers 
H.R. 2516—because it is certainly my 
feeling, as a member of the Judiciary 
Committee and as a Member of the 
House, that these bills are and ought to 
be considered together. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MATHIAS of Maryland. I yield to 
the gentleman from Illinois for a ques- 
tion. 

Mr. YATES. Is not the bill which is 
before us today the version of the civil 
rights bill put forward by the opponents 
of civil rights? 

Mr. MATHIAS of Maryland. That is 
the paradox we have, yes. 

Mr. YATES. Does the gentleman have 
any illusions that the companion bill to 
which he referred will reach the floor 
this session? 

Mr. MATHIAS of ‘Maryland. There 
have been solemn assurances given that 
a rule will be granted and debate sched- 
uled. I am glad the gentleman helps 
make a legislative record of the promise 
that there will be consideration of that 
bill at an early date. 

Mr. Chairman, to call this an anti- 
riot bill I believe violates our concepts 
of truth in packaging. This is not an 
antiriot bill, and the American people 
should not be told it is. It is not going 
to stop riots. It is not going to put many, 
if any, rioters in jail. It is not going to 
eradicate the causes of riots: The only 
utility of this bill would de to discourage, 
or punish, the interstate traveler; whose 
baggage is a criminal intent to start a 
riot. The benefits may be as meager as 
the coverage is: narrow. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE 


What we are doing—and we ought to 
understand what we are doing—is ex- 
tending Federal police powers. When we 
extend Federal police powers we ought 
to do it only with a specific purpose an- 
swering a specific need and nothing 
more. We ought to narrowly delimit that 
extension of Federal police powers both 
by the actual words of the statute and 
by the legislative history we make. 

It has been said that this bill is mis- 
chievous. I believe it could be mischie- 
vous if it were misinterpreted, so we 
should, by this discussion, refine our 
understanding of the kind or class of 
persons who might come within its pur- 
view. We should call upon those who 
must enforce it, if it should become law, 
to look carefully at the requirement 
here that there be a clear intent, a clear 
purpose to incite a riot before the act is 
effective. The knowledge that a heated 
discussion or a vigorous debate may fol- 
low the speech of an interstate traveler 
is not enough. There must be sufficient 
evidence to prove the presence of a crim- 
inal intent, which is a positive burden 
of proof. 

I regret, Mr. Chairman, that there is 
a need, that there is even the appearance 
of a need, for a bill of this sort. We have 
existed for many years in this Republic 
without this kind of Federal police power. 
It is, I believe, a sad commentary on the 
progress we have made as a nation that 
after so many generations we come to 
the point we must consider it and con- 
sider it seriously. 

If we conclude that there is a necessity 
to act, perhaps, at the danger of infring- 
ing upon civil liberties, I think that the 
duty upon us to act responsibly must be 
carefully measured. Our words and our 
record here must leave no doubt in the 
minds of the American people as to what 
we are about, and who we seek to reach— 
not the traveling evangelist, or the union 
organizer, or the political speaker, but 
only the interstate agitator whose inten- 
tions can be proved to be criminal incite- 
ment to riot. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MATHIAS of Maryland. I am glad 
to yield to the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, as a 
member of the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary, can the gentleman from Maryland 
state if he has come across any hearings 
or testimony or evidence that relate to 
any need to halt interstate activity of 
this kind? In other words, have we come 
across the names of people who were 
present, for example, during the period 
of the Newark disorder, or any of the 
other disorders, names that would give 
us any substantive basis for the passage 
of this legislation? 

I do not believe that a substantive ba- 
sis for this legislation can be found in 
evidence offered before any hearings 
carried on by this House. I likewise share 
Mr. Maruias’ concern that it is our duty 
to act responsibly in view of the danger 
of infringement of civil liberties. This 
danger, of course, exists with all crimi- 
nal legislation to some degree, and, 
therefore, criminal legislation should be 
drafted with care. But in this piece of 
legislation; the danger pervades the en- 
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tire bill. I would like at this point to 
explore some of the legal difficulties with 
this measure. If any one thing emerges 
clearly from the debate thus far, it is 
that this bill was hastily conceived and 
hastily written. Several examples might 
be pointed to in the bill to demonstrate 
this haste. 

One is the intent requirement. The 
words seem to say that intent must be 
proved only at the time of crossing the 
State line, and that there is no intent re- 
quirement contemporaneous with the 
act itself. If this is true, it is unique in 
criminal law, to my knowledge. In addi- 
tion, there is the obvious point that this 
requirement is virtually impossible to 
prove. This impossibility would make the 
bill, at best, useless, as the Attorney Gen- 
eral pointed out Sunday. 

Another example of haste, or perhaps 
more exactly, an example of the falsity 
of the bill’s basic premise, is the attempt 
to draw a distinction between “urging” 
and “instigating” and “mere advocacy 
of ideas or the mere expression of be- 
lief.” This attempt is a response to the 
objections made last year to the possi- 
bility of infringement of free speech. I 
do not think the distinction offered meets 
the objection squarely. Certainly, the ad- 
dition of “mere,” a word which is not a 
word of art and has no legal signifi- 
cance, does not help. I think the objec- 
tions of the Justice Department to last 
year’s bill still apply. I certainly do not 
think that the fact that the Justice De- 
partment, on request, offered its opin- 
ions as to how to make the bill less bad 
last year amounts to approval of this 
year’s bill. Certainly the Attorney Gen- 
eral opposes it. 

EXCERPT FROM LETTER FROM LAWRENCE SPEISER, 
AMERICAN CIVIL LIBERTIES UNION 


To fill out my discussion of the legal 
problems of this bill, I wish to quote an 
excellent analysis done by the American 
Civil Liberties Union: 


WASHINGTON OFFICE, AMERICAN 
CIVIL LIBERTIES UNION, 
Washington, D.C., July 10, 1967. 
Re H.R. 421, the anti-riot bill. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN: We, too, along with 
all Americans, “share the deep concern wide- 
ly expressed over the outbreak of riots and 
other violent disturbances in a number of 
cities in various sections of the Nation.” 
(H. Rept. 472, p. 2.) The question is not 
whether these disorders are to be tolerated, 
but what can and should be done in dealing 
with them. We fail to see how H.R. 421 in 
any way provides a constructive solution to 
the problem, and furthermore we find in 
analyzing it that it is so badly drafted that 
it will infringe on First Amendment free- 
doms and will also violate the due process 
clause of the Fifth Amendment. 

The bill provides that anyone who travels 
in interstate or foreign commerce or who 
uses the mails with intent to (a) “incite 
a riot or to organize, promote, encourage, 
or carry on a riot” or to aid and abet any 
person in inciting a riot, and (b) who per- 
forms or attempts to perform any overt act. 
specified in (a) shall be fined $10,000 or im- 
prisoned for not more than five years. 

A section on definitions is included, § 2102, 
which defines inciting a riot as meaning 
“urging or instigating other persons to riot, 
but shall not mean the mere advocacy of 
ideas, or the mere expression of belief.” 
Strangely enough, however, there is no simi- 
lar definition of “encouraging” or promot- 
ing” a riot. 
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First. The bill clearly violates the First 
Amendment’s freedom of speech clause. 

a. The bill attempts unsuccessfully to avoid 
a First Amendment problem by defining and 
limiting “inciting a riot” as “urging or insti- 
gating other persons to riot but shall not 
mean the mere advocacy of ideas or the mere 
expression of belief.” This definition is ap- 
parently based on the Supreme Court deci- 
sion in Yates v. United States, 354 U.S. 298 
(1957), in which the Court reversed the con- 
victions of some second-string Communist 
Party leaders because the judge failed to in- 
struct the jury properly on the difference be- 
tween unprotected speech and advocacy 
of abstract doctrine. However, the definition 
in the bill ignores the additional factor the 
Court said must be present—that there must 
be the use of language reasonably calculated 
to induce action immediately. Justice Harlan, 
speaking for the Court, said that even urg- 
ing” forcible overthrow was not sufficient. 
There must be something more. 

Where the bill goes astray in its definition 
is in assuming that only the “mere advocacy 
of ideas or the mere expression of belief” is 
all that is protected by the First Amendment. 
That is simply not true. 

In Terminiello v. Chicago, 337 U.S. 1 (1949), 
the Supreme Court reversed a conviction for 
breach of the peace of a suspended Catholic 
priest for giving a speech which the judge 
charged the jury “stirs the public to anger, 
invites dispute, brings about a condition of 
unrest, or creates a disturbance.” Justice 
Douglas in speaking for the majority said: 

“A function of free speech under our sys- 
tem of government is to invite dispute. It 
may indeed best serve its high purpose when 
it induces a condition of unrest, creates dis- 
satisfaction with conditions as they are, or 
even stirs people to anger. Speech is often 
provocative and challenging. That is why 
freedom of speech, though not absolute... 
is nevertheless protected against censorship 
or punishment, unless shown likely to pro- 
duce a clear and present danger of a serious 
substantive evil that rises far above public 
inconvenience, annoyance, or unrest.” 337 
US. at 4-5. 

Contrary to the definition in the bill, free 
speech beyond “mere advocacy of ideas or 
mere expressions of belief” is protected by 
the First Amendment. 

b. As we have noted before, only “inciting 
to riot” is defined, with the limiting lan- 
guage. Not defined or limited, in any way, 
however, are other verbs in the bill: neither 
“organize”, “promote”, “encourage”, or “carry 
on”, It is clear that all of these may involve 
almost certainly do involve—speech. Yet, by 
reason of the fact that there is a limiting 
definition of “inciting” (no matter how de- 
fective) and not of these other verbs, the 
law could penalize individuals who “‘encour- 
age” or “promote” riots even by the mere 
advocacy of ideas or the mere expressions of 
belief. As Mr. Justice Holmes said in his dis- 
senting opinion in Gitlow v. New York, 268 
US. 652 at 673: “Every idea is an incitement.” 

Unless the House Judiciary Committee de- 
liberately intended this dangerous result, we 
can only conclude it is an example of ex- 
tremely poor draftsmanship. 

c. The bill fails to draw a distinction be- 
tween one who urges his listeners to riot, 
and one who speaks before a hostile audience 
which is inclined to riot against him. 

In Section 2102(c), inciting a riot is de- 
fined as “instigating other persons to riot”. 
“Instigating” may mean “provoking”. Under 
this bill, if Dean Rusk crossed state lines in 
order to keep a speaking engagement to de- 
fend our policy in Viet Nam, but knew that 
a group of individuals intended to conduct a 
riotous demonstration if he appeared, he 
would violate its provisions. 

We agree that it is far-fetched to believe 
that Dean Rusk would be prosecuted. How- 
ever, the same blindness to this vital distinc- 
tion has been characteristic of those who 
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have been most outraged by the “outside 
agitator”. In the vast majority of civil rights 
demonstrations in the South, the public dis- 
orders have been caused not by the nonvio- 
lent demonstrators but by the antagonistic, 
hostile (not-so-nonviolent) bystanders. It is 
not at all clear that this bill is intended only 
to apply to those who enflame others to riot 
with the speaker—and not to those who take 
the law into their own hands to suppress a 
speaker whose views they find abhorrent. 

“If the speaker incites others to imme- 
diate unlawful action he may be punished 
in a proper case, stopped when disorder ac- 
tually impends; but this is not to be confused 
with unlawful action from others who seek 
unlawfully to suppress or punish the speak- 
er.” “Matter of Rockwell v. Morris,” 12 A.D. 
2d 272, 281 (1st Dept. 1961), ad 215 N. T. S. 
2d 502 (1961), cert. denied, 368 U.S. 913 
(1961). 

Second. The bill violates the due process 
clause in providing that intent and act do 
not coincide. 

The bill makes it a crime for an individual 
to cross a state line or to go from a foreign 
country to a state or to mail a letter with a 
certain intent to incite or encourage a riot. 
Afterwards, even though he no longer has 
that same intent, if he commits some overt 
act that could be construed as encouraging or 
promoting a riot or other public disturbance, 
he will have violated the law, although his 
crossing of the state line may have occurred 
months or even years before. This violates a 
basic requirement of criminal law that the 
intent and the criminal act must be contem- 
poraneous. United States v. Fox, 95 U.S. 670 
(1877). 

It is clear the bill does not require any 
specific intent at the time of the overt act— 
only at the time of the crossing of the state 
line. How a jury could possibly establish this 
intent unrelated to a contemporaneous act is 
impossible to fathom. Co! Gonzalez 
discussed in testimony before the House Ju- 
diciary Committee on H.R. 17642 of the 89th 
Congress, a bill similar to H.R. 421 as origi- 
nally introduced by Congressman Cramer, 
this constitutional defect. He stated in lan- 
guage still relevant to H.R. 421 as amended 
that: 

“In other words, this bill would make it a 
criminal offense to think the wrong kind of 
thoughts while crossing a state line. This, in 
light of the language of the First Amend- 
ment, is such a flagrant and fantastic viola- 
tion of the spirit and the letter of the Con- 
stitution, that I am frankly surprised and 
somewhat disturbed that the bill has received 
the serious attention it has.” 

Reprinted in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 
volume 112, part 20, page 27190. 

Third. The bill does not require a violator 
to be at the scene of a riot. 

This tying of the intent to the crossing of 
state lines, rather than to the time of the 
overt acts, produces another anomalous re- 
sult. For example, if a person flew from Cali- 
fornia to New York and then publishes a 
newspaper, or makes a speech in New York 
urging or encouraging Californians to riot he 
would be guilty of violating the law. In other 
words, he could violate the law 3000 miles 
away from the scene where he encourages a 
riot. It should be noted that the law does not 
require that a riot actually occur, only that 
the individual does some overt act to promote 
or encourage a riot. 


Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
MacGrRecor] in order that he may re- 
spond to the question propounded to the 
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. MATHIAS] 
by the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
Convers]. 

Mr. MacGREGOR. I know of no find- 
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ings or evidence from the recent Newark 
riots, or from other 1967 riots, going to 
the point of interest of the gentleman 
from Michigan. But it is my recollection 
that the special grand jury in Cleveland 
last year—the special grand jury which 
inquired into the Superior Street and the 
Hough district riots of 1966—named 
names of those who had traveled from 
outside the State of Ohio into Cleveland 
with the clearly apparent and successful 
intent to incite the riot which in fact 
occurred. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield to the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
McCtory] 4 minutes. 

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Chairman, we 
should recall that legislation in substan- 
tially this form was adopted overwhelm- 
ingly by the House of Representatives as 
an amendment to the Civil Rights Act 
of 1966, and a great many of those of us 
who were sponsors and supporters of 
vital and substantial civil rights legisla- 
tion, supported this legislation. 

Mr. Chairman, it is incumbent upon 
the genuine supporters of civil rights leg- 
islation to recognize that this is legisla- 
tion which they need to support. 

Mr. Chairman, if there is anything 
that is hurting the cause of civil rights 
today, it is the violence which is occur- 
ring in the cities and streets of America 
today. I do not believe that we could pass 
any civil rights legislation in this House 
today, and I doubt that any legislation 
comparable to the 1966 Civil Rights Act 
would pass, because, primarily, of the 
violence that is occurring in the streets. 

Mr. Chairman, it is my opinion that 
substantial civil rights leaders recognize 
this fact. 

Mr. Chairman, it is suggested that 
what we have to do is to eliminate pov- 
erty in order to end the riots. This may 
take a long time. But, Mr. Chairman, I 
do not charge the poor with constituting 
the major portion of the rioters. I have 
not noticed, as a matter of fact, that peo- 
ple have been stealing food or clothing. 
Based upon the photographs which I 
have seen, and other evidence that has 
come to my attention, I find that those 
who have been doing the looting of stores 
are taking television sets, expensive ap- 
pliances, and liquor. These are not acts 
of people who are hungry. 

Another thing that I have noticed is 
that many who justify the riots blame 
the police. Well, I am here to defend the 
police. I believe it is about time we defend 
the police. We need much better law and 
order in this Nation, and we need to sup- 
port our law-enforcement agencies. It 
is about time that we do that. 

There have been a great many com- 
plaints about the limitations of this leg- 
islation; that it only affects those who 
move in interstate commerce. Well, we 
feel that that is the only area in which 
we can act. We are acting in the best way 
we can to demonstrate to the American 
people that we are not going to counte- 
nance this violence. Whether the Attor- 
ney General supports this legislation or 
not, the American people are going to 
know that the Congress of the United 
States supports it, and so will all those 
who are committing and countenancing 
this violence in the streets of America. 
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So I say it is about time that we an- 
nounce in clear, audible, and distinct 
language that we are not going to coun- 
tenance violence and civil disturbances, 
such as are occurring all over the Nation. 

Actually, the ones who suffer the most 
from the violence are those whom we 
want to help, and those who need the 
most help. They are the ones who suffer 
the most. 

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCLORY. If I have any more 
time I will yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, I have 
just taken from the news ticker a state- 
ment from Erie, Pa., a statement by the 
mayor of Erie. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen- 
tleman has expired. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 additional minute to the gentle- 
man from Illinois. 

Mr. McCLORY. I thank the gentle- 
man, and I yield to the gentleman from 
Florida. 

Mr. CRAMER. The mayor of the city 
of Erie, Pa., said today, just a few hours 
ago, that he would not rest until those 
responsible for this disturbance, which 
he blamed on outside instigators, were 
behind bars. 

Reading further in the release, I note 
that in Cairo, III., the throwing of Molo- 
tov cocktails is occurring. Newark, N. J., 
is continuing to have problems, and so 
forth. 

This just came over the ticker a few 
minutes ago. 

Mr. Chairman, how long will those who 
oppose this legislation claim that there 
are not outsiders who intend to inflame 
America into rioting, and into an an- 
archist situation in different communities 
such as these? 

Mr. McCLORY. I thank the gentle- 
man. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. O'Hara]. 

Mr. O’HARA of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, 
every time I listen to the melodious but 
thundering voice of the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. Cramer], I start trembling. 
The roar of the thunder is still in my 
ears and my being is aquake with fear 
as to what is going to happen if we do not 
pass this bill. 

Well, now, this it begins to dawn on me 
is a fine bill. It makes it a Federal crime 
for three boys to get together in my 
district, one of them resident in my dis- 
trict in IIlinois, and the others from 
Ray Mappen’s district across the State 
line in Indiana, and fight over a water- 
melon. Under this bill that would be a 
riot and it could be a Federal crime. 
At first I thought this was a bill to stop 
outsiders from messing up our big cities, 
but on reading it carefully I find that it 
is a bill, by heavens, to protect water- 
melons in Illinois from thieves from 
Indiana. 

Listen. A riot is defined as a public dis- 
turbance involving acts of violence by an 
assembly of three—get it, three—a great 
mob—or more persons, which poses—it 
does not say actually results in—but it 
poses an immediate threat of damage or 
injury to property or persons. 

Well, we are down here in the border- 
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line of Indiana, and these three boys 
from Indiana and Illinois are fighting 
over this watermelon, and a watermelon, 
mind you, is property, and so we have 
this great bill to take care of everything, 
save that watermelon from violence and 
get those three boys locked up in a Fed- 
eral prison. 

Yet my good friend—and I want him 
to know it, that I do have great affection 
for him, and I do esteem highly his 
ability and I do say with all honesty in 
appraisement that the voice of his carries 
more thunder than any other voice in 
America, the righteous thunder of Flor- 
ida—now he is going to solve all of this, 
all of these racial troubles we have by 
bringing within the Federal jurisdiction 
a fight over a watermelon between some 
boys from Indiana and Illinois. 

How ridiculous can we get? 

Seriously, Mr. Chairman, I am con- 
cerned. I was concerned years ago when 
bootleggers with national connections 
were a problem in law enforcing to the 
Federal Government and the Federal 
courts and prosecutors developed crimi- 
nal conspiracy into a Federal catch-all 
for all offenses from village offenses on 
up. It was the only way the Federal Gov- 
ernment could reach the roots. But it 
was extending Federal criminal juris- 
diction, which previously had been held 
within limitations, dangerously toward 
the borderlines of a police state. 

Then there were the Lindbergh and 
other kidnaping cases, and the Federal 
criminal jurisdiction again were ex- 
tended, this time to cover kidnaping. 

I doubt very much the wisdom of try- 
ing to solve the problems of unrest in 
our cities by making it a Federal crime 
to stage a fight among three or more 
boys from adjoining States over a water- 
melon. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Illinois has expired. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 additional minutes to the gentleman 
from Illinois so that he may yield to the 
gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. O’HARA of Illinois. Mr. Chair- 
man, the gentleman from Louisiana and 
I came to Congress at the same time. 
I have always had great affection for 
him, and now I want to thank him for 
giving me 2 minutes more, and I gladly 
yield to the gentleman from Michigan 
(Mr. Conyers]. 

Mr. CONYERS. I thank the distin- 
guished gentleman from Illinois, whose 
voice has been raised on these kinds of 
questions long before I came to the 
Congress. 

I think it is important to establish the 
position of the Justice Department and 
the Attorney General on this bill. I would 
like to include portions of Mr. John 
Doar's statement to Subcommittee No. 5 
of the Judiciary Committee, last October 
5 when hearings on last year’s version 
were held: 

Excerpts From STATEMENT BY ASSISTANT 

ATTORNEY GENERAL JOHN DOAR 

Indeed, state and local law enforcement 
agencies are generally to be commended for 
the manner in which they have handled the 
riots. They have acted promptly and vigor- 
ously to maintain and restore law and order. 
They have arrested, prosecuted and convicted 
persons who have resorted to violence, 

The question the Sub-committee may wish 
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to pursue is whether there is a need for a 
Federal criminal statute to assist the states 
in carrying out their primary obligation to 
uphold law and order. Further data ought to 
be gathered on this subject; it would be use- 
ful for the Sub-committee to hear testimony 
from the mayors and chiefs of police and 
perhaps other state officials to ascertain 
whether they believe there is a need for a 
Federal criminal statute in this field. 
Another question is whether the proposals 
for Federal action would aid in controlling 
riots at the local level. These bills necessarily 
require the Government to prove an intent 
to incite a riot at the very time the inciter 
crosses a state line. This requirement would 
present a serious obstacle to successful pros- 
ecution, Considering that a state may convict 
a person for inciting a riot without delving 
into that sort of intent, there is a real ques- 
tion whether the proposals before you add 
materially to existing law enforcement tools. 


EXCERPTS FROM STATEMENTS BY ATTORNEY 
GENERAL RAMSEY CLARE 


In addition I would like to call atten- 
tion to statements made by Attorney 
General Ramsey Clark on “Issues and 
Answers,” an ABC-TV national program 
of July 16, 1967. Mr. Clark was clear as 
to his objections: 


Mr. Chapman: General, in your discussion 
with Governor Hughes, you talked mainly 
about rebuilding assistance, but there is no 
role for federal law enforcement personnel, 
for the Justice Department, in dealing with 
these summer riots? 

General Clark: During the riots themselves, 
there is very little that the Federal Govern- 
ment can do until such time as, first, local 
and regional and then state resources are 
inadequate to the need. As America well 
knows, this situation has not arisen; we do 
not expect it to arise. We have practiced local 
law enforcement throughout the history of 
this country and it is important that we con- 
tinue to do so. Police resources in the federal 
establishment are very, very small outside 
of the Army, and the Army has not been 
necessary. 

Mr. Chapman: Well you say you don't ex- 
pect the situation to arise where federal re- 
sources may be necessary on a large scale. 
Yet there is much fear that we may even be 
having a foretaste of a kind of internal 
Vietnam war between American whites and 
blacks. Do you think that exaggerates the 
seriousness of what is up? 

General Clark: That certainly exaggerates 
anything that the evidence today indicates 
and I would have to worry about tomorrow, 
but I think we better look on the construc- 
tive and positive side of the docket and not 
on the negative side and start building lines 
of communications and working construc- 
tively to relieve tensions and to alleviate sit- 
uations rather than worrying about insur- 
rection throughout the United States. 

On the basis of the present evidence, this is 
not insurrection that is going to be wide- 
spread throughout the United States. 

Mr. Chapman: Well, from your observa- 
tions, if I could continue for a moment, is 
there any pattern of the actions, that you see 
any link between one city or another, or any 
evidence of outside agitation? 

General Clark: We use our best investiga- 
tive resources, our best intelligence resources 
constantly. We find very, very little evidence 
of inter-city activites, of people traveling 
from one state to another, that are deliber- 
ately activating these situations. Of course, 
there are many people that are traveling all 
the time; there are many people in the gen- 
eral area of black power and other move- 
ments that are traveling all the time, but we 
find very little evidence that they are di- 
rectly responsible or even indirectly respon- 
sible for these riots as such. 

Mr. Burns: That would indicate, sir, that 
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you feel that this anti-riot bill, so-called, 
that is in the Congress now, is really not 
necessary, or that it is pointing in the wrong 
direction, pointing the finger of blame in the 
wrong direction. Is that true? 

General Clark: I think there are several 
problems with the anti-riot legislation. First, 
I think we have to look to local law enforce- 
ment and we have to remember that. They 
have arrested nearly a thousand persons in 
New Jersey and Newark at this time in con- 
nection with this riot situation there and 
in the whole federal marshal system we have 
fewer than 800 people. They are scattered 
throughout the United States. They are not 
trained in depth for this type of activity, 
so we have to look for protection at the local 
level. 

. * * . . 

I think without question the bill as worded, 
or any bill really that tries to. reach this 
interstate activity of this type, which re- 
quires you to prove the state of mind of an 
individual when he travels in interstate com- 
merce, is very difficult to prove. I think it is 
also im t that the American people not 
believe that a piece of legislation before the 
Congress directed at empowering federal pro- 
secution of people moving in interstate com- 
merce to cause riots could really reduce riots 
in the United States. It will have very little 
impact in that area. 


Could the gentleman tell us if there 
is any legitimate reason that has come 
out in any hearings that you have heard, 
or any statements from the Department 
of Justice or the Attorney General or the 
chief of the Civil Rights Division, Mr. 
John Doar, that would substantiate the 
passage of this bill in the Congress to- 
day in your opinion? 

Mr. O’HARA of Illinois. No, I have 
heard no such justification from such 
sources. But my memory does go back to 
a similar situation in the depression. At 
that time the farmers of Iowa, Nebraska, 
and other Midwestern States were hav- 
ing their farms taken away from them 
through no fault of their own. They got 
pitchforks, drove off the marshals and 
saved their barns. It was a regrettable 
breakdown of law and order, but the 
country seemed to realize that human 
nature driven to desperation has limita- 
tions. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. OHARA of Illinois. I yield to the 
gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. YATES. Does not the gentleman 
agree that this is a strange piece of leg- 
islation? It started out as a civil rights 
bill sponsored by the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. CELLER]. Somewhere 
along the road that bill was derailed by 
the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. 
CoLMER], who substituted the bill con- 
ceived by the gentleman from Florida 
Mr. CRAMER]. Then with his sponsor- 
ship and aided by the gentleman from 
Mississippi [Mr. COLMER], the Cramer 
bill was adopted by the gentleman from 
Louisiana [Mr. WIILLIsI—all of whom 
have voted against every civil rights bill 
that has ever been before the Congress, 
with the exception that the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. Cramer] voted for the 
voting rights bill. And that is the legis- 
lation that is put forward today. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Illinois has expired. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 


additional minute to the gentleman from 
Illinois. 
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Mr. CHARA of Illinois. No. I cannot 
go along with my good friend, the gen- 
tleman from Tllinois. I have too much af- 
fection for the gentleman from Missis- 
sippi [Mr. CoLMER]. We live pretty close 
together in the Rayburn Building, and 
I have always had great regard for him. 
And I have too much respect and affec- 
tion for my good friend, the gentleman 
from Louisiana [Mr. WI LIS! and my 
eloquent friend from Florida [Mr. 
CRAMER]. No, Brother Yares, it is the 
witches, not Mr. CoLMER or my good 
friend, Mr. CRAMER, or my good friend, 
Mr. WILLIs. It is the witches. Somehow 
they have worked themselves into this 
historic Hall, The witches got by with a 
lot in America a few hundred years ago, 
and now maybe they can do it again. 

Mr. YATES. Do you mean witches or 

? 

Mr. O’HARA of Illinois. Well, I do not 
know. I would say that is a proper deter- 
mination for this wise, distinguished and 
historic body to make on a day that well 
may go down in the history of this Re- 
public as the day of the battle over three 
boys and a purloined and violated 
watermelon. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from 
New Jersey [Mr. SANDMAN]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 
New Jersey is recognized for 4 minutes. 

Mr. SANDMAN. Mr. Chairman, I have 
listened to this argument with a great 
deal of interest, and I am beginning to 
wonder if I was in Newark last night and 
if I really saw what I did see in Newark 
last night, because apparently people 
from California know more about what 
happened in Newark than someone who 
lives there and saw what happened. I do 
not live there, but I saw some of it, and 
I think we ought to make the record 
clear to all of these people who say that 
there was no outside influence. 

I spent half of my adult life in the 
New Jersey senate and I am pretty fa- 
miliar with that State. And I am pretty 
familiar with the affairs of the big cities 
in our State. I have talked to the people, 
I have confidence in those who have 
charge of running those big cities and 
that big State. What I hear from them 
is not what I have heard in this Chamber 
today. 

When one comes from California and 
takes a stand and says there was no out- 
side influence in Newark, I say he does 
not know what he is talking about, be- 
cause the mayor of the city of Newark 
says that there was. 

I flew to Newark last night and talked 
with the director of city police, one of 
the finest policemen that this country 
has ever seen. He told me last night: 

When this bill passes the House, I want 
the opportunity to testify at a hearing in 
the U.S. Senate and tell.them what did hap- 
pen in Newark. 


I propose to listen to him rather than 
someone from California who does not 
know a trifle about what did happen in 
Newark. There will be presented evi- 
dence from not one or two witnesses, but 
many that these people came across the 
Hudson River in buses prior to the inci- 
dent that has been reported. They were 
dropped off at particular lots where cars 
picked them up and they were then taken 
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into the central ward of Newark, where 
the trouble happened. 

Then police brutality was reported. 
This is a good one. The police in the 
fourth precinct could not even get out 
of the precinct station because it was 
mobbed. The director of police did not 
allow the police to fire shots back. He 
wanted this thing quelled in a realistic 
way and one which deals with humanity 
and not disaster. And what happened? 
One man left that station, and that was 
the director of city police, Mr. Dominick 
Spina, a man of great courage. He went 
out into that street and met with these 
people and asked them to quell their 
argument. They would not do it. 

I have no more respect for any man 
who breathes than I have for the distin- 
guished chairman of the Judiciary Com- 
mittee. 

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr, Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

1 SANDMAN. I do not have time to 
yield. 

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Chairman, I 
make a point of order that a quorum is 
not present. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will count. 
[After counting.] One hundred and 
three Members are present, a quorum, 

The gentleman from New Jersey has 
1 minute remaining. 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

tag SANDMAN. I have no time to 
yield. 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Since 
the gentleman has mentioned my name, 
would he be so kind as to yield to me? 

Mr. SANDMAN. I did not mention any 
name, but if the shoe fits, kindly put it 
on. 

I want to say that I think the most 
important thing that we can do—and 
I have heard sc much said about con- 
stitutional rights, but no man has the 
constitutional right to take the life of 
another man or destroy another man’s 
property, and this, I think, is the basic 
law—we must enforce this law. All this 
statute says is that if somebody inten- 
tionally—intentionally—tries to incite a 
riot, it is a crime, and, like all crimes, 
it requires very heavy proof to get a 
conviction. The proof must be beyond 
all reasonable doubt. 

This is all this bill does. The question 
is, is it going to be effective? I say it is 
if it is enforced, but if it is not enforced, 
it is going to have the same effect as 
any other fruitless law. 

But let me tell something that did 
happen in New Jersey, and it was at 
the time of the opening of the World’s 
Fair in New York. There was going to be 
a great big demonstration. They were 
going to block all the tunnels and block 
the bridges. They were going to cause a 
great disaster. I was president of the 
senate at that time. The Governor and 
the speaker of the house and I met, and 
we called a special session the next day. 
We made that kind of interference with 
traffic a crime. There was a great doubt 
as to whether or not it would hold up, but 
there was one thing it did do: They did 
not block the tunnels, and they did not 
block the bridges. 

Anybody who sits to snipe at people 
with a gun—which they did in Newark, 
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and they killed one fireman by shooting 
him in the back—that person is a mur- 
derer, and in the State I come from that 
can involve the death penalty—and it 
should. 

I want to commend the actions of the 
Governor of New Jersey, the Honorable 
Richard J. Hughes, for his handling of 
the Newark riot and the great courage 
that he exhibited. The Governor, when 
notified, immediately went right to the 
danger spots. In an effort to restore law 
and order he declared an emergency, 
called in the National Guard, and sum- 
moned as many State police as possible. 
The Governor stayed in the midst of all 
of the rioting throughout the night and 
the next day, doing his best to quell the 
riot without bloodshed. For this the Gov- 
ernor has been unjustly castigated by 
some people who apparently believe that 
6 days of violence and bloodshed was not 
enough. When the trouble simmered 
down the Governor removed the State 
police and the National Guard and im- 
mediately notified the State defender to 
assist people in obtaining counsel so that 
they would be justly treated at their 
hearings. No one could have taken a 
more fair action under these circum- 
stances. 

I firmly believe in all the constitu- 
tional guarantees, including the right of 
public assembly, the right of freedom of 
speech, and the right of peaceful demon- 
stration. I make no excuses for any short- 
comings the people of the central ward 
of Newark complain about, and there is 
no question that their station in life must 
be improved, but a riot such as this is no 
way to accomplish that end. 

From the best information available to 
me, many of those who were arrested 
were armed, many were instructed how 
to make and use Molotov cocktails, and 
100 of those arrested are residents of the 
State of New York. 

Iam confident that H.R. 421—the anti- 
riot bill—does not violate the Consti- 
tution of the United States. People who 
intentionally plan a riot by coming into a 
State with arms and ammunition, and 
who over a prior period excite the people, 
do so without any constitutional guar- 
antees, and to the contrary, violate the 
provisions of the Constitution insofar as 
preserving the public peace is concerned. 

I believe that all of the people who 
were apprehended and arrested should 
have fair trials; they should be duly rep- 
resented by counsel. However, those who 
are found guilty of intentionally commit- 
ting violence should and must be prose- 
cuted to the fullest extent of the law. 
When a transient troublemaker realizes 
we mean business, his criminal activities 
will be curtailed. To release everyone who 
was apprehended, as suggested by some 
people, would only tend to make those 
who really cause a riot spread their ac- 
tivities all over the Nation, and if allowed 
to do so would soon throw the country 
into a state of anarchy, under which con- 
ditions all of the civil rights of all indi- 
viduals could be useless. Crime is ramp- 
ant throughout the country. The crimi- 
nal and the troublemaker must be 
stopped. The time to act is now. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Indiana. 
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Mr. BRAY. Mr. Chairman, the Found- 
ing Fathers of the United States did not 
by accident write the words “insure 
domestic tranquillity” into the preamble 
of our Constitution, listing this as one 
of the six prime objectives to be achieved 
by the Constitution itseif. Internal peace 
and stability is essential to the life of 
any nation; without it, the descent into 
chaos and anarchy is swift and certain. 

Over the past few years, one American 
city after another has been shaken and 
torn by riots and mob violence. People 
have been killed, property damage has 
run into millions, communities have been 
poisoned and embittered, civic tensions 
have increased, public confidence has 
been shaken, and private fears have been 
intensified. Attempted mob rule has 
made a mockery of the guarantee of in- 
ternal peace and protection that is part 
of our national heritage and birthright. 

The banners of what has the appear- 
ance of a deliberate reign of terror are 
borne by a group of malcontents and 
would-be revolutionaries whose potential 
for danger goes far beyond their nu- 
merical strength. They preach and pro- 
mote a nightmarish, nihilistic tide of 
thought that calls for either immediate 
change or immediate destruction. They, 
and their kind, have arisen under the 
disastrous and ill-advised doctrine of per- 
missiveness that for too long has given 
tacit official blessing and recognition to 
protest for the sake of protest, no matter 
under what label, or by what means. 

It is said that no one man, announcing 
his intention to come to a city or com- 
munity, should cause the locality to be 
apprehensive about his pending visit. 
This is true, but when the individuals in 
question, by their own remarks, are 
openly committed to violence, have urged 
it repeatedly on their audiences, and 
preach doctrines of immediate social up- 
heaval and change by any means at 
hand, then the community understand- 
ably has cause for concern. 

We are told these riots—and crime in 
general—are due to poverty and social 
deprivation. This is not so; Mr. M. Stan- 
ton Evans, editor of the Indianapolis 
News, recentiy compiled some interesting 
figures which refute this. 

Mr. Evans pointed out that in 1933, 
total reported crimes in the United 
States, against individuals, were 150 per 
100,000 of the population. This figure 
dropped, during the subsequent depres- 
sion years, when the country certainly 
was suffering severely from poverty and 
deprivation. In 1938, crimes of all kinds 
hit the 1,500,000 level; U.S. population 
for 1938 was 130,320,000. In 1964, how- 
ever, 2,729,659 crimes were committed, 
when population had risen to 191,372,000. 
Evans noted: 

In other words, total crime in the United 
States between depression year 1937 and 
boom year 1964 had increased by 80 per- 
cent; population had increased by only 47 
percent. 


It is of interest that the mobsters do 
not steal food. It is such as color TV sets 
and whisky that they steal. 

We are told the language of this bill 
violates the free speech provisions of the 
Constitution. Free speech is certainly not 
an absolute, and the famous dictum of 
Mr. Justice Holmes, written for the Su- 
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preme Court’s decision in Schenck v. 
United States, 249 U.S. 47 (1919), to the 
effect that free speech does not mean the 
right to shout “Fire” in a crowded the- 
ater, applies here. The full text of Jus- 
tice Holmes’ remarks follows: 

The most stringent protection of free 
speech would not protect a man in falsely 
shouting fire in a theatre and causing a 
panic. It does not even protect a man from 
an injunction against uttering words that 
may have all the effect of force... The ques- 
tion in every case is whether the words used 
are used in such circumstances and are of 
such a Nature as to create a clear and present 
danger that they will bring about the sub- 
stantive evils that Congress has a right to 
prevent. It is a question of proximity and 
degree 


Talk of dynamite, Molotov cocktails, 
breaking heads, and “burn, baby, burn“ 
is certainly creating a clear and present 
danger. 

We are told the bill is aimed solely 
against Negroes. The provisions of the 
bill apply to anyone with no regard to 
creed or color. Members of the American 
Nazi Party, going across a State line to 
stir up trouble, are just as subject to the 
bill as Stokely Carmichael. In fact, in 
practically every case of riot or violence, 
it is the Negro, community and individ- 
ual, that has suffered most. 

The Negro needs protection more than 
any other group in the rioting banditry, 
rape, murder, and arson that has been 
taking place in colored areas. The re- 
sponsible Negro is just as opposed to riots 
and murder as is the white man. 

It is nothing less than irresponsibility, 
political cowardice, and stupidity for 
public officials to refuse or fail to stop 
violence, pretending that the reason for 
failure to take action is to benefit the 
Negro. 

Haranguing his audience with the cry 
of “police brutality,” the wandering 
agitator is deliberately inciting and 
invoking the infinitely more hideous 
brutality of the riot, with its attendant 
horrors of arson, looting, death, and de- 
struction. With the last few days, we 
have heard the loud cries of police bru- 
tality” in attempts to stop a riot. that 
resulted in the loss of a score of lives, 
hundreds of injured and many millions 
in damage. Are such cries of “police bru- 
tality” sincere? How would the “liberal 
left“ stop riots, with cream puffs? It is 
time to bring the full weight of the law to 
bear on those who would destroy us from 
within as surely as foreign enemies would 
destroy us from without. This legisla- 
tion limits the constitutional rights of 
none, but it enhances the constitutional 
guarantee of domestic tranquillity for 
all. 
The gangster, the rioter, and murderer 
must be stopped, with whatever force 
that is needed. The law officer cannot 
stop the rioter, bent on murder, mayhem 
or arson, by kindness. 

Let us assist and give encouragement to 
our brave law enforcement officers who 
face thrown bottles, Molotov cocktails, 
mayhem and murder for our protection 
instead of accusing them of “police bru- 
tality.” 

This legislation will not solve all of 
our riot problems, but it will help. It is 
unfortunate that the Attorney General 
of the United States is opposed to this 
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legislation. However, if this legislation 
can get the Attorney General to become 
interested in enforcing the law on vio- 
lence and mob rule, then it will perform 
a very useful service. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. CABELL]. 

Mr. CABELL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of H.R. 421, with a deep sense 
of urgency that this legislation pass. 

I introduced a similar bill in the 89th 
Congress and testified before the Com- 
mittee of the Judiciary in its behalf. I am 
proud to have reintroduced it in the 90th 
Congress and am happy that it is now 
before the House. 

I shall not use my allotted time but 
there are a few points that I would like 
to make and to refute some of the state- 
ments of its opponents. 

The specious argument that wording 
contained in the bill such as “encourage,” 
“promote,” “carry on,” and so forth, 
would be difficult of interpretation by the 
courts is completely without substance. 

This same wording is used in the Anti- 
racketeering Act dealing with unlawful 
business enterprises and I submit to you 
that if our erudite courts can define the 
meaning of these words in dealing with 
a business matter, they can certainly de- 
fine them as relating to subversive 
activities. 

May I further state that experience has 
shown that our higher courts have shown 
much more sympathy to the personal 
rights of the lawbreaker than they have 
to the rights of the law abiding. 

There are many valid reasons for in- 
citement to riot, loot, and murder to be 
of Federal concern, not the least of which 
is the fact that our Federal law enforce- 
ment agencies have better communica- 
tions than do our individual State 
agencies. 

They have their files, many of the cul- 
prits are already known to them, and 
they are not stopped by State lines in 
their pursuit of suspects. 

Accused persons, on apprehension, can 
be speedily tried and under a uniform 
code of punishment. This is impossible 
with State courts by virtue of the ne- 
cessity of time-consuming extradition 
processes. 

If, as some Members claim, there are 
no cases of incitement to date—to which 
statement I take violent exception, then 
no harm will have been done, but should 
such occur in the future, there will be 
the machinery already at hand with 
which action can be obtained. 

Mr. Chairman, let me close by answer- 
ing a statement made this afternoon by 
a colleague. He sneeringly said that were 
this law passed, there would never be a 
case submitted for prosecution. 

In answer to that, may I say that if 
there is a repetition of past activities in 
this field that are not prosecuted, then we 
should demand mass resignations in our 
Department of Justice. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. ROGERS]. 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Chair- 
man, I rise in support of this legislation. 

I have been somewhat surprised to 
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hear some of the arguments made this 
afternoon in regard to this legislation, 
saying that is what is going on in our 
Nation today is being equated—is being 
equated—with simple arguments over 
watermelons. I do not know how many 
people realize the seriousness with which 
the American people view what is hap- 
pening to America today, but any time 
any person crosses a State line with 
the intent to cause a riot or to commit 
an act of violence, he ought to be guilty 
of a Federal crime, and that is simply 
what this bill does. I do not care if he is 
crossing the line to incite a riot or to 
commit an act of violence over water- 
melons. Whatever the cause may be, if 
that is his intention—to cause harm and 
violence to others—he ought to be 
stopped from that action, and that is 
what this legislation would do. 

I would urge those who are making 
these types of arguments to recall what 
is happening in this land, and I would 
urge them to reconsider and support this 
legislation, as I am sure the vast major- 
ity of American people will. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 
Florida consumed 3 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. MCCULLOCH]. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield to the gentleman from Nebraska 
for a unanimous-consent request. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, 
I ask unanimous consent to revise and 
extend my remarks at this point in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Nebraska? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I 
hope the Committee will take prompt 
action on this legislation. A strong Anti- 
riot Act is urgently needed. I have spon- 
sored a dozen antiriot bills during this 
session of the Congress and this legisla- 
tion to make it a Federal crime to use the 
facilities of interstate commerce to pro- 
mote or incite riots is a part of my 
package of bills to meet the crime crisis. 

Mr. Chairman, I was one of the origi- 
nal cosponsors of this legislation, because 
we face the choice of anarchy or civiliza- 
tion. Law and order is the earmark of a 
civilized country. We must not step back- 
ward into the jungle. It is definitely up 
to the Congress to decide which choice 
we shall make. Federal antiriot legisla- 
tion can provide a very effective means 
for clipping the wings of the professional 
agitators who travel from State to State 
sowing the seeds of hatred and violence. 
The serious riots now taking place in so 
many American cities bear shocking wit- 
ness to the need for Federal leadership 
in the area of riot deterrents. In my 
opinion, the only issue here before us is 
that of law and order. 

Many great men have spoken out on 
the issue of liberty under law. Among 
those who have done so are many of our 
great Presidents. The Great Emanci- 
pator said the following: 

ABRAHAM LINCOLN, 1861-65 

Let every American, every lover of liberty, 

every well-wisher to his prosperity, swear by 
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the blood of the Revolution, never to violate 
in the least particular the laws of this 
country. 

Let every man remember that to violate 
the law is to trample on the blood of his 
father and to tear the character of his own 
and his children’s liberty. 

Let reverence for the laws be breathed by 
every American mother to the lisping babe 
that prattles in her lap. 

Let it be taught in schools, in seminaries, 
and in colleges; let it be written in primers, 
spelling books and in Almanacs; let it be 
preached from the pulpit, proclaimed in Leg- 
islative Halls, and enforced in Courts of 
Justice. 

And, in short, let it become the political 
religion of the nation; and let the old and 
young, rich and poor, the grave and gay, of 
all sexes, tongues and colors and conditions, 
sacrifice increasingly upon its altars. 


President Ulysses S. Grant had this to 
say: 

ULYSSES S. Grant, 1869-77 

All laws will be faithfully executed, 
whether they meet my approval or not, 

I shall on all subjects have a policy to 
recommend, but none to enforce against the 
will of the people. Laws are to govern all 
alike—those opposed as well as those who 
favor them. I know of no method to secure 
the repeal of bad or obnoxious laws so effec- 
tive as their stringent execution, 

It cannot be impressed too firmly in the 
hearts of all the people that true liberty and 
real progress can exist only through a cheer- 
ful adherence to Constitutional law. 


President Theodore Roosevelt, a stern 
but realistic administration, has this to 
say: 

THEODORE ROOSEVELT, 1901-09 

Of course I feel as I always have felt, that 
we should war with relentless efficiency not 
only against anarchists, but against all ac- 
tive and passive sympathizers with anarch- 
ists. Moreover, every scoundrel . . . who for 
whatever purpose appeals to evil human pas- 
sion, has made himself accessory before the 
fact to every crime of this nature, and every 
soft fool who extends a maudlin sympathy 
to criminals has done likewise. 

No man is above the law and no man is 
below it; nor do we ask any man’s permis- 
sion when we require him to obey it. 


President Herbert Hoover made this 
statement: 

HERBERT Hoover, 1929-33 

The most malign of all. . . dangers today, 
is disregard and disobedience of law. Crime 
is increasing, Confidence in rigid and speedy 
Justice is decreasing. I am not prepared to 
believe that this indicates any decay in the 
moral fiber of the American people. But a 
large responsibility rests directly upon our 
citizens. 

The duty of citizens to support the laws 
of the land is co-equal with the duty of their 
Government to enforce the laws which exist. 
Our whole system of self-government will 
crumble either if officials elect what laws 
they will enforce or citizens elect what laws 
they will support. The worst evil of disre- 
gard for some law is that it destroys re- 
spect for all law. 


Our late beloved President John F. 

Kennedy had this to say: 
JOHN F. KENNEDY, 1961-63 

Liberty without learning is always in 
peril; and learning without liberty is always 
in vain ... Any educated citizen who seeks 
to subvert the law, to suppress freedom, or to 
subject other human beings to acts which 
are less than human, degrades his heritage, 
ignores his learning, and betrays his obliga- 
tions. 
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Our nation is founded on the principle 
that observance of the law is the eternal 
safeguard of liberty . . . Even among law- 
abiding men, few laws are universally loved, 
but they are uniformly respected and not 
resisted. Americans are free to disagree with 
the law, but not to disobey it... 


These statements by these great men 
on the subject of law and order and its 
relationship to liberty impress me deeply. 
Let us heed their beliefs and the passage 
of this legislation in one way to join with 
them the strong positions they have 
enunciated for the guidance and protec- 
tion of our liberty under law. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield to the gentleman from Tennessee 
(Mr. KUYKENDALL] for a unanimous- 
consent request. 

Mr. KUYKENDALL. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of H.R. 421. I introduced 
a companion bill, H.R. 8683, because I 
believe Congress must take this step in 
doing something to bring under control 
the lawlessness which is now sweeping 
this Nation. 

There are those who say we should not 
legislate in this area because we cannot 
pass a bill which will totally solve the 
problem. Such a view is shortsighted. 
To fail to do something about a serious 
problem because we cannot do away with 
the problem completely, is to take a step 
backward and allow the criminal ele- 
ments in society to dictate to the law- 
abiding citizens. 

It is necessary for Congress to take 
this step to protect the majority of our 
people against those who embrace an- 
archy in an attempt to bring down all 
semblance of law and order. Only this 
past weekend we have witnesed armed 
insurrection in the State of New Jersey. 
From the news accounts we learned that 
the rioters were armed with automatic 
weapons even to submachine guns. Mr. 
Chairman, no one is so naive as to be- 
lieve that this violence was spontaneous. 

No reasonable person who is concerned 
with the maintenance of law and order 
will deny that most of the riots and vio- 
lent demonstrations of the last several 
years have been well planned, well or- 
ganized, and efficiently directed. The 
cities in which they took place, the time 
and the areas within the cities were care- 
fully pinpointed and announced well in 
advance by those who have made it a 
business to agitate violence, even while 
piously talking about nonviolence. 

Time and again, local authorities, as 
well as Congress itself, have been threat- 
ened with civil war, demonstrations, loot- 
ing, burning, and murder unless certain 
demands of self-appointed messiahs are 
met. Too often to be mere coincidence, 
violence and rioting did take place soon 
after the threat of violence was made. 

Check the record of last summer’s riots 
in Chicago. You will recall they were pre- 
dicted well in advance and they followed 
an almost perfect timetable. Remember 
the riots in Cleveland after the warnings 
were made that there would be violence 
and after organizers of demonstrations 
converged on the city. Follow the path of 
an instigator of riots who goes about the 
country shouting “burn, baby, burn,” 
and “kill, kill, kill.” In almost every in- 
stance in communities so stirred there 
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have been riots, burning, and looting. 
Witness Atlanta, Nashville, a number of 
cities and towns in Alabama, and com- 
munities in the Midwest. 

Mr. Chairman, the riots now taking 
place in America are planned and there 
is a hardcore leadership which is spread- 
ing this violence and directing it. It is 
this unseen group with which we deal in 
this legislation. 

This bill will not, in any way, outlaw 
legitimate dissent, nor peaceful picket- 
ing. It does not prevent lawful protests 
in the name of civil rights or any other 
cause, nor does it jeopardize labor’s right 
to strike or to picket. It does strike at the 
professional agitators who are going 
about this country in a determined effort 
to destroy it. 

We, as responsible legislators, have a 
responsibility to the decent, law-abiding, 
hard-working Americans to protect them 
against a conspiracy which is destroying 
our cities and bringing misery and death 
to innocent people of all races. Congress 
must pass legislation which will give new 
weapons to local law enforcement agen- 
cies in dealing with this problem. I may 
be overly optimistic, but I am even hope- 
ful that the enactment of this bill will 
encourage the Justice Department to ful- 
fill its responsibility of protecting the 
honest citizens of this country insteav 
of continually seeking reasons to excuse 
those who are tearing the country apart. 

This bill is a first step in making it 
possible for law enforcement agencies to 
move against those who are causing riots 
and violence and who hold in contempt 
the rights of all the people. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope this body will 
take this step and thus serve notice on 
the lawless that their activities will no 
longer be condoned. 

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, did 
the Chair recognize the fact that the 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. ROGERS] 
consumed only 3 minutes of his allotted 
5 minutes and yielded back the balance 
of his time? 

The CHAIRMAN. Yes. There were 2 
minutes in reserve. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Louisiana 
[Mr. WAGGONNER]. 

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, 
time, in 2 minutes, does not permit us 
to say very much about this particular 
proposal. This proposal should not be 
necessary because I believe sufficient au- 
thority already exists to handle such 
matters. The Department of Justice, 
however, refuses to act so this legisla- 
tion is needed. 

It has been amply documented here 
today that in every instance of riots 
there has been traffic in interstate com- 
merce to incite to riot. Outsiders have 
been involved. Communists have been in- 
volved. Surely no one doubts this. 

Let me say that I believe in the theory 
that most of us stay out of trouble with 
the law not so much because we love the 
Lord but because we are more afraid of 
hell. Restraint for fear of consequences 
serves a useful purpose in law enforce- 
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ment. This is the reason we have crim- 
inal penalties in law. These penalties 
provoke second thoughts. 

If we were to believe some of the state- 
ments here today about the problems of 
the ghettos in these cities where riots 
have occurred, we would be led to believe 
that rather than enact this legislation, 
the best interests of the Nation would 
be served if we would convert this pro- 
posal into a Federal aid to ghettos bill 
and furnish Federal money, taxpayer 
dollars, to rebuild these buildings de- 
stroyed by riots and resupply these stores 
with merchandise so that these rioters 
would have more buildings to burn and 
more stores to loot. Otherwise they are 
being discriminated against. This seems 
to be the attitude of some with regard 
to these people causing this violence. 
The usual charges of police brutality are 
still phony. We must support our police. 

A little earlier today it was denied that 
outsiders were involved in the instance 
of Newark, N.J.—and why only one ex- 
ample was used I do not know, because 
this Newark case is documented. 

There was traffic to incite to riot in 
interstate commerce. To be sure this bill 
will not solve all our problems. It is not 
as good or as bad as some have said, but 
with diligent enforcement it will help. 
It is a step in the right direction. Some- 
thing has to be done to curb the likes of 
Stokely Carmichael, Julius Hobson, 
Martin Luther King and many others. 
I believe the public demands it. Support 
this bill. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. DEVINE]. 

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my remarks 
at this point in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Chairman, without 
hesitation I rise in support of the Cramer 
antiriot bill, as an urgent and important 
tool needed to combat the lawlessness 
and designed conspiracy currently rav- 
aging our country. I am proud to be the 
author of one of the many resolutions, 
House Resolution 549, instrumental in fi- 
nally bringing this legislation before the 
Members of the House of Representa- 
tives. We all know how long it languished 
in the Judiciary Committee because of 
the apparent unwillingness of the chair- 
man, Mr. CELLER of New York, to bring 
it up. 

Unfortunately, Mr. Chairman, certain 
elements in this great Nation have used 
the term “civil rights” as a virtual license 
to loot. In fact, lawless, irresponsible 
groups brazenly, and in complete disre- 
gard of the rights of others, steal, de- 
stroy, kill, rape, ravage, injure, jeer, 
stone, burn, and desecrate—all under the 
guise of exerting their civil rights. The 
attitude seems to be to destroy life, limb 
and property of others, because others 
will not just hand them what they have. 

This is a nation of laws, not of men, 
and the series of lawless, conspiratorial 
acts, all over the Nation, solve absolutely 
nothing and result only in chaos, resent- 
ment, and certainly lessen, rather than 
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enhance any idea of understanding and 
cooperation between the various seg- 
ments of our society. 

This legislation will undoubtedly pass, 
reflecting the feelings of the overwhelm- 
ing majority of Americans. It should 
serve as a sobering symbol for responsi- 
ble reflection by respected minority 
leaders. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Okla- 
homa [Mr. EDMONDSON]. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. EDMONDSON. I am glad to yield 
to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of H.R. 421. Now that we are 
considering this legislation, which is de- 
signed to help curb riots across this land, 
let us look at the score. 

Since April, a total of 19 cities have 
been hit by outbreaks. From Omaha, Des 
Moines, and Waterloo, to Boston and 
Buffalo; from Chicago and Cincinnati to 
Houston and Atlanta; from Newark to 
Tampa; all across the Nation a small 


handful of rabble rousers, murderers, . 


and misfits have taken lives, maimed the 
innocent, put legitimate businessmen out 
of business, and caused untold millions 
of dollars of property damage. 

In a United Press International article 
appearing in the July 18 issue of the 
Washington Post, 29 persons were listed 
as killed and over 236 wounded as a di- 
rect result of these riots. The number 
wounded is much greater, but we will 
never know the exact score. 

As the House Judiciary Committee 
pointed out in its report on H.R. 421, this 
bill does not supplant State jurisdiction 
in this area, but is to supplement local 
law enforcement. Wisely, the committee 
also states that the most effective means 
of riot control rest with State and local 
police. This bill does, however, assure 
that the “professional troublemaker” 
who comes into an area and causes a riot 
will feel the full brunt of Federal inves- 
tigation and prosecution. This should be 
of invaluable assistance to local author- 
ities in keeping the peace and protecting 
the public safety. 

Mayor George S. Hetfield, of Plain- 
field, N.J., openly charged that the riot- 
ing in his town was the work of organized 
professionals. Longtime residents of the 
West End in Plainfield said they had 
never seen some of the rioters. 

I urge the passage of this legislation. It 
not only will give law enforcement offi- 
cials some much needed authority to deal 
effectively with the ones causing these 
outbreaks, the bill will place this Con- 
gress squarely against such lawbreaking. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
support this bill to make it a Federal 
offense to travel in interstate commerce 
with the intent to incite a riot or other 
violent civil disturbance. 

This is a matter of national concern on 
which I have personally introduced a bill, 
H.R. 10830, and I believe the House will 
be acting to meet a very urgent need 
with the passage of the bill before us. 

While there is no question that local 
and State authorities have primary re- 
sponsibility for maintenance of law and 
order in the cities and communities of the 
country, neither can it be seriously ques- 
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tioned that we face a serious and grow- 
ing problem in this field, and that prob- 
lem is national in scope. 

I Armly believe it is also a fact that a 
relatively small number of individuals, 
some identified with the Communist 
Party and some with other subversive 
groups, have been traveling about the 
country for some time in a continuing 
effort to undermine and destroy local au- 
thority and create disorder and anarchy 
wherever possible. 

The problem presented by these crimi- 
nal activities is one beyond the reach of 
local and even State law enforcement in 
many cases, and the challenge and dan- 
ger to National Government should be 
apparent. 

I believe the passage of this bill will 
have an immediate effect in reducing the 
unlawful activities of the individuals who 
have been instrumental in causing some 
of the terrible riots and disturbances of 
recent months. 

I am convinced it will also provide the 
means of bringing some of these law vio- 
lators to justice. 

On the other hand, it should be recog- 
nized that passage of this bill, in and 
of itself, will not halt all riots or. civil 
disturbances in our country. 

Other measures, both in constructive 
programs to eliminate the causes of dis- 
tress and irritation and to promote better 
community relations among the people 
in our cities, will be needed. 

I have supported such constructive 
measures in the past and will continue 
to do so in the future. All Americans 
must recognize and meet their individual 
responsibilities in this matter. 

I hope and trust the bill we pass today 
will help to restore peace and good order 
to the streets of our Nation, and help 
assure a stronger America for future 
generations. 

Following those remarks, Mr. Chair- 
man, I should like to respond briefly to 
the very thoughtful remarks of the dis- 
tinguished chairman of the Judiciary 
Committee, a gentleman for whom I 
have had the very highest regard for 
many, many years. I do not in any way 
disagree with his statement that most of 
these riots that have occurred in this 
country are cases of internal combustion. 

I believe the testimony of Mr. Hoover, 
who has headed up the FBI for a long 
time, supports that premise, in the testi- 
mony that was given to our own Appro- 
priations Committee early this year, 
which appears on pages 618 and 619 of 
the hearings before the Appropriations 
Subcommittee, which deals with the De- 
partment of Justice. I believe the Hoover 
testimony supports that position. 

But, Mr. Chairman, I hope every Mem- 
ber will have the opportunity to read 
that testimony, because the Director of 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation, Mr. 
Hoover, testified before a House subcom- 
mittee that there is no doubt about the 
fact that Communists and other sub- 
versives have figured in some of these 
riots, that they have exploited and ag- 
gravated them, and that they have hada 
role in many of them. 

Mr. Chairman, for us to say that 
we are not going to do something about 
this problem, because it is primarily a 
matter of internal combustion in a num- 
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ber of instances, is a lot like saying that 
we are not going to do anything about 
someone who runs all over the country- 
side throwing matches into haystacks 
and other flammable material, because 
you could have internal combustion in 
that situation. This bill is designed to 
take care of the match throwers. It is 
designed to take care of the man who 
willfully or criminally endeavors to cause 
these riots, and who endeavors to bring 
about the breakdown of law and order in 
our country. 

That is what this bill is designed to 
deal with. This bill will not end riots. 
It will not end civil disturbances, but it 
will certainly provide a tool with which 
to stop the activities of some of the ele- 
ments in our country who have been 
exploiting a dangerous situation which 
exists in our country and who have been 
doing their best to break down our sys- 
tem of government and respect for law 
and order across this country. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope the bill will be 
passed overwhelmingly by this House of 
Representatives. 

Mr. McCULLOCH, Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. RAILSBACK]. 

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. RAILSBACK. I yield to the dis- 
tinguished gentleman from Louisiana. 

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of this legislation. 

Mr. Chairman, this morning and 
prior to consideration of the bill now 
before the House, the so-called antiriot 
bill, I read to the Members a letter from 
the editor of Time magazine which was 
self-explanatory. I did this for a partic- 
ular purpose, in order that it may be a 
prelude to discussing the entire subject 
matter, which is of course, the first 
amendment, and which is under consid- 
eration as a major factor in the debate 
of the bill now before us. 

It will be recalled that some months 
ago I was quoted out of context as hav- 
ing said: 

Let’s forget the First Amendment. 


This was initiated by sloppy and er- 
roneous reporting on the part of a New 
York Times reporter. As a result of that 
erroneous story, some of the most re- 
spected and highly recognized news- 
papers in the country attacked me by 
basing editorials on the assumption that 
I had been quoted correctly. These news- 
papers, as far as I know and the ones 
brought to my attention were: The San 
Francisco Chronicle, the Detroit Free 
Press, the Chicago Daily News, the Cleve- 
land Plain Dealer, the Wall Street Jour- 
nal, and Time magazine. 

Recognizing and understanding the 
error into which these newspapers could 
have fallen innocently by failing to do 
their homework, and disregarding the 
followthrough or checkout on the au- 
thenticity of a statement attributed to 
an individual, I wrote each newspaper I 
have mentioned—not.a letter to the edi- 
tor per se—and specifically said that the 
letter addressed to them was not a letter 
for publication as the usual letters to the 
editor are. I enclosed in each one of 
them the entire Recorp and asked them 
to read it and to lay it alongside of the 
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editorials which they had published, and 
to let me have their reaction. 

In other words, I wanted to give these 
people—for whom I have the highest re- 
gard and respect—an opportunity to 
voluntarily correct a wrong statement 
and to admit their error, and honest 
newspapermen do admit errors, if they 
are honest. Only for that reason did I 
write the letters. 

Three of the editors replied—those of 
the Chicago Daily News, Wall Street 
Journal, and Detroit Free Press. Not one 
of the editors agreed that I had been 
quoted out of context. So in order to 
keep the record straight, I will insert 
their replies here: 


Cuicaco Darry News, 
Chicago, Ill., May 22, 1967. 
Representative F. EDWARD HÉBERT, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE HÉBERT: Thank you 
so much for commenting on our editorial of 
May 10, 1967. 

I could not imagine a context in which the 
suggestion that the First Amendment be for- 
gotten would not merit criticism. After read- 
ing the context you supplied, I still cannot. 
But I do thank you for presenting your views. 
They are always welcome here and, of course, 
our Letters to the Editor column is always 
open. 

Sincerely yours, 

PAUL GREENBERG, 
Editorial Writer. 
DETROIT FREE PRESS, 
Detroit, Mich., May 16, 1967. 
Hon, F. EDWARD HÉBERT, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Hésert: In Mr. Knight's absence, 
I am acknowledging your letter of May 12. 

Thank you for your consideration in send- 
ing the Congressional Record appendix for 
May 9, containing your remarks and the com- 
mittee hearings transcript. 

I cannot speak for Mr. Block, but after 
reading the material I can say for the Free 
Press that while we have no questions of your 
own devotion to the Constitution, your dero- 
gation of the Supreme Court in connection 
with your statement about the First Amend- 
ment does not persuade us that you were 
quoted out of context. It seems, rather, that 
you blew your cool momentarily. 

Sincerely yours, 
MARK ETHRIDGE, Jr., 
Editorial Director. 
THE WALL STREET JOURNAL, 
New York, N.Y., May 23, 1967. 
Hon. F. EDWARD HÉBERT, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Me. Hésert: I thank you very much 
for your letter and the enclosed transcript 
of your remarks as published in the Con- 
gressional Record, Although the speech is 
rather long and involved, I have read it very 
carefully. I agree with some of the things 
you said, but I find nothing that significantly 
alters the views expressed in the editorial. 
Thank you again for writing to me. 

Sincerely yours, 
VERMONT ROYSTER, 
Editor and Vice President. 


The San Francisco Chronicle and the 
Cleveland Plain Dealer did not even give 
the courtesy of a reply. The truth obvi- 
ously does not mean much to them in 
their editorials. 

Time magazine did reply and did admit 
the error. This, I think, was a very com- 
mendable thing to do. I was very much 
impressed by the letter which was sent 
to,me apologizing and admitting error. 
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I hoped when I received this letter that 

I would read a correction in Time maga- 

zine. I waited for several weeks, and not 

having received the correction, I sent the 

following letter to the editor of Time: 
JUNE 16, 1967. 

Mr. HEDLEY DONOVAN, 

Editor-in-Chief, 

Time Magazine, 

New York, N.Y. 

Dear Mr. Donovan: Let me say to you that 
I deeply appreciate your most gracious letter 
of June Ist. It was most generous of you to 
apologize but it was not an apology I was 
seeking but a correction, which I am sure 
you can understand. 

I have waited for the last two issues of 
Time and if there has been any correction 
made it has escaped the attention of my 
staff and myself. I, therefore, would appre- 
ciate it very much if a correction is made so 
the readers of the original story about me 
will have the facts. 

Most sincerely yours, 
F. EDWARD HEBERT. 


After I protested, Time conducted an 
exhaustive study of the transcript of the 
hearing. Several days later I received a 
long-distance call from Time in New 
York, and a young lady who identified 
herself as Miss Virginia Adams, in charge 
of letters to the editor of Time, informed 
me that my letter had been received and 
that Time would be very pleased to pub- 
lish any letter I wrote stating my side of 
the case. 

Well, obviously, I had no side of the 
case to state—I had stated my side in the 
Recorp, and Time had apologized for its 
error. All I was interested in was a pub- 
lic correction, so I asked Miss Adams 
what Time would do if I wrote such a 
letter stating my case. She said that 
Time would say nothing, that was its 
policy. I said that she wanted me to 
write a self-serving statement, and Time 
would not admit an error. She said the 
fact that Time did not comment on it 
was an indication that my side was prob- 
ably correct. These were not her exact 
words, and I do not want to misquote her, 
but certainly that was the temper of the 
conversation. She suggested that I send 
a telegram so it would get in that week’s 
issue of Time. I told her that time was 
not of the essence and that I would think 
it over. Miss Adams informed me that 
letters to the editor of Time should be 
two paragraphs long. 

I thought the matter over and I tried to 
comply with the suggestion of the young 
lady speaking for Time. So I wrote an- 
other letter—two paragraphs—as per the 
following letter: 

JUNE 21, 1967. 
EDITOR, TIME MAGAZINE, 
New York, N.Y. 

Dear Str: I desire to publicly acknowledge 
and express my gratitude to Time magazine 
and its Editor-in-Chief, Mr. Hedley Donovan, 
for their prompt and responsive reply to my 
letter of May 12, 1967. The letter which fol- 
lows speaks for itself: 

“Dear Mr. HÉBERT: The story in Time con- 
taining the quotation ascribed to you, Let's 
forget the First Amendment,’ was in no way 
intended, as you imply, to be a ‘slant’ on the 
news. However, as we now realize from scan- 
ning the full testimony, Time did take your 
remark out of context and for that we 
apologize. Our only defense is that the Con- 
gressional Record was not available to us 
at the time that the story was written.” 

Sincerely yours, 
F. EDWARD HEBERT. 
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I then received a long-distance call in 
New Orleans—again from Time maga- 
zine—with Miss Virginia Adams as its 
spokesman, who told me she could not 
publish the letter. I asked why she could 
not publish it since I had done what she 
told me to do. She said that Time was 
not publishing its own letters, to which 
I answered that it was a part of my letter. 
Continued conversation would have ac- 
complished nothing because Miss Adams 
was not responsible for the policy. She 
again said that if I wrote a letter, Time 
was happy to publish it. But I refused to 
write another letter stating that I was an 
honest man or something like that, with 
the indication being that I was not. 

I was left in a quandary as to why Time 
would not publicly admit the error, which 
it had admitted privately. I assured Miss 
Adams that I would use my own resources 
to get this letter to the public since Time 
would not do so. And that is the reason 
why I read the letter this morning. 

However, I did it for another reason. 
That is to bring this whole matter to a 
climax, and that is why I am explaining 
now the series and the situations behind 
the letter. 

I recognize that the papers that have 
so quoted me out of context and are so 
adamant in defense of their untenable 
position of misleading and refusing to 
admit the truth, would not print a letter 
to the editor. To begin with, my letter, 
to be detailed and effective, must be of 
some length, and I also recognize the 
limitations of an editorial page where 
these letters are published. 

So, in lieu thereof, and in order to get 
the permanent Recorp straight, I am 
here including an open letter to the edi- 
tors of the newspapers who have refused 
to admit the truth and who have insisted 
on misrepresentation. This open letter is 
as good for one editor as another since 
they are all guilty of the same offense— 
that of misrepresentation, quoting out of 
context, and refusing to admit error. The 
open letter follows: 

Dear Sm: I regret very much that after 
having had the privilege of reading the 
Record and the accurate report of the col- 
loquy between Fred Vinson, Jr., Assistant 
Attorney General of the United States, and 
myself, you still refuse to acknowledge that 
I was quoted out of context in your edi- 
torial of * * +, 

In view of your position, I am compelled 
to ask that you publish this letter and 
my side of the controversy so that your 
subscribers may make up their own minds. 
Although you disagree with me, I am sure 
in fairness you will admit that I should 
have the privilege of presenting my side 
of the controversy. Therefore, I ask you to 
give me the courtesy of the First Amend- 
ment, freedom of expression, to which we 
both adhere. 

Now for the facts and the record. Your edi- 
torial was based on the premise that I said, 
in effect, Let's abolish the First Amend- 
ment—let’s forget about it entirely.” This was 
a judgment of one sentence entirely out of 
context. I was asking Mr. Vinson why peo- 
ple who urge violation of the draft law were 
not more actively prosecuted. 

Colloquy with other members leading up 
to my discussion had turned on the ques- 
tion of why certain cases where people had 
openly advocated violation of the law were 
not prosecuted and Mr. Vinson had taken 
the position that a general statement made 
to a large audience was protected speech.” 
That is, no attempt at prosecution was 
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made because the Justice Department de- 
cided the courts would find the act came 
under the protection of the First Amend- 
ment. I, along with other members of the 
committee, was trying to make the point 
that the Justice Department was making 
@ judicial decision and that was not its 
job; it is the job of the Department of 
Justice to prosecute the law as enacted by 
Congress and it is up to a jury and to the 
courts to determine if the person is guilty 
and the law is constitutional. 

In the rush of spontaneous discussion in 
& busy Committee hearing, one’s words are 
perhaps not always as precise as one would 
prefer but the point of the whole discus- 
sion is clear to somebody who reads the en- 
tire record and as a former newspaper man, 
I know it was clear to a capable, objective 
reporter. 

I noted that the law forbidding obstruc- 
tion of the draft is applicable only in time of 
war. Therefore, I propose amending the law 
to make it apply also in time of “armed con- 
flict.” The applicable section of law is Sec- 
tion 2888 of Title 18, United States Code 
which reads as follows: 

“Activities affecting armed forces during 
war: (a) Whoever when the United States 
is at war wilfully makes or conveys false re- 
ports or false statements with intent to inter- 
fere with the operation or success of the mil- 
itary-naval forces of the United States or to 
promote the success of its enemies, or 
whoever when the United States is at 
war wilfully causes or attempts to cause in- 
subordination, disloyalty, mutiny, or refusal 
of duty in the military or naval forces of the 
United States, or wilfully obstructs the re- 
cruiting or enlistment service of the United 
States to the injury of the service or the 
United States, or attempts to do so, shall 
be fined not more than $10,000 or imprisoned 
not more than 20 years, or both.” 

For the purpose of inviting Mr. Vinson to 
discuss the proposed change in the law, I 
suggested “Let’s forget the First Amend- 
ment.“ 

Now in order to clarify even further and 
let everyone judge for himself, I will quote 
the exact words from the raw record of the 
hearing which led to my statement. My open- 
ing remarks to Mr. Vinson are found on Page 
893 of the raw record, lines 13-20 (in the 
printed hearings, it is page 2504 as Com- 
mittee hearings are numbered consecutively). 
I quote: 

In the very opening may I say I want to 
make a very distinct distinction between the 
right to speak and the acts of disloyalty or 
treason or sedition, I will stand in the fore- 
front to defend any man a right to dissent, 
but in this right to dissent, I am afraid we 
are going into an area of what is certainly 
treason and sedition as being exhibited on 
public platforms throughout the country to- 
day and on the university campuses of our 
nation.” 

Now I would like to quote the colloquy 
which included my sentence on the First 
Amendment. I was questioning Mr. Vinson 
as to whether we could make Title 18 appli- 
cable to the present situation by adding the 
words “armed conflict.” On page 897, lines 
7-25, and page 898, lines 1-24 (page 2506- 
2507 in the printed hearings), I quote: 

Mr. HÉBERT. That is what I am trying to 
get at. Of course now the refuge there is 
when the United States is at war. Technically 
and when there is no desire to prosecute these 
individuals, technically the lawyer and the 
law can stand behind that technicality, and 
I am damned sick and tired of technicalities 
when we have treason in this country and 
sedition. 

“What I am trying to find out is this: If 
that is the prohibition, because it says, at 
war”, and the technicality is we are not at 
war, wouldn’t it suffice to say “are engaged 
in armed conflict”? Three little words. Or “in 
armed conflict“? Wouldn’t that bring these 
individuals to the bar of justice? 
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“Mr. Vinson. Well, my previous statement 
was keyed to the First Amendment. 

“Mr. HÉBERT. The First Amendment as Jus- 
tice Holmes said. 

“Mr. Vinson. The First Amendment I 
stated wasn’t really relevant, as to the First 
Amendment, whether you are in war or not 
in war. I was not referring to this statute. 

“Mr. HÉBERT. Let's forget the First Amend- 
ment, I know that will be the refuge of the 
Supreme Court, I recognize that. But at least 
the effort can be made and the demonstra- 
tion given to the American people certainly 
that the Department of Justice, and most 
assuredly the Congress, is determined to 
eliminate this rat-infested area in this coun- 
try. But if we are going to stand idly by and 
merely say we can’t do it and all of a sudden 
go back to the First Amendment, as Justice 
Holmes so well said you can’t cry fire in a 
theater, free speech ends there. 

“This begging the question of the First 
Amendment continuously rather upsets me 
a little bit, and upsets not only me but mil- 
lions of American people. They want to know 
a very simple answer, why can the Car- 
michaels and why can the Kings, and other 
individuals of that ilk stand before the 
American people and institute riot, incite 
defiance of the law, while the Justice Depart- 
ment stands idly by and the Congress takes 
no action to strengthen that law? 

“Now, all we can do is strengthen the law. 
We can't enforce it. That is not our jurisdic- 
tion or our problem. But we can give you 
the weapons to use. 

“Now the law says this, It is clear and dis- 
tinct, ‘at war.’ If there is a technicality there, 
why can’t we say ‘or engaged in armed con- 
flict’? And may I ask you, Mr. Vinson, under 
that law couldn’t you prosecute these in- 
dividuals? 

“Mr. Vinson. I am unfamiliar with this 
particular statute, Mr. Congressman.” 

That is the context in which I said “Let’s 
torget the First Amendment.” I wanted to 
discuss the laws which are on the statute 
books pertaining to interference with the op- 
eration of our armed forces. 

I realize this letter is long but it is neces- 
sary for me to adequately explain how I was 
quoted out of context. My long record as a 
congressman and before that as a newspaper 
editor will show that I have consistently been 
a fighter for the freedoms guaranteed by the 
First Amendment: freedom of religion, free- 
dom of speech, freedom of the press, the 
Tight to peacefully assemble, and the right 
of petition. You can appreciate how an old 
newspaper man feels at the unjust charge of 
turning against such a record, I trust you 
will not deny me the right to express myself 
to your readers. 

Sincerely yours, 
F. EDWARD HÉBERT, 


Let me make it crystal clear that it is 
important that this be brought to the 
attention of the House because of the 
very nature of the so-called antiriot bill. 
Personally, I will vote for the bill. I sup- 
port the bill, but I do so with the full 
knowledge that it will never be enforced 
and no attempt to enforce it will be made 
by the Department of Justice. The De- 
partment of Justice is hellbent on not 
prosecuting in this area. It has said so 
before the Armed Services Committee 
where it was originally up on other mat- 
ters. It has opposed this particular bill. 

I am personally convinced that if this 
body adopted the Ten Commandments 
and asked the Department of Justice to 
enforce them, it would say that it could 
not because each of the Ten Command- 
ments violates the first amendment of 
the Constitution of the United States, 
which guarantees freedom of speech and 
expression. It is just as simple as that. 
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The Department of Justice, instead of 
considering violation of the law, is try- 
ing to explain some socialistic reform 
that would take the place of violations 
or prevent violations. 

This is a sad day. I recognize the fact 
that we have to pass this bill; I recognize 
the fact that we have to do it because we 
must discharge our responsibility. But 
while we discharge our responsibility, 
the Department of Justice is not going to 
discharge its responsibility. 

So, this is the record. It is clear; it is 
written. 

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RAILSBACK. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from New York. 

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to H.R. 421. 

The purpose of this legislation, as 
stated in the committee report, is “to 
penalize interstate travel or the use of 
interstate facilities to incite, organize, or 
promote a riot.” This bill rests on the 
erroneous assumptions that riots are 
primarily the product of “interstate” 
agitators and that by punishing those 
agitators rioting will end. The facts of 
American life do not support these 
assumptions. Agitation and riots are not 
the product of individuals but the result 
of an environment of alienation and dis- 
content that thrives in an atmosphere of 
racial discord. 

We cannot move this Nation forward, 
or even survive, if our legislative efforts 
are directed at the manifestations of 
frustration rather than at the causes of 
that frustration. Nor, of course, can we 
move forward when some of our citizens 
misuse their constitutional rights by re- 
sorting to violence even in furtherance 
of a just cause. 

A recent study undertaken by the 
Lemberg Center at Brandeis University 
indicates that a large percentage of 
white people consider outside agitators 
as the principal cause of riots, whereas 
Negroes attribute the outbreaks to a lack 
of job opportunities, poor housing, and 
low quality schools. Strong Negro dis- 
satisfaction is closely tied to the belief 
that municipal officials have done little 
to meet these problems. This discontent 
is an important element in determining 
the riot potential of a city. By enacting 
this so-called antiriot legislation, then, 
do we not divert and excuse ourselves 
from dealing with the real causes of 
antisocial behavior? 

Notwithstanding this bill, violence will 
grow unless the urban poor are brought 
into the mainstream of society through 
massive aid programs. Notwithstanding 
this bill, intolerable slums will continue 
to be the breeding grounds for violence. 
We all, Iam sure, want to eliminate riots. 
But the question how we can best ac- 
complish this goal will remain long after 
we conclude the debate on H.R. 421. 

The President’s Commission on Law 
Enforcement and Administration of Jus- 
tice, in its recent task force report, con- 
cluded that the outbreak of riots are 
“unplanned, undisciplined, unled, and 
incoherent.” The Commission found no 
evidence that outside troublemakers 
were implicated in recent urban riots. 
Attorney General Ramsey Clark, in com- 
menting on the Newark riots, stated that 
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there was no evidence of involvement of 
out-of-State inciters. 

Perhaps we should pause and consider 
the comments of the rioters themselves. 
By listening to their pleas, we begin to 
understand that only by eliminating 
grievance can we eliminate riots. One 
participant in the Buffalo riots said: 

We want some money in our pockets... 
we want some clothes... we want some 
jobs. 

A Watts rioter tells us: 

I tried for weeks to get a job, but Whitey 
(white society) won’t give me a job. 


Unfortunately, as Bayard Rustin tells 
us, Negro youths have learned the lesson 
of Watts: 

For years we told em peacefully what we 
needed. But the war on poverty didn’t come 
and nobody came. After our manifesto, the 
governor, the mayor, Dr. King, you and 

came. After they had burned, the 
mayor came; after they had pillaged, their 
complaints received attention; after they 
had looted, everyone said something had to 
be done. 


The lesson of Watts has been repeated 
in cities throughout the United States. 
After the Chicago riots, sprinklers and 
swimming pools were finally purchased 
by the city for youths in the Negro 
ghetto. After the Buffalo riots, city offi- 
cials and business leaders attempted to 
find summer jobs for Negro youths. 
After the Cincinnati riots, a large recrea- 
tional area was planned in the heart of 
the Negro district. 

Those who are unwilling to recognize 
the severity of the Negro’s plight are, 
tragically enough, jolted into action only 
after demonstrations of violence. Only a 
few days ago, we witnessed the agonizing 
upheavals in Newark—black America 
once again confronted white America 
with its long list of accumulated griev- 
ances. 

Clearly we cannot excuse and must 
punish those who injure innocent by- 
standers and murder law enforcement 
officials—but experience shows that only 
a small number of those who participate 
in riots are criminally inspired. Rioters 
are, for the most part, the jobless, the 
poor, the uneducated, those who have no 
constructive outlets for their energy. If 
Federal, State, and local officials fail to 
provide better housing, jobs, and schools, 
the disadvantaged will become convinced 
that force is the only instrument for 
solving their problems. 

One major ingredient of violence, then, 
is the belief that grievances peacefully 
presented will be ignored. Another com- 
ponent of riots is pent-up hostility which 
erupts spontaneously—a collective, pur- 
poseless escape from the boredom and 
bitterness of the ghetto surroundings. 
Such explosions do not depend on “out- 
side” agitation. 

Understanding that riots are caused 
by internal rather than external forces 
is reason enough for rejecting this legis- 
lation. But there are other equally valid 
objections. 

There is no need for a Federal law on 
this subject. To insure against civil dis- 
order, State and local governments have 
enacted laws to penalize those who resort 
to violence—laws which, if the States 
choose, can be strengthened. Should ex- 
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isting State penalties prove inadequate 
they can be increased. 

Furthermore, if this bill becomes law, 
it will, in my judgment, be impossible to 
enforce. Assistant Attorney General 
John Doar, in testimony before the Judi- 
ciary Committee last year, stated that 
under this legislation the Federal Gov- 
ernment would have to prove that the 
accused intended to incite a riot at the 
time he crossed a State line—a most dif- 
ficult legal task. 

And there is always the danger that, 
if circumstances coincide, an innocent 
person exercising his constitutionally 
protected right of speech would be en- 
trapped by this law. For example, those 
charged with enforcing this law might 
arrest a militant labor or civil rights 
leader who, having just crossed a State 
line, appears near a riot area. Legitimate 
free speech would be suppressed if law 
enforcement officials mistake proximity 
to a riot area for intent to incite a riot. 

And, because of its vague language— 
penalizing the use of interstate travel or 
interstate facilities to “incite, organize, 
promote, encourage, or carry on a riot“ 
the bill would probably be ruled uncon- 
stitutional. In the area of speech, it is 
particularly important to use precise 
language. If a law is vague, we who must 
obey it and those who must enforce it 
cannot determine when legal behavior 
becomes illegal. 

The courts guard very carefully 
against legislation designed to limit the 
expression of minority groups. Speech 
protected by the first amendment in- 
cludes speech intended to stir the disad- 
vantaged into an awareness of their 
rights. Such speech does not lose its pro- 
tection merely because it is effective and 
may result in unrest. 

All of us would like to see an end to 
the frightening wave of riots that has 
swept across the country. But, enacting 
a Federal law that imposes additional 
and vague restrictions on free speech 
will not put an end to riots—it will no 
more prevent the outbreak of riots than 
will the construction of fallout shelters 
prevent an atomic war or the enactment 
of the flag bill end the dissent of those 
disenchanted by our foreign policy. 

To reduce the riot potential of a city, 
we need to insure that the disadvantaged 
has a stake in his community and a stake 
in maintaining public order. This was 
clearly the challenge of Watts in 1964; 
this is clearly the challenge of Newark 
in 1967. 

Mr. RAILSBACK. Mr. Chairman, I 
came here today to support this legisla- 
tion so that we could help out some other 
areas of this country where we have seen 
street riots. 

Mr. Chairman, this year, to the best 
of my knowledge, we had not had any 
riots in downstate Illinois; that is, until 
today. 

However, Mr. Chairman, I just read 
that in Cairo, III., we had a riot with 
Molotov cocktails being thrown, and the 
National Guard being ordered out to par- 
ticipate in the preservation of law and 
order. 

The same thing happened over in Wa- 
terloo, Iowa. 

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that the 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. Cramer], 
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our distinguished colleague, deserves a 
great deal of commendation for the ap- 
proach which he has made with respect 
to this legislation. 

And, Mr. Chairman, it is my sincere 
belief that this legislation is in no way 
directed at the many, many, fine civil 
rights leaders, who have so conscien- 
tiously and with dignity pursued thé 
cause of civil rights. Rather, it is directed 
at that small minority of people who 
would incite riots and this includes the 
George Lincoln Rockwells, it includes 
some members of the Ku Klux Klan, as 
well as some very vocal-minded members 
of some civil rights causes, members who 
are the real agitators. 

Mr. JOELSON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. RAILSBACK. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from New Jersey. 

Mr. JOELSON. Mr. Chairman, may I 
ask the gentleman, if the Governor of 
the State of Alabama, George Wallace, 
were to address a meeting at the time of 
a riot, deliver a speech on white suprem- 
acy, would he be guilty of a crime under 
this act, if adopted? 

Mr. RAILSBACK. If George Wallace 
did what? 

Mr. JOELSON. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield further; no, if 
George Wallace were to go to Newark at 
the time a riot occurred and made a 
speech in support of white supremacy, 
would he be charged with creating a riot? 

Mr. RAILSBACK. I would assume that 
if George Wallace went to Newark and 
made some of the statements that have 
been made by people like Stokely Car- 
michael and George Lincoln Rockwell 
and some of the people with the Ku Klux 
Klan where they are purposely trying to 
incite a riot, yes, he would be guilty. 

Mr. JOELSON. I thank the gentleman. 

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RAILSBACK. I yield to the gen- 
tleman. 

Mr. McCLORY. It would have to be an 
overt act, there would have to be some- 
thing done in performance of the riot in 
oer to be guilty; words and action, 

Mr. RAILSBACK. It would have to be 
like any other criminal act, with the in- 
tent and with the purpose to incite a riot. 
And I feel very strongly that despite the 
fact that this is not going to be a pana- 
cea, and we are not trying to fool our- 
selves that it is, it is going to be a help. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield the gentleman from Illinois 1 addi- 
tional minute. 

Mr. RAILSBACK. I thank the gentle- 
man for yielding the additional time. 

As I say, Mr. Chairman, even if we are 
only able to prosecute maybe three or 
four people in this country, we will be 
accomplishing something. 

People say this is unenforceable, but 
how many statements can we think of 
that have been published in the news- 
papers made by some of these leaders 
where they actually have come out and 
indicated that there should be a riot? 
These are the people with whom we are 
concerned with this legislation. 
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Mr. Chairman, I hope very sincerely 
that this bill passes, and passes with a 
unanimous vote. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from California [Mr. Haw- 
KINS]. 

Mr. HAWKINS. Mr. Chairman, H.R. 
421 has been widely publicized as an 
antiriot bill. Not only is this a misnomer 
but emphasis on this type of repressive 
legislation can divert attention from the 
basic causes of civil disorders in our cities 
and place the blame on the wrong people. 
Significantly, those who speak loudest 
with tears in their eyes in support of this 
bill are also those who vote against equal 
rights, antipoverty programs, decent 
housing, and better schools. 

Almost universally our cities are fail- 
ing to adequately respond to the needs 
of their inner-city inhabitants, most of 
whom are poverty stricken, and minority 
people, whose sufferings should not be 
further compounded with legal entangle- 
ments. 

In addition, the denial of self-govern- 
ment, an essential means of correcting 
evils, is widely evidenced in devious ways 
of disfranchisement, gerrymandering, 
and political exploitation. Respect for 
authority fails where people are denied 
democratic expression and equal rights 
coupled with responsibilities. 

The victims of poverty and social in- 
justice should not be expected to always 
act in a nice, orderly, and conventional 
manner. Actually their behavior is often 
irrational and self-defeating. But if riot- 
ing or violence becomes their only way 
to get attention, then we must expect 
this until adequate steps are taken to 
remove the fundamental causes of their 
frustration. 

For months this Congress has been 
debating the most simple type of amend- 
ments to the Civil Rights and the Eco- 
nomic Opportunities Acts. Cutbacks have 
been made in the already inadequate 
antipoverty programs and for educa- 
tional purposes. Congress has rejected 
rent supplements and voted to turn Fed- 
eral dollars over to antiquated State and 
local agencies to continue outmoded and 
often ineffectual programs. 

Despite glowing promises, the poor 
are not being fully involved in making 
decisions about themselves nor in the 
programs that affect them. Actually this 
Congress is moving in the opposite direc- 
tion to give State and local officials more 
control over the lives of the people of 
their communities and in a way to per- 
petuate age-old inequalities of the status 

uo. 
8 In the meantime, to youths whose un- 
employment rate exceeds 30 percent, we 
annually provide poorly planned summer 
programs, and for adult heads of fami- 
lies, we offer menial jobs with low pay 
and no future. 

The time has now come when we can 
no longer deal with disorders and ten- 
sions in race relations on a piecemeal 
basis. Instead of constantly reacting to 
each crisis as it develops, the national 
interest demands that we act decisively 
and affirmatively to provide better jobs, 
better communities, and better schools 
on a crash basis to those still in need 
of these opportunities. If those who pro- 
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fess concern about disorders give us 
their votes, this Congress could do these 
things. 

Responsible leaders, both white and 
Negro, can be mobilized into effective 
groups for sound community develop- 
ment and improved community-police re- 
lations if properly encouraged and sup- 
ported. The grassroots, now frustrated 
and disorganized, can become a powerful 
force for improvement if recognized and 
given dignified roles to play. 

In the “community action” section of 
the recent poverty program, we made a 
beginning in this direction but now re- 
treat. In recent civil rights laws Con- 
gress acted properly, although gingerly, 
but now, in repressive legislation such as 
H.R. 421, threatens valuable constitu- 
tional rights. 

Recent court decisions in education, 
housing, and political representation— 
one-man, one-vote—have served to clar- 
ify national goals and to provide leader- 
ship but we have been slow to implement 
and follow. 

What we must do as a nation then is 
not as unclear as our will to do right 
is faulty. The simple fact is people—all 
people—want to speak to each other at 
eye level, not on bended knees. They want 
to feel a spirit of pride and confidence. 
They want economic security and dignity. 
We have the means to provide these 
things and to stop disorders. Let us do it. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the gen- 
tleman from Maryland [Mr. MACHEN]. 

Mr. MACHEN. Mr. Chairman, I never 
thought that this Nation would reach 
such a state that it would be necessary to 
pass Federal legislation to insure public 
order. That order should have been the 
citizenry’s responsibility. But today, with 
the increased interstate travel of profes- 
sional “riotmongers,” communities lit- 
erally find themselves “out-gunned” and 
unable to maintain public peace. In 
1966, 34 of our major cities saw violence 
and riots and were left on the brink of 
anarchy in some sections of them. I 
would wonder how much trouble and 
damage would have occurred if there 
had been no urging or instigation from 
“visitors.” 

In areas as diverse as San Francisco 
and Cicero, New York and Tampa, and 
now, Newark, we have been witness to 
rampart hooliganism and widespread 
destruction. The time has come for de- 
cent citizens to raise their voices to stop 
this disgraceful state of affairs. 

In Atlanta, some 12 months ago, 
Stokely Carmichael and the so-called 
Student Nonviolent Coordinating Com- 
mittee staged a destructive insurrection. 
It was a sordid, meticulously planned af- 
fair which was set off on the first excuse. 

The residents of that Negro neighbor- 
hood were so incensed with the violence 
and destruction that they marched on 
SNCC headquarters and threatened to 
burn it to the ground. The Atlanta po- 
lice then protected the instigators from 
the angry mob. After arriving on the 
scene of a recent disturbance the Rev- 
erend Martin Luther King, condemned 
the activity and SNCC and noted “that 
it is obvious that the thing was planned. 
How else did they congregate so 
quickly?” 
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I believe that most Americans, both 
white and Negro, are just fed up with 
riots, civil disorders, and the resulting 
property damage and injuries. 

What has occurred is mob violence and 
mob brutality by hooligans—often from 
other States and wholly different regions 
of the country from where the incidents 
occur. They injure the inhabitants of the 
neighborhoods and cities they visit. The 
ringleaders of these riots do not have to 
live in the mess they create. 

Furthermore, neither the agitators of 
that lawlessness nor the perpetrators of 
those crimes have been really punished 
for them although in every case, there 
was a local or State law that could have 
been enforced. Instead the standard re- 
action has been to knuckle under to the 
blackmail of these anarchists and ap- 
pease and reward them. Naturally, this 
leads more and more of the young peo- 
ple particularly, to believe that crime 
does pay and that if they are not given 
what they want immediately, they should 
take to the streets to take it. 

Some have said that this bill is racially 
inspired. Some have called it “backlash 
legislation” or anti-Negro in nature. 
Nothing could be further from the truth. 

Negroes as a group are not the insti- 
gators of the violence—they are its vic- 
tims. And most often it is their neigh- 
borhoods that have been sacked and 
burned, and their communities dis- 
rupted. Why should they be forced to 
tolerate the fostering of insurrection on 
the part of certain “visitors” to their 
homes? 

We have got to have legal recourse 
against those who travel from jurisdic- 
tion to jurisdiction spreading a wave of 
terror and destruction with the sole aim 
of destroying society. 

The solid structure of American so- 
ciety may not be mortally endangered, 
but the right of individuals to pursue a 
peaceful and productive life is. If these 
professional insurrectionists can create 
havoc with impunity, who among us can 
say that his neighborhood or that of his 
friends and families is immune? 

Every American has a right to a peace- 
ful and secure life. The average man 
wants to make his section a better place 
in which to live. Let us shield him from 
those who would destroy his home. Let 
us pass this bill. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from West 
Virginia [Mr. KEE]. 

Mr. KEE. Mr. Chairman, I rise to com- 
mend my distinguished colleague, the 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. Cramer], 
for his untiring efforts on behalf of the 
bill, H.R. 421, the measure now being 
considered on the floor of the House, as 
amended by the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

Mr. Chairman, the purpose of this leg- 
islation has been eloquently outlined. 

Unfortunately, Mr. Chairman, some in- 
dividuals or groups who enjoy the pro- 
tection afforded by our Constitution have 
by the very act of inciting riots, where 
there are either personal injuries or un- 
necessary property damages, demon- 
strated a complete disregard for the 
memory of those brave American men 
and women who have fought on the bat- 
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tlefield to establish and maintain our 
way of life. 

Mr. Chairman, the American people 
rebel—and quite properly so—when they 
see by the news media incidents of self- 
seeking individuals who promote and/or 
participate in these disgraceful riots at 
the expense of innocent people. 

These self-seeking and irresponsible 
people are following the tactics employed 
by the brown shirts of Hitler and the 
black shirts of Mussolini which led Eu- 
rope to disaster in the 1930’s and 19408. 

As a matter of fact, their efforts should 
be directed toward a better America rath- 
er than their clearly demonstrated efforts 
to destroy the freedom established by our 
forefathers. 

I respectfully submit, Mr. Chairman, 
that all Members of the U.S. Congress, 
regardless of political affiliation, are be- 
ing held responsible by our constituents 
for permitting such violence to continue 
in the communities of America without 
providing adequate punishment. It is the 
responsibility of the Congress to enact 
effective legislation to cause those who 
incite riots to realize that they will stand 
before the bar of justice. The American 
people are demanding action now. There- 
fore, Mr. Chairman, it is my hope that 
this legislation will be passed by an over- 
whelming majority of the Members of 
the House this afternoon. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. TUCK]. 

Mr. TUCK. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of H.R. 421, as I am firmly of 
the opinion that legislation of this nature 
is needed and should have been enacted 
long before now. 

On June 27, 1963, I introduced H.R. 
7329, to amend the criminal laws of the 
United States to prohibit any person from 
crossing State lines for the purpose of 
violating the laws of any State. Unfor- 
tunately, the Judiciary Committee failed 
to consider that bill. 

Two years later on April 1, 1965, I in- 
troduced a similar bill, H.R. 7054, but 
again was unsuccessful in obtaining com- 
mittee action. 

The Nation vitally needs this legisla- 
tion and the public generally approves of 
it. It has been shocking to witness the 
strange blindness on the part of high 
Government officials to the essential 
eauses of riots and acts of law violation 
in connection therewith. 

Outside agitators, including aliens, are 
roaming this country at will, committing 
brazen acts in violation of our laws. They 
cross and recross State lines with im- 
punity, foment strife and violence, and 
even advocate the overthrow of our cher- 
ished institutions and form of govern- 
ment. The chronology of major riots, de- 
fiant uprisings, and demonstrations of 
violence and terror, constitute one of the 
most tragic pages in the history of this 
fair land. The public is shocked and dis- 
mayed and expects remedial action. 

There is longstanding precedent for 
this proposed legislation. This legislative 
body has already enacted a substantial 
number of criminal laws to free inter- 
state commerce of corruptive influence 
and to aid the States in law enforcement. 

I hope this body will give its approval 
to H.R. 421, and thus take a necessary 
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step to thwart the roving agitators who 
now travel the length and breadth of this 
land purposely to foment strife and incite 
riots. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield such 
time as he may consume to the gentle- 
man from Alabama [Mr. ANDREWS]. 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in support of this bill. 
I believe it is long overdue. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. BINGHAM]. 

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, every 
one of us is deeply disturbed by the riots 
that have occurred in many of our cities. 
I have no doubt that legislation—serious, 
important, far-reaching legislation—is 
needed to prevent such riots in the fu- 
ture and to reduce their seriousness 
when they do occur. But the bill before 
us is not such legislation. It will neither 
stop riots nor reduce their ferocity. Will 
a single proponent of this bill take the 
floor to tell this House that the horrors 
of Newark would not have happened or 
would have been any less frightful if 
this bill had been law last. week? As the 
New York Times said editorially this 
morning, this bill is “simply a gesture 
in frustration.” In addition, it is of 
doubtful constitutionality and, to the ex- 
tent that it is used in an effort to im- 
prison agitators, it would in my judg- 
ment only aggravate the situation. 

There are plenty of laws on the books 
that make it a crime to riot or incite 
to riot, to loot, to commit arson, to shoot 
people from rooftops. Whatever short- 
ages there may have been in communi- 
ties such as Watts and Newark—and 
there were indeed grievous shortages— 
there was no shortage of laws against 
riots. 

I would venture the prediction that, 
if H.R. 421 is enacted into law, there 
will be few, if any, prosecutions under its 
provisions, To the extent that there are 
such prosecutions—and particularly if 
prominent advocates of black power” 
are prosecuted—the result will be to in- 
flame the situation by making martyrs 
of these men. By such prosecutions the 
Negroes in our cities’ ghettos who today 
believe that they are unfairly treated 
in our society will be made to feel more 
bitter than ever and more inclined to 
violence. 

In short, in my view, this so-called 
antiriot bill is not only useless as a rem- 
edy for a very serious malady in our so- 
ciety, but if used at all it is likely to make 
the malady worse. 

An examination of riots that have oc- 
curred in recent years suggests that there 
is no simple answer to the question of 
why they happen. Some of them are the 
product of willful people who fancy 
themselves above the law. In this cate- 
gory, I would place the riots at Fort Lau- 
derdale and Lake Geneva, Wis. A second 
kind of riot has occurred in the ghettos 
where the tinder of alienation from so- 
ciety and of generations of exploitation 
and deprivation has been ignited by such 
incidents as a misunderstood police ar- 
rest. This is the kind of riot we saw in 
Harlem, in Watts, in the Hough District 
of Cleveland, and, most recently, in 
Newark. 

Other riots have been reactions to un- 
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popular, lawful activities—as in Cicero, 
III., and several places where George 
Lincoln Rockwell has been present. Still 
others, coming after periods of tension, 
have been triggered by real or imagined 
provocation by inept Government ac- 
tions, The San Francisco riots at the 
time of the HUAC hearings were of this 
character. 

In none of these cases, except for Fort 
Lauderdale and Wisconsin, has there 
been any proof that out-of-State people 
engaged in the unlawful conduct. We 
have had allegations that this was the 
case but in no situation has there been 
proof; not in Berkeley, Calif.; or Buffalo, 
N. V.; or Tampa, Fla.; or Atlanta, Ga. 
Moreover, the President’s Crime Commis- 
sion made the specific finding that there 
was no proof that outside agitators were 
involved in the Watts disturbance. In 
these yarious cases, the arrests made and 
the convictions secured indicate that it 
was local people who were the rioters. 

In the recent shocking riots in New 
Jersey, Governor Hughes specifically 
stated there was no evidence that out- 
side agitators were responsible. He did 
say that it was clear that interstate traf- 
fie in guns had made possible much of 
the shooting. But the bill before us would 
do nothing to prevent firearms from get- 
ting into the hands of criminals or irre- 
sponsible people. 

Legally and constitutionally, it is im- 
perative that we distinguish between 
those, on the one hand, who preach 
hate and hostility and create in an 
already susceptible community the kind 
of atmosphere that is conducive to a riot 
and, on the other hand, those who ac- 
tually incite a riot or participate in the 
disturbance itself. The latter are guilty 
of violating existing laws and can be, 
and are, prosecuted. The former, no mat- 
ter how much we may deplore their 
statements, cannot constitutionally be 
prosecuted. Their statements, written or 
oral, fall within the protection of the 
first amendment and any attempt to 
reach them would be patently unconsti- 
tutional. 

Although its proponents claim, as I 
heard on the radio this morning, that 
this bill is aimed at “agitators who 
specialize in stirring up Negro resent- 
ment,” it is important to note that H.R. 
421 does not attempt to make it a crime 
to preach discontent and hatred or to 
“stir up resentments.“ Nor could it do so. 
It would reach only those who, first, 
possess the intent to incite or encourage 
a riot; second, then travel across State 
lines; third, then actually incite or en- 
courage a riot or attempt to do so. If 
any one of these elements is lacking, then 
the proposed law would not apply. 

Of course, the limited coverage of the 
bill is not in itself a reason for opposi- 
tion. There are, however, weighty argu- 
ments against it. 

First, there are serious constitutional 
problems posed by the terminology. of 
the bill. The terms “riot” and “incite to 
riot” are familiar to the common law. 
However, we do not know what is meant 
by “encouragement” of a riot or by the 
terms “to promote” or “to encourage” a 
riot. It is a basic tenet of our law that 
statutes making action a crime must not 
be so vague that the citizen cannot eas- 
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ily tell whether his actions are legal or 
unlawful. 

Certainly, if this bill were enacted into 
law and if it were then interpreted by 
the Department of Justice so as to prose- 
cute people who go about the country 
telling Negroes that they are the victims 
of discrimination and should do some- 
thing about it, then clearly the law 
would be unconstitutional. 

In other words, either the bill adds 
nothing to existing laws making it a 
crime to riot or incite a riot, or the bill 
seeks to make it a crime to stir up dis- 
content, in which case it obviously vio- 
lates the first amendment. 

Aside from the question of constitu- 
tionality, there are very practical rea- 
sons for opposing this bill. Let us as- 
sume that one of the announced purposes 
of the proponents of this bill were 
achieved, namely to put Stokely Car- 
michael behind bars, what would be the 
effect upon the Nation’s ghettos? 

Would it calm things down, would it 
assuage the feelings of those who are 
convinced that they are the victims of 
injustice in our society? Or would it 
make matters worse, would it heighten 
the explosive nature of the ghettos? 

I personally deplore the activities of 
Stokely Carmichael. He strikes me as 
at best a fanatic, and I believe he is 
doing a lot of harm. 

I am sure he is not the least fright- 
ened by the prospect that this bill may 
be enacted into law. In fact, he probably 
hopes it will be. It will help him to prove 
his point. He can then say to the in- 
habitants of the ghettos: “Here in this 
bill is whitey’s answer to your pleas for 
fair treatment.” 

And I would further suppose that 
Stokely Carmichael would like nothing 
better than to be prosecuted under this 
law. It would give him more publicity 
than ever. It would make him a hero. And 
even if he went to jail, which is highly 
doubtful, that would make a martyr of 
him and help his cause the more. 

As I said at the outset, I do believe 
the recent riots in New Jersey accentuate 
once again the need for important leg- 
islation—legislation, on the one hand, 
to prevent firearms from getting into 
the hands of criminals and irresponsible 
people and to strengthen our local crime 
control agencies, and legislation, on the 
other hand, to get at the root causes of 
the riots. 

The malady of our great cities, of 
which the riots are a symptom, imperils 
the whole country. The danger is acute, 
and potentially far more serious than 
external threats to our security in Viet- 
nam or elsewhere. 

Instead of adding an unnecessary 
criminal statute, we ought to be launch- 
ing massive programs to change the sys- 
tem whereby deprived people are herded 
together and, from generation to gen- 
eration, alienated from the community 
and given little or no opportunity to find 
a meaningful place within it. We talk 
about a “war on poverty” but we do not 
treat it like a war. Instead, we give rea- 
sons why we can not do the necessary 
things just now. 

Some may say that my vote against 
this bill will indicate I do not take the 
recent riots seriously enough. Let me 
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say, to the contrary, that in my judg- 
ment, it is those who see this as a useful 
bill who do not take the riots seriously 
enough. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield to 
the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. 
O'NEAL]. 

Mr. O'NEAL of Georgia. Mr. Chair- 
man, when riotous behavior threatening 
anarchy and the safety and welfare of 
decent, law-abiding citizens exists, the 
time has come to take all necessary steps 
to restore law and order and prevent 
further occurrences. A clear and present 
danger now exists. 

No one claims that this legislation un- 
der consideration today will prevent all 
riots and restore law and order to the 
American scene. However, if this bill 
becomes public law and is enforced prop- 
erly, it will discourage troublemakers and 
anarchists from traveling from city to 
city leaving in their wake a trail of vio- 
lence and bloodshed. 

Our primary goal in passing this leg- 
islation, as I view it, is to make it un- 
mistakably clear that the lives and prop- 
erty of all American citizens are entitled 
to safety and protection from lawless 
agitators who travel the length and 
breadth of the Nation sowing seeds of 
strife and destruction. 

Most acts of mass violence are planned, 
instigated, and prolonged by subversive 
elements. Property and lives have been 
jeopardized for too long now while celeb- 
rity status has been accorded those with 
immature, sick and hate-filled minds who 
ridicule the orderly processes of our Gov- 
ernment and lead others to open insur- 
rection. 

this year 19 American cities 
have been hit by major riots. More are 
expected. This is indeed a sad and shock- 
ing realization. 

I for one am not so naive as to believe 
our problems will disappear overnight if 
a few of the ringleaders are prosecuted 
and jailed. However, if this legislation 
would prevent just one riot, it will prove 
invaluable. The prevention of a single 
riot could save countless lives and human 
suffering and millions of dollars worth of 
property. 

The point I wish to make to those who 
would belittle our efforts here today is 
that the 90th Congress is obligated to 
take immediate action if there is any 
possibility at all that it would serve to 
minimize the chances of recurring out- 
breaks of violence. If the Department of 
Justice and the courts do not uphold the 
actions of this Congress, let the bloody 
finger of guilt point toward them. 

The law of the jungle has no place ina 
civilized society. Immediate action must 
be taken at every level of government to 
protect the law abiding from the lawless. 
The American public rightfully demands 
and expects such protection. 

Just as I stated during the debate on a 
bill to protect the flag of the United 
States against desecration, we are taking 
a step in the right direction, inadequate 
though it is. 

Riot prevention is our goal. In my 
humble opinion it will never be achieved 
if we continue to follow the present 
policy of appeasement. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Chairman, may I in- 
quire how much time I have left? 
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The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has 
5 minutes remaining. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Colorado 
[Mr. Rocers], who has done such splen- 
did work in committee to bring this bill 
to the floor of the House. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Chair- 
2 I rise in support of the bill H.R. 

I would point out that the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. Cramer] and other 
members of the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary, particularly the gentleman from 
North Carolina [Mr. WHITENER] have 
been interested in this piece of legisla- 
tion for a long time. 

The fact that Stokely Carmichael and 
others may have come along and helped 
to agitate the situation has not helped 
us in trying to solve the problem. 

At the present time let us examine and 
make clear that we are not dealing with 
the question of who is underprivileged 
or the question of rights that are denied 
to others. We are dealing with the ques- 
tion of whether or not the Federal Gov- 
ernment within its power can be of aid 
and assistance to the States or cities or 
counties to help do away with the situa- 
tion that has developed when riots have 
arisen throughout the United States. 

Now, that is all that this legislation 
does. And it does it within the constitu- 
tional guarantees of the U.S. Constitu- 
tion. It makes certain that in order for 
a person to be guilty under this act, he 
must have the intent to incite a riot, and 
travel from one State to another or make 
use of the mails. 

What is the effect of a piece of legis- 
lation of this type? Unless the individual 
goes from place to place to create the 
riot, then he has not committed a Fed- 
eral offense. We go further in this legis- 
lation and we point out, as we do in the 
report, obviously there is nothing in the 
bill that circumscribes or hinders the ob- 
jectives of organized labor in a bona fide 
labor dispute in urging strikes. We have 
taken every method possible to protect 
the rights of the individual here. All this 
bill does is to provide that if a person 
does travel in interstate commerce and 
does incite riots, then the Federal Gov- 
ernment has the opportunity to come in 
and aid and assist the local officials to 
see that those who are guilty of these 
crimes, be they State, city, or county, 
shall be punished by the Federa] Govern- 
ment, The bill also provides that this 
legislation shall not preempt State legis- 
lation. I urge you to vote for H.R. 421. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield to the gentleman from New Jersey 
[Mr. Hunt] 4 minutes. 

Mr. HUNT. Mr. Chairman, on July 14, 
1967, I received a letter at my Woodbury 
district office, Cooper Street, Woodbury, 
N.J., with an enclosure headed “Weekly 
Community Action Report No. 13.” Be- 
low the heading on the righthand side 
was indicated what I take to be the name 
of its author, Joseph T. Wilkins, execu- 
tive director, SCOPE. SCOPE is the com- 
munity action agency incorporated under 
the name of the Southwest Citizens 
Organization for Poverty Elimination. 
It has its main office in Millville, N.J., 
and administers to the southern New 
Jersey counties of Gloucester, Cumber- 
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land, and Salem. The First Congressional 
District, which I represent, includes the 
county of Gloucester, hence my interest 
in the enclosure to which I have referred. 

My attention was immediately drawn 
to the first paragraph which encom- 
passed the following language: 

Mark Twain once said that the only native 
American criminal class is Congress. 


The comment has a strikingly timely 
application in view of the current anti- 
riot legislation under congressional 
study. Following the first paragraph is 
the following language: 

All over the nation this month, Congress- 
men seeking to impress the poor, dumb, 
“folks back home” have been making 4th of 
July speeches about the need to jail “agita- 
tors” from crossing state lines to incite riots. 
As near as I can tell, Thomas Jefferson, Ben 
Franklin, and a number of other interstate 
agitators would probably have ended up 
breaking rocks for their onetime activities 
under the anti-riot bill hailed by its ad- 
vocates as “the answer to Stokely Car- 
michael.” 


The third paragraph is worded as fol- 
lows: 

To my mind, the anti-riot bill is about 
as senseless as prescribing an aspirin for a 
brain-tumor; and is no more “the answer 
to Stokely Carmichael” than the little health 
warning blurb on a pack of cigarettes is “the 
answer to lung cancer.” 


The report goes on in further recita- 
tion as to the writer’s conception of the 
cause of riots, some of the cures he rec- 
ommends, and another insertion indi- 
cating that he was surprised that the 
riot in the Roxbury area of Boston did 
not come sooner. 

The last paragraph of the report is the 
writer’s conception of what he would do 
in regard to Congress as pertains to the 
riots. The last paragraph reads as fol- 
lows: 

For my part, if I were given authority to 
lock up the people who cause riots, I'd take 
Mark Twain’s advice and head straight for 
the sanctimonious Congressmen who bleat 
out “forcing respect for law and order“ while 
making political hay out of denying needed 
jobs, training, and other programs for the 
poor, 


Upon receipt of the letter, I called Mr. 
Wilkins by telephone at 3:15 p.m. on 
July 14, 1967, and after he identified 
himself, I asked if he were the author 
of the Weekly Community Action Report 
No. 13, which bore his name. Mr. Wilkins 
answered in the affirmative and I asked 
him if it was his conception that the 
Congress of the United States was a 
criminal body or class. Mr. Wilkins ad- 
vised he had only quoted Mark Twain. 
I then read the last paragraph to him 
verbatim and asked him if this was a 
quote from Mark Twain. Mr. Wilkins ad- 
vised that it was not and admitted that 
he was the author of it. I thanked him 
for his answer and hung up the tele- 
phone. 

It appears that in seeking some man- 
ner in which to make an attack upon the 
antiriot bill now pending in Congress and 
being considered on the floor by this con- 
gressional body today, that Mr. Wilkins 
has injected his own conception of the 
quotation of Mark Twain which will be 
found in “Pudd’nhead Wilson, New 
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Calendar,” chapter 8 which reads as fol- 
lows: 

It could probably be shown by facts and 
figures that there is no distinctly native 
American criminal class except Congress. 


Whether or not Mark Twain actually 
made an attempt to show by facts and 
figures during his day that the American 
Congress of that era was the only dis- 
tinctly native American criminal class is 
problematical. Research does not indi- 
cate foundation in this respect. It is a far 
cry to compare Congress of many decades 
ago with the Congress of today. To cate- 
gorize as Mr. Wilkins has pointed out in 
his last paragraph that today’s Congress 
is the cause of the criminal riots now 
taking place over the entire Nation and 
especially in my native State of New 
Jersey, is to me, an attempt to indict my 
fellow colleagues. 

I resent the implication and call this 
to the attention of all Members of this 
congressional body. In my estimation, it 
is nothing more than a direct attempt to 
besmirch Congress, and an attempt to use 
the color of office as a director of the pov- 
erty program to lobby against the anti- 
riot bill we have under discussion today. 

It should be borne in mind that the 
money appropriated for the poverty pro- 
gram has its authority in the appropria- 
tions sense from this very Congress. Mr. 
Wilkins’ salary comes in the main part 
from the funds of the American taxpayer 
as appropriated through the Office of 
Economic Opportunity. 

On May 5, 1967, I received a letter from 
the Office of Economic Opportunity, 
Washington, D.C., bearing the signature 
of Sargent Shriver, Director, with an en- 
closure of a photostatic copy of a report 
carried in the Plain Dealer—a newspaper 
published at Williamstown, N.J. The re- 
port was headed “SCOPE, Community 
Action Weekly Report,” by Joseph T. 
Wilkins, executive director, SCOPE. 
That report set forth the fact that 
SCOPE is not a Federal, State, county, 
or city agency. It says in effect, “It is a 
private corporation, not profitmaking, 
which was created by south Jersey citi- 
zens for one purpose: to eliminate pov- 
erty and its causes in our tricounty com- 
munity.” Mr. Shriver in his letter 
eulogized Mr. Wilkins for that report. 
He said in his letter: 

I was delighted, therefore, to see the en- 
closed column being carried by the Williams- 
town, New Jersey, Plain Dealer and wanted 
you to have a copy, in the event it has not 
been called to your attention. 


The second paragraph of Mr. Shriver’s 
letter said: 

This as you will see, is a report by SCOPE 
Director, Joseph T. Wilkins on the commu- 
nity action being taken against poverty in 
the Millville area and represents, I feel, an 
effective way of getting across the local orien- 
tation of the economic opportunity program. 


In the interest of saving time today, 
I am enclosing a copy of Sargent 
Shriver’s letter that was forwarded to me 
on May 5, 1967. Do not confuse this re- 
port with the one I have discussed in 
the earlier part of my presentation to- 
day. They are only related by virtue of 
authorship. 

On July 18, 1967, at 5 p.m. I called 
Director Shriver by telephone and dis- 
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cussed the SCOPE Weekly Community 
Action Report No. 13 which is the main 
reason for this dissertation. I called to 
Mr. Shriver’s attention some of the lan- 
guage contained in the SCOPE Report 
No. 13, and in particular, the last para- 
graph of the communication. Mr. 
Shriver properly pointed out to me that 
it was impossible for him to personally 
check all of the writings of people con- 
nected with the poverty program. I 
realized that this is a fact and I, in no 
way, intend that my remarks today 
should be construed to place blame on 
Director Shriver for the writings of Mr. 
Wilkins. 

Mr. Shriver also pointed out that Mr. 
Wilkins had been elected by local citi- 
zens to represent them as the Director 
of SCOPE, over which he had no con- 
trol. In fairness to Mr. Shriver, it must 
be said that I do not believe he would 
have made such scurrilous remarks about 
the Congress, nor would he be a part 
to such a publication. I do, however, call 
your attention once more to the fact 
that on May 5, 1967, Mr. Shriver thought 
that Mr. Wilkins was doing an excellent 
job in explaining the purpose of com- 
munity action and demonstrating the 
need for such action in Mr. Wilkins’ area. 

In conclusion, permit me to say that, 
in my humble estimation, the unwar- 
ranted attack upon the Congress of the 
United States by Joseph T. Wilkins con- 
stitutes nothing more than misuse of au- 
thority by a man in his position, whose 
salary is paid through poverty funds. I 
fail to see any direct connection between 
the fight against poverty and this attack. 
It is, indeed, nothing more than a lobby 
against the antiriot bill that has no basic 
foundation. 

It is now inherent upon all Members 
of this body today to carefully examine 
the agitation that is created against leg- 
islation currently under consideration 
by the Congress. I am sure you will agree 
that this was not the intent when the 
appropriation was made to fund com- 
munity action organizations. 

At 9:45 a.m. today, I received a West- 
ern Union telegram bearing the sender’s 
name of Joseph T. Wilkins, executive 
director, SCOPE, Millville, N.J., in which 
he admitted that he had stated to the 
press last week his personal views in 
regard to the antiriot bill now before 
Congress. The telegram reads as follows: 

To the Members of the New Jersey Con- 
gressional Delegation, last week I stated to 
the Press my personal views that the anti- 
riot bill now before the Congress was ir- 
relevant in terms of ending rioting in Amer- 
ica’s cities. My stated thought was that riots 
are not caused by “outside agitators” but are 
the offspring of social discontent bred by 
racial tensions, unemployment and under- 
employment, poor housing or a combination 
of all these problems. The urgent need for 
Congress to address itself to these underly- 
ing causes of riots has been tragically empha- 
sized by the Newark crisis. Since then, I have 
been informed that my remarks might be 
interpreted as a slur upon the entire Con- 
gress and upon the dignity of its Members. 
My remarks were addressed to no particular 
member nor to any particular party and re- 
flect only my own strong view that Congress 
must not ignore the true causes of riots. 

I hold the offices of Representative and 
Senator in the highest respect and am, as an 
American citizen, deeply proud of the Con- 
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gress both as an institution and in the qual- 
ity of ifs membership. 

I would sincerely regret any interpretation 
of my remarks which would indicate disre- 
spect for the Congress. 


Notwithstanding Mr. Wilkins’ apology 
to Congress included in the telegram, 
the damage has been done by an intem- 
perate press release which Mr. Wilkins 
admits he formulated. My suggestion is 
that you be guided accordingly. 

When you vote today, consider all of 
the related facts. Congress has been at- 
tacked on the basis of a quote by Mark 
Twain, which, as I have pointed out ear- 
lier today, has no conclusive base, but 
rather even in Mark Twain's words, 
„could probably be shown by facts and 
figures.” If there are facts and figures 
that indicate that our Congress collec- 
tively is the cause of the criminal riots 
in our great Nation, then let us hang 
our heads in shame. On the other hand, 
if we reject these intemperate remarks, 
then let us rise to the occasion today to 
protect the American citizen against agi- 
tators who cross State lines for the pur- 
pose of inciting riots resulting in the 
horrible death toll such as we have re- 
cently experienced in New Jersey. 

I am also including in my remarks to- 
day, a copy of the Community Action 
Report No. 13 as it came to my attention: 

OrriceE OF ECONOMIC. OPPORTUNITY, 

Washington, D.C. 
Hon, JoHN E. Hunt, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dran CONGRESSMAN HUNr: We have been 
exploring ways and taking steps here at OEO 
to increase the flow of information from 
community action agencies to the public they 
serve. I was delighted, therefore, to see the 
enclosed column being carried by the Wil- 
liamstown, New Jersey, Plain Dealer and 
wanted you to have a copy, in the event it 
has not been called to your attention. 

This, as you will see, is a report by SCOPE 
Director Joseph T. Wilkins on the commu- 
nity action being taken against poverty in 
the Millville area and represents, I feel, an 
effective way of getting across the local 
orientation of the economic opportunity 
program. 

Mr. Wilkins has done an excellent job in 
explaining the purpose of community action 
and in demonstrating the need for such 
action in his area. I feel confident that other 
community action agencies in which you 
might have an interest would respond favor- 
ably to your request for a similar regular 
report. 

Please call on me if I can be of assistance 
or if you have any suggestions you feel would 
be helpful to the program, 

With every good wish. 

Sincerely, 
SARGENT SHRIVER, 
Director. 


WEEKLY COMMUNITY ACTION Report No. 13 


(By Joseph T. Wilkins, executive director, 
SCOPE) 

Mark Twain once said that the only native 
American criminal class is Congress. The 
comment has a strikingly timely application 
in view of the current anti-riot legislation 
under Congressional study. 

All over the nation this month, congress- 
men seeking to impress the poor, dumb, 
“folks back home” have been making 4th of 
July speeches about the need to jail “agita- 
tors” from crossing state lines to incite riots. 
As near as I can tell, Thomas Jefferson, Ben 
Franklin, and a number of other interstate 
agitators would probably have ended up 
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breaking rocks for their onetime activities 
under the anti-riot bill hailed by its advo- 
cates as “the answer to Stokely Carmichael.” 

To my mind, the anti-riot bill is about as 
senseless as prescribing an aspirin for a 
brain-tumor; and is no more “the answer to 
Stokely Carmichael” than the little health 
warning blurb on a pack of cigarettes is “the 
answer to lung cancer.” 

The cause of a riot is. social discontent; 
either because of racial tensions, unemploy- 
ment, and underemployment, poor housing, 
or a combination. I've been in riot. areas, 
and talked to people who took part in riots, 
I spent weeks in the Roxbury area of Boston 
two years before that area erupted; my only 
reaction on seeing television reports of gen- 
eral civil disorder was surprise that the riots 
came so late, 

Nobody likes a riot, least of all the frus- 
trated, oppressed citizens who live in the 
slums where riots occur. To a mother of seven 
or eight children living in a crowded base- 
ment apartment, the prospect of gunshots, 
brick throwing, stealing, looting, raping, and 
general violence that is a riot is terrifying. 
Yet it may be one of her own sons who 
throws the first brick, or screams the loudest 
curse, or becomes the first fatality. 

A riot is not a progressive social instru- 
ment by which the discontent make real 
gains. It is the panic-stricken, insane, undi- 
rected lashing out that people explode in 
when they have been backed into a corner 
with no other way out. 

When a great fire rages through a city, 
no one asks who set it?” Even where the 
cause can be traced to one careless person, 
or an arsonist hurling firebrands, the main 
question is not “who did it?” but “How and 
why did it spread so quickly?” Laws are 
passed against old, hazardous buildings, 
against clogged exits; against wooded fire 
escapes; against unsafe heaters, boilers, and 
machinery. 

In our nation, human fires are smoldering 
in a hundred cities, which can burst into 
flame at the tiniest spark. And the Congress, 
in its majestic wisdom, is busily passing laws 
against sparks. 

To eliminate riots, you must eliminate 
their cause. The cause of riots is not oc- 
casional sparks like Carmichael, or a trigger- 
happy cop, or a careless driver of an ambu- 
lance in a busy street. 

The cause of riots is poverty. Poverty in 
all its forms: poor housing; unemployment, 
underemployment, run down schools; lack of 
hospitals, racial tension; lack of transpor- 
tation, etc. The list is long and compelling. 

For my part, if I were given authority to 
lock up the people who cause riots, I'd take 
Mark Twain's advice and head straight for 
the sanctimonious Congressmen who bleat 
out “forcing respect for law and order“ while 
making political hay out of denying needed 
jobs, training, and other programs for the 
poor. 


Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Chairman, I have 
no more requests for time. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
New Hampshire [Mr. WYMAN]. 

Mr. WYMAN. Mr. Chairman, I support 
this bill. It was one of nine bills (H.R. 
1464) that I introduced on the first day 
of this session of the Congress last Janu- 
ary 10. 

It ought to be a serious Federal crime 
to travel across a State line to inten- 
tionally and deliberately incite or to en- 
courage a riot. Mr. Chairman, this bill, 
even if it becomes law—and I hope and 
trust that it will—is not enough. More is 
required. More is necessary, because, in 
truth, the bench is on trial here today. 
Much of what has taken place could 
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have been avoided or at least discouraged 
by the court. 

What the law-abiding members of our 
American society demand and need des- 
perately today is a new firmness on the 
part of the judiciary, from the Supreme 
Court right on down to the lowest mu- 
nicipal trial court. Let our judges make 
it clear to the riotmongers that they will 
impose maximum fines and imprison- 
ment upon conviction of such crimes. Let 
the dilatory pleas be rejected and the 
continuances be few and far between. 
Let the organized bar help by encourag- 
ing responsible defense practice and dis- 
couraging the professional delayers and 
abusers of the hallowed processes of jus- 
tice. 

I believe it is important here in this 
discussion to emphasize that what is be- 
ing sought to be done by the Congress 
at this time is to protect the Nation 
against deliberate riotmongers. The peo- 
ple need the help of the courts and the 
help of the bar in this. They also need 
the help of the chief prosecuting officer 
of the Federal Government, the Attorney 
General of the United States. 

As never before, what has taken place 
in Newark, Boston, Chicago, Los Angeles, 
and all the rest, warn us anew that citi- 
zens, be they black or white, have civil 
responsibilities as well as civil rights. No- 
where is this principle better applied than 
in the sprawling metropolitan areas of 
this land. 

Black power advocacy is wrong, just as 
white power advocacy is wrong. We are 
Americans, not black men, not white 
men, and not yellow men: Americans one 
and all. And in this great melting pot 
that is America, let there be pride in our 
traditions, and brotherhood among the 
races and religions. Those who cry black 
power and turn a deaf ear to a Gover- 
nor’s plea for restraint, invite even more 
serious recrimination and retaliation 
than has occurred because the scars and 
the sores of racial violence will not be 
easily healed if violence, riot, and an- 
archy in this land continue on the part 
of one particular race. 

Whatever the injustices of the past— 
and there are many—let us together weld 
a strong and united America. Pouring the 
gasoline of black power on the smoldering 
fires in city slums is irresponsible in the 
extreme. It is to meet this open challenge 
to law and order that this Congress today 
is compelled to enact this antiriot law. 

The present antiriot proposal, despite 
what has been said here in this debate, 
derives from neither vindictiveness nor 
hate. With all deliberate speed, it is one 
additional tool at this time for the de- 
fense of civilized society against outright 
anarchy. 

We urge the Department of Justice and 
the U.S. Attorney General to put it to 
good use as soon as it is available, because 
the rioting and the bloodshed across this 
land must stop. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, during 
the 89th Congress, approximately 70 
Members of the House introduced bills 
to establish Federal penalties for travel- 
ing in interstate commerce for the pur- 
pose of inciting riots and other civil dis- 
orders. By congressional enactment of 
House bill 421 we now have the signal 
opportunity of realizing that objective. 
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I earnestly advocate the adoption of 
this measure. Its purpose is to help re- 
store law and order to the cities and 
towns of the United States to the end 
that its citizens may live in peace and 
walk the streets of the Nation without 
fear. 

Briefiy stated, and in digested form, 
the proposed legislation makes it a Fed- 
eral felony to travel in interstate or for- 
eign commerce, or use facilities thereof 
for the purpose of inciting, promoting, 
encouraging or carrying on a riot. The 
bill establishes punishment for such vio- 
lations of a fine of not more than $10,000 
or imprisonment for not. more than 10 
years or both. The broad range of pen- 
alty will give the courts the opportunity 
to pronounce a sentence on guilty offend- 
ers commensurate with the criminal 
viciousness existing in each particular 
offense. 

It is not the purpose of this bill to 
supplant existing local law enforced 
against rioters. It supplements State law. 
By adding the Federal investigative 
power and the national prosecution 
jurisdiction over “out of State” inciters, 
this bill will extend the helping hand of 
the Nation’s Government to dedicated 
officers of the States whenever required. 

Mr. Chairman, this is needed, indispen- 
sable legislation. The time is here to strike 
the ax at the root of the evil. The number 
of street riots and interstate inciters con- 
tinue to increase. We must turn back the 
tide of vicious lawlessness. We must re- 
store a nation and its cities to law and 
order. The rule of the mob, which with 
increasing and unbearable violence sub- 
stitutes itself for the lawful machinery 
of government, must end. 

This bill does not prohibit legitimate 
activities of persons who travel in in- 
terstate commerce. It does not hinder the 
objectives of organized labor in a bona 
fide labor dispute. It does not take away 
the privilege of peaceful assembly or law- 
ful demonstration. But it is aimed at 
anarchy in the streets promoted by those 
who cross State lines to incite such an- 
archy. 

This Nation of ours is founded upon a 
Constitution which provides an adequate 
system of courts whose function it is to 
right the wrongs existing in our society, 
to restore the rights of those who may 
be deprived of the privileges of equal citi- 
zenship, or who have been denied the due 
process of the law of the land, It is not 
necessary for any person by inciting riot 
to open a Pandoras box of evil, of murder, 
armed assault, robbery, larceny, arson, 
bombing, violence, and destruction of 
private and public property, in order to 
obtain those things to which deprived in- 
dividuals may be entitled. It is not neces- 
sary, nor is it longer endurable, that vast 
roving gangs plunder and pillage for the 
purpose of maintaining equality of citi- 
zenship. All three branches of our Fed- 
eral Government—in the field of legis- 
lation, in that of executive action, and of 
judicial determination—have displayed 
an unequivocal devotion to the establish- 
ment of justice and equal rights for all. 
By the enactment of this legislation 
aimed at preventing traveling in inter- 
state commerce for purposes of promot- 
ing destructive riots, the Congress can 
strike a blow for the increased good order 
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and law enforcement so essential to the 
future progress and prosperity of this 
Republic. 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr. Chair- 
man, the House Republican Policy Com- 
mittee urges the prompt enactment of 
H.R. 421. This Republican-sponsored leg- 
islation—the Cramer bill—would impose 
criminal, penalties upon persons travel- 
ing in or using the facilities of interstate 
commerce with the intent to incite a riot. 

Last year in response to a growing 
public demand for assistance in main- 
taining law and order in the streets and 
urban centers of our land, Republican 
antiriot legislation was adopted in the 
House of Representatives, as an amend- 
ment to the proposed Civil Rights Act of 
1966, by a vote of 389 to 25. That legis- 
lation was permitted to die in the Sen- 
ate. Now, as a result of continuing pres- 
sure and leadership by Republican Mem- 
bers, this vital legislation is being 
brought to the House floor as an inde- 
pendent measure. 

The proposed legislation represents 
the legitimate exercise of Federal crim- 
inal power under authority based on the 
commerce clause of the Constitution. 
Historically, certain types of conduct 
have been prohibited by Federal statute 
when the facilities of interstate com- 
merce are used. For example, there is the 
Mann Act, the prohibition against the 
interstate transportation of strikebreak- 
ers, the Federal kidnaping statute and 
the Anti-Racketeering Act. 

H. R. 421 is not intended to and does 
not limit the right of dissent and peace- 
ful demonstration. Legitimate activities 
by those who travel in interstate com- 
merce to participate in public gatherings 
or other lawful demonstrations are not 
effected, However, those persons who use 
facilities in interstate commerce, or who 
travel from one State to another or from 
a foreign country to a State, in order to 
incite or attempt to incite riots, violence, 
looting, vandalism, arson, bombing, and 
physical assaults would be subject to 
prosecution, 

This bill would supplement not super- 
sede local law enforcement. Certainly the 
most effective means of riot control rests 
with the State and local police. However, 
by assuring Federal jurisdiction over 
“out-of-State” inciters, State, and local 
authorities will be substantially assisted 
in keeping the peace and protecting the 
public safety. 

H.R. 421 would provide a new and ef- 
fective law enforcement weapon in riot 
situations like those that have occurred 
in Cleveland, Cincinnati, Dayton, Bos- 
ton, Buffalo, and Waterloo. Many of the 
summertime riots have been traced to 
troublemakers who trayel about this Na- 
tion inciting riots. It is imperative that 
we rid interstate commerce of these agi- 
tators and riot-mongers. The law-abid- 
ing citizens in the area where the riots 
occur may suffer grievous personal in- 
jury and untold property damage unless 
this additional protection is afforded 
them, 

Mr. SCHADEBERG., Mr. Chairman, on 
behalf of the people of my district and 
the unfortunate citizens of the areas in 
which riots have taken place, I would 
like to make some observations, The peo- 
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ple in riot-torn areas are the victims of 
the few who use these areas for their 
diabolical ends. 

It is some small measure of the in- 
creasing rate of historical change in our 
time, that yesterday’s analysis can be- 
come so quickly dated. One victim of the 
swift pace of current events is the re- 
marks that I had originally prepared on 
the antiriot legislation. With the explo- 
sion in Newark, the full fury of the urban 
crisis has been unleashed. I am taking 
this time to ask that we do not drag out 
the same tired theories as to “why it 
happened“. Let us rethink the explana- 
tions offered for the violence that is tear- 
ing our society apart. 

When we come to consider antiriot 
legislation, we are faced squarely with 
the need to understand a relatively new 
type of warfare—urban guerrilla war- 
fare. Mankind’s experience with this 
type of warfare is limited, but some ex- 
amples are the street fighting during the 
Weimar Republic and the incredible de- 
fense of Sevastopol by the Russians: 

The relative novelty of the concept of 
urban guerrilla warfare may cause some 
to believe such an idea is merely an ex- 
aggeration of a temporary social disrup- 
tion accompanying social change. Yet, 
the pattern of sporadic but continuing 
urban violence has assumed a new di- 
mension with the upheaval in Newark. 
The theory of urban guerrilla warfare 
was relatively complete prior to. Newark 
and what occurred in that city was a 
dramatic demonstration of the practi- 
cality of this form of destruction. Let us 
briefly examine the nature of the war- 
fare that now confronts us here in the 
United States. 


UBRAN GUERRILLA WARFARE 


While there may be those who ques- 
tion this, I firmly believe that urban 
guerrilla warfare is an adjunct to the 
host of other Communist-inspired wars. 
As such, this type of warfare serves the 
Communist goals in the cold war by ex- 
ploiting the bitterness that exists in any 
society. This, of course, is not to say that 
demonstrations to affect social change 
are all Communist directed. Nor do I 
suggest anything beyond the fact that 
Communists are only some of the ex- 
tremists involved in this type of fighting. 
The persons who murder policemen, 
snipe at firemen, and set, fires are driven 
by a variety of hatreds. Yet, there is a 
common strain to their actions, one we 
would be naive not to see. These per- 
sons are working to smash law and order, 
so, that their aims of ending a free so- 
ciety are more easily advanced. The 
array of malcontents and nihilists realize 
they cannot topple a powerful country 
like the United States. They seek an elim- 
ination of all the patterns of discipline 
and order that they hate. So, it is not 
unusual when a city has been gutted in 
its inner sections that the streets should 
be filled only with those who laugh and 
feel exhilaration at the release from so- 
ciety they have achieved. 

These extremists with their intense 
hatred of American society either do not 
write clearly about their aims or do not 
make their feelings public at all. So, the 
sources of an insight into the enemies of 
our society are limited. One prolific and 
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outspoken theoretician of hate is Robert 
Williams, who worked for the conditions 
that we now see in the papers and news. 
Before Mr. Williams fled to Cuba in 1963, 
and Red China in 1966, he made one 
point abundantly clear: that social dis- 
ruption and chaos is, in turn, designed 
to advance social dissolution. I turn to 
two examples of his writings: 


We prefer peaceful negotiations, but our 
oppressors have proved to us that they are 
not susceptible to such mild pressures for 
reform and that they will utilize massive 
violence to attempt to contain our struggle. 
When massive violence comes, the U.S.A. will 
become a bedlam of confusion and chaos. 
The factory workers will be afraid to venture 
out on the streets to report to their jobs. 
The telephone workers and radio workers 
will be afraid to report. All transportation 
will grind to a complete standstill. Stores 
will be destroyed and looted. Property will 
be damaged and expensive buildings will be 
reduced to ashes. Essential pipelines will be 
severed and blown up and all manner of 
sabotage will occur. Violence and terror will 
spread like a firestorm. A clash will occur 
inside the armed forces. At U.S. military bases 
around the world local revolutionaries will 
side with Afro G.I.’s. Because of the vast 
area covered by the holocaust, U.S. forces 
will be spread too thin for effective action. 
U.S. workers, who are caught on their jobs, 
will try to return home to protect their fami- 
lies. Trucks and trains will not move the nec- 
essary supplies to the big urban centers. The 
economy will fall into a state of chaos, 

This racist imperialist oppressor will not 
be brought to his knees, simply because of 
the fighting ability and military power of 
Black Freedom Fighters and their allies in- 
side the U.S., but because of the creation of 
economic, chaotic conditions, total disorga- 
nization, frustration of his essential and 
ultra-vital organs of production, and adverse 
conditions created by the world-wide libera- 
tion struggle. Such a formidable enemy will 
fall prey to the new concept of revolution 
because of his ultra-modern and automated 
society and the lack of psychological condi- 
tioning of his forces. 

The new concept of revolution defies 
military science and tactics. The new con- 
cept is lightning campaigns conducted in 
highly sensitive urban communities with the 
paralysis reaching the small communities 
and ng to the farm areas. The old 
method of guerrilla warfare, as carried out 
from the hills and countryside, would be in- 
effective in a powerful country like the U.S.A. 
Any such force would be wiped out in an 
hour. The new concept is to huddle as close 
to the enemy as possible so as to neutralize 
his modern and fierce weapons. The new 
concept creates conditions that involve the 
total community, whether they want to be 
involved or not. It sustains a state of con- 
fusion and destruction of property. It dis- 
locates the organs of harmony and order and 
reduces central power to the level of a help- 
less, sprawling, octopus. During the hours of 
day sporadic rioting takes place and massive 
sniping. Night brings all-out warfare, orga- 
nized fighting and unlimited terror against 
the oppressor and his forces, Such a campaign 
will bring about an end to oppression and 
social injustice in the U.S.A. in less than 90 
days and create the basis for the implemen- 
tation of the US. Constitution with justice 


and equality for all people. 


Consider well the serious disruption 
that this type of warfare can cause, for 
there are more than enough trained ex- 
tremists, similar to Williams, to keep the 
cities of the United States ablaze. 

The second point about urban guerril- 
la warfare is that it can operate very 
effectively in the heart of the United 
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States, despite all the armed might of 
this country. This is because the weapons 
that the extremists can obtain, by one 
means or another, are roughly equal to 
the weapons that are used against them. 
Domestic considerations inhibit the use 
of regular armed forces employing heavy 
weapons of destruction against blocks 
that contain a vast number of innocent 
citizens. The weapons used in such urban 
guerrilla warfare are easily obtained and 
easily used, such as fire, chemical bombs, 
and firearms. 

As long as there is no clear under- 
standing of the strategy and tactics of 
urban guerrilla warfare and counter- 
action taken to stop it, while we alleviate 
the social conditions on which it thrives, 
we may expect the usual response to our 
burnt cities. There will be more govern- 
mental money and public self-criticism 
from our “opinion leaders” in endless 
in-depth commentaries” that deal with 
everything, but the riots. Despite all the 
soul-searching, public apologies, best 
wishes, and lame analyses, the eruptions 
of violence that momentarily end civili- 
zation in small areas of the United States 
continue. And the violence is spiraling. 

It is long past time that violence be 
ended. 

The blueprint of urban guerrilla war- 
fare is now sufficiently developed to allow 
those who wish to follow its designs to 
wreak havoc. There are many who have 
done so and will do so, according to 
the recent testimony of Mr. J. Edgar 
Hoover testifying before Representative 
Rooney’s subcommittee of the Appro- 
priations Committee. 

Although most of the riots and disturb- 
ances have been characterized by spontane- 
ous outbursts of mob violence dominated by 
young hoodlums, the involvement of other 
violent, lawless, subversive, and extremist 
elements became readily apparent as the 
rioting grew and spread. 

Communists and other subversives and ex- 
tremists strive and labor ceaselessly to pre- 
cipitate racial trouble and to take advantage 
of racial discord in this country. Such ele- 
ments were active in exploiting and aggra- 
vating the riots, for example, in Harlem, 
Watts, Cleveland, and Chicago. (Testimony 
of J. Edgar Hoover, Departments of State, 
Justice, Commerce, Judiciary, and Related 
Agencies Appropriations for 1968, pgs. 618- 
619.) 


The anatomy of the riot patterns is 
well revealed in the report of the Cleve- 
land grand jury to Judge Parrino on 
August 9, 1966. The first finding was, in 
part: 

This Jury finds that the outbreak of law- 
lessness and disorder was both organized, 
precipitated, and exploited by a relatively 
small group of trained and disciplined pro- 
fessionals at this business. 

They were aided and abetted, wittingly or 
otherwise, by mis-guided people of all ages 
and colors, many of whom are avowed be- 
lievers in violence and extremism, and some 
of whom also are either members of or ofi- 
cers in the Communist party. 

The majority of people in the Hough area 
had no part in either the lawlessness or dis- 
orders. 

They have been hindered rather than 
helped by this major tragedy. 

This Jury considers it regrettable and un- 
fortunate for the community’s sake that the 
legal statutes of Ohio and Cuyahoga County 
are either so outmoded or inadequate in 
their scope that these “responsible irrespon- 
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sibles cannot at this time be reached by 
specific indictments for their infamous ac- 
tivities.”—(Cong. Record, Oct. 20, 1966, Sen- 
ate, 26954-55.) 


One of the recommendations of the 
grand jury was to punish those persons 
who entered Cleveland to incite riot. 
This is precisely what this long-overdue 
antiriot legislation would do. 

While it is not easy to determine when 
speech has incited a riot, I believe we 
have a clear example from the June 25, 
1967, New York Times on page E-3. 

They (the audience at Atlanta’s St. Joseph 

Church) listened as Stokely Car- 
michael, the black power leader and former 
chairman of the Student Non-violent Co- 
ordinating Committee, told them that the 
day of non-violent protest was over and that 
“the only way these honkies (white people) 
and honkey lovers can understand is when 
they are met by resistance”. Then, many in 
the audience walked from the church to a 
shopping center a block away, where there 
had been several recent incidents involving 
Negroes and police. There, they began hurl- 
ing stones at policemen. 

The policemen finally dispersed the teen- 
agers by firing shotguns and carbines into 
the air. But the next night, many of the 
youths were back again. This time, police 
said, there was at least one Molotov cocktail 
hurled along with the rocks. Police fired 
their weapons once again, A Negro youth was 
killed. 

WHAT THE BILL WOULD DO 

There is discussion that the bill’s pas- 
sage would do nothing to halt the rioting, 
since the basic cause is not professional 
extremists but the social conditions of 
the area in which the riots occur, In 
short, with that much tinder lying about, 
it was bound to go off. This is like argu- 
ing that the basic cause of forest fires is 
the terribly dry condition of the forest 
and that it is useless to pass laws to pro- 
hibit people from throwing fires into the 
tinder. We have plenty of frustrations in 
the United States, still areas of poverty, 
and many disadvantaged minority 
groups who have not chosen to riot. We 
absolutely cannot permit violence to pre- 
clude further social progress. We cannot 
allow those who will not accept the duties 
of society to destroy its freedoms. 

Second, this bill is a supplement to 
local and State efforts. I feel certain that 
the drafters of the bill were more than 
aware of Pennsylvania v. Nelson (350 
U.S. 497, 1956). Advocacy of ideas, even 
violence in the abstract, is not prohibited. 
Again, the drafters had an eye on Yates 
v. U.S. (354 U.S. 298, 1957). Much has 
been made of the fact that the activity 
designed as a riot is defined in the bill 
as “a public disturbance, involving acts 
of violence by assemblages of three or 
more persons, which poses an immediate 
danger of damage or injury to property 
or persons.” Of course, “immediate dan- 
ger” is open to interpretation, but then, 
so is all of the Constitution. It is not un- 
common that acts which can cause dan- 
ger may be prohibited, before actual 
damage is done. We are all familiar with 
Justice Holmes’ doctrine, The most 
stringent protection of free speech would 
not protect a man in falsely shouting fire 
in a theater and causing a panic. It does 
not even protect a man from an injunc- 
tion against uttering words that have all 
the effect of force.” (Schenck v. U.S. 249 
U.S. 47, 51-52, 1919). What is prohibited 
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is an immediate danger, the cry of fire, 
that may cause damage. Also in Feiner 
v. N.Y. (340 U.S. 315, 1951) speech that 
tended to incite people to violence was 
prohibited and the action was upheld by 
the Supreme Court. 

It is contradictory to say the bill only 
regulates the use of interstate facilities 
to incite a riot and does not deal with 
riots themselves. Breaches of the peace 
are properly the matter for local and 
State authorities. What we wish to do 
today is to add the assistance of the 
Federal Government in an area where 
we have the power and duty to regulate 
interstate commerce. We aim to supple- 
ment, not supersede State and local leg- 
islation. I will point out again that the 
Cleveland grand jury in its report on 
August 9, 1966, called for just such anti- 
riot legislation. 

FAILURE OF THE LIBERAL IDEOLOGY 

It should be evident in the face of the 
continuing crisis, that those in power 
cannot see reality because they are 
blinded by ideology. Only such ideologies 
would persist in the course of meeting 
every human crisis with a material an- 
swer. To the problem of crime, they say 
spend more money, blame society, or lib- 
eralize the criminal procedure. Riots? 
Their answer is to replace broken prom- 
ises with more unfulfillable promises of 
a vast social uplift. We build bridges to 
communism, while Communists help 
other extremists to burn our cities. 

Undoubtedly, these ideological liberals 
resent what I am saying: after all, they 
are marching toward perfecting society 
and man. They cannot be bothered by 
the burning cities or by enemies who just 
might mean what they say, when they 
proclaim and reiterate their support for 
wars of national liberation. Those facts 
which do not fit into their ideology, they 
simply dismiss. 

So, we have the bitter harvest of a 
social welfare policy that has given us 
social warfare. Urban renewal sometimes 
has meant only urban removal. This 
social policy promised so much and gave 
so little, except to the poverty fighters, 
many of whom behaved more like mer- 
cenaries than soldiers. No wonder that 
there is a growing cynicism among the 
poor toward the integrity of the U.S. 
Government. 

The explosions that have rocked our 
cities are set against the background of 
the well-documented urban decline. The 
central core of many cities has been 
dying, and noticeably so, after World 
War II. The riots of the last few years 
may well mark the cities’ decline into 
stagnation. A perceptive writer in the 
New York Times Magazine identified 
two “revolutions of rising expectations” 
in the cities. The first revolution in at- 
titude is that of the urban poor, who 
do not want to wait to enjoy the liv- 
ing standards of the rest of the United 
States. The other revolution of “rising 
expectations” is among the urban rich 
who wish to remold the city so that they 
can get on with the business of living 
graciously. Art museums replace slums; 
ugly problems are swept away from their 
nice, new city. There is, of course, no 
objection to art museums or any other 
worthwhile building. However, the net 
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effect of such restructuring of the city 
is to displace the people with the greatest 
problems, without changing their lives in 
the least. Needless to say, the urban poor 
must resent the fact the city seems to 
have more interest in the finer things of 
life than their own plight. Against the 
background of the historical decline of 
the city from preeminence to a more 
restricted role in the modern economy, 
the two revolutions clashed head on and 
unleashed the dangerous elements in any 
society that surface in times of crisis. 

So, let us act to save some order in the 
United States and not be apologetic for 
doing so. For without a basic security, 
there can be no human progress, no so- 
ciety, culture, or civilization. 

Let us act favorably and intelligently 
on antiriot legislation and act quickly. 
However, we must know that once again, 
as with the fiag bill, we are reacting to 
a crisis, not dealing with its causes. The 
crisis has been the bankruptcy of the 
whole liberal ideology. And the sooner 
the country realizes this, the better. We 
are not obligated to pursue the dictates 
of this ideology to our national destruc- 
tion: we have come far enough—in fact, 
too far for comfort. We are not obligated 
to leave this country defenseless against 
Soviet missiles on the basis of Commu- 
nist promises. We do not have to allow 
our merchant marine to dwindle. There 
is no reason for our farmers to be run 
off the land, when a hungry world needs 
them. We do not have to be passive about 
smirking criminals escaping through 
legalistic loopholes. And we do not have 
to vacillate before the threat of fire to 
our cities. In short, we are not obligated 
to destroy ourselves by continuing to fol- 
low the liberal philosophy, which makes 
license synonymous with freedom. 

We can and must act. Let us enact 
this antiriot legislation as the beginning 
of a new direction for America. Again, 
let me add that the passing of antiriot 
legislation is only a small beginning. 
After we have taken this first step, we 
must take the next step—get at the cause 
of what ails us—the fuzzy thinking that 
becomes legislation and Supreme Court 
decisions that everything has an equal 
status—good and evil, anarchy and free- 
dom, and right and wrong. We must re- 
store not only freedom and rights to the 
law-abiding citizens, but responsibilities 
and obligations to all citizens. We should 
reserve for governments only such obliga- 
tions as the individual cannot fulfill and 
not simply because he has chosen not to 
fulfill them. This Government has an 
obligation and a responsibility to provide 
the political and social climate in which 
all citizens have equal opportunity to 
pursue their individual destinies. No in- 
dividual can have the opportunity unless 
there is an atmosphere free of threats 
and violence and plundering. 

I support this legislation and urge my 
colleagues to endorse it as the first step 
toward the goal we all seek—a truly free 
society which is free because it is a safe 
society. 

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Chairman, it has 
been said that the best way for evil to 
triumph is for good men to do nothing. 

The bill which we are discussing today 
is an attempt to do something about a 
growing problem in these United States, 
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the terrible toll that we pay for rioting 
and violence. 

We have just seen an outbreak of riot- 
ing and violence in Newark, N. J., and 
other cities. The toll in human suffer- 
ing, the property damage, the senseless 
loss of life, astounds every American 
citizen. 

A friend of mine yesterday was talk- 
ing about this particular incident and 
muttered with a hung head: 

Snipers in Newark. I just can’t conceive 
of it happening. Snipers in Vietnam and in 
a War zone, yes, but snipers in an American 
city, I just can’t believe it. 


I have heard all sorts of explanations 
about the causes. 

But one basic cause just is not men- 
tioned enough. It is simply that one suc- 
cessful riot leads to another. The havoc 
of Watts and all of the other violence we 
have experienced contributed to that in 
Newark. 

A part of that destruction started sum- 
mers ago, when agitators urged the 
people to revolt. What can you expect 
when we allow some imbecile to stand on 
the street corner and scream that a town 
ought to be burned down, that the cops 
should be blown apart, that there should 
be blood in the streets. 

In the slums and ghettos, people are 
perplexed. The rapid urbanization of our 
Nation has placed new burdens on our 
society, and it is obvious from the state- 
ments of the President, the Congress, 
and our entire society that we know we 
have problems. 

However, no problem is going to be 
solved by rioting, looting, pillage, murder, 
and violence. These only cause a break- 
down in our social order. No progress can 
be made under these circumstances. 

The bill which we address ourselves to 
today would make it a Federal crime for 
an individual to cross a State line for the 
purpose of inciting a riot. This is it, pure 
and simple. 

We are not attempting to infringe on 
the time honored principle of free 
speech—we are attempting to give law 
pe aig Officials something to work 

There are individuals who travel from 
city to city, inciting passions, and urging 
violence. 

It is one thing to discuss the tremen- 
dous problems which we face in our 
cities, and to urge that changes be made 
through democratic progress. No one 
argues that this latter course is not 
proper. 

But, we do argue that this Nation can- 
not afford to allow destructive dema- 
gogs to make a vocation of inciting vio- 
lence. There can be no justification for 
screaming that the town should be 
burned to the grcund and a policeman 
stomped to death. 

I do not delude myself into believing 
that this measure will completely meet 
the problem. I do believe that it is nec- 
essary. 

I think that this Nation should make 
it a crime for a person to travel from 
State to State for the purpose of in- 
citing riots and violence. 

It will not be an easy law to enforce. 
It will not be an easy case to prove. 

But there are certain flagrant viola- 
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tions that there will be no question. 
Those accused of such crimes will then 
be liable for prosecution. It could help 
to stem this rising tide of violence. 

I know one thing for certain. If we do 
not do something, and do it quickly, we 
are in for riots which will make Watts 
and Newark look like minor incidents. 

Rioting is becoming accepted. 

I saw a man being interviewed on tele- 
vision who grinned as he told about a 
policeman being beaten to near death 
and then shot with his own gun. This 
man acted as if this were a great ac- 
complishment. I wonder how we could 
ever explain the heartbreak to the wives 
and families of the firemen and the po- 
licemen who were cut down senselessly. 

There have been innocent bystanders, 
small children, killed as violence grew. 
Snipers fired from buildings. 

Can this be America? 

I say to you that the way for these 
riots to continue and to increase is for 
good men to do nothing. In this bill we 
have proposed, we attempt to call the 
trained agitators and the demagogs to 
account for their actions. The case 
against them will have to be proved in 
court. 

But, if it can be proven that their 
objective was to incite violence and riot- 
ing, they can be punished according to 
the law. 

I urge the House to give this method a 
chance. We have to do something and this 
is one of the proper ways to proceed. It 
may well be that the passage of this law 
will prevent another 7-year-old from be- 
ing killed, a policeman’s child from being 
raised an orphan. 

The hour is late. Some measure of 
this kind should have been passed before 
this, and perhaps we might then have 
been spared a part of this senseless death 
and destruction. 

Mr. MIZE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in sup- 
port of the H.R. 421. I followed the exam- 
ple of the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
CRAMER] and introduced the language of 
his antiriot amendment to the Civil 
Rights Act of 1966 as separate legislation 
in the 89th Congress. I reintroduced the 
bill this session. We needed this law on 
the books in 1966; we need it even more 
so today. 

I wish to commend my distinguished 
colleague for his perseverance in getting 
this issue to the floor again. The over- 
whelming vote his amendment received 
in 1966 was proof enough that he was on 
the right track with this proposal. To 
come back with it as a separate measure 
upon which we can act outside of any 
omnibus civil rights bill is the proper way 
to handle it in my estimation. I do not 
think, however, that we would have this 
legislation before us today without his 
initiative and his leadership in getting 
committee action on it. 

It becomes increasingly obvious that 
we must have some means of dealing with 
the professional agitator; the self-styled 
leader who travels about and by word and 
deed, and in most instances, by malice 
aforethought, touches off an inflamma- 
tory situation with a resultant loss of life, 
bodily injury, and property damage. 

In almost every instance over the past 
two summers, the racial riots and the dis- 
turbances in our cities from one end of 
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the country to the other have had the 
“help” of outside agitators. They have 
been on the scene; they have stirred 
things up; and trouble in the form of 
rioting, looting, and burning has 
followed. 

I am sure that many of my colleagues 
over the past few days have reacquainted 
themselves with the remarks of former 
Supreme Court Justice Charles E. Whit- 
taker in the recent Rational Debate 
Seminar on Law, Order and Civil Diso- 
bedience, sponsored by the American 
Enterprise Institute. A book on this de- 
bate has just come to my desk and I have 
had an opportunity to read Justice Whit- 
taker’s statement, as well as that of his 
debate opponent, William Sloane Coffin, 
Ir. 

It is pertinent to the discussion of this 
issue today to repeat an observation 
which Justice Whittaker made in the de- 
bate, and I quote: 

The fact is everywhere so obvious that it 
cannot any longer be denied that.our nation 
is in the grips of a rash of rapidly spread- 
ing mass lawlessness and violence which, in 
a large part, is planned and willful, and seems 
to be designed to destroy, and is seriously 
threatening to destroy law, order, and all 
vestiges of civility in our land, 


He goes on to say: 

Can anyone reasonably believe that a dis- 
orderly society can survive? In all recorded 
history none ever has. The paths of history 
are strewn with the bones of fallen societies. 
Some of them were once as great, in many 
Ways, as ours is now. That history also shows 
that, in each instance, the first evidences of 
the society’s decay appeared in its toleration 
of disrespect for, and violation of, its laws. 
There is no good reason to believe that sim- 
ilar tolerances will serve us differently. 


Justice Whittaker has sounded the 
warning. He has shown us the immensity 
of the crime of the professional agitator 
when we relate his activities to the de- 
terioration of our society. He must be 
dealt with, not only for the harm he 
does the cause he professes to serve, but 
for the menace he is to the peaceful pur- 
suits of his fellow countrymen. 

The antiriot legislation we have be- 
fore us today will be a means of dealing 
with these provocateurs. It will not solve 
all of the problems: it will not in itself 
bring racial peace, but by taking the pro- 
fessional agitators out of the picture, 
solving the problems will be easier and 
racial peace will be nearer. I respect- 
fully urge the adoption of H.R. 421. 

Mr. DEL CLAWSON. Mr. Chairman, 
when we have individuals or groups 
openly dedicated to fomenting civil 
disturbance at selected tension areas 
throughout the Nation, obviously we 
have a national problem. Although en- 
forcement of the law remains an imme- 
diate local concern, the legislation before 
the House today will take needed steps 
to prevent scattered brush fires from 
becoming an uncontrollable national 
conflagration. We will be derelict in our 
duty to the law-abiding majority in this 
country if we fail to curb the activities 
of those who travel from State to State 
with the express purpose of inciting vio- 
lence. Not only is the nationwide public 
interest threatened, the peaceful and 
altruistic causes which the inciters to 
riot profess also suffer through the in- 
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evitable reaction of sane and temperate 
individuals to the acts of physical vio- 
lence, destruction of property, and hate- 
ful excess. If people are deliberately led 
to feel that armed with sufficient ideo- 
logical conviction they are justified in 
defying the law and attempt to place 
themselves above the law, then who will 
be protected by the law? 

I support H.R. 421 as a necessary in- 
strument for law enforcement and for 
the prevention of anarchy in the United 
States. 

Mr. REINECKE. Mr. Chairman, more 
than 3,000 people have been arrested in 
major outbreaks of racial violence 
throughout the country, and 25 persons 
have been killed in riots in a period of less 
than 4 days. Thousands more have been 
injured and property damage is esti- 
mated in the millions of dollars. 

It is clear to see that something must 
be done to halt this growing anarchy in 
our large cities. I joined in introducing 
legislation to curb rioting instigated by 
leadership traveling from one State to 
another. I urge today that the House act 
quickly to enact this legislation. 

I support this antiriot legislation be- 
cause the citizens of my home State of 
California are very much aware of the 
need for this kind of new law. And so are 
the citizens of St. Louis, and Cleveland, 
and Cincinnati, and Detroit, and New 
York City, and Chicago, and Rochester, 
and Newark, and Tampa, and many 
other communities in this country. 

All of these cities, and both of the 
great cities of my State—Los Angeles 
and San Francisco—have been racked 
with riots. Even campuses of great uni- 
versities across this Nation have been the 
scenes of violence resulting from demon- 
strations. 

In many of these instances, there have 
been allegations and evidences of the 
presence of persons giving leadership to 
these riots who were not residents of 
these cities, or States, or in the case of 
the campuses who were not even stu- 
dents. 

These professional troublemakers had 
come long distances, across State lines to 
forment strife and discord. They had 
mailed inflammatory literature into the 
hands of discontented residents. They 
had directed civil disobediences by long- 
distance telephone calls. And their sole 
intent was to reach across State lines to 
instigate trouble and strife. 

Our Constitution guarantees to each of 
us the right to free assembly, the right to 
petition the Government for redress of 
grievances, and the right to peacefully 
express our dissatisfaction with policies 
of the Government. 

But these freedoms have been abused. 
Our civil rights are undermined every 
time a peaceful assembly erupts into a 
riot. Our right to seek redress of griev- 
ances is ruined when it is turned into 
violent efforts to impede troop trains, or 
mob action to burn and loot a city. 

Our Congress has acted admirably in 
recent years to protect the civil rights of 
certain groups of our Nation. Now we 
need to act to protect the civil rights of 
every citizen regardless of his race, creed, 
or color. We need to act by passing this 
legislation to protect citizens from vio- 
lence, the destruction of property, and 
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the possible loss of life that may con- 
tinue to result from the activities of those 
who travel from one trouble center to 
another, across State lines, to foment un- 
rest and riots. 

Many State and local governments 
have taken action to handle the problem 
of local riots. My own State of California 
has passed an antiriot law. But H.R. 421 
and similar legislation cover an area over 
which the States have no jurisdiction, 
and rightly so. This bill will cover inter- 
state activities and travel in interstate 
commerce. The language of the bill 
specifically points out that this legislation 
does not preempt State or local laws on 
this same subject, This is a case where 
the Federal Government can be a 
genuine partner with the States in keep- 
ing peace and order in our neighbor- 
hoods. 

With the increasing complexity of 
urban living in our great cities, every 
step must be taken to insure that peace 
and order are maintained. Unless law en- 
forcement officials have the tools to keep 
the peace, as we hope to accomplish in 
this legislation, there can arise in this 
Nation such a tide of riot and violence 
and civil disturbance that no one’s civil 
rights will amount to anything. No one 
will feel safe on the streets of his com- 
munity. No one will enjoy the peace and 
security of his home. 

This legislation is by no means a total 
solution to the problem. The causes 
which motivate people to riot and 
destruction must also be dealt with. But 
+ is a necessary step in the right direc- 

on. 

The sense of Congress has been ex- 
pressed on this matter before. We must 
let the citizens of this country know that 
this Congress has acted speedily and 
wisely to protect the peace and order of 
their communities. We must let our cit- 
izens know that freedom is the right to 
be responsible. Freedom is not the right 
to complete freedom of expression at the 
expense of the freedom of others. The 
man in bondage need not be responsible 
for his jailer will supervise his every 
move—but a true freeman is a man 
who accepts the responsibility of free- 
dom. 

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Chairman, the 
U.S. Department of Justice, the very 
agency that will be called on to enforce 
the antiriot bill, has stated that riot con- 
trol and penalties for rioting are essen- 
tially local problems and should not be- 
come the responsibility of the Federal 
Government. 

Right now, States and municipalities 
have legislation adequate to handle the 
prevention and control of riots. Addi- 
tional legislation, like the bill before us, 
is redundant of what exists. Unless the 
State and local governments clearly fail 
to cope with this problem and call on 
the Federal Government. for assistance, 
the Federal Government does not need 
to be present, 

The confusion the bill would create 
between the Federal power structure and 
the State and local governments is 
matched by the confusion in the lan- 
guage of the bill. It is replete with pur- 
posefully vague terms and phrases such 
as “encourage,” “promote,” and “carry 
on.” 
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What should be encouraged, promoted, 
and carried on are the two distinct and 
important areas totally neglected by the 
antiriot bill—research into the causes of 
riots and means of preventing them, and 
providing aid to States, municipalities, 
and businesses affected by the riots. 

I am now preparing bills to deal with 
these two areas of neglect. One would 
provide funds for a Presidential com- 
mission to study the causes of riots and 
recommend ways to avoid them; the oth- 
er would permit the Federal Governent 
to make grants to State and local gov- 
ernments to help them shoulder the bur- 
den of beefing up their police forces to 
prevent riot activity, and would allow 
businesses damaged in riots to qualify 
for Federal disaster relief loans made 
through the Small Business Administra- 
tion's aid to disaster areas. 

I urge the Congress to scrutinize this 
antiriot bill carefully and be wary of 
falling prey to the same mob instinct 
the bill is attempting to prevent. Stam- 
peding to vote for a bill that is ineffective 
and redundant will not solve any prob- 
lems, but only multiply them, Research 
by a Presidential committee will go a 
long way to supplement the powers now 
existing at the State and local levels to 
prevent riots, and legislation helping the 
innocent victims of riots will provide a 
much-needed measure of justice. 

Mr. LANGEN. Mr. Chairman, today I 
join my colleagues in support of H.R. 
421, a bill that would provide penalties 
for travel or use of any facility in inter- 
state or foreign commerce with the in- 
tent to incite a riot or other violent civil 
disturbance. 

Recently the newspapers, radio, and 
television have been filled with news of 
riot activity in numerous locations across 
the Nation. These civil disturbances 
seem to be occurring at an ever-increas- 
ing frequency. 

There is evidence that the violence 
which has erupted in the various loca- 
tions across the Nation has been perpe- 
trated through the use of facilities of 
interstate and foreign commerce. There- 
fore I believe it is absolutely essential 
that we provide our law enforcement 
officials with a legal weapon which will 
enable them to more effectively cope 
with and deter those who would encour- 
age and promote civil disturbances. The 
passage of this bill would be a very effec- 
tive deterrent to those who would make 
use of these facilities for the express 
purpose of inciting riots. 

I am hopeful that we will pass this 
bill today and write it into law before 
the end of this session of Congress. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. Chairman, if we 
were considering a bill today to “fight’’ 
cancer by punishing and fining those 
who have this dread disease, we would be 
the laughing stock of the Nation. To at- 
tack a disease by trying to stifle the 
symptoms, while leaving the cause un- 
touched would indeed be ludicrous. And 
if we were doing so under the terms of 
a deal by which we had agreed to pass 
the antisymptom bill without having an 
opportunity even to discuss the symp- 
toms, we would be worse than ludicrous, 
we would be irresponsible. Well, Mr. 
Chairman, I think we are guilty today of 
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just exactly that kind of ludicrous irre- 
sponsibility. 

Member after Member, Mr. Chairman, 
will troop up to this rostrum and de- 
nounce riots, as though there was some- 
thing controversial—as though there 
were two sides to the question of rioting 
and violence. We will probably pass H.R. 
421, and congratulate ourselves on hav- 
ing “done something” about riots and 
violence—just as though there were not 
laws against criminal behavior on the 
statute books of every State and every 
municipality in the country—laws which 
are perfectly efficacious in dealing with 
riots and violence. And we will probably 
adjourn tonight with the satisfied feel- 
ing that comes only to a legislator when 
he has courageously and straightfor- 
wardly done something that cannot pos- 
sibly cost him any votes. 

I make those predictions because I am 
sure this bill will pass. I regret to say 
so; but I am convinced that this House is 
going to take the advice of one of our 
distinguished colleagues and temporarily 
“forget the first amendment” and vote 
for this bill. It may well be, in the long 
historical perspective, looked upon as 
ironic that a bill “against violence and 
lawlessness” was in itself one of the most 
lawless acts of this 90th Congress. I say 
that, Mr. Chairman, because, make no 
mistake about it, this bill if enacted into 
law and if enforced in the discrimina- 
tory way which is intended, cannot. pos- 
sibly withstand the scrutiny of any 
court even remotely familiar with the 
Constitution of the United States. 

Mr. Chairman, I shall not vote for 
H.R, 421. I shall not “forget the first 
amendment” even for the time being, 
and vote for a bill which, by its vague- 
ness, and ambiguity, violates that funda- 
mental law as deeply and lawlessly as any 
rioter has violated any local ordinance 
or State law against street violence. 
We are told that there is a nationwide 
feeling against lawlessness. I share that 
feeling. We are told that the American 
people are fed up with those who damage 
others’ rights in the course of protesting 
against the conditions that have begun 
with them being deprived of their rights. 
This may be true. But I, for one, do not 
believe the American people want us to 
violate our basic law in order to add a 
statute to cope with a situation against 
which there are ample statutes now on 
the books of every State and municipal- 
ity in the country. 

Mr. Chairman, I have heard all the 
talk about how necessary it is to have a 
law by which we can “get” Stokely Car- 
michael. I do not have a lot of use for 
Mr. Carmichael, and I must admit that 
his activities seem to be as close to what 
this bill purports to stop as anyone's. 
But the fact that there has been so much 
talk about getting“ Stokely Car- 
michael—and not one word about get- 
ting“ George Wallace on the same 
charges—is what I am talking about 
when I say this bill is intended to be 
used in a discriminatory manner. Do we 
honestly believe that Carmichael’s 
speeches are one bit more inflammatory 
than Wallace’s? Are we to believe that 
the inflammatory remarks of a black 
man are deserving of fine and imprison- 
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ment, while the inflammatory remarks 
of a white man are just good clean fun? 

Will this bill really be used to crack 
down on the hate literature of the Gerald 
L. K. Smiths, and Lincoln Rockwells, and 
the Billy Hargiesses who do everything 
they can to inflame their followers and 
make them want to strike out at peace- 
ful civil rights demonstrators? Or do we 
judge the incitements of an American 
Nazi by a different and more lenient 
standard than we judge the incitements 
of a proponent of violent black nation- 
alism? 

I have, as I said before, no use for 
Stokely Carmichael, and I have no more 
for the Wallaces and the Rockwells and 
the Gerald Smiths. The extreme black 
nationalists despair of achieving their 
objectives through the normal demo- 
cratic processes, and so they want to turn 
to violence. The extreme white suprem- 
acists despair of forever preventing the 
normal workings of democracy from do- 
ing away with the organized injustice 
upon which they base their hopes, so 
they, too, hope that violence and race 
hatred will at least hold back the day 
when all men will actually be allowed 
to enjoy the equality of opportunity the 
Declaration of Independence talks about. 
I believe, with Jefferson, that both kinds 
of extremists should be left free to peddle 
their respective kinds of nonsense as 
a monument to the faith we have in 
democracy to withstand them both. 

H.R. 421 is not necessary to cope with 
violence in the streets. Our States and 
cities have the legal authority and the 
effective power to cope with rioting, and 
to punish those who, in fact, break the 
law. This act does not even pretend to 
add to that authority or to that power. 
And, by the deal which brought this bill 
to the floor, we are precluded from act- 
ing on the causes of which rioting and 
violence are only the symptoms. 

We have been told for months now, 
Mr. Chairman, that all the violence, all 
the rioting is “caused” by people who go 
about the country telling people—espe- 
cially poor people, black people, minority 
group people—that they have something 
to be mad about. Well, Mr. Chairman, 
these people do have something to be 
mad about. And most of the men who are 
calling it to their attention and to the 
attention of the rest of the country do 
not deserve to be jailed or fined. They 
deserve to be listened to. 

Mr. Chairman, we have heard a lot of 
talk and we will hear more about “crack- 
ing down on the people who cause riots.” 
Taken in the context in which they are 
uttered, these threats usually refer to 
Negro leaders who are pointing out, pub- 
licly, the incredible neglect and callous- 
ness which gives rise to riots. When a 
Negro leader like Dr. Martin Luther 
King, who has roused the conscience of 
America to an awareness of the injustice 
on which our society has rested its very 
foundations for these 300 years, predicts 
that there will be rioting and violence 
until injustice is wiped out, he is not 
inciting to riot, anymore than a physi- 
cian is causing heart trouble by telling 
someone that overeating and overexer- 
tion can cause heart trouble. But his pre- 
dictions have been described as the kind 
of thing this bill is “out to get.” Dr. King, 
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and other leaders like him have been 
told that they must “stop stirring things 
up,” and that “they have no right to cry 
‘fire’ in a crowded theater.” I have heard 
that last cliche, Mr. Chairman, until it 
is coming out of my ears. What if the 
theater is on fire, Mr. Chairman? What 
then? Is orderly procedure so vital that 
the audience must sit quietly and be 
consumed as they watch the play, be- 
cause no one is allowed to call attention 
to the smoke curling out from behind 
the curtain? 

Mr. Chairman, the Republic is on fire. 
The fires of resentment and unrest have 
broken out in a bed of coals that have 
been smouldering for 300 years. And that 
fire will not be put out by promises, by 
force, or by pious appeals to patience 
from those who have been profiting from 
the present situation for 300 years. It will 
only be put out if we once and for all 
eradicate the injustice that is its fuel. 

Justice, Mr. Chairman, is “not so wild 
a dream as those who profit by postpon- 
ing it pretend.” Those who profit by 
postponing justice are the real inciters 
of riots. They are the people at whom 
this bill should be aimed. If we want to 
stop racial unrest, if we want to put an 
end to the bitterness that has arisen 
between the races, then let us, indeed, 
turn to fines and imprisonment for those 
who, in fact, cause the bitterness and 
spark the riots. Let us fine and imprison 
those employers who have for so long 
confined Negroes to dead-end jobs. Let 
us fine and imprison those employers 
who for so long have had a “last hired, 
first fired” policy for Negroes. Let us fine 
and imprison those labor leaders—and 
as a longtime trade unionist I blush to 
admit there are such—who have main- 
tained Jim Crow unions. Let us fine and 
imprison those public officials—and they 
can be found in every section of the 
country—who have for so many years 
used the tools of racial hatred and seg- 
regation to secure their own power. Let 
us fine and imprison those “law” en- 
forcement officials—and their number is 
decreasing, who for years have treated 
crimes against Negroes as basically less 
important than crimes against white 
people, and who now cannot understand 
why the police uniform does not com- 
mand respect in the ghettoes of the Na- 
tion. Let us fine and imprison those real 
estate operators who for years have in- 
sisted on keeping the Negro penned up 
in filthy slums and who have made more 
money per square inch of “housing” in 
those slums than they make in the air- 
conditioned suburbs. 

This bill, Mr. Chairman, and I base 
what I say on what many of this bill’s 
backers have said in the course of the 
past several months, is designed to sil- 
ence anyone who dares to suggest that 
American Negroes have legitimate griev- 
ances. Don't protest,” the Negro is told. 
“Don’t kick up a fuss. Don’t state your 
hopes and aspirations as though they 
were demands. Don’t act like you were 
entitled to anything. Just stand there, 
hat in hand, shuffling a little, and Mr. 
Charlie will be real generous.” Well, Mr. 
Chairman, the Negro has been trying 
just that, and Mr. Charlie has been an- 
swering him by jailing him, by barring 
him from decent jobs, by barring him 
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from decent schools, by telling him to be 
patient and that time will cure every- 
thing, by deliberately using the same 
words to describe criminal acts in Watts 
or Newark and orderly, legitimate dem- 
onstrations in other cities, and, in gen- 
eral, by reminding him that the goodies 
of our society are the white man’s to 
give out as he pleases, when and to 
whom he will. 

I cannot, Mr. Chairman, think off- 
hand of a less effective way to stem civil 
unrest in this country than by trying to 
pretend it has no causes, or than by try- 
ing to assure ourselves that if no one 
talks about it it will go away. The riots 
and the violence that have torn so many 
American cities are not, much as some 
of us would like to think otherwise, the 
results of some kind of malicious plot by 
which evil men are stirring up happy, 
contented Americans. They are the di- 
rect and inevitable result of 300 years of 
violence and lawlessness and oppression 
of which the American Negro has been 
the helpless victim. This fact does not 
excuse the rioting or the violence, but 
it does explain it. And anyone who thinks 
we can stop it in any other way than by 
trying, harder than we have tried thus 
far, to remedy evils that caused it, sim- 
ply doesn’t understand the times in 
in which we live. 

So far, I have been talking primarily 
about the ineffectiveness of H.R. 421. 
But it has been suggested to me that 
“even if the bill will not stop riots, it can 
do no harm, and it is a valuable expres- 
sion of public sentiment against street 
violence.” I disagree, Mr. Chairman, with 
the idea that the bill will do no harm. 
The passage of this bill will do great 
harm if we deceive ourselves into think- 
ing that we have accomplished some- 
thing by passing it. If we fool ourselves 
into thinking that H.R. 421 makes any 
contribution whatsoever toward curing 
the ills that afflict this land, then we will 
be in even greater danger than we are 
in now. The rioting that is going on this 
very day is a symptom. It is a painful 
and expensive and dangerous symptom 
of the deeper disease that is eating at 
the vitals of the Republic. If we swallow 
this patent medicine, if we are lulled 
into the false security of thinking that 
we have struck at the disease because we 
have struck at the symptoms, then we 
will be less likely than ever to do what is 
really needed to cure the body politic. 
H.R. 421 may be a palliative, though T 
doubt it. It is surely not in any sense of 
the word a cure. 

If we do not want any more riots, Mr. 
Chairman, and I am among those who 
do not want any more riots, then let 
us get about the business which has been 
so tragically and criminally interrupted 
ever since the Emancipation Proclama- 
tion. Let us get about the job of making 
our boasted affluence a reality to all our 
citizens. Let us stop pretending that the 
Negro has no problems that would not 
be solved by a little more charity and let 
us get about the expensive but essential 
business of justice. 

Mr. RESNICK. Mr. Chairman, despite 
the persistent coaxing of many of my 
distinguished colleagues, I have decided 
not to offer the Resnick amendment to 
the so-called antiriot bill. This amend- 
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ment would have categorically banned 
the interstate transport of not only the 
instigators of riots but the tools of riots— 
rocks to be thrown through plate glass 
windows, gasoline to be used in Molotov 
cocktails, and sticks to be used to strike 
other people. I think this would be a 
sensible addition to an otherwise sense- 
less bill. 

I realize that my amendment would 
have done little to end riots in the cities 
of our country, but, Mr. Chairman, 
neither will this bill. 

The bill we are considering this after- 
noon disturbs me greatly. Not only do I 
believe it is unconstitutional, I believe 
that it is the basest form of self-decep- 
tion. 

When the Founding Fathers met in 
1787, they very carefully and consciously 
did not write into the Constitution any 
provision that would, in any way, ham- 
per freedom of movement from State to 
State. We do not have “check points” 
at our State borders to screen interstate 
travelers and we do not issue passes for 
those who wish to move from State to 
State. 

However, if we pass this bill, we will be 
taking a giant step toward the kind of 
controlled movement that characterizes 
the police state that so terrifies us all. 

How are we to distinguish between 
those who are crossing State lines for 
the purposes of inciting a riot and those 
crossing the same borders to legitimately 
assist some of the deprived people of 
this country pull themselves out of 
poverty? 

There are many, I am sure, who 
would—with pleasure—use this bill to 
stop the work of the Dr. Kings, the Roy 
Wilkinses, and the Whitney Youngs as 
well as the more militant civil rights 
voices. Are we now to legislatively murder 
the civil rights movement by intimidating 
the Michael Schwerners and the Viola 
Liuzzos, and the thousands of college 
students who have gone into the ghettos 
of our country, North and South, to build 
churches, register voters, teach better 
agricultural methods, and to show peo- 
ple how to organize themselves politically 
and economically? 

We all know that several individuals, 
most notably Stokely Carmichael, have 
gained wide publicity over the past sev- 
eral months for their inflammatory 
statements they have been making. I de- 
plore these statements and have voiced 
my total disapproval of them many times 
in the past. However, the Founding 
Fathers also specifically outlawed “bills 
of attainders.” As we all know, a “bill of 
attainder” is a legislative act designed to 
punish one individual. Mr. Chairman, I 
do not believe that the goals of this Na- 
tion are assisted by eliminating even one 
individual by undemocratic means. 

I have said that this bill is a form of 
self-deception. To say that riots in our 
cities are caused by “outside agitators” is 
tragically misleading and is blinding us 
from seeing the truly miserable condi- 
tions in our cities. It is condemning this 
country to many more “long hot sum- 
mers.” 

We are being told that the riots we 
are witnessing in Watts, Harlem, Hough, 
and Newark are caused by a gigantic 
conspiracy motivated by a new and 
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ominous doctrine—black power. Let us 
not be mistaken, what we are really wit- 
nessing in the urban ghettos of this 
country is not the result of any ideology 
or doctrine, not the fruits of black power 
or white power or yellow power—but 
rock power, the violent expression of a 
man’s total frustration when he has 
exhausted his hope and extinguished his 
faith. It is the oldest kind of power 
known to man. 

With this bill, we are trying to blame 
a few easily identifiable individuals for 
a hundred years of our neglect. Mr. 
Chairman, this is the most dangerous 
form of escapism. 

We are being told that what we have 
witnessed in some of our cities during 
the past days and weeks is testimony for 
the need of this bill. Indeed, the events 
thus far this summer, if anything, prove 
the folly of this bill. For even the most 
efficient conspiracy conceivable could 
not maintain unrest in nearly every 
major city in the country. 

The tragic events in Newark did not 
start during the past 10 days or even 
during the past 10 weeks. They did not 
even start in Newark. They started years 
ago when the great migration of desper- 
ate, ill-equipped Negroes began to be 
driven out of the South to jam into our 
already bursting cities. 

The Attorney General of the United 
States and the distinguished Governor 
of New Jersey have both dismissed any 
idea that “outside agitators” contributed 
in any significant way to the bitter 
tragedy that tore apart the city of New- 
ark last week. 

Who is responsible for the riots? Is it 
Congress who refused to pass a bill as- 
suring any American an equal oppor- 
tunity to purchase a home, who has ap- 
propriated funds for the war on poverty 
with an eyedropper, and who self-satis- 
fyingly hands the Negro this meaning- 
less and self-defeating piece of paper in- 
stead of facing up to the real problems 
of our cities? 

Is it the 50 State Governors who, until 
recently, did not recognize the crisis 
building up in their cities? 

Is it the majority of city officials who 
fiddle while their cities burn? 

Mr. Chairman, outside agitators” 
have not been causing the riots in our 
cities. It has been the “inside agitators” 
that are to blame—the growl of a man’s 
stomach telling him he is hungry, the 
emptiness of a man’s pocket telling him 
he has no money for clothes and a live- 
able house, the wailing of a man’s child 
telling him he cannot afford medical at- 
tention, the cry of a young man’s soul 
telling him he is destined to a life of 
misery with no hope for personal fulfill- 
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, there is a real antiriot 
bill. It is one that will provide decent 
housing, decent diet, and decent jobs to 
millions of Americans who are desper- 
ately in need. This is the antiriot bill for 
which I will continue to work, for this is 
the only hope to transform the summers 
for millions of our Negro citizens from 
those of tragedy and terror to those of 
progress and productivity. 

I cannot stand by silently while this 
body deludes itself into thinking that it 
is seriously acting to curb the unrest in 
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our cities when in reality, it is only add- 
ing to the frustration and despair of mil- 
lions of people who are quickly losing 
faith in their Government. 

Mr. Chairman, I can only regretfully 
suggest that the name of this bill be 
changed from the antiriot“ bill to the 
“riot-instigation”’ bill. 

Mr. FULTON of Tennessee. Mr. Chair- 
man, a riot is a tragic thing. The vio- 
lence, destruction, and loss of life ex- 
perienced in New Jersey over the past 
week have shocked and saddened Amer- 
ica. Once again the ghetto has erupted, 
exposing a sordid and soiled pattern in 
our national fabric. 

Who is responsible for what has hap- 
pened in Newark and the other New Jer- 
sey communities? What person, or per- 
sons, group or organizations are to 
blame? This we do not know nor may 
we ever be certain. But one thing is cer- 
tain, each of us shares a portion of the 
responsibility for allowing the ghettos 
of New Jersey, or New York, or Nash- 
ville to exist. 

Too often we concern ourselves very 
little with the slums. We do not live there. 
Most of us do not have businesses there. 
In fact, most of us do not go there if 
we can avoid it. It is only when the slum 
is brought to us by the newspapers, ra- 
8 or television that we are exposed 


We have a tendency to view the ghetto, 
because of this type of exposure, as a 
1 or a place —a geographical loca- 

on. 

But it is none of these. A slum is peo- 
ple. It exists because of people. It ex- 
ists for people. It is people, people living 
in a world apart from the self-sufficient 
segment of our society, people held apart 
by accident, by design, by ignorance, by 
prejudice, by deceit, and by deprivation, 
people walled in under these conditions 
from generation to generation. 

This is an unstable formula but it 
could be controlled until recently. How- 
ever, a number of new and radical in- 
gredients have been added to this for- 
mula which tend to make it 99.44 percent 
pure dynamite. 

A doctrine of nationalism, while im- 
practical and suspect, has nonetheless 
given the Negro a certain identity, dig- 
nity, and pride. A philosophy of power, 
though not necessarily positively or con- 
structively defined, has awakened a sense 
of purpose and achievement potential. 

The war on poverty has given him a 
voice in his community. Community ac- 
tion has given him an instrument of 
power to provide leverage for altering 
his way of life and the condition under 
which he lives. 

Unfortunately society has not, nor 
could it have, kept pace with the change 
that has taken place among the people 
of the ghetto. 

The situation, the result of a combina- 
tion of these many ingredients, failing 
any immediate or identifiable forthcom- 
ing relief, is ripe for the radical and the 
riot. And today we are to consider legis- 
lation designed to deal with effect, not 
the cause, of the ghetto. 

Congress has made many efforts to 
deal with the cause of the ghetto. This 
decade has seen more accomplished in 
this area than at any similar time in 
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history. The steps taken include two 
major civil rights laws, the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act, the cre- 
ation of the Office of Economic Oppor- 
tunity and the launching of the war on 
poverty, the establishment of the De- 
partment of Housing and Urban Devel- 
opment with its rent supplement and 
model cities programs, the Manpower 
Development and Retraining Act, social 
security benefit increases, medicare, and 
many other programs undertaken to 
deal with the causes of the ghetto. 

Yet, it is obvious our efforts have not 
met with every success. Perhaps we have 
not done as much as we should, Certainly 
we haye not done as much as many of us 
would. 

Therefore, to charge that the Congress, 
in considering this antiriot legislation, is 
seeking a “scapegoat” is neither valid 
nor fair. 

I will readily acknowledge that we may 
be partially held responsible for the 
ghetto because we have permitted it to 
exist. Our entire Nation shares this re- 
sponsibility, and it is a load we can no 
longer carry. We must show more prog- 
ress. The ghetto must perish. Yet, while 
we condemn the ghetto as a way of life 
which is intolerable and controversy to 
the best interests of our democracy, we 
cannot condone rioting or those who 
would incite to riot, actions which are 
repugnant to our democracy. 

There is not a great deal that the Con- 
gress can do with rioters and those who 
incite to riot. The responsibility for 
maintaining civil order is a local and 
State responsibility. It should remain so. 
We do not have a national police force, 
nor do we need or desire one. 

But whatever we can do we must do, 
and passage of this bill is certainly 
within jurisdiction and power of the 
Congress. 

If this legislation in any way hinders, 
prevents, or precludes any individual 
from leading others into illegal civil dis- 
obedience, then it is proper. 

If this bill in any way assists local law 
enforcement authority in maintaining 
order, then it is necessary. 

If this bill in any way prevents further 
outbreaks of violence, bloodshed, death, 
and destruction, then it is just. 

I believe that in some measure this bill 
will accomplish all these things, though 
we may never know to what degree be- 
cause one cannot measure what might 
have been. 

This bill has my support. It has by co- 
sponsorship. It will have my vote. But 
with that vote goes a pledge that my 
efforts will not end with this essentially 
negative step in dealing with the ghetto. 
My energies will not end, nor should 
those of the Nation, until the people of 
the ghetto exercise all the rights guar- 
anteed under our Constitution, includ- 
ing the right to participate in and con- 
tribute to the fruits of our society. 

Mr. HENDERSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of H.R. 421. I was among 
those who introduced this bill, or a very 
similar one, in the 89th Congress and 
again this year. 

Events of recent weeks have clearly 
demonstrated the need for legislation of 
this nature. 
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As we read of riots in different parts 
of the country this summer—and that 
is the only real name for them—riots; 
the same names appear in the news in 
connection with these disturbances with 
monotonous regularity. 

It must be increasingly obvious to all 
Americans that we have a hard core of 
professional agitators who make it a 
practice to travel from State to State 
for the sole and express purpose of stir- 
ring up trouble and unrest. Then they 
move on to a new location leaving be- 
hind them property destruction, per- 
sonal injury, even sometimes loss of 
lives. Equally important, and perhaps 
even more important, is the fact that 
when the agitators leave, it is the local 
people who have to suffer the after- 
effects; to clear up the rubbish and try 
to close social and economic wounds 
which may take a generation to heal. 

All of us familiar with constitutional 
law realize and admit that the U.S. Gov- 
ernment has no police power and that 
maintaining law and order is a State and 
local responsibility. It is not the purpose 
of the legislation now before us to at- 
tempt to usurp the police power of the 
States or to set up machinery to arrest 
the local teen-ager who throws a Molo- 
tov cocktail or the neighborhood woman 
looting a supermarket. It is instead, the 
purpose and intent of this legislation to 
keep at home where he belongs the out- 
of-State agitator who travels across 
State lines to incite and urge people, 
such as these, to violent action they 
would not or might not otherwise have 
engaged in. 

The Federal Government can, and 
should, keep these traveling trouble- 
makers at home and give our State and 
local authorities a better chance to solve 
their local problems in a constructive 
fashion and in an atmosphere not arti- 
ficially stimulated by those having no 
local interest and no local responsibili- 
ties. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I want 
to commend my colleague from North 
Carolina, the Honorable BASIL WHITEN- 
ER, who, as a member of the Committee 
on the Judiciary, worked long and hard 
on this legislation and has supported it 
from the beginning. He is in Taipei, For- 
mosa, addressing a Freedom Day rally 
there, during Captive Nations Week, but 
it would be amiss if those of us who 
know of his efforts on this legislation 
and his interest in it did not see that 
this is a matter of record. 

Mr. ROUDEBUSH. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise today to support the passage of H.R. 
421. We have debated many issues dur- 
ing this session of Congress and have 
many more to debate. 

But, Mr. Speaker, this is one of the 
real important matters that we face. This 
is an issue that the taxpayers want us 
to act on. 

I know that the people in the 10th 
Congressional District of Indiana want 
action. And the people all over the United 
States want action. 

They want a halt to the riots that are 
taking place in this country. 

They want the bloodshed and disorders 
to stop. 

They want lootings and burnings to 
cease. 
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These people expect Congress to act— 
and act now. 

As a matter of fact I introduced this 
legislation on the first day of this Con- 
gress and at that time I said that we had 
better pass this measure before summer. 

Well—summer is here. And look what 
has happened since the first of June. 
First there was Tampa, Fla.; then Los 
Angeles, Prattsville, Nashville, Cincin- 
nati, Dayton, Montgomery, Buffalo, 
Niagra Falls, and Lake Geneva, Wis. 

But we can act now. 

And if we take this action we may 
prevent agitators like Stokely Carmichael 
from bringing his wrecking crews to such 
peaceful communities as Richmond, Ind., 
and Toms River, N.J. 

This administration has shouted and 
appealed for civil rights for the past sev- 
eral years. 

But what about the civil rights of the 
victims of riots? 

What about the rights of those who 
are killed in these riots? 

What about the rights of businessmen 
who have their stores bombed and looted? 

There are a number of people in this 
country who are intent on inciting vio- 
lence and unless we act, we may witness 
more bloodshed and looting than ever 
before. 

They talk about black power. 

They talk about white power. 

Let us talk about American power. 

We are all Americans and we are the 
most powerful nation in the world. 

The majority of our people, both white 
and black, want to live in peace. 

I know, as you know, that this measure 
is not the ultimate answer. 

But this measure should put a stop to 
some anti-Americans from leading dem- 
onstrations that quickly become riots. 

These people that these bills will effect 
are anti-Americans. 

They oppose our boys in Vietnam. 

They burn the American flag. 

They want to help our enemies. 

They teach people how to dodge the 
draft. 

We can only call them anti-Americans. 
So a vote for this bill is a vote against 
these riot instigators. 

These people are assassins. They want 
to assassinate our country. 

We can stop them—We must stop 
them—and we will stop them. 

A vote for this measure will certainly 
be a giant step in the right direction. 

Mr. NIX. Mr. Chairman, I am strongly 
opposed to the antiriot legislation which 
was passed by the House last year as 
an amendment to the Civil Rights Act 
of 1966 and which is now pending as a 
separate bill. 

First of all, Mr. Chairman, every State 
already has adequate legal basis under 
common law or under statutory law 
to prosecute and punish individuals who 
are responsible for riots. 

To superimpose a Federal antiriot law 
upon State laws and State police pow- 
ers is unnecessary and would tend, I 
suggest, to make Congress appear im- 
prudent in the eyes of the vast majority 
of people. 

I think that we have all been shaken 
by the succession of riots in our urban 
ghettos. And I am sure that many Mem- 
bers have received anxious and urgent 
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letters from constituents demanding 
that the Federal Government do some- 
thing to put a stop to violence. But let 
us have the legislative prudence not to 
rush headlong to enact ineffective and 
dangerous legislation which duplicates 
the laws of the States. Such legislation 
cannot but diminish the respect in which 
Congress is held by the greater number 
of citizens. 

I urge Members to consider whether 
Federal antiriot legislation would not 
entail a threat to civil liberties. 

The fifth amendment declares: “Nor 
shall any person be subject for the same 
offense to be twice put in jeopardy of 
life or limb.“ Certainly the spirit of the 
fifth amendment would be violated if a 
man were prosecuted under both State 
law and Federal law for the same act of 
inciting to riot. 

Moreover, it might well be contrary to 
the established policy of the United 
States to enact legislation requiring the 
Justice Department to prosecute a man 
for a second offense against law when 
the second offense against law proceeds 
from the same action as the first offense. 
Here, the second offense would be viola- 
tion of Federal law; the first offense 
would be violation of State law. In Petite 
v. United States—36, U.S. 529, 533—in 
1960, the Solicitor General stated that it 
is the general policy of the Federal Gov- 
ernment not to prosecute a person sev- 
eral times for several offenses when the 
offenses arise out of the same action. 
Would not this general policy of the Fed- 
eral Government be violated if the Justice 
Department prosecuted a man for the 
Federal offense of inciting to riot if such 
prosecution came on top of a State pros- 
ecution for the same act of incitement? 

Mr. Chairman, it would not speak well 
for our legislative wisdom if we allowed 
ourselves to be swept on the current of 
reaction to riots to enact a law violative 
of the spirit of the double jeopardy 
clause of the fifth amendment and con- 
trary as well to the general policy which 
the Federal Government has established 
pursuant to this clause. 

A second and more serious constitu- 
tional objection is that Federal antiriot 
legislation would threaten the first 
amendment rights of speech and assem- 
bly. 

The bill would authorize prosecution 
for traveling interstate or using any fa- 
cility of interstate commerce with the in- 
tention of inciting to riot. 

How is a prosecutor or a judge or a 
jury to determine from observable facts— 
words and actions—whether a defendant 
intended to incite or encourage others to 
commit acts of violence, or whether his 
intention was simply to speak out against 
injustice? Such a man as the Reverend 
Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr., has traveled 
from State to State and has protested in 
the strongest way against the conditions 
under which Negroes live in our urban 
ghettos. And yet his name is virtually 
synonymous with nonviolence and with 
the ideal of friendship between white 
and nonwhite people. 

Just a year ago, Dr. King was in Chi- 
cago. Speaking at a rally, he demanded 
that the city abolish its slums, establish 
equal opportunity for Negroes in hous- 
ing and jobs, and bring about complete 
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school integration. When he did not ob- 
tain a satisfactory response from officials, 
he declared what he called a nonviolent 
war on the city. Shortly thereafter, 
rioting occurred. Dr. King and his aide, 
the Reverend Andrew Young, tried to 
stop the violence and failed. 

Now would it not be possible for a 
prosecutor to try to infer a connection 
between Dr. King’s words and the actions 
of rioters? Such an inference would be 
entirely false and would be grievously 
unfair to Dr. King, who has preached 
nonviolence for so long and who has 
sought so earnestly to abolish the con- 
ditions which stimulate violence. This ex- 
ample suffices to show the threat to 
freedom of speech and to the right to as- 
semble and petition for redress of griev- 
ances posed by this bill. The bill would 
authorize prosecutors to try to prove in- 
tentions from inferred connections be- 
tween words and actions. 

Lack of certainty regarding intentions 
behind words and regarding connections 
between words and actions would open 
the way to attacks on free speech viola- 
tive of the first amendment. It might be 
possible for a prosecutor to argue that 
from a man’s words acts of violence en- 
sued, and that, therefore, the man’s prior 
intention while traveling interstate was 
to incite to riot, when, in fact, neither 
of these allegations—that a man intended 
to incite to riot and that his words caused 
a riot—was true. 

Moreover, the possibility of conviction 
for doing no more than exercising the 
right of free speech might well have the 
effect of discouraging free speech. This 
is a time in our history when the general 
welfare requires the unhampered exercise 
of the right to speak. Millions of Amer- 
icans who suffer the disadvantages of 
poverty and racial discrimination need 
articulate and responsible spokesmen. To 
discourage such spokesmen from speak- 
ing out would be not only unjust but pos- 
sibly disastrous. When the democratic 
process of public advocacy and persua- 
sion is curtailed, the likelihood of vio- 
lence is increased. Federal antiriot legis- 
lation might well increase the possibility 
of violence. 

As Attorney General, Nicholas Katzen- 
bach testified last year before the Execu- 
tive Reorganization Subcommittee of the 
Senate Government Operations Commit- 
tee. The subcommittee was investigating 
the crisis in our cities and the role which 
the Government should play in meeting 
that crisis. Mr. Katzenbach was asked 
why riots occur. His answer was as fol- 
lows: 

The Department of Justice looked 
carefully into the causes of riots. We con- 
clude that they were indeed fomented by 
agitators—agitators named disease and de- 
spair, joblessness and hopelessness, rat-in- 
fested housing and long-impacted cynicism. 

These sources of agitation are not the prod- 
uct of Communists or black nationalists or 
terrorists. They are the product of genera- 
tions of indifference by all the American 
people to the rot and rust and mold which 
we have allowed to eat into the core of our 
cities. 


If we wish to put a stop to urban vio- 
lence, Mr. Chairman, let us not try to do 
it by punitive legislation which might well 
discourage free speech. Let us rather 
eliminate the agitators named by Mr. 
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Katzenbach. Let us put a stop to violence 
by replacing slums with decent housing, 
by giving Americans of all races freedom 
in the housing market, and by promoting 
equal job opportunities. 

Mr. KLUCZYNSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
support H.R. 421. I introduced a very 
similar bill in the last Congress and again 
during this session. 

I believe in law and order. I also be- 
lieve that our laws provide remedies and 
proper avenues of relief for all griev- 
ances. It also provides for reasonable, or- 
derly group protest. It does not, however, 
permit the individual, acting alone or 
with others, to take the law into his own 
hands, to pillage, to burn, to loot, or to 
kill, for his own ends. If we tolerate that, 
we no longer have law and government, 
we have anarchy. 

I think we can make genuine progress, 
peacefully, toward the betterment of all 
our people, but I do not believe we will 
have the peace in which to work for it 
if we permit unrestrained, unreasoning 
people to roam the Nation emotionally 
provoking uprisings by preaching hatred 
and violence and by making wild 
promises about what can be blackmailed 
out of the Nation by means of riot and 
bloodshed. We have a responsibility to 
see that the law is upheld and order 
maintained, or there will be freedom 
and opportunity for nobody, and that is 
why I support this bill. 

Mr. FINO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of this bill which makes it a 
Federal crime to travel across a State line 
with the specific intent of causing a riot. 
I am proud to have sponsored similar 
legislation myself. 

This legislation comes at a particu- 
larly appropriate time—summertime, 
when riots are once again breaking out 
all over the country. As a matter of fact, 
riots are becoming as sure a sign of 
summer as poison ivy. 

I think that there is a parallel between 
rioting and poison ivy apart from sea- 
sonal coincidence. When poison ivy grows 
somewhere, does anyone moan and groan 
over poor soil conditions? No they do 
not. Why? Because poison ivy can grow 
anywhere. When it grows, you do not 
try to analyze its botany, you simply 
get rid of it. 

In my opinion, we should spend less 
time pampering those who riot and more 
time disciplining them. I am tired of 
hearing how deprivation is at the root 
of riots. I am tired of hearing how poor 
housing makes riots. There is a lot of 
poor housing in my district, but no riots. 
There are a lot of poor shacks in many 
parts of the United States, but decent, 
law-abiding citizens are not rioting. I 
could go on and point out poor housing 
conditions in almost every State of the 
Union but the message is clear. Housing 
does not make riots—and our own de- 
pression during the 1930’s proved that 
unemployment does not make riots. 

No—people make riots. People and pol- 
iticians and ivory-tower social planners. 
I am sick and tired of seeing rioting en- 
couraged and excused. Those who en- 
courage and excuse it are aiding and 
abetting a social phenomenon which is 
badly disrupting race relations in these 
United States. Furthermore, those who 
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encourage and excuse riots—often with 
the purpose of blackjacking Federal and 
local legislative bodies into passage of 
handout legislation like rent subsidies— 
are doing a great disservice to those mi- 
nority group members, including some 
fine people in my own district, who are 
fighting poverty by the tried and true 
American tradition of holding down an 
honest job. 

I strongly believe in this bill we have 
before us here today. It goes to the root 
of rioting—people. People like Stokely 
Carmichael, who would be a trouble- 
maker whether he was yellow, white, 
black, or purple. Speaking of trouble- 
makers, perhaps this bill can curb the 
rich white suburban punks who shift be- 
tween the New York, New Jersey, and 
Connecticut suburbs to start disturb- 
ances and disrupt parties. No deprivation 
motivates these punks—at least not eco- 
nomic deprivation. 

Let me suggest that there is another 
variety of “deprivation” at work in our 
land. Slowly but surely, the American 
ethic of hard work, self-help, thrift, 
pride, patriotism, and religion is being 
eradicated by the whining sociology of 
the Great Society, by the Supreme Court, 
and by “fun city” playboy mayors. This 
is the deprivation we have to fear in this 
Nation—deprivation of our great Amer- 
ican heritage. It is a sad day—and it 
happened last summer—when the Vice 
President of the United States encour- 
aged rioting on behalf of rent subsidies 
and talked of how he himself still had 
enough pep to lead a riot. 

Perhaps if we pass this bill, “Great 
Society” politicians will pay more atten- 
tion to the language of the speeches they 
make while traveling between States. 

Some of my labor friends have ex- 
pressed some fear about the antilabor 
implications of this bill. Let me assure 
them that there is nothing in this bill 
which will in any way affect the legiti- 
mate activities of labor unions. 

Labor union members and organizers 
who cross State lines to advertise griev- 
ances and support unionism are certainly 
engaged in legitimate union activities 
without intent to cause a riot. 

The key to this legislation is intent— 
intent to incite, organize, promote or 
carry out an act of violence in further- 
ance of a riot. 

No labor union representative should 
have any fears about this legislation if 
his intent and only intent is to engage in 
the legitimate activities of his union. 

I urge the passage of this bill because 
it is much needed in this country and 
much desired by the American people. 

Mr. MOORHEAD. Mr. Chairman, riots 
and the fear of riots are one of the great- 
est problems which face our local com- 
munities today. 

But we would be misleading the people 
with a cruel and demogogic hoax if we 
claim that by enacting H.R. 421 we are 
directing the Federal Government to 
take a major role in the prevention, 
punishment, and control of rioters. 

Whether or not this bill is enacted, the 
primary responsibility will continue to 
be that of State and local law enforce- 
ment. 

Persons who participate in any way in 
a riot have violated State and local laws 
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and should not be excused but should be 
treated firmly. 

H.R. 421 does not make participation 
in a riot a Federal crime. 

What H.R. 421 would do is to make it 
a Federal offense to cross State borders 
“with intent to incite a riot.” 

How can anyone judge what is in a 
man’s mind when he crosses a State 
border. 

This bill is either ineffective because 
a successful prosecution will be extreme- 
ly difficult or it is a dangerous infringe- 
ment of the rights of individuals and 
free speech and in either event, it should 
not be passed. 

The real reason this bill is before the 
Congress is well stated in an editorial 
in the Washington Post on July 13, 1967, 
which said that the purpose of the bill 
is “to enable Congress to strike a pos- 
ture” against riots to permit us to “ap- 
pear to be taking action against the 
current wave of ghetto violence.” 

Mr. Chairman, I will ask leave that 
this editorial be printed in full at the 
conclusion of my remarks. 

The editorial follows: 

[From the Washington Post, July 13, 1967] 
SCAPEGOAT BILL 

Congressman Cramer’s antiriot bill, which 
unfortunately is to reach the floor of the 
House today, is another in the long tradition 
of hysterical and unconstitutional legisla- 
tion drawn up merely to enable Congress to 
strike a posture. The great danger in this 
Kind of performance is that something may 
go wrong in the later stages of maneuver 
and result in actual passage of the bill. 

Its putative purpose is to authorize Federal 
prosecution of anyone who crosses a State 
line, or uses the mail, to encourage a riot. 
The real purpose, of course, is to permit 
Congressmen to appear to be taking action 
against the current wave of ghetto violence. 
Congressmen do not need to be told that the 
real causes of riots are native to their sites, 
and grow amidst unemployment and bad 
housing. But Congressmen also know that 
the remedies to unemployment and bad 
housing are extremely complicated and not 
very dramatic. In moments of stress Con- 
gress always turns to simple solutions like, 
in this case, trying to put Stokely Carmichael 
in jail. 

In its trenchant and highly expert analysis 
of the bill, the American Civil Liberties 
Union points out that here Congress is res- 
urrecting the bankrupt myth of the outside 
agitator as the source of rioting. If this bill 
were to pass, any riot would be automatically 
followed by a great combing through per- 
sonal mail and public statements to find 
evidence that someone, somewhere, said 
something that might in retrospect seem to 
have promoted or encouraged the violence. 
The bill is an unconscionable attempt to 
use Federal law to find scapegoats, after the 
riots, for the cities’ inability to preserve 
order. 


Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Chair- 
man, I rise in support of H.R. 421, the 
bill before us which will provide penal- 
ties for inciting riots. 

The growing reports of distressing 
violence, riots and disrespect for the law 
must be reversed. 

A primary responsibility for control of 
rioting rests, of course, with local offi- 
cials. We would, however, be remise in 
our duties if we fail to provide neces- 
sary legislation on a national basis to 
control those who use interstate facilities 
to incite, organize and promote these 
riots. 
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Although the destruction and chaos 
in the wake of rioting in our cities has 
been great, it often seems that those 
engaged in these criminal acts are a 
relatively small percentage of the total 
population. Even smaller is the number 
of people who seem to turn up again and 
again in the cities where these outbreaks 
of violence occur. 

It is imperative that lawless elements 
do not gain control of our communities. 
No civilization can tolerate the violence 
and mass crime which has characterized 
the so-called protests which in fact have 
become anarchy. 

We must demonstrate our opposition 
to this divisive and destructive method of 
operation by those lawless individuals 
who incite others to riot. 

We must return to respect for the law 
and orderly procedure in redress of 
grievances. Our support for law and 
order must be unequivocal. 

Without full and complete support for 
law and order we will see an increasing 
erosion of our civilization and find our- 
selves governed by the law of the jungle 
where only the will of the strongest and 
largest groups prevail. 

As a step toward prevention of these 
destructive riots, I urge adoption of 
H.R. 421. 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today in support of legislation which 
would make it a Federal crime to travel 
in interstate or foreign commerce or to 
use any facility of interstate commerce 
with intent to incite a riot, or with intent 
to damage property or commit crimes of 
violence in the course of any violent civil 
disturbance. 

For some time now I have urged en- 
actment of this urgent legislation. In the 
2d session of the 89th Congress, on Sep- 
tember 22, 1966, I first introduced this 
measure and spoke on its behalf. On Oc- 
tober 6, 1966, I appeared before Sub- 
committee No. 5 of the House Judiciary 
Committee to request its favorable con- 
sideration. On January 31, 1967, in the 
opening days of this 90th Congress, I 
again introduced and spoke for my bill. 
And I stand before my colleagues now to 
insist that this legislation has and will 
continue to become more exigent as we 
move toward the hotter days of summer. 

In his thoughtful work, “Leviathan,” 
English philosopher Thomas Hobbes 
wrote of “the state of nature” as being 
one in which there is “continual fear and 
danger of violent death.” the life of 
man in such a state must be, in Hobbes’ 
view, “solitary, poor, nasty, brutish, and 
short.” 

It would seem that American civiliza- 
tion has come a long way from those 
conditions. As we move toward the end 
of the seventh decade of the 20th cen- 
tury we are told that the postindustrial 
society is upon us and, indeed, that a 
great society awaits just over the hori- 
zon. Yet I need only point to practically 
any recent newspaper headline to dem- 
onstrate that violence is still very much 
a part of our daily lives. From Atlanta to 
Buffalo, from Houston to Cincinnati, and 
from Los Angeles to Boston, cities across 
the United States have felt the hard im- 
pact of restless violence in 1967. As U.S. 
News & World Report stated recently: 
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By June 17, outbreaks of racial violence 
had occurred in 27 cities—with the predicted 
“long, hot summer” still ahead. 


It may appear a bit hyperbolic to 
speak of urban riots and “the state of na- 
ture” in the same breath, but the former 
does have characteristics of the latter. 
Once a mob has been stoked to action by 
outside firebrands, the fine, restraining 
wire of civility is soon severed and law 
gives way to anarchy. Fortunately, Mr. 
Chairman, most people have never been 
caught in the phrenetic swirls of a riot, 
but for those growing number of Ameri- 
cans who have been victims, life must 
indeed seem “solitary, poor, nasty, brut- 
ish, and short.” 

In most of these violent eruptions one 
common and distressing fact stands de- 
fiantly clear: they were spurred by pro- 
fessional, agitators who had traveled in- 
terstate to wreak their devastation. The 
evidence is all to clear that there exists 
a nationally organized effort to provoke 
“deeds of blood and violence” across the 
United States this summer. Surely it is 
incumbent on us—who are explicitly 
charged by the Constitution to “insure 
domestic tranquillity” and “provide for 
the common defense“ to face up to this 
national problem. By exercising this 
branch’s powers under the interstate 
commerce clause we can successfully 
thwart the destructive efforts of those 
who roam the country to preach hatred 
and violence. 

Mr. Chairman, in many urban areas of 
this Nation there are soul-crushing con- 
ditions which breed frustration and 
alienation. Under the catalyst of oppres- 
sive summer heat these pent-up emo- 
tions begin to boil and seek an outlet. 
But these emotions and the conditions 
that stoke them cry out—not for ex- 
ploitation by those who hate—but for 
relief of a constructive nature. Yet any 
constructive endeavors are effectively 
stalled by the actions of those few racist 
elements who scurry about the Nation 
happily triggering explosive emotions. 

We are faced with an exigency of crisis 
proportions. Indeed, public order is 
threatened, and this body must turn its 
attention to legislation such as I sup- 
port here today to deal with the few 
demagogues who have chosen to exploit 
racial unrest for their own glorification. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to commend the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. McCut.ocu] on the additional 
views which he has presented, along with 
certain other Members, as well as upon 
his timely and well-considered remarks 
here on the floor today. It would indeed 
have been preferable to bring to the 
floor H.R. 2516 as a part of this bill, or 
even separately upon the same day, to 
make clear that the Congress remains 
deeply concerned with the protection of 
the civil rights of all Americans. Happily, 
there is a commitment that such a bill 
will shortly be brought before this House 
so that we may consider it on its own 
merits and hopefully enact it into law. 

The bill which we do have before us 
is not unrelated to civil rights, for a riot 
is indeed a violation of the civil rights 
of many who are damaged in property or 
even in person by the results of the riot. 
While admittedly legislation of the type 
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we are acting upon may not be a major 
step toward solving the problems of civil 
disturbance arising from civil rights and 
other unrest in our cities, it is a proper 
and carefully limited step by the Federal 
Government in an area in which only it 
can act. For these reasons I shall sup- 
port it. 

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. Chairman, I am 
voting against this bill, H.R. 421, be- 
cause I think it is unconstitutional and 
will not accomplish the purposes for 
which it was designed. 

I deplore riots and rioters should be 
punished to the fullest extent of the law. 
To deplore rioting does not necessitate or 
justify passing unconstitutional legis- 
lation in the heat of passion. My con- 
science requires a no“ vote. 

Mr. SKUBITZ. Mr. Chairman— 

There are environmental conditions in 
many cities across this country which lend 
themselves to the outbreak of riots. If we 
are to end riots, we must end poverty. 


The foregoing is typical of the state- 
ments coming from the mouths of this 
administration. Not once has this ad- 
ministration directed itself to the sub- 
ject of the riots with any statements 
other than those to justify the deaths, 
the looting, destruction, and disorder 
which have resulted from this alarming 
trend of civil disobedience. What we have 
seen in the past 2 years is a series of 
justifications and rationalizations for 
crime yes, crime. 

I am sure we could prove that any- 
one who commits any crime of any sort 
is suffering from a sickness or a frustra- 
tion which can be linked to his child- 
hood development or to his environment. 
This has not become true just in the last 
2 years—it has been true since man 
touched earth. If we accept the notion 
that man is not born a criminal then we 
can only assume that he develops crim- 
inal tendencies from the society in which 
he grows. But in spite of that, free men 
have found a system of jurisprudence 
necessary for the protection and welfare 
of a society. 

What we are doing now with regard 
to riot-torn cities and communities 
across this country contradicts the prin- 
ciples of justice—saying in fact, that 
mass crime is shielded from law by its 
relationship to the social ills of the day. 
Rioters have found a nail on which to 
hang their hats—it is called poverty. 

Now we have individuals who are mak- 
ing a fortune in money and power out 
of poverty by roaming the country driv- 
ing that nail into the corner of every 
community in which a pocket of poverty 
exists. And these individuals realize 
their individual opportunity has no 
limit while the nail supply furnished by 
this administration’s attitude keeps 
coming. We must pull the nails and by 
doing so, start helping the victims of 
these traitors to our country. 

I am not saying we should ignore the 
“social ills” of this Nation—but in treat- 
ing the “social ills” we cannot ignore 
the laws of this land. The two cannot 
be equated in my mind—to the extent 
that we erase a distinction between so- 
cial injustice and criminal behavior. 

Social injustice can be found on the 
plains of Kansas inhabited by the farm- 
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ers, the backbone of this country. They, 
my friends, are the blunt of discrimina- 
tory tactics these days. Looking to the 
President’s Economic Report on page 
275, the average farm income from 1960 
to 1966 was $3,648, while the average 
family income in the riot stricken Watts 
area of Los Angeles for those years was 
$3,841 according to the New York Times 
of May 20, 1966. In other words, they 
averaged $193 more than the farmers 
of this country. 

So let us not tack all this lawbreaking 
to the statistics of poverty. Ninety-six 
percent of the people of this country are 
honest law abiding citizens irrespective 
of their economic status. This measure 
is aimed at the 4 percent who use pov- 
erty as an excuse to justify their un- 
lawful acts. I believe in the right of 
dissent; but freedom to speak does not 
carry with it the right to incite or violate 
the laws of this country. 

Mr. Chairman, I insert in the RECORD 
the commentary of Joseph McCaffrey 
and suggest that my colleagues read it 
and ponder: 

As the film story from Newark unfolded on 
the screen here in the studio Friday night, 
some on the studio floor asked, “Is this 
America?” Unfortunately, it was America, in 
the year of our Lord 1967. 

Not all the dead from the rioting have 
been buried, but already the apologies are 
being offered for those who did the murder- 
ing. One of the reasons we are a nation of 
violence is that we excuse all violence. We 
offer all sorts of alibis for the drunk driver 
who murders a child with his car. There 
is nothing that shocks us anymore. We have 
more sympathy to offer the murderer than 
we do for the survivors of the murdered. We 
say, about the hoods in Newark: these poor 
people only want jobs. What kind of jobs? 

As snipers, killing from roof tops? As 
arsonists, setting fire to stores and homes? 
As looters, robbers, and thieves? 

Was this all merely an audition for jobs 
like that? Where do we offer jobs like that 
in our society? 

Is this, then, what is meant by civil rights? 
The right to kill, to plunder? Is this to be 
the only fruit of the civil rights bills, and 
the dozens of Great Society programs, spend- 
ing millions of dollars a year? 

What kind of a nation have we become 
where men with guns blast away from the 
sanctuary of apartment buildings, killing 
youngsters of their own race, merely for the 
fun of it? Is that what we call “civilization.” 

Is this the country that prides itself on 
making the world safe for democracy in Viet 
Nam, thousands of miles away, while it is un- 
able to make the streets safe for its own 
citizens at home? 

Those who excuse the murder, the arson, 
and the looting in Newark and other cities 
where they have occurred, are about on a par 
papaya who pulled the triggers and set 

e fires. 


Mrs. BOLTON. Mr. Chairman, re- 
cently, along with many colleagues, I 
joined Congressman CRAMER in introduc- 
ing a bill to amend title 18 of the United 
States Code to prohibit travel or use of 
any facility in interstate or foreign com- 
merce with intent to incite a riot or 
other violent civil disturbance. 

Last year the House expressed itself 
on this matter when it adopted the 
Cramer amendment to the 1966 civil 
rights bill by an overwhelming vote of 
389 to 25. Of course, the 1966 civil rights 
bill died in the Senate. It is my hope that 
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the present bill (H.R. 421), will be 
passed by a near unanimous vote. 

A strong law is needed to cope with 
those riot leaders who travel from city to 
city to organize and spark mob violence. 
It is needed to provide investigative au- 
thority that has power to cross State 
lines. It is needed as a deterrent. Such a 
law would deal with irresponsible civil 
rights spokesmen as well as such radical 
organizations as the Ku Klux Klan, the 
American Nazi Party, and Communist 
organizations. 

The human rights of many innocent 
persons of all races are denied by the 
violence and intimidations which have 
been prevalent all too often in recent 
months. 

Prompt action is needed on this anti- 
riot legislation so that the lives and 
property of the millions of law-abiding 
and patriotic Americans of all races, 
colors and creeds will be protected. 

‘Mr. BERRY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the bill before the House today 
making it a Federal crime to cross State 
lines or use any facility of interstate 
commerce with the intent of inciting 
a riot. The need for this additional legal 
weapon is obvious. The violence and de- 
struction of the weekend focused upon 
the need to give local authorities the 
full weight and force of Congress in deal- 
ing with this type of illegal and criminal 
activity. 

There are those who say the causes of 
violence and destruction run deep in the 
social fiber of the Nation. I would only 
answer that the fiber of our Nation is 
woven by the legal guarantees which in- 
sure every citizen due process and fair 
treatment under the law. Anyone who 
ignores the law is tearing at these sinews 
which bind civilization together. 

This is America, not some anarchistic 
jungle where any person who feels he 
is not getting a fair shake can toss a 
molotov cocktail, assault a police officer, 
or run wild through the streets. If legal 
rights are to mean anything they must 
be safeguarded from the forces which 
would destroy them. That is why our 
rights are so precious and why we must 
enact this additional weapon with which 
to defend them. 

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Chairman, I will 
vote against this bill. It fails to deal with 
the real causes of the riots which have 
inspired the proposal. It may even open 
the way to harassment of persons en- 
gaged in lawful activities such as labor 
union picketing and civil rights demon- 
strations. 

Existing State laws and local or- 

dinances protect the public from illegal 
rioting and disturbances. No State or 
local law enforcement official has sought 
additional Federal legislation to cope 
with the problem. 
The measure is probably unconstitu- 
tional, because it is badly drafted and 
may be construed to impair constitu- 
tionally protected rights. 

This is another example, Mr. Chair- 
man, of legislation that fails to come to 
grips with the problem it purports to 
deal with. The causes of these riots are 
complex and deeply rooted.in the short- 
comings. of our urban societies... The 
House should—it must—squarely face 
the causes of these riots and propose 
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measures to solve the underlying prob- 
lems. 

Mr. GALLAGHER. Mr. Chairman, over 
the last weekend in my own State of New 
Jersey we have been provided a grim and 
cruel reminder of the pressing need for 
strong and effective firearms control leg- 
islation. The riots which raged in Newark 
and the incidents in Plainfield and Jer- 
sey City were clearly aided and abetted 
by the inadequacies which now govern 
the sale of firearms. At last count 24 are 
dead in Newark, one police officer died in 
Plainfield and one man was burned to 
death in Jersey City. Certainly, more ef- 
fective gun control laws would not have 
prevented the riots, but they would have 
substantially lowered the death toll. 

We hardly need a tortured riot to 
remind us of the need for strong firearms 
legislation. During 1965, 5,600 murders, 
34,700 aggravated assaults, and the vast 
majority of the 68,400 armed robberies 
were committed by means of firearms. 
All but 10 of the 278 law enforcement 
officers murdered during the period 1960 
to 1965 were killed with firearms. And 
these statistics cannot, of course, begin 
to indicate the personal tragedy each of 
these offenses caused. 

But even with all this in mind, we still 
have not passed an effective firearms con- 
trol bill. 

This year I introduced a bill to limit 
the interstate shipment of firearms to 
only licensed dealers, and to restrict the 
sale by those dealers in order to prevent 
felons, juveniles and mental incompe- 
tents from obtaining firearms, The bill 
does not restrict anyone legally qualified 
to possess firearms from buying or using 
such firearms for sporting or other legal- 
ly permissible purposes. 

The loud cries of opposition to this 
legislation from various sportsmen, gun 
clubs and their societies are irresponsible 
and reflect an unwillingness to face up 
to the problem of firearms in our urban 
communities. 

In Newark, over 1,000 of those arrest- 
ed—many for illegal possession of fire- 
arms—had prior criminal records. And 
yet we continue to allow those with crimi- 
nal records, like many who roamed the 
streets of Newark, to arm themselves. 

It is sad commentary that we need 
riots and mass murder to spur us into 
action. But let us not fail to see the cruel 
lesson such violence teaches. We must put 
effective firearms legislation on the books 
without further delay. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
unequivocally support and urge the pas- 
sage of the antiriot bill whose fate is in 
the hands of this body. I believe this bill 
to be in the interest of every peace-loving 
American—every law-abiding citizen. 

I have seen firsthand the kind of 
havoc, injury, and damage that un- 
checked riots can wreak on an innocent 
community and unsuspecting bystanders 
caught in one of those waves of insanity. 

Recent riots in Tampa, Buffalo, Cleve- 
land, and the bloodbath in Newark 
tragically point up the need for such 
legislation. These riots, in most cases, 
do not simply happen or result from 
what the social apologists are wont to 
tag “spontaneous combustion.” 

There is a set pattern, much like a 
military plan, that clearly unfolds even 
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for the most disinterested observer. Find 
a riot, Mr. Chairman, and you will find 
Stokely Carmichael or others of his ilk 
pouring fuel on the fires of hate—fan- 
ning the flames of violence. 

Mr. Chairman, riots in this country 
were almost unheard of 10 years ago, 
and when they did occur the proper au- 
thorities put them down in the fastest, 
most effective manner possible so as to 
endanger the lives of as few as possible. 
Nowadays, riots have become so common- 
place, so frequent that sometimes we 
fail to grasp the full meaning of the 
danger that lies behind such wanton acts 
of violence. 

The death toll from riots grows with 
each new outburst of violence. Those 
participating in or supplying the spark 
needed to set off riots are clearly acting 
in a criminal manner and should be held 
responsible for the needless deaths, in- 
juries, and countless dollars in damages 
left behind. 

If this piece of legislation can spare 
injury or save lives, then it certainly is 
worth immediate and speedy passage. 
The right to dissent and to protest what 
one thinks is wrong is certainly a cor- 
nerstone of our American society. But 
to create confusion, disorder, and, at 
worst, destruction and death in a con- 
trived, premeditated fashion is nothing 
short of a criminal act of violence. 

This is a country of laws, Mr. Chair- 
man, and without laws to prevent the 
preannounced intention to commit fur- 
ther crimes the “long, hot summer” can 
only be longer, hotter—and bloodier. 

Mr. KORNEGAY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of this bill and say thatit isa 
clear warning to those who are insti- 
gating some of the turmoil that is now 
destroying lives and property in many of 
our communities. It is a warning, that 
no longer must we tolerate the activi- 
ties of the professional agitators who go 
from State to State peddling terror and 
hate. I am pleased that the House is 
facing up to its responsibility to protect 
the lives and the property of our citi- 
zens. I am proud to vote for a measure 
which I hope will help to bring an end 
to some of the strife many of our cities 
are experiencing. 

Mr. CLANCY. Mr. Chairman, as a 
sponsor of legislation having the same 
purpose as the bill being considered here 
today to penalize interstate travel or 
the use of interstate facilities to incite 
or promote riots, I strongly urge passage 
of this legislation. 

The bill is not intended to proscribe 
legitimate activities. Groups or individ- 
uals who travel in interstate commerce 
for the purpose of participating in law- 
ful public demonstrations will be free to 
continue to do so. 

It is those individuals who disrupt the 
peace of our cities by inciting violence 
who must be curbed. I believe the need 
for immediate and effective antiriot leg- 
islation to deter professional agitators 
from continuing to spread riots and dis- 
order throughout the country is appar- 
ent and indisputable, 

We must not forget. that the many 
law-abiding citizens of this country have 
personal and property rights that are 
being violated by arsonists, looters, and 
others bent more on criminal action than 
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civil reform. Our cities must be kept safe 
from the great danger of injury or death, 
and damage to property which inevitably 
results from the riots we have been ex- 
periencing, and we have seen at first- 
hand in Cincinnati in the past few weeks 
the fear and violence which these dis- 
orders bring. And, of course, many other 
once peaceful cities have experienced 
this same trouble. 

There is a valid and demonstrated 
need for the action we propose to take 
here today, and I am hopeful that the 
bill will receive the overwhelming sup- 
port of my colleagues. 

Mr. HAGAN. Mr. Chairman, I am 1,000 
percent for this legislation. 

The American people are demanding a 
stop to the unholy rioting with which 
certain sections of this country are now 
afflicted. Such lawlessness is unjustifiable 
under any pretext. Therefore, it is in- 
cumbent upon the Congress to take 
strong measures to put “teeth” into the 
law. 

We are remiss in our duty if we con- 
tinue to ignore the average law-abiding 
citizens and merchants of this Nation. 

This body can remedy the situation by 
giving our law enforcement agencies the 
means to carry out their responsibilty of 
protecting the lives and property of the 
American citizen. 

Mr. GILBERT. Mr. Chairman, I am 
opposed to H.R. 421. I am deeply con- 
cerned about the legal defects. I believe 
there are questions about the bill’s en- 
forceability and its infringement on first 
amendment freedoms, Furthermore, I be- 
lieve the bill might be misapplied to 
interfere with the legitimate activities 
of civil rights leaders or labor organizers. 

I am a strong supporter of the rights, 
both of minority groups and of labor. 
I do not want to lend myself to the pas- 
sage of any bill which an unfriendly pros- 
ecutor might use if there is, say, disorder 
during a lawful demonstration or on a 
picket line. 

Mr. Chairman, our society cannot 
tolerate or condone riots, violence, loot- 
ing, arson, and sniper slaying; but I do 
not believe this bill will cope with the 
real causes. This bill is a temporary 
escape valve” aimed at a few. There is 
no evidence to support the argument that 
“professional agitators” who travel from 
State to State are in any significant way 
to blame for riots. Rather, I believe the 
bill will hamper our progress in the fields 
of civil rights, antipoverty, housing, em- 
ployment, and other social ills of our 
ghetto areas. 

Unfortunately, no hearings were held 
on H.R. 421 and only limited hearings 
were held last year on a similar bill, 
which the Justice Department opposed. 
This Department has not even had the 
opportunity to submit a report on the 
bill before us. 

We must place emphasis on programs 
to correct the underlying causes of riots 
and discontent: better housing, jobs, 
education, and expansion of the anti- 
poverty, program. We must not resign 
ourselves to the prospect of a permanent 
ghetto. We can eliminate ghetto riots 
by eliminating ghettos. 

Mri YATES. Mr. Chairman, all of us 
are shocked and dismayed by the huge 
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wave of rioting and outbreak of violence 
that has swept through so many cities 
in our country. The violence in Newark 
last week was little less than open war- 
fare between the rioters and the forces 
of law and order. Such vicious outrages 
against the community cannot be toler- 
ated and action—solid constructive ac- 
tion—must be taken to deal with the 
problem. But this bill does not offer that 
constructive solution. a 

Proponents of this bill present their 
arguments as though there were not now 
laws on the books to deal with riots and 
violence. But that is not true. The crimi- 
nals who violate our community by burn- 
ing or by looting or by shooting or by 
bombing are subject to punishment now 
under the laws of every State. Those laws 
will not be superseded or assisted by this 
bill. Punishment for violation of these 
laws will continue to remain the primary 
responsibility of local and State govern- 
ments. And this bill will not serve to 
check the explosive forces in congested 
urban communities. 

No Member of the Congress is more 
highly respected that the junior Senator 
from Massachusetts. He knows the prob- 
lem. This is what he said in an address 
a few night ago: 

If Congress— 


He said— 
out of fear or anger, continues to choose the 
path of inaction, racial violence in the United 
States will not only continue, it will occur 
with ever-increasing intensity. The lightning 
and violence will strike again and again and 
again. 


Those are the words of the junior Sen- 
ator of Massachusetts who knows what 
he is talking about. And this bill follows 
the path of inaction. 

There is no doubt, Mr. Chairman, that 
the community must be protected from 
the enemies of society who would destroy 
it. Law and order must be maintained. 
Society cannot exist without respect for 
the rule of law. 

But as I stated earlier, Mr. Chairman, 
every State in the Nation has laws on 
its books to punish rioters and those who 
incite to riot. Agitators who cross State 
lines to engage in such heinous acts are 
now subject to the provisions of such 
laws. They can be prosecuted and be sent 
to jail or fined. And in most jurisdictions, 
local authorities are able to deal with 
outbreaks and to punish offenders. As 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
Corman] pointed out in an earlier de- 
bate, following the riots in Watts, for 
example, there were 3,645 arrests made, 
which resulted in 2,376 convictions. The 
State and local governments are willing, 
for the most part, and ‘determined to 
meet the challenge of lawbreakers. 

But, Mr. Chairman, I am concerned 
with the vagueness of this bill. 

Legal and peaceful assembly is a right 
protected by the Constitution. I abhor 
illegal and violent demonstrations and 
cannot condone the actions of those who 
threaten ‘and violate the persons and 
property of others. But those who want 
to express themselves in a legal and 
peaceable way should be protected. I 
consider this bill a threat to that basic 
right. 

Former Supreme Court Justice 
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Charles E. Whittaker, in a recent debate 
with William Sloan Coffin, Jr., expressed 
himself strongly in support of enforce- 
ment of law, particularly against viola- 
tors who picket and demonstrate- ille- 
gally. Yet, even he, in response to a ques- 
tion as to whether he saw any useful 
purpose in the enactment of so-called 
rioting bills, said: 


Possibly— 


He said— 
but I am sure— 


And I emphasize this point— 


I am sure the laws we have are adequate to 
meet most, if not all, of the criminal trou- 
bles we have. 


He thought the act would probably be 
constitutional, but he questioned its 
necessity. f 

Mr. Chairman, this bill is an improper 
substitute for the legislation we should 
be considering. I shall vote against it. 

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Chairman, although 
the committee report refers to my com- 
munity as one for which this legislation 
is specifically required, I am opposed to 
this bill in its present form. I fail to dis- 
cover any State or local demand for the 
enactment of Federal legislation on this 
subject. 

An Ohio grand jury report after last 
summer’s incidents in Cleveland made 
the following recommendations: 


As earlier in this section of the Jury’s re- 
port it was indicated, the Jury now requests 
that the Cuyahoga County delegation to the 
next session of the Ohio Assembly give serious 
consideration to the following suggestions for 
new and more inclusive legislation covering 
such situations as the Superior and Hough 
Area disorders represent. 

1. Inciting to riot: No person with the in- 
tent to cause a riot shall do any act or engage 
in any conduct which urges a riot, or urges 
others to commit acts of force or violence, or 
the burning or destroying of property, and at 
a time and place and under circumstances 
which produce a clear and present and imme- 
diate danger of acts of force or violence or 
the burning or destroying of property. Who- 
ever violates this section shall be imprisoned 
not less than one nor more than twenty years. 

2. Definition of Riot: Any use of force or 
violence, disturbing the peace, or any threat 
to use such force or violence, if accompanied 
by immediate power of execution involving 
two or more persons carrying on such conduct 
and without authority of law, is a riot: 

3. Enhanced Penalty for Arson or Attempt- 
ed Arson during a Riot: An amendment to 
Revised Code section 2907.06 (this section 
concerns itself with the attempt to burn or 
set on fire or to do any act preliminary 
thereto or the burning of buildings) : 

Upon the proclamation of the Governor 
proclaiming a state of disaster of extreme 
emergency because of a riot, whoever violates 
this section during such period covered by 
said proclamation shall be fined not less than 
$5,000,000 and imprisoned not less than five 
nor more than twenty years or both. 

4. Assault against a fireman or policeman 
acting in the course of his duty: No person 
shall assault a fireman or policeman while 
such fireman or policeman is acting in the 
course of his duties. Whoever violates this 
section shall be fined not more than 65,000.00 
or imprisoned not less than one or more than 
twenty years or both. 


These recommendations requested im- 
proved State laws to meet the problem. 
Nowhere did the grand jury report sug- 
gest Federal legislation. s 
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The recommendations for State legis- 
lation appear to be much better drafted 
than the proposal before us today. They 
require that the punishable acts occur 
under circumstances which produce a 
clear and present and immediate danger 
of acts of force or violence or the burn- 
ing or destroying of property. In the 
Ohio Grand Jury report recommenda- 
tion—the definition of a riot provides 
that it must be accompanied by “imme- 
diate power of execution involving two or 
more persons carrying on such conduct 
and without authority of law.” 

So far as I can determine, the enact- 
ment of these statutes by the State of 
Ohio would reach all aspects of the 
Cleveland problem. The local grand jury 
which closely studied this problem came 
to this conclusion. 

The Ohio Legislature is currently in 
session along with the legislatures of 
many of the States. These State legisla- 
tures have the full capacity and the re- 
sponsibility to deal with this problem. 
The Federal Government should not as- 
sume jurisdiction unless there is a clear 
indication that State police powers are 
inadequate and unable to meet the re- 
quirements of maintaining law and order 
at the State and local level. No State 
legislature has adopted a State resolu- 
tion urging Federal action. No Governor 
has requested a Federal law. 

It seems indeed strange that the de- 
mand for Federal intervention has come 
at the insistence of the very people who 
persistently denied Federal intervention 
on the solutions to the poverty problems 
which germinate disturbance and de- 
spair. Do the proponents of Federal in- 
tervention in this area also support Fed- 
eral intervention in the correction of 
poverty and slum problems. Were they 
counted among those who supported 
Federal efforts to upgrade substandard 
housing, substandard education and em- 
ployment opportunities? Can we assume 
now their demand for Federal interven- 
tion at the effect will extend to the cause? 
I would like to believe that it would—but 
this is not supported by the record. 

The solutions to the underlying cause 
of the social discontent which provides 
a crowd or a mob for the rioter are not 
met by this legislation. Mob leadership 
does not depend on interstate direction. 
Tt will develop wherever and whenever a 
crowd has cause to gather. Everyone in 
government should know this. It is the 
infected wound which gathers the pain. 
It is never cured by a use of a tourniquet. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, this 
antiriot bill is a fraud upon the Ameri- 
can people. The bill rests on the as- 
sumption that riots are caused by pro- 
fessionals traveling from State to State. 
This assumption is simply not true. Riots 
are caused by the explosive frustration 
and impatience of those who suffer from 
the problems that have arisen from gen- 
erations of slum life—from the slum 
housing, unemployment, inadequate 
education and training programs, and 
all the other deprivations which are so 
characteristic of the Negro ghetto. Let 
me stress the obvious and state that I 
oppose rioting, looting, vandalism, and 
violence of every kind, but this bill is 
based upon a mistaken theory and could 
have no effect on the occurrence of riots. 
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As the evidence from the President’s 
Commission on Law Enforcement shows, 
Soy result from the problems of slum 

e. 

Attorney General Ramsey Clark pretty 
well summed up the truth about this bill 
in his appearance last Sunday on the 
national ABC-TV program, “Issues and 
Answers.” Let me read to you his state- 
ment from the transcript of that pro- 
gram: 

I think it also important that the Ameri- 
can people not believe that a piece of legisla- 
tion before Congress directed at empower- 
ing Federal prosecution of people moving in 
interstate commerce to cause riots could 
really reduce riots in the United States. It 
will have very little impact in that area. 


I am sure someone might ask that “if 
this bill is as ineffective as you say why 
then are you concerned about it?” My 
answer would be in two parts. First of 
all there are many serious implications 
and possible applications of this bill. The 
bill raises serious constitutional ques- 
tions and also it threatens to interfere 
with the legitimate rights of expression. 

The bill actually amounts to an open 
invitation to arrest those who seek to 
encourage voting and free exercise of 
civil rights or the organization and ac- 
tivities of labor unions. At best, it offers 
no workable limits to wholesale harass- 
ment and denial of the freedom to speak 
and to travel, That is a high price to pay 
for a measure which might afford some 
people the psychic satisfaction of seeing 
a few colorful figures arrested, but which 
most certainly would have no effect upon 
the occurrence of riots. It is unseemly for 
this Congress to hurriedly fasten to a 
mythical scapegoat merely because the 
road to effective solution appears long 
and difficult, 

Increased public awareness of the 
grave consequences of this bill has de- 
veloped during the past few days. The 
entire labor movement, including the 
AFL-CIO, the Teamsters, and the United 
Mine Workers, and also the Leadership 
Conference on Civil Rights are all strong- 
ly opposed. One of their concerns is that 
this bill might interfere with their legiti- 
mate activities no matter what language 
specifically exempting them might be in- 
cluded.” 

I hope that later this afternoon I will 
have a chance to more fully develop my 
concerns about the serious problems con- 
tained in this bill, particularly the pos- 
sible infringements of free expression of 
such groups as civil rights and labor or- 
ganizations. Also I hope to later in the 
debate discuss in some detail the serious 
legal problems in this bill. 

However, for now I would like to rely 
on the letter sent to every Member of 
the House which was signed by 17 Mem- 
bers, including myself. Since every Mem- 
ber received a copy of this letter yester- 
day, I see no reason to now go into all the 
various considerations that the 17 
of us attempted to raise. Let me 
just quote the second sentence of that 
letter which I think summed up our 
arguments: 

The bill is wrong in conception, has re- 
ceived inadequate consideration, has grave 
legal defects, and raises serious possibilities 
of interference with the legitimate activites 
of civil rights groups and labor organizations. 
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To make the record complete I include 
the letter in full at this point in the 
RECORD: 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 

HOUSE oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., July 18, 1967. 

Dear COLLEAGUE; On Wednesday, the House 
will consider H.R. 421, a bill publicized as 
an antiriot measure. The bill is wrong in 
conception, has received inadequate consid- 
eration, has grave legal defects, and raises 
serious possibilities of interference with the 
legitimate activities of civil rights groups 
and labor organizations, and therefore we 
oppose it. 

Though we would hope this statement is 
unnecessary, let us stress that we oppose 
rioting, looting, vandalism, arson, bombing 
and all forms of violence and terror. But all 
of these activities are already amply covered 
by State and local laws. This bill will not 
add to the tools of law enforcement already 
possessed by the states. No local or state law 
enforcement official has requested such a 
federal law. 

We would prefer to improve the measure 
if it had some value, but it does not. Other 
proposals, good in themselves, can not rec- 
tify a bill based upon a mistaken theory. 
The proponents attribute riots to “profes- 
sional agitators” who travel from state to 
state, but there is no evidence to support 
this contention. The real cause of the riots 
is the explosive frustration and impatience 
of those who suffer from the slum housing, 
unemployment, inadequate education and 
training programs, and all the other depriva- 
tions which are so characteristic of the 
ghetto. Congress could effectively help to 
stop riots by dealing with these basic causes 
instead of relying on this misconceived bill. 

We have little confidence in a bill reported 
to the House without adequate consideration. 
No hearings at all have been held on this 
bill. The very limited hearings held last fall 
on a similar proposal have not even been 
published. The Justice Department opposed 
last year’s version. Its report on this year’s 
bill has not been received. Both the Justice 
Department in commenting on last year's 
bill and the American Civil Liberties Union 
regarding this year’s version raised serious 
questions regarding the bill’s enforceability 
and also its possible infringement of freedom 
of speech and due process. 

The Leadership Conference on Civil Rights, 
composed of more than 100 national labor, 
liberal, civil rights, religious and civic groups, 
strongly opposes this bill. There is much 
concern that the legitimate activities of labor 
unions may be threatened by this bill, no 
matter what language erempting them might 
be included. The AFL-CIO, the Teamsters 
and the United Mine Workers all have taken 
specific stands against the bill. For example, 
Mr. Jack Conway, Executive Director of the 
Industrial Union Department of the AN 
CIO, stated in a recent letter to every mem- 
ber of the House: 

“We believe that the bill will result in 
unjust harassment to civil rights workers, 
as well as to labor union representatives. 
Clearly, the rights of all Americans engaged 
in activities relating to social protest which 
may associate them in any way at any time 
in minor disturbances on picket lines or else- 
where are endangered by this bill.” 

We will support a motion to recommit the 
bill so that hearings can be held on the 
question of its necessity. If this fails, we will 
vote against the bill. We hope you will join 
with us. 

Jonathan B. Bingham, George E. Brown, 
Jr., Philip Burton, Jeffery Cohelan, 
John Conyers, Jr., Charles ©. Diggs, 
Jr., John G. Dow, Don Edwards, 
Fraser, Jacob H. Gilbert, Augustus F. 
Hawkins, Robert W. Kastenmeler, 
Robert N. C. Nix, Benjamin S. Rosen- 
thal, William F. Ryan, James H. 
Scheuer, Herbert Tenzer. 
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Instead of discussing the bill itself, let 
me share with the House my major con- 
cern about this bill. The worst thing 
about this bill is that it deflects the at- 
tention and concern of this House and 
also the country from dealing with the 
true cause of the desperation and frus- 
tration in Negro ghettos which are re- 
fiected in periodic riots. To focus on the 
mythical scapegoat of interstate riot cre- 
ators is to do the worst possible disserv- 
ice to our country. For only when the 
American people and their Government 
wake up to the fact that the desperate 
problems of the ghetto are reaching 
crisis proportions do we have any chance 
of dealing with them in any significant 
way. Since I consider this deflection of 
attention the most disturbing thing 
about our consideration of this particu- 
lar bill, I would like to present to my 
colleagues in some detail a discussion of 
just some of the basic causes of the 
riots. These riots should actually be a 
cause of shame for the American people 
because they so clearly result from a cen- 
tury of discrimination of the most ex- 
treme kind. 

UNEMPLOYMENT 


The most urgent problem in the ghetto 
is unemployment. The U.S. Department 
of Labor has stated that its national un- 
employment statistics have no meaning 
in regard to Negroes in the center cities. 
A national unemployment rate of 6 
percent is considered dangerous,“ while 
the Negro unemployment rate is esti- 
mated to be from 10 to 33 percent. Com- 
pare these estimates with the national 
figure of 3.8 percent. The rate of job- 
lessness among Negro youth is now esti- 
mated to be more than 30 percent, much 
higher than any other group and much 
higher than the overall rate of unem- 
ployment during the worst days of the 
depression in the 193078. 

INADEQUATE INCOMES 


The Negro unemployment figures are 
reflected in the figures for the average 
incomes of Negro Americans, The Negro 
median income is far below the white 
in our “affluent society.” Instead of the 
widely held view that Negroes are slowly 
but surely narrowing the economic gap, 
the facts are the gap is today about the 
same as it was 15 years ago. And during 
this time it was even wider. In 1952 the 
median family incomes of nonwhites was 
57 percent that of whites. By 1958 it had 
dropped to 51 percent. By 1964 the figure 
had finally climbed back up to 56 per- 
cent—still slightly less than the figure 12 
years before. When you localize these 
figures in the well-known hotspots of 
America you come up with very frighten- 
ing statistics that help explain why riots 
have occurred in these areas. During the 
1960’s the median family income in the 
Watts area of Los Angeles has actually 
decreased from $3,900 annually to $3,800. 
In the Hough (Huff) area of Cleveland 
it has dropped from $4,350 to $3,700. 

LOW QUALITY EDUCATION 

And lest someone immediately suggests 
that education is the panacea let me dis- 
cuss with you the comparative earning 
potentials of a Negro and white college 
graduate. As you all know there is much 
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discussion about the economic sense of a 
college education. Figures are always 
cited to show that the increased lifetime 
earning potential of a college graduate is 
so much greater than that of a high 
school graduate, that the admittedly 
high cost of a college education is re- 
paid many times over during a lifetime. 
However, the statistics shows that the 
lifetime earning potential of a Negro 
male college graduate is 47 percent, less 
than half, that of a white college grad- 
uate. So even at the level of a bachelor of 
arts degree racial discrimination is an 
ever present reality. 

Educational facilities and offerings are 
meager and inferior. More than 50 per- 
cent of all Negro children who enter the 
ninth grade do not graduate from high 
school. And even the Negro student who 
does graduate receives a much poorer 
quality education. In my own congres- 
sional district I have attended high 
school graduations where some of the 
honored graduates had great trouble 
reading their own diplomas. 

SLUM HOUSING 


The extent of the desperate slum 
housing for Negro Americans was graph- 
ically shown in the 1960 census. About 
20 percent of the housing occupied by 
white households was found to be sub- 
standard. This, itself, is a challenge to 
us as a nation; but 57 percent of the 
housing occupied by nonwhite house- 
holds was substandard and that is a na- 
tional disgrace. 

Slum housing is another of the serious 
problems of the ghetto. Seriously sub- 
standard housing available to Negroes 
all too often also costs more than good 
housing available to others. Studies have 
shown that Negro families occupying de- 
cent housing are forced to pay a far 
higher percentage of their limited in- 
comes than white families in the same 
income group. As Secretary Weaver tes- 
tified before the House Judiciary Sub- 
committee: 

The housing dollar in the black hand 
does not buy as much housing as the housing 
dollar in the white hand. 

CONCLUSION 


It is long overdue—for both the Amer- 
ican people and the Congress to begin to 
appreciate the extreme sense of frustra- 
tion and impatience that is felt in the 
ghettos of America which is the basic 
and underlying cause of these riots. These 
riots are caused by the serious problems 
that have existed—and over several gen- 
erations—in the racial ghettos of Amer- 
ica: slum housing, unemployment, poor 
education, inadequate income programs 
and the whole system of racial discrim- 
ination. These interrelated set of prob- 
lems have resulted in poverty being in- 
herited from one generation to the next. 
If you want to begin to understand the 
riots you must look to the great and in- 
creasing frustration and despair felt by 
millions of Americans who are trapped 
w this inherited poverty and degrada- 

on. 

These serious economic and racial 
problems erupting into violence in cities 
throughout the country are largely spon- 
taneous and will be inevitable as long as 
an “ostrich compulsion,” such as pre- 
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sented by this bill, stops us from facing 
the complex and far-reaching issues as 
yet unresolved in the ghettos of America. 

As long as we focus on the statements 
and activities of a few colorful and flam- 
boyant figures as the causes, these riots 
will certainly continue. Only if we focus 
on the true causes do we have any hope 
ys developing effective answers and solu- 

ons. 

It is a sad indictment if rioting is the 
only way Negroes, particularly the Negro 
youth, can bring attention to their flight. 
New programs of scope sufficient to real- 
istically make an impact of the problems 
of such magnitude are the only solution 
to and prevention for violence and rioting 
in the ghetto. 

Mr. RANDALL, Mr. Chairman, H.R. 
421 notwithstanding some of the criti- 
cism that has been leveled against it, is a 
needed and most necessary piece of leg- 
islation that should be approved by this 
House overwhelmingly. 

There are those who prefer to say that 
this bill is not needed because there are 
presently sufficient and adequate State 
laws against riots and civil disturbances. 
This argument is subject to challenge. 
But for a moment let us assume that 
every State does have strong anti-riot 
legislation. What valid reason can there 
be for imposing a deterrent against those 
who now or in the future travel across 
State lines or use a facility in interstate 
or foreign commerce with intent to incite 
a riot or other violent disturbance? 

The principle of any criminal statute 
is that the prescribed punishment will 
serve as a deterrent to the act that is 
prohibited. This bill clearly spells out the 
offense and sets up the penalty in terms 
of a fine of $10,000 or imprisonment of 5 
years or both. These penalties should 
certainly serve as a strong deterrent for 
all who may have in their minds the 
thought or plan to cross State lines to 
organize a riot or engage in inciting a riot 
or committing any act of violence in fur- 
therance of a riot. 

Many of our cities from coast to coast 
have been the scene of violent sae 
ances in this or the 2 preceding y 
Newark is only the latest city to have 88 
name added to a long and ever-increas- 
ing list. I suppose it will never be known 
exactly how many outsiders participated 
in the Newark disturbance but I have 
read accounts to the effect that there 
were at least 20 or 30 known organizers 
who came over from the city of New York 
to add fuel to the flames after the riot 
in Newark had started and was under- 
way. 

No one is suggesting that all the 50 
States and the District of Columbia is 
without statutes against disturbing the 
peace. It should be remembered that 
State jurisdiction is not displaced. Exist- 
ing State legislation is supplemented and 
not supplanted. 

Some concern has been expressed this 
bill “may” or might“ prohibit legitimate 
activities by groups or individuals, and in 
particular some labor groups have ex- 
pressed concern that this measure 
“might” or “could” be leveled against 
those who were engaged in a bona fide 
labor dispute. Such is a shallow objec- 
tion because this measure is clearly 
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directed against street violence and riot- 
ing by those who would threaten the 
domestic peace and tranquillity. There is 
nothing here that would prevent lawful 
public assemblies or lawful public 
demonstrations. 

Even those who oppose H.R. 421 em- 
phasize they also oppose looting, vandal- 
ism, arson, and bombing. They say that 
the riots must come to an end. How- 
ever, they would argue that for some 
vague reason this bill is constitutionally 
unsound and represents some kind of 
wrongful Federal intervention. All of 
their reasons seem to be directed to the 
fact that the prevention or control of 
rioters is primarily a State function. 
The best answer to such arguments is 
that today in this age of rapid transit 
and communication, professionally 
trained leaders of a riot can be shuttled 
back and forth across long distances in 
a matter of a few hours. This measure 
is primarily directed to those who use 
these means of rapid interstate travel for 
unlawful purposes. Remember, this bill 
is also aimed at those who use the mail 
to promote, organize or incite a riot as 
well as actually travel, in person. 

How can there be anything harmful or 
evil about such measure? Certainly 
some benefit should come from the de- 
terrent against those who would travel 
interstate to cause trouble. It is difficult 
to envision how the result can be any- 
thing but salutary. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, while all of us 
have a deep concern of the disturbances 
in a number of our cities we should not 
adopt the belief this legislation will nec- 
essarily be a cure-all unless there is a new 
firmness on the part of our courts. There 
must be a new attitude by our courts to 
be concerned about the rights of society. 
For two weeks concern has recently been 
expressed by the highest Court in our 
land—the Supreme Court of the United 
States about the rights of some individ- 
ual wrongdoers. The effectiveness of this 
measure will depend upon its enforce- 
ment by the Justice Department and the 
treatment it is accorded in our U.S. 
courts. 

No one has said so far as I know, that 
this bill will eliminate all of the causes 
of the riots but it will certainly serve as 
a deterrent to those who would foment 
a riot when there was no valid cause or 
justified reason for one, and when dif- 
ferences should be settled and problems 
solved by lawful means rather than law- 
less rioting. 

Some of the opponents of this bill 
quite likely have a large number of Ne- 
groes in their constituency. They fear 
political reprisal of some kind. They may 
be fearful there will be the interpreta- 
tion this bill is directed only against mili- 
tant leaders such as the type of Stokely 
Carmichael. Yet, as I read the news- 
paper accounts of the last few weeks and 
particularly the stories of the most re- 
cent riot in Newark, it was the Negro 
that suffered most. It would seem to me 
that those Members who support this 
measure in good faith today do so with 
the expectation that one of the benefits 
will be the reduction in the number of 
riots. One of these benefits could very 
well be saving the lives of some of their 
own Negro constituents. Certainly it is 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE 


the intent of this bill to serve as a de- 
terrent. Any Member who supports this 
bill should not find it necessary to make 
an apology for his action. 

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Chair- 
man, I must rise in opposition to the so- 
called antiriot bill, H.R. 421. There are 
many reasons why I feel opposition to 
this bill is warranted, but one in particu- 
larly especially motivates my opposition. 
This bill, when it is passed, and I have 
little doubt that it will pass, will have 
little or no affect on the true cause of the 
social unrest and rioting which has evi- 
denced itself over the last few years. It 
ignores the true cause of the violence, the 
looting, the killing. These disturbances 
are a symptom, a symptom indicating 
that there is something frightfully wrong 
with our society. It is our responsibility 
to interpret that symptom correctly and 
accurately. This bill is merely a patent- 
medicine approach to the problem and 
does not treat the actual causes of the 
social sickness in our country. The true 
cause of this tragic problem is extremely 
complex and requires a great deal of 
study before it may be treated. It in- 
volves generations of inferior education, 
subhuman living conditions, lack of job 
opportunity except in the most menial 
and lowly fields, and a generally degrad- 
ing and hopeless way of life. It is the sum 
total of these conditions which creates 
the setting and atmosphere from which 
riots erupt. It is mere naivete to assume 
that Stokely Carmichael or any other one 
of the radical black-power advocates 
possesses the power and is so accom- 
plished a public speaker that he can by 
merely addressing a group of people, 
bring about the enormous destruction 
which we have witnessed in our cities. 

The conditions already existing in the 
cities themselves must be such that those 
who riot see violence as their only out- 
let for frustration and anger. If these 
conditions did not exist, cries of “black 
power” and “get whitey” would fall on 
deaf ears. As long as these conditions 
continue to exist, it does no good to re- 
move the Carmichaels for they are not 
the cause, but merely a symptom. If they 
are removed, others will surely rise to 
take their places. I reiterate, as long as 
the conditions exist there will always be 
those who will see as their only way out 
the path of violence and they will con- 
tinue to urge others to join them. Our 
responsibility, then, is to address our- 
selves to these true causes, for when 
they are properly treated, the violence 
will be at an end, and until they are 
are cured, it shall continue. 

In addition to this primary objection 
that this bill attacks the symptoms of 
the problem and not its causes, I have 
other basic objections to it. Briefly, I be- 
lieve it infringes upon the rights guar- 
anteed to every citizen by the first 
amendment of the Constitution. This bill, 
although it attempts to avoid violation 
of the first amendment by excluding the 
advocacy of ideas or expressions of belief 
from its definition of inciting a riot, is 
still in contradiction with the Supreme 
Court’s interpretation of the amendment. 
The Court has consistently ruled that 
the right to free speech goes beyond the 
“mere advocacy of ideas or the mere ex- 
pression of belief—Terminiello against 
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Chicago. This bill also violates a basic 
requirement of criminal law that the 
intent and the criminal act must be 
contemporaneous. That is, a person 
could be prosecuted under this act for 
committing an overt act inciting a riot 
years after he crossed the State bound- 
ary. This violates the due process clause 
of the Constitution—United States 
against Fox. 

H.R. 421 is so vague that, as the able 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. O’Hara] 
has pointed out, three boys fighting over 
a watermelon could constitute a riot and 
be prosecuted under this act for a Fed- 
eral offense. 

In addition, no matter what propo- 
nents say to the contrary, this bill pro- 
vides a potential danger to both the la- 
bor and legitimate civil rights move- 
ments. As was pointed out to me in a 
correspondence I received from the In- 
ternational Brotherhood of Teamsters: 

It is a union’s business to advertise griev- 
ances and the way it advertises is the picket 
line. We abhor violence, of course, but some- 
times it does occur due to the extreme anti- 
union feelings that a picket line often gen- 
erates. Therefore, this bill could apply to 
labor union organizers who clearly do cross 
state lines with the intent to set up a picket 
line with the knowledge that a public dis- 
turbance is always a possibility. They would 
be affected by this law even if they were not 
the direct cause, nor even at the scene, of 
the disturbance. 


I should like to note that the AFL-CIO, 
Teamsters, and United Mine Workers all 
oppose this bill as a potential danger to 
them in pursuing the legitimate griev- 
ances of their members. The same sort 
of dangers are contained in this bill in 
regards to civil rights activity. Unfortu- 
nately, violence is always a possibility in 
organizing people to fight for a better 
life. This bill would leave conscientious 
civil rights organizers subject to prose- 
cution for violence which they did not 
intend, since the bill makes no distinction 
between one who urges his listeners to 
riot and one who speaks before a hostile 
audience which is inclined to riot against 
him. 


I must also note my amazement at the 
actions of some of my colleagues, who 
on every occasion in the past have 
stanchly defended the doctrine of States’ 
rights and now desert it when it is in 
need. This act represents the encroach- 
ment of the Federal Government into 
local law enforcement, an area which I 
am under the impression has been re- 
served to the States. I am sure that, 
whatever else those communities which 
have been blighted by riots have lacked, 
they have not lacked sufficient laws and 
regulations against violence. Our local 
authorities have done an intensive and, 
in most cases, admirable job of bring- 
ing to justice those who have commit- 
ted acts of violence. I do not see where 
they lacked authority in their operations. 
And yet, we are told that we have a duty 
to enter into this area of government 
heretofore reserved to the local govern- 
ments. It seems significant that to this 
date neither I nor any of my colleagues 
whom I have contacted have received 
any pressure whatsoever from our local 
law enforcement officials to see that this 
law is passed. It is not necessary, and it 


July 19, 1967 


is an encroachment of power which is 
not warranted. 

And what would I offer as an alterna- 
tive to H.R. 421? I would offer a renewed 
and vigorous recommitment to those 
programs which are working to alleviate 
those conditions which lie at the actual 
root of violence and destruction. What 
is needed is increased commitment to the 
education of the residents of our ghettos, 
increased commitment to the opening of 
job opportunities, increased commitment 
to providing adequate health facilities 
and housing, and a general commitment 
to the creation of an environment in 
which these people can develop a sense 
of participation, sufficiency, and hope. 
This is where our commitment must lie 
if these outbreaks of lawlessness and vio- 
lence are to be prevented. 

In conclusion, I must reiterate that 
this bill will not solve the problem of 
riots, but will only represent an infringe- 
ment of constitutionally guaranteed 
rights. It will endanger the legitimate 
activities of labor unions and civil rights 
organizers. It is a further encroachment 
on the rights guaranteed to the States 
under the Constitution. Gentlemen, I 
urge you to join with me in opposition to 
this unneeded, ineffective, and constitu- 
tionally questionable bill. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, we 
have no further requests for time. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
rule, the Clerk will now read the sub- 
stitute committee amendment printed in 
the reported bill as an original bill for 
the purpose of amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That (a) 
title 18 of the United States Code is amended 
by inserting, immediately after chapter 101 
thereof, the following new chapter: 

“CHAPTER 102.—RIoTs 
“§ 2101. Riots 

“Whoever travels in interstate or foreign 
commerce or uses any facility in interstate or 
foreign commerce, including the mail, with 
intent to— 

(a) incite a riot, or to organize, promote, 
encourage, or carry on a riot, or to commit 
any act of violence in furtherance of a riot, 
or to aid and abet any person in inciting a 
riot or committing any act of violence in 
furtherance of a riot, and 

“(b) thereafter performs or attempts to 
perform any overt act specified in paragraph 
(a), shall be fined not more than $10,000 or 
imprisoned not more than five years, or both, 
“$ 2102. Definitions 

“For purposes of this chapter: 

“(a) A person travels in interstate or for- 
eign commerce when he travels from one 
State to another, or from a foreign country 
to a State; and, as used in this chapter, the 
term ‘State’ includes the District of Colum- 
bia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, and 
any possession or territory of the United 
States. 

“(b) A riot is a public disturbance, involv- 
ing acts of violence by assemblages of three 
or more persons, which poses an immediate 
danger of damage or injury to property or 
persons, 

“(c) Inciting a riot shall mean urging or 
instigating other persons to riot,-but shall 
not mean the mere advocacy of ideas or the 
mere expression of belief. The phrases ‘to 
incite a riot’ and ‘incites a riot’ shall be con- 
strued in accordance with this definition. 
“$ 2103. Preemption 

“Nothing contained in this chapter shall 
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be construed as indicating an intent on the 
part of Congress to occupy the field in which 
any provisions of the chapter operate to the 
exclusion of State or local laws on the same 
subject matter, nor shall any provision of 
this chapter be construed to invalidate any 
provision of State law unless such provision 
is inconsistent with any of the purposes of 
this chapter or any provision thereof,” 

(b) The table of contents to “Parr IL— 
Crimes” of title 18, United States Code, is 
amended by inserting after 


“101. Records and reports.....------- 2071” 
a new chapter reference as follows: 
. . ee a as E A 2101“. 


Mr. WILLIS (interrupting the read- 
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent that the bill be considered as 
read, printed in the Recorp, and open 
to amendment at any point. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Louisiana? 

There was no objection. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MACGREGOR 


Mr. MacGREGOR. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. MACGREGOR: 
On page 4, line 6, strike out lines 5 through 
10 inclusive and renumber the following 
subparagraphs accordingly. 


Mr, JOELSON. Mr. Chairman, I make 
the point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
count. (After counting) 102 Members 
are present, a quorum. 

The gentleman from Minnesota is 
recognized in support of his amendment. 

Mr. MacGREGOR. Mr. Chairman, this 
is purely a technical amendment. As 
originally drafted, H.R. 421 would have 
amended title 42 of the Unitel States 
Code. As now presented and considered 
here today, the bill would amend title 
18 of the United States Code. 

Mr. Chairman, title 18 of the United 
States Code already contains the pro- 
vision which is set forth here as subdi- 
vision (a) under section 2102, which my 
purely technical amendment would strike 
out. 

In other words, Mr. Chairman, if we 
adopt H.R. 421, we will incorporate it 
into existing law as an amendment to 
title 18 of the United States Code. Since 
title 18 of the United States Code al- 
ready contains and will continue to con- 
tain the description of interstate com- 
merce, this technical amendment is 
necessary. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MacGREGOR. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Louisiana [Mr. WILLIS]. 

Mr. WILLIS. Do I correctly understand 
the gentleman to say that the simple 
objective and purpose of his amendment 
is to include the District of Columbia 
within the purview of this bill? 

Mr. MacGREGOR. The simple purpose 
of my amendment is not to have two 
definitions of interstate commerce in 
title 18. 

Mr. WILLIS. The net result is as I have 
stated, is that correct? 

Mr. MacGREGOR. I believe that will 
be the result, yes. 

Mr. WILLIS. In that case, with that 
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understanding, I personally will accept 
the amendment. 

Mr. MacGREGOR. I thank the gentle- 
man very much. 

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MacGREGOR. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Virginia [Mr. Bnox HILL I 
for the purpose of expanding the re- 
marks that he made during the general 
debate in approval of this Broyhill-Mac- 
Gregor amendment. 

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Mr. 
Chairman, as the gentleman from Min- 
nesota knows, I did state that I proposed 
to introduce an amendment which would 
bring the District of Columbia under the 
jurisdiction of the proposed legislation 
insofar as intrastate activities are con- 
cerned. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, as I understand 
the gentleman’s amendment, by bringing 
the definition of interstate commerce, as 
contained in title XVIII, that definition 
of interstate commerce does include 
the District of Columbia insofar as intra- 
state activities are concerned? 

Mr. MacGREGOR., I agree with the 
gentleman. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. MacGREGOR. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Louisiana. 

Mr. WILLIS. Does the gentleman 
agree with the previous speaker to the 
effect that the net result of the proposed 
amendment would include the District of 
Columbia within the purview of this bill? 

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. That is 
what I am trying to find out, in order 
that it may be made abundantly clear 
that it is the gentleman’s intention so to 
do. 

Mr. MAacGREGOR. The gentleman 
from Virginia [Mr. BROYHILL] is abso- 
lutely correct. 

Mr. WILLIS. That is what the gentle- 
man said. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Minnesota. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I strongly support this 
bill, though I have doubts whether we 
can count on much enforcement, should 
the measure become law because of the 
attitude of the Department of Justice and 
of Federal courts. 

Mr. Chairman, the present wave of 
lawlessness will get worse until we make 
punishment certain. 

Present conditions are directly at- 
tributable to the Supreme Court and 
other Federal courts bound by it and 
to the Department of Justice and other 
executive departments who not only have 
condoned the taking of the law into one’s 
own hands if it happens to be a cause 
in which the law-enacting judges be- 
lieve, but actually in many instances 
have promoted such a course. 

Mr. Chairman, like many of you, I am 
a lawyer; I served as district attorney 
before becoming a Member of this body. 
Many of you served in that capacity, and 
others were judges. All with that back- 
ground of experience, I feel, will agree 
with me. 
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No one questions the value of the home 
and proper environment and training— 
but, historically, laws and law enforce- 
ment have been necessary. 

Society itself is built around the ab- 
solute necessity that the individual must 
conform to general rules for the welfare 
of the group or society. You cannot burn 
your house if it endangers your neigh- 
bor’s house, You cannot take your neigh- 
bor’s property; for if that were permit- 
ted, why work and save to accumulate 
capital? 

We know the influence for good or bad 
of television, of newspapers, public fig- 
ures, and church leaders; but, from my 
years of experience as district attorney, 
when all is said and done, respect for 
and obedience to law is dependent upon 
certainty of punishment, which, of 
course, calls for detection, arrest, and 
conviction. While we can take actions 
to help with the first two, we will never 
restore law and order until we restore 
certainty of punishment, for as we see 
all around us, punishment of the in- 
dividual today is not only uncertain but 
highly unlikely. 

I quote from my closing argument 
when we passed this bill, as the anti- 
riot amendment in the House last year, 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, volume 112, part 
15, page 19965: 

We see on every hand the court getting 
away from the rule on which orderly gov- 
ernment was built, a general rule to the 
effect that if the record clearly showed the 
guilt of the defendant beyond a reasonable 
doubt, he or she would not be released on 
the public on some technicality and par- 
ticularly a technicality raised by the appel- 
late or Supreme Court itself. 

At a time when our country is becoming 
the victim of the criminal, when our wives 
and daughters and we ourselves are afraid to 
walk our streets. 

We need to do something about crime and 
criminals. We need to make punishment 
more certain. We need to put the rights of an 
orderly and law abiding society ahead of the 
whims of the Supreme Court. 

It is time to wake up here and quit fid- 
dling. Rome is certainly burning, and if you 
do not believe it, read today’s newspapers. 


Mr. Chairman, doubtless, the Congress 
will soon be dealing with the President’s 
so-called anticrime measures. When we 
do, let us not fool ourselves. These sug- 
gested actions will scarcely touch the 
cure for the present breakdown of our 
society, and the Congress will not effect 
a correction or change until we go after 
the Supreme Court and the Department 
of Justice, which promotes and supports 
the court in turning loose criminals upon 
a defenseless public. 

I urge the immediate consideration of 
several resolutions I reintroduced at the 
beginning of this session of Congress. 

H. J. Res. 142: To establish a commission 
to investigate the increase in riots and law 
violations, including loss of life and prop- 
erty, damage to or threat of damage to or 
destruction of the economy of States, coun- 
ties, municipalities, or other political sub- 
divisions, the causes thereof, and to recom- 
mend legislation that would grant States, 
counties, municipalities, or other political 
subdivisions additional rights to obtain in- 
junctive and other relief to the end that the 
public welfare be protected; 

H. J. Res. 144: To establish the Commission 
for Re-establishing Constitutional Prin- 
ciples; and 
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H.J. Res. 145: To establish a commission to 
investigate the increase in law violation, to 
determine the causes and fix responsibility 
for the breakdown in law enforcement, with 
the resulting destruction of life and property, 
to recommend corrective legislation, and for 
other purposes. 


Mr. Chairman, we need to pass this 
measure but we need to go further if we 
are to prevent chaos. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CAHILL 

Mr. CAHILL. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. CAHILL: On 
page 4, strike out lines 15 through 19 and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 

“(c) The term ‘to incite a riot, or to orga- 
nize, promote, encourage, or carry on a riot’ 
means urging or instigating other persons 
to riot, but shall not mean the mere adyo- 


cacy of ideas or the mere expression of 
belief.” 


Mr. CAHILL. Mr. Chairman, the sole 
purpose of this amendment is to seek to 
correct one of the objections to this 
bill—what I consider to be a possible 
constitutional defect. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CAHILL. Yes, I shall be happy to 
yield to the distinguished gentleman 
from Louisiana [Mr. WILLIS]. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Chairman, as I un- 
derstand the amendment which has been 
offered by the distinguished gentleman 
{Mr. CAHILL], it goes to the definition of 
inciting a riot. It would amend the def- 
inition which begins on page 4, line 15 of 
the bill to include the words to incite a 
riot, or to organize, promote, encourage, 
or carry on a riot.” 

Mr. CAHILL. That is the sole purpose 
of the amendment which I have offered. 
In other words, the term “incite” is also 
drawn so as not to cover the mere ad- 
vocacy of ideas or purpose of the people 
involved. 

Mr. Chairman, the purpose of this 
amendment, is to indicate that the other 
words such as “encourage” and “pro- 
mote” do not limit the right to advocate 
or express ideas and beliefs. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Chairman, I have no 
objection to the amendment, and on be- 
half of the committee on the majority 
side I accept it. 

Mr. MATHIAS of Maryland. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CAHILL. I yield to the gentleman 
from Maryland. 

Mr. MATHIAS of Maryland. Mr. 
Chairman, I have pointed out the fact 
that if this bill is to become law, we have 
to very narrowly define and limit the 
scope of the legislation. 

Mr. Chairman, I congratulate the dis- 
tinguished gentleman from New Jersey 
[Mr. CAHILL], because his proposed 
amendment covers exactly what I have 
had in mind and the adoption of the 
gentleman's amendment would accom- 
plish this purpose. This is a very helpful 
suggestion and I hope that the amend- 
ment which has been offered by the gen- 
tleman will be adopted. 

Mr. CAHILL. I thank the gentleman 
from Maryland. 

Mr. MacGREGOR. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CAHILL, I yield to the gentleman 
from Minnesota. 
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Mr. MacGREGOR. Mr. Chairman, I 
commend the gentleman from New Jer- 
sey as well for having offered this amend- 
ment. It is my opinion that the adop- 
tion of the amendment will improve the 
pending legislation from the standpoint 
of any constitutional attack thereon. I 
feel that it projects a better view of the 
legislative committee action and I am 
pleased to give it my strong support. 

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CAHILL. I am happy to yield to 
my distinguished friend, the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. Cramer]. 

Mr. CRAMER. Could the gentleman 
from New Jersey supply us with a copy 
of the amendment? 

Mr. CAHILL. Oh, yes. I did supply it to 
the distinguished gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. MeCurrockl. The gentleman from 
Florida was not on the floor at the time 
I offered the amendment. 

Mr. CRAMER. If what the gentleman 
intends to do is to add the words “orga- 
nize, promote, encourage, and carry on” 
to the words “incite a riot,” and thus 
insure that the mere advocacy of ideas 
or the mere expression of belief is not 
jeopardized by the words, organize, pro- 
mote, encourage, and carry on” as well 
as to “incite,” I will say to the gentleman 
if that is the gentleman’s intention 

Mr. CAHILL. I will say to the gentle- 
man that it is. 

Mr. CRAMER. If that is the gentle- 
man’s intention, and I have not had an 
opportunity to consider it carefully 
enough to determine whether or not that 
is all it does accomplish, certainly I have 
no objection to the gentleman’s intended 
purpose. 

I will say to the gentleman, however, 
that “organize, promote, encourage and 
carry on“ were not included in the defi- 
nition in the bill itself for the reason 
that it was felt that it was included in 
the definition of “incite” in the bill, in 
keeping with the court decisions that 
“incite” necessarily means to organize, 
promote, encourage, or carry on, thus 
it must necessarily mean “incite, orga- 
nize, promote, encourage, and carry on.” 

But if it is the limited intention of the 
gentleman that the amendment is not 
intended to proscribe advocacy of ideas 
or expression of beliefs, and that is to 
apply to any and all of those terms, in- 
cite, organize, promote, encourage, or 
carry on,” I have no objection. 

However, the language in the draft of 
the bill was recommended by the Justice 
Department, and that is why the bill 
reads as it does. 

Mr. CAHILL. I thank the gentleman. 

Mr. CRAMER. That is what the gen- 
tleman intends to do in his amendment? 

Mr. CAHILL. That is correct. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from New Jersey [Mr. CAHILL]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. M’CARTHY 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. McCartuy of 


New York: Page 3, strike out line 9 and 
insert the following: 


“That (a) the Congress hereby finds and 
declares— 


July 19, 1967 


“(1) that information gathered by law en- 
forcement personnel at the scene of recent 
riots indicates the presence of firearms of 
out-of-state origin in violation of State and 
local law; 

“(2) that there is a widespread traffic in 
firearms moving in or otherwise affecting 
interstate or foreign commerce, and that the 
existing Federal controls over such traffic 
do not adequate enable the States to control 
the firearms traffic within their own borders 
through the exercise of their police power; 

“(3) that the ease with which any person 
can acquire firearms (including criminals, 
juveniles without the knowledge or consent 
of their parents or guardians, narcotics ad- 
dicts, mental defectives, armed groups who 
would supplant the functions of duly con- 
stituted public authorities, and others whose 
possession of firearms is similarly contrary 
to the public interest) is a significant factor 
in the prevalence of lawlessness and violent 
crime in the United States; 

“(4) that only through adequate Federal 
control over interstate and foreign commerce 
in firearms, and over all persons engaging 
in the businesses of importing, manufactur- 
ing, or dealing in firearms, can this grave 
problem be properly dealt with, and effective 
State and local regulation of the firearms 
traffic be made possible; 

“(5) that the acquisition on a mail-order 
basis of firearms by nonlicensed individuals, 
from a place other than their State of resi- 
dence, has materially tended to thwart the 
effectiveness of State laws and regulations, 
and local ordinances; 

“(6) that the sale or other disposition of 

concealable weapons by importers, manufac- 
turers, and dealers holding Federal licenses, 
to nonresidents of the State in which the 
licensees’ places of business are located, has 
tended to make ineffective the laws, regula- 
tions, and ordinances in the several States 
and local jurisdictions regrading such fire- 
arms; 
“(7) that there is a causal relationship be- 
tween the easy availability of firearms and 
juvenile and youthful criminal behavior, and 
that firearms have been widely sold by fed- 
erally licensed importers and dealers to emo- 
tionally immature, or thrill-bent juveniles 
and minors prone to criminal behavior; 

“(8) that the United States has become 
the dumping ground of the castoff surplus 
military weapons of other nations, and that 
such weapons, and the large volume of rela- 
tively inexpensive pistols and revolvers 
(largely worthless for sporting purposes), 
imported into the United States in recent 
years, has contributed greatly to lawlessness 
and to the Nation’s law enforcement prob- 
lems; 

“(9) that the lack of adequate Federal 
control over interstate and foreign commerce 
in highly destructive weapons (such as ba- 
zookas, mortars, antitank guns, etc., and de- 
structive devices such as explosives or 
incendiary grenades, bombs, missiles, and so 
forth) has allowed such weapons and devices 
to fall into the hands of lawless persons, in- 
cluding armed groups who would supplant 
lawful authority, thus creating a problem of 
national concern; and 

(10) that the existing licensing system 
under the Federal Firearms Act does not 
provide adequate license fees or proper 
standards for the granting or denial of li- 
censes, and that this has led to licenses being 
issued to persons not reasonably entitled 
thereto, thus distorting the purposes of the 
licensing system. 

“(b) The Congress further hereby declares 
that the purpose of this section is to cope 
with the conditions referred to in the fore- 
going subsection, and that it is not the pur- 
pose of this section to place any undue or 
unnecessary Federal retrictions or burdens 
on law-abiding citizens with respect to the 
acquisition, possession, or use of firearms 
appropriate to the purpose of hunting, trap 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE 


shooting, target shooting, personal protec- 
tion, or any other lawful activity, and that 
this section is not intended to discourage or 
eliminate the private ownership or use of 
firerams by law-abiding citizens for lawful 
purposes, or provide for the imposition by 
Federal regulations of any procedures or re- 
quirements other than those reasonably nec- 
essary to implement and effectuate the pro- 
visions of this section. 

“(c) Title 18, United States Code, is 
amended by inserting after section 917 
thereof the following new chapter: 

Chapter 44.—FIREARMS 

„ Sec. 

“1921. Definitions. 

922. Unlawful Acts. 

“1923. Licensing. 

“ ‘924, Penalties. 

“ ‘925, Exceptions: Relief from disabilities. 

926. Rules and regulations. 

“ ‘927. Effect on State law. 

928. Separability clause. 


“($ 921. Definitions. 

“*(a) As used in this chapter— 

“*(1) The term “person” and the term 
“whoever” includes any individual, corpora- 
tion, company, association, firm, partner- 
ship, society, or joint stock company. 

“*(2) The term “interstate or foreign 
commerce” includes commerce between any 
State or possession (not including the Canal 
Zone) and any place outside thereof; or be- 
tween points within the same State or pos- 
session (not including the Canal Zone), but 
through any place outside thereof; or within 
any possession or the District of Columbia. 
The term “State” shall include the Common- 
wealth of Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, 
and the District of Columbia, 

“(3) The term “firearm” means any 
weapon (including a starter gun) which will 
or is designed to or may readily be con- 
verted to expel a projectile by the action of 
an explosive; the frame or receiver of any 
such weapon; or any firearm muffler or fire- 
arm silencer; or any destructive device. 

„4 The term “destructive device“ 
means any explosive, incendiary, or poison 
gas bomb, grenade, mine, rocket, missile, or 
similar device; and includes any type of 
weapon which will or is designed to or may 
readily be converted to expel a projectile by 
the action of any explosive and having any 
barrel with a bore of one-half inch or more 
in diameter. 

“"(5) The term “shotgun” means a 
weapon designed or redesigned, made or re- 
made, and intended to be fired from the 
shoulder and designed or redesigned and 
made or remade to use the energy of the 
explosive in a fixed shotgun shell to fire 
through a smooth bore either a number of 
ball shot or a single projectile for each 
single pull of the trigger. 

“*(6) The term “short-barreled shotgun” 
means a shotgun having one or more barrels 
less than eighteen inches in length and any 
weapon made from a shotgun (whether by 
alteration, modification, or otherwise) if 
such weapon as modified has an overall 
length of less than twenty-six inches. 

(7) The term “rifle” means a weapon de- 
signed or redesigned, made or remade, and 
intended to be fired from the shoulder and 
designed or redesigned and made or remade 
to use the energy of the explosive in a fixed 
metallic cartridge to fire only a single pro- 
jectile through a rifled bore for each single 
pull of the trigger. 

“*(8) The term “short-barreled rifle“ 
means a rifle having one or more barrels 
less than sixteen inches in length and any 
weapon made from a rifle (whether by altera- 
tion, modification, or otherwise) if such 
weapon as modified has an overall length 
of less than twenty-six inches. 

“*(9) The term “importer” means any per- 
son engaged in the business of importing or 
bringing firearms or ammunition into the 
United States for purposes of sale or distri- 
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bution; and the term “licensed importer” 
means any such person licensed under the 
provisions of this chapter. 

“*(10) The term “manufacturer” means 
any person engaged in the manufacture of 
firearms or ammunition for purposes of sale 
or distribution; and the term “licensed 
manufacturer” means any such person li- 
censed under the provisions of this chapter. 

“*(11) The term “dealer” means (A) any 
person engaged in the business of selling 
firearms or ammunition at wholesale or re- 
tail, (B) any person engaged in the business 
of repairing such firearms or of making or 
fitting special barrels, stocks, or trigger 
mechanisms to firearms or (C) any person 
who is a pawnbroker. The term “licensed 
dealer” means any dealer who is licensed 
under the provisions of this chapter. 

“*(12) The term “pawnbroker” means any 
person whose business or occupation in- 
cludes the taking or receiving, by way of 
pledge or pawn, of any firearm or ammuni- 
tion as security for the payment or repay- 
ment of money. 

13) The term “indictment” includes 
an indictment or an information in any 
court under which a crime punishable by 
imprisonment for a term exceeding one year 
may be prosecuted. 

“*(14) The term “fugitive from justice“ 
means any person who has fled from any 
State or possession to avoid prosecution for 
a crime punishable by imprisonment for a 
term exceeding one year or to avoid giving 
testimony in any criminal proceeding, 

“*(15) The term “antique firearm” means 
any firearm of a design used before the year 
1870 (including any matchlock, fiintlock, 
percussion cap, or similar early type of igni- 
tion system) or replica thereof, whether ac- 
tually manufactured before or after the year 
1870; but not including any weapon de- 
signed for use with smokeless powder or us- 
ing rim-fire or conventional center-fire igni- 
tion with fixed ammunition. 

16) The term “ammunition” means 
ammunition for a destructive device; it shall 
not include shotgun shells or any other 
ammunition designed for use in a firearm 
other than a destructive device. 

(17) The term “Secretary” or “Secre- 
tary of the Treasury“ means the Secretary 
of the Treasury or his delegate. 

“‘(b) As used in this chapter 

“(1) The term “firearm” shall not in- 
clude an antique firearm. 

“*(2) The term “destructive device“ shall 
not include— 

„(A) a device which is not designed or 
redesigned or used or intended for use as a 
weapon; or 

„B) any device, although originally de- 
signed as a weapon, which is redesigned so 
that it may be used solely as a signaling, line- 
throwing, safety or similar device; or 

“*(C) any shotgun other than a short- 
barreled shotgun; or 

“*(D) any nonautomatic rifle (other than 
a short-barreled rifle) generally recognized 
or particularly suitable for use for the hunt- 
ing of big game; or 

„E) surplus obsolete ordnance sold, 
loaned, or given by the Secretary of the 
Army pursuant to the provisions of 10 U.S.C., 
sections 4684(2), 4685, or 4686; or 

„F) any other device which the Secre- 
tary finds is not likely to be used as a 
weapon. 

“*(3) The term “crime punishable by im- 
prisonment for a term exceeding one year” 
shall not include any Federal or State of- 
fenses pertaining to antitrust violations, un- 
fair trade practices, restraints of trade, or 
other similar offenses relating to the regu- 
lation of business practices as the Secretary 
may by regulation designate. 


“*$922. Unlawful acts 


„(a) It shall be unlawful— 
1) for any person, except a licensed 
importer, licensed manufacturer, or licensed 
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dealer, to engage in the business of import- 
ing, manufacturing, or dealing in firearms or 
ammunition, or in the course of such busi- 
ness to ship, transport, or receive any fire- 
arm or ammunition in interstate or foreign 
commerce; 

“*(2) for any importer, manufacturer, or 
dealer licensed under the provisions of this 
chapter to ship or transport in interstate or 
foreign commerce, any firearm or ammuni- 
tion to any person other than a licensed im- 
porter, licensed manufacturer, or licensed 
dealer, except that— 

“*(A) this paragraph shall not be held to 
preclude a licensed importer, licensed manu- 
facturer, or licensed dealer from returning a 
firearm or replacement firearm of the same 
kind and type to a person from whom it was 
received; 

“*(B) this paragraph shall not be held to 
preclude a licensed importer, licensed manu- 
facturer, or licensed dealer from depositing 
a firearm for conveyance in the mails to any 
Officer, employee, agent, or watchman who, 
pursuant to the provisions of section 1715 
of title 18 of the United States Code, is eli- 
gible to receive through the mails, pistols, 
revolvers, and other firearms capable of being 
concealed on the person, for use in connec- 
tion with his official duty; 

“*(C) this paragraph shall not be held to 
preclude a licensed importer, licensed manu- 
facturer, or licensed dealer from shipping a 
rifle or shotgun to an individual who in per- 
s0n upon the licensee’s business premises 
purchased such rifle or shotgun, provided 
that such sale or shipment is not otherwise 
prohibited by the provisions of this chapter; 

“*(D) Nothing in this paragraph shall be 
construed as applying in any manner in the 
District of Columbia, the Commonwealth of 
Puerto Rico, or any possession of the United 
States differently than it would apply if the 
District of Columbia, the Commonwealth of 
Puerto Rico, or the possession were in fact 
a State of the United States; 

“*(3) for any person other than a li- 
censed importer, licensed manufacturer, or 
licensed dealer to transport into or receive 
in the State where he resides (or if the per- 
son is a corporation or other business entity, 
in which he maintains a place of business) — 

“'(A) any firearm, other than a shotgun 
or rifle, purchased or otherwise obtained by 
him outside that State; 

„B) any firearm, purchased or otherwise 
obtained by him outside that State, which 
it would be unlawful for him to purchase or 
possess in the State or political subdivision 
thereof wherein he resides (or if the person 
is a corporation or other business entity, in 
which he maintains a place of business). 

“*(4) for any person, other than a licensed 
importer, licensed manufacturer, or licensed 
dealer, to transport in interstate or foreign 
commerce any destructive device, machine 
gun (as defined in section 5848 of the Inter- 
nal Revenue Code of 1954), short-barreled 
shotgun, or short-barreled rifle, except as 
specifically authorized by the Secretary; 

(5) for any person to transfer, sell, trade, 
give, transport, or deliver to any person 
(other than a licensed importer, licensed 
manufacturer, or licensed dealer) who resides 
in any State other than that in which the 
transferor resides (or in which his place of 
business is located if the transferor is a cor- 
poration or other business entity) 

“*(A) any firearm, other than a shotgun 
or rifle; 

B) any firearm which the transferee 
could not lawfully purchase or possess in ac- 
cord with applicable laws, regulations, or 
ordinances of the State or political subdivi- 
sion thereof in which the transferee resides 
(or in which his place of business is located 
if the transferee is a corporation or other 
business entity). 

This paragraph shall not apply to transac- 
tions between licensed importers, licensed 
manufacturers, and licensed dealers; or 
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“*(5) for any person in connection with 
the acquisition or attempted acquisition of 
any firearm from a licensed importer, li- 
censed manufacturer, or licensed dealer, 
knowingly to make any false or fictitious 
oral or written statement or to furnish or 
exhibit any false or fictitious or misrepre- 
sented identification, intended or likely to 
deceive such importer, manufacturer, or 
dealer with respect to any fact material to 
the lawfulness of the sale or other disposi- 
tion of such firearm under the provisions of 
this chapter. 

“*(b) It shall be unlawful for any licensed 
importer, licensed manufacturer, or licensed 
dealer to sell or deliver— 

“*(1) any firearm to any individual who 
the licensee knows or has reasonable cause 
to believe is less than twenty-one years of 
age, if the firearm is other than a shotgun 
or rifle; or to any individual who the licen- 
see knows or has reasonable cause to believe 
is less than eighteen years of age, if the fire- 
arm is a shotgun or rifle; 

“*(2) any firearm to any person who the 
licensee knows or has reasonable cause to 
believe is not lawfully entitled to receive or 
possess such firearm by reason of any State 
or local law, regulation, or ordinance ap- 
plicable at the place of sale, delivery, or other 
disposition of the firearm; 

3) any firearm to any person who the 
licensee knows or has reasonable cause to 
believe does not reside in (or if the person is 
a corporation or other business entity, does 
not maintain a place of business in) the 
State in which the licensee's place of business 
is located; except that this paragraph shall 
not apply in the case of a shotgun or rifle. 

“*(4) to any person any destructive device, 
machinegun (as defined in section 5848 of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954), short- 
barreled shotgun, or short-barreled rifle, un- 
less he has in his possession a sworn state- 
ment executed by the principal law enforce- 
ment officer of the locality wherein the pur- 
chaser or person to whom it is otherwise 
disposed of resides, attesting that there is 
no provision of law, regulation, or ordinance 
which would be violated by such person's 
receipt or possession thereof, and that he is 
satisfied that it is intended by such person 
for lawful purposes; and such sworn state- 
ment shall be retained by the licensee as a 
part of the records required to be kept under 
the provisions of this chapter. 

“*(5) any firearm to any person unless the 
licensee notes in his records required to be 
kept pursuant to section 923 of this chapter, 
the name, age, and place of residence of such 
person if the person is an individual, or the 
identity and principal and local places of 
business of such person if the person is a 
corporation or other business entity. 
Paragraphs (1), (2), (3) and (4) of this sub- 
section shall not apply to transactions be- 
tween licensed importers, licensed manu- 
facturers, and licensed dealers. 

“*(c) It shall be unlawful for any licensed 
importer, licensed manufacturer, or licensed 
dealer to sell or otherwise dispose of any 
firearm or ammunition to any person, know- 
ing or having reasonable cause to believe 
that such person is a fugitive from justice 
or is under indictment or has been convicted 
in any court of a crime punishable by im- 
prisonment for a term exceeding one year. 
This subsection shall not apply with respect 
to sale or disposition of a firearm to a licensed 
importer, licensed manufacturer, or licensed 
dealer who pursuant to subsection (b) of 
section 925 of this chapter is not precluded 
from dealing in firearms, or to a person who 
has been granted relief from disabilities 
pursuant to subsection (c) of section 925 of 
this chapter. 

“*(d) It shall be unlawful for any common 
or contract carrier to transport or deliver 
in interstate or foreign commerce any fire- 
arm with knowledge or reasonable cause to 
believe that the shipment, transportation, or 
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receipt thereof would be in violation of the 
provisions of this chapter. 

e) It shall be unlawful for any per- 
son who is under indictment or who has 
been convicted in any court of a crime pun- 
ishable by imprisonment for a term exceeding 
one year, or who is a fugitive from justice, to 
ship or transport any firearm or ammunition 
in interstate or foreign commerce. 

„t) It shall be unlawful for any person 
who is under indictment or who has been 
convicted in any court of a crime punishable 
by imprisonment for a term exceeding one 
year, or is a fugitive from justice, to receive 
any firearm or ammunition which has been 
shipped or transported in interstate or for- 
eign commerce. 

“*(g) It shall be unlawful for any person 
to transport or ship in interstate or for- 
eign commerce, any stolen firearm or stolen 
ammunition, knowing or having reasonable 
cause to believe the same to have been 
stolen. 

“‘(h) It shall be unlawful for any person 
to receive, conceal, store, barter, sell, or dis- 
pose of any stolen firearm or stolen ammuni- 
tion, or pledge or accept as security for a 
loan any stolen firearm or stolen ammuni- 
tion, moving as or which is a part of or which 
constitutes interstate or foreign commerce, 
knowing or having reasonable cause to be- 
lieve the same to have been stolen. 

“*(1) It shall be unlawful for any person 
knowingly to transport, ship, or receive, in 
interstate or foreign commerce, any firearm 
the importer’s or manufacturer’s serial num- 
ber of which has been removed, obliterated, 
or altered. 

„J) It shall be unlawful for any 
knowingly to import or bring into the United 
States or any possession thereof any firearm 
or ammunition, except as provided in sub- 
section (d) of section 925 of this chapter; 
and it shall be unlawful for any person 
knowingly to receive any firearm or am- 
munition which has been imported or 
brought into the United States or any pos- 
session thereof in violation of the provisions 
of this chapter. 

„(k) It shall be unlawful for any licensed 
importer, licensed manufacturer, or licensed 
dealer knowingly to make any false entry in, 
or to fail to make appropriate entry in or to 
fail to properly maintain, any record which 
he is required to keep pursuant to section 923 
of this chapter or regulations promulgated 
thereunder. 

923. Licensing 

“*(a) No person shall engage in business 
as a firearms or ammunition importer, manu- 
facturer, or dealer until he has filed an ap- 
plication with, and received a license to do 
so from, the Secretary. The application shall 
be in such form and contain such informa- 
tion as the Secretary shall by regulation 

be. Each applicant shall be required 
to pay a fee for obtaining such a license, a 
separate fee being required for each place 
in which the applicant is to do business, as 
follows: 

“*(1) If a manufacturer— 

“*(A) of destructive devices and/or am- 
munition a fee of $1,000 per year; 

B) of firearms other than destructive 
devices a fee of $500 per year. 

“*(2) If an importer— 

“*(A) of destructive devices and/or am- 
munition a fee of $1,000 per year; 

„B) of firearms other than destructive 
devices a fee of $500 per year. 

(3) If a dealer 

“*(A) in destructive devices and/or am- 
munition a fee of $1,000 per year; 

“*(B) who is a pawnbroker dealing in fire- 
arms other than destructive devices a fee of 
$250 per year; 

“*(C) who is not a dealer in destructive 
devices or a pawnbroker, a fee of $10 per 
year; except that for the first renewal follow- 
ing the effective date of the State Firearms 
Control Assistance Act of 1967 or for the first 
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year he is engaged in business as a dealer 
such dealer will pay a fee of $25. 

“*(b) Upon the filing of a proper appli- 
cation and payment of the prescribed fee, 
the Secretary may issue to the applicant the 
appropriate license which, subject to the 
provisions of this chapter and other appli- 
cable provisions of law, shall entitle the 
licensee to transport, ship, and receive fire- 
arms and ammunition covered by such li- 
cense in interstate or foreign commerce dur- 
ing the period stated in the license. 

e) Any application submitted under 
subsections (a) and (b) of this section shall 
be disapproved and the license denied and 
the fee returned to the applicant if the Sec- 
retary, after notice and opportunity for 
hearing, finds that— 

“*(1) the applicant is under twenty-one 
years of age; or 

“«(2) the applicant (including in the case 
of a corporation, partnership, or association, 
any individual possessing directly or indi- 
rectly, the power to direct or cause the di- 
rection of the management and policies of 
the corporation, partnership, or association) 
is prohibited from transporting, shipping, or 
receiving firearms or ammunition in inter- 
state or foreign commerce under the provi- 
sions of this chapter; or is, by reason of his 
business experience, financial standing, or 
trade connections, not likely to commence 
business operations during the term of the 
annual license applied for or to maintain 
operations in compliance with this chapter; 
or 

(3) the applicant has willfully violated 
any of the provisions of this chapter or 
regulations issued thereunder; or 

“*(4) the applicant has willfully failed to 
disclose any material information required, 
or has made any false statement as to any 
material fact, in connection with his appli- 
cation; or 

(5) the applicant does not have, or does 
not intend to have or to maintain in a State 
or possession, business premises for the con- 
duct of the business. 

„d) Each licensed importer, licensed 
manufacturer, and licensed dealer shall 
maintain such records of importation, pro- 
duction, shipment, receipt, and sale or other 
disposition, of firearms and ammunition at 
such place, for such period and in such 
form as the Secretary may by regulations 
prescribe. Such importers, manufacturers, 
and dealers shall make such records available 
for inspection at all reasonable times, and 
shall submit to the Secretary such reports 
and information with respect to such records 
and the contents thereof as he shall by regu- 
lations prescribe. The Secretary or his dele- 
gate may enter during business hours the 
premises (including places of storage) of 
any firearms or ammunition importer, manu- 
facturer, or dealer for the purpose of in- 
specting or examining any records or docu- 
ments required to be kept by such importer 
or manufacturer or dealer under the pro- 
visions of this chapter or regulations issued 
pursuant thereto, and any firearms or am- 
munition kept or stored by such importer, 
manufacturer, or dealer at such premises. 
Upon the request of any State, or possession, 
or any political subdivision thereof, the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury may make available to 
such State, or possession, or any political 
subdivision thereof, any information which 
he may obtain by reason of the provisions 
of this chapter wtih respect to the identifica- 
tion of persons within such State, or posses- 
sion, or political subdivision thereof, who 
have purchased or received firearms or am- 
munition, together with a description of such 
firearms or ammunition. 

“*(e) Licenses issued under the provisions 
of subsection (b) of this section shall be 
kept posted and kept available for inspection 
on the business premises covered by the 
license. 


„) Licensed importers and licensed 
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manufacturers shall identify, in such man- 
ner as the Secretary shall by regulations 
prescribe, each firearm imported or manu- 
factured by such importer or manufacturer. 


924. Penalties 


„a) Whoever violates any provision of 
this chapter or any rule or regulation pro- 
mulgated thereunder, or knowingly makes 
any false statement or representation with 
respect to the information required by the 
provisions of this chapter to be kept in the 
records of a person licensed under this 
chapter, or in applying for any license or 
exemption or relief from disability under the 
provisions of this chapter, shall be fined not 
more than $5,000 or imprisoned not more 
than five years, or both. 

“*(b) Whoever, with intent to commit 
therewith an offense punishable by impris- 
onment for a term exceeding one year, or 
with knowledge or reasonable cause to be- 
lieve that an offense punishable by imprison- 
ment for a term exceeding one year is to be 
committed therewith, ships, transports, or 
receives a firearm in interstate or foreign 
commerce shall be fined not more than 
$10,000 or imprisoned not more than ten 
years, or both. 

“*(c) Any firearm or ammunition in- 
volved in, or used or intended to be used in, 
any violation of the provisions of this chap- 
ter, or a rule or regulation promulgated 
thereunder, or violation of any other crimi- 
nal law of the United States, shall be subject 
to seizure and forfeiture and all provisions 
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 relat- 
ing to the seizure, forfeiture, and disposition 
of firearms, as defined in section 5848(1) of 
said Code, shall, so far as applicable, extend 
to seizures and forfeitures under the pro- 
visions of this chapter. 


“*§ 925. Exceptions: Relief from disabilities 


„a) The provisions of this chapter shall 
not apply with respect to the transportation, 
shipment, receipt, or importation of any 
firearm or ammunition imported for, or sold 
or shipped to, or issued for the use of the 
United States or any department, or agency 
thereof; or any State or possession, or any 
department, agency, or political subdivision 
thereof. 

„p) A licensed importer, licensed manu- 
facturer, or licensed dealer who is indicted 
for a crime punishable by imprisonment for 
a term exceeding one year, may, notwith- 
standing any other provisions of this chap- 
ter, continue operations pursuant to his 
existing license (provided that prior to the 
expiration of the term of the existing license 
timely application is made for a new license) 
during the term of such indictment and 
until any conviction pursuant to the indict- 
ment becomes final. 

e) A person who has been convicted 
of a crime punishable by imprisonment for 
a term exceeding one year (other than a 
crime involving the use of a firearm or other 
weapon or a violation of this chapter or of 
the National Firearms Act) may make appli- 
cation to the Secretary for relief from the 
disabilities under this chapter incurred by 
reason of such conviction, and the Secretary 
may grant such relief if it is established to 
his satisfaction that the circumstances re- 
garding the conviction, and the applicant’s 
record and reputation, are such that the ap- 
plicant will not be likely to conduct his op- 
erations in an unlawful manner, and that the 
granting of the relief would not be contrary 
to the public interest, A licensee conducting 
operations under this chapter, who makes ap- 
plication for relief from the disabilities in- 
curred under this chapter by reason of such 
a conviction, shall not be barred by such con- 
viction from further operations under his 
license pending final action on an applica- 
tion for relief filed pursuant to this section. 
Whenever the Secretary grants relief to any 
person pursuant to this section, he shall 
promptly publish in the Federal Register 
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notice of such action, together with the rea- 
sons therefor. 

„d) The Secretary may authorize a fire- 
arm to be imported or brought into the 
United States or any possession thereof if 
the person importing or bringing in the fire- 
arm establishes to the satisfaction of the 
Secretary that the firearm— 

“*(1) is being imported or brought in for 
scientific or research purposes, or is for use 
in connection with competition or training 
pursuant to chapter 401 of title 10 of the 
United States Code; or 

“*(2) is an unserviceable firearm, other 
than a machine gun as defined by 5848(2) of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 (not 
readily restorable to firing condition), im- 
ported or brought in as a curio or museum 
piece; or 

(3) is of a type that does not fall within 
the definition of a firearm as defined in sec- 
tion 5848(1) of the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1954 and is generally recognized as par- 
ticularly suitable for or readily adaptable to 
sporting purposes, and in the case of surplus 
military firearms is a rifle or shotgun; or 

“*(4) was previously taken out of the 

United States or a possession by the person 
who is bringing in the firearm. 
Provided, That the Secretary may permit the 
conditional importation or bringing in of a 
firearm for examination and testing in con- 
nection with the making of a determination 
as to whether the importation or bringing in 
of such firearm will be allowed under this 
subsection. 


“ *§ 926. Rules and regulations. 

The Secretary may prescribe such rules 

and regulations as he deems reasonably nec- 
to carry out the provisions of this 

chapter. The Secretary shall give reasonable 

public notice, and afford to interested parties 

opportunity for hearing, prior to prescribing 

such rules and regulations. 

“ *$ 927. Effect on State law 

No provision of this chapter shall be con- 
strued as indicating an intent on the part of 
the Congress to occupy the field in which 
such provision operates to the exclusion of 
the law of any State or possession on the 
same subject matter, unless there is a direct 
and positive conflict between such provision 
and the law of the State or possession so that 
the two cannot be reconciled or consistently 
stand together. 

“*$ 928. Separability 

“Tf any provision of this chapter or the 
application thereof to any person or circum- 
stance is held invalid, the remainder of the 
chapter and the application of such provi- 
sion to other persons not similarly situated 
or to other circumstances shall not be affect- 
ed thereby.’ 

„d) The administration and enforcement 
of this section shall be vested in the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury. 

“(e) Nothing in this section shall be con- 
strued as modifying or affecting any provi- 
sion of— 

“(a) the National Firearms Act (chapter 
53 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954); 
or 


“(b) section 414 of the Mutual Security 
Act of 1954 (22 U.S.C. 1934), as amended, 
rela to munitions control; or 

“(c) section 1715 of title 18, United States 
Code, relating to nonmatlable firearms. 

“(f) The table of contents to ‘Part I.— 
Crimes’ of title 18, United States Code, is 
amended by inserting after 


“+43, False personation 911’ 
a new chapter reference as follows: 
wD roa niii DE D ER O 921’ 

“(f) The Federal Firearms Act (52 Stat. 
1250; 15 U.S.C. 901-910), as amended, is re- 
pealed. 

“(g) The amendments made by this Act 
shall become effective one hundred and 
eighty days after the date of its enactment; 
except that repeal of the Federal Firearms 


19412 


section shall not in itself terminate any valid 
license issued pursuant to that Act and any 
such license shall be deemed valid until it 
shall expire according to its terms unless it 
be sooner revoked or terminated pursuant to 
applicable provisions of law. 

Sr. 2. (a) Title 18 of the United States 
Code is amended by.” —— 


Mr. McCARTHY (interrupting the 
reading of the amendment). Mr. Chair- 
man, I ask unanimous consent that the 
amendment be considered as read. 

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, I object. 

Mr. CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard. 

The Clerk will read. 

Mr. WILLIS (interrupting the reading 
of the amendment). Mr. Chairman, I 
understand that the reading of the 
amendment was to be considered as read 
at this time. 

Am I correct? 

The CHAIRMAN. In reply to the gen- 
tleman, the Chair will state there was 
objection to the dispensing with the 
reading of the amendment. 

I believe the gentleman is referring to 
the reading of the bill. There was no ob- 
jection raised to dispensing with the 
reading of the bill. There was, however, 
objection raised to dispensing with the 
reading of the amendment. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Chairman, a point 
of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state his point of order. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Chairman, did I not 
understand that the reading of the 
amendment would be dispensed with? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state 
to the gentleman that the gentleman is 
incorrect. There was no objection to dis- 
pensing with reading of the bill. How- 
ever, there was objection to dispensing 
with reading of the amendment. : 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Chairman, I under- 
stand—as all people do who are familiar 
with this amendment—that this is the 
so-called firearms amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I now ask unanimous 
consent that the amendment be consid- 
ered as read and printed in the Recorp 
at this point. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Lou- 
isiana? 

Mr. VIGORITO. Mr. Chairman, I ob- 
ject. 

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard. 

The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk continued the reading of 
the amendment. 

Mr. VIGORITO. Mr. Chairman, I with- 
draw my objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Lou- 
isiana [Mr. WI LIS], that further read- 
ing of the amendment be dispensed with? 

Mr. GROSS and Mr. CONTE objected. 

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard. 
The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk continued the reading of 
the amendment. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Chairman, has the 
Chair noted that I reserved a point of 
order against this amendment? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will note 
it, but the gentleman must make the 
point of order at the conclusion of the 
reading of the amendment. 

Mr. WILLIS. I thank the Chairman. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Chairman, I 
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would like to again ask unanimous con- 
sent that the amendment be considered 
as read. Otherwise we will be here all 
night. Everybody—that is, most people— 
know what it is. It is the Celler firearms 
bill. The amendment is quite long, but 
members of this committee are quite fa- 
miliar with it. 

Mr. Chairman, I would hope that out 
of courtesy those who have objected 
might withdraw their objections, because 
we will be here for quite a long time. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, reserving 
the right to object, is the so-called Celler 
firearms bill related to the firearms bill 
proposed by a Member of the other body, 
concerning which we have heard and 
known so much in recent weeks? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair has no 
knowledge of that. 

This amendment may be subject to 
a point of order, the Chair will say to 
the gentleman, 

Mr. HALL. Then, Mr. Chairman, con- 
tinuing to reserve my right to object, I 
would like to ask the gentleman who is 
proposing the amendment if it is one 
and the same firearms bill? 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from Missouri yield to the gentleman 
from New York so he may answer the 
gentleman’s question? 

Mr. HALL. Yes, Mr. Chairman. I yield. 

Mr. McCARTHY. It is not. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

Mr. HALL. Yes, Mr. Chairman. I ob- 
ject because it is not the same one, and, 
therefore, is not familiar to the members 
of the Committee of the Whole. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will con- 
tinue to read. 

The Clerk continued to read the 
amendment. 

Mr. WILLIS (interrupting the reading 
of the amendment). Mr. Chairman, in 
the light of the gentleman’s previous re- 
marks that this is going to take a great 
deal of time and in view of the late- 
ness of the hour. I am constrained to 
renew the suggestion and the request 
of the gentleman in the well and my- 
self that his amendment be considered 
as read. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Lou- 
isiana? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Chairman, I reserve 
a point of order against the amendment. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I make 
a point of order against the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I make 
the point of order against the amend- 
ment on the grounds that the amend- 
ment is not germane to the pending leg- 
islation. 

Mr. WILLIS. That is the reservation 
that I had in mind. 

Mr. GROSS. I have no reservation. I 
am making the point of order. 

Mr. WILLIS. All right. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. McCartHy] wish 
to be heard on the point of order? 
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Mr. McCARTHY. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, I think this amendment 
is germane. There is no doubt about it 
in my mind. 

Let me explain that H.R. 421 would 
become section 2 of that bill, and with 
this amendment added it would create a 
new section 1, which is essentially, with 
a very slight change at the beginning, 
the administration’s firearms bill, which 
would prohibit the mail-order sales of 
firearms and require anyone dealing in, 
manufacturing, or importing firearms to 
have a Federal license. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is ger- 
mane because the pattern of these riots 
is clear. Guerrilla warfare in the streets 
with snipers pouring deadly gunfire from 
roofs and windows above at ambulances 
with children in them. In Newark killing 
a fire captain. There was the shooting of 
firearms and even the shooting up of a 
hospital. 
$ Friday a tired Governor Hughes said 

his. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I would 
hope that the gentleman would confine 
his remarks to the point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 
New York will confine himself to the 
point of order. 

Mr. McCARTHY. I am trying to point 
out, Mr. Chairman, that in my view this 
amendment is germane to the intent of 
this legislation. 

The Governor said that the riots and 
the sniping, with the use of even auto- 
matic weapons and machineguns, pointed 
to the need for an interstate firearms 
law. It can be said that New Jersey al- 
ready has a strict law. I say to that it is 
1 year old. Many of these guns were in 
possession of these people before that. 
Second, we have ample evidence 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, a point of 
order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. GROSS. I submit that the gentle- 
man is not directing his argument to the 
point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman must 
confine his remarks to the point of order. 

Mr. GROSS. There is no relevancy of 
the law in the State of New Jersey. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
confine himself to the merits of the point 
of order and not the substance of the bill. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Chairman, let me 
say that I do not see how you are going 
to deal with this problem unless you deal 
with the unrestricted traffic in firearms. 
Yesterday the Attorney General pointed 
out that last year 1 million guns moved 
by mail-order sale. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, a point of 
order. I submit that what the Attorney 
General thinks is irrelevant and incon- 
sequential to this argument. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Let me say to the 
gentleman from Iowa that I think this is 
relevant and germane. More than half 
the persons arrested in the Newark riots 
had criminal records. Under New Jersey 
law most of them would not have been 
able to get guns. They were able to do so 
because of the interstate traffic in fire- 
arms. It was also shown that 80 percent 
of the guns that the Newark police pick 
up each year come in from outside the 
State or outside the country. 
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The CHAIRMAN. Has the gentleman 
concluded his arguments in support of 
his position on the point of order? 

Mr. McCARTHY. No, Mr. Chairman. 
On Sunday the Attorney General ex- 
pressed the view that there was no evi- 
dence of interstate conspiracy in the 
Newark and other riots, but yesterday 
he did discuss this horrendous traffic in 
firearms. I believe that things like these 
long, hot summer specials are a definite 
factor in these riots, and I think the 
amendment is definitely germane. I think 
it could dampen some of the hot violence 
abroad in the land. 

It was criminal for those on the New- 
ark rooftops and in the Newark windows 
to fire with deadly gunfire down on the 
streets on children and ambulances. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, a point 
of order. 

Mr. McCARTHY. I believe it is a crime 
against the stability of this country that 
we do not have laws to regulate 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 
New York will confine himself to the 
germaneness of the amendment. Has the 
gentleman concluded? 

Mr. McCARTHY. I am concluding by 
saying that I think there is a growing 
awareness in this body that we have to 
fight this traffic. 

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, a 
point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. Would the gentle- 
man from Louisiana like to be heard? 

Mr. WILLIS. Yes, Mr. Chairman. I ob- 
ject to the amendment on the ground 
that it is not germane to the bill at hand. 
The bill before the Committee is one 
which proscribes travel by people across 
State lines in furtherance of rioting. 

The amendment would add a new 
chapter, chapter 102, to title 18 of the 
Code under the subject of Riots.“ The 
words “Chapter 102 of the Code” are 
not even mentioned in this strange and 
completely disassociated amendment, 
and, therefore, I object to it on the 
ground it is not germane. 

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the germaneness of this 
amendment to the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 
Indiana may be heard. 

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Chairman, it seems 
to me that the essential question is 
whether the amendment of the gentle- 
man from New York is germane to the 
language found in H.R. 421, a bill to 
amend title 18 of the United States Code 
to prohibit travel or use of any facility in 
interstate or foreign commerce with in- 
tent to incite a riot or other violent civil 
disturbance. 

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that on 
the one hand we were talking about the 
shipment of a human being, who ships 
himself from one State to another in in- 
terstate commerce to facilitate a riot or 
to incite or to cause a riot. If a rifle, which 
is an integral part of effective and deadly 
riot, is shipped in interstate commerce, 
it seems to me that it does relate to a 
facility in interstate or foreign com- 
merce, the shipment of which is with the 
intent to incite a riot or other violent 
disturbance, and that therefore the 
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amendment of the gentleman from New 
York is germane. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from Washington desire to be heard? 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I desire to 
be heard on the point of order. 

With respect to the remarks just made 
by colleague, I think an examination of 
the bill will indicate that the use of the 
word “facility” in this act could not be 
directed properly to a firearm, the sub- 
ject of the gentleman’s amendment. 

Under chapter 102 in the bill itself, the 
language reads: 

Whoever travels in interstate or foreign 
commerce or uses any facility in interstate 
or foreign commerce, including the mail. 


I think this makes it rather obvious 
that the use of “facility” in the bill be- 
fore the committee is designed to mean 
a facility of transportation or communi- 
cation and not a facility such as an in- 
strument of firearms. 

Thus, I submit to the committee that 
the point of order is appropriate and 
that the amendment is not germane to 
the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is ready 
to rule. 

The committee has before it H.R. 421, 
a bill which adds a new chapter entitled 
“Riots” to title 18, United States Code, 
and it makes certain activities in inter- 
state commerce and travel in interstate 
commerce unlawful, and specific penal- 
ties are provided. 

The amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from New York [Mr. MCCARTHY] 
makes unlawful certain actions and 
deals in sale and transportation in inter- 
state and foreign commerce of firearms 
or ammunition. The amendment pro- 
vides a comprehensive legislative scheme 
for control for interstate shipment of 
firearms. 

The Chair feels that the amendment 
comes within the rule of germaneness, 
wherein it is said that one individual 
proposition may not be amended by an- 
other individual proposition even though 
the two belong to the same class. 

In the 72d Congress, the committee 
was faced with a similar situation. The 
bill then under consideration made it a 
felony to transport in interstate com- 
merce the body of one kidnapped. An 
amendment was suggested to make it an 
offense to cross a State line or to induce 
others to cross a State line for the pur- 
pose of committing a felony. While both 
bills and the amendment were similar 
and of the same class, both were felonies. 
The chairman of the Committee of the 
Whole at that time, Mr. Rayburn, ruled 
that the amendment was not germane. 

So the Chair feels that while they are 
similar, there are differences in the 
amendment before the committee and 
the Chair sustains the point of order. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HOLIFIELD 


Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr, Chairman, I of- 
fer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. HoLIFIELD: On 
page 4, after line 19, insert a new section and 
number the new section 2103 with the fol- 
lowing language: “Nothing in this Act shall 
circumscribe or hinder the objectives of or- 
ganized labor in a bona fide labor dispute 
in urging strikes.“ 
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And renumber the present section 2103 as 
2104. 


Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, this 
is a very simple amendment and it fol- 
lows as nearly as possible the language in 
the report. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Louisiana. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Chairman, I am 
aware of the passage in the report to 
which reference is made, which I wrote 
myself on this subject. The intent of the 
report is to leave labor alone and not to 
involve it in this bill. I, therefore, accept 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I thank the gentle- 
man. 

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
genleman yield? 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Florida [Mr. CRAMER]. 

Mr. CRAMER. I say to the distin- 
guished gentleman, I do not accept the 
amendment, and I expect to be heard in 
opposition to the amendment if I am rec- 
ognized. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I thank the gentle- 
man for his contribution. 

Mr. Chairman, labor is a little bit sensi- 
tive about the intent of this bill. I recog- 
nize that on page 3 of the report there is, 
in the first indented paragraph, the sen- 
tence which says: 

Obviously, nothing in the bill circum- 
scribes or hinders the objectives of organized 
3 in a bona fide labor dispute in urging 
S es. 


All I have done is take the intent of 
the majority report. I have used the same 
language, except that I have substituted 
the word “act” for the word “bill,” which 
is proper, I understand from the Parlia- 
mentarian. I say that nothing in this act 
shall circumscribe or hinder the objec- 
tives of organized labor in a bona fide 
labor dispute in urging strikes. 

We are passing a Federal statute. We 
know that substantive language is 
stronger in the eyes of the interpreting 
body, whatever it may be, than language 
in a report. We know that language in a 
report is important in establishing intent. 

Is this too much to ask, to clarify this? 
We are putting a lot of other changes in 
existing law thru the art of definition. 

Let me refer to the section which de- 
fines a riot. I ask the Members to listen: 

A riot is a public disturbance, involving 
acts of violence by assemblages of three or 
more persons, which poses an immediate dan- 
ger of damage or injury to property or per- 
sons. 

It does not say “causes.” It says “poses 
an immediate danger of.” 

If a riot were something where actual 
overt acts happened and violence was 
perpetrated, in my opinion, that would be 
a riot, but this goes much further than a 
riot. This goes into the very vague field 
of posing an immediate danger of a riot. 

How is that going to be interpreted in 
the various courts in the various places 
in our land? How will juries interpret it? 

Surely, indicted persons will have the 
right of appeal, but why not spell it out, 
to say that we are not hitting labor with 
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this bill? We recognize the fact that labor 
has a right to urge groups of men to 
strike. We also recognize that by the very 
act of a strike sometimes physical con- 
flict is engaged in between strikers and 
nonstrikers, or between strikers and 
strikers, because they sometimes become 
pretty hot tempered when a man’s job or 
living conditions are at stake. 

Why do we not say that nothing in this 
act shall circumscribe or hinder the ob- 
jectives of organized labor in a bona fide 
labor dispute in urging strikes? 

Why does not the gentleman from 
Florida accept this language, which fol- 
lows the language of the report? 

I know he will say it is unnecessary. 
Well, it may be unnecessary and it may 
not be unnecessary. It depends upon the 
interpretation placed upon it. Let us put 
it in the statute. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Oklahoma. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Do I correctly 
understand the gentleman to say that 
his language adds nothing substantive 
to the language of the report defining 
the intent of this bill? 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. It is as near as I can 
write it to the language in the report, 
substituting only the word “act” for the 
word bill.“ 

Mr. EDMONDSON. So far as we know, 
the gentleman from Florida, the author 
of the bill on the floor, did not differ or 
disagree in any way with the majority 
report in connection with this bill. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. The gentleman from 
Florida will have to speak for himself. 
I am sure he will. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. The report does 
not indicate on its face, at least, any 
difference with the language of the ma- 
jority report by the gentleman from 
Florida. It seems to me he should accept 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from California. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I thank the gentle- 
man for his contribution. 

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

What we are being asked to do is to 
give a special exemption to one group. 
There are other groups which have 
equally legitimate objectives. Why not 
exclude the Lions Club, the Presbyterian 
Church, or the Boy Scouts? They all 
have legitimate objectives. 

But I say to you that no matter what 
the objectives, what the end is, it is the 
means at which we are getting. The 
“means” is wrong. The “means” of incit- 
ing a riot and encouraging people to kill 
and maim and loot on the streets of 
America have to be proscribed. 

Mr. Chairman, it is the “means” that 
we are attempting to outlaw. We are at- 
tempting to outlaw the means as found 
to be abhorrent—by the Congress of the 
United States—meaning rioting. We do 
not like the means. We want to outlaw 
the means of George Lincoln Rockwell. 
We do not like his means.“ Some of the 
“ends” of others may be legitimate and 
might be good. We do not object to that. 

But, Mr. Chairman, we do object if the 
means represent rioting in America. 

Mr. Chairman, we did ask for expres- 
sions from the various organizations in- 
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volved, and particularly the labor orga- 
nizations. 

I say to you in all sincerity, as I said 
to the numerous labor leaders, Lou are 
not included in this legislation unless you 
incite a riot intentionally through the 
use of interstate commerce and commit 
an overt act. But you have no right to 
riot, as no one else has. It is the intent 
and purpose to make the offense the 
same as it would be for any other orga- 
nization which uses interstate facilities 
for the purposes prohibited under this 
act.” 

I told them, quite frankly, that from 
their standpoint, particularly in view of 
the interstate commerce language as 
contained in the bill and the further 
language in the report, any such labor 
union engaged hereunder would be ac- 
cused of trying to get a license to riot. 
That is the only way this amendment is 
going to be interpreted—that they are 
asking for a specific exemption to riot, if 
they choose to do so. 

Mr. Chairman, the bill is specifically 
and very carefully drafted in connec- 
tion with the operations of the various 
labor unions and which are not excluded 
from the Antiracketeering Act and 
other acts which are on the statute books 
as crimes. It is very carefully drawn in 
very delicate language. No one suggested 
that they should be specifically exempted 
in addition to including this particular 
language as contained in the report. 
Nothing in the bill circumscribes those 
objectives of the various labor unions in 
so long as they are peaceful objectives, 
objectives different from inciting to riot 
insofar as that section of the bill is con- 
cerned. 

Mr. Chairman, I talked to labor lead- 
ers and told them that this interpreta- 
tion was specifically indicated on the 
basis of the language to the effect that 
whoever travels in interstate or intra- 
state commerce, and uses any facility 
with intent to incite a riot, that has 
nothing to do with legitimate, legal labor 
activity where riots are not intentionally 
invited. That has nothing to do with an 
effort to invoke or enforce any legal 
rights of labor unions under the laws as 
they exist today. But I say to the Mem- 
bers of the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union that 
they should not have a license or a 
right—nor should anyone else have a 
right—to go across State lines to incite 
a riot. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CRAMER. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Mississippi. 

Mr. COLMER. The gentleman from 
Florida made the point prior to yielding 
to me, as to why in the last analysis 
should any group of people, whether 
they be labor, whether they belong to 
some church organization or to the Nazi 
Party, the Rockwells, or anyone else— 
what the gentleman is saying is that if 
we adopt this amendment—and I have 
no quarrel with labor, if they pursue 
their organizational efforts and their 
strike efforts in a lawful manner—but 
here you are giving license to labor to 
create a riot if they so see fit, or the im- 
plication is very strong that that is what 
is involved, based upon the manner in 


July 19, 1967 


which this amendment is drafted. In 
other words, it appears quite clear that 
as laboring people they have a bona fide 
right to use riot techniques in urging 
strikes. If we do not put this exemption 
in, no one can have a license to riot. 
(On request of Mr. CoLmer, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. CRAMER was al- 
lowed to proceed for 1 additional min- 
ute.) 
Mr. CRAMER. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. COLMER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 
Mr. CRAMER. I yield to the gentle- 
man. 


Mr. COLMER. Throughout this debate 
there has been one class of people who 
have been referred to because most of 
the rioting occurred with and involved 
those people, to wit, the Negro race. 

Mr. Chairman, what are we doing 
here? Are we talking about discrimina- 
tion? Are we putting the Negro race in 
one group and labor in another? To me 
it seems to me this is the rankest kind of 
discrimination. 

Mr. Chairman, the question was asked 
here a moment ago if Governor Wallace 
were to go to Newark and he made an 
incitive speech, and a riot ensued, 
whether he would come under this. Of 
course, he would, and he should come 
under it, and so should any labor leaders 
x e else. We all should be treated 

e. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
amendment. I rise in support of the 
amendment because of the firm convic- 
tion that if this language is proper in 
the report, and if it faithfully and hon- 
estly reflects the views of the sponsors of 
this bill, that no harm is done by includ- 
ing it in the bill itself. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise also in the con- 
viction that the inclusion of this lan- 
guage does not operate to give an ex- 
emption or an immunity to organized 
labor to incite to riot or to instigate a 
riot, and I would not support it if I 
thought that it did. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. EDMONDSON. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from California. 

Mr. HOLIFTELD. Mr. Chairman, I ap- 
preciate the gentleman’s support of the 
amendment. Of course, this does not 
bring about a situation of allowing a spe- 
cial class to riot. This is the general lan- 
guage in the report. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. EDMONDSON. I will be glad to 
yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. WILLIS. I accept this amendment 
with the mental attitude that of course 
if a labor leader crosses a State line, or 
if any laborers cross States lines with 
the intention of incite, organize, or pro- 
mote a riot, and then having arrived at 
the destination, in the words of the bill, 
should they then commit an overt act 
in that connection, of course they would 
be guilty. 

But I accepted this amendment with 
the idea that the mere pursuance of a 
labor dispute, according to the National 
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Labor Relations Board Act, the right to 
bargain and the rights to strike, and 
so on, would not be covered. Certainly a 
strike has nothing to do with a riot. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield further? 

Mr. EDMONDSON. I yield to the gen- 
tleman. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. In the first place, in 
that paragraph of the bill as amended 
it says that it will not prohibit legiti- 
mate activities by groups of individuals 
who travel in interstate commerce, or 
use the facilities to plan and participate 
in public assemblies, or in other lawful 
public demonstrations. 

Now, is it right to call a union meet- 
ing a lawful assembly? Is it right to call 
a strike under the Wagner Act a lawful 
act which has been enacted and approved 
by law, or is it not? This is a showdown 
now. Do we want to be interfering with 
organized labor? Of course we do not 
want to give them the right to induce 
violence, or to do anything under any 
law that pertains to an overt act, 
whether a State law or a Federal law. 
We are here enacting a Federal statute, 
and we are enacting the definition of the 
word “riot,” which is a little bit vague. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. I thank the gen- 
tleman from California. He has made a 
very important distinction here. And 
that is what this language does is to 
clarify in the statutes the point which 
is made in the report, and that is that 
we do not intend to interfere with the 
exercise of a lawful right, which is the 
right to engage in a strike on the part 
of organized labor, when we pass this 
particular bill. 

I asked the gentleman from Florida 
if he disassociated himself from the lan- 
guage in this report, if he had failed to 
agree with the language in the report. 
He took 5 minutes and never referred to 
that particular point. His name does not 
appear in any way in this report as dis- 
agreeing with the language of the report. 
And if this is a truthful and fair state- 
ment of the intent of this bill and of 
its authors with regard to organized 
labor, then I see no harm in placing this 
item in to amend the act. 

Mr. CRAMER. I am no longer a mem- 
ber of the committee, I am sorry to say, 
but if I were a member of the committee, 
I would have said that no one has the 
right to be excluded from the effects of 
the legislation. I would have said further 
that there is no precedent for such an 
exclusion in any statute on crime that I 
know of under title 18, and this is a hor- 
rible precedent to be setting and would 
do violence to the basic intent and pur- 
pose to make certain that anyone for 
any purpose who wants to incite a riot 
and travels in interstate commerce for 
that purpose, whatever his end objective 
might otherwise be, should be prevented 
from doing so and it should be a crime. 
I do not think anybody should have a 
license to riot. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
think this amendment should be adopted. 
I think the amendment preserves the 
basic purposes of the bill and I think the 
amendment is consonant with the inten- 
tions of the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
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nizes the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
McCtory]. 

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I think the argument 
is rather weak that because language 
appears in the report therefore there is 
no harm in putting that language in the 
bill. In other words, it would be a rather 
dangerous precedent that every time 
something is put in a report, then it 
ont be embodied in the language of the 

The legislation is not directed toward 
organized labor or against it in any sense 
at all. 

I would say that it is directed pri- 
marily in favor of the legitimate civil 
rights worker, but I would not want to 
specifically exclude the legitimate civil 
rights worker as he goes about his busi- 
ness of promoting the exercise of legiti- 
mate civil rights. However, it is not nec- 
essary to provide such exclusion in this 
measure because what we are doing is 
directing this legislation against the un- 
lawful elements, all unlawful elements. 
For those who incite riots, insofar as 
intrastate activity is concerned, they are 
already guilty of a violation of the law. 

All we are doing here is expanding the 
existing State laws and saying that if 
you travel in interstate commerce and 
commit an unlawful act of this type and 
incite or cause a riot and participate in 
it, then it is a Federal crime subject to 
Federal prosecution and Federal penal- 
ties. 

I would think that it would be a ter- 
rible mistake and an affront to labor to 
suggest that their activity needs to be in- 
cluded here, and that otherwise it would 
not be protected. Of course it is pro- 
tected. And as the committee report 
says, “obviously” those engaged in legiti- 
mate organized labor activities are not 
included. This is obvious to everybody 
on the committee and should be obvious 
to all Members of the House. It is an 
affront to organized labor to suggest 
labor leaders or organizers need this 
kind of exclusion. I think it diverts the 
attention of the House and of the Nation 
from the thing that we are getting at. It 
should not be included in this bill. 

SUBSTITUTE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. 

JOELSON 

Mr. JOELSON. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
a substitute amendment to the pending 
amendment, 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. JOELSON as a 
substitute for the amendment offered by 
Mr. Hoxrirretp. On page 4, after line 19, in- 
sert the following: 

“(d) Nothing contained in this chapter 
shall be construed as making illegal any 
travel in interstate commerce or the use of 
any facility in interstate or foreign com- 
merce, including the mail, for the purpose of 
orderly dissent or protest, or for the objec- 
tives of organized labor, including the or- 
ganizing of workers or the urging of or con- 
duct of a strike in a bona fide labor dispute.” 


Mr. JOELSON. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment is not just limited to labor 
disputes. It makes crystal clear that this 
Congress is aiming at riots and we are 
not aiming at those who would exercise 
their very precious right of dissent and 
protest. 
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You may say that this is unnecessary, 
but I call your attention to the bill itself 
at page 4 where it says: 

Inciting a riot shall mean urging or insti- 
gating other persons to riot, but shall not 
mean the mere advocacy of ideas or the mere 
expression of belief. 


Now, there are many legitimate exer- 
cises beyond the mere advocacy of ideas 
or the mere expression of belief. Whether 
you like it or not, there are such things 
as picketing and there are such things as 
rallies. 

Mr. CoLMER has said that he did not 
want to just exclude only labor unions. 
I am not just excluding labor unions 
from the coverage of this act. I am ex- 
cluding every person who avails himself 
of his right of dissent or of protest but 
who does so in an orderly and peaceful 
manner. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JOELSON. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Colorado. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. I wish to 
point out to the gentleman that we have 
accepted the so-called Cahill amend- 
ment, which defines “to incite a riot or 
to organize, promote, encourage or to 
carry on a riot” and excludes mere ad- 
vocacy of ideas or mere expression of be- 
lief.” So we already have that provision 
in the bill. What is the necessity of fur- 
ther amendment? 

Mr, JOELSON. Beyond the advocacy 
of ideas—for example, picketing, rallies, 
a peaceful parade at the Lincoln Memo- 
rial—are things that are more than the 
mere expression of ideas. But I think we 
must make clear that we are not trying 
to abrogate the Constitution. We are not 
trying to do away with the right of as- 
sembly, the right to picket, the right to 
protest. What we are aiming at is hood- 
lums and criminals who riot and resort to 
vandalism and disorder. These we must 
discourage. 

Mr. POLLOCK. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. JOELSON. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Alaska. 

Mr. POLLOCK. The only problem I 
see with what you are saying is that 
these other things that you described are 
not riots, and the bill does really de- 
scribe what a riot it. So the fact that you 
may advocate something, an idea in some 
other way, it still would not fall within 
the purview of this Act, as I see it. 

Mr. JOELSON. I beg your pardon. The 
bill does not describe what a riot is. It 
says that it exempts only the advocacy of 
ideas or the expression of belief. 

Mr. POLLOCK. Does it not say in sec- 
tion 2102(b) that— 

A riot is a public disturbance, involving 
acts of violence by assemblages of three or 
more persons, which poses an immediate 
danger of damage or injury to property or 
persons? 

Mr. JOELSON. Yes, but then later on, 
in defining a riot, it excludes everything 
except the “mere advocacy of ideas or 
the mere expression of belief.” If I am 
wrong, what harm is there in making it 
clear? None of us wish to discourage 
legitimate, honest protest or dissent, no 
matter how vigorous. I do not think we 
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do. Why not put it in? What harm would 
there be? 

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. JOELSON. I yield to the gentle- 
man from North Carolina. 

Mr. JONAS. Is it not true that, in order 
to convict a person under this statute as 
written, you must prove that the person 
accused had an intent to incite a riot? 
This bill would not apply to individuals 
attending a rally in a building or on a 
street corner. It applies only to persons 
who travel in interstate commerce with 
the intent to incite a riot, and who in 
pursuance of that intent commit overt 
acts. 

Mr. JOELSON. That is true, but a man 
may take one act as intent and another 
man may not so consider it. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JOELSON. I yield to the gentle- 
man from California. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Of course, a defini- 
tion of “riot,” per se, not only depends 
upon a riot occurring. The language of 
the definition, which now becomes the 
controlling factor, states poses an im- 
mediate danger.” Suppose a labor leader 
goes down to an assemblage of union 
workers and talks to them in a legitimate 
fashion, not himself advocating violence, 
and yet violence breaks out. Would he be 
accused of causing that “immediate 
danger” or not? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. CAHILL, Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of words, 

Mr. Chairman, and members of the 
Committee, while I recognize that my 
colleague from New Jersey certainly has 
legitimate concern, I would like to as- 
sure him that I do not believe the con- 
cern is well founded. I believe, as was 
indicated by the gentleman from Colo- 
rado, that the bill would definitely take 
care of the matters that do concern him. 
I would say, however, to the gentleman 
from California that I will support his 
amendment because I am a member of 
the committee, and I do believe—at least 
it is my conviction—that most of the 
committee, if not all of the committee, 
intended that this legislation was to 
carry out that provision that is reported 
on page 3 of the report. And since I do 
believe that there is some legitimate con- 
cern that in some areas of the country 
there might be unintentional use of this 
bill to punish some labor leaders, I per- 
sonally can see no harm in accepting the 
gentleman’s amendment, and I will sup- 
port the amendment. 

Mr. POLLOCK. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CAHILL. I yield to the gentleman 
from Alaska. 

Mr. POLLOCK. As I understand the 
original amendment, which you now sup- 
port—when it was read I did not have a 
copy of it—it did not talk about the 
legitimate objectives of organized labor; 
is that correct? 

Mr. CAHILL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
to the author of the amendment, the 
gentleman from California, who prob- 
ably can answer that question. 

Mr. POLLOCK. Mr. Chairman, per- 
haps if the amendment were read again, 
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I think the Committee would notice it 
does not define objectives,“ whether 
they are legitimate or not. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to get a little explanation of this 
language, because sometimes it does not 
hurt to read and try to understand what 
it means. It says: 

Nothing in this act shall circumscribe or 
hinder the objectives of organized labor. 


Does that mean that anything, any 
sort of action that is resorted to in pur- 
suit of the objectives is not prohibited, 
no matter if it is inciting to a riot? 

Mr. CAHILL. That is not my under- 
standing. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield further, I do not 
see how the gentleman can understand it 
otherwise, because the only qualification 
is for a bona fide labor dispute. All right. 
We have the labor dispute in urging 
strikes. I do not think that limits it. It 
would seem to me without any question 
at all that the language is so broad as 
to legitimatize, even though this action 
breaks the law, any sort of conduct, so 
long as it is in pursuit of the objectives. 

Mr. CAHILL. Mr. Chairman, I yield to 
the gentleman from California IMr. 
HOLIFIELD]. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, as 
the gentleman failed to go ahead with 
my language, I do not understand this. 
My language says “hinders the objec- 
tives of organized labor in a bona fide 
labor dispute in urging strikes.” What 
does “bona fide” mean? 

Mr. HALLECK. “Bona fide” could well 
mean shorter pay or shorter hours. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. What is wrong with 
that? 

Mr. HALLECK. I do not think we could 
read it any other way. 

Mr. JOELSON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CAHILL. I yield to the gentleman 
from New Jersey. 

Mr. JOELSON. Mr. Chairman, I can- 
not understand why the gentleman 
would accept the amendment which clari- 
fies the rights of legitimate labor lead- 
ers, but which does not clarify the rights 
of civil rights leaders. Why limit it to 
labor leaders? Why not say anybody who 
is going to do it in an orderly way has 
a right to do it? 

Mr. CAHILL. Mr. Chairman, I would 
say in my opinion the concern of the 
gentleman from California is likewise 
not justified, I believe the bill does not, 
and will not affect labor representatives, 
who go in to organize; but because it is 
in the report and because it is felt, I 
think, by a large number of members of 
the committee that this will implement 
the feelings of the committee, I support 
the amendment. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, let me read again the 
principal amendment of the gentleman 
from California: 

Nothing in this section shall circumscribe 
or hinder the objectives of organized labor 
in a bona fide labor dispute in urging strikes. 


It seems to me that there could be some 
criticism of the word “objectives.” We 
have the term “bona fide” before the 
words “labor dispute,” which modifies 
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those words, but if there is no adjective 
before “objectives,” there may be a prob- 
lem. I wonder if my friend, the gentle- 
man from California, would accede to an 
amendment, to add before the word 
“objectives” the word legitimate“? 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I 
would be happy to. That is exactly what 
I mean by the amendment, no riots or 
committing of acts of violence. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Chairman, I accepted 
the amendment of the gentleman be- 
cause I thought that was what he meant. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Yes. I accept the 
amendment of the gentleman to my 
amendment. I ask unanimous consent 
that that be done, that the amendment 
be amended by adding the word “legiti- 
mate” before the word “objectives.” 

Mr. McCULLOCH. A point of order, 
Mr. Chairman. I should like to have the 
amendment to the amendment read 
again. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
the Clerk will read. 

The Chair will state, we have an 
amendment moved by Mr. HOLIFIELD, 
and an amendment has been made by 
Mr. Ho.irreL_p to amend his own amend- 
ment. 

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, I reserve 
the right to object to the amendment to 
the amendment. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. Mr. 
Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman will 
state his parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. Is it in 
order to offer an amendment to the origi- 
nal amendment when we already have an 
amendment to the amendment under 
consideration? 

The CHAIRMAN. By unanimous con- 
sent it may be considered. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state his parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. My understanding 
was that the Joelson amendment was 
offered as a substitute for the Holifield 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is 
correct. 

Mr. CRAMER. Mr, Chairman, I object 
to the amendment to the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state his parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Would it be in or- 
der at this time to offer the word “legit- 
imate” as an amendment to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from 
California? 

The CHAIRMAN. It would be in order. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. EDMONDSON TO 
THE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HOLIFIELD 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer that amendment at this time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re- 
port the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. EDMONDSON to 
the amendment offered by Mr. HOLIFELD: Be- 
fore the word “objectives” insert the word 
“legitimate.” 


Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
should like to be heard in support of the 
amendment. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
be heard. 

Mr, POLLOCK. Mr. Chairman, a point 
of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state his point of order. 

Mr, POLLOCK. Mr. Chairman, did we 
not have a substitute amendment pre- 
sented, which has not been voted on? 
Is that not the matter for considera- 
tion now, when we are amending some- 
thing that is not the substitute amend- 
ment? 

The CHAIRMAN. The substitute 
amendment is pending. 

Mr. CRAMER. A point of order, Mr. 
Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state his point of order. 

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, the gen- 
tleman from Ohio [Mr. McCuttocu], the 
ranking minority member of the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary, was on his feet 
seeking recognition at the time the point 
was made by the gentleman from Okla- 
homa. That does not give the gentleman 
the right to offer an amendment. The 
gentleman from Ohio has a right to be 
recognized. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is trying 
to be fair and trying to recognize Mem- 
bers on both sides. The Chair will recog- 
nize the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. CRAMER. Does that cure the 
point of order I have raised? The gentle- 
man from Ohio has a right to be recog- 
nized, as a member of the committee. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. Evıns of Ten- 
nessee). The Chair overrules the point 
of order of the gentleman from Florida. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. McCu.tocx]. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that the substi- 
tute amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from New Jersey [Mr. JoELson] be 
reread to the committee. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re- 
read the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. Joretson]. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. JoELSON as a 
substitute for the amendment offered by Mr. 
Houirretp: On page 4, after line 19, insert 
the following: 

„d) nothing contained in this chapter 
shall be construed as making illegal any 
travel in interstate commerce for the use of 
any facility in interstate or foreign com- 
merce, including the mail, for the purpose 
of orderly dissent or protest, or for the ob- 
jectives of organized labor, including the 
organizing of workers or the urging of or 
conduct of a strike in a bona fide labor 
dispute.” 


Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, it is 
my opinion that the substitute amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from New 
Jersey would authorize riotous conduct 
if there were a bona fide strike. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 
Oklahoma [Mr. EDMONDSON] is recog- 
nized in support of his amendment. 

Mr. JOELSON. Mr. Chairman, a par- 
Uamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 
Oklahoma has been recognized. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
have offered the amendment to add the 
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word “legitimate” immediately before 
the word “objectives” to make it crystal 
clear that there is no intention on the 
part of the author of this amendment, 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
HOLIFIELD] or the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. CAHILL] or any of the others 
of us supporting this particular amend- 
ment to legitimatize in any way incite- 
ment to riot in the course of adopting 
this amendment. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Chairman, I reserve 
a point of order on the substitute amend- 
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Oklahoma 
(Mr. EDMONDSON]. 

Does the gentleman from Oklahoma 
LMr. EpmMonpson] yield to the gentle- 
man from Louisiana? 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
shall be glad to yield to the gentleman 
from Louisiana, but I am not speaking 
on the substitute at this time. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Chairman, a further 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 
Louisiana will state his parliamentary 
inquiry. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Chairman, is it in or- 
der at this point for me to reserve a 
point of order to the Joelson substitute? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state 
to the gentleman from Louisiana that 
that period has passed. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, a point of 
order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 
Iowa will state his point of order. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, the gen- 
tleman from Oklahoma stated that he 
was not speaking on the substitute. 
Therefore, there has been no debate on 
the substitute. The point of order is in 
order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will ad- 
vise the gentleman from Iowa that 
several Members have spoken on the 
substitute. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, 
with reference to my remarks and in 
order to get to the Holifield amendment, 
if there is a desire on the part of the 
gentleman from Indiana—and I am sure 
there is—and if there is a desire on the 
part of the gentleman from Florida—and 
I am sure there is—to see that this 
amendment not operate in any way to 
license or permit the incitement to riot 
by organized labor or anyone else, I am 
quite sure that they will join me in see- 
ing that this amendment is adopted. 

Mr. Chairman, the basic purposes are 
designed toward preserving the legiti- 
mate objectives of labor and their legiti- 
mate objectives would not be harmed in 
any way through the adoption of this 
amendment. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. EDMONDSON. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from California. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I am 
absolutely amazed at an objection to 
adding the word “legitimate” to “‘objec- 
tives.” 

Mr. Chairman, the word “legitimate” 
is a word in great respect and common 
use in the American vocabulary as ap- 
plied toward “lawful objectives.” 

Mr. Chairman, is there any man or 


19417 


woman in this House who can stand up 
and say we do not want lawful or legiti- 
mate objectives? This is ridiculous. How 
far have we gone? 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. EDMONDSON. I yield to my good 
friend, the gentleman from Indiana 
[Mr. HALLECK]. 

Mr. HALLECK. Of course, Mr. Chair- 
man, all of us have “legitimate objec- 
tives,” but when you add the word “legiti- 
mate” ahead of “objectives’ you have not 
really added anything. 

Let me ask you this: Would it be all 
right to incite to riot just so long as the 
objectives were legitimate? 

Mr. EDMONDSON. I do not believe it 
would be. I think this language, Mr. 
Chairman—this language—very clearly 
does not include any license to incite to 
riot. The language is confined to the 
legitimate objectives of labor, their bona 
fide legitimate disputes in organizing 
workers and in urging strikes. 

Mr. Chairman, there is nothing con- 
tained in that language that would in 
„ license or support the incitement 

riot. 

Mr, Chairman, it is my opinion that the 
gentlemen on the other side of the aisle 
are really having a little fun in not realiz- 
ing the absurdity of the arguments that 
they have been making. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield to the gentleman from Louisiana. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Chairman, I really 
did not intend for the gentleman from 
Oklahoma to yield to me at this point, 
because I intended to rise in opposition to 
the amendment. I do not wish the gentle- 
man to yield at this point. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Do I understand 
that the chairman of the committee, the 
gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. WILLIS] 
objects to the word “legitimate objec- 
tives”? 

Mr. WILLIS. That has already been 
adopted according to my understanding 
9 35 the colloquy which has taken 
place. 

Mr. JOELSON. Mr. Chairman, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Chairman, I am op- 
posing the Joelson amendment and not 
the Holifield amendment. 

Mr. JOELSON. Mr. Chairman, a par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 
New Jersey will state his parliamentary 
inquiry. 

Mr. JOELSON. Mr. Chairman, would it 
be in order for me to request unanimous 
consent to add “by orderly and legal 
means” after the words “objectives of 
organized labor” in my substitute? 

The CHAIRMAN. Such a unanimous 
consent request is in order. 

Mr. JOELSON. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to add the words or- 
derly and legal means” after the word 
“objectives” of labor in my substitute 
amendment. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chairman, 
reserving the right to object, I think it 
would be helpful if the proposed amend- 
ment to the gentleman’s amendment 
were read in its entirety, with the words 
as suggested now included in the text of 
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the amendment so that we may get the 
full import of the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I, therefore, ask 
unanimous consent that the Clerk read 
the original substitute with the proposed 
amended language in its entirety. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read 
the Joelson amendment with the sub- 
stitute language in it. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. JoELson to the 
substitute amendment offered by Mr. JOEL- 
son for the amendment offered by Mr. HOLI- 
FIELD: On page 4, after line 19, insert the 
following: 

“(d) Nothing contained in this chapter 
shall be construed as making illegal any 
travel in interstate commerce or the use of 
any facility in interstate or foreign com- 
merce, including the mails, for the purpose 
of orderly dissent or protest, or for the 
orderly and legal means“! 


Mr. JOELSON. Or for the objectives of 
organized labor through orderly and 
legal means. 

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, a point 
of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state his point of order. 

Mr. CRAMER. Under the Rules of the 
House may I suggest that the gentleman’s 
amendment be in writing at the desk? 
This is becoming a little ridiculous. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state 
that the minority leader asked unani- 
mous consent that it be read. 

Mr. CRAMER. I am not objecting to it 
being read. I am simplying saying that 
in order to be read it should be at the 
desk in writing. 

Mr. JOELSON. The Clerk is having 
trouble reading my illegible writing. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman asked for unanimuos consent, 
then I object. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair- 
man, may I say that the unanimous con- 
sent request was granted, so that the 
Clerk could read the amendment, and 
the Clerk had commenced reading the 
amendment after the unanimous consent 
had been granted, so I would suggest 
that the Clerk be permitted to proceed 
with the reading. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 
Michigan is correct. 

The Clerk will read the amendment to 
the substitute amendment as offered by 
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
JOELSON]. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Joztson to the 
substitute amendment offered by Mr. JOEL- 
son to the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from California, Mr. HOLIFELD: On 
page 4, after line 19, insert the following: 

“(d) Nothing contained in this chapter 
shall be construed as making illegal any 
travel in interstate commerce or the use of 
any facility in interstate commerce or foreign 
commerce, including the mails, for the pur- 

of orderly dissent or protest, or for the 
objectives of organized labor through orderly 
and lawful means, including the organizing 
of workers or the urging of or conduct of a 
strike in a bona fide labor dispute.” 


The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
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New Jersey [Mr. Joretson] to modify his 
amendment? 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, I ob- 
ject. 

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Oklahoma 
[Mr. Epmonpson] to the amendment 
of the gentleman from California [Mr. 
HOLIFIELD]. 

The amendment was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the substitute amendment offered by 
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
JOELSON] to the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from California, (Mr. 
HOLIFIELD]. 

The substitute amendment to the 
amendment was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from California [Mr. HOLIFIELD]. 

The question was taken; and on a 
division (demanded by Mr. HOLIFIELD) 
there were—ayes 66, noes 120. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Chairman, I demand 
tellers. 

Tellers were refused. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr, Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I strongly support this 
legislation. It, or something similar, is 
essential to the restoration and perpetua- 
tion of peace in the streets of our cities 
and towns. 

There is nothing anywhere in the civi- 
lized world to equal the rioting which has 
shamefully struck every section of our 
great country. At the slightest provoca- 
tion, riots break out overnight. Last 
night it was in Cairo, Ill. Night before 
last it was in Newark, NJ. The night 
before it was somewhere else. And to- 
Senge it will no doubt be in some other 
p. $ 
The shameful thing about it all, Mr. 
Chairman, is that those high in author- 
ity in this Federal Government seldom 
express any concern over the matter. 
There is not even a call from Washing- 
ton for the people to be calm or to desist 
in their lawlessness, looting, destruction, 
killing and maiming. 

Almost all of the rioting has taken 
place in areas largely inhabited by col- 
ored citizens. Most of our colored are 
law abiding. Most of them abhor such 
conduct. Most of them want it stopped. 
But because almost all of the rioting has 
come at the hands of a few colored 
citizens, the heads of this and some State 
governments have been slow to treat 
them as they should be treated and to 
take the action that should be taken. 
Seemingly, it has reached the point that 
it is a civil right to riot. 

For a time this destruction in the 
streets was almost entirely confined to 
some southern point, such as Birming- 
ham or Selma. Out-of-staters poured in 
to fan the flames and in almost all in- 
stances actually started the rioting. 
Often, the Department of Justice had its 
team of Katzenbach and Doar on hand 
to protect the rights of the civil-righters 
but with no concern for the public at 
large. Speeches were made by upcountry 
political leaders—Senators, Congress- 
men, and even Presidents that the rights 
of these so-called unfortunate people 
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must be protected. The rioters were ac- 
tually encouraged to riot on the theory 
that they had been mistreated for so 
long that their moments of destruction 
were to be expected and, even though 
wrong, were excusable. 

Heads of southern cities struck by such 
lawlessness often called attention to the 
fact that in most instances those who 
started the riots came from outside the 
States. And even though true, their 
statements were scoffed at and belittled. 
In other instances, the response came 
that people had a right to go where they 
wanted to go. So, there was talk from the 
transient begetters of riots and lawless- 
ness of more “long-hot summers” in 
certain southern areas. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, the shoe is on the 
other foot. The play has moved to an- 
other stage, to other areas. These shame- 
ful and destructive instances have struck 
home to our friends in the North, the 
Midwest, and the Far West. And we re- 
gret it, 

Governors of States and mayors of 
cities now being hit with this lawlessness 
are often quoted as saying the trouble- 
makers come from outside the State. 
Well, that is what we said, too. And it 
was true. I know quite well it is also the 
same in these new areas of rioting. I just 
wish they had understood us 2 and 3 
years ago. 

Indeed, they are right, that in almost 
all instances the rioting is provoked by 
professionals who bounce over this coun- 
try from city to city, screechingly exhort- 
ing segments of the populations to take 
to the streets. That is the reason this bill 
is here. It is designed to jail these very 
people. 

Mr. Chairman, the best known of the 
professionals in this field of lawlessness 
is one Stokely Carmichael. He is con- 
stantly on the move, from city to city, 
urging black citizens to take to the 
streets, exhorting them to rebel against 
law and order, and to defy the law. 

In April of this year he was personally 
blamed by the Nashville Banner for pro- 
voking a riot in the city of Nashville, 
Tenn. In a speech to a group of Negro 
students in that city he was quoted as 
suggesting that the real enemy of the 
Negro was not the North Vietnamese but 
the whites associated with the Federal 
Govenment in Washington. And then he 
suggested, so the press reported, that— 

If you know your real enemies, you might 
decide to kill them. 


He then was referring to the white 
citizens of this Nation. After working his 
listeners into a frenzy, a riot broke out 
in which there was a great loss of blood 
and property in the city of Nashville. 

This, Mr. Chairman, is one of many 
instances in which this man has brought 
trouble to an otherwise peaceful city. 
There are others of his ilk who have done 
just as much, 

The Department of Justice has been 
loathe to move against them, particu- 
larly Carmichael. On April 19, 1967, I 
directed a letter to Attorney General 
Ramsey Clark, in which I enclosed a 
newspaper report of that which Carmi- 
chael had brought about in Nashville. 
Nine days later, the Attorney General 
replied that they were “reviewing Carmi- 
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chael’s activities.” I presume he still has 
the matter “under review.” The Attorney 
General stressed the point that 

In order to maintain a successful prosecu- 
tion under statute: which curtail speech the 
evidence must be clear, convincing and sub- 
stantial. 


Mr. Chairman, it appeared to me that 
the Attorney General and his Depart- 
ment have gone out of their way to avoid 
dealing with this man who is preaching 
and inciting rebellion and riot in every 
city he visits. Maybe not, but it certainly 
appears so. I think we already have laws 
on the Federal statute books whereby 
such men can be handled. If not, then 
certainly the passage of this bill will pro- 
vide such, and I hope it will be welcomed 
and enthusiastically used by the Depart- 
ment of Justice. 

Mr. Chairman, our country needs this 
legislation. Let us once—just once—for- 
get about so-called rights of the few and 
consider the rights of everyone—the 
right to peace in the streets, the right to 
protection of our property, the right to 
live, the right te have law and order 
in every city and town in this Nation. 
This bill will help bring such to all— 
North, East, South, and West. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. EDWARDS OF 
ALABAMA 

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. Mr. Chair- 
man, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Epwarps of 
Alabama: After the comma on line 23 on page 
3 add the word “or” and then add the follow- 
ing new subsection: 

„(e) obstructs, impedes, or interferes with 
any member of a fire department (including 
a volunteer fire department) or law enforce- 
ment officer of any State, any political sub- 
division of a State, or the District of Colum- 
bia, engaged in the performance of his of- 
ficial duties incident to and during the 
commission of any such riot,”. 


Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. Mr. 
Chairman, I support this bill which is 
similar in intent to my bill, H.R. 7612, 
as a means of curbing the activities of 
the semiprofessional agitators who make 
it their business to organize and in- 
stigate riots and civil disturbances 
throughout the country, wherever and 
whenever they are able to do so. 

This amendment would insure great- 
er protection for our firemen and law- 
enforcement officers when engaged in 
the performance of their duties in con- 
nection with the riots which are covered 
by this bill. 

The need for this provision has been 
proven in many, or most, of the more 
violent riots of recent months. Fire 
trucks have been blocked deliberately so 
that fires are left to blaze freely. Police- 
men have been obstructed in many dif- 
ferent ways. I am informed that even 
now in Cincinnati it is necessary for fire- 
men to ride “shotgun” on the firetrucks. 
One fireman is stationed at the front and 
one at the rear of each truck, armed 
with sawed-off shotguns in order to help 
insure their safety when on call. It seems 
only appropriate to me that the House 
of Representatives should do all in its 
power to help these firemen and law- 
enforcement officers in the pursuance of 
their duties, especially in times of riot 
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when they are in such great need. In 
addition, I feel that this amendment 
would reaffirm the confidence and trust 
that each of us should feel in our law- 
enforcement officers and firemen, espe- 
cially at this time when they are under 
such criticism from many of the same 
people that this bill is designed to stop. 

Let us look at the record. In the recent 
riots in Harlem, for example, 25 firemen 
were injured and over 100 policemen 
were injured. In Watts one fireman was 
killed and four were shot and 183 were 
injured, and a policeman and one county 
officer were killed and 92 were injured. 

The California Legislature has now 
made it a felony for interfering with fire- 
men and policemen. During the Watts 
riot, 104 firetrucks were damaged, tires 
were shot, and Molotov cocktails were 
hurled in one truck. Two of the shoot- 
ings were serious and many of the fire- 
men were repeatedly attacked. 

In Newark, while all of the injuries still 
have not been determined, we know that 
one fireman was killed and at least 53 
injured; one policeman was killed and 
100 were injured. 

In Plainfield, N.J., a policeman was 
not only shot but was stomped to death. 
The Associated Press reported on July 
17, 1967: 

Among those killed by snipers was a white 
fire captain, shot down as he climbed a lad- 
der Saturday night to help fight a home fire. 
After that guardsmen with rifles ready rode 
fire. trucks. 


In Cleveland, there were 15 injured 
firemen, one policeman was killed, and 
50 policemen were injured. 

In the Cincinnati riot, 12 firemen were 
injured and 17 policemen were injured. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not know whether 
the persons involved in those riots fit the 
specific requirements of the bill and my 
amendment, but if the shoe fits the 
rioter, then he should wear it. He should 
be made to account for his vicious deeds. 

We should now stand up and support 
those law-enforcement officers and fire- 
men who are out there in the middle of 
these terrible riots trying to protect the 
life and property of the people of these 
United States. We can do no less, 

Mr. Chairman, I sincerely urge the 
adoption of the amendment. 

Mr. DENNEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. I am 
happy to yield to the gentleman from 
Nebraska. 

Mr. DENNEY. I certainly agree with 
the point that you are presenting to the 
Committee that we ought to protect the 
firemen and the policemen. The point 
that bothers me is this question: Are we 
voiding this bill for duplicity because we 
are trying to enact two separate criminal 
acts under one heading of the criminal 
law? The basic law relates to a crime for 
using interstate commerce, crossing 
State lines to incite a riot. Then you are 
going on in the same bill and making it 
a crime to commit a crime against a fire- 
man or a policeman during the time that 
this riot is going on. I am afraid the 
Supreme Court will knock this whole 
thing out for that reason. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama, My 
amendment provides that if a person 
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purports to incite a riot and interferes, 
obstructs or blocks police activity or fire 
activity, and the efforts of policemen and 
firemen at the riot, then that person is 
guilty. I do not think that is very com- 
plicated. I do not think there is any 
duplicity. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my remarks 
at this point in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Alabama? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
support the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Alabama. There can be 
no harm in pointing up thereby the pro- 
tection intended in this legislation for 
policemen and firemen. All law enforce- 
ment officials in this country are charged 
with the responsibility to prevent crime 
and protect the people. But these officials 
have been increasingly frustrated in re- 
cent years by the decisions of the Federal 
courts which have handcuffed the police 
rather than the criminals for whom the 
“cuffs” were designed. 

The police superintendent of Chicago 
has said: 

It is a time when the Supreme Court re- 
leases confessed criminals as punishment to 
the police: when the rights and liberties of 
the individuals are proclaimed in every 
forum, while his obligations as a citizen go 
without an advocate; when leaders travel 
thousands of miles across our country to or- 
ganize activities which must result in blood- 
shed and violence and speak of their respon- 
sibility—not to the law and to soclety—but 
to a higher law. 


Too long we have heard the cry of 
“police brutality.” These dedicated law 
preserving public servants have, in fact, 
suffered brutality, scorn, and ridicule 
from those who hold law and order in 
disrespect. In point of fact, the number 
of attacks on police has increased sharply 
in the last several years. In 1966 one out 
of every 10 policemen was assaulted. 

Federal Appeals Judge Wilbur K. 
Smith has said that “nice people have 
some rights, too.” I concur, and would 
underline the fact that of these, firemen 
and policemen who are carrying out their 
duties are certainly entitled to their pro- 
fessional rights. It is about time we 
showed some righteous indignation at a 
system that no longer believes in temper- 
ing mercy with justice. 

The police officer risks his life fre- 
quently. He is in the frontlines every day 
in the never-ending battle against crime. 
He is, in summary, a dedicated patriotic 
individual without whom our Nation 
would plunge into anarchy. 

Even with the daily vigilance of our 
police, crime in the United States con- 
tinues to rise. In fact, there has been a 
58-percent increase in the last 7 years. 

Many reasons have been advanced for 
this startling increase in crime. Fore- 
most among them is the argument that 
the Federal courts have imposed severe 
legal restrictions upon the freedom of 
law enforcement agencies. There is no 
question that the power of the police to 
make arrests has been impaired by recent 
court decisions. When the police seem to 
lose again and again in the courts, public 
respect for law enforcement declines, and 
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this decline, in turn, encourages crimi- 
nals to become bolder. 

Look at the boldness, if you would call 
it that, which occurred in the riots in 
Boston and Buffalo. According to the 
June 10 U.S. News & World Report: 

The Buffalo rioting began June 2nd and 
grew in violence. The following night when 
at least 1,000 ...rampaged through the 
streets, they fired guns at the police, threw 
rocks, and bottles at police and passers-by. 


Referring to the Boston riots, US. 
News & World Report declared in the 
issue of June 19 that after the riot on 
June 2 a total of 70 persons were injured, 
many of them police. And the article 
adds: 

As in nearly every outburst of .. . rioting, 
police were accused of “brutality.” ... Mayor 
John F, Collins defended the police, saying 
they acted “with all the restraint that could 
be expected. 


Listen to the July 21 issue of Time. 
With reference to the riots in Newark it 
declares that Patrolman Frederick Toto, 
34, a police hero cited for saving a drown- 
ing child in 1964, was shot through the 
chest by a sniper and died 2 hours later, 
despite heart surgery. It was also pointed 
out that a fireman was later shot in the 
back and killed. 

What irony exists in the face of such 
riots when one young Newark Negro 
woman with two small sons snapped: 

They ought to shoot all them rioters. Who 
do they think they are anyway. 


Said another: 


We need the police. All this mess about 
police brutality is nonsense. 


Governor Hughes, sleepless and un- 
shaven, said at one point: 
This is a criminal insurrection. 


There is even further irony in that 
Watts blew sky-high in the midst of the 
greatest legislative activity on civil rights 
in a hundred years. City after city has 
become the scene of rioting and looting 
and killing after—not before—the en- 
actment of a wide variety of Great So- 
ciety programs. 

Mr. Chairman, as elected officials to 
the highest lawmaking body in the land, 
it is time we took the handcuffs off the 
police and put them back on the crimi- 
nal. Let this body declare itself clearly 
against rioting, looting, killing, in the 
streets of America and serve notice that 
our compassion lies not with the rioter, 
the looter, the murderer or the mugger 
but with the victims of the riot, the vic- 
tims of the looting, the ones murdered, 
and the ones mugged. The passage of 
such legislation as H.R. 421 is one step 
in this direction. The passage of this 
amendment, clearly pointing up the pro- 
tection intended therein would be an- 
other. Firemen and policemen are sub- 
jected to special risks when riots occur. 
We would do well to give them special 
mention in this legislation, making the 
lesson plain to all who would abuse them. 

Mr. O'HARA of Michigan. Mr. Chair- 
man, I rise in opposition to the amend- 
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, I am afraid that I will 
have to confess to Members of the Com- 
mittee and to you that I made something 
of a mistake by leaving my office and 
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coming over here today. When I left my 
office, I had decided I would probably 
support this bill, not that I thought it 
would do any good, you understand, or 
very much good, but I could not imagine 
that it would do much harm, either. 

After having listened to this debate, 
I have become persuaded that perhaps it 
would do some harm. The last amend- 
ment that was offered, Mr. Chairman, is 
an example of this. That amendment is 
entirely superfluous, and I am sure the 
author of the bill will agree with me. The 
kinds of acts described in that amend- 
ment are certainly within the purview of 
section 2101(a), is that not correct? 

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. O'HARA of Michigan. I yield to 
the gentleman from Florida. 

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman is absolutely correct. That 
was the comment I was going to make 
when given the opportunity to do so. The 
bill specifically includes overt acts of 
violence and, of course, if we spell out 
this act—and I very much want to see 
it made a crime and it is under the bill— 
there are numerous other acts which, 
likewise, could be spelled out. 

Mr. O’HARA of Michigan. Mr. Chair- 
man, the gentleman is absolutely correct. 

Mr. Chairman, in other words, it 
seems to me that the occasion of the 
debate of this proposed piece of legis- 
lation has become an occasion for one 
to express a lot of his feelings and 
thoughts that are not really very help- 
ful to us in considering this particular 
proposal. It has brought to my mind 
what I consider to be the real objection 
to this piece of legislation. Basically, it 
is good, but it is good only if we realize 
that it is of limited utility and applies 
to only a very few cases, and that really 
two-bit demagogs like Stokely Carmi- 
chael and Rap Brown do not amount to 
all that much in what has been going 
on in the United States. They are not 
that important, and the kind of oratory 
we have heard today makes them seem 
a great deal more important than they 
are. 

I am going to cast my vote, when I 
have the opportunity, to say that I do 
not think the Stokely Carmichaels of 
this world amount to anything that de- 
serves the time or the attention of this 
Congress, and what we had better start 
doing is start looking to the problems 
that have been building up over the last 
100 years, that have led us to the sorry 
state in which we find ourselves. We had 
better beef up our law enforcement and 
our abilities to control and prevent riot- 
ing, and we had better take some of the 
steps we have to take in the social and 
economic fields to eradicate the condi- 
tions that lead to rioting. 

I hope the amendment will be de- 
feated, Mr. Chairman, and I hope the 
bill will be defeated. 

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, the statement that has 
been made by the author of the bill with 
respect to the amendment being un- 
necessary would appear also to apply 
to the entire bill when one notes the lan- 
guage of the Antiracketeering Act, which 
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is already on the books and which pro- 
vides: 

Whoever travels in interstate or foreign 
commerce or uses any facility in interstate 
or foreign commerce, including the mail, 
with intent to— 


And then in pargaraph (2) it says: 


Commit any crime of violence to further 
any unlawful activity. 


That language, taken by itself would 
appear to cover any rioting, which is, in 
fact, illegal, and unlawful. 

In the case of United States v. Bar- 
row, 212 Fed. Supp. 837, the unlawful 
activity was a State unlawful activity. 
The statement that has been made here 
is that every State in the Union and the 
District of Columbia, has a bill which 
makes rioting illegal. Therefore, the pro- 
visions of USCA title 18, 1952, section 2, 
taken alone would appear to make every 
activity, which is in effect a riot activity, 
unlawful, and would therefore make the 
legitimate purposes of this bill absolutely 
unnecessary if the provisions of the anti- 
racketeering law which I have read are 
applicable. 

Mr. POFF. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ECKHARDT. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Virginia. 

Mr. POFF. Mr. Chairman, in an effort 
to be helpful, I assure the gentleman, I 
think it would clarify the point he is 
making and show that it is not applica- 
ble if he would read subsection (b) of 
section 1952 of title 18, which defines the 
term “unlawful activity” as— 

(1) any business enterprise involving 
gambling, liquor on which the Federal ex- 
cise tax has not been paid, narcotics, or 
prostitution offenses— 


And so forth. 

Mr. ECKHARDT, Mr. Chairman, let 
me ask a question of the gentleman: 
Would there be objection to simply 
changing that act to embrace this type 
of activity? It would seem to me that the 
evil of this action is that the action 
reaches out and makes actions which are 
not actually unlawful, not actually vio- 
lent, illegal if they are likely to result in 
damage to property or to person. 

Mr. POFF. I believe the gentleman has 
asked a fair question. My response is that 
the language of the bill before us was 
drafted largely after that statute, 18 
U.S.C, 1952. It would have been possible, 
perhaps, to have amended the definition 
of an unlawful activity in the antiracket- 
eering statute, but it was felt, since the 
two statutes are intended to deal with 
two separate activities and are intended 
to accomplish two separate purposes, they 
should be dealt with separately. 

Mr. ECKHARDT. In the Antiracket- 
eering Act the overt act provision re- 
quires that there be a showing of an overt 
unlawful activity, whereas in H.R. 421 
it is required only that the overt activity 
be one of the listed items in (a), one of 
which is to incite a riot, and the defini- 
tion of a “riot” is a public disturbance 
which poses an immediate danger of 
damage or injury to property or persons. 

As has been pointed out in argument 
on the labor amendment, this could be a 
situation in which labor union organizers 
go into an area and do not in fact en- 
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gage in violent activities themselves, but 
the very fact of a strike results in a dent- 
ed fender or a flat tire or the destruction 
of a picket sign. 

It would appear to me that the man 
who went across the State line would be 
guilty of an offense, but the person who 
acted as a strikebreaker, who tore the 
sign out of another’s hand and com- 
menced a riot, would be absolutely free 
from coverage of this act, unless he also 
crossed a State line. 

Mr. POFF. The gentleman is partly 
correct and partly in error. There is al- 
ready a Federal statute which makes it 
unlawful to transport strikebreakers 
across State lines. 

Mr. ECKHARDT. My point is that if 
the strikebreaker is already in the State 
he may actually be the cause of the riot 
and still not be guilty under this act or 
any other act. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas has expired. 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the requisite 
number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that I may proceed for an additional 
2 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
Jersey? 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, reserving 
the right to object, will the gentleman 
make the request on completion of the 
first 5 minutes? 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. I cer- 
tainly will. 

Mr. HALL. I thank the gentleman. 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, the longer I sit here the more 
opposed I am to this legislation and the 
less possible I think it is in this context 
non in this Committee today to perfect 
t. 

Mr. Chairman, I am as much opposed 
to riots as any Member of this House. I 
deplore the use of violence: 

When the Ku Klux Klan bombs the 
house of an elderly woman because her 
son was the Federal judge who signed 
the order in Alabama commanding the 
end of segregation. 

When the business property of a North 
Carolina school board member was 
bombed because he voted to comply with 
the Federal guidelines after they had 
been approved by the Federal courts. 

When the teenagers in Cicero, and 
Milwaukee, and Louisville, stone and 
then throw ball bearings at white minis- 
ters marching with Negro friends to pro- 
test segregated housing.’ 

When there is senseless and blind de- 
struction of property and even lives of 
firemen in Watts, in Harlem, in Cincin- 
nati, in Rochester, and most recently in 
Newark and Plainfield in my native 
State. 

I repeat as emphatically as I can, that 
I am opposed to riots by anyone, any- 
where, and for any purpose. 

But I am opposed to this bill. I voted 
for Mr. Cramer’s bill last year, despite 
considerable doubt, but the definitions 
included in the pending bill—which were 
not in last year’s bill—make me con- 
clude that this year’s bill is both uncon- 
stitutional and unwise. 

I think the bill is unconstitutional. 
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First, I think it is in the nature of a bill 
of attainder aimed at one man—Stokely 
Carmichael. Indeed, within the past few 
weeks I saw the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. CRAMER] on the “Today” show ex- 
plain that this bill was primarily directed 
at Stokely Carmichael. Since the Stuarts 
and the English Revolution of 1688, a bill 
of attainder—legislative imposition of 
guilt—has been abhorrent to our system 
of justice. 

Second. I think the bill violates the re- 
quirements of due process that all legis- 
lation must be specific and narrowly 
drawn to avoid a specific evil. This bill 
suffers from the “vice of vagueness.” As 
I read the bill, it would apply to any 
football game between traditional rivals. 
If Yale travels to Princeton and wins, if 
Duke travels to Carolina and wins, there 
is inevitably a riot after the game as the 
visitors try to tear down the goal posts. 
Proponents of this bill will say that the 
bill is not aimed at this type of activity, 
which only reinforces my belief that this 
is an unconstitutional bill of attainder 
aimed at Stokely Carmichael. 

Third. I think the bill violates the 
freedom of speech protected by the first 
amendment. Indeed, Negro students in 
South Carolina, in Louisiana, and else- 
where throughout the South were ar- 
rested for “inciting a riot“ when they 
peacefully sat in a segregated dime store 
awaiting service; or when they marched 
with a petition to the statehouse to pro- 
test the denial of equal protection of the 
laws. The Supreme Court subsequently 
reversed these convictions: but I for one 
am not willing to pass an unconstitu- 
tional law with the hope that the Su- 
preme Court will bail us out. 

But it is not only Negroes and their 
allies who are threatened with the loss 
of first amendment rights to free speech. 
William Buckley of New York, was denied 
a license for a speech at Hunter College 
because the authorities feared a riot. 
The Jehovah Witnesses in Lacona, Iowa, 
were prohibited from a Sunday meeting 
in the public park because local authori- 
ties feared a riot. Carl Kunz, a Baptist 
minister, was arrested for inciting a riot 
when he preached on the sidewalks of 
New York. Father Terminiello, was ar- 
rested in Chicago for inciting a riot when 
he gave a speech in a private hall. The 
Ku Klux Klan was enjoined from pri- 
vate meetings in North Carolina, in In- 
diana, and in New Jersey because local 
authorities feared a riot. More recently, 
an invitation to ex-Gov. George Wallace 
to speak in Newark was withdrawn be- 
cause the speech’s sponsors feared racial 
violence. This bill will exacerbate these 
denials of free speech. 

I recall that when the Clinton, Tenn., 
schools were desegregated, a man named 
Casper arrived on the scene to lead the 
opposition. The local authorities, fearing 
a riot, secured a Federal court injunction 
against his presence near the schools. He 
went to the schools anyway, and gave a 
speech. He was indicted in the State 
court for inciting a riot, and acquitted. 
But the Federal court then sentenced him 
to a jail term for violation of the injunc- 
tion. We can only expect, if this bill is 
passed, the search for more such injunc- 
tions, and the erosion of the jury system 
for the trial of local crimes. 
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I would say that the constitutional 
rights of no minority group are safe 
under this bill as long as vigilante groups 
threaten the speaker with riotous action. 

Fourth. I think this bill will violate 
rights guaranteed by the National Labor 
Relations Act. The Members will recall 
that long age when the CIO first sent 
organizers to Jersey City, they were ar- 
rested by Mayor Hague and dumped on 
the ferryboat for New York on the theory 
that their very presence would incite a 
riot. Alabama passed a law making it 
illegal for a labor union to picket “at or 
near the scene” of a labor dispute on the 
theory that their very presence would in- 
cite a riot. These laws and actions were 
declared unconstitutional by the Su- 
preme Court, but the situation continues. 

Indeed, in recent hearings before my 
subcommittee we were informed that five 
ministers from California were arrested 
in Texas as they gathered at the local 
jail to protest the arrest of agricultural 
strikers by reciting the “Lord’s Prayer.” 
The charge was disturbing the public 
peace—not much different from inciting 
a riot. Incidentally, I have as little use for 
Stokely Carmichael as does anyone. I 
consider him to be a “kook” but there are 
thousands of all types of “kooks” and 
even their rights and liberties must be 
protected. 

I think the bill is unwise and unneces- 
sary. Riots are not sparked in a vacuum. 
Stokely Carmichael could talk to dooms- 
day without any reaction at all unless a 
volatile condition has long existed, We 
hear from this bill’s advocates that riots 
are caused by “outside agitators.” I have 
read many newspaper accounts of the 
Newark riots and have spoken to respon- 
sible persons who were on the scene and 
I have not yet seen or heard of any 
reliable evidence that there were any 
“outsiders” either instigating or partici- 
pating in the riot. 

I am opposed to riots and I favor legis- 
lative action to end them. This means a 
fair housing law, a fair employment law 
with teeth, a fair jury law, a series of 
laws guaranteeing hope and aspiration to 
those now in despair. If I may quote from 
an article by David Broder in the July 18 
Washington Post: 

We must stop penning Negroes in poverty 
into cages in the centers of our cities. No 
matter what it costs, the slums must go. 
This has to be one nation, not two, and 
unless we face that fact now, all of us will 
be consumed by the tragedy that over- 
whelmed Richard Hughes last week. 


The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen- 
tleman from New Jersey has expired. 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
proceed for 3 additional minutes. 

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Chairman, reserv- 
ing the right to object, perhaps the gen- 
tleman will not have to consume the en- 
tire 3 minutes, because we are now at 
that place in the afternoon and day 
where we start to examine these addi- 
tional requests for time, after the ini- 
tially allocated time under the rules of 
the House has expired. 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I would hope that everyone 
would agree with me and that we could 
get out of here. 

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Chairman, in re- 
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sponse to that, I will state to the gentle- 
man that I am afraid his amendment is 
going to cause a great deal of opposition. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on 
the pending amendment and all amend- 
ments to the bill close in 15 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Lou- 
isiana? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. THompson] that he be per- 
eet to proceed for 3 additional min- 
utes? 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I withdraw my unanimous- 
consent request. 

However, I hope, very strongly, that 
this bill will be defeated 

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. Mr. 
Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state his parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. Mr. 
Chairman, I would ask whether it would 
be possible to get my amendment out of 
the way first, before those Members de- 
siring to speak are granted time, so that 
it will not become lost? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state 
that the amendment of the gentleman 
from Alabama [Mr. Epwarps] will be 
taken up first. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. That is 
the amendment as to the protection of 
firemen and policemen. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Alabama [Mr. EDWARDS]. 

The question was taken; and on a divi- 
sion (demanded by Mr. Epwarps of Ala- 
bama) there were—ayes 26, noes 71. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state his parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, do I 
understand the request was that this 
amendment and all amendments to the 
bill be terminated in 15 minutes? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state 
that the gentleman is correct. 

e Chair is advised that so many 
. — have arisen that about three- 
fifths of a minute will be allotted to 
each Member. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. ASHBROOK]. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Chairman, I 
take this time specifically to ask the gen- 
tleman from Florida [Mr. Cramer] one 
question which has been mentioned re- 
garding violence. Those of us who have 
investigated violence, whether it be the 
Ku Klux Klan at a riot or in the cities, 
one thing seems crucial, the ability to 
train rioters in the throwing of firebombs 
and in many cases in the South by the 
Ku Klux Klan, dynamite, which is the 
worst type of violence. I know that many 
of us hope this type of activity comes 
under the purview of this bill. Would 
the gentleman from Florida indicate 
whether or not this would be covered? 
That is, this type of activity. 

Mr. CRAMER. I will say to the gentle- 
man if any person uses an interstate 
facility for the purpose of encouraging 
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people to use Molotov cocktails and to 
show them how to riot and throw them 
and so on, and commits an overt act, 
then he is guilty. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the distinguished gentleman from 
Florida for his comments. He is to be 
complimented for his hard work in bring- 
ing this bill before the Congress. I, too, 
have a bill introduced similar to Mr. 
CraMER’s and I trust that the Congress 
will pass this much-needed legislation. 

In our investigation of the Ku Klux 
Klan we found that the heart of violence 
was use of dynamite as an instrument of 
terror. Dynamite is to the Ku Klux Klan- 
ner what the firebomb or Molotov cock- 
tail is to the Negro rioter in a northern 
city. The public should be fully pro- 
tected against the use of these instru- 
ments of violence and destruction. 

The HCUA has reported out a bill on 
the Ku Klux Klan. One section seems 
particularly pertinent. It is as follows: 

TEACHING TECHNIQUES OF FORCE To DEPRIVE 
CITIZENS oF RiIcHTs—Any person who 
teaches or demonstrates to another the use, 
application, or making of any explosive or 
incendiary device, or any other device or 
technique capable of causing injury to per- 
son or property, intending that such explo- 
sive or incendiary device, or any such other 


device or technique be employed by another 
to— 

(1) further or accomplish any unlawful 
purpose, objective, or plan of any clandestine 
organization doing business or operating in 
interstate or foreign commerce, or 

(2) injure, oppress, threaten, punish, or 
intimidate any citizen in the free exercise 
or enjoyment of any right, liberty, privilege, 
or immunity granted or secured to him by 
the Constitution and laws of the United 
States, shall be fined not more than $10,000 
or imprisoned not more than ten years, or 
both. 


Our investigation into the activities of 
the Ku Klux Klan organizations and 
knowledge gained through a preliminary 
study of riots documents that explosive 
devices either dynamite or Molotov cock- 
tails are the favorite weapon of radical 
extremists. 

Our investigation and hearings on the 
Ku Klux Klan documents over 50 inci- 
dents where dynamite bombs or fire 
bombs—Molotov cocktails, and so forth— 
were used as instruments to injure, op- 
press, threaten, punish or intimidate 
citizens in Mississippi, Alabama, Georgia, 
Florida, Louisiana, to name only a few 
of the Southern States. In addition to 
those documented during the Klan hear- 
ings there are scores of other incidents 
where either dynamite bombs or fire 
bombs were used in the South. It appears 
that the dynamite bomb is the principal 
weapon in rural communities where dy- 
namite is easily accessible. 

In the cities which have been the 
scenes of riots, where dynamite is not 
easily accessible, the Molotoy cocktail is 
the weapon of major destruction. The 
Molotov cocktail is a simple weapon to 
construct and its manufacture can 
therefore be taught to teenage youths 
and even to those who have not yet 
reached their teens. The bottle, rag, 
stopper, and gasoline is available to any- 
one at little or no cost. Molotov cock- 
tails do not present the dangers inherent 
in the handling or capping of dynamite. 
The following chronology are incidents 
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of that type which might be classified as 
a riot in which Molotov cocktails were 
used: 

YEAR 1964 


JACKSONVILLE, FLA., March 23-26.—Follow- 
ing provocation of Negro sit-ins and the 
shooting to death of a Negro woman by a 
sniper, Negro gangs fought police, attacked 
white persons, damaging property; the riot 
marked the first major use of Molotov cock- 
tails in these riots. 

New York Crry, July 18-23.—Following 
the killing of a Negro youth by an off-duty 
policeman, Negro gangs used Molotov cock- 
tails against police and firemen who re- 
sponded to blazes which the cocktails ig- 
nited. The Progressive Labor Movement 
circulated leaflets and hand bills in the Bed- 
ford-Stuyvesant area illustrating how a 
Molotov cocktail could be manufactured. 

ELIZABETH, N. Jersey, August 11-13.—Ne- 
groes attacked police with Molotov cocktails. 

Drxmoor, ILL., August 16-18.—Rioting in- 
volved attacks upon the police and private 
property through the hurling of missiles and 
Molotov cocktails. 

PHILADELPHIA, Pa., August 28-31.—An in- 
vestigation into the use of fire bombs during 
the Philadelphia riot resulted in the police 
raiding “Muhammed’s African-Asian Cul- 
tural Center of Philadelphia”, where they 
found an arsenal of Molotov cocktails plus 
similar weapons. The Molotoy cocktail mate- 
rial found included a dozen empty bottles 
with rags stuffed in their mouths, a carton 
of 39 empty bottles and one carton of felt 
strips and cut up rags. Also found were two 
drums of cleaning fluid, 1 containing 50 
gallons and the other 5 gallons, 

YEAR 1965 

Los ANGELES (Warrs), C AL., August 11- 
17.—The Governor's Commission on the Los 
Angeles riots noted the sudden appearance 
of Molotoy cocktails and inflammatory hand 
re immediately after the start of the Watts 

ots. 

CHICAGO (LAWNDALE-FILLMORE), ILL., Au- 
gust 12-16.—Incidents of property damage, 
looting, sniping, throwing of fire bombs and 
other missiles were reported through August 
16 at which time the rioting had subsided. 

ELIZABETH, N. J., August 25-26.—Negroes 
broke store windows, threw missiles and 
rocks at fire trucks. 

YEAR 1966 

BAKERSFIELD, CALIF.„ May 22-23.—Negroes 
threw rocks and fire bombs. 

Curcaco (Wrsrsron), ILL., July 12-15.— 
Negroes attacked police and firemen with 
firearms and fire bombs and other missiles. 

JACKSONVILLE, Fk. A., July 18-19.—Negroes 
demonstration developed into a riot in which 
Negroes attacked persons and property with 
firearms and fire bombs. 

CLEVELAND, Oro, July 18-22.—This riot 
which a grand jury found was “organized, 
precipitated and exploited by small groups 
of trained and disciplined professionals 
* * *” attacked the police and firemen, 
damaged and looted property after using mis- 
siles and fire bombs. 

BROOKLYN, N.Y., July 21-23.—Negroes 
fought with white people and firemen and 
policemen with fire bombs and missiles. 

Lone ISLAND (NORTH AMITYVILLE), N.Y. 
July 29.—During the riot, stones, bottles and 
Molotov cocktails were thrown at the police. 

PHILADELPHIA, PA., July 380-August 1.—Dur- 
ing the first night of rioting Molotov cock- 
tails were thrown in the vicinity of the 
Hawthorne Apartments. 

OMAHA, NEBR., July 31-August 2,—Missiles, 
incendiary or fire bombs, looting, property 
damage were reported thru August 2 at 
which time the bombing was subsiding. 

LaNs TNG, Mick, August 7-8.—During the 
hostile conflict between Negro and white 
youths, Negroes threw fire bombs at passing 
cars. 

Detrorr, MicH., August 9-10.—Negro and 
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white youths in a recently mixed neighbor- 
hood during which bricks and fire bombs 
were thrown, 

GRENADA, Miss.—White persons hurled 
cherry bombs (dangerous fire crackers), 
pieces of metal and other missiles during a 
civil rights demonstration. 

WASHINGTON (ANACOSTIA), D.C., August 
13.—While Molotov cocktails were not used 
during this riot, young Negroes were ob- 
served with gasoline bombs in their posses- 
sion and it is reliably reported that instruc- 
tions had been given in their manufacture 
and use. 

WAUKEGAN, ILL, August 27-28—Six pas- 
sengers in one passing car were burned dur- 
ing the Negro attack upon passing vehicles 
by hurling fire bombs. 

Dayton, OHIO, September 1.—Major incl- 
dents of Property damage resulted from the 
rioters tossing Fire Bombs and missiles. 

ATLANTA, GA.— (SUMMER HILL AREA), Sep- 
tember 6.—Riot marked both throwing of 
bricks, stones and fire bombs. 

ATLANTA, GA., September 10-12.—This riot 
like the one on September 6 appears to have 
been agitated by members of SNCC. Wilson 
Brown arrested for throwing a fire bomb gave 
SNCC headquarters as his address. 

Sr. Louis, Mo., October 5.—While Molotov 
cocktails do not appear to have been used, an 
investigation following the riot uncovered 
the existence of a RAM (Revolutionary Ac- 
tion Movement) cell in that city. It was re- 
corded that during the training session, a 
RAM leader demonstrated the construction 
and use of a Molotoy cocktail and gave in- 
structions on how to throw the fire bomb 
effectively to burn out a police cruiser. 

YEAR 1967 

NASHVILLE, TENN., April 8-16.—Riot under 
apparent leadership of SNCC personnel, lo- 
cal and national. Fire bombs hurled during 
riot with raid of SNCC headquarters recov- 
ering Molotov cocktails, 

Boston, Mass., June 1-5,—Sporadic vio- 
lence in Boston Negro section resulted in the 
tossing of flrebombs on each night of the 
riot. 

ATLANTA, GA., June 19-21,—Rioters agitat- 
ed by SNCC personnel hurled Molotov cock- 
tails at local police. 


Congressman CRAMER, in his speech on 
the floor of the House on April 19, 1967, 
pages 10083-10084, made reference to a 
speech of Stokely Carmichael’s made 
previously from Florida. Congressman 
CRAMER quoted the former chairman of 
SNCC as stating with respect to the 
Cleveland riots last year, “I understand 
the people in Cleveland are now replacing 
those windows we broke with Molotov 
cocktails with brick walls.” Carmichael 
is further quoted as saying “we are com- 
ing back next time with dynamite.” 

On June 21, 1967, 20 men and four 
women of the RAM were arrested fol- 
lowing an indictment ruled by the Queens 
County, N.Y., grand jury. During the ar- 
rest of the individuals who included Max- 
well Stanford, of Philadelphia, U.S. 
chairman of RAM, the New York Times 
story reports “seized with the prisoners 
were more than 30 weapons, more than 
1,000 rounds of ammunition, explosive 
materials, 275 packets of heroin, radio 
receivers and transmitters, walkie talkies 
and subversive literature.” Those arrest- 
ed were arraigned on charges which in- 
cluded plotting the murder of Roy Wil- 
kins to burning a subway station and 
advocating anarchy. 

Of course, I need not add that as re- 
cently as this past week, firebombs have 
been used in Newark, N.J. 

Mr. Chairman, I trust that the passage 
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of this bill will be a giant step in the 
direction of punishing the dynamiters 
and firebombers. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from North Carolina 
{Mr. Jonas]. 

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of this bill. It is long overdue. 

I would point out that no one can be 
convicted under this bill unless he 
crosses a State line with the intent to 
incite a riot. It is difficult for me to un- 
derstand why anyone would oppose this 
legislation unless he favors license to 
burn, pillage, riot, assault, and, in effect, 
take the law into the hands of individ- 
uals and give them the right to judge for 
themselves their own course of conduct 
vis-a-vis society. The end result of this 
would be anarchy. 

The people are fed up with the wave 
of lawlessness sweeping the country. 
States have statutes which outlaw riots 
and acts of violence and it is high time 
that Congress measures up to its respon- 
sibility to deal with such acts of an in- 
terstate nature. 

This is a reasonable bill. It will not 
harm the innocent nor will it interfere 
with peaceable assembly. It deals only 
with those who would ignore the law and 
take it into their own hands regardless 
of the injury to innocent citizens. It 
should pass by an overwhelming vote 
today. 

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
Gray]. 

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the bill. 

Mr. Chairman, it is unfortunate that 
people are constrained to cross State 
lines to cause trouble. But unfortunately 
it is happening almost daily. 

We have just today experienced unrest 
and rioting in Cairo, III., which is in my 
district, a progressive, peaceful commu- 
nity at the confluence of the beautiful 
Ohio and Mississippi Rivers. 

Mr. Chairman, I have supported civil 
rights during my entire seven terms in 
the Congress and will continue to do so, 
but I cannot find any excuse for riots. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from New Jersey 
(Mr. JOELSON]. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. JOELSON 

Mr. JOELSON. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Joztson: On 
page 4, after line 19, insert: “Nothing con- 
tained in this chapter shall be construed as 
making illegal any travel in interstate com- 
merce or the use of any facility in interstate 
or foreign commerce, including the mail, for 
the purpose of orderly and dissent 
or protest or for pursuing the objectives of or- 
ganized labor, provided they are pursued 
through orderly and legal means.” 


Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, a 
point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
make the point of order that this amend- 
ment in substance was offered in Com- 
mittee of the Whole and was rejected. 

Mr. JOELSON. In answer to the point 
of order, I will say that this is a different 
amendment. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state 
to the gentleman that the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from New Jer- 
sey is not identical to the amendment 
referred to by the gentleman from Ohio, 
(Mr. MCCULLOCH]. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
withdraw the point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from New Jersey 
LMr. Joetson]. 

Mr. JOELSON. Mr. Chairman, I am 
not too brilliant, but I am persistent. I 
have tried to sharpen up what was ad- 
mittedly an inartistic amendment. This 
makes it clear that there is no right to 
riot and the means must be legal, peace- 
ful, and orderly and in order to preserve 
the right of dissent and the rights of or- 
ganized labor. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge the adoption of 
this amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. JOELSON]. 

The question was taken; and on a di- 
vision (demanded by Mr. JOELSON) 
there were—ayes 76, noes 110. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. VAN DEERLIN 


Mr. VAN DEERLIN. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Van DEERLIN: 
On page 3, line 17, insert “(1)” after “(a)”. 

On page 3 after line 21 insert the follow- 


%) furnish, or to ald and abet any per- 
son in furnishing any— 


“(B) ammunition for a firearm, or 

“(C) destructive device for use in, or in 
furtherance of, a riot, and”, 

On page 4 insert after line 19 the follow- 


“(d) The term ‘firearm’ means any weapon 
designed to expel a projectile or projectiles 
by the action of an explosive; or the frame 
or receiver of any such weapon, 

“(e) The term ‘destructive device’ means 
any explosive or incendiary (1) bomb, (2) 
grenade, (3) mine, (4) rocket, (5) missile, 
or (6) similar device”. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 
California is recognized. 

Mr. VAN DEERLIN. Mr. Chairman, 
my amendment would expand the pro- 
visions of H.R. 421 to penalize interstate 
travel, or the use of interstate facilities, 
to furnish firearms, ammunition, or de- 
structive devices for use in a riot. 

I have studied the language of H.R 
421 as reported. As written, the meas- 
ure does not appear to be specific 
enough in regard to the type of criminal 
activity my amendment would cover. 

I do not think we can underestimate 
the menace of arms trafficking in a riot 
situation. One need only recall the images 
of violence—the bomb throwers and the 
snipers—in Newark last week. 

I checked this morning with munici- 
pal and Federal authorities in Newark 
and learned that 44 firearms have been 
confiscated so far as a result of the 
riots. 

This arsenal includes a submachine 
gun, two Browning automatic rifles, nine 
shotguns, 20 handguns and 12 rifles. 

The count of impounded firearms is 
expected to rise to about 70 when out- 
lying precinct stations complete the fil- 
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ing of their reports to central police 
headquarters. 

I wonder how many of these weapons 
were used against innocent residents of 
the riot-torn areas. And how many were 
employed against police and firemen who 
were only doing their duty? 

At this point, of course, there is no 
way of telling which of the 44 firearms 
were imported from outside the State 
of New Jersey. I would suspect a high 
proportion were smuggled in, however, 
as word of Newark’s agony spread 
through neighboring States. 

My amendment would help curb this 
vicious practice, and I urge its adoption. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from California. 

The amendment was rejected. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GONZALEZ 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. GONZALEZ: On 
page 5, line 7, after section (b), insert the 
following new section: 

“(c) Public Law 89-670, 80 Stat. 931, is 
amended by adding a new section 16 as 
follows: 

“ ‘SECTION 16. The Secretary is directed to 
establish an Office of Well-Intentioned 
Traveler Security. This Office shall— 

„(a) upon the request of a person who 
will be traveling across a State boundary, 
certify said person, if possible, to be free from 
intent to incite a riot or other violent civil 
disturbance; 

“*(b) issue safe~passage cards to persons 
so certified; and 

“‘(c) promulgate such examinations and 
guidelines for certification as the Secretary 
deems necessary to carry out the provisions 
of this section.“ 


The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Chairman, to 
protect those other State travelers who 
might incite a riot through no fault or 
intention of their own, and consequently 
have their right to free and unencum- 
bered travel impaired, I propose an 
amendment to establish a procedure, 
which the new Department of Trans- 
portation can administer, by which the 
well-intentioned traveler may certify 
that as a free American and free from 
the taint of inciting to a riot, he is en- 
titled to travel across State lines. 

Since it looks as if this bill will be 
approved, I rise to offer constructive 
suggestions. Nearly as many people who 
have opinions on the weather have opin- 
ions on what causes riots. There are, 
however, in this case as in all to which 
reason is applied, certain basic truths to 
which all agree. In this case an under- 
lying principle leaps out to the careful 
student of riots. It is a principle of great 
magnitude. It is a principle that ranks 
alongside Parkinson’s law, the law of 
diminishing returns and the law of aver- 
ages. This law can be stated simply, to 
wit: “No native of any State can resist 
the invitation to riot when tendered by 
someone from another State.” Surpris- 
ingly enough, this universal truth has 
not heretofore been stated in concise 
form. I therefore exercise my prerroga- 
tive and name it Finkelhaymer’s law. 
Perhaps not all of my colleagues recall 
Chuck Finkelhaymer, but it is altogeth- 
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er fitting that this transcendent prin- 
ciple be named after him. I considered 
naming this law after my dear Grand- 
father Gonzales, but I have to admit the 
connection to this issue was a bit ten- 
uous. In fact there are those who say a 
Mexican is inherently riotous. 

I ask indulgence to elaborate further 
on Finkelhaymer’s law. It might be 
stated in fuller fashion thusly: “No na- 
tive of any State can resist the invita- 
tion to riot: first when the invitation is 
sent, interstate, through the mails, with 
or without an R.S.V.P.; or second, when 
the invitation is tendered by some per- 
son traveling in interstate or foreign 
commerce who has the intention, ex- 
pressed or implied or revealing itself on 
the face of the traveler, to incite a riot 
or other violent civil disturbance.” 

Being a rational man and a Member 
of a great deliberative body, it behooves 
me to follow the dictates of the universal 
principle of Finkelhaymer's law to their 
logical end and support this legislation 
before us. However, I must state that I 
have one important reservation to this 
current legislation. As Finkelhaymer’s 
law demonstrates, residents of the 50 
States are waiting behind trees and 
hanging out of their windows for the 
chance to follow some out-of-State 
traveler to the scene of a riot. This 
phenomenon is almost impossible to ex- 
plain, for how can the natives of the 
several States—generally so stable, 
happy, without a grievance to their 
name—be so easily transformed by an 
out-of-State traveler? It is obviously not 
the fault of the natives of the States, nor 
the fault of circumstances, that riots 
occur. It can only be the fault of that 
peculiar and mysterious aura which 
attaches itself to interstate or foreign 
travelers as they cross the State line. 
Obviously then, the propensity to riot is 
not always the fault of the out-of-State 
traveler either. This is the source of my 
one reservation to this antiriot legisla- 
tion before us, which otherwise so closely 
and laudably follows Finkelhaymer’s 
law. It is in fact a recognized corollary 
of Finkelhaymer’s law that the out-of- 
State traveler could speak no evil, hear 
no evil, and see no evil and still incite a 
riot if—and this is the important fact 
if he is the member of some minority 
group. 

To protect those out-of-State travelers 
who might incite a riot through no fault 
or intention of their own and conse- 
quently have their right to free and un- 
encumbered travel revoked and under 
the current legislation, I propose that we 
adopt an amendment to establish in the 
newly operative Department of Trans- 
portation an Office of Well-Intentioned 
Traveler Security to certify a person’s 
nonintention to riot. Even though Con- 
gress later would legislate, I can visual- 
ize, upon swearing or affirming that he 
had no intent to incite a riot on his jour- 
ney, a traveler could get a small card to 
be used for unencumbered passage. These 
safe-passage cards might read that so 
and so is “certified safe from intent to 
incite a riot or other violent civil dis- 
turbance.” To be eligible for these safe- 
passage cards, a traveler would only have 
to be the member of some minority, like 
the Armenians, Buddhists, Catholics, 
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and on through Volkswagen owners, wel- 
fare recipients, yachtsmen, and Zionists. 
Perhaps the bearers of the safe-conduct 
cards would be authorized to wear white 
hats. Perhaps a lie detector test would 
be required to test the sincerity of the 
potential traveler’s affirmation that he 
has no intention to riot, for we in this 
body should not pass legislation with our 
eyes closed to its possible abuse. Our de- 
termination of intention, of course, is the 
key to this legislation itself as well as to 
the proposed amendment establishing 
the Office of Well-Intentioned Traveler 
Security. 

The purpose and application of the 
proposed amendment is simple. Since the 
holder of a safe-passage card has been 
certified “grade A, U.S. inspected pure 
from intent to incite a riot,“ he could 
not by definition be responsible for a riot 
that happened to spring up nilly-willy 
around him in accordance with the uni- 
versal dictates of Finkelhaymer’s law. 
Adoption of this amendment would mean 
that we in this body were assuring the 
traditionally free and unfettered travel 
of well-intentioned citizens, for which I 
am sure we will deserve and receive the 
plaudits of all generations. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Texas. 

The amendment was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
FISHER]. 

Mr. FISHER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the pending bill. This measure 
would prohibit travel or use of any 
facility in interstate or foreign commerce 
with intent to incite a riot or other 
violent civil disturbance. 

The issue is very clear. Those who 
move across State lines with the prov- 
able intention of starting a riot have 
something to fear by the enactment of 
this legislation. Those who travel across 
those lines with evil intentions, for 
criminal purposes, do have something to 
fear if this proposal is enacted. 

The enactment of this bill would 
cramp the style and make subject to 
criminal prosecution the Stokely Car- 
michaels, the Martin Luther Kings, the 
Floyd McKissicks, and others of their 
kind who preach anarchy or disobedience 
to the law. People who go to Newark, to 
Rochester, to Boston, to the Watts area 
of Los Angeles, for the preconceived pur- 
pose of inciting gullible people to riot or 
to commit other forms of violence, could 
be prosecuted. 

Martin Luther King was quoted as re- 
cently saying that the United States is 
“the greatest purveyor of violence in the 
world today.” And he has repeatedly and 
openly gone from State to State, preach- 
ing the gospel of disobedience to the law. 

Governor Hughes, of New Jersey, dur- 
ing the recent Newark riots, stated that 
the criminals who fomented and engaged 
in that massive violence was “an orga- 
nization of Americans who hate Amer- 
ica.” 

Stokely Carmichael, one of King’s co- 
workers, recently addressed a cheering 
throng of leftwing students, estimated 
at 14,000, during which he sneered: “To 
hell with the draft,” and he said pub- 
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licly that if he were called to serve in the 
Armed Services he would refuse to go. 

It is known that Carmichael has been 
in frequent contact with Max Stanford, 
field chairman of the Revolutionary Ac- 
tion Movement—RAM—a highly secret 
all-Negro Marxist-Leninist, Chinese- 
Communist oriented organization which 
advocates guerrilla warfare to obtain its 
goals, and has afforded Stanford assist- 
ance and guidance in forming a Black 
Panther Party in New York City. Those 
are the words of J. Edgar Hoover. 

Describing Negro riots that have 
spread across this country since 1964, the 
FBI Director added: 

Communists and other subversives and 
extremists strive and labor ceaselessly to 
precipitate racial trouble and to take ad- 
vantage of racial discord in this country. 
Such elements were active in exploiting and 
aggravating the riots, for example, in Har- 
lem, Watts, Cleveland and Chicago. 


This is the character who threatened 
to “disrupt the whole country” if even 
one Negro is arrested by a white police- 
man on any charge whatever; called for 
“burning down” Washington if home 
rule is not quickly voted; exhorted Har- 
lem Negroes to shout “Hell, no” to Fed- 
eral efforts to draft or recruit substand- 
ard Negro youths for the Army; declared 
the Negroes should take the law in their 
own hands if the slayer of one escapes 
prosecution. 

If we don’t get justice, we’re going to tear 
this country apart— 


He told a Nashville audience. 

In regard to Newark, where 24 were 
killed, 1,123 injured, millions of dollars 
in property damage was reported, and 
1,200 arrested, Carmichael recently re- 
minded that more than half the people 
in that city were Negroes, and predicted 
a Negro takeover. He added: 

To hell with the laws of the U.S. Negroes 
are not bound to obey laws legislated by 
white persons, If a white man tries to walk 
over you, kill him! One match and you can 
retaliate. Burn, baby, burn! 


On and on it goes. Both King and Me- 
Kissick predicted a riot in Newark. It is 
reported that the riot in New Jersey was 
not spontaneous. The Governor said that. 
It was a planned, deliberate riot, with all 
the trimmings. Indeed, most all the big 
Negro riots of the past 3 years are known 
to have been planned in advance. 

If this bill is enacted, and if the Gov- 
ernment can provide the proof, these riot 
agitators can in the future be prosecuted 
when they cross from one State to an- 
other for the purpose of pulling the 
strings which ignite the fiames of vio- 
lence. And you can be certain many of 
them do that. 

Mr, Chairman, this is serious business. 
The American people want and are en- 
titled to have more laws and better en- 
forcement in order to bring these revo- 
lutionaries and anarchists to the bar of 
justice. This is no time to talk of tech- 
nicalities and engage in fanciful ram- 
blings concerning the remote possibility 
that some innocent person might acci- 
dentally get involved. The innocent will 
not be disturbed. It is the guilty, those 
committed to violence and fatally bent 
on mischief, who need to fear this law if 
it is enacted. 
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Let us enact this law and get on with 
the business of the country. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. 
BUCHANAN]. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Chairman, it 
has been said that this is a bill aimed at 
Stokely Carmichael, and that he is not 
important. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Stokely 
Carmichael is not important, but 25 
Americans who lie dead in Newark, N.J., 
are important, and Americans of every 
race who have the right to walk the 
streets of their cities without their lives 
being threatened by rioting are also im- 
portant. 

This bill is not aimed only at Stokely 
Carmichael but also at such persons as 
Mr. Robert M. Shelton, of the Ku Klux 
Klan, and all other such blood brothers 
in the fraternity of violence and lawless- 
ness. 

A vote for this legislation is a vote for 
civil rights and a vote for freedom, for 
this is a bill in support of the only frame- 
work within which citizens’ rights can 
be protected, or their freedom insured— 
the framework of law. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from North Caro- 
lina [Mr. FOUNTAIN]. 

Mr. FOUNTAIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of H.R. 421 which is long over- 
due legislation. I also introduced legisla- 
tion on this subject, and on June 14 last, 
I introduced House Resolution 522 in a 
further effort to bring this legislation to 
the floor for consideration. If we are to 
maintain any semblance of civility in 
this country, this legislation must be en- 
aoled as a major step in the right direc- 

on. 

No, it will not be the total answer, but 
it will help. 

Many opponents of this kind of legis- 
lation have been saying recently that the 
question is not whether the riots are to 
be stopped but whether the basic causes 
are to be attacked. I do not believe I 
have ever heard anything as patently 
naive as that. 

For some reason, everything nowadays 
is blamed automatically and uncritically 
on the ghetto. No one, including myself, 
would argue that life is pleasant in poor, 
crowded housing. We would all agree 
that satisfying employment is a tonic to 
anyone’s well-being. 

I think all Americans are concerned 
that we should strive to eliminate the 
deplorable conditions of poverty and ig- 
norance, including our slums and the 
conditions that prevail in them wherever 
they exist. Many of our slums have been 
termed a national disgrace, and I believe 
a case can be made for that point of 
view. I share the general concern that 
improvements must be made if all Amer- 
icans are to share in the prosperity that 
most Americans enjoy today. 

Efforts are being made toward this 
end. Government at just about every 
level, private organizations and many in- 
dividuals are working together to help 
provide decent homes and schools and 
jobs. No one hopes they succeed more 
than I do. 

But to say that being poor in itself is 
an automatic call to riots and disorder 
and destruction is to ignore the basic 
precepts of human society. 
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We have made a big thing in recent 
years about finding and identifying the 
poverty stricken. They number, we are 
told, in the millions if we accept an arbi- 
trary yardstick of numbers of dollars in 
income. 

I think the fallacy in that sort of 
thinking should be obvious, but unfor- 
tunately, it is not to a good many people. 

By any standards, the number of per- 
sons actually and honestly poor today is 
far, far less than in previous years. Yet, 
riots and disregard for law and order 
flourish as never before. So how can the 
sheer fact of poverty be blamed wholly 
and incessantly for every act of civil vio- 
lence that takes place in this country? 

Riots across our land have persistently 
and consistently followed itinerant rab- 
blerousers espousing violence pure and 
simple. Mesmerizing the unthinking— 
just as Hitler did only three short dec- 
ades ago in his Nazi rallies—these ped- 
dlers of hate and disorder have only one 
goal. That is the complete destruction of 
American society, which has been so 
carefully and delicately nourished for 
almost 200 years. 

Life is unfair to some persons, both 
in America and in every country of the 
globe. It is harder on some than on 
others. But the destruction of all human 
and social institutions is not the way 
to redress the grievances, real or imag- 
ined, of a few. 

Without order, man cannot survive as 
a rational being. He would be reduced 
to a primitive state in which only the 
strongest would survive. 

Without order and compassion and 
understanding, which have made it pos- 
sible for so many diverse groups and 
individuals not only to survive, but to 
build and create and share together, 
America cannot survive. 

A number of factors have no doubt 
contributed to the rising crime rate in 
our land and the increasing disregard 
for law and order, but none of them 
justify it. 

As Gov. Dan Moore, of North Caro- 
lina, said in a speech in 1965: 

We have always accepted the principle 
that ours is a nation of laws and not of 
men... we cannot choose the laws that we 
will obey and the laws that we will violate. 
The hope of mankind, both here and 
throughout the world, depends upon the 
ultimate rule of law. 


And even U.S. Supreme Court Justice 
Hugo Black said in a recent dissenting 
opinion: 

It is high time to challenge the assumption 
in which too many people have too long 
acquiesced, that groups that think they have 
been mistreated have a constitutional right 
to use the public’s streets, buildings and 
property to protest whatever, wherever, when- 
ever they want, without regard to whom it 
may disturb. 


Seldom have I found myself in agree- 
ment with Justice Black, but “wisdom so 
seldom comes, it should not be ignored 
because it comes late.” 

The greatest danger, as Justice Black 
went on to say, is that— 

The crowd moved by noble ideals today 
can become the mob ruled by hate and pas- 
sion and greed and violence tomorrow. If we 
ever doubted that, we know it now. 


19426 


There are many today who, in order to 
achieve their own ends, are attempting, 
in the name of freedom, to spread hatred 
and fear and suspicion. They have ig- 
nored the fact that true freedom carries 
with it responsibility, and that for every 
right there is a corresponding duty. 

I would like to point out that the prob- 
lem of disrespect for law and order has 
not been nearly as great in my home 
State of North Carolina as it has been 
elsewhere. While we have had some mis- 
guided and intemperate action by fright- 
ened and frustrated people acting out- 
side the law, the great majority of our 
people of all races have kept their heads 
and have realized, as North Carolina’s 
Gov. Charles Brantly Aycock put it in 
his 1901 inaugural address, that— 

The highest test of a great people is obedi- 
ence to law and a consequent ability to 
administer justice. 


Of course, we sometimes have difficulty 
in telling what the law is—for in truth, 
the courts and the bureaucrats here in 
Washington seem to change it from time 
to time without consulting the Congress 
or the people. But this points up another 
problem which I will not discuss today— 
the erosion of our constitutional system 
of checks and balances, both between the 
respective branches of the Federal Gov- 
ernment and between the Federal and 
State governments. 

I, for one, am sick and tired of reading 
and hearing such a wonderful flood of 
doubletalk from theologians and sociol- 
ogists trying to explain how it all hap- 
pens, why it happens, and what should 
be done to prevent lawlessness in our 
land. Much of what they say may be true, 
but they completely ignore even a sug- 
gestion of responsibilities as well as 
rights. Those who riot and those who at- 
tempt to stop riots are dealing not with 
theories, but with events that are hap- 
pening fast and furious, leaving little time 
for thought. 

It is becoming increasingly clear that, 
however honorably motivated certain 
movements may be, sinister forces are at 
work within these movements and behind 
lawlessness, either before or after it 
breaks out. These forces of evil in this 
land, be they individuals or groups of 
individuals of whatever race, creed, or 
color, must be found, exposed, convicted, 
and punished. 

The time has long since passed when 
the President of the United States, the 
Congress, and the Supreme Court should 
say in no uncertain terms that violence, 
riots, burnings, pillage, theft, murder, 
and lawlessness in whatever form from 
whatever source, will not be tolerated in 
this land. If all the people of America 
are to enjoy, at least some of the fruits 
of the affluent society we have today, re- 
gardless of their station in life—whether 
they be white or black, rich or poor, high 
or low, educated or uneducated—they 
must support and defend law and order 
in this country. We canot survive with- 
out it. 

One of the great Negro leaders of 
America is Dr. Joseph Jackson, head of 
the 6-million-member National Baptist 
Convention. Says Dr. Jackson: 

No sociologist has yet told us what cor- 


rupts the human spirit more—poverty or 
wealth. 
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I am convinced that men have the power 
to withstand and defy an evil environment. 
It's not poverty that makes a person 
what he is—it’s the person himself, and the 
spirit upon which he feeds. 


As a boy, Abraham Lincoln lived in 
such abject poverty that his early home 
in Kentucky did not have a south side in 
it. Yet from this environment he grew 
to be known as “Honest Abe,” and his 
name is immortal wherever men love 
freedom, It was that boy who started 
life in the three-sided hovel who wrote 
the words which should be incorporated 
into the basic creed of our citizens of all 
ages: 

Let reverence for the laws be breathed by 
every American mother to the lisping babe 
that prattles on her breast; let it be taught 
in schools, in seminaries, and in colleges; 
let it be written in primers, spelling-books, 
and in almanacs; let it be preached from the 
pulpit, proclaimed in legislative halls, and 
enforced in courts of justice. And, in short, 
let it become the political religion of the na- 
tion; and let the old and the young, the 
rich and the poor, the grave and the gay of 
all sexes and tongues and colors and condi- 
tions, sacrifice unceasingly upon its altars. 


It is time that something be done on 
the national level to halt those who 
could and those who, in many instances, 
would destroy our lives, our institutions 
and our country. I urge the passage of 
H.R. 421 as one important step in that 
direction. 

Before taking my seat, Mr. Chairman, I 
wish to announce that my distinguished 
colleague from North Carolina [Mr. 
WHITENER], is absent on official business 
today; but if he were here he would be 
actively supporting H.R. 421. As a mem- 
ber of the Judiciary Committee, he rec- 
ognized the need for this legislation and 
worked vigorously to get it to the House 
floor for consideration. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
WOLFF]. 

Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Chairman, I rise just 
to ask a question of the chairman of the 
subcommittee about section 2101 on page 
3, which reads: 

Whoever travels in interstate or foreign 
commerce or uses any facility in interstate 
or foreign commerce, including the mail, 
with intent to * * +, 


I infer from this that whoever uses 
an interstate facility with an intent to 
create a riot, even if he uses these facili- 
ties intrastate would be covered under 
this act. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Chair- 
man, as to intrastate basis, yes; how- 
ever, it must be an interstate facility 
that is used with the intent to create 
the riot. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
PUCINSKI]. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Chairman, the re- 
port states: 

Obviously, nothing in this bill shall cir- 


cumscribe or hinder the objectives of labor 
in a bona fide labor dispute in urging strikes. 


From the debate here today, it is clear 
that this means any act by any union 
representative, as long as such action 
does not advocate rioting, is exempt from 
the provisions of this act. I want the 
Recor» to show clearly and unequivocal- 
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ly that the intent of this House is to ex- 
empt all union activity from this bill as 
stated in the committee report. 

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gen- 
tleman from Illinois has expired. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. Conyers]. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I sup- 
pose that this debate today has served 
some purpose, because I honestly believe 
that there are more Members now who 
are aware that this legislation will not 
help us with the serious problem of 
urban disturbances than there were be- 
fore this bill came to the floor. I think it 
has become increasingly clear that those 
who have voiced opposition, including a 
broad spectrum of labor and civil rights 
groups, are justified in their opposition. 
In the words of Roy Wilkins, chairman 
of the Leadership Conference on Civil 
Rights, from a letter to me, dated July 
12: 


It is mischievous legislation. It will not 
help us cope with the very serious problem 
of urban riots. 

For anyone aware of the root causes of 
such riots—the hopelessness and frustration 
felt by millions of the urban poor because of 
their hovel existences, their inability to get 
jobs or the education they need to advance 
themselves—it comes with poor grace, to 
find Congress ready to rush this punitive 
measure through when it is disposed to trim, 
temporize and block other legislation that 
would really help relieve urban tensions, 


I find that I must agree. 
3 is the full text of that let- 
r: 


LEADERSHIP CONFERENCE ON 
Cxvxl. RIGHTS, 
Washington, D.C., July 12, 1967. 

DEAR MR. CONGRESSMAN: On behalf of the 
Leadership Conference on Civil Rights, I 
urge you to vote against H.R. 421, the so- 
called “anti-riot” bill. 

It is mischievous legislation. It will not 
help us cope with the very serious problem 
of urban riots. 

For anyone aware of the root causes of 
such riots—the hopelessness and frustra- 
tion felt by millions of the urban poor be- 
cause of their hovel existences, their in- 
ability to get jobs or the education they 
need to advance themselves—it comes with 
poor grace to find Congress ready to rush 
this punitive measure through when it is 
disposed to trim, temporize and block other 
legislation that would really help relieve 
urban tensions. 

The anti-riot bill is based on the utterly 
mistaken notion that all one needs to do 
to curb riots is round up the ring leaders. 
What needs to be done is to pass the bills 
we sorely need—the Civil Rights Act of 1967, 
for instance, adequate appropriations for 
rent supplements and model cities, effective 
education programs and legislation to 
strengthen the Equal Employment Oppor- 
tunity Commission. 

It is the inability of Congress to act ef- 
fectively in these areas, in this session and 
in previous ones, that has supplied the tin- 
der for riots. Nobody except troublemakers 
wants another upheaval, North or South, but 
if one should occur, remember the tinder 
that has been scattered about these many 
years. 

H.R. 421 is ill-considered and so broadly 
and vaguely drawn it could well restrict law- 
ful demonstration against injustice by civil 
rights workers and by union Officers, or- 
ganizers and representatives. We urge you 
to vote against the bill when it comes up 
this week. 

Sincerely yours, 
Roy WILKINS, 
Chairman. 
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This bill is wrong in conception, has 
received inadequate consideration, has 
grave legal defects, and raises serious 
possibilities of interference with the 
legitimate activities of union and civil 
rights groups. Let me first stress the 
obvious and mention that we all oppose 
rioting, looting, vandalism, arson, bomb- 
ing and all forms of violence and terror. 
But all these activities are the subject 
of adequate State and local laws. This 
bill will not add to the tools of law en- 
forcement already possessed by the 
States. No local or State law enforcement 
official has requested such a Federal law. 

Potential applications of this bill could 
seriously inhibit the legitimate activi- 
ties of unions as well as other groups. 
There is no way in which the dangers 
can be eliminated from the short of it’s 
total rejection. 

This bill makes it a Federal crime to 
travel across a State line with the specific 
intent of causing a riot if violence ac- 
tually results. There is no doubt that 
union members and organizers often 
move in and use the facilities of inter- 
state commerce. There is also no doubt 
that they do so with the specific intent 
to incite, organize, promote activities 
which sometimes result in public dis- 
turbances. 

It is a union’s business to advertise 
grievances and the way it advertises is 
the picket line. Violence, of course, some- 
times does unfortunately occur due to 
the extreme antiunion feelings that a 
picket line often generates. Therefore, 
this bill could apply to labor union or- 
ganizers who clearly do cross State lines 
with the intent to set up a picket line 
with the knowledge that a public dis- 
turbance is always a possibility. They 
would be affected by this law even if 
they were not the direct cause nor even 
at the scene of the disturbance. 

It has been suggested that unions 
could be exempted from the operation 
of the bill by amendment. But, in fact, 
no specific exemption can be written for 
all the legitimate activities supported by 
unionism which might be inhibited by 
this bill. In many activities, the effective- 
ness of the union organizer depends on 
his role not being revealed. We need only 
look to the antiunion feeling and, in 
some locales, specific ordinances at- 
tempting to bar union activity to under- 
stand why this is so. It seems clear that 
publicly revealing the role of the union 
organizer as a price for exemption from 
this bill is totally unacceptable. 

Further, as you all know, many union 
activities reach beyond the traditional 
fields of unionism into new areas where 
there is a need for organized expression 
of grievances. For instance, one might 
point to community unions organized to 
serve the economic needs of the unem- 
ployed and welfare recipients; or one 
might point to union support of many 
civil rights activities. An attempt to ex- 
empt unions from the operation of this 
bill only dramatizes the futility of trying 
to doctor up a fundamentally bad bill. 

The basic premise of this bill is false. 
It rests on the idea that riots are caused 
by professional agitators who roam from 
State to State. 

This is simply not supported by evi- 
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dence, as much as some may grasp for 
it as a simple solution. Discovery of 
causes is always difficult, and there is no 
doubt that individuals do exist who do 
attempt to take advantage of unstable 
situations. However it is evident from 
studies conducted by the President’s 
Commission on Law Enforcement, the 
U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, and 
other groups that the true causes—slum 
housing, unemployment, poor education, 
inadequate job-training programs, poor 
police-community relations have existed 
for generations. In Watts, a simple con- 
frontation between a boy, his mother, and 
a policeman was enough to ignite the 
fuel of frustration and hostility. 

The entire American labor movement 
opposes this bill: The AFL-CIO, the in- 
dustrial union department of the AFL- 
CIO, the Teamsters, and the United Mine 
Workers. Joining the labor movement in 
opposition to the bill is the Leadership 
Conference on Civil Rights, composed of 
more than 100 national labor, liberal, 
civil rights, religious, and civic groups 
including the National Council of 
Churches, the National Catholic Confer- 
ence for Interracial Justice and all of the 
major Jewish organizations. Both the 
American Civil Liberties Union and the 
Americans for Democratic Action oppose 
the bill because of it’s potential infringe- 
ment of free speech and due process. The 
U.S. Department of Justice opposed a 
similar bill in the last Congress. 

LABOR OPPOSES ANTIRIOT BILL 


I would like at this point to include 
some of the expressions of opposition to 
to this bill which I have received from 
organized labor: 


INDUSTRIAL UNION DEPARTMENT, 
Washington, D.C., July 11, 1967. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN: The House is sched- 
uled to vote Thursday, July 13, on H.R. 421, 
the so-called anti-riot bill. 

The bill threatens to prevent legitimate ex- 
pressions of grievance. It would punish any- 
one who crossed state lines, or used the tele- 
phone or U.S, mail across state lines, to incite 
a riot. 

But a riot is defined simply as “a public 
disturbance, involving acts of violence by 
assemblages of three or more persons, which 
poses an immediate danger of damage or 
injury to property or persons.“ Thus no dam- 
age or injury need actually occur and no 
more than three persons need be involved 
to constitute a riot. 

“We believe that the bill will result in 
unjust harassment to civil rights workers, 
as well as to labor union representatives. 
Clearly the rights of all Americans engaged 
in activities relating to social protest which 
may associate them in any way or at any 
time in minor disturbances on picket lines 
or elsewhere are endangered by this bill.” 

On behalf of the Industrial Union De- 
partment, AFL-CIO, I therefore urge you to 
vote against H.R. 421. 

Sincerely yours, 
Jack T. Conway, 
Executive Director. 
WASHINGTON, D.C., 
July 19, 1967. 
Hon. JOHN CONYERS, Jr., 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 

The anti-riot bill represents an escape from 
the realities of the social problems in our 
cities because it is founded on the belief that 
the riots and demonstrations are instigated 
by outsiders. The real cause of these unfor- 
tunate and disastrous disturbances is to be 
found in the deep frustrations of the rejected 
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over the lack and in some cases the refusal 
of the local power structure to face up to 
the results of decades of denial to extend 
equal rights and opportunities to those 
locked in poverty and those subjected to 
racial discrimination. 

A vote for the anti-riot bill may well mean 
a vote for more riots since it does not mean 
a vote for social programs of the great society 
which are designed to correct manifold social 
abuses. We urge your rejection of the bill. 

ABEL, 


I. W. 
President, United Steelworkers of America. 


INTERNATIONAL BROTHERHOOD OF 
TEAMSTERS, CHAUFFEURS, WARE- 
HOUSEMEN & HELPERS OF AMER- 


ICA, 
Detroit, Mich., July 19, 1967. 

Hon. JOHN CONYERS, Jr. 

U.S. House of Representatives, 

Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN CONYERS: The Team- 
sters Union wishes to express its unreserved 
support of your opposition to the so-called 
anti-riot bill to be debated in the House 
today. As we stated in a letter to all members 
of the House, we regard this bill as being 
— superfluous to state and local anti-riot 

Ws. 


Let us also re-emphasize that we see no way 
that the dangers of this bill can be remedied 
short of total rejection, Our union embraces 
a broad spectrum of membership, including 
police and firefighting personnel. Speaking 
for the police officers and fire fighters in our 
union, we see no value in the amendment 
proposed by Representative Edwards of Ala- 
bama. We agree with Attorney General Clark 
that such a federal law cannot add to the pro- 
tection already afforded by local and state 
laws. We think the Attorney-General and 
the President’s Law Enforcement Commis- 
sion were correct in finding that the real 
causes of riots are the desperate physical and 
social problems of our center cities, inade- 
quate housing, education, and jobs, 

What would help policemen prevent crime 
and riots would be for Congress to fund 
fully those programs which effectively deal 
with the problems of the center city, and 
programs such as the Safe Streets Act and 
proposals to increased federal aid to local law 
enforcement agencies. 

We urge rejection of H.R. 421 and support 
these true anti-crime measures, 

Sincerely yours, 
CARLOS Moore, 
Legislative Director. 


INTERNATIONAL BROTHERHOOD OF 


TEAMSTERS, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN: The Teamsters Union 
wishes to express to you its strong opposition 
to the so-called “anti-riot” bill, H.R. 421 
which is scheduled for House debate on 
Wednesday. We see potential applications of 
this bill which could seriously inhibit the 
legitimate activities of unions as well as 
other groups. Further we see no way in which 
the dangers can be eliminated from the bill 
short of its total rejection. 

This bill makes it a Federal crime to travel 
across a State line with the specific intent 
of causing a riot, if violence actually results. 
There is no doubt that union members and 
organizers often move in and use the facili- 
ties of interstate commerce. There is also no 
doubt that they do so with the specific intent 
to “incite, organize, and promote” activities 
which sometimes result in public dis- 
turbances. It is a union’s business to adver- 
tise grievances and the way it advertises is 
the picket line. We abhor violence, of course, 
but sometimes it does occur due to the ex- 
treme anti-union feelings that a picket line 
often generates. Therefore, this bill could 
apply to labor union organizers who clearly 
do cross state lines with the intent to set 
up a picket line with the knowledge that a 
public disturbance is always a possibility. 


19428 


They would be affected by this law even if 
they were not the direct cause nor even at 
the scene of the disturbance. 

It has been suggested that the sentence 
already in the committee report, or even the 
addition of specific language to the bill it- 
self, would exempt legitimate union activi- 
ties. But, in fact, no specific exemption can 
be written for all the activities supported by 
unionism which might be inhibited by this 
bill. In many cases the effectiveness of the 
union organizer depends on his role not be- 
ing publicly revealed. One need only look to 
the anti-union feeling in some areas, and 
even sometimes specific local ordinances at- 
tempting to bar union activity, to under- 
stand why this is so. Publicly revealing the 
role of the labor organizer as a price for his 
exemption from this bill is totally unaccept- 
able. 

Further, many activities we support reach 
beyond the traditional fields of unionism into 
new areas where there is a need for organized 
expression of grievances. For instance, we 
support organization of community unions to 
service the economic needs of the unem- 
ployed and welfare recipients. And we actively 
support many civil rights activities. These or- 
ganized expressions could be endangered. 

Let there be no doubt about the anti-labor 
implications of this bill. Our feelings of 
strong opposition are shared by the entire 
American labor movement. 

Our overall and fundamental opposition to 
this bill is due to the fact that the basic 
premise of this bill is false. It rests on the 
idea that riots are caused by “professional 
agitators” who roam from state to state. It is 
our view that riots are caused by slum con- 
ditions and the hostilities and frustrations 
which those conditions breed. The Teamsters 
Union has always favored constructive meas- 
ures to eliminate slum housing, inadequate 
education, unemployment, and lack of equal 
opportunity. This “anti-riot” bill is not such 
a constructive measure. 

No committee hearings were held on this 
bill. We feel that a bill with such grave con- 
sequences would not have been reported out 
of the Judiciary Committee if normal Con- 
gressional procedures had been followed in- 
stead of the very unusual legislative history 
behind this bill. We note that the usual com- 
mittee hearings were not held on this bill. 

We want to stress our view that no possible 
amendment could significantly rectify the 
bill and so alter our position of fundamental 
opposition. We strongly urge you to vote 
against passage of H.R. 421. 

Sincerely yours, 
CARLOS Moore, 
Legislative Director. 


The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes 
the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. 
THOMPSON]. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in support of this legis- 
lation, and I would like to say this. 
Should we pass the bill and should the 
other body concur in this legislation, 
we will be able to present to the Presi- 
dent of the United States a new weap- 
on to be used in the arsenal against 
crime. Certainly the act of rioting is a 
crime which we all abhor. 

The CHAIRMAN. The chair recognizes 
the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. 
SELDEN.] 

Mr. SELDEN. Mr. Chairman, I fully 
support H.R. 421, the antiriot legislation 
sponsored by the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. CRAMER], as I supported his anti- 
riot amendment to the so-called Civil 
Rights Act of 1966 last year. 

Events of lawlessness and violence 
that have taken place in the past sev- 
eral years is adequate evidence that pas- 
sage of this legislation is long overdue. 
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Unless action is taken now to curb pro- 
fessional agitators who travel from State 
to State to foment violence, riots, and 
civil insurrection, no neighborhood and 
no city will be safe. 

Mr. Chairman, we in the South have 
been trying for years to warn the Na- 
tion of the dangers posed by professional 
troublemakers who knowingly and pur- 
posely incite violent civil disobedience. 
Regretfully, our warnings fell on deaf 
ears, and it was not until death and de- 
struction took place in other areas of our 
country that Congress began to give 
serious consideration to legislation sim- 
ilar to the measure before us today. 

H.R. 421 recognizes that the protection 
of the civil rights of the majority is 
equally as important as the protection of 
the civil rights of the minority, and I 
urge its overwhelming approval. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from North Caro- 
lina [Mr. LENNON]. 

Mr. LENNON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of H.R. 421. On September 13, 
1966, and again on January 10, 1967, I 
introduced similar legislation. 

I am certainly happy that the Con- 
gress has at last recognized its respon- 
sibility in this field. Legislation to cope 
with riot leaders is imperative. 

Acts of violence that continue to flare 
up on the major cities of America are 
evidence of the pressing need for au- 
thority to put an end to organized 
mobocracy. 

Most responsible citizens, I believe, 
agree that legislation to deal with the 
anarchists who provoke civil disobedience 
under the guise of civil rights should be 
enacted. It is my hope that such a meas- 
ure will be passed. 

Mr. LENNON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
now to the gentleman from North Caro- 
lina [Mr. Kornecay]. 

Mr. KORNEGAY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the pending bill. 

Mr. LENNON. Mr. Chairman, I yield to 
the gentleman from South Carolina [Mr. 
Dorn]. 

Mr. DORN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of this bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of this 
bill to curb out-of-State agitators from 
stirring up riots. I think it is well to begin 
with a short review of our American 
heritage—government by law. The Amer- 
ican way of doing things, Mr, Chairman, 
is law—the law of the Constitution and 
the law of the statute book. Americans 
do not live by the law of the jungle. And 
the tradition of law and order has served 
this country well. History will record that 
no nation has done more for the poor, the 
outcast, and the downtrodden than the 
United States of America. 

When the opponents of this bill say it 
violates the constitutional right to free 
speech and assembly, let me point to 
Newark last week. Where in the Con- 
stitution, I ask them, is the right to kill 
23 innocent people? 

And when the opponents of this bill 
claim that we must blame riots on pov- 
erty and prejudice, I need only to remind 
them of the last 35 years of American 
history. Law after law and program 
after program have been enacted to deal 
with these problems, and never has there 
been a greater concern with the problems 
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of poverty than at the present time. No, 
Mr. Chairman, we cannot blame the civil 
insurrections of today on neglect and 
poverty. 

Let us look at a few of the growing vio- 
lent disturbances of recent years. 

In May 1963 at Princeton University, 
1,000 students rioted, burned bus benches, 
rolled a 1 ton generator down a busy 
street, trampled flower beds and a fence 
at the home of the university president, 
and trampled the yard of the Governor 
of New Jersey. These young men, from 
the well-to-do “best families,” had got- 
ten started with firecrackers and pranks. 

In November 1966, 200 students at 
Harvard University surrounded the car 
of Secretary of Defense Robert Me- 
Namara. Like a bunch of revolutionaries, 
they tossed his car from side to side, 
forced him out, and hooted him down 
when he agreed to answer their ques- 
tions. Their complaint: he had refused 
to debate Robert Scheer, the bearded 
beatnik editor of a leftist magazine. 

On April 15 of this year tens of thou- 
sands of students from the best schools 
and the best families went to New York 
City to protest the war in Vietnam. They 
went to a great square of this great 
American city and burned their coun- 
try’s flag. 

Mr. Chairman, I cannot see how any- 
one can blame these incidents on pov- 
erty and prejudice. 

There is one more incident, Mr. Chair- 
man, which I believe helps to explain 
this distressing lack of respect for law 
and order. 

In November 1965 students at the Uni- 
versity of California at Berkeley began 
a series of demonstrations which have 
brought that university to the brink of 
ruin. 

A leader of the demonstrators, Bettina 
Apetheker, had this to say: 

I have been for a number of years, I am 
now, and I propose to remain a member of 
the Communist Party of the United States. 


Our young people, just like the people 
of the ghetto, are being swayed by hard- 
core, traveling agitators to forsake the 
American way of justice under law. It is 
not natural for American youth or any 
other part of the American community, 
to give up at once both their good man- 
ners and their faith in the credo of our 
country. It could never happen without 
agitation and the loathesome psychology 
of the mob. 

When surrounded by jeering peace- 
niks at Harvard, Secretary McNamara 
told them that he had once been a stu- 
dent leader, but that he had been 
“tougher, and more courteous.” The fol- 
lowing day over 2,700 students at Har- 
vard joined in sending the Secretary of 
Defense a letter of apology—a gesture 
that I know to be the true spirit of an 
American youth when left alone with 
his own conscience. We know that 
peaceniks and cardburners are a small, 
hard-core minority. 

What is true of student demonstra- 
tions has been just as true of the riots 
in the big cities. Violence has come to 
the cities, not in the depression years of 
the thirties, but in the prosperous years 
of the sixties—the era of the profes- 
sional troublemaker. 

In the morning newspaper a few days 
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ago, I saw the bloody head of Leroi 
Jones, writer and agitator, prominently 
displayed in the middle of the Newark 
rioting. This agitator has said that “all 
white men are devils”; he has recom- 
mended rifles to Negroes as the answer; 
he has called the President of the 
United States unprintable names. 

It is time to stop excusing wrongdoers 
by apologizing for their backgrounds. 
The world has good men and evil men, 
and the evil men must be stopped. 

It is time to take the handcuffs off law 
officers and put them on the hands of 
traveling troublemakers, who descend on 
our communities to burn, pillage, steal, 
and maim or murder innocent people. 

It is time to admit the truth about this 
problem and to take action against 
selfish and irresponsible men who would 
turn the misery of the poor and tragedy 
of violence into headlines for themselves. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill, of course, is 
not a panacea for civil disturbances. We 
must continue at the same time to ad- 
dress ourselves to all problems of Amer- 
ican life. We must look for further ways 
to strengthen the agencies of law and 
order, and we must continue to act 
against those who are disloyal to the 
American way. We must honor our law 
enforcement personnel and act to double 
their pay and procure greater numbers 
of men for law enforcement. This bill is 
only a beginning. 

There is a time for protest, but there 
is also a time to rebuild. It is always 
easier to tear down and difficult to build, 
so we must train the youth of our coun- 
try in constructive ways. 

Let us all support local and State law 
enforcement agencies. These dedicated 
men, with our help, can cope with local 
crime and local demonstrations. It is, 
however, extremely difficult for local 
forces to deal with traveling agitators 
who can sweep down on communities by 
the thousands, with journeyman radicals 
who preach the Communist line and the 
web of violence that is terrorizing our 
cities. To protect our youth, and all our 
citizens, I strongly urge my colleagues 
to support this bill. 

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Virginia 
(Mr. ABBITT]. 

Mr. ABBITT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of this bill. 

Mr. Chairman, in support of H.R. 421 
last week, I think I made clear the basic 
causes of the rioting which sporadically 
afflicts many of our urban areas, the need 
for antiriot legislation, and propriety 
of this bill. Since then, buildings have 
been burned, stores looted, and innocent 
people murdered by lawless bands en- 
couraged by professional agitators and 
high Federal officials alike. 

Only yesterday, a high Government 
official was quoted as explaining that 
the riots “are the inevitable conse- 
quences of scores of decades of neglect, 
discrimination, and deprivation.” Riots 
are more likely the inevitable conse- 
quences of statements such as this which 
tend to give a segment of our population 
the idea that the Government is behind 
them in their lawlessness and will ex- 
cuse them for their murder and pillage 
because they have been “deprived.” 
Riots are the inevitable consequences of 
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certain people being constantly told that 
they do not have to obey laws they do 
not like. Riots are the inevitable conse- 
quences of false and malicious charges 
of police brutality every time a law- 
breaker is arrested and the consequences 
as well of court decisions which bind the 
policemen hand and foot in their at- 
tempts to preserve law and order. 

Opponents of the present bill take a 
most curious position. These gentlemen 
who have consistently voted for every 
proposal to invade and circumscribe 
State authority and local prerogatives 
now shout “States’ rights” in their at- 
tempt to protect lawbreakers. They say 
that States already have laws on the 
subject and that no local or State law 
enforcement official has requested the 
present law. I might remind them that no 
affected local officials have requested 
many of the laws which invade the legis- 
lative area properly reserved for the 
States. But the point is that this bill pro- 
vides a supplement to the State laws 
which States alone cannot provide. We 
are providing penalties for those debased 
criminals who move from State to State 
teaching people to make Molotov cock- 
tails, encouraging them to attack police- 
men and innocent citizens, and exciting 
some to mob action. 

Opponents of the bill claim that the 
real cause of rioting is “the explosive 
frustration and impatience of those who 
suffer from the slum housing, unemploy- 
ment, inadequate education and training 
programs, and all the other deprivations 
which are so characteristic of the 
ghetto.” Congress has pushed the na- 
tional indebtedness out of sight provid- 
ing job training programs, educational 
assistance, low-rent housing, welfare 
checks, and a host of rehabilitation and 
relief measures. But opponents explain 
the riots as “impatience.” They do not 
tell us of the thousands of unemployed, 
uneducated, fully deprived ghetto dwell- 
ers who do not riot nor do they tell us 
why these groups fail to exercise their 
“impatience” by looting and murdering. 
The reason is that no one moves among 
them telling them they have the right 
to comforts without working, and the 
right to run amuk in the streets if they 
have not been given these comforts. High 
Government officials do not say to these 
other groups that a jail sentence is a 
badge of honor. There is no hope of re- 
duced sentences or dismissed cases for 
them if they destroy people and property 
when voicing their discontent. 

We see by the morning papers that the 
Attorney General has had his agents at 
work in the Southern States to “prevent 
violence,” but nowhere have I seen or 
heard of the agents of the Justice De- 
partment making arrests and pressing 
charges in Newark, or Plainfield, or 
Cairo. Some sort of double standard evi- 
dently exists where violence is con- 
cerned, depending on who commits the 
act, against whom, and where it is com- 
mitted. 

I believe in upholding the law, in 
maintaining an orderly society in which 
children can safely walk down our 
streets, and in giving policemen the re- 
spect and authority necessary to keep the 
peace and protect our lives. If this bill 
can prevent another Patrolman John 
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Gleason from being stomped to death, it 
will be well worthwhile. 

The attempted destruction of this bill 
by cries that civil rights workers and un- 
ion officials will be hampered in their 
work is absurd. If they conduct legiti- 
mate activities which do not result in the 
destruction of the life and property of 
others, the present law can have no ap- 
plication. If they claim any right to in- 
cite people to violence, this law most cer- 
tainly does apply. 

In the interest of the true rights of all 
our citizens, I urge Members to cast aside 
misleading arguments, to refrain from 
excusing further violence, and to get on 
with the passage of this much needed 
piece of legislation. 

Nothing will stop lawlessness as quick 
or as sure as a demonstration to the 
criminals that violations of the law will 
bring swift and sure arrest, speedy trial, 
vigorous prosecution, and severe punish- 
ment to the guilty. We must make the 
criminal element respect the law. For 
too long have we permitted the lawless 
element to run roughshod over innocent 
citizens simply because high public offi- 
cials have looked the other way, making 
excuses for the lawlessness, and leading 
them to believe that they will go un- 
punished. Then we see the courts treat- 
ing them like innocent children. A ma- 
jority of the rioters are made up of the 
hoodlums, most of them looking for 
trouble, seeking a living without working 
for it, and demanding not only special 
treatment but something for nothing 
from the Government. It is time for the 
good people of America to say that this 
has gone far enough, that they will stand 
for no further lawlessness and will 
charge the people in responsible positions 
to see that the law is carried out, that 
order is restored and that swift and sure 
justice is meted out to those guilty. Our 
police force must be given an all-out 
assurance that Government is behind 
them—National and State—that all law- 
abiding citizens expect them to carry out 
the law, to arrest the criminals, and that 
they are not expected to stand idly by 
and be kicked and knocked around by 
criminal hoodlums. Every time law en- 
forcement officials arrest these rioters, 
the cry raised is “police brutality” and 
some bleeding hearts will rush in and 
want to investigate the police, thus 
putting the blame on them, rather than 
the hoodlums who then feel free to con- 
tinue their vandalism. We must put a 
stop to this. The policemen are our pro- 
tectors and we must stand behind them 
when they are in the right and let them 
know we are going to stand behind them. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr, ABBITT. I yield to the gentleman 
from Florida. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of H.R. 421, the antiriot bill, 
because I believe there is need for it in 
our country at this time. It seems to me 
that this legislation will not hurt any- 
one who is honestly motivated, and that 
it may possibly help us in our search to 
solve some of the social problems that 
confront our Nation. 

I urge all of my colleagues to support 
this legislation. 
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Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ABBITT. I yield to the gentleman 
from South Carolina. 

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, this 
legislation is the expression of the House 
of Representatives to the demand of the 
American people to stop crime and 
violence in America. 

Mr. Chairman, next to the winning of 
the war in Vietnam, the burning ques- 
tion of the hour is—safety in our streets, 
safety in homes and freedom from law- 
lessness, violence, pillage, plunder, and 
the pathetic destruction of property by 
savage mobs in the streets of our cities 
in America—this is a problem for this 
Federal Government and for the high- 
est echelon of our law enforcement in 
this Nation. 

Mr. Chairman this legislation is long 
overdue. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from California 
(Mr. Corman]. 

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Chairman this bill 
is not quite so bad nor nearly so good as 
it has been painted from this well today. 
The fact of the matter is that it will have 
very little effect on riots in our major 
cities. It may from time to time be useful 
in stopping people who might add to the 
violence and destruction once a racial 
riot has started. But the causes of this 
violence and unrest are deep rooted in 
our society. As was mentioned early to- 
day, they have their roots in a 100 years 
of racial prejudice and deprivation. I 
trust no Member of this body will be 
critical of the Justice Department if on 
passage of this measure they are unable 
to immediately stop all riots. I do intend 
to support the measure because I think 
the conduct described in it ought to be 
prohibited though it may be insignificant 
in the total problem involved. It is to be 
noted that the House will soon have be- 
fore it another measure dealing with 
violence—that of protecting those who 
are enjoying their civil rights from the 
violence of those who would deny them 
their civil rights. These two measures 
should have been coupled together, be- 
cause they both deal with violence which 
arises from racial prejudice in this coun- 
try. And we want to stop that violence, 
however and wherever it occurs. But the 
fact of the matter is that riots are curbed 
primarily by local and State authorities 
and are clearly prohibited by such au- 
thorities. Yet in parts of this country 
local and State authorities either cannot 
or will not save the civil rights worker or 
those who are attempting to exercise 
their right to vote, or go to school, or eat 
a meal in a restaurant from the violence 
of those who would deny them that basic 
right. Because of that failure of local and 
State government in cases such as the 
Liuzzo murder, it is necessary that the 
Federal Government extend the arm of 
protection. It is my sincere hope that that 
measure will soon be before us and will 
share the enthusiasm of Members who 
have spoken out against violence today. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. 
Porr]. 

Mr. POFF, Mr. Chairman, I yield back 
my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
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nizes the gentleman from Mississippi 
(Mr. WiLIams]. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise to support H.R. 421 
which is similar to H.R. 1439, a bill I in- 
troduced on January 10, 1967. 

All across the land the American peo- 
ple are growing tired of the burnings, 
lootings, and rioting which have been 
spawned and flamed by traveling insur- 
rectionists. The record is replete with 
evidence of senseless riots following the 
appearance on the scene of well known 
and identifiable agitators. The investiga- 
tive resources of the Federal Govern- 
ment are needed in order that local law 
enforcement officers can prevent and 
control these incidents. The bill before 
the House today would go a long way 
toward achieving this. 

However, much more needs to be done 
to stem the tidal wave of crime which 
threatens to engulf us. While this bill 
should straightjacket the Stokely Car- 
michaels in their game to destroy Amer- 
ica, it is also necessary for the executive 
branch of the Federal Government to 
change its attitude on law enforcement 
generally. 

It is most unfortunate that the Attor- 
ney General of the United States has 
taken steps to stifle investigative tech- 
niques which have proven successful in 
crime detection and crime prevention. 
Just a few days ago, he issued regula- 
tions restricting the use of wiretappings 
and electronic listening devices to cases 
involving the national security only. He 
has thus given immunity to organized 
crime and, in effect, has eliminated the 
best method of securing evidence on or- 
ganized racketeers in the United States. 

I happen to believe that there is no 
infringement on the right of free speech 
for a law enforcement officer to listen in 
on known criminals conspiring with each 
other to violate the law. 

On July 12, the Evening Star carried 
an editorial titled “Phony War on 
Crime,” in which Attorney General 
Ramsey Clark and President Johnson 
were scored for banning listening devices 
in crime investigations. I would like to 
quote from this editorial: 

The sweeping—and they are sweeping— 
regulations just put out by Attorney General 
Ramsey Clark restricting the use of wiretaps 
and electronic listening devices are the last 
straw. The Attorney General surely would 
not have sounded this call for retreat with- 
out the approval of the President. So one 
is driven to the conclusion that the war on 
crime is a phony war, and that all of the 
President’s high-flown speeches, not to men- 
tion the attorney general's rhetorical con- 
tributions, have been nothing more than 
wordy exercises designed to conceal the fact 
that this administration’s heart is not in its 
so-called war. 


The editorial went further to cite New 
York County District Attorney Frank S. 
Hogan’s success in using electronic sur- 
veillance to put behind bars many big- 
time mobsters. The editorial states: 

Frank S. Hogan, New York County District 
Attorney, has been in the front line of the 
war on crime for 27 years. He told the Presi- 
dent’s Crime Commission: “Electronic sur- 
veillance is the single most valuable weapon 
in law enforcement’s fight against organized 
crime ... It has permitted us to undertake 
major investigations of organized crime. 
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Without it, and I confine myself to top fig- 
ures in the underworld, my own office could 
not have convicted Charles ‘Lucky’ Luciano, 
Jimmy Hines, Louis ‘Lepke’ Buchalter, Jacob 
‘Gurrah’ Shapiro, Joseph ‘Socks’ Lanza, 
George Scalise, Frank Erickson, John ‘Dio’ 
Dioguardi, and Frank Carbo.” 

Well, there it is: Take your choice. Frank 
S. Hogan, who has sent scores of vicious 
hoodlums to jail, is quite willing to use the 
“abhorrent” eavesdropping weapon in his war 
on crime. He thinks it is an essential weapon. 
Ramsey Clark and Lyndon Johnson are not 
willing. They would prefer to conduct their 
war with speeches at twenty paces. And, in 
consequence, this war is one which organized 
crime will surely win and which the American 
people, the ultimate victims, will surely lose. 


It is to be hoped that the President 
and the Attorney General will take cog- 
nizance that most law-abiding citizens 
do not support their phony war on crime 
and that these regulations will be with- 
drawn. 

In the absence of effective leadership 
on the part of the chief law enforcement 
officers, it is incumbent upon Congress 
to enact remedial legislation. The anti- 
riot bill is a first step and I hope the 
House will give it overwhelming approval 
in order to serve notice that insurrection 
will not be tolerated in this great Nation. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
CRAMER]. 

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, I have 
only a few points I want to make. 

I want to express my appreciation to 
the House and to those Members who 
are in support of this legislation. 

I believe this debate has been very 
helpful. 

I want to say further that Iam glad to 
see now there will be legislation passed 
by this House, and hopefully by the Con- 
gress, that will unpollute the streams of 
hatred of the riot organizers. 

Likewise, I should like to say that the 
Attorney General should enforce this, if 
it becomes law. He has said, “I will en- 
force it vigorously if it is enacted.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. 
Rocers]. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield back my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
McCULLocH]. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
hope to end the afternoon as I began. I 
recommend a positive vote on H.R. 421. 
I hope that every Member who supports 
H.R. 421 today will be supporting H.R. 
2516, the companion bill, when it comes 
on the floor for debate in the future. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes 
the gentleman from Alaska [Mr. PoL- 
LOCK]. 

Mr. POLLOCK. Mr. Chairman, I en- 
thusiastically support this measure. 

The debate on H.R. 421 has shown 
to me that many have completely missed 
the point of this legislation. The argu- 
ments against enactment of the bill say 
that agitators are not the cause of riots, 
that riots are caused spontaneously by 
poverty, dispair, and even high tempera- 
tures. Many seem to believe that these 
violent outbursts which result in death 
and destruction are justified, simply be- 
cause those who perform them may be 
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poor or may have been the object of dis- 
crimination. These arguments are abso- 
lutely not credible. 

There can be no right to riot anywhere. 
Rioting, by definition, is a senseless orgy 
of destruction. No one can excuse himself 
from blame because he is poor or feels 
discriminated against. That is like saying 
it is right to murder and steal because 
one is disadvantaged. Such reasoning is 
absolutely false and ridiculous. 

I am disturbed by the arguments pre- 
sented against H.R. 421. The bill is not 
aimed at people who are poor nor at those 
who are the victims of discrimination nor 
is at any manner intended to impede the 
legitimate objectives conducted in a legal 
manner by organized labor. It is aimed 
solely at those who travel across State 
borders for the purpose of inciting others 
to violence. There can be no excuse for 
such activity. Certainly nothing can 
justify the actions of a man who intends 
to cause a riot. This bill is aimed at only 
those persons and no others. 

It should be clear to all that a number 
of individuals are known to have planned 
demonstrations in areas ripe for disturb- 
ances and then to have actually gone into 
such areas for the sole purpose of incit- 
ing a riot. We must not have a “head- 
in-the-sand” approach to this situation. 
It is obvious that there are those who 
believe in, and take pleasure from, riots 
such as those that have occurred in 
Watts, Rochester, Newark, and other 
places. We hear again and again the 
call for violent action in the long hot 
summer. 

Peaceful demonstrations seeking the 
redress of grievances are legitimate, but 
revolution and rioting and anarchy are 
not and neither is their advocacy. It is the 
latter than H.R. 421 is designed to com- 
bat and not the former peaceful activi- 
ties. 

H.R. 421 has been called the antiriot 
bill. This is a misnomer. It is aimed at 
helping to eliminate the deliberate spark- 
plugs of riot and rebellion. It will not 
and cannot eliminate riots. It is correct 
that poverty and despair create the con- 
ditions upon which violence breeds. 
These matters are indeed most serious 
and must also be combated by the Gov- 
ernment, by industry, by the churches, by 
each and every one of us. This is the 
other half of the coin, the other side of 
the pancake, as it were. H.R. 421 does not 
touch upon these problems, nor does it 
intend to. Its enactment should not 
make us neglect such problems for in- 
deed we must find a solution to real 
poverty as fast as possible. Concern for 
poverty or discrimination, however, 
Sua cause no one to vote against this 

For these reasons, Mr. Chairman, I 
enthusiastically support passage of H.R. 
421. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
MICHEL]. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, earlier 
today in the debate on this bill the gentle- 
man from California [Mr. EDWARDS] 
brought up the ad appearing in the 
Washington Post of July 10 and spon- 
sored by the National Association for the 
Advancement of Colored people. 

I am disturbed to see that the NAACP 
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has departed from its traditional posi- 
tion of responsibility and has thrown in 
with the advocates of violence and dis- 
order. 

The advertisement in the Washington 
Post of July 10 appears to be a bill of 
particulars in defense of rioting. It is 
aimed at the legislation which we are 
considering today. This bill is not aimed 
against those who want solid, respon- 
sible progress in civil rights; rather, its 
purpose is to preserve that progress 
through understanding from those who 
would destroy it by inflaming the pop- 
ulace into anarchy and destruction. The 
advertisement is a recital of alleged in- 
justice inflicted on Negroes as individuals 
and as a race. 

Like seeing an old friend gone bad, it 
is of concern to many of us in this Cham- 
ber to see an organization that was a 
pioneer in the field of achieving under- 
standing between the races suddenly give 
tacit approval to rioting as a path of 
getting “civil rights.” It is only a matter 
of commonsense that rioting loses more 
than it gains. It disheartens those who 
are genuinely interested in working out 
the problems between the races. Those 
who might have been approaching un- 
derstanding are hardened in their out- 
looks. Those who are violently against 
civil rights are given rationalization to 
meet violence with violence. Civil rights 
loses all the way around. 

It is particularly disturbing to me to 
read the “justification” for rioting that 
the NAACP uses in its Washington Post 
ad. It is patently, blindly racial and 
borders on the irrational. It should not 
go unchallenged as it distorts the record 
and repetition of these distortions can 
only damage future opportunities and 
grounds for significant progress in civil 
rights. 

The ad complains about racial dis- 
crimination in business at a time when 
more Negroes are being trained and 
hired than any time in our history. 

The draft is attacked as being racially 
unfair because the percentage of Negroes 
on draft boards is not on an equal ratio 
to that of whites. The Selective Service 
has made a great effort to get Negro 
businessmen to serve on draft boards and 
has met in many cases with little re- 
sponse. The number of Negroes on draft 
boards has increased 100 percent during 
the first half of this year due to untiring 
efforts by Selective Service officials to 
persuade reluctant businessmen and 
community leaders to serve on the 
boards. 

Desegregation of the schools is at- 
tacked as being blunted by reorganiza- 
tion of the Department of Health, Edu- 
cation, and Welfare, but, as a matter of 
fact, the reverse is true. Detection of 
segregation and enforcement actions are 
handled more quickly today than at any 
time in the past. 

Most of the ad defames rates of prog- 
ress but offers no proof that concerted 
action is not being taken. One point, 
however, is a direct falsehood, intended 
to give the impression that Negroes are 
losing ground economically. The NAACP 
claims that “the income of Negro fam- 
ilies has dropped to 53 percent of the 
income of white families from a previous 
figure of 57 percent.” 
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This is just not the fact. I checked 
with the Bureau of Labor Statistics. 
Their statistics indicate that the 57-per- 
cent figure was plucked out of the air 
by the NAACP. The facts are that in 1963 
Negro income was 53 percent of white 
income. It is rising steadily, due largely 
to civil rights legislation passed by the 
Congress. Today the income figure is at 
the 56-percent level, and it is growing 
more rapidly each year as the impact of 
civil rights action accelerates training, 
education, and opportunities for Negroes. 

The ad states that unemployment is 
at its lowest point, 3.8 percent. History 
records that during the Eisenhower ad- 
ministration the unemployment rate was 
generally below the 3 percent level—in 
peacetime. Today, a figure of 4 percent 
is figured as full employment as many 
of the “unemployed” in a larger labor 
force do not choose to work, or are be- 
tween jobs. 

Another statistical misfire in the ad is 
the statement that “the Negro unemploy- 
ment rate is freely acknowledged to be 
twice to four times that of whites.” The 
Labor Department reports that the Negro 
unemployment rate has, at times, 
reached the level of twice that of whites, 
but never has it reached four times. 

It is claimed that the teenage Negro 
jobless rate during the summer of 1966 
was 33 per 100 while the white rate was 
14 per 100. Again, statistics are mislead- 
ing. These summertime jobs are sought 
during the school year when workers 
are not available but in school, thus 
showing up on unemployment rolls. The 
figures are a year out of date and do not 
reflect the present situation. Great ef- 
forts are being made this year to provide 
summertime jobs in predominantly Negro 
areas where transportation to outside 
jobs is a barrier. 

The ad speaks of ghettos and the dif- 
ficulties of escape from them by Negro 
families. It speaks of persecution, racial 
resistance, and vandalism. This is dam- 
aging to the cause of integration. Thou- 
sands of American neighborhoods have 
been peacefully integrated. But, the 
NAACP chooses to refer to the instances 
of nonpeaceful integration as the norm— 
thus making it appear that little integra- 
tion of neighborhoods has been achieved. 
Riots and marches have never integrated 
anything, but have done untold harm to 
the cause of racial harmony. 

This ad attacks the integrity, motiva- 
tion, and principles of this Congress. It 
is an attempt to intimidate this Con- 
gress. It asks, “Did you lay the ground- 
work for a riot today?” Translated, this 
simply means that future rioting will be 
rationalized on the basis that Congress 
passed a bill the riot leaders do not want. 

It is unfortunate that the power strug- 
gle within the civil rights movement has 
caused Roy Wilkins to adopt the Stokely 
Carmichael approach. It can only alien- 
ate those in the white community who 
have worked earnestly for fair and just 
solutions to problems between the races. 
It does not stand to reason that integra- 
tion or equality can be achieved if the 
colored race is going to withdraw within 
itself and attempt to achieve by force 
what can only be attained by acceptance 
on both sides. 
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The crux of this ad appears in the 
line— 

Nobody except troublemakers wants an- 
other upheaval, North or South, but if one 
should occur, remember the tinder that has 
been scattered, hither and yon, these many 
years. 


Iresent this direct threat of civil strife. 
Those who utter these pronouncements 
brand themselves by their irresponsibil- 
ity with their own label—troublemakers. 

The Negro race comprises 10 percent 
of the U.S. population. It is getting over 
half of the welfare funds. It is getting a 
major share of antipoverty funds. It is 
getting the time and effort of Govern- 
ment in a ratio all out of proportion to its 
percentage of the population. 

There is no instant tomorrow. The in- 
equalities that have been built into our 
society over almost two centuries will re- 
quire more than a riot to undo. It is lam- 
entable that those who have been leaders 
in true progress are reverting to the kind 
of activity that compounds the problem. 

The NAACP’s ad in the Washington 
Post is a challenge to this Congress. It is 
a threat to the decent, law-abiding peo- 
ple of all races who will suffer if rioting 
becomes a way of life in America. This 
Congress must meet this challenge. The 
cause of civil rights will be benefited a 
million times over by firm action which 
will prevent the power-hungry leaders of 
civil rights splintered ranks from turn- 
ing this legitimate movement into a clan- 
destine, outlaw operation. 

It is to be hoped that Congress will 
exercise its responsibility to the Ameri- 
can people by passing antiriot legisla- 
tion. It is equally hoped that Mr. Wilkins 
will begin whatever actions are neces- 
sary to repair the breach of respect he 
has created for the oldest and most 
highly regarded civil rights organization 
in America. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. 
THOMPSON]. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield back my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
TENZER]. 

Mr. TENZ ER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to H.R. 421 and do so in spite 
of my vigorous opposition to riots, loot- 
ing, and other civil disturbances which 
have erupted in communities in our 
Nation. 

My views are set forth in House Re- 
port No. 472 and I urge my colleagues 
to join in opposing this attempt at over- 
simplifying a most complex and urgent 
problem. As a member of the House Ju- 
diciary Committee, I am disappointed by 
the fact that hearings have not been held 
on this legislation during the 90th Con- 
gress and that only limited time was de- 
voted at hearings on a similar proposal 
during the 89th Congress. The Justice 
Department opposed this measure in the 
89th Congress but has not yet com- 
mented on the present version of the bill. 

Mr. Chairman, those who believe that 
a Federal law can prevent a riot—are 
mistaken and misguided. Anyone who in- 
cites a riot or who riots—is subject to ar- 
rest and punishment under State law. 

Riots are to be condemned and I add 
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my voice to those who condemn any dis- 
turbance which disrupts the peaceful 
order of our society—but to prevent riots 
we must eliminate their causes. 

Riots are caused by those living in de- 
prived areas, in inadequate housing. 
They are incited and participated in by 
people who have been poorly educated 
and who rebel against the horrors of the 
slums and ghettos which are a blight on 
our Nation. Nevertheless I cannot con- 
done the conduct of those who partici- 
pate in riots. 

Every State of the Union has adequate 
laws relating to the punishment of those 
who incite or participate in riots and 
the Governor of any State has authority 
to call out the National Guard. What 
many have overlooked is the fact that 
a resident or a nonresident of a State 
who incites or participates in a riot is 
subject to arrest and punishment for his 
act under State law. 

This should be the exclusive Federal 
role with respect to a riot in any city 
of the United States in the absence of a 
call for help from the Governor of the 
State. 

The keeping of the peace is a local 
responsibility. What we need is an 
agenda of priorities. We should be spend- 
ing more time in finding out how we can 
better eliminate slum conditions, pro- 
vide better schools, better housing, more 
training programs for the untrained and 
more jobs for the unemployed. These are 
the root problems. 

Mr. Chairman, what I find difficult to 
understand is that many of those who 
support this bill are the same persons 
who advocate substantial cuts in ap- 
propriations for programs designed to 
meet basic human needs in health, edu- 
cation, jobs, and housing. We should be 
devoting more of our attention to these 
programs which involve the very areas 
of the Nation which are potentials for 
riots and disturbances. 

Perhaps we should be debating an 
effective Federal gun control law. While 
such a law would not have prevented the 
riots in Newark and Plainfield, it might 
have substantially reduced the death 
toll—it would have substantially lessened 
the intensity of the riots and reduced 
the fear and terror instilled in the minds 
and hearts of local residents. 

Guns should not be placed in the hands 
of irresponsible persons or cowards who 
would snipe at innocent people—I believe 
the Congress can frame an effective gun 
control law which will protect the rights 
of legitimate sportsmen and gun collec- 
tors. Such a law would make a signifi- 
cant contribution to the peace of our 
communities. 

We do not have a Federal police force 
and in my opinion the overwhelming ma- 
jority of our citizens would oppose such 
a concept. The Federal Government does 
contribute to the maintenance of our 
National Guard which can be called out 
by a State Governor in the event of a 
riot or disturbance. A Governor can also 
call upon the President for additional as- 
sistance in times of crisis. 

We must not accept this bill, H.R. 421, 
as a solution to the complex problems 
facing our communities. We must not ac- 
cept this effort to say in legislation what 
can be said as affirmatively without leg- 
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islation—that we oppose riots. I urge my 
colleagues to vote against H.R. 421. 

During the debate one of our colleagues 
proclaimed that the sniper who killed 
another was guilty of murder. I agree 
with my colleague but would call his at- 
tention that arrest and punishment for 
the crime calls for enforcement of a 
State—not a Federal law. 

Another of our colleagues quoted a 
mayor of a city in which a riot took place 
as saying, in substance, that he would 
not rest until those who instigated the 
riot are behind bars. I commend the may- 
or, but call to the attention of my col- 
league that those law violators must be 
punished under the State law. 

Mr. Chairman, this afternoon the gen- 
tleman from Michigan [Mr. Conyers] 
and the gentleman from California [Mr. 
Epwarps] will join me in urging the Pres- 
ident of the United States to call a con- 
ference of the mayors of the cities in 
which riots have taken place to inquire 
into what happened in those cities, to 
gather information which could answer 
the questions raised in this debate, to 
learn the causes of the riots and the 
statistics of the arrests and indictments 
110 the record of the participants in the 

ots. 

At this point I want to read an edi- 
torial which appeared in the New York 
Times of July 18, 1967, as follows: 

In THE NATION: PORTRAIT OF A POWDER KEG 
(By Tom Wicker) 

WasuHINcTON, July 17.—Here is a self- 
portrait of Newark taken from that city’s ap- 
plication for funds under the model neigh- 
borhood program of the Department of Hous- 
ing and Urban Development: 

“Among major American cities, Newark and 
its citizens face the highest percentage of 
substandard housing, the most crime per 
100,000 of population, the heaviest per capita 
tax burden, the sharpest shifts in popula- 
tion and the highest rate of venereal disease, 
new cases of tuberculosis and maternal mor- 
tality. 

“In addition, Newark is second among 
major cities in population density, second in 
infant mortality, second in birth rate, 
seventh in absolute number of drug addicts 
and has a rate of unemployment persistent. 
enough and high enough to make it one of 
only five cities in the nation qualified for 
special assistance under the Economic De- 
velopment Act... 

“Three out of every four public school 
children in the city are either Negro or 
Puerto Rican. ... The percentage of Negroes 
now living in Newark is an open and ac- 
tive question. Estimates range from a low 
of 40 per cent to a high of 60 per cent. 

Here is what Newark’s model neighbor- 
hood application had to say about the city’s 
schools: 

“A yearly turnover rate of 44 percent, a 
cumulative 1962-1966 dropout rate in grades 
9-12 or 32 per cent, one-half of the pupils 
in the sixth grade reading eighteen months 
below the national average, one-third of new 
pupils each year being new arrivals to New- 
ark...” 

Newark has not ignored these problems, 
It was one of the first cities to get and use 
antipoverty money. It has pushed hard for 
public housing and urban renewal projects 
and has a good statistical record in these 
fields. It has one of the few welfare work 
experience programs in the nation and es- 
tablished the first Neighborhood Youth 
Corps. 

In 1962 it terminated a contract with the 
National Conference of Christians and Jews 
for training programs in police-community 
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relations; but last year it got a grant for this 
purpose from the Office of Economic Oppor- 
tunity and another from the Federal Office of 
Law Enforcement Assistance. 

But Newark's Negroes, who hold the bal- 
ance of political power, have not exercised 
it because of a lack of unity and effective 
leadership; only two Negroes sit on the board 
of nine Councilmen and when another ran 
for Mayor last year he came in third. 

The lack of Negro leadership has allowed 
a basically white political structure to re- 
main in power—and Mayor Hugh Addonizio 
has opposed rather than fostered the emer- 
gence of young, forceful leadership. As a re- 
sult, the majority of the populace feels itself 
ignored and abused in the city’s manage- 
ment as well as in its economy and society. 

Addonizio is accused of favoring the 
Italian minority. Recently he refused to ap- 
point a Negro accountant as secretary of the 
Board of Education but named an Irish poli- 
ticlan—and Negroes believe Addonizio did so 
to win the support of Essex County boss 
Dennis Carey for his gubernatorial am- 
bitions. 

So great is the lack of human understand- 
ing in Newark, despite the city’s efforts, that 
the grievance most often cited by Negroes 
during last week’s rioting—the clearing of 
about fifty slums acres for a new medical 
school—is cited in Newark’s model neighbor- 
hood plan as a “region-shaping force” that 
would be as significant for the city as has 
been the construction of an airport. 

The choice of an airport as a standard of 
comparison speaks volumes, since it can have 
little significance for slum Negroes; so does 
the failure to realize that tearing down even 
slum houses can seem an act of enmity to 
people with no other place to go. 


Newark’s leaders tried to meet its problems, 


but they did not really understand its peo- 
ple, and that ought to be the lesson for every 
other city trying to avoid Newark’s tragedy. 


The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from California 
(Mr. EDWARDS]. 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr. 
Chairman, there will be a motion to re- 
commit, so that the Judiciary Commit- 
tee can hold full hearings. No hearings 
were held in this session of Congress. 

In the 89th Congress 2 hours and 45 
minutes of hearings were held. There 
were 10 witnesses total, nine of whom 
were Members of the House, with only 
one outside witness, the Assistant At- 
torney John Doar, who expressed serious 
reservations about the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. 
WILLISI to close the debate. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Chairman, my only 
regret is that I did not ask that all debate 
close at 6:15 instead of in 15 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the committee amendment in the nature 
of a substitute as amended. 

The committee substitute amendment 
as amended was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 
Committee rises. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr, Evrxs of Tennessee, Chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union, reported that that 
Committee having had under considera- 
tion the bill (H.R. 421) to amend title 
18 of the United States Code to prohibit 
travel or use of any facility in interstate 
or foreign commerce with intent to in- 
cite a riot or other violent disturbance, 
and for other purposes, pursuant to 


House Resolution 729, he reported the 
bill back to the House with an amend- 
ment adopted by the Committee of the 
Whole. 

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the 
previous question is ordered. 

Is a separate vote demanded on any 
amendment? If not, the question is on 
the committee substitute amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the 
engrossment and third reading of the 
bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 


MOTION TO RECOMMIT 


Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, I offer a mo- 
tion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman op- 
posed to the bill? 

Mr. CONTE. I am, in its present form, 
Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the motion to recommit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Conte moves to recommit the bill H.R. 
421 to the Committee on the Judiciary. 


The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
the previous question is ordered. 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the 
motion to recommit. 


The question was taken, and the 


Speaker announced that the “noes” 
appeared to have it. 
Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr. 


Speaker, on that I demand the yeas and 
nays. 

The yeas and nays were refused. 

So the motion to recommit was re- 
jected. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the passage of the bill. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
on that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The question was taken; and there 


were—yeas 348, nays 70, not voting 14, 
as follows: 
[Roll No. 176] 
YEAS—348 
Abbitt Brinkley Cunningham 
Abernethy k Curtis 
Adair Brooks Daniels 
Adams Broomfield Davis, Ga. 
Addabbo Brotzman Davis, Wis. 
Albert Brown, Mich, Dawson 
Anderson, Il. Brown, Ohio de la Garza 
Anderson, Broyhill, N.C. Delaney 
Tenn, Broyhill, Va, Dellenback 
Andrews, Ala. Bu ey 
Ws, Burke, Fla. Dent 
N. Dak. Burleson Derwinski 
Arends Burton, Utah Devine 
Ashbrook Bush Dickinson 
Ashmore es, ell 
Aspinall Cabell Dole 
Ayres Cahill Dorn 
Baring Carey Dowdy 
Bates Carter Downing 
Battin Casey Dulski 
r Cederberg Duncan 
Chamberlain Dwyer 
Bennett cy Edmondson 
Berry Clark Edwards, Ala. 
Betts Clausen, Edwards, La. 
Bevill Don H. Eilberg 
Biester Clawson, Del Erlenborn 
Blackburn evi 
Blanton lier 
Colmer Evans, Colo. 
Bolton Conable erett 
Bow Corbett Evins, Tenn. 
Brademas Corman Fallon 
Brasco Cowger Fascell 
Bray Cramer Findley 
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Fino 

Fisher 

Flood 

Flynt 

Foley 

Ford, Gerald R. 
Fountain 
Frelinghuysen 
Fulton, Pa. 


Jones, Mo. 


Holland 
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Rogers, Fla. 


Reuss Ryan Udall 
Ronan St. Onge Vanik 
Rooney, N.Y. Tenzer Wilson, 
Rosenthal Thompson, N.J. Charles H. 
Roybal Tunney Yates 


NOT VOTING—14 


Burton, Calif. King, Calif. Rarick 
Hagan Kluczynski Scheuer 
Hays Mathias, Md. Whitener 
Hungate Miller, Calif. Wilson, Bob 
Passman 
So the bill was passed. 
The Clerk announced the following 
On this vote: 
Mr. Kluczynski for, with Mr. Scheuer 
against. 


Mr. Hagan for, with Mr. Burton of Califor- 
nia against. 

Until further notice: 

Mr. Whitener with Mr. Mathias of Mary- 
land. 
Mr. Miller of California with Mr. Bob 
Wilson, 

Mr. Rarick with Mr. King of California. 

Mr. Passman with Mr, Hays. 

Mr, Karth with Mr. Hungate. 


The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND 


Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that all Members have 5 
legislative days in which to extend their 
remarks on the bill H.R. 421, just passed, 
and to include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. AL- 
BERT). Is there objection to the request of 
the gentleman from Louisiana? 

There was no objection. 


CONGRESSMAN FEIGHAN URGES 
FULL USE OF $450,000,000 FOR WA- 
TER POLLUTION 


Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Speaker, I strongly 
urge members of the Appropriations 
Committee to reject the drastic reduc- 
tion in waste water treatment plant con- 
struction grants requested in the admin- 
istration’s fiscal year 1968 budget. The 
Bureau of the Budget has requested that 
the $450,000,000 authorized by the Clean 
Water Restoration Act of 1966 be re- 
duced to $200,000,000. The proponents of 
this reduction attribute it to our very 
costly involvement in Southeast Asia. 
Their position would be much more tena- 
ble if other seemingly less important 
programs were not going forward. For 
instance, the administration is still ask- 
ing for a substantial increase of $80 
million for fiscal year 1968 for the high- 
way beautification program. Unquestion- 
ably, the latter is a most worthwhile pro- 
gram. However, the crucial question is 
one of priority based upon importance to 
our Nation. Few problems confront our 
modern society that are as tremendous- 
ly critica) as water pollution. 
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Presently, the Ohio Legislature is con- 
sidering the issuance of bonds that would 
provide several hundred million dollars 
for construction of waste water treat- 
ment plants. The Ohio Legislature is 
counting on Federal aid to help them 
clean up the terrible pollution infecting 
the once clear Lake Erie as well as the 
many rivers flowing into it. Moreover, 
Ohio has submitted comprehensive water 
quality standards to the Federal Water 
Control Administration. Public sentiment 
toward the abatement of water pollution 
is high. Many industries in the Lake Erie 
Basin have submitted time schedules for 
the treatment of industrial effluents. 
With the combined concern and coordi- 
nated effort of the State, the municipal- 
ities, private industry, and the citizenry, 
Ohio is engaged in an all-out attempt to 
save its waterways. 

Cutting the authorization will have 
grave effects on the efforts of Ohio as 
well as the efforts of many other States. 
Under the Federal act, the Secretary is 
authorized to make grants for the con- 
struction of necessary treatment works 
to prevent the discharge of untreated or 
inadequately treated waste into any 
waters. The percentage of Federal con- 
tribution increases with the degree of 
State participation. When a State issues 
clean water bonds, it anticipates satisfy- 
ing the Federal requirements for each 
project and thus receiving the Federal 
grant. However, with the reduction in 
appropriations, the Federal Government 
will not have sufficient funds to meet its 
percentage contribution, as set forth in 
the act. Thus, the percentages of avail- 
able Federal money reflected by the 
Clean Water Restoration Act will be 
totally misleading, because sufficient 
money will not actually exist. Unless the 
$250,000,000 is restored, the States will 
be placed in the awkward position of 
issuing bonds in reliance on the Federal 
Government paying a certain percentage 
share, and then not having the money 
to erect all the planned facilities be- 
cause the Federal Government could not 
pay its share. Such action on the part of 
the Federal Government will clearly 
thwart the efforts of State and local offi- 
cials. 

Furthermore, as a result of inadequate 
funding, the applicant will have virtually 
no idea of how much money it will re- 
ceive from the Federal agency. The 
essential question, namely to what de- 
gree the Federal Government will fulfill 
its financial obligation, will stifle initia- 
tive and momentum. The applicant must 
have some idea of what it will receive 
as a Federal grant before it can afford 
to embark on an expensive program. De- 
lay will occur as the cost of building rises 
approximately 4 percent annually and 
the war against pollution slows down. 

The harmful effects of reducing the 
appropriations can be prevented only 
through a restoration of the appropria- 
tions to the original $450,000,000 figure. 
It is senseless to frustrate the progress 
made over the past few years and the 
plans for the future. The interest and 
the desire to fight pollution has finally 
been activated on all levels. This is the 
time to push forward with renewed vigor, 
not the time to slacken our efforts. Pollu- 
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tion must be stopped now, or the task will 
be insurmountable in the future. 

Therefore, I implore each of my col- 
leagues on the Appropriations Commit- 
tee to do his utmost to restore these 
funds. 


TRAINING OF ARAB NATION MILI- 
TARY PERSONNEL 


Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my re- 
marks, and to include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Speaker, Monday I 
came before the House to alert the Mem- 
bers to the fact that the United States is 
continuing to recklessly provide military 
training to pilots and ground personnel 
from nine Arab nations. 

I am shocked and appalled to discover 
that four of the Arab nations receiving 
U.S. military assistance have severed 
diplomatic relations with the United 
States. These nations have ordered our 
diplomats home and we give their mili- 
tary a home. 

I should add that my investigation was 
made difficult by an inability to get ac- 
curate answers from the Department of 
Defense. 

I am amazed by the Defense Depart- 
ment’s statement that the training of 
those in the program will not be sus- 
pended. 

The facts are easy to understand—the 
policy of the Department of Defense is 
not. Military assistance to the Arab na- 
tions involved must be halted im- 
mediately. They have allied themselves 
with the Soviet Union; they have made 
clear their antagonism to the United 
States. 

That we are continuing to provide 
military aid to these countries is a breach 
of security and it is so incredulous as to 
be almost ludicrous. 

Because of my deep concern regarding 
the phase of our military assistance pro- 
gram that provides aid to Arab nations, 
I have continued to investigate this mat- 
ter to gather specific information. 

Although disappointed by the diffi- 
culty I had in getting this information, 
which should be part of the public rec- 
ord, from the Department of Defense, I 
sought, and was eventually able to 
gather, details on the size of existing 
military training programs for Arab 
pilots and technical personnel. Ready 
access to correct information be avail- 
able to Members of Congress at all times. 

The Arab countries that are continu- 
ing to receive U.S. military assistance, 
the number of pilots and total number 
of ground personnel, and technicians, in- 
volved is as follows: Iraq, no pilots, eight 
men; Jordan, 24 pilots, 57 men; Lebanon, 
no pilots, six men; Libya, no pilots, 45 
men; Morocco, 10 pilots, 154 men; Saudi 
Arabia, seven pilots, 65 men; the Sudan, 
three pilots, 12 men; Syria, no pilots, one 
man; and Tunisia, no pilots, seven men. 
That is a total of 355 military men from 
nine Arab countries; 44 of the men are 
pilots receiving training identical to that 
received by American pilots. 
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What is most striking and depressing 
is that Iraq, Libya, and Sudan and Syria 
have broken off diplomatic relations with 
the United States. Does our Defense De- 
partment not realize what it means to 
break diplomatic relations? Are we in the 
habit of aiding our enemies to fight our 
allies? 

Also relevant here is that Lebanon has 
declared the U.S. Ambassador to that 
country persona non grata and asked 
him to leave Lebanon. 

I am stunned by a statement by a De- 
fense Department spokesman that there 
are no plans to discontinue the present 
programs. The only recognition by the 
Defense Department of this absurd sit- 
uation is a plan not to accept additional 
trainees from the countries that have 
broken diplomatic relations. This is an 
insufficient token gesture after the dam- 
age is done. And the Defense Department 
spokesman conspicuously avoided men- 
tioning future plans for the training of 
airmen from antagonistic countries that 
have not severed diplomatic ties. Train- 
ing programs involving men from these 
countries must also be halted and not 
renewed. 

The unhappy situation is all too clear. 
We are militarily aiding our adversaries, 
making available vital security informa- 
tion, and thus I have asked the House 
Armed Services Committee to investigate 
this phase of our military assistance pro- 
gram since it is a flagrant violation of 
our national security. 

The Arab nations involved have made 
clear in word and deed their hostility to 
the United States. That we are continu- 
ing to give that aid is most unfortunate 
and unwise. 


FACTS AND FIGURES REFUTE CRIT- 
ICS OF RECLAMATION 


Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my remarks 
at this point in the Recorp and include 
a report prepared by Congressman 
KIRWAN. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Speaker, the 
history of water resource development in 
the United States is punctuated by criti- 
cism and doubts expressed loudly and 
frequently—sometimes by powerful in- 
terests. 

The history of the success of our wa- 
ter resource development programs pro- 
vides its own answer to the critics and 
doubters. This story of success is a trib- 
ute to men like our colleague, the gentle- 
man from Ohio, the Honorable MICHAEL 
J. Kirwan, who believe in water develop- 
ment and have the courage to push de- 
velopment programs in the face of doubt 
and criticism. 

Congressman Kirwan, drawing on his 
experience of more than 20 years as a 
member of the Public Works Subcom- 
mittee of the House Appropriations Com- 
mittee—13 of those years as chairman— 
has prepared a report which outlines in 
detail the success of some of our great- 
est projects under the Federal reclama- 
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tion program. The facts and figures in 
this report leave little room for mean- 
ingful criticism. They remove all reason- 
able doubt as to the wisdom of Congress 
in making these investments, which are 
being repaid to the American people— 
and to the U.S. Treasury—manifold. 
Mr. Speaker, I would like to have 
Chairman Kirwan’s report appear in the 
Recor. It is a tribute to a great program, 
and it is a valuable historical document 
based upon the experience of a great 
conservationist and a great American. I 
therefore include it at this point: 
RECLAMATION—A GILT-EDGED NATIONAL 
INVESTMENT 


As a Congressman and as an individual, I 
am interested in any proven proposition 
which yields many dollars worth of national 
wealth for every dollar invested. That is why 
I, though representing an industrial district 
in Ohio, am a believer in and a supporter of 
the Federal Reclamation program. For new 
wealth creates new purchasing power and a 
market for goods and services that is felt 
clear across the country. It is on such produc- 
tivity that our economic stability and growth 
depend. 

In the first place, nearly every dollar spent 
for Reclamation irrigation, power and mu- 
nicipal water purposes is being repaid in cold 
hard cash-on-the-barrelhead. Of the total 
Reclamation investment of $8,173 million up 
to June 30, 1966, 89 percent is repayable, a 
good share of it with interest. No other Fed- 
eral investment in our natural resources that 
I know of can show such a return. Only the 
investment charged to purposes which by na- 
tional policy are non-reimbursable, is not 
repaid and that is a small portion of the total 
Reclamation picture. 

But this is only part of the story. In addi- 
tion to the repayment of construction costs, 
estimates indicate that cumulative Federal 
tax collections attributable to Reclamation 
projects in operation throughout the 17 West- 
ern States since 1940 total nearly $7 billion. 
This is nearly 1.6 times the total federal in- 
vestment in completed and operating proj- 
ects from which this added revenue comes. 
State and local governments have collected 
further great amounts. The ratio of benefits 
to expenditures, of course, will continue to 
grow because the expenditures on these proj- 
ects have been made but the wealth produc- 
tivity will continue to increase over the 
years. 

But again this is only part of the story. 
Wealth productivity which makes possible 
such increased tax payments is the real story. 
Probably nowhere is the increased wealth 
productivity of the Reclamation investment 
more clearly illustrated than in an economic 
study recently completed by Washington 
State University of the Columbia Basin 
project. 

This study compared major economic indi- 
cators per 10,000 acres of irrigated cropland 
on this project which received its first water 
in 1948 with an adjoining dry farm area. 
The study showed that the irrigated area 
had a population 17 times greater than the 
dryland area, the number of business estab- 
lishments also was 17 times greater and the 
number of workers exceeded the dryland area 
by a ratio of 22 to 1. 

Wages paid in the project area in 1963 
totaled $2,170,000 per 10,000 acres of crop- 
land as against $110,000 for the comparison 
area. The assessed property valuation of the 
irrigated area was $2.57 million per 10,000 
acres of cropland as against $400,000 for the 
comparison area, even though the property 
values in the irrigated area were below those 
in the comparison area before water reached 
the land. 

I say also that I am proud of the role I 
have played in the development of Reclama- 
tion. When the Reclamation Act was passed 
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back in 1902 and signed into law by a great 
Conservation President, Theodore Roosevelt, 
there was a flurry of authorizations which re- 
sulted in construction of such great projects 
as the Salt River in Arizona, the North 
Platte in Nebraska and Wyoming, the Boise 
and Minidoka in Idaho, the Yakima in 
Washington State, the Klamath in Oregon 
and California, the Newlands in Nevada, and 
others. 

But then Reclamation went into the 
doldrums during World War I and in the 
decade and a half thereafter with little more 
being accomplished than these few early 
projects, It took the vision and drive of an- 
other great Conservationist President, Frank- 
lin D. Roosevelt, to get Reclamation really 
underway again. By a stroke of the pen he 
authorized the start of Grand Coulee dam 
and that dam, today, is the keystone of the 
Columbia Basin project, the benefits of which 
I have recited briefly to you. The Central 
Valley project of California is another in- 
stance of his positive action which was paid 
off many, many times over for the invest- 
ment. 

Up until 1933, when FDR took over, only 
$286 million had been appropriated to 
Reclamation. Since then appropriations to- 
taling $5 billion have been made for con- 
struction purposes and I reiterate that these 
represent the best investment in the eco- 
nomic future of our whole nation that we 
could possibly have made. 

Most of that time I have been on the 
Appropriations Committee and I have a great 
sense of personal satisfaction in the accom- 
plishments of the Bureau. I have made it my 
business to keep in touch personally with 
the progress of Reclamation and I can tell 
you that it pays to invest in the conserva- 
tion and development of our resources. 

To go back to the Columbia Basin project, 
there were nearly 120,000 carloads of out- 
bound freight generated from this project 
between 1950 and 1962. During this same 
period, 59,989 carloads of incoming goods 
were shipped back into the project area from 
every geographic area of the nation, includ- 
ing many from my own state and district and 
those of most of you. They were paid for by 
the increased purchasing power generated 
by the wealth productivity of this new Rec- 
lamation project. 

Irrigation, of course, is only one of the 
multi-benefits of the national investment in 
Reclamation, Hydropower from Reclamation 
dams has been a prime factor in the indus- 
trial development of the West, thereby creat- 
ing new markets, new areas of expansion in 
our national economy. In a single recent year, 
the Bureau of Reclamation marketed nearly 
38 billion kilowatt hours of electricity under 
449 contracts with public and private utili- 
ties and government agencies of all kinds. 
This power brought in $115 million dollars of 
revenue in a single year and I remind you 
again that that revenue goes into the Federal 
Treasury to help repay the investment we, 
the Congress, have made over the years. About 
60 percent of the revenue needed to pay 
Reclamation’s ultimate investment of $8 
billion will come from these power revenues. 

I was particularly pleased to note the role 
the Bureau of Reclamation played this year 
in working out a nation-wide East-West 
Intertie of power systems through the Mis- 
souri River Basin transmission grid. In addi- 
tion, the Department of the Interior program 
includes both the Bureau of Reclamation and 
the Bonneville Power Administration for in- 
terconnection of power systems of the Pacific 
Northwest and Southwest. 

Such interties are the pattern of the fu- 
ture if we are to fully utilize the tremendous 
generating capacity possessed by the utilities 
and the government in such a way that 
power costs are kept to an absolute minimum. 
They will be helpful too in avoiding the kind 
of blackouts which have paralyzed some sec- 
tions of our country in power failures. 
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The Bureau of Reclamation now possesses 
7 million kilowatts of hydroelectric generat- 
ing capacity and markets power from an 
additional two million kilowatts of capacity. 
This is a small but vital part of our total 
national capacity. I am proud of the fact 
that the Congress through the subcommit- 
tee which I lead is providing the funds which 
will lift the Grand Coulee dam hydropower 
plant to 5.6 million kilowatts of capacity as 
presently authorized by the Congress and 
possibly even to 9.2 million kilowatts ulti- 
mate capacity. Either figure will make Grand 
Coulee again the greatest hydropower pro- 
ducer in the world. 

The leaders of Russia and the Communist 
world have said that a plentiful supply of 
low-cost energy is essential to their plans for 
world dominion. The free world and partic- 
ularly the United States is far ahead of them 
in this respect and I intend to continue to 
do what I can to help us stay ahead. And one 
way is to continue to utilize our publicly 
owned hydroelectric power resources to the 
highest degree possible consistent with other 
public needs and the public interest. And 
the Bureau of Reclamation is doing just that. 

I have talked about the Bureau of Rec- 
lamation and its relationship to the West but 
its activities are much more far reaching 
than that. The great Bureau of Reclamation 
Engineering and Research Center at Denver, 
Colorado, is a center of world hydrological 
and engineering knowledge and related tech- 
nical skills and sciences. And I want to inter- 
ject congratulations here to Commissioner 
Dominy on the new headquarters building 
in Denver. He confounded all the experts 
and justified our faith in him by completing 
a new 14 story building with a squarefoot 
cost of $18.66, far below ordinary government 
or private building costs. We have sent other 
agencies who need new buildings out to 
Denver to find out how Reclamation did it. 

Right now from the Denver research cen- 
ter Reclamation is directing a far reaching 
program of practical research in weather 
modification which gives promise of easing 
and possible elimination of the periodic 
drouth cycles which plague our land and 
other areas of the world. 

A lot of people indulge in a great deal of 
talk about the weather but here is one 
government agency which is really doing 
something about it. What a blessing it will 
be to the world if we can learn to milk the 
atmosphere of more of the moisture which 
is constantly passing overhead, As Secretary 
of the Interior Udall has said, this effort gives 
promise of adding a new dimension to our 
water development efforts and I am proud 
that our appropriations committee played 
the initial role in supplying the first appro- 
priation for this research effort back in 
1962. 

The Bureau of Reclamation is making a 
major social contribution in another im- 
portant field of critical im in this 
time of troubled human relationships. The 
added leisure time of our mechanized and 
computerized society has greatly increased 
the number of visitors to recreational facil- 
ities throughout the United States and Rec- 
lamation reservoirs are proving most popular 
havens for campers, swimmers, boaters, fish- 
ermen and just plain tourists, Last year, a 
new record of 44.9 million visitor days of use 
Was reported at public recreation areas on 
Federal Reclamation projects. Some of these 
had greater use than some of our national 
parks. I am glad to report too, that the Bu- 
reau of Reclamation has not set up any 
costly competing recreation organization to 
administer these facilities but is relying on 
the National Park Service, the Forest Service 
and recreation departments of state and local 
agencies to do the Job. 

Finally, let me say that I am convinced 
that nowhere in government is the taxpayer 
getting a bigger return for his dollar than in 
the administration of the Bureau of Recla- 
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mation. This organization is maintaining a 
program which approaches the largest it has 
ever undertaken and is accomplishing the 
job with less than two-thirds of its 
personnel, Total personnel is now only 11,267 
compared with a peak of 19,261 some years 
ago. Tight management has achieved re- 
markable results in insuring careful and 
economical expenditure of the dollars we ap- 
propriate to it. 

Thus, to recapitulate, I find that Reclama- 
tion is a gilt-edged investment in our future 
because: 

1. It is undertaking work which is utterly 
and completely essential in the continuing 
conservation of a water supply and putting 
such supplies to an essential and viable use 
for an expanding population and economy. 

2. It is accomplishing this work with a 
minimum drain on the taxpayer because of 
tight management and because approxi- 
mately 90 percent of its investment is repaid 
by the direct beneficiaries, the farmers, the 
municipalities and the power users. 

8. It has created vast new wealth by crop 
harvests which now gross $1.5 billion per 
year at a time when our crop surpluses have 
virtually disappeared and we are increasingly 
concerned with future food shortages. 

4. The secondary impact of its expendi- 
tures is enjoyed nationwide by industry and 
labor and create new sources of tax revenue. 

5. It has installed 6.7 million kilowatts of 
hydroelectric generating capacity in multi- 
purpose dams and maintains 14,497 miles of 
transmission lines to market this power in an 
integrated operation with public and private 
utilities at an annual return to the Treasury 
of $115.5 million. 

6. It has provided 219 public recreation 
areas with 1.6 million acres of water surface 
and 10,955 miles of shoreline available for 
recreational purposes, The Bureau of Recla- 
mation has cooperated with appropriate Fed- 
eral, state and local agencies in stocking the 
lakes with fish and managing them for 
maximum public benefit. 

Under these circumstances, I do not see 
how anyone can fairly challenge the value 
and critical importance of Reclamation in 
our national life. 


NEW CHICKEN WAR? 


Mr, HALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to extend my remarks at 
this point in the Recorp and include ex- 
traneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Missouri? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to clarify the atmosphere which exists 
here in the Chamber at this moment 
by first addressing myself to the “New 
Chicken War?” 

Mr. Speaker, the ink was hardly dry on 
the Kennedy round agreement, when the 
European Economic Community pro- 
posed a new and additional levy on both 
chicken and turkey parts amounting to 
about 6 cents per pound. If such new 
levies are allowed to become effective the 
result will be an increase of 300 percent 
since the Trade Expansion Act of 1962. 
This would seriously depress and further 
restrict U.S. shipments to these markets. 
In an effort to determine the responsi- 
bility of the administration to this latest 
action I initiated an inquiry with Secre- 
tary of Agriculture Orville L. Freeman, I 
insert at this point in the Recorp the 
reply I received from the Secretary and 
also a reply I received from the Depart- 
ment of State and a copy of my letter to 
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Mr. Joe Morrow, of Carthage, Mo., con- 
cerning this latest trade dilemma. 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, June 23, 1967. 
Hon. Durwarp G. HALL, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C, 

Dear CONGRESSMAN HALL: The Secretary 
has asked to reply to your letter of June 14, 
1967 regarding the recent action by the 
European Economic Community applying 
supplementary import levies to poultry parts. 

This Department shares your concern that 
this action by the EEC Commission could ad- 
versely affect our poultry exports to the Com- 
munity. The decision to apply supplemen- 
tary levies under the regulations establish- 
ing the common agricultural policy for poul- 
try is apparently in response to a serious 
oversupply of poultry on the EEC market in 
recent months, We have, in the past, com- 
municated our dissatisfaction with the pro- 
visions of the EEO’s common agricultural 
policy on poultry in the strongest terms. In 
1963, in retaliation for the impairment of 
our rights on poultry products obtained 
under previous tariff negotiations, the United 
States withdrew certain tariff concessions we 
had given to the EEC, The value of our with- 
drawals was judged to be substantially 
equivalent to the value of U.S. exports pre- 
viously entered into the Community under 
paragraph 02.02 of the Common Customs 
Tariff of the EEC, which includes poultry 
parts as well as whole birds. 

When we learned that the Commission was 
contemplating the extension of the supple- 
mentary levy to poultry parts, we promptly 
informed the Commission of our opposition 
to this measure. Since the United States has 
already taken retaliatory action for the loss 
of trade benefits under the common agricul- 
tural policy on poultry, including parts, we 
have no further legal redress under the 
terms of the General Agreement on Tariffs 
and Trade. 

I am sorry that I cannot furnish you a 
more encouraging reply. You may be assured 
that we will continue to take every appro- 
priate opportunity to urge the Community 
to open its markets on a competitive basis 
for our poultry and other agricultural ex- 

rts 


Sincerely yours, 
WILLIAM B. MACOMBER, Jr., 
Assistant Secretary for Congressional 
Relations, 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D.C., June 19, 1967. 
Hon, Durwarp G. HALL, 
House of Representatives. 

Dran Mr. Harty: This is in reply to your 
letter with reference to the application by 
the EEC of supplementary levies to poultry 
part imports. 

Effective June 5, a supplementary levy of 
5.67 cents per pound is to be applied by the 
EEC on whole legs and thighs and on chicken 
drumsticks imported from third countries. 
The supplementary levy on backs and necks 
has been increased from 5.67 cents to 6.80 
cents per pound, Supplementary levies are 
not applied to whole turkeys, turkey and 
chicken breasts, turkey drumsticks and poul- 
try wings. The latter are major items in the 
U.S. poultry meat export to EEC. 

The EEC Common Agricultural Policy for 
poultry, established in 1962, provided for the 
application of variable and supplementary 
levies to poultry imports from third coun- 
tries. Until the recent EEC action, the only 
U.S. poultry parts to which a supplementary 
levy has been applied are backs and necks. 

From the inception of the variable levy- 
supplementary levy system, the U.S. opposi- 
tion to the application of such a system to 
third countries has been made known to 
the highest EEC levels. 

Shortly after variable levies were applied 
to U.S. poultry imports, the United States 
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presented the problem to the General Agree- 
ment on Tariffs and Trade, As a result of 
that review, the damage to U.S. poultry trade 
was recognized by the GATT and the United 
States retaliated by raising duties on EEC 
exports to the United States. 

More recently, during the Kennedy Round 
talks, the United States Government pressed 
hard for substantial reductions and bindings 
in the protective level afforded to poultry by 
the EEC. Unfortunately, the EEC was not 
prepared to make meaningful reductions in 
most of the items. 

We will continue our efforts to maintain 
as favorable conditions as possible for ex- 
panding the U.S. exports of poultry products. 

We appreciate your interest in the export 
market. 

Sincerely yours, 
ORVILLE FREEMAN. 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., June 21, 1967. 
Mr. JoE Morrow, 
Morrow Milling Co., 
Carthage, Mo. 

Dear Joe: All I can say is we have an 
answer, but it is an excuse—not a reason! 

The basic trouble is that in 62 we passed 
the Reciprocal Trade and Tariff Treaty by 
urging by our State Department and Presi- 
dent Kennedy. We have had trouble similar 
to these in all areas since. Note Secretary 
Freeman’s own admission of our lack of abil- 
ity to cope with EEC, even through the GATT 
conferences. It is certainly unfortunate that 
EEC was not prepared to make reductions 
in their artificial bar against our export mar- 
ket. The fact is it is stupid that we ever got 
in this position. I am proud to say I was one 
of 61 who voted against the Reciprocal Trade 
Treaties of 62 and sounded an alarm at that 
time, but well appreciate this gives no relief 
to you and your vital industry. 

Personal good wishes. 

Sincerely, 
Durwarp G. HALL, 
Member of Congress. 


THE WRONG “LINEUP” MAY BE 
CULPABLE 


Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to address the House for 
1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Missouri? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, the recent 
heavy loss of aircraft sustained in the 
Vietcong sneak attack on Da Nang Air 
Base again suggests that the Department 
of Defense has learned very little—and 
applies less—from past experience. In 
the first days of World War II, American 
planes parked in parade array, and 
wingtip to wingtip on Clark Field in the 
Philippines were easily destroyed by a 
few Japanese bombers and strafing runs 
over the airfield. Regularly and routinely 
since these experiences many of us have 
advocated staggering, dispersal, and pro- 
tection at least in alert area. 

Currently, previous attacks at Da Nang 
have made it clear that dispersal of air- 
craft and the use of parking revetments 
are absolutely essential to prevent wide- 
spread damage in the case of brief but 
intense rocket or mortar attacks by 
guerrillas or infiltrators. 

Assuming we are incapable of a proper 
guard mount for a variety of reasons, it 
is obvious that if our planes had been 
properly dispersed and protected by re- 
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vetments the effects of last week’s attack 
in South Vietnam would have been sub- 
stantially reduced. At it was however, six 
to eight Air Force Phantom F-4’s, three 
Air Force Hercules C-130 transports, two 
Marine F-8 Crusaders, and at least a 
dozen helicopters were destroyed, repre- 
senting a loss of more than $40 million, 
plus the immeasurable cost in human life, 
according to one report and obviously 
from all TV clips, the C-130 transports 
were lined up in a row and exploded and 
burned en masse. 

This policy of poor dispersal ap- 
parently applies to naval vessels also. On 
July 12, Congressman Gross pointed out 
that six aircraft carriers were docked 
closely together at Long Beach, Calif. It 
may be stated that no one could seri- 
ously expect an attack at Long Beach, 
Calif., but neither did anyone in author- 
ity seriously expect an attack at Pearl 
Harbor on December 7, 1941. Good mili- 
tary discipline requires instilling the 
habit of proper dispersal at all times. 

This weekend on a civilian cruise on 
the Elizabeth River near the Ports- 
mouth, Va., U.S. Navy Yard all could see 
the CVA Shangri-La, Independence, 
and the “command ship afloat” North- 
ampton, plus two technical research 
ships, three atomic nuclear-powered sub- 
marines, plus numerous regular line 
ships, destroyers being “FRAM’ed,” and 
many others. All were alined and vul- 
nerable. 

In the type of warfare being conducted 
in Vietnam, where harassing fire is al- 
ways a possibility to say nothing of world 
delivery capability, dispersal is absolutely 
essential if we are to safeguard equip- 
ment and men. An investigation should 
be conducted to determine why it was 
lacking at Da Nang last week. Good 
practice should begin at home and at top 
level. 


OFFICE OF ECONOMIC OPPORTU- 
NITY: A TIGHT SHIP 


Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent to address the House for 
1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I desire to 
say a few words about what I regard to 
be one of the best run and indeed one of 
the best programs which have been 
launched in recent years. 

In particular, I want to commend a 
much maligned public servant—the 
Honorable Sargent Shriver, This distin- 
guished American has been often sub- 
jected to unfair criticism and abuse. Al- 
though Mr. Shriver has not complained, 
I think the record demonstrates that 
those of us who value the war on poverty 
program owe him a great debt of grati- 
tude. 

Mr. Shriver knows that any program 
that assaults the status quo is bound to 
create controversy and ill will. At the 
same time he also has experienced the 
deep satisfaction that comes from help- 
ing those who need help most. This kind 
of satisfaction far outweighs the slings 
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and arrows fired in his direction by those 
opposed to any legitimate role that gov- 
ernment may play in social and economic 
welfare. 

It is important, I think, to set the rec- 
ord straight on the manner in which the 
Office of Economic Opportunity has con- 
ducted this program. We have heard 
some outrageous charges on this score. 
The main thrust of the so-called Oppor- 
tunity Crusade is directed at eliminating 
this office completely. 

Now, Mr. Shriver works for a most de- 
manding boss. President Johnson is fa- 
mous for abhorring waste, sloppy man- 
agement, and inept planning. 

Those of us who know President John- 
son know also that if even one-tenth of 
the charges leveled against the Office of 
Economic Opportunity were true, Mr. 
Shriver would no longer be in charge. 

The fact is that Mr. Shriver runs a 
tight ship. Yet, Mr. Shriver would be the 
first to admit that his office has made 
some mistakes. How could it be otherwise 
in a new program dealing with some of 
the most complex problems in our con- 
temporary life? How could it be other- 
wise in a program that is frankly experi- 
mental—that is investigating areas long 
neglected and trying programs designed 
to revolutionize the concept of self-help? 

The record will show that despite the 
difficulties of launching a new and com- 
plex program involving a reshaping of 
Federal, State, and local relationships— 
and involving more than 8,000 separate 
grant actions—the Office of Economic 
Opportunity has performed efficiently 
and performed well. 

Mr. Shriver and his colleagues can 
point with pride to the following facts: 

GAO has not made one adverse report 
on OEO programs in 2% years. In fact, 
OEO self-policing has resulted in more 
than 500 audits of his own programs last 
year, questioning approximately $8 mil- 
lion of its own community action grants. 

More than 2,400 program evaluations 
and inspections were performed by OEO 
last year to insure against conflict of 
interest, nepotism, and other improper 
activities. 

OEO insists that all grantees have a 
CPA-approved accounting system and 
submit regular audits by a local CPA 
or by the State. 

By using letters of credit to fund 
grants, OEO has saved $6.8 million in 
interest payments. 

To insure sound business manage- 
ment, 40 of the Nation’s top business 
executives are working with Sargent 
Shriver to provide advice and counsel on 
maintaining a high degree of program 
efficiency. 

These sound business techniques are 
evident. For example, Congress has im- 
posed a top limit of $7,500 per Job Corps 
trainee per year. Yet, the Job Corps 
actually operates cheaper than the ceil- 
ing: This year the Corps will graduate 
some 100,000 graduates and spend less 
than $3,500 per trainee. 

It is obvious, I think, that the myth 
of OEO inefficiency is just as untrue as 
the myth that the American people can- 
not afford the war on poverty. 

The truth is that if we were to close 
down OEO, fire every one of its em- 
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ployees, and abolish the entire program, 
the taxpayer would get back one and a 
half cents on his tax dollar. And the 
truth is also that the Office of Economic 
Opportunity has been prudent, thought- 
ful, and wise in the ways it has spent its 
money. 

The record shows that those who at- 
tack the war on poverty will have to find 
a route other than fiscal irresponsibility. 
In fact, those who use this argument to 
attack the program, would be far more 
honest to simply say they are against 
any Federal programs designed to aid the 
poor. 

Mr. Shriver and his colleagues have 
merited the trust of the President and 
the Congress, and have earned the 
gratitude of tens of thousands of Ameri- 
cans who are benefiting from this 
program. 

OEO administers a program vital to 
the Nation’s welfare. It has proved to be 
worthy of this heavy responsibility. 


PRESIDENT JOHNSON'S WAR ON 
POVERTY AND THE CYNICAL RE- 
PUBLICAN ATTEMPT TO WRECK 
IT 


Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. Mr. Speak- 
er, the Republican strategy regarding 
the war on poverty is all too obvious: 
They are determined to wreck a vital 
program that has already brought 2 mil- 
lion Americans over the poverty line. 
But they are masking their intentions 
behind a facade called the Opportunity 
Crusade. This slogan has a healthy pub- 
lic relations ring to it, but the inescap- 
able fact is that it is nothing less than a 
crusade to butcher the war on poverty. 

What is the heart of this scheme? The 
Republicans proposed to dismantle the 
Office of Economic Opportunity—remov- 
ing all of its programs and relocating 
them throughout other agencies in the 
Federal establishment. And as Sargent 
Shriver observed last week, tHis plan 
would effectively bury the entire poverty 
effort forever. 

The Republicans do not tell us that 
they are determined to destroy the war 
on poverty. Even they recognize that 
such an admission would destroy their 
political ambitions in 1968. 

Instead, they are hiding their knives 
and cleavers behind the idealistic slogan, 
“Opportunity Crusade.” Who thought up 
this. great “crusade” for human prog- 
ress? None other than the famed “cru- 
saders” who were against aid to educa- 
tion. Yes, these are the same distin- 
guished humanitarians who recently 
sought to scuttle the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act. Of course, 
they were soundly defeated. And they 
will be soundly defeated again. 

The Republicans call their so-called 
Opportunity Crusade a drastic revision 
and redirection of the war on poverty. I 
call it the execution of a great humani- 
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tarian program. And I can tell my Re- 
publican colleagues that the 90th Con- 
gress will not let them sell out our Na- 
tion’s commitment to real opportunity 
for tens of thousands of Americans who, 
for the first time in their lives, have rea- 
son to be hopeful about the future. 

We must ask: What motivates our Re- 
publican colleagues? And the answer is 
that they think the poor have no voice, 
have no power to protect their rights and 
interests. 

The Republicans have never been so 
wrong. The poor have the most powerful 
voice of all on their side—the voice of the 
President of the United States. And they 
have the solid support of the Democrats 
in Congress. 

We Democrats stand proudly on the 
record of the Johnson administration 
and the Democratic-controlled Congress. 
When President Johnson assumed office 
just 3½ years ago, efforts in the poverty 
program were sporadic and unorganized. 
Since that time, the Johnson adminis- 
tration’s efforts in the war against pov- 
erty have steadily mounted. This year 
alone we are spending more than $25 bil- 
lion on jobs, health, education, housing, 
and other urgent programs for the poor. 

This money represents America’s in- 
vestment in its most precious natural re- 
source: Our human resource. 

The record will show that the war on 
poverty has achieved notable advances. 

Almost a million young men and wom- 
en in Neighborhood Youth Corps across 
the country are earning a living and 
helping their families. 

Four million older Americans have re- 
ceived hospital care under the social se- 
curity amendments—in 1 year alone. 

Over 1.5 million preschool children 
have already benefited from Project 
Headstart. 

Four million slumdwellers have ob- 
tained needed assistance from neighbor- 
hood centers. 

Sixty thousand young men and women 
have received basic educational and vo- 
cational training in Job Corps centers. 

More than 200,000 talented, but poor 
students will attend college this fall un- 
der educational opportunity grants pro- 
vided by the Johnson administration. 

During its first 2 years, the war on pov- 
erty has helped more than 9 million 
lee aaa And this is just the begin- 

g. 

Yes; there have been mistakes. This is 
a new program dealing with very com- 
plex problems. But the tangible progress 
flowing from this program far outweighs 
mistakes and failures, 

The Republicans will be focusing on 
mistakes—both real and imagined. This 
is to be expected, not only because they 
are compulsive negative thinkers, but 
also because they are more concerned 
with protecting a cherished—but out- 
moded—political ideology, than they are 
with protecting human beings against 
indifference and neglect. 

The Republican philosophy in 1967 
still adheres to a conviction born nearly 
100 years. ago, when America began to 
develop its industrial complex under a 
doctrine of laissez faire. The government 
that governs best, governs least, was the 
order of that day—and for most Repub- 
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licans that day is still here. And they are 
determined to cram the needs of the 
country into the tight straightjacket of 
their dusty ideological convictions. 

How many informed and concerned 
Americans still believe the notion widely 
held in the early days of our industrial 
revolution that the poor and unemployed 
reached their unhappy state only be- 
cause they were lazy and shiftless? 

Many of our Republican colleagues 
still share this view. 

How many thoughtful and progressive 
Americans still believe that if a man 
wants to find work, he will find it, and 
that only immoral freeloaders remain 
jobless? 

There is reason to believe that many 
Republicans still share this regrettable 
fantasy. 

In the days and weeks ahead, we will 
be discussing the significant accomplish- 
ments of the war on poverty program. 
We will be documenting its successful 
impact in hundreds of communities 
across the country. And we shall demon- 
strate—beyond any reasonable doubt— 
that the war on poverty deserves strong 
congressional support. 

I want to assure my Republican col- 
leagues that their cynical ploy called the 
Opportunity Crusade does not conceal 
their real intention to wreck the war on 
poverty. The Congress and the American 
people will not be duped into believing 
otherwise. We know their crusade for 
what it is—and we are not buying any. 

The final word on this matter belongs 
to a man most of our Republican col- 
leagues will long remember. He said: 

We have always known that heedless self- 
interest was bad morals; we know now that 
it is bad economies. 


Franklin Roosevelt was right. But Re- 
publicans never have learned this lesson, 
although Lyndon Johnson has tried hard 
to teach it to them. And it is the Presi- 
dent’s efforts that is making us the great 
nation we are today. 


THE TRAGEDY AND THE FRUSTRA- 
TION OF VIETNAM AS CON- 
TRASTED TO THE POSITIVE 
DEVELOPMENTS WHICH ARE 
TAKING PLACE THERE 


Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my remarks 
at this point in the Record and include 
extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Speaker, human 
nature being what it is, we read and we 
hear much more about the tragedy and 
the frustration of Vietnam than we do 
about the positive developments which 
are taking place there. Furthermore, a 
mood of cynicism often colors reporting 
and discussion of our.own and our allies’ 
efforts in Vietnam. 

Healthy skepticism and realism are 
critical elements of any discussion, but 
they should not so dominate our attitudes 
that it becomes impossible—or unfash- 
ionable—to recognize and acknowledge 
success. 

_I submit that a fear of optimism has 
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impaired our recognition that events in 
Vietnam have begun to move perceptibly 
in our direction. This positive movement 
is apparent in all aspects of our effort. 
It is important that the Members of the 
Congress and the American people be 
aware of these achievements. Too often 
we hear that our enormous sacrifices 
have been to no avail. I will submit evi- 
dence which refutes this suggestion— 
evidence which American mothers and 
fathers and taxpayers should bear in 
mind when their sacrifices are called in 
question. 

We are in Vietnam, among other rea- 
sons, to assure the South Vietnamese 
people of their right to freely choose their 
own future. This involves, first, defense 
of South Vietnam against aggression and 
terror, and secondly—and simultaneous- 
ly, the building of a nation. 

General Westmoreland told the Presi- 
dent and the American people last week 
that the Vietcong and the North Viet- 
namese have not won a significant vic- 
tory in a year. They have been unable to 
launch any of the major offensives which 
they had planned. The enemy forces are 
suffering ever-increasing losses through 
desertions and casualties. Replacements 
for these losses are less and less to be 
found among the population of the south. 
Of necessity they now come largely from 
the north—a refutation of the concept 
that the struggle is an internal insur- 
gency, as well as clear evidence of the 
external nature of this aggression. 

The enemy’s weapons and supply 
losses, both in South Vietnam and as a 
result of air interdiction, are steadily 
mounting. Thus, the price of their ag- 
gression—both to themselves and to their 
Communist allies—is mounting. 

Behind the protection offered by this 
military progress, there have occurred 
tremendously significant developments in 
the political, social and economic fields. 
As the enemy begins to slide downhill 
militarily, the South Vietnamese people 
are making solid strides in the develop- 
ment of institutions, which will assure 
their rights and means of political ex- 
pression and their material well-being. 

In the free elections of last September, 
80 percent of the eligible voters partici- 
pated in the selection of a constituent as- 
sembly. From the labor of this assembly, 
whose membership was widely represent- 
ative of the people, came a new consti- 
tution—a solidly democratic document 
which established a framework for the 
future political development of South 
Vietnam. 

This constitution was not dictated by 
any narrow interest group. It was the 
product of a free and frank debate by 
intelligent and dedicated men. Despite 
some honest differences among Vietnam- 
ese leaders over various provisions, it was 
duly promulgated and is most deserving 
of our forthright respect and protection. 

A political campaign is now in prog- 
ress under the terms of the new consti- 
tution and its accompanying electoral 
laws. There is widespread interest in this 
campaign. It has fully engaged the in- 
terest and the talent of able figures from 
all sectors of the Vietnamese society. 

There are more than 17 candidates for 
President, and over 600 aspirants for the 
60 senate seats. This clearly demon- 
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strates that the Vietnamese people, given 
the opportunity—even with an accom- 
panying danger from Communist ter- 
rorists—are not apathetic about de- 
mocracy. They are seizing the chance— 
which we can be proud of having pro- 
vided—to cast their lot with the future. 

That future, thanks to our joint efforts, 
promises to the Vietnamese people the 
means of dealing with their age-old 
enemies of poverty, ignorance, and dis- 
ease. 

Runaway inflation has been brought 
under control, and the cost of the neces- 
sities of life remains fairly stable. Most 
significantly, the real income of the ma- 
jority of the people—the farmers and 
laborers—is up. In their own humble lives 
they have come to realize—just as the 
intellectuals and political leaders have 
done—that they have a stake in the fu- 
ture. 

This, then, is what we have gained 
thus far with American lives and Ameri- 
can treasure. Nothing can ever replace 
the American sons who have died in Viet- 
nam. Those who grieve them, however, 
can take some comfort, and considerable 
pride, from the knowledge that those 
lives have already brought a considerable 
return. 

Consider the same question from the 
enemy’s point of view. His objectives have 
been to terrorize the people and to dis- 
rupt communications and development. 
In every category of operations, the 
Vietcong and the North Vietnamese 
have failed on any significant accom- 
plishment. 

As General Westmoreland described 
the Communist situation last week: 

Their national effort has been enormous, 
almost to the capacity of the country. It 
must be a bit discouraging when they realize 
they have nothing to show for it. 


On the other hand, with a much 
smaller—but no less painful—commit- 
ment of our own resources, we have, as I 
have indicated, a great deal to show for 
our efforts. 

If it appears slow, we must not lose 
heart. Our dedication to freedom must 
surely be stronger than theirs to destruc- 
tion and terror. We have laid a strong 
foundation—it is now visible. We must 
continue and complete the building. 


THE LATE HONORABLE JOHN 
McNAUGHTON, NEWLY DESIG- 
NATED SECRETARY OF THE DE- 
PARTMENT OF THE NAVY 


Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, all of 
us in this House have been deeply 
shocked to learn of the tragic death 
earlier this afternoon of the newly desig- 
nated. Secretary of the Navy, Hon, 
John T. McNaughton, his wife, and his 
younger son, in a midair collision over 
North Carolina, 

Mr. McNaughton, who had served for 
over 6 years in the Pentagon, has been 
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an outstanding Defense Department 
Official, a great member of the McNa- 
mara team of young men whose energy 
and ability have contributed so much to 
our defense effort. At the time of his 
death Mr. McNaughton was winding up 
distinguished service as Assistant Sec- 
retary of Defense for International Se- 
curity Affairs, and had just been con- 
firmed by the Senate to be the new 
Secretary of the Navy, replacing Sec- 
retary Nitze on August 1. 

He would have been a great Secretary 
of the Navy, having served in the Navy 
during World War II, and having been, 
before coming to the Pentagon, an out- 
standing member of the faculty of the 
Harvard Law School. 

John McNaughton was a warm and 
friendly person. He had a clear and bril- 
liant mind. I do not know anyone in the 
Pentagon who could give a clearer, more 
understandable picture of some complex 
problems our country faces today around 
the world than John McNaughton. The 
Navy, the Pentagon, and the people of 
this country will miss his keen mind. And 
all of us who had the privilege of know- 
ing John personally will miss a warm 
and sympathetic friend. 

Mr. Speaker, our hearts and our sym- 
pathy go out especially to Secretary and 
Mrs. McNaughton’s 18-year-old son, 
now traveling all alone in Europe. 

Mr. Speaker, the tragic death of Secre- 
tary McNaughton, his family, and 75 
others in a midair collision between a 
scheduled jet airliner and a small pri- 
vate plane should surely convince us that 
we cannot wait any longer to take these 
small, general aviation planes away from 
our commercial airports. The FAA has 
warned us for years of the dangers of 
midair collisions in today’s crowded 
airways. The Air Line Pilots Association 
has long warned us of the threat these 
small planes pose to our huge jet air- 
liners. Now, surely, in the wake of this 
tragedy it is time for us to take the small 
planes away from National Airport here 
in W. n, and away from La 
Guardia in New York and other busy air- 
ports, and put an end to this increasing 
intolerable risk of midair collisions in 
this jet age. 

Surely this is the least that a grateful 
government can do to honor the memory 
of Secretary John T. McNaughton. 

Mr. MOORHEAD. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STRATTON. I am glad to yield to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. MOORHEAD. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to associate myself with the remarks 
of the distinguished gentleman from New 
York [Mr. STRATTON] with respect to the 
regrettable incident of the midair colli- 
sion to which the gentleman from New 
York has referred, but more particularly 
with the remarks which the gentleman 
has made about my good friend and de- 
parted friend, John McNaughton. 

Mr. Speaker, John McNaughton and I 
attended law school together, and since 
he came to Washington, he and I, as well 
as his wife and my wife, were very close 
in our associations. 

Mr. Speaker, John McNaughton was a 
good friend. I had known him as a man 
with a keen and incisive mind. He had 
the ability to look into the heart of a 
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problem and to come up with an answer 
thereto. 

Mr. Speaker, I feel that his loss of life 
represents a great loss to the Nation. I 
join with the gentleman from New York 
and others of the House of Representa- 
tives in extending our deepest sympathy 
to the survivors of the family. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. STRATTON. I yield to the distin- 
guished gentleman from Missouri. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to associate myself with the remarks that 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
STRATTON] has made with reference to 
this tragedy and, certainly, with refer- 
ence to the loss of Mr. McNaughton in 
the service of his country. 

Mr. Speaker, Mr. McNaughton only be- 
came Secretary of the Department of the 
Navy this week, and as the gentleman 
from New York well knows, he appeared 
before our Committee on Armed Services 
and did a good job before our committee. 

At this time I certainly want to join 
the gentleman in grieving for all others 
who were lost in this tragic air crash. 
Certainly that part about adequate con- 
trol of commercial aircraft vis-a-vis the 
private aircraft at our airfields. It hap- 
pens that the small twin Cessna which 
was overrun, or which did collide in mid- 
air on takeoff of the jet 727 was from my 
hometown. It was leased from LanseAir 
Inc. of Springfield, Mo., which paradox- 
ically enough and sadly enough is an 
aviation insurance firm. They were trav- 
eling, of course, in this plane on business. 

We regret the loss of all parties in 
both planes flying in our now-busy air 
space. 

I thank the gentleman for taking this 
time to bring this to the floor of the 
House. 

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STRATTON. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, I take this time to join with 
the gentleman in the well on his excel- 
lent statement on what occurred in the 
loss of Secretary of the Navy McNaugh- 
ton and his family and likewise to voice 
my concern in the loss of the other 
people. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe the gentleman 
has made a good point, that now is the 
time to study the equipment we have 
in these airport towers in our major air- 
ports, as well as those in the smaller 
towns. 

We in Pennsylvania lost a very fine 
man and his wife, Attorney General 
Alessandroni, the reason being that there 
was not adequate tower control, and 
there was not adequate radar equip- 
ment, and in these smaller airports there 
are not adequate runways, there are not 
adequate runway lights, and fog lights, 
and there are not adequate signals, nor 
are they quick enough on the trigger, 
and unless we can come up with a faster 
system this perhaps may be the first of a 
series of tragic accidents. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I again compliment 
the gentleman on his statement. The 
gentleman really is to be commended. 
Certainly air traffic safety is needed now. 
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Mr. MORTON. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. STRATTON. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Maryland. 

Mr. MORTON. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to associate myself with the remarks 
of the gentleman in the well on the sub- 
ject of this tragedy to the McNaughton 
family. I know that Secretary McNaugh- 
ton was a great man, and his death will 
be a national loss. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe this is the time 
that we might well consider further de- 
bate on the operations of the larger 
scheduled airliners and general aviation 
planes. 

For a long time we have been trying to 
separate general aviation from the Na- 
tional Airport near Alexandria, and bring 
it across the river so as to use the facili- 
ties that exist at the former Bolling- 
Anacostia complex. 

Mr. Speaker, although I hate to think 
of tragedy as a catalyst in such a matter, 
I hope this example of this tragic situa- 
tion in the air will accelerate the propo- 
sition of establishing here in the Wash- 
ington area a general aviation airport, 
restricted to general aviation equipment, 
and if this is done we will greatly en- 
hance the safety of the air environment 
around our great national capital. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STRATTON. I yield to the gentle- 
man. 

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, I 
would very much like to ask the mem- 
bership of this body not to use this inci- 
dent at this early hour after the episode 
has happened to form an indictment 
against general aviation. I am not sure 
which of the pilots was to blame. It was 
a midair collision, one of the most hor- 
rible things, and one of the things that 
civilian pilots dread more than anything 
else, but we do not know at this point, 
until an investigation is completed, 
whether to lay the blame on the commer- 
cial pilot or on the general aviation pilot. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to associate 
myself with the remarks of the gentle- 
man from Maryland with regard to the 
national airways. I do think we should 
divorce commercial flights, or military 
flights, from the private flights at the 
National Airport, so that we might en- 
hance the safety of the passengers who 
come in and leave from our National 
Airport. 

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for his remarks. 

I might point out to the gentleman 
that the chairman of our committee, the 
Honorable MENDEL Rivers, has often 
urged that general aviation be trans- 
ferred to the Bolling-Anacostia area be- 
cause we have those facilities available 
here in the city. 

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STRATTON. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from California. 

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker, 
I rise not only to associate myself with 
the remarks of the very able gentleman 
from New York and to compliment him 
for his leadership but also to add a few 
remarks of my own. 
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The speaker before me, the gentleman 
from Georgia [Mr. Davis] and I see on 
the floor our friend, the gentleman from 
Mississippi, Mr. JoHN BELL WILLIAMS— 
these gentlemen actually occupied the 
same position that I now occupy as presi- 
dent of the Congressional Flying Club. 

I can assure you that following this 
particular incident we will be asking the 
people of the FAA to give us a response 
as to what actually occurred in this ac- 
cident as well as the report that would 
be automatic from the Civil Aeronautics 
Board. 

Certainly the question of the separa- 
tion of traffic and the necessity for con- 
trol in these highly congested areas has 
been a subject of conversation and de- 
bate for quite some time and more re- 
cently has been brought up on the floor 
of the House. 

Like my good friend, the gentleman 
from Maryland [Mr. Morton], we are 
urgently suggesting that the Anacostia 
complex be given consideration so that 
we can separate general aviation traffic 
from Washington National Airport. 

I would hope that the gentleman in the 
well and the Members who are now con- 
cerned about this, having expressed 
themselves as they have, would join with 
those of us who have been advocating 
use of Anacostia to give consideration to 
usage by general aviation so that we 
can have better control in and around 
these two airport facilities. 

Mr. Speaker, I also compliment the 
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Davis] in 
suggesting that you do not prematurely 
indict general aviation until you find 
out what the cause of the accident ac- 
tually was. 

Again I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. 

Mr. STRATTON. I yield to the distin- 
man. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. STRATTON. I yield to the distin- 
guished gentleman from Illinois, the 
ranking member of the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, I have 
two reasons for rising at this time. 

First of all, I am sorry about my good 
friend John McNaughton and his family 
who have perished in this flight, as well 
as the other 75 who were aboard at least 
one plane. I have known him for a num- 
ber of years. He was a member of the 
board of trustees of the university of 
which I am a graduate, De Pauw Univer- 
sity, from which Mr. McNaughton grad- 
uated some time ago. He was a speaker 
at the commencement exercises of my 
daughter in the same university a year 
ago this last spring. So it is with some 
feeling that I rise at this time to express 
my condolences to the family of Mr. Mc- 
Naughton and also the family of Mrs. 
McNaughton. 

Mr. Speaker, there has been a point 
raised here which certainly has been 
given serious consideration by our com- 
mittee. We have gone into it time and 
time again. That is the question of what 
is to be done with flights from general 
aviation. It probably is not known to 
most of the Members of the House that 
the number of flights by private aviation 
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far exceeds by many times the number 
of flights of commercial aviation each 
day. That puts a tremendous burden up- 
on a commercial airport to log these 
flights in and out. 

I do not think there is any easy solu- 
tion to this problem, but I do want to 
assure you that as a result of this we are 
certainly not only going to investigate 
this accident, but we are also going to be 
concerned about this question of private 
aviation versus commercial aviation in 
the airports where so many people in 
commercial aviation are in flight, both 
taking off and landing. This, in my esti- 
mation, is the most serious thing that 
we have to consider in the whole field 
of aviation—how in the future we are 
going to be able to take care of all of 
these flights in private aviation that are 
in competition with commercial aviation 
for space and time in the airports of the 
United States. 

Mr. STRATTON. I thank the gentle- 
man from Illinois. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STRATTON, I yield to the gentle- 
man from Mississippi. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. Mr. 
Speaker, I join with the gentleman and 
my colleagues in expressing great sorrow 
over the tragedy that occurred today. 

I must also associate myself with the 
remarks made by the gentleman from 
California [Mr. Don H. Ciausen] and 
the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Davis] 
in speaking of the rights of general 
aviation. 

While I can well understand the feel- 
ings of the gentleman from New York in 
advocating a restriction of the use of 
public airports to air carriers, I might 
add that to do so would be akin to re- 
stricting the use of public highways to 
common carrier operations and refusing 
to permit private automobiles on the 
highways. 

Indeed, we do have a problem in the 
use of air space, and that problem will 
become more and more severe as time 
goes on, as our fleets of private and car- 
rier aircraft continue to grow. 

This is the first major air collision, if 
I am not mistaken, in several years. I 
believe that we can point with pride to 
the safety record that has been made 
and the record that is being made by the 
Federal Aviation Administration, by gen- 
eral aviation and by our carriers in main- 
taining safety in air operations. I feel we 
should withhold judgment on this par- 
ticular accident, certainly until all the 
facts are known. I hope that the Con- 
gress will not take precipitous action 
that might lead to restricting the use 
of our public airports to any particular 
segment of aviation. 

I thank the gentleman. 

Mr. STRATTON. I thank the gentle- 
man. 

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STRATTON. I yield to the gentle- 
man from California 

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. It is not my 
intent to prolong this discussion, because 
this is certainly not the time to do so. 
But in response to what the ranking 
member of the Committee on Interstate 
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and Foreign Commerce, the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. SPRINGER] said, cer- 
tainly I believe that Congress and the 
committees that have the responsibility 
in the field of aviation will have to recog- 
nize that there is a genuine crisis in 
this country with respect to a lack of 
aviation access into the communities. 
The general aviation fleet has grown, and 
it is just on the threshold of an explosion 
as far as expansion is concerned. 

In order to avoid this particular prob- 
lem in the future, we are going to have to 
establish airspace zoning, but this will 
have to be consistent with the placement 
of airports, strategically locate them 
around metropolitan areas, thereby en- 
abling us to develop air traffic patterns, 
hopefully to avoid this kind of problem 
in the future. 

I am personally of the opinion that we 
will probably find, in this particular sit- 
uation, pilot error of some sort. We do not 
know all the facts, and I, like the other 
speakers before me, do not want to arrive 
at snap judgment and take precipitous 
action. But using this example, as you 
suggest, out of memory to a fine, able 
American, Mr. McNaughton, we should 
use this to trigger action and devote 
some attention to a very pressing and 
increasing problem. I thank the gentle- 
man for yielding. 

Mr. STRATTON. I thank the gentle- 
man for his able contribution. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 


BOUNTY FOR RATS 


Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad- 
dress the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Mississippi? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. Mr. 
Speaker, the House will soon vote on H.R. 
11000 which would put the Federal Gov- 
ernment into the rat-killing business at 
a cost to the taxpayers of $40,000,000. 

The Wall Street Journal, basing their 
estimate on information from the De- 
partment of Housing and Urban Devel- 
opment, says this will cost about $6 per 
rat. 

I have an alternate suggestion which 
could save the taxpayers money. 

Let us offer a bounty of 25 cents a rat. 
It would put youngsters to work, and get 
rid of poverty and rats at the same time. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
previous order of the House, the gentle- 
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. Fioop] is 
recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent to revise and extend my 
remarks and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, this week is 
the 1967 Captive Nations Week. July 
16-22 is the ninth observance of this 
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highly important week. We in Congress 
join with millions of fellow Americans 
in expressing to the world our firm deter- 
mination never to forget the freedom 
aspirations of all the captive nations and 
to work in every possible manner for the 
achievement of their eventual liberation 
from the bondage of Red totalitarianism 
and Sino-Soviet Russian colonialism. 
Their fixed objective of national inde- 
pendence and freedom is our objective, 
and each Captive Nations Week observ- 
ance stresses this fundamental truth. 


THE PRESIDENT’S PROCLAMATION 


On July 12, President Johnson issued 
his annual Captive Nations Week proc- 
lamation. Quite appropriately, the Pres- 
ident’s proclamation underscores the 
necessity for encouraging the national 
independence drives of all the captive 
nations—those in central Europe, in the 
Soviet Union, in Asia, and in Cuba. 
Urging every American to read carefully 
this document, I wish to introduce it at 
this point as part of my remarks: 

CAPTIVE NATIONS WEEK, 1967—A PROCLAMA- 
TION BY THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED 
STATES OF AMERICA 
Whereas the joint resolution approved July 

17, 1959 (73 Stat. 212), authorizes and re- 
quests the President of the United States of 
America to issue a proclamation each year 
designating the third week in July as “Cap- 
tive Nations Week“ until such time as free- 
dom and independence shall have been 
achieved for all the captive nations of the 
world; and 

Whereas freedom and justice are basic 
human rights to which all men are entitled; 
and 

Whereas the independence of peoples re- 
quires their exercise of the elemental right 
of free choice; and 

Whereas these inalienable rights have been 
circumscribed or denied in many areas of the 
world; and 

Whereas the United States of America, 
from its founding as a nation has had an 
abiding commitment to the principles of na- 
tional independence and human freedom: 

Now, therefore, I, Lyndon B. Johnson, 
President of the United States of America, do 
hereby designate the week beginning July 
16, 1967 as Captive Nations Week. 

I invite the people of the United States 
of America to observe this week with appro- 
priate ceremonies and activities, and I urge 
them to give renewed devotion to the just 
aspirations of all peoples for national in- 
dependence and human liberty. 

In witness whereof, I have hereunto set 
my hand this twelfth day of July in the year 
of our Lord nineteen hundred and sixty- 
seven, and the Independence of the United 
States of America the one hundred and 
ninety-second. 

LYNDON B. JOHNSON. 


A NATIONWIDE AND INTERNATIONAL OBSERVANCE 


The remarkable feature of the annual 
Captive Nations Week is its steady 
growth and expansion from year to year. 
As countless of our fellow citizens come 
to learn the long list of captive nations, 
dating back to 1920, the more they are 
impressed by the significance and im- 
portance of the week. Following the lead- 
ership of our President, our State Gover- 
nors, and mayors also proclaim the week, 
urging our citizens to dedicate themselves 
anew to the study of all the captive na- 
tions. Under the guidance of the Na- 
tional Captive Nations Committee in 
Washington, D.C., State, and local com- 
mittees have been formed in practically 
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all large States and major cities to ob- 
serve the annual week. Moreover, the 
week has attracted the attention of nu- 
merous foreign countries so that in the 
Republic of China, South Korea, the 
Philippines, West Germany, Turkey, and 
elsewhere Captive Nations Week is being 
appropriately observed and free Asian 
parliaments are being asked to pass simi- 
lar Captive Nations Week resolutions. 
LESSONS OF THE OBSERVANCE 


Mr. Speaker, there are already several 
concrete lessons that can be drawn from 
these annual observances. I summarize 
them in this fashion: 

First. By their consistent opposition to 
and vehement castigation of Captive Na- 
tions Week, Moscow, Peking, and the 
lesser lights in the Red empire have 
shown since 1959 their fear of the total 
captive nations concept as reflected in 
Public Law 86-90; 

Second. The growth and development 
of Captive Nations Week in this country 
and abroad have demonstrated the deep- 
ened understanding on the part of our 
people and others of the basic and funda- 
mental importance of all the captive na- 
tions to our national security and that of 
the free world; 

Third. Our concentrated support of all 
the captive nations, including necessarily 
the dozen in the Soviet Union itself, is 
one of the most powerful nonmilitary de- 
terrents against further overt Sino- 
Soviet Russian aggression and a prime, 
formidable force for peace with freedom 
and justice in the world; 

Fourth. A broad area of detailed work 
still remains to be done in exposing the 
complete breadth and depth of Sino- 
Soviet Russian imperio-colonialism so 
that once and for all the peoples of the 
world will know and never forget who 
the real imperialists and colonialists are, 
so that the full impact of world opinion 
will fall heavily on the two last remaining 
imperio-colonialist centers, namely and 
solely Moscow and Peking; and 

Fifth. To open the full vista of this area 
and to prepare the ground for this vital 
work, a Special House Captive Nations 
Committee becomes more urgent, more 
necessary, more indispensable with the 
passing of every day. On this commem- 
orative occasion, I again call upon the 
Rules Committee to at least vote on the 
measures which have been submitted to 
create this desperately needed committee. 
I again ask the members of that commit- 
tee to begin with my own, House Resolu- 
tion 14, which reads as follows: 

H. Res. 14 

Whereas on the all-important issue of co- 
lonialism the blatant hypocrisy of imperial- 
ist Moscow has not been adequately exposed 
by us in the United Nations and elsewhere; 
and 

Whereas Presidential proclamations desig- 
nating Captive Nations Week summon the 
American people “to study the plight of the 
Soviet-dominated nations and to recommit 
themselves to the support of the just aspira- 
tions of the people of those captive nations”; 
and 


Whereas the nationwide observances in the 
eight anniversaries of Captive Nations Week 
have clearly demonstrated the enthusiastic 
response of major sections of our society to 
this Presidential call; and 

Whereas following the passage of Captive 
Nations Week resolution in 1959 by the Con- 
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gress of the United States and again during 
the annual observances of Captive Nations 
Week, Moscow has consistently displayed to 
the world its profound fear of growing free 
world knowledge of and interest in all of 
the captive nations, and particularly the oc- 
cupled non-Russian colonies within the 
Soviet Union; and 

Whereas the indispensable advancement of 
such basic knowledge and interest alone can 
serve to explode current myths on Soviet 
unity, Soviet national economy and mono- 
lithic military prowess and openly to expose 
the depths of imperialist totalitarianism and 
economic colonialism throughout the Red 
Russian Empire, especially inside the so- 
called Union of Soviet Socialist Republics; 
and 

Whereas, for example, it was not generally 
recognized, and thus not advantageously 
made use of, that in point of geography, his- 
tory, and demography, the now famous U-2 
plane flew mostly over captive non-Russian 
territories in the Soviet Union; and 

Whereas in the fundamental conviction 
that the central issue of our times is imperi- 
alist totalitarian slavery versus democratic 
national freedom, we commence to win the 
psychopolitical cold war by assembling and 
forthrightly utilizing all the truths and facts 
pertaining to the enslaved condition of the 
peoples of Poland, Hungary, Lithuania, 
Ukraine, Czechoslovakia, Latvia, Estonia, 
White Ruthenia, Rumania, East Germany, 
Bulgaria, mainland China, Armenia, Azerbai- 
jan, Georgia, North Korea, Albania, Idel-Ural, 
Tibet, Cossackia, Turkestan, North Vietnam, 
Cuba, and other subjugated nations; and 

Whereas the enlightening forces generated 
by such knowledge and understanding of the 
fate of these occupied and captive non- 
Russian nations would also give encourage- 
ment to latent liberal elements in the Rus- 
sian Soviet Federative Socialist Republic— 
which contains Russia itself—and would help 
bring to the oppressed Russian people their 
overdue independence from centuries-long 
authoritarian rule and tyranny; and 

Whereas these weapons of truth, fact, and 
ideas would counter effectively and over- 
whelm and defeat Moscow’s worldwide prop- 
aganda campaign in Asia, Africa, the Middle 
East, Latin America, and specifically among 
the newly independent and underdeveloped 
nations and states; and 

Whereas it is incumbent upon us as free 
citizens to appreciatively recognize that the 
captive nations in the aggregate constitute 
not only a primary deterrent against a hot 
global war and further overt aggression by 
Moscow’s totalitarian imperialism, but also 
a prime positive means for the advance of 
world freedom in a struggle which in total- 
istic form is psychopolitical; and 

Whereas in pursuit of a diplomacy of truth 
we cannot for long avoid bringing into ques- 
tion Moscow’s legalistic pretensions of non- 
interference in the internal affairs of states” 
and other contrivances which are acutely 
subject to examination under the light of 
morally founded legal principles and polit- 
ical, economic, and historical evidence; and 

Whereas in the implementing spirit of our 
own congressional Captive Nations Week 
resolution and the eight Presidential procla- 
mations it is in our own strategic interest 
and that of the nontotalitarian free world to 
undertake a continuous and unremitting 
study of all the captive nations for the pur- 
pose of developing new approaches and fresh 
ideas for victory in the psychopolitical cold 
war: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That there is hereby established 
a non-permanent committee which shall be 
known as the Special Committee on the 
Captive Nations. The committee shall be 
composed of ten Members of the House, of 
whom not more than six shall be members 
of the same political party, to be appointed 
by the Speaker of the House of Representa- 
tives. 
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Sec. 2. (a) Vacancies in the membership 
of the committee shall not affect the power 
of the remaining members to execute the 
functions of the committee, and shall be 
filled in the same manner as in the case of 
the original selection. 

(b) The committee shall select a chairman 
and a vice chairman from among its mem- 
bers. In the absence of the chairman, the 
vice chairman shall act as . 

(e) A majority of the committee shall con- 
stitute a quorum except that a lesser num- 
ber, to be fixed by the committee, shall con- 
stitute a quorum for the purpose of admin- 
istering oaths and taking sworn testimony. 

Src. 3. (a) The committee shall conduct an 
inquiry, into and a study of all the captive 
non-Russian nations, which includes those 
in the Soviet Union and Asia, and also of 
the Russian people, with particular refer- 
ence to the moral and legal status of Red 
totalitarian control over them, facts con- 
cerning conditions existing in these nations, 
and means by which the United States can 
assist them by peaceful processes in their 
present plight and in their aspiration to 
regain their national and individual free- 
doms. 

(b) The committee shall make such in- 
terim reports to the House of Representatives 
as it deems proper, and shall make its first 
comprehensive report of the results of its 
inquiry and study, together with its recom- 
mendations, not later than January 31, 1968. 

Sec. 4, The committee, or any duly au- 
thorized subcommittee thereof, is authorized 
to sit and act at such places and times 
within or outside the United States to hold 
such hearings, to require by subpena or 
otherwise the attendance of such witnesses 
and the production of such books, papers, 
and documents, to administer such oaths, 
and to take such testimony as it deems ad- 
visable. 

Sec. 5. The committee may employ and fix 
the compensation of such experts, consult- 
ants, and other employees as it deems nec- 
essary in the performance of its duties. 

Src. 6. The committee shall enjoy a non- 
standing status, performing its duties in the 
course of the Ninetieth Congress and subject 
to renewal only as determined by needs in 
the completion of its work and further pur- 
poses of the House of Representatives. 


Mr. Speaker, as part of my remarks 
today I would like to include the follow- 
ing material: 

The proclamation issued by Gov. James 
A. Rhodes of the State of Ohio; a copy 
of Public Law 86-90 which provides for 
the designation of the third week of each 
July as Captive Nations Week; a copy of 
the program held by the Philadelphia 
Captive Nations Committee; a copy of the 
resolution approved by acclamation at 
the Captive Nations Week program held 
in Philadelphia; a copy of the address 
delivered by Dr. Austin J. App, of LaSalle 
College, at Philadelphia on July 16, 1967; 
and a column by Mr. David Lawrence 
which appeared in the Evening Star, 
Washington, D.C., on Friday, July 14, 
1967. 

The aforementioned material follows: 
OHIO PROCLAMATION ON CAPTIVE NATIONS 
WEEK, JULY 17-23, 1967 

Whereas, the republican form of govern- 
ment—based upon “the consent of the gov- 
erned”—which has existed in the United 
States of America for 190 years, has resulted 
in the development of a warm understanding 
and sympathy for the aspirations for freedom 
of peoples everywhere and in the recognition 
of the natural interdependency of the peo- 
ples and nations of the world; and 

Whereas, the enslavement of a substantial 
part of the world’s population by Communist 
imperialism makes a mockery of the idea of 
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peaceful co-existence between nations and 
constitutes an impediment to the natural 
bonds of understanding between the people 
of the United States and other peoples; and 

Whereas, since 1918 the imperialistic and 
aggressive policies of vast military despot- 
isms of International Communism have re- 
sulted in the creation of a constant threat 
to the security of the United States and of 
all the free peoples of the world; and 

Whereas, the imperialistic policies of the 
Communist regimes have led, through direct 
and indirect aggression, to the subjugation 
of the national independence of Poland, 
Hungary, Lithuania, Ukraine, Czechoslovakia, 
Latvia, Estonia, White Ruthenia, Rumania, 
East Germany, Bulgaria, mainland China, 
Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia, North Korea, 
Albania, Idel-Ural, Tibet, Cossackia, Turkes- 
tan, North Vietnam, Serbia, Croatia, Slovenia, 
Cuba and others; and 

Whereas, it is vital to the national security 
of the United States and the other free na- 
tions of the world that the desire for liberty 
and independence on the part of the peoples 
of these conquered nations should be stead- 
fastly kept alive: 

Now, therefore, I, James A. Rhodes, Gover- 
nor of the State of Ohio, do hereby designate 
the week of July 17-23, 1967, as Captive Na- 
tions Week, and urge that all citizens support 
this annual recognition of the intent and 
purpose of the Communist dominated and 
oppressed peoples of the world to regain their 
freedom. 

In witness whereof, I have hereunto sub- 
scribed my name and caused the Great Seal 
of the State of Ohio to be affixed at Colum- 
bus, this 21st day of June, in the year of 
Our Lord, One Thousand Nine Hundred and 
Sixty-Seven. 

JAMES A. RHODES, 
Governor. 
Pustic Law 86-90—PROVIDING For THE DES- 
IGNATION OF THE THIRD WEEK OF JULY AS 
“Captive NATIONS WEEK” 


(Adopted by the 86th Congress of the United 
States of America in July 1959) 


Whereas the greatness of the United States 
is in large part attributable to its having 
been able, through the democratic process, 
to achieve a harmonious national unity of 
its people, even though they stem from the 
most diverse of racial, religious, and ethnic 
backgrounds; and 

Whereas this harmonious unification of 
the diverse elements of our free society has 
led the people of the United States to possess 
a warm understanding and sympathy for 
the aspirations of peoples everywhere and to 
recognize the natural interdependency of the 
peoples and nations of the world; and 

Whereas the enslavement of a substantial 
part of the world's population by Communist 
imperialism makes a mockery of the idea of 
peaceful coexistence between nations and 
constitutes a detriment to the natural bonds 
of understanding between the people of the 
United States and other peoples; and 

‘Whereas since 1918 the imperialistic and 
aggressive policies of Russian communism 
have resulted in the creation of a vast em- 
pire which poses a dire threat to the security 
of the United States and of all the free peo- 
ples of the world; and 

Whereas the imperialistic policies of Com- 
munist Russia have led, through direct and 
indirect aggression, to the subjugation of the 
national independence of Poland, Hungary, 
Lithuania, Ukraine, Czechoslovakia, Latvia, 
Estonia, White Ruthenia, Rumania, East 
Germany, Bulgaria, mainland China, Arme- 
nia, Azerbaijan, Georgia, North Korea, Al- 
bania, Idel-Ural, Tibet, Cossackia, Turkestan, 
North Vietnam, and others; and 

Whereas these submerged nations look to 
the United States, as the citadel of human 
freedom, for leadership in bringing about 
their liberation and independence and in re- 
storing to them the enjoyment of their 
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Christian, Jewish, Moslem, Buddhist, or 
other religious freedoms, and of their indi- 
vidual liberties; and 

Whereas it is vital to the national security 
of the United States that the desire for lib- 
erty and independence on the part of the 
peoples of these conquered nations should be 
steadfastly kept alive; and 

Whereas the desire for liberty and inde- 
pendence by the overwhelming majority of 
the people of these submerged nations con- 
stitutes a powerful deterrent to war and one 
of the best hopes for a just and lasting 
peace; and 

Whereas it is fitting that we clearly mani- 
fest to such peoples through an appropriate 
and official means the historic fact that the 
people of the United States share with them 
their aspirations for the recovery of their 
freedom and independence: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, That the President is 
authorized and requested to issue a Procla- 
mation designating the third week of July, 
1959, as “Captive Nations Week” and invit- 
ing the people of the United States to ob- 
serve such week with appropriate ceremonies 
and activities. The President is further au- 
thorized and requested to issue a similar 
proclamation each year until such time as 
freedom and independence shall have been 
achieved for all the captive nations of the 
world. 


CAPTIVE NATIONS WEEK OBSERVANCE 


(Held by Philadelphia Captive Nations Com- 
mittee, July 16, 1967, Independence Mall) 


PROGRAM 


1. National Anthem. 

2. Invocation: Very Rev. Msgr. Francis S. 
Palecki, Representing His Eminence John 
Cardinal Krol. 

3. Opening Remarks: Austin J. App, 
Ph, D., Chairman, Philadelphia Captive Na- 
tions Committee. 

4. Reading of President Lyndon B. John- 
son’s Proclamation: Mr. Robert Gondos. 

5. Reading of Governor Raymond P. 
Shafer's Proclamation and Greetings: Hon. 
Robert E. Young, Governor’s Representative 
and Public Relations Director. 

6. Proclamation and Greetings: Hon. 
James H. J. Tate, Mayor of Philadelphia, 

7. Address: Hon. Edward G. Biester, Jr., 
Member of Congress, 8th District of 
Pennsylvania. 

8. Introduction of Guests of Honor and 
Representatives of Nationalities: Mrs. Margit 
Rohtla. 

9. Address: Hon. William J. Green, Jr. 
Member of Congress, 5th District of Pennsyl- 
vania. 

10. Introduction of Girls in national cos- 
tumes, representing various captive nations: 
Mrs. Rima Mironas. 

11. Reading of Resolutions: Mr. Gabriel 
Mironas. 

12. Benediction: Rev. Stacey D. Myers, 
Representing Bishop Fred P, Corson of the 
Philadelphia area Methodist Churches. 

Laying of Symbolic Wreath at the Liberty 
Bell. 

Master of Ceremonies: Mr. Ignatius M. Bil- 
linsky, Executive Vice Chairman, Philadel- 
phia Captive Nations Committee. 


GREATER PHILADELPHIA CAPTIVE NATIONS 
WEEK RESOLUTIONS 


(Approved by acclamation at the mass rally 
on Independence Mall, July 16, 1967) 


Whereas, The U.S. Congress on July 17, 
1959, requested the President annually to 
proclaim the third week of July Captive Na- 
tions Week “until such time as freedom and 
independence shall have been achieved for 
all the captive nations of the world”; and 

Whereas, President Lyndon B. Johnson 
proclaimed July 16-22 Captive Nations Week 
for 1967, and Governor Raymond P. Shafer 
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did so for Pennsylvania on July 11, and 
Mayor James H. J. Tate did so for Philadel- 
phia on July 16; and 

Whereas, all the twenty-two nations 
enumerated by Congress in 1959 as “captive” 
are more than ever so and now also include 
Cuba off our shores; and 

Whereas, the U.S. armed forces are now 
engaged in a costly war to prevent the Red 
take-over of South Vietnam; and 

Whereas, it is primarily Soviet Russia and 
secondarily Red China which support the 
North Vietnam aggression with propaganda 
and war materials; and 

Whereas, U.S. interventions in both World 
Wars were proclaimed crusades for self-de- 
termination; and 

Whereas, the U.S. through its Fourteen 
Points in World War I and the Atlantic Char- 
ter in World War II is pledged to work for 
the self-determination of all captive peoples; 

Now therefore be it resolved by The Cap- 
tive Nations Committee of Greater Philadel- 
phia and this assemblage gathered at historic 
Independence Mall this July 16, 1967. 

That the U.S. re-affirm its will to see all 
captive nations of the Sino-Soviet Russian 
imperialism liberated; and 

That it will view with benevolence all 
liberation movements within and without 
the Red bloc and give them both moral and 
material support, just as it helped the emerg- 
ing nations in Africa and Asia to gain their 
national independence; and 

That to implement this American dedica- 
tion to the eventual independence of all the 
captive nations the House of Representatives 
establish a Special Committee on the Captive 
Nations and initiate a Congressional Review 
of U.S. policy towards USSR; and 

That the policy of coexistence and con- 
tainment which complacently consigns the 
captive nations to hopeless Sino-Soviet Rus- 
sian colonialism is a betrayal of America’s 
pledges and mission, in effect secures this 
colonialism, and is immoral; and 

That it is also inexpedient and dangerous, 
for in a world which cannot well remain 
half free and half slave, a collaborative co- 
existence policy with the Red tyranny must 
lead to a continued erosion of the Free World 
until the alternative to total surrender will 
be a world war at a moment when the Free 
World is most reduced and the Red Empire 
most enlarged; and 

That to prevent such further erosion of 
freedom and such aggression as in Korea and 
Vietnam, the U.S. should take the initiative 
in repressing the Red colonialism by all 
moral, diplomatic, and economic means pos- 
sible, coordinated with the aspirations of 
the captive peoples themselves; and 

That any trade, aid, and “bridges” which 
confirm the Communistic regimes rather 
than advance the welfare and liberation of 
the captive peoples be restricted; and 

That categorically all shipments to the 
Soviet bloc of machines and raw materials 
which are likely to be diverted to support 
the North Vietnamese aggression and kill 
our men be stopped; and 

That, in the Middle East crisis, the sinister 
role of Soviet Russia be exposed and con- 
demned; and 

That the tragic war against the Red in- 
vasion of South Vietnam be prosecuted with 
whatever strategy is necessary to clear South 
Vietnam of hostile troops as a minimum and 
to unite all Vietnam democratically as an 
optimum; and 

That. specifically the Consular Treaty 
which gives immunity to Red spies and as- 
sassins and facilitates the harassment of ex- 
iled patriots of the captive nations be abro- 
gated; and 

That the proposed nuclear non-prolifera- 
tion treaty, as now drafted, in effect makes 
the U.S. a partner of Soviet Russia for se- 
curing its empire, and should be rejected; 
and 

Be it further resolved that copies of these 
resolutions be transmitted to the President, 
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the Secretary of State, both senators from 

Pennsylvania, all the Representatives of the 

Greater Philadelphia area—and to the news- 

papers, radio and television stations of the 

area. 

THE RED COLONIALISM OVER THE CAPTIVE 
Nations Must Go 


(By Austin J. App, Ph.D., LaSalle College, 
chairman, Captive Nations Committee of 
Greater Philadelphia) 


(Greeting): Thank you, Mr. Billinsky for 
your kind introduction. Honorable Mayor 
James H. J. Tate, Congressman Edward G. 
Biester, Congressman William J. Green, Mr. 
Robert E. Young representing Governor 
Shafer, Msgr. John A. Klekotka, the Reverend 
Stacy D. Myers, ladies and gentlemen, as 
chairman of the Greater Philadelphia Cap- 
tive Nations Committee I warmly welcome 
you in the name of our Committee to our 
9th Captive Nations Observance since Con- 
gress requested it on July 17, 1959. We are 
happy to see at our historic Independence 
Mall of Philadelphia so many of you here. 
Many of you have relatives living “under the 
heavy yoke of Communism,” as Governor 
Shafer's Proclamation words it, and many of 
you too are just plain Americans who want 
the self-determination pledged in the At- 
lantic Charter realized for the unhappy na- 
tions behind the Iron Curtain, and the Bam- 
boo and Sugar curtains. 

All of us who want independence for the 
Captive Nations are grateful to our Congress 
for requesting this Observance, and to Presi- 
dent Johnson, to Governor Shafer, and to 
our own esteemed Mayor Tate, who is with 
us today, for their proclamations. 

America has an obligation to the Captive 
Nations. Yet since the Rooseveltian betrayal 
at Yalta of much of Europe and Asia into 
Communist tyranny, Captive Nations Ob- 
servances like ours have virtually been the 
only action to encourage and to help the 
enslaved peoples throw off the yoke of Soviet 
Russian colonialism. 

Sometime ago Senator J. W. Fulbright 
said: 

“|. the public opinion of the world will 
cause the Russian people to relinquish their 
control of the once free peoples of Poland, 
East Germany, Hungary, Czechoslovakia, 
Latvia, Estonia, Lithuania, Rumania, and 
Bulgaria.” 

He is right that the concerted moral con- 
demnation of the world can force the Krem- 
lin empire to free its colonies, as it caused 
the British and the French empires to do. 
The worst tyrant has to bow to public opin- 
ion, But only if this public opinion is mobil- 
ized, is constant and insistent, and is sup- 
ported by the diplomatic and economic 
actions of the respective Free World govern- 
ments. This the Free World governments, in- 
cluding the American, have conspicuously 
failed to do. 

Washington has for twenty years energeti- 
cally cooperated with Soviet Russia to liqui- 
date the Western Colonial empires. As a re- 
sult, membership in the United Nations in- 
creased from 51 in 1946 to 122 in 1967. Most 
of these were nations just liberated, often 
prematurely like the Congo, from European 
colonies in Africa and Asia. 

But in that same period, excluding perhaps 
half of Austria, Soviet Russia was not mor- 
ally pressured into liberating a single cap- 
tive nation. On the contrary, it built the Iron 
Curtain and the Berlin Wall, extended its 
communist tyranny to Cuba near our shores, 
and was about to do so in South Vietnam, 
when our Army and Navy had to be rushed 
in to prevent it! 

The sad truth is that all these twenty years 
since Yalta, Washington has done more to 
consolidate the Red empire than to break it 
up. The heroic uprising in 1953 was viewed 
more with suspicion than sympathy. The 
Hungarian uprising in 1956 got the sympathy 
of the whole Free World but was doomed to 
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failure when our State Department tele- 
graphed Tito that it does not look with 
favor upon governments unfriendly to the 
Soviet Union on the borders of the Soviet 
Union.” In 1963, the U.S. Arms Control 
Agency affirmed that “we benefit enormously 
from the capability of the Soviet police sys- 
tem to keep law and order. . . The breakup 
of the Russian empire today. . . would be 

. . catastrophic for world order.” 

How, we ask, can public opinion, as Sen- 
ator Fullbright rightly contends, induce the 
independence of the Captive Nations, when 
powerful factors in Washington give their 
moral blessings to the tyrannical Soviet em- 
pire? 

On October 7, 1967, President Johnson told 
200 editors, the very people whose business it 
is to mobilize public opinion, the following: 

“Our purpose is not to overthrow other 
governments. . . Our task is to achieve a 
reconciliation with the East. A shift from 
the narrow concept of co-existence to the 
broader vision of peaceful engagement.“ 

This compels us to reflect: how, if the 
Red puppet governments are not to be over- 
thrown, are the Captive Nations to recover 
“their freedom and independence,” as called 
for by the Congressional Resolution of 1959! 

It appears that while the Right Hand of 
Congress and the Good Samaritans among 
the American people have desired a policy 
that would hasten the breakup of the Soviet 
Empire and the liberation of the Captive 
Nations, the Left Hand of the State Depart- 
ment and much of the communications 
media have in effect done more to entrench 
the brutal Soviet colonialism than to hasten 
its dissolution. 

And in the course of this immoral policy 
the danger of a world war between the 
United States and Soviet Russia, far from 
mellowing, has become ever more threaten- 
ing. David Lawrence in U.S. News (Dec. 26, 
1966) editorialized: “Circumstances similar 
to those which preceded World War I and 
World War II are visible all around us, both 
in Europe and Asia.” The Wall Street Journal 
(June 8, 1967) jibes at the “apostles of ac- 
commodation” who “have been proclaiming 
the end of the cold war.” In an editorial 
ominously entitled, “The Soviet-American 
War” (July 7, 1967) it comments: 

“One of the ironies of Vietnam is that 
while the U.S. is fighting there, in part to 
contain Red China, its actual big-power ad- 
versary in this particular struggle is Rus- 
sia—so far anyway.” 

It bluntly writes of “the circumstance 
that we are at war with Russia, albeit by 
remove.” 

In short, the policy of the State Depart- 
ment and the liberal contingent of the com- 
munications media, which boycotts Rhodesia 
in Africa for its imperfect democracy but 
shrinks from condemning Soviet Russia’s to- 
tal denial of democracy in half of Europe 
and much of Asia, is bringing the world not 
closer to peace but ever closer to war, pos- 
sibly nuclear war. 

For that reason U.S. policy ought to start 
implementing to the full the Idealism and 
morality and Good Samaritanism intended 
in the Congressional Resolution of 1959. In 
political as well as in private life the best 
course is the moral course. Since what was 
believed to be the expedient course of ap- 
peasement and coexistence and “peaceful 
engagement” have failed for twenty years, 
let us try morality—right and justice. The 
moral course is that of working wholeheart- 
edly for the liberation of the Captive Na- 
tions. 

Most of us are convinced that if America 
uses its full moral, diplomatic, and eco- 
nomic potential to induce the independ- 
ence of the Captive Nations and the dissolu- 
tion of the tyrannical Soviet Empire, the 
Captive Nations will under their own initia- 
tive and power be able to achieve their lib- 
eration. Moscow sits on a powder keg of 
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twenty-two nations which, as Guy Richards 
wrote in the New York Journal American 
(April 4, 1946), if Soviet Russia would start 
a nuclear war, would rebel. . . . such a war,” 
he writes, would be the signal for all the 
‘captives’ to revolt.“ 

If these Captive Nations rise up to achieve 
their independence before Soviet Russia 
blackmails the Free World with its nuclear 
arsenal, then there will not be a third world 
war, nor the threat of it. And let us not 
be pessimistic as to the chances of success 
for the Captive Nations. History is on their 
side, and numbers. The Hungarians almost 
succeeded. Had they had American diplo- 
matic support, they would have succeeded. 

Let American policy be the moral one, 
made unequivocally clear to the whole world, 
of supporting the liberation and independ- 
ence of all the captive nations with all the 
moral, diplomatic, and economic powers we 
have. God might well allow us to suffer a 
third world war if to assure our own safety 
we heartlessly sacrifice the Captive Nations, 
largely the victims of our Yalta appease- 
ments. But let us be confident that He will 
not allow us to suffer nuclear destruction 
if we do what is just and right. Thank you. 


[From the Washington (D.C.) Evening Star, 
July 14, 1967] 
RESTRAINT OF RED TRADE URGED 
(By David Lawrence) 

Every now and then in world history it be- 
comes apparent that the exercise of economic 
power, especially the use of the trade em- 
bargo, can do more than threats of military 
force to change an adversary's policy. 

Senator Karl E. Mundt, R-S.D., speaks for 
a substantial group in Congress when he de- 
clares that so long as hostilities in Vietnam 
continue and “world communism arms and 
feeds terroristic insurrections, it is immoral 
to support them with trade.” He said in a 
speech in the Senate yesterday: 

“It is my earnest conviction that restraint 
of trade with the Communist world is needed 
now more than ever. That is why I am today 
introducing legislation to declare an em- 
bargo on exports to the Soviet Union and its 
East European satellites until such time as 
they abandon support for so-called wars of 
national liberation in Southeast Asia.” 

The South Dakota senator also is propos- 
ing legislation to raise by 200 percent the 
duties on all products imported into the 
United States from the Communist-bloc 
countries. He insists that Americans should 
not trade with them as long as our citizens 
are dying on the Vietnam battlefields. 

The administration gathered in recent 
months some support on Capitol Hill for its 
proposal to improve trade relations with the 
Communist-bloc countries in Eastern Eu- 
rope, and has followed this with persistent 
efforts to secure passage of the measure. This 
is in direct contrast to the policy of the U.S. 
government in drastically cutting exports to 
the Soviet Union during the Korean War and 
subsequently during the Berlin crisis. 

The pending East-West trade bill contains 
many ambiguous phrases which do not 
clearly set forth whether items that are not 
banned as “strategic” can be used in develop- 
ing war weapons and material. In recent 
years, the American government has ap- 
proved exports to the Communist-bloc coun- 
tries of such goods as computers, electronic 
navigation gear, scientific instruments, preci- 
sion machine-tools and chemicals in large 
volume. 

Congress in 1962 wrote into the export con- 
trol act provisions explicitly prohibiting the 
shipment of goods of “economic significance,” 
but by one means or another, these have 
been circumvented. Mundt stressed this point 
when he said: 

“Now when you question the Commerce 
Department about their approving specific 
exceptions to the export controls, they al- 
ways explain that these were licensed be- 
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cause comparable goods were available from 
other sources. This is what they tell you 
when they allow some of our advanced com- 
puters to be shipped to Russia.” 

It was pointed out by Mundt, moreover, 
that the embargoes against the Asian Com- 
munist states and Cuba have proved ineffec- 
tive. He said that the United States has 
granted millions of dollars in concessions on 
grain deals with countries like Poland and 
Yugoslavia, and “then when our back is 
turned they use these extra allowances to 
increase aid to Cuba and North Vietnam.” 
Mundt added: 

“In October 1966, we agreed to negotiate 
a $26 million debt overdue for Food For 
Peace sales. Having won this concession, the 
Poles then announced that they planned 
to extend $30 million in aid to North Viet- 
nam. When the terms of bargain were con- 
firmed in January this year, the Polish gov- 
ernment flaunted the spirit of our conces- 
sion again by concluding a new multi-million 
dollar aid pact with Cuba.” 

Ironically, the seven days beginning next 
Sunday have just been designated by Presi- 
dent Johnson as the annual “Captive Na- 
tions Week.“ The White House might have 
preferred not to make the proclamation at 
this particular time. But a joint resolution 
of Congress, adopted in 1959, calls upon the 
President to issue such a proclamation for 
the third week of July “until such time as 
freedom and independence shall have been 
achieved for all the captive nations of the 
world.” 

There is no question about the friendship 
of the United States for the peoples of the 
Communist-bloc countries. But their gov- 
ernments today are dominated by the Soviet 
Union, and their trade relationships are sub- 
ject to manipulation by Moscow. 


Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. McCormack] may extend his re- 
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, for 
the encouragement of the millions of 
human beings who are forced to endure 
foreign domination of their nations, with 
deep compassion for their more fortunate 
countrymen who found refuge in other 
nations but at the cost of being uprooted 
from a homeland to which they can 
never return and from loved ones they 
may never see again, the U.S. Congress in 
1959 called for 1 week each year to be 
designated Captive Nations Week when 
voice can be given to the aching sympa- 
thy the American people hold for these 
victims of Communist expansion. 

The first period of Communist expan- 
sion affected those nations of Eastern 
Europe formerly a part of czarist Russia, 
which were incorporated into the Soviet 
Union soon after the Bolsheviks estab- 
lished power, the Ukraine, Byelorussia, 
Armenia, and so forth. The second wave 
of expansion occurred following World 
War II when the Soviet Union dropped 
the Iron Curtain of terror between the 
East European nations and the Western 
World. Enabled by the presence of its 
forces in nations it had occupied during 
World War II, the Soviet Union estab- 
lished puppet governments whose power 
was insured by Soviet military might and 
terroristic policies against their popula- 
tions. Resistance to the Communist re- 
gimes was crushed by means of mass 
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executions and deportations. Millions of 
people escaped Hitler’s planned domi- 
nation only to fall prey to Soviet domi- 
nation imposed by methods which 
equaled the atrocities committed by the 
Nazis. 

The succeeding stage of Soviet domi- 
nation consisted of an intense campaign 
to “Russify” the nations incorporated 
in the Soviet Union in an attempt to de- 
stroy the nationalistic spirit of the peo- 
ple. The captive peoples were engulfed in 
a comprehensive subjugation—their na- 
tional and personal freedoms denied, 
their cultural heritage denigrated, and 
in some cases, even their native language 
forbidden in the schools. The satellite 
nations fared somewhat better than 
those which had been incorporated into 
the Soviet Union in at least being al- 
lowed to retain a national identity. 

Despite long years of subjugation un- 
der communism which pervaded every 
aspect of daily life the captive peoples 
have managed to retain their identity 
with their national and cultural heritage. 
During periods of relative relaxation of 
stringent control by Russia, these peo- 
ple’s identity with their past is mani- 
fested, for example, in literature, only to 
be stifled by the Soviets when the reins 
are once again drawn in. 

The present stage of Communist domi- 
nation in which some autonomy of the 
satellites has been tolerated by Moscow 
and Russian communism has liberalized 
internally to a limited extent has meant 
some amelioration of the living condi- 
tions of the captive peoples. It has not 
meant a restoration of the national and 
personal freedom which is rightfully 
theirs. The captive peoples continue to 
live in despair, in enslavement, in an- 
guish for their lost past, in fear and trep- 
idation in the present, and in apprehen- 
sion of the future. Yet despite their 
sufferings, there is an undercurrent of 
undying hope continually nourished by 
their unsubmissive spirit that once more 
their national aspirations may be real- 
ized, their personal freedom restored. 
Nor will their yearning hopes ever be 
satisfied until they are completely liber- 
ated. 

We take this opportunity to protest 
against their continued enslavement, to 
express our limitless respect for their 
continued commitment to freedom, and 
our prayers for their liberation. 

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, I yield now 
to the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. DER- 
WINSKI], who was for many years the 
sponsor with me of this resolution. This 
is a nonpartisan operation. We have 
been joined by Members from both sides 
of the aisle ever since this observance 
was undertaken. 

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I take 
this opportunity to remind the Members 
of the House that the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. Fioop], the gentle- 
man in the well, has been untiring in the 
cause of the captive peoples. In this ef- 
fort he deserves the commendation and 
support of all Americans interested in 
developing a world of permanent peace 
and freedom, until the day comes when 
we do have permanent peace and free- 
dom. It will come only when the dread 
menace of communism has been eradi- 
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cated. The gentleman from Pennsylvania 
will continue to provide us with the lead- 
ership to produce the ultimate goal in 
our objective in commemorating Captive 
Nations Week. 

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, I will be 
glad to do that, and I assure the gentle- 
man from Illinois I shall, because I am 
confident of his continued support in 
this cause. 

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, in 
view of their significance and impor- 
tance concerning the 1967 Captive Na- 
tions Week observance, I place at this 
point the following material: 

First. The proclamation issued by 
Mayor Richard J. Daley of the city of 
Chicago. 

Second. A release by the Captive Na- 
tions Committee of Chicago. 

Third. A message from the Hungarian 
Freedom Fighters to the Captive Nations 
Conference held in Washington on July 
15. 

Fourth. A most interesting news re- 
lease from the National Captive Nations 
Committee, titled “Captive Nations Au- 
thor Challenges Washington Post Edi- 
pe on Soviet Russian Imperio-Colonial- 

Fifth. An editorial from the Chicago 
Tribune entitled “Forgotten Captive Na- 
tions?” 

Mr. Speaker, I also wish to place in 
the Recor» at this time the first Captive 
Nations Week Proclamation issued at 
the White House by President Eisen- 
hower. I am pleased to place along with 
this the Captive Nations Week Procla- 
mation of 1967, issued by President 
Johnson on July 12, and invite compari- 
son by the Members between the sub- 
stance and spirit of the two proclama- 
tions: 

Sixth. Proclamation by President 
Eisenhower. 

Seventh. Proclamation by President 
Johnson. 

The material follows: 

PROCLAMATION BY MAYOR RICHARD J. DALEY 

Whereas, the imperialistic policies of Rus- 
sian Communists haye led, through direct 
and indirect aggression, to the subjugation 
and enslavement of the peoples of Poland, 
Hungary, Lithuania, Ukraine, Czechoslo- 
vakia, Latvia, Estonia, White Ruthenia, Ru- 
mania, East Germany, Bulgaria, Mainland 
China, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia, North 
Korea, Slovakia, Albania, Idel-Ural, Serbia, 
Croatia, Slovenia, Tibet, Cossackia, Turkes- 
tan, North Vietnam, Cuba, and others; and 

Whereas, the Congress of the United 
States by unanimous vote passed Public Law 
86-90 establishing the third week in July 
each year as Captive Nations Week and in- 
viting the people of the United States to 
observe such week with appropriate prayers, 
ceremonies and activities expressing their 
sympathy with and support for the just 
aspirations of captive peoples for freedom 
and independence; and 

Whereas, the City of Chicago is linked to 
these captive nations through the bonds of 
family, since numbered among the people of 
Chicago are hundreds of thousands of our 
citizens who through nativity or ancestry 
treasure the heritage which endowed them 
with the culture and industry which are 
theirs; and 

Whereas, these nations have been made 


captive by the imperialistic, aggressive and 
heartless policies of communism; and 
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Whereas, the peoples of these communist- 
dominated nations have been deprived of 
their national independence and their indi- 
vidual liberties; and 

Whereas, it is appropriate and proper to 
demonstrate to the peoples of the captive 
nations the support of the people of the 
City of Chicago for their just aspirations for 
freedom and national independence; and 

Whereas, the people of Chicago, as do all 
the people of the United States, want for 
the peoples of the world the same freedom 
and justice which is theirs: 

Now, Therefore, I, Richard J. Daley, Mayor 
of the City of Chicago, do hereby designate 
the week beginning July 15, 1967 as Captive 
Nations Week. 

I urge the people of Chicago to join in the 
programs arranged for observance of the oc- 
casion, and I urge all of our churches, our 
educational institutions and all media of 
communication to observe the plight of the 
communist-dominated nations and to join 
in support of the just aspirations of the 
people of the captive nations. 

I especially encourage everyone to con- 
cretely demonstrate his or her interest in 
the people imprisoned in the captive nations 
by their attendance at or participation in the 
parade to be held on State Street on Satur- 
day afternoon, July 15 at 12:00 P.M. 

Dated this 6th day of July, A.D., 1967. 

RICHARD J. DALEY, 
Mayor. 
ILLINOIS HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION No. 58 

“Resolved, By the House of Representa- 
tives of the Seventy-fifth General Assembly 
of the State of Illinois, the Senate concur- 
ring herein, that the Governor is memorial- 
ized to initiate and place into execution such 
exercises, and ceremonies he may deem ap- 
propriate in observance of the third week 
of July, 1967, and each year thereafter as 
“Captive Nations Week”; and be it further 

“Resolved, That a suitable copy of this 
Resolution be delivered to the office of the 
Governor of the State of Illinois.” 

Governor Kerner has signed the Captive 
Nations Week Proclamation for 1967. 

The Captive Nations Week in Chicago this 
year will be observed with a State Street 
Parade on July 15, 1967 at 12 noon. 

Honorary Chairmen of the parade are Gov- 
ernor Otto Kerner, and Mayor Richard J. 
Daley. The motto is Freedom And Inde- 
pendence For All Nations and Salute To The 
Servicemen Fighting For Freedom. Service- 
men wounded in Viet Nam will be honored 
guests. 

Twenty-one captive nations and patriotic 
organizations will participate with national 
flags, floats, army, navy, fire department, and 
other bands, and 10,000 marchers. The pa- 
rade will emphasize our loyalty to this coun- 
try, to the fighting men in Viet Nam and 
freedom from Communism for all nations. 

We are against co-existence and the build- 
ing of one-way bridges to the Soviet Union, 
and the opening of a Russian Consulate in 
Chicago. We are asking Kosygin to remove 
all Soviet Troops from occupied nations. 

After the parade there will be a luncheon at 
1:45 P.M. at the Conrad Hilton Hotel. 
Mayor Richard J. Daley has been invited to 
be the main speaker. 

The program is organized by the Captive 
Nations Committee of which Viktors Viks- 
nins, 4902 W. Melrose St., Chicago, Illinois 
is the general chairman. During the day he 
can be reached at AV-3-4780, and in the 
evenings at 588-2085 after 7:30. 

SOUTH ORANGE, N. J., July 15, 1967. 
Dr. DOBRIANSKY, 
Chairman, Captive Nations Conference, 
Mayflower Hotel, Washington, D.C.: 

Dear Pror. Dosrransky: On behalf of the 
Hungarian Freedom Fighters Federation’ in 
the United States we want to express our 
solidarity with your aims and to assure all 
of you of our full cooperation. May God bless 
your work. 
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ANDREW POGANY, 
National Chairman. 

STEVEN GEREBEN, 
Chairman, Washington Chapter. 


CAPTIVE NATIONS AUTHOR CHALLENGES WASH- 
INGTON Post EDITORS ON Soviet RUSSIAN 
IMPERIO-COLONIALISM 


Addressing a Captive Nations Conference 
in Washington’s Mayflower Hotel, the author 
of the Captive Nations Resolution (Public 
Law 86-90) challenged the editors of The 
Washington Post “to receive some elemen- 
tary education on Soviet Russian imperio- 
colonialism.” Dr. Lev E. Dobriansky, who is 
the chairman of the National Captive Na- 
tions Committee and an economics profes- 
sor at Georgetown University, used the oc- 
casion of the conference to reply to the 
Post’s July 10 editorial “Captive Congress- 
men.” The conference is one of some fifty- 
five festivities about the country observing 
Captive Nations Week, July 16-22. 

The Georgetown professor specifically chal- 
lenged the paper’s editors “to arrange a dis- 
cussion meeting in the Post’s auditorium 
which would bring the editors face to face 
with living victims of Soviet Russian imperio- 
colonialism from Idel-Ural, Turkestan, White 
Ruthenia and Cossackia.” He held, “It doesn’t 
require much courage to shield one’s igno- 
rance behind an editorial pen and continue 
to misinform the readers. Let us see how 
courageous the editors are in meeting these 
people before the audience of their own staff 
which would have the opportunity to guage 
the level of their editors’ understanding of 
this vital problem.” In his challenge, Dr. 
Dobriansky pointed out further, Just as 
many Americans have come to learn where 
Gambia, Chad and other African states are 
located, so the Post's editors will in time 
come to learn where Idel-Ural, Turkestan, 
White Ruthenia, and Cossackia are located 
in the Russian prison house of nations.” 

As a kick-off to the 1967 Captive Nations 
Week, the professor’s address highlighted the 
themes of the observance. One theme is to 
initiate debate on Soviet Russian imperio- 
colonialism in the U.N. as called for by Presi- 
dent Kennedy in September 1961 and in part 
prepared by Adlai Stevenson’s memo on the 
subject in November of that year. The pro- 
fessor also urged Congressional hearings on 
U.S. policy toward the USSR, which “would 
be unprecedented because we've never had 
any such thorough hearings in our contem- 
porary history.” 

Captive Nations committees are also stress- 
ing this year victory in Vietnam through 
psycho-political liberation of the 17 million 
captive North Vietnamese, the creation of a 
Special House Committee on the Captive Na- 
tions, and exposure of the fraudulent 50th 
anniversary of the Russian Bolshevik revolu- 
tion. This last theme is underscored by the 
advertised publication this October of Do- 
briansky’s book The Vulnerable Russians, as 
“an American answer to the ‘50th.’” Some 
port-city committees have begun a “Nyets 
Campaign Against Russian Consulates,” 
based on the Dirksen-State Department 
agreement arrived at during the Consular 
Treaty debate earlier this year. 


[From the Chicago Tribune] 
FORGOTTEN CAPTIVE NATIONS? 

This week marks the ninth annual observ- 
ance of Captive Nations week. As provided 
for by Congress in public law 86-90, Ameri- 
cans will assemble thruout the country to 
demonstrate that they will never forget the 
nations subjugated by the imperialistic poli- 
cies of communist Russia or ever agree to 
their permanent captivity. 

Twenty-two nations were listed by Con- 
gress on July 17, 1959, when both houses 
unanimously called on the President to pro- 
claim a Captive Nations week each year until 
“freedom and independence” should have 
been achieved for all the captive nations of 
the world. 
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Eight years later the Johnson administra- 
tion regards the Soviet Union and its com- 
munist satellites as “mellowing” and seeks to 
build “bridges of understanding” to the com- 
munist regimes ruling the captive nations of 
central and eastern Europe. 

Instead of working for “freedom and inde- 
pendence” for the captive peoples, Washing- 
ton proposes to step up trade with their 
rulers, who are supplying arms to Commu- 
nists fighting Americans in Viet Nam. If 
Congress approves, the administration also 
would finance the shipment of high quality 
machine tools to build a strategic Fiat auto 
factory in Russia. 

Given the chance, the administration 
would even sit down at a conference table 
with the communist regime of North Viet 
Nam, a “government” President Johnson and 
Secretary of State Rusk have repeatedly said 
they would not destroy. They may have for- 
gotten that North Viet Nam was one of the 
22 communist subjugated nations listed by 
Congress among those whose people cry out 
for “freedom and independence.” 


CAPTIVE NATIONS WEEK, 1959—A PROCLAMA- 
TION BY THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED 
STATES OF AMERICA 


Whereas many nations throughout the 
world have been made captive by the im- 
perialistic and aggressive policies of Soviet 
communism; and 

Whereas the peoples of the Soviet-domi- 
nated nations have been deprived of their 
national independence and their individual 
liberties; and 

Whereas the citizens of the United States 
are linked by bonds of family and principle 
to those who love freedom and justice on 
every continent; and 

Whereas it is appropriate and proper to 
manifest to the peoples of the captive na- 
tions the support of the Government and 
the people of the United States of America 
for their just aspirations for freedom and 
national independence; and 

Whereas by a joint resolution approved 
July 17, 1959, the Congress has authorized 
and requested the President of the United 
States of America to issue a proclamation 
designating the third week in July, 1959, as 
“Captive Nations Week,” and to issue a simi- 
lar proclamation each year until such time 
as freedom and independence shall have been 
achieved for all the captive nations of the 
world: 

Now, therefore, I, Dwight D. Eisenhower, 
President of the United States of America, 
do hereby designate the week beginning July 
19, 1959, as Captive Nations Week. 

I invite the people of the United States 
of America to observe such week with ap- 
propriate ceremonies and activities, and I 
urge them to study the plight of the Soviet- 
dominated nations and to recommit them- 
selves to the support of the just aspirations 
of the peoples of those captive nations, 

In witness whereof, I have hereunto set 
my hand and caused the Seal of the United 
States of America to be affixed. 

Done at the city of Washington this 17th 
day of July in the year of our Lord 1959, 
and of the independence of the United 
States of America the 184th. 

By the President. 

(Seal) 
Dwicut D. EISENHOWER, 
CHRISTIAN A. HERTER, 
Secretary of State. 
CAPTIVE Nations WEEK, 1967—-A PROCLAMA- 
TION BY THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED 
STATES OF AMERICA 


Whereas the joint resolution approved 
July 17, 1959 (73 Stat. 212), authorizes and 
requests the President of the United States 
of America to issue a proclamation each year 
designating the third week in July as “Cap- 
tive Nations Week” until such time as free- 
dom and independence shall have been 


July 19, 1967 


achieved for all the captive nations of the 
world; and 

Whereas freedom and justice are basic hu- 
man rights to which all men are entitled; 
and 

Whereas the independence of peoples re- 
quires their exercise of the elemental right 
of free choice; and 

Whereas these inalienable rights have been 
circumscribed or denied in many areas of 
the world; and 

Whereas the United States. of America, 
from its founding as a nation has had an 
abiding commitment to the principles of na- 
tional independence and human freedom: 

Now, therefore, I, Lyndon B. Johnson, Pres- 
ident of the United States of America, do 
hereby designate the week beginning July 16, 
1967 as Captive Nations Week. 

I invite the people of the United States of 
America to observe this week with appropri- 
ate ceremonies and activities, and I urge 
them to give renewed devotion to the just 
aspirations of all peoples for national inde- 
pendence and human liberty. 

In witness whereof, I have hereunto set 
my hand this twelfth day of July in the year 
of our Lord nineteen hundred and sixty- 
seven, and the Independence of the United 
States of America the one hundred and 
ninety-second. 

LYNDON B. JOHNSON. 


Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
the ninth observance of Captive Nations 
Week comes at a time when the Soviet 
Union is fomenting trouble in the Mid- 
east and is continuing to supply modern 
weapons of war to Communist forces in 
Vietnam. 

These attempts by the Soviet Union to 
expand the Communist sphere of influ- 
ence serve as tragic reminders of the 
naked aggression committed by the So- 
viets against the captive nations of east- 
ern and central Europe. 

This latest evidence of Soviet war- 
mongering provides the United States 
with a fresh opportunity to cite the en- 
tire record of how the Soviet Union has 
built a modern-day empire through 
force of arms. 

We should avail ourselves of this and 
every opportunity to expose the Soviet 
method of colonialism and to point up 
the right of the captive nations to self- 
determination and national independ- 
ence. We must never conclude that 
liberty is foreclosed for the now-enslaved 
peoples of east-central Europe. 

I firmly believe that the United States 
must refuse to accept the status quo in 
Eastern Europe and should continuously 
seek concessions from the Soviet Union 
on behalf of the captive peoples. Con- 
sistent with our own national interest, 
America should constantly explore all 
avenues that might lead to a lessening 
of their plight. 

It seems clear that the present admin- 
istration is handling the Soviet Union 
with kid gloves while the Soviets and 
Red China continue their efforts to draw 
Vietnam and other pieces of the free 
world into the Communist sphere. 

Certainly the ironies in such a policy 
should be apparent to all. 

If Captive Nations Week again is to 
have the significance attached to it when 
it was first proclaimed by President 
Eisenhower 9 years ago, then the United 
States must use the United Nations and 
other appropriate forums to make un- 
mistakably clear our rejection of the 
Soviet takeover of the captive countries. 
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Let the captive European peoples know 
of our full and uncompromising support 
for their unauenchable goal of national 
and individual freedom. Let them know 
that Americans are still dedicated to the 
furtherance of freedom throughout the 
world and to the exposure of Communist 
wrongs. 

There can be no compromise with 
evil—in the United Nations or anywhere 
else. The way to build bridges to the 
East is to keep faith with the people of 
the captive nations. 

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Speaker, during 
this week of July 16-22, we are observing 
the ninth annual Captive Nations Week. 
This week calls attention to the brave but 
long-suffering peoples of nations which 
have been absorbed by the Soviet Union 
in the name of international communism. 

It has been 20 years since these peo- 
ple saw their dreams of freedom and in- 
dependence choked off by a tyranny 
which oppresses and exploits them. We 
in this country have for those 20 years 
hoped, prayed, and worked with our free 
world allies to keep alive the hopes of 
these people and have sought in many 
ways to hasten the day when they might 
enjoy the rights of self-expression and 
self-determination to which they are en- 
titled. 

How long can the dream of such 
rights—rights which we often take for 
granted—endure in the hearts of a peo- 
ple? We know that after 20 years these 
people of the captive nations continue 
to cherish their hopes of freedom and 
independence. We must continue our 
work toward the fulfillment of those 
hopes—and in the full knowledge that 
justice will indeed prevail and that their 
freedom and independence will be re- 
stored. 

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
to congratulate our very distinguished 
colleague, the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania, the Honorable DANIEL J. FLOOD, 
for requesting the special order to com- 
memorate Captive Nations Week, and in- 
deed for his continuing and devoted 
efforts over the years in behalf of the 
cause of the captive nations. He has set 
an example for all to follow and has 
never faltered in his fight to call atten- 
tion to the plight of over 180 million peo- 
ple in the captive nations who have lost 
their precious liberties. 

President Johnson, in his captive na- 
tions proclamation for 1967, set aside 
July 16 through July 22 for the ninth 
annual observance of the event, and has 
urged our citizens to give “renewed de- 
votion to the just aspirations of all peo- 
ples for national independence and 
human liberty.” 

It is certainly fitting that we in the 
free world who have enjoyed for cen- 
turies the priceless rights of democracy, 
do all that we can to give hope and sup- 
port to those captive nations which as- 
pire to national independence. By so 
doing, we not only reaffirm our dedica- 
tion to the noble principles of self-gov- 
ernment established by our Founding 
Fathers, but we also give tangible evi- 
dence to the captive peoples of our re- 
lentless opposition to oppression. 

Millions of Americans who trace their 
origin to the captive nations, and to 
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other lands, join each year during this 
special week to express their hope and 
their support for policies which will free 
the captive nations. 

In my own city of Chicago, under the 
vigorous and able leadership of Mayor 
Richard J. Daley, Captive Nations Week 
is being observed by appropriate cere- 
monies. Mayor Daley has issued a pro- 
clamation marking the event and has 
named a Captive Nations Week Com- 
mittee to coordinate the programs which 
are being held. 

Mr. Viktors Viksnins of the United 
Latvian Association, was named chair- 
man, and Mrs. Ulana Celewych of the 
Ukrainian American Association, was 
named Secretary of the Committee by 
Mayor Daley. Other committee members 
who have been named are as follows: 


Honorary COMMITTEE 


Governor Otto Kerner. 
Mayor Richard J. Daley. 
The Honorable Edward J, Derwinski. 
The Honorable Daniel Rostenkowski. 
The Honorable Roman Pucinskl. 
The Honorable Frank Annunzio. 
Professor Lev. E. Dobriansky. 
His Excellency Most Rev. Vincentas 
Brizgys. 
The Honorable Paul Chung. 
The Honorable Petras P. Dauzvardis. 
The Honorable Wei-min Lee. 
His Excellency Most Rev. Aleksander 
Nowytzkyl. 
Colonel Jack Reilly. 
Jacob J. Wolf. 
Prank D. Savickas. 
The Honorable John C. Kluczynski. 
Mr. Frederick E. Merritt. 
Mr. Joe Martin. 
Dr. L. B. Dzinich. 
Dr. Peter Hletko. 
Mr. Walter A. Kollacks. 
Dr. Chester Piekarczyk. 
Dr. V. Romuk. 
Mr. Anthony Rudis. 
Mr. Ray Soden. 
Mr. Paul Quirico. 
Rev. John Beretta. 
Mrs, Ulana Celewych. 
Mr. Juhon Holberg. 
Mr. Viktors Viksnins. 
ALBANIA 
Rev. Hafizi Yousuff Azem. 
Dr. Faton Gashi. 
Mr. Yaup Xhezaj. 
Dr. Isa Sejdinaj. 


Dr. Kugia. 
ARMENIA 
Mr. Art Kushdilian. 
BULGARIA 


Dr. George Paprikoff. 

Mr. Jordan Georgiev. 

Mr. George Marinov. 

Mr. Hristo Gelov. 
BYELORUSSIA 

Mr. Anthony Bielenis. 

Mr. William Puntus. 


CHINA 
Mr. Kit Shent Mui. 
Mr. Pack H. Wong. 
Mr. Albert K. Leong. 

COSSACKIA 
Mr. Andrew Kozlow. 
Mr. Ivan Klitny]. 
Mr. Andreas Mazanow. 

CROATIA 

Mr. Joe Stimac. 
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Mr. Martin Rukavina. 
Mrs. Sandra Sola. 
CUBA 
Mr. Arturo Olivera, M.D. 
Mr. Augustin Rey. 
CZECHOSLOVAKIA 
Mr. Vaclav Kubicek. 
Mrs. Vlasta Vraz. 
ESTONIA 
Professor Dr. A. Voobus. 
Mr. Alexander Koepp. 
Mr. Oskar Kookla. 
GEORGIA 
Mr. Dimitri Gunia. 
GERMANY 
Mr. Bernhard Averbeck. 
Mrs. Isabella Erbe. 
Mr. Dieter K. Schroeder. 
HUNGARY 
Dr. Frederick Nagy. 
Mr. Paul Quirico. 
Rev. Kornel Tessenyi. 
KOREA 
Mr. Ki Young Shim. 
Rev. G. K. Un. 
Song W. So. 
LATVIA 
V. Landmanis 
Leonids Neimanis. 
A. Vanags. 
Voldemars Lagzdins. 
LITHUANIA 
Karolis Avizienis. 
J. Ingaunis. 
J. Pakalka. 
Leon Pauksta. 
Leonas Prapuolenis. 
Mrs. Biruta Vindasiena. 
POLAND 
Mr. Walter Stepien. 
Mr. Boleslaw Bilogan. 
Mr. Kazimierz Lukomski. 


SERBIA 
Mr. Robert Vyjovich. 
Mrs. Roksanda Panich. 
Mrs. Joan Bulativich. 


SLOVAKIA 

Mr. Rudolf Bado. 

Mr. Milan Blazek. 

Mr. Anton Ondrush. 

Mrs. Anna Vizza. 
SLOVENIA 

Mrs. Gizella Hozian. 

Dr. Ludwig A. Leskovar. 

Father Vendelin Spendow, O.F.M. 
UKRAINE 

Mr. Taras Shpikula. 

Mrs, Ulana Celewych. 

Dr. Wolodymyr Nechaj. 

Mr. Theodosij Nosiewych. 


I want to commend Mr. Viksnins and 
the hard-working members of his com- 
mittee for arranging an outstanding ob- 
servance of Captive Nations Week, in- 
cluding the highlight of the week’s ac- 
tivities, the inspiring parade on State 
Street, on July 15, in which over 10,000 
people marched to demonstrate their 
support for the unfortunate men and 
women whose fate it is to live in those 
nations still enslaved by the dismal tyr- 
anny of communism. 

Mr. Speaker, our commitment to free- 
dom compels us to dedicate ourselves to 
the cause of freedom wherever it is de- 
nied, and to support the efforts to 
liberate the captive nations of the world. 

It is my pleasure to include at this 
point in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD May- 
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or Daley’s proclamation on Captive Na- 
tions Week, which follows: 
PROCLAMATION 

Whereas, the imperialistic policies of Rus- 
sian Communists have led, through direct 
and indirect aggression, to the subjugation 
and enslavement of the peoples of Poland, 
Hungary, Lithuania, Ukraine, Czecho- 
slovakia, Latvia, Estonia, White Ruthenia, 
Rumania, East Germany, Bulgaria, Mainland 
China, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia, North 
Korea, Albania, Idel-Ural, Serbia, Croatia, 
Slovenia, Tibet, Cossackia, Turkestan, 
Slovakia, North Vietnam, Cuba, and others; 
and 

Whereas, the Congress of the United 
States by unanimous vote passed Public Law 
86-90 establishing the third week in July 
each year as Captive Nations Week and invit- 
ing the people of the United States to observe 
such week with appropriate prayers, cere- 
monies and activities expressing their sym- 
pathy with and support for the just aspira- 
tions of captive peoples for freedom and in- 
dependence; and 

Whereas, the City of Chicago is linked to 
those captive nations through the bonds of 
family, since numbered among the people of 
Chicago are hundreds of thousands of our 
citizens who through nativity or ancestry 
treasure the heritage which endowed them 
with the culture and industry which are 
theirs; and 

Whereas, these nations have been made 
captive by the imperialistic, aggressive and 
heartless policies of communism; and 

Whereas, the peoples of these communist- 
dominated nations have been deprived of 
their national independence and their indi- 
vidual liberties; and 

Whereas, it is appropriate and proper to 
demonstrate to the peoples of the captive 
nations the support of the people of the City 
of Chicago for their just aspirations for free- 
dom and national independence; and 

Whereas, the people of Chicago, as do all 
the people of the United States, want for 
the peoples of the world the same freedom 
and justice which is theirs: 

Now, therefore, I, Richard J. Daley, Mayor 
of the City of Chicago, do hereby designate 
the week beginning July 15, 1967 as Captive 
Nations Week. 

I urge the people of Chicago to join in the 
programs arranged for observance of the 
occasion, and I urge all of our churches, our 
educational institutions and all media of 
communication to observe the plight of the 
communist-dominated nations and to join 
in support of the just aspirations of the peo- 
ple of the captive nations. 

I especially encourage everyone to con- 
cretely demonstrate his or her interest in 
the people imprisoned in the captive nations 
by their attendance at or participation in the 
parade to be held on State Street on Satur- 
day afternoon, July 15 at 12:00 P. M. 

Dated this 6th day of July, A. D., 1967. 

Mayor. 


Mr. MORRIS of New Mexico. Mr. 
Speaker, the establishment of Captive 
Nations Week through congressional 
action in 1959 constituted a formal 
commitment by the American people 
through their representatives to re- 
affirm each year that the plight of the 
millions of people held in Communist 
captivity will never be ignored by or 
acceptable to Americans. Needless to say, 
a formal commitment was unnecessary 
to insure that the American people, who 
deeply cherish the iegacy of freedom 
which is ours by birth, would ever be- 
come apathetic toward the political, 
economic, and individual enslavement to 
which the captive peoples have been sub- 
jected. The formal commitment made in 
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1959 instead designates a week each year 
during which vocal expression can be 
given to the anguish continuaily in the 
hearts of the American people for those 
who fell behind the Iron Curtain of perse- 
cution following World War II. 

The atrocities perpetrated against the 
captive peoples who fell prey to Russian 
postwar colonialism were indeed a hor- 
rendous international crime, a crime 
against humanity which will remain a 
blight on human history. Terrorism, mass 
deportations, and comprehensive sub- 
jugation were the instruments by which 
entire nations of Eastern Europe were 
forced to submit to superimposed politi- 
cal structures directed from Moscow. 
Communism, which at one time as a bud- 
ding ideology appealed to many equali- 
tarian idealists throughout the world, 
which promised rapid development to im- 
poverished nations, was disrobed, shock- 
ing the world with its naked brutality 
and injustice, by the criminal methods 
employed by Soviet leaders to establish 
and insure continued Soviet domination 
of the captive nations. The inhumane 
and abominable methods by which the 
Soviet Union has militantly suppressed 
subsequent rebellions against Communist 
tyrannies by these courageous victims 
has further underlined the despicable 
nature of communism. 

We to whom individual freedom is im- 
measurably precious can appreciate the 
despair that these captive peoples have 
experienced in having their personal and 
national freedom torn from them. How- 
ever, in spite of the abject despair in 
which they must continue to endure 
their subjugation, despite the indoctri- 
nation in which they are continually en- 
veloped, a great number of these people 
continue to resist in spirit and often in 
action to accept their enslavement as 
irrevocable. The Soviet Union will never 
succeed in stifling the undercurrent of 
national and cultural consciousness of 
those they hold in bondage. Blessed with 
rich and unique cultural and national 
heritages, these people refuse to relin- 
quish their identification with their past 
personal and national independence, 
they refuse to terminate their hopes for 
future liberation. 

Americans and freedom-loving people 
throughout the world are prevented by 
the harsh reality of the precarious nu- 
clear deterrent balance to which man- 
kind through its own ingenuity has un- 
fortunately arrived from assisting these 
people to throw off the shackles by which 
they are bound. We welcome this oppor- 
tunity, however, to once again express 
our most heartfelt moral support for the 
unfortunate victims of Communist colo- 
nialism. May our numerous voices pene- 
trate the wall of silence which encloses 
the captive people and reassure them 
that in spirit we share their deprivation 
and despair, as well as their undying 
hope. 

Mr. LANGEN. Mr. Speaker, this is the 
ninth annual observance of a special 
week set aside to keep our Nation cog- 
nizant of the situation in which many 
others find themselves—captives of a 
way of life and form of government to 
which loyalty is contrary to their his- 
toric belief and will. For these people, 
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hope must continue to flourish. If we as 
Members of this House can supply some 
hope through reiterating the feelings 
being experienced and expressed here to- 
day, their resolve to be free from the 
yoke of tyranny will be strengthened. 

Albania, Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, 
Latvia, Cuba—these names and others 
once were spoken among the citizens 
with a ring of national pride and na- 
tional purpose. They had an identity 
separate and apart from other nations, 
yet linked to other nations of the world 
through a common respect. Today their 
freedoms lie buried beneath regimes of 
totalitarianism. But their hopes are yet 
alive, though their captors strive to dim 
them. 

Each year that we have observed this 
occasion, more young people in these 
captive countries have received the edu- 
cation intended to submerge forever the 
desire to return to individual national 
entity. The generations now developing 
are not being imbued with a patriotic 
fervor for return to freedom, but rather 
are being tantalized with the false 
promises of communism, which others 
have found to result in disillusionment. 

Along with the loss of freedom for its 
people, the world can ill afford a further 
spread of the economic problems that 
beset Communist countries. The free 
world is getting smaller, and we must 
guard against emissaries to our shores 
bringing smiles and polite words, when 
the actions are still those of subjugation. 

These are some thoughts for contem- 
plation during Captive Nations Week, 
when we remember those peoples whose 
sacrifices were so great that the rewards 
should be something other than tyranny. 

Mr. KUPFERMAN. Mr. Speaker, the 
international crisis of these last months 
serves to emphasize the importance of 
our recognition of this week, which is 
Captive Nations Week. 

By our observance in the United States, 
we show our support of the right of all 
people to pursue their political, economic, 
and cultural development as they deem 
best. This support will encourage and 
nurture the hope for freedom for those 
still subjected to the yoke of tyranny 
and enslavement that engulfs millions 
of people. 

It is fitting, therefore, that we in this 
country set aside at least one week each 
year to focus our attention on those 
people seeking to attain liberty and in- 
dependence. Their morale is their strong- 
est weapon, and we, who often take for 
granted the rights of democracy, can re- 
inforce this weapon by showing that their 
plight is recognized and their energies 
are still appreciated. Through our ob- 
servance of Captive Nations Week, we 
can reaffirm our determination to sup- 
port the establishment of democratic 
principles and eventual freedom for these 
subjugated people. 

Coming so soon after the symbolic days 
of July 4, which we cherish in the 
United States, and July 14, Bastille Day, 
of great significance to France, Captive 
Nations Week emphasizes even more our 
own commitment to democracy, and the 
concern which free people must feel for 
those who do not have it. 

Mr. BRASCO. Mr. Speaker, the ob- 
servance of Captive Nations Week is of 
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great significance to the citizens of the 
United States and to the entire world. 
The people of the United States cannot 
permit themselves to ignore the reality 
of 1 billion people living in Communist- 
dominated captive nations. We cannot 
forget that the strategy of the Soviet 
Union is to ever expand the territory 
under its influence and control. The re- 
cent crisis in the Middle East is vivid 
evidence that this scheme has not been 
abandoned. 

We must restate and reaffirm our con- 
cern for those nations which are now 
captive or in danger of becoming cap- 
tive; we must reassure the world that 
we will never acquiesce to the permanent 
bondage of any people. 

Hope, courage, and love of freedom 
still live within the hearts of the people 
of the satellite nations. Deprivation of 
liberty does not destroy the desire for it. 
We have but to recall the Hungarian up- 
rising of 1956 to become dramatically 
aware of this fact. The freedom-loving 
people of Hungary fought valiantly, but 
vainly, to shed their totalitarian yoke. 
There are perhaps millions of people who 
would work and struggle just as bravely 
for their own liberation if they were 
aware our sympathy were forthcoming. 
In the face of such courage, we must feel 
duty-bound to rededicate ourselves to 
achieving liberty for all nations of the 
world. We cannot permit ourselves to 
continue to neglect the plight of those 
helpless people whose aspirations for the 
recovery of their liberty and independ- 
ence have gone unfulfilled. The con- 
science of the world must not be per- 
mitted to sleep; it must be awakened and 
fired to meet the challenge presented by 
the yearning of the captive nations for 
their liberty. 

It is appropriate that we observe Cap- 
tive Nations Week so that we may offi- 
cially manifest to the peoples of the 
world our deep and lasting concern for 
the liberty of all nations, and to reassert 
our willingness to lead those who wish to 
follow us in the pursuit of the cherished 
fruits of freedom and the goal of uni- 
versal liberty; we affirm that we will not 
rest while these are withheld from any 
who desire them. 

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. Mr. Speaker, a few 
weeks ago we celebrated with fireworks 
and picnic baskets the anniversary of the 
birth of our Nation, the beginning of the 
American dream. It was a happy occasion 
as well as a time when each of us in our 
own heart took stock of the meaning of 
freedom and its promise. 

The observance of Captive Nations 
Week so shortly after the celebration of 
our own Independence Day is a sharp re- 
minder that many millions of the world’s 
people are not as blessed as we, and that 
the struggle for freedom continues. Let 
us give voice then to the aspirations of 
all mankind for liberty and justice. 

Mr, DULSKI. Mr. Speaker, Americans 
are once again joining together to speak 
in defense of the cause of freedom 
throughout the world. During Captive 
Nations Week, we not only renew our 
own commitment to freedom, but we are 
also telling those who live under the yoke 
of Communist imperialism that they 
should not give up hope. 

We are now engaged in the ninth an- 
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nual observance of Captive Nations 
Week. It is good that we take this time 
to focus attention on the fact that hun- 
dreds of millions of people live under the 
totalitarian domination of communism. 
To these people, freedom is denied. We 
owe it to them, as well as to ourselves, to 
protect freedom where it exists, and to 
dedicate ourselves anew to its extension 
whenever and wherever possible, 

In a speech prepared for delivery on 
the day of his assassination, John F. 
Kennedy said: 

In today’s world, freedom can be lost 
without a shot being fired, by ballots as well 
as bullets. The success of our leadership is 
dependent upon respect for our mission in 
the world as well as our missiles—on a 
clearer recognition of the virtues of free- 
dom as well as the evils of tyranny. 


It is to these ends that we must re- 
dedicate ourselves during Captive Na- 
tions Week—a clearer recognition of the 
virtues of freedom as well as the evils of 
tyranny. 

The leaders of the Communist world 
have shown, by their words and deeds, 
that they are opposed to freedom and 
democracy. They have done all within 
their power to destroy the individual 
and national independence of those 
whom they have ground under their 
heels. 

The citizens of captive nations may 
have lost their freedom temporarily but 
there is strong evidence they have not 
lost hope or their desire to regain it. As 
long as freedom exists somewhere in the 
world, as long as free people remain un- 
swerving in their determination to keep 
freedom alive, hope will flourish in the 
captive nations of Europe, Asia, and the 
Western Hemisphere. 

And so, during this week, we must re- 
afirm a twofold promise: To remain 
firm against further Communist usur- 
pation in the world, and to do all within 
our power to work for the ultimate libera- 
tion of every captive nation. 

Our heritage requires that we keep the 
lamp of liberty lit. Oppressed people have 
traditionally looked to us for hope and 
inspiration. I hope that the oppressors 
of the captive nations are listening and 
note well what is being said throughout 
America and elsewhere in the world this 
week, so they will fully realize that we 
are determined and steadfast in our 
intention to stamp out tyranny wherever 
it exists. 

Mr. Speaker, because of their signif- 
icant and instructive contents, I request 
that the following items be appended at 
this point in the Recorp: The June 25 
notice in the Syracuse Post Standard, 
“Captive Nations Speaker“; two interest- 
ing releases on the Captive Nations Con- 
ference held in the Mayflower Hotel on 
July 15; a “Manifesto for Captive Nations 
Week—1967,” issued by the Conference of 
Americans of Central and Eastern Euro- 
pean Descent—CACEED—in New York 
City; the article by Robert S. Allen and 
Paul Scott on The Soviet’s Captive Na- 
tions,” which appeared in the July 8 
issue of the Philadelphia Daily News; 
and a Ukrainian Congress Committee of 
America release on June 18, “Captive 
Nations Author Urges US.-U.S.S.R. 
Policy Review“: 
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[From Syracuse (N.Y.) Post Standard, June 
25, 1967] 


CAPTIVE NATIONS SPEAKER 


A former inmate of a Soviet prison camp 
will be the featured speaker at the main rally 
July 21 in Syracuse in observance of Captive 
Nations Week, July 17-23. 

The Captive Nations Committee of Syra- 
cuse and Onondaga County, in announcing 
the observance, authorized by Congressional 
decree, said that the annual rally will be 
conducted at 7:45 p. m., July 21, at American 
Legion Post 41, 123 S. Clinton St. 

The speaker will be Rev. Walter Ciszek, S. J., 
of the John XXIII Center for Eastern Chris- 
tian Studies at Fordham University. From 
1947 to 1962 he was held in a Soviet prison 
camp. His experiences were told in a book 
called “With God in Russia.” 

On July 17, the start of Captive Nations 
Week will be announced by a joint proclama- 
tion issued by Mayor William F. Walsh and 
County Executive John H. Mulroy. 

Co-chairman Tibor Helcz said the hon- 
orary committee for Syracuse and Onondaga 
County includes Walsh, Mulroy, Bishop Wal- 
ter A. Foery; Rev. Robert Grimm of the Syra- 
cuse Council of Churches, and Congressman 
James Hanley, Chairman of the Syracuse Cap- 
tive Nations Committee is Dr. Anthony Bous- 
caren of LeMoyne College. 

The committee includes representatives 
from the following nationalities; Armenians, 
Estonians, Latvians, Hungarians, Polish, Slo- 
vak and Ukrainian. 


A leading intellectual in the Captive Na- 
tions Movement yesterday (July 15) called 
on all intellectuals to recognize Russian im- 
perialism as the major cause of the current 
attempt to liquidate Israel. 

Professor Roman Smal-Stocki, Visiting 
Professor, Catholic University, said that after 
liquidating the Jewish autonomous Republic, 
Biro-Bidjan, and strangling Judaism inside 
the Soviet Union, Russian Communists have 
linked up with Arab anti-semites to destroy 
the Israelis. 

By their support of the Arab radicals, Pro- 
fessor Smal-Stocki said, the Soviets also hope 
to forestall any effort of the Panislamic 
Movement to undertake the liberation of 
some 40,000,000 people in Islamic “captive 
nations” inside the Soviet Union and, at the 
same time, deny Middle East oil to the West. 
He added: 

“All intellectuals in Europe had the deep- 
est understanding of our demand of self- 
determination, religious and political free- 
dom and the dignity of the person in our 
struggle against Red Fascism. But where is 
the help of American liberalism and social- 
ism for these ideals of the Captive Nations 
movement? .. Where are the voices of 
American universities in defense of academic 
freedom in the Soviet Union? ... Why do 
they not fight for human rights and civil 
liberties also for the Captive Nations?” 

Professor Smal-Stocki’s plea for support 
of liberals was made at a Captive Nations 
Conference in Washington, D.C., launching 
ninth annual observances of Captive Nations 
Week, proclaimed by President Johnson for 
July 16-22. 

WasuinctTon, D.C. July 15.— One week of 
demonstrations in North Viet Nam against 
Ho Chi Minh’s war policies would do more 
to force Ho to the negotiating table than a 
month of bombings”, Donald L. Miller, Exec- 
utive Director, National Captive Nations 
Committee, said here today. 

“Our use of conventional means and self- 
imposed limited goals in confronting an all- 
out revolutionary war waged against us ac- 
counts for the high cost of the Viet Nam war 
and its still uncertain outcome”, Miller said. 
He suggested that conventional means be 
supplemented by sending teams of peace 
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workers into North Viet Nam to organize 
anti-war demonstrations against Ho. 

Commenting on the ethics involved, Miller 
said: “The North Vietnamese rulers have 
been sending agitators into the South for 
ten or so years. Why give the Communists 
in the north any more sanctuary against 
modern, unconventional forms of conflict 
than we have given them in respect to our 
bombing?” 

Miller spoke during a Captive Nations Con- 
ference which launched 1967 observances of 
Captive Nations Week, proclaimed by Presi- 
dent Lyndon Johnson for July 16-22. 


MANIFESTO FOR CAPTIVE NATIONS WEEK—1967 
TO THE AMERICAN PEOPLE! 


During the third week of July, 1967 Ameri- 
cans from all walks of life will mark the 9th 
annual observance of Captive Nations Week 
in nationwide manifestations, rallies, cere- 
monies and other public gatherings. These 
observances, held since the passage of the 
Captive Nations Week Resolution, are legally 
provided for in U.S. Public Law 86-90, They 
serve as a powerful moral symbol signifying 
that Americans will never forget the captive 
nations or accommodate themselves to their 
permanent captivity, 

The Conference of Americans of Central 
and Eastern European Descent (CACEED) is 
an organization of American citizens of Cen- 
tral and Eastern European Descent. Their 
countries of origin—Albania, Bulgaria, 
Czechoslovakia, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, 
Lithuania, Poland, Romania and Ukraine— 
are presently under Communist domination. 

In supporting all the captive nations in 
their unending struggle for freedom and na- 
tional self-determination, CACEED calls on 
all Americans to manifest their public sup- 
port of the aspirations of the captive nations 
everywhere to restore their freedom and na- 
tional independence. 

Public Law 86-90 specifically directs atten- 
tion to the fact that: 

“. . . these submerged nations look to the 
United States, as the citadel of human free- 
dom, for leadership in bringing about their 
liberation and independence, and in restor- 
ing to them the enjoyment of their Christian, 
Jewish, Moslem, Buddhist and other religi- 
ous freedoms, and of their individual liber- 
tles 

Furthermore, Public Law 86-90 stresses 
most emphatically that Comunist Russia is 
the enslaver of the captive nations in these 
clear and unmistakable terms: 

„. .. The imperialistic policies of Commu- 
nist Russia have led, through direct and in- 
direct aggression, to the subjugation of the 
national independence of Poland, Hungary, 
Lithuania, Ukraine, Czechoslovakia, Latvia, 
Estonia, White Ruthenia, Romania, East 
Germany, Bulgaria, mainland China, Ar- 
menia, Azerbaijan, Georgia, North Korea, 
Albania, Idel-Ural, Tibet, Cossackia, Turke- 
stan, North Vietnam, and others. 

The observance of Captive Nations Week 
in 1967 is especially significant and mean- 
ingful in the light of such international 
situations as the U.S. involvement in Viet- 
nam, the Israeli-Arab conflict in the Middle 
East, the Chinese-Soviet rift and the emer- 
gence of Communist-sponsored guerrillas in 
Venezuela, Peru, Guatemala and Bolivia. 
With the exception of the sudden and re- 
grettable conflict in the Middle East, the un- 
mistakable source of other troubles in the 
world is Communist Russia and its subser- 
vient communist puppets. The tri-Continent 
Communist Conference, held in 1966 in Ha- 
vana, was financed and politically directed 
by the Kremlin. At this conference it was 
decided to launch a series of “wars of na- 
tional liberation” and create many Viet- 
nams” in Latin America. 

Captive Nations Week will provide a fitting 
occasion for our rededication to the cause of 
universal freedom, and especially to the free- 
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dom of the captive nations who have been 
denied this preclous human attribute by 
Communist Russia. 

The U.S, Government for the first time 
recognized the existence of all the captive 
nations by enacting Public Law 86-90. 

All of us should recall the words of Presi- 
dent John F. Kennedy, who stated: 

„. . . This country must never recognize 
the situation behind the Iron Curtain as a 
permanent one, but must, by all peaceful 
means, keep alive the hopes of freedom for 
the peoples of the captive nations 

We recall also that President Lyndon B. 
Johnson, in his State of the Union Message 
to Congress on January 12, 1966, declared 
that the most important. principle of U.S. 
foreign policy was: 

“support of national independence, the 
right of each people to govern themselves 
and shape their own institutions. .” be- 
cause “the insistent urge toward national 
independence is the strongest force of to- 
day’s world.” 

Yet, despite these forceful utterances, we 
notice with regret that there exists a pro- 
nounced attitude of U.S. foreign policy to- 
wards a political accommodation of the 
Communist regimes in Central and Eastern 
Europe. While the United States is staunchly 
and rightly opposed to Communist aggres- 
sion in Vietnam, it espouses a “neutral” 
course toward the Communist aggression in 
Central and Eastern Europe, in “building 
bridges of understanding” with the Commu- 
nist regimes therein rather than with the 
captive peoples. 

These American overtures for “peaceful 
coexistence” were flatly rejected by the meet- 
ing of the Communist Parties held in April, 
1967 in Karlovy Vary, Czechoslovakia, where 
the United States was condemned for its in- 
volvement in Vietnam, and the U.S. “build- 
ing of bridges of understanding” was simply 
ignored. Furthermore, Marshal Andrei Grech- 
ko, the new Soviet Defense Minister, casti- 
gated the U.S. Government, calling it “an 
aggressor of great magnitude.” 

Captive Nations Week in 1967 affords a 
national forum for the discussion of issues 
affecting our national interest and security. 

Realism requires that we, as a nation, must 
face some stern and irrefutable facts: 

The Soviet Union continues to remain the 
power base of the Red Empire, and that all 
other Communist regimes, including that of 
Peking, depend ultimately on Moscow for 
their political survival. 

The appearances of some liberalization in 
Central and Eastern Europe are well obviated 
by the totalitarian rule, with evidence 
mounting daily as to new oppresive measures, 
in the USSR and its satellites. 

Lastly, we see that Moscow, despite its ideo- 
logical conflict with Peking, has been in- 
creasing military and financial aid to North 
Vietnam, and made unmistakably clear that 
in the event of a U.S.-Chinese confronta- 
tion over Vietnam, it will definitely side with 
Red China against the United States. 

Therefore, in commemorating Captive Na- 
tions week 1967, we: 

Fully support U.S. Policy in Vietnam and 
elsewhere in resisting Communist aggression 
and Communist attempts at world domina- 
tion. But we equally insist that the U.S. gov- 
ernment should adopt a firm policy toward 
the Communist aggression and domination of 
the captive nations of Central and Eastern 
Europe. 

We accuse the Soviet Government of vio- 
lating its solemn promises of freedom and 
independence to the nations made captive 
during and after World War H— Bulgaria, 
Czechoslovakia, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, 
Lithuania, Poland and Romania; 

We further accuse the Soviet Government 
of forcibly depriving the nations within its 
own borders of the promised right of self- 
determination and of destroying the formerly 
free and independent states of Ukraine and 
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of the other non-Russian nations inside the 
USSR; 

We condemn the Communist enslavement 
of mainland China, North Korea, North Viet- 
nam, Tibet and Cuba. 

We urge the U.S. Government and the gov- 
ernments of all other free nations to prevail 
upon the United Nations to institute a U.N. 
Committee to investigate Soviet Russian 
communist enslavement and persecution of 
the captive nations under its direct and in- 
direct domination; 

We appeal to the U.S. Government to un- 
dertake measures in the U.N. that the Decla- 
ration on the Granting of Independence to 
Colonial Countries, adopted by the U.N. on 
October 14, 1960, be applied to all the captive 
nations as enumerated in the U.S. Captive 
Nations Week Resolution of July 17, 1959. 

We call on the people of the United States 
of America to take part in the Captive Na- 
tions Week observances, July 16-22, 1967, and 
to manifest their wholehearted support and 
sympathy for the just aspirations of the cap- 
tive nations of Europe and Asia, and to pledge 
their moral and material assistance in their 
long and unequal struggle for their freedom 
and national statehood which has been sup- 
pressed by the Kremlin and its subservient 
Communist satellite regimes. 


THE Soviet’s CAPTIVE NATIONS 


One of the disturbing results of the 
Kosygin-Johnson talks has been the water- 
ing down of this year’s proclamation des- 
ignating the third week in July as “Captive 
Nations Week.” 

As drafted by the President's foreign policy 
advisers, this year’s proclamation bears little 
resemblance to those issued since 1959, when 
Congress “authorized and requested” the 
President to set aside seven days to take note 
of the world’s captive nations. 

In his latest proclamation the President 
limits himself to saying that freedom and 
justice are the inalienable rights of all peo- 
ples and that the basic rights are presently 
denied to many people. 

Missing from the proclamation is any 
statement accusing the Soviet government of 
enslaving various Eastern European nations, 
one of the original purposes of “Captive Na- 
tions Week.” 

When the congressional resolution origi- 
nally approved the week, it caused a stir 
because Vice President Richard Nixon was 
in Moscow at the time, and President Eisen- 
hower’s proclamation accused the Soviet gov- 
ernment of “imperialistic and aggressive” 
policies. 

Nixon, on his return, said the then Soviet 
Premier Nikita Khrushchev told him “this 
resolution stinks.” And, according to Nixon, 
“He spelled out what he meant in earthy 
four-letter words.” 

During the Glassboro meeting Soviet Pre- 
mier Alexei Kosygin asked President Johnson 
if he was going “to complicate U.S.-Soviet 
relations by issuing a Captive Nations proc- 
lamation.” 

After a moment of silence President John- 
son replied: “If there is a proclamation, 
there will be no mention of the Soviet Union.” 

Several of Johnson’s foreign policy advisers, 
who overheard the exchange, have lobbied 
strongly against the issuance of any proc- 
lamation this year. 

One of the most vocal of these has been 
presidential assistant Walt Rostow, author 
of a policy paper stating that one of the 
prime U.S. foreign policy objectives should 
be “to help Russia obtain the great nation 
status she deserves.” 

A Central Intelligence Agency report on 
Soviet objectives for 1967 flatly states that 
“the downgrading and eventual elimination 
of Captive Nations Week is high on the 
ee list of Russia's psycho- political war- 

are.“ 
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CAPTIVE NATIONS AUTHOR URGES U.S.-U.S.S.R. 
Polier REVIEW 

The author of the Captive Nations Week 
Resolution (Public Law 86-90) urged last 
night that Congress undertake a complete 
review of U.S. policy toward the USSR. Ad- 
dressing a banquet celebrating the 25th an- 
niversary of the Ukrainian Insurgent Army 
in the Statler-Hilton Hotel, Dr. Lev E. Do- 
briansky, professor of Georgetown University 
and also president of the Ukrainian Congress 
Committee of America, stated The Middle 
East crisis is further evidence of the long 
overdue need for a thorough Congressional 
review of our policy toward the Soviet Union. 
The Russians really triggered off this crisis, 
and if it wasn’t for the heroic determination 
of Israel, we today would be seeing quite a 
spectacle of Russian diplomatic obstruction- 
ism and maneuvering to seal their hold on 
the Middle East.” 

Twenty-five years ago, during World War 
II, the Ukrainian Insurgent Army was formed 
and fought against both the Nazis and the 
Russian Communists. The army, known as 
UPA, continued its military forays against 
the Russians until 1950, when remnants went 
into a political underground that exists in 
parts of the Soviet Union today. Celebrations 
are being held in this country and elsewhere 
in the West on UPA’s 25th anniversary. 

In making his plea the Georgetown pro- 
fessor pointed out that “we have never had 
a full review, a Great Debate, concerning our 
policy toward the USSR. If one were held, 
the American people would be amazed to 
witness the heap of misconceptions and false 
assumptions on which this policy is based.” 
Dr. Dobriansky challenged our legislators to 
make this first try, which he contends “would 
go a long way to dissipate present illusions 
about ‘building bridges to Eastern Europe,’ 
‘detente,’ ‘accommodation’ and other wishful 
steps that are not even in harmony with the 
principles and traditions of our country.” 

It was announced at the gathering that a 
new book written by the Georgetown pro- 
fessor under the title of The Vulnerable Rus- 
sians will be released this October, on the 
very eve of the 50th anniversary of the Rus- 
sian Bolshevik revolution. It is now being 
publicized as “An American Answer to the 
Fraudulent ‘50th’.” 


Mr. MURPHY of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
throughout this week of July 16-22, 
Americans everywhere will join in a 
great undertaking—observance of Cap- 
tive Nations Week. I am happy to join 
with my colleagues in Congress in com- 
memoration of this important occasion. 

Since its establishment in 1959, Cap- 
tive Nations Week has become a signifi- 
cant part of American national life. Dur- 
ing the third week of July, each year, 
Americans everywhere hold appropriate 
ceremonies, television and radio pro- 
grams, and public discussion forums in 
remembrance of the nearly 1 billion fel- 
low human beings trapped behind the 
Iron Curtain. In my own city of Chicago, 
Captive Nations Week is traditionally 
observed with enthusiasm and with ded- 
ication, and this year promises to be one 
of the most meaningful of these occa- 
sions. 

For the people in the Third District of 
Chicago, as well as throughout this great 
land of ours, are aware of the indivisi- 
bility of freedom. They know that wher- 
ever any human being is oppressed, 
wherever any fellow being is denied the 
most elemental right of human liberty, 
then their own liberty is diminished. As 
the great.poet John Donne expressed it: 

No man is an island unto himself. Every 
man is a piece of the continent 
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of the main. Every man's death diminishes 
me because I am involved in all mankind. 
Therefore, send not to learn for whom the 
bell tolls. . . it tolls for thee. 


And, every man’s enslavement dimin- 
ishes me because I am involved in all 
mankind. 

Today, untold millions of our fellow- 
men languish behind the Iron Curtain. 
Theirs is an existence in which there is 
little or no freedom of speech, in which 
freedom of the press is largely unknown, 
and in which freedom of religion is 
largely nonexistent. Their freedom to 
travel is severely restricted. Communist 
governments continue to impose all- 
encompassing control over all aspects of 
daily life. 

Yet despite the onslaught of propa- 
ganda, regardless of the insidious terror 
of the Communist regimes, the captive 
peoples have not lost their all-consum- 
ing desire to be free. This magnificent 
will has sustained them through years of 
oppression, a will so powerful that many 
have died trying to escape their plight. 
Twenty thousand Hungarians gave up 
their lives in Budapest alone during the 
Hungarian uprising in 1956. Those sum- 
mer and autumn days in 1956 in Eastern 
Europe will never be forgotten, for a fire 
was lit in Poznan and Warsaw, a fire 
which spread even to faraway Bulgaria 
and Rumania, inspiring the opprossed 
with the belief that freedom was possible. 
Yes, the valor of the Hungarian patriots 
in 1956, the heroism of those who have 
scaled the Berlin Wall, and the countless 
acts of sacrifice and courage of other 
captive peoples stand as thundering in- 
dictments and denials of the empty 
Communist claims that their people are 
contented with their lot. 

We in the United States only recently 
celebrated our Independence Day, a time 
when each of us solemnly rededicated 
himself to the great ideals of the Dec- 
laration of Independence, which declares 
that all men are created equal, that they 
are endowed by their Creator with cer- 
tain inalienable rights of life, liberty, and 
the pursuit of happiness. During this 
great Captive Nations Week, we renew 
that responsibility to the magnificent 
ideals upon which this nation was 
founded and resolve to work unstintingly 
for the freedom of the oppressed peoples 
of the world. 

Thus, Mr. Speaker, it is a privilege for 
me to join in solemn commemoration of 
this great time of rededication to the 
ideal of freedom and justice for all. 

Mr. BYRNE of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, as we today observe Captive 
Nations Week we remind ourselves that 
the foundation upon which our democ- 
racy and our way of life rests is our be- 
lief that man is not only capable of gov- 
erning himself but that in order to 
achieve self-fulfillment he must do so. 
As we see it, a hand in determining his 
individual fate is both the prerogative of 
man and the prerequisite for his greater 
achievements. Servitude has produced 
nothing of value, but only sterile efforts. 
That dignity and respect should nat- 
urally be the due of all is to us an invio- 
lable concept. These are rights and not 
merely privileges. 

To nations, those aggregations of peo- 
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ple who through a common tradition 
and culture are bound to one another in 
a unique fashion, we would extend the 
same rights. Their allegiances, their ex- 
ternal ties and commitments, their man- 
ner of life should be determined by none 
but themselves and under conditions 
which lack overwhelming unnatural 
pressures. 

Some, unfortunately, do not share our 
faith in man and do not regard human 
bondage as the injustice which we hold 
it to be. They would deny to others the 
liberties which we regard as essential. 
They seek to restrict the rights of others 
and to impose on them their own will. 
Some measure of success has temporarily 
been theirs. Today both individuals and 
nations exist without what we regard as 
the spiritual necessities of life. 

During Captive Nations Week we focus 
our attention once again on their sor- 
rowful plight. We cannot but remain 
convinced that their condition is not one 
of permanence. Man with the freedom 
inherent in his natural state cannot but 
emerge triumphant. The peoples of the 
captive nations shall always have our 
sympathy and firm support in their 
struggle against those who do not share 
our faith and respect for man and his 
capabilities. 

Mr. DENT. Mr. Speaker, by passing a 
joint resolution in 1959 requesting Presi- 
dent Eisenhower to proclaim the third 
week in July Captive Nations Week, 
Congress recognized the bonds which 
link the American concept of freedom to 
the cause of freedom everywhere. 

Indeed, the underlying principle upon 
which our Nation was built is that liberty 
is not only a right inherent to all men, 
but a prerequisite for self-fulfillment 
and the harmonious achievement of com- 
mon goals. 

Firm in the belief that recognition and 
respect of man’s basic rights is the only 
road to world peace, the American people 
have championed the cause of freedom 
throughout the world. During the past 
two decades vast portions of Asia and 
Africa have achieved national independ- 
ence, with our sanction, convinced as we 
are that the peoples themselves must 
steer their own course. 

However, we cannot forget that many 
areas still live under the yoke of foreign 
domination. Peoples of eastern and cen- 
tral Europe are captives in their own 
lands. Overrun by the Red army more 
than 20 years ago, they were ruthlessly 
stripped of all means of individual and 
national self-expression. Yet these coun- 
tries, proud of their rich political and 
cultural heritage, never resigned them- 
selves to humiliation and defeat. The 
evolution toward a minimum of self- 
determination that we have been wit- 
nessing in the past few years can be at- 
tributed to a large extent, not to the 
liberalization of the Soviet regime, but 
to the stubborn efforts and heroic sacri- 
fices these peoples have made. It is only 
fitting that we, in America, pay tribute 
to the courage and tenacity of these peo- 
ples, and in so doing, reassert our faith 
in the justice of their cause. The observ- 
ance of Captive Nations Week—through 
meetings, rallies, parades, speeches— 
gives us the opportunity to reaffirm our 
commitments to freedom for all peoples, 
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fully aware that the peace will not be 
secured until man’s inalienable rights 
are universally acknowledged. 

Mr. HELSTOSKI. Mr. Speaker, the 
Second World War left behind, as its 
legacy, innumerable problems, but none 
of them as sad and tragic as the fate of 
some 100 million souls in central and 
eastern Europe. Toward the end of the 
war and soon after, nearly all the coun- 
tries in that part of Europe were over- 
run by the Red army. The people there 
became captives of the Soviet Govern- 
ment. This same Government recently 
charged that the Israelis have committed 
aggressive acts in the Arab-Israel con- 
flict, by the occupation of Syrian and 
Jordanian territory and demanded the 
immediate and unconditional withdrawal 
of the Israel troops. 

Yet, because of the Soviet Union’s ag- 
gressive and expansionist postwar pol- 
icy, the innocent and helpless people of 
Latvia, Lithuania, and Estonia, Poland, 
Czechoslovakia, and Hungary, Bulgaria, 
and Rumania were captured and en- 
slaved in their homelands. In addition 
some 17 million Germans in East Ger- 
many have shared a similar fate. 

The sad fate and status of these peo- 
ple, the captive nations of Europe, have 
been a most serious concern for the free 
world. Their statesmen have done their 
best by exerting all their influence in 
behalf of the captive nations in the hope 
of bettering their status. The statesmen 
of the West have for years made rep- 
resentations to Soviet leaders and have 
done their utmost with a view of con- 
vincing the Soviets that these captive 
nations have a right to be free and in- 
dependent. Unfortunately, all efforts 
have proven futile. 

The Soviets refused to respond to the 
West on this human issue on the false 
premise that these nations are not cap- 
tives, but are free under communism. The 
statesmen of the West could not be put 
off by such illusory representations, and 
another step was taken to keep alive this 
pressing issue. 

In July of 1959 Congress passed a joint 
resolution establishing the third week in 
July of each year as Captive Nations 
Week, and authorizing the President to 
issue such a proclamation, until the at- 
tainment of freedom by these peoples. 
In observing the Captive Nations Week 
we all hope and pray for the freedom of 
these captive nations from Communist 
totalitarian tyranny. 

Mr. Speaker, the Conference of Amer- 
icans of Central and Eastern European 
Descent—CACEED—has issued its mani- 
festo for the Captive Nations Week of 
1967. I believe it points out the need for 
such an observance and commend it to 
the attention of my colleagues in this 
House. 

As part of my remarks, I wish to in- 
clude this manifesto and hope that it 
will be widely read and seriously con- 
sidered. 

The manifesto follows: 

MANIFESTO FOR CAPTIVE NATIONS WEEK—1967 
TO THE AMERICAN PEOPLE! 

During the third week of July, 1967, Amer- 
icans from all walks of life will mark the 9th 
annual observance of Captive Nations Week 
in nationwide manifestations, rallies, cere- 
monies and other public gatherings. These 
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observances, held since the passage of the 
Captive Nations Week Resolution, are legally 
provided for in U.S. Public Law 86-90. They 
serve as a powerful moral symbol signifying 
that Americans will never forget the captive 
nations or accommodate themselves to their 
permanent captivity. 

The Conference of Americans of Central 
and Eastern European Descent (CACEED) is 
an organization of American citizens of Cen- 
tral and Eastern European Descent, Their 
countries of origin—Albania, Bulgaria, Czech- 
oslovakia, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lith- 
uania, Poland, Rumania and Ukraine—are 
presently under Communist domination. 

In supporting all the captive nations in 
their unending struggle for freedom and na- 
tional self-determination, CACEED calls on 
all Americans to manifest their public sup- 
port of the aspirations of the captive nations 
everywhere to restore their freedom and na- 
tional independence. 

Public Law 86-90 specifically directs at- 
tention to the fact that: 

“. . . these submerged nations look to the 
United States, as the citadel of human free- 
dom, for leadership in bringing about their 
liberation and independence, and in restoring 
to them the enjoyment of their Christian, 
Jewish, Moslem, Buddhist and other religious 
freedoms, and of their individual liber- 
ties 

Furthermore, Public Law 86-90 stresses 
most emphatically that Communist Russia 
is the enslaver of the captive nations in these 
clear and unmistakable terms: 

“. . . The imperialistic policies of Commu- 
nist Russia have led, through direct and in- 
direct aggression, to the subjugation of the 
national independence of Poland, Hungary, 
Lithuania, Ukraine, Czechoslovakia, Latvia, 
Estonia, White Ruthenia, Rumania, East Ger- 
many, Bulgaria, mainland China, Armenia, 
Azerbaijan, Georgia, North Korea, Albania, 
Idel-Ural, Tibet, Cossackia, Turkestan, North 
Vietnam, and others 

The observance of Captive Nations Week 
in 1967 is especially significant and meaning- 
ful in the light of such international situa- 
tions as the U.S, involvement in Vietnam, the 
Israeli-Arab conflict in the Middle East, the 
Chinese-Soviet rift and the emergence of 
Communist-sponsored guerrillas in Vene- 
zuela, Peru, Guatemala and Bolivia. With the 
exception of the sudden and regrettable con- 
flict in the Middle East, the unmistakable 
source of other troubles in the world is Com- 
munist Russia and its subservient commu- 
nist puppets. The tri-Continent Communist 
Conference, held in 1966 in Havana, was 
financed and politically directed by the 
Kremlin. At this conference it was decided 
to launch a series of “wars of national lib- 
eration” and create “many Vietnams” in 
Latin America. 

Captive Nations Week will provide a fitting 
occasion for our rededication to the cause of 
universal freedom, and especially to the free- 
dom of the captive nations who have been 
denied this precious human attribute by 
Communist Russia. 

The US. Government for the first time 
recognized the existence of all the captive 
nations by enacting Public Law 86-90. 

All of us should recall the words of Presi- 
dent John F. Kennedy who stated: 

„. . . This country must never recognize 
the situation behind the Iron Curtain as a 
Permanent one, but must, by all peaceful 
means, keep alive the hopes of freedom for 
the peoples of the captive nations 

We recall also that President Lyndon B. 
Johnson, in his State of the Union Message 
to Congress on January 12, 1966, declared 
that the most important principle of U.S. 
foreign policy was: 

“support of national independence, the 
right of each people to govern themselves 
and shape their own institutions .. be- 
cause “the insistent urge toward national in- 
dependence is the strongest force of today’s 
world.” 
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Yet, despite these forceful utterances, we 
notice with regret that there exists a pro- 
nounced attitude of U.S. foreign policy to- 
wards a political accommodation of the Com- 
munist regimes in Central and Eastern Eu- 
rope. While the United States is staunchly 
and rightly opposed to Communist aggres- 
sion in Vietnam, it espouses a “neutral” 
course toward the Communist aggression in 
Central and Eastern Europe, in “building 
bridges of understanding” with the Commu- 
nist regimes therein rather than with the 
captive peoples. 

These American overtures for “peaceful co- 
existence” were flatly rejected by the meeting 
of the Communist Parties held in April, 1967 
in Karlovy Vary, Czechoslovakia, where the 
United States was condemned for its involve- 
ment in Vietnam, and the U.S. “building 
of bridges of understanding” was simply ig- 
nored. Furthermore, Marshal Andrei Grech- 
ko, the new Soviet Defense Minister, casti- 
gated the U.S. Government, calling it “an 
aggressor of great magnitude.” 

Captive Nations Week in 1967 affords a na- 
tional forum for the discussion of issues af- 
fecting our national interest and security. 

Realism requires that we, as a nation, 
must face some stern and irrefutable facts: 

The Soviet Union continues to remain the 
power base of the Red Empire, and that all 
other Communist regimes, including that of 
Peking, depend ultimately on Moscow for 
their political survival. 

The appearances of some liberalization in 
Central and Eastern Europe are well obviated 
by the totalitarian rule, with evidence 
mounting daily as to new oppressive meas- 
ures in the USSR and its satellites. 

Lastly, we see that Moscow, despite its 
ideological conflict with Peking, has been in- 
creasing military and financial aid to North 
Vietnam, and made unmistakably clear that 
in the event of a U.S.-Chinese confrontation 
over Vietnam, it will definitely side with Red 
China against the United States. 

Therefore, in commemorating Captive Na- 
tions Week 1967, we: 

Fully support U.S. Policy in Vietnam and 
elsewhere in resisting Communist aggression 
and Communist attempts at world domina- 
tion. But we equally insist that the U.S. 
government should adopt a firm policy 
toward the Communist aggression and 
dominaton of the captive nations of Central 
and Eastern Europe. 

We accuse the Soviet Government of vio- 
lating its solemn promises of freedom and 
independence to the nations made captive 
during and after World War II- Bulgaria, 
Czechoslovakia, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, 
Lithuania, Poland and Rumania; 

We further accuse the Soviet Government 
of forcibly depriving the nations within its 
own borders of the promised right of self- 
determination and of destroying the for- 
merly free and independent states of Ukraine 
and of the other non-Russian nations in- 
side the USSR; 

We condemn the Communist enslavement 
of mainland China, North Korea, North 
Vietnam, Tibet and Cuba. 

We urge the U.S. Government and the 
governments of all other free nations to pre- 
vail upon the United Nations to institute a 
U.N. Committee to investigate Soviet Rus- 
sian communist enslavement and persecu- 
tion of the captive nations under its direct 
and indirect domination; 

We appeal to the U.S. Government to 
undertake measures in the U.N. that the 
Declaration on the Granting of Independ- 
ence to Colonial Countries, adopted by the 
U.N. on October 14, 1960, be applied to all 
the captive nations as enumerated in the 
U.S. Captive Nations Week Resolution of 
July 17, 1959. 

We call on the people of the United States 
of America to take part in the Captive Na- 
tions Week observances, July 16-22, 1967, 
and to manifest their wholehearted support 
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and sympathy for the just aspirations of the 
captive nations of Europe and Asia, and to 
pledge their moral and material assistance 
in their long and unequal struggle for their 
freedom and national statehood which has 
been suppressed by the Kremlin and its sub- 
servient Communist satellite regimes. 


Mr. DANIELS. Mr. Speaker, once again 
Congress and the Nation are observing 
Captive Nations Week. An annual event 
since 1959, time has not diminished the 
validity of the principles underlying it. 
Nine years ago when Congress passed a 
joint resolution authorizing and request- 
ing the President to proclaim an annual 
Captive Nations Week, many of the cap- 
tive nations had already endured the 
burgeoning suppression of foreign domi- 
nance for upward of 20 years. Today, 
we observe a world in which the bondage 
these people experience is no less the 
injustice which it was, and no fewer are 
the people who must exist without the 
freedom which is every man’s right, As 
reported by the Commission To Restore 
Lithuania’s Independence: 

In their zeal to impose their alien system 
on the Baltic States, the Soviets deported or 
liquidated 700,000 men, women and children 
from Lithuania alone, between June, 1941 
and March, 1951. Notwithstanding this in- 
human oppression, the peoples of the Baltic 
Nations persevere in their aspirations to- 
wards personal freedom and national inde- 
pendence. 


Whatever form the original subjection 
of these unfortunate people took and in 
whatever guise it continues now, we can- 
not conceive of it as enduring. Basic to 
our belief in the fundamental principles 
stated in our own Declaration of Inde- 
pendence is the conviction that liberty is 
man’s natural state and the only one in 
which he can prosper and extend his own 
being. We cannot accept that any people 
can forever be deprived of what is theirs 
by right and without which they cannot 
fulfill the promise of their nationhood. 
We remain convinced that certain 
liberties are the prerequisite for the full 
realization of man—the individual, and 
man—the nation builder. Neither as an 
individual nor as a nation can any man 
forever exist without this liberty. 

Given our unyielding faith in the 
superiority of freedom as the most re- 
warding and the only enduring state 
under which man can exist, we continue 
to view the subjection of the captive 
nations as but temporary. Sooner or 
later the bonds which suppress them 
must be sheared. Inevitably, people de- 
prived of freedom will acknowledge their 
alienation and refuse any longer to ac- 
cept that theirs is a state of servitude. 
A growing resentment against those who 
would deny a nation’s freedom and 
progress cannot but follow. As it does, 
the position of those who would suppress 
the natural aspirations of others will be 
under increasing pressure—pressure 
which must lead inevitably to the release 
of these captive peoples. Liberty must be 
restored to a people who too long have 
been deprived of it and the benefits ac- 
cruing from it. 

During Captive Nations Week we re- 
affirm those basic beliefs and values 
which we uphold throughout the year 
and proclaim once again to ourselves and 
to the world that our sympathies and 
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support must, and will, always stand 
firmly behind these struggling masses 
who, now subjected, strive for what is 
rightfully theirs. We should extend to 
them with one voice our moral support 
and our conviction that victory must, 
and will be theirs. 

Mr. PETTIS. Mr. Speaker, Captive 
Nations Week comes this year at an ap- 
propriate and useful time. A man from 
Mars listening to recent Communist 
speeches made at the United Nations or 
in the Middle East would conclude that 
behind all the confusion and conflict in 
this bleeding world is that sinister source 
of imperialistic colonialism—the United 
States of America. 

Many world statesmen have become so 
accustomed to deliberate and endless 
fabrications by representatives from 
Russia and various satellite governments 
that they simply unhitch their minds 
and try to think of something pleasant, 
or at least, something different. Israel’s 
Abba Eban did himself proud by throw- 
ing back into the teeth of the Russian 
bear ridiculous charges comparing Is- 
raeli action to Nazi genocide. U.S. Am- 
bassador to the U.N. Goldberg exercised 
admirable restraint, passing up countless 
opportunities to resort to epithets and 
name calling. 

In observing Captive Nations Week, 
we quietly tell the world and ourselves 
that the Soviet Union is the great colo- 
nial power of modern times. A discern- 
ing look impresses us with the grim fact 
that the current aggression of Commu- 
nist nations is probably the most ambi- 
tious and ruthless imperialism since the 
days of Alexander the Great or Genghis 
Khan. 

Listening to the long, dreary offerings 
of the same tasteless invective from Iron 
Curtain spokesmen, one wonders how 
otherwise intelligent men can say such 
things and keep a straight face. But 
these merchants of deception are good 
poker players, They know that even the 
most ridiculous charges will be believed 
by the uninformed, the misinformed and 
malcontents in this country and through- 
out the world if they are repeated often 
enough without laughing. 

Captive Nations Week reminds us that 
a billion people are 20th century captives 
of Communist governments who place 
little or no value on the life or dignity of 
individual men and women. Most folk in 
these “peoples democracies” either vote 
for candidates on the single slate or face 
political and social ostracism if not ex- 
tinction. Most are not free to worship 
as they choose. They cannot express non- 
conformist political or philosophical 
views and dare not criticize their gov- 
ernments. They cannot leave their 
homelands or freely travel within them. 
They are surrounded with barbed 
wire and walls bristling with machine 
guns and land mines. They cannot buy 
or sell in a free market or even own a 
home in the traditional sense. Ideologi- 
cally separated from their own children, 
they are afraid to speak to them of fam- 
ily and religious traditions and beliefs. 
Every neighborhood and apartment 
house has its paid informers. Many are 
hungry. 

We honor the patient, suffering, 
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frightened people in such captive coun- 
tries as Lithuania, Estonia, Latvia, Po- 
land, East Germany, Rumania, Hun- 
gary, Czechoslovakia, Bulgaria, The 
Ukraine, Mongolia, Tibet, China, North 
Korea, North Vietnam, and Cuba. In 
spite of the shackles and terror, they still 
dream of liberty and individual dignity, 
of hard work and personal responsibility 
in a world of free men. 

Mr. McDADE. Mr. Speaker, it has been 
my privilege over the past 5 years to join 
with many of my distinguished col- 
leagues here in the House in the com- 
memoration of what is known as Captive 
Nations’ Week. 

For some 20 years, the free nations of 
the world have looked with immense 
sadness to that other portion of the 
world which has fallen behind the cur- 
tain of communism. We saw communism 
spread in the Soviet Union, to Poland, 
Yugoslavia, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, 
Rumania, Bulgaria, and Albania in 
Europe. We saw Estonia, Latvia, and 
Lithuania destroyed as nations by the 
imperialistic expansion of the Soviet Un- 
ion, We saw the spread of communism 
into China and North Vietnam. And even 
today, we are seeing an attempt to spread 
communism into South Vietnam, Burma, 
Laos, and Cambodia. Finally, and 
tragically, we have seen communism 
move into Cuba, a scarce hundred miles 
off our own coast. 

But we are also seeing a deterioration 
of the monolithic strength of com- 
munism. The philosophy which was sup- 
posed to unite all mankind under the 
banner of Karl Marx is coming to pieces 
in its conflict with human dignity. It 
seemed a very simple problem for Stalin 
when he set out to make slaves of all 
men, women, and children in Eastern 
Europe. It is not so simple a problem 
today. Men have never endured the 
bonds of slavery in peace. Eventually, 
they are going to rise and demand free- 
dom. We are watching that demand grow 
today. 

The voices which are raised on the 
floor of this House of Representatives 
are important voices. They are important 
for ourselves because they reaffirm our 
belief in freedom. Most of all, however, 
they are important for the men and 
women who still labor under the burden 
of communism and who look to America 
as the bastion of freedom. 

It was my fortune last week to hear 
an interview by Mr. Lev Dobriansky, the 
man who first conceived the idea of a 
Captive Nations’ Week. In that inter- 
view, Mr. Dobriansky noted that this idea 
has been adopted in many other free 
nations of the world. I was proud to note 
that two of our good friends, Australia 
and the Philippines, are among the na- 
tions which now celebrate a Captive Na- 
tions Weeks. 

It is my hope, Mr. Speaker, that this 
rising chorus, demanding complete free- 
dom for those who live in Communist 
nations, will finally bear fruit. It is my 
hope to see the light of full freedom 
shining once again all across Eastern 
Europe, Asia, and, indeed, in our own 
western hemisphere, where Cuba must 
still be made free. 

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Speaker, it is with 
great pleasure that I join with my col- 
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leagues in Congress in observance of 
July 16-22, Captive Nations’ Week. This 
third week in July was set aside in 1959 
under the Eisenhower administration by 
a joint resolution of Congress as a re- 
minder that nearly 1 billion people in the 
world suffer from Communist oppression. 
We must not forget the courageous peo- 
ples of enslaved nations who have dedi- 
cated and often sacrificed their lives to 
the great cause of personal freedom. 

For if Americans and other free men 
should forget the captive peoples, we 
will have been untrue to the great words 
of our Declaration of Independence 
which declare that all men are created 
equal and are endowed by their Creator 
with certain inalienable rights of life, 
liberty, and the pursuit of happiness. 
Our dyn revolution and struggle for na- 
tional independence captured the deep- 
est aspirations of every man in every 
nation and every age for freedom. Amer- 
icans are still engaged in that great 
struggle for democratic ideals and in- 
dividual liberty. We fought in the Pa- 
cific, in north Africa, and in Europe dur- 
ing World War II. We fought in Korea. 
And today we are engaged in a hand-to- 
hand fight with communism in the 
jungles of Vietnam. For we know that 
freedom is indivisible, and that as long 
as one man is enslaved to another, no 
one of us is truly free. 

During Captive Nations Week, then, 
each of us will dedicate ourselves anew 
to the great cause of freedom. We will 
recall that the inhuman practices of 
communism in Eastern Europe and else- 
where have not ceased. Men, women, and 
children are still shot down trying to 
make their way over the Berlin wall. 
Communist governments continue to im- 
pose all-encompassing control over all 
aspects of life. Freedom of religion, 
speech, and the press are still largely un- 
known in the captive nations. 

On this, the ninth observance of Cap- 
tive Nations Week, we focus once again 
on the plight and on the courage of the 
peoples in Communist-controlled parts 
of the world. This occasion gives us all 
a great opportunity to renew our deter- 
mination to fight against those who 
would remove the principles of individual 
freedom under governments of law. Cap- 
tive Nations Week affords us a wonder- 
ful chance to remind the entire world 
of the repeated tragic injustices done 
to our fellowmen in captive nations. 

Thus, Mr. Speaker, let us all reaffirm 
our belief in the right of all men to be 
free. As we in the 36th District of New 
York, and indeed as Americans all over 
this great land of ours, participate in 
ceremonies to observe Captive Nations 
Week, may we experience a rebirth of de- 
termination to work for freedom for the 
oppressed peoples of the world. 

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speaker, 
this week marks the ninth annual ob- 
servance of Captive Nations Week by the 
American people. We again dedicate our- 
selves in support of the aspirations of the 
peoples of Eastern Europe for freedom 
and independence from the enslavement 
they have so long endured under the iron 
subjection of the Soviet Union. 

The hopes of these peoples for recovery 
of their freedom are undeniably deserv- 
ing of our strong support, if only because 
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of our adherence to the U.N. Charter af- 
firmation of “faith in fundamental hu- 
man rights, in the dignity and worth of 
the human person, in the equal rights 
of nations large and small.” The mean- 
ing for these principles would indeed be 
hollow if we turn our backs on those un- 
fortunate peoples of the world who do 
not enjoy them. 

The United States is presently engaged 
in a major conflict in Vietnam because 
of our belief in these very principles. We 
are there to ensure the self-determina- 
tion of the Vietnamese people, but, in a 
broader sense, as evidence of our support 
of the hopes and plans of enslaved peo- 
pies throughout the world. 

In this observance of Captive Nations 
Week, let us affirm our belief that the 
eventual victory will be to those people 
all over the world who cherish “life, 
liberty, and the pursuit of happiness.” 

Mr. SCHADEBERG. Mr. Speaker, it is 
a privilege for me to join my colleagues 
in this House today to reaffirm once 
again our deep commitment to freedom 
for all the peoples of the world, particu- 
larly for our friends behind the Iron and 
Bamboo Curtains, the captive peoples of 
the world. 

We meet here today under the dome of 
the symbol of freedom. We meet as free 
men, exercising our treasured rights of 
free speech and free assembly. Do we 
comprehend in any degree the grievous 
consequences of the lack of these liber- 
ties? Is there one among us who has 
suffered the loss of these rights, who has 
experienced at first hand the terrifying 
tribulation of guarding his each and 
every word in fear of reprisal or the 
anxiety of being watched during public 
and private conversations for the gesture 
or expression which could betray bim? 

We honor today the millions of cap- 
tive peoples who aspire to these rights 
which we hold so dear, whose hearts 
yearn for the unfettered freedoms which 
are yours and mine—freedoms which are 
so much a part of us that we rarely 
realize that they are unique in the 
world we live in. Over 100 million 
people behind the curtains are subjects 
of Communist governments and, as such, 
they are the victims of a tyranny which 
denies to them the very basic human and 
political rights which our forefathers de- 
clared were the birthright of all men. 
These peoples look to the United States 
of America, this bastion of independence, 
to fulfill its promises of assistance and 
support in the struggle to liberate them- 
selves from Communist enslavement. 
Their hopes have been dimmed, true, in 
recent years as words of encouragement 
have become whispers hardly audible 
among the many more numerous voices 
shouting for accommodation and peace- 
ful coexistence. 

In introducing House Concurrent 
Resolution 215 earlier this year, I have 
sought to bring the force and effect of 
this Congress to bear upon our Ambas- 
sador to the United Nations who, under 
the terms of the resolution, is called upon 
to demand that the United Nations en- 
force its charter provisions which guar- 
antee self-determination to all peoples. I 
will continue to plead the cause of the 
Communist-dominated peoples of the 
world and I dedicate myself to this end. 
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Let us hope that, in pledging again 
to the Captive Nations of the world our 
friendship, allegiance, and common ded- 
ication to the goals of freedom, justice, 
independence, and self- determination 
for all peoples, our determined efforts 
to secure for them these rights will meet 
with success and we may very shortly 
welcome them into the family of free 
nations. 

Mr, LUKENS. Mr. Speaker, it is my 
pleasure to participate, along with mil- 
lions of other Americans, in the observ- 
ance of Captive Nations Week. This week 
has become an annual occurrence since 
millions of persons throughout Europe 
and Asia, now even in our own western 
hemisphere, have been deprived of both 
their national and personal freedoms. 
These victims of Soviet nationalism, as 
even light study of the situations in such 
countries as Poland and Bulgaria illus- 
trate, have lost not only their freedom, 
but even the dignity which should be 
theirs as human beings. 

The Soviet Union continuously speaks 
of freedom and democracy, but what 
have they done about it? How concerned 
were the Soviets about preserving the 
national and human freedoms in such 
nations as Hungary, East Germany, and 
Czechoslovakia. The answer is obvious, 
there has always been an awesome gap 
between Soviet words and Soviet deeds. 
The Russians talk of freedom, but their 
words are empty; they bellow about 
“Western Imperialism” yet, they are the 
true imperialists. Compare the freedom 
enjoyed by such nations as the Philip- 
pines, Japan, India, Taiwan, Algeria, 
and so forth, with the alleged “freedoms” 
of the “satellite” nations. 

I feel that through participating in 
Captive Nations Week, Americans have 
an opportunity to learn more of the des- 
perate plight of these victims of Russian 
nationalism, while exposing the hollow- 
ness of Soviet promises, to the entire 
world. I believe this week is especially 
important since neither the United Na- 
tions nor the United States has fully 
studied or disclosed the degree to which 
these people suffer by being denied the 
basic freedoms, which we fortunate free 
people and nations of the world so often 
take for granted. For example, here in 
the United States we may work where 
and when we desire, attend the place of 
worship of our own choosing, and even 
peaceably protest and demonstrate 
against the policies of our own elected 
government. Thus, it is difficult for 
Americans to imagine peoples who are 
blatantly denied these crucial, indeed, 
inherent rights. 

I hope that through the observance of 
this week, our concern for these captives 
is made further known, and that we 
begin more effective measures to help 
them; for only through such study and 
exposure can we learn more about these 
illustrations of Russian interference, 
while presenting the entire world with 
a realistic picture of what living under 
Russian nationalism really means. I 
urge all Americans to enthusiastically 
participate in this program, so that this 
annual Captive Nations Week will be an 
effective and worthwhile one. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, at 1 pm. a 
little more than 2 weeks ago, the bells of 
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our great country of the United States 
of America “re-tolled” in one unified 
chorus of joy the incredible history of a 
fiery revolution that was destined to re- 
shape the world. The story entrusted to 
the hearts of all Americans the globe 
over, reports the struggle of 13 little 
colonies against the mightiest power of 
the 1700’s; it reports the overt manifesta- 
tion of their burning desire to embrace 
the natural rights of personal dignity, 
freedom and independence—in effect, 
their hunger for self-determination. 

Mr. Speaker, I am confident that the 
date of July 4 found the stars atop Old 
Glory glowing just a little brighter, the 
crimson stained stripes just a little more 
valient, and the flaming torch of liberty 
just a little more meaningful in the 
“rockets red glare” of celebration. These 
emotions are justifiably expressed when 
we pause to consider that the great, the 
good, and the true, which these symbols 
of liberty represent, are inexhaustible for 
inspiration, example, and strength. An 
explosive danger is also present, however, 
when we neglect to recognize the con- 
tinuing plight or more emphatically, the 
stark reality of over 1 billion captives 
whose appetites have been whetted with 
the taste of liberty but who have been 
deprived of even partial satisfaction. 

I am deeply impressed by the mind of 
Congress which has, through legislation, 
deemed it prudent to set aside a week 
known as Captive Nations Week in order 
to prevent the nostalgia of celebration 
from overshadowing our deep feeling to- 
ward those torches of liberty throughout 
the world which have been dampened by 
the yoke of occupation and suppression. 
Mr. Speaker, I am pleased and gratified 
to be able at this time to enter just a 
few of my thoughts in the RECORD, 

To these nations and the peoples be- 
hind the Iron and Bamboo Curtains, 
and to all other neighbors who must bear 
the piercing pains of the covert battles 
of cold war in order to free themselves of 
human bondage we, during this week, 
demonstrate our resolve that we have 
not forgotten you and further we will 
never acquiesce to your permanent cap- 
tivity. During this week, therefore, we, 
the voice of the people of the United 
States, remember to remind the free 
world of our obligation and responsi- 
bility of preserving and strengthening 
freedom worldwide. We remember to re- 
mind ourselves and the world that living 
tribute must be payed to those that have 
died in the East and West under the 
burdening crush of oppression. 

Mr. Speaker, I must maintain in light 
of these thoughts that we of the free 
world are not free if they are not free. 
Every impingement of the right of self- 
determination is a challenge to the 
strength and character of all institutions 
which are lighted by the torch of free- 
dom. The desire for liberty is a value 
in itself, and one that needs no addition- 
al justification. 

Mr. Speaker, we of the United States 
of America are the future of the world. 
Fortunately, we have enjoyed a long his- 
tory lighted, directed, and protected by 
the torch of liberty. The grand lady 
standing majestically in the New York 
Harbor has welcomed to our shores 
countless numbers of our own ancestors 
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and friends who, yearning for the 
warmth of her fire, fled their lands of 
despotism and suppression. 
Her words speak for themselves: 
Give me your tired, your poor, 
Your huddled masses yearning to breathe 
free, 
The Wretched refuse of your teeming shore. 
Send these, the homeless, tempest-tost to 


me, 
I lift my lamp beside the golden door. 


Mr. Speaker, our great country was 
born under the burning fire of desire, 
and we state during this week that the 
fire of freedom must continue to burn 
until it has lighted the entire world. 

When the last four bells ring in the 
legislative halls this week, though they 
not be heard outside the confines of this 
building, let the people of the free and 
captive worlds know that they ring out 
the message of democracy and liberty. 

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, America 
has designated this week as “Captive Na- 
tions Week,” in accordance with Public 
Law 86-90 and the proclamation of 
President Dwight D. Eisenhower in 1959. 
Now, for the ninth year, we devote this 
third week in July as a memorial to the 
nations and people who live unwillingly 
under the dull, protracted tyranny of the 
Communist Party. 

We take this week to remember and re- 
flect on the great injustice worked on the 
satellite countries, and especially Eastern 
Europe, by the harsh and oppressive dic- 
tator Joseph Stalin. This man’s false 
fears for Russia’s security and his own 
irrational passions returned Eastern 
Europe to the medieval days of the bar- 
barian invaders. His grim and peculiar 
personality led to unforgettable atroc- 
ities—the betrayal of Warsaw, the mur- 
ders of Katyn Forest, the seizures of 
Latvia, Lithuania, Estonia stand out 
among the catalog of crimes which 
even his closest associates, and agents, 
have repudiated. The countries of the 
Iron Curtain, which for a thousand years 
sheltered Europe and Christianity from 
the then uncivilized Mongols and Turks, 
once more bore the weight of barbarian 
hordes. Stalin was one of the great ty- 
rants of history, a man whose exceptional 
talent intensified his ability to do evil, 
whose name belongs on the black rolls of 
Europe, with Caligula, Critias, Hitler. We 
thank providence that his successors 
have lacked his will and grimness. 

We have had great hopes in recent 
years that, with the changes in the 
Kremlin, the regimes in the captive na- 
tions would become less oppressive and 
more independent of Russia. In some 
ways they have. But the significance of 
these changes belongs mainly to the 
hard world of diplomacy and power 
politics. Although these governments 
have won some room for diplomatic 
maneuvering, and while postwar recon- 
struction, coupled with a return to eco- 
nomic good sense, has relieved the worst 
of their hardship, these developments 
have not brought freedom to the people 
of these nations. We have found an open- 
ness and flexibility where there was none 
before, but we must not let our surprise 
turn into euphoria. Just as we should 
recognize that we no longer deal with 
the demonic malevolence of Stalin, we 
must also realize that there is a long way 


19456 


to go before these people and countries 
will achieve freedom. 

An example will show the limits on 
internal liberalization in Eastern Europe. 
Nine months ago, Prof. Leszek Kolakows- 
ki, the brightest and best-known thinker 
in Poland, rose at a meeting in 
Warsaw University to commemorate the 
10th anniversary of the political upris- 
ing against Moscow. I repeat his re- 
marks, as quoted in the Reporter maga- 
zine: 

The government does not feel responsible 
to the nations. The system of privileges is 
prevalent. These privileges exist for a few 
outside the law. . . Public criticism is lack- 
ing. Free assembly is nonexistent. Censor- 
ship is extremely severe 

All this has weakened society, for there is 
no perspective, no hope. The State, the party, 
the society are the victims of stagnation. 
There is therefore nothing to celebrate. 


Professor Kolakowski immediately was 
expelled from the party. He has since 
been the object of a campaign of persecu- 
tion and vilification. This incident shows 
that independent thinkers can never live 
comfortably in the captivity of commu- 
nism, no matter how great their efforts at 
accommodation. It shows that liberaliza- 
tion can come only at the expense of the 
party bureaucracy and of party ideology. 
But it also shows that it can come, as we 
fervently hope that it will come. 

The protests of Kolakowski are part of 
a great intellectual ferment, at work 
throughout Poland and through the rest 
of Eastern Europe. When we hear of this 
ferment, we hope for great good, but we 
know more good will come if we avoid 
false hope. Applying the words of Win- 
ston Churchill to all of Eastern Europe, 
as well as to Poland, we listen, “knowing 
that the Poles will never despair and 
that the soul of Poland will remain un- 
conquerable.” 

The same public law which reminds 
us of East Europe draws our attention to 
the aspirations of the peoples who sought 
self-determination in the aftermath of 
World War I. As the czarist empire 
crumbled, the peoples who had been op- 
pressed by its rule or its menace, revived 
and incorporated their ancient tradi- 
tions, in accordance with the national 
ideas encouraged and proclaimed by our 
President Woodrow Wilson. Many of 
these nations, such as the Ukraine and 
Armenia, have maintained their pride 
and identity since the beginning of writ- 
ten history. But their assertions of their 
right failed to survive the turmoil that 
gave birth to the new Russian Empire, 
run by the Communist Party. 

We take this occasion to remember the 
victims of this empire, and by our faith 
encourage them to keep theirs. The spirit 
of these countries has been submerged 
before and emerged again with the ebb 
of the invasion. Their captor often has 
struck at the root of this spirit, at the 
heritage and history of the captive na- 
tions. But this heritage, so deeply en- 
grained in the soul of these peoples, re- 
fuses to yield. Memory is too potent a 
defense, the people’s memory of their 
freedom and of their religion. By observ- 
ing this week, we reinforce their mem- 
ories and prompt our own. 

Mr. SMITH of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
we pay tribute to the captive nations. 
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It will soon be a decade since the Amer- 
ican Congress approved of a measure to 
set aside a week in July of each year in 
honor of the peoples who are now captive 
within the frontiers of world commu- 
nism. 

At the time when this resolution was 
passed the United States was gripped in 
a serious conflict with the Soviet Union. 
This conflict came about when Khru- 
shchev attempted to impose his will upon 
the Western Powers by demanding a 
solution to the problem of Berlin solely 
on his own terms. 

We stood firm on that occasion. 

We withstood the pressures of Com- 
munist tyranny. 

And our efforts were rewarded when 
Khrushchev was compelled to withdraw 
his demands and postpone for 2 more 
years his assault upon this bastion of the 
free world. 

At that time the captive nations res- 
olution had great meaning for the peo- 
ples of the West who were then under 
the political assault by the Soviets; for 
it gave great moral support knowing that 
Khrushchev was really striking from a 
weak base when he claimed the unity of 
his allies in Eastern Europe. We had al- 
ready seen what happened in 1956 when 
the peoples of Poland and Hungary rose 
up and demanded that their national in- 
terests be given precedence over those of 
the Soviet overlord. We knew that 
Khrushchey’s assumptions on the extent 
of his power had no truth in fact. 

Certainly as we look at affairs in East- 
ern Europe today we have every reason 
to hope that in the course of time the 
captive nations in that area will continue 
to demand that their own national inter- 
ests be served. No longer can the various 
regimes in power there ignore the inter- 
ests of their peoples; and while change 
for the better has been slow, still change 
has occurred. It must give East European 
peoples a great deal of hope when they 
see the manner in which the Rumanians 
have asserted their independence from 
Moscow’s leadership. It is this sort of 
independent action on the international 
scene that can set into motion those 
forces which in the long pull of history 
will bring greater independence to the 
other captive peoples of Eastern Europe. 

During this Captive Nations Week 1967 
let us, therefore, all hope that the pace 
of change will quicken and that the time 
will not be too far off when all the peo- 
ples of Eastern Europe will enjoy the 
right of self-determination. 

Mr. BOW. Mr. Speaker, it is with great 
pleasure that I take this opportunity 
to join with the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania and the gentleman from Illi- 
nois who have again proven their able 
leadership in this observation of Captive 
Nations Week. 

We have seen in the past few years 
subtle and sometimes not so subtle at- 
tempts to impose oppression upon na- 
tions around the globe. We must remain 
vigilant so as to stop this vicious and 
incessant expansion. However, we must 
also maintain our awareness and never 
allow ourselves te forget the eight hun- 
dred million people presently enslaved by 
Communist imperialism. We must be 
constant in bringing to the attention of 
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the world the religious freedoms and 
individual liberties that are denied the 
citizens of the captive nations. Captive 
Nations Week affords us the opportunity 
to rededicate ourselves to the elimination 
of oppression of peoples around the 
world. 

Today I am introducing a House con- 
current resolution which would provide 
for a proclamation as a special day of 
observance the independence day or na- 
tional holiday of the various unfortunate 
peoples who have fallen victim to Com- 
munist colonial imperialism. I ask leave 
that the text of my resolution be includ- 
ed with my remarks. 

The resolution follows: 


Whereas the United States of America is 
dedicated to the restoration of liberty and 
self-determination for eight hundred mil- 
lion people enslaved by Communist im- 
perialism; and 

Whereas there exists in the hearts and 
minds of Americans a deep sympathy and 
understanding for the hopes and aspirations 
of the captive peoples; and 

Whereas it is appropriate for Americans 
to keep alive the traditions of liberty sym- 
bolized by the historic national holidays of 
the captive nations: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the House of Representatives 
(the Senate concurring), That it is the sense 
of the Congress of the United States that 
the President of the United States proclaim 
the following historic dates as days of ob- 
servance by the people of the United States 
in their spiritual union with the victims of 
Communist imperialism and colonialism: 
January 22 as Ukrainian Day; February 16 as 
Lithuanian Day; February 24 as Estonian 
Day; March 3 as Bulgarian Day; March 14 as 
Slovakian Day; March 15 as Hungarian Day; 
March 25 as White Ruthenian Day; May 3 
as Polish Day; May 10 as Rumanian Day; 
May 26 as Georgian Day; May 28 as Armenian 
and Azerbaijan Day; June 17 as East German 
Day; August 15 as Korean Day; October 10 
as Chinese Day; October 26 as Vietnamese 
Day; October 28 as Czeck Day; November 18 
as Latvian Day; November 28 as Albanian 
Day; December 13 as Turkestan Day. 


Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Speaker, I wish 
to commend all those who are taking 
this opportunity to observe Captive Na- 
tions Week. This week we should all re- 
dedicate ourselves to our American com- 
mitment to the ultimate liberation and 
self-determination of the hundreds of 
millions of people who are still living as 
victims of Communist imperialism. 

We must never simply accept the fate 
of these lands and people, for their only 
hope for liberty now lies with those of 
us who still enjoy the blessings of free- 
dom. To forget these fellow humans 
would be to condemn them to a life of 
perpetual oppression and to further ex- 
pose ourselves to the source of this op- 
pression. 

To fulfill this important commitment 
we must assemble and utilize all the 
truths and facts pertaining to the en- 
slaved conditions of these peoples. I have 
always supported our commitment to 
these nations, and since I first came to 
Congress in 1963 I have advocated the 
establishment of a Special Committee on 
the Captive Nations in the House of 
Representatives. Such a committee would 
provide the American people with a con- 
tinuing source of information concerning 
Communist rule. 

In the past year the Soviets have tried 
to lull the opponents of Communist 
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tyranny into a sense of security by dis- 
playing a degree of moderation in inter- 
national affairs: However, since World 
War II we have learned that Communists 
relax in their overt aggressions only 
when it suits their basic policy of world 
conquest. 

The importance of these observations 
have recently been underscored by the 
ridiculous posture of the Soviet ambas- 
sador in accusing Israel of aggression 
in the Middle East. 

If we fail the people of these captive 
nations, we fail ourselves, for freedom 
is safe only as long as those who enjoy 
it continue to fight for it. We should take 
this occasion of Captive Nations Week 
to rededicate ourselves to the cause of 
liberty and individual freedom for all. 
I promise to continue to work to fulfill 
our commitment to these victims of Com- 
munist tyranny. Your presence here to- 
day assures me that you will do the same. 

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, since 1959 
when President Dwight Eisenhower first 
proclaimed the third week in July as 
Captive Nations Week, the United States 
has been reminding the world of the 
globe-enslaving policies of the Soviet 
Union. The Russian’s enslavement ac- 
tions become obvious from time to time 
when crises force their hand, but it is 
necessary that we remind the world, at 
least annually, that their goal, in prac- 
tice, is the entrapment of the free world. 
The President has called for an economic 
bridge with the East, while, at the same 
time, the subversion of the Soviet Union 
continues. The Russian Premier meets in 
a diplomatic setting with our President, 
amenities are exchanged before the eyes 
of the world press, both men are cheered 
by the optimistic American people; and 
all the while our military men are dying 
in South Vietnam from rockets and guns 
supplied by Mr. Kosygin. The observance 
of Captive Nations Week must be so ab- 
sorbed in the world’s mind that no one 
forgets the Hungarys, the East Ger- 
manys, the Koreas, and the Vietnams. 
It is paramount that we remember the 
almost daily escapes of the exceptionally 
brave men and women who leave their 
heritage, their possessions, and often 
some of their loved ones, to join the free 
world and leave behind the Communist 
enslavement of the captive nations. Mr. 
Speaker, we observe Captive Nations 
Week to show the people living in the 
slave nations of the world that the 
American people support the idea that 
each one of them will, in time, be free 
and their country independent. 

Mr. SHRIVER. Mr. Speaker, this week 
has been set aside by Presidential proc- 
lamation as Captive Nations Week. This 
is the ninth year we have observed the 
plight of almost a billion people living 
under Communist domination by urging 
the people of the United States “to re- 
commit themselves to the support of the 
just aspirations of the peoples of those 
captive nations.” It is particularly ap- 
propriate that we do so during the third 
week of July, just 2 weeks after we have 
celebrated our own heritage of liberty on 
July 4. 

In the last 20 years the birth of new 
nations in Africa and Asia has vividly 
demonstrated the desire of men to be 
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free and to govern themselves. Yet at the 
same time many other nations in Europe 
and Asia have lost their freedom as they 
have fallen victim to Communist im- 
perialism. The United States has long 
aided resistance to such threats. At this 
moment the presence of over 400,000 of 
our finest young men in Vietnam evi- 
dences our commitment to resist aggres- 
sion. Our observance of Captive Nations 
Week is yet another way to express our 
commitment to the self-determination 
and freedom of all people. 

We hear so much today about the 
death of the Communist monolith, But 
we must remember that while there may 
be a tendency toward polycentrism, the 
Communist parties in Eastern Europe 
are still run from the Central Committee 
in Moscow as they were in the days of 
the Comintern. Immediately following 
World War II the Soviet Union placed 
Russian Communists in strategic mili- 
tary and civilian governmental posts in 
Eastern Europe. They still exercise pow- 
erful control over the individual govern- 
ments. 

While we realize that there has been 
some evolution in Communist nations 
since the days of Stalin’s tyranny, we 
must not be duped into thinking that 
the threat to individual freedom no 
longer exists; nor should we be unaware 
that the threat extends into the West 
as well as Eastern Europe and Asia. The 
changes we hear so much about have 
failed to provide individual liberty. They 
have failed to remove the oppressive grip 
of communism over Eastern Europe and 
Asia. 

The recent flight of Svetlana Allilu- 
yeva, daughter of Stalin, evidences the 
continuing character of Communist dom- 
ination. She could no longer tolerate life 
in a society that did not value individual 
freedom. This woman is only one of many 
who has escaped to tell us of personal 
anguish and to symbolize the agony of 
those still incarcerated. 

The human need for freedom cannot 
be overruled forever. The East German 
revolt in 1956, the Polish stirrings of 
1956, the Hungarian Revolution of 1956, 
and the 4 million East Germans who 
have fled to the West are substantial evi- 
dence that man, whether he be Polish, 
German, or Vietnamese, wants to be free 
of an overpowering government. Our 
conviction in the everlasting truth of this 
statement is proven by our observance 
of Captive Nations Week. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, for 
the ninth year in succession this country 
pauses to observe Captive Nations Week. 
By the 1959 joint resolution of Congress, 
was have pledged ourselves by conviction 
to do so. But our obligation stems not 
merely from congressional or Presidential 
action. Rather, we are bound by our own 
conception of man’s natural rights and 
by the plight of those nations whose peo- 
ple are denied the exercises of these 
rights, to devote our attention to the 
captive nations. 

We maintain that dignity is an in- 
alienable right of man and that its first 
and foremost prerequisite is the ability 
of individuals and nations to determine 
their own fate free from the overshadow- 
ing presence of those who do not respect 
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human dignity and the liberty which it 
entails. We do not reserve this right for 
ourselves but hold that it is the natural 
prerogative of man, whatever his status 
and wherever he may find himself. It is 
a universal right and no man may rob 
another of his due. Neither may any na- 
tion seek to impose its will upon another 
and deprive it of rights inherent to man 
and nations, not by virtue of actual occu- 
pation, nor by ominous surveillance and 
the potentiality of harsh and unscrupu- 
lous reprisal for the innocent striving of 
a people. 

Unfortunately, there are many who 
must endure the sterility of an existence 
devoid of dignity and lacking those free- 
doms we cherish and uphold. Captive Na- 
tions Week gives us an opportunity to, 
once again, reaffirm to ourselves, to the 
oppressed and to the oppressor that we 
cannot and will not condone this situa- 
tion. We believe that the bondage of these 
people must be ended and we stand firm- 
ly convinced that it will be. 

Mrs. REID of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
during this Captive Nations Week, I wish 
to again, as I have done in the past, join 
with my colleagues in the Congress in 
sending word of encouragement to all 
those in the captive nations of the world 
who have not abandoned their cherished 
and heroic dream of national inde- 
pendence and the right of self-deter- 
mination. 

It is indeed most fitting that we in 
America pause in this way to staunchly 
reaffirm through all appropriate and offi- 
cial means the historic fact that the 
United States shares with them their 
aspirations for national and personal 
freedom. We remind ourselves, too, that 
as long as millions continue to be en- 
slaved by Communist imperialism any 
suggestion of detente or peaceful coex- 
istence among nations remains a mock- 
ery and constitutes a barrier to the nat- 
ural bonds of understanding and world 
peace. 

As we observe Captive Nations Week 
again this year, let us renew our spiritual 
ties with the oppressed of these unfor- 
tunate and beleaguered lands and renew, 
also, our firm determination that one 
day they will again be free. 

Mr. WYMAN. Mr. Speaker, once again 
this week the Congress and the Nation 
pause to pay tribute to all those nations 
now dominated by communism as we 
mark our annual observance of Captive 
Nations Week. This observance stands as 
a reminder to all of us who enjoy the 
benefit of freedom and liberty that the 
long-range goal of self-determination 
and freedom is yet to be achieved by 
countless millions behind the Iron and 
Bamboo Curtains. 

Certainly those who have any histori- 
cal appreciation of the situation in the 
enslaved lands in Europe and Asia un- 
derstand that no amount of occupation 
by Communist puppet govermental lead- 
ers can still the burning desires of these 
freedom-loving peoples. These millions, 
no matter how long the term of their oc- 
cupation by outside forces, still look to 
the United States as their hope for re- 
claiming their freedom and independ- 
ence. Every intelligence report, every 
diplomatic contact confirms beyond any 
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doubt that there is strong aspiration for 
free, democratic, constitutional govern- 
ment in the occupied countries of Bul- 
garia, Czechoslovakia, Estonia, Latvia, 
Lithuania, Hungary, Poland, Rumania, 
and the Ukraine. 

Captive Nations Week gives us pause 
to reflect upon the horrors of Communist 
enslavement that have been visited upon 
these peoples and to rededicate ourselves 
to the task of sympathetically pursuing 
ways and means of bringing these en- 
slaved peoples their natural right of self- 
determination. 

Mr. Speaker, 1967 marks the 50th year 
of communism—the greatest social, eco- 
nomic, and political cancer to be found 
in the entire record of history. Fifty 
years is a long time—more than enough 
for a fundamental assessment. The rec- 
ord, since 1917 alone, provides more evi- 
dence than one can use to show that 
communism is a fraud, a delusion, a con- 
spiracy which has exploited the igno- 
rance, inertia, and apathy of masses of 
people. It is against the people. 

Communism is not the name of a po- 
litical philosophy. It does not identify a 
religion. It does not provide the label for 
an economic system. It does not identify 
an alternative to capitalism. In short, it 
simply is not anything close to what its 
leaders make it to be. It is not as repre- 
sented by its propagandists. It is not es- 
tablished by, nor administered for, the 
benefit of the working people. It is not 
for the benefit of anyone save for a few 
leaders temporarily in front of it and a 
few hundred conspirators temporarily be- 
hind it. 

Fifty years of communism, involving 
so many people, provides ample evidence 
for an assessment of that system. 

First and foremost is the fact that 
countries with populations approaching 
one billion have been brought under the 
tyranny of this cancerous system and 
kept under it for many years. Are the 
people of these countries better off in 1967 
than they were in 1917? I cannot think 
of one country in the world better off 
under communism. There is no true lib- 
erty or freedom under communism. 

Has the cause of peace been advanced? 
The answer, of course, is definitely nega- 
tive. There is less peace in the world in 
1967 than there existed in 1917—a year 
prior to the official opening of World 
War I. 

So-called achievements of communism 
include: First, destruction of the Rus- 
sian Empire and its cultures; second, eco- 
nomics and wealth of satellite nations 
obliterated; third, enslavement of 900 
million people; fourth, establishment of 
perpetual war, revolution and chaos in 
most of the world; and fifth, the estab- 
lishment and expansion of a worldwide 
conspiracy against any form of religion 
embracing Christianity. And these are 
only a few. 

Captive Nations Week is the week in 
which the United States should record 
for the world once again its long-range 
intention to work for the interests of the 
enslaved peoples of the world who suffer 
under the oppressive yoke of Communist 
occupation. 

This week should also remind each of 
us to give thanks to Almighty God for 
the liberty that we enjoy. We who possess 
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the blessings of life, liberty, and pursuit 
of happiness as inalienable rights must 
never take our good fortune lightly. May 
we ever be aware of the great sacrifices 
of those who have gone before us to make 
our freedom possible and of the present 
personal sacrifices of our sons in defense 
of insured liberty. 

We are told of “winds of change” 
whistling through the captive nations. 
According to many observers, these winds 
are Warm enough to thaw much of the 
tyranny of these countries. Despite these 
warm breezes of liberalization, we know 
that the individual in the captive nations 
is denied the essence of personal free- 
dom. His leaders do not respect the sanc- 
tity of individual dignity. He continues 
to be an “unperson” in the sense that 
he does not enjoy the liberties that we 
of the free world know by God-given 
right belongs to everyone. 

The plight of the captive nations must 
not go unnoticed. We cannot accept the 
totally negative grounds on which com- 
munism rests. They are contrary to the 
basic tenets of human decency, morality, 
freedom, and opportunity. Today, the 
imprisoned peoples of the captive nations 
are understandably engulfed by a stark 
pessimism that has been brought about 
by the realization that their human con- 
dition is hopeless due to the unrelenting 
malignancy of the incomprehensible 
powers that be in Communist dominated 
countries. Thus, it remains mandatory 
that we find ways to encourage those un- 
der the yoke of Communist imperialism 
to find the strength to endure their 
forced oppression until the day comes 
when history reveals the fatal flaws of 
this inherently decadent system, and 
they may be free. 

It is implicit, Mr. Speaker, that we— 
as free men—must take steps to restore 
to the victims of oppression a govern- 
ment whose policy is a sane philosophy 
of self-respect and freedom. If we do not, 
we, who are still free, may be swept up 
by the ominous wave of Communist ter- 
rorism. This we should resist and over- 
come with every resource at our com- 
mand. In such a cause we in the United 
States are as one with every captive na- 
tion, so help us God. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, I am 
happy to join my fellow Members in this 
annual Captive Nations Week com- 
memoration. As we know, one of the pur- 
poses of Captive Nations Week is to hold 
out hope to those people living in Com- 
munist chains that we have not forgot- 
ten them and that one day they will be 
returned to a condition of peace with 
justice and freedom. 

But I wish them to know that more is 
being done in their behalf in addition to 
the celebration of Captive Nations Week. 
Various types of legislation have been 
submitted in the last several years per- 
taining to various aspects of the captive 
nations issue. For instance, proposals for 
a Captive Nations Committee in the 
House have been before Congress for a 
number of years. Also, the proposal to 
put the issue of self-determination for 
the captive nations on the agenda of the 
United Nations has also been submitted 
for consideration. 

Outside of Congress efforts are being 
made to bring to public attention the 
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merit of the captive nations issue. For 
instance, the American Legion, at its an- 
nual national convention in Washington, 
D.C., last year passed Resolution No. 585 
concerning the United Nations relation- 
ship to captive nations. Here is the text 
of the resolution: 


RESOLUTION 585: UNITED NATIONS RELATION- 
SHIP TO CAPTIVE NATIONS 


Whereas, the Congress of the United States, 
in Public Law 86-90, approved July 17, 1959, 
unanimously expressed its revulsion at the 
continued enslavement by the Soviet Union 
of the peoples of the numerous countries and 
areas now known as the “Captive Nations;” 
and 

Whereas, among the purposes of the United 
Nations, as set forth in Article 1, Chapter I 
of the United Nations Charter, are: to up- 
hold the principle of “equal rights and self- 
determination of peoples,” and to promote 
“respect for human rights and for funda- 
mental freedoms for all:“ and 

Whereas, the member nations of the United 
Nations have failed to bring before the Gen- 
eral Assembly for successful discussion and 
solution the problem of self-determination 
for the peoples enslaved by international 
communism; and 

Whereas, it is of great importance to the 
United States that the hopes for freedom 
and self-determination, shared by the peoples 
of the Captive Nations, be kept alive; now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, by The American Legion in Na- 
tional Convention assembled in Washington, 
D. C., August 30, 31-September 1, 1966, That 
The American Legion urges the President of 
the United States to instruct the U.S. Am- 
bassador to the United Nations to demand, 
at the earliest possible date, that the United 
Nations enforce its Charter provisions re- 
garding self-determination of all peoples, and 
that the Soviet Union, as the controlling 
power in world communism, be called upon 
to withdraw all of its troops, agents, colo- 
nialists and other controls from the Captive 
Nations, and to return to their respective 
homelands all political prisoners and exiles 
now in slave labor and prison camps within 
the U.S.S.R. 


Now consider Resolution No. 14 passed 
by the Veterans of Foreign Wars last 
year at its annual national convention 
in New York City. This resolution is en- 
titled “Resisting Communism and As- 
sisting our Loyal Allies in Restoring 
Freedom.” Notice that the first recom- 
mendation is “Full support of Captive 
Nations Week.” Here is the text of the 
resolution: 

RESOLUTION 14: RESISTING COMMUNISM AND 
ASSISTING Our LOYAL ALLIES IN RESTORING 
FREEDOM 
Whereas, the struggle against Communist 

aggression is world-wide, and because Com- 

munist strategists conduct subversion and 
aggression on a global scale, it is imperative 
that our struggle against Communism be 
based on the understanding of the world- 
wide and diverse nature of the conflict; and 

Whereas, the United States strategy should 
be based upon taking the initiative in every 
practicable manner against Communism; 
and 

Whereas, the struggle for survival and the 
maintenance of freedom must be based upon 
a very simple moral principle of refusing to 
give aid, comfort, or assistance to our enemy, 
the Communist nations, or their fellow 
travelers, and, instead, accord generous 
moral and material support to those nations 
upon whom we can rely in our struggle 
against Communist aggression; now, there- 
fore 

Be it resolved, by the 67th National Con- 
vention of the Veterans of Foreign Wars of 
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the United States, that our Nation's struggle 
against the evils of Communism include, 
but not be limited to, the following 
measures: 

1. Full support of Captive Nations Week. 

2. No concession to Communist aggression 
in Laos. 

3. Carry out whatever measures are neces- 
sary to win in South Vietnam. 

4. Aid to those who have refused to become 
Communist slaves in their own country and 
have become refugees from Red oppression, 
and encouraging restoration of freedom in 
their homelands by U.S. recognition of free 
governments in exile. 

5. Support NATO, recognizing it for the 
foundation of resistance to Communist 
aggression against the western world. 

6. Give all practicable assistance and en- 
couragement to Cuban patriots in their 
struggle to overthrow the Castro-Kremlin 
leaders’ operation, and return Cuba to its 
place among the free nations of the world. 

7. Oppose all forms of trade, commerce, 
and financial assistance that will strengthen 
Communist nations, thus adhering to a 
policy of not strengthening the forces of 
Communism which have as their prime ob- 
jectives destruction of the United States and 
freedom throughout the world. 

8. Retention of full U.S. control of Oki- 
nawa, which is vital to the defense of the 
U.S. in the Pacific. 

9, No reduction in U.S. control and au- 
thority over the Panama Canal Zone, the 
strategic lifeline of U.S. national security. 

10. Insist on other nations of the free 
world making a comparable contribution to 
our common effort in defeating Communism, 
both by military and economic means. 

11. That the United States retain complete 
control of Guantanamo Naval Base at all 
costs. 

12. Full enforcement of the Monroe 
Doctrine. 

13. Establish a U.S. fleet on a permanent 
basis in the Indian Ocean, such fleet to gen- 
erally parallel the size and composition of 
the U.S. Sixth Fleet in the Mediterranean 
and the Seventh Fleet in the western 
Pacific. 

14. Insist that if Red China is admitted to 
the United Nations that the United States 
withdraw from the United Nations. 

15. Oppose providing food or assistance in 
any form, directly or indirectly, or trading 
with Red China, Communist Cuba, or any 
other Communist type regime. 

16. Oppose any form of diplomatic recog- 
nition of Red China or Red Cuba, 

17. Support increased assistance for the 
anti-Communist regime of Free China. 

18. Oppose any proposal such as the two 
China scheme, or neutralization of, or 
cession to the Red Regime of China, or For- 
mosa, Quemoy, and Matsu. 

19. Oppose U.S. foreign aid in any form 
to any government supporting Communist 
objectives against the United States and its 
allies. 

20. No appeasement in West Berlin. 

21. Present with appropriate ceremony a 
copy of the V.F.W. Memorializing Resolution 
to the widow of the late Fleet Admiral 
Chester Nimitz. 


When one considers that the combined 
membership of the American Legion and 
Veterans of Foreign Wars numbers al- 
most 4 million American citizens, the 
friends of the captive nations should be 
encouraged that they are not alone in 
their quest for liberation for the enslaved 
peoples. 

When one reads the Declaration of 
Independence and considers the strong 
position taken by the founders of this 
Nation for self-determination, one must 
concede that our lack of affirmative ac- 
tion, especially in the United Nations, 
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on behalf of the captive peoples is a dis- 
grace. The victims of communism are no 
less entitled to life, liberty, and the pur- 
suit of happiness than were the colonists 
under British sggression. Their cause is 
as meritorious as that of our forefathers. 
We can do no less than to make this is- 
sue a subject of wider discussion by in- 
creased concerted activity. 

Mr. CAHILL. Mr. Speaker, this week 
is the ninth year that we have observed 
Captive Nations Week. Throughout this 
great and meaningful week, we are re- 
minded of the untold millions who for 
many years have suffered under the yoke 
of Communist servitude. 

The principles in which we believe 
the principles of independence and self- 
determination—are denied to these peo- 
ples. We are a people who believe in the 
liberty of man. We have as our goal the 
creation of world peace—a peace which 
guarantees freedom from totalitarian 
domination. 

We must use all possible means to 
achieve this goal, for every concession 
made to Communist aggression leads 
only to more Communist expansion and 
to more war. 

All men are brothers; as long as one 
single man is enchained, a part of each 
and everyone of us is similarly enchained. 
Thus it is our duty to defend these peo- 
ples and try to restore to them their nat- 
ural birthright of freedom. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like today to add my own voice to those 
raised in support of freedom and self- 
determination for the citizens of every 
nation. It is most appropriate that in 
the same month that we celebrate Amer- 
ican independence we should also ob- 
serve a week dedicated to those silenced 
but unconquered peoples who have not 
yet consummated their valiant strug- 
gles against Communist oppression. 

We have witnessed in this century the 
expansion of a revolutionary movement 
in Eastern Europe and elsewhere of 
which both the means and the goals are 
of a nature diametrically opposed to 
those of our own revolution. The Ameri- 
can revolution was a noble struggle to 
preserve the political rights due every 
man. It began as a struggle for equal 
representation; the colonies were pro- 
testing political and economic subjuga- 
tion of one group of men to another. 

In vivid contrast, the imperialist ex- 
pansion of totalitarian communism in 
Eastern Europe following World War II 
was not enforced usurpations of politi- 
cal power by ailens and foreign-trained 
agents of the Communist Party. The 
means were illegitimate; the ends were 
dishonorable. Human rights were de- 
stroyed rather than insured. Those coun- 
tries that had endured Nazi brutality 
during the war had hoped the approach- 
ing Soviet armies would be their libera- 
tors. But, they revealed themselves later 
as captors. 

After 1947, our Government began a 
policy of containing the Communist 
movement. Our first major commitment 
was to aid democratic forces in Greece. 
Material aid was sent to Western Europe 
and to the Greek people to aid them in 
their heroic struggle against Communist 
guerrilla activity. Without this aid, the 
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Greek nation would have been darkened 
by the falling Iron Curtain. 

The American people have since that 
time responded to grave Communist 
threats in many parts of the world with 
the powerful support of which a great 
nation is capable. We have realized that 
it is the responsibility of the rich and 
fortunate countries to protect the less 
fortunate in their hour of need. In Asia, 
when the Communist invasion threat- 
ened South Korea, the United States and 
her allies, supported by a U.N. resolution, 
responded with immediate military aid. 
Today we are carrying on the struggle in 
South Vietnam. We have met and are 
meeting many tests of our determination 
to fight for the freedom of men all over 
the world. These struggles, past and 
present, stand as symbols of our deep 
regard for liberty. These commitments 
are flares of hope for the oppressed peo- 
ples of the world who stand behind the 
pales of iron and bambo and signals of 
warning for those governments whose 
aim is to engulf the weaker nations in 
waves of political suppression. 

Captive Nations Week is a pledge that 
our sympathy for those people eliminated 
from the community of the free world by 
imperialism will not die. Our mutual love 
of freedom makes us brothers; and so 
long as our brothers are oppressed, we 
are oppressed. If their freedom is taken 
away, our freedom is not secure. So long 
as one nation is held captive, all nations 
are threatened with captivity. No one can 
be perfectly free until all are free. 

As I stood in the shadow of the Berlin 
wall this spring, the extent of the tyr- 
anny imposed on these submerged people 
became painfully real. That wall looms 
as a symbol of their separation from their 
inalienable rights as human beings. It 
represents the division of a nation, one 
side free and prosperous, one side cap- 
tive and poor. Conversely, the fact that 
men have crossed, climbed over, and dug 
under that wall is the poignant symbol 
of the empty claims of Communist 
ideology. 

There is no better time than today to 
suggest that we reverently use our free- 
dom in the acquisition and maintenance 
of justice among men and nations. We 
would also reassure our brothers in cap- 
tivity that America has neither aban- 
doned them to the tyranny of commu- 
nism nor forgotten their long, bitter 
struggle for freedom and self-determina- 
tion. The words of Abraham Lincoln ex- 
press our hope that those who live under 
oppression shall under God have a new 
birth of freedom. 

Mr. ROBISON. Mr. Speaker, this week 
is, by resolution of Congress, the ninth 
observance of Captive Nations Week. The 
resolution was the result of congression- 
al cognizance of the importance of focus- 
ing attention on the plight of the captive 
nations. The imperialistic policies of 
Communist Russia, during the past 50 
years, have led to the subjugation of the 
national independence of some 22 coun- 
tries, including Poland, Hungary, Lithu- 
ania, Ukraine, Czechoslovakia, Latvia, 
Estonia, White Ruthenia, Rumania, East 
Germany, Bulgaria, North Korea, Al- 
bania, Idel-Ural, Tibet, Cossackia, Tur- 
kestan, and North Vietnam. 
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The people of these nations look to the 
United States to find a way to free them 
someday. We must let them know that 
they have not been abandoned or forgot- 
ten. Captive Nations Week is intended 
to emphasize this Nation’s continuing 
commitment to the principles of freedom 
and self-determination. It was felt that 
this observance would do much to en- 
courage the people behind the Iron Cur- 
tain and to renew their faith that the 
free world had not turned its back on 
them. 

This week should be a time for deliber- 
ation on measures that would advance 
the interests of these captive nations. I 
have for some time urged the establish- 
ment of a Special House Committee on 
Captive Nations, and I hope that this 
and many other similar measures will 
be considered by my colleagues during 
this Congress. It is imperative that Con- 
gress play a more positive and decisive 
role in advancing the national effort to- 
ward a peaceful world order in which 
every nation has the right of self-deter- 
mination. 

It must continue to be our solemn goal 
to do all in our power to assist these 
nations in their battle for freedom, and 
to signify to these people that we will 
never forget the captive nations nor ac- 
commodate ourselves, even in our 
minds, to their permanent captivity. 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr. Speak- 
er, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, 
Hungary, Rumania, Bulgaria are names 
not unfamiliar to most Americans. These 
and other countries are part of what are 
identified as captive nations—countries 
that have fallen within the Communist 
empire. While most of us are familiar 
with these countries, we never stop to 
think of the thousands of citizens who 
have fied from the enslavement of the 
Soviet regime. While the realization of 
the fallacies of the Communist system 
has never touched us personally, we 
should learn from those who have seen 
the terror of communism and its degra- 
dation of human dignity and liberty. 
These people deserve our support and 
sympathy in their attempt to bring free- 
dom and independence to their home- 
lands. 

While we celebrate Captive Nations 
Week during the third week in July of 
each year, we must all remember the 
plight of our neighbors who are sub- 
jected to the oppressive bonds of com- 
munism. We must remember that they 
look to the United States as a symbol of 
hope and freedom, and we must never 
falter in our desire to achieve their com- 
independence and self-determina- 

on. 

We must continue this observance 
every year so that the entire world will 
know that we will persevere in our ef- 
forts to fulfill the inherent desire of man 
to be free. For this world cannot con- 
tinue half free, half slave. Freedom is 
indivisible, and even now with our sons 
dying in Vietnam for the cause of free- 
dom, we are acutely aware of this fact. 

In the words of President Eisenhower 
in his Presidential proclamation of 1959 
proclaiming the first Captive Nations 
Week: 

I invite the people of the United States of 
America to observe such week with appro- 
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priate ceremonies and activities, and I urge 
them to study the plight of the Soviet- 
dominated nations and to recommit them- 
selves to the support of the just aspirations 
of the peoples of these captive nations. 


We must continue to strive toward 
peace in the world, but we must make 
sure that the Communist world under- 
stands that freedom for all nations is 
our goal. 

Mr. Speaker, at this point in my re- 
marks I wish to insert an outstanding 
article by our distinguished colleague 
EDWARD J. DERWINSKI, which appeared 
in the July 17 edition of the Republican 
Congressional Committee Newsletter: 

CAPTIVE Nations Look TO UNITED STATES 

(Note.—By Congressional resolution, the 
President designates the third week of July 
each year as “Captive Nations Week.” Rep. 
Edward J. Derwinski of Illinois, chairman of 
the Republican National Committee’s Na- 
tionalities Division, discusses the significance 
of the occasion in the following column writ- 
ten for the Newsletter.) 

(By Representative EDWARD J. DERWINSKI) 


Since 1959, the third week in July has been 
observed as Captive Nations Week through- 
out the country. The increase in world ten- 
sions caused by Communist activity in the 
Middle East, Africa, and Latin America, in 
addition to Vietnam, make this year's ob- 
servance of Captive Nations Week especially 
significant. Our concern lies not only with 
the present captive peoples of Communism; 
we must also be constantly concerned with 
the schemes of the Soviet Union and other 
Communist dictatorships to add to their 
illicit colonial holdings. 

The oppressed peoples of the captive na- 
tions look to the United States as the citadel 
of human freedom—and they maintain faith 
in the ultimate restoration of their freedom 
and independence. It is a fact that the desire 
for liberty and independence by the over- 
whelming majority of peoples in Communist- 
controlled nations constitutes a powerful 
deterrent to any ambitions of Red leaders 
to initiate a major war. 

The dramatic “defections” of Mrs. Svet- 
lana Stalin Alliluyeva and Juanita Castro, 
and the recent defection of two high-rank- 
ing Hungarian diplomats assigned to Wash- 
ington, dramatize the continued domestic 
turmoil in Communist areas, The past spring, 
hundreds of fans who accompanied national 
hockey teams to an international tourna- 
ment in Vienna defected to the West rather 
than return behind the Iron Curtain. The 
failure of Communism to advance the eco- 
nomic well-being of its captives compounds 
the misery of peoples who have been de- 
prived of their freedoms and who find their 
traditional national heritage suppressed by 
the Moscow dictatorship. 

The international Communist conspiracy 
is the great threat to world peace and sta- 
bility. True peace and freedom, the legiti- 
mate goal of all mankind, will come to Viet- 
nam, Cuba, and other oppressed lands only 
when the peoples are represented by gov- 
ernments of their own true choice. 

It is my strong personal conviction that 
the United States should reassert its leader- 
ship in the Free World rather than follow 
the present policy of trying to appease the 
Communist dictatorships in Europe. We can 
mount an effective propaganda, economic, 
and psychological, offensive against the Com- 
munist dictatorships. It is a tragedy to see 
young Americans being sacrificed on the bat- 
tlefields of Vietnam while the Administra- 
tion attempts to subsidize the Communist 
dictatorships of the USSR and Eastern 
Europe through trade channels. This tragic 
inconsistency is one of the many reasons why 
we have lost face abroad and witnessed a 
deterioration in our foreign affairs. 
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Captive Nations Week, however, is more 
than an annual observance of the tragic his- 
toric consequences. It represents a very 
practical progressive vehicle by which we 
can continue to move toward restoration of 
freedom and self-determination to the pres- 
ent captives of Communism—and thus, di- 
rectly contribute to a world of stability, free- 
dom, and peace. 

The concept of Captive Nations Week is 
spreading throughout the free world and is 
now becoming a major rallying cause for 
peoples in those free Asian lands who are 
effectively resisting Peking and Moscow 
moves to seize other Asian lands in the ten- 
tacles of Communism. 

One of the significant recommendations 
of the National Captive Nations Week Com- 
mittee is to strip the Soviet Union of its two 
extra votes at the UN General Assembly 
which it maintains through the puppet gov- 
ernments of Ukraine and Byelorussia. In this 
year’s Captive Nations Week commemora- 
tions, Congress is being urged to conduct 
a review of U.S.-U.S.S.R. relations in light 
of Soviet expansionist moves in the Middle 
East and the escalation of the war in Viet- 
nam, 

The continued moral support being given 
the captive peoples is one of the major Cold 
War psychological weapons of the free world. 
History demonstrates that people will never 
remain permanently oppressed. Thus, the 
true strength of the captive peoples lies in 
their loyalty to their unique cultures and 
traditions, and they represent an irresistible 
inner force that will some day bring about a 
dismemberment of the huge slave camp 
known as the Soviet Union, 


Mr. QUIE. Mr. Speaker, in accordance 
with Public Law 86-90, Congress once 
again is observing Captive Nations 
Week, the ninth such observance, July 
16 to 22, 1967. I am proud to take part 
in an observance which has been ex- 
panded to 14 other nations of the free 
world. 

Captive Nations Week once again 
rivets the attention of the United States 
and the free world upon the courage of 
the peoples of the Communist-dominated 
nations of the world. 

Captive Nations Week was inaugurated 
in 1959 during the Eisenhower adminis- 
tration by a joint resolution of the Con- 
gress. 

It is right that Captive Nations Week 
should fall in the same month as the 
celebration of the independence of the 
United States. July 4 represents the re- 
affirmation of the American people, of 
their belief and faith in the principles 
which were set forth in the Declaration 
of Independence 191 years ago. Captive 
Nations Week represents the recogni- 
tion by the American people of the over- 
riding truth that if we wish to safeguard 
our own independence, we must help the 
Communist-enslaved peoples of the 
world to achieve their freedom. 

We must stand firm in our fight 
against Communist aggression in the 
world. We must support all constructive 
attempts of peoples who seek to escape 
Communist shackles. 

As a freedom-loving people, we can- 
not afford to overlook the fact that 
Communist domination of a region 
means the loss of personal liberty. A 
Communist government cannot function 
effectively unless it controls both the 
mind and body of those enslaved. The 
Communist state dictates the form of 
government, the methods of individual 
and cultural expression, and the opera- 
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tion of the economy. The state claims 
that it is acting for the people. In reality, 
the state acts only for itself and the ad- 
vancement of the Communist Party. 

The freedoms we enjoy in the free 
world are largely denied to peoples in 
Communist-dominated nations. Under 
communism, the freedom to vote, to 
think freely, to worship freely, and to 
speak freely, are denied the people. These 
freedoms will not ever be fully restored 
to captive peoples under the Communist 
heel, for their reinstatement would cause 
a governments to falter and 

all. 

Captive Nations Week allows us to re- 
state our stand against communism in 
the world and against those men who 
would try to remove the concept of in- 
dividual freedom from government. It 
also lets us remind the people in the rest 
of the free world of the repeated injus- 
tices and violations of fundamental hu- 
man rights which exist in all Communist 
nations. The Communists have com- 
mitted vicious acts of aggression against 
human liberties in almost every area of 
the world—in Cuba, Asia, in Eastern Eu- 
rope, and in the Soviet Union. 

We must not allow ourselves nor the 
rest of the free world to ignore the sad 
plight of these courageous people. We 
must continue to recognize and to sup- 
port the concepts of national independ- 
ence, of political and personal freedom 
and of maintaining basic human dignity. 

But we do not celebrate Captive Na- 
tions Week merely to remind ourselves 
of our commitments. The celebration has 
a greater meaning. It is a reminder to 
the Communist-oppressed peoples of the 
world that we strongly support them. It 
clearly demonstrates that we have not 
and will not forget their valiant causes. 
Our strong support gives them strength 
to face each day and gives them hope for 
the future. 

Each human being is born with the 
desire to be free. Freedom cannot be 
permanently denied any nation. This in- 
born desire for freedom guarantees that 
communism will fade from the earth and 
that our form of government will ulti- 
mately triumph. 

Mr. GIAIMO. Mr. Speaker, it is a dis- 
tinct privilege to join my colleagues in 
this extremely important recognition of 
Captive Nations Week and to speak out 
in behalf of the principles of freedom 
and independence for proud, once-free 
people. 

One of the recurring tragedies of his- 
tory has been the unwilling enslavement 
of a free people by another force or coun- 
try, and the 20th century has certainly 
borne witness to such a catastrophe 
in the case of the Soviet Union’s sub- 
jugation of the countries of Eastern 
Europe. The people of these countries, 
having no desire for allegiance with or 
military protection by the Soviet Union, 
were arbitrarily deprived of their sov- 
ereignty, their dignity and their indi- 
vidual freedom. For any people to be so 
brutally and shamefully conquered must 
be judged by any decent person as an 
irreparable wrong, yet the people of 
Eastern Europe have proven to be both 
strong-willed and courageous. They have 
not let the spark of freedom die within 
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them but have continually sought to de- 
velop closer economic and social ties with 
the West; and, where possible, they have 
risen and risked their lives to hurdle the 
various walls“ which their captors have 
built to keep them in. 

For the past several years, while the 
captive nations ceremonies have been 
carried on, voices have been raised de- 
crying the uselessness and the harm 
done by invoking the “pipedream” of 
freeing nations under strong military 
control. It has been asked what these 
ceremonies can possibly accomplish. 
The answer is quite clear. If, for no 
other reason, Captive Nations Week 
serves to remind Americans and other 
peoples with a heritage of freedom just 
what this heritage is. 

We in this country often take for 
granted our liberties and our national 
sovereignty. When we read or hear about 
some person who loves these things 
enough to dodge bullets and to climb 
barbed wire for them, it puts into per- 
spective not only our privileges which 
arise from liberty but our individual re- 
sponsibilities because of this liberty. 

Captive Nations Week should remind 
us of our individual responsibilities as a 
nation. The United States stands as a 
symbol to the captive nations of Eastern 
Europe of everything that their “master,” 
the Soviet Union, opposes, and this 
symbol will be valid only so long as we 
in America deserve it. Captive Nations 
Week, therefore, should serve to remind 
us of our responsibilities to the disad- 
vantaged within our midst, to the great 
number of our people held captive within 
crowded city blocks—people who feel lost 
and depersonalized—and to the impres- 
sion we should project to all the coun- 
tries of the world as defenders of so- 
cially progressive forces, not of the 
status quo. 

By placing before the peoples of the 
captive nations a spotless record of free- 
dom and justice both at home and 
abroad, we can perhaps develop a yard- 
stick with which the enslaved peoples 
can measure the distance they still must 
travel on the road to independence. Such 
steps of responsibility, as I have outlined, 
will not lead to immediate and spec- 
tacular results and will not cause sudden 
liberation. They will, however, move 
these peoples gradually toward a life 
which will be more bearable because it 
will be more prosperous and more free 
than anything they have previously 
known, Perhaps a philosophical or spirit- 
ual contact between these peoples and 
ourselves, already maintained by Radio 
Free Europe and other organizations, 
will be just the first leak in the dam and 
will be the trickle that will grow irrev- 
ocably into a torrent which the Com- 
munists will be unable to stop. 

Mr. MONAGAN. Mr. Speaker, the 
word imperialism has been bandied 
about by Communist nations to such an 
extent that its meaning has been ob- 
scured beyond recognition. The United 
States has been accused of extending its 
imperialistic designs over Southeast 
Asia, the Middle East, and even Latin 
America. During this ninth observance 
of Captive Nations Week, it might be 
well to see who really are imperialists 
today. 
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Webster's dictionary defines imperial- 
ism as “the policy, practice or advocacy 
of extending the power and dominion of 
a nation especially by direct territorial 
acquisitions or by gaining indirect con- 
trol over the political or economic life of 
other areas.” 

I ask you, what better word describes 
the subjugation of such nations as Es- 
tonia, Latvia, and Lithuania? Is not the 
total domination of such countries, the 
obliteration of their national identity, 
the strict control of their people, the po- 
litical and economic supremacy of the 
U.S.S.R. within their borders, imperial- 
ism of the first order? 

The persons and possessions of such 
peoples are captive today to a foreign 
and repugnant ideology. But my experi- 
ence with those who have escaped the 
yoke of Soviet imperialism has demon- 
strated that the mind and hearts of 
these captive people remain free. 

It is my conviction that the United 
States which represents freedom in a 
world which is only partly free has the 
moral obligation to lend its support and 
encouragement to those who are en- 
slaved, 

To dramatize this suppression of their 
freedom and to highlight the valiant and 
continuing struggle for independence of 
these courageous people, the President 
of the United States has designated the 
week beginning July 16, 1967, as “Captive 
Nations Week.” 

In 1965 and 1966 the House and Sen- 
ate, respectively, passed a resolution of 
Congress, which I was privileged to spon- 
sor—House Concurrent Resolution 416— 
requesting the President of the United 
States to direct the attention of world 
opinion at the United Nations and else- 
where to the denial of rights of self- 
determination for the peoples of Estonia, 
Latvia, and Lithuania. This the President 
has done by his proclamation dated July 
12, 1967. 

I have personal knowledge that this 
action by the Congress provided an up- 
lift to the minds and hearts of the op- 
pressed of these captive nations, and I 
derived great personal satisfaction from 
these efforts on my part in their behalf. 

In a world divided by international 
conflicts and ambitions, it is to be ex- 
pected that the efforts of the President 
and the Congress of the United States in 
behalf of the suppressed nations will be 
looked upon with suspicion and hostility 
by the suppressors. 

Our observance of Captive Nations 
Week has, however, now come under at- 
tack from an unexpected source. 

The Washington Post recently sug- 
gested that— 

The annual Captive Nations charade might 
better be called “Captive Congressmen 
Week.” 


As a longstanding supporter of Cap- 
tive Nations Week, I consider this edi- 
torial unfortunate and unworthy of a 
great newspaper. I am certain that the 
people under Communist domination do 
not look upon Captive Nations Week with 
levity. 

While it is true that there has been 
some change in the severity of the Com- 
munist rule in some countries of Europe 
in the direction of their policies, never- 
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theless, the fact remains that the indi- 
vidual citizens in these countries are de- 
prived of the basic rights of citizens 
which are guaranteed by charters of lib- 
erty such as the U.S. Constitution and 
the Declaration of Human Rights of the 
United Nations. 

Until the rights of assembly, of free 
elections and normal practice of religion 
are restored in fact to the citizens of 
these once great countries of Europe, I 
will be proud to call their deprivation to 
the attention of the world. In my judg- 
ment the Washington Post has not 
helped the cause of human liberty by 
ridiculing those who seek to call atten- 
tion to its loss. 

On this ninth anniversary of Captive 
Nations Week, when the plight of so 
many people is brought to world atten- 
tion, I reiterate my admiration for the 
unflagging spirit of these courageous 
people. I am confident that with the sup- 
port of the free world, this spirit will 
prevail and these people will attain the 
liberty which is now denied them. 

Mr. EILBERG. Mr. Speaker, the ninth 
annual observance of Captive Nations 
Week affords us the opportunity to re- 
assert our support for the suppressed 
peoples of the world. 

We Americans tend to forget that 
millions of people throughout the world 
cherish but do not possess our basic free- 
doms. Fearing unfavorable comparison, 
the totalitarian governments of Eastern 
Europe and parts of Asia cannot allow 
their citizens unlimited access to the 
West and the right to contrast their own 
countries with those more democratic 
nations of the Western World. 

Happily, we can observe a rising stand- 
ard of living in some of the “captive” 
nations. Means of transportation and 
communication have been modernized, 
wages appear higher, luxury goods are 
more readily available. However, even 
amidst this degree of liberalization, mil- 
lions of minority peoples remain in 
mental anguish, deprived of virtually 
every expression of spiritual, cultural, or 
linguistic identity, and discriminated 
against in education, employment, and 
public life. Soviet Jews, Polish Catholics, 
Confucianists in mainland China—must 
be mentioned among those who suffer 
repeated assaults against their ethnicity. 

Living in the security of the United 
States, it is most difficult for us to imag- 
ine the atmosphere of oppression and 
fear in which the captive millions live, 
in which many have existed for decades. 
We honor and respect these millions for 
their endurance, sorrow at their plight, 
and feel only admiration for their con- 
tinued struggle for self-determination. 

Let us hope, then, that we never need 
add other valiant peoples to the list of 
captive nations, and that the necessity 
for observing Captive Nations Week will 
soon be abolished. 

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Speaker, 
I am pleased to join in the ninth an- 
nual observance of Captive Nations 
Week, which this country shall celebrate 
“each year until such time as freedom 
and independence shall have been 
achieved for all the captive peoples of 
this world.” 

It is particularly important this year 
that the significance of Captive Nations 
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Week be brought to the attention of the 
American people. For today we are send- 
ing our youngest and best men to battle 
to prevent yet another nation from fall- 
ing under Communist domination. One 
of the 27 captive nations is North Viet- 
nam, We are now fighting to prevent 
South Vietnam from becoming 28th—to 
be followed by Laos, Thailand, and the 
rest of Southeast Asia. 

We must never forget that Communist 
rule brings with it a denial of freedom 
and justice—basic human rights to which 
all men are entitled. Without freedom 
of choice, men cannot maintain their 
political independence and integrity. 
Communist rule is not only a violation 
of territorial integrity, not only an im- 
perialist absorption by the Soviet state 
of lands that should have remained free 
and independent. More important, it is a 
violation of individual integrity—a de- 
nial that the human being has the in- 
telligence and wisdom to govern himself 
under his own political system and lead- 
ers. 

Americans throughout this country— 
and free peoples throughout the world 
should study during Captive Nations 
Week the Soviet system of government 
and the freedoms—of speech and the 
press, of movement and of choice, of con- 
science and of religion—that peoples are 
denied under totalitarian governments. 
By doing so, they could better appreciate 
the many liberties they now take for 
granted. 

Neither should we forget that in Asia, 
in Latin America, and in Africa, Com- 
munist guerrillas are undermining the 
stability of free nations end are attempt- 
ing to crush free people under the same 
totalitarianism that has rolled over so 
many millions in central and eastern 
Europe. The Communists grabbed the 
most power at the end of World War 
II. The free world must guard against 
Communist successes in any number of 
“little” wars that may end up in sub- 
jugating as many people as in the 1940’s. 

During this commemoration of Cap- 
tive Nations Week, proclaimed by Presi- 
dent Johnson pursuant to a joint reso- 
lution of Congress, we pay tribute to na- 
tions that were once free, and peoples 
that we hope may some day realize their 
just aspirations for national independ- 
ence and human liberty. 

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, today I 
would like to join many of my distin- 
guished colleagues in paying tribute and 
pledging support to those peoples of the 
world whose sacred rights have been 
abrogated by the pressures of foreign 
powers or by domestic authoritarian re- 
gimes. In 1959, by a joint resolution of 
Congress, our President was authorized 
to proclaim this third week in July as 
Captive Nations Week. Since that date, 
the American people have yearly observed 
this time as a period of renewed affirma- 
tion of their belief in the individual’s 
right to life, liberty, and the pursuit of 
happiness. It must remain our constant 
goal that all nations will someday enjoy 
that peace, prosperity and freedom 
which the American people treasure. 

The most essential ingredients for a 
peaceful world are economic well-being 
and democratic freedom. To create an 
effective formula for peace, these ele- 
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ments must be present in all countries 
and must apply to every man. Though 
it may be possible to achieve economic 
prosperity under an authoritarian form 
of government, individual freedom of 
speech, freedom of the press, the right to 
fair trial, and all those other rights which 
American citizens have come to regard as 
their constitutional rights rather than 
privileges, are anathema in the police 
state. 

While recognizing that there have 
been steps toward detente between the 
nations of Eastern Europe and the West, 
it would be a mistake to assume that 
these countries have achieved sufficient 
independence to allow their citizens those 
rights which we in the United States as- 
sume to be inviolable. Increased trade 
and diplomatic communication between 
these countries and the West will ease 
the isolation which has facilitated the 
suppression of the human spirit. Gradual 
economic improvement as the standard 
of living rises will serve to concentrate 
popular demands for greater personal 
freedom. 

Nevertheless, we must not allow our- 
selves to be lured by optimistic predic- 
tions into a complacent attitude toward 
the political situations in these nations 
whose freedom was abrogated by would- 
be liberators after the war. These gov- 
ernments are still subject to overbearing 
foreign pressure. These countries need 
the support of the democratic Western 
nations to disengage themselves from 
economic and political dependence. 

This week we must renew our pledge 
to these and all nations whose citizens 
do not regardless of race, religion, or 
national origin enjoy the full privileges 
of democratic government. 

Mr. GALLAGHER. Mr. Speaker, it is 
a privilege for all Americans to pause in 
observance of Captive Nations Week, a 
tribute to the more than 100 million peo- 
ple who live under the domination of 
totalitarian regimes imposed by a for- 
eign Communist power. 

Mr. Speaker, we know only too well 
those nations which cherish freedom but 
must live in slavery; Albania, Bulgaria, 
Czechoslovakia, Estonia, Hungary, Lat- 
avia, Lithuania, Poland, North Korea, 
East Germany, and Rumania. And at 
this very moment the Soviet Union and 
Red China are trying to add more na- 
tions to this list in an effort to achieve 
their announced intention of world 
domination. The Sino-Soviet split, how- 
ever deep and serious, should not blind 
us to the aggressive intentions of com- 
munism nor make us forget those who 
are now enslaved. 

The valiant record of opposition and 
rebellion by these people toward their 
Communist masters is testimony to the 
fact that the peoples of the world, when 
given the choice, will reject totalitarian- 
ism in favor of democracy. Thousands of 
East Berliners faced Russian tanks in 
1953 armed only with bricks so great was 
their hatred of their Russian masters. In 
1956, thousands of Poles braved official 
persecution to protest the oppression of 
the government. That same year, thou- 
sands of Hungarians gave their lives in 
a valiant but futile revolt against their 
Russian oppressors. Even the Berlin 
Wall, the most obvious symbol of Com- 
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munist enslavement, cannot contain the 
flood of people whose love of freedom is 
greater than their fear of any danger. 

In the more than 25 long years these 
valiant people have been enslaved they 
have not forgotten their love of freedom, 
and it is now time for us to demonstrate 
anew that we in the free world have not 
forgotten their plight. As a nation that 
had to fight for its own freedom 189 
years ago, it is our duty as leaders of 
the free world, to do everything in our 
power to keep alive the spirit of hope in 
the hearts of freedom-loving people be- 
hind the Iron and Bamboo Curtains. At 
this time we renew our pledge to the 
brave nations now enslaved, recognizing 
that no one can be truly free unless all 
are truly free. The responsibility to com- 
bat totalitarianism belongs not only to 
those enslaved but to all men. 

Although it is true that some of these 
nations have had some success in trying 
to pursue a more independent course and 
the Communists have relaxed somewhat 
their stranglehold on these people, in no 
way can it be construed that they possess 
anywhere near the full freedoms enjoyed 
by countries of the free world. The Unit- 
ed States must make very clear to the 
world that it will not be satisfied with 
anything less than full freedom for these 
courageous people. We must let them 
know, through the Voice of America and 
Radio Free Europe, that we are not de- 
ceived by the facade of legality with 
which the Communists try to cloak their 
puppet regimes. Once again we challenge 
the Communists to hold free, U.N.-super- 
vised elections in the areas under their 
control. Their repeated refusal demon- 
strates that they well know such elec- 
tions would be an overwhelming victory 
for the forces of freedom. 

This is not the first time that these 
noble people have been under the fist 
of a foreign oppressor. Once many of 
these Eastern European nations were in 
the domains of the Austrian and czarist 
empires. In the brief interlude between 
the World Wars, these proud nations en- 
joyed a full measure of freedom. But it 
was shortlived. They courageously 
fought the Nazi onslaught only to be 
made prisoner in their own homelands by 
the Soviets at the end of the war. 

If history is any guide we may expect 
that these nations will rid themselves of 
their present oppressors as they have 
rid themselves of those of the past. Al- 
though it is true that the Communists 
have been successful in physically an- 
nexing these people they have not and 
will never succeed in snuffing out the 
love of freedom that burns deep in the 
hearts of these people. Until the day 
when they resume their rightful place 
among the free and sovereign nations 
of the world, they will be foremost in 
our minds, hearts, and prayers. 

Mr. ZWACEH. Mr. Speaker, almost every 
day I thank God for my parents, for 
things they have done, for things they 
have taught me, and for paths on which 
they have led me to walk. 

Today, I thank God for one thing in 
particular, that my parents immigrated 
to America from that troubled corner of 
Hungary, Yugoslavia, and Austria. Had 
it not been for their search of a better 
life, for a life of greater freedom and op- 
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portunity, today I might be among that 
vast faceless throng known as the peo- 
ples of the captive nations. 

I shudder to think what fate might 
have held out for my family and myself, 
had not my parents made the long and 
perilous journey to the New World, where 
they built a new life and raised a family 
in the fear of God, love of freedom, and 
service to their country. 

All too often we take so lightly the 
many blessings with which we, here in 
America, are endowed, that we lose sight 
of the yearning for our way of life that 
is the constant aspiration of millions of 
less fortunate people. 

Mr. Speaker, for 9 years we have been 
observing Captive Nations Week, and yet 
that list of captives grows ever longer 
and we heard the boast not long ago that 
an attempt would be made to create more 
captive nations right here in our own 
hemisphere, within easy missile range of 
this very assembly. 

What have we done to try to bring 
these captive nations within the pale of 
liberty and freedom? The late President 
John F. Kennedy stated: 

This country must never recognize the 
situation behind the Iron Curtain as a per- 
manent one, but must, by all peaceful means, 
keep alive the hopes of freedom for the peo- 
ples of the Captive Nations. 


And President Lyndon Johnson 
stated: 

The policy of the United States was sup- 
port of national independence, the right of 
each people to govern themselves and shape 
their own institutions because the insistent 
urge toward national independence is the 
strongest force of today’s world. 


Despite these high sounding words, 
there are more captive nations now than 
ever before and we are being urged to 
“build bridges of friendship” to their 
captors. 

Mr. Speaker, my heart bleeds for those 
peoples of the captive nations who know 
not the meaning of freedom, liberty, and 
economic opportunity. I thank God, 
again for the foresight of my parents. 
There, in those captive nations, but for 
the grace of God and the wisdom of my 
parents, stand I. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, to 
Americans of all nationalities, this week 
is particularly meaningful. It reaffirms 
our Nation’s devotion to the principle of 
self-determination for all men. 

The captive nations of Eastern Europe 
were overrun years ago by the Com- 
munist armies. The people in those coun- 
tries have never capitulated to the Com- 
munist puppet governments that were 
thrust upon them by force, and they 
never will capitulate. 

The goals of communism—mindless 
enslavement to totalitarianism—are not 
the goals of the people who must daily 
endure the effects of communism. 

No man who has ever been free is like- 
ly to regret or forget the experience or 
to yield in his determination to be free 
once more. 

The captive nations are just that— 
captive by reason of force and oppres- 
sion, not because their system has per- 
suaded a free people to accept com- 
munism. 

The people of the United States sup- 
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port the unrelenting efforts of the en- 
slaved people of Eastern Europe to be 
free. As long as America stands as the 
bulwark of freedom against those who 
would tyrannize and plunder at will, the 
lamp of truth will illuminate the bright 
hopes of men who yearn to be free. 

Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Speaker, there are 
millions of people living under the rule 
of nations that have forcefully taken 
control of other nations. 

Captive Nations Week, established by 
a congressional resolution in 1959, is a 
proper way to remember that our fellow 
men, in all parts of the world, do not en- 
joy the freedom we cherish so greatly. 

By Presidential proclamation the 
American people have been summoned 
“to study the plight of the Soviet-dom- 
inated nations and recommit themselves 
to the support of the just aspirations of 
the people of those captive nations.” My 
earnest and continuing support for the 
people of the captive nations is demon- 
strated by my having been honored last 
year with receipt of the Captive Nations 
Award. 

Today we stand to remind ourselves of 
the tragic circumstances in which so 
many people find themselves. We must 
persevere in our efforts to see freedom 
someday prevail in all the nations of the 
world. We must persevere, because if we 
do not all our good intentions will be 
for naught. We must not forget the cap- 
tive nations and we must not relax in 
the struggle for freedom. 

In the words of Patrick Henry: 

The battle, sir, is not to the strong alone; 
it is to the vigilant, the active, the brave. 


In recognition of the courage and as- 
pirations of the people of the captive 
nations, the people of the United States 
must remain active, brave and vigilant. 

Mr. REINECKE. Mr. Speaker, once 
again we set aside this week of the year 
to observe Captive Nations Week. We 
wonder what effect these annual observ- 
ances have on the Communist govern- 
ments of Eastern Europe. Apparently we 
bother them a little. 

Reports have filtered through the Iron 
Curtain which indicate the Soviets are 
not happy at what we are doing. It seems 
that the observances have been effective 
in developing a psychological and poli- 
tical weapon against the tyranny of 
Eastern Europe. 

Today, however, we must ask ourselves 
the question: “Why should we be con- 
cerned as Americans, for the plight of 
people in such far away places? We have 
many problems of our own to solve. We 
are engaged in a major military action 
in Southeast Asia. And besides, what can 
we do about the people of Eastern Eu- 
rope, short of a major war with the Com- 
munist world?” 

I think that the answers to these ques- 
tions come from the deepest roots of our 
own country’s history. For the work that 
was begun just 191 years ago is still go- 
ing on today. It is spreading around the 
world. 

I am reminded of the words of Emer- 
son in his “Concord Hymn” when he 
said: 

By the rude bridge that arched the flood, 

Their flag to April’s breeze unfurled, 
Here once the embattled farmers stood, 

And fired the shot heard round the world. 
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The sound of that shot still rings 
throughout the world. For in the goals of 
our revolution we crystalized the deep 
aspirations of every man in every Nation 
and in every age. Our revolution is still 
going on. And so is theirs. And that is 
why we cannot turn our backs on them. 
They are following in our battle paths. 
And we dare not let them down. Our 
revolution, and their struggles to throw 
off the yoke of tyranny are part of the 
same universal battle of mankind for 
freedom, for spiritual fulfillment, for 
peace, for prosperity and for progress. 

And if we be true to our own principles 
of democracy and of individual respon- 
sibility and individual liberty, and to our 
own system of free enterprise, we must 
believe that every people should have the 
opportunity to choose for themselves a 
system of government. They must be al- 
lowed to adapt to their own cultures the 
universal concepts of free self-govern- 
ment. 

We have often said in this country 
that if even one man lives in fear or in 
tyranny or does not enjoy the full op- 
portunities afforded by our Constitution 
then we all live in fear and tyranny. In 
our free society if one man is robbed of 
his unalienable rights or of his dignity, 
then all men become victims of the same 
crime. 

And this principle ought to be applied 
to the world as a whole. For if the free- 
dom of one nation is destroyed then the 
freedom of all nations is in jeopardy. 
And if any people anywhere suffer from 
the burdens of captivity, then all people 
everywhere are in some measure held 
equally captive. 

Therefore, we see that the plight of 
the captive peoples of Eastern Europe, 
and even of Southeast Asia, becomes the 
plight of free men everywhere. Their 
struggle becomes our struggle. Our stew- 
ardship of democracy becomes their hope 
of freedom. That is why we cannot 
neglect the over 900 million people held 
in captive by Communist colonialism. 
That is why we observe this week today. 

Well, then, what are we going to do 
about it? What hope do we hold out to 
these people? What is our responsibility? 

The United States, whether we like 
it or not, has been thrust into history 
at this time as the leader of the free 
world. The cause of freedom and the 
development of its ideals has become the 
great work of our generation. How have 
we done so far? 

We have not done all that we could. 
In current times we have seen the steady 
decline of the great alliance of NATO. 
Time and time again the initiative to 
take positive action in foreign affairs has 
been stolen from us by our enemies. Our 
foreign policy has become simply a series 
of stopgap emergency reactions. 

Because of the inaction and lack of 
forethought of those who carry the re- 
sponsibility our diplomats have been 
made to appear like a water brigade run- 
ning back and forth around the world 
putting out brush fires. 

It is time that the United States re- 
assert its leadership in the free world 
rather than to follow the whims of those 
who do not care, or who are playing 
power politics with the fate of their 
nations. 
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Leadership means ideas. New ideas: 
and we had better start thinking. I pro- 
pose that we mount an effect freedom 
offensive.” A campaign using psycho- 
logical, political, and economic weapons 
against the regimes of captive nations 
everywhere. We have already seen what 
this simple observance here will do to 
unnerve and irritate those on the other 
side of the Iron Curtain. And we ought to 
do more of it. 

In our freedom offensive we ought to 
draw more broadly on the resources of 
leadership of the responsible private sec- 
tor of this country. 

I propose that we gather together, 
under private sponsorship, or under the 
authority of the Congress or the Presi- 
dent, the great technicians of mass com- 
munication, advertising, and public re- 
lations for a brief time to design a 
creative program of propaganda to be 
used against the regimes of Iron and 
Bamboo Curtain countries. The technol- 
ogy of propaganda, and I use that word 
in the best sense, has been developed 
by private industry to an amazing de- 
gree. But not enough of this knowledge 
has been put to work by our Govern- 
ment’s foreign public relations directors. 

We need fewer foreign policy philos- 
ophers, and more communications ex- 
perts in the U.S. Information Agency. 
The Voice of America should be strength- 
ened and its programing drastically im- 
proved. The Congress should seriously 
examine alternative ways to underwrite 
the expenses of legitimate private efforts 
in this area, such as Radio Free Europe, 
perhaps on a loan or grant basis, as we 
do many private efforts in our own coun- 
try. 

We need to draw more upon the ex- 
perience and resourcefulness of our mo- 
tion picture industry, our radio and tel- 
evision industry, our universities with 
their vast new communications research 
centers. We ought to bring to govern- 
ment the fresh ideas that these people 
have. Then we could mount a psycho- 
logical campaign that would beam the 
weapons of ideology and the hope of 
freedom to the captive peoples of the 
world. It has never really been done be- 
fore. Why not try it? 

We are all well aware of the work of 
the Peace Corps. I would like to propose 
a Freedom Corps. The hope of future 
freedom in the captive nations lies in 
the youth of those countries. Through 
the opportunities offered by many pri- 
vate groups the young people of the 
United States could begin to correspond 
with the youth behind the Iron Curtain. 
In this way they could share the ideas 
of freedom and keep alive the hopes and 
aspirations of youth. Perhaps even per- 
sonal meetings could be arranged; and 
travel by American youth in the Eastern 
European countries could provide the op- 
portunity to encourage the hope of free- 
dom in the hearts of young people. In 
this way we would be building a sound 
foundation for the future liberation of 
captive peoples. 

In the matter of the economic and po- 
litical offensives, we must seek to drive 
a wedge into every tiny crack that ap- 
pears in the Iron Curtain. We must avoid 
every pitfall that might lend comfort of 
support to the Communist regimes of 
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these countries. We must not provide the 
means for propping up their failing econ- 
omies and thereby perpetuate their dic- 
tatorial governments. If we must trade, 
then let’s be sure that we receive a re- 
ciprocal political advantage for our trade. 
And I am not convinced that we have 
to trade with Red countries at all. 

I would propose that we bring before 
the United Nations General Assembly 
the whole question of the captive nations, 
and request that the Soviet Union be 
made to answer to the charges of history. 

Or, as an alternative, that we embark 
on a diplomatic offensive to seek the co- 
operation and ideas of every free nation 
in a united effort to liberate the captive 
peoples. 

Real progress demands revision of 
thought, policy, and action. We need to 
do a lot more thinking about extending 
the frontiers of freedom. We have grown 
to accustomed to living in a world half 
free and half slave. 

There can be no peace in the world; 
no peace among nations; no peace in the 
hearts of captive peoples until all the 
world—every nation—and each person 
is free. 

Let the price we pay for our freedom 
be to lift even higher the torch of lib- 
erty—and by its light to expose the still 
darkened corners of captive nations—in 
Asia, as well as in Eastern Europe. Let 
the price we pay be to extend our heart 
and hand in encouragement and moral 
support to those whose struggle for free- 
dom is not yet accomplished. And let our 
word of courage be to them that “there is 
a universal, eternal law which is man’s 
will to be free. And though the struggle 
may be long and hard, you have allies 
in every nation on earth, and in every 
age of history.” The thrilling inspiration 
of freedom will one day thrive again in 
the hearts of the peoples of captive 
nations. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, at this 
moment the Communist world is in- 
volved in elaborate preparations for the 
celebration of the 50th anniversary of 
the Bolshevik Revolution. The somber 
realization that this marks a period of 
half a century that the Soviet empire 
has been expanding its borders and de- 
priving millions of people in many na- 
tions of freedom makes our observance of 
the ninth annual Captive Nations Week, 
July 16-22, especially significant. 

This week should be a time to re- 
awaken America to the menace of com- 
munism and to rededicate all Americans 
to the crusade to free the world of en- 
slavement and tyranny. We must not be 
fooled by Communist propaganda calling 
for a detente and peaceful coexistence 
between the free world and the Soviet 
empire. The Kremlin leaders are dedi- 
cated to the eventual triumph of their 
totalitarian system. For them peaceful 
coexistence is merely a tactic well de- 
signed to achieve that goal. By such talk, 
the Communists hope to lull the United 
States into a false sense of security and 
thus to cause the leader of the free world 
to relax its vigilance. Such an attitude 
would significantly enhance the pros- 
pects for the success of such other Com- 
munist tactics as the so-called wars of 
national liberation and subversion in the 
guise of military and economic aid to the 
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developing nations in Africa and Asia. 
The activities and educational programs 
of Captive Nations Week are an impor- 
tant means of strengthening the will of 
free men to steadfastly resist the Com- 
munist threat. 

But our response to Communist im- 
perialism must not be purely defensive. 
Captive Nations Week should be a medi- 
um through which we launch a moral 
offensive against the Communist empire. 
The great weakness of this empire is 
the desire of the people imprisoned 
within its borders for individual liberty 
and national self-determination. The 
Communist leaders plan to kill these as- 
pirations by harsh repression. They are 
attempting to create a feeling of despair 
that will lead these captive people to 
resignation to their fate. During Captive 
Nations Week we in the United States tell 
these people that we know of their desire 
for eventual freedom and we firmly sup- 
port their efforts to win this freedom. 

Mr. DADDARIO. Mr. Speaker, the 
third week in July has been proclaimed 
by President Johnson as Captive Nations 
week. In conjunction with this proclama- 
tion I should like to bring to the atten- 
tion of the Members of Congress a resolu- 
tion of the Connecticut Committee for 
Captive Nations. And I offer this for the 
RECORD: 

RESOLUTION, CAPTIVE NATIONS WEEK, 1967 

Whereas, the imperialistic policies of Rus- 
sian Communists methods (direct or indi- 
rect), through deceit and fraud, through 
force and murder, have led to the subjuga- 
tion and enslavement of the peoples of 
Poland, Hungary, Lithuania, Ukraine, Czecho- 
slovakia, Latvia, Estonia, White Ruthenia, 
Rumania, East Germany, Bulgaria, Main- 
land China, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia, 
North Korea, Albania, Idel-Ural, Serbia, 
Croatia, Slovenia, Tibet, Cossackia, Turke- 
stan, North Vietnam, Cuba, Mongolia, and 
others; 

Whereas, the Russian Communists are ac- 
tively and vigorously supporting aggressive 
oppression in many parts of the world, in- 
cluding armaments for the war against South 
Vietnam, arms and technicians for the 
Syrians, Iraqi, and Egyptians to foment war 
in the Middle East, supporting Egyptian op- 
pression of the freedom-loving Yemeni in- 
cluding the atrocities of gas warfare, and the 
active development of Russian bases in 
Somaliland, Algeria for the purpose of de- 
feating the desires and aims of freedom-lov- 
ing Africans, Arabs and South Koreans; 

Whereas, Russia aggression since 1917 and 
treacherous violation of almost all of its in- 
ternational pledges and agreements; 

Whereas, the Russian Communists have 
created the greatest colonial empire in his- 
tory, this being accomplished by the forcible 
dominance of the majority by a small minor- 
ity; 

Whereas, the observance of Captive Nations 
Week enables us to speak for the many mil- 
lions of people who are under the heel of 
this Community tyranny; 

Now, therefore, we strongly urge the full, 
thoughtful, and prayerful observance of Cap- 
tive Nations Week and we further urge and 
demand that a review of the United States’ 
policy be made with respect to the USSR and 
its Communist empire before the United 
States finds itself to be one of the captive 
nations under the influence and domination 
of the USSR. To accomplish this urgent re- 
view, we strongly support the Resolution of 
Congressman Edward J. Derwinski H. Res. 666, 
calling for a Congressional review of United 
States’ policy toward the USSR. 

This Resolution was introduced and adopt- 
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ed at the official gathering of representatives 
of Captive Nations. 


Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, this week 
during the ninth annual observance of 
Captive Nations Week, we recall the re- 
sult of decades of Soviet aggression. 
While upholding the rights of people to 
self-determination the U.S.S.R. has re- 
peatedly employed the guise of liberation 
to take over once proud nations, and de- 
stroy the sovereignty of these hapless 
peoples. Millions in Poland, Hungary, 
Lithuania, Latvia, Estonia, Ukraine, 
Czechoslovakia, East Germany, only to 
mention a few countries, are bound to 
the leash of Soviet imperialism, re- 
taining only the memory of those basic 
liberties which we cherish. 

We Americans too often forget that 
millions throughout the world long for 
the freedoms which we take for granted. 
Freedom of speech, freedom of the arts, 
the right to protest or to travel are de- 
nied to a majority of our fellow men. 

Millions have existed for years in an 
atmosphere of political oppression, re- 
ligious persecution and economic misery, 
lacking the most basic necessities for a 
free and peaceful life. 

Minority groups have particularly suf- 
fered from Communist oppression. Pre- 
vented by force from practicing tradi- 
tional beliefs or perpetuating traditional 
customs, they have sought nonetheless 
to maintain their ethnic identity. 
Smothered under the cloak of commu- 
nism, the peoples of the captive nations 
look to the United States for a glimmer 
of hope in their darkened lives. 

Captive Nations Week affords us the 
opportunity not only to sympathize with 
the plight of the captive peoples of the 
world, but also to reassess the values of 
our own country. 

While we talk of a detente with the 
Soviet Union let us remember the sad 
lesson learned by the peoples of the cap- 
tive nations. 

As we try to build a better future we 
cannot afford to forget those behind the 
Iron Curtain who strive for freedom. 

Mr. FARBSTEIN. Mr. Speaker, hope 
moves mountains and the hope that we 
give the 120 million captive peoples in 
the more than 25 subjugated nations 
through the National Captive Nations 
Committee is of great importance. In 
supporting Captive Nations Week, we are 
slowly but perceptibly keeping awake the 
spirit of man’s unalienable rights to free- 
dom in the land of these enslaved peo- 
ples. 

In setting aside this week of July 16- 
22, we must do more than just look to 
these oppressed people with humane 
compassion—looking alone, will not 
change what is already done. We must 
make sure the contagious affliction that 
destroys the basic rights of man does not 
spread further. It is for us now—the 
free—to assist and provide the necessary 
moral encouragement so that their desire 
for national independence and self- 
determination will remain steadfast in 
purpose. 

It is important that we remain mind- 
ful of the Communist takeover in these 
captive states. This takeover has not been 
accomplished by subtle means. Russia 
did not offer them a better life, self-gov- 
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ernment, rule by the majority, or free- 
dom from fear. No, this subjugation was 
brought about by overwhelming force, 
violence and the brutal imposition of a 
strong country over a weak one. This is 
why the United States continues to ex- 
pend manpower, materials, and economic 
resources to stem the tide of continuing 
Communist aggression throughout the 
world. 

Observance of Captive Nations Week 
serves to keep us alert to our responsi- 
bility to help these unfortunate people 
who have had the misfortune of falling 
under the yoke of Russian totalitarian 
domination. We must show these people 
that we stand ready to advance their 
cause for liberty and national inde- 
pendence. We will espouse their plight in 
every forum of the world. 

Today, an increasing number of coun- 
tries have joined us in this annual com- 
memoration of Captive Nations Week. 
The United Nations has gone on record 
condemning the U.S.S.R. for the wanton 
deprivation of liberty and freedom of 
self-determination of the Hungarian 
people. This same pattern of suppres- 
sion had been repeated time and time 
again in other nations, by the Soviet 
Union. 

The peoples of captive nations of the 
world must be continually reminded of 
the fruits of freedom which all men are 
entitled to, so that they will be able to 
look to the future with hope. 

Nations and people have always been 
subjected to oppression and domination 
by others. However, today as in the past, 
we must instill confidence in these peo- 
ple so that they will be able to remove 
the shackles of their oppression. It is our 
duty to see to it that the spark that ig- 
nites this confidence is continuously 
fanned until the day when, as our late, 
beloved President John F. Kennedy so 
sagaciously expressed: 

The energy, the faith, the devotion which 
we bring to this endeavor will light our 
country and all who serve it—and the glow 
from that fire can truly light the world. 


Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, the ninth 
annual observance of Captive Nations 
Week is an appropriate occasion to recall 
the many confrontations which have oc- 
curred in this century between Commu- 
nist imperialists and freedom-loving 
nations. 

In past decades, Communist colonial- 
ism has absorbed numerous European 
and Asian nations, leaving behind a 
tragic toll of devastated sovereignty. 
Rumania, Czechoslovakia, Poland, Esto- 
nia, Latvia, Lithuania, Bulgaria, Hun- 
gary, and East Germany all waste under 
the weight of Russian oppression; while 
Albania, Tibet, North Vietnam, and 
North Korea have been swept behind the 
Bamboo Curtain. 

But communism not only encroaches 
on sovereign territories, it attempts to 
invade the hearts and minds of proud 
peoples, molding their thoughts and con- 
trolling their actions. In order to achieve 
this end, the captive nations are led not 
by representative governments, but by 
harsh puppet regimes supported by Mos- 
cow or Peking. 

Communist doctrine attacks the con- 
cept of a ruling elite but in fact, Com- 
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munist governments must represent and 
be controlled by an unpopular elite 
rather than by the majority, for no na- 
tion would voluntarily choose to live 
under communism. 

We Americans are particularly aware 
of this fact since the United States has 
become a sanctuary for hundreds of 
thousands of refugees and exiles from the 
captive nations—men, women, and chil- 
dren who could no longer bear their 
fruitless existence under Communist 
domination. 

In numerous respects the Communist 
nations have become a world showcase of 
failures. In spite of repeated agricultural 
experimentation and elaborate plans, the 
captive nations often lack adequate food 
supplies; prices are exorbitant and stores 
are stocked with inferior quality goods. 

Educators are not free to teach facts 
alone but are forced by the government to 
propagandize on behalf of communism; 
thus Communist education often stifles 
the creative spirit of promising students. 
Persecution of minority groups is a 
further action commonly undertaken 
throughout the Communist world. Soviet 
Jews, Polish Catholics, Confucianists, 
and Buddhists in Communist China are 
among those people who have been forced 
to relinquish traditional customs and be- 
liefs. Nonetheless, they have defied their 
oppressors and sought to maintain their 
ethnic identity. Significantly, in spite of 
governmental attempts to enforce athe- 
ism in the Soviet Union, the Russian 
Orthodox Church alone is still believed 
to have as many as 45 million believers. 

Because Communist totalitarian re- 
gimes cannot stand comparison with 
Western democracies, citizens of the cap- 
tive nations are denied unregulated ac- 
cess to the free world. As a precaution 
against defection, whole families are 
rarely allowed to travel together outside 
the Iron Curtain; some member must 
remain as a Communist hostage. Thus a 
majority of Communist youth have never 
drawn a free breath, and depend on the 
memories of the aged to learn of the glory 
of democracy. 

At this time, when the eyes of the world 
are focused on erupting trouble spots in 
Asia and the Middle East, let us not for- 
get the captive millions, languishing un- 
der the yoke of communism, who look to 
the United States for hope and inspira- 
tion. Let us take this opportunity to vow 
that the United States will sustain the 
torch of liberty. Though at times it 
merely flickers, the gusts of communism 
can never put it out. 

Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Speaker, in 1959 
Congress passed a resolution to make the 
third week in July, Captive Nations Week. 
The observance of Captive Nations Week 
may seem futile to those who accept the 
status quo and do not feel directly con- 
cerned with the plight of some 100 mil- 
lion central and east Europeans who 
were arbitrarily denied their personal 
and national integrity when the Red 
army marched in more than 20 years ago 
and brutally trampled on their freedoms. 

Yet an increasing number of manifes- 
tations—speeches, parades, and a widen- 
ing news coverage—attest to the Ameri- 
can people’s growing awareness of the 
significance of Captive Nations Week. 

Indeed, the observance of Captive Na- 
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tions Week is not only important to those 
who have migrated to our shores from 
Eastern Europe in search of freedom and 
a better life. It is also important because 
it demonstrates that America as a whole 
has an abiding commitment to all those 
people still crushed under the yoke of 
tyranny. The goals of independence and 
freedom for which those people yearn are 
the very same ideals on which this coun- 
try was built. In spite of 20 years of in- 
doctrination, threats, and terror, the cou- 
rageous peoples of central and eastern 
Europe continue to cling to their national 
traditions, ancient customs, and spiritual 
values. As a leader of the free world, our 
Nation has the duty to endorse such ef- 
forts and reject the status quo. The ob- 
servance of Captive Nations Week gives 
us the opportunity to let those people and 
the whole world know that we have not 
forsaken them. 

Mr. Speaker, as chairman of the Sub- 
committee on Europe of the House Com- 
mittee on Foreign Affairs, I have main- 
tained active interest in the develop- 
ments in central and east Europe. 

Over the years, our subcommittee has 
held periodic hearings, inquiring into the 
conditions prevailing in that area. In 
addition, we have undertaken a number 
of study missions to the different coun- 
tries of central and east Europe, report- 
ing our findings and recommendations to 
the Congress. Our most recent report, 
dealing in part with our subcommittee’s 
visits to Poland, Czechoslovakia, Yugo- 
slavia, and Rumania, and entitled Our 
Changing Partnership With Europe,” 
was printed as House Report No. 26, 90th 
Congress, first session. 

Mr. Speaker, we shall continue our 
close watch on developments in the area 
under our subcommittee’s jurisdiction. I 
also want to take this occasion to reaf- 
firm my strong support for the principle 
of self-determination for all nations 
which our country has championed since 
its inception. 

Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Speaker, I am hon- 
ored indeed to join my most distin- 
guished, able friend, and esteemed col- 
league, the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania, Congressman DANIEL FLOOD, in 
the ninth observance of Captive Nations 
Week. 

It is refreshing to note the marked 
growth of this observance in the House 
during the past few years, principally 
because of the inspired leadership and 
effective work of our outstanding DAN 
FLOOD. 

This day gives another welcome oppor- 
tunity, which we enthusiastically em- 
brace, to salute the captive nations, to 
commend them for their battle against 
oppression, and to repeat our assurances 
to them, to their tyrannical oppressors, 
and to the world, that we are deeply con- 
cerned and will continue to do every- 
thing in our power to assist these people 
in their struggle for liberation from dic- 
tatorship and earliest possible return to 
the blessed society of free nations. 

Let word ring out throughout the world 
from this great Chamber of free demo- 
cratic government that Members of this 
body and Americans everywhere, pledged 
to freedom and the personal and human 
rights of man as we are, will never aban- 
don this great cause and will continue 
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to support it with all our hearts, our 
energies, our resources and our firm res- 
olution to help the millions of brave, 
determined people to reconstitute them- 
selves as free individuals under govern- 
ments of their own choice. 

Our beloved colleague, Dan FLoop, who 
is known for his brilliant, energetic, elo- 
quent support of great causes in this 
House, has labored long, successfully and 
militantly to further the cause and im- 
prove the lot and sustain and firm-up 
the courage and high purpose of the cap- 
tive nations. 

In a spirit of gratitude and common 
dedication, let us all join in promoting 
this sacred cause so that, in time, the 
quicker the better, there will be light 
where there is now darkness, and there 
will be freedom where there is now op- 
pression. 

Let us all resolve to stand behind the 
captive nations until they are liberated 
and restored to their rightful place 
among the freedom-loving nations of the 
world. 

Mr. DELANEY. Mr. Speaker, Iam hap- 
py to join my colleagues in marking this 
ninth anniversary observance of Captive 
Nations Week. 

Over the years, we in Congress have 
utilized this occasion to rededicate our- 
selves to the cause of universal freedom, 
particularly the freedom of those who 
have been denied this precious human 
right by the predatory dictatorship of 
Communist Russia. 

Today affords us another opportunity 
to remind the oppressed people behind 
the Iron Curtain that the free world is 
ever conscious of their bondage, and we 
will be restless until they, once again, en- 
joy the same liberty as is ours. It is grati- 
fying to know that this annual observ- 
ance, which brings to the attention of 
the entire world the full scope and ruth- 
lessness of Communist imperialism, is a 
source of embarrassment to the Kremlin 
rulers. This concern by the Soviets gives 
us cause to hope that they will somehow 
see the justice in restoring national in- 
dependence to the enslaved nations. 

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, it is appropri- 
ate that we regularly bring to the atten- 
tion of the world community, and partic- 
ularly to the Soviet rulers, the inescapa- 
ble fact that all individuals and nations 
have an innate and insistent longing 
for liberty and national independence. 
Let us hope that our efforts today 
in focusing the world spotlight on the 
captive nations will serve to weaken the 
Soviet Union’s tenacious grasp on the 
freedom-loving people behind the Iron 
Curtain. 

Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, although the protection of 
human dignity and the advancement 
of individual liberty have become two 
of the dominant themes of the 20th cen- 
tury, the United States, acting through 
its elected representatives, has found it 
necessary each year to remind itself and 
the other nations of the world that one- 
third of those who inhabit this planet 
live in what can be called the captive 
nations. In those countries liberty and 
human dignity unfortunately exist only 
in the minds and hearts of captivated 
people. This week has been set aside as 
a tribute to those individuals and their 
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homelands where the right of free choice 
in matters of individual conduct is simply 
not recognized, 

This frustration of the natural desire 
of men to govern themselves in a man- 
ner compatible with the universal goals 
of freedom and equality has historically 
resulted in national upheavals. Revolu- 
tion, social unrest, and the concomitant 
human misery and despair are the neces- 
sary byproducts of autocratic govern- 
ment. And with this autocratic rule comes 
the denial of equal justice and human 
liberty which are an essential part of the 
common heritage of mankind. As Amer- 
icans we have deep historical and cul- 
tural ties which bind us inexorably to 
those who struggle for the freedom to 
say, without fear of government repri- 
sal, “I protest.” Our country has been 
enriched and our liberty nourished by 
the innumerable contributions of these 
intrepid people. 

As President Johnson has repeatedly 
pointed out: 

The insistent urge toward national inde- 
pendence is the strongest force in today’s 
world. 


To implement that force, enlightened 
new policies have been instituted, and 
new ties have been forged through peace 
and mutual cooperation. The expansion 
of cultural and diplomatic relations with 
those areas of the world with which we 
have spoken but little and understood 
even less, has opened a new vista of in- 
ternational understanding. At the same 
time through increased trade and com- 
munication, the citizens of the captive 
nations have become more familiar with 
the democratic ideals of self-expression, 
liberty, and human dignity. Thus we 
have seen encouraging signs in this dec- 
ade that the spark of freedom, which has 
been glowing for centuries in those val- 
iant nations, now threatens to flare up 
in such a way that the governments of 
those countries will be forced to recog- 
nize the need for fundamental changes 
12 the structure and purpose of national 

e. 

In observing Captive Nations Week, we 
recognize and applaud the indomitable 
spirit of those nations and individuals 
who have endured the long night of cap- 
tivity and look forward to the dawn of 
freedom and a new life, 

Mrs. BOLTON. Mr. Speaker, in the 
last 2 months our attention has been 
focused frequently on developments in 
the Near East, East Asia, and parts of 
Africa. It is timely this week that we 
should bear in mind also the captive na- 
tions of the world and their continuing 
desire to be free. 

This is the ninth year the Congress 
has observed Captive Nations Week. 
Some of the peoples of East Europe have 
been in the domination of another re- 
gime for 25 years. Others are held in 
bondage in Tibet, North Korea, and 
North Vietnam, and Cuba. Recently 
there have been ominous reports of guer- 
rilla contests for control in several Latin 
American countries, in Burma, Hong 
Kong, Laos, and the Philippines. 

Countless thousands have sacrificed 
their lives in the struggle for freedom. 
Others continue to risk theirs in daring 
escapes from tyranny, and all too often 
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their stories fall on deaf ears. Behind 
Iron and Bamboo Curtains, behind pris- 
on walls and barbed wire fences coura- 
geous souls live on in hope of a future 
without fear and oppression. 

They look to us who enjoy liberty to 
carry on the campaign for the restora- 
tion of human rights. Our support of 
their cause is vital to their freedom and 
our own. History reminds us of the 
broken treaties and promises, the nu- 
merous violations of international law 
that deprived the captive peoples of their 
independence. When we consider the 
record, we realize anew that freedom is 
not free—it always has cost a high 
price—and we dedicate ourselves to con- 
tinued efforts to seek freedom and jus- 
tice for all peoples. May we all join in 
observing this Captive Nations Week as 
reaffirmation of our determination and 
zeal on behalf of the greatest cause on 
earth. 

Mr. HANLEY. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
take a moment today to join with our 
colleagues here in the House in renewing 
our commitment to the captive nations 
of the world. I have had the privilege in 
the past of participating in Captive Na- 
tions Week activities in my own district, 
and I can assure you that they have been 
most inspiring—inspiring in the knowl- 
edge that these brave people have not 
lost the hope that their homelands will 
once again be free. 

We who enjoy the blessings of liberty 
should pause to consider the plight of 
those who do not; and those in our midst 
who feel that Communist wars of libera- 
tion are merely civil wars should pause 
to consider the fate of Hungary, Czecho- 
slovakia, Poland, Bulgaria, Rumania, 
Latvia, Estonia, Lithuania, the Ukraine, 
East Germany, and Albania. 

I said in this Chamber during another 
Captive Nations Week celebration that 
this one single act of ours does more to 
question the legitimacy of Russia's 
colonial empire and to rattle her resolve 
than most other actions in which we 
might engage. I still feel that way, and 
this is why I am offering my comments 
today. 

Mr. Speaker, we pray God will sustain 
these captive nations. 

Mr. GREEN of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, this week, July 16-22, the 
ninth annual Captive Nations Week will 
be celebrated in ceremonies all through 
the United States. When it unanimously 
voted in 1959 to establish this observance, 
Congress intended this week to fulfill two 
purposes. First this would be a time for 
us in America to especially remember 
the plight of those millions of people 
imprisoned behind the Iron and Bamboo 
Curtains. Second, this would be a time for 
us to express to these captive people our 
deep sympathy and firm support for their 
desire for individual freedom and na- 
tional independence. 

Too often we who live in this Nation 
“under liberty and justice for all” for- 
get what life without freedom can be. 
During Captive Nations Week we have 
an especially good opportunity to re- 
awaken all Americans by showing them 
what it is like to live under a system of 
government that does not respect the 
value of the individual. For the people 
under the domination of communism, 
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there is no constitutionally guaranteed 
right to freedom of speech, press, or re- 
ligion. Instead the citizens of these coun- 
tries are subject to the whim of the men 
governing the nation at any one time. 
There can be no question that in Eastern 
Europe and the Soviet Union, the condi- 
tions under which the people live have 
improved since the worst days of Stalin’s 
despotism. The governments of Eastern 
European nations are no longer complete 
puppets of Moscow. In certain situations 
the national interest of their countries 
and not that of the U.S.S.R. dictates what 
policy should be followed. Of course what 
that interest is, is defined by men in no 
way responsible to the people they gov- 
ern. Also during the past decade there 
have been efforts to increase some of the 
consumer goods available to the ayer- 
age worker. During the past 10 years 
there has been times in the Communist 
nations when artists and writers have 
been able to create more according to 
their own genius and less within the con- 
fines of “socialist realism.“ Yet the terri- 
fying aspect of all these little steps to- 
ward a slightly freer society is that a 
policy decision by one or two men or a 
change of leaders by death or coup d’etat 
can destroy completely every gain. Just 
in the past few days there have been sev- 
eral newspaper articles analyzing a pos- 
sible struggle for power within the Krem- 
lin between so-called hardliners and soft- 
liners. Tomorrow a new Stalin might 
appear, or instead a new Khrushchev, 
willing to allow a few slight improye- 
ments in the life of the people living un- 
der communism. 

We in the United States must recom- 
mit ourselves vigorously to pursue every 
practical means available to us to aid 
these people in their struggle for lasting 
and complete freedom for themselves and 
for their nation. The knowledge of our 
support may help them to keep hoping 
and striving for liberty despite any set- 
backs. It has been the experience of this 
Nation that every man can have a hap- 
pier and fuller life under a system that 
allows him freedom to be himself and to 
have a voice in how he is governed. Over 
the past two centuries this conviction has 
spread to Europe, South America, and 
most recently Africa and Asia. The Iron 
and Bamboo Curtains cannot keep this 
message. The captive people want their 
freedom and neither they nor we shall 
rest until they are free. 

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
since the founding of our Republic, U.S. 
citizens have proudly proclaimed their 
belief in man’s right to live in freedom 
with individual liberty. The great pa- 
triots of our American Revolution, the 
authors of our Declaration of Independ- 
ence, Constitution and Bill of Rights 
were inspired by a single precept—that 
all men are created equal, that they have 
inalienable rights to life, liberty, and the 
pursuit of happiness. In order that Amer- 
icans might be free to determine their 
own destiny, our forefathers molded a 
democratic government, of the people, 
propelled by the principle of government 
by the consent of the governed. Since the 
birth of our Nation, the American people 
have prospered under this form of gov- 
ernment. For nearly 200 years, govern- 
ment by the consent of the governed has 
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elevated the United States of America 
into a position of being the strongest, 
most prosperous nation in the world to- 
day. We Americans have faith in self- 
government. The daring experiment of 
our American colonies was unequivocally 
successful. 

It is for this reason that we so ada- 
mantly deplore the situation of the many 
subjugated peoples on this earth. It is 
for this reason that we cry out against 
all forms of dictatorship and tyranny 
over the mind of man. It is for this rea- 
son that, in 1959, the U.S. Congress 
issued a resolution proclaiming Captive 
Nations Week. Each year during the 
third week in July, the people of the 
United States and the free world give 
special tribute to some 23 nations whose 
citizens are not free. We extend to these 
captive peoples our heartfelt compassion 
and we reassert our strong belief that no 
government of one nation has the moral 
or ethical right to impose its governing 
system on the peoples of another nation. 

The week of July 16-22, 1967, is the 
ninth observance of Captive Nations 
Week, and we of the Congress, to- 
gether with all US. citizens and free- 
dom-loving peoples the world over, re- 
dedicate ourselves to the cause of liberty 
for all mankind. In the words of Presi- 
dent Johnson’s last Captive Nations 
Week proclamation: 

We give renewed devotion to the just 
aspirations of all people for national in- 
dependence and human liberty. 


Mr. STANTON. Mr. Speaker, we have 
observed Captive Nations Week annually 
since 1959 because it is legally provided 
for in Public Law 86-90. In so doing we 
are not merely indicating a mechanical 
expression of regret and sympathy for 
the plight of the captive millions in East- 
ern and Central Europe, in Asia, and in 
the Caribbean. As a people placing a su- 
preme value on our rights to life, liberty 
and the pursuit of happiness and on the 
right to self-determination, we feel a sin- 
cere and personal desolation at the con- 
dition of the peoples of such countries as 
Poland, Hungary, Lithuania, Ukraine, 
Czechoslovakia, Latvia, Estonia, Ru- 
mania, East Germany, Bulgaria, Albania, 
North Korea, North Vietnam and Tibet. 

A popular belief today is that Commu- 
nist Russia has relaxed her grip on the 
captive satellite countries behind the 
Iron Curtain. Yet nation after nation 
still languishes under the whip of Com- 
munist tyranny; millions have borne for 
decades and still must bear the bitterness 
of economic deprivation, political op- 
pression, and religious persecution. Oc- 
casionally a Captive Nation will rise in 
rebellion against its oppressor, only to be 
quickly smothered by the harsh hand of 
Communist colonialism. 

However, the battle between Commu- 
nist imperialists and peace-loving na- 
tions is not always a flagrant conflict. 
More often it is a subtle aggression, pit- 
ting mind against mind, ideology against 
ideology—for communism can only tri- 
umph when it has totally indoctrinated 
the individual and has made entire peo- 
ples slaves of party propaganda. 

We condemn the policies of commu- 
nism which deprive proud peoples of na- 
tional and individual liberties, which 
have no respect for individual convic- 
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tions, which destroy human dignity. We 
pay solemn tribute to the captive nations 
of the world, many of whom have been 
forced to serve their Communist masters 
through decades of anguish. A majority 
of the youth in the Communist world 
have never had the opportunity to ex- 
perience the freedom and strength of 
democracy. Their only contact with the 
liberties cherished by all Americans has 
been through the memories of parents 
and aged relatives. Many of these unfor- 
tunate victims of communism will die 
without regaining the nationhood they 
covet and the civil liberties which are 
rightfully theirs. 

The privileged citizens of the United 
States can hardly imagine the barren 
existence led by the captive peoples. But 
nonetheless we fight beside them in spirit 
in their battle for liberation, and we will 
never be content until they join us in the 
ranks of free nations. 

Mr. WINN. Mr. Speaker, I join with 
my colleagues in observation of the third 
week of July as Captive Nations Week. 
It is difficult in the extreme for most 
Americans to understand what it is like 
to be deprived of the individual freedoms 
upon which our society is based and it is 
easy to take for granted the fact that a 
third of the population of the earth live 
under political systems in which these 
liberties are denied and denigrated by 
Communist systems of government. Who 
among us could ever be content to live 
under a system in which he was unable 
to express criticism of his leaders in the 
press, in which he would not be free to 
join an independent labor union, or wor- 
ship God as he chose. Recall, if you will, 
that it was only last year that the Poles, 
traditionally a people of deep Christian 
roots, attempted to celebrate the anni- 
versary of a thousand years of Christian- 
ity in Poland. The Communist govern- 
ment of that captive nation attempted to 
put every impossible impediment in the 
way of the success of that deeply signif- 
icant celebration, and would not even 
allow Pope Paul to come to Poland to offi- 
ciate. Nevertheless, despite all the efforts 
of the Communists, hundreds of thou- 
sands of Poles, of all ages, joined in the 
celebration of the Christian millennium 
showing the world that their deep devo- 
tion remains even after two decades of 
Communist rule. 

If ever any of us feel that the observa- 
tion on our part of Captive Nations 
Week has no meaning let him remember 
the determination of the Poles not to let 
their religion die in a state where to ex- 
press anything but mindless acceptance 
of the official Communist dogma that 
“religion is the opiate of the masses“ is 
an act of extreme political and personal 
courage fraught with danger. It is an 
honor for me to rededicate myself to the 
principles of personal freedoms and to 
express my deepest hope that the time 
will soon come when all men everywhere 
can join us in living in free societies un- 
der governments expressing the will of 
the people which they serve. 

Mr. DENNEY. Mr. Speaker, this week 
we observe the annual Captive Nations 
Week. In 1959, the Congress gave unani- 
mous approval to legislation recognizing 
the manifest tragedy of the Communist 
takeover in east and central Europe. 
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Many countries fell to the Communist 
movement some 25 years ago. Now we 
can do no iess than to annually reaffirm 
our faith in the perseverance of our dem- 
ocratic liberties and to encourage those 
oppressed peoples to retain hope for the 
removal of the Iron Curtain. 

In view of the war that we are now 
fighting in Vietnam, it is altogether nec- 
essary that we acknowledge the threat 
presented by international communism. 
We need only look at the recent history 
of the captive nations to readily predict 
what would happen in Southeast Asia 
should we abdicate our responsibility. 

Mr. Speaker, I am glad to participate 
in the captive nations observance. I can 
only call for a renewed vigor on the part 
of our Nation to give encouragement and 
hope to those now held in Communist 
bondage. 

Mr. ADAIR. Mr. Speaker, the week of 
July 16-22 has been set aside as Captive 
Nations Week. In due course, the Presi- 
dent will issue his proclamation to that 
effect. However, one has to take notice 
that with each passing year the Presi- 
dential proclamation seems to become 
weaker and less to the point. Are we only 
committed to freedom on this side of the 
Iron and Bamboo Curtains? To what 
purpose do we in the Congress pass reso- 
lutions when their intent is ignored? 

Last year House Concurrent Resolution 
416 was passed by both bodies. This reso- 
lution urged that the President “direct 
the attention of world opinion at the 
United Nations and at other appropriate 
international forums and by such means 
as he deems appropriate, to the denial of 
the rights of self-determination for the 
peoples of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithu- 
ania.” To the best of my knowledge 
nothing of the sort has been done. 

Has Ambassador Goldberg forcefully 
brought to the attention of the General 
Assembly the situation in the captive na- 
tions of the Soviet Communist empire? 
We all know the answer—he has not. 
While the Soviet Union was demanding 
that Israel retreat, was Ambassador 
Goldberg on his feet demanding to know 
what steps the Soviet Union was taking 
toward granting self-determination to 
its captive nations. No, he was not. No 
“winds of change” blow over the steppes. 
We sit idly by and watch the communi- 
zation of these captive nations in silence. 

Therefore, I call upon the President 
and those in authority to make this Cap- 
tive Nations Week a meaningful one in 
order to show that these people who 
suffer in silence have not been forgotten. 

Mr. NEDZI. Mr. Speaker, one of the 
basic tenets of American foreign policy 
is, or should be, to support the just as- 
pirations of people everywhere. Our sup- 
port cannot and should not always be 
military. But in every case it should be 
moral. 

This week, Congress observes Captive 
Nations Week. This observance annually 
draws the support of scores of Congress- 
men who together reflect the spectrum of 
American political thought, Some of 
these Members do have so-called ethnic 
blocs in their districts, it is true, but 
their primary motivation for speaking 
out is the opportunity to proclaim sym- 
pathy, in a meaningful way, with the 
principle of self-determination. 
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There has been editorial criticism of 
Captive Nations Week, with particular 
emphasis on pseudo states.” Admittedly, 
as in adversary proceedings in a court of 
law, you weaken your case when you mix 
weak arguments with strong arguments, 
advocates of the week weaken their case 
when they include as captive nations 
people who are not and never have been 
a nation. 

But there are real captive nations. I 
include in that term people with long 
national histories as well as lingual and 
cultural identities, who are denied the 
right to choose their own form of gov- 
ernment. Certainly the nations of East- 
ern Europe fall into this category. 

In my judgment, it is properly within 
the framework of our foreign policy to 
point out that in country after country 
in Eastern Europe, non-Communist ma- 
jorities are subjected to rule by Commu- 
nist minorities which took power by ugly 
and conspiratorial means. Recognition 
of this fact helps us maintain a proper 
focus as we engage in a policy of build- 
ing bridges.” 

I believe in a policy of “building 
bridges” as long as we are free of illusions. 
The encouragement of internal liberali- 
zation and external contact among the 
Captive Nations seems likely to be more 
rewarding than a policy of unremitting 
hostility. Such encouragement, however, 
should be given with a caveat in mind, 
and that is the unrepresentative char- 
acter of the various regimes. 

The attitude of the U.S. Government 
is important. The people of Eastern 
Europe do look to us, We should not 
underestimate the vitality of patriotic 
and nationalistic feeling there. Their 
fidelity to the Communist cause is thin 
indeed. It is politically wise and morally 
correct therefore to stay the route,” to 
keep informed about Eastern Europe, and 
to prevail. 

In my view, Captive Nations Week is 
a serious observance and I am pleased 
to have an opportunity to participate in 
the reaffirmation by the U.S. Congress of 
the principle of self-determination. 

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, the chief coordinator of the 
Committee To Restore Lithuania’s Inde- 
pendence, Mr. Anthony Mazeika, has 
called to my attention his organization’s 
open letter to Premier Kosygin, which 
appeared in the June 22 edition of the 
New York Times. I wish to include this 
letter in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD for 
the attention of my colleagues: 

THE BALTIC QUESTION—OPEN LETTER TO 

PREMIER KOSYGIN 

On June 19, 1967, the Soviet Premier, Alek- 
sei Kosygin, in addressing the United Na- 
tions General Assembly, accused Israel of 
continuing aggression by occupying the ter- 
ritories of the United Arab Republic, Syria 
and Jordan. 

Mr. Kosygin defined continuing aggression 
as attempts to interfere in the internal af- 
fairs of independent countries and peoples, 
to impose on them, from the outside, political 
concepts and views alien to them on the so- 
cial order.” 

The Soviet Premier is adept at defining 
continuous aggression, for his state has a 
long record of conspiracy against the sover- 
eignty and territorial integrity of indepen- 
dent nations. While vituperating against the 
State of Israel, Mr. Kosygin would do well to 
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consider his own government's continuing 
aggression. The most conspicuous victims 
of joint Soviet-Russian and Nazi German 
aggression are the Baltic States of Lithuania, 
Latvia and Estonia, 

The annexation of the Baltic States by the 
Soviet Union was pre-determined by the Rib- 
bentrop-Molotov Pact of August 23, 1939. 
The agreement stated: “In the event of ter- 
ritorial and political rearrangement in the 
areas belonging to the Baltic States (Estonia, 
Latvia, Lithuania and Finland), the northern 
boundary of Lithuania shall represent the 
boundary of the spheres of influence of Ger- 
many and the U.S. S. R.“ 

While the attention of the world was 
focused on the Blitzkrieg in the West, the 
Soviet Union imposed it’s “sphere of influ- 
ence.” On June 15, 1940, troops and tanks of 
the Red Army poured into the Baltic States. 
Moscow hastily set up puppet governments. 
A single list of representatives, hand-picked 
by Moscow, was proposed to the “liberated” 
countries. To insure the election of the Com- 
munist candidates, tens of thousands of 
people were arrested on the eve of the elec- 
tions as a threat to those who might pro- 
test by refusal to vote. The decisions of the 
“elected representatives” to request“ incor- 
poration of the three Baltic States into the 
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics were 
prepared in Moscow and carried out by the 
occupying Red Army. 

In their zeal to impose their alien system 
on the Baltic States, the Soviets deported or 
liquidated 700,000 men, women and children 
from Lithuania alone, between June, 1941 
and March, 1951. Not withstanding this in- 
human oppression, the peoples of the Baltic 
Nations persevere in their aspirations to- 
wards personal freedom and national inde- 
pendence, 

While addressing the General Assembly, 
Mr. Kosygin unequivocally stated, “In the 
course of its 50 year history, the Soviet Union 
has regarded all peoples, large or small, with 
respect; every people enjoys the right to es- 
tablish an independent national state of its 
own, This constitutes one of the funda- 
mental principles of the policy of the Soviet 
Union. While upholding the rights of peoples 
to self-determination, the Soyiet Union just 
as resolutely condemns the attempts by any 
state to conduct an aggressive policy toward 
other countries—a policy of conquest of for- 
eign lands and the subjugation of the 
peoples living there.” 

In view of the above facts, we request the 
Premier to clarify the following questions: 

Why has the Soviet Union continued to 
violate the sovereignty of Lithuania, Latvia 
and Estonia? 

When will the Soviet Union apply the 
principles of the United Nations Charter to 
the Baltic States? 

When will the Soviet military and admin- 
istrative apparatus be withdrawn from the 
territory of the Baltics? 

When will the Soviet Union desist from its 
policy of Russification and Sovietization of 
the Baltic peoples? 

When will the Baltic victims of mass 
deportation be allowed to return to their 
homelands? 

When will the Soviet Union cease inter- 
fering in the political, social, and religious 
life of the Baltic States? 

Mr. Premier, the Baltic Republics have a 
right to preserve their own languages, re- 
ligious freedoms, traditions and political 
aspirations. Will you enact measures to cor- 
rect the gross injustices imposed by Stalin 
on the Baltic Nations and restore independ- 
ence—or are your noble words addressed to 
the General Assembly mere hypocrisy? 


Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Speaker, for the 
ninth year, the United States is now 
celebrating Captive Nations Week. Each 
year since 1959, we have set aside this 
week, and we have told the entire world 
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that we will continue this observance 
until, in the words of our Joint Congres- 
sional Resolution, such time as free- 
dom and independence shall have been 
achieved for all the captive nations of 
the world.” 

Through the years, we have been 
joined by freedom-loving peoples 
throughout the world in this observ- 
ance—people in Asia, Latin America, 
Western Europe, and Africa. Just last 
year, Argentina and Australia added 
themselves to the growing list. 

Now, midway through the year 1967, 
we find ourselves once again proclaiming 
to the world the thought which was put 
pam by President Kennedy, when he 
said: 

This country must never recognize the 
situation behind the Iron Curtain as a per- 
manent one, but must, by all peaceful means, 
Keep alive the hopes of freedom for the peo- 
ple of the captive nations. 


However, we must recognize this year 
as being more than merely the time of 
the ninth annual observance of Captive 
Nations Week. This is the year when, for 
a brief week, we saw the world closer to 
World War III than it ever has been in 
the past quarter century. 

This is the time in the history of free- 
dom and democracy when a tiny nation 
fought an incredibly fast fight to end an 
immediate threat to the entire human 
race. 

And now, this is the time when Soviet 
brinkmanship is revealed once more for 
the reckless, deadly, selfish thing it is, as 
the U.S.S.R. once more pours arms into 
the troubled Middle East, to continue 
the germination of the seeds of death 
and destruction. 

For 8 years past, we have renewed our 
dedication to the eventual freedom of 
the people of Poland, Hungary, Lithu- 
ania, the Ukraine, Czechoslovakia, Lat- 
via, Estonia, White Ruthenia, East 
Germany, Bulgaria, Armenia, Azerbai- 
jan, Soviet Georgia, North Korea, Al- 
bania, Edel Ural, Cossakia, the Chinese 
mainland, Tibet, Turkestan, and North 
Vietnam. 

We have recognized the threat of 
Castro-Communist encroachment in 
Venezuela, Peru, Guatemala, and Bo- 
livia, and the constant efforts of Red 
power to extend itself into the develop- 
ing nations of Africa. 

Now we must add to the list of the 
victimized, the people of the Arab Na- 
tions. Mind you, I say the people, not 
their leaders who, for personal gain and 
hopes for power, have become the pup- 
pets of Moscow brinkmanship. 

Left to their own conclusions, under 
leaders dedicated to the welfare of their 
own nations, the Arab peoples would 
eventually see the benefits of freedom 
and democracy. Stirred up by the dicta- 
tors who control and direct their 
thoughts and actions, the Arab peoples 
were plunged into one bloody and de- 
structive war, and are now being direct- 
ed toward greater bloodshed and de- 
struction. 

The Arabs who hate with the thought- 
less passions engendered by their puppet 
leaders are also captive peoples. They 
are also captives of Soviet dedication to 
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a path with but two alternate ends— 
world domination, or world destruction. 

There can be no more appropriate time 
than Captive Nations Week for the 
United States, as the strongest champion 
of freedom and democracy, to make its 
position unmistakably clear in the Mid- 
dle East—in support of one of the world’s 
smallest free nation, Israel. 

And this is also the time for a total 
reassessment of our policy toward the 
U.S.S.R. We must determine whether 
our hopes for reciprocity are futile, and 
whether our efforts toward bridge- 
building and coexistence are based on 
myths and fallacies. 

For that reason, I am today introduc- 
ing a resolution similar to the one intro- 
duced by my distinguished colleague from 
Indiana [Mr. Bray] last week calling for 
such a review of U.S.-U.S.S.R. policy. 
It is a resolution which should be speed- 
ily passed and promptly implemented. 

Mr. MESKILL. Mr. Speaker, it is fit- 
ting and proper that we set aside this 
time for the annual observance of Cap- 
tive Nations Week. It helps us get things 
into perspective. It draws the attention 
of the country to the fate of nations and 
peoples who come under the peoples who 
come under the grip of Communist 
tyranny. 

This observance on the floor of the 
House serves notice to the world that the 
American people remember and deplore 
the plight of hundreds of millions of per- 
sons throughout the world who are forced 
to live as virtual slaves of the Red 
Empire. 

It reminds us that no civilized society 
is secure, that no freedoms are safe in a 
world half of which is dominated by ag- 
gressive, totalitarian regimes. 

The continued captivity of these na- 
tions is living witness to the emptiness 
of Communist claims to be the people’s 
movement, All the lipservice which Com- 
munist leaders pay to the cause of na- 
tional liberation and self-determination 
of peoples is shown to be utterly hypo- 
critical. 

No Communist regime has ever been 
set up on the basis of popular election. 
Membership in the Communist Party is 
limited to a tiny fraction of the Com- 
munist-dominated populations, a reward 
given to an elite of obedient and efficient 
servants. 

Here, in this citadel of freedom, let us 
ponder the fate of these countries and 
these nations. And let us remind our- 
selves that eternal vigilance is the price 
of freedom. 

Let us also remember that when we 
talk of relaxing our attitude toward 
Communist regimes through wider com- 
mercial and cultural exchanges, it is the 
regimes that would be benefited, not the 
people. 

To the degree that we build up the 
economic strength and political position 
of these regimes, to the same degree we 
increase the power which they have 
over their captive subjects. 

Let us not forget the walls these 
regimes have built to keep their people 
m. Let us remember the artists and 
writers they have put in jail. And let 
us not forget the massive Soviet armies— 
some 26 divisions—which are encamped 
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in Eastern Europe ready to strike at any 
moment. 

Today's observance should be re- 
garded not as a traditional exercise no 
longer relevant to the world situation. 
It is rather a solemn remembrance of 
the millions of our fellow men living in 
thrall to Communist overlords. And 
it is a solemn rededication to the basic 
principle that all men are created equal 
before the laws and with equal rights 
to frame those laws. 

I am proud to participate in this ob- 
servance and proud to reaffirm these 
principles for myself and on behalf of 
my constituents. 

Last Sunday, in Hartford, the Con- 
necticut Committee for the Captive Na- 
tions adopted a resolution which I am 
glad to endorse and offer at this point 
in the RECORD: 

RESOLUTION, CAPTIVE NATIONS WEEK, 1967 

Whereas, the imperialistic policies of 
Russian Communists methods (direct or in- 
direct), through deceit and fraud, through 
force and murder, have led to the subjuga- 
tion and enslavement of the peoples of Po- 
land, Hungary, Lithuania, Ukraine, Czech- 
oslovakia, Latvia, Estonia, White Ruthenia, 
Rumania, East Germany, Bulgaria, Mainland 
China, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia, North 
Korea, Albania, Idel-Ural, Serbia, Croatia, 
Slovenia, Tibet, Cossackia, Turkestan, North 
Vietnam, Cuba, Mongolia, and others; 

Whereas, the Russian Communists are 
actively and vigorously supporting aggressive 
oppression in many parts of the world, in- 
cluding armaments for the war against 
South Vietnam, arms and technicians for the 
Syrians, Iraqi, and Egyptians to foment war 
in the Middle East, supporting Egyptian op- 
pression of the freedom-loving Yemini in- 
cluding the atrocities of gas warfare, and the 
active development of Russian bases in 
Somaliland, Algeria for the purpose of de- 
feating the desires and aims of freedom- 
loving Africans, Arabs and South Koreans; 

Whereas, Russian aggression since 1917 and 
treacherous violation of almost all of its in- 
ternational pledges and agreements; 

Whereas, the Russian Communists have 
created the greatest colonial empire in his- 
tory, this being accomplished by the forcible 
dominance of the majority by a small 
minority; 

Whereas, the observance of Captive Na- 
tions Week enables us to speak for the many 
millions of people who are under the heel 
of this Communist tyranny; 

Now, therefore, we strongly urge the full, 
thoughtful, and prayerful observance of 
Captive Nations Week and we further urge 
and demand that a review of the United 
States’ policy be made with respect to the 
USSR and its Communist empire before the 
United States finds itself to be one of the 
captive nations under the influence and dom- 
ination of the USSR. To accomplish this ur- 
gent review, we strongly support the Res- 
olution of Congressman Edward J. Derwinski 
H. Res. 666, calling for a Congressional re- 
view of United States’ policy toward the 
USSR. 


Mr. WATSON. Mr. Speaker, tragically, 
it appears that the plight of those na- 
tions behind the Iron Curtain is as severe 
today as it was 8 years ago when Con- 
gress enacted a law establishing Captive 
Nations Week. In fact, the ideals incor- 
porated into Public Law 86-90 seem to 
have been forgotten, since the very intent 
of that law is being thwarted by efforts 
to “build bridges” of trade between this 
Nation and the Soviet Union. 

During the observance of Captive Na- 
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tions Week, which is presently taking 
place, it seems appropriate for Congress 
to rededicate itself to the principles of 
the original resolution which placed this 
body on record as opposing peaceful 
coexistence with the Soviet Union until 
the nations forced under its blanket of 
tyranny were set free. 

I can think of no better way to apply 
this noble concept than to turn down any 
efforts to increase trade with the Moscow 
government so long as it persists in vir- 
tually enslaving some 20 nations as well 
as supplying war materials to North Viet- 
nam, a nation at war with the United 
States. 

We must not let Captive Nations Week 
degenerate into a forum for vague and 
useless commemorations. Captive Na- 
tions Week should symbolize a call to 
battle—an active battle against the in- 
ternational Communist conspiracy. A 
congressional resolution condemning 
East-West trade would be a positive step 
in winning such a battle and would prove 
to the enslaved peoples of the world that 
this Nation will never accommodate the 
evils of communism. 

Mr. Speaker, earlier this year I intro- 
duced a sense-of-Congress resolution to 
set aside any consideration of further in- 
creases in East-West trade. As we observe 
Captive Nations Week, I invite my col- 
leagues to introduce a similar resolution 
as a pledge to the millions of people be- 
hind the Iron Curtain that we shall never 
condone or support in any way their 
Communist captors. 

Mr. O’HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
since 1959, the third week in July has 
been proclaimed Captive Nations Week. 
Each year since then, we, in the House 
of Representatives of the Congress of the 
United States, have reaffirmed our devo- 
tion to freedom, individual and national, 
and the right of all states to self-deter- 
mination. The rights of individual and 
national freedom are cornerstones of our 
heritage. The right of states to self-de- 
termination is a corollary of these 
foundations of our national principles. 

In the days of the czars and, later, in 
the days of the Soviets, Albania, Armenia, 
Bulgaria, Byelorussia, Czechoslovakia, 
Croatia, Estonia, Finland, Georgia, 
Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, 
Serbia, the Ukraine, have been taken over 
against their will. 

Terrorism, mass deportations, sub- 
jugation have been the instruments by 
which the Soviet has endeavored to ob- 
literate all sense of national and cultural 
consciousness among these countries held 
in bondage. 

Yet, despite the cruelty of their op- 
pressors, these captive nations have held 
resolutely to their national identity and 
their native culture. 

We, and the free nations of the world, 
assure these captive peoples that our 
pride in our national and individual free- 
dom will make us each year more stead- 
fast in our determination that the bless- 
ings of freedom shall be extended to the 
captives of Soviet imperialism and 
tyranny. 

Mrs. HECKLER of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, Americans in the United States, 
in Europe, in Guantanamo Bay, Cuba, in 
Vietnam, and other areas of the world 
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celebrated the beginnings of the Amer- 
ican dream of July Fourth. Regardless of 
their present location in the world, the 
thoughts of all Americans returned to 
contemplate the meaning of freedom in 
American political society. 

Two weeks after the Fourth of July, we 
recognize not a celebration but a sad re- 
minder—a week set aside to remind all 
Americans that there are peoples 
throughout the world who are deprived 
of their basic rights under totalitarian 
regimes. Through overt and covert ag- 
gression Communist Russia has suc- 
ceeded in crushing and subjugating the 
national independence of Poland, Hun- 
gary, Czechoslovakia, and other nations 
in and out of Eastern Europe. 

Mr. Speaker, we cannot afford to for- 
get these peoples who live under totali- 
tarlanism. We must continue to renew 
and rededicate our efforts to the cause of 
universal freedom. We must keep alive 
the hopes of freedom for these subju- 
gated peoples. 

Mr. MORSE of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, it is with regret that I join my 
colleagues once again in marking Cap- 
tive Nations Week. It is with regret be- 
cause there are still so many men and 
women who long for freedom and who 
work actively toward its achievement, 
yet who are oppressed by governments 
directed from outside their own land. 

We are constantly aware of the strug- 
gles going on in central and eastern 
Europe, but it is well to set aside a week 
to remind ourselves and our fellow 
Americans of their steadfastness and 
dedication to liberty. 

Our own freedom is less because all 
the peoples of the world do not share in 
its fruits. Let us resolve once again to 
support the aspirations of the peoples of 
the captive nations. 

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, 9 years 
have passed since we first observed Cap- 
tive Nations Week in this country. Dur- 
ing each of those 9 years, we have paused 
to take somber note of the fact that the 
creeping black shadow of Soviet dictator- 
ship has enveloped nearly 100 million 
people who yearn for freedom as much 
as we. Manifestly against the will of the 
governed, the countries of Estonia, Lat- 
via, Lithuania, Poland, Czechoslovakia, 
Hungary, Ukraine, and others have dis- 
appeared from the political map as free 
and independent nations. Under over- 
whelming force their free governments 
have succumbed to tyranny. Social, cul- 
tural, political, and economic institu- 
tions, centuries in the making, have 
crumbled. People imbued with a deep 
and abiding love of freedom and democ- 
racy have been isolated from the free 
world of which they were so long a part 
and have been forced to live under the 
cruel hand of dictatorship. 

None of this has changed during these 
last 9 years. The captive nations of East- 
ern Europe remain the victims of the 
Kremlin’s brutal aggression, even while 
Premier Kosygin comes before the 
United Nations with crocodile tears to 
denounce the so-called aggression of the 
tiny State of Israel which is struggling 
for its very existence. Even while the 
Soviet Union rants and raves about U.S. 
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aggression in Vietnam, this visible, un- 
questionable evidence of her own mon- 
strous aggression stands clearly before 
the world. And she makes no suggestion 
that she give up these countries con- 
quered and occupied illegally and by 
force. 

Shortly after the Congress passed the 
Captive Nations Week resolution in 1959, 
I introduced a resolution calling for the 
establishment of a Special Committee on 
Captive Nations. I envisioned such a com- 
mittee as one which would study the 
moral and legal aspects of Soviet control 
of the captive nations, gather informa- 
tion about conditions existing in those 
nations, and come up with constructive 
suggestions as to how the United States 
can help the people of these countries, 
through peaceful processes, regain their 
national and individual freedom. Such 
resolutions were introduced in the 87th, 
88th, and 89th Congresses. Again in this 
Congress, I have introduced this resolu- 
tion as a constructive and necessary first 
step in bringing the freedom we still seek 
to the people of these unfortunate na- 
tions. 

My concern, Mr. Speaker, is that we 
not become lost in an ocean of words 
during these annual commemorations of 
Captive Nations Week, words which are 
well intentioned but which quietly fade 
away when the immediate object of our 
concern is no longer prominently before 
us. My concern is that the plight of the 
captive nations of the world be kept con- 
stantly before us and that action be tak- 
en now which is specifically directed to- 
ward finding a tenable solution to the 
problem. My concern is that the people 
of these nations know that we are not 
just concerned but are dedicated to as- 
sisting them in regaining their freedom. 

Mr. Speaker, I call upon the Members 
of this body to make 1967 not just an- 
other year in which we commemorate the 
subjugation of the countries of eastern 
Europe and elsewhere in the world but 
also the year in which we take another 
positive step toward helping these ‘free- 
dom-starved people lift the yoke of Com- 
munist oppression. The enactment of 
House Resolution 100 is one positive step 
we can take. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. Speaker, during 
this ninth annual observance of Captive 
Nations Week, we join the President and 
the Nation in reaffirming the commit- 
ment of the United States of America to 
the principles of national independence 
and human freedom. 

As the privileged citizens of a sanc- 
tuary of democracy, we Americans can- 
not accept or condone Communist pol- 
icies which deny dignity to the indi- 
vidual and freedom and justice to any 
peoples. We can only condemn those 
Communist powers which blatantly ac- 
cuse the United States of imperialism, 
but which themselves bear blame for the 
captivity of such nations as Poland, Hun- 
gary, Lithuania, Ukraine, Czechoslo- 
vakia, Latvia, Estonia, Rumania, East 
Germany, Bulgaria, Albania, North 
Korea, North Vietnam, Tibet, Armenia, 
Georgia, Cuba, and other nations. 

Millions in these valiant nations have 
passed decades enchained within the 
walls of Communist tyranny. These cap- 
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tive peoples deserve our most profound 
sympathy and admiration for they have 
endured their bitter plight with courage 
and strength. 

It is thus appropriate on this occasion 
for us to renew our vow of support to 
our captive fellow men and to pledge our- 
selves once more to a vigorous moral and 
political offensive against communism. 


GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND 


Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days in which to re- 
vise and extend their remarks on the 
subject on which I have just addressed 
the House. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 


CUMULATIVE VOTING—VITAL TO 
PROTECTION OF MINORITY 
STOCKHOLDERS 


The SPEAKER, pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle- 
man from Texas [Mr. Patman] is recog- 
nized for 15 minutes. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, in the last 
few years the question of the ownership 
and control of commercial banks, and the 
rights of stockholders and beneficial 
owners of commercial bank stock have 
been studied and discussed with intensi- 
fied interest. The House Banking and 
Currency Committee has published sev- 
eral reports on this subject and is con- 
tinuing to study this problem. 

One of the more interesting subjects 
in this area is the issue of cumulative 
voting. Under the National Bank Act 
12 U.S.C. 61—federally chartered banks 
are required to have cumulative voting. 
Now, cumulative voting for the election 
of directors of a corporation, including 
banking corporations, is vital to corpo- 
rate democracy and the minority stock- 
holders’ rights. That is why the Congress 
required national banks to have cumula- 
tive voting in the election of directors. 

Of course, many officers of banks who 
want to preserve their positions are op- 
posed to cumulative voting because it 
would allow a minority of shareholders 
who may be dissatisfied with the man- 
agement of a bank to more easily obtain 
seats on the board of directors. 

This is a matter of vital concern to 
the preservation of our free enterprise 
economy and more directly the small 
stockholder and the small businessman. 
Without this type of protection, as I 
have indicated, bank management would 
be able to perpetuate themselves in office 
to the detriment and harm of the small 
stockholder and small businessman. 

The Federal law now on the books only 
applies to national banks. State-char- 
tered banks are governed by State law. 
Therefore, many banks in States which 
do not require cumulative voting in the 
election of corporate directors are not 
governed by existing Federal statute. 
Some States leave the issue entirely up to 
the charter of each corporation. 

However, I was surprised to find that 
in the general corporation law of no less 
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than 21 States, stockholders have the un- 
fettered right of cumulative voting in 
election of directors. These include such 
large States as California, Illinois, Mich- 
igan, and Pennsylvania. Four States 
specifically give the stockholders of State 
banks the right to cumulate their votes 
in the election of directors. These are 
Illinois, Montana, Pennsylvania, and 
Wyoming. 

The problem is that in some States, for 
some reason, banking corporations have 
been allowed a special exemption from 
the requirements of cumulative voting 
that all other corporations chartered by 
the State must adhere to, and of course 
all national banks operating in the State 
must adhere to. Therefore, State-char- 
tered banks in these jurisdictions are in 
a highly privileged position. 

One of these States is the State of Ohio 
where an intensive lobbying effort by the 
Ohio Bankers Association is now under- 
way to block a move to bring State- 
chartered banks under the same rule 
of law applying to all other Ohio- 
chartered corporations and all national 
banks operating in Ohio—requiring 
boards of directors to be elected by 
cumulative voting. 

The Ohio Bankers Association has at 
least four registered lobbyists in Colum- 
bus pressuring legislators to support the 
Ohio Bankers Association’s version of a 
revised State banking law. This banker- 
backed bill eliminates from its provisions 
the right of State-chartered banks to 
elect their boards by cumulative voting, 
even though a special legislative com- 
mittee established to study the banking 
laws recommended after almost a year’s 
study that Ohio banking law be changed 
to permit cumulative voting in the elec- 
tion of directors. 

This committee’s 
stated: 

This would give shareholders of state- 
chartered banks a right that is enjoyed by 
share holders of other Ohio corporations, and 
by shareholders of all national banks. The 
conditions under which cumulative voting 
could take place should be identical with 
those required in the corporation law. 


A spokesman of the Ohio Bankers As- 
sociation has admitted that this organi- 
zation has spent more that $35,000 in 
lobbying for the bank lobby’s version of 
the revised Ohio bank law. This is but 
another example of special interest pres- 
sure to destroy a basic right that is en- 
joyed by millions of shareholders in Ohio 
and across the country. It is also another 
example of how big banks seek capital 
privilege in the law not permitted others. 
The Ohio Legislature should ignore this 
attempt by the bank lobby to obtain 
special privileges for State-chartered 
banks. The inability of the State legisla- 
ture to overcome the extreme pressure 
being exerted upon it by this special in- 
terest group only adds force to the grow- 
ing feeling that Federal legislation may 
be necessary to protect shareholders as 
well as beneficiaries of trusts managed 
by banks in the exercise of privileges 
they should be entitled to as owners of 
bank stock. The Congress should be very 
interested in the outcome of this battle 
over cumulative voting in the Ohio Leg- 
islature. 


recommendation 
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HOUSE REPUBLICAN POLICY COM- 
MITTEE STATEMENT ON HOUSE- 
SENATE CONFERENCE ON THE 
NASA AUTHORIZATION BILL 


Mr. WINN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the gentleman from 
Arizona [Mr. RHODES] may extend his re- 
marks at this point in the Record and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Kansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr. Speaker, 
the House Republican policy committee 
urges the House-Senate conference on 
the National Aeronautics and Space Ad- 
ministration authorization bill to accept 
the key Republican amendments which 
were adopted on the floor of the House. 
These amendments would reduce the 
funds requested by NASA by $201.4 mil- 
lion, establish an independent safety 
panel in NASA and require the Space 
Administration on jts own initiative to 
keep Congress fully and currently in- 
formed of problem areas in the space 
effort. 

In this period of extreme fiscal crisis 
with a Federal deficit that may balloon 
to $29 billion, the probable cost of the 
war in Vietnam escalating to $30 billion 
a year, and the administration prepar- 
ing to request a tax increase, the realistic 
reduction in the NASA authorization 
must be sustained. Under the House ap- 
proved authorization, vital research and 
development can be carried forward and 
the manned space program through the 
Apollo lunar landing can be completed 
according to schedule. The Apollo appli- 
cations program has been revised in an 
attempt to avoid premature commit- 
ments to surplus hardware that may be- 
come obsolete and inadequate for pro- 
jected future missions. 

The tragic death of the three astro- 
nauts at Cape Kennedy last January 
underscored the necessity for improved 
safety procedures in our space program. 
Certain elementary safety procedures 
had been disregarded. Warnings were 
ignored. Important recommendations 
were either shelved or halfheartedly im- 
plemented. For example, an astronaut 
testified that he had made more than 30 
observations and recommendations for 
safety features on the hardware. Sig- 
nificantly, one of those not taken care of 
was a revised and better designed escape 
hatch. Also, the investigation of the 
Apollo fire at Cape Kennedy reflected 
that at 4:30 p.m., two safety men left the 
job. Notwithstanding this fact, the test 
continued. At 6:30 p.m. the fire occurred. 

A serious safety hazard evaluation gap 
has existed in the space program. In 
order to protect the lives of our astro- 
nauts and to insure that missions as- 
signed will be successfully completed, an 
independent safety advisory panel pat- 
terned after the successful Atomic En- 
ergy Commission safety review system 
must be established. This safety panel 
would be authorized to monitor NASA 
operations. It would identify potential 
dangers that have escaped NASA’s no- 
tice, such as the fire hazards that led 
to the January Apollo fire. 

Although the Apollo program was in 
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serious trouble during 1965 and 1966, the 
NASA officials did not keep Congress fully 
informed. Failures in procurement and 
production that endangered the objec- 
tives of the Apollo program were not 
disclosed. The Phillips report, whose 
findings, including the conclusion that 
“quality is not up to NASA required 
standards,” closely paralleled the find- 
ings of the Apollo Review Board, was not 
revealed to Congress. Moreover, at the 
time the Phillips inspection was made 
and the report rendered, the spacecraft 
in which the fatal fire occurred was in 
the process of manufacture, 

The NASA Oversight Subcommittee of 
the House Science and Astronautics 
Committee has held exhaustive and com- 
prehensive hearings. It is hoped that this 
subcommittee’s report will clear up many 
of the questions concerning safety in the 
space program. l 

The relationship between NASA and 
Congress must be improved. When con- 
gressional supervision is lacking, care- 
lessness all too often results and public 
confidence is impaired. In order to super- 
vise properly this Nation’s space program, 
Congress must have adequate and con- 
tinuing information. The Republican- 
sponsored amendment would insure that 
the cognizant committees in the House 
and Senate are fully and currently in- 
formed on NASA activities. 


“TERM’S END:” JAMES J. KILPAT- 
RICK ON THE SUPREME COURT 


Mr. WINN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. ASHBROOK] may extend his re- 
marks at this point in the Recorp and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Kansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, the 
very able James J. Kilpatrick has come 
up with a discussion of the recent term 
of the Supreme Court which lays many 
of the decisions open for inspection and 
provides ample pros and cons to their 
effects and accompanying minority and 
majority views. 

The conservative looking at the Su- 
preme Court's work during the October 
term is likely to see, he states, “construc- 
tions wrongly construed and constitu- 
tions violated” and with the resignation 
of Justice Clark and the appointment of 
Thurgood Marshall, conservative prin- 
ciples which were in retreat facing a 
rout. 

Taken from the July 25, 1967, issue 
of National Review, “Term’s End” is a 
lively presentation of what Mr. Kilpat- 
rick considers the good and the bad in 
the first term, with the court’s pluses 
and minuses divided by this comment: 

The lamentable truth, in my own view, 
is that these forward steps in stable law 
and personal liberty were more than offset 
by a series of other decisions in which the 
liberal bloc prevailed. 


For those who might not be familiar 
with Mr. Kilpatrick, he is by no means 
a newcomer to the field of critical ap- 
praisal of events on the national, or 
international scene. 


July 19, 1967 


A perceptive and outstanding journal- 
ist, he is associated with National Re- 
view and has been editor of the Rich- 
mond, Va., News Leader since 1951—he 
started as a reporter in 1941 and worked 
his way up through positions on the 
State capitol staff, as chief of the capitol 
staff, associate editor, and as chief edi- 
torial writer. 

A nationally syndicated columnist, he 
lists among his awards an annual award 
for editorial writing, presented by Sigma 
Delta Chi, journalism fraternity. 

His books include “The Soverign 
States,” 1957; “The Smut Peddlers,” 
1960; “The Southern Case for School 
Segregation,” 1962; coeditor of The 
Lasting South,” 1957; and coeditor of, 
“We the States,” 1964. 

In addition to a valuable treatment of 
the decisions, Mr. Kilpatrick discusses 
the switch from Clark to Marshall and 
knowingly prefixes his comments with 
the important paragraph: 

Now, it is one of the two or three abiding 
myths of our excessively gullible Republic 
that ours is “a government not of men, but 
of laws.” This is bosh. At the highest level 
of our jurisprudence—the Supreme Court of 
the United States—the shaping of law is, of 
course, the work of mortal men. The notion 
that members of the Court simply inter- 
pret” the Constitution, or “discover” the 
meaning of statutes is a child’s notion, hav- 
ing no rational relationship to reality. 


Thus, he concluded his discussion of 
the ability and effect of appointment of 
Thurgood Marshall by stating: 

By appointing a committed liberal, in the 
person of Thurgood Marshall, the President 
has tipped the scales deliberately in favor of 
Warren, Douglas, Brennan and Fortas. They 
are the four horsemen of this judicial apoc- 
alypse. Marshall will make the decisive fifth. 


I place Term's End” in the Record at 
this point and recommend it to my col- 
leagues: 

TERM’s END 

(Nore.—Exit Tom Clark of Texas; enter 
Thurgood Marshall of New York. Leaving be- 
hind a mixed bag of major opinions, some 
good, some bad, the Supreme Court has 
ended its 1966 term. But a whole new era may 
be beginning.) 

(By James Jackson Kilpatrick) 

Just as Latins by nature are lovers, or SO 
tradition tells us, conservatives by nature 
tend to be pessimists. For the most part, we 
dwell on the dark side of political moons. 
There we expect to find calamity and regu- 
larly we perceive it, Nothing is so bad that 
thinking will not make it worse. And think- 
ing about the October term of the U.S, Su- 
preme Court, which came to an explosive 
end on June 12, the true-blue conservative 
is likely to see little but constructions 
wrongly construed and constitutions vio- 
lated. 

It was not that bad. To be sure, the term 
saw conservative principles of jurisprudence 
in retreat; the forces that are symbolized 
by Mr. Justice Harlan lost more battles than 
they won. Owing to the resignation of Tom 
Clark and the prospective confirmation of 
Thurgood Marshall, the 1967 term may move 
from a retreat to a rout. Nonetheless, Har- 
lan and his cohorts won some notable vic- 
tories. In the continuing effort to resolve the 
conflict between the rights of a criminal 
defendant and the rights of outraged society, 
soeiety recovered a little lost ground. The 
cause of individual freedom suffered a couple 
of damaging blows, notably in the Allis- 
Chalmers case and in the matter of Call- 
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fornia’s open housing law; but the cause 
benefited from the Court’s rulings in other 
fields, Now and then the Court demonstrated 
a commendable judicial restraint. The jus- 
tices tended to walk to their newest mile- 
stones, They did not run. 

The Court’s more deliberate speed could be 
discerned most clearly in the area of crim- 
inal law. It was high time. Over the past 
six or eight years, in a series of landmark 
decisions the Court virtually has rewritten 
the rules of criminal procedure. Peering into 
the Fourth, Fifth and Sixth Amendments, 
the liberal bloc has found an assortment of 
rights never observed before. New doctrines 
on admissible evidence, on rights of counsel, 
and on post-conviction remedies have sprung 
full-blown from lofty brows. Many of these 
doctrines, in my own view, are quite sound— 
if reasonably applied; but they have been 
laid down in such sweeping terms that lower 
courts and law enforcement officers have 
been unable to adapt effectively to them. 
Meanwhile, crime soars. 

The October term scarcely had begun be- 
fore the Court handed down its brief opinion 
in Cichos v. Indiana. The case involved a 
petitioner who had been tried on a two-count 
affidavit for both reckless homicide and in- 
voluntary manslaughter. He was convicted 
on the first count only. He appealed success- 
fully, and the case was remanded for re- 
trial. The second time around, Cichos again 
was tried on both counts and again convicted 
only for reckless homicide. In his petition to 
the Supreme Court, the defendant contended 
that to try him again for involuntary man- 
slaughter was to expose him to double jeop- 
ardy, in violation of the Fifth Amendment. 
The case thus presented a novel question: 
Does the double jeopardy provision apply to 
State prosecution? Oddly enough, though al- 
most everything else in the Bill of Rights has 
been transposed to the States on the back of 
the Fourteenth Amendment, double jeopardy 
appeared to have been overlooked. Here was 
an opportunity, if the Court wished to seize 
it, for another adventure in activism. 

The interesting point is that the Court 
passed the opportunity by, Over the objec- 
tions of Fortas, Warren, Douglas and Black, 
who were quite ready to extend the double 
jeopardy clause, a five-man majority made 
deferential bows toward federalism, comity, 
and judicial restraint. The Court refused to 
reach the issue, and dismissed the writ of 
certiorari as improvidently granted. Notably, 
Mr. Justice Brennan, leader of the activists, 
this time was the swing-man for restraint. 

Four weeks later, on December 12, came 
the several “Hoffa cases,” and with them the 
unrelated matter of Duke Lee Lewis. It was 
a happy hour for friends of law enforcement. 

The Hoffa case went back to the fall of 
1962, when James R. Hoffa was tried in Nash- 
ville for violation of the Taft-Hartley Act. 
He got off on a hung jury. Subsequently, 
Hoffa and three of his Teamster associates 
came on for a second trial, this time for at- 
tempting to bribe that jury. This time they 
were convicted. They appealed, but a 4-3 
majority of the Supreme Court (Fortas and 
White sat this one out) affirmed the convic- 
tions. 

The key witness in the government's brib- 
ery prosecution was one Edward Partin, a 
small-time Louisiana Teamster official and a 
purported friend of Hoffa. At the time of 
the first trial, Partin was languishing in jail 
in Baton Rouge, awaiting trial on various 
federal charges. When he volunteered to in- 
form on Hoffa, federal prosecutors promptly 
had him sprung. Partin made his way to 
Nashville, where he shortly insinuated him- 
self into the Hoffa suite. There he became 
the indispensable factotum: he fetched and 
carried; he went out for ice; he said yes, 
boss, and no, boss, and all the time he 
listened. Later he was to testify that he heard 
Jimmy and his pals trying to rig the jury. 

Was the testimony of this dubious inform- 
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er admissible? To Chief Justice Warren, in- 
dignantly dissenting, Partin was no more 
than a walking bug who moved with Hoffa 
wherever he went. In Warren’s view, “this 
type of informer and the uses to which he 
was put in this case evidence a serious po- 
tential for undermining the integrity of the 
truth-finding process in the federal courts.” 

The four-man majority (Stewart, Harlan, 
Brennan and Black) took a tougher position. 
Hoffa's attorneys had attacked the bribery 
conviction on four constitutional grounds 
and one general contention, Speaking for the 
court, Mr. Justice Stewart tossed them all 
out. It is evident, said Stewart, that no inter- 
est protected by the Fourth Amendment was 
involved, for obviously Hoffa was not relying 
upon the security of his hotel suite when he 
made incriminating statements to Partin: 
he was relying instead upon his misplaced 
confidence that Partin would keep his mouth 
shut. Neither was Partin’s testimony a viola- 
tion of Hoffa’s Fifth Amendment right 
against compulsory self-incrimination, for no 
one compelled Hoffa to tell Partin anything. 

Hoffa raised two arguments based upon his 
Sixth Amendment right to counsel. The first 
had some merit. The presence of a govern- 
ment informer during talks between lawyer 
and client, it was urged, violated the essen- 
tial privacy of that relationship, The second 
argument has no merit. Here Hoffa contended 
that he should have been arrested for at- 
tempted bribery as early as October of 1962, 
when the government received its first word 
of the developing hanky-panky. 

Stewart demolished both positions. When- 
ever the talks got serious between Hoffa and 
his lawyers, it appeared, Partin had been 
“moved out.” He overheard nothing of any 
value to government prosecutors in the Taft- 
Hartley trial. The statements relayed by Par- 
tin dealt solely with the separate offense of 
jury tampering—and these statements were 
not picked up in the presence of counsel. As 
for the second argument, “nothing that has 
come to our attention even remotely suggests 
this novel and paradoxical constitutional 
doctrine, and we decline to adopt it now. 
There is no constitutional right to be ar- 
rested. The police are not required to guess 
at their peril the precise moment at which 
they have probable cause to arrest a suspect, 
risking a violation of the Fourth Amend- 
ment if they act too soon, and a violation 
of the Sixth Amendment if they wait too 
long.” 

Hoffa’s final attack was a broadside: The 
use of government informers is a “shabby 
thing in any case,” which fatally offends 
“those canons of decency and fairness which 
express the notions of justice of English- 
speaking peoples.” Stewart and his colleagues 
would have none of this. Informers histori- 
cally have been used to gather evidence; 
courts have countenanced their employment 
from time immemorial; and though Partin 
may have had strong motives to lie, “it does 
not follow that his testimony was untrue, 
nor does it follow that his testimony was 
constitutionally inadmissible.” 

With the Teamster defendants disposed of, 
the court turned to the companion case of Z. 
T. Osborn Jr., a Nashville lawyer whom Hoffa 
had retained in the 1962 trial. Osborn also 
had been charged and convicted of attempt- 
ing to bribe a member of the jury. Like Hoffa, 
as it turned out, Osborn also was a poor 
Judge of character. His nemesis was a Nash- 
ville police officer named Robert Vick who 
was available, in his off-hours, for private 
investiagtive work. Osborn retained him to 
check the backgrounds of prospective jurors. 
When it turned out that Vick had a cousin 
named Elliott actually on the panel, Osborn 
began to hint that maybe Cousin Ralph 
could be bribed. Unknown to Osborn, Vick 
was passing all this along to the Department 
of Justice. 

Lawyers for the Justice Department took 
Vick’s affidavit to U.S. District Judge Wil- 
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liam E. Miller and Frank Gray Jr. The two 
jurists thereupon authorized the FBI to bug 
Officer Vick with a concealed tape recorder. 
Vick went back to Osborn’s office for further 
conversation along these interesting lines. 
Osborn talked freely; the recorder worked 
perfectly; and later on the tape was played 
at Osborn’s trial. 

In a carefully drawn opinion, from which 
only Mr. Justice Douglas dissented, a seven- 
man majority of the Court affirmed Osborn’s 
conyiction. The key points were that the 
electronic eavesdropping had received judi- 
cial approval in advance; that the incrimi- 
nating evidence Vick was seeking was nar- 
row and particularized; and that only such 
recorded evidence—if it could be obtained— 
would settle a testimonial contest between 
the only two people in the world who could 
know the truth. On these facts, the Court 
found the use of the recording device per- 
missible. Even Chief Justice Warren could 
see “nothing wrong with the government 
thus verifying the truthfulness of the in- 
former and protecting his credibility in this 
fashion.” 

On the same day that Hoffa and Osborn 
came down, the court also affirmed a five- 
year sentence imposed upon Duke Lee Lewis 
for the sale of marijuana. Here the facts were 
that. federal narcotics agents received a tip 
that Lewis was dealing in narcotics. An un- 
dercover agent, giving himself the alias of 
“Jimmy the Polack,” struck up an ac- 
quaintance with Lewis. This led to a transac- 
tion at Lewis’ home, where Lewis sold the 
agent eleven bags of marijuana for $100. The 
key constitutional question arose under the 
Fourth Amendment: did the bogus “Jimmy 
the Polack” have any right to enter Lewis's 
home without a warrant? Only Douglas dis- 
sented from a solid opinion by Warren up- 
holding the conviction. 

It has long been acknowledged, said War- 
ren, “that in the detection of many types of 
crime, the government is entitled to use de- 
coys and to conceal the identity of its 
agents.” In this case, Lewis actually invited 
the agent to come in; and the federal agent, 
for his part, took nothing during his visit, 
and testified to nothing, that went beyond 
the facts of the marijuana sale. Brennan and 
Fortas, of all people, united in a concurring 
opinion agreeing that no rights of privacy 
are violated when a willing seller of dope 
invites a revenooer into his home to make a 
purchase. 

Mr. Justice Douglas filed his most passion- 
ate dissent of the 1966 term in the Hoffa, Os- 
born, and Lewis cases. While his general tone 
was somewhere between hyperbole and hys- 
terics, he made some sobering points with 
which many conservatives will agree: 

“We are rapidly entering the age of no 
privacy, where everyone is open to surveil- 
lance at all times; where there are no secrets 
from government. The aggressive breaches of 
privacy by the government increase with 
geometric proportion. Wire-tapping and 
‘bugging’ run rampant, without effective ju- 
dicial or legislative control. 

“Polygraph tests of government employees 
and of employees in industry are rampant. 
The dossiers on all citizens mount in num- 
ber and increase in size. Now they are being 
put on computers so that by pressing one 
button all the miserable, the sick, the sus- 
pect, the unpopular, the off-beat people of 
the nation can be instantly identified. 

“These examples and many others demon- 
strate an alarming trend whereby the pri- 
vacy and dignity of our citizens is being 
whittled away by sometimes imperceptible 
steps. Taken individually, each step may be 
of little consequence. But when viewed as a 
whole, there begins to emerge a society quite 
unlike any we have seen—a society in which 
government may intrude into the secret re- 
gions of man’s life at will. 

“I would bar the use of all testimonial evi- 
dence obtained by wiretapping or by an elec- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE 


tronic device. The dangers posed by wire- 
tapping and electronic surveillance strike at 
the very heart of the democratic philosophy. 
A free society is based on the premise that 
there are large zones of privacy into which 
the government may not intrude except in 
unusual circumstances. 

“Such practices can only have a damaging 
effect on our society. Once sanctioned, there 
is every indication that their use will indis- 
criminately spread. The time may come when 
no one can be sure whether his words are 
being recorded for use at some future time, 
when everyone will fear that his most secret 
thoughts are no longer his own, but belong 
to the government; when the most confiden- 
tial and intimate conversations are always 
open to eager, prying ears. When that time 
comes, privacy, and with it liberty, will be 
gone.” 

If the situation were as odious as Douglas 
suggests; if there were in fact no safeguards 
against indiscriminate search; and if certain 
vicious evils in our society could be com- 
batted effectively in some other way, doubt- 
less many concerned persons would agree to 
the drastic ban that Douglas proposes. In 
point of fact, the Court’s 5-4 decision some 
months later, in Berger v. New York, may 
have the effect of prohibiting the police fram 
obtaining recorded evidence under the most 
careful judicial safeguards. Let me come 
back to the Berger case in a moment. It 
was the high Court’s single worst decision 
of 1966-67. 

Hoffa, Osborn and Lewis, whatever their 
limitations, all were helpful to the cause of 
law enforcement. So were McCray v. Illinois, 
decided on March 20, and Hayden v. Warden, 
decided on May 29. 

The McCray case arose early on a January 
morning in Chicago three years ago. Two 
police officers, Jackson and Arnold, were on 
routine patrol. They were approached by a 
well-known informer who told them that 
George McCray had been selling heroin; Mc- 
Cray was even then walking toward 47th and 
Calumet Streets, and if the. officers picked 
him up, they would find heroin on his per- 
son, The officers went to the intersection at 
once; in a few minutes McCray came by; they 
stopped and searched him, found heroin con- 
cealed in a cigarette package, and booked 
him for possession of narcotics. McCray's de- 
fense was that the search and seizure, with- 
out a warrant, were unconstitutional under 
the Fourth Amendment; besides, he con- 
tended, the State’s refusal to identify the 
informer and to produce him in court was a 
violation of his Sixth Amendment right to 
be confronted with the witnesses against 
him. 

If either of these contentions had been 
upheld, law enforcement would have been 
badly hurt. The vote was 5-4 to affirm. Stew- 
art spoke for the majority in approving 
both the conduct of the officers, in making 
the arrest, and also the conduct of the pros- 
ecution, in refusing to divulge the inform- 
ant’s name. The majority could find no con- 
stitutional support for the notion that the 
ancient informer's privilege’ should be 
abolished, 

Stewart’s opinion provoked a waspish dis- 
sent from Douglas, in which Warren, Fortas 
and Brennan joined. The effect, Douglas said, 
was “to leave the Fourth Amendment exclu- 
sively in the custody of the police.” Instead 
of going to a magistrate and obtaining a 
warrant, the police had acted on their own. 
And who was this anonymous tipster? There 
is no way to determine the reliability of Old 
Reliable, the informer, unless he is produced 
at the trial and cross-examined. Unless he is 
produced, the Fourth Amendment is en- 
trusted to the tender mercies of the police. 
What we do today is to encourage arrests and 
searches without warrants. The whole mo- 
mentum of criminal law should be in pre- 
cisely the opposite direction.” 

Douglas also dissented—at great length— 
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in the case of Bennie Joe Hayden. This was a 
Baltimore case that arose on the morning of 
March 17, 1962, when an armed bandit en- 
tered the offices of the Diamond Cab Com- 
pany. The robber stole some $363 and fied. 
Some cab drivers pursued the thief to a 
house on Cocoa Lane. During the chase, they 
radioed a description of a Negro man, wear- 
ing a light cap and dark jacket. Police con- 
verged on the scene in a matter of minutes, 
gained admission to the house, and scattered 
for a search. They found Hayden, undressed, 
feigning sleep in a bed upstairs. They also 
found a pistol and shotgun concealed in the 
flush tank of a toilet. In the basement, 
thrust into a washing machine, were a light 
cap and dark trousers. The belt was still in 
the trousers. No other man was in the house. 

Police arrested Hayden for robbery. At this 
trial, the State introduced not only the pistol 
and shotgun, but also—and this was the con- 
stitutional point—the clothing that had been 
seized in the house. Granted that police, in 
hot pursuit, have a right to seize the instru- 
ments and the fruits of crime, do they also 
have a right to selze mere evidence” such as 
clothing? f 

With only Douglas dissenting outright 
(Warren and Fortas made murmuring noises 
in a concurring opinion), the Court voted to 
abandon the old “mere evidence” restriction 
upon reasonable searches of property. Sur- 
prisingly, it was Brennan who spoke for the 
majority in sensibly broadening the area of 
permissible searches to take into account the 
realistic nature of police work. Fortas went 
along on the facts of the case—the clothing 
was pertinent to the identification of the 
accused—but he felt the broad sweep of 
Brennan's opinion “needlessly destroys, root 
and branch, a basic part of liberty’s heri- 
tage.“ For his part, Douglas felt that Bennie 
Joe Hayden's rights of privacy had been 
ravished. 

A final Fourth Amendment decision of 
significant value to the police came in Cooper 
v. California. The facts here were that Cooper 
sold heroin to a police informer. Police made 
their arrest, and pursuant to the California 
narcotics law, simultaneously impounded 
Cooper’s car. A week or so later, police 
searched the car at the tow garage, and took 
from the glove compartment a scrap of brown 
paper from a sack. The evidence figured ma- 
terially in Cooper's conviction. 

Speaking for a five-man majority, Mr. 
Justice Black coolly defended the search as 
“reasonable,” and therefore not prohibited 
by the Fourth Amendment. To Douglas, War- 
ren, Brennan and Fortas, the search was 
clearly unreasonable, but the effect of the 
Cooper decision will be to give law enforce- 
ment officers a little more freedom in making 
searches that are incident to an arrest. 

On the credit side of the Court’s 1966 
ledger, one ought also to post an entry for 
Adderley v. Florida. The case arose when a 
group of Negro students from Florida A. & M. 
University in Tallahassee became aggrieved 
by the arrest of other students for disorderly 
conduct in a civil rights protest. They 
marched upon the Leon County Jail, were 
ordered to leave, and then were arrested for 
trespass which they refused to depart. By a 
5-4 ruling (Black, Harlan, Stewart, Clark 
and White, against the inevitable four), the 
high Court sustained the convictions. 

“Nothing in the Constitution of the United 
States,” wrote Black for the majority, “pre- 
vents Florida from even-handed enforcement 
of its general trespass statute against those 
refusing to obey the sheriff's order to remove 
themselves from what amounted to the 
curtlage of the jailhouse. The State, no less 
than a private owner of property, has power 
to preserve property under its control for 
the use to which it is lawfully dedicated. 
For this reason, there is no merit to the peti- 
tioners’ argument that they had a constitu- 
tional right to stay on the property, over the 
jail custodian’s objections, because this 
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‘area chosen for the peaceful civil rights 
demonstration was not only reasonable but 
also particularly appropriate. . Such an 
argument has as its major unarticulated 
premise the assumption that people who 
want to propagandize protests or views have 
a constitutional right to do so whenever and 
however and wherever they please. That con- 
cept was vigorously and forthrightly denied 
in two of the cases petitioners rely on. We 
reject it again.” 

The Court indicated its growing coolness to 
the excesses of civil rights demonstrators 
again in Walker v. Birmingham, decided 
June 12. This was the case in which the Court 
affirmed five-day jail sentences imposed upon 
Martin Luther King and others for contempt 
of court. The particular charge was that they 
violated an er parte injunction against pa- 
rading on Good Friday and Easter Sunday 
four years ago. I myself believe the five-man 
majority (same five) was right in upholding 
the sentences, for court orders must be 
obeyed—even wrong-headed court orders; but 
certain aspects of the case disturb me, and 
I want to think about it a while longer. The 
power to issue er parte injunctions is an 
awesome power, and so much power in the 
hands of a trial judge impresses me as too 
much power in one location. I pass on this 
one, 

There seems to me no question, however, 
that the Court was plainly right in two or 
three decisions that served to strengthen the 
federal system, In Spencer v. Texas, Mr. Jus- 
tice Harlan splendidly expounded federal 
principles in affirming three convictions 
under the Texas recidivist statute. None of 
the justices especially like the Texas statute 
(it since has been repealed), but they were 
unwilling to impose their own notions of a 
better approach upon the State. 

In Fortson v. Morris, another 5-4 decision, 
Mr. Justice Black said bluntly for the Court 
that “there is no provision of the United 
States Constitution or any of its amendments 
which either expressedly or impliedly dic- 
tates the method a State must use to select 
its governor.” Georgia’s plan calls for the 
legislature to elect when no candidate re- 
ceives a majority in a general election, Such 
a system is “clearly within its rights as a 
State.” 

In three cases involving the composition of 
local governing bodies and especially in 
Sailors v. Board of Education, a Michigan 
case, the Court found reasons for not ex- 
tending its doctrinaire rule of one man, one 
vote.” Mr. Justice Douglas, astoundingly, 
said this for the court: “Viable local govern- 
ments may need many innovations, numerous 
combinations of old and new devices, great 
flexibility in municipal arrangements to meet 
changing urban conditions. We see nothing 
in the Constitution to prevent experimenta- 
tion.” 

In addition to the cases that buttressed 
law enforcement and strengthened an in- 
novative federalism, several other decisions 
merit a favorable word. All of these tended 
in some fashion to enlarge or to protect indi- 
vidual liberties. 

In the case marvelously styled Julian Bond 
v. James “Sloppy” Floyd, et al., the Court 
overrode the Georgia legislature and ordered 
the Negro representative seated. Bond's of- 
fense against the peace and dignity of the 
Georgia House was that he had said publicly 
that the U.S. was pursuing an aggressive 
policy in Vietnam, in violation of interna- 
tional law; that he did not believe in the 
war; that it was hypocritical of the U.S. to 
wage war abroad in behalf of free elections 
when it could not guarantee free elections in 
the South, and so on. For these and other 
“disloyal” assertions, the Georgia House re- 
fused to let Bond take his oath of office. A 
unanimous Supreme Court, looking at the 
totality of Bond's statements, found that he 
had said nothing for which he might have 
been convicted. “The manifest function of 
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the First Amendment in a representative 
government requires that legislators be given 
the widest latitude to express their views on 
issues of policy.” And so the salutary prin- 
ciple was laid down that not even State legis- 
latures, seeking to discipline their own mem- 
bers, are exempt from the duties that are 
owed free speech. 

In two widely publicized cases, Curtis 
Publishing Co. v. Butts and the Associated 
Press v. Walker, the Court applied a useful 
and judicious gloss to its famous ruling three 
years ago in New York Times v. Sullivan. 
The Sullivan case laid down the general 
proposition that public officials“ cannot re- 
cover damages for defamatory falsehoods 
unless they can prove that the libelous ma- 
terial was published with actual malice. In 
Butts and Walker, decided June 12, the 
Court gave this doctrine what Harlan de- 
scribed as “a longer reach.” Henceforth, the 
rule is to apply not only to public officials, 
but to “public figures” also. The Court re- 
marked, in a telling phrase of poignant 
meaning here at NATIONAL REVIEW, that our 
free society must not be deprived of the 
stimulating benefit of varied ideas because 
their purveyors fear physical or economic 
retribution solely because of what they 
choose to think and publish.” The measur- 
ing rod from now on is to be the conduct 
of the writers, editors, and publishers. So 
long as they do not engage in “highly un- 
reasonable conduct constituting an extreme 
departure from the standards of investiga- 
tions and reporting ordinarily adhered to 
by responsible publishers,” they are free to 
comment and to criticize. 

It would have been more encouraging still 
if the high Court had spoken in a single 
resolute voice on these important develop- 
ments in libel law. Unhappily, the justices 
mounted up and rode off in all directions. 
Harlan’s judgment for the Court was joined 
only by Clark, Stewart and Fortas, Chief Jus- 
tice Warren concurred in the result, though 
he didn’t like Harlan's “highly unreasonable 
conduct” formulation. Black and Douglas, 
adhering to their familiar view that the First 
Amendment absolutely prohibits any 
abridgements of free press, filed some acerbic 
afterthoughts. Black remarked that he feared 
the Court “is getting itself in the same quag- 
mire in the field of libel in which it is now 
helplessly struggling in the field of ob- 
scenity.” 

Black made what is probably a valid point. 
The Court dealt with three cases of obscenity 
law during the 1966 term, but it dealt with 
them feebly. The first was Redrup v. New 
York, involving a clerk at a subway news- 
stand; the second was Austin v. Kentucky, 
involving a Paducah bookseller; the third 
was Gent, et al., v. Arkansas, involving the 
prior-restraint confiscation of some girlie 
magazines. Each of the three cases earlier had 
been regarded as a significant test case. Red- 
rup and Austin were intended to explore the 
question of scienter: how much is a book- 
seller expected to know of the contents of 
the books he sells? The Arkansas case raised 
interesting questions of a State’s power to 
proceed in rem against magazines and books 
as such, rather than against authors, pub- 
lishers and dealers. 

But when the Court got down to deciding 
the case on May 8, seven of the members 
were in no mood for grappling with such 
issues, It was enough that none of the mate- 
rial, in any of the cases, was actually “ob- 
scene.” In the course of a brief per curiam 
opinion, the Court did insert one sentence 
that suggests a new and additional stand- 
ard for judging the criminally obscene. Such 
material hereafter must amount to “an as- 
sault upon individual privacy by publica- 
tion in a manner so obtrusive as to make it 
impossible for an unwilling individual to 
avoid exposure to it.” That standard will 
have to be clarified in subsequent litigation, 
but at first impression the language appears 
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to nullify all but the most blatant and pub- 
lic marketings of patently offensive material. 

The Court struck an admirable blow for 
the freedom of the individual, as distin- 
guished from the regulation of the State, in 
two cases involving municipal inspections of 
property. These were Camara v. San Fran- 
cisco, and See v. Seattle, both decided by 6-3 
votes on June 5. The issues were identical. 
In times past, health and fire inspectors 
have been privileged to roam freely in and 
out of private dwellings and business houses, 
in search of code violations. Eight years ago, 
in one of Frankfurter’s erring moments, the 
Court specifically sanctioned such searches 
without warrants. Now, in Camara and See, 
the Court reversed itself. Henceforth, in con- 
tested cases, a homeowner can demand that 
& municipal inspector obtain a warrant. It is 
a small score for individual freedom, per- 
haps, but every score counts. Regrettably, 
Harlan, Clark and Stewart dissented. 

Both liberals and conservatives united, 
however, in unanimous opinions on January 
10 upholding the individual’s freedom to 
travel. The cases were Travis v. U.S. and U.S. 
v. Laub, both involving persons who were 
determined to get to Cuba in spite of State 
Department regulations. What the Court 
held, in brief, is that the State Department 
may have authority to lay down area travel 
restrictions, but it does not have authority 
to make violation of the restrictions a crimi- 
nal offense. Crimes are not to be created by 
inference, said the Court, and “if there is a 
gap in the law, the right and the duty, if 
any, to fill it do not devolve upon the 
courts.” 

The Court also was unanimous on June 12 
in Loving v. Virginia, in which State laws 
against interracial marriage were held void. 
In order to accomplish this end, the judges 
were compelled to close their eyes to the 
plain intention of the framers of the 
Fourteenth Amendment. From that stand- 
point, it was bad constitutional law. In any 
other view, the decision was a commendable 
advance in human freedoms. With Loving, 
the last vestige of racially discriminatory 
law has been wiped from the statute books. 
The charge that Negroes somehow are sec- 
ond-class citizens“ no longer finds support 
at law. 

So much for the favorable aspects of the 
high Court's 1966 term. The lamentable 
truth, in my own view, is that these forward 
steps in stable law and personal liberty were 
more than offset by a series of other deci- 
sions in which the liberal bloc prevailed. 

Consider, if you please, Berger v. New York. 
The case wound up with the nullification 
by a 5-4 vote of New York’s carefully drawn 
wire-tap statute—a statute that had been 
regarded as the best of its type in the 
country. As New Yorkers will recall, the case 
arose out of the bribery scandals within the 
State Liquor Authority. Berger, petitioner 
in this case, was convicted as a consequence 
of evidence obtained from electronic bugs 
installed in the offices of two of the prin- 
cipal figures. 

Now, not even the most fervent advocate 


of strict law enforcement proposes that the 


police be given permission for unbridled 
bugging or wire-tapping solely on their own 
motion, The vice of the wire-tap is that 
It scoops up everything that comes over a 
telephone—the innocent calls as well as the 
inculpatory. Chief Justice Warren was quite 
right a few years ago when he remarked in 
the langmark Lopez case that the fantastic 
advances in the field of electronic communi- 
cation constitute a great danger to the pri- 
vacy of the individual; the indiscriminate 
use of such devices in law enforcement raises 
grave constitutional questions under the 
Fourth and Fifth Amendment.” 

But no such indiscriminate use, and no 
such constitutional questions, were ap- 
parent in the Berger case. Here the police 
had abundant “probable cause“ to believe 
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that corruption was rampant in a public 
office. They went to a Justice of the State 
Supreme Court to obtain a warrant author- 
izing the installation of a recording device. 
In order to get the warrant, useful for a 
limited time only, they had to satisfy the 
court that only by this process could evi- 
dence of a serious crime be uncovered. If 
this prudent and safeguarded procedure is 
unconstitutional, as the Court held, how is 
a valid wire-tapping statute to be drawn? 
Mr. Justice Clark, who was leaving the Court 
that day, could not say. He did not par- 
ticularly care. Other techniques and prac- 
tices, he thought, may well be developed.” 

White and Harlan filed stinging dissents in 
the Berger case. The majority, said White, 
“seems irresistibly determined to strike down 
the New York statute.” His brothers were 
intent upon “creating out of whole cloth 
new constitutionally mandated warrant pro- 
cedures carefully tailored to make eavesdrop 
warrants unobtainable.” White added this: 

“Today’s majority does not, in so many 
words, hold that all wire-tapping and eaves- 
dropping are constitutionally impermissible. 
But by transparent indirection it achieves 
practically the same result by . . . imposing 
a series of requirements for legalized elec- 
tronic surveillance that will be almost im- 
possible to satisfy. 

“In so doing, the Court ignores or dis- 
counts the need for wire-tapping authority 
and incredibly suggests that there has been 
no breakdown of federal law enforcement 
despite the unavailability of a federal statute 
legalizing electronic surveillance. The Court 
thereby impliedly disagrees with the care- 
fully documented reports of the Crime Com- 
mission which, contrary to the Court’s inti- 
mations, underline the serious proportions of 
professional criminal activity in this coun- 
try, the failure of current national and State 
efforts to eliminate it, and the need for a 
statute permitting carefully controlled of- 
ficial use of electronic surveillance, particu- 
larly in dealing with organized crime and of- 
ficial corruption. How the Court can feel 
itself so much better qualified than the com- 
mission, which spent months on its study, 
to assess the needs of law enforcement is be- 
yond my comprehension. . . . It would seem 
imperative that the Court at least deal with 
facts of the real world. This the Court utterly 
fails to do.“ 

In his dissenting opinion, Harlan raked his 
brothers for abandoning traditional concepts 
of judicial restraint and for arrogating to 
themselves power they have no right to exer- 
cise. “Newly contrived constitutional rights 
have been established,” he wrote, “without 
any apparent concern for the empirical proc- 
ess that goes with legislative reforms... . 
In my opinion what the Court is doing is 
very wrong.” 

Black brought up the rear with a thunder- 
ing protest: 

“The eavesdrop evidence here shows this 
petitioner to be a briber, a corrupter of 
trusted public officials, a poisoner of the 
honest administration of government, upon 
which good people must depend to obtain the 
blessings of a decent orderly society. No man’s 
privacy, property, liberty, or life is secure, if 
organized or even unorganized criminals can 
go their way unmolested, ever and ever fur- 
ther in their unabandoned lawlessness. How- 
ever obnoxious eavesdroppers may be, they 
are assuredly not engaged in a more ‘ignoble’ 
or ‘dirty business’ than are bribers, thieves, 
burglars, robbers, rapists, kidnapers, and 
murderers, not to speak of others. And it 
cannot be denied that to deal with such 
specimens of our society, eavesdroppers are 
not merely useful, they are frequently a 
necessity. I realize that some may say, ‘Well, 
let the prosecuting officers use more scientific 
measures than eavesdropping.’ It is always 
easy to hint at mysterious means available 
just around the corner to catch outlaws. But 
crimes, unspeakably horrid crimes, are with 
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us in this country, and we cannot afford to 
dispense with any known method of detect- 
ing and correcting them unless it is forbidden 
by the Constitution or deemed inadvisable by 
legislative policy—neither of which I believe 
to be true about eavesdropping.” 

In U.S. v. Wade, decided on the same day 
Berger came down, the liberal majority pur- 
sued its determination to make law enforce- 
ment more difficult. This was the so-called 
“lineup case.“ It arose on September 21, 1962, 
when a robber, disguised with strips of tape 
on his face, held up a bank in Eustace, Texas. 
Billy Joe Wade was arrested for the crime 
some months later. In May, without notice 
to his court-appointed counsel, the FBI ar- 
ranged a line-up at the local courthouse, 
made up of Wade and five or six other prison- 
ers. Each person in the line wore strips of 
tape, and upon direction each said something 
like put the money in the bag.“ Bank em- 
ployees witnessed the line-up. Later they 
identified Wade in open court as the robber. 
The constitutional question was whether this 
procedure violated Wade's Sixth Amendment 
right to counsel and his Fifth Amendment 
right against self-incrimination. Was the 
identification in court a direct result of the 
identification in the line-up? 

Under the particular facts of this case, I 
myself would have to agree that the defend- 
ant’s rights were violated. Plainly, he could 
not have been compelled in court to rise up 
and say, “Put the money in the bag”: and if 
a line-up is a critical phase of a criminal pros- 
ecution, it is equally plain that a defendant 
is entitled to the assistance of counsel at 
this point. But the majority did not stop 
with a careful delineation of the Wade case. 
It went on to lay down sweeping rules, based 
entirely upon its own notions of decency and 
fundamental justice, which it proceeded to 
impose upon all the States in the name of 
the due process clause of the Fourteenth 
Amendment. 

In White’s view, the court of Wade did 
just what its recent critics have charged: it 
adopted an uncritical and doctrinnaire ap- 
proach without satisfactory factual founda- 
tion.” It created an entirely new rule of con- 
stitutional law, under which court-room 
identification will be barred, for all intents 
and purpose, if pretrial identifications have 
occurred without the presence of counsel. 
Such a rule, said White, reflects the majority’s 
“pervasive distrust of all official investiga- 
tions.” The rule will cause “significant delay, 
and it may very well result in no pre-trial 
identification at all.” 

In several other cases—Long v. Iowa, An- 
dres v. California, and Entsminger v. Iowa 
the Court further entrenched its new rules 
as to free counsel for indigents in appelate 
proceedings. In Parker v. Gladden, the Court 
leaned over backwards to reverse the convic- 
tion of a murderer because a bailiff had made 
a couple of innoculous remarks to an Oregon 
jury. In Giles v. Maryland, a bitterly divided 
Court vacated the conviction of three youths 
charged with gang-raping a teen-aged girl; 
in the course of some ominously confusing 
opinions in this case, Fortas opened the door 
to the astounding prospect that one day the 
whole system of adversary trials may have 
to be abandoned in favor of mere courtroom 
discoveries. 

In Chapman v. Teale, the Court reversed the 
convictions of a California couple who were 
found guilty of the kidnaping and murder 
of a bartender. The defendants declined to 
testify in their own behalf at the trial. Under 
the then prevailing California practice, the 
prosecutor harangued the jury at length 
upon this failure to take the stand. After the 
case was tried, but before their appeal, the 
Supreme Court held the California practice 
unconstitutional under the Fifth Amend- 
ment’s self-incrimination clause. The Cali- 
fornia Supreme Court, after reviewing the 
record, found that the prosecutor’s comments 
were harmless errors, and affirmed the con- 
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victions. Over Harlan’s lonesome protest, 
Black delivered an opinion that will add to 
the difficulties of State authorities in ever ob- 
taining final judgments in criminal cases. 
Said Harlan: 

“For one who believes that among the con- 
stitutional values which contribute to the 
preservation of our free society none ranks 
higher than the principles of federalism, and 
that this Court's responsibility for keeping 
such principles intact is no less than its 
responsibility for maintaining particular con- 
stitutional rights, the doctrine announced 
today is a most disturbing one. It cuts 
sharply into the finality of State criminal 
processes; it bids fair to place an unnec 
substantial burden of work on the federal 
courts; and it opens the door to further ex- 
cursions by the federal judiciary into State 
judicial domains.” 

Two remarkable excursions by the federal 
judiciary into State judicial domains oc- 
curred in January, in Garrity v. New Jersey 
and Spevack v. Klein. Both were 5-4 deci- 
sions, with Douglas, Warren, Black, Fortas 
and Brennan on one side, and Harlan, Ste- 
wart, White and Clark on the other. Edward 
J. Garrity, principal petitioner in the first 
case, was police chief of Bellmawr, N.J. He 
and three of his officers were charged with in- 
volvement in a ticket-fixing scandal, They 
were summoned before the Attorney General 
to talk about the matter, and specifically 
warned that they could refuse to answer 
questions if they wished, but that they would 
be subject to removal from office if they kept 
silent. They also were told that anything 
they said might be used against them in 
future criminal proceedings. The officers con- 
fessed, and later their answers were used in a 
prosecution for conspiracy to obstruct the 
enforcement of traffic laws. They were con- 
victed, but the Supreme Court’s five-man 
majority reversed on the grounds that the 
statements had been unconstitutionally co- 
erced. To the four dissenters, the procedure 
was wholly within New Jersey’s power to 
establish and enforce standards of conduct 
for public employees; to threaten a police 
Officer with dismissal if he fails to answer 
questions about his duties surely is a con- 
stitutionally permissable approach. If the 
officer then elects to make a statement, how 
is the statement deemed to be inyoluntary? 
But to Mr. Justice Douglas, speaking for the 
majority, the idea was “the antithesis of free 
choice of speak out or to remain silent.” 

In Spevack, the New York bar brought 
proceedings against an attorney, suspected 
of involvement in ambulance chasing, with 
a view toward disbarring him if the charges 
were true. The lawyer was asked to produce 
certain specific records. He refused, on the 
grounds that to produce them might tend to 
incriminate him. His disbarment followed. 
A wobbly majority of the high Court re- 
versed the New York decision, on the reason- 
ing that the Fifth Amendment, liberally 
construed, should apply to lawyers faced 
with disciplinary measures by the bar. The 
effect of the decision, Harlan remarked in 
dissent, was simply to permit a lawyer, sus- 
pected of professional misconduct, to thwart 
direct official inquiry of him without fear 
of disciplinary action. Constitutionally, the 
effect was to extend the reach of the Four- 
teenth Amendment into one more area of 
State control. 

Perhaps the most notable incursion by the 
Supreme Court into established State prac- 
tices came on May 15 in In re Gault. Mr. 
Justice Stewart, dissenting, provided a com- 
pact summary: “The Court today uses an 
obscure case as a vehicle to impose upon 
thousands of juvenile courts throughout the 
nation restrictions that the Constitution 
made applicable to adversary criminal trials. 
I believe the Court’s decison is wholly un- 
sound as a matter of constitutional law, and 
sadly unwise as a matter of judicial policy.” 

Under the rules laid down by Fortas in 
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the Gault case, juvenile courts will have to 
revise their procedures completely. As a 
working reporter, I myself happen to believe 
this may be no bad thing. No man will ever 
know the flagrant miscarriage of elementary 
justice that have occurred behind the locked 
doors of a juvenile judge’s office—no man 
will ever know, because no adequate records 
are kept and the press is barred. In the Gault 
case, a fifteen-year-old boy in effect was sen- 
tenced to six years in reform school on a 
flimsy charge, unsupported by any evidence 
save his own. The complaining witness 
against him did not even appear. Neverthe- 
less, the extension to juvenile court pro- 
cedures of all the panoply of Fifth and Sixth 
Amendment rights will serve to nullify the 
remedial functions that these courts, at their 
best, have quietly served. Months and years 
of litigation will be required to feel out the 
limits of what the Court imposed in a stroke 
of its pen. 

Beyond cavil, there was some plausible 
basis for the Court's deciding Gault as it did. 
There was no discernible basis, however, for 
the Court’s incredible action on January 23 
in Keyishian v. Board of Regents of the Uni- 
versity of the State of New York. Here a five- 
man majority spread-eagled itself to find rea- 
sons why a group of Buffalo faculty mem- 
bers, some of them no longer involved in the 
litigation, should not have been dismissed 
for failing to subscribe to a loyalty oath that 
no longer is even required. In the holy name 
of academic freedom, the majority concluded 
that not even “knowing membership” in the 
Communist Party is enough to permit a State 
University to dismiss a teacher. 

Clark wrote a bristling dissent in which 
Harlan, Stewart and White concurred. Just 
fifteen years ago, he noted, the Supreme 
Court had found “no constitutional infirm- 
ity” in the New York law. Now the act was 
given its death blow. “No court has ever 
reached out so far to destroy so much with so 
little.” In Clark’s view, a university has every 
right to disqualify persons who willfully and 
deliberately advocate the overthrow of goy- 
ernment by violence, or who become mem- 
bers of organizations that advocate such doc- 
trines. “I regret to say,” he concluded, “that 
the majority has by its broadside swept away 
one of our most precious rights, namely, the 
right of self-preservation.” 

Other precious rights were swept away, so 
far as Californians are concerned, by the 
Court’s 5-4 opinion of May in Reitman v. 
Mulkey. This was the “open housing” case. 
It dated back to 1963, when the California 
legislature, temporarily dominated by liber- 
als, adopted the Rumford Fair Housing Act. 
The effect of the law, applicable to the sale 
of rental of private dwellings containing 
more than four units, was to compel property 
owners to sell or lease regardless of the racial 
considerations. Opponents of the Rumford 
Act rallied their forces, and obtained a refer- 
endum in November of 1964 on a constitu- 
tional amendment intended not only to wipe 
out the Rumford Act but also to nail into 
the State Constitution a specific statement 
of property rights. The amendment, known as 
Proposition 14, provided that: 

“Neither the State nor any subdivision or 
agency thereof shall deny, limit or abridge, 
directly or indirectly, the right of any person, 
who is willing or desires to sell, lease or rent 
any part or all of his real property, to decline 
to sell, lease or rent such property to such 
person or persons as he, in his absolute dis- 
cretion, chooses.” 

The referendum carried overwhelmingly— 
the vote was 4.5 million to 2.4 million—but 
supporters of the old Rumford Act arranged 
a couple of test cases challenging the con- 
stitutionality of the constitutional amend- 
ment itself. Their contention was that the 
amendment represented State action affirma- 
tively encour racial discrimination. A 
divided California Supreme Court upheld 
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this bizarre argument. The U.S. Supreme 
Court, speaking, regrettably, through Mr. 
Justice White, could find “no sound reason” 
for rejecting this judgment. . 

The four dissenters found abundant sound 
reason for disagreeing with a decision which 
“cuts deeply into State political processes.” 
To Harlan, Clark, Black and Stewart, the 
amendment was no more than “the straight- 
forward adoption of a neutral provision re- 
storing to the sphere of free choice private 
behavior within a limited area of the racial 
problem.” 

“By refusing to accept the decision of the 
people of California,” wrote Harlan, “and by 
contriving a new and ill-defined constitu- 
tional concept to allow federal judicial inter- 
ference, I think the Court has taken to itself 
powers and responsibilities left elsewhere by 
the Constitution.” 

Two decisions by the Court served further 
to strengthen the powers of labor organiza- 
tions at the expense of the rank-and-file 
member. Vaca v. Sipes involved a packing 
house worker named Benjamin Owens. He 
was dismissed by Swift & Company’s Kansas 
City plant in 1961 on a finding that Owens 
no longer was physically able to perform the 
work required of him. Owens objected, and 
demanded that his union carry his grievance 
to arbitration. The union took some prelim- 
inary steps, but then declined to go further, 
and Owens sued the union for failing to rep- 
resent him adequately. A jury awarded him 
$10,300 damages. 

With only Black dissenting, the Court re- 
versed the award, and held that such claims 
amount to charges of unfair labor practice 
and hence fall under the exclusive jurisdic- 
tion of the NLRB. In Black's view, the effect 
of the decision will be to put “‘an intolerable 
burden on employees with meritorious 
grievances, and means that they will fre- 
quently be left with no remedy.” 

The stubborn rank-and-file worker also 
came out poorly in NLRB y. Allis-Chalmers 
Manufacturing Company. The National Labor 
Relations Act contains a provision that 
seems clear enough on its face. It says it shall 
be an unfair labor practice for any union 
“to restrain or coerce” any employees who 
exercise their “right to refrain from engaging 
in any or all concerted activities.” The only 
exception is that a union may “prescribe its 
own rules with respect to the acquisition or 
retention of membership therein.” 

In Wisconsin, a number of members of 
the United Automobile Workers flatly re- 
fused to participate in a strike called against 
Allis-Chalmers. They crossed the picket line 
and went to work. The local unions then im- 
posed fines ranging from $20 to $100 on the 
dissidents; when the mavericks refused to 
pay, the union went into court to compel 
collection. 

Writing for the majority, Mr. Justice 
Brennan put forth an Orwellian phrase. Na- 
tional labor policy, he said, “extinguishes the 
individual employee’s power to order his own 
relations with his employer.” Thus a union 
may bargain away a member's right to work 
or not to work. “The employee may disagree 
with many of the union decisions but he is 
bound by them.” A union must have power 
“to protect its status against erosion.” The 
fines were reasonable, and the union had a 
right to sue in the civil courts to collect 
them. 

Mr. Justice White was “doubtful about 
the implications of some of the generalized 
statements” in the majority opinion, but 
he went along. Black, joined by Douglas, 
Harlan and Stewart, handed down a ripping 
dissent. The majority was refusing to give 
plain words their plain meaning; it was 
writing its own notions of policy into labor 
law; it was handing over to unions a new 
weapon simply because members of the ma- 
jority felt that unions needed a new weapon. 

Mr. Justice Stewart advanced several of 
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these same criticisms in a potent dissent in 
the term’s other major labor relations deci- 
sion. This was the woodwork manufacturers’ 
case, decided April 17, raising the question 
of whether a product boycott, in certain cir- 
cumstances, constitutes an unfair labor 
practice. In this case, the boycotted products 
were 3,600 prefabricated doors, intended for 
installation in a Philadelphia housing proj- 
ect. Local union carpenters refused to handle 
them, and litigation followed. 

For an example of clarity on the high 
Court, it is instructive to contrast the op- 
posing conclusions. It is “clear,” said the 
majority, that the carpenters’ action was not 
an unfair labor policy. But no. The union's 
boycott, said Stewart for the four disenters, 
“clearly falls within the express terms of the 
federal labor law which makes such con- 
duct unlawful.” In deciding to the contrary, 
said Stewart, the Court has substituted its 
own notions of sound labor policy for the 
word of Congress. There may be social and 
economic arguments for [such changes], but 
those changes are not for this Court to 
make.“ 

Now, it is one of the two or three abiding 
myths of our excessively gullible Republic 
that ours is “a government not of men, but 
of laws.” This is bosh. At the highest level 
of our jurisprudence—the Supreme Court 
of the United States—the shaping of law 
is of course the work of mortal men. The 
notion that members of the Court simply 
“interpret” the Constitution, or discover“ 
the meaning of statutes as a child's notion, 
having no rational relationship to reality. 

This coming term will bring a change of 
vast significance in the roster of men who 
thus make the supreme law of the land. 
Clark has retired, Thurgood Marshall will 
replace him. Marshall was fifty-nine on July 
2. He can look forward to ten or fifteen years 
on the Court. He will come to the Supreme 
bench after a life that had been professional- 
ly devoted, until October of 1961, entirely 
to his work as advocate for the National As- 
sociation for the Advancement of Colored 
People. At that time, he became a judge of 
the U.S. Second Circuit. He resigned after 
four terms to accept appointment as Solici- 
tor General; and Senator Jacob Javits, tes- 
tifying at his 1965 confirmation hearings, 
probably was right when he expressed delight 
that Marshall would be returning to “his 
true calling, that of trial lawyer.” Beyond 
question, as defeated Southern attorneys 
would agree, Marshall was a brilliant trial 
lawyer—tough, articulate, fast on his feet, 
highly knowledgeable in the law of the case. 
Outside the courtroom, he was—and is— 
an affable, outgoing, highly attractive hu- 
man being. 

But Marshall was a dull judge in the four 
terms he served on the Second Circuit. In 
that period he wrote 116 opinions (twenty of 
them per curiams), seven concurring opin- 
ions, and twelve dissenting opinions, I re- 
cently spent some hours in the Supreme 
Court Law Library, reading a random sample 
of fifty of these, and did not find a quotable 
phrase or an original thought. His major 
work on the Second Circuit was a dissenting 
opinion he filed on January 26, 1965, in New 
York v. Galamison, 342 F. 2d 255. This was 
an appeal taken by some fifty civil rights 
demonstrators who sought to disrupt the 
World's Fair, picket a high school, and so on. 
They were arrested on various charges, and 
promptly sought removal of their trials to 
federal courts, under the Civil Rights Act of 
1964. Circuit Judges Friendly and Kaufman 
refused to agree to removal, and remanded 
to trials to State authorities. Marshall dis- 
sented, but his opinion struck me as both 
diffuse and opaque. He asserted that “peace- 
ful protest and demonstration is tremen- 
dously important in our federal constitu- 
tional scheme,” but he did not really expand 
on this theme, and most of his opinion was 
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devoted to prolix and biased hindsight upon 
the Congress of 1875. 

One wishes to be fair. Freshman judges are 
not assigned the milestone cases. The most 
luminous judicial mind would be hard put to 
shine in most of the cases that were as- 
signed to Marshall for opinions. The best 
that can be said is that Marshall dutifully 
did his work, on federal tort claims, suits 
based upon the unseaworthiness of vessels, 
suits under the federal securities act, bank- 
ruptcy proceedings, labor relations, personal 
injury cases, narcotics cases, deportation 
cases. He wrote the Circuit Court’s opinion in 
U.S. v. Rickenbacker, 309 F. 2d 462, of vivid 
memory to NR readers, in which the court 
affirmed the conviction of William F. Ricken- 
backer for refusing to fill out a “house- 
holder’s questionnaire” in the Census of 
1960. The case offered an opportunity for 
the court to turn around on questions of 
political philosophy that Rickenbacker had 
raised, but Marshall dourly passed it up. It 
was enough for him that “the authority to 
gather reliable statistical data reasonably re- 
lated to governmental purposes and func- 
tions is a necessity if modern government 
is to legislate intelligently and effectively.” 
Of course, one was minded to say; but what 
of the deeper issues of a citizen’s right to 
privacy? Again, in Seneca Nation v. U.S., 338 
F. 2d 55, Marshall spoke for the Second Cir- 
cuit, but he spoke in pedestrian terms in a 
land condemnation case that raised interest- 
ing questions under a treaty of 1794. 

There is thus little in Marshall's four years 
as a Circuit Judge to build a surmise on. He 
was no bleeding heart in criminal cases or in 
deportation cases. In a couple of labor cases, 
he was eloquently pro-labor. Often he went 
off on procedural technicalities, which is 
perhaps an encouraging indication of latent 
tendencies toward judicial restraint. Neither 
is much to be gained by drawing inferences 
from Marshall's two years as Solicitor Gen- 
eral. Here he was an advocate. He did a com- 
petent job. 

It is Marshall’s whole record of liberalism 
that weighs in the scales. The grandson of a 
slave, the son of a Pullman waiter, Marshall 
has dedicated his life to Negro advancement. 
All of his adult associations have been on 
the liberal side. He was a member of the Na- 
tional Lawyers Guild. He has been identified, 
in one fashion or another, with other organi- 
zations far out on the left. His omnibus view 
of the Fourteenth Amendment, which figures 
in the great bulk of the Court’s constitutional 
business, has been a part of his working 
vocabulary throughout his professional life. 
On the record of his public career, Marshall 
offers every promise of serving the Court 
as a more gregarious Brennan, a less lugu- 
brious Goldberg. He is virtually certain to 
align himself with the liberal bloc. 

The retiring Clark was sometimes ambiv- 
alent—he wrote the Berger opinion, de- 
stroying the New York eavesdrop law—but 
for the most part he voted on the solidly con- 
servative side. Clark provided a fifth vote in 
Cichos, the double jeopardy case; a fifth vote 
in Adderley, the Florida jail demonstration 
case; a fifth vote in Spencer, upholding the 
Texas recidivist law; a fifth vote in Cooper, 
the California search-of-automobiles case; 
a fifth vote in McCray, the Chicago arrest 
case. On the dissenting side, Clark spoke out 
strongly time after time in the good company 
of Harlan, Stewart and White. If he was 
not a great bulwark of conservatism, he was 
quite often a most useful diversion dam. 

Now Clark departs. If President Johnson 
had appointed even a middle-roader to the 
high Court, conservatives would have some 
reason for uncharacteristic optimism, for Mr. 
Justice Black increasingly is taking a posi- 
tion with Harlan, Stewart and White. By 
appointing a committed liberal, in the person 
of Thurgood Marshall, the President has 
tipped the scales deliberately in favor of 
Warren, Douglas, Brennan and Fortas. They 
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are the four horsemen of this judicial apoco- 
lypse. Marshall will make the decisive fifth. 


PANAMA—TREATY FORMULA: RIOT 
THEN CAPITULATION 


Mr, WINN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. ASHBROOK] may extend his 
remarks at this point in the Recorp and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Kansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, just a 
cursory review of the events leading up to 
the present consideration of a new Pan- 
ama Canal treaty will provide an insight 
into how the present situation came 
about. 

On January 9-10, 1964, riots broke out 
along the borders of the Panama Canal 
Zone which were quelled by U.S. Army 
Forces stationed in the Canal Zone. The 
Government of Panama broke relations 
with the United States and filed a charge 
of aggression with the OAS. 

During the OAS investigation Ambas- 
sador to the OAS, Ellsworth Bunker 
charged that mobs “infiltrated and led by 
extremists, including persons trained in 
Communist countries,’ assaulted the 
U.S.-controlled Canal Zone. 

Ambassador Bunker also stated that 
the United States was ready to reconsider 
all United States-Panamanian issues, 
“including those arising from the canal 
and from the treaties relating to it.” 

An Associated Press release noted that: 

This was the first time the United States 
included “treaties” in saying what subjects it 
would discuss in the 22-day-old canal crisis. 


This concession was about 2 weeks 
after President Johnson was reported by 
the Washington Star, of January 14, to 
have declared: 

The United States cannot allow the secu- 
rity of the Panama Canal to be imperiled. We 
have a recognized obligation to operate the 
canal efficiently and securely and we intend 
to honor that obligation in the interest of 
all who depend on it. 


On February 23, President Chiari, ap- 
pearing on the television program, “Is- 
sues and Answers,” stated that unless a 
new treaty was worked out, further and 
more violent demonstrations like those 
in January were inevitable. 

On September 24, 1965, President 
Johnson issued a statement on the 
Panama Canal to the effect that the 
treaty which has governed the relation- 
ship between the U.S. Government and 
the Republic of Panama since 1903 would 
be abrogated. He also announced plans 
for a new treaty, which would effectively 
recognize Panama’s sovereignty over the 
Canal Zone and provide for that nation’s 
political, economic, and social integra- 
tion of the canal operation. 

The American Security Council, in its 
Washington Report of July 17, has raised 
some very pertinent points concerning 
the proposed treaty. The author of this 
report, associate editor Anthony Har- 
rigan, emphasizes the pitfalls inherent 
in any agreement whereby U.S. control 
of the Canal is relinquished. I include it 
in the Recorp at this point: 
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THE PANAMA CANAL: STRATEGIC KEY TO THE 
AMERICAS 


Even as the maritime nations of the world 
assess the economic damage caused by 
closure of the Suez Canal, the U.S, public is 
confronted with the possibility of a fresh 
crisis involving the future of the Panama 
Canal. 

In late June, President Lyndon B. Johnson 
and President Marcos A. Robles of Panama 
issued a joint announcement reporting that 
negotiators have agreed on new treaties cov- 
ering the Panama Canal and a possible new 
sea-level inter-oceanic canal. While the sub- 
stance of the treaties has not been divulged, 
there is profound concern in Congress that 
the draft treaties may involve a massive give- 
away of U.S. security interests and sovereign 
rights in the Canal Zone. 

The danger of such a giveaway has been 
apparent for some time. Indeed, the best-in- 
formed students of the isthmian canal situ- 
ation hold that the current negotiations 
began On a dangerous and improper basis 
for, in September 1965 Presidents Johnson 
and Robles, agreed to joint negotiations lead- 
ing to abrogation of the 1903 treaty in which 
the U.S. gained sovereign rights in the Canal 
Zone, Many press and public discussions of 
the current negotiations have assumed that 
abandonment of U.S. sovereign rights is now 
the settled United States policy. 

This assumption of a surrender of sov- 
ereignty is unfounded. As members of Con- 
gress have pointed out, the Executive Branch 
of our government has a clear-cut responsi- 
bility to safeguard U.S. sovereign rights, 
power and authority in and over the Pan- 
ama Canal and Canal Zone, Vice Admiral 
T. G. W. Settle, USN (Ret.) and Dr. Donald 
M. Dozer, in a report on the canal issue pre- 
pared for the Center For Strategic Studies 
of Georgetown University, noted earlier this 
year: 

“We do not accept the view that a presi- 
dential statement that purports to abrogate 
a treaty which has been constitutionally rati- 
fied and to relinquish sovereign control over 
legally acquired territory of the United 
States should be allowed. .. to block a full 
and open-minded consideration of the canal 
problems.” 

Though the United States currently has its 
attention principally focused on Southeast 
Asia and the Middle East, it cannot be un- 
mindful of the dangers in this restless 
hemisphere. The recent visit of Premier 
Kosygin to Communist Cuba, where he held 
consultations with Fidel Castro, is a re- 
minder that the Soviets have not relin- 
quished their politico-military objectives in 
the Caribbean, Central America and South 
America. 

Further Soviet-Cuban moves certainly 
will Involve Panama. Indeed, the danger is 
that Panama will become another Cuba in 
1968. Panama will hold a presidential elec- 
tion next year and leftist elements have been 
marshaling their forces for a confrontation 
with the United States over the Panama 
Canal, These elements oppose any treaty 
which allows the U.S. to maintain armed 
forces in the Canal Zone or any part of Pan- 
ama, In brief, they hope to be as successful 
in ousting the United States as Colonel Nas- 
ser of Egypt was in removing British troops 
and influence from the Suez area in 1956. 
Behind the Panamanian extremists is the 
controlling hand of the Soviet Union. 

The Soviet role in agitation to force the 
U.S. to abandon sovereign rights over the 
Panama Canal has been spelled out by U.S. 
Congressman Daniel J. Flood (D-Pa.), who 
has devoted years to the study of the canal 
question and to defense of U.S. rights to that 
strategic waterway. 

“The basic question,” Congressman Flood 
recently declared, “in the proposed surren- 
der of U.S. sovereignty there is not U.S. con- 
trol over the Panama Canal versus Panama- 
nian control but American control versus 
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communist control.” In the Near East, he 
added. “Egypt, with Soviet collaboration, 
not only denies transit of the Suez Canal to 
some countries but also threatens to block 
that waterway completely if any move is 
made contrary to the dictates of Nasser and 
the Soviets. These facts emphasize with 
greater force than anything I can say about 
the peril at Panama.” 

If Panama were Switzerland, there might 
be a valid argument for a sharing of au- 
thority over the canal, Panama, however— 
a turbulent nation of 1.2 million people—is 
notoriously unstable. Dr. John D. Martz has 
described “this bizarre and unique little na- 
tion” as “the most unpredictable republic 
of all Central America.” 

Though fiercely proud of their independ- 
ence, the people of Panama are plagued by 
illiteracy, poverty, and faction-ridden polit- 
ical institutions. Control of the Panama Ca- 
nal is used by unscrupulously political 
leaders as a means of exciting and manipu- 
lating the population, whereas the real needs 
of the country involve improvement in agri- 
culture, cattle-breeding and development of 
light industries. A great majority of the pop- 
ulation has little or nothing te do with the 
canal or its associated commercial enter- 
prises. As in Egypt under Nasser, however, a 
single, emotional issue serves as a smoke 
screen which obscures the inadequacies of 
the country’s leadership in terms of eco- 
nomic development, 

The United States government, in trying 
to maintain peace and good will in Panama, 
has erred in following a policy of appease- 
ment of Panamanian extremists. The miassive 
mob assaults of January 9, 1964, in which 
U.S. citizens were killed, were the bitter 
fruit of this appeasement policy. Throughout 
the 1950’s, the U.S. made concessions to 
Panamanian opinion, only to have demands 
escalate and violence spread. Mob attacks and 
threats of future violence have constituted 
Panamanian blackmail of the United States. 

Those who argue for further concessions 
to Panama, including the ultimate concession 
of a giveaway of U.S. sovereign rights to the 
canal, insist that a new deal on canal ques- 
tions would produce an era of good feeling. 
They insist—without offering supporting evi- 
dence—that the canal always would remain 
open and available to the U.S. if the United 
States restored Panama’s sovereignty. 

This argument is unconvincing, however. 
Congressman Flood has rightly pointed out 
that “if we cannot control the Panama Canal 
and Canal Zone over which we hold sover- 
eignty in perpetuity under treaty grant with 
responsible treaty rights and which we own 
by purchase from individual owners, how 
can we hold any canal over which we do 
not have such authority and ownership and 
what is to prevent our country from being 
driven altogether from the isthmus?” 

Apologists for Panama argue that the Pan- 
amanians have the most at stake—that the 
10-mile-wide, 48-mile-long Canal Zone is 
the heart of the small republic. Ignored in 
this apology, however, are the vital interests 
of the other countries in the Americas. The 
United States has invested almost $5 billion 
in the Panama Canal Zone, and certainly 
Panama is in no position to compensate the 
U.S. for any losses we might receive under 
relinquishment of U.S. sovereignty. More- 
over, the efficient operation of the canal is 
essential to other Latin nations. Eighty-seven 
and one-half percent of the imports and 79 
percent of the exports of Peru pass through 
the Panama Canal. For Chile, the comparable 
figures are 88 and 83 percent. Thus, these and 
other nations in this hemisphere have a vital 
stake in the well-run inter-oceanic canal 
that is open to all free nations at all times. 
Panama, obviously—because of its lack of 
engineering and managerial personnel—lacks 
the technical capability of operating the 
canal in an efficient manner. 

All questions of Panamanian technical 
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performance aside, however, the basic canal 
situation is one of hemispheric security. To 
turn over the canal to the Panamanians or 
to revise the canal management system so 
as to achieve temporary political accommo- 
dation at the expense of operational effec- 
tiveness, would be a disaster for all con- 
cerned. 

The inter-oceanic canal question has 
many aspects, some of them highly complex. 
Supporters of a sea-level canal advocate a 
new canal across Panamanian territory as 
part of a package treaty deal with Panama. 
Other students of the canal problem insist 
that a less expensive procedure would be to 
improve the existing lock system. Indeed, if 
the U.S. were to build a new inter-oceanic 
canal, it might be far better to construct it 
across Colombia or Nicaragua, as has been 
suggested in some proposals. Still in force 
is an agreement, concluded early in the cen- 
tury, under which the Nicaraguans author- 
ized U.S. construction of a canal system. If 
U.S.-operated inter-oceanic canals were in 
two Central American countries, instead of 
one, the United States would have additional 
political leverage in dealing with future canal 
operations. 

It should not be forgotten that in 1956, 
after Nasser seized the Suez Canal, the 
Panamanians turned on their beneficent 
neighbor to the north. Demands were voiced 
for nationalization of the Panama Canal. 

The United States, as a gesture to Panama- 
nian pride, made numerous concessions. 
Each agreement, however, produced new 
waves of Panamanian agitation and protest. 
North Americans have a right to conclude, 
therefore, that Panama’s signature on one 
or more treaties in 1967 would not end har- 
assment of the United States. 

U.S. citizens should never forget that the 
Panama Canal is the geographic center of 
the Western hemisphere and a crossroads of 
world trade. The Canal Zone is a control 
point vital to the barring of a deep Soviet 
penetration in Latin America. If the U.S. 
surrenders its sovereignty .over the canal, 
this surely will be a signal to Latin American 
leftists to begin a general assault on anti- 
communist governments. 

The Soviets, for their part, want the West- 
ern powers deprived of all authority over key 
waterways, as part of their new maritime 
strategy of conquest. They already have a 
powerful bastion in Cuba, and Panama is a 
logical stepping stone to communist domi- 
nation of Central and South America. Thus, 
if the United States surrenders its sovereign 
rights over the Panama Canal, it will be 
slashing its own “jugular vein” in this 
hemisphere. 

The United States certainly wants to be a 
good neighbor to Panama. No doubt the 
“colossus of the North” stands ready to do 
more to help Panamanians diversify and 
strengthen their economy. Surrendering U.S. 
sovereign rights in the Canal Zone, however, 
is not the way to render assistance. With the 
U.S. out of the Canal Zone, the “big ditch” 
across Panama soon would be as much under 
Soviet control as is the White Sea-Baltic Sea 


VIETNAM: AN ALTERNATIVE 


Mr. WINN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the gentleman from 
California [Mr. TeacvE] may extend his 
remarks at this point in the Recorp and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Kansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I include in the Record at this 
point, by request, the following article 
by Mr. Warren Wells, which appeared in 
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the Sunday Forum section of the Santa 
Barbara News-Press on June 25, 1967. 
All the views and proposals expressed by 
Mr. Wells are not necessarily my own, 
but I believe they are worthy of thought- 
ful study by all who are concerned over 
the conduct and progress of our Vietnam 
effort: 
VIETNAM: AN ALTERNATIVE 
(By Warren Wells) 

Our Defense Department estimates that 
our forces will have to remain in South Viet- 
nam for 10 to 15 years. At its present level 
the war is costing us 20 to 25 billion dollars 
per year, and casualties are currently averag- 
ing about 2,000 per week. On this basis a 10 
to 15 year involvement adds up to between 
one million and one and one-half million 
Americans dead and wounded, and an ex- 
penditure of 200 to 375 billion dollars in na- 
tional resources, which might otherwise be 
directed to revolutionizing the standards of 
living of the disadvantaged peoples of the 
earth. These figures are only minimums— 
continued escalation of the war might even- 

tually involve an all-out atomic war, which 
could conceivably turn our country into a 
nuclear blasted wasteland. 

In searching for an honorable alternative, 
one might look for inspiration to the words 
of Archimedes who made the classical state- 
ment that he could move the world if he 
had a long enough lever. It is the contention 
of this analysis that the realities of the in- 
ternational situation provide us with power- 
ful leverage whereby the world could be 
moved towards an era of peaceful interna- 
tional co-operation without surrendering or 
compromising American national interests 
and obligations. 

The salient operative factors in the present 
international situation are the existence of 
independent campaigns by both the Soviet 
Union and Red China to weaken and bleed 
the United States militarily and economi- 
cally and, if at all possible, to maneuver the 
United States into a nuclear war which 
would leave the successful manipulative 
country in a position of decisive world dom- 
inance. The effectiveness with which these 
policies are being consummated can best be 
pointed up by the steady and unremitting 
escalation of our military commitment in 
Vietnam which the Soviet Union is accom- 
plishing by supplying a rising quantity of 
increasingly sophisticated weaponry to North 
Vietnam. The most recent example is the 
buildup in our military force adjacent to the 
demilitarized zone which has been made nec- 
essary as a result of the effective use by 
North Vietnam of newly provided long range 
rocket launcher guns which outrahge our 
field artillery. 

It is also notable that the war with North 
Korea, which was skillfully incited by the 
Soviet Union, had as its most outstanding 
success the creation of a direct armed con- 
flict with Red China and the subsequent 
reversal of our historic pattern of friendly 
relations with the peoples of the Chinese 
mainland. Under John Foster Dulles our 
State Department instituted a hard line pol- 
icy which had as its objective the establish- 
ment of a diplomatic and trade embargo 

Red China not only by the United 
States, but by all nations outside the Com- 


munist bloc. This policy has been a dismal 


failure as pointed up by the fact that we are 
the only important world power which has 
not recognized Red China and is not carry- 
ing on normal trade relations. This poorly 
conceived policy has been successful only in 
generating an intense hatred and enmity 
towards our country on the part of Red 
China and a retaliatory policy directed to 
bleeding us by the incitement of guerrilla- 
type wars throughout the world. 

An even greater failure of American foreign 
policy has been a failure to recognize the fact 
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that the true conflict is between Red China 
and the Soviet Union. The Soviet Union has 
created a literal Frankenstein in the form of 
750 million Chinese who are determined to 
recover the vast territories which were ex- 
torted under threats of armed force by an im- 
perialistic Russia from a militarily helpless 
China. If the Soviet Union does not wish to 
disgorge the fruits of previous territorial ag- 
gressions against China, she is faced with a 
veritable Chinese puzzle. Any effective and 
substantial aid given to Red China with re- 
spect to raising that country’s standard of 
living and industrial capability is likely to 
speed the day of an eventual territorial 
reckoning with a vastly larger population. 
Refusal to extend such aid is resulting in a 
steady embitterment of Chinese attitudes to- 
ward the Soviet Union. The reality of 4,500 
miles of frontier between the two countries 
requires the Soviet Union, rather than the 
United States, to make unremitting efforts to 
contain Red China within its present bound- 
aries. In contrast, the instant that the 
United States disengages itself from its 
present position of aggressive hostility to- 
wards Red China, we become the key to the 
eventual balance of power between the two 
countries. By assuming a position of an un- 
committed neutral we could have both coun- 
tries in an active competition to secure our 
good will, which could involve increasingly 
active co-operation towards our basic objec- 
tive of inter-world progress towards peace 
and prosperity. 

Against this background, it is suggested 
that our nation announce unconditional rec- 
ognition of Communist China as a first step 
in re-establishing our historic pattern of 
friendly relations with the peoples of the 
Chinese mainland, and that we simulta- 
neously call on the Soviet Union to initiate a 
$200,000,000,000 10-year “Marshall-type” aid 
program as the first major step to revolu- 
tionize Chinese standards of living and to 
extend Communist principles of sharing ac- 
cording to need to fellow Communist nations. 
We could offer to make a $20,000,000,000 
annual reduction in American arms expendi- 
tures and to redirect these expenditures to 
supplying industrial and agricultural prod- 
ucts, machinery, and interim food aid to 
underdeveloped countries outside the Com- 
munist bloc on a priority allocation based on 
the degree of simultaneous efforts by the 
countries involved in the harnessing of their 
internal resources towards the improvement 
of the standard of living of the under- 
privileged and disadvantaged segments of 
their population. We would thus create 
intense world pressures towards the pre- 
cipitation of an international peace and pros- 
perity race in contrast to the present inter- 
national arms race. We should further dis- 
engage ourselves from future involvement in 
any Russo-Chinese controversies by officially 
declaring a policy of strict neutrality with 
respect to the present Russo-Chinese terri- 
torial disagreement, while simultaneously 
suggesting that consideration be given to 
submitting the dispute to an international 
commission composed of representatives of 
all the other Communist nations. 

Simultaneously we could institute a truly 
imaginative policy of conciliation with Red 
China. At a minimum a series of sincere and 
dramatic gestures of friendship would 
strengthen the segments presently favorable 


to a rapprochement with the United States. 


At a maximum, they might open the door 
not only to an early peace in Vietnam, but 
also to broad gage co-operation by a nation 
of 750 million in our drive to achieve a 
broader and more secure basis for world 
peace. 

The following are illustrative of the over- 
tures which we could make: 

1. Advise that if the offer were made we 
would be prepared to accept the good offices 
of Red China in establishing a peaceable 
settlement of the Vietnam conflict. Also 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE 


advise that we would be agreeable to having 
a peace conference held in Red China if ac- 
ceptable and honorable terms were seriously 
proposed. 

2. Indicate that, in the event of a peaceful 
settlement in Vietnam, we would give con- 
sideration to including a Chinese advisory 
committee in the planning and implementa- 
tion of President Johnson’s proposal for the 
initiation of regional development plans for 
the peoples of Asia. 

8. Offer to set up special American educa- 
tional institutions for the specific purpose 
of giving Chinese students, technicians, and 
administrators an opportunity to study 
American management and production tech- 
niques in the industrial and agricultural 
fields. 

4. Offer to assist Red China in establishing 
an astronaut training program within that 
country towards the objective of having a 
Chinese astronaut accompany one of our 
future astronaut teams as a representative of 
the Chinese people in particular, of the peo- 
ples of Asia in general, and to symbolize the 
international character which we have tried 
to associate with the exploration of space. 

5. Invite a substantial number of the top 
leadership of Communist China to visit and 
tour our country, including meetings with 
prominent Chinese-Americans, so that they 
could personally determine the tremendous 
benefits which China could obtain under a 
program of peaceful and nonaggressive co- 
existence. 

6. Affirm that we would have no objection 
towards the establishment of a peaceful rap- 
prochement between Formosa and Red China 
in the event of a development of a mutual 
desire for such an arrangement on both sides. 
We could point out that this would be in 
accord with our traditional policy of allowing 
self-determination by other nations. 

7. Offer to sponsor the admission of Com- 
munist China to the United Nations, pro- 
vided that Red China would not insist on ex- 
pulsion of the present Taiwan government. 

The implementation of imaginative and 
fruitful measures for the improvement of 
relations with Communist China has become 
a matter of immediate urgency from the 
standpoint of national security. Particularly 
relevant is the inherent obligation of the ad- 
ministration to take all possible measures to 
minimize the hazard of a future national nu- 
clear holocaust which might transform our 
nation into a blackened and unlivable shell 
for generations to come. The following are 
among the more urgent of the national se- 
curity considerations involved: 

1. Hundred megaton bombs of the type 
stockpiled by the Soviet Union have an in- 
cendiary effect which encompasses an area of 
11,300 square miles and a life-killing radio- 
active fallout area coverage of 140,000 square 
miles, as per the Atomic Energy Commission. 
It would take only 22 bombs of this type to 
blanket our entire continental area with life- 
killing radioactive fallout for generations to 
come. 

2. Weapons of very much greater area dev- 
astation capability can be improvised by in- 
corporating a hydrogen bomb in a cobalt nu- 
clear carrier which could be delivered via 
submarines or freighters manned by suicide 
crews or via simplified short range rockets 
mounted on submarines or freighters, etc. A 
more than adequate supply of manpower for 
such attacks is available to Red China as a 
result of an effective “Hate America” pro- 
gram which has built up a massive reserve 
of super-patriots who would be prepared to 
sacrifice their lives for such strikes. The his- 
torical parallel to this possibility is provided 
by the Japanese kamikaze pilots of World 
War II. 

3. Recourse to weapons of the type men- 
tioned above could give Red China a nuclear 
strike capability vis-a-vis the continental 
area of the United States in as little as one to 
three years from now. 
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4. Presently proposed anti-ICBM systems 
would furnish no defense whatsoever against 
weapons of the type mentioned above. 

5. From the standpoint of more immedi- 
ate hazard, we must also consider the re- 
alistic possibility that China will shortly 
build up an arsenal of sufficient size to be 
used in a sneak nuclear attack against our 
forces and installations in South Vietnam. 
Concurrently, a similar attack could be 
launched against the most important con- 
centrations of our Seventh Fleet operating 
offshore. It goes without saying that the 
temptation to resort to such an attack will 
rise in direct relation to the size of our armed 
forces establishment in this area. There 
would be no necessity for China to enter the 
war. China could supply North Vietnam with 
a small number of short range missiles armed 
with atomic warheads and a limited quantity 
of atomic bombs which could be delivered 
by an elite force of North Vietnamese flyers. 
The net result could be an atomic Pearl 
Harbor which would wipe out the cream of 
our armed forces personnel. 

6. China’s successful hydrogen bomb test 
now gives her the capability of transform- 
ing every conventional atomic bomb in her 
current stockpile into a hydrogen bomb. This 
gives China an immediate capability of con- 
structing about 65 hydrogen bombs, which 
could be scaled up to blast power levels 
running as high as several thousand mega- 
tons for delivery via manually guided 
weapons systems. 

7. It must also be noted that a desperate 
and determined Red Chinese leadership 
could checkmate our present massive nuclear 
superiority by constructing at least one 
“doomsday bomb.” 

Under the American system, foreign policy 
is determined by the President with the ad- 
vice and consent of the Senate. In a larger 
sense, the foreign policy of our country is 
determined by our people through the exer- 
cise of their voting privilege. On this basis, 
every citizen has the right to make his wishes 
known with respect to the shaping of foreign 
policy. 

Concurrently, the administration has an 
inherent obligation to see to it that our citi- 
zenry is properly informed with respect to 
such major elements of decision as the true 
dimensions and the scope of the national 
nuclear annihilation hazards which are 
emerging as a result of an accelerating Red 
Chinese nuclear war capability, and the 
simultaneous continuance of an unneces- 
sarily embittered relationship with that 
country. These facts could be assessed by 
convening a properly qualified group of lead- 
ing atomic scientists whose competence and 
background encompasses the full scope of the 
attack systems which could be developed 
under present technology. Such a body 
should be convened and its findings pub- 
licly reported for the guidance of the admin- 
istration and to furnish a basis for a more 
knowledgeable exercise of the voting power 
of our citizenry. 

During the first world war, a great French 
statesman observed: War is too important 
to be left to the generals.” In an era when 
the destructive dimensions of warfare have 
expanded to the capability of total annihila- 
tion, peace must also be considered as too 
important to be left to a State Department 
which has exhibited a singular lack of 
omnisciencé over the past several decades. 
The full genius and ingenuity of the entire 
nation should be focused on this vital prob- 
lem. This is the essence of the democratic 
process which has made our nation great—it 
should also be equal to the task of ensuring 
its survival. 


MARINE SANCTUARIES STUDY ACT 


Mr. WINN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the gentleman from 
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Massachusetts [Mr. KEITH] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Kansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. KEITH. Mr. Speaker, today I am 
introducing, on behalf of myself and 
several of my colleagues, the Marine 
Sanctuaries Study Act,” a bill to initiate 
a study of possible marine wilderness re- 
serves to be established in sections of our 
Nation’s offshore marine environments. 
The purpose of the bill is to save distinc- 
tive offshore areas of the United States 
for sport and commercial fishing, wild- 
life conservation, scientific research, out- 
door recreation, and scenic beauty. 

Our Nation’s coastal seas are increas- 
ingly being explored as new sources of 
mineral, gas, and oil wealth and have be- 
come a new frontier for American in- 
dustry and technology. As this exploita- 
tion of the ocean’s riches progresses, it is 
essential to give some enduring protec- 
tion to sections of the offshore marine 
environment in a natural or near-natu- 
ral condition. Many portions of the State 
tidelands, Federal outer Continental 
Shelf, and international seaward areas 
adjacent to the United States are, by 
virtue of their great fishing, scenic, rec- 
reation, and research values, especially 
worthy of preservation in a national sys- 
tem of marine wilderness reserves. 

As man’s technology begins to reach 
out into the ocean’s depths, it is vital to 
the present and future generations of 
Americans to foster and promote bal- 
anced use of this rich environment. In- 
dustrial and commercial development 
can go hand in hand with fishing, recre- 
ational, conservation, and scientific uses 
of the seas—if we are wise enough to see 
that these various uses are made com- 
patible with each other. This purpose 


can best be served by a study to deter- 


mine the effects of underwater mining 
and industrial activities on natural 
habitats. In areas which are especially 
valuable for fishing, recreational, and 
conservation uses, marine sanctuaries 
could be established to protect them 
from damage or destruction by indus- 
trial exploitation. 

In summary, the bill we are introduc- 
ing today authorizes the Secretary of 
the Interior, in cooperation with Federal, 
State, and local agencies and interested 
private organizations, to conduct studies 
in coastal areas potentially suitable as 
marine sanctuaries and to suggest legis- 
lation that will protect their fishing, con- 
servation, recreation, and scientific 
values. The bill further provides for a 
temporary moratorium on exploration 
and extraction of mineral resources and 
other industrial activity in the specific 
areas which the Secretary is studying 
as sanctuary sites. In the State-owned 
waters within the 3-mile limit, such a 
moratorium would be entirely voluntary. 
The Secretary is directed in his study to 
appraise the impact of mining and in- 
dustrial activities—including the effects 
of pollution—upon the areas under con- 
sideration. Members of Congress and 
interested citizen groups, as well as gov- 
ernment agencies, have the opportunity 
to suggest coast areas that are worthy 
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of being surveyed and evaluated by the 
Department of the Interior study teams. 

The Georges Bank area off the coast 
of Cape Cod in my own State of Massa- 
chusetts is a rich traditional fishing 
ground and is also a part of the scenic 
and recreational resources which the 
Congress intended to preserve in creating 
the Cape Cod National Seashore Park in 
1961. During the past year it has been 
the site of exploration by several major 
oil companies who suspect that oil may 
lie beneath its waters. Fishermen and 
residents of the cape feel that a com- 
prehensive study is needed to determine 
the possible effects of oil development on 
the traditional uses of these waters. I be- 
lieve that the distinctive character of 
this area warrants its inclusion in the 
study program we are proposing here. 

In recent testimony before a congres- 
sional committee, the Secretary of the 
Interior referred to the environmental 
backlash from advancing technology. 
Secretary Udall observed that man's 
knowledge, science, and technology—the 
machines, systems, processes, and orga- 
nizations which he creates—have all 
given him great power to control the 
forces of nature and to create intense, 
widespread, long-lasting, and sometimes 
adverse and irreversible effects on na- 
ture. Man has developed his power to pol- 
lute without, at the same time, ade- 
quately developing his power to prevent 
pollution and to cope with it if it oc- 
curs.” 

Under the provisions of this marine 
sanctuaries bill and through other pow- 
ers vested in his office, the Secretary of 
the Interior has the authority to protect 
those irreplaceable natural, commercial, 
recreational, and esthetic values of our 
coastal resources which are increasingly 
threatened by the pressures of an ex- 
panding urban-industrial society. 

Our contiguous oceans and the Great 
Lakes are the unexplored frontier of 
America. With the assistance of this bill, 
utilizing all the advanced methods of 
science and technology, we can avoid 
some of the mistakes and maximize some 
of the great achievements of our Nation’s 
earlier frontier experience by inaugurat- 
ing the new era of oceanography on a 
rationally planned basis. 

The text of the bill is as follows: 

z H.R. 11584 
A bill to authorize the Secretary of the 

Interior to study the most feasible and 

desirable means of establishing certain 

portions of the tidelands, outer con- 
tinental shelf, seaward areas, and Great 

Lakes of the United States as marine 

sanctuaries and for other purposes 

Be it enacted by the Senate and the House 
of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
bill shall be cited as “The Marine Sanctu- 
aries Study Act of 1967.” 

Sec. 2. That Congress finds and declares 
that the tidelands, outer continental shelf, 
seaward areas, and land and waters of the 
Great Lakes are rich in a variety of natural, 
commercial, recreational, esthetic, and 
other resources of immediate and potential 
value to the present and future generations 
of Americans; that many of these areas are 
in danger of damage or destruction by com- 
mercial and industrial development; and 
that it is the policy of Congress, through a 
system of marine sanctuaries, to preserve, 
protect, encourage balanced use, and where 
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possible, restore, and make accessible for the 
benefit of all the people, selected parts of the 
Nation’s natural tidelands, outer continental 
shelf, seaward areas, and land and waters of 
the Great Lakes, which are valuable for sport 
and commercial fishing, wildlife conserva- 
tion, outdoor recreation, and scenic beauty. 

Sec.3. (a) In furtherance of this policy, 
the Secretary of the Interior shall study, in- 
vestigate, and formulate recommendations 
on the most feasible and desirable means of 
establishing portions of the Nation's tide- 
lands, Outer Continental Shelf, seaward 
areas, and land and waters of the Great 
Lakes as marine sanctuaries, including but 
not limited to the Georges Bank area ad- 
jacent to lower Cape Cod, Massachusetts. 

(b) The Secretary shall cooperate and 
consult with other interested Federal agen- 
cies as well as other interested public and 
private organizations and shall coordinate 
his studies, to the extent feasible, with all 
other applicable planning activities related 
to the areas under consideration. 

(c) In conducting the studies, the Sec- 
retary shall schedule hearings in areas con- 
tiguous to the proposed sanctuary sites, for 
the purposes of receiving views on the es- 
tablishment of such marine sanctuaries. 

Sec. 4. (a) Until such time as he submits 
the report required by section 5 of this Act, 
the Secretary of the Interior shall not issue 
or renew any license, permit, or other au- 
thorization for the exploration, development, 
mining or other removal of any minerals 
(including gas and oil) from any part of 
the Outer Continental Shelf under study as 
a possible marine sanctuary. 

(b) During such study period the Secre- 
tary is authorized to cooperate with all af- 
fected Federal, State, local and international 
organizations in order that, until the com- 
pletion of such study, a moratorium on the 
industrial development of any portion of 
the tidelands, Outer Continental Shelf, sea- 
ward areas, and land and waters of the Great 
Lakes under consideration as a possible ma- 
rine sanctuary may be agreed upon by such 
interested parties. 

Sec. 5. The Secretary of the Interior shall 
submit to the Congress through the Presi- 
dent within two years after the date of this 
Act a report of his findings and recommenda- 
tions, including such legislation as he deems 
appropriate. The Secretary’s report shall con- 
tain, but not be limited to findings with 
respect to: (1) the sport and commercial fish- 
ing, wildlife conservation, recreation, scenic 
beauty, and marine ecological research values 
of such tidelands, Outer Continental Shelf, 
seaward areas, and land and waters of the 
Great Lakes; (2) the potential alternative 
beneficial uses of these waters, taking into 
consideration mining, agriculture, and trans- 
port activities and other public purposes, and 
the impact of these activities, including pol- 
lution, upon these regions; (3) the most ef- 
fective means for reserving and developing 
properly these regions without endangering 
their esthetic and other values set forth in 
clause (1); (4) the most feasible and de- 
sirable means of creating a national system 
of marine sanctuaries. 

Sec. 6, The Secretary of the Interior shall 
consult with the Secretary of State regarding 
the need for international agreements where 
potential marine sanctuaries extend into in- 
ternational waters contiguous to the terri- 
torial waters of the United States, or le 
wholly within international waters. 

Sec. 7. For the purposes of this Act: 

(a) The term “tidelands’” means bays, 
estuaries, land, and waters within the three- 
mile territorial limit of the United States. 

(b) The term “Outer Continental Shelf” 
means land and waters extending from the 
three-mile territorial limit out to the two- 
hundred meter depth contour. 

(c) The term “seaward areas” means land 
and waters contiguous to and extending from 
the two-hundred meter depth contour. 
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Sec. 8. There is to be authorized to be 
appropriated not to exceed $1 million to 
carry out this Act, 


BIZARRE OTEPKA CASE 


Mr. WINN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. NELSEN] may extend his 
remarks at this point in the Recorp and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Kansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Speaker, during the 
past few months much has been written 
and said about the handling of the so- 
called Otepka case by the State Depart- 
ment. Most interesting coverage has been 
given Mr. Otto Otepka's long postponed 
hearings by the Government Employees 
Exchange newspaper. 

A careful reading of these reports leads 
to the conclusion that an appalling set of 
circumstances is involved. For example, 
the public is asked to accept that— 

The mind of John F. Reilly, former 
State Department Deputy Under Secre- 
tary of State for Security, would go com- 
pletely blank on the question of wire- 
tapping Mr. Otepka’s telephone and bug- 
ging his room; 

The State Department inadvertently 
or otherwise erased recordings highly 
material to Mr. Otepka’s case and rec- 
ognized as such 3 years ago; 

The State Department classified the 
transcript of the Otepka hearings over 
his objection and in the face of admis- 
sions that the only documents used in the 
hearings had been published; 

The State Department refused to re- 
lease transcripts of the Otepka hearings 
in the face of the Freedom of Informa- 
tion Act, now public law. 

Mr. Speaker, it seems clear the conduct 
of the State Department represents out- 
rageous treatment of a career civil serv- 
ant and is either incompetent or dis- 
honest administration of the personnel 
program at the State Department. 

The hearings have now been recessed 
from June 29 until August 31. It is my 
hope that the public may become more 
fully informed about this case before 
hearings resume, and I include the news- 
paper reports to which I have alluded at 
this point in my remarks: 

REILLY MEMORY FAILS AT HEARING OF 
OTEPKA 


The Otto Otepka hearings, considering the 
appeal of Mr. Otepka of his “firing” from the 
State Department in November 1963 origi- 
nally on thirteen charges, later reduced on 
June 6, 1967 to three charges, was suddenly 
recessed on June 29 following the brief ap- 
pearance of John F. Reilly, the former State 
Department Deputy Under Secretary of State 
for Security, who resigned under the pressure 
of charges of perjury in connection with the 
Otepka case before the Senate Internal Se- 
curity Subcommittee, this newspaper learned 
last week. 

The Exchange as informed by a source 
close to Robert T. Hennemeyer, Chief of the 
Office of Functional Personnel Programs at 
the Department, that through June 29 the 
official transcript of the hearings included 
1713 pages of oral materials and over 600 
pages of exhibits. According to the source 
who had access to one of the eight copies 
prepared by Ward and Paul, a local Wash- 
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ington, D.C. firm providing stenographic 
services, Mr. Reilly's testimony began on 
Page 1627. The same source revealed that 
Edward Dragon, the Hearing Officer bor- 
rowed from the Agency for International De- 
velopment, had agreed with Irving Jaffe, the 
State Department’s prosecutor, and Roger 
Robb, Mr. Otepka’s attorney, that the next 
meeting would be held on August 31, 1967, to 
consider the legal issues involved. Mr. Dragon 
indicated that the earliest he could submit 
his recommendations to Dean Rusk, the Sec- 
retary of State, would be in late September 
or early in October of this year. 

The same source, close to Mr. Hennemeyer 
with access to the material, revealed to The 
Exchange that the chief product of the two- 
hour appearance and testimony of Mr. Reilly 
was the “revelation” that Mr, Reilly claimed 
his “mind was a total blank on the subject” 
so that Mr. Reilly could neither confirm or 
deny whether any bugging“ at all had taken 
place nor affirm or contradict any testimony 
whatsoever given by any other persons re- 
garding the details of the “bugging” of Mr. 
Otepka’s telephone and room, Mr. Reilly is 
now employed as a Hearing Examiner for the 
Federal Communications Commission, and 
made his decision to testify at the hearing 
on June 26. 

The same source revealed that Mr. Reilly 
insisted on this aspect of his “amnesia” even 
though the State Department, through Mr. 
Jaffe, had already earlier acknowledged for 
the record of the Otepka Hearings that the 
“bugging” in fact had taken place. However, 
the source continued, the State Department, 
through Mr. Jaffe, had also insisted that it 
could not make the two reels of tape of the 
twelve “bugged” conversations available be- 
cause according to the State Department, the 
reels had been erased by Clarence Jerome 
Schneider, a State Department security elec- 
tronics technical specialist now serving with 
the American Embassy in London: 

Following Mr. Reilly’s short stay on the 
witness stand, Roger Robb, Mr. Otepka's at- 
torney, called his performance there ‘incredi- 
ble.” He added that if we are permitted to 
make this whole hearing transcript public, it 
will seem even more incredible to most law- 
yers.” 

The Exchange also learned that steps are 
being taken on Capitol Hill to ascertain why 
the State Department has taken no disci- 
plinary action against Mr. Clarence Jerome 
Schneider for destroying the official records” 
of the taped recordings by erasing them and 
thus making it impossible for them to be 
used as evidence”. In this connection, readers 
of this newspaper will recall the charges of 
“selected out“ Foreign Service Officer, Ste- 
phen A. Koczak, that the original pages of 
his 1961 efficiency record were destroyed”, 
substitute pages were “forged and backdated” 
and inserted as if they were originals, and a 
statement added that he had read the entire 
record when he had not. The Exchange 
learned that no disciplinary action was taken 
against the perpetrators of these acts against 
Mr. Koczak, just as none were taken against 
Mr. Schneider. 

As The Exchange was informed on June 20 
and reported to its readers in its June 26 
issue, the decision as to whether Mr. Reilly 
would appear at the Otepka hearings was 
the subject of concern to top officials of the 
State Department and The White House. 
During the course of the hearings, which 
began on June 6, The White House and Under 
Secretary of State Nicholas deB. Katzenbach 
carefully followed the transcript of the hear- 
ings so as to decide whether Mr. Reilly should 
be advised“ to appear. Mr. Reilly was kept 
informed on a current basis, through inter- 
mediaries” with access to Mr. Katzenbach 
of the status of the hearings, The prime con- 
cern of The White House was to prevent the 
revival of the “bitter dispute which erupted 
in early 1967 between Senator Robert Ken- 
nedy and FBI Director J. Edgar Hoover over 
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assigning responsibility for ‘illegal wiretap- 
ping and bugging’ carried out during the 
Kennedy administration,” The Exchange had 
reported on June 28. 

This newspaper has been reliably informed 
by an unimpeachable source who has access 
to Marvin Watson, the Appointments Secre- 
tary of President Johnson, and to James O. 
Falcon, the Special Assistant to John W. 
Macy, Jr., the Chairman of the Civil Service 
Commission assigned to The White House, 
that the final decision to have Mr. Reilly 
appear was taken during the weekend of June 
24 and 25, and that Mr. Reilly was per- 
suaded” on June 26 to appear at the hearings. 
Mr. Reilly had expressed fear that he would 
be “harassed” by Mr. Robb but was assured 
that Mr. Jaffe would interpose positive ob- 
jection to “any and every attempt“ by Mr. 
Robb to “grill” Mr. Reilly. 

On June 26, Mr. Jaffe informed Mr. Dragon, 
the Hearing Officer, that Mr. Reilly would 
agree to appear for only one day of testimony, 
to be taken either on June 28 or June 29. The 
actual date of his appearance was June 29. 

As agreed, Mr. Jaffe immediately objected, 
The Exchange was informed, to every attempt 
by Mr. Robb to “grill” Mr. Reilly as to how 
his mind had become completely “blank” on 
the matters of “bugging” of Mr. Otepka’s 
telephone and of the disposition of the tapes 
of the twelve “bugged” conversations. Thus, 
the record of the Otepka hearing leaves these 
questions unanswered, so far as Mr. Reilly's 
testimony is concerned, this newspaper was 
informed by its source at The White House. 


Srare, CS's Macy ATTACKED OVER Orro 


On June 6 the State Department dropped 
ten of the thirteen charges which it had 
leveled in 1963 against Otto F. Otepka, the 
Department’s top security evaluator. Among 
these ten charges were the allegation that 
Mr. Otepka had “mutilated” certain classi- 
fied documents allegedly found in his burn 
bags” (for burning scrap classified papers). 

The dropping of the ten charges was on 
the motion of Irving Jaffe, of the Depart- 
ment of Justice, who is prosecuting the case 
for the State Department. Mr. Jaffe's action 
had been previously cleared by him with 
Under Secretary of State Nicholas deB. 
Katzenbach who had obtained the consent 
of Secretary of State Dean Rusk. 

Over the protests of Mr. Otepka and his 
attorney, Roger Robb, Edward Dragon, the 
Hearing Officer, ruled that the entire pro- 
ceedings on the remaining three charges 
must be “classified”. 

The State Department action followed by 
a week the prediction of The Exchange, in 
its May 31 issue, that the ten charges would 
be dropped on Mr. Jaffe's advice. At the time 
The Exchange wrote as follows: 

“Besides the controversy over the question 
of an ‘open’ or a ‘secret’ hearing, The Ex- 
change has been authoritatively informed by 
a source close to Under Secretary of State 
Katzenbach that, on the advice of Mr. Jaffe, 
who formerly worked for Mr. Katzenbach at 
the Justice Department, the Under Secretary 
has recommended that the State Depart- 
ment drop 10 charges at the outset of the 
hearings. These 10 revolve around the issue 
of the alleged ‘mutilation’ of classified 
documents, 

“The informant added that the reason for 
the recommendation is Mr. Jaffe's fear that 
Mr. Otepka obtained positive information 
regarding the identity of the persons actually 
involved in the ‘mutilations’ and, in the 
event the charges are maintained in their 
present form, he will be able to expose the 
persons at the hearings. In this event, the 
Department of Justice will have no choice 
but to bring criminal proceedings against the 
persons so exposed. 

“In turn, these persons have already in- 
dicated they will reveal the identities of the 
‘top persons’ in the Department of State 
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who had instructed them to ‘mutilate’ the 
documents and to ‘plant them’ in Mr. 
Otepka's burn bags in such a way as to make 
it appear that Mr. Otepka had carried out 
the ‘mutilations.’ ” 

On June 1, 1967 Congressman H. R. Gross 
of Iowa inserted the entire Exchange article 
into the Congressional Record, pages 14510- 
14511. Congressman Gross described the 
State Department's proposed action a “foul 
injustice piled on the many injustices that 
have been a part of this case from the 
outset.” 

Congressman Gross also attacked the Civil 
Service Commission, which has jurisdiction 
over protecting Mr. Otepka's rights as a civil 
service employee with veterans’ preference. 
He said, “The inaction of the Civil Service 
Commission is shocking. It is an abdication 
to the political expediency of the State De- 
partment.” 

On June 7, Congressman John M. Ash- 
brook of Ohio on the floor of the House 
quoted from the May 31 report of The Ex- 
change, emphasizing Mr. Jaffe’s reasons for 
dropping the charges. He said that “there is 
concern that Mr. Otepka will receive fair and 
just treatment. If the State Department 
thinks it will eventually slide this case under 
the rug and the whole affair forgotten, it is 
mistaken.” Congressman Ashbrook’s remarks 
appear on pages 15074 and 15075 of the 
‘Congressional Record, June 7. 

Within the State Department and the 
Civil Service Commission, a mood of con- 
sternation” exists over the May 31 article in 
The Exchange, it was learned from an in- 
formant close to Winson D. Trone, the State 
Department’s Director of Management 
Planning. According to this informant, asso- 
ciates of Under Secretary of State Nicholas 
deB. Katzenbach and of Deputy Undersecre- 
tary of State Idar Rimstad are “alarmed at 
the continuing leak of accurate personnel 
information” to The Exchange despite re- 
peated assurances from Marvin Gentile, the 
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Security that 
the “leaks” had been “plugged.” 

At the White House, the May 31 Exchange 
article and the June 1 and June 7 statements 
of Congressmen Gross and Ashbrook have 
“generated concern“, an informant closely 
identified with James C. Falcon revealed. 
Mr. Falcon is listed at the White House as 
the Special Assistant there to John C. Macy, 
Chairman of the Civil Service Commission. 

This source indicated that Mr. Macy has 
become “extremely irritable” about news re- 
ports of an early change in his own status at 
the White House and of rumors of the possi- 
bility of a congressional investigation into 
Mr. Macy’s own role in the Otepka case. (In 
response to an inquiry, Mr. Macy had “no 
comment” to say about his changing 
status.—The Editor). According to the in- 
formant, the prospects of such a congres- 
sional investigation have been increased by 
the circulation of reports of the continued 
existence of the “Macy-Crockett” Camp, in- 
volving Marvin Watson, the Appointments 
Secretary of the President, Idar Rimstad, the 
successor to William J. Crockett as Deputy 
Undersecretary of State for Administration, 
and Mr. Falcon who is carried on the Fed- 
eral payroll as a “domestic” Foreign Service 
Reserve Officer, Maximum U.S. Duty. 

In anticipation of a possible congressional 
investigation, a special study has been un- 
dertaken at the State Department of Volume 
17, pages 1325 through 1480, of the Hearings 
on State Department Security, The Exchange 
has learned. Within the Civil Service Com- 
mission, the Bureau of Inspections, it was 
stated, may be most vulnerable because of 
repeated allegations addressed to it in the 
past by State Department civil service per- 
sonnel of discrimination in assignments, 
“make-work” jobs with false job descrip- 
tions; the failure of desk audits of posi- 
tions; and the use of repeated “details,” 
with Civil Service Commission consent, to 
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perform meaningless tasks so as to punish 
civil service employees. In this connection, 
Mr, Macy’s ardent espousal of the Hays Bill 
in 1966, which would have destroyed the 
civil service in the State Department, is cited 
as relevant. 

Also cited against Mr, Macy for failing to 
uphold the rights of civil service personnel 
are the actions of the office of the Chief, Ap- 
peals Examining Office, of the Civil Service 
Commission which has invariably turned a 
“deaf ear“ to complaints of State Depart- 
ment employees. Volume 17 systematically 
records and documents a series of cases of 
civil service employees who complained that 
they did “nothing” or merely “read news- 
papers and books and magazines” all day. Yet, 
in every instance, Mr. Macy replied that, 
in justification of its own inaction to pro- 
tect civil service personnel, the Appeals 
Examining Office of the Civil Service Com- 
mission had decided it had been “unable to 
find any basis for holding that the Com- 
mission has jurisdiction for the appellate re- 
view.” Thus, no hearing at all was granted 
the employees. 


OTEPKA TRIAL 1,074 PacEs—WurrE HOUSE, 
STATE BALES AT TESTIMONY BY REILLY 

On June 19, in a statement “for immediate 
release,” the American Civil Liberties Union 
“strongly protested the closed-door aspect of 
the current State Department hearing on 
Otto Otepka's appeal from his 1963 dismissal 
from employment,” 

A source close to Idar Rimstad, the Deputy 
Undersecretary of State for Administration, 
confirmed to The Exchange that the ACLU 
“protest” is a “severe setback” for the State 
Department which has been seeking to make 
it appear that Mr. Otepka's case is supported 
only by “right wingers,’ by radical anti- 
Communists,” and by “mid-West conserva- 
tive isolationists.” 


STATE EMBARRASSED 


The same source added that the embarrass- 
ment of the State Department was increased 
by the fact that the ACLU “protest” on the 
Otepka case is the third occasion within 
the last year when the ACLU criticized the 
personnel practices and policies of the State 
Department and the Foreign Service. 

Previously, the ACLU had joined the Amer- 
ican Federation of Government Employees 
and “selected out” Foreign Service Officer, 
Stephen A. Koczak, in opposing the Hays 
Bill, which would have destroyed the civil 
service appeals procedures and Veterans’ 
Preference in the State Department. 


ACLU OPPOSES MACY 


This action brought the ACLU into opposi- 
tion not only to the State Department but 
also to John Macy, Jr., the Chairman of the 
Civil Service Commission, who was one of the 
most ardent proponents of the Hays Bill 
which provided for the elimination of the 
civil service merit system in the State Depart- 
ment. 

More recently, the ACLU joined the 
AFGE, selected out” Foreign Service Officer, 
Stephen A. Koczak, and this newspaper in 
communicating to Senator J. William Ful- 
bright, Chairman of the Senate Foreign Rela- 
tions Committee requests for hearings by 
that Committee regarding the State Depart- 
ment’s “illegal use of the secret Development 
Appraisal Report,” introduced in 1964 by Wil- 
liam J. Crockett while he was Deputy Under 
Secretary of State for Administration. 

As a result, the Foreign Relations Commit- 
tee obtained a commitment from the State 
Department to modify the use of the secret 
Development Appraisal Report to eliminate 
its illegal aspects by abolishing its use for 
Civil Service personnel and by allowing for- 
eign service personnel to see the report at 
least while they are in Washington. 

After this action was taken publicly by the 
State Department on June 2, the employees 
of the State Department and USIA expressed 
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severe criticism of Mr. Macy and of the Civil 
Service Commission for having been inactive 
during this period and having left the initia. 
tive on this issue to the ACLU, the AFGE, 
The Exchange and to individuals such as Mr. 
Koczak. 

THE KOCZAK CASE 

Regarding Mr. Koczak’s own case, the Ex- 
change has been systematically reporting 
since August 1966 that “selected out” FSO, 
Stephen A. Koczak, claims that original 
pages of his Foreign Service records were 
destroyed, substitute pages were “forged,” 
backdated and inserted into his efficiency 
record in their place and made to appear as 
the originals; and that a false statement was 
added to the effect that Mr. Koczak had read 
the entire report when in fact he had not. 
According to Mr. Koczak, these forged docu- 
ments were used to fire him through “selec- 
tion out” without his having any right of 
confrontation and cross-examination of the 
perpetrators of the forgeries and false state- 
ments. 

The State Department has refused to com- 
ment on these specific and detailed allega- 
tions by Mr. Koczak and has not answered a 
letter from Mr, Koczak’s attorney, Marion 
Harrison, sent thirteen months ago, in May 
1966, chronologically established the validity 


of Mr. Koczak’s charges. 


NEW OTEPKA REVELATIONS 


In other developments, on June 19 The 
Exchange obtained further inside informa- 
tion about the White House-State Depart- 
ment strategy regarding the current Otepka 
hearings worked out in detail between 
Nicholas deB. Katzenbach, the Under Sec- 
retary of State, and Irving Jaffe, the De- 
partment of Justice lawyer prosecuting the 
case. 

Earlier, on May 31, six days before the 
event actually took place, The Exchange re- 
vealed that the State Department, on Mr. 
Jaffe’s recommendations, would be dropping 
ten charges. On June 6, this prediction proved 
to be correct. 


STATE DROPS 10 CHARGES 


At the time, on May 31, The Exchange 
wrote as follows: 

“Besides the controversy over the question 
of an ‘open’ or a ‘secret’ hearing, The Ex- 
change has been authoritatively informed by 
a source close to Under Secretary of State 
Katzenbach that, on the advice of Mr. Jaffe, 
who formerly worked for Mr. Katzenbach at 
the Justice Department, the Under Secretary 
has recommended that the State Department 


drop 10 charges at the outset of the hear- 


ings. These 10 revolve around the issue of 
the alleged ‘mutilation’ of classified docu- 
ments. 

The informant added that the reason for 
the recommendation is Mr. Jaffe’s fear that 
Mr. Otepka obtained positive information 
regarding the identity of the persons actually 
involved in the “mutilations” and, in the 
event the charges are maintained in their 
present form, he will be able to expose the 
persons at the hearings. In this event, the 
Department of Justice will have no choice 
but to bring criminal proceedings against the 
persons so exposed.” 

In turn these persons have already indi- 
cated they will reveal the identities of the 
“top persons” in the Department of State who 
had instructed them to “mutilate” the docu- 
ments and to “plant them” in Mr. Otepka's 
burn bags in such a way as to make it appear 
that Mr, Otepka had carried out the “mutila- 
tions.” 

WHITE HOUSE FEAR 


On June 19, The Exchange was further 
reliably informed that the most important 
consideration for dropping the ten charges 
was “definitely of a political rather than a 
legal nature.“ This was the fear at the White 
House that Roger Robb, Mr. Otepka’s attor- 
ney, planned to elicit testimony from wit- 
nesses indicating clearly that the “orders for 


19484 


the mutilations’ had been “transmitted” 
through John Reilly, the former Deputy As- 
sistant Secretary of State for Security. A 
protege in the State Department of Attorney 
General Robert Kennedy, Mr. Reilly resigned 
in 1963 in the face of charges of perjury be- 
fore the Senate Subcommittee on Internal 
Security hearing the Otepka case. Mr, Reilly 
is now employed as a Hearings Lawyer by the 
Federal Communications Commission. He is 
currently hearing a case involving allegedly 
false statements involving possible perjury 
made by an applicant for a radio license, 
The Exchange was informed. 

The White House was worried, The Ex- 
change was informed, that if Mr. Robb estab- 
lished in the record of the hearings that 
Mr. Reilly had in fact “ordered the mutila- 
tions,” it would be extremely difficult for 
Mr. Jaffe to content that Mr. Reilly could not 
have intended, and did not in fact try, to 
issue “any order at all” for the “wiretapping” 
of Mr. Otepka's telephone and the “bugging” 
of his room. 

“HOOVER VERSUS KENNEDY” 


The Exchange was informed that the White 
House fears that, if Mr. Reilly is forced to 
answer questions on “wiretapping and bug- 
ging” under oath, the results would likely 
revive the bitter dispute which erupted in 
early 1967 between Senator Robert Kennedy 
and FBI Director J. Edgar Hoover over as- 
signing responsibility for “illegal wiretap- 
ping and bugging” carried out during the 
Kennedy administration. 

Mr. Katzenbach, who ranked second to At- 
torney General Robert Kennedy in the De- 
partment of Justice during the time of the 
Otepka wiretapping and bugging incidents 
has reportedly insisted, in White House-State 
Department discussions regarding the Otepka 
hearings, that Mr. Reilly should not be sub- 
jected to a “severe and hostile” cross exami- 
nation on these issues, the informant stated 
to The Exchange. 


JAFFE’S “INSTRUCTIONS” 


The Exchange was further informed early 
on June 20 that Mr. Jaffe was then under 
“strict instructions” to place into the record 
of the Otepka Hearings “a great amount of 
language” showing that the “bugging” of Mr. 
Otepka’s premises arose solely from the “ini- 
tlative“ of Elmer Dewey Hill, a subordinate 
of Mr. Reilly’s, who allegedly, according to 
Mr, Jaffe’s instructions, had “misunderstood” 
Mr. Reilly’s real intentions regarding the 
“tapping” of Mr. Otepka's telephone. The in- 
formant stated that Mr. Jaffe would try to 
establish that there is no “indisputable” evi- 
dence that Mr. Reilly either himself or- 
dered” or “transmitted orders” for the “bug- 

The informant observed that in effect 
Mr. Jaffe is under instruction to act as Mr. 
Reilly’s defense attorney while acting as pros- 
ecutor of Mr. Otepka. 

Another highly placed informant revealed 
to The Exchange that Mr. Reilly had been 
“advised” through June 19 by knowledge- 
able intermediaries” with access to Mr. Kat- 
zenbach to continue to keep officially an 
“open mind” as to whether he would agree to 
appear at the Hearings. In the interval, Mr. 
Jaffe would try to obtain from Mr. Otepka di- 
rectly an admission for the record that Mr. 
Hill “might have misunderstood Mr. Reilly” 
or alternatively, an informal commitment 
from Mr. Robb, the attorney for Mr. Otepka, 
that Mr. Robb would not insist on an answer 
from Mr. Reilly as to whether he “issued or 
transmitted an order” for the bugging of Mr. 
Otepka’s room. 

In the event Mr. Jaffe is unable to obtain 
either result, The Exchange was informed, it 
is the agreement at the White House and at 
the State Department that Mr. Reilly would 
be permitted to avoid testifying by claiming 
his present duties and personal plans make it 
“impossible” for him to appear voluntar- 
ily “at this time” for the Otepka hearings. 
Under present regulations, Mr. Reilly cannot 
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be subpoenaed by Mr. Robb to appear, The 
Exchange was informed by the Civil Service 
Commission, 

The Exchange also learned, on June 21, that 
the Otepka hearings had already exceeded a 
“quarter million words” of testimony. Direct 
testimony had consumed 890 pages; and two 
days of cross-examination required 184 pages, 
for a transcript total through June 20 of 1074 
pages. 

In addition, the eleven exhibits already en- 
tered, all previously appearing in unclassified 
documents, would add another 450 typed 
pages, another source close to Robert T, Hen- 
nemeyer, Chief of the Office of Functional 
Personnel Programs, revealed to The Ex- 
change. 


AEROSPACE SAFETY ADVISORY 
PANEL 


Mr. WINN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. RuMsFetp] may extend his 
remarks at this point in the Recorp and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Kansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr, RUMSFELD. Mr. Speaker, on 
June 28, 1967, the House of Representa- 
tives, by a substantial vote of 238 to 157 
on a motion to recommit with instruc- 
tions, included in the fiscal year 1968 
NASA authorization bill a provision re- 
quiring NASA to establish an independ- 
ent safety review panel. This Aerospace 
Safety Advisory Panel is essential to the 
bill in that for the first time in NASA’s 
history it would assure that all space ac- 
tivities, including the manned space 
flight program, would be subject to ob- 
jective and independent scrutiny on all 
safety aspects by a group of non-NASA 
experts working on a consulting basis. 

In January 1967, three astronauts died 
as a result of a fire in the Apollo 204 
spacecraft during a ground test at Cape 
Kennedy. The NASA accident investigat- 
ing board found that— 

A positive method does not exist for in- 
suring identification and documentation of 


all possible hazards involved in test oper- 
ations. 


Testimony before the House Commit- 
tee on Science and Astronautics by 
NASA officials, several astronauts, and 
North American Aviation representa- 
tives substantiated the conclusion that a 
significant hazard evaluation gap“ did 
in fact exist. One of the astronauts told 
the committee that— 

None of us really placed any stock or gave 
any serious concern to a fire in a spacecraft. 


A North American official stated that 
the failure of NASA and North Ameri- 
can to identify the hazardous conditions 
in the spacecraft was “one of the gravest 
errors we ever made.” 

Weaknesses in NASA’s hazard eval- 
uation system, however, were apparent 
to the Science and Astronautics Com- 
mittee well before the accident occurred. 
The committee staff, in reviewing space— 
in-flight—emergency procedures, found 
that the definition of potential hazards 
by NASA warranted the development of 
an organizational philosophy for space 
flight safety—similar to the approach 
which has evolved in aviation flight 
safety—which would ultimately provide 
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for an independent review and audit of 
safety provisions and procedures in spe- 
cific manned space flight programs.” 

Looking to the future, larger and sub- 
stantially more hazardous operations are 
contemplated. The Nerva program, for 
example, which involves the operation 
of a powerful nuclear reactor in space, 
certainly presents novel and, thus far, 
unresolved safety questions which should 
be considered by an independent safety 
review group. 

The substance of the independent 
safety review panel provision is not new 
to the Congress. The Atomic Energy Act 
of 1954 contains a similar requirement 
which establishes an Advisory Commit- 
tee on Reactor Safeguards—ACRS. The 
ACRS is charged with reviewing all as- 
pects of safety as it pertains not only to 
civilian reactors, but to AEC and mili- 
tary reactors regardless of location or 
use. This committee, composed of part- 
time, non-AEC scientific experts, has 
maintained sufficient in-depth knowl- 
edge of the many reactor systems to be 
able to state following its review that the 
operation of a reactor does not present 
an unreasonable hazard to the public or 
to the operators of the system. Congress 
has good reasons for requiring indepen- 
dent safety review in AEC, and these 
same reasons apply to NASA now. : 

Some have voiced objections to crea- 
tion of an Aerospace Safety Advisory 
Panel for NASA. These objections are 
summarized as follows: 

First. A panel would find it difficult to 
acquire and maintain the depth of pro- 
gram knowledge necessary to compre- 
hend NASA’s programs; 

Second. NASA’s safety record is so 
good as to obviate the need for additional 
safety review, particularly in light of 
the changes made by NASA in its internal 
safety program since the Apollo accident; 

Third. The NASA program does not 
present hazards to the general public as 
does AEC’s—thus, the need for a parallel 
safety organization does not exist; 

Fourth. The Aerospace Safety Advisory 
Panel proposal has not received adequate 
scrutiny by the House Committee on Sci- 
ence and Astronautics; and 

Fifth. The establishment of a panel is 
unnecessary since the astronauts must 
satisfy themselves as to the safety of the 
spacecraft. 

Each of these objections may be dis- 
posed of in short order. The accident 
itself, the findings of the review board, 
and the testimony of witnesses before 
the committees of Congress clearly dem- 
onstrate that the existing system is in- 
adequate. Additional emphasis by NASA 
employees in safety matters is desirable, 
but without an independent group to ask 
the hard questions uninfluenced by 
schedule, budgetary or contractual com- 
mitments, any internal group is bound 
to fall into the same pattern which re- 
sulted in the Apollo 204 accident. The 
astronauts are only human. They have 
many demands on their time as well as 
their talent, and as was evident during 
the hearings, they cannot be expected 
to be familiar with every minute detail 
nor with every major decision which is 
the responsibility of the contractor and 
NASA respectively. 
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Mr. Speaker, Congress has a clear-cut 
responsibility to the American people to 
assure that NASA operations are con- 
ducted as safely as can be reasonably ex- 
pected. Congress now has the oppor- 
tunity, through the independent safety 
review panel vehicle, to take a major 
step forward in achieving additional 
safety at a very small cost and with no 
dilution of existing safety responsibili- 
ties. 


DR. OTTO BEBBER OF LAKEWOOD, 
COLO., NAMED OPTOMETRIST OF 
THE YEAR 


Mr. WINN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the gentleman from 
Colorado [Mr. BrorzMan] may extend his 
remarks at this point in the Recorp and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Kansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BROTZ MAN. Mr. Speaker, I am 
proud to bring to your attention the se- 
lection of Dr. Otto J. Bebber of Lake- 
wood, Colo., as Optometrist of the Year 
by the American Optometric Association 
at its annual meeting in Portland, Oreg., 
on July 1. 

The public service Otto J. Bebber has 
given to his community is most easily 
described by citing a signal honor con- 
ferred upon him by the University of 
Minnesota in 1965 when he was selected 
to serve on that university’s committee of 
laymen and educators from across the 
country to assess the progress of edu- 
cation. 

Leading up to that appointment was 
a series of elective and appointive assign- 
ments on the Wheat Ridge, Jefferson 
County, Colo., school board from 1946 to 
1948 and another term on the RI school 
district embracing the entire county. 

Concurrent with much of this work, 
he helped the district organize its health 
services, including that of a comprehen- 
sive school health care program and serv- 
ice on the district’s school health advis- 
ory committee and the Jefferson County 
Board of Public Health and Board of 
Public Welfare. 

Dr. Bebber has held a number of officer 
posts in civic, religious, and charitable 
groups. He is active in many others. His 
continuing interest in the welfare of all 
of the people of his community has led 
to his appointment to a wide range of 
welfare posts, public and private. 

He has also served in a variety of 
elected offices within his community and 
has worked actively for the cause of im- 
proved education beyond the high school 
level. 

Testimony to Dr. Otto Bebber’s service 
to the visual welfare of the public is 
evidenced by the fact that more than 
13,000 children in the Jefferson County 
schools are given, yearly, a comprehen- 
sive screening for vision defects under a 
program developed and inaugurated by 
Dr. Bebber, working in cooperation with 
all optometrists and ophthalmologists in 
the community. 

He regularly donates his services to 
needy families and, during 1965, he 
headed the team which raised the largest 
amount of money in the fund drive held 
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to finance activities of the Colorado 
Optometric Center, an institution serv- 
ing more than 2,500 needy persons in the 
Denver area annually. 

As a member of the Colorado State 
Board of Optometric Examiners, he 
pressed vigorously for high standards of 
practice and was largely instrumental in 
making Colorado one of the first States 
to describe the fitting of contact lenses 
as a part of optometric practice and to 
institute annual compulsory postgrad- 
uate study for licensed practitioners. 

In 1947, he organized the Colorado 
Contact Lens Society for the purpose of 
fostering postgraduate education in this 
field. With the merger of the contact lens 
group into the Colorado Optometric As- 
sociation, he undertook the further de- 
velopment of an established annual con- 
tact lens seminar, which he has chaired 
continuously for 5 years. 

Dr. Bebber served for a number of 
years as chairman of the American Acad- 
emy of Optometry’s Western Division 
Admissions Committee, He is a former 
president of the Colorado Optometric 
Association, and during his 12 years of 
service on the Colorado State Board of 
Optometric Examiners he held the offices 
of director, secretary, and president. 

Colorado is proud of Dr. Otto J. Beb- 
ber and the outstanding work he has so 
diligently carried on for the good of the 
general public, both in his professional 
activities and participation in civic af- 
fairs. We think he richly deserves this 
high honor of Optometrist of the Year 
bestowed upon him by his fellow mem- 
bers of the American Optometric Associ- 
ation. 


THREE SISTERS BRIDGE DECISION 


Mr. WINN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the gentleman from 
from Maryland [Mr. GUDE] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the Recorp 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Kansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GUDE. Mr. Speaker, my neighbor 
colleague from the Virginia side of the 
Potomac River has quite properly urged 
an early decision on the construction of 
the Three Sisters Bridge on the Potomac 
in a letter to Secretary of Transporta- 
tion Alan S. Boyd. The letter points up 
the critical importance of this vital 
highway link between the District of Co- 
lumbia and Virginia as well as its im- 
portance to the entire Metropolitan 
Washington area transportation system. 
I join the gentleman from Virginia in 
pressing for an immediate decision on 
this matter. 


Hon. ALAN S. Boyp, 

Secretary of Transportation, 
Department of Transportation, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: Enclosed is a clipping 
from the Washington Evening Star of April 
30, 1959, which states that preliminary en- 
gineering drawings for a bridge at Three 
Sisters Islands had been submitted to the 
National Capital Planning Commission by 
the District of Columbia Highway Depart- 
ment. Eight years have passed, and we do 
not yet have a decision in this matter. 

As you will note in the clipping, the High- 
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way Department Director said that a deci- 
sion on whether a Three Sisters Island span 
was to be built “is needed in designing high- 
way projects, including the proposed Potomac 
River freeway”. 

The decision is still needed. But the list 
of highway projects which cannot be con- 
structed until the bridge decision is made 
has increased tremendously. They are: 

1. Potomac River Freeway—K Street to 
Three Sisters, 

2. Palisades Parkway—Three Sisters to 
Chain Bridge. 

3. George Washington Memorial Parkway, 
Maryland side—completion to Chain Bridge. 

4. Interstate Route 66—Beltway through 
Rosslyn. (This also involves the ICC decision 
on the Old Dominion Railroad, but the 
stretch from Spout Run to Rosslyn could be 
started immediately upon the bridge de- 
cision.) 

5. Dulles Access Road—Beltway to Route 
66 (This will cut 10 minutes travel time from 
D.C. to Dulles and thus increase the use of 
the airport). 

6. Widening of the George Washington 
Memorial Parkway—Theodore Roosevelt 
Bridge to Spout Run Drive. 

7. Many ramp connections—George Wash- 
ington Memorial Parkway, Jefferson Davis 
Highway, etc. a 

8. Ohio Drive Tunnel—by-pass of Lincoln 
Memorial. 

9, Additional river crossing lanes—Chain 
Bridge area. 

10. Glebe Road widening—remaining por- 
tion to Potomac. 

11. Route 123 widening—remai: r= 
tion to Potomac. f . 

At the May meeting of the National Capi- 
tal Planning Commission, another delay was 
created in reaching this long awaited de- 
cision by requesting you to study this studied 
and restudied and restudied project. I urge 
you to make your recommendation quickly. 
Surely there is sufficient engineering data 
available to provide you with all the infor- 
mation necessary in this regard. 

Our traffic problems are mounting ever 
greater as the years pass. I do not believe 
the public will allow further inaction. I be- 
lieve it has now become the obligation of 
each of us concerned who hold any position 
of leadership to press forward strongly. Each 
of us should be certain that not one day of 
additional delay is created by a failure to 
make a decision. I call upon you to act 
swiftly on the NCPC request, for the respon- 
sibility rests solely with you in this instance. 
I do not seek to influence which way you 
decide, but I do feel it is imperative to re- 
solve this question immediately so that we 
may go forward. 

With best wishes, I am, 

Sincerely, 
JOEL T. BRoYHILL, 
Member of Congress. 


INVOKE TAFT-HARTLEY ON M-16 
PLANT STRIKE 


Mr. WINN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. FINDLEY] may extend his 
remarks at this point in the Recorp and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Kansas? 5 

There was no objection. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, here is 
the text of a telegram I sent today to 
President Johnson regarding M-16 rifle 
production: 

You recently urged the Congress to act 
immediately to halt a nationwide rail strike, 
citing the adverse effect of such a strike on 
the war effort in Vietnam. The strike at Colt 
Industries, which has halted all production 


19486 


of M-16 rifles so badly needed by allied forces 
in Vietnam, has actually had an adverse im- 
pact on our troops more immediate and more 
direct than the short-lived rail strike. There- 
fore, I respectfully urge that you ask the 
court to invoke the 80-day back-to-work pro- 
visions of the Taft-Hartley Act in order to 
restore full production of the vitally needed 
M-16. 

Eighty days will of course pass quickly, but 
this period of time is sufficient to equip fully 
80 battalions of combat troops with the im- 
proved M-16 rifies. The Hartford, Conn., 
plant is the sole producer of the M-16 rifle 
and it is also the sole assembly point for the 
improvements so badly needed for M-16 rifles 
already in use. 

Production from Colt’s already over- 
strained facilities has not been and is not 
sufficient to meet all demands by U.S. and 
allied troops in Vietnam and the situation 
is made even worse by the strike. Here we 
are, in the midst of a war in which more 
than 11,000 American men have been killed. 
Yet the sole producer of the single, most 
vitally needed weapon for combat is engaged 
in a labor conflict with its union, resulting 
in a strike that cripples our war effort and 
endangers the lives of countless American 
men. Because of Colt's already over-taxed 
‘facilities existing before the strike its ability 
to supply adequately our forces in Vietnam, 
even at peak production, was questionable. 
As a result of this situation Marines are only 
now getting the last of their allotment; 
South Koreans and rear area U.S. troops have 
not yet been supplied and South Vietnamese 
forces, who have long begged for the gun, 
still have only a meager 12,000 of the weap- 
on, with no immediate prospect of getting 
more. This production gap that can never be 
closed under normal circumstances is now 
made intolerable by the strike. Each day the 
strike continues undoubtedly some casual- 
ties can be traced to the production stoppage. 

PAUL FINDLEY, 
Representative in Congress. 


NATIONAL WATER COMMISSION 


Mr. WINN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the gentleman from 
California [Mr. Don H. CLAUSEN] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore, Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Kansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
have long advocated and supported legis- 
lation authorizing the establishment of 
the National Water Commission to pro- 
vide for a comprehensive review of na- 
tional water resource problems and pro- 
grams. 

The Commission is proposed as a com- 
plement to the existing National Water 
Resources Council and as an advisory 
body to the many States and Federal 
agencies now concerned with the develop- 
ment and conservation of our valuable 
water resources. 

I am personally familiar with the im- 
portance of adequate water resources and 
with the effects—both beneficial and det- 
rimental—an abundance of water can 
have on an area. My congressional dis- 
trict, along the north coast of California, 
has about 40 percent of the total water 
resources of the State of California and 
we who live in that area consider our- 
selves to be experts on water resources. 

Until recent years, the relative abun- 
dance of our national water supplies led 
us to misuse and waste it so that we now 
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face widespread shortages and full-scale 
pollution in much of our supply. The 
critical shortage of water in the North- 
east is only the largest and most obvious 
problem we face in providing sufficient 
water. Many smaller areas throughout 
the United States face a similar threat 
of inadequate supplies. 

Moving existing supplies to areas of 
need and eliminating the dangers of pol- 
lution are the two most important tasks 
we are faced with at this time. In addi- 
tion, the application of newly developed 
technology; such as sea water desalina- 
tion, to the development and conserva- 
tion of our water resources is a necessity 
if we are to meet existing and potential 
requirements. 

The National Water Commission can 
be invaluable in setting water goals, in 
developing creative ideas for water con- 
servation and in setting priorities for 
the work we are facing. Some kind of 
order must be established if we are to 
make any progress at all. 

The field of water resources is crowded 
with competing agencies at all levels of 
government. They are competing to the 
extent that the progress we are making 
is not nearly proportionate to the finan- 
cial effort we have undertaken. Frustrat- 
ing delays and unwarranted expense is 
now more common than is logical prog- 
ress toward a given goal. The National 
Water Commission, hopefully, will be 
able to define responsibility and end 
much of the overlapping and duplication 
of effort that exists today. 

The problem of providing wise man- 
agement for our water supplies is both 
vast and complex. From the construction 
of huge nuclear-powered desalting plants 
to the determination of the effects of 
slight modification of lake and river 
temperature on fisheries, we must con- 
sider hundreds of interrelated problems 
which arise from water conservation 
needs. The benefits, however, are so vital 
and so great that we cannot afford to 
overlook any possibility. 

In my own area of northern California 
water resource development and conser- 
vation is vitally important. We are going 
to get essential flood protection while 
some of our water is transported to the 
drier areas of need. In addition, we will 
be developing these supplies, to provide 
for our own use in areas which are now 
short of water and to attract industry 
for the benefit of our economy. 

Water developments will be an integral 
part of northern California’s economy 
and will, to a high degree, determine its 
potential for future growth. For this 
reason alone, I look forward to the 
creation of the National Water Commis- 
sion, to the appointment of outstanding 
minds to serve on the Commission, and 
the development of comprehensive 
recommendations in the next 5 years in 
order to provide the finest possible pro- 
gram of water resources development 
and conservation. 


CONGRESSMAN HORTON PRAISES 
1967 POP WARNER ALL-AMERICA 
TEAM OF LITTLE SCHOLARS 


Mr. WINN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the gentleman from 
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New York [Mr. Horton] may extend his 
remarks at this point in the Record and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore: Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Kansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Speaker, because 
the 1967 Pop Warner All-America Team 
of Little Scholars will be visiting Wash- 
ington tomorrow, this is a particularly 
fitting occasion for me to again call to the 
attention of my colleagues the fine work 
of Pop Warner Junior League Football. 
You will recall that on the opening day 
of this session I introduced H.R. 50, a bill 
to grant a congressional charter to the 
Pop Warner organization. Since that time 
similar legislation has been introduced 
by 21 of our colleagues in the House and 
seven Members of the Senate. I urge each 
of my colleagues to become familiar with ` 
the fine work of Pop Warner Junior 
League Football and to consider joining 
me in sponsoring this legislative recog- 
nition of the contribution it is making to 
the well-being of our youth. 

This league, which is the oldest and 
largest boys’ football league in the coun- 
try, was founded in Philadelphia in 1929 
by Joseph J. Tomlin, the great Swarth- 
more lineman. Then, as now, the purpose 
of the organization was to bring youths 
closer together through a common in- 
terest in scholarship, athletic competi- 
tion, and fellowship. 

Pop Warner football has been en- 
thusiastically received everywhere that 
it has been introduced across the Na- 
tion. The growth of the league in my 
home town of Rochester, N.Y., is typical 
of the growth that has occurred wher- 
ever teams have been organized. 

Since its inception in Rochester just 
over 4 years ago, Pop Warner football 
has grown from a single team to 10 
teams with 350 boys participating. In 
addition, the Commissioner in Rochester, 
Mr. Joseph P. Miller, reports that there 
are many more boys awaiting the op- 
portunity to join one of the local teams. 

Those young men on the All-America 
team who will be visiting Washington 
tomorrow exemplify the ideals of Pop 
Warner football. These boys were chosen 
on the basis of their scholastic achieve- 
ment, participation in extracurricular 
and civic activities, and their perform- 
ance on the Pop Warner grid squads. I 
am particularly pleased by the fact that 
two Rochester area youths, one of whom 
is my constituent, have earned berths on 
the All-America team. I extend my 
warmest congratulations to Richard 
Renzi of the Irondequoit, N.Y. Vikings,“ 
Dennis Damaschke of the Greece, N.. 
“Chargers,” and the other 30 members 
of the All-America team. 


NATIONAL UNICEF DAY 


Mr. WINN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. Rem] may extend his re- 
marks at this point in the Recorp and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Kansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. REID of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
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I am happy to be able to introduce to- 
day a joint resolution designating Octo- 
ber 31 of each year as “National UNICEF 
Day.” 

The work of UNICEF around the world 
was recognized in 1965 when the orga- 
nization was awarded the Nobel Peace 
Prize. Yet even before this high honor 
was bestowed, Americans were long 
aware of the important role that UNI- 
CEF is playing throughout the world. 
By means of assistance to governments 
to help eliminate hunger, disease, and ig- 
norance, UNICEF does much to improve 
the lives of the children and young peo- 
ple of the developing nations. 

It is especially fitting that we should 
choose October 31 to mark our national 
recognition of UNICEF, because on Hal- 
loween, children donate the proceeds of 
their trick-or-treat visits to the orga- 
nization. The children of America helping 
the children of less fortunate lands to 
build better lives is a hopeful sign for 
the future and for world peace with jus- 
tice and understanding. 


PERSONAL ANNOUNCEMENT 


Mr. WINN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. Fur row] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Kansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, on Monday, June 19, it was 
necessary for me to be in my congres- 
sional district on official business. Ac- 
cordingly I arranged to be paired on the 
bills considered that day. Had I been 
able to be present, however, I would 
have voted “yea” on rollcall No. 139, 
to suspend the rules and pass H.R. 6111, 
to establish a Federal Judicial Center. 

On rollcall No. 140, to suspend the 
rules and pass H.R. 10730, the Older 
Americans Act of 1967, I would have 
voted yea.“ 

On rollcall No. 141, to suspend the 
rules and pass H.R. 480, to extend the 
act relating to the acquisition of wet 
lands for conservation of migratory 
waterfowl, I would have voted “yea.” 

On rollcall No. 142, to suspend the 
rules and pass H.R. 482, authorizing an 
increase in fee for migratory bird hunt- 
ing stamps, I would have voted yea.“ 

Although it did not come to a rollcall 
vote, I would like to go on record as 
being in favor of House Joint Resolu- 
tion 601, a temporary extension of emer- 
gency provisions of the urban mass 
transportation program. 

On Thursday, July 13, 1967, I was 
not able to be present for the final vote 
on H.R. 10595, to prohibit banks and 
savings and loan associations from 
fostering or participating in gambling 
activities. When the vote on final pas- 
sage occurred after 5 p.m. I was on my 
way to National Airport to catch a plane 
for special appointments that evening in 
my district office made at an earlier date. 

I voted for the motion to recommit 
H.R. 10595 on rollcall No. 167. I would 
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have voted “nay” on final passage of 
H.R. 10595, rollcall No. 168. 


TRADE POLICIES 


Mr, ECKHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. DENT] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DENT. Mr. Speaker, for years I 
have been the target of so-called free- 
traders, although I have never opposed 
free trade in areas where nations bene- 
fit mutually from the exchange of goods. 
However, I have fought with some suc- 
cess the so-called free trade arrange- 
ments entered into by this country, 
which has closed hundreds of plants, 
taken the jobs of hundreds of thousands 
of American workers, and in general, 
caused a heavy burden to be put on the 
Treasury—meaning, of course, the tax- 
payers. The Kennedy round will further 
complicate and depreciate our job and 
investment picture. 

Many thousands of foreign workers 
are employed at starvation and slave- 
type wages, producing goods exclusively 
for U.S. markets. At the same time these 
nations cannot buy our high cost goods 
and while they cut their tariffs, it does 
not mean anything, simply because other 
foreign countries can sell to them at 
prices we cannot possibly match unless 
the taxpayer subsidizes the product. Ex- 
amples are cotton, wheat, and other 
farm products we grow in surplus. 

The conditions are so bad that the 
only answer the Kennedy round negoti- 
ators can give us is that when our fac- 
tories close we will give them advice and 
money to get competitive by automation, 
or help them to get into a new product 
line. For the worker, we will give relief 
in one form or another. It is bad now 
and it will be worse tomorrow and the 
days after tomorrow. 

The reason I take the floor at this time 
is to show the weakness and the shallow- 
ness of the free trade argument and the 
freetrader. 

One of our fine Americans is a man I 
am sure is dedicated to his duties as a 
public servant—the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture, Orville Freeman, of Minnesota. 

Now his area is a great dairy and dairy 
product one. Dairy products have jumped 
from imports of about 900 million 
pounds of milk in 1965 to a present vol- 
ume of 4.3 million pounds for 1967. 

The Secretary recently hailed the Ken- 
nedy round as a great achievement. He 
predicted it would open up jobs and op- 
portunities for many Americans; it would 
help our balance of trade; and, it would 
make a better understanding between 
nations. This is the freetrader’s line. If 
this is true, Mr. Speaker, why has he 
hailed the President’s restrictions on im- 
ports of dairy products as a great 
achievement and saving grace for the 
dairy industries. 

The President issued this proclama- 
tion on July 1—placing quotas on the 
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number of dairy products to be imported 
into the United States. 

This is a step in the right direction and 
I am happy for the dairy people. I only 
wish the steel and glass workers, the iron 
pipe and toy makers, the textile and 
marble producers, the tomato and mush- 
room growers, the beef herders and all 
the other American workers and indus- 
tries would be given as much considera- 
tion by the President, or should I say, 
Secretary of Agriculture Freeman. 

I admire Mr. Freeman for his home 
State allegiance and fidelity. I know his 
area’s cheese problem. He is right in ask- 
ing for protection. I wish his area had 
steel and coal so he could help us. 

My Subcommittee on the Impact of 
Imports back in 1961, held hearings in 
Fond du Lac, Wis., on the serious prob- 
lem of cheese imports. We disclosed the 
doubletalk in our dairy products testi- 
mony and the misleading brand name 
shell game of the importers. 

We even commented on Secretary 
Freeman's apparent support of the free 
trade movements to the detriment of 
his own State’s interest. 

We did not, of course, get the results 
the farmers and cheese producers 
wanted; namely, quota or tariff relief on 
colby and other Cheddar-type cheeses. 

Now the weight of the imports: of 
cheeses and dairy products has finally 
broken the free trade back of the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture and apparently the 
White House is applying balm to ease 
the pain. 

Lo and behold, while a few of us have 
been outcasts in this great city of free- 
traders we are allowed little rays of 
hope every once in a while by the often 
condemned “regressive” steps of import 
restrictions by the very persons who are 
still clamoring for free trade for my 
State’s products while setting up restric- 
tive safeguards for their own workers 
and industries. 

It is no surprise to find my good friend, 
Senator Wayne Morse, who long ago 
espoused the free trade movement, in- 
troducing legislation to curtail the im- 
ports of strawberries, and my esteemed 
colleague, Senator Baym, of Indiana, 
demanding protection for steel. 

I find it hard to believe that before 
the ink is dry on the greatest market 
giveaway in history, the Kennedy round 
agreements, Secretary Freeman, who 
hailed the agreements as a great boom 
to U.S. workers and industry using the 
following language in the President’s 
protective proclamation for the cheese- 
milk industry—known in the trade as 
Wisconsin Pride: 

The Secretary welcomed the President's 
action as a measure which will help relieve 
the cost-price squeeze which dairy farmers 
particularly have felt in recent years. 

“The upsurge of imports—made up largely 
of low-priced products specifically manufac- 
tured to avoid our import quotas—has greatly 
aggravated that condition. 

“The President's action will end an in- 
tolerable situation where both the farmer 
and the taxpayer have lost, and where the 
consumer has gained no discernible benefit.” 


If I had not seen it, I would not believe 
it. It sounds more like the things Con- 
gressman JoHN H. Dent has been saying 
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about the imports on steel, glass, and 
other products than a statement from 
Secretary Freeman. But then JoHNNY 
Dent is a protectionist, they say. 

Let us examine the great cheese and 
dairy protection order of the President. 

First of all, it will help many dairymen 
in many States. It includes my own 
State, and, while as a Member of Con- 
gress I could not get the relief my dairy 
people needed, I did introduce the legis- 
lation. I talked, I begged, and I appealed 
for help from the Tariff Commission, the 
Chief Executive, and so I thank the Mid- 
west for sponsoring Orville as Secretary 
of Agriculture, since we have become one 
of the cobeneficiaries of his knowledge of 
the plight of the cheese and dairy prod- 
ucts people. 

I only wish he would learn a little 
about my steel and glass and iron and 
mushroom and tile and textile and so on 
and on and on. I assure him and the 
President that they are in a worse fix 
than the dairy industry. 

I am much impressed by the Secre- 
tary’s statement that the “consumer has 
gained no discernible benefit.“ Of course 
I have heard the other side of the record 
from the free trade proponents. They 
claim that the savings to the consumer 
are worth the sacrifice of jobs and indus- 
tries to imports. 

In fact, Mr. Freeman, there are some, 
maybe you now consider them narrow 
minded, who claim that the imports of 
4.3 billion pounds of dairy imports—this 
year’s rate—are responsible for the 39 
and 49 cents a half-gallon bargain ice 
cream and low-priced loaf processed 
American cheese which comes from Col- 
by, the chief cheese import. 

Now I agree with you that imports do 
not now, or have ever helped the con- 
sumer, although it is a new view from 
some quarters. I do not think imports of 
cars, steel products, mushrooms, radios, 
televisions, or anything else that dis- 
places American workers or productions 
help the consumers nearly as much as 
imports of cheese and milk products, and 
yet you say these imports do not help the 
consumer at all. 

It is interesting to note that failure to 
get help from the Congress in the pro- 
tection of their State industries has com- 
pelled the State legislators in various 
States to try to pass State laws restrict- 
ing imports. The latest effort is one being 
made in my own State in the interest of 
‘saving our domestic steel jobs. 

The following news clipping discusses 
the effort: 

LEGISLATURE PONDERS BILL To CURB STEEL 
IMPORTS 
(By Richard Frank) 

HARRISBURG: —The Legislature has become 
embroiled in international affairs over pend- 
ing legislation that would require each gov- 
ernmental unit in Pennsylvania to limit its 
purchase of steel and steel products to goods 
produced in the United States. 

The bill has passed the Senate and is in 
position for final enactment by the House, 
when the Legislature returns July 10 from 
its holiday recess. 

Neither political party in the House has 
yet taken a position on the bill, but House 
Democrats have asked the federal govern- 
ment to express its position on the steel 
legislation. 
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And representatives of at least four foreign 
steel-producing nations have expressed con- 
cern about the bill. 

The nations are Japan, Britain, Italy and 
West Germany. 

Because of the turmoil in the House over 
Governor Shafer’s budget and tax program, 
the Republican and Democratic caucuses 
have not reviewed the measure. 

But several members described it yester- 
day as a bad piece of legislation which will 
probably pass. 

One Democrat called the bill “a flag- 
waver,” saying it could appear to be un- 
patriotic to vote against it. 

A Republican leader said he personally op- 
poses the principle behind the bill, but 
added plaintively, “How can I vote against 
it?” 

Another GOP leader suggested that pas- 
sage of the measure would force the state, 
counties, municipalities and school districts 
to pay more for steel used in public con- 
struction. 

The bill, strongly supported by Pennsyl- 
vania’s steel industry, is intended to curb 
importation of steel and to open up a larger 
market for the state's steel producers, 

The case for the bill is stated in the pre- 
amble of the legislation, introduced in the 
Senate May 23 under the sponsorship of 30 of 
the 49 senators: 

Pennsylvania is one of the leading steel- 
producing states, and the industry provides 
jobs and income for hundreds of thousands 
of residents, as well as substantial tax reve- 
nues to the state. 

It is the policy of the state “to aid and 
support the development and expansion of 
industry in this Commonwealth in order to 
foster the economic well-being of the Com- 
monwealth and its people.” 

The economy and welfare of the state and 
nation “are inseparably related to the preser- 
vation of the steel industry in the Common- 
wealth and in the other states of the United 
States.” 

The bill’s principal sponsor, Sen. Albert 
R. Pechan (R-Armstrong), says importation 
of foreign steel has had an adverse effect 
on the jobs and incomes of domestic steel- 
workers. 

Last year, he said, foreign producers cap- 
tured almost 11 percent of the American steel 
market, shipping 10.8 million tons of finished 
steel into the country, as compared with 
90 million tons produced by U.S. steel mills, 

Japan led the way last year, accounting 
for 5 million tons, or 45 percent of steel 
imports. 

The United States-Japan Trade Council, a 
Washington-based trade association regis- 
tered as an agent of the Japanese govern- 
ment, has written to legislators, urging de- 
feat of the bill, and warning that victims 
of “the proposed discriminatory legislation 
could be expected to reply in kind.” 

Pennsylvania firms export nearly $100 mil- 
lion worth of goods to Japan each year, em- 
ploying some 10,000 residents in the process, 
the trade council noted, 

The state Department of Commerce also 
has heard from British, Ztalian and West 
German consular officials in Philadelphia, in 
opposition to the measure. 

The officials offered to appear before the 
Legislature if invited, Edward D. Smith, 
deputy commerce secretary, said yesterday. 

Smith said his department has no stated 
position on the legislation. 

Rep. Herbert Fineman (D-Phila.), House 
Minority Leader, said he has written to 
Washington to solicit the government’s views 
of the pending bill. 

Fineman suggested that the Legislature, if 
it passed the bill might be injecting itself 
into foreign affairs, a subject, he said, best 
left to the federal government. 
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The legislators know how dangerous 
the situation is but apparently Congress- 
men cannot see the forests for the trees. 

They know that one steel industry 
earning an average of approximately $12 
a ton profit cannot undersell a foreign 
steel industry dumping in the U.S. mar- 
ket at $35 less a ton than the U.S. selling 
price. They cannot meet the competition 
any more than the worried butterfat pro- 
ducers can in the dairy industries. 

The butterfat producers cannot do it 
according to Secretary Freeman and the 
President, and yet they have our escape 
hatch down while they dump their sur- 
plus milk and butter, but steel just shuts 
down its furnaces and sends the steel- 
workers home to dodge the bill collectors. 

Here’s an interesting set of statistics. 
The USDA dairy support program has 
purchased, from June 1 to June 27, 1967, 
in less than 6 months, 5.5 billion pounds 
of milk equivalent and yet the whole im- 
port total expected for this year is ap- 
proximately 4.3 billion pounds of milk 
equivalent. 

A suspicious person might want to be- 
lieve that Mr. Freeman was not really 
protecting the Midwest farmer but was 
reacting the same as any steel producer 
who had a warehouse full of steel and 
watched a foreign ship unloading at his 
door. I am afraid that the best freetrader 
amongst us bleeds like a protectionist 
when his own pocketbook pinches his 
finger. 

Long ago a distinguished Member of 
Congress, who is with us today, suggested 
I support the proposal that the Govern- 
ment should buy up all the surplus prod- 
ucts, pay subsidies to the industries, and 
then when the warehouses get full take 
the goods out and dump them in the 
oceans. He figured this would eliminate 
unemployment compensation, relief, et 
cetera, and be cheaper in the long run. 

The Secretary of Agriculture has come 
with a variation, but about the same idea. 
He cut off imports when the dairy prod- 
ucts jam up the warehouses. I would sug- 
gest he look at the stockrooms of our tex- 
tile-yarn plants and other textile plants. 

I have mentioned the fact that Ambas- 
sador Roth, the U.S. architect of the 
Kennedy round, will come to Congress 
soon asking that relief be expedited for 
injured industries and unemployed 
workers as a result of the Kennedy round 
agreements. 

Would I be out of line if I ask that we 
give Mr. Roth ‘the job of aiding the in- 
jured industries, retraining and feeding 
the displaced workers, and limit the 
amount he can spend to the amount of 
profit we make in our exchange of trade 
with foreign countries excluding from 
our exports such items as military, for- 
eign aid and U.S. food shipments, CARE 
packages, and other services paid for by 
the U.S. citizens. In plain words, all the 
steel surplus dollars earned in the steel 
trade being given to the injured steel- 
workers, and on down the line. 

Now really, Mr. Speaker, no freetrader 
can honestly object to this arrangement 
unless he has been kidding all of us all 
these years about how profitable our for- 
eign trade is to all Americans. 

Incidentally, I close this phase of my 
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remarks on our trade policies with one 
last observation. I do not think trade 
makes friends, it makes competitors and 
competitors do not usually help each sell 
each others goods. 


HAVE FAIR LABOR STANDARDS 
AMENDMENTS OF 1966 GENER- 
ATED UNEMPLOYMENT? 


Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. DENT] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DENT. Mr. Speaker, during the 
consideration last year of the Fair Labor 
Standards Amendments of 1966, a num- 
ber of statements were made to the effect 
that they would generate unemployment, 
and further, that past amendments had, 
in fact, created additional unemploy- 
ment. During the House debate, I re- 
peatedly defended the amendments 
against these charges, and demonstrated 
the invalidity of the latter. 

Once again, however, we hear the old, 
familiar refrains. Indeed, the National 
Federation of Independent Business con- 
ducted a survey and decided that 400,- 
000 workers have been added to the Na- 
tion’s “hard-core unemployables” be- 
cause of the 1966 changes. 

The Department of Labor recently 
concluded an evaluation of the federa- 
tion's survey, and forwarded the results 
to me. The information follows: 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, WAGE 
AND Hour AND Pustic CON- 
TRACTS DIVISIONS, OFFICE OF THE 
ADMINISTRATOR, 

Washington, July 18, 1967. 
Hon. JoHN H. DENT, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN DENT: Recent news- 
paper publicity concerning minimum wage 
effects has made much of the fact that an 
estimated 400,000 workers would become un- 
employed because of the 1966 amendments 
to the Fair Labor Standards Act. Because of 
your sponsorship of this legislation in the 
Congress and because of your continuing in- 
terest in the area of minimum wages, I would 
like to pass along to you the results of our 
investigation of the basis for these estimates. 

As the enclosed statement indicates, we 
have concluded that the estimate is based 
on a survey which is not statistically relia- 
ble. The contents of the attached statement 
may be useful to you in responding to ques- 
tions concerning the effects of the 1966 
amendments. 

Sincerely yours, 
CLARENCE T. LUNDQUIST, 
Administrator. 


EVALUATION OF STATEMENT REGARDING ADVERSE 
EFFECTS OF THE 1966 AMENDMENTS 


At your suggestion I looked into the basis 
for an article in the Chicago’s American of 
June 21, 1967 which carried the headline 
“Wage Law Brings Layoff of 400,000.“ This 
article and a number of similar articels in 
the Washington Post, the Washington Star, 
and the U.S. News and World Report are 
based on press releases of the National Fed- 
eration of Independent Business, 

We have thoroughly investigated the sur- 
vey questionnaire and responses upon which 
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the Federation bases its findings and we are 
convinced that the conclusions are based on 
a series of conjectures and assumptions that 
are without factual foundation. 

According to the most recent release (June 
27) of the National Federation of Independ- 
ent Business—the findings are based on re- 
plies by 40,000 of the 235,587 members of the 
Federation who voluntarily elected to com- 
plete a special questionnaire. On the basis 
of this limited response the Federation con- 
cludes that 400,000 workers have been added 
to the Nation's “hard corps unemployables” 
due to the imposition of the Wage-Hour law. 
Additional assumptions are made to arrive 
at an estimated 2 million people who by 
year’s end “will be forced to look to relief, 
welfare or some other assistance.” 

According to the Federation’s own re- 
leases—and these releases are most difficult 
to follow—the conclusions are based on the 
following findings: 

(1) 40,000 independent businesses which 
are members of the Federation voluntarily 
returned completed questionnaires in April. 
(In previous months only 15,000 reported.) 

(2) 36,000 businesses reported either em- 
ployment increases or no change in employ- 
ment between April 1966 and April 1967. 

(3) 4,000 businesses reported employment 
declines over the year. 

(4) 17,299 fewer employees were employed 
by the 4,000 businesses which reported de- 
clines. 

(5) 3,459 employees out of the 17,299 were 
said to have been dropped because of the 
minimum wage law. 

In order to arrive at their projections the 
Federation assumed that the 40,000 volun- 
tary respondents who completed question- 
naires in the month of April were repre- 
sentative of their entire membership of 
235,587 independent businesses and further 
that their membership is representative of 
a total universe of 4.7 million nonagricul- 
tural independent businesses. An additional 
assumption was made that the findings re- 
ported in April by these 40,000 reporters 
would continue throughout the year. A far 
better case could be made for the fact that 
the more vocal opponents to Fair Labor 
Standards Act legislation would complete a 
questionnaire entitled “Present YOUR Case 
to the Government” and that the data 
reported are not representative of employ- 
ment trends in establishments of the mem- 
bership of the organization and even less so 
of business generally. 

The really significant conclusions which 
can be drawn from the survey are that only 
10 percent of the reporting members in- 
dicated employment declines and that 80 
percent of them indicated that the Fair 
Labor Standards Act was not a factor. The 
last factor is particularly important in that 
the questionnaire is designed to zero in only 
on the minimum wage as a reason for em- 
ployment declines,* 

When I talked to you I indicated that I 
would not only look into the basis for the 
story in the Chicago’s American but I would 
also pull together for you whatever informa- 


1The questionnaire “Present your Case to 
Government” included a 5-part section on 
employment as follows: 

What has been your employment trend? 

Please give the number of your em- 
ployees 

If number of employees is same now as 
last year, please check 

If number of employees is now greater, 
please give additional number of employees 
hire 

If fewer employees now than year ago, 
please give number dropped 

If employees were dropped, was it because 
of the 1966 Minimum Wage increase? 
Yes [ ] No[ ] 

Your comments 
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tion we now have on the effects of the re- 
cent change in law. As you know, we are 
scheduled to send to Congress in January 
1968 a series of reports on the effects of the 
minimum wage law. These reports are now 
in the process of being developed and it is 
too early yet to draw any firm conclusions. 
However, some more general data are avail- 
able which indicate clearly that the conclu- 
sions drawn by the Federation with respect 
to employment trends between April 66- 
April 67 are unfounded and erroneous and 
the dire predictions for the future are based 
on faulty assumptions. 

According to regularly published BLS 
data—between April 1966 and April 1967: 

The number of unemployed has declined 
by 63,000. 

The number of employees on nonagricul- 
tural payrolls has increased by 2,062,000. 

In industry divisions most affected by re- 
cent minimum wage changes: 

The number of retail trade employees has 
increased by 244,000. 

The number of employees in the service 
and miscellaneous industry has increased by 
522,000. 

In those individual retail and service in- 
dustry lines most affected by the recent 
minimum wage changes: 

The number of variety store employees 
has increased by 7.200. 

The number of employees of restaurants 
has increased by 78,900. 

The number of employees of hotels and 
motels has increased by 6,700. 

The number of employees of laundries, 
8 and dyeing plants has increased by 

SPECIAL WAGE-HOUR REPORTS 


We have alerted each of the regional offices 
8 the country to transmit to us on 

a regular basis reports of effects on the 
changes in the law. Despite our emphasis 
on this program, as of June 30, 1967, we had 
received only 211 reports of which only 61 
involved employee layoffs or shutdowns, Re- 
view has already been completed on 39 of 
these. In the completed group are 6 “re- 
ported” plant shutdowns and 33 plants re- 
ported to have laid off workers. 

Follow-ups of the scheduled shutdowns 
disclosed that 2 of the 6 shutdowns never 
took place. One shutdown occurred but the 
plant has since reopened. Of the three estab- 
lishments which have not reopened, one was 
a small hospital which indicated that medi- 
care was a factor. The other two were a 
nursing home with 10 employees and a glove 
manufacturing establishment which em- 
ployed 8 workers. 

Of the 33 reports of actual or impending 
employee layoffs—15 establishments were 
found to have had no layoffs, 7 overstated 
the extent of prospective layoffs and 2 re- 
hired not only the workers who had been laid 
off but added workers as well. For the estab- 
lishments which actually laid off workers— 
and did not rehire them, a total of 52 work- 
ers were involved. 

On the positive side of the picture there 
have been a signficant number of reports 
which indicated that the amendments have 
had beneficial effects in that the higher 
wages have (1) removed competitive inequi- 
ties (2) attracted a higher caliber of worker 
(3) reduced labor turnover (4) resulted in 
more efficient utilization of workers and (5) 
made it advantageous to reduce overtime and 
hire additional workers. 

In summing up, I want to repeat again 
that it is too early yet to outline with preci- 
sion all the implications of the recent 
changes in the law. However, from statisti- 
cally reliable data of the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics and from all reports to Wage and 
Hour and Public Contracts Divisions from 
our network of regional and field officials, we 
have every reason to believe that the initial 
adjustment to the $1.40 minimum wage for 
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previously covered workers, to the $1.00 mini- 
mum wage for newly covered workers and 
to the broad extension of coverage has been 
accomplished without adverse effects on em- 
ployment. 


GEORGE MEANY POINTS TO 
ACHIEVEMENTS AND UNFINISHED 
BUSINESS IN CIVIL RIGHTS 
MOVEMENT 


Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from California [Mr. Corman] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 
The SPEAKER, pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Speaker, George 
Meany, AFL-CIO president, sent a 
thoughtful message of greeting to the 
58th annual convention of the NAACP, 
recently held in Boston. I call the atten- 
tion of my colleagues to the text of his 
message, which is quoted below. 

Having been through the crucible of 
the labor movement’s struggle to im- 
prove the lot of the workingman, Mr. 
Meany knows that, while much has been 
accomplished through peaceful and con- 
stitutional means, there is still much to 
be done to eliminate racial discrimina- 
tion in this country. We can be justly 
proud of the achievements the civil 
rights movement has attained through 
enactments by this legislative body. Mr. 
Meany, in his letter, calls our urgent at- 
tention to the vital improvements that 
are still needed. 


The AFL-CIO is again happy to have the op- 
portunity to extend greetings to the NAACP 
at this—its 59th Annual Convention. In the 
past few years we have seen significant 
changes in this country brought about by 
the struggle to eliminate segregation and 
discrimination in America, The activities of 
the NAACP have been crucial to these 
achievements. 

Yet America is far from out of the woods 
in reaching our goals of equal opportunity 
for all our citizens. Indeed for many thou- 
sands, especially in the heart of our large 
urban centers, the important gains of the 
last decade have had too little significance. 
This has led some to question whether civil 
rights struggles had been in vain and civil 
rights achievements have had any meaning. 

We in the trade union movement have had 
some experience in evaluating progress to- 
wards goals on one hand and unfinished 
problems on the other. We see no advantage 
in downgrading our own achievements, be- 
cause there is still unfinished business on 
the agenda. At the same time we are aware 
of the dangers of complacency. 

The civil rights movement and its friends 
can be proud of what has been done already 
by peaceful and constitutional means. It 
will continue to expand its work in eliminat- 
ing discrimination from all walks of life, 
in spite of misunderstandings and provoca- 
tions. 

Another legislative battle is still necessary. 
The Civil Rights Bill of 1967 contains at least 
four vital sections: Protection for those using 
existing civil rights legislation from intimida- 
tion and physical harassment; a guarantee 
that the jury system will be free of discrimi- 
nation. (These are crucial if our system of 
equal rights under the law is to be meaning- 
ful for all.) An amendment to Title VII of 
the 1964 Civil Rights Act, giving the Equal 
Employment Opportunity Commission the 
authority to issue cease and desist orders; 
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and a title which sets up a national fair 
housing law. While equal access to housing 
is important in itself, it is also crucial to 
the attainment of many other goals that are 
now statutory principles. 

Even more important is the implementa- 
tion of and compliance with already exist- 
ing legislation, especially in the areas of em- 
ployment and education and we—as well as 
you—are working on these too. 

But it becomes increasingly clear that 
eliminating discrimination is not sufficient 
for the achievement of equal opportunity. 
Full employment, better schools, adequate 
housing, protection of the aged, higher mini- 
mum wages, medicare and the benefits of 
union representation are necessary ingredi- 
ents for the achievement of equal oppor- 
tunity. 

As the AFL-CIO Executive Council stated 
in August 1964, the right to service in a 
restaurant or hotel has no meaning for those 
with no money to spend; the right to a job 
is only meaningful if there are jobs to be 
filled and the right to education requires 
adequate schools as well as access to them. 

In all of these matters, the AFL-CIO has 
a commitment for equality and equal op- 
portunity for all, for an end to poverty 
and for a healthy economy and an expanded 
standard of living for all. 

In conclusion let me say that whether we 
continue to make progress and solve our 
social and economic problem depends on the 
election of men and women favorable to these 
aims and to the programs which make them 
possible, 

Too often appeals to prejudice and racism 
have diverted many of our citizens from 
voting in their own interests and in the 
interests of their country and communities. 
I am sorry to see that this tendency has 
crept into the Negro community. It has af- 
fected only a small group but it is worri- 
some nevertheless. It makes more important 
than ever the type of dynamic but respon- 
sible leadership that has been called for by 
your executive director. 

We in the AFL-CIO want—as you do— 
an America that is true to its promise of 
equal opportunity for all citizens. Working 
together I am sure we will achieve it. 


DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA REPRESEN- 
TATION IN CONGRESS 


Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. CELLER] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER, pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I had the 
privilege of introducing House Joint Res- 
olution 396 on March 7, 1967, in response 
to President Johnson’s message to the 
Congress of February 27, 1967. In that 
message the President recommended that 
the Constitution be amended to provide 
one Representative for the District of Co- 
lumbia in the House and to authorize 
such additional representation in the 
House and Senate as the Congress may 
from time to time add by legislation. 

House Joint Resolution 396 has been 
drafted on the basis of this recommenda- 
tion, It is a simple and straightforward 
piece of legislation. 

Section 1 of the proposed amendment 
would assure the District of one voting 
Representative, and would grant to the 
Congress the authority to provide by leg- 
islation for additional representation in 
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the House of Representatives, and in the 
Senate as well, up to the representation 
which the District would be entitled to 
if it were a State. 

Section 2 would enable the Congress 
to enforce this amendment by appropri- 
ate legislation. This would refer in 
particular to the question whether the 
number of Members of the House of 
Representatives should be permanently 
increased by the number of Representa- 
tives elected from the District, or 
whether the House should revert to the 
statutory total of 435 after the next 
decennial census. As you know, the latter 
alternative was adopted in the Alaska 
and Hawaii Statehood Acts. 

Section 3 would provide that the pro- 
posed amendment should not modify the 
provision of the 23d amendment pur- 
suant to which the representation of the 
District of Columbia in the electoral col- 
lege is limited to that of the least popu- 
lous State. It has been felt that any 
modification of that provision should be 
considered in connection with other as- 
pects of electoral college reform. 

House Joint Resolution 396, and the 
Similar proposals by other Members 
which we shall consider in these hear- 
ings, is a long overdue step in the process 
of broadening the elective franchise. 
When the Constitution was adopted, the 
right of the people to participate in the 
Federal Government was far more 
limited than the participation most of 
the American people now take for 
granted, The first half century of the Re- 
public saw the gradual abolition by State 
legislation of property requirements 
limiting the right to vote. After the Civil 
War, the 15th amendment, outlawed 
denials of the right to vote on the grounds 
of race, color, or previous condition of 
servitude. The 17th amendment, in this 
century, provided for the popular election 
of Senators. The 19th amendment’ pro- 
scribed sex as a ground for the denial of 
voting rights. Within the last few years, 
the 23d amendment gave the inhabitants 
of the District of Columbia the right to 
participate in Presidential elections, and 
the 24th abolished poll taxes as a pre- 
requisite for the vote in Federal elections. 

In this steady march toward a true uni- 
versal franchise in the United States, 
there is only one significant omission 
left: The inhabitants of the District of 
Columbia have been found worthy to 
vote for President and Vice President, 
but not for Representatives in the Na- 
tional Legislature. There is no justifica- 
tion for this distinction. To the contrary, 
our devotion to the ideal of representa- 
tive government requires that this last 
flaw be abolished as speedily as possible, 
and that our concept of representative 
government be extended to the people 
of our Nation’s Capital. 


WIRETAPPING AND BUGGING: 
STRIKING A BALANCE BETWEEN 
PRIVACY AND LAW ENFORCE- 
MENT 


Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. MULTER] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Record and include extraneous matter. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, wire- 
tapping and bugging has become one of 
the most controversial issues to come 
upon the judicial scene in a long time. 

Though these techniques serve an im- 
portant purpose in crime detection, their 
private use has achieved such technical 
sophistication as to infringe upon our 
most basic rights. 

I commend to the attention of our col- 
leagues a very interesting article written 
by Kent Greenawalt, assistant professor 
of law at Columbia University and pres- 
ently member of the subcommittee on 
wiretapping and eavesdropping for the 
Civil Rights Committee of the New York 
City Bar Association. 

The article appeared in the May 1967 
issue of Judicature, the journal of the 
5 Judicature Soclety, and fol- 

ws: 
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(Nore.—This article is an edited version of 
the author's comments at a Postgraduate 
Conference at Columbia Law School, March 
18, 1967.) 

(By Kent Greenawalt) 

The conflict between individual privacy 
and the needs of law enforcement occurs at 
a number of points in our system of criminal 
justice. It is not unique to wiretapping and 
electronic eavesdropping, but the competing 
claims in that area do have their own spe- 
cial character. They are qualitatively differ- 
ent from those in regard to, say, confessions, 
The kinds of crimes and criminals affected 
are different, as are the relevant assertions 
about individual freedom. 

Law enforcement officials, almost to a man, 
consider wiretapping and eavesdropping val- 
uable weapons in the fight against crime. 
They are most helpful in regard to consen- 
sual crimes and crimes of a continuing 
nature, such as gambling, prostitution, nar- 
eotics offenses, and abortion, Electronic sur- 
veillance may also be effective in extortion 
and kidnapping cases, but in the ordinary 
situations at least, the victimized party will 
consent to police overhearing. The claim that 
using electronic devices is important in cer- 
tain national security cases is plausible and 
often made, though, understandably, not 
well documented. Wiretapping and eaves- 
dropping are of little assistance in solving 
the relatively spontaneous crimes, often 
committed by teenagers, which are responsi- 
ble for the increase in the crime rate. 

The private uses for wiretap and eavesdrop 
devices are varied, and mostly unpleasant. 
Certain firms have inserted bugs in bath- 
rooms to check on employee loyalty. Others 
have stolen business secrets with electronic 
assistance. Private persons have hired inves- 
tigators skilled in the art of surveillance to 
gather evidence of adultery for divorce 
proceedings, 

In a superficial sense the harmful aspects 
of wiretapping and eavesdropping are ob- 
vious. Private expressions are revealed to un- 
known auditors. Since an electronic device 
cannot distinguish between guilty and in- 
nocent persons or between relevant and ir- 
relevant conversations, the invasion of pri- 
vacy is necessarily broad. So, it has been 
argued, is the invasion in the ordinary 
search, which uncovers considerable material 
unrelated to criminal activity. But electronic 
surveillance usually takes place over an ex- 
tended period of time and is much more 
likely to sweep in things of value—the ex- 
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pressions—of completely innocent persons. 
The tap of a doctor suspected of abortion en- 
compasses, of necessity, all the confidential 
words of ordinary patients, 

It is said that the invasion of privacy by 
electronic devices is more severe than that 
of an ordinary search, because the person is 
unaware it is happening. This point, it seems 
to me, cuts two ways. If someone does not 
suspect a tap or a bug and never finds out 
about it, he experiences no invasion at all. 

However, to the extent that one does fear 
eavesdropping, his sense of privacy will be 
invaded and his freedom of expression con- 
stricted whether or not anyone does actually 
overhear what he says. For me, at least, the 
simple knowledge that lines are occasionally 
crossed and operators are sometimes nosey 
makes a slight difference in my telephone 
vocabulary. That is not very serious, both be- 
cause the incidence of such overhearing is 
small and because I assume if it does occur, 
the unknown listener is not interested in 
me. But if no one, or even no one with a re- 
sponsible position in society, had confidence 
in the sanctity of his most private conversa- 
tions, the sacrifice in terms of human pri- 
vacy would be telling. It is difficult, perhaps 
impossible, to ascertain the effect of the ex- 
isting level of electronic surveillance on the 
willingness of most persons to speak their 
mind, or upon their more generalized sense 
of privacy. No doubt important figures in 
government, business, and labor, as well as 
criminals, are consciously constrained be- 
cause of the possibilities of overhearing, but 
most of us probably are not. More generally, 
the growing number of social mec 
for overseeing individual lives, commercial 
use of the lie detector and psychological test- 
ing, the imminence of centralized data banks, 
as well as visual and audial surveillance 
techniques, pose a threat to, if they have not 
already impaired, our broad sense of free- 
dom. The level of eavesdropping almost cer- 
tainly has some effect perhaps minimal on 
the quality of life of even those who are not 
invaded and do not expect to be invaded. 

Recent concern with electronic survell- 
lance is the product of our growing concern 
for privacy, some unsettling revelations 
about the extent of wiretapping and eaves- 
dropping, and frightening advances in the 
art. Electronic surveillance is not a new 
phenomenon. Soon after the invention of 
the telegraph, wiretappers were intercepting 
messages and as early as 1862 California 
passed legislation prohibiting interception, 
Effective techniques for tapping telephones 
have been with us since the 1890's, What 
is striking about our time is the miniaturi- 
zation and sophistication of snooping de- 
vices. Defense is becoming increasingly difi- 
cult, if not impossible. Wiretappers can now 
use, in addition to direct connection and 
ordinary induction coil taps, devices that fit 
within a telephone handset and allow a per- 
sôn in a waiting room or lobby to record calls 
going on inside an office. The technological 
advance in bugging devices is even more sig- 
nificant. A detectaphone placed on a party 
wall or a spiked mike inserted into it will 
pick up what is said in the adjoining room, 
Telescopic and parabolic microphones per- 
mit one to overhear conversations at dis- 
tances of over 100 yards. An even more aston- 
ishing advance within the range of existing 
technology, but not now practical, is the use 
of ultrasonicwaves or laser beams to pick up 
minute vibrations from window panes and 
thin walls, allowing the eavesdropper, with- 
out physical intrusion, to listen from a safe 
distance to what is said in a closed room. 
The miniaturization of microphones and 
transmitters has made the task of discover- 
ing an ordinary bug exceptionally arduous. 
Microphones the size of a sugar cube can be 
secreted in furniture and attached to the 
electrical system. If the eavesdropper pre- 
fers to avoid wiring, he can employ transmit- 
ters of the same size. One of the more imagi- 
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native varieties is in the form of an olive and 
can be dropped into a martini. Miniature 
microphones and transmitters can even be 
built into a person’s clothing, if the eaves- 
dropper is fortunate enough to have access 
to it. In one unit, a microphone, subminia- 
ture transmitter, and battery source are 
placed in each of three buttons; conductive 
wire that matches the thread of seams and 
decoration serves as the antenna. 

The capacity for secretive visual surveil- 
lance, outside the scope of this discussion, 
has grown apace. Summarizing the develop- 
ment of modern techniques for physical sur- 
veillance, Professor Alan Westin has written: 

“Technical and physical difficulties in the 
application of the new devices are more in 
the nature of obstacles to be overcome by 
ingenuity than fundamental blocks to sur- 
veillance. Nor have available counter-meas- 
ures yet been developed as effective protec- 
tions for the average citizen . . . the capac- 
ity to provide reasonable safeguards for in- 
dividual and group privacy, a central as- 
sumption of man's social interaction since 
the dawn of civilization, has been overtaken 
by modern surveillance devices.“! 

As significant as the qualitative advance- 
ment in sophistication of eavesdropping 
gadgets is their economical production and 
mass distribution. The microphone the size 
of a plece of sugar can be bought for $10. 
Widespread advertising in such magazines as 
Popular Mechanics and Popular Science in- 
forms the public of the general availability 
of these devices, and they are openly sold to 
private individuals and firms as well as to 
law enforcement officers. Perhaps the most 
significant safeguard against surveillance is 
the time and difficulty involved in setting up 
and monitoring an eavesdropping system. 
For ordinary law enforcement purposes, nor- 
mal investigative techniques are simply more 
efficient. Needless to say, the time and en- 
ergy it takes to eavesdrop must also limit 
the amount of private snooping. 

By almost any reckoning, existing legal 
rules concerning wiretapping and eavesdrop- 
ping are in somewhat of a mess, though 
some would argue that the mess is a viable 
one. The Supreme Court, 5-4, in 1928 sus- 
tained the constitutional validity of wire- 
tapping by government agents in Olmstead 
v. United States“ It held that the fourth 
amendment—which protects the right of 
the people to be secure in their persons, 
houses, papers and effects,” was not violated: 
first, because words cannot be “seized,” and 
second, because the tapping of wires at a 
place removed from the defendant’s house 
is not a search within the amendment. In 
his classic dissent—much quoted by wiretap 
opponents—Justice Brandeis concluded: 

“The makers of our Constitution under- 
took to secure conditions to the pursuit of 
happiness. They recognized the significance 
of man’s spiritual nature, of his feelings and 
of his intellect. They knew that only a part 
of the pain, pleasure and satisfactions of life 
are to be found in material things. They 
sought to protect Americans in their beliefs, 
their thoughts, their emotions and their 
sensations. They conferred, as against the 
Government, the rights to be let alone—the 
most comprehensive of rights and the right 
most valued by men. To protect that right, 
every unjustifiable instrusion by the Gov- 
ernment upon the privacy of the individual, 
whatever the means employed, must be 
deemed a violation of the Fourth Amend- 
ment.“ 3 

In 1942 in Goldman v. United States,“ a 
case involving a detectaphone, the theory of 


1 Westin, “Science, Privacy, and Freedom: 
Issues and Proposals for the 1970's” (Part I), 
66 Colum. L. Rev. 1003, 1009 (1966). 

2277 U.S. 438. 

277 U.S., at 478. 

4316 U.S. 129 (1942). 
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Olmstead was extended to bugging. But in 
1961, in Silverman v. United States, the 
Court distinguished a spiked microphone 
from the Goldman detectaphone. The micro- 
phone had penetrated the party wall to a 
heating duct in the defendant’s house. The 
Court declined to go beyond Goldman by, in 
its own words, “even a fraction of an inch,” 
and decided that overhearing accomplished 
by “an unauthorized physical penetration” 
does violate the Fourth Amendment. In 1964 
Clinton v. Virginia® presented the embar- 
rassment of a record that did not indicate 
whether a smaller spiked microphone in- 
serted only a small distance into a party 
wall had accomplished a physical penetra- 
tion. The Court deftly disposed of the case 
without opinion, reversing the state court 
determination of admissibility. 

The black letter law now is that the Consti- 
tution is not violated by wiretapping or 
eaves-dropping in the absence of physical 
intrusion of a constitutionally- protected 
area. But these black letters, if we judge by 
the language of Silverman and the disposi- 
tion of Clinton, are rather shaky. On March 
13, 1967 the Court granted certiorari in a 
case presenting this issue, among others.“ 
Under existing constitutional decisions, one 
party to a conversation may record it or 
transmit it to law enforcement officers even 
if the conversation takes place on the 
premises of the party against whom the 
evidence is used, but the durability of this 
rule—at least in the present broad form—is 
also open to question. The Court has not yet 
decided whether a court order based on 
probable cause can validate what would 
otherwise be unconstitutional eavesdropping. 
People v. Berger, a New York case argued 
this term, raises that problem. Bugging, op- 
ponents of the practice claim, is by its nature 
a general exploratory search, it is a search 
for “mere evidence,”* and it takes place 
without notice to the owner of the searched 
premises. Under traditional search and seiz- 
ure rules any one of these factors might be 
enough to damn the practice, once it is 
granted that the fourth amendment is at 
all relevant. 

To some extent, federal and state statutes 
have filled in the gap left open by Olmstead. 
Section 605 of the Federal Communication 
Act provides that no person not being au- 
thorized by the sender shall intercept any 
communication and divulge or publish the 
existence, contents ... or meaning of such 
intercepted communication. Doubts 
as to whether the language of this 1934 
statute was intended to apply to telephones 
at all, to intrastate as well as interstate calls, 
and to the activities of law enforcement of- 
ficers, have all been resolved by an expan- 
sive reading of the statutory prohibition. 
Since divulgence of a wiretap is prohibited, 
wiretap evidence is inadmissible in federal 
courts. The Court has also excluded the 
fruits of such evidence. 

The opinion in Benanti v. United States“ 
in 1957 indicated with crystal clarity that the 
federal legislation preempts state laws legal- 
izing wiretapping. Nonetheless, despite the 
fact that the policeman who introduces wire- 
tap evidence in state proceedings commits a 
federal crime, the Court in 1952 held that the 
statute did not require suppression of such 
evidence eo and has denied certiorari in more 
recent cases raising the same issue. 


5365 U.S. 505 (1961). 

377 U.S. 158 (1964). 

7 Katz v. United States, 87 Sup. Ct. 1021 
(1967). 

»The Court is now reconsidering the “mere 
evidence” rule in Warden v. Hayden, cert. 
granted. 87 Sup. Ct. 290, argued April 12, 
1967. 

* 355 U.S. 96 (1957). 

10 Schwartz v. Texas, 344 U.S, 199. 

u People v. Dinan, 11 N.. 2d 350, 229 
N. V. S. 2d 406, cert. denied, 371 U.S. 877 
(1962). 
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A 1941 memorandum sent by Attorney 
General Jackson to the House Judiciary Com- 
mittee outlined an interpretation of § 605 on 
which federal law enforcement agencies have 
since relied. The only offense, this theory 
goes, is interception and divulgence; thus 
tapping itself is permissible, and since inter- 
departmental communication is not divul- 
gence, that is all right too. That this ingeni- 
ous reading has not been repudiated by the 
Court is probably the result of lack of op- 
portunity, rather than approval, What rele- 
vant language is to be found in the Court's 
opinions certainly points to a different inter- 
pretation. 

Wide variation exists among states, but 
there has been a trend since 1955 toward 
tightening up wiretapping and eavesdrop- 
ping laws. Some forbid all wiretapping. 
Others permit wiretapping only by law en- 
forcement officers under ex parte court orders. 
One state, Illinois, prohibits both police and 
private eavesdropping by any device. Four 
other states make electronic eavesdropping 
subject to the same court order requirements 
as wiretapping, and forbid private eavesdrop- 
ping. 

Under the Supreme Court’s interpretation 
of § 605, if a party consents, law enforcement 
officers can listen to a telephone conversa- 
tion, at least so long as they listen on a 
regularly- used telephone extension. The 
state statutes that prohibit eavesdropping, 
with two exceptions, allow a party to a con- 
versation to record it or consent to eaves- 
dropping by someone else. 

Assessing the effect of any criminal legisla- 
tion is difficult since we cannot be sure what 
would have happened in its absence. The 
problem is magnified with regard to wire- 
tapping and bugging, because there is so 
little hard knowledge about their extent. 
We do know, however, that § 605 has not 
stopped wiretapping. The Justice Depart- 
ment's interpretation of the law has allowed 
limited federal wiretapping. According to the 
best evidence we have, tapping of public and 
private phones occurs in states with permis- 
sive laws, restrictive laws, and no laws. It is 
done by law enforcement agents for law en- 
forcement purposes when it is authorized, 
and (here the estimates of incidence vary 
widely) when it is not authorized. It is oc- 
casionally done by law enforcement agents 
for their own purposes, such as shakedowns. 
It is done by private individuals. 

Relatively few private persons have been 
successfully prosecuted for illegal wiretap ac- 
tivities. Prosecutions of law enforcement of- 
ficers are even rarer. The Department of Jus- 
tice, in part because the F.B.I. has been 
tapping and in part because of permissive 
state laws, has not attacked state officers who 
tap and testify about the evidence obtained. 
State officials have been understandably 
hesitant to prosecute police who disobey local 
laws forbidding tapping or requiring court 
orders. They are also deterred from bringing 
private prosecutions by the questionable 
legality of their own activities, a desire not 
to create a public outcry against all tapping, 
and perhaps by the wishes of the telephone 
company. The police may depend on the 
assistance of company Officials to tap, and 
the company does not want the public to lose 
faith in the privacy of the telephone. Since 
there is no federal law concerning electronic 
eavesdropping and few states yet have ap- 
plicable statutes, it proceeds for the most 
part undeterred except by the laws of 
criminal trespass and breaking and entering 
and, insofar as the police are concerned, the 
exclusionary rule of constitutional law. 

If our present legal situation with regard 
to elaborate surveillance is not intolerable, 
it is at least highly illogical. Some defense 
of it can be made. Federal officers can tap 
when they deem it essential, though the 
evidence is inadmissable. The states, despite 


12 Ratbun v. United States, 355 U.S. 107 
(1957). 
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appearances, are left wide flexibility to deal 
with the problem as they choose. 

At the very least, however, some adjust- 
ments in existing law are called for, and I 
believe more fundamental changes are 
needed. Plainly we need more effective pro- 
hibition of private wiretapping and eaves- 
dropping. The notion that divulgence is a 
part of the crime under § 605 excludes pri- 
vate parties who have no need to divulge 
what they intercept. Since virtually no one 
argues that the social benefits of private 
wiretapping outweigh its harmful effects, all 
private wiretapping without the consent of 
one party should be prohibited by federal 
statute, and private damage actions, as well 
as criminal sanctions, should be provided for. 

Another obvious change is that eaves- 
dropping law must be brought into parity 
with wiretapping law. Electronic bugging 
poses a greater long-run threat to privacy 
than wiretapping. Tapping creates insecurity 
only about the use of one’s phone, and the 
very nature of our telephone system pre- 
cludes absolute certainty of privacy. Bug- 
ging, on the other hand, may reach any con- 
versation, at one’s Office, at one’s home, in 
one’s bed, even on a boat in the middle of 
a lake. To the extent of its power, the fed- 
eral government should conform its eaves- 
dropping law to its wiretap law, and if there 
are gaps left, these should be filled in by 
the states. 

Insofar as constitutional principles are 
concerned, the distinction between overhear- 
ing with a physical intrusion and over- 
hearing without such intrusion is not now 
tenable, if it ever has been. As Mr. Justice 
Douglas said concurring in Silverman, com- 
paring the spiked mike in that case with the 
detectophone in Goldman: 

“Was not the wrong in both cases done 
when the intimacies of the home were tap- 
ped, recorded, or revealed? The depth of the 
penetration of the electronic device—even 
the degree of its remoteness from the inside 
of the house—is not the measure of the 
injury.” 1 

We now come to the more difficult ques- 
tions. Should law enforcement tapping and 
bugging be permitted? If so, in what sorts of 
circumstances and by what sorts of officials. 

Although eavesdropping may be effective in 
gathering evidence in some cases, the possi- 
bilities of abuses and the social damage that 
would occur even without abuse are too sig- 
nificant to allow tapping and bugging when- 
ever law enforcement officers think it would 
be helpful. Many officials are willing to forego 
authority to tap in all cases, if their right to 
tap in certain circumstances is assured. 
Unfortunately there is disagreement among 
those who favor limited wiretapping as to 
just what sorts of crimes should give rise to 
tapping. 

Legislation proposed in 1962 would have 
allowed tapping by federal officers for crimes 
affecting national security, the transmission 
of gambling information, and travel or trans- 
portation in aid of racketeering enterprises, 
and by both federal and state authorities in 
cases of murder, kidnapping, extortion, 
bribery, narcotics offenses, and conspiracies 
to commit all these offenses. Let us look at 
each of, these categories. If we assume that 
electronic surveillance is really an essential 


2I believe that the Administration's view 
of the limits of federal power is too conserva- 
tive in light of Katzenbach v. Morgan, 384 
U.S. 641 (1966). See letter of Acting Attorney 
General Clark to Sen, Earl Long, reprinted 
Cong. Rec. 70th Cong. V. 113, No. 19, Feb. 8, 
1967. 

4365 U.S. 505, at 513. 

Some proponents of limited wiretapping 
and bugging suggest very strict procedural 
safeguards in lieu of, or in addition to, limits 
on the classes of offenses for which electronic 
devices can be used. Although space pre- 
cludes discussion of these possibilities here, 
they deserve the most serious consideration. 
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tool for combatting foreign subversion and 
intelligence activities—and that cause has 
not been publicly proved—we should be 
ready to sanction the necessary invasion of 
privacy; and if we don’t sanction it we 
should expect that it will take place anyway. 
It is not at all obvious, however, that nation- 
al security requires criminal convictions 
based on the evidence obtained or leads from 
the evidence. Though it seems illogical to 
permit a tap but not the introduction of its 
evidence, this may be a necessary comprom- 
ise between the need to tap and the pos- 
sibilities of abuse. Little showing has been 
made to indicate that wiretapping and 
eavesdropping are particularly effective tech- 
niques for solving murders, and even less 
that murders would be deterred by whatever 
minimal law enforcement gains are achieved. 
The costs are too great to justify tapping in 
murder cases. I have already suggested that 
the kidnapping and extortion cases may be 
handled by allowing overhearing with the 
consent of one of the parties. Taps and bugs 
may well be effective tools in bribery cases, 
but they would often be directed at public of- 
ficials. The inhibition on open discussion by 
public servants and the particularly perni- 
cious possibility of abuse of these techniques 
for political reasons suggest that the price is 
too great here. 

Insofar as gambling, narcotic offenses, and 
racketeering offenses are concerned, we need 
ask three questions. Are electronic devices 
effective? Are these crimes serious enough 
to justify their use? If not, are these offenses 
so connected to organized crime that au- 
thority to tap is needed to bring our coun- 
try's criminal warlords to justice? Some op- 
ponents of tapping have argued that only 
lazy law enforcement officials need to tap, 
that it accomplishes little that cannot be 
done by ordinary means. It is true that the 
use of informers and police in disguise is 
instrumental in enforcement of the narcotics 
and gambling laws, but particularly in re- 
gard to the higher-ups, I find rather per- 
suasive the contention that eaves-dropping 
is often more effective and sometimes indis- 
pensable. But the cost is considerable. Gen- 
eral authorization would allow the police to 
tap the phones of a great number of low 
level suspected criminals and their clients to 
solve crimes which do not elicit a high de- 
gree of moral condemnation, crimes, it might 
be added, which involve a particular danger 
of police shakedowns. For me, the assertion 
that wiretapping is necessary for effective en- 
forcement of the gambling laws is a more 
persuasive argument for legalizing gambling 
than for permitting wiretapping. 

Can the price be justified as one we must 
pay if our society is not to be undermined 
by organized crime? Perhaps widespread tap- 
ping of underlings really is necessary to catch 
the big fish, but we should, in my view, ex- 
haust every other avenue before we accept 
that judgment. We should also examine what 
the effect on organized crime would be if we 
altered the substantive criminal law to elim- 
inate some of the offenses, such as gambling, 
that provide much of its revenue. Another 
suggestion made is that we allow wiretapping 
and bugging only against the higher-ups in 
organized crime. This would permit intensive 
Intelligence“ efforts leading to proof of crim- 
inality of those already known to be heavily 
involved in criminal activities. Perhaps this 
is more acceptable, but the problem of defi- 
nition is a difficult one, and there is some- 
thing unsavory about laws directed at types 
of persons rather than offenses. 

A few general observations seem relevant 
to me to the decisions whether to allow any 
electronic surveillance and, if so, in which 
cases. The more officers who make legitimate 
use of electronic devices, the wider will be 
their availability for unsanctioned use, and 
the more complex the job of keeping them 
out of private hands. The more circumstances 
in which use is allowed, the more difficult it 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE 


becomes to draw a meaningful moral line 
between permitted and prohibited use, and 
the harder it is to expect officers to eschew 
unauthorized uses. 

On the basis of what we now know, I be- 
lieve wiretapping and electronic eavesdrop- 
ping without the consent of any party to the 
conversation!“ should be outlawed in all 
cases not involving national security." In 
these circumstances use should be limited to 
federal officers. Though such a rule would 
involve some sacrifice of law enforcement 
capacity, it should lead to better enforce- 
ment against private and unauthorized pub- 
lic surveillance, it should minimize abuse of 
the terrifying potential of eavesdropping de- 
vices, and thus make a significant contribu- 
tion to privacy. 


STATEMENT OF HON. ABRAHAM 
J. MULTER BEFORE THE GEN- 
ERAL SUBCOMMITTEE ON EDU- 
CATION 


Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. Mutter] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Record and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, it was my 
privilege today to present to the Gen- 
eral Subcommittee on Education of the 
Committee on Education and Labor my 
statement in support of the Bilingual 
Educational Opportunity Act, which I 
have sponsored. 

The following is the text of my state- 
ment: 

STATEMENT OF HON. ABRAHAM J. MULTER IN 
Support or H.R. 8730 BEFORE THE GENERAL 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON EDUCATION 
Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity 

to submit my statement in favor of estab- 

lishing bilingual education agencies. 

As you know, I am the sponsor of one of 
the bills before you, H.R. 8730, which would 
amend the Elementary and Secondary Edu- 
cation Act of 1965 in order to provide assist- 
ance to local educational agencies in estab- 
lishing bilingual educational opportunity 
programs, and to provide certain other as- 
sistance to promote such programs. 

At the present time, more than two million 
non-English-speaking elementary and sec- 
ondary school children concentrated in the 
Southwestern States, in New York and Flor- 
ida, and on the U.S. Canadian border, as well 
as children residing in widely scattered areas 
of the United States, represent one of the 
most critical educational problems in 
America. 

Legislation is urgently needed if we are to 
provide these youngsters with the opportu- 


16 Except for the summary description of 
existing law, I have not considered the prob- 
lem of overhearing with the consent of one 
party, or recording or transmittal by one 
party without the consent of the other. My 
own view is that these should be prohibited 
when no law enforcement interest is in- 
volved, and that even in the law enforce- 
ment context, such use of electronic devices 
should be circumscribed by a requirement of 
probable cause and a court order system. 

17 This is the position taken by the Presi- 
dent and in the Administration bill, S. 928, 
introduced by Senator Edward Long on Feb- 
ruary 8. Though I am in disagreement with 
some parts of the bill, most particularly its 
treatment of consent, its central provisions 
seem to me sound. 
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nity to advance and achieve to their maxi- 
mum capability. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe these bills will be 
a great step in this direction. We thereby 
clearly enunciate the policy of the United 
States to provide financial assistance to local 
educational agencies to develop and carry 
out new and imaginative elementary and 
secondary school programs designed to meet 
these special educational needs. 

When a non-English-speaking child is re- 
fused the opportunity to attain his full po- 
tential, he feels ethnically isolated and ne- 
glected. This results in social isolation and a 
closing of the mind to advancement and 
achievement, 

We are, in effect, refusing to educate this 
child and are responsible not only for his 
inadequacy in dealing with society, but for 
his inadequacy in helping himself. 

As we all know, a lack of education severely 
limits the opportunity of attaining a good 
job, a substantial income level, economic ad- 
vaucement, and the many aspects of personal 
and family well being. The frustrations be- 
come much worse when the person involved 
cannot speak English. 

Enactment of one of these bills would help 
to alleviate these conditions. Appropriating 
money for the establishment of regular 
school-system-wide bilingual education pro- 
grams including the teaching of English as 
a first or primary language, and the teaching 
of the language spoken at home as a second 
language is a must today. Other programs 
would include original research and demon- 
stration pilot projects in the field of bilin- 
gual education, intensive preschool programs 
designed to prepare non-English-speaking 
children for smoother transition and more 
rapid advancement in the elementary school 
environment. Programs designed to impart to 
these students a knowledge of and pride in 
their ancestral language and cultural herit- 
age should not be overlooked. 

The findings of a recent National Educa- 
tion Association study expresses the serious- 
ness of the entire problem. The study found 
that Spanish-speaking children start school 
with a handicap, fall behind their classmates 
in the first grade, and each passing year finds 
them further behind. As a result, they drop 
out of school and are conditioned to failure 
and frustration for the rest of their lives. 

In addition to the language barrier, the 
study found that children of Spanish-speak- 
ing background encounter a strange and dif- 
ferent set of culture patterns, and accelerated 
tempo of living; and, more often than not, 
teachers who, though sympathetic and sin- 
cere, have little understanding of them, their 
customs, beliefs, and sensitivities. 

These bills are intended to help correct this 
last problem by establishing programs to at- 
tract and retain as teachers promising in- 
dividuals of non-English-speaking ethnic or 
nationality backgrounds. 

The study concluded that further legisla- 
tion and substantially increased appropria- 
tions are needed. These bills are specifically 
designed to accomplish that. The study also 
emphatically stated that the need for action 
is now. 

I urge early, careful and favorable consider- 
ation of this legislation in order that the 
situation be corrected as soon as possible. 

Thank you for the opportunity to present 
this statement. 


NO CONFLICTS WHEN POLLUTION 
REDUCTION IS THE GOAL 


Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from California [Mr. Hanna] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Texas? 
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There was no objection. 

Mr, HANNA. Mr. Speaker, last week in 
the Wall Street Journal, July 17, and in 
U.S. News & World Report, July 24, I 
noticed a couple of articles dealing with 
possible remedies for automotive exhaust 
pollution. 

The Journal reports on a rumor cir- 
culating in Detroit that General Electric 
is quietly at work on developing a mar- 
ketable electric car. U.S. News & World 
Report suggests, on the other hand, that 
conventionally propelled autos are far 
more obsolete, and that various new en- 
gines and gasoline mixtures will make 
the electric car unnecessary. 

It seems to me, Mr. Speaker, that we 
in Congress should applaud all efforts 
that free enterprise makes in helping 
solve our very great air pollution prob- 
lems. It does not seem that there is an 
irreconcilable conflict, in my estimation, 
between conventionally powered cars and 
electric cars—or even fuel-cell propelled 
vehicles. Rather, it is imperative that all 
companies involved continue their as- 
siduous efforts to decreasing the amount 
of pollutants discharged by our motor 
vehicles. s 

Thus far, the bulk of criticism directed 
at electric cars has been that their range 
is not far and that they need constant 
battery recharging. It appears, however, 
that—at least according to the rumors 
circulating about the General Electric 
car—speeds of up to 90 miles per hour 
and ranges of more than 200 miles be- 
fore the power source needs recharging 
would be feasible. According to the Jour- 
nal, General Electric is currently dismiss- 
ing these rumors, but Detroiters insist 
GE’s disclaimers are a lot of hogwash.” 

If GE is on the verge of a technologi- 
cal breakthrough in producing a market- 
able electric car, then I applaud their 
efforts. But, I am not advocating electric 
cars taking over the roads completely. 
Rather, I agree with many experts who 
think that the electric car’s most pro- 
ductive role will be in short trips, par- 
= vacate shopping expeditions by house- 

ves. 

There are a number of advantages for 
an electric car. One, of course, is the lack 
of pollutant emissions. Another beneficial 
byproduct of the electric car is that it 
produces less noise than conventional 
cars. Just as important, the electric cars 
are relatively small and consequently 
take up less parking space. This is criti- 
cal in urban areas as a related problem 
in our urban environment is finding the 
most productive use for land spaces. 
Certainly, having large parking lots is not 
the most worthwhile way to use our land. 
If shopping centers can be geared to 
electric car parking—which will not 
happen until electric cars are accepted 
as respectable second cars—then perhaps 
shopping centers could have small park 
areas for children to play in while par- 
ents shop: On the question of speed, elec- 
tric cars are supposed to be limited in 
speed, the rumor of GE’s potentially 90- 
mile-per-hour vehicle notwithstanding. 
This, in my opinion, is no detriment, as 
we do not need speed demons for city 
driving anyway. However, integration of 
electric cars and conventional cars on 
the highways does pose a potential prob- 
lem and I hope that forward looking cor- 
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porations and Government agencies at- 
tempt to explore that problem now. 

In the U.S. News article, we are given 
a rundown on devices to help eliminate 
car smog emissions. The article begins 
succinctly enough: 

The automobile industry’s answer to smog: 
better gas engines, not electric cars, 


As I mentioned previously, however, I 
believe that the electric and conven- 
tional cars are not mutually exclusive. I 
hope that such provincialism rapidly be- 
comes a part of the thought of the past, 
for I believe there can be no room for 
such a limited either or attitude in the 
future. 

Quoting Henry Ford I, the article 
says: 

Within 10 years, air pollution from autos 
will no longer be a significant public prob- 
lem— 


Adding that sources outside the indus- 
try are somewhat more “restrained” in 


their estimates, Whatever, it is gratify- 


ing to note that there have been a num- 
ber of smog devices in recent years. My 
home State of California recently ap- 
proved 13 smog device models for the 
coming year. Unfortunately, it has been 
found that they do not operate at 100- 
percent efficiency and their efficiency rat- 
ing rapidly drops off after the first year. 
It is, of course, a constructive step to have 
these various devices, but let us not rest 
on our laurels. Free enterprise must de- 
velop even better, more efficient, and 
more durable devices for the future if we 
are to hope to combat the auto’s con- 
tribution to the most troublesome plague, 
smog. à 

Another possible and hopeful approach 
to reducing pollution, emanating from 
current auto research, are the various 
gasolines which have been found to be 
less smog producing than others. It is my 
firm hope that further developments in 
discovering a completely smogless“ 
gasoline will continue. 

As you know, Mr. Speaker, the Senate 
last week passed the 1967 Clean Air Qual- 
ity Act. I hope that we in the House can 
take a good look at that measure, and 
continuing in our concern with man’s 
environment, adopt at least its basic pro- 
visions. At the same time, I call on the 
President to, in the near future, work out 
an integrated approach to solving the 
ills of our environment, 


HON. CLAUDE PEPPER INTRODUCES 
H.R. 11566 AIRCRAFT NOISE CON- 
TROL AND ABATEMENT 


Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. Pepper] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the Recorp 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, today I 
have introduced a bill, H.R. 11566, which 
would amend the Federal Aviation Act 
of 1958 to include the noisiness of air- 
craft among the criteria for their certi- 
fication. This is precisely the sort of leg- 
islative pressure which can bring the 
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most immediate and equitable relief from 
the offensive and disruptive noise of 
modern civil aeronautics. 

The present regulations are concerned 
only with air worthiness—the safety of 
the plane, passengers and crew. The mar- 
ket economics are concerned only with 
payload factors and operating efficien- 
cies. But this bill will put the health and 
welfare of the earthbound public back 
into the air transport picture. It has been 
far too long in coming and we must not 
let another Congress go by without pro- 
viding remedy for this insult to our ears. 

The urgency of the matter is increased 
by the possibility that the supersonic 
transport will be operating in this coun- 
try in the next few years. The English- 
French Concorde will be applying for 
FAA approval soon, even if our own SST 
is deferred in development. 

H.R. 11566 calls for standards of meas- 
urement of aircraft noise and sonic 
boom in order to regulate these different 
but related sounds. The methods of 
measurement and the values of the 
standards must be refined and agreed 
upon in terms of subjective interpreta- 
tion. The bill is designed to protect 
people from annoyance, not just from 
noise as listed in certain units of decibels 
or air pressure. Thus, there is much work 
to be done in complex social-psycho- 
logical-acoustical research. And beyond 
these data, a cost-effectiveness balance 
must be struck as to what penalties to air 
transport economy are to be justified by 
a certain decrease in annoyance. 

We do not yet have the information to 
enable the detailed administration of 
this bill, but its prompt passage will 
apart the compilation of necessary 

ata. 

The urgency is not just to alleviate 
the noise of present aircraft. We must 
become competent to deal with the next 
generation of supersonic transports, the 
giant-sized subsonic airbuses, and the 
business jet. For example, the rapid 
growth of small jet transports for gen- 
eral aviation purposes means that almost 
every paved landing strip in the United 
States is a potential attractor of annoy- 
ing sound for the nearby residents. These 
business jets are just as noisy as the air- 
line transports in takeoff and landing 
operations. In a few years, unless we 
take the action contemplated in H.R. 
11566, every one of our nearly 10,000 air- 
ports will experience the annoyance now 
observed at Miami, Kennedy Interna- 
tional, and Los Angeles. 

The sonic boom impact is even more 
threatening, in my opinion. The loud- 
ness is not the most aggravating feature 
of this peculiar side effect of supersonic 
flight. Rather it is the startle“ the ex- 
tremely rapid buildup of the thunder 
clap-like noise. I am told that this char- 
acteristic causes a psychological dis- 
turbance because the brain is not able 
to react quickly enough to recognize the 
sound—even if the victim is familiar 
with the sonic boom. Thus, each boom is 
another new startling sensation. Recent 
press reports have mentioned data being 
gathered at Edwards Air Force Base, 
Calif., to equate the overall annoyance 
of the sonic boom with conventional 
engine noise. Apparently the test subjects 
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feel that a sonic boom of the type to 
be expected from either the Concorde or 
our SST is as annoying as a jet transport 
noise directly overhead at the end of the 
runway after takeoff. 

A recent review article “Psychological 
Reactions to Aircraft Noise” by Karl D. 
Kryter, Science, volume 151, No. 3716, 
March 18, 1966, pages 1346 to 1955 con- 
cludes: 

That with the advent of the supersonic 
transport many more people, of the order of 
tens of millions, will be exposed to a sound 
that is as noisy or as objectionable as that 
now experienced under the flight path of jet 
aircraft within about 1½ miles from an air- 
port. 


These data and opinions are the mo- 
tivation for prompt adoption of H.R. 
11566. The Federal Aviation Administra- 
tion must be empowered to deal with the 
present noise insult to human values 
around major airports. The Government 
must become capable of regulating noise 
as the number of jet aircraft bring their 
cacophony to more and more cities. And 
society must know the psychological cost 
to be paid before the carpets of sonic 
boom begin to be laid down across the 
Nation. 

H.R. 11566, to control and abate air- 
craft noise and the sonic boom, is an im- 
mediate step which we can take to pro- 
vide these safeguards. I urge early con- 
sideration of this needed legislation. 


A NEW CONCEPT OF DOMESTIC 
PASSENGER FARE STRUCTURE 
FOR AIRLINES 


Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from California [Mr. Moss] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Speaker, many of the 
ratemaking practices of the Civil Aero- 
nautics Board defy even the most vivid 
imagination. In the hope of bringing 
light to this area of darkness, Mr. Rich- 
ard W. Klabzuba has written a series of 
articles concerning a new concept of 
domestic passenger fare structure. Mr. 
Klabzuba is a former MAC officer who, 
at age 20, attempted to establish his own 
airline. In developing his articles he has 
consulted with airlines, transport build- 
ers, and Government officials throughout 
the United States, Canada, Europe, and 
the Far East. 

Mr. Speaker, I include Mr. Klabzuba’s 
articles in the Recor» at this point. 

PLAN PROPOSED FOR SIMPLIFYING FARES 
(By Richard W. Klabzuba) 

The airline industry, at long last, may be 
on the verge of doing something about the 
“fares mess” that plagues the industry to- 
day. 

Airline fares may soon become less compli- 
cated, and airline tariffs easier to read, upon 
fruition of a proposal now under study to 
completely overhaul and modernize the US. 
domestic airlines’ passenger fare structure. 
First, though, a little background in the 
matter. 

Everyone recognizes that the major mar- 
kets—New York-Los Angeles, Chicago-Mi- 
ami—produce the greatest revenues, ‘Ticket 
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agents and travel agents, however, know it 
is the passenger from smaller markets, New 
York-Duluth, Dallas-Spokane, and Denver- 
Orlando, for example, who produces the big- 
gest headaches, You can usually find a Chi- 
cago-Los Angeles seat when you want it, at 
the price you want to pay. There are four 
airlines and three classes of service. In addi- 
tion, the carriers are adding more Services in 
these markets every day. Ticketing is a snap, 
too. The big problem is getting a passenger 
from Houston to Buffalo, Philadelphia to 
Palm Springs, or Atlanta to Salt Lake City. 
The ticketing problem is bad enough in it- 
self, but due to the low density of traffic in 
these markets and the increasing capacity of 
the new jets, the airlines are finding it eco- 
nomically less feasible to maintain direct 
service in many of these markets. Now comes 
@ proposal that acknowledges this situation 
and seeks to utilize it to liberalize the pas- 
senger fare structure. 


GREATER SELECTION 


As presently envisaged, agents will be per- 
mitted in the future to offer a prospective 
passenger in the smaller markets a wider 
selection of routings and a greater choice of 
frequencies at no additional cost. Passengers 
will be encouraged to use the fastest prac- 
tical routing available at the time he wants 
to travel, even though this might involve a 
slightly more circuitous routing. The empha- 
sis will be on service and sales, rather than 
detailed paper work, 

The new fare structure’s liberalized rout- 
ings will also greatly simplify the tariffs and 
ticketing procedures. For example, it is ex- 
pected that instead of having four first-class, 
four coach, and four youth /military fares be- 
tween two, points (each one being slightly 
different, depending upon the route utilized). 
there will usually be only one first-class fare, 
one coach fare, and one youth /military fare, 
regardless of the routing. One fare for each 
class of service; three fares instead of 12. 


WILL SAVE TIME 


Not only should this fare arrangement 
greatly simplify and speed-up the initial 
sales and ticketing procedures, but it will 
also expedite the after-sales service so fre- 
quently required. As most agents know only 
too well, much of their time is consumed in 
re-issuing tickets. The slightest change in 
a routing can change the fare a few cents, 
and thereby require the issuance of a com- 
plete new tickets. This takes time, time 
which is not productive since the sale has 
already been made. 

Under the new procedure, much of the 
time spent re-issuing tickets will be saved 
by using re-validation stickers. These are 
those little gummed stickers used at present 
to change the information on the ticket 
form pertaining to the carrier, flight num- 
ber, class of service, and date of travel, when 
there is no change in the fare. Since the new 
fare structure will allow a wider choice of 
routings at no additional charge, it is ex- 
pected that the revalidation sticker will be 
modified and also used to show changes in 
the connecting point when the fare remains 
the same. 

This latter innovation, by the way, will 
not only save the agent’s time in the field, 
but also the time of the revenue accounting 
personnel at the general office. It should also 
reduce the consumption of ticket forms. 

Behind all this simplification lies a pro- 
posal to switch the basis upon which fares 
are constructed from miles to hours. His- 
torically, the true-mile has been the basic 
unit arbitrarily used to fix the fares you 
find listed in the tariff. This method of con- 
structing fares has continued to be used 
despite the fact that it is generally recog- 
nized that operating costs are incurred on 
the basis of time in flight. This latter fact 
is the reason why it is frequently faster, 
better, cheaper, and more profitable for the 
airline to route a passenger to his destina- 
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tion through a point beyond and then back. 
For example, it is cheaper and quicker to fly 
a passenger from Wilkes Barre-Scranton, 
Allentown, or Harrisburg to San Francisco 
via New York or Philadelphia, than by way 
of Chicago and Pittsburgh, or from Spokane 
to New York by way of Seattle as opposed to 
Minneapolis-St, Paul and Chicago, 

The problem is that the present fare struc- 
ture does not permit such routings, even 
when the fares to both the intermediate and 
beyond points are identical. The unsound- 
ness of the present pricing policy arises 
from the fact that flight times in the jet 
age are no longer proportionate to mileage 
as they were in the DC-3 era, Our fare struc- 
ture. is still geared to the DC-3, not the 707 
and 737. 

LONG OUTDATED 

As an airline ticket agent or independent 
travel agent you have probably been aware 
that many of your everyday ticketing prob- 
lems are attributable to the industry's an- 
tiquated pricing structure. The present 
hodge-podge is the result of a fare structure 
adopted during World War II when the main- 
stay of the carriers was the venerable 180 
mph, 2l-passenger DC-3, and the biggest 
thing in the immediate future was a 40-pas- 
senger, 240 mph DC-4. Needless to say, such 
a pricing schedule is more than slightly out- 
moded for an era of 90-250 passenger DC-8s 
and DC-9s which whoosh around at 600 mph, 
not to mention those gigantic 450-passenger 
747s. and speedy SSTs coming in the next 
few years. 

In view of the fact that the larger capacity 
and higher speeds of the new generation of 
subsonic and supersonic jets make it increas- 
ingly more desirable and profitable to route 
a passenger via the fastest possible serv- 
ice, regardless of mileage, it has been pro- 
posed that fares be based on the passenger- 
hour rather than the passenger-mile. This 
would not only tend to bring fares into line 
with operating costs, but at the same time 
give the airlines the routing flexibilities so 
badly needed in the jet era. 

In the airline business the big money has 
always been in the major markets, and the 
big problems have always been. associated 
with the smaller markets. The increasing 
speed and capacity of the jets has only 
tended to make the major markets more prof- 
itable, the smaller markets a bigger prob- 
lem. Recognizing this situation a new fare 
structure has been proposed which would 
maintain the airlines’ advantage in the big 
markets, while improving the service and 
profitability of the smaller markets. The new 
fare structure will not eliminate all your 
ticketing and routing problems, but it will 
make some of the big ones smaller. 

There appears to be only one difficulty 
with the proposal: the new tariffs will be so 
simple, that passengers may even understand 
them. Unfortunately, that is the price of 
progress, 

TIMES THE KEY 

Airlines sell speed. In the jet era, time in 
transit and not mileage covered is the true 
measure of distance. Distances are now com- 
monly spoken of in units of time rather than 
miles. 

While future fares may be established on 
the basis of estimated flight times, you'll 
never be able to tell it just looking at a tariff. 
In the first place, a given fare between two 
points will not vary with actual flight time 
any more than our present mileage-oriented 
fares yary with changes in miles flown. Sec- 
ond, fares will most likely continue to appear 
in the tariff in the same general format, ex- 
cept of course there may be fewer of them. 
The distinction between jet and nonjet serv- 
ice, however, will probably be eliminated. The 
United States is the only major industrial- 
ized nation still maintaining the jet sur- 
charge. There is also some question whether 
the Routing Number (the RG.NO.) will be 
retained. Air freight tariffs do not contain 
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such a restriction. This brings up a rather 
amusing situation: under the present fare 
structures, a dog (classified as property) has 
a greater selection of routings than a Chair- 
man of the Board. 

One restraint certain to be retained is the 
ban against stop-overs. Stop-overs usually 
represent an extra service and additional 
cost, as well as adding value to a trip. Con- 
sequently, to indiscriminately permit stop- 
overs might unduly prefer one passenger 
while unjustly prejudicing another, How- 
ever, if a particular stop-over would really 
increase sales and revenues, then it probably 
will be employed. 

A BETTER FARE BASE: THE PASSENGER HouR— 

New CONCEPT WOULD BETTER RELATE FARES 

TO Costs AND VALUES, EASE CAB PRESSURES 


Since the middle of 1965, the airlines of 
the U.S. have been under pressure from the 
Civil Aeronautics Board to revise their do- 
mestic passenger fare structure. CAB chair- 
man Charles Murphy has directed the Board’s 
Bureau of Economics to prepare a detailed 
analysis of the present fare structure. 

Theoretically, the Board has been com- 
mitted to holding an investigation of the 
carrier’s domestic fare structure since 1956.1 
As a consequence, the domestic airlines must 
either come up with an acceptable fare pro- 
posed soon, or face the possibility of another 
long and costly formal General Passenger 
Fare Investigation. 

The big question is what kind of changes 
in the passenger fare structure should the 
airlines propose. 

The answer to the airlines’ fare structure 
dilemma is the passenger-hour. Why? Be- 
cause the ger-hour will enable the air 
carriers to provide the public with more ade- 
quate and efficient service, in a more eco- 
nomical manner. 

The passenger-hour will provide the air- 
lines with operating flexibility they do not 
now possess, and eliminate the present threat 
of having to maintain a number of marginal 
services merely because they represent the 
shortest mileage route. Since the passenger- 
hour recognizes and preserves the inherent 
advantages of transportation by any type of 
aircraft, it will foster sound economic con- 
ditions by at all times reasonably relating 
fares to both costs and value. 

The passenger-hour will encourage the de- 
velopment of an airline system more properly 
adapted to the present and future needs of 
the world in the jet age. The passenger-hour 
will increase productivity. 

Within the airline industry it is generally 
recognized that operating costs are primarily 
related to flight-time and ground handlings, 
not the number of miles traveled. A seven 
hour flight between New York City and San 
Francisco by way of Chicago, Denver, and 
Salt Lake City, for example, costs about 40% 
more than a five hour non-stop trip, even 
though the mileage is almost identical. 

Shortening the number of hours and cur- 
tailing the number of ground handlings can 
reduce the operating costs proportionately. 
Hours are the best measure of operating 
costs, For this reason, the operations depart- 
ment of all airlines and the Federal Avia- 
tion Agency usually compile their aircraft 
operating costs and cost statistics on an 
hourly basis. 

Notwithstanding the fact that the most re- 
liable yardstick yet devised for measuring 
aircraft operating costs has proved to be the 
hour, airline fares have historically been ar- 
bitrarily fixed by the traffic department and 
CAB on the basis of the passenger-mile. 

Initially each airline sets up its own con- 
ception of a fare structure tempered some- 
what by competition. However, on July 14, 
1943, five U.S. air carriers (American, Eastern, 


1 General Passenger-Fare Investigation, 
decided July 27, 1965; CAB Reports, Vol. 23, 
Pp. 803, 805. 
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TWA, United, Western) adopted the uniform 
passenger-mile rate formula. 

This domestic fare structure subsequently 
was altered on April 9, 1952, to incorporate 
an arbitrary or terminal charge. As a result, 
the airlines’ general fare policy since World 
War II has been simply to mechanically con- 
struct airline fares by mathematically multi- 
plying a base rate by the route mileage, and 
adding a fixed terminal charge.“ 

Thus the airlines basic predicament: fares 
are based on mileage; aircraft cost are in- 
curred by the hour; and flight-time is not 
proportioned to mileage. In other words, air- 
line fares are not related to costs. 

This situation represents a serious prob- 
lem. It is a commonly accepted principle in 
business, and a requirement to insure the 
continued profitability of any airline, that 
the price level have some relationship to 
attainable costs. The CAB has been even 
more specific; it has repeatedly stated in 
case after case that “rates must at all times 
be reasonably related to costs.“ 

As long as the differential between flight- 
time and mileage remained relatively small, 
airline managements were able to “get-by” 
using mileage figures. The convenience may 
have been compensated for the lack of ac- 
curacy. 

But the introduction of the large capacity, 
high performance jets with their wide varia- 
tions in block-to-block speed destroyed this 
delicate arrangement. Airline fares can no 
longer be universally reconciled with costs. 

The unsoundness of the present pricing 
policy can be easily demonstrated. The gen- 
eral ratemaking rule laid down by the Board 
in 1949 is that “a sound fare structure for 
consecutive points on a route requires that 
the respective fares increase with distance 
because costs increase with distance.“ + 

Thus, because Los Angeles, Allentown 
(Pennsylvania) and New York are consecu- 
tive points on United Air Lines and Trans 
World Airlines certificated routes, and the 
mileage flown between Los Angeles and Al- 
lentown is less than that between Los An- 
geles and New York, the practical effect of 
this rule is that the air fares between Los 
Angeles and Allentown must be less than 
the fares for comparable service between Los 
Angeles and New York. 

The presumption is that costs vary with 
mileage. The fact that costs do not vary 
with mileage is an irrelevant factor in fixing 
the rate. The invalidity of the assumption 
is not legally pertinent until the question 
has been argued before the Board. The rule 
is simply airline fares will vary with mileage. 


FARES LACK ECONOMICS 


Economics are similarly an irrelevant ele- 
ment in establishing airline fares. The fact 
that it might cost United and TWA less (and 
thereby be more profitable) to fly a passenger 
between Los Angeles and Allentown by way 
of New York than via Chicago and Pittsburgh 
is not taken into consideration. The rule as 
presently applied is unyielding; airline fares 
will vary with mileage. 

Furthermore, not only must airline fares 
increase with distance regardless of costs or 
other considerations, but the mileage used 
to construct such fares is determined by the 
carrier's route structure and existing pattern 
of service. A fare structure which is consist- 
ent with the circuity in an airline route 


In those situations where two or more air- 
lines compete, the generally accepted practice 
is that the carrier with the shortest certifi- 
cated mileage route usually establishes the 
base fare. The other airlines then match this 
fare. 

3 Air Freight Rate Investigation, decided 
April 21, 1948; CAB Reports, Vol. 9, pp. 340, 
345. 

*Hawailan Common Fare Case, decided 
November 29, 1949; CAB Reports, Vol. 10, pp. 
921, 924. 
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structure cannot be considered unduly prej- 
udicial. Geographic proximity between two 
points is usually never taken into considera- 
tion. 

The 1943/1952 formula eliminated the 
human judgment factor in establishing indi- 
vidual airline fares. As a consequence, airline 
fares vary with changes in an airline’s pat- 
tern of service and passenger routing. A di- 
rect air service is therefore a prerequisite to 
obtaining the lowest possible airline fare, 
even though there may not be sufficient 
traffic to make a direct flight economically 
feasible. 

The Los Angeles-Allentown fare, for exam- 
ple, is dependent upon the maintenance of 
the Pittsburgh-Allentown segment, regard- 
less of the local traffic requirement. The 
route structure and pattern of service govern 
the fare structure. 

It is the rigidity with which these last two 
rules are applied which causes the airlines’ 
dilemma, Together they create a so-called 
“backhaul” problem, and stifle the airlines 
operating flexibility. 

To illustrate Eastern Airlines formerly pro- 
vided direct air service from the south and 
west to Columbus, Georgia; but since No- 
vember 1, 1965, Eastern has served Columbus 
exclusively through Atlanta with four daily 
shuttle flights. It is more economical and 
profitable for Eastern to concentrate all of 
its Columbus traffic, and route it through 
the hub-point of Atlanta. 

But what about the passenger, Eastern’s 
customer? .. not the short-haul passenger 
to Atlanta, Birmingham or Montgomery, but 
the long-haul passenger to Tampa, New Or- 
leans, Houston, and Los Angeles, What has 
been the economic effect of this change in 
the service pattern meant to his pocket-book. 
Has he shared in these efficiencies? Is his 
fare lower? No! The fact is he must now pay 
a higher fare, 13% higher in the cases of 
Tampa and New Orleans, 40% greater to 
Houston. 

A 40% increase in the customer’s fare to 
enable the airline to operate more efficiently 
and economically, to achieve a lower oper- 
ating cost, a lower break-even load factor, 
and wider profit-margin; this hardly sounds 
reasonable or equitable. Nevertheless, it is 
the practical effect of the present fare policy. 

Under Eastern’s present service pattern, 
Atlanta has an advantage over Columbus in 
airline route mileage. However, if Columbus 
files a complaint and the Board directs East- 
ern to reinstate direct air service to the 
south and west, Atlanta would no longer 
have any mileage advantage. Columbus would 
once again be entitled to a lower fare than 
Atlanta to many points on Eastern’s system. 


THE ALTERNATIVES ARE POOR 


Direct air service would reduce the local 
fares, but based on past experience it does 
not appear there would be sufficient traffic 
to make a direct nonstop flight economically 
feasible. 

To compensate for the lack of traffic, East- 
ern would be forced to improve its marginal 
load factor by curtailing its frequency of 
service and making a number of en route 
traffic stops. These additional landings would 
increase the number of ground handlings and 
hours spent in the air and on the ground, and 
therefore increase the operating expenses. 

In many cases, the increased expenses 
would exceed the cost of routing via Atlanta, 
and consequently reduce or eliminate the 
profit. 

In addition, besides lowering fares, increas- 
ing costs, and reducing service, the longer en- 
route time would tend to reduce the efficiency 
and productivity of the equipment. 

Eastern might even have to acquire addi- 
tional less efficient, smaller capacity equip- 
ment to maintain the service. The airline can 


5 Hawallan Common Fare Case, decided 
December 6, 1962; CAB Reports, Vol. 37, pp. 
269, 271-272. 
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therefore reasonably plan to experience a 
slightly higher operating cost, lower load fac- 
tor, and lower local fares if it is ordered to 
re-instate direct air service at Columbus to 
the south and west. 

The connecting long-haul air carriers 
would also be adversely affected by a change 
in Eastern’s service pattern. Today most pas- 
sengers between Columbus and the West 
Coast are routed by way of Atlanta, 

However, if direct air service was reinstated 
to the west, the long-haul carriers might 
have to relinquish their Los Angeles-Colum- 
bus passengers and revenue to Eastern at Bir- 
mingham, New Orleans, or even Dallas. They 
might even be required to establish a joint 
fare. The accompanying reduction in the 
long-haul carrier’s pro-rate revenues in either 
case would probably exceed its reduction (if 
any) in costs. 


COST INCREASE, FARE INCREASE 


In the case of a routing via Birmingham, 
there probably would be an increase in the 
long-haul carrier's costs since Delta presently 
routes a number of its Birmingham-West 
Coast passenger’s via Atlanta. 

Naturally, if the costs of the long-haul and 
short-haul carriers are increased, and their 
revenues are curtailed, the Board would have 
to take into consideration the need of the air 
carriers for additional revenues. The increase 
would have to be sufficient to enable the air- 
lines to provide adequate least-mileage serv- 
ice and insure their continued existence. 

Should this prove to be the case, then the 
Board might have to grant the airlines an in- 
crease in the level of the over-all rate to cover 
the costs of the uneconomical and inefficient 
operations. 

The basic problem is the fare structure 
has not kept pace with the development of 
the airplane. The present fare structure is 
still geared to the DC-3. It does not recog- 
nize the inherent advantages of transporting 
passengers by jet aircraft through hub 
points. 

The underlying problem, however, is the 
increasing capacity, varying speed, and high 
productivity of all new equipment, Even 
the smaller jets and prop-jets such as the 
DC-9, 737, and F-227, require a greater den- 
sity of traffic than many smaller non-hub 
cities (such as Columbus and Allentown) can 
presently generate to most points. 


THE HUB MAKES SENSE 


As a consequence, to achieve profitable 
load factors at a reasonable frequency and 
cost of service on both the long-haul and 
short-haul segments, the traffic at most non- 
hub points such as Columbus, Allentown, 
Reno, Topeka, etc., should be concentrated 
thru a hub point with which it has some 
strong local community of interest such as 
Atlanta, New York, San Francisco, or Kansas 
City. The problem is that the manner in 
which fares are constructed at present dis- 
courages even attempting such a policy. 

To correct this situation it has again been 
suggested that the airlines adopt the pas- 
senger-hour to construct passenger fares.’ 
Under this proposal the distance element 
would be measured in scheduled block- 
hours, 

Generally speaking, airline fares would be 
constructéd on the basis of a weighted block- 
hour by way of the shortest or fastest rout- 
ing most frequently used. Fares would nor- 
mally be the same for most routings and 
all types of equipment, unless of course a 
carrier desired to charge a premium or offer 
a discount. 


*In 1929 James G. Woolley, VP-traffic, 
Western Air Express, recommended “the cal- 
culations should be on a basis of time in 
flight (passenger-hour) in order to be in line 
with airplane costs.” Ref.: Airplane Trans- 
port, Hartwell Publishing Corp., Hollywood, 
Calif. (1929) page 317. 
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The only major change proposed is a great- 
er recognition of the value-of-service. The 
present policy is simply to mechanically 
construct fare by addition and multipli- 
cation. 

But a cost plus profit formula cannot 
be used exclusively as a basis for airline pric- 
ing, because a just and reasonable fare is 
not exclusively a function of cost. Cost-of- 
service is not the sole criterion for determin- 
ing reasonableness, The important ingredi- 
ent of value-of-service and the feed-in value 
of short-haul segments to long-haul flight 
should not be overlooked. 


FACTORS TO CONSIDER 


The Board and the airlines should take 
into consideration such factors as the effect 
of the fare upon the movement of traffic, the 
time-savings and comfort advantages of a 
non-stop flight as opposed to a one-stop and 
connecting service, the contribution that a 
connecting short-haul passenger makes to 
the profitability of a long-haul flight, as 
well as the airlines need for operating flex- 
ibility. 

The value of airline service at most non- 
hub points is generally significantly less than 
the value of similar service at the hub point. 
The en route time is usually greater, fre- 
quency of service is less, and most trips in- 
volve at least one inconvenient change of 
planes. 

Recognizing these facts, it has been sug- 
gested that additional experienced business 
discretion also be used in fixing airline fares 
in the future, particularly when the geo- 
graphic proximity of two points might con- 
flict with the most efficient and economical 
routing. 

Should this recommendation be accepted, 
then it may be reasonably expected that 
“common fares” probably will be used to a 
greater extent as a marketing tool to (1) in- 
crease traffic generated at non-hub points, 
and (2) encourage the flow of traffic through 
hub points when such a routing provides 
the most adequate, efficient and economical 
routing. 

Common fares would not eliminate the 
circuity in mileage, but they would improve 
the service and eliminate the passenger's 
present requirement for a direct air service 
to obtain the lowest fare, regardless of the 
cost to the carrier. 

This pricing flexibility consequently should 
tend to eliminate the present limiting affect 
of the route structure on the fare structure, 
with the results that on an over-all basis the 
number of multi-stop trips should be re- 
duced, particularly in the transcontinental 
market, 

The airlines recognize the principle of hub 
point routing. Today there are a number of 
cities served in a manner similar to Colum- 
bus. In each case, the public usually is receiv- 
ing a better service in the form of time, fre- 
quency, and convenience. These hub point 
routings provide the most adequate, most 
efficient, most economical, and most profit- 
able service possible. 

Nevertheless, they violate the existing rules 
of ratemaking. Either the fare structure must 
be revised, or the domestic airlines eventually 
will be forced by public pressure for lower 
fares to revert to a DC-3 route structure. 

The answer to the airlines’ fare structure 
dilemma is the passenger-hour. This is the 
most reasonable yardstick yet devised for 
measuring costs. 

The passenger-hour will therefore at all 
time reasonably relate fares to costs. The 
passenger-hour will permit the airlines to 
provide the public more adequate and effi- 
cient service, in a more economical man- 
ner. It will increase the airlines operating 
flexibility. It will foster sound economic con- 
ditions in the industry by reasonably relat- 
ing fares to both cost and value. It will en- 
courage the development of an airline system 
more properly adapted to present and future 
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needs in the jet age. The passenger-hour will 

increase the airlines’ productivity. 

THE PASSENGER-MILE: A STATISTICAL FAN- 
TASY—MULTI-METHODS OF COMPUTING THE 
PASSENGER-MILE ADD FURTHER CONFUSION 
TO THE COMPLEX BASE FOR DETERMINING 
AIRLINE FARES 


(By Richard W. Klabzuba) 


Passenger-miles undoubtedly do provide 
a consistent basis for evaluating airline fares 
and costs. 

However, passenger-miles are usually an 
arbitrary figure which is not proportional to 
flight-time. As a consequence, because air- 
line revenues and costs are a function of 
aircraft utilization and speed, passenger- 
miles do not at all times offer an accurate 
appraisal of either the revenue or costs. 

The passenger-hour (and ton-hour), how- 
ever does provide a reliable basis for assess- 
ing the unit levels of airline revenues, costs, 
and profits. 

Historically, the passenger-mile has been 
the comparative unit used to appraise air- 
line fares and costs. A revenue passenger- 
mile supposedly represents one revenue pas- 
senger transported one mile. It is a mathe- 
matical product derived by multiplying the 
number of passengers carried by a designated 
distance element. 

Theoretically, a passenger-mile is assumed 
to provide a unit measurement of the amount 
of service rendered, costs incurred and reve- 
nue yield obtained. 

Unfortunately, in actual practice the mile- 
age element of the passenger-mile is arbi- 
trarily fixed. As a result, a passenger-mile is 
not a precise unit. Further, there is ordinarily 
not just one nonstop passenger-mileage be- 
tween most points, but three, and sometimes 
even four or more. P 

Generally speaking there are two com- 
monly accepted methods used simultane- 
ously to compute the passenger-mile. One 
procedure, the Origin & Destination Survey, 
is founded on ticket sales and lifted flight 
coupons. This particular system permits the 
passenger’s individual journey to be traced 
from point of embarkation to debarkation, 
but only by way of those intermediate points 
at which he either has a stop-over or change 
of carriers. 

The other procedure, established in the 
Uniform System of Accounts and Reports, is 
based upon operations and traffic reports. 
These reports permit a comparison of the 
passenger-miles flown to seat-miles offered, 
as well as an average yield per passenger- 
mile to an average cost per passenger-mile. 
The reports, however, do not always allow a 
carrier to compare the actual cost of a par- 
ticular trip to a given fare because costs are 
compiled on a segment basis by aircraft. 

Neither of the principal methods is affected 
by the course-miles actually flown by the 
passenger since they are arbitrary figures. 
Nor are the two procedures compatible. 5 

The choice of the method used for any 
particular purpose depends upon the type 
of information desired and the availability 
of the data. The CAB, for example, does not 
collect and publish operating cost data on 
the basis of city center-to-city center mile- 
age. 

Passenger-miles in the Origin & Destina- 
tion Survey are based on a 10% continuous 
sample of all passenger tickets spread over 
a full year. 

An analysis of the routings specified by 
this ticket sample determines the number of 
passengers and mileage element to be ap- 
plied. The cities listed in the routing repre- 
sent the points at which the passenger ac- 
tually changed carriers or possibly class of 
service. 

When a passenger travels over contiguous 
segments of the same airline (New Orleans- 
Memphis-Atlanta), no report of the trans- 
fer is made unless there is a change in the 
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class of service. For example, a businessman 
who purchases a ticket to fly directly from 
Tulsa to Washington on American via Dallas 
without a stopover, will be counted as one 
passenger. The mileage used will be the in- 
ter-city distance between Tulsa and Wash- 
ington, 1055 miles. 

On the other hand, should the same pas- 
senger change airlines at Dallas (again with- 
out a stop-over), he may be counted as two 
passengers and the mileage element will 
probably be computed as Tulsa-Dallas, plus 
Dallas-Washington, a difference of 365 pas- 
senger-miles. 

ON TICKETS AND SURVEYS 

Because the ticket is the source document, 

it is possible to trace the passenger’s journey. 
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However, since the routing data is reported 
upon the basis of the ticket of the issuing 
airline or flight coupon lifted by the first 
domestic airline to report an international 
journey, any subsequent alteration of rout- 
ing is not reflected. 

Inter-city distances in the O & D Survey 
are computed great-circle distances in stat- 
ute miles from city center-to-city center 
based on the coordinates of a known point 
(usually a street intersection) at or near 
the center of the city. 

For singly named cities in the certificate 
(Chicago), the coordinates used are those 
for the center of the city. When two or more 
are named as a single point in the certificate 
(New York-Newark), the center of the pre- 
dominate city is used. 


TABLE 1.—Comparison of mileage distances in the 5 major passenger markets in the 
United States 


1 | Boston—New York/Newark: 
ay center to city center (0 


York/Newark: 


O'Hare—Newark.— ese ae 
Midway—La Guardia. 
O Hare La Guardia 
O Hare —Kenned )) ---- -51 - 


City center to city center (O. & D.) 
Burbank Oakland 


International — Oakland — ꝛw -22 


International—San Francisco. 


center to city center (O. & D.) 


3 Los Angeles / Burbank Long Beach —San Francisco / Oakland 


Miles Differences Percent 
(miles) 

pi be A A ae ASA 
155 $ i 

199 —11 
n i o eee 
S VEDE 719 —8 1 
DEA 724 —13 2 
PERY 733 —22 3 
5 7⁴⁰ —29 4 
so e 
3 326 +21 6 
apg. RT a 327 +20 6 
5 339 +8 2 
3 340 ; 


Source: Domestic Origin-Destination Survey of Airline Passenger Traffic 1963 (3d quarter); the Book of Official CAB Airline 


Route Maps and Airport-to-Airport Mileages. 


TABLE 2.— Comparison of 1st-class service revenue yields per mile and mileage distances 
between Chicago and various west coast points on United Air Lines’ system (fare $116.55) 


Intercity/airport distance (miles) Revenue yield per mile (cents) 
City center pd nt to 
center airport Difference | to 
(O. & D.) | WS, 3 

1,733 1,721 +12 6.73 6.77 —0. 04 
„254 1,740 +14 6.64 6.70 —. 06 
1,755 1,791 —36 6.64 6. 51 +.13 
1,785 1,847 —62 6.53 6.31 +.22 
1,794 1,970 —176 6.50 5.92 +. 58 
1,798 1, 787 +2 6.51 6.52 —.01 
1,854 1,835 +19 6.29 6.35 —. 06 
1, 854 1,847 +7 6.29 6.31 —. 02 
1.852 1.925 —73 6.29 5.05 ＋. 24 
1.805 1, 840 —35 6. 46 6.33 +.13 
1,792 1,912 —120 6.50 6.10 +.40 
1,784 1,936 —152 6.53 6. 02 +.51 
1,766 1,970 —204 6.60 5.92 +. 68 
1,744 1,961 —217 6.68 5.94 +.74 
1,730 1,926 —196 6.74 6.05 +.69 
1.242 1,861 —119 6.69 6.26 +, 43 
1,742 1,751 —9 6.69 6. 66 +.03 
1,731 1,860 —129 6.73 6,27 +.47 
VVPPFPPPFPCCCCCCCCCCCGGCCTTTTT Unda ieee mated 6. 6. 28 +.27 


Sources: Domestic Origin-Destination Su 
Route Maps and Airport-to-Airport Mileages; 

A city is considered to be predominant 
when its population is more than twice the 
combined population of the other named 
cities. In those situations where no city 


of Airline Passenger Traffic 1966 (3d quarter); the Book of Official CAB Airline 
nited Air Lines, Inc., local Ist-class and day-coach fares. 


predominates, a midpoint equidistant from 
all the named cities in the group is selected. 

The inter-city distances in the O&D Survey 
also do not necessarily refiect the actual 
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routing or mileages flown between the cities. 
Market demand and federal airways can af- 
fect an airline's pattern of service. There may 
even be a route restriction. An airline might 
be prohibited under the terms of its cer- 
tificate of convenience and necessity from 
rendering non-stop service between two 
points on its authorized route. TWA, for ex- 
ample, cannot render non-stop service be- 
tween Los Angeles and Atlanta, Tampa, or 
Miami. Nevertheless, TWA would report a 
Los Angeles-Miami passenger’s miles on a 
basis of the non-stop great-circle inter-city 
mileage. a 
WHAT CAB REPORTS 


Airline statistics in the CAB’s monthly re- 
port of Air Carrier Traffic Statistics (“Green 
Book”), the quarterly report of Air Carrier 
Financial Statistics (“Yellow Book"), and 
the biennial edition of the Handbook of Air- 
line Statistics, are based upon data reported 
by the carriers in accordance with Board’s 
Economic Regulations and Uniform System 
of Accounts and Reports. 

Under this system, passenger-miles (and 
ton-miles) are computed by multiplying the 
aircraft miles flown on each inter-airport 
hop by the number of passengers (or tons) 
carried on that hop. All mileage data is based 
upon direct airport-to-airport distances as 
distinguished from course-miles actually 
flown and city center-to-city center mileage. 

The direct airport-to-airport mileage rec- 
ord has been adopted as the official mileage 
record of the Board. In addition, mileage is 
computed for each inter-airport hop actually 
completed regardless of whether or not the 
service is performed in accordance with the 
scheduled pattern of service, 

Should a Northwest Airlines’ 707 make an 
unscheduled refueling stop at Denver, 
Northwest would report the mileage as New 
York-Denver, plus Denver-Seattle, even 
though the airline is not certificated to serve 
Denver. 

The airport-to-airport mileages used are 
statute miles computed by the Board on the 
basis of great-circle distances and published 
in The Book of Official CAB Airline Route 
Maps and Airport-to-Airport Mileages, 

At certificated points where service is pro- 
vided through more than one airport, each 
airport is indicated separately. Where more 
than one certificated point is served through 
a single airport, the mileage is calculated to 
and from the airport used, with an indication 
that the airport serves more than one point. 

In those cases where the inter-airport dis- 
tance is not published in the official book, 
the Uniform System states that the aircraft 
and passenger-miles are to be determined by 
“multiplying the normal cruising speed for 
the aircraft type by the airborne hours.” This 
can create some interesting situations. 

NO BURBANK-PHILADELPHIA 

To illustrate, there is at present no official 
published mileage between Los Angeles’ Bur- 
bank Airport and Philadelphia International, 
The approximate time required to make the 
trip eastbound is 414 hours, as opposed to 5 
hours westbound. As a consequence, the op- 
erator of a charter flight in this market 
would report a 10%-11% differential in pas- 
senger-miles produced between his last and 
westbound trips. 

In addition, the passenger-miles reported 
on both of these charter filghts could vary 
considerably from 2402 official miles pub- 
lished for Los Angeles International-Phil- 
adelphia. 

Thus there are four passenger-miles: (1) 
computed great-circle city center-to-city 
center miles, (2) computed great circle air- 
port-to-airport miles, (3) the product of 
normal cruising speed for the aircraft type 
applied to the airborne hours flown, and (4) 
the actual course-miles flown, 

The fourth method, the most accurate 
figure,.is never employed in CAB reports. 
Generally, the first two arbitrary procedures 
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primarily are used to calculate reported pas- 
senger-miles. 

One of the two principal methods meas- 
ures the distance between city centers; the 
other procedure measures the distance be- 
tween airports. Such an arrangement almost 
insures the submission of conflicting data. 

When service is provided to a city through 
more than one airport, the O&D Survey 
measures the distance from a single point, 
whereas the other procedure computes the 
distance separately from each airport. 

The distance between city centers and 
airports (table 1) are listed for the five top- 
ranked U.S. city pairs in terms of number 
of passengers. The differences range from 
—21 miles to +29 miles, and up to 11%. On 
the heavily traveled New York (La Guardia) - 
Washington (National) “Air Shuttle,” for 
example, the differential in reported passen- 
ger-miles is about 5%. In view of this situa- 
tion, it is understandable why it has always 
been literally impossible to reconcile con- 
filicting passenger-mile information. 

Compounding this problem further is the 
fact that the distances in O&D Survey are 
calculated directly between the points of 
embarkation and debarkation (when there 
is no change of either carrier or class of 
service), regardless of the actual routing of 
the aircraft. 

Under the Uniform System, the passenger- 
mile is computed as the sum of the local 
airport-to-airport mileages between all the 
intermediate points on the flight. As a result, 
@ passenger on Delta’s flight 819 from New 
York to San Francisco (which operates via 
Atlanta, New Orleans, and Dallas) will be 
reported as 2566 passenger-miles in the O&D 
Survey and creates 3101 passenger-miles on 
CAB Form 41 report, a 17.4%-20.8% difer- 
ential. 

THE YIELD IS DISTORTED 

United Air Lines has a more pragmatic 
problem. United is authorized by its cer- 
tificate to provide one carrier service be- 
tween Chicago and Medford, Monterey/Sa- 
linas, Fresno, San Diego, and numerous other 
west coast points. 

However, due to the fact that Chicago is 
not included on the same route segment with 
these cities, United does not have the author- 
ity to provide nonstop service between these 
points and Chicago. Since this limitation 
precludes direct air seryice, the shortest 
routing United can provide a Chicago pas- 
senger is by way of the junction points of 
Portland, Sacramento, San Francisco, Oak- 
land, and Los Angeles. 

Certificate and scheduling limitations such 
as these must be taken into consideration 
when attempting to calculate a revenue yield 
per mile. When the yield per mile is com- 
puted on a great circle mileage basis as op- 

to the actual routing of the passen- 
ger, it will frequently produce a higher yield. 
In Table 2, for example, the O&D yield of 
6.68¢ per mile between Chicago and Fresno 
is not indicative of the feasible yield per 
mile. This yield is based on 1744 great circle 
miles, whereas the airport-to-airport mileage 
via Los Angeles is 217 miles greater, Conse- 
quently, the yield per mile via the shortest 
authorized route is actually only 5.94¢—a 
0.74¢ differential. 

Similarly, the O&D mileage yield between 
San Diego and Chicago is greater than that 
between Los Angeles and Chicago, even 
though all of United’s San Diego passengers 
must be routed via Los Angeles. 

In other situations the Origin & Destina- 
tion mileage indicates similar distances and 
therefore identical yields per mile; e.g., Chi- 
cago to Portland and Salem, San Francisco 
and Monterey/Salinas, and Los Angeles and 
Bakersfield. 

United, however, is not authorized to pro- 
vide non-stop service from Chicago to Salem, 
Monterey/Salinas, or Bakersfield. As conse- 
quence, the O&D Survey mileage again does 
not fairly represent the shortest actual rout- 
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ing, thereby tending to inflate the yield per 
mile. 


As a general rule, due to the manner in 
which the O&D Survey mileage is computed, 
it would appear that such mileage inherently 
tends to be biased in favor of higher yields 
than the airlines can actually achieve. The 
0.03¢ yield per mile differential in the Los 
Angeles-Chicago market may appear to be 
insignificant, but at 305 million passenger- 
miles a year it has a market value of $91,500. 

The fact that there are four possible pas- 
senger-miles between many points and these 
four distances may differ materially, is an 
appalling situation. But, it is not the only 
problem nor the principal drawback of the 

enger-mile. The real fundamental prob- 
lem is the fact that the various passenger- 
miles are arbitrary figures which are not pro- 
portional to flight-time. The result is that 
passenger-mile statistics do not always coin- 
cide, and even sometimes conflict with oper- 
ations and financial reports. 

Airline revenues and costs are a function 
of aircraft utilization and speed. Aircraft 
operating costs are determined by the utliiza- 
tion rate and usually not materially affected 
by changes in aircraft speed. 


SPEED EQUAL SALES AND REVENUE 


Sales and revenues, on the other hand, are 
dependent upon speed. The shorter the time 
required to make a trip, the more sales that 
can be made within a given utilization pe- 
riod. The higher the sales volume, the greater 
the revenues. 

Conversely, the longer the trip, the fewer 
the sales, and the lower the revenues. Fares 
can be established on any basis (miles, hours, 
departures, etc.), but once set, periodic reve- 
nues will be determined by flight-time. As a 
consequence, regardless of how rates are con- 
structed, once fares are fixed, both revenues 
and costs become a function of aircraft utili- 
zation and speed, 

The higher speeds of jet aircraft which can 
vary from 150 to 600 miles per hour on a 
single trip, make any statistics based on mile- 
age misleading. 

For example in an effort to reduce the con- 
gestion around Kennedy International, the 
FAA has attempted to control the flow of air- 
craft into the New York area by directing 
airlines to begin reducing their cruising 
speed at such distant points as Harrisburg 
and Toledo. The result is that 600 mile an 
hour jets are flying at 250 miles per hour. 

This situation creates a statistical fantasy. 
On a mileage basis, the slower speed appears 
to have no effect on the revenue yield. In- 
stead, it appears to have increased the cost 
per mile in spite of the fact that the reduce 
power settings lowered the fuel consumption 
rate. The increase seems to indicate an ac- 
companying increase in annual costs with 
no alteration in annual revenues. 


THE STORY CHANGES 


Examining the situation on a yearly, 
monthly, or flight-hour basis, we have a dif- 
ferent story. The lower fuel consumption is 
reflected in a slightly reduced operating cost 
per hour and per annum. Using the time 
comparative, it is the revenue which is pri- 
marily affected. The annual revenue is re- 
sponsive to the reduction in speed. The re- 
duction in revenue is directly proportional 
to the change in speed. 

The reason is annual revenues and costs 
are a function of aircraft utilization and 
speed rather than mileage. The comparative 
unit is therefore the passenger-hour rather 
than the passenger-mile. 

Air freight carriers have an even more 
complicated problem. Cargo and mail tariffs 
do not contain routing limitations similar 
to passenger fares. As a result, air freight 
carriers have a tendency at present to route 
a significant portion of their cargo and mail 
through beyond points. 

American Airlines flight 833, for example, 
operates Baltimore-Philadelphia-New York- 
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Chicago-Los Angeles. United flight 968 oper- 
ates from Denver to Hartford/Springfield by 
way of Boston. Trans World advertises that 
it routes Los Angeles to Kansas City cargo 
shipments via St. Louis on flights 570 and 
591. Delta carries the mail from Cincinnati 
to Louisville via Atlanta on flights 594 and 
158. 

These “unusual” routings also create a 
statistical nightmare. Since there is at pres- 
ent no O&D Survey for freight and mail, all 
ton-miles statistics are reported according to 
the Uniform System. This means that all 
the ton-miles statistically generated from 
Denver to Hartford on United's 968, exceed 
those ton-miles from Denver to Boston. 


LONGER EAST TO WEST 


A shipment from Baltimore to Los Angeles 
on American’s 833 involve 229 more reported 
ton-miles than a similar eastbound ship- 
ment—a 8.1% differential in ton-miles for 
an identical shipment between the same two 
points. 

In fact a Baltimore to Los Angeles ship- 
ment generates more ton-miles than a sim- 
ilar movement of passengers between Los An- 
geles and Baltimore, Philadelphia, New York, 
or even Boston in either direction. For this 
reason the reported growth of air cargo in 
ton-miles relative to passenger-miles may 
not be significant as presently indicated. 

In view of this chaotic situation it is sug- 
gested that the passenger-hour and ton-hour 
be employed in conjunction with the pas- 
senger-mile and ton-mile. The passenger- 
hour would provide an accurate unit meas- 
urement of the amount of service rendered, 
costs incurred, and revenue yield obtained. 

The hourly unit has been tested by the 
operations department and fixed base oper- 
ators, and found to be the most satisfactory 
comparative unit. Because changes in the 
levels of passenger-hour revenues and costs 
are proportional to changes in annual reye- 
nues and costs, the unit is statistically sound. 

The principal difference between the pas- 
senger-mile and the passenger-hour is the 
difference between assumption and fact. The 
passenger-mile presumes that the distance 
and revenue rate remain absolutely con- 
stant, and that it is the cost level which 
varies. 

The passenger-hour, however, acknowl- 
edges the fact that the distance element and 
revenue rate do not remain constant, and 
that although the costs of a given trip may 
vary, the level of costs is not significantly af- 
fected by duration of flight or length of 
haul. 

The passenger-hour and ton-hour are not 
designed to provide a standard measurement 
of distance, but rather a consistent basis for 
evaluating unit revenues, costs, and profits. 


PRESIDENT JOHNSON AND HIS 
UNFAIR CRITICS 


Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. GONZALEZ] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, it is 
hardly news that the job of being Presi- 
dent of the United States is seldom an 
easy one. But I do think it is useful for 
the American people to reflect every so 
often about the burdens carried by the 
man who holds this office. 

President Johnson has never com- 
plained about the abuse hurled in his 
direction. It is sad, but true, that the 
viciousness of some of these personal at- 
tacks is perhaps unprecedented in 
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American history. And it is equally true 
that this criticism is grossly unfair. 

In a recent editorial, the San Antonio 
News points out that President Johnson 
is often condemned by his critics “for 
acting too hastily or not quickly enough, 
for doing too much or too little, for being 
too vague or too precise.” 

We in Congress know the truth of this 
observation. We, too, have our critics and 
we are also criticized in a similar fashion 
on many issues. 

But while the News observes philo- 
sophically that the President could 
scarcely be blamed if he decided to re- 
tire to his ranch, those of us who know 
Lyndon Johnson know that he will not 
let his critics get him down. 

The President does not need our sym- 
pathy—nor does he ask for it. But he 
could use a stronger dose of understand- 
ing from us all. I believe we should all 
begin with the correct premise that 
President Johnson is trying his best to do 
what is right for the American people. 
We may not always agree with each and 
every policy of his administration. But 
we must grant to the President and his 
advisers the benefit of our conviction 
that they are sincere, devoted, and pa- 
triotic Americans who are dedicated to 
the task of improving the quality of 
American life and the chance for a 
peaceful and progressive world com- 
munity. 

Criticism, fair and unfair, is part and 
parcel of the office of the Presidency. 
But so is trust and respect from friends 
and critics alike. This fact, I believe, is 
overlooked only at the expense of the Na- 
tion’s welfare and unity. 

I ask unanimous consent to insert into 
the Recor the recent editorial from the 
San Antonio News entitled, “Criticism 
Goes With Job of Being the President.“ 
[From the San Antonio News, July 10, 1967] 
Criticism Gors WITH Jos oF BEING THE 

PRESIDENT 

President Johnson's burden is not getting 
any lighter. For each crisis solved, he gains 
two more. 

Vietnam and all the name implies is a 
constant drain on the presidential energy. 
The irksome domestic triangle of inflation, 
recession and taxation require careful atten- 
tion. 

Then there is Israel versus the United 
Arab Republic, with the Soviet Union brood- 
ing about loss of face; Communist China 
with its hydrogen bomb; Latin America 
threatening to erupt at several points. 

For his diligence in meeting the issues, 
the President often is condemned for act- 
ing too hastily or not quickly enough, for 
doing too much or too little, for being too 
vague or too precise. 

To divert him from his present trouble, 
he can grapple with a fresh charge lofted 
with precision by a panel of House Repub- 
licans. The GOP minority is now heaping 
blame on the President for inaction in Eu- 
rope, accusing him of weakening the vitality 
of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization. 
It is not clear which spare moment he 
is accused of wasting, when he could have 
been accommodating “legitimate allied de- 
mands,” that the GOP panel cited. The only 
noticeable threat to European unity is 
Charles de Gaulle and surely the Republi- 
cans don’t propose that De Gaulle is to be 
further accommodated. Are there not more 
-constructive ways in which the loyal op- 
position can serve, than in raising issues 
for the sake of argument? 
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The President must -wonder at times why 
he got into his line of business, If he were 
to decide to remain at the ranch and never 
re-enter the wide world, it would not be an 
unprecedented decision, John Nance Garner 
got his fill of Washington politics, vowed to 
never again cross the Potomac and lives to 
a ripe old age. 


HOME BUILDERS SUPPORT RAT 
EXTERMINATION BILL 


Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Barrett] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Speaker, I am 
most pleased that the National Associa- 
tion of Home Builders is in full support 
of H.R. 11000, the rat extermination bill, 
which will come before us tomorrow. The 
knowledge of community conditions and 
housing markets represented by those 
who build our Nation’s homes makes 
their support particularly valuable. This 
responsible and forward-looking indus- 
try has given increasing support to our 
efforts to help low-income and under- 
privileged families. Their active support 
has played an important part in develop- 
ing programs to eliminate slums and re- 
build our cities. Their support for the rat 
extermination bill is a logical and con- 
sistent step for them. 

Mr. Speaker, the president of the Na- 
tional Association of Home Builders, 
Leon Weiner, has expressed the support 
of that association in a letter to me, 
which I submit for inclusion in the 
RECORD. 

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF HOME 
BUILDERS, 
Washington, D.C., July 18, 1967. 

Hon. WILLIAM A. BARRETT, 

Chairman, Subcommittee on Housing, Bank- 
ing and Currency Committee, House of 
Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Barrett: This is to advise you, in 
accordance with our testimony before the 
Subcommittee, that we support enactment of 
the proposed Rat Extermination Act of 1967. 

The objective is worthy of Federal assist- 
ance. The requirement for continued effort at 
the local level would seem to guaranty that 
Federal financial assistance will result in 
long-lasting measures as an integral part of 
local public programs. 

Elimination or more effective control of this 
urban pestilence should be of great benefit 
comparable to other public health and sani- 
tary programs. Rats are vermin of especial 
destructiveness, and undeniably their pres- 
ence deeply and adversely affects the psyche 
of slum dwellers and suburbanites alike. 
When this is coupled with clear evidence of 
their attacks upon people living in circum- 
stances which permit such invasion, Federal 
assistance for a national attack upon rats is 
surely warranted. 

Sincerely, 
Leon N. WEINER, 
President. 


RAT PROBLEM IN THE DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA 


Mr, ECKHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. BARRETT] may 
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extend his remarks at this point in the 
ReEcorpD and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr, BARRETT. Mr. Speaker, the 
Washington Daily News yesterday re- 
ported the tragic death of an 8-month- 
old boy apparently as the result of rat 
bites. Perhaps no one can fully appre- 
ciate the heartache of the parents, but 
certainly, we must all be shocked that 
such a thing can happen right here in 
the Capital of the wealthiest nation in 
history, This tragedy occurs all too fre- 
quently in towns and cities throughout 
the country, where people, particularly 
infants and small children, are killed or 
maimed by rats. 

I am pleased that the Rules Commit- 
tee has so promptly granted us a rule for 
the consideration of H.R. 11000, the rat 
extermination bill which is aimed at ex- 
actly this problem. This bill was ap- 
proved by the Committee on Banking 
and Currency by a vote of nearly 4 to 1. 
It would authorize two-thirds Federal 
grants to communities to undertake con- 
centrated programs of rat extermination 
and continuing control. 

Mr. Speaker, I regret to say that there 
are some who do not take this problem 
seriously and even go so far as to make 
jokes about it. Certainly this is no jok- 
ing matter—quite the contrary, it is a 
grim and saddening one. As just the 
latest bit of evidence of this fact, I offer 
for inclusion in the Recorp, the report 
from the Washington Daily News of 
July 18. 

CORONER'S PROBE AWAITED—Was BABY KILLED 
By Rar BITES HERE? 

Police are awaiting the coroner’s report 
on the death of an 8-month-old boy, appar- 
ently from insect or rat bites, it was learned 
today. 

The baby, Joseph Evans, Jr., was attacked 
in his crib last Friday night, according to 
his father, a former paratrooper who served 
six months in Vietnam last year. 

Mr. Evans said he is waiting until he re- 
ceived word from the coroner before deciding 
to bother to bring charges against the 
landlord. 

Mr. and Mrs. Evans live in a one-bedroom 
apartment at 5031 H-st. se. They also are 
parents of twins, a boy and a girl, almost 2. 

Mr. Evans said his wife discovered the 
baby last Saturday morning with “little 
nibbles” on his back and legs. 

“He wasn't breathing,” Mr. Evans said. 

He said he called an ambulance and when 
the attendants came and saw the baby dead, 
they called the Homicide Squad. 

The Evanses have been living in their 
apartment for about a year, he said. It has 
a leaky room, peeling paint, stopped up 
drains and is in “bad condition,” Mr. Evans 
said. 

He said he has never seen the landlord un- 
til yesterday when he arrived and began 
painting and plastering. 


STATEMENT OF HON. EDNA F. KELLY 
BEFORE THE MERCHANT MARINE 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMIT- 
TEE ON MERCHANT MARINE AND 
FISHERIES, JULY 17, 1967, IN SUP- 
PORT OF AN INDEPENDENT MARI- 
TIME ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentle- 
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woman from New York [Mrs. KELLY] 

may extend her remarks at this point 

in the Recorp and include extraneous 
matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Speaker, on July 17, 
1967, it was my privilege to submit to the 
Merchant Marine Subcommittee of the 
Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries a statement in support of my 
bill, H.R. 6837. 

My bill, if enacted, would amend title II 
of the Merchant Marine Act, to create 
an independent Federal Maritime Ad- 
ministration. The need for enactment of 
this legislation is most important, if once 
again the United States is to have a 
thriving merchant marine. 

Mr. Speaker, statistics have shown that 
the 10 major free world maritime powers 
carry between 30 and 50 percent of their 
own national trade, while the United 
States carries less than 8 percent. 

There is no question in my mind, Mr. 
Speaker, but that our balance of pay- 
ments would be greatly improved if 
American foreign trade was carried in 
American ships manned by American 
crews, instead of transported by foreign- 
flag vessels, 

A step toward reinstating our maritime 
industry to its proper role as a “first-class 
citizen” would be the creation of an in- 
dependent Federal Maritime Adminis- 
tration as provided for in my bill, H.R. 
6837. 

The following is the text of my state- 
ment as presented to the Merchant Ma- 
rine Subcommittee: 

STATEMENT OF Hon. EDNA F. KELLY, A REP- 
RESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE 
or New YORK 
Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Chairman, I am happy to 

submit to this committee the following state- 

ment on my bill, H.R. 6837, to amend Title 

II of the Merchant Marine Act, to create an 

independent Federal Maritime Administra- 

tion, 

My bill is similar to H.R. 159, and others 
which are the subject of these hearings. 

This committee is to be commended, Mr. 
Chairman, for scheduling these exhaustive 
hearings into the affairs of our merchant 
marine in general, and into the need for an 
independent Maritime Administration in 
particular. 

I realize that there will be much testi- 
mony given here about the role which our 
merchant marine plays in the nation’s de- 
fense posture. This is quite important, and 
I do not wish to underemphasize the enor- 
mous contribution which our merchant fleet 
plays by carrying the men and munitions 
which our armed forces need in times of 
combat, 

But important as this role is; there is an- 
other of equal value which the merchant 
marine plays—or at least should play. I 
refer, Mr. Chairman, to the day-to-day, 
peacetime role of the merchant marine in 
our nation’s foreign trade. 

We hear a lot these days about the de- 
sirability of foreign trade, and about the 
need for developing overseas markets for the 
goods which American industry produces. 
This talk is even more pointed now, with the 
windup of the Kennedy-Round trade talks. 

The U.S. is doing an increasingly effective 
job these days of stimulating foreign trade. 
Unhappily, the maritime ind of this 
country has not been the beneficiary of this 
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trade increase. Instead, the foreign-flag ves- 
sels carry more and more of America’s im- 
port and export cargoes—and as the foreign- 
flag share of the market rises, the American 
merchant marine’s share goes down and 
down, 

From 1960 to 1965, total U.S, foreign trade 
increased by $13.1 billion. In that same pe- 
riod, U.S. water-borne foreign commerce in- 
creased by 31 percent. Today, some 92 per- 
cent of our water-borne commerce is carried 
aboard the vessels of other nations, and our 
own merchant marine carries a mere 8 per- 
cent. 

As this Committee knows, this is the low- 
est we have fallen in terms of U.S.-flag par- 
ticipation in our foreign commerce since 
1936—the year that we enacted the Mer- 
chant Marine Act to see to it that our ships 
carried considerably more, not less, of our 
trade that was moving by sea. 

In other words, through failure of the 
Government to administer the Merchant 
Marine Act of 1936 vigorously, our merchant 
fleet finds itself in a dilemma unmatched 
among the sea-going nations of the world. 
The 10 major free world maritime powers 
carry between 30 and 50 percent of their own 
national trade—while the United States car- 
ries less than 8 percent. 

If American-flag vessels aren’t carrying our 
water-borne cargo, then who is? Well, at the 
head of the list is Liberia, with 28.4 percent 
of our trade. Liberia is the haven for ships 
which are running away from American 
safety and labor standards and from Ameri- 
can taxes, It seems quite wrong to me that 
these ships should be rewarded for deserting 
the U.S. flag by being given the lion’s share 
of our ocean-going business. 

In second place, Mr. Chairman, is Norway, 
with 16.6 percent of our cargo—more than 
twice what our own vessels A 

Slowly but surely, we are being banished 
from the high seas as the result of our Goy- 
ernment’s indifference and its neglect of our 
maritime interests. This does not make sense 
from the viewpoint of American prestige or 
America’s defense posture. It makes even less 
sense in terms of the balance of payments— 
a problem with which succeeding Presidents 
have grappled for nearly a decade. A well- 
conceived maritime program would make a 
major contribution to correcting the balance 
of payments—yet no such program has been 
forthcoming. 

Each time a ship engaged in foreign trade 
sails into an American port, Mr. Chairman, 
several complicated transactions take place 
in the ocean transportation account of our 
balance of payments. Depending on whether 
the ship is carrying export or import cargo, 
dollars in payment for goods and services 
flow into the United States or abroad. 

If the exports are carried in American 
ships manned by American crews, there is 
no question but that the balance of pay- 
ments is improved as far as the U.S. is con- 
cerned. Just as obviously, if the goods are 
carried on foreign-flag vessels, manned by 
foreign crews, our balance-of-payments is 
further eroded. 

Because more and more of these ships 
have been of foreign registry, the outflow of 
dollars and gold has increased. That is why, 
since 1959, there has been a chronic deficit 
in the ocean transportation account. This, 
in turn, contributes to the deficit in our bal- 
ance of payments, as a whole. 

Freight charges on export and import 
cargo, passenger fares, and port expenditures 
are the primary elements of the ocean trans- 
portation account. In 1963, receipts amount- 
ed to $1.58 billion, while payments were al- 
most $1.64 billion—leaving a net deficit of 
$55 million. 

This was the fifth consecutive year of net 
deficit balances, and incomplete data for 
1964 and 1965 indicates that the trend is 
continuing, if not accelerating. 

In other words, Mr. Chairman, despite its 
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great potential for correcting the balance 
of payments, for strengthening our defenses 
in time of emergency, and for rebuilding 
American prestige abroad, the U.S. merchant 
marine continues to be treated as a step- 
child or worse by the Government. 

I think the reason is that it has been rel- 
egated to step-child status within the hier- 
archy of Government. Instead of having the 
independence which maritime had at the 
time we passed the Merchant Marine Act of 
1936, this important agency has been made a 
ward of the Department of Commerce. 

Even worse, the Department has allowed 
other agencies and Departments to make 
maritime policy in their handling of cargo- 
preference laws, in making decisions about 
maritime’s defense role, in the handling of 
oil imports, and the like. 

We have had compelling evidence, Mr. 
Chairman, that putting maritime in a Cabi- 
net-level Department simply will not work— 
and I believe that would be as true with re- 
spect to the Department of Transportation 
as it has been with the Department of Com- 
merce, for both are catch-all agencies with 
far too many matters on their agendas ever 
to give proper attention to our merchant 
marin 


e. 
I welcome the opportunity to be one of 
the co-sponsors of this legislation, Mr. Chair- 
man, and I look forward to early and favor- 
able action, > 
Thank you. 


THE WAR ON THE WAR ON 
POVERTY 


Mr. ECKHARDT, Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. HOLLAND] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
Record and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER, pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. Speaker, Carl T. 
Rowan has what might be described as 
outstanding peripheral vision when it 
comes to legislative matters. While many 
commentators and reporters are busy 
discussing at face value the speeches and 
press releases which our Republican 
friends are putting out about “new ap- 
proaches” to the poverty problem, Mr. 
Rowan is keeping his eye on the real 
game. He has succinctly, accurately, and 
bitingly described the Dixiecrat-GOP 
coalition effort to destroy the war on 
poverty in a recent column in the Wash- 
ington Evening Star. 

His column follows: 

COALITION Has CHANCE To CRIPPLE Poverty 
EFFORT 
(By Carl T. Rowan) 

The blinding forces of political ambition 
and racial chauvinism are teaming up again 
in Congress, and the result may be a tragic 
escalation of social strife in the United 
States. 

The Republicans and Southern Democrats 
seem determined to combine their votes to 
abolish the Office of Economic Opportunity. 
They have a good chance of achieving the 
declared GOP goal of “eliminating or redi- 
recting existing programs” in the war on 
poverty. 

Under the guise of reducing the federal 
bureaucracy, the Republicans want to take 
whatever survives of the war on poverty and 
spread it out among older departments and 
agencies like Labor, Health, Education and 
Welfare and Agriculture, 

Not only would this be shortsighted, but 
it goes against what I think is the tradi- 
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tional American sense of justice. Business- 
men, farmers, organized laborers, veterans 
and many other groups have long had de- 
partments and agencies in Washington 
whose specific task was to look out for their 
interests. 

But the weakest, least articulate “minor- 
ity group” in America—our 30 million poor 
people—have had nothing until OEO came 
along. They need a voice in Washington. 
Americans living in rural squalor and the 
despair of big city ghettos are going to get 
precious little from Washington under the 
best of circumstances. They will get even less 
if the poverty programs are denied central 
direction, if they are dispersed among sev- 
eral agencies where fighting poverty will 
surely find a lowly place in the priority of 
things. 

Still, OEO is in danger, a fact that ac- 
counts for President Johnson’s sudden spate 
of public appearances with Sargent Shriver, 
director of OEO. 

The President has thrown himself into a 
major public relations campaign to save the 
program that is the flagship of his Great 
Society. 

OEO is highly vulnerable to Republican 
assaults because the war on poverty has been 
escalated so rapidly, and spread to so many 
fronts, that millions of Americans don't 
know which program does what, or how well, 
or at what cost. 

The terms Vista, Upward Bound and Com- 
munity Action have only the vaguest mean- 
ing to most taxpayers. Thus, when the Re- 
publicans charge that in three years “the 
poverty war has spent $4 billion of the tax- 
payers’ money and created a poverty bu- 
reaucracy of 91,000 administrators,” Con- 
gressmen sensitive to the moans of the tax- 
payer get nervous. 

Republicans have picked up support for 
the abolition of OEO from Southerners be- 
cause OEO has the image of being created to 
“help Negroes.” This view persists, ironically, 
despite the fact that it is in the South that 
so many poor whites are being helped 
through various poverty programs. 

The battle shaping up is history repeating 
itself. Just as the Republicans found that 
they could not attack Social Security and 
other Roosevelt New Deal measures directly, 
so today we find that they dare not attack 
frontally the various programs administered 
by OEO. 

The Head Start program, designed to give 
underprivileged children a reasonable chance 
in the race we call the pursuit of happiness, 
is one of our country’s most significant edu- 
cational innovations in a generation. What 
American can attack an Upward Bound pro- 
gram that will send to college this fall 6,000 
youngsters who were on the verge of be- 
coming high school dropouts two years ago? 

But the Republicans must have an alterna- 
tive to the Great Society for the 1968 elec- 
tions. Moderate Republicans like Reps. 
Charles Goodell of New York and Albert Quie 
of Minnesota, who are the spear carriers for 
the assault on Johnson’s programs, know 
they can’t go to their constituents and say, 
“I voted against Head Start, and legal serv- 
ices for the poor, and the neighborhood med- 
ical centers” that offer decent health oppor- 
tunities to many poor people for the first 
time in their lives. 

So what the Republicans are saying is that 
the programs generally are all right, but the 
agency created by the Democrats to admin- 
ister these programs is all wrong. They will 
say to their voters, “I was all for these pro- 
grams to help the poor people; all I did was 
get some of those bureaucrats out of those 
fat jobs and save some money so you can 
get some more service.” 

That would seem to offer Republicans the 
best of both worlds. But if they wind up 
merely mangling a program that already was 
a half century late arriving, what seemed to 
be a clever political opportunity will turn out 
to be another debacle. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE 


THE KENNEDY ROUND AND THE 
FUTURE OF AMERICAN TRADE 
POLICY 


Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. Reuss] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, now that the 
Kennedy round of trade negotiations has 
been brought to a successful conclusion, 
the job of assessing the future of Ameri- 
can trade policy has begun. The Subcom- 
mittee on Foreign Economic Policy of the 
Joint Economic Committee is now con- 
ducting a major study to establish some 
guidelines for post-Kennedy round trade 
policy. 

Among the witnesses who appeared be- 
fore the subcommittee was my colleague 
on the full committee, Representative 
THOMAS B. Curtis, who has done an out- 
standing job as a congressional delegate 
to the trade negotiations, a position es- 
tablished under the Trade Expansion Act 
of 1962. Those who have been interested 
in trade policy have benefited from Con- 
gressman Curtis’ scholarly and detailed 
reporta on the Kennedy round negotia- 

ons. 

Congressman Curtis’ testimony before 
the subcommittee on July 12 offered a va- 
riety of suggestions, but I was particular- 
ly interested in his proposal to establish a 
permanent Foreign Economic Policy 
Commission. Such a commission might 
perform an important function in pro- 
viding closer integration and coordina- 
tion of U.S. foreign trade, financial, and 
development policies. In addition, by in- 
cluding congressional representation, 
such a commission would give Congress a 
more creative and continuing role in 
working with the executive branch in the 
development and implementation of 
those policies. 

I was also interested in Congressman 
CuRrTIS’ proposal to develop the futures 
market mechanism as a means to stabi- 
lize international commodity prices, a 
subject of crucial interest to the develop- 
ing countries. While I am not certain of 
what contribution futures markets can 
make, I feel that the suggestion is novel 
and potentially promising and deserves 
further consideration, perhaps by the 
Joint Economic Committee. 

In order to make Congressman CURTIS’ 
views on the future of U.S. trade policy 
available to all Members of the House, I 
include his testimony in the RECORD at 
this point: 

SoME LESSONS OF THE KENNEDY ROUND FOR 
FUTURE ACTION 

(Statement of Hon. THOMAS B. CURTIS, Con- 

gressional Delegate for Trade Negotiations, 

before the Subcommittee on Foreign Eco- 

nomic Policy of the House-Senate Joint 

Economic Committee, July 12, 1967) 

Mr. Chairman and members of the Sub- 
committee on Foreign Economic Policy, I 
first want to thank you for your invitation 
to me as a Congressional Delegate for Trade 
Negotiations to testify during these im- 
portant hearings on trade policy. I also want 
to thank the Chairman for his invitation to 
me to sit on the Subcommittee panel during 
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these hearings, in light of the fact that, 
though I am a member of the full Joint Eco- 
nomic Committee, Iam not formally a mem- 
ber of this Subcommittee. 

I would also like to express my great en- 
thusiasm that these hearings on foreign 
trade are now being held. They have been 
badly needed, and will serve a very useful 
and very important purpose: to give per- 
spective to the negotiations just past and to 
give focus to the many new ideas about trade 
policy now current. I hope such hearings by 
this Subcommittee, or by the full Joint Com- 
mittee, can be held regularly—ideally I 
would hope they could be held at least an- 
nually and that the base of this annual 
Congressional trade inquiry could be the 
President's Annual Trade Report, a require- 
ment of Section 226 of the Trade Expansion 
Act, 

At the outset I would like to establish 
what I consider to be the context in which 
our trade negotiating efforts have taken place 
since the 1930’s. The Tariff Act of 1930—the 
“Smoot-Hawley” Tariff enacted the highest 
rates the nation had had—higher even than 
the exceptional rate in the 1922 Fordney- 
McCumber Tariff. Starting from this high 
level of rates, reciprocal trade negotiations 
beginning in 1934 and proceeding until the 
Kennedy Round have in effect amended the 
1930 tariff schedules. 

Thus we have descended, step by step, 
from the rates fixed by the 1930 act—rates 
that still appear in column two of our tariff 
schedules—to levels where the tariff per se 
has ceased to be a really meaningful restric- 
tion to flows of international trade in the 
industrialized free world. 

With the successful conclusion of the 
Kennedy Round we have come, then, to the 
end of an era, and we stand at the threshold 
of a new effort. Now, if only because of the 
relative unimportance of tariffs, many new 
trade problems spring to our attention, de- 
manding study and action. I will discuss 
some of these problems and what to do about 
them later. I wish to note here however that 
I detect a new trend of thought, one that I 
feel contradicts the thrust of United States 
foreign economic policy evident in the pro- 
gressive reduction of tariffs. 

The purpose of this tariff reduction has 
been to establish a more competitive inter- 
national economy based on the fuller opera- 
tion of a fair marketplace. But this objective 
is endangered by developments such as 
measures that use quotas and licenses as 
means of regulating trade in order to bring 
about objectives that governments consider 
to be important. Commodity agreements, for 
example, are major deviations from market- 
place conditions because they use quotas 
and licenses to completely regulate trade in 
a certain product, often of major importance. 
The Long Term Cotton Textile Arrangement, 
renewed for three years by the same Ken- 
nedy Round agreement that will result in 
the reduction of tariffs, is just such a mea- 
sure. It establishes a comprehensive quota 
system for cotton textile imports, and this 
has had a profound effect on economic de- 
velopment in the poorer countries. 

So I see two themes, two ideas of foreign 
trade, now current. On the one hand, there 
are those who wish to expand international 
trade and payments on the basis of a freely 
operating, competitive international mar- 
ketplace. The reduction of tariffs has 
brought us toward this objective. On the 
other hand there are those who, though they 
may even support tariff reduction, at the 
same time seek to establish new methods of 
trade regulation that will impair the func- 
tion of the marketplace. I believe that it is 
important to resist such ‘“neo-mercantilist” 
efforts and to adhere in the new period that 
lies ahead, to the principles of international 
competition that have guided our policy in 
the tariff-reduction period. 

Beyond these comments I will limit my 
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remarks to observations about the role of 
Congressional Delegate for Trade Negotia- 
tions, some post-Kennedy Round concerns 
of international trade policy that I consider 
important, and some comments on our ad- 
ministrative organization for formulating 
foreign trade policy, conducting trade nego- 
tiations and in other ways implementing 
that policy. 

The function of Congressional Delegate is 
set out in Section 243 of the Trade Expan- 
sion Act as follows: “Congressional Delegates 
for Trade Negotiations. Before each negotia- 
tion under this title, the President shall, 
upon the recommendation of the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives, select two 
members (not of the same political party) 
of the Committee on Ways and Means, and 
shall, upon the recommendation of the Presi- 
dent of the Senate, select two members (not 
of the same political party) of the Commit- 
tee on Finance, who shall be accredited as 
members of the United States delegation to 
such negotiation.” 

I should note that, in addition to the two 
full Senate delegates, two alternate dele- 
gates have been designated from the Senate 
Finance Committee as a measure of the in- 
terest of that committee in the trade nego- 
tiations. These alternate members, one from 
each party, have served as full Congressional 
Delegates. 

The language of Section 243 obviously 
leaves the Congressional Delegates’ role open 
to interpretation, but it is none the less im- 
portant. For the first time, Congressional 
participation in trade negotiations was ele- 
vated from the level of “observer” status to 
that of actual “participant”. This is an im- 
portant distinction, one that I am keenly 
aware of having also served as a Congres- 
sional “observer” of past negotiations. As 
“observers” access to documents and meet- 
ings was limited. As “delegates” we have ac- 
cess to classified data and to negotiations 
between governments. 

The resulting relationship between Execu- 
tive and Legislative branches has been de- 
scribed as “unique”, Initially it may have 
created a bit of disquiet in administrators 
accustomed to the usual cards-against-vest 
approach to dealing with Congress. But my 
opinion is that the “unique” relationship 
has worked well: I have found that efforts to 
expand and intensify Congressional knowl- 
edge and participation in the foreign trade 
program have been met with good coopera- 
tion by the Executive Branch. 

My interpretation of the language of Sec- 
tion 243 and the role of Congressional Dele- 
gate for Trade Negotiations has been to keep 
well informed about the negotiations and 
trade matters generally, to consult with the 
trade negotiating staff, and to attempt to 
explain to the public and its representatives 
in Congress the issues in the trade nego- 
tiations, with attention at the same time to 
their meaning to our domestic industries, 
our relations with other nations, and our 
future trade concerns, 

Moreover, I have hoped to promote what 
I consider to be another profoundly impor- 
tant objective. I believe the Congress is an 
institution intended to make decisions 
through processes of open study and debate. 
I have hoped that publicly exposing as com- 
pletely as I could the facts about the nego- 
tiations would aid better Congressional deci- 
sion-making in foreign trade and related 
matters. This has been a principal reason 
why I have used the consultations and par- 
ticipation open to me as a Congressional 
Delegate to report extensively on the nego- 
tiations and related problems—so exten- 
sively, 

In May 1963 at a meeting in Geneva the 
Ministers of the major countries participat- 
ing in the Kennedy round resolved upon 
certain resolutions to guide the “Kennedy” 
negotiations, A year later, in May 1964, I 
attended the formal opening of the Kennedy 
Round, at which time the Ministers pub- 
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lished new resolutions essentially reaffirm- 
ing those of a year earlier. 

But by May, 1965, my second visit to the 
negotiations, very little had been accom- 
plished in fulfilling the earlier Ministerial 
resolutions. So on June 2, 1965, CONGRES- 
SIONAL RECORD, volume 111, part 9, pages 
12360-12365, I explained the arguments sur- 
rounding the negotiating ground rules that 
had absorbed everyone’s energies during this 
two-year period. 

Our negotiators had spent months simply 
trying to define the meaning of a “tariff 
disparity,” and the idea of establishing world 
reference prices for all agriculture commod- 
ities based upon fixed levels of farm sup- 
port—a Common Market proposal known as 
the montant de sourien.” These intellectual 
exercises had delayed any real tariff bargain- 
ing very effectively. 

As an indication of the recency of much 
of the progress of the round, I would recall 
that, even as late as June 2, 1965, the Anti- 
dumping Agreement that was signed on 
June 30 had not even been discussed. The 
group—the Non-Tariff Barriers Committee 
of the General Agreement on Tariffs and 
Trade—that was to be the forum for orga- 
nizing the negotiations on non-tariff bar- 
riers, had not even met, and its membership 
had not even been organized. 

But very shortly thereafter, I believe the 
middle of June, the British Government sub- 
mitted its paper deeply criticizing what it 
then considered the shortcomings of the 
United States’ administration of the Anti- 
dumping Act of 1921, an opinion shared by 
many other countries. 

It is rather a surprise that, two years later, 
we have mollified our foreign critics first 
just by explaining the logic behind our anti- 
dumping administration, and second, mak- 
ing apparently minor changes in our admin- 
istrative practices. Above all, we have suc- 
ceeded in having the essence of much of our 
own procedure—open hearings with rebuttal, 
public explanations of anti-dumping actions, 
and the criteria for such actions, among 
other safeguards—adopted by all the major 
trading nations under Article 6 of the new 
Anti-dumping Agreement. 

It has seemed to me that such an inter- 
national agreement harmonizing national 
practices is a very promising achievement, 
an important first step toward much broader 
agreement on other international business 
practices, For the record, I would like to cite 
my previous comments in the CONGRESSIONAL 
REcorD on the problem of dumping: CoN- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD, volume 111, part 9, pages 
12075-12077; CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, volume 
112, part 4, pages 5333-5336; CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD, volume 112, part 15, pages 20410 
20413. 

The year from May 1965 to May 1966 will 
be remembered as perhaps the period of most 
frustration in a very frustrating five-year 
negotiation. The long stalemate in the func- 
tioning of the Common Market from June 
1965 through February 1966 prevented its 
participation in the negotiations—the nego- 
tiations could not proceed. 

But by the spring of 1966, the negotiations 
had begun again. After my early May 1966 
trip to Geneva, I was able to report on May 
31, CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, volume 112, part 
9, pages 11856-11869, about the opening of 
discussions in two critical industrial sectors, 
steel and chemicals, and the resumption of 
discussions on wheat and feed grains, among 
other matters. Later in the summer, the Com- 
munity tabled additional agricultural offers 
and so, by the fall, real negotiations were at 
least well under way. 

Times does not permit me to chronicle 
minutely the step-by-step development of 
the negotiations, and that is not my purpose 
here. Suffice it to say that by the time of my 
return to the Geneva negotiations in late 
November 1966, the major issues had been 
clearly delineated, initial assessments of the 
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dollar value of the offers had been drawn up 
and these were being presented to other 
participating countries with lists of requests 
for additional offers and lists of possible 
withdrawals. 

Key issues remained, however, and their 
solution, as we know, was a touch-and-go 
proposition until the very final weeks of the 
negotiations, These key issues—mainly steel, 
chemicals, American selling price, a Grains 
Agreement, dairy and meat sector problems, 
and other temporate zone products—were 
the matters of greatest concern. But equally 
important, if somewhat in the background, 
were the trade and development problems of 
the poorer countries. 

To explore these issues, I began on April 
10, this year, a five part series of reports 
titled “The Kennedy Round and the Future 
of United States Trade Policy.” The April 10 
installment, Part I, CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 
pages 8800-8811, dealt with the tactical ne- 
gotiating problem in agriculture, but mostly 
with the efforts, and the issues, in the nego- 
tiation of an international grains agreement. 

On April 13, CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, pages 
4489-9501, I submitted Part II, which dealt 
with dairy, meat, poultry, and other major 
farm products, 

In reviewing the content of these two 
speeches and the results of the negotiations 
it is obvious that the Kennedy Round agri- 
culture negotiations did not alter at all the 
Common Market's farm pricing and import 
restriction systems, which we had hoped we 
could modify. Of course, many believed that 
this was not possible, even from the start of 
the negotiations. But I think we made a very 
good try—a beginning in treating in an in- 
ternational forum difficult problems of agri- 
culture. This itself was an important initia- 
tive, because previous negotiations had not 
attempted discussion in the agriculture area. 

These inquiries into international farm 
trade demonstrated an important lesson, The 
failings, the complications of international 
farm trade, begin at home. Almost all gov- 
ernments have stepped into their own agri- 
cultural marketplaces to achieve through 
government direction social and political ob- 
jectives they consider important. Establish- 
ing real competition in international agri- 
culture markets largely requires that govern- 
ments first step out of these markets, re- 
maining there only to perform the essential 
function of guaranteeing their honesty and 
enforcing other standards of fair competi- 
tion. So complex is this problem that I am 
reminded of a statement by the very able, 
astute Director General of the General Agree- 
ment on Tariffs and Trade, Eric Wyndham- 
White, at a press conference in Washington 
in April 1965. He said that “. .. the evolu- 
tion of an acceptable viable international 
agricultural and food policy is something 
which will have to be worked out very pa- 
tlently over the years. We mustn’t expect 
that one can solve all these very deep-seated 
problems in one go-around—in a single ne- 
gotiation.” 

Part III of the report, which appeared on 
May 1, CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, pages 11320- 
11335, was an effort to explain the tactical 
problems in the industria] negotiations, par- 
ticularly the development of the sector ap- 
proach to negotiations in difficult indus- 
tries—steel, chemicals, textiles, aluminum, 
and pulp and paper. Part III also discussed 
the so-called “technology gap” which was 
used by certain countries as a reason for ex- 
cepting certain tariffs from cuts in the ne- 
gotiation. In Part III I also described the 
problems facing the conclusion of a mean- 
ingful negotiation in the steel sector talks, 
and, in relation to this, I explored some of 
the problems in our own steel industry, in 
an effort to bring them out into the open and 
examine their merits at a key time in the 
negotiations, the last moment when, if some 
Special measures were required, they would 
have to be taken. 

My descriptions of the problems in the 
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other major industrial sectors—chemicals, 
textiles, aluminum and pulp and paper— 
begin on Monday, July 10, 1967, CONGRES- 
SIONAL RECORD, pages 18202-18216, with a dis- 
cussion of chemicals. The second section of 
Part IV will be submitted next Monday, July 
17, and it will conclude the discussion of the 
industrial sector negotiations. I would con- 
clude that these sector negotiations, an inno- 
vation in the Kennedy Round, resulted in 
more intensive study of the international and 
domestic economics of these industries than 
any previous negotiation. This has been a 
major positive result of the Kennedy Round 
approach to the industry sectors. 

Study of these sectors of international 
trade negotiations, and the domestic eco- 
nomics of the United States’ industries in 
question, has led me to emphasize the im- 
portance of change—that is, shifting inputs 
of resources among and within industry 
groups as a result of new technology, new 
demands, and new sources of supply. These 
continuing changes are the expression of a 
truly dynamic economy. A tendency I see is 
that, in examining intensively an industry, 
some of us become wedded to a static view 
of the industry in question, forgetting that 
change is incessant and that some very pro- 
found economic changes can take place very 
rapidly. 

This is an attitude sometimes adopted also 
by businessmen themselves. Used to looking 
at their role in the economy in terms of a 
certain share of production or sales or other 
measure of size, they are proud to see an 
increase and very reluctant to accept a de- 
creased share, even though the larger forces 
of economic activity and innovation may de- 
mand constant changes in the relative im- 
portance of various industries. 

So we are continually faced with the ques- 
tion whether to maximize economic growth, 
thereby increasing the totality of economic 
activity, or accept some lesser amount of 
activity in order to preserve certain dominant 
or less dominant interrelationships among 
major industrial groups. 

Implied in this observation is that certain 
industries may in a sense be “doomed” to 
suffer declines. This is not necessarily the 
case, as we know. By flexibly responding to 
new challenges in the market place, perhaps 
by diversifying into related but more growth- 
oriented lines of production, perhaps even 
by selective foreign investments, so-called 
“older” industries may rejuvenate them- 
selves. And all of this activity should take 
place in terms of fair competition, both 
domestic and international, in a situation 
where the competitive rules of the road, the 
conditions of the market and the exchange 
must become internationally understood. 

My researches into the textile industry 
have given me some insights into this 
dynamic economic process. These were pub- 
lished in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, volume 
112, part 16, pages 20965-21002. The new re- 
port on textiles will update much of the data 
that I then related. 

I found that what seemed to be a genuine 
economic depression in the cotton textile 
manufacturing industry in the late 1950’s 
and early 60’s was diagnosed as a problem 
of import competition, when the essential 
problems were those of industry moderniza- 
tion and of artificially expensive raw cotton 
supplies under the so-called “two-price” cot- 
ton subsidy system. 

_ It is well known that for cotton textiles a 
continuing program of comprehensive quotas, 
which are by definition the most restrictive 
form of measuring the international eco- 
nomic differentials a society considers it 
important to measure, was begun. Though 
the quotas were initially applied to Japan 
and Hong Kong, Spain and Portugal, the 
countries that are now most affected are the 
poorer developing countries, many of them 
striving for industrial development, in which 
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textile manufacture is conceded to be a 
natural beginning step. 

Since 1960 the cotton textile industry, ac- 
cording to a wide variety of economic in- 
dicators, has shown tremendous improve- 
ment. It has ironed out some of its basic 
structural problems, it has modernized and 
expanded extensively, it employs more 
workers, produces more goods at lower unit 
costs, and makes higher ratios of profits on 
invested capital. The quotas remain, how- 
ever, as an obstacle to the re-establishment 
of the marketplace. The industry is under- 
standably reluctant to give up the quotas— 
they in fact want stricter quotas and want 
them extended to the wool and man-made 
fiber sectors of the industry, seemingly un- 
able psychologically to adjust to new con- 
ditions. 

To me the textile quota program is of deep 
concern because of its effects on the poorer 
countries. It raises this profound problem: 
how can we effectively create the conditions 
for world-wide economic growth and 
prosperity? 

The financial foreign aid programs car- 
ried on by the United States and other coun- 
tries since the early 1950s have been less 
than successful, barely, if at all, bringing 
about increases in per capita income. Foreign 
trade, that is, the ability to sell goods in 
foreign markets to earn income, is a more 
fundamental, more correct, method of gen- 
erating income and growth, and would re- 
move much of the need for financial aid. 

Restrictions on exports of such things as 
cotton textiles both discourage the natural 
process of industrial development and create 
a continuing dependence on unearned 
financial aid (with all its psychological im- 
pact, including irresponsible expenditure of 
such unearned money.) 

So our businessmen and our labor unions, 
and our investors and government officials 
must face this question: will we allow the 
developing countries to sell us what they 
make, or will we continue to support them by 
means that I and many others consider to be 
wasteful and even harmful? Will we really 
accept the meaning of the slogan, “trade not 
aid.” Do we really mean it? 

Because I have used textiles as an example 
does not at all mean that this argument 
applies only, or even exclusively, to textiles. 
It might not even apply to textiles, though I 
think it does. It is a consideration for all 
goods and service industries. 

Another consideration that has broader 
application is the question of foreign in- 
vestment. The case has been very strongly 
made that textiles, like other industries, 
should defend their home markets by estab- 
lishing their own foreign factories, thus 
participating in growing markets outside the 
United States. There are fewer and fewer 
large American industries that have not 
entered international markets through direct 
investment abroad, largely to sell in the 
foreign market rather than simply supply 
the U.S. market. One of these exceptions 
appears to be steel. Such industries should 
consider how they can take advantage of 
the global opportunities for their products, 
their know-how, their unexcelled merchan- 
dizing and distributive ability, and their 
efficient management. If they were to do so 
in poorer countries, they would also make 
fundamental contributions to sound eco- 
nomic growth. 

These are some of the observations derived 
from the examination of the industrial sec- 
tors in the trade negotiations. They may seem 
far afield from the topic of negotiations, but 
they serve again to illustrate that tariff ne- 
gotiations as they have been conducted in 
the Kennedy Round have been exceptionally 
fruitful in terms of deepening our under- 
standing of the industries that are the sub- 
ject of the negotiations. 

Part V of my five-part report is still to 
come. It will deal with other-than-tariff 
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trade problems, especially dumping, interna- 
tional patents, and other matters, many of 
which will absorb our attentions in future 
international trade efforts. 

I have been told that I have become 
knowledgeable in events that are past, the 
implication of course being that the knowl- 
edge is now useless. I reject this theory. No- 
where is the aphorism “Past is Prologue” 
more applicable than the just-completed 
“Kennedy” negotiations on tariff and trade. 
The many lessons learned from the wealth 
of detail of this negotiation will instruct, 
enlighten, and shape future action. They are 
the basis for a beginning of a new, more 
fruitful kind. Coming through years of 
negotiations concentrated on tariffs is like 
passing through a high mountain range and 
emerging to find some remaining foothills to 
traverse, and to see, a little distance beyond, 
& lush plain. The plain is lush, but hazy—its 
outlines dim. We are in the unique position 
of being able now as we look down over it 
to shape the economic conditions that will 
be in force there. The question is, what 
courses of action should we take? 

The Kennedy Round itself holds the seeds 
of the answer. It made innovations in areas 
like agriculture, non-tariff barriers, the 
problems of the developing countries, that 
were very meaningful. 

In the area of agriculture, I have already 
identified above what I consider to be the 
main problem: government interference. 
Here, one course of action would seem to be 
to establish more effective international con- 
sultative institutions to deal with domestic 
policies as they affect international trade and 
impinge on the domestic agriculture policies 
of other countries. 

In the area of non-tariff barriers, much 
work and study has to be done. I will simply 
mention some of the more obvious matters 
that are considered to be problems: border 
taxes and export rebates, government buying 
regulations, valuation and tariff nomencla- 
ture problems. These are matters that can 
affect exports. There are other government 
programs that can affect imports into this 
country as well as our exports to third mar- 
kets, such as grants and subsidies, especially 
to stimulate exports. 

There is another group of trade problems 
of the other-than-tariff type that must also 
be subject to concentrated attention. I have 
in mind the area known as restrictive busi- 
ness practices, or problems of unfair trade 
practices, such as combinations in restraint 
of trade, which essentially have to do with 
creating fair marketplace conditions. In ad- 
dition, there are areas such as international 
patents and copyright protection, where na- 
tional practices should be harmonized and 
internationally codified in order to equalize 
and stabilize these basic business laws. 

There is another area, where the costs of 
doing business may be severely affected by 
various governmental programs, that should 
be given consideration in future trade nego- 
tiations. Wage differentials in context with 
productivity should be treated as an element 
affecting trade negotiations, because they 
may reflect an unfair competitive burden on 
U.S. producers. 

Finally there is the very complex problem 
of our trade and aid policies toward the 
economically disadvantaged, developing 
countries. In our attempt to find the proper 
solutions to these problems I believe that 
the basis of consideration should be to per- 
mit such countries to manufacture and to 
sell to us those products that they are able 
to produce efficiently, such as the processing 
of raw materials to more finished stages. 
The tariff structures of industrialized coun- 
tries often contain built-in differentials that 
permit the free importation of raw materials 
but tax, by means of a higher tariff rate, the 
same materials in processed form. These tariff 
differentials can therefore adversely affect 
economic development. 
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Removing discriminations against the ex- 
ports, and the industrial development and 
diversification of the developing countries, 
should be our first concern. Only then should 
we take the step toward other special meas- 
ures on behalf of the developing countries. 
We are all aware of the proposals that have 
been made to establish tariff preferences for 
the developing countries. The political case 
for preferences on the part of the developed 
for the developing countries has been argued 
effectively. But the economic case is much 
less clear. Is it logical to adopt, for political 
purposes, an economic program that will not 
have the expected economic consequences in 
terms of real benefits for developing coun- 
tries’ exports? 

I urge that the United States and other 
industrialized countries give very careful 
scrutiny to the economic case for tariff pref- 
erences and other special trade measures for 
the developing countries. It would seem to 
me that the first steps In helping such coun- 
tries has only been taken partially. 

One such area is commodities. I have com- 
mented above that commodity agreements 
for coffee and other basic materials are 
merely devices to organize international 
markets along mercantilist lines. I believe 
that the stabilization of prices is important, 
both for buyers and sellers. But I also be- 
lieve that the market has created a mechan- 
ism for bringing about price stability for in- 
ternationally traded commodities. Futures 
markets are such a mechanism. They focus 
the wealth of knowledge of the producer, 
trader, and merchandizer to create an edu- 
cated market where, if well regulated in the 
same sense that our stock markets are regu- 
lated, price movements take place in an or- 
derly and stabilizing environment. 

Just as many of our domestic commodity 
markets perform these essential price func- 
tions well, so international futures markets 
can be created to perform the same functions. 
Futures trading may not now exist in all 
types of coffee, but I believe that, with less 
effort than is now expended in the admin- 
istration of the International Coffee Agree- 
ment, a smoothly functioning international 
futures market could be created for coffee, 
I have long hoped that an appropriate com- 
mittee, but particularly the Joint Economic 
Committee, would intensively study any one 
of these commodities; sugar or coffee or any 
single one, in order to have an economic 
case study upon which to base our com- 
modity policy. 

Of course it would not provide one feature 
of the coffee agreement, which is a hidden 
subsidy to coffee producers accomplished by 
means of maintaining artificially high coffee 
prices. A futures market would provide de- 
sirable price stability but not subsidy—it 
would therefore not artificially encourage 
continued coffee production and continued 
surplus, but provide a market stimulus for 
producers to lessen production and, hope- 
fully, to diversify into other products. I have 
commented further on international futures 
markets in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, vol- 
ume 112, part 11, page 15049. 

All these questions and more are in need 
of concerted action. Our next problem is to 
decide what to do about them, The Presi- 
dent has asked the Special Representative 
for Trade Negotiations, Ambassador William 
Roth, to conduct a full-scale study of these 
problems. As Ambassador Roth explained 
yesterday, this study will take place by means 
of inter-agency task forces, and it will be 
headed by a new Public Advisory Committee. 
This Public Advisory Committee and the for- 
mat of the study should be modeled as much 
as possible along the lines of the Hoover 
Commission—that is, there should be Con- 
gressional participation in all its aspects. 

The pause for study, while needed to for- 
mulate effective policies and effective means 
of carrying them out, must not be allowed to 
dull our Government’s responses to the trade 
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problems that will continue to confront us. 
In my July 10 report concentrating on chem- 
icals I also discussed the problem of the bor- 
der tax. Here is an area where I believe that, 
because of the rapid development in Europe 
of a harmonized turnover tax system and in- 
creased border taxes, there is a need for in- 
ternational consultation at least to define the 
issues behind the dispute about the alleged 
adverse effects on U.S, exports of the border 
tax and export rebate that are part of the 
turnover method of indirect taxation. 

While discussing the trade policy studies 
to be undertaken by the Administration, I 
would suggest that there is an alternative 
that should perhaps be considered. Would 
not the most effective method of studying 
our foreign trade policy in its proper context 
be a much broader Foreign Economic Policy 
Commission, which has adequate financial 
backing to hire an independent staff and se- 
cure outside studies from external sources, 
hold hearings in various parts of the United 
States and abroad, and publish its own 
studies? My concern is that we attempt to 
create a policy that is far sighted as well as 
oriented to problem-solving in the near term. 

There is another kind of study that should 
be undertaken either within or outside the 
government. There has never been an effort 
to find out what the economic effects of tariff 
reductions really are. Five rounds of tariff 
negotiations have been undertaken since 
World War I without any thorough attempt 
to document their effects on world trade. The 
sixth and most far-reaching, tariff negotia- 
tion has just concluded, and it has been ac- 
complished with the best statistical resources 
and equipment that have ever been em- 
ployed. This wealth of statistical data should 
be used to study the economic effects of the 
tariff cuts Just completed. This would neces- 
sarily be a long-term effort because the tariff 
cuts are staged over five years. But it should, 
at some stage, be undertaken. 

One of the great achievements of the 1962 
Trade Act was to establish the organization 
needed to conduct trade negotitions, the Spe- 
cial Representative for Trade Negotiations. 
I am convinced that the Special Representa- 
tive for Trade Negotiations, created by the 
Trade Expansion Act as a position responsi- 
ble directly to the President and with con- 
firmation by the Senate, was the proper 
means of carrying out the mandates of the 
1962 Trade Act. I think it has brought much 
greater independence and much more schol- 
arship into the conduct of our trade nego- 
tiations. 

Iam pleased to see that the continuation of 
the Office of the Special Representative has 
been budgeted for this fiscal year. Even 
though the Trade Act’s delegation of nego- 
tiating authority has run out, there is noth- 
ing in the Trade Act to suggest that the 
Special Representative should cease func- 
tioning, and instead of allowing the function 
to wither, increased responsibility should be 
given to the Special Representative for con- 
ducting foreign trade relations. The impend- 
ing legislation to give the President some 
“housekeeping” authority in this area may be 
an appropriate place to redefine the func- 
tions of the Special Representative and 
strengthen his office. 

Ideally, I would like to see us move toward 
a method of administration used by the Brit- 
ish and other governments. That is, I believe 
we should ultimately create a Department of 
International Economic Affairs headed by a 
Cabinet Secretary. This Department would 
combine functions in the trade area and 
monetary policy, including development aid, 
that now are scattered throughout the goy- 
ernment in many different agencies. 

Finally, what of the Congressional role in 
such decision making? It is understood, of 
course, that the President has the power to 
conduct foreign relations, and it is equally 
certain that the Congress has the power to 
regulate interstate and foreign commerce. 
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There is obviously a tension created by this 
assignment of powers. The tension can be 
restored by Congress truly taking the initia- 
tive in many difficult trade areas by holding 
hearings, by studying the problems, and then 
giving the President the mandate to try to 
solve the problems through international ac- 
tion, Another way to help resolve this inher- 
ent tension between Executive and Legisla- 
tive powers is to include full Congressional 
participation in cases where the President 
employs his negotiating power in the foreign 
trade field such as in the Kennedy Round. 

The role of Congress in foreign trade is not 
simply passive. We should not simply sit by 
to act only when called upon by the Presi- 
dent, or to examine trade policy broadly only 
in the years preceding or concluding a new 
tariff and trade negotiation. The role of Con- 
gress, and the participation of Congress, 
should be persistent and continuing, and it 
will be much more informed as a conse- 
quence, So I conclude by again that 
the Joint Economic Committee put on its 
agenda as a regular function hearings on the 
President's Annual Trade Report. 

Thank you very much. 


THE PROBLEM OF RIFLE LUBRICA- 
TION AND PERFORMANCE IN 
VIETNAM 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
ALBERT), Under a previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from Michigan 
Mr. CHAMBERLAIN], is recognized for 30 
minutes, 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Mr. Speaker, 
there has been widespread interest and 
concern about reports of rifles failing to 
function in combat in Vietnam. As one 
who has been for some time investigating 
such reports, I wish today to bring to the 
attention of my colleagues and the Amer- 
ican people the findings of a newly re- 
leased report on recent tests conducted 
by the Army which have resulted in the 
order to issue a new gun lubricant to the 
troops in Vietnam that is allegedly better 
able to deal with the rigorous climatic 
and environmental conditions found 
there than the military gun oil provided 
up to now. 

About a year ago it came to my atten- 
tion that a growing number of our fight- 
ing men were asking for a better lub- 
ricating oil to keep their M-14 and M-16 
rifles operating in the mud, dust, heat, 
sand and humidity of the rice paddies 
and jungles of Vietnam. 

THE SOURCE OF THE CONTROVERSY 


This demand developed following the 
inclusion of a commercial gun oil, a 
molybdenum disulfide base lubricant 
called Dri-Slide, in packages sent from 
Michigan to our troops in Vietnam for 
Christmas 1965. 

The reason for this demand is best 
described in the words of the soldiers 
themselves. To illustrate I will cite just 
two examples of the hundreds of testi- 
monial statements that I have seen 
praising Dri-Slide. The two I quote here 
are taken from interviews conducted by 
the Army last September with Army per- 
sonnel who had previously indicated an 
interest in Dri-Slide. 

Sgt. Felip Badoyen’s views concerning 
Dri-Slide were described as follows: 

Prevent rust; does not collect dust. And he 
experiences fewer malfunctions, Used oll on 
operation in Delta, Salt marsh was in a fire 
fight and fired 800 rounds with no malfunc- 
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tions, He first used Dri-Slide the day before. 
He attributes the absence of malfunctions 
that day to using Dri-Slide. 


Sgt. John M. Keator made the follow- 
ing assessment of Dri-Slide: 

The usual Army lubricant doesn't prevent 
rust. If it rains my M-16 rifle will rust in 
about 24 hours because the PL Special will 
wash off. When I use Dri-Slide it doesn't wash 
off, and the rifle won't rust for several days. 
The inside of my bolt carrier key on my M-16 
use to get rusty all the time. Since I started 
using Dri-Slide, it never rusts anymore. 

Dri-Slide seems to lube better and causes 
less corrosion, also dust clings less, especially 
sand. On operation El Paso 2, and on 2 July, 
me and my whole platoon, about 40 guys 
were pinned down in the sand in a fire fight 
for about 4 hours. Almost everybody had lots 
of jams because of the sand and we had to 
keep pushing the cartridge cases out with 
cleaning rods. Two of the rifles had to be 
condemned by the maintenance people after- 
ward, because the bolts “melted.” Only about 
8 of the weapons didn't have trouble, Mine 
was OK because the sand didn't cling. I clean 
my chamber with Dri-Slide and an M60 ma- 
chine gun brush. I also carry PL Special 
because I can’t get enough Dri-Slide and I use 
the Dri-Slide on parts only where I used to 
have trouble with rust, like the bolt carrier 
key and the selector lever. It use to stick 
before I used Dri-Slide. I use PL Special now 
on the inside of the bolt. I guess I've used 
Dri-Slide about 2 months and probably I've 
fired about 3000 rounds in that time, I don’t 
see any difference between PL Special and 
Dri-Slide inside the bolt. 


Early in 1966 such frontline testi- 
monials as these prompted inquiries to 
the Army to ascertain whether a better 
gun oil for Vietnam could not be found. 

This question has been and continues 
to be my only concern. My initial in- 
quiries to the Defense Department were 
prompted solely by information received 
from citizens of Michigan’s Sixth Con- 
gressional District and by district news- 
paper stories, and were without the 
knowledge of the company manufactur- 
ing Dri-Slide, which I should like to 
point out, is not located in the Sixth Dis- 
trict. At that time I knew nothing of Dri- 
Slide or where or by whom it was man- 
ufactured. Further, I know of no one 
who owns stock in this corporation, nor 
have I ever made any inquiries as to who 
its stockholders may be. Our troops in 
Vietnam deserve the very best in equip- 
ment especially in an item which can 
play such a vital role to their survival. 
In order to provide our troops with the 
best lubricant available, I was deter- 
mined to have resolved the conflicting 
claims made by the Army bureaucracy 
on the one hand, and the Marine Corps 
and the men in the field on the other. 

As a result of these queries the Army 
Materiel Command performed a labora- 
tory analysis and a firing test of Dri- 
Slide in the spring of 1966. The findings 
of this first Army test have been some- 
what differently stated at different times 
by different Army spokesmen. The final 
test report, dated July 1966, states: 

Concerning properties of (1) friction, (2) 
load carrying capacity, (3) wear life, (4) cor- 
rosion protection, and (5) weapon lubrica- 
tion during firing under normal, dusty and 
sandy environments; Dri-Slide was equal to 
VV-L-800 (the current standard military 
lubricant) for load and friction, inferior as 
to wear and corrosion protection, equal 
under firing of weapons during normal and 
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dusty conditions, and superior during a 
sandy environment. 


However, in a mimeographed memo- 
randum apparently designed to answer 
all questions put to the Army about Dri- 
Slide, a copy of which was forwarded to 
me on June 27, 1966, there was no men- 
tion that these tests indicated that Dri- 
Slide was superior in a sandy environ- 
ment, that is in an environment such 
as Vietnam. The report reads as follows: 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF THE ARMY, 
Washington, D.C., June 27, 1966. 
Hon. CHARLES E. CHAMBERLAIN, 
House of Representatives. 

DEAR Mr. CHAMBERLAIN: This letter is to 
furnish you with a further report on the use 
of Dri-Slide gun lubricant in Viet Nam. 

I trust that this information will be of as- 
sistance to you. 

Sincerely, 
Col, J. L. BLACKWELL, 
-Chief of Legislative Liaison, 
DRI-SLIDE 

The product known as Dri-Slide, is well 
known to the U.S. Army and has been tested 
by the laboratories at Rock Island Arsenal 
with the results being evaluated at the U.S. 
Army Materiel Command. 

The report of test results makes it quite 
clear that Dri-Slide, in comparison with the 
standard corrosion preventive weapon lubri- 
cant, is inferior with regard to wear and cor- 
rosion protection under carefully controlled 
laboratory conditions. Further, the test re- 
sults on flash point, per cent composition, 
drying, and penetrating capability did not 
validate the claims in the Dri-Slide adver- 
tising literature. It should be noted that the 
samples tested had measured flash points of 
approximately 100° F which is considered too 
low for safety in handling and applying. 

Although no official requirement for this 
product has been stated, and no deficiencies 
have been reported, the U.S, Army Materiel 
Command requested information from the 
United States Army, Viet Nam (USARV) as 
to the existence of a problem and if so, would 
they consider field testing a sample quantity 
of Dri-Slide. The response from G-3 and G- 
USARV was negative to both questions. [In 
addition the following agencies were con- 
tacted and all stated without exception that 
no problem of this kind has ever been re- 
ported to them. These are the Project Man- 
ager for Rifles, U.S. Army Supply and Main- 
tenance Command, U.S. Army Weapons Com- 
mand, Rock Island Arsenal and the U.S. Army 
Materiel Command Customer Assistance Li- 
aison Team in Viet Nam.] 

{The only indication the Army has had of 
a possible problem has been from the author 
of a newspaper article or from the Dri-Slide 
Company.] 

Based on the above information, there ap- 
pears to be no justification for either the 
purchase of Dri-Slide or of conducting addi- 
tional tests. 


It is further to be noted that this 
memorandum clearly—albeit implic- 
itly—is couched in terms designed to 
defend the authorized lubricant, VV-L- 
800, from being replaced by a molybde- 
num disulfide base lubricant such as Dri- 
Slide. The Army rejects Dri-Slide as a 
“general purpose” lubricant and in so 
doing ignores the evidence that such a 
lubricant might be peculiarly suitable 
for Vietnam. At this point the- Army 
rejected the feasibility of providing a 
supplemental lubricant. 

The Army’s position was further ex- 
plained to me in a letter dated June 30, 
1966, signed by Mr. David E. McGiffert, 
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Under Secretary of the Army, which 
stated in part: 

The Army Weapons Command report in- 
dicates that Dri-Slide is superior to the 
lubricant presently in use in a sandy en- 
vironment since sand grains do not adhere 
to a surface treated with Dri-Slide. The lack 
of corrosion protection and other deficiencies 
of Dri-Slide outweigh this single advantage. 
As indicated in a previous letter to you and 
in recognition of the one superior quality 
demonstrated by Dri-Slide, the U.S. Army 
in Vietnam was queried as to a requirement 
to field test Dri-Slide, The response was 
negative. Basis for this rejection was that 
there is a satisfactory standard gun preserva- 
tive lubricant in the inventory, there have 
been no official complaints regarding this 
oil, and that a field evaluation of a product 
of this type would not be as valid as a scien- 
tific or laboratory analysis. 


I repeat the final telling phrase: 

A field evaluation of a product of this type 
would not be as valid as a scientific or 
laboratory analysis. 


It is clear to me from these statements 
that the Army was simply asking the 
wrong questions. It was not asking itself 
what lubricant would in fact work best 
in Vietnam based on actual combat ex- 
perience, 

It was asking in what way does a gun 
oil, claiming to be superior to the au- 
thorized gun oil, deviate from laboratory 
ree set by the authorized gun 
oil. 


THE MARINE CORPS TESTS, ORDERS DRI-SLIDE 


The Marine Corps took a more prag- 
matic approach. They apparently de- 
cided to act on the premise that the pos- 
sibility did exist that there might be a 
better lubricant for Vietnam. They were 
not preoccupied with defending the 
status quo. After examining the first 
Army report the Marine Corps chose to 
hold its own firing tests because the 
Army firing tests were not considered to 
be sufficiently severe to demonstrate the 
effect of a combat environment on lubri- 
cants.” On the basis of its own tests the 
Marine Corps found: 

1. Dri-Slide is equal in performance in all 
critical areas to the authorized lubricant 
(VV=L-800). 

2. Dri-Slide is significantly more effective 
as a lubricant than VV-L-800 in a dry, sandy, 
environment. 


8. Dri-Slide is significantly more effective 
as a lubricant than VV-L-800 in an environ- 
ment characterized by muddy water. 


The Marine Corps’ test report there- 
fore recommended: 
Dri-Slide should be purchased and issued 


as soon as possible to Marine Corps units in 
sandy areas. 


As a result of this recommendation the 
Marine Corps ignored the Army’s labora- 
tory findings and proceeded to purchase 
100,000 cans of Dri-Slide and airlifted 
them to Vietnam. 

AIR FORCE TEST RECOMMENDS DRI-SLIDE 

In addition the Air Force also last year 
conducted a firing test, the conclusion of 
which was a recommendation that Dri- 
Slide be procured. 

THE ARMY ORDERS SECOND TEST 

The Marine Corps action was plainly 
embarrassing to the Army. The Army’s 
position was that Dri-Slide was no good 
and, in any case, that it was unaware of 
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any requirement in Vietnam for a better 
lubricant. 
As a result of discussions with Army 
representatives last August some 40 let- 
ters from Army personnel in Vietnam 
attesting to the superiority of Dri-Slide 
were made available to the Army so that 
they might hold further interviews with 
these soldiers in the field. Again this was 
undertaken because the Army steadfastly 
maintained that they were totally un- 
aware of any lubricating problems in 
Vietnam. As a result of these interviews 
in Vietnam I was informed in a letter 
dated October 14, 1966, as follows: 
Although “Dri-Slide” has been tested under 
laboratory conditions and was found not to 
meet the requirement of the applicable Fed- 
eral Specification, a review of operational 
characteristics indicates further testing ‘s 
considered appropriate to determine the full 
military potential of products of this type 
for use with rifles. In order to provide a 
basis for judgment of expected performance 
in discrete areas of inquiry less than the 
total spectrum of military value in all po- 
tential environments, a test plan is under 
development to this end, 


This statement first of all admits that 
the meeting of laboratory standards for 
lubricants may not truthfully establish 
whether a particular lubricant works in 
actual practice. In view of Under Secre- 
tary McGiffert’s statement, which I pre- 
viously quoted, to the effect that lab- 
oratory findings are more valid than 
field experience this is a monumental 
admission. 

Second, the prospect is raised for the 
first time of the procurement of a spe- 
cial-purpose supplemental lubricant for 
Vietnam. Even so there was still no sug- 
gestion that the Army felt there was an 
actual requirement for a better gun oil in 
Vietnam. Yet the Army clearly knew 
differently. There was, for example, the 
report of Brig. Gen. Richard J. Seitz, 
Chief of Staff, U.S. Army, contained in 
Combat Lesson Bulletin, No. 9, dated Oc- 
tober 28, 1966, issued by U.S. Army Viet- 
nam headquarters, concerning the care 
and cleaning of the M-16 rifle. This re- 
port was, it said, “the result of a direct 
investigation by U.S. Army Materiel 
Command weapons specialists after 
reports of numerous malfunctions of the 
M-16 rifle.“ With respect to the “clean- 
ing and lubrication” of the M-16, the 
bulletin stated: 

During the investigation of the malfunc- 
tions the weapons specialists found that 
many of the weapons which had seriously 
malfunctioned performed flawlessly when 
properly clean and lubricated ... There 
had been a tendency to use too much oil in 
the weapon which caused excessive carbon 
to be formed. 


This bulletin by its very existence 
shows that there has been a problem of 
keeping rifles operational in Vietnam. 
It further concedes that proper lubrica- 
tion is a part of that problem. However, 
its recommendations appear to be in- 
credibly irrelevant. Of course, the M-16 
works fine when it is dress parade clean. 
Why should it not? The question is how 
to keep a rifle working when it is dirty; 
when the soldier in combat does not have 
the time to either shine his shoes or clean 
his rifle. Apparently, the GI’s answer to 
this problem has been simply to “over- 
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lubricate” his weapon; and this is not 
recommended, says the bulletin. 
THE SECOND ARMY TEST 

The second Army test was conducted 
between February and April of 1967 at 
the Aberdeen Proving Ground. Four lu- 
bricants were tested, including VVL 
800 and Dri-Slide, on 120 M-16 rifles 
using 300,000 rounds of ammunition. The 
results of this test indicate, according to 
the Secretary of the Army, Stanley R. 
Resor: 

In most of the aspects tested Dri-Slide 
was found to be inferior to the current mili- 
tary lubricants. 


However, it was also found: 

The present standard M-16A1 rifle lubri- 
cant VV-L-800 provides only slightly better 
weapon functioning performance than does 
Dri-Slide if the lubricants are applied in 
comparable quantities. 


Furthermore, a heretofore unmen- 
tioned military lubricant—MIL-L-— 
46000A—was discovered to be “signifi- 
cantly superior to the other tested lubri- 
cants.” 

Finally, that over the range of tem- 
peratures prevailing in Vietnam, over- 
lubrication” with any of the tested lubri- 
cants during firing operations does not 
adversely affect weapons performance. 

On the basis of these findings it was 
recommended that MIL-L-46000A be 
made “immediately available“ for field 
use as a lubricant for the M-16A1 rifle in 
Vietnam; and “that units in Vietnam 
be advised that overlubrication is not 
detrimental.” 

These findings and recommendations 
raise quite a few questions. 

First of all, even though the Army is 
now sending over a million units of MIL- 
I+46000A to Vietnam, it stubbornly 
maintains that— 

The approved lubricant (VV-L-800) is still 
regarded as satisfactory. 


Second, while MIL-L—46000A has been 
in the Army inventory since 1959, the 
Army has given no explanation as to 
why it has not been recommended for use 
on M-16 rifies in Vietnam until now. 
It has simply stated that on the basis of 
the second Army test “the Army became 
aware that MIL-L-46000A was a better 
lubricant than VV-L-800 for the condi- 
tions being experienced in Vietnam.” I 
can only conclude that had it not been 
for the testing of Dri-Slide by the Army, 
the Army would not have known that it 
already possessed a better rifle lubricant 
than it was issuing to the troops in Viet- 
nam. 

This is an incredible case of bureau- 
cratic rigor mortis. 

Third, the test report reveals that the 
Army has been giving wrong instruc- 
tions as to the proper lubrication of the 
M-16. You will recall that the combat 
lessons bulletin specifically warned 
against overlubrication. This policy was 
in line with official, bureaucratic, scien- 
tific expertise on how to lubricate a rifle. 
The Army now admits that these in- 
structions were improper. 

There is a final item in the report on 
the second Army test which bears men- 
tioning. It relates to an additional recom- 
mendation which is given as follows: 
“That teams consisting of military and 
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technical experts be sent to Vietnam to 
present factual data of weapons per- 
formance as generated by this test.” 

The source of this recommendation is 
to be found in a statement attached to 
the test report based on visits with units 
in Vietnam by an Army official between 
March 24, 1967, and April 5, 1967, which 
reads as follows: 

During the course of the visit the subject 
of Dri-Slide, and lubrication in general, was 
discussed with each unit. The troops highly 
praised Dri-Slide and this lubricant now 
enjoys a tremendous advantage in the minds 
of our troops as being an outstanding prod- 
uct. The results of our tests, however, indi- 
cate that a significantly superior lubricant 
exists in our inventory and I strongly believe 
that this should be the lubricant used in 
MI16A1 rifles in Vietnam. In addition, our 
test results indicate that weapons must be 
thoroughly lubricated under adverse condi- 
tions rather than sparingly as prescribed. 

If this lubricant is introduced in Vietnam, 
in order to gain troop acceptance, it is felt 
that a team or teams thoroughly conversant 
with the test results be dispatched to Viet- 
nam to acquaint troops with the superior 
qualities of MIL-L-46000A lubricant and 
demonstrate the proper method of lubrica- 
tion under adverse conditions. 


To say the least this is an extraordi- 
nary and curiously worded statement. 

In the first place, the enthusiastic ac- 
ceptance of Dri-Slide by the troops, 
which is here for the first time officially 
acknowledged, is “explained” as a phe- 
nomenon existing “in the minds” of the 
troops, as if to give the impression that 
these were subjective“ opinions and 
therefore not perhaps related to the 
“real” properties of Dri-Slide. 

Second, one can only wonder about the 
alleged superior qualities of MIL-L- 
46000A if it takes teams of experts, public 
relations battalions if you will, to sell it 
to the troops. 

U.S. NAVY VIEWS ON DRI-SLIDE 


The other lubricant tested along with 
Dri-Slide, VV-L-800 and MIL-L-46000A 
was one bearing the number NRL-N4002- 
51 developed by the Navy to protect the 
M16 during underwater use by its Seal 
teams, According to the Navy, the second 
Army test revealed that their lubricant 
was far superior to the other three with 
respect to corrosion prevention but that 
it was inferior to MIL-L-46000A when 
under dusty or dirty conditions. Thus, 
while the Navy acknowledges the Army's 
findings with respect to Dri-Slide, it 
states that it is considering issuing not 
one but two lubricants for the M16; that 
is its own NRL—-N4002-51 and the Army's 
MIL-L—46000A. To confound the situa- 
tion further, at nearly the same time I 
received this information from the Navy 
Department in Washington I received a 
letter from a Naval officer in the Mekong 
Delta area in which he told me as follows: 

Reports from the field indicate it (Dri- 
Slide) is far superior to any lubricant pres- 
ently available through the Navy Supply Sys- 
tem. . . . Specifically the reports indicated 
Dri-Slide holds a lubricating film longer than 
any other lubricant used and is not affected 
by water spray or gunpowder alkali. The 
product is obviously a good one. 

DRI-SLIDE APPROVED BY MARINES IN VIETNAM 


At about the same time the second 
Army test was being concluded addi- 
tional information became available as 
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to the performance of Dri-Slide with the 
Marine Corps in Vietnam. In a letter 
dated April 12, 1967, Gen. Wallace M. 
Greene, Jr., Commandant, U.S. Marine 
Ccrps, informed me that the superiority 
of Dri-Slide had been confirmed and that 
a lubricating oil with molybdenum di- 
sulfide contents would become a part of 
the Marine Corps Supply System. 

In hearings held on May 16, 1967, by 
the House Armed Services Subcommittee 
investigating the performance of the 
M-16 rifle chaired by the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. IcHorp] I was extended the 
courtesy, although not a member of that 
subcommittee, to query witnesses with 
respect to the lubrication problem. Maj. 
Gen. William J. Van Ryzin, U.S. Marine 
Corps, when asked about Dri-Slide re- 
plied: 

The troops are very enthusiastic. We have 
just a preliminary report on troop accept- 
ability at this time, but General Walt... re- 
quested that we continue procurement. 


So here we have the situation where 
the Army, although it admits the troops 
are enthusiastic about it, insists that Dri- 
Slide is no good; and that a lubricant 
that has been available in the Army in- 
ventory for at least 7 or 8 years is better, 
although they did not realize it until a 
few weeks ago. At the same time the 
Marine Corps says the troops are en- 
thusiastic about Dri-Slide and are pre- 
paring to reorder more of a gun oil of 
this type. 

Mr. Speaker, that two of our great 
service branches should arrive at di- 
ametrically opposed findings about such 
a basic item for our fighting men is in- 
credible and intolerable. Either there is a 
requirement for a better gun oil in Viet- 
nam or there is not. Either one gun oil 
works better in combat, where it really 
counts, or it does not. This is the central 
concern shared by the distinguished gen- 
tleman from South Carolina [Mr. 
Rivers], chairman of the House Armed 
Services Committee, who wrote a letter to 
Secretary McNamara asking that this 
matter be resolved. In his letter of May 
18, Chairman Rivers concluded: 

It is inconceivable to me that there could 
be such basic disagreement between two 
services on a matter of such importance. Do 
you think this matter could be resolved 
while this war is being fought rather than 
wait for its conclusion? 


In his letter of June, 1967, Secretary 
McNamara replied that the Marine 
Corps is now testing and evaluating the 
Army’s “new” gun lubricant—MIL—-L- 
46000A—and that upon completion of the 
Marine Corps test “a standard lubri- 
cant for the M-16 type rifle will be 
designated.” 

Frankly, I am not sure that that is 
what is needed. If the Secretary of De- 
fense means that a standard lubricant 
for the M-16 rifle in Vietnam is to be 
designated, that is one thing. However, 
if the idea is again to designate a stand- 
ard rifle lubricant for use generally at 
the expense of providing the one that 
works best where the fighting is going on, 
than that is definitely another matter. 
A major cause of the difficulty of trying 
to get a better lubricant out to the troops 
in Vietnam, it will be recalled, has been 
the overcoming of the Army’s stubborn 
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resistance to idea of a special purpose 
lubricant for Vietnam. 

As of now, it is not at all clear whether 
the Army intends its new lubricant, 
MIL-L—46000A, as a replacement for 
VV-L-800 or only as a supplement for 
use only in Vietnam type conditions. For 
example, an Army spokesman informed 
me, in a letter dated June 19, 1967: 

MIL-L-4600A is not now planned to replace 
any lubricant in the inventory but is being 
issued for use in Vietnam because the Army 
became aware that it provided better results 
in that environment. 


However, in the final report on the 
second Army test of Dri-slide—“Military 
Potential Test of Weapon Lubricants,” 
U.S. Army Weapons Command, Rock Is- 
land Arsenal, Research and Engineering 
Division, Technical Report 67-1380, June 
1967—it is recommended that “MIL- 
L-46000A lubricant replace VV-L-800 
for use with the M-16A1 rifle at tempera- 
tures above 0° F.” 

In other words, the question remains 
whether, after all its testing and retest- 
ing, the Army has as yet really resolved 
the problem of the proper lubrication of 
small arms weapons. To now admit that 
its current general purpose gun oil, 
VV-L-800, should be replaced is to con- 
fess that the Army, in its insistent claim 
that VV-L-—800 was satisfactory, has been 
wrong. However, to recommend that 
MIL-L-46000A be considered only as a 
supplemental gun oil, in addition to VV- 
L-800, for use in Vietnam, is to assert 
that not only the Army has been wrong 
in denying that a weapon lubrication 
problem exists there, but also that its 
new lubricant is the best available for 
that part of the world. The latter asser- 
tion has yet to be verified by field ex- 
perience. Nevertheless, the cardinal fact 
remains the Army in sending this new 
lubricant to Vietnam has admitted that 
its past hear no evil, see no evil” posi- 
tion on weapons lubrication problems in 
Vietnam has been wrong. 

Somehow, Mr. Speaker, the question of 
whether a lubricant does the best job in 
actual combat seems to have gotten rele- 
gated to a relatively secondary consid- 
eration due to the Army’s apparent pre- 
occupation with questions of logistics and 
supply. This was again made clear to me 
by the same Army spokesman, in the 
same letter dated June 19, 1967, in which 
it is stated: 

To simplify logistics and supply items it is 
desirable to secure items which have the most 
broad applications and which still provide 
the required services. The lubricants MIL-L— 
46000A and VV-L-800 provide a case in point. 
The latter for the approved small arms 
lubricant able to provide the desired results 
over a wide range of conditions, as well as to 
serve as a lubricant for certain vehicular ap- 
plications; the former was developed solely 
for a high rate-of-fire weapon. 


It is precisely this attitude that is 
such a disturbing aspect of this whole 
sorry saga. Undoubtedly, to have a lubri- 
cant that can be used for many things 
would be most fortunate, and would cer- 
tainly be an ideal example of cost effec- 
tiveness.” However, in the life-and- 
death struggle of combat, it should 
hardly need to be pointed out, what mat- 
ters most, to our troops and to the suc- 
cess of the war, is what lubricant is best 
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to keep the guns firing, where the fight- 

ing is going on. In this regard the Army’s 

attitude has been one of costly ineffec- 
tiveness. 

In sum, the Army has steadfastly re- 
sisted the idea that there could be a gun- 
lubricant problem in Vietnam. At every 
opportunity they have rejected or depre- 
ciated the demands of our soldiers in 
Vietnam for a better gun oil on the 
grounds that these were not “official 
complaints.” 

They have stubbornly fought the sug- 
gestion for a supplemental lubricant for 
Vietnam’s punishing climate on the 
basis of a bureaucratic determination 
that it was not needed and that it would 
create supply problems. 

In fact, they have done all this so 
effectively, apparently for so long, that 
it now appears that prior to the Dri- 
Slide controversy the Army had never 
really field tested its gun lubricant to 
determine how it actually works in 
combat. 

Mr. Speaker, I sincerely hope that the 
Army’s new-found lubricant proves to be 
the best that is available. If it does, I 
would only point out again that its intro- 
duction in Vietnam would not have come 
about by waiting for the Army to take 
the initiative. I would hope that the 
Dri-Slide controversy will, at the very 
least, have served to improve the Army’s 
responsiveness to the problems of our 
fighting men in the field. 

Mr. Speaker, at this point in the REC- 
orp I insert materials related to my pre- 
ceding remarks. 

1, CORRESPONDENCE WITH THE DEPARTMENTS 

OF DEFENSE AND THE ARMY 
May 6, 1966. 

Maj. Gen. C. R. RODERICK, 

Director, Congressional Liaison Office, De- 
partment of Defense, The Pentagon, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR GENERAL RODERICK: I am enclosing an 
open letter from the Grass Lake (Michigan) 
News regarding the great need for a product 
to lubricate weapons in Vietnam known as 
Dry-Slide. k 

Mrs. Kenneth Shinabery has now written 
to me as follows: 

“Can you tell me what our government is 
going to do about Dry-Slide? This product 
was sent to the boys in Christmas packages 
and they have begged us for more. One 
Marine has been sent several cases but it isn’t 
a drop in the bucket to what is needed. The 
Dry-Slide Co. of Freemont, Michigan, re- 
ports that the government is still testing it. 
When the boys in Vietnam know that it is 
the only thing that works why does our gov- 
ernment have to take four months to test it? 
About a month ago, this Marine said if we 
couldn't afford to send a lot of it, they would 
send their pay checks, The response to my 
open letter was very gratifying. As near as I 
can figure, close to 15 cases have been sent 
by individuals and another 8 cases have been 
purchased by donated money.” 

Your advice about this matter will be ap- 
preciated. Thanking you for your courtesy, 
Iam, 

Sincerely yours, 
CHARLES E, CHAMBERLAIN, 


OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
Washington, D.C., June 6, 1966. 

Hon. CHARLES E. CHAMBERLAIN, 

House of Representatives. 

Dear Mr. CHAMBERLAIN: This is in further 
reply to your inquiry concerning Mrs. Ken- 
neth Shinabery and the use of Dri-Slide 
lubricant in Viet Nam. 
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Rock Island Arsenal, Rock Island, Illinois 
has completed a series of tests on Dri-Slide 
lubricant the results of which have been 
evaluated at the U.S. Army Materiel Com- 
mand. 

The report of test results makes it quite 
clear that Dri-Slide, in comparison with the 
standard corrosion preventive weapon lubri- 
cant which has been used for years, is in- 
ferior with regard to wear and corrosion pro- 
tection under carefully controlled laboratory 
conditions. Further tests covering these 
points and other aspects will be made under 
field conditions subject to approval by Mil- 
itary Assistance Command, Viet Nam. 

In the overall evaluation program which 
was carried out by Rock Island Arsenal, the 
only clear point of superiority was the reduc- 
tion in gun stoppage under sandy conditions. 
Although the careful laboratory measure- 
ments of dust and sand retention on pre- 
pared test panels showed no significant dif- 
ference between the standard VV-L-800 
lubricant and Dri-Slide, the actual firing 
tests with two weapons showed that sand 
grains were more easily shaken off with Dri- 
Slide and as a result, gun stoppages were 
minimized. 

Based on the possibility that there may be 
a definite requirement for performance im- 
provement in this area, although no official 
requirements have been stated and no de- 
ficiencies have been reported, Rock Island 
Arsenal is being instructed to issue a pur- 
chase description to enable procurement of 
a product with the above mentioned char- 
acteristic, should a requirement develop. 

It should be pointed out, however, that 
the purchase description will require some 
standards that are not being met by the 
Dri-Slide supplied for test, even though 
claimed by the manufacturer. 

The most critical of these is the flash point 
of the solvent carrier. Although the manu- 
facturer claims a minimum flash point of 
160°F, the actual samples had measured 
flash points of approximately 100°F which 
is considered too low for safety in handling 
and applying. 

The Army discourages the use of any item 
supplied through private channels that does 
not meet reasonable safety standards. 

I trust this information will be of assist- 
ance to you. 

Sincerely, 
O. R. RODERICK, 
Major General, USAF, Director, Office 
of Legislative Liaison. 
Jury 15, 1966. 
Hon. STaniey R. Resor, 
The Secretary of the Army, 
The Pentagon, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. SECRETARY : While I was sorry that 
it was not possible for us to meet together 
before you left on your trip, I did appreciate 
your calling me at my home last evening in 
order that I could call your attention to cer- 
tain problems involving Dri-Slide, a gun lu- 
bricant being requested by many of our 
fighting men in Vietnam. 

As your records will reveal, Dri-Slide was 
included in packages sent to servicemen in 
Vietnam as part of the “Operation Michigan 
Christmas in Vietnam” program and since 
that time letters have been received in vol- 
ume praising the product and ordering it by 
the case. However, efforts to interest the 
Army in supplying this lubricant have been 
unsuccessful based on tests evaluated by the 
Army Materiel Command. A copy of the lat- 
est report sent to me under date of June 
27th is enclosed. 

As I understand from press reports and 
correspondence with L. G. Myers of Dri-Slide, 
Inc., although the Army declines to approve 
the product, apparently the Marine Corps 
has no such reservations. Despite the reac- 
tion of the men who have used Dri-Slide in 
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Vietnam and feel it far superior to the 
product furnished, Mr. Myers has not been 
able to obtain information from Army 
sources as to the tests which were made or 
the results on which the negative report was 
based, Therefore, I hereby request that the 
Army tests and results be made available at 
once to Mr. Myers, with a copy to me. 

As you will note from the enclosed unclas- 
sified correspondence which has been sent 
to me, Marine Corps reports indicate that the 
product is recommended suitable for Marine 
use. That such an irreconcilable conflict 
could result from the testing of the same 
product by the Army and the Marine Corps 
demands a complete and immediate explana- 
tion, 

Thanking you for your courtesy, I am, 

Respectfully yours, 
CHARLES E. CHAMBERLAIN, 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, . 
Washington, D.C., July 30, 1966. 
Hon, CHARLES E. CHAMBERLAIN, 
House of Representatives, 

DEAR MR. CHAMBERLAIN: This is in reply to 
your inquiry in behalf of Mr. L. G. Myers, 
General Manager of Dri-Slide, Incorporated, 
who is attempting to sell Dri-Slide lubricant 
to the Army. 

Attached hereto is a final draft report of 
the U.S. Army Weapons Command titled 
“Evaluation of Dri-Slide as a Lubricant for 
Small Arms Weapons”. 

An evaluation of this draft report substan- 
tiates the earlier Army tentative position 
that the Dri-Slide lubricant does not meet 
the requirements of an authorized small 
arms lubricant as specified in Federal Speci- 
fication. For example, while the specification 
requires the lubricant to be homogeneous, 
practically all of the solid material in Dri- 
Slide settles out of solution after standing 
four hours. The minimum flash point re- 
quirement in the specification is 275°F 
whereas the Dri-Slide carrier flash point is 
99°F and in solution is 105°F, 

The corrosion protection requirement of a 
lubricant for conditions of high temperature 
and humidity is an absolute requisite in the 
environment of Southeast Asia. Current 
specifications require a minimum of eight 
days surface protection on a sand-blasted 
steel panel. Regardless of the method of ap- 
plication, Dri-Slide fails in one day whereas 
the present lubricant now in service is ef- 
fective after twenty-eight days. 

The Army Weapons Command report indi- 
cates that Dri-Slide is superior to the lubri- 
cant presently in use in a sandy environment 
since sand grains do not adhere to a surface 
treated with Dri-Slide. The lack of corrosion 
protection and other deficiencies of Dri-Slide 
outweigh this single advantage, As indicated 
in a previous letter to you and in recognition 
of the one superior quality demonstrated by 
Dri-Slide, the U.S. Army in Vietnam was 
queried as to a requirement to field test Dri- 
Slide. The response was negative, Basis for 
this rejection was that there is a satisfactory 
standard gun preservative lubricant in the 
inventory, there have been no official com- 
plaints regarding this oil, and that a field 
evaluation of a product of this type would 
not be as valid as a scientific or laboratory 
analysis. 

In response to your request that Mr. L. G. 
Myers of Dri-Slide Incorporated be provided 
a copy of the test report, Mr. Myers will visit 
Headquarters, Army Materiel Command dur- 
ing the week of 1 August 1966. At that time 
he will be furnished a copy of the report and 
qualified personnel will be available for an 
open discussion on the subject. 

The purchase description which is referred 
to by Mr. Myers in his letter of July 12, 1966, 
was prepared to enable expeditious procure- 
ment of the lubricant described therein, 
should a requirement develop. The purchase 
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description has never been approved, has no 
Official status and was not a part of the re- 
port referred to by Mr. Myers. 

The Marine Corps report of troop test ex- 
tract forwarded to you by Mr. Myers refers 
to a test report of Dri-Slide conducted by 
the U.S. Army Weapons Command. This was 
a preliminary report of the Rock Island 
Arsenal tests. The report was a compilation 
of raw scientific data and had not been ex- 
posed to a critical evaluation by manage- 
ment-scientific elements at higher level. 

In a portion of the Marine Corps report, 
not provided you, reference is made to an 
informal report from the Surface Chemistry 
Branch of the Naval Research Laboratory 
which advocates extreme caution in the use 
of molybdenum disulfide products as general 
lubricants and further states that under 
conditions of high moisture or high tempera- 
ture such products may promote rather than 
prevent corrosion. A copy of page one of the 
Marine Corps report citing this factor is in- 
closed for your information. In addition, the 
Naval Engineering Center Aeronautical Ma- 
terials Laboratory, reports Dri-Slide did not 
show properties equivalent to Federal Speci- 
fications, I feel these reports tend to confirm 
the findings of the Army. 

Iam informed that the Marine Corps does 
not intend to procure Dri-Slide on the basis 
of their troop test alone. I am also informed 
that the Marine Corps has advised Mr. Myers 
that any further action in respect to his 
product will be contingent upon laboratory 
analysis and a review of the report of fleld 
tests. 


In summary, lacking any official adverse 
reports on the currently standard lubricant 
or a stated need from our forces in Vietnam 
for a lubricant with different characteris- 
tics, and in full consideration of the failure 
of the Dri-Slide material to qualify under 
the provisions of the current specification, 
there appears to be no justification for the 
purchase of the Dri-Slide lubricant by the 
Army. 

I trust that this information will be of as- 
sistance to you. 

Sincerely, 
Davin E. MCGIFFERT, 
Acting Secretary of the Army. 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF THE ARMY, 
Washington, D.C., October 14, 1966. 
Hon. CHARLES E. CHAMBERLAIN, 
House of Representatives. 

DEAR MR. CHAMBERLAIN: This confirms my 
telephone conversation of 5 October 1966 
concerning the status of our “Dri-Slide” ex- 
plorations. 

Although Dri-Slide“ has been tested un- 
der laboratory conditions and was found not 
to meet the requirement of#the applicable 
Federal Specification, a review of operational 
characteristics indicates further testing is 
considered appropriate to determine the full 
military potential of products of this type 
for use with rifles. In order to provide a basis 
for judgment of expected performance in dis- 
crete areas of inquiry less than the total spec- 
trum of military value in all potential en- 
vironments, a test plan is under develop- 
ment to this end. 

Attached are extracts of the more valid 
findings derived from our interviews of Dri- 
Slide” users in Vietnam. 

I trust this information will be of assist- 
ance to you. 

Sincerely, 
J. L. BLACKWELL, 
Colonel, GS, 
Office, Chief of Legislative Liaison. 


U.S. MARINE Corps, MARINE Corps 
LANDING Force DEVELOPMENT 
CENTER, MARINE Corps SCHOOLS, 

Quantico, Va., May 31, 1966. 
Classification: Unclassified. 
Project Number: 58-66-02. 
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Subject: Dri-Slide Lubricant, Final Report. 

Reference: (a) CMC ltr CSY-7-mmp, 8000 
dtd 7 March 1966, Subj: Project Directive 
USMC Proj No 58-66-02; (b) USAWCOM 
Tech, Report 66-1055 dtd March 1966, 
(NOTAL). 

Annexes: A. Photograph of 2.146 Oz Con- 
tainer of Dri-Slide; B. Details of Tests; 
O. Purchase Description, RIA-PD-689 
(NOTAL); D. Distribution List. 


1. INTRODUCTION 


a. Purpose—The purpose of this evaluation 
was to determine the suitability of a proprie- 
tary product, Dri-Slide, as a lubricant for use 
in the maintenance of Infantry Weapons. 

b. Description—Dri-Slide lubricant is a 
dispersion of molybdenum disulfide in a 
mixture of light lubricating oil and dry 
cleaning solyent containing corrosion inhibi- 
tors. One hundred twenty 2.146 oz. metal 
containers of Dri-Slide were provided for 
evaluation by Dri-Slide Incorporated of Fre- 
mont, Michigan. The containers appear to be 
conventional oil cans except for the plastic 
spout and an agitating ball inside the can. 

c. Background— 

(1) Reference (a) enclosed an informal 
report from the Surface Chemistry Branch 
of the Naval Research Laboratory advocating 
extreme caution in the use of molybdenum 
disulfide products as general lubricants and 
further stating that under conditions of high 
moisture or high temperature such products 
may promote rather than prevent corrosion, 
Since this Activity has no facilities for labo- 
ratory testing of lubricants, and in view of 
the adverse report cited above, reference (b) 
was studied to determine the requirement for 
supplemental testing. 

AUGUST 11, 1966. 
Hon. STANLEY R. Resor, 
The Secretary of the Army, 
The Pentagon, Washington, D.C. 

Deak Mr. Secretary: The meeting ar- 
ranged by Colonel Blackwell, held in my of- 
fice yesterday morning for the purpose ot 
discussing with Mr. L. G. Myers, President of 
Dri-Slide Inc. and representatives of the 
Army Materiel Command, proved to be 
worthwhile and informative and I want to 
express my appreciation for your assistance 
in making this possible. 

At the request of Col. Blackwell and on 
the instructions of Mr. Myers, I am forward- 
ing photostatic copies of 43 letters received 
from Army personnel in Vietnam relating to 
their interest in Dri-Slide and its limited 
utilization in that area. The originals of 
these letters will be available in my office for 
your further examination should this be de- 
sirable. 

It is my understanding that efforts will be 
made by Army technicians to contact the 
writers of these letters to ascertain this re- 
action to the use of this lubricant. Both Mr. 
Myers and myself were pleased to have Col. 
Blackwell's assurances that these servicemen 
will not be considered as having expressed 
dissatisfaction with the equipment they have 
been issued. 

A report of the outcome of these inter- 
views will be appreciated as soon as it is 
available. 

Sincerely yours, 
CHARLES E. CHAMBERLAIN. 


Master Sergeant, 2nd Battalion, 17th Artil- 
1 


ery. 

Sergeant, Headquarters and Headquarters 
Company, 2nd Brigade, 1st Infantry Di- 
vision, 

Specialist Five, Headquarters and Headquar- 
ters and Band, Support Command, 1st 
Infantry Division. 

All personnel interviewed stated that they 
liked it, because it improves weapon appear- 
ance and weapons do not have to be cleaned 
so frequently. All stated that dust and sand 
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do not adhere to weapons cleaned with Dri- 
Slide, and that Dri-Slide prevents rust for 
two to three days, while issue lubricants only 
prevent rust for only one day, when weapons 
get wet. 


RÉSUMÉ OF INTERVIEWS 

Sergeant (E5) Alfred D. McClure, Head- 
quarters and Headquarters Company 2nd Bde, 
1st Inf. Div.: 

“I like it because it seems to take the rust 
off better and it doesn’t rust as much after. 

“It seems to take the rust off well, I don’t 
know how good it lubricates, because I never 
fired my rifle since I used it about twice.” 

Sergeant Felip Badoyen, Headquarters and 
Headquarters Company, 2nd Brigade, 1st Inf. 
Div.: 

Prevents rust; does not collect dust. And 
he experiences fewer malfunctions. 

“Used while on operation in Delta. Salt 
Marsh. Was in a firefight and fired 800 rounds 
with no malfunctions. He had first used Dri- 
Slide the day before. He attributes the ab- 
sence of malfunctions that day to using Dri- 
Slide.” 

Second Lieutenant Robert Duedall, 
Battalion, 5th Artillery: 

“Prevents rust longer. 

“No evidence of corrosion caused by Dri- 
Slide.” 

Specialist Five Corbert W. Davis, D Troop, 
ist Squadron, 4th Cav.: 

“Water resistant—does not collect dust 
and grit—prevents rust longer. 

He is a door gunner, uses it on a machine 
gun in UHI1-D. This duty involves dust and 
sand raised by the rotor blast.” 

Specialist Five Thomas T. Silcock, Head- 
quarters & Headquarters Company and Band, 
SPTCMD, ist Inf Div: 

“I used it to clean my M14 rifle and found 
that it cleaned well and my rifle looked good 
afterward and didn’t seem to rust as fast 
afterward. 

“Well it seemed to keep down the rust, 
and after going out in the dust I could just 
brush off the rifle and it would be clean be- 
cause the dust didn’t stick. 

“Well I don’t know how it lubricates be- 
cause I haven't fired my rifle since Fort Riley, 
but it makes my rifle look good and it cleans 
easy.” 

Platoon Sergeant John M. Keator (E7), 2nd 
Bn, 18th Inf, ist Inf Div: 

“The usual Army lubricant doesn’t prevent 
rust. If it rains my M16 Rifie will rust in 
about 24 hours because the PL Special will 
wash off. When I use Dri-Slide it doesn’t 
wash off, and the rifle won't rust for several 
days. The inside of my bolt carrier key on 
my M16 used to get rusty all the time. Since 
I started using Dri-Slide, it never rusts any- 
more. 

“Dri-Slide seems to lube better and causes 
less corrosion, also dust clings less, especially 
sand. On operation El Paso 2, on 2 July, me 
and my whole platoon, about 40 guys were 
pinned down in the sand in a fire fight for 
about 4 hours. Almost everybody had lots of 
jams because of the sand and we had to keep 
pushing the cartridge cases out with clean- 
ing rods. Two of the rifles had to be con- 
demned by the maintenance people after- 
ward, because the bolts “melted,” Only about 
3 of the weapons didn’t have trouble, Mine 
was OK because the sand didn’t cling. I clean 
my chamber with Dri-Slide and an M60 ma- 
chine gun brush. I also carry PL Special be- 
cause I can’t get enough Dri-Slide and I use 
the Dri-Slide on parts only where I used to 
have trouble with rust, like the bolt carrier 
key and the selector lever. It used to stick 
before I used Dri-Slide. I use PL Special now 
on the inside of the bolt. I guess I’ve used 
Dri-Slide about 2 months and probably I've 
fired about 3000 rounds in that time. I don't 
see any difference between PL Special and 
Dri-Slide inside the bolt.“ 
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JANUARY 20, 1967. 
Hon. STANLEY R. RESOR, 
Secretary of the Army, 
The Pentagon, Washngton, D.C. 

Dear Mr. SECRETARY: Last October Colonel 
Blackwell of the Congressional Liaison Office 
advised me that new tests were to be made 
on the gun lubricant Dri-Slide. 

I have received no other information since 
that date and would be most appreciative of 
a full report of the status of this new test 
program. 

Sincerely yours, 
CHARLEs E, CHAMBERLAIN. 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, HEAD- 
QUARTERS, U.S. ARMY MATERIEL 
CoMMAND, 
Washington, D.C., February 3, 1967. 
Hon. CHARLES E. CHAMBERLAIN, 
House of Representatives. 

Dran Mr. CHAMBERLAIN: The Secretary of 
the Army has asked me to reply to your in- 
quiry concerning the staus of the Dri-Slide 
test program. 

The actual testing of Dri-Slide under the 
expanded program was started on 1 February 
1967 with an assigned Southeast Asia test 
priority. The approved detailed test plan re- 
quired a reallocation of funds and the ac- 
quisition of test weapons and ammunition. 
Barring unforeseen delays the test program 
is expected to be completed in 90 days. The 
test results and the Army’s evaluation thereof 
will be furnished to you as soon as possible. 

I trust this information will be of assist- 
ance to you. 

Sincerely, 
PAUL CYR, 
Special Assistant for Congressional Affairs. 
CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, D.C., May 26, 1967. 
Hon. STANLEY R. RESOR, 
Secretary of the Army, 
The Pentagon, 
Washington, D.C, 

My Dear MR. SECRETARY: A copy of the 
interim report of the Army’s recent tests of 
lubricants, including Dri-Slide, addressed to 
Chairman Rivers, of the House Armed Serv- 
ices Committee, has been received and I am 
most grateful for your response to my re- 
quest for a copy of this report. While the re- 
port raises a number of questions in my 
mind I would first of all like to be informed 
as to the present status of its recommenda- 
tions. 

In view of the report’s statement that it 
is “strongly” believed that the recommended 
lubricant, MIL-L-46000A, should be used in 
M16A1 rifles in Vietnam: 

1. Is there an Army requirement for a 
lubricant other than VV-L-800 in Vietnam? 
If so, what is the exact nature of that re- 
quirement and when did this become known 
to the Army? 

2. How long has MIL—L-46000A been in the 
inventory? 

3. Has it been issued for use on MI6Al1 
rifles in Vietnam before ? 

4, In view of the fact that the report states 
“If this lubricant is introduced in Viet- 
nam...” has MIL-L-46000A been issued 
to the troops there for use on the M16A1 
rifles and other small arms? If so when? Is 
there a sufficient supply in the inventory 
now to meet this requirement? 

5. Have terms consisting of military and 
technical experts been sent to Vietnam to 
instruct troops on use of MIL-L-46000A as 
recommended by the report? If so, when? 

6. Since it is now acknowledged that a 
significantly better lubricant than VVL 
800 exists and has been in the inventory 
what steps are being taken to correct re- 
search and development procedures to insure 
that this breakdown of communication and 
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responsibility to the field will not be re- 
peated in the future? 
Sincerely yours, 
CHARLES E. CHAMBERLAIN. 


JUNE 9, 1967. 
Hon. CHARLES E. CHAMBERLAIN, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

Deak Mr. CHAMBERLAIN: The Secretary of 
the Army has asked me to respond, on his 
behalf, to your letter. 

Accordingly, the following information re- 
garding the lubricant MIL—-L-46000A and its 
use with the M16A1 rifle is provided. 

The first procurement of MIL-L-46000A, a 
semi-fluid, synthetic base preservative lubri- 
cant, was accomplished under a specification 
dated 17 March 1959. This specification au- 
thorized a limited procurement for test pur- 
poses and was used with the VULCAN auto- 
matic cannon during its test. Subsequently, 
the lubricant was approved for use with U. S. 
Army and U. S. Air Force high rate-of-fire 
machine guns and automatic cannon and 
the first general procurement was made under 
a military specification of 26 October 1962. 
This letter specification, together with a 
minor technical amendment of 27 August 
1965, is the current basis for procurement. 

As a result of the recent USATECOM test, 
of which Chairman Rivers was provided the 
interim report, the Army became aware that 
MIL-L-46000A was a better lubricant than 
VV-L-800 for the conditions being experi- 
enced in Vietnam, Consequently, actions are 
being taken to provide MIL-L-46000A for 
small arms although the approved lubricant 
is still regarded satisfactory. The actions in- 
clude procurement and shipment of MIL 
46000A to Vietnam on a priority basis. This 
will immediately increase its availability and 
permit issuance for use with M16A1 and M14 
rifles in Vietnam as recommended by the 
USATECOM interim report. While current 
stocks are sufficient to support use with auto- 
matic weapons, this action will make avall- 
able quantities sufficient to support use with 
the two rifles as well. While MIL—L-46000A 
will not replace VV-L-800, it will supplement 
it and information is currently being dissemi- 
nated to troops describing MIL-L-46000A and 
how it should be used. Furthermore, person- 
nel familiar with the rifle and its mainte- 
nance, including the lubricants specialist who 
designed the USATECOM test, will proceed to 
Vietnam in July 1967. Their mission will be 
to continue assisting the troops in achieving 
maximum performance from the M16A1, in- 
cluding the implementation of MIL-L-46000A 
as a small arms lubricant. 

The Army does not agree that there was a 
breakdown in either communications or re- 
sponsibility between the research and devel- 
opment area or logistics area and the field. 
To simplify logistics and supply problems, it 
is desirable to procure items which have the 
most broad applications and still provide the 
required services. The lubricants MIL-L-— 
46000A and VV-L-800 provide a case in point. 
The latter is the approved small arms lubri- 
cant, able to provide the desired results over 
a wide range of conditions, as well as serve 
as a lubricant for certain vehicular applica- 
tions; the former was developed solely for 
high rate-of-fire weapons. To further illus- 
trate, the Army recently completed a year- 
long test of MIL-L-46000A under Arctic con- 
ditions in Alaska, the preliminary results of 
which indicate this lubricant is unacceptable 
for small arms in temperature regions below 
zero fahrenheit. Thus, MIL-L-46000A is not 
now planned to replace any lubricant in the 
inventory, but is being issued for use in Viet- 
nam because the Army became aware that it 
provided better results in that environment. 

I trust the above provides satisfactory an- 
swers to your inquiry and hope this informa- 
tion will be helpful. 

Sincerely, 
J. L. BLACKWELL, 
Colonel, GS, 
‘Office, Chief of Legislative Liaison. 
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II. U.S. ARMY SMALL ARMS LUBRICATION RE- 
PORTS AND TEST RESULTS 


A. FIRST ARMY TEST OF DRI-SLIDE (ABRIDGED) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF THE ARMY, 
Washington, D.C., August 5, 1966. 
Hon. CHARLES E. CHAMBERLAIN, 
House of Representatives. 

DEAR Mn. CHAMBERLAIN: The Secretary of 
the Army has asked that I respond to your 
inquiry pertaining to a report on Dri-Slide, 
dated April 15, 1966, and provide you any 
other information that will assist you in this 
matter. 

Attached hereto is the only report pub- 
lished on April 15, 1966; you will note that 
this is a purchase description. This purchase 
description was addressed by the Under Sec- 
retary of the Army in his letter of 30 July 
wherein he pointed out that it had never 
been approved and had no official status. It 
was prepared at the time to insure expedi- 
tious action in the event a requirement did 
develop for Dri-Slide lubricant. The pen and 
ink annotations in this purchase descrip- 
tion were a part of the normal review pro- 
cedure. The purchase description has not 
been published as an official document. 

I would like to reaffirm our offer to brief 
you. I believe that if we could bring our 
technical people to you to give you a com- 
plete review of our position on Dri-Slide lu- 
bricant, we can clarify any questions that 
may be outstanding. If Mr. Myers is still in 
the Washington area, I believe it would be 
most helpful if he were present. 

Sincerely, 
T. J. Camp, Jr., 
Colonel, GS, 
Acting Chief of Legislative Liaison. 
[From the U.S. Army Weapons Command, 

Rock Island Arsenal Research and Engi- 

neering Division] 


EVALUATION OF DRI-SLIDE AS A LUBRICANT FOR 
SMALL ARMS WEAPONS 


(By D. Bootzin, S. F. Calhoun, F. S, Meade, 
R. E. Johnson, Laboratory Branch, July 1966) 


ABSTRACT 


An urgent laboratory investigative effort 
was conducted to determine (1) whether 
properties and uses of Dri-Slide as described 
and claimed by Dri-Slide Inc. are valid, and 
(2) whether Dri-Slide is inferior, superior 
or equal to the authorized lubricants, par- 
ticularly in corrosion resistance, 

The product Dri-Slide had been made 
available to troops in Vietnam through 
Christmas packages sent by the State of 
Michigan. The response in the form of testi- 
monials and letters created sufficient interest 
so that an official evaluation was requested. 

An extensive program was conducted to 
compare Dri-Slide with the currently au- 
thorized lubricants, VV-L-800 (PL Special) 
and MIL-L-14107 (LAW). 

The program covered the following as- 
pects: (1) Defining the problem, (2) Evalu- 
ating claims of Dri-Slide, (3) Laboratory 
Bench Tests on comparative performance 
characteristics of the various lubricants, (4) 
Firing Tests using M14 and M16 rifles under 
normal, dusty and sandy conditions. 

The comprehensive investigation and test 
data indicated the following: 

1. Not all the claims for Dri-Slide as 
printed in their literature were correct. The 
information on flash point, percent compo- 
sition, drying, and penetrating capability 
were inaccurate. 

2. Concerning properties of (1) friction, 
(2) load carrying capacity, (3) wear life, 
(4) corrosion protection and (5) weapon 
lubrication during firing under normal, 
dusty and sandy environments; Dri-Slide 
was equal to VV-L-800 for load and friction, 
inferior as to wear and corrosion protec- 
tion, equal under firing of weapons during 
normal and dusty conditions, and superior 
during a sandy environment. 
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PROBLEM 


1. To determine whether the properties 
and uses of Dri-Slide as described and 
claimed by Dri-Slide, Inc. are valid. 

2. To determine whether Dri-Slide is in- 
ferior, equal, or superior to small arms lubri- 
cants authorized for use. 


BACKGROUND 


On 17 January 1966 Rock Island Arsenal 
Laboratory received a telephone call from 
the Research and Development Directorate, 
Technical Service Division of the Army Ma- 
teriel Command advising that Dri-Slide, Inc., 
of Freemont, Michigan, had sent some of 
their lubricant to American troops in Viet 
Nam. This call indicated a favorable reac- 
tion towards the lubricant. 

On this same date, another telephone call 
concerning this product was received from 
the Defense General Supply Center, Rich- 
mond, Virginia. On the following day, a tele- 
phone call was received from the Technical 
Division, Supply Depot, Headquarters, Ma- 
rine Corps, concerning this same product. 

Samples of Dri-Slide were requested from 
the manufacturer by telephone on 19 Jan- 
uary 1966 for evaluation by this Arsenal's 
Laboratory. 

On 20 January 1966 a letter was received 
from the Defense General Supply Center, 
signed by Col. J. W. Barnett, USAF, request- 
ing that Rock Island Arsenal evaluate Dri- 
Slide as a lubricant. A copy of this letter is 
shown in the Appendix. Inclosed with this 
letter was a letter from the Defense Indus- 
trial Supply Center to DGSC signed by 
Brigadier General J, M. Kenderdine, USA, 
and information and copies of testimonials 
concerning Dri-Slide. A copy of this letter is 
shown in the Appendix. 

Another letter was received on 25 January 
1966 from Headquarters, U.S. Army Materiel 
Command, signed by Col. Robert L. Doupe. 
This letter requested an evaluation of Dri- 
Slide and was distributed to six Army Lab- 
oratories and Arsenals as follows: (1) Rock 
Island Arsenal, (2) Natick Laboratories, (3) 
Detroit Arsenal, (4) U.S. Army Materials Re- 
search Agency, (5) U.S. Army Tank-Auto- 
motive Center, and (6) Frankford Arsenal. 
A copy of this letter is shown in the Appen- 
dix. 

On 24 February 1966 a letter was received 
from the Department of the Army, Office of 
the Adjutant General. This letter requested 
definite information concerning problems 
with current weapons lubricants in Vietnam, 
if any, and comments concerning the use of 
solid film lubricants on weapons and weap- 
ons systems. A copy of this letter is shown 
in the Appendix. 

In addition, over a period of several weeks, 
this Arsenal received copies (sometimes in 
duplicate) of testimonial letters covering Dri- 
Slide, both as inclosures in one of the above 
letters and directly from the manufacturer 


` of Dri-Slide. These testimonial letters were 


quite favorable to Dri-Slide and indicated 
that this material might be a superior 
lubricant. 

A program for a thorough evaluation and 
comparison of Dri-Slide with currently pre- 
scribed small arms lubricants was planned 
and undertaken to satisfy the three objec- 
tives listed previously under Problem. 

APPROACH AND RESULTS 
Defining the problem 

Two types of small arms weapons (rifles) 
are currently being used in Vietnam. They 
are the M14, 7.62 mm rifle, covered by Tech- 
nical Manual TM 9-1005-223-12, and the 
M16, 5.56 mm. rifle, covered by Technical 
Manual TM 9-1005-249-14. Both of these 
manuals specify the use of Specification VV- 
L-800, Lubricating Oil, General Purpose, Pre- 
servative (Water-Displacing, Low Tempera- 
ture), for temperatures down to 0°F, and 
Specification MIL-L-14107, Lubricating Oil, 
Low Temperature, Weapons, for use at tem- 
peratures below 0°F. 
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In order to determine whether a problem 
existed in Vietnam concerning the use of the 
authorized lubricating oils for use on rifles, 
an inquiry was made to Supply and Mainte- 
nance, Small Arms Section, of the Army 
Weapons Command (AMSWE-SMM-SA) 
headquarters at Rock Island Arsenal. This 
group supplied the following information : 

. The small arms weapons used by the 
. troops in Vietnam are the M14 and 
M16 rifles. 

2. The lubricants specified and used on 
these small arms weapons are those meet- 
ing the requirements of Specification VV-L- 
800 (formerly MII-L- 644). 

8. No unserviceable equipment reports 
have been received in their office concerning 
lubrication of small arms and weapons. 

4. Personnel from Supply and Mainte- 
nance, Small Arms Section, are in Vietnam 
constantly. They also have not reported any 
cases of inadequacy of the lubricants used 
on the small arms weapons in Vietnam. 

This information removed the problem 
from one of critical urgency to one of evalu- 
ating Dri-Slide to note if it had sufficient 
merit to be officially recommended for use. 


Materials employed 


The materials employed consisted of the 
two authorized lubricants, plus Dri-Slide. 

The following descriptive data is provided 
based on the specification or the company 
literature and as a composition analysis. 

'  Dri-Slide—a dispersion of molybdenum di- 
sulfide in a mixture of light lubricating oil 
and dry cleaning solvent. It contains cor- 
rosion inhibitors. 

VV-L-800 (PL Special—A light petroleum 
base, water displacing preservative lubricat- 
ing oil, which is inhibited to provide re- 
sistance to corrosion and oxidation. It has 
a minimum viscosity of 12 centistokes at 
100°F. It is the authorized small arms lubri- 
cant for use at temperatures above 0°F. 

MIL-L-14107 (LAW)—A very light syn- 
thetic base, preservative lubricating oil, 
which is inhibited to provide resistance to 
corrosion and oxidation. It has a minimum 
viscosity of 5.8 centistokes at 100°F. It is 
the authorized small arms lubricant for use 
at temperatures below 0°F. 


B. Comsat Lessons BULLETIN 


HEADQUARTERS U.S. ARMY VIETNAM, 
October 28, 1966. 


XM-—16 EI RIFLE 
Care and cleaning 


These “lessons learned” were evolved as 
the result of a thorough investigation by 
United States Army Materiel Command 
(USAMC) weapons specialists after reports 
of numerous malfunctions of the XM-16 El 
Rifle. 

Item 1: Cleaning and Lubrication, (Source: 
USAMC Weapons Specialists.) 

Discussion: During the investigation of the 
malfunctions, the weapons specialists found 
that many of the weapons, which had seri- 
ously malfunctioned, performed flawlessly 
when properly cleaned and lubricated in ac- 
cordance with TM9-1005-249-14. There had 
been a tendency to use too much oil in the 
weapon, which caused excessive carbon to be 
formed in the chamber, the bolt and bolt 
carrier, and the action spring guide. Some 
riflemen did not know that they were sup- 
posed to separate the bolt and bolt carrier 
for cleaning after firing, of the need to clean 
the end of the gas tube, and the need to 
clean and place one drop of oil on the inside 
of the bolt carrier key. Chamber brushes 
were not available in sufficient quantity and 
some riflemen were not aware of the need to 
clean the chamber as well as the bore. 

Observation: Training and continued su- 
pervision of care, cleaning and lubrication, 
particularly at the company, platoon and 
squad level, is needed to keep weapons in 
firing condition. Aggressive action to main- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE 


tain supplies of cleaning tools and materials 
is needed to enable proper care and cleaning. 

Item 2: Replacement of Worn Parts. 
(Source: USAMC Weapons Specialists.) 

Discussion: Those weapons which contin- 
ued to have maifunctions (primarily failure 
to extract), after thorough cleaning and 
proper lubrication, were found to have worn 
parts needing replacement. Most of these 
parts (largely extractors, extractor springs 
and extractor pins) are authorized for re- 
placement by unit armorers. 

Observation: Armorers need to learn how 
to recognize parts of the XM-16 El Rifle 
which are worn too much to function proper- 
ly. The most common defect noted was weak 
extractor springs. A new extractor, extractor 
spring and pin should be used whenever 
anyone of these three parts are excessively 
worn. 

Item 3: Dirty Ammunition. 
USAMC Weapons Specialists.) 

Discussion: During the firing tests at sev- 
eral locations it was noted that little at- 
tempt was made by some riflemen to keep 
ammunition and magazines clean. Some rifie- 
men had wrongly lubricated ammunition and 
magazines. Oil in the magazine and on am- 
munition absorbs and holds dirt and grit. 
Ammunition had been loaded in some maga- 
zines so long that considerable corrosion 
was evident on cartridge cases and the maga- 
zine followers were sluggish due to the 
amount of grit and dirt inside the magazine. 

Observation: The ejector port cover should 
be kept closed, except when firing. Although 
the XM-16 El Rifle can be expected to fire 
successfully when accumulating dust during 
an operation, dust and grit allowed to ac- 
cumulate in the magazine and on the am- 
munition can lead to malfunctions. Clean 
ammunition is better than life insurance. 

Item 4: Magazines (Source: USAMC Weap- 
ons Specialists.) 

Discussion: The XM-16 El Rifle magazines 
have been designed to hold and to feed 20 
rounds, Unless the magazine is deformed (es- 
pecially the lips at the top) it will success- 
fully feed all 20 rounds to the rifle. Firing 
tests at several sites verified the foregoing. It 
is possible to load 21 rounds in most maga- 
zines, however, failure to feed the first round 
is almost inevitable. Eye-balling the top 
round will generally disclose whether the top 
round is sloped upward toward the front of 
the magazine, so as to feed properly. 

Observation: To assure that only 20 rounds 
are loaded, count the rounds first, or load 
one full box of twenty into each magazine. 
When refilling a partially empty magazine, 
fill it, and then remove the top round, unless 
sure of the count. The supply of magazines 
is improving. Known defective magazines 
should be destroyed and discarded. A maga- 
zine weapon is no better than the magazine 
which feeds it. 

Item 5: Chambers. (Source: USAMC Weap- 
ons Specialists). 

Discussion: Chamber cleaning brushes 
have been in short supply. Sufficient quanti- 
ties are now being received to provide one 
to each rifleman. Interviews with riflemen in 
several combat units revealed that some men 
did not know that the chamber of the rifle 
required a distinctly separate cleaning tech- 
nique from the bore. Consequently, many 
rifle chambers were found to have such an 
accumulation of hardened carbon that only 
a most vigorous scouring effort with cham- 
ber brushes, bore cleaning compound, and 
patches would return the chamber to nor- 
mal dimensions. (Note: M14, M60 or cal .45 
bore brushes can substitute if XM-16 El 
chamber brushes are not on hand). 

Observation: Frequent cleaning, before 
hard carbon deposits accumulate, will make 
cleaning easy. 

Item 6: Patches. (Source: USAMC Weapons 
Specialists) . 

Discussion: None of the combat units 
visited had received the new smaller cleaning 
patch (SWAB, FSN 1005-912-4248) especially 


(Source: 
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designed for this rifle. Some units did not 
have this item on requisition, and were la- 
boriously cutting M14 patches into quarters 
or trying to ram the bigger (7.62mm) patch 
through the 5.56mm bore. The large patch 
can be pulled through the bore with some 
exertion, but pushing it through is likely to 
cause it to jam inside. Damage to the clean- 
ing rod usually results by the time the patch 
is removed. 

Observation: The new smaller patches are 
available through requisition and should be 
used for the bore. The larger patches are best 
for cleaning the chamber. 


Weapons clinic 


The 27th Maintenance Battalion, Ist 
Cavalry Division (Airmobile) has been op- 
erating a travelling weapons clinic” for sev- 
eral months. When a combat unit comes off 
an operation or when a request is made, a 
team of weapons mechanics, with their tools 
and parts on a trailer or air transportable 
container, go out to the unit’s location. Rifle- 
men clean their weapons and then present 
them personally to a small arms mechanic 
who examines each weapon in the presence 
of its owner and makes any necessary re- 
pairs. Only those requiring shop facilities are 
evacuated on work order. There are numerous 
advantages to this contact team (weapons 
clinic) approach to small arms maintenance. 

Item 1: Personal Counselling. (Source: 
CO, 27th Maintenance Bn). 

Discussion: The contact team, in effect, 
conducts a 100% technical inspection of rifles 
(and other small arms) in each unit with- 
out the admonitions which are often asso- 
ciated with such inspections. While the me- 
chanic is examining the rifleman’s weapon, 
he has an opportunity to point out, as an 
expert but on a man-to-man basis, any short- 
comings in cleaning practices and to provide 
tips to proper care, Also, the rifleman is pres- 
ent to describe the nature of any difficulties 
he has had. 

Observation: The personalized nature of 
this service assures that each rifleman gets 
individual and expert attention concerning 
his rifle and that fewer deficiencies are over- 
looked. 

Item 2: Pride in Possession. (Source: CO, 
27th Maintenance Bn). 

Discussion: By repairing the rifleman’s rifle 
in his presence, the normal reluctance to 
turn in a weapon for repair for fear of get- 
ting an unfamiliar one back is overcome. 

Observation: The rifleman is relatively 
anxious to have his rifle inspected and re- 
paired when he knows that he can get this 
done on the spot and probably walk away 
with the same weapon. 

Item 3: Elimination of Incipient Failures. 
(Source: CO, 27th Maintenance Bn). 

Discussion: The mechanics are able to dis- 
cover and replace parts with only marginal 
life left in them and thereby eliminate in- 
cipient failures. 

Observation: This technique enables a pos- 
itive approach to maintenance by eliminating 
potential causes of malfunctions rather than 
waiting until a malfunction occurs, 

For the commander: 

RICHARD J. SEITZ, 
Brigadier General, US Army, 
Chief of Staf. 
C. SECOND ARMY TEST OF DRI-SLIDE (INTERIM 
REPORT, ABRIDGED) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
Washington, D.C., May 20, 1967. 
Hon L. MENDEL RIVERS, 
Chairman, House Armed Services Committee, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: In response to your 
request of 13 April 1967 I am taking this 
opportunity to inform you of the results of 
recently completed tests of lubricants and 
the subsequent Army position with regard 
to Dri-Slide. 
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First, however, it should be beneficial to 
summarize the events that led to these tests, 

During “Operation Christmas Package 
1965 many U.S. military personnel in Viet- 
nam obtained a weapon lubricant known as 
Dri-Slide. This product is manufactured 
by Dri-Slide, Inc., of Fremont, Michigan. 
Subsequently, the manufacturer received 
testimonial letters from personnel who used 
the product; some of the letters attested to 
the superiority of Dri-Slide over the author- 
ized small arms lubricant, some of the letters 
requested more Dri-Slide. There then fol- 
lowed an exchange of correspondence be- 
tween the Congress and the Department of 
the Army concerning the adoption by the 
Army of Dri-Slide as an authorized weapon 
lubricant. 

During 1966, the Army Weapons Command 
at Rock Island Arsenal conducted a series 
of laboratory tests to the end of determining 
the validity of claims made regarding Dri- 
Slide. These tests also compared character- 
istics of Dri-Slide with those of the au- 
thorized lubricants. The results of the Weap- 
ons Command tests were made available to 
the producers of Dri-Slide. These results 
indicated that not all the claims reflected in 
literature concerning Dri-Slide were cor- 
rect; specifically, information on flash point, 
percent composition, rapidity of drying and 
penetrating capability were inaccurate. With 
regard to functional properties, it was found 
that Dri-Slide was inferior to the approved 
lubricant as to wear and corrosive protection, 
and equal to the approved lubricant as to 
load and friction. The minimum Federal 
standards for flash point and corrosive pro- 
tection were not met by Dri-Slide. Addi- 
tionally, firing tests were conducted; these 
indicated a possible superiority of Dri-Slide 
if operations were conducted in a sandy 
environment. While the Army had confidence 
in the results of the controlled laboratory 
tests, the firing tests, consisting of about one 
hundred rounds fired from each of two M-14 
rifles, and one MI6Al1 rifle, were not con- 
sidered sufficient to permit the conclusion 
that Dri-Slide was superior to the approved 
lubricant. 

To enable a determination as to the rela- 
tive efficacy of lubricants in the firing mode, 
extensive firing tests were conducted by the 
Army Test and Evaluation Command, One 
hundred and twenty M16A1 rifles and three 
hundred thousand rounds of ammunition 
were allocated for these tests. Four lubri- 
cants were used, one of which was Dri- 
Slide. Throughout the tests four levels of 
maintenance were performed. These levels 
differed in degree of thoroughness and were 
selected as a means of identifying the extent 
of maintenance required to sustain rifle 
operation under the various test conditions, 
The firing test conditions simulated the fol- 
lowing environments: high temperature; 
high humidity; the presence of extreme 
amounts of sand, mud and dust; the effect 
of salt water; and heavy rainfall. Weapon 
reliability then was measured by the rate at 
which malfunctions occurred when using 
each of the lubricants for various mainte- 
nance levels in tests simulating each of the 
above environmental conditions, 

These tests, conducted at the Aberdeen 
Proving Ground, were recently completed 
with the following results. In most of the 

tested, Dri-Slide was found to be 
inferior to the current military lubricants; 
this included weapons functioning with 
various degrees of maintenance and in spe- 
cial tests for sand, dust, mud, salt water and 
other environmental conditions reflecting 
high temperature and humidity. 

On the basis of these results, it is the Army 
position that there is no justification for 
the procurement or authorization of Dri- 
Slide as a lubricant. Preparation of the 
final report is underway, and I shall be 
happy to forward a copy for your informa- 
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tion. Meanwhile, I have appended the in- 
terim test report to this letter. 
I trust this information will be of assist- 
ance to you, 
Sincerely, 
STANLEY R. RESOR, 
Secretary of the Army. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, HEAD- 
QUARTERS, U.S. ARMY TEST AND 
EVALUATION COMMAND, 

Aberdeen Proving Ground, Md., 
April 27, 1967. 
Subject: Military Potential Test of Weapon 
Lubricants Using the MISAl1 Rifle, 
USATECOM Project No. 8-5-0060-02. 
Commanding General, USA Materiel 
Command, Washington, D.C., Command- 
ing General, USA Weapons Command, 
Rock Island, Illinois, 

1. References: 

a. Message, AMCRD 42873, dated 4 October 

1966. 
b. Military Potential Test Plan of Weapon 
Lubricants employing 556 mm XMI6E1 
Rifles, dated January 1967, with Changes 1 
and 2. 

2. As directed, this command conducted a 
Military Potential Test of Weapon Lubri- 
cants employing the M16A1 (XMI16E1) Rifle 
beginning 13 February 1967. Tests are 95% 
complete. This letter is a preliminary report 
presenting factual weapon performance data 
of tests conducted at Aberdeen Proving 
Ground. The test was conducted to investi- 
gate the performance of four lubricants: 
Dri-Slide, VV-L-800, Naval Research Labora- 
tory (NRL) M4002-51, and MIL-L-46000A. 
Description of the lubricants is given in the 
inclosure: Tab A. The condition and results 
are in Tabs B through G. Preparation and 
distribution of the final report, which in- 
cludes data generated by Aberdeen Proving 
Ground (weapon performance) and Rock 
Island Arsenal (laboratory tests), was as- 
signed to Commanding General, USA Weap- 
ons Command. 

8. Based on the analysis of results con- 
tained in the inclosure, the conclusions and 
recommendations of the USA Test and 
Evaluation Command are as follows: 

a. It is concluded that: 

(1) Dri-Slide is inferlor to the other test 
lubricants with regard to weapons func- 
tioning performance and corrosion resist- 
ance. 

(2) The present standard M16A1 rifle lu- 
bricant, VV-L-800, provides only slightly 
better weapon functioning performance than 
does Dri-Slide if the lubricants are applied in 
comparable quantities. 

(3) MIL-L-46000A is significantly superior 
to the other test lubricants for over-all 
M16A1 rifle functioning performance and 
corrosion resistance, 

(4) Over the range of temperatures pre- 
vailing in Vietnam, over-lubrication with 
any of the test lubricants during firing oper- 
ations does not adversely affect weapon per- 
formance, 

b. It is recommended that: 

(1) Dri-Slide not be procured for field use 
as a lubricant for the M16A1 Rifle. 

(2) MIL-L—46000A packaged in a suitable 
container be made immediately available for 
feld use as a lubricant for the M16A1 Rifle 
in Vietnam, 

(3) That units in Vietnam be advised that 
over-lubrication of the M16A1 Rifle, per se, 
using any of the test lubricants, is not det- 
rimental to weapon functioning during ac- 
tual firing operations. 

c. It is further recommended that teams 
consisting of military and civilian technical 
experts be sent to Vietnam to present factual 
data of weapon performance as generated by 
this test (see Table H). 

L. G. CAGWIN, 
Major General, USA, 
Commanding. 


To: 
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A. INTRODUCTION 


This test was conducted to investigate 
the performance of four lubricants: Dri- 
Slide, VV-L-800, NRL, and MIL-L-46000A. 
A brief description of each follows: 

1. Dri-Slide is a dispersion of molyb- 
denum disulfide in a mixture of light lubri- 
cating oll and dry cleaning solvent. It is 
claimed to contain corrosion inhibitors. 

2. VV-L-800 is a light petroleum base 
water-displacing, preservative, lubricating 
oil which is inhibited to provide resistance 
to corrosion and oxidation. It is the U.S. 
Army authorized lubricant for use with 
small arms at temperatures above 0°F. 

3. NRL is a succinic acid derivative dis- 
solved in N-heptane and ethyl alcohol and 
was provided for test in pressurized spray 
cans, NRL is the Navy tropical lubricant 
for use with small arms. 

4. MIL-L-46000A is a semifluid, synthetic 
base, preservative, lubricating oil which is 
inhibited to provide resistance to corrosion 
and oxidation. This lubricant is authorized 
for specific U. S. Army and U. S. Air Force 
automatic weapons within a temperature 
range of -65° to 260 F. 

New 5.56-ùmm MI6Al1 rifles were fired in 
each of the tests except the dynamic dust 
test, in which the rifles previously fired in 
the mud test were employed. Prior to each 
test all rifles were detail stripped as defined 
by Maintenance D (description follows), 
cleaned and lubricated. Rifles were restricted 
to the lubricant initially applied in the test 
(Dri-Slide, VV-L-800, NRL or MIL-L- 
46000A). Individual subtests are described in 
the results of tests. 

Throughout the test there were four 
levels of maintenance performed. These 
levels varied in the degree of thoroughness 
of the maintenance performed and were 
selected as a means of identifying the ex- 
tent of maintenance required to keep the 
rifles operating under the various conditions 
of the test. A brief description of each fol- 
lows: 

1, Maintenance A. The rifle was disassem- 
bled into three groups which were lower 
receiver, upper receiver and bolt carrier. 
Each group was wiped with dry rags, in- 
spected, lightly lubricated with the desig- 
nated test lubricant, and reassembled. 

2. Maintenance B. Same as A, except the 
groups were cleaned by dipping, sloshing, 
rubbing, brushing with dry cleaning solvent. 
The procedures at this level included clean- 
ing the bore and chamber. 

8. Maintenance C. Same as B, except the 
guide assembly and spring were removed 
and the bolt carrier group was disassembled. 

4. Maintenance D. The rifle was detail 
stripped, cleaned with solvent, inspected, 
lightly lubricated with the designated lubri- 
cant, and reassembled, 

During the period of 24 March-5 April 1967, 
Mr. Benjamin Goodwin, my Special Assistant, 
and I visited all units in Vietnam. During 
the course of the visit the subject of Dri- 
Slide, and lubrication in general, was dis- 
cussed with each unit. The troops highly 
praised Dri-Slide and this lubricant now 
enjoys a tremendous advantage in the minds 
of our troops as being an outstanding prod- 
uct. The results of our tests, however, indi- 
cate that a significantly superior lubricant 
exists in our inventory and I strongly be- 
lieve that this should be the lubricant used 
in M16A1 rifles in Vietnam. In addition, our 
test results indicate that weapons must be 
thoroughly lubricated under adverse condi- 
tions rather than sparingly as prescribed. 

If this lubricant is introduced in Vietnam, 
in order to gain troop acceptance, it is felt 
that a team or teams thoroughly conversant 
with the test results be dispatched to Viet- 
nam to acquaint troops with the superior 
qualities of MIL-L-46000A lubricant and 
demonstrate the proper method of lubrica- 
tion under adverse conditions. 
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D. SECOND ARMY TEST oF DRI-SLIDE (FINAL 
Report, ABRIDGED) 
(Nore.—Code A is the pseudonym given 
Dri-Slide.) 


From the U.S. Army Weapons Command 
Rock Island Arsenal Research and Engi- 
neering Division Technical Report 67-1380] 

Minrrary POTENTIAL TEST OF WEAPON 

LUBRICANTS 

(By David Bootzin and Fred Novekoff, Rock 
Island Arsenal; Eric Keele, George Hen- 
dricks, and Lloyd Staley, Aberdeen Proy- 
ing Ground June 1967) 

PROBLEM 


To investigate four lubricants (Code A, 
VV-L-800, NRL 4002-36 (6170-N4022-51) 
and MIL-L-46000A) on the M16A1 (XM16E1) 
rifie with regard to weapon functioning per- 
formance and corrosion resistance. 


BACKGROUND 


The Military Potential Test of Weapons 
Lubricants was undertaken as a result of in- 
formation from various sources that exces- 
sive malfunctioning of some M16A1 rifles was 
prevalent in SEA under extremely severe use 
and environmental conditions. The Army 
Materiel Command directed the Army Weap- 
ons Command to investigate the efficiency 
of the normal lubricant specified for the 
rifle as well as a proprietary (Code A) lubri- 
cant which had received much publicity as 
a suitable lubricant. The two additional 
lubricants include one which had been orig- 
inally formulated for the special require- 
ments of rotary automatic weapons and a 
second, experimental formulation designed 
by the Naval Research Laboratory specifi- 
cally for tropical use emphasizing salt water 
conditions. 

The program was prepared, reviewed and 
approved at all levels of responsibility from 
Aberdeen Proving Ground and Rock Island 
Arsenal through their respective commands 
of U.S. Army Test and Evaluation Command 
and U.S. Army Weapons Command to U.S. 
Army Materiel Command, 

The program was designed so that the most 
critical and significant part which involved 
the actual firing of M16A1 (XMI6E1) rifles 
would be conducted at Aberdeen Proving 
Ground using facilities and experienced per- 
sonnel of the Development and Proof Serv- 
ices at Aberdeen Proving Ground. Standard 
firing tests were employed where applicable. 

A second part which was designed to cor- 
relate laboratory accelerated tests with the 
field test was to be conducted by Rock Island 
Arsenal laboratory personnel technically 
qualified in the area of weapons lubricants. 

Previous work? on lubricants evaluation 
was based primarily on laboratory tests. The 
rifle function program was initiated to em- 
phasize the evaluation of lubricants in field 
firing tests. The Rock Island Arsenal labora- 
tory program was designed to supplement the 
rifles functioning tests and clarify to what 
extent lab tests reflect field use data. 

The laboratory part was to be conducted 
in two phases. Phase one used test panels 
subjected to the same environmental con- 
ditions as the rifles and was performed con- 
currently with the Aberdeen Proving Ground 
test. Phase two using test panels and weapon 
components under accelerated laboratory 
conditions was to be done at Rock Island 
Arsenal subsequent to the Aberdeen Prov- 
ing Ground test. However, the latter phase 
has not been completed due to the delay in 
shipment of test rifles from Aberdeen Prov- 
ing Ground. 

Since urgency of resolving the basic prob- 
lem did not permit delay, this report has 
been issued. Complete correlation test re- 
sults will be issued as an addendum to this 
report at a later date. 


1 Bootzin, D., et al., Rock Island Arsenal 
Technical Report 66-2397, dated August 
1966. 
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APPROACH AND RESULTS 

The weapon functioning performance part 
of the test was conducted at Aberdeen Prov- 
ing Ground. A Rock Island Arsenal techni- 
cian was present to conduct the panel tests 
concurrently with this effort and assisted 
in evaluating extent of corrosion. Appendix A 
is the Aberdeen Proving Ground Report and 
was prepared at the completion of the firing 
tests. It describes the test plan on military 
potential test of weapon lubricants employ- 
ing 5.56-MM, XM16E1 rifle, materials used, 
details of the tests and results. It also in- 
cludes observation on corrosion protection 
afforded the rifles by the lubricants, 

Appendix B is the Rock Island Arsenal 
Report and was prepared at completion of 
the Aberdeen Proving Ground tests. It de- 
scribes the laboratory correlation tests of the 
lubricants. Test panels having polished, 
sandblasted and phosphated surfaces were 
exposed to the same environmental condi- 
tions at Aberdeen Proving Ground as were 
the rifles. A second phase in which test 
panels and rifle components are subjected 
to an accelerated high humidity test was not 
completed since this required shipment of 
rifles from Aberdeen Proving Ground to Rock 
Island Arsenal. This phase is in progress and 
will be reported as an addendum to this re- 
port at a later date. Information from phase 
one indicated that correlation between 
panels and rifles does exist to a degree to 
permit test panel results to be used as criteria 
for predicting the preservative qualities of 
a lubricant. 

DISCUSSION 


The entire program was planned, pro- 
grammed and conducted under an urgent 
status. The Aberdeen Proving Ground in- 
put as described in Appendix A demon- 
strated how the rifles functioned under field 
conditions when the four lubricants were 
used. The pertinent conclusions and recom- 
mendations as approved have been made a 
part of the final report. 

The Rock Island Arsenal input as de- 
scribed in Appendix B supports the corrosion 
resistance observations made in Appendix A. 
It confirms the work originally reported (1) 
in the evaluation of Code A and VV-L-800 
and illustrates that the test panel results 
correlate sufficiently with the rifle com- 
ponents results to be useful in predicting 
the behavior of a lubricant as a preservative. 


CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 


It is concluded that: 

a. MIL-L-46000A lubricant was signifi- 
cantly superior to the other test lubricants 
for over-all M16A1 rifie-functioning perform- 
ance, VV—L-800 second, NRL third, and Code 
A fourth. 

b. Inspection of all rifles for rust after the 
test showed that the rifles lubricated with 
MIL-L-—46000A had the least amount of rust, 
NRL second, VV-L-800 third, and Code A 
fourth. 

c. Laboratory test panel corrosion results 
correlated with corrosion behavior of the 
rifles under simulated field conditions. 

d. Neither Code A nor rifle bore cleaner 
(MIL-—C-372) were effective in the role of a 
penetrant for loosening rusted parts of a 
rifle. 

e. There is no requirement for a lubricant 
of the Code A type since there are available 
authorized lubricants providing improved 
M16A1 rifle functioning performance. 

f. Within the limits of this test, liberal 
lubrication of the M16A1 during firing opera- 
tions does not adversely affect functioning 
performance. (Note: Liberal lubrication does 
not include chamber or internal areas of the 
barrel and magazines). 

It is recommended that: 

a. MIL-L-46000A lubricant replace VV-L- 
800 for use with the M16A1 rifle at tem- 
peratures above 0° F. 

b. Troop units operating in temperatures 
above 0° F. be advised that liberal lubrica- 
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tion of the M16A1 rifle is not detrimental to 
weapon functioning during actual firing 
operations. 

c. The technical manual for the M16A1 
rifle reflect the necessity for cleaning the in- 
side of the bolt carrier, firing pin, and the 
firing-pin well in performing after-firing 
maintenance. 

d. Instructions be provided to the field 
that ammunition be maintained in as clean 
a condition as possible and that it should 
not be lubricated. 

e. Additional tests be conducted to deter- 
mine whether MII-G-46003 rifle grease is 
needed when MIL-L-46000A is employed as 
the lubricant. 

III. U.S. Marine Corps Test REPORTS AND 
COMMENTS ON DrI-SLIDE 
A. DESCRIPTION, SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDA- 
TIONS OF MARINE CORPS TEST OF DRI- 
SLIDE 


U.S. MARINE Corps: MARINE CORPS LAND- 
ING FORCE DEVELOPMENT CENTER, MARINE 
CORPS SCHOOLS, QUANTICO, VIRGINIA 

Classification: Unclassified. 

Project number: 58-66-02. 

Subject: Dri-Slide Lubricant, Final Report. 

Reference: (a) CMC 1 tr CSY-7-mmp, 8000 
dtd 7 March 1966, Subj: Project Directive 
USMC Proj No. 58-66-02; (b) USAWCOM 
Tech. Report 66-1055 dtd March 1966, 
(NOTAL). 

Annexes: A. Photograph of 2.146 Oz Contain- 
er of Dri-Slide; B. Details of Tests; C. Pur- 
chase Description, RIA-PD-689 (NOTAL); 
D. Distribution List. 

1. INTRODUCTION 


a. Purpose.—The purpose of this evaluation 
was to determine the suitability of a proprie- 
tory product, Dri-Slide, as a lubricant for use 
in the maintenance of Infantry Weapons. 

b. Description—Dri-Slide lubricant is a 
dispersion of molybdenum disulfide in a mix- 
ture of light lubricating oil and dry cleaning 
solvent containing corrosion inhibitors. One 
hundred twenty 2.146 oz. metal containers of 
Dri-Slide were provided for evaluation by Dri- 
Slide Incorporated of Fremont, Michigan. 
The containers appear to be conventional 
oil cans except for the plastic spout and an 
agitating ball inside the can. 

c. Background.—(1) Reference (a) enclosed 
an informal report from the Surface Chemis- 
try Branch of the Naval Research Laboratory 
advocating extreme caution in the use of 
molybdenum disulfide products as general 
lubricants and further stating that under 
conditions of high moisture or high tem- 
perature such products may promote rather 
than prevent corrosion. Since this Activity 
has no facilities for laboratory testing of 
lubricants, and in view of the adverse report 
cited above, reference (b) was studied to de- 
termine the requirement for supplemental 
testing. 

(2) After reviewing reference (b), it was 
determined that the testing as conducted 
by the U.S. Army Weapons Command was 
sufficient to provide a basis for Marine Corps 
decision except for the firing tests which are 
not considered to be sufficiently severe to 
demonstrate the effect of a combat environ- 
ment on the lubricants. The test vehicles 
used were the M14 rifle and the M16 rifle. 
During the sand testing, sand was not ap- 
plied directly to the bolt of the M14 rifle and 
the dust cover of the M16 rifle was closed 
when sand was applied. This procedure does 
not provide sufficient indication of perform- 
ance in the field where dust covers are opened 
by firing and sand commonly gets on bolts. 
It was decided to conduct supplemental tests 
to simulate severe field conditions. The same 
test vehicles were used and VV-L-800 (PL 
Special) was used as a control as in refer- 
ence (b). VV—L-800 (PL Special) is the lubri- 
cant issued for use on weapons in tempera- 
tures of 0° F or more. 
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2. DISCUSSION 


a. One M14 rifle and one M16 rifle were 
used as test vehicles. The tests were intended 
to simulate extreme conditions of sand and 
rice paddy mud. 

(1) To simulate extreme sand conditions, 
sand was poured over all operating parts of 
the rifles so that it went into all openings. 
Care was taken to ensure that bolts were 
covered with sand. The dust cover of the 
M16 rifle was kept open throughout all test- 
ing. Additional sand was thrown on the rifies 
during the testing to simulate blowing sand. 
At one point during each test lubricant was 
liberally applied to the receiver area of the 
rifles. This was considered a typical “quick 
fix” that might be applied in the field. 

(2) To simulate rice paddy crossing, a so- 
lution of clay and water was thrown across 
the receiver area of the rifles. As in the sand 
test, a liberal amount of lubricant was ap- 
plied at one point as a “quick fix.” 

b. Since this was a test of lubricants and 
not of rifles, a detailed analysis of stoppages 
is not presented. All stoppages experienced 
resulted from insufficient recoil or insufficient 
energy to return the recoiling parts to a 
locked position. No stoppages were experi- 
enced that were attributable to malfunction 
of rifle parts or ammunition. A total of 880 
rounds were fired with VV-L-800 (PL Spe- 
cial). There were 213 stoppages, 42 of which 
required the use of a tool to clear. A total of 
900 rounds were fired with Dri-Slide. There 
were 79 stoppages, 20 of which required the 
use of a tool to clear. 

c. The procurement cost of Dri-Slide in 
quantity is not known. Its use would cause 
no significant change in logistics or mainte- 
nance. Allowances, where use of Dri-Slide is 
indicated, should be the same as for VV-L-800 
(PL Special). Dri-Slide would supplement, 
not replace current weapon lubricants. 


3. CONCLUSIONS 


a. The conclusions reached from a review 
of reference (b) and the results of the ad- 
ditional tests conducted are: 

(1) Dri-Slide is equal in performance in 
all critical areas the VV—L-800 (PL Special). 

(2) Dri-Slide is significantly more effective 
as a lubricant than VV-L-800 (PL Special) 
in a dry sandy environment. 

(3) Dri-Slide is significantly more effective 
as a lubricant than VV-L-800 (PL Special) 
in an environment characterized by muddy 
water. 

(4) Dri-Slide must be allowed to dry for 
at least one hour if its full benefit is to be 
realized. 

b. The test material, Dri-Slide, is suitable 
for Marine Corps use as a supplemental lu- 
bricant for use with Infantry Weapons in 
areas characterized by sand or muddy water. 


4. RECOMMENDATIONS 


a. Dri-Slide should be purchased in 2.146 
oz. cans and issued as soon as possible to 
Marine Corps units operating in sandy 
areas. 

b. Procurement of Dri-Slide, as a com- 
mercial product, should be terminated when 
a molybdenum disulfide weapons’ lubricating 
oil, as described in Annex C, enters the supply 
system. 

c. That Project Number 58-66-02, Dri-Slide 
Lubricant, be terminated. 


B. MARINE CORPS REPORT FROM VIETNAM ON 
DRI-SLIDE 
DEPARTMENT OF THE Navy, 
HEADQUARTERS U.S. MARINE Corps, 
Washington, D.C., April 12, 1967. 
Hon. CHARLES E. CHAMBERLAIN, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. CHAMBERLAIN: As you know, the 
Marine Corps procured approximately 100,- 
000 cans of Dri-Slide in November 1966 to be 
used as a supplemental lubricant. Since Dri- 
Slide had previously been tested by the Ma- 
rine Corps Landing Force Development Cen- 
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ter and proven to be effective in areas char- 

acterized by dry sand and muddy water, Dri- 

Slide was shipped to III MAF in Viet Nam 

with instructions that it be used as a sup- 

plemental lubricant. 

Subsequent to the arrival of Dri-Slide in 
Viet Nam, III MAF was requested to provide 
this Headquarters with information on its 
use and acceptability as a special lubricant 
for infantry weapons. Recently, ITI MAF fur- 
nished this Headquarters with the requisite 
information, which is submitted herewith. 

It was reported by III MAF that dirt and 
sand did not readily adhere to surfaces cov- 
ered with Dri-Slide and that protective qual- 
ities endured longer than those of normal 
lubricants, Also, it was found that metal sur- 
faces coated with Dri-Slide were easier to 
clean of dirt, sand, and carbon. 

Dri-Slide was used under climatic condi- 
tions ranging from rain and mud to sun and 
dust, and during a variety of combat opera- 
tions, It was applied to infantry weapons, 
including the M60 machine gun, .50 caliber 
machine guns, and sub-machine guns. It was 
utilized by both ground and air units. 

As is the case with many new develop- 
ments, certain limitations are present. It was 
shown in Viet Nam that Dri-Slide was satis- 
factory for removing rust, but that WD-40 
was a more effective rust inhibitor for weap- 
ons in storage and not exposed to the ele- 
ments, It requires one hour for Dri-Slide to 
set. If the weapon is used before setting, the 
result is stained hands and clothing. Also, 
precautions must be taken to insure that 
metal surfaces are thoroughly clean, dry, 
and free from rust prior to application of 
Dri-Slide. 

Based on the tests as conducted by the 
Marine Corps Development Center and the 
III MAF report, the Marine Corps views Dri- 
Slide as a supplemental lubricant for en- 
vironmental areas such as Viet Nam. The III 
MAF report also confirms our view that the 
advantages of Dri-Slide outweigh its limita- 
tions when used as a supplement. 

This Headquarters is in the process of 
writing a limited coordinated specification to 
enter a supplemental lubricating oil with 
molybdenum disulfide contents in the Ma- 
rine Corps Supply System. 

It is a pleasure to provide the foregoing 
information, and I hope it will be satisfac- 
tory for your purpose, 

Sincerely yours, 
WALLACE GREENE, Jr., 
General, U.S. Marine Corps, Commandant 
of the Marine Corps. 

EXCERPT From HEARINGS May 16, 1967, BEFORE 
SPECIAL SUBCOMMITTEE ON M-16 RIFLE PRO- 
GRAM, COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, U.S. 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Witnesses: Maj. Gen. William J. Van Ryzin, 
Ass’t Chief of Staff, USMC, Major Edmunds, 
USMC. 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. We have a problem with 
the maintenance of the weapons in South 
Vietnam, due to the field conditions and ter- 
rain that are encountered there. When this 
product Dri-Slide came to my attention it 
was being used there; as perhaps you gen- 
tlemen know, I have taken an interest in it. 

I would like to have you tell us, first, is 
the product Dri-Slide available in Vietnam 
to those who are using your weapons there, 
and, if so, to what extent? 

General VAN Ryzin. As you know, Mr. 
Chamberlain, we bought—Dri-Slide came to 
our attention over a year ago, through the 
gifts of Dri-Slide to our Marines and the 
Army personnel in Vietnam. When it was 
brought to our attention we had a test made 
down at the Marine Corps Development Cen- 
ter, and as a result of the test we bought 
100,000 cans of Dri-Slide, and they are in- 
country at the present time. And they are 
available for use on the weapons in Viet- 
nam. We are using it on the M-14, M-60, 
and on our 50 caliber weapons. 
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Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Would you tell the Com- 
mittee the results of the tests that you have 
had, and how you find this lubricant in 
operation in-country by the troops? 

General Van RTzix. The troops are very 
enthusiastic. We have just a preliminary re- 
port of troop acceptability at this time, but 
General Walt said or requested we continue 
procurement and we are in the process at 
the present time of drawing up the specifi- 
cations so that we can go out on a competi- 
tive bid to put the product in our supply 
system. 

It has certain limitations, It is not the 
perfect lubricant. It is a supplementary 
lubricant. It has a relatively low flash point 
with respect to other lubricants. It isn't a 
homogenous substance, it has to be shaken 
before it is applied to the weapon. It has to 
dry for an hour to achieve its maximum ef- 
fectiveness. And it is not the rust retardant 
that an oil is, primarily. But notwithstand- 
ing these deficiencies, the reason the Marine 
Corps bought it is because it is very fine in 
sand and in mud. Once it is properly applied 
you can dip a weapon into muddy water and 
just brush it off and continue to fire it. And 
this is the reason the Marine Corps bought 
it for Vietnam, for those types of situations. 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN, In this respect, do you 
find it better than the other lubricant that 
is your standard issue? 

General Van Ryzin. The test indicated for 
short durations of time, that is 24 to 48 
hours; yes, sir. 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Have you had any nega- 
tive reports from the troops that have used 
this lubricant? 

General Van Ryzin. No, sir; we have not, 
from the troops. As I told you, there was 
some question in the testing at Quantico 
and we have since received, a week ago, the 
Army’s thorough test on several lubricants, 
on the weapons. I have sent—the Comman- 
dant has sent that to Quantico for further 
evaluations, to look into the problems the 
Army found with that lubricant. 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. It is my understanding— 
I have not seen the Army test, but it is my 
understanding the Army test and Marine 
Corps test have not reached the same con- 
clusions; is that correct? 

Mr. IcHorp. At that point, General, I was 
going to ask questions on that myself. I 
would like for you to elaborate upon the 
reasons, if you know them, for the differences 
in the Army test and the Marine test. 

The witness yesterday stated the Army 
tested Dri-Slide, and Dri-Slide was found to 
be inferior to the lubricants that the Army 
was now using, Here you come in and say the 
Marines tested it. I would like for you to 
elaborate upon these differences. 

General VAN Ryrzin, The conditions of tests 
vary considerably. In ours, and rightly so, we 
don't have the technical capability to go into 
all the details of testing. The Army does most 
of our testing in this particular area. But 
for the type of operation that we are faced 
with in Vietnam, and for the short durations, 
Dri-Slide, in our tests, indicated that there 
would be less malfunctions in any weapon 
using Dri-Slide than the normal preservative. 

Now, the Army has come up with a third 
preservative, or a third lubricant, which is 
reported in this test to be far superior to 
either the present lubricant issued by the 
Army and Dri-Slide. This we are also testing. 

But the essential points of the Army’s 
study was that, one, the flash point didn’t 
meet Government specifications. 

Mr, CHAMBERLAIN. Does that bother you, 
General, the Marine Corps? 

General Van Rrzrx. This we overlooked 
at the time because of its efficiency in mud 
and sand. 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN, Right there, though, 
have you had any trouble with the flash 
point, that you have heard of since you have 
shipped it to North Vietnam in transit or 
in use application? 
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General Van RrziN. No, sir. 

The second point is, it is not a rust in- 
hibitor over a long period of time. This 
is a lubricant that can be used for short 
duration, and has to be removed appro- 
priately. This is why it is a supplement in 
the Marine 5 

Mr. IcHonp. What do you mean by a sup- 
plementary lubricant? 

General Van Ryrzin. If you are going to do 
operations in rice paddies, for a period of 
24 to 48 hours, we feel the Dri-Slide would 
be far superior for that short duration, 

Mr. IcHorp. By supplementary, though, you 
mean you apply lubricant, then you apply 
this on top of it? 

General Van Ryzin. No, sir, it is supple- 
mentary, I would say a substitute. We are 
not replacing our normal lubricant. But I 
am talking about short durations, and this 
is what the basis of our test, or the results 
of our test in Quantico produced. 

If we go to any storage at any length 
of time, the flash point would bother us. 
The lack of a thorough rust inhibitor would 
bother us. So we prohibit the use of Dri- 
Slide for prolonged periods of storage or 
maintenance. 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. I want to observe right 
here, in operations such as we had last 
week out there, in the DMZ, what we wanted 
were rifles that fired instead of bringing back 
museum pieces that we are going to have 
for long periods of time, isn’t that correct? 

General Van Ryrzin. That is correct, sir, 
and I hope our reports from Vietnam would 
bear out the decision that Dri-Slide was a 
sound investment. 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Mr. Chairman, before I 
conclude, and since we have the Major 
here, I would like to ask if you are personally 
familiar with the use of this product? 

Major Epmunps. I have been at Quantico 
while they made the test and observed the 
test and assisted in the test. 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. You have not been us- 
ing this in Vietnam, though? 

Major EDMUNDS. No, sir. 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Have you talked with 
troops that used it in Vietnam? 

Major Epmunps. I have not. 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Nonetheless, I think it 
would be helpful for this Committee, Major, 
if you could give your evaluation of this 
product. 

Major Epmunps. Sir, as the General says, 
we tested it. Speaking of sand, we took an 
M-16, opened the bolt, poured sand into it, 
wet it, tried to fire it and couldn’t fire it. 
We then took Dri-Slide, liberally applied 
it, shook the weapon, and it fired for us. 
This was one of the main reasons that we 
came down to the sandy and muddy en- 
vironment, and it was proved conclusively to 
us in this type of environment that this did 
give us an assist and would prohibit various 
types of malfunctioning. 

Mr. IcHorp, Did you try the other type of 
lubricant, too? 

Major EDMUNDS, Yes, sir; PL-800. 

Mr. Icnorp. It did not fire? 

Major EpMunps. No, sir. 

Mr. IcHorp. After you soaked it with sand 
and water it did not fire? 

Major EpMunps. It would not, sir. 

Mr. IcHorp. I might state for your infor- 
mation, Mr. Chamberlain, when the Com- 
mittee was down at Fort Benning we ran 
into two converts from the Army of Dri- 
Slide, and they did not agree with the 
evaluation of the Army. One person, I for- 
get how he had obtained Dri-Slide, but an- 
other had borrowed it from his sergeant who 
had been sent Dri-Slide by one of the mem- 
bers of the family. He, General, even said 
that his experience was that his rifle was 
less susceptible to rusting, and he noticed 
the platoon leader's rifle was less susceptible 
to rusting. So he thought. of borrowing it 
from his platoon leader and was quite a con- 
vert to Dri-Slide. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE 


Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Mr. Chairman, I would 
respectfully suggest that the Subcommittee 
should go to California and interview the re- 
turnees from South Vietnam; that they make 
a particular point in asking some probing 
questions with respect to their reaction to 
Dry-Slide, if it is discovered any of those 
you meet had in fact occasion to use it. I 
would further like to request at this point in 
the record the permission of the Chairman 
of the Subcommittee to insert at this point 
in the record some of the letters that have 
been made available to me from troops in 
the field that have used this, and particu- 
larly I would like to submit some letters 
from those who have served in the Army in 
Vietnam. 

Mr. IcHorp. As long as they are not too 
lengthy, I think they can be placed in the 
record. 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. I will keep them to a 
very modest number I feel that I have pre- 
sumed enough upon the courtesy of the 
Committee and I thank you very much, sir. 


IV. U.S. Navy COMMENTS ON DRI-SLmR 


DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D.C., June 28, 1967. 

DEAR Mr. CHAMBERLAIN: This is in refer- 
ence to your letter of 1 June 1967, requesting 
information concerning research on small 
arms weapon lubricants, the Navy's knowl- 
edge of “Dri-Slide,’”’ and the Naval Research 
Laboratory’s (NRL) work on small weapon 
lubrication for Vietnam use. 

The Chemistry Division of NRL has con- 
ducted research since 1952 on dry-film lubri- 
cating materials. As a part of that program, 
dry-film lubricants have been developed for 
small arms and ammunition, utilizing the 
unique properties of polytetrafiouroethylene 
(Teflon). This work was done in conjunction 
with an extensive test program by the Marine 
Corps Development Center, Quantico, Vir- 
ginia, during 1966. 

Recent use requirements by the Navy Un- 
derwater Demolition (SEAL) Team for the 
M16 rifle have led NRL to develop a new, 
wax-like, dry-film coating for small arms 
to serve as a highly protective rust inhibitor 
and also as a lubricant. Treated weapons for 
such uses must withstand constant exposure 
to seawater, This new lubricant, NRL N4002- 
51, is packaged in an aerosol spray can. After 
proper initial application of the preservative 
to a clean dry weapon, any subsequent worn 
or damaged coatings, even though wet with 
seawater, can be repaired promptly in field 
service by a light spray from the aerosol 
can. The spray actively displaces all of the 
water and leaves a dry, rust-resistant weapon. 
When sprayed through the barrel the coating 
deposited protects against corrosion until the 
weapon is fired again. No other lubricating 
material for small arms is known to combine 
these properties. Field trials of NRL N4002-51 
by Navy combat personnel in a variety of 
combat environments in Vietnam have been 
highly successful. 

A few years ago the Chemistry Division 
of NRL had investigated inorganic binders 
which will bond molybdenum disulfide to 
form dry lubricating coatings capable of op- 
eration up to 700°F. This work demonstrated 
the inherent tendency of molybdenum di- 
sulfide to become acidic and corrosive in 
the presence of water. Other military activi- 
ties have also observed that the acidic nature 
of molybdenum disulfide promotes metal 
corrosion. 

The former Naval Gun Factory in Wash- 
ington, D.C. many years ago, and more 
recently the Rock Island Arsenal, warned 
against the increased corrosion to be expected 
when molybdenum disulfide is used for lu- 
bricating ordnance or vehicles in a moist 
environment. 

About two years ago the Chemistry Divi- 
sion of NRL received a sample of “Dri-Slide.” 
An examination at NRL of its properties was 
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not promising as a small arms lubricant for 
the following reasons: 

a. The material appeared to contain volatile 
hydrocarbons and a non-volatile, viscous, 
nondrying resin which are the carrier or 
vehicle for molybdenum disulfide. Nondrying 
viscous fluids often cause automatic weapons 
to malfunction because they entrap contami- 
nation; the resultant buildup of adherent fir- 
ing debris or dust reduces weapon tolerances 
and causes mechanical sluggishness or other 
interferences to effective operation. 

b. Molybdenum disulfide, which is the ac- 
tive lubricating ingredient in “Dri-Slide,” is 
a known corrodent for steel in humid or 
moist atmospheres as stated above. 

Lubrication specialists from NRL have ex- 
amined the test procedures and results and 
observed some of the Army tests performed 
at Aberdeen Proving Ground which were 
referred to in the third paragraph of your 
letter. These men concur with the findings of 
those tests for the environments tested. The 
major significance of the Aberdeen tests was 
not the performance of all lubricant can- 
didates under freshly lubricated conditions, 
where all lubricants appeared approximately 
equal; the most significant results were the 
unexpected findings that the sparing drop 
lubrication recommended by the weapon 
manufacturer (The Colt Firearms Company) 
did not give the best performance of the 
rifle under dusty and dirty firing conditions. 
The Aberdeen tests showed that flooding the 
M16 rifle with lubricant reduced contam- 
ination buildup, and that such flood lubrica- 
tion with Specification MIL-I-46000A soap- 
thickened, thixotropic, diester lubricant was 
especially effective in preventing contamina- 
tion of the M16 mechanism. The NRL Pre- 
servative Lubricant, N4002-51, cannot be ap- 
plied as a flood lubricant to produce this 
favorable effect for dusty environments. 

The other lubricant attribute found to be 
most significant in the Aberdeen tests was 
corrosion prevention, in which the NRL 
N4002-51 lubricant far surpassed the other 
candidate materials tested. However, the 
Army Specification MIL-I-46000A lubricant 
was found to provide good corrosion protec- 
tion and to maintain weapon operability. 
In side-by-side environmental tests at Aber- 
deen, in April 1967, “Dri-Slide” was the 
poorest weapon lubricant tested in both con- 
tamination resistance and corrosion pre- 
vention. 

The following comments on the problem 
of small arms lubricants are submitted: 

a. Since the introduction of molybdenum 
disulfide as a dry lubricant material near the 
end of World War II, numerous competent 
investigations have been published by many 
laboratories on its lubricating properties. 
Dry films of molybdenum disulfide can ex- 
hibit low coefficients of friction, but such 
films cannot renew themselves after abrasion 
and so they have limited service lives. They 
are recommended by experts only when liquid 
or semifiuid lubricants cannot be used. The 
major differences between available molyb- 
denum disulfide film lubricants are in the 
bonding media employed, and the choice may 
affect durability. Although “Dri-Slide” was 
offered to military procurement agencies, it 
Was never qualified under a military specifi- 
cation. It first appeared superior to the recip- 
ients because the previously prescribed lubri- 
cant, MIL-VV-800, could only be applied 
sparingly with a dropper. Because of the 
nature of the Dri-Slide“ container, it was 
difficult to avoid flood lubrication of the 
weapon if any lubricant at all was applied. 
Flood lubrication has since been found much 
more effective than drop lubrication. Flood 
application with the specification MIL-I- 
46000A was found at Aberdeen to be much 
more effective and reliable than with “Dri- 
Slide.” 

b. The NRL Preservative Lubricant, NRL 
N4002-51, was developed to protect the M16 
during underwater use by SEAL teams; it 


July 19, 1967 


has been found outstanding for this appli- 
cation and will be procured commercially 
for such use by the Navy. In addition to pre- 
venting rusting, the waxy coating is a good 
lubricant, and it has the unusual property 
of bleeding traces of rust inhibiting oil from 
the coating to the bare metal wherever ex- 
posed by mechanical abrasion so that the 
rust prevention is restored, The NRL coating 
is compatible with petroleum or diester oils, 
so that supplementary lubrication with a 
conventional gun oil is feasible when dusty 
or dirty conditions are encountered. It is thus 
possible that maximum operability of the 
M16 rifle under severe conditions could be 
obtained by a combination of initial protec- 
tion and lubrication of the whole gun, inside 
and out, with NRL N4002-51, supplemented 
by flood lubrication of the firing mechanism 
with MIL-I-46000A where required. This type 
of lubrication was not included in the Aber- 
deen tests, but is being explored at NRL. 

c. On the basis of the reliable information 
presently available at NRL, flood lubrication 
with MIL-I-46000A appears to be the best 
procedures with the M16 rifle in Vietnam at 
present. It should be emphasized that the 
importance of flood lubrication of the M16 
rifle under dust-dirt conditions was not 
known when the original instructions for the 
use of the weapon were promulgated or when 
the Marine Corps approved the use of Dri- 
Slide” as an interim lubricant. In order to 
make the application of MIL-I-46000A effec- 
tive, it appears necessary to issue the lubri- 
cant in a container which is larger than the 
bottle used with the present gun oil and to 
use a container provided with a small spout 
to facilitate the more liberal application re- 
quired. 

If I can be of further assistance in this 
matter, please do not hesitate to call on me. 

Sincerely yours, 
W. P. Mack, 
Rear Admiral, USN, 
Chief of Legislative Affairs. 
V. U.S. Am Force TEST AND COMMENTS ON 
DRI-SLIDE 
DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE, 
Washington, June 6, 1967. 
Hon. C. E. CHAMBERLAIN, 
Special Subcommittee on M-16 Rifle, 
Committee on Armed Services, 
House of Representatives 

DEAR MR. CHAMBERLAIN: During the recent 
appearance of Air Force witnesses before Mr. 
Ichord’s Subcommittee investigating the M- 
16 Rifle, you asked Major F. S. Smith to 
provide a copy of the USAF Marksmanship 
School Evaluation of the Dri-Slide Lubri- 
cant. You requested also that Major Smith 
deliver it to your office for the purpose of 
discussing the contents of this report. 

A copy of the Dri-Slide Lubricant Evalua- 
tion is attached. If a representative of your 
office will advise Lt. Colonel L. R. Garcia 
(Code 11, Extension 77660) as to the date 
and time most convenient to you, he will 
arrange for Major Smith to meet with you to 
discuss the test findings. 

Sincerely, 
JOSEPH J. F. CLARK, 
Colonel, USAF, Deputy Director for 
Legislation and Investigations, Leg- 
islative Liaison, 
TEST RESULTS 

1. Project Title: Evaluation of Dri-Slide 
Lubricant. 

2. Project Number: 160-66. 

8. Project Chief: MSgt Robert L. Huff, 
USAF Marksmanship School, Lackland AFB, 
Texas. 

4, Findings: 

a. See attachments 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 for 
courses of fire and results of test. 

b. Dri-Slide has a slightly lighter color 
than Oil, General Purpose, Special, after 
application. 

c. No malfunctions were attributed to the 
use of either type of test lubricant. 
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d. Malfunctions that did occur were in 
the nature of broken extractors, ejectors, and 
buffer rings inside the action spring guide 
assembly. 

e. Weapons firing semi-automatic tend to 
build up more carbon than when firing 
weapons fully automatic. 

f. One weapon was lubricated with two 
drops of oil and one weapon with two drops 
of Dri-Slide. Both bolt assemblies accumu- 
lated more carbon than weapons that were 
lubricated according to instructions in pages 
3-10, T. O. 11W-3-5-5-1. 

g. Weapons lubricated with one-half the 
amount of lubricant as specified in T.O. 
11W-3-5-5-1, had less carbon, functioned 
better, and in general, were much more satis- 
factory in performance. 

h. It is much easier to apply minute 
amounts of Dri-Slide lubricant than Oil, 
General, Purpose, Special. The liquid carrier 
for the suspended Dri-Slide agent evaporates 
and leaves only a light film over application 
surfaces. 

i. When equal amounts of each of the 
test lubricants are applied to bolt assemblies 
in accordance with T. O. 11W-3-5-5-1, no sig- 
nificant differences in carbonization, weapon 
operation, or weapon cleaning, were dis- 
cernible. 

5. Comments: It is very easy to over-lu- 
bricate when using either one of the tested 
items. Over-lubrication increases the amount 
of carbon formation in direct proportion to 
the amounts of lubricant used. Dri-Slide, 
owing to its evaporative properties, becomes 
easier to apply correctly when compared to 
oil. For this reason, Dri-Slide is slightly more 
desirable for use than Oil, General Purpose, 
Special. 

6. Recommendations: 

a. That pages 3-10 of T.O. 11W-3-5-5-1, 
as applies to lubrication of the bolt, bolt car- 
rier, and gas tube, be amended insofar as 
the amounts of oil or lubrication which are 
required for proper operation. Three drops 
of oil; one in each bolt ring hole, and inter- 
nally into the mouth of the gas tube are too 
much. One small drop of oil is sufficient for 
both bolt ring holes. Oil placed internally 
into the mouth of the gas tube only spreads 
more contaminant into the gas chamber area 
of the bolt and bolt carrier and promotes 
carbon. An oily patch wiped externally 
around the gas tube mouth will prevent 
seizing of gas, tube, and gas key. 

b. The Air Force should substitute Dri- 
Slide lubricant for general purpose oil. 

ROBERT L. HUFF, 
Msgt, USAF, Project Chief. 
Eric J. NILSON, 
Capt, USAF, Chief, Gunsmith Division, 
USAF Marksmanship School. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE, 
Washington, June 29, 1967. 
Hon. CHARLES E. CHAMBERLAIN, 
House of Representatives, 

Dear Mr. CHAMBERLAIN: You recently re- 
quested a copy of the USAF Marksmanship 
School Test which evaluated the Dri-Slide 
Lubricant. You also asked if this informa- 
tion could be disseminated to third parties. 

Attached is a copy of the requested evalua- 
tion. While we have no objection to its dis- 
semination to third parties, we are concerned 
that certain caution be observed and that 
the following comments be transmitted with 
this document. 

The USAF Marksmanship School evalua- 
tion of Dri-Slide considered only the lubri- 
cating properties and tendency toward 
carbon build-up as a result of the use of 
Dri-Slide Tests to determine the corro- 
sion inhibiting properties of Dri-Slide were 
not conducted. 

The USAF Marksmanship School found 
that Dri-Slide is “slightly more desirable 
for use than Oil, General Purpose, Special.” 
However, their recommendation that Dri- 
Slide be substituted for general purpose oil 
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has not been implemented for the following 

reasons: 

Department of the Army tests (USATE- 
COM Project No. 8-5-0060-02) conducted a 
more thorough evaluation of weapon lubri- 
cants and found that MIL-L-46000A is sig- 
nificantly superior to Dri-Slide in over-all 
M-16 Al rifle functioning performance and 
corrosion resistance. 

Department of the Navy, Surface Chem- 
istry Branch, memorandum, subject: Molyb- 
denum Disulfide Lubricant (Dri -Slide), 
states that: “Extreme caution should be ex- 
ercised in the use of proprietary Mos. . . it 
should be kept in mind that at higher tem- 
peratures or in a moist enyironment it may 
be decomposed to give corrosive sulfur com- 
pounds. Under unfavorable conditions it 
could thus promote rather than prevent 
corrosion of firearms.” 

Based upon all the test data available, the 
Air Force does not contemplate a change to 
the Technical Orders for M-16 Rifle mainte- 
nance to include use of Dri-Slide as a 
lubricant. 

We hope this information is helpful to you. 
If we can be of further assistance, please 
call upon me. 

Sincerely, 
RICHARD L. Coons, 
Colonel, USAF, Chief, Congressional In- 
vestigations Div., Office of Legislative 
Liaison. 

VI. EXCHANGE OF CORRESPONDENCE BETWEEN 
Rep. L. MENDEL RIVERS, CHAIRMAN OF THE 
HOUSE ARMED SERVICES COMMITTEE AND THE 
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, ROBERT S. MCNAMARA 


U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
Washington, D.C., May 18, 1967. 
Hon. ROBERT S. MCNAMARA, 
Secretary of Defense, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mn. Secretary: In the course of hear- 
ings being conducted by a special subcom- 
mittee of the Armed Services Committee in- 
quiring into the performance of the M-16 
rifle, a question was raised concerning the 
effectiveness of a molybdenum disulfide base 
lubricant Known commercially as Dri-Slide. 

On May 15th, Dr. Robert A. Brooks, Assist- 
ant Secretary of the Army, testified that the 
Army sees no basis for purchasing this lubri- 
cant because laboratory tests, just concluded, 
determined that: 

“Dri-Slide is inferior to the current military 
lubricants in most of the aspects tested, in- 
cluding weapons functioning with normal 
and with minimum maintenance (cleaning 
and re-lubrication) and special tests for sand, 
dust, mud, salt water, and other severe en- 
vironmental conditions.” 

The next day, Major General William J. 
Van Ryzin, Assistant Chief of Staff, U.S. Ma- 
rine Corps, told the subcommittee that the 
troop response was “enthusiastic” to the 
100,000 cans of Dri-Slide which the Marine 
Corps has been field testing in Vietnam and 
that “General Walt has requested continued 
procurement,” 

The attempt to reconcile these diametri- 
cally opposed views is made no easier by the 
fact that Dr. Brooks’ statement appears to be 
in direct contradiction to the results of an 
earlier Army test report (July, 1966) which 
contained the following statement: 

“Dri-Slide was equal to VV—L-800 (the cur- 
rent military lubricant) for load and friction, 
inferior as to wear and corrosion protection, 
equal under firing of weapons during normal 
and dusty conditions, and superior during a 
sandy environment.” 

The Army’s attitude towards this finding 
Was expressed by David McGiffert, Under 
Secretary of the Army, in a letter to Repre- 
sentative Chamberlain, dated July 30, 1966, 
as follows: 

„. in recognition of the one superior 
quality demonstrated by Dri-Slide, the U.S. 
Army in Vietnam was queried as to a re- 
quirement to field test Dri-Slide. The re- 
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sponse was negative. Basis for this rejection 
was that there is a satisfactory standard gun 
preservative lubricant in the inventory, there 
have been no official complaints regarding 
this oil, and that a fleld evaluation of a prod- 
uct of this type would not be as valid as a 
scientific or laboratory analysis.” 

The Marine Corps, however, acting presum- 
ably to satisfy its requirements, decided to 
run their own firing tests on Dri-Slide be- 
cause the Army firing tests were not “suffi- 
ciently severe to demonstrate the effect of a 
combat environment.” A copy of the conclu- 
sions and recommendations of the Marine 
Corps tests report which led to the procure- 
ment of this type lubricant, is attached. 

The essential issue at stake here, then, ap- 

to be this: Given the climatic condi- 
tions of Vietnam, is this type lubricant more 
effective in combat, where it counts, or is it 
not? 

It is inconceivable to me that there could 
be such basic disagreement between two 
Services on a matter of such importance. Do 
you think this matter could be resolved while 
this war is being fought, rather than wait 
for its conclusion? It may seem like a minor 
matter, but it isn’t according to the mail I’m 
receiving. 

Sincerely, 
L. MENDEL RIVERS, 
Chairman. 
THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
Washington, June 9, 1967. 
Hon. L. MENDEL RIVERS, 
Chairman, Committee on Armed Services, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Mr. CHARMAN: This responds further 
to your letter of May 18, 1967 in regard to 
the apparent conflict between Army and Ma- 
rine Corps statements on value of the Dri- 
Slide lubricant. 

The Secretary of the Army in his letter to 
your committee on 20 May 1967 on the use of 
Dri-Slide for the M16A1 rifle included an 
interim test report. Based upon the results 
from extensive firing tests, it was concluded 
that Dri-Slide is inferior to current military 
lubricants: VV—L-—800—present standard rifle 
lubricant, NRL N4002-51—a tropical lubri- 
cant for use with small arms, and MIL-L- 
46000A—for specific rapid fire weapons. The 
MIL-L-46000A lubricant proved to be signi- 
ficantly superior to the other military lubri- 
cants and the commercial Dri-Slide for over- 
all M16A1 rifle functioning performance and 
corrosion resistance. The Army shipped 10,- 
000 tubes of MIL—L—46000A lubricant during 
the month of May for use in Vietnam. By the 
end of June approximately one million tubes 
and/or containers will have been shipped to 
forces in SEA. 

Because of the findings indicated in the 
Army’s interim test report, the Marine Corps 
is now testing and evaluating the MIL-L-— 
46000A lubricant for the M16A1 rifle in par- 
ticular and other small arms in general. Prior 
to this time the Marine Corps, as result of its 
initial testing, viewed Dri-Slide as a supple- 
mental lubricant for certain environmental 
areas such as Vietnam even though certain 
inherent limitations were evident. 

Although this evaluation is not completed, 
the Marine Corps findings to date tend to 
support the Army’s results, Upon completion 
of the Marine Corps tests, a standard lubri- 
cant for the M16 type rifle will be designated 
and I will advise you accordingly. 

Sincerely, 
ROBERT S. McNamara. 


PARTNERSHIP FOR HEALTH BILL 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle- 
man from New York [Mr. HALPERN] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Speaker, earlier 
today I introduced an amendment to 
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H.R. 6418, the partnership for health 
bill in order to provide emergency finan- 
cial assistance to public and nonprofit 
private hospitals which are unable to 
heed the urgent health needs of their 
communities due to a critical lack of 
adequate facilities and services. The 
amendment is identical with the proposal 
offered by our distinguished colleague 
from New York [Mr. OTTINGER], who is 
to be highly commended for his leader- 
ship in this field. I am privileged to join 
him in this effort. 

A 1965 survey by the U.S. Public 
Health Service listed 143 hospitals serv- 
ing 97 communities in 29 States as being 
in critical condition. These hospitals are 
dangerously overcrowded with an aver- 
age annual occupancy rate of 90 percent 
or more of their capacity and with a 
lack of adequate alternative facilities in 
their communities. In addition, another 
1,289 hospitals reported occupancy rates 
of between 80 and 90 percent, substan- 
tially above the national average. And it 
should be noted that this survey did not 
even concentrate on the heavily con- 
gested urban areas. With both the nor- 
mal increase in population and the addi- 
tional pressures of expanding health pro- 
grams such as medicare, there are indi- 
cations of possible future trouble in a 
great many hospitals. Also, physical 
overcrowding is not the only threat. 
Obsolescent facilities and services can 
produce the same lack of adequate care 
as overcrowding and can lead to the same 
critical conditions. 

Dr. Howard Brown, head of the New 
York City health services administration, 
testified in committee hearings that hos- 
pital obsolescence is a major problem 
for New York City and large urban areas 
in general. He cited emergency rooms 
and clinics that are overcrowded and 
inadequate, the lack of intensive care 
units in many hospitals, and the need for 
modernization of X-ray facilities and 
laboratories. The New York City admin- 
istration strongly supports this emer- 
gency assistance as a corrective to these 
conditions. New York also faces a se- 
rious nursing shortage. In the city hospi- 
tals less than 25 percent of the nursing 
positions are filled. One of the major re- 
cruitment problems is the outdated and 
antiquated hospital plants. Dr. Brown 
looks to the program offered in this bill 
as an aid in recruitment. 

Under the proposed amendment, public 
and nonprofit private hospitals which 
qualify as critical will receive direct 
emergency grants for up to two-thirds 
the cost of any project designed to pro- 
vide necessary facilities and services, In 
addition, hospitals unable to secure ade- 
quate funds to pay the last one-third of 
the cost may apply for a loan of up to 
90 percent of that one-third cost. The 
loans would bear interest at 2% percent 
and would be repayable over a period of 
50 years. The total requested authoriza- 
tion for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1968, is $58 million, $40 million in grants 
and $18 million in loans. 

Mr. Speaker, the New York metropoli- 
tan region and large urban areas 
throughout the country are faced with 
serious hospital crises. There is no excuse 
for an 84-year-old patient having to wait 
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11 hours in a hospital corridor for ad- 
mittance to the hospital and an X-ray of 
a broken hip. Such an incident occurred 
in New York City not long ago. And, un- 
fortunately, it was not an isolated occur- 
rence but rather a graphic illustration of 
the widespread problem. This bill pro- 
vides immediate and direct aid to allevi- 
ate these emergency conditions. It would 
enable the most critical hospitals to im- 
prove their inadequate facilities and 
services to handle 150,000 new patients 
each year. 

Mr. Speaker, to supplement these re- 
marks I would like to include a letter 
written to my able colleague from New 
York [Mr. OTTINGER], by the Surgeon- 
General of the United States responding 
to queries posed by Mr. OTTINGER, and 
offering further information which I feel 
contributed greatly to this legislative ob- 
jective. I would also like to submit a most 
significant editorial supporting the legis- 
lation which appeared in the Washing- 
ton Post on July 7, 1966. ~ 

Mr. Speaker, I urge our colleagues to 
support this most commendable legisla- 
lation and trust it will win overwhelming 
committee and House approval. 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCA- 
TION, AND WELFARE, PuB- 
Lic HEALTH SERVICE, 
Bethesda, Md., July 7, 1967. 
Hon. RICHARD L. OTTINGER, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

Deak Mr. OTTINGER: In response to your 
telephone request for further information 
answering the questions of your letter of 
June 1, 1967, I am sending you the enclosed 
material. To make clear how the answers 
correspond to questions in your letter and 
the further questions raised by your staff, 
I have simply repeated the answers with the 
additional information. 

I hope this is useful to you. If there is 
anything further I can do please do not hesi- 
tate to ask. I very much appreciate your in- 
terest in the problems of our Nation's hos- 
pitals. 

Sincerely, 
WILLIAM H. STEWART, 
Surgeon General. 

1. How many hospitals in the Nation are 
presently overcrowded? What percentage of 
these are overcrowded primarily due to in- 
adequate or antiquated facilities and what 
percentage due primarily to improper use of 
facilities? 

Specific data regarding the number of 
“overcrowded” hospitals are not available. On 
an overall national basis, nonfederal short- 
term general hospitals show an average oc- 
cupancy of 76 percent—an average consid- 
erably below an “overcrowding” level. How- 
ever, within communities, and even within 
individual hospitals, overcrowding does exist. 
For example, one or more hospitals within 
a single community or area may be running 
at a very high occupancy rate whereas other 
hospitals in the same community are run- 
ning at low occupancy. Within a single fa- 
cility, one or more nursing units may be 
overcrowded whereas others, particularly in 
the obstetrical and pediatric services, may 
be only partially utilized. 

The most recent suryey accepted by the 
Public Health Service indicates that 143 of 
the Nation's private and nonprofit hospitals 
may be classed as critically overcrowded since 
they experience ayerage annual occupancy 
rates of 90% or more of reasonable capacity 
and since there are not adequate alternative 
facilities available within the communities 
they serve. 

Another 1289 hospitals serving similarly 
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deprived communities experience occupancy 
rates of between 80% and 90%, substantially 
above the national average. It should be re- 
alized that in order to average out to 90% 
a hospital may experience actual occupancy 
in excess of 100% at certain times. Because 
of the wide variety of administrative methods 
and operating standards, it is not possible 
to set an acceptable occupancy rate that 
leaves room to accommodate seasonal and 
other fluctuations; however, any hospital ex- 
periencing an average annual occupancy rate 
of 90% or more exceeds the safe limit. 

Not all of the overcrowding can be ascribed 
to lack of adequate facilities. In some cases, 
improved administrative procedures could 
speed patient turnover and more efficient use 
of facilities. In such cases, the occupancy 
rate could be reduced without expanding 
facilities. 

Areawide and community planning groups 
are seriously concerned with this problem 
and are developing solutions appropriate to 
their local needs. Such solutions may take 
a number of different directions. The appro- 
priate one for one community may be to 
stimulate greater use of the low occupancy 
facilities. In another community, because 
of the poor condition of a low occupancy 
facility, the high occupancy facility may be 
expanded and one or more of those with 
low occupancy abandoned. 

The obsolescence of a hospital is not usual- 
ly directly related to the factor of overcrowd- 
ing. In fact, the converse is more generally 
the rule. The public is to an increasing de- 
gree demanding care in facilities they think 
appropriate and to the extent they have a 
choice they select the modern hospital. It is 
true of course that quality care facilities may 
be structurally or functionally obsolete and 
still run an extremely high occupancy rates. 

However, even where the hospital is not 
physically overcrowded, obsolescent facilities 
and services can produce the same result as 
overcrowding by overtaxing the hospital’s 
ability to meet the needs of the community. 

2. How many hospitals are presently with- 
out treatment and service facilities appro- 
priate to the needs of the communities they 
service? 

There is no question that some communi- 
ties are now deprived of some essential serv- 
ices or facilities. The survey released last 
year pinpointed 97 communities, served by 
143 hospitals, that were critically short of 
one essential: bed space, However, this was 
only one survey dealing only with one 
problem. 

We are aware of certain key problem areas, 
but there has not been comprehensive survey 
of facilities and there is consequently no 
accurate gauge of how many hospitals lack 
facilities appropriate to the needs of the 
communities they serve. 

Specific reports from hospitals and some 
areawide planning agencies show the need 
for expansion or addition of certain services 
within a given community or area. Because 
of the scattered nature of such information 
at this time, the data have not been com- 
piled on a national basis. Vastly differing 
circumstances and requirements of indi- 
vidual communities would make a national 
5 of available statistics highly un- 
reliable and misleading, rather than helpful 
as a planning tool. For example, one com- 
munity may find it desirable to provide care 
for certain chronic diseases through a home 
care program, which is not based in a 
hospital, whereas another community with 
the same essential problem may find it de- 
sirable to provide such service in a nursing 
home or in some instances from the out- 
patient department of the hospital. Other 
communities may plan to provide care for 
such patients in a general hospital even 
though such action results in higher costs 
to the patient and to the community in 
general. 

Determining the needs of a community or 
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area for health service facilities and services 
is the most serious and difficult problem in 
the health field today. 

Individual hospitals and health service 
facilities are unlikely to have the resources 
to take the kind of broad assessment of total 
community needs and alternative facilities 
that may be available. In their individual 
planning and programming efforts, they may 
in some instances undertake diagnostic or 
treatment procedures or services which they 
are not staffed or equipped to provide and 
the result may be expensive and ineffective 
duplication of services. 

For this reason, the Public Health Service 
has given a high priority to the activation 
of support of areawide planning agencies, 
working in cooperation with State agencies, 
which have as their primary purpose the 
establishment of service, bed, and facility 
needs of communities and hospitals within 
a given area. The Public Health Service also 
provides technical assistance to and support 
of Hill-Burton State agencies in an effort 
to improve the planning process. 

The Public Health Service does not now 
have the authority that would be needed to 
compile and maintain a truly meaningful 
evaluation of the inadequacies of facilities or 
services available to specific communities. 

3. How many hospitals need renovation 
and/or modernization? 

Hill-Burton State agencies report that 
3,327 of the 6,716 existing general hospitals 
have 272,000 beds which are functionally or 
structurally obsolete and in need of moderni- 
zation or replacement, These 272,000 beds 
represent more than one-third of all exist- 
ing general short-term beds in the country. 
All told, some 70,000 beds require complete 
replacement; the balance require moderniza- 
tion to correct structural or functional de- 
ficiencies of the physical plant. 

This does not automatically mean, how- 
ever, that replacement or modernization of 
the beds is the only answer or even the best 
answer. Development of alternative care fa- 
cilities, earlier preventive treatment, in- 
creased and more readily available outpa- 
tient services—all of these may offer a better 
solution to a given hospital's problems. In 
addition, we are convinced that improved 
hospital operations—including the use of 
automated systems, improved administrative 
and treatment techniques, and better phys- 
ical planning and utilization may greatly 
offset the need for support of a greatly in- 
creased effort in health services research and 
development, consistent with the President’s 
intentions to establish a National Center for 
Health Services Research and Development. 

By making the results of such research 
available to hospitals, health service facili- 
ties, and local, State and regional planning 
groups, the Public Health Service can make 
great strides in helping those hospitals with 
adequate funding improve and modernize 
their facilities and services. However, the 
Public Health Service does not now have the 
authority to offer direct assistance to hos- 
pitals that lack the financial resources to 
apply the results of the research to their op- 
erations. 

4. What is the most critical need facing 
hospitals in general—staffing, better admin- 
istrative methods, wider use of alternative 
care resources or what? 

As the question indicates, hospitals are 
faced with multiple problems and because 
of the significance of efficient hospital opera- 
tion to total health care, the approach of 
the Public Health Service has been compre- 
hensive in attempting to solve such prob- 
lems. 

Staffing of professional and technical posi- 
tions in hospitals is a continuing problem. 
Training programs geared to the attraction 
of promising persons into the health field are 
operated by the Public Health Service, and 
in addition, grant programs for the construc- 
tion of facilities to train health professionals, 
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technicians. and technologists have been in 
operation for the past few years. 

The application of better administrative 
methods, including automated techniques 
and systems, to hospital operations has been 
a primary goal of the Public Health Service 
for several years. The Public Health Service 
has supported to the extent the Congress 
has made funds available research, develop- 
ment and demonstration projects which hold 
promise of improving administrative and op- 
erational methods employed by hospitals. We 
believe a substantial increase in such re- 
search is „ and legislation recom- 
mended by President Johnson and now pend- 
ing in Congress would authorize a much ex- 
panded research and development program in 
the whole field concerned with delivery of 
personal health service. 

The use of alternative care services and 
facilities is not only of real significance, but 
is essential in, delivering efficient and eco- 
nomical comprehensive health care. Many 
patients occupying expensive acute general 
hospital beds could be given adequate care 
in long-term care beds which are more eco- 
nomical to construct and operate. Similarly, 
some patients could receive adequate care 
on an outpatient basis rather than being 
admitted to an expensive acute general bed. 
Better planning of services for communities 
and areas and a more sophisticated approach 
by physicians to the economical utilization 
of all community health facilities are some 
of the factors which will contribute to im- 
provement of this situation. The pending 
conference on rising medical costs to be held 
June 27 and 28, 1967, will address itself in 
part of this problem. 

However, as we have pointed out before, 
the effective application of the results of 
Public Health Service studies depends, in 
part, upon the availability to the hospital 
of adequate financial resources. The Public 
Health Service now has no authority to 
render direct assistance to individual hos- 
pitals or communities that may be facing 
emergency situations with inadequate fi- 
nancial resources. 

5. What is the role of the hospital in a 
total community medical program? Is the 
hospital as we know it becoming less im- 
portant or perhaps less efficient than alterna- 
tive health care systems or is it becoming 
more important as the “core” facility in a 
balanced network of community medical 
services? 

In most communities the hospital has be- 
come or is becoming the focal point or core 
unit for comprehensive health services. 
Despite its many shortcomings, the hospital 
is a more efficient health care unit than 
alternative care facilities, and as the primary 
facility through which health services are 
provided its importance, significance, and 
influence in health care matters within 
communities will continue to grow. 

It is quite possible that hospitals and 
health facilities serving some communities 
may not have had the financial resources to 
keep pace with this changing pattern of 
community use and, consequently, some 
communities may not have available the full 
and necessary range of health services. This 
was indicated in the survey of hospitals 
referred to earlier. 

6. What resources does the Public Health 
Service have for helping hospitals to improve 
their services? 

A wide variety of resources are provided 
by the Public Health Service for helping hos- 
pitals to improve their services. Extramural 
and intramural research programs pertaining 
to the design, organization, and operation 
of hospitals are operated by the Public 
Health Service as well as a program aimed 
at stimulating experimentation and innova- 
tive design and construction. In addition, 
professional and technical staff are available 
to provide consultation and informational 
assistance to hospitals in many areas of hos- 
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pital operation. Moreover, a highly com- 
petent staff of architects and engineers is 
available to provide assistance regarding the 
design and functional layout of new hospitals 
or the expansion, replacement, or moderni- 
zation of existing facilities. Also, the Public 
Health Service operates grant programs to 
assist in the construction of facilities to train 
physicians, nurses, dentists, pharmacists, and 
other types of professional, technical and 
paramedical personnel essential to hospital 
operation. The Public Health Service also 
operates programs geared to attracting 
promising persons in the health field and 
thus increasing the availability of trained 
professional and technical health personnel. 
Finally, mention must be made of the sub- 
stantial contributions from the basic re- 
search programs on specific diseases as ad- 
ministered by the National Institutes of 
Health. 

The Public Health Service does not now 
have authority to provide any direct finan- 
cial assistance to hospitals in implementing 
improvement programs. 

7. What are the limitations on your re- 
sources for assisting hospitals? 

The resources of the Public Health Service 
for assisting hospitals are appropriate and 
adequate, within the limits of present au- 
thority and funding. At the same time, how- 
ever, it should be recognized that most health 
professionals are in short supply and some 
difficulties are encountered in recruiting ex- 
perienced staff to deliver technical assistance 
and consultation regarding such matters as 
hospital operations, health facility planning, 
and health service and facility research, par- 
ticularly at salary levels available for Civil 
Service employees. 

The Public Health Service does not have 
authority for direct emergency financial as- 
sistance to hospitals or health facilities, even 
if they are in critical condition. 

8. Are the existing mechanisms for plan- 
ning and funding for hospital services flexi- 
ble and responsive enough to meet the 
changes in patient population brought about 
by suburban growth and the dramatic 
changes in population in our central cities? 

Because certain provisions in the existing 
mechanism for planning and funding of hos- 
pital construction projects do not appear to 
be responsive, the President in his Health 
Message of February 28, 1967, informed the 
Congress that a National Advisory Commis- 
sion on Health Facilities would be appointed 
to study our needs for the total system of 
health facilities, and to consider the future 
and possible redirection of the Hill-Burton 
program, For example, the present formula 
structure of the Hill-Burton legislation prob- 
ably would have to be modified to make a 
substantial impact on the tremendous back- 
log of hospital modernization needs, par- 
ticularly the needs of the quality care hos- 
pitals located in our more urban centers of 
population. Such problems as this together 
with others which may not be responsive to 
current problems will be the subject of in- 
tensive study by the National Advisory Com- 
mission to be appointed by the President. 


[From the Washington Post, July 7, 1967] 
HELP FOR HOSPITALS 


There is a tremendous pent-up need for 
beds in hospitals and nursing homes—and 
for modernization of these essential health 
facilities. All over the country—and not least 
by any means in the District of Columbia— 
desperately needed health care is being de- 
nied or delayed because of the inadequacy 
of existing institutions. To meet this need 
on an emergency basis, Congressman Rich- 
ard Ottinger of New York has proposed a 
modest program of direct Federal grants and 
loans to hospitals in critical condition and 
in critical situations. His bill would enable 
148 hospitals serving 97 communities to add 
facilities enabling them to serve 150,000 new 
patients. 
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The proposal deserves bipartisan support 
and prompt enactment when it comes be- 
fore the House this week. At the same time 
it must be recognized for what it really is— 
an emergency measure designed to arrest or 
ameliorate a steadily worsening situation 
which calls for really radical remedies. Dur- 
ing the 20 years since it was enacted, the 
Hill-Burton Act has poured some $2.6 bil- 
lion into expansion of health facilities. Nev- 
ertheless, in 1965 the Hill-Burton state agen- 
cies reported a need for 66,500 new beds in 
1966; only 36,328 new beds were added in 
that year—and only 3,195 of these from Hill- 
Burton funds. 

The fact is that progress in medical science 
has far outpaced the organization of medical 
care, And Medicare, of course, has dramati- 
cally enlarged the number of those needing 
and seeking attention. The cost of hospi- 
talization has skyrocketed—in no small de- 
gree, it must be acknowledged, because of 
inefficiency in hospital administration and 
because of a lack of inventiveness in patient 
care. Long-range solution of the problem 
will require new approaches—perhaps in the 
form of greater reliance on group practice, 
more emphasis on preventive medicine, in- 
creased out-patient care and the develop- 
ment of places other than hospitals for the 
care of convalescents. Representative Ottin- 
ger’s proposal is intended, as he observed, 
to “meet the emergency need without inter- 
fering with long-range planning and without 
embarking on a major long-range funding 
program.” We hope it will be adopted. 


PLAN FOR THE REORGANIZATION 
OF THE GOVERNMENT OF THE 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle- 
man from Ohio [Mr. Brown], is recog- 
nized for 40 minutes. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
Congress has been asked by the Presi- 
dent to approve his Reorganization Plan 
No. 3 for the government of the District 
of Columbia. In fact, if the Congress does 
not act to set aside the President’s pro- 
posal, it will become law on August 10, a 
matter of 3 weeks from today. 

Two different committees of the House 
have been giving careful consideration 
to the merits and faults of that un- 
amendable reorganization plan. The re- 
sult has been, in my view, a general dis- 
appointment and disenchantment with 
the White House proposal. And yet, I 
have heard or read of no really positive, 
constructive alternative to the plan that 
would better satisfy the Congress and 
the people of the District. As a result, I 
have felt certain that there must be a 
better way than the President’s plan to 
serve the needs for good government in 
this Federal city. I am, therefore, intro- 
ducing such a proposal today. 

As a member of the Government Op- 
erations Committee, I have listened to a 
number of witnesses testify from various 
and divergent points of view. There was 
some praise of the President’s plan in 
that testimony. But a good deal of the 
praise seemed to be politically motivated 
or, perhaps, politically obligated. There 
Was some out and out criticism of the 
plan which seemed to arise from dis- 
appointment that it does not meet the 
needs of the District of Columbia and 
cannot be amended to do so. But mostly, 
there was conjecture, confusion, and con- 
tradiction in testimony, which claimed 
that the President’s plan is everything 
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from municipal reform legislation to 
home rule. 

I think it has become abundantly 
clear in testimony before both the Gov- 
ernment Operations Committee and the 
District of Columbia Committee that the 
problem with the government of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia has become as much 
White House domination as any other 
problem. This domination over the three 
Commissioners has been growing in re- 
cent years. The White House plan will 
only increase the domination of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia by the President—or 
rather by some anonymous White House 
aide because our Nation’s Chief Execu- 
tive is obviously too busy with other af- 
fairs of state—or should be—to concern 
himself with the details of running the 
District of Columbia. 

The White House plan does not pro- 
vide for the basic legitimate requirements 
of the government of a city of 800,000 
people. These requirements should in- 
clude responsiveness to the citizenry, de- 
cisiveness, and efficiency. 

The President’s plan calls for an 11- 
man government—one full-time Com- 
missioner, nine part-time members of 
Council, and a permanent administra- 
tive assistant to the Commissioner—all 
of whom are named by the President. 
This is certainly not home rule. As a 
matter of fact, the White House would 
not even require the Commissioner and 
his administrative assistant to be resi- 
dents of Washington. But the President’s 
plan is enough of a new departure in the 
government of the District that it may 
even put off home rule because the Con- 
gress will almost surely defer further 
changes to see how the new administra- 
tive system is going to work. 

But I do not feel there is much like- 
lihood that it will work. Legislative and 
rulemaking responsibilities are shared by 
the Commissioner, the Council, and the 
assistant to the Commissioner who, in 
turn, shares administrative responsibili- 
ties with the Commissioner. The degree 
of authority each has in the internal 
workings of the District is ill defined. 
The single Commissioner is given certain 
opportunities for reorganizing the Dis- 
trict government, but apparently has no 
power to remove his assistant. The Coun- 
cil is required to approve the budget sub- 
mitted by the Commissioner, but if it 
changes or disapproves any part of it, the 
Commissioner can veto such changes or 
disapproval, just as the Commissioner 
can veto Council legislation or regula- 
tions. 

Since the Commissioner and his ad- 
ministrative assistant would serve at the 
pleasure of the President, it is unlikely 
either of them would risk incurring his 
displeasure in order to represent the in- 
terest of the residents of the city. And 
the congressional representatives of 
other citizens of our Nation who have an 
interest in their country’s Capital com- 
munity would have even less of a voice. 

As if this were not sufficient control of 
the Washington government, however, 
the President’s plan continues to segre- 
gate important community agencies from 
the chain of command of city adminis- 
tration. Such agencies have compounded 
the problems of government in Wash- 
ington for years because many of them 
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are not responsive to the citizens of the 
city or to their municipal government. 

The President's reorganization plan for 
the government of the District of Co- 
lumbia is all too typical of reforms ema- 
nating from the White House in recent 
years. It merely concentrates power at 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue without ad- 
dressing itself to the real problems. Even 
civil service tenure of mary District em- 
ployees is not guaranteed under the Pres- 
ident’s plan, which, by the method of its 
presentation, is not amendable. 

I recite this analysis of the President’s 
plan only because I had hoped, prior to 
studying it, that I could support a District 
government plan introduced under the 
reverse legislative procedure of the 1949 
Hoover Commission reorganization law. 
Along with many others, I had come to 
feel that needed changes in the District 
government could not be made through 
initiation in the House District Commit- 
tee. Such improvements have not been 
forthcoming from the Federal adminis- 
tration or the District Commissioners in 
recent years, during which time the Dis- 
trict Committee of Congress has more 
and more been relieved of its respon- 
sibilities by the White House. 

I may have somewhat more deeply 
rooted interest in our Nation’s Capital 
than the average Member of Congress 
since I moved to the city in 1939 when I 
was 11 years old and have had family 
connections here ever since. I graduated 
from Western High School and have 
many fond memories of a carefree youth 
in an innocent community which has re- 
cently deteriorated in some startling 
ways. During this period of decline, no 
very constructive changes have been 
made in the city’s governmental organi- 
zation. It occurs to me that the Congress 
and the District Committee in the last 30 
years of rapid change might have done a 
little better. Certainly the Commissioners 
should have been able to make some re- 
organization recommendations. Instead, 
the government of the District of Colum- 
bia has become a victorian monstrosity 
made more monstrous by the addition of 
a little modern paint here and there. 

But if the President’s plan has accom- 
plished nothing else, it has obliged the 
Congress, and particularly the District 
and Government Operations Committees 
to take a serious look at the government 
of our Nation’s Capital. The District 
Committee has had to take such a look 
if only in the hope of saving its juris- 
diction over the question of govern- 
mental reorganization. 

In the last few weeks of hearings, it 
has become apparent that few in the 
Congress are fully satisfied with the 
President’s plan, whether amendable or 
not. But the District Committee has 
seemed to be groping toward some of the 
concepts which are presented in legis- 
lative form in my bill. I have tried to 
distill in this legislation some of the 
points brought out in testimony before 
my subcommittee of the Government 
Operations Committee and in the testi- 
mony before the House District Com- 
mittee. 

My plan is an effort to give the city of 
Washington a measure of home rule and 
a more effective structure of government 
while continuing to reflect the special 
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interest of the Congress and the White 
House in the government of this city. 

It retains the three-commissioner 
board as a policymaking body, but it gives 
them a greater degree of independence 
by providing a voice for the people 
through the direct election by District 
voters of one of the Commissioners. The 
interest of the Federal Government will 
continue to be reflected by the appoint- 
ment of two other District residents as 
Commissioners by the President, with 
the advice and consent of the Senate. All 
of the Commissioners must be residents 
of the District, and they serve for stag- 
gered, 3-year terms, rather than at the 
pleasure of the President. 

While the specialized Engineer Com- 
missioner is eliminated, the President is 
permitted to designate three officers from 
the Corps of Engineers to assist the 
Commissioners in the discharge of their 
duties. 

Central responsibility is provided for 
by giving the President power to appoint 
the Chairman of the Board of the Com- 
missioners. But more significantly the 
plan calls for the Commissioners to name 
a professional Managing Director for the 
administration of the government of the 
city of Washington. He will have three 
deputies in charge of program develop- 
ment, general administration, and op- 
erations review. This professional city 
manager has the authority to appoint the 
heads of departments and agencies with 
the approval of the Commissioner Board. 

Extremely significant in my proposed 
legislation is the fact that to the District 
Commissioners and the city manager are 
given much closer ties and, in some cases, 
control over the various commissions, 
boards, and authorities which are now 
part of the superstructure of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia government. The Com- 
missioners are also given the authority to 
reorganize the details of the city’s gov- 
ernment by being impowered to abolish 
and create offices. 

My legislation provides for the estab- 
lishment of elective procedures in the 
District which will make possible the 
election of the one Commissioner, a non- 
voting delegate to the U.S. House of 
Representatives from the District who 
would be assigned to the House District 
Committee, and all 15 members of the 
District School Board who would be 
elected from wards established within 
the city. The School Board would be in- 
dependent. It is my personal feeling that 
such representation in Congress from 
the District is a temporary expedient, 
until such time as a constitutional 
amendment can be passed providing full 
voting representation in Congress for the 
District of Columbia. Several such pro- 
posals already repose in the Committee 
on the Judiciary, and do not come under 
the jurisdiction of the District of Colum- 
bia Committee which has jurisdiction 
over my legislative proposal. 


AIR SAFETY AND THE HENDERSON- 
VILLE MIDAIR COLLISION 


Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
they said it looked like a ball of fire fall- 
ing out of the sky, and bodies dropped to 
earth like confetti. At Washington Na- 
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tional Airport, friends and relatives 
waited in vain for a plane that did not 
arrive. 

It has happened again, just as I sadly 
predicted it probably would. We have 
learned of another midair collision, this 
time with 78 passengers and crew on- 
board one of the planes. There were no 
survivors. 

Just a little over 3 months ago, on 
April 11, I stood in the well of the House 
and pleaded for congressional action. 
Action that might, in some way, help 
eliminate the tragic and senseless reoc- 
currence of midair plane collisions. 

When I last spoke on the need for 
study of the tools and technologies re- 
quired for air safety, the news of a plane 
losing a propeller and crashing over 
Ohio, the news of a midair collision near 
my home in Urbana, Ohio, and the news 
of a jet on a training flight falling into 
New Orleans were still very fresh in the 
minds of most Americans. 

At that time I wished out loud that 
those who had suffered a very personal 
loss could be assured that we, in Con- 
gress, would do everything humanly pos- 
sible to avoid an echo of those grinding, 
explosive crashes. I had hoped that the 
deaths of 26 people at Urbana and the 
young high school girls from Juda, Wis., 
would have served as a call to action. 

If we have tended to forget, the echo 
of today’s catastrophe must certainly re- 
mind us. 

I wonder how many reminders we need. 
I wonder how many airline passengers 
have to die before we decide to really dig 
into the problem. 

I am aware that the business of the 
House and its committees must be sched- 
uled and conducted in an orderly man- 
ner. I would not argue with that system. 
And I know, too, that the heavy agenda 
of the House Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce Committee may have pre- 
cluded hearings on air safety from being 
scheduled. Under normal circumstances, 
deferring consideration would be legiti- 
mate and acceptable. 

But 78 lifeless bodies scattered along 
the side of a North Carolina highway is 
not my idea of normal circumstances. 

These are not normal circumstances, 
and they never will be until we are able 
to diminish the risk of airplane accidents 
and the thousands of deaths attributable 
to them. 

Unusual challenges demand unusual 
responses. And I can assure my col- 
leagues that the challenges in the de- 
velopment of an adequate air safety pro- 
gram are many. Some are obvious. 
Some are as yet undefined. 

I believe the House and its committees 
should be prepared to respond to the 
challenge. And, if that means scheduling 
evening or Saturday meetings, I, for one, 
would be willing and eager to agree. I 
suspect that others among us would 
concur. 

In my earlier call for action, I did not 
attempt to hide the selfish interest of 
any of us in working toward air safety. 
Most of us fiy frequently and there are 
pilots among us. I even suggested that the 
possibility of a national leader being lost 
to us through an air crash was not far- 
fetched. 


19522 


Unfortunately and sadly, this has come 
to pass with the death today of the man 
who, in 2 weeks, would have become this 
country’s Secretary of the Navy. 

I shudder to think of that jetliner ex- 
ploding and disintegrating today in the 
neighborhood of two boys camps, 
jammed with kids who were protected by 
nothing more than kind fate and the 
Good Lord. 

Mr, Speaker, I renew my call to Chair- 
man HARLEY Sraccers of the House 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce Com- 
mittee; I plead with the leaders of the 
House to schedule hearings on air safety. 
Then, and only then, may we rest with 
the satisfaction that we have done our 
best to help avoid the tragic circum- 
stances that took place today near Hen- 
dersonville, N.C, 


THE CAPTIVE NATIONS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle- 
man from Louisiana [Mr. WaGconner] 
is recognized for 20 minutes. 

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Speaker, it 
appears the spirit of Glassboro is still 
with us; or at least, some of the Russian 
visitors are. In fact, they appear to have 
taken up permanent residence at the 
Washington Post. The Post, which has 
always seemed to pride itself in being out 
of touch with the thoughts of most 
Americans, has now started echoing 
Moscow down to a “t.” 

The occasion of this paper’s latest 
swing to the left is Captive Nations 
Week, an annual reminder that millions 
of people still remain enslaved through- 
out the world as a result of Communist 
aggression. The United States is commit- 
ted to the eventual freeing of these peo- 
ple, as has been stated by Congress and 
given at least lip service by three Presi- 
dents. But the text of the Post editorial 
on Captive Nations Week is straight 
from the Kremlin. The tone is, as always 
with the Post, petty, childish, and spite- 
ful. This paper must be wonderful, in- 
deed, to be above such small things as 
loyalty, and moral commitments, and 
compassion for millions of people who 
are enslaved by their Communist con- 
querors. They call the Communists 
wicked in jest. Maybe their resident sym- 
pathizer does not appear wicked to them. 
But, of course, they have not seen their 
land, their family, their religion, and 
their country brutally subjugated by a 
foreign invader. They have not seen it 
yet. Perhaps they are impatient, 

Some people are not so omniscient as 
to be able to dismiss with a smile and a 
shrug one of the great tragedies of our 
time. They see something wrong in Hun- 
gary, and Poland, and Tibet, and Cuba, 
and know that our Nation is committed 
to the idea of freedom for all men. They 
know that the U.S. Congress has stated 
as a matter of public policy that the 
American people support the return of 
these and all other captive nations to 
their own citizens. I would like to insert 
in the Recorp an editorial from the July 
7, 1967, Shreveport Times, a paper that 
has honor. This piece of writing refiects 
the thoughts and sympathies of the vast 
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majority of the American people, while 

the Post editorial reflects the opinion of 

the Russian Embassy. 

[From the Oy got Times, July 7, 
1 


THE CAPTIVE NATIONS 


Since 1959, when the House and Senate 
unanimously voted for a resolution making 
a specific week in July a time for the U.S. 
to freshly pledge itself to the cause of peo- 
ple under Communist dictatorship, various 
administrations have progressively down- 
graded this commitment to the Captive Na- 
tions. 

The tone and tenor of the original resolu- 
tion was clear. In it, Congress took a firm 
stand against conciliation of or “peaceful 
coexistence” arrangements with Moscow, or 
its satellite regimes in Eastern Europe or 
elsewhere, until the peoples of these Red- 
ruled regions regained “their freedom and 
independence.” 

But this congressional declaration of in- 
tent, as strong as the Gulf of Tonkin resolu- 
tion that stated our determination to resist 
Communist aggression in Vietnam, never be- 
came a basis of policy. Instead, the adminis- 
trations of the late President Kennedy and 
President Johnson have gone in the opposite 
direction—toward accommodation with 
Moscow and at least de facto recognition of 
its puppet regimes in Eastern Europe. 

Captive Nations Week itself has obviously 
been regarded as a hard duty by the execu- 
tive branch. Declarations from Presidents 
Kennedy and Johnson marking the week 
have been so weak, so devoid of spirit and 
intent, as to be embarrassing. In eight short 
years, Captive Nations Week has come to be 
regarded, in the highest positions of govern- 
ment in this country, as an outmoded in- 
trusion into the foreign policy prerogatives 
of the executive branch, 

Yet, as we approach the eighth observance 
of Captive Nations Week, there can be found 
no real reason to discard the original tough 
language of the resolution which stated that 
“enslavement of a substantial part of the 
world’s population by Communist imperial- 
ism makes a mockery of the idea of peaceful 
co-existence between nations.” Pointedly the 
resolution notes that these “submerged na- 
tions” look to America “for leadership in 
bringing about their liberation and inde- 
pendence.” 

Of the 21 Captive Nations listed in that 
1959 resolution, all still remain in the Red 
yoke, though there have been minor shifts 
in loyalty from Moscow to Peking, as in the 
case of Albania. Indeed, one more nation— 
Cuba—must be added to list of Captive 
Nations. 

Communism has reached this hemisphere 
and is now threatening to establish new “‘cap- 
tive nations” in South America and Africa. 
Four Latin countries have been forced to 
declare martial law because of Red aggres- 
sion. Red forces also are making headway in 
Africa. 

So while the Captive Nations resolution 
of 1959 has not found its way into the policy 
of this nation as regards communism, the 
basis of Red aggression and imperialism on 
which it was founded remains a cruel and 
rea} fact of life for millions of once-free 
people. 

It must be wondered, in this connection, 
what the people of all these lands will feel 
for the United States, supposedly the leader 
of the Free World, if and when they ever do 
achieve some measure of independence in 
one political form of the other. 

Or, more to the point, what do those people 
in Hungary or Poland still seeking their free- 
dom think of us now? What hope can these 
people of the Captive Nations maintain even 
as America “builds bridges” to the regimes 
that oppress them? 
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[From the Washington (D.C.) Post, 
July 10, 1967] 
CAPTIVE CONGRESSMEN 


Captive Nations Week is almost upon us, 
and so it’s time to pine again for Idel-Ural, 
Turkestan, White Ruthenia and—don't for- 

old Cossackia. These pseudo-states 
and others of better historical repute are 
listed in Congress’ Captive Nations Resolu- 
tion as having lost their national independ- 
ence” to the wicked Communists. “The peo- 


ple of the United States share with them 


their aspirations for the recovery of their 
freedom and independence,” in case you 
didn't know. 

This fanciful cold-war rhetoric was issued 
by Congress in 1959 in a surge of hysterical 
anti-communism. Or rather, it was issued by 
ethnic manipulator Lev Dobriansky, father 
of the Captive Nations idea, and foisted by 
him upon a Congress sensitive to the pre- 
sumed sentiments of Americans from now- 
Communist lands. Actually, many of these 
Americans, if not most of them, are insulted 
by being treated as hyphenated citizens, The 
annual Captive Nations charade might better 
be called Captive Congressmen Week. 

Its aspect of ethnic discrimination is par- 
ticularly offensive. For, it turns out, Russia 
is not among the Captive Nations. The reason 
for this strange omission is that Mr. Dobrian- 
sky’s heart belongs to his ancestors’ native 
Ukraine, and Ukrainian nationalism is noth- 
ing if not anti-Russian. This is, in our view, 
precisely the kind of old-country ethnic 
backbiting that has no place in a gambit 
designed to influence American policy. 

To those who do not share faith that Cap- 
tive Nations Week will crack the Kremlin, 
Mr. Dobriansky has prepared an insidious re- 
buttal. “High on the priority list in Red psy- 
cho-political warfare,” he has written, “is 
the downgrading and eventual elimination of 
Captive Nations Week.” The technique of at- 
tributing criticism to foreign manipulation 
is, unfortunately, typical. 

To his credit, President Johnson has shown 
some embarrassment over the Resolution, 
which “authorizes and requests” him to pro- 
claim Captive Nations Week annually. He 
has avoided specifying which countries are 
Captive Nations and has stressed instead 
American support for the “just aspirations” 
of peoples everywhere. Clearly, Mr. Johnson 
rejects the Resolution’s tenet that “Commu- 
nist imperialism makes a mockery of the 
idea of peaceful coexistence.” He believes, as 
most Americans do, that all available open- 
ings to East-West peace and stability should 
be explored. 


BROOKLYN, OHIO, A GREAT AMERI- 
CAN CITY, CELEBRATES ITS 
CENTENNIAL 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle- 
man from Ohio [Mr. FEIGHAN] is recog- 
nized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Speaker, I am 
proud to announce to my colleagues that 
the city of Brooklyn, Ohio, is celebrating 
its centennial anniversary. I have had 
the honor to represent the people of 
Brooklyn for many years; therefore, this 
occasion is one of warm personal 
memories. 

Brooklyn exemplifies the true spirit of 
Americanism. Its development parallels 
that of growing and successful commu- 
nities throughout our great Nation. In its 
early days, it can be characterized by the 
honest and rewarding efforts of the man 
and woman working together on the 
farm. 

The advent of the 20th century with 
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all of its changes in the American scene 
found Brooklyn, too, experiencing dra- 
matic transformations. At the end of the 
First World War, Brooklyn was still mov- 
ing forward. The grip of the purely agri- 
cultural way of living was loosened in the 
late twenties when plans to expand the 
area with new homes were formulated. 
During the depression, Brooklyn shared 
the distress plaguing the whole country; 
however, the efforts to move forward 
were renewed. In the forties and fifties, 
industry and commercial enterprise were 
attracted to Brooklyn. The school ad- 
ministrations arranged for new con- 
struction. A city hall, improved police 
and fire department, and a service build- 
ing were added. 

In the last two decades, utility services 
spread, new streets, roads, and schools 
were erected, new industry settled within 
the city, public transportation greatly 
improved, new shopping facilities 
emerged, and hundreds of homes were 
constructed. Moreover, a comprehensive 
recreation program with facilities for 
both young and old was established. 

As a result of this communitywide 
planning and community concern typify- 
ing Brooklyn, it now boasts of well-kept 
homes, clean and profitable business en- 
terprises, schools of high quality, job 
opportunities for young people, a variety 
of churches, a public park area, good 
roads, and many other benefits that 
make it so dynamic a community. 

Brooklyn and its wonderful people 
truly deserve the very finest centennial 
celebration, because, through their de- 
termination, initiative, and imagination 
they have constructed an exemplary city. 
I am sure that the next 100 years will be 
as productive and rewarding as the first 
hundred. A great future lies ahead. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


By unanimous consent, leave of ab- 
sence was granted to: 

Mr. Hacan (at the request of Mr. JONES 
of North Carolina), for July 19, 1967, on 
account of official business. 

Mr. Apams, for July 20, 1967, on ac- 
count of official business and out-of- 
town commitment. 

Mr. Pepper. for the remainder of the 
week, on account of having to be in his 
district on official business. 


SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legisla- 
tive program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

Mr. Resnick, for 60 minutes, on Tues- 
day, July 25; to revise and extend his 
remarks and include extraneous matter. 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. Winn) to revise and extend 
their remarks and include extraneous 
matter:) 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN, for today, for 30 
minutes. 

Mr. HALPERN, for today, for 5 minutes. 

Mr. Brown of Ohio, for today, for 40 
minutes. 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. ECKHARDT) to revise and ex- 
tend their remarks and include therein 
extraneous matter:) 
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Mr. Wacconner, for 20 minutes, today. 
Mr. FEIGHAN, for 10 minutes, today. 

Mr. Roprno, for 15 minutes, on July 20. 
Mr. MINxISR, for 15 minutes, on July 20. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
extend remarks in the CONGRESSIONAL 
ReEcorpD, or to revise and extend remarks, 
was granted to: 

Mr. ABERNETHY and to include extrane- 
ous material in his remarks today on H.R. 
421. 

Mr. UTT. 

Mr. Sr. ONGE. 

Mr. WII IIS and to include the state- 
ment of the Assistant Attorney General 
John Doar presented before the Subcom- 
mittee of the House Judiciary Committee 
following the remarks of Mr. Cramer dur- 
ing general debate on the bill H.R. 421. 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. Winn) and to include ex- 
traneous matter: ) 

Mr. BLACKBURN. 

Mr. CAHILL. 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. EcKHARDT) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Mr. Hanna in three instances. 

Mr. KEE. 

Mr. GILBERT. 

Mr. Pryor. 

Mr. PHILBIN.. 

Mr. HATHAWAY. 


SENATE BILLS REFERRED 


Bills of the Senate of the following 
titles were taken from the Speaker’s table 
and, under the rule, referred as follows: 


S. 450. An act to provide for the popular 
election of the Governor of the Virgin Is- 
lands, and for other purposes; to the com- 
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

S. 780. An act to amend the Clean Air 
Act to authorize planning grants to air pol- 
lution control agencies; expand research 
provisions relating to fuels and vehicles; 
provide for interstate air pollution control 
agencies or commissions; authorize the es- 
tablishment of air quality standards, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 


SENATE ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 


The SPEAKER announced his signa- 
ture to enrolled bills of the Senate of the 
following titles: 

S. 39. An act for the relief of Athanasia 
Argere; 

S. 256. An act for the relief of Rosa Anna 
Genovese; 

S. 280. An act for the relief of Rosa 
Agostino; 

S. 324. An act for the relief of Jesse C. 
Johnson; and 

S.822. An act for the relief of Hye Suk 
Paeng and Mi Kung Paeng (Patricia Ann). 


ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I 
move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord- 
ingly (at 7 o’clock and 21 minutes p.m.), 
the House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Thursday, July 20, 1967, at 12 o’clock 
noon. 
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EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC, 


Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 


936. A letter from the Comptroller General 
of the United States, transmitting the audit 
of Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, 
year ended June 30, 1966, pursuant to the 
provisions of 12 U.S.C. 1827 (H. Doc. No, 146); 
to the Committee on Government Opera- 
tions and ordered to be printed. 

937. A letter from the Comptroller General 
of the United States, transmitting the audit 
of Civil War Centennial Commission for the 
period September 7, 1957, through May 1, 
1966, pursuant to the provisions of 31 U.S.C. 
53, and 31 U.S.C. 67; to the Committee on 
Government Operations, 

938, A letter from the Comptroller General 
of the United States, transmitting a report 
of new procedures adopted to improve man- 
agement of contractor-operated messing and 
merchandising services at Kwajalein Missile 
Test Site, Department of Defense; to the 
Committee on Government Operations. 

939. A letter from the Commissioner, Im- 
migration and Naturalization Service, U.S. 
Department of Justice, transmitting reports 
concerning visa petitions approved, accord- 
ing certain beneficiaries third preference and 
sixth preference classification, pursuant to 
the provisions of section 204(d) of the Im- 
migration and Nationality Act, as amended; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

940. A letter from the Secretary of the 
Army, transmitting a letter from the Chief 
of Engineers, Department of the Army, dated 
May 19, 1967, submitting a report, together 
with accompanying papers and an illustra- 
tion, on a letter report on channel from Lynn 
Haven Bayou into North Bay, Fla., author- 
ized by the River and Harbor Act approved 
July 3, 1958; to the Committee on Public 
Works. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB- 
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey: Joint Com- 
mittee on the Disposition of Executive Papers. 
House Report No. 498. Report on the disposi- 
tion of certain papers of sundry executive 
departments, Ordered to be printed. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRI- 
VATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. FEIGHAN: Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. S. 1448. An act for the relief of Roy A. 
Parker; with amendment (Rept. No. 495). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House. 

Mr. CAHILL: Committee on the Judiciary. 
H.R. 2668. A bill for the relief of Sevasti 
Diakides (Rept. No. 496). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. RODINO: Committee on the Judiciary. 
H.R. 7324. A bill for the relief of Alfredo F. 
Mendez, M.D. (Rept. No. 497). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House. 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. ADAIR: 
H.R. 11553. A bill to regulate imports of 
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milk and dairy products, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 
By Mr. BRASCO: 

H.R. 11554. A bill to amend title 18, United 
States Code, to provide for better control of 
the interstate traffic in firearms; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BROWN of Ohio: 

H.R. 11555. A bill to provide for the elec- 
tion of one member of the Board of Com- 
missioners of the District of Columbia, a 
School Board, and a nonvoting Delegate to 
the House of Representatives, to provide for 
the location of certain agencies under the 
jurisdiction of the Board of Commissioners 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin: 

H.R. 11556. A bill to provide for the con- 
trol or elimination of the alewife and other 
such pests in the waters of the Great Lakes; 
to the Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries. 

By Mr. CORMAN: 

H.R. 11557. A bill to amend section 503 of 
title 38 of the United States Code to provide 
that, in computing annual income for the 
purpose of determining eligibility for certain 
pensions, certain payments received on ac- 
count of disability shall be excluded; to the 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

By Mr. CULVER: 

H.R. 11558. A bill to establish a commis- 
sion to study the organization and manage- 
ment of the executive branch of the Gov- 
ernment, and to recommend changes neces- 
sary or desirable in the interest of govern- 
mental efficiency and economy; to the Com- 
mittee on Government Operations. 

i By Mr. DENT (for himself, Mr. WAG- 
GONNER, Mr. Fino, and Mr. CUN- 
NINGHAM) : 

H.R. 11559. A bill to amend title 5, United 
States Code, to revise the retirement system 
for Members of Congress; to the Committee 
on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania: 

H.R. 11560. A bill to establish a U.S. Com- 
mittee on Human Rights to prepare for par- 
ticipation by the United States in the ob- 
servance of the year 1968 as International 
Human Rights Year, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. HANNA: 

H.R. 11561. A bill to permit certain letters 
to be carried out of the mail by common or 
contract carriers subject to regulation of the 
Interstate Commerce Commission or the 
public utilities commission of any State 
when carriage is wholly within the State be- 
tween certain plants, divisions, branches, de- 
partments, and offices of business organiza- 
tions; to the Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service. 

By Mr. HARRISON: 

H.R. 11562. A bill to repeal section 315 of 
the Communications Act of 1934 relating to 
the affording of equal time for use of broad- 
casting stations by candidates for public of- 
fice; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. McMILLAN: 

H.R. 11563. A bill to amend chapter 19 of 
title 20 of the District of Columbia Code to 
provide for distribution of a minor’s share 
in a decedent’s personal estate where the 
share does not exceed the value of $1,000; to 
the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

H.R. 11564. A bill to amend the act of June 
6, 1924, establishing the National Capital 
Planning Commission in order to provide for 
the preservation of the remaining historic 
landmarks in the District of Columbia; to 
the Committee on the District of Columbla. 

By Mr, O'NEAL of Georgia: 

H.R. 11565. A bill to amend section 358 of 
the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as 
amended, to authorize the transfer of pea- 
nut acreage allotments; to the Committee on 
Agriculture, 
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By Mr. PEPPER: 

H.R. 11566. A bill to amend the Federal 
Aviation Act of 1958 to authorize aircraft 
noise abatement regulation, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. ST GERMAIN: 

H.R. 11567. A bill to prohibit the further 
use of silver for coinage; to the Committee 
on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. ST. ONGE: 

H.R. 11568. A bill to provide for the issu- 
ance of a special postage stamp in commemo- 
ration of the anniversary of the birth of 
Israel Putnam, American patriot; to the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. TEAGUE of California: 

H.R. 11569. A bill to amend the Tariff Sched- 
ules of the United States with respect to the 
rate of duty on olives packed in certain air- 
tight containers; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. WALDIE: 

H.R. 11570. A bill to amend the Depend- 
ents Assistance Act of 1950 in order to make 
members of the Reserve and National Guard 
ordered to active duty for training periods 
of 30 days or more eligible for quarters allow- 
ances and to make allotments; to the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. HALPERN: 

H.R.11571. A bill to establish an emer- 
gency program of direct Federal assistance 
in the form of direct grants and loans to 
certain hospitals in critical need of new 
facilities in order to meet increasing demands 
for service; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. HERLONG: 

H.R. 11572. A bill to amend the Tariff 
Schedules of the United States with respect 
to the rate of duty on honey and honey 
products and to impose import limitations 
on honey and honey products; to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. PELLY: 

H.R. 11573. A bill to declare and deter- 
mine the policy of the Congress with respect 
to the primary authority of the several States 
to control, regulate, and manage fish and 
wildlife within their territorial boundaries, 
to confirm to the several States such pri- 
mary authority and responsibility with re- 
spect to the management, regulation, and 
control of fish and wildlife on lands owned 
by the United States, and to specify the 
exceptions applicable thereto; to the Com- 
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. TIERNAN: 

H.R. 11574. A bill to amend title II of the 
Merchant Marine Act, 1936, to create an in- 
dependent Federal Maritime Administration, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. UDALL (for himself, Mr. 
Morris, Mr. RHODES of Arizona, Mr. 
TUNNEY, and Mr. WALKER): 

H.R. 11575. A bill to provide for the con- 
veyance to Pima and Maricopa Counties, 
Ariz., Riverside County, Calif., and the city 
of Albuquerque, N. Mex., of certain lands for 
recreation purposes; to the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. BARING (by request) : 

H.R. 11576. A bill to amend the act of 
January 17, 1936 (49 Stat. 1094), reserving 
certain public domain lands in Nevada and 
Oregon as a grazing reserve for Indians of 
Fort McDermitt, Nev.; to the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. DENT: 

H.R. 11577. A bill to reclassify certain posi- 
tions in the postal field service, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service. 

By Mr. MILLS: 

H.R. 11578. A bill to provide for orderly 
trade in textile articles; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. LANDRUM: 

H.R. 11579. A bill to provide for orderly 
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trade in textile articles; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 
By Mr. MINSHALL: 

H.R. 11580, A bill to amend title II of the 
Social Security Act to provide disability in- 
surance benefits thereunder for any individ- 
ual who is blind and has at least six quarters 
of coverage, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. REINECKE: 

H.R. 11581. A bill to amend the Military 
Selective Service Act of 1967; to the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services. ö 

By Mr. DORN: 

H.R. 11582. A bill to provide for orderly 
trade in textile articles; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. ESCH: 

H. R. 11583. A bill to control unfair trade 
practices affecting producers of agricultural 
products and associations of such producers, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

By Mr. KEITH (for himself, Mr. BATES, 
Mr. BoLanp, Mr. O'NEILL of Massa- 
chusetts, Mr. Contre, Mr. Bow, Mr. 
THOMPSON of New Jersey, Mr. HAL- 
PERN, Mr. GROVER, Mr. McCrory, Mr, 
Howarp, Mr. BLACKBURN, Mr. Mc- 
Donatp of Michigan, and Mr. TIER- 
NAN)! 

H.R. 11584. A bill to authorize the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to study the most feasible 
and desirable means of establishing certain 
portions of the tidelands, Outer Continental 
Shelf, seaward areas, and Great Lakes of the 
United States as marine sanctuaries and for 
other purposes; to the committee on Mer- 
chant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. REID of New York: 

H.R. 11585. A bill to amend the Economic 
Opportunity Act of 1964 to provide for family 
planning programs; to the Committee on 
Education and Labor. 

By Mrs. GREEN of Oregon: 

H.R. 11586. A bill to amend the college 
work-study program with respect to insti- 
tutional matching and permissible hours of 
work; to the Committee on Education and 
Labor. 

By Mr. QUIE: 

H.R. 11587. A bill to amend the college 
work-study program with respect to insti- 
tutional matching and permissible hours of 
work; to the Committee on Education and 
Labor. 

By Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin (for 
himself, Mr. O'KONSKI, Mr. LAIRD, 
Mr. Davis of Wisconsin, Mr. THOM- 
son of Wisconsin, Mr. SCHADEBERG, 
and Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin): 

H. J. Res. 730. Joint resolution to provide 
for the designation of the second week of 
May of each year as National School Safety 
Patrol Week; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

By Mr. MORGAN: 

H. J. Res. 731. Joint resolution creating a 
Joint Committee To Investigate Crime; to the 
Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. REID of New York: 

H. J. Res. 732. Joint resolution to authorize 
the President to designate October 31 of each 
year as National UNICEF Day; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. WRIGHT: 

H. J. Res. 733. Joint resolution to authorize 
the President to proclaim the 27th day of 
January of each year as National Astronaut 
Day; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ADAIR: 

H. Con. Res. 418. Concurrent resolution 
expressing the sense of the Congress in re 
the Panama Canal Zone; to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania: 

H. Con. Res. 419. Concurrent resolution 
expressing the sense of the Congress in re 
the Panama Canal Zone; to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs. 


July 19, 1967 


H. Res. 750. Resolution declaring the East- 
ern Orthodox Church to be a major faith in 
the United States; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. REINECKE: 

H, Res. 751. Resolution to authorize a 
study of U.S. policy toward the Soviet Union; 
to the Committee on Rules. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. FULTON of Tennessee: 

H.R. 11588. A bill for the relief of Dr. Sisir 
Kumar Sen; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. FUQUA: 
H.R.11589. A bill for the relief of Nestor 
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S. Cueto and his wife, Marla Teresa Cueto; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

H.R. 11590. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 
Fong Chao Sin Hwa; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

H. R. 11591. A bill for the relief of Dr. 
Eliseo E. Puig; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. GIBBONS: 

H.R. 11592. A bill for the relief of Dr. 
Orlando Fajardo Vargas; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

H.R. 11593. A bill for the relief of Dr. Jose 
R. Guerra; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

By Mr. HORTON; 

H.R. 11594. A bill to provide for the free 
entry of one electron spin resonance spec- 
trometer for the use of the University of 
Rochester, Rochester, N.Y.; to the Commit- 
tee on Ways and Means. 
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By Mr. McMILLAN: 

H.R. 11595. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Yoko 
Nobe Shamblin; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts: 

H.R. 11596. A bill for the relief of Saverio 
Bruzzese; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

H.R. 11597. A bill for the relief of Manuel 
Gil Santos; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

H.R. 11598. A bill for the relief of Lina 
Zaretto; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. RYAN: 

H.R. 11599. A bill for the relief of Anastasia 
Bonaros (Anastasia Krisilas); to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ZION: 

H. R. 11600. A bill for the relief of Mieczy- 
slaw J, Gurne and his wife, Daniela Gurne, 
and their child, Ewa D. Gurne; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 
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The Kee Report: Weather Reporting 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
or 


HON. JAMES KEE 


OF WEST VIRGINIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, July 19, 1967 


Mr. KEE, Mr. Speaker, under leave to 
extend my remarks in the Recor, I in- 
clude last week’s public service television 
and radio newscast, “The Kee Report.” 
The subject discussed is weather report- 
ing. 

This is Jim Kee, bringing you the Kee 
Report. 

Perhaps the most common expression of 
the American people is the old saying that 
everyone talks about the weather but no one 
does anything about it. The use of this 
phrase points up the fact that most of our 
plans are at the mercy of the elements. 

Despite a few attempts to bring rain in 
drought areas, or to break up gathering hur- 
ricanes, it is still pretty much true that peo- 
ple must take the weather as it comes. How- 
ever, in this age of rapid scientific advance- 
ment, there is a belief in some quarters that 
mankind may be compelled to take up the 
job of weather-making in self-defense. This 
prediction is based on the fact that man's 
conquest of the air and of outer space may 
cause abrupt and costly changes in normal 
atmospheric conditions. 

It is an open secret that in the past, local 
activities have adversely affected local 
weather. The great drought of three decades 
ago in the Plain States was due in large 
measure to the fact that the land had been 
stripped of its trees. In the same way, ex- 
perience has demonstrated that changing 
the course of a stream or river for irrigation 
purposes quite often produced a serious drop 
in the local rainfall. 

There is no proof to sustain the oft-re- 
peated charge that large atomic explosions 
produce severe atmospheric changes, But 
they might if such explosions become com- 
monplace. There is no evidence that the 
growing fleets of airplanes and spacecraft 
travelling faster than sound may have af- 
fected the weather for good or bad. But if 
these fleets keep on growing in size and num- 
bers, many experts believe they could cause 
harmful atmospheric changes, In the same 
way, there is a growing belief that smog 
and air pollution are definite factors in local 
weather-making. 

Faced by these conditions, 


the Federal 


Government is taking a careful look at the 
whole business of atmospheric conditions. 
Uncle Sam has a few pilot projects experi- 
menting with the manufacture of artificial 
weather. But the most recent development 
is a step-up in the time-honored Government 
function of weather reporting. 

A new radar network is being developed 
to improve the warning system now in use 
to alert inhabitants to the dangers of floods, 
hurricanes, tornadoes, or violent storms. It 
is estimated that these natural disturbances 
cause more than $10 billion in property dam- 
age each year and take more than 500 lives. 

Our citizens in the Fifth Congressional 
District know from painful experience the 
cost of flood damage. An improved alert sys- 
tem is hardly as effective as a good flood 
contro] project. But warning given in time 
could save many lives and much property. 

The first step in the improved warning 
system was the purchase of eight modern 
weather radars that can measure with ac- 
curacy the intensity of storms at more than 
100 miles. The radar findings will be hooked 
into the forecasting system by other modern 
instruments called repeater scopes. This sys- 
tem is now being used in tornado country 
but eventually it will be extended to the 
whole country. 

Weather-making is still a project for the 
future but in the meantime, improved 
weather reporting will be most welcome. 

Thank you for listening. 


Clinton, Mass., Memorial Day Exercises 
EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. PHILIP J. PHILBIN 


OF MASSACHUSETTS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, July 19, 1967 


Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Speaker, under 
unanimous consent to revise and extend 
my remarks in the Record, I include 
therein the text of an address I delivered 
in my hometown of Clinton, Mass., on 
the occasion of the recent Memorial Day 
observance in that community. 

I was honored and pleased to be able 
to participate in the simple, but deeply 
impressive and moving exercises con- 
ducted in Clinton to honor the gallant 
and brave of every American war. 

My remarks in part follow: 


My esteemed friend, Attorney Raymond J. 
Salmon, Reverend Fathers and members of 
the Clergy, members of the Board of Select- 
men and Town officials, Gold Star Mothers, 
Officers and members of the Veterans Council 
and Veterans Organizations, leader and 
members of the United States Army Band, 
our Clinton High School band, Boy and Girl 
Scouts, school children, fellow citizens and 
friends— 

It is always a very great honor for me to 
join in these very impressive Memorial Day 
exercises to pay our heartfelt tributes of 
gratitude, love and affection to the gallant 
and the brave of every American war, who 
served our country with total loyalty and 
their fullest measure of devotion. 

It is with special pride and honor that we 
welcome here today to take part in our An- 
nual Clinton Memorial Day program, the 
outstanding, very distinguished United 
States Army Band, one of the truly greatest 
musical organizations of its kind in the 
world. We are very grateful to them for their 
inspiring presence which will contribute so 
much to our exercises. 

And we are very thankful to our great 
Veterans Council of Clinton, and all those 
who assisted them in the splendid arrange- 
ments of this gathering. 

Our beloved Town is part of one of the 
oldest communities in the nation. Since 
early Colonial days, the spirit of patriotism 
and the spirit of freedom and American indi- 
vidualism have flourished here inseparably 
and vigorously and, thank God, these senti- 
ments are as strong and vibrant today as 
ever before. 

Since the founding of this nation, young 
men, and later young women, of Clinton and 
this area have served in every war, and have 
in large numbers rallied to the call of our 
country, whenever it was in peril, and when- 
ever determined enemies were seeking to de- 
stroy and conquer this nation. 

Down through the years, in every hour of 
erisis, encouraged and sustained by all our 
people, of every village, hamlet, city and 
town, brave, resolute young men have re- 
sponded to defend our homes, our institu- 
tions and our precious liberties from the hun- 
gry savage grip of the tyrant. 

Many have given their blood and their 
lives to keep the lamps of freedom burning 
brightly in this community and this nation. 
From the earliest days, down to the very 
present there have been those in overwhelm- 
ing numbers, who eagerly came forth to 
offer their all, if need be, on the sacred altar 
of American liberty. 

It is for these heroes of every war and 
conflict, who offered or gave their lives for 
this country that we gather today in prayer, 
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in gratitude, in words evidencing undying 
remembrance, to make it known once again 
that their struggles, their sacrifices, their 
superlative love of country, their readiness 
and their willingness to give everything, even 
life itself, to perpetuate this great free nation 
and the shores, the homes, the safety and 
the liberty which it enshrines, has not been 
forgotten. Indeed these noble contributions 
to country will never be forgotten. 

Feeble indeed are our words to portray the 
triumphs and the immortal contributions of 
these gallant men and women. 

Never to be forgotten in the annals of our 
country and in the hearts of our people are 
the sacrifices, the glories and the tremendous 
achievements of those of every race, color 
and creed, and every shade of opinion and 
conviction, all mothers’ sons, who died, or 
were willing to die, before they would yield 
to the lash of tyranny, or to the domination 
of those who would enslave the people and 
the nation of which they were so proud. 

Many of these young heroes fought and 
died, firm in the conviction that they were 
not only fighting for democracy, freedom and 
justice, but that they were fighting to end 
all wars for those who came after them and 
establish permanent peace. 

In the light of what is going on now in the 
world, this is indeed an ironic fact, because 
even as we talk, and gather, and pray, and 
express our gratitude here today, for those 
who have served our country so gallantly in 
the past, American boys are once again dying 
in the name of freedom in lands far from the 
shores of this country, far from the hallowed 
beautiful spot where we meet to honor their 
brother heroes of previous generations who 
spilled their blood for the country. 

The scene is somewhat different now. The 
enemies are not the same. The cause has 
changed but little. It is the old story—the 
struggle between those who seek freedom and 
the right to live as free men and women, and 
those who seek to overpower and subjugate 
them. 

Fortunately, the day has not come, and it 
will never come, when true Americans will 
yield to the lash of the tyrant, or succumb to 
the insidious conspiracy that Communist 
zealots seek to impress upon the whole world, 
to shackle our own country and every other 
country in the debased serfdom of the radi- 
cal, police state. 

Free American citizens realize that their 
right of citizenship is the most precious 
political possession in the world, because it 
means, not only their right to dictate the 
course of this government, and select repre- 
sentatives of their own choosing, but also to 
live as free beings, unfettered and untram- 
meled by power-crazed Commissars eager to 
consign them to the rubbish heap of Com- 
munist oppression, 

We love peace and we are pledged to work 
for peace, and we will make every contribu- 
tion in our power to bring peace, not only 
to our own country, but to all the nations 
of the world. 

But we love freedom too, and America 
will never cease to protect and preserve the 
safety, security and freedom of this nation 
and defend the rich blessings of opportunity, 
prosperity and justice that it has brought 
to our people in a measure never before 
equaled in all history. 

So, my friends, on this great day of recol- 
lection and remembrance, when the whole 
nation pauses to pay tribute to our honored 
dead, as we lay garlands of flowers and dec- 
orate their resting places with the flag of 
our country, as we pour out once again in a 
chorus of national loyalty and devotion, our 
gratitude to these honored dead, let us be 
mindful of the fact we must stand firmly 
and boldly in our time, as they did in theirs, 
to be worthy of the great sacrifices they ren- 
dered, so that we too may preserve this great 
citadel of liberty, unblemished, untarnished 
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and intact, for this generation and hand it 
down to those who come after us. 

Let us always gratefully remember our 
veterans and their dear ones, and let us al- 
ways be true, loyal and grateful to them, be- 
cause by their blood and sacrifice they have 
made possible the great blessings we enjoy 
today. 

And let us especially remember this year 
the boys who paid the supreme sacrifice in 
far-off Vietnam, because they have carried 
on in the finest traditions of our country. 
They have carried our banner high. 

Let us hope that through their sacrifices 
and their devotion to the cause of country 
and to the principles of freedom and justice, 
before long, with God’s help, the shadows 
of war will be lifted and this nation and the 
world will be blessed with the enduring sun- 
light of peace and amity among all nations. 

In the name of our honored dead, who 
fought and died for freedom and peace, may 
our nation and all nations soon live in a 
peaceful world. 


Report No. 4: A Strategy for a Livable 
Environment 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. RICHARD T. HANNA 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, July 19, 1967 


Mr. HANNA. Mr. Speaker, in conclud- 
ing my remarks about the HEW Task 
Force report, A Strategy for a Livable 
Environment,” I wish to examine the fi- 
nancial aspects of improving our living 
surroundings. 

Last year I commented that “virtually 
billions and billions of dollars in a 10- 
to 20-year program” would be necessary 
for the “reclamation and maintenance of 
clean air, clean water and healthy soil.“ 
HEW˖'s report calls for $2.5 billion over a 
5-year period for carrying out various 
grants-in-aid projects, employing addi- 
tional departmental personnel, and in- 
creasing research and development ex- 
penditures for environmental protection. 

One billion dollars would go for grant- 
in-aid programs in fields such as solid- 
waste disposal and water improvement; 
$1 billion for increased pursuit of re- 
search and development in overall en- 
vironmental protection; and $500 million 
for additional departmental personnel, as 
well as program grants for State and 
local planning. 

The task force budget recommenda- 
tion is open to criticism in one regard. 
There is no justification for it on the 
basis of its place in a total environmental 
program. Obviously such a justification 
cannot yet be determined. However, the 
task force budget recommendation may 
also be premature in light of the context 
in which it now asks us to deal with en- 
vironmental problems. 

The task force report recommends 
that in the future the President submit 
to Congress one environmental protec- 
tion proposal. I agree with this sugges- 
tion and will comment further on it later. 
My concern at this point is over what is 
apparently an inconsistency between a 
budget recommendation and a technique 
for approaching problems. 
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If we are to take the task force report 
seriously we must expect that its authors 
are committed to aproaching the prob- 
lem of our deteriorating environment 
from an ecological point of view; a point 
of view that demands total comprehen- 
sion of the problem before a commitment 
to resolving it is made. Yet the task force 
in advance of any total study encom- 
passing all present problems and activi- 
ties asks Congress to commit itself to 
financing one agency's program. 

Unless I misread the report, we can 
expect the authors to believe that it 
would be most desirous for the President 
to include in his to-be-proposed environ- 
mental protection act a $2.5 billion au- 
thorization for the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare. Would 
this not, however, be self-defeating and 
contrary to the total approach concept? 
If each Department and agency, in a 
vacuum, determines its environmental 
budget and program and merely attaches 
it to a so-called comprehensive environ- 
mental protection package, it makes the 
concept of one environmental bill mean- 
ingless. 

Where is the coordination? Where is 
the integration, common aims, assign- 
ment of priorities within the total pic- 
ture, and the incorporation of an over- 
all program both within and outside of 
the Federal Government? 

A commitment to HEW in advance of 
an overall environment plan is not con- 
sistent to the theme of the task force 
report. The first and more logical step 
is to have the President now make oper- 
ative the proposed Council on Ecological 
Advisors who should immediately busy 
themselves with preparing a total report 
on the condition of the environment and 
the type of national commitment it will 
take to bring the environment up to the 
standards that the council should pro- 
pose. 

Once this has been done, HEW and the 
other departments and agencies will bet- 
ter know what role they must play and 
how much money they will need. 

Before concluding my remarks, Mr. 
Speaker, may I make two final sugges- 
tions. First, I believe that it is, as the 
report says, time for an intensive, con- 
certed “comprehensive approach toward 
environmental health protection.” 

Ideally, by combining the many pieces 
of legislation dealing with environmental 
protection, we would save ourselves much 
work in the future. Instead of being 
forced to consider many multipurposed 
bills to ward off polluting influences, we 
could consider our annual omnibus bill. 
At the same time, we should strengthen 
administrative authority in carrying out 
existing legislation while simultaneous- 
ly establishing a special committee on 
environmental problems which would be 
charged with close legislative supervision 
on a day-to-day type basis. This would 
be an attempt to keep the Administration 
fully aware of our wishes while concur- 
rently keeping ourselves informed of cur- 
rent administrative desires so that hope- 
fully we would have a relatively smooth 
road in getting through legislation de- 
signed to prevent further environmental 
deterioration. 

Second, I should like to suggest a con- 
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tinuing conference on assessing the 
needs of man’s environment. There are 
two ways I can think of to implement 
such a recommendation. First, there 
might be a yearly conference among gov- 
ernment agencies, private foundations 
and corporations, and all other interested 
parties for the purpose of formulating 
precise cost figures annually for the 
many environmentally related programs 
in which we are all involved, Or, perhaps 
better yet, such conferences could be 
held on an even more regular basis 
such as quarterly—and could include 
constant exchanges of ideas and com- 
parison of research notes by the top men 
in such fields as water, air, odor, noise, 
and radiation pollution. In that event, 
a certain quarterly meeting should be set 
aside for consideration of financial re- 
quests with other meetings devoted to the 
crucial exchange of ideas. 

Included within the report is the most 
pertinent recommendation that there 
should be a White House Conference on 
Financing Local Government,” a call 
with which I wholeheartedly agree. The 
conference’s purpose would be to ex- 
plore ways for cities and other units of 
local government to raise adequate funds 
to finance essential governmental activ- 
ities on a metropolitan and regional 
scale.” Such a conference might come up 
with some imaginative and innovative 
suggestions which might even revolu- 
tionize national and local government 
relations, perhaps a bold step in the di- 
rection of “cooperative” or “creative 
federalism.” 

Mr. Speaker, I am looking forward to 
joining with colleagues of similar dis- 
position in helping formulate a single 
Environmental Protection Act and hope 
that we may have legislation in this area 
before too long. 


Education Means Innovation 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. RICHARD T. HANNA 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, July 19, 1967 


Mr. HANNA. Mr. Speaker, all too often 
demands for educational reform have 
gone unheeded by those who use rapid 
growth and overcrowding as an excuse 
to resist innovation and retain classroom 
methods and facilities that are at least 
30 years behind the times. Because edu- 
cation is a vital part of human life, there 
is resistance to experimentation and a 
tendency to leave advancement in 
methodology to the business world where 
there is less fear of failure. Yet it seems 
paradoxical to continue to educate our 
children with techniques of the past to 
live in a world of the future. 

Fortunately, there are those who have 
not only recognized this crisis, but have 
taken important steps to deal with it, It 
is, therefore, with great pleasure, Mr. 
Speaker, that I commend the Fountain 
Valley School District project to my col- 
leagues and wish to insert in the Recorp 
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this article from the California School 
Board’s publication of June 1967 as an 
excellent presentation. I am hopeful that 
others may take note of the daring and 
important innovation and may profit 
from the project’s successes. 


FOUNTAIN VALLEY EDUCATION MEANS 
INNOVATION 


The time is coming, if it is not already 
here, when danger signals are flashing—sig- 
nals that say something is out of phase, that 
most public schools may be lavishing vast 
and increasing amounts of time and energy 
preparing students for a world that no longer 
exists. 

The line of action for education lies in 
capitalizing on and developing human 
powers—powers such as “time-binding"—the 
use of which makes each man unique from 
all others. This momentous power is the 
means by which one individual can benefit 
from all the knowledge, the wisdom and the 
experience of other persons throughout 
history. 

Just as the needs of civilization and society 
are complex and ever changing, the potential 
of the individual as a “time-binder” will 
vary widely. It is a significant function of 
education to strengthen to its highest de- 
gree this power in each individual so that 
he may contribute as an active participant, 
not a passive onlooker, to the fulfillment of 
society's needs as well as to his own ful- 
fillment. 

What kinds of programs accomplish these 
objectives? California School Boards asked 
this question, and among the responses was 
invariably the Fountain Valley School Dis- 
trict in Orange County. Evidence of that dis- 
trict’s success is its selection as the 
demonstration center for the National Edu- 
cation Association, and demonstration center 
for the Kettering Foundation’s League of Co- 
operating Schools, such films as “The Cutting 
Edge of Teaching“ produced by the U.S, 
Office of Education, and “Make a Mighty 
Reach” produced by the Kettering Founda- 
tion, which feature the district, awards from 
the California Psychologists Association for 
“Educational Excellence,” the Exchange Club 
for American Heritage Programs, and special 
recognition from the California State De- 
partment of Education for building design. 
Fountain Valley was asked to present feature 
presentations by the California Elementary 
School Administrators Association, the De- 
partment of Elementary School Principals 
(NEA), Individualized Instruction Confer- 
ence in San Diego, and the Third Interna- 
tional Curriculum Conference, St. Cathe- 
rine’s College in Oxford, England. 

Solutions to the perplexing problem of 
keeping education in step with a fast chang- 
ing world have been analyzed by the board 
and administration of Fountain Valley who 
believe that the following questions must 
be answered to plan an educational program 
for the future: 

Is it one that is life-orlented and there- 
fore geared toward the development of prob- 
lem solving, analysis, inquiry, and decision- 
making skills? 

Will it be one in which the student is 
actively and intimately involved as a partic- 
ipant rather than spoonfed a package 
of facts which may very early become ob- 
solete? 

Is it built on a student’s successes as an 
individual rather than on his failure at a 
rigid norm? 

Will it be one that is designed with the 
involvement of the community and will it 
be in step with the community's demands? 

“The Fountain Valley School District has 
been the most rapidly growing area in Or- 
ange County during the past 10 years—at a 
rate of 2,380%. During the last three years 
the board, staf and community have really 
‘pulled together’ to provide quality education 
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while faced with the huge task of building 
schools, employing personnel and establish- 
ing teaching programs. There has ob- 
viously been a great deal of time and energy 
invested in developing this school district. 
The County Board of Education, and the 
County Schools staff is certainly proud of 
the leadership Fountain Valley has shown in 
Orange County.” 
Dr. D. S. STYLIANOU, 
President, Orange County Board of 
Education. 

“Fountain Valley has demonstrated effec- 
tively that it is possible to cope with un- 
usual problems and still engaged in forward- 
looking, innovative educational activity. Un- 
fortunately, some school systems in America 
have used rapid growth, overcrowding, and 
difficulties in securing competent teachers 
as excuses for not keeping abreast of the 
times in developing educational programs. 
Superintendent Beaubier and his staff have 
come to grips with these problems aggres- 
sively, while moving forward toward the fron- 
tiers of new practices in education 

JoHN I. GOODLAD, 
Director, Research and Development Di- 
vision, Institute for Development of 
Educational Activities. 

“The community of Fountain Valley has 
recognized the importance and the values of 
the work being done in their schools and has 
actively supported in every way, and par- 
ticularly in regard to financing, the efforts 
of their school district personnel. In times of 
financial difficulty this strong community 
support represents the highest type of acco- 
lade for public education.” 

Dr. ROBERT PETERSON, 

Superintendent, Orange County Schools. 


BUILDING PROGRAM z 


“There are several features of the Fountain 
Valley School District's program that make 
it outstanding among the nation’s school 
systems. The buildings, themselves, jor et- 
ample, each constructed on plans developed 
cooperatively by architects and school per- 
sonnel, are especially well adapted to meet- 
ing the needs of all the children. No child or 
groups of children has to wait jor some mo- 
ments before or after school to get help. 
He goes at once to the center room where an 
especially able teacher and one or two stu- 
dents or adult sub-professionals are avail- 
able.” 

GERTRUDE NOAR, 
Educational Consultant, Anti-Defama- 
tion League of B’nai B'rith. 


The 11 schools in the district, all con- 
structed since 1963, have reorganized the use 
of space so that six to eight classrooms are 
clustered about a core room called a Learning 
Center. The Learning Center is used as a re- 
source and teaching center for maximum 
utilization of the buildings to implement 
the instructional program. 


INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM 


“Individual needs of students are given 
the highest priority in planning and pro- 
graming by the board administrators, and 
staff of the FV school district. Mutually, 
they have developed a program along with 
community participation which encourages 
teachers to recognize the individual differ- 
ences of students, and which provides the 
facilities and aid needed by teachers to fol- 
low through so that their youngsters are 
actually educationally challenged at their 
different levels.” 

DR. PETERSON 

“In the past year I have visited many schools 
in the U.S. in search of innovative practices 
in staff utilization and staff development. We 
have selected 160 demonstration centers for 
our national project, The Year of the Non- 
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Conference—Emphasis: The Teacher and His 
Staff. In these centers teachers and admin- 
istrators are testing out new and more effi- 
cient and effective ways to utilize the talents 
available in a school and community and to 
develop the kind of school and community 
environment which helps teachers teach well 
and children learn. 

“The FV school district was the first dem- 
onstration center selected. The admin- 
istrative leadership is imaginative and sound; 
the teaching staff participates in a genuine 
and helpful way in planning and carrying 
out the program; parents are directly and 
appropriately involved as volunteer aides; 
the community is providing strong support 
for the school system. 

“However the most exciting and signifi- 
cant thing happening in the FV schools is 
that each child is getting more individual 
help and attention and the talents of the 
teachers and other staff members are being 
utilized more effectively and efficiently than 
they are in the conventional school 
programs.” 

Dr. Don Davies, 
Executive Secretary, National Commis- 
sion on Teacher Education and Profes- 
sional Standards, NEA. 

The first casualty in this changing process 
has been one of the whole business of teach- 
er-led instruction—the shift has been from 
teaching to learning. Instruction here is per- 
sonalized through techniques of pupil place- 
ment, academic diagnosis, prescription, and 
constant evaluation. The prime effort is to 
match the student with the necessary and 
appropriate materials, concepts, and people 
to provide for individualized instruction. 

“The district’s looking ahead was not con- 
fined only to the enlargement of the student 
population, but in the field of education. 
They embarked on a program of individu- 
alized instruction and other new innovations 
that have not only been the talk of the 
County, but its impact on the educational 
community has been felt throughout the 
State. 

“I am proud to represent a district whose 
people, teachers, administrators, and school 
board members have the courage and self- 
determination to accept the local responsi- 
bility of improving the educational system, 
and who have therefore contributed so much 
to the continued quality education in Cali- 
fornia,” 

ROBERT H. BURKE, 
Assemblyman, Seventieth District. 


“Taking up the new tools of our modern 
technology and adapting the techniques, the 
materials and even the building facilities to 
make these tools effective, FV is showing all 
of us how we can do in an improved and 
more relevant manner the job of educating 
our youngsters. ... We have surveyed their 
plants, tasted of the spirit of those involved 
and witnessed the results in the performance 
of their pupils. It moves us to say to the 
other districts in California: Go you and do 
likewise.” 

RICHARD T. HANNA, 
United States Congressman, 34th District 
of California. 


THE CLASSROOM PROGRAM 


The class grouping arrangement allows the 
teacher to spend more than one year with 
the children in order to expand and more 
personalize the program. 

Such equipment as the tape recorder with 
headsets function much as a “second 
teacher” to provide skill lessons in phonics 
or mathematics, spelling or enrichment ma- 
terials. Tapes are prepared by the teacher 
for immediate skill lessons, provided by the 
district for more general needs, or commer- 
cially prepared. 

Pupil-teacher conferences are conducted 
during class time for the purpose of identify- 
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ing academic problems or successes and to 
prepare a foundation for individual and 
small group assignments or lessons, These 
individual conferences permit personal eval- 
uations in the form of an analysis for 
growth, This analysis can be converted into 
an ongoing profile developed on each child 
to continue effective personalized prescrip- 
tions. 

Self-directed learning activities include in- 
dividual contracts, self-selected reading with 
follow-up and evaluation, small group dis- 
cussion with summary and evaluation, re- 
search, experimentation, creative dramatiza- 
tion, projects, debate, that place more re- 
sponsibility for learning with the individual 
child, 

COORDINATING TEACHER 


The Coordinating Teacher is selected on 
the basis of being a master teacher and an 
expert in interpersonal relations. Ten per- 
cent additional salary is paid for assuming 
this responsibility. The Coordinating 
Teacher is not assigned to a regular class- 
room but works with the teachers and chil- 
dren in the classroom cluster by cooperatively 
diagnosing the academic programs for the 
children, evaluating pupil progress, and 
scheduling children for instructional pur- 
poses. She develops and participates in co- 
operative teaching programs, implementing 
new methods and special programs. 


AUXILIARY PERSONNEL 


In the Learning Center is a teacher aide 
who serves as a secretary and non-instruc- 
tional assistant to the Coordinating Teacher 
and other cluster teachers. Her responsibili- 
ties include clerical work, filing, duplicating, 
circulating and retrieving materials, record- 
and operating audio-visual 
equipment. 

In addition to this paid aide program is a 
yolunteer program of approximately 1,000 
parents who work in service capacities to the 
schools and district for approximately four 
hours each day. 


CURRICULUM MATERIALS CENTER 


In a program geared to the needs and inter- 
ests of individual children, it is essential to 
have a storehouse of ideas, materials, and 
equipment. In FV the Curriculum Materials 
Center operates an in-service, dissemination 
and work area for the teachers and teaching 
programs of the district. It is staffed with cer- 
tificated and classified personnel who are 
highly skilled in the areas of curriculum im- 
plementation and human dynamics. 

“The FV school district staff, with the lib- 
eral use of a variety of audio-visual aids, de- 
scribed certain features of their program at 
the recent California Elementary School Ad- 
ministrators Association state conference. 
Following the meeting, one principal wrote on 
his evaluation sheet ...‘Fountain Valley! ... 
who do they think they are?’ The question 
was relevant, although the writer’s inference 
was clear. He was, as a proper ‘traditionalist,’ 
offended by the confidence and skill with 
which these professionals discussed their so- 
lutions to educational problems. There ap- 
peared in them no hesitation, no doubt that 
they had the answers, and right answers at 
that. e 

“Two things are clear to me after close in- 
spection of the operation of their school dis- 
trict: (1) they have a substantive, exciting 
and productive program for boys and girls, 
successfully implemented by an outstanding 
staff, and (2) no reluctance to sell this pro- 
gram to their community and anyone else 
who will listen. This is a rare and valuable 
combination of characteristics, unique in our 
school Establishment. 

“FV ... not only knows who they are but 
they know what they’re doing! They deserve a 
thoughtful look, encouragement and com- 
mendation from their colleagues. 

THomas D. Woon, 
Executive Secretary, CESAA. 
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“There is much talk in American schools 
about innovation. One school system which 
has taken national leadership in actually 
accomplishing innovation is the FV school 
district, under the leadership of Dr. Edward 
A, Beaubier. It is a pleasure for me to salute 
the FV school district and Ed Beaubier for 
their very substantial contribution toward 
a better educational system.” 

Don WHITE, 
Executive Vice President, National Audio- 
Visual Association, Inc. 

“Our City of Fountain Valley is very proud 
of the FV Elementary School District. I be- 
lieve the success of the District is due to a 
combination of circumstances which begin 
basically with the people of the community 
and their fine attitude toward education. 
. . . this district is an outstanding example 
of modern educational programming which 
makes the best use of the talents of its school 
children.” 

ROBERT D. SCHWERDTFEGER, 
Mayor. 

“Conversation ten years ago, or even five 
years ago, about FV seemed to always bring 
the question, ‘Where is it?’ This year hun- 
dreds of school board members, administra- 
tors, teachers, and educational research peo- 
ple have come to our schools from as far 
away as Hawaii and New York and also such 
countries as Japan, Germany, England, Can- 
ada, and Israel. Recently, the Director for the 
Texas Governor’s Committee on Public Edu- 
cation and committee members spent the 
day analyzing our program. 

“Before growth first started in 1963 (250 
enrollment), the school board and admin- 
istration organized a master plan for the 
school district and agreed upon the type of 
educational program that would provide the 
best possible basic education for the chil- 
dren coming to FV. (Current enrollment is 
6,700.) 

. . . Our community has given a great 
amount of support during these few short 
years in passing bond and tas elections along 
with considerable interest in the various 
teaching programs. The number of parents 
and the work they do without pay in health 
and safety areas, in library materials, and 
making aids for the teachers is truly inspir- 
ing.” 

Mrs, NAOMI JONKMAN, 
Clerk, Board of Trustees. 


The 19th Concert Season of the Decatur 
Civic Chorus 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


or 
HON. BENJAMIN B. BLACKBURN 


OF GEORGIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, July 19, 1967 


Mr. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, at 
this, the 19th concert season of the De- 
catur Civic Chorus, I ask you to join me 
in paying special tribute to one of the 
finest choral groups in our country. It is 
a matter of great pride to me that the 
Decatur Civic Chorus had its beginning 
in the city of Decatur, and is made up 
of residents from all over De Kalb 
County, which I am privileged to repre- 
sent in Congress. 

The Decatur Civic Chorus is truly a 
“civic” organization. The Lions Club of 
Decatur gave it the encouragement and 
financial assistance which saw its start 
in 1949, and it continues to serve the 
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community with mutual appreciation. 
It is made up of 60 members, ranging in 
age from 17 to 68, and represents a real 
cross-section of professions including 
teachers, engineers, business executives, 
housewives, students, and secretaries. 
These are people who have something in 
common—they all enjoy singing, and 
are as at home with Bach as with musi- 
cal selections from the Broadway shows. 

Over the years, the chorus has pre- 
sented concerts throughout the State of 
Georgia, has made a tour of 3d Army 
installations in the Southeastern States, 
has sung with the Atlanta Symphony, 
and taken part in church and various 
civic programs too numerous to men- 
tion. The chorus feels that one of their 
most rewarding experiences is the yearly 
concert they give at Christmastime at 
the Atlanta Federal Penitentiary. 

At the present time, plans are progress- 
ing with great anticipation for the sec- 
ond attendance of the chorus at the 
International Eisteddfod Music Festival 
in Llangollen, North Wales, in July of 
1968. The chorus has a special reason for 
wanting to return, other than because 
they feel the southern part of the United 
States, with its fine offering of spirituals 
and folk music, should be represented. 
The first trip to the festival, in 1958, had 
moments of great disappointment. After 
making the long trip to Wales, the chorus 
found that its entry was lost, and they 
could not sing in the competition. This 
resulted in worldwide publicity, and al- 
though they could not be considered in 
the competition, the chorus was invited 
to give a concert during the festival, and 
they sang before an audience of 15,000 
people. The evening turned out to be a 
memorable one for both the chorus and 
the audience. Even though most of the 
listeners could not speak English, a rap- 
port was established. The audience re- 
acted with understanding and emotion. 
To quote Director Mary Ann Sharp: 

Something happened and suddenly we 
were in tune and the audience could feel our 
songs. We closed with the number, No Man 
Is an Island.” Most of the listeners were 
foreign and couldn’t understand the words, 
but they got the message. They cried, we 
cried, and it was wonderful. 


“No Man Is an Island” has since been 
the theme song of the chorus because 
“it brought tears to the eyes of the lis- 
teners at the music festival in Wales.” 

In addition to concert preparations, 
the chorus is busy with various fund- 
raising projects to help defray travel and 
other expenses connected with their ap- 
pearance at the festival. As in 1958, they 
will give concerts in other European 
countries. There is the possibility, too, 
that they may sing before members of 
our Armed Forces in Germany, some- 
thing the chorus would particularly like 
to do. 

Since 1949, the Decatur Civic Chorus 
has gladdened the hearts of countless 
numbers of people with the joy which 
comes from hearing good music. To all 
who give so generously of their time and 
talents to make the chorus possible—I 
salute them. To Mrs. Dale Clark, beloved 
director emeritus; to Director Mary Anne 
Sharp; to Accompanist Mrs. W. Edward 
Garrison; to the new president for 1967 
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68, Richard H. Wright, and his officers; 
to Business Manager Leonard G. 
Vaughan, and to all the members of the 
chorus, my very best wishes for happy 
singing at the forthcoming concerts, and 
special wishes for success at the music 
festival in Wales next year. 


Discover America 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. DAVID PRYOR 


OF ARKANSAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, July 19, 1967 


Mr. PRYOR. Mr. Speaker, now that 
we are at that time of year when mil- 
lions of Americans across the country 
will be embarking on their annual vaca- 
tions, I would like to pay a much-de- 
served tribute to the service station 
operators of the land for their role in 
the great discover America” program. 

I think—and hope—that when the 
final statistics are compiled on this year’s 
tourist trends, we will see that the “dis- 
cover America” appeal is really scoring 
with vacationers. 

Every State stands to benefit from 
this, as well as the Federal Government 
and the national interest in a favorable 
balance of payments. My own State has 
some prize attractions to offer those who 
enjoy scenic beauty, State parks, historic 
landmarks, and colorful folklore. The 
Ozark Trail, for example, which criss- 
crossed Arkansas, is one of the heritage 
trails being featured in the “discover 
America” program. 

Anyone who appreciates the peace of 
unspoiled nature will find a trip on the 
Ozark Trail a richly rewarding adven- 
ture. We can promise scenery second to 
none, recreational opportunities that will 
make vacationers forget the cares of the 
workaday world, and, above all, people 
so warm and friendly that the time spent 
with them will remain among the most 
pleasant memories of a visitor’s life. 

The petroleum industry is one of the 
most active participants in the “discover 
America” campaign. This is only right 
and natural. According to the Census Bu- 
reau, 90 percent of the recreational trips 
in the United States are made by auto- 
mobile. But the petroleum industry that 
stands to gain from this program, and 
is doing so much to publicize it, also 
makes another great contribution toward 
its success. This comes through the ef- 
forts of those members of the industry 
who directly meet the motoring needs of 
the traveling public—service station op- 
erators. 

In Arkansas we have 2,500 service sta- 
tions all over our State. We are fortunate 
that they are almost invariably run by 
businessmen of high caliber and real ded- 
ication. The service station, as we all 
know, is a tremendous factor in making 
everyday driving more pleasant, more 
convenient, and a good deal safer than 
it could otherwise be. 

But it is in the field of vacation travel 
that the service station plays a very spe- 
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cial role. In our State—and everywhere 
else that I have visited in the United 
States—the typical service station oper- 
ator is a one-man welcoming committee 
and information bureau for his com- 
munity. He is the man visitors naturally 
turn to as a friendly and helpful source 
of the touring tips they need to make 
their stay in the locality happy and com- 
fortable. His distinctive contribution to 
pleasant and conyenient traveling con- 
ditions adds tremendously to the basic 
appeal of the “discover America” cam- 
paign. And, speaking for Arkansas, I can 
assure you that our service station oper- 
ators are doing their full part to make 
vacation travel in the United States a 
thoroughly enjoyable experience. 

As a schoolboy, I had the pleasure of 
working part time in a local service sta- 
tion in my hometown. I feel that through 
this experience I gained a little better 
understanding of the work, problems, 
and challenges of the service station op- 
erators. 

The gasoline dealers of Arkansas and 
other States deserve this tribute, this rec- 
ognition of the underlying importance 
of what they are doing. They deserve to 
have their achievements put in true per- 
spective. This is just one example—but 
a very good one—of how Americans who 
go about their work quietly, faithfully, 
and diligently can make a contribution 
of historic significance to the Nation and 
to the future well-being of their fellow 
countrymen. 


Tax Program Promises Equity 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
HON. RICHARD T. HANNA 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, July 19, 1967 


Mr. HANNA. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
again urge the House to adopt a positive 
attitude toward the tax increase pro- 
posed for this year. Much has been said 
and will be said about the cost factor of 
the Vietnam war and the attendant prob- 
lems of inflation, but I am concerned, 
in addition, over another specific result 
that we can very easily predict in the 
absence of some tax effort—a repeat per- 
formance of 1966. The year 1966 repre- 
sents a very impressive and forceful 
example of the horrendous effects on the 
homebuilding industry when the Nation 
relies too heavily upon a monetary policy 
to solely check the problem of budget 
deficits and the threat of inflation. 

We have not yet recovered from the 

effects of the 1966 experience, 
and, unfortunately, we are already look- 
ing at the development of exactly the 
same kind of tight money situation. 
Mortgage rates are inching up, and our 
informed sources from the savings and 
loan industry are already predicting that 
Treasury bills and corporate bonds will 
again be placing pressure upon savings 
causing the capital flow to once again go 
N the homebuilder and the home 

uyer. 
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Homebuilding has been struggling to 
reach last year’s rather low level of 
building in my own State. The optimists 
have been moving toward a pickup in 
early 1968, but I am afraid it is not go- 
ing to happen. Discounts and bonds are 
again rising on FHA-insured mortgages 
and this is bound to be a deterrent in the 
turnover of homes. Without some dy- 
namics in the moveup-ratio by the top 
echelon of homeowners, we can easily 
predict that there will be an equal de- 
terrent in the total construction of homes 
for the Nation. 

Mr. Speaker, a tax increase will pro- 
vide the Government with the needed 
funds thereby not forcing it to go to the 
money market. That is the only way we 
are going to maintain the gap between 
the returns from mortgages and divi- 
dends for savings deposits and the yield 
of the money market’s instruments. 

The volatile quality of today’s capital 
was most clearly indicated in the 1966 
experience. We will be repeating that un- 
fortunate and disruptive experience in 
the absence of some tax relief. 

May I point out to my colleagues that 
when the homebuilding field suffers, 
there is a massive side effect in two other 
wide-spread economic segments in Amer- 
ica. These segments include the manu- 
facturers of building materials and the 
many home furnishing manufacturers 
and retailers which provide the furni- 
ture and fixtures that many homes 
attract. 

The second thing that a tax program 
will accomplish is equity, for it is hard 
to justify placing the burdens of our 
expenditures on selected segments of our 
economy. These selected segments, by 
the way, represent not only the home- 
builder and the perspective homeowner 
but also the small businessman and the 
fixed income persons all of whom are 
equally and adversely affected either by 
inflation or increased money costs. 

A balanced program of monetary re- 
straint and equitable tax increases and 
adjustments will provide the best an- 
swer for the total American economy for 
the period that lies ahead. As one singu- 
larly interested in the homebuilding field, 
I trust the judgment of the Congress will 
be to support an intelligent tax reform 
tax increase program. 


Gadabout Gaddis 
EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. WILLIAM D. HATHAWAY 


OF MAINE 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, July 19, 1967 

Mr, HATHAWAY. Mr. Speaker, I take 
this occasion to pay special homage to a 
distinguished American, Mr. R. Vernon 
Gaddis, better known to millions of his 
fellow citizens as Gadabout Gaddis, the 
flying fisherman. 

As the Izaak Walton of the 20th cen- 
tury, Gadabout produces some of the 
most unusual, refreshing, and wholesome 
entertainment available to television au- 
diences. With camera and airplane, this 
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venerable and enviable sportsman has 
updated the fisherman’s text. 

Probably no other living American has 
a more perfect knowledge of where the 
“big ones are biting” than has Gadabout 
Gaddis. Probably no one else has covered 
the Nation’s streams and ponds so thor- 
oughly. Certainly no one has ever before 
told so many fish stories to so many 
willing listeners. 

Each year from October through April, 
Gadabout presents a weekly television 
show seen by an estimated 45 million 
people. His audience, idle or would-be 
fishermen and lovers of natural beauty, 
view from their living rooms the quiet 
beauty of America's streams and lakes, 
and listen to Gadabout’s dry commen- 
tary on fishing. 

It is no wonder that most people think 
of Gad simply as an entertainer, a per- 
sonality. He is an entertainer of the first 
rank, but beyond this he is dedicated to 
other serious purposes. 

Gadabout is one of our Nation’s fore- 
most conservationists. For many years, 
he has waged a one-man war against 
pollution of our lakes, rivers, and 
streams. He has toured the country 
many times, utilizing all the major com- 
munications media—press, radio, and 
television—to stress the need for anti- 
pollution efforts by every individual citi- 
zen. He has battled pollution with the 
fierce resolve and unyielding integrity of 
one who has a profound love of nature 
and our precious water resources. 

For his efforts in this regard, Gadabout 
received a citation from the Bureau of 
Reclamation of the U.S. Department of 
the Interior which was personally pre- 
sented by Commissioner Floyd E. 
Dominy. He has also been honored by 
Gov. John A. Volpe, of Massachusetts, 
and Edward T. Breathitt, of Kentucky. 

Gad is a hard-sell salesman of the 
value of fishing as a family activity, one 
which can provide a common familial 
interest and make for closer family re- 
lationships. In addition, he has fostered, 
whenever possible, his desire to have 
adults “take a boy fishing.” He feels 
adults should spend more time with 
children, and interest them in whole- 
some, rewarding activities such as fish- 
ing, which could be a prime deterrent 
to juvenile delinquency. Gad has con- 
ferred with law-enforcement officers all 
around the United States, helping to 
start programs such as this, 

During World War II, Gadabout enter- 
tained an average of 1 million service- 
men each year, showing his films and 
sharing his fish stories. He is himself a 
veteran of World War I, having enlisted 
the day the United States entered the 
conflict. He became a flying cadet and 
won his wings. 

Gadabout was born in Mattoon, II., 
a long way from Maine, but I am proud 
to say that 2 years ago this fine gentle- 
man who knows and loves the most idyllic 
parts of the Nation, chose to make 
Bingham, Maine, his official residence. 

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate this oppor- 
tunity to pay tribute to Gadabout Gaddis, 
whose love of the sport and art of fishing 
has enriched his life and the lives of 
millions who have followed his adven- 
tures on lake and stream. He has been, 
and is, dedicated to the task of leading 
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others along the paths on which he has 
found such deep satisfaction and of pre- 
serving the resources which have afforded 
them. I am proud that he has chosen 
Maine as his place of residence. He is 
remarkable for many reasons, not the 
least of which, that he has become inter- 
nationally famous for enjoying himself, 
for doing what he loves best, “going 
fishing.” 


Panama Canal Treaty 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. JAMES B. UTT 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, July 19, 1967 


Mr. UTT. Mr. Speaker, we have been 
and are continuing to provide materiel to 
countries which in turn are delivering it 
to the Vietcong, who are using it in kill- 
ing our boys. 

Now we propose to give away the Pan- 
ama Canal to render additional aid to 
our enemies, and hinder our own defense. 

Mr. Speaker, when Abraham Lincoln 
stated that “If destruction is to be our 
lot, it will come from within,” he was 
making a prophecy which is being ful- 
filled in our time. He did not indicate 
that we would commit suicide, but that 
we would act in a manner as to provide 
the tools of destruction, knowingly or un- 
knowingly, to the eternal enemies of hu- 
man freedom, 

When Khrushchev said that he would 
“bury us,” he did not dream that 
we would furnish the shovel with which 
to dig the grave. Soviet Russia has been 
and continues to be the mortal enemy of 
America, but we continue to give to Rus- 
sia economic and military aid which has 
been and continues to be the source of 
destruction to our military forces in Viet~ 
nam, where our real enemy is the Soviet 
Union. 

It is safe to say that 80 percent of the 
casualties to our American soldiers in 
Vietnam are inflicted by armaments 
made by Russia and her satellites. The 
administration continues to grant export 
licenses for the shipment to Russia and 
its satellites of a long list of strategic 
materiel, which finds its way into the 
Soviet arsenal of destruction. Under any 
definition, this is treason. If this suicidal 
course is not stopped immediately, to- 
gether with stopping the delivery of these 
armaments to North Vietnam, the un- 
necessary slaughter will continue. 

If Secretary McNamara continues to 
refuse to permit the military genius in 
America to win the war, according to the 
best military strategy, we should get out 
of South Vietnam, and return our boys 
to their families. Secretary McNamara 
has made nine trips to Vietnam, and he 
is no closer to a solution today than he 
was 8 years ago. It is time for a change. 

And now comes the Panama Canal 
Treaty. For 10 years we have been on an 
appeasement course with Panama. The 
security of our country, and indeed the 
entire Western Hemisphere, is dependent 
upon our absolute ownership and control 
of the Panama Canal Zone. We should 
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turn a deaf ear to so-called world opin- 
ion which is generated by the Commu- 
nists. Under world opinion, we are 
charged with being imperialistic. If it 
takes imperialism to secure the safety of 
this country, let us be imperialistic. Alger 
Hiss first advocated, during the forma- 
tion of the United Nations in 1945, that 
the Panama Canal should be interna- 
tionalized. How that would suit the Com- 
munists. His suggestion failed, but the 
head shrinkers in the State Department 
have been implementing his suggestion 
ever since. r 

The Panama Canal Zone was bought 
and paid for by the United States, and 
is as much a part of the United States as 
is Alaska, which we purchased from Rus- 
sia. We have been surrendering the 
Canal Zone piecemeal. In July 1945, 
President Truman proposed at Potsdam 
that the United States should give the 
Panama Canal to the U.N. In 1955, we 
increased our annuity payments to Pana- 
ma from $430,000 to nearly $2 million. 
That same year we gave Panama $25 
million worth of real estate and promised 
to build a $24 million bridge across the 
canal. Panama was not satisfied, and de- 
manded 50 percent of the gross revenue, 
not the net. 

In 1958, by the good graces of Dr. 
Milton Eisenhower, we told Panama that 
we would recognize its sovereignty over 
the Canal Zone, but the opposition in 
Congress refused to go along, so the 
Canal Zone was invaded and the Pana- 
manian flag was planted in the Canal 
Zone. Shortly thereafter, the wizards in 
the State Department said that we would 
concede Panama’s titular sovereignty in 
our Canal Zone. Thereafter, Congress 
passed a resolution to the effect that 
there should be no change in the tradi- 
tional interpretation of our treaties with 
Panama. The intent of this resolution 
was that we should not permit the fiag 
of Panama to be fiown in the Canal Zone. 

But in 1960, in spite of this resolution, 
President Eisenhower ordered that the 
Panamanian fiag should be flown in the 
Canal Zone. In 1962, President Kennedy 
ordered the raising of the Panamanian 
flag over the American Canal Zone Ad- 
ministration Building. In 1963, the State 
Department agreed to permit the Pana- 
manian flag anywhere in the Canal 
Zone; to recognize Panama’s sovereign 
right to issue papers of authorization to 
foreign consuls operating in the Canal 
Zone; to use Panamanian postage in the 
Canal Zone; and to grant Panamanians 
in the Canal Zone all privileges equal to 
those of US. citizens, including U.S. 
social security benefits. 

In 1963, our Canal Zone Governor or- 
dered that the U.S. flag could no longer 
be fiown at the U.S. courthouse or over 
American schools in the Canal Zone, nor 
could they fly the American flag at the 
Gamboa War Memorial inside the Canal 
Zone. Communists continue to incite 
riots by the Panamanians inside the 
Canal Zone in order to enforce their 
demands. 

The three new treaties, which will be 
up for ratification by the Senate soon, 
will grant joint sovereignty, control, and 
operation of this vital and strategic ca- 
nal. The first treaty abrogates the orig- 
inal agreement with Panama, the Hay- 
Bunau-Varilla Treaty of 1903, which 
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guarantees our right to exercise our sov- 
ereignty in the Canal Zone in perpetuity. 
The second treaty provides the condi- 
tions under which a so-called sea level 
canal may be built, if such a canal should 
ever prove feasible. The third treaty con- 
cerns status-of-forces agreements for the 
defense of the canal, the Canal Zone, 
Panama, and the Western Hemisphere. 

Joint sovereignty can result in sabo- 
taging our control and the closing of the 
canal to military and commercial ships. 
This would be disastrous. Our warcraft 
would have to travel 10,000 miles addi- 
tional to move from the Atlantic to the 
Pacific, or vice versa. This would be in- 
tolerable. There are Castro revolution- 
aries operating in Panama, and a take- 
over of the Republic of Panama by Cas- 
tro poses a clear and present danger. 

The United States can survive only by 
maintaining a superior military estab- 
lishment and using that military power 
under the direction of our Joint Chiefs 
of Staff, not under the direction of the 
State Department, nor of Secretary 
McNamara. 


Aircraft Noise Abatement 
EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. JACOB H. GILBERT 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, July 19, 1967 


Mr. GILBERT. Mr. Speaker, while I 
am told the supersonic transport will be 
used mainly on long-haul overwater 
routes, there is no assurance that after 
the program gets under way it will not 
be extended to overland areas. I cannot 
help but be deeply concerned over SST 
noise, just as I am concerned at the 
present time over aircraft noise over our 
urban residential areas. I am not con- 
vinced the SST will cause less noise, as 
has been said here today. There is also a 
question of safety in the densely popu- 
lated areas adjacent to our airports 
where these planes would land. If I am 
correct in assuming that an afterburner 
will be used for the needed extra thrust 
on takeoff, then will we not have more 
noise than ever? We had been told the 
jet planes at Kennedy and La Guardia 
Airports would be quieter than the prop 
ones, but this has not been the case. 

In spite of testimony before the com- 
mittee and statements made here on the 
floor today, I have reservations about ac- 
complishing, through this program, the 
reduction of aircraft noise. The noise of 
low- flying jet aircraft in my district and 
other areas near La Guardia and Ken- 
nedy Airports in New York has become 
an intolerable and unbearable situation. 
I have proposed in my bill, H.R. 618, 
that the Government conduct extensive 
aircraft noise abatement research. I un- 
derstand some research is being done. I 
would like to see more done, and suggest 
it be extended to the supersonic trans- 
port, to assure our city residents that 
they will not be faced with more aircraft 
noise and additional hazards. 

The sonic booms generated by the 
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supersonic transport tests over Okla- 
homa City caused smashed windows, 
cracked plaster, and brought thousands 
of complaints and lawsuits. I realize that 
reducing the noise and hazards is a 
major problem for industry and the de- 
signers of the SST. However, I have 
urged in the past, and I do so now, that 
we take more steps in the field of re- 
search to reduce aircraft noise and to 
improve our aircraft noise standards. 


Postage Stamp in Honor of 250th Anni- 
versary of Israel Putnam, American 
Patriot 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
HON. WILLIAM L. ST. ONGE 


OF CONNECTICUT 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, July 19, 1967 


Mr. ST. ONGE. Mr. Speaker, next year 
marks the 250th anniversary of the birth 
of the American patriot and Revolution- 
ary War hero, Israel Putnam. The deeds 
of this defender of democratic ideals are 
so legendary that they have become in- 
corporated into our national folklore. 

His exploits include the oft-repeated 
account that, upon hearing the news of 
the battle of Lexington and Concord, he 
left his plow in the middle of the field he 
was cultivating and started for the scene 
of action without even taking time to 
change his clothes. At the battle of 
Bunker Hill it was Israel Putnam who 
gave the famous order, “Don’t shoot until 
you see the whites of their eyes.” 

Putnam was born on January 7, 1718, 
at Danvers, Mass. He settled in Brooklyn, 
Conn., around 1740 and lived there the 
remainder of his life. He served as a sec- 
ond lieutenant and captain in the French 
and Indian War and later was promoted 
to lieutenant colonel. Following this he 
was active in the Sons of Liberty, and in 
1774 was named chairman of the Com- 
mittee of Correspondence in Brooklyn, 
Conn. Putnam is credited with the arm- 
ing of Connecticut after the seizure of 
munitions at Boston by General Gage in 
1775. He also served in command at 
Bunker Hill. Upon joining the Continen- 
tal Army when the Revolution started 
he was appointed to the rank of major 
general. He died on May 19, 1790, in 
Brooklyn, Conn., at the age of 72. 

Israel Putnam embodied the spirit of 
freedom-loving men of all centuries and 
epitomized the essence of the bravery 
and sacrifice which gave birth to our 
Nation and have sustained it ever since. 
His willingness to come immediately to 
the cause of liberty at its hour of greatest 
peril and his unselfish devotion in his 
Nation’s service have been a continuing 
source of inspiration for our citizens. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe the 250th an- 
niversary of the birth of this great Amer- 
ican patriot should be observed by the 
issuance of an appropriate commemora- 
tive postage stamp. The valiant sacri- 
fices which our Armed Forces are making 
in Vietnam today are in the great tradi- 
tions of patriotism established by men 
such as General Putnam. By noting the 
accomplishments of this noble son of 
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Connecticut, we shall be giving added 
meaning and dignity to the accomplish- 
ments of our present-day heroes. 

Iam therefore introducing today a bill 
to provide for the issuance of a special 
postage stamp in commemoration of the 
anniversary of the birth of Israel Put- 
nam. 


Progress in Automobile Liability 
Insurance Noted 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. WILLIAM T. CAHILL 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, July 19, 1967 


Mr. CAHILL. Mr. Speaker, on many 
previous occasions I have directed the 
attention of the House to the complex 
social problems presented by automobile 
liability insurance and regulation of this 
industry by the several States. On those 
occasions I have indicated my convic- 
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tion that State regulation of the insur- 
ance industry has often been insufficient 
to protect the public’s interest in reason- 
able rates, a competitive insurance mar- 
ket and a solvent, responsible industry. 

However, I should like to note that re- 
cently, in my own State, New Jersey, 
steps have been taken which will do 
much to promote the public’s interest in 
effective insurance industry regulation. 

Although not required by law to con- 
duct public hearings on applications for 
insurance rate increases, State Banking 
and Insurance Commissioner Charles R. 
Howell has adopted such a policy of free 
expression where major rate increases 
are sought. 

The first public hearing on a proposed 
rate increase took place yesterday, 
Wednesday, July 19. In another un- 
precedented act, Governor Hughes ap- 
pointed special counsel to represent the 
public interest in opposing a 20-percent 
rate increase requested by the National 
Bureau of Casualty Underwriters, 

It was my great pleasure to appear be- 
fore the commission. I found the pro- 
ceedings to be conducted in the objec- 
tive, dignified atmosphere necessary to 
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appropriately balance the insurance in- 
dustry’s interest in a reasonable profit 
with the public interest in fair rates and 
adequate coverage. In adopting this 
policy, Commissioner Howell has not only 
assured the New Jersey public of a forum 
where it may present its case, but also he 
has assured that the commission’s deci- 
sions, now and in the future, will be 
made with full knowledge and presenta- 
tion of the necessary facts. 

It is indeed a tribute to the progres- 
siveness of the New Jersey Legislature 
and the administration of the New 
Jersey Department of Banking and In- 
surance that no insurance company in- 
solvencies have occurred, and that can- 
cellation or nonrenewal of policyholders 
on the basis of race, age, and nationality 
are prohibited in New Jersey. It is evi- 
dent that public hearings on proposed 
rate hearings will serve to continue and 
more effectively enforce such policies. 

In commending Commissioner Howell, 
I can do no less than express my hope 
that other State insurance commission- 
ers will permit free expression and pres- 
entation of the public’s views and analy- 
ses in the ratemaking process. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Tuourspay, JuLx 20, 1967 


The House met at 12 o’clock noon. 

Rey. Robert W. Wolter, Trinity Lu- 
theran Church, Whittier, Calif., offered 
the following prayer: 


Lord God, Heavenly Father, Creator 
and Ruler of the Universe, who dost 
guide and govern the nations for Thy 
purposes and goals in Christ Jesus, look 
down in mercy upon our Nation and our 
world, torn by tensions, problems, in- 
security, and misunderstanding. Look 
down in love on these Congressmen. 
Grant them the needed vision and wis- 
dom, that, forgetting self and personal 
ambition, they place the good of hu- 
manity, the Nation, the carrying out of 
Thy will, as their goal in life. Be present, 
O God of wisdom, direct the delibera- 
tions and decisions of this honorable as- 
sembly. Enable these leaders to bring 
order out of chaos, harmony and peace 
out of tension and discord. Let truth and 
justice, religion and piety, honor and de- 
cency prevail. Draw all men to Thee 
through the power of Thy Word and 
Holy Spirit, to live the life that is pleas- 
ing to Thee. Keep us in Thy grace and 
favor. Lead us in Thy paths. All this we 
ask in the name and through the merits 
of Jesus Christ, Thy Son, our beautiful 
Saviour, the Lord of all nations. 


THE JOURNAL 


The Journal of the proceedings of yes- 
terday was read and approved. 


PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON 
APPROPRIATIONS TO FILE BY 
MIDNIGHT TONIGHT A PRIVI- 
LEGED REPORT ON THE PUBLIC 
WORKS APPROPRIATION BILL 
FOR 1968 


Mr. KIRWAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 


on Appropriations have until midnight 
tonight to file a privileged report on the 
1 Works appropriation bill for 
The SPEAKER, Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. RHODES of Arizona reserved all 
points of order on the bill. 


PEACH FESTIVAL HIGHLIGHTS 
WAGONER COUNTY ACTIVITIES 


Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks, 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to invite you and the Mem- 
bers of the House of Representatives to 
attend the first annual peach festival 
celebration in Porter, Okla., Saturday, 
August 5, 1967. 

The festival is in celebration of the 
golden anniversary of the founding of 
the peach industry in the State of Okla- 
homa. The original orchard was planted 
in 1913 and started producing under the 
name of the B. F. Blackledge Orchards 
in 1917. Since then the Blackledge 
peaches have been shipped regularly to 
a 10-State area around Oklahoma, Other 
well-known producers in the area in- 
clude the Mack Dean Orchard, the Jack 
Lewis Orchard, and the Austin Livesay 
Orchard. 

Porter, the peach capital of Oklahoma, 
is located on Highway 51-B southwest 
of Wagoner in Wagoner County. Lying 
just north of the Arkansas River, Porter 
is in the heart of the black topsoil re- 
gion of the Arkansas Basin. This land 
produces a fruit harvest which lasts from 
late May to early September. 


The celebration and entertainment 
have been planned for early August when 
much of the fruit of the festival will 
still be hanging on the trees. Fresh 
peaches can be purchased by the crate, 
or if you want even fresher peaches, you 
may harvest your own at some of the 
orchards. 

The festivities will begin with the 
peach parade, followed by the crowning 
of the queen. The peach festival will be 
climaxed by liberal servings of peaches 
and ice cream provided by the Porter 
Lions Club. 

Porter, Wagoner County, and the State 
of Oklahoma welcome you to become a 
part of their summer fun. 


MOISE TSHOMBE WILL BE 
RETURNED TO THE CONGO 


Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 


my remarks. 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. COLLIER., Mr. Speaker, it appears 
almost certain that Moise Tshombe will 
be returned to the Congo, where he faces 
the death penalty for alleged treason. 
The former Premier of that nation has 
been engaged in a court battle to escape 
extradition from Algeria to his home- 
land, 

Iam not going to hold my breath un- 
til world opinion becomes sufficiently 
aroused to demand that Mr. Tshombe be 
granted political asylum, but I had hoped 
that our Department of State would 
lodge a strong protest with the Govern- 
ment of Algeria. Our country has been 
very generous with that nation since it 
gained its independence from France in 
1962. 

We have dispensed $165,200,000 in for- 
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years: 

10603 ee eee a ee eee ey $76, 600, 000 

. 52, 000, 000 

TA eed pee Se ee 15, 200, 000 

96 ease h rf 21, 400, 000 
Il 165, 200, 000 


The spending of such a substantial 
sum of money belies the statement of a 
State Department official that the 
Tshombe affair is none of our business.” 
During his tenure as Premier Mr. 
Tshombe cooperated with the United 
States in every possible way, especially 
during the period when his enemies in 
the Congo were killing American citizens. 


COLT STRIKE MEANS LOSS OF PRO- 
DUCTION OF M-16 RIFLE 


Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, Colt In- 
dustries is still on strike—Colt being the 
sole producer of the M-16 rifles so badly 
needed by allied forces in Vietnam. Since 
the House met at this time yesterday the 
Colt production lines could have pro- 
duced enough rifles for a full battalion, 
and yet not one single rifle was produced. 
I have urged the President to use the 
provisions of Taft-Hartley to get the 
production lines back into operation im- 
mediately. 


MOBUTO AND THE MERCENARIES 


Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, I want to talk 
for a minute about the white merce- 
naries in the Congo. I do not think it is 
generally known that the so-called white 
mercenaries were hired by the dictator 
of the Congo, the thieving, murderous, 
treacherous Mobuto whom we are sup- 
porting, and they only became bad guys 
when they got fed up with Mobuto and 
changed sides. 

What has he done? He has had ex- 
ecuted all of his opponents that he could 
lay his hands on. He has abolished the 
legislature in the Congo. He is running 
the place as a military dictatorship from 
a military camp where he cowers in fear 
of his life. And we, the great United 
States, really ought to be proud of the 
fact that we have sent in cargo planes to 
ferry his soldiers from place to place, and 
then they have gotten drunk and have 
killed a lot of people themselves and, it 
is reported reliably, eaten a few of them. 
I think it is time the American public 
knew exactly what the State Depart- 
ment is doing to us. 
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AVIATION SAFETY 


Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from West 
Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, yester- 
day at noon the country suffered from 
another tragic aviation accident. This 
one involved a Piedmont Airlines jet and 
a small twin-engine plane. The Commit- 
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
has been in close contact with both the 
officials of the Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration and the National Transportation 
Safety Board, as well as in touch with 
Piedmont Airlines. Many of you will re- 
call that on July 11, I placed in the 
Recor a letter from Chairman Joseph J. 
O’Connell, Jr., of the National Transpor- 
tation Safety Board, which summarized 
the status of three particular accident 
investigations and set forth in consider- 
able detail the procedures which have 
been authorized by Congress and imple- 
mented by the Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration and the National Transportation 
Safety Board, and their predecessor or- 
ganizations, to assure the highest degree 
of aviation safety which human beings 
may achieve. 

I want to announce now that I have 
set a hearing on aviation safety for next 
Monday, July 24. This public hearing will 
be held for the purpose of having Chair- 
man O'Connell and General McKee spell 
out for the Congress and for the entire 
Nation just how their organizations func- 
tion to fulfill their extremely important 
statutory responsibility. 

In this public hearing I am sure that 
they will tell us what they can about the 
midair collision which occurred yester- 
day. I have been assured that they initi- 
ated a full field investigation immediately 
upon receipt of the news concerning the 
crash. Obviously it will take hundreds of 
man-hours of hard work before the prob- 
able cause of this accident can be estab- 
lished. Necessarily, the information 
which they will be in a position to furnish 
Monday will be limited and of course 
they will not be asked to speculate or con- 
jecture about the cause or causes of the 
accident before all of the facts are de- 
veloped. 

Air transportation is a vital and essen- 
tial part of our national transportation 
system. It is sad indeed that it is marred 
as often as it is by accidents which in- 
stantaneously end dozens of lives. I offer 
my deepest heartfelt sympathies to those 
who were bereaved by yesterday’s acci- 
dent. We will continue to strive for im- 
provements in aviation safety. 


TRAGIC AIRPLANE ACCIDENT IN 
NORTH CAROLINA 


Mr. ICHORD. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Missouri? 
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There was no objection. 

Mr. ICHORD. Mr. Speaker, I am very 
happy to hear that the distinguished 
gentleman from West Virginia, the chair- 
man of the House Committee on Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce, is going to 
investigate the tragic accident which 
claimed the lives of many people among 
whom was one great American, Hon. 
John T. McNaughton, Secretary of the 
Navy. This has been another great trag- 
edy of air history and the causes should 
be thoroughly investigated. However, I 
would hope that the chairman of the 
House Committee on Interstate and For- 
eign Commerce makes certain that he 
has the complete accident reports from 
FAA and also from CAB before any firm 
conclusions are reached as to the causes 
of the accident. I would point out that 
such investigations are very time con- 
suming and laborious processes. 

As an active private pilot, with thou- 
sands of logged hours and still actively 
flying, I would hope that we not pass 
judgment too quickly upon the cause of 
the accident. The pilot of the Cessna 310 
was Dave Addeson from my congres- 
sional district. He was a skilled pilot as 
evidenced by the fact that he was on 
an IFR flight plan, the same as the 
Boeing 727. 

At this point we can only speculate 
as to the cause of the accident. It could 
have been pilotage error, tower operator 
error, center error, numerous other pos- 
sible errors. Or it could have been truly 
an accident. In any event we should not 
make judgments based on emotion or 
hysteria but should wait for the facts. 

Let me point out that a midair col- 
lision is rare, because of the minute pos- 
sibility of two planes occupying the same 
Place at the same time. Unlike automo- 
bile travel on our highways, we not only 
have horizontal separation of airplanes, 
we also have vertical separation. How- 
ever, the chances of two planes occupy- 
ing the same space at the same time are 
increased tremendously in areas of dense 
air traffic, flying in regulated patterns 
around a busy airport. Pilots must re- 
main alert and maintain a diligent look- 
out every second. 

I would say to the Members of the 
House that if the person or persons 
downtown do not permit the FAA to do 
what it apparently at one time wanted to 
do—to move general aviation from 
Washington National Airport to Ana- 
costia Airport—we could very well have 
the same thing happen here in Washing- 
ton, because, with the congestion in the 
area, the chances of two planes occupy- 
ing the same space at the same time are 
much greater. 

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ICHORD. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my distinguished friend from Missouri 
for yielding to me. I just wanted to ask 
him a question, but, as matter of fact, I 
think his later remark answered the 
question I wanted to ask. That is, in try- 
ing to assess the blame for the accident 
that occurred yesterday, I wanted to ask 
the gentleman if he would agree that 
having small, slow, propeller-driven air- 
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planes operating in the same basic traf- 
fic pattern as the modern fast jet air- 
craft presents in itself a dangerous sit- 
uation which we should take steps to 
eliminate? 

If the gentleman read the remarks I 
made yesterday, for example, he will re- 
call I suggested exactly the remedy he 
proposes, that at least in Washington we 
could move those small planes to Bolling- 
Anacostia, as the chairman of our own 
Armed Services Committee has sug- 
gested, and leave National for the super- 
planes. 

Mr. ICHORD. I may say to the gen- 
tleman from New York, I only partially 
agree with him. I do not think the small 
plane per se constitutes as much dan- 
ger as a large plane within a congested 
area, because it is smaller and there is 
not as much plane area involved to come 
in contact with another plane. 


SUBCOMMITTEE ON TERRITORIAL 
AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, COMMIT- 
TEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR 
AFFAIRS—PERMISSION TO SIT 


Mr. CAREY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the Subcommittee on 
Territorial and Insular Affairs of the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Af- 
fairs, which has under consideration a 
bill for the elected Governor of the Vir- 
gin Islands, be permitted to sit during 
general debate this afternoon. This re- 
quest has been cleared with the minority. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 


THE TRAGIC PLANE ACCIDENT IN 
NORTH CAROLINA 


Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from South 
Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
express my sympathy to the remaining 
family of the distinguished Secretary- 
designate of the Navy, Mr. McNaughton, 
whose untimely death yesterday has left 
a very serious void in the echelon of the 
Pentagon. Mr. McNaughton appeared be- 
fore our committee last week and made 
a very profound impression—so much so 
that members of our committee congrat- 
ulated him on his appearance, his im- 
mediate response, his understanding, his 
knowledge, his dedication, and his will- 
ingness to respond to any kind of ques- 
tion. He made a great impression on our 
committee. 

As chairman of this committee and 
speaking for the committee, Mr. Speaker, 
I want to say this Nation has suffered a 
great loss. This man would have made 
a great Secretary. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope it will not take 
such a tragedy as happened in the area 
of Asheville-Hendersonville, N.C., yester- 
day to wake up the people of this com- 
munity to the great danger that hovers 
over the National Airport. 

I hope the distinguished gentleman 
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from West Virginia will insist, as chair- 
man of that great Committee on Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce, as I know 
he will, that steps be taken to alleviate 
some of the congestion over there. 

They came to me as chairman a year 
ago and asked for my assistance. My 
committee has gone as far as it can go in 
an effort to be helpful. 

I am sure the gentleman from West 
Virginia and his great committee will in- 
sist that something be done. Anacostia is 
available, Mr. Speaker. All it needs is 
nerves and guts to make a decision, That 
is all. 


“MUSTN’T” SAY THE NAUGHTY 
WORD “COMMUNISM” 


Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, re- 
cently the Inter-American Commission 
of Human Rights of the Organization of 
American States issued a report regard- 
ing the situation of human rights in 
Cuba. Here are some of the areas covered 
as they were listed by the table of con- 
tents: Death by shooting, without pro- 
cedural guarantees or right of defense; 
machinegunning of civilians; concentra- 
tion camps and various other areas vio- 
lated by the Cuban Communist Govern- 
ment, 

In Vietnam over 11,000 American serv- 
icemen have lost their lives to the same 
worldwide Communist conspiracy in 
Vietnam. Approximately one-third of the 
world’s population languishes under 
Communist oppression. Yet there. seems 
an aversion in some quarters to identify- 
ing the cancer that is eating away the 
human rights of mankind. I must admit, 
though, that this policy is at least con- 
sistent. If we are to build bridges to the 
Communist governments by trade, cul- 
tural relations, and so forth, we can 
hardly identify these regimes as the 
slavemasters that they truly are. 

A recent example of this policy con- 
cerns the annual Captive Nations Week 
proclamation. Compare the wording of 
Public Law No. 86-90 which established 
the Captive Nations Week celebrations 
and the first proclamation of 1959 with 
the captive nations proclamation just is- 
sued for the year 1967. 

In the 1967 statement the international 
Communist movement is not even men- 
tioned. The comparison of these state- 
ments reflects, I think, the deterioration 
of our foreign policy regarding the Com- 
munist worldwide threat and the con- 
tinuing success of the policy of coexist- 
ence with the greatest evil yet visited 
upon mankind. 

I insert the three above-mentioned 
proclamations in the Recorp at this 
point: 

CAPTIVE NATIONS WEEK—Pustic Law No. 
86-90 
RESOLUTION 
S.J. Res. 111 
H.J. Res. 454, 459 

Whereas the greatness of the United States 

is in large part attributable to its having 
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been able, through the democratic process, 
to achieve a harmonious national unity of 
its people, even though they stem from the 
most diverse of racial, religious, and ethnic 
backgrounds; and 

Whereas this harmonious unification of 
the diverse elements of our free society has 
led the people of the United States to possess 
a warm understanding and sympathy for the 
aspirations of peoples everywhere and to rec- 
ognize the natural interdependency of the 
peoples and nations of the world; and 

Whereas the enslavement of a substantial 
part of the world’s population by Commu- 
nist imperialism makes a mockery of the 
idea of peaceful coexistence between nations 
and constitutes a detriment to the natural 
bonds of understanding between the people 
of the United States and other peoples; and 

Whereas since 1918 the imperialistic and 
aggressive policies of Russian communism 
have resulted in the creation of a vast em- 
pire which poses a dire threat to the secu- 
rity of the United States and of all the free 
peoples of the world; and 

Whereas the imperialistic policies of Com- 
munist Russia have led through direct and 
indirect aggression to the subjugation of the 
national independence of Poland, Hungary, 
Lithuania, Ukraine, Czechoslovakia, Latvia, 
Estonia, White Ruthenia, Rumania, East 
Germany, Bulgaria, mainland China, Ar- 
menia, Azerbaijan, Georgia, North. Korea, 
Albania, Idel-Ural, Tibet, Cossackia, Turke- 
stan, North Vietnam, and others; and 

Whereas these submerged nations look to 
the United States, as the citadel of human 
freedom, for leadership in bringing about 
their liberation and independence and in 
restoring to them the enjoyment of their 
Christian, Jewish, Moslem, Buddhist, or other 
religious freedoms, and of their individual 
liberties; and 

Whereas it is vital to the national security 
of the United States that the desire for 
liberty and independence on the part of the 
peoples of these conquered nations should be 
steadfastly kept alive; and 

Whereas the desire for liberty and inde- 
pendence by the overwhelming majority of 
the people of these submerged nations con- 
stitutes a powerful deterrent to war and one 
of the best hopes for a just and lasting peace; 
and 

Whereas it is fitting that we clearly mani- 
fest to such people through an appropriate 
and official means the historic fact that the 
people of the United States share with them 
their aspirations for the recovery of their 
freedom and independence: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, That the President 
of the United States is authorized and re- 
quested to issue a proclamation designating 
the third week in July 1959 as “Captive Na- 
tions Week” and inviting the people of the 
United States to observe such week with ap- 
propriate ceremonies and activities. The 
President is further authorized and re- 
quested to issue a similar proclamation each 
year until such time as freedom and inde- 
pendence shall have been achieved for all 
the captive nations of the world. 


CAPTIVE NATIONS WEEK, 1959 


(A proclamation by the President of the 
United States of America) 

Whereas many nations throughout the 
world have been. made captive by the im- 
perialistic and aggressive policies of Soviet 
communism; and 

Whereas the peoples of the Soviet-domi- 
nated nations have been deprived of their 
national independence and their individual 
liberties; and 

Whereas the citizens of the United States 
are linked by bonds of family and principle 
to those who love freedom and justice on 
every continent; and 

Whereas it is appropriate and proper to 


July 20, 1967 


manifest to the peoples of the captive na- 
tions the support of the Government and 
the people of the United States of America 
for their just aspirations for freedom and 
national independence; and 

Whereas by a joint resolution approved 
and requested the President of the United 
States of America to issue a proclamation 
designating the third week in July 1959 as 
Captive Nations Week and to issue a similar 
proclamation each year until such time as 
freedom and independence shall have been 
achieved for all the captive nations of the 
world: 

Now, therefore, I, Dwight D. Eisenhower, 
President of the United States of America, do 
hereby designate the week beginning July 
19, 1959, as “Captive Nations Week.” 

I invite the people of the United States 
of America to observe such week with ap- 
propriate ceremonies and activities and I 
urge them to study the plight of the Soviet- 
dominated nations and to recommit them- 
selves to the support of the just aspirations 
of the peoples of those captive nations. 
CAPTIVE NATIONS WEEK, 1967—A PROCLAMA- 

TION BY THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED 

STATES OF AMERICA 

Whereas the joint resolution approved July 
17, 1959 (73 Stat. 212), authorizes and re- 
quests the President of the United States of 
America to issue a proclamation each year 
designating the third week in July as “Cap- 
tive Nations Week” until such time as free- 
dom and independence shall have been 
achieved for all the captive nations of the 
world; and 

Whereas freedom and justice are basic 
human rights to which all men are entitled; 
and 


Whereas the independence of peoples re- 
quires their exercise of the elemental right 
of free choice; and 

Whereas these inalienable rights have been 
circumscribed or denied in many areas of the 
world; and 

Whereas the United States of America, 
from its founding as a nation has had an 
abiding commitment to the principles of na- 
tional independence and human freedom: 

Now, therefore, I, Lyndon B. Johnson, 
President of the United States of America, do 
hereby designate the week beginning July 
16, 1967 as Captive Nations Week. 

I invite the people of the United States 
of America to observe this week with appro- 
priate ceremonies and activities, and I urge 
them to give renewed devotion to the just 
aspirations of all peoples for national inde- 
pendence and human liberty. 

In witness whereof, I have hereunto set 
my hand this twelfth day of July in the year 
of our Lord nineteen hundred and sixty- 
seven, and the Independence of the United 
States of America the one hundred and 
ninety-second. 

LYNDON B. JOHNSON. 


THE VIETNAM WORK-IN 


Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the Recorp and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, while 
so many of our college-age Americans 
seek work each summer to earn money 
to allow them to return to their studies 
in the fall, a group of antiwar students 
are vying for these same positions—ex- 
cept that they will use them to infiltrate 
businesses, industries, labor unions, even 
the shop baseball teams—in an effort to 
spread their antiwar stand and mobilize 
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American workingmen against unions, 
Management, and the Government. 

These antiwar students will rally un- 
der the slogan of the Vietnam work-in. 
They will have two jobs and their job 
in the plant or factory or warehouse or 
store will only be a carrier for their cov- 
ert antiwar, anti-American intentions. 

According to the radical leftwing Na- 
tional Guardian the Vietnam work-in 
is sponsored by the Progressive Labor 
Party—PLP—which has been charac- 
terized by FBI Director J. Edgar Hoover 
as “one of the most militant organiza- 
tions whose activities we follow.” 

Mr. Hoover explained the PLP in these 
words: 

Utilizing what it considers to be ills of a 
capitalist: society, such as unemployment, 
poor housing, discrimination, police brutal- 
ity, unequal educational opportunities, cor- 
ruption, poverty, and the alleged indiffer- 
ence of trade union leaders and employers 
toward the workers, the Progressive Labor 
Party aggressively and militantly strives to 
enlarge its organization and develop follow- 
ers for its goal, a socialist United States 
based on Marxist-Leninist principles. 


One of the best known of the PLP 
front groups was the Student Commit- 
tee for Travel to Cuba, which organized 
and sponsored trips in 1963—53 per- 
sons—and 1964—84 persons—to Cuba, in 
defiance of State Department rulings. 

The membership of the PLP is also ex- 
amined by the FBI Director and he 
states that it “consists of basically rela- 
tively youthful, dedicated revolution- 
aries who do not hesitate to go forth 
into the streets to further its programs.” 

In addition to this incriminating par- 
entage, ample reason for labor leaders, 
rank and file members, plant and store 
personnel employees, management and 
security officials to be on the lookout for 
this deceit-ridden program is given on 
the first page of the nine-page manual 
of the work-in: 

A REVOLUTIONARY STEP FORWARD FoR RADICALS 
WITH A Cause BUT WITHOUT A BASE 

The Vietnam Work-In will organize thou- 
sands of students who will be working this 
summer, to bring the ideas, the politics and 
the urgency of the anti-Vietnam war move- 
ment, among the workers on their jobs. 


The first two pages of the circular are 
large-type calls to action, but the last 
seven serve as, and are called, the Orga- 
nizers Manual. In attempting to provide 
a base for “Radicals With a Cause,” the 
manual outlines a series of practical con- 
siderations, pointers on where and when 
to lie, fabricate, fake, and rely on a false 
but carefully preestablished background 
which would establish a work record, ex- 
perience, or one must assume, any facts“ 
which might be needed to gain employ- 
ment. 

The work-in manual appears to be 
carefully designed to meet as many ob- 
stacles as might arise for the job hunter, 
and often is stated in the stock phrases 
of the Communist-Socialist line. 

Racism, derogation of existing moral- 
ity, oppression of the workers by the 
“boss,” brainwashing of workers, sellout 
unions, illusions about getting ahead, and 
ignorance of the “true” facts—all are 
alluded to if not stated outright as calls 
for action. 


While a case might be made against 
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the manual on the basis of its propensity 
toward the Socialist-Communist line, 
specific facts about persons leading this 
movement, and their connections with 
the PLP, provide valid and concrete in- 
dications of what to expect from Vietnam 
work-in. Students should be aware of the 
association which they are making, and 
while there might be reasons to doubt 
interpretations of phrases in the political 
context of the manual, there is no doubt 
about PLP and some of the listed leaders. 

Several of the names on the manual 
are commonly found in the anti- 
Vietnam legions and their names crop 
up not only on police blotters but during 
disturbances such as those before the 
House Committee on Un-American Ac- 
tivities which investigated antiwar 
groups involved in obstruction of Armed 
Forces. Foremost among the names is 
that of Rick Rhoades. 


LEADER FROM THE FAR LEFT 


Rick Rhoades, his full name is Richard 
Mark Rhoades, is an admitted member 
of the Progressive Labor Party—the 
Chinese Communist arm of the interna- 
tional Communist conspiracy and 
stated before the House Committee on 
Un-American Activities: 

We intend to fight by every democratic 
means possible that the allegedly and cor- 
rectly called democratic government of this 
country will allow us to fight to make this 
a socialist country, because that is what the 
people of the United States need. In a social- 
ist United States there will be no need to 
pursue war of aggression like the present 
genocide against the people of Vietnam and 
the American people. 


This statement came during testimony 
concerning the Pool-Ashbrook bill which 
was designed to set penalties for ob- 
structing Armed Forces of the United 
States and grew out of instances of this 
on the west coast. 

Rhoades is not only a Communist, he 
is active. One of only two Americans 
invited to attend the Tri-Continental 
Conference in Havana, Cuba, January 


1966—the conference pledged all-out 


wars of “national liberation’”—he re- 
turned to the United States and reported 
to the Progressive Labor Party that he 
had contacted representatives of the 
Vietcong concerning efforts to step up 
antiwar activities in the United States 
and also to the Chinese Communists 
about a trip to the Communist Chinese 
mainland by American youth. 

He has been listed as staff member, 
editor, and member of the editorial board 
of the Free Student, the publication of 
the May Second Movement, a now dis- 
solved front of PLP, and was also identi- 
fied as a member of the M2M National 
Coordinating Committee. 

In addition, he was a sponsor of the 
Fifth Avenue Vietnam peace parade, a 
signer of a full-page ad in the Free Stu- 
dent stating that he “refused to fight 
against the people of North Vietnam,” 
and speaker at a rally in the spring of 
1965 at Columbia University, condemn- 
ing the ROTC program. This rally coin- 
cided with the annual awards ceremony 
for ROTC. 

Rhoades is not alone; other contacts 
for this latest PLP front also have ar- 
rest records, associations with radical 
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leftwing groups and several have written 
for militant radical publications. 

This is the company to which some 
students, wittingly or unwittingly, will 
submit themselves by joining the Viet- 
nam work-in, and this is also a look at 
their guiding force of the work-in—keep 
in mind that the founders of the PLP 
were expelled from the Communist 
Party of the United States for being too 
far to the left. 

ORGANIZER’S MANUAL 

The organizer’s manual is divided into 
four sections. The first part prepares the 
antiwar student for job hunting with 
practical tips on where to look and how 
to find the major employers. 

CONFLICT AND REBELLION 


Part II, in contrast to part I, which 
could be used by any student searching 
for a summer job, reverses the usual 
methods. Instead of searching for a sum- 
mer job for which they are suited—one 
where they can apply their skills and 
knowledge—Vietnam work-in students 
are advised to look for the greatest audi- 
ence and the largest potential for con- 
verts to antiwar, antiunion, antigov- 
ernment, anticapitalism, anti-middle- 
class-morality crusades. 

Also in part II, the reader sees blatant 
anti-Americanism in the program which 
the manual states later on as, not a re- 
finement of our system of government 
and life, but “basic changes in the sys- 
tem.” 

This section states: 

Try to get in with a minimum of 400 
workers. 

Reasons for this include: a) If we want 
to reach workers with literature, the poten- 
tial audience is greater; b) the larger the 
company facility, the better chance that it 
will be in a basic union, that the workers 
will have some sense of organization (even 
if they think the union is a sellout one), and 
that therefore there will be a tie-in to 
workers nationally. In larger plants, such as 
GM, GE, United Airlines, Pennsy RR, Etc., 
there is a greater tendency for workers to 
regard themselves as workers, with less illu- 
sions about becoming some kind of a “boss.” 
In small shops, where bosses and workers 
are closer together, more illusions exist about 
“moving up.” In large plants in national 
unions there is a greater chance that the 
workers will become part of (and have a 
history of) mass strike movements, rebellions 
against sellout leadership, conflict with the 
government due to “national interest” in- 
junctions... 


Note that the Vietnam work-in stu- 
dent is aiming at greatest chances of 
mass strikes, conflict with government, 
rebellion against union leadership, and 
national tie-ins, to gain basic changes 
in the system.” 

This section also contains a partial 
statement of purpose. The leaders of the 
movement plan to continue efforts— 
through contacts within the plants— 
during the school year, and, more im- 
portantly, next summer when students 
will return. 

But for this year the manual states: 

If you are white, select a plant where the 
majority are white. While Black (sic) workers 
might be thought of as more politically con- 
sclous, what we are trying to do is reach 
white workers on the questions of the war 
and racism, to name two areas (in addition 
to the day-to-day grievances, trade union 
questions, etc.). If Black, a student would, of 
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necessity, have to (and should) get a job 
where there are large number of Black 
Workers. 


This is a direct quote. It implies that 
racism is without exception and that of 
necessity” Negroes are forced to work 
into jobs where there are a large num- 
ber of Negroes. Neither ability nor ex- 
perience is involved. 

Target employers are listed in this sec- 
tion also. They include: 

Basic industries, large wholesale and 
retail outfits, large mail-order houses— 
Sears-Roebuck, Montgomery Ward; de- 
partment stores—preferably those with 
unions; hospitals, telephone companies; 
gas and light companies; mass transit— 
if privately owned since government- 
owned utilities require civil service tests 
and waiting periods. 


BACKGROUNDING LIES 


Probably the most shocking part is the 
third section. Here the antiwar student 
is told not to mention that he is a stu- 
dent—unless students are being hired, 
of course—to say he is “just a high school 
graduate”, and has been working for 
the past few years—the area’s group of 
antiwar workers will have established a 
central “background” center to provide 
verification—to slant his desires, alleged 
abilities, and background toward “man- 
ual, heavy work” or whatever else is 
being done at that particular plant. 

If necessary, lie about your transpor- 
tation, is another instruction, as is use 
your wits” when it comes to identifying 
your draft classification. Also, avoid 
mentioning” a dishonorable discharge 
from the military and if you have been 
dishonorably discharged, substitute the 
fabrication that “you’ve been working 
since high school.” 

Other directions include: do not show 
off when taking tests, do not even an- 
swer more than half of the questions 
and if you have a physical defect, do 
not mention it—hide it or cover it up 
if possible. 

This last direction is in complete dis- 
regard for carefully established safety 
standards and practices in force by em- 
ployers and an example of flagrant dis- 
regard for the safety of fellow workers, 
indicating the sincerity of persons in 
the work-in movement for the American 
workingman. 

One paragraph of part III speaks for 
itself: 

If places require a “non-Communist” or 
non-subversive signature, sign it. You’re not 
breaking the law. If it’s engaged in govern- 
ment work, and you would be breaking a law, 


it will be so stated on the application. 
Discuss this beforehand with your group. 


This part also gives advice about what 
to expect on the job. 


Don’t be shocked by the racist remarks 
of the white workers, by confused political 
impressions, by pro-war talk, by keeping- 
up-with-the-Joneses chit-chat. If workers 
understood racism, the war, the capitalist 
class, middle class morality, etc., we’d be on 
the way “home.” 


The implications here are evident. In 
addition, there are implications that the 
working man is oppressed, that the war 
in Vietnam is a “war for the rich,” and so 
forth. 
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The manual also takes time to warn 
the work-in student that— 

If you get involved in discussions with 
workers whose sons are in Vietnam and want 
to “support them by going all out,” Be care- 
ful. That’s an emotional area. 


It might also be wise to counsel the 
antiwar, anti-American students against 
attempting to propagandize veterans of 
World War II, or Korea, or men who 
were involved in actions in Lebanon, the 
Dominican Republic, in addition to men 
who have served their time in Vietnam. 
The leftwing students might run into a 
bit of emotionalism from these men too. 
Most Americans have emotions about 
their country. 

There is much more in the manual 
which I have not covered and I believe a 
closer look at this program for a Viet- 
nam work-in is warranted. Granted 
these people, and names are given for 
contacts in Ann Arbor, Baltimore, Bal- 
timore-Washington, Boston, Chicago, 
Los Angeles, New York, Newark, Roch- 
ester, and San Francisco—these peo- 
ple are underestimating, by far, the in- 
telligence of American men and women 
who will be involved, but I think this 
operation should be brought out into the 
open. If their cause is so just, if their 
arguments merit attention and support, 
let them operate openly, without lying, 
infiltration tactics, false friendships and 
hopes of inciting rebellion and mass dis- 
turbances. That is, unless these tactics 
are intrinsic to their beliefs. 

Although this summer will probably 
see only a token effort, these people hope 
to continue their efforts and the success 
of even one student is one too many 
where tactics of this type are used. 

The text of the manual follows: 

THE VIETNAM WorkK-IN—A REVOLUTIONARY 
STEP FORWARD FoR RADICALS WITH A CAUSE 
BUT WITHOUT A BASE 
The Vietnam work-in will organize thou- 

sands of students who will be working this 

summer, to bring the ideas, the politics and 
the urgency of the anti-Vietnam war move- 
ment, among the workers on their jobs. 

THE VIETNAM WORK-IN ORGANIZERS MANUAL 
This manual is intended to help Work-in 

organizers in selecting and getting jobs. It 

also contains some pointers on approaches 
to the political issues that we will be raising 
and encountering at work. 

I. How to research the job situation in your 

area 

In every large city and in all states, a 
Directory of Manufactures is published 
which lists all the manufacturing plants in 
the large metropolitain areas and in the 
state, city by city. It usually reports the 
number of workers employed in each plant 
and sometimes gives the breakdown of male 
and female workers. These directories are 
usually found in the main (large) city 
libraries and probably can also be obtained 
through the publisher if the group wants to 
buy one. They are expensive (from $30 to 
$60) so it is suggested that someone copy 
a list out of the book in the library. 

These books usually cover only manufac- 
turing. For transportation (railroad, mari- 
time, longshore, airline, teamster) possibly 
the simplest method is to consult the yellow 
pages of the phone directory, although there 
may be additional directories in the library. 
Consult the librarian about that. This is also 
true for utilities, etc. 

In addition, some people will already know 
of large plants in their area in which they or 
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friends have worked in the past, which might 
be helpful since knowledge of hiring practices 
might be gained thereby. 


II, What jobs to look for 


Job-seekers should try to get hired in 
plants or transport depots that have several 
hundred (let’s say a 400 minimum) workers. 
Reasons for this include: a) If we want to 
reach workers with literature, the potential 
audience is greater; b) The larger the com- 
pany facility, the better chance that it will 
be in a basic union, that the workers will 
have some sense of organization (even if 
they think the union is a sellout one), and 
that therefore there will be a tie-in to work- 
ers nationally. In larger plants, such as GM, 
GE, United Airlines, Pennsy RR, etc., there 
is a greater tendency for workers to regard 
themselves as workers, with less illusions 
about becoming some kind of a boss“. In 
small shops, where bosses and workers are 
closer together, more illusions exist about 
“moving up”. c) In large plants in national 
unions there is a greater chance that the 
workers will become part of (and have a his- 
tory of) mass strike movements, rebellions 
against sellout leaderships, conflict with the 
government due to “national interest” in- 
junctions, etc., which might create the basis 
for greater mutual exchange about questions 
relating to opposition to the Johnson Ad- 
ministration policies; d) the larger the com- 
pany the likelier the existence of masses of 
unskilled jobs (assembly lines, platforms, 
etc.) creating a better basis for hiring, espe- 
cially as replacements for workers taking 
vacations. Of course, if the summer is slack 
in a particular industry, this situation 
wouldn't necessarily hold (I. e., auto, where 
production on the old model fades into a 
summer lay-off-changeover before hiring 
starts around August to September for the 
new model). 

Within the larger plant situation, it might 
be desirable for students seeking jobs in the 
area or city in which their school is located, 
to pick a place which would have follow-up 
possibilities in the Fall through contacts 
established within the plant, in line with an 
on-going worker-student alliance activity. 

In general, people should seek unskilled 
jobs (probably couldn't get a skilled one any- 
way) and, if given the choice, a job where 
one would contact larger numbers of work- 
ers. If you are white, select a plant where the 
majority are white. While Black workers 
might be thought of as more politically con- 
scious, what we are trying to do is reach 
white workers on the questions of the war 
and racism, to name but two areas (in addi- 
tion to the day-to-day grievances, trade 
union questions, etc.). If Black, a student 
would, of necessity, have to (and should) 
get a job where there are large numbers of 
Black workers. Women should give special 
consideration to jobs where many women 
are employed, These include, in addition to 
basic industries, (like electrical) department 
stores, telephone companies, hospitals, etc. 

In cases where people cannot travel to (or 
don’t want to get jobs in) basic industries, 
large wholesale and retail outfits within the 
city proper could be just as advantageous— 
large mail-order houses (Sears-Roebuck, 
Montgomery Ward); department stores 
(preferably those with unions); possibly as 
non-professional workers in hospitals (al- 
though here in many large cities there are 
large majorities of Black workers, a factor 
for white students to consider.) Other such 
places could include the telephone company, 
gas and light company, mass transit, (if pri- 
vately owned; government-owned usually re- 
quires a civil service test and waiting period). 
The national Work-In bulletin will carry 
additional job tips on places to look for. 


III. How to get a job 


Some places hire students specifically for 
the summer as replacements for workers on 
vacations (although usually bosses try to get 
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away with not filling in, unless the union 
contract has specific stipulations and they 
are enforced). Others won't hire you if they 
know you are a student or if they think 
you're only working for the summer. In most 
cases it would probably be best not to men- 
tion that you are a student (unless you have 
advance knowledge that they are specifically 
hiring students for the summer—which 
might be found out by someone being sent 
there first who’s NOT looking for a job, say- 
ing he’s a student and seeing if they are 
hiring). If, then, it is the case of not being 
able to state you're a student seeking sum- 
mer work, you have to come in as a job- 
seeker who has worked since graduating 
high-school (you should say you're a high 
school graduate), which means you have to 
have a place or person who will say you 
worked there for the past 1-4 years. Each 
area should develop “backgrounds” like this 
for their group. In indicating the kind of 
work performed, try to slant it to what you 
presume the work is in the particular plant 
or depot (assembly, maintenance, shipping, 
loading, platform, etc.), and in most every 
case indicate that whatever you did on your 
“previous job” involved some kind of manual, 
heavy work. You’re not afraid of work, is the 
idea to get across. 

If getting to the place requires a car (or 
if that is easier even though you can use 
public transportation) say you have one or 
a friend who “works around there’’/drives 
near there every day. Some places won't hire 
you if they think that you are a potential 
late-comer. 

Draft status may be a problem, Job appli- 
cants with a 1-Y or even 4-F often find difi- 
culty in getting work. Also, a 2-S classifica- 
tion immediately identifies you as a student. 
Persons with a 3-A deferment (supporting a 
parent or child) have an easier time. If 
you're 1-A, (and possibly someone’s tested 
the draft situation at the place beforehand) 
you might be able to say you're 1-A and get 
hired, but here again you may have to ‘use 
your wits’. If you’ve been in and had an 
honorable discharge, tell it the way it is, If 
you’ve had something other than an honor- 
able discharge, avoid mentioning it; you've 
been “working since high school”. 

In cases where you can’t mention college, 
and use a “background”, make sure you state 
you were “laid off” from your last job because 
it was “slow” or the company’s “contracting” 
or maybe eyen “going out of business.“ What- 
ever salary you decide on (usually around 
$85 /wk.—that is, not too much lower than 
what you expect to make, and not too much 
higher) make sure that your former boss“ 
knows what it is. For example, if you're going 
for a teamster platform job that pays $110 
or $120 a week, say you made about $100, 
not $75. On the other hand, if you're getting 
a job in a hospital or a department store 
for $65 a week, say you made that figure in 
your old job, not $120. Anyway, since most 
large places will check, or may, (unless you're 
specifically being hired as a temporary worker 
who's going back to college in the Fall), 
make sure your “former boss“ has the story 
straight. 

Some places give aptitude tests. Don’t show 
off. If there are 100 questions and it’s a time 
test, don’t answer more than 50. That’s a rule 
of thumb. If you do too well, they'll either 
be suspicious or want to use you in the 
“front office”. Of course, it may be hard to 
judge, not wanting to do below what's re- 
quired, but again, the first job-seeker's ex- 
perience will be helpful here. A group should 
gather all information from each successive 
job-seeker, so that the next ones will be 
better prepared. 

If you have any physical defects which 
can't be detected from a normal physical 
examination, don’t mention them. Com- 
panies won't hire people with previous in- 
juries or defects which might be re-injured, 
creating the basis for suits against them. 
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They’re very wary on this score. If it’s a de- 
fect that's noticeable, either play it down 
or try to figure a way to cover it up. If you 
can't you may have to go someplace else 
where it’s not so important. If you wear 
glasses, some jobs are out (I. e., a railroad 
brakeman, which usually requires 20/20 
vision without glasses). However, most jobs 
only require 20/20 or even less, with glasses. 

You should be at your first place looking 
at around 8:30 or 9 A.M. and shouldn’t go 
to your last place any later than noon. 
Otherwise they'll think you'll never get up 
in the morning for work. You generally 
should not wear a suit and tie or fancy dress, 
but don’t dress like a slob, Slacks and sports 
shirt, with or without a sport jacket, depend- 
ing on the weather, and skirt or summer 
dress with low heels (or at least not 6-inch 
spikes) for women. 

If places require a “non-communist” or 
“non-subversive” signature, sign it. You're 
not breaking any law. If it’s engaged in 
government work, and you would be break- 
ing a law, it will be so stated on the applica- 
tion. Discuss this before hand with your 
group. 

Be straightforward in any interview; you're 
getting the job because you need the 
money”. Don't use $20 words. Don’t put on a 
tough guy act. Just plain, simple language 
and attitude. Usually the less said, the bet- 
ter. Don’t volunteer information. Just an- 
swer what is asked. 

IV. What to expect on the job 

Don't start sounding off the first day on 
the job; or even the first week. Do your 
work, learn your job. Don’t goof off on some- 
one else’s back, but if all the workers are 
goofing off, or taking a break, go ahead 
(unless it might cost you—as a new worker— 
your job, which the older workers will un- 
derstand). Remember, we're here for a short- 
term operation, While you can’t expect to win 
over workers in three months, you don't 
have to wait as long as you might, if it were 
a permanent job, to “open up” on political 
questions. Learn from the workers. About the 
work, the job, the history of the plant, com- 
pany, union, their attitudes on every ques- 
tion. Listen. You might find out who the 
finks are. Participate in the bull sessions, 
the lunch discussions, talking on the job 
where it's normal, but take it slow the first 
3 or 4 weeks, (if the job were to be per- 
manent, this process might take six months 
or longer) listening and sounding out the 
workers. 

Don’t be shocked by the racist remarks of 
the white workers, by confused political im- 
pressions, by pro-war talk, by “keeping-up- 
with-the-Joneses” chit-chat. If the workers 
understood racism, the war, the capitalist 
class, middle class morality, etc., we'd be on 
the way “home” already. Do let them know 
you're a student fairly soon, within the first 
two or three weeks, as long as the foreman 
won't find out (or someone else who might 
use it to get you fired). But this isn’t fool- 
proof. You've got to play it by ear. But if 
you don’t say you're a student, they'll know 
it anyway, and you won't be able to do an 
honest, straight-forward job. Remember, al- 
though workers may think students are snob- 
bish (and many are), they also respect edu- 
cation and want their kids to go to college. 
(That's why they're working so hard, among 
other reasons.) Your job is to bring across 
the identity of interests of students and 
workers—the fact that without workers, 
there would be no universities, that the 
working class is the class with the power, 
that workers really create the value of so- 
ciety, that without them basic changes in 
the system can't happen, etc. 

But you're there with a purpose—to bring 
out the relationship of the war to their im- 
mediate demands, to the fact that they and 
their sons die in the war, that it is a war 
for the rich—the class perspective. And 
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also, among white workers, the use of racism 
against their class interests. Black workers 
aren't “threatening” their jobs. The boss is. 
He controls both. As long as workers are 
divided—by race, union, sex, craft, nation- 
ally, ete.—it's easier for the boss to sit on 
them. This is no easy task. It normally takes 
a lifetime, so don’t expect to do it in two or 
three months! But at least you can begin 
to question, to point out relationships they 
might not have thought of or might be afraid 
to express out loud. Try talking to workers 
individually, especially those who seem more 
receptive. Don’t start by using a lunchroom 
or platform for a “soap-box oration.” Litera- 
ture could be given out individually or stuck 
up in bathrooms at the beginning. Discuss 
in your group when to start giving it out 
en masse. 

Try to make a few friends among the 
workers that might last beyond the sum- 
mer. Two or three—or even one. And try to 
get their addresses and phone numbers be- 
fore you leave the job. Otherwise it might 
be difficult to ever contact them again. Join 
the bowling league or the baseball team. 
Avoid running home at the end of the day 
to the safe“ company of your old friends 
and political buddies. Concentrate on making 
new friends. Go to the bar or whatever hang- 
out they go to after work. Don't try to over- 
reach yourself here. If you can't hold your 
liquor, don’t make a fool of yourself by try- 
ing to be what you think is one of the boys.” 

Don’t talk to workers like you know every- 
thing and they know nothing. First of all 
it’s not true (probably the reverse). Secondly, 
even if you do know more about a particular 
subject (i.e., the facts about the Geneva 
Agreements and the U.S. support of the Diem 
dictatorship) that doesn’t mean that by 
making a speech you'll get the facts across. 
Be patient. Make it an exchange of experi- 
ence, not a one-way affair. You'll make plenty 
of mistakes. Discuss them in your group. 
Don’t give up the first time you do some- 
thing wrong. After all, these workers were 
rookies too once, but they had to survive it 
because they had to eat. 

It would be a good idea to record your ex- 
periences by day or week. Just a few notes in 
the evening about relevant events during 
the day will be invaluable for other people 
participating in the Work-in this summer, 
for those in next summer’s program and for 
people to whom we publicize our work, You’d 
be surprised how much important informa- 
tion you forget; don’t trust to your chances 
of remembering anecdotes, 

Come in to work on time! That’s the thing 
that may keep you the job above all else. 
Lateness is the first cause of being fired in 
the trial period. Don’t start in with broad- 
sides against the union leadership, even if 
the workers initiate the sellout talk. Listen, 
ask questions, ask if anything was ever done 
to overcome it, suggest types of fights around 
grievances, immediate things, if you can fig- 
ure some out. But don’t feel compelled (in 
your three-month sojourn) to give leader- 
ship on any and all questions. One important 
result of your job may just be an apprecia- 
tion of what workers are up against in their 
fight against the boss, the government, and 
a sellout leadership. And acknowledge of 
what the in-plant grievances are will help if 
there is to be follow-up along lines of 
worker-student alliance activity when you 
get back to school. You will be able to relate 
leaflets, etc. to the actual problems inside 
the gates. 

Lastly, remember when you start talking 
about the war (and about how students are 
seriously opposed to the war for good rea- 
sons, not simply engaged in “beatnik 
pranks”) many workers who feel the same 
way keep silent while those who support the 
war are many times the most outspoken. 
Don't get into knock-down, drag-out argu- 
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ments with the latter, but rather talk indi- 
vidually first to the ones you’re making 
friends with. Don't get into the “box” of 
making it appear that it’s you against the 
workers. Know the facts about the war, not 
just the polemics, Facts make a deep impres- 
sion on workers. And if you get involved in 
discussions with workers whose sons are in 
Vietnam and want to “support them by going 
all out,” be careful. That's an emotional 
area in which it may be very hard to con- 
vince such a father that your line on sup- 
porting his son is correct. Start by under- 
standing his position of having been brain- 
washed all these years and seeing his son in 
daily danger of “being killed by the other 
side.“ In learning how to put forward an 
anti-Vietnam-war approach in such situa- 
tions, you will really be learning how to talk 
to people who are not simply on your side or 
sympathetic. 

After being there about a month, try to 
pick out a few workers who might be more 
advanced than the rest, concentrating more 
on individual discussions, with the hope of 
keeping them as friends or contacts after 
you leave the place. Talk about the possibili- 
ties of the students offering the workers as- 
sistance in any struggles coming up in the 
future, on picket lines, demonstrations, even 
doing research for them. Don’t necessarily 
start asking about union meetings. Many 
times they are suspended in the summer. If, 
not, most workers don’t attend and you're 
not going to build up any active attitude or 
caucus movement in that direction in 3 
months (most of which is spent on a trial 
period and during which you may not even 
be in the union.) If, of course, there’s some- 
thing special going on and a lot of workers 
appear headed toward a union meeting, you 
can go with them, but more to listen and 
learn than to orate. 

Not everything can be put down here about 
what you'll face. Keep in constant contact 
with your group and discuss all problems 
with them, If possible, try to have at least 
two students (possibly more) get jobs in the 
same plant so they can compare notes, ex- 
change experiences, criticize each other's 
mistakes, and (probably most important) 
make it possible to get a broader view of the 
place than that which comes from working 
in just one department, However, if you do 
team up, don’t hang around together. It will 
be a constant temptation to talk to, eat and 
travel with the one person in your work-site 
who will be easiest to communicate with. 
This is not to say that you should ignore 
each other’s existence on the job, just that 
your primary aim will be to work and com- 
municate with the permanent workers in the 
plant. 


WHY, MR. PRESIDENT? WHY? WHY? 
WHY? 


Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the Recorp and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Ohio? 

There was no objection, 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, an ad- 
vertisement in the Tampa Tribune, of 
June 26, 1967, again asks pertinent ques- 
tions about the administration’s conduct 
of the war in Vietnam and foreign policy 
in general. It seems that these questions 
are frequently put to the President and 
Secretaries of Defense and State but sel- 
dom do they receive replies that satisfy. 

Fortunately, in this instance, Sumter 
L. Lowry, on behalf of the Florida Coali- 
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tion of Patriotic Societies, has included a 
few facts which might well serve to 
change the present blind policy of the 
administration if they would only own 
up to them. Among these facts are: 


Russia is publicly committed to the de- 
struction of our country... . Russia is really 
the major threat to world peace... . she 
never keeps her agreement nor does she 
intend to.... 


And so forth. 

These are facts. They are establishea 
beyond doubt by the actions of the So- 
viet Union and Communist nations un- 
der Soviet control, but they seem beyond 
the grasp of the administration. 

The evasion of these facts—and thus, 
“the soft-line“ policies—should be the 
substance of a great deal of thought by 
all voters in coming elections. 

I include Mr. Sumter’s letter in the 
Record at this point: 


Way, Mr. PRESDENT? WHx? WHY? WRT 
ANOTHER OPEN LETTER TO THE PRESIDENT 
OF THE UNITED STATES 

TAMPA, FLA., 
June 26, 1967. 

To the PRESIDENT, 

The White House, 

Washington, D.C. 

Sm: We as loyal American citizens, deeply 
concerned about the dangerous situation 
confronting our country today, wish to ask 
you a few questions. We do this by means of 
an open letter published in the Tampa Trib- 
une because we believe that there are tens 
of thousands of people in this state who want 
to know the answer to these questions. 

Why is it, Mr. President that our govern- 
ment still refuses to recognize the fact that 
Russia is our enemy as she has been for the 
past twenty years? 

Why is it that you do not understand that 
Russia is publicly committed to the destruc- 
tion of our country? 

Why is it, Mr. President, that you forgive 
and forget all the abuse and insults that we 
have suffered from Russia and the crimes 
she has committed against our citizens all 
over the world? 

Why is it that you are not willing to hold 
Russia accountable for the thousands of 
Americans who have lost their lives in for- 
eign lands fighting wars started and directed 
by Russia? 

Why is it that you refuse to recognize 
that Russia’s full time business and major 
objective is creating tensions in various parts 
of the world which invariably costs our goy- 
ernment millions of dollars in money and the 
lives of thousands of our men? 

Why is it that you will not see that Russia 
is really the major threat to world peace and 
that if she would act as a decent member in 
the family of nations there would be few 
wars or world tensions? 

Why is it, Mr. President, that after twenty 
years of dealing with Russia our State De- 
partment can never learn—it just keeps mak- 
ing the same mistakes over and over again 
with the same results? Russia always wins— 
we always lose. 

Why is it, Mr. President, that at this very 
time you are making every possible conces- 
sion to Russia in the field of cultural, trade 
and diplomatic relations when you know that 
by all past dealings with Russia she never 
keeps her agreement nor does she intend to. 

And finally, Mr. President, you must know 
at this very time that in the terrible war in 
Vietnam that Russia is as much our enemy 
as North Vietnam. The record shows that we 
have lost 11,000 men killed and 50,000 wound- 
ed in this war caused mostly with arms and 
equipment openly supplied to North Vietnam 
by Russia. 
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Why is it, Mr. President, that you will not 
hold her accountable for the deaths and 
suffering of our men in Vietnam? 

Remember, Mr. President, when Russia 
starts a war in any part of the world the 
pattern is always the same. We rush in with 
our men, money and material. Our resources 
are wasted, our men are killed and wounded 
by the tens of thousands, while Russia never 
suffers the loss of a single soldier! Russia 
Just sits back and laughs at how naive we 
are and plans where she will start the next 
war. 

And you must know, Mr. President, that 
Russia could end this war in Vietnam tomor- 
row morning if she wanted to. All she has to 
do is cut off the supplies and support to 
North Vietnam and that would stop it. But, 
she does not want to stop that war. She 
wants the war to drag on, She wants to see 
our men killed and our economy and re- 
sources destroyed, then we will be an easy 
prey for conquest. 

We notice that the press, television and 
other news media give the United States and 
North Vietnam casualty figures each morn- 
ing, but they never mention the casualties 
of our real enemy, the Russians. You should 
require the news media to publish the Rus- 
sian casualties every day. Of course, their 
casualties figure would be a Zero each day, 
because there are no Russians killed in these 
wars. They only start a war while we fight 
them. But, seeing this Zero figure for Rus- 
sian casualties each day would bring home 
to the people of this country how wrong it 
is for us to allow this situation to go on 
where Russia is responsible for killing thou- 
sands of our men without losing any of her 
own. This is an outrageous situation. 

And, Mr. President, to bring this matter 
closer to home, Russia is now conducting an 
attack on the very vitals of our country. 
The riots, insurrection and disrespect for the 
law are all a part of the Russian strategy to 
destroy our government. Everyone knows 
that the Communist Conspiracy in most 
cases plan, direct and execute riots and in- 
surrections which are happening in cities all 
over the United States today. Everyone 
knows that the burning, looting, and the 
killing of American citizens one by the other 
is all according to the plan and pattern as 
directed by the Communists from Moscow. 
It is also plain to see that the Civil Rights 
movement has in many places been used as 
a Communist instrument to divide and con- 
fuse the people of this country. 

We ask you, Mr. President, why is it that 
you never mention these facts to the Ameri- 
can people or to publicly condemn the Com- 
munists for their part in the riots and in- 
surrections? Why is it that you are silent in 
this matter? 


ISRAEL FOUGHT TO WIN—-WHY DON’T WE? 


Let's take a look at the recent war between 
Israel and the Arab States. 

This conflict was planned by Russia. She 
supplied the equipment, ammunition and 
the technical advice to the Arabs in the 
mistaken belief that they would quickly over- 
run Israel and that Russia would dominate 
the middle east. Her plans miscalculated. She 
lost the war all due to the courage, the plan- 
ning and the efficiency of the army of Israel. 
What happened in that war could be a great 
benefit and a lesson to the American gov- 
ernment on how to fight a war. 

Just compare how we are conducting the 
war in Vietnam and how Israel conducted 
the war against the Arab States. Israel is a 
small country completely surrounded by her 
enemies who outnumber her ten to one; yet, 
in a week's time she completely destroyed the 
armies of her enemies and was victorious. 
But, in Vietnam the great United States with 
the most powerful army in the world can- 
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not win from a small weak nation like North 
Vietnam. 

The reason, of course is very plain. Israel 
went out to quickly crush their opponents 
and win this war with the maximum speed, 
effort and efficiency. Her goal was victory. 
While our policy in Vietnam has been delib- 
erately not to win the war and to put as 
little pressure as possible on the enemy, just 
to keep feeding our men into the death trap 
in the hope that some day in the distant 
future the enemy will give up and stop 
fighting. 

This is a fantastic way to fight a war. If 
there ever was a clear demonstration of the 
military axiom that “There is no substitute 
for victory,” it has been completely shown 
by the army of Israel. 

The people of the United. States can be 
grateful to Israel and the soldiers of that 
country for proving these things: 

1. That the way to win a war is to apply 
the maximum power, get it over with and to 
suffer as few casualties as possible. 

2. That the conduct of any war should be 
left in the hands of trained and professional 
soldiers and should not be turned over to 
politicians and college professors as is now 
being done by the United States in its war 
against North Vietnam. 

3. That Israel was not afraid of Russia and 
had courage enough to stand up against her. 

4. That Russia will back down rather than 
to get into a war where she might suffer 
losses. 

The behavior of the people of Israel and 
their fighting army should be an inspiration 
to the people of the entire world. For it shows 
what can be done against tremendous odds if 
the leaders of a nation have the courage, the 
will to win and determination to achieve 
victory. 

From newspaper accounts of our country’s 
action since the end of the Israel-Arab hos- 
tilities it appears that we are doing all we 
can in the United Nations to let the Russians 
off Scot-free for her part in promoting this 
war in the near East. We will not expose 
Russia, we will not hold her accountable, but 
we try hard to shield her from public knowl- 
edge of what she has done. Mr. President, why 
do we do this? What powerful forces in our 
government are trying to protect our enemy 
Russia? 

Now, Mr. President, the purpose of this 
letter is to ask that you make the following 
complete changes in our foreign policy: 

That you tell Russia that if she wants to 
be friends with us she must act as a friend. 

That our country will no longer cringe 
with fear in our dealings with Russia but 
that we will stand up against her. 

That Russia must stop killing our men in 
Vietnam now or be treated as enemies by 
our government, 

That we will hold Russia accountable for 
all hostile acts. 

That we are aware that Russia is deliber- 
ately engaged in creating tensions all over 
the world. 

That Russia is the real threat to world 
peace. 

That we will conduct our foreign policy 
for our own benefit and no one else’s. 

That we will do what is best and right for 
our own country regardless of world opinion. 

That we will not support the cowardly ac- 
ticns of the United Nations in their standard 
practice of being firm with small nations, but 
never taking a firm stand against Russia. 

That we will only use the United Nations 
as an aid to our foreign policy rather than 
the corner stone of our foreign policy. 

That we will go out to win any war we are 
engaged in, get it over quickly, with as few 
casualties as possible and bring our men 
home. 

We ask that you do these things, Mr. 
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President, on behalf of the thousands of 
people who feel the same way as expressed 
in this letter. 

And above all—and most important—get 
rid of all those men in policy making levels 
of our government who in past years have 
been responsible for our foreign policy. This 
policy has made the United States the laugh- 
ing stock of the world—has cost us the 
friendship and respect of most of our former 
allies. And has allowed the Soviet Union to 
reach a point where they challenge our 
leadership and threaten our very existence. 
These men must go if our country is to 
survive. 

And never forget Mr. President the Russian 
government is an evil and Godless institu- 
tion. The whole world from their past record 
knows just what kind of a government it is. 
Yet in dealing with Russia our government 
has adopted the philosophy that you can 
overcome evil by consorting and compromis- 
ing with it. This cannot be done. If you 
embrace evil you will be overcome by evil. 
God will not prosper a nation who will be a 
party to this unholy doctrine. 

Mr. President, out of respect for the more 
than 100,000 fine young American men who 
have been killed or wounded in Korea and 
North Vietnam we ask that you take what- 
ever steps are necessary to correct this 
situation. 

Mr. President, we respectfully request that 
you reply to this letter. 

Respectfully, 
FLORIDA COALITION OF 
PATRIOTIC SOCIETIES, 
SUMTER L. Lowry. 


DOING SOMETHING FOR 
YOUNG PEOPLE 


Mr. REINECKE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. REINECKE. Mr. Speaker, a few 

moments ago one of our colleagues re- 
minded us that we are not doing enough 
for our young people. I should like to 
give further testimony in that respect. I 
ce agree, 
I happen to have my three children 
with me in the Chamber this afternoon. 
While our colleague was talking, my 
young son Tom pulled on my coattail 
and said, “Daddy, that man is right. You 
never do anything we can understand. 
Let us go to the ballgame.” 


AIR TRAFFIC SAFETY 


Mr. MINSHALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MINSHALL. Mr. Speaker, I, too, 
am a private pilot. I am also the ranking 
minority member on the Appropriations 
Subcommittee for the Department of 
Transportation. 

We are all vitally interested in the 
safety of our airways. 

In the bill which we passed Tuesday, 
for the Department of Transportation, 
we gave the FAA all of the personnel, 
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648, they requested for their flight serv- 
ice stations and their flight center loca- 
tions throughout the country. 

During the colloquy on that bill we 
discussed taking over Anacostia Field for 
private aircraft. 

The distinguished chairman of the 
House Committee on Armed Services, the 
gentleman from South Carolina [Mr. 
Rivers], pointed out that General 
McKee had approached him regarding 
use of Anacostia because General Mc- 
Kee feared “a terrible accident over at 
National Airport.” 

General McKee told Chairman Rivers 
he wished to use Anacostia for general 
aviation purposes. Since we all are con- 
cerned about the increasingly obvious 
traffic hazards at National, the House 
Armed Services Committee wrote an 
amendment to the military public works 
bill which, as the gentleman from South 
Carolina [Mr. Rivers] told us the other 
day interposes “no objection to Mr. Mc- 
Namara or the DOD entering into an 
agreement with the FAA for the use of 
Anacostia for general aviation.” 

This is very much what General McKee 
has told me. I refer to page 132 of my 
Transportation subcommittee’s hearings. 
In answer to my question regarding use 
of Anacostia for general aviation, Gen- 
eral McKee replied: 

Anacostia still has a strip of 5,000 feet, and 
obviously that could be used on an interim 
basis for light airplanes. 


My next question was: 


Why have not some steps been taken to use 
it for light aircraft? 


At this point General McKee asked to 
go off the record and he then told me that 
it was being held up by the White House. 
Now there is no arguing the need for low- 
income housing, but not when it inter- 
feres with the lives and safety of literally 
thousands of air passengers and when it 
could be located elsewhere. 

It was only yesterday morning, about 
half an hour before this tragic accident 
occurred, that I again personally talked 
with General McKee about this possi- 
bility, because FAA agrees it will not 
interfere with the traffic pattern at Na- 
tional Airport. It will take approxi- 
mately one-third of the slots, as they 
call them, out of the traffic pattern at 
National, and will relieve to a degree the 
congestion which now exists there and 
consequently make National Airport a 
much safer airport than it is. 

One person is holding up utilization of 
Anacostia. That person is down at the 
White House. I say to the gentleman 
from West Virginia [Mr. Staccers] it is 
time that the President of the United 
States took affirmative action to make 
Anacostia immediately available to gen- 
eral aviation aircraft. This would be a 
big step to relieve the congestion at 
Washington National. Each day delayed 
increases the possibility of a terrible 
disaster. 

We do not yet know what caused the 
terrible accident which wiped out so 
many lives yesterday in North Carolina. 
It may have been the fault of the pilot 
of the light craft, it may have been the 
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fault of the airline pilot, it may have 
been the FAA's controller’s error, or a 
combination of these factors. Regardless 
of where the fault lies, it is a grim re- 
minder that the congestion over Na- 
tional Airport is pointing inevitably to 
tragedy right on the doorstep of the 
Nation’s Capital. 

So long as the President refuses to re- 
lieve the air congestion over National 
by not making Anacostia available to 
light aircraft, air passengers using Na- 
tional Airport are living on borrowed 
time. 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MINSHALL. I yield to the gentle- 
man from West Virginia. 

Mr. STAGGERS. If the gentleman will 
recall, the Chairman of the Armed Serv- 
ices Committee mentioned the fact that 
they had stopped some transactions go- 
ing on over there. 

My subcommittee held hearings trying 
to get this allocated to general aviation. 
I was unsuccessful at that time, as chair- 
man of the subcommittee. 

The gentleman from South Carolina 
[Mr. Rivers] then had it set aside so it 
could not be used for some other pur- 


pose. 

Mr. MINSHALL. If the gentleman can 
prevail on the executive department, 
they can do it tomorrow. 

Mr. PETTIS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to extend my remarks at 
this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 

Mr, PETTIS. Mr. Speaker, the Nation 
is shocked and grieved by yesterday’s 
tragic accident near Asheville, N.C., in 
which 82 Americans lost their lives. It is 
fitting, Mr. Speaker, that we pause in 
recognition of the personal loss sustained 
by those dear to the victims. We should 
also be mindful of the loss to our Nation 
in the death of Navy Secretary-designate 
John T. McNaughton, who, with his wife 
and son, were in the ill-fated plane. 

But it is also our duty to take steps 
preventing this kind of disaster. The col- 
lision, Mr. Speaker, between the Pied- 
mont Airlines Boeing 727 and the twin- 
engine Cessna could have been prevented 
if a collision warning device now in ex- 
istence had been installed in the planes 
involved. Such a device would have 
warned the pilots of both aircraft in time 
to avert the crash. 

It should also be said, Mr. Speaker, 
that a third set of eyes in the Boeing 727 
cockpit would have added immeasurably 
to the safety of the flight. I am an air- 
lines retired pilot and know well that in 
an emergency, a third pilot can make 
the difference between life and death. 
The second pilot backs up” the pilot, 
checking on each split-second move. A 
third pilot is free to “eyeball” the en- 
vironment in which the liner is flying. 
This is especially true in connection with 
our large, busy airports where both com- 
mercial and private aircraft keep the air 
full of planes. 
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In yesterday’s accident, both the pilot 
and copilot were extremely busy with 
necessary cockpit duties involved in the 
“climbout” to cruise altitude. The Boeing 
727 did not have this third pilot. 

This Nation’s airlines, Mr. Speaker, 
are spending many thousands of dollars 
on frills and trimming. They feature 
mini-skirted stewardesses, television, 
stereo music. Now, I am not opposed to 
comforts which are admittedly enjoyed 
by most of us. I am concerned as to 
whether these airlines and the Federal 
Aviation agency are giving sufficient at- 
tention to the need for enough pilots and 
adequate safety equipment up in the 
cockpit where the lives of passengers and 
crew are safeguarded. I have heard few 
passengers’ complaints about the trend 
to reduce the number of pilots. I can- 
not help but wonder what would happen 
if we reduced the number of stewardesses. 

A number of my distinguished col- 
leagues know that a controversy has for 
some time been raging between airline 
pilots who favor retention of the three- 
pilot system and certain carriers who are 
changing to a two-pilot plan for jet 
liners. I have served both as a pilot and 
in airlines management and I support 
the judgment of the pilots and carriers 
who believe that three sets of eyes are 
vital to high flight safety standards. 

I am informed that investigators have 
not yet determined the angle at which 
the planes collided. They suggest, how- 
ever, that the pilot of the smaller craft, 
who was, incidentally, about 12 miles 
off course, may have been checking his 
charts after receiving instructions from 
the airport control tower. 

And this leads to the critical need for 
more effective air traffic control facilities. 
It is time that antiquated traffic control 
systems be updated and that our Fed- 
eral Government be authorized to do 
more about this urgent problem. Our 
Government is subjected to innumerable 
lawsuits as a result of aircraft accidents 
due to poor or faulty air traffic control 
facilities. In addition to the tragic toll 
in human life and hundreds of millions 
of dollars paid by private insurers, the 
Federal Government has, since 1959, paid 
$16 million in lawsuits for its responsi- 
bility for out-of-date systems. Other law- 
suits against the Government from sur- 
vivors of victims totaling $203 million 
are now pending. 

I urge, Mr. Speaker, that some of the 
millions of dollars paid to survivors be 
spent rather on improving air trafic con- 
trol systems and flight safety equipment 
and personnel. 


THE LATE HONORABLE JOHN 
McNAUGHTON 


Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, the death of 
John T. McNaughton in yesterday’s air 
crash deprives the Nation of one of its 
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finest citizens. John McNaughton, before 
coming to Washington in 1961, had a 
brilliant career in law, journalism, and 
teaching. As Deputy Assistant Secretary 
of Defense for Arms Control, and as the 
Department’s General Counsel, he served 
his country well. Within the next few 
days, he was designated to become Secre- 
tary of the Navy. 

The disaster which took from us John 
McNaughton, his lovely wife Sally, and 
his young son Theodore, is a tragedy for 
all of us. We shall miss John McNaugh- 
ton’s energy, his great ability, his wit, his 
integrity, and above all his devotion to 
his friends, his country, and his fellow 
man. 

I include the remarks on Mr. Mc- 
Naughton by Chalmers M. Roberts, con- 
tained in this morning’s Washington 
Post: 

A BRILLIANT PUBLIC Servant Is Lost 

John T. McNaughton had a sparkling mind, 
an effervescent wit and great managerial 
ability. His death in a plane crash yesterday, 
together with his wife and son Theodore, 
robs the Administration of one of its most 
effective executives. 

These attributes appealed to Secretary of 
Defense Robert S. McNamara to such an ex- 
tent that at the time of MeNaughton's death 
he was probably closer to the Secretary in a 
personal sense than anyone else in the Penta- 
gon. 

McNamara said yesterday he was 
“stunned.” Of McNaughton, he said: “All 
who knew him shared my respect for his 
courage, his integrity and his devotion to 
this country. Our Nation has lost a brilliant 
public servant, and Mrs. McNamara and I 
have lost close personal friends in John and 
Sally McNaughton.” 

President Johnson, expressing grief for all 
the victims of the air crash, said the death 
of the McNaughtons “can only be measured 
by the emptiness it will leave in American 
hearts and in the pages of American his- 
tory. 

“For six and a half arduous and decisive 
years, John McNaughton served in the high- 
est councils of our Government, His devoted 
wife served beside him. He was soon to be- 
come Secretary of the Navy and this adds 
a special poignancy to his death.” 

On a wall of the McNaughton’s home at 
5031 Lowell st. nw. hangs a photo showing 
him waving a paper in his hand as a meet- 
ing is breaking up in the Cabinet room. It is 
signed by the President with this inscrip- 
tion: “Yes, John, you may speak now.” 

When McNaughton first came to the Penta- 
gon in 1961 he turned his perceptive mind 
to a subject not generally popular there; 
disarmament. His first post was Deputy As- 
sistant Secretary for Arms Control, He con- 
tinued that interest while the Pentagon’s 
General Counsel and in his last post as Dep- 
uty Assistant Secretary for International Se- 
curity Affairs. It was McNaughton who acted 
as the chief Pentagon staff man for the nu- 
clear test-ban treaty. 

Most recently he had spent perhaps 70 per 
cent of his time on Vietnam, often going 
there with McNamara. It was he who strongly 
urged McNamara, who had first opposed the 
idea, to back the 37-day pause in the bomb- 
ing of North Vietnam. 

McNaughton had been slated to take over 
as Navy Secretary on Aug. 6. Robert H. B. 
Baldwin has been serving as Acting Secre- 
tary since Paul H. Nitze moved over to be- 
come Deputy Secretary of Defense. Baldwin 
previously has announced his retirement, so 
unless he stays, the Navy will have two 
vacant posts at the top to fill. 
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McNaughton was born Nov, 21, 1921, in 
Bicknell, Ind. He met his wife, the former 
Sarah Elizabeth Fulkman, when they were 
students at DePauw University. The sur- 
viving son, Alexander, 18, is due to enter 
Cornell this fall. Yesterday he was traveling 
with a group in Europe. 

McNaughton received his law degree at 
Harvard after serving during World War II as 
a naval lieutenant in the Caribbean and the 
Pacific. He was a Rhodes scholar and then 
assistant general counsel in the Paris office 
of the Marshall Plan, 

In 1951-52 he edited the Pekin, III., Daily 
Times, still run by his father, F. F. McNaugh- 
ton. In 1952 he was an unsuccessful Demo- 
cratic candidate for Congress. He taught law 
at Harvard before coming to Washington. 

Mrs. McNaughton served as an ensign in 
the WAVES during World War II. She was 
fluent in French and Spanish, knew some 
Italian and was studying Russian. 

The McNaughtons enjoyed a backyard pool 
especially because vacations were hard to 
take. He was an ardent and highly competi- 
tive tennis player, playing to find the other 
fellow’s weakness as he did in his govern- 
mental efforts to improve the American posi- 
tion in Vietnam and elsewhere. 


THE HONORABLE DAVID S. KING'S 
SUCCESS IN JOB AS AMBASSADOR 
TO ONE OF THE NEW NATIONS 
OF AFRICA 


Mr. O’HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and ex- 
tend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I have the pleasure of announcing that 
our former colleague, the Honorable 
David S. King, of the State of Utah, who 
served with such efficiency in this body, 
is now doing a truly magnificent job as 
Ambassador to one of the new nations of 
Africa, the proud Malagasy Republic, 
which the Subcommittee on Africa of 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs is 
planning to visit this fall. 

Mr. Speaker, already Dave King has 
won the heart of Africa. Under leave 
previously obtained I include at this 
point in the Recor the following com- 
munication from Ambassador King: 
Tue First IMPRESSIONS OF AN AMERICAN AM- 

BASSADOR IN TANANARIVE 

Madagascar is sometimes called the Big 
Island. It could well be called the mysterious 
island. Its origins are obscure, its history 
enigmatic. Still virgin forests abound with 
exotic life-forms known only to the savants, 
and disciples of the National Geographic. 

Peering back through the telescope of 
time, Malagasy history blurs out after a few 
generations. Without the benefit of written 
language, or enduring art forms or monu- 
ments, the ancient Malagasy left us only the 
barest scraps of information to satisfy the 
hungerings of twentieth-century inquisitive- 
ness. 

Through philosophy we deduce that these 
brown-skinned people came to the island 
in successive migratory waves, some of them 
from the West, but more of them from the 
East. Hence in language and in custom they 
reflect an Asiatic influence. Until recently, 
their political and social life was tribal- 
oriented, and vestiges of tribal sectionalism 
still remain. 
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But Madagascar is not without an abun- 
dance of assets relevant to modern times. 
The tranquility of isolation has afforded it 
the opportunity to reflect. Occupying an is- 
land 250 miles off the southeast coast of 
Africa has not been interpreted as a re- 
proach, but as an encouragement for diver- 
sification, and even, perhaps, for peace of 
mind. 

My first impression, upon arrival at Tana- 
narive with Rosalie and our six children, was 
that Madagascar had been maligned by pho- 
tographs of itself now in general circulation, 
Unfortunately, in all black-and-white repro- 
ductions, bright red shows up as dirty grey. 
How could anyone (except those familiar 
with Southern Utah) form a mental picture 
of the flamboyance of this rich red earth 
without having first seen it? It is understand- 
able, then, that when Mad: is some- 
times called “The Big Red Island,” geology 
is the frame of reference and not politics. 
Speaking of politics, the Malagasy are proud 
to point out that few people in the world 
are as anti-Communist as they. 

Driving in from the airport we were stopped 
no less than ten times by large herds of 
zebus, plodding on thelr way to market. 
Almost every animal in with 
hoofs, is a zebu and can be recognized by 
its impressive up-curved horns and distinc- 
tive hump over the shoulder blades. Zebu 
steaks and filets, zebu tenderloins, zebu soup, 
and even zebu-burgers constitute our prin- 
cipal fare in the meat department. In addi- 
tion, Madagascar’s most famous foods are its 
rice, its vanilla and related spices, its banan- 
as, coffee, tapioca, sugar, and then for good 
measure, more rice. Rice paddies are every- 
where, recalling Madagascar’s Asiatic origins. 

Seldom does one find the past and present 
so dramatically brought into juxtaposition 
as here. For the traditionalist looking for 
color and unspoiled reminders of the past, 
this is the place to come. He will not be dis- 
appointed. It is amazing to see how effort- 
lessly people can live and find rich happi- 
ness too, without the clutter of machines 
which modern man considers so indispens- 
able. 

Here are some of the picture-memories of 
this land that will always stay with me: the 
swarms of barefoot peasants fishing from 
their inundated and well-stocked rice pad- 
dies; the bustle of the Zoma, where the city’s 
marketing is traditionally done in the setting 
and the atmosphere (well-flavored) of some 
exotic story-book land; the spectacle of a pro- 
cession of patient mothers, carrying enormous 
loads on their heads and husky infants on 
their backs; the colorful robes and trappings 
of Malagasy native dress; and, finally, the 
strange and exotic Malagasy ceremony of dis- 
interring, rewrapping, and re-interring the 
dead. 

Let it be emphasized that the Christian 
influence in this land is strong. For over a 
hundred years Christian missionaries, Prot- 
estant and Catholic alike, have worked the 
vineyard, and effectively. Even though some 
animism and superstitions still persist, the 
Malagasy are essentially a religious people. 
They are also a generous people, and a home- 
loving people. The devotion which fathers 
and mothers show their young, and the strong 
cords which bind their families together— 
not just parents and children, but grand- 
parents and grandchildren, aunts and uncles 
and cousins—are facets of their social life 
which put many other societies to shame. 

But progress, even in the modern sense, has 
also come to Madagascar. There are radio sta- 
tions. One of them features cultural pro- 
grams exclusively, of a quality seldom dupli- 
cated. Modern buildings are now beginning 
to show. There are automobiles and busses, 
and excellent air transportation to various 
parts of the island. Many Malagasy homes are 
equipped with modern conveniences. 
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In this great land, the French influence is 
understandably strong. Although Malagasy 
is the common language, French is the offi- 
cial language, and is spoken well by all the 
educated, though less well by those who 
aren’t. The French have promoted a large 
economic aid program in conjunction with 
their impressive educational efforts. It must 
be emphasized, however, that Malagasy- 
Franco-American relations here are excellent. 
Our own U.S. activity has consisted in sev- 
eral modest but effective aid projects, and 
a vigorous cultural relations program de- 
signed to bring the American story and the 
American dream (through language, art, edu- 
cational exchanges, and publicity) a little 
closer to these people, The fact that they 
have been so friendly to us, and have s0 
genuinely cooperated in our efforts to con- 
tribute to peace and freedom throughout 
the world, would indicate that our efforts 
here have not been in vain. 

The National Aeronautics and Space Ad- 
ministration has one of its most important 
satellite tracking stations in Madagascar. 
Its importance is heightened by the fact that 
it is the only station in the world located 
in the immediate vicinity of the intersection 
of the equatorial satellite orbits (originating 
at Cape Kennedy) and the Polar orbits 
(originating at Vandenberg in California). 

Three weeks ago I made a ceremonial visit 
to the port city of Tulear, to greet the USS 
Joseph P. Kennedy, Jr. (mamed after the 
older brother of our late President, who was 
killed in combat). The protocol manual pre- 
scribed, to the minutest detail, the various 
aspects of the ceremony down to the striped 
pants, and the nineteen-gun salute given to 
the local “Chef de Province.” After the ship 
was docked, the American sailors came 
ashore, putting on an exhibition football 
game, and an eve jazz concert and dance. 
My official estimate is that those boys cre- 
ated enough goodwill to last the city for a 
generation. 

Since becoming Ambassador, my appreci- 
ation and my respect for the Department of 
State have noticeably increased. My under- 
standing of the problems inherent in diplo- 
macy has greatly modified my former think- 
ing. Let me illustrate. How many times have 
I heard political orators and editorialists call 
on the Department of State for an unam- 
biguous and detailed declaration of our for- 
eign policy? “What is our African policy?” I 
have heard it asked. “Or our Asian policy? Or 
our global policy? The American people are 
entitled to know, and in detailed and un- 
ambiguous language.” My own voice, I ad- 
mit, has been similarly raised. 

The above questions are pertinent, and I 
am certain that no one in the world would 
like more than the architects of our foreign 
policy, in principle at least, to substitute 
clarity for confusion. However, it is much 
easier said than done. Although it may sound 
a little demeaning to compare high-level 
diplomacy to a poker game, in fact the 
parallelism between the two is close and rel- 
evant. In each, there is a continuing exer- 
cise of wits, and nerve, and stamina, in an 
effort honorably to protect the player’s stake 
in the outcome. The last thing in the world 
that a poker player will do is to tip his hand 
ahead of time by notifying his opponents 
what he plans to do throughout the game. 
Unfortunately, not all nations are as friendly 
and cooperative as the Malagasy Republic, 
so that in dealing with our opponents, sec- 
recy and manoeuverability are matters of 
diplomatic survival. 

One writer put it aptly. Diplomacy is anal- 
ogous to navigating a strong and treach- 
erous stream in a kayak. The traveler’s ulti- 
mate destination, let us assume, is well 
known and clearly defined. His charts point 
out, in a general way, the contours of the 
river, and the location of its major land- 
marks. But as for negotiations the thousands 
of boulders and other obstructions which 
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he encounters as he is swept along, there 
can be little use for chart or compass. 
The adventurer must rely on his good 
sense and quick wit, with ample room 
to manoeuver. This, in a word, is why the 
Department of State has not seen fit to pub- 
lish a diplomatic road map to answer all 
the detailed questions involving our dealings 
with our opponents. Whether or not it has 
formulated our ultimate diplomatic goals 
with sufficient precision is, of course, another 
question. 

Already I sense that this report has be- 
come too long, but when you start talking 
about Madagascar, it’s hard to stop. One 
point, however, should be made clear be- 
fore I finish. The official name of the coun- 
try, considered as a political entity and not 
as a geographical place, is The Malagasy Re- 
public” or, in French, La Republique Mala- 
gache.” The people and the language are 
generally described as “Malagasy”. However, 
when the geographical place is referred to, 
the good old word “Mad: ” which you 
learned in school is not only proper, but 
recommended. 


BIRTHDAY OF HON. WILLIAM M. 
MILLER, DOORKEEPER OF THE 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Mr. MARSH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to address the House for 
1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MARSH. Mr. Speaker, this year 
marks the 35th year of service to the 
Congress of the Doorkeeper of the House, 
Mr. William Fishbait“ Miller, who 
marks his birthday today. 

I take this time not only to call the 
attention of the House to his birthday, 
but to remind us of the very outstanding 
service he has rendered. Dedicated and 
efficient, he pursues his duties with in- 
exhaustible energy. Not only the Mem- 
bers, but also countless visitors to Capi- 
tol Hill have been recipients of his many 
courtesies. 

It is a pleasure to join with others in 
wishing him not only the very best to- 
ey eg much happiness in the years 

ead. 


ROLLCALL BASEBALL GAME 


Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to address the House for 
1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, in view of 
the fact that the rollcall congressional 
baseball game is almost upon us, and as 
this impending confrontation has driven 
my opposition, under the sinister leader- 
ship of Mr. UDALL, to new lengths of ver- 
bal and physical attack on my Repub- 
lican club, I feel that this is the appro- 
priate time to clear the air of any mis- 
conceptions my colleagues might have 
about this hallowed sporting event. 

Moreover, in light of Mr. Upatt’s futile 
attempt to outmaneuver the GOP team, 
I have taken it upon myself to develop 
some truly effective countermeasures 
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which I feel will interest Mr. UDALL and 
his colleagues. Indeed, I have broadened 
the Republican pitching machine with 
the acquisition of some new pitches of 
our own: 

“The Humphrey slider,” which comes 
off of the mound with a violent lateral 
motion, dips and dives on the way to the 
plate and at the last moment careens 
into the dugout. 

“The Bobby Kennedy ‘shrub’ ball,” a 
pitch designed to entangle the batter in 
a sudden growth of shrubbery as the un- 
suspecting hitter strives to usurp control 
of the game. 

“The Rusk sinker,” which steams to- 
ward the plate with remarkable slow- 
ness then lunges into the dirt at the bat- 
ter’s feet to avoid sailing into further un- 
chartered domains. 

We are also going to have the “Mans- 
field curve,” which appears to be head- 
ing for the strike zone but suddenly darts 
into the nearest locker room to delay the 
ump’s recounting of balls and strikes. 

Then we are going to have the “Mc- 
Namara escalator,” which floats toward 
the, batter knee high, but quickly rises 
to an undeterminable height as it floats 
high into the stands in back of the plate. 

Then we will have the “Wayne Morse 
looney ball,” a pitch that hurtles toward 
the plate eyeball to eyeball with the 
batter, and then disrupts into a violent 
whistling sound as it is tossed out of play 
for not conforming to regulation stand- 
ards. 

Then we will have the “Johnson ¢redi- 
bility gap ball,” which always appears to 
be something other than it really is. 

We will also have the “Fulbright anti- 
administration pitch“ which starts out 
with a great gust of wind, but little speed, 
then falls into the dirt and trickles off 
toward third base. 

Mr. Speaker, in closing I would like to 
say that I am aware of the tremendous 
handicap that Mr. UpaL and his team- 
mates are playing under. The prospect of 
performing against such a talented and 
polished machine as the Republican ball 
club is indeed a matter to lose sleep over. 
However, the game must go on. 

We will soon have an opportunity to 
decide the matter at the ball park, so we 
will see you there. 

Mr. ICHORD. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CONTE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Missouri. 

Mr. ICHORD. It is my understanding 
that the Republican Party has great 
talent on the baseball field this year in 
the persons of those who have come to 
the Congress for their first term, the Re- 
publicans also have such unprecedented 
athletes as the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia [Mr. Marturas], and another gen- 
tleman who was the holder at one time 
of a big-league contract. It is also my 
understanding that the Republicans have 
25 aspiring players who appeared for 
practice this morning, so the gentleman 
is going to have considerable difficulty 
in deciding who is to play. May I also 
make note that none of these young ath- 
letes have seniority. 

Mr. Speaker, I am in favor of the in- 
stitution of seniority in the House, be- 
cause I know of no better system. With 
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25 available players on the Republican 
side you will be compelled to choose your 
first string on the basis of seniority. 
What fairer method could be employed 
in selecting a team. You must use the 
seniority system and I am sure we can 
all predict the outcome of the game. 

Mr. CONTE. I might say to the gen- 
tleman from Missouri that I have met 
with Mr. UDALL, and I have offered some 
help by trading my pitcher, Bos MICHEL, 
for 2,500 yearbooks, but he has not been 
able to scrape up the books as yet. 


IMPORTED TEXTILES 


Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad- 
dress the House for 1 minute and to re- 
vise and extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from North 
Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, the increasing problems of im- 
ported textiles in the American market- 
place demand, in my opinion, immediate 
attention. We see today a critical threat 
to one of the Nation’s major industries. 

With foreign textiles coming into the 
country in even greater quantities, the 
economic consequences are clear enough. 
Domestic textile production is decreas- 
ing, work weeks in our textile plants are 
being reduced, and capital improvements 
in the industry are deferred. Entire com- 
munities dependent upon a healthy and 
prospering textile industry feel the con- 
sequences. 

In cases of this kind, I feel we have a 
clear-cut issue which demands greater 
attention than it has received. The com- 
petition of imported textiles requires us 
to make a choice. Either we must make 
a calculated decision to do nothing and, 
by so doing, sacrifice our domestic tex- 
tile industry, the jobs it provides, and the 
communities which depend upon it, or 
we must provide some kind of reasonable 
balance to assure that this major indus- 
try will not suffer serious and unfair 
damage. 

Many of us in the Congress have joined 
together in the past to urge in the strong- 
est possible terms that international 
agreements entered into voluntarily by 
participating nations assure a more or- 
derly arrangement regarding textile im- 
ports into the United States. Failure to 
work out such arrangements means that 
American jobs will be exported and a 
major productive resource of the United 
States will be lost. This certainly is not 
a regional problem as it has been char- 
acterized too often. 

Iam convinced that the Congress must 
take a more active role in this process 
than it has done up to now. Certainly, 
the legislation ending the infamous two- 
price cotton” program which was drain- 
ing the vitality from the American tex- 
tile industry was a milestone several 
years ago. We must now have legislation 
to provide a mechanism which everyone 
understands so that reasonable stability 
can be restored to the American textile 
industry. 

It is for that reason that I join with 
others here in the introduction of a bill 
authorizing and directing the President 
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to undertake negotiations with other 
governments with regard to the importa- 
tion of textile products. This legislation 
would place limitations upon imports. 
In general, it would carry out the policy 
of the Congress that imports should be 
consistent with the maintenance of a 
strong and expanding U.S. textile in- 
dustry, designed to avoid the disruption 
of U.S. markets and the unemployment 
of U.S. textile workers. 

I urge that this measure be considered 
by the Congress without further damag- 
ing delays. 


ROLLCALL BASEBALL GAME 


Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from North 
Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, I hope to 
be able to be at the ball game next week. 
I have retired for various reasons from 
participating in the ball game as one of 
the players for some time, but I would 
like to apply now for the position of um- 
pire. 

I promise my colleagues I will be com- 
pletely fair. I promise that on that day 
and on no other, I will not see any of our 
Republican friends either too far to the 
left or too far to the right. I will see all 
the Democrats always right on the line 
and right. I will declare them all safe. 
Because of my training I could never call 
a foul on a Democrat. I will not declare 
any of the Republicans out of bounds 
except, of course, I may look the other 
way occasionally. But I will never over- 
look their striking out. I am sure we will 
all have a good time. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. MULTER. I yield to the gentleman 
from Missouri. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I will say to 
the gentleman that I am certain he will 
not want to wear a Moishe Dayan patch 
on his right eye. It will be on his left 
one. 

Mr. MULTER. It does not matter 
whether it will be on the left or right eye. 
I can see no good except where it should 
be seen. With either or both eyes, I see 
the Democrats winning. 


COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND 
FOREIGN COMMERCE—PERMIS- 
SION TO SIT 


Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
may be permitted to sit during general 
debate today. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Okla- 
homa? 

There was no objection. 


LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPROPRI- 
ATIONS, 1968—CONFERENCE RE- 
PORT 


Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Mr. 
Speaker, I call up the conference report 
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on the bill (H.R. 10368) making appro- 
priations for the legislative branch for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1968, and 
for other purposes, and ask unanimous 
consent that the statement of the man- 
agers on the part of the House be read 
in lieu of the report. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ala- 


There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the statement. 

The conference report and statement 
are as follows: 


CONFERENCE Report (H. Repr. No. 490) 

The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 
10368) “making appropriations for the leg- 
islative branch for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1968, and for other purposes,” hav- 
ing met, after full and free conference, 
have agreed to recommend and do recom- 
mend to their respective Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its amend- 
ment numbered 38. 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendments of the Senate 
numbered 31, and 32, and agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 35: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 35, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment insert 815,892,000“; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 36: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 36, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend- 
ment insert “$2,700”; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

The committee of conference report in 
disagreement amendments numbered 1, 2, 
3. 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 
18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 
33, 34, and 37. 

GEORGE W. ANDREWS, 
Tom STEED, 
MICHAEL J. KIRWAN, 
SIDNEY R. YATES, 
GEORGE MAHON, 
ODIN LANGEN, 
BEN REIFEL, 
MARK ANDREWS, 
Lovis C. WYMAN, 
Frank T. Bow, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


E. L. BARTLETT, 

WILLIAM PROXMIRE, 

RALPH YARBOROUGH, 

CARL HAYDEN, 

Tuomas H. KUCHEL, 

Norris COTTON, 

MILTON R. YOUNG, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 


STATEMENT 


The managers on the part of the House 
at a conference on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses on the amendments of the 
Senate to the bill (H.R. 10368) making ap- 
propriations for the legislative branch for 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1968, and for 
other purposes, submit the following state- 
ment in explanation of the effect of the 
action agreed upon and recommended in 
the accompanying conference report as to 
each of such amendments, namely: 

SENATE AND HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Amendments Nos. 1 through 30, under the 
“Senate” heading, and Nos. 33 and 34, under 
the “Architect of the Capitol” heading, re- 
late solely to expenses of Senate operations 
and activities. Amendment No. 37, under the 
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“General Provisions” heading, very largely 
deals with Senate salary matters. Amend- 
ment No. 38, also under the general pro- 
visions heading, relates to the Senate and 
House equally. 

Amendments Nos. 1 through 30, and Nos. 
33 and 34, relating to Senate operations, are 
reported in technical disagreement. But in 
accord with the long and well-founded prac- 
tice, under which each body determines its 
own housekeeping requirements and the 
other concurs therein without intervention, 
the managers on the part of the House will 
offer motions to recede and concur in these 
amendments, 

Amendment No. 37 is also reported in 
technical disagreement, but as in the case 
of the first group of amendments, a motion 
will be offered for the House to recede and 
concur in the amendment. It deals essen- 
tially with conversion of the Senate salary 
system from a basic“ to a “gross” basis, but 
in so doing, for sake of uniformity for identi- 
cal positions in the same organizational 
units, it also similarly converts the salaries 
of telephone operators and police paid by 
the Clerk of the House. 

Amendment No. 38 relates to administra- 
tion of the customary stationery allowances 
long granted to Members of Congress. It is 
identical in substance to provisions re- 
jected on earlier occasions. It, of course, 
originated in the Senate although it ap- 
plies to the House as well as to the Senate. 
In line with the well-founded practice in 
respect to determination of allowances and 
other expenses of the other body, the man- 
agers on the part of the House do not 
object to existing Senate provisions on the 
subject remaining unchanged. The com- 
panion part of the amendment that relates 
to the House is also omitted. 


JOINT ITEMS 
Joint Economic Committee 


Amendment No. 31: Appropriates $401,620 
for salaries and expenses as proposed by the 
Senate instead of $383,000 proposed by the 
House. 

Capitol Police, general expenses 

Amendment No. 32: Appropriates $96,758 
for general expenses of the Capitol Police as 
proposed by the Senate instead of $75,000 
proposed by the House. The extra amount is 
directly associated with the 46 additional po- 
lice positions for the Senate in Amendment 
No, 13. 

Architect of the Capitol 


Senate Office Buildings and Garage 


Amendments Nos. 33-34: Reported in 
technical disagreement but, as explained 
earlier herein in connection with other Sen- 
ate housekeeping items, motions will be of- 
fered to recede and concur in the Senate pro- 
visions. 

Library of Congress 

Amendment No. 35: Appropriates $15,892,- 
000 for salaries and expenses of the Library 
(the main general operating fund) instead 
of $15,712,000 as proposed by the House and 
$16,078,769 as proposed by the Senate. 

The conferees are agreed that the trans- 
fer of $478,000 made by this bill from the 
Office of Education to Salaries and Expenses, 
Library of Congress, for the Russian Acces- 
sions project is in addition to the transfer 
made to the Library in the Labor-HEW Ap- 
propriations Act, 1968. 

In connection with the special foreign 
currency program, the conferees are agreed 
that the statement in the Senate Committee 
report shall not be construed as an invita- 
tion to set up a permanent and continuing 
program in the Congo and Tunisia in the fis- 
cal year 1968. 


Government Printing Office 
Office of Superintendent of Documents 


Amendment No. 36: Provides a travel ex- 
penditure limitation of $2,700, instead of 
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$1,500 in the House bill and $4,000 in the 
Senate version of the bill. 
GENERAL PROVISIONS 
Amendment No. 37: Reported in technical 
disagreement, but as explained earlier herein 
in connection with other Senate housekeep- 
ing items, motion will be offered to recede 
and concur in the Senate provision. 
Amendment No. 38: Relates to a house- 
keeping matter and action thereon is ex- 
plained earlier herein in connection with 
other Senate and House matters. 
GEORGE W. ANDREWS, 
Tom STEED, 
MICHAEL J. KIRWAN, 
SIDNEY R. YATES, 
GEORGE MAHON, 


The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Alabama is recognized. 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself 5 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, the conference report on 
this bill is printed in yesterday morning’s 
Record and is available in leaflet form at 
the clerk’s desk. And you have just heard 
the clerk read the statement of the man- 
agers explaining the conference disposi- 
tion of each Senate amendment. So I will 
be brief. 

CONFERENCE TOTALS 

First, as to the total appropriations: 
The conference agreement would appro- 
priate a total of $275,699,035. And I 
should add that if you were to check 
against last year’s total for this particu- 
lar bill, you would find it way below to- 
day’s figure, and the principal reason— 
though not the only reason—would be 
that this year, for the first time, the 
General Accounting Office is included, 
which adds $52,800,000 that was not in 
last year’s legislative branch bill. 

In any event, Mr. Speaker, the confer- 
ence total today is $275,699,035. 

The conference total is within the 
total of the budget estimates; it is 
$306,176 below the President’s budget re- 
quests considered in connection with this 
bill. 

The conference total is, however, $47,- 
609,083 above the House bill total, but 
that is mainly because of the long prac- 
tice of omitting from the original House 
bill all items relating exclusively to 
housekeeping in the other body. That 
practice accounts for $47,388,705 of the 
increase above the House total. The 
House total was $228,089,952. 

CONFERENCE ACTIONS 


So, in reality, Mr. Speaker, there was 
only $407,000, plus, in the way of money 
differences in conference. The conference 
agreement drops $186,769 of that and 
adds the remaining $220,378 to the House 
bill. 

Added is $18,620 to provide for two 
additional secretaries and miscellaneous 
expenses for the Joint Economic 
Committee. 

Added is $21,758 to the general expense 
appropriation for the Capitol Police 
force for uniforms and equipment for 
the 46 additional police added by the 
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The remaining $180,000 was added to 
provide for 20 additional positions in the 
Library of Congress and for a larger 
effort in the Library’s continuing pro- 
gram of preserving various deteriorating 
library materials. The House had al- 
lowed, under the Library’s main operat- 
ing appropriation, some 38 new positions 
of a total request for 98. The Senate re- 
stored 41 of the 60 that the House had 
denied. The conference allowance of 
$130,000 additional should provide for 
about 20 above the House allowance of 
38, or a total of about 58 new positions. 
The $50,000 additional for the preserva- 
tion program represents restoration of 
half of the House cut in that program; 
the Senate had restored the full cut. So 
we settled by meeting halfway. 

STATIONERY ALLOWANCE 


Mr. Speaker, the system of so-called 
comity under which each House deter- 
mines its own housekeeping matters is a 
good system. By and large, it works well. 
It is a system born of long experience. 
It is, in fact, probably near perfect— 
but not quite perfect. The Senate, by 
floor amendment, undertook once 
again—as they have on some previous 
occasions—to make some changes in pro- 
visions of existing law with respect to 
administration of official stationery al- 
lowances of Senators. But they did not 
stop there. They extended the changes 
to the long-standing provisions with re- 
spect to the allowance for Members of 
the House. 

As far as I know, no one on the House 
side felt the need or saw the justification 
for the change. No one over here had 
made a study of the matter—so far as 
I know. Certainly, no one has spoken to 
me about the need for any change. 

In any event, Mr. Speaker, the action 
was not in harmony with the well- 
founded practice long followed generally 
in connection with housekeeping matters 
of the two houses. As the statement of 
the managers explains: In line with the 
well-founded practice, the managers on 
the part of the House do not object to 
existing Senate provisions on the subject 
remaining unchanged—which they 
would do under this conference report. 
And so would the House provisions, of 
course. 

NEW SALARY SYSTEM 

Mr. Speaker, I might mention one 
other mater of general interest. Under 
this bill, the Senate has abandoned the 
old system of so-called basic salary rates 
for its employees and adopted an up-to- 
date system under which salary rates, 
and office salary allowances of Senators, 
are expressed on a gross rather than 
basic basis. That is in one of the amend- 
ments. I merely call attention to it. Ex- 
cept as to telephone operators and police, 
it does not apply to House employees or 
to clerk-hire allowances of Members. 
Speaking for myself, I think the amend- 
ment goes in the right direction, but as 
I say, it generally does not apply to the 
House. 

Mr. Speaker, I include the following 
table: 
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Item 


Appropriations, 
66g 


Conference action compared with— 


Budget esti- | House 


Appropriations, 
1967 mates, 1968 


3, 795, 155 664, 627 25, 205 
a 106, 770 82 853.000 3 
+1) 422, 007 


+3" 450, 000 


Budget esti- Passed Passed Conference 
mates, 1968 House Senate action 

941/460) 578). 3.022 ul. $44,125,205 | $44,125, 205 
81,326,670 | $80, 368,670 80, 368, 670 80, 368, 670 
11, 267, 762 11, 271, 282 11, 311, 660 11, 311, 660 
15, 523, 200 12, 045, 100 15, 308, 600 15, 308, 600 
614, 500 584, 500 584, 500 584, 500 
38, 764, 800 36, 961, 400 37, 328, 169 37, 141, 400 
34, 147, 700 34, 059, 000 34, 059, 000 34, 059, 000 
52, 900, 000 52, 800, 000 52, 800, 000 52, 800, 000 
228, 089,952 | 275,885,804 | 275, 699, 035 


—306, 175 | +47, 609, 083 —186, 769 


Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. I yield to 
the distinguished gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. If I understand the fig- 
ures correctly, the appropriations for 
the other body in fiscal year 1968 are 
increased $3,795,000 over the 1967 level, 
while the appropriations for the House 
for 1968 are more than $1 million less 
than those available in 1967. Is that 
correct? 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. That is 
correct. 

Mr. GROSS. Am I correct in assum- 
ing that more than $2 million of the in- 
crease for the other body is due to the 
additional $23,400 a year positions au- 
thorized? Was that the reason for the 
increase over 1967 for the other body? 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. The gen- 
tleman is correct. They have the right 
under our longstanding rule of comity 
to write the rules for their side of the 
Capitol. 

Mr. GROSS. It is my understanding 
that they already had a top employee at 
$24,460 and were pretty adequately 
staffed, but they are still adding an- 
other one at $23,400, at a total cost to 
the Government of more than $2,300,000 
a year. Is that correct? 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Yes. In 
fact, under the longstanding practice 
they could have added 10 employees at 
that price had they seen fit to do so. 

Mr. GROSS. I see. I thank the gen- 
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield to the distinguished gen- 
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. LANGEN] 
such time as he may consume. 

Mr. LANGEN. Mr. Speaker, the chair- 
man of the conferees has properly identi- 
fied to the House the contents of the 
conference report that is before you. As 
he has so properly stated, there was little 
difference in the bill as it had been ap- 
proved by the House and Senate with the 
exception of the dollar figures with refer- 
ence to the Library of Congress. These 
were settled primarily on the basis of a 
50 to 50 division. 

I think it is well worth noting, as the 
chairman has so properly identified, the 
prerogatives of the House were sustained 
even in the instance relating to the sta- 
tionery account, so that we have sus- 
tained for the future the right of the 
House to decide on the activities and the 
expenditures of the House. 

I do think it is worth noting that in 
this year with a very tight budget situa- 
tion, the final accounting for the House, 
is still more than $1 million below the ex- 


penditures of last year and approximate- 
ly $958,000 below the budget request for 
this year. 

So, in view of these explanations as 
offered by the chairman, it becomes my 
pleasure to recommend the conference 
report to the House for its approval. 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Mr. 
Speaker, I move the previous question 
on the conference report. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The conference report was agreed to. 

AMENDMENTS IN DISAGREEMENT 


The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the first amendment in disagreement. 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Mr. 
Speaker, in view of the fact that many 
of the amendments reported in techni- 
cal disagreement relate solely to house- 
keeping operations of the Senate—which 
by long and well-founded practice we 
concur in without debate—and in order 
to save the time of the House, I ask 
unanimous consent that amendments 
Nos. 1 through 30, inclusive; and amend- 
ments Nos. 33 and 34 be considered en 
bloc; and I ask unanimous consent that 
the reading of these amendments be dis- 
pensed with, and that they be printed 
in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ala- 
bama. 

There was no objection. 

The amendments are as follows: 

On page 2, line 1: 

“SENATE 
“COMPENSATION OF THE VICE PRESIDENT AND 

SENATORS, MILEAGE OF THE PRESIDENT OF THE 

SENATE AND SENATORS, AND EXPENSE ALLOW- 

ANCES OF THE VICE PRESIDENT AND LEADERS 

OF THE SENATE” 

On page 2, line 6: 

“COMPENSATION OF THE VICE PRESIDENT AND 
SENATORS 

“For compensation of the Vice President 
and Senators of the United States, $3,299,- 
305.“ 

On page 2, line 10: 

“MILEAGE OF PRESIDENT OF THE SENATE AND 
OF SENATORS 

“For mileage of the President of the Sen- 
ate and of Senators, $58,370.” 

On page 2, line 14: 

“EXPENSE ALLOWANCES OF THE VICE PRESIDENT, 
AND MAJORITY AND MINORITY LEADERS 

“For expense allowance of the Vice Presi- 
dent, $10,000; Majority Leader of the Senate, 
$3,000; and Minority Leader of the Senate, 
$3,000; in all, $16,000.” 

On page 2, line 19: 

“SALARIES, OFFICERS, AND EMPLOYEES 


“For compensation of officers, employees, 
clerks to Senators, and others as authorized 


by law, including agency contributions and 
longevity compensation as authorized, which 
shall be paid from this appropriation with- 
bins regard to the below limitations, as fol- 
lows :”” 

On page 3, line 3: 

“OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

“For clerical assistance to the Vice Presi- 
dent, $235,080.” 

On page 3, line 5: 

“CHAPLAIN 

“Chaplain of the Senate, $15,995.” 

On page 3, line 7: 

“OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

For office of the Secretary, $1,445,745, in- 
cluding $156,060 required for the purposes 
specified and authorized by section 74b of 
title 2, United States Code: Provided, That 
effective August 1, 1967, the gross allowance 
for clerical assistance and readjustment of 
Salaries in the disbursing office shall be 
$204,300; and the gross salary of the Finan- 
cial Clerk shall be $25,611 per annum.” 

On page 8, line 15: 

“COMMITTEE EMPLOYEES 

“For professional and clerical assistance 
to standing committees and the Select Com- 
mittee on Small Business, $3,486,060.” 

On page 3, line 19: 

“CONFERENCE COMMITTEES 

“For clerical assistance to the Conference 
of the Majority, at rates of compensation to 
be fixed by the chairman of said committee, 
$103,320, 

“For clerical assistance to the Conference 
of the Minority, at rates of compensation to 
be fixed by the chairman of said committee, 
$103,320.” 

On page 4, line 4: 

“ADMINISTRATIVE AND CLERICAL ASSISTANTS TO 
SENATORS 

“For administrative and clerical assistants 
and messenger service for Senators, $20,- 
254,000.” a 

On page 4, line 8: 

“OFFICE OF SERGEANT AT ARMS AND DOORKEEPER 

“For office of Sergeant at Arms and Door- 
keeper, $3,878,510: Provided, That, effective 
July 1, 1967, the Sergeant at Arms is author- 
ized to employ the following additional em- 
ployees: one assistant night supervisor at 
$2,460 basic per annum; one automatic typ- 
ing repairman at $2,880 basic per annum; one 
malling equipment repairman at $2,640 basic 
per annum; one senior addressograph opera- 
tor at $2,400 basic per annum; two addresso- 
graph operators at $2,160 basic per annum 
each; one offset press operator at $2,700 basic 
per annum; two inserting machine operators 
at $1,980 basic per annum each; one Captain, 
Police force, at $4,320 basic per annum; one 
Lieutenant, Police force, at $3,600 basic per 
annum; four Sergeants, Police force, at 
$2,940 basic per annum each; and forty Pri- 
vates, Police force, at $2,160 basic per annum 
each: Provided further, That appointees to 
the Capitol Police force positions authorized 
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herein shall have the equivalent of at least 
one year’s police experience.” 
On page 5, line 3: 


“OFFICES OF THE SECRETARIES FOR THE MA- 
JORITY AND THE MINORITY 


“For the offices of the Secretary for the 
Majority and the Secretary for the Minority, 
$172,905.” 

On page 5, line 7: 


“OFFICES OF THE MAJORITY AND MINORITY 
WHIPS 


“For four clerical assistants, two for the 
Majority Whip and two for the Minority 
Whip, at rates of compensation to be fixed 
by the respective Whips, $19,080 each; in all 
$38,160.” 

On page 5, line 12: 


“OFFICE OF THE LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL OF THE 
SENATE 


“For salaries and expenses of the Office of 
the Legislative Counsel of the Senate, 
$327,575.” 

On page 5, line 16: 


“CONTINGENT EXPENSES OF THE SENATE 
On page 5, line 17: 
“SENATE POLICY COMMITTEES 


“For salaries and expenses of the Majority 
Policy Committee and the Minority Policy 
Committee, $211,325 for each such commit- 
tee; in all, $422,650.” 

On page 5, line 21: 


“AUTOMOBILES AND MAINTENANCE 


“For purchase, exchange, driving, main- 
tenance, and operation of four automobiles, 
one for the Vice President, one for the Presi- 
dent Pro Tempore, one for the Majority 
Leader, and one for the Minority Leader, 
$44,700.” 

On page 6, line 3: 

“FURNITURE 

“For service and materials in cleaning and 
repairing furniture, and for the purchase of 
furniture, $31,190: Provided, That the fur- 
niture purchased is not available from other 
agencies of the Government.” 

On page 6, line 8: 

“INQUIRIES AND INVESTIGATIONS 

“For expenses of inquiries and investiga- 
tions ordered by the Senate, or conducted 
pursuant to section 134(a) of Public Law 
601, Seventy-ninth Congress, including 
$404,335 for the Committee on Appropria- 
tions, to be available also for the purposes 
mentioned in Senate Resolution Numbered 
193, agreed to October 14, 1943, $5,623,265.” 

On page 6, line 15: 


“FOLDING DOCUMENTS 


“For the employment of personnel for 
folding speeches and pamphlets at a gross 
rate of not exceeding $2.32 per hour per per- 
son, $41,900.” 

On page 6, line 19: 


“MAIL TRANSPORTATION 


“For maintaining, exchanging, and equip- 
ping motor vehicles for carrying the mails 
and for official use of the offices of the Sec- 
retary and Sergeant at Arms, $16,560.” 

On page 6, line 23: 


“MISCELLANEOUS ITEMS 


“For miscellaneous items, exclusive of 
labor, $4,088,420, including $365,000 for pay- 
ment to the Architect of the Capitol in ac- 
cordance with section 4 of Public Law 87-82, 
approved July 6, 1961.” 

On page 7, line 3: 

“POSTAGE STAMPS 

“For postage stamps for the offices of the 
Secretaries for the Majority and Minority, 
$140; and for airmail and special delivery 
stamps for the office of the Secretary, $160; 
Office of the Sergeant at Arms, $125; Senators 
and the President of the Senate, as au- 
thorized by law, $90,400; in all, $90,825.” 

On page 7, line 10: 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE 


“STATIONERY (REVOLVING FUND) 


“For stationery for Senators and the Pres- 
ident of the Senate, $303,000; and for sta- 
tionery for committees and officers of the 
Senate, $13,200; in all, $316,200, to remain 
available until expended.” 

On page 7, line 15: 


“COMMUNICATIONS 


“For an amount for communications 
which may be expended interchangeably for 
payment, in accordance with such limita- 
tions and restrictions as may be prescribed 
by the Committee on Rules and Administra- 
tion, of charges on official telegrams and 
long-distance telephone calls made by or on 
behalf of Senators or the President of the 
Senate, such telephone calls to be in addi- 
tion to those authorized by the provisions 
of the Legislative Branch Appropriation Act, 
1947 (60 Stat. 392; 2 U.S.C. 46c, 46d, 46e), as 
amended, and the First Deficiency Appro- 
priation Act, 1949 (63 Stat. 77; 2 U.S.C. 
46d-1), $15,150.” 

On page 8, line 3: 

“ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS” 

On page 8, line 4: 

“Effective January 1, 1968, the paragraph 
relating to official long-distance telephone 
calls to and from Washington, District of 
Columbia, and the paragraph relating to 
long-distance telephone calls originating and 
terminating outside Washington, District of 
Columbia, under the heading ‘Contingent 
Expenses of the Senate’ in the Legislative 
Branch Appropriation Act, 1947, as amended 
(Public Law 479, Seventy-ninth Congress; 2 
U.S.C. 460, 46d), and the paragraph relating 
to flat rate long-distance telephone service 
contracts under the heading ‘Administrative 
Provisions’ in the appropriations for the Sen- 
ate in the Legislative Branch Appropriation 
Act, 1966 (Public Law 80-90; 2 U.S.C. 46d-2) 
are repealed.” 

On page 8, line 17: 

“Effective January 1, 1968, and thereafter, 
there shall be paid from the contingent fund 
of the Senate charges on strictly official long- 
distance telephone calls when so designated 
in accordance with rules and regulations pre- 
scribed by the Committee on Rules and Ad- 
ministration of the Senate.” 

On page 23, line 15: 


“SENATE OFFICE BUILDINGS 


“For maintenance, miscellaneous items and 
supplies, including furniture, furnishings, 
and equipment, and for labor and material 
incident thereto, and repairs thereof; for 
purchase of waterproof wearing apparel, and 
for personal and other services; including 
eight attendants at $1,800 each; for the care 
and operation of the Senate Office Buildings; 
including the subway and subway transpor- 
tation systems connecting the Senate Office 
Buildings with the Capitol; uniforms or al- 
lowances therefor as authorized by law (5 
U.S.C. 5901; 80 Stat. 299), to be expended 
under the control and supervision of the 
Architect of the Capitol; in all, $3,204,900, of 
which $470,000 shall remain available until 
expended.” 

On page 24, line 5: 

“SENATE GARAGE 

“For maintenance, repairs, alterations, per- 
sonal and other services, and all other neces- 
sary expenses, $58,600.” 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR, ANDREWS OF ALABAMA 


Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Mr. 
Speaker, I offer a motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama moves that the 
House recede from its disagreement to the 
amendments of the Senate numbered 1 
through 30, inclusive; and numbers 33 and 
34. and concur therein. 


The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
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the remaining amendment in disagree- 
ment. 


The Clerk read as follows: Senate 
amendment No. 37, page 34, line 10, 
insert: 


Sec. 105. (a)(1) Whenever the rate of 
compensation of any employee whose com- 
pensation is disbursed by the Secretary of 
the Senate is fixed or adjusted on or after 
the effective date of this section, such rate as 
so fixed or adjusted shall be a single per 
annum gross rate which is a multiple of $180, 

(2) New or changed rates of compensation 
of any such employees shall be certified in 
writing to the disbursing office of the Senate 
on or before the day on which they are to 
become effective, except that in the case of 
any change, other than an appointment, to 
become effective on or after the first day and 
prior to the tenth day of any month, such 
certification may be made at any time not 
later than the tenth day of such month. 

(b) The rate of compensation of each em- 
ployee whose compensation is disbursed by 
the Secretary of the Senate which was fixed 
before the effective date of this section at a 
basic rate with respect to which additional 
compensation is payable by law shall be con- 
verted as of such date to the lowest 
annum gross rate which is a multiple of $180 
and which is not less than the aggregate rate 
of compensation (basic compensation plus 
additional compensation provided by law) 
which such employee was receiving imme- 
diately prior to such date. Any increments 
of longevity compensation to which an em- 
ployee became entitled prior to the effective 
date of this section under section 106 (b) of 
the Legislative Branch Appropriation Act, 
1963, as amended (2 U.S.C. 60j), shall be ex- 
cluded in converting such employee’s rate of 
compensation under this subsection, but 
such employee's rate of gross compensation 
shall be increased by $540 (which shall be 
considered to be an increase under such 
section 106(b)) for each such increment. 

(e) In any case in which the rate of com- 
pensation of any employee or position, or 
class of employees or positions, the compen- 
sation for which is disbursed by the Secretary 
of the Senate, or any maximum or minimum 
rate with respect to any such employee, po- 
sition, or class, is referred to in or provided 
by statute or Senate resolution, and the rate 
so referred to or provided is a basic rate with 
respect to which additional compensation is 
provided by law, such statutory provision or 
resolution shall be deemed to refer, in lieu 
of such basic rate, to the per annum gross 
rate which an employee receiving such basic 
rate immediately prior to the effective date 
of this section would receive (without regard 
to such statutory provision or resolution) 
under subsection (b) on and after such date. 

(d) (1) On and after the effective date of 
this section, the aggregate of the per annum 

rates of compensation of employees in 
the office of a Senator shall not at any time 
exceed— 

$190,800 if the population of his State is 
less than 3,000,000; 

$203,400 if such population is 3,000,000 
but less than 4,000,000; 

$214,200 if such population is 4,000,000 but 
less than 5,000,000; 

$224,100 if such population is 5,000,000 but 
less than 7,000,000; 

$234,900 if such population is 7,000,000 but 
less than 9,000,000; 

$247,500 if such population is 9,000,000 
but less than 10,000,000; 

$260,100 if such population 
but less than 11,000,000; 

$272,700 if such population 
but less than 12,000,000; 

$285,300 if such population 
but less than 13,000,000; 

$297,900 if such population 
but less than 15,000,000; 

$310,500 if such population 
but less than 17,000,000; or 


is 10,000,000 
is 11,000,000 
is 12,000,000 
is 13,000,000 
is 15,000,000 
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$324,000 if such population is 17,000,000 
or more, 

(2) Within the limits prescribed by para- 
graph (1) of this subsection, Senators may 
fix the number and the rates of compensa- 
tion of employees in their respective offices. 
The salary of an employee in a Senator's 
Office shall not be fixed under this para- 
graph at a gross rate less than $1,080 per 
annum or in excess of $14,400 per annum, 
except that (i) the salary of one employee 
may be fixed at a gross rate of not more than 
$18,180 per annum, (ii) the salary of one 
employee may be fixed at a gross rate of not 
more than $22,320 per annum, (ili) the sal- 
aries of two employees may be fixed at gross 
rates of not more than $23,400 per annum, 
and (iv) the salary of one employee may be 
fixed at a gross rate of not more than $24,480 
per annum. A Senator may establish such 
titles for positions in his office as he may 
desire to designate, by written notification 
to the disbursing office of the Senate. 

(e) (1) Subject to the provisions of para- 
graph (3), the professional staff members of 
standing committees of the Senate shall re- 
ceive gross annual compensation, to be fixed 
by the chairman ranging from $14,220 to 
$22,320. 

(2) The rates of gross compensation of the 
clerical staff of each standing committee of 
the Senate shall be fixed by the chairman 
as follows: 

(A) for each committee (other than the 
Committee on Appropriations), one chief 
clerk and one assistant chief clerk at $6,120 
to $22,320, and not to exceed four other cleri- 
cal assistants at $6,120 to $10,620; and 

(B) for the Committee on Appropriations, 
one chief clerk and one assistant chief clerk 
and two assistant clerks at $15,840 to $22,320; 
such assistant clerks as may be necessary at 
$10,800 to $15,660; and such other clerical as- 
sistants as may be necessary at $6,120 to 
$10,620. 

(3) No employee of any standing or select 
committee of the Senate (including the ma- 
jority and minority policy committees and 
the conference majority and conference mi- 
nority of the Senate), or of any joint com- 
mittee the expenses of which are paid from 
the contingent fund of the Senate, shall be 
paid at a gross rate in excess of $22,320 per 
annum, except that— 

(A) two employees of any such committee 
(other than the Committee on Appropria- 
tions), who are otherwise authorized to be 
paid at such rate, may be paid at gross rates 
not in excess of $23,400 per annum, and one 
such employee may be paid at a gross rate not 
in excess of $24,480 per annum; and 

(B) seventeen employees of the Committee 
on Appropriations who are otherwise author- 
ized to be paid at such rate, may be paid 
at gross rates not in excess of $23,400 per 
annum, and one such employee may be paid 
at a gross rate not in excess of $24,480 per 
annum. 

For the purpose of this paragraph, an em- 
ployee of a subcommittee shall be considered 
to be an employee of the full committee. 

(f) No officer or employee whose compen- 
sation is disbursed by the Secretary of the 
Senate shall be paid gross compensation at 
a rate less than $1,080 or in excess of $24,- 
480, unless expressly authorized by law. In 
any case in which the fixing of any salary 
rate in multiples as required by this sec- 
tion would result in a rate in excess of 
the maximum rate specified in this subsec- 
tion, the rate so fixed shall be reduced to 
such maximum rate. 

(g) The first sentence of section 106(b) of 
the Legislative Branch Appropriation Act, 
1963, as amended (2 U.S.C. 60j) is amended 
to read as follows: “An employee to whom 
this section applies shall be paid during any 
period of continuous service as such an em- 
ployee additional gross compensation (here- 
inafter referred to as “longevity compensa- 
tion”) at the rate of $50 per annum for each 
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five years of service performed as such an 
employee during such period.” 

(h) Section 5533 (e) of title 5, United 
States Code, is amended to read as fol- 
lows: 

“(c)(1) Except as provided by paragraph 
(2) of this subsection, unless otherwise au- 
thorized by law, appropriated funds are not 
available for payment to an individual of 
pay from more than one position if the ag- 
gregate amount of the basic pay from the 
positions exceeds $2,000 a year, and if— 

“(A) the pay of one of the positions is 
paid by the Clerk of the House of Represent- 
atives (in the case of employees receiving 
basic rates of compensation) ; or 

“(B) one of the positions is under the 
Office of the Architect of the Capitol. 

“(2) Unless otherwise authorized by law, 
appropriated funds are not available for pay- 
ment to an individual of pay from more than 
one position if the aggregate (gross) com- 
pensation from the positions exceeds $5,987 
a year, and if the pay of one of the positions 
is paid by the Secretary of the Senate or 
the Clerk of the House of Representatives 
(in the case of employees receiving single per 
annum rates of compensation) .” 

(i) (1) The paragraph under the heading 
“Administrative Provisions” in the provisions 
relating to the Senate in the Legislative 
Branch Appropriation Act, 1958 (2 U.S.C. 
72a-4), is repealed. 

(2) The paragraph relating to the author- 
ity of Senators to rearrange the basic salaries 
of employees in their offices in the Legisla- 
tive Branch Appropriation Act, 1947, as 
amended (2 U.S.C. 60f), is repealed. 

(3) The paragraph imposing limitations 
on basic and gross compensation of officers 
and employees of the Senate appearing under 
the heading “Senate” in the Legislative Ap- 
propriation Act, 1956, as amended (2 U.S.C. 
60a note), is repealed. 

(4) The paragraph relating to rates of 
compensation of employees of committees of 
the Senate, contained in the Legislative Ap- 
propriation Act, 1956, as amended (2 U.S.C. 
72a—la), is repealed. 

(5) The joint resolution entitled “Joint 
Resolution providing for a more effective staff 
organization for standing committees of the 
Senate“, approved February 19, 1947 (2 U.S.C. 
72a-1), as amended, is repealed. 

(6) Section 4(f) of the Federal Employees 
Salary Increase Act of 1955, as amended, is 
repealed. 

(j) The rate of compensation of each tele- 
phone operator on the United States Capitol 
telephone exchange and each member of the 
Capitol Police, whose compensation is dis- 
bursed by the Clerk of the House of Repre- 
sentatives shall be converted to a gross rate 
in accordance with the provisions of this 
section. 

(k) This section shall be effective from 
and after August 1, 1967. 


Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama (inter- 
rupting the reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ala- 
bama? 

There was no objection. 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. ANDREWS OF ALABAMA 


Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Mr. 
Speaker, I offer a motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. ANDrEws of Alabama moves that the 
House recede from its disagreement to the 
amendment of the Senate numbered 37 
and concur therein. 


The motion was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider the votes by 
which action was taken on the several 
motions was laid on the table. 
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Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to re- 
vise and extend my remarks and include 
tabulations. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Alabama? 

There was no objection. 


CALL OF THE HOUSE 


Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is 
not present. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I move a 
call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol- 
lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 


[Roll No. 177] 

Adams Gardner Pepper 
Arends Goodell Pool 

Hansen, Wash, Pucinski 
Blatnik Howard Rarick 
Brown, Calif. Hungate Scheuer 
Carter Jacobs Stuckey 
Cederberg Teague, Tex. 
Celler King, Calif. Tiernan 
Conyers Kiu tt 
Daddario Laird Watkins 
Dawson Long, La Watson 
Dent Long, Md Whitener 
Diggs McMillan Williams, Miss. 
Dorn Murphy, II Willis 
Evins, Tenn. O Hara, Wright 
Ford, Gerald R. Passman Wyatt 


The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 383 
Members have answered to their names, 
@ quorum. 

By unanimous consent further pro- 
one under the call were dispensed 

th. 


THE OUTLOOK IS NOT BRILLIANT 
FOR THE REPUBLICAN BASEBALL 
TEAM ON WEDNESDAY—OR NO 
JOY IN MUDVILLE 


Mr. UDALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to address the House for 
1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Arizona? ; 

There was no objection 

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Speaker, I deeply re- 
sent the continuing personal attacks of 
the managers of the Republican Baseball 
Club upon the pitcher manager of the 
Democratic Baseball Club and the fine 
team that he has assembled. This mali- 
cious effort is designed to conceal the de- 
fects of the miserable faction-ridden ag- 
gregation the GOP has assembled. I call 
on the gentleman from Massachusetts to 
deny reports that his team has been in- 
filtrated by the “Rat Finks” and/or the 
John Birch Society. 

This is a continuation of the dirty 
tactics the GOP has always em- 
ployed in these contests. Just last year 
I was charged with throwing a beanball 
at the distinguished minority leader, the 
gentleman from Michigan. I confess I 
thought he was standing too close to the 
plate, and I was trying to get a message 
to him to move back. But I love the 
minority leader, and I would not delib- 
erately throw a beanball at him, last year 
or this year. 
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I pledge that on Wednesday next at 
the District of Columbia Stadium a beat- 
ing will be administered to this miserable 
GOP club that will be long remembered 
in the annals of sports. I challenge this 
organization now to hit either one of my 
two new pitches. They hit the “Great 
Society gopher ball” last year, but I defy 
them to hit the “Romney fade-away.” 
This is a pitch, Mr. Speaker, which starts 
out in a high trajectory, then appears to 
change position several times on the way 
to the plate, and then dives firmly into 
the turf. I challenge them to hit the 
“Nixon slider,” a sneaky pitch which al- 
ways comes in inside and low. 

Mr. Speaker, I call upon the members 
of the Democratic club to support their 
pitcher this year, to back him up, and 
give him support. Let there be no un- 
earned runs. I invite Members of this 
House to witness this slaughter which 
will occur on Wednesday night. 


RAT EXTERMINATION ACT OF 1967 


Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Speaker, by di- 
rection of the Committee on Rules, I call 
up House Resolution 749, and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 

H. Res. 749 

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 
resolution it shall be in order to move that 
the House resolve itself into the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the consideration of the bill (H.R. 
11000) to provide Federal financial assist- 
ance to help cities and communities of the 
Nation develop and carry out intensive local 
programs of rat control and extermination. 
After general debate, which shall be con- 
fined to the bill and shall continue not to 
exceed one hour, to be equally divided and 
controlled by the chairman and ranking mi- 
nority member of the Committee on Bank- 
ing and Currency, the bill shall be read for 
amendment under the five-minute rule. At 
the conclusion of the consideration of the 
bill for amendment, the Committee shall 
rise and report the bill to the House with 
such amendments as may have been adopted, 
and the previous question shall be considered 
as ordered on the bill and amendments 
thereto to final passage without intervening 
motion except one motion to recommit. 


The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 

Hawaii is recognized for 1 hour. 
Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield to the gentleman from Ohio, 30 
minutes, pending which I yield myself 
such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 749 
provides an open rule with 1 hour of gen- 
eral debate for consideration of H.R. 
11000 to provide Federal financial assist- 
ance to help cities and communities of 
the Nation develop and carry out inten- 
sive local programs of rat control and 
extermination. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe we can have a 
lot of fun with this bill. I am sure there 
will be humor injected into the matter 
throughout the debate. Some may call 
it the second antiriot“ bill. Others may 
call it the civil rats bill. Still others may 
insist that we should make this appli- 
cable to two-legged rats as well as four- 
legged ones. And there may be those who 
claim that this is throwing money down 
a rathole. But, Mr. Speaker, in the final 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE 


analysis there is a serious side to this 
proposed legislation. 

The need for this legislation is clearly 
evident in the fact that last year, in seven 
cities alone in the United States there 
were approximately 1,000 reported cases 
of ratbite. There is reason to believe that 
the actual statistics are much higher be- 
cause many persons are reluctant to re- 
port ratbite incidents, and many units 
of local and State government do not re- 
quire such reports, Only 2 days ago, it 
was reported by the news media that an 
8-month-old boy was bitten to death by 
rats right here in our Nation’s Capital. 
What a shame that we should allow such 
a thing to happen in any of our cities or 
towns in the world’s most affluent nation. 

In addition to the disease-carrying 
threat which these pesky animals pose, 
they, in fact, cause enormous damage to 
both food and property. It has been esti- 
mated that there are at least 90 million 
rats in the United States and that each 
causes an average of $10 damage per 
year. This means a national loss of $900 
million to the rats every year, unless we 
do something about it. 

The conditions which breed rats, as 
well as the techniques for removing these 
conditions, are now well known. How- 
ever, there remains a critical need to al- 
locate sufficient public financial and 
technical resources to these problems and 
to undertake remedial measures on an 
intensive and continuing basis, Because 
no present Federal program or combina- 
tion of Federal programs can assist a lo- 
cality to undertake, separately, the whole 
needed combination of rat control activ- 
ities, it is believed that the proper Fed- 
eral role in this problem is the provision 
of Federal grant assistance, limited in 
time but comprehensive in scope. 

H.R. 11000 would authorize Federal as- 
sistance to cover two-thirds of the cost 
of 3-year local programs for rat ex- 
termination and control. The grants 
would be made to local governments, and 
the bill requires that the community 
have an approved workable program in 
order to be eligible for such aid. The Sec- 
retary of Housing and Urban Develop- 
ment, who would make the grants, would 
be required to cooperate and consult 
with other departments which have re- 
sponsibilities related to the problem of 
rat control. Appropriations of $20 mil- 
lion would be authorized for each of the 
fiscal years 1968 and 1969 to make these 
grants. In view of the savings in prop- 
erty damages and the relief in human 
misery, which are sure to result, this leg- 
islation may be properly considered as a 
worthwhile investment. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of 
House Resolution 749 in order that H.R. 
11000 may be considered. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. I believe the gentleman said 
that there are some 90 million rats in the 
United States of the four-legged variety. 
I do not know how many others there 
may be. 

Is that correct; 90 million rats? 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. It has been esti- 
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mated by three experts in the area of rat 
control that there are approximately 90 
million rats, or a minimum of that many. 
The Department of the Interior esti- 
mated it to be about 100 million, and the 
World Health Organization has esti- 
mated that there is a rat for every per- 
son in the world. The gentleman can 
take his choice. 

Mr. GROSS. Does the gentleman imply 
that with the passage of this $40 million 
bill we are then going to embark upon 
rat killing around the world? 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Not around the 
world. This bill would be confined to the 
United States, to cities, townships, and 
communities within our own country. 

Mr. GROSS. I have read the hearings 
fairly carefully. I do not know whether 
the gentleman has or not. Nowhere do I 
find any evidence as to who took the rat 
census in the United States, much less 
in the world. 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. The experts in this 
area did. 

Mr. GROSS. Who are the experts? 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. There are three of 
them. 

I cannot think of the names of them 
right now. I can give them to the gentle- 
man later, if the gentleman will permit. 
But the report will show too—perhaps 
the chairman of the subcommittee might 
be able to help me in this instance. 

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. I yield to the dis- 
tinguished gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania. 

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Speaker, in 
answer to the gentleman's question— 
and I think it is a very good question— 
this census, more or less, was taken by 
D. E. Davis, of the Department of 
Zoology of Pennsylvania State Univer- 
sity, at the seminar on rodents which 
was held in Geneva, Switzerland, on 
October 24-28, 1966, and sponsored by 
the World Health Organization. 

They indicated at that time, as the 
gentleman has pointed out, that there 
were over 100 million rats in the United 
States alone. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield further? 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. I yield further to 
the gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman spoke of 
city rats. What about country rats? 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. The country rats 
are being taken care of under existing 
programs. 

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield at that point? 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. BARRETT. I would like to tell 
the gentleman from Iowa, because he is 
so very enthusiastic about this type of 
program, they do have an agricultural 
program directed toward rat extermina- 
tion, and there is also a program in the 
Department of the Interior. They are 
doing a fairly good job on this problem, 
but are not doing a consistent job. 

Mr. Speaker, what we are after here 
is a continuity of rat control in the 
cities in order to exterminate the rats. 

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 
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Mr. MATSUNAGA. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, in response 
to the query of the gentleman from Iowa 
as to what kind of expert it was who 
estimated that there were 90 million rats 
in the United States, I would refer the 
gentleman from Iowa to page 2 of the re- 
port where it is said that it has been 
conservatively estimated there are at 
least 90 million rats in the United States. 
This was a conservative expert. 

Mr. GROSS. I am glad to hear that 
the gentleman has suddenly turned con- 
servative, if he has. 

Mr. HALEY. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. I yield to the gen: 
tleman from Florida. 

Mr. HALEY. Mr. Speaker, I wonder 
sometime if some of our distinguished 
committees that bring before us a mon- 
strosity such as this, would just take into 
consideration the fact that we have a lot 
of cat lovers in the Nation, and why not 
just buy some cats and turn them loose 
on the rats and thereby we could take 
care of this situation, without any $25 
million from the Treasury of the United 
States. 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. I would support 
such a program, if the gentleman from 
Florida will introduce such a bill. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Speaker, will the gentle- 
man yield further? 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Iowa [Mr. KYL]. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Speaker, on page 11 of 
the report there is a figure specified for 
expenditures for rat control which is 
currently contained in the OEO in the 
amount of $2,373,671, which was a pilot 
program in the city of Chicago. 

Now, has that program succeeded in 
doing away with the rat population in 
the city of Chicago? 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. I would appreciate 
it if the gentleman would withhold that 
question until general debate so that 
members of the committee may answer it 
for the gentleman. 

Mr. KYL. I thank the gentleman from 
Hawaii, but I would hope we never get 
to general debate. However, I withhold 
the question for the time being. 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Speaker, I re- 
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I agree with my colleague, 
the gentleman from Hawaii [Mr. Mar- 
sunacaAl, that this matter does have 
a serious side, and I hasten to 
point out that the serious side of 
this piece of legislation is the sum of 
$20 million for fiscal year 1968 and for 
fiscal year 1969, another $20 million, and 
Lord knows how much thereafter, be- 
cause this program does not terminate 
after 2 years. This is the beginning of 
an all-new program. 

Mr. Speaker, every person with ex- 
perience in this Congress well knows 
that when these programs start, future 
years bring greater and greater appro- 
priations. This will be only the begin- 
ning. 

I say to my colleagues, in view of the 
fiscal situation facing this country to- 
day, this is one program we can do with- 
out. This Congress has already raised 
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the debt ceiling during this session in 
order to be able to meet its financial re- 
sponsibilities. We are now to face the 
possibility of a surtax ranging from six 
percent to 10 percent. The President of 
the United States is going to send a sur- 
tax message to the Congress. He has been 
talking about it since the first of the 
year, and I wager that before the end 
of this Congress, it will be up here, and 
you and I will be faced with the ques- 
tion of saddling our constituents, the tax- 
payers of this country, if you please, with 
a new tax. 

Mr. Speaker, it seems to me that here 
is a request for $20 million for 1968 and 
$20 million for 1969, that we can refuse. 

Mr. Speaker, there is still some local 
responsibility remaining in this country 
and the killing of rats is one of them. 
This is not a national matter. 

There is also some responsibility on 
the part of individual citizens. Certainly 
the Federal Government cannot, and 
should not, fulfill every need or wish of 
every one of its citizens. Our tax struc- 
ture cannot stand it. The matter of put- 
ting out a little bit of rat poison should 
not be requested of the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

We already have rodent control pro- 
grams for specific purposes. We have a 
rodent control program in the Depart- 
ment of the Interior, a rodent control 
program in the Department of Agricul- 
ture, there is a pilot program in HEW, 
even though they do not want to ad- 
mit it, out in San Francisco. They have 
not been known for their success. 

Here is what they have been doing in 
the Department of Agriculture for the 
farmer—whom this administration seems 
to have completely forgotten—and the 
farmer is losing millions and millions of 
dollars each year to rodents. Here is what 
they have been doing for the farmers 
in the State of Illinois. In 1966 the De- 
partment of Agriculture spent through 
the ASCS office the grand total of $700. 
In the State of Iowa, in 1966, they ex- 
pended the grand sum of $300. 

In Nebraska, in 1966, the Department 
of Agriculture expended the grand total 
of $665 through the ASCS program on 
rodent control, if you please. Anyone 
familiar with the farmers’ plight knows 
full well they are suffering a loss figured 
in the millions of dollars every year, but 
not one single dime—not one single dime 
of this $20 million is going to be spent 
to reduce this loss of the American farm- 
ers. 

Now, who is getting short-changed? 
Who is getting short-changed by this 
administration? 

The rat bill before us came to this 
Congress in a Presidential recommenda- 
tion, if you please. 

It seems to me, my colleagues, that 
here is a matter, that could be laid aside 
until the fiscal situation in this country 
has brightened. Certainly when we are 
expending the billions of dollars that we 
are in Vietnam, we can lay this proposal 
aside. If there is any local responsibility 
on the part of local government remain- 
ing, this proposal can be laid aside. If 
the individual has any responsibility re- 
maining, we can lay this matter aside. 
The individual does not want to pay for 
a new rat control program at this time 
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with all of the costly new Federal em- 
ployees to be employed to put out rat 
poison that the individual citizen could 
put out for himself. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill is extremely 
broad and the sky is the limit. I call your 
attention to the bill itself. 

On page 2, line 10, it says: 

(2) the elimination or modification of 
physical surroundings and conditions (in- 
cluding rat harborages and food supplies) 
which encourage or tend to encourage per- 
sistent rat habitation and increases in their 
numbers; and 


It reads, the elimination or modifica- 
tion of physical surroundings.” This, if 
you please, can mean a building. They 
could move in and tear down a building 
under this legislation. 

Oh, it might be denied that they have 
that intent and purpose, but I have been 
around here long enough to know that 
if you give the bureaucrats the general 
language, they are going to interpret it 
and use it any way they see fit. 

I say to you, that here is a piece of 
legislation that this country can do with- 
out. When the time comes when you and 
I are asked to vote for a surtax ranging 
from 6 to 10 percent, we will be asking 
ourselves whether it was wise for this 
Congress today to be taking its time con- 
sidering legislation local in nature and 
not as pressing as some of the national 
problems facing this Congress. 

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LATTA, I yield to the gentleman 
from Virginia. 

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Mr. 
Speaker, the gentleman made a very clear 
statement on how this rat bill discrim- 
inates against a lot of rats in this coun- 
try. The committee report also shows that 
the bill discriminates against 9742 per- 
cent of the rats. 

But I think the most profound state- 
ment the gentleman made is the fact that 
it does set up a new bureau and sets up 
possibly a commissioner on rats or an 
administrator of rats and a bunch of 
new bureaucrats on rats. There is no 
question but that there will be a great 
demand for a lot of rat patronage. I think 
by the time we get through taking care 
of all of the bureaucrats in this new rat 
bureau along with the waste and empire 
building, none of the $40 million will be 
left to take care of the 2% percent of 
the rats who were supposed to be covered 
in the bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I think the “rat smart 
thing” for us to do is to vote down this 
rat bill “rat now.” 

Mr. LATTA. I may say to the gentle- 
man that when he raises the question of 
discriminating between city and country 
rats, it also discriminates against per- 
sons suffering from bites from other ani- 
mals. 

Forgetting about the rodents for a mo- 
ment, it was mentioned by the gentleman 
from Hawaii that we have over 1,000 rat 
bite cases in the United States in a year’s 
time. 

How about the snake bite cases? 

If we are going to start eradicating all 
the rats—how about snakes in the West? 
How about bugs? You can go into homes 
and apartment buildings here in the city 
of Washington and find bugs galore. 
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What are you going to do about the bugs? 
Are we to forget about the people bitten 
by bugs? Should we start a bug corps? 

Mr. JOELSON. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

‘Mr. LATTA. I am pleased to yield to 
the gentleman. 

Mr. JOELSON. Do I remember cor- 
rectly that the gentleman now in the 
well appeared before the Subcommittee 
in Interior Appropriations of the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations complaining 
about the fact that not enough money 
was being spent on blackbird control and 
urging and begging for very sizable sums 
of money for blackbird control, and mak- 
ing no mention of the fiscal problem or 
local initiative. 

Mr. LATTA. The gentleman is abso- 
lutely correct but the figure requested 
was small compared to the amount in 
this bill. Blackbirds are migratory and 
create a national rather than a local 
problem. I pointed out, and the Depart- 
ment of Interior pointed out, that our 
American farmers are losing some $58 
million a year in crops due to blackbird 
damage. 

Mr. JOELSON. This report states it is 
estimated that a billion dollars a year is 
being lost through rat damage. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. LATTA. I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. MULTER. I do not know too much 
about birds and snakes but I think I 
would support the gentleman in his at- 
tempt to control birds, particularly 
blackbirds, in this country, because I un- 
derstand that blackbirds do a tremen- 
dous job in eradicating snakes. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr, Speaker, 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. LATTA. I yield to the gentleman 
from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. On the matter of rat 
bites, it would be interesting to know, 
how many children are bitten by squir- 
rels that they feed and try to handle. On 
the basis of that does anyone suggest a 
program to exterminate squirrels? 

Mr. LATTA. The gentleman raises a 
question which indicates that the bill has 
a lot of possibilities for amendment. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Gross]. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, this bill is 
so ludicrous that we should not even en- 
tertain the rule. We should vote down 
the rule on this bill, and it is my hope 
the House will do just that. 

As the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
LATTA] has so well said, Congress will 
soon be confronted with another Federal 
tax increase. Soon we will receive a tax 
bill requesting an increase of somewhere 
between 6 percent and 10 percent. It 
could be even higher. Today we are be- 
ing asked to ladle out $40 million, un- 
known as to the future, but for the next 
2 years $20 million a year for rat ex- 
termination, something the people of 
this country, the municipalities, and 
other subdivisions of government, ought 
to do themselves instead of passing it on 
to the busted Federal Treasury. 

We are asked to raise the debt ceiling, 
to raise taxes, and yet embark upon an- 
other bureaucratic program that is a re- 
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sponsibility which ought to be discharged 
by the people themselves. 

I have spent some time trying to find 
evidence to back up this request for $40 
million. I do not know of a legislative 
committee in Congress that has a larger 
staff than the Committee on Banking 
and Currency, yet in the index of the 
hearings I can find only one reference 
to rat extermination, and that is to page 
39 of the hearings, if I remember cor- 
rectly. 

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. BARRETT. I refer the gentle- 
man to the hearings that covered 2 
weeks, and particularly the testimony we 
had around April 20. Many of those 
who testified in that 2-week period testi- 
fied on the subject of rat extermination. 

Mr. GROSS. I would think that with 
the staff that you have on this commit- 
tee, one of the biggest in the House of 
Representatives, you would tell us where 
we could find that evidence instead of 
having to read every line and every word 
of wholly unrelated testimony in an at- 
tempt to find the pertinent material. The 
only reference, so far as I could find, 
in your index, is to page 39. Why did 
you not give us a little help so that we 
could find what we need to understand 
what you are trying to do? 

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GROSS. Yes, I yield briefly. 

Mr. BARRETT. Certainly it would 
never be my purpose to tell the distin- 
guished gentleman what to do and what 
to read, because he is one of the most 
knowledgeable men in the House. But I 
do want to call your attention to this. 
We are asking $40 million to save the 
buying public $1 billion. 

Mr. GROSS. You can make that 
speech on your own time. I thought 
you were going to tell me why you did 
not refer us to the rat extermination 
testimony in connection with this bill. 

There is a so-called expert running 
around over the country by the name, 
I believe, of Leonard Czarniecki. I sup- 
pose he is going to be the high cocka- 
lorum of the rat corps extermination 
program, or whatever it is. I do not find 
in the hearing record a single reference 
to him. His name does not apppear in 
the hearing index. Why did you not 
have this so-called expert, who is push- 
ing out publicity over the country in be- 
half of this $40 million expenditure, to 
come before the committee? Or did you 
have him? The silence seems to indicate 
you did not. 

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GROSS. Yes; I yield to the gentle- 
man from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. BARRETT. I can tell you that we 
had some very fine experts before the 
committee. 

Mr. GROSS. Did you have this Czar- 
niecki individual before your commit- 
tee? He is apparently set up “to rule the 
roost” so far as rats are concerned? 

Mr. BARRETT. We had the Secre- 
tary and Assistant Secretaries of HUD 
who testified and he is the HUD staff 
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technician. You will find those figures, 
I am sure, in the testimony. 

Mr. GROSS. I am constrained to be- 
lieve the program is devised to take care 
of some more broken down political 
hacks. 

Mr. ASHLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GROSS. I will yield briefly to the 
gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. ASHLEY. Mr. Speaker, if the gen- 
tleman has read the bill, he has to know 
we are talking about local programs. 
That is the requirement under the leg- 
islation. We are not talking about the 
establishment of a high commissioner 
or anything of this kind. 

Mr. GROSS. Who is going to run it, 
there is not going to be a high commis- 
sioner or administrator of the rat corps? 

Mr. ASHLEY. Mr. Speaker, we are 
talking about a very modest program, 

Mr. GROSS. I am sure the gentleman 
is—at $40 million. I have heard that be- 
fore. Now let me use a little of my time, 
if the gentleman does not mind. 

Mr. ASHLEY. Mr. Speaker, does the 
gentleman mean to suggest to the House 
that in the absence of any legislation to 
provide for the establishment of a new 
bureau, that there would in fact be a 
new bureau created? 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I see three 
names on the bill. I wonder if I can 
assume that the rat problems of the 
country are in New Jersey, Texas, and 
Pennsylvania? Can it be that this is 
where the rat infestation is heaviest? 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GROSS. I yield very briefly to the 
gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, this is a 
bill to prevent infant mortality, unnec- 
essary infant mortality, and for the 
health and protection of the people. 

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman can make 
that speech if he wants to on his own 
time. 

I am trying to get information as to 
who is responsible for this monstrosity. 
I noticed in the paper last night that 
there is a Peace Corps contingent from 
Argentina in this country. We are the 
underdeveloped, the underprivileged 
country now. The Argentines have in- 
vaded us with a Peace Corps, and they 
apparently are going to hold forth in 
two of the most underdeveloped and 
underprivileged areas of the country, in 
Los Angeles, Calif., and in Boston, Mass. 

I would like to suggest that whoever 
is running the Argentine Peace Corps in 
the United States—and we are financing 
it in this country—should assign the 
members to clean out the rats in Boston 
and Los Angeles. I believe this would be 
an excellent undertaking for them and 
would save the taxpayers of this country 
some part of the $40 million that is pro- 
posed to be spent. 

I will have amendments to offer to this 
bill if it gets past the rule. It ought to be 
defeated without further loss of time. 

Mr. Speaker, if there is anything 
this country does not need to be plastered 
with at this time it is a rat killing deal 
at a cost of $40 million and no one knows 
how many more millions after the next 
2 years. 
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It is time for fiscal sanity, not insanity. 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Michigan [Mrs. GRIFFITHS]. 

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the chairman. 

Before this bill becomes too funny, I 
would like to say a few words for it. I 
am in support of this bill, Mr. Speaker. 
When I first came to this Congress I 
asked the Library of Congress how much 
money this Nation had spent on defense 
in its history. They put some Ph. D.'s to 
work on the subject, and after 3 months 
replied that at that time—13 years ago— 
we had spent more than $1 trillion 
on defense. I observed the other day, 
when we had the Defense appropriation 
bill—which as I recall was for more than 
$75 billion—there was only one person 
who voted No.“ 

I would like to point out to those who 
may not be aware of it or to those who 
may have forgotten it, that rats are 
Johnny-come-latelys to recorded history. 
They were unknown in the ancient cities 
of the world. They came in out of the 
Arabian deserts about the 12th century, 
and from that day to this they have 
killed more human beings than all of the 
generals in the world combined. They 
have made Genghis Khan, Hitler, and 
all the other men look like pikers. Man 
has attempted to kill them and he has 
won a few battles, but he has lost the war. 

The only enemy that has ever really 
killed rats is other rats. 

For the benefit of those who may not 
know it, the average rat lives 3 years. It 
has a rootless tooth that grows 29% 
inches in those 3 years. They have been 
known to cut through 4 feet of reinforced 
concrete. 

All of the methods that one could pos- 
sibly use cannot conceivably kill off more 
than 98 percent of the rats in one block. 
If there are left two males and 10 fe- 
males, there will be 3,000 rats in 1 year 
to replace those that have been killed. 

Perhaps Members think it does not 
make any real difference, and perhaps 
they think this is really a local problem, 
that it is a family problem, and why not 
get some rat poison and kill the rats in 
the household? 

I should like to remind the Members 
who sit here in this body that they eat in 
restaurants night after night after night, 
and that all that can be done in this 
oe cannot control the rat popula- 

on. 

Rats are a living cargo of death. Their 
tails swish through sewers and over that 
food we eat. Their stomachs are filled 
with tularemia, amebic dysentery. They 
carry the most deadly diseases, and some 
think it is funny. Some do not want to 
spend $40 million. 

Mr. Speaker, if we are going to spend 
$79 billion to try to kill off a few Viet- 
cong, believe me I would spend $40 mil- 
lion to kill off the most devastating 
enemy man has ever had. 

Mr, LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
further requests for time. 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. FRTHAN I. 

Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Speaker, H.R. 
11000, a bill to provide $20 million of Fed- 
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eral financial assistance to help cities 
and communities develop and carry out 
rat control programs, represents a most 
significant legislative attempt to meet 
the challenge of an unbelievable prob- 
lem in our modern industrial age. That 
rats infest our cities in almost over- 
whelming numbers in the year 1967, 
reminiscent of medieval civilization, 
should arouse the indignation of any cit- 
izen to such a point that he would act 
affirmatively to erase this very dark blot 
on our society. 

As in other large cities, the rat prob- 
lem in Cleveland is growing. It has pro- 
gressed to a stage where Federal assist- 
ance is imperative. Rat infestation has 
spread throughout the core of Cleveland 
proper. Hough, Glenville, Central, and 
the near west side areas are all badly in- 
fested with rats. The fringe areas too 
have now been affected. The 1962 survey 
conducted by the Public Health Service 
revealed that 38 percent of the cities 
showed a sizable rat population; 1967 
surveys, as recently as months ago, in- 
volving 132 blocks and 5,500 different 
properties located throughout Cleveland 
show that the percentage has increased 
to 60 percent. 

Cleveland averages well over 50 rat 
bites a year. This figure is low because 
many persons are reluctant to report 
such incidents and also because many 
doctors, totally unfamiliar with the rat 
bite, do not recognize it. Obviously, rats 
pose an ominous disease-carrying threat. 
Were an epidemic to arise, it would 
quickly spread throughout the city. The 
great number of rats present also cause 
great property damage. In 1962, the 
damage in Cleveland was estimated to be 
approximately $2,000,000. This figure has 
risen to $3,000,000 annually. These de- 
structive rodents chew up doors, walls, 
floors, woodwork, undermine foundations 
both interior and exterior, and under- 
mine sidewalks and streets. 

Finally, rat infestation has a tremen- 
dous demoralizing effect on the populace 
in these areas. They are reluctant to ad- 
mit that rats exist and, thus, frequently 
do not cooperate with the Federal and 
State authorities in eliminating the men- 
ace. They are reluctant to repair or im- 
prove their property, for they know all 
too well that the rats soon will destroy it 
again. When the slightly above poverty 
level or average income neighborhoods 
become infested, the inhabitants move 
further out of the central city, thus ac- 
celerating the cancerous spread of deteri- 
orated housing. 

Under the auspices of Mr. Stephen 
Chorvat, chief of the bureau of neighbor- 
hood conservation, the public health 
service in Cleveland has been working 
diligently to contain and eliminate the 
rats. However, the present lack of man- 
power and facilities has made the task 
insurmountable. Cleveland has seven 
neighborhood sanitarians and 14 sani- 
tarian aides fighting the city’s millions 
of rats. They estimate a need for 25 sani- 
tarians and 100 aides, as well as much 
additional equipment to exterminate 
these rodents. 

The Federal Government must assist 
the States to help local governing bodies 
to undertake truly effective rat control 
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programs. H.R. 11000 will do this. There- 
fore, I strongly urge the careful con- 
sideration and support for this essential 
legislation. 

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Speaker, I suppose 
this is another one of President John- 
son’s economy-in-Government schemes, 
although it is hard to try to label this 
as a reduction in domestic spending. In 
fact, it rings pretty hollow after the most 
recent gesture of L. B. J. when he “urges 
across the board cuts of 15 percent.” How 
in the world does spending $40,000,000 
chasing rats assist in trying to reduce the 
greatest deficit in history—now predicted 
at about $30 billion for fiscal 1968? 

Some of us here in this body have been 
around long enough to remember when 
the American people were willing to ex- 
ercise a little bit of initiative and per- 
sonal resourcefulness and solve local 
problems on a local level. In fact they 
were frequently resolved on a personal 
basis, and Washington was not troubled 
with dotting every “i” and crossing every 
t“. The well-known television commer- 
cial, Please, Mother, I would rather do 
it myself,” was a source of pride and 
personal satisfaction. But, not if L. B. J. 
has his way. 

The committee report claims “many 
children” are attacked, “maimed and 
even killed by rats, as an everyday oc- 
currence.” Come, now, let us have some 
supporting information. I am sure if rats 
were killing children every day, all of us 
would have heard something about it. 
The report goes on to say Philadelphia, 
St. Louis, and Cleveland have all recently 
averaged over 50 ratbites per year. Golly, 
no one a week—so, spend $40 mil- 

on. 

The committee admits there are a 
number of Federal agencies already in- 
volved in programs for rat control, but, 
since many cities lack adequte refuse 
collection service, we better bribe the 
local officials to do their jobs, and create 
@ new separate program. Of course, as 
usual, Federal control goes hand in hand 
with the Federal money and HUD es- 
tablished the program, an approved 
workable program required by the Sec- 
retary, and as an added incentive, to 
provide employment opportunities for 
residents in the rat-infested areas. 

Honestly, Mr. Speaker, some have 
heard that the White House has a stable 
of “thinkers” whose job it is to dream up 
new schemes, and this one sure fits the 
pattern. Just to make sure, my home city 
and county figures were obtained in an 
effort to check the urgency of this leg- 
islation. We have a population in ex- 
cess of 800,000 people. The health com- 
missioner for Columbus, Ohio, reported 
a total of 75 ratbites during all of 1966 
and 1967, including those sustained in 
experimental laboratories. It was esti- 
mated there could be 244 or 3 million rats 
in the country, although nobody seems 
to know who counted them. In any 
event, another report indicates last year 
there were 406 bites from “warm mam- 
mals.” I guess this includes dogs, cats, 
people, and so forth, in the country, and 
it appears to be eight or nine times 
greater than the rat bites. But, so far, 
nobody has suggested a multimillion 
program to exterminate these. 
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Inquiry through local dealers indicates 
rattraps—not mousetraps—sell for $3.30 
per dozen or about 28 cents each. 
A pretty fair brand of cheese costs 49 
cents per pound and would bait 35 traps. 
So, for an extremely small personal in- 
vestment, nearly every citizen could co- 
operate and eliminate this problem, and 
at the same time, save their Government 
$40 million. Would not this seem to be 
a wise step, particularly when the Presi- 
dent and his advisers are calling on all 
Americans for more taxes to pay for the 
costs of Government? 

Finally, one of our respected colleagues 
tells me he has about 23 cats in and 
around his barns, all of which he will 
make available to HUD, without charge. 
These feline ratcatchers are most ef- 
fective, particularly since they are led 
by a highly respected tomcat called Cot- 
ton that has earned a most enviable 
reputation in the ratcatching depart- 
ment. 

Seriously, here is an excellent oppor- 
tunity for the President, the administra- 
tion, the Congress, to do more than pay 
lipservice to reducing Federal spend- 
ing, and I urge my colleagues to vote 
against this bill known as H.R. 11000. 

The following editorial appeared in the 
June 27, 1967, Wall Street Journal, and 
deserves the attention of our colleagues: 

DOwN THE RATHOLE 

If there happen to be any cities around 
which have no rats, surely they will begin 
to find some now, 

For the House Banking and Currency Com- 
mittee, by the overwhelming vote of 22 to 6, 
nas approved a three-year, $40 million pro- 
gram to eradicate and control rats in urban 
areas. 

In the first fiscal year, beginning July 1, 
the Government would provide $20 million, 
and for the next fiscal year an equal amount. 
Not until the third year would cities be 
asked to share the cost, paying $2 for every 
Federal $1. 

There is no doubt that in many urban 
areas, and in slums in particular, the rat 
population is large. The Department of Hous- 
ing and Urban Development has, it developed 
at the committee hearing, a rat expert, Leon- 
ard Czarniecki, who puts the nation’s rat 
total at 90 million. Which may be conserva- 
tive; some exterminators number three rats 
for every human being. 

And it is hard to measure in dollars the 
damage they cause, or to estimate the disease 
peril they present. In New York, rat bites 
among slum children unfortunately are not 
uncommon. 

We seem to remember, though, that some 
years ago when Richmond, Va., found itself 
being overrun by rats, the city fathers voted 
money to hire exterminators, and if they did 
not rid the city of the rodents they at least 
succeeded in controlling them. 

But that was a long time ago, when mu- 
nicipalities were so naive as to believe that 
their own rats were their own problem. 

It is a new day now. Now, it takes a Federal 
Government program to kill urban rats, at 
$6 per head, or so estimtaes Mr. Czarniecki. 

The House, we are sure, is just as concerned 
about rats as is its committee. But we hope 
it will take a little harder look at this $40 
million rathole to see if, after all, it is not 
the business of the cities themselves to 
plug it. 

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Speaker, the bill 
before us today, H.R. 11000, the Rat Ex- 
termination Act of 1967, is one of the 
most humane and compassionate bills 
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ever to be considered by this body. The 
rat menace which afflicts our urban areas 
is a shocking disgrace to our Nation, 
whose affluence is the wonder of the 
modern world. 

This bill would provide the Federal 
aid our cities need to come to grips with 
this terrible problem. Frankly, it is in- 
credible to me that any of our colleagues 
can oppose this bill. Even if they repre- 
sent high-income suburban areas or areas 
where rats are not a serious menace to 
health and safety, they must know in 
their hearts that in every city in America, 
particularly in the slums and blighted 
sections, that talk about the rat problem 
is not an academic exercise but a grave 
matter which haunts day-to-day exist- 
ence. The people in these areas face the 
threat of diseases borne by rats, they 
fear for their children’s safety in the 
night, and they experience the disgust— 
and yes, the horror—of the constant 
presence of these noxious, vicious, dis- 
ease-carrying animals. 

We must act and act now to rid our 
cities of this ghastly threat to decent 
and safe living. And we must provide 
substantial Federal aid to get the job 
done because, as everyone knows, our 
cities do not have the financial resources 
and the tax sources to even carry on 
their present level of municipal activi- 
ties. 

Mr. Speaker, I have noticed an un- 
fortunate tendency among a number of 
people when this bill is discussed to in- 
dulge in jesting remarks, puns, and sup- 
posedly comical cliches. Let me assure 
my colleagues, Mr. Speaker, that in many 
of the areas of our cities this is no laugh- 
ing or joking matter. It is a matter of 
the utmost seriousness and gravity. Be- 
lieve me, Mr. Speaker, there is nothing 
funny about rats and rat bites. 

In the minority views of our commit- 
tee report, the point is made that the 
funds authorized in this bill will be able 
to finance an intensified attack on rats 
in areas having a population of, and I 
quote, “only 5 million.” I wish that the 
bill contained a larger authorization be- 
cause the more money we authorize, the 
more rats we will exterminate. The $40 
million authorized to cover 3-year pro- 
grams was all we believed to be practi- 
cally achievable. But let us not belittle 
a program that will offer the hope of 
ending the rat menace for 5 million 
human beings. Mr. Speaker, we should 
bear in mind that these 5 million people 
are the very millions who live in pre- 
cisely the neighborhoods where the rat 
problem is most intense. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I beseech and beg 
my colleagues from the bottom of my 
heart to vote overwhelmingly for this 
great, compassionate, and humane pro- 
gram for rat extermination which Pres- 
ident Johnson recommended and which 
our committee endorsed. 

Mr. GROVER. Mr. Speaker, I have re- 
quested information on annual bites 
from the health department in Nassau 
County, N.Y., a part of which county I 
represent. 

The following bites are documented 
and I list them for the interest of the 
opponents and proponents of the legis- 
lation before us. 


July 20, 1967 


Bites by— 
DORN · ee anan asda 5, 779 
8 rey Sabie fre - $23 
Hamster - 123 
Squirrels 2 73 
Rabbits 8 51 
Monkeys la 19 
Horses S 18 
Mice — 39 
Raccoon a 7 
Gerbils (desert rodent) 8 5 
BU olen es 4 
Chipmunk --- 5 4 
Guinea pig = 4 
Bear * 1 
Mole = 2 1 
Chinchilla 2 1 
Moench — 1 


There were no wild rat bites and 16 
bites by experiment- test rats. 

In 1963 there was noted one llama bite. 

Mr. BRAY. Mr. Speaker, the American 
people, of a certainty, are against rats; 
but this bill, which makes control of rats 
a Federal responsibility, reaches the 
height of absurdity. Rat control is cer- 
tainly a local community responsibility. 
The immediate cost of this legislation if 
enacted would cost $20 million for the 
first year, and would only take care of 
one-half of 1 percent of our 18,000 com- 
munities. Needless to say, this would only 
be a foot in the door. 

Every year the Federal Government 
would spend more and more money to 
control rats. Other branches of the Gov- 
ernment are already involved in rat con- 
trol. The Office of Economic Opportunity 
is spending over $2 million on merely a 
pilot project for rat control in Chicago; 
Health, Education, and Welfare, and 
General Services Administration also 
have rat control programs. If the Gov- 
ernment expanded its rat program to give 
equal protection from rats to all com- 
munities in the country, it would come 
to over a billion dollars a year. Next, if 
the State planners have their way, will 
come pigeon, starling, English sparrow, 
roach, and flea control activities. 

I am well aware that the liberal left, 
who would have the Government care 
for everyone and also have the Govern- 
ment dominate everyone's lives, will ac- 
cuse those of us who do not want the 
Government in the rat control business 
of being for rats. I certainly want to 
eliminate rats but a Federal bureau cer- 
tainly is not the answer. Now, I do not 
believe the Federal Government should 
pay for haircuts but this does not mean 
I am for beatniks. Neither do I believe 
the Government should buy soap for 
everyone, but this does not indicate I am 
against bathing. 

This bill also contemplates that the 
Federal Government will become in- 
volved in the garbage control business to 
control rats. Garbage control certainly 
is important but placing the control of 
the garbage collection in a Federal bu- 
reaucracy would probably be a victory 
for the rats. We know dogs and cats turn 
over garbage cans, and we know that our 
own personal failures to put lids on gar- 
bage cans contributes to the rat menace. 
So, then, we know what we will have to 
do if under this, or similar legislation, 
the Government takes on garbage dis- 
posal as one of its activities, and your 
neighbor leaves his garbage cans in a 
mess: pick up the phone, call the De- 
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partment of Housing and Urban De- 
velopment—Code 202-393-4160. 

When I was a boy, I did not realize it 
was the Federal Government’s responsi- 
bility to eliminate rats. We did it our- 
selves. 

I intend to vote against this bill and 
against the gradual encroachment of the 
Federal Government into the personal 
affairs of everyone, and, in turn, insisting 
upon the absolute control of the lives of 
all. 

We who vote against this bill are well 
aware that we will be accused of being 
for rats, and against people. However, 
most of us were willing to face that base- 
less charge, in order to keep our Govern- 
ment from being financially ruined to the 
point where it cannot carry out its true 
responsibilities. I trust that the bureau- 
crats who are so eager to do everything 
for us will leave us a few pleasures and 
duties to perform for ourselves. 

Mr. BERRY. Mr. Speaker, it surprises 
me somewhat that no one has rallied to 
the defense of the rat during the discus- 
sion of this bill before the House to 
spend $40 million over the next 2 years 
for local rat control programs. Certainly 
there must be someone who sees this as 
a threat to a species of wildlife. 

In my State of South Dakota, the In- 
terior Department has been conducting 
a program to control predatory animals 
which each year do millions of dollars 
of damage to the agricultural economy. 
To be sure, the program has been luke- 
warm and half-hearted from the start, 
but what little control has been mustered 
is continually shackled at every turn by 
those who see these controls as a threat 
to the predators. 

I have just recently heard from sev- 
eral sheepmen in my district who have 
suffered great losses because of cut- 
backs in the Interior program. Many 
have had to take protective measures 
on their own. The opponents, of course, 
do not see the millions of dollars ruined 
each year. They do not see South Da- 
kota’s dwindling pheasant population 
which has been decimated by predators. 
This, in turn, has dried up a $25 million 
sport hunting economy in the State. 

Where are these people now that we 
are trying to exterminate the rats? Cer- 
tainly we cannot interfere with “nature’s 
balance,” or possible extinction of this 
species of animal. It would seem if we 
can spend $40 million on rat control, it 
is high time to beef up our predatory ani- 
mal controls as well. 

Mr. FINO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup- 
port of this bill with some misgivings. 
This legislation, although a mere drop 
in the bucket, constitutes a real break- 
through for the Department of Housing 
and Urban Development. 

Heretofore, the only bills HUD has sent 
to Congress have proposed all kinds of 
tricky housing schemes designed to sub- 
sidize the rents of a favored few or to 
break up existing residential patterns. 

For example, only a few weeks ago, 
I noticed that the demonstration cities” 
program is being used as a vehicle to 
move slumdwellers to the suburbs—at 
least according to the New York Times— 
because Congress did not take all the 
loopholes out of the bill. 
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Perhaps some of you noticed that Sec- 
retary Weaver told the Senate Housing 
Subcommittee that Newark’s rioting 
means that we have to vote more money 
for rent subsidies and demonstration 
cities. Evidently, Dr. Weaver believes 
that the tranquillity of this Nation will 
be best served by moving the slums to 
the suburbs—putting a sniper in every 
subdivision. I seriously doubt that the 
people of this country agree. 

However, I do want to praise HUD for 
recommending this bill because it is the 
first HUD bill which is not a payoff to 
the big builders or a gravy train for 
ivory tower social planners. 

This rat bill is a bold step forward for 
HUD policy. Many of these rats HUD 
wants to exterminate have grown fat on 
liberal benevolence. Many of these same 
rats were born in slums financed by wel- 
fare handouts and perpetuated by pro- 
slumlord Democratic Federal tax policies. 

I have introduced an antislumlord tax 
bill which would deny tax breaks to all 
slums not in compliance with local health 
and building ordinances. Although the 
idea has won approval from top archi- 
tects and planners, I have not heard one 
word from Dr. Weaver in support of this 
measure. 

For too many years, local city Demo- 
cratic administrations have been giving 
tax breaks to slumlords. These same rats 
that HUD now wants to kill off spent 
their underpriviliged childhoods nour- 
ishing themselves on garbage left uncol- 
lected by local city Democratic adminis- 
trations. These same rats hid in darkness 
perpetuated by payola-ridden Demo- 
cratic building departments. 

For these reasons, I am sure America’s 
rats are going to be bitterly resentful 
that this administration has turned on 
them after all these many years. 

Perhaps HUD turned against these 
rats when they started biting rioters. 
If they had bitten policemen, nothing 
would have happened. 

Frankly, after reading the newspapers 
and watching television during the past 
week, I do not think that the problem in 
the slums is four-legged rats—I think 
that the problem is the two-legged rats— 
the two-legged snipers and murderers 
who beat policemen to death with their 
own guns, 

I will support this bill because it is a 
step in the right direction in our fight 
to improve the physical conditions in our 
slum areas. 

Mr. LLOYD. Mr. Speaker, I believe 
this legislation suggests an inadequate 
one improper solution to a serious prob- 
em. 

The problems of local government 
should not be attacked in this half way, 
piecemeal fashion by the Federal Gov- 
ernment. 

In passing, may I point out that here 
again the tools of authority and respon- 
sibility of State government are totally 
ignored as the Central Government in 
Washington attempts to act as the sole 
mother hen of local government. 

And again this legislation suggests a 
further proliferation of grant-in-aid 
programs, with Washington establishing 
priorities and criteria rather than local 
government officials, who know the most 
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about it, establishing these local priori- 
ties and criteria as they were elected to 
do. Here indeed is a good illustration of 
the need to replace these grant-in-aid 
programs and Federal administration 
with the more workable concept of tax 
sharing, whereby local and State govern- 
ments would receive not only funds, but 
a return of their local responsibility. 

If this bill passes, we will have to bor- 
row another $40 million at high rates just 
for the first 2 years, and for just 100 local 
areas. If the program were actually to be 
expanded in an attempt to destroy every 
rat in America, at least temporarily, the 
program would have to be expanded to 
800 local areas at least, with the costs so 
astronomical as to be beyond the merely 
ridiculous. 

I know we have to help eliminate the 
conditions which breed rats. I know that 
the filth of outside garbage facilities in 
many areas of this country are almost 
beyond comprehension. Perhaps closed 
paper bags are the answer, along with 
progress in garbage collection and use- 
ful application of garbage, accompanied 
by a better use of the police power. 
However, this is a local matter. This Fed- 
eral program, piecemeal and inadequate, 
is wrong. 

Mr. PETTIS. Mr. Speaker, the dis- 
tinguished Member from Texas and 
other Members who are sponsoring and 
supporting H.R. 11000 have, in my 
opinion, done our Nation a great service. 
While our minds have been filled with 
such common problems as the war in 
Vietnam, the national debt, a deficit that 
may approach $30 billion, race riots, and 
the Middle East crisis, we are warned of 
an undetected and obviously neglected 
emergency, the war on rats. 

I would not wish, Mr. Speaker, to go on 
record as a defender either of the four- 
legged rats whose future would be in 
clear jeopardy or of the two-legged 
tailless variety who, unfortunately, 
would escape the all-out effort called 
for in this bill. 

I just believe that existing rat control 
programs can, with the cooperation of 
the American people, do the job that 
needs to be done. I do not believe that 
we need a Federal rat control program. 
If rats have become a growing problem 
or a national program, I suggest that 
our President call for increased vigilance 
on the part of those responsible for rat 
control and voluntary action on the part 
of individuals and groups across the 
Nation. 

It is my opinion, Mr. Speaker, that one 
of our most serious urban problems is the 
growing tendency to do little or nothing 
about our environment. Millions sit and 
grow fat surrounded by ugliness and filth 
that could be eliminated by even a 
modest amount of personal pride and 
industry. Too many of our people are 
ready to let the Federal Government 
fight their battles. I am willing that this 
be the case in some matters, but I prefer 
to fight my own war on rats. Our Gov- 
ernment’s performance in some other 
wars suggests that this war on rats might 
not be won in 2 years. It is conceivable 
that a stalemate might develop with 
neither victory nor a negotiated peace. 
Since the war involves widespread de- 
struction of habitats enjoyed by the rat 
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population, it could also end up costing 
more than the bill calls for. 

Promoters identify this rat crisis as a 
health problem. But this war would be 
directed by the Secretary of Housing and 
Urban Development. Would we be start- 
ing yet another war between this De- 
partment and various local health de- 
partments who are also fighting wars on 
rats? 

When I was a boy, wars were fought 
against gophers, rats, and coyotes by 
placing a bounty on tails brought in. We 
did not make a lot of money, but we car- 
ried on the wars with relentless enthusi- 
asm, developing all sorts of ingenious 
traps and, incidentally, keeping out of 
trouble. 

The youth of many of our cities are 
bored nearly to death. Some are respond- 
ing to the call of race wars and riots. Let 
us sound the alarm, calling on respon- 
sible local leaders and organizations to 
mount voluntary campaigns against this 
growing national hazard. Let us join 
forces and fight rats, not each other. 

Mr RYAN. Mr. Speaker, H.R. 11000, 
the Rat Extermination Act of 1967, is 
important. It is difficult to believe that 
anyone can be against the extermina- 
tion of rats. What can be said in favor 
of rats? They have, directly and in- 
directly, killed more human beings than 
have been killed in all the wars since 
the beginning of time. Today, in New 
York City, over 700 rat bites are reported 
yearly. The rat depends on us for his 
food and shelter and, therefore, by a 
concentrated effort, can be eradicated at 
our will. 

It is unfortunate that we have never 
made the concerted effort to change the 
physical surroundings and conditions 
which encourage persistent rat habita- 
tion and increase their numbers. It is in- 
deed an unhappy fact that Congress has 
failed to take the steps necessary to erad- 
icate the slums in our country. It is a 
tragedy that our greatest cities have 
ghetto areas in which some buildings, 
meant to be homes for human beings, 
have more rats living in them than 


people. 

I hope that H.R. 11000 will be adopted 
and that Congress will begin to appro- 
priate the funds needed for an effective 
rat control program. 

However, rats are only one of the 
problems of our cities’ slums. Rats and 
the diseases carried by them are inimical 
to health, but can one say they are any 
worse than the other evils characteristic 
of our urban slums. Is child malnutri- 
tion a lesser evil? Is juvenile delinquency 
of lower priority? Is the solving of drug 
addiction something we can afford to 
postpone? Can we wait until later to 
raise substandard housing conditions to 
an acceptable level; to eliminate wide- 
spread unemployment; to get high school 
dropouts to go back to school; to create 
adequate recreation facilities? Are we 
going to wait until riots flare up in each 
of our cities? Until the urban ghettos 
declare war on the rest of the country? 
It seems that it is the sense of the 90th 
Congress to indeed wait; to wait until 
our commitment in Southeast Asia has 
ended and then to wait some more. Mr. 
Speaker, I think the 90th Congress has 
a mandate to act now. A mandate com- 
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ing from the elections of 1964 and again 
1966. The summer riots are only proof 
of the urgency of this mandate. 

Although the rat extermination bill 
will only be really adequate if it is en- 
acted in conjunction with a massive leg- 
islative attack aimed at eliminating the 
slums, its purposes are nonetheless in the 
interest of all Americans to whom rats 
are a recurrent problem. The rat is not 
just a symbol of poverty. It is one of the 
cruelest manifestations of the urban 
slum. For the mother who has to leave 
her young children alone in her house, 
the rat is a danger that the mother 
thinks about in dread. For the family on 
welfare, the food which the rat seems to 
so readily devour cuts deeply into their 
small allowance. For the 14,000 people 
who were bitten by rats last year, the rat 
is a cause of great pain. For over 5,000 
people who were inflicted with plague, 
typhus, leptospirosis, and other rat- 
associated diseases, the rat has caused 
incomparable hardships. For the Nation 
that suffers over a billion dollars worth 
of damages in a year directly because of 
rats, they are a great economic loss. 

The fact, Mr. Speaker, is that we have 
the technical ability to control rats. We 
know how to exterminate rats and how 
to strike at the roots of their environ- 
ment. Plans have been prepared for na- 
tionwide rat control programs, and vari- 
ous local communities have started to 
treat rat control as a serious problem. 
The emphasis on any rat control pro- 
gram should be at the community level, 
but the communities must be aided by 
the larger financial resources of the Fed- 
eral Government, 

Where community programs have 
gone into operation they have done a 
great deal to control rats. VISTA volun- 
teers have taken an active part in mobi- 
lizing the community in the war against 
rats, putting out poison and traps for the 
rats, teaching families sanitary garbage 
disposal methods, and encouraging more 
sanitary neighborhood conditions. In 
New York City, the health department 
has carried on a rat extermination pro- 
aan in Harlem, and other areas of the 
city. 

In Detroit an extensive effort to ex- 
terminate rats has had encouraging re- 
sults. The four-point program to starve 
the rat, demolish his home, protect build- 
ings from rat infestation, and kill the 
rat, involved improved garbage collection, 
home improvements, various means of 
rat extermination, and citizen participa- 
tion. As a result the incidence of ratbites 
has decreased to under 20 reported cases 
per year. 

It is a sad commentary that so few 
communities have even started to use the 
program that Detroit employed. In many 
communities the problem of rats has 
worsened. Not only have cities lacked the 
will to help their ghetto neighborhoods 
Solve the problem of rats; they lack the 
money to launch a really effective cam- 
paign. The Detroit campaign which re- 
lied basically on community education 
programs cost money; other programs 
will also call for increased expenditures. 

The President’s Inter-Agency Task 
Force report on rat control estimated 
that an adequate nationwide program 
would require Federal grants of $125 mil- 
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lion annually. It has also been estimated 
that the total cost of a nationwide pro- 
gram to exterminate rats would reach 
one and a half billion dollars. Only the 
Federal Government has the resources to 
fill such an order. The funds that are 
called for in H.R. 11000 are only $40 mil- 
lion over a 2-year period. This is clearly 
not enough to establish effective rat con- 
trol programs throughout this country. 
Let us hope it is enough to make for an 
effective start. 

The Rat Extermination Act of 1967 
does have several significant provisions. 
It will finance and coordinate various 
community programs and help to initi- 
ate programs where there are now none. 
First, the Federal assistance is given di- 
rectly to communities for local rat con- 
trol and extermination programs to 
allow for a variety of methods especially 
suited to the needs and circumstances of 
each area. The communities which are 
most plagued with rats are those which 
are least able to pay for private extermi- 
nators or even for the metal trash cans 
which are basic to any eradication pro- 
gram. By giving matching grants on a 
two for one basis, it is hoped that local 
governments will be induced to allocate 
more of their resources to the commu- 
nity rat control programs. Furthermore, 
the program includes “the elimination or 
modification of physical surroundings 
and conditions—including rat harbor- 
ages and food supplies—which encourage 
or tend to encourage persistant rat habi- 
tation and increases in their numbers; 
and any other actions which will reduce 
or eliminate, on more than a temporary 
basis disease, injury, and property dam- 
age caused by rats.” It has too often been 
the case that the conditions which fos- 
tered the growth of the rat population 
in the area continue after the rats have 
been eradicated, and a new population 
quickly moves in to fill the ecological 
niche which has been created by ex- 
termination. 

This bill does recognize that the prob- 
lem of rat control is related to the con- 
ditions of the urban slums. It has a citi- 
zen education component which will 
train people in the community on basic 
standards of health and see that sanitary 
and healthful conditions are maintained 
after the rats are eradicated. 

If the concern about riots expressed 
on the floor yesterday was genuine, then 
the House will approve this bill. However, 
it is not enough if the root causes of 
urban unrest are to be attacked. 

Instead of the legislation now before 
us, we should be considering an adequate 
urban redevelopment bill attacking the 
slums on many fronts. If we use our 
resources to solve the problems of our 
slums, we will have solved a lot of re- 
lated problems. 

But because rat control, when we are 
unwilling to allocate the resources to 
solve the general problem of urban de- 
cay, does exist as a problem, and a very 
important one to many urban dwellers, 
I urge support for the rule and H.R. 
11000. 

Mr. MOORHEAD. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in support of the Rat Extermination Act 
of 1967 because I think that it is urgent 
that national attention be called and na- 
tional impetus given to a program to 
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eliminate one of the main threats to dis- 
ease and instigators of damage to prop- 
erty—the rat. 

Since the rat is bred where there is 
poor housing and sanitation, in areas of 
urban and rural poverty, it is logical for 
the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development, which has the prime re- 
sponsibility for improving the physical 
environment of our towns and cities, to 
work with the local governments in 
establishing a coordinated attack to 
combat the nasty and dangerous rodent. 

It is not intended that the Federal 
Government get involved in the full-time 
rat extermination business; therefore, it 
is proposed that the Government cover 
the first two-thirds of the cost of 3-year 
local programs to provide communities 
with an initial boost. 

It is also recognized that nothing will 
be gained by giving money to communi- 
ties carte blanche. They are required to 
submit plans, tailored to meet their own 
particular needs and requirements in 
such areas as building and sanitation 
codes; adequate garbage and refuse col- 
lection; maintenance of public activities 
and services; extermination; community 
education and organization; and a sys- 
tem of evaluation, indicating their own 
intention to follow through. 

In Pittsburgh this year so far, there 
have been over 1,200 complaints con- 
cerning rats. And not all of these 
stemmed from rat bites, for rats do not 
have to bite to be harmful or transmit 
disease—they also contaminate food. The 
annual report of the Allegheny County 
Health Department, where Pittsburgh is 
located, shows an appalling 50 percent 
increase over the last year in reinspec- 
tions of dwellings to abate garbage, ro- 
dents, and other nuisances. 

The No. 1 environmental health 
problem in Pittsburgh is reported to be 
slum housing, and we all know this to 
be the habitat of the rat. 

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I deem it ur- 
gent to adopt H.R. 11000 to provide a 
comprehensive, sophisticated approach 
toward eliminating this No. 1 pub- 
lic health nuisance—who is certainly no 
laughing matter—Brother Rat. 

Mr. MATSUNAGA., Mr. Speaker, I 
have no further requests for time. I move 
the previous question. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
Rooney of New York). The question is 
on the resolution. 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr. Speaker, 
on that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The question was taken; and there 
were—yeas 176, nays 207, not voting 49, 
as follows: 


[Roll No. 178] 
YEAS—176 

Addabbo Brown, Calif. Delaney 
Albert Buchanan Donohue 
Anderson, Burke, Mass. Dow 

Tenn. Burton, Calif. Downing 
Annunzio Byrne, Pa. Dulski 
Ashley Cahill Dwyer 
Aspinall Carey Eckhardt 
Barrett Ciark Edmondson 
Bingham Cohelan Edwards, Calif. 
Blatnik Conte Edwards, La. 
Boland Corman ilberg 
Bolling Culver 
Brademas Daddario Evans, Colo. 
Brasco Daniels on 
Brooks de la Garza Farbstein 


Feighan 

Fino 

Flood 

Foley 

Ford, 
William D. 


Heckler, Mass. 
Helstoski 


Abbitt 
Abernethy 
Adair 


Anderson, Ml. 

Andrews, Ala. 

Andrews, 
Dak. 


Broomfield 
Brotzman 
Brown, Mich. 
Brown, Ohio 
Broyhill, N.C, 
Broyhill, Va. 
Burke, Fla, 


Casey 


Kyros 
Landrum 
Leggett 
McCarthy 
McDade 
McFall 
Machen 
Madden 
Mathias, Md. 
Matsunaga 
Meeds 
Miller, Calif. 
nish 


Rhodes, Pa. 
NAYS—207 


Fulton, Pa. 


Henderson 
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Riegle 
Rivers 
Rodino 
Rogers, Colo. 
Ronan 
Rooney, N.Y. 
Rooney, Pa. 
Rosenthal 
Rostenkowski 
Roush 
Roybal 

Ryan 

St Germain 
St. Onge 
Schweiker 
Shipley 

Sisk 

Slack 


: Re Iowa 


taggers 
Stephens 
Stubblefield 
Sullivan 
Tenzer 
Thompson, N.J. 
Tunney 
Udall 
Ullman 
Van Deerlin 
Vander Jagt 

anik 


Young 
Zablocki 


Lloyd 
Lukens 
McClory 
McClure 


Michel 


Shriver Stratton Whalley 
Sikes Stuckey White 
Skubitz Taft Whitten 
Smith, Calif. Talcott Wiggins 
Smith, N.Y. Taylor Williams, Pa, 
Smith, Okla. Teague, Calif. Wilson, Bob 
Snyder Thompson, Ga. Winn 
Springer Thomson, Wis. Wright 
Stafford Tuck Wylie 
Stanton Waggonner Wyman 
Steed Wampler Zion 
Steiger, Ariz. Watts Zwach 
Steiger, Wis. 
NOT VOTING—49 

Adams Hansen, Wash. Passman 
Arends W Pepper 
Ayres Howard Pool 
Boggs Hungate Pucinski 
Carter Karth Rarick 
Cederberg King, Calif Sandman 

er rwan Saylor 
Conyers Kluczynski Scheuer 
Dawson Kuykendall Teague, Tex. 
Dent Tiernan 
Diggs Long, La. Utt 
Dorn Long, Md. Watkins 
Evins, Tenn. Watson 
Ford, Gerald R. Macdonald, Whitener 
Gardner Mass. Williams, Miss. 
Goodell Mailliard Wyatt 
Gray Murphy, III 


So the resolution was rejected. 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 


Mr. Kluczynski for, 


against. 
Mr. Adams for, with Mr. Passman against. 


Mr. Conyers for, with Mr. Williams of Mis- 
sissippi against. 

Mr. Pepper for, with Mr. Long of Lousiana 

Mr. ‘Scheuer for, with Mr, Cederberg 
against. 

Mr, King of California for, with Mr. Wyatt 


t. 

Mr. Dent for, with Mr. Carter against. 

Mr. Kirwan for, with Mr. Whitener against. 

Mr. Murphy of Illinois for, with Mr. Wat- 
kins against. 

Mr. Tiernan for, with Mr. Watson against. 

Mr, Celler for, with Mr. Utt against. 

Mr. Pucinski for, with Mr. Kuykendall 


with Mr, Rarick 


against. 

Mr. Macdonald of Massachusetts for, with 
Mr. Dorn against. 

Mr. Karth for, with Mr. McMillan against, 

Mr. Howard for, with Mr. Pool against. 

Mr. Hawkins for, with Mr. Laird against. 

Mr. Diggs for, with Mr, Teague of Texas 
against. 

Mr. Gray for, with Mr, Gerald R. Ford 
against. 

Mr. Boggs for, with Mr. Arends against. 

Mr. Evins of Tennessee for, with Mr. Gard- 
ner against. 

Mrs. Hansen of Washington for, with Mr. 
Mailliard against. 


Until further notice: 


Mr. Dawson with Mr. Goodell, 
Mr. Hungate with Mr. Saylor. 
Mr. Long of Maryland with Mr. Sandman. 


Mr. CONTE and Mrs. HECKLER of 
Massachusetts changed their votes from 
“nay” to “yea,” 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND 


Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that all Members may have 
5 legislative days in which to extend their 
remarks on the resolution which was just 
defeated. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
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SHOCK AND CHAGRIN AT THE 
VOTE ON HOUSE RESOLUTION 
749 PROVIDING FOR CONSID- 
ERATION OF THE RAT EXTER- 
MINATION ACT OF 1967 


Mr. KUPFERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. KUPFERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I 
was shocked and chagrined at the vote 
just now. I say this to those who voted 
“aye” overwhelmingly on the antiriot 
bill yesterday, that seldom can one find 
such inconsistency in such a short peri- 
od of time. 

Mr. Speaker, we asserted yesterday 
Federal supremacy on a local problem to 
suppress violent dissent, but today we 
vote to invite violent dissent. 

Mr. Speaker, I have seen rat-infested 
areas and buildings in the slums of the 
city of New York. Adjoining the con- 
gressional district which it is my honor 
to represent, is the congressional dis- 
trict represented by AnaM CLAYTON POW- 
ELL. One might say that I am serving 
as the interim voluntary Congressman 
for that area. 

Mr. Speaker, I have seen some of the 
conditions which exist there. 

If you were a hard-working father 
coming home from work to find one of 
your children bitten by a rat, you might 
very well start a small riot yourself. 

Mr. Speaker, I am ashamed of the 
vote today on this question. 


LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM FOR THE 
BALANCE OF THIS WEEK AND 
FOR NEXT WEEK 


Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Arizona? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr. Speaker, 
I take this time to ask the distinguished 
majority leader as to the program for 
the balance of this week and for next 
week. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, will the 
distinguished gentleman from Arizona 
yield? 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. I yield to 
the gentleman from Olkahoma. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, in response 
to the inquiry of the distinguished gen- 
tleman from Arizona, there is no further 
legislative business for this week, and we 
shall ask to go over until Monday next 
upon the announcement of the program 
for next week. 

The program for next week is as fol- 
lows: 

Monday is District day, but there are 
no District bills. 

Tuesday is the public works appropria- 
tion bill for fiscal year 1968. 

On Wednesday and the balance of the 
week, H.R. 8630, to extend the authority 
for exemptions from the antitrust laws 
to assist in safeguarding the balance-of- 
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payments position of the United States, 
under an open rule with 2 hours of de- 
bate, and 

H.R. 9547, the Inter-American Devel- 
opment Bank Act Amendments of 1967, 
under an open rule with 2 hours of 
debate. 

Mr. Speaker, this announcement is 
made subject to the usual reservation 
that conference reports may be brought 
up at any time, and that any further 
program may be announced later. 

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman from Arizona yield? 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. I yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, may I say to 
the majority leader that I hope we can 
schedule the legislative business on 
Wednesday so that we can all get out to 
the ball park for our annual game, com- 
mencing at 6:15. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, if the gen- 
tleman will yield further, I will say to 
the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
ContTE] that we are taking care of that. 
If the gentleman will read the program 
for next week carefully, I believe he will 
find that that has been taken care of. 

Mr. CONTE. I thank the gentleman for 
that reassurance. 


ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY, 
JULY 24, 1967 


Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the House 
adjourns today it adjourn to meet on 
Monday next. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Okla- 
homa? 

There was no objection. 


CALENDAR WEDNESDAY BUSINESS 
DISPENSED WITH ON WEDNESDAY 
NEXT 


Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that any business in 
order under the Calendar Wednesday 
Rule may be dispensed with on Monday 
next. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Okla- 
homa? 

There was no objection. 


THE SO-CALLED ANTIRIOT BILL 


Mr. HICKS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Washington? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HICKS. Mr. Speaker, along with 
the other Members of the House, I had 
a very deep interest in the legislation 
which we acted upon yesterday, the so- 
called antiriot bill. Along with the other 
Members, I had been exposed to many 
arguments pro and con. I had some rath- 
er mild reservations about that bill when 
I came over here yesterday noon, and so I 
stayed on the floor during the entire 
course of the debate in order to gain fur- 
ther insight and information through 
the presentations made by my colleagues. 
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The result was that, by the time the 
discussions ended, I was convinced that 
the bill was and is capable of working 
considerable mischief in the labor field. 
I even began to suspect that this was 
among the intentions of that legislation. 

What really convinced me, Mr. Speak- 
er, was the opposition to the amendment 
proposed by the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia [Mr. HOLIFIELD]. There was much 
reassurance, you will recall, that the bill 
would have no adverse effects on labor 
organizing activities. In fact the com- 
mittee reports says: 

The bill, as amended, will not prohibit le- 
gitimate activities by groups or individuals 
who travel in interstate commerce or use its 
facilities to plan and participate in public 
assemblies or other lawful public demonstra- 
tions. Obviously, nothing in the bill cir- 
cumscribes or hinders the objectives of or- 
ganized labor in a bona fide labor dispute in 
urging strikes, 


So Mr. HOLIFIELD, in effect said, “All 
right, then, let us say in the bill what it 
says in the committee report.” And he 
offered an amendment so stating. 

This amendment was accepted at once 
by the distinguished gentleman from 
Louisiana [Mr. WILLIS], floor manager 
of the bill. He had no quarrel with it. But 
others did have many quarrels with it. 

The rejection of this amendment by 
the antilabor conservative coalition con- 
vinced me that the bill would indeed be 
inimical to the legitimate interests of or- 
ganized labor. 

Responsible labor people detest vio- 
lence as much as responsible people 
everywhere. But it is a union’s business 
to make every reasonable effort to better 
the lot of its members and to correct in- 
equities. One method of doing so is the 
picket line. As we all know, violence 
sometimes occurs when there are ex- 
treme antiunion feelings which a picket 
line can generate. Clearly, the legislation 
could apply to union organizers who cross 
State lines to advocate obtaining labor’s 
legitimate objections through lawful 
strikes and attendant picket lines. 

My reservations were not limited to 
the adverse effects on labor, Mr. Speaker. 
In the course of yesterday’s discussions 
I became convinced that the entire bill 
was unnecessary and dangerous. 

It was and is aimed at such people as 
Stokely Carmichael and other Negro 
militants, and I see no good reason to 
play into their hands and make them 
Federal martyrs. 

There presently exists in every State 
in this Union statutes which make incit- 
ing to riot a crime. Mr. Stokely Car- 
michael and his ilk are amenable to 
prosecution and punishment under those 
State laws. 

Beyond that, Mr. Speaker, after 2 re- 
warding years of waging productive leg- 
islative warfare against the causes of dis- 
content and consequent disturbance, I 
found it dismaying to see this body ex- 
pending its energies flailing away at ef- 
fects. That was what the bill proposed 
to do: To try to do away with the results 
of many generations of neglect of mil- 
lions of Americans; it did not even pre- 
tend to try to do away with that neglect 
itself, and thus perhaps take one more 
step toward eliminating riots. 

I abhor violence and disobedience of 
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the law and the very thought of fellow 
Americans descending to mob level. I 
abhor people who encourage these acts. 

And I also abhor the conditions that 
cause these effects, and have supported 
and will support legislation which gets 
at those causes. The antiriot bill does not 
meet that criterion, in my opinion. 

The legislation was predicated on an 
assumption that “outside agitators” fo- 
ment upheaval. No doubt they do in some 
cases. But it is interesting to note a 
recent article by columnist Marquis 
Childs in which he reported the results 
of a study made at Brandeis University 
on the source of violence as sampled 
in six northern cities, three of which 
have suffered riots and three of which 
have not. Mr. Childs said: 

The report, based on careful polling tech- 
niques, shows that riots grow out of deep, 
long-harbored discontents in the ghetto. 
There is an interaction of two factors, the 
“grievance level” and the inflammatory na- 
ture of the incident precipitating the initial 
outbreak. Where the “grievance level” is 
high over lack of jobs, miserable housing, or 
the conviction of police brutality, a small in- 
cident will trigger a riot. 

On “outsiders” as a cause of riots Negroes 
and whites differ more sharply than on any 
of the factors contributing to the violence 
of this long, hot summer, A large percentage 
of whites see as the only factor “outsiders 
coming into a city and stirring up trouble.” 
The vast majority of Negroes reject this as 
a major cause. In one city... 56 percent 
of the whites gave “outsiders’’ as the cause 
and only 7 percent of the Negroes. 


This indicates to me that we are no 
less prone to fool ourselves, to believe 
what our preconceptions lead us to de- 
sire to believe, than we ever were, Peo- 
ple who can convince themselves that 
“outsiders” are doing all the dirty work, 
do not need then to bestir themselves and 
take action—action which demands 
thought and hard work and even makes 
some demands on their wallets—to elimi- 
nate the conditions which breed riots. 

Some of the people in this very body 
who pushed strongly for the legislation 
which was passed yesterday are the same 
people who have fought and continue to 
fight against the programs which would 
eliminate most of the need for control 
of riots of the kind we have been experi- 
encing of late because there would be 
few riots. And I emphasize again that 
to my mind this was not riot control leg- 
islation. I submit that it was more in the 
nature of a sop to 435 constituencies that 
are understandably disturbed over riot- 
ing in the United States. But a sop is not 
an answer, and in fact is more likely to 
become part of the problem itself. 

“Inciting to riot” is a criminal offense 
everywhere in this country, under State 
statutes and municipal ordinances. If 
these are not adequate to curb rioting 
and punish offenders against the pub- 
lic peace, then it is the States and mu- 
nicipalities that should be taking action 
to strengthen their own instruments of 
control. It certainly is not necessary for 
the Federal Government to enter the 
picture at this time. Indeed, had there 
been any request for such intrusion from 
officials of States or municipalities? It is 
my understanding that there had not 
been. 

To return in conclusion to the prospect 
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of the provisions of that bill being used 
against labor, I am not convinced that it 
would be applied in 1967 for I have con- 
siderable faith in our judicial system. 
But we do do not legislate merely for 
1967, Mr. Speaker, not merely for 1968 
nor merely for next several years. And 
I do not have that much confidence in 
the status quo as regards interpretation 
of today’s laws in terms of conditions of 
the future especially in the light of the 
rejection of the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
HO.LIFIELD]. 

I suggest, Mr. Speaker, that the legis- 
lation enacted yesterday, the so-called 
antiriot bill, is unnecessary in its con- 
cept and dangerous in its implications, 
and should have been rejected. 


TRAFFIC AND MOTOR VEHICLE 
SAFETY 


Mr. HARVEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the Recorp and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HARVEY. Mr. Speaker, when the 
National Traffic and Motor Vehicle 
Safety Act of 1966 was before the House 
of Representatives in August of last year, 
Iexpressed my support for the legislation 
but with numerous reservations. My con- 
gressional district, as I pointed out in 
debate at that time, is vitally dependent 
upon the automobile industry. Many of 
my constitutents, both workers and exec- 
utives, had written me last year express- 
ing the fear that the industry would be 
harassed by unreasonable regulations 
and that the mass production of auto- 
biles and parts would be slowed down, if 
not brought to a complete halt, as a re- 
sult thereof. 

As I sat up the other night reading 
the recommended findings and the re- 
port of the presiding officer, Mr. Russell 
A. Potter, hearing examiner for the Na- 
tional Transportation Safety Board, all 
of our debate came back to mind. When 
we were considering this legislation, one 
of the things that concerned me most was 
the necessity for turning over vast dis- 
cretionary authority to the administra- 
tor of the program. I said at that time: 

I believe some of this concern from those 
in the auto industry comes about because 
of the very vast discretion that is turned 
over to the Secretary in this particular bill. 

Mr. Chairman, this is something that I 
cannot think of any way to get around, We 
must empower him with the authority to 
get out these particular standards. Whether 
the Secretary truly understands when we 
talk of the model year—whether he truly 
understands when we talk of the leadtime 
necessary in new model production and com- 
prehends these things are tremendously im- 
portant, not only to the automobile indus- 
try but to all our country. What the Sec- 
retary does and what he says in these regu- 
lations will affect directly the lives and the 
earnings of one out of every seven Americans 
in the 50 States of America. 

In my district, I am sure that not only 
one out of seven but the majority of the 
people are either directly or indirectly de- 
pendent upon the auto industry. So it is 
very vital to them. 
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But, Mr. Chairman, I want to say to the 
chairman that this House in supporting this 
legislation has to be mindful of the fact that 
no matter whom we have in the position of 
Secretary, I believe we must assume that this 
person is going to act reasonably and that 
he is going to act wisely. 


Mr. Speaker, I am happy to report to 
my constituents that if the recommen- 
dations of the initial vehicle safety 
standard 201 by Hearing Examiner Rus- 
sell A. Potter is an example, and I think 
it is, we can feel that the Administrator 
is indeed going to act “reasonably” and 
“wisely.” Safety standard 201 dealt with 
the safety production to be afforded by 
1968 automobile interiors. Four basic 
questions were presented for decision by 
the hearing examiner. They were as 
follows: 

1. Is Standard 201 stated in clear and 
objective terms; 

2. Is Standard 201 limited to performance 
requirements, and are these practicable; 

8. Does Standard 201 meet the need for 
“motor vehicle safety” as that term is defined 
in the National Traffic and Motor Vehicle 
Safety Act of 1966 (80 Stat. 718); and 

4. Is it reasonable to require all passenger 
cars to be produced so as to comply with 
Standard 201 by January 1, 1968. 


The full report of Hearing Examiner 
Russell A. Potter in answer to these ques- 
tions is more than 50 pages in length. 
So that all Members will be apprised, 
however, I am inserting his actual find- 
ings in response to these questions im- 
mediately following my remarks. 

I was particularly interested in the 
answer to question No. 4 whether it was 
“reasonable to require all passenger cars 
to be produced so as to comply with 
standard 201 by January 1, 1968.” 

Mr. Speaker, the answer to this ques- 
tion went right to the heart of my fears 
concerning the administration of this 
legislation for it concerned the leadtime 
necessary in new model production in the 
automobile industry, as well as among 
the industry suppliers. While reading the 
report of the hearing, I was impressed 
with the abundant testimony of industry 
witnesses that compliance with standard 
201 could not possibly take place in 11 
short months. 

One industry witness for a domestic 
manufacturer pointed out that this one 
standard alone necessitated a complete 
redesign of substantial portions of the 
interior of that particular 1968 model, 
and more than 4,800 different parts and 
assemblies would therefore, have to be 
redesigned. Even after the specific intent 
of standard 201 was made clear, indus- 
try witnesses testified it would take not 
months but several years to accomplish 
these changes. Furthermore, witnesses 
made clear these changes were not such 
as could be accomplished while produc- 
tion was in progress but would have 
necessitated a complete shutdown of 
production, similar to that during the 
model changeover. 

Mr. Speaker, I was pleased to read the 
report and findings of Hearing Exami- 
ner Russell A. Potter concerning stand- 
ard 201 because I believe his findings 
demonstrated the “wisdom” and “rea- 
sonableness” necessary to the enforce- 
ment of this program. These qualities are 
essential if our goal of saving lives by 
manufacturing safer vehicles is to be 
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accomplished, and at the same time mass 
production of automobiles is to continue 
without interruption. 

The complete findings of the hearing 
examiner with regard to standard 201 
are set forth below: 


VI, FINDING 


On the basis of the entire record, it is 
found: 

1. Standard 201 in the following particu- 
lars is not stated in clear and objective 
terms: 

1. The definition of the terms head im- 
pact area,” “knee and leg impact area,” and 
“pelvic impact area” are vague, inexact, and 
unworkable for automotive design purposes; 

2. The anthropometric data in Public 
Health Service Publication No. 1000, Series 
11, No. 8, is too incomplete to serve as a basis 
for a precise three-dimensional standard to 
delineate impact areas and to measure com- 
pliance of interiors of automobiles with the 
requirements of the regulations; 

3. Three-dimensional manikins and crash 
dummies do not articulate as human beings; 
they are relatively inflexible as compared to 
human beings; they cannot be manipulated 
and maneuvered within the interior of an 
automobile in precisely the same manner by 
different operators, or in precisely the same 
manner by the same operator at different 
times; for these reasons repeatable results 
in delineating impact areas, and measuring 
compliance with the requirements of the 
regulations cannot be expected from their 
use; 

4, Three-dimensional manikins and crash 
dummies are not acceptable as standards 
since they cannot be used for the initial de- 
sign of the interior of an automobile; 

5. A graphic, one- or two-dimensional, 
standard is required for the layout of im- 
pact areas; and for determination of compli- 
ance with regulatory requirements; 

6. Use of the term “‘H’ point” in section 
255.3 of the regulations is inappropriate and 
misleading for the reason that it has refer- 
ence to a specific manikin, the “H” point of 
which, when the manikin is placed in an 
automobile, cannot be expected to coincide 
with the design “H” point; 

7. It is possible to devise a graphic sys- 
tem, acceptable to petitioners, for the layout 
of impact areas; 

8. The term “protrusions” as used in 
Standard 201 is not defined, and its meaning 
is not clear, for no method is prescribed for 
measuring protrusions; and 

9. The following words and phrases “most 
adverse normal position,” “direction of im- 
pact,” “anticipated direction of contact,” 
“largest manikin that can be accommodated 
in the space available,” “substantially verti- 
cal,” and “bezels” are ambiguous. 

If. Standard 201 in the following particu- 
lars is not limited to performance standards 
and standards which are practicable: 

1. Sections $3.3 (b) and (e) of Standard 
201 when applied to parts and components 
which are shielded or recessed are design 
criteria which do not serve a useful safety 


purpose; 

2. Section S3.3(a) (3) when applied to win- 
dow regulator handles, door locking knobs, 
coat hangers, door pulls, and ignition keys 
results in awkward shapes and sizes which 
are not suitable for the purposes which these 
parts serve; 

8. Section 833 (a) (1) when applied to wind- 
shield headers, windshield and window pil- 
lars, roof rails, and to belt lines of door panels 
results in a very substantial loss of visibility 
from the interior of the car; and 

4. Standard 201 exceeds the requirement of 
GSA standards in that: 

(a) GSA standards permit use of test de- 
vices having “H” point-to-top-of-head di- 
mensions of 33 and 29 inches rather than 
requiring use of three-dimensional manikins 
for the 95th percentile adult male and 5th 
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percentile adult female secured by a slack 
seat belt; 

(b) GSA protrusion requirements apply 
only to instrument panel instruments and 
control devices, window and door controls, 
ashtrays and lighters, and armrests; 

(c) GSA standards do not impose decelera- 
tion requirements on the knee and leg im- 
pact areas; and 

(d) GSA Standard 515/2a increased the 
deceleration requirement from 80g/3 milli- 
seconds to 80g/1 millisecond but this require- 
ment was not published until July 15, 1966, 
and was not made effective until October 13, 
1967. 

III. Standard 201 in the following particu- 
lars does not meet the need for motor vehicle 
safety: 

1. The 80g/1 millisecond standard exceeds 
the minimum standard required to protect 
persons from unreasonable risk of injury; 

2. The 80g/1 millisecond standard is de- 
ficient in that it does not limit the duration 
of acceleration forces at the 80g level, and 
it does not limit the magnitude of accelera- 
tion forces of 1 millisecond or less duration; 

3. The 80g/1 millisecond standard is not 
an appropriate standard to apply to the knee 
and leg impact areas for the reasons that: 

(a) At the instant of collision the rela- 
tive speed of knees and legs is substantially 
less than that of the head; and 

(b) The test device specified in Standard 
201 is too large and too light to indicate 
acceleration forces which would be imposed 
upon the knees and legs; and the standard 
should be expresed in pounds of pressure 
rather than in units of acceleration force. 

4. There is insufficient evidence to es- 
tablish a “motor vehicle safety” need for 
the application of the present protrusion 
requirements to window regulator handles, 
door locking knobs, coat hangers, and other 
similar fixtures on the interior sides of an 
automobile; 

5. There is insufficient evidence to es- 
tablish a “motor vehicle safety” need for the 
application of present protrusion require- 
ments to knobs, switches, levers, handles, 
bezels, and seat backs in the knee and leg 
impact areas; and 

6. There is not a “motor vehicle safety” 
need to apply Standard 201 to the instru- 
ment panel directly forward of the steering 
wheel. 

IV. It is not reasonable to require compli- 
ance with Standard 201 by January 1, 1968. 

V. The interior of the car is designed dur- 
ing the first planning and engineering phase 
in the production of an automobile, and 
pertinent regulatory standards should be 
available to the manufacturer at that time; 
and 

VI. It is not reasonable to require all 
components and parts of an automobile in- 
terior to comply with Standard 201 within 
specified time limits without allowances for 
the varying degrees of difficulty entailed in 
their redesign and production. 

Dated this 22d day of June 1967. 

RUSSELL A. POTTER, 
Hearing Examiner, 
National Transportation Safety Board. 


AIRLINE SAFETY IMPERATIVE 


Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad- 
dress the House for 1 minute, to revise 
and extend my remarks, and to include 
extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Georgia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. Mr. 
Speaker, for months now I have been 
calling for open hearings on the question 
of air safety, both as it relates to pas- 
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senger and training flight operations, It 
is indeed tragic that we must have hor- 
rible incidents as that which occurred 
yesterday in North Carolina to add em- 
phasis to this point and accent the need 
for these hearings. 

Air transportation, both airline and 
genera] aviation, is now experiencing al- 
most unprecedented growth. While the 
problem of air traffic control is more 
acute in the airlines, around the large 
metropolitan centers such as Washing- 
ton, New York, Atlanta, Chicago, and 
Los Angeles, the incident yesterday in 
which the newly appointed Secretary of 
the Navy, John McNaughton, and his 
family, along with all other passengers 
and crew of the Piedmont airliner— 
carrying a total of 79 persons—was killed 
along with the three occupants in the 
twin-engine aircraft which apparently 
collided with the airliner, only adds em- 
phasis to the fact that collisions can 
occur even in relatively uncrowded air 
spaces such as that which existed in the 
mountainous areas of North Carolina 
where the crash occurred. 

It was only 4 shorts weeks ago that 
the Air Line Pilots Association held a 
safety panel here in Washington where 
the question of midair collisions was 
one of the main topics discussed. 

I, myself, made a point a few weeks 
ago and several months before that, on 
the Floor of this Congress, to the effect 
that we must investigate in open public 
hearings all aspects of air safety. It was 
only 4 months ago in New Orleans where 
a training accident not only took the 
lives of all of the crew and FAA person- 
nel on board a jet liner, but snuffed out 
the lives of nine Juda, Wis., high school 
students sojourning in a motel near the 
airport. 

Only yesterday the tape from the cock- 
pit voice recorder was released and it 
was confirmed that an emergency con- 
dition was being simulated wherein two 
engines had been shut down when this 
crash occurred. 

Surely, Mr. Speaker, we should not de- 
lay any longer setting hearings as to one, 
air safety; two, aircraft training; and 
three, aircraft control procedures which 
are under the supervision of the Federal 
Aviation Administration. The interest of 
n and our people demand such 
action. 


UNITED STATES MUST CURB ECO- 
NOMIC AID TO FOREIGN COUN- 
TRIES 


Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my re- 
marks, and to include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Tennessee? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I am sure 
that all Americans were shocked to read 
today that the administration is moving 
toward a revival of its policy of provid- 
ing arms and economic aid to Jordan. 

Prior to the war in the Middle East last 
month, 20 percent of Jordan’s revenue 
came from a 30-million “budgetary sup- 
port” supplied annually by the United 
States. 


July 20, 1967 


After the war last month, the adminis- 
tration froze all aid to countries in that 
region. 

Earlier this month, the administration 
quietly gave $2 million in “budgetary 
support” to Jordan. 

It has also been revealed that the Ex- 
port-Import Bank, at the request of the 
Defense Department, loaned Jordan, Is- 
rael, and Saudi Arabia and other coun- 
tries funds at a low interest rate of 3 
percent to purchase arms. Ironically 
these arms supplied by the United States 
were used by these countries against each 
other. 

I think this year we should review our 
foreign aid program from 1917 to 1967— 
50 years of foreign aid and foreign 
loans—half a century of handouts all 
around the world. 

The sums of money we have loaned, 
given away, thrown away are so prodi- 
gious that they pass belief that a halt has 
not been called long since to this in- 
credible global spending spree. Since 
1917, the tax funds disbursed by the 
U.S. official loan and foreign assistance 
programs total nearly $204 billion. 

As of today, there are 14 major de- 
partments of the U.S. Government that 
act as principals or agents for the vari- 
ous programs that extend assistance to 
foreign countries. 

This is the overall picture. We have 
literally given ’till its painful—given un- 
til national bankruptcy is not as impos- 
sible a fact as it sounds. We have pulled 
more than half the nations of the world 
from impending ruin to prosperity to 
lives of good living. 

And, in all these countries, we really 
haven’t a true friend left. In fact, many 
of them are now our avowed enemies. 

Because of the recent developments in 
the Near East, I am going to concentrate 
on the loans and grants we have made 
to the Arab nations that recently re- 
ceived such a thorough beating from lit- 
tle Israel. These nations, I might note, 
are now showing their true colors, openly 
allying themselves with Russia and the 
Communist world. 

We first started providing assistance 
to these countries around 1945. Here are 
the figures from 1945 to 1966: 

Iran has received $1,000,000,752. 

Iraq has received $102 million. 

Jordan has received $573 million. 

Lebanon has received $88 million. 

Saudi Arabia has received $209 million. 

Syria has received $73 million. 

Egypt has received $1,133 million. 

i Yemen has received a total of $42 mil- 
on. 

There is considerable interest in a pro- 
posal by one of my colleagues to seek an 
amendment to the Foreign Aid bill when 
it reaches the House floor to ban U.S. 
military equipment or training assistance 
to any country collaborating with the 
Soviet Union or cooperating with the 
Vietcong. Such an amendment would 
have prevented the administration from 
supplying assistance to the Arab Nations 
if it had been on the books. 

Since the Soviet Union was involved 
in aiding these countries, I should point 
out that the technical advances in U.S. 
military equipment were exposed to Rus- 
sian military experts. By giving the 
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Arabs the same weapons which we are 
using in Vietnam, we have enabled Rus- 
sian technicians to study this equipment 
and come up with the best defensive 
techniques against them in Vietnam. The 
Russians could send the Vietnamese 
Communists the proper weapons and 
technical data to destroy such U.S. weap- 
ons and kill our soldiers over there. 

Like my colleague, I am concerned 
about this as well as the fact the United 
States trains foreign officers of a pro- 
Communist nation such as Syria, which 
we have every reason to believe passes 
along every vistage of intelligence gath- 
ered in U.S. training bases to Moscow, 
Peking, and Hanoi. This, too, has got to 
stop. 

In closing, let me say that I feel we 
have too long let our hearts rule our 
heads. The result has been to build up 
our friends into enemies—to leave us iso- 
lated and without real allies—to raise 
our taxes enormously—to make bank- 
ruptcy far from an idle threat. 


TAX INCREASE 


Mr. SMITH of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute, to revise and extend 
my remarks, and to include extraneous 
matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SMITH of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, 
the leaders of the administration are all 
beginning to speak in unison again con- 
cerning another “threat” to our country. 
Gardner Ackley, the chief economic ad- 
viser for the President, has seen a tax 
increase as a solution to the country’s 
economic problems. W. McChesney Mar- 
tin of the Federal Reserve Board, has 
joined in the crocus sounds of summer’s 
financial crisis, and his vibrations 
create the same old song—a tax increase. 
The President has now reindicated that 
he would appreciate Congress raising 
taxes before the first of the year. 

This whole business really stretches 
credibility. The administration hailed the 
1964 tax reduction as a clear indication 
that it would seek to expand private 
economy, rather than expand the Gov- 
ernment. The economic indicators that 
the administration used to justify the 
need for the restoration of the invest- 
ment tax credit have changed so dra- 
matically that we can now justify 
slowing down the economy. 

Mr. Ackley has now admitted that the 
Council of Economic Advisers’ January 
estimate of a $787 billion GNP for this 
year was too high. In all likelihood, a 
GNP of $780 billion would be more real- 
istic. The President, in January of this 
year, proposed a budget which reflected 
expenditures in the area of $135 billion. 
Along with this budget came a deficit of 
slightly over $8 billion. 

To even approach a deficit figure of $8 
billion the President was relying on the 
contingency of $4.7 billion additional in 
increased taxes, $700 million in increased 
postal rates, approximately $800 million 
in tax acceleration, and an increase of $5 
billion from the sale of participation cer- 
tificates. 
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The total of these contingency items 
amounted to approximately $11.3 bil- 
lion. If we in Congress chose not to follow 
these proposals, the potential deficit 
could have been stated last January as 
$19.3 billion. In all likelihood tax receipts 
will fall at least $3 billion short of the 
administration’s expectations. The addi- 
tional costs of fighting the war in Viet- 
nam have been stated to be in the neigh- 
borhood of $8 billion—a conservative es- 
timate. With these two items totaling $11 
billion added to the potential deficit of 
$19 billion, our Nation is faced with a 
total potential deficit of $30 billion, 
which some will admit may even be ex- 
ceeded. 

Many individuals and responsible or- 
ganizations, both conservative and lib- 
eral, have reluctantly concluded that ris- 
ing Federal Government spending, both 
defense and nondefense, requires a tax 
increase, I submit that this need not— 
and should not—be the case. Unfortu- 
nately the President reportedly decided 
at his ranch almost a year ago not to take 
@ responsible approach toward reducing 
less essential programs. This adminis- 
tration has continued to suggest ways of 
spending as if the Nation was not faced 
with a growing conflict in Vietnam and 
with other defense commitments having 
a priority status. 

This continuous growth of nondefense 
spending is the heart of the Nation’s 
present fiscal dilemma. The funding of 
a deficit of the magnitude suggested 
would place severe strains on the Na- 
tion’s credit resources, and raise interest 
rates to a level which would make it ex- 
tremely difficult for the private sector to 
provide capital, particularly in such 
fields as housing, State and local con- 
struction, and business investment. Al- 
ternatively, if the Federal Reserve Sys- 
tem were to expand the credit base so 
as to accommodate funding so large a 
deficit at low interest rates, the powerful 
inflationary pressures already at work 
would accelerate to an alarming degree. 

I submit to my distinguished colleagues 
that the only desirable method of deal- 
ing with this problem is to eliminate or 
greatly reduce the threatened 1968 deficit 
by a cut in expenditures. To control in- 
flation, expenditure reduction is more ef- 
fective than a tax increase which may 
be passed on in part in higher prices. 
We here can no longer dodge the issue. 
We are not looking at partisanship or the 
election in 1968 when facing up to this 
problem. We are concerning ourselves 
with the plight of future generations to 
follow, who, after all, must pay for this 
folly. The spirit of “Folly-Bush Ranch” 
must not prevail in this Congress, if we 
are to act responsibly for the future. 

This body must undertake immediate- 
ly a program for reducing Federal ex- 
penditures and controlling their future 
growth. This program must be carefully 
planned and organized, and specific re- 
sponsibilities for the program must be 
assigned to definite persons in the ad- 
ministration and to definite Members of 
Congress. 

The program must have the short- 
range objective of reducing the deficit 
in 1968 and the long-range objective of 
regaining control over the growth of 
spending in the future. This will, of 
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course, require consideration of changes 
in substantive legislation, as well as ap- 
propriations. This longrun effort would 
be necessary to insure that if there is a 
tax increase enacted in 1967 or 1968, it 
would only be temporary in nature, and 
would not be used to support even more 
increases in the level of spending. The 
concept of a Government Program Eval- 
uation Commission comprised of private 
citizens whose duties it would be to eval- 
uate existing Federal programs and 
make recommendations to the President 
and to the Congress as to their effective- 
ness, as to whether they should be con- 
tinued, and their relative priority, must 
be incorporated in this Congress. This 
concept, as introduced by the distin- 
guished chairman of the Ways and 
Means Committee, the Honorable WIL- 
BUR D. Mitts, in H.R. 10520, merits our 
support in this regard. 

In undertaking such a program, we 
must make a firm declaration of our 
intention to halt the excessive growth of 
Federal spending, and be guided in both 
substantive legislation and in appropri- 
ations by that one objective. 

Mr. Speaker, I submit to you that this 
administration will not recommend other 
than a tax increase, and in the near fu- 
ture. I will oppose such a measure until 
the measures I have outlined have been 
first accomplished by this Congress. We 
must take these first steps if we are to 
fully protect the American people from 
rapidly rising living costs which will can- 
cel out wage increases, drain family 
budgets and savings, and shrink the pen- 
sions of the aging even further. To do 
otherwise would shirk all responsibility to 
those who will be paying over a billion 
dollars a month on the national debt in 
the years to come. 


LAND OF THE FEE OR THE FREE 


Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to extend my remarks at 
this point in the Recorp and include 
extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Missouri? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, there is a 
growing wave of resentment among the 
people at the imposition of admission 
fees and now dock fees at our Federal 
reservoirs by the Johnson administra- 
tion. The escalation of these additional 
charges for the right to enjoy the out- 
doors is an injustice to thousands of 
Americans whose recreational opportu- 
nities are limited by meager incomes. In 
addition the nuisance factor is discour- 
aging to both visitors and business estab- 
lishments resulting in a “bled white” 
backlash. Twenty-five Members of the 
House have joined in sponsoring H.R. 
11236, which would remove these fees 
once and for all, and I urge the House 
Public Works Committee to hold early 
hearings on this measure, and to press 
for its adoption. 

Last year some of my colleagues ac- 
cepted at face value a so-called compro- 
mise offered by the President, which had 
the effect of removing some of the fees 
in order to forestall consideration of a 
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bill which had been approved by the 
Public Works Committee. Recent events 
have shown that the camel’s nose which 
entered the tent for the first time last 
year has now been followed by the rest 
of the camel. I have received a number of 
letters from various individuals and or- 
ganizations in opposition to the new fee 
program, and I insert at this point in the 
Record a sampling of these protests: 


OZARK PLAYGROUNDS ASSOCIATION, 
July 14, 1967. 
Hon. Durwarp G. HALL, 
Congressional Representative, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN HALL: Enclosed is a 
copy of a letter received from a member of 
the Ozark Playgrounds Association showing 
how our Organization is and will be affected 
by “Golden Eagle” fees. 

It is hoped that you can add this to the 
petitions, letters, etc. you have to support 
your legislation H.R. 11236, at Committee 
hearings. 

In talking to several retired persons, who 
have moved to the Ozark Playgrounds area 
of southwest Missouri and northwest Arkan- 
sas, they have expressed concern over the 
increasing costs being placed on their fixed 
income. They have expressed thoughts of 
leaving because of these costs, which will 
certainly hurt our economy more than the 
fees will help. 

Please send us a copy of your proposed 
bill H.R. 11236. 


Cordially, 
D. D. HETER, 
Executive Manager, Ozark Playgrounds 
Association. 


JOPLIN BUTANE Gas Co., 
July 12, 1967. 

To Whom It May Concern: Enclosed please 
find our check in the amount of $1.00 to 
cover the violation of parking a butane serv- 
ice truck on the Big M Table Rock Recre- 
ation Area, 

This is the first time we have ever been 
notified of charges such as this, we have 
never noticed any signs pertaining to a fee 
for parking at such an area. 

For the past 27 years we have made a con- 
siderable donation to the Ozark Playgrounds 
Association for the promotion of entertain- 
ment and recreation for this Ozark region 
and we would like to go on record at the 
present time that as long as a condition such 
as this exists, we have made our last dona- 
tion for the promotion of recreation in this 
area. 

Very truly yours, 
GAYLE CHILDRESS. 
GAINESVILLE, Mo., July 15, 1967. 
Hon. Dr. Durwarp HALL, 
House Office Building, 
Washington D.C. 

Hon. Dr. HALL: We appreciate the way you 
have been fighting the bill on charging fees 
on our lakes. It was proven over the week 
end of the fourth of July, that it almost 
stopped business in the Pontiac and Theo- 
dosia, Mo., area. 

Hope you can find some way of stopping 
this foolishness. Thanks again. 

Sincerely, 
Mr. and Mrs. Grapre SANDERS. 
Ju-Mar-De COTTAGE RESORT, 
Shell Knob, Mo., July 12, 1967. 
Hon. Durwoop HALL, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear CONGRESSMAN HALL: I am writing to 
ask your help in effecting some relief from 
the pressure that is being put on us by the 
Corps of Engineers through the use fees as 
imposed under the Golden Eagle permit, the 


July 20, 1967 


dock fees, and the removal of permission for 
properly licensed guides to use resort docks. 

As a small resort owner and operator I feel 
that this is adversely affecting the successful 
operation of our resort in rendering services 
and facilities to the guests who patronize 
our place of business. 

Above I mentioned the dock fee. This is a 
new fee being levied on all businesses and/ 
or individuals having private boat mooring 
facilities, duck blinds, ski jump floats, div- 
ing platforms, fishing piers, rafts and similar 
installations on Corps projects throughout 
the United States. The annual rate for this 
fee will be $10.00 for the initial 200 square 
feet, plus 7½ cents per year for each square 
foot in excess of the initial 200 square feet. 

In the case of my facilities this would fig- 
ure out at the rate of approximately $200.00 
per year. I am already paying the Corps of 
Engineers $2.00 per month, per boat, per 
year for my registered fishing boats. This 
amounts to $96.00 per year. Two hundred dol- 
lars for the new dock fee, plus $96.00 for the 
boat rental registration fee, amounts to al- 
most more than the total income I can 
realize out of my dock facilities. Since my 
dock facility at a small resort is primarily 
for the convenience and accommodation of 
guests registered at my resort I feel that I 
am being unjustly imposed upon by the 
excessive fees being levied by the Corps of 
Engineers in the administering of Table 
Rock Lake. 

I thank you for any consideration. you may 
be able to extend. 

Respectfully yours, 
WILLIAM L. BRAME, 
Lieutenant Colonel, USAF, Retired. 
Camp ROYAL, 
Viola, Mo., July 11, 1967. 
Congressman DuRWARD HALL, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN HarL: I wish to call 
your attention to the two latest regulations 
set out by the Corp of Engineers which effect 
operation of my resort. 

First was the letter of April 20, 1967, ad- 
vising that fishing guides will not be allowed 
to render their service from a resort’s private 
dock. This order means this to a resort opera- 
tor: A party of four people call for reserva- 
tion for two rooms, two boats, two motors, 
and two guides for four days, but since we are 
not permitted to have guides work from our 
docks and have to so advise the party, we 
cannot furnish guides, they tell us that they 
are sorry but they will have to go to a resort 
on a lake not regulated by the Corps of Engi- 
neers, so that they can get the services they 
require. By this order from the Corps of En- 
gineers they have reduced our earning as 
follows: 


2 rooms (4 days) coos $68 
2 boats and motors (4 days)) 80 
Fishing lures, gasoline et 30 
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This is just one party for which we would 
haye at least ten during the fishing season, 
this order has reduced our earning $1,780.00. 

June 26, 1967, I received as registered let- 
ter (Cost 40 cents) from the Corps of Engi- 
neers advising that our dock permit will be 
cancelled as of January 1, 1968 and of this 
date will be required to pay $10.00 for the 
first 200 sq. ft. and .075 cents per sq. ft for 
additional dock area. My dock will cost $89.50 
per year. This in addition of the $24.00 per 
year per boat, we pay the Corps of Engineers 
for our rental boat, which we can only rent 
to people who are staying in our resort. 

The two above orders unquestionably will 
reduce my earning to the point of limiting 
our lively-hood. 

I am against all the fees that have been 
put into effect on all government lakes by 
the Corps of Engineers. 

I ask that you as my representative in goy- 
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ernment that you do all in your power to 
see that this money grab is rebuked. 
Sincerely, 
TETE HENSY. 

SHELL KNORR, Mo., July 15, 1967. 
Congressman Durwarp G. HALL, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

HONORABLE CONGRESSMAN: I am writing you 
in regard to a letter received by me from the 
Corps of Engineers at Little Rock, Arkansas, 
dated June 26, 1967. 

In this letter they inform private boat 
dock owners that effective January 1, 1968 a 
fee will be charged for the use of private in- 
stallations on Table Rock Lake and other 
Federal impoundments. 

The Corps of Engineers quote Federal Law 
(65 Statute 290.5, U.S. Code 140) and state 
“the annual rate will be $10.00 plus 714 cents 
per year for each square foot of area in excess 
of 200 square feet.” These charges figure up 
to a “fair rental for private use of federally 
owned property” of between $2,000.00 and 
$3,000.00 per acre per year. 

I consider these charges to be unreasonable, 
unfair and unjust since we dock owners re- 
ceive no other benefits from these charges. 

I respectfully ask your support of H.R. 
11236, which is designed to eliminate these 
charges by the Corps of Engineers. 

Thank you. 
EDWARD L. LOGSDON. 


CRASH PROGRAM TO FIGHT 
AGAINST RIOTS, CRIME, AND JU- 
VENILE DELINQUENCY 


Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad- 
dress the House for 1 minute, to revise 
and extend my remarks, and to include 
extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, today I am calling for a crash 
program to aid in the fight against riots, 
crime, and juvenile delinquency in the 
teeming tenement districts of America. 

The young people have been forgotten 
and an attitude of “no one cares” exists 
throughout the Nation. While we are be- 
ing called upon to support all kinds of 
spending programs, it is very apparent 
that these programs have failed to reach 
the youth of our country. 

I have filed legislation which calls for 
the Department of the Interior to set up 
a grant-in-aid program to provide free 
tickets to professional and amateur sport 
events which would be distributed by the 
local police and fire departments. Our 
youngsters should have available to them 
the opportunity to review and participate 
in events which can give them the op- 
portunity to see such great athletes as 
Willy Mays, Mickey Mantle, Tony 
Coniglario, Louis Aparicio, Bill Russell, 
Wilt Chamberlain, Gordie Howe, Lance 
Alworth, and many others. 

This program would serve a twofold 
purpose in sending the kids out into the 
fresh air to let them see wholesome 
games which they can imitate in their 
parks and playgrounds, and would en- 
courage a better understanding of their 
police and firemen. Our young people 
should know and learn that their police- 
men and firemen are there to help them 
and to assist the community in maintain- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE 


ing order and peace. They are the friends 
of the youth of America. 

I am calling upon my colleagues in 
both the House and the Senate to join 
me in the promotion of this program, to 
reach into the ghettos and bring some 
concern and understanding about the 
plight of these youngsters. The program 
which was very popular many years ago 
in Boston was the “knothole gang,” 
which provided free tickets to the 
neighborhood of Boston and allowed the 
youngsters to see the Boston Braves—it 
had an immediate reaction. Youngsters 
quickly began to emulate these ballplay- 
ers in their own backyards and play- 
grounds. 

Ten million dollars a year for 2 years 
would provide tickets for approximately 
80 million games and the opportunity for 
20 million youngsters to see four or five 
amateur or professional games played by 
our finest athletes. 

I know it is possible for our amateur 
and professional leagues, including base- 
ball, football, basketball, hockey, and 
soccer, to set aside a number of their 
seats each game for the purpose of this 
program, which would prove beneficial 
to their own popularity and eventual paid 
attendance. The money the Federal Gov- 
ernment could provide would pay for the 
price of admission for your youth, and 
the State and local community could 
provide the funds and arrangements for 
transportation to and from the games. 
Nothing would prevent the local busi- 
ness community from participating in 
the program by supplying pocket money 
for the purchase of hot dogs, soda, and 
refreshments so the youngsters could 
enjoy the game to its fullest degree. 

I would like to see the encouragement 
and development of more people like 
Sandy Koufax, Ted Williams, Babe 
Ruth, Lou Gehrig, Jackie Robinson, 
Tony Lazzari, Steve Spurrier, Sam 
Jones, K. C. Jones, and other alltime 
greats. 

It is regrettable that many of our large 
universities and colleges have moved 
away from athletic programs as a reg- 
ular part of their curriculum. Although 
the need for education in America is 
continually on the increase, the need for 
a spirit of cooperation and teamwork is 
now in the critical stage. Let us take our 
young people out of a dissident atmos- 
phere and give them direction to good 
outdoor and indoor activity—let us show 
them that America really cares and 
really wants the young people to enjoy 
this great country of ours—let us stop 
taking negative steps and act in a posi- 
tive way, to reach down into the grass- 
roots of the problem of our youth. 

Iam today contacting President John- 
son; Vice President HUBERT HUMPHREY; 
Speaker of the House Jonn W. McCor- 
Mack; Democratic House majority lead- 
er, CARL ALBERT; Republican House 
leader, GERALD R. Forp; Senator MIKE 
MANSFIELD, and Senator EVERETT DIRK- 
SEN, asking them that they interest 
themselves in this type of program. 


CONSUMER CREDIT PROTECTION 


Mrs. SULLIVAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
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for 1 minute, to revise and extend my re- 

marks, and to include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentlewoman from 
Missouri? 

There was no objection. 

Mrs. SULLIVAN. Mr. Speaker, I am 
today introducing a comprehensive con- 
sumer credit protection bill which in- 
corporates “truth-in-lending” legislation 
as one of its titles, but which also includes 
provisions dealing with many other prob- 
lems in connection with the utilization 
of credit. It is a very far-reaching meas- 
ure with admittedly highly controversial 
features. 

Iam being joined today by a bipartisan 
group of members of the Subcommittee 
on Consumer Affairs of the House Com- 
mittee on Banking and Currency in the 
introduction of this bill. Not all of the 
cosponsors endorse all of the provisions 
of the proposed Consumer Credit Pro- 
tection Act, but all of us agree that the 
subjects covered in this bill should be 
explored in our hearings along with the 
title applying to credit disclosure. 

The cosponsors of the bill—all of them 
members of the subcommittee—are Rep- 
resentatives Henry B. GONZALEZ, of 
Texas, JOSEPH G. MINISH, of New Jersey, 
FRANK ANNUNZIO, of Illinois, JONATHAN B. 
BINGHAM, of New York, and SEYMOUR 
HALPERN, of New York. Other members of 
the Committee on Banking and Cur- 
rency, and additional Members of the 
House who have seen this proposed Con- 
sumer Credit Protection Act, have indi- 
cated their intention of sponsoring simi- 
lar legislation, but the bill going in today, 
as I said, carries only the names of spon- 
sors from the subcommittee handling 
the legislation. 

I know there will be great interest in 
this legislation and in the hearings we 
intend to hold early next month. I want 
to make it clear that by including so 
many additional aspects of consumer 
credit protection in this bill, we have 
no intention of delaying action on truth 
in lending, now that a bill on this sub- 
ject has finally passed the Senate after 
7 years. We do not think the Senate bill 
is adequate and it is our intention to 
strengthen it as much as possible in order 
to protect the consumer in the use of 
credit for himself or by others. 

Mr. Speaker, I submit at this point in 
the Recorp a copy of a press release be- 
ing issued at this time to explain the 
provisions of the proposed Consumer 
Credit Protection Act, as follows: 

Mrs. SULLIVAN INTRODUCES COMPREHENSIVE 
NEw BILL SAFEGUARDING CONSUMERS IN 
“UTILIZATION OF CREDIT” 

Congresswoman Leonor K. Sullivan, Demo- 
crat, of Missouri, Chairman of the Subcom- 
mittee on Consumer Affairs of the House 
Committee on Banking and Currency, an- 
nounced today a plan to incorporate “Truth- 
In-Lending” legislation into a broadly en- 
larged bill with bi-partisan sponsorship to 
“safeguard the consumer in connection with 
the utilization of credit.” 

Its “Truth-In-Lending” section duplicates 
the scope of the original Douglas bill, which 
Mrs. Sullivan has sponsored for four years 
on the House side of the Capitol, but with 
many of the technical language changes rec- 
ommended by the Proxmire Subcommittee 
in the Senate, including the use of an “an- 
nual percentage rate” instead of “simple an- 
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nual rate.” It does not, however, contain the 
exemptions or modifications in coverage made 
by the bill passed by the Senate compared 
to the Douglas bill. Thus, it includes revolv- 
ing credit and first mortgage real estate credit 
left out of the Senate bill. 

“Required disclosure of finance costs in 
credit transactions is vitally important to 
the intelligent use of credit,“ Mrs. Sullivan 
declared. But there are many other serious 
problems in connection with the use of 
credit than merely the need for disclosure. 
This bill, which other Members of the Sub- 
committee handling this legislation have 
joined me in sponsoring, touches on all of 
the important gaps in the protection of the 
consumer in connection with the use of 
credit. Not every co-sponsor agrees with all 
provisions because it is a very broad bill with 
many controversial sections. We are introduc- 
ing it for the purpose of outlining and drama- 
tizing the scope of this issue, and as a vehicle 
‘for hearings. 

Members of the Subcommittee on Con- 
sumer Affairs msoring the measure, 
Mrs. Sullivan said, include: Representatives 
Henry B. Gonzalez of Texas, Joseph G. Minish 
of New Jersey, Frank Annunzio of Illinois, 
Jonathan Bingham of New York, all Demo- 
crats, and Seymour Halpern, Republican, of 
New York. Similar legislation, she said, will 
probably be introduced by other Members 
of the full Committee and of the House. 


CONSUMER PROTECTION FEATURES 


Mrs. Sullivan said the bill, known as the 
“Consumer Credit Protection Act,” would 
cover the following areas of consumer pro- 
tection in the use of credit: 

1. Require full disclosure of all finance 

charges in terms of an annual percentage 
rate in credit transactions or, where applica- 
ble, in “offers to extend credit”; 
2. Establish a Federal ceiling of 18% on the 
finance charge in any extension of credit “to 
a natural person” (without disturbing state 
laws which provide lower ceilings) ; 

3. Prohibit the garnishment of wages to 
satisfy debts; 

4. Create a National Commission on Con- 
sumer Finance to investigate all aspects of 
the consumer finance indus and report to 
Congress by December 31, 1969, on the ade- 
quacy of existing regulatory programs and 
the desirability of Federal regulation or char- 
tering of consumer finance companies. 


INFLATIONARY USE OF CREDIT 


In addition to the above safeguards for 
the consumer in his own use of credit, the 
bill includes two sections to protect the 
public from the consequences of excessive use 
of credit contributing to inflation, particu- 
larly in periods of national emergency. 

Thus, it would restore to the Board of Gov- 
ernors of the Federal Reserve System standby 
powers, such as it exercised during World 
War II and part of the Korean War, to re- 
strict or control the use of credit during a 
national emergency proclaimed by the Pres- 
ident. 

Another section of the bill gives to the 
Federal Reserve System the same powers to 
set margin requirements in connection with 
trading in commodity futures contracts that 
it now holds in the setting of margins for 
credit transactions on the stock exchanges. 

The purpose of this section, according to the 
bill, is to prevent “the excessive speculation 
in and the excessive use of credit for the 
creation, carrying, or trading in commodity 
futures contracts having the effect of inflat- 
ing consumer prices.” 

Congresswoman Sullivan said that Chair- 
man Patman of the Committee on Banking 
and Currency has authorized her Subcom- 
mittee on Consumer Affairs to proceed with 
hearings early next month on “Truth-In- 
Lending” and related bills, including her pro- 
posed “Consumer Credit Protection Act.” 
Members of the Subcommittee, in addition 
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to the co-sponsors of the new bill, are Repre- 
sentatives Robert G. Stephens, Jr., of Georgia, 
and Richard T. Hanna, of California, Demo- 
crats; Representatives Florence P. Dwyer of 
New Jersey, Paul A. Fino of New York, Chal- 
mers P. Wylie of Ohio, and Lawrence G, Wil- 
liams of Pennsylvania, Republicans, 


OTHER ISSUES NOT TO DELAY TRUTH IN LENDING 


“Nearly all of the Members of my Sub- 
committee have indicated their strong sup- 
port for effective Truth-In-Lending' legisla- 
tion,” Congresswoman Sullivan declared. 
“But I think there is general agreement also 
that disclosure of finance charges is not, in 
and of itself, sufficient to protect millions of 
consumers from the depredations of loan 
sharks or the tragic consequences of over- 
use of credit by many families misled into 
undertaking credit obligations they cannot 
handle. 

“Personal bankruptcies reflect this in- 
creasing problem. We have never held hear- 


ings on consumer credit problems and so we 


want our hearings to be broad enough and 
complete enough to cover the full extent of 
the consumer credit issue. My own study con- 
vinces me that the bill which I have prepared 
deals realistically with urgent problems 
which requires Federal legislation for effec- 
tive solutions. 

“I hope we can enact the ‘Consumer Credit 
Protection Act’ with whatever modifications 
the hearings dictate, but I certainly want to 
make it clear that the controversy which is 
bound to develop over some features of this 
legislation will not be permitted to stymie 
effective Truth-In-Lending' legislation, now 
that the Senate has finally, after seven years, 
passed a credit disclosure bill.” 

Mrs. Sullivan expressed her deep admira- 
tion for the pioneering work done by former 
Senator Paul H. Douglas of Illinois in orig- 
inating and battling for “Truth-In-Lend- 
ing” legislation. She also praised Senator 
William Proxmire of Wisconsin for his lead- 
ership and hard work in winning Senate 
passage this year for the first time of any bill 
on this subject. 

“Our purpose is to try to build a much 
stronger consumer protection measure on 
the foundation of “Truth-In-Lending’ legis- 
lation, including a section on “Truth-In- 
Credit Advertising’ which originated with 
Chairman Warren G. Magnuson of the Sen- 
ate Commerce Committee which we have in- 
corporated into this bill. Other sections of 
this bill grew out of studies by the Subcom- 
mittee on Consumer Affairs and the full 
Committee.” 


SUMMARY OF THE PROPOSED CONSUMER CREDIT 
PROTECTION ACT 
TITLE I—CREDIT TRANSACTIONS 
Disclosure 

This title provides for the full disclosure 
of the terms and conditions of credit in con- 
nection with consumer credit transactions. 
Disclosure requirements provided for are ap- 
plicable both with regard to the advertise- 
ment of credit in connection with a sale or 
a loan, as well as in the conduct of an actual 
credit transaction. In advertisement, as well 
as credit transactions coming within the 
scope of this act, the creditor is required to 
provide the buyer or borrower with a state- 
ment of the cash sale price, the finance 
charge, and the annual percentage rate ap- 
plicable to the credit transaction. In addition 
to the foregoing, other detailed information 
must be provided to the consumer in con- 
nection with the advertisement or credit 
transaction involved. 


Mazimum finance charge 
In addition to such disclosure, the act 
provides that a creditor may neither demand 
nor accept a finance charge in connection 
with the extension of credit which exceeds 
the maximum rate permitted under ap- 
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plicable State law or 18 percent per annum, 
whichever Is less. 


Responsible agency 

Regulatory authority to implement the 
provisions of this title are vested in the 
Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve 
System. In addition to authority to issue 
regulations, the Board is given powers of 
administrative enforcement to secure com- 
Pliance with the act. In addition to such ad- 
ministrative enforcement, individuals to 
whom information is required to be given 
under the act are authorized to bring civil 
suit where such information has not been 
properly provided. 

Confession of judgment 

With regard to credit transactions coming 
within the scope of this title, the Act pro- 
hibits the use of confessions of judgment 
(cognovit notes), whereby a debtor waives 
his rights to full legal process in the credi- 
tor's attempt to obtain legal judgment 
against him. 


Criminal penalties 


Violation of the act may further result in 
the imposition of criminal penalties when 
suit is brought by the United States Attor- 
ney General. 


Regulation of credit for commodity futures 
trading 


For the purpose of preventing the specula- 
tion in, and the excessive use of credit for, 
the creation, carrying, or trading in commod- 
ity futures contract, tending to inflate con- 
sumer prices, the act provides that the Board 
of Governors shall issue regulations govern- 
ing the amount of credit that may be ex- 
tended or maintained on any such contracts. 


Emergency control of consumer credit 


This title further provides that whenever 
the President determines that a national 
emergency exists which necessitates such 
action, the Board shall issue regulations to 
control the extension of consumer credit. 


Effective date 


The act provides that this title shall take 
effect on July 1, 1968. 


TITLE Il—PROHIBITION OF GARNISHMENT 
OF WAGES 


This title provides that the garnishment 
of wages is frequently an element in the 
predatory extension of credit and that such 
garnishment frequently results in the dis- 
ruption of employment, production, and con- 
sumption, constituting a substantial burden 
on interstate commerce. Accordingly, pro- 
vision is made prohibiting the garnishment 
of wages or salary due an employee. Violation 
of the section subjects an individual to pos- 
sible fine or imprisonment. 


TITLE I1I—COMMISSION ON CONSUMER 
FINANCE 


This title provides for the establishment 
of a bi-partisan national commission on con- 
sumer finance to be composed of nine mem- 
bers: 3 members from the Senate, to be 
appointed by the President of the Senate; 
3 members of the House of Representatives, 
to be appointed by The Speaker; and 3 per- 
sons to be appointed by the President. The 
Commission is called upon to study and ap- 
praise the functioning and structure of the 
consumer finance industry in the United 
States and to report its findings, recommen- 
dations, and conclusions to the Congress and 
the President by December 31, 1969. The Com- 
mission is specifically called upon to include 
within the scope of its report and recommen- 
dations a discussion of: 

1. The adequacy of existing arrangements 
to provide consumer financing at reasonable 
rates. 

“2. The adequacy of existing supervisory 
and regulatory mechanisms to protect the 
public from unfair practices. 
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“3. The desirability of Federal chartering 
of consumer finance companies, and other 
regulatory measures.” 


MILITARY POTENTIAL OF SST 


Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to address the House for 1 
minute, to revise and extend my remarks, 
and to include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, the distin- 
guished chairman of the House Armed 
Services Committee stated, on July 18 
in support of the funds for the develop- 
ment of a supersonic transport that this 
plane will have great military value. He 
said: 

I do not care who makes a statement to 
the contrary notwithstanding. 


By this I take it he refers to the com- 
ments of the Secretary of Defense. 

According to Aviation Daily, February 
23, 1967, Secretary of Defense McNamara 
said, for example, in testimony before 
the Senate Armed Services Committee 
on the fiscal year 1967 supplemental de- 
fense budget: 

Except in the most indirect way, I antici- 
pate no military benefits from the production 
of the supersonic transport. . I see very 
little benefit even of a spin-off character to 
military technology and military programs. 


The House has already taken action on 
H.R. 11456, the appropriation bill for the 
Department of Transportation, in which 
the funds for SST development are in- 
cluded, but the matter is yet to come be- 
fore the Senate. I think it would be use- 
ful to clarify for the record, and for the 
consideration of Members of the other 
body, the military potential of this air- 
craft. 

On March 15, 1967, Secretary of the 
Air Force, Harold Brown, testified be- 
fore the House Appropriations Commit- 
tee on the fiscal year 1968 defense budget 
as follows at page 768: 

Some of the technology having to do with 
structures, engines, and so on, which was 
learned in the United States supersonic 
transport program, will be applicable in a 
supersonic bomber development, and vice 
versa, but neither one really provides any 
substantial help toward the engineering de- 
velopment and detailed design of the other. 

The technology actually has been flowing 
the other way, because the supersonic trans- 
port design, which the United States is now 
going ahead with, includes two things: First, 
a variable sweep wing which is an outgrowth 
of the work done on the F-111 and second, 
titanium from the Air Force YF-12A pro- 
gram. The B-70 used stainless steel construc- 
tion, which probably will not be very much 
used in the SST. We did, however, use a good 
amount of a type of stainless steel honey- 
comb in the B-70 which may be adaptable 
to various structures such as doors and panels 
on the SST. So, the technology has really 
flowed mostly the other way, Mr, Andrews, 
with the YF-12A, B-70, and F-111 contrib- 
uting to the U.S, supersonic transport. 


Prior to the occasion of this testimony, 
Secretary Brown sent a letter to the 


chairman of the House Committee on 
Appropriations dated March 7, 1967, ex- 
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plaining the situation in greater detail. 
In the course of this letter he said: 

Our studies have shown that even when 
no development costs, other than modifica- 
tions, are charged to a bomber version of the 
SST, the cost per weapon delivered to the 
target is greater than could be achieved with 
a new advanced bomber of quite different 
characteristics, even though complete devel- 
opment costs would have to be paid for the 
latter. 


The Secretary’s letter states at an- 
other point: 

The SST provides, at considerable cost, 
a capability to operate in a flight regime that 
does not represent the best means of pene- 
trating projected enemy defenses. 


And finally: 

The Air Force design for an advanced 
bomber has the required performance and 
payload in a vehicle about one half the size 
of the proposed SST, Although the advanced 
bomber would have a supersonic speed capa- 
bility, its top speed would avoid the more 
severe environmental problems of the SST. 
Its reduced weight and complexity result in 
lower procurement and operating costs. This 
together with its increased effectiveness 
(range, dispersal capability, reduced radar 
cross section, ride quality at low altitude, et 
cetera) provides the advanced bomber with 
a very substantial overall cost effectiveness 
advantage over a modified version of the 
SST. 


Mr. Speaker, it is not clear why the 
United States is so anxious to rush into 
a costly program of SST development in- 
volving many unsolved problems and 
great economic risk on the strength of 
a nebulous national prestige. It may well 
be that our prestige will lose a great 
deal more if we show ourselves to be a 
nation whose commitments and invest- 
ments are based largely on a hysteria 
about our “image”’—largely and simply 
because the British and French are build- 
ing the Concorde—unable to wait and 
learn from their experience—and un- 
able to take the advice of a multitude of 
technical and economic experts within 
our own country as to the inadvisability 
of this effort. It may well be that the 
commercial developers of the SST could 
learn a great deal from the advanced 
aircraft planners in the Department of 
Defense instead of merely rushing to 
build a plane that is bigger and faster 
than the Concorde regardless of the ad- 
ditional problems involved, regardless of 
the expense, and regardless of the fact 
that it may eventually prove to be an 
unsound investment. 

We have experienced difficulties and 
disaster in the Apollo program based on 
a race to the moon. Are we not a nation 
that can learn from such experiences and 
apply the lessons learned to a venture 
such as the SST? 

To be sure, the military will learn 
something from all possible civilian de- 
velopments in aeronautics. This does not 
mean that public funds should be hastily 
invested in all possible and perhaps un- 
warranted projects. On the assumption 
that the Senate will give sober and seri- 
ous consideration to the SST before tak- 
ing action, I think it appropriate to in- 
clude the entire text of Secretary 
Brown’s letter to the chairman of the 
House Appropriations Committee at this 
point in the RECORD: 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, March 7, 1967. 
Hon. GEORGE H. MAHON, 
Chairman, Committee on Appropriations, 
House of Representatives. 

Dear Mr. CHARMAN: This is in response to 
your letter of February 10, 1967, on the sub- 
ject of the supersonic transport (SST) as a 
strategic bomber. 

The Air Force has studied the utility of a 
modified supersonic transport for the stra- 
tegic bomber role and is continuing to re- 
view this possibility as the characteristics 
and cost of the SST become better defined. 
In general, our studies have shown that a 
modified SST configured as a bomber could 
perform strategic missions. However, its 
characteristics are far from the optimum 
ones in terms of survivability and penetra- 
tion to the target. Therefore, it is far from 
the most effective approach to the bomber 
component of our strategic forces. 

While a joint development program (FAA 
and DOD) of a commercial transport and a 
bomber version of the SST may result in a 
lower total development cost than would 
separate development programs for a SST 
and a new advanced bomber, the extent of 
any potential savings is critically dependent 
upon the degree of compromise that could be 
tolerated in each version in order to achieve 
commonality. Beyond the development pro- 
gram, when all factors such as procurement 
costs, ten-year operating costs, and opera- 
tional effectiveness are considered, the sepa- 
rate development of a new bomber appears 
to us to be a more cost effective approach for 
accomplishing the military tasks. Our stud- 
ies have shown that even when no develop- 
ment costs, other than modifications, are 
charged to a bomber version of the SST, the 
cost per weapon delivered to the target is 
greater than could be achieved with a new 
advanced bomber of quite different charac- 
teristics, even though complete develop- 
ment costs would have to be paid for the 
latter. There are a number of reasons for 
this, some of which are discussed below. 

The SST design is a large gross weight 
(675,000 pounds) vehicle incorporating struc- 
tural materials, aerodynamics, engines and 
environmental control equipment for high 
altitude supersonic cruise at Mach 2.7. It 
does not represent the best design approach 
for a high altitude bomber because of its 
large fuselage, high radar cross section and 
lack of compatibility between the bomber 
refueling requirements and fuel availability 
of the KC-135 tankers, 

Further, the SST provides, at considerable 
cost, a capability to operate in a flight re- 
gime that does not represent the best means 
of penetrating projected enemy defenses. 
Studies and simulated tests have shown 
that penetration of sophisticated enemy de- 
fenses including surface-to-air missiles can 
best be accomplished by flying at low alti- 
tude at the highest speed compatible with 
attaining the necessary range. A bomber 
version of the SST without structural and 
engine modifications suffers very severe deg- 
radation in performance when operated at 
low altitude. Its top speed would be about 
830 knots and its range would be very lim- 
ited because its engines are not designed to 
operate efficiently at low altitude. This per- 
formance could be improved by structural 
reinforcement of the fuselage, wings, and 
tail assembly plus the installation of new 
engines. This would still not provide a very 
good bomber aircraft because of the large 
amount of fuselage volume available for the 
low density payloads associated with com- 
mercial operations. This large volume is not 
required for the higher density military pay- 
loads and results in higher aerodynamic 
drag and greater range loss than would re- 
sult from a fuselage designed specifically 
for military weapon payloads. 
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The Air Force design for an advanced 
bomber has the required performance and 
payload in a vehicle about one half the size 
of the proposed SST. Although the advanced 
bomber would have a supersonic speed capa- 
bility, its top speed would avoid the more 
severe environmental problems of the SST. 
Its reduced weight and complexity result in 
lower procurement and operating costs. This 
together with its increased effectiveness 
(range, dispersal capability, reduced radar 
cross section, ride quality at low altitude, 
et cetera) provides the advanced bomber 
with a very substantial overall cost effec- 
tiveness advantage over a modified version 
of the SST. 

Despite the above described limitations 
of the SST, we will continue to review its 
utility in the strategic bomber role. We are 
presently updating our analyses to reflect 
the most recent cost and performance esti- 
mates proposed to the FAA for the commer- 
cial transport. We will be happy to discuss 
this in more detail as our updated analyses 
are completed. 

Sincerely, 
HAROLD BROWN, 
Secretary of the Air Force. 


BOYD URGES NEW LOOK IN LABOR 
STRIFE 


Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my re- 
marks, and to include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, the massive 
national rail tieup this past week has 
brought home to Americans the urgency 
for remedial action. 

To ignore the basic problem of strikes 
in the transportation industry that harm 
the public interest simply because the 
trains are rolling again is not the best 
approach to the problem. 

The public is going to get hurt again 
unless the Congress, management, labor, 
and the administration resign themselves 
to the fact that they are going to delve 
into the problem. 

The main responsibility, I believe, rests 
with the Congress since by nature the 
general health, safety and welfare of the 
public is in their hands. 

There was much heated debate, both 
pro and con, on the merits of the reso- 
lution that this body passed 3 days ago, 
and no matter how you felt on that par- 
ticular measure, I think that individually 
each one of us has a responsibility to 
those we represent and the Nation to seek 
impartial, permanent solutions to the 
problem of crippling work stoppages. 

I am sure that many of you realize I 
have offered such legislation, H.R. 5638. 
Legislation, I believe, will modernize our 
national labor policies while at the same 
time upholding the traditional rights of 
negotiation that have contributed so 
greatly to the strength of the labor move- 
ment and industry in this country. 

I urge the Members to support these 
needed revisions, or to offer any oth- 
er suggestions, particularly where the 
transportation industry is concerned, 
and I think the Congress ought to hold 
hearings on such measures soon. 

In this same light, I would like to bring 
to your attention a discussion of the 
problem by Transportation Secretary 
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Alan Boyd as reported in this morning’s 
issue of the Washington Post. 

The article follows: 

[From the Washington Post, July 20, 1967] 
Boyrp URGES New Look IN LABOR STRIFE 
(By Andrew J. Glass) 

“The best brains in the United States” 
have been unable to find a formula to cope 
with strikes that harm the national interest, 
Transportation Secretary Alan S. Boyd said 
yesterday. 

In a press conference held in the White 
House, Boyd said a solution to the problem 
has eluded the Johnson Administration, the 
Congress and the academic community. 

Boyd met with reporters after briefing 
President Johnson on the restoration of nor- 
mal rail service following passage, on Mon- 
day, of legislation that halted a U.S. railroad 
walkout. 

The Transportation Secretary felt that a 
new attitude was needed in labor manage- 
ment disputes. It was an attitude, he said, 
where “major controversies having a tre- 
mendous impact on the national interest” 
can be resolved with the acceptance of deci- 
sions “whether or not they are appreciated.” 

As matters now stand, Boyd added, labor 
walkouts that affect the national interest 
can be dealt with only on a piecemeal basis, 
in the same fashion as the current rail 
dispute. 

Although the President called for a meas- 
ure to deal with such strikes in his State 
of the Union Message in January, the Ad- 
ministration has all but given up on its 
plans. At one point, Mr. Johnson asked con- 
gressional leaders to seek an acceptable 
formula. 

In his discussion Boyd ruled out both a 
general compulsory arbitration law and spe- 
cial labor courts as effective means of deal- 
ing with the problem. Boyd also said he was 
“terribly concerned” about the operation of 
the Railway Labor Act. As he put it: 

“In controversial cases, it appears to me 
that you don’t have any collective bargain- 
ing, that the parties sit back and wait until 
the situation develops into a crisis and then 
there is an emergency board and then no- 
body seems to pay a great deal of attention 
to the emergency board, so it gets escalated 
into what I believe is called a Federal case. 

“This is a violation of the whole concept— 
the spirit of the law. Somehow, some way, 
either there has to be some influence brought 
in from the outside or a greater sense on 
the part of the negotiating parties that they 
must resolve their own problems. But they 
just can’t keep them dragging like a cancer, 
month after month after month.” 


CAPTIVE NATIONS WEEK 


Mr. WINN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. Derwinsk1] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the Recorp 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Kansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, as I 
reminded the House earlier this week, 
this is Captive Nations Week and this 
year’s observance has special significance 
as we note the involvement of the Soviet 
Union in the Middle East and its obvious 
attempts to expand its colonial empire. 
Another major address delivered at the 
Captive Nations Conference at the May- 
flower Hotel on July 15 was by Prof. 
Roman Smal-Stocki, professor emeritus 
at Marquette University and a visiting 
professor at Catholic University, who has 
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authored a most widely recognized pub- 
lication on the captive nations. The 
text of Professor Smal-Stocki’s speech 
follows: 


CAPTIVE NATIONS, MIDDLE EAST AND VIETNAM 


(Prof. Roman Smal-Stocki, the Catholic Uni- 
versity of America, address delivered at 
the Captive Nations Conference, Mayflower 
Hotel, Washington, D.C., July 15, 1967) 


Every morning everyone of us opens the 
daily paper and reads about Vietnam. Many 
of us ask the question: Why is it that we 
must fight in Vietnam? Who supplies the 
Viet-Cong with the weapons, ammunition, 
rockets and airplanes they use for their 
aggressions? 

What has happened? Were we not twenty 
years ago the top world power with a monoply 
of atomic weapons and absolute air-power 
superiority? Currently we have Cuba in our 
own backyard, in violation of the Monroe 
Doctrine, and now the war in Vietnam. 

Cuba and Vietnam are the results of the 
foreign policy our country has had for the 
past decades. What went wrong in the plan- 
ning of our foreign policy? There are a 
number of answers to this question. But on 
one point all scholars—true specialists— 
agree: The main reason for our catastrophe 
in foreign policy has been and is stili the 
American failure to understand Russian 
Communism. I do not underestimate the 
achievements of Alger Hiss and his kind, but 
this main reason remains. 

This failure led to our abandonment to 
Russian Communist imperialism (with a 
complete disregard to all the principles of 
the Atlantic Charter) of the Baltic States, 
of Ukraine, Byelorussia and the other Cap- 
tive Nations inside the Soviet empire; to the 
abandonment of Poland, Czechoslovakia, 
Hungary, Rumania, Bulgaria, Yugoslavia. 
Then came the abandonment of China to 
the “agrarian reformer,” Mao Tse Tung, of 
North Korea, Tibet, the abandonment of 
Cuba to “agrarian reformer Castro,” and 
then North Vietnam. And finally comes the 
latest move of Moscow to erase Israel and to 
establish its dominion over the Near East as 
a springboard to Africa and for the partition 
of Turkey so-long-planned-by-the-Tsars. I 
have enumerated to you the stepping stones 
of Russian imperialism which have finally 
led to Korea, Cuba, and Vietnam where we 
have been and are being forced to make a 
stand and fight. 

It is worthwhile during the Captive Na- 
tions Week, and it is the moral duty of a his- 
torian, to analyze all the angles of this Amer- 
ican failure to understand Russian Commu- 
nism, because this failure has resulted in the 
present tragedy of the whole free world with 
its disintegrating alliances in Europe and 
Asia because nations have lost confidence in 
our leadership. 

The most important mistakes of our diplo- 
mats were and are first and above all, a false 
image of the Soviet Union as a homogenious 
country, equivalent to “Russia” and popu- 
lated by “Russians.” This “Russia”—the So- 
viet Union—is really a colonial empire with 
many problems. The empire is surrounded 
by satellites ruled by dictatorships by the 
grace of Moscow. The Moscovites inside the 
empire practice the most brutal exploitation 
of the submerged colonial peoples, who are 
forced to pay for the Communist imperial- 
ism. The second fallacy is the slogan: “One 
world.” Only in the technological sense does 
a “one world” (of electricity, motors, cars, 
machines) exist, but in the cultural sense 
there exists no “one world” between our 
Judeo-Christian civilization and the princi- 
ples of the Soviet civilization merged with 
materialism and atheism, which for a half a 
century has developed and is imposed by the 
Russian Communist dictatorship in the So- 
viet police state. The characteristic of this 
Soviet civilization is a Russian master-race 
and superiority complex—an avante garde 
complex with a Moscovite Messianism sup- 
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ported by Neo-Panslavism and Eurasianism 
aiming still at the “World Soviet Union.” 

The third point of which America is not 
aware is the moral abyss between our world 
outlook and the Soviet world. The basic 
problem is concerning what is good and 
what is evil. Our Judeo-Christian world an- 
swers this question with the decalogue: but 
for Moscow, according to Lenin, everything 
is morally good which advances the victorious 
march of Communism, I say everything: lies, 
murder, poison, genocide. And everything is 
evil which opposes the expansion of Rus- 
sian Communist imperialism. What sense 
does it make to negotiate treaties with this 
Moscow, the only power expelled from the 
League of Nations in Geneva, the ally of 
Hitler, the aggressor against Finland, the 
aggressor against Poland, the Baltic States, 
and the Captive Nations, and now the real 
aggressor against Israel? What sense is it 
to trust a power which repeatedly has vio- 
lated all the principles, letter and spirit, 
of the U.N. Charter? How can a power be 
trusted which attempted to wipe out—to 
“Genocide” a fellow member of the U.N., 
little Israel? This “would-be” murderer has 
even the arrogance to moralize and to pon- 
tificate in the U.N.—while our State De- 
partment does not have the moral courage to 
enumerate and list all the Captive Nations 
whose free, democratic, even Socialist states 
were by Moscovite aggression liquidated and 
integrated into the Russia Communist em- 
pire. 

The fourth point is: Semantics. Moscow 
has created a real up-side-down “language,” 
a “double-talk” and “double-think.” Moscow 
has changed all the meanings of interna- 
tional terminology of liberalism, democracy, 
humanism into their very opposites and im- 
posed a semantic tyranny on a large part 
of American public opinion. Lenin himself 
advised his collaborators: “Confuse your 
enemies” and in this field Moscow has gained 
a great victory by semantics. My warnings 
and publications since 1950 have been disre- 
garded by our intellectuals. Even President 
Kennedy had to learn it face to face from 
Khrushchev in Vienna. 

“The facts of the matter are that the So- 
viets and ourselves give wholly different 
meanings to the same words: war, peace, 
democracy and popular will. We have wholly 
different views of right and wrong, of what 
is an internal affair and what is aggression. 
And above all, we have wholly different con- 
cepts of where the world is and where it 
is going.” (Time magazine, June 16, 1961) 

But 80 percent of American public opin- 
ion is still being confused, and especially our 
intellectuals, who do not grasp Russian 
propaganda terminology, are being fooled 
by “peaceful coexistence” campaigns. Al- 
ready Communist propaganda has led many 
in the academic world to respond to “peace- 
ful acceptance” of Communism. The propa- 
ganda campaign slogans of “peaceful coexist- 
ence” and “peaceful competitiveness” can 
be seen in their true meaning in the Near 
East, the Far East, Latin America and 
Africa, where Russian subversion is evident. 

The fifth reason for the American misun- 
derstanding of Russian Communism is that 
the Communist Party is regarded as a bona 
fide American political party. The history of 
other Communist parties outside the Soviet 
Union proves something different. They are 
all ideological foreign armies in civilian 
clothes, which fulfill functions from the 
point of the global strategy of Communist 
imperialism in the struggle for the world. 

The sixth and last point which I want to 
stress is the usual misidentification of Rus- 
sian Communism. It is a fallacy to make the 
Western Europe and Marx responsible for 
Russian Bolshevism. In Bolshevism, Marxism 
is window dressing, Bolshevism is basically 
Bakunism. We cannot ignore the opinion of 
the great Russian philosopher, Nikolay Ber- 
dyaev, who convincingly identified Russian 
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Communism with its despotic aspects as a 

Russian National creation and the third ap- 

pearance of Russian autocratic imperialism, 

its first appearance being the Moscovite Tsar- 
dom and the second, the Petrine Empire, 
after the defeat of the Ukrainian Hertman 

Mazepa and Charles XII of Sweden at Poltava 

in 1709. 

Summing up: Russian Communism was 
and is in fact Russian imperialism, which 
was and is confused by Liberals in America 
as a “progressive movement” with an evolu- 
tion towards some “liberalism.” This evolu- 
tion is simply wishful thinking of American 
Kerenskys. Russian Communism represented 
and represents the blackest Russian reaction, 
realizing the program of the old Tsarist Black 
Hundreds and the political visions of the 
Russian poet, Fiodar Tynchev (1807-1873) in 
his poem “Russian Geography”: 

Moscow and the city of Peter (present Len- 
ingrad) and the city of Constantine 
(Constantinople) ... 

These are the sacred capitals of Russian 


Tsardom ... 
But where is its end? And where are its 
borders 


To the North, to the East, to the South, 
and toward sunset? 

They will be revealed by the fates to future 
times 

Seven internal seas and seven great riv- 
ers. 

From the Nile to the Neva, from the Elbe 
to China, 

From the Volga to the Euphrates, from the 
Ganges to the Danube 

This is Russian Tsardom ... and it will 

not disappear with the ages 

As the Holy Spirit foresaw and Daniel fore- 

told.” 

This vision“ of the borders of Russian 
Tsardom has for half a century been pur- 
sued successfully through Communism, 

Let me continue my talk relating Vietnam 
to an interpretation of the recent events in 
the Near East from the point of view of the 
Captive Nations’ ideology, because America 
and her intellectuals still do not grasp the 
present real aims of Moscow and the involve- 
ment of the Soviet nationality problem into 
the Near East. Behind the Near East crisis is 
the explosive Nationality problem in the 
Soviet Union. The basic fact for the under- 
standing of the Near East crisis is the fact 
of the existence of more than 40 million cap- 
tive Islam (Muslim) nationalities in the 
Soviet empire. Before World War I, they were 
dedicated to the idealogies of Pan-Turkism 
and Pan-Islamism. Their great leader Ismail 
Gasprinsky in 1908 propagated the plan of 
an All-Muslim Congress in Egypt, Cairo, in 
order to get the backing of all Muslim na- 
tions for the Muslim resistance against the 
Russians inside the Russian empire, During 
the Russian revolution Idel-Ural (Tatars), 
Azerbaijan, Turkestan, North Caucasus and 
Crimean Turks proclaimed their free states 
and resisted by arms the Russian Communist 
aggressions and forced integration into the 
Soviet Union. 

Moscow feared and fears these conceptions 
of Pan-Turkism and Pan-Islamism, expres- 
sions of a strong revolutionary nationalism. 
Moscow feared (since the monarchy was 
overthrown in Egypt) that the Arab nation- 
alist revolution would unite all Islam peoples 
under Egypt’s leadership, that it would be 
joined by Turkey, Iran, Pakistan, Afghan- 
istan and form a mighty bloc for the libera- 
tion of the Islam nationalities in the Soviet 
Union, Such a proclamation for the libera- 
tion of Islam nations would put on the 
agenda of world politics immediately the 
whole Captive Nations problem of the Soviet 
empire. 

The Communist counteraction against 
this pressing danger was: (a) the Nile dam, 
(b) penetration by thousands of “advisors”, 
diplomats, “consuls,” and spies of the whole 
Near East, (c) large deliveries of different 
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kinds of arms, (d) a systematic propaganda 
of Anti-Semitism. 

Using Anti-Semitism (Moscow long ago 
liquidated the Jewish autonomous republic 
Biro-Bidjan and completely weakened Ju- 
daism, the progenitor of Christianity) as a 
common ideology of hate, Moscow formed 
with Arab Anti-Semitism a common front 
against Israel, thus diverting Arab national- 
ism from its natural aims in the Soviet 
Union—the liberation of Muslim nations 
and directing it towards the genocide of 
Israel. 

This conception of Russian imperialism in- 
cludes for Moscow these great possibilities: 
(a) a de facto control of the Suez Canal, 
(b) a second front in the back for our allies 
Turkey and Iran, (e) the loss of the oil-basin 
for the free world, (d) a political domination 
of the whole Near East, (e) a further ad- 
vance of Russian imperialism in North Af- 
rica—Algeria—towards the African bank of 
Gibraltar, (f) the final aim is a Russian 
Communist Mediterranian Sea and a Com- 
munist “Pan-Europe,” which Communists in 
Italy and France will welcome, (g) the final 
result: an isolated America, (h) what the 
Communist domination of the Near East 
means for our defense of Southeast Asia, 
everybody can surely imagine. Thus it is not 
the end of the crisis in the Near East but 
just the beginning, and pokerface Kosygin 
frankly lectured our President in Hollybush 
about the meaning of peaceful coexistence: 
“Russian Communism keeps the basic Com- 
munist Doctrine to promote world revolu- 
tion by wars of liberation.” 

Also in the light of the events in the Near 
East, the reason for the diplomatic actions of 
Podgorny in Rome become clear. These ac- 
tions were the diplomatic preparations for 
the planned explosion in the Near East, 
aiming at the genocide of Israel. But Israel 
victoriously resisted to the Russian planned 
genocide, therefore, according to Muscovite 
justice,” Israel is guilty of destroying Mos- 
cow’s “liberation” conceptions for the Near 
East—and Israel must be punished. “Israel 
must be punished”—and our State Depart- 
ment has not the moral courage to demand 
that the Muscovite warmongers and war 
criminals, the former allies of Hitler and 
the teachers of Gestapo be put before a war 
crime tribunal of the U.N. 

Moscow started the “celebrations” of the 
semicentury of Russian Communist im- 
perialism, its expansion and genocide. Surely, 
the climax of the celebration had to be the 
realization of the great Communist designs” 
for the Near East with a total pogrom of 
Israel through Arab Nationalism. The de- 
scendents of Ivan the Terrible keep their 
glorious traditions. . . 

But neither our Department of State, nor 
the Secretary General of the U.N. are aware 
of what is happening. Professor Brzezinski 
acts as funeral director and assures them 
that “Communism is dead.” 

Our answer to all these plans of Russian 
imperialism should be a Captive Nations 
World Movement. In Europe the ideals of 
the Captive Nations have always had the 
strongest backing among Democratic So- 
cialists, Liberals, Intellectuals, and especial- 
ly university professors. Most university pro- 
fessors were united in a common front for 
the Defense of Academic freedom against 
Communist dictatorship. Intellectuals in 
Europe had a deep understanding for our 
demand of self-determination, religious and 
political freedom, for our fight for the dig- 
nity of the person and for our struggle 
against Red Fascism. 

But where is the help of American Liberal- 
ism and Socialism for the ideals of the Cap- 
tive Nations? Where is their support for these 
ideals of the Captive Nations? Their record 
up to now is, with only a few exceptions, 
support for the preservation of Russian im- 
perialism and malicious silencing of the Cap- 
tive Nations struggle. 
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Where are the voices of American univer- 
sities and their professors in the defense of 
academic freedom in the Soviet Union? Pro- 
fessor Sydney Hook is an honorable excep- 
tion. Some professors from the Universities 
of Bridgeport, Rutgers, Yale, MIT were a year 
ago guest speakers at the testimonial dinner 
for Herbert Aptheker! What's happening? 
Socialists and Communists in America main- 
tain a common front for the preservation of 
the Russian Communist Empire and for the 
continuation of the colonial enslavement of 
the Captive Nations? 

We, American intellectuals with a Captive 
Nations background, feel a deep resentment 
and disappointment towards the majority of 
American intellectuals and the academic 
world, They have in our American society 
the moral authority and prerogative of being 
a moral guide and critic to the world and 
world affairs. This moral authority and pre- 
rogative they have prostituted. 

Publicly ask them: where was your guid- 
ance in the last quarter of a century and 
your criticism of Russian imperialism as it 
swallowed one nation after another? And 
now, the Kennans happily accept as a “fact” 
the existence of “Russia,” and justify it by 
their complete moral nihilism. Thus, the 
American intellectuals kowtow before Mos- 
cow, completely forgetting that the U.S. was 
and should be a revolutionary society, 
founded on revolutionary principles and of- 
fering all enslaved peoples of the world a 
true revolutionary promise: the supreme 
value of freedom! 

Our Congress through the Captive Nation 
Resolution saved the honor of the American 
Nation by condemning Russian Communist 
Imperialism. We are proud that a great 
American labor leader, George Meany, is our 
partisan. I, an old university professor, want 
to publicly pay tribute to him in deep grati- 
tude for his defense of academic freedom in 
the Soviet police empire. 

But where are the voices of American 
Liberals against Russian tyranny, against 
the enserfment of workers and peasants in 
the Soviet Union? Why do they not also fight 
for the human fights and civil liberties for 
the Captive Nations? Why do they not re- 
establish in America a free market of ideas 
for East European matters, why do they not 
abolish the dictatorship of the Soviet dog- 
mas and the tyranny of Soviet Semantics in 
America? This is the question. 

Thank you. 


THE CASE OF THE MISSING 
TURKEYS 


Mr. WINN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. NELSEN] may extend his 
remarks at this point in the Record and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Kansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Speaker, on June 
22, I made some remarks directed at an 
error made by the Department of Agri- 
culture in reporting the turkey popula- 
tion for 1966. I spoke of how the error 
had a price inflating effect on the 1966 
turkey market and how the inflated 
prices of 1966 contributed to overproduc- 
tion and depressed prices in 1967. 

Walter Wilcox, Director of Agricul- 
tural Economics of the Department of 
Agriculture, in a letter I recently re- 
ceived from him said he was at a loss to 
understand” my reasoning. He does not 
seem to understand why this admitted 
error had an effect on the price of 
turkeys. 
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My remarks were based on a statement 
by Richard Larkin, Poultry Division, 
USDA, which admits and explains the 
error, and state that the error did have an 
effect on the price of turkeys. I would 
like to insert the statement in the Rec- 
orp at this time, as follows: 

THE CASE OF THE MISSING TURKEYS 

(By Richard C. Larkin, Poultry Division) 

There was a period in mid-summer 1966 
when in excess of 5 million turkeys appeared 
to be “missing.” As the turkey industry well 
knows, these “missing” birds showed up later 
and were largely carried over into 1967 
either on the hoof or as storage stocks. The 
turkeys were “missing” only when comparing 
estimated marketings, based on poult place- 
ments, with discrepancy was a factor in- 
fluencing the price of turkeys marketed dur- 
ing the main 1966 turkey marketing season. 

Now that 1966 is history, it is evident that 
these turkeys were not “missing” but rather 
were marketed later than predicted, When 
the turkey slaughter for the year was totaled, 
practically all of the poult placements could 
be accounted for. 

Estimating turkey marketings accurately 
depends in large part on correctly predicting 
the growing period, in weeks, from poult 
placements to maturity for both the “heavy” 
and “light” breeds. We estimate the length 
of this growing period on the previous year’s 
experience. 

In retrospect, it appears that this growing 
period in 1966 was longer than in 1965. 
Based on the seasonal pattern of slaughter 
in 1966 it appears that a 10-day to two-week 
error was made in predicting the period from 
poult placement to marketing. This error, 
history now tells us, accounted for the “miss- 
ing” turkeys which subsequently came home 
to roost. 

It further appears that the 1966 marketing 
prediction error was compounded by both a 
relatively long growing period in 1966 and a 
relatively short growing period in 1965. Taken 
together this made the difference between 
the two years much more pronounced than 
is usually the case. Growing periods have 
been declining over the years but the aver- 
age difference from one year to the next has 
been a matter of days, not weeks. Thus, the 
10-day to two-week difference in 1966 as com- 
pared to 1965 was most unusual. 


Mr. Speaker, the instance of 5,000,000 
missing turkeys was not an isolated 
example of erroneous use of statistics 
having undesirable effects on markets. 

In March of this year an issue of the 
publication Livestock and Meat Situation 
announced that the Department of Agri- 
culture had underestimated the cattle 
population of America. It said: 

The January 1 estimates in Tables 1 and 
2 have been revised for 1961-1966 on the 
basis of data obtained from the Census of 
Agriculture and other data which have be- 
come available since the original estimates 
were made. 


In that instance the cattle population 
statistics were off by 2,305,000. When the 
figures were revised upward, the effect 
was a depression of the prices farmers 
received. 

Mr. Speaker, the prices producers re- 
ceive for their cattle normally rise from 
the month of February to March each 
year. The average rise in prices for the 
past 3 years has been 76 cents a hun- 
dred. From February of this year to 
March the average price per hundred- 
weight fell 25 cents. This represents a 
change from the past averages of over 
$1 per hundredweight. In the week of 
March 15, 1967, when the cattle popu- 
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lation figures were revised upward, prices 
fell 75 cents per hundredweight. 

Certainly, some of the price reduction 
in the last 6-month period suffered by 
cattlemen was caused by rapidly rising 
production and near-record imports. It 
is significant, however, that the tradi- 
tional March price rise did not material- 
ize when the revised cattle population 
figures came out. 

Last year, the Agriculture Department 
understated demand and overstated 
carryover in forecasts for four other ma- 
jor farm commodities. The mistake in 
each of these cases depressed prices re- 
ceived in the prime selling period of the 
particular crop, resulting in a loss of 
income to farmers. 

Last fall, Congressman Quiz estimated 
that $300 million was lost from corn 
revenues, $400 million was lost from soy- 
bean revenues, $180 million from wheat 
revenues, and $25 million from grain 
sorghum revenues. The curious coinci- 
dence is that the statistical errors in each 
of these four major products had the 
effect of keeping prices down. 

What is needed? Orville Freeman on 
one hand says: 

The accuracy of production estimates be- 


comes vital as crops move into close supply- 
demand situations. 


On the other hand, we see USDA pro- 
duction, population, demand and carry- 
over statistics in error. It is time for a 
change. The Secretary of Agriculture 
keeps claiming he is in favor of a fair 
return for a farmer’s production, but the 
black cloud of the “cheap food policy” 
continues to follow him around. The 
“errors” that the Department attributes 
ex post facto to “famine in India” or 
“too much rain in Iowa” keep popping 
up. 

I would suggest to the Secretary of 
Agriculture that more effort be devoted 
to the accuracy of all USDA statistics. 
Traditionally, the career employees work- 
ing in agricultural reporting have been 
conscientious. I believe they remain so, 
and they generally deserve the thanks 
of American agriculture. 

I cannot help but feel, however, that 
policymakers in the Department of Agri- 
culture have been content with methods 
that do little but uphold a “cheap food 
policy.” 

The career economists and statisticians 
of the Department should be allowed to 
remain free from political influence. 
They should be free to use the latest 
economic methods to come to accurate 
conclusions about supply-and-demand 
functions. 

The second area that needs immediate 
revision is the way statistics are pre- 
sented. Most farmers must be part econ- 
omist to judge the upcoming market 
and plan production. Many are prone to 
accept USDA publications as gospel. And, 
the Department all too often has pre- 
sented its predictions in ways that lead 
to that conclusion. I would suggest that 
in the future all USDA predictions, esti- 
mates, and “guestimates” be clearly 
labeled as such. 

These measures would be a first step. 
Farm costs have skyrocketed in the past 
few months and the prices farmers re- 
ceive in many areas are below levels of 
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20 years ago. The Economic Research 
Service expects net farm income in 1967 
to drop by 5 percent. I hope this is one 
case where the ERS is not fully correct, 
but if it is, the farmer can certainly not 
afford to bear the cost of erroneous sta- 
tistics on top of everything else. 


CRIME RATE IN THE UNITED STATES 


Mr. WINN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. Burron] may extend his 
remarks at this point in the Recorp and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Kansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BUTTON. Mr. Speaker, the crime 
rate in the United States is growing ap- 
proximately six times faster than the 
population. This has created a situation 
which is totally repugnant to the Ameri- 
can public. In 1966 there was a serious 
crime committed every 11 seconds. 

The executive branch through the 
President’s National Crime Commission 
has been investigating this situation and 
has asked Congress to pass a package of 
crime-control bills designed for alleviat- 
ing this problem from the national level. 
Today I am introducing a bill which 
would create a joint committee to study 
crime and recommend legislation to Con- 
gress. Congress must have the facility to 
investigate this problem and write origi- 
nal legislation as it is needed. 

The distinguished gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. PEPPER] introduced this bill 
on January 10, and a companion bipar- 
tisan measure has been introduced in the 
Senate. The joint committee created by 
this bill would consist of seven Members 
of the House appointed by the Speaker 
and seven Members of the Senate ap- 
pointed by the President pro tempore, in 
each case no more than four Members 
would be of the same party. The commit- 
tee would be empowered to investigate 
and study crime—its elements, origins, 
and effects, and measures for crime con- 
trol and improvement of detection of 
crimes, law enforcement, and the admin- 
istration of justice. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe that now is the 
time for the Congress to take this needed 
step in safeguarding our Nation from 
crime. I urge prompt passage of this 
resolution so that Congress can assume a 
primary responsibility in combating this 
great national problem. 


HELP THE MAIL 


Mr. WINN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the gentleman from 
California [Mr. Teacue] may extend his 
remarks at this point in the Recorp and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Kansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr. Speak- 
er, I call to the attention of my col- 
leagues an excellent editorial from the 
28 News, Camarillo-Port Hueneme, 
Calif.: 
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HELP THE Mar 

The mail to this office Monday brought five 
publications from the Office of Economic Op- 
portunity. All had been sent free. 

The same mail brought a news release from 
the National Federation of Independent 
Business, Inc. It was paid for. Interestingly, 
the paid for mail complained about the free 
mail from the OEO, also known as the pov- 
erty program. 

The mail from the OEO told us about the 
work of the director, Sargent Shriver, and all 
that his program is doing to help people in 
Harlem and in Boston, to name a few places, 
and recent testimony by the director to get 
more money to fight poverty. 

The letter from the National Federation 
told of a survey conducted by the federation 
which showed that 82 per cent of the inde- 
pendent businessmen contacted had voted 
in favor of an increase in third class mail 
rates to help offset high post office deficits. 

Further, the National Federation called 
for an end to the free use of the mail by 
the OEO. There is no reason to wonder about 
this. The poverty program is trying to im- 
poverish business. 

What is happening is this. The OEO is 
working to establish certain businesses to 
help the poor people, cooperatives which 
would work in competition to private enter- 
prise. 

And to do this, the poverty program is us- 
ing the United States mails, and not paying 
for it, either. With the third class mail, the 
OEO is blanketing certain populated areas 
with junk mail promoting its own businesses. 

Since the post office is operating at a def- 
icit, and taxes must make up deficits, it is 
easy to see that the small businessmen have 
& gripe. They are paying taxes to subsidize 
the post office and the poverty program which 
is trying to take away their business. 

Under a general rule of the government, 
federal agencies are barred from using the 
mails to distribute information to people 
who have not asked for it. However, this rule 
has been waived in the case of the poverty 
program. The OEO can mail unlimited quan- 
tities of mail to every postal patron in the 
nation. 

Uncle Sam should look to the operation of 
the poverty program before it sinks the al- 
ready staggering post office department. 


INCREASING SOCIAL SECURITY 
BENEFIT PAYMENTS 


Mr. WINN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. Tart] may extend his remarks 
at this point in the Recorp and include 
extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Kansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. Speaker, I have today— 
along with other Republicans—intro- 
duced legislation to increase social secu- 
rity benefit payments, retroactive to Jan- 
uary 1, 1967, representing the maximum 
increase possible without an increase in 
the social security tax rate. Surely we 
owe this to our elderly citizens who 
helped build the society in which we live. 

Continuing inflation has robbed these 
Americans of much of their purchasing 
power, and it may be months before Con- 
gress finally agrees on permanent social 
security benefit increases. Therefore, it 
is urgent that this increase be enacted 
immediately to relieve our older citizens 
from the effects of inflation and its re- 
sulting rise in prices. 
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A BILL TO REBATE EXCISE TAXES 
ON EXPORTED TIRES AND TUBES 
TO EXPORTERS 


Mr. WINN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. Curtis] may extend his 
remarks at this point in the Recorp and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Kansas? 


There was no objection. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, it has come 
to my attention that U.S. exports of tires 
and tubes are somewhat impeded by a 
regulation of the Internal Revenue Code 
regarding the rebate of the excise taxes 
we collect on tires and tubes. 

Taxes collected indirectly, such as ex- 
cise taxes, or in the case of European 
Economic Community, turnover or value 
added taxes, are usually rebated on ex- 
ports. This rebating procedure is allow- 
able under the General Agreement on 
Tariffs and Trade, and is acceptable in- 
ternational commercial practice. The ef- 
fect of the rebate is to permit exports to 
be free of an added charge that might 
increase their cost and make them less 
competitive in foreign markets. Imported 
foreign tires and tubes are also subject 
to the addition of our excise tax. 

The excise tax on tires and tubes is one 
of four U.S. excise taxes on manufac- 
turers remaining after the Excise Tax 
Reduction Act of 1965 and the Tax Ad- 
justment Act of 1966. The other three 
are excise taxes on motor vehicles—both 
Passenger and commercial, and truck 
parts—petroleum products—gasoline and 
lubricating oil used in highway vehicles— 
and recreational equipment such as fish- 
ing equipment and firearms. The pro- 
ceeds of the excise taxes on motor 
vehicles and related items including 
petroleum and tires and tubes go to the 
highway trust fund. The excise tax pro- 
ceeds on fishing equipment and firearms 
go to a special fund for conservation. 

Tires may now be sold for export free 
of excise tax. Presently subsection (b) of 
section 6416 of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1954 requires that the excise tax 
be refunded to the tire manufacturer, if 
he wishes to export the tires. If a dealer 
buys from the manufacturer and then 
wishes to export the tires, he can obtain 
a rebate of the excise tax paid by the 
manufacturer if the manufacturer waives 
the right to a rebate. The waiver is nec- 
essary so that the excise tax is not re- 
bated twice: once to the exporter and 
once to the manufacturer. 

Thus, under the present provisions of 
the Internal Revenue Code, a tire manu- 
facturer can sell for export tax free to 
its own subsidiary or affiliate which has 
a market in a foreign country. The man- 
ufacturer can impede the competitive 
position of any independent exporter by 
refusing to waive its right to a refund, 
thereby requiring the independent ex- 
porter to either absorb the tax in his 
own costs or to try to sell in the foreign 
market at a price which includes the tire 
tax. The independent exporter is thus 
forced to compete abroad with the sub- 
sidiaries or affiliates of the tire manu- 
facturers, who can sell their product 
minus the cost of the tax. 
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The bill I am introducing today will 
permit the exporter or shipper of US. 
tires and tubes to obtain a refund of the 
manufacturers’ excise tax imposed upon 
those tires, without requiring him to ob- 
tain a waiver of the manufacturer’s 
right to claim a refund of that tax. 

The bill contains safeguards to avoid 
two refunds of a single tax. It provides 
that the exporter will take the place of 
the original manufacturer if the tires 
again become subject to tax. In order 
to avoid abuse of this relief provision, 
refunds and credits may be made only 
under Internal Revenue Service regula- 
tions. 

This bill may serve to promote US. 
exports by smoothing out the excise tax 
rebating mechanism for independent ex- 
porters, and at the same time by promot- 
ing competition in international markets. 
U.S. exports of tires and tubes and re- 
lated products amounted, according to 
the Tariff Commission, to $79,615,811 in 
1966, a sizable figure which we should of 
course continue to try to maximize. I 
hope that this bill would have that effect. 


AMENDMENT TO 1968 NASA 
AUTHORIZATION BILL 


Mr. WINN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the gentleman from 
Ilinois [Mr. RuMSFELD] may extend his 
remarks at this point in the Recorp and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Kansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. RUMSFELD. Mr. Speaker, in re- 
cent discussions of an amendment I of- 
fered to the 1968 NASA authorization 
bill, to provide that the NASA Adminis- 
trator keep Congress “fully and cur- 
rently informed” as to NASA activities, 
some have put forth the view that this 
provision is unnecessary because the Na- 
tional Aeronautics and Space Act of 1958 
(42 U.S.C. 2454) already contains such 
language. I believe this view is a mis- 
taken one. Nowhere in the act is there 
any requirement that the NASA Ad- 
ministrator assume an affirmative re- 
sponsibility to keep Congress informed. 

The “fully and currently informed” 
amendment is contained in section 6 of 
S. 1296 as amended by the House of 
Representatives. The amendment simply 
places the positive duty upon NASA to 
keep the House Committee on Science 
and Astronautics and the Senate Com- 
mittee on Aeronautical and Space Sci- 
ences informed of all of its activities. 

The language of the 1958 Space Act 
does not cover the matter of NASA vol- 
untarily providing information to Con- 
gress. Rather, the act—section 303— 
deals with a public information provi- 
sion which provides that the NASA Ad- 
ministrator may not withhold informa- 
tion if it is requested by the duly author- 
ized committees of Congress. There is a 
great deal of difference between a pro- 
hibition against withholding informa- 
tion and an affirmative requirement that 
information be voluntarily supplied. 

It was evident during the hearings on 
the Apollo 204 accident that the space- 
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flight program had been undergoing 
serious difficulties for many months. Yet, 
the Congress was not advised of these 
difficulties until after the Apollo trag- 
edy—when it was too late to take cor- 
rective measures. Since the NASA Ad- 
ministrator was not under any obligation 
to report these difficulties to Congress, 
he did not report them. The “informa- 
tion” amendment is intended to provide 
for improved communications between 
NASA and Congress. It makes it obliga- 
tory for the NASA Administrator to re- 
port to the appropriate committees on 
all matters of importance to NASA’s op- 
erations. 

As a member of the House Science and 
Astronautics Committee, I feel a re- 
sponsibility to keep informed about 
NASA’s programs. I cannot operate in 
the dark; I cannot be an effective mem- 
ber of the committee unless I have suffi- 
cient information upon which to base 
judgments and votes. I do not think it is 
unreasonable to ask for adequate infor- 
mation. Indeed, I believe it is my duty to 
keep myself fully and currently informed 
not only about matters directly related 
to my committee responsibilities, but 
also about all other matters upon which 
I will have to vote. 

Mr. Speaker, I have asked the counsel 
for the Committee on Science and Astro- 
nautics to prepare a comparison of the 
information provisions in the Space Act 
and in the 1968 NASA authorization bill 
as passed by the House. I offer this com- 
parison for the RECORD, 

COMPARISON OF INFORMATION PROVISIONS IN 
AUTHORIZATION BILL AND THE SPACE ACT 
(By Joseph M. Felton, counsel) 
SUMMARY 

1. The fully and currently informed pro- 
vision as contained in Section 6 of S. 1296 
with House amendment places the positive 
duty upon NASA to keep the House and Sen- 
ate Space Committees fully and currently 
informed of all of its activities. 

2. Section 303 of the Space Act dealing 
with access to information is essentially a 
public information provision which provides, 
in addition, that the Administrator may not 
withhold information from the duly author- 
ized committees of Congress. 

3. The difference is one of emphasis. The 
former places a positive duty upon NASA. 
The latter provides that if the Committee 
requests information, it may not be withheld 
by NASA, The two provisions are complemen- 
tary and not in lieu of each other. 

4. Furthermore, the fact that the Senate 
Committee reads “fully and currently in- 
formed” into the Section 303 provision, does 
not, as a matter of law, expand the meaning 
of that section. 

Background on the legislation 

In 1958 when Congress was drafting the 
Space Act, both the House bill (H.R. 12575) 
and the Senate bill (S. 3609) contained lan- 
guage which eventually became Section 303 
of the Space Act. 

The House Committee report on H.R. 12575 
(Report No. 1770) states concerning the cur- 
rent Section 303: 

“This section provides that all information 
concerning the new agency’s activities shall 
be made available to the public, except in- 
formation required or authorized by Federal 
statute to be withheld (such as trade secrets) 
and information classified to protect the na- 
tional security. Nothing in this act, however, 
would prohibit the Administrator from fur- 
nishing information to the Senate and House 
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and the various committees of Congress. It 
was the desire of the select committee to in- 
clude in the bill a positive affirmation of 
Congress’ intent that the people be enabled 
to know what is going on in their Govern- 
ment, subject, of course, to national security 
restrictions.” 

The Senate report (Report No. 1701 of 
ee 11, 1958) explained the section as fol- 

ows: 

“Information that is developed or obtained 
by the new Space Agency is tọ be made 
available for public inspection by the Direc- 
tor unless the information is classified by 
statute or otherwise to protect the national 
security, All information, however, is to be 
made available promptly to the duly author- 
ized committees of the Congress.” 

Initially, both the House and Senate ver- 
sions of the Space bill provided for the 
creation of a Joint Committee rather than 
separate legislative committees, and each 
bill contained a “fully and currently in- 
formed” provision. 

The Senate bill (S. 3609) provided in sec- 
tion 304(c): 

“The National Aeronautics and Space 
Agency shall keep the Joint Committee on 
Aeronautics and Space fully and currently 
informed with respect to all of the activi- 
ties of such Agency; and all other agencies 
of the United States shall furnish any in- 
formation requested by such Joint Commit- 
tee with respect to the activities or respon- 
sibilities of the National Aeronautics and 
Space Agency or to the field of aeronautics 
and space.” 

Although the House bill as reported by 
the Select Committee provided for the crea- 
tion of a Joint Committee, that section of 
the bill was deleted on the floor on an 
amendment offered by the Chairman of the 
Select Committee, Mr. McCormack. The Sen- 
ate, however, did pass the bill with the Joint 
Committee section. In the House-Senate con- 
ference, the Senate receded to the position 
of the House, and the above provision, to- 
gether with other provisions patterned after 
the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, were deleted. 

The Conference Report (House Report No. 
2166 of July 15, 1958) states concerning sec- 
tion 303: 

“Both the House bill and the Senate 
amendment contained similar provisions di- 
recting the Administrator to make public 
disclosure of information on what the Ad- 
ministration is doing. The Senate amend- 
ment was adopted.” 

The Conference report does not mention 
the “fully and currently informed” provi- 
sion which was deleted in conference, and 
neither this provision nor section 303 was 
referred to during the subsequent floor de- 
bate in the House and Senate on passage 
of the conference report. 

If it is assumed that the “fully and cur- 
rently informed” provision as contained in 
the early House version and the Senate 
passed version of the NASA bill served some 
purpose in addition to the requirements of 
section 303 which was also in each of the 
bills, then it must also be assumed that, 
since section 303 was not changed, a void was 
left when the “fully and currently informed” 
provision was deleted in conference. 

From reading the reports and from the 
phrasing of section 303, it would appear that 
the primary purpose of the section was to 
make information available to the public, 
provided it was not classified. The section 
also provides “that nothing in this Act shall 
authorize the withholding of information by 
the Administration from the duly author- 
ized committees of Congress.” 

The key is the word “withholding”, and it 
would appear that the Administrator must 
first be asked for the information. 

What the “fully and currently informed” 
provision in the earlier version of the Space 
Bill would have done is require the Adminis- 
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trator to take the initiative to furnish rele- 
vant information before it is requested by 
the Congress. Congress can only request in- 
formation after it knows of its existence, and 
the “fully and currently informed” pro- 
vision would have required the Administrator 
to inform the Committees of relevant infor- 
mation relating to the management and 
operations of NASA. 


Senate action in fiscal year 1968 authorization 


In its report on the FY 1968 NASA Author- 
ization request (Senate Report No. 353 of 
June 23, 1967), the Senate Space Committee 
indicates that it is the express intent” of 
section 303 of the Space Act that the Ad- 
ministrator of NASA shall keep the Aero- 
nautical and Space Sciences Committee of 
the Senate and the Committee on Science 
and Astronautics of the House of Representa- 
tives fully and currently informed with re- 
spect to all of the activities of the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration.” 

In arguing against the amendment offered 
by Senator Charles H. Percy to include a 
“fully and currently informed” provision in 
the Senate bill identical to that passed by 
the House, Senator Clinton P. Anderson 
stated: 

“Mr. President, while there have been some 
instances in which the committees have not 
been promptly informed, the language in 
section 303 is still sufficient to carry out this 
purpose. There is no need for additional leg- 
islative language at this time. The Admin- 
istrator of NASA should be made aware of 
the fact that the Congress expects prompt 
compliance of section 303 of the National 
Aeronautics and Space Act. This the com- 
mittee has done by the insertion of strong 
language in its report.” 

While it may be true as a practical matter 
that the Administrator will now keep the 
committees fully and currently informed, 
there is nothing in the legislative history of 
the Act to indicate that this was the intent 
of those who drafted section 303 of the Space 
Act. Section 303 deals with the withholding 
of information, and there is nothing in 
the House or Senate reports, or in the floor 
debate, to indicate that when the “fully and 
currently informed” provision was deleted in 
conference, the conferees meant to place the 
positive duty upon the Administrator to re- 
quire him to keep the committees informed 
of all of the activities of NASA. 

Regarding the action of the Senate Com- 
mittee to expand the legislative history of 
the Act by reading “fully and currently in- 
formed” into the meaning of section 303, 
it should be pointed out that it is a standard 
principle of judicial construction that the 
courts will not look beyond the plain mean- 
ing of a statute on its face unless there is an 
ambiguity in the statute. Where there is an 
ambiguity, the courts will seek the intent 
of Congress by reference to the legislative re- 
ports, statements of floor managers and de- 
bate on the floor, and the hearings on the 
bill. 

In my opinion, speaking as a matter of law, 
courts would not look beyond the “with- 
holding of information” phrase in section 
303 and would not turn it into a positive 
duty to furnish unsolicited information. 

Again, however, as a practical matter, it 
would not be unreasonable to expect that the 
Administrator of NASA will now, based upon 
the intent of Congress as expressed during 
the authorization process, seek to keep the 
committees fully and currently informed, but 
he would be under no legal obligation to do 
50. 


INCREASING SOCIAL SECURITY 
BENEFITS 


Mr. WINN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the gentleman from 
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Arizona [Mr. STEIGER] may extend his 
remarks at this point in the Recorp and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Kansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. STEIGER of Arizona. Mr. Speaker, 
insidious inflation attacks hardest those 
on a fixed income. It is for that reason I 
urge consideration and passage of the 
bill I am cosponsoring today to increase 
social security benefits. 

The merits of this approach to social 
security increases, the necessity of which 
is generally acknowledged, are that the 
increase would be retroactive to Janu- 
ary 1, 1967, would provide for the great- 
est increase possible without a tax in- 
crease, and would not impair the actuar- 
ial soundness of the fund as it exists. 

At this same time, Mr. Speaker, I would 
also urge that any contemplated taxa- 
tion of social security payments be 
abandoned. Taxation of social security 
benefits or increased withholding to 
provide benefits would defeat the very 
purpose of this legislation, which is to 
help fixed income people meet the con- 
tinuing rise in the cost of living. 


USDA PARITY STUDY—A SIMPLE 
EXPLANATION 


Mr. WINN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the gentleman from 
Kansas [Mr. DoLE] may extend his re- 
marks at this point in the Recorp and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Kansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr, DOLE. Mr. Speaker, last week the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture released 
its long-delayed “parity study.“ 

Without commenting on the merits of 
the Department’s recommendations for 
changing the parity formula, I would like 
to bring to the attention of the House 
a provision which I believe may need a 
little more explanation before we have 
a full understanding of the basis for the 
proposed changes. 
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Included at page 55 of the report is 
the following explanation of certain cal- 
culations relative to parity rates of re- 
turn to farm operator labor and manage- 
ment and unpaid family labor. 

In an apparent effort to make these 
calculations clear to farmers, the gen- 
eral public, and Congress, the report 
offers the following explanation: 

The details of these calculations and their 
underlying assumptions are discussed below. 

(1) The multiple regression equation was 
calculated showing income as a quadratic 
function of age, education, and sex. Obser- 
vations were obtained from 1960 Population 
Census data for central cities of urbanized 
areas, The income observations (Y) were the 
1959 median incomes of persons in the vari- 
ous age-education-sex cells tabulated in the 
Census report. The age (X,) and education 
(X,) observations were taken as the mid- 
range of the age class or education interval, 
respectively. Sex (X,) was coded as 1.0 for 
males and 0 for females. This allowed a lit- 
eral interpretation of this variable in the 
equation as the proportion of males in each 
group, as shown in table 3. A total of 148 
observations were obtained in this way from 
the tabulated Census data. The resulting 
equation is as follows: 


Y= —3471.3235 + 226,60418* X —51.64458*X, 
+-2.094.5807* *X,—2.44571**X,2 
+ 14.94676* *X,? 


* The coefficient is significantly cifferent 
from zero at the 0.80 level of probability. 
** The coefficient is significantly different 
from zero at the 0.999 level of probability. 


There, is that not clear now? 

Under unanimous consent I include 
the full text from pages 54 through 56 
of the report at this point in the RECORD: 


PART 2: Partry RATES oF RETURN TO FARM 
OPERATOR AND MANAGEMENT AND UNPAID 
FAMILY LABOR 
The return to labor and management in- 

cluded in the parity return standard should 
indicate what comparable resources could 
earn in alternative employment. A person's 
income-earning capacity depends at least 
in part on such personal characteristics as 
age, educational attainment, and sex. Oper- 
ators of farms in the different economic 
classes vary widely with regard to these char- 
acteristics, as shown in table 3. Data are 
also shown for hired farm workers who 
worked 25 days or more on farms, and for un- 
paid family labor. 


TABLE 3.—Median age, educational attainment, and proportion of males, farm operators by 
economic class of farm, and hired farmworkers 


Median 
Group Level of gross sales Median age educational Proportion 
(years) attainment of males 
(years) 
Farm operators by economic class of farm: 

Ol Reese ete pata cated $40,000 and or --.------ 46.8 11.8 0. 982 
---| $20,000 to $39,999.. é 46.4 11.6 . 982 
$10,000 to $19,999- 48.1 10,4 . 982 
gu 000 and over- 46.5 10.5 982 
5,000 to $9,999 48.8 8.0 884 
$2,500 to $4,999. 52. 4 7.5 . 965 
Under $2,500__ 53.8 7. 0 939 
KAN RS 49.0 8.0 . 956 
. CURES SEN TI: FTE oa ES OO 70.5 7,2 917 
51.0 7.8 - 963 
30.0 8.0 790 
40. 0 7. 8 40⁵ 


1 Age and educational attainment medians derived from preliminary oats from We 1964 Census of Agriculture. Proportion o 
ual to the 1960 ratio shown for classes J, II, and I combin 
ates from a cooperative study conduct ed by’ the 8 15 jaro E A Division, ERS, USDA, and Bureau 


males assumed to be 
Unpublished estim. 


of 9 5 In the study, some 9,000 enumetation schedules from both the 1960 Po 
were matched, Combined medians for economic classes | a, and I are used for 1 


Sn 1859. From ERS series on hired farmworkers. 


observations obtained for each of these classes in the 1 


Hired workers who worked more than 25 days on farms in 1 


f 


ulation Census and 1959 Agriculture Census 
because of the relatively small number of 


4 Estimates developed in ERS. The median age is a rough approximation, The education and sex data are firm estimates. 
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To ascertain how much was earned in 
nonfarm employment by people in different 
age, education, and sex groups, five steps were 
followed: 

(1) A multiple regression equation was 
calculated showing 1959 income as a func- 
tion of age, education, and sex of people in 
central cities of urbanized areas. 

(2) For each of the groups shown in table 
3, the typical or median attributes (age, edu- 
cation, and sex) were substituted into the 
regression equation. The resulting income 
levels refiected the total income that peo- 
ple having these age, education, and sex at- 
tributes would have earned on the average 
in central cities of urbanized areas during 
1959. 

(3) These 1959 annual income data were 
adjusted downward to reflect income from 
wages and salaries only. 

(4) The annual wage and salary incomes 
for 1959 were converted to hourly rates us- 
ing estimates of the number of hours worked 
per year. 

(5) Comparable hourly income estimates 
were calculated, for 1964 and 1966 using the 
U.S. average manufacturing wage rates for 
these years as a base. 

The details of these calculations and their 
underlying assumptions are discussed below. 

(1) The multiple regression equation was 
calculated showing income as a quadratic 
function of age, education, and sex. Observa- 
tions were obtained from 1960 Population 
Census data for central cities of urbanized 
areas. The income observations (Y) were the 
1959 median incomes of persons in the var- 
ious age-education-sex cells tabulated in 
the Census report. The age (X) and educa- 
tion (X.) observations were taken as the 
mid-range of the age class or education in- 
terval, respectively. Sex (X,) was coded as 
1.0 for males and 0 for females. This allowed 
a literal interpretation of this variable in 
the equation as the proportion of males in 
each group, as shown in table 3. A total of 
148 observations were obtained in this way 
from the tabulated Census data. The result- 
ing equation is as follows: 


Y = —3471.3235 + 226.60418** X, 
—51.64458** X, 
+2.094.5807** X, —2.44571** X, 
+14.94676** X 


* The coefficient is significantly different 
from zero at the 0.80 level of probability. 

** The coefficient is significantly different 
from zero at the 0.999 level of probability. 


The multiple R? for this equation is 0.89. 
All the coefficients were statistically signifi- 
cant at an acceptable level of probability. 
Other equations were also evaluated, in- 
cluding some equations having interaction 
terms. These interaction terms were not sig- 
nificantly different from zero, and the R* was 
not materially increased. Consequently, these 
alternative equations were rejected in favor 
of the one shown above. 

(2) For each group shown in table 3, the 
typical or median age, education, and sex 
attributes were substituted into the re- 
gression equation to determine the total 
money income that persons having these 
attributes would have earned in 1959 in cen- 


U.S. Bureau of the Census, U.S. Census 
of Population: 1960. Subject Reports. Edu- 
cational Attainment. Final Report PC 
(2) —5B. U.S. Govt. Printing Office, Wash- 
ington, D.C., 1963. Table 6, pp. 92-93; table 
7, pp. 116-117. For the 21 to 24-year age 
groups, observations showing more than 12 
years of educational attainment were de- 
leted. Likewise for the 25 to 29-year age 
group, observations showing more than 16 
years of education were deleted. These ob- 
servations were del ted because they were 
thought to be undwy influenced by the low 


earnings of college students prior to grad- 
uation. 
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tral cities of urbanized areas. Results of these 
calculations are shown in column 1, table 4. 

(3) These 1959 annual income data were 
then adjusted downward to reflect income 
derived from wages and salaries only. The 
estimated proportion of income derived from 
wages and salaries in 1959 was used in mak- 
ing this adjustment (column 2, table 4). For 
persons over age 65 (corresponding to the 
part-retirement class of farms) the propor- 
tion of total income derived from wages and 
salaries was estimated as 32 percent. This 
estimate was obtained by interpolating data 
for unrelated individuals over age 65. In at- 
tempting to obtain a similar ratio for the 
other groups, we examined Census data in- 
dicating the wage and salary incomes of 
families in urban areas, and the total income 
of these people.“ These data suggested that 
in the $4,000 to $5,000 income interval, 
roughly 85 percent of total income was wage 
or salary earnings. 


THE CHALLENGE OF THE CITIES 


Mr. WINN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. Ret] may extend his re- 
marks at this point in the RECORD and in- 
clude extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Kansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. REID of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I deplore lawlessness and violence and 
the actions of looters and snipers who 
breed anarchy in our cities. Congress 
bears the responsibility to deal swiftly 
and effectively with the root causes of 
such violent acts. But, in my judgment, 
H.R. 421, the bill offered yesterday was 
not only unneccessary—in light of ade- 
quate State and local laws which have 
been vigorously enforced—but of doubt- 
ful constitutionality—in light of our first 
and fifth amendment constitutional 
guarantees. Suppression of free speech 
may well heighten rather than diminish 
the tensions which smolder in our cities. 

The Attorney General of the United 
States declared his opposition to the bill. 
Governor Hughes of New Jersey rejected 
Federal marshals and stated that he 
found no evidence of outside agitators 
in Newark. The President’s Commission 
on Law Enforcement and Administra- 
tion has concluded that the outbreak of 
riots is “unplanned, undisciplined, unled, 
and incoherent.” The Federal Bureau of 
Investigation, in its study of the 1964 
riots, determined that “Aside from the 
actions of minor organizations or irre- 
sponsible individuals there was no sys- 
tematic planning or organization of any 
of the city riots.” 

What we need to break the cycle of 
hopelessness and despair which per- 
meates the ghettoes of America are 
equal education of quality, employment 
opportunities of permanence and sub- 
stance, and decent housing to replace 
conditions of squalor and disrepair. And 
it is of particular importance that the 
Congress enact the fundamental ele- 


U.S. Bureau of the Census, U.S. Census of 
Population: 1960. Subject Reports Sources 
and Structure of Family Income. Final Re- 
port PC (2)-4C, U.S. Govt. Printing Off., 
Washington, D.C. 1964, table 6. 

3 Ibid., table 4. 
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ments of the President’s “Safe Streets” 
legislation which would authorize Fed- 
eral funds for training and facilities for 
State and local enforcement agencies. We 
must also take immediate action to curb 
the interstate traffic, largely by mail- 
order, in firearms. This is the necessary 
and appropriate role for Federal inter- 
vention; the safety of our citizens and 
their property, in the first instance, must 
lie with the States and cities, them- 
selves. 


HAZARDS ENCOUNTERED BY OEO’S 
VISTA WORKERS 


Mr. WINN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. KuprerMan] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Kansas? 


There was no objection. 

Mr. KUPFERMAN. Mr. Speaker, the 
Office of Economic Opportunity has tried 
several interesting new approaches in its 
work against poverty. One of the OEO 
programs that is of particular signifi- 
cance is VISTA—Volunteers in Service 
to America. 

An article from the New York Post, of 
July 12, illustrates rather well some of 
the hazards and opportunities that 
VISTA service presents to its volunteers. 

I would like to include in the Recorp, 
Mr. Speaker, the following article from 
the Post for the benefit of my colleagues 
who would like to know more about the 
day-to-day operations in the VISTA 
program: 

GAMBLERS Harass VISTA—Rocky’s NEPHEW 
STAYS on Jos 
(By Mike Pearl) 

A young nephew of Gov. Rockefeller is 
working as a volunteer social worker in the 
midst of a campaign of terror waged by East 
Harlem gambling racketeers. 

He is Laurance Rockefeller Jr., 22, son of 
Gov. Nelson Rockefeller’s brother who is one 
of the nation’s leading conservationists. 

In an attempt to force the block com- 
munity programs of Volunteers In Service 
To America (VISTA) to move out of East 
Harlem, one volunteer worker's automobile 
was burned and 14 shots were fired into a 
meeting hall used by the group. 

While Rockefeller himself has not been 
bothered, many of his co-workers have been 
threatened and harassed and several have 
moved out of the neighborhood. 

The terror tactics began two months ago 
when a policy runner was arrested on 119th 
St. near First Ave. 

“The guy who runs the book blamed the 
arrest on the ‘do-gooders’. He felt their 
being in the neighborhood had activated 
more than normal police attention,” and one 
police official close to the investigation. 


TOO MUCH BLUE 

“The word went out,” the official said. 
“There’s too much blue (policemen) around 
here. Get those do-gooders out of 
here.” 

VISTA workers began receiving threaten- 
ing phone calls. On June 9 an automobile 
belonging to Stefan Larkin, 23, a VISTA 
block worker, was set on fire and destroyed. 

A 16-year-old neighborhood boy was ar- 
rested for arson. 

“He is only a tool,” sald Capt. William J. 
O’Rourke of the E. 126th St. Station House. 

O’Rourke said the youth was quickly 
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bailed out for $1,500 by a man with “a long 
record” of policy arrests. 

“This man who provided the bail has a 
personal dislike for VISTA workers,“ 
O'Rourke said. 

Last Thursday, the night before the arson 
suspect was due to appear at a hearing in 
Criminal Court, 14 shots were fired into the 
front door of 336 E. 119th St., a meeting hall 
used by VISTA and other community action 
groups, 

“This was an attempt to scare witnesses 
from testifying,” the police official said. 

NO ARRESTS 

The hearing was postponed until Aug. 3. 

Police investigation found the remains of 
several bullets they believe came from a 30 
cal. rifle. Although several persons have been 
questioned in the shooting, no arrests have 
been made. 

According to David Borden, the 31-year- 
old director of Block Communities, Inc., 2109 
First Ave., Larkin was forced to move away 
from East Harlem because of numerous 
threats on his life. 

“But he still comes gack to work with the 
residents,” Borden said. “Whenever he comes 
back to 119th St. a couple of detectives are 
not too far away. The police have the block 
under heavy surveillance.” 

Borden said that Larkin's life had been 
threatened because “the racketeers don’t 
want police on the block.” 

Larkin’s car was set afire after a meet- 
ing of local citizens at which 130 signatures 
were collected asking for more police 
protection. 

The Block Communities, Inc. is part of a 

which calls for volunteers to live in 
the block where they work to encourage resi- 
dents to work in community activities and 
help them take advantage of city services. 

Young Rockefeller, like Larkin, is a VISTA 
volunteer, working for Block Communities, 
Inc., for $50 a month. 

Despite trouble and violence going on 
around him and other block workers, Rocke- 
feller said he enjoyed helping the tenants 
help themselves at E. 121st St. where he 
lives and works. 

Borden himself, after receiving several 
threats, moved his wife and children out of 
the city. 

A neighbor of young Rockefeller, block 
worker Charles Lucas has received many 
threats from racketeers, Borden said, “but he 
stayed on the block.” 

“This is a pretty classic situation,” said a 
police official. 

“This is the type of thing that happens 
the moment anyone tries to do something 
good in an area where racketeers are active.” 

The police official said that many of the 
people in the numbers racket couldn't un- 
derstand why what they were doing was 
illegal. 

“They want to know how this kid’s uncle 
(the Governor) can run a lottery and they 
can't,” he said. 


IN 1966 THE WASHINGTON POST 
STRONGLY SUPPORTED THE 
CRAMER ANTIRIOT AMENDMENT 


Mr. WINN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. Cramer] may extend his 
remarks at this point in the Recorp and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Kansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Speaker, I was 
amazed to read in recent days the ill- 
considered switch of position by the 
Washington Post on my antiriot bill. In 
order that the record be made complete, 
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I think it would be well to place in the 
CONGRESSIONAL Recorp the Washington 
Post editorial of August 15, 1966, on my 
amendment, which I think more accu- 
rately refiects the true situation. 

Everything that has happened since 
this editorial was published would seem 
to strengthen support for it, including 
the increased number of riots, the in- 
creased number of killings, lootings, and 
bombings, as well as the redraft of the 
legislation itself largely consistent with 
the Attorney General’s recommendations 
which eliminated many of the criticisms 
relating to the very subject matter cov- 
ered in the most recent Washington Post 
editorials. 

I include the Washington Post edi- 
torial of August 15, 1966, for the RECORD. 
[From the Washington Post, Aug. 15, 1966] 

RESPONSE TO VIOLENCE 


The action of the House adding an antiriot 
amendment to its civil rights bill was a direct 
result of the recent violence in several north- 
ern cities. While the amendment drew sup- 
port from many foes of the civil rights bill, 
it also won support from many liberals who 
were working for the bill. As thus amended, 
the bill became an emphatic protest against 
violence whether it comes from rednecks 
against Negroes and civil rights workers in 
the South or from black hoodlums using 
interstate commerce to start riots in the 
North. 

We do not think there is any racism in the 
Cramer amendment. It can be used 
Ku Klux Elan atrocities involving interstate 
operations as well as against the fomenting 
of lawlessness and violence by any other 
group. In view of the arson, lootings, van- 
dalism and slayings that have marked the 
recent outbursts of violence in several cities 
it would be illogical for Congress to ignore 
this side of the coin while strengthening the 
protection of civil rights workers and peace- 
ful demonstrators. 

Of course, the chief responsibility for keep. 
ing the peace and for law enforcement in 
local communities would remain with city 
and state governments. Federal authority 
would come into the picture under this 
amendment only when and if it could be 
shown that persons had moved in interstate 
commerce or had sent instructions across 
state lines with the intent of inciting riots 
or of encouraging crimes of violence. It seems 
unlikely at this time that the provision, if 
enacted, would be widely used. But it might 
prove useful in curbing any especially fla- 
grant operations designed to foment violence 
in different parts of the country. 

President Johnson recently reminded the 
impatient protesting groups who take the law 
into their own hands that 

Riots in the streets do not bring about 
lasting reforms. They tear at the very fabric 
of the community.. . . They make reform 
more difficult by turning away the very people 
who can and must support reform. They 
start a chain reaction, the consequences of 
which always fall most heavily on those who 
begin them. 

The country will not tolerate attempts of 
any group or individuals to bludgeon or burn 
their way to a better status. Terror and in- 
justice can never lead to freedom or good 
community relations. This seems to be what 
Congress is trying to say, and if this par- 
ticular amendment does not say it effectively 
other legislation will certainly follow should 
the recent epidemic of violence continue. 


A NEW NATIONAL MARITIME 
POLICY 


Mr. ASHLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
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for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ASHLEY. Mr. Speaker, the Sec- 
retary of Transportation, Alan S. Boyd, 
testified this morning before the House 
Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries and outlined a new national 
maritime policy. 

I will have more to say with respect to 
my own appraisal of the Boyd proposal 
in a floor speech which I plan for next 
week. My purpose this afternoon is to 
insert Secretary Boyd’s testimony into 
the Recorp so that Members of this body 
can familiarize themselves with a pro- 
posal which is obviously of great impor- 
tance and of far-reaching consequences. 

The testimony follows: 


TESTIMONY BY ALAN S. BOYD, SECRETARY OF 
‘TRANSPORTATION, BEFORE THE HOUSE MER- 
CHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES COMMITTEE, 
JULY 20, 1967 


I have been asked to appear before this 
Committee to comment on a number of bills 
which would set up the Maritime Adminis- 
tration as an independent agency. 

First of all, I would like to say that the 
paramount maritime need today is for a 
progressive program and not so much for an 
administrative home. Considering the ques- 
tion of where to lodge the Maritime Admin- 
istration now, I fear, is raising the old ques- 
tion of the juxtaposition of horse and cart. 
The opposition of the Administration to the 
substance of these bills is well known. My 
opposition to them is also well known. I am 
happy to reiterate that opposition at this 
time and to expand on the reasons for it. 
However, I would like to do so in the con- 
text of what the real maritime problem is. 

On May 1 of this year I testified before the 
Senate Subcommittee on Merchant Marine 
and Fisheries on the status of the U.S. Mer- 
chant Marine. I detailed at that time a new 
maritime program which had been developed 
in conjunction with all segments of the 
maritime industry. As I said at that time, 
that program was not being offered as an 
Administration program because a small 
number of holdouts prevented us from ob- 
taining the kind of agreement that would 
make that program a reality. 

As I said in May, and as I probably will 
still be saying in December 

The basic problem borders on paradox. We 
are faced with an industry which many de- 
scribe as dying because of a lack of adequate 
Federal support. We are told that the death 
of this industry, or its continued decline, 
would be a tragic blow to our military and 
economic strength as well as to our national 
prestige. I have been told that, unlike most 
other similar problems we face, the only 
solution to our maritime problem is one that 
will fully protect every single interest and 
meet the demands of every single group. Ac- 
ceptance and agreement is eternally condi- 
tioned on meeting these requirements. 

The truly tragic realization is that the de- 
mands confronting us will produce the very 
thing that everyone fears the most—con- 
tinuation of the present financial and ad- 
ministrative patchwork—fewer maritime 
jobs—a shrinking fleet—less work for Amer- 
ican shipyards—continuing deterioration of 
our competitive position. 

It is clear that two things must not hap- 
pen: the maritime industry must not be 
allowed to die and it must not be in effect 
nationalized. To do nothing would assure 
the former and to meet everyone’s demands 
would require the latter. 

You do not revitalize an industry by flood- 
ing it with Federal dollars and imprisoning 
it within a wall of protection. What is needed 
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is the provision of incentives so that the 
inherent energy of free private enterprise is 
able to do the job. 

A productive and revitalized merchant ma- 
rine obviously makes good sense and can 
benefit every American and every industry. 
There is, however, a level of Federal subsidy 
beyond which the public interest is not 
served. The maritime program which I out- 
lined two months ago approached that level. 

Basically it contains the following ele- 
ments: 

Expand support for U.S. ship construction 
industry: Construction subsidies would be 
substantially increased over present levels. 
This proposed level would subsidize con- 
struction of about 30 ships annually (de- 
pending on the mix of types) as contrasted 
to recent subsidy support for an average of 
13 ships annually. This program level would 
be maintained for 5 years and thereafter 
continued at a slightly lower level (about 25 
ships per year). Subsidy would be paid di- 
rectly to shipyards to help them compete for 
customers on world market. While the pres- 
ent subsidy principle of reducing U.S. cost- 
differential with foreign competitors to 
parity would be continued, the computation 
would involve types of ships rather than in- 
dividual ships and would be constant for a 
fixed period of years. 

Increase Federal support to sustain er- 
panded U.S. flag fleet operation: Extend op- 
eration subsidies to all U.S. flag ships (liners 
and bulk carriers) in foreign trade (except 
proprietary carriers). The cost parity prin- 
ciple would be retained but a more flexible 
system of administration with less Govern- 
ment involvement in management decisions 
would be introduced. The subsidy is antic- 
ipated to cover about 490 ships in 1979 and 
560 ships by 1986. To the extent that ship 
operators are unable to purchase vessels at 
world prices under expanded construction 
program in U.S. yards they would be per- 
mitted to purchase foreign-built vessels and 
register them under U.S. flag to be manned 
by U.S. crews. These vessels would be eli- 
gible for both operating subsidy and cargo 
preference privileges. 

Provide promotional incentives to expand 
waterborne domestic trades: Domestic ship 
operators (including Great Lakes) would be 
permitted to purchase ships at world mar- 
ket prices (U.S. or foreign shipyards) under 
a licensing procedure, involving public hear- 
ings, to protect the competitive operation of 
vessels which represent unamortized invest- 
ments that were constructed or substantially 
converted at U.S. prices. Such ships would 
be admitted on a trade-by-trade basis with- 
out freedom of changing trades. (For exam- 
ple, permission to operate world-market 
price ships in the Hawaiian trade would not 
give operators the privilege of extending 
such operations to coast-wise or other non- 
contiguous trades.) 

Retain cargo preference as established in 
existing law: Cargo preference would be re- 
tained but rate differential would gradually 
disappear as new and more efficient bulk car- 
riers are brought into trade. New bulk car- 
riers could carry commercial cargoes on re- 
turn trips and would receive appropriate 
operating subsidies. Most consolidation of 
cargo preference administration under the 
Department of Transportation is being con- 
sidered. A declining portion of preference 
cargoes would be reserved for older ships de- 

“pendent upon this carriage until they are 
phased out and new tonnage is available. 

Guarantee availability of ships for De- 
jense needs: Agreements will be executed 
with ship operators to assure ship availabil- 
ity keyed to particular levels of Defense ac- 
tivity. On a selective basis vessels in the 
National Defense Reserve Fleet would be 
renovated and upgraded (cost of $60 million 
per year) to provide “surge capability” for 
peak emergency needs. Defense experience 
clearly demonstrates that maintenance of 
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the reserve fleet in the manner proposed can 
be a least-cost approach to support emer- 
gency requirements. 

Promote nuclear powered merchant marine: 
Research would be extended in the technol- 
ogy and economics of advanced nuclear ships 
looking to the possible construction of one 
or more vessels and the continued operation 
of the Savannah, 

Expand maritime research and develop- 
ment program: Maritime research support in 
shipbuilding, ship operations, port develop- 
ment and other maritime areas would be in- 
creased to level of $25 million annually as 
part of the Department of Transportation re- 
search program. 

Transfer Maritime Administration to De- 
partment of Transportation: Maritime-re- 
lated transportation programs would be 
transferred to the Department of Transpor- 
tation thus assuring that ocean shipping re- 
ceive similar promotional support as pres- 
ently provided to other transportation modes 
in top policy councils of the Executive 
Branch. Maritime Subsidy Board would be 
reconstituted to exercise greater degree of 
independence than presently afforded in 
Maritime Administration. 

The proposed program approximately 
doubles the level of Federal support to U.S. 
merchant marine for period 1969-1973 which 
means earmarking approximately $3 billion 
for maritime programs during that period. 
Domestic shipbuilding jobs supported by 
subsidy would build up to level of 20,000 an- 
nually by 1972 as opposed to present level 
of 10,500 under projected present program 
levels. Industry would be placed in stronger 
competitive position in our foreign trade. 

Both Government and industry will bene- 
fit from higher ship construction levels in 
U.S. shipyards, expanded U.S. flag fleet, and 
assured and stable employment levels. Com- 
bined, these will improve substantially the 
economic position of the industry and pro- 
mote U.S. prestige abroad through a more 
efficient and diversified U.S. merchant ma- 
rine, with improved economic strength to 
compete in the carriage of our foreign 
commerce. 

I firmly believe that this is the best pos- 
sible maritime program. The reason I believe 
this is that it achieves all of the major ob- 
jectives which any maritime program must 
achieve. First the opportunity for American 
shipowners to purchase their ships at world 
market prices, without restraint imposed by 
the need for Government appropriations. 

Second, an operating subsidy system that 
would have built-in incentives toward more 
productive, competitive and efficient opera- 
tions; and with less Government involve- 
ment in industry management decisions. 

Third, rationalization of the cargo prefer- 
ence system to minimize costs while retain- 
ing “routing preference.” 

Fourth, availability of active commercial 
shipping for use by the Department of De- 
fense in situations of less than full-scale 
emergencies, where use of requisitioning au- 
thority is not desirable. 

Such a long-range program would permit 
a magnitude and a stability of effort that 
would bring about great savings in American 
ship construction. Under a block construc- 
tion program, the cost of the tenth ship of 
an order is roughly 80 percent of the first 
ship. 

But we do not want to so over-stimulate 
the capacity of American shipyards that at 
the end of our replacement program—when 
we have added the comparable tonnage of 
approximately 600 vessels which the Amer- 
ican fleet requires—we would see a depres- 
sion in the ship construction industry. We 
can avoid that if we permit a reasonable 
amount of ship construction abroad. 

There has been a lot of fear raised about 
all construction going abroad once the door 
has been opened to any foreign construc- 
tion. This argument deliberately distorts 
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what I have said to every member of the 
industry. 

First of all we would permit construction 
abroad only to an extent related to but less 
than subsidy funds for U.S. construction 
for a given period. Second, I would consider 
the establishment of a ratio which would tie 
the overall volumes of foreign construction 
to U.S. construction. Such a relationship 
would obviously limit the total volume of 
foreign construction. 

It is clear that American ship operators 
would, provided shipyard subsidy dollars are 
available, prefer to buy ships here in the 
U.S. where they can be much more closely 
involved in construction planning and sched- 
uling and where the ease of repairs or re- 
fitting is obvious. 

The disagreement that arose over this pro- 
posed maritime program centered on only 
three elements: the projected level of con- 
struction—whether to try and build 25 or 
30 ships a year, 50 ships or some other escala- 
tion; the provision for construction of some 
U.S. ships in foreign shipyards; and the ad- 
ministrative disposition of the Maritime Ad- 
ministration. This last, while the least im- 
portant of the three issues, engenders argu- 
ments which are basic to the whole mari- 
time problem and any solution to it, 

An example of limited foreign building 
which I am proposing combined with build- 
ing 30 ships per year in U.S. shipyards for 
at least 5 years. Foreign building vs. U.S. 
building on a ratio of 2.5 to 1! During first 
four months of each year contract for a 
“unit” of ten ships to be constructed in the 
U.S. shipyards—and then—authorize up to 
four ships to be constructed in foreign 
yards—repeat same during the second and 
third “four” months period during each of 
five years. 

I regard the maritime industry as a vital, 
but not exclusive element in this nation’s 
transportation system. The progression of 
transportation policy in this country, which 
logically led to the creation of the new 
Department last year, has been toward 
integration and inter-relation of the various 
modes. The overwhelming tendency in the 
transport of goods in the world today is away 
from single mode shipment—the transport 
of raw material through the manufacturing 
process to product in the hands of the con- 
sumer involves all modes. 

Planning, research and involvement of gov- 
ernment funds must consider this inter- 
relationship and must be influenced by it. 
The fact that the U.S. maritime industry is 
the weakest link in this chain demands that 
water-borne transportation be part of the 
overall effort—not isolated and separated 
from it. 

The “containerization revolution” is the 
best example of what I am talking about. 
This revolution is characterized by the 
sound concept of our transportation services 
operating as a total system. A random read- 
ing of current news items that are daily re- 
ported on activities of the transportation 
service industry clearly portray the trend 
towards integration of all transport modes 
whether by ship, rail, air, truck or barge, and 
the benefits of improved and efficient service 
to the American shipper which result from 
this approach. 

The promotional responsibilities of Fed- 
eral programs make it incumbent that 
parallel support at the Government level be 
carried out in harmony with this approach 
by industry. 

Allow me to recite briefly for you a number 
of items from the transportation pages of our 
major news media. These quotes taken at 
random span approximately one month. 

Journal of Commerce, June 30, 1967: “An 
expert of the South Carolina Farm Bureau 
Marketing Association stated that ‘As every- 
one knows who ships perishables for sale on 
the foreign markets speed in delivery is vital. 
It has become a split second business with 
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us because if the trucks miss the ships our 
fruit shippers are in trouble. . Now the 
container has just about solved all the prob- 
lems. . . . Many of the early problems such 
as handling procedures, coordination and 
timing of shipments have been overcome.“ 

Journal of Commerce, June 29, 1967: The 
Pacific Coast European Conference—a ship- 
ping group linking ports here (San Francis- 
co) with Europe by way of the Panama 
Canal—are now moving to counter a serious 
trade threat from transcontinental railroads 
moving containers cross country to ships on 
the East Coast. In recent weeks Holland 
American Line has tendered space from Eu- 
rope to Houston, with the movement of con- 
tainerized cargo onward to California by 
rail. 

“Equally disconcerting is the growth in 
overland rail shipments of fresh fruit from 
the Pacific Northwest or citrus from the 
Southwest, with the movements generally 
going to Halifax for loading on ships to the 
Continent. The use of refrigerated containers 
and two-day faster rail routing has begun 
to lure significant portions of Northwest ap- 
ples and pears trade away from the longer 
voyage through the Panama Canal. At least 
three member lines have told the Confer- 
ence they are holding up their own con- 
tainer system developments to determine the 
nature of future intermodal shipping and 
the ultimate effects on regular berth line 
operations.” 

The News American, June 26, 1967: “Rail- 
roads to get Panama Traffic—Containerized 
cargo from Europe to the Pacific Coast 
even to the Far East—will be landed at At- 
lantic Coast ports and carried by unit train 
across the U.S, rather than through the Pan- 
ama Canal by ship. According to a prediction 
by a study, “Containerization: The Key to 
Low-Cost Transportation,” prepared for the 
British Transport Docks Board to McKinsey 
& Company, Inc. 

“According to the Journal of Commerce, 
one non-vessel operator already has an- 
nounced a London to Yokohama services via 
U.S. overland by rail rather than through 
the Suez Canal. Transit time is 24 days 
against 44 days via Suez Canal.” 

New York Times, June 25, 1967: “Admin- 
istrative and possibly legislative changes are 
necessary before consolidation and door-to- 
door delivery of containers moving in inter- 
national trade can become a meaningful re- 
ality in the United States. Container Trans- 
port International, Inc. has filed an applica- 
tion with the ICC for authority to become a 
freight forwarder and engage in consolidat- 
ing at several inland points. Steamship com- 
panies and conferences are trying to solve a 
number of problems in the container field. 
Among these are how far steamship lines 
should go toward becoming active over-the- 
road truck operators.” 

Journal of Commerce, June 21, 1967: “Five 
steamship conferences have asked the Fed- 
eral Maritime Commission to limit the agree- 
ments proposed by two groups of foreign 
freight forwarders in the New York area, The 
freight forwarders would like to set up an 
international container conference and an 
intermodal container conference to let them 
‘cooperatively engage in consolidating, unit- 
izing and transporting shipments in the ex- 
port and import commerce of the United 
States.“ 

My own conclusion is that there are no 
unique and specialized problems of ocean 
shipping which require independent and 
specialized handling at the Government level. 
On the contrary, the problems of ocean ship- 
ping dramatically portray the need for view- 
ing ocean transportation services as an in- 
tegral part of the total transportation pic- 
ture. The attempt to turn back the clock by 
immunizing the ocean shipping industry 
from the progress that is being experienced 
in exploiting the best characteristics of each 
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mode to the benefit of all, is a retrogression 
which will be looked upon with great dismay 
by the users of such services. 

The emphasis on development research, 
and promotion is required to stimulate the 
changes in transportation which are neces- 
sary to meet the increasing demands of our 
economy for safe, efficient, and responsive 
service, All modes and all functions of trans- 
port are equally important in this develop- 
ment of an effective transportation system 
to meet the Nation's needs. Efficiency in 
transportation is dependent upon coopera- 
tion among the different modes, and upon 
the different modes being developed in rela- 
tion to each other and being operated under 
common policies. Cooperation in this kind of 
integration cannot be fully realized by the 
Department of Transportation if such an es- 
sential element as the Maritime Administra- 
tion’s functions are excluded from the De- 
partment. 

It is a governmental fact of life that an 
independent agency, such as the one en- 
visaged here for the Maritime Administra- 
tion, cannot compete successfully with the 
cabinet level departments in the essential 
budgeting and appropriations process. If the 
Maritime Administration is removed from 
that level of consideration, it is entirely logi- 
cal to reason that there will be less chance 
and not more of proper Federal dollar in- 
volvement in the maritime industry. That is 
a prospect that none of the proponents of 
these bills want. 

It has been said on many occasions that a 
Maritime Administration would be lost in the 
Department of Transportation. We have lost 
a letter or two and occasionally lose track of 
an Assistant Secretary, but we haven’t yet 
lost an administration. As a matter of fact, 
there has been press speculation that it is far 
more likely that the Department of Trans- 
portation will be lost in the FAA building. 

Another argument which has been ad- 
vanced in Congressional testimony, is that 
the maritime industry was doing just fine 
until it was administratively pigeon-holed 
in the Department of Commerce in 1950 and 
that ever since its troubles stemmed from 
decisions made in the panelled office on the 
fifth floor at the corner of 15th and E Streets, 
N.W. Here, I think the historical perspective 
is a bit off—maritime troubles or successes 
were due more to the tenor of the times and 
not to the bureaucratic roof over their heads. 
I would also note that as far back as 1887, 
Frederick Engles in a preface to one of Karl 
Marx’s essays cited the U.S. maritime indus- 
try as the perfect example of why Capitalism 
would die. 

An independent Maritime Administration 
is not the answer to the industry’s problems. 
A separate chapter in the Government Orga- 
nization Manual is not going to be any magic 
elixir for the maritime industry. I believe 
that the industrry has probably been hobbled 
by over-protection, by too much government 
involvement in management decisions, and 
by lack of proper incentives and competition. 
You don’t cure a cripple by trading in his 
crutches for a wheelchair. It is not reason- 
able to suppose that the primary step toward 
getting the maritime industry back on its 
feet is to make the maritime administration 
an independent agency. 

I believe that the program which I out- 
lined in my Congressional testimony last 
May is a sound beginning for the maritime 
industry to regain its once competitive and 
productive position. A key ingredient of that 
program was the inclusion of the Maritime 
Administration in the Department of Trans- 
portation. I think there is no question but 
that the maritime industry can benefit from 
the Department’s responsibility to advise the 
President and the Congress on the allocation 
of national resources to the transportation 
industry. 

The President has said that he expects 


19573 


the Secretary of Transportation to be his 
principal advisor on all transportation mat- 
ters. This Secretary of Transportation oper- 
ates under only one definition of the word 
“all.” The advice that I intend to give will 
be based on my firm belief that this Nation’s 
transportation is and must be a system— 
integrated, interrelated and interdependent. 
The advice that I give will be given with 
vigor whether it involves allocation of Fed- 
eral funds, legislative proposals or sugges- 
tions as to use of a Presidential veto. 
This is what I see as the duty and responsi- 
bility of a member of the Cabinet. I believe 
that a Maritime Administration within the 
Department of Transportation would greatly 
benefit from this procedure, and conversely 
would suffer by not being part of it. 

The months and years ahead are going to 
be crucial for the transportation system of 
this Nation. The impetus and effect of the 
decisions that must be made will touch many 
aspects of American life and its attendant 
problems. It does not take a particularly 
talented seer to predict that if the maritime 
industry is not an integrated part of this 
transportation effort, it will not share in 
the economic benefits that will follow. 

I strongly urge that the Congress put 
aside consideration of making the Maritime 
Administration independent and turn its 
full attention and talents towards initiating 
a sound and sorely needed new program for 
the U.S. maritime industry. We are very close 
to agreeing on the beginning that must be 
made. It would be tragic if that vital effort 
were extinguished by what is proposed in the 
bills now before this Committee. 

It seems to me that in many ways what 
we are trying to do for the maritime industry 
is like the fairy godmother offering to make 
Pinocchio a real boy instead of a puppet. 
The only difference is that we didn't expect 
an argument out of Pinocchio. 


THE DICKEY-LINCOLN POWER 
PROJECT 


Mr. GIAIMO. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Connecticut? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GIAIMO. Mr. Speaker, for the ben- 
efit of the many Members who have ex- 
pressed their position to the Dickey- 
Lincoln power project, I should like to 
announce that when the public works 
appropriation bill is brought to the floor 
next week, I shall offer and press for the 
adoption of a motion to strike all funds 
for the preconstruction planning of this 
demonstrably inefficient power project 
from the bill. 

As the membership will recall, author- 
ization of this enormously expensive 
project was expressly rejected by this 
body less than 2 years ago. The folly of 
constructing this project—which the 
Department of the Interior now admits 
is a demonstrably inefficient means of 
producing power, and which is now esti- 
mated to cost in excess of ½ billion dol- 
lars—is even more evident now. 

The failure of the Appropriations 
Committee this morning to delete all 
funds for this project from the public 
works appropriation bill, should in no 
way deter this body from again reject- 
ing this enormously expensive power 
project when the question of its financ- 
ing comes before it next week. 
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ANTIRIOTING BILL WILL NOT CURE 
CAUSES OF DISCONTENT 


Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, the so- 
called antirioting bill which the House 
passed yesterday is a misnomer and a 
hoax. It will not prevent the type of riot- 
ing that occurred in Newark, N.J., Bos- 
ton, Mass., Buffalo, N.Y., and Tampa, 
Fla. If this bill is enacted into law and 
tested in the courts it may be found to 
be unconstitutional. 

The bill would prohibit travel or use 
of any facility in interstate or foreign 
commerce with intent to incite a riot or 
other violent civil disturbance. Yet there 
is no substantial evidence of outside in- 
citers being responsible for the destruc- 
tive riots that have occurred in American 
cities over the last few years. 

The President’s Commission on Law 
Enforcement and Administration of Jus- 
tice, in its final report, found no evidence 
in advance planning, outside leadership, 
conspiratorial organization or outside in- 
citement to cause these riots. The Com- 
mission also referred to the FBI study of 
the 1964 riots—‘Report of the 1964 
Riots,” which stated as follows: 

Aside from the actions of minor organi- 
zations or irresponsible individuals there was 
no systematic planning or organization of 
any of the city riots. 


Gov. Richard J. Hughes, of New 
Jersey, was quoted by the New York 
Times as saying he had no evidence of 
“outside agitators” in the recent Newark 
rioting. 

Mr. Speaker, Attorney General Ram- 
sey Clark has said he is absolutely op- 
posed to the antirioting bill. The AFI 
CIO is opposed to the bill because of 
its rightful fear of Federal interference 
in legal interstate labor organizing ac- 
tivities. 

There are enough laws on the statute 
books now so that the States can ef- 
fectively deal with riots. There is not a 
State in the Union that does not have 
antirioting laws. We would be better off 
beefing up our local and State law en- 
forcement agencies to cope with the 
problems of riots rather than enacting 
the Federal antirioting legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, we all deplore the rioting 
that has taken place in American cities. 
But the only way to prevent such de- 
structive riots is through the replace- 
ment of rat-infested slums with better 
neighborhoods and housing, better edu- 
cation and jobs, improved medical care 
and equal opportunity for the minority 
groups. 


FACILITIES FOR DEAF-BLIND 
AMERICANS 


Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
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the request of the gentlewoman from 
Oregon? 

There was no objection. 

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Speaker, 
there are several million Americans who 
are unable, because of crippling disabil- 
ities, to share in the unprecedented pros- 
perity that our society enjoys today. 
These are people who are disabled but 
who are still able to learn—or to be re- 
trained in—a job which would enable 
them to become contributing citizens of 
this Nation. 

Unfortunately, there are not enough 
facilities nor funds to strengthen our 
resources for training the disabled to 
lead self-supporting lives. For example, 
as Dr. Howard A. Rusk, director of the 
Institute of Rehabilitation Medicine in 
New York points out, there are facilities 
in this country for only 250 out of an 
estimated 5,000 deaf-blind Americans. 

H.R. 8981, the Vocational Rehabilita- 
tion Amendments of 1967, would support 
establishment of a National Center for 
Deaf-Blind Youth and Adults; provide a 
special service program for disabled mi- 
grant workers; remove the residence re- 
quirement in providing rehabilitation 
services through State agencies; and ex- 
tend for 1 year the current effort for 
statewide planning throughout the 
country. 

I include at this point in the RECORD 
the testimony of Dr. Rusk before the 
Select Subcommittee on Education of the 
Committee on Education and Labor in 
support of this legislation. Dr. Rusk is a 
physician who is eminently qualified in 
his field of vocational rehabilitation. 

The testimony follows: 


TESTIMONY or Howarp A. Rusk, M.D., BE- 
FORE THE SELECT SUBCOMMITTEE ON EDUCA- 
TION, COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR, 
On H.R. 8981, JULY 19, 1967 


Mr. Chairman, I am Dr. Howard A. Rusk of 
New York City. I am Chairman of the De- 
partment of Rehabilitation Medicine, New 
York University Medical Center, and Director 
of the Institute of Rehabilitation Medicine. 
I have also been, for the past several years, 
Chief Medical Consultant to the Vocational 
Rehabilitation Administration and Chairman 
of its Medical Advisory Committee. At pres- 
ent I also am serving as Chairman of the 
National Citizens Advisory Committee on Vo- 
cational Rehabilitation, which is engaged in 
& national study of rehabilitation programs. 

As a physician, I have been concerned with 

and working with the problems of disabled 
people for twenty-five years. At our Insti- 
tute of Rehabilitation Medicine, we daily see 
large numbers of severely disabled indi- 
viduals representing some of the most cata- 
strophic disabilities that occur to human be- 
ings. 
Out of this experience, one learns to ap- 
preciate the infinite capacity of people to 
absorb the shattering experience of sudden 
disability—and then become active, in- 
terested, useful human beings all over 
again. It is a daily exercise in inspiration 
to be associated with these magnificent peo- 
ple. 

Mr. Chairman, I am appearing before your 
committee in support of H.R. 8981. Each 
proposal in this bill will help solve a spe- 
cial problem that now faces rehabilitation 
workers across the country. While the pro- 
posals appear at first glance to be a primary 
concern to the public program of vocational 
rehabilitation, I wish to make clear to the 
committee that the bill has importance also 
for the many voluntary and private groups 
in our national rehabilitation system. 

It has been my privilege to work coopera- 
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tively with many state vocational rehabilita- 
tion agencies. We not only serve disabled 
people referred to us by the New York State 
Division of Vocational Rehabilitation; we 
also have many patients that come to us 
through the vocational rehabilitation pro- 
grams in other states. 

Thus, when you strengthen the capacity of 
the state rehabilitation agencies to serve 
more disabled people, you thereby are calling 
upon the voluntary and private organiza- 
tions and facilities for more and better serv- 
ices. 

I hope, therefore, that the committee will 
act to extend the funding authority for the 
federal-state program. I know that, in our 
state of New York, the state officials very 
much need to have this kind of advance in- 
dication of the intent of Congress for future 
financing of the public program. 

I join President Johnson, Secretary Gard- 
ner and Commissioner Switzer in urging en- 
actment of the proposal for a National Cen- 
ter for Deaf-Blind Youth and Adults. Of all 
the gaps in our present resources for severely 
disabled people, this probably represents the 
greatest one. There simply are no places to 
send the vast majority of the deaf-blind 
adults today. One of the pioneers and true 
experts in this fleld is Mr. Peter Salmon, 
Director of the Industrial Home for the Blind 
in Brooklyn, and the guiding spirit in the 
Ann Sullivan Macy Service for the Deaf- 
Blind. If it were not for Mr. Salmon and 
the service he has developed, we would be 
virtually without any resource in this coun- 
try to offer constructive help to deaf-blind 
adults. As things stand today, this country 
is capable of serving no more than 250 deaf- 
blind adults out of an estimated deaf-blind 
population of 5,000. 

Similarly, Mr. Chairman, I endorse the 
proposal for providing a special service pro- 
gram for disabled migrant workers. Here 
again, we are giving our attention to one 
of the most neglected groups of people in the 
country. The nature of their work and their 
existence makes them virtual nomads in our 
land, with the result that they usually are 
left outside the entire picture of community 
and state services. This is a disgraceful situa- 
tion for migrant workers generally; it is 
doubly so in the case of those workers who 
become disabled, usually far from home when 
the disability strikes. I hope the committee 
will give its prompt and firm support to this 
measure. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I express my sup- 
port for the other two provisions—namely, 
the removal of residence requirement in pro- 
viding rehabilitation services through the 
state agencies, and an extension of one year 
for the current effort in statewide planning 
throughout the country. On the latter point 
let me say that we are in the initial stages 
of his kind of state planning in New York 
and I feel that it is crucially important that 
the job be done. How well and how efficiently 
‘ve use our funds, facilities, and other re- 
sources in New York State and throughout 
the country during the next decade will be 
profundly affected by the quality and com- 
pleteness of this state planning. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank you and the mem- 
bers of the committee for the privilege of 
appearing here today. You are dealing with 
a subject which vitally affects several million 
Americans. I thank you for the many ways 
in which this committee has helped strength- 
en rehabilitation work over the years and I 
offer you my help in any way that will assist 
the committee. 


PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 


Mr. ICHORD. Mr. Speaker, a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

Mr. Speaker, is the Chair recognizing 
Members for 1 minute speeches? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will recog- 
nize the gentleman for that purpose. 
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RAT EXTERMINATION BILL 


Mr. ICHORD. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and include extraneous 
matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Missouri? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ICHORD. Mr. Speaker and Mem- 
bers of the House, it was not my in- 
tention to speak on the rat extermina- 
tion measure but in view of the state- 
ment of the gentleman from New York a 
few minutes ago, as one who voted 
against the rule providing for an ap- 
propriation of $40 million for the elimi- 
nation of rats throughout the Nation, 
I feel I should say a few words in de- 
fense of my position. 

I did not vote against the rule be- 
cause I am for rats. I think I and the 
other Members who voted against the 
proposed legislation are just as much 
against rats as the gentleman from New 
York. Most of the Members, I would 
surmise, voted against the legislation for 
the same reason that I cast my vote in 
opposition. We do not feel that a na- 
tion with a national debt approaching 
$350 billion can afford to assume the 
responsibility of being rat exterminator, 
essentially a local function. Certainly if 
it is not a problem to be cured by the 
city councils, it should be met by the 
State governments. The gentleman from 
New York should more properly be 
damning the failure of Governor Rocke- 
feller, Mayor Lindsay, and the borough 
system of government in New York 
rather than castigating his colleagues. 
May I remind the Members of this House, 
we still have a federal system of govern- 
ment, and if we are going to assume such 
local functions we may as well abolish 
the office of Mr. Lindsay, Governor 
Rockefeller, and New York’s equivalent 
of city councils. 

I think the gentleman would serve his 
cause better by going home and talking 
to Mayor Lindsay and to the Governor 
of New York, Governor Rockefeller. 

Mr. KUPFERMAN. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ICHORD. I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. KUPFERMAN. Did the gentleman 
vote for the antiriot bill yesterday as I 
did? 

Mr. ICHORD. I aiso voted for it. 

Mr. KUPFERMAN. May I ask you: 
How do you justify that? 

Mr. ICHORD. I will justify it very 
easily for the gentleman from New York. 
I do not happen to be one of those Mem- 
bers of Congress who believes, as appar- 
ently the gentleman from New York be- 
lieves, that the causes of the riots in 
Newark, Cleveland, and others through- 
out the Nation lie solely in the failure of 
the Federal Government to cure the so- 
cial and economic ills that may exist in 
this country. Most of the riots that have 
recently occurred in the Nation have 
been staged by Negro people, and I do 
not believe you can explain the riots by 
saying, as I heard so often yesterday, 
that society has too long denied these 
Negroes their rightful share. Such an 
explanation is sheer poppycock and 
purely fallacious reasoning with absolute 
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disregard for the facts. The Negro peo- 
ple are better off today, both socially and 
economically, than at any other time in 
the history of the United States. I could 
also state, by way of paradox again, that 
the Negro people are better off, both eco- 
nomically and socially, than they have 
ever been at any time or any place on 
the globe. Certainly we should continue 
our efforts to solve all of our social and 
economic ills, but let us not burn down 
the barn to kill the rats. 

Granted, our system of Government is 
not perfect, but it is more perfect than 
any other system in the world and we 
have done more for our people, both 
Negro and white, than any other system 
of government. Certainly we cannot im- 
prove our living conditions in an atmos- 
phere which seeks to tear at the very 
fabric of law and order and our system of 
government. This has been the primary 
cause of the riots: a prevailing atmos- 
phere of disrespect for any form of law 
and order that spells disaster for this 
country if such riotous anarchy is not 
immediately and effectively curtailed. I 
should also point out that those staging 
the riots constitute only a small portion 
of the Negro people. The overwhelming 
majority of the Negro people deplore the 
riots just as much as the Members of this 
Congress. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Eck- 
HARDT). The time of the gentleman from 
Missouri has expired. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the gentleman from 
Iowa [Mr. Cu.ver] may extend his re- 
marks at this point in the RECORD, 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Arkansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CULVER. Mr. Speaker, I am dis- 
heartened by the refusal of the House 
today to vote a rule to even consider the 
merits of the Rat Extermination Act. 

Just last evening this body passed an 
antiriot bill which, aside from its consti- 
tutional infirmities, was little more than 
a political scapegoat which might well 
divert attention from the critical and 
urgent problems which have alienated 
the disadvantaged residents of the urban 
ghetto. 

Yesterday, the House attacked the 
symptoms of their discontent; today we 
have failed even to allow discussion of 
a treatment for the disease itself. The 
real problems of low employment, poor 
housing, insufficient education, and in- 
adequate health care have been ignored. 
The way to stop these tragic riots is to 
alleviate misery, not to pass unenforce- 
able laws. 

The United States is engaged in an in- 
ternational competition to prove the su- 
periority of our system over communism. 
I am confident that we can succeed, but 
the test will be in the quality of the life 
of each individual citizen. 


THE AMERICAN PEOPLE MARCH 
FORWARD 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
previous order of the House, the gentle- 
man from Oklahoma [Mr. EDMONDSON] 
is recognized for 20 minutes. 
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Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Speaker, the 
20th century is a time of almost unbe- 
lievable change. Of no age in history is 
it more fitting to say, “this is a time of 
progress.” 

Most Americans will also agree whole- 
heartedly that the country in which we 
live is one that has led, to a remarkable 
degree, in mankind’s march of progress 
during this century. 

The United States of America is a 
Nation of progress, and that progress is 
evident on every hand. 

It is generally recognized that the 
American people enjoy the highest stand- 
ard of living the world has ever known. 
We have better food, better clothing, bet- 
ter homes. We have better working con- 
ditions, better products, and better serv- 
ices. We have better educational facilities 
and greater opportunities for widening 
our horizons. We have much to be thank- 
ful for. 

But it is popular today, in discussions 
about this Nation, to concentrate upon 
faults and unfinished business, to over- 
look accomplishments, to talk of failures. 

Almost every newscast and every front 
page of our metropolitan newspapers 
prove this point with a vengeance. 

The bad news is always column 1, 
headline material. Disaster, failure, be- 
trayal of trust, and corruption are fea- 
tured by television, radio, and other news 
media. From morning to night, our peo- 
ple are bombarded by bad news about 
themselves, their communities, and their 
country. 

There is nothing new about this hu- 
man tendency to stress the tragic and 
the shocking side of the news. Americans 
have been doing it since the days of the 
town crier, and we have survived and 
continued to grow as a nation. 

Today, however, modern technological 
advances in communication have brought 
into every living room the news of the 
day—within a matter of hours or even 
minutes after the event takes place that 
is being reported. In fact, the miracle of 
television has made almost every Ameri- 
can the actual witness of the events that 
make news each day. 

Within minutes, or often simultane- 
ously, we observe and practically experi- 
ence the terror and destruction of a riot 
or outbreak of violence in a northern city, 
the horror and the waste of a brutal 
crime on the west coast, the shame and 
the scandal revealed by a grand jury re- 
porting in a southwestern city. 

From morning to night, every hour on 
the hour or even continuously on some 
specialized stations, the bombardment of 
bad news continues—with a new barrage 
in every edition of the daily papers. 

In this stormy and hectic atmosphere 
of shocking and often depressing news, it 
is imperative—in my judgment—that the 
American people maintain their aware- 
ness of the big picture; a true perspective 
on what is happening to our country. 

It is imperative that we know, in the 
final analysis, the kind of road on which 
we are traveling as a nation—whether 
that road is one that leads downward in 
national retreat to destruction and ob- 
livion as a great people—as the pessimists 
believe and daily declare—or whether 
it is a road—however rocky and uneven 
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on occasion—that continues to lead up- 
ward to greatness and a better life for 
the American people. 

Without any apology or reservation, I 
am convinced that the road we travel 
as a nation is a road that leads upward. 

I believe it is a road, especially in this 
decade of the 1960’s, in which the Ameri- 
can people have made almost unbeliev- 
able progress in some of the fields that 
have troubled us, and delayed us in 
our progress, for half a century. 

I believe it is a road, despite the occa- 
sional rugged detours, and dangerous 
shoulders and hairpin turns, that we as 
Americans can proudly claim is the fin- 
est highway ta progress in the entire 
world today. 

Let us pause just for a few minutes 
and take stock of ourselves, where we 
are, how far we have come, where we are 
headed. 

Let us take a break from the avalanche 
of bad news on the morning newscast, 
the criticism and the talk about what is 
wrong with this country, and consider 
some of the things that are right. 

Someone said recently, “I am for the 
future. I expect to live the rest of my 
life there.” 

Just what sort of future can we ex- 
pect—as Americans living in the 1960’s 
and succeeding decades of the 20th cen- 
tury? 

The 1967 economic report to Congress 
by the President of the United States 
begins with these words: 

A healthy and productive economy is a 
bulwark of freedom. Around the world and 
here at home, our trials of strength, our 
works of peace, our quest for justice, our 
search for knowledge and understanding, 
our efforts to enrich our environment are 
buttressed by an amazing productive power. 


Let us analyze that amazing produc- 
tive power which is our most powerful 
weapon in the arsenal of the world’s most 
powerful nation, in terms of its simplest 
elements. 

THE UNITED STATES 


Seventy-four million persons were at 
work in the United States in 1966, 2 mil- 
lion more than in the year before. 

The number of Americans on nonfarm 
payrolls totaled 64 million, a gain of 3 
million over the previous year. On the 
whole, these jobs were better paying than 
ever, and more regular and more secure 
than most workers can remember. 

In the agricultural sector, net income 
per farm—corrected for the rise in prices 
farmers have to pay—has increased 23 
percent since 1963. 

The value of our total production of 
goods and services in 1966 was $740 bil- 
lion, $58 billion higher than in 1965. 
Labor, business, and the farmer all con- 
tributed to this outstanding gain in pro- 
duction, and they rightly shared the 
benefits. 

The single most meaningful measure 
of economic well-being is real disposable 
income per person—the after-tax pur- 
chasing power in stable dollars, available 
on the average to every individual. This 
rose 3% percent or $89 per person in 
1966, three times as large an increase 
as the average yearly gain in the 1950’s. 
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THE 6-YEAR STORY 


January 1961 marked the beginning 
of the Presidency of John F. Kennedy. 
February 1961 launched the strongest 
and most durable economic expansion in 
our economic history, and it still con- 
tinues. 

Almost 9 million jobs have added in 
the last 6 years. 

The rate of unemployment has fallen 
from 7 percent in early 1961 to under 4 
percent today—the lowest in 13 years. 

Early in 1961, more than two-thirds 
of our major labor markets were “areas 
of substantial unemployment”; today 
only eight of the 150 are so classified. 

While total population rose 11 million 
between 1961 and 1965, the number of 
Americans in poverty actually declined 
5% million, and fell over another million 
in 1966. 

Our gross national product has grown 
50 percent in 6 years. 

The physical output of our factories 
and mines is up over 50 percent. 

American families have added $470 
billion to their accumulated financial 
assets. They have added $150 billion to 
their debts. So their net financial posi- 
tion is $320 billion stronger than 6 years 
ago. 

Since the end of 1963 our Nation, un- 
der the administration of President 
Lyndon Johnson, has experienced the 
most remarkable period of economic and 
social progress in its lifetime. These are 
the realities of the Johnson administra- 
tion. This is the progress that has been 
made. 

OKLAHOMA 

As Oklahomans, we can be justifiably 
proud of the record of the past 6 years, 
for as the United States has grown, so 
has the State of Oklahoma. 

We have come a long way since the 
rugged times of April 1894, when a soli- 
tary covered wagon, loaded with house- 
hold goods and equipped with a water 
barrel, began the long, hard journey 
from north central Texas to Indian ter- 
ritory. 

Three miles southeast of Ada, Okla., 
on an Indian lease, Sam Kerr and his 
family unloaded their belongings and set 
up housekeeping in a boarded tent. 
Their homesite was determined by a 
spring of sweet sparkling water which 
gushed from a crack in the rock. Before 
winter, Sam Kerr had cut the timber and 
built a windowless one-room log cabin, 
still standing today, in which Governor 
and U.S. Senator Robert S. Kerr was 
born 2 years later. 

This is Oklahoma’s background—the 
heritage of the pioneer. 

In the spirit of that heritage, we have 
grown in the decades that followed. 

The great land rushes gave our State 
a population of almost a million and a 
half by statehood. Since then another 
million has been added. 

Between 1960 and 1964, while 32 other 
States were losing population, 16,000 out- 
of-staters made homes in Oklahoma. 
From 1960 to 1966, Oklahoma’s popula- 
tion grew over 6 percent; and while only 
13 counties showed gains in 1960, 52 
showed gains in 1966. The depressing 
trends of the 1930’s and 1940’s, when we 
steadily lost ground in the Nation’s pop- 
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ulation picture, and lost three seats in 
Congress, has been reversed. 

We have gone to work, and worked 
hard. 

In 1960, 582,000 Oklahomans were em- 
ployed in Oklahoma industries. In 1965, 
total industrial employment was 649,- 
000—an increase of over 10 percent, sub- 
stantially above the national increase. 

Personal income increased 63 percent 
from 1950 to 1960 while the national in- 
crease was 48 percent. The median money 
income of families increased over 90 per- 
cent from 1949 to 1959—a greater in- 
crease than in 34 other States. 

Our population has grown. Employ- 
ment opportunity has expanded. Our 
businesses have prospered. Our earnings 
have increased. 

Perhaps most important, we have come 
a long way toward guaranteeing all Okla- 
homa children an education. 

In 1940, almost 30,000 Oklahomans 
were without formal education. By 1960 
this number had been reduced over 30 
percent to less than 20,000. 

In 1964, Oklahoma had 1,679 public 
elementary schools—more than 29 other 
States; 926 public secondary schools— 
more than 41 other States; and 23 pub- 
lic colleges and universities—more than 
40 other States. 

In 1965, Oklahoma matched funds with 
the Federal Government for over $19 mil- 
lion for education—an increase of nearly 
$8 million over the 1962 amount. In 1964, 
over $7 million went to federally aided 
vocational programs in Oklahoma—more 
than in 32 other States—to benefit over 
73,000 young men and women. 

Where Oklahoma’s higher education 
is concerned, the great majority of 
courses offered result in an academic 
degree. In 1964, Oklahoma colleges and 
universities awarded 7,811 bachelor’s 
degrees—more than 29 other States; 
1,699 master’s degrees—more than 32 
other States; and 206 doctorates—more 
than 31 other States. 

This is only a portion of an outstand- 
ing record. 

Oklahoma has done all these things— 
and more. 


THE FUTURE OF OUR STATE 

What is the outlook for the future? 
What can we expect? Certainly there are 
countless opportunities, and there are se- 
rious challenges as well. You and I know 
there are sick people and poor people, 
uneducated people and old people—all 
needing our care and our quick atten- 
tion. There are lands to be developed, 
resources to be tapped, houses and hos- 
pitals and schools to be built, highways 
to be paved, cities to be expanded, farms 
to be saved, polluted air and water to be 
cleaned up. 

My purpose is not to deny or conceal 
these challenges, or to diminish their 
urgency. I do say that the record of our 
State and the outlook for its future indi- 
cate that these problems, like problems 
in the past, can be dealt with and ulti- 
mately can be licked. 

A major contribution will be made by 
the Ozarks Regional Commission. Por- 
tions of three States are included in this 
effort—Oklahoma, Missouri, and Arkan- 
sas. Thirty-seven Oklahoma counties 
stand to benefit directly from the pro- 
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gram—practically the entire eastern half 
of the State. 

In the United States there are five 
such commissions. In addition to the 
Ozarks Commission, there is an Upper 
Great Lakes Commission, a New England 
Commission, a Coastal Plains Commis- 
sion, and a Four Corners Commission 
which includes Utah, Colorado, New Mex- 
ico, and Arizona. 

The Ozarks area is far ahead—first to 
establish a regional office, first to com- 
plete staffing, first to gather its own re- 
search, first to prepare its tentative 
regional program, and first to prepare 
State investment plans. These are only 
the first of many great forward steps in 
the Ozarks region. 

For another major contribution, we 
can look ahead with confidence to future 
dividends from Oklahoma’s gigantic 
water assets. 

Many Americans were stunned in late 

May of 1965 when authorities in New 
York City, our greatest metropolis, pro- 
hibited restaurants and cafes, under pain 
of severe fine, from serving a glass of 
water to a customer unless he specifically 
requested it. As the gentleman from 
Texas, Congressman Jim WRIGHT, said in 
his book, The Coming Water Famine,” a 
drought of nearly 4 years duration had 
reached disastrous proportions, forcing 
New York, New Jersey, Connecticut, 
Massachusetts, Maine, New Hampshire, 
and Pennsylvania—an area containing 
one-fifth of our total population—to face 
the very real possibility of water starva- 
tion. 
At the same time, the State of Okla- 
homa, not too long ago considered the 
center of America’s Dust Bowl, shipped 
5,500 gallons of water into New York to 
replenish a pond in its exhibit at the 
New York World’s Fair. We could easily 
spare 5,500 gallons from the more than 
12 million acre-feet of water in Okla- 
homa lakes. 

Water is a vital key to Oklahoma’s suc- 
cess story—a story which has only begun 
to be written. Considering the shape of 
progress along the Arkansas River, Bob 
Kerr wrote prophetically that an indus- 
trial development which already has 
begun to fringe its banks will grow ex- 
plosively when this sleeping giant of a 
river is harnessed and put to work. 

The historic Arkansas basin plan is for 
a navigation channel 450 miles long to 
enable big barges to travel from the Ver- 
digris and Arkansas Rivers to the Mis- 
sissippi River, to the Great Lakes, to the 
Gulf of Mexico, and to the seven seas. 
Next year the Arkansas will be navigable 
to Little Rock; by 1969 navigation will 
be extended to Fort Smith, just across 
the Oklahoma border; and by 1970 the 
project will be complete—navigation to 
Catoosa, on the right hand of Tulsa. 

The project is invaluable to Oklaho- 
ma’s future in any terms of descrip- 
tion—water supply, hydroelectric power, 
irrigation, navigation, recreation, flood 
and drought control, industrial opportu- 
nities, and employment increases. 

New development along the Ohio River 
is being made at a rate of more than 
$1 billion a year, and that rate has been 
true for more than 10 years. This is the 
destiny of the Arkansas River—a destiny 
to be shared by our State. 
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Water is truly the “white gold” of 
Oklahoma's future. 

PRIDE IN OKLAHOMA 

The pride and confidence that we all 
share in our State is a mixture of many 
powerful ingredients—our heritage, our 
progress as a young State, the dynamic 
role we are playing as one of the United 
States, our capabilities for future 
greatness. 

AS we pause today and take stock of 
ourselves, of our progress as Oklahomans 
and as Americans, what we see is good. 
There are still problems to overcome, but 
none appears insurmountable. We have 
the spirit and the muscle to move ahead, 
to continue the forward flow from “ar- 
rows to atoms,” from “tepees to towers.” 

But there is one American and Okla- 
homa characteristic that we must never 
part with, never lose. That is the pioneer 
determination, the pioneer heart, the 
pioneer grit to get things done. It is our 
most durable fiber as a people. And just 
as it brought Sam Kerr and his family 
and thousands like them to the clear wa- 
ters of Indian Territory, and through 
them and other pioneers led to a great 
State, it has brought us within reaching 
distance today of our greatest dreams. 

With the help of divine providence we 
shall continue on the road to progress as 
a great nation and a great people. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I con- 
gratulate my distinguished colleague 
from Oklahoma [Mr. EDMONDSON] for 
taking this time today to point out the 
remarkable progress our Nation and our 
great State of Oklahoma have made in 
recent years. I desire to associate myself 
with the remarks he has made and I join 
with him in saluting the progress and 
prosperity of our great Republic and 
of our great State of Oklahoma. 

My friend from Oklahoma has per- 
formed an important and valuable serv- 
ice by pointing out to the House the 
amazing advances of our country since 
January 1961, when John F. Kennedy 
became President of the United States. 
As he has said, the early days of the Ken- 
nedy administration launched the 
strongest and most durable economic ex- 
pansion in the history of this country. 
That expansion continues today under 
the administration of President John- 
son. 

The gentleman has performed an 
equally important service by telling us 
of the progress made in Oklahoma dur- 
ing that same period of time. I am prord 
that Members of this House had the 
opportunity to hear of the progress we 
have made in Oklahoma and I know 
all Oklahomans are proud of the record 
they have compiled. We are proud of 
our past and we are confident of our 
future. We know, with our great educa- 
tional institutions, with our abundant 
water and other natural resources, and 
with the indomitable spirit of our people 
that we will indeed, as my friend and 
colleague has pointed out, continue on 
the road to progress as a great nation 
and a great people. 


GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND 


Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
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may extend their remarks on this sub- 
ject. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 


SOCIAL SECURITY BENEFITS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle- 
man from Michigan [Mr. RIEGLE], is 
recognized for 60 minutes. 

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND 


Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on the 
subject of this special order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. Speaker, I am 
happy to announce that, together with 
44 of my Republican colleagues, I am 
cosponsoring a bill to provide for the 
immediate enactment of legislation to 
increase the social security benefits 
retroactive to January 1, 1967, as much 
as possible without an increase in taxes 
or impairment of the actuarial sound- 
ness of the social security fund. 

I will speak later on the need for this 
legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes of my 
time to my colleague from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. BIESTER]. 

Mr. BIESTER. Mr. Speaker, I am de- 
lighted to join with my colleague from 
Michigan and my other colleagues in the 
freshman class of Republican Congress- 
men in introducing legislation which 
would accomplish to some limited extent 
what we call Operation Catchup. We wish 
we were talking about Operation Keep 
Pace but the time has passed when that 
was possible. We are now concerned sim- 
ply with providing the means by which 
those who have every right to expect that 
the needs of their lives may be better 
provided for under the social security 
program can realize that expectation. 

Mr. Speaker, nearly 22 million Ameri- 
cans depend in large part for all the 
needs of their lives on social security 
benefits. Every month they watch the 
cost of living go up and up. Every month 
the needs of these millions of Americans 
remain unchanged or grow larger, and 
every month the buying power of their 
social security benefits sags under the 
impact of continuing inflation. 

This process has produced what can 
only be called a need gap, an ever-widen- 
ing gap between the needs of these peo- 
ple and their financial ability to provide 
for those needs through their social se- 
curity benefits. 

While Congress grapples with the com- 
plexity of writing new social security 
legislation with increased benefits, older 
Americans have waited—and they have 
waited—and they are waiting today for 
action and not promises. They know that 
relief postponed is relief denied. 

They have been told for months that 
they may expect an increase. I have re- 
ceived letters virtually every week from 
senior citizens inquiring. “When, oh. 
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when are we going to receive the in- 
creases that were called for last October 
and last September?” And called for this 
January. 

Our bills, Mr. Speaker, are designed 
to achieve a very limited purpose but a 
very significant one. What we seek to do 
is to use the money which is presently 
available for increased benefits, for the 
benefit of those who have waited for 
these many months for some aid in meet- 
ing the impact of inflation. 

I do not know precisely the amount 
which these increases may reach, but I 
do know they should be limited by what- 
ever is actuarially sound but they should 
be the largest feasible within that limi- 
tation. I do know that they should be 
retroactive. I do know that they should 
be substantial. 

I do know that they will enable those 
receiving social security at least to catch 
up to where they were when inflation 
began to sap the increases they received 
most recently. 

Many older Americans cannot go to 
the boss“ for a raise; they cannot go 
out on strike for higher income. The only 
people to whom they can turn for relief 
are the Members of the Congress of the 
United States. They have turned to us 
for relief, and we have promised them 
an increase. And, Mr. Speaker, it is time 
that we did something to deliver on that 
promise, while we go through our process 
of arriving at a new social security bill. 

Mr. PETTIS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to my distinguished colleague, 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
PETTIS]. 

Mr. PETTIS. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to join my distinguished col- 
leagues in an effort to bring immediate 
relief to a segment of our national com- 
munity that has, in recent years, been 
subjected to a kind of neglect that is at 
once both cruel and unintentional. I re- 
fer, Mr. Speaker, to the men and women 
who worked their way through and out 
of the great depression—who, with ach- 
ing backs and calloused hands achieved 
and sustained a way of life that is known 
throughout the world—a generation of 
patient Americans who, through the 
years laid the economic base for our 
Nation’s vast social security program 
through regular deductions and pay- 
ments. I refer to men and women who 
were too proud to accept relief, but who 
were glad to participate in a Govern- 
ment-managed insurance and retirement 
program that promised to take care of 
them through less productive years. 

I refer, Mr. Speaker, to a rapidly 
shrinking dollar that converts what may 
once have seemed to be an adequate re- 
tirement benefit into what now is little 
more than pocket money. Increased tax- 
ation on property and an inexorable in- 
crease in the cost of living, and vastly 
changed living standards have imper- 
ceptively but relentlessly robbed those to 
whom we owe the most of both their sus- 
tenance and dignity. The unrealistic 
limitation on the earnings of able-bodied 
recipients has placed a straitjacket on 
experienced men and women who would 
rather work than accept welfare. 
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We have been so preoccupied with an 
alleged war on poverty that we have 
through default, been fighting a war 
against the elderly.” My files are full of 
letters from retired people who are now 
the defenseless victims of our rapidly 
changing economy. Five, ten, or twenty 
years of inflation and burgeoning taxa- 
tion have eroded their benefits until they 
are now struggling to keep body and soul 
together. 

An elderly lady writes: 

Social Security is very social but not very 
secure! 


Another says: 

At present, our total income is from Social 
Security. We pay the six dollars into Medi- 
care but we are not in good health. Our 
medicines alone amount to $30 per month. 
Unless something changes, we will not be 
able to keep out of debt. We have already 
given up our home. 


Aman writes: 

We economize, wear clothes given us by 
friends, live in a trailer, but simply cannot 
live on our Social Security income, though 
I paid into it since it’s inception! 


It is my opinion, Mr. Speaker, that 
while the overall cost of living has gone 
up an average of 2 or 3 percent a year, 
certain basic commodities and services 
especially vital to the elderly have gone 
up at a fantastic rate: the price of a 
loaf of bread, a head of lettuce, or a 
tomato, a repairman’s bill, auto insur- 
ance. Yet these are the things that the 
elderly must have if they are to just stay 
even financially. 

In these strange days when our Gov- 
ernment is spending with unrestrained 
prodigality on those who have not 
worked and, often, will not work; when 
we spend up to $9,000 per year to train a 
youth for a job he will more than likely 
neither get nor hold; when we allow more 
for the care of one illegitimate child than 
for an aged couple who proudly try to 
make their own way, I repeat, Mr. Speak- 
er, that we are indeed fighting a “war on 
the elderly.” 

It is my opinion that the social security 
fund is a trust fund managed for the 
benefit of those who put their money into 
it. Benefits from this fund have not even 
kept pace with the general cost of living, 
which, as I have already suggested, is 
misleading when applied to the special 
needs of the elderly. The 7-percent in- 
crease, in 1965 failed, even at that time, 
to bring the aged abreast of living costs. 
There has been no increase in basic 
benefits since that time. Benefits have 
certainly not kept pace with increased 
social security taxes. While plunging 
into costly new “give away” programs, 
we forget our obligation to the respon- 
sible elderly. 

While the administration and Con- 
gress are grappling with fiscal problems 
of unprecedented magnitude the needs 
of those depending on social security 
benefits become more acute. The least 
we can do, Mr. Speaker, is to pass on to 
beneficiaries an amount of money which 
reflects general increases in the cost of 
living and is justified by increased so- 
cial security taxes. 

Mr. Speaker, the legislative wheels 
turn slowly. It may be months before 
the social security system can be up- 
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dated equitably. In January of this year 
an 8-percent increase was adjudged by 
all to be economically feasible without 
raising taxes. While we are developing 
the right and final answer, let us do what 
we can now. Let us call on the adminis- 
tration to pass along the 8-percent in- 
crease—and let us make it retroactive 
to January 1, 1967. And let us stop the 
war on the elderly. 

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. Speaker, at this time 
I yield 5 minutes to my colleague from 
North Dakota [Mr. KLEPPE]. 

Mr. KLEPPE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman from Michigan for yielding 
this time to me and, Mr. Speaker, it 
pleases me to join with my other col- 
leagues in sponsoring this legislation. I 
believe the gentleman from Michigan 
should be commended for getting this 
special order, and allowing us to be heard 
on this very important and very timely 
subject. 

Mr. Speaker, if there is one issue upon 
which virtually all Americans agree, it 
is that increasing social security bene- 
fits are long overdue. 

Retired people who must subsist on the 
shrinking buying power of their pay- 
ments from month to month are under- 
standably becoming deeply concerned 
over the discouraging delay in upgrad- 
ing adjustments of benefits. 

The month of May this year was desig- 
nated as Senior Citizens’ Month. During 
that month I was home in my district, 
and I held eight separate meetings of 
senior citizens in my district. This again 
gave me an opportunity to get closer to 
those people. 

Throughout the years that I have been 
in North Dakota I have always tried to 
stay very close to elderly people and their 
problems, and most certainly this is one 
of very crucial importance to them at 
this time. 

The feeling seems to be that since we 
are living in a day and age of inflation, 
continous rise in the cost of living, and a 
decrease in the purchasing power of the 
dollar that we, as citizens of the United 
States, have a responsibility and, yes, 
an obligation to the senior citizens of 
our country as it pertains to social secu- 
rity benefits. 

Much of the mail that I receive is on 
this subject. 

Here is an excerpt from a letter from 
an elderly North Dakota woman who 
feels that more attention is given to pay 
raises for Government workers than to 
increases in social security benefits. I am 
going to quote these excerpts for you: 

We would like for those folks to get along 
on $60 per month and live in a little two 
room apartment and pay $50 a month and 
have $10 left to live on. They sure would 
make a big noise and loud. I believe in send- 
ing overseas but do a little at home in this 
United States, and first. Just stop and think 
what should and can be done here—we have 
to eat. Those that get big salaries are the 
ones against raising Social Security. Most of 
us do not get enough to live in an old folks 
home. Yes, it is sad and too bad for us, and 
in the United States. I am lucky I have a 5c 
stamp to mail this letter. We want and need 
more Social Security, so please push it. 


I believe this reflects the sentiments of 
many retired people. 

The proposed across-the-board in- 
crease is urgently needed now to offset 
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the continuing rise in living costs. It 
would provide the 22 million Americans 
who depend largely upon social security 
payments for their daily needs with addi- 
tional income immediately. 

The bill as I understand it would in no 
way interfere with the activities of Con- 
gress and the House Ways and Means 
Committee as it strives to enact compre- 
hensive changes in social security legis- 
lation. It would, however, keep faith with 
those who were led to believe many 
months ago that they could expect early 
approval of increased benefits. 

The bill provides for an interim, 
across-the-board increase in benefits ret- 
roactive to January 1, 1967. The per- 
centage increase would be the maximum 
which could be provided without raising 
taxes and without impairing the actu- 
arial soundness of the trust funds. This 
increase would remain in effect until 
supplanted by a more comprehensive 
program. 

I can only say in conclusion, Mr. 
Speaker, I believe Congress should move 
swiftly to provide an interim increase 
because it certainly is necessary. 

I thank the gentleman from Michigan 
for yielding to me. 

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Iowa 
(Mr. Mayne]. 

Mr. MAYNE. Mr. Speaker, for more 
than a year now Republicans have been 
urging an immediate increase in social 
security benefits. 

The Democrats do not dispute our con- 
tention that benefits could have been 
raised at least 8 percent long ago, with- 
out any increase in payroll taxes what- 
soever. 

Everyone seems to be in agreement 
that at least this much can be done and 
should be done. 

Yet the Committee on Ways and 
Means of the House continues to sit on 
a social security bill while rising costs of 
living eat away the purchasing power of 
older Americans. 

The President of the United States 
seems perfectly content to let this matter 
drag on and on while the plight of those 
on social security worsens. 

My colleagues and I are again demand- 
ing today that the Committee on Ways 
and Means report a social security bill to 
the floor in time for House passage next 
weel. 

The immediate increase should be at 
least 8 percent, with increased payments 
retroactive to last January 1. The social 
security trust fund has now grown suffi- 
ciently so that increases of more than 8 
percent may well be possible without any 
increases in payroll taxes. 

Let the amount of any additional in- 
crease over 8 percent be the subject of 
further debate in the Committee on 
Ways and Means if the members of the 
committee feel after more than 6 
months that they still need more time. 

But let us get immediate action next 
week on the 8 percent which everyone 
agrees is the absolute minimum to be 
enacted. 

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
my colleague, the gentlewoman from 
Massachusetts [Mrs. HECKLER]. 

Mrs. HECKLER of Massachusetts. Mr. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE 


Speaker, as is very apparent today, many 
of the new Members of this Congress, 
joined by many of those who are veterans 
here, are concerned over the economic 
plight of our senior citizens. Today, those 
who are in the category of receiving 
social security aid have special privileges 
in life. They have special blessings by 
virtue of their experiences and by virtue 
of their free time and opportunities to 
enjoy leisure. But, they also have the 
special burdens of having to live on 
their fixed savings and pension benefits— 
the burdens of receiving payments which 
are far below the cost of goods they wish 
to purchase. 

I have observed many older couples in 
our communities, who have lived long 
enough to reach the point in their lives 
where they can serenely review the past 
and yet they face the problems of today 
with new handicaps. 

For example, last summer their handi- 
caps were dramatically illustrated when 
the housewives throughout this country 
were marching in front of supermarkets 
in protest against rising food costs. 

What did the older couple do? What 
did the widow do? How did those, who 
no longer have an earning capacity, face 
these inflationary problems? 

Most of them faced these problems 
with dignity, but of the congressional 
candidates that they met they asked, 
“What revisions will you support in the 
social security law?” 

I have observed many of our older 
citizens’ problems. One couple that I 
know typifies these problems. This couple 
have given so much to the community in 
which I live. They are respected citizens, 
but it is quite embarrassing for me to 
see that their clothes are quite thread- 
bare, that their home is not maintained 
quite up to the standards that they used 
to preserve. They now are living under 
handiceps. Yet this couple has paid taxes 
to this country for 40 years. They have 
sent sons to wars. They have lived up to 
the requirements of our society, and 
they have been great American citizens. 

The dollars that they put into the 
social security fund were dollars worth 
100 cents in 1939, what are they worth 
today? What are the dollars worth that 
they are receiving back to face the 
problems of today? For every dollar that 
they put in they, today, receive 42 cents. 
In respecting their dignity, I also realized 
their problems. I made a pledge based 
upon the position taken on this problem 
in this Congress and the 89th Congress 
by Republican Members, who have ad- 
mitted and recognized the problems of 
our own senior citizens, feeling that they 
deserved an increase. 

We have talked about this increase. 
We have raved about it. We have cam- 
paigned on it. But it seems that we have 
put the whole issue on the back burner 
of congressional action. In faith to those 
who gave us their support because we 
recognized their problems, and because 
they felt we would respect them in this 
Congress, the time has come to take the 
problem of the senior citizen from the 
back burner. 

The revisions in the social security 
laws require comprehensive, complex and 
careful deliberation, and the committee 
which is considering these revisions has 
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held extensive hearings and has worked 
long and hard. I do not, today, criticize 
the operations of that committee. How- 
ever, I do suggest that we take action 
now before this Congress considers com- 
plex revisions. It can take steps today to 
assure to the senior citizens that we are 
aware of their problems and that we will 
give them help now. 

At the present time a surplus exists 
which should be given out to those who 
have contributed. This surplus can be 
given out retroactively to January 1, 
1967. This should be done before Con- 
gress revises the whole social security 
law. 

I am interested in many aspects of 
this revision, particularly the proposals 
which relate to the rights of women. 

I have particular interest in that area 
of reform, but at the same time I think 
the general problem should be attended 
to right now and that solutions be taken 
today. 

I suggest, in league with my colleagues, 
that the retroactive lump-sum payment 
be made to social security recipients, ret- 
roactive to January 1, 1967, so that in 
the inflationary spiral, which exists to- 
day, these people will not suffer by being 
forced into reduced circumstances which 
are not in the best interests of any con- 
cerned American. 

In my memory, these people have not 
stood with their hands out—begging. 
They are standing with many years of ac- 
complishment and of having been loyal 
and law-abiding Americans. They stand 
in a position of respect. If we would give 
them the opportunities that they have 
already purchased by virtue of their con- 
tributions to this fund, we will give them 
a retroactive payment before we go on 
with the further revisions of the law 
which will give them further benefits. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the distinguished 
gentleman from Michigan for yielding. 

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield now 
to my colleague from Texas [Mr. BUSH]. 

Mr. BUSH. Mr. Speaker, I would sim- 
ply like to commend the gentleman from 
Michigan and the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania and others who have taken this 
great interest in this social security 
matter. 

I would like to state that the Ways and 
Means Committee, of which I am a 
member, has worked diligently at this 
job of reporting out the social security 
bill. The Ways and Means Committee has 
met probably more than any other com- 
mittee of the House. They are in session 
now, and they are meeting twice a day, 
and they have been doing this for 3 
months on H.R. 5710, which was the ad- 
ministration’s social security bill. So I 
hope that from the comments of my col- 
leagues—in which I concur—nothing 
can be inferred as criticism of this com- 
mittee, of its able chairman, or its able 
ranking minority member, the gentle- 
man from Wisconsin [Mr. BYRNES], be- 
cause these two leaders, as well as the 
whole committee, I believe it is fair to 
say, have worked very diligently to get 
this complicated and important legisla- 
tion to the floor. 

At the same time, I am in total agree- 
ment with the position taken by my very 
able colleague from Michigan and my 
very able colleague from Pennsylvania 
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and the others who want to do some- 
thing about social security benefits, par- 
ticularly without any reference to a tax 
increase. So I have taken this time sim- 
ply to try to set the record straight, lest 
there be any inference of criticism of 
the Ways and Means Committee, which 
has conducted itself, in my opinion, in a 
most forthright fashion. 

Mr. BIESTER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BUSH. I yield to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. BIESTER]. 

Mr. BIESTER. Mr. Speaker, the gen- 
tleman is quite correct. No such infer- 
ence has been intended or is intended in 
any of the remarks made here today nor 
in the offering of the legislation. We un- 
derstand the problems of the committee. 
The full function of this legislation is to 
provide a little help during the time this 
careful legislation effort takes place, to 
our older citizens. 

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BUSH. I yield to the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. RIEGLE]. 

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. Speaker, I would 
say further to my colleague from Texas, 
the very point he raises is why we are 
here today, and that is due to the fact 
that it does take a long time to prepare 
comprehensive revisions in social secu- 
rity. Also, both bodies of Congress must 
consider these revisions. For this reason, 
many months have already gone by, and 
it is realistic to expect that additional 
months will go by—probably due to de- 
lays in the Senate. Yet as the months 
drag by our senior citizens fall further 
and further behind. It seems to me we 
can and must take an interim step to 
provide immediate relief of the greatest 
amount that is possible. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe that very often 
important projects are undertaken with- 
out a great deal of fanfare. This is an 
important project today, as it would fall 
within that category. A long journey be- 
gins with a single step, and with the in- 
troduction of this bill, we begin the 
journey to provide a long overdue in- 
crease in social security benefits. 

The people have waited, and the days 
have ticked by. Promises that were made 
to provide increases in social security 
have not been kept. Months have gone 
by. As I said a moment ago, I expect that 
further months will pass before we have 
an increase in social security benefits— 
unless a special effort is made at this 
time. 

I want very strongly to object to any 
increase in social security that would 
be timed to coincide with an election 
year for purposes of political expediency. 
And it is sad to acknowledge that there 
is a history of increases in social security 
benefits that have, one might say, for un- 
explained reasons, happened to coincide 
with election years. I suspect that we may 
-be in for that same timing with the in- 
crease being talked about at the present 
time, and I object to it. I hope we can 
overcome that sort of thing. 

Our action ought to be action that 
takes place now, not 2 months from 
now, not 4 months from now, and 
not right on top of an election. 

The need for increasing social security 
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benefits is a very pressing reality. The 
statistics point this out. 

Some months ago I offered a bill in 
this House, H.R. 8218, which was called 
the Senior Americans Economic Free- 
dom Program, which was designed to ap- 
proach in a comprehensive way the 
problems which face our senior Ameri- 
cans in this country today. The most 
basic problem facing many senior Amer- 
icans is that of economic privation. 

Events and circumstances too long ig- 
nored are today shunting most of our 
elderly citizens out of the vital main- 
stream of American life onto the dead 
end side roads of poverty, of isolation, 
and of despair. 

This is an urgent national problem. 
It cries out for immediate, efficient, and 
effective corrective action. We must 
launch an overall offensive against this 
problem. Many steps are needed, because 
the problems of our senior citizens in 
America are not exclusively those of our 
19 million senior citizens over the age 
of 65. Rather, these problems belong to 
all of us. These problems must become a 
common concern. 

What then is the extent of this prob- 
lem today, facing senior Americans? 
Here are some of the discouraging sta- 
tistics. 

Today more than 7½ million senior 
Americans have assets of less than $1,000. 

Today more than 5 million senior 
Americans have incomes below $1,600 a 
year. 

Today we know that job discrimina- 
tion based on age continues. 

Today we know we have some 400,000 
unemployed senior citizens on the side- 
walks of our country looking for work, 
and they are not finding jobs. These 
problems exist. 

I could go on and cite these grim sta- 
tistics by the thousands, and in countless 
other ways, but the problem that they 
reflect is that our senior citizens in this 
country today are beset from many di- 
rections by problems they do not have 
the resources to overcome. Probably the 
most pressing single problem is eco- 
nomic. Many of our senior citizens de- 
pend entirely on their social security 
benefits to maintain their daily liveli- 
hood, and today the social security pay- 
ments are inadequate. We know that in- 
flation continues. We know the people 
on social security continue to fall further 
behind in the race against rising prices. 
And, Mr. Speaker, what have we done 
about it in terms of specific end action? 
We have not done anything yet. 

Yes, Mr. Speaker, the committees are 
meeting, but how long are these meetings 
going to go on? How many weeks and 
months will come and go before we get 
this action? We need it now, and we 
need it retroactive to the first of this 
year. And, Mr. Speaker, we can pay for 
it without an increase in taxes, because 
the funds already exist. 

Now, are the funds being withheld for 
political reasons? Are they withheld be- 
cause we cannot move the legislative 
machinery? I hope not. 

I think it is fair to ask why have 
we bogged down? Why have we not been 
able to solve this problem of granting a 
rate increase? It is sound, and it is the 
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conscientious thing to do. It is what is 
right, and what this country wants to do 
in meeting its responsibilities to these 
older citizens. 

But still there is delay. Yes, there is 
the political factor. Yes, the committee 
action takes a long time. But there is 
also another problem. That problem is 
that the present administration has not 
assigned a high priority to this problem. 
The administration has not offered a list 
of priorities. Each and every problem has 
been given the same priority, and, there- 
fore, each problem has no priority at all. 
Therefore, problems drift, and impor- 
tant problems drift. This vital problem 
has been drifting too long. 

Yes, Mr. Speaker, our committees of 
the Congress of the United States are 
hard-working committees, and they 
need to be commended for this. But 
there is a portion of this problem that 
we can address and solve now. We do not 
need the great committee work to realize 
that we need an increase in benefits. 
There is money available, and it should 
be distributed in increased benefits, and 
it should be done now. 

Mr. Speaker, this can be accomplished 
within a week or two. It does not take 
months. It does not take another half 
year. What we need is to have the ad- 
ministration, and the people in both 
bodies of this Congress, say that this is 
a top priority problem and requires the 
immediate attention of the Members of 
the Congress. 

There cannot be any reasonable argu- 
ment about that. So, it is time for action. 
It is time to cut through the legislative 
delay. It is time to show that Congress 
can act quickly when there is a critical 
need. 

The social security fund is a trust fund. 
And the trust concept in that trust fund 
relates to our special responsibilities to 
administer in the fairest and soundest 
way. That is why 46 new Members of 
Congress are cosponsoring this bill to- 
day, to try to meet that responsibility. 

Let us act now to provide for the maxi- 
mum increase that can be afforded out 
of the present surplus, without an in- 
crease in taxes, and provide that it be 
retroactive to the first of this year. 

Mr. WINN. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. RIEGLE. I would be happy to yield 
to my distinguished colleague. 

Mr. WINN. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman from Michigan for yielding, 
and I wish to commend the gentleman 
from Michigan for bringing this issue to 
the floor of the House at this time. 

Further, Mr. Speaker, I wish to com- 
mend the gentleman for the many, many 
hours of work that he has spent and for 
the many hours of research and time 
which the gentleman has given to this 
question in support of the older citizens 
of this Nation. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the 
bill which has been introduced by the 
distinguished gentleman from Michigan, 
and I would like to ask the gentleman 
several questions. 

Is it not true that this legislation, if 
enacted, would provide relief for these 
older citizens during the period in 
question? 
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Mr. RIEGLE. That is exactly right, 
and it is relief that is badly needed. 

Mr. WINN. And, Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will yield further, is it not 
true that this 8-percent figure does not— 
I repeat, does not call for an increase in 
taxes? 

Mr. 
correct. 

Mr. WINN. And is it not true that the 
retroactive date to January 1, and the 
figures referred to earlier in the discus- 
sion come from actuaries now on hand? 

Mr. RIEGLE. That is exactly right. 
That information is provided by those 
who administer the social security fund. 

Mr. WINN. I appreciate the informa- 
tion from the gentleman from Michigan 
and I thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. RIEGLE. I would just say, Mr. 
Speaker, that any credit that is due for 
the work that has been done on this bill, 
is a shared credit. It belongs as much 
to any one Member who has cosponsored 
this legislation as it does to any other. 
Certainly it is an encouraging thing, 
and I believe a hopeful sign for our coun- 
try, when as many as 46 freshmen legis- 
lators can get together on a very difficult 
problem that requires immediate action, 
and take the “action now” steps they 
think are sound. 

I believe this demonstrates that our 
system still has some life and vitality in 
it. I hope that this will indicate also to 
our senior citizens that they are not for- 
gotten, and that action is going to come. 
As 46 Members of Congress we pledge to 
push ahead on this, day in and day out, 
until we succeed in providing the benefits 
increase that is so badly needed. 

Mr. DENNEY. Mr. Speaker, it is with 
a great deal of pleasure that I join a 
number of my 90th Club Republican 
colleagues in sponsoring vitally needed 
increases in social security benefits. 

My concern in this area was previously 
exhibited when I introduced H.R. 9036 
which allowed an 8-percent increase and 
dealt with the same problem. However, 
this new bill, H.R. 11636, has an addi- 
tional advantage that was not contained 
in my original bill. That advantage is 
that H.R. 11636 will provide for the larg- 
est increase that can be granted, with- 
out a tax increase, or impairment of the 
actuarial soundness of the social security 
fund. This bill, if passed, would remain 
in effect until replaced by a more com- 
prehensive revision of the entire social 
security system. It would be retroactive 
until January 1 of this year. 

Mr. Speaker, since Congress convened 
in January, almost every Member has 
talked about a social security benefit in- 
crease, but that talk has not yet been 
transmitted into action. Our senior citi- 
zens cannot afford to wait any longer. 
Talk will not buy groceries or pay the 
rent. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
take immediate action in enacting this 
worthwhile bill. Such action would not 
limit comprehensive social security revi- 
sion, but it would allow us to keep faith 
with senior citizens who were led to be- 
lieve that they could expect speedy ap- 
proval of increases in their social se- 
curity benefits. 

Mr. LLOYD. Mr. Speaker, I support 
this legislation. 


RIEGLE. That is absolutely 
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Congress, in its contemplation of 
changes in social security legislation, 
seems faced with the possibility of chang- 
ing the concept of social security as a 
minimum living base below which Amer- 
icans need not, and should not, be re- 
duced, to a program guaranteeing much 
more than a basic minimum standard of 
living. Financing this change requires an 
increasing burden on the younger work- 
ers, as is often emphasized. 

What is not emphasized so much is the 
crippling burden placed upon small, in- 
dependent business which is weighted 
with this added burden each time we in- 
crease the tax and increase the base. 

Big business in the main, seems capa- 
ble of adjusting. The small man, on the 
other hand, whose ability to pay and 
whose ability to absorb losses is limited, 
goes unnoticed in this headlong plunge 
toward escalated taxes. 

In my view, it is the responsibility of 
this Congress to keep faith with the re- 
cipients of social security payments 
which means that we must make adjust- 
ments commensurate with the increase 
in living costs. We do this by this legis- 
lation. But we must also keep faith with 
taxpayers whether they be employees or 
employers. It serves no good purpose to 
saddle small business with an excessive 
burden of taxes on one hand, then at- 
tempt to artificially retain life in the body 
of small business by artificial means in- 
cluding long-risk loans to high risk bor- 
rowers and other methods purely political 
in nature. 

Mr. RAILSBACK. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
to join my colleagues today in support of 
legislation providing for a retroactive in- 
crease in social security benefits. I know 
that the Members of the House are as 
aware as I am of the very needy condition 
of thousands of our senior citizens. 
Twenty-two million Americans today de- 
pend largely upon their social security 
payments to provide for their daily needs. 
For most of them, these needs are sim- 
ple; even so, inflation and a resultant 
high cost of living continues to diminish 
their purchasing power. 

The paradox of harsh poverty amidst 
America’s abundance is most clearly ob- 
servable among the elderly. They con- 
stitute between one-fifth and one-fourth 
of the poor. The plight of aged widows is 
even more shameful. According to a re- 
cent Government report, 70 percent of 
them were living in poverty. In 1966, 
average social security payments to the 
2.5 million aged widows receiving them 
were only $74 a month. The Social Se- 
curity Administration’s definition of 
poverty is an unusually strict one—about 
$1,500 per year for an individual aged 65 
or over. Yet in 1966 2.5 million widows 
were receiving less than half this amount. 

There is no question that this situa- 
tion must be remedied; it is something 
not only that we should do, but that we 
must do. I receive letters every day from 
constituents who repeatedly confirm my 
belief in the need for immediate action. 
But they also feel strongly about a tax 
increase. And talks with many of my 
colleagues confirm this as a general 
feeling. 

I think it is especially significant that 
the legislation we are discussing today 
points to the feasibility of a raise in 
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social security benefits without a sub- 
sequent increase in social security tax 
rates. Other proposed social security 
packages call for an accelerated tax 
plan. It is our contention that an in- 
crease in taxes is neither wise nor neces- 
sary at present. 

However, it is imperative that our 
senior citizens are able to live out their 
retirement years in dignity and self- 
respect and not in poverty and despair. 
That is why I urge the immediate con- 
sideration by the Members of this House 
of the legislation we propose today. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, I have joined 
in introducing legislation calling for a 
general increase in social security bene- 
fits retroactive to January 1, 1967, and I 
rise to strongly urge prompt passage by 
this body 


Tragically, abnormal increases in the 
cost of living in the last 2 years have 
adversely affected everyone. But par- 
ticularly hard hit by these increases are 
the people who can least afford it— 
citizens on fixed incomes such as social 
security, who must live solely on these 
benefits, or on these benefits augmented 
by small fixed pensions or meager and 
dwindling savings. 

Presently, there are over 47,000 people 
receiving social security benefits in Dela- 
ware. My mail is replete with letters 
telling of the hardships suffered by many 
of these people who are finding it in- 
creasingly difficult not only to make ends 
meet but even to provide the necessities 
of life. 

Since the last general increase in social 
security benefits, the cost of living has 
risen sharply. Through January of this 
year it had risen more than 6 percent 
since the last increase. In that period, 
the Consumer Price Index rose from 
107.1 to 114.7, up from 100 in the base 
1957-59 period. 

This proposal, Operation Catch Up, 
is an attempt to provide social security 
recipients with an increase sufficient to 
at least offset the inflation-eroded loss 
of purchasing power since 1965. 

It is my understanding that the social 
security trust fund was large enough on 
January 1, 1967, to absorb an across- 
the-board increase of 8 percent with- 
out requiring any increase in payroll 
deductions. 

It is my hope that we will soon see new, 
comprehensive and effective social se- 
curity legislation. However, it may be 
some time before permanent legislation 
can be enacted. For that reason, and to 
provide immediate increases for those 
hardest hit by spiraling cost-of-living 
increases in the last 2 years, I urge 
prompt adoption of Operation Catch Up 
as an interim means of restoring lost 
purchasing power to the millions of 
Americans on social securtiy. 

Mr. BROTZMAN. Mr. Speaker, I wish 
to commend my colleagues who, under 
the able leadership of the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. RixdILEI, have today 
introduced legislation to provide a retro- 
active increase in social security benefits. 

Mr. Speaker, I endorse completely the 
concept and the reasoning behind the 
need for an immediate increase in social 
security benefits. I am introducing today 
a bill similar, but with some modifica- 
tions, to the Riegle bill. 
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The bill which I am introducing will 
provide for an across-the-board increase 
of 8 percent retroactive to January 1, 
1967, which would remain in effect until 
such time as a more comprehensive social 
security bill is passed by Congress and is 
signed into law. Such an increase will 
not require an increase in social security 
taxes. 

The Ways and Means Committee has 
had under consideration H.R. 5710, the 
administration’s social security bill, since 
the beginning days of the Congress. They 
have been holding executive sessions on 
this bill for weeks, yet we are no nearer 
enactment of this or other social security 
legislation than we were on the opening 
day of the 90th Congress. 

It has been pointed out in the remarks 
made on the floor today that more than 
22 million Americans depend largely 
upon social security payments to provide 
their daily needs. 

Yet this administration has turned its 
back on these citizens. The President 
has failed to assign a priority to legis- 
lation which would permanently raise 
social security benefits. At the same 
time, the continuing inflation is robbing 
these Americans on fixed income of their 
purchasing power. 

Mr. Speaker, it is clear in my mind 
that we must act to provide relief to 
these millions of Americans whose 
budgets have been undermined by 
inflation. 

It is my understanding that the social 
security trust fund was large enough on 
January 1, 1967, to finance an across- 
the-board increase of 8 percent, with- 
out the necessity of an increase in taxes. 
I further understand that the fund has 
grown and can probably handle a 9- or 
91%4-percent increase under the same 
conditions. 

I believe that the 8-percent increase 
is a reasonable and realistic figure, and 
that we should see the enactment of such 
an increase in benefits until the Congress 
acts upon a more comprehensive 
measure. 

The Members who are introducing leg- 
islation in this area today have called 
this action, Operation Catch Up. Mr. 
Speaker, that is exactly what it is—a 
proposal to catch up on what we owe to 
social security recipients. 

Mr. Speaker, I have received dozens of 
letters from my constituents asking me 
when they can expect to see some sort 
of action on the part of Congress in en- 
acting new social security legislation. 
One letter in particular points up the 
dilemma which many recipients are fac- 
ing and I quote a portion of it. Mr. and 
Mrs. Charles Shea, of Aurora, Colo., 
wrote: 

I am retired and on social security and 
we are wondering what in the world is hold- 
ing up the committee report on social secu- 
rity improvements ... Why don't they get 
it out on the floor so we can begin to suspect 
what might finally be written into law: 
Inflation has been going on and we get less 
at the grocery counter than ever, and it has 
been going higher and higher all the time. 
We want to ask you to try to make it effective 
as soon as the President signs it. 


Mr. Speaker, we owe it to people like 
Mr. and Mrs. Shea to enact at least a 
temporary increase in benefits until the 
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Ways and Means Committee reports out 
a more comprehensive measure. There is 
nothing in this world which would give 
me more pleasure than to write to Mr. 
and Mrs. Shea and tell them, “Yes; the 
Congress is concerned about you. Yes, 
we will help you. Yes; we have enacted 
legislation which will give you a social 
security increase retroactive to January 
1, 1967.” 

Mr. Speaker, I urge the immediate en- 
actment of an 8-percent increase in so- 
cial security benefits. 

Mr. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, it is 
imperative that some relief be given to 
the 22 million Americans who are now 
dependent upon social security benefits 
to provide the essentials of life. 

The cost of living continues to rise 
while Congress slowly deliberates com- 
prehensive changes in the social security 
law. No one will deny the need for a 
permanent increase in social security 
benefits. We all know that such an in- 
crease will be incorporated in the amend- 
ments to the social security law which 
are now under consideration; but cries 
for relief are being heard today. Bene- 
fits must be increased now, if our senior 
citizens are to be able to provide for 
their daily needs from the fund into 
which they have paid. 

I strongly urge the immediate passage 
of legislation which will provide interim 
relief, prior to enactment of a perma- 
nent raise in social security benefits. 

Mr. SCHWENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to join today with other 45 mem- 
bers of the Republican 90th Club in the 
introduction of legislation which would 
provide for an immediate and retroactive 
increase in social security benefits. 

It is clear now that this legislation has 
no priority and the 22 million people of 
this country who rely on social security 
for their income have waited long 
enough. It is time for Congress to act 
now. 

In the last 16 months alone, social 
security benefits have risen only 1 per- 
cent while the cost of living has gone up 
4 percent. Social security benefits are 
continuing to fall further and further 
behind the rising costs of living. 

The legislation being introduced today 
is sound. It would not increase social 
security taxes nor would it impair the 
actuarial soundness of the social security 
trust fund. 

I hope that the Ways and Means Com- 
mittee will promptly consider this in- 
terim measure which could stay in effect 
until permanent legislation is enacted. 

Mr. MESKILL. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
support this bill enthusiastically. I hope 
it will be adopted swiftly. 

Some 22 million Americans depend on 
their social security payments to provide 
for their daily needs. Each day, inflation, 
caused by reckless Federal spending poli- 
cies, lowers the buying power of persons 
on fixed incomes. This bill would grant 
immediate increases retroactive to Jan- 
uary 1. The social security trust fund has 
a sufficient surplus at the present time 
to provide an increase of at least 8 per- 
cent with no need to raise payroll taxes. 

This action should be taken at once 
so that our older citizens can have the 
relief they need immediately. They 
should not be asked to wait for the pas- 
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sage of the comprehensive social security 
bill which is still in committee. Prompt 
passage of my interim bill would keep 
faith with those wha were given to be- 
lieve months ago that they would be pro- 
vided speedy increases in their social 
security benefits. 

This bill is not a substitute for com- 
prehensive reform. I have introduced leg- 
islation providing substantial increases 
in benefits and providing automatic in- 
creases, geared to increases in the cost 
of living. I am also sponsoring legislation 
to remove the present limitations on out- 
side earnings of social security benefi- 
ciaries. This, too, should be made part of 
comprehensive reform. But until basic 
reform is enacted, we owe it to our elderly 
citizens who are on fixed incomes to 
grant them the immediate relief which 
they were promised. 


A BILL TO AMEND TITLE 23 OF THE 
UNITED STATES CODE TO PRO- 
VIDE FOR INCREASED SAFETY 
CONSIDERATION IN THE CON- 
STRUCTION OF CERTAIN HIGH- 
WAYS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Eck- 
HARDT). Under previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from Michigan 
Mr. McDonatp] is recognized for 60 
minutes. 

Mr. McDONALD of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, today I am introducing, for my- 
self and the gentleman from Ohio, 
FRANK T. Bow, the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia, Don H. CLausen; the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania, Jon H. Dent; the 
gentleman from Michigan, Marvin L. 
Esco; the gentleman from Maryland, 
GILBERT GUDE; the gentleman from New 
York, SEYMOUR HALPERN; the gentleman 
from Wyoming, WILLIAM H. Harrison; 
the gentleman from New Jersey, JAMES 
J. Howarp; the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts, Hastincs KEITH; the gentle- 
man from Tennessee, DAN KUYKENDALL; 
the gentleman from Hawaii, Spark Mar- 
suNAGA; the gentleman from Indiana, 
JoHN T. Myers; the gentleman from 
Michigan, PHILIP E. Ruppe; the gentle- 
man from Michigan, Guy VANDER JAGT; 
the gentleman from Kansas, Larry 
Winn, Jr.; and the gentleman from In- 
diana, Rocer H. Zion, a bill to amend 
title 23 of the United States Code to 
provide for increased safety considera- 
tion in the construction of certain high- 
ways. 

The purpose of this legislation is to 
strengthen existing laws with respect to 
the enforcement of stricter standards of 
safety for the design, construction, and 
maintenance of the “off-road” portion 
of those roads and highways which are 
funded, in part, with Federal dollars. 

Mr. Speaker, we have believed for years 
that the driver was the sole cause of 
accidents. Recently, we have learned that 
the auto itself can contribute to the cause 
of an accident. Now, we know that there 
is a third contributor to highway acci- 
dents—the off-road portion of the high- 
way. In hearings currently underway be- 
fore the Special Subcommittee on the 
Federal-Aid Highway program, we have 
heard experts testify that some 16,000 
lives could be saved each year if the off- 
road portion of the highway was de- 
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signed and constructed with the same 
degree of safety as the roadway itself. 

We have seen evidence which suggests 
that highway designers have paid little, 
if any, attention to off-road areas. In 
fact, studies indicate widespread disre- 
gard for the motorist who may leave the 
highway, whether through his own neg- 
ligence or by some accident. We have 
seen evidence of guardrails that consti- 
tutes hazards because of improper loca- 
tion or installation; guardrails that pro- 
tect the highway structures from damage 
rather than motorists from death; cul- 
verts and bridge piers so located as to 
kill people who may lose control of their 
cars and leave the roadway; ditches and 
cut and fill banks so steep and so close 
to the highway as to make it virtually 
impossible for a driver to avoid over- 
turning; and unnecessary signs and trees 
which act as man-killers should an auto 
hit them head-on, 

Some will say that such legislation is 
unnecessary in that the existing laws 
empower to the Secretary of Transporta- 
tion to promulgate tighter standards. 
But, the evidence suggests that without 
a detailed law which specifies the precise 
intent of the Congress, there will be lit- 
tle action. 

Over the years the Bureau of Public 
Roads has issued directives against the 
careless design of the off-road areas. Pro- 
gressively, these directives have gotten 
tougher. In May of this year, for example, 
@ most compelling directive was issued 
by the Bureau which insisted upon com- 
pliance with standards set forth in a 
bulletin issued last February. But, the 
fact that the existing law is subject to 
varying interpretation has left the door 
ajar for States to object to the point that 
the Bureau must back down. The May 
directive I refer to, as an illustration, 
was soft peddled and toned down in a 
subsequent directive as a result of the 
objection of certain State bureaus. 

I do not suggest that the States should 
be ignored. In fact, my bill calls for the 
review of plans, specifications, and esti- 
mates by both Federal and State de- 
partments and agencies during all phases 
of their preparation. The States should 
be involved in the development of these 
standards. But, the intent of Congress 
must stand behind the immediate de- 
velopment of such standards in order to 
insure that the motoring public will have 
the safest possible highways to travel 
upon at the earliest date. 

EXPLANATION OF PROPOSED LEGISLATION 


At this point, Mr. Speaker, I wish to 
insert in the Recorp a comparison of the 
existing legislation with the changes that 
will occur if my bill is enacted, and a 
copy of the bill: 


Before Federal-aid funds can be made 
available for a highway project, the plans, 
specifications and estimates for the project 
must be submitted to the Secretary of Trans- 
portation for his approval. Section 109(a) of 
title 23, United States Code, provides as 
follows: 

“The Secretary shall not approve plans 
and specifications for proposed projects on 
any Federal-aid system if they fail to provide 
for a facility (1) that will adequately meet 
the existing and probable future traffic needs 
and conditions in a manner conducive to 
safety, durability, and economy of mainte- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE 


mance; (2) that will be designed and con- 
structed in accordance with standards best 
suited to accomplish the foregoing objectives 
and to conform to the particular needs of 
each locality.” (Emphasis added.) 

Section 116 of title 23, United States Code 
makes it the obligation of the States to 
properly maintain highways constructed 
with Federal-aid funds, and if a State fails 
to properly maintain such a highway, ap- 
proval of further Federal-aid highway proj- 
ects must be withheld. The term “mainte- 
nance” is defined as meaning “the preserva- 
tion of the entire highway, including surface, 
shoulders, roadsides, structures, and such 
traffic-control devices as are necessary for 
its safe and efficient utilization.” (Emphasis 
added.) 

Section 114 of title 23, United States Code, 
provides that the construction of Federal-aid 
highway projects shall be subject to the in- 
spection and approval of the Secretary, but 
does not expressly require that safety con- 
siderations be taken into account during 
such inspections and approval. 

Many features of highways such as guard- 
rails, signs, etc., may not be shown on the 
plans and specifications for a project but 
may be added as construction proceeds or as 
a part of subsequent maintenance activity. 
It is essential, therefore, that all steps lead- 
ing up to the construction, approval of com- 
pleted projects, and operation of a highway 
be reviewed by both the State highway de- 
partment and the Bureau of Public Roads 
with maximum safety of motorists as the 
objective. 

The proposed legislation spells out clearly 
the intent of Congress that Federal-aid 
highways and highways constructed with 
other Federal funds will afford maximum 
safety, consistent with reasonable costs, for 
vehicles on the roadway and for vehicles 
which may leave the roadway out of control. 
The proposed legislation will require: 

(1) that all features of a proposed high- 
way project in which Federal funds are to 
participate be examined by the appropriate 
Federal and State officials during all phases 
of the preparation and review of the plans, 
specifications and estimates and also during 
the course of construction to insure that the 
highway will afford maximum safety consist- 
ent with reasonable costs; 

(2) that the construction of Federal-aid 
highway projects shall not be approved by 
the Secretary unless, after inspection, he 
makes an affirmative determination that the 
constructed facility will afford maximum 
safety consistent with reasonable costs; and 

(3) that in carrying out their duties to 
properly maintain highways, approved after 
the date of enactment of this act, for con- 
struction with Federal-aid funds, the States 
must see to it that the highways are main- 
tained in such a condition as to afford max- 
imum safety consistent with reasonable 
costs. 


H.R. 11619 
A bill to amend title 23 of the United States 

Code to provide for increased safety con- 

sideration in the construction of certain 

highways 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House 
of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That sec- 
tion 109 of title 23, United States Code, is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new subsection: 

“(h) In order to insure that all proposed 
projects on any Federal-aid system, forest 
highway, parkway, Indian reservation road, 
public lands highway, and defense access 
road will afford maximum safety, consistent 
with reasonable costs, for vehicles on the 
roadway and for vehicles which may leave 
the roadway out of control, the Secretary 
shall require that the highway location, de- 
sign, traffic control, drainage, signing, light- 
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ing, beautification, roadside appurtenances 
and objects, and all other features of such 
project be examined by the appropriate Fed- 
eral and State departments, agencies, and 
instrumentalities during all phases of the 
preparation and review of the plans, specifi- 
cations, and estimates for, and during the 
construction of, all such proposed projects. 
The Secretary shall not approve (1) any 
plans, specifications, and estimates for, (2) 
the expenditure of funds for, or (3) the 
construction of, any project which does not 
accomplish the objectives set forth in the 
preceding sentence.” 

Sec. 2. Subsection (a) of section 114 of 
title 23, United States Code, is amended by 
adding immediately after the period at the 
end of the second sentence thereof the fol- 
lowing new sentence: “No construction shall 
be approved by the Secretary unless, after 
inspection, he determines that it will accom- 
plish the objectives set forth in subsection 
(h) of section 109 of this title.” 

Sec. 3. The first sentence of subsection (a) 
of section 116 of title 23, United States Code, 
is amended by striking out the period at the 
end thereof and inserting in lieu thereof a 
comma and the following: “including, in the 
case of any project for which the plans, 
specifications, and estimates were approved 
by the Secretary after the date of enactment 
of subsection (h) of section 109 of this title, 
the continuing accomplishment of the ob- 
jectives set forth in such subsection (h).“ 


RIOTS IN NEWARK 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
previous order of the House, the gentle- 
man from New Jersey [Mr. RODINO] is 
recognized for 15 minutes. 

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Speaker, with a deep 
sense of sorrow and a heart saddened by 
the tragic horror of what has occurred, I 
rise to report to you on the recent rioting 
in the city of Newark, N. J. s largest city. 

These were truly nights of terror and 
days of anguish. 

I was an eyewitness to the shooting, 
the looting of shops and the pillaging of 
stores, the burning of buildings, the 
throwing of rocks, the shattering of glass. 

I saw firsthand the madness of a city 
torn by violence, a city stripped bare of 
law and order. 

The experience left me shocked and 
shaken, and I fervently hope that it shall 
never happen again in any city of this 
Nation. 

What triggered this nightmare, what 
fueled its wildfire spread out of control, 
what deep-rooted ills contributed to the 
intensity and ferocity of the uprising 
must be examined for the clues they may 
provide as guides to future action. 

In the meantime, there are immediate 
concerns to which we must address our- 
selves. 

First of all, full and swift prosecution 
of those who have committed criminal 
acts is now in progress, for society must 
hold the lawless accountable and respon- 
sible for their criminal behavior. Essex 
County is meeting this task through the 
efforts of its county prosecutor and the 
round-the-clock cooperation of every 
available judge. 

Second, the victims of this horrible 
holocaust must be protected and helped 
to get back on their feet—physically and 
economically. 

Third, we must launch an immediate 
program to rebuild and restore the 
ravaged neighborhoods of Newark, a task 
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that will require the cooperation and 
resources of the Federal Government. 

Last Saturday, in an effort to focus 
attention on Newark’s plight, I issued the 
following statement: 


I am absolutely sick about the tragic 
violence and rioting taking place in Newark. 
There is a deep and legitimate need to al- 
leviate human deprivation and poverty in 
Newark, but this violence, lawlessness, hooli- 

and wanton destruction are criminal 
actions that must be prosecuted to the full 
extent of the law. 

The first order of business, of course, is to 
restore the peace, and then begin to rebuild 
essential enterprises and services and re- 
construct the progressive spirit of Newark. 

In that light, I have today called upon 
the Office of Economic Opportunity to im- 
mediately send a high Federal official to 
Newark to assess the amount of personal in- 
jury and destruction, and to report to me 
and to the Congress upon what steps will be 
taken to assure that this will never happen 
again. I have also called upon the Depart- 
ment of Housing and Urban Development 
to immediately approve Newark’s Model 
Cities proposal so that the city can quickly 
begin to build and reconstruct the impover- 
ished areas that have been hardest hit. In 
addition, I have called upon the Small Busi- 
ness Administration to make every effort to 
grant economic opportunity loans, plus their 
regular loans, in order to enable businesses 
that have been burned and destroyed to get 
back on their feet as quickly as possible. 

I am exploring every area in order to give 
aid where aid is needed most. However, it 
cannot be emphasized enough that crim- 
inality shall not be rewarded nor will the 
City of Newark, the State of New Jersey and 
the Congress of the United States act under 
such violence. Extortion won’t work! 

I have nothing but praise for dedicated, 
responsible civil rights leaders and poverty 
officials, but I deplore people who come into 
Newark for the purpose of demagoguery to 
incite and antagonize a situation that re- 
sponsible people have been working so hard 
to alleviate. 


On Monday, I met with the Attorney 
General and representatives of other 
Government agencies. That meeting was 
a first step in coordinating information 
and exploring ways in which the Federal 
Government can deal with riots and civil 
disturbances, and can aid the city and 
the State in restoring peace and stability 
to Newark. 

Today, I can report that the Small 
Business Administration has established 
a special task force to deal exclusively 
with the overriding need to help restore 
those businesses that fell victim to mob 
destruction. 

A special SBA office is now being es- 
tablished in the area, and SBA has 
alerted its Washington office to expedite 
the flow of loans that must be processed. 
In addition, SBA will need an expanded 
budget to meet the emergency demand 
for loans, and I sincerely hope that ways 
can be found quickly to finance this vital 
program to assist those who were vic- 
timized by the violence. 

I can also report that the adminis- 
trator for community action programs 
for the northeast region of OEO is in 
consultation with Newark’s antipoverty 
agency, in an effort to utilize all avail- 
able resources to build a new sense of 
community hope in the riot-ripped areas 
of Newark. 

Last Saturday I also called upon the 
Department of Housing and Urban De- 
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velopment to give quick approval to 
Newark’s model cities program, a pro- 
posal that was submitted last April. I 
have urged approval not to reward those 
who perpetrated the riots, but to renew 
hope and bolster confidence among the 
people of Newark who would otherwise 
suffer grievously for the wrongdoing of 
others. Newark’s model cities program 
is designed to rehabilitate a section of 
the city in desperate need of rehabilita- 
tion, a development that would do much 
to remove the threat of future violence. 

New urgency has also been given to 
the need for the Congress to pass the 
safe streets and crime control bill. The 
Judiciary Committee has filed a favor- 
able report, and I urge swift and favor- 
able floor action on this important meas- 
ure. Modernization of police departments 
and improved training for police officers 
are essential if we are going to cope suc- 
corey with crime-related urban ten- 

ons. 

The brutality and ugliness unleased in 
Newark during the days of rioting are 
almost impossible to believe, even after 
seeing and experiencing it with one’s 
own eyes and ears. 

Human hatred gushed forth like a 
river out of control. 

One of the most difficult tests of pub- 
lic fortitude and social sanity now con- 
fronts us in the challenging task of cre- 
ating a climate of reasonableness and 
understanding to restrain the desire 
among some Negroes and whites to 
avenge, in one form or another, the hurt 
and the harm that exploded with such 
devastation. 

What we need desperately in this hour 
of sorrow is an even-tempered, unwaver- 
ing policy of enforcing the law, while 
moving to answer the legitimate cries of 
anguish from the troubled slums. 

Mr. Speaker, without objection I would 
like to include in the Recorp at this time 
various editorials commenting on the 
many facets of the Newark riots: 
[From the Newark (N.J.) Star Ledger, quly 

14, 1967] 
RESPONSIBLE LEADERSHIP 

Even in retrospect, it is difficult to pin down 
the precise cause, the single element, the 
combination of events that trigger an inci- 
dent of turbulence. 

There is no simple, easy prognosis; the 
causes can be deeply rooted in a century of 
social and economic deprivation; there can 
be reasons more recent in vintage; it can be 
the cumulative effect of several factors that 
detonate an emotional, frenzied atmosphere 
involving a veritable handful of irresponsible 
persons in a community. 

In the Newark outbreak one element stands 
out with a pristine chillness, the genesis of 
the incident was familiar: An erroneous re- 
port that seemed to inflame and incite. 

The unfounded, baseless rumor mush- 
roomed and magnified; there seemed to be 
cause for the arrest that touched off the in- 
cident; the police were doing their duty, up- 
holding the law, protecting the community 
welfare. But for some still unexplained rea- 
sons, the arrest precipitated a wave of false 
reports and rumors; these heightened ten- 
sions, even though there was little or no re- 
lation to fact. 

The incident serves to point up one perti- 
nent aspect: The responsibility of community 
leaders to act with dispatch in putting to 
rest false reports that sometimes touch off 
violent transgressions. Violence, the use of 
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force, does not resolve human problems; it 
makes them more difficult. 

There is an opportunity at hand for leaders 
in the community to act together in a col- 
laborative spirit of public interest and wel- 
fare; the concern should be for all the peo- 
ple . . . their safety and the protection of 
their property. 

None of this should be taken as a sign of 
community weakness; it isn’t. Violence and 
force should not and will not be condoned. 
Citizens are equal in the eyes of the law; 
they are entitled to all the rights and privi- 
leges mandated by the Constitution and law; 
they also must be held fully accountable and 
responsible for transgressions. 

The regrettable incident comes at a time 
when a genuine effort at constructive lead- 
ership and achievement has been launched 
in Newark. A representative group of com- 
munity leaders has announced plans to un- 
dertake a program of housing for moderate 
and low-income groups. 

It is this kind of community action that 
provides the most effective answer to negativ- 
ism and destructiveness attendant in fright- 
ening dimension in the use of senseless force. 
Cities like Newark and East Orange can grow 
and develop on this type of constructive 
foundation; they can wither and shrivel in 
the heat and passion of lawless violence. 

[From the Newark (N.J.) Evening News, 

July 14, 1967 


A Crrx's SHAME 


What happened in Newark last night and 
early today was nothing less than criminal- 
ity, initially disguised as protest. There is 
no need here to review in detail the violence, 
the looting and arson that have brought dis- 
grace to the city. 

The outbreak which began in darkness 
continued into the daylight hours. In conse- 
quence, businesses were closed, bus service 
was disrupted and the normal life of a peace- 
ful community was shattered. 

The first order of business in this situation 
is te restore peace in Newark and assure the 
safety of all its citizens. 

After that it will be time enough to ex- 
amine the causes which led to the most 
violent episode in Newark's history. How this 
outbreak can serve the cause of civil rights, 
including more jobs and better housing for 
Negroes, is impossible to understand. 

But it will be the task of state, city and 
Negro leaders to work together to assess the 
causes of the outbreak and to take whatever 
measures are necessary to prevent its repeti- 
tion in a city that up to now had been singu- 
larly free of violence in racial matters. 

It is, of course, in the best interest of all 
citizens, Negro and white, that the spirit of 
cooperative, progressive enterprise which had 
fiourished in Newark should be restored and 
strengthened. Only then can Newark once 
again become a city in which people can live 
and work harmoniously in a climate that 
will encourage, not repel, the expansion of 
the business and industry that provide jobs 
for all. 

[From the Newark (N.J.) Star Ledger, July 
15, 1967] 


A WOUNDED Crry 


Newark today is a gravely wounded city; 
the scars inflicted by a few have been criti- 
cally hurtful to many. 

The physical scars are numerous and pain- 
fully documented ... the injured include 
police and innocent bystanders they sought 
to protect . . . the burned-out, looted stores 
stand as ghostly, skeletal reminders of a 
night of terror . . the private homes that 
were invaded by rampaging gangs. 

The mental scars sear even more deeply; 
it was a night that many will never be able 
to obliterate from their memory. How can 
one forget the angry spires that reddened 
the darkened skies, the smoke and flames 
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from 90 fires that frustrated the capacity 
and energies of firemen? 

And the police who labored under orders 
of restraint from city officials concerned 
about heightening tension, spurring violence 
to an even more ominous degree. But instead 
of placating the few hundred purveyors of 
lawlessness and anarchy, it seemed to give 
them greater incentive to continue their pil- 
laging and plundering, their attacks on help- 
less bystanders, 

This was anarchy in its ugliest, grimmest 
dimension ... raw naked and violent, the 
nerve ends exposed and grating; it was a 
city in agony, writhing under the senseless 
violence of hoodlums who flunted the law 
and taunted police. 

There will be recriminations and bitter- 
ness in the backwash of this spate of vio- 
lence in the night; there will be pious pro- 
nouncements from all sides and there will 
be angry denunciations, the finger of blame 
pointed pitilessly at the guilty and innocent 
alike. 

This, in some ways, may be more destruc- 
tive than the violent nightmare that en- 
veloped the city in a sickening, frightening 
embrace. 

There can be no equating, no commingling 
of such fundamental issues of law enforce- 
ment and justice with civil rights. The sole 
issue of relevance in the outbreak of violence 
that swept the Central Ward and other parts 
of the city is the unruly, criminal trans- 
gressions. 

Plundering and looting, the violence of 
force on innocent people . . . these are crim- 
inal acts, pure and simple. They can be 
neither mitigated nor tolerated, Lawless acts 
cannot be condoned, no matter what the 
guise under which they are allegedly under- 
taken or inspired. 

Civil rights, in an orderly, constructive 
form, represent social dissent and protest but 
criminality, the brute force of violence, is an 
entirely different matter. 

It must be dealt with swiftly and surely 
under appropritae judicial canons of a con- 
stitutional authority; the transgressors who 
strike in the shadows of the night must be 
brought to justice. An orderly society cannot 
survive otherwise. 

There is no question whatsoever in this 
tragic occurrence of the abrogation of valid 
protest, but the violence that spewed over 
the city can only be viewed in one context: 
Gross and criminal conduct, the flaunting of 
authority. 

The vast majority of Newark residents have 
been exposed to a brutal show of lawless 
force, the hoodlums who callously plundered 
and pillaged private and public property, 
stoning a police precinct in an arrogant dis- 
regard of law and order. 

There must be an accounting, the weight 
of the law must be balanced in proper pro- 
portion, meting out justice to the violent 
transgressors. And there will be the usual 
investigations, virtually a reflex action of 
public officials. Mayor Addonizio has an- 
nounced the creation of a blue ribbon com- 
mission to probe the causes of the looting 
and violence; the causes are well docu- 
mented; the actions of the looters and plun- 
derers must be held strictly accountable 
under the law. The punishment should fit 
the crimes, precisely and without favor. 

But the most urgent concern is the wel- 
fare and safety of the city’s stunned and 
shocked populace, the protection of their 
life and limb as well as their property. 

There can be no hesitation or proscrastina- 
tion in this area. Gov. Hughes has ordered 
the National Guard and State Police into the 
city on emergency duty, and they must re- 
main until the lawless elements are ferreted 
out and dealt with by the courts. 

The responsible, law-abiding citizens 
should expect no less; and they should get 
not less. There can be no moratorium in in- 
suring the firm reestablishment of law and 
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order in Newark. This must be the joint 
concern and responsibility of the mayor and 
the governor. There must be no repetition 
of the nights of horror and terror inflicted 
on the state’s largest city. 
From the Newark (N.J.) Sunday News, 
July 16, 1967] 
STRICKEN CITY 


In the last few days and nights, maraud- 
ing bands of criminals acting under the 
guise of protest have caused more than a 
dozen deaths, brought injury to hundreds, 
inflicted property losses in the millions and 
destroyed the normal life of another Ameri- 
ean city. This time, as predicted by Negro 
leaders, the target was indeed Newark. 

Whole streets were left in ruins, shops 
destroyed and pillaged. Stores large and 
small were forced to close. Protest was the 
label under which shootings, arson and rob- 
bery were wantonly carried out. 

And what was the basis for this rioting, 
or “protest”? We are told this venture into 
anarchy was precipitated in large part by a 
desire for jobs. Could anything be more 
senseless or illogical? How such mass crim- 
inality will encourage Newark business and 
industry to expand, or serve to attract new 
investment is something which the instiga- 
tors have not explained, nor can they ex- 
plain. 

Of course, mobs never are logical. And the 
facile explanation that what happened in 
Newark was “spontaneous” must be taken 
with reservation. In spite of official denials, 
there is a strong suspicion that Newark’s 
marauding was both inspired and to some 
extent organized, 

Before the inevitable conferences between 
government and Negro leaders are called, 
the first order of business remains the res- 
toration of peace to the city. Only when 
Newark’s security is assured can the large 
task of restoration begin. Therefore, what- 
ever force is required to protect the city— 
and its neighbors—must be employed. 

At the outset, there was a tendency to 
restrain the police in the hopeful expecta- 
tion the rioters would go away. Restrictions 
persisted long after it became evident re- 
straint wouldn't work. 

Similarly the callup of the National Guard 
was too long in coming. When troops finally 
were brought in the conflagration had spread 
from the Central Ward to the downtown 
business district. It became another case of 
too little too late. Not until yesterday was 
the National Guard brought to sufficient 
strength to show the state government was 
fully committed to securing the community 
against snipers, looters and arsonists, 

One of the tragedies of Newark’s violence 
is that so much of the burden of the city’s 
shame is visited upon the majority of decent 
Negro citizens who took no part in the riot- 
ing and who must be depended upon to re- 
establish what had been a solid working 
relationship between the white and Negro 
communities. 


RIOTS IN NEWARK 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
previous order of the House, the gentle- 
man from New Jersey [Mr. MINISH] is 
recognized for 15 minutes. 

Mr. MINISH. Mr. Speaker, as the 
Representative of the 11th District of 
New Jersey that includes part of Newark, 
the scene of the tragic riots of the past 
week, I stand before you with a heavy 
heart to urge that the lessons of this dis- 
turbance be heeded by all our officials 
and citizens throughout the Nation. 
What is happening in Newark can strike 
in any of our teeming metropolitan 
areas in this summer 1967. Newark, the 
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largest city of one of our most progres- 
sive States, has an able mayor and coun- 
cil, forward-looking business leaders, a 
highly active antipoverty organization, 
concerned church and civic groups, all 
dedicated to resolving the city’s social 
and economic ills and raising the quality 
of life for all its residents. 

Substantial progress has been made 
and the city has had reason to look for- 
ward with hope and confidence to a 
better future—yet, this tremendous ex- 
penditure of effort and time and funds 
over the past several years went up in 
the flames of this horrible conflagration 
that has brought indescribable ruin and 
chaos to the people of Newark, the vast 
majority of whom are hardworking, law- 
abiding citizens. 

A clear assessment of the tragedy must 
await a calmer hour, but some factors 
are readily apparent. First of all, the 
tolls of death and destruction would 
have been far less if lethal weapons were 
not so readily accessible to any one who 
wants them with no questions asked. The 
vast arsenal of weapons available to the 
rioters, looters, and snipers made effec- 
tive and immediate control of the situa- 
tion by law enforcement officials 
virtually impossible. One contributing 
factor to the extent of the disaster was 
the lack of any effective Federal gun- 
control legislation. While the chief op- 
ponent of gun-control legislation, the 
National Rifle Association, conducts 
shooting tournaments at Government 
expense, Newark has been in a state of 
siege from armed rioters. From what I 
personally witnessed in Newark this 
past week, it is evident that the weekend 
duck hunter about whom the National 
Rifle Association shows such concern, is 
a negligible part of the flourishing gun 
trade. The times are too chaotic to per- 
mit this dangerous laxity in regulation 
of firearms. The State of New Jersey en- 
acted a strong firearms-control bill in 
1966 but the Newark events made clear 
that State laws alone are inadequate to 
deal with this menace. I urge all Mem- 
bers to join in the speedy enactment of 
the pending legislation that is before the 
House Judiciary Committee. 

Redress of grievances is one thing; 
wanton violence or willful lawlessness is 
quite the opposite. For criminals and 
hoodlums to cloak their crimes in the 
guise of a civil rights protest is an insult 
to the good citizens of both races who 
have been involved in the cause of social 
justice. No sane person condones destruc- 
tion of life and property by any one for 
any reason. A breakdown in the re- 
straints of a civilized society cannot be 
tolerated. Swift and evenhanded justice 
must be imposed upon all guilty of crimi- 
nal acts. 

The wanton murder of Fire Captain 
Michael Moran as he climbed a ladder at 
the second floor level of a building in 
response to a fire alarm—that proved to 
be false—epitomizes the tragic waste, the 
senseless cruelty that mark riots. Cap- 
tain Moran died in the performance of 
his duty, protecting the public safety 
and welfare. This good, brave man knew 
full well that fires that burn out of con- 
trol harm the people living there, and so 
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he responded to a call for help from the 
riot area—and was shot to death. 

The shootings, the looting, the violence, 
the senseless destruction for the sake of 
destruction have brought death and dis- 
aster to countless innocent victims of 
man’s inhumanity to man. The deaths of 
children and other helpless persons are 
poignant testimony to the dreadful con- 
sequences of violence. 

So many have been hurt—the young 
children who will bear the scars of the 
nightmare all their lives; the families 
trapped in circumstances beyond their 
control: the ambitious young people and 
their elders who have been striving to 
improve their individual and collective 
lot through job training and educational 
programs that bring the chance of escape 
to a better life; all the people who ask 
only the right to earn their livelihood, to 
walk their streets in safety, and to live 
in peace and harmony with their neigh- 
bors; the homeowners who have paid 
ever high taxes to meet the mounting 
costs of public services necessitated by 
the ever growing influx of poor migrants 
untrained for urban life; the merchants 
who have devoted long hours and long 
years to their businesses, only to see their 
lifetime’s work smashed to bits or in 
ashes and they bankrupt. 

Newark is truly a disaster area, struck 
not by act of God but by man’s folly 
which compounds the tragedy. As such, 
it is deserving of Federal assistance simi- 
lar to that given to communities plagued 
by upheavals of nature. Essential as is 
the restoration of law and order—and I 
commend Governor Hughes for his firm 
and decisive command—the problem does 
not end there. That is actually only the 
beginning of a massive reconstruction 
effort—reconstruction and rehabilitation 
of the city’s physical, emotional, and 
spiritual resources that will demand the 
best of all its citizens, 

The victims of violence in our streets 
are as much in need of aid as the victims 
of the destructive forces of nature. It is 
imperative that the life of the commu- 
nity be restored as swiftly as possible. 
We must prevent the loss of businesses 
and jobs to the city that would aggra- 
vate the very ills spotlighted by the dis- 
aster. 

It is gratifying that the Small Busi- 
ness Administration has moved with ad- 
mirable speed to deal with the problems 
falling within its purview. I have been 
assured of the full cooperation of all 
Federal agencies in working out ways of 
easing the economic plight of the victims 
of the riots, but it is clear that relief is 
needed more extensive than is possible 
under existing law. I am accordingly 
today introducing a bill to provide addi- 
tional assistance for areas suffering a 
major disaster. The measure is designed 
to alleviate the predicament in which 
individuals find themselves when their 
homes, businesses, and families undergo 
havoc wrought by a riot or other calam- 
ity. “Major disaster” in the bill will con- 
tinue to be defined by the President of 
the United States upon the recommen- 
dation of the Governor of the affected 
State. Let me add, Mr. Speaker, that the 
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damage done by a riot can be equally as 
costly and as devastating as that caused 
by a flood, hurricane, or tornado. 

Under the present law, assistance, in 
large part, is provided by the Office of 
Emergency Planning only when damages 
occur in the public sector. There are also 
provisions dealing with loan adjust- 
ments, disaster warnings, assistance to 
unincorporated communities, and aid to 
damaged higher educational facilities. 

The relief envisioned in my bill would 
supplement existing law by enabling 
citizens to obtain low-interest loans up 
to $100,000 whether or not they are 
forthcoming from private companies. 
Grants for repair and reconstruction up 
to $250,000 with 50 percent of the cost 
borne by the Federal Government, and 
25 percent by the homeowner or busi- 
nessman would also be available. The re- 
maining 25 percent would be assumed by 
either the local or State government. 
Provision is also included for shelter for 
disaster victims, and funds for the repair 
of highways and other public works 
which might be damaged and are not 
covered by present law. I hope that all 
Members will give this measure their full 
support. 

I hope, too, that the Housing and 
Urban Development Administration will 
give prompt approval to the city’s appli- 
cation for a model city grant. To those 
who believe there are easy solutions or 
simple formulas for rectifying the social 
and economic conditions of Newark, I 
suggest a reading of the detailed and il- 
luminating analysis filed by the city in 
support of its model city application. It 
deals with all the overwhelming prob- 
lems that beset the city and attests to 
the earnestness with which the local 
leaders, elected and private, have grap- 
pled with this monumental task. 

There is keen personal grief on the 
part of all of us who have labored to 
achieve a brighter future for the people 
of Newark, but this is no time for re- 
crimination or bitterness. The future 
must be faced resolutely, courageously, 
if the city is to survive. The people will 
be better served if all will forego the 
luxury of acrimony and criticism and 
unite to promote the common good. 
That is the test between those who are 
genuinely concerned and those who are 
eager to capitalize on this tragedy for 
their own ends. 

Mr. Speaker, I fervently hope that 
other cities will be spared the catas- 
trophe that has befallen Newark, but it 
must be emphasized that the same con- 
ditions exist to a greater or lesser degree 
in all our cities in this time of vast so- 
cial upheaval. The collapse of a city 
brings peril to all its people, irrespective 
of color or economic status, and leaves 
everything infinitely worse than before. 
Unless this Nation, the most affluent and 
powerful in the world, can resolve the 
troubled and tangled problems of our 
cities, the future indeed is dark for all of 
us. And, as Newark shows, time is run- 
ning out even quicker than had been 
thought. 

I should like to include at this point in 
the Recorp the following editorials from 
the Newark News, the Newark Star 
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Ledger, and the Washington Post on this 
disaster: 
[From the Newark (N.J.) Star Ledger, July 
15, 1967] 
A WounpeD Crry 


Newark today is a gravely wounded city; 
the scars inflicted by a few have been criti- 
cally hurtful to many. 

The physical scars are numerous and pain- 
fully documented ... the injured include 
police and innocent bystanders they sought 
to protect .. the burned-out, looted stores 
stand as ghostly, skeletal reminders of a 
night of terror... the private homes that 
were invaded by rampaging gangs. 

The mental scars sear even more deeply; 
it was a night that many will never be able 
to obliterate from their memory. How can 
one forget the angry spires that reddened 
the darkened skies, the smoke and flames 
from 90 fires that frustrated the capacity and 
energies of firemen? 

And the police who labored under orders 
of restraint from city officials concerned 
about heightening tension, spurring violence 
to an even more ominous degree. But in- 
stead of placating the few hundred purveyors 
of lawlessness and anarchy, it seemed to give 
them greater incentive to continue their pil- 
laging and plundering, their attacks on help- 
less bystanders. 

This was anarchy in its ugliest, grimmest 
dimension ... raw, naked and violent, the 
nerve ends exposed and grating; it was a city 
in agony, writhing under the senseless vio- 
lence of hoodlums who flaunted the law and 
taunted police. 

There will be recriminations and bitterness 
in the backwash of this spate of violence in 
the night; there will be pious pronounce- 
ments from all sides and there will be angry 
denunciations, the finger of blame pointed 
Pitilessly at the guilty and innocent alike. 

This, in some ways, may be more destruc- 
tive than the violent nightmare that en- 
veloped the city in a sickening, frightening 
embrace, 

There can be no equating, no commingling 
of such fundamental issues of law enforce- 
ment and justice with civil rights. The sole 
issue of relevance in the outbreak of violence 
that swept the Central Ward and other parts 
of the city is the unruly, criminal trans- 
gressions. 

Plundering and looting, the violence of 
force on innocent people... these are 
criminal acts, pure and simple. They can be 
neither mitigated nor tolerated. Lawless acts 
cannot be condoned, no matter what the 
guise under which they are allegedly under- 
taken or inspired. 

Civil rights, in an orderly, constructive 
form, represent social dissent and protest but 
criminality, the brute force of violence, is an 
entirely different matter. 

It must be dealt with swiftly and surely 
under appropriate judicial canons of a con- 
stitutional authority; the transgressors who 
strike in the shadows of the night must be 
brought to justice. An orderly society can- 
not survive otherwise. 

There is no question whatsoever in this 
tragic occurrence of the abrogation of valid 
protest, but the violence that spewed over 
the city can only be viewed in one context: 
Gross and criminal conduct, the flaunting of 
authority. 

The vast majority of Newark residents have 
been exposed to a brutal show of lawless 
force, the hoodlums who callously plundered 
and pillaged private and public property, 
stoning a police precinct in an arrogant dis- 
regard of law and order. 

There must be an accounting, the weight 
of the law must be balanced in proper pro- 
portion meting out justice to the violent 
transgressors. And there will be the usual in- 
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vestigations, virtually a reflex action of pub- 
lic officials. Mayor Addonizio has announced 
the creation of a blue ribbon commission to 
probe the causes of the looting and violence; 
the causes are well documented; the actions 
of the looters and plunderers must be held 
strictly accountable under the law. The pun- 
ishment should fit the crimes, precisely and 
without favor. 

But the most urgent concern is the welfare 
and safety of the city’s stunned and shocked 
populace, the protection of their life and limb 
as well as their property. 

There can be no hesitation or procrastina- 
tion in this area. Gov. Hughes has ordered 
the National Guard and State Police into 
the city on emergency duty, and they must 
remain until the lawless elements are fer- 
reted out and dealt with by the courts. 

The responsible, law-abiding citizens 
should expect no less; and they should get 
no less. There can be no moratorium in in- 
suring the firm reestablishment of law and 
order in Newark. This must be the joint con- 
cern and responsibility of the mayor and the 
governor. There must be no repetition of the 
night of horror and terror inflicted on the 
state's largest city. 


[From the Newark (N.J.) Sunday News, 
July 16, 1967] 
STRICKEN Orry 


In the last few days and nights, maraud- 
ing bands of criminals acting under the 
guise of protest have caused more than a 
dozen deaths, brought injury to hundreds, 
inflicted property losses in the millions and 
destroyed the normal life of another Amer- 
ican city. This time, as predicted by Negro 
leaders, the target was indeed Newark. 

Whole streets were left in ruins, shops 
destroyed and pillaged. Stores large and 
small were forced to close. Protest was the 
label under which shootings, arson and rob- 
bery were wantonly carried out. 

And what was the basis for this rioting, 
or “protest?” We are told this venture into 
anarchy was precipitated in large part by a 
desire for jobs. Could anything be more 
senseless or illogical? How such mass crim- 
inality will encourage Newark business and 
industry to expand, or serve to attract new 
investment is something which the insti- 
gators have not explained, nor can they ex- 
plain. 

Of course, mobs never are logical, and the 
facile explanation that what happened in 
Newark was “spontaneous” must be taken 
with reservation. In spite of official denials, 
there is a strong suspicion that Newark’s ma- 
rauding was both inspired and to some ex- 
tent organized. 

Before the inevitable conferences between 
government and Negro leaders are called, 
the first order of business remains the resto- 
ration of peace to the city. Only when New- 
ark’s security is assured can the large task 
of restoration begin. Therefore, whatever 
force is required to protect the city—and its 
neighbors—must be employed. 

At the outset, there was a tendency to 
restrain the police in the hopeful expecta- 
tion the rioters would go away. Restrictions 
persisted long after it became evident re- 
straint wouldn’t work. 

Similarly the callup of the National Guard 
was too long in coming. When troops finally 
were brought in the conflagration had spread 
from the Central Ward to the downtown 
business district. It became another case 
of too little too late. Not until yesterday 
was the National Guard brought to sufficient 
strength to show the state government was 
fully committed to securing the community 
against snipers, looters and arsonists. 

One of the tragedies of Newark’s violence 
is that so much of the burden of the city’s 
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shame is visited upon the majority of de- 
cent Negro citizens who took no part in 
the rioting and who must be depended upon 
to reestablish what had been a solid work- 
ing relationship between the white and Negro 
communities. 

[From the Washington Post, July 18, 1967] 

KEEPING PERSPECTIVE 


It is easy to lose perspective when calam- 
ities such as those taking place in New Jer- 
sey deluge the Nation with reports of racial 
fury. It is tempting to generalize from stories 
of Negro cruelty toward white people and 
from stories of white cruelty toward Negroes. 

Perhaps the worst consequences of vio- 
lence like that in Newark and other riot- 
torn cities, is the fuel it heaps on the fires 
of racial prejudice, on the credibility it gives 
to racial stereotypes. Hate is a communicable 
and contagious passion. It begets repetition 
and imitation. 

Notwithstanding Newark, and all its 
dreadful episodes, there remain in that 
strife-torn city, and in cities across the land, 
patient men and women of both races, who, 
without prejudice or bitterness, are trying to 
create an environment in which the races 
can live together in peace. It will help to 
keep perspective if citizens remember that, 
in this country, notwithstanding all the 
racial controversy, most Americans of both 
races, are struggling for a just society and 
working for peaceful relations. The small 
minority animated by hate and activated 
by violence claim a disproportionate share of 
national attention. But they do not speak 
for the overwhelming majority of Americans 
who deplore racism in either racial com- 
munity. 

[From the Newark (N.J.) 
July 19, 1967] 


Socrery CaN PROCEED 


There is a symbolism in the shards of glass 
from broken store windows, the skeletal re- 
mains of burned and looted buildings, the 
dead and the injured, that should not be 
lost in the gray wake of the racial explosion 
that shattered Newark. 

The city will never be the same: it lost a 
great deal in the crisis. . . but it may, con- 
versely have learned much from the bitter, 
wracking experience. And it may have learned 
in an area that could in the end mean more 
than the brick and mortar that is the physical 
presence of the city. 

The heart of a city is its people. Its survival, 
its growth are utterly dependent on human 
relationships; the interaction of the myriad 
groups that comprise an urban community 
can either be beneficial or grievously hurtful. 
The latter has come in a large, bitter dose to 
the state’s largest city. 

A city can learn from the past, but it can- 
not live in the shadows of what has trans- 
pired before; a city must live in the present 
and for the future. 

For Newark, the present means a whole- 
sale mending of the broken pieces; for the 
future it means a rebuilding and develop- 
ment in the areas that may have been 
neglected before because of severely limited 
resources and the failure of the state and 
federal governments to responsibly acknowl- 
edge the city’s monumental problems. 

This has been said many times before; it 
bears repeating because it could be the one, 
single compelling factor: Newark cannot 
survive in a socio-economic vacuum, an in- 
sularity that deepens and compounds the 
problems that beset it. 

These problems cannot be resolved within 
the city proper; there must be meaningful 
help from the state and the federal gov- 
ernments. There must be programs to up- 
grade the standard of living for economically 
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deprived families: The city urgently needs 
more housing of moderate rentals. The 
school system, in quality and physical struc- 
ture, must be sharply upgraded. Job train- 
ing programs must be significantly expanded. 

These are the causes for the high incidence 
of urban crime; these are the fundamental, 
root causes for the despair and anguish that 
grips the socially and economically deprived 
in large urban centers where racial strife has 
erupted in terrifying dimensions. 

It serves little constructive purpose at this 
time to become embroiled in a negative mael- 
strom of recrimination and invective, the 
emotional backwash of a deeply unsettling 
experience. Already there are differences of 
opinion regarding official actions and con- 
duct in the quelling of the lawless rioting, 
the plundering and killing of innocent per- 
sons. 

There may be sincere differences of opin- 
ion in this regard: There are some who now, 
in retrospect, interpret firmness and reso- 
luteness in dealing with ruthless snipers in 
the harsher connotation of toughness and 
over-zealousness. 

The bravery and courage of law enforce- 
ment. . National Guardsmen, state and 
local police . . . in restoring order to a shat- 
tered city should be noted. And warm com- 
mendation should go to the city’s fire forces 
who braved sniper bullets and other acts of 
violence while performing their duties under 
trying, adverse conditions. 

And there can only be high regard for Goy. 
Hughes, who realistically acknowledged that 
the initial official responsibility was to re- 
store law and order in an anarchic atmos- 
phere. The governor drew the only reason- 
able interpretation in characterizing the 
rioters and the snipers as criminal elements 
wao sought to exploit a tragic human situa- 

on. 

The marauding acts, the violence, the 
criminality were quite distinct and apart 
from social protest; they were no part of 
a genuine social movement, and civil rights 
leaders firmly disavowed these elements. 

The right of a society to resist criminal 
disorder is fundamental to its survival. One 
civil rights leader, Roy Wilkins, made this 
amply clear. “Once a riot gets under way 
the prime business of everyone is to stop it,” 
he said. “Violence has to be stopped before 
society can proceed.” 

Newark is now at this crucial juncture: 
Society can proceed. And it must determine, 
for its own future, how the urban society 
can best proceed for the common interests 
and welfare of all its citizens, without bitter 
racial and social confrontations that criti- 
cally debilitate the vitality of the city and 


its people. 


VIETNAM 


Mr. WINN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to extend my remarks at 
this point in the Recorp and include 
extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Kansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. McDADE, Mr. Speaker, we are 
faced in 1967 with the war in Vietnam as 
the overwhelming factor of our national 
life. We are seeking in that war to bring 
about a peaceful solution to the question: 
How can a small nation in Southeast Asia 
achieve its national well-being in the 
face of a vast threat from a neighbor- 
ing Communist nation. All of us seek a 
peaceful solution to this question. 

Last week, my distinguished colleague 
from Massachusetts [Mr. Morse] in the 
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company of seven other Members of this 
body, put forth a proposal to bring the 
fighting to an end. This proposal, which 
represents a gradual and step-by-step 
deescalation of the war on both sides, 
is new, is imaginative, and is responsible. 
I wish to associate myself with the pro- 
posal put forth by my distinguished col- 
leage from Massachusetts and with the 
remarks he and others made on the floor 
on Monday of this week. Even more than 
that, I hope that this voice is heard in 
every nation on earth which is interested 
in bringing this war to an end. Most par- 
ticularly, I hope these proposals are 
studied in Hanoi so that a beginning can 
be made in bringing about the end of this 
costly war and in bringing peace to South 
Vietnam and to North Vietnam alike. 


THE CONGRESSIONAL INTERNS FOR 
PEACE MAY WALK OUT ON THE 
PRESIDENT 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
previous order of the House, the gentle- 
man from Illinois [Mr. MICHEL] is recog- 
nized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I have 
asked for this time this afternoon to 
bring to the attention of the House, and 
particularly the Members employing 
summer interns in their office, the activ- 
ities of some of these interns, about 
which you may not be aware. 

I am concerned because I have been 
very particular and selective in choosing 
the young people to serve as my own 
interns. I thought the real intent and 
purpose of the intern program was to 
give these young people a firsthand grasp 
of the activities of the Congress and the 
inner workings of Government. The 
young men I have brought here have 
been concentrating their efforts in this 
area, but they have also been asked to 
participate with all the other interns in 
some activities which I should like to 
expose to public light this afternoon. 

There is, as a matter of fact, at this 
moment a group of inconspicuous interns 
organizing a group known as “The Con- 
gressional Interns for Peace.” Their ex- 
pressed purpose is to formulate opposi- 
tion to the Vietnam war by gathering as 
many signatures as possible from interns 
on Capitol Hill on a petition to be pre- 
sented to the President in person at some 
future scheduled seminar at the White 
House. It is my further understanding 
that there have been discussions over the 
possibility of walking out on the Presi- 
dent at the time of the presentation as 
a possible means of getting additional 
press coverage of their position. 

I should like at this point, Mr. Speaker, 
to include the text of the Dear Intern” 
letter being circulated to all of the in- 
terns. I understand this will be followed 
up by a personal contact Tuesday. The 
letter follows: 

Dear INTERN: We are seeking your support 
for the enclosed letter which we will present 
to President Johnson, Our aim is to obtain 
as large a percentage of hill interns as pos- 
sible to sign this statement in order to con- 
vince the policymakers that some of the most 
respectable elements of our young society 
are concerned about our actions in Vietnam. 
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We believe the letter to be polite yet to 
the point. If you sign you do so as an in- 
dividual and irrespective of office. The person 
for whom you work will not be implicated 
and will nowhere be mentioned. 

We feel that on such an enormously im- 
portant issue as Vietnam it is essential that 
those who are informed and interested com- 
mit their names rather than silently sit back 
and fear involvement. If you are in sympathy 
with our purpose and think our letter dis- 
criminating, we urge you to add your name 
... “as a matter of conscience to go on 
record before our nation that we can no 
longer condone this war through our silence.” 

“We Congressional Interns, selected and 
appointed by Senators and Representatives, 
have come to work in Washington because of 
our interest in Public Service; our presence 
here this summer evidences our desire to be 
the ‘doers and builders’ of whom you spoke, 
Yet although we are anxious to build a 
greater nation and a healthier world, we 
fear that our actions in Vietnam are detract- 
ing from the achievement of these goals. We 
therefore sign this statement as a matter 
of conscience to go on record before our 
nation that we can no longer condone this 
war through our silence. 

“It seems to us that our efforts in Vietnam 
are self-defeating. Because our Government 
thinks it is so right, it has become self- 
righteous, and, as a result, it has turned a 
local struggle into an ideological war in 
which one million people have died. We are 
destroying the country we seek to liberate. 
Are we to repeat the triumph of the Roman 
General, Tacitus, who said, ‘We made a 
desert and called it peace’? Senator Mc- 
Govern has expressed this point well: ‘After 
all the dead are counted—American and 
Vietnamese—and the countryside is laid 
waste, what will we then have accomplished?’ 

“We are also concerned with the ‘fall-out 
effects’ that the war is having elsewhere. 
The Vietnam conflict has turned world 
opinion against us. East and West fear being 
dragged into another world war. 

“At home, usually responsible Americans 
shout to ‘forget the first amendment’ and 
to ‘handcuff them (dissenters), chain the 
anchor around their neck and throw them 
overboard,’ In the name of democracy they 
would destroy democracy by adopting the 
tactics we ostensibly deplore. 

“Most important, however, we believe that 
& nation in which one fifth of its population 
exists below a subsistence level, and which 
is faced with serious interna] disorders, 
should regard its own domestic situation as 
the highest priority; and yet we spend as 
much a month on the War in Vietnam as 
we do a year on the War on Poverty. We 
share your enthusiasm, Mr. President, in your 
vision of the Great Society, but we are 
disappointed that it is being blurred by the 
billions being siphoned off to Vietnam. 

“Finally, the war is alienating many of our 
generation. In this Post-Nuremberg world 
where each person is morally responsible for 
his own actions, many students cannot rec- 
oncile performance of military duty in Viet- 
nam with their concepts of personal con- 
science. Many will be faced with the alter- 
natives of going to jail or killing for a cause 
they consider unjust. 

“We therefore believe that the fragmenta- 
tion and disenchantment that this conflict 
has wrought upon our nation, and of par- 
ticular relevance to us upon our generation, 
poses a far more serious threat to the sta- 
bility and security of our own society. 

“Many of our officials now admit our ini- 
tial error in assuming this commitment and 
in our tactic of escalation. Yet rather than 
remedy the error they are compounding it. 
Before the entire world becomes Tacitus’s 
desert, Mr. President, we urge a new effort 
to achieve peace. We join with such distin- 
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guished Americans as Senators Fulbright, 
McGovern, Hatfield, and Morse, and J. K. 
Galbraith, George Kennan, Arthur Schlesin- 
ger Jr., and Martin Luther King in repudi- 
ating the basic assumptions which have 
justified our intervention. 

“We also add our voices to the 100 college 
student presidents and editors and to the 50 
Rhodes Scholars who have also written to 
you. To date 12,000 of our peers have per- 
ished. Before more lose their chance to “do 
and build” for their country, we urge you, 
Mr. President, to begin the deescalation of 
the Vietnam War.” 


These young people have the right to 
voice their opinions, just as any other 
American, but it does distress me that 
there are those who would seek to ex- 
ploit collectively this group of outstand- 
ing young people who come into our of- 
fices from all sections of the country. 
There are about 20 ringleaders of this 
movement, serving in offices which I shall 
not name, and calling meetings in Mem- 
bers’ offices and it might not be a bad 
idea for Members to know for sure what 
is going on in their own offices. 

The point here is that the prestige of 
our offices is being used to foster a given 
point of view and conceivably a number 
of these young, inexperienced people 
could find themselves caught up in and 
endorsing a movement which they know 
very little about. And may I remind you 
there are some 1,300 interns on Capitol 
Hill. If half of this number should be- 
come signers of a letter to the President, 
it would obviously command press atten- 
tion, and this is one of the principal aims 
of the group—to get publicity. 

While the ringleaders profess to be 
“builders and doers” I think it is signi- 
ficant to point out that none of their 
meetings have been held publicly, but 
behind closed doors. 

The Congressional Interns for Peace 
movement is one of many movements 
acting as a spoke emanating from a hub, 
and the hub is an organization in the 
Washington metropolitan area known as 
the Spring Mobilization Committee. This 
latter committee is supported by such 
civil rights leaders and agitators as 
Julius Hobson of ACT, Rev. James Be- 
vill, Anthony Thomas of the Young So- 
cialist Alliance, Lester McKinney of 
SNCC, among many others. 

I am reminded that this past week 
some of our colleagues circulated a letter 
making a point that professional agita- 
tors do not travel from State to State. 
This, of course, depends upon what one 
means by the word “agitator,” but we 
have ample evidence and proof of peo- 
ple traveling from one area, city, and 
State to another to foment trouble, dis- 
turb the peace and domestic tranquillity. 

For example, back in June there was 
an intern party for Dick Gregory, who 
made the announcement that he in- 
tended to run for President. The written 
invitation to this party was followed up 
with a personal invitation by a represent- 
ative of SNCC. When he was asked who 
was behind it all, he simply responded, 
“It is none of your business.” Agitators 
were flown in from Atlanta, Ga. They 
were hippies who work with Hap Brown’s 
SNCC, 
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Then, on June 28, an agitator who 
headed the recent demonstration pro- 
testing the war in Vietnam in general, 
and Lyndon Johnson in particular, spoke 
about the fiasco of their demonstration 
in Los Angeles where he was instrumental 
in inciting 100,000 protestors. He is here 
to help organize similar demonstrations 
in the District of Columbia area in con- 
junction with Rev. James Bevill, the 
ofttimes Pentagon agitator. 

Proposals are now being circulated in 
the District of Columbia area for a Mu- 
hammad Ali demonstration. While the 
arrangements are tentative and orga- 
nizers are waiting until they can get Mu- 
hammad Ali to come from California to 
the District of Columbia area, there is 
a notice of this being circulated by mem- 
bers of the Spring Mobilization Commit- 
tee, and I would ask unanimous con- 
sent, Mr. Speaker, that the text of that 
particular notice be included in the 
Recorp at this point. 

PROPOSAL FOR A DEMONSTRATION IN SUPPORT 
OF MUHAMMAD ALI 

Anti-war activists must defend all those 
who are persecuted by the government for 
their opposition and resistance to the Viet- 
nam war and the draft. An attack on one 
is an attack on all. If the government were 
to be successful in isolating large numbers 
of opponents and resisters to this war by 
imprisonment or deprivation of rights, our 
attempts to build a massive movement to 
end the war in Vietnam would be weakened. 
It is also a responsibility of our movement 
to reach new segments of the population on 
issues relating to the war. In addition, it is 
essential that we condemn the totally racist 
character of the Vietnam war and the draft. 

Muhammad Ali, the heavy-weight cham- 
pion of the world, is probably the best- 
known victim of government persecution to 
opponents and resisters of the war and the 
draft. The anti-war movement must support 
Muhammad Ali's right to draft-deferment on 
the basis of his religious convictions and 
must reiterate its clear condemnation of 
the racist war and the racist draft. Action in 
support of Muhammad Ali would prove ef- 
fective in reaching out to the Afro-American 
community where there is mass support for 
Muhammad Ali, 

Therefore, we propose a demonstration by 
the Washington Mobilization Committee to 
End the War in Vietnam and other groups 
in support of Muhammad Ali, We propose 
that the demonstration take place on [still 
pending]. We propose that there be a rally 
at [still pending] at the John F. Kennedy 
playground at 7th and P streets, N.W. This 
should be followed by a march down 7th 
street to G street and over to the induction 
center at 916 G Street, N.W. A demonstration 
should be held at the induction center for 
approximately one hour. The character of 
the demonstration should be support of 
Muhammad Ali’s right to deferment on reli- 
gious grounds and condemnation of the 
racist war and the racist draft. 

Jean Bell, Chairman, Finance Commit- 
tee, D.C. Mobilization Committee; Ter- 
rill Brumback, Chairman, Mass Ac- 
tions Committee, D.C. Mobilization 
Committee; Julius Hobson, Chairman, 
ACT; Lester McKinnie, Chairman, D.C. 
SNCC; Vivian Moore, Chairman, Mo- 
bilization Newsletter; David Rein, Esq.; 
Ray Robinson; Nancy Strebe, Chair- 
man, Defense Committee, D.C. Mobili- 
zation Com.; Anthony Thomas, Young 
Socialist Alliance; Linda Wetter, Sec- 
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retary, D.C. Mobilization Committee; 
Dagmar Wilson, Founder, Women 
Strike for Peace. 


You are all aware, I am sure, that our 
interns were invited to hear David Miller, 
the prominent draft-card burner in the 
caucus room, until the Speaker was told 
about it and scuttled the appearance. His 
speech was rescheduled off the Hill at 
the William Penn House, 515 East Capi- 
tol Street. 

In closing, I should like to alert the 
Members to the scheduled meeting next 
Tuesday, July 25, at 11:45 in the Old Sen- 
ate Office Building, room 457, where 
there will be supposedly a mass meeting 
of all interns interested in the congres- 
sional interns for peace program. And 
having some idea of the nature of that 
meeting, Mr. Speaker, I cannot help but 
observe that at one time, particularly in 
the Kennedy administration, these young 
people were being wooed and courted in 
an unending stream by administration 
people, hopefully to get them to parrot 
the party line, so to speak. It seems, how- 
ever, under the Johnson administration 
these lines of communication have be- 
come completely disrupted and we now 
find a very well-planned scheme being 
hatched right under our House “wing” 
to undercut and embarrass the adminis- 
tration. 


THE RUSH FOR AN ANTIRIOT 
LAW 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
previous order of the House, the gentle- 
man from California [Mr. CoHELAN] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. COHELAN. Mr. Speaker, in the 
shock stemming from the riots we have 
witnessed in cities scattered throughout 
our Nation, there is a great popular de- 
mand for a solution to these deplorable 
incidents. 

I am fully sympathetic to this demand, 
and I think all of us honestly seek to find 
the key to stopping the destruction and 
heartbreak inherent in civil disturbances 
of this magnitude. 

Yesterday we passed a bill titled by its 
proponents as an antiriot bill, but I 
do not think the question before us then 
or now is whether or not we are “anti” 
riots. 

It is my concern that any bill publi- 
cized as antiriot“ will fall heir to 
popular support without careful analy- 
sis of its language and of the basic causes 
of these riots. 

My concern is shared by others. 

The American Civil Liberties Union, in 
a very sound legal analysis of H.R. 421, 
reached the conclusion that: 

The question is not whether these dis- 
orders are to be tolerated, but what can and 
should be done in dealing with them. We 
fail to see how H.R. 421 in any way provides 
a constructive solution to the problem, and 
furthermore find in analyzing it that it is 
so badly drafted that it will infringe on First 
Amendment freedoms and will also violate 
the due process clause of the Fifth Amend- 
ment. 


In my own State of California, the 
San Francisco Chronicle reminded us in 
an editorial on Tuesday that “riots are 
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for the most part home grown” and do 
not mushroom merely because of out- 
of-State agitation. 

The Washington Post this morning, 
after commenting that— 


The bill is about as sensible as an injunc- 
tion against a hurricane. 


Went on to say— 

Most serious of all, however, in our judg- 
ment is the bill’s flagrant misapprehension 
of the causes of rioting. 


This bill came to us without having 
been subjected to full legislative hear- 
ings. Serious questions have been raised 
about its constitutionality and eventual 
effectiveness. 

When this legislation is considered by 
the other body, I hope they will deliberate 
upon these objections, and should this 
measure come back to the House in any 
form, I urge a complete reevaluation of 
the premises on which it is based. 

And more importantly, I hope this 
body will not feel it has accepted its full 
responsibility for solving the riots “born 
of alienation, despair, and a sense of in- 
justice in urban slums” with the passage 
of H.R. 421. If we are truly antiriots, a 
great deal more needs to be done. 

Mr. Speaker, I call the attention of our 
colleagues to a letter from the American 
Civil Liberties Union stating its objec- 
tions to the language of H.R. 421, as well 
as an editorial from the San Francisco 
Chronicle of July 18 and the Washington 
Post of July 20, all three of which I would 
like to insert in the Recor at this point. 


WASHINGTON OFFICE, AMERICAN 
CIVIL LIBERTIES UNION, 
Washington, D.C., July 10, 1967. 
Re H.R. 421, the Anti-Riot Bill. 

Dran CONGRESSMAN: We, too, along with 
all Americans, share the deep concern 
widely expressed over the outbreak of riots 
and other violent disturbances in a number 
of cities in various sections of the Nation.” 
(H. Rept. 472, p. 2.) The question is not 
whether these disorders are to be tolerated, 
but what can and should be done in dealing 
with them. We fail to see how H.R. 421 in 
any way provides a constructive solution 
to the problem, and furthermore we find in 
analyzing it that it is so badly drafted that 
it will infringe on First Amendment free- 
doms and will also violate the due process 
clause of the Fifth Amendment. 

The bill provides that anyone who travels 
in interstate or foreign commerce or who uses 
the mails with intent to (a) “incite a riot 
or to organize, promote, encourage, or carry 
on a riot” or to aid and abet any person 
in inciting a riot, and (b) who performs or 
attempts to perform any overt act specified 
in (a) shall be fined $10,000 or imprisoned 
for not more than five years. 

A section on definitions is included, § 2102, 
which defines inciting a riot as meaning 
“urging or instigating other persons to riot, 
but shall not mean the mere advocacy of 
ideas, or the mere expression of belief.” 
Strangely enough, however, there is no simi- 
lar definition of “encouraging” or “promot- 
ing” a riot. 

1. The bill clearly violates the First 
Amendment’s freedom of speech clause. 

a. The bill attempts unsuccessfully to 
avoid a First Amendment problem by defin- 
ing and limiting “inciting a riot” as “urging 
or instigating other persons to riot but shall 
not mean the mere advocacy of ideas or their 
mere expression of belief.“ This definition is 
apparently based on the Supreme Court de- 
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cision in Yates v. United States, 354 U.S. 298 
(1957), in which the Court reversed the 
convictions of some second-string Commu- 
nist Party leaders because the judge failed 
to instruct the jury properly on the differ- 
ence between unprotected speech and ad- 
vocacy of abstract doctrine. However, the 
definition in the bill ignores the additional 
factor the Court said must be present—that 
there must be the use of language reasonably 
calculated to induce action immediately. 
Justice Harlan, speaking for the Court, said 
that even “urging” forcible overthrow was 
not sufficient. There must be something 
more. 

Where the bill goes astray in its definition 
is in assuming that only the mere advocacy 
of ideas or the mere expression of belief” is all 
that is protected by the First Amendment. 
That is simply not true. 

In Terminiello v. Chicago, 337 U.S. 1 (1949), 
the Supreme Court reversed a conviction 
for breach of the peace of a suspended 
Catholic priest for giving a speech which the 
judge charged the jury “stirs the public to 
anger, invites dispute, brings about a con- 
dition of unrest, or creates a disturbance.” 
Justice Douglas in speaking for the major- 
ity said: 

“A function of free speech under our sys- 
tem of government is to invite dispute. It 
may indeed best serve its high purpose when 
it induces a condition of unrest, creates 
dissatisfaction with conditions as they are, 
or even stirs people to anger. Speech is often 
provocative and challenging. That is why 
freedom of speech, though not absolute 
is nevertheless protected against censorship 
or punishment, unless shown likely to pro- 
duce a clear and present danger of a serious 
substantive evil that rises far above public 
inconvenience, annoyance, or unrest.” 337 
US. at 4-5. 

Contrary to the definition in the bill, free 
speech beyond “mere advocacy of ideas or 
mere expressions of belief” is protected by 
the First Amendment, 

b. As we have noted before, only “inciting 
to riot” is defined, with the limiting lan- 
guage. Not defined or limited, in any way, 
however, are other verbs in the bill: neither 
“organize”, “promote”, encourage“, or “carry 
on”. It is clear that all of these may in- 
volve—almost certainly do involve—speech. 
Yet, by reason of the fact that there is a 
limiting definition of “inciting” (no matter 
how defective) and not of these other verbs, 
the law could penalize individuals who “en- 
courage” or “promote” riots even by the 
mere advocacy of ideas or the mere expres- 
sions of belief. As Mr. Justice Holmes said 
in his dissenting opinion in Gitlow v. New 
York, 268 U.S. 652 at 673: “Every idea is an 
incitement.” 

Unless the House Judiciary Committee de- 
liberately intended this dangerous result, we 
can only conclude it is an example of ex- 
tremely poor draftsmanship. 

c. The bill fails to draw a distinction be- 
tween one who urges his listeners to riot, 
and one who speaks before a hostile audience 
which is inclined to riot against him. 

In Section 2102(c), inciting a riot is de- 
fined as “instigating other persons to riot“. 
“Instigating” may mean “provoking”. Under 
this bill, if Dean Rusk crossed state lines in 
order to keep a speaking engagement to de- 
fend our policy in Viet Nam, but knew that 
a group of individuals intended to conduct a 
riotous demonstration if he appeared, he 
would violate its provisions. 

We agree that it is far-fetched to believe 
that Dean Rusk would be prosecuted. How- 
ever, the same blindness to this vital distinc- 
tion has been characteristic of those who 
have been most outraged by the “outside 
agitator”. In the vast majority of civil rights 
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demonstrations in the South, the public dis- 
orders have been caused not by the non- 
violent demonstrators but by the antago- 
nistic, hostile (not-so-nonviolent) by- 
standers. It is not at all clear that this bill 
is intended only to apply to those who en- 
flame others to riot with the speaker—and 
not to those who take the law into their own 
hands to suppress a speaker whose views 
they find abhorrent. 

“If the speaker incites others to immediate 
unlawful action he may be punished in a 
proper case, stopped when disorder actually 
impends; but this is not to be confused 
with unlawful action from others who seek 
unlawfully to suppress or punish the 
speaker.” “Matter of Rockwell v. Morris,” 
12 A.D. 2d 272, 281 (ist Dept. 1961), aff'd 
215 N.Y.S. 2d 502 (1961), cert. denied 368 
U.S. 913 (1961). 

2. The bill violates the due process clause 
in providing that intent and act do not co- 
incide. 

The bill makes it a crime for an individual 
to cross a state line or to go from a foreign 
country to a state or to mail a letter with a 
certain intent to incite or encourage a riot. 
Afterwards, even though he no longer has 
that same intent, if he commits some overt 
act that could be construed as encouraging 
or promoting a riot or other public disturb- 
ance, he will have violated the law, although 
his crossing of the state line may have oc- 
curred months or even years before. This 
violates a basic requirement of criminal law 
that the intent and the criminal act must 
be contemporaneous. United States v. Foz, 
95 U.S. 670 (1877). 

It is clear the bill does not require any 
specific intent at the time of the overt act— 
only at the time of the crossing of the state 
line. How a jury could possibly establish this 
intent unrelated to a contemporaneous act 
is impossible to fathom. Congressman Gon- 
zalez discussed in testimony before the House 
Judiciary Committee on H.R. 17642 of the 
89th Congress, a bill similar to H.R. 421 
as originally introduced by Congressman 
Cramer, this constitutional defect. He stated 
in language still relevant to H.R. 421 as 
amended that: 

“In other words, this bill would make it a 
criminal offense to think the wrong kind of 
thoughts while crossing a state line. This, 
in light of the language of the First Amend- 
ment, is such a flagrant and fantastic viola- 
tion of the spirit and the letter of the Con- 
stitution, that I am frankly surprised and 
somewhat disturbed that the bill has re- 
ceived the serious attention it has.” 

Reprinted in CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, vol- 
ume 112, part 20, page 27191. 

3. The bill does not require a violator to be 
at the scene of a riot. 

This tying of the intent to the crossing of 
state lines, rather than to the time of the 
overt acts, produces another anomalous re- 
sult. For example, if a person flew from 
California to New York and then publishes 
a newspaper, or makes a speech in New 
York urging or encouraging Californians to 
riot he would be guilty of violating the law. 
In other words, he could violate the law 3000 
miles away from the scene where he en- 
courages a riot. It should be noted that the 
law does not require that a riot actually 
occur, only that the individual does some 
overt act to promote or encourage a riot. 

4. The bill is unnecessary. 

As the Committee Report acknowledges, 
every single state and the District of Co- 
lumbia has statutes to punish affrays, dis- 
turbances of the peace, and riots. 

As emphasized in the minority views of 

en Edwards, Conyers and Tenzer 
to H. Rept. 472, encroachment on state and 
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local police power is presently unwarranted. 
Despite great difficulties, local police gen- 
erally have been able to handle the dis- 
turbances. Assistant Attorney General John 
Doar, head of the Justice Department’s Civil 
Rights Division, has stated that what is in- 
volved is “essentially local functions which 
should be handled primarily on the local 
level.” 

Cities such as New York, Chicago, and 
Cleveland are utilizing specially trained riot 
forces to cope with these disturbances. These 
forces are trained to exercise sound judg- 
ment in determining when to make arrests 
so that while enforcing the law they will 
avoid the stirring up of mob anger. Ill-pre- 
pared federal officials acting under this pro- 
posed law may, while making arrests, unin- 
tentionally inflame tense situations. A Chi- 
cago handbook for the police advises: Don't 
make an arrest unless you can make it stick 
and unless you are sure you won't be over- 
whelmed by the crowd”, Quoted in U.S. 
News & World Report, August 8, 1966. 

5. The bill is based on the myth of the 
“outside agitator”. 

The bill, in dealing with this extremely 
serious problem, rests on the theory that the 
urban riots since 1964 have been caused 
by “out-of-state” inciters (H. Rept. 472, p. 
3). Not a single fact is alleged to substanti- 
ate this simplistic “scapegoat” concept. Ig- 
nored completely is the recent massive study 
by the President’s Commission on Law En- 
forcement and Administration of Justice. 
In the final volume of its report just pub- 
lished a few weeks ago, Task Force Report: 
“Crime and Its Impact—an Assessment”, the 
Commission failed to find any evidence that 
outside agitators had anything to do with 
Watts or any of the other racial riots which 
have occurred (see Chapter 9). The vast 
majority of riots were triggered by police 
arrest incidents, even though the police were 
not acting improperly at the time. The Task 
Force concluded that the riots were “social 
protest of a sort—a criminal sort”; that they 
were “unplanned, undisciplined, unled, and 
incoherent”; that they expressed “hostility, 
resentment, revenge” and the “in 
conviction of Negroes that legal methods of 
protest” are ineffectual; in other words, the 
riots are not only an expression of hostility, 
but a cry for help.” 

The real solution to riots is the elimina- 
tion of the ghetto itself, with all the shame- 
ful economic, social, political, and psycho- 
logical deprivations it causes. 

The tragic irony of H.R. 421 is not only 
that the House once again leads itself astray 
in setting up the strawman of the “outside 
agitator” and in proposing a bill with heavy 
criminal penalties aimed at him, but, at 
the same time, it is cutting back on the 
Anti-Poverty Program, which in a very small 
and insufficient way, at least is attempting 
to alleviate the misery of the ghettoes which 
is the real cause of the riots. Consequently 
we urge you to vote against H.R. 421 when 
it is scheduled for floor action on July 13th. 

Sincerely yours, 
LAWRENCE SPEISER, 
Director, Washington Office. 


From the Washington Post, July 20, 1967] 
Fever PITCH 

The outbreaks of violence in Newark and 
Plainfield, New Jersey, during the past week 
doubtless fired the fever which brought the 
so-called antiriot bill to passage in the 
House of Representatives, The bill is about 
as sensible as an injunction against a hurri- 
cane. But in the prevailing overheated at- 
mosphere, reason was perhaps powerless to 
combat it, 
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We adjure the members of the Senate to 
reflect on this measure when it comes before 
that more deliberative chamber. It would 
fine or imprison anyone who travels in inter- 
state commerce or who uses the mails with 
intent to “incite a riot or to organize, pro- 
mote, encourage, or carry on a riot” or to 
aid and abet any person in inciting a riot. 
A group of thoughtful Congressmen, in a 
letter to their colleagues, summed up the ob- 
jections to this bill. “The bill,” they assert, 
“is wrong in conception, has received inade- 
quate consideration, has grave legal defects 
and raises serious possibilities of interference 
with the legitimate activities of civil rights 
groups and labor organizations.” 

The terms of the bill are dangerously 
vague, What is meant by “encouraging” a 
riot, or “carrying on” a riot? No definition of 
these terms is provided. They may embrace 
exhortation meant to produce no more than 
peaceful protest. As the Supreme Court has 
observed, “A function of free speech under 
our system of government is to invite dis- 
pute. It may indeed best serve its high pur- 
pose when it induces a condition of unrest, 
creates dissatisfaction with conditions as 
they are, or even stirs people to anger. Speech 
is often provocative and challenging.” 

There are ample laws in all the states of 
this Union to deal with rioting, looting, van- 
dalism, arson, sniping and other forms of 
violence, These, quite properly, in the Amer- 
ican governmental structure, are local 
crimes. No local or state law enforcement au- 
thority has requested Congress to supple- 
ment state powers by Federal intervention in 
this area. 

Most serious of all, however, in our judg- 
ment is the bill's flagrant misapprehension 
of the causes of rioting. Riots are born, not 
made. They are born of alienation, despair 
and a sense of injustice in urban slums and 
they are sired by community indifference and 
obtuseness. The proposed antiriot bill merely 
fosters these conditions. Riots cannot effec- 
tively be forbidden. They can be prevented 
by rational prophylactic measures—educa- 
tion, slum clearance, the opening up of job 
opportunities. But to suppose that they are 
simply the consequence of incitement and 
agitation is to aggravate the sense of help- 
lessness and hopelessness in which they are 
conceived. 

From the San Francisco Chronicle, July 18, 
1967] 


THE RUSH FoR AN ANTIRIOT Law 


With the deplorable fury of Newark fur- 
nishing a pretext, Congressmen appear fairly 
certain tomorrow to pass the Cramer bill 
punishing anyone who moves across State 
lines, or uses telephones or other interstate 
facilities, with the intent to incite a riot.” 

The need for a law like this is denied by 
Attorney General Ramsey Clark, who sensi- 
bly said it would have little effect in prevent- 
ing riots. He said there was no evidence of 
interstate conspiracy to activate the Newark 
rioting, and for that matter, he said, riots 
are for the most part home grown, Common 
sense should teach anybody that. 

The Justice Department has been consist- 
ent on the Cramer bill. Last year Assistant 
Attorney General John Doar testified it was 
of doubtful constitutionality and would be 
of little use. Riot control, he noted, has his- 
torically been a state and local police matter. 
“Support your local police” might for once 
be good advice to those Congressmen who 
are in full, emotional cry to do something, not 
just stand there. 


INTRODUCTION OF CAB LEGIS- 
LATION 


Mr. PRYOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
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from California [Mr. Moss] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER, pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Arkansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Speaker, on March 20, 
1967, beginning on page 7336 of the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, I outlined and 
detailed the exchange of correspondence 
which has occurred between the Civil 
Aeronautics Board and me between 
March 19, 1965, and March 20, 1967. At 
the time of my remarks, I stated that 


The documents indicate a very serious de- 
ficiency in the regulation of rates and fares 
by that independent regulatory agency 
which is, and I believe that all Members of 
Congress would agree on this, nothing, more 
or less, than an agent of Congress. 


I am submitting, today additional cor- 
respondence which only serves to rein- 
force the statement I made March 20. 
That correspondence follows: 

APRIL 27, 1967. 
CHARLES S. MURPHY, 
Chairman, 
Civil Aeronautics Board, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Since the experlence 
which international carriers have had in as- 
sessing a $2.50 charge on movies in flight 
would be relevant to your current considera- 
tion of the imposition of a $2.00 charge on 
domestic flights, I would appreciate receiv- 
ing from you an analysis of what the experi- 
ence with the $2.50 charge has shown, 

Your timely response to this request will 
be appreciated, 

Sincerely, 
JoHN E. Moss, 
Member of Congress. 


CIVIL AERONAUTICS BOARD, 
Washington, D.C., May 3, 1967. 
Hon. Jonn E. Moss, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN Moss: The Chairman 
has asked me to reply to your letter of April 
27, 1967, requesting an analysis of what the 
experience of international carriers with a 
$2.50 charge for in-flight movies has shown. 

The Board does not presently have usage 
data upon which the requested analysis can 
be made. However, there is presently pend- 
ing before the Board a petition of Inflight 
Motion Pictures, Inc. for reconsideration of 
Order E-24823, March 6, 1967, in which the 
Board approved the IATA agreement specify- 
ing the $2.50 charge. In its petition, Inflight 
has requested the Board to require each air 
carrier proponent of the agreement to file 
with the Board for its information and the 
information of interested parties: (a) data 
showing, by classes, the number of users of 
headsets and the number of passengers 
carried, on a monthly basis on each interna- 
tional route on which it provided in-flight 
entertainment during the period in which 
the $2.50 charge has been in effect, and dur- 
ing the 12-month period preceding, and (b) 
such other data pertinent to a considera- 
tion of the public acceptance of the $2.50 
charge, as each such carrier may have. In 
addition, in its comments on the Board’s 
proposal that a minimum charge of $2.00 be 
required for visual in-flight entertainment 
in interstate and overseas air transporta- 
tion, Inflight has requested that no action 
be taken by the Board on the proposal until 
such data have been filed with the Board and 
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interested parties have had an opportunity 
to file comments in the light of such data. 
Since these matters are presently pending 
before the Board, I am certain that you will 
understand that I cannot comment on their 
merits. I shall, however, keep you advised 
of any further developments in this regard. 
Sincerely yours, 
JOHN W. DREGGE, 
Director, Community and Congres- 
sional Relations. 


CIVIL AERONAUTICS BOARD, 
Washington, D.C., June 26, 1967. 
Hon. JOHN E. Moss, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN Moss: In our letter to 
you of May 16, 1967 we advised you that the 
Board had directed the air carriers to supply 
information as to the utilization of head sets 
for inflight entertainment at the charge of 
$2.50 in international transportation. 

We have obtained this information show- 
ing users before and after institution of the 
$2.50 charge from Pan American and TWA, 
Copies of their summaries are in somewhat 
different format but we believe they will give 
you the information you desire. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOHN W. DREGGE, 
Director, Community and Congressional 
Relations. 
TRANS-WoRLD AIRLINES, INC., IN-FLIGHT 
ENTERTAINMENT 


Percent of transatlantic passengers using 
earsets and number of flights, 1966 


1966 


Number of 


Geke, | Sate | Weed 
jo surcharge, | charge, | ing in- 

Ist class * coach ee 

ment 
Januar) 50. 3 418 
February. 1 53.9 405 
Match. 3 48.5 489 
yc See. 50.3 526 
1967 
{$2.50 surcharge, effective May 24, 1966] 

Janue y 47.1 37.0 357 
8 — 49.6 35.6 341 
W 49.2 33.6 376 
Aprils. S25S..5-: 2 50.5 33.1 460 


Note.—Winter configuration: 24 Ist class, 114 coach. Summe 
configuration: 16 Ist class, 126 coach (fully implemented by 
Apr. 28). Movies were deleted on late departures because of 
the airline strike on Sept. 1, 1966, and were reinstated on 
Apr. 18, 1967, hence an interim reduction in the number of 
flights with in-flight entertainment (movies). 


Number of transatlantic passengers and 
earset usage on flights offering in-flight 
entertainment 


Number of passengers Earset usage ! 


Month 


Ist class Economy Ist class Economy 
3.050 24.772 5 12.461 
2.792 18, 916 2, 705 10, 188 
3.843 30, 115 3, 746 14, 598 
4,495 i „329 0,039 
January 2.711 19, 678 1,277 7.280 
Februa 2,278 15,170 1,131 5,407 
March. 2, 856 20, 503 1, 405 6, 898 
April. 3,789 30, 733 1,915 10, 187 


This data was obtained from Inflight Motion Pictures, Inc. 
June 14,1967 
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SCHEDULE A.—Monthly summary of number of flights, seats, and passengers for scheduled services having in-flight entertainment since 


introduction of the $2.50 charge 
Ist class | Economy class | Total all classes 
Number of | y 
flights Passengers Passengers | Passengers 
Seats Seats Seats | 
Total Users Total Users Total Users 
89 1,780 956 250 10, 235 7,553 1,443 12,015 8, 509 1,693 
503 10, 060 5,503 1.387 57,845 46,912 9,429 7, 905 52,415 10, 816 
535 10, 700 6, 752 1,945 61, 525 57, 341 12,214 72, 225 093 14, 159 
543 10, 860 6,321 1,555 62, 445 56, 138 11,621 73, 305 62, 459 13,176 
482 9,640 5.562 1,346 55, 430 43, 956 8,923 65, 070 49, 518 10, 269 
371 7, 420 4,719 1, 090 42, 27, 348 5, 688 50, 085 "067 6,778 
359 7,180 3, 856 941 41, 285 19, 363 3, 853 48, 485 23,219 4,794 
350 „000 3.015 846 40, 250 25,273 5,323 47,250 8, 288 6, 169 
437 8,740 3, 854 948 50,255 , 590 5,546 58,995 31, 444 6,494 
454 , 080 4,177 1,028 52, 210 24, 017 5,116 61, 290 28, 194 , 144 
521 10, 420 5,075 1,259 „915 30, 736 6, 762 70, 335 35, 811 8, 021 
452 9, 040 5,451 1,368 51,980 32. 280 6,714 1. 020 37,731 „082 
5, 096 101,920 | 55, 241 | 13, 963 586, 040 398, 507 | 82, 632 =. 687, baal | 453,748 | 96,595 
Percent total passengers of seats 4.2 | 
Percent total users of seats. i 
Percent total users of passengers. 


1 $2.50 charge effective May 24, 1966. 


SCHEDULE B.— Monthly summary of number 
of flights, seats, and passengers for sched- 
uled services having in-flight entertain- 
ment at a charge of $1 per passenger + 


Economy class 
Number 
of Passengers 
flights | Seats — 
Total | Users 


5 
Ld 
85 


SN ese 
88888 88 


298,540 110.931 47,086 


37.2 
15.8 
42.4 


13 for economy class only; $1 charge not applicable to 


mgr charge effective Oct. 16. 
1 charge discontinued May 23. ($2.50 charge for all inter- 
national passengers became effective May 24, 1966). 


The following letter is a reply by the 
CAB to a letter received from an indi- 
vidual who wrote concerning inflight 
entertainment: 


CIVIL AERONAUTICS BOARD, 
Washington, D.C., May 12, 1967. 

This will reply to your letter of April 30, 
1967, requesting additional information on 
the proposed charge for in-flight entertain- 
ment, 

Initially, in the absence of a separate 
charge for in-flight movies, the costs of this 
service are paid from the over-all revenues 
of the carriers. Since the fares paid by pas- 
sengers provide a major portion of the rev- 
enues of most air carriers, there is little 
question that the funds paid by the carriers 
for in-flight movies can be traced back to 
this source. However, from a rate making 
standpoint the Board has not heretofore in- 
cluded the carriers cost for in-flight enter- 
tainment as one of the expenses to be con- 
sidered in determining the lawful level of 
fares to be charged for air transportation. 
Thus, even though these costs are being ab- 


sorbed by the carriers, the present level of 
fares has not been established to reflect this 
expense. The Board’s proposal would con- 
tinue to exclude the costs of in-flight enter- 
tainment from those carrier expenses which 
have been accepted for rate making purposes 
and not permit these costs to become im- 
bedded in the fare level. 

On the other hand, the service of meals at 
normal dining hours has long been con- 
sidered as a part of the total transportation 
services provided by air carriers. In those 
markets, where meals are served the levels of 
first-class and coach fares reflect the average 
costs of this service per passenger and do not 
depend upon whether a meal is accepted or 
not. 


I hope this information will be helpful. 
Sincerely yours, 
THOMAS P. SHEEHAN, 
Chief Counsel, Rates Division, Bureau of 
Economics. 


Mr. Speaker, the CAB not only clearly 
and succinctly admits decisions were 
being reached without detailed evidence 
of in-flight motion picture use, but, in a 
new proposed rule, the CAB will require 
each airline to file provisions for the type 
and amount of charges for in-flight 
liquor service in the same manner that 
they file passenger fares and cargo rates. 

Does Mr. Murphy seriously feel the 
duty of the Board is to remove all ves- 
tiges of competition? How far will the 
Chairman eventually proceed down the 
road to complete disregard of the public 
interest? 

Well, Mr. Speaker, I do not think my 
colleagues and I can afford to sit idly 
by while this constant erosion of the 
competitive nature of transportation 
continues. The time to act on behalf of 
our citizenry and in support of free en- 
terprise is now. I am, therefore, intro- 
ducing the following legislation to pro- 
hibit further irresponsible activity on 
the part of the Board in the area of in- 
flight cabin services. 

H.R. 11620 
A bill to prohibit the Civil Aeronautics 
Board from regulating the charges made 


by air carriers for certain in-flight services 
made available to passengers 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 


America in Congress assembled, That (a) 
section 404 of the Federal Aviation Act of 
1958, which relates to rates for carriage of 
persons and property, is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new sub- 
section: 


“CHARGES FOR IN-FLIGHT SERVICES 


“(c) The Board shall not regulate the 
charges made by an air carrier for any in- 
flight service, not essential to the perform- 
ance of the transportation function of the 
air carrier (including but not limited to in- 
flight food and beverage service and in- 
flight entertainment), provided for the 
benefit of only those passengers who desire 
to avail themselves of such service. Nothing 
in this subsection shall be construed to 
supersede any authority contained in this 
Act to regulate any such in-flight service in 
the interest of safety in air transportation.” 

(b) That portion of the table of contents 
contained in the first section of the Federal 
Aviation Act of 1958 which appears under 
the heading “Sec. 404. Rates for carriage of 
persons and property.” is amended by add- 
ing at the end thereof the following new 
item: 


“(c) Charges for in-flight services,” 


SUMMER ARTS FESTIVAL 


Mr. PRYOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. VANIK] may extend his 
remarks at this point in the RECORD and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER, pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Arkansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Speaker, it is with a 
great deal of pride and pleasure that I 
wish to call to the attention of the Mem- 
bers of this House the Summer Arts Fes- 
tival which is currently in full opera- 
tion in my city of Cleveland. 

The Summer Arts Festival was con- 
ceived in the minds of public spirited 
Clevelanders as a means to bring live 
theater, music, and arts programs to 10 
different neighborhoods throughout the 
city during the summer of 1967. Mr. 
Howard Whittaker of the Music School 
Settlement of Cleveland has acted ad- 
mirably as executive director of this im- 
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portant group. Dr. Lester Glick, one of 
the Cleveland Summer Arts Festival 
founders, was elected as the festival’s 
first president. Free performances have 
been scheduled of the Cleveland Play 
House, the Cleveland Orchestra, Lake 
Erie Opera Theatre, as well as features of 
local and national jazz, rock and roll, and 
other musical talent. The effort of the 
Cleveland Arts Festival is indeed unique 
in bringing entertainment right down to 
the neighborhood level throughout the 
city. The hard-working committee has 
included, as well, employment opportuni- 
ties for young people from the neighbor- 
hoods in which performances will occur 
through grants from the Neighborhood 
Youth Corps of the Office of Economic 
Opportunity. 

We have, since the first performance on 
June 25, seen the enthusiastic response 
from neighborhood people who have 
come by the thousands to attend the per- 
formances which have been offered. As is 
indicated in the Cleveland Plain Dealer 
editorial of July 20, 1967, entitled Good 
Happenings in the Parks,” 6,000 people 
came to hear a rock and roll folk music 
concert in one neighborhood, and the av- 
erage attendance throughout has been 
over 1,400 for the 38 outdoor perform- 
ances of all sorts of programs which have 
occurred to date. I make special note of 
the important roles played by the Cleve- 
land Welfare Association, the Music 
School Settlement, the Cleveland local of 
the Musicians Union, the energetic young 
group known as Group 66, the city of 
Cleveland’s Recreation and Safety Di- 
rector staff, the Cleveland Orchestra, the 
Cleveland Play House, the Lake Erie Op- 
era Theatre, the Karamu House, as well 
as each of the board members of the 
Cleveland Arts Festival who have worked 
so hard individually to assure the suc- 
cess of this vital effort. 

In addition, I wish to make special note 
of the workshops in creative arts which 
have been made available through the 
facilities of the Karamu House in Cleve- 
land. These workshops have provided op- 
portunities for thousands of neighbor- 
hood youngsters to participate in daytime 
creative activity which would not have 
otherwise been possible. 

It is indeed my hope that what are now 
known as the Summer Arts Festival and 
the Summer Arts Festival Karamu Work- 
shop, can be made a permanent and 
integral part of neighborhood program- 
ing on a year-round basis. 

It is my hope and intention to deter- 
mine ways in which this vital program 
can obtain the necessary level of Federal 
and local commitment required to as- 
sure its continuation on a yearly basis. 
This program has thus far amply demon- 
strated its worth through its high level 
of success which can only be shown by 
the high level of support given each per- 
formance by the local people in each of 
the neighborhoods. 

I wish to include at this point an edi- 
torial from the Cleveland Press of June 
19, 1967, entitled “A Summer To Be 
Richer With Arts Festival;” an edito- 
rial from the Cleveland Plain Dealer of 
July 20 entitled “Good Happenings in 
the Parks;” a comprehensive listing of 
the events of the Cleveland Arts Festival 
from June 19 through August 25 which 
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appeared in the Cleveland Plain Dealer 
of June 7, 1967; an editorial which ap- 
peared recently in the Cleveland Plain 
Dealer, entitled “Summer Jobs for 
Hough Youth;” an article from the 
Cleveland Call and Post entitled Sum- 
mer Arts Festival Spotlights ‘The Duke’;” 
and finally an article concerning the 
election of officers of the Cleveland Arts 
Festival. 

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, I wish to 
congratulate all of those hard-working 
people associated with this fine program. 
It is my hope that we will see more such 
positive activities throughout the com- 
ing year and the summer to follow. 

The editorials follow: 

SUMMER To Be RICHER WITH ARTS FESTIVAL 

When you can see Shakespeare on a base- 
ball diamond and hear opera at a skating 
rink, you can be sure culture has come to 
town. 

It has come to town in a most entertain- 
ing way. The Summer Arts Festival opens 
tonight with a Play House production of 
Shakespeare's fantasy “The Tempest” at the 
Fairview Park baseball field and Puccini's 
delightful one-act “Gianni Schicchi,” with 
the Lake Erie Opera Theater and the Cleve- 
land Orchestra at the Woodland Hills Park 
skating rink. 

And this is just the beginning. In addition 
to 20 free performances of “The Tempest” 
and 10 of “Gianni Schicchi,” the days ahead 
will also sparkle with dance programs, 
neighborhood drama workshops, puppet 
shows, and big name band concerts. 

The Summer Arts Festival is a Cleveland 
first. 

Clevelanders can show their appreciation 
to the sponsoring groups simply by enjoying 
the many attractions of the tuneful, colorful 
summer ahead. 


Goop HAPPENINGS IN THE PARKS 

The Summer Arts Festival, born of desper- 
ation to get something concrete going for 
the hemmed-in dwellers of the inner city, is 
turning out to be one of the best things ever 
done in Cleveland. 

When 6,000 come to a park concert blend- 
ing rock-'n’-roll and folk music, when 4,000 
come in the rain to hear Duke Ellington, 
when opera and Shakespeare play in the Ne- 
gro areas and are well received, when Negro 
performers appear on the West Side and are 
well received there is no doubt about the re- 
sponse. 

When older youths and young teen-agers 
dog the performers, asking how it is done, 
how does one break into this game—then one 
realizes how meaningful this program really 
is. 

“Get your education” is the unrehearsed 
standard answer. If the boys and girls won’t 
believe it from their parents, teachers or 
preachers, perhaps they will from those with 
a detached viewpoint. 

The Summer Arts Festival goes beyond 
mere entertainment. It is opening up views 
to people who hardly knew a different kind 
of life or recreation existed. 

Through yesterday, 53,500 attended the 38 
outdoor performances since June 19. Average 
attendance is 1,408. The Lake Erie Opera 
Theatre with the Cleveland Orchestra put on 
“Gianni Schicchi” eight times, drawing 10,- 
700. The Cleveland Play House put on Shake- 
speare’s “The Tempest“ 19 times, drawing 
15,400, and 11 popular entertainment shows 
drew 27,400. 

Not only is this the first time many in the 
free audiences saw live entertainment, not 
only has it introduced the people to Shake- 
speare, but it also has done much to intro- 
duce the world-famous Cleveland Orchestra 
to inner-city Clevelanders. 

Music indeed is the international language. 
It is good to know that its charms are show- 
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ing in Cleveland. Hats off to all—the Welfare 
Federation, Music School Settlement, Mu- 
sicians Union, Group 66, Mayor Ralph S. 
Locher, the city’s recreation and parks de- 
partments and others—who are helping make 
a dream come true. 


EVENTS LISTED FOR CLEVELAND'S First SUMMER 
ARTS FESTIVAL 


The full schedule of outdoor events for 
Cleveland’s first Summer Arts Festival was 
announced today. 

The festival, which opens June 19, will 
bring performances ranging from Shake- 
speare and comic opera through dance 
groups and rock bands into parks in 10 
Cleveland neighborhoods. 

Participating agencies include the Cleve- 
land Play House, Lake Erie Opera Theater, 
Cleveland Orchestra, Karamu House, the 
Cleveland Music School Settlement, and two 
local ballet groups. 

There will be local appearances by jazz 
great Cannonball Adderly, singer Carmen 
McRae, folk singer Tedd Browne and other 
pop music favorites. 

The 10 neighborhood areas where major 
events are scheduled are: Lincoln Park (W. 
14th Street and Starkweather Avenue S.W.), 
Woodland Hills Park skating rink (East 
Boulevard near Kinsman Road S.E.), Fair- 
view Park ball diamond (1687 W. 38th Street 
across from Kentucky School), J. Glen Smith 
Health Center (E. 111th Street and St. Clair 
Avenue N.E.), Garden Valley Park (7131 Port 
Avenue S.E.), Kirtland Park amphitheater 
(E. 49th Street and Memorial Shoreway N.E.), 
League Park (6601 Lexington N.E.), Central 
Playfield Showplace (Hough Avenue and 
Crawford N.E.), Alexander Hamilton Rec- 
reation Center parking lot (13200 Kinsman 
Road S.E.), and Kerruish Park (Lee Road 
and Tarkington Avenue S.E.). 

The festival will run through Aug. 25 
at these and other locations. 

Here is the schedule of events as it now 
stands. Clip and save it as your day-by-day 
reference on what’s going on in the Summer 
Festival. All performances will start at 8 p.m. 

June 19—Fairview Park ball diamond, 
Cleveland Play House, The Tempest”; Wood- 
land Hills Park Skating Rink, Lake Erie 

Theater with the Cleveland Orchestra, 
“Gianni Schicchi,” 

June 20—Fairview Park ball diamond, 
“The Tempest”; Garden Valley Park, “Gianni 
Schicchi.” 

June 21—Lincoln Park, “The Tempest”; 
Kirtland Park Amphitheater, “Gianni Schic- 
chi.” 

June 22—Lincoln Park, The Tempest.” 

June 23—Kerruish Park, “The Tempest”; 
J. Glen Smith Health Center, “Gianni Schic- 
chi.” 

June 24—Fairview Park ball diamond, 
“Gianni Schicchi"; Kirtland Park Amphi- 
theater, James Brown Show. 

June 25—Lincoln Park, “Gianni Schicchi”; 
Kerruish Park, Tedd Browne Show. 

June 26—Kerruish Park, “The Tempest”; 
Alexander Hamilton Recreation Center park- 
ing lot, “Gianni Schicchi.” 

June 27—J. Glen Smith Health Center, 
“Gianni Schicchi.” 

June 28—J. Glen Smith Health Center, 
“The Tempest.” 

June 29—Woodland Hills Park skating rink, 
“The Tempest.” 

June 30—Woodland Hills Park skating rink, 
“The Tempest”; League Park, “Gianni 
Schicchi.” 

July 1—Kerruish Park, “Gianni Schicchi”; 
Lincoln Park, Laura Greene with the Lou 
Savilla Orchestra. 

July 2—J. Glen Smith Health Center, Laura 
Greene, the Lou Savilla Orchestra, and Eleo 
Pomare Dance Group. 

July 3—Kirtland Park Amphitheater, The 
Tempest.” 

July 4—Kirtland Park Amphitheater, The 
Tempest.” 
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July 5—Garden Valley Park, “The Tem- 
est.“ 
R July 6—Garden Valley Park, “The Tem- 
pest”. 

July 7—League Park, “The Tempest”. 

July 8—J. Glen Smith Health Center, Son- 
ny Terry and Brownie McGhee, the Jotham 
Callins Quartet, with the Hank Geer Or- 
chestra. 

July 9—Woodland Hills Park skating rink, 
Sonny Terry and Brownie McGhee, the Joth- 
am Callins Quartet, with the Hank Geer 
Orchestra. 

July 10—League Park, The Tempest”. 

July 11—Alexander Hamilton Recreation, 
Center parking lot, “The Tempest.” 

July 12—Alexander Hamilton Recreation 
Center parking lot, The Tempest.” 

July 13—Central Playfield Showplace 
(Hough Central Playground), “The Tem- 

t ” 


July 14—Central Playfield Showplace, “The 
Tempest.” 

July 15—Lincoln Park, Mitchell-Ruff Trio, 
Irene Reid, with the Lou Savilla Orchestra. 

July 16—League Park, Mitchell-Ruff Trio, 
Irene Reid, with the Lou Savilla Orchestra. 

July 17—Kerruish Park, Orchettes con- 
ducted by Ben Silverberg. 

July 18—Alexander Hamilton Recreation 
Center parking lot, “Box Tops” and the 
“Singing Angels.” 

July 19—J. Glen Smith Health Center, 
Orchettes conducted by Ben Silverberg. 

July 20—To be scheduled. 

July 21—Fairview Park ball diamond, Mod- 
ern Dance Association “Box Tops” and others 
to be scheduled. 

July 22—Bands and entertainment to be 
scheduled. 

July 23—Bands and entertainment to be 
scheduled. 

July 24—Alexander Hamilton Recreation 
Center parking lot, Ballet Russe (Cleveland). 

July 25—Kerruish Park, Ballet Guild. 

July 26—Lincoln Park, Ballet Russe. 

July 27 and 28—To be scheduled. 

July 29—League Park, Big Maybelle with 
the Lou Savilla Orchestra. 

July 30—Central Playfield Showplace, Big 
Maybelle with the Lou Savilla Orchestra, 

July 31 to Aug. 4—To be scheduled. 

Aug. 5—League Park, Carmen McRae, the 
Young-Holt Trio, with the Lou Savilla Or- 
chestra. 

Aug. 6— Garden Valley Park, Carmen Mc- 
Rae, the Young-Holt Trio, with the Lou Sa- 
villa Orchestra. 

Aug. 7—To be scheduled. 

Aug. 8—Central Playfield Showplace, Sher- 
man Puppets. 

Aug. 9-18—Workshop performances to be 
scheduled with name bands on weekends. 

Aug. 19—Woodland Hills Park skating rink, 
Cannonball Adderley. 

Aug. 20-25—Workshop performances to be 
scheduled. 


SUMMER JOBS FOR HOUGH YOUTH 


U.S. Rep. Charles A. Vanik’s announce- 
ment that federal agencies will provide 1,500 
summer jobs for Hough area youths is wel- 
come news, 

High school pupils as well as dropouts 
and graduates desperately needing work will 
gain from the program. That gain will be 
not only in the immediate financial sense 
but in building up work experience and thus 
preparing for future employment. 

Among the more striking job plans is one 
to employ 300 teenagers to help with the 
Cleveland Arts Festival effort. The festival 
will bring free music and drama to crowded 
neighborhoods and provide many cultural 
workshops. The young people will serve as 
ushers, distribute posters, set up scenery 
and in some cases serve as workshop 
instructors. 

The federal Youth Opportunity Council 
will provide $75,000 to hire the 300 for up 
to 20 hours a week. 

Nearly 150 other young residents of gen- 
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erally disadvantaged areas will have jobs at 
the NASA’s Lewis Research Center and will 
receive training courses there for later em- 
ployment opportunities. 

Vanik indicated that other federal em- 
ployers will make special efforts to channel 
summer jobs for young people, in so far as 
practical, to those who need them most. 

There still will remain thousands of job- 
less youths this summer, and time is growing 
short for private employers to join the cur- 
rent drives for providing additional 
opportunities. 

Summer Arts FESTIVAL SPOTLIGHTS 
“THE DUKE” 

The great Duke Ellington and his orches- 
tra head the list of outstanding performers 
being presented by the Cleveland Summer 
Arts Festival in more free outdoor programs 
in neighborhood recreation areas this week. 

The world famous Ellington orchestra will 
play at a Festival program Tuesday (July 18) 
at 8 p.m. near the Woodland Hills Park skat- 
ing rink on East Boulevard north of Kinsman 
Road. The show is another in the series of 
free programs of light opera, Shakespeare and 
popular entertainment being presented as 
part of the ten-week Festival. 

The popular Mitchell-Ruff Trio and Vo- 
calist Irene Reid will be featured on outdoor 
shows at Lincoln Park, W. 14th Street and 
Starkweather Avenue, tonight, and at League 
Park 6601 Lexington Avenue, tomorrow night. 
Festival programs start at 8 p.m. 

Monday night at Kerruish Park, Lee Road 
and Tarkington Avenue, a music and dance 
program will be presented by the Orchettes, 
women’s orchestra conducted by violinist 
Ben Silverberg, and the West Side Modern 
Dance Association. 

Appearing on the free Ellington show Tues- 
day night will be the popular Modern Dance 
Association Box Tops.” 

The Orchettes make another festival ap- 
pearance Wednesday night in a free outdoor 
program at the J. Glen Smith Health Center, 
East 111th Street and St. Clair Avenue, while 
the Modern Dance Association “Box Tops” 
return Friday with the Hank Geer Orchestra 
for a performance at the city’s Fairview Park 
Ball Diamond on West 38th Street north of 
Franklin Boulevard. 

Next weekend the Clark Terry Orchestra 
will play at free outdoor programs at Ker- 
ruish Park at 3 p.m. and Kirtland Park Am- 
phitheater, East 49th Street and Memorial 
Shoreway at 8 p.m. Saturday and at 3 p.m. 
Sunday at League Park and at 8 p.m. at Lin- 
coln Park, W. 14th Street and Starkweather 
Avenue. Terry has been featured as trumpet 
and flugelhorn player in the NBC staff or- 
chestra, seen by Cleveland TV viewers on the 
Tonight Show. 


Dr. GLICK ELECTED Heap OF SUMMER ARTS 
FESTIVAL 


Dr. Lester G. Glick, one of the Cleveland 
Summer Arts Festival’s founders, was elected 
yesterday as the festival’s first president. 

Dr. Glick is vice president of the Lake 
Erie Opera Association which, with the Cleve- 
land Orchestra, will give free evening per- 
formances at 10 neighborhood recreation 
areas, June 19-Aug. 25. 

Free performances by the Cleveland Play 
House cast, appearances by performing and 
recording artists and cultural workshops at 
14 neighborhood centers are included in the 
festival schedule. 

Other officers chosen are vice presidents, 
David A. Leahy and Arthur L. Vance; secre- 
tary, Robert D. Storey; treasurer, George D. 
Kirkham. 

New board members are Mrs. Worth Loom- 
is and Mrs. James S. Reid Jr. 


CAPTIVE NATIONS WEEK 


Mr. PRYOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
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from Louisiana [Mr. Boccs] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Record and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Arkansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, many 
groups in our country have joined with 
President Johnson, who proclaimed the 
week of July 17 as Captive Nations 
Week, in asking that Americans every- 
where remember the hardships and sor- 
row in which many millions of people 
live outside of the free world. 

In my own area, the Americanism 
Committee of the Chamber of Commerce 
of New Orleans, through its chairman, 
Dr. Alton Ochsner, Jr., and the women’s 
auxiliary of the chamber of commerce, 
headed by Mrs. Arthur F. Felt, Jr., 
marked the occasion by urging citizens 
to contact religious leaders for the pur- 
pose of offering special prayers during 
the week of July 16-22 to help restore 
freedom and a just peace to the world. 

Captive Nations Week reminds us of 
the Communist takeover of once free 
and independent states and our hopes 
are directed to the future when these 
states will again be free to determine 
their own destinies. 

Although Captive Nations Week is a 
solemn time for all freedom loving peo- 
ple it should not, I think, be marked only 
by sorrow. If there is one thing certain 
in human affairs, as Heraclitus noted al- 
most 2,500 years ago, it is change. The 
persistent struggle of the peoples under 
communism for the right of self-deter- 
mination gives us hope that no matter 
how high the walls, hange will come. 
Indeed, many important changes have 
already occurred in the Communist bloc 
and it is becoming increasingly appar- 
ent, even to some Communist leaders, 
that no matter how much they desire it, 
the police state violates human nature 
and will not be tolerated for very long. 
The rocks thrown at Communist tanks 
in Budapest, the tunnels under the Ber- 
lin wall, and countless other examples 
provide abundant evidence that chains 
cannot be the foundation of a state, 
much less the basis for relationships 
among states. 

Throughout the Communist world we 
see hopeful signs that the grip of the 
Communists is weakening. Freedom has 
not yet triumphed but the only inevi- 
table thing about Marxism-Leninism is 
that it is a philosophy in decay, soon to 
take its rightful place on the scrap 
heap of history. 

The United States, as the leader of the 
free world and as the first nation to ex- 
perience the modern winds of change, 
will continue to fan the fire of freedom 
which is engulfing all the peoples of the 
world. Having led the way it is our duty 
as well as our self-interest to encourage 
the extension of freedom, liberty and 
economic progress. The pace of progress 
toward these objectives is bound to be 
different in various parts of the world, 
the resistence is bound to be stronger in 
some countries than in others, and our 
policies must take account of the diver- 
sity that confronts us. 

We must be mindful that false starts, 
the product of impatience, can only delay 
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the realization of the objective, but we 
must never allow timidness to blind us to 
opportunities. We pursue these goals 
through peaceful means, knowing full 
well that the temporary fruits of aggres- 
sion cannot be won back by further ag- 
gression, a course which is anathema to 
the people of the United States. Peaceful 
means though less dramatic than the 
putsch, offer the only real hope for the 
proliferation of freedom, and they are 
the only means acceptable to this coun- 
try. But in the end freedom will come, 
and with it inevitably will come lasting 
international peace. 

These are the objectives to which we 
renew our pledge during Captive Na- 
tions Week, confident that we and not 
the Communists know the true course of 
history. 


AMERICAN AMBASSADOR G. FRED- 
ERICK REINHARDT DELIVERS 
COMMENCEMENT ADDRESS TO 
THE FRANKLIN DELANO ROOSE- 
VELT INSTITUTE AT MONDELLO, 
SICILY 


Mr. PRYOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. Rooney] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Record and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Arkansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ROONEY of New York. Mr. Speak- 
er, on a recent visit to Italy, I was im- 
pressed once again with the fine support 
our Italian-American societies are giving 
to a number of orphanages in that coun- 
try. Many of you share the same personal 
interest which I have in the Franklin 
Delano Roosevelt Institute at Mondello, 
Sicily. This institution, created by our 
good American friends Luigi Antonini 
and Vanni Montana and generously sup- 
ported by the International Garment 
Workers’ Union and the United Italian- 
American Labor Council has rendered 
an exceptional service to needy Italian 
youths since those war-torn days during 
which all Italy suffered so painfully. This 
institution which commanded the atten- 
tion and interest of both President Ken- 
nedy and President Johnson is indicative 
of the type of generous support which 
Americans of Italian descent are giving 
to orphans throughout Italy. 

On a previous visit to Italy, I had the 
good fortune of being able to make per- 
sonal visits to Boy’s Town near Rome 
and to Casa Saragat, a home for men- 
tally retarded girls named after the late 
wife of Italy’s President Giuseppe Sara- 
gat. I was also privileged to visit the 
Franklin Delano Roosevelt Institute in 
Mondello, Sicily, as well as the Casa 
Materna Orphanage near Naples. These 
visits made a profound impression upon 
me and made me more aware than ever 
of the bonds which exist between the peo- 
ple of our two countries. 

I was indeed gratified to learn that our 
highly capable American Ambassador G. 
Frederick Reinhardt visited Sicily and 
delivered the commencement address in 
Italian to the Franklin Delano Roose- 
velt Institute on June 6. Mr. Speaker, 
under the permission heretofore granted 
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me I include the English translation of 
Ambassador Reinhardt’s remarks on 
that occasion: 


It is a great pleasure for me to be in Sicily 
today and to visit the Franklin Delano Roose- 
velt Institute on the conclusion of the 19th 
year of its activities, here between the sea 
and the shadow of Mount Pellegrino. 

In October 1948 when your Institute was 
founded, Italy was still recovering from the 
ravages of World War II; families were torn 
apart by death, sickness, poverty, and the 
tragic consequences of war. 

A group of Americans, including Luigi An- 
tonini and Vanni Montana, who are here 
today, members of a major American trade 
union—the International Ladies Garment 
Workers Union, and the United Italian- 
American Labor Council—generously made 
possible the formation of the Franklin Delano 
Roosevelt Institute. Some of these Americans 
had, themselves, known deprivation and dis- 
couragement, In America these Sicilians to- 
gether with other Italians had struggled and 
succeeded, first in creating a strong and 
democratic trade union, and then they also 
played a significant role in defending Ameri- 
can and Italian liberties, This was during the 
dark days of World War II when the poor 
and oppressed all over the world listened to 
a message of hope, and admired the courage 
of the man who gave his name to your 
school—Franklin Delano Roosevelt. When 
they came back here after the war, Luigi 
Antonini and his friends saw the great suf- 
fering, but looked also to the future, and 
decided to develop here in Palermo in col- 
laboration with the Italian Government a 
living monument—this Institute—expressing 
the ideas of freedom, liberty, democracy, and 
of personal responsibility on which democ- 
racy is based, I have been able to observe 
how the Institute nurtures these ideals by 
ensuring their daily expression in the activi- 
ties of the school, For some years the Insti- 
tute, ably presided over by Mrs. Rina Buozzi, 
has been assisting approximately 250 stu- 
dents each year, training them in several 
skills so that on completion of their stay 
here they are prepared to seek work in the 
fields of mechanics and welding and other 
skilled crafts. 

I have so far been speaking about your 
school. Now let me speak about you, stu- 
dents of this Institute, directly to you. Here 
on this platform are the men, particularly 
Luigi Antonini, who helped found your 
school. When they did this they thought of 
you, the students. When they come back 
again and again it is not to look at the build- 
ings, but it is to see you. They are interested 
in you, Although usually away from here, 
living and working in New York, they are 
thinking of you and hoping that each and 
every one of you will grow up to find good 
jobs, friends, and to have a happy and useful 
life after leaving the Institute. 

The two American presidents—Franklin 
Roosevelt and John Kennedy—whom you 
honor at this school—are good examples of 
how an individual can overcome adversity. 
They struggled and persisted, when it would 
have been easier to give up, to give up hope 
and give up trying. I think the example of 
these two presidents who did not give up 
hope and who kept on trying is an example 
for you. It can be an example to encourage 
you never to give up hope, always to persist. 
Thus, like Roosevelt and like Kennedy, you 
will become excellent workers, fine citizens, 
and a source of strength for your country 
and for the free world, and you will contrib- 
ute your strength and skill to the new Sicily. 


IN PRAISE OF THE SMITHSONIAN 
JULY FOURTH FOLK FESTIVAL 


Mr. PRYOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
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from California [Mr. Rees] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the Recorp 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Arkansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. REES. Mr. Speaker, during the 
Fourth of July festivities something 
unique in Washington history occurred 
on the Capito] Mall. For the first time, 
thousands of people, over 430,000, ex- 
perienced a live museum which exhibited 
the art of American folklife—and they 
loved every toe-tapping minute. From 
July 1 to July 4 visitors to the Mall were 
exposed to almost all segments of Amer- 
ican folklife. 

On July 1 such groups as the Galax 
Mountain String Band of Galax, Va.; the 
Blue Ridge Mountain Dancers of Ashe- 
ville, N.C., the national championship 
folk dance group; and the Washington 
Scottish Pipe Band of the District of Co- 
lumbia delighted the large audiences, 
while many visitors actually square- 
danced to the call of Maurice Flowers of 
Baltimore. The wonderful thing about it 
all is that Americans were participating 
in what was purely their own culture, as 
relatively new as it may be, as relatively 
long as it has been forgotten by subse- 
quent generations. 

Represented on the 2d of July was the 
type of music most uniquely American 
and most popular throughout the world, 
jazz. Born in the golden years of the 
1920’s in the southern region of our Na- 
tion, jazz immediately saturated the 
souls of millions. Although it has reached 
a more “sophisticated” stage in recent 
years, the original style as played by 
the original stylists was exhibited on the 
Mall. Billie and DeDe Pierce’s renowned 
Dixieland group, the Preservation Hall 
Jazz Band of New Orleans, highlighted 
the July 2 program. From northern Mis- 
sissippi came Ed Young and the Afro- 
American Fife and Drum Band. 

Also on the day and night of July 2, 
the international influence on our folk- 
life came to light with such groups as 
the Galician Pipe Band, Los Gallegos 
d’Espana; the Yomo Toro Puerto Rican 
Band; and the Turkish Sax Band, all of 
New York City. Further representing 
northern folklife were the Glinka 
Dancers of New York City. 

On the 3d of July the original“ set- 
tlers of this multinational nation were 
represented by the Mesquakie Indian 
Dancers of Tama, Iowa, and the King 
Island Eskimo Dancers of Nome, Alaska. 
Bands utilizing instruments seen before 
only in museums exhibited their talents 
on that day also. For example, from 
Houston, Tex., came the Texas Bo- 
hemian Hammered Dulcimer Band, from 
New York the Irish Ceilidhe Band, and 
from Basile, La., the Cajun Band, Not 
forgetting our own District of Columbia, 
the Chinese Orchestra and Dragon 
Dancer of the District of Columbia 
showed its own example of American 
folklife. Rounding out the program were 
singers in the original folk style such as 
Libba Cotton, Mike Seeger, and the Mc- 
Ghee Brothers of West Virginia. 

The festivities closed to a traditional 
Fourth of July concert in the evening. 
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The men most responsible for originat- 
ing the program were Dr. S. Dillon Rip- 
ley, secretary of the Smithsonian Insti- 
tution, and Mr. James Morris, assistant 
to Dr. Ripley, who brought forth most 
of the participants. Basket weavers, pot- 
tery makers, woodworkers, carvers, doll 
makers, needleworkers, tale tellers, boat 
builders, and the above folk singers, 
dancers, and musicians from all over 
the country were brought to remind 
Americans of their heritage—-still a liv- 
ing part of our Nation. In this day of 
the frug and jerk Americans need to be 
shown what their own culture has pro- 
duced and continues to produce. 

My family and I found the entire 
festival both enlightening and educa- 
tional, and I hope to see it again next 
year when we may have an even bigger 
and better all-American Fourth of July 
Festival. 


CAPTIVE NATIONS WEEK 


Mr. PRYOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. DULsKI] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Arkansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Speaker, this week, 
Captive Nations Week, is being observed 
by citizens in all sections of the country. 

One of the highlights of this ninth 
observance is the theme for a general 
and thorough review of US. policy 
toward the U.S. S. R. As a matter of 
fact, in the whole history of the U.S. S. R. 
since its founding in 1922-23, there has 
never been a thorough examination by 
any governmental body in the free world 
of this colossus in the East. 

I believe the time is now ripe for con- 
gressional hearings on this subject, par- 
ticularly in view of Russia’s bloody hand 
in the Middle East, not to speak of Viet- 
nam, Cuba, and then the whole list of 
experiences on the part of the captive 
nations. 

With permission, I wish to include be- 
low an article written by Dr. Lev E. 
Dobriansky, entitled “Review of US. 
Policy Toward the U.S.S.R.”: 

REvIEW oF U.S. Porter TOWARD THE U.S. S. R.: 
A Masor THEME FOR THE 1967 CAPTIVE 
NATIONS WEEK 

(By Lev E. Dobriansky) 

During the period of July 16-22 millions 
of Americans will again observe in one form 
or another the annual Captive Nations Week. 
As in the past few years, they will be joined 
by increasing numbers of peoples in other 
lands—in Asia, Latin America, Western Eu- 
rope, and Africa—where the annual observ- 
ance has also taken root. Developed into a 
vital tradition since its inception in 1959, 
Captive Nations Week is entering into its 
ninth year of observance, and each year has 
exceeded in breadth and depth all preceding 
years. The full spectrum of the 1966 observ- 
ance, here and abroad, is well described in 
book form, and thousands of copies have al- 


1 For a capsule account see author's article, 
“Forget The Captive Nations?“, Washington 
Report, American Security Council, July 18, 
1966. 
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ready entered into circulation both nation- 
ally and internationally.* 


AMERICA’S BREED OF PAVLOVIAN DOGS 


Captive Nations Week has from the start 
proven to be a national forum for the dis- 
cussion and evaluation of U.S. foreign policy, 
current trends in Cold War developments, 
and forecasts of Red strategy and tactics in 
the immediate future. It has become the 
midway point in any calendar year for the 
crystallization of thought and action bear- 
ing on the Red Empire and its dozens of 
captive nations. Moscow and its syndicated 
associates make no bones about their aim to 
have the Week eliminated, and in our coun- 
try several circles have responded to Pavlov's 
bell, salivating with the same desire in be- 
half of what they call “detente,” “peaceful 
coexistence,” “easing of tensions,” “relaxa- 
tion” and other strikingly appropriate 
physio-psychological terms for the Pavlovian 
experience. Few will forget lzvestia’s compli- 
ments to the editor of The Washington Post 
for his salivated response, which it charac- 
terized as a “realistic understanding of the 
matter” and then poured on the following 
for nuclearitizing effect: “in a situation 
where the relation of power has shifted to 
the side of Socialism, the U.S. cannot force 
the peoples of the Socialist countries to 
adopt its standards without risking the holo- 
caust of a world war. How long do the Capi- 
tol and the White House intend to amuse 
the world with their absurd plans?”* And 
the dog is supposed to rest euphorically until 
the bell rings again. 

As in many other spheres of Cold War ac- 
tivity, the Red attempt to cultivate the breed 
of Pavlovian dogs with regard to Captive Na- 
tions Week is persistent and, in individual 
cases, successful. In 1966, for example, Radio 
Riga blurted out, We recall a meeting with 
Shabad, a correspondent of The New York 
Times, after the 25th anniversary of Soviet 
Latvia. He said he had never written about 
any such ‘Week’ and would not do it in the 
future because it was all lies.” * Interestingly 
enough, this controlled propaganda agency 
hammered away at the Week on six occasions. 
Here are a couple of samples: “The an- 
nouncement that the so-called Captive Na- 
tions Week has been proclaimed, reaches us 
from the USA like a demagogical ghost 
It cannot be fully ignored because such mani- 
festations have become an important part of 
US political attitude (July 17, 1966). Three 
days later These miserable ‘Captive Weeks,’ 
proclaimed officially by Washington, serve 
not only the purpose of the cold war. The 
USA is endeavoring to pose, by this means, 
as a guardian of freedom and right, at a 
time when she conducts a sanguinary war 

the Vietnamese people.” Were he 
alive, Ivan Petrovich Pavlov, the famous Rus- 
sian physiologist, would be aghast at the 
psycho-political applications of his theories 
on conditioned refiexes. 

Especially illuminating is the fact that 
last year Moscow itself changed gears in 
radical departure as concerns as its attitude 
toward the Week. After seven years of tirades 
and vehement denunciations it decided to try 
the technique of mute silence. This stance 
contrasted sharply with the past and par- 
ticularly with Susloy’s 1965 blast, “Especially 
disgusting is the villainous demagogy of the 
imperialistic chieftains of the United States. 
Each year they organize the so-called Captive 
Nations Week, hypocritically pretending to 
be defenders of the nations that have escaped 
from their yoke.” Undoubtedly, by the silent 
technique the boys in Agitprop hoped to 
minimize the impact of the Week and at 


2Captive Nations Week: Red Nightmare, 
Freedom’s Hope. National Captive Nations 
Committee, U.S. Government Printing Office, 
1966, Washington, D.C. pp. 310. 

3 Jzvestia, Moscow, July 15, 1964, 

Radio Riga, Latvian S.S.R., July 23, 1966. 
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the same time further their pretensions of 
peaceableness and conversion to “good and 
soft communism.” They left the denuncia- 
tory task to puppets and subsidiaries, in- 
stead. For example, a Red periodical sought 
to tie the captive nations issue with anti- 
Semitism, referring to “criminals” who “are 
active in the organizations of the so-called 
‘captive nations“. . . have their own press 
and conduct war-inciting activities through 
demonstrations, picket lines, etc.” The Reds 
are apparently concerned that the “ ‘captive 
nations’ organizations are often connected 
with similar organizations in other countries 
in Europe and Latin America.“ è 

If one bothers to scan the book on Captive 
Nations Week mentioned earlier, he cannot 
but be impressed by the fact that the spiri- 
tual communion extends to all continents of 
the world. In 1966, for instance, President J. 
Ongania of Argentina joined the many Chiefs 
of State in issuing a Captive Nations Week 
proclamation, urging government institu- 
tions and the people to mark the week by 
appropriate observance. Similar proclama- 
tions were issued by Argentine mayors, such 
as Mayor J, Schettini of Buenos Aires, and 
Cardinal A, Caggiano devoted a special 
solemn Mass for the captive nations in the 
Cathedral of that city. For the first time, 
too, Australia launched the observance, with 
Minister V. Meckman and others partici- 
pating in rallies in Melbourne and elsewhere. 
Much to Moscow’s chagrin, no doubt, the 
truths about the captive nations in the face 
of all the alleged “tremendous changes” in 
the Red Empire will not be allowed to be 
brushed under the rug of diplomatic expe- 
diency and make-believe. 

The Week has also served the very impor- 
tant purpose of highlighting the numerous 
myths a number of Americans have been 
pavlovized into. For one, not a year goes by 
without the need for impressing upon our 
people the nonsensical conceptions still nur- 
tured by many as to the nature and composi- 
tion of the Soviet Union. Here is an out- 
standing example of misguided notions 
commercialized into the millions: “Geo- 
graphically the largest single nation in the 
world, the land traditionally known as 
Russia sprawls across one-seventh of the 
earth's surface.. . After the U.S. this once- 
backward nation now produces more steel, 
oil, electric power, aluminum and cement 
than any other country. In 1949 the USSR 
became the second nation to produce an 
atom bomb. -’7 In rudimentary fact, 
neither the Czarist Russian Empire—the so- 
called traditionally known Russia—nor the 
USSR has ever been a “nation,” and the 
present empire’s economic advances rest on 
broad foundations of Russian imperio-colo- 
nialist exploitation of over a dozen captive 
non-Russian nations and countries in the 
USSR, but one couldn’t know these funda- 
mental facts from this superficial, commer- 
cialized effort to “inform” the American 
reader. The untiring dispenser of Kennan’s 
Fables spreads similar nonsense in garbled, 
sophisticated style, but fortunately few legis- 
lators are taken in by his involute language 
and weak judgments, notwithstanding the 
mass of conceptual confusion that underlies 
them.“ It is a pity, indeed, that through the 
club alliance in the Department of State the 
case of Svetlana Stalina was initially en- 
trusted to the dispenser’s care, but despite 
the fears of the club the situation can be 
properly sanitized by several Congressional 


Chaim Suller. “Anti-Semitism In The 
USA,” Political Affairs, Fall Issue, 1966, p. 26. 

* Ibid, p. 28. 

7 The Editors of Life. Handbook of the Na- 
tions and International Organizations, Life 
World Library, New York, 1966, p. 14. 

®*“Kennan’s Version of Why Communist 
World Is Split,” The Sunday Star, Washing- 
ton, D.C., February 5, 1967, p. C-3. 
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hearings? A vaunted “Russian expert” is 
scarcely a competent analyst of one who can 
be tested on her Georgian background. 


OTHER ASPECTS OF THE CURRENT ILLUSION 


In the course of the 1967 Captive Nations 
Week several other myths, dominant wish- 
ful thoughts, and glaring omissions of 
thought will doubtlessly be underscored. 
One, of course, is the myth that the so-called 
Satellites in Central Europe are progressing 
toward “independence.” For a striking ex- 
pression of this myth, read this: “With the 
exception of East Germany, Russia has no 
more satellites, in the sense the term was 
used for so long. Rumania has defied her, as 
did Yugoslavia and Albania years ago. 
Czechoslovakia has proposed Eastern Eu- 
ropean military arrangements that exclude 
the Soviet Union. To keep her troops in Eu- 
rope, Russia has been forced to negotiate 
status-of-forces agreements, not unlike the 
ones we have around the world. Where she 
used to be able to commandeer the produc- 
tion of Eastern Europe for her own use, Rus- 
sia now sends her raw materials to Hungary 
and Czechoslovakia and Poland, to supply 
their growing industries.” 1° 

Little has it occurred to the Senator grasp- 
ing at these minor, accidental changes that 
each of these parts of the Red Empire is ulti- 
mately dependent for its survival under a 
Red regime upon the strength and power of 
the USSR. Also, the points he raises are given 
to other more accurate interpretations. The 
Rumanian contingent of the syndicate, for 
example, has defied the northern industrial 
sphere of captive Central Europe rather than 
what he calls “Russia.” In short, there is no 
shred of substantial evidence that supports 
this convenient myth and, if as a case in 
point, the Senator wants to learn about Po- 
land, he would do well to read the excellent 
summary on developments there as provided 
by one legislator who states, “Independence 
and liberalism in Soviet satellites—if Poland 
is typical of them—are myths." 1 Needless to 
say, as concerns the captive nations, the 
peoples themselves, nothing the Senator has 
said alters, or will alter, their basic state of 
captivity under the reign of the interlocking, 
though sometimes squabbling, Red syndicate. 

Concerning Vietnam, those who have par- 
ticipated in the Captive Nations Week ob- 
servances have consistently upheld President 
Johnson's actions in that heated arena of 
the Cold War. Criticisms have been directed, 
however, at the scope of his policy there and 
the implementation of our measures. Viet- 
nam is a sterling example of our unprepared- 
ness in the Cold War—too little and too late, 
followed as usnal by desperate, last-minute 
recourse to military arms. At present, our 
situation there has assumed scandalous pro- 
portions, and when we are told that we can 
look forward to a long, drawn-out struggle, 
this is really the measure of the price facing 
us for our Cold War negligence in the past, 
from 1954 on. 

The plight of the 17 million captive North 
Vietnamese will again be highlighted. It is 
strange, indeed, that few of our leaders ever 
discuss this troublesome subject. Yet it is 
crucial to our winning the war in South 
Vietnam. Canada’s diplomat and former rep- 
resentative on the International Control 
Commission for Vietnam, Laos and Cambo- 
dia, Theodore B. Blockley, has significantly 
pointed out, “Many of the North Vietnamese 
whom I met expressed the hope that one day 


è For a timed and planted article see Mur- 
rey Marder, “U.S. Fears Svetlana Hill 
‘Circus,’"” The Washington Post, April 23, 
1967. 

10 Senator Edward M. Kennedy. “Europe 
And The Next Generation,” Congressional 
Record, April 21, 1967, page 10467. 

u Congressman Paul Findley, “Poland: The 
Myth of the Independent Satellite,” Congres- 
sional Record, January 31, 1967, page 2108. 
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the Americans would ‘again’ liberate them 
from tyranny and oppression. The previous 
liberation, in their minds, was from the 
Japanese.” 2 Characterizing the ICC as not 
only impotent but a “fraud,” the Canadian 
diplomat has revealed how thousands of 
North Vietnamese had stormed the Cana- 
dian delegation’s office in the mistaken belief 
that exit visas could be obtained. Lagging 
miserably in ways and means of psycho- 
political warfare, we haven't even begun to 
scratch the potentialities of the captive 
North Vietnamese in the war with totali- 
tarian Hanoi, and this largely with free Viet- 
namese and Korean means in the spirit of 
“Asia For Free Asians,” 

Another chief theme of the 1967 Captive 
Nations Week observance is the fraudulence 
of the Russian Bolshevik revolution. Moscow 
and its associates are planning a tremendous 
propaganda show this coming November, 
celebrating the 50th anniversary of this tragic 
event, Though scarcely any Western journ- 
alist or commentator surmised it, even the 
designation of the new USSR spaceship— 
Soyuz! —is symbolically tied up with the 
forthcoming propaganda show. The emphasis 
on the “union” of the USSR will be in the 
forefront to conceal the captivity and ex- 
ploitation of the numerous non-Russian na- 
tions in that artificial state. The sharp con- 
trast these past 50 years between expansive 
Soviet Russian imperio-colonialism, particu- 
larly in the USSR, and the almost complete 
decolonization process in the Free World 
should be of basic educational worth to our 
citizenry. 

For those under the powerful Pavlovian 
influence there will also be the need to 
stress the anti-anticommunism drive of the 
Red Syndicate, the deepening reality of the 
Cold War, and Red economic strategy in the 
whole East-West trade issue. Those who 
wishfully think that concepts of captive 
nations, Red Empire, communist conspiracy 
and so forth are rigid and deep-frozen rep- 
resentations of thought should begin famil- 
larizing themselves with Red literature. Ac- 
tually, such people are mental throw-backs 
to the mid-30s and appetizing meat for the 
Pavlovian exercise. To mention only one, 
Moscow's International Affairs is replete with 
articles on exploiting “intellectuals,” non- 
Communists, and liberals in the West for the 
destruction of anti-Communism. The same 
applies to those who through conditioned 
reflexes are under the illusion that the Cold 
War has ended or is on the verge of ending. 
The illusion itself is a prime product of 
Moscow’s Cold War management, and this 
at a time when we are deeply steeped in a 
heated sector of the Cold War, namely Viet- 
nam itself. Last September, Pravda summed 
up the matter this way: “The ways and 
methods of revolution embrace the whole 
arsenal of methods in the class struggle 
including armed struggle.” By class struggle 
is meant divide and conquer in behalf of ul- 
timate Soviet Russian imperio-colonialist 
power, and the struggle proliferates with 
varying intensity on every continent, in- 
cluding our own country. 

To facilitate Moscow's world-wide Cold 
War operations, especially in Vietnam, by 
liberalizing our trade with its empire bord- 
ers on psycho-political lunacy. The present 
drive for such liberalization is also a shining 
example of our Cold War ineptitude, and in 
the end will result in desperate measures of 
military intervention, as seen in Vietnam. 
The matter of trade was brought up time 
and time again in the fight over the Senate’s 
ratification of the US-USSR Consular Con- 
vention, which was the first part of a pack- 
age deal that spells only a series of American 
Cold War blunders and losses. It is regret- 
table that Senator Dirksen, who could have 
won great distinction in blocking the ratifi- 


12 Associated Press, New York, February 6, 
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cation, now thinks the USSR has made “a 
new ball game” for the East-West trade issue 
by signing a pact in March with Red China 
to step up the flow of war materials to North 
Vietnam. No, the ball game still is the old 
one, and it was best shown during the hear- 
ings on the Consular Treaty. That episode 
alone should convince us of the dire need 
for a full review now of US policy toward the 
USSR, rather than for us to bounce hap- 
hazardly from issue to issue as the winds blow 
tactically from the East. 


PARAMOUNT SYMBOL OF U.S, POLITICO-CULTURAL 
LAG 


To appreciate how much narrow domestic 
politics and pressure were exerted on this 
basic Consular Treaty issue, we can start 
with the concerned declamations of a lady 
Senator who changed her mind at the last 
capricious moment. Senator Margaret Chase 
Smith of Maine solemnly declared, “I find 
it difficult to rationalize making a consular 
treaty with a nation that is helping the 
enemy kill American service personnel, This 
situation is completely contrary to the al- 
leged treaty goal of the development of more 
friendly relations between the United States 
and Russia.” 

Concise and taken alone, this statement 
points to the three essential aspects of the 
controversy that had significantly surround- 
ed the issue of the U.S, Senate’s ratification 
of the treaty. These basic aspects are: the 
poor timing for the treaty’s ratification, the 
acute doubtfulness of its advancing “more 
friendly relations,” and the t miscon- 
ceptions (e.g,, USSR is Russia“) justifying 
the pressing need for a full and thorough 
review of U.S. policy toward the USSR. 

The treaty could not have been pushed for 
ratification at a worse conceivable time. 
Signed on June 1, 1964, the convention had 
not been put to the test of popular interest 
and criticism until the summer of 1965 when 
an attempt was made to railroad it through 
the Senate for ratification. The attempt 
failed, but was repeated this past January, 
only to fail again as increasing numbers of 
Americans, concerned with the USSR’s heavy 
support of Hanol's aggression against South 
Vietnam, demanded at least open hearings 
on the treaty. The situation in Vietnam was 
radically different in 1964 than it is now. 
Americans weren’t being killed daily by Rus- 
sian and other communist arms as they have 
been in mounting numbers since 1965. In 
March of this year about 100,000 tons of war 
supplies were shipped into Haiphong, the 
chief port of North Vietnam, by Red ships 
from the USSR and the so-called “inde- 
pendent” satellites of Central Europe. 

In contemporary circumstances it was not 
only difficult, as Senator Smith said, to ra- 
tionalize Senate consent of this treaty, but 
it was also irrational to accept a pact which 
by substantive analysis would guarantee a 
clear, net psycho-political advantage to our 
prime enemy in Vietnam. The war in Viet- 
nam would not last long if Moscow and its 
Red associates in Eastern Europe were, in the 
interest of genuine peace, to cut off their 
flow of critical war supplies to Hanoi. In this 
ultimate sense of sustaining power in the 
war, Moscow, rather than Hanol, is our chief 
enemy in Vietnam. Well over 80 percent of 
the high-powered items used by the North 
Vietnamese totalitarians is furnished by 
‘Moscow, Even now, long-range Russian weap- 
ons, the 140-mm. rockets have been provided 
the Viet Cong to extensify the decimation of 
American lives. 

“Subtle” rationalization in support of the 
treaty and the next step, liberalized trade 
with the USSR, had gone so far in Washing- 
ton that it is being argued, “it is not to 
American advantage to have the flow of Rus- 


18 See on pact Karl E. Meyer, “Hanoi’s Move 
In Sino-Soviet Pact Is Cited,” The Washing- 
ton Post, April 20, 1967. 
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sian aid to Hanoi reduced.“ The twisted 
logic of this position is that Hanoi’s greater 
dependence on USSR support as against Red 
Chinese aid would enable Moscow to influ- 
ence its compatriot aggressors into peace 
negotiations. It is small wonder that letters 
to Senators from citizens across the nation, 
many of them with loved ones in the war, 
have ranged in the ratio of 200 to 1 against 
a treaty with the prime enemy. Senator 
Charles H. Percy of Illinois, who was elected 
to represent his alert constituents, actually 
boasted of defying a ratio of 7,000 to 46 in 
opposition to the pact. Despite the feelings 
of many Republicans in the House of Repre- 
sentatives, this and similar actions in the 
Senate killed the possibility of making this 
episode an issue for Republicans in the 1968 
Presidential election." Only a 3rd Party can- 
didate can make it a live issue. 

Following the open, public hearings on the 
Consular Treaty, an obviously less subtle“ 
but further rationalization for Senate con- 
sent was the CIA’s great desire to have the 
pact ratified. The new pitch to undecided 
Senators was the opportunity the treaty 
would provide for broadened CIA operations 
in the USSR. This so-called “confidential 
matter” changed the minds of several legis- 
lators as well as a few national leaders who 
had been previously against ratification. 
The rationalization only demonstrated how 
few really had bothered to seek convincing 
answers to poignant questions and points 
raised during the public hearings. Of course, 
a number were motivated to favor the treaty 
by political considerations far remote from 
its substantive contents, as next year's presi- 
dential elections, the open housing amend- 
ment, internal Party problems and the like. 

The February hearings on the treaty estab- 
lished three general facts which should serve 
as solid lessons for America's alert citizenry 
in the future. As shown in the proceedings 
of the Senate’s Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions, the three facts are: (1) the clear in- 
ability of the treaty’s proponents to meet the 
most fundamental points of criticism against 
its ratification, (2) a patent lack of aware- 
ness concerning the psycho-political ramifi- 
cations of the pact, and (3) as indicated by 
outmoded preconceptions used, a deficient 
and stumbling understanding of the Soviet 
Union itself, which, behind the facade of 
„peaceful coexistence” is not only our prime 
enemy in Vietnam but also the chief insti- 
gator of anti-American attitudes and activ- 
ity in Western Europe, the Middle East, 
Africa, and Latin America.* These easily sub- 
stantiated facts cast grave doubts on the 
objective of “more friendly relations” that 
the treaty is supposed to advance. 

One major objection is that the treaty is 
superfluous and represents a sham perform- 
ance of improving relations with the Soviet 
Union. It is part of the present concocted 
make-believe in detenting the USSR. The ob- 
jection is firmly based on the Roosevelt-Lit- 
vinov exchanges of 1933 that established 
diplomatic relations between the United 
States and the USSR. Aside from adventitious 
references made to a proposed consular con- 
vention then and an exemplifying German- 
USSR Agreement of 1925, Litvinoy expressly 
agreed to the protection of American citizens 
touring or residing in the USSR in a Novem- 
ber 16, 1933 communication. It reads: “Fur- 


1 The Christian Science Monitor, Febru- 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE 


thermore, I desire to state that such rights 
will be granted to American nationals im- 
mediately upon the establishment of rela- 
tions between our two countries.” 

Predicated on the establishment of simple 
relations, this agreement was never legally 
abrogated and thus, in international law, 
has remained in force to the present day. 
Supreme Court decisions, such as U.S. vs. 
Belmont in 1987 and U.S. vs. Pink in 1942, as 
well as a case in New York, are founded on 
the exchanges. The so-called Russian con- 
cession on notification and access in the pres- 
ent treaty is really no concession at all. This 
right should have been demanded long ago 
on the basis of the ‘33 agreements. When this 
vital point was brought up in the hearings, 
the chairman, Senator J. W. Fulbright, 
rightly admitted—for the record shows it— 
that the State Department was never chal- 
lenged on this. And this after two years of 
concern with the treaty! Yet, following the 
hearings the State Department minced the 
truth in response to the Committee's inquiry 
when it predicated the whole Litvinov ex- 
change and declaration of protection on the 
German-USSR Agreement of 1925.5 It is 
amazing that no one in the Senate chal- 
lenged this strategem. 

Another important legal objection is based 
on the misrepresentations in the treaty it- 
self, which are clearly indicative of the 
askewed preconceptions dominating our 
Officials who framed the pact. The treaty is 
replete with the notion of a “Soviet na- 
tional,” “a national of the sending state,” 
“the national flag of the sending state,“ and 
“the national coat-of-arms of the sending 
state.” Even on the basis of the USSR Con- 
stitution, not to mention rudimentary politi- 
cal realities in the USSR, there is no such 
political animal in existence as a “Soviet na- 
tional,” nor are there such objects in exist- 
ence as a “national flag” or a “national coat- 
of-arms” of the USSR. These concepts are 
applicable to the United States, which is a 
nation-state, but they are myths as concerns 
the USSR, which is an empire-state made up 
of numerous, different national republics. 

In a court of law, a contract of this sort, 
dealing in part with mythical objects, would 
be thrown out for its crass misrepresenta- 
tions, But worse still, from a psycho-politi- 
cal point of view, Moscow surely must gloat 
over the unbridged gap of understanding 
shown by our professed bridge-builders with 
regard to the many non-Russian nations in 
the USSR. On the one hand, it naturally 
welcomes this treaty and its fantastic con- 
ceptual contents, for by all evidence the 
treaty is essentially a diplomatic affirmation 
of Moscow’s imperium in imperio, the Soviet 
Union itself; on the other hand, it will un- 
questionably use the treaty in its dealings 
with the non-Russian nations as prime evi- 
dence of the fact that they have little to 
look forward to from a country that in one 
breath speaks of “friendship with all peo- 
ples” and in the next doesn’t even recognize 
their distinctive national identities, which 
Moscow at least nominally does. 

Aggravating all this further is the branch 
principle of consularism, the instrument 
that supposedly attests to the “national” 
integrality of the USSR. Regardless of the 
specious distinction made between the treaty 
as a body of guidelines and subsequent ne- 
gotiations on consulate locations, the very 
proffer of this principle in regard to the 
multinational USSR reduces the non-Rus- 
sian republics in that state to a territorial 
expression of “Russia,” negates their distinc- 
tive national identities and sovereign popu- 
lar wills, and creates an additional legal 
mess where in the United Nations our rep- 
resentatives recognize both de jure and de 
facto two original, sovereign Charter mem- 


18 See Congressional Record, March 10, 1967, 
page 6269. 
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bers, Soviet Ukraine and Soviet Byelorussia. 
Again, on this point the State Department 
played on the weakness of many a Senator 
with a high-pressure memorandum that 
blatantly raised the question Does the Con- 
vention prejudice the position of subject 
peoples incorporated against their will into 
the Soviet Union?” and then glibly answered 
it, “No, it does not.“ # 

Plainly, if more windows are desired in 
“Russia,” if mutual understanding toward 
all peoples were a sincere objective, and if 
we had the foresight to avoid these and 
other psycho-political disadvantages of the 
treaty, we would wisely consider the realistic 
alternative of setting up embassies in Byelo- 
russia, Ukraine, Georgia, and Kazakh Turke- 
stan. This is accommodated by Article 18a 
of the USSR constitution. It would also be 
a real test of Moscow’s desire for peaceful 
relations. Moreover, on a reciprocal basis 
with their embassies in Washington, we 
would be able to cover their espionage and 
subversive political activity far more effec- 
tively than with “Russian” consulates in 
Chicago and other cities. It is noteworthy 
that the State Department has consistently 
opposed the far more advantageous embassy 
idea because of the presence of more commu- 
nists here; yet, with the consulate idea, it 
would allow for more of them in more yul- 
nerable areas of the country. 

Significantly, none of these points and 
criticisms were challenged by the treaty’s 
proponents. The amateur show staged by 
Senators Morton and Percy avoided these 
points entirely, confused “Russia” and the 
USSR with “the Soviets” throughout, and 
came up with some fantastic interpretations 
as, for example, Latin American states won't 
follow us because they haven't in the past, 
not recognizing that Moscow just began to 
exert pressure there in a major way in the 
past ten years.” Neither have they or other 
proponents answered the additional criti- 
cism bearing on the real protection of Amer- 
icans traveling in the USSR. Superficially 
bandying about the 20,000 figure of Ameri- 
cans touring the USSR annually and the 250 
“Soviet nationals” here measures neither the 
relative intelligence worth of the projected 
ratio nor the scope of the hoped-for protec- 
tion. With greater freedom of movement 
here the specially assigned 250 may in these 
terms be equivalent or exceed in value the 
20,000 there, most of them given to typical 
American tourism and guided, of course, by 
overseeing Intourist. Furthermore, it cannot 
be too strongly emphasized that the treaty’s 
notification and access provision is no guar- 
antee whatsoever against the continuation 
of arbitrary arrests of American nationalis 
who, if they are important enough to Mos- 
cow, can easily be brainwashed in the span 
of three days. As in the recent Kazan-Koma- 
rek case, such Americans can be arrested and 
held incommunicado by the Russians indi- 
rectly on the terrain of their outer empire, 
in Poland or Czecho-Slovakia. It is note- 
worthy that almost immediately after the 
Senate’s inept ratification the State Depart- 
ment released a brochure warning Ameri- 
cans, in effect, that travel in the USSR is at 
their own risk.” 

The espionage and subversion disadvan- 
tages of the treaty were also not met with 
adequate explanation, The shell game of ma- 
nipulating the 15 or 20 figure of Russian 
consular personnel expected here conceals 
the net disadvantage we face because of sev- 
eral reasons. One is that well spy-trained 
Russians would enjoy a larger pond to fish in 


1 “US-USSR Consular Convention, Ques- 
tions and Answers,” Department of State, 
February 6, 1967, p. 7. 

æ» Congressional Record, March 9, 1967, 
pages 5992-5996. 

* Hon. John R. Rarick, Traveling to Com- 
munist Russia ?“, Daily Congressional Record, 
April 10, 1967, p. A1676-77. 
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here than we there. Second, the coefficiency 
of their spy effectiveness is generally con- 
ceded to be greater. Third, a point which was 
completely overlooked though it is already 
well founded in this country, the Russians 
will have expanded opportunities for coer- 
cion, blackmail of U.S. citizens with rela- 
tives in the USSR, bribery, and sundry sub- 
versive tactics directed ethnic 
groups; and this with unprecedented diplo- 
matic immunity covering felonies such as 
murder and kidnapping. It doesn’t require 
much imagination to see how little or no 
reciprocity there exists in this for us. 

No reply could be found for the additional 
criticism that the treaty opens up a Pan- 
dora’s box of Soviet Russian pressure against 
every free government in Latin America. 
With the supposed leader of the Free World 
extending this benefit to the rules of the 
Kremlin, what Latin American government 
could refuse their request for a similar con- 
vention. Beginning with 15 or 20 here we may 
well end up with several hundred additional 
Russian operatives in the hemisphere, cloaked 
with diplomatic immunity and at a time 
when many of our own Officials have been 
warning us to expect stepped-up Red subver- 
sion south of the border. The Morton reply 
mentioned above is about as lame as one 
would expect, for we're in the 60's not the 
30's. 

Finally, Secretary of State Rusk was honest 
to point out that one objective for the 
treaty's ratification is its contribution to in- 
creasing trade between our two countries.” 
This is just the first step, a part of a large 
package. Piercing the vagaries and slogans 
of “normalizing relations,” ‘advancing 
peace,” “improving communications” and so 
forth, an internal analysis of the treaty re- 
sults in a grave, disadvantage for us, It will 
even be graver if our citizens permit the next 
part of the package deal to be handled as in 
slipshod a manner as the first one was. For, 
on trade, we will only be repeating our tragic 
economic errors of the 20’s and 30's in regard 
to the USSR. Flushed with a supposed victory 
on ratification, Senator Morton is talking an- 
tiquated nonsense when he states, “There 
are strong indications that a new era is be- 
ginning for the peoples of Russia and Eastern 
Europe. It is in our national interest that we 
make sure that American ideas and skill be- 
come a part of that changing world.” = He 
reveals not only his complete ignorance of 
the Cold War but also of the record of US 
trade with totalitarian powers. 

Enough has been shown here to indicate the 
glaring politico-cultural lag existing in our 
country with regard to the USSR. It is almost 
like an ineradicable blind-spot for some legis- 
lators and others alike. However, the matter 
of accommodating Russian consulates in this 
country still is not resolved. Proponents of 
the treaty repeated ad nauseum the point 
that ratification of the treaty does not neces- 
sarily mean the establishment of Russian 
consulates here, which is a subject for fur- 
ther negotiations. Also, in rationalizing his 
switch Senator Dirksen stressed emphatically 
that the “treaty would not enable the Soviet 
Union to establish a consulate in Chicago or 
any other city.” Not only this, but the citi- 
zenry was informed that Dirksen was as- 
sured by Secretary of State Dean Rusk 
that ‘appropriate Congressional Committees’ 
would be consulted before a U.S. consulate 
was established in Russia as well as clearance 
with community official before a Soviet con- 
sulate could be located in this country.“ * 
This agreement opens up a whole new area 
on the issue, and Mayor Daley of Chicago has 
already declared that his city wants no Rus- 


Morton Asks Widening of Red Con- 
tacts,” The Washington Post, April 4, 1967. 

Consul Pact Will Not Aid Spies: Dirk- 
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sian consulate, As we approach Captive Na- 
tions Week, pressure is building up to have 
other Mayors of our port-cities declare them- 
selves along the same lines. It will be inter- 
esting to see what counter-pressure will be 
brought to bear to overcome the agreement. 


TIME FOR REVIEW OF U.S. POLICY TOWARD THE 
USSR 


The hearings on the Consular Convention 
have shown beyond question of doubt our 
pressing need for a full and thorough re- 
view of U.S. policy toward the USSR. On the 
scale of politico-diplomatic calculation the 
treaty definitely does not rest on a quid pro 
quo basis; the net disadvantage is ours. 
What makes the situation worse is that we, 
rather than the Russians, have pressed for 
it; and though the President could initiate 
negotiations for consulates without a treaty, 
it has been felt that at least the Senate 
should assume part of this responsibility. 
But the treaty is a vestigial remain of the 
30's when our knowledge of Russia“ and its 
global ambitions and operations was quite 
wanting. Judging by the preconceptions and 
concepts displayed in the hearings, there 
still is the want, but will the need for such 
a review be recognized? 

Never in our history has such a review 
been undertaken to eliminate the conceptual 
cobwebs which misdirect us into net dis- 
advantageous positions. In part, Senator 
Roman Hruska has sensed this need in stat- 
ing that this treaty and other measures “are 
going to affect the basic philosophy of our 
relations with the Communist countries.” 
There can be no better time than now to 
do what we have never done before but 
should have done long ago. 

The author offers a proposed resolution 
which, in content, can be easily documented 
and substantiated on the basis of the mis- 
conceptions and contradictions to facts ut- 
tered by our foremost leaders in the past 
twenty years, exclusively in relation to the 
Soviet Union. We rightly pride ourselves in 
this country on seizing upon the innovative, 
the new, and the changing. It will be in- 
teresting to see whether, with courage and 
foresight, we can bring into full public view 
and for unprecedented examination and as- 
sessment our policy toward the USSR. The 
proposed measure reads as follows: 


“RESOLUTION ON REVIEW OF U.S. POLICY TOWARD 
THE U.S.S.R. 


“Providing for a thorough review of U.S. 
policy toward the U.S.S.R. 


“Whereas in his 1967 State of the Union 
Message the President declared ‘the genius 
of the American political system has always 
been expressed through creative debate that 
offers reasonable alternatives’; and 

“Whereas U.S. policy toward the USSR is 
most crucial to the issue of global peace or 
war, and the cumulative evidence of the 
past two decades, including Greece, Iran, 
Korea, Cuba, the Congo, the Dominican Re- 
public, and Vietnam, casts a reasonable and 
heavy doubt on the peace-insuring efficacy of 
the pursued policy; and 

“Whereas there has never been a thorough 
Congressional review of our policy toward 
the USSR, even at levels below another 
Great Debate, examining and illuminating 
questionable preconceptions, arrant con- 
ceptual confusions, contradictions to fact 
and principle, and high-level counter-con- 
tradictions that have surrounded this pol- 
icy; and 

“Whereas proposed particular measures, 
such as the U.S.-USSR Consular Convention, 
U.S.Soviet trade, cultural exchange agree- 
ments, etc., depend for their accurate and 
proper evaluation on the soundness or not 
of the underlying assumptions and criteria in 
the general policy; and 

“Whereas these assumptions and criteria 
have been too frequently conveyed by offl- 
cial assertions that are patently contrary to 
fact and/or principle, and especially at this 
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time deserve to be openly and thoroughly 
examined; and 

“Whereas, to cite one example, on the high- 
est level an old, imperial Czarist Russian 
usage, albeit fictional to present conditions, 
has been revieved in the thought ‘The com- 
mon interests of the peoples of Russia and 
the United States are many’; and 

“Whereas, by way of further example, the 
notion expressed by one of our Presidents, 
‘no nation in the history of battle ever suf- 
fered more than the Russian suffered in the 
course of the Second World War,’ contradicts 
the facts that the ravaged territories in the 
USSR were largely non-Russian and the 
losses of Lithuanians, Latvians, Estonians, 
Ukranians, Armenians and other non-Rus- 
sian nationals were equal if not greater; and 

“Whereas, in additional contradiction to 
fact, more than one national leader has 
voiced the mythical constructions of “200 
million Russians” in existence and the USSR 
as Russia,“; and 

“Whereas, to mention another apt ex- 
ample, a high-!cvel conception misjudges 
‘areas, such as the Ukraine, Armenia, or 
Georgia’ as constituting ‘traditional parts of 
the Soviet Union ... an historical state,“ 
which factually has been in existence for 
only forty-five years; and 

“Whereas, in sharp contradiction to this 
quoted misconception, an outstanding offi- 
cial U.S. statement in the United Nations 
emphasizes: ‘An independent Ukrainian Re- 
public was recognized by the Bolsheviks in 
1917’ and later ‘with the help of the Red 
Army, a Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic 
was established and incorporated into the 
USSR’; also, ‘In 1920, the Soviet army in- 
vaded, and Armenian independence, so long 
awaited, was snuffed out’; also, ‘In 1921, the 
Red Army came to the aid of Communists re- 
belling against the independent State of 
Georgia and installed a Soviet regime’; and 

“Whereas these selected examples of basic 
confusion, contradictions of reality, and of- 
ficial counter-contradictions are compounded 
by growing doubts related to operating prin- 
ciples, double-standards, and policy incon- 
sistencies, even at a time when the USSR 
and its syndicated Red associates supply the 
totalitarian Red regime in North Vietnam 
to kill increasing numbers of American de- 
fenders of independent South Vietnam; and 

“Whereas, on the basis of these and num- 
erous other points of evidence, it is not in- 
conceivable that the forthcoming 50th an- 
niversary of the Russian Bolshevik revolution, 
which gave rise to Soviet Russian imperio- 
colonialism and its world-wide aggressive am- 
bitions, might elicit in ‘the spirit of peaceful 
coexistence’ harmful expressions virtually 
equating this fraudulent revolution with our 
own American Revolution and its symboliza- 
tion of national independence, individual 
liberty, and freedom; and 

“Whereas a genuine policy of peaceful co- 
existence means progressive reciprocity, sub- 
stantial reduction of barriers year by year, 
the absence of controlled movements, an in- 
tensified understanding between nations in 
the USSR and the United States, and sur- 
cease from indirect provocation in other 
parts of the Free World, none of which has 
been realized in the past decade; and 

“Whereas a policy founded on basic mis- 
conceptions, myths, and internal contradic- 
tions generates a grand illusion which in the 
long run can only lead to disastrous results 
for our independence and national security 
and certainly, in the short run and with 
reference to the nations in the USSR fails 
to validate the President’s declaration in his 
1966 State of the Union Message: The fifth 
and most important principle of our for- 
eign policy is support of national independ- 
ence—the right of each people to govern 
themselves and to shape their own institu- 
tions We follow this principle by en- 
couraging the end of colonial rule’: Now, 
therefore, be it 
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“Resolved by the Senate of the United 
States of America (or the House of Repre- 
sentatives) in Congress assembled. That a 
complete and thorough review of U.S. policy 
toward the U.S. S. R. be undertaken, The re- 
view shall be conducted by means of public 
hearings, designated studies relevant to all 
essential aspects of the subject, and sched- 
uled symposia consisting of Members of the 
Senate (the House), representatives of inter- 
ested areas in our Government, and invited 
participants from the private sector of our 
society. The results of this comprehensive 
review will be made available by publica- 
tion and other media to the American pub- 
lic, On the basis of the results the Senate 
(the House) shall determine what ‘reason- 
able alternatives’ exist to our present policy 
toward the USSR.” 

In the midst of many foolish notions being 
expressed almost daily with reference to our 
commitment in Vietnam and the obvious 
inconsistency, nay irrationality, of policies 
pursued by the Administration in relation 
to different but inseparable sectors of the 
Red Empire, the American people, who in 
the last resort are called upon to sustain the 
price of policy misjudgments, are at least 
entitled to this kind of review—a truly first 
Great Debate on U.S. policy toward the USSR. 
Will courage, foresight, and open-minded- 
ness prevail? This is the question for Cap- 
tive Nations Week, 1967—or are we content 
to pursue make-believe measures based on 
crass misconceptions, Pavlovianized reac- 
tions, and insular political considerations? 


LET THE HOUSE BE TRUE TO ITSELF 


Mr. PRYOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Arizona [Mr. UpaLL] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Arkansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Speaker, I voted yes- 
terday in opposition to the so-called anti- 
riot bill, not because I favor riots but 
because I consider this a totally ineffec- 
tive means of preventing them, 

I respect the views of my colleagues 
who look upon this as a way of protect- 
ing the public, but I believe they are 
wrong. I believe passage of such a bill as 
this is far more likely to incite riots than 
to prevent them. 

As my colleagues well know, I do not 
relish the role of the dissenter, the last- 
ditch saviour of an ill-defined and mis- 
managed cause. But I do hold a higher 
view of the responsibility and character 
of the House than is reflected in this bill. 

I am told that the House could afford 
to pass this bill because the Senate will 
save us from ourselves. We can wave a 
few flags, wrap ourselves in some bunt- 
ing, and tell the folks at home we have 
done something to save them from civil 
disobedience—all the while recognizing 
that this is a useless, if not mischievous, 
bill that would do none of the things we 
claim for it. Mr. Speaker, this is not the 
kind of House of Representatives the 
American people want. This is not the 
kind of leadership that is expected of us. 
This is not the greatness that I know my 
colleagues are capable of. 

History shows that great men and 
great public bodies achieved their great- 
ness, not through acquiescence to the 
status quo or through “going along” 
with established patterns of sham and 
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deceit but through adopting for them- 
selves goals and ideals of a higher na- 
ture. When good traffles with evil, evil 
always wins. When wise men give lip 
service to principles in which they do 
not believe, they minimize themselves 
and glorify error. I do not see my col- 
leagues here or this great House of Rep- 
resentatives as followers of such a tra- 
dition. 

Mr. Speaker, I most certainly do not 
want the House of Representatives to be 
the kind of body that has to be saved 
from itself. It is demeaning to suggest 


that a Member can afford to vote against. 


his best judgment and highest princi- 
ples on a bill like this because the other 
body of this Congress will keep it from 
becoming law. What this says is that the 
Senate is more responsible than the 
House, that its heads are older and 
wiser, that the House is an assemblage 
of schoolboys who occasionally must 
have their fun. I reject that thesis. 

I am proud to be a Member of the 
House of Representatives, and I will 
continue to be proud even though this 
vote went against reason and the private 
judgment of most of my colleagues. But 
in casting my no“ vote I hope I may 
have helped kindle a small flame—a 
flame of awareness of the greatness this 
House can achieve through being true to 
itself. 

I see greatness all around me in this 
Chamber. I am honored to serve with 
each and every Member. But on days 
like yesterday I see a tendency to sit back 
and let principle be bypassed for another 
issue on another day—and to let this be 
a day when pretense and sham prevail. 
I see this body as capable of greater con- 
sistency than this. 

Mr. Speaker, I have said I am uncom- 
fortable in a dissenter’s role, and I surely 
am willing to accept the fact that some 
of my colleagues genuinely feel this anti- 
riot bill will help stop riots. I think they 
are wrong, but I respect them for being 
sincere in this belief. However, in my 
view those who truly believe this is a 
good bill are in a distinct minority. And, 
rather than being a dissenter, I am really 
speaking what is in the minds of a 
vast majority of my colleagues. I think 
it is the proponents of this bill who are 
the dissenters. They are dissenting from 
the decisions of the Supreme Court. 
They are dissenting from the first 
amendment. They are dissenting from 
the orderly processes of law enforce- 
ment in the 50 States. And I am only 
one member of a vast majority favoring 
free speech, due process and State's 
rights in attacking the problems of our 
country today. 

In closing, Mr. Speaker, I should like 
to call to the attention of my colleagues 
an excellent column by Tom Wicker ap- 
pearing in the New York Times of July 
13, 1967. Without objection, I shall have 
it inserted at the conclusion of my 
remarks, 

Mr. Speaker, I say let this be the day 
when the House calls a halt to further 
meaningless gestures of this kind in 
the place of meaningful solutions, to mob 
psychology in place of statesmanship, 
to pettiness in place of greatness. Let this 
be the day the House of Representatives 
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decides. it has an obligation to history, 
its Members and the American public to 
be ever true to itself. 
THE DEADLIEST POLLUTION 
(By Tom Wicker) 

WASHINGTON, JULY 12.—The other day in 
Cincinnati the Rey. Fred Shuttlesworth— 
once a lieutenant of Martin Luther King in 
the nonviolent upheavals in the South—told 
Gene Roberts of this newspaper that the 
basic reason Negroes rioted was that “they 
Say, ‘we've already tried nonviolence and 
we're still where we are.“ 

Even Senator Edward Brooke of Massa- 
chusetts, always a moderate, warned at the 
N.A.A.C.P. convention in Boston this week 
that the failure of public officials to respond 
adequately to the needs of Negroes was “an 
invitation to violence.” And Roy Wilkins, who 
has risked his leadership to stand for rea- 
son and understanding, told the N.A.A.C.P. 
that Congress’ refusal to pass open housing 
and other needed legislation was “creating 
the atmosphere” for violence. 


IS GRATITUDE DUE? 


This will outrage those whites who believe 
that the civil rights legislation of recent 
years ought to have “satisfied” the Negroes, 
and that “these people” are only proving 
themselves beastly ingrates by rioting in the 
streets. The fact is, however, that all that 
legislation has yet to produce real gains 
for ghetto Negroes in employment, housing 
or education; and while Southern Negroes 
finally have the right to vote and eat grits in 
the local cafe, and a small percentage of 
them can even send their children to ade- 
quate schools, why should they be grateful 
for that? What gratitude is due a thief who 
steals your money, keeps it for a few genera- 
tions, then grudgingly gives a little of it back 
under court order? 


LONG COLD WINTER 


During this season’s rioting in Buffalo, 
Mayor Frank Sedita pleaded for “just a few 
days” to find jobs for unemployed Negroes. 
He was willing enough to find jobs to end 
violence in the long, hot summer; but why 
had jobs not been found to prevent violence 
in what Martin Luther King calls the “the 
long cold winter“? è 

In an even more myopic answer—or non- 
answer—to the ghetto, the House may 
bravely pass this week an “anti-riot” bill 
that would make it possible to jail and fine 
anybody who crosses a state line “with intent 
to incite street violence and rioting.” 

This political popgun is aimed squarely at 
Stokely Carmichael, described by its sponsor, 
Cramer of Florida, as a giant of a fellow 
whose itinerant rabble-rousing has left in its 
wake “thousards of Negroes whose blood is 
simmering and waiting for a chance to riot.“ 

Even assuming that Carmichael and other 
supermen actually caused the trouble in Los 
Angeles, Cleveland, New York, Chicago, 
Rochester, Buffalo, Tampa, Lincoln, and 
points west; even assuming that local au- 
thorities could not, in that case, deal with 
them in the manner of Atlanta, which put 
Carmichael in jail; even assuming the con- 
stitutionality of the bill’s language and in- 
tent; even assuming all these dubious 
propositions, the truth of this bill still is to 
be found in the words of Representative 
Celler of New York, who at least tried to 
block it. 

Nevertheless, he confessed to the Commit- 
tee on Rules, “I don’t want to be in a position 
of opposing this bill.” 

That is what Shuttlesworth and Brooke 
and Wilkins, none of whom ever threw a 
Molotov cocktail or stoned a loanshark’s 
office, were talking about. A Congress repre- 
senting a dominantly white society, that will 
not pass even a diluted open-housing law 
or provide increased protection for civil 
rights workers, but which does not “want to 
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be in a position of opposing” a demagogic 
antiriot bill, is unlikely to persuade unem- 
ployed, slum-dwelling, poorly educated, often 
ill-fed and ill-clad Negroes that they can get 
relief from the law before they can get it in 
the streets. 
SQUEAKY WHEELS 

Shuttlesworth told Roberts about a new 
park being built in the riot area of Cincin- 
nati. “A lot of people think they got that 
because of rioting, and I think they are 
right,“ he said. “Nonviolence didn’t get it.” 

And the final tragedy is that while violence 
produces jobs in Buffalo and a park in Cin- 
cinnati, it also produces untold hatred and 
suffering and bitterness. Thus white myopia 
and black despair work together to pollute a 
nation’s soul. 


THE IMPORTANT DOMESTIC 
RESPONSIBILITY 


Mr. PRYOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. Worrrl may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Arkansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Speaker, the tragic 
and often twisted ironies of our time 
were exemplified in a news broadcast I 
heard this past Saturday. The first item 
concerned the Vietcong attack on our 
airbase at Da Nang. The second item had 
reference to the depressing situation in 
Newark, N.J. The single day death toll, 
Mr. Speaker, of the war in the streets 
of New Jersey’s largest city was greater 
than the death toll of the attack at Da 


Nang. 

This is a striking warning to keep our 
priorities in a reasoned and human per- 
spective. The domestic unrest in our 
stifling and oppressive ghettos requires, 
indeed demands, that we not relax for 
an instant our vigilance in the fights 
against discrimination, inadequate edu- 
cation, poverty and joblessness. The riots 
are started by conditions, not by people. 
We must seek solutions to the root causes 
of these maladies and not content our- 
selves with inadequate and ultimately 
meaningless palliatives. 

There will be little to gain, Mr. Speak- 
er, if we win the fight in Vietnam and 
lose the war at home. This great and 
powerful Nation can meet its global re- 
sponsibilities and, at the same time, meet 
our responsibility to provide equality of 
opportunity to all Americans in all areas 
of human endeavor. 

We can do both—and we must. 


MILITARY AID TO JORDAN AND 
SAUDI ARABIA 


Mr. PRYOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. Wotrr] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Arkansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Speaker, I am 
astounded that we are providing military 
training to men from nine Arab Nations, 
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including four that have broken diplo- 

matic relations with the United States. 

I have twice earlier this week made my- 

self clear on this point. 

In a closely related matter, I was 
greatly distressed by a story in today’s 
New York Times that indicated the 
United States is considering resuming 
military arms shipments to Jordan and 
Saudi Arabia. Military aid, when appro- 
priate, should rightfully go to our 
friends. It is never appropriate, wise, 
nor justifiable to send arms to our 
enemies. Both Jordan and Saudi Arabia 
have openly expressed their antagonism 
to the United States and the resumption 
of military shipments to these countries 
would be most unwise. 

Yet the article I have reference to indi- 
cates that the Honorable Dean Rusk, 
Secretary of State, is considering resum- 
ing shipments to both of these countries. 
Even to consider such an unwise and un- 
sound move is incomprehensible. I urge 
that arms shipments not be resumed to 
Jordan and Saudi Arabia and to call the 
Members’ attention to this most regretful 
possibility, under leave to extend my re- 
marks, I wish to include the article from 
today’s New York Times in the RECORD 
at this point: 

U.S. Arms May Go To MIDEAST AGAIN-—RuskK 
HINTS AT RENEWED AID FOR ISRAEL, JORDAN, 
SAUDI ARABIA To COUNTER SOVIET 

(By John W. Finney) 

WASHINGTON, July 19.—Secretary of State 
Dean Rusk indicated today that the Ad- 
ministration was moving toward a revival 
of its policy of providing sufficient arms to 
maintain a military equilibrium in the Mid- 
dle East between the nations dependent 
upon Soviet military aid and those depend- 
ent on Western aid. 

In a State Department news conference 
he noted that the introduction of new So- 
viet weapons into the region was raising secu- 
rity problems for Israel and certain pro- 
Western Arab nations, 

The Secretary said that the Administra- 
tion was giving special attention to the ques- 
tion of resuming military as well as eco- 
nomic aid to Jordan, A resumption of aid to 
Jordan as well as certain other states in 
the area is “a matter of great preoccupa- 
tion at the present time,” he said. 

State Department officials said that a re- 
view on arms shipments was focusing on 
Jordan, Israel and Saudi Arabia. Before the 
Arab-Israeli war last month, the United 
States was committed to provide—Israel with 
two squadrons of A-4 attack bombers, Jordan 
with two squadrons of F-104 fighter-bomb- 
ers, and Saudi Arabia with Hawk antiair- 
craft missiles and ground support equipment. 

Jordan is regarded by State Department 
Officials as the most urgent problem. In the 
past, 20 per cent of Jordan’s revenue came 
from $30-million in “budgetary support” 
supplied annually by the United States. The 
Jordanian armed forces were being mod- 
ernized with new tanks and planes from the 
United States. 

After the war last month, the Adminis- 
tration froze all aid to countries in the 
region. 

Earlier this month, the Administration 
quietly gave $2-million in “budgetary sup- 
port” to Jordan as the final installment for 
the fiscal year just ended. Now a new quar- 
terly installment of $7-million is coming 
due, and a decision is required in the next 
few weeks on resuming full-scale economic 
aid to Jordan. 

The general appraisal is that the Jordanian 
economy, seriously damaged by the war and 
the loss to Israel of the productive West 
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Bank, has sufficient foreign reserves to carry 
on for perhaps six months. It is generally 
recognized that the viability of King Hus- 
sein’s regime and the kingdom’s economy is 
likely to be dependent upon new United 
States aid. 

For the moment, Jordan's ability to ab- 
sorb new military equipment is viewed as 
limited. But some shipments are regarded 
as necessary to help Hussein keep his armed 
forces in line and resist the pressure from 
other Arab states to accept arms from the 
Soviet Union. 

Mr. Rusk did not commit the United 
States to renewed military aid to the Middle 
East. But he moved considerably beyond the 
past State Department position that military 
aid was “under review,” employing virtually 
the same phrases used in the past to justify 
arms sales and gifts to nations in the Middle 
East. 


FEDERAL FAMILY SUPPORT ACT 


Mr. PRYOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from New Mexico [Mr. Morris] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Arkansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MORRIS of New Mexico. Mr. 
Speaker, today with the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. FisHer], the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. Burke], and the 
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. STEED], 
I am introducing H.R. 11633 entitled the 
Federal Family Support Act, which is 
more popularly known as the run-away 
pappy bill. 

As its name implies, this bill has as its 
objective the closing of an important gap 
in our Federal system which each year 
allows hundreds of fathers to escape 
their moral, social, and legal obligation 
to support their dependent wives and 
children. 

Our bill would accomplish this task 
by extending Federal jurisdiction to al- 
low the dependent to execute his support 
judgment in the Federal court where the 
delinquent spouse resides and by amend- 
ing the Federal criminal law to make it a 
crime for a person, subject to a support 
order, to travel in interstate or foreign 
commerce with the intent of avoiding 
the court order. 

At present, a dependent wife or child 
may pay for costly legal proceedings in 
the State of the father’s residence only 
to have the delinquent father leave that 
State to again avoid his obligations. The 
end result is not that envisioned in the 
State’s support statute, or in the initial 
court order, it is instead a frustration of 
both. The father able to support his 
family again uses this loophole to free 
himself of his responsibilities. At the 
same time his family, having expended 
money for these legal actions, have 
nothing to show for their actions. 

In most States, a failure to comply 
with a court order, in this case to sup- 
port one’s dependents, may subject the 
individual to criminal contempt and in 
the case of one outside the State, may 
subject him to extradition. This, how- 
ever, is a procedure costly to the State 
and in the end is not calculated to ob- 
tain the objective, support to the de- 
pendent wife and child. 
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In summary, I firmly believe that this 
bill will have the overall effect of re- 
quiring the able-bodied husband to sup- 
port his dependent wife and child 
avoiding as much as possible added ex- 
penses to the family and to the State 
of their residence. 


THE UNSAFE AIRLANES 


Mr. PRYOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. GonzaLEz] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER, pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Arkansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. Speaker, on more 
occasions than I care to count, I have 
called the attention of the House to the 
appalling lack of safety in the air. Two 
months ago, I introduced Capt. Vernon 
Lowell, who wrote a book, Airline Safety 
Is a Myth,” which publication backs up 
many of the statements I have made 
during the past 4 years about airline 
safety and the lack of adequate control 
over the airlanes by the control system 
of the Federal Aviation Administration. 
I regret to say that some of my col- 
leagues scoffed at me, and questioned the 
motives of my actions. Others tried to 
discredit me, and Captain Lowell, for 
criticizing the FAA. The FAA itself has 
repeatedly issued bland assurances that 
everything is all right in the sky, that 
the traffic control system is fine. Yet we 
keep having midair collisions. I regret 
to say that the tragedy at Asheville, N.C., 
was entirely predictable, just as was a 
similar collision at Dayton, Ohio. 

It is sad to see, Mr. Speaker, that the 
FAA continues to deny any responsibility 
in midair collisions. There is never any 
fault found with the control system, or 
with the controllers; it is always a mat- 
ter of “pilot error” or “the plane was off 
course.” Naturally the planes are off 
course when they collide; the question is 
why were they off course, when the job 
of the FAA is to keep them on course. 

Captain Lowell wrote me on June 29, 
citing many safety problems. Referring 
to midair collisions, he said: 

The problems are many and complex, in- 


volving mixing of high-speed aircraft and 
low speed. 


And that is exactly what happened at 
Asheville yesterday. 

Mr. Speaker, I regret to say that an- 
other tragic event has taken place in 
the air. It is one of many such acci- 
dents, and I regret to say that we see 
more and more midair collisions every 
year. I wonder when the FAA will make 
any significant improvements in the 
traffic control system. The annual report 
for this year talks vaguely about testing 
of two new radars, and says one is under 
development, and one has been “suc- 
cessfully tested,” whatever that means. 
I wonder, Mr. Speaker, when improve- 
ment can be expected in air traffic con- 
trol; I have seen no improvement in 
4 years, but only excuses. I hope that 
we will not have to wait another 4 
years for action. 
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Mr. Speaker, I am appending hereto 
the full text of Captain Lowell's recent 
letter and a recent article from the 
Washington Daily News—both grim 
warnings of what actually happened yes- 
terday. 

The material follows: 

JUNE 29, 1967. 


Congressman HENRY GONZALEZ, 
Washington, D.C, 

Dear Sm: Since my letter to you of May 12, 
1967 the air safety problems mentioned in 
my recent book have attracted national at- 
tention but the needed corrections don’t 
appear imminent. 

Nearly every major newspaper in the coun- 
try mentioned the book in either a book re- 
view, editorial or article but to my knowledge 
no one from the air transport industry (in- 
cluding the FAA and NTSB) has publicly 
denied or commented on any of the safety 


‘issues. The public is not getting protection 


when facts are hidden or distorted. 

The new Department of Transportation 
should be able to function without fear of 
the aircraft manufacturers and the air car- 
riers, Will the FAA be brought before Con- 
gress and be made to answer for its lack of 
action on safety issues? Historically the FAA 
doesn’t stand up to the industry and require 
safety measures unless the industry agrees 
to “cooperate.” 

The public must have the protection of an 
independent industrial “watch dog” for 
safety. Therefore, the NTSB’s accident in- 
vestigation bureau should be the subject of 
a complete Congressional investigation of 
their freedom from industry pressure groups. 
This is essential so that proper corrective 
action can be taken following an air carrier 
accident. 

To be more specific, the following defi- 
elencies are due to FAA inertia: 


AIRCRAFT FIRE 


A modern airliner can be made substan- 
tially more fireproof than it is. There are 
two devices that should be required instal- 
lations on all jets: 

a. Fuel vent lines flame arrestors suppres- 
sion devices that can snuff out both flame 
and electric discharge from lightning or 
static electricity. 

b. Fuel tank fume inerting systems. 


EMERGENCY ESCAPE 


A new concept of emergency escape must 
be designed into new aircraft (particularly 
in the new 400-500 passenger jumbo jets) 
and incorporated in today’s jet airliners. 
Fire trap conditions must be eliminated by 
improved systems and design—not by paper 
rules and unrealistic rehearsed drills. 


AIRPORTS 


Too many airport runways are only mar- 
ginally safe, particularly when slippery. We 
must extend runway lengths and/or provide 
safe overrun areas. During periods when run- 
ways are slippery, a meaningful gross weight 
restriction must be enforced for both takeoffs 
and landings. 


TAKE OFF DECISION SPEED (V—1) 


Jet aircraft. must be tested to determine 
actual accelerated stop capabilities under the 
same conditions they are flown while full of 
passengers and recertified accordingly. We 
must give major consideration in these certi- 
fication tests to: a. slippery runways b. sur- 
prise element c. an unbiased, objective test 
crew. Further, this new criteria should be 
used as a safety guide for the pilot and not 
as a regulation that is used to protect the 
industry. 

MID-AIR COLLISION 

Air traffic control and the mid-air col- 
lision problem is a lot worse than anyone 
will admit. The recent hearings in Dayton, 
Ohio on the DC-9 and light plane fatal col- 


July 20, 1967 


lision highlighted what most people in the 
industry know—our airway traffic control 
system is not preventing collisions between 
aircraft. The problems are many and com- 
plex, mixing of high speed aircraft and low 
speed (VFR, IFR traffic), congestion, etc. 
We must develop an operational anticollision 
device and separate controlled traffic from 
the uncontrolled. 


NOISE ABATEMENT 


Noise abatement procedures are dangerous. 
The low altitude turns and power reduction 
would have been considered unauthorized 
acrobatics five years ago. The use of “prefer- 
ential” runways which compromise safety 
under adverse conditions must not be allowed 
to continue. 


SAFETY REGULATIONS 


The FAA air carrier operating rules must 
be revised to serve only the purpose of air 
safety. Actually, the endless papermills of 
the Government and the carriers have ground 
out thousands of rules—so many are only 
intended to protect the government or in- 
terest groups when something goes wrong. 


AIRMAN CHECKS 


The FAA should limit their determination 
of a pilot’s proficiency and periodic re-check- 
ing to training flights. When a captain as- 
sumes command of a flight with passengers 
on board, he should not be harassed by an 
FAA inspector. The carriers and aircraft 
manufacturers should not use the FAA 
checking as a crutch. The worn out excuse 
“approved by the FAA“ should not be an 
acceptable reason when an incident or an 
accident occurs. Ultimate responsibility 
should be placed on the carrier through 
training personnel and procedures to accom- 
plish the pilot's upgrading and proficiency 
checks. This would release the FAA inspec- 
tors to do more important jobs such as 
checking against sabotage and reduce the 
burden on taxpayers. 


FAIL SAFE CREWS 


A fail safe crew is needed on all jets. The 
new two-man crew operating under heavy 
traffic congestion is a serious safety consider- 
ation. Also, tied into this is the need for 
more actual flight training in the airplane 
for co-pilots so that they can land safely 
under adverse conditions in case of incapac- 
itation of captains. Airlines have recently 
experienced an increase of landing accidents 
(none fatal so far) because of inadequately 
trained co-pilots,. 


TRAINING 

Pilot training procedures should be 
changed to stop the practice of simulating 
one and two engines out at low altitudes. 


FUEL 


The FAA should rescind their approval for 
the use of JP-4 type fuel because of the 
dangerous characteristics of its fumes. 

ROME ACCIDENT REPORT 

Eight safety recommendations were made 
by the Rome Commission as a result of my 
accident in Rome. The FAA has not re- 
sponded to these recommendations. Most of 
these, in my opinion, would vastly enhance 
air safety. The fact that the FAA has chosen 
to ignore these recommendations highlights 
their inability to deal with serious air safety 
problems. 

FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION 


The administrative head of a technical 
agency such as the FAA should be qualified 
and extensively knowledgeable in civil avia- 
tion. We have had three administrators of 
the FAA since its inception over eight years 
ago. Two of these men were from the military 
and their lack of knowledge in civil aviation 
was and is still apparent. The system of po- 
litical appointees as administrators of tech- 
nical agencies is not working. Passive ap- 
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proval by General McKee of the aviation 
industry is symptomatic of the industry 
complacency. 

ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION AND DETERMINATION 


We must establish a system so that the 
true probable cause of an accident can be 
determined. I have recommended in my book 
an “adversary type of proceedings” before a 
tribunal of judges or a jury. The present sys- 
tem of “public hearings” following an acci- 
dent is simply a side show. During the recent 
hearings in Dayton, Ohio the Government 
appeared to be protecting other government 
agencies, aircraft manufacturers and air car- 
riers; who protects the traveling public? 

In the case of the Salt Lake City 727 ac- 
cident involving Captain Kehmeier, the 
highly questionable conduct of the CAB and 
the FAA in protecting the airplane manu- 
facturers and condemning the pilot may pos- 
sibly involve distortion. The forced resigna- 
tion of Captain Kehmeier and the offer of 
$45,000.00 cash, along with United Air Lines 
consent for early retirement, was indisput- 
ably unethical. The facts here do not point 
to CAB’s probable cause conclusion of “pilot 
error.“ For example, UAL's report of Captain 
Kehmeier’s training record completely con- 
tradicted the CAB's report; the latter was the 
main basis for the “pilot error” conclusion. 
Another example: the flight recorder readout 
was distorted and shown on a graph using a 
scale that distorted the flight path and no 
consideration was given to altimeter log. 
Another example: his flight supervisor and 
co-pilots, who had knowledge of his profes- 
sional ability, were not permitted to go on 
record in his behalf. Finally, the ALPA's re- 
port on the accident contradicts the CAB’s 
report and places the blame on the char- 
acteristics of the airplane; characteristics 
which are now known to the industry. 

In conclusion, the safety issues outlined 
above warrant immediate attention. These 
issues are not new. The industry, along with 
the Government agencies, are satisfied with 
their distorted safety record and will con- 
tinue to procrastinate on these issues until 
pressure is exerted on them. 

Again, Congressman Gonzalez, I wish to 
express my thanks to you for your continu- 
ing interest in the fight for safety. 

Sincerely, 
Capt. VERNON W. LOWELL. 


{From the Washington (D.C.) News, July 11, 
1967] 


Am DeatHs May Tor HIGHWAY TOLL 
(By Seth Kantor) 

“Our airway death toll may be as bad as 
our highway death toll 10 years from now,” 
unless better air traffic safety devices are 
worked out, Sen, A. S. Mike Monroney (D. 
Okla.) warned today. Sen. Monroney, Chair- 
man of the Senate Aviation Subcommit- 
tee, said the Air Traffic Control system of 
the Federal Aviation Administration is “in 
serious need of modernization.” 

“The explosion of air traffic in the past two 
years has thrown our timetable for installing 
the newest and safest equipment off course,” 
he noted. 

Sen. Monroney’s fears are supported by air- 
traffic expert Francis M. McDermott, whose 
charegs of defects in the nation's air safety 
program rival those Ralph Nader has made 
against the auto industry. 

Mr. McDermott charged today: 

Safety factors in the FAA's control towers 
are “lagging further behind” than they were 
10 years ago, 

The Civil Aeronautics Board has “never 
adequately investigated an aviation accident 
with respect to ATC, air navigation or the 
services of the U.S. Weather Bureau. 

The CAB has always allowed the FAA to 
investigate its own operation and has simply 
incorporated the conclusions into its air ac- 
cident reports. As a result Mr. McDermott 
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charged, the investigations have been “worse 
than superficial.” 
EXAMPLE 


One example he cited involved the mid-air 
collision of a capital airlines Viscount pas- 
senger plane from Pittsburgh with a Mary- 
land National Guard jet trainer nine years 
ago. All the passengers were killed. 

After its investigation, the CAB determined 
“the probable cause“ to be lack of vigilance 
by the jet trainer pilot. 

Last summer a Federal judge found that 
the CAB had not evaluated all the facts cor- 
rectly and that the “government personnel 
at the (FAA’s) Washington traffic control 
center” were “guilty of actionable negligence” 
by failing to anticipate the collision and fore- 
warn the Viscount pilot. 

Of greater significance than the actual 
number of air collisions,” said Mr. McDer- 
mott, “is the number of near-collisions, most 
of which go unreported.” 

Rep. Henry B. Gonzalez (D., Tex.), an 
ardent foe of FAA safety procedures, said “a 
great many pilots are afraid to speak out” 
about near-collisions “because they fear the 
possibility of retribution from the Federal 
agencies which are charged with safety but 
which spend much time saving face.” 

The pilot is at “the complete mercy of the 
ATC system,” said Mr. McDermott, a former 
air controller and now a private aviation 
consultant. 

MONSTROSITY 

He charged that “the resources provided by 
Congress to improve air safety have been 
misappropriated to create an FAA manage- 
ment monstrosity which cynically disregards 
the plight of the controller. 

Sen. Daniel B. Brewster (D., Md.), a mem- 
ber of the Monroney subcommittee, said 
Members of Congress have a special interest 
in seeing that air safety is more than a 
‘pure-luck’ system.” 

Sen. Brewster wants “a careful Congres- 
sional study” of responsible charges that the 
FAA’s air traffic system has serious problems. 

FAA Deputy Administrator David D. 
Thomas insisted the “biggest need in im- 
proving air traffic control is more airports.” 

He said a $300-million sophisticated new 
radar automation system, known as alpha- 
numerics which is to be in wide use by the 
early 1970s, will be “the biggest break- 
through.” 

SAME THING 

Since April the newly formed Department 
of Transportation’s National Transportation 
Safety Board has taken over from the CAB 
as aircrash investigator. Mr. McDermott says 
the NTSB is no more prepared to investigate 
ATC “mistakes” than was the CAB. 

Mr. Thomas, in reply, said: “Nothing is 
more of a fishbowl than the ATC system. 
Everything is recorded. The tower’s conversa- 
tions with planes are all on tape.” 

But Mr. McDermott said the FAA prepares 
an “accident package” for the NTSB, making 
its own transcript from the tape, and charged 
that there have been “critical omissions.” 

Thomas denied that the FAA provides 
“loaded” transcripts. 


PENNSYLVANIA SUCCESS STORY 


Mr. PRYOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Rooney] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter 
and charts and tables. 

The SPEAKER. pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Arkansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ROONEY of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, the State of Pennsylvania has 
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been one of the pioneers in the consumer 
finance industry. The first small loan 
law was placed on the books in 1911, and 
Pennsylvania, enacting small loan leg- 
islation in 1915, became one of the first 
five States to provide a responsible 
source of cash credit to consumers, 

Since 1875, the business of lending 
small sums developed in a number of 
cities without any protective legislation 
for the consumer. As a result, the small 
loan business had become the object of 
unfavorable publicity, stimulating the 
reliable lenders in the various States to 
unite and form State associations. Mem- 
bers of five State associations—Ohio, 
Maryland, New Jersey, Indiana, and 
Pennsylvania—met in Philadelphia on 
April 19, 1916, to discuss the organiza- 
tion of a national association. The orga- 
nization that materialized as the result 
of this meeting was the forerunner of 
po National Consumer Finance Associa- 

on. 

‘Coincidentally, the National Confer- 
ence of Commissioners on Uniform State 
Laws will hold its annual meeting in 
Philadelphia in 1968 and it is expected 
that a final draft of the Uniform Con- 
sumer Credit Code, on which this distin- 
guished committee has labored for sev- 
eral years, will be proposed at that ‘time. 

How important is the consumer finance 
industry today? How important is the 
automobile industry? It is no coincidence 
that the growth of the automobile in- 
dustry closely parallels the development 
of the consumer finance industry. There 
is no question that the automobile in- 
dustry is a prime mover in our economy; 
yet how many people could afford to buy 
an automobile for cash? 

Approximately 60 percent of all auto- 
mobile purchases today involve the use 
of sales installment credit, or “sales fin- 
ance.” To contemplate a 60-percent re- 
duction in automobile sales, would be to 
contemplate a disaster not only to that 
industry, but others including; steel, 
automotive parts, petroleum, highway 
construction, and the tourist trade. 

Yet the growing finance company to- 
day is properly concerned with diversi- 
fication as competition from other lend- 
ing institutions has come into the pic- 
ture, particularly with respect to auto- 
mobile sales finance. The success stories 
of growth in other areas is equally im- 
pressive as the consumer finance indus- 
try continues to maintain its position as 
a dynamic and enterprising segment of 
the American economy. 

On April 25, in the Senate Chamber 
the distinguished junior Senator from 
Delaware, Mr. Bogs, called attention (S. 
5833) to the sound and spectacular 
growth of Finance Factors and included 
a stirring article from Hawaii Business 
and Industry demonstrating the impact 
this far-seeing consumer finance com- 
pany has had on the aforementioned 
State. The senior Senator from Hawaii, 
Mr. Fonc, as chairman and president of 
Finance Factors, is to be complimented 
on his role in guiding the company 
through its formative years. 

Another example of a useful life and 
an exciting, growing business enterprise 
that has already left its mark on not 
only a community and State, but the Na- 
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tion as well, was recorded in an editorial 
in the Morning Call of Allentown, Pa., in 
the May 23, 1966, issue. I quote in part: 

This community never has been short on 
the documented tales of how men with vision 
and courage and skill have put down their 
roots here to establish and develop great 
enterprises that have spread over wide areas. 
The biography of the late F. Reed Wills is 
such a story, a notable chapter in any com- 
pilation of outstanding examples of the at- 
tainments that are possible under the Amer- 
ican system of free enterprise. 

The story is closely tied to the growth of 
the General Acceptance Corporation he es- 
tablished here some 30 years ago when Allen- 
town and the rest of the nation were deep 
in the throes of the great depression. Before 
his death over the weekend, he saw it recog- 
nized as one of the world’s largest independ- 
ent finance companies, doing business of $1 
billion a year and serving many thousands 
of customers through some 500 offices in this 
country and abroad. He guided that growth 
as president and more recently as the chair- 
man of the board. 


Mr, Speaker, the General Acceptance 
Corp., is the only multinational finance 
company with headquarters in Pennsyl- 
vania. According to quotations compiled 
for the American Industrial Bankers As- 
sociation by A. G. Becker & Co., the 
General Acceptance Corp., ranks fourth 
in net worth among sales finance com- 
panies listed on the New York Stock 
Exchange. In addition, statistics pub- 
lished by the First National Bank of 
Chicago show that although the General 
Acceptance Corp. is not now the largest 
in the industry, they have outperformed 
the finance field by a significant margin, 
as accompanying charts indicate. More- 
over, the General Acceptance Corp., to 
my knowledge, is the only company of 
any size in the consumer finance indus- 
try considering official board action en- 
dorsing the principle of full disclosure 
of meaningful consumer finance charges 
as embodied in S. 5. It is my understand- 
ing that the GAC board is expected to 
take this action at their next meeting 
on the 26th of July. 

Legislation enabling finance companies 
to make consumer installment loans is 
on the books in every State except Ar- 
kansas. During 1966, over $13 million 
cash loans involving a volume of $9.2 
billion were made by finance companies. 
This constituted 37 percent of the in- 
stallment loans made by all financial in- 
stitutions. A comparison of the annual 
reports for 1966 of the Mellon National 
Bank & Trust Co.the largest commer- 
cial bank in Pennsylvania—and the 
General Acceptance Corp. gives one a 
greater appreciation of the operations of 
both types of lending institutions. 

The Mellon Bank employed 3,809 per- 
sons; paid out $28,673,262 in salaries and 
employee benefits; and in the install- 
ment loan category, had an average out- 
standing of $184 million. 

The General Acceptance Corp. em- 
ployed 5,225 persons; paid out in em- 
ployee salaries and benefits $33.5 million; 
and their outstanding installment loans 
totaled over half a billion dollars. 

Within the boundaries of the Com- 
monwealth of Pennsylvania, there resides 
an estimated 1,500 GAC employees, work- 
ing in 35 facilities and generating an 
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annual income of over $21 million. The 
company spends another $1 million on 
supplies and services from suppliers lo- 
cated in the Allentown area, and over a 
quarter of a million dollars annually in 
State taxes. With the recent acquisition 
of the Continental Commercial Corp. of 
Pittsburgh, these figures will be increased 
substantially. 

In the first full year of operation, GAC 
had two offices in Pennsylvania and did 
$616,000 of financing business. In just 
the first quarter of 1967, in the State of 
Pennsylvania alone, GAC had $29.3 mil- 
lion outstanding in installment loans. In 
1961, GAC instituted its unique finance 
program known as private brand financ- 
ing.” From 1963 through 1966, this divi- 
sion increased over 100 percent each 
year. Already in 1967, a GAC agreement 
has been signed with the Radio Corp. of 
America providing for the wholesale 
financing of RCA products at the dealer 
level through GAC Credit Corp. on a na- 
tional scale. This is doubly pleasing news 
to me in that RCA has plants at Scran- 
ton, Meadowlands, and Lancaster, Pa. 

The General Acceptance Corp. is high- 
ly responsive to local needs and senti- 
ment. Therefore, in April of 1964, without 
the assistance of others in the industry 
and without any offer of aid from local 
welfare agencies, but with permission 
from the State, GAC established Phila- 
delphia’s first effective budget counsel- 
ing office. 

GAC credit counseling service man- 
ager, Charles Bailey, explained shortly 
after the office opened: 

When a person goes into debt more deeply 
than he can afford to pay, more and more 
often he is being referred to us. These re- 
ferrals come from a wide range of sources in- 
cluding other loan companies that GAC, a 
bank or a social welfare agency, an employer, 
a church credit union, family counseling 
services or even the Internal Revenue Service, 
or city and state tax agencies. 


Bailey added: 


Our average client is in debt to nine or ten 
creditors and owes over $3,000. 


The first 130 clients to take advantage 
of GAC’s free counseling service had a 
total indebtedness of $400,000 which 
manager Bailey reduced within a few 
months by $70,000. The GAC Counseling 
Service continued to provide relief for 
many hardship cases and produced an 
aura of goodwill which resulted in the 
office being turned over to an independent 
organization composed of finance com- 
panies, banks, labor unions, welfare 
agencies and churches. Until the transi- 
tion was completed in August of 1966, 
the expense to the General Acceptance 
Corp. is conservatively estimated at 
$28,000. 

In December of 1966, 10 families in 
Scranton were displaced victims of a 
mine fire and it appeared as though they 
would be out in the cold on Christmas 
Day. The General Acceptance Corp., 
however, moved quickly to the scene, 
providing new rent-free, three-bedroom 
mobile homes which were completely 
furnished—even to a Christmas tree in 
each living room. The expense to the 
company is estimated at close to $20,000 
and in 1967, GAC will contribute at least 
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another $30,000 for local charitable 
activities. 

The Scranton case was not the first 
time the corporation has stepped in to 
help a stricken community in which it 
operates. Back in 1964 when the deadly 
Hurricane Cleo struck the South with 
incredible damage, one of GAC’s sub- 
sidiaries, Stuyvesant Insurance, flew a 
whole crew of adjustors into the area. 
Many claims were ready to be adjusted 
days before policyholders returned and 
within 1 month every claim had been 
adjusted satisfactorily. I am not sur- 
prised that the company received public 
recognition for its efforts including a 
letter from the Florida State Treasurer 
saying: 

We knew we could depend on you and your 
company, 


Mr. Speaker, it is obvious the General 
Acceptance Corp. is dedicated to service 
as well as profits. 

In my own State, the Aetna Steel Co. 
of Pottsville, which has seen its employ- 
ment rolls drop from a high of 850 to 
fewer than 100 in this last year, was 
taken over by the General Acceptance 
Corp. and has a new future. Matt 
Shook, Jr., industrial commissioner of 
Pottsville said: 

If this new firm does in Pottsville what it 
has done in Wisconsin, it will be the greatest 
boom ever to hit this city. 


Aetna Steel will become a division of 
GAC’s manufacturing subsidiary, High- 
way Trailer Industries, Inc., of Edgerton, 
Wis. 

The General Acceptance Corp. is able 
to move swiftly and effectively when new 
opportunities arise because, according to 
an analysis by R. W. Pressprich & Co.: 

Hayward Wills and his senior management 
team devote much of their time to long 
range planning and financial control, leaving 
the divisional management to responsible 
proven executives on a decentralized basis. 


The aggressive Mr. Wills, chairman 
and president of GAC, was just ap- 
pointed to serve on the 1967 National UN 
Day Committee with Charles G. Morti- 
mer who was named chairman last 
month by President Johnson. The GAC 
chairman will meet with other leading 
industrialists, labor leaders and business- 
men to promote, according to Mr. Wills: 

The advancement of peace, freedom and 
justice through international organizations. 


The GAC executive vice president, T. 
Alec Vaughey, last year led a successful 
United Fund Campaign in Pennsyl- 
vania’s Lehigh Valley. It is obvious the 
philosophy of F. Reed Wills has had a 
lasting impact among executives of the 
General Acceptance Corp.; namely, that 
of helping people: 

His concern about how they lived was un- 
derscored by his great interest in the causes 
of his church, the institutions of the com- 
munity, and the opportunities he constantly 


sought to help those in unusual need and 
circumstances, 


Mr. Speaker, in closing I call the at- 
tention of my colleagues to an article 
which appeared in the February 1967 is- 
sue of Fortune magazine giving a more 
detailed insight into the individuals and 
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operations of the General Acceptance 
Corp. I respectfully submit the magazine 
article and the accompanying graphs 
and charts which illustrate my remarks 
in the Record at this point: 


GENERAL ACCEPTANCE—LOOKING AROUND FOR 
TROUBLE 


The General Acceptance Corp., a finance 
company based in Allentown, Pennsylvania, 
managed with no difficulty at all to get 
through the first three decades of its exist- 
ence in relative obscurity. Businessmen in its 
own field would have identified it readily 
enough as a well-managed and growing en- 
terprise that financed other enterprises and 
individual consumers in a variety of ways; 
but most businessmen would have had 
trouble differentiating it from all those other 
finance companies with vaguely similar 
names—and some have even persisted over 
the years in confusing it with the General 
Motors Acceptance Corp. 

In its fourth decade, which began four 
years ago, General Acceptance has suddenly 
been all over the business pages and en- 
tangled in situations that demanded atten- 
tion. The situations all had a certain similar- 
ity: they involved other enterprises in des- 
perate trouble, and they also involved efforts 
by G. A. C. to turn the trouble to its own ad- 
vantage. One such enterprise was Highway 
Trailer Industries, which was losing money 
in large bundles, was plagued by stockholder 
suits, and had directors who had been in- 
dicted for illegal stock promotion (they were 
ultimately acquitted). G.A.C. moved right in 
and bought Highway. Before that deal was 
even completed, it also began buying some 
assets of Atlantic Acceptance Corp., a Ca- 
nadian-based finance company whose sensa- 
tional bankruptcy in 1955 had sent shock 
waves through scores of companies all over 
North America. And not long after that, 
G.A.C. was trying to buy Pioneer Finance Co. 
of Detroit, which was also insolvent. It was 
still not clear as this article went to press 
whether G. A. C. would succeed; some Pioneer 
stockholders had been resisting the deal 
strenuously (as some protographs above 
make clear), but G.A.C. was still in hot pur- 
suit of the company’s assets. 

But if it has pushed into the news, a lot 
of businessmen must still be hazy about its 
purpose and direction. What’s the angle? 
Stated simply, it’s a willingness to take on 
all sorts of scary-sounding situations and an 
ability, most of the time, to deal with them 
so that they're not as scary as they sound. 
As it happens, the angle and the man who 
has it are worth examining closely because 
G.A.C, has been growing faster than ever in 
the last few years—so fast, indeed, that a 
few of its bankers have been registering con- 
cern about the pace of expansion and the 
Management problems almost certain to be 
associated with it. G.A.C.’s per-share earn- 
ings rose by 44 percent in 1963-66, far more 
than the comparable figure for C.I.T. Finan- 
cial, Commercial Credit, or Associates In- 
vestment, the three largest diversified finance 
companies. (G.A.C.’s net income in 1966: 
about $7 million.) 

The company’s asset growth has been only 
fair in these particular years, but over the 
entire past decade it has far outstripped 
most big finance companies in this respect, 
with an average asset gain of 17 percent a 
year compounded, (Its assets at year-end: 
over $600 million.) The management tries to 
get a minimum return of 10 percent on the 
capital it puts into new ventures. 


THE AGGRESSIVE MR. WILLS 
A good deal of the management is a tall 
(six feet three) young (forty) man named 
S. Hayward Wills. He is chairman, president, 
and a testimonial to the fact that nepotism 
occasionally works out just fine. G.A.C. was 
founded by his father, Francis Reed Wills, 
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who died last May. As young Wills’s policies 
suggest, he is a tough and aggressive operator 
with a flair for the original. One often re- 
peated story about him suggests that he has 
had these qualities for quite a while. During 
World War II he was stationed at an Army 
Officer-candidate school in Columbus, Geor- 
gia. On leave one weekend, he stopped in at 
the Southern Savings Bank in Atlanta, which 
was owned by G.A.C, (the bank is now out 
of business), and borrowed its official car. 
When he returned it, he made a mental note 
of the mileage, and on several later visits to 
the bank observed that the figure was un- 
changed. Wills thereupon made the natural 
inference that no one was using the car. 
Accordingly, he “borrowed” it once more, 
kept it at Columbus, and began charging his 
fellow officer candidates $5 a ride for trips 
to Atlanta, But then the bank, or possibly 
its auditor, discovered that the car was miss- 
ing. When the elder Wills was told the news, 
the first person he called was Hayward. Many 
presidents of financial institutions would 
pay a fair amount to keep a story like that 
suppressed; Hayward tells it himself, with 
obvious relish. 

Though his rise to the presidency of G.A.C. 
was a product of nepotism, it was not exactly 
automatic. After he had the Army and stud- 
ies in business administration (at Syracuse 
University) behind him, Hayward was asked 
by his father to come to work as an ad- 
juster—this being a usual starting point for 
trainees. Hayward declined, tried to negotiate 
a higher place for himself, went to work at 
Macy’s when the negotiations broke down— 
and finally came back to G.A.C, in its adver- 
tising department, in a position high enough 
so that he could at least claim a moral 
victory. A few years later his father made 
him a vice president; at the same time, how- 
ever, Hayward’s brother Bowling was also 
made a vice president. The elder Wills had a 
notion that the two boys could work as a 
team, and that seemed to be fine with 
Bowling. Hayward immediately made it clear 
to his brother that he felt the company 
would ultimately have to have just one boss; 
he also made it clear that he expected to be it, 
Bowling now runs Eastern Industries, a lime 
producer and building-materials manufac- 
turer in which the Wills family has about a 
80 percent interest. 


WHAT'S UNDER THE UMBRELLA 


Hayward Wills has been more daring than 
his father in searching out opportunities for 
expansion, but his aggressiveness in business 
is not entirely unprecedented in the com- 
pany—or in the family. It has some roots in 
a formal policy decision made by his father 
in the 1930’s, General Acceptance was formed 
in 1933, after F. R. Wills took over the Allen- 
town Wimsett Thrift Co, In those days the 
“finance industry” had a strong small-busi- 
ness flavor; most of its members were oper- 
ating on a local basis. Credit cards were vir- 
tually unheard of and credit unions were less 
significant as competitors than they later be- 
came. Most commercial banks had not yet 
begun to compete aggressively in personal 
loans and sales finance, the two staples of the 
finance industry. In addition to having these 
fields mostly to themselves, finance compa- 
nies were freer than they are now to pass 
money costs on to their customers; almost 
none of the present regulation of sales fi- 
nance charges was then in effect. Many fi- 
mance companies thrived in this environ- 
ment, and very few felt any inclination to 
change. 

F. R. Wills was nevertheless astute enough 
to see that the small companies would not 
have protected local markets forever. Big 
nationwide companies would have one cru- 
cial advantage over small ones: the cost of 
their raw material, money, would be lower 
because they would be better credit risks. 
Wills decided that he was faced with two 
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choices: either sell out to another, larger fi- 
nance company or make G.A.C. grow itself. 
Rapid growth obviously meant dilution of 
the Wills family’s controlling interest in 
G. A. C. (it was 59 percent at one point), for 
the company’s cash was tied up in its oper- 
ations, and acquisitions would necessarily in- 
volve stock. Wills nevertheless decided that 
G. A. C. would grow by acquisition, Hayward 
is certain that his father had already settled 
on this course before World War II (and 
there were in fact some small acquisitions 
then), but it was not formalized until a di- 
rectors’ meeting in Colorado Springs in 1958. 
According to the minutes, F. R. Wills ex- 
plained that due to the competitive factors 
of the larger companies with low money costs 
and larger capital funds, it became more 
difficult. for small companies to survive and 
that this in turn might cause the smaller 
companies to consider the sale of their as- 
sets to the larger companies ... Mr. Wills 
then continued to discuss the future conduct 
of the corporation and stated that the cor- 
poration should take the following steps: (1) 
continue to build by acquisitions .. .” 

In any case, General Acceptance today has 
quite a few operations going. Aside from per- 
sonal loans and sales finance, and its new 
venture into the trailer business, the G.A.C. 
umbrella now covers an ordinary commercial 
bank, casualty and life-insurance companies, 
a commercial-finance operation, a redis- 
counting operation, and a unique project 
called “private-brands financing.” The last 
of these is a special pet of Hayward Wills. 
The idea is that, just as Armstrong Rubber 
manufactures tires for other companies to 
sell under their own brand names, G. A. C. 
sets up captive finance companies—for ex- 
ample, Hupp Credit Corp., which finances 
both Hupp Corp. sales to its distributors and 
the distributors’ sales to their dealers. (Some- 
times the private-brand package also includes 
financing of retail sales.) G. A. C. does all the 
work—credit investigation, inventory check- 
ing, and collection—and generally charges 
2% to 3% percent on sales for 90 to 120 days; 
ordinarily, the yield on money G.A.C. employs 
in this operation is 12 to 15 percent a year. 
Wills believes private-brands financing has 
the greatest growth potential of any of his 
company’s finance operations. Volume in pri- 
vate brands was about $130 million in 1966, 
up 46 percent from 1965 and up more than 
eightfold since 1961, its first year of opera- 
tion. Aside from Hupp, the customers include 
Emerson Radio, Sylvania Electric Products, 
Larson Boat Works, Sherman Car Wash 
Equipment Co., and Space Conditioning, Inc. 

The commercial bank is in Atlanta; it was 
started there in 1964, mainly, it appears, be- 
cause the Willses couldn’t bear to let a com- 
mercial-bank charter they had inherited 
from the old Southern Savings Bank go to 
waste. Atlanta was a tough city for a new 
commercial bank to crack, however. The 
metropolitan area already had several big 
banking powerhouses, conspicuously the Citi- 
zens & Southern, and about 125 bank head- 
quarters or branches in existence—a figure 
some bankers viewed as saturation, G.A.C.’s 
American Bank of Atlanta did in fact lose a 
little money ($8,000, to be exact) in its first 
year of operation and a little more ($55,000) 
the second year. But a better mix of time 
and demand deposits, and a more selective 
lending policy, helped it to turn the corner. 
Final figures for 1966 are not yet available, 
but there is no longer any doubt that Amer- 
ican Bank is a viable enterprise. At midyear 
its assets were up to $12 million (versus $7,- 
600,000 at the end of 1965), and it has already 
opened its first branch. “It’s gone faster 
than I thought it would” says Hayward Wills. 

G.A.C.'s ventures into insurance have had 
varied results. The ventures began with the 
acquisition in 1945 of the Stuyvesant Insur- 
ance Co. of New York, a small fire-and- 
casualty outfit. In 1953, G.A.C. put the com- 
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pany into credit life insurance and in the 
mid- 195078 it expanded still further, into fire- 
and-casualty reinsurance I. e., insuring con- 
tracts already written by other underwriters. 
But in this case G.A.C. went too far too fast 
and let its internal controls get out of hand. 
Automobile casualty claims ran far ahead of 
expectations, and hurricanes and other bad- 
weather problems were also compounding the 
difficulties (and hurting casualty companies 
generally); G.A.C.’s venture was soon in big 
trouble. In 1963 the reinsurance operation 
was discontinued, which resulted in a special 
charge of $1,800,000; the accumulated under- 
writing losses in the casualty division since 
1962 have come to over $12 million, The 
casualty business was cut back sharply, Ironi- 
cally, these dreary results represented a kind 
of vindication of Bowling Wills, who had ear- 
lier repeatedly warned his father and Hay- 
ward that they were taking too many big risks 
in insurance. (Indeed, the immediate cause of 
Bowling’s earlier departure from G. A. OC. was 
his inability to persuade them of this.) 

Life insurance, however, has become a big 
moneymaker, apparently contributing over $3 
million to G.A.C, profits last year. The bulk 
of the business stems from credit life policies 
sold in connection with personal loans. In 
most states a finance company could simply 
take commissions on such policies into cor- 
porate income. Instead, G.A.C. leaves the in- 
come in Stuyvesant—and life-insurance com- 
panies’ effective tax rate is much lower than 
other corporations’ (in 1965 Stuyvesant Life's 
was 26 percent). The legality of such tax 
shelters in corporations with credit-life sub- 
sidiaries is now being contested by Internal 
Revenue. 

A MATTER OF CONTROL 

The company’s alarming experiences in 
some of its insurance operations fortified a 
conviction that Hayward Wills had been de- 
veloping for some time—that G.A.C. had 
grown to a point at which it sorely needed 
some stronger central controls. One of his 
first acts as president in 1964 was to set up a 
“control group,” under a vice president, that 
continuously audited G.A.C.’s varied opera- 
tions and reported findings directly to him; 
Hayward now consults with the group head 
every working day. 

The new role of the control groups may 
have led Hayward to decide on a much more 
conservative stance in G.A.C.’s commercial 
lending last year. The commercial receivables 
had shot up from $5 million in 1961 to $54 
million in 1965. The loans involved were, of 
course, to companies that had not qualified 
for ordinary bank loans; some of them were 
for sizable amounts. Wills ordered that no 
more loans be made that exceeded 5 percent 
of G.A.C.’s common equity, or $1,500,000; in 
addition, late last year he brought in Robert 
Kurau, a former banker, as head of the com- 
mercial operation. 

In the face of the extraordinary money 
shortages of 1966, the commercial division 
was not the only G.A.C. operation on which 
more conservative lending policies were im- 
posed. Rediscounting—i.e., financing other, 
smaller finance companies—was deliberate- 
ly held back last year, even though it had 
been a growing and profitable business for 
G.A.C. and is less risky than commercial 
lending (because the loans are generally 
smaller). In 1960-65 the average annual 
growth rate of rediscounting receivables was 
17 percent; in 1966, when receivables prob- 
ably ended up around $105 million, the rate 
was under 5 percent. 

Sales finance was also put under restraint 
last year. This policy could not have been 
an easy one for Hayward Wills to adopt be- 
cause he had previously done a lot to make 
the sales-finance division a viable and grow- 
ing enterprise, In the late 1950's, when he 
had been made a vice president and charged 
with responsibility for the division, it was, 
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like many other independent sales-finance 
operations, being hit hard by competition 
for its biggest and most dependable custom- 
ers, the automobile dealers; commercial 
banks and the manufacturers’ “captive” 


margins, Hayward concluded that G. A. C. must 
emphasize growth in other industries, no- 
tably mobile homes. The switch enabled the 
division to continue growing despite the 
leveling-out of auto business; in mid-1966 
sales finance represented some $195 million 
of G. A. C. receivables, up about $150 million 
from the level of the late 1950's. 

The decision to restrain commercial lend- 
ing, rediscounting, and sales finance last 
year arose out of Wills’s desire to put as 
much money as possible into G.A.C.’s per- 
sonal-loan division, which is more profitable 
than any of these. It is true that state laws 
establish ceilings on the interest rates that 
ean be charged to personal-loan customers; 
it is also true, however, that the ceilings 
run over 40 per cent a year in some states 
(e.g., 48 percent in Alaska and 42 percent in 
Hawaii, Louisiana, and Wyoming). On bal- 
ance, and even in periods of rising interest 
rates, G.A.C. earns a lot more in personal 
lending than.in its other financing opera- 
tions. Indeed, personal loans become rela- 
tively more attractive when interest rates 
are high. In other kinds of finance the criti- 
cal cost is money; in personal lending the 
costs include a sizable component for such 
work as credit investigation, surveillance, 
and collection, and the prices of these were 
not rising as steeply as the price of money 
last summer. On June 30 G.A.C.’s personal- 
loan receivables were $197 million, up from 
$164 million a year earlier and $79 million 
at the end of 1960. 

SHOCK WAVES FROM CANADA 

G.A.C.’s beefed-up internal controls al- 
lowed it to take a growing interest in trou- 
bled finance companies whose receivables 
looked as though they might be bought at 
bargain prices. Such considerations were evi- 
dent in G.A.C.’s moves on both Atlantic 
Acceptance and Pioneer Finance. 

Atlantic Acceptance hit the news pages on 
June 14, 1965, when it defaulted dramati- 
cally on a $5-million credit obligation. 
Within a week, Walter Strothman, G.A.C.’'s 
controller and chief take-over strategist, and 
T. P. McGinn, senior vice president in charge 
of personal-loan operations, had obtained 
permission to prowl around Atlantic's To- 
ronto Offices. “We had a whole army of men 
ready to move over the border,” Strothman 
recalled, exaggerating only slightly; by the 
end of June, in any event, G.A.C. had a hun- 
dred men in Canada, most of them credit 
specialists scrutinizing every piece of At- 
lantic Acceptance paper they could get their 
hands on. A few weeks later G.A.C. also had 
worked out a deal to serve as a consultant 
to the receiver, the Montreal Trust Co., on 
the problems of running a finance company. 
But its main interest, of course, was the pos- 
sibility of buying some Atlantic assets. 

The G.A.C. investigators actually turned 
up a good deal of the evidence indicating 
that some dealings of C. Powell Morgan, At- 
lantic’s president, had not been entirely 
above-board. Eventually, it was estimated 
that some $60 million of Atlantic’s net re- 
ceivables were uncollectable. Morgan was 
personally involved In some of the compa- 
nies that benefited from Atlantic’s commer- 
cial loans, but the full extent of his dealings 
may never be known; he died last October, 
before an Ontario Royal Commission could 
complete its investigation. Strothman says 
that Atlantic’s 1964 annual report read “like 
Grimm’s Fairy Tales.” The company’s re- 
ported net receivables had grown from $19 
million at the end of 1960 to more than $142 
million when it collapsed. 
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G.A.C.’s investigation was conducted 
mainly in order to find out which pieces of 
Atlantic might be worth buying. The inves- 
tigators soon found that Atlantic’s commer- 
cial-finance paper was mostly worthless. 
There appear to have been no limits on the 
size of loans that could be made, almost no 
reporting system on the current status of 
accounts, and few appraisals of collateral. 
Atlantic’s sales-finance operations were also 
in bad shape; many accounts had been re- 
written within the previous ninety days, pre- 
sumably to keep them from formal delin- 
quency. At the time of the collapse the sales- 
finance receivables were listed at $61 million, 
Collections and write-offs later reduced the 
figure to $20 million. But because there re- 
mained some doubt that even this amount 
was collectable, G.A.C. was able to pick up 
the receivables for $12,400,000. 

Atlantic’s personal-loan operation was in 
somewhat better condition. Still, according 
to G.A.C., forty-two of the forty-seven branch 
Offices that had been opened between 1963 
and 1965 were not earning enough to cover 
their expenses. Atlantic had made loans to 
people with weak employment records, had 
extended a lot of credit to teen-agers, and 
had obviously sacrificed quality to volume 
at every turn. The books showed $35,700,000 
in personal-loan receivables outstanding at 
the time of the collapse. G. A. C. decided only 
$26 million of them were worth buying. 


PIONEERING IN DETROIT 


The woes of Pioneer Finance Co., on which 
G. A. O. began trying to capitalize before its 
deal with Atlantic was even completed, were 
also rooted in overexpansion; however, there 
was no aura of fraud at Pioneer. Its difficul- 
ties date back to 1959, when it entered shell- 
house financing in a big way. By 1962 shell 
housing accounted for $60,300,000, or 51 per- 
cent, of Pioneer’s total receivables. Financing 
the purchase of a shell and letting the buyer 
put his own “sweat equity” into it looked like 
a promising avenue of growth. But as things 
turned out, many shells never were com- 
pleted, and only a handful of shell-house 
builders manager to survive. 

Pioneer itself still seemed to be in good 
enough shape in the early 1960's. By granting 
extensions on shell-house loans and refinan- 
cing accounts on extended terms, Pioneer was 
able to look healthier than it really was. 
But its difficulties finally came out into the 
open after it brought in a new auditor, Has- 
kins & Sells, in the summer of 1965. The firm 
appears to have taken a tougher line than 
its predecessor, Touche, Ross, Bailey & Smart, 
and after the first Haskins & Sells audit a 
special charge of $2,500,000 was made, mostly 
to provide for an additional allowance for 
losses on shell-housing paper. 

Even before the new audit was made pub- 
lic, one of Pioneer’s biggest bank creditors, 
the National Bank of Detroit, decided to take 
a closer look at the company. It found that 
Pioneer had lost some other lines of credit 
during the preceding six months; it also 
found out about the $2,500,000 special charge. 
N.B.D. decided not to renew its own line of 
credit to Pioneer. This meant that the com- 
pany would not be able to pay off other short- 
term loans coming due; furthermore, the 
$2,500,000 special charge had reduced Pio- 
neer’s capital below the level specified in its 
loan agreements—and these things meant 
that the company was in technical default 
on all of its $118 million of loans. Pioneer 
was not immediately thrown into bankruptcy 
because most of its creditors felt there would 
be more to salvage through a merger or sale 
of assets; bankruptcy proceedings, further- 
more, would be costly and time consuming. 
But it turned out that not even Haskins & 
Sells had fully realized the extent of Pio- 
neer’s troubles; in the spring another special 
provision of $11,100,000 had to be made for 
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anticipated losses, and an additional charge 
of $6 million was made to reflect changes in 
Pioneer’s accounting practices. Pioneer ended 
up with a deficit of $16,400,000 in the fiscal 
year ended last March 31 (in contrast to a 
profit of $963,000 for the previous fiscal year). 


AN INSIDE TRACK FOR G.A.C. 


Meanwhile, G. A. C. had sent a team of spe- 
clalists to Detroit to evaluate Pioneer's re- 
ceivables. Another team was dispatched to 
Florida to check out the company’s loan of- 
fices there. G.A.C. negotiated a contract to 
help collect Pioneer's receivables as they came 
due and seemed to have the inside track 
when it came to buying any pieces of the 
company. But as things turned out, buying 
anything from Pioneer was difficult, because 
the company had seven different classes of 
stockholders, and a variety of creditors as 
‘well, all of whom had to approve the terms 
of the merger. 

G.A.C. wanted a merger with Pioneer. The 
specific attractions were some $60 million of 
net sales-finance receivables, most of them 
in mobile (not shell) housing; some $13 mil- 
lion of net personal-loan receivables; and 
about $40 million in cash. The acquisition 
would, of course, enable G.A.C. to expand 
its sales-finance and personal-loan business 
in several areas of the U.S. in which Pioneer 
had strong positions, notably Michigan and 
Florida. But far more important to Wills 
was an unparalleled opportunity he saw in 
the deal to raise capital at a low cost—no 
mean trick in 1966—and to increase his com- 
pany's borrowing power. He proposed to pay 
for the Pioneer package with a package of his 
own consisting mostly of debt securities: 
G. A. C. would give Pioneer’s stockholders and 
creditors about $20 million of its own pre- 
ferred stock and subordinated debt and $80 
million of newly issued senior notes paying 
only 4 to 5 percent, When the merger became 
effective, G. A. C. would also pay Pioneer's 
creditors about $15 million in cash. 

As it turned out, most of Pioneer’s bankers 
and senior creditors accepted the package 
immediately, apparently believing that the 
offer was the company’s only alternative to 
bankruptcy. However, the holders of Pio- 
neer’s 6% percent preferred stock—who were 
being offered some G.A.C. preferred in the 
deal—turned it down and demanded better 
terms. Wills came up with a somewhat sweet- 
ened package for the dissidents, and it ap- 
peared last month that they would accept it. 
If they did not, or if any other stockholders 
or creditors resist the package, and Pioneer 
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is forced into bankruptcy, G.A.C. still plans 
to bid for the receivables. 


THE ROAD TO HIGHWAY TRAILER 


For all the peculiar circumstances of the 
Atlantic and Pioneer deals, the deal involving 
Highway Trailer Industries is doubtless the 
most bizarre caper that G.A.C. will ever be 
involved in. The company, a manufacturer 
of large truck trailers competing mainly with 
Fruehauf Corp,, is now 84 percent owned 
by G. A. C. and represents its only excursion 
beyond the normal boundaries of finance; 
yet it has proved at least in the first year, 
to be the most profitable acquisition of all. 
For four years before it bought Highway, 
G.A.C. financed some of its trailer sales 
through the private-brands program. At the 
same time Highway also borrowed heavily 
from other creditors, often paying over 9 per- 
cent for its money. Its performance during 
this period deteriorated under several differ- 
ent managements installed by David B. Char- 
nay, its controlling stockholder. Before he 
took over Highway, Charnay had led a color- 
ful career as a reporter for New York's Mirror 
and Daily News and had operated his own 
public-relations firm. (Among his clients: 
the Mine Workers under John L. Lewis, the 
Teamsters under Dave Beck, and Louis Wolf- 
son’s Merritt-Chapman & Scott.) Highway 
lost $5,200,000 in 1964 and was in the process 
of dropping another $1,500,000 in 1965 when 
G. A. C. decided to move in and buy Charnay 
out. 

Turning Highway around proved to be 
mainly a matter of getting low-cost capital 
and a hard-working management at reason- 
able salary levels. “There were too many peo- 
ple on executive salaries, too many high ex- 
pense accounts, and too many absentee man- 
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agers living in New York,” says H. A. Berger, 
G.A.C.’s vice president in charge of diversi- 
fied operations. In 1963 five officers drew sal- 
aries above $36,000 a year—which is what 
J. T. Colliflower, the current Highway presi- 
dent, earns. Charnay himself was paid 
$153,097 in 1963, according to a 1964 proxy 
statement. Two federal grand-jury indict- 
ments against Charnay and two associates 
compounded his troubles. The first, for per- 
jury before the grand jury, was dropped, 
and the second, involving some sales pro- 
motion charges the grand jury had been 
looking into, resulted in a not-guilty ver- 
dict after trial. 

G.A.C, formally took over Highway in Oc- 
tober, 1965. Colliflower, a former Litton ex- 
ecutive who had joined Highway later in 
1964, has brought in eight other Litton peo- 
ple, meanwhile retaining only three of fifteen 
men from Charnay’s management group. He 
sold off a Pennsylvania plant and concen- 
trated the company’s trailer production at its 
headquarters in Edgerton, Wisconsin. He also 
sold off an excessive inventory of used trail- 
ers, raised trailer output and prices, and 
slashed the sale staff from sixty-five to thirty- 
five. G.A.C. provided a vital transfusion of 
capital, Highway Trailer turned around 
dramatically, contributing about $2 million 
in profits to the parent company last year. 

Despite the success with Highway, some of 
G.A.C.’s bankers still want to see the com- 
pany slow down its acquisition rate for a 
while, to digest all the new assets it has swal- 
lowed in the last few years. Meanwhile, how- 
ever, Hayward Wills obviously has an eye out 
for any other situations like Highway er, 
He's still a good bet to be heard from when 
somebody else is in trouble. 


General Acceptance Corp.—Percent of net profit to average net worth and to common equity 


First National Bank? 


Year 
Sales 
finance Loan 
7.60 10.76 
7.35 11.98 
7.30 11.18 
8.35 12.92 
8.72 12. 51 
7.93 11.87 


General Acceptance Corp. 


1 Percent return on average net worth per ratios published by the First National Bank of Chicago. 


2 After deducting preferred dividends. 


Comparative Statistics—Loan, 1966 
[Dollar amounts in thousands] 


Average net worth... 
Average total assets_ 
Average money employed. 
— 3 — 
'ercent to average money em z 
ponent to average total asset 8 


Percent to average total assets 
— — 1 e EE E 
'ercent to average money em A 
Percent to ——— total assets SEa 
Cost of borrowings 
Percent to average money employed 
Percent to average total assets. 
4 moms 
rcent to average money employed. 
Percent to —— — 
LO ee a BSS 


Percent to gross income 
Percent to average net worth. 


1 Includes net income from subsidiaries not consolidated, 


GAC 
combined 


GAC loan 


Average Percent return | Percent return 
worth Net income on total on common 

net worth equity ? 

469, 512 „084, 875 9.50 13. 07 

949.985 125 . 931, 132 9.60 13.84 

45,028,335 J. 435,649 9.85 14.84 

8.24 3.8940 10.34 18.09 

65,514,619 | 7,145,914 10. 91 18.84 
Beneficial Household American Seaboard 

finance finance investment 

72, 107 4, 989 5, 434 

5 3232 819 99,408 

"as 248 353.020 $10 1851 

20.69 21.71 23.66 

319.775 sil'696 518573 

1.65 2.73 2.44 

1.47 2.37 2.16 

$100, 246 $46, 376 $50, 854 

8.35 10. 82 11, 50 

$12 225 8343943 342 988 

1085 8.16 9.72 

323855 821.80 320.55 

3.63 5.03 4.64 

3.24 4.36 4.11 

650 $13, 408 $22, 457 

7.06 3.13 5.08 

3.55 1.05 2.12 

. 95 1.88 

$13,075 

2.39 2.96 

2.62 

12.40 

17.33 
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Comparative statistics, rediscoun! and commercial, 1966 


[Dollar amounts in thousands] 


Commercial Total 
Total Rediscount | rediscount Heller Talcott 
commercial ani 
Divers Regular commercial 

= ae) ug ae Rii 75 
Gross income $3,597 $4, 498 $8,095 $62,125 
Percent to average money employed..._.....-.-..-..-..--------------.------- 14.04 10.11 11.54 11.21 
Percent to average total assets_____- 10.90 9. 86 10. 30 10. 11 

Loss provision 189 $1, 341 $1, 530 $7 
Percent to average money employed 74 3.01 2.18 1.27 
Percent to average total assets 0.57 2.94 1.95 1.14 
a E E T gus--Sancea~oe $1,690 $813 bes $17,814 
Percent to average money employed 6.60 1.83 57 3.21 
Percent to average total assets 5.12 1.78 3.18 2.90 
Net branch income $1,718 $2,344 $4,062 $37, 289 
Percent to average money employ 6.70 5.27 5.79 8.73 
Percent to average total assets 5.21 5.14 5.17 6,97 
„ . epemes $1,385 $2, 402 $3, 787 $27, 209 
Percent to average money employed 5.41 5. 40 5.40 1.91 
Percent to average total assets. 4.20 5.27 4.82 4.43 
Pretax income $333 (38 $275 $10,080 
Percent to average money employ: 1.30 ¢ 13 0.39 82 
Percent to average total assets 1.01 0.13 0.35 1.64 
71. ß— —— - ⅛ eR ae eae Gis $92 $4, 800 
Percent to average money employed . 43 0 . 04 0. 13 0.87 
Percent to average total assets 0.34 0. 04 0,12 0.78 
F eH * $5, 280 
Percent to average money employed 87 0 . 00 . 26 0.95 
Percent to average total assets 0.67 0.09 0. 23 0.86 
. e.. E TS E E, 657 Pesci: 2.26 8.50 
CCC Gs oe oon nn ar „ —. ðß- re 7.95 

1 Includes net income from subsidiaries not consolidated. 
Comparative statistics—Sales finance, 1966 
[Dollar amounts in thousands] 
GAC cit 
SF 
...... 900, 990 [228.2 coal en ene $455, 971 
irn 295 
$16, 195 $326, 154 
11.21 12. 26 
S 1 SOD EA 18855 21.720 
—T ͤ ͤ c ik ee » ˙ BPA 

Percent to average money employed 41 0.82 
Percent to average total assets 0.40 0.67 
Operating expense $6, 439 $112,800 
Percent to average money employed 4.46 4.24 
%K ͤ—— A iene nnn ese (( „75 4.29 3.47 
—T.r.. ̃ aa ! ũ :.: . ⁵⁵ 8 $9, 163 $191,634 
Percent to average money employed 6,34 7.20 
Percent to average total assets 6.11 5. 90 
Cost of borrowin gs $7,811 $112, 236 
Percent to average money employed 5.41 4.22 
i e . . eae 5.21 3. 46 
Pretax income $1, 352 $79, 399 
Percent to average money employed 0.93 2.88 
Percent to average total assets... 0. 90 2.44 
Tax provision $452 $43, 150 
Percent to average money employed 0.31 1.62 
ee e e aa A oa 0, 30 1. 33 
Net income. . $900 1 $54, 963 
Percent to average money employed 0. 62 > 06 
Percent to average total assets 0. 60 1.69 
a RE E E E BE ES E ET E, ER ð» E E E VAE A S E NA 556) > BSS). IOR 
%%% ̃— vf GE —— 9) 0) i a 12. 05 


1 Includes net income from subsidiaries not consolidated. 


RESPONSIBILITY FOR AVIATION 
SAFETY 


Mr. PRYOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. Gissons] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore, Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Arkansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, yester- 
day’s midair collision between a com- 
mercial jet and a small aircraft is a grim 
warning that this Nation is failing to 
provide adequate safety precautions for 
air travelers. At the same time, we are 


endangering numerous people on the 
ground. 

While our vote this week on appropria- 
tions for the Department of Transporta- 
tion had nothing to do with the tragic 
crash, we should certainly pause and re- 
flect on the wisdom of cutting 5 percent 
from the Federal Aviation Administra- 
tion’s budget. I voted against this cut be- 
cause I think aviation safety will be af- 
fected by this reduction in funds. 

With air traffic increasing at the rate of 
approximately 17 percent a year, I hardly 
consider this the appropriate time to re- 
duce the FAA’s budget. We must find 
ways to reduce Federal spending in many 
programs, but I strongly oppose cutbacks 


that may result in unnecessary loss of 
life. 

Mr. Speaker, in the last one-third of 
this decade we face an enormous crisis 
in transportation. The death toll on our 
highways is a great national tragedy. 
Hopefully, we are moving forward with 
new programs to make automobile travel 
safer. Aviation safety, however, is the 
greatest challenge we face in the entire 
field of transportation. As the speed of 
aircraft increase along with many more 
aircraft using the airspace, there is little 
doubt that our problems may multiply 
faster than our ability to solve them. 

Mr. Speaker, every citizen has a right 
to expect the Government to take all 
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necessary precautions to insure the 
safety of all air travelers as well as peo- 
ple and property on the ground. The 
Congress will be derelict in its responsi- 
bility if adequate funds for aviation 
safety are not approved. 


DR. WALTER W. WILCOX, DIRECTOR 
OF AGRICULTURAL ECONOMICS 


Mr. PRYOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Iowa [Mr. SmirH] may extend his 
remarks at this point in the Recorp and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Arkansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, 
some of those opponents of the feed 
grains and wheat programs who support 
repeal bills now pending in Congress 
have charged the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture with using statistics that are not 
supported by the economists as claimed 
and have criticized his Director of Agri- 
cultural Economics, Dr. Walter W. 
Wilcox. 

They say Secretary Freeman distorts 
facts when he says elimination of Gov- 
ernment farm supply-management pro- 
grams would cut farm income by one- 
third, and question the scholarship of 
the Agriculture Department analysis 
upon which Secretary Freeman bases his 
contention. I do not see how any econo- 
mists could conclude that farm income 
would not be reduced drastically but 
even those who might should not ques- 
tion the sincerity or ability of Dr. 
Wilcox. Mr. Speaker, I have known and 
admired Secretary Freeman’s Director 
of Agricultural Economics for many, 
many years. This is the first time I have 
ever heard the distinguished Dr. Wilcox 
accused of poor scholarship. 

Dr. Wilcox has degrees from Iowa 
State University, the University of Il- 
linois, and Harvard University. He began 
his career in the Bureau of Agricultural 
Economics in 1930. Later he taught at 
Iowa State University and the University 
of Wisconsin, and during World War II 
he served in the War Food Administra- 
tion: Since 1956 he has served on occa- 
sion as a technical expert and consult- 
ant in Latin America and Africa for the 
Food and Agriculture Organization of 
the United Nations. He was a visiting 
professor at the University of Minnesota 
and regents’ professor at the University 
of California for several months in 1958 
and 1966, respectively. 

For 16 years prior to assuming his 
present role in January of 1967, Dr. 
Wilcox served as senior specialist in agri- 
culture for the Legislative Reference 
Service of the Library of Congress. He 
has authored or coauthored several 
books and many articles on farm policy 
and related subjects. 

To charge a man of such impressive 
credentials with poor scholarship is a 
serious matter, indeed, and I am pleased 
that Dr. Wilcox has responded to the 
charges. 

I insert in the Recor the text of Dr. 
Wilcox’s letter, and the text of the docu- 
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ment in question, the USDA analysis en- 
titled Farm Program Needs, 1968-70.“ 

Dr. Wilcox’s letter convincingly an- 
swers the specific charges and does so 
with what seems to me admirable re- 
straint. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, July 11, 1967. 
Hon, PAUL FINDLEY, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. FINDLEY: Your letter and press 
release of July 10 is most surprising. The 
agricultural economists who counseled with 
me in the preparation of the report “Farm 
Program Needs, 1968-70“ all sent me copies 
of their replies to your inquiry. 

A full and accurate review of their replies 
should convince anyone that the conclusions 
that net farm income would drop %, if the 
farm price support and adjustment pro- 
grams were dropped, are substantially what 
they would expect on the basis of their own 
studies. 

In no case did they offer any serious criti- 
cism of either the assumptions or methods 
used in the analysis. I suggest you reread 
those letters from this point of view. 

The general acceptance of this report 
which the economists expressed in their let- 
ters to you is not surprising. Its findings are 
similar to conclusions reached in other sub- 
stantive studies in this area in recent years 
by Iowa State University, Pennsylvania State 
University, The Legislative Reference Service 
of the Library of Congress and the National 
Agricultural Advisory Commission’s report 
“Farm Policy in the Years Ahead.“ 

This report, Farm Program Needs, 1968- 
70”, was not prepared as a reply to any legis- 
lative proposal. Rather it was prepared to 
indicate the probable economic effects of “no- 
program” in the period 1968-70, in response 
to many suggestions from urban people who 
thought that since the surpluses were gone 
price support and adjustment programs were 
no longer needed. 

I accompanied Secretary Freeman on his 
mid-western trip and when reporters asked 
if he was referring to the Curtis bill when 
discussing the economic effects of no-pro- 
gram, he pointed out that the Curtis bill did 
not eliminate the cotton program. He often 
asked them, however, how long they thought 
the cotton program would be continued if 
the wheat and feed grain programs were 
scrapped, 

I realize you prefer to make as much of an 
issue as possible out of Secretary Freeman’s 
reference to the university professors’ coun- 
sel and advice, as concurrence in the conclu- 
sions. The report itself is clear on this point, 
however, and to the best of my knowledge 
this wording only occurred in the duplicated 
copies of the speeches at Hutchinson, Kan- 
sas; Ames, Iowa; and Decatur, Indiana. I 
was present at these meetings and he did not 
make this statement in his oral remarks. 

Thus far not a single university professor 
has charged the Secretary with “political 
perversion of agricultural scholarship” or me 
with poor scholarship” as a result of the 
issuance of this report. 

Mr. Findley, I'm puzzled by your attack on 
this report and so are my university asso- 
ciates. 

Sincerely yours, 
; WALTER W. WILCOX, 
Director, Agricultural Economics. 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
March 1967. 


SUMMARY (FARM ProGRAM NEEDS 1968-70) 

American farm products today are in a 
much better supply-demand balance than at 
any time in the past 12 years. Except for cot- 
ton, the burdensome surpluses of all crops 
accumulated in earlier years have been liqui- 
dated and domestic and export demand for 
farm products now is at record levels. 


19609 


This does not mean, however, that the 
commodity price support and adjustment 
programs can safely be discontinued. In the 
absence of such programs for feed grains 
and cotton, production of these crops could 
exceed available market outlets, at prices 
near current levels, by as much as 25 million 
tons of feed grains and 4 million bales of 
cotton, Within a few years wheat production 
might again exceed desirable levels, depend- 
ing on weather conditions here and else- 
where in the world, 

Oversupplying markets with this unneeded 
production could cause corn prices to fall to 
around’ 70 cents a bushel, cotton prices to 
between 18 and 20 cents a pound, soybeans 
to about $2.00, and wheat to around 81.00 a 
bushel, Within a year or two, livestock sup- 
plies would increase and livestock prices 
would fall. 

Despite larger output, farmers’ cash re- 
ceipts from marketings would decline. Net 
farm income could drop about one-third be- 
low the 1966 level. Government payments also 
would be lower, but the drop in net farm 
income might well be nearly twice as much 
as the reduction in government costs. 

If, however, weather conditions should be 
unfavorable, resulting in a short harvest, or 
if exports increased more than expected, the 
acreage adjustment programs could be modi- 
fied as necessary to assure continued ample 
supplies for all domestic and export needs. 

In preparing this report, analysts in the 
Department of Agriculture benefited from 
the advice and counsel of nationally recog- 
nized agricultural economists at Iowa State 
University; University of Minnesota, Kansas 
State University, Michigan State University, 
University of Wisconsin, Ohio State Univer- 
sity, North Carolina State University, Harvard 
University, and Stanford University. 

During the period 1968 through 1970, an 
imbalance is expected to continue between 
the production capacity of our farm plant 
and market outlets at stable farm prices. 
Most of this excess in production capacity 
exists in feed grains and cotton. 

Suppose that these excess acres were not 
idled under annual diversion programs, but 
instead were brought back into production 
by farmers during the 1968-70 period. In 
that case, total net farm income might well 
fall over $5 billion below 1966 levels. The net 
farm income drop would be even greater if 
the additional 10 million acres idled under 
the long term Conservation Reserve programs 
also were brought back into production. 

The yields assumed in this analysis of the 
1968-70 period are based on the Department 
of Agriculture's Yield Estimates Committee 
projections. Utilization estimates are the 
combined judgment of the analysts within 
the Department of Agriculture, after con- 
sultation with trade and university per- 
sonnel. 

It is assumed that the economy will grow 
at a rate sufficient to increase the per capita 
purchasing power by about 2.3 percent per 
year. Our population is assumed to increase 
at the rate of about 1,4 percent per year. 
World tensions are assumed to continue dur- 
ing the next four years, but will not mate- 
rially alter the present international trade 
patterns. It is further assumed that the Food 
for Freedom program, while placing greater 
emphasis on self-help, will continue to re- 
quire significant quantities of U.S. produced 
food and fiber. 

If the annual adjustment programs were 
discontinued during the 1968 to 1970 period, 
the utilization of the excess productive ca- 
pacity would result in a general and signif- 
icant decrease in farm prices. The level of all 
Major grains and livestock prices would be 
affected—even though the excess capacity 
today is centered primarily in feed grains 
and cotton. 

After allowing for shifts in acreage be- 
tween crops, feed grain prices would fall to a 
level where corn prices would probably be 
around 70 cents. Cotton prices would fiuc- 
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tuate, ranging between 18 and 20 cents per 
pound. 

Soybean prices would probably be reduced 
to around $1.90 to $2.00 per bushel. Wheat 
would fall to about $1.00 to $1.10 per bushel. 

Further—because of uncertainty—acre- 
ages, prices and utilization of each com- 
modity group would fluctuate from year to 
year. If the production of one commodity in 
the first year was significantly expanded rela- 
tive to the others, sharply lower prices for 
that commodity would follow. 

With no annual adjustment programs and 
no commodity loans during the 1968-70 
period, it is estimated that total crop output 
would be at least 15 percent greater than in 
1966. Since there would not be any rebuild- 
ing of grain reserve stocks, livestock output, 
however, would average over 10 percent 
larger at the end of the period. A decline of 
over 20 percent in the price level of all crops 
and nearly 10 percent for livestock would be 
expected by 1970. Despite the greater output, 
total cash receipts from marketings by farm- 
ers would drop. The loss of government pay- 
ments also would be significant. 

Farm production expenses would continue 
to rise somewhat. The lower livestock and 
grain prices would reduce the costs of pur- 
chased feeds and feeder animals. But these 
lower costs would be more than offset by 
the added costs of machinery, fertilizer, lime 
and other nonfarm purchased inputs needed 
to produce the increased volume of crops 
and livestock. 

Net farm income might well fall by about 
$5 billion below the 1966 figure of $16.3 bil- 
lion, The net result of discontinuing annual 
adjustment programs would be a drop of 
about a third in net farm income from 
1966—or back to about the level of income in 
1957. 

In addition, grain and cotton carryover 
stocks would be at a lower level than the na- 
tional reserves that otherwise will be carried, 
partly as a result of Commodity Credit loan 
programs, during the 1968-70 period. 

In response to the lower feed grain prices 
that would accompany elimination of the 
feed grain and wheat programs, production 
of livestock would increase. The major pro- 
duction increase would center in hogs and 
poultry. Increases in total numbers of cattle 
are limited by the size of the breeding herds 
and the length of time required to increase 
numbers. Hogs and poultry, on the other 
hand, can be stepped up in production much 
more rapidly. 

By the same token, the price impact from 
the increase in feed grain output would fall 
the heaviest on hogs and poultry. The light- 
est impact would be on dairy. The effect on 
beef prices would be intermediate—here the 
impact would stem also from the increased 
competition from additional market supplies 
of pork and poultry. 

If acreage diversion programs were dis- 
continued, but commodity loans were re- 
tained—although at lower levels than recent 
market prices—the farm income decline 
would be tempered and slowed down. How- 
ever, government-held surplus stocks would 
again accumulate, creating greater problems 
in later years. At any moderate level of price 
support there would be a heavy movement 
of commodities under government loan. 

To the extent that this removal of stocks 
from market would reduce commercial grain 
marketings and restrain livestock production, 
the decline in farm income would not be as 
great. But the net commodity accumulation 
into government hands would be substantial, 
with the cost to the government increased 
accordingly. And the CCC would be left with 
surplus stocks in which its investment was 
higher than the market value. 


CONDITIONS MAKING ADJUSTMENT PROGRAMS 
UNNECESSARY 

If market requirements were greater, or 

because of unfavorable weather crop yields 
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were lower than estimated in this analysis— 
or if a combination of these two should oc- 
ecur—then acreage diversion programs might 
not be needed. 

There is little likelihood of a sharp increase 
in domestic demand over that projected in 
this study. Thus, any increased market re- 
quirements would have to come largely 
through increased foreign trade. 

If exports of feed grains could be increased 
some 75 percent above those currently es- 
timated for the 1968-70 period, soybean ex- 
ports could be increased by a little over 10 
percent, and common exports increased 60 
to 70 percent, no adjustment programs would 
be needed to maintain farm income near re- 
cent levels. Exports of feed grains by 1970 
under such conditions would be nearly dou- 
ble the figure currently estimated as likely 
for that year with a continuation of present 
programs. Soybean exports would need to be 
nearly 15 percent higher. 

Also, a balance might be achieved while 
maintaining farm price levels if, due to un- 
favorable weather, crop yields remained near 
recent levels. The corn yield would need to 
stabilize at 68 to 70 bushels per acre. Grain 
sorghum yields would need to remain at 48 
to 50 bushels per acre. 

Yields for cotton under conditions of no 
adjustment programs and large acreages 
would be lower than current levels. There has 
been an upward trend in yields since the end 
of World War II and only national or eco- 
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nomic disaster would force yields to bal- 
ancing levels. 

Obviously if yields fall below projected 
levels and stocks are at or below desirable 
levels, appropriate changes could be made in 
the annual adjustment programs. 


CONCLUSION 


Agriculture’s surplus problem has been 
significantly diminished, as a result of the 
elimination of the surplus carryover stocks. 
According to earlier studies, if farm pro- 
grams—both annual and long-term diver- 
slon—had been terminated in earlier years 
while these large surplus carryover stocks 
were hanging over the market, net realized 
farm income would have been reduced about 
50 percent. This analysis indicates that with 
the elimination of surplus grain stocks, if the 
annual programs were now terminated 
(while continuing the long-term cropland 
diversion programs), realized net farm in- 
come would be reduced by over 30 percent. 

Net farm income would fall by more than 
$5 billion from the 1966 level, But govern- 
ment costs of the farm programs would be 
reduced by only $3 billion. Thus the decline 
in farm income would be substantially 
greater than the reduction in government 
costs. 

Such a decline in net income obviously 
would have an adverse effect on farm land 
values. Farmers’ net worth probably would 
decline much more than the reduction in 
net income. 


Farm output, prices, and income in 1966 and in 1968-70 in absence of programs ! 


Item Unit 1966 1968-70 with- Percent 
out programs difference 

Index 1910-14=100. 265 227 —14. 3 

Ey ZY 292 265 —9.2 

00. 235 183 —22.1 

L dee -| Index 1957-59 100 ill 123 +10.8 

W K 8 112 130 +16.1 
Cash receipts: 

oe ge oe) ba ae Billion dollars. 24.7 25.1 +1.6 

Crops... ....... 00 18.2 16. —8.2 

All progucts do 42.9 41.8 —3.6 

Government payments do 3.3 0.3 —90.9 

Nonmoney income do. 3.4 2.7 —20.6 

Gross farm income do. 49.5 44.8 —9.5 

Farm production expenses „ 33.2 33.8 +18 

Realized net farm income „ . 16.3 11.0 —32. 5 


1 Assumes a continuation of current tobacco, peanuts, and rice commodity programs and no change in the current trend of CAP 


and conservation reserve programs. 


AN ARGUMENT FOR RAT CONTROL 
LEGISLATION 


Mr. PRYOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Green] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER, pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Arkansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GREEN of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, it has often occurred to me that, 
if Government would occasionally pay 
more attention to the trees instead of 
concentrating on the forest, life in our 
cities would be more livable. By that 
I mean that we become so preoccupied at 
times with vast master plans for renewal 
and redevelopment of our cities that we 
tend to forget the people who are living 
in them. 

This is one of the reasons I introduced 
a bill to implement rodent control. Many 
of the plans for rehabilitation and re- 
newal in our cities do not have im- 
mediacy of a rodent control program, 


which ean offer a specific cure for a bad 
situation in our cities. We are all familiar 
with the sickening stories of the nightly 
combat that is conducted in slums: be- 
tween man and rat—the stories of chil- 
dren bitten—the threat of disease. 

In my home city of Philadelphia the 
health department has a rule of thumb 
in measuring the rat population. There 
is one rat for every man, woman, and 
child in that city. That means we have 
2 million rats. 

What is more the problem of rats is 
not confined to the slums. It exists wher- 
ever there is substandard housing. Rats 
can be found on any vacant lot, in any 
sewer or on any street or alleyway. In 
Philadelphia, the problem is getting more 
serious every day. Last year, for example, 
the city received 5,000 complaints from 
homeowners alone. While the health de- 
partment does a commendable job, its 
budget for rodent control is a modest 
$85,000. Some officials in the city govern- 
ment believe that we are barely holding 
our own in rodent control and that the 
situation has all the earmarks of getting 
out of hand. 
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My hope is to see this measure and 
similar concrete, specific proposals, be- 
come part of an overall attack on the 
problem of the cities. As presently 
worded, this program would be estab- 
lished as an individual effort within the 
Department of Housing and Urban De- 
velopment. It would enable cities like 
Philadelphia to apply for 50 percent of 
the cost of a local rodent control pro- 
gram which would include training of 
personnel in the use of new and im- 
proved methods of control and materials. 

As part of a general urban develop- 
ment act, it could be effectively incorpo- 
rated with other measures designed to 
treat sewage problems, clean up vacant 
lots and rehabilitate substandard hous- 
ing. It could also serve as a useful addi- 
tion to urban renewal legislation. One 
of the most severe aspects of renewal is 
that it aggravates the rodent problem. A 
useful provision in future urban renewal 
legislation could, for example, require 
that no renewal can take place without 
appropriate programs for rodent con- 
trol in the designated areas. 

There is a deep and immediate need to 
improve the present conditions of city 
life, not only for the long range, but for 
the immediate cares of the people who 
today and tomorrow are seeking a better 
way of life in our cities. 


THEODORE GRANIK’S “YOUTH 
WANTS TO KNOW” BROUGHT 
BACK TO WASHINGTON ON 
WETA-TV 


Mr. PRYOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. PaTMAN] may extend his 
remarks at this point in the Recorp and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Arkansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, Theodore 
Granik’s time-honored television pro- 
gram, “Youth Wants To Know,” has, 
through the years, provided some of this 
Nation’s finest news and information 
shows. 

For many years, I have had the pleas- 
ure of knowing Ted Granik—a real pi- 
oneer in both radio and television. He 
has provided much of the leadership and 
imagination that has made the radio 
and television industry what it is today. 

In this connection, I am happy to note 
that “Youth Wants To Know” is now 
being made available to the Washington, 
D. C., public through WETA-TYV, the edu- 
cational station in our Nation’s Capital. 

It is my understanding that Mrs. Allie 
S. Freed, president of Buckingham and 
Claremont communities, is responsible 
for making “Youth Wants To Know” 
available on WETA-TV. Through the 
leadership of Mrs. Freed, the Bucking- 
ham and Claremont communities are 
performing a most valuable public serv- 
ice in making these programs available 
and providing for a better informed 
public. 

I hope this example will encourage 
others to support public service programs 
such as “Youth Wants To Know” in an 
effort to keep the American public bet- 
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ter informed on the vital issues of the 
day. 

Mr. Speaker, I had the pleasure of ap- 
pearing on WETA-TV on June 20 in the 
first of the new series of “Youth Wants 
To Know” television programs in the 
Washington area. I appeared with Mr. 
Granik and a panel of students from the 
Walter Johnson High School. 

I place a copy of the transcript of this 
program in the RECORD: 

Yours Wants To Know 

Youth Wants to Know Presents: Congress- 
man Wright Patman, Democrat of Texas. 

Mr. GRaNIK. Youth Wants to Know—the 
penetrating, provocative questions of Amer- 
ica’s young people, created and produced by 
Theodore Granik. 

Welcome to Youth Wants to Know. Our 
guest is Congressman Wright Patman, Demo- 
crat of Texas. Congressman Patman is Chair- 
man of the House Banking and Currency 
Committee and Vice Chairman of the Joint 
Economic Committee. Throughout his dis- 
tinguished career, the Congressman has been 
a fighter for plentiful credit on reasonable 
terms. The state of our nation’s economy 
will be the subject of many questions by our 
panel of Walter Johnson High School stu- 
dents. 

Let’s begin with you, Tom. 

Question: Congressman Patman, just what 
is the state of the nation’s economy right 
now? 

Representative Parman. I think it is in 
good condition, real good condition. We, of 
course, have a war going on. The worst thing 
against our economy is the high interest 
rates that have been established the last few 
years. And these high interest rates are im- 
posing a terrific burden on us right now on 
the national debt. We have paid twice as 
much interest on the national debt—814 
billion a year—the second largest item in 
the budget—we are paying twice as much as 
we should pay according to our experiences 
in the past that were proven to be good. And 
high interest rates are upsetting the econ- 
omy. In New York, they are even resorting to 
gambling, a lottery, 1s a source of funds be- 
cause high interest has taken so much of 
their money that they don’t have an ade- 
quate source of funds. I’m opposed to it 
myself. 

Question: Congressman, if the ceiling of 
4½% % interest on long term bonds is re- 
moved, what will be the effect on well, say, 
the small businessman? 

Representative PATMAN. It will just hurt 
them because small business is hurt by high 
interest rates. Big business is not hurt. Num- 
ber one, big business there in the 50% 
bracket, they pay just half that much inter- 
est effective rate. Furthermore, they can use 
retained earnings. Little business can’t. Fur- 
thermore, they can go public if the interest 
is not satisfactory. Little business can’t. The 
higher the interest rate is, the harder it is on 
the little businessman. 

Question: Do you feel the war in Vietnam 
is necessary for a healthy economy? 

Representative Patman. No, I don't think 
anybody would consider that. I hope not. 

Question: What do you believe will be the 
effect of the 6% surtax? 

Representative Param. Well, of course, 
that could have some effect to siphon off 
money if we have inflation. Unless we have 
inflation, we don’t need it. The best way to 
stop inflation is to impose taxes and take 
the tax money and pay it on the national 
debt then that is an effective way to stop 
inflation. But if you take it away from one 
crowd or one group and let other people 
spend it, that’s inflationary itself. So if they 
use that money to pay on the national debt, 
it would be wonderful, and a deterrent to 
inflation. 

Question: Congressman Patman, you are 
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quite vocal in your opposition to tight money. 
How would you suggest we fight inflation? 

Representative Parman. Fight inflation? 
Just like I said. Impose taxes to siphon off 
the excess money and pay it on the national 
debt. That is the most effective way. 

Question: Congressman, I was under the 
impression that—you gave the impres- 
sion—I’m not sure—that the Federal Reserve 
Board members were using the information 
that they received from the Open Market 
Committee meeting for their own purposes 
or to benefit themselves? 

Representative Para. That's right. 
They’re human beings and human beings 
always do that. Now see, they have secret 
sessions down there on Constitution Avenue 
at the Federal Reserve Board every three 
weeks. They are very secretive. Nobody is 
supposed to know. Why? Because if they get 
ahold of that information, they can go into 
the stock market, commodities markets, dif- 
ferent things like that. And profit, make 
millions of dollars a day sometimes, on the 
information they have. Therefore, they want 
to keep it down. But they overlook the fact 
that there are about 2,000 people in the Fed- 
eral Reserve System that get that informa- 
tion. Now out of that 2,000, naturally there 
are heads of big concerns, don’t you think 
they would use it to their advantage? 

Mr. Granrx. You mean it is a confidential 
release? 

Representative Patan, It is not a release. 
It is Just knowledge. 

Question: Congressman Patman, do you 
think that these meetings and the books of 
the Federal Reserve Board should be open 
for public scrutiny? 

Representative Parman. Why certainly. It 
should be out in the open. Now the Moss 
Bill, which will be effective in July, requires 
them to open it up. It is just not necessary 
to be in secret. Why should a few people 
have knowledge—that’s like Russia. That’s 
the way they do it in Russia. We don’t want 
to do it that way. It’s not necessarily just for 
that reason, but it is just not a good thing to 
do. We shouldn't operate our government in 
secret. 

Question: Congressman Patman, I was 
wondering how you felt about the Presiden- 
tial appointment of a man who has only a 
businessman’s knowledge of economics to 
the Federal Reserve Board as in the case of 
William Sherrill? 

Representative Parman. Oh I think it is 
fine. I know William Sherrill. I’ve known 
him for a long period of time. He is a banker 
and a savings and loan man, and all that. 
But he is a wonderful outstanding American 
citizen. He is one of our best and I trust him, 
I think he is all right. 

Question: Congressman Patman, do you 
think the war in Vietnam, the cost of it, has 
hindered the present Poverty Program to 
such an extent that a complete revision will 
be necessary? 

Representative Parman. Not necessarily. 
We could carry on both. But if we had not 
had these high interest rates, it wouldn’t 
have bothered us at all. But we're paying $7 
billion a year more interest than we should 
pay. In addition to that, we are paying $14 
billion a year interest more than we should 
pay for the last 15 years, we've been doing 
that under William McChesney Martin. He is 
a pretty expensive luxury. 

Question: Congressman Patman, every 
year Congress seems to raise the debt ceil- 
ing. Of what value is the debt ceiling if it 
has to be lifted every year? 

Representative Parman. Well, it is some- 
thing to lift, you know, we've got something 
that is kind of a guide to go by. And my 
personal opinion is that if the Congress went 
ahead and appropriated the money anyway, 
that the debt ceiling wouldn’t mean any- 
thing because the most recent act of Con- 
gress would prevail, But I think it is well 
to have a guideline, something to shoot to 


19612 


or shoot at, and so as to keep us from trying 
to at least spend too much money, I think 
to that extent it is all right. 

Question: Congressman Patman, a ques- 
tion that might be closer to you, what do 
you feel about the oil depletion allowance? 

Representative ParMan. Well, Im for hon- 
est oil depletion allowance. Now the worst 
steal on earth is letting these big companies 
have a deduction on their income tax for 
depletion in Iran, and these Middle East 
countries, or anywhere else outside of the 
United States, even Mexico or South Amer- 
ica. Now we can justify depletion up to a 
point, because it is depleting our capital. 
But why should we let them have a tax de- 
duction for depleting the capital in another 
country. That’s something I can’t under- 
stand. 

Question. Congressman Patman, do you 
feel that President Johnson’s reappointment 
of Mr. Martin was a personal slap in the face? 

Representative PATMAN. Oh no, It was a 
terrible thing for him to do, but looking at 
it from his standpoint, of course Mr, Mar- 
‘tin has been giving these fellows $14 billion 
a year extra interest and, of course, they 
think a lot of him. And the banking com- 
munity and the financial community and 
by reappointing him he keeps the confidence 
of these different groups that are so power- 
ful in our economy. At the same time he is 
going to appoint another person in Mr. Shep- 
herdson’s place. I opposed his extension, and 
he agreed with me on that. He didn’t extend 
Mr. Shepherdson's time, but he appointed 
another man. That gives him four on that 
Board. That’s all he needs anyway. 

Question: Then you feel that his reap- 
pointment was to appease the Wall Street 
bankers? 

Representative Parman. Well, I wouldn't 
say appease. It was just using maybe a little 
political savvy and judgment of what could 
be done there and still not hurt the public 
interest, because he was appointing another 
man which would give him four on the 
Board anyway. And if Martin wanted to go 
the other way, why he would be deterred 
by these four members to three. 

Question: Congressman Patman, do you 
think Congress should give the go ahead to 
the anti ballistic missile system? 

Representative Par AAN. Well, of course, I 
don’t know as much about that as people 
who serve on those committees, But offhand, 
my personal opinion would be that it should. 

Question: Congressman Patman, is the 
housing industry in this country in a de- 
pression, and if it is, how did this come 
about? 

Representative Parman. In a terrible de- 
pression, of the 1930’s type. It is in the worst 
depression. Because of high interest rates my 
dear friend. They were unnecessary. 

Question: Would you like to see some Con- 
gressional action on the housing depression? 

Representative ParmMan. Yes, I certainly 
would, and the lower interest rates started 
down, you see. Mr. Johnson is a low interest 
rate man—and they have been going down, 
and Mr. Fowler came before the Ways and 
Means Committee the other day and advo- 
cated taking the lid off of that 414% rate on 
long term government bonds, which I 
thought was a terrible thing. It was shocking 
to me. That rate has been there since 1918, 
almost 60 years, and you know what it means. 
It means that we keep rates down by 
keeping the long term government rate 
down. Now if we take that rate off, they 
claim the rates will be lower. That doesn’t 
make sense. Raise rates to make them lower. 
It just doesn’t happen that way. That rate 
should be retained and should not be moved, 
and I am going to oppose the Administra- 
tion on that, because I think it is clearly 
wrong, against the interest of the people. 
‘They are already paying too much in interest. 
If you take that lid off, they’re going way up 
higher again. 
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Question: Congressman, will the agree- 
ment reached at the Kennedy round of talks 
in Geneva have any adverse effect on the 
small businessman? ? 

Representative Parman. We don’t know 
enough about them yet. I don’t think they 
will, unless there is something in there that 
I don’t understand. I don’t see where they 
would interfere between little business and 
big business. 

Question: Congressman Patman, I was un- 
der the impression that it had been tried for 
several years in Congress to get changes 
through concerning the Federal Reserve 
Board. And I was wondering if you think that 
the proposals you have made as to the 
changes will be passed this year in the Con- 
gress? 

Representative Par MAN. We are trying to 
get them passed, but, of course, we're up 
against a big lobby. You take the banker’s 
lobby is the biggest lobby in America. They've 
got more funds and they interlock with all 
other big companies, and it is not only their 
lobby, but when they need help, they call on 
the lobbies of other big concerns, like Gen- 
eral Motors and Ford and these different 
foundations. They have big lobbies, you know. 
And it is such a powerful lobby, it depends 
on our ability to get members to look at this 
strictly from the standpoint of the public 
interest. That’s the way we should do it. 

Question: Congressman, you seem to be an 
advocate of the small businessmen. Do you 
think he has as much prestige in society now 
as he used to? 

Representative Parman, Oh no, They have 
been crushed—unmercifully crushed, many 
of them have, without reason. 

Question: Congressman Patman, do you 
believe that appointments to the Federal Re- 
serve Board make it swing toward political— 
toward a political organization? 

Representative Par MAN. Oh no, but at the 
same time, we don't want it a banker's or- 
ganization, like it is now. Why should the 
banks that profit from high interest be al- 
lowed to impose a high interest? People on 
that. Board should not be connected with the 
banks or any other group. They ought to be 
public interest people, dedicated to serve the 
public interest. And that is the kind of a 
Board we need. We don’t need one that is 
run by the bankers. 

Question: Congressman Patman, do you 
think the federal government is giving 
enough help to the small businessman? 

Representative Parman. In extension of 
that, pardon me just a moment—lI’'ll get to 
that. You know, you wouldn’t have the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission composed of 
presidents of railroads to fix the freight 
rates. You wouldn’t have the broadcasting 
industry run by people directly interested in 
the broadcasting industry. You need dedi- 
cated people who look at this thing from 
the public interest, not feeling either way 
but just the public interest. Now on the 
Small Business Administration, you asked 
me if we have done enough to help small 
business, We have proposed laws but in the 
administration of the laws, they have not 
been as effective as we have wanted them 
to be. Small business has not gotten a good 
deal ever since Ted Granik and I have known 
each other, for 30 years. He is always an 
advocate of small business; I was on his sta- 
tion WOR in New York, and have been with 
him all during the years. But you see al- 
though we have advocated and secured the 
adoption of many bills intended to help small 
business, they haven’t always resulted in the 
help that we expected to have. 

Mr. Granrs, It was quite a job to get 
small business a government contract during 
the war years. 

Representative Parman. That's right. You 
know right now people can get a little loan 
to fight among other small businessmen from 
the Small Business Administration, but they 
can never get enough money to get in compe- 
tition with the big man, because that source 
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of funds is not available now. They've got 
to go to the big banks to get it and who 
is on that Board? Of course, the steel com- 
panies have representatives on there, and 
all the other interests that have Directors 
on that Board, and anybody wanting a loan 
couldn't get it. We tried it. We had a steel 
mill down in my district and we wanted a 
loan of $75 million. We went to the bank 
and they were going to help us through New 
York. We got to New York and they had a 
big Director’s room, and there was U.S. 
Steel’s Director, and there was all the rest 
of them around there. They tried to talk 
us out of it. And then, of course, we went 
back and then we went to the insurance com- 
panies in Dallas, which are pretty big, and 
they were going to help us. But we landed in 
New York again with the big insurance com- 
panies. They were going to make the $75 
million loan, but there was Jones and 
Laughlin, Bethlehem, you know, the same 
Directors, representatives of the same steel 
companies, They tried to talk us out of 
it. Then I came down to Mr. Roosevelt, and 
I asked him to have Mr. Jesse Jones there, 
and I presented the case for $75 million. The 
steel men were there, and the steel men said, 
“Oh, it would be a waste of public funds.” 
They said they can’t make steel down there in 
east Texas. They don’t know how, and fur- 
thermore their ore is not good, an‘ heir coal 
won't make good coke for making pig iron. 
They gave every reason. But Mr. Roosevelt 
and Mr. Jesse Jones listened to it for about 
two or three days. They were very attentive. 
They were interested in this. I pointed out 
at the map—I said, Mr. President take the 
Soo Canal up there. One well placed bomb 
by the Germans would put us out of the 
steel making business for eighteen months. 
He said, “We realize that. That’s the reason 
we want new steel plants.” And we convinced 
them and we got $75 million. We built the 
plant, and the best steel workers in the 
world were from the surrounding countryside 
there, these farm boys. They were taught. 
They were soon able to make the same wages 
they make in Birmingham or Pittsburgh, 
and then the result was, after twenty years, 
the steel company had paid income taxes of 
more than $75 million. The men who worked 
there had paid more than $75 million. The 
government has its money back with inter- 
est. You can’t improve on that. 

Question: Congressman Patman, I believe 
in your proposals for changes in the Federal 
Reserve Board you wish to shorten the term 
of the members that are appointed. Do you 
feel that if this happens that the Board 
would be under political pressure? 

Representative Parman, Oh, no. Listen, 
you should want it under political pressure. 
Then somebody could be held responsible if 
they put us into a depression unnecessarily. 
Like it is, they are non-elected officials, 
there’s no way to reach them. If they make 
a decision that ruins the country, we can’t 
reach them at all. If they are elected officials, 
they can be reached right quick, but they’re 
not going to make that mistake if they're 
elected officials. 

Question: Congressman, there has been a 
lot of talk about Congressional ethics with 
Mr. Dodd and Mr. Powell. What do you think 
should be done about this question? 

Representative Parman. Without reference 
to the two you mentioned, I wouldn't want 
to pick out anybody, but I think we should 
have a good code of ethics in the Congress. 
Of all places, there is where we need it the 
most. And there should be no conflict of in- 
terest. That is what I am opposing the Fed- 
eral Reserve on is too much conflict of inter- 
est in this thing, too many reasons why they 
do things against the public interest to help 
something that they’re more interested in. 
And so I think we should have a good strong 
code of ethics. 

Question: Congressman Patman, if you 
were on the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
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sion, would you approve the merger of 
IT&T and ABC? 

Representative Parman. I don't know 
whether I would or not. I haven't studied it. 
Offhand. I don’t look with favor on those 
mergers. You see, our country is becoming 
merger-minded. You take two concerns that 
merge, that means that all of the managers 
of one of them doesn’t have any management 
authority any more. It is putting people out 
of business as working for them. And I don't 
look with favor on these mergers at all, ir- 
respective of that one, because we have had 
too many mergers. We should encourage pri- 
vate enterprise, locally owned and conducted 
by local people, as much as possible. 

Question: Congressman, do you think 
that Congressmen should use the money re- 
ceived at testimonial dinners in any way they 
choose? 

Representative Parman. I never did have 
one like that myself, and personally I 
wouldn’t have one. 

Mr. Granrk, You've been elected twenty 
times, haven't you? 

Representative ParmMan, Yes. And more 
than that. I was in Congress, in the legisla- 
ture with Lyndon Johnson’s father. He and 
I were desk mates, Sam Johnson. I knew 
Lyndon. He came in there one day when 
he was twelve years old. He was about six 
feet tall, it looked like. And that’s when I 
met him. And I’ve known him ever since. 

Mr. Granik. There are only two members, 
two of our friends, two of them who have 
been there a little longer than you. That is 
the Speaker, John McCormack, and Emanuel 
Celler. 

Representative PaTMAN. That's right, the 
two of them. And, of course, I was in the 
legislature four years. I fought the Ku Klux, 
you know, they threatened to run me out of 
the state. And I had some terrific fights like 
that nine years before I came to Congress. 

Mr, Granix. And yet you like it every two 
years? 

Representative PATMAN. Well I was District 
Attorney five years—four years—about five. 
I dealt with the thugs from Chicago and 
New York that had come to Texarkana. You 
see, Texarkana has four states right there 
that converge, and it is easy for criminals 
to go from one state to another, and we had 
more than our share there when I was Dis- 
trict Attorney. 

Question: Congressman Patman, do you 
oppose the concept of tax sharing, returning 
a fixed percentage of tax receipts for expend- 
itures in health, etc.? 

Representative Parman. You mean to let 
the state Governors handle it any way they 
want to? 

Question: More or less, yes. 

Representative Patman. Well, of course, 
I'm opposed to that, That would be canni- 
balizing our government, the federal govern- 
ment. We have a great responsibility. We 
have the responsibility for the security of our 
nation. We can’t afford to be promising cer- 
tain big hunks of it out in advance because 
it might jeopardize the security of our na- 
tion. Not only that, under the Constitution, 
we can't appropriate money unless it is for 
something definite, for a good cause, and for, 
you know, the general welfare of the nation. 
And if we were to appropriate money to the 
different states without knowing how it was 
going to be used, I wouldn't consider that 
Constitutional. And many of the states don’t 
use their full taxing power anyway. And are 
we going to subsidize a state that is not us- 
ing its full taxing power because it hasn't got 
enough money, why we'd have to consider 
that. 

Question: Congressman Patman, would you 
approve of President Johnson’s idea that 
Representatives be given four year terms? 

Representative Parman. No, I'm opposed to 
it, because—I've always been opposed to it. 
I think this government is wonderful. The 
House of Representatives, 435 members, are 
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elected every two years. That means that the 
people have charge because the principal bills 
like revenue and appropriations must origi- 
nate there in that body only. They can’t orig- 
inate any other place. And when the people 
have charge by electing a new House of Rep- 
resentatives every two years if they want to, 
they have charge of the purse strings of the 
nation, And if the Members get off too far, 
why they can get them back. 

Mr, Grantx, At the end of the year, they 
almost have to be preparing to run again, 

Representative Parman. That's right, and 
the best place to run is doing your duty right. 
That's the best place to run. 

Mr. GnANIK. You mean in the halls of Con- 
gress? 

Representative PatMan, Yes sir. That's the 
best place to campaign. 

Question: Congressman, would you vote to 
stop college deferments in the draft? 

Representative Parman. I don't know too 
much about that. Like they’ve been doing it, 
I assume has been all right. I think it seems 
to have worked ali right. And I think it is 
contemplated that we pass just about the 
same law, isn’t it, Ted? 

Mr. GRANIK. Les. 

Question: Congressman, would you support 
the taxation of certain tax exempt organiza- 
tions, like the National Rifle Association? 

Representative PAr HAN. Well, I happen to 
be Chairman of the Foundation Subcommit- 
tee of the Small Business Committee, and we 
have been investigating the privately con- 
trolled foundations, and we have made some 
shocking disclosures. And among them, we 
have shown where tens of millions of dollars 
have been evaded that tax money should have 
been paid on. And the Internal Revenue Serv- 
ice has actually collected tens of millions of 
dollars by reasons of our studies. Now I 
wouldn't want to pass on the merits of any 
particular one, but where they use it for tax 
evasion or avoidance as a gimmick, or some- 
thing like that, they should be brought to 
justice. 

Question: Congressman, what about taxing 
incomes churches receive as a result of in- 
vestments? 

Representative ParmMan. Well, of course 
that’s traditional policy of our government, 
you know, that a church can have a securi- 
ties of their own, and not pay taxes. That's 
a big question to consider, changing it either 
way. I wouldn't know just how we'd draw the 
line, but it is worthy of consideration. 

Question: Representative Patman, would 
you like to see the ceilings on income for 
people earning Social Security or veterans 
benefits removed? 

Representative Parman. Well, I would be in 
favor of doing that normally. Of course, there 
might be some cases where it wouldn't be 
fair, but generally I think they’ve just been 
a little bit too tight, particularly among the 
groups that you mentioned. 

Question: Congressman Patman, do you 
think the cost of campaigning and trying to 
get elected has risen to such an extent that 
the small man who doesn’t have any backing 
can't possibly rise in politics? 

Representative Parman. Well, if he has a 
good idea, you don’t need too much money. 
You know, someone once said that the most 
powerful thing on earth is an idea whose 
time has come. And a politician with an idea 
whose time has come doesn't have any. 

Mr, GRANIK, But he still has to buy time on 
the air. 

Representative Patman. He's got to buy 
time but he's got plenty of support if he 
has got a good idea. And if the people believe 
he is a good conscientious person who will do 
the right thing, he'll get lots of support 
from people generally. 

Question: Could you give me some idea 
of what you believe would be the strongest 
Republican ticket against Johnson in 1968? 

Representative Parman. Well I don't think 
they could get up a very strong ticket. That’s 
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my feeling about it. I don’t think it is 
possible. The Democracts are split, but the 
Republicans are split worse. 
Question: Whom do you believe would 
have the best chance, though? 
Representative Parman. Oh, I don't know 
of one now that would have a good chance. 
Question: Congressman Patman, I was 
wondering if you had any opinions as to U 
Thant's frequent comment that Vietnam is 
simply the starting point of World War III? 
Representative Parman. That's always a 
possibility that this fight could result fi- 
nally in a clash between nations, World 
War III. But I don't think it is necessary 
I don’t think anybody could say it is neces- 
sarily a step in the direction of World War 
III. 


Question: Congressman Patman, do you 
think that Social Security earnings should be 
taken out as the cost of income goes up? 

Representative Parman. Social Security 
earnings—well they are taken off now in the 
Social Security law, as I understand it. The 
companies pay half of it, you know, and they 
deduct it. 

Question: Congressman Patman, I was 
wondering if you knew—had any opinion 
as to changing in the voting age? 

Representative Patman. Yes. I’m for 18 
years. I have a Constitutional Amendment 
pending right now introduced the first day 
that Congress met to change the Constitu- 
tion to let them vote at 18. 

Mr. GRANIK. Why Congressman? 

Representative ParMAN. Well, because at 
18 now I think people are better qualified to 
vote than they used to be at 21 or 25. In 
other words, people are just better educated. 
They are more sophisticated, and they are 
more knowledgeable at 18 than they used 
to be at a much older age, and I think that 
they have sufficient maturity and knowl- 
edge to justify all of them voting at 18. 

Question: Congressman, then you would 
put in the Amendment an actual age for 
voting rather than leaving it up to the states 
as it has been? 

Representative Parman. Yes I would. No, 
I'd leave it to the states to do it, but make 
it possible for them to vote at 18, if they 
want to, like in Georgia, and maybe Alabama 
and one or two other states now. 

Question: Do you think this has any pos- 
sible chance to get through? 

Representative Parman. Les I do, because 
there has been a sort of a feeling the last 
couple of years in favor of lowering. the 
voting age. 

Question: What do you think the results 
will be if Mr. Wallace runs as an independent 
candidate in 1968? 

Representative PATMAN. Well, he won't get 
anywhere. I don't think he will get anywhere. 

Mr. Granik. What progress is he making 
now throughout the country? 

Representative PaTMAN. I don’t think he is 
making any. He is just getting together the 
fellows who are that way anyway. It is just 
kind of a mutual society of friends that be- 
lieve the same way. 

Question: Representative Patman, do you 
think Adam Clayton Powell will drop his 
fight in the courts and come back to Con- 
gress since he has been reelected? 

Representative Parman. Oh I wouldn't 
want to express an opinion on that. That 
involves a lot of questions. It is up to him. 
If he wants to be in Congress, he has an 
opportunity right now to come back there 
and say I want to be sworn in, because he 
could be sworn in right now. 

Mr. Granrx. I'm sorry to interrupt. I know 
there are many more questions, but there 
just isn’t time. Thank you, Congressman 
Patman, for being our guest on Youth Wants 
To Know. Our thanks to you, panel, for your 
most interesting questions, and to you, ladies 
and gentlemen, for being with us. Please 
join us again next week on Youth Wants To 
Know, where through the eyes of youth, we 
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explore, we discover, we measure the im- 
portant people, ideas and events of our time. 
And now this is Theodore Granik bidding 
you goodbye. 

Produced by: Theodore Granik. 

Associate Producer: Jay B. Cutler. 

Assistant to the Producer: Susan Gallagher. 


MAIL-ORDER MURDER 


Mr. PRYOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentle- 
woman from New York [Mrs. KELLY] 
may extend her remarks at this point 
in the Recor» and include extraneous 
matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Arkansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Speaker, today I am 
introducing a bill H.R. 11616, to amend 
title 18, United States Code, to provide 
for the control of the interstate traffic 
in firearms. I feel that the passage of 
this legislation, to be cited as the “State 
Firearms Control Assistance Act of 
1967,” is not only long overdue but is 
absolutely necessary for the future 
safety and welfare of all the American 
people. 

This legislation will place controls on 
the business of buying, selling, and trans- 
porting handguns and other firearms 
in interstate and foreign commerce. 

In essence, the bill applies to firearms 
importers, firearms manufacturers, and 
firearms dealers, My bill, which has 
been recommended by the President of 
the United States and the National 
Crime Commission, would require these 
businessmen to obtain a license from the 
Secretary of the Treasury of the United 
States and to conduct their firearms ac- 
tivities in the manner established in the 
bill. 

The bill would restrict the interstate 
shipment of firearms to manufacturers, 
dealers, and importers, thus eliminating 
the present flow of $1 million in expen- 
sive mail-order weapons annually. Many 
of these guns go to juveniles, persons 
with criminal records, and those who are 
emotionally unstable. 

It would prohibit the retail sale of all 
firearms to youths, and the sale of hand- 
guns to persons who are not residents in 
the State of purchase—thus helping the 
States to enforce their own firearms reg- 
ulations. 

It would sharply curtail the impor- 
tation of foreign military surplus weap- 
ons, which account for the bulk of the 
cheap mail-order trade, and the bulk of 
the large-caliber weapons sold in the 
United States. 

H.R. 11616 would not prevent or cur- 
tail the right of the individual to ac- 
quire or possess handguns, rifles or shot- 
guns for the purpose of sport, hunting 
or self-defense; require individuals to 
register, or acquire a permit for, their 
handguns, rifles, or shotguns; or pro- 
hibit sportsmen from carrying their shot- 
guns or rifles across State lines. This bill 
will not inconvenience any legitimate 
sportsman, who may buy his rifle or shot- 
gun either in his own State, or in person 
in another State, so long as he complies 
with State laws. 
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Mr. Speaker, how many more cracks 
of rifles, shotguns and even automatic 
weapons in the wrong hands, leading to 
death in our Nation’s streets, must we 
witness before the Congress acts? As one 
of our Nation’s leading tabloids said the 
other day: 

It is almost as easy to buy and transport 
a killing weapon from one state to another 
as it is to smuggle a carton of cigarettes to 
avoid the tax. 


Mr. Speaker, basically this bill would 
subject deadly weapons to a lesser con- 
trol than we have always imposed on au- 
tomobiles, liquor, or prescription drugs. 
The use and sale of these things are 
carefully regulated by Federal, State, and 
local governments. The same should be 
true of firearms. 

I feel, Mr. Speaker, that enactment of 
this bill would be this Congress’ most 
important contribution to the war 
against crime. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


By unanimous consent, leave of ab- 
sence was granted to: 

Mr. Wrarr (at the request of Mr. 
Ruopes of Arizona), for today, July 20, 
on account of official business. 

Mr. McMitytan (at the request of 
Mr. Fountarn), for Wednesday and 
Thursday, July 19 and July 20, on ac- 
count of death of his brother. 


SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legisla- 
tive program and any special orders here- 
tofore entered, was granted to: 

Mr. STEED, for 1 hour, July 27. 

Mr. Michl. (at the request of Mr. 
WIN N), for 30 minutes, today; and to re- 
vise and extend his remarks and include 
extraneous matter. 

Mr. CoHELan, for 5 minutes, today; and 
to revise and extend his remarks and 
include extraneous matter. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
extend remarks in the CONGRESSIONAL 
Recorp, or to revise and extend remarks 
was granted to: 

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Devine and to include extraneous 
matter on discussion of the rule on H.R. 
11000. 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. Winn) and to include ex- 
traneous matter:) 

Mr. Cottier in two instances. 

Mr. CowcER. 

Mr. Burke of Florida. 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. Pryor) and to include ex- 
traneous matter:) 

Mr. MOORHEAD. 


Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts. 
Mr. Grarmo. 


SENATE BILL REFERRED 


A bill of the Senate of the following 
title was taken from the Speaker’s table 
and, under the rule, referred as follows: 
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S. 1577. An act to complement the Vienna 
Convention on Diplomatic Relations; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. PRYOR. Mr. Speaker, I move that 
the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly 
(at 3 o’clock and 44 minutes pm.), un- 
der its previous order, the House ad- 
journed until Monday, July 24, 1968, at 
12 o’clock noon. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 


941. A letter from the Acting Director, Civil 
Defense, transmitting a report on property 
acquisitions of emergency supplies and 
equipment during the quarter ending June 
30, 1967, pursuant to the provisions of sub- 
section 201(h) of the Federal Civil Defense 
Act of 1950, as amended; to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

942. A letter from the Deputy Assistant 
Secretary of the Interior, transmitting a 
copy of a proposed concession contract to 
provide an automobile service station and 
merchandise facilities for the public within 
the Jeff Busby Park site of the Natchez 
Trace Parkway, Miss., for a period from 
January 1, 1968, through December 31, 1972, 
pursuant to the provisions of Public Law 
89-249; to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB- 
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 


Mr. KIRWAN: Committee on Appropria- 
tions. H.R. 11641. A bill making appropria- 
tions for certain civil functions administered 
by the Department of Defense, the Panama 
Canal, certain agencies of the Department of 
the Interior, the Atomic Energy Commission, 
the Atlantic-Pacific Interoceanic Canal 
Study Commission, the Delaware River Basin 
Commission, Interstate Commission on the 
Potomac River Basin, the Tennessee Valley 
Authority, and the Water Resources Council, 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1968, and 
for other purposes (Rept. No. 505). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRI- 
VATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 


Mr. MESKILL: Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. H.R. 2477. A bill for the relief of John 
J. McGrath (Rept. No. 499). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. ASHMORE: Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. H.R. 4404. A bill for the relief of Hubert 
Ashe; with amendment (Rept. No. 500). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House. 

Mr. ASHMORE: Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. H.R. 5368. A bill for the relief of Joanne 
Marie Evans (Rept. No. 501). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. SMITH of New York: Committee on 
the Judiciary. H.R. 6666. A bill for the relief 
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of Mrs. Marilyn Shorette; with amendment 
(Rept. No. 502). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House. 

Mr. MESKILL: Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. H.R. 10982. A bill for the relief of Gil- 
mour C. MacDonald, colonel, U.S. Air Force, 
retired (Rept. No. 503). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. TENZER: Committee on the Judiciary. 
H. Res. 743. Resolution to refer the bill (H.R. 
9826) entitled A bill for the relief of Branka 
Mardessich and Sonia S. Silvani” to the chief 
commissioner of the Court of Claims pursu- 
ant to sections 1492 and 2509 of title 28, 
United States Code (Rept. No. 504). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House. 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mrs. SULLIVAN (for herself, Mr. 
GONZALEZ, Mr. MINISH, Mr. AN- 
NUNZIO, Mr. BIN HAN, and Mr. 


HALPERN) : 

H.R. 11601. A bill to safeguard the con- 
sumer in connection with the utilization of 
credit by requiring full disclosure of the 
terms and conditions of finance charges in 
credit transactions or in offers to extend 
credit, by establishing maximum rates of 
finance charges in credit transactions, by 
authorizing the Board of Governors of the 
Federal Reserve System to issue regulations 
dealing with the excessive use of credit for 
the purpose of trading in commodity futures 
contracts affecting consumer prices, by es- 
tablishing machinery for the use during 
periods of national emergency of temporary 
controls over credit to prevent inflationary 
spirals, by prohibiting the ent of 
wages, by creating the National Commission 
on Consumer Finance to study and make 
recommendations on the need for further 
regulation of the consumer finance industry, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. WIDNALL (for himself, Mr. 
Fino, Mrs. Dwyer, Mr. STANTON, Mr. 


Lioyp, Mr. BLACKBURN, Mr. WIL- 
LIAMS of Pennsylvania, and Mr. 
WYLIE): 


H.R. 11602. A bill to assist in the promo- 
tion of economic stabilization by requiring 
the disclosure of finance charges in connec- 
tion with extension of credit; to the Com- 
mittee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. BERRY: 

H.R. 11603. A bill to extend the provisions 
of the act of October 23, 1962, relating to 
relief for occupants of certain unpatented 
mining claims; to the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina: 

H.R. 11604. A bill to provide for orderly 
trade in textile articles; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts (for 
himself, Mr. Nix, Mrs. GRIFFITHS, 
Mr. Corman, and Mr. O'NEILL of 
Massachusetts) : 

H.R. 11605. A bill to provide for the estab- 
lishment of a program under which tickets 
to professional, semiprofessional, and ama- 
teur baseball, football, basketball, hockey, 
and soccer games will be furnished at no cost 
by local police officers and firemen to indi- 
viduals under the age of 19, particularly 
such individuals who are economically 
underprivileged; to the Committee on In- 
terior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. CAREY: 

H. R. 11606. A bill to encourage and assist 
private enterprise to provide adequate hous- 
ing in urban poverty areas for low income 
and lower middle income persons; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

H.R. 11607. A bill to provide incentives for 
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the creation by private industry of addi- 
tional employment opportunities for resi- 
dents of urban poverty areas; to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CURTIS: 

H.R. 11608. A bill to provide refunds of 
manufacturers’ excise taxes under certain 
circumstances; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. DOWDY: 

H.R. 11609. A bill to designate the Town 
Bluff Dam and the B. A. Steinhagen Lake 
on the Neches River, Tex., as Dam B Reser- 
voir; to the Committee on Public Works. 

By Mr. FISHER: 

H.R. 11610. A bill to authorize the Secre- 
taries concerned to direct the initiation of 
allotments of the pay and allowances of 
certain members of the Armed Forces for 
the purpose of making deposits under sec- 
tion 1035 of title 10, United States Code; 
to the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. GALLAGHER: 

H.R. 11611. A bill to amend the Federal 
Flood Insurance Act of 1956, to provide for 
a national program of flood insurance, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Banking and Currency. 

By Mrs. GREEN of Oregon: 

H.R. 11612. A bill to reclassify certain 
positions in the postal field service, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service, 

H.R. 11613. A bill to amend title 38 of the 
United States Code so as to make widows 
of servicemen who die on active duty in the 
Armed Forces eligible for educational assist- 
ance under that title; to the Committee on 
Veterans’ Affairs. 

By Mr. HARRISON: 

H.R. 11614. A bill to amend the provisions 
of the Interstate Commerce Act relating to 
the discontinuance of passenger-train oper- 
ations and to impose an 18-month mora- 
torium on the discontinuance of any pas- 
senger service by rail; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. HENDERSON: 

H.R. 11615. A bill to amend the Communi- 
cations Act of 1934 in order to provide that 
product advertising shall not be deemed to 
constitute the discussion of issues of public 
importance; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mrs. KELLY: 

H.R. 11616. A bill to amend title 18, United 
States Code, to provide for better control of 
the interstate traffic in firearms; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. LENNON: 

H.R. 11617. A bill to amend the Communi- 
cations Act of 1934 in order to provide that 
product advertising shall not be deemed to 
constitute the discussion of issues of public 
importance; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

H.R. 11618. A bill to prevent the importa- 
tion of endangered species of fish or wildlife 
into the United States, to prevent the inter- 
state shipment of reptiles, amphibians, and 
other wildlife taken contrary to State law, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. McDONALD of Michigan (for 
himself, Mr. Bow, Mr. Don H. CLAU- 
SEN, Mr. DENT, Mr. Esch, Mr. GUDE, 
Mr. HALPERN, Mr. HARRISON, Mr. 
Howarp, Mr. KEITH, Mr. KuyKen- 
DALL, Mr. MATSUNAGA, Mr. MYERS, 
Mr. RUPPE, Mr. VANDER JAGT, Mr. 
WInn, and Mr. Zron) : 

H.R. 11619. A bill to amend title 23 of the 
United States Code to provide for increased 
safety consideration in the construction of 
certain highway; to the Committee on Public 
Works. 

By Mr. MOSS: 

H.R. 11620. A bill to prohibit the Civil Aero- 
nautics Board from regulating the charges 
made by air carriers for certain in-flight serv- 
ices made available to passengers; to the 
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Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce. 
By Mr. REES: 

H.R. 11621. A bill to amend title 18, United 
States Code, to provide for better control of 
the interstate traffic in firearms; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ROYBAL: 

H.R. 11622. A bill to provide incentives for 
the creation by private industry of additional 
employment opportunities for residents of 
urban poverty areas; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

H.R. 11623. A bill to encourage and assist 
private enterprise to provide adequate hous- 
ing in urban poverty areas for low income 
and lower middle income persons; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BIESTER (for himself, Mr. 
Zion, Mr. McDonatp of Michigan, 
Mr. Tarr, Mr. MILLER of Ohio, Mr. 
Gune, Mr, WHALEN, Mr. DELLENBACK, 
Mr. BUTTON, Mr. KLEPPE, Mr. DENNEY, 
Mr. Zwack, Mr. GARDNER, Mr. LLOYD, 
Mr. Snyper, Mr. RUPPE, Mr. HARRI- 
son, Mr, WYMAN, Mr. WaMPLER, Mr. 
SANDMAN, Mr. WILLIAMS of Pennsyl- 
vania, and Mr. BURKE of Florida): 

H.R. 11624. A bill to amend title II of the 
Social Security Act to provide an interim 
across-the-board increase in monthly bene- 
fits retroactive to January 1, 1967, equal to 
the maximum percentage increase which can 
be provided without increasing taxes and 
without impairing the actuarial soundness of 
the trust funds; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means, 

By Mr. BROTZMAN: 

H.R. 11625. A bill to amend title II of the 
Social Security Act to provide an 8-percent, 
across-the-board benefit increase; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 774 

By Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts (for 
himself and Mr. St. ONGE): : 

H.R. 11626. A bill to provide for orderly 
trade in textile articles; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. FALLON (for himself, Mr. Gar- 
MATZ, Mr. FREIDEL, Mr. Matias. of 
Maryland, Mr. MACHEN, Mr. MORTON, 
and Mr. GUDE) : 

H.R. 11627. A bill to amend the act of June 
16, 1948, to authorize the State of Maryland, 
by and through its State roads commission 
or the successors of said commission, to con- 
struct, maintain, and operate certain addi- 
tional bridges and tunnels in the State of 
Maryland; to the Committee on Public 
Works. 

By Mr, HALPERN: 

H.R. 11628. A bill to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to extend and expand the 
authorizations for grants for comprehensive 
health planning and services, to broaden and 
improve the authorization for research and 
demonstrations relating to the delivery of 
health services, to improve the performance 
of clinical laboratories, and to authorize co- 
operative activities between the Public 
Health Service hospitals and community fa- 
cilities, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. MINISH: 

H.R. 11629. A bill to provide additional 
assistance for areas suffering a major dis- 
aster; to the Committee on Public Works. 

By Mr. MURPHY of New York: 

H.R. 11630. A bill to assist State and local 
governments in reducing the incidence of 
crime, to increase the effectiveness, fairness, 
and coordination of law enforcement and 
criminal justice systems at all levels of gov- 
ernment, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

H.R. 11631. A bill to provide incentives for 
the creation by private industry of additional 
employment opportunities for residents of 
urban poverty areas; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

H.R. 11632. A bill to encourage and assist 
private enterprise to provide adequate hous- 
ing in urban poverty areas for low income 
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and lower middle income persons; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. MORRIS (for himself, Mr. 
FISHER, Mr. BURKE of Massachu- 
setts, and Mr. STEED) : 

H.R. 11633. A bill to provide for the en- 
forcement of support orders in certain State 
and Federal courts, and to make it a crime 
to move or travel in interstate and foreign 
commerce to avoid compliance with such or- 
ders; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. O’HARA of Illinois: 

H.R. 11634. A bill to reclassify certain posi- 
tions in the postal field service, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service. 

By Mr. QUIE: 

H.R. 11635. A bill to provide for the elec- 
tion of one member of the Board of Com- 
missioners of the District of Columbia, a 
School Board, and a nonvoting Delegate to 
the House of Representatives; to provide for 
the location of certain agencies under the 
jurisdiction of the Board of Commissioners; 
and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. RIEGLE (for himself, Mrs. 
HECKLER of Massachusetts, Mr. 
MartutAs of California, Mr. LUKENS, 
Mr. Myers, Mr. KUYKENDALL, Mr. 
Pol Lock, Mr. RAILSBACK, Mr. EsHLE- 
MAN, Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin, Mr. 
CowGER, Mr. Perris, Mr. SCHWENGEL, 
Mr. ROTH, Mr. WINN, Mr. Price of 
Texas, Mr. Brown of Michigan, Mr. 
Esch. Mr. STEIGER of Arizona, Mr. 
Mayne, Mr. VANDER JacT, Mr. MES- 
KILL, and Mr. BLACKBURN): 

H.R. 11636. A bill to amend title II of the 
Social Security Act to provide an interim 
across-the-board increase in monthly bene- 
fits retroactive to January 1, 1967, equal to 
the maximum percentage increase which can 
be provided without increasing taxes and 
without impairing the actuarial soundness 
of the trust funds; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. SCHNEEBELI: 

H. R. 11637. A bill to continue until the 
close of December 31, 1967, the existing sus- 
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pension of duties on certain forms of nickel; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 
By Mr. SISK: 

H.R. 11638. A bill to amend title II of the 
act of September 19, 1918, relating to indus- 
trial safety in the District of Columbia; to 
the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. WILLIAMS of Pennsylvania: 

H.R. 11639. A bill to reclassify certain posi- 
tions in the postal field service, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. WATSON: 

H.R. 11640. A bill to provide for orderly 
trade in textile articles; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. KIRWAN: 

H.R. 11641. A bill making appropriations 
for certain civil functions administered by 
the Department of Defense, the Panama 
Canal, certain agencies of the Department 
of the Interior, the Atomic Energy Commis- 
sion, the Atlantic-Pacific Interoceanic Canal 
Study Commission, the Delaware River Basin 
Commission, Interstate Commission on the 
Potomac River Basin, the Tennessee Valley 
Authority, and the Water Resources Council, 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1968, and 
for other purposes. 

By Mr. BUTTON: 

H. J. Res. 734. Joint resolution creating a 
Joint Committee To Investigate Crime; to 
the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. HELSTOSKI: 

H. J. Res. 735. Joint resolution to authorize 
the President to designate October 31 of each 
year as National UNICEF Day; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BOW: 

H. Con. Res. 420. Concurrent resolution rel- 
ative to captive nations days; to the Commit- 
tee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HARRISON: 

H. Con. Res, 421. Concurrent resolution to 
express the sense of Congress with respect to 
an investigation and study to determine the 
potential of railroad passenger and mail 
transportation in the United States; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 
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By Mr. CUNNINGHAM: 
H. Res. 752. Resolution providing for con- 
sideration of H.R. 7; to the Committee on 
Rules. 


MEMORIALS 


Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memorials 
were presented and referred as follows: 

260. By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the 
Legislature of the State of California, relative 
to mail order list brokers; to the Committee 
on Post Office and Civil Service. 

261. Also, memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of California, relative to the issu- 
ance of an appropriate commemorative 
stamp honoring the University on its 100th 
anniversary; to the Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service. 

262. Also, memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of California, relative to providing 
a sound and healthy trawl fishery through 
tariff or quota protection against such im- 
ported products; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 of rule XII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. BROTZMAN: 

H.R. 11642. A bill for the relief of Edson K. 

Hartzell; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. FASCELL: 

H.R. 11643. A bill for the relief of Dr. 
Rafael Cardella; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause I of rule XXII, 


129. The SPEAKER presented a petition of 
Victor Bosnich, St. Peter, Minn., relative to 
& writ of habeas corpus, which was referred 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 


EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 


Hon. Emmet O'Neal 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. WILLIAM 0. COWGER 


OF KENTUCKY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, July 20, 1967 


Mr. COWGER. Mr. Speaker, many 
friends and associates of former Con- 
gressman Emmet O’Neal were saddened 
on the occasion of his recent death. Con- 
gressman O’Neal represented my district 
of Louisville, Ky., for five consecutive 
Congresses, serving here in Washington 
from January 3, 1935, to January 3, 1947. 
He was a lifelong Democrat who not only 
served in the Congress of the United 
States, but was also honored with the 
appointment to Ambassador to the 
Philippines from 1947 to 1949. The Hon- 
orable Emmet O'Neal was born in Louis- 
ville, Ky., on April 14, 1887, attended our 
public schools, was then graduated from 
Centre College in Danville, Ky., attended 
Yale University, and graduated with a 
law degree in 1910 from the University 
of Louisville. During the First World 
War former Congressman O’Neal served 


overseas in the U.S. Army as an enlisted 
man in the 5th Field Artillery of the 
Ist Division. His Army service included 
the years 1917 to 1919 and he was sepa- 
rated from the Army as an officer in the 
103d Field Artillery of the 26th Division. 
He returned to the practice of law in 
Louisville and was first elected to the 
74th Congress. In 1953 he was appointed 
Chairman of the Corregidor-Bataan 
Memorial Commission. Until his death 
he was actively engaged in the practice 
of law in Washington, D.C. 

Former Congressman Emmet O’Neal 
served well his city, his State, and his 
Nation. His many friends in Louisville 
and in Washington pay respect to his 
memory. 


Maine Sugar Refinery Questioned 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. THOMAS P. O’NEILL, JR. 


OF MASSACHUSETTS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, July 20, 1967 


Mr. O’NEILL of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I have previously expressed my- 


self on the $2,250,000 loan made during 
the last half of 1966 by the Economic De- 
velopment Administration to the Maine 
Sugar Industries of Easton, Maine, to 
convert an existing beet sugar factory to 
a cane sugar refinery. It was my opinion 
at that time, and it is my opinion now, 
that this loan is in violation of section 
2 of the EDA Act that provides that 
loans shall not be made when the effect 
in substance is merely to transfer em- 
ployment from one section of the coun- 
try to another section. 

With the two refineries in my district 
continually operating under capacity I 
am fearful that employment in the Bos- 
ton refineries will be curtailed when the 
Maine plant refines sugar on a year- 
round basis. It is absurd to provide cheap 
Federal loans in order to create employ- 
ment in one place when by so doing you 
eliminate employment somewhere else. 

In addition to this $2,250,000 conver- 
sion loan it was my understanding that 
the EDA guaranteed a working capital 
loan for $1,800,000 which was made at 
the same time. From testimony at an 
Appropriations Subcommittee hearing 
on April 6, 1967, it would appear that 
working capital loans in the amount of 
$3,600,000 rather than $1,800,000 were 
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guaranteed by the EDA. This discrep- 
ancy has motivated my letter to the gen- 
tleman from Oklahoma [Mr. EDMOND- 
son], chairman of the special subcom- 
mittee appointed to investigate the EDA 
program, which I would like to have in- 
corporated in my remarks. 

I would also like to have incorporated 
in these remarks an excellent objective 
article on the Maine sugar industry by 
Don Larabee, which appeared in the 
Quincy, Mass., Patriot Ledger on June 
7, 1967. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., July 19, 1967. 

Hon. Ep EDMONDSON, 

Chairman, Special Subcommittee on Eco- 
nomie Redevelopment Program, U.S. 
House of Representatives, Washington, 
Da. 

Dear Ep: In regard to the Maine sugar 
plant, it has been brought to my attention 
that a discrepancy of $1,800,300 exists be- 
tween the figures EDA presented to your sub- 
committee and those it presented to the Ap- 
propriations Subcommittee. 

In statements before the Appropriations 
Subcommittee on April 6, 1967, Mr. James 
Sharkey, Director of the Office of Business 
Development, indicated that the total pos- 
sible exposure of the Government in the 
project would be $12,345,300, 

In statements EDA presented to your sub- 
committee, and contained in your interim 
report dated March 8, 1967, however, Gov- 
ernment exposure totaled $10,545,000— 
$1,800,300 less than that indicated to the 
Appropriations Subcommittee. 

Does this $1,800,300 represent an additional 
loan that has not been brought to the at- 
tention of your committee or is there an 
error in the figures? I would appreciate 
it if you would have your committee staff 
investigate this matter and advise me, 

As you recall I earlier suggested that pub- 
lic hearings be held on all EDA loans in ex- 
cess of $100,000. I believe this recommenda- 
tion would be in the public interest. Have 
you had a chance to give it any additional 
thought? 

With warm regards, 

Sincerely, 
THOMAS P. O'NEILL, Jr., 
Member of Congress. 


[From the Quincy (Mass.) Patriot-Ledger, 
June 7, 1967] 

UNITED STATES ASSISTS NEw AROOSTOOK IN- 
DUSTRY: MAINE. SUGAR REFINERY QUES- 
TIONED 

(By Donald R. Larrabee) 

WASHINGTON.—Like the one-industry tex- 
tile towns of New England, Maine’s one-crop 
“potato county”—Aroostook—finally has di- 
versified in hopes of solving its economic 
problems. 

SOUR NOTES 

The local citizenry have shown great en- 
terprise and initiative but it’s doubtful if 
much would have happened without an as- 
tounding $8,745,300 in federal assistance. 
Maine is suddenly in the sugar refining busi- 
ness—not only from beets, which are home- 
grown, but also from cane which must be 
shipped from the South and transported 
hundreds of miles. 

The promoters can thank the Area Rede- 
velopment Administration and its successor- 
agency, the Economic Development Adminis- 
tration, for the sweet smell of success. It is a 
vague smell at the moment and some con- 
gressmen from other areas question the 
soundness of the federal investment. To put 
it mildly, the deal has left them a little sour. 

The story was unraveled by the House Ap- 
propriations Committee at a closed budget 
hearing last month. Several bewildered law- 
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makers wondered how the government could 
justify spending money on a cane sugar plant 
in such a remote inland area. The last time 
the committee examined the matter, Maine 
was only going into the beet sugar business. 

Officials of the Economic Development Ad- 
ministration (EDA) defended their loans to 
the Maine company. They said this was the 
reason Congress created the agency—to up- 
lift the economy in certain depressed sections 
which were lagging behind the rest of the 
Nation. 

FEDERAL COMMITMENT 


The initial investment was in the neigh- 
borhood of $6 million from Uncle Sam for 
establishing a refinery to process the sugar 
beets which Aroostook expected to grow on 
some 33,000 acres allocated to Maine by the 
Agriculture Department. 

But an energetic promoter, Fred Vahlsing 
Jr., who heads the Maine Sugar Industries 
Inc., went back to the EDA and said he could 
convert the operation to a year-round busi- 
ness with a little more money to install cane 
sugar refining machinery. EDA has thus far 
put up $8,745,300 for the combined opera- 
tion and is prepared to cover an additional 
$3,600,000 in commercial bank loans in case 
the enterprise fails. 

The federal government’s total possible 
“exposure” at the moment is $12,345,300. No 
other New England state can claim such 
success. 

What the congressmen from other areas 
can’t understand is how it will be possible 
to make a nickel on the deal with all the 
expense of hauling cane sugar to a northern 
inland refinery and then moving the finished 
product many hundreds of miles to popu- 
lated heavy-consuming areas. At first glance, 
it appears to be an uneconomic proposition. 

Rep. Elford A. Cederberg, R-Mich., pre- 
dicted that the loan will never be repaid. 
Rep. Mark Andrews, R-N.D., told EDA offi- 
cials they would still be behind the eight- 
ball, even if the railroads hauled it for noth- 
ing. Andrews said it makes as much sense to 
launch a cane sugar refinery in an inland 
point in Maine as trying to get 4,000 acres 
to grow potatoes in downtown Brooklyn.” 

The EDA insists, however, that this will 
prove to be a good example of what a com- 
munity can do, with Federal help, to revital- 
ize its economy. When the full allocation of 
33,000 sugar beet acres is planted, there will 
be an estimated 410 jobs in the refinery op- 
eration and some 2,000 other jobs in the 
agricultural and hauling phases. By having 
the cane sugar available for processing dur- 
ing the slow months, all of these jobs pre- 
sumably will be year-round and full-time. 


YEAR OF TESTING 


The government is not demanding any 
principal payments for a few years, only the 
interest, until the operation gets on its feet. 
Meantime, congressmen like Rep. Thomas P. 
O'Neill of Cambridge, Mass., with two old 
line cane sugar refineries in his district, and 
Rep. John Rooney, D-N.Y. with a similar op- 
eration in Brooklyn, are beginning to worry 
about the jobs that may be lost because new 
employment opportunities are being created 
in Maine. 

The government experts see no problem. 
They say consumption is going up every year 
and the competition won't hurt. Actually, 
this will be a year of testing in the sugar 
beet fields of Aroostook County. The potato 
farmers were reluctant to diversify last year 
and planted only 3,500 of the 33,000 acres 
alloted to Maine by the federal government. 

The allocation runs for three years and if 
it isn’t used, the Agriculture Department can 
take it away and give the acreage to some 
other state. There are predictions, though, 
that with spud prices slumping, the Aroos- 
took farmers will get into the beet business 
in a big way this year. If so, Maine could well 
be on its way to a sweetened economy. 
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Pittsburgh’s Participation in Public 
Broadcasting 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


OF 


HON. WILLIAM S. MOORHEAD 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, July 20, 1967 


Mr. MOORHEAD. Mr. Speaker, when 
I introduced my bill, H.R. 10408, the Pub- 
lic Broadcasting Act of 1967, last spring, 
I said that the city of Pittsburgh, which 
has long been recognized as a world 
leader in industrial and scientific re- 
search, also has had first priority in 
communications. WQED, the Nation’s 
first community educational television 
station began in Pittsburgh in 1954; 
WDUQ, Duquesne University’s educa- 
tional radio station has been serving 
Pittsburgh since 1949. We are now pre- 
pared to enter a new era in communica- 
tions; the passage of this bill will help 
promote high-quality television and ra- 
dio broadcasting over a noncommercial 
educational broadcasting system. 

At this point in the Recor I insert my 
testimony on the bill before the House 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce Com- 
mittee, and the testimony. of Mr. William 
T. Gladmon, director of development, 
WQED-W@QEX, Pittsburgh, concerning 
the specialized adult education programs 
in operation on WQEX, and the role he 
envisions for the future. 

The material follows: 

TESTIMONY OF Hon. WILLIAM S. MOORHEAD, 
BEFORE THE INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN CoM- 
MERCE COMMITTEE, ON H.R. 10408, PUBLIC 
BROADCASTING AcT OF 1967 
Mr. Chairman, it is a great pleasure for me 

to be here this morning to speak on behalf 

of the Public Broadcasting Act of 1967, and 

to introduce Mr. William Gladmon, the Di- 

rector of Development of America’s first com- 

munity educational television station, WQED, 
which was launched in my city of Pitts- 

burgh in 1954. 

When I introduced my bill, H.R. 10408, last 
Spring, I said that I envisioned a new era in 
communications where every American will 
have the opportunity to enjoy greater di- 
versity and choice in public service programs, 
political issues and debates, as well as en- 
tertainment, music and drama, I also said 
that I believe that this legislation will permit 
the full growth and development of our com- 
munications resources, bringing the best of 
public affairs programs to all of the people, 
through the maximum use of the creative 
leadership and facilities already available in 
our community. Mr. Gladmon will develop 
this idea further in his testimony as he dis- 
cusses the specialized business and industry 
training programs available on WQED's sister 
station, WQEX, Pittsburgh—but first, I ask 
the Committee’s indulgence for a few com- 
ments. 

First, I don’t think it can be emphasized 
too strongly that the legislation we are con- 
sidering today—which has the personal sup- 
port of the President and the endorsement 
of the Ford Foundation and Carnegie Com- 
missions—is not a reflection that commercial 
networks have failed to do the job. Rather 
it is a recognition that there is a new job 
to be done. There is a new audience forming 
in America which has actually been spawned 
by mass communications, an audience which 
is more demanding, more critical, and more 
eager to test innovations. The Public Broad- 
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casting Act is intended to provide the nation 
with a way to respond to this new audience 
and to bring the great promise of electronic 
communications to dynamic reality. I think 
it is significant that CBS has already pledged 
$1 million towards this effort. 

Second, communications genius, Marshall 
McLuhan has said that we are living in an 
age of “allatonceness”, the time of the simul- 
taneous happening. And I agree. However, 
while television is immediate and visual and, 
in that sense, has perhaps had greater im- 
pact in imparting information and under- 
standing, we must not forget radio—the first 
medium to carry the news into homes on a 
nationwide basis. A little known, but sig- 
nificant service rendered py educational 
radio, is the free distribution of many of its 
programs to commercial stations through- 
out the country. I am proud that WDUQ, at 
Duquesne University in Pittsburgh, which 
has been serving our community since 1949, 
is one of these stations. This legislation rec- 
ognizes the great contribution of educa- 
tional radio by offering for the first time 
federal grants for construction of noncom- 
mercial radio broadcasting facilities—and by 
its name, “The Public Broadcasting Act of 
1967”, not just the Public Television Act of 
1967. + 

One of the strongest and most necessary 
points of this legislation, I believe, is the in- 
tention to assist in developing a strong in- 
terconnection system, whereby such programs 
as ‘‘Kaleidoscope,” the daily, one-hour pro- 
gram produced here on American Univer- 
sity’s WAMU, specializing in short features, 
news, music, agency reports and interviews, 
can be broadcast to other educational afili- 
ates and commercial stations upon request. 

Finally, I am proud that Pittsburgh has 
been in the game since the be A 
Pittsburgher served on the Educational Tele- 
vision Stations Committee on a Presidential 
Commission which drafted a first report to 
the President in 1965 (Mr. Leland Hazard, 
Director of Pittsburgh Plate Glass Company) ; 
Pittsburghers participated in the First and 
Second Conferences of Long-Range Planning 
of Educational Television. Stations (Mr. 
George Follansbee, Chairman of the Board of 
Directors, Pittsburgh ETV Stations, and Mr. 
Joseph D. Hughes, Administrative Trustee, 
Richard King Mellon Foundation); a Pitts- 
burgher is a current member of the Board of 
Directors of the Educational Television Sta- 
tions Division of National Association of 
Educational Broadcasters (Mr, Donald V. 
Taverner, President, WQED-WQEX); a Pitts- 
burgher serves on the Subcommittee on 
Radio Development of the Pennsylvania State 
Advisory Committee on Educational Broad- 
casting (Mr. B. Kendall Crane, Director of 
WDUQ Radio); and I am delighted to note 
that a Pittsburgher is represented on the 
newly-formed National Citizens Committee 
for Public Television, chaired by Mr. Thomas 
P. Hoving, Director of the Metropolitan 
Museum of Art in New York (Mr. Leland 
Hazard). 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to request 
that the report of the Pennsylvania State 
Advisory Committee on Educational Broad- 
casting, which discusses Pennsylvania's plans 
for a statewide educational radio network 
designed to intensify teaching at all school 
levels, provide special education for adults, 
and for school drop-outs; offer in-service 
teacher training programs; provide cultural 
and informational programs, be included as 
part of my testimony. 

I urge immediate passage of this legisla- 
tion to provide for greater participation in 
this new area in communications. 

And now, Mr. William Gladmon, the Direc- 
tor of Development, WQED-W@QEX, who has 
been a pioneer in the development of man- 
agement via television and who is 
responsible for the development of manage- 
ment training, medical education and other 
forms of adult education at WQED-WQEX. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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A REPORT TO THE HOUSE INTERSTATE AND 
FOREIGN COMMERCE COMMITTEE ON EDUCA- 
TIONAL TELEVISION LEGISLATION, JULY 20, 
1967 
My name is William T. Gladmon and I am 

the Director of Development for educational 
television stations WQED-WQEX in Pitts- 
burgh, Pennsylvania. I appreciate this op- 
portunity to report on an area in which I 
personally have been involved for almost five 
years—an area which has not been specifical- 
ly mentioned, to my knowledge, in either 
these hearings or the Senate Hearings. I feel 
this is an area which, if given the proper re- 
sources and development, would prove to be 
one of the greatest educational tools yet de- 
veloped. 

I shall make my comments brief and to 
the point, and shall be happy to discuss in 
greater detail any of the subjects on which 
the Committee may have questions. 

The area I want to bring to your atten- 
tion is really untitled—some call it Con- 
tinuing Education Via Television, Adult 
Education, Specialized Training, Up-dating 
of Professionals, Postgraduate and Under- 
graduate Training and Ongoing Adult Train- 
ing: Of all these, I prefer to title it Specialized 
Adult Education—a way in which to keep 
an individual informed and growing in his 
or her particular field. 

When I talk about Specialized Adult Edu- 
cation I refer to all kinds of professional and 
vocational areas. Among the major develop- 
ments via educational television are the 
fields of nursing, postgraduate and under- 
graduate doctors training, dental, police and 
fire training, personnel and management 
development, credit and mon credit college 
courses, credit and noncredit teachers courses 
and law training. I am quite sure that there 
are numerous other areas that are presently 
being developed throughout this country. 

I would like to say a few words about what 
is happening in some of these fields. In the 
police and fire area we find an expanding 
program being done by New York City offi- 
cials, Each week thousands of policemen and 
firemen are receiving some on-the-job train- 
ing via television. There was another police 
program developed in Buffalo, New York, but 
it had to be dropped because of a lack of 
funds. The Los Angeles Fire Department now 
has a major proposal for the use of television 
as a training media, and it may be on the air 
at this time. 

In the field of college credit courses, we 
find that the Chicago educational station, 
WTTW, has been broadcasting undergrad- 
uate college credit courses for approximately 
eight years. Think of all the people, because 
of economic or health reasons, that could 
benefit from such a service. I believe the 
latest figures show some 80,000 people in the 
Chicago area have taken courses via televi- 
sion. This development is a complete story 
in itself. KTCA in St. Paul has also done an 
outstanding job working with and develop- 
ing undergraduate nurses training courses. 
At one time they had over 300 video tapes in 
such fields as anatomy, pharmacology, biol- 
ogy and in other related medical areas, KTCA 
was also one of the first to develop the con- 
cept of management training by television. 

How are we going to inform doctors who 
live 50 miles from metropolitan areas of the 
latest developments in their field? How are 
we going to keep engineers up-dated? How 
are lawyers going to keep up on local, state 
and federal changes? How are we going to 
keep, say, 250 million Americans knowledge- 
able of changes in federal law or new Health 
and Welfare programs? I understand we have 
that problem in Medicare right now. What 
about the returning nurse that has been 
away from her profession for 15 years? How 
do you convey to her the changes which 
have taken place? All fields today are in need 
of a better communications system. I am 
sure you are all aware that the explosion of 
knowledge is almost unbelievable. 
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Let me take a few moments to report to 
you a few facts and figures relating to the 
growth of training in the various professions. 

Dr. Elmer W. Engstrom, Chairman of the 
Executive Committee, Radio Corporation of 
America, stated that the total cost of 
training to industry is now about $18 billion 
annually, and will reach $25 billion by 1970. 
By way of comparison, the yearly cost of 
running all the colleges and universities in 
the United States is about $9 billion.” 

John W. Macy, Jr., Chairman of the US. 
Civil Service Commission, also made some 
pertinent comments about governmental 
training which are indicative of the entire 
field, of course. Some of his quotes are: 

“The Commission (U.S. Civil Service Com- 
mission) coordinates the interagency train- 
ing offered by other agencies, in addition to 
conducting courses of its own. During the 
year ending June 30, 1966, a total of 65,000 
Federal employees participated in these 
courses, 22,000 of them in courses given by 
the Commission.” 

Macy also reports from a paper by the 
National Commission on Technology, Auto- 
mation and Economic Progress which states 
that: 

“Half of what an engineer has learned to- 
day will be obsolete in 10 years. 

“Half of what he will need to know 10 
years from now is not available to him 
today. 

“80 percent of modern medical practice 
was discovered in the last 20 years. 

“Knowledge is now accumulating at such a 
rapid rate that it will double in the nert 15 
years.” 

The National Association of Manufacturers 
has stated clearly that we will need at least 
„. . three million new managers by 1975 
based on the additional 20 million humans 
that are expected to be in the work force.” 
This article went on to state that despite the 
vast amount of company training being done 
on the job, at colleges, and universities it 
does not scratch the surface of the need for 
much broader manager development facil- 
ities along more quantitative lines, 

The American Society for Training and 
Development, which is a nationally recog- 
nized, non-profit, training organization, has 
grown from a 3900 membership to an almost 
6000 membership in the last three years. This 
growth in membership exemplifies the great- 
est amount of interest that has taken place 
since its beginning 23 years ago. At the last 
National Convention, some 1800 people rep- 
resenting just about every state in the union 
and over 40 countries participated. The 
American Management Association, in the 
last 10 years, has made tremendous strides 
both as a professional organization and as 
a developer of management resources. In 
1957 their operation budget was 7½ million 
dollars; today, in 1967, it is approximately 20 
million dollars. The total membership today 
is over 50,000. 

I mention the above organizations and 
figures to indicate to you the tremendous 
emphasis now being placed on the training 
of human resources, 

It is quite obvious to me that educational 
television, as a communicator, could carry 
adult education into a new dimension. 

I would now like to develop for you a kind 
of case study that relates to WQED and the 
Pittsburgh area. 

Almost five years ago when we at WQED 
began to explore the possibility of broad- 
casting Specialized Adult Education, we 
found that one single item made the leader- 
ship community ready and willing to investi- 
gate a new teaching tool. This one item was 
need—the need to find a way to reach the 
masses in their particular fields. 

The rapidly expanding economy of our na- 
tion and the complexities involved with 
these economic expansions have created a 
need for improved managerial practices, Our 
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programming is designed to help organiza- 
tions in this directon. 

It has been realized in recent years that a 
manager's or supervisor's training back- 
ground in formal education is not enough 
for him to keep his company or department 
progressing and functioning smoothly. He 
must now keep himself well-informed and 
up-to-date with the modern, complex and 
ever-changing techniques of management. 

In September, 1964, after many months of 

planning, WQEX began televising its first 
formal management series. These programs 
were put together expressly to help managers 
keep abreast of what is happening in the 
management world today—new concepts, 
ideas and often a completely different view 
of the over-all management picture. After 
just three years of operation in the manage- 
ment field, we find that 158 companies en- 
rolled 6,000 managers or supervising per- 
sonnel. 
We feel that WQEX affords an unusual 
opportunity for business and industrial lead- 
ers in the personnel development field to add 
a new dimension to in-house training. 
Through educational television, outstanding 
lecturers can bring to the local conference 
room new knowledge, skills and attitudes. 

The distinguished leaders who join the 
discussion groups by television may present 
an illustrated lecture, perform a laboratory 
demonstration, conduct a role play or a T 
group, explain a detailed drawing or other 
complex design. They have found WQEX to 
be a highly versatile and effective training 
tool. 

Due to the pioneer work of WQEX, man- 
agement training via television is now being 
used in many areas of the country. We feel 
gratified that our initial experiment in man- 
agement training through television has giv- 
en training management another tool in the 
development of human resources. 

It would be misleading for me to let you 
think that WQED-W@QEX has organized and 
developed this total concept by itself. The 
work that has been carried on by the South 
Carolina State Educational System is out- 
standing. The need for management knowl- 
edge in that area is tenfold of that in the 
Pittsburgh area as evidenced by the enroll- 
ment figures in management courses. You 
will recall that I mentioned an enrollment of 
6000 people over a three year period; South 
Carolina on a statewide basis has enrolled as 
many as 3100 management personnel in one 
course. 

The American Management Association’s 
Media Department, under the direction of 
Mr. Daniel C. Cady, has for the last four 
years been supplying concepts, direction and 
funds for management programs. 

I have been unable to collect accurate fig- 
ures or information on the areas of the 
country that are engaged in this activity. I 
am informed, however, that Virginia, North 
Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, Maine, 
upstate New York, Pittsburgh, St. Paul and 
Cleveland are engaged in this program. San 
Francisco, Boston and other areas are now 
setting up management committees and 
working toward the institution of adult edu- 
cation. 

Because of the lack of manpower and 
funds, we have been unable to make a scien- 
tific study on the benefits of such a program, 
but we have found the following nine points 
to be beneficial: 

1. It provides access to top-level instruc- 
tion from leaders in business, industrial and 
academic worlds. It brings leading profes- 
sors or speakers, by way of television, into the 
plants. These experts could never afford the 
time to cover all the engagements required 
of them. 

2. It provides the opportunity for a com- 
pany to establish a training medium, if 
such a program is presently non-existant. 

3. A television production studio can lend 
itself. to excellent presentations which may 
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not be available to individual firms because 
of a lack of teaching technology and visual 
aids. 

4. It is economical. 

5. It reduces the costs of sending large 
groups of employees out of the office or plant 
to special seminars. 

6. It saves thousands of hours in devel- 
oping courses by the training department. 

7. It makes the community more aware 
of keeping people better trained and up-to- 
date. 


8. Television acts as a springboard for 
active discussion. 

9. The inter-exchange of group or depart- 
ment ideas. This may be one of the most 
important benefits realized because we found 
departments of both large and small com- 
panies that had never sat down together to 
discuss their problems. 

The case study which I have just pre- 
sented to you in the management training 
area could naturally be applied to any other 
educational pursuit. 

We at WQEX are also engaged in broad- 
casting a one-hour once-a-week program in 
postgraduate medicine. Some 1200 doctors in 
70 hospitals participate for 33 weeks a year. 

Dr. Campbell Moses, Director of Post- 
graduate Medicine at the University of Pitts- 
burgh and Medical and Science director for 
the American Heart Association, made the 
following statement: 

“Educational television has proven to be 
immensely useful in keeping doctors abreast 
of advances in medical practice. The technic, 
pioneered in Utah, has since then been 
widely applied in Pittsburgh, South Carolina, 
Buffalo, Boston, California, Oklahoma and 
Arizona. By reaching large numbers of phy- 
sicians simultaneously it is possible to in- 
form a large proportion of the medical public 
at one time and thereby take advantage of 
the concept of “critical mass” to reinforce 
“doctor to doctor” education. In Pittsburgh 
we have used this technic for more than four 
years and not only to present continuing ex- 
amples of the best medical practice, but also 
each week to Call attention to local outbreaks 
of contagious diseases, to announce the 
availability of new drugs and also, and most 
importantly, to immediately alert physicians 
to new information about drug reactions as 
this material is released by the Food and 
Drug Administration. The ability to com- 
municate with physicians via television goes 
a long way toward bridging the gap between 
laboratory discovery and bedside appli- 
cation.” 

Under the guidance of the Director of 
Continuing Education in the field of nursing 
at the University of Pittsburgh, we have been 
broadcasting a one-hour program for the 
last two years. This program is geared to the 
professional nurse employed by the gen- 


‘eral hospital. Its main objective is to pro- 


vide more information on mental health con- 
cepts, such as caring for problem patients. 
Our survey shows we are reaching 40 to 60 
hospitals and 500 to 800 professional people. 

We have not even really begun to explore 
the potential of this tool and the ways to 
harness its power. All of our work to date 
has been trial and error. We work constantly 
without sufficient funds, qualified staff and 
facilities to carry out such a program. 

With a well developed concept, this could 
reach even the smallest of communities. The 
further you go from a metropolitan area, 
the more such a service is needed. 

No one station, at the present time, is in 
a position to do little more than to meet its 
every day operations, its budget and its prob- 
lems. 


I feel that a national group, maybe the 
Public Television Corporation, is needed to 
set up the criteria, studies, research, the 
mechanism to bring the resources that are 
needed to make educational television a 
true and integral part of the Adult Educa- 
tion Program. 
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In Honor of Captive Nations Week 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. HAROLD R. COLLIER 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Thursday, July 20, 1967 


Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Speaker, on July 
17, 1959, Congress unanimously passed 
Public Law 86-90 proclaiming Captive 
Nations Week. It was done to demon- 
strate that the American people, with 
few exceptions, will never forget the na- 
tions subjugated by the Russians and 
held under the heel of Communist tyr- 


anny. 

I know it is the sincere hope of the 
vast majority—if not all of those whom 
I represent—that these nations some- 
day throw off the Red yoke and achieve 
the freedom and independence which is 
the birthright of every man. 

Since the end of World War II and 
continuing to the present, a good many 
new countries have been joining the 
family of nations. Most of these coun- 
tries were formerly parts of the British, 
French, Belgian, and Dutch Empires. 
The disintegration of these empires gave 
independence to millions of peoples liv- 
ing in Africa, Asia, and South America, 
and in the islands of the seas. 

Between World War I and World War 
II, over a fifth of the land area of the 
globe, containing one-fourth of the 
world’s population, was part of the Brit- 
ish Empire, although the ties between 
London and several of its larger compo- 
nents were being gradually loosened. To- 
day most of this vast empire is either 
completely separate from Great Britain 
or associated only through the Common- 
wealth. While some of the Common- 
wealth members give allegiance to the 
Crown, the largest member, India, does 
not. 
The following table gives the area and 
population of the nations that were part 
of the British Empire on December 31, 
1945, but are now independent of 
London: 3 


Nation Square miles Present 

population 
261,798 25, 246, 000 
7, 136 2, 881, 000 
7,993 2,635, 000 
37,737 1.978, 000 
150,333 4, 330, 000 
471, 819 18, 298, 000 
318, 261 583, 000 
967, 491 13, 940, 000 
1, 097 135, 000 
2,243, 656 70, 024, 000 


1 Administered by South Africa 


The following list gives the area and 
population of the nations that were part 
of the British Empire on December 31, 


1945, but are now independent and main- 
tain membership in the commonwealth 
of nations. Australia, Canada, and New 
Zealand are also members of the com- 
monwealth, but they are not included 
below as they were independent in 1945 
except for their loyalty to the king. 


Nation Square miles Present 

population 
166 245, 000 
25, 332 11, 232, 000 
3,572 598, 000 
4, 361 338, 000 
92, 100 7, 740, 000 
83, 000 647, 000 
1,261,813 | 499, 000, 000 
4, 232 1,827, 000 
24, 960 9,643, 000 
127,672 9, 395, 000 
122 317, 000 
356, 669 57, 500, 000 
365,529 | 104, 138, 000 
27,925 2, 290, 000 
225 1, 891, 000 
362, 844 10, 515, 000 
1, 980 975, 000 
290, 587 3,780, 000 
3,233,089 | 722, 071, 000 


The following table gives the area and 
population of the nations that were part 
of the French empire in 1945 but are 
now independent of France: 


Nation Present 


Square miles 
population 


919, 591 


88 8888 
80888888888 


£ 
9 
$ 


independent and maintain membership 
in the French community: 


Nation Square miles Present 
population 

240, 540 2, 088, 000 

490, 733 3, 254, 000 

134, 749 840, 000 

102, 317 470,000 

„657 „ 336, 000 

76, 124 3, 490, 000 


1,271, 120 16, 478, 000 


The following list gives the area and 
population of the nations that were part 
of the Belgian empire in 1945 but are 
now independent: 


Nation Square miles Present 


population 
A 10, 707 2, 800, 000 
— ee, 905, 063 15, 986, 000 
OT a: Boal 10, 169 3,073, 000 
F 5 ea eo | 925, 939 21, 859, 000 


An area that was part of the Dutch 
empire in 1945 is now independent: 

Indonesia: Square miles, 735,268; present 
population, 108,000,000. 

The nations that have become com- 
pletely independent of Great Britain, 
France, Belgium, and the Netherlands 
control areas totaling 6,239,973 square 
miles and have a total population of 
234,719,000. It is true that Great Britain 
does not recognize the independence of 
Rhodesia; however, it is, for the time 
being at least, a fait accompli. 

An additional 4,504,209 square miles 
are included in the countries that main- 
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tain membership in the Commonwealth 
or are part of the French community 
after having been colonies of Great Brit- 
ain and France. 

Altogether, almost a billion people live 
in the many nations that have severed 
the political ties that previously bound 
them to several colonial powers. 

While Great Britain, France, Belgium, 
and the Netherlands have granted inde- 
pendence to most of the peoples over 
whom they formerly ruled, another em- 
pire refuses to relinquish its control over 
vast areas and many millions of people. 
What makes this especially reprehensible 
is that the ruling powers of that empire 
have been among the most vociferous 
critics of the other colonial powers. 

While the Communists took over a 
huge area when they seized power in 
Russia in 1917, they soon added to their 
already vast territory by annexing such 
free nations as Armenia, Byelorussia, 
and Ukraine. In 1940 they added the in- 
dependent Baltic countries, Estonia, Lat- 
via, and Lithuania to the Soviet empire. 
These six subjugated nations alone con- 
tain 391,787 square miles, with a total 
population of 62,230,000. Millions of 
other people who live in the Soviet em- 
pire are just as anxious to be free from 
Communist tyranny as the people who 
lived in Russia before 1917 yearned to be 
free from the tyranny of the czars. 

The following table gives the area and 
population of the free nations that were 
taken over by the Soviet empire after 
the Communists came to power: 


Nation Square miles Present 
population 
11, 306 2, 134, 000 
80, 154 8, 533, 000 
17,413 1, 273, 000 
24' 695 2.241.000 
26, 173 2, 949, 000 
232, 046 45, 100, 000 
391, 787 | 62, 230, 000 


Besides the countries that have been 
incorporated into the Soviet empire, a 
number of other nations are satellites of 


Moscow, their rulers being mere pup- 


pets whose strings are pulled by their 
masters in the Kremlin. Several other 
countries are under the control of Com- 
munist China. 

The following table gives the area and 
population of the nations that are satel- 
lites of the Soviet empire or Red China: 


Nation Square miles Present 

population 
11.100 1. 865, 000 
2. 823 8, 227, 000 
44,218 7, 833, 000 
49,371 14, 194, 000 
41, 816 17, 048, 000 
35,919 10, 160, 000 
604,247 1, 087, 000 
46, 540 12, 100, 000 
61, 18, 100, 000 
120, 359 31,619, 000 
91, 6! 19, 105, 000 
98,766 19, 756, 000 
1, 248, 151 161, 094, 000 


Mr. Speaker, whether the representa- 
tives of the American people sit in the 
Congress of the United States or in the 
highest councils of the executive branch, 
let them continually demand that the 
Communist imperialists relinquish their 
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hold on the countries they have taken 
over and on the satellite nations where 
their stooges carry out orders from Mos- 
cow and Peking. To fail to make such de- 
mands unceasingly is to betray the mean- 
ing of Captive Nations Week. 


Merchant Marine 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. ROBERT N. GIAIMO 


OF CONNECTICUT 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, July 20, 1967 


Mr. GIAIMO. Mr. Speaker, it was my 
privilege to testify before the Merchant 
Marine Subcommittee of the Committee 
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries in 
favor of my bill, H.R. 3053, on July 12, 
1967. 

The merchant marine of the United 
States has been for some time, and is 
today, in a serious state of decline. If. it 
is ever to resume its position as leader 
of the maritime nations of the world, this 
Nation must have an independent Mari- 
time Administration to promote its in- 
terests. 

The following is my testimony to that 
effect which I presented before the Mer- 
chant Marine Subcommittee: 


TESTIMONY OF THE HONORABLE ROBERT N. 
GIAIMO BEFORE THE COMMITTEE ON MER- 
1 1 MARINE AND FISHERIES, JULY 12, 
1967 
Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to have this 

opportunity to testify in support of HR. 

3053, a bill which I introduced to amend 

Title II of the Merchant Marine Act of 1936, 

to create an independent Federal Maritime 

Administration, and for other purposes. 

If enacted, my bill will establish the Fed- 
eral Maritime Administration as an inde- 
pendent agency. The head of the Administra- 
tion will be appointed by the President sub- 
ject to Congressional approval. The newly 
created agency will have transferred to it all 
functions which are currently the respon- 
sibility of the Secretary of Commerce. 

The Maritime Administrator will appoint 
a Deputy who will be Acting Administrator 
during his absense or disability. However, 
the Deputy will at no time sit as a mem- 
ber or acting member of the Maritime Board 
which will also be established by my bill. My 
intent, Mr. Chairman, is that subordinate 
employees be excluded from participating in 
those matters which require completely 
independent judgment. 

As I have stated, H.R. 3053 will establish 
a Maritime Board within the Federal Mari- 
time Administration. This Board would ad- 
minister the subsidy award function of the 
Maritime Administration and would assume 
all responsibilities which are at present 
vested in the Secretary of Commerce. 

The Maritime Subsidy Board, as it is now 
called is composed of the Maritime Admin- 
istrator and two subordinates in the Mari- 
time Administration. All actions taken by the 
Maritime Subsidy Board are subject to re- 
view by the Secretary of Commerce. The 
existing organizational structure, in my opin- 
ion, is wholly inadequate since contract 
rights arising out of maritime subsidies 
are, in fact, subject to determination by but 
one man, the Secretary of Commerce, and 
not by the independent group judgment of 
the Board. 

As proposed in my bill, the Maritime Board 
will be composed of three members: A Fed- 
eral Maritime Administrator, who shall be 
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Chairman of the Board, and two additional 
members who will be appointed by the Presi- 
dent subject to Congressional approval. Not 
More than two members of the Board will 
be from the same political party. 

My proposal reflects my deep concern for 
the future effectiveness of our merchant 
marine. The situation has become so critical 
that the survival of a genuinely private 
United States shipping industry may be con- 
sidered to be at stake. There is an immediate 
need to face the problem of defining, synthe- 
sizing, and updating public maritime policies 
in order to keep pace with the industry's 
changing economic and political environ- 
ment. Enactment of my bill would insure 
that the basic and proven principles of the 
Merchant Marine Act of 1936 are effectively 
implemented through vigorous prosecu- 
tion by an independent Federal Maritime 
Administration. 

The most persistent problems with which 
the government maritime program has been 
concerned in the past have dealt with the 
establishment of proper boundaries between 
the public and private sector of the industry. 
There have also been problems of definition 
of proper roles, obligations, rights and privi- 
leges of the various parties in interest. This 
confusion has become a barrier to their ef- 
fective operation. 

In merchant shipping, the government has 
come to exercise a determining role in every 
major facet of the industry’s activity. Gov- 
ernment is the industry’s major customer; 
it monitors its competitive practices, supplies 
its credit, underwrites its costs, trains its of- 
ficer personnel, develops its technology, arbi- 
trates its labor disputes, is responsible for 
its safety, and even provides a complete pro- 
gram of free medical care for its workers. 

Mr. Chairman, the ability of the govern- 
ment to meet these problems depends on the 
effectiveness of its machinery for public 
policy development and administration, the 
quality of its personnel, and the political 
environment within which they operate. A 
sound organizational structure is particu- 
larly important to a program as extensive 
and complex as government aid to merchant 
shipping. Appropriate administrative pro- 
cedures are required to assure that the proper 
problems are brought before the proper peo- 
ple at the proper time, and that a fair hear- 
ing is given to all legitimate interests. Most 
importantly, Mr. Chairman, there must be a 
mechanism which will assure that the mari- 
time program will be responsive to the 
nation’s changing needs. 

The prerequisite to a constructive rela- 
tionship between industry and government 
is a thorough restructuring of the present 
program. This is the approach which is 
needed to fulfill the nation’s maritime goals. 
Mr. Chairman, my legislation will correct the 
obvious deficiencies in the organizational 
structure of the executive agency which is 
charged with the promotion of the mari- 
time interests of the United States. It is my 
sincere hope that your Committee will in- 
clude this legislation in your recommenda- 
tions to the whole House. 


Recommendations for NASA Authorization 
Conference 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
or 


HON. JAMES G. FULTON 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, July 20, 1967 


Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, I would like to suggest at this 
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time a basic position for the House con- 
ferees on the NASA authorization bill. 
As you know, this House passed the au- 
thorization bill for the National Aero- 
nautics and Space Administration with 
several amendments on June 28, 1967. 
NASA had requested $5.1 billion. The 
Committee on Science and Astronautics 
reduced this amount by $107.8 million 
and the House further reduced the au- 
thorization by $201.4 million on the floor 
by overwhelming votes on my amend- 
ment and motion to recommit. This 
should have resulted in a House-ap- 
proved authorization of $4.79 billion. 
Through a parliamentary ruling that a 
total in a bill can be amended only once, 
however, we are left with a bill where 
the total figure is greater than the sum 
of the line items. Because of this unique 
ruling and its resultant complications, 
I would like to outline here what I be- 
lieve should be the guiding policy of the 
House conferees. 

Since we are forced to abide by the 
false House total of $4.93 billion in con- 
ference instead of the sum of the line 
items in the bill of $4.79 billion, the 
House conferees have a higher total fig- 
ure than the Senate version of $4.85 bil- 
lion. Instead of being $60 million below 
the Senate as the House amendments 
would indicate, we are required by the 
parliamentary ruling to negotiate from 
a total $76 million above it. In view of 
the obyious intent of the House to reduce 
the authorization to $4.79 billion, I feel 
that it should be a major guiding prin- 
ciple that the conferees aim toward a 
final sum no greater than the Senate 
figure of $4.85 billion. Any other action 
would directly violate the intent of the 
House. 

Within the artificial limits imposed by 
the parliamentary ruling, I propose that 
the conferees work so that no research 
and development project be killed or 
crippled to uselessness. Economies can 
be effected primarily in the procurement 
of hardware, which can be deferred until 
a time of less fiscal austerity. 

I have persistently recommended a re- 
duction of $25 million on the Apollo pro- 
gram and favor the position of our com- 
mittee for a 1-percent cutback there. On 
the purchase of hardware for the Apollo 
applications program, I agree with the 
Senate figure allocating $334.7 million 
and reducing the future stockpile of 
Saturn launch vehicles now. NASA has 
yet to advise me of any action to obligate 
the $6 million which the Congress pro- 
vided for the advanced missions program 
last year. As of July 1, the end of the 
fiscal year, NASA had not obligated 1 
cent of the money, and I think we should 
reach a compromise with the Senate for 
$1.5 million on advanced missions. 

I favor restoring the Sunblazer project 
in the conference report for both the re- 
search and development funds and the 
construction of facilities necessary to 
continue this important study program. 
I also favor the retention of the Mariner- 
Mars mission for 1971 and recommend 
the adoption of the House position on 
the lunar and planetary exploration of 
$142 million. 

We in the House reduced the funds for 
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Voyager by $20 million, leaving $50 mil- 
lion in the program. I believe that the 
full $50 million should be retained in 
conference rather than kill the project. 
I have checked with NASA on this, and 
they advise that the Voyager program 
can be initiated effectively with the lower 
sum. Again I assert that we do not want 
to kill any of the projects which might 
bear the fruits of discovery essential to 
our Nation’s performance in space in the 
1970's. This policy means cutbacks in 
other areas and forces the deferment 
of some specific missions planned for fis- 
cal year 1968, but it leaves us with all 
projects intact and in operation. I there- 
fore favor the House figure of $41.8 mil- 
lion on bioscience and the figure of $94.5 
million on space applications. 

I recommend a compromise between 
the House figure of $72 million and the 
Senate figure of $157.7 million for launch 
vehicle procurement at $150.7 million, 
the figure which the House committee 
originally reported for this program of 
unmanned missions. In the space ve- 
hicle systems and the electronics systems 
we should stick to the general economy 
reductions of $1 million each. Likewise 
in the basic research I favor the gen- 
eral reduction by the House committee 
of $2 million, 

As a part of the House policy to en- 
courage the development of new fuels, 
propulsion systems, and reusable boost- 
ers, I recommend that the House con- 
ferees approve the full $74 million for 
nuclear rockets and the full $49 million 
figure for chemical propulsion including 
the 260-inch solid fuel booster. In addi- 
tion we should accept the Senate figure 
of $45 million for space power and elec- 
tric propulsion. systems. The House con- 
ferees should hold to the House figure 
of $290 million for tracking and data ac- 
quisition. 

In the construction of facilities sec- 
tion of the bill, I favor the House total 
of $16.5 million for the nuclear rocket 
development station and the $2.9 million 
which the House authorized for the 
Goldstone location. 

By following the above recommenda- 
tions, the House conferees will adopt a 
position giving a total of exactly $4.851 
billion and equal to the Senate author- 
ization figure. It has not been easy to 
put together such a compromise posi- 
tion which refiects so well the will of 
the House and the preferences of many 
of the committee members. But my pro- 
posal would effect the maximum economy 
possible under the parliamentary situ- 
ation prevailing while it would also pro- 
vide the essential funds for research and 
development to advance the state of the 
art in space propulsion and exploration. 
The program is a compromise. It does 
not kill a single ongoing program of 
research and development which might 
prove fruitful in the future. It requires 
the economical deferment of several 
purchases of hardware and, it gives us 
the opportunity to take a long and close 
look at the missions planned for the 
Apollo Applications program before we 
become committed to buying extra 
boosters. 


19622 


What is not absolutely essential for 
research and development should be de- 
ferred until the economy and the war in 
Vietnam permit. When Congress is rais- 
ing the debt limit, and the President is 
proposing tax increases and reductions in 
domestic spending, I believe the House 
conferees on the NASA authorization 
would do well to follow my recommenda- 
tions for maximum economy in the space 
program. The conferees should arrive at 
a final negotiated figure no higher than 
the Senate approved total of $4.851 bil- 
lion which should have been the maxi- 
mum possible authorization for NASA. 

In addition to the line item figures 
which are to be considered at conference, 
I would like to state my support for the 
House safety and economy measures put 
into the bill on my motion to recommit. 
I recommend that the House conferees 
adopt a position which brings full con- 
sideration to the formation of an Aero- 
space Safety Advisory Panel. I strongly 
agree that NASA should keep the Com- 
mittees on Aeronautical and Space Sci- 
cnces and Science and Astronautics fully 
informed of its activities and budgetary 
transfers. Likewise I think there is sub- 
stantial merit in the proposal to examine 
the relative costs of contract services and 
civil service capabilities in service con- 
tracts of more than $100,000. We must 
keep both safety and economy well in 
mind while we attempt to direct our Na- 
tion’s space science program toward 
maximum achievement. 


South Florida Citizens Register Views in 
Burke Questionnaire 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. J. HERBERT BURKE 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, July 20, 1967 


Mr. BURKE of Florida. Mr. Speaker, at 
this time, I would like to enter into the 
Recorp the results of a poll I mailed to 
the citizens of the 10th Congressional 
District in south Florida. 
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This poll was dispatched 3 months ago 
and within a short period more than 
35,000 replies were received and tabu- 
lated. The results were very interesting 
and I am sure will provide my colleagues 
an insight into the views of my constit- 
uents. 

The questions on the polls covered 
several of major issues that plagued the 
Nation in April and still continue to pro- 
vide debating fodder for all parts of 
American life. 

I was most happy to receive such an 
overwhelming response to this poll and 
I feel the interest indicates a genuine 
concern by people from my district in the 
affairs of our country. 

This interest was stimulated to a great 
degree by the wonderful cooperation ex- 
hibited by the media in south Florida 
who did a great job of urging citizens to 
take part in the Burke poll. Some of the 
daily newspapers even took the space and 
effort to publish my poll verbatim. 

To give my colleagues the benefit of 
the knowledge I garnered from this poll, 
I am now including in the remarks a 
news release that accompanied the re- 
sults and statistical breakdown of the 
answers for each of the 14 questions in- 
cluded in the poll, as follows: 

News RELEASE OF CONGRESSMAN J. HERBERT 
BURKE, OF FLORIDA, JUNE 10, 1967 

WASHINGTON, D.C.—An overwhelming per- 
centage of citizens polled in Florida’s Tenth 
Congressional District favor “Escalation” 
of the Viet Nam war and indicated they 
want a quick war settlement. 

Congressman J. Herbert Burke (R-10th, 
Fla.) released the figures from the poll this 
week after more than 35,000 replies were 
received in response to 14 questions of na- 
tional and international importance last 
March. 

On the important Viet Nam issue, 72.5 
percent of the replies favored escalations in 
the war in all categories short of nuclear 
war. To back this up, 82.6 percent do not 
want a withdrawal of U.S. troops from South- 
east Asia at the present time. 

On the other hand an almost even num- 
ber divided on the question asking “Should 
the U.S. hold out for unconditional sur- 
render in the Viet Nam war?” 

A surprising 40.7 percent indicated they 
would make concenssions to the Viet Cong 
if it would bring about the end of the war. 
This response matched with 49.6 percent 
who wouldn’t make concessions. 


35,619 QUESTIONNAIRES 
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Congressman Burke after reviewing the 
results felt the views on the war issue 
strongly indicate the people want a quick, 
honorable end to Communist aggressions 
in Southeast Asia. 

In a related question to the war, 59.8 
per cent ruled out any increase in income 
taxes or corporate taxes to finance the rising 
costs of the war. 

On other subjects, 74.9 percent believe the 
U.S. should establish universal military 
service for all capable young men; 81.8 per- 
cent want tighter controls on the sale of 
guns; 85 percent feel the U.S. should dis- 
continue foreign aid to countries who trade 
with our enemies; 59 percent don’t feel it is 
our duty as Americans to feed improverished 
nations; 66.5 percent feel the poverty pro- 
gram was not worthy of being continued; 
69.4 percent favor tax credits to businesses 
and industry which would train young 
people; 66.7 percent feel all earning limits 
should be completely removed on those 
drawing social security; 92.5 percent want 
a strong ethics committee for the House; and 
56.7 percent felt wiretapping and bugging 
should be outlawed except in cases where 
the national security demands it. 

The strongest response was drawn on the 
ethics committee question as 92.5 percent re- 
plied they favor a strong committee as pro- 
posed by Congressman Burke. The Congress- 
man urged through legislation creation of a 
committee that would call for full disclosures 
of a Member's financial statements and dis- 
closures of all business interests which may 
affect his office. 

The views were from citizens living in 
the heart of Florida’s Gold Coast, covering 
all of Broward and the Northern silver of 
Dade County. 

Rep. Burke thanked various news and 
broadcast media that publicized the poll as 
more than 35,000 citizens replied out of al- 
most 200,000 questionnaires mailed to the 
District. 

A series of profile questions indicated the 
majority of the replies came from age groups 
of 45-64 and 65 and up. Most replies came 
from the larger cities of Ft. Lauderdale, Pom- 
pano Beach and Hollywood but a good strong 
showing was cast from all sectors of the 
District. 

“This large percentage of returns indicates 

to me that the people are very concerned 
about the issues,” Burke added. “I shall con- 
sider these views when debates occur on the 
House floor.” 
A group of Georgetown University students 
tallied the polls and further tabulation will 
be completed to depict votes by age groups 
and party affiliation. 

The survey will be submitted to the Con- 
gressional Record this week for the perusal 
of all Members of Congress. 


Yes 

16, 261 

„446 

25, 764 

5, 908 

11.482 

608 

git y h - 29, 049 

e tates discontinue foreign aid to countries who trade with our enemi 30, 200 

. Do you think it is our duty as Americans to feed impoverished nations of the world = 11, 286 

10. Do you think the poverty program is worthy of being continued 8, 961 
11. Do you favor tax credits for businesses which would train young people in useful occupations as proposed 

by my Human Investment Act legislationzgʒzdzz 2.22 ee ee a 24,645 

12. Do you believe the earning limit of those drawing social security benefits should be removed -~ ---—- 23, 688 
13. Do you favor legislation as introduced by me which would establish a strong ethics committee for the House 

r . x Oi aes ASS ST A Co 32, 880 
14. Do you believe wiretapping and bugging should be outlawed except in cases where the national security 

IE IN orate BE reins eon aps ends — . ͤ v 20, 148 


Percent of those answering— 


No No opinion 
Yes No No opinion 

16, 302 2, 956 45.8 45.9 8.3 
17, 608 3, 465 40.7 49.6 9.7 
289 3, 466 72.5 17.7 9.8 
29, 326 284 16.6 82.6 8 
21, 249 2,788 32.3 59.8 7.9 
6,941 1,970 74.9 19.5 5.6 
5, 160 1, 301 81.8 14.5 3.7 
4, 468 851 85.0 12.6 2.4 
20, 943 3, 290 31.8 59.0 9.2 
23, 627 2,931 25.2 66.5 8.3 
7, 484 3, 390 69.4 21.1 9.5 
9,740 2,091 66.7 27.4 5.9 
801 1, 838 92.5 2.3 5.2 
12, 894 2,477 56.7 36.3 7.0 


July 21, 1967 
Jim Robinson Played It Rugged 
EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. HAROLD R. COLLIER 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, July 20, 1967 


Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to call to the attention of the House 
the heroic exploits on the battlefield of 
a former neighbor, Sgt. James Robinson. 
Sergeant Robinson was presented with 
the Congressional Medal of Honor at 
ceremonies in the Pentagon recently. He 
was given the medal posthumously. 

Jim, as I knew him, was killed on April 
11, 1966, when he charged and destroyed 
a Vietcong machinegun nest during Op- 
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eration Abilene. But I knew of his valor 
and worth long before his exploits in 
Vietnam. 

Jim was a rugged, 210-pound tackle on 
our high school football team in the late 
1950’s, less than a decade ago. In 1958, he 
was named all-league tackle in a tough 
Chicago suburban conference. Even then 
he stood out. Even then he was rugged. 
Even then he displayed the courage 
which later was to claim his life. Robin- 
son had always wanted to play profes- 
sional football. He played in a far 
tougher game, war, which is not a game 
at all. But he proved his worth. 

Speaking of the Congressional Medal 
of Honor winner, his spirit as a marine 
and as a soldier can be typified by the 
words of his high school football coach, 
who said: 
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Jim was always in condition, ready for a 
tough game—a little bugged on physical fit- 
ness. He always contributed a host of tackles, 
even in defeat, and always played it rugged. 


He knew what he was fighting for, too. 
Jim was deeply interested in foreign af- 
fairs and strongly in favor of the war. 
His father quoted young Jim as saying: 

All you have to do is get out a map and 
look at Vietnam and you'll see that it is the 
key to the Far East and worth any price 
to keep it. 


Yes, Jim Robinson proved his worth 
and in so doing proved, too, the worth 
of thousands of former athletes who are 
now in the armed services. 

We owe much to young men such as 
Jim Robinson and to the parents who 
nurtured and loved them. We salute 
them all. 


SENATE 


Fripay, JuLx 21, 1967 


The Senate met at 10 o’clock a.m., and 
was called to order by the President pro 
tempore. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown 
Harris, D.D., offered the following 
prayer: 


Eternal God, our Father, Thou hast 
ordained that not in cushioned seats of 
safety, but in danger and stern conflict 
shall we find our strength and our 
triumph. 

In our hearts, O Lord, we cherish the 
golden heritage that has been be- 
queathed us through the virtue and valor 
of those whose records within these legis- 
lative halls have helped to make the 
greatness of our free land. 

Inspire us, we pray, so to follow their 
shining example that we, the children 
of their faith, may not only hold our 
inheritance as a precious trust, but by 
our loyalty, love, and labor may leave 
it with increased luster to those who, 
after us, shall inherit the land still bright 
with freedom’s holy light. Amen. 


REPORT OF NATIONAL SCIENCE 
FOUNDATION, RELATING TO 
WEATHER MODIFICATION—MES- 
SAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT (H. 
DOC. NO. 145) 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be- 
fore the Senate the following message 
from the President of the United States, 
which, with the accompanying report, 
was referred to the Committee on 
Commerce: 


To the Congress of the United States: 

I am pleased to transmit the Eighth 
Annual Report of the National Science 
Foundation covering the activities of the 
Federal Government in the field of 
weather modification during fiscal year 
1966. 

To some, a storm is but an inconven- 
ience, a fog is but an hour’s delay. But 
to millions of others—in America and 
around the world—the weather can spell 
the difference between shelter and home- 
lessness, between nourishment and star- 
vation, between life and death. 


This report provides clear evidence 
that progress is being made toward our 
goal of developing the capacity to mod- 
ify the weather for the benefit of all 
mankind. 

In the period covered by this report, 
we found that— 

Precipitation from some types of 
clouds may be increased by as much as 
10 percent by seeding; 

Seeding of thunderstorm clouds may 
reduce significantly the number of 
lightning strikes; 

The incidence of hail may be reduced 
by heavy seeding; 

Large bodies of cold ground fog may 
be dissipated through the use of dry ice 
or silver iodide; 

Mathematical. models will be in- 
creasingly useful for experimentation 
with techniques for controlling hurri- 
canes and tornadoes. 

For all our progress, we have still only 
scratched the surface. To develop the 
full potential of weather modification, 
we must continue our research and ex- 
perimentation. We must bring to the 
effort our best skills and our most ad- 
vanced technologies. We must better or- 
ganize our efforts in this area. 

And we must join with other nations 
in the search for solutions, for the 
weather respects no national boundary. 

I commend this report—of progress 
and of challenge—to your attention. 

LYNDON B. JOHNSON. 

THE WHITE House, July 19, 1967. 


MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT— 
APPROVAL OF BILLS AND JOINT 
RESOLUTION 


Messages in writing from the Presi- 
dent of the United States were com- 
municated to the Senate by Mr. Geisler, 
one of his secretaries, and he announced 
that the President had approved and 
signed the following acts and joint 
resolution: 

On July 17, 1967: ? 

S.J. Res. 81. A joint resolution to provide 
for the settlement of the labor dispute be- 
tween certain carriers by railroad and certain 
of their employees. 

On July 18, 1967: 

S. 60. An act for the relief of Dr. Oton 

Socarraz; 


S. 67. An act for the relief of Dr. Juan Ra- 
mon Diaz Zayas Bazan; 

S. 118. An act for the relief of Dr. Amparo 
Castro; 

S. 132. An act for the relief of Dr. Alberto 
Fernandez-Bravo y Amat; 

S. 164. An act for the relief of Dr. Cesar 
A. Mena; 

S. 327. An act for the relief of Dr. Carlos 
Victor De La Concepcion Garcia; 

S. 462. An act for the relief of Dr. Jesus L. 
Lastra; 

S. 464. An act for the relief of Dr. Guillermo 
N. Hernandez, Jr; 

S. 465. An act for the relief of Dr. Mario 
Guillermo Martinez; 

S. 499. An act for the relief of Dr. Manuel 
A. Zuniga; 

S. 652. An act for the relief of certain em- 
ployees of the Puget Sound Naval Shipyard; 

S. 996. An act for the relief of Dr. Esther 
Yolanda Lauzardo; and 

S. 1278. An act for the relief of Dr. Flori- 
berto S. Puente. 

On July 20, 1967: 

S. 168. An act for the relief of Maria Jordan 
Ferrando; 

S. 371. An act for the relief of Mrs, Mary T. 
Brooks; 

S. 819. An act for the relief of Charles H. 
Thurston; 

S. 853. An act to extend the life of the Com- 
mission on Political Activity of Government 
Personnel; 

S. 904. An act for the relief of Doreen Del- 
mege Willis; and 

S. 1045. An act for the relief of Alton R. 
Conner. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Hackney, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
House had passed the bill (S. 95) for 
the relief of Capt. Rey D. Baldwin, with 
an amendment, in which it requested the 
concurrence of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
House had agreed to the report of the 
committee of conference on the disagree- 
ing votes of the two Houseson the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill 
(H.R. 10368) making appropriations for 
the legislative branch for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1968, and for other pur- 
poses; that the House receded from its 
disagreement to the amendments of the 
Senate numbered 1 through 30, inclu- 
sive, and the amendments of the Senate 
numbered 33 and 34 to the bill, and con- 
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curred therein, and that the House re- 
ceded from its disagreement to the 
amendment of the Senate numbered 37 
to the bill, and concurred therein. 

The message further announced that 
the House had passed the following bills, 
in which it requested the concurrence of 
the Senate: 


H.R. 421. An act to amend title 18 of the 
United States Code to prohibit travel or use 
of any facility in interstate or foreign com- 
merce with intent to incite a riot or other 
violent civil disturbance, and for other pur- 
poses; 

H.R. 2036. An act for the relief of Carlos 
Rogelio Flores-Vasquez; 

H.R. 2485. An act for the relief of Elisabeta 
Horwath; 

H.R. 3474. An act to require the Foreign 
Claims Settlement Commission to determine 
the amount and validity of the claim of Ike 
Ignac Klein against the Government of 
Hungary, and for other purposes; 

H.R. 3881. An act for the relief of Christina 
Hatzisavvas; 

H.R. 4159. An act for the relief of Teresina 
Fara; 

H.R. 6004. An act for the relief of Swiff- 
Train Co.; 

H.R. 6462. An act granting jurisdiction to 
the Court of Claims to render judgment on 
certain claims of the Algonac Manufacturing 
Co. and John A. Maxwell against the United 
States; 

H.R. 7516. An act for the relief of Song 
Sin Taik and Song Kyung Ho; and 

H.R. 11456. An act making appropriations 
for the Department of Transportation for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1968, and for 
other purposes. 


ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 


The message also announced that the 
Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
following enrolled bills: 

S. 39. An act for the relief of Athanasia 
Argere; 

S. 256. An act for the relief of Rosa Anna 
Genovese; 

S. 280. An act for the relief of Rosa Agos- 
tino; 

S. 324. An act for the relief of Jesse C. 
Johnson; and 

S. 822. An act for the relief of Hye Suk 
Paeng and Mi Kung Paeng (Patricia Ann). 


HOUSE BILLS REFERRED 


The following bills were severally 
read twice by their titles and referred, as 
indicated: 


H.R. 421. An act to amend title 18 of the 
United States Code to prohibit travel or use 
of any facility in interstate or foreign com- 
merce with intent to incite a riot or other 
violent civil disturbance, and for other pur- 


poses; 

H.R. 2036. An act for the relief of Carlos 
Rogelio Flores-Vasquez; 

H.R. 2485. An act for the relief of Elisa- 
beta Horwath; 

H.R. 3474. An act to require the Foreign 
Claims Settlement Commission to deter- 
mine the amount and validity of the claim 
of Ike Ignac Klein against the Government 
of Hungary, and for other purposes; 

H.R. 3881. An act for the relief of Chris- 
tina Hatzisavvas; 
ea 4159. An act for the relief of Teresina 

ra; 

H.R. 6004. An act for the relief of Swiff- 
Train Co.; 

H. R. 6462. An act granting jurisdiction to 
the Court of Claims to render judgment on 
certain claims of the Algonac Manufacturing 
Co. and John A. Maxwell against the United 
States; and 
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H.R. 7516. An act for the relief of Song 
Sin Taik and Song Kyung Ho; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

H.R. 11456. An act making appropriations 
for the Department of Transportation for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1968, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on the 
Appropriations, 


THE JOURNAL 


On request of Mr. MANSFIELD, and by 
unanimous consent, the reading of the 
journal of the proceedings of Tuesday, 
July 18, 1967, was dispensed with. 


ORDER OF BUSINESS 


Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that, before the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Kansas [Mr. 
Pearson] is recognized under the order 
entered on Tuesday, the Senate proceed 
to the consideration of calendar No. 391, 
S. 1909. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 


THE 100TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
FIRST TRANSCONTINENTAL RAIL- 
ROAD 


The bill (S. 1909) to provide for the 
striking of medals in commemoration of 
the 100th anniversary of the completion 
of the first transcontinental railroad was 
considered, ordered to be engrossed for 
a third reading, read a third time, and 
passed, as follows: 


S. 1909 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House 
of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That in 
commemoration of the one hundredth anni- 
versary of the driving of the golden spike at 
Promontory, Box Elder County, Utah, on May 
10, 1869, signifying the meeting of the Union 
Pacific Railroad and the Central Pacific Rail- 
road upon completion of the first trans- 
continental railroad, the Secretary of the 
Treasury is authorized and directed to strike 
and furnish to the National Golden Spike 
Society, Box Elder County, Utah, not more 
than five hundred thousand medals with 
suitable emblems, devices, and inscriptions 
to be determined by the Utah Golden Spike 
Centennial Commission subject to the ap- 
proval of the Secretary of the Treasury. The 
medals shall be made and delivered at such 
times as may be required by the National 
Golden Spike Society in quantities of not 
less than two thousand, but no medals shall 
be made after December 31, 1969. The medals 
shall be considered as national medals within 
the meaning of section 3551 of the Revised 
Statutes (31 U.S.C. 368). 

Sec. 2, The Secretary of the Treasury shall 
cause such medals to be struck and furnished 
at not less than the estimated cost of man- 
ufacture, including labor, materials, dies, use 
of machinery, and overhead expenses, and 
security, satisfactory to the Director of the 
Mint, shall be furnished to indemnify the 
United States for full payment of such costs. 

Sec. 3. The medals authorized to be issued 
pursuant to this Act shall be of such size or 
sizes and of such metals as shall be deter- 
mined by the Secretary of the Treasury in 
consultation with the Utah Golden Spike 
Centennial Commission. 


Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in the 
Record an excerpt from the report (No. 
404), explaining the purposes of the bill. 
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There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

GENERAL STATEMENT 

This bill would provide for the striking of 
not more than 500,000 medals to commemo- 
rate the 100th anniversary of the driving of 
the golden spike at Promontory, Box Elder 
County, Utah, on May 10, 1869, upon comple- 
tion of the first transcontinental railroad. 

The bill provides that the Secretary of the 
Treasury shall strike and furnish the medals 
to the National Golden Spike Society. The 
medals shall bear suitable emblems, devices, 
and inscriptions to be determined by the 
Utah Golden Spike Centennial Commission 
subject to the approval of the Secretary of 
the Treasury. The medals shall be of such 
sizes and of such metals as shall be deter- 
mined by the Secretary of the Treasury in 
consultation with the Utah Golden Spike 
Centennial Commission, 

The medals shall be made and delivered at 
such time as may be required by the National 
Golden Spike Society in quantities of not less 
than 2,000. No medal shall be made after De- 
cember 31, 1969. The medals shall be con- 
sidered as national medals within the mean- 
ing of section 3551 of the Revised Statutes 
(31 U.S.C. 368). 

The medals would be struck at no cost to 
the United States since the bill requires that 
security satisfactory to the Director of the 
Mint shall be furnished for the payment of 
the cost of their production. 


EXECUTIVE SESSION 


On request of Mr. MANSFIELD, and by 
unanimous consent, the Senate proceeded 
to consider executive business. 


EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be- 
fore the Senate messages from the Pres- 
ident of the United States submitting 
sundry nominations, which were referred 
to the appropriate committees. 

(For nominations this day received, see 
the end of Senate proceedings.) 


EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 


The following favorable reports of 
nominations were submitted: 

By Mr. ELLENDER, from the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry: 

Walter W. Wilcox, of Maryland, to be a 
member of the Board of Directors of the 
Commodity Credit Corporation. 

By Mr. McCLELLAN, from the Committee 
on the Judiciary: 

Warren M. Christopher, of California, to be 
Deputy Attorney General. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If 
there be no further reports of commit- 
tees, the nominations on the executive 
calendar will be stated. 


POST OFFICE DEPARTMENT 


The legislative clerk read the nomina- 
tion of John L. O’Marra, of Oklahoma, 
to be an Assistant Postmaster General. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CARLSON in the chair). Without objec- 
tion, the nomination is confirmed. 


POSTMASTERS 


The legislative clerk proceeded to read 
sundry nomination of postmasters. 
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Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the nominations 
of postmasters be considered en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nominations of post- 
masters will be considered en bloc; and, 
without objection, they are confirmed. 


MINT OF THE UNITED STATES 


The legislative clerk read the nomina- 
tion of Marian N. Rossmiller, of Colo- 
rado, to be Superintendent of the Mint 
of the United States at Denver. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is confirmed. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Presi- 
dent be immediately notified of the con- 
firmation of these nominations. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOMINICK subsequently said: 
Mr. President, the Senate has today con- 
firmed the President’s appointment of 
Mrs. Marian N. Rossmiller, an active 
member of the Democratic Party, as 
superintendent of the U.S. Mint at Den- 
ver, I have received many favorable com- 
ments from my constituents regarding 
her qualifications and abilities. 

Mrs. Rossmiller for the last 15 years 
has had full responsibility of operating 
and managing the R. & C. Wholesale 
Candy & Tobacco Co. She is the only 
woman to ever receive an award by the 
National Association of Tobacco Distrib- 
utors and the only woman on the Na- 
tional Tobacco Tax Council. 

Presently, Mrs. Rossmiller is a mem- 
ber of the career board for the city and 
county of Denver. She is the treasurer of 
both her local Zonta Club and the Busi- 
ness and Professional Women’s Club. 

Mrs. Rossmiller is a successful business 
woman with administrative talents badly 
needed in the very important job to 
which she has been appointed. 

Mr. President, I would like to offer my 
congratulations to Mrs. Rossmiller on 
her appointment as Superintendent and 
wish her well in carrying out her new 
responsibilities. 

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DOMINICKE. I yield. 

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I wish to 
join my colleagues in his congratulations 
to Mrs. Marian N. Rossmiller. The Den- 
ver Mint is a very important unit in our 
minting system. It is going to become 
more important as the years go on. I 
am sure that the appointment of Mrs. 
Rossmiller, with her considerable suc- 
cessful business experience, will add a 
great amount of increased morale to the 
members of the Denver Mint and result 
in its increased efficient operation. 

I join my colleague in congratulat- 
ing Mrs. Rossmiller on this appointment, 
and I look forward to working with her. 


MOTION TO RECONSIDER CONFIR- 
MATION OF NOMINATION OF 
SIMON F. McHUGH, JR. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, while we are in executive ses- 
sion, I wish to file two motions. 

I enter a motion to reconsider the vote 
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by which the Senate confirmed the nomi- 
nation of Simon F. McHugh, Jr., of 
the District of Columbia, to be a mem- 
ber of the Subversive Activities Control 
Board, on Monday, July 17, 1967. 

I also enter a motion to request the 
President of the United States to re- 
turn the nomination of Simon F. Mc- 
Hugh, Jr., to the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The no- 
tice for reconsideration will be filed. 
The question then will be on the motion 
for the President to return the nomina- 
tion to the Senate. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres- 
ident, I have a parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator will state it. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. It is my 
understanding that the two motions I 
have filed will lie over and will come up 
in the next executive session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo- 
tion to reconsider has been entered and 
will remain on the calendar until it is 
disposed of. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That is 
my understanding. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The sec- 
ond motion will be the pending business 
in the next executive session. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That is 
my understanding. 


LEGISLATIVE SESSION 


On request of Mr. MANSFIELD, and by 
unanimous consent, the Senate resumed 
the consideration of legislative business. 


EXTENSION OF TIME FOR COM- 
MITTEE ON FINANCE TO FILE 
RECOMMENDATION 


Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Finance be permitted an extension of 
6 weeks to file its recommendation on 
campaign financing, and that this rec- 
ommendation be filed not later than Sep- 
tember 1, 1967. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 


THE WAR IN VIETNAM 


Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that an extremely 
interesting, concise, and cogent series of 
articles which appeared in the Boston 
Globe from May 29 through June 3, 1967, 
written by Charles L. Whipple, editor of 
the editorial page, entitled “The War in 
Vietnam,” be printed at this point in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
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THE WAR IN VIETNAM—A BRIEF HISTORY OF 
HOW THE UNITED STATES BECAME INVOLVED 
IN VIETNAM 


(Note.—The material reproduced in this 
booklet originally appeared as a series of 
six lead editorials in The Boston Globe, May 
29 through June 3, 1967, 

(It was written by Charles L. Whipple, 
Editor of the Editorial Page. Photographs are 
by Joseph Runci, a Globe staff photographer 
who spent two months in Vietnam in the 
Summer of 1966. 

(Additional copies of this booklet may be 
obtained by contacting the Public Affairs 
Department, The Boston Globe, Boston, Mas- 
sachusetts 02107.) 


PART T— HOW IT ALL BEGAN 


The one word on the lips of everyone 
these days is Vietnam. This one word alone 
is enough to start an argument. Seldom in 
the nation's history have emotions run 80 
high over a single issue. 

And the reason is war. Men who were old 
enough to be sent into the First World War 
have, in one lifetime, already lived through 
three American wars, and a fourth one is 
now going on... four wars which have 
already taken the lives of 588,000 American 
young men and have wounded, in body or 
mind, no one knows how many more. 

This current war really began before most 
of those now fighting it were born, and un- 
less something is done, it may not be fin- 
ished until well into their lifetimes. 

How did it all begin? How did we manage 
for so long to stay out of it? How and why 
did we then get into it? And, finally, how 
can we get out of it honorably? This series 
of editorials will try to answer these ques- 
tions. 

The Vietnamese, whose recorded history 
began before the Christian era, have spent 
most of all that time fighting for their in- 
dependence, For almost 1500 years they 
fought the Chinese, who occupied their land 
for 10 centuries. Theirs is one of the few 
nations ever to defeat the feared Mongols 
under Kublai Khan. His pleasure dome could 
not encompass them. 

Vietnam became part of the French co- 
lonial empire in the latter half of the 19th 
century. With the fall of France in 1940 the 
Japanese took over Vietnam in their drive 
to capture Singapore. To combat them, na- 
tionalist groups formed the Vietminh (In- 
dependence) League, in which the Commu- 
nists under Ho Chi Minh took a leading part. 

Short, wispy-chinned and deceptively 
frail-looking. Ho had traveled widely, been 
trained in Moscow and, it is said, was once 
& waiter in New York. In Paris he had 
found the French Communist Party in 1920. 
Now in Vietnam he became, even in the eyes 
of many anti-Communists, the George 
Washington of his country. 

For with World War II's end in 1945 the 
Japanese had to leave, and the Vietminh 
quickly forced out their puppet emperor, 
Bao Dai. Curiously enough, hoisting the 
Stars and Stripes at the side of Ho Chi 
Minh and his Gen Vo Nguyen Giap when 
they took over were an American general and 
major. Those were the days of Rooseveltian 
anti-colonialism and, despite stormclouds 
ahead, the Communists were still regarded 
as our allies. 

Ho proclaimed the Democratic Republic 
of Vietnam on Sept. 2, but back in Paris 
Gen. Charles de Gaulle decided by the year’s 
end to send 70,000 troops to Indochina to 
re-establish French colonial rule. They were 
to be the first of 400,000 troops—Foreign 
Legionnaires, former German soldiers, the 
elite of the French officer corps and the cream 
of her youth—that France was to send dur- 
ing the next nine years on a vain and fruit- 
less mission. 

The first troops arrived early in 1946 and 
France recognized the new republic as a “free 
state within the French Union.” Friction 
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grew, despite a “modus vivendi” signed by 
Ho in Paris Sept. 14, and on Nov. 23 French 
troops opened fire at Haiphong on the civilian 
population, killing 6000. 

The Vietminh guerrillas replied on Dec. 
19, 1946, by attacking French troops through- 
out Indochina, and the long war had begun. 
But we were not yet in it. We did, to be sure, 
on Dec. 23, 1950, sign a Mutual Defense As- 
sistance Agreement with France, Vietnam, 
Cambodia and Laos (the latter three parts 
of French Indochina) for indirect U.S. mili- 
tary. aid. 

By then Mao Tse-tung's Communists had 
taken over in China and we were at war in 
Korea, where an Assistant Secretary of State 
named Dean Rusk predicted that the Chi- 
nese Communists would not intervene if we 
crossed the North Korean border. They did 
intervene. 

The United States was to give more than 
a billion dollars in financial and military aid 
to France before the latter was defeated in 
1954 and the fighting stopped—temporarily. 

Then, step by little step, we began to get 
into it. Our aid was followed by military 
advisers, who were not officially acknowl- 
edged to be in combat, and finally by the 
open committal of fighting troops. But the 
last step was still a long way off. 


PART II—HOW WE ALMOST GOT INTO IT 


The United States almost got into the 

Vietnamese War a full decade before the first 
American soldier was officially and publicly 
committed to ground combat there, But it 
was not known then how close we were to 
war. 
It was clear, however, that a grave crisis 
existed. The French were hopelessly sur- 
rounded at Dien Bien Phu, which was to fall 
to the guerrillas May 8, 1954. Before it did, 
four related events were public knowledge. 
The first was a New York speech Mar. 29 by 
Secretary of State John Foster Dulles call- 
ing for “united action” even if it meant 
“serious risks.” 

The second was a reply to Dulles in a ma- 
jor address Apr. 6 by the junior senator from 
Massachusetts, John F. Kennedy. The third, 
next day, was President Eisenhower's first 
use of the “domino theory” that if Vietnam 
fell to the Communists all of Southeast Asia 
would follow, 

And the fourth was Vice President Rich- 
ard M. Nixon’s speech to the nation’s editors 
in Washington Apr. 16 in which he said it 
might be necessary to send ground troops to 
Vietnam. 

Sen. Kennedy interpreted Dulles’ words to 
mean that “the United States will take the 
ultimate step.” The future President was 
against it, saying that “never in the history 
of the United States, at least since the Mexi- 
can War, have we intervened against a na- 
tive population, and in support of a power 
which has maintained colonial control. 

“Iam frankly of the belief,“ Sen. Kennedy 
said, “that no amount of American military 
assistance in Indochina can conquer, an 
enemy which is everywhere and at the same 
time nowhere, ‘an enemy of the people’ 
which has the sympathy and covert support 
of the people.” 

The young senator said he favored united 
action by many nations and realized it might 
„eventually require some commitment of 
our manpower. 

“But,” he added, “to pour money, ma- 
terial and men into the jungles of Indo- 
china without at least a remote prospect of 
victory would be dangerously futile and self- 
destructive .. .” Then he recited a long se- 
ries of “predictions of confidence which have 
lulled the American people for many years.” 

Behind the scenes much was happening 
that has since been well documented. On 
Mar. 20, 1954, France had told President 
Eisenhower that Indochina would be lost 
unless the United States intervened. On 
Mar. 25 the National Security Council de- 
cided that we should intervene if necessary, 
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but only if it were an allied venture and 
France granted Indochina independence. 
This N.S.C. paper had the approving initials 
“DDE” 

Still, the approval of Congress was needed. 
On Apr. 3, three days before Sen. Kennedy’s 
speech, Secretary Dulles called eight leading 
senators and congressmen before Adm. Ar- 
thur W. Radford, chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, and told them President 
Eisenhower wanted a joint resolution from 
Congress to permit him to use U.S. air and 
naval power in Indochina. 

Dulles was said to have a draft of the 
resolution in his pocket. The congressmen 
questioned him sharply, Senate Majority 
Leader Lyndon B. Johnson taking the lead. 
Johnson said we had put up to 90 percent 
of the men and money into Korea, and asked 
if Dulles had consulted other nations who 
might be our allies. Dulles said he had not. 

Radford was asked if the other J.C.S. mem- 
bers agreed with him. He said they did not. 
The upshot was that Dulles was told he had 
better go shopping for allies. 

Bernard Fall (killed a few months ago by 
a Viet Cong land mine) has written in “Hell 
in a Very Small Place” that this was Lyndon 
Johnson's “first crucial decision on Vietnam.” 
Critics say it may have been his wisest. 

Dulles did go shopping for allies, but en- 
countered strong opposition from Anthony 
Eden and Prime Minister Winston Churchill. 
On Apr. 14, mistakenly thinking he had over- 
come most of Britain’s objections, Dulles told 
French Foreign Minister Georges Bidault. 
“And if we gave you two atomic bombs to 
save Dien Bien Phu?” Bidault told him that 
would destroy the garrison as well as the 
guerrillas, and declined. 

But Dulles was not yet through. He was 
working already on another idea, to set up 
a Southeast Asian Treaty Organization. He 
felt Churchill and Eden agreed with it, but 
Eden said nothing could be done till after 
the Geneva Convention, set to start Apr. 26, 
in two weeks. 

One hitch in plans followed another. Dulles 
called a SEATO drafting session in Washing- 
ton for Apr. 20, but then the Nixon speech 
proposing the use of ground troops was 
made public, and in the resulting furor the 
British ambassador was told not to attend. 
To cover up its purpose, the meeting was 
turned into one on Korea. 

Dulles then went to Paris for the NATO 
meetings. On Apr. 23 (three days before 
Geneva) France told him only a massive air 
attack could save Dien Bien Phu. Radford 
and Dulles urged it, Dulles saying that if 
the allies agreed, President Eisenhower would 
go before Congress Monday, Apr. 26, the day 
the Geneva Conference opened, and ask for 
@ joint resolution so that an air strike could 
take place Apr. 28. 

But again Eden turned him down and, in 
the end, so did President Eisenhower. On Apr. 
24 Dulles had to tell Bildault in a memo: 
“An act of war can only be effected with 
authorization of Congress.” The U.S. Air Force 
had been planning Operation Vulture, to 
bomb the guerrillas at Dien Bien Phu with 
U.S. planes, and it had to be called off. 

What is significant is that, as Chalmers 
Roberts of the Washington Post once put it, 
“Here, on the eve of a conference that might 
lead to a negotiated end of the 7-year-old 
Indochina war, the United States . was 
proposing military action that might very 
well lead to a general war in Asia if not to a 
third world war.” 

Instead, we drew back from Dulles’ brink. 
President. Eisenhower said as the Geneva 
Conference began that we were seeking a 
modus vivendi with the Communists. Dien 
Bien Phu fell on May 8, and at Geneva they 
began talking peace. 


PART m— How] WE DID GET INTO IT 
It was President Eisenhower who first sent 


American military personnel to Vietnam, 
but as “advisers” to the South Vietnamese. 
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He increased them from 327 to 685; President 
Kennedy built them up to 16,000; President 
Johnson changed the “advisers” into combat 
troops and now has some 500,000 there. 

Why “advisers”? The answer is that troops 
were prohibited by the Geneva Accords of 
1954. That was the year we really got into 
Vietnam to keep all of it from going Commu- 
nist. Two of the three reasons given by Presi- 
dent Johnson to explain what he says is our 
commitment date back to that year. They are 
the SEATO treaty and a letter from Presi- 
dent Eisenhower to South Vietnamese Pre- 
mier Ngo Dinh Diem. 

But first there was the Geneva Conference. 
It began discussing Indochina on May 8, 
when Dien Bien Phu fell. Present were dele- 
gates from Britain and the Soviet Union (the 
two chairmen); France, the U.S., Communist 
China, Cambodia, Laos and Vietnam and the 
Vietminh regime. 

Agreements were signed July 20 and 21 
providing for a ceasefire and withdrawal of 
French troops. They forbade any military 
alliances and any new troops, weapons or 
bases. And they partitioned Vietnam along 
the 17th parallel but said (Arts. 6 and 7): 

“The military demarcation line is provi- 
sional and should not in any way be con- 
sidered as constituting a political or terri- 
torial boundary . . Lawyers might well 
argue, if it were not by now academic, that 
these words have an important bearing on the 
Administration’s charge of aggression“ 
across the demarcation line. 

The Geneva Accords also provided for 
country-wide elections to be held in July 
1956, leading to the reunification of North 
and South Vietnam. They have never been 
held. 

Signing for the Vietminh was Brig Gen Ta 
Quang Buu, the Oxford-educated former 
leader of the French-sponsored Boy Scouts. 
But the United States and South Vietnam 
did not sign. Instead the U.S. issued a uni- 
lateral declaration that it would “refrain 
from the threat or the use of force to dis- 
turb” the agreements, and “would view any 
renewal of the aggression of the aforesaid 
agreements with grave concern and as seri- 
ously threatening international peace and 
security.” 

It added that the U.S. “shall continue to 
seek to achieve unity through free elections, 
supervised by the U.N. to insure that they 
are conducted fairly.” President Eisenhower 
called the Accords “the best of a bad 


Peace now came to Vietnam, but all too 
briefly. And only 49 days later, on Sept. 8, 
1954, the Southeast Asia Organization was 
formed, on Secretary of State Dulles’ initia- 
tive, by a collective defense pact signed by 
the United States, Britain, France, Austra- 
lia, New Zealand, the Philippines, Pakistan 
and Thailand. 

Hailed by Dulles as an “Asiatic Monroe 
Doctrine,” it has been cited as the legal 
basis for our armed intervention, so it is 
worth examining closely. 

Section 2 of Article IV of the SEATO 
Treaty dealt with a threat “other than by 
armed attack,” or “by any fact or situation 
which might endanger the peace of the 
area.” 

(This would cover Communist subversion 
or internal revolution, although when the 
Senate debated the treaty Sen. Walter F. 
George, then chairman of the Foreign Rela- 
tions Committee, said the reference “does 
not mean that the U.S. has undertaken to 
suppress bona fide local revolutions.”) 

Section 2 provided only that after such a 
threat, the Parties shall consult immedi- 
ately in order to agree on the measures which 
should be taken for the common defense.” 
The only commitment here was to consult. 

Later Section 1 came to be relied on, be- 
cause of Hanoi’s action in infiltrating troops. 
This section dealt with “aggression by means 
of armed attack,” and said only that “each 
Party ... will in that event act to meet 
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the common danger in accordance with its 
constitutional processes.” 

Here again there was no commitment to 
use combat forces in South Vietnam, accord- 
ing to many critics, who also say that our 
forces were not sent in accordance with our 
constitutional processes, which include Con- 
gress’s power to declare war. 

It might also be asked how South Vietnam 
could have been covered by the SEATO pact 
when the Geneva Accords clearly barred her 
as well as North Vietnam from joining any 
military alliance. It is true that she could 
not and did not sign the treaty. Dulles got 
around this by including her territory in a 
special protocol protecting Indochina from 
Communist-led “internal aggression.” 

It may be pertinent that neither Britain 
nor France, though co-signers, ever invoked 
the treaty. And Secretary Rusk himself ad- 
mitted at one point during the Fulbright 
hearings in February, 1966, that “if we had 
not lifted one finger to help South Vietnam, 
no one could sue us for breach of this con- 
tract.” 

The next event claimed as a basis for our 
commitment occurred Oct. 24, 1954, 47 days 
after SEATO was signed. President Eisen- 
hower sent a letter to Diem offering assist- 
ance in “maintaining a strong, viable state, 
capable of resisting attempted subversion or 
aggression.” 

But Mr, Eisenhower has said since that he 
intended his letter to cover aid only, not 
troops. And during his Administration the 
U.S. Military and Advisory Group in Saigon 
was not increased appreciably, averaging 650 
men. 

At any rate, the SEATO Treaty and the let- 
ter were what President Johnson meant 
when he said Feb. 23, 1966, that “Our men 
in Vietnam are there to keep a promise made 
12 years ago.” 

His two predecessors did not view it in 
precisely that light. But it does appear that 
John Foster Dulles planned it that way, and 
that his SEATO treaty was in violation of 
the Geneva Accords. 


PART IV- THE BUILDUP BEGINS 


There was peace in Vietnam for some 
three years after the Geneva Accords were 
signed. With elections promised by July 1956, 
to be followed by reunification of the coun- 
try. Hanoi must have thought its take-over 
of South Vietnam was assured. 

Washington was determined to prevent it. 
President Eisenhower threw some light on 
the situation in his later memoirs: 4 

“I have never talked or corresponded with 
a person knowledgeable in Indochinese af- 
fairs who did not agree that had elections 
been held as of the time of the fighting, 
possibly 80 percent of the population would 
have voted for the Communist Ho Chi Minh 
as their leader rather than Chief of State 
Bao Dai.” 

In 1955, with American support, Ngo Dinh 
Diem disposed of the former French puppet 
Bao Dai by a rigged plebiscite, getting 98.8 
percent of the vote to become South Viet- 
nam’s first president. He had already, as 
premier, rejected Hanoi’s invitation to dis- 
cuss the 1956 elections because the North 
Vietnamese could not express their free will. 

Now Diem began to set up his own dicta- 
torship. In January 1956 he ordered con- 
centration camps for dissenters and all those 
considered dangerous.” In June he abolished 
by decree South Vietnam’s elected village 
councils and mayors, and began appointing 
such officials. Unpopular because they col- 
lected rents for absentee landlords, they were 
the last from whom to expect progress in 
the country’s much-needed land reform. 

Yet in this two-year period before the 
scheduled elections some 850,000 refugees, 
more than 500,000 of them Catholic like 
Diem, “voted with their feet” and fied from 
North Vietnam. In the South, some 80,000 
local guerrillas, Vietminh regulars and their 
dependents went North. Another 6000 guer- 
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rillas, probably the elite, went underground 
in the South. 

Within a few months after the July 20 
deadline for elections passed, these guerrillas 
began killing off, one by one, Diem's ap- 
pointed village chiefs, in a calculated cam- 
paign of terrorism to gain public support. 
The total killed in 10 years has been esti- 
mated at 15,000, or almost one per village. 

In January 1957, the International Com- 
mission for Supervision and Control, set up 
at Geneva with representatives of Canada, 
Poland and India, assessed the blame for 
failing to follow the Geneva Accords. It said 
that while the commission has experienced 
difficulties in North Vietnam the major part 
of its difficulties has arisen in South 
Vietnam.” 

The guerrilla war began in earnest in 1959 
but was concentrated in the southern part 
of South Vietnam with some 3000 guerrillas. 
Then more, mostly former Southerners at the 
beginning, began to infiltrate from North 
Vietnam. By the end of 1960 according to the 
State Department’s White Paper, 1800 men 
had so infiltrated. 

To direct the guerrilla war, the Commu- 
nists and other rebel groups formed the 
National Liberation Front Dec. 20, 1960. 
Hanoi quickly recognized it and now began 
to send in military supplies as well as more 
men—3700 in 1961. (In 1966 Secretary Rusk 
was to put the two-year total of infiltrees at 
10,000.) 

This infiltration of men and supplies is 
the basis of the State Department’s charge 
of “foreign aggression,” and the justification 
used for sending more U.S, troops, The impli- 
cation is that without infiltration the guer- 
rillas would have lost the war. 

Perhaps this is so, but as late as January 
1966 the Mansfield Report counted a total 
of 14,000 North Vietnamese troops, or about 
six percent of the Viet Cong strength of 
230,000. A month later Secretary Rusk set 
the total of infiltrated guerrillas at over 
40,000 by the end of 1964, still a fraction of 
the V.C. 

At any rate, when President Eisenhower 
left office the Viet Cong build-up had begun, 
and our own military advisers in Vietnam 
totaled only 800. The war was going badly. 
In May 1961 President Kennedy sent Vice 
President Johnson to Vietnam to promise 
more military advisers to Diem, whom Mr. 
Johnson dubbed “the Churchill of Asia.” 

Then, in December, 1961, President Ken- 
nedy made what James Reston in “The Artil- 
lery of the Press“ has called “perhaps the 
first critical decision in the Vietnam War.” 
He decided to raise the American presence“ 
in Vietnam from the 800 “advisers” to a force 
of 40,000 on recommendation of the General 
Staff. The number was to reach 16,000 by 
the time he was assassinated. 

They were to include the first Special 
Forces Group, the famed Green Berets, and 
were put under the American strategic com- 
mand set up in Saigon in February, 1962. 
Our “advisers” were now in combat, but at- 
tached, for the most part, to South Vietnam- 
ese troops, 

It was not known publicly at the time that 
then Undersecretary of State George W. Ball 
opposed this decision because it would com- 
mit the prestige of the United States, change 
the war's character and make withdrawal 
difficult. 

Ball told Secretary of State Dean Rusk and 
Secretary of Defense Robert S. McNamara 
that is might take as many as 300,000 Amer- 
icans, and asked, “Are we prepared to see 
it through on this scale?” They were, but 
he wasn’t. They all hoped the first relatively 
small increase would solve the problem. 

Not until “much later“ says Reston, were 
the American people told of this disagree- 
ment over our first real escalation. The offi- 
cials told only a part of the story, hoping 
the first increase would be the last. Reston 
adds: 

“The decision was seen by the public as 
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@ modest increase of the noncombatant 
American force, signifying no significant 
change in American policy, and, of course, 
the escalation went on from there, one ‘mod- 
est’ increase after another 

The chief reason for this 1961 decision was 
given by former presidential aide McGeorge 
Bundy in last January’s “Foreign Affairs.” He 
said that without it, and President Johnson’s 
escalation in 1965, “it seems almost certain 
that.. . South Vietnam would have been de- 
livered to the tender care of Hanoi.” 

Yet President Kennedy never made the 
more basic decision that very large forces 
must be committed to see it through, or 
that Vietnam was vital“ to our security. On 
at least one occasion he warned Secretary 
McNamara against committing American 
combat troops in Vietnam. 

And in 1963 he told Walter Cronkite and a 
nationwide audience: In the final analysis 
it’s their war. They're the ones who have 
to win it or lose it. We can help them, give 
them equipment. We can send our men out 
there as advisers, but they have to win it.” 

Nevertheless the build-up had begun and 
we were on our way deeper and deeper into 
the conflict, and almost except for George 
Ball and a few others, without objection. 


PART V—HOW BOTH SIDES ESCALATED 


Shortly before President Kennedy’s assas- 
sination Nov. 22, 1963, the United States 
planned to withdraw 1,000 of its 16,000 mili- 
tary advisers from Vietnam. In the grief that 
followed the deed in Dallas, few noticed a 
White House reiteration of this plan two 
days after Mr. Johnson became President. 

Vietnam that year had had riots, religious 
disorders and Buddhist monks burning them- 
selves to death with gasoline. Diem’s govern- 
ment had grown more repressive and less 
able to hold the countryside, where the Viet 
Cong was collecting taxes in all but three 
provinces. 

On Nov. 1 our military commander in 
Vietnam said victory was “just a few months 
away,” and the same day Diem and his 
brother, Ngo Dinh Nhu, were assassinated in 
a military coup. They have been followed by 
a succession of seven military dictatorships, 
although the latest of them, under Gen. Ky, 
has in the last year allowed the writing of a 
new constitution that holds some promise. 

The optimism continued into 1964, when a 
campaigning President Johnson said, “I 
haven't chosen to enlarge the war,” and “We 
are not going to send American boys 9,000 or 
10,000 miles away to do what Asian boys 
ought to be doing for themselves.” 

In August of the same year the President 
sought, and Congress quickly passed with 
only two votes opposed, the Southeast Asia 
Resolution which was to be perhaps the chief 
claim to legality for the undeclared war. 

It resulted from an attack in the Gulf of 
Tonkin by three North Vietnamese PT 
boats on two U.S. destroyers, which sank 
two of them. It read: *. . . The United States 
is .. . prepared, as the President deter- 
mines, to take all necessary steps, including 
the use of armed force, to assist any member 
or protocol state of the Southeast Asia col- 
lective defense treaty requesting assistance 
in defense of its freedom.” 

The resolution provided the basis for the 
escalation to come, Six months later on Feb. 
7, 1965, after a guerrilla attack on a U.S. base 
at Pleiku killed eight U.S. servicemen and 
wounded 62, President Johnson ordered re- 
taliatory air strikes on North Vietnam. The 
bombing came while Soviet Premier Aleksei 
Kosygin was in Hanol, and he promised more 
aid to Ho Chi Minh. 

Two days later Communist China evoked 
memories of Korea by saying she would 
“definitely not stand idly by” if her Com- 
munist neighbor to the South were invaded. 

Escalation had now begun. In March a 
U.S. Marine brigade landed in South Vietnam 
and on June 9; no longer “advisers,” Ameri- 
can troops were openly committed to battle. 
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They had numbered but 23,300 at the end 
of 1964; they totaled 128,500 by September 
1965, and they stand today at half a million. 

The reason for this massive commitment, 
as Bernard Fall and McGeorge Bundy have 
indicated, was the sudden deterioration of 
our position in Vietnam. Attempts at land 
reform, so important in winning the people, 
had failed. And the other side, too, was es- 
calating. 

The purpose of our bombing was to pun- 
ish a on” and cut off supplies. But 
during the year after June 1965 Communist 
supply deliveries from North Vietnam in- 
creased by 150 percent and troop infiltration 
by 120 percent, and the total number of V.C. 
and People’s Army of Vietnam had risen 
from 110,000 to 270,000. 

The other side has paid a price: in nine 
years the lives of almost as many Vietnamese 
of all ages and political persuasions as we 
now have troops there. So have we: 10,000 
American boys killed and 64,000 wounded, 
plus a money cost per year now at $26 bil- 
lion. And peace seems as far away as ever. 

Hanoi kept insisting it would join in no 
talks unless our troops were first withdrawn; 
our own attempts to get talks have been as 
numerous as they were futile. One of the 
first peace feelers” occurred late in 1964 
before our own escalation. It took a post- 
humous statement from Adlai Stevenson the 
following Summer to make the State De- 
partment confirm that it had rejected a 
proposal from U Thant to enter into peace 
talks in Rangoon, Burma, where Hanoi was 
to send a delegate. The administration says 
the whole story of this incident has not yet 
been told. 

At any rate, our own peace offensive went 
into high gear shortly after we began to 
bomb North Vietnam and send large num- 
bers of troops. On April 7, 1965, when some 
400 Americans had been Killed. President 
Johnson at Baltimore offered Hanoi “un- 
conditional discussions” and promised, with 
peace, a regional Mekong Valley aid project 
to cost a billion dollars—or the cost of 15 
days of the war. Hanoi’s answer was to in- 
sist on our troops’ withdrawal. 

Secretary of State Rusk recently listed 
28 peace proposals that we or others 
have made since then, all rejected. The list 
is impressive. Yet it does seem clear that 
despite Mr. Johnson’s offer, each of our con- 
erete peace proposals has contained a con- 
dition. 

For example, it has since been revealed 
that late last November the United States 
received word from Poland that Hanoi was 
ready to begin secret talks. They were to 
be held in Warsaw. Then U.S. planes bombed 
the outskirts of Hanoi Dec. 13-14. The raids 
continued even after the United States sent 
word to Hanoi that they were accidental. 

Hanoi canceled the talks because of the 
raids, according to Polish Foreign Minister 
Adam Rapacki; Washington has claimed 
this was probably a convenient pretext. A 
possibly more substantial reason appears in 
John M. Hightower's Associated Press story 
of May 9, giving the background of the 
planned talks. 

The United States had accepted as a pos- 
sible basis a 10-point statement by Ra- 
packi, but wanted clarification of one point 
which provided that the United States would 
not insist that North Vietnam publicly ad- 
mit its troops were in the South. The United 
States wanted this clarified to require that 
if the troop issue were thus covered up, then 
the North Vietnamese forces should be with- 
drawn from the South. 

Because of this or the bombings—or per- 
haps most likely because China’s Chou En- 
lai succeeded in blocking them as Simon 
Malley recently reported after a personal in- 
terview—the talks were never held. 

Again, last New Year’s during the third of 
our suspensions of bombing the North, we 
attached a condition when President John- 
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son offered to extend the ceasefire if Hanoi 
would also make a move such as pulling 
back some troops. 

And in his frustrating exchange of letters 
last February with Ho Chi Minh, Mr. John- 
son offered a freeze in American force levels 
plus a bombing halt in the North, but asked 
Hanoi in return to stop the infiltration of 
men and material. To his critics, we were 
trying to get through a bombing pause what 
the bombing itself had failed to achieve. 

It has become clear, at any rate, that while 
Moscow's Kosygin wants negotiations. Com- 
munist China does not, and that Hanoi is 
not entirely a free agent in the matter. 
Otherwise some sort of settlement, such as 
the Geneva Accords that with Russian help 
settled the civil war in Laos in 1962, might 
be possible. 

And so, with escalation on both sides, we 
have not military victory, but stalemate. The 
question today, more urgent than ever, is 
how we can end it. 


PART VI— HOW WE MIGHT GET OUT OF IT 


Rarely in its history has the nation been as 
divided in opinion as it is over Vietnam. The 
only close comparisons were the Mexican 
War, which Abraham Lincoln opposed, and 
the War in the Philippines, which led an 
angry Mark Twain to urge substituting the 
skull and crossbones for the stars in the 
American flag. 

Today emotions are again running as high 
or higher. Hence a dispassionate account of 
the views of both sides seems in order. They 
both share one thing in common—a desire 
to end the war honorably. They differ on how 
to do it. 

A majority of Americans support fully the 
administration policy, and some of them wish 
that policy were even stronger. They want 
peace as strongly as does the President, but 
they want to be sure that the North Viet- 
namese are not going to take over South 
Vietnam. 

They do not think Communist China will 
enter the war, because it has revolutionary 
troubles of its own. If China does come in, 
those who think the administration is right 
are prepared to use all our weapons against 
her. 

They believe that the war in Vietnam was 
caused by Communist aggression and that 
the war can be stopped whenever this ag- 
gression stops. If the aggression is not 
stopped, they are sure that all Southeast 
Asia will fall into the hands of the Com- 
munists, including most serious of all India. 
This is the domino theory. 

Any compromise, they feel, would be an- 
other Munich, with World War III inevitable. 
They see the war as the latest phase of a 
world struggle between freedom and Com- 
munism, and believe the latter can no more 
change its spots than a leopard can. Many 
of them deny that there is a real split be- 
tween Moscow and Peking. They think that 
in any big confrontation of the free world 
against Communism, all Communist nations 
would stand together. To them the Commu- 
nits world is a monolith, as Marx and Lenin 
said it must be. 

And so to the strong backers of the ad- 
ministration the only solution in Vietnam 
is a military victory, or enough of a victory 
to persuade the Communists either to nego- 
tiate or to fade away. Anything less would 
be to dishonor our commitments and to dis- 
honor Americans who have been killed or 
are still fighting in Asia. 


Americans who oppose our present course 
are in a minority. Only 14 percent, if one 
believes the polls, want to withdraw our 
troops unilaterally. A larger number thinks 
we could do more to end the war honorably. 
The minority includes about a third of the 
U.S. senators, a large segment of the nation’s 
college students and a great many of their 
distinguished teachers. 

To them the war's objectives are neither 
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clear nor persuasive. It is the kind of land 
war in Asia against which Gen. MacArthur 
and other military experts have warned us, 
and one that all too likely could lead to 
World War III. 

The minority doubts that the validity of 
our commitments, holding that our obliga- 
tions under the SEATO Treaty of 1954 and 
President Eisenhower's letter to Diem the 
same year Offering aid are at best, tenuous. 
They feel we would not be in our present 
tragic dilemma if Secretary of State Dulles 
had not used the treaty to undermine the 
Geneva Accords. 

To the minority it is of great significance 
that our SEATO allies have sent so few 
troops to help us in Vietnam. Britain and 
France have sent none; the Philippines sent 
2000, the Australians 4600, New Zealand 150 
and Thailand 250. Only South Korea sent 
an appreciable number 47,000 as of last week. 

While the administration charges “foreign 
aggression” in violation of the SEATO treaty, 
the minority sees this as part of a civil war— 
an internal revolution in a developing na- 
tion—since the Geneva Accords treated North 
and South Vietnam as one nation. It adds 
that while we did not sign the Geneva treaty, 
we said that we would not disturb it, and we 
did disturb it. 

The minority believes we have been led 
into this war without any declaration of war 
by Congress, and by a series of steps whose 
significance was not made public until it was 
too late to affect the decisions, and harder 
than ever to obtain peace talks. 

It can quote James Reston, the foremost 
Washington correspondent, who says it is 
unfortunate that the press did not report 
more fully on our successive steps of escala- 
tion, so that there could have been more 
public debate over them. 

The hope of those who do not see the 
pursuit of military victory as the way to 
peace, and who do not think that we can 
bomb the enemy to the negotiating table, is 
for a compromise in which the Vietnamese 
could decide their own future. 

The Globe appreciates and respects the 
arguments on both sides of this momentous 
issue. It believes that our troops in Vietnam 
must be supported, and that a precipitous 
unilateral withdrawal of them is out of the 
question. 

But we also believe that far more flexibility 
is needed in our nation’s Vietnamese policy. 
Too rigid a position brings no settlement in 
any old dispute. There are some steps, not 
yet tried or not tried hard enough, which 
just might bring peace nearer and would be 
much safer to take than any more escalation. 
Here they are, some of them reiterations of 
what the Globe has suggested before. 

Somehow the fire must be banked and the 
war slowed down. There is some merit in 
the enclave theory (limiting the fighting to 
selected strategic areas) advocated by Gen. 
James M. Gavin and former Ambassador 
George F. Kennan. The alternative, to win 
a war against guerrillas, is an American army 
in Vietnam five times larger than the 500,000 
now there. 

Secondly, despite Hanoi’s repeated rejec- 
tions, our long campaign of peace talk offers 
must be stepped up. Why not follow to the 
letter President Johnson’s original offer of 
“unconditional discussions”? Since he made 
it, every time there were peace feelers we 
seem to have attached conditions, such as 
a withdrawal by the other side. How about 
attaching no conditions? 

The land reform program in South Viet- 
nam, now in the hands of the U.S. military, 
must be made to work. The success of this 
“other war” would be a stronger weapon than 
all our guns and bombs. 

No Asian settlement is possible without 
Communist China’s agreement. Instead of 
trying to isolate her, we should do all we can 
to establish diplomatic relations with her 
and to help her admission to the United 
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Nations. Two wise men in the field, John K, 
Fairbank and Edwin O. Reischauer, have 
urged this. We should need them. 

We should in the future stop meddling in 
the internal revolutions that are part and 
parcel of undeveloped countries as they 
emerge from medievalism. The Vietnamese 
have never liked China, but we have driven 
them into Peking’s clutches. 

For more moral backing around the world 
no less than for its practical effect, we should 
support more consistently United Nations 
Secretary General Thant, And we should lis- 
ten to his words and the final plain plea of 
Pope Paul and— 

Stop the bombing of North Vietnam, until 
further notice and without any conditions. 
Bombing in the South is justified to sup- 
port our troops, but it seems to have failed 
in the North and created grave risks. In two 
years of it North Vietnam has increased her 
forces in the South five times. And finally, 
stopping the bombing appears to offer the 
best chance of obtaining a negotiated peace. 

It has been a long, long war, and we are 
indeed on a collision course toward an even 
greater one, a war in which no one can tell 
what nation, its arsenals stored with un- 
speakable weapons, will loose the first one. We 
must find a way to come to the conference 
table with all interested parties, and without 
conditions, if we are to avert catastrophe for 
mankind, 


ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen- 
ate completes its business today, it stand 
in adjournment until 12 o’clock noon, 
Monday next. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPROPRIA- 
TIONS, 1967—UNANIMOUS-CON- 
SENT AGREEMENT 


Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that in the period 
from 1 to 2 o’clock on Monday next, 
there be a time limitation of 1 hour, the 
time to be equally divided between the 
distinguished Senator from Alaska [Mr. 
BARTLETT] and the distinguished Sena- 
tor from Delaware [Mr. WILLIAMS], or 
whomever they may designate, to con- 
sider the conference report on the legis- 
lative appropriation bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

The unanimous-consent agreement 
subsequently reduced to writing is as 
follows: 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Ordered, That during the consideration of 
the conference report on H.R. 10368, the 
legisaltive appropriation bill for 1968, that 
time for the debate on the conference re- 
port be limited to 1 hour on Monday, July 
24 between the hours of 1 and 2 o’clock, with 
the time to be equally divided and controlled 
by the Senator from Alaska [Mr. BARTLETT] 
and the Senator from Delaware [Mr. 
WILLIAMs], or whomever they may designate. 


Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, for 
the information of the Senate, at the 
conclusion of that hour there will be a 
yea-and-nay vote on the amendment or 
motion. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The 
Senator is correct. 
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ORDER OF BUSINESS 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under the 
order entered on Tuesday, the Senator 
from Kansas [Mr. PEARSON] is recog- 
nized. 


RURAL JOB DEVELOPMENT ACT 


Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, I rise for 
the purpose of introducing, on behalf of 
myself and Senators Harris, CANNON, 
COTTON, HATFIELD, MCGEE, MCGOVERN, 
MILLER, MONDALE, MONRONEY, Moss, 
MUNDT, PERCY, PROUTY, SCOTT, YOUNG of 
North Dakota, TYDINGS, RIBICOFF, RAN- 
DOLPH, MANSFIELD, BENNETT, and AIKEN, 
a bill to encourage the development of 
new job-creating industries in rural 
areas. 

The bill provides a series of tax in- 
centives to encourage private investment 
with the aim of utilizing more fully and 
effectively the human and natural re- 
sources of rural America, slowing the 
migration from the rural areas, which is 
principally the result of a lack of eco- 
nomic opportunity, and reducing the 
population pressures on our metropolitan 
areas. 

Providing a blend of public responsi- 
bility and private initiative, the bill seeks 
to substantially expand the quantity and 
quality of economic opportunities in rural 
America. In brief summary, the program 
would work as follows: 

The Secretary of Agriculture will desig- 
nate economically deficient rural areas. 
Business enterprises wishing to locate in 
these areas will receive increased tax 
credit against investment in plant and 
machinery, accelerated depreciation 
schedules for that investment, extra de- 
ductions for wages paid to low-income 
persons, and assistance in training the 
workers. In return for these benefits, the 
enterprise must demonstrate that its 
operation will create new jobs and hire 
a specified percentage of its labor force 
from the locality and from low-income 
categories. The bill contains an effective 
prohibition against “runaway” firms and 
recapture provisions for those firms who 
would wilfully violate the terms of the 
program. It authorizes $250,000 to serv- 
ice the rural industrialization program 
in the Department of Agriculture and 
$20 million to assure that MDTA pro- 
grams can adequately serve the antici- 
pated increase in job training needs. 

RURAL EXODUS AND URBAN CRISIS 


Mr. President, at this point it should 
be emphasized that we do not view this 
as simply a rural program. Rather, we 
see it as a national program in the fullest 
sense of the word. Revitalization of rural 
communities would benefit the national 
economy and help to maintain a way of 
American life which historically has 
made, and will continue to make, valu- 
able contributions to American culture 
and character. 

As important as these goals are, we 
seek more. This program provides a new 
and vital part of our growing effort to 
deal with the crisis of the cities. For the 
root cause of many of the problems of 
the large cities today can be traced to 
the problems of rural America. 

In fact, Mr. President, in regard to the 
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evolution of my own thinking on this 
bill, I arrived at this proposal after I had 
devoted a great deal of thought and 
study to the question of how the Nation 
could do a better job of tackling the 
problems of the cities. 

Mr. President, this bill is only one of 
several measures that might be taken 
and I will make other specific recom- 
mendations at the conclusion of my re- 
marks. At this point, however, I want to 
outline why I believe the revitalization 
of rural America is such an integral part 
of our efforts to deal with the problems 
of urban America. 

There have been those who sounded 
the alarm about the impending crisis of 
the cities for a decade or more. But the 
fact remains it was only recently that as 
a nation we have developed a new sensi- 
tivity and understanding of this crisis, 
which we describe in terms of rising 
crime rates, festering slums, disintegrat- 
ing families, chronic unemployment, 
racial tension, congested streets, pol- 
luted air, and contaminated water. 

With hindsight we now more clearly 
understand our lack of foresight in the 
past. Out of this recognition of past fail- 
ure and the greater appreciation of the 
present problems we have begun to dedi- 
cate ourselves to an effort aimed at a 
rebirth of the cities. 

This growing sense of a national com- 
mitment has generated a debate that in- 
creasingly of late has generated now 
ideas and prospects for new approaches. 
This is encouraging. 

But all too often this debate is re- 
stricted by the assumption that the popu- 
lation trends of the past will necessarily 
continue into the future. Thus, a dis- 
tinguished panel of urban experts, after 
asserting that our urban population will 
double by 1999, described the task ahead 
this way: 

Within the next generation our cities will 
have to be almost completely rebuilt, twice as 
big and we hope twice as good. 


Mr. President, I share the commitment 
to the rebirth of our cities. I recently 
joined with the junior Senator from New 
York in introducing a bill, rather similar 
in its mechanics to the one we propose 
today, for the purpose of bringing new 
jobs to the metropolitan slum-ghettos. 
I have supported other promising pro- 
posals. 

But Mr. President, I am convinced 
that the crisis of the cities looms so large 
today precisely because we have been so 
ineffective in the past in dealing with the 
basic problems of nonmetropolitan areas. 

Mr. President, I would suggest that in 
a very meaningful sense the great chal- 
lenge is not simply to make the cities 
more efficient and more livable for more 
and more people, but how to keep more 
and more people from crowding into 
them. As we search for new approaches 
we must better control the forces which 
depopulate the countryside and the small 
towns and continue to swell our already 
overcrowded cities. 

This view challenges many of our atti- 
tudes long hardened by a tradition 
which equates urbanization with prog- 
ress. However, I am convinced that we 
have reached the stage where one can 
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question the proposition that further 
rural depopulation and urban concen- 
tration is both inevitable and desirable 
without one’s argument being labeled as 
an exercise in agrarian romanticism. 

Mr. President, the development of the 
megalopolis has generally been regarded 
as a product of unavoidable economic 
forces which inexorably demand greater 
and greater centralization of our produc- 
tive capacities, a process deemed desir- 
able, in part, because of supposed ad- 
vantages of economies in scale associ- 
ated with large centralized productive 
centers. 

But it is now becoming increasingly 
apparent that numerous economic ineffi- 
ciencies associated with this type of con- 
centration may counteract this advan- 
tage. For example, it may well be that 
the overhead costs of air and water pollu- 
tion, garbage treatment and disposal, and 
other public services more than offset 
the productive efficiencies that are 
realized through concentration of re- 
sources. 

Economic wastes are also associated 
with the movement of people to and 
from work. Moreover, the costs of im- 
proving commuter transportation sys- 
tems are staggering. For example, it costs 
approximately $20,000 to develop the 
additional facilities needed to bring in 
just one more car per day during com- 
muter hours into cities like New York 
and Chicago. 

Mr. President, overriding this matter 
of possible economic waste is the fact 
that one of the prime causes of many of 
the urban social ills is the overcrowding 
of technically underskilled and socially 
deprived people into areas which all too 
often become vast sprawling slums. 

To a certain extent, of course, these 
slums are repopulated from within, but 
today, as in the past, they are replen- 
ished in large part by migration from 
rural areas. As a result of this migration, 
the slums of New York, Washington, De- 
troit, Chicago, and Los Angeles are con- 
stantly replenished. 

It has recently been estimated, for 
example, that 1,000 displaced farmwork- 
ers pour into Watts every month. 

The population which crowds into the 
deteriorated sections of the large cities 
is composed to a very considerable extent 
of what we might call the human casual- 
ties of the agricultural revolution. In- 
adequately educated, and unfamiliar 
with city life, they pile up in slums where 
they become entrapped by their own lack 
of skills and by the pressures from the 
surrounding higher economic classes who 
seek to isolate the slum population in 
physical ghettos. 

What was to be their economic salva- 
tion becomes their prison, and ill- 
equipped to resist the depersonalizing 
forces of the city, their sense of personal 
and social responsibility is dulled. As the 
darkness of despair crowds out the light 
of hope, they are demoralized and de- 
voured by the contagion of their slum 
environment. 

The forces which underlie the rural- 
urban migration are, in many ways, sym- 
bols of economic progress, but the mas- 
sive and hideous slums which it has fed 
are damning testimony to our inability 
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to diffuse this progress throughout the 
entire population. 

For too long we have watched the poor 
migrate from the country to the city, 
blandly assuming that this migration 
was the first step up the ladder of eco- 
nomic advancement. But in far too many 
instances the individual has not gained 
and, consequently, society has lost. 

Mr. President, the Urban Employment 
Opportunities Development Act recently 
introduced by Senator Kennepy of New 
York, and which I cosponsored, would do 
a great deal to improve slum conditions. 
But more is needed; the problem must 
be attacked at both ends of the spectrum. 

In his book on the New York slums, 
“The Airtight Case,” J. P. Lyford asked 
the questions: 

Why, for instance, must huge concentra- 
tions of unemployed and untrained human 
beings continue to pile up in financially un- 
stable cities that no longer have the jobs, the 
housing, the educational opportunities, or 
any of the other prerequisites for a healthy 
and productive life? Why do we treat the 
consequences and ignore the causes of mas- 
sive and purposeless migration to the city? 


Mr. President, we suggest that the Na- 
tion can no longer avoid its obligation to 
provide the answers. 

DEPRIVED RURAL COMMUNITIES 

The rural exodus is not, of course, com- 
posed only of the poor. The city’s pro- 
mise also attracts the talented youth, the 
highly trained and those with wealth 
or the potential for amassing it. 

The smaller cities and rural communi- 
ties are bled of much of their best human 
talent and most productive economic re- 
sources in a cycle that continually feeds 
upon itself. There are limits beyond 
which further depopulation make it im- 
possible to maintain the social and eco- 
nomic structures so necessary to viable 
communities. 

Mr. President, in an article: The Great 
Plains Today: Depopulation Posts Its 
Problems,” for the January issue of the 
Journal of the West, I wrote: 

Probably the single most telling indicator 
of the region’s contemporary problems is 
represented by its population trend lines; 
vast areas are being rapidly depopulated. 
For example, between 1950 and 1960 of the 
forty-six western Kansas counties, thirty- 
one showed a net population loss. Of Colo- 
rado’s eighteen eastern counties, fifteen lost 
population. Twenty-two of Nebraska’s 
twenty-seven western counties slowed a simi- 
lar loss. The same basic trend prevails in 
many other sections of the Great Plains, and 
these losses are sizable, ranging from ten to 
twenty percent. The 1970 census will show 
a continuation and probably an accelera- 
tion of this trend. 


Aside from whether there is anything 
unhealthy or undesirable about this pop- 
ulation loss, it creates enormous problems 
for those remaining. Providing adequate 
education is a particular problem in the 
Great Plains region. Extensive consoli- 
dation has prevented a wholesale deteri- 
oration of the school systems, but there 
are obvious limitations to this approach. 

Mr. President, the problems are by no 
means limited to this region because the 
rural exodus is characteristic of all re- 
gions. 

In 1940, 30,540,000 persons, or 23 per- 
cent of the Nation’s population lived on 
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farms. In 1966, that number had been 
reduced to 14,363,000, or 6.4 percent of 
the total population. 

These figures tell only part of the story 
because the farm population has reared 
many more children than is needed to 
maintain its numbers. The actual net 
outmigration from the farms between 
1940 and 1950 was 16 million. Between 
1950 and 1960 the net outmigration was 
11 million. Between 1961 and 1965, 4 mil- 
lion people have left the farm. And be- 
cause of the smaller base, this represents 
an annual migration rate of 5.7 percent, 
compared to 5.3 percent between 1950 
and 1960. 

The exodus has not been confined to 
farm people. Millions of residents in rural 
towns have moved to large cities. And 
there is a very close relationship here 
because as the number of farms decline, 
the economic base on which the small 
towns and cities depend deteriorates, 
lessing the already restricted range of 
economic opportunity. 

The loss of people is inevitably accom- 
panied by loss of local income and the 
gap between the actual tax base and the 
increased costs for public services con- 
tinues to widen. In addition, more and 
more rural communities are finding it 
extremely difficult to attract and support 
the necessary medical, dental, and other 
health services. 

Rural communities are stretched to 
the limit to provide the public resources 
to educate their children, but after they 
have been educated the children move to 
other areas because of a lack of local eco- 
nomic opportunity. This, in turn, magni- 
fies the local problem because it is the 
talented and educated youth who could 
best provide the initiative and leader- 
ship to revitalize the community. Ironi- 
cally the rural areas provide the urban 
areas a considerable subsidy through 
the export of their educated youth. 

INTEGRAL PART OF THE WAR ON POVERTY 


Mr. President, it would be improper to 
treat this program simply as an effort to 
reduce rural poverty. For what we seek 
here is not simply to improve presently 
depressed rural income, but so to expand 
the economic opportunities in rural areas 
so that more of those who would other- 
wise be forced to migrate will now find 
it possible to remain in their home com- 
munities if they so choose. But it is, of 
course, essential to recognize that an 
improvement in rural economic condi- 
tions will make a major contribution to 
the national war on poverty. 

We have tended to think of the war 
on poverty as being primarily aimed at 
the urban areas, but 45 percent of the 
Nation’s poor live in rural areas. And 
while 14 percent of the urban population 
is officially classified as poor, 27 percent 
of the rural population is so classified. 

Moreover, rural areas are often lack- 
ing in the personal necessities of life and 
adequate public services. In 1960, 73 per- 
cent of the urban households headed by 
an employed male had an automobile, 
telephone, hot and cold running water, 
and sound housing. But only 60 percent 
of the households in rural towns and only 
44 percent of the farm households met 
these standards. Thousands of rural 
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communities lack adequate central water 
systems and sewage disposal plants. 
TAX INCENTIVE APPROACH 


Mr. President, the social and economic 
problems of both urban and rural Amer- 
ica are gigantic. In a speech in this 
Chamber on April 17, 1967, in which I 
argued for the need for new approaches 
to deal with the crisis of the cities, I 
said: 

Another area in which the search for new 
approaches must be concentrated is to find 
more efficient ways of encouraging greater 
involvement by private business, labor 
unions and civic groups. I would not justify 
the need for greater participation by the pri- 
vate sector on the basis that less government 
action is desirable, but rather on the basis 
that more than public action is demanded. 


During the first session of the 90th 
Congress there have been a number of 
worthwhile proposals designed to stim- 
ulate and encourage the involvement of 
the private sector in dealing with public 
problems. 

I am impressed that such proposals 
have been advanced by both Republicans 
and Democrats. I find this commonality 
of views encouraging, not only because it 
suggests the development of the suffi- 
cient support to translate these propo- 
sals into law, but also because it reflects 
a new pragmatism and a political fresh- 
ness unshackled from the chains of 
ideological dogma. 

Mr. President, I am also encouraged by 
the attitude within the private sector. 
Businessmen have indicated a renewed 
awareness of their public responsibility. 
Thus, at the political level we are in- 
creasingly aware that Government can- 
not do everything, and, on the other 
hand, we are realizing that the private 
sector must do more. 

The tax incentive approach is particu- 
larly suited to this type of joint effort. 
The stimulus that the Investment Tax 
Credit Act of 1962 had on the general 
economy is unquestioned. The bill which 
I introduced with the junior Senator 
from New York last week and the bill 
which I introduce today with the junior 
Senator from Oklahoma today are appli- 
cations of this same principle to meet 
the special needs of particular areas. 
While tax incentives are not a panacea 
and should not be used indiscriminately, 
they can be used for extremely useful 
purposes. 

The Secretary of Agriculture, Orville 
Freeman, has commented favorably as 
to the application of this principle to 
rural investment. Testifying before the 
Select Committee on Small Business of 
the House of Representatives on March 
21, 1967, Secretary Freeman stated: 

We should give serious study to the possi- 
bility of a tax incentive plan to encourage 
business and industry to locate new plants 
and facilities in rural areas. This might in- 
clude an increased tax credit for machinery 
and equipment investments. It might also 
include accelerated tax writeoff for busi- 
nesses locating in small communities with 
high underemployment of a high percentage 
of families with low incomes. Not only would 
this encourage new businesses to locate in 
rural areas, it would help businessmen al- 
ready there to expand as new opportunities 
and new markets opened up. 
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THE BILL 

Mr. President, the bill which the Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma and I introduce 
today applies a proven principle to a par- 
ticular need. We believe that special tax 
incentives are necessary to encourage a 
substantial increase of private invest- 
ment in rural areas in order to overcome 
some of the factors which discourage 
business expansion into these areas. 

Many potential locations are far re- 
moved from substantial market areas, 
thus adding extra transportation costs 
to the product. By the same token, firms 
incur higher transportation costs in 
bringing in the supplies necessary to pro- 
duce the product. 

The shortage of trained labor also 
serves as a barrier. Another barrier is 
that in many cases, community service 
facilities such as electricity, water sup- 
ply, and local transportation may be in- 
adequate and expensive. 

An additional barrier, which is diffi- 
cult to measure, but which nevertheless 
exists, is a social outlook which discour- 
ages location in less populated commu- 
nities. We do not attempt to claim that 
this bill should or would change this. We 
do believe, however, that it will at least 
serve to stimulate a new questioning and 
debate among the directors of private 
enterprise and from this a new outlook 
may be developed. 

Mr. President, the tax incentives pro- 
vided by this bill are as follows: 

The normal 7-percent investment 
credit on machinery is increased to 14 
percent; 

A 7-percent investment credit on the 
cost of the building in which the busi- 
ness is located; 

An accelerated depreciation of two- 
thirds normal, useful, or class life for 
machinery, equipment, and buildings; 

A deduction of 125 percent for salaries 
and wages paid to low-income persons 
hired, for a period of 3 years; 

All credits and deductions can be car- 
ried backward 3 years or forward for a 
maximum of 10 years, or if the business 
is a corporate subsidiary, utilized against 
other outside income of the parent cor- 
poration. A purchaser of the business 
could use the carryovers otherwise avail- 
able to the seller if the purchaser con- 
tinues the business. 

Business enterprises will receive these 
benefits under the following conditions: 

First. The enterprise must be located 
in a “rural job development area” desig- 
nated by the Secretary of Agriculture 
and defined as follows: A county, no part 
of which contains a standard metro- 
politan statistical area and which has 
no city with a population in excess of 
50,000; a county where at least 15 per- 
cent of the families have incomes under 
$3,000 or where employment has declined 
at a rate of more than 5 percent during 
the previous 5-year period; or where the 
closing or curtailing of operations of an 
installation of the Department of De- 
fense is likely to cause a substantial 
migration of persons residing in the area. 

The Secretary of Agriculture, after 
consulting with the Secretary of the In- 
terior may also certify Indian reserva- 
tions. 

Mr. President, we acknowledge that 
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these standards may not be the best that 
can be devised. To assure achievement 
of the objectives of the bill, with a mini- 
mum degree of abuses, we expect and 
hope that committee hearings will pay 
particular attention to this question and 
that refinements in the definitions can be 
developed. 

These are some of the difficulties. First 
is the question of what constitutes a rural 
area. The Census Bureau defines rural as 
farm areas and towns of less than 2,500. 
But it has long been recognized that this 
artificial dividing line is an inadequate 
definition of ruralness. On the other 
hand, there has been no agreement on a 
new, More meaningful definition. Cer- 
tainly there are many cities below 50,000 
which are essentially rural by the nature 
of their economic base and by the fact 
of their physical distance from metro- 
politan areas. We have used the 50,000 
population figure also because the ad- 
ministration has developed an informal 
working agreement by which that figure 
is used as the dividing line for determin- 
ing jurisdictional authority in the ad- 
ministration of conflicting social and 
economic programs within the various 
departments of the executive branch. 

Once a rural definition has been ac- 
cepted, one then encounters the difficulty 
of whether this is an economic deficient 
area. Many of the indicators by which 
we designate urban poverty areas are 
not available. For example, unemploy- 
ment and underemployment data out- 
side the standard metropolitan statis- 
tical areas are often totally lacking or 
inadequate. We also find that personal 
income data may often be a poor criteria. 

Second. The incentives provided by this 
bill are designed to create new jobs and 
industries not to encourage their reloca- 
tion. To receive an eligibility certificate, 
the enterprise must demonstrate that it 
has not discontinued a comparable en- 
terprise in any other area and will not 
reduce the employment in any other 
area. 

Third. The enterprise must create at 
least 10 new jobs at the beginning of the 
operation and show a reasonable ratio 
between capital invested and jobs 
created. 

Fourth. To assure benefits to a local 
community, at least 50 percent of the 
original working force must be residents 
of the area and to upgrade extremely 
low-incomes at least 33 percent of the 
original working force must be comprised 
of heads of families with family income 
of less than $3,000 per year or single in- 
dividuals having incomes of less than 
$1,800 per year. Also included in this 33- 
percent requirement are persons who 
have completed more than 1 year of ac- 
tive duty in the armed services or in the 
Job Corps within the preceding 2 years so 
as to provide new opportunities for youth 
who may have come from low-income 
families and environments, and who 
have now acquired additional labor skills. 

Fifth. The benefits are applied for a 
10-year period and to continue to quali- 
fy, the enterprise must maintain the 
same working force unless circumstances 
beyond its control prevent it from doing 
so. The bill also provides an effective re- 
capture provision in those cases where a 
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firm willfully violates the eligibility re- 
quirements. 

Sixth. Before the enterprise is given an 
eligibility certificate, the Secretary must 
have written notice from the local gov- 
ernmental unit responsible for zoning 
requirements to the effect that the pro- 
posed enterprise meets the existing reg- 
ulations and that there are no immediate 
plans for altering those regulations. This 
will assure that the local community is 
aware that the enterprise anticipates 
locating there, thus giving the com- 
munity a chance to prevent the move 
should it choose to do so. 

Seventh. The enterprise must be en- 
gaged in industrial production—manu- 
facturing, producing, processing, assem- 
bling—wholesale operations, or the con- 
struction of buildings and facilities in 
the authorized area. This precludes 
benefits to retail and service enterprises 
which might be competitive with local 
establishments. Recreational enterprises 
may be certified provided they would not 
be competitive with existing enterprises 
in the area. 

Mr. President, the bill provides for two 
types of appropriations. First, $250,000 is 
authorized so that the Secretary of Agri- 
culture may collect and disseminate 
relevant economic data and to serve as an 
information clearinghouse for local com- 
munities and businesses considering es- 
tablishing job-creating enterprises in job 
development areas. 

It would be expected that this appro- 
priation would be utilized to fund the 
rural industrialization program which 
was created in 1966 (but not funded) to 
stimulate industrial development in rural 
areas by: Informing businessmen of the 
advantages of locating plants in rural 
America; providing a site location and 
analysis service; bringing together com- 
munity, State and Federal programs for 
industrial and community development. 

Second, to provide adequate training 
assistance to those enterprises locating in 
job development areas under the provi- 
sions of the bill, the Manpower Develop- 
ment and Training Act of 1962 is 
amended to assure that the MDTA pro- 
grams can administratively service the 
new job training needs. Also an addi- 
tional $20 million is authorized for 
MDTA for the first year and such 
amounts as may be necessary for each fis- 
cal year thereafter. It is anticipated that 
due to the fact that many of the firms 
participating in this program will be 
small and in many cases located at con- 
siderable distances from institutional job 
training centers that much of the MDTA 
training will be of the on-the-job type. 


COSTS AND BENEFITS 


Mr. President, the enactment of this 
bill would result in a drain on the Treas- 
ury to the extent that businessmen take 
advantage of tax incentives. But at the 
same time, the new economic activity 
thus stimulated would generate an in- 
creased flow of revenue to the Treasury. 
Precise predictions are impossible, but 
we believe that over the intermediate 
and long run the benefits will more than 
offset the losses; that the total tax rev- 
enue flow will be expanded, rather than 
decreased. 
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But beyond the tax losses and gains 
directly attributable to this program one 
must also consider its indirect influence. 
We believe that a more extensive geo- 
graphical distribution of our industrial 
and commercial capacities will strength- 
en the overall national economy. We 
believe that strengthening of rural com- 
munities will result in substantial social 
benefits. We believe that the slowing of 
the flow of rural people to the urban 
slums will reduce the public costs of 
unemployment and welfare payments 
and, also ultimately, the costs for other 
public services in those areas such as 
those for law enforcement. 

Even though one must give due weight 
to these possible indirect benefits and 
despite the fact that it is impossible to 
predict precisely the net effect on the 
Treasury that would result from this pro- 
gram, it is necessary and proper that we 
make specific dollar estimates. We do 
this by analyzing a hypothetical situa- 
tion of a single business enterprise oper- 
ating under provisions of this bill. 

Assume a firm invests $1 million, di- 
vided evenly between plant and equip- 
ment. The tax credit allowed against the 
plant would be $35,000—7 percent. Tax 
credit on equipment would be an addi- 
tional $35,000 beyond that which is al- 
lowed under present law—the present 7- 
percent credit is increased to 14 percent. 
The total tax credit would be $105,000; 
the credit attributable to this bill would 
be $70,000. 

Department of Commerce data show 
that it generally takes from $10,000 to 
$15,000 of capital to create one job, but 
assume for this example that the un- 
likely high figure of $20,000 is required. 
Thus the $1 million investment would 
create 50 new jobs. Assuming a $5,000 per 
job annual wage, the total annual pay- 
roll would be $250,000. Against this pay- 
roll, the employer would take an addi- 
tional 25-percent deduction made avail- 
able for wages paid to poverty stricken 
workers. As the bill requires at least 33 
percent of the work force to be composed 
of such workers, the business would re- 
ceive a minimum of $10,000 in additional 
benefits. Thus, in this example the busi- 
nessman saves a total of $80,000. 

The $80,000 savings to the business- 
man represents a loss to the Treasury, 
but this is more than compensated for 
by the increased flow of revenue from 
new and expanded wage incomes and 
profits. Thus, taking the 50 new jobs at 
$5,000 each yielding a payroll of $250,000 
and allowing one exemption and the 
standard 10-percent deduction, the Fed- 
eral Government would collect approxi- 
mately $30,150 in new tax revenue. 

As a general rule, one new job will be 
created indirectly for every two created 
directly. Using this standard, 25 new jobs 
would be created elsewhere in the econ- 
omy. Again assuming an average salary 
of $5,000 the Government would collect 
an additional $15,075 in increased in- 
dividual income tax revenue. Revenues 
of the Government would be further in- 
creased on taxes on the profits of the 
firms which built the plant and the 
machinery it sold to the new investor. 
Assuming a 10-percent profit before 
taxes, the Treasury would collect an 
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extra $48,000 in corporate income tax 
revenue. 

Creation of new jobs would also have 
the effect of reducing Federal welfare 
payments, Fairly precise estimates are 
available on the effect that new jobs 
would have on reducing welfare pay- 
ments in urban areas. This is more diffi- 
cult to estimate for rural areas. In urban 
areas, for example, data indicates that 
the employment of 75 men would save 
the Federal Government at least $25,000 
a year in welfare payments. For the pur- 
pose of our example we reduce this $25,- 
000 savings to $10,000. 

Thus the total gains to the Federal 
Government in this example are $103,- 
225 as compared to the losses to the 
Government of $80,000. 

CONCLUSION 


Mr. President, the task of revitalizing 
rural America and relieving the pres- 
sures on our metropolitan centers will be 
difficult, complex and will necessarily be 
carried out over a long period of time. 
However, I believe certain steps must be 
taken immediately. 

First, we must act now to expand the 
quantity and quality of economic op- 
portunity available to rural America. 
Specifically, I urge: 

Early and favorable consideration by 
the Congress of legislation we introduce 
today. 

That the Committee on Government 
Operations, drawing on the extensive 
hearings over the past 2 years by the 
Subcommittee on Government Re- 
search, report legislation providing for 
more equitable geographic distribution 
of Federal research and development 
money, and that the Senate give early 
and favorable consideration to such 
legislation. 

Second, we must rededicate ourselves 
to a fresh, new effort to strengthen the 
institution of the family farm, not simply 
because it is a valuable socioeconomic 
unit but because it is the base on which 
so many of our smaller towns and cities 
depend. 

Third, we must stop treating the social 
and economic problems of rural and 
urban areas as separate and distinct. 
Although they may be manifested in dif- 
ferent ways, many of the problems of 
rural and urban America are closely in- 
terrelated and have common causes. 
The need for more effective coordination 
of Government efforts is particularly ap- 
parent in regard to the numerous anti- 
poverty programs we have erected in 
recent years. 

Fourth, all the above is predicated on 
the necessity of reassessing many tra- 
ditional beliefs which all too often hold 
that the social and economic forces 
which underlie the rural to urban migra- 
tion are so basic and inexorable as to be 
essentially uncontrollable. A new na- 
tional debate must be generated. It is 
through such a debate and reevaluation 
that new proposals will be generated 
and new data obtained on which we can 
recommend policy changes for the fu- 
ture. In this connection, I specifically 
recommend: 

That the Senate give early and favor- 
able consideration to resolutions by Sen- 
ators MUNDT and Proxmrire calling for 
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study and analysis of the causes and con- 
sequences of economic growth and pop- 
ulation patterns in the United States. 

I recommend that the President recon- 
stitute the National Advisory Commis- 
sion on Rural Poverty to assure that it 
analyzes, then presents alternative ap- 
proaches to slowing the rural to urban 
migration. 

Mr. President, the measure of the prog- 
ress of America is the progress of its 
people. 

What we seek has to do with the prog- 
ress of the American people, their fam- 
ilies, their homes and their hopes. 

And what we seek has to do, not so 
much with where we are, but where we 
are going. 

It has been said, There are a thousand 
hacking at the branches of evil to one 
who is striking at the root.” This pro- 
posal, Mr. President, seeks earnestly and 
sincerely to strike at the root of the 
fundamental barrier to all the hopes and 
aspirations we refer to as the American 
dream. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, every 
country in the world, developed and un- 
developed, is faced with the problems of 
urbanization, the rural-to-urban shift of 
population. 

In our own country national policy, 
consciously and unconsciously, has en- 
couraged our people to move from the 
rural areas and small towns into the 
larger cities. 

Expanded opportunity for self-suffi- 
ciency and employment is in many ways 
more difficult to foster in rural areas and 
small towns than it is in the urban cen- 
ters. For example, technical skills train- 
ing, necessary for employment in modern 
industry, is not so readily available. 
Moreover, if such training is available 
and utilized, trainees must then gener- 
ally move to the larger cities to find 
employment. 

Increased opportunity must be, and is, 
our national goal for those living in pov- 
erty, both urban and rural. But this bill 
has an additional purpose: to balance 
economic development throughout the 
entire country and to slow down the 
whole process of urbanization, if 
possible. 

A few countries of the world are be- 
ginning to ask whether it is inevitable 
that more and more of their people must 
be packed into less and less living space. 

It is time we in America began to ask 
ourselves that question, also. 

I am glad that the Senate has begun 
to ask this question and to seek answers 
to it. The Senate Committee on Govern- 
ment Operations is holding hearings on 
legislation to create a national commis- 
sion on balanced economic growth. The 
Senate Subcommittee on Government 
Research, which I chair, has been hold- 
ing hearings on legislation to bring about 
a more equitable distribution of Federal 
research and development funds, which 
have such great impact on higher edu- 
cation and economic growth. 

We have passed legislation over the 
years to make life in the rural areas and 
small towns more comfortable, healthy, 
and rewarding. And much is yet to be 
done. In particular, we must, for exam- 
ple, do a much better job of assuring the 
farmers, dairymen, and ranchers of 
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America a fair return on their work and 
investment, and many of us in this body 
are working diligently toward that end. 

But the time has come, Mr. President, 
when we must face up to the fundamen- 
tal imbalance in opportunity between 
rural and urban areas. 

Therefore, I am pleased to join with 
my distinguished colleague, the junior 
Senator from Kansas [Mr. Pearson], and 
with some 21 other cosponsors, in intro- 
ducing today the Rural Job Development 
Act of 1967. The purpose of this bill is to 
attract and help build new, job-produc- 
ing industrial and commercial establish- 
ments in rural areas, in order to give 
people a chance and a choice to decide 
for themselves where they will live and 
work. 

The economic decline of rural America 
can be traced almost exclusively to the 
lack of private jobs. The search for 
better economic opportunity has forced 
the migration of our rural population to 
our already overburdened, overcrowded 
cities. The same is true of many Ameri- 
can Indians, to whom this bill also ap- 
plies. 

Unfortunately, and regrettably, many 
of these rural-to-urban migrants lack 
the education and skills to compete in 
the technical labor markets of our urban 
centers. Therefore, many become resi- 
dents of the city slums and ghettos, and 
great human resources are wasted. Many 
people who once made a real contribution 
to society suddenly become dependent 
upon it, unable to cope with the com- 
plexities of city life. It is not surprising 
that a Gallup poll shows that nearly half 
of all Americans would prefer to live in 
a small town or on a farm. Yet, only a 
third do, and the number is dwindling. 

Unofficial estimates, based on Census 
Bureau data, indicate that by 1985, 125 
million people—one-half of all Ameri- 
cans—will be living in three “strip cities,” 
reaching from Boston to Washington, 
from Buffalo to Chicago, and from San 
Francisco to Los Angeles. This is a most 
disturbing trend, and one which, unless 
checked, holds grave portent for our 
country. Regardless of the increased 
effort and investment in programs, to 
assist cities, the problems each year be- 
come greater; more and more people 
continue to pour into the cities from 
the countryside during each passing 
year. The war on urban poverty, slums, 
substandard housing, air and water 
pollution, crime and delinquency, and 
overcrowded schools and transportation 
facilities must be won, but victory will 
come slowly, indeed, unless we can stem 
the influx each year of new people into 
the cities. 

In order to stabilize our rural area and 
smalltown population, we must foster, 
if we can, a rethinking of national policy. 
Job opportunity is the central need. 

The Rural Job Development Act pro- 
poses the following tax incentives for a 
10-year period from the date of enact- 
ment: A 14-percent investment credit on 
machinery: a 7-percent investment credit 
on the cost of buildings; an accelerated 
depreciation of two-thirds of normal, 
useful, or class life for machinery, equip- 
ment, and buildings; a deduction of 125 
percent for salaries and wages paid to 
low-income persons hired for a period of 
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3 years; and a stipulation that all credits 
and deductions can be carried backward 
3 years or forward for a maximum 
of 10 years. 

The Secretary of Agriculture is au- 
thorized to issue a certificate of eligibility 
to an industry, provided: First, the firm 
locates in a county which does not have 
a city with a population in excess of 
50,000; second, at least 15 percent of the 
families in the county have incomes 
of under $3,000 or employment in the 
county has declined at an annual rate 
of more than 5 percent during the last 
5-year period, or the closing or curtailing 
of operations of an installation of the 
Department of Defense in the county is 
likely to cause a substantial out-migra- 
tion of residents; third, the Secretary of 
Agriculture may also certify the eligibil- 
ity of Indian reservations. 

In order to qualify for these tax in- 
centives an enterprise must create at 
least 10 new jobs at the beginning of its 
operation and must show a reasonable 
ratio between capital invested and jobs 
created. At least 50 percent of the origi- 
nal working force must be residents of 
the area or within convenient daily com- 
muting distance. Not less than 33 per- 
cent of the original work force must be 
comprised of heads of families with 
family income of less than $3,000 per 
year, or single individuals having in- 
come of less than $1,800 per year, or 
persons who have completed more than 
1 year of active duty in the armed serv- 
ices or in the Job Corps within the pre- 
ceding 2 years. 

We are not seeking “runaway” in- 
dustry. The employer must demonstrate 
that he has not discontinued a compar- 
able enterprise in any other area and 
will not reduce his employment in any 
other area as a result of the establish- 
ment and operation of the new facility. 
The new enterprise must be engaged in 
industrial production and must meet 
zoning requirements and regulation of 
local governmental units. The bill con- 
tains an adequate recapture clause, in 
order to prevent firms from willfully 
violating employment requirements, or 
from taking advantage of the benefits, 
and then closing down operations with- 
out proper economic justification. 

The idea of government incentives to- 
stimulate private investment is not a new 
one. Capital gains are taxed at half the 
normal rate to encourage long term in- 
vestment. Oil and mineral exploration 
and production is encouraged through 
our system of depletion allowances. In 
recent years, we have allowed accelerated 
depreciation rates to encourage the 
building of grain storage facilities and 
defense plants. Thus, government in- 
centives are a tried and proven method 
of encouraging the certain types of in- 
vestment. These incentives should now 
be broadened to include a tax incentive 
for the location of job-producing indus- 
tries in the rural areas and small towns 
of our country. 

Industrial development in rural 
America has been slow, because of the 
high risk involved. Transportation facili- 
ties are substandard in many rural areas. 
Market accessibility is sometimes a prob- 
lem, and shipment of finished products 
is often more expensive, Adequate build- 
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ings are not always available, and must 
be constructed at company expense. But, 
perhaps the biggest deterrent to indus- 
trial development in rural America has 
been the lack of an adequately trained 
labor force. People in rural America are 
willing to work, but unfortunately many 
lack the skills required in today’s tech- 
nical industries. Therefore, to provide 
adequate training assistance to those en- 
terprises locating in rural areas the Rural 
Job Development Act amends the Man- 
power Development and Training Act of 
1962 to assure that the MDTA programs 
can adequately service the anticipated 
increase in job training needs, An addi- 
tional $20 million is authorized for 
MDTA for this purpose during the first 
year and such amounts as may be neces- 
sary for each fiscal year thereafter. 

Mr. President, as President Johnson 
pointed out in the message to Congress 
on January 25, 1966, the problems of 
rural poverty are difficult and shocking. 
He said: 

Last year in my message on Agriculture I 
described poverty’s grip on rural America: 

Nearly half of the poor in the United States 
live in rural areas, 


Mr. President, I repeat that quotation 
from President Johnson: 

Nearly half of the poor in the United 
States live in rural areas. 

Almost one in every two rural families has 
a cash income under $3,000. 

One-fourth of rural non-farm homes are 
without running water. 

Rural people lag almost two years behind 
the urban residents in educational attain- 
ment. 

Health facilities in rural areas are so in- 
adequate that rural children receive one- 
third less medical attention than urban chil- 
dren. 

These deficiencies persist in 1966. Their 
effect is as grevious on urban America—the 
recipient of millions of unskilled migrants 
from rural areas in the past two decades—as 
on the rundown farms and impoverished 
communities that still house 4.4 million poor 
rural families. 


Most of the problems of rural America 
would be immediately manageable if 
there were private jobs in sufficient num- 
ber and the skills to perform those jobs. 
This bill would be a long step toward 
filling both needs. 

The details of this bill and the criteria 
involved are certainly not intended as 
the final answers. They are meant to 
open the debate and discussion on this 
subject of broad national policy and wiil 
be altered as better suggestions are made 
during hearings. The details are not so 
important; what is important is that we 
start now to face up to this national 
problem and provide immediate and 
workable solutions. 

Earlier, the distinguished Senator 
from New York [Mr. Kennepy] and the 
distinguished Senator from Kansas [Mr. 
Pearson] authored a bill to provide sim- 
ilar incentives for the creation of jobs 
in urban slum areas. While, as I have 
made clear, I feel there is no question but 
that we must meet the increasing prob- 
lems of the urban poor, I believe that 
bill, with the exception of its applica- 
tion to Indian reservations, attempts to 
get at only one aspect of the problems, 
urban poverty, not at the whole process 
of urbanization. Nevertheless, I think 
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that the Finance Committee could well 
hold hearings on both bills at one time, 
in an attempt to devise the proper over- 
all national policy. 

But any policy adopted must not lose 
sight of the national need to slow down 
and reverse, if possible, the process of 
urbanization, at the very heart of so 
many increasingly acute urban prob- 
lems. 

Mr. President, far too long we have 
simply shrugged our shoulders and said 
that there is nothing which can be done 
about the process of urbanization, even 
though all of us have been increasingly 
aware of the paradox in our Nation, 
where so many people live in over- 
crowded conditions, choked down by 
smoke and smog and confined by con- 
crete and steel, while the rest of the 
country contains great and beautiful and 
usable, underpopulated, open spaces. 
The Rural Job Development Act is a 
new approach, but we should remember 
the words of George Bernard Shaw, who 
wrote: 

Some men see things as they are and ask, 


Why? I see things that have never been and 
ask, Why not? 


If we dare to think anew, examine new 
ways of doing things, I am confident our 
country will be the better for it. 

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, I wish 
to commend the junior Senator from 
Oklahoma for a most learned statement 
as to both the purposes and the pro- 
visions of the bill we have joined to- 
gether to introduce here today. I know, 
from talking with the Senator about the 
provisions, that he has been studying 
this matter for many months. 

I salute him and commend him also 
for the work he has done as chairman 
of the Subcommittee on Government Re- 
search, before which I had the honor 
to appear 2 or 3 days ago, seeking an 
equitable distribution of research and 
development programs by the Federal 
Government. He has rendered a most 
rewarding service, and I am very pleased 
to be a partner with him on this bill. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I share 
many interests and aims with the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Kansas. He has 
himself introduced a bill which would 
seek to bring about more equitable dis- 
tribution of research and development 
funds. I believe his efforts will have a 
great impact on the eventual outcome of 
the hearings in my own subcommittee 
and others on that general subject. 

Not only that, but while I was work- 
ing separately on the general idea of a 
tax incentive for development in rural 
areas, I discovered that the distinguished 
Senator from Kansas had also spent 
many months studying and working on 
the same subject; and I was very pleased, 
Mr. President, to have the opportunity 
to join with him in a common, non- 
partisan effort on this subject of so great 
importance to our home States of Kansas 
and Oklahoma, but also, we feel, by no 
means a narrow, parochial, or provincial 
matter, but one of real importance to 
the country as a whole. 

I am proud to be associated with the 
distinguished Senator from Kansas on 
any subject, but particularly on this one, 
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concerning which he has done such ef- 
fective work. 

Mr. PEARSON. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. President, I yield now to the dis- 
tinguished senior Senator from Okla- 
homa. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I 
compliment my junior colleague from 
Oklahoma and the distinguished Sena- 
tor from Kansas for their work on this 
bill, of which I am happy to be a co- 
sponsor. 

I have long felt that the decentraliza- 
tion of our industry and its expansion 
to meet the exploding population of the 
next decade should occur in our rural 
areas, where facilities of population, of 
housing, of transportation, and many 
other things already exist, and where the 
billions of dollars that are necessary to 
provide additional and improved infra- 
structure in the metropolitan centers, 
overcrowded as they are, would cost as 
much if not more than the industrial ex- 
pansion that might occur there. 

I believe both the distinguished junior 
Senator from Kansas and the distin- 
guished junior Senator from Oklahoma 
deserve a great deal of credit for their 
very thoughtful studies on this subject, 
and on raising the level of our industrial 
and scientific capabilities; and also for 
their attention to expanding research 
opportunities in this country on a broad- 
er base than that which now exists along 
the eastern seaboard and along the Pa- 
cific coast. 

Mr. President, at every level of gov- 
ernment and in every phase of scholar- 
ship concerned with government, the 
principal domestic issue of this period 
could be labeled the “Crisis of Our 
Cities.” The dismal and deadly headlines 
from the crowded metropolitan areas of 
several sections of our Nation now un- 
derline almost daily this crisis in urban 
community living. The riots or unrest 
that plague the so-called have-not slum 
areas or ghettos of many large cities can 
be traced largely to economic conditions. 

It is generally acknowledged by sociol- 
ogists and other students of the current 
crisis in our cities that a principal cause 
of the trouble has been the migration of 
the unemployed agricultural workers of 
our Nation—or I might say the underem- 
ployed as well as the unemployed agri- 
cultural workers—from their rural 
homes into the crowded metropolitan 
areas where some hope of industrial em- 
ployment may exist. As this migration 
has occurred steadily over the past quar- 
ter century, the problems of metropoli- 
tan living have been compounded, the 
sadness and despair in the slums has 
increased. 

Even though employment may be 
available in the crowded industrial cen- 
ters, the average displaced worker from 
rural America finds the adjustment from 
the rural or small town social patterns to 
the restrictions of urban poverty too 
severe. The average person who seeks to 
make this transition does not find hap- 
piness or fulfillment in the city. Far too 
often, natural friendliness from the 
wide-open spaces of America gives way 
to a defensive tendency toward enmity 
and distrust of one’s neighbors, toward 
intolerance and fear. 
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The bill which my distinguished junior 
colleague, [Mr. Harris], and the distin- 
guished junior Senator from Kansas, 
Mr. Pearson], have introduced today, I 
feel, provides some much needed incen- 
tives for industrial growth in nonurban 
areas. I am pleased to be a cosponsor of 
this measure because I believe it leaves 
primary responsibility where it belongs— 
with the individual businessman or com- 
pany and private enterprise. 

This legislation deserves urgent atten- 
tion because it is far more desirable in 
my opinion than legislation already 
pending which could lead to even greater 
crowding and intensified social problems 
in the slums of our cities. Private enter- 
prise should be encouraged in areas 
where living is good, and we should avoid 
legislation which would only compound 
the crisis of the city. 

To locate and expand new industries 
in the slums would be adding heat to the 
boilers that already have been pressur- 
ized to the bursting point along the back- 
streets of many cities by attracting addi- 
tional crowds there. We should not start 
new industrial programs which would 
attract people who would be uprooted 
from their lifetime environments and 
would migrate to the crowded and 
blighted slums where life has become so 
difficult and intolerable to many thou- 
sands of Americans already. 

Instead we should be encouraging 
programs which will enable farm- 
workers and others whose jobs have been 
abolished by mechanization or tech- 
nology to find work near their homes. 
Recent tragic riots in several of our 
major cities should remind us once again 
that a friendlier, happier way of living 
is available in the less populated sections 
of our Nation. 

In recent days it was my privilege to 
participate in the dedication of new in- 
dustrial facilities in relatively small 
communities in western Oklahoma. At 
both Anadarko and Elk City, Okla., new 
employment opportunities exist because 
the local citizens in those areas saw fit 
to join forces with private industry and 
with the Federal, county, and State gov- 
ernmental agencies to provide new em- 
ployment opportunities. 

The establishment of Sequoyah Carpet 
Mills at Anadarko was first made pos- 
sible through local initiative with the 
help of the Small Business Administra- 
tion and the Area Development Adminis- 
tration, the predecessor to the present 
Economic Development Administration. 

The Anadarko operation has proved so 
successful that it has now been doubled 
in capacity, and now a furniture manu- 
facturing activity has been located at 
Elk City. This company expects to offer 
jobs to 10,000 Oklahomans within the 
next 5 years, and virtually all of these 
jobs will be in plants far removed from 
our crowded metropolitan depressed 
areas. 

One of the most important programs 
of the Government is the cooperative 
program by which local communities, 
State officials, and the Federal Govern- 
ment work together to bring industrial 
development to rural areas where indus- 
tries are now lacking. 

There is no question that these areas 
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have great resources. But the develop- 
ing of these resources often requires 
careful long-range planning, and, most 
of all, support by local townspeople and 
businessmen. Help from the State and 
local governments is secondary to the 
local investment. These are self-help 
programs, not give aways. 

President Johnson has long been a 
strong advocate of this type of coopera- 
tion whereby various departments and 
agencies of the Federal Government can 
play a vital role. 

I had an opportunity to discuss these 
programs with Secretary of Commerce 
Trowbridge during the hearing on his 
nomination last month. At that time, the 
Secretary assured other members of the 
Commerce Committee and me that he 
would emphasize tactics that will make it 
unnecessary for the unemployed in our 
agricultural rural areas to move into the 
crisis-ridden metropolitan industrial 
areas. As Secretary Trowbridge told our 
Committee at that time, and I quote 
him here: 

If we keep seeing the unemployed moving 
from the agricultural rural areas into the 
metropolitan industrial areas, we are going 
to be compounding our problem. 


I would like to relate to my colleagues 
a story of the benefits this program has 
brought to the people of Guymon, Okla., 
and the surrounding territory. 

Guymon is a bustling little city on the 
high, windswept plains of the Oklahoma 
Panhandle. It is a growing, prosperous, 
forward-looking community. But in the 
thirties it was called the center of the 
dust bowl community. 

But a few years ago the story was 
quite different. The economic outlook for 
Guymon was bleak; many of its people 
were economically depressed; few jobs 
were available; many young people were 
moving to cities in the east, north, and 
west. The future of Guymon was uncer- 
tain. 

But Oklahomans are a hardy breed, as 
are the residents of Guymon. They had 
faith in their land and were determined 
to make opportunity a reality for them- 
selves and their children. To achieve that 
bright prospect, they knew that indus- 
tries would have to be developed. 

They surveyed their resources. Their 
one-crop wheat economy brought pros- 
perity in good years, but much depended 
on the vagaries of the weather. Quality 
range cattle were produced in the area, 
but not in great numbers, and had to 
be shipped to distant meat-processing 
centers—at very high and discriminatory 
freight rates, I might add. 

But it seemed to many business and 
civic leaders that Guymon was the right 
spot for a thriving cattle marketing and 
meatpacking industry. 

Under the leadership of the chamber 
of commerce, the residents of Guymon 
set about making this long-term goal a 
reality. 

Farmers were encouraged through a 
series of agricultural irrigation seminars, 
to develop irrigation systems and to di- 
versify their production. They were en- 
couraged to plant irrigated lands to feed 
grains to support an expanding livestock 
industry. 

In due time Guymon’s farmers were 
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growing grains other than wheat. Some 
125,000 acres of irrigated land were reg- 
ularly producing bumper crops of cattle 
feed. 


This was one step in the chamber of 
commerce’s long-range program. Its sec- 
ond goal was raising $350,000 to build a 
livestock sales pavilion. Under the cham- 
ber’s leadership, the campaign became a 
community project. Businessmen in Guy- 
mon were able to raise $50,000. But this 
was not enough. 

The Small Business Administration 
was consulted for assistance. The 
townspeople were urged to organize into 
a corporation, the Texas County Devel- 
opment Association, and apply for an 
SBA loan. A loan of $150,000 was ar- 
ranged, and this, together with the 
$50,000 raised by the local residents, was 
sufficient to construct a livestock auction 
center. The completed center was leased 
to a cattleman, Bob Mayer. 

Now Guymon was ready for its third 
forward step. A second local develop- 
ment company, the Guymon Industrial 
Development Co., was formed to raise 
funds for a $500,000 feedlot. 

Soon, with the aid of a second SBA 
loan of $343,555, the Texas County feed 
yards was in operation. It was an im- 
mediate success and its capacity had to 
be doubled. It now has a capacity of 
18,000 head of cattle. It has 30 employees 
and contributes $10 million a year to the 
local prosperity. 

Clearly, the Oklahoma Panhandle was 
now able to support a sizeable meatpack- 
ing industry. Swift & Co. have located 
a large and modern plant in Guymon. 

The new plant will employ more than 
100 persons and process 2,600 head of 
cattle a week. An investment of some $40 
million annually will be added to Guy- 
mon’s economy. 

But Guymon does not intend to halt 
its growth. A 320 acre industrial site has 
been purchased by Guymon business 
leaders for future development. 

The story of what has been happen- 
ing in Anadarko, Elk City, and Guymon, 
Okla., and in dozens of other nonmet- 
ropolitan communities in the heartland 
of America is inspiring. Now we see local 
leaders in other communities starting 
similar efforts. 

In Elk City this new employment cen- 
ter has been established without any 
direct Federal assistance of any kind. 
The main credit for success of these en- 
terprises must and will go to the citi- 
zens and civic leaders of the community 
involved. Only their vision, their faith, 
and their dollars can initiate such pro- 
grams. 

The story of what is happening in 
these communities should be spread 
throughout the land. Many millions of 
Americans have absurd illusions about 
the quality of life that is available in 
the nonurban sections of the Nation. 
Many of them believe the wild West they 
see on television every night still ex- 
ists. Actually only those features of the 
old West that enriched the human exist- 
ence remain. The lawlessness and vio- 
lence is largely gone. The hunting and 
fishing and even the coyote’s lonely 
howl across the midnight prairie still 
remain. Many of those workers employed 
in Elk City, Anadarko, and Guymon will 
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be able to leave their lathes or their 
workbenches and within minutes enjoy 
the amenities of the great outdoors. 

But these communities are no longer 
isolated from the main stream of Ameri- 
can life. It is only 3 or 4 hours by air 
from here to these places, and the qual- 
ity of life there far exceeds the fondest 
hopes of those who would rehabilitate 
our crowded slum communities. 

We should be increasing our programs 
to decentralize industry so that jobs 
will draw people out of the ghettos and 
the decay of our cities. 

Let us face the unpleasant and dis- 
couraging fact that far too many people 
are now being forced to stay in neigh- 
borhoods where family life is virtually 
impossible and where brotherhood and 
goodwill have been stifled, where disease 
and hunger have encouraged discontent. 
Yet, the only jobs and housing that 
many millions of our citizens can find 
exist in such places. We should break this 
cycle. We should encourage industry to 
grow in the unspoiled smaller commu- 
nities across the Nation where the pur- 
suit of happiness has not become a rat 
race. 

If Congress will give high priority to 
the tax incentive proposals included in 
the well thought out and carefully 
planned legislation that is introduced 
today—legislation which I believe is fair 
to the Government, to industry, and to 
workers—other Federal and State pro- 
grams designed to accelerate resource 
development in nonurban areas will be 
greatly enhanced. The tax incentive ap- 
proach with our private economic sector 
will encourage, rather than drive or 
compel, our industries to expand and to 
search out, because of selective limita- 
tion, the areas which offer greatest op- 
portunity for development of large pools 
of well educated and well trained people 
of high character to fill the jobs that are 
needed. 

The tax incentive approach ties in very 
well with present Economic Development 
Administration, Small Business Admin- 
istration, Community Facility Adminis- 
tration, and other programs designed to 
encourage these developments. 

We must move rapidly to provide more 
positive answers to the terror, strife, and 
violence of our cities. We must fashion 
new tools to meet the crisis that now 
exists. 

This will be a positive answer to the 
turmoil and strife and violence of our 
cities. This will be a way to a happier 
nation with an enduring and growing 
prosperity. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. PEARSON. I yield. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I have listened with 
a great deal of interest to the remarks 
made by the distinguished Senators who 
have just preceded me. It appears to me 
that they have hit the nail on the head, 
so to speak, in what is perhaps the most 
important domestic program in this 
country today—the increase in urbaniza- 
tion, which is fast approaching 80 per- 
cent of our population; the concentration 
of metropolitan areas along the east 
coast, along the Great Lakes, and in 
California; and the problems inherent 
therein. 
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In my State of Montana, as in Okla- 
homa and in Kansas, there have been 
migration outward in all directions, and 
the result is that, while our State popu- 
lation is increasing, some of our best 
talent is leaving for the large centers, 
where the opportunities for employment 
with better pay are more numerous. 

It appears to me that one of the ways 
to overcome the difficulties in our cities 
and the long, hot summers—which are 
becoming longer and hotter all the time— 
is to bring about a dispersement of the 
present industrial concentration, to the 
end that in these small areas where in- 
dustry might well be shifted. The result- 
ant effect in the country will be greater 
economic stability. I believe that the 
country, in accomplishing this design, 
would achieve a far greater degree of 
social stability. 

It is very important that we look into 
this question, because if something is not 
done by Congress—and Congress is the 
only branch of Government which can 
face up to this problem—it will mean, of 
course, that the urbanization will con- 
tinue, the problems will increase, the 
riots, strikes, and violence will increase 
in number, and the plight of the urban 
areas may well become worse with the 
passage of time. 

So I am delighted that proposed legis- 
lation of this nature has been intro- 
duced, especially under the sponsorship 
of such outstanding Senators as the dis- 
tinguished junior Senator from Kansas 
(Mr. Pearson] and the two distinguished 
Senators from Oklahoma [Mr. Harris 
and Mr. Monroney]; because this is one 
way to get at the heart of a problem 
which will become worse, not better, if 
something is not done. 

It is about time that the pendulum 
shifted from the urban areas back to- 
ward the heartland of America, as the 
area has been described by the distin- 
guished senior Senator from Oklahoma 
[Mr. Monroney]. 

So far as I am concerned, I will urge 
the Committee on Finance to hold hear- 
ings as early as possible, and I certainly 
will be most happy to give my support to 
this most worthwhile endeavor. 

Mr. PEARSON. I thank the distin- 
guished majority leader. I am grateful 
for his comments. 
= oe to the Senator from South Da- 

ota. 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join the distinguished Senator 
from Kansas [Mr. Pearson], the two dis- 
tinguished Senators from Oklahoma 
[Mr. Harris and Mr. Monroney], the 
distinguished majority leader, and other 
Senators in offering the “Rural Indus- 
trial Development Act“ for consideration 
by Congress. 

I believe this legislation speaks of one 
of the most urgent problems facing the 
country today. We have talked for many 
years about the farm problem, and in re- 
cent years we have been focusing on the 
problems of the urban areas. These two 
problems are actually a unit. There is no 
way they can be dealt with in isolation 
from each other. Anything that bleeds 
off resources in the rural sections of the 
Nation and weakens the economy there, 
with the loss of jobs and the exodus of 
people from the small towns and the 
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farms of the rural heartland of the Na- 
tion, is a dagger aimed at the society and 
the economy of our urban areas. 

There can be little doubt that the 
goals of this legislation are highly im- 
portant and meaningful to rural people. 
Farm families are now being squeezed 
off the land and into the cities at a rate 
of 100,000 a year. This is accompanied 
by a dwindling in job openings in small 
towns and cities, leading to a reduced 
tax base and a weakening of public and 
private services. Consequently, new in- 
dustry is discouraged, work opportuni- 
ties drop again, and the cycle repeats 
itself. 

A government that is truly concerned 
for the welfare of the American people 
should be boldly attacking this cycle at 
each step. It is regrettable when our ag- 
ricultural programs are not used to their 
full potential in this respect, because 
they can deal with an underlying cause. 
Important strides are being made 
through Federal, State, and local co- 
operation in the establishment of public 
services such as water supplies and edu- 
cation, but we must do a great deal 
more. The Rural Industrial Development 
Act offers another basic tool for revers- 
ing the trend toward rural depression 
and for rebuilding a healthy economy 
in rural areas. 

But for all of its significance to rural 
people, I believe this legislation is ur- 
gently needed by urban areas as well. 

We are talking today in terms of ur- 
ban crises, caused basically by the fact 
that 70 percent of the American popu- 
lation is packed against and on top of 
itself on only 1 percent of our land area. 
Projections deemed by some to be in- 
evitable see as many people as occupy 
the entire Nation today jammed into the 
cities by 1985. Traffic will become more 
congested, air and water will become in- 
creasingly polluted, housing shortages 
will be vastly more acute, and public 
services will fall further and further be- 
hind the demand. Officials from our 
metropolitan centers have bluntly told 
the Congress that these problems cannot 
be met without multibillion-dollar doses 
of Federal help, and that the massive aid 
we are supplying today cannot move fast 
enough even to maintain the status quo 
with accelerating urban congestion. 

I believe the decision facing the Con- 
gress today must go far beyond the 
question of how we should deal with 
Newark, or Harlem, or Chicago, or 
Watts. We need to decide what kind of 
Nation we want, and I believe that a far- 
sighted Federal Government will do ev- 
erything within its power to see that 
rural resources are strengthened for the 
benefit of both the urban dweller and 
rural America. 

This approach is in keeping with the 
interests of all of our constituents. In a 
provocative address at Dallastown, Pa., 
last September, President Johnson cited 
a poll concluding that fully half of the 
American people would prefer to live on 
farms or in small towns. Twenty percent 
of this Nation’s population is thus al- 
ready being forced to live somewhere 
other than where they would choose if 
the choice were open. They are deprived, 
by the need to go where the jobs are— 
or appear to be—of any option on the 
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kind of environment in which they will 
live and raise their families. 

A decision to prevent a worsening of 
urban problems by building opportuni- 
ties in rural areas would also be prudent 
husbanding of resources. It would, on 
one hand, prevent tragic waste in farm 
sections. Empty farmsteads and vacant 
main street stores—representing mil- 
lions of dollars in investment—are gray- 
ing and deteriorating in the sun; ironi- 
cally at the same time as many people 
in Washington, D.C., or Chicago or Los 
Angeles cannot find a decent place to live. 

The cost of cleaning up the Hudson 
River or the Potomac, of building a new, 
high-speed underground transit system 
for Washington, D.C., that will probably 
be inadequate shortly after it is com- 
pleted, of investing in high-priced land 
and construction for public facilities, 
will unquestionably be far greater than 
whatever it takes to encourage industry 
and people to locate on the other 99 per- 
cent of our land area. 

I hope the Rural Industrial Recovery 
Act will serve to provoke a widespread re- 
evaluation of what kind of Nation we 
want to have 10 or 20 years hence. I 
believe it offers an important opportunity 
to improve the quality of American life 
and to greatly enhance the freedom of 
the American people. 

For several years I have been saying 
in my own State and in other parts of 
the Nation that this farm problem is 
everyone’s problem; it affects every part 
of the Nation. To strengthen the farm 
families and the main streets of the 
agricultural areas of the Nation will 
strength America as a whole. 

Mr. PEARSON, I thank the distin- 
guished Senator from South Dakota. 

Mr. President, I should have added the 
name of the Senator from Utah [Mr. 
BENNETT] as a cosponsor. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. PEARSON. I yield. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, it was 
my privilege to preside during the dis- 
cussion of the pending legislation with 
regard to the expansion of our rural de- 
velopment program; and I commend the 
distinguished Senator from Kansas [Mr. 
Pearson] and the distinguished Senator 
from Oklahoma [Mr. Monroney] for 
having called this matter to the atten- 
tion of the Senate and for having intro- 
duced legislation in an area which will 
be one of the pressing problems in the 
years to come. 

What we need in the agricultural areas 
is industrial expansion, to provide jobs 
and to stabilize the population of the 
Nation. I believe it would distribute the 
population of the Nation on a basis that 
would be most helpful. 

I am privileged to have presided over 
the Senate during the discussion of the 
proposed legislation, and I commend the 
Senators for introducing the legislation. 

Mr. PEARSON. I thank the distin- 
guished Senator from Kansas. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and appropriately re- 
ferred. 

The bill (S. 2134) to provide incen- 
tives for the establishment of new or ex- 
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panded job-producing industrial and 
commercial establishments in rural 
areas, introduced by Mr. PEARSON (for 
himself and other Senators), was re- 
ceived, read twice by its title, and re- 
ferred to the Committee on Finance, 

Mr. DOMINICK obtained the floor. 

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DOMINICK. I yield. 


THE DISPOSITION OF JUDGMENT 
AGAINST THE UNITED STATES 
RECOVERED BY SOUTHERN UTE 
TRIBE IN COLORADO 


Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that S. 1191, entitled 
“An act to provide for the distribution of 
judgment funds among the members of 
the Confederated Bands of Ute Indian 
Tribes,” as amended by the House of 
Representatives, be laid before the 
Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be- 
fore the Senate the amendment of the 
House of Representatives to the bill (S. 
1191) to provide for the disposition of a 
judgment against the United States re- 
covered by the Southern Ute Tribe of 
the Southern Ute Reservation in Colora- 
do, which was, to strike out all after the 
enacting clause and insert: 

That the Secretary of the Interior is here- 
by authorized and directed to divide the 
trust fund belonging to the Confederated 
Bands of Ute Indians appropriated by the 
Second Supplemental Appropriations Act, 
1965, and deposited in the United States 
Treasury pursuant to the final judgment en- 
tered in Indian Claims Commission docket 
numbered 327, including the interest there- 
on, by crediting 60 per centum to the Ute 
Indian Tribe of the Uintah and Ouray Res- 
ervation and the Ute Distribution Corpora- 
tion, 20 per centum to the Ute Mountain 
Tribe of the Ute Mountain Reservation, and 
20 per centum for the Southern Ute Tribe of 
the Southern Ute Reservation. The trust 
fund, upon its division as herein directed, 
shall be available for use in accordance with 
existing authorizations for use of funds of 
the tribes and the Ute Distribution Corpo- 
ration, including the Act of August 21, 1951 
(65 Stat. 193, as amended), Act of August 12, 
1953 (67 Stat. 540), Act of June 28, 1954 (68 
Stat. 300), Act of August 27, 1954 (68 Stat. 
868), as amended. Any part of such funds 
that may be distributed to the members of 
the tribe shall not be subject to Federal or 
State income taxes. 


And to amend the title so as to read: 
An act to provide for the distribution of 
judgment funds among members of the 
Confederated Bands of the Ute Indian 
Tribes.” 

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate concur in the House 
amendment to S. 1191, with an amend- 
ment, which I have sent to the desk, and 
I now ask be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read the 
amendment, as follows: 

On page 2, beginning with the word The“ 
on line 1, strike out through “amended.” in 
line 7, and insert in lieu thereof the follow- 
ing: 

“The portion of the trust fund, upon 
its division as herein directed, credited to the 
Ute Indian Tribe of the Uintah and Ouray 
Reservation to the Ute Distribution Corpo- 
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ration and to the Southern Ute Tribe of the 
Southern Ute Reservation, shall be available 
for use in accordance with existing authori- 
zation for use of funds of the tribes and the 
Ute Distribution Corporation, including the 
Act of August 21, 1951 (65 Stat. 193) as 
amended, the Act of June 28, 1954 (68 Stat. 
300), and the Act of August 27, 1954 (68 Stat. 
868), as amended.” 


Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, as the 
Senate is aware, provisos in the annual 
appropriations act for the Department of 
the Interior for fiscal year 1965 (78 Stat. 
276) and fiscal year 1966 (79 Stat. 177) 
require: 

That funds derived from appropriations in 
satisfaction of awards of the Indian Claims 
Commission and the Court of Claims shall 
not be available for advances, except for such 
amounts as may be necessary to pay attor- 
neys’ fees, expenses of litigation, and ex- 
penses of program planning, until after leg- 
islation has been enacted that sets forth the 
purposes for which such funds will be 
used. 


In accordance with this requirement, 
the Southern Ute Tribe of the Southern 
Ute Reservation and the Ute Indian 
Tribe of the Uintah and Ouray Reserva- 
tion have developed, and the Bureau of 
Indian Affairs has approved, comprehen- 
sive plans for the use of their share of 
the judgment funds now awaiting dis- 
tribution. Testimony received before the 
Senate Subcommittee on Indian Affairs 
has indicated that these three tribes have 
prepared industrious and comprehensive 
plans for the beneficial use of these mon- 
eys in accordance with the ratio agreed 
upon by the tribes involved. 

At the time Commissioner Bennett ap- 
peared before the Indian Affairs Subcom- 
mittee, he stated that the Ute Mountain 
Tribe, by resolution, had requested that 
the planning for its share of docket 327 
moneys be postponed for a year, or until 
such time as it had developed some plan- 
ning tools. It is my understanding that 
the Tribe and the Bureau of Indian Af- 
fairs are working together to have a com- 
mercial firm do a comprehensive study of 
the entire reservation. In this connec- 
tion, I want to make it very clear that 
when a comprehensive plan is submitted 
to the Congress by the Ute Mountain 
Tribe for the meaningful and beneficial 
use of the entire tribal membership, I 
shall do all that I can to insure that their 
right to the distribution of their share of 
the moneys is made promptly. 

Mr. President, the purpose of my 
amendment is simply to provide for the 
immediate distribution to the Southern 
Ute Tribe of the Southern Ute Reserva- 
tion and the Ouray and Uintah Tribe of 
their share of docket 327 moneys, and to 
withhold distribution of such moneys to 
the Ute Mountain Tribe, pending the 
preparation of a comprehensive plan and 
its submission to Congress by the Ute 
Mountain Tribe, as required by law. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the motion of the 
Senator from Colorado. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I thank 
my distinguished colleague from Colo- 
rado, who also has a great interest in the 
advancement and welfare of our Ute 
Tribe in Colorado. I appreciate his sup- 
port. 
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Mr. DOMINICEK. Mr. President, my 
senior colleague, as usual, has worked 
diligently in connection with this prob- 
lem and has gotten an effective approach 
in connection with the Indians in our 
area. I am happy to have been able to 
contribute. 


INTEREST EQUALIZATION TAX EX- 
TENSION TO BE PENDING BUSI- 
NESS WHEN REPORTED 


Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that H.R. 6098, the 
interest equalization tax extension, 
which has been ordered reported by the 
Committee on Finance, and on which 
a report will be filed today, be made the 
pending business when that report is 
filed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EAST-WEST TRADE: “A REALISTIC 
APPROACH” 


Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, ad- 
ministration pressures on Congress for 
trade expansion with the Communist- 
controlled countries of Eastern Europe, 
including the Soviet Union, multiply day 
by day. It is indeed ironic and disheart- 
ening to hear many of our own indus- 
trialists parrot these suggestions at the 
very time when our men in Vietnam are 
being killed by Soviet weapons; when 
the Israelites are forced to fight for their 
existence against five nations, all armed 
by the Soviets—and the President may 
speak of the so-called “Spirit of Glass- 
boro” but what is far more significant 
at the moment, at least, to the peace 
and security of the Middle East is the 
spirit reflected by the Soviet’s rearming 
of the United Arab Republic; and while 
the Soviet replacement of weapons is tak- 
ing place, the United States is figura- 
tively sticking its fingers in its ears. In 
view of the recent Soviet shipments of 
arms to the Arab countries, the United 
States must take steps to see to it that 
the Soviets should not again upset the 
critical military balance of power in the 
Middle East—and Cuban terrorists 
mount their attacks on Latin American 
governments with weapons and training 
financed by the Soviet Union. 

It is only fair to ask, Mr. President, 
whether this country has gone so far 
down the road of moral decay in search 
of the almighty dollar that we are will- 
ing to help build the economies of na- 
tions which are fighting us in every 
hemisphere. 

In his state of the Union message of 
1965, President Johnson requested vigor- 
ous expansion of trade with the Eastern 
European nations, and reiterated his 
wish again in 1967. We are metaphori- 
cally urged to build bridges to the East 
to enable the traffic of technological, nu- 
clear, and economic knowledge to flow 
more smoothly than it has in past years. 
The result of expanded trade, so says 
this administration, will be to relax ten- 
sions and foster a closer understanding 
between the Eastern and Western worlds. 

Mr. President, these are goals that I 
am sure are desired by everyone in this 
Chamber, but are they realistic? Is trade 
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for trade’s sake the road to peace? In 
this case, is trade for trade’s sake with 
Communist-controlled corporations in 
any way beneficial to our interests? 

Following his state of the Union mes- 
sage in 1965, President Johnson created 
a Special Committee on U.S. Trade Re- 
lations with East European Countries 
and the Soviet Union. The Special Com- 
mittee submitted a report to the Presi- 
dent on April 29, 1965, and with only 
one dissenting voice agreed cautiously 
that increased trade between the East 
and the West would not be harmful 
provided strategic goods were kept out of 
Communist hands, but this report 
clearly conceded that the Soviet Union 
had little to offer in the way of exports 
and that trade would be most advan- 
tageous if kept at a minimum. The re- 
port also stressed that the United States 
should use expanded trade as a lever to 
obtain concessions and a satisfactory 
settlement of lend-lease agreements. 
Needless to say, there has been little 
comment on this latter point by the 
proponents of expanded trade. 

In a statement of personal reserva- 
tion in this report, one member—and I 
certainly want to congratulate him— 
Mr. Nathanial Goldfinger, director of 
research for the AFL-CIO and trustee 
for the Joint Council on Economic Ed- 
ucation, spoke out clearly. After stating 
that he was not opposed to trade per se, 
he said: 

Trade relations with the Soviet Union and 
its European satellites should be viewed as 
a tool to our Nation’s foreign policy. There- 
fore, the Report should have placed greater 
=e on the political aspects of this 

ue. 

There is also inadequate caution in the re- 
port about the risk of exporting American 
technology—particularly advanced technol- 
ogy—to those countries. In centrally planned 
totalitarian states, military and economic 
factors are closely related. There is no rea- 
son to believe that the export of the 
American machinery and equipment to those 
countries will necessarily rebound to the 
benefit of their people. 

Moreover, in our readiness to engage in 
bilateral trade negotiations with individual 
countries of the Soviet Bloc, we should have 
no illusions about the ability of trade, in 
itself, to alter Communist attitudes and 
policies. Neither is trade, as such, a sure 
force for peace, as indicated by the two 
World Wars between trading nations. Em- 
phasis added] 


Mr. Goldfinger’s reservations are well 
taken and in my opinion refiect an 
awareness of the realities we must face; 
his statement is the most succinct and 
accurate description that I have heard 
of the philosophy that should be re- 
flected in our trade policies, and I en- 
dorse it wholeheartedly. 

It is important for us to remember 
that we are not talking about trade with 
our allies in Western Europe or with 
Latin American countries which form 
with us a hemispheric alliance. We are 
talking about countries whose training 
and actions are based upon a commit- 
ment to weaken and eventually destroy 
the economic and political principles 
that we believe in. It is the goal of the 
Soviet Union and her satellites to de- 
stroy these principles wherever they exist 
in the world and to replace them with 
the Communist ideology. In the past, 
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their attempts to achieve this goal in 
such places as Laos, Indonesia, Berlin, 
Cuba, and, most recently, in the Middle 
East, have led to direct and dangerous 
threats to world peace. 

Mr. President, during the years of the 
cold war, our nation has paid an enor- 
mous price in blood and dollars to block 
and contain Soviet attempts to extend 
her influence into the free world. The 
total dollar figure, including economic 
aid, foreign military aid, and direct mili- 
tary aid that is traceable to the strug- 
gle against communism, is $574 bil- 
lion—over one-half trillion dollars. 
The war in Vietnam alone will cost 
American taxpayers over $24 billion this 
year and a toll in American lives that 
no sum of money will ever replace. Yet, 
85 percent of the military and economic 
materials that go to the North Vietnam- 
ese are being supplied by the same 
countries to whom we are now urged to 
grant extensive trade privileges. 

Some of our economists and business 
representatives say trade with the Com- 
munist countries must be considered as 
a solely economic problem. They believe 
we must consider the need of U.S. busi- 
ness to compete in a world market where 
our European allies are already trading 
at the rate of around $6 billion a 
year. They see expansion of trade as 
an important economic span for build- 
ing bridges to the East. They list other 
economic benefits to be accrued from ex- 
panded trade relations as: the possible 
arrangement for the protection of pat- 
ents; the settlement of commercial dis- 
putes; the establishment of facilities and 
activities for the promotion of trade and 
tourism; the granting of the most-fa- 
vored-nation status to certain countries 
for trade purposes; nondiscriminatory 
treatment for American products; the 
arrangement for the settlement of Amer- 
ican financial and property claims 
against the Communist nations con- 
cerned. 

This is all well and good, but it is un- 
realistic for us to form trade policies on 
a primarily economic basis when the 
Soviet Union bases its policies on both 
economic and political considerations. I 
cannot see how we can play a game of 
trade with our political hand tied be- 
hind our back and deal our cards with 
only our economic hand. We need both 
hands to play the game effectively. In 
the face of the cold war and Communist 
actions throughout the world, political 
considerations must not be overlooked 
or taken lightly. 

To get some idea of the scope of the 
implications of trade with Communist 
nations, let us look first at what we have 
learned as a result of our past experi- 
ences in trading with the East. 

In 1962, a Judiciary Subcommittee 
which was studying the effect of U.S. 
trade policies on the U.S.S.R. and other 
Soviet bloc countries came to the con- 
clusion that— 

Over a period of many years, the free world 
has been making a direct contribution to 
the Communist military and industrial 
strength by sales of vital materials and tech- 
nology to the Soviet Bloc. * * * The bloc 
countries have been able, partly as a result 
of this procurement, to export their own 
machinery and technology to other coun- 
tries—always with political strings attached. 
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Furthermore, the committee predicted 
that— 

Unless the United States and our allies 
[were] willing to institute more realistic 
curbs on bloc procurement, this buildup 
[would] continue, despite the critical con- 
frontation of East and West taking place in 
many areas of the world, such as Cuba, Ber- 
lin, and Vietnam. 


This prediction was made 6 years ago, 
but it is just as valid today as it was then. 
Let us now look for a moment to see how 
realistic our trade restrictions have been 
in the last 6 years and to consider the re- 
sults of our policies. 

In 1963, the Commerce Department 
granted a seemingly harmless request by 
Russia to buy $9.5 million worth of high- 
ly automated mining machinery to mine 
potash—a chemical used in the manu- 
facture of fertilizers. This was followed 
3 years later by the licensing of technical 
data that enabled a U.S. firm to build 
six fertilizer plants in Soviet Russia. 
These plants would have a combined 
productive capacity of 4,830 tons of fer- 
tilizer a day. Shortly thereafter, Secre- 
tary of Agriculture, Orville L. Freeman, 
returning from a visit to South Vietnam, 
reported: 

There is a strong demand for fertilizer 
chemicals and improved seeds [in South Viet 
Nam]. Fertilizer is as important as bullets. 


This was the situation in the south, but 
the need for such chemicals is known to 
be even more acute in North Vietnam. 
We are now made bitterly aware, from 
Tass broadcasts in Moscow, that volume 
shipments of fertilizer are among the 
supplies that are regularly shipped to 
North Vietnam by the U.S.S.R. 

On July 8, 1965, an export license was 
issued to the Soviet Union authorizing 
the shipment of chemical pulpwood 
valued at $3,375,000. Chemical pulpwood 
is used to manufacture rayon tire cord 
which, in turn, is used in the production 
of both automobile and truck tires. 
Trucks, of course, are one of the most 
important vehicles used to transport 
supplies to Communist Vietnamese 
troops fighting against our people in 
South Vietnam. 

Five days later, a U.S. firm was author- 
ized to ship $2,436,800 worth of grinding 
machines that are used in the grinding of 
cam shafts and crank shafts for the 
motors of automobiles and light trucks. 

Mr. President, we are told by Secre- 
tary McNamara and the President that 
North Vietnam is supplying and equip- 
ping the Communists in the south. We 
also know that the Soviet Union is sup- 
plying 85 percent of all equipment and 
material for North Vietnam, which is 
then being redistributed through the 
south. 

Mr. President, American pilots have 
risked their lives, and are today risking 
their lives daily, to destroy supply routes 
to Hanoi, yet supplies still flow to that 
city. Are the trucks that carry these sup- 
plies outfitted with parts that we helped 
to produce? Do they travel on tires that 
we helped to manufacture? Are they 
loaded with fertilizer that was produced 
in factories which we sold to the Soviets? 

To further illustrate the complex im- 
plications of our trade agreements with 
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the Communist bloc, I would like to 
quote the three paragraphs from a state- 
ment made by Representative LIPSCOMB 
in the September 2, 1965, CoNGRESSIONAL 
Recorp. Mr. Lipscoms was a member of 
the Select Committee on Export Control 
during the 87th Congress and has con- 
sistently probed into the extraordinary 
results of U.S. trade policies. On this 
date he made the following statement to 
the House: 

Several months ago the Department of 
Commerce also issued a license to authorize 
selling to the U.S.S.R. of technical data for 
the production of what was listed by the De- 
partment merely as chemical products. It 
turned out that the technical data licensed 
for export was for the production of various 
items used to produce polystyrene. In re- 
sponse to my request for information on the 
end use, I was informed not what the poly- 
styrene would be used for, but merely what 
some of its applications are such as in the 
manufacture of refrigerators, air condi- 
tioners, containers of many sorts, packaging 
for dishes, records, electronic coils, and 
others. 

What the Department of Commerce did 
not say, however, is that polystyrene has a 
large variety of direct military and indus- 
trial uses. It is used, for example, as a binder 
in explosives. According to the Air Force it 
is used to insulate the exterior walls of large 
buildings. Polystyrene is used by the Army 
as an adapter for attachment of fuses to 
demolition blocks. The Nazis used it as an 
ignitor for the V-2 rockets and for non- 
magnetic mines during World War II. 

Polystyrene capacitors are used in the Min- 
uteman program. Containers made out of 
this type of material have been found by 
our Armed Forces to be capable of safely 
holding comparatively large loads of ex- 
plosive materials. Polystyrene is used in the 
manufacture of certain land mines which 
are fired by remote control. Polystyrene foam 
has been found to be an economical and 
lightweight material to replace wooden and 
steel containers to hold submarine smoke 
and illumination signals and marine location 
markers. These are only some of the many 
uses of this highly versatile and useful 
product. 


One of the incredible aspects of this 
statement is the fact that, although poly- 
styrene is one of the end products that 
may be produced from the technical data 
which we sold to the U.S.S.R., this data 
was considered nonstrategic by the De- 
partment of Commerce. 

Fertilizer plants and pulpwood and 
gearmaking machinery were also labeled 
nonstrategic; yet we have just seen the 
potential impact that shipments of these 
commodities could have upon our efforts 
to block the Communists in Vietnam. 

Let us take a look at some of the other 
so-called nonstrategic items that have 
been licensed for export to Communist 
countries. According to the Communist 
Control List that was published by the 
Department of Commerce on October 12, 
1966, the following are nonstrategic“ 
goods which are licensed for shipment 
from us to the Soviet Union: Airborne 
communications equipment, generators 
for electronic equipment used to con- 
trol aircraft, communications equipment, 
airborne navigation equipment, and elec- 
tronic computer and parts. 

Licensed for shipment to Czechoslo- 
vakia: Nuclear radiation detection and 
measuring instruments, electrical meas- 
uring and testing instruments, pyro- 
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technical rocket engines, and transmitter 
radio beacons and parts. 

For Poland the licenses include: Elec- 
trical steel sheets, electrolytic tining and 
coil preparation line, components and 
tubes for electrical equipment, metal- 
working and cutting machine and parts, 
and radio communication receiver and 
parts. 

The authorized shipments to East Ger- 
many include: Boring and drilling ma- 
chines, data processing systems, and ro- 
tary combustion engines. 

To Yugoslavia we are licensed to ex- 
port copper scrap, semiconductors, air- 
craft parts, and communication cable. 
Hungary can import scientific and pro- 
fessional instrument parts, electronic 
navigational aids, airborne comunication 
equipment and parts, and airborne navi- 
gational equipment and parts. Rumania 
is cleared to receive industrial instru- 
ments and parts, signal generators, hot 
aluminum sheet mills, and aluminum 
coldstrip mills. And, finally, Bulgaria’s 
list includes industrial equipment and 
parts, electrical and electronic equipment 
and parts, and airborne radar—trans- 
ponders—equipment, 

Even more astonishing than this are 
the 400 allegedly nonstrategic commodi- 
ties that the President has recently 
OK’d for export to the Kremlin. This is 
our President saying, OK, you can ship 
these to Moscow.“ What does this list 
include? 

Rifle-cleaning compounds, propeller 
blades, propellers, machine-made paper 
for dynamite, gun wadding, shell stock, 
parachute cloth, tarpaulins, tents, and 
several other items of very direct and ob- 
vious military application. Also, crude 
rubber, railway cross ties, iron ore mass, 
aluminum, manganese, lead, zinc, chro- 
mium, tin, scrap, metal, coke, liquefied 
petroleum gas, pig iron, carbon steel bars 
and rods, iron or steel rails, railway ma- 
terial, and various other things with ob- 
vious potential in connection with mili- 
tary industry. 

We have licensed airborne communi- 
cations equipment to Soviet Russia, and 
Soviet Mig fighters are in combat 
against our Air Force in Vietnam. They 
shot down three of them yesterday over 
Vietnam. Are these enemy fighters 
equipped with our own communications 
instruments? What about generators for 
electronic equipment used to control air- 
craft? What about ship stabilization 
equipment? Are Soviet ships using U.S. 
equipment on their long journey to de- 
liver war goods to the Haiphong Harbor 
in North Vietnam? 

Unfortunately, in the past 6 years we 
do not seem to have heeded very well the 
cautious words which I mentioned ear- 
lier—words urging us to institute realis- 
tic curbs on Soviet and Eastern European 
procurement of Western goods. 

A big step forward in this direction 
would be made if we would only recog- 
nize that when shipping to Communist 
nations there is no such thing as a non- 
strategic commodity. 

Goods that may seem of negligible im- 
portance to us are actually in desperate 
demand in the Soviet and Eastern Euro- 
pean countries because their spending 
programs have been weighted heavily to- 
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ward items of a direct military nature. 
Consequently, it has become necessary 
for them to import goods that they need 
but have not been able to develop be- 
cause emphasis has been placed else- 
where. If these goods were not obtain- 
able from us or other free world nations, 
it would become necessary for Soviet 
planners to divert money from military 
production in order to manufacture these 
nonmilitary goods which are now given a 
low-priority status. 

We know, for instance, that agricul- 
tural yields in the Soviet Union during 
the past few years have been far off the 
mark set by the planners in the Kremlin. 
The index of agricultural production was 
lower in 1959 and 1960 than it was in 
1958; and by 1961, the situation was so 
serious that in January of that year 
Premier Khrushchev announced a new 
era of high priority for agriculture. Yet, 
in 1961, agriculture investment increased 
only about 6 percent as compared with 
increases of 45 percent in 1954 and 38 
percent in 1955. The situation had not 
improved very much by December 1963, 
when the Soviet Premier declared that 
Russia had suffered a “hard winter and 
severe drought” and that Soviet plan- 
ning would have to concentrate on 
“setting up a mighty chemical industry 
so that in the next 7 years, it would be 
possible to increase sharply the produc- 
tion of mineral fertilizer.” 

Notice that Mr. Khrushchev wanted to 
concentrate on “setting up’”—not de- 
veloping—these plants. Soviet planners 
do not play to divert money from mili- 
tary spending to develop their own 
chemical plants. They would rather im- 
port the technology needed to build 
them, and bypass the time-consuming 
and costly process of development. So 
what do we do? We label this informa- 
tion “nonstrategic” and send it to them 
with our blessings. 

We must understand that every com- 
modity we send to the Soviet Union is 
strategic because it contributes to her 
economic wealth and to her ability to 
maintain a policy of placing high priority 
2 the production of military commod- 

ties. 

I want to make it clear at this point 
that Iam not suggesting that we suspend 
trade with Eastern European nations. 
Rather, I am simply suggesting that, in 
future trade with the Soviet bloc, we 
should exercise policies that are designed 
to insure that we receive as much as 
they do. This will mean that we must 
be far more demanding in terms of 
political concessions and less anxious to 
close a deal just because the price is 
right. 

The clearest declaration of the intent 
behind the Soviet desire for increased 
Western trade was made by former Pre- 
mier Khrushchev and published in Prav- 
da—they always publish these state- 
ments, and let us know about it, but we 
never read them—on December 9, 1963. 
Speaking in reference to the effort to 
build up the Soviet chemical industry 
through machinery and plant imports, 
he affirmed that the purchase of such 
equipment from capitalist countries 
would provide the U.S.S.R. with the op- 
portunity of quicker fulfillment of its 
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program—without wasting time on 
drawing up the plans and mastering the 
production of new types of equipment.” 

Thus, Mr. President, we can see that 
Soviets desire trade with the West either 
to strengthen weak areas of their own 
economy or to obtain technology and 
machinery that they lack and do not 
want to develop on their own. Success 
in these objectives means that Kremlin 
leaders can continue in full strength 
their policies of stirring unrest and revo- 
lution in the underdeveloped and emerg- 
ing nations of the world. It also means 
that she can continue to support similar 
activities by her satellite states, such as 
Cuba, which as I pointed out in an 
earlier speech, now has 43 guerrilla train- 
ing camps turning out more than 10,000 
guerrillas a year just 90 miles from our 
shores. 

As for the hope that increased trade 
with the Soviets would bring a change of 
production priorities that would empha- 
size consumer goods rather than defense 
materials, we have nothing to make us 
believe that this, in fact, will be the re- 
sult, and we must not allow our hopes 
to cloud our view of the facts. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. DOMINICK. I am happy to yield 
to the Senator from Ohio. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Is my understanding 
correct that the Senator from Colorado 
is attempting to develop the fact that the 
purchases made by Russia have been 
directed primarily to the acquisition of 
prototype processing machinery and the 
technical know-how of the United States, 
thus sparing itself the great cost and the 
delay of developing and doing the neces- 
sary research on processing machinery 
such as that it buys from us? 

Mr. DOMINICK. That is certainly one 
of the great areas of effort that they 
have been exerting. They have been try- 
ing to avoid the need, as the Senator has 
so well stated, of developing this series 
of plants, equipment, technology—the 
list could go on and on. They simply im- 
port it from us, we thereby strengthen 
their economy, and they cut us up in 
North Vietnam, Cuba, Berlin, and else- 
where, the result is that we strengthen 
their economy so that they in turn can 
produce more war materials. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. One further question. 
Will the Senator from Colorado explain 
his views as to whether or not the de- 
velopments that have taken place, as 
evidenced by the statements of Russia 
and its conduct in South Vietnam and 
other places, show that a lessening of 
tensions has occurred since the time it 
was proposed that we should liberalize 
our trade? 

The argument was made, “If we liber- 
alize, there will be a lessening of ten- 
sions, there will be greater contact be- 
tween Russia and the United States, and 
the result will be that we will not be 
faced by the provocative efforts of Russia 
in creating trouble and attempting to 
undermine the very existence of our 
country.” 

Mr. DOMINICK. My good friend, the 
distinguished Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
LavuscHE], has put his finger on the key 
argument in the propaganda which the 
proponents of liberalized trade put out. 
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As the Senator and I both know, that 
argument is wholly fallacious. There has 
been no attempt at any detente what- 
soever. The Soviets today are rearming 
the Arab nations for future attacks on 
Israel; and as of today, they are still 
shipping new equipment into North Viet- 
nam to kill our own people, who con- 
tinue to be killed day after day by Soviet 
weapons. The attack on Da Nang the 
other day—and I happen to have been 
there in May—was made by Russian 
rockets. These happened to be 122-milli- 
meter, but they have also been furnished 
140-millimeter rockets, so as to be able 
to fire them from farther away. 

All one has to do is look at the sup- 
port furnished to Castro’s government 
in Cuba by the Soviet Union. They are 
building up Communist governments and 
increasing the pressures on democratic 
governments all over the free world, at 
the same time that they are saying, 
“Give us your equipment and build up 
our economy.” It makes no sense what- 
soever. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Will the Senator yield 
further? 

Mr. DOMINICK. I am happy to yield. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. I have in my hand a 
book entitled “East-West Trade and 
United States Policy,” written by Mose 
L. Harvey. In this book, the author 
summarizes the arguments that have 
been made by those who propose that we 
sell to and buy from Russia. Here is how 
he summarizes the arguments made in 
favor of liberalization: 

Conditions have altered drastically since 
the restrictive system was established; it is 
now beyond Western capacity to affect sub- 
stantially communist (Soviet) military 
strength or economic development; in any 
event, Western Europe and Japan freely trade 
in goods other than items of direct mili- 
tary importance, and the communists can 
procure virtually anything they need from 
those sources; the only effect of continued 
U.S. restrictions is, therefore, to deny Ameri- 
can business a fair share of a lucrative mar- 
ket; further, the expansion of U.S. trade 
with the European communists would serve 
useful ends in that it would open the way 
for increased contacts, make for a relaxa- 
tion of tensions and lay foundations for 
better political relations, reduce the depend- 
ence of communist states on each other, en- 
courage greater communist concentration on 
the export industries, reduce communist 
self-sufficiency, help U.S. business and labor, 


and ease the U.S. balance of payments prob- 
lem. 


The most emphasized aspect of his 
summary of what the proponents of lib- 
eralized trade claim was that it would 
help to improve relations with Russia. 

For some 4 years now there has been 
a liberalization of trade; and I again ask 
the Senator from Colorado, what are the 
evidences of a purpose on the part of 
the Russians to collaborate with us in 
achieving peace around the world and 
living in peaceful coexistence? 

Mr. DOMINICK. There is absolutely 
not one iota of evidence to support that 
conclusion. Not only that, but the Secre- 
tary of Defense, Mr. McNamara, with 
whom I disagree on an enormous num- 
ber of points, has said flatly and em- 
phatically that there has been no change 
in the attitude of the Soviet Union and 
their intent to control the world. Presi- 
dent Johnson has said that there has 
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been no change in the objectives of the 
Soviet Union. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. When Hitler and Mus- 
solini began to develop their great 
strength, and when Japan developed its 
military power, is it not a fact that 
many of our people began to protest the 
sale of what were supposed to be non- 
strategic materials to the Fascist coun- 
tries fearing the dangers to our country 
in consequence of what materials we 
were selling to our enemies. Is it not also 
a fact that in World War II our men 
were giving of their lives and their bodies 
because of ammunition that had been 
made through the trade in which our 
country was engaging with Japan, Ger- 
many, and Italy? 

Mr. DOMINICK. The Senator is en- 
tirely correct. One would think that, hav- 
ing made that mistake once, we would 
not do it again. But we are doing it 
today, and our people are being killed 
every day in South Vietnam by material 
and equipment that has been provided 
through the Soviet Union. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. We are now indulging 
in the same evil practices of selling ma- 
terial to the Communist countries that 
we indulged in prior to World War II 
when we sold scrap iron, which was a 
nonstrategic material, to Japan. 

Mr. DOMINICK. The Senator is en- 
tirely correct, 

Mr. LAUSCHE. The Senator has iden- 
tified the many things that we are selling 
which are labeled as nonstrategic, but 
which can quickly be converted into 
strategic materials. 

Mr. DOMINICK The Senator is cor- 
rect. 

The Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
MunptT] made a very impressive speech 
last week on the same point concerning 
the need for us to become realistic inso- 
far as trade policies are concerned. 

It is our purpose to try to obtain a 
position by which we can try to per- 
suade this administration to take a re- 
alistic policy concerning this situation 
and not merely go on wishfully thinking 
that if we get a couple of bucks for what 
we are selling, we will be better off and 
the Soviets will be nice boys. There has 
been no indication that this will be the 
case. 

Mr, LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I 
compliment the Senator from Colorado 
for the very constructive presentation he 
is making to the Senate on the subject 
of East-West trade. 

Mr. DOMINICK. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DOMINICK. I yield. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I call at- 
tention to the April 24 speech of Leonid 
Brezhnev which the Committee on Gov- 
ernment Operations had reprinted, as 
“The Soviet View of NATO.” This was 
the subject of comment by Bernard 
Gwertzman and Crosby S. Noyes of the 
Washington Star. 

Mr. Noyes highlighted the admission 
of Communist Party Boss Brezhnev that 
the periods of “slackened international 
tension” are those in which the Com- 
munist movement in Europe has had its 
ripest picking. 

As the top Communist in Russia sees 
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it, and this relates directly to East-West 
trade and the easing of tensions envis- 
ioned therefrom, the lesson of the past 
war years is plain: 

It teaches in particular that the cold war 
and the confrontation of military blocs, the 
atmosphere of military threat, seriously 
hamper the activity of revolutionary demo- 
cratic (ie. Communist) forces. 

And conversely, the past few years have 
shown clearly that in conditions of slackened 
international tension, the pointer of the 
political barometer moves left . . the in- 
crease and the influence of West European 
Communist parties is most directly cor- 
related with a reduction in tension which 
has taken place in Europe. 


I think this bears out precisely the 
point that the distinguished Senator 
from Colorado is attempting to make to- 
day on the floor, that any way we want 
to look at it, the Soviet Union and com- 
munism has gained through these ex- 
changes. When tensions have been re- 
laxed, they have made their greatest 
gains. 

Is that the conclusion of the Senator? 

Mr. DOMINICK. The Senator is cor- 
rect. I appreciate the reference of the 
distinguished Senator from Wyoming to 
Brezhnev’s speech. 

Some time ago when we were dealing 
with the right of the World Bank, I be- 
lieve it was, to guarantee credit for wheat 
shipments made to Russia, Professor 
Nutter, of the University of Virginia, ap- 
peared before our committee. 

Professor Nutter put it in a nutshell, 
to coin a pun, when he said that there 
was the general impression that a fat 
Communist is better than a lean Com- 
munist, and that consequently, if we 
fatten them up, they will be happier 
people. However, the history of the Soviet 
Union in particular indicates that each 
and every time their economy is fat, that 
is the time when we face our worst trou- 
bles around the world. 

Consequently, the idea that by trade 
we will make them more amenable is 
wrong. It will simply increase their po- 
tential and willingness to create prob- 
lems. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, is it not 
a fact that when we sold wheat to Russia 
and the wheat was in the process of 
being delivered, it was established that 
Russia had transferred a part of that 
wheat to Cuba and to Egypt in order to 
fulfill its obligations to those two nations 
that are hostile to us, when, without the 
sale of our wheat, Russia could not have 
done so? 

Mr. DOMINICK. I am delighted that 
the Senator from Ohio has brought up 
that point. It is absolutely correct. 

This is one more indication of our try- 
ing to commit some kind of suicide. 

Mr. President, the proposal to co- 
operate with the Fiat Co. of Italy to 
help finance and equip the Soviet-Fiat 
automobile factory is a good exam- 
ple of high hopes taking precedence 
over facts. Last October the administra- 
tion announced that the United States 
is prepared to finance through our Ex- 
port-Import Bank the export of nearly 
$50 million worth of high-quality, pre- 
cision machine tools to equip this fac- 
tory. Forbes magazine estimated on Oc- 
tober 1, 1966, that— 
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Three-quarters of the machinery that Fiat 
installs for the Russians will come from the 
U.S. either directly or indircetly through Eu- 
ropean subsidiaries and licensees of Ameri- 
can firms. It will really be the United States 
that puts the Russians on wheels. 


The idea here is to sponsor and en- 
courage an “automobile boom” similar 
to the one that has caused so much 
change in our country. It is hoped that 
“putting the Russians on wheels” will 
result in the biggest alteration of the 
Russian society since 1917. But, in fact, 
we have no reason to expect that the 
automobiles produced in this factory 
would be available to the average Rus- 
sian citizen, On the contrary, on March 
1 of this year a report from the Central 
Intelligence Agency to the House Sub- 
committee on International Trade stated 
that the Soviets intend to produce cars 
for the Communist leaders, not the peo- 
ple. The report states: 

Essentially, the new Soviet program is de- 
signed to produce automobiles for the bu- 
reaucratic and managerial elite, not for the 
average citizen. 


The CIA estimates that 23 percent of 
all Soviet passenger automobiles pro- 
duced in 1967—a total of 54,000—will be 
exported to satellite states or to states 
that are nearly dominated by Russian 
influence. Is it not amazing that a total 
of 54,000 automobiles is all they pro- 
duced? Furthermore, according to the 
CIA estimates, this figure will increase 
to 250,000 by 1974; and 1974, inciden- 
tally, is the year when the proposed Fiat 
plant is scheduled to be in full produc- 
tion. 

Finally, the report states that— 

Within the next decade at least, the Soviet 
leadership not only has no plans to mass 
produce automobiles in imitation of the 
West, but would strenuously resist internal 
pressure to do so. 


So it would seem that those who have 
visions of massive traffic jams in Moscow 
and Russian citizens clamoring to “put 
a tiger in their tank” will have to wait 
a long time to see these dreams fulfilled. 

The Soviet citizen will continue to be 
denied an automobile until Soviet leaders 
decree they may have one, and Soviet 
Premier Kosygin’s speech to a meeting of 
the State Planning Committee on March 
19, 1965, outlined his thoughts pretty 
clearly. He said: 

Everything has been done to deprive even 
the leaders of big enterprises and organiza- 
tions the right to use passenger cars. Let 
the people ride only in busses. 


So, in this particular instance, we are 
asked to supply automobiles that would 
be used as incentives for the bureaucratic 
elite to increase their production of high 
priority defense and military materials. 
We are supplying automobiles that would 
be exported to satellite countries and 
used as propaganda to demonstrate the 
strength and versatility of the Soviet 
economy. Furthermore, as aptly pointed 
out in Senator Munprt’s recent dramatic 
speech on the same subject, automobile 
plants are easily and readily convertible 
into war plants. 

Mr. President, just so that I am not 
misunderstood, I would like to state 
again for the Recorp that I am not 
totally opposed to the expansion of trade 
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with the East. I am not unaware that 
such expansion might offer some sub- 
stantial benefits to the United States. 
But I am concerned that any expansion 
be based on intelligent, realistic poli- 
cies—policies that reflect what we have 
learned from experience in dealing with 
Eastern European nations, and not just 
a policy in search of the quick buck. 

Our experience should have taught us 
that substantial volume of trade with 
Communist countries will do little to 
ameliorate the enmity between the East 
and the West. The best example of this 
is the period of the 4 years of the lend- 
lease plan when the United States 
shipped $10 billion worth of goods to the 
Soviet Union. The effect on our relations 
with the Soviets was negligible; and 
what did we receive in return? Nothing. 
The Library of Congress has reported the 
following on Communist indebtedness 
to the United States: 

The question of the Soviet indebtedness 
to the United States on the World War II 
lend-lease credits is still open. The highest 
Soviet offer for the settlement of the uncon- 
sumed civilian-use commodities account has 
been $300 million, while the lowest United 
States asking figure has been $800 million. 

In addition, the Soviets have not as yet 
settled the question of 133 U.S. merchant 
ships and miscellaneous navy and army 
watercraft since the days of World War II. 


Mr. President, there is evidence that 
some of these ships—our ships—are be- 
ing used by the Soviets to transport goods 
to the Communist North Vietnamese 
troops. And yet, the Library of Congress 
goes on to say that— 

The Soviets have repeatedly demanded that 
negotiation aiming at the settling of these 
[lend-lease] financial questions involve also 
questions of trade concessions and financial 
credit. 


Here is an excellent example of Soviet 
reactions to extensive trade with the 
West. They have hedged on their finan- 
cial obligations, demanding further con- 
cessions from us, while at the same time 
using our ships to supply the North Viet- 
namese to whom they have pledged ex- 
tensive military and economic support. 

In order to be effective and in order 
for the United State to receive the maxi- 
mum benefit from trade with the East, 
our policies must demand political agree- 
ments as well as economic ones. In the 
past, our practiced policies have not 
stressed this, but our stated policies have 
come much closer. If we would enforce 
our stated objectives, the rest of the 
world would have greater respect for our 
Position, and we would make more cer- 
tain progress. These objectives, as stated 
by the Department of State, are: 

First, to prevent the Communists from 
extending their influence and domain; 
second, to achieve agreements and un- 
derstandings which reduce the danger of 
a devastating war; and third, to encour- 
age evolution within the Communist 
world toward national independence, 
peaceful cooperation, and open societies. 

Those are direct quotes from the De- 
partment of State. 

In short, there is a political quid pro 
quo built into our trade objectives. Un- 
fortunately, we have not enforced this; 
but there is no reason to call the objec- 
tives invalid and then open the floodgates 
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of East-West trade, ignoring political 
concessions. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr, DOMINICK. I yield. 

Mr. HANSEN. I am most impressed 
with the speech that is being delivered 
by the distinguished junior Senator from 
Colorado. It seems to me that inherent 
throughout the theme of his speech are 
some underlying observations and con- 
clusions that should shake us all. 

I am one of those who believe that 
Russia and China are conducting a war 
by proxy. 

The U.S.S.R. is buying world war at 
cut-rate prices, with only the most in- 
direct threat to Russia, herself. They 
supply the hardware while the battered 
and unfortunate guerrillas furnish the 
bodies. When the dust is settled, there 
may be fewer guerrillas left, but those 
still alive will constitute another satel- 
lite regime to live under the benevolent 
hand of Russian centralized planning 
and to form, eventually, another eco- 
nomic cow to be milked by Russia. 

It is also well to keep in mind the 
words of Hungarian Gen. L. Czinege, 
who boasted, “The weapons protecting 
Hanoi on that front had been designed 
and manufactured in Hungary.” 

I call attention to the fact that Russia 
is using martial law to control her peo- 
ple. The Russian Government has never 
learned how to manage its society, ex- 
cept under conditions of siege, real or 
simulated. This has made the matter of 
population control quite simple. All the 
state had to do is to enforce martial law 
within its borders, maintain total rule 
by decree, and everything else falls into 
line. Without the war psychosis, there 
would be no rationale in the minds of 
the Russian people for submitting to the 
dictatorial tenets of an only slightly mod- 
ified police state. 

I believe the Senator from Colorado 
has made a perfect case here this morn- 
ing for us to take a second hard look at 
the trade policies that this Government— 
the administration and the State De- 
partment—is urging we build up. The 
Senator has made an excellent case with 
respect to the hot war and the cold war. 

In talking about a hot war, there is 
ample evidence, as the Senator has so 
brilliantly pointed out this morning, that 
American servicemen are dying this 
minute in Vietnam, killed by weapons 
which are the direct result of the various 
forms of trade that we have fostered and 
encouraged with Communist satellite 
countries. 

We talk about the cold war tensions, 
and it has been amply demonstrated that 
in time of relaxed tension—as it is re- 
ferred to by those who argue for ex- 
panded East-West trade—communism 
has marked up some of its greatest ad- 
vances. 

I compliment the Senator from Colo- 
rado for his very incisive and most per- 
suasive comments. 

Mr. DOMINICK. I sincerely express 
my appreciation to the distinguished 
Senator from Wyoming. I am delighted 
with his response and with his analysis 
of this problem, which fits so closely with 
mine. 
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In closing, I simply wish to report some 
of the things that I believe we might ask 
for in terms of expansion of trade with 
the East—the political concessions I have 
talked about earlier. 

In future trade negotiations with the 
Soviet bloc, the United States should act 
on the assumption that all goods are 
strategic; and, even more important, 
demands could and should be included 
for such concessions as—and I use these 
only as examples: 

Payment or partial payment of lend- 
lease obligations. 

Liberalization of travel restrictions 
within the U.S.S.R., so that American 
citizens can travel around that country 
the way most Soviet citizens can travel 
around this country. 

Initial steps designed to increase the 
circulation of western literature and 
publications behind the Iron Curtain. 
This might include freedom of access by 
newspapermen and true reporting out of 
Communist countries, whether it be the 
Soviet Union, Czechoslovakia, Poland, or 
whatever. 

Increasing access through the Berlin 
Wall. 

Assistance in obtaining peace negotia- 
tions with North Vietnam, instead of 
using all our force to tie us up there while 
our people get murdered. 

Curtailment of aid to Castro’s Cuba 
while it exports aggression. With respect 
to this item, I point out that the Presi- 
dent recently reported that after Glass- 
boro—I cannot believe this—Mr. Kosygin 
went to Cuba to talk to Castro, to talk 
firmly with him about the fact that he 
should not export any more terrorism 
through Latin and South America, 

Mr. President, I cannot understand it. 
I cannot understand how he could make 
such a statement, but he did, and it was 
made publicly. The fact is that Kosygin 
went there to encourage Castro to in- 
crease pressure in Latin America and 
South America. I shall make a speech 
with regard to that matter next week. 
Incidentally, next month they are going 
to have a new meeting of the Tri-Conti- 
nental Congress, which plans the over- 
throw in Latin America and South 
America. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DOMINICK. I shall be happy to 
yield in just a moment. 

Mr. President, we might ask for free- 
dom of free world news coverage, or any 
number of other considerations which 
bear on the tensions which surround our 
relationship with the Eastern European 
states and the Soviet Union. 

Perhaps, Mr. President, in the face of 
such demands, the Soviets and some of 
the Eastern European states will decide 
they are no longer interested in building 
bridges with the West; but without 
these concessions, the cost for construct- 
ing these bridges will be ours and the toll 
booth will be on our side. 

Let us reaffirm that this generation of 
leaders is unwilling to exchange freedom 
for a mess of potage. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may proceed 
for 5 minutes. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I am very 
much afraid that the “mess of potage” 
which the distinguished Senator from 
Colorado mentioned as the only dividend 
we get from East-West trade at the pres- 
ent time is seriously stained with the 
blood of American soldiers. 

Mr, DOMINICK. There is no doubt 
about it. 

Mr. MUNDT. There is indeed no ques- 
tion about it. This war is being prolonged 
in Vietnam and our American casualties 
are being escalated by stepped-up ex- 
ports by Russia to the Communists in 
Hanoi of increasingly sophisticated 
weapons which certainly are adding to 
the growing lists of dead and wounded 
among our American forces. 

Mr. President, primarily I wish to con- 
gratulate the Senator from Colorado on 
a masterful presentation. I wish that his 
address could be read by every American. 
It deals with a completely unprecedented 
situation in American history. Never be- 
fore in the history of this Republic have 
we had a President, acting as Com- 
mander in Chief in time of war, en- 
couraging the exporters and war-time 
profiteers of this country to step up their 
shipments of supplies to the enemy, be- 
cause when supplies are shipped to Rus- 
sia, which are used as substitutes for 
other items to go to Hanoi, it is certainly 
trading with the enemy. 

Mr. President, I shall read the first 
two paragraphs of the speech by the 
Senator from Colorado in the event some 
Senators did not hear them. They come 
under the category in which we all find 
ourselves at times when we say, “I wish 
I had thought of that myself,” or “I wish 
I had said that.” 

Mr. President, administration pressures 
on Congress for trade expansion with the 
Communist-controlled countries of Eastern 
Europe, including the Soviet Union, multiply 
day by day. 


It is evident to anyone around the 
Senate these days that those pressures 
are being applied. I hope they fail, and 
I hope they fail in the first instance to 
provide $50 million from the American 
taxpayers to build a thinly disguised 
munitions plant along the Volga River in 
Communist Russia as an automobile 
plant to be run by Italians. 

I shall continue to read from the speech 
of the Senator from Colorado: 

It is indeed ironic and disheartening to 
hear many of our own industrialists parrot 
these suggestions at the very time when our 
men in Vietnam are being killed by Soviet 
weapons; when the Israelites are forced to 
fight for their existence against five nations, 
all armed by the Soviets; and Cuban terror- 
ists mount their attacks on Latin American 
governments with weapons and training 
financed by the Soviet Union. 

It is only fair to ask, Mr. President, whether 
this country has gone so far down the road 
of moral decay in search of the almighty 
dollar that we are willing to help build the 
economies of nations which are fighting us 
in every hemisphere. 


Mr. President, I wish those two para- 
graphs of the address of the distin- 
guished Senator from Colorado could be 
pasted in the board room of every Amer- 
ican exporting firm. I wish they could be 
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pasted on the front door of every inter- 
national bank in America. I wish they 
could be included in the textbooks, and 
especially all the books on economics, 
which are in use in our high schools, pri- 
vate schools, colleges, and universities. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Montoya in the chair). The time of the 
Senator has expired. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may proceed 
for 4 additional minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I applaud 
the significant contribution which the 
Senator from Colorado has made to the 
most important issue being debated in 
America today. 

Mr. President, I have had an exchange 
of letters with a distinguished South Da- 
kotan, who disagrees with the Senator 
from South Dakota about East-West 
trade. He honestly believes such trade 
would be helpful to the farmers of Amer- 
ica and it would help solve the distress of 
the American farmers. I recognize the 
good faith in which he wrote his letter, 
but I totally disagree with his hypothesis, 
and I have written him to that effect. I 
shall delete his name from the letter be- 
cause I do not want to embarrass him. I 
ask unanimous consent that the ex- 
change of letters may be printed in the 
Recorp, since I believe this correspond- 
ence will help point up the various issues 
involved in trading with the enemy in 
time of war. 


There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

JULY 14, 1967. 
Senator KARL MUNDT, 
Senate Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear SENATOR: I have noted with a great 
deal of interest your 15 minute television 
programs, various other press releases and 
particularly your last release where you were 
making a big issue out of the prospect of 
the United States exporting any kind of 
products to Russia or any communist coun- 
tries that could be in any way aiding the 
North Vietnamese. You particularly claim 
this is wrong in the moral sense. 

I can agree with you Senator, that if one 
looks hard enough and long enough he can 
argue the morality of about everything. If 
this were the only question involved I might 
have to agree with you, but you certainly 
are aware of the depressed prices of all 
farm products and that one of the reasons 
for depressed farm products is the losing of 
our foreign markets. Though I have heard 
you remark about depressed farm prices and 
that something should be done about them, 
many times as afore stated I have found 
your position at many times in variance 
with and contradictory of this objective. 

Certainly if the farm products prices to 
the farmer are to be raised, we must have 
ever enlarging markets, not only in the 
United States but over the world, and if 
there is any voice to be heard on this subject 
it will have to come from the farm state’s 
senators and representatives. 

So, I might say that I am a little more 
than just a little disappointed in your state- 
ments and positions when I feel that you 
should be using your great influence to help 
the greatest economically depressed class of 
people, the farmers, your constituents and 
people who have so loyally supported you. 

I am also more than mildly surprised 
when I consider the whole context of your 
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press releases, concerning the war in Viet- 
nam. I can almost see you hanging out of 
the President’s coat pocket, waving a flag and 
saying “Amen.” 

I have written very frankly and candidly 
because I have known you and considered 
you as a personal friend, not only to myself 
but also to the people of our state who de- 
pend upon you to carry the fight for the 
farmers’ fair share in our economy and all 
of those people that have a right to expect 
you to stand on your own two feet on the 
Vietnam situation. 

With best regards. 

Sincerely, 


P.S.: I have not written this letter as a 
Democrat, but as a person with a long per- 
sonal acquaintance with you and a fellow 
Republican, who is disappointed in another 
Republican, 

JULY 19, 1967. 
Mr. 
S. Dak. 

DEAR : This would indeed be a 
dreadfully dull world if all of us agreed with 
each other all of the time. Whenever the 
hour arrives when good friends cannot dis- 
agree at times without impairing their 
friendship or interrupting their cooperation, 
$ — going to start looking for another ca- 


reall of which is my way of saying, Walt, 
that I do appreciate very much your writing 
me as you did on July 14, giving me your 
thoughtful and candid comments concern- 
ing East-West trade, which, in this time of 
war, I prefer to identify as “trading with the 
enemy.” I think your observations go to the 
very heart of the case that is being made 
for expended trade with Communist coun- 
tries, and I want to deal first off in this letter 
with the persuasive point you make about 
how it is possible this type of trade may 
help improve farm prices for producers in 
a State like South Dakota and to relieve the 
very genuine economic distress in which they 
find themselves under the LBJ Administra- 
tion with farm prices ranging from 72 to 74 
percent of parity. 

Certainly and obviously, I want to do every- 
thing I can to relieve our distressed farmers 
and to provide them with a happier day and 
a better tomorrow. I have given this whole 
matter a great deal of thought and study 
over the past several years, and have fol- 
lowed very closely the manner in which our 
trade patterns have developed with the Com- 
munist countries of Eastern Europe. So that 
you may more fully understand my points of 
view, I would like to share with you some 
of my conclusions as a result of these exten- 
sive studies. 

First of all, when the Soviet Union—and 
other Communist countries associated with it 
or operating under its manda aks of 
expanding trade with the United States, it 
must be remembered that they are not speak- 
ing for greater and larger purchases of wheat, 
corn, and other American farm products for 
their own useage but rather they are seeking 
advanced technology and techniques which 
relate primarily to the expansion of their po- 
tential military industrial complex. When 
they do import farm products from us, which 
is seldom an occurrence and small in size, 
they do it primarily so that they can trans- 
ship these supplies or send substitutes for 
them to places like Cuba and Egypt where 
they seek to maintain military bastions and 
points of influence to the disadvantage and 
distress of the United States. Primarily, how- 
ever, the Soviet importers seek other supplies 
than American foodstuffs or farm products. 

The Soviet leaders have a way of driving 
their points home pretty hard when they 
discuss expanding this so-called “East-West 
trade.” For example, on March 7, 1967, the 
President of Amtorg, which is, as you know, 
the Soviet government’s import-export or- 
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ganization in the United States, Mr. Malov, 
before a large group of American business- 
men assembled in New York City by the 
American Management Association, made it 
abundantly clear that they are not inter- 
ested in buying raw materials and consumer 
goods except if they are useful in releasing 
the industrial complex of the USSR for mak- 
ing consumer end products so the industrial 
complex can be concentrated on fabricating 
the munitions of war. 

Mr. Malov, on that occasion, issued an ul- 
timatum to his audience stating that if 
American businessmen were to have any fur- 
ther expansion of trade with the Soviet bloc 
they would have to work for the abolition 
of the Export Control Act. He additionally 
made it clear that the United States should 
be prepared to ship all the items now pro- 
hibited for export because of their strategic 
nature if they desired to open wider the 
channels of trade with the Soviet Union and 
its satellites. 

The record shows that over the past half 
century, with few exceptions, the Com- 
munist government of Russia, under all its 
various leaders, has consistently de-empha- 
sized the purchase of grains, meats, and other 
farm products in favor of the purchase of 
equipment and supplies designed to expand 
the Communist heavy industry. This, of 
course, has at times worked a great hardship 
on the Soviet people. In fact, during the 
Stalin regime, the agriculture sector was con- 
sistently exploited, notwithstanding the 
heavy demand for food products, in order to 
acquire foreign currencies and imported 
products with which to develop the Soviet 
industry and its capacity to manufacture the 
implements. 

From our point of view, living in a State 
as we do which is so predominately oriented 
to agriculture products, we should remem- 
ber that the Soviet Union has been and is 
increasingly becoming a competitor in the 
sale or barter of wheat, grains, and other 
raw materials, such as timber and fur, in 
the markets of the world. From our own 
economic interest, I would agree that if we 
are to trade with them at all we would be 
far better advised to sell them grains and 
farm products as opposed to the fertilizer 
plants and products, the phosphate mining 
equipment, and the insecticides and pesti- 
cides, which latter products are in fact those 
being primarily sold to the Soviet Union 
when they import anything in the agricul- 
ture area. These products and others de- 
signed to increase production on the farm 
have resulted in the fact that the Soviet 
grain yield per acre has increased from 5 to 
12 bushels per acre in the past several years. 
Thus, in the field of agriculture, as in the 
field of industry, it is primarily the imports 
which expand production, increase yield, and 
update the end products which are desired 
by our would-be customers in Russia. 

I think the fact that the Communist coun- 
tries prefer items of this type when they buy 
from us is well established in the listing of 
exports reported in the attached statement 
released by the Department of Commerce. 
In this report, you will note the heavy con- 
centration of non-agricultural products 
which are being purchased by Eastern Europe 
and the Soviet Union. 

I would now like to share with you two 
other facts which our studies down here con- 
vince me are irrefutable. 

The first is that the Communist countries 
have a poor record with respect to honoring 
past debts, which leads me to doubt that any 
type of sales, other than those for cash, are 
likely to be rewarding to American exporters 
except when credits are guaranteed by the 
Export-Import Bank in which case I am 
afraid the average taxpayer will wind up hav- 
ing to pay a large portion of these Com- 
munist debts. In that connection, I am 
greatly disturbed by the President’s proposal 
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to finance $50 million worth of purchases 
for the automobile plant which is being 
planned, and which he has recommended, in 
conjunction with the Fiat Company for in- 
stallation on the Volga River site. To me, 
it is difficult to understand the wisdom of 
extending this credit in light of the fact that 
the Soviet Union still owes the United States 
some $11 billion for lend-lease credits. A 
large portion of that amount results from 
the export, not of World War II military 
equipment, utilized when we were fighting 
together as allies against Hitler, but of val- 
uable industrial equipment which this coun- 
try provided at the end of World War II to 
aid the reconstruction of the Soviet Com- 
munist economy. 

Our government has bent over backwards 
to negotiate the settlement of this loan to 
the point that we have indicated we would 
accept payment in the amount of some $800 
million in lieu of the full reimbursement. 
Even so, the Soviet Union adamantly refuses 
to pay any portion of this legitimate debt 
while it seeks additional credit from United 
States shippers and/or taxpayers. 

Just as you and I would be reluctant to 
loan $100, to a neighbor or a friend who, 
having borrowed from us in the past, stead- 
fastly fails to repay the interest or the prin- 
cipal on an earlier loan, I think Uncle Sam 
should be equally prudent in protecting what 
is left of our American fiscal stability. 

The foregoing would, in my opinion, be 
sufficient reason to give pause to any ideas 
of expanding trade to Communist Russia 
and her satellite countries. I do, however, 
want to make the second point alluded to 
earlier in this letter. 

It is the utter truth that since 1961, Com- 
munist Russia has been more aggressive in 
the foreign arena and has hammered harder 
our interests abroad and at our national se- 
curity than at any other time in our history. 
Through its partner in crime, Cuba, for ex- 
ample, there is hardly a country in the West- 
ern Hemisphere that is not suffering from 
Communism, perpetrated by so-called 
“soldiers for liberation,” trained and armed 
by Cubans and at times actually comprised 
of Cubans. Intelligence sources here express 
grave concern over the fact that at least 
three of our Latin American Republics are 
highly insecure in their ability to withstand 
the efforts of these Communist conspirators, 
and you are of course aware that without the 
support of Russian funds, Russian machin- 
ery, Russian foodstuff, and Russian military 
equipment, Castro’s Cuba would be very 
fortunate to endure at all to say nothing of 
having the capacity and the means to ex- 
port its trouble-makers and its arms to dis- 
sident groups throughout the lower half 
of the Western Hemisphere. It is in this gen- 
eral area that I come up with my conviction 
that it is indeed “morally wrong” for us to 
export products to Russia and its satellite 
countries under the conditions which prevail 
today. It is particularly wrong, in a moral 
as well as, in my opinion, from a national 
security standpoint, for us to be exporting 
more than 440 different types of items to 
Russia at the time the USSR is supplying vir- 
tually all of the petroleum and all of the 
sophisticated weapons to our enemy in 
Hanoi. The enclosed speech, which I deliv- 
ered on the floor of the Senate last Thurs- 
day, is probably far too long for you to want 
to read, but in it I point out how my support 
of the President's announced determination 
not to accept defeat in Vietnam in this 5th 
year of the war is related to that objective 
alone and is subject to a number of criti- 
cisms which I have been making for several 
years over his conduct of the war, and— 
even more especially, over his associated dip- 
lomatic and economic trade policies. 

In my view, withdrawing from Vietnam in 
this late stage and a subjecting ourselves to 
the first military defeat in America’s history, 
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would jeopardize world peace for the rest of 
our lives. It would also shoot us out of the 
saddle of world leadership at a time when 
no other country in the free world is able 
and equipped to assume this unwanted role. 
It would mean that we would be giving away 
the freedom of millions of people in what 
was formerly Indo-China, since Ho Chi Minh 
has made it abundantly clear that he intends 
to communize all of the lands formerly under 
French colonial control. It would mean the 
early loss of Cambodia and Laos to the Com- 
munists and the immediate tragedy of Com- 
munist conquest of Thailand, which is sup- 
plying troops for our side of the fighting and 
has made this entire area available for Amer- 
ican air bases and American logistic support 
in this war. It would remove from China, at 
the very time she is developing techniques 
to use the high nuclear bomb she is now 
stockpiling, any threat of resistance or attack 
in the Southeast. Additionally, it is my belief 
that witnessing the great United States suf- 
fering defeat from the north half of a divided 
non-industrialized country like Vietnam 
would cause neutral and uncommitted coun- 
tries around the world to move into the 
Communist camp since little fellows seldom 
select the protection of big fellows who are 
losers. 

All of us are, of course, discouraged and 
distressed by the way the war is being fought 
in Vietnam. It is indeed a heavy price for 
our fellow junior citizens to pay in trying 
to put back together conditions which will 
move in the direction of a permanent peace 
instead of setting the stage for early and new 
Communist military aggression. 

I think that LBJ has handled his war 
responsibilities very badly through injecting 
too many political restraints on our very able 
military leaders and manpower in Vietnam. 
I think diplomatic tactics have been highly 
productive to convince Ho Chi Minh to be- 
lieve that we are so badly hurting in this 
war that we are willing to accept almost any 
type of negotiation and from this miscon- 
ception Ho Chi Minh and his advisors con- 
clude that at some given point we are likely 
to quit our effort, admit defeat, head for 
home, and let the future of the Far East be 
determined by the Communists. Most of all, 
however, I resent and deplore the President’s 
trade policy, whereby he encourages the ship- 
ment of American supplies to Russia and its 
satellites at a time when, without her mili- 
tary aid to Ho Chi Minh, I am completely 
convinced this war would have long ago 
been over. I believe that if Russian aid of 
North Vietnam would have stopped today, 
Ho Chi Minh would be compelled to come to 
the negotiating table and the war would be 
over before Christmas of this year. I am com- 
pletely convinced that every consumer item 
that we send the Russians, every piece of 
equipment, every tank of commercial chemi- 
cals, every machine tool, and every other 
item so desperately required by her civilian 
economy that she is willing to purchase it 
from the United States has the immediate 
result of relieving manpower, machinery, 
equipment, and material from the fabri- 
cating of consumer goods to the manufactur- 
ing of the implements of war which Russia 
is increasingly sending not only to North 
Vietnam but to Cuba and to Egypt and to 
other areas of dissension as well. Since I want 
this war to end successfully as soon as pos- 
sible, I must hold to the conviction that one 
good way to move in that direction is to 
take the steps required to shut off as much 
as possible of Russia’s capacity to supply the 
fuel and the weapons which make it possible 
for the war to continue. 

I write you at this length, Walter, not in 
an effort to convert you to the convictions 
which I hold but to give you the full picture 
as I see it. In these tricky times, none of us 
can afford to be too categorical and definite 
in our conclusions and convictions at any 
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one period of time, and I do want you to 
know that I appreciate the thoughtful com- 
ments contained in your letter of July 14. 
With best wishes and kindest personal 
regards, I am, 
Cordially yours, 
Karu E. MUNDT, 
U.S. Senator. 


Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I wish 
to express appreciation for the warm and 
cordial reception my speech received 
from the distinguished Senator from 
South Dakota. It is encouraging to me 
that we have such allies in this matter, 
and I hope that we will be able to create 
sufficient interest in the American peo- 
ple so that the feelings of the American 
people will come through to the admin- 
istration. I do not believe that is hap- 
pening now. All we hear are statements 
with regard to the quick buck. 

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I wish to 
congratulate my colleague on the speech 
he has just given in connection with 
East-West trade. His speech was fair and 
objective. He has raised many questions 
in his speech, but I think there is one 
thing that he has done today in his 
speech which will be of more lasting 
significance than any of the individual 
points raised. He has laid out a clear 
case for going slow, and causing America 
to look at the realities of East-West 
trade, and not just look at the fast buck. 

In my opinion, the long-lasting effect 
of the speech will be, and it should be, 
to cause those who are running down 
the path so fast to endorse East-West 
trade to pull up and take stock, and that 
these same people are going to have to 
justify before the people of America 
their concept of what amounts to full 
East-West trade with the Communist 
bloc. In other words, in my opinion, the 
speech puts the proponents of this con- 
cept on the defensive. 

We have talked about consular treaties 
and building bridges. I voted for the 
consular treaty. 

Mr. DOMINICK. I did also. 

Mr. ALLOTT. As did my colleague. We 
both felt that there was a need to try to 
reach out and create whatever bridges 
we could. We thought this would be one 
slight way that would be of advantage 
to the United States. 

I wish to ask my colleague the follow- 
ing question. Is it not true that the con- 
sular treaty has not been ratified by 
Russia, despite the fact that we agreed 
to it some time ago? 

Mr. DOMINICK. The Senator is 
correct. 

Mr. ALLOTT. Since the Senate ratified 
the consular treaty we have had the war 
in the Near East perpetrated by the 
United Arab Republic. We have had a 
resumption of that war by the United 
Arab Republic. 

Mr. MUNDT. And armed by Russia. 

Mr. ALLOTT. And there has been sub- 
sequent rearming of the United Arab 
Republic by Soviet Russia. 

Mr. DOMINICK. The Senator is ab- 
solutely correct. 

Mr. ALLOTT. So that in our attempt 
to build bridges we have to do as my 
colleague ably pointed out: Demand a 
sense of realism. There are two parts to 
building bridges: the economic part, and 
the political part. 
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Until our President and the State De- 
partment realize this as the United 
States will be pursuing a blind path, one 
which in my opinion, can only bring us 
inevitably into more difficult times. 

My colleague has ably pointed out, as 
did the Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
MonprT] recently, that the many critical 
materials going to Russia in all prob- 
ability are being used directly against 
us in the war in Vietnam and in many 
other areas. But there is also the sig- 
nificant aspect that there is nothing we 
can trade with Russia which will not 
free her economy, in one respect or an- 
other, so that she can put more effort 
into the exportation of communism, 
whether it be in North Vietnam, in the 
Near East, or in Latin America through 
Cuba. 

Thus, I believe that my distinguished 
colleague has posed a great challenge 
in his speech, a challenge which cannot 
go unanswered by those who seek further 
expansion of East-West trade. 

Mr. DOMINICK. I sincerely appreciate 
those comments. I know how strongly 
my distinguished colleague feels on this 
subject, and how carefully he has gone 
into it. I was thinking, during this collo- 
quy, that probably one of the reasons why 
people do not quite understand the at- 
titude on East-West trade is that they 
feel it is obviously going to be trade 
between private citizens, such as we have 
in this country or as we would have 
if we were trading with Western Europe. 

What they forget is that we cannot 
trade with any Communist-controlled 
except through a Communist-controlled, 
government run corporation. There is no 
trade between private citizens and out- 
siders. Consequently what we are doing 
is simply building up Communist orga- 
nizations. We are not getting down to 
the people at all. That, I think is one of 
the great problems. 

Mr. ALLOTT. If I may add one com- 
ment in conclusion, I think that anyone 
who thinks, when we trade with Bulgaria, 
Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia, Poland, or 
Hungary, or any other Eastern European 
Communist nation in strategic or semi- 
strategic materials, that there is any dif- 
ference in that than trading with Russia 
itself, they are radically fooling them- 
selves. There is no difference, as the re- 
sults throughout the world so clearly 
demonstrate. 

I thank my colleague very much for 
yielding to me. 

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I yield 
the floor. 


ORDER OF BUSINESS 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under the 
previous order, the Senator from Wyo- 
ming [Mr. Hansen] is recognized for 20 
minutes. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi- 
dent, will the Senator from Wyoming 
yield to me for three unanimous-consent 
requests? 

Mr. HANSEN. I am happy to yield to 
the Senator from West Virginia for that 
purpose. 

Mr. BYRD or West Virginia. I thank 
the Senator from Wyoming. 


19645 
COMMITTEE MEETING DURING 
SENATE SESSION 


On request of Mr. Byrp of West Vir- 
ginia, and by unanimous consent, the 
Committee on Government Operations 
was authorized to meet during the ses- 
sion of the Senate today. 


ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF 
THE SENATOR FROM OHIO—MR. 
YOUNG 


Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I ask unanimous consent that at 
the close of the remarks of the distin- 
guished Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
Hansen], the Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
Youne] be permitted to speak for 20 
minutes, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


RECOGNITION OF THE SENATOR 
FROM VIRGINIA—MR. BYRD—TO 
SPEAK FOR 5 MINUTES 


Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I ask unanimous consent that at 
the conclusion of the remarks made by 
the Senator from Ohio [Mr. Youne], the 
distinguished Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
ie be permitted to speak for 5 min- 
utes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF SEN- 
ATOR HOLLAND 


Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Wyoming yield? 

Mr. HANSEN. I yield. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I un- 
derstand that two special requests have 
been granted for time for speeches, to 
come after the remarks made by the 
distinguished Senator from Wyoming. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator is correct. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I ask unanimous con- 
sent that following those two periods, I 
be recognized to speak for 30 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


AMERICAN OWNED LEND-LEASE 
SHIPS SUPPLY OUR ENEMY 


Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, recently 
there has been much controversy con- 
cerning the so-called detente between the 
United States and Russia. There has 
been a great deal of discussion about the 
bridgebuilding efforts between our coun- 
try and the Soviet Union—especially as 
such efforts relate to East-West trade. 

Last Thursday and again today, 
speeches were delivered on the Senate 
floor on this subject. Last week Senator 
Monopr presented a powerful and com- 
prehensive analysis of the problems in- 
volved in East-West trade and the un- 
tenable nature of this type of assistance 
to the Soviet Government. And today my 
distinguished colleague from Colorado, 
Senator Dominick, has further docu- 
mented what is quickly becoming a fan- 
tastic indictment of the policy of this 
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administration—a policy that allows the 
U.S. Government to aid, via trade, a 
government that is supporting, both fi- 
nancially and militarily, the very coun- 
try against whom we are waging war in 
the Far East. I want to associate myself 
with the remarks of Senators DOMINICK 
and Munpr and commend them for their 
forthright statements. 

I would like to discuss today another 
example of the confusion and duplicity 
that has apparently become a part of 
our foreign policy. I was shocked to learn 
as I did last month that some of the ships 
being used by the Soviet Union to supply 
North Vietnam are legally owned by the 
United States. 

Ships designed and manufactured in 
the United States are being used to de- 
liver to Hanoi a part of an alleged 80 per- 
cent of the war goods used to fight 
against our boys in Vietnam. 

What are the facts that would lead to 
such a ludicrous situation? What is the 
background to such a potentially em- 
barrassing state of affairs? 

Let us look back over a quarter of a 
century to June 11, 1942. The United 
States had been at war with Japan for 
6 months. Our losses to the German 
submarine effort were tremendous. Our 
forces in the Pacific were struggling back 
from the disaster at Pearl Harbor. On 
that June day the Governments of the 
United States and Russia signed a pre- 
liminary agreement To the end of lay- 
ing the bases of a just and enduring 
world peace securing order under law to 
themselves and all nations.” 

The United States agreed to continue 
to supply the Government of the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics with such 
defense articles, defense services, and de- 
fense information as the President of the 
United States of America shall authorize 
to be transferred or provided, In turn 
Russia agreed to contribute to the defense 
of the United States of America and the 
strengthening thereof. 

Thus was born Russian-American 
lend-lease. From that day until the end 
of the war on V-J Day, 1945, the United 
States furnished approximately $10.8 bil- 
lion worth of lend-lease assistance to the 
Soviet Union. 

Part of that assistance left America’s 
shores in the form of 84 merchant ships 
and 48 miscellaneous army and navy 
watercraft. Among them were the ships 
now being used in Vietnam. 

They are the ships that were used in 
Korea against American troops fighting 
there in 1951-53. 

They are ships used by the Russians in 
Cuba in 1961-62. 

American ships owned by the U.S. Gov- 
ernment, yet flying the Russian flag and 
manned by Russian crews, are today be- 
ing used to deliver weapons of war to 
North Vietnam. 

“To the end of laying the bases of a 
just and enduring world peace securing 
order under law . . .” were the words of 
the lend-lease agreement. Strange words 
in the light of the use to which the 
Soviets have put our ships. 

But there were other provisions in that 
agreement. Article V stated that: 

The Government of the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics will return to the United 
States of America at the end of the present 
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emergency, as determined by the President 
of the United States of America, such defense 
articles transferred under this Agreement as 
shall not have been destroyed, lost or con- 
sumed and as shall be determined by the 
President to be useful in the defense of the 
United States of America or of the Western 
Hemisphere or to be otherwise of use to the 
United States of America. 


On October 15, 1945, Russia signed an 
agreement in which she undertook to pay 
for undelivered lend-lease articles which 
were in production or in storage in the 
U.S. after V-J Day. This she has contin- 
ued to do as of July 1, 1966. 

But she refused to pay for items de- 
livered prior to the ending of hostilities, 
even though it was “the policy and prac- 
tice of the United States to require pay- 
ment—only—for lend-lease goods in the 
possession of other countries at V-J Day 
which were of a civilian type useful in the 
peacetime economy of the recipient 
country.” 

The United States estimated the value 
of such items as being $2.6 billion, ex- 
cluding the cost of the ships. While the 
United States continually lowered the 
dollar amount of its demand for pay- 
ment, the Russian offer never was suffi- 
cient to warrant settlement. 

In 1952 the United States rejected the 
Soviets token offer of $300 million. 

Meetings were resumed on January 11, 
1960, but there was no common ground 
for the negotiations for Russia demanded 
what the United States was unwilling to 
give—most favored nation’s trade agree- 
ment. The last meeting to discuss lend- 
lease settlement was held 2 weeks later, 
on January 27, 1960. 

The part that the 84 ships played in 
those negotiations was made public in 
September 1962 by Under Secretary of 
State George W. Ball testifying before 
the House Select Committee on Export 
Control: 

Several years ago, I think in 1947 or 1948, 
there was a negotiation with the Soviet Un- 
ion looking toward a complete settlement of 
lend-lease accounts. In the course of that 
settlement, an offer was made by the U.S. 
Government to sell the ships that had been 
made available under lend-lease to the Soviet 
Government for an amount of $33 million, 
or some sum of that sort. This broke down, 
not because of the unwillingness of the So- 
viet Union to pay that amount, but because 
the offer was a part of the total package for 
the settlement of all the lend-lease arrange- 
ments between the U.S. Government and the 
Soviet Union. This negotiation did not result 
in an agreement which the two governments 
could settle on. 

As a result of that, the U.S. Government 
subsequently withdrew the offer it had made 
for the sale of the ships to the Soviet Union 
for $33 million. 


As to the status of the ships, Mr. Ball 
stated: 

The legal position of the ships remains, 
therefore, that they are subject to the provi- 
sions of the lend-lease master agreements 
made with the Soviet Government provid- 
ing that at the request of the U.S. Govern- 
ment the Soviet Government should return 
the ships on the decision by the U.S. Govern- 
ment. 


As an aside, Mr. President, I might 
point out that, according to further tes- 
timony by Mr. Ball in 1962, “three of 
these lend-lease vessels have called at the 
Cuban port.” 
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We still own the lend-lease ships. 

As one source in the State Department 
informed me: 

We own the ships and we gave them (Rus- 
sia) what we call “delivery certificates.” 


These are the only documents the U.S.S.R. 
has. 


When asked if the United States would 
be within its rights to demand back the 
ships under the terms of the signed 
agreements, the State Department ad- 
mitted that we would be within our 
rights. 

Our legal position—the legal status of 
those ships—has not changed. 

I have been informed that in 1951 the 
United States asked, per the preliminary 
agreement signed in 1942, for the re- 
turn of the lend-lease ships. The Soviet 
Government replied, however, that ac- 
cording to article V, the existence of 
“need” was required for the return of the 
ships. They then quoted certain U.S. 
documents which revealed the United 
States to be a surplus merchant marine 
nation. 

Ignoring the ridiculous aspect of al- 
lowing another nation to determine for 
us what our need might be, it should be 
pointed out that we are no longer a mer- 
chant marine power. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HANSEN. I yield. 

Mr. MUNDT. I would like to say, as one 
who has studied and researched the 
East-West trade problem for several 
years, and who at one time offered an 
amendment, which was adopted, to do 
something about curtailing it, that the 
Senator from Wyoming deserves the con- 
gratulations of every American citizen 
for having disclosed something which 
has not previously been discussed. That 
is the startling fact that, while we send 
out notices of protest to the Greeks, the 
British, and other so-called friendly 
powers who are sending their ships to the 
harbor of Haiphong to deliver Russian 
weapons to the fighting forces that are 
shooting at American boys, we certainly 
do not go into the court of world opinion 
with clean hands when, as a matter of 
fact, American ships which, under lend- 
lease, we made available to the Russians, 
and as to which we have a right to insist 
on immediate payment or return of the 
ships, are actually carrying the supplies 
which Russians get from American ex- 
porters to send or transship to Haiphong 
to supply Ho Chi Minh with what he 
needs to kill American boys. 

To me that is one of the most startling 
spectacles in American history. 

I sometimes wonder how we can be 
involved in this war, drafting boys, send- 
ing them overseas, urging Americans to 
accept the quick adoption of a new tax 
bill—which is mislabeled, in my opinion, 
as a war tax—and at the same time sit 
idly by while our own ships, under Rus- 
sian flags, carry the supplies or the sub- 
stitutes for the supplies we sell at a fancy 
profit to the Russians through the har- 
bor at Haiphong to arm and assist the 
enemy that kills our boys. 

I believe that this administration owes 
the American public a state paper of some 
kind, setting forth clearly how it ration- 
alizes that kind of inconsistent and, to 
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me, entirely incredible conduct in time 
of war. 

I salute the Senator from Wyoming for 
his diligence in bringing out this star- 
tling fact, which I hope will be portrayed 
in every newspaper of America. I know it 
is a little hard to get criticism of East- 
West trade very widely published in the 
American press. But it will be in the 
Recorp. Weekly editors who do not re- 
ceive the wire services will get it, at least, 
and I hope will prominently report what 
I think is a most startling piece of news: 
American boys being killed in Vietnam 
with American supplies shipped in Amer- 
ican ships under a Russian flag, without 
our Government taking the corrective 
action it has the power to take before 
sundown tonight, because those ships 
were paid for and rightly belong to the 
American taxpayers. Surely, they never 
expected they were to be used for in- 
creasing our American casualties in Viet- 
nam. 

Again I congratulate the Senator from 
Wyoming. 

Mr. HANSEN. I commend the Senator 
from South Dakota for giving great em- 
phasis to what I think is a very valid 
point, that should be of concern to every 
American. It is certainly of significance 
to those gallant Americans who are 
fighting in Vietnam, that they shoud be 
faced with the incredible fact that they 
are being cut down with weapons of war 
transported in ships that have been 
owned by their own country. 

Mr, MUNDT. Does the Senator from 
Wyoming not agree that the least we 
have the right to expect from the Pres- 
ident of the United States is a statement 
by him as to what rationale, what con- 
ceivable reason, what possible logic is in- 
volved in making it easier for our enemy 
to obtain supplies to kill our American 
boys? Does not the President owe at least 
that much to the mothers and fathers 
of America whose sons are fighting for 
freedom in Vietnam? 

Mr. HANSEN. I do indeed agree with 
the distinguished Senator from South 
Dakota that his question should be asked 
and should be answered. 

According to a speech by L. Eldon 
James, national commander of the Amer- 
ican Legion, given Sepember 29, 1965: 

Between 1954 and 1960 the U.S. Merchant 
Marine decreased 310,000 tons a year while 
the Soviet Union’s fleet increased 450,000 
tons annually, In 1961, 1962 and 1963 we 
dropped 500,000 tons. During the same time, 
Russia added one million tons of vessels of 
the latest design. 


Certainly this could be deemed a sig- 
nificant need on our part. Certainly this 
would be ample evidence of the need for 
a return of these American ships. But 
allow me to quote Commander James 
once more: 

For years a number of voices have been 
raised to caution our defense leaders that we 
cannot rely on foreign powers for help dur- 
ing wartime. None of these voices can speak 
as eloquently as thousands of tons of ma- 
terial destined for Viet Nam piled up on a 
Long Beach pier and another 10,000 tons 
partially loaded on a foreign flag vessel in 
Tacoma while men of a different nationality, 
and with no allegiance or ties to our country, 
decide that they will not carry American 
goods to Viet Nam. 
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So while the United States struggles 
under an inadequate merchant marine 
to get defense goods to Vietnam, Russia 
uses American ships to supply North 
Vietnam with rocket installations, anti- 
aircraft, airplanes, tanks, coastal guns, 
warships, and other items. 

Meanwhile our Government takes no 
action. Meanwhile our Government aids 
the Soviet economy with shipments of 
“peaceful goods.” Meanwhile our Gov- 
ernment allows a foreign hostile power 
to use against us ships which are legally 
ours. 

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield at that point? 

Mr. HANSEN. I yield. 

Mr. DOMINICK. I wish to congratu- 
late the Senator from Wyoming upon 
emphasizing that particular point. It is 
inconceivable to me that we would per- 
mit such a state of affairs to continue. 
Yet it is my understanding that the State 
Department has done nothing in recent 
years to try to get those ships back. Am I 
correct in that understanding? 

Mr. HANSEN. As I understand, it has 
been several years since any attempt has 
been made. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s 10 minutes have expired. 

Mr. DOMINICK. I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the Senator from Wyoming 
may proceed for another 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Colorado? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOMINICK. I wish also to ask the 
Senator whether, when he refers in his 
speech to “peaceful goods” which we 
send to Russia—I note that he has the 
words in quotation marks—whether he 
refers to the “peaceful goods” upon which 
I commented this morning, which in- 
clude propellers, ammunition, rocket 
motors, and a variety of things which 
can be of direct military use, and yet are 
labeled as nonstrategic. 

Mr. HANSEN. I do indeed include those 
items. The distinguished Senator from 
Colorado called our attention, in his 
brilliant speech earlier in the day, to the 
fact that those peaceful goods include a 
whole area of the arsenal of war. I be- 
lieve the Senator mentioned, among 
other things, did he not, that some of the 
navigational instruments which have 
been so successful in hurting us in Viet- 
nam could quite probably have been the 
direct result of our East-West trade? 

Mr. DOMINICK, That is exactly cor- 
rect. I again congratulate the Senator 
from Wyoming. I think he is performing 
a most beneficial and constructive service 
in the speech he is now making. 

Mr. HANSEN. I thank the distin- 
guished Senator. 

On March 23, of this year, Representa- 
tive MELVIN Larrp, of Wisconsin, de- 
livered a speech on the floor of the House 
concerning Soviet aid to North Vietnam. 
In the context of his speech were printed 
excerpts from the Ty’godnik morski— 
Maritime weekly, a weekly publication of 
the Polish shipping industry, which listed 
Soviet and Polish ships serving Haiphong. 
Five of those ships were made in the 
United States, three of those five were 
lend-lease ships—still unpaid for, still 
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belonging to the United States. They 
were: 

The Voykov: American name: Samuel 
Langley—transferred February 9, 1943. 

The Suchan: American name: Jose Sepul- 
veda—transferred May 15, 1943. 

The Kubyshev: American name: Hama- 
kua—transferred January 2, 1945. 


Mr. President, the U.S. Government is 
in possession of certificates of receipt 
which prove beyond a doubt the legality 
of the American claim to those ships. 
The agreement we signed with Russia in 
1942 is further testimony to the legiti- 
macy of our claim. The Under Secretary 
of State has testified that those ships 
are ours. 

There is no excuse for allowing the 
Russian Government the use of Ameri- 
can ships for hostile acts. The blame for 
inaction in this area rests not only with 
the State Department. As one source in- 
formed me, “the kind of decision that 
we are talking about would be a White 
House decision.“ 

Mr. President, it is time that we over- 
come our enthusiasm over the supposed 
détente between Russia and the United 
States and enacted policies in keeping 
with the cold hard facts. 

Russia is aiding the North Vietnamese 
and she is doing it with ships legally 
owned by the United States—ships de- 
signed and manufactured by American 
men and women, loaned to Russia in war- 
time to the end of achieving peace, and 
now as in the past used by the Russian 
Government to deliver materiel for the 
purpose of killing American boys. 

The mothers, wives, and children of 
our men dead in Vietnam can take little 
comfort that the weapon which killed 
their loved one reached Vietnam in an 
American ship. 

Mr. President, it is time that action 
be taken. 

As the Senator from South Dakota 
pointed out, the Soviet Government has 
delivered $510 million dollars worth of 
military aid to North Vietnam since 
August 1953. Some of those supplies 
were carried in American ships. And 
while the administration may attempt 
to rationalize her nonmilitary trade 
with Russia as an exercise in bridge 
bridge building, it cannot explain away 
the lack of action in regard to these 
lend-lease ships. 

The State Department points out that 
it would rather avoid the embarrass- 
ment of demanding those ships back—as 
the document we signed provides. It 
wishes to maintain the bridges that we 
have been building between the United 
States and the Soviet Union. 

I point out, Mr. President, that the 
only bridges we are maintaining by not 
demanding those ships back, are the 
bridges from Moscow to Hanoi—the 
bridges over which have moved the 
guns, munitions, and rockets that have 
killed Americans in the steaming jungles 
of Vietnam and in the dangerous skies 
over the north. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HANSEN. I yield. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I am 
afraid that, unless the Senate or the 
House, or both are successful in stop- 
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ping President Johnson’s proposal that 
the Export-Import Bank finance with 
American taxpayers’ dollars the con- 
struction of a new automobile plant in 
Russia to be operated by the Italians, 
very soon the automobile plant will be 
diverted to turning out tanks and trucks 
and other munitions of war which will 
even more greatly crowd the traffic run- 
ning from Moscow to Hanoi. 

Mr. HANSEN. I thank the distin- 
guished Senator from South Dakota for 
his statement. 

There can be little question about the 
sincerity of the statement made by the 
Senator. All we have to do is to look back 
into the forties to see where we turned 
in American industry, when we needed 
tanks, trucks, and planes. We went to 
the automobile manufacturers. 

There can be no doubt at all that if a 
country wants to build a military ma- 
chine, it is precisely the kind of tools 
that we are making available to Russia 
through the Fiat deal that would be 
necessary. 

Mr. MUNDT. To sound somewhat of 
an optimistic note, I have heard indi- 
rectly that the senior Senator from 
Louisiana (Mr. ELLENDER] is going to 
testify next week before the Banking and 
Currency Committee—allegedly in a 
closed session. Why the session should 
be closed and a star chamber proceed- 
ings, I know not. But I have heard that 
he is going to testify to point out the 
degree to which the Export-Import Bank 
has become an arms marketing agency 
for the United States. 

We have already brought out in some 
of our Foreign Relations Committee dis- 
cussions and in committee hearings in 
connection with the new AID bill that 
instead of our export-import procedure 
stimulating and expanding trade be- 
tween traditional American exporters 
and importers and the legitimate pri- 
vate entrepreneurs of other countries, it 
has rapidly been becoming a literal and 
factual masquerade behind which the 
Export-Import Bank operates as a sales 
agent, loan agent, or military agency to 
arm country after country around the 
world with the implements of war. 

It has been demonstrated in some in- 
stances that they have armed both sides 
in the same fight. We find them now pro- 
posing that they be allowed to arm So- 
viet Russia with a new factory while we 
are fighting under a handicap because 
of the supplies the Soviet Union sends 
to North Vietnam. 

I think the Senate should, when it is 
considering appropriations for the Ex- 
port-Import Bank, explore the matter 
and discover what kind of a warmaking 
mechanism this has become. 

Instead of stimulating trade, it seems 
to be stimulating war. It places us in the 
position of becoming one of the greatest 
warmongering nations of the world. 

Nobody recognized that was going to 
happen when we gave our original sup- 
port to the Export-Import Bank. 

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I have 
here a very fine editorial entitled “An 
Export-Arms Bank?” published in the 
Washington Post of this morning. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator from Wyoming has ex- 
pired. 
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Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
Senator from Wyoming be allowed to 
continue for an additional 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Senator from Wyoming is 
recognized for an additional 5 minutes. 

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, one 
sentence of this editorial bears out very 
graphically what has been stated by the 
distinguished Senator from South Da- 
kota [Mr. Munprt] and the distinguished 
Senator from Wyoming [Mr. Hansen]. 

That sentence reads: 


The Eximbank, as Representative Henry 
S. Reuss observes, has managed within four 
years to become embroiled on both sides of 
almost every armed conflict, actual or po- 
tential. 


It seems to me that the comment of 
the Senator from South Dakota that we 
had better look into this matter as con- 
siderable length is well justified. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the editorial to which I have 
referred may be printed at this point in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


[From the Washington (D.C.) Post, July 21, 
1967] 


AN ExportT-ARMS BANK? 


Some agencies of the Federal Government, 
it would seem, are no longer what they appear 
to be. The Export-Import Bank of Washing- 
ton was etsablished in 1934 to assist in the 
financing of commercial exports. But last 
January the alert staff of the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee reported that the Exim- 
bank had “taken an active interest in the 
financing of military export sales.” And now, 
on examination and questioning by the 
House Banking Committee, it appears that 
fully 36 per cent of the Eximbank loans in 
the fiscal years 1966-67 were for arms. 

The nearly $1.6 billion of arms credits ex- 
tended by the Eximbank since 1963 fall into 
two categories. Medium term loans were made 
to industrial countries. Italy and Austria were 
beneficiaries of that program in 1963, a time 
of great tension over the disputed South 
Tyrol. Then there are the guaranteed “coun- 
try X” loans, arranged on behalf of the De- 
fense Department, principally for the under- 
developed countries of Latin America. 

The single justification for these surrepti- 
tious operations—the argument that loans 
rather than grants result in smaller balance- 
of-payments deficits—does not in any way 
diminish the threat to democratic institu- 
tions. The House Banking Committee which 
is supposed to supervise the Eximbank, was 
never informed of the military loans. Indeed, 
that Committee was placed in a position 
similar to that occupied by the National 
Student Association in its relationship with 
the CIA. 

What is worse, the Eximbank loans were 
used to circumvent the $55 million ceiling 
on annual arms exports to Latin America im- 
posed by the Senate. In fact, the Eximbank 
lent as much as $50 million to individual 
South American countries. 

In the ensuing embarrassment, Senator 
Ellender recommended that the Eximbank 
be prohibited from extending “country X” 
loans in the underdeveloped parts of the 
world, but be permitted to continue with its 
developed country programs. That compro- 
mise fails to get to the heart of the matter 
and should be roundly rejected. The Exim- 
bank, as Representative Henry S. Reuss ob- 
serves, has managed within four years to 
become embroiled on both sides of almost 
every armed conflict, actual or potential. Per- 
mitted to continue in that insidious role 
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under the cloak of secrecy, it would con- 
stitute a threat to both representative gov- 
ernment and world peace. 


Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I appre- 
ciate the contribution of the Senator 
from Colorado on what has become a 
very sticky issue. 

Why should peace-loving American 
taxpayers be financing the Export-Im- 
port Bank to serve as the global sales 
agent for weapons of death and imple- 
ments of war? 

I think we can trace the inception of 
some of these brush-fire wars around 
the world to the fact that American tax- 
payers’ dollars are being spent by the 
Export-Import Bank to finance the sup- 
plying of weapons with which to start 
the wars. 

I commend the distinguished senior 
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER]. 
I do not see him present on the floor. 
He has been a leading crusader against 
that type of practice within the Export- 
Import Bank. 

I express the hope that when he ap- 
pears before the Committee on Banking 
and Currency to discuss this matter next 
week it will be an open session so that 
the mothers and fathers of the boys who 
are getting killed in the war by these pa- 
gan programs and policies can get the 
testimony of both those who support the 
practice of making American munitions 
available for these wars and those who 
oppose it. 

Mr. President, I thank the Senator for 
yielding. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished Senator. 

I cannot stress too much that it is 
incumbent upon our Government to see 
that the terms of the lend-lease agree- 
ment signed June 11, 1942, to the end 
of laying the bases of a just and endur- 
ing world peace securing order under 
law . . . be carried out and that those 
American ships be returned. 

If the ships are not returned then I 
would suggest that our Government take 
action to seize them. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that certain material relative to my 
remarks be printed at this point in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PRINCIPLES APPLYING TO MUTUAL AID IN THE 
PROSECUTION OF THE WAR AGAINST AGGRES- 
SION—PRELIMINARY AGREEMENT BETWEEN 
THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA AND THE 
UNION or SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS, 
SIGNED AT WASHINGTON JUNE 11, 1942, Er- 
FECTIVE JUNE 11, 1942, AND EXCHANGE OF 
NOTES 
Whereas the Governments of the United 

States of America and the Union of Soviet 

Socialist Republics declare that they are en- 

gaged in a cooperative undertaking, together 

with every other nation or people of like 

mind, to the end of laying the bases of a 

just and enduring world peace securing order 

under law to themselves and all nations; 

And whereas the Governments of the 
United States of America and the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics, as signatories of 
the Declaration by United Nations of Janu- 
ary 1, 1942, have subscribed to a common 
program of purposes and principles embodied 
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in the Joint Declaration, known as the At- 
lantic Charter, made on August 14, 1941 by 
the President of the United States of America 
and the Prime Minister of the United King- 
dom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, 
the basic principles of which were adhered 
to by the Government of the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics on September 24, 1941; 

And whereas the President of the United 
States of America has determined, pursuant 
to the Act of Congress of March 11, 1941, 
that the defense of the Union of Soviet So- 
cialist Republics against aggression is vital 
to the defense of the United States of Amer- 
ica; 

And whereas the United States of America 
has extended and is continuing to extend to 
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics aid 
in resisting aggression; 

And whereas it is expedient that the final 
determination of the terms and conditions 
upon which the Government of the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics receives such 
aid and of the benefits to be received by the 
United States of America in return therefor 
should be deferred until the extent of the 
defense aid is known and until the progress 
of events makes clearer the final terms and 
conditions and benefits which will be in the 
mutual interests of the United States of 
America and the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics and will promote the establish- 
ment and maintenance of world peace; 

And whereas the Governments of the 
United States of America and the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics are mutually de- 
sirous of concluding now a preliminary agree- 
ment in regard to the provision of defense aid 
and in regard to certain considerations which 
shall be taken into account in determining 
such terms and conditions and the making 
of such an agreement has been in all respects 
duly authorized, and all acts, conditions and 
formalities which it may have been necessary 
to perform, fulfill or execute prior to the 
making of such an agreement in conformity 
with the laws either of the United States of 
America or of the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics have been performed, fulfilled or 
executed as required; 

The undersigned, being duly authorized 
by their respective Governments for that 
purpose, have agreed as follows: 

ARTICLE I 


The Government of the United States of 
America will continue to supply the Govern- 
ment of the Union of Soviet Socialist Re- 
publics with such defense articles, defense 
services, and defense information as the 
President of the United States of America 
shall authorize to be transferred or provided. 


ARTICLE II 


The Government of the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics will continue to con- 
tribute to the defense of the United States 
of America and the strengthening thereof 
and will provide such articles, services, facili- 
ties or information as it may be in a position 
to supply. 

ARTICLE III 

The Government of the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics will not without the con- 
sent of the President of the United States of 
America transfer title to, or possession of, any 
defense article or defense information trans- 
ferred to it under the Act of March 11, 1941 
of the Congress of the United States of 
America or permit the use thereof by anyone 
not an officer, employee, or agent of the 
Government of the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics. 

ARTICLE IV 

If, as a result of the transfer to the Gov- 
ernment of the Union of Soviet Socialist Re- 
publics of any defense article or defense in- 
formation, it becomes necessary for that 
Government to take any action or make any 
payment in order fully to protect any of the 
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rights of a citizen of the United States of 
America who has patent rights in and to any 
such defense article or information, the Gov- 
ernment of the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics will take such action or make such 
payment when requested to do so by the 
President of the United States of America. 


ARTICLE V 


The Government of the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics will return to the United 
States of America at the end of the present 
emergency, as determined by the President of 
the United States of America, such defense 
articles transferred under this Agreement as 
shall not have been destroyed, lost or con- 
sumed and as shall be determined by the 
President to be useful in the defense of the 
United States of America or of the Western 
Hemisphere or to be otherwise of use to the 
United States of America. 


ARTICLE VI 


In the final determination of the benefits 
to be provided to the United States of 
America by the Government of the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics full cognizance 
shall be taken of all property, services, in- 
formation, facilities, or other benefits or con- 
siderations provided by the Government of 
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics sub- 
sequent to March 11, 1941, and accepted or 
acknowledged by the President on behalf of 
the United States of America. 


ARTICLE VII 


In the final determination of the benefits 
to be provided to the United States of Amer- 
ica by the Government of the Union of So- 
viet Socialist Republics in return for aid 
furnished under the Act of Congress of March 
11, 1941, the terms and conditions thereof 
shall be such as not to burden commerce 
between the two countries, but to promote 
mutually advantageous economic relations 
between them and the betterment of world- 
wide economic relations. To that end, they 
shall include provision for agreed action by 
the United States of America and the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics, open to partici- 
pation by all other countries of like mind, 
directed to the expansion, by appropriate in- 
ternational and domestic measures, of pro- 
duction, employment, and the exchange and 
consumption of goods, which are the ma- 
terial foundations of the liberty and welfare 
of all peoples; to the elimination of all forms 
of discriminatory treatment in international 
commerce, and to the reduction of tariffs and 
other trade barriers; and, in general, to the 
attainment of all the economic objectives set 
forth in the Joint Declaration made on Au- 
gust 14, 1941, by the President of the United 
States of America and the Prime Minister of 
the United Kingdom, the basic principles of 
which were adhered to by the Government 
of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on 
September 24, 1941. 

At an early convenient date, conversations 
shall be begun between the two Governments 
with a view to determining, in the light of 
governing economic conditions, the best 
means of attaining the above-stated objec- 
tives by their own agreed action and of seek- 
ing the agreed action of other like-minded 
Governments. 

ARTICLE VIII 

This Agreement shall take effect as from 
this day’s date. It shall continue in force 
until a date to be agreed upon by the two 
Governments. 

Signed and sealed at Washington in dupli- 
cate this eleventh day of June, 1942. 

For the Government of the United States 
of America: 

[SEAL] CORDELL HULL, 

Secretary of State of the 
United States of America. 

For the Government of the Union of So- 
viet Socialist Republics: 

[SEAL] MAXIM LITVINOFF, 

Ambassador of the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics at Washington. 
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EXCHANGE OF NOTES 


THE SECRETARY OF STATE TO THE AMBASSADOR 
OF THE UNION OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, June 11, 1942. 
His Excellency MAXIM LITVINOFF, 
Ambassador of the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics 

ExcELLENCY: In connection with the sig- 
nature on this date of the Agreement be- 
tween our two Governments on the Princi- 
ples Applying to Mutual Aid in the Prosecu- 
tion of the War Against Aggression, I have 
the honor to confirm our understanding that 
this Agreement replaces and renders inoper- 
ative the two prior arrangements on the 
same subject between our two Governments, 
the most recent of which was expressed in 
the exchange of communications between 
the President and Mr. Stalin dated respec- 
tively February 13, February 20, and Feb- 
ruary 23, 1942. 

Accept, Excellency, the renewed assur- 
ances of my highest consideration. 

CORDELL HULL, 
Secretary of State of the United States 
of America. 


THE AMBASSADOR OF THE UNION OF SOVIET 
SOCIALIST REPUBLICS TO THE SECRETARY OF 
STATE 

EMBASSY OF THE UNION OF So- 
VIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS, 
Washington, D.C., June 11, 1942. 
His Excellency CORDELL HULL, 
Secretary of State of the United States of 
America, Washington, D.C. 

ExcELLENCY; In connection with the sig- 
nature on this date of the Agreement be- 
tween our two Governments on the Prin- 
ciples Applying to Mutual Aid in the Prose- 
cution of the War Against Aggression, I have 
the honor to confirm our understanding 
that this Agreement replaces and renders 
inoperative the two prior arrangements on 
the same subject between our two Govern- 
ments, the most recent of which was ex- 
pressed in the exchange of communications 
between the President and Mr. Stalin dated 
respectively February 13, February 20, and 
February 23, 1942. 

Accept, Excellency, the renewed assurances 
of my highest consideration. 

Maxm + LITVINOFF, 
Ambassador of the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics in Washington. 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, D.C., July 17, 1967. 
Hon. CLIFFORD P. HANSEN, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear SENATOR HANSEN: Pursuant to your 
request and in accordance with a telephone 
discussion with Mr. Baldwin of your staff, 
there are enclosed photocopies of the respec- 
tive documents covering the transfer during 
World War II from the United States to the 
Soviet Union of the custody and possession of 
certain merchant ships under the authority 
of the lend-lease legislation. 


American name USSR name 
Hamakua Kuybyshev 
Samuel P. Langley Voykov 
Jose Sepulveda Suchan 


The “agreement between the two govern- 
ments concerned,” referred to in the docu- 
ments, is the master Lend-Lease Agreement 
of June 11, 1942, a copy of which was pre- 
viously delivered to your office. 

A fourth ship cited by Congressman Laird 
in the March 23, 1967 issue of the Congres- 
sional Record followed by a question mark, 
was the Bakuriani. On the basis of investiga- 
tion, this ship does not appear to be of lend- 
lease origin. 

With reference to your request for names 
of the ships of lend-lease origin in the cus- 
tody of the Soviet Union used in delivering 
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goods to Cuba during the Cuban crisis and 
in delivering goods to North Korea during the 
Korean hostilities, we are still investigating 
possible sources of information on this sub- 
ject and hope to be able to provide something 
in the near future. 

While I am sorry I can not yet furnish all 
the information you requested, I hope the 
attached will be of some assistance. 

Sincerely yours, 
WILLIAM B. MACOMBER, Jr., 
Assistant Secretary for Congressional 
Relations. 


DELIVERY RECEIPT 


JANUARY 4, 1945. 
This is to certify that I, B. J. Gnesin, duly 
authorized representative of the Govern- 
ment of the Union of Soviet Socialist Re- 
publics, Soviet Government Purchasing Com- 
mission, have received from G. H. Wagener, 
a representative of the Government of the 
United States, War Shipping Administration, 
the custody and possession of the Vessel 
Hamakua, delivery thereof having been made 
this 4th day of January 1945, at 4:00 P.M. 
o'clock, Pacific War Time, at Seattle, Wash- 
ington, pursuant to agreement between the 
two governments concerned. 
Vessel had on board at time of delivery 
1397 barrels fuel oil and 208 tons fresh water. 
Full description of condition of hull and 
machinery together with inventory will 
follow this certificate. 
GOVERNMENT OF THE UNITED STATES 
War SHIPPING ADMINISTRATION, 
G. H. WAGNER, 
Assistant Pacific Coast Director. 
GOVERNMENT OF THE UNION OF 
Sovrer SOCIALIST REPUBLICS, So- 
VIET GOVERNMENT PURCHASING 
COMMISSION, 
B. J. GNESIN. 
Declassified as of Oct. 27, 1959. 
By authority of: 
M. I. GOODMAN, 
Deputy Chief for Ship Operations. 


DELIVERY CERTIFICATE 


This is to certify that I, Captain P. P. 
Stoford, duly authorized representative of 
the Government of the Union of Socialist So- 
viet Republics, Soviet Government Purchas- 
ing Commission, have received from E. A. 
Worley, a representative of the Government 
of the United States, War Shipping Admin- 
istration, the custody and possession of the 
Vessel SS Samuel P. Langley, delivery thereof 
having been made this 9th day of February 
1948, at 11:00 o'clock A.M., Pacific War Time, 
at Port of Los Angeles, Calif., pursuant to 
agreement between the two governments 
concerned, 

Vessel had on board at time of delivery 
294.1 barrels fuel oil and 323.1 tons fresh 
water. 

Full description of condition of hull and 
machinery together with inventory will fol- 
low this certificate. 

GOVERNMENT OF THE UNION OF So- 
CIALIST SOVIET REPUBLICS, SOVIET 
GOVERNMENT PURCHASING COM- 
MISSION, 

Captain P. P. Stororp. 

GOVERNMENT OF THE UNITED 
STATES WAR SHIPPING ADMINIS- 
TRATION, 

E. A. WORLEY, 
Asst. Pacific Coast Director. 


DELIVERY CERTIFICATE 

This is to certify that I, Marine Engineer 
B. J. Gnesin, duly authorized representative 
of the Government of the United Socialist 
Soviet Republics, Soviet Government Pur- 
chasing Commission, have received from E. A. 
Worley, a representative of the Government 
of the United States, War Shipping Adminis- 
tration, the custody and possession of the 
Vessel SS Jose Sepulveda, delivery thereof 
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having been made this 15th day of May, 1943, 
at 10:30 A.M. o'clock, Pacific War Time, at 
Port of Los Angeles, California, pursuant to 
agreement between the two governments 
concerned. 

Vessel had on board at time of delivery 
224.8 barrels fuel oil and 333.9 tons fresh 
water. 

Full description of condition of hull and 
machinery together with inventory will fol- 
low this certificate. 

GOVERNMENT OF THE UNITED So- 
CIALIST SOVIET REPUBLICS, SOVIET 
GOVERNMENT PURCHASING COM- 
MISSION, 

B. GNESIN. 

GOVERNMENT OF THE UNITED 
STATES, WAR SHIPPING ADMINIS- 
TRATION, 

E. A. WORLEY 

Principal Operations Assistant. 


RACIAL VIOLENCE—LACK OF JOBS 
MAINLY BEHIND NEWARK RIOTING 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senator from 
Ohio [Mr. Youne] is recognized for 20 
minutes. 

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President, 
the rioting, pillaging, and burning that 
has occurred in many of our great cities 
in recent years cannot be tolerated. Law 
and order must prevail. Americans also 
can no longer tolerate the indignities of 
ghetto life which breed this violence. 

The neglect of these areas is inexcusa- 
ble. The terribly inadequate and long- 
neglected housing conditions and the rat- 
filled houses in the slums of our cities 
are appalling. The violence that has oc- 
curred in Cincinnati, Dayton, Newark, 
Plainfield, Tampa, and other cities is an 
explosion of pent-up frustrations, unem- 
ployment, and hopelessness of those 
living in neglected neighborhoods. 

I deplore these riots which are explod- 
ing throughout our Nation. However, I 
am fearful that more rioting and looting 
may take place unless strong corrective 
measures are taken. It is no solution to 
beat back rioters with clubs or tear gas, 
or for policemen to break into homes 
without search warrants and disturb and 
destroy personal property. Such action 
merely generates more violence and de- 
struction in a spiral which ends in ruin 
and more bitter memories, which, given 
a spark, will explode all over again. 

We as legislators must act with deter- 
mination to eliminate slums and condi- 
tions of substandard existence in slum 
neighborhoods which lead to ugly rioting, 
disorder, and looting. We must be deter- 
mined in this task. The handwriting is 
clearly written on the battered and 
wrecked areas of Cleveland, Newark, 
Chicago, Cincinnati, and other great 
cities of our Nation. 

The housing program has been inade- 
quate as have other measures aimed to 
overcome poverty. The time is long past 
due for city, State and Federal officials 
to take further action for the welfare of 
poverty-stricken and underprivileged 
men, women and children. 

Mr. President, in this morning’s Wash- 
ington Post there appeared an excellent 
column entitled “Jobs Mainly Behind 
Newark Rioting” by Drew Pearson and 
Jack Anderson, two of the outstanding 
journalists in the Nation. In their col- 
umn, Mr. Pearson and Mr. Anderson 
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clearly and concisely summarize the 
frustrations of American Negroes and 
their dreams of a better life. I commend 
this column to my colleagues and ask 
unanimous consent that it be printed 
in the Record at this point as part of 
my remarks. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


Joss MAINLY BEHIND NEWARK RIOTING 
(By Drew Pearson and Jack Anderson) 


These are days of peculiar contrasts, In 
Washington, the Senate Judiciary Committee 
ponders confirmation of the first Negro ever 
appointed to the Supreme Court... In 
Newark, Negroes jeer white guardsmen in 
front of smashed windows, looted stores ... 
In Washington, the first Negro ever ap- 
pointed to the Cabinet rules over housing 
and urban development, the problem of 
Negro ghettos, decaying central cities, mol- 
dering tenements ...In Newark, Negroes 
pour out of fetid, dilapidated, unrepaired 
buildings to mingle cries of revolt with rifle 
shots. . In Washington, this feverish ghetto 
is represented in Congress by Peter Rodino, 
an Italian who has pioneered for Negroes’ 
civil rights. 

The Negroes of Newark, however, aren't 
much interested in civil rights. They are in- 
terested in jobs. They would like to see the 
Job Corps, the summer training, the Anti- 
Poverty Program which Adam Clayton Powell 
brought to Harlem also brought to New- 
ark ... But when Pete Rodino was asked 
to fight for equality of ethical conduct for 
Powell, the Negro Congressman, and Men- 
del Rivers, the white South Carolina Con- 
gressman, he ran like a rabbit. He wouldn't 
buck the white establishment, 

More contrasts: The Mayor of Newark, 
Hugh Addonizio, was born of parents who 
migrated from Italy. They came here of 
their own free will, looking for opportunity. 
The great great grandparents of the Negroes 
who rioted in the slums of Newark came 
to this country in chains to help white men 
improve their opportunity. Addonizio nursed 
ambition, became a Congressman, then 
mayor of a big city. 

The Negroes whose grandparents came 
here in chains never nursed ambition be- 
cause when you’re in bondage for 200 years 
you never know ambition. Even during the 
last 100 years of nominal freedom but ac- 
tual discrimination, ambition hasn't stirred 
easily. It’s been stifled by too many years 
of serfdom. 

There are not many Thurgood Marshalls 
who could rise to the Supreme Court, or 
Bob Weavers who could become members 
of the Cabinet. 


FIRST SOUTHERN PRESIDENT 


Nor have there been many Lyndon John- 
sons, who recognized Negro merit, encour- 
aged Negro ambition. Mr. Johnson, the first 
Southern President in a hundred years—the 
same period that Negroes have been free— 
has seemed to be trying to make up for 
the dead hand of discrimination during those 
hundred years. And the South from which 
he sprang has hated him; hated him for his 
two civil rights bills, his Anti-poverty Pro- 
gram, his Negro appointments to high 
places. 

For a man supposed to worry about popu- 
larity polls, this is an amazing policy; be- 
cause helping Negroes isn’t popular anymore 
in the North, and never was in the South. 
Too many riots, too many smashed windows. 

But perhaps Mr. Johnson, being a South- 
erner, has watched the social evolution, 
studied the effects of automation. After all, 
his wife’s family ran a cotton plantation in 
Alabama and he knows that the Negroes who 
moved up to Newark and Plainfield and 
Paterson went there chiefly because of the 
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mechanized cotton picker. It displaced thou- 
sands of field hands. And because of this 
and the starvation long existent below the 
surface but brought, by the Clark investiga- 
tion, above the surface, they trekked North 
looking for better wages, better schools, and 
equality. 
NORTHERN AUTOMATION 

Here they found more automation. As 
the cotton picker had displaced the field 
hand, so the automated apartment elevator, 
automated cargo unloader, automated fac- 
tories, plus the competition of cheap Puerto 
Rican labor, shoved them out of jobs and 
into the fetid, rundown slums of Newark 
which Mayor Addonizio either would not or 
could not get the money to renovate; and 
to which the Secretary of Housing and Urban 
Development Weaver, first Negro ever to serve 
in the Cabinet, could not allocate money for 
new housing without red tape and local 
initiative. 

So the Negro population of Newark became 
more bitter and less ambitious; more in- 
clined to alcohol on weekends. They became 
more lethargic, victims of a vicious circle. 

Sitting at home with nothing to do but 
look at television, Negro viewers saw case 
after case where crime and rough stuff paid 
dividends. They saw commercials selling 
luxuries to white people; everything from 
refrigerators to dog food which looked bet- 
ter than the food they gave their children. 
They saw vacations in the sun—all free—or 
so it seemed from the commercials ... Buy 
now and pay later. 

It isn't easy to love your neighbor as 
yourself when your neighbor appears to have 
polished floors, suntan lotion at the beach, 
air conditioning at home, and your floor is 
littered with children, your toilet doesn’t 
flush and it’s so hot you can't sleep at night. 

So love passes you by. 

That was how it all started in Newark. 
And those are the conditions that will have 
to be changed in Newark and Plainfield and 
Buffalo and Cincinnati before peace and har- 
mony can be restored to the big cities. 


PRIVATE LETTERS ON WAR 
PROFITEERING 


Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President, 
on July 5, Secretary of Defense Mc- 
Namara stated at a news conference 
that his cost reduction program had 
brought about nearly $1 billion in sav- 
ings in the fiscal year just ended. This 
is commendable and I hope that the 
Secretary will continue his efforts to 
save taxpayers’ money. 

The fact is that Secretary McNamara 
has never been too shy to boast about 
economies he has effected in the De- 
partment of Defense. His pronounce- 
ments on this subject invariably re- 
ceived widespread publicity. However, 
he never mentions his Department’s 
failure to enforce the 1962 Truth-in- 
Negotiating Act, a failure that has 
caused overpricing of defense contracts 
and resulted in taxpayers being over- 
charged millions and millions of dollars. 
The exact amount has not—and no 
doubt cannot—be measured. However, 
we do know that the Comptroller Gen- 
eral has reported that after minimal 
spot checking there has been overpric- 
ing of more than $130 million during a 
10-year period. 

On April 20, I spoke in the Senate 
concerning research which I had made 
that revealed that the Truth-in-Ne- 
gotiating Act was being flagrantly vio- 
lated and ignored. My statements were 
based on hitherto obscure reports of the 
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General Accounting Office which were 
brought to light in an excellent job of 
investigative reporting by Sanford 
Watzman, of the Washington bureau 
of the Plain Dealer, a great newspaper 
of Cleveland, Ohio. 

At that time, I called for an investiga- 
tion of this problem by an appropriate 
committee of Congress. I was encouraged 
when the Economy-in-Government Sub- 
committee of the Joint Economic Com- 
mittee, while holding hearings in May 
on waste in the Defense Department, 
delved into this scandalous situation. 
I commend the chairman of the com- 
mittee, the distinguished senior Sena- 
tor from Wisconsin [Mr. Proxmtre] for 
the outstanding public service he and his 
committee performed. His efforts will 
undoubtedly result in a great saving of 
taxpayers’ money. 

Testimony was taken exposing a 
shameful record of waste and negligence 
which corroborated the charges made in 
the GAO reports and in the Plain Dealer 
articles. These hearings have just been 
published, and I urge that they be stud- 
ied by all those who are concerned with 
eliminating waste and inefficiency in 
Government spending. 

The purpose of the Truth-in-Nego- 
tiating Act was to require contractors 
doing business with the Defense Depart- 
ment to disclose fully the information 
on which they based their estimated 
costs in negotiated contracts. I doubt 
that there is another law on the statute 
books of our Nation that has been so 
flagrantly violated and ignored. 

The fact is that today the Department 
of Defense spends more than $125 mil- 
lion a day on military procurement. In 
spending this vast amount of taxpayers’ 
money, officials of the Department of 
Defense wield immense power that can 
affect the entire economy and the lives 
of millions of American working men 
and women. It is, therefore, of the ut- 
most urgency that every possible ef- 
fort be made to assure that these bil- 
lions of dollars are spent wisely and 
with a minimum of waste. That was the 
purpose for the enactment of the Truth- 
in-Negotiating Act. 

To the extent there is waste and in- 
efficiency in military procurement, other 
vital governmental programs suffer. To- 
day, when we are spending tremendous 
sums of money each month on our in- 
volvement in the civil war in Vietnam, it 
is more important than ever to eliminate 
waste and duplication whenever possible. 

Mr. President, I have continued to 
look into this problem and have had a 
great deal of research and investigation 
made concerning the enforcement—or, 
I should say lack of enforcement—of the 
Truth-in-Negotiating Act. I am sorry to 
report that I have found many addi- 
tional cases in profiteering in defense 
contracts—cases uncovered and devel- 
oped by officials of the General Account- 
ing Office, but not reported to Congress 
and to the public, as most GAO findings 
are. Frankly, the dimensions of this 
problem are even greater than I first sup- 


Before citing a number of examples, I 
would like to explain why these find- 
ings have not been made public and 
what prompted my interest in them. The 
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Truth-in-Negotiating Act was enacted in 
September 1962 after repeated recom- 
mendations by GAO officials. It went 
into effect on December 1, 1962. As Mr. 
Watzman related in the Plain Dealer 
articles: 


Still, the GAO was not satisfied. It kept 
checking. It turned up more cases of over- 
pricing by contractors, subcontractors and 
sub-subcontractors. It demanded—and in 
many cases obtained—refunds for the gov- 
ernment. 

The corporations complained. Through 
their lobbyists in Congress they were able to 
set up an extraordinary public hearing at 
which the GAO itself—rather than the con- 
tractors—came under investigation, 

These hearings were held two years ago 
and were given virtually no notice in the 
press. Rep. Chet Holifield, D-Calif., presided 
as chairman of a military operations subcom- 
mittee, 

The GAO was in the delicate position of 
having been called on the carpet by its own 
bosses, As agents of Congress, the GAO ac- 
countants were free to criticize the Pentagon. 
But at the confrontation in the hearing 
chamber with their congressional masters, 
tact was required. 

The contractors charged that the GAO was 
too quick and careless on the reporting trig- 
ger. They explained that names of corpora- 
tions were being bruited about in public GAO 
documents, injuring corporate reputations 
before the cases had been adjudicated by 
appeal boards. 

The hearings concluded with an assurance 
by the GAO to Rep. Holifield that no longer 
would it issue Truth-in-Negotiating reports 
on individual companies except in unusual 
cases. Instead, the GAO would send the Pen- 
tagon private letters on the cases, (emphasis 
added) 

With Holifield’s endorsement, the GAO an- 
nounced new reporting strategy. Starting in 
mid-1965 it would concentrate on examina- 
tion of groups of contracts—rather than sin- 
gle awards—to measure compliance with the 
act. Names of corporations would be withheld 
in the summary reports. 

Plain Dealer interviews with GAO officials 
in the last few weeks disclosed that account- 
ants were enthusiastic about the new system 
of operation. The old one-shot reports had 
produced few results, they explained. They 
are convinced that the new-style broadsides 
are striking the Pentagon with greater im- 
pact. 


Mr. President, it was the reference to 
these GAO reports to Defense Depart- 
ment officials which Mr. Watzman 
termed “private letters” that intrigued 
me. Purchasing for the Armed Forces— 
the spending of billions of dollars of tax- 
payers’ money—is not private business. It 
is public business. Therefore, I wrote to 
the Comptroller General requesting that 
he send me all such “private letters” that 
had been written since the 1965 hearings 
referred to in Mr. Watzman's articles. I 
shall now relate some of the highlights of 
his reports. To be scrupulously fair to the 
corporations involved, I shall not refer to 
them by name since many of them no 
doubt are contesting GAO charges, and I 
assume many cases are still pending. 
However, it should be noted that histori- 
cally the General Accounting Office has 
enjoyed an exceptionally high batting 
average. 

One of the so-called “private letters” 
deals with the case of a giant Ohio cor- 
poration that has a record for veracity 
in its dealings with the Government that 
leaves much to be desired. As in so many 
of the cases I shall cite here, this corpo- 
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ration has had previous run-ins with the 
General Accounting Office. Yet the De- 
fense Department chose not to be fore- 
warned, and it has been careless—to say 
the least—in its negotiations with this 
corporation, as well as with other previ- 
ous offenders. 

In this most recent case, this corpora- 
tion overcharged the Pentagon $143,- 
681—earning a 42-percent profit on a 
defense contract. It produced military 
hardware with Government-owned fa- 
cilities which the corporation used rent- 
free. The reason it was able to cash in 
so handsomely is that Defense Depart- 
ment officials did not insist on examining 
the corporation’s cost figures, on the 
theory this was unnecessary since the 
procurement resulted from competitive 
bidding. But the supposed competition, 
according to GAO officials, was a sham, 
as the GAO report proves. 

There are two “private letters” con- 
cerning a Minnesota corporation, also a 
frequent violator. One involves an over- 
pricing of $1.5 million, based on cost esti- 
mates inflated to the tune of $3.6 million. 
This company, too, used a Government- 
owned plant and equipment. It did not 
disclose to the Pentagon that it had 
mechanized an important operation, 
thereby slashing costs. It overcharged on 
22 separate items. In the second case 
there was a $304,000 overcharge. This 
company has been criticized in the past 
by officials of the General Accounting 
Office for demanding higher prices from 
the Government than it charges its com- 
mercial customers for the same item. 

There are three private letters“ con- 
cerning one of the largest aircraft manu- 
facturers. In one of the cases, this firm 
worked itself into a position to charge 
$1.6 million more than it was entitled to 
because the Air Force did not bother to 
demand the company’s latest labor cost 
records. 

There are two “private letters” con- 
cerning a leading radar manufacturer 
which pocketed nearly a half million 
dollars on one contract when the Navy 
decided that it did not need a certain 
item but then allowed itself to be billed 
for it anyway. GAO investigators tried 
to question the naval officer involved, 
only to find that he had retired. No one 
else at that naval installation knew any- 
thing about the case, nor could they find 
relevant records. 

Another “private letter” concerns a 
Texas corporation that beat the Govern- 
ment out of $921,000 when responsibility 
for negotiating the contract was assigned 
to a naval procurement officer not famil- 
iar with the details. Amazing as it may 
seem, this official was ordered to take 
over in negotiations on a $9 million con- 
tract and was given only 3 or 4 days to 
find out what it was all about. Mr. Pres- 
ident, can anyone imagine a private 
business operating in such a slipshod 
manner? 

There are two “private letters” con- 
cerning a missile manufacturer who is 
also the subject of earlier public reports 
by the GAO. In the most recent case, not 
publicized, involving overestimated costs 
totaling $150,000, GAO officials stated: 

The Navy recognized that (this corpora- 
tion) frequently negotiates lower prices with 
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vendors than the quoted prices in its pro- 
posals (to the Navy) (parentheses added). 


Still, officials of the Department of De- 
fense continue to do business with this 
offender, without being on guard. 

Another “private letter” discloses that 
an electronics company took the Penta- 
gon for $108,000 when it charged full 
prices for parts it procured from one of 
its own plants—as though it had had to 
purchase the parts from an outside 
corporation. 

Still another “private letter” reveals 
that an Ohio missile supplier got away 
with $134,000 when it estimated“ that 
certain materials would cost $219,000— 
even though it had already purchased 
these same items for less. 

There are three “private letters” con- 
cerning yet another aircraft manufac- 
turer. Its profiteering on one contract 
totaled $465,000. It overcharged the 
Government on 92 separate items. 

Another well-known New York com- 
pany sold the Air Force $32 million worth 
of a certain commodity, but Pentagon 
officials have not seen fit to insist on 
examination of that company’s cost 
records. 

Mr. President, I could stand here for 
another hour and still not complete the 
recitation of all I have learned from 
these so-called “private letters.” I will 
not burden Senators with more details 
at this time. I believe I have made my 
point. 

Mr. President, the responsibility for 
uncovering this profiteering does not rest 
with officials of the General Accounting 
Office and their comparatively small 
staff. The responsibility is that of officials 
of the Department of Defense. Secre- 
tary McNamara is aware of this failure 
to enforce the Truth-in-Negotiating Act. 
He acknowledged this fact in a memo- 
randum issued on April 10, 1964, to the 
Secretaries of the Army, Navy, and Air 
Force. He wrote: 

In processing the GAO cases it is fre- 
quently difficult to reconstruct from our 
records the reasons why our analytical pro- 
cedures failed. 

It is apparent that some of the problems 
we are having in this area stem from a lack 
of clear-cut delineations of responsibilities 
between contracting officers and auditors. 


He warned that mere certification by 
a contractor that his cost figures were 
accurate did not relieve procurement 
personnel of responsibility to analyze 
the data. 

This lack of diligence of Pentagon 
Officials is especially surprising in view 
of President Johnson’s order on May 2, 
1964, to Cabinet members and heads of 
Government agencies in which he 
stated: 


I want all reports by the GAO and any 
congressional committee to be given prompt 
and thorough attention. 

Honest mistakes can be forgiven, but it 
is hard to forgive failures to examine and 
tighten agency procedures to guard against 
a recurrence of an error that is uncovered 
by the GAO or by a congressional com- 
mittee. 

Look into them promptly. If the criti- 
cisms are justified, I will expect you to take 
corrective action so that the error is not 
repeated. 


July 21, 1967 


Officials of the Pentagon have ac- 
knowledged the validity of many of the 
GAO findings and also have acknowl- 
edged that the primary responsibility 
for detecting violations rests with the 
Department of Defense rather than at 
the General Accounting Office. However, 
they profess uncertainty about how to 
interpret the Truth-in-Negotiating Act. 

Mr. President, if officials of the De- 
partment of Defense are uncertain as to 
how to interpret this important legisla- 
tion, then it has been their business dur- 
ing past years to come before the appro- 
priate congressional committees and ask 
the Congress to clarify the law for them. 
To my knowledge, this was never done. 
Secretary McNamara and other officials 
of the Department of Defense do not 
hesitate to come to Congress to 
ask for money; they do not hesitate to 
herald every measure taken by them to 
save money, such as Secretary McNa- 
mara recently did; but they seem to have 
been embarrassingly shy about inquiring 
as to the intent of Congress in the Truth- 
in-Negotiating Act. 

Mr. President, many of the cases I 
have cited might just as well have been 
developed by Pentagon officials rather 
than those in the General Accounting 
Office. The fact is they were not uncov- 
ered by Defense Department officials. 
The reason is that in too many in- 
stances they do not assert their authority 
to examine corporate records despite 
continual urging by the GAO to do so. 

The Plain Dealer stories and the hear- 
ings of the Joint Economic Committee 
conducted by Senator PROXMIRE have re- 
sulted in legislation being introduced in 
both Houses of Congress amending the 
Truth-in-Negotiating Act to goad De- 
fense Department officials into an ex- 
panded contract auditing program. 

The distinguished senior Senator from 
Wisconsin [Mr. ProxmirE] is the author 
of S. 1913. Identical legislation, H.R. 
10573, has been introduced in the House 
of Representatives. Both of these bills 
are pending before the Armed Services 
Committees of the Senate and of the 
House of Representatives. I hope that 
hearings will soon be scheduled so that 
the situation which now exists may be 
corrected. The enactment of this legis- 
lation will help greatly to spur Depart- 
ment of Defense officials into adequate 
enforcement of the Truth-in-Negotiat- 
ing Act, and thereby save millions of 
dollars of taxpayers’ money. 

Mr. President, when there are a multi- 
tude of domestic problems facing the 
Nation—air pollution, water pollution, 
aid to education, the various programs 
in the war on poverty, to name a few— 
it is unconscionable that we allow offi- 
cials of the Department of Defense to 
ignore a law passed by Congress specifi- 
cally for the purpose of saving taxpayers’ 
money. 


ORDER OF BUSINESS 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senator from 
Virginia [Mr. Brno! is recognized for 5 
minutes. 
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CRITICAL CONDITION OF AMERICAN 
TEXTILE INDUSTRY 


Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President, 
it is appropriate, I think, to invite the 
attention of the Senate today to the 
critical condition in which the textile 
industry finds itself. 

Conditions in that industry have wors- 
ened as a result of the agreements 
reached in the Kennedy round of tariff 
negotiations at Geneva, according to 
William J. Erwin. 

Mr. Erwin is chairman of the board 
of the Dan River Mills, Inc., of Danville, 
Va., and is a leading industry spokesman. 

Throughout the textile industry he is 
regarded as one of its ablest and most 
knowledgeable executives. 

In commenting on the Kennedy round 
of tariff negotiations, Mr. Erwin said: 

We did not fare at all well. The U.S. agreed 
to reduce permanently by 21% tariffs on 
cotton textile products, and by 15% on man- 
made fibers. 


Mr. Erwin made an interesting and I 
think important point when he said: 

Our Government is spending billions in 
Appalachia to fight poverty. Yet 26% of the 
jobs in Appalachia are textile jobs. 

So here’s the government on the one hand 
spending billions to fight poverty and or the 
other opening up the flood gate for imports 
that will cost jobs. 


Mr. Erwin concedes the industry would 
have had problems this vear as a result 
of inventory buildup even without the 
increase in imports; “but imports,” he 
said, have affected us materially.” 

He cited as an example that 50 percent 
of the domestic consumption of boxloom 
fabrics come from overseas. He feels it 
is not realistic to expect the domestic 
industry to absorb 50 percent, particular- 
ly because of the great difference in wage 
scale between the United States and the 
other areas of the world. 

It is very important, Mr. President, 
that American tariff negotiators be alert 
to the problems faced by the textile 
industry. 

We in the United States want to main- 
tain both employment and good wages. 
But how can these twin objectives be 
maintained if our Nation is flooded with 
foreign imports from nations where the 
average wage is only a fraction of what 
it is in our country? 

In Japan, for example, the average 
wage is 36 cents an hour, including 
“fringes,” while it is still lower in Portu- 
gal and Hong Kong. 

During the past 5 years, Mr. President, 
I have devoted a great deal of time to 
Virginia’s economic development, having 
served during that period as chairman of 
the State’s advisory board on industrial 
development. 

My interest in this program resulted 
from my desire to play a part in helping 
to create additional job opportunities for 
the young men and women graduating 
from our high schools and colleges. 

With our population growing, addi- 
tional job opportunities must be found 
throughout our Nation if we are not to 
have widespread unemployment. 

It is important, too, that the wage 
scale be a fair and appropriate one. But 
how can domestic plants exist with 
wages so much higher than other na- 
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tions unless the domestic manufacturers 
are given reasonable protection through 
the tariff laws. 

World trade is important—and this 
country cannot isolate itself. But in seek- 
ing to stimulate world trade we cannot 
ignore the impact on domestic industry. 
The jobs of hundreds of thousands of 
individual Americans are at stake. 

I ask unanimous consent that a letter 
from Mr. Erwin to the editor-in-chief 
of Time magazine be published in the 
Recorp in full. This letter brings out 
some interesting and significant facts. 

I also ask unanimous consent to insert 
at this point in my remarks an article 
from the Danville, Va., Register of July 
6, 1967. This article announces that the 
Dan River Mills will close for an ad- 
ditional week over its normal vacation 
time shutdown. 

There being no objection, the letter 
and article were ordered to be printed 
in the Recorp, as follows: 


AMERICAN TEXTILE 
MANUFACTURERS INSTITUTE, INC., 
Danville, Va., July 14, 1967. 
Mr. HEDLEY Donovan, 
Time Magazine, Editor in Chief, 
New York, N.Y. 

Dear Sm: Your statement that only a few 
nominal concessions” were made on US. 
textile tariffs during the Kennedy Round of 
tariff negotiations does not convey the true 
impact the new tariff schedules will have 
on a textile market already hard hit by 
imports. Some of the reductions were as 
high as 50 percent, and in the very critical 
area of man-made fibers and man-made fiber 
products, reductions averaged 24 percent. 

Under existing tariffs, textile imports last 
year amounted to 2.8 billion square yards, 
an increase of 40 percent over the previous 
year. The value of these imports was 1.5 
billion dollars. Largely because of the many 
tariff and nontariff barriers which other 
countries have erected to keep out our ex- 
ports, we have a textile trade deficit of $800 
million. 

In addition to the dollars lost, our do- 
mestic textile industry has had to cut back 
on employment and curtail operations in 
areas of the country which can least afford 
to absorb unemployment. As an illustration, 
about 26 percent of the manufacturing jobs 
in Appalachia are textile and textile oriented. 

This is happening under existing tariff 
schedules. Reductions in tariffs will have a 
serious impact on this vital American in- 
dustry, which employs 950,000 people, be- 
cause the lower tariffs will contribute to a 
continuation of the steady buildup of im- 
ports. 

Sincerely yours, 
WILLIAM J. ERWIN. 


[From the Danville (Va.) Register, July 6, 
1967] 
EXTRA VACATION WEEK ANNOUNCED FOR DAN 
RIVER; IMPORTS ARE BLAMED 


Top Dan River Mills officiais yesterday 
decried “excessive” textile imports as they 
announced a major portion of the Danville 
plants will shut down for an unprecedented 
two-week vacation period beginning at mid- 
night, July 29. 

The mills normally close only one week— 
the first week in August—for vacation but 
a second week is being added this year be- 
cause of “generally unsatisfactory business 
conditions caused to a large degree by ex- 
cessive imports and the subsequent need to 
reduce inventories.” Danville Division Presi- 
dent Roy M. Stephens said. 

“We could have curtailed production sim- 
ply by reducing the work week but we felt 
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it was better for our people this way,” he 
said. 

Notices are being posted on all plant bul- 
letin boards giving specific details about the 
vacation period so employes scheduled to 
work can plan accordingly, he said. 

Approximately one-third of the workers 
will return after the first week to work on 
goods that are selling. 

Neither Stephens nor DRM Board Chair- 
man William J. Erwin held out much hope 
that the situation will improve significantly 
after the vacation period. 

Erwin said the softening textile market, 
which first showed signs of weakening in 
the last quarter of 1966, has not improved 
as had been hoped. 

“We had thought it would pick up in the 
third quarter and then we would have a 
strong fourth but all indications are re- 
covery just is not in the cards that soon,” 
he said, 

“When Dan River suffers—and we are go- 
ing through some rather serious times here 
at Dan River—all of Danville suffers.” Erwin 
said, acknowledging what has been evident 
in all the yardsticks for measuring the city’s 
economy for the first half of 1967. 

Erwin was sharply critical of the agree- 
ments reached in the Kennedy Round of 
tariff negotiations at Geneva. 

“We did not fare at all well,” he said. 

The U.S., he said, agreed to reduce per- 
manently tariffs on cotton textile products 
about 21 percent; on manmade fibers by 
15 per cent and on woolen products by 
two per cent. 

On the other hand, he said, the Common 
Market countries accepted a reduction of 
only 15 per cent on cotton textiles and then 
only on a three-year basis. 

“Our government is spending billions in 
Appalachia to fight poverty,” Erwin com- 
mented. “Yet 26 per cent of the jobs in Ap- 
palachia are textile jobs. 

“So here’s the government on the one 
hand spending billions to fight poverty and 
on the other opening up the flood gate for 
imports that will cost jobs.” 

Conceding the industry would have had 
problems this year with inventory build-up 
even without the increased imports. Erwin 
said the industry has been living with the 
import problem for a number of years and 
tries not to use it as an excuse or crutch for 
not doing a proper job. 

“But imports have affected us materially,” 
he said, reeling off figures to support this 
contention. 

Fifty per cent of the domestic consumption 
of boxloom fabrics come from overseas, he 
said. 

“It is not realistic to expect the (domes- 
tic) industry to absorb 50 per cent of their 
production from overseas, particularly where 
wages are much lower than in Danville,” 
he said, 

In Japan, the average wage is 36 cents 
an hour “including fringes” while it is still 
lower in Portugal and Hong Kong, Erwin 
said. 

Now, he added, “even Korea has a thriv- 
ing textile industry and Japan and Hong 
Kong are complaining about the low wages 
there.” 

Last year ten per cent of the total textile 
consumption in this country was imported, 
Erwin said. 

“If we had even a part of that as our busi- 
ness, we would not have the problems we now 
have,” Erwin said. 

Stephens, discussing the two-week vaca- 
tion period, said Dan River has “simply 
reached the point where our sales have been 
low for the past few months and our inven- 
tory has increased.” 

Should conditions change requiring a re- 
vision in the schedule of operations during 
the second week in August, employes would 
be notified as soon as possible, he said, 

“In the meantime, all departments not 
scheduled to work will resume normal opera- 
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tions at midnight, 
Stephens said. 

He pointed out that a “great majority” of 
the Dan River workers are entitled to two 
weeks’ vacation pay. 

Hourly workers with one to five years with 
the company receive two per cent of their 
annual salary as vacation pay while those 
with more than five get four per cent. The 
latter, in effect, amounts to two weeks of 
pay. 

However, the two-week vacation period will 
represent the loss of one week’s pay for most 
workers with over five years at Dan River 
since, in the past, they have been paid 
three weeks pay for a two-week period dur- 
ing which they worked one week and were on 
vacation one. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under the 
previous order, the Senator from Florida 
7 929 HOLLAND] is recognized for 30 min- 
utes. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, before 
the Senator from Virginia leaves the 
Chamber, I want him to know that I 
have appreciated his remarks. My own 
remarks which will follow have to do with 
a portion at least of the problem he 
dealt with; namely, the control of im- 
ports of perishable agricultural commod- 
ae the subject to which I confine my- 
self. 

I want the Senator from Virginia to 
know that in my State the continued 
existence of fruit and vegetable produc- 
ers of many kinds is being threatened 
by the uncontrolled importation of 
cheaply produced products from other 
parts of the world. 

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. I thank the 
Senator from Florida. I concur in the 
remarks he has just made. 


Sunday, Aug. 13,” 


HARMFUL LABOR POLICIES AND 
IMPORT PROGRAMS 


Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I have 
taken the floor of the Senate several 
times in the past to discuss certain labor 
policies and import programs of this ad- 
ministration which have had a hurtful 
effect on the agricultural community. 

I have spoken of the policies of the 
Secretary of Labor—Mr. Wirtz, and in 
not too soft a vein—for his lack of under- 
standing as to the needs for offshore 
labor on a timely basis to assist in the 
harvesting of perishable crops, particu- 
larly in the State of Florida, which I 
have the honor to represent in part, and 
for foreign Mexican labor in California, 
although the Secretary’s policies have 
created similar problems in many, many 
other areas of the Nation. 

Mr. President, I opposed the amend- 
ments to the Fair Labor Standards Act 
last year because of the effort to reach 
out, with the long arm of the Federal 
Government, and cover every business 
and every working individual in spite 
of the many differences between types of 
employment and different regional re- 
quirements and more particularly be- 
cause the legislation brought, for the 
first time, agricultural workers under the 
Fair Labor Standards Act. This, as 
clearly shown by the legislative history, 
was contrary to the original intent of 
the act when first enacted, which intent 
was so clearly expressed when the legis- 
lation was passed by the Congress. 

In an effort to grant some relief to 
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the agricultural community, I intro- 
duced legislation in this Congress, 
Senate Joint Resolution 13, to require 
that removal of certain agricultural 
products from negotiations of tariff re- 
ductions under the Trade Expansion Act 
of 1962 during the Kennedy round of 
negotiations at Geneva. We are all aware 
now of the results of these negotiations, 
and I believe that the negotiators for the 
United States, in general, did a good job 
in the area of agriculture. For this I am 
grateful and I hope that my own efforts 
in this matter may have been helpful. I 
am also grateful to Ambassador William 
Roth and the late Gov. Christian Herter 
for their understanding and constructive 
assistance to the fruit and vegetable in- 
dustry during the Kennedy round 
negotiations. 

I also appreciate greatly the President's 
action in issuing his proclamation on 
June 30, 1967, to place stricter import 
quotas on a number of dairy products. 
Relief has been long sought to end the 
cost-price squeeze which dairy farmers 
have felt in recent years. By the issuance 
of this proclamation the annual rate of 
dairy imports will be reduced from the 
annual rate of nearly 4.3 billion pounds, 
currently, to just over 1 billion pounds. 
This will bring imports to less than 1 
percent of domestic milk production, 
which is currently running about 121 
billion pounds annually, and will end an 
intolerable situation where both the 
farmer and the taxpayer have lost. 

Mr. President, I have spoken out, along 
with others, as forcefully as possible in 
the past for the purpose of bringing to 
light the tremendous disadvantage in 
which the farmers of America are being 
placed as a result of some of the poli- 
cies and practices of this administration. 
Our inability to convince the Secretary 
of Labor of the fallacies of his policies 
has resulted in the curtailment of the 
planting of crops in many areas of the 
country. The labor shortages, increas- 
ingly high labor costs and turnover, and 
other rising production costs which have 
plagued the fruit and vegetable produc- 
ers in recent years have greatly stimu- 
lated the importation of these products 
from outside the United States. They 
have also resulted in increased acreage 
being devoted to these crops in the Ba- 
hamas and other Caribbean Islands, 
Mexico, and Central America. As a re- 
sult our own acreage has been re- 
duced and frequently the consumer has 
had to pay a higher price for fruits and 
vegetables. 

Mr. President, an article appearing in 
the Pompano Beach Sun Sentinel of 
May 2, 1967, entitled Tomato Growers 
Leave; Blame Labor Problem,” written 
by Jed Drews and Steve DeWolf, states 
very clearly the problem that exists in 
the agricultural community; and I ask 
unanimous consent to have this article 
printed in the Recorp at this point. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

TOMATO GROWERS LEAVE; BLAME LABOR PROB- 
LEM—MEXICO BARGAINS FOR Know-How 
(By Jed Drews and Steve DeWolf) 

South Florida’s tomato growers are moving 
out of the country—many to Mexico—and 
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they blame U.S. labor practices for ruining 
the “stoop labor” agriculture industry. 

A source in the U.S. Department of Agri- 
culture revealed Monday that several fairly 
large farming operations had been offered 
“very lucrative deals” to move to Mexico. 

Farmers contacted about the offers con- 
firmed that they had visited the Mexican 
tomato areas, and were still considering the 
possibility of moving. 

The farmers all headquarter their opera- 
tions at the Pompano Beach State Farmers 
Market, which serves the South Florida agri- 
cultural community in Broward, Palm Beach 
and Dade counties. 

The source in the U.S. Department of Agri- 
culture, who said he wanted to remain anon- 
ymous, said it is “impossible to get ade- 
quate stoop labor around here, Most manual 
laborers don’t want to do that type of work.” 

The source said that if area growers did 
decide to take up the Mexican offers, the 
dent in the local agriculture economy could 
be significant. In the Pompano Farmers Mar- 
ket area as much as $17 million annually 
could be lost from the $35 to $40 million 
industry. 

He said the Mexican agricultural interests 
want the growers to come over because of 
their technical knowledge and experience. 

“When you can’t bring labor to the farm, 
you have to bring the farm to the laborers,” 
he said. 

One grower, Alvin Jones of Deerfield Beach, 
who operated six farms three years ago, said 
he is getting out of the growing business 
entirely because of the labor situation. 

Jones said he had visited Mexico, and be- 
came convinced “When I got through looking 
at it I decided that tomatoes are over with 
as far as this country is concerned.” 

“It’s useless to try to farm here any more,” 
Jones said. He said he was “just walking 
away from a $300,000 investment.” 

“Labor is our big problem,” Jones said. 
“We have to pay so much for labor and the 
labor is getting poorer and poorer.” 

Truck farmers in Florida are not allowed 
to use the cheaper off-shore labor—workers 
from the Bahamas—by the U.S. Department 
of Labor. 

G. Brackston Hogan, Jr., of Pompano 
Beach Farms, Inc., which has steadily di- 
minished its tomato acreage for the past 
three years because of the rising cost of 
labor, said that his operation was getting out 
of the stake tomato business in Florida. 

“We're going into strictly machine farm- 
ing,” Hogan said, and we're going to cut our 
labor in the state by 95 per cent of what it 
was last year.” 

These crops will be grown by the firm out 
of the country, he said, probably in the Do- 
minican Republic where the company already 
has some interests, and possibly in Mexico. 

Hogan also blamed the labor situation for 
his problems, and he blamed the U.S. govern- 
ment for the labor problem. 

Hogan said that workers who three years 
ago would produce 35 to 40 boxes of tomatoes 
a day, now pick 20 to 25 boxes, at higher 
wages. 

He said truck farming being under the 
control of the U.S. Department of Labor, 
rather than the U.S. Department of Agricul- 
ture, was the reason for the labor problem. 

Hogan estimated that 25 per cent of the 
tomato acreage in the Pompano Beach Farm- 
ers Market area was dropped by farmers last 
year, and he expects an even sharper drop 
next year, He said the 25 per cent would 
represent about 1,500 acres. 

Hogan gave another example of a “stoop 
picking” crop which has suffered in the area. 
He said that three years ago there were about 
3,500 acres of strawberries in Broward and 
Palm Beach. This year, because of the labor 
problem, there are less than 200 acres. 


Mr. HOLLAND. I should like to quote 
briefly from this article: 


July 21, 1967 


A source in the U.S. Department of Agri- 
culture revealed Monday that several fairly 
large farming operations had been offered 
“very lucrative deals” to move to Mexico. 


Quoting further: 

The source said that if area growers did 
decide to take up the Mexican offers, the 
dent in the local agricultural economy could 
be significant. In the Pompano Farmers 
Market area as much as $17 million annually 
could be lost from the $35 to $40 million 
industry. 


Quoting still further: 


He said the Mexican agriculture interests 
want the growers to come over because of 
their technical knowledge and experience. 
“When you can’t bring labor to the farm, 
you have to bring the farm to the laborers ” 
he said— 


Quoting an employee of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. 

Mr. President, the dismal future out- 
look for agriculture is indicated in a 
telegram I recently received from 55 re- 
sponsible Florida producers. I should like 
to read this telegram for the benefit of 
the Senate: 

The future of produce farming in the 
winter in the State of Florida is doomed. 
Growers cannot continue to survive with all 
offshore competition in produce, particularly 
Mexico. Please consider how this will affect 
the millions of people involved in agri- 
business. It is grossly unfair, un-American 
and communistic to force the growers of 
Florida to comply with the Federal regula- 
tions that are now in effect and to allow 
foreign competition to come into this coun- 
try without any or virtually no tariff. We 
beg of you to use everything at your com- 
mand to give Florida growers some relief 
immediately, We, the undesigned friends, 
voters and supporters of you join together 
in this plea. 


The 55 signers of this telegram are 
representative and heretofore prosperous 
vegetable farmers of the Immokalee 
area. 

Mr. President, my deep distress and 
continuing concern over the difficult 
times the fruit and vegetable producers 
are experiencing and the numerous let- 
ters and telegrams I have received from 
Florida growers and producers prompted 
me to write to the President on May 16, 
1967, wherein I stated: 

The impact of heavy importation of to- 
matoes particularly from Mexico, had a very 
telling effect on Florida vegetable producers 
this past winter. The Mexicans can send to 
the market a high quality product at much 
less cost than the enforced wage scales in 
Florida will permit, thus removing our 
growers from a competitive position. 

I suspect that the Mexican impetus has 
been caused largely by farmers “going to the 
labor” since they cannot bring labor to the 
farm as has been the case in past years. 

It is imperative that something be done 
soon to correct this situation else we are 
going to see a lot of our Florida growers put 
out of business by Mexicans and other off- 
shore competition. I suggest that a tariff 
hearing be arranged to fully air all aspects 
of this situation. 


Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have my letter to the President 
printed, in full, in the Record at this 
point. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
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May 16, 1967. 
THE PRESIDENT, 
The White House, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. PRESENT: For ready reference 
I attach hereto one of a number of telegrams 
that have come to me from the Florida veg- 
etable industry complaining of a situation 
which arose this past season and which cut 
very deeply into the production and market- 
ing of tomatoes and certain other vegetable 
crops in Florida. 

The impact of a heavy importation of to- 
matoes particularly from Mexico, had a very 
telling effect on Florida vegetable producers 
this past winter. The Mexicans can send to 
the market a high quality product at much 
less cost than the enforced wage scales in 
Florida will permit, thus removing our grow- 
ers from a competitive position. 

I suspect that the Mexican impetus has 
been caused largely by farmers “going to the 
labor” since they cannot bring the labor to 
the farm as has been the case in past years. 

It is imperative that something be done 
soon to correct this situation else we are go- 
ing to see a lot of our Florida growers put 
out of business by Mexican and other off- 
shore competition. I suggest that a tariff 
hearing be arranged to fully air all aspects 
of this situation. 

With warm regards, I remain, 

Yours faithfully, 
Spessarp L. HOLLAND. 


Mr. HOLLAND. I have received an an- 
swer to this letter, dated July 11, 1967, 
from Mr. W. DeVier Pierson, Associate 
Special Counsel to the President, which I 
ask to have printed in the Recorn at 
this point. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE WHITE HOUSE, 
Washington, D. O., July 11, 1967. 
Hon. SPESSARD L. HOLLAND, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dran SENATOR HOLLAND: I regret the delay 
in replying to your letter of May 16 to the 
President concerning the problems faced by 
Florida growers of winter vegetables, We 
asked Ambassador Roth’s office for informa- 
tion on this matter and the request caught 
them in the process of completing the Ken- 
nedy Round negotiations. 

As you indicate in your letter, the prob- 
lems of the winter vegetable producers relate 
primarily to the availability of labor, par- 
ticularly to the difficulty of obtaining labor 
for vegetable farming under near full-em- 
ployment conditions. Tariff concessions, on 
the other hand, appear not to have been a 
factor. Rates of duty on tomatoes and other 
winter vegetables imported principally from 
Mexico have continued unchanged for the 
last twenty years, During that period produc- 
tion of winter vegetables in Florida has ex- 
panded under generally favorable profit 
conditions and under the protection of a 
tariff amounting in the case of tomatoes, 
for example, to about 15 percent by value, In 
the recently concluded Kennedy Round of 
trade negotiations, the United States granted 
no tariff concessions on fresh tomatoes or on 
most of the other types of Florida winter 
vegetables. 

In view of the indication that the indus- 
try’s difficulties are due to developments 
other than tariffs, it does not appear that a 
tariff hearing would be a useful procedure 
in this case. A study of the situation of the 
industry is needed, however, with a view to 
determining what action might be appro- 
priate under the circumstances. I am in- 
formed that a study was initiated earlier this 
year by the Economic Research Service of the 
Department of Agriculture, and that the De- 
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partment intends to advise you as soon as 
the study is completed. 
I hope these comments will help you in 
replying to the Florida vegetable growers. 
Sincerely, 
W. DEVIER PIERSON, 
Associate Special Counsel 
to the President. 


Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, we 
have already seen a once-flourishing 
crop in Florida—pineapples—completely 
abandoned because of cheap labor in 
nearby foreign countries. We have also 
seen such profitable crops as mangoes, 
avocados, tomatoes, and strawberries 
neglected or restricted because of inade- 
quate labor supply and unfriendly off- 
shore labor policies of Secretary Wirtz. 
There is no question that foreign com- 
petition from low wage areas, the Ba- 
hamas, Caribbean Islands, Mexico, and 
Central America, is making great in- 
roads into our fruit and vegetable indus- 
tries. These inroads have reached critical 
proportions to many Florida producers, 
as indicated by the telegram I have just 
placed in the record and which, together 
with the many other communications I 
have received, as well as my personal 
knowledge as to what is happening to the 
fruit and vegetable industry, prompted 
my writing to the President. 

Further exercising my concern over 
this situation which, if allowed to con- 
tinue, could have a disastrous effect on 
the economy of Florida and other areas 
of the country, I wrote to the Secretary 
of Agriculture under date of June 19, 
1967, which I would like to quote in part: 

This situation has been brought to a head 
principally by the denial to domestic pro- 
ducers of access to foreign agricultural labor, 
even at our higher standards, and by domes- 
tic wage scales. 

If Florida growers are to stay in business, 
and they very much want to do so, some- 
thing must be done to keep them competi- 
tive with the growers in Mexico and the 
Caribbean area. 

The only course open to us appears to me 
to be some kind of “market sharing” plan 
which is only another way of saying flexible 
import limitations, or quotas. 


Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have this letter to the Secretary 
of Agriculture, printed in the RECORD at 
this point. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 


as follows: 
JUNE 19, 1967. 
Hon. ORVILLE FREEMAN, 
Secretary of Agriculture, 
Department of Agriculture, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. SECRETARY: For some years now 
we have been under the threat of foreign 
competition from low wage areas, principally 
Mexico and the Caribbean countries, making 
disastrous inroads into our fruit and vege- 
table industries. This season the problem 
reached critical proportions among many of 
our Florida producers to the extent that the 
agri-business community, which includes 
farm equipment and supply groups, bankers, 
merchants and labor, has voiced great con- 
cern. Many of them have suffered substantial 
financial losses. 

This situation has been brought to a head 
principally by the denial to domestic pro- 
ducers of access to foreign agricultural labor, 
even at our higher standards, and by 
domestic wage scales. 
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While the philosophy of the Secretary of 
Labor in the above connection may be lofty, 
the end result has been curtailment of 
domestic vegetable farming and the removal 
of U.S. capital to Mexico and the Caribbean 
area for setting up farming operations where 
plentiful low-cost agricultural labor is read- 
ily available. 

The produce resulting from such opera- 
tions, added to that already being carried 
on in those areas, found its way into our 
markets during this season in great volume. 
The effect of this on our domestic economy 
can readily be seen. 

Protective tariffs no longer offer a solu- 
tion to the problem of heavy fruit and vege- 
table imports. The tariffs would have to be 
many times their present levels to offset the 
difference in cost of production domestically 
and foreign. 

If Florida growers are to stay in business, 
and they very much want to do so, something 
must be done to keep them competitive with 
the growers in Mexico and the Caribbean 
area, 

The only course open to us appears to me 
to be some kind of “market sharing” plan 
which is only another way of saying flexible 
import limitations, or quotas. 

This is not to suggest total exclusion of im- 
ports of competitive commodities, but rather 
some form of control of them that would 
give domestic producers first consideration 
in the market place, as has been given Amer- 
ican farm workers under the Secretary of 
Labor’s adverse effect criteria. If the govern- 
ment is going to manage production costs 
for agriculture so as to price us out of com- 
petition with foreign producers it is incum- 
bent upon the government to protect the 
market in some reasonable way that will 
keep our producers in the game. 

This is a matter of urgency upon which I 
request your wise counsel. The condition will 
not cure itself, but will most likely continue 
to worsen with each production season. 

Yours faithfully, 
SpESSARD L. HOLLAND. 


Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I have 
been advised by the Department that 
the questions posed by my letter would 
require some serious checking into and 
that, while an interim reply would be 
forwarded to me shortly, a final reply 
will take time. 

In discussions with the Department of 
Agriculture with regard to the study 
that was being initiated by the Eco- 
nomic Research Service referred to in 
the letter from Mr. Pierson, Associate 
Special Counsel to the President, that I 
previously submitted for the Rrcorp, I 
have been informed that the study is 
only in the planning stage and that it 
is anticipated that it will be in three 
stages and, while parts of the study may 
be completed earlier, the time estimate 
for completion of the study furnished my 
office by the Deputy Administrator for 
Program Policy, Economic Research 
Service, Department of Agriculture, Mr. 
Linley E. Juers, is approximately 1 year. 

Mr. President, if the fruit and vege- 
table growers must wait for the com- 
pletion of this study before obtaining 
relief from the present and most serious 
situation they find themselves in as a 
result of the programs and policies cur- 
rently in effect, I am fearful that many 
growers and producers of fruits and veg- 
etables will be forced out of business. 
Action is needed now and I hope the 
officials in other Departments having 
jurisdiction over this important matter 
will move forward expeditiously in tak- 
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ing action to preserve this great agri- 
cultural industry. 

Mr. President, an article entitled 
“Mexico—Building on the Border” ap- 
peared in the June 9 issue of Time, 
which I believe is particularly applicable 
to his discussion. I shall quote two 
paragraphs from it: 


In their search for lower labor costs, many 
U.S. manufacturers have cast their eyes— 
and their production lines—as far as Hong 
Kong, South Korea and Japan. Now they 
have begun to look closer to home. Almost 
unnoticed, the dusty, teeming, and often 
decrepit towns just south of the 2,000 mile 
U.S.-Mexican border are undergoing the 
quiet beginning of what one U.S. textile 
maker says could be “a massive industrial 
program.“ 


Quoting further from the article— 
and this is most interesting, particularly 
in view of labor’s insistence on higher 
wages: 


No one is more astonished at the trend 
than Big Labor. U.S. unions gave the pro- 
gram an indirect nudge three years ago 
when they badgered Congress into closing 
the doors on the thousands of Mexican 
braceros who used to work in the fields of 
California, Arizona, Michigan and Texas. 
Belatedly realizing that such workers are 
now turning up in plants just below the 
U.S. border, the AF.L—C.I.O. professes it- 
self to be “damned concerned.” 


Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have printed in the Record the 
entire article entitled “Mexico—Building 
on the Border,” published in Time mag- 
azine of June 9, 1967. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


MEXICO—BUILDING ON THE BORDER 


In their search for lower labor costs, many 
U.S. manufacturers have cast their eyes— 
and their production lines—as far as Hong 
Kong, South Korea and Japan. Now they have 
begun to look closer to home. Almost un- 
noticed, the dusty, teeming, and often de- 
crepit towns just south of the 2,000-mile 
U.S.-Mexican border are undergoing the 
quiet beginnings of what one U.S. textile 
maker says could be “a massive industrial 
program.” 

Since the Mexican government began en- 
couraging “border manufacturing” little 
more than a year ago, 34 U.S. companies have 
come on down. In and around honky-tonk 
Tijuana, 17 miles from San Diego, more than 
a dozen new plants have sprouted to pro- 
duce such things as magnetic memory cores 
for Litton Industries and power transistors 
for Fairchild Camera. Factories in Mexicali 
make integrated circuits for Raytheon and 
motor parts for Western Gear, In Nuevo 
Laredo, southwest of Laredo, Texas, Mexican 
workers are doing everything from making 
electronics parts for Transitron Electronic 
Corp. to sorting supermarket “cents-off” 
coupons for the A.C. Nielsen Co., the big 
TV-rating and marketing-services firm. 

Back Across the Border. All told, the U.S. 
investment in half a dozen Mexican border 
towns amounts to only some $5.4 million in 
plants employing about 4,500 persons. But 
the Boston-based research firm of Arthur D. 
Little, Inc., estimates that the Yankee pay- 
roll eventually could explode to some $400 
million or $600 million a year, 

The Yanks are going because the Mexican 
government, battling an unemployment 
problem in its northern states, has begun to 
allow individual U.S. manufacturers to im- 
port materials without paying duty—as long 
as the goods made from them in Mexican 
plants are shipped right back across the 
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border. If the returning products meet cer- 
tain U.S. tariff-law standards, the manufac- 
turers need pay only a nominal U.S, duty on 
the value of the Mexican labor involved. Our 
idea,” says Octaviano Campos Salas, Mexi- 
can Minister of Industry and Commerce, “is 
to offer an alternative to Hong Kong, Japan 
and Puerto Rico for free enterprise.” 

Though wages along the border are about 
40% higher than those in Hong Kong, the 
Mexican offer is attractive to U.S. companies 
stung by rising U.S. labor costs. All fringe 
benefits included, unskilled labor in Tijuana 
runs at around 60c to 75c an hour, com- 
pared with as much as $2.40 in Los Angeles. 
In Ciudad Juarez, a sprawling poverty 
pocket (unemployment: 25,000 out of a 
labor force of 125,000) just south of El Paso, 
skilled machinists command a bare 50c an 
hour. 

Split Operations. Such advantages have 
fostered split manufacturing operations, 
under which Mexican workers do normally 
expensive handwork on items that can then 
be finished or assembled cheaply in the U.S. 
Example: Kayser-Roth’s Catalina division 
cuts fabric for jackets and sportswear in Los 
Angeles, gets most of the stitching done in 
its Mexicali plant. Counting wages, duty, and 
400-mile round-trip trucking expenses, the 
Mexicali work adds up to about $1.20 per 
hour, compared with the $1.85 it would cost 
in Los Angeles. 

Though training former farm workers for 
precision work is necessarily time-consuming 
and expensive, most U.S. managers are de- 
lighted with results, When Catalina moved 
in 18 months ago, Senior Vice President 
George deCervantes found that even though 
many job applicants “had never even seen 
a sewing machine,” the women particularly 
have “tremendous dexterity and are capable 
of doing the most intricate, exacting things.” 
At a Sarkes Tarzian, Inc. plant in Nuevo 
Laredo, 50 workers assemble base sets for VHF 
tuners under the supervision of just one 
U.S. technician. Transitron pleased with the 
work of some 250 employees who assemble 
tiny parts under microscopes at its new $1.5 
million Nuevo Laredo plant, plans to boost 
employment to 1,500. 

No one is more astonished at the trend 
than Big Labor. U.S. unions gave the pro- 
gram an indirect nudge three years ago when 
they badgered Congress into closing the 
doors on the thousands of Mexican braceros 
who used to work in the fields of California, 
Arizona, Michigan and Texas. Belatedly re- 
alizing that such workers are now turning 
up in plants just below the U.S. border, the 
AF. L. CI. O. professes itself to be “damned 
concerned.” 


Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, we 
must face the hard reality: the fruit and 
vegetable industry is in a most serious 
situation. Various actions by the admin- 
istration in the past few years partic- 
ularly the actions of the Department of 
Labor have further restricted the in- 
dustry. Today we have reached a critical 
stage in various areas—fruit and veg- 
etable producers are fighting for sur- 
vival—and action must be taken to rec- 
tify the administration’s mistakes which 
are affecting the economy in many areas 
of the country very greatly. I point out 
that not only is it the fruit and vegetable 
producers that are being hurtfully af- 
fected but the allied and service indus- 
tries as well, which would continue to 
provide needed employment when the 
time comes—and I hope it will be in the 
not-too-distant future—when the de- 
fense effort is curtailed, and those now 
employed in defense industries are with- 
out jobs. Job opportunities must be pro- 
vided, but I submit we must look beyond 
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our noses and look ahead to the future. If 
we do, there is no question that we will 
see clearly that the need for maintain- 
ing a strong agricultural position is ever 
present. It has been the strength of 
America. It has done much to feed the 
hungry and starving peoples of the world. 
We cannot turn our back on agriculture 
now. As for myself, as a member of the 
Agriculture Legislative Committee and as 
chairman of the Agriculture Subcommit- 
tee on Appropriations, I will continue to 
speak out frequently and, I hop-, force- 
fully for the great agricultural commu- 
nity, and I will not be a party to the 
ruination of the core of our Nation's 
economy by accepting without criticism 
the policies the administration now 
endorses. 

In closing, Mr. President, I do not wish 
the Recorp to show that Iam ungrateful 
for such assistance as has been given to 
certain segments of the agricultural in- 
dustry. I have already expressed my 
thanks for the action taken by the Presi- 
dent in issuing a proclamation under au- 
thority of section 22 of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act, as amended, to grant re- 
lief to the dairy farmers, and for the 
helpful assistance of Ambassador Roth 
and the late Governor Herter for their 
helpful assistance and understanding of 
the citrus industry and the fruit indus- 
tries in general during the Kennedy 
round negotiations in Geneva. I would 
also be remiss if I did not express appre- 
ciation to Secretary Wirtz for permitting 
8,400 offshore canecutters to enter Flor- 
ida last fall to aid in the harvesting, 
and for certifying, though belatedly, 3,000 
offshore orange pickers to aid in the har- 
vesting of our largest Valencia orange 
crop in history, just now being completed. 

While Florida’s season is about over, 
this is not the case in many other areas 
of the country; and the need for timely 
labor is essential if such perishable crops 
as fruits and vegetables are to be har- 
vested and not allowed to rot on the tree 
or in the ground. I am hopeful that the 
officials of our Government will see to it 
that timely labor is supplied the growers 
and producers of perishable crops, who 
are already very greatly affected by im- 
ports. I am most hopeful that the Presi- 
dent and other officials of Government 
having jurisdiction over the fields of labor 
and agricultural imports will not delay 
action until reports and studies are avail- 
able, which are apparently at least a year 
away, to grant relief by way of admitting 
needed foreign laborers and imposing 
reasonable import quotas for those ele- 
ments in the agricultural community 
which are being injured or destroyed by 
foreign competition. Action is needed 
now, Mr. President, if many producers 
of fruits and vegetables are to survive, 
and some of the most essential elements 
of our national economy are to be pro- 
tected and preserved. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres- 
ident, I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS 


By unanimous consent the following 
routine morning business was transacted. 


STATEMENT BY AGENCY FOR 
INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 
RELATING TO SELF-HELP 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid 
before the Senate a letter from the Ad- 
ministrator, Agency for International 
Development, Department of State, 
Washington, D.C., transmitting, for the 
information of the Senate, a statement 
of that Agency, relating to self-help 
which (with an accompanying paper) 
was referred to the Committee on For- 
eign Relations. 


PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 


Petitions, etc., were laid before the 
Senate or presented, and referred as in- 
dicated: 


By the PRESIDENT pro tempore: 
A joint resolution of the Legislature of the 
State of California; to the Committee on 
Finance: 


“SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 36 


“Joint resolution relative to the domestic 
trawl fish industry 

“Whereas, The nutritional value of fish 
and shellfish in the diet of America and the 
world and the value of such fish as a protein 
resource are becoming increasingly impor- 
tant; and 

“Whereas, Appropriate federal agencies 
have found on a number of occasions that 
our domestic trawl fish industry was being 
badly hurt by foreign imports, but no execu- 
tive action was taken to provide the needed 
protection; and 

“Whereas, Since 1954 the United States 
domestic fishery production has consistently 
diminished so as to drop from second to fifth 
place in world production; and 

“Whereas, The domestic fishing industry 
has found it impossible to undergo needed 
modernization and to upgrade itself as long 
as all foreign nations can so conveniently 
ship fishery products into the United States; 
and 

“Whereas, Only 19.2 percent of the total 
United States supply of bottomfish in 1966 
was attributable to United States production, 
while 80.8 percent was attributable to foreign 
imports; and 

“Whereas, The problem of foreign fishing 
along our coast is identical to the problem of 
foreign imports and is destroying the domes- 
tic trawl industry; and 

“Whereas, Processing plants in California 
are limiting the landings of bottomfish due 
to the heavy and steadily increasing imports 
of similar species; now, therefore, be it 

“Resolved by the Senate and Assembly of 
the State of California, jointly, That the 
Legislature of the State of California re- 
spectfully memorializes the President and 
the Congress of the United States to take 
appropriate action to ensure and provide a 
sound and healthy trawl fishery through 
tariff or quota protection against such im- 
ported products; and be it further 

“Resolved, That the Secretary of the Senate 
be hereby directed to transmit copies of this 
resolution to the President and Vice Presi- 
dent of the United States, to the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives, and to each 
Senator and Representative from California 
in the Congress of the United States.” 

A resolution of the Legislature of the State 
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of California; to the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service: 


“SENATE RESOLUTION 329 


“Resolution relative to issuing a commemo- 
rative stamp for the University of Califor- 
nia Centennial 


“Whereas, The University of California will 
hold its Centennial celebration during March 
of 1968; and 

“Whereas, The Congress of the United 
States has repeatedly demonstrated its deep 
interest in the availability of higher educa- 
tion to the citizens of our country regard- 
less of their economic circumstances; and 

“Whereas, The State of California has 
recognized its responsibility by initiating the 
Master Plan for Higher Education and ac- 
tively participating in the Western Inter- 
state Commission for Higher Education; and 

“Whereas, Both of these plans are serving 
as models for other states in this vital area: 
and 

“Whereas, This great university served as a 
pioneer in the development of state-sup- 
ported education; and 

“Whereas, The United States Post Office 
has, On numerous occasions, honored cen- 
tennial anniversaries of other great insti- 
tutions of higher learning by the issuance 
of commemorative stamps; now, therefore, 
be it 

“Resolved by the Senate of the State of 
California, That the Members respectfully 
urge the United States Postmaster General 
and the Citizens Stamp Advisory Commit- 
tee to issue an appropriate commemorative 
stamp honoring the University of California 
on its 100th Anniversary; and be it further 

“Resolved, That the Secretary of the Sen- 
ate is hereby directed to transmit copies of 
this resolution to the United States Post- 
master General, the Citizens Stamp Advisory 
Committee, and to each Senator and Repre- 
sentative from the State of California in the 
Congress of the United States. 

“Attest: 

“J. A. BEEK, 
“Secretary of the Senate.” 

A joint resolution of the Legislature of the 
State of California; to the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service: 


“ASSEMBLY JOINT RESOLUTION 17 


“Joint resolution relative to mail order list 
brokers 

“Whereas, The Attorney General’s report 
on pornography indicates the people of Cali- 
fornia have been subjected to a deluge of 
unsolicited mailed material of a pandering 
sexual nature; and 

“Whereas, There is presently no adequate 
means of relief from these unsolicited and re- 
peated mailings; and 

“Whereas, Many of these obnoxious mail- 
ings are caused by the sale of lists of names 
by mail order list brokers; now, therefore, 
be it 

“Resolved by the Assembly and Senate of 
the State of California, jointly, That the 
Legislature of the State of California respect- 
fully memorializes the Congress of the United 
States to enact legislation regulating mail 
order list brokers; and be it further 

“Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the As- 
sembly is hereby directed to transmit copies 
of this resolution to the President and Vice 
President of the United States, to the Speaker 
of the House of Representatives, and to each 
Senator and Representative from California 
in the Congress of the United States.” 


REPORT OF A COMMITTEE 


The following report of a committee 
was submitted: 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana, from the Com- 
mittee on Finance, with amendments: 

H. R. 6098. An act to provide an extension 
of the interest equalization tax, and for 
other purposes (Rept. No. 405). 
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REPORT ON DISPOSITION OF 
EXECUTIVE PAPERS 


Mr. MONRONEY, from the Joint Se- 
lect Committee on the Disposition of 
Papers in the Executive Departments, to 
which was referred for examination and 
recommendation a list of records trans- 
mitted to the Senate by the Archivist of 
the United States, dated July 6, 1967, that 
appeared to have no permanent value or 
historical interest, submitted a report 
thereon, pursuant to law. 


BILLS INTRODUCED 


Bills were introduced, read the first 
time, and, by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and referred as follows: 


By Mr. PEARSON (for himself, Mr. 
Harris, Mr. CANNON, Mr. COTTON, 
Mr. HATFIELD, Mr. McGee, Mr. Mo- 
Govern, Mr. MILLER, Mr. MONDALE, 
Mr. MONRONEY, Mr. Moss, Mr. MUNDT, 
Mr. Percy, Mr. Prouty, Mr. Scort, 
Mr. Youne of North Dakota, Mr. 
Typrincs, Mr. Rrsicorr, Mr. RAN- 
DOLPH, Mr, MANSFIELD, Mr, BENNETT, 
Mr. AIKEN, and Mr. Ervin): 

S. 2134. A bill to provide incentives for the 
establishment of new or expanded job-pro- 
ducing industrial and commercial establish- 
ments in rural areas; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

(See the remarks of Mr. Pearson when he 
introduced the above bill, which appear un- 
der a separate heading.) 

By Mr. SMATHERS: 

S. 2135. A bill for the relief of Mr. Rafael A. 
Quintero Ibarbia; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. MONDALE: 

8. 2186. A bill for the relief of Dr. Em- 
manuel G. Balcos and Ophelia Gloria Balcos, 
his wife; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MONRONEY: 

S. 2137. A bill to provide, in the interests 
of safety, for the regulation of sport and 
commercial parachute jumping; to the Com- 
mittee on Commerce. 

(See the remarks of Mr. MonronEy when 
he introduced the above bill, which appear 
under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. STENNIS (for himself, Mr. 
Morse, Mr. YARBOROUGH, Mr. KEN- 
NEDY of New York, Mr. KENNEDY 
of Massachusetts, Mr. Javirs, Mr. 
Prouty, Mr. NELSON, and Mr. 
CLARK) : 

S. 2138. A bill to authorize the Secretary of 
Agriculture and the Surgeon General of the 
United States to provide food and medical 
services on an emergency basis to prevent 
human suffering or loss of life; by unanimous 
consent order, to be referred to the Commit- 
tee on Labor and Public Welfare, and when 
reported by that committee, to be referred 
to the Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry. 

(See the remarks of Mr. STENNIS when he 
introduced the above bill, which appear 
under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. HOLLAND: 

S. 2189. A bill for the relief of Dr. Angel 
Trejo Padron; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

By Mr. BARTLETT (by request): 

S. 2140. A bill to authorize the exchange of 
certain vessels for conversion and operation 
in nonsubsidized service between the west 
coast of the United States and the territory 
of Guam; to the Committee on Commerce. 

(See the remarks of Mr. BARTLETT when 
he introduced the above bill, which appear 
under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. MONRONEY: 

S. 2141. A bill to provide for the establish- 
ment of a national cemetery on certain fed- 
erally owned lands in the vicinity of Fort 
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Reno, Okla.; to the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. 
By Mr. HILL: 

S. 2142. A bill to amend the Public Health 
Service Act in order to establish in the 
Public Health Service the position of Chief 
Veterinary Officer; to the Committee on Labor 
and Public Welfare. 

By Mr. PERCY: 

S. 2143. A bill to amend title II of the 
Social Security Act to increase the annual 
amount individuals are permitted to earn 
without suffering deductions from the insur- 
ance benefits payable to them under such 
title; 

S. 2144. A bill to amend title II of the 
Social Security Act to increase the amount 
of the widow’s and widower’s insurance bene- 
fits payable thereunder to individuals who 
have attained age 65; and 

S. 2145. A bill to amend title II of the 
Social Security Act to provide benefits for 
certain disabled widows without regard to 
their age; to the Committee on Finance. 

(See the remarks of Mr. Percy when he 
introduced the above bills, which appear 
under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. PROXMIRE: 

S. 2146. A bill to abolish the Subversive 
Activities Control Board and transfer the 
powers, duties, and functions thereof to the 
Department of Justice, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

(See the remarks of Mr. Proxmire when he 
introduced the above bill, which appear 
under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. MONTOYA: 

S. 2147. A bill to clarify and otherwise 
amend the Meat Inspection Act, to provide 
for cooperation with appropriate State agen- 
cies with respect to State meat inspection 
programs, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

By Mr. NELSON: 

S. 2148. A bill to promote health and safety 
in the building trades and construction in- 
dustry in all Federal and federally financed 
or federally assisted construction projects; to 
the Committee on Labor and Public Welfare. 

(See the remarks of Mr. NELSON when he 
introduced the above bill, which appear 
under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. HARRIS: 

S. 2149, A bill for the relief of Dr. Jose J. 

Guijarro; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. MORSE (for himself and Mr. 
HATFIELD) : 

S. 2150. A bill to amend title IV of the 
Housing Act of 1950 to authorize in certain 
cases an extension of the time for making 
payments on college housing loans; to the 
Committee on Banking and Currency. 

(See the remarks of Mr. Morse when he 
introduced the above bill, which appear un- 
der a separate heading.) 

By Mr. MORSE: 

S. 2151. A bill to amend the college work- 
study program with respect to institutional 
matching and permissible hours of work; to 
the Committee on Labor and Public Welfare. 

(See the remarks of Mr. Morse when he 
introduced the above bill, which appear un- 
der a separate heading.) 


REGULATION OF SPORT AND COM- 
MERCIAL PARACHUTE JUMPING 


Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, dur- 
ing the past few years there has been a 
sharp rise in the popularity of a new, and 
to most of us strange, pastime—sport 
parachuting. While I do not claim to be 
an expert on this matter, having never 
tried it myself, I feel that some measures 
should be taken to reduce to a minimum 
the risk involved in this potentially dan- 
gerous sport. 

I say this sport is potentially danger- 
ous because I do not believe that it is 
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necessarily unsafe. With proper instruc- 
tion, equipment, and supervision, I am 
sure that it can be a safe and exciting 
sport. However, there are now no guar- 
antees that adequate safety precautions 
will be taken by either veteran or novice 
jumpers. 

My major concern is protection of the 
novice jumper who knows little or noth- 
ing about the sport. Such a person does 
not know whether he has been properly 
instructed, his equipment is adequate, or 
he is personally qualified to jump. It is 
primarily the accidents involving these 
inexperienced people that I want to pre- 
vent. 

I believe that proper safety regulations 
would not stifle the sport as many en- 
thusiasts claim. Instead, it would en- 
hance sport parachuting by giving it a 
sense of legitimacy on which people could 
rely. There would probably be even more 
skydivers if people knew that the sport 
was regulated by a Government agency 
and that they were receiving approved 
instruction and equipment. 

The bill I am introducing would give 
the Federal Aviation Administration the 
authority to establish minimum safety 
requirements. These regulations would 
cover two basic areas—the qualifications 
of the jumper himself including his age 
and health, and the preparation he has 
received covering his equipment and 
instruction. 

So far the Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration has enacted regulations which 
protect aviation and the general public 
from sport parachutists. However, the 
welfare of the skydiver has been ignored. 
I feel that the legislation I am introduc- 
ing will close this gap without damaging 
the sport. 

Mr. President, I send the bill to the 
desk and ask that it be appropriately 
referred. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and appropriately re- 
ferred. 

The bill (S. 2137) to provide, in the 
interests of safety, for the regulation of 
sport and commercial parachute jump- 
ing, introduced by Mr. MonrRoNEY, was 
received, read twice by its title, and re- 
ferred to the Committee on Commerce. 


DISTRIBUTION OF FOOD AND MEDI- 
CINE TO NEEDY PEOPLE TO PRE- 
VENT SUFFERING OR LOSS OF 
LIFE 


Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, the 
Senate Subcommittee on Employment, 
Manpower, and Poverty recently con- 
ducted hearings on alleged hunger in 
the United States with particular em- 
phasis on Mississippi. 

Personally, I know any claims of wide- 
spread starvation in Mississippi over- 
state the true facts and to that extent 
are misleading. In my opinion if there 
are isolated cases where a person is suf- 
fering from starvation it is because that 
person’s particular situation is not known 
to the local, State or Federal agencies 
concerned. 

It is my firm opinion that those who 
might need additional food or medical 
help can obtain such help under existing 
programs administered by established 
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agencies of the local, State and Federal 
governments. 

However, if sufficient help for neces- 
sary food and medical attention is not 
available through current programs and 
operating agencies, then that help should 
be provided by the Federal Government 
immediately. 

If any person, young, or old, cannot 
get food through no fault of his own, 
then the Government should provide 
food on an emergency basis. 

If any person is suffering for lack of 
medical attention which he cannot pro- 
vide for himself, then the Government 
should provide that medical assistance 
on an emergency basis. 

Mr. President, if people are actually 
suffering from lack of food and medical 
assistance, as was claimed by witnesses 
appearing before the subcommittee, 
what they need is help, not talk and 
publicity. They need to be made well, not 
made the subject of partisan politics or 
a nationwide television show. 

Mr. President, I introduce, for appro- 
priate reference, a bill on this subject 
and ask that it be printed in the RECORD 
at the conclusion of my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and appropriately re- 
ferred; and, without objection, the bill 
will be printed in the Recorp, as request- 
ed by the Senator from Mississippi. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, the bill 
I have introduced would provide such 
help at once and will apply to all States 
and the District of Columbia. This 
emergency aid will be given through two 
of the oldest and most respected agen- 
cies, the Department of Agriculture, and 
the Public Health Service. The Depart- 
ment of Agriculture is now responsible 
for the distribution of food. The Public 
Health Service has many years of ex- 
perience in controlling disease and treat- 
ing the sick. Both agencies have well- 
trained personnel already in position to 
administer the aid provided in this bill. 
They would be acting in cooperation with 
any State department of public welfare, 
where they were working, and the public 
health service of that State, but the State 
would not have control of the program 
to which I refer. 

Three months have passed since the 
Senate subcommittee first made the 
claim that in Mississippi people are 
starving and desperately in need of med- 
ical attention. 

It has been almost 2 months since 
the Field Foundation team of doctors 
discovered what they described as 
shocking conditions brought on by lack 
of medical treatment in Mississippi. One 
of these doctors said he was aware of 
the conditions which he alleged existed 
as long as October 1966. 

Insofar as the record shows no treat- 
ment was given by these doctors to the 
persons these doctors found in dire cir- 
cumstances. Those who went there to 
look did not stay to help, although they 
claimed there were people dying for lack 
of food and medical help. 

One week ago the subcommittee ad- 
journed the hunger hearings with the 
mere request that a report be made at 
the end of 30 days as to what might have 
been done by then to correct the prob- 
lem. 
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I emphasize, Mr. President, if there 
is one life in danger from starvation or 
one person suffering from lack of medi- 
cal care, that person needs help now. If 
someone was starving when this com- 
mittee was in Mississippi 3 months ago, 
or when the doctors were there, action 
should have already been taken to help 
them. 

I wish to emphasize this point most 
strongly. These doctors testified that they 
personally examined individuals in Mis- 
sissippi critically in need of medical at- 
tention. The record of the hearing just 
concluded shows that the Director of the 
Mississippi Public Health Service asked 
that he be furnished the name of each 
person who was examined, the address 
of the individual examined, the diagno- 
sis made, and action taken or recom- 
mended. 

This information was requested in 
order that Mississippi officials might do 
something immediately for those who 
need medical assistance. 

It has been more than a week since 
that information was requested and I 
was advised this morning by Dr. A. L. 
Gray, the Mississippi Public Health 
Service Director, that as of this date that 
information had not been received. If 
there are people in such circumstances 
as claimed by the witnesses, I certainly 
hope the names of those needing help 
will be furnished as quickly as possible 
in order that the public health officials 
in Mississippi and others might follow 
up and provide the assistance that is 
needed. 

I also emphasized that this is an emer- 
gency measure. The food and medical 
service to be provided by this bill is not 
intended to take the place of food and 
medical service that should be provided 
by any individual who is capable of pro- 
viding for himself. 

An attitude has grown up in the minds 
of thousands of people who believe it is 
not necessary any more to try to get a 
job and to earn their way. Perhaps every 
single person cannot obtain a job, but if 
a person is really willing to work, he can. 

The extreme application of much of 
the philosophy expressed in the hearing 
on hunger in Mississippi would ruin the 
country. We want to take care of our 
hungry and sick children and we will 
do so, but to accept the idea that every- 
thing must be done for able-bodied peo- 
ple would gradually sap the vitality of 
so many people that at some point in 
not too many years ahead we would not 
be able to carry on our system of self- 
government. I will not live long enough 
to prove it, or see it disproved, but I 
think that such an attitude can destroy 
the basic principles of American life and 
American Government. 

I am sure there are some phases of 
modern sociology that I do not grasp. 
But there is one basic principle that I 
was taught to fully understand as a 
youth; that was if a person was phys- 
ically able to do so, he must at least try 
to earn his own upkeep if he wants to 
have the respect of the people of the com- 
munity, and further that this respect of 
his fellow men was something of value 
to be sought after and earned—and 
something that could not be bought. 
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As I have lived among people who have 
had to work and those who have needed 
help and assistance, I have become con- 
vinced that we must find a solution some- 
where in between helping those who need 
and deserve assistance and those who 
want assistance simply because they do 
not want to work. 

If we do not find a solution that dis- 
tinguishes the two, we are going to de- 
stroy our system of government and the 
basic principles of personal freedom and 
a free economy. 

The bill (S. 2138) to authorize the 
Secretary of Agriculture and the Sur- 
geon General of the United States to 
provide food and medical services on an 
emergency basis to prevent human suf- 
fering or loss of life, introduced by Mr. 
STENNIs, was received, read twice by its 
title, and referred to the Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare, and ordered 
to be printed in the Recor, as follows: 

S. 2138 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That (a) 
notwithstanding any other provision of law, 
and within the limits of appropriations spe- 
cifically appropriated to carry out the pro- 
visions of this Act, the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture and the Surgeon General of the United 
States are authorized to take such action 
as may be n on an emergency basis 
to provide food and medical services to any 
individual in any State whenever such action 
is required to prevent the loss of such in- 
dividual’s life or to avoid suffering caused 
by lack of food or medical attention. 

(b) Regulations and procedures for carry- 
ing out the provisions of this Act in any 
State shall be jointly issued by the Secretary 
of Agriculture, the Surgeon General of the 
United States, and the Governor of such 
State. Such regulations and procedures shall 
be adopted by the affirmative vote of any 
two of the above named officials. 

Sec. 2. There are hereby authorized to be 
appropriated $10,000,000 for each fiscal year, 
beginning with the fiscal year which begins 
July 1, 1967, to carry out the provisions of 
this Act. 

Sec. 3. As used in this Act, the term 
“State” means the fifty States and the Dis- 
trict of Columbia; and the term Governor“ 
shall, in the case of the District of Columbia, 
be deemed to mean the Commissioners of 
the District of Columbia. 


Mr. MANSFIELD subsequently said: 

Mr. President, on behalf of the Senator 
from Mississippi, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that a bill introduced by the Sena- 
tor from Mississippi on distribution of 
food and medicine by the Secretary of 
Agriculture and the Surgeon General to 
needy people to prevent suffering or loss 
of life on an emergency basis, be re- 
ferred to the Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare and that if and when it 
should be reported by that committee 
it be referred to the Committee on Agri- 
culture and Forestry unless that com- 
mittee should request of the Senate that 
such reference be waived. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


VESSEL EXCHANGE ACT 


Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, I in- 
troduce by request, for appropriate ref- 
erence, a bill to clarify section 510(i) of 
the Merchant Marine Act, 1936. 

Section 510(i) is known as the Vessel 
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Exchange Act and was designed to up- 
grade that portion of the U.S.-flag fleet 
which has not been able to obtain con- 
struction differential subsidy. For this 
reason, the legislative history empha- 
sizes that vesse!s traded-out by the Mar- 
itime Administration are not eligible for 
operating subsidy, and may be used only 
in nonsubsidized services. One of the 
principal purposes of this emphasis was 
to prevent any of the subsidized lines 
from avoiding their contractual ship re- 
placement obligations by converting 
war-built vessels. 

There was one particular situation 
which was not considered at the time the 
act was passed or at the time of subse- 
quent amendments. Namely, the situa- 
tion where a shipowner operated both a 
subsidized and nonsubsidized service. 
This type of operation is a minor excep- 
tion to the general rule as only one sub- 
sidized company directly operates a 
nonsubsidized service. There may be 
one or two other companies which oper- 
ate nonsubsidized service through 
affiliates. 

The particular service that this bill is 
designed to cover is that between the 
west coast of the United States and the 
territory of Guam. This service is not 
eligible for either operating or construc- 
tion subsidy and it has been in existence 
for many years, operated on a nonsub- 
sidized basis. This service is presently 
provided by a company which receives 
subsidy for operations other than the 
Guam service. This bill would clarify 
the authority of the Maritime Adminis- 
tration to make two C-4 type vessels 
available for the Guam service. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and appropriately re- 
ferred. 

The bill (S. 2140) to authorize the ex- 
change of certain vessels for conversion 
and operation in nonsubsidized service 
between the west coast of the United 
States and the territory of Guam, intro- 
duced by Mr. BARTLETT, by request, was 
received, read twice by its title, and re- 
ferred to the Committee on Commerce, 


INTRODUCTION OF BILLS RELATING 
TO AMENDMENT OF SOCIAL SECU- 
RITY ACT 


BILL AND STATEMENT 


Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, there has 
been a great deal of attention given of 
late to those 19 million Americans in our 
society who have reached the age of 65. 
Public attention to a problem is generally 
a good thing. However, much of the at- 
tention of recent years on the problems 
of the aged has been misdirected and has 
led us away from, rather than closer to, 
a true understanding of the special needs 
of older Americans. The majority of 
these people are not, as some would have 
us believe, living in abject poverty. The 
truth is that the majority of our older 
citizens are self-reliant, independent in- 
dividuals who have led a productive life 
and who now, as retired individuals, re- 
sent being classified as second-class citi- 
zens. It is our duty to see that national 
policies permit these fine people to re- 
main independent and self-reliant. The 
passage of medical care legislation has 
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gone a long way in preventing cata- 
strophic financial losses. Prior to enact- 
ment of this program, one major illness 
often could eat up a lifetime of savings 
and mercilessly throw an otherwise 
financially independent couple or indi- 
vidual onto the welfare rolls. 

While medicare and other health and 
welfare legislation has been helpful to 
the elderly, the major area of Federal 
concern on behalf of this group is the 
maintenance of an adequate income. 
Older people simply ask for a life of dig- 
nity and independence but only through 
control of income does one have full free- 
dom of choice and thereby real inde- 
pendence. 

It cannot be emphasized too strongly 
that a principal problem facing older 
people today is inflation. The continuing 
fight for a stable dollar is the greatest 
single step our Government can take on 
behalf of all our citizens, and particu- 
larly our older citizens. We must provide 
for all older Americans protection 
against inflation and loss of purchasing 
power which they have created through 
a lifetime of saving. Inflation daily eats 
away at the value of the dollar. Annui- 
ties and pensions decline in value. Sav- 
ings decline in value. Retirement funds 
and insurance that once seemed ade- 
quate are no longer so. Although infia- 
tion hits all of us—its effect on a person 
living on a fixed pension or annuity is a 
devastating and often completely defeat- 
ing final blow. 

To cite an example of how inflation 
hurts the elderly—a couple who retired 
in 1940 and drew the top social security 
benefit of $68.40 is now receiving $163.80. 
This is more than double the benefit a 
quarter of a century ago. But because of 
rising costs, their benefit check today 
will actually purchase less than in 1940. 

Because the majority of the 19 million 
older Americans live outside of the func- 
tioning economic system, in the sense 
that they are no longer producers and 
income earners within the system, they 
do not benefit directly by increases in 
employment, wages, or business activity. 

It seems cruel indeed that we cause 
the aged to suffer the greatest burden of 
inflation when, in fact, they have the 
least defenses against it. In a report of 
the Special Committee on Aging, a group 
of Republicans commented: 

That people who have contributed so much 
to America's growth should, in their 
twilight years, be denied participation in a 
rising national product is hardly fair. That 
they should be forced to accept a reduced 
share is inexcusable. 


The social security program which is 
the largest single source of income for 
retired persons is now almost universal 
in its coverage. Persons presently eligible 
for benefits make up four-fifths of the 
total population over age 65 and about 
90 to 95 percent of the population now 
reaching 65. It is estimated that social 
security retirement benefits are the 
major income reliance of just about half 
of the beneficiaries. According to a 1963 
Social Security Administration survey, 
the social security benefit was practi- 
cally the sole source of cash income for 
nearly one-fifth of the couples and for 
more than one-third of the nonmar- 
ried beneficiaries. 
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With more than 90 percent of older 
Americans relying on social security 
benefits, the Congress has a major re- 
sponsibility to keep social security bene- 
fits in line with increases in the cost of 
living. It is unjust to require the elderly 
to continually bear the brunt of inflation. 
Unfortunately, however, Congress has 
not accepted this responsibility. It has 
not kept the benefits schedule up to 
date. Social security increases have come 
too little and too late. 

On June 29 I cosponsored S. 2053, a 
bill to establish an automatic cost of 
living increase for social security bene- 
fits. My bill would increase social secur- 
ity benefits whenever the consumer price 
index rises by 3 percent or more. A 
major inequity in the social security sys- 
tem lies in the fact that increases in 
benefits voted by the Congress charac- 
teristically are deficient in two major 
respects: First, they usually fail to com- 
pensate fully for increases in living costs, 
and second, the timelag before their 
enactment results in nonrecoverable 
losses to beneficiaries. 

Approximately 2.2 million workers in 
the United States today are covered by 
provisions for cost-of-living escalator re- 
views. All the major automobile firms— 
American Motors, Chrysler, Ford, and 
General Motors—provide for an auto- 
matic cost-of-living review for their em- 
ployees. Great American companies like 
Allis-Chalmers, General Dynamics, Gen- 
eral Electric, Bendix, Boeing, Dow Chem- 
ical, Swift, and Armour, and many more 
grant their workers an automatic cost- 
of-living adjustment. Automatic cost-of- 
living clauses are an established practice 
in today’s labor market. We should do 
no less for the elderly in our society. 

No increase in social security tax rates 
would be necessary to finance the auto- 
matic increases, because with inflation 
would come higher wages and salaries 
subject to the present tax level. The pro- 
posal would not only benefit persons now 
receiving social security payments, but it 
would also serve those who will become 
beneficiaries in the years ahead, as it 
would give them the assurance that when 
they retire they would receive units of 
purchasing power comparable to those 
being paid today. 

Not only does Congress have the duty 
to keep social security payments up to 
date, but also it has the responsibility to 
make necessary changes when inade- 
quacies and inequities in the program 
become apparent. There are some glar- 
ing omissions in the Social Security Act 
that result in hardships for thousands 
of Americans. Today I am introducing 
legislation to alleviate several of these 
inequities in the present social security 
system. 

1. INCREASE IN EARNINGS LIMITATION 


There is no more basic right than the 
right to employment. The present Social 
Security Act restricts this right for those 
over 65 in a drastic manner. At present, 
earnings in excess of $1,500 a year by 
social security recipients result in reduc- 
tion of cash benefits. From $1,500 to 
$2,700, the penalty is one-half of the 
earnings. Above $2,700 the reduction in 
benefits is dollar for dollar. At the pres- 
ent time an older individual may receive 
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any amount of money—$50,000 or $1 mil- 
lion a year—from investments, pension 
funds, or other “nonemployment” in- 
come and still receive every penny of the 
social security benefits. If an older per- 
son works, however, and earns more than 
$1,500 a year, he loses his social security 
benefits, partly or completely depending 
on how much he earns. This is an in- 
tolerable situation. 

While I believe we should completely 
eliminate penalties applied to social se- 
curity beneficiaries who work and there 
is considerable support, among young 
and old, for such a position, Social Se- 
curity Administration actuaries inform 
me that such action would cost the sys- 
tem in excess of $2 billion a year. There- 
fore, I propose that we eliminate the 
present $1,500 earnings limitation in 
progressive steps. Today I am intro- 
ducing legislation to permit social se- 
curity beneficiaries to earn up to $2,400 a 
year. This will allow an individual to 
earn about $20 more every week than he 
is now permitted. Liberalization of the 
present unfair earnings limitation is par- 
ticularly important in times of inflation. 

All citizens should have a right to work 
if they wish. And that right should not 
be penalized as it presently is. The pres- 
ent limitation discourages those who 
wish to supplement their income with 
part-time work. Permitting a higher level 
of unpenalized earnings would do more 
than help older people. Such liberaliza- 
tion would also be of great assistance to 
many young families that have lost their 
father. 

2. INCREASE IN OASDI WIDOW BENEFITS 


The Social Security Act grossly dis- 
criminates against widows and widowers 
of primary beneficiaries. Under existing 
law, a man can draw 150 percent of his 
monthly benefit if he is married. If he is 
a widower, he receives his full benefit— 
or 100 percent. But if he leaves a widow, 
she can receive only 82% percent of his 
total monthly allotment. This situation 
creates a serious injustice. A widow's ex- 
penses are hardly less costly than a 
man’s. It is a cruel blow for a widow 
when she loses not only her husband 
on whom she depends for financial ad- 
vice, but also loses almost half of her 
income at the same time. What does she 
do, for instance, to cut her housing ex- 
pense in half? I am introducing legisla- 
tion to correct this unfair discrimination. 
My bill will permit the surviving spouse 
of a primary beneficiary to receive 100 
percent of the social security benefit. 

3. BENEFITS FOR DISABLED WIDOWS 


Under present law a widow can receive 
benefits only if she is 60 or has a child in 
her care. When a woman is totally and 
permanently disabled and unable to ob- 
tain or hold employment, I believe she 
should be eligible for social security 
benefits. I am introducing a bill to pro- 
vide social security benefits to totally 
disabled widows regardless of age. 

These shortcomings in our social secu- 
rity law mean one thing—that in certain 
areas, social security provisions do not 
adequately protect those citizens they 
were intended to protect. Only when we 
rectify some of these contradictory and 
self-defeating provisions, will we finally 
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be facing our responsibilities to our 
senior citizens and to our entire society. 

The bills which I have introduced to- 
day will begin to remedy some of the 
present inequities in the social security 
system. However, an indepth long-range 
study of the social security system should 
be undertaken by the Congress. The de- 
mands on the system are quite different 
today than they were in 1935 when the 
social security bill was first passed. What 
was originally looked upon as a minimum 
benefit is now widely regarded as a re- 
tirement pension. We must determine 
whether the social security system can 
provide what is expected of it in the 
future. I call upon the Congress to ac- 
cept this responsibility and begin such a 
study now. 

Within the ranks of the elderly lie the 
experience and expertise which built our 
Nation and created for the United States 
the highest standard of living in the 
world. We would be an exceedingly un- 
grateful people if we did not permit those 
in our society who helped shape our Na- 
tion also to share in the fruits of that 
abundance. 

I ask unanimous consent that the bills 
be printed in the Recorp at this point. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bills 
will be received and appropriately re- 
ferred; and, without objection, the bills 
will be printed in the Recorp. 

The bills, introduced by Mr. Percy, 
were received, read twice by their titles, 
referred to the Committee on Finance, 
and ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


S. 2143. A bill to amend title II of the 
Social Security Act to increase the annual 
amount individuals are permitted to earn 
without suffering deductions from the in- 
surance benefits payable to them under such 
title: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House 
of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That (a) 
(1) paragraphs (1), (3), and (4) (B) of sub- 
section (f) of section 203 of the Social Se- 
curity Act are each amended by striking out 
8125“ wherever it appears therein and in- 
serting in lieu thereof 6200“. 

(2) The first sentence of paragraph (3) of 
such subsection (f) is amended by striking 
out “, except that of the first $1,200 of such 
excess (or all of such excess if it is less than 
$1,200), an amount equal to one-half thereof 
shall not be included”. 

(b) Paragraph (1) (A) of subsection (h) 
of section 203 of such Act is amended by 
striking out “$125” and inserting in lieu 
thereof “$200”. 

Sec. 2. The amendments made by the first 
section of this Act shall be effective with 
respect to taxable years ending after De- 
cember 31, 1967. 

S. 2144. A bill to amend title II of the So- 
cial Security Act to increase the amount of 
the widow’s and widower's insurance bene- 
fits payable thereunder to individuals who 
have attained age 65: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That (a) 
section 202 (e) (1) and (2) of the Social Se- 
curity Act are each amended by striking out 
(each place it appears therein) “8214 per- 
cent” and inserting in lieu thereof “, in the 
case of a widow who has not attained age 
65, 8214 percent, and in the case of any 
other widow, 100 percent,”. 

(b) Section 202 (f) (1) and (3) of such 
Act are each amended by striking out (each 
place it appears therein) “8214 percent” and 
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inserting in lieu thereof “, in the case of a 
widower who has not attained age 65, 8214 
percent, and in the case of any other wid- 
ower, 100 percent,”. 

Sec. 2. The amendments made by this Act 
shall be effective only with respect to month- 
ly insurance benefits payable under title II 
of the Social Security Act for months after 
December 1967. 

S. 2145. A bill to amend title II of the So- 
cial Security Act to provide benefits for cer- 
tain disabled widows without regard to their 


age: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That (a) 
section 202(e)(1)(B) of the Social Security 
Act is amended to read as follows: 

“(B) (i) has attained age sixty, or (ii) is 
under a disability (as defined in section 223 
(e)) which began before the date of such 
individual's death or, if after his death she 
had in her care one or more children of such 
individual entitled to a child’s insurance 
benefit, before the earliest date on which 
none of such children was so entitled, or 
which began within five years after whichever 
of such dates is applicable,”. 

(b) Section 202(e)(1)(E) of such Act is 
amended by inserting or disability insurance 
benefits” after “old-age insurance benefits” 
each place it appears. 

(c) So much of section 202(e)(1) as fol- 
lows subparagraph (E) is amended— 

(1) by inserting “or a disability insurance 
benefit“ after an old-age insurance bene- 
fit“, and 

(2) by inserting before the period at the 
end thereof the following: “, or she ceases 
to be under a disability (as defined in section 
223(c)) before attaining age sixty-two”. 

(d) (1) Section 202(e)(2) of such Act is 
amended by striking out “paragraph (4)” 
and inserting in lieu thereof “paragraphs 
(4) and (5)”. 

(2) Section 202(e) of such Act is amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following 
new paragraph: 

“(5) In applying subsection (q) for pur- 
poses of this subsection, a widow or surviv- 
ing divorced wife who satisfies paragraph 
(1)(B) by reason of disability shall be 
deemed to have attained age sixty at the time 
she became entitled to benefits under this 
subsection and continuously thereafter un- 
til she attains such age (or ceases to be en- 
titled to such benefits before attaining such 

Sec. 2. (a) Section 222 (a) of the Social 
Security Act is amended by inserting or 
widow’s insurance benefits“ after child's 
insurance benefits”. 

(b) Section 222(b)(1) of such Act is 
amended by striking out “child’s insurance 
benefits or if” and inserting in lieu thereof 
the following: “child's insurance benefits, if 
a widow or surviving divorced wife who has 
not attained the age of sixty and is entitled 
to widow’s insurance benefits, or“. 

(c) (1) Section 222 (c)(1) of such Act 
is amended by striking out 223, or 202 (d)“ 
and inserting in lieu thereof “223, 202 (d), 
or 202 (e)”. 

(2) The first sentence of section 222 (c) 
(3) of such Act is amended by inserting be- 
fore the period at the end thereof the fol- 
lowing: “. or, in the case of an individual 
entitled to benefits under section 202 (e) 
who has not attained the age of sixty, with 
the month in which she becomes entitled to 
such benefits”, 

(d) (1) The first sentence of section 222 
(d) (1) of such Act is amended by adding 
“or” at the end of clause (B), and by insert- 
ing immediately after clause (B) the follow- 
ing new clause: 

“(C) entitled to widow’s insurance bene- 
fits under section 202 (e) before attaining 
age sixty,”. 

(2) The first sentence of section 222 (d) 
(1) of such Act is further amended by strik- 
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ing out “under a disability, and” and in- 
serting in lieu thereof the following: under 
a disability, the benefits under section 202 
(e) for widows who have not attained age 
sixty, and”. 

(3) Section 222 (d) (5) of such Act is 
amended by striking out “under section 
202 (d)” and inserting in lieu thereof “under 
section 202 (d) or 202 (e)“. 

(e) The first sentence of section 225 of 
such Act is amended to read as follows: 
“If the Secretary, on the basis of information 
obtained by or submitted to him, believes 
that an individual entitled to benefits under 
section 223, a child who has attained the age 
of eighteen and is entitled to benefits under 
section 202 (d), or a widow who has not at- 
tained age sixty and is entitled to benefits 
under section 202 (e), may have ceased to 
be under a disability, the Secretary may sus- 
pend the payment of benefits under such 
section 223, 202 (d), or 202 (e), as the case 
may be, until it is determined (as provided 
in section 221) whether or not such indi- 
vidual’s disability has ceased or until the 
Secretary believes that such disability has 
not ceased.” 

Sec. 3. In any case in which— 

(1) one or more persons are entitled (with- 
out application of section 202(j)(1) of the 
Social Security Act) to monthly benefits un- 
der section 202 of such Act for the month 
of January 1968 on the basis of the wages 
and self-employment income of a deceased 
individual; and 

(2) a widow who has not attained age sixty 
is entitled for any month subsequent to 
such month to widow’s insurance benefits 
under section 202(e) of such Act on the basis 
of the wages and self-employment income of 
such individual; and 

(3) the total of the benefits to which all 
persons referred to in paragraph (1) of this 
section are entitled under section 202 of such 
Act on the basis of the wages and self-em- 
ployment income of such individual for such 
subsequent month is reduced by the appli- 
cation of section 203(a) of such Act; 
then the amount of the benefit to which 
each such person referred to in paragraph 
(1) of this section is entitled for such sub- 
sequent month shall be increased, after the 
application of section 203(a), to the amount 
it would have been if no widow referred to 
in paragraph (2) of this section were en- 
titled to widow’s insurance benefits for such 
subsequent month on the basis of the wages 
and self-employment income of such indi- 
vidual. 

Sec. 4. The amendments made by this Act 
shall apply only with respect to monthly in- 
surance benefits under title II of the Social 
Security Act for months beginning on or 
after January 1, 1968. 


SUBVERSIVE ACTIVITIES CONTROL 
BOARD SHOULD BE ABOLISHED 


Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, today 
I am introducing legislation which would 
abolish the Subversive Activities Control 
Board and shift its functions to the Jus- 
tice Department. 

Over the past 2 days the press has 
written unfavorably about the most re- 
cent appointment to the Board: the 29- 
year-old husband of one of President 
Johnson’s former secretaries. The prin- 
cipal complaint against this latest ap- 
pointment is that the job itself is a sine- 
cure, that the compensation of $26,000 
is for doing little or nothing and that 
the Board had its last formal meeting 
some 6 months ago. These complaints 
have substance. 

Recent decisions by the Supreme 
Court make the continued existence of 
the Board an extravagance. The Board’s 
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purpose is to determine which organiza- 
tions should be required to register as 
subversive. But Supreme Court rulings 
prevent the prosecution of organizations 
that fail to register. 

This is indeed an unfortunate situa- 
tion because any appointment to the 
Board is open to sharp criticism on the 
ground that the appointee is being given 
a free ride by the Federal Government. 
On the one hand the appointment of 
even a highly qualified expert in the field 
would seem unwarranted in view of the 
paucity of duties; and, indeed, the abil- 
ity of a highly qualified man would be 
wasted on this Board, because he would 
have nothing to do, and I think the 
President would and should be criticized 
for appointing a well-qualified man of 
great experience. 

On the other hand, the appointment 
of someone whose qualifications are at 
all questionable can bring with it a 
drumbeat of criticism even though the 
appointee, given an opportunity to dis- 
tinguish himself in a more demanding 
position, might well prove the wisdom 
of the President in submitting his name 
to the Congress. 

At this point I wish to make it clear 
that as far as I personally am concerned, 
by and large the Johnson appointments 
have been excellent. As one who has 
frequently criticized and actively fought 
on the floor of the Senate various ap- 
pointments in the administrations of 
three Presidents, I would rate the John- 
son appointments high indeed. Congress 
should look to the problem of the Board’s 
existence rather than to this specific 
appointment. 

At a time when the administration 
and the Congress are presumably search- 
ing feverishly for areas in which Federal 
spending can be cut, here is one that 
should not be overlooked. 

My bill would save $330,000 this year. 
A substantial part of this figure—$130,- 
000—would be saved immediately due to 
the abolition of the five Board members. 
The additional $200,000 would be grad- 
ually phased out over several months as 
Justice Department personnel took over 
the functions of Board employees. For 
example the Department should be able 
to readily assume the functions of the 
Board’s $23,425 General Counsel and 
$19,371 Assistant General Counsel. Of 
course this is a modest sum, but it is 
$330,000 the taxpayers have to pay, and 
it should be saved soon. 

The Proxmire bill would transfer the 
paltry activities that remain for the 
Board, if any, to the Justice Depart- 
ment. It would authorize the Attorney 
General to designate an officer or agency 
within the Department to handle these 
activities. It would give the Attorney 
General 30 days to work out the details 
of the transfer before the Justice De- 
partment assumed the duties of the 
Board. And it would prohibit any conflict 
of interest situation that might come 
about by an intermingling of the quasi- 
judicial functions of the Board with the 
prosecutive functions of the Justice De- 
partment. 

Failure of the Congress to abolish these 
five wasteful $26,000 sinecures enjoyed by 
the Board members for doing nothing 
would make a transparent sham of any 
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boast by Congress of an interest in econ- 
omy. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and appropriately re- 
ferred. 

The bill (S. 2146) to_abolish the Sub- 
versive Activities Control Board and 
transfer the power, duties, and functions 
thereof to the Department of Justice, 
and for other purposes, introduced by 
Mr. PROXMIRE, was received, read twice 
by its title, and referred to the Commit- 
tee on the Judiciary. 


CONSTRUCTION SAFETY BILL 


Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I am in- 
troducing a bill today which will provide 
for the safety and health of all workers 
in the construction and building industry 
who are working on Federal and fed- 
erally financed or assisted construction 
projects. 

Specifically, the bill requires the Sec- 
retary of Labor to: first, develop safety 
and health regulations with the advice 
and assistance of labor and management 
groups; second, inspect worksites for un- 
safe conditions and hazards, provide con- 
sultative service to construction com- 
panies and labor groups; third, conduct 
safety training and education programs 
for construction supervisors and work- 
ers; and, fourth, work with State and 
local governments where construction 
work is being performed in their juris- 
diction. 

In 1965, accidents incurred by the 
people of this Nation resulted in direct 
costs of at least $18 billion. These direct 
costs arising out of accidents include: 
$5.3 billion in wage losses; $2.0 billion 
in medical and hospital expenses; $3.6 
billion on insurance costs; $3.1 billion in 
property damage in motor vehicle acci- 
dents; $1.5 billion fire damage; and $2.8 
billion property and production loss due 
to work injury accidents. 

The construction industry, as no other 
industry, reaches into every activity in 
this country. No sector of the economy 
is immune to the blessings of progress 
it represents. Its 34 million workers are 
spread out in every State, city, county, 
and small town in this Nation. At least 
one out of every five workers in the 
country are dependent directly or indi- 
rectly upon construction for their in- 
come. 

This industry with the millions of 
workers dependent upon it for a living 
is among the most hazardous. Only the 
600,000 workers in the mining industries 
experience more injuries. According to 
the National Safety Council—whose con- 
struction rates, it should be noted, do not 
represent the total construction indus- 
try—disabling injuries and deaths both 
increased in 1966. They reported 230,000 
disabling injuries, a 244 percent increase 
over 1965, and 2,800 deaths which repre- 
sented a 4 percent increase over the pre- 
vious year. 

The National Safety Council statis- 
tics show there has been no improve- 
ment in the rates of injury in the con- 
struction industry since 1942. A study by 
the State of New York of 73,000 con- 
tractors revealed that injury rates 
ranged from an injury rate of 18 for 
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glazing and glass work to a high of 60.4 
for demolition. 

This means that injuries in the con- 
struction industry are from 3 to 10 times 
greater than the all industries’ average 
accident rate of 6.5. At the current rate, 
it can be expected that one out of every 
15 construction workers will be disabled 
and one out of every 1,000 workers will 
be killed next year. No one can put a 
price on the pain and suffering of the 
injured worker or the family of one who 
has been killed. Cost, however, can be 
adjudged for the industry. It is reported 
that the average costs of an injury is 
$1,000 and the average death costs $30,- 
000. This means that last year, just using 
the statistics of the National Safety 
Council alone, at least $314 million in 
preventive losses was absorbed into the 
operating expenses of the construction 
industry. If this amount was reduced 
through sound accident prevention pro- 
graming, the Federal Government, the 
taxpayers and the public would benefit 
through reduced construction costs. 

The U.S. Conference of Mayors in 
June 1966, and the National Association 
of Counties in July 1966, both cited the 
need for upgrading and modernization 
of standards and codes. Both passed 
resolutions that the Federal Govern- 
ment, in conjunction with State and 
local authorities, develop national per- 
formance criteria and standards for 
construction. 

The lack of standard safety codes and 
safety organizations in some local gov- 
ernments in this country is appalling. In 
many of our major cities a contractor 
must try to comply with as many as 40 
or 50 different codes or ordinances cov- 
ering just one portion of his construc- 
tion plans. This not only forces the cost 
of construction up, it also results many 
times in built-in hazards. 

The importance of occupational safety 
and health is shown by the fact that the 
average American worker misses over 5 
days of work each year because of in- 
capacitation and a reduction of 1 day 
in the annual rate of absence due to in- 
capacitation among workers of this Na- 
tion would add $10 billion to the national 
gross product. Here we have an industry 
that has a lost-day average 20 times as 
great as the national average. 

In Wisconsin we are fortunate in hav- 
ing a very progressive and efficient in- 
dustrial commission which does a won- 
derful job of maintaining high safety 
standards for the workers of the State. 
I am sure that most people are aware 
that Wisconsin formulated and put into 
effect the first workmen’s compensation 
laws in the country back at the begin- 
ning of the century. Years later the rest 
of the States began to model their own 
laws after ours. 

Wisconsin spends more per capita to 
protect the workers of the State than 
any other State in the Union with the 
possible exception of New York. The laws 
and regulations are strict and they 
should be. 

Nevertheless, there is always room for 
improvement. I am informed by several 
officials in the Industrial Commission of 
Wisconsin that they do not now have the 
authority to make inspections and set 
up regulations for 100-percent federally 
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financed projects. They would welcome 
the opportunity to do so. Whether these 
people work on private, State or Federal 
projects, they should be adequately pro- 
tected. 

This bill provides that the Secretary of 
Labor shall cooperate with and utilize 
existing State agencies where they are 
engaged in similar activities. In the case 
of Wisconsin, where an ongoing State 
commission is already hard at work, the 
setting up of guidelines will be a small 
one. Where this situation does not now 
exist, in other areas of the country, better 
protection will be afforded to the worker. 

Perhaps the committee, when it reviews 
this bill, might want to institute a system 
of incentive grants-in-aid to reward that 
State which is now doing a good job and 
to encourage those areas where much 
more can be done. 

Federal safety and health regulations 
in the federally sponsored construction 
projects are vitally needed because it rep- 
resents a very large segment of the build- 
ing and construction trades industry. Be- 
cause it has been proven that where prop- 
erly drawn and soundly administered, 
Federal safety and health regulations 
have been put into effect, injury reduc- 
tions, as much as 35 percent over a 
5-year period, have been achieved. I ask 
unanimous consent that the text of the 
bill be printed in the Recor at this point 
in my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and appropriately re- 
ferred; and, without objection, the bill 
will be printed in the RECORD. 

The bill (S. 2148) to promote health 
and safety in the building trades and 
construction industry in all Federal and 
federally financed or federally assisted 
construction projects, introduced by Mr. 
NELSON, was received, read twice by its 
title, referred to the Committee on Labor 
and Public Welfare, and ordered to be 
printed in the Recorp, as follows: 

S. 2148 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of Amer- 
ica in Congress assembled, That this Act may 
be cited as the “Construction Safety Act.” 

This Act covers direct Federal construc- 
tion, alteration or repair of public buildings, 
public works, including painting, and deco- 
rating, and applies to all agencies, corpora- 
tions, territories, and other instrumentalities 
of the Federal Government, and the District 
of Columbia that directly make construc- 
tion contracts. It also applies to all fed- 
erally financed or assisted construction 
projects in excess of $20,000 wheresoever any 
construction, painting or decorating repairs 
or alterations are contracted for. 

Sec. 2. For the purposes of this Act: 

(a) No contract involving Federal funds 
for construction, alteration or repair may 
be performed, nor may any equipment, ma- 
terial, supplies or articles be used or fur- 
nished under working conditions which are 
unsanitary or hazardous or dangerous to the 
health or safety of employees engaged in 
the performance of the contract, or the sur- 
rounding communities where such work is 
undertaken. 

(b) This rule shall apply to all prime and 
subcontractors under said contract. 

(c) The term “Secretary” means the Sec- 
retary of Labor, or his duly authorized rep- 
resentative. 

Sec. 3. The Secretary of Labor is author- 
ized at any time to cause to be made such 
inspections and investigations as he shall 
deem necessary in Federal construction op- 
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erations subject to the jurisdiction of this 
Act, (1) for the purpose of obtaining, utiliz- 
ing, and disseminating information relat- 
ing to health and safety conditions in such 
construction operations, to the causes of ac- 
cidents involving bodily injury or loss of life, 
property damage, or to the causes of occu- 
pational diseases originating therein, or (2) 
for the purpose of determining whether or 
not there is compliance with a health and 
safety standard or order issued under this 
Act. 

Sec. 4. For the purposes of making any 
inspection or investigation authorized by 
this Act, authorized representatives of the 
Secretary shall be entitled to admission to, 
and shall have the right of entry to, upon, 
or through any such construction operations. 

Sec. 5. (a) The Secretary is authorized to 
develop, promulgate and to enforce health 
and safety standards for the purpose of the 
protection of life and property, the protec- 
tion of health and safety and the prevention 
of accidents in such construction operations. 

(b) The provisions of section 4 of the 
Administrtaive Procedure Act (5 U.S.C. sec. 
1003) shall be applicable with respect to the 
promulgation of health and safety standards, 
and to the designation of any standards as 
mandatory standards. 

(c) The Secretary shall designate as man- 
datory standards, those standards promul- 
gated pursuant to subsection (a) of this 
section which deals with major hazards, and 
the construction contractors and subcontrac- 
tors to which such standards are applicable 
shall comply with such mandatory stand- 
ards pursuant to the provisions of section 7 
and section 8 of this Act. 

Sec. 6. (a) The Secretary is authorized to 
establish an advisory committee composed 
of equal numbers of representatives of man- 
agement, from the construction industry, 
labor, and from the public to assist him in 
the development of health and safety stand- 
ards for construction activities, and to advise 
him on other matters relating to health and 
safety in such construction projects. 

(b) Each member appointed to such a 
committee from private life may be paid 
travel expenses and per diem in lieu of sub- 
sistence at the rates authorized by section 5 
of the Administrative Expenses Act of 1946 
(5 U.S.C. 73b-2). 

Src. 7. (a) If, upon an inspection or in- 
vestigation of a covered construction project, 
an authorized representative of the Secre- 
tary finds that conditions are such that im- 
mediate danger to workers exists, such rep- 
resentative shall determine the extent of the 
danger or violation, and thereupon issue or- 
ders requiring the contractor or subcontrac- 
tor to correct such dangers or violations 
immediately. 

(b) If, upon any such inspection or in- 
vestigation, an authorized representative 
finds that there has been a failure to com- 
ply with a mandatory standard which is ap- 
plicable to such construction operation, but 
that such failure to comply has not created 
an immediate serious danger that an accident 
will occur before the imminence of such dan- 
ger can be eliminated, he shall determine 
what would be a reasonable period of time 
within which such violation should be totally 
abated and thereupon issue a notice fixing 
a reasonable time for the abatement of the 
violation. If upon the expiration of such 
period of time as originally fixed or extended, 
the authorized representative finds that such 
violation has not been totally abated, and 
if he also finds that such period of time 
should not be further extended, he shall also 
find the extent of the area which is affected 
by such violation. Thereupon, he shall 
promptly issue such other orders as are 
appropriate. 

(c) Findings and orders issued pursuant 
to this section shall contain a detailed de- 
scription of the conditions which cause and 
constitute a situation of imminent danger 
or a violation of a mandatory standard, 
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Sec. 8. (a) Each finding made and notice 
or order issued under section 7 of this Act 
shall be given promptly to the contractor or 
subcontractor to which it pertains by the 
person making such finding or order, and all 
such findings, orders, and notices shall be 
in writing, and shall be signed by the person 
making them. A notice or order issued pur- 
suant to section 7 of this Act may be an- 
nulled, canceled, or revised by an authorized 
representative of the Secretary. 

(b) A contractor or subcontractor noti- 
fied of an order may appeal to the Secretary 
for annulment or revision of such order, and 
the Secretary shall issue regulations provid- 
ing for such appeals. 

Sec. 9, The Secretary is authorized to re- 
quire contractors and/or subcontractors sub- 
ject to this Act to submit, at such time and 
in such form as he may prescribe, reports 
of accidents, injuries, and occupational dis- 
eases, and related data, and the Secretary 
is authorized to compile, analyze, and pub- 
lish, either in summary or detailed form, 
the information obtained; and all informa- 
tion, reports, orders, or findings, obtained 
or issued under this Act may be published 
and released to the public, or any interested 
person, and may be made available for pub- 
lic inspection. 

Sec. 10. Whoever knowingly (1) violates 
or fails or refuses to comply with any pro- 
vision of this Act, or with any order of with- 
drawal and debarment issued under section 
7 or section 8 of this Act, or (2) interferes 
with, hinders, or delays the Secretary, or 
his duly authorized representative, in carry- 
ing out his duties under this Act, or (3) 
refuses to admit an authorized representa- 
tive of the Secretary to any construction 
operations covered by this Act, or (4) refuses 
to permit the inspection or investigation of 
any construction operations covered by this 
Act, or of an accident, injury, or occupa- 
tional disease occurring in or connected with 
such construction operations, or (5) being 
subject to the provisions of section 9 of this 
Act, refuses to furnish any information or 
report requested by the Secretary, shall be 
deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and, upon 
conviction thereof shall be punished by a 
fine of not less than $100 or more than 
$3,000, or by imprisonment of not more than 
ninety days. In any case involving personal 
injury, no forfeiture of collateral shall be 
permitted. Prosecutions for violations of this 
title shall be in the name of the United 
States Department of Labor on information 
filed in the United States district court. In 
any instance in which such offense is com- 
mitted by a corporation, the officer or au- 
thorized representative of such corporation 
who knowingly permits such offense to be 
committed shall, upon conviction, be subject 
to the same fine or imprisonment, or both. 
Each day shall be a separate offense. 

Sec. 11. The Secretary shall develop ex- 
panded programs for the education and train- 
ing of employers and employees in the recog- 
nition, avoidance, and prevention of acci- 
dents or unsafe or unhealthful working con- 
ditions in construction operations covered 
by this Act. 

Sec, 12. In order to promote sound and 
effective coordination of Federal and State 
activities within the purposes of this Act, 
to eliminate duplication of effort and ex- 
pense, and to secure effective enforcement 
of the health and safety standards estab- 
lished under thi: Act, the Secretary shall 
seek the cooperation of, and may utilize the 
service of, any agency of the United States 
or any State agency engaged in similar work, 
through formal agreement or otherwise. 

Sec. 13. Except as provided in subsection 
(c) of section 5 of this Act the Administra- 
tive Procedure Act shall not apply to the 
making of any finding, order, or notice pur- 
suant to this Act, or to any proceeding for the 
annulment or revision of any such finding, 
order, or notice. 
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Sec. 14. There are authorized to be appro- 
priated out of any moneys in the Treasury 
not otherwise appropriated, such sums as 
may be necessary to carry out the provisions 
of this Act. 


EXTENSIONS ON COLLEGE HOUSING 
LOANS 


Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, it has been 
brought to my attention that the exist- 
ing authority under the college housing 
statutes do not contain adequate provi- 
sion to meet the needs of a very few col- 
leges which find themselves temporarily 
in financial difficulties. 

These colleges for the most part are 
those which could be considered develop- 
ing institutions under title III of the 
Higher Education Act of 1965, or they 
may be those colleges which as the re- 
sult of reorganization, are undergoing 
internal changes of administration or 
policy. In some instances, as the result 
of changes in the mission of the college 
or the administrative personnel of the 
college, the new board or president may 
find that plans for placing the college 
upon a firm financial foundation are 
jeopardized by existing obligations owed 
to the Federal Government because of 
commitments undertaken by their pred- 
ecessors. 

This can make for an exceedingly dif- 
ficult situation and it may limit dras- 
tically the options open to the new ad- 
ministration of the institution. 

It would seem, therefore, from the 
standpoint of the interests of the Federal 
Government in the strengthening of in- 
stitutions of higher education, that it 
would be advisable to insure that the 
administrator of the governmental in- 
strumentality responsible for the making 
and collecting of loans for college hous- 
ing purposes be clothed with a discre- 
tionary authority which would permit 
him, in those instances where he deems 
it advisable, in effect to be able to give 
to the institution a moratorium for a rea- 
sonable time on the principal and in- 
terest payment schedules which are in 
force and to rewrite the loan provisions. 

The problem is one which is of con- 
cern to me and it is a concern which is 
shared by the distinguished junior Sen- 
ator from Oregon, my respected col- 
league, Senator HATFIELD. We have ex- 
plored this matter jointly and I am priv- 
ileged to send to the desk for appropriate 
reference on my own behalf and 
that of Senator HATFIELD a bill to amend 
title IV of the Housing Act of 1950 to 
authorize in certain cases an extension 
of the time for making payments on col- 
lege housing loans. 

It is our hope that the discretionary 
authority provided in the measure can 
be a useful addition to present author- 
ities which can be of benefit both to the 
Government and to institutions of high- 
er education which find themselves tem- 
porarily in financial straits. 

Since a foreclosure on a college dormi- 
tory would leave the Government in pos- 
session of a property where value for re- 
sale and subsequent use for other than 
educational purposes would be less than 
if it were to continue to serve students 
attending a college, we should avoid, if 
possible, the necessity of a takeover. 
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The measure Senator HATFIELD and I 
are submitting will, in our judgment, of- 
fer a satisfactory solution to a very real 
problem. 

I want to stress that we are not requir- 
ing that the proposed authority be exer- 
cised; we are rather, making it available 
for use by the agency in those instances 
when in the judgment of the administra- 
tor of the agency it should be exercised 
in the interest of the Government and 
in the best interests of the institution of 
higher education. 

It is our hope that our colleagues of 
the Banking and Currency Committee 
can review our proposal at an early date 
on its merits and find them sufficient to 
warrant favorable action. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and appropriately re- 
ferred. 

The bill (S. 2150) to amend title IV of 
the Housing Act of 1950 to authorize in 
certain cases an extension of the time 
for making payments on college housing 
loans, introduced by Mr. Morse (for him- 
self and Mr. HATFIELD), was received, 
read twice by its title, and referred to the 
Committee on Banking and Currency. 


WORK STUDY PROGRAM 


Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, on July 19 
my colleague in the House of Representa- 
tives, Representative EDITH GREEN, in- 
troduced the bill, H.R. 11586, on a sub- 
ject matter dealing with the work study 
program under the higher education bill. 
It is my plan to introduce the identical 
bill in the Senate in cooperation with my 
colleague. Therefore, I ask unanimous 
consent that I be permitted to introduce 
out of order a bill for appropriate refer- 
ence dealing with the work study pro- 
gram, and that it be printed in the 
Record at the close of my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I wish to 
make a brief explanation of the bill and 
I ask that it be printed in the CONGRES- 
SIONAL RECORD. 

Last year in connection with the higher 
education bill, the Senator from Penn- 
Sylvania [Mr. CLARK I and I cooperated 
completely on this matter because some 
phase of our work-study program is con- 
nected with our poverty program, and the 
Senator from Pennsylvania is the chair- 
man of that subcommittee. 

However, Mr. President, up until the 
time we passed the bill last year the Fed- 
eral Government has paid 90 percent of 
the cost of the work-study program and 
the States or institutions involved have 
had to contribute 10 percent. 

Last year the amount was reduced to 
a formula of a 75-percent payment by 
the Federal Government and a 25-per- 
cent payment by the State or institution 
involved. The Senator from Pennsylvania 
and I were not at all enthusiastic about 
that change. In fact, we opposed the 
change, but in order to get a resolution of 
the differences between the two bodies, 
we accepted the 75-25 percent formula. 

Mr. President, experience has shown 
that there is a considerable number of 
schools in which it is impossible for them 
to get the 25-percent matching money 
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at the local level. Congresswoman EDITH 
Green told me, when she discussed the 
matter with me, that in Chicago there is 
a YMCA school, which is a fine school 
doing a magnificent job with the type 
students that need the work-study pro- 
gram. They cannot get the 25 percent to 
match the 75 percent in Federal funds, 
which means all is lost and these students 
do not get to go to school at all. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 

Mr, CLARK, Mr. President, I commend 
the Senator for the comments he is mak- 
ing. I assure him that in the course of 
the very extensive hearings of the Sub- 
committee on Employment, Manpower, 
and Poverty, of which I am chairman, 
which has been holding hearings with 
respect to the poverty program, we found 
instance after instance where it was 
abundantly clear that in all of these 
poverty programs—and may I say, 
parenthetically, while the work-study 
program is under the Education Act it is 
primarily a poverty program—the local 
body, or whatever it may be called, was 
utterly unable to find 25 percent in local 
funds. 

I commend the Senator for indicating 
his interest in assuring that we do not 
end up at this session of Congress with- 
out having substantially lowered the con- 
tribution required by the local private 
agency to enable the Federal Government 
to come in to assist these most important 
programs. 

Mr. MORSE. I thank the Senator from 
Pennsylvania for his comments. I say to 
him, and I say for the Record, how much 
Iappreciate his comments, and I am sure 
it is an appreciation shared by an over- 
whelming majority of Senators for the 
leadership he has been giving in past 
weeks to a very important problem that 
faces the American people: What are we 
going to do about poverty in the ghetto 
areas of our municipalities and the rural 
slum areas of the country? 

The Senator from Pennsylvania has 
been pointing out that even in this coun- 
try today there are little boys and girls 
sc suffering from malnutrition that they 
are starving in a land of plenty, to the 
everlasting shame of the Republic. 

I want the Senator from Pennsylvania 
to know that here is a shoulder that 
stands shoulder to shoulder with him in 
fighting in this session of Congress for 
the authorization and appropriation to 
get the money to see to it that this shame 
now upon the American people is re- 
moved from their consciences because we 
cannot justify having a single American 
boy or girl in this country suffering from 
want of food or denying to them equal 
educational opportunities. That is what 
we are talking about in the bill I am 
introducing. 

Representative GREEN pointed out that 
there is a time element involved in order 
to keep the work study program going. 
We are going to have to have very quick 
action in less than 30 days. Therefore, 
she is offering a compromise on the floor 
of the House of Representatives. I shall 
introduce the measure as a companion 
bill in the Senate this afternoon which I 
hope will not be the final achievement 
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before we get through with educational 
legislation this summer. 

This tentative and temporary adjust- 
ment is that we change the formula to 
85 percent for the Federal Government 
and 15 percent for the local authority for 
the first year; 80 percent for the Federal 
Government and 20 percent for the local 
authority for the second year, and 75 
percent from the Federal Government 
and 25 percent from the local authority 
for the third year. That proposal should 
be adopted now. 

I want the Recorp to show, so that no 
one will charge me later with any incon- 
sistency, that I am going along with that 
proposal because I am satisfied it is 
probably true that it is the best compro- 
mise we can get for the emergency bill. 

I serve notice, as chairman of the Sub- 
committee on Education, that I am also 
going to introduce another bill later, as 
far as permanent legislation is con- 
cerned, that would go back to the for- 
mula of 90 percent from the Federal Gov- 
ernment and 10 percent from the local 
authority, because poverty is a national 
problem. We have no justification, as 
Federal citizens, in trying to shift the 
cost of relieving that poverty to the local 
level, as far as the basic burden of pay- 
ing for it is concerned, inasmuch as this 
poverty problem affects the entire 
Nation. 

Mr. President, when a riot breaks out 
in Newark, Plainfield, Cleveland, Watts, 
or in any other part of this Republic, 
and the existence of poverty is one of 
the major causes, whether we like it or 
not, let us face it, we have a national 
problem of poverty. We are going to have 
to get to the problem on a national 
basis. That is why the Senator from Ore- 
gon is going to take a position that a 
very large share of the cost of remov- 
ing that poverty must be borne by the 
Federal Government, 

Later this summer I shall introduce 
another bill on this same subject matter 
going back to the 90-10 percent formula. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 

Mr, CLARK. I thank the Senator for 
his kind words which he said about me. 
I know that we will have him shoulder 
to shoulder in the effort to eliminate 
distress in this country. 

I hope the Senator from Oregon can 
remain in the Chamber for one or two 
moments so that I can call to his atten- 
tion a bill I strongly support which I 
think he would want to cosponsor. I 
think it is going to be difficult to get 
away, in the long run, from a 90-10 split 
with respect to the work study program 
because in places where the money is 
needed more than anywhere else the local 
authorities are so hard pressed that I 
doubt they would be able to put up more 
than that amount. 

I commend the Senator from Oregon 
for the cooperative efforts he had made 
with Congresswoman EDITH GREEN. 

Mr. MORSE. I thank the Senator. 

The bill (S. 2151) to amend the col- 
lege work-study program with respect to 
institutional matching and permissible 
hours of work, introduced by Mr. MORSE, 
was received, read twice by its title, re- 
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ferred to the Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare, and ordered to be printed 
in the Recorp, as follows: 

S. 2151 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House 
of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress, assembled, That sec- 
tion 124(d) of the Economic Opportunity 
Act of 1964 is amended to read as follows: 

“(d) provide that the average hours of 
employment of a student under such work- 
study program, shall not exceed fifteen per 
week over a semester, or other term used by 
the institution in awarding credits, during 
which the student is enrolled in classes.” 

Sec. 2. Section 124(f) of such Act is 
amended by inserting after “this Act“ the 
following: „ 85 per centum during the fourth 
year after such date, 80 per centum during 
the fifth year after such date,”. 


ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY 
EDUCATION ACT AMENDMENTS— 
AMENDMENT 


AMENDMENT NO. 228 


Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I send to 
the desk, for appropriate reference, an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
me to S. 1125, the Elementary and Sec- 
ondary Education Amendments of 1967, 

This amendment, as explained in the 
accompanying correspondence signed by 
Dr. Ralph K. Huitt, Assistant Secretary 
of Health, Education, and Welfare for 
Legislation in a letter to me, would have 
been incorporated in S. 1125 at the time 
of its original introduction but for the 
fact that work had not been completed 
upon it last February. 

Since the Education Subcommittee is 
scheduled to start its hearings on S. 1125 
next week, it will be helpful, in my judg- 
ment, to have the amendment introduced 
at this time so that witnesses who wish 
to do so may comment upon it in the 
course of testimony. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the text of the amendment and 
Dr. Huitt’s letter be printed at this point 
in my remarks together with an explana- 
tion of the changes to be made by the 
proposed amendment to section 14 of 
Public Law 815, and a comparison in 
Cordon print form of changes to be made 
in existing law by the proposed amend- 
ment, were it to be enacted. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be received, printed, and 
appropriately referred; and, without ob- 
jection, the amendment, letter, and ex- 
planation will be printed in the RECORD. 

The amendment (No. 228) was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare, as follows: 

On page 45, between lines 9 and 10, insert 
the following new section: 

“Sec. 302. (a) Subsection (a) of section 
14 of the Act of September 23, 1950 (Public 
Law 815, Eighty-first Congress) is amended 
in the following respects: 

“(1) Paragraph (1) is amended by strik- 
ing out ‘Federal property“ and inserting in 
lieu thereof ‘Indian lands’, and by inserting 
‘, or that such Indian lands constitute a 
substantial part of the school district of 
such educational agency,’ immediately after 
‘such agency provides free public education’. 

“(2) Paragraph (2) is amended by strik- 
ing out ‘Federal property’ and inserting in 
lieu thereof ‘Indian lands’, 

“(3) Paragraph (4) is amended by strik- 
ing out ‘in its school district’ and inserting 
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in lieu thereof ‘of a substantial percentage 
of the children in the membership of its 
schools.’ 

“(4) Such subsection (a) 
amended by— 

“(A) striking out ‘is attributable to chil- 
dren who reside on Federal property, and 
which’ in the portion of the first sentence 
of subsection (a) which follows paragraph 4; 

“(B) striking out ‘in the case of any ap- 
plication for additional assistance on ac- 
count of children who reside on Indian lands’ 
in the second sentence of such subsection 
(a); 

“(C) striking out ‘subsection (c)’ and in- 
serting in lieu thereof ‘subsection (d)’ in the 
third sentence of such subsection (e); and 

“(D) striking out ‘third’ and inserting in 
lieu thereof ‘second’ in the last sentence of 
such subsection (a). 

“(b) Section 14 of such Act, as amended 
by this section, is further amended by re- 
designating subsections (b), (c), (d), and 
(e) as subsections (o), (d), (e), and (f), re- 
spectively, and by inserting immediately after 
subsection (a) the following new subsection 
(b): 

“‘(b) If the Commissioner determines 
with respect to any local educational agency 
that— 

“*(1) such agency is providing or, upon 
completion of the school facilities for which 
provision is made herein, will provide free 
public education for children who reside on 
Indian lands, and whose membership in the 
schools of such agency has not formed and 
will not form the basis for payments under 
other provisions of this Act, and that the 
total number of such children represents a 
substantial percentage of the total number 
of children for whom such agency provides 
free public education, or that such Indian 
lands constitute a substantial part of the 
school district of such local educational 
agency, or that the total number of such 
children who reside on Indian lands located 
outside the school district of such agency 
equals or exceeds 100; and 

“*(2) the immunity of such Indian lands 
to taxation by such agency has created a sub- 
stantial and continuing impairment of its 
ability to finance needed school facilities; 
he may, upon such terms and in such 
amounts (subject to the provisions of this 
section) as the Commissioner may consider 
to be in the public interest, provide the addi- 
tional] assistance necessary to enable such 
agency to provide the minimum school fa- 
cilities required for free public education of 
children in the membership of the schools 
of such agency who reside on Indian lands; 
but such additional assistance may not ex- 
ceed the portion of the cost of constructing 
such facilities which the Commissioner esti- 
mates has not been, and is not to be, recov- 
ered by the local educational agency from 
other sources, including payments by the 
United States under any other provisions of 
this Act or any other law. Notwithstanding 
the provisions of this subsection, the Com- 
missioner may waive the percentage require- 
ment in paragraph (1) whenever, in his judg- 
ment, exceptional circumstances exist which 
make such action necessary to avoid inequity 
and avoid defeating the purposes of this sec- 
ticn. Assistance may be furnished under this 
subsection without regard to paragraph (2) 
(but subject to the other provisions of this 
subsection and subsection (d)) to any local 
educational agency which provides free pub- 
lie education for children who reside on In- 
dian lands located outside its school district. 
For purposes of this subsection “Indian 
lands” means Indian reservations or other 
real property referred to in the second sen- 
tence of section 15(1).’ 

„(e) Subsection (d) of section 14 of such 
Act, as so redesignated by subsection (b) of 
this section, is amended by inserting ‘or (b)’ 
immediately after ‘subsection (a)’ each time 
it occurs in such subsection. 


is further 
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„d) Subsection (e) of section 14 of such 
Act, as so redesignated by subsection (b) of 
this section, is amended by inserting or (b)’ 
immediately after ‘subsection (a)“. 


The letter, presented by Mr. MORSE, 
is as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, 
EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, 
April 26, 1967. 

Hon. WAYNE MORSE, 

Chairman, Subcommittee on Education, 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR Morse: Enclosed for your 
consideration are a draft or proposed amend- 
ment to section 14 of Public Law 81-815 
(relating to education of children residing 
on Indian lands), a “Cordon-rule” com- 
parison showing the changes it would make 
in section 14, and a statement explaining the 
purpose and effect of the proposed amend- 
ment. This proposed amendment has been 
cleared by the Bureau of the Budget and 
transmitted to Senator Hill, Chairman of the 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare. It 
would have been submitted as part of the 
Administration bill now under consideration 
by the Subcommittee on Education (S. 1125, 
the “Elementary and Secondary Education 
Amendments of 1967"), but it was not com- 
pleted in time. It could be inserted as section 
302 of that bill. 

I urge you to give favorable consideration 
to this proposed amendment. 

Sincerely, 
RALPH K. Hort, 
Assistant Secretary for Legislation. 


The explanation, presented by Mr. 
Mons, is as follows: 


EXPLANATION OF CHANGES To BE MADE BY 
PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO SECTION 14 or 
Pusiic Law 815 


Section 14 of Public Law 815 authorizes 
financial assistance for school construction 
„in other Federally affected areas”, which 
for all practical purposes means school dis- 
tricts providing education for children who 
live on Indian lands. This section was not in 
Public Law 815 as originally enacted; Indian 
lands were treated in the same manner as 
other Federal property. However, the princi- 
pal requirement for eligibility under the gen- 
eral provisions of Public Law 815—a substan- 
tial increase in federally connected children 
in the membership of a school district dur- 
ing a 2-year period—was characteristic of 
areas having federal installations such as 
military installations but not of school dis- 
tricts with Indian reservations. As a result, 
very few districts providing education to In- 
dian children were eligible for assistance the 
first two years the law was in effect. Congress 
met this situation by adding section 14, 
which does not come into operation unless 
a local educational agency fails to qualify 
for assistance under the general provisions of 
Public Law 815. Approximately $58 million 
has been allocated under section 14 to school 
districts to construct school facilities for 
about 50,000 Indian children in 22 States. 
However, the requirements for eligibility 
under section 14 itself, as they have been 
interpreted and applied, are unduly stringent, 
and a number of such school districts which 
are badly in need of funds do not qualify for 
assistance. As a result several requests are 
made to Congress each year for special ap- 
propriations to construct school facilities for 
children in specific districts having Indian 
reservation lands. 

The chief obstacles are the so-called “bur- 
den and effort” requirements, which are con- 
tained in clauses 3 and 4 of subsection (a) 
of section 14. These require a determination 
that a local educational agency does not have 
sufficient funds available to it from other 
sources to provide the minimum schoo] facil- 
ities required for free public education in 
its school district, and that the agency is 
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making a “reasonable tax effort” and is exer- 
cising “due diligence in availing itself of 
State and other financial assistance avail- 
able for the purpose”. Through administra- 
tive practice and legal interpretation these 
seemingly flexible standards have acquired a 
meaning which, in the context of Public Law 
815, requires a local educational agency to 
levy taxes and sell bonds to an extent which 
is often practically impossible before the 
agency can qualify for assistance. 

Even if a local educational agency qualifies 
under present law, the amount of assistance 
which may be given is limited to that needed 
to provide such minimum school facilities 
for the number of children in the schools 
of such agency who reside on Federal Prop- 
erty (i.e., Indian lands). 

The proposed amendment would change 
the references to “Federal property” in sec- 
tion 14 to read “Indian lands”, and would 
liberalize existing law in two ways. First, it 
would amend the existing subsection (a) in 
a manner which would retain the “burden 
and effort” requirements but would provide 
that once a local educational agency quali- 
fies for assistance it could receive sufficient 
funds to provide minimum school facilities 
for all the “unhoused” children in its school 
district. 

Second, the amendment would add a new 
subsection (b) to section 14 which would be 
basically patterned on subsection (a). How- 
ever, the burden and effort requirements 
would be eliminated, which would make 
qualifying for assistance easier, and the 
amount of assistance available in such cases 
would be limited to the cost of providing 
school facilities for children who reside on 
Indian lands. 

Each of these subsections would apply only 
to an agency which provides free public edu- 
cation for children who reside on Indian 
lands, and then only if (1) the total number 
of such children represents a substantial 
percentage of the school population in that 
district, or (2) if the Indian lands constitute 
a substantial part of the school district of 
the local educational agency, or (3) if the 
agency provides free public education for 
at least 100 children who reside on Indian 
land outside the school district. (Item (2) 
would be added by the amendment. Items 
(1) and (3) are in existing law.) 

The Senate Committee on Appropriations 
indicated in its report on the 1967 Depart- 
ment of the Interior appropriation bill (Sen- 
ate Report No. 1154, May, 1966) that it is 
interested in providing assistance to meet 
the need for construction of public school 
facilities to serve Indian children. The Bu- 
reau of Indian Affairs of the Interior Depart- 
ment helped the Department of Health, Edu- 
cation, and Welfare develop the proposed 
amendment to section 14 of Public Law 815 
and has strongly recommended it to the 
Budget Bureau as the appropriate means of 
meeting the needs of school districts edu- 
cating large numbers of Indian children. 

(Changes in existing law to be made by 
the bill are shown as follows (existing law 
proposed to be omitted is enclosed in 
black brackets, new matter is printed in 
italic, existing law in which no change is 
proposed is shown in roman) .) 


SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION ASSISTANCE IN OTHER 
FEDERALLY AFFECTED AREAS 


Sec. 14. (a) If the Commissioner determines 
with respect to any local educational agency 
that— 

(1) such agency is providing or, upon 
completion of the school facilities for which 
provision is made herein, will provide free 
public education for children who reside on 
{Federal property, Indian lands and whose 
membership in the schools of such agency 
has not formed and will not form the basis 
for payments under other provisions of this 
Act, and that the total number of such 
children represents a substantial percentage 
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of the total number of children for whom 
such agency provides free public education, 
or that such Indian lands constitute a sub- 
stantial part of the school district of such 
local educational agency, or that the total 
number of such children who reside on 
Indian lands located outside the school dis- 
trict of such agency equals or exceeds 100: 

(2) the immunity of such [Federal prop- 
erty] Indian lands to taxation by such 
agency has created a substantial and con- 
tinuing impairment of its ability to finance 
needed school facilities; 

(3) such agency is making a reasonable 
tax effort and is exercising due diligence in 
availing itself of State and other financial 
assistance available for the purpose; and 

(4) such agency does not have sufficient 
funds available to do it from other Federal, 
State, and local sources to provide the mini- 
mum school facilities required for free pub- 
lic education [in its school district, I of a 
substantial percentage of the children in the 
membership of its schools, 


he may provide the additional assistance nec- 
essary to enable such agency to provide such 
facilities, upon such terms and in such 
amounts (subject to the provisions of this 
section) as the Commissioner may consider 
to be in the public interest; but such addi- 
tional assistance may not exceed the portion 
of the cost of such facilities which the Com- 
missioner estimates is [attributable to chil- 
dren who reside on Federal property, and 
which] has not been, and is not to be, re- 
covered by the local educational agency from 
other sources, including payments by the 
United States under any other provisions of 
this Act or any other law. Notwithstanding 
the provisions of this subsection, the Com- 
missioner may waive the percentage require- 
ment in paragraph (1) [in the case of any 
application for additional assistance on ac- 
count of children who reside on Indian 
lands] whenever, in his judgment, excep- 
tional circumstances exist which make such 
action necessary to avoid inequity and avoid 
defeating the purposes of this section. As- 
sistance may be furnished under this sub- 
section without regard to paragraph (2) (but 
subject to the other provisions of this sub- 
section and subsection E(c)] (d)) to any 
local educational agency which provides free 
public education for children who reside on 
Indian lands located outside its school dis- 
trict. For purposes of this subsection Indian 
lands” means Indian reservations or other 
real property referred to in the [third] sec- 
ond sentence of section 15(1). 

(b) If the Commissioner determines with 
respect to any local educational agency that— 

(1) such agency is providing, or upon com- 
pletion of the school facilities for which 
provision is made herein will provide free 
public education for children who reside on 
Indian lands, and whose membership in the 
schools of such agency has not formed and 
will not form the basis for payments under 
other provisions of this Act, and that the 
total number of such children represents a 
substantial percentage of the total number of 
children for whom such agency provides free 
public education, or that such Indian lands 
constitute a substantial part of the school 
district of such local educational agency, or 
that the total number of such children who 
reside on Indian lands located outside the 
school district of such agency equals or er- 
ceeds 100; and 

(2) the immunity of such Indian lands to 
taxation by such agency has created a sub- 
stantial and continuing impairment of its 
ability to finance needed school facilities; 
he may, upon such terms and in such 
amounts (subject to the provisions of this 
section) as the Commissioner may consider 
to be in the public interest, provide the ad- 
ditional assistance necessary to enable such 
agency to provide the minimum school fa- 
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cilities required for free public education of 
children in the membership of the schools 
of such agency who reside on Indian lands; 
but such additional assistance may not ez- 
ceed the portion of the cost of constructing 
such facilities which the Commissioner esti- 
mates has not been, and is not to be, recov- 
ered by the local educational agency from 
other sources, including payments by the 
United States under any other provisions of 
this Act or any other law. Notwithstanding 
the provisions of this subsection, the Com- 
missioner may waive the percentage require- 
ment in paragraph (1) whenever, in his 
judgment, exceptional circumstances exist 
which make such action necessary to avoid 
inequity and avoid defeating the purposes 
of this section. Assistance may be furnished 
under this subsection without regard to para- 
graph (2) (but subject to the other provi- 
sions of this subsection and subsection (d)) 
to any local educational agency which pro- 
vides free public education for children who 
reside on Indian lands located outside its 
school district. For purposes of this subsec- 
tion “Indian lands” means Indian reserva- 
tions or other real property referred to in the 
second sentence of section 15(1). 

L(b) 1 (e) There are hereby authorized to 
be appropriated for each fiscal year such 
sums as may be nec to carry out the 
provisions of this section. There are also au- 
thorized to be appropriated such sums as 
may be necessary for administration of such 
provisions. Amounts so appropriated other 
than amounts appropriated for administra- 
tion, shall remain available until expended. 

C(c)] (d) No payment may be made to 
any local educational agency under subsec- 
tion (a) or (b) except upon application 
therefor which is submitted through the ap- 
propriate State educational agency and is 
filed with the Commissioner in accordance 
with regulations prescribed by him, and 
which meets the requirements of section 
6(b) (1). In determining the order in which 
such applications shall be approved, the 
Commissioner shall consider the relative edu- 
cational and financial needs of the local edu- 
cational agencies which have submitted ap- 
provable applications and the nature and 
extent of the Federal responsibility. No pay- 
ment may be made under subsection (a) or 
(b) unless the Commissioner finds, after 
consultation with the State and local educa- 
tional agencies, that the project or projects 
with respect to which it is made are not in- 
consistent with over-all State plans for the 
construction of school facilities. All determi- 
nations made by the Commissioner under 
this section shall be made only after consul- 
tation with the appropriate State educational 
agency and the local educational agency. 

Ted) 1 (e) Amounts paid by the Commis- 
sioner to local educational agencies under 
subsection (a) or (b) may be paid in ad- 
vance of, or by way of reimbursement for, 
work performed or purchases made pursuant 
to the agreement with the Commissioner 
under this section, and may be paid in such 
installments as the Commissioner may de- 
termine. Any funds paid to a local educa- 
tional agency and not expended or otherwise 
used for the purposes for which paid shall be 
repaid to the Treasury of the United States, 

E(e)1 (/) None of the provisions of sec- 
tions 1 to 10, both inclusive, other than sec- 
tion 6(b)(1), shall apply with respect to 
determinations made under this section. 


ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILLS 


Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, on be- 
half of the Senator from Alaska [Mr. 
BARTLETT] I ask unanimous consent that 
at the next printing of S. 2067, the Ra- 
diation Control for Health and Safety 
Act of 1967, the names of the Senator 
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from Hawaii [Mr. Inouye], the Senator 
from Wyoming [Mr. McGee], and the 
Senator from Kentucky [Mr. COOPER] 
be added as cosponsors. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres- 
ident, on behalf of the Senator from 
Wisconsin [Mr. PROXMIRE], I ask unan- 
imous consent that, at its next printing, 
the name of the junior Senator from 
Tennessee [Mr. Baker] be added as a 
cosponsor of the bill (S. 612) the dairy 
Import Act of 1967. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


NOTICE OF HEARINGS ON S. 1306 
THE MUNICIPAL REVENUE BOND 
BILL 


Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr. President, the 
Subcommittee on Financial Institutions 
will hold hearings on S. 1306, a bill to 
assist cities and States by amending sec- 
tion 5136 of the Revised Statutes, as 
amended, with respect to the authority 
of national banks to underwrite and deal 
in securities issued by State and local 
governments, and for other purposes, be- 
ginning on Tuesday, August 22 and con- 
tinuing on Wednesday, August 23, and 
Thursday, August 24, 1967. The hear- 
ings will commence at 10 a.m. in room 
5302, New Senate Office Building. 

Persons desiring to testify or to submit 
written statements in connection with 
the bill should notify Mr. Kenneth A. 
McLean, Senate Committee on Banking 
and Currency, room 5300, New Senate 
Office Building, Washington, D.C. 20510, 
telephone 225-3921, not later than Tues- 
day, August 15, 1967. 


NOTICE OF HEARING 


Mr. HRUSKA, Mr. President, on be- 
half of the chairman of the Subcommit- 
tee on Constitutional Amendments, I 
would like to announce a hearing on 
Tuesday, July 25, 1967, by the Subcom- 
mittee on Constitutional Amendments, 
pertaining to electoral college and its 
reform. The hearing will take place in 
room 318 of the Old Senate Office Build- 
ing, beginning at 10 a.m. 


ANNOUNCEMENT OF PUBLIC 
HEARINGS 


Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, as chair- 
man of the Retirement Subcommittee of 
the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service, I wish to announce that public 
hearings have been scheduled on Wed- 
nesday, July 26, 1967, on S. 1507, to be 
held in room 6202 of the New Senate 
Office Building at 10 a.m. 

This legislation, introduced by the dis- 
tinguished junior Senator from South 
Carolina [Mr. Hotiincs] would extend 
to early retirement provisions applicable 
to certain Federal employees engaged in 
hazardous duty employment to Federal 
firefighters. 

Persons wishing to testify on this 
measure may arrange to do so by con- 
ae the committee, telephone 225- 
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NOTICE OF HEARINGS ON HR. 
10595—PROHIBITION ON USE OF 
FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS AS LOT- 
TERY AGENCIES 


Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the 
Subcommittee on Financial Institutions 
will hold a hearing on H. R. 10595, to 
prohibit certain banks and savings and 
loan associations from fostering or par- 
ticipating in gambling activities, on 
Thursday, August 17, 1967. The hearing 
will commence at 10 a.m. in room 5302, 
New Senate Office Building. 

Persons desiring to testify or to submit 
written statements in connection with 
the bill should notify Mr. Kenneth A. 
McLean, Senate Committee on Banking 
and Currency, room 5300, New Senate 
Office Building, Washington, D.C. 20510, 
telephone 225-3921, not later than 
Thursday, August 10, 1967. 


ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTI- 
CLES, ETC., PRINTED IN THE 
RECORD 


On request, and by unanimous con- 
sent, addresses, editorials, articles, etc., 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

By Mr. RANDOLPH: 

Remarks entitled World Friendships 
Through Flying,” theme of Women Pilots at 
Ninety-Nines International Convention, 
Washington, D.C., June 28-July 2, 1967. 


TAX INCREASE WILL NOT KEEP 
PRICES DOWN 


Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, em- 
phasis needs to be directed toward the 
price rise fallacy—the widely spread 
notion that strong demand has been 
causing the recent price rises in our 
economy. 

Of course, anyone who has taken ele- 
mentary economics knows that, if de- 
mand is strong enough, it will raise prices 
eventually. My point is that this doctrine 
has very little relevance to our experi- 
ence in the last year or the current year 
in the United States. Last year prices 
rose at a 3.3-percent rate, and there is 
no reason to doubt that prices will con- 
tinue to rise during this year, particu- 
larly if food prices cease their decline 
and begin to rise as is expected. Recently 
there has been an outpouring of anxiety 
to the effect that strengthening demand 
in the second half of this year will accel- 
erate price increases and that, therefore, 
we must have a tax increase to reduce 
demand and stabilize prices. 

This analysis of the economy will not 
stand up under scrutiny. It is one of those 
easy generalizations that does not fit the 
facts. 

Let us examine recent price move- 
ments. In the first half of 1966 the Con- 
sumer Price Index moved up 1.4 percent. 
In the first 6 months of the current year 
it moved up only 0.8 percent, obviously a 
slower rate of increase. But let us elimi- 
nate the food price component of the 
index. Food prices are notoriously subject 
to agricultural cycles and not general 
demand. And all economists with whom 
I have had experience, and I have had 
experience with many of them, agree 
with that. 
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If we take out food prices, the index 
increased 1.1 percent in the first half of 
1966, and 1.2 percent in the first half of 
1967. And this happened in spite of the 
fact that general demand was weaker in 
the second period, when prices, other 
than food prices, increased more. 

As a matter of fact, when we take a 
closer look, the dominant factor in the 
increase in prices in both years was ris- 
ing service costs, particularly medical 
care and mortgage financing. Medical 
care has been going up sharply for years, 
while many other services, being depend- 
ent almost exclusively on labor, have 
gone up steadily as wage rates rose. 

Consumer commodities other than 
durables and food rose at a more rapid 
pace this year than they did last year at 
both wholesale and retail levels. Whole- 
sale rates rose 1.3 percent in the first half 
of 1967 as compared with only 0.8 per- 
cent in the first half of 1966. The retail 
level paralleled these movements; prices 
rose 1.2 percent in 1967 as compared to 
0.8 percent in 1966—first half. 

Even consumer durables, at least at 
the retail level, went up more in 1967 
than they did in the first half in 1966. 

Close examination of recent price re- 
actions has convinced me beyond the 
shadow of a doubt that general demand 
has very little influence on price in the 
short run under economic circumstances 
such as now exist. And for this reason, 
it is not only wrong but foolhardy to as- 
sume that a tax increase on October 1 or 
January 1 will significantly affect prices 
in 1968. It will not. 

Mr. President, this is going to be a 
big issue, believe me, in the 1968 cam- 
paign for the office of President, U.S. 
Senate, and House of Representatives. 
We ought to recognize that prices will go 
up next year, whether we have a tax 
increase or not, and the tax increase 
will have very little effect on it. I believe, 
on the basis of this analysis, that it will 
have no effect. 

The big argument for a tax increase is 
that it will hold down prices. Mr. Presi- 
dent, the statistics suggest very strongly 
that it will not do so. Prices will rise 
rather sharply this year and probably 
most of next year as food prices rise 
and services continue to go up. And 
whether we have a tax increase of $6 
billion or $10 billion is unlikely to have 
much effect on price behavior. 

There is a strong probability that 
medical costs and other services will con- 
tinue to rise—irrespective of whether 
we increase taxes or not, or whether we 
cut Federal expenditures or not. I am 
certainly strongly in favor of cutting 
Federal spending, and I have done all 
that I can to achieve that end. This is a 
long term movement that is engendered 
by long term scarcity of supply in the 
face of growing population and demand 
for the services. Another item—mortgage 
rates—enjoyed some temporary relief 
after the credit crunch of midsummer 
1966, but seems to be started back up 
again under the pressure of tightening 
money. In addition, food is likely to go 
up this year due to the swing of the ag- 
ricultural cycle. Again, these price ac- 
tions will happen whether or not we have 
a tax increase or an expenditure reduc- 
tion, or even both, in my opinion. 


July 21, 1967 


Mr. President, I am a strong believer in 
fiscal policy. I believe that Federal def- 
icits can stimulate the economy and that 
Federal surpluses can dampen the econ- 
omy through their effect on investment 
and consumer demand. Clearly, changes 
in taxes and expenditures offer effective 
methods for the Federal Government to 
influence the economy to promote full 
employment and growth. 

But this is no time, in my opinion, to 
depress demand by raising taxes. 

Earlier this week I presented this body 
with several arguments against a tax in- 
crease at this time. A fiscal policy based 
on higher taxes would be self-defeating. 
Consumption is lagging. The rate of in- 
vestment is less than vigorous, and for 
14 months we have undergone an actual 
decline in industrial production. 

It is hard to believe that this country, 
the most productive in the world, with 
an economy of which we are very proud, 
an economy that was moving so rapidly 
a year ago, has declined in growth in 
the last year. 

Plant capacity is operating at only 
87 percent. It is my fear that any tax 
increase might work to depress our 
somewhat underpaced economy to the 
point where the higher rates produce 
little or no increase in revenue. By de- 
pressing incomes and profits in such cir- 
cumstances, it would lower the tax base 
and, hence, the yield, rather than in- 
crease it. 

With much unused capacity, with the 
lowest average workweek in 6 years, with 
lagging consumption, with unemploy- 
ment of 4 percent, it seems obvious that 
our economy could sustain a substantial 
increase in production without true in- 
flationary pressures being generated. As 
I have indicated, we must be on guard 
against false signals—price increases 
that are mistaken for demand inflation. 
It just does not work that way. And I, 
for one, will not be convinced that we 
need a tax increase until I see a sharp 
stepup in employment, hours worked, 
and capacity utilized. 


PROCUREMENT OF AIR FORCE 
COMPUTERS 


Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, to- 
day our Government is spending more 
money and the taxpayers are being asked 
to pay more taxes than at any other 
time in our history. Congress is expected 
annually to appropriate more money for 
greater and even more expensive pro- 
grams. We need, of course, to provide for 
the requirements of our economic growth 
and increasing population. But we also 
have a corresponding duty to see that 
the moneys we appropriate are neces- 
sary and are spent economically. 

The attention of the Senate Permanent 
Subcommittee on Investigations was 
called recently to a procurement by the 
Air Force, for data processing computer 
systems, which was said to be the largest 
procurement of this kind ever made by 
Government or by industry. Three of 
the four competing bidders protested 
that they had been improperly elimi- 
nated from competition. They claimed 
that as a result the Air Force was enter- 
ing into an obligation to pay an exorbi- 
tant $60 million, or more, above the 
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amount necessary to obtain the computer 
systems it required. 

The proposal was to acquire 135 com- 
puter systems to be installed in Air Force 
bases all over the world to handle records 
for personnel, finance, construction, and 
maintenance. Four manufacturing com- 
panies submitted proposals in December 
1966 to furnish these computers. All four 
companies are well-known corporations, 
well regarded and established suppliers 
of this type of equipment. The “Request 
for Proposal” required the use of off-the- 
shelf currently available equipment; no 
research or development was involved. 

Three of the companies submitting 
bids offered substantial discounts from 
their list prices; the fourth company 
quoted straight list prices. The bid of 
this fourth company was 60 percent to 
100 percent higher than the other bids. 
The Air Force tested the proposed equip- 
ment of each company in January 1967. 

On April 12, 1967, the Air Force an- 
nounced that the three companies which 
had quoted discounts had all failed the 
tests and that the bid of the high bidder 
was accepted because it was the only 
“responsive” proposal. 

All three of the rejected companies 
filed protests with the Subcommittee on 
Investigations. They had previously filed 
protests with the Department of Defense 
and with the Comptroller General. The 
subcommittee immediately authorized 
the staff to begin a preliminary inquiry. 

The staff’s examination revealed some 
disturbing facts and strongly supported 
the contention of the rejected bidders. 
The subcommittee, therefore, scheduled 
hearings for an executive session on 
Tuesday, July 18, 1967. On Friday, July 
14, 1967, the Comptroller General issued 
an opinion stating that the Air Force 
should have conducted further discus- 
sions and negotiations with the bidders 
before finding them “nonresponsive.” 

Later on the same day, the Secretary 
of the Air Force requested a conference 
at which time he advised me that in the 
light of the opinion of the Comptroller 
General he intended to reopen negotia- 
tions with the rejected bidders. I there- 
fore postponed the subcommittee hear- 
ings indefinitely. 

It is regrettable that the responsible 
officials in the Air Force made no at- 
tempt after the tests in January 1967 to 
ascertain from the low bidders whether 
the equipment the Air Force rejected 
could be brought within the require- 
ments. The rejected bidders claim that 
they could have met the requirements 
simply by adding or changing a few 
pieces of equipment. 

The Air Force failed to do this, not- 
withstanding that there was a potential 
saving to the Government of the enor- 
mous difference of over $60 million be- 
tween the price of the high bidder and 
the lowest bid of the other companies. 

Prudent judgment clearly dictated that 
further negotiations should have been 
conducted with all the bidders. It is diffi- 
cult to understand how this award was 
considered, passed on, and approved by 
a series of panels, committees, and boards 
within the Air Force without taking into 
account the obvious economies involved 
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and potentially available to the Govern- 
ment. 

It was not until the award reached the 
secretarial level for approval in April 
1967 that some qualms appeared about 
the high price of the bid selected. At 
this point a “cost effectiveness” study 
was requested. It was prepared in less 
than 1 week. A brief review by the sub- 
committee’s staff of the cost assumptions 
used as its basis gave the impression that 
the assumptions were selected to support 
a conclusion already determined. 

A further disturbing fact is that even 
after the award was announced, the Air 
Force at debriefing sessions with the re- 
jected competitors refused to tell them 
their test scores and the specific reasons 
why their equipment was rejected. The 
Air Force told the competitors that the 
equipment of the successful bidder was 
more “cost effective” than the rejected 
equipment but refused to give details of 
the study. 

It is quite obvious that the Air Force 
should have, but did not, negotiate with 
the three firms before eliminating them 
as nonresponsive bidders and should have 
given them details about their deficien- 
cies. In view of the wide price differential, 
the bidders should have been given an 
opportunity to modify their equipment to 
bring it within requirements. The sub- 
committee’s staff has been informed by 
these companies, whose officials were 
ready to testify under oath, that this 
could have been done with little delay 
and a total additional cost of between $1 
and $3 million, thus still saving the 
Government over $50 million as com- 
pared with the award to the high bidder. 

I believe that the decision of the Secre- 
tary of the Air Force on July 14, 1967, to 
reopen negotiations with all bidders was 
a correct and proper one; and I com- 
mend him for reversing the position that 
has been taken by the Air Force in the 
past and for taking steps to correct this 
error. But, this action came only after a 
review by the General Accounting Office 
as to the legal principles involved, and 
after extensive inquiries by the subeom- 
mittee’s staff into the economic judgment 
and discretion exercised in making the 
original award. 

In the maze of procurement regula- 
tions and reviews by panels and boards, a 
fundamental factor should be observed 
and not ignored. This is that it is the 
duty of Government officials, agencies, 
and departments to get the best deal pos- 
sible economically for the Government 
when Federal funds are expended. 

There is no way that Congress can 
pass laws which will make good judg- 
ment automatic; nor can any agency do 
it by publishing regulations and instruc- 
tions. There is no substitute for the judg- 
ment and discretion of individuals in 
weighing the factors of performance and 
price to select the best contractor for a 
Government purchase. 

I am prompted to ask, Mr. President, 
Are decisions being made on a sound 
and businesslike basis? Are so-called cost 
effectiveness studies sometimes being 
made to fit and support predetermined 
conclusions, thus concealing rather than 
revealing the true basis for unsound 
awards? 
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Another matter that has concerned me 
is the utilization of computers for data 
processing by the Federal Government. 
We are spending hundreds of millions of 
dollars each year for this equipment. 
Every time one of the procurements 
comes up for approval, elaborate bro- 
chures are produced showing how mil- 
lions of dollars will be saved by buying 
or leasing these machines. Claims are 
made that thousands of people now doing 
routine clerical jobs will be replaced, that 
processing of paperwork will be reduced, 
and that the decisionmaking of Govern- 
ment executives will be tremendously in- 
creased in efficiency. 

However, with all the billions being 
spent, I still have not seen any signifi- 
cant reduction in Government payrolls; 
I still do not see where Government 
paperwork has been materially reduced. 
Many decisions being made do not ap- 
pear to be more judicious nor do they 
seem to be any better now than those 
made in the past. 

Mr. President, too often responsible 
procurement officials do not exercise a 
proper sense of obligation to make pru- 
dent and thoughtful decisions about ex- 
penditures of authorized funds. Instead, 
they make casual and careless determi- 
nations relating to committing hundreds 
of millions of taxpayers’ dollars. 

Iam directing the staff of the Subcom- 
mittee on Investigations to follow up on 
procurement practices and to make in- 
quiries into and to study the justification 
for and examine into the economics of 
procurements for computer systems by 
the Defense Department and other Gov- 
ernment agencies. 

Mr. President, at this point in my re- 
marks I ask unanimous consent that two 
newspaper articles relating to the rene- 
gotiation of this computer award be 
printed in the Recorp. One of the articles 
is from the Washington Evening Star 
for July 15, 1967, and the other is from 
the Wall Street Journal of July 17, 1967. 
Each article contains summaries of the 
decision to renegotiate the contract. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Am Force WILL RENEGOTIATE Bic COMPUTER 
CoNTRACT 

The Air Force has agreed to reopen nego- 
tiations for more than $100 million worth 
of computers in the wake of formal com- 
plaints from three unsuccessful bidders and 
a congressional inquiry into the procure- 
ment procedure. 

The decision was announced yesterday by 
Sen. John L. McClellan, D-Ark., chairman 
of the Senate Permanent Investigations Sub- 
committee. The subcommittee had investi- 
gated the contract award and planned to 
open public hearings on the matter next 
week. 

McClellan said the hearings had been 
“postponed indefinitely” after a conference 
with Air Force Secretary Harold Brown on 
the award of the $140 million contract to 
the International Business Machines Corp. 

Brown “intends to reopen negotiations 
with all four of the companies which pre- 
viously submitted bids for this contract,” a 
committe statement said. 

Questions about the award of the contract 
were raised after the three losing firms sub- 
mitted formal protests to the subcommittee 
and the General Accounting Office, claiming 
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they had been eliminated from the compe. 
tition without adequate negotiation. 

The three unsuccessful bidders were the 
Radio Corp. of America, Honeywell, Inc. and 
Burroughs Corp. 

The April award to IBM for 100 to 160 data 
processing computers was reported to be 
the largest single order for such equipment 
ever placed. 

McClellan declined to disclose details of 
the Senate investigation, but a subcommit- 
tee statement said probers had discovered a 
$60 million difference between the high and 
low bids. 


{From the Wall Street Journal, July 17, 1967] 
Wat's News 


IBM’s selection April 12 as contractor for 
135 computer systems was canceled by the 
Air Force. The move followed protests that 
IBM’s $114 million bid was $60 million to $70 
million higher than bids submitted by rival 
producers. The Air Force said negotiations 
for the order would be reopened, 

Am Force CANCELS SELECTION OF IBM IN 
COMPUTER Jop—GAO Hap QUESTIONED 
AWARD TO HIGH BIDDER; New Tatxs To 
INCLUDE THREE OTHER FIRMS—SENATE 
HEARING CALLED OFF 


WASHINGTON.—Under pressure from the 
General Accounting Office and from Sen. 
McClellan’s Investigations subcommittee, the 
Air Force canceled its selection of Interna- 
tional Business Machines Corp. as contractor 
for $114 million of computer systems. 

Acknowledging that it had perhaps erred 
in selecting IBM, highest of the four qualified 
bidders, the Air Force said it would reopen 
the negotiations with IBM and with Honey- 
well, Inc., Radio Corp. of America, and Bur- 
roughs Corp. 

The losing companies had protested, either 
to the GAO or the McClellan subcommittee, 
following the selection of IBM on April 12. 
IBM’s $114 million bid for 135 computer 
systems was $60 million to $70 million higher 
than the bids of its rivals, But IBM was 
chosen on the ground that the lower bids 
were unresponsive to the specifications. 

In an opinion issued Friday, Comptroller 
General Elmer B. Staats ruled in effect that 
the Air Force should have offered IBM's 
competitors an opportunity to meet Air 
Force requirements, One source close to the 
negotiations said this wasn’t done in part 
because Air Force contracting officers were 
confused about applicable procurement reg- 
ulations. Nor did the Air Force clearly specify 
what it wanted, he said. 

On learning of the Comptroller General’s 
opinion, Air Force Secretary Harold Brown 
met with Sen. McClellan (D., Ark.) to tell 
him that the choice of IBM would be can- 
celed. The Senator then called off closed- 
door hearings on the contract award that his 
subcommittee had been scheduled to begin 
tomorrow. 

“We'll keep an eye on the negotiations,” 
said Jerome Adlerman, the subcommittee’s 
chief counsel. “The companies claim that 
with comparatively minor modification cost- 
ing anywhere from zero to $4 million they 
could have brought their machines up to 
specifications and still save the Government 
Maybe $60 million,” he said. 

The computers sought by the Air Force 
are said to be commercially available, off- 
the-shelf machines intended mostly for 
housekeeping chores. 


Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, the 
Permanent Investigations Subcommittee 
of the Committee on Government Opera- 
tions, which has the duty and responsi- 
bility to study government at all levels, 
with a view to determining its economy 
and efficiency, quite often handles com- 
plaints of this nature. Thus, after a 
Situation that has been discovered is 
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corrected, we save literally millions of 
dollars of the American taxpayers’ 
money. This is not a pleasant task, but it 
is one that needs to be performed. Con- 
sidering the limited time and staff we 
have, and taking into account our other 
duties, we occasionally—in fact, fre- 
quently—make discoveries of this nature 
in Government operations which result 
in corrective action that tends to pro- 
mote economy and to prevent extrava- 
gant expenditures. 


MORE ATTENTION NEEDED FOR 
FUTURE AIR TRAFFIC CONTROL 
SYSTEMS—SPEECH BY MR. FLOYD 
D. HALL 


Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I in- 
vite the attention of the Senate to a 
thoughtful and provocative speech made 
recently by Mr. Floyd D. Hall, president 
of Eastern Airlines, at a transportation 
workshop held in Washington, D.C., on 
June 26. 

Mr. Hall reviews some of aviation’s 
recent history and examines some of the 
immense problems confronting commer- 
cial aviation of the future. The issues he 
discusses are ones which every Member 
of this body should be giving searching 
consideration to right now. 

Unless sound planning is started and 
action initiated on such things as im- 
proved airports, better air traffic control 
systems and safer airways, commercial 
aviation, upon which this country de- 
pends for the movement of people, will 
strangle from its own growth. I hope 
every Senator will take the time to study 
Mr. Hall’s remarks. 

I ask unanimous consent that his 
speech be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the speech 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


REMARKS OF Mr. F. D. HALL, AT THE TRANS- 
PORTATION WORKSHOP, WASHINGTON, D. C., 
JUNE 26, 1967 


Thank you, General Schriever. 

A few weeks ago, I was privileged to attend 
a symposium on data processing, and one 
portion of the presentation has continued 
to disturb me. To emphasize the great scien- 
tific and technical advances made since 
World War II, one speaker noted that 80% 
of all the scientists ever born are still alive 
today, and that over 90% of all the scientific 
literature ever written has been printed in 
the last twenty years. 

These startling facts are, of course, a play 
on statistics, and with a little thought we 
see that they are not so surprising as they 
may at first sound. But one additional fact 
has continued to nag my thinking: We are 
adding to our library of scientific and tech- 
nical data at the rate of 360,000 pages a day! 
That truly is an astounding figure, for it 
means that it is no longer possible to keep 
track of just the new data being produced, 
much less organize it, understand it, and re- 
late it meaningfully to our own areas of 
activity and responsibility. Technology is 
propelling us along at a tremendous pace 
and it seems we are all running as fast as 
possible just to keep abreast of today's prob- 
lems. Yet the challenge of the future looms 
ever larger on the horizon. 

In no field I know, are the challenges 
greater than in transportation. Earlier in 
your program you heard from Mr. Alan Boyd, 
one of our most able public servants and the 
Secretary of our newest Cabinet Department. 
I am sure he imparted some sense of the 
scope of these challenges, reaching as they 


July 21, 1967 


do across the whole spectrum of transporta- 
tion in our country. 

I don’t envy Secretary Boyd’s choice of 
dilemmas because I feel we have more than 
enough to keep us busy in air transporta- 
tion alone. The air transportation industry, 
as a viable enterprise, is entering its fourth 
decade and no characteristic of our indus- 
try is more pronounced than its growth. 
Many of us in this room can remember the 
days of goggles and white scarves, when a 
Curtiss Condor took 14 hours and 11 stops 
to make it from New York to Miami and the 
public’s impression of aviation was one of 
fly-by-night (I should say by day only) com- 
panies struggling to make a living while 
steely-eyed pilots fought the elements over 
the Alleghenies or the Rockies. That picture 
was liberally laced with fiction even then, 
but it has become ludicrous today. Today, 
the United States certificated air carriers 
employ some 20,000 highly-skilled and well 
trained pilots who fly 2,100 airplanes—two- 
thirds of them turbine-powered—on 12,000 
departures every day from 525 major United 
States airports. 320,000 passengers per day— 
or 225 every minute—pay about $17 million 
a day for air transportation. The United 
States industry as a whole now has operating 
revenues of $6 billion per year and operating 
profits of half a billion dollars. 

A great rush of growth has brought us 
to these levels. Over the past decade air 
travel in the United States has been grow- 
ing at an average annual rate of eleven per 
cent per year in terms of revenue passenger 
miles. To make this possible the industry has 
had to make huge investments in equipment 
and facilities—investments that have been 
even more demanding of management cour- 
age than of financal ingenuity. In the pre- 
jet era of 1956-1957, I recall making a pres- 
entation to the board of directors of my 
previous company. When I suggested that 
the probable investment in the Jet Age we 
were then considering would total $335 mil- 
lion, the directors were astounded. One mem- 
ber of the meeting characterized our en- 
try into the Jet Age as skating onto the very 
thin ice separating the exhilarating air of 
technological advancement above and the 
very cold water of bankruptcy below. Yet as 
Eastern Airlines, a company with a corporate 
net worth of only $45 million at the end of 
1963—and while preserving conservative, 
well defined financing principles—we will 
have placed in service new aircraft totaling 
an investment of $885 million in the five 
years ending in 1968. 

I said a moment ago that at the beginning 
of this decade such commitments required 
courage, for there were many who could not 
believe that growth rates from ten to twenty 
per cent per year were possible. Yet some of 
the more optimistic forecasts today are call- 
ing for an annual growth rate of 17 or 18 
per cent between now and 1970, with a slight 
decline to fifteen to seventeen per cent 
through 1972, and a drop to about eleven 
per cent by 1975. More cautious men are 
talking about twelve to sixteen per cent be- 
tween now and 1970, with a slackening of 
the growth rate to eight per cent by 1975. 
In any event, increases of from ten to twenty 
per cent per year have become an accepted 
standard in our industry in more recent 
years. 

I am afraid, however, that those of us 
who work with such growth on a daily basis 
are prone to overlook some of its implica- 
tions, For example, projecting a growth rate 
of ten per cent annually results in a dou- 
bling of total volume in 7½ years and a 
tripling of 11% years. A sustained growth 
rate of 20% annually would double the vol- 
ume of 334 years and triple it in six. Sec- 
ond, we sometimes forget that less than 40 
per cent of the American population has 
even flown. Sixty per cent of our increasing 
population—more and more of whom are 
coming into the travel-prone age groups— 
have yet to make their first flight in a com- 
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mercial airplane. But if this fact promises 
even greater growth in the future, we should 
also remember that we Americans are by far 
the flyingest people in the world and the 
surface of air transportation’s usefulness— 
hence the demand for its benefits—has 
barely been scratched on a global basis. 

We have few statistics about the coun- 
tries that make up the Communist world, 
but among the free world airlines, about 125 
billion passenger miles were operated in 
1965. In five years, that figure is expected to 
double to 250 billion in 1970, and grow even 
further to 400 billion in 1975 . . . more than 
triple growth in ten years. And that figure 
is the conservative one. The optimists are 
talking about 550 billion ... more than 
quadrupling in ten years! 

Almost overnight, it became fashionable 
to predict that such growth promises more 
problems than profits—and indeed sober 
realization of these problems is in order. 
Moreover, as was the case in the pre-jet era, 
there are many who say that these levels 
can never be reached, that already we have 
saturated our air space. Even if we find a 
way to solve the traffic control problems, 
these Casandras say, each of the thousands 
of airplanes flying around is heading for 
one little piece of concrete one hundred and 
fifty feet wide and ten to twelve thousand 
feet long at a major airport of one of our 
larger cities. One hundred airplanes in the 
pattern at the same time would, if each 
flight used only four minutes to approach, 
land, bring the airplane under control and 
clear the runway, cause the one-hundredth 
airplane to have been delayed six hours be- 
fore landing. There are those who claim 
that the SST program is doomed in advance 
because even if we find the way to finance 
and build an airplane that will cut the fly- 
ing time around the world by one half... 
or even less ... the time lost circling the 
airports and driving from the airports to 
homes or hotels will more than erase all of 
the time gains that cost so much to build 
in the SST. And if we continue to buy hard- 
ware off the shelf and fail to consider all of 
the other factors that will affect operations, 
the doubters will probably be proved right. 
Increasingly, we must shed our old habits 
of thinking in time terms of flying hours 
or even block-to-block hours if we are to 
maximize our usefulness to the traveling 
public. For the businessman traveling on a 
tight schedule has to think in door-to-door 
time terms, and from high-speed trains to 
corporate aircraft more and more methods 
are being conceived to save his precious min- 
utes and hours. 

We need not even look so far down the 
road as the SST to encounter some very 
disturbing forecasts. The era of the four to 
five hundred passenger airplane is already 
in sight and still other studies contemplate 
a sky bus that will carry multiples of a 
hundred passengers in operations similar to 
the Air-Shuttle that Eastern Airlines oper- 
ates today. 

To point up the problem of passenger- 
handling imagine, if you will, a fleet of these 
huge airplanes all on the ground at the same 
time. Even today our company has as many 
as twenty-two jets on the ground at Atlanta, 
Georgia, at one time. If these were not the 
very largest airplanes, but just something of 
an intermediate design—say three hundred 
passengers—there would be 6,000 people all 
trying to get to the airport and find parking 
places at the same time, 6,000 people trying 
to check their luggage, and waiting in line 
while ticket agents call Reservations to see if 
reservations are confirmed and then going 
through the laborious process of filling out 
ticket forms and collecting fares. Recent 
studies show that 75% of the passengers for 
a given flight check in for it within thirty 
minutes of departure time, and half don’t 
get to the departure area until less than 
fifteen minutes of flight time. Six thousand 
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people following this pattern would present a 
simply impossible problem today. 

We at Eastern Airlines carry more than 
20,000 people on peak days on our Washing- 
ton-New York-Boston Air Shuttle. It is not 
unusual for us to process ten thousand pas- 
sengers a day in and out of the Shuttle ter- 
minal at La Guardia. We have given some 
thought to moving the Shuttle operations 
into the main building to provide our pas- 
sengers with more comfortable accommoda- 
tions. But we know that if we did move to 
the main terminal, the operations of all of 
the other airlines would have to be sus- 
pended because their passengers could not 
get through our traffic jam of automobiles 
of passengers going out and coming in on 
the Shuttle. The new La Guardia main ter- 
minal, designed and built within the last five 
years, would not handle the volume of pas- 
sengers possible by 1970, and it couldn't even 
handle the peaks today. 

Iam painting such a gloomy picture that 
I am about to talk myself out of any hope 
for the future of air transportation. But a 
closer examination of the state of the art 
reveals a few rays of sunshine. First of all, 
one must remember that the pains we are 
suffering today are the result of virtually 
no meaningful long-range planning. In the 
days of the DC-3 we were so enthralled with 
the great task of flying safely from one point 
to another that we had little time to really 
look at the scope of the problems that could 
develop should technology move as it ac- 
tually has in the past two decades. Further, 
the more sophisticated methods of systems 
analysis and projections on an organized 
basis had not yet been developed when solu- 
tions of today's problems should have begun. 
It took the gigantic challenges of the Man- 
hattan Project, the missile crisis, and the 
race for space to organize the brains and 
channel the efforts that make such achieve- 
ments possible. 

This is not to say that there has been no 
forward planning in the airline industry 
until now. There has been. But the binocu- 
lars were not very strong and the image 
was not very clear. Even today, I dare say 
that there are few American trunk carriers 
that have extended meaningful planning 
more than five years into the future. It seems 
to me that we have all been making and are 
continuing to make a very bad mistake for 
which we may pay dearly. We are planning 
and projecting our operations through our 
own subjective and often myopic eyes, in- 
stead of employing the tools and techniques 
that have made our major national pro- 
grams possible. 

Now if we are arrogant enough to think 
that we can solve the problems we can see 
today with the restricted, subjective meth- 
ods we have used to date, if we believe that 
the habits of mind adequate to the white 
scarf and goggle times will be sufficient 
answer to the problems engendered by the 
747 and the SST, what of the even more 
fundamental challenges that face us? I have 
neither the time nor the wisdom to define 
these challenges very precisely but perhaps 
I can suggest a few of them. 

Let us take, for example, the way in which 
we in the airline industry have always 
thought about time and speed. Traditionally, 
we have thought of our competition—rail- 
roads, buses and ships—as suffering a dis- 
tinct speed handicap in competition with our 
ever-faster airliners. But is it not time to 
begin to think of our true competition mov- 
ing at the speed of 186,000 miles per second? 
For when television and phon-a-vision en- 
able businessmen to meet and confer with 
their colleagues and customers in color and 
three dimensions, while they are in fact 
thousands of miles apart, does this mean 
that the greatest movement of passengers 
will be on pleasure travel and that the move- 
ment of cargo will far outstrip today’s main- 
stay, the movement of businessmen? 
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Probably not, but this is certainly a ques- 
tion we should be grappling with, remem- 
bering that air transportation has grown and 
will continue to grow only to the degree that 
it is truly useful. Traditionally, the airline 
and aircraft manufacturing industry has 
concentrated on making their product faster 
and more comfortable for the passenger. But 
is the day not in sight when the thrust of 
aircraft development may be toward making 
the airplane a better citizen in the external 
environment in which it must live? There 
are major aircraft and engine designers to- 
day who believe that the greatest emphasis 
in aircraft development in the next decade 
or two will be toward making the jet engine 
more quiet rather than faster. Further, we 
in the air transportation industry can be 
proud that from the outset we have engi- 
neered safety into our product. And we can 
be equally proud that the safety of airline 
operations has continued to improve through 
our decades of growth and progress. But in 
the decades ahead—when we talk about 550 
billion revenue passenger miles, when as 
many as 500 people are flying in one air- 
plane—will today’s rate of safety progress 
still be acceptable? 

In the past our airports have sprouted up 
haphazardly, one at a time, just because there 
happened to be an empty cow pasture avail- 
able. But in an age that envisions VSTOL 
airports located in the centers of our great 
cities and rings of satellite general aviation 
airports girdling those cities in addition to 
present commercial airports, can we afford 
the same haphazard methods of airport plan- 
ning and local financing? 

So we must answer a question that is far 
broader than the implications of air trans- 
portation growth, however complex. We must 
really define and then answer a question as 
basic as what is the world going to be like 
in the next 40 years. 

Suppose the Far East opens to American 
business for investments and operations as 
Europe now is open. There are a billion-and- 
half people in Asia who are all demanding 
a scale of living that we Americans take for 
granted each day. They need everything from 
shoes to heavy machinery; everything from 
farming machinery to methods of processing 
and preserving their food supplies. The SST 
will make Asia as close to America tomorrow 
as Europe is today so that businessmen can 
travel to plants in Asia with the same ease 
as they now visit their operations in France, 
England or Switzerland. 

Even here at home, the best air service is 
to be found centering on a dozen or so of 
the major population centers. Yet, there are 
hundreds of sizeable cities with rapidly 
growing commercial and industrial activities 
that are sorely in need of better air service. 
Their airports are not so crowded and they 
are plagued by few if any air traffic delay 
congestions. In many cases, we must answer 
these cities with the discouraging fact that 
our present route system will not permit us 
to give them better service because it is not 
economically feasible for us to do so, Airline 
route systems, like our airports and our 
fleets of aircraft have mostly “just growed” 
like Topsy. They made good sense in 1934. 
They have been revised frequently but by 
and large they have been developed by add- 
Ing a segment here or there, by one company 
winning a route to a lucrative city or com- 
munity with little thought being given to 
the route pattern as a transportation—or 
perhaps an even better term—a distribution 
system, a system serving the needs of the 
most people. 

I suggest that the time is now when we 
must begin to employ the concepts of system 
planning and management to the industry 
that seems destined to become the biggest 
growth industry of them all. We at Eastern 
Airlines are moving toward this objective 
right now. We propose to look ahead, to 
forecast what events are likely to take place 
between now and 1985, to evaluate their im- 
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pact on our company and our capacity to 
cope with them, to evaluate what effort may 
be necessary to make these events come 
about—or perhaps even to prevent some of 
them from happening—to establish critical 
path designs and apply the pert technique 
to plot the course of events and the timing 
of actions on our part to achieve our goals. 

I suggest that we begin right at home with 
our route system as it exists today, but that 
the scope of our vision be unlimited, For 
example, we can readily identify the popula- 
tion growth that makes up the megaopolis 
extending from Boston to the Piedmont areas 
of the Carolinas. Where are the other popu- 
lation centers likely to develop? The Mon- 
treal, Toronto, Buffalo, Cleveland, Detroit, 
Chicago area looks like a candidate. All of 
Plorida and the crescent that loops around 
the Gulf of Mexico to Houston might be 
another. Certainly the West Coast from San 
Diego to Seattle must become a heavy popu- 
lation center in the next 20 years. 

What of the character of commerce and 
industry? We at Eastern know that our pres- 
ent route system covers that part of the 
United States where 83% of our industrial 
capacity is located. But industry is shifting, 
and we see it every day. The quiet little town 
of Aiken, South Carolina, has added literally 
millions of dollars of industrial capacity in 
just the last five years. Companies have a 
tendency to grow even larger to meet the 
competitive pressures and the volume re- 
quirements of our rapidly expanding econ- 
omy and when companies grow they set up 
plants in new locations to find labor markets 
or to shorten their distribution lines. Plant 
and office dispersal has been one of the 
major factors that have caused the growth 
in air travel during the past ten years, and 
its continuing trend will certainly have ad- 
ditional effects. 

To adequately plot our critical path for 
the future, we must range over a wide array 
of subjects: What is the political character 
of not only our own country but the world 
likely to be in the next 20 years? Where are 
the centers of commerce and industry likely 
to develop? Will there be a major popula- 
tion shift once the barriers of political strife 
are removed? Will industry move to seek new 
labor markets in these new population cen- 
ters as it has in the past? Is there any likeli- 
hood of an international monetary unit to 
facilitate trade with the millions of people 
who need our technical know-how and our 
economic support? And what of technology 
itself? What will flight in and out of the 
atmosphere be like in 1985? What kind of 
engines will be used? Fuel? We must study 
such questions and solve them not only 
individually but as they relate to one 
another. 

There are many who would characterize 
such an exercise as both grandiose and im- 
practical. I submit that it is both essential 
and long overdue. As wide as the range of 
the subject matter may seem to be, I have 
really only scratched the surface of the ma- 
terial that needs to be studied, organized, 
correlated to the problems that are already 
at hand and those showing their indistinct 
heads over the distant horizon. Some say 
that we are already too far behind to do any- 
thing meaningful about the myriad prob- 
lems that seem likely to ensnare air trans- 
portation and, like Gulliver, drag it down 
into helpless impotence. But the prophets 
of doom have always been with us. We will 
built the SST. We will travel both in and out 
of the atmosphere in this century. The rest- 
less stirring of millions of people around 
the world, demanding a better life will force 
an interchange of technical knowledge, com- 
mercial and cultural cooperation, and per- 
haps most important of all, close communi- 
cations between areas that have, until now, 
seemed remote and exotic. 

The problems are bigger, more complex, 
more interrelated. Their scope has expanded 
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beyond man’s greatest dreams. But, as one 
former American general and industrialist 
said, The roads you travel so briskly lead 
out of dim antiquity, and you study the past 
chiefly because of its bearing on the living 
present . and its promise for the future.” 
One might add the equally sound advice that 
the future belongs to those who plan for it. 


AN INCREASE IN TAXES 


Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, if the Johnson administra- 
tion does not have an emergency, it will 
create one. The next great emergency is 
expected to be its effort to ram through 
a tax increase without Congress having 
adequate time to consider it along with 
the question of reducing Government 
spending and correcting some of the ex- 
isting inequities in our tax structure. 

I have just received a letter from 
Secretary Fowler stating that when and 
if the administration gets around to 
sending its recommendations to the Con- 
gress for a tax increase “the needed 
rapid action” on their proposal will be 
so urgent that Congress will not have 
time to consider any change in the 27% 
percent oil depletion allowances. 

In the light of this backstage ma- 
neuvering by the Johnson administra- 
tion to forestall any chance for Congress 
to consider a revision of this glaring tax 
advantage for the oil industry we can 
understand why during his recent politi- 
cal appearance in Austin there was such 
a tremendous response as the oil barons 
stood in line with their $1,000 contribu- 
tions, ready to join the President’s Club. 

I quote the comments of the U.S. News 
& World Report of July 10 on this un- 
usually successful political function: 

The second annual President's Ball” in the 
Texas State capital attracted 1,600 members 
of the President’s Club from five oil-produc- 
ing Southwestern States—Oklahoma, Arkan- 


sas, Louisiana and New Mexico, in addition 
to Texans. 

Gross receipts: 1.6 million dollars, of which 
the party expected to net about 1.3 million 
for political activities. 

It was announced that proceeds from this 
dinner—one of the biggest fund-raising af- 
fairs in history—had “wiped out” the debt 
of the Democratic Party for the first time 
in 25 years. 


The President in his message to Con- 
gress last January stated that he would 
recommend a 6-percent across-the-board 
tax increase to be effective July 1 of this 
year. Four weeks later, the administra- 
tion had reversed this plan, and Sec- 
retary Fowler was before the Finance 
Committee and instead of endorsing a 
tax increase recommended a $2 billion 
tax reduction in the form of the restora- 
tion of the 7-percent investment tax 
credit. 

During the hearings on this tax reduc- 
tion bill, I asked Secretary Fowler if the 
administration had changed its mind on 
its earlier plans for a tax increase, and 
I was advised that while it had not 
changed its plans it was not then ready 
to submit them to the Congress. 

The administration instead gave top 
priority to the President’s plan to finance 
the 1968 presidential campaigns out of 
the Federal Treasury. 

Later, in June and during the hearings 
on the debt ceiling, I urged once again 
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that the Treasury Department decide 
upon its recommendations for a tax in- 
crease in ample time for us to consider 
correction of certain inequities in the 
existing tax structure at the same time. 
It is my opinion that before any increase 
in taxes is placed upon the American tax- 
payers consideration must be given 
toward reducing expenditures and cor- 
recting some of the existing loopholes, 
particularly as they relate to certain de- 
pletion allowances. 

For the past several weeks there has 
been a persistent rumor that the admin- 
istration is deliberately planning to with- 
hold its tax message to the Congress until 
late in the congressional session and then 
in an atmosphere of emergency, demand 
immediate action on its proposed across- 
the-board increase, thereby forestalling 
any corrections of existing loopholes. 

As the admniistration’s delayed-action 
plan became more apparent, on June 28, 
1967, I wrote the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury urging once again that the adminis- 
tration send its recommendations to the 
Congress at an early date in order that 
we could have time to consider all of 
these proposals. 

In his reply of July 18, 1967, he frankly 
stated: 

When the surcharge recommendation is 
made in definite form, the Congress will want 
to concentrate on the central issues of the 
size of the needed tax increase and the 
timing. The needed rapid action could be lost 


in a protracted debate on substantive tax 
revision. 


I ask unanimous consent that both of 
these letters be printed in the RECORD. 
There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
INSERTION I 


U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, D.C. June 28, 1967. 
Hon. Henry H. FOWLER, 
Secretary of the Treasury, 
Washington, D.C. 

My Dear Mn. SECRETARY; According to re- 
cent press accounts the Administration is 
planning to submit to the Congress some- 
time before its adjournment a request for a 
broad tax increase. 

Before any tax increase is enacted many of 
us feel that certain recognized loopholes in 
our existing tax structure should be reex- 
amined. I am therefore trusting that the Ad- 
ministration’s decision will be submitted to 
the Congress far enough in advance to give 
us adequate time to consider these revisions 
along with your request for new taxes. 

Yours sincerely, 
JOHN J. WILLIAMS. 


INSERTION II 


‘THE SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY, 
Washington, D.C., July 14, 1967. 
Hon. JOHN J. WILLIAMS, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear SENATOR WILLIAMS: Your letter of 
June 28 suggests that some problems of loop- 
holes in the tax structure should be re-exam- 
ined in connection with Congressional con- 
sideration of a tax surcharge. You indicate, 
therefore, that the President’s Message on 
Tax Reform should be submitted to the Con- 
gress in time for consideration in connection 
with the surcharge. 

As you will realize, a number of factors 
must be taken into account in settling on 
the timing of specific Presidential requests to 
the Congress. 

With regard to the relationship of tax 
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revision to the surcharge, I would like to 
refer to the President’s Economic Message 
where he said, “This work of basic reform 
should proceed independently of the re- 
quirements for raising taxes or the oppor- 
tunities for tax reduction.” When the sur- 
charge recommendation is made in definite 
form, the Congress will want to concentrate 
on the central issues of the size of the needed 
tax increase and the timing. The needed 
rapid action could be lost in a protracted 
debate on substantive tax revision. 

For this reason it seems desirable that tax 
reform and stabilizing tax rate adjustments 
be approached separately. 

Sincerely yours, 
Henry H. FOWLER. 


DISTINGUISHED SERVICE AWARD 
TO CLARK L. GUMM, OF NEW 
MEXICO 


Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, a New 
Mexican, Clark L. Gumm, of Raton, re- 
cently received the highest honor of the 
Department of the Interior—the Distin- 
guished Service Award. Mr. Gumm, chief 
of the branch of cadastral engineering 
in the Bureau of Land Management, is 
an acknowledged authority in public 
land surveying. His career—spanning 
more than 36 years in public service— 
began in New Mexico as a chain-and- 
rod man in the State highway depart- 
ment and later in the General Land Of- 
fice, predecessor to the Bureau of Land 
Management. New Mexico feels a natural 
pride in this man’s achievements. Wash- 
ington summoned his talents in 1957, 
and 4 years later Mr. Gumm moved up 
the ladder to his present position. This 
responsibility has involved him in many 
difficult surveying problems for the Bu- 
reau of Indian Affairs, the Office of Ter- 
ritories, the Office of the Solicitor. His 
major contributions include the prepara- 
tion of maps for the leasing of the oil and 
gas areas on the Outer Continental Shelf, 
the tidelands litigation involving bound- 
aries between Federal and State sub- 
merged lands, and exceptional assistance 
to the Department of Justice and the 
Department of the Interior on several 
landmark suits which reached the Su- 
preme Court. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that Secretary Udall’s citation for 
the Distinguished Service Award of Clark 
L. Gumm be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the citation 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

‘THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR, 
Washington, D.C. 
CITATION FOR DISTINGUISHED SERVICE: CLARK 
L. GuMM 
(In recognition of valuable contributions in 
the surveying field, with the Bureau of 

Land Management) 

Mr. Gumm entered the Federal service as 
a Public Land Surveyor. Because of his ag- 
gressiveness in the study of prescribed and 
improved methods and procedures pertaining 
to all types of cadastral surveys, Mr. Grumm 
quickly progressed to more difficult assign- 
ments, until he was handling some of the 
most complicated survey projects of the Gen- 
eral Land Office. He has been involved in 
many difficult surveying problems of the Bu- 
reau of Indian Affairs, Office of Territories, 
Office of the Solicitor, as well as the Depart- 
ment of State. His foreign assignments 
which include service in Iraq, Nicaragua, and 
Morocco, as a consultant on cadastral sur- 
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veying, were outstanding. Mr. Gumm was 
delegated by the State Department to attend 
the 1963 Conference of Commonwealth Sur- 
vey Officers, held at Cambridge, England and 
at Caracas, Venezuela, in 1965, he was a 
representative at a convention of engineers 
and surveyors. In the last few years while 
serving as Chief of the Branch of Cadastral 
Engineering, Mr. Gumm has been responsible 
for the preparation of Federal maps for the 
leasing of oil and gas areas on the Outer 
Continental Shelf, He has made a major con- 
tribution in the tidelands litigation involv- 
ing boundaries between Federal and State 
submerged lands and has provided excep- 
tional assistance to the Department of Jus- 
tice and Office of the Solicitor on several 
land-mark suits which reached the Supreme 
Court. Mr. Gumm's responsibilities in re- 
gard to delineation of the acreages of the 
blocks split by the various zone lines off 
Louisiana are tremendous, He is a national 
authority and is fast becoming an interna- 
tional authority in this specialized field. For 
his distinct contribution to the Bureau's 
cadastral survey program for the public 
lands, the Department of the Interior grants 
to Mr. Gumm its highest honor, the Distin- 
guished Service Award. 
STEWART L. UDALL, 
Secretary of the Interior. 


MILITARY MANPOWER CONTRIBU- 
TION FROM ONE FAMILY 


Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, few fami- 
lies have contributed as much in terms of 
manpower to the defense effort of our 
country as the grandsons of Mrs. Se- 
naida Rodriguez and her late husband 
Eduardo, formerly of Alamosa, Colo., and 
now of Santa Fe, N. Mex., Mrs. Rodriguez 
has 10 grandsons serving in the war. 
Three are from Denver and one is from 
Alamosa. A news story called to my at- 
tention by the distinguished Senator 
from New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON] de- 
picts the service of these young men from 
one family. I ask unanimous consent 
that it be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

One of the most outstanding contribu- 
tions of manpower in the defense of this 
country has been that of six mothers, 
daughters of Mrs. Senaida Rodriguez and 
the late Eduardo Rodriguez of Santa Fe, 
New Mexico, and Alamosa, Colorado. 

These six women have a total of ten sons 
actively serving in the war effort at present, 
as follows: 

L/Cpl. John I. E. Chavez is at an undis- 
closed overseas destination. He is the son 
of Mrs. Mary E. Chavez and the late Louis 
Chavez of Santa Fe, N.M. Immediately upon 
graduation from St. Michael's, Cpl. Chavez 
enlisted in the Marine Corps. He has just 
turned 18 years of age. 

Mr. and Mrs. John B. Martinez of Albu- 
querque, N.M., have two sons in the Service: 
S/Sgt. John B. Martinez is in the Air Force 
stationed at Omaha, Neb.; Anthony Marti- 
nez, A2C, is stationed at Keesler AFB, Miss. 

Jose A. Romero, A2C, is stationed at 
Homestead AFB, Fla. He is the son of Mr. and 
Mrs. Manuel L. Romero of Albuquerque, 
N. M. 

Mr. and Mrs. John B. Romero of Denver, 
Colorado, have three sons in the Service: 
Lt. John Romero, stationed at Whiteman 
AFB, Mo., is Deputy Missile Combat Crew 
Commander there; S/Sgt. Raymond Romero 
is stationed overseas; David Romero, A2C, 
is also stationed overseas. 

Dariel De Herrera, A2C, is stationed over- 
seas. He is the son of Mrs, De Herrera and 
the late Joe De Herrera of Alamosa, Colo- 
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rado. Another son by a previous marriage, 
S/Sgt. James Martinez, is also overseas. 
Bill Handlin, son of Mr. and Mrs. Rex 
Handlin of Sublette, Kans., is serving over- 
seas in the Navy as Flagship Quartermaster. 


DISENCHANTMENT OF STUDENT 
GENERATION WITH VIETNAM 
WAR 


Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, on 
July 17, 1967, James Graham, former 
student body president of Michigan State 
University, visited me to discuss the 
thoughts of the student generation on 
the Vietnam war. He cited a strong dis- 
enchantment with the present adminis- 
tration’s policies and submitted to me a 
copy of a letter sent to President John- 
son by 200 student body presidents and 
editors supporting this view. 

I ask unanimous consent that the let- 
ter, expressing the views of 200 student 
body presidents and editors on the Viet- 
nam war, be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp, 
as follows: 

Open LETTER TO PRESIDENT JOHNSON 

DEAR Mr. PRESIDENT: We are moved by re- 
cent events in the Middle East and by your 
meetings with Chairman Kosygin to express 
as urgently as possible the hope that this 
historic juncture will not pass without a 
basic reappraisal of American policy in 
Vietnam. 

The heightened world crisis has over- 
shadowed a domestic development of great 
import to the United States: the accelerated 
erosion of faith in their government among 
many of our contemporaries, an erosion that 
already far exceeds the customary question- 
ing of one generation’s goals and values by 
its successor, 

We are devoted Americans who have 
served as student body presidents and edi- 
tors during the academic year now ended. 
Many of us reported to you last December 
about the widening concern among Ameri- 
can students over the war in Vietnam. At 
that time we warned that the United States 
might find “some of her most loyal and 
courageous young people choosing to go to 
jail rather than to bear their country’s arms 
while countless others condone or even uti- 
lize techniques for evading their legal obliga- 
tions.” That report, it is now clear, must be 
seen as an understatement. 

The questions raised in the December let- 
ter have become more pressing and have re- 
mained unanswered; the frank discussion we 
had hoped to encourage about American ob- 
jectives and tactics in Vietnam remains un- 
achieved. We regret that you have not seen 
fit to join directly in such a discussion, but 
it seems especially unfortunate that when 
you comment at all on the doubts and 
criticisms of those who question American 
policy in Vietnam, you do so in terms that 
suggest you are terribly misinformed about 
the extent and motivation of these doubts. 
Meanwhile the war continues to escalate, and 
with it the toll in American lives. The fear 
expressed in December that the United 
States was being drawn into “a major land 
war in Asia” in pursuit of unclarified—and 
perhaps unnecessary and unobtainable— 
objectives reads almost like a description of 
present circumstances. 

Furthermore, the extension of the Draft 
without substantial change has done 
nothing to ease “the almost universal con- 
viction that the present Selective Service law 
operates unfairly,” about which we wrote 
in December. 

All this has helped produce a profound 
resentment among many of those faced with 
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military obligations. Many who once believed 
the United States wished genuinely to ne- 
gotiate are now convinced that the govern- 
ment is, in fact, seeking military victory. 
Many others who once accepted escalation 
as the best way to end the war quickly no 
longer accept as valid a policy that has pro- 
duced a situation the opposite of that 
promised. 

There is, then, even greater agreement now 
than there was in December that continued 
escalation is neither wise nor justified even 
if the other side is not prepared to negotiate. 
And if the American position continues in- 
flexibly into escalation, the sense that such 
a policy is contrary to the dictates of both 
common sense and morality would become 
almost overwhelming. 

In short, a very large percentage of those 
who must decide how to respond to the 
draft are not persuaded that there is a threat 
to the national interest that justifies the 
kind of investment in lives and expense to 
which the United States is now committed 
in Vietnam. 

As a measure of the degree and intensity 
of the disaffection, we are forwarding with 
this letter a statement suggesting alternative 
service for those who cannot in good con- 
science fight in Vietnam, a statement signed 
by more than 10,000 draft age men on a 
handful of representative campuses. These 
signatures, collected largely during exam 
week and in the face of all the difficulties 
of petition-gathering at the end of an aca- 
demic year, constitute a heavy percentage of 
those asked and eligible to sign. It would be 
hard to overstate the message implicit in so 
substantial an outpouring of support for 
such a statement. And it would be a sad mis- 
conception about the nature and depth of 
the disaffection to think that it can be eased 
by slogans, rebukes, or patriotic exhorta- 
tions. Synicism about the meaning of pro- 
nouncements by high public officials, about 
American motives in world affairs, even about 
the national purpose, is pervasive. Resistance 
to the draft, both as a personal witness and 
as a political tactic, is mushrooming across 
the country. The likelihood of widespread 
non-cooperation grows. 

It is this state of affairs, Mr. President, 
that impels us to write you in so urgent a 
fashion. It seems inconceivable to us that 
the government would abstain from any 
honorable effort to regain the confidence of 
the generation which must bear the brunt 
of the war if it were aware of how deep the 
loss of that confidence has been. 

And it is precisely our deep love of country 
that prompts us to implore you to utilize 
the unique opportunity of this moment to 
reverse course in Vietnam. Nothing short of 
such a reversal can avert the serious conse- 
quences that await a nation troubled in 
conscience and losing the confidence of her 
youth. 

LIST OF 200 LETTER SIGNERS 

Alabama, University of, Birmingham, 
Ralph Knowles; Albion College, Albion, 
Mich., Richard Krueger; Alfred University, 
Alfred, New York, Roger Auerbach; Ameri- 
can International College, Springfield, Mass., 
John Mongeau; American University, Wash., 
D. C., Thomas Schales; Amherst College, Am- 
herst, Mass., Stephen Cohen; Andrews Uni- 
versity, Berrien Springs, Mich., John Kelley; 
Antioch College, Yellow Springs, Ohio, David 
Kiebler; Arizona, University of, Tucson, 
Raphael Raviza; Augsburg College, Minnea- 
polis, Minn., John Selstad; Austin College, 
Sherman, Texas, Edwin Powers; Barat Col- 
lege, Lake Forest, II., Pattie Battle; Bard 
College, Annandale-on-Hudson, New York, 
Robert Edmonds. 

Barnard College, New York, N.Y., Nancy 
Gertner; Beaver College, Glenside, Pa., Ei- 
leen Robinson; Beloit College, Beloit, Wisc., 
Mark Rosd; Bennington College, Bennington, 
Vermont, Deborah Brown; Berea College, 
Berea, Kentucky, Sylvia Smith; Bethel Col- 
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lege, St. Paul, Minnesota, James Keim; Bir- 
mingham Southern College, Birmingham, 
Alabama, Robert Clem; Bishop College, Dal- 
las, Texas, Evelyn Bowers; Boston University, 
Boston, Mass., Julian Houston; Bowling 
Green College, Bowling Green, Ohio, Thomas 
Leiber; Brandeis University, Waltham, Mass., 
Martin Pernick; Briarcliff College, Briarcliff 
Manor, New York, Marge Murray; Brooklyn 
College, New York, New York, Donald Scwab; 
Brown University, Providence, Rhode Island, 
Peter Billings. 

Bryn Mawr College, Bryn Mawr, Penna., 
Nanette Holben; California, University of, at 
Berkeley, Dan McIntosh; California, Univer- 
sity of, at Davis, Robert Black; California, 
University of, at Los Angeles, Robert Mi- 
chaels; California, University of, at Santa 
Barbara, John Mayberry; California Institute 
of Technology, Pasadena, Joseph Rhodes; 
Carleton College, Northfield, Minnesota, Peter 
Iverson; Cuyahoga Community College, 
Cleveland, Ohio, Robert Walton; Cedar Crest 
College, Allentown, Penna., Ka Bravak- 
is; Central State University, Wilberforce, 
Ohio, Dennis Dowdel; Chatham College, 
Pittsburgh, Penna., Deborah Little; Chicago, 
University of Chicago, Illinois, Jeff Blum; 
City College of New York, New York, New 
York, Shelley Sachs; Coe College, Cedar 
Rapids, Iowa, Michael Mead; Colby College, 
Waterville, Maine, Thomas Rippon. 

Colby Jr. College, New London, New Hamp- 
shire, Whitney McKendree; Colgate Univer- 
sity, Hamilton, New York, Rick Weidman; 
Colorado College, Colorado Springs, Colo- 
rado, Steve Ehrhard; Colorado, University 
of, Boulder, Paul Talmedge; Colorado Wom- 
en’s College, Denver, Kathryn Hoffman; Co- 
lumbia University, New York, New York, Da- 
vid Langsam; Connecticut College for Wom- 
en, New London, Conn., Rae Downes; Cornell 
College, Mt. Vernon, Iowa, Michael Troyer; 
Cornell University, Ithaca, New York, David 
Brandt; Dartmouth College, Hanover, New 
Hampshire, Michael Wolff; Davidson College, 
Davidson, North Carolina, Charles C. Mat- 
thews; Denver, University of, Denver, Colo- 
rado, William Pace; De Pauw University, 
Greencastle, Indiana, Martin Farrell. 

Dickinson College, Carlisle, Penna., Michael 
A. Della Vecchia; Dickinson State College, 
Dickinson, North Dakota, Francis Ulschak; 
Drew University, Madison, New Jersey, John 
Runyun; Duke Universisty Women’s College, 
Mary Earle; Dunbarton College of the Sacred 
Heart, Wash., D.C., Margo Averill; Duquesne 
University, Pittsburgh, Penna., Ann Kekich; 
Eastern Mennonite College, Harrisonburg, 
Virginia, Stuart Showalter; Eastern Michi- 
gan University, Ypsilanti, Michigan, James 
Raphael; Edgewood College of the Sacred 
Heart, Madison, Wisconsin, Bonnie Macke- 
sey; Emmanuel College, Boston, Mass., Diana 
Sausaman; Emory University, Atlanta, Geor- 
gia, Anthony O’Donnell; Fontbonne College, 
St. Louis, Missouri, Ellen O’Hara. 

Gallaudet College, Washington, D.C., Mark 
Corson; Gonzaga College, Spokane Washing- 
ton, Tom Hagler; Goucher College, Towson, 
Maryland, Shirley Hypes; Grinnell College, 
Grinnell, Iowa, Stephen Kent; Gustavus 
Adolphus, St. Peter, Minnesota, Thomas 
Ahlstrom; Hamilton College, Clinton, New 
York, Michael Lang; Hampton Institute, 
Hampton, Virginia, Randolph Pierce; Harpur 
College, Endicott, New York, Ann McGovern; 
Harvard University, Cambridge, Mass., Greg- 
ory Craig; Haverford College, Haverford, 
Penna., Michael Bratman; Hollins College, 
Hollins, Virginia, Margie Pannill; Houston, 
University of, Houston, Texas, Richard 
Gahagen; Howard University, Washington, 
D. C., Gloster Current; Hunter College 
(Bronx), New York, New York, Lew Frank- 
fort; Hunter College (Manhattan), New 
York, New York, Priscilla Rassin. 

Illinois, University of, at Chicago, Steve 
Shif; Illinois, University of, at Urbana, 
Robert Outis; Indiana University, Indianap- 
olis, Craig Klugman; Iowa, University of, 
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Iowa City, Thomas Hanson; Johns Hopkins 
University, Baltimore, Maryland, Hank Korn; 


Kings College, Wilkes-Barre, Penna., 
Thomas Kirkwood; Lansing Community 
College, Lansing, Michigan, Richard Co- 


vert; Lawrence Institute of Technology, 
Southfield, Michigan, Thomas Harn; Law- 
rence University, Appleton, Wisconsin, Craig 
Harris; Lehigh University, Bethlehem, 
Penna., Harvey York; Lewis College, Lock- 
port, Illinois, Ray Goslee; Lincoln Univer- 
sity, Lincoln, Penna., Anthony Montera; 
Lindenwood College, St. Charles, Missouri, 
Susan Burns; Long Island University, New 
York, New York, Charles Issacs. 

Macalester College, St. Paul, Minnesota, 
Rudolph Brynolfson; Manhattenville Col- 
lege, Purchase, New York, Susan Lawrence; 
Marquette University, Milwaukee, Wiscon- 
sin, Jerry Calderone; Mary Baldwin College, 
Staunton, Virginia, Susan Gamble; Mary- 
knoll Colege, Glen Ellyn, Illinois, James 
Miner; Maryland, University of (Medical 
School), College Park, Ronald Elson; Mary- 
mount College, New York, New York, Ellen 
Buddeke; Maryville College, Maryville, Ten- 
nessee, Susan Jerald; Mary Washington Col- 
lege, Fredericksburg, Virginia, Patricia Ma- 
rilla; Mercyhurst College, Erie, Penna., Judith 
Pitney; Michigan State University, East Lan- 
sing, James Graham; Michigan, University 
of, Ann Arbor, Ed Robinson; Mills College, 
Oakland, California, Adrien Waller. 

Minnesota, University of, at Minneapolis, 
Howard Kaibel; Minnesota, University of, at 
Morris, James Holmes; Morningside College, 
Sioux City, Iowa, Johnathan C. Wilson; Mt. 
Hclyoke College, South Hadley, Mass., Carol 
Niestadt; Mt. Vernon Jr. College, Wash., D.C., 
Ann Guptill; Muskegon Community College, 
Muskegon, Michigan, George Lafkas. 

New York University in the Bronx, Gerald 
Popek; New York University at Washington 
Square, David Saft; New York, State Univer- 
sity of, at Buffalo, Clint deVaux; New York, 
State University of, at Cortland, Donald Katt; 
Newton College of the Sacred Heart, Newton, 
Mass., Julie Gilbert; North Carolina, Univer- 
sity of, at Chapel Hill, Robert Powell; North 
Carolina, University of, Greensboro, Carol 
Eustice; North Carolina State University, 
Raleigh, North Carolina, Sam V. Thomas; 
North Dakota, University of, Grand Forks, 
Michael Jacobs; North Park College, Chicago, 
Illinois, Gerald Palmer; Northwestern Uni- 
versity, Evanston, Illinois, Joan Schumann; 
Notre Dame, University of, South Bend, In- 
diana, James Fish. 

Oberlin College, Oberlin, Ohio, Richard 
Berkman; Occidental College, Los Angeles, 
California, David Dasher; Ohio Wesleyan Uni- 
versity, Delaware, Ohio, Larry Heinzerling; 
Old Dominion College, Norfolk, Virginia, Jean 
Woolard; Oregon, University of, Portland, 
Oregon, Lee Bollinger, Jr.; Pacific, University 
of the, Stockton, California, James Hughes; 
Pembroke College, Providence, Rhode Island, 
Susan Semenoff; Pennsylvania, University of, 
Philadelphia, Barbara Berger; Portland State 
College, Portland, Oregon, Joseph Uris; 
Pomona College, Claremont, California, Alan 
Davis. 

Radcliffe College, Cambridge, Massachu- 
setts, Suzanne Wilson; Randolph-Macon 
Women’s College, Ashland, Virginia, Carter 
Hayward; Reed College, Portland, Oregon, 
Elizabeth Fink; Regis College, Weston, Massa- 
chusetts, Mary Jane Doherty; Rhode Island 
School of Design, Providence, Rhode Island, 
Tom Bates; Ripon College, Ripon, Wisconsin, 
David Franes; Rochester Institute of Tech- 
nology, Rochester, New York, Ray Baker; 
Rochester, University of, Rochester, New 
York, Daniel Guttman; Roosevelt University, 
Chicago, Illinois, Irwin Rosen; Rosary Hill 
College, Buffalo, New York, Marcia Prorok. 

St. Bennedict, College of St. Joseph, Minne- 
sota, Priscilla Wood; St. Catherine, College of, 
St. Paul, Minnesota, Sandra Shuck; St. Cloud 
College, St. Cloud, Minnesota, Ronald Klap- 
hake; St. John’s College, Annapolis, Mary- 
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land, Steve Jackson; St. Mary’s Dominican 
College, New Orleans, Louisiana, Charlotte 
Broussard; St. Mary’s College, Los Angeles, 
California, Neil King; St. Mary’s College, 
Notre Dame, Indiana, Sandy Albright; St. 
Olaf College, Northfield, Minnesota, Bill Hor- 
wath; St. Teresa College, Winona, Minnesota, 
Anne Hart; San Francisco State College, 
James Nixon; Sarah Lawrence College, Bronx- 
ville, New York, Eloise Hirsch; Simmons Col- 
lege, Boston, Mass., Lynn Laurence; Simpson 
College, Indianola, Iowa, Lynn Ball; Skid- 
more College, Saratoga Springs, New York, 
Janet Roder; South Carolina, University of, 
Columbia, William Youngblood; Southwest- 
ern University, Memphis, Tennessee, Donald 
Hollingsworth. 

Immaculate Heart College, Los Angeles, 
Calif., Catherine Muir; Spelman College, At- 
lanta, Georgia, Barbara Pyatt; Stanford Uni- 
versity, Palo Alto, California, Michael Col- 
lins; Swarthmore College, Swarthmore, 
Penn., Mark Smith; Talladega College, Tal- 
ladega, Alabama, T. Carleton Richardson; 
Temple University, Philadelphia, Penn., 
Philip Robinson; Towson State College, 
Baltimore, Maryland, Alan Diem; Trinity 
University, San Antonio, Texas, James Jones; 
Tulane University, New Orleans, Louisiana, 
George Barlow; Tulsa, University of, Tulsa, 
Oklahoma, William Hinkle; Tuskeegee In- 
stitute, Tuskeegee, Alabama, Benny C. 
James. 

Union Theological Seminary, New York, 
New York, Peter Johnson; Ursuline College, 
Louisville, Kentucky, Marianne Boldrick; 
Utah, University of, Salt Lake City, Harris 
R. Vincent; Valparaiso College, Valparaiso, 
Indiana, Mel Piehl; Vassar College, Pough- 
keepsie, New York, Marcia Sneden; Virginia, 
University of, Charlottesville, Peter Pettit. 

Wake Forest College, Winston-Salem, North 
Carolina, Warren Pate; Washington Univer- 
sity, St. Louis, Missouri, Devereaux Kennedy; 
Washington and Lee University, Lexington, 
Virginia, William Jeffroff; Wayne State Uni- 
versity, Detroit, Michigan, Charles Larson; 
Wellesley College, Wellesley, Massachusetts, 
Deborah Davis; Wesleyan University, Middle- 
town, Connecticut, Reuben Johnson; West- 
ern Michigan University, Kalamazoo, Mich- 
igan, Robert Boff; Western Reserve Univer- 
sity, Adelbert College, Cleveland, Ohio, John 
Tucker; Western Reserve University, Mather 
College, Naomi Miller; Western Reserve Uni- 
versity, Cleveland College, Barnabus John- 
son, 

Westmar College, Le Mers, Iowa, David 
Martin; Wheaton College, Wheaton, Illinois, 
Peter Craig; Wheaton College, Norton, Mas- 
sachusetts, Nancy Pearlstein; William and 
Mary, College of, Williamsburg, Virginia, 
Larry White; Williams College, Williams- 
town, Massachusetts, Cris Covington; Wil- 
son College, Chambersburg, Pennsylvania, 
Kris Swivel; Wisconsin, University of, Madi- 
son, Joel Brenner; Wofford College, Spartan- 
burg, South Carolina, Neil Nickard; Wooster, 
College of, Wooster, Ohio, Wade Brynelson; 
Xavier University, Cincinnati, Ohio, Tom 
Hermes; Yale University, New Haven, Con- 
necticut, N. Strobe Talbott, III. 


WE CANNOT ABANDON THE WAR 
ON POVERTY 


Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, there 
has been much loose talk of late about 
“repealing the Great Society” and aban- 
doning the war on poverty. Such ideas 
have come both from those who on prin- 
ciple are opposed to any progressive so- 
cial welfare programs and those who 
generally support such programs but feel 
that the Nation's financial commitment 
in Vietnam does not permit our simul- 
taneous support for aggressive domestic 
programs as well. 

The able and distinguished Senator 
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from Wisconsin [Mr. NELSON] has an- 
swered these proposals for retrenchment 
of domestic programs with the vigorous 
rejoinder that to abandon the Great So- 
ciety would be the height of folly and ir- 
responsibility. In an article published in 
the June—July issue of Labor Today, Sen- 
ator NELson has declared that for the 
Nation to ignore poverty, illiteracy, sub- 
standard housing, and racial injustice 
would be foolhardy at a time when these 
problems threaten the very fabric of our 
society. As he has so cogently said, if we 
ignore these problems they will in turn 
overwhelm us. 

Senator Netson’s dramatic plea for 
continuing and expanding the war 
against poverty deserves our strongest 
support. I ask unanimous consent that 
his article be printed in the Recorp. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp, 
as follows: 

THE War ON POVERTY 
(By Senator GayLorp NELSON, of Wisconsin) 


As the War on Poverty completes its third 
year, we must again decide what the America 
of 1967 is prepared to do to meet the urgent 
social problems of our time. 

This is not a frivolous question. If you can 
believe the hundreds of stories and columns 
in the newspapers, if you have listened to 
the great number of political speeches and 
comments by some Democrats as well as Re- 
publicans, you would think that we are on 
the verge of some historic shift away from 
meeting the problems of poverty, of urban 
decay, of water and air pollution, of civil 
rights, of inadequate education and insuffi- 
cient medical care and unequal justice. 

The President led the way to attacking 
many of these problems a year or two ago, 
and the Congress eagerly cooperated. But 
some people seem astonished that the prob- 
lems haven't gone away. 

Also, the President is preoccupied with a 
war in Vietnam and a sensitive economy 
and his popularity has slipped accordingly. 
The press is even more preoccupied with 
these same developments. 

And the opposition party scored some gains 
in the recent elections. 

So we're going to “repeal the Great So- 
ciety”"—a suggestion which shows up re- 
peatedly in my mail from well meaning citi- 
zens. We're going to end the war on pov- 
erty—presumably through Sargent Shriver 
surrendering his sword to Congressman Ford. 
We're going to call off our 11th hour effort 
to enforce the civil rights clauses in the 
United States Constitution—and that will 
show Stokely Carmichael and these other 
troublemakers, 

What unbelievable, 
sense! 

And yet it is all about us. 

You can pick up the paper any day and 
read of someone in a high place who says 
we have gone too far too fast. It’s time to 
pause. 

And then in the same paper, on the same 
front page, you can read of the agony of 
Anacostia in the nation’s capital, where pov- 
erty, illiteracy, bad housing, and racial in- 
justice are spreading terror and misery to 
thousands of our fellow citizens. And you 
will realize we have made almost no prog- 
ress at all. 

What a commentary! This affluent, knowl- 
edgeable nation is being offered the option 
of ignoring its special problems, at the very 
moment that these same problems are poised 
to destroy our whole society. 

Well I think it is time that we called a 
halt to this nonsense. I think it is time we 
stopped fooling the public. I think it is time 
we stood up and said we are not going to 
ignore poverty, we are not going to ignore 
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urban decay, we are not going to go back 
on our civil rights pledges or give up on 
fighting air and water pollution, because if 
we do these problems will overwhelm us. We 
will then move from the “Great Society” to 
the “Puny Society.” 

If there is to be a pause, it must be a very 
brief one and to regroup for an even bigger 
effort in the year ahead. 

And anyone who does not have the cour- 
age to admit that fact should not be in a 
position of responsibility in America today. 

Three years ago our government undertook 
what no government had attempted in the 
history of mankind. It became our declared 
national purpose to eliminate the painful 
paradox of poverty in a land of plenty. 
Cvlized man has always recognized his ob- 
ligation to assist the poor, the aged, and 
the infirm, But never before had a nation 
attempted to treat not only the conditions 
of poverty but to define and uproot its 
causes. The judgment of the United States 
was that private charity and public welfare 
are alone inadequate to extend hope to those 
living in despair, and dignity to lives that 
now are bleak. At a time when the nation was 
striking the last legal barriers to equal cit- 
izenship, it also made a commitment to ex- 
tend economic freedom to all. 

In 1937, President Roosevelt saw one-third 
of a nation ill-housed, ill-clothed, and ill- 
fed. Economic expansion, stimulated by the 
monumental New Deal legislation and war 
industry had reduced that figure as the 
United States entered the 1960’s. Today 34 
million Americans live in conditions of pov- 
erty. Although there are 74 million job hold- 
ers today in the United States, 14.6 million 
new jobs must be created and personnel 
trained by 1975. 


URBAN AND RURAL POVERTY 


Legal rights and guarantees of equality 
have little meaning to families living in the 
squalor of dehumanizing slums. The Ameri- 
can dream is but a cruel hoax to 37% of all 
Negro families living below the poverty level. 
Green suburban communities, seen on T.V. 
sets, are very distant to residents of urban 
Negro neighborhoods where 43.2% of all 
housing is substandard. America, with her 
historic rocts in rural and farm lands, has 
become highly urbanized and complex. The 
29% of rural residents today include 43% 
of the nation’s poor. They must not be 
neglected, 

Three years ago the United States realized 
that the shameful conditions of poverty were 
no longer merely a nuisance but a threat to 
the very fabric of American society. 

President Kennedy once observed that 
“when written in Chinese the word crisis is 
composed of two characters—one represents 
danger and the other represents oppor- 
tunity.” Under the leadership of President 
Johnson, the United States acted to seize 
upon that opportunity. 

The Economic Opportunity Act was in- 
tended to meet that crisis. The time for re- 
liance on solutions of yesterday has past. 
Innovative and imaginative approaches have 
begun. Difficulties and problems were in- 
evitable in this unprecedented effort. 

The national unemployment rate of 3.7% 
is dangerously misleading. For Negro unem- 
ployment is close to 8%. Unemployment 
among non-white teenagers runs in some 
areas between 30 and 40%. Countless thou- 
sands of the poor have dropped completely 
from the job market and are not included 
in governmental surveys and statistics. Un- 
der the Job Corps and Neighborhood Youth 
Corps efforts have begun to locate, recruit 
and train the most severely disadvantaged 
youth of American society. The training they 
receive will enable them to become useful 
and productive citizens. 70% of those having 
gone through the Job Corps Centers have 
since been placed in jobs, school or the mili- 
tary. Those working earn an average wage 


19676 


of $1.71 an hour. When we reflect on the 
previous position of these young people, 
poorly educated, ill equipped for employ- 
ment, most probably headed for the relief 
rolls or trouble, the success of this program 
kindles hope for the hundreds of thousands 
yet to be reached. 


EXPERIENCE OF CITIES 


At a meeting of the Poverty Subcommittee 
last month, we heard some very interesting 
testimony from the Mayor of Detroit, Jerome 
Cavanagh. He spoke as President of the 
United States Conference of Mayors, and told 
of an experience a number of cities had had 
with the anti-poverty program. 

Mayor Cavanagh said that, after an ad- 
mittedly shaky start, many of the problems 
in the antipoverty program had been cor- 
rected and real accomplishments were now 
being recorded. He said that in Chicago, for 
instance, in just two years, one out of seven 
illiterate but able bodied citizens on relief 
has received literacy training and has either 
won a high school equivalency certificate or 
has been educationally upgraded. In Phila- 
delphia, 2,500 hard core unemployed citizens 
have attended special classes and are now 
working, adding $6 million a year in new 
purchasing power and reducing welfare costs 
by $1 million. 

Mayor Cavanagh told of an employment 
project in Detroit which helped 1400 people. 
This project cost $788,000. These people, who 
were formerly unemployed, now earn $4 mil- 
lion a year in wages and pay $650,000 a year 
in taxes, 

Also in Detroit, the Neighborhood Youth 
Corps has enrolled 9,500 young people. It is 
expensive. It has cost $5,400,000. But as of 
today, the graduates of this program are 
earning $10,500,000 a year, and are paying 
$1,750,000 a year in taxes. 

Detroit also has an on-the-job training 
program, in cooperation with private indus- 
try. It has placed 635 people who were 
formerly unemployed or working in jobs far 
below what they should have had. The cost 
per person to train them was $378. Their 
salaries now range from $4,500 to $5,000 a 
year each. Among these new working, inde- 
pendent citizens are 66 women who were 
formerly receiving Aid to Dependent Chil- 
dren—at a total annual cost of $123,000. 

These figures tell another side of the anti- 
poverty program than you might read in the 
headline or hear in some politically motivated 
speeches. The fact is this program is starting 
to work, and to work well. We should move 
ahead with confidence now to reform and 
improve the program and make it work even 
better. 

America is a land deeply committed to 
justice and equality of opportunity. We can- 
not uphold these ideals before the world 
while denying them at home. 

We came awake in the past two years 
to the scandal of poverty infecting a nation 
which on the whole has never been more 
prosperous. With sound and fury, with broad 
bipartisan support, we launched a great cru- 
sade against poverty. Our intentions were ex- 
cellent. We may have underestimated the 
size of the problems or the difficulty in a 
victory. Now, with the battle just begun, 
we are being tested to see whether we are 
serious, whether our intentions were really 
as noble and our determination really as 
great as we said they were. 

We cannot turn back. If we are hood- 
winked into retreating at this crucial mo- 
ment in the fight, we will pay dearly for 
it in the years to come in terms of wasted 
manpower and squandered resources as well 
as in terms of human suffering and injustice. 

While carrying on the fight against the 
very visible poverty which is destroying our 
cities from within, we cannot ignore the 
equally unjust, equally wasteful poverty 
which threatens many of our rural areas. 

We have got to bring the tools of modern 
society to bear on these problems. We have 
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got to provide the strong leadership which 
can look ahead to the future and point the 
way to solutions. We must bring the full 
benefits of American citizenship in the six- 
ties to the large number of people who still 
live in our rural areas. We must enable 
them—and millions more like them in the 
future—to lead a meaningful and rewarding 
life outside our troubled cities. We must make 
sense out of the labyrinth of programs which 
we have patched together over the years to 
serve them. 

And we must help them to save the beau- 
tiful land in which they want to live their 
lives, and in which all of our people will 
want to find relaxation and recreation. 


CAPTIVE NATIONS WEEK 


Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, this is Cap- 
tive Nations Week. It reminds free men 
of the poignant stories of so many others 
who have lost their freedom in the last 
30 years. As Americans living in freedom, 
we cannot forget those whose nations 
are no longer free. And as Americans we 
must rededicate ourselves to vigilance 
against threats to freedom, and so con- 
duct ourselves that we shall always de- 
serve our own freedom. 


FISH POTENTIAL OF THE WORLD'S 
OCEANS 


Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, the 
development of the processes for manu- 
facturing fish meal and fish protein con- 
centrate is, to my mind, one of the most 
significant scientific advances of recent 
years. Through it, various types of fishes 
which have little or no commercial value 
ordinarily can be converted into useful 
and wholesome products to feed the peo- 
ples of the world. If, as I believe, the 
satisfaction of the world’s hunger is the 
greatest single deterrent to war and 
strife throughout the world, then the 
development of this process surely will 
have a significant effect on world peace 
in the future. 

The processes for manufacturing fish 
meal and fish protein concentrate are 
relatively low in cost, and the finished 
products can be sold at prices consider- 
ably below those of other forms of pro- 
tein. This field is really in its infancy and 
there is no doubt that new developments 
and refinements in methods of harvest, 
and in the manufacturing processes 
themselves, will result in further lower- 
ing of costs. 

Taking the whole world as a market, 
there is no better source of protein than 
the sea. It is one vast manufacturing 
plant which is continually working at 
the process of converting light, heat, and 
nutrients into a source of food for the 
peoples of the world. We do not know 
today what the sustained yield of the 
sea is or might be. We know only that it 
is great, and that our use of it today does 
not approach full capacity. 

In March of this year the ninth annual 
symposium of the National Fish Meal 
and Oil Association was held in Wash- 
ington, D.C. A paper which I found most 
interesting and informative was present- 
ed at that meeting by Dr. W. L. Chap- 
man, of the Van Camp Sea Food Divi- 
sion, Ralston-Purina Co. I ask unani- 
mous consent that Dr. Chapman’s paper, 
“Fish Potential of the World Oceans for 
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the Manufacture of Fish Meal and Fish 
Protein Concentrate,” be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recor, as follows: 


FISH POTENTIAL OF THE WORLD OCEANS FOR 
THE MANUFACTURE OF FISH MEAL AND FISH 
PROTEIN CONCENTRATE 

(By Wilbert McLeod Chapman) 

Fish Meal and Fish Protein Concentrate, 
when made from whole fish, are conceptually 
the same product made for the same pur- 
pose. The product is the solid part of the 
fish, from which most of the fats and water 
have been removed, The purpose is to feed to 
animals so that they may have in their diet 
an adequate amount of protein, balanced to 
the appropriate amino-acid levels, so as to 
yield a ration that is cheap and nutritionally 
adequate to keep the animal in health. 

If the animals for which the ration is in- 
tended are domesticated fowl or mammals 
the aesthetic qualities of the product (in- 
cluding the aesthetic qualities of the hygiene 
regime under which the product is made) is 
attuned to their needs, and this generally 
permits the retention of a higher degree of 
fats in the meal because the animals gen- 
erally are not so sensitive to the odors and 
flavors resulting from rancidified fish oils. 

If the animals for which the ration is in- 
tended are human then the oil content re- 
quires to be reduced to a level where the 
taste and odor of the resultant product suits 
the customer. This varies in different parts 
of the world, and in some of the world the 
product requires to be substantially tasteless 
and odorless. While the product, in either 
case, should be essentially bacteria free, espe- 
cially in respect of coliform bacteria, the fish 
meal has greater general tolerances of this 
nature than the FPC, and the aesthetic 
qualities of the manufacturing and dis- 
tributing process do not require to be so 
rigid. 

This comparison of the two products is 
somewhat over simplified at this point, but is 
put here to indicate that the bulk of this 
paper will apply to both products. A further 
comparison and differentiation between the 
two will be made toward its end. 


THE PHYSICAL BASE OF THE RAW MATERIAL 


Organic matter is produced in the ocean as 
it is on the land. Through the agency of 
chlorophyll, almost all contained in plants, 
inorganic salts, water and various dissolved 
gases, plus energy derived from the sun, are 
bound together into the larger molecules de- 
scribed by the term organic matter. It has 
only been a relatively few years since tech- 
niques have been available to scientists with 
which they could determine the rate at which 
organic matter was being produced in the 
Ocean, and, as a consequence, the estimates 
of this available yet in the literature do not 
have the degree of precision that is desired. 
a recent review (Fedosov, 1965), reveals esti- 
mates by responsible scientists of average 
annual primary productivity of organic mat- 
ter (in dry weight) by the ocean ranging 
between 30 and 260 billion metric tons, 

I may add, at this point, that the differ- 
ences in these estimates by a factor of 10 
are not very relevant to the purpose of this 
paper for the reason that the lower, and 
most conservative, estimate will result in 
more raw material being available for fish 
meal—fish protein production than there is 
likely to be market for in this century, and 
well into the next. 

THE ARRANGEMENT OF PLANT MATTER IN THE 
OCEAN 


Because the production of organic mate- 
rial is dependent upon photic energy from 
the sun it does not proceed at depths in the 
ocean beyond which such energy reaches. 
This may be a depth of only a few feet in 
very turbid water to perhaps 1200 feet in 
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very clear tropical water, but perhaps as 
much as 65% of all organic matter is pro- 
duced in the upper 150 feet of the ocean, 
and the volume of the photic layer of the 
World Ocean makes up not much more than 
1% of the total water mass (Vinogradov, 
1955). 

Ocean plants are of two main varieties, 
uni-cellular and multi-cellular. Multi-cellu- 
lar kelps and algaes of a large variety are 
present, Some of these, like the sargasso- 
weed, are pelagic (float freely near the sur- 
face of the ocean) but most kinds are 
moored to the bottom and, because of their 
light requirements, in relatively shallow wa- 
ter of the continental shelf (say from depths 
of 100 feet to the inter-tidal zone, with 
most being in the upper 50 feet). The total 
mass (or standing crop) of these multi-cel- 
lular ocean plants in the ocean at any one 
time has been estimated to be about 200 
million tons (Vozhinskoya, in Bogorov, 1965). 
The reason for mentioning this estimate 
is to indicate that the kelps and algaes, as 
abundant as they are, do not form a very 
big part of the total plant life in the ocean. 

The second, and main, type of ocean plant 
life is that composed of the single celled 
algae. These are mostly so small that they 
cannot be seen individually by the naked 
eye. They may be connected together in 
chains or other conformations, but for the 
most part even these conglomerations, which 
may be only ephemeral, are too small to be 
seen by the naked eye. The great volume of 
these are free-floating in the ocean, again 
because of the necessity for having sunlight. 
They do occur on the bottom on mud-fiats 
and other suitable habitats but not very 
deeply below the ocean surface. 

It must be kept in mind throughout this 
paper that the concept “standing stock” is 
quite different than the concept “produc- 
tivity" because of the time factor. For in- 
stance, most multi-cellular kelps and algaes 
have relatively long lives, ranging from near- 
ly a year to somewhat over a year. Thus the 
annual productivity of these is close to the 
standing stock figure. On the other hand, 
the life of most of the single celled algae 
of the plankton is measured in terms of a 
few days, or even hours. Accordingly, the an- 
nual productivity of these sorts of plants is 
much greater than the standing stock figure. 
Bogorov (1965), for instance, has estimated 
the world biomass (standing stock) of phyto- 
plankton (plants) at 1.5 billion tons and an- 
nual production at 550 billion tons while es- 
timating the large kelp and algae biomass at 
200 million tons and the annual production 
as 200 million tons also. 

Another factor that needs to be kept in 
mind is that this relationship between bio- 
mass (standing stock) and productivity 
varies with latitude, again because of varia- 
tion in available sunlight. In the tropics 
biomass is low in relation to productivity be- 
cause production is going on every day at 
about the same level, whereas at high lati- 
tudes (for instance the Antarctic Sea) the 
productivity may be enormous at the peak 
of summer and approximately nil in the dark 
of winter. 

TROPHIC LEVELS 

The concept of trophic levels arose mostly 
from studying land organisms. It can be il- 
lustrated by this simple example. Grass 
grows where there is sunlight and available 
nutrients. Antelope and cows eat grass and 
substantially nothing else. Lions eat substan- 
tially nothing but antelopes and cows. Thus 
three trophic levels are illustrated by grass, 
antelope and lions. There is a loss of efficiency 
as the solar energy bound in the grass as- 
cends these tropic levels. Very roughly 
speaking, if you start out with 100 tons of 
grass, you get 10 tons of antelope, and from 
10 tons of antelope you get 1 ton of lions. 

The situation in the ocean is incredibly 
more complex than this because there are 
so many more kinds of animal diets, and so 
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much recycling of energy between different 
trophic levels in the ocean that the whole 
concept of trophic levels is not quite so use- 
ful in the sea as it is on land, and ocean 
students have come to refer to this as the 
web of life in the ocean. 

But the general concept of trophic levels 
has some illustrative use in the ocean. For 
instance, in a crude and much over simplified 
illustration, something like this may be 
said: 

“Given 100 tons of phytoplankton off Peru, 
if all of this were eaten by anchovy one 
might expect a yield of about 10 tons of 
anchovy. If these 10 tons of anchovy were 
eaten by bonito one might expect a yield of 
about 1 ton of bonito. If this 1 ton of bonito 
were eaten by tuna or shark you might ex- 
pect, from the original 100 tons of phyto- 
plankton, a yield of about 200 pounds of 
either tuna or bonito-shark.” 

Please do not quote me as saying that 100 
tons of diatoms produced by the ocean off 
Peru results in the production of 200 pounds 
of tuna or shark there, because the actual 
processes involved are so much more com- 
plex that this is not necessarily so, and our 
ignorance of several of the steps involved 
are so profound that we are quite unsure 
of the end result, or the result at the inter- 
mediate levels. 


COMPLEXITIES 


Although our knowledge of the complex 
interrelationships within the web of life in 
the ocean is as yet too fragmentary to per- 
mit a very lucid account of it, some com- 
ments can be made which will illuminate 
some of the things being dealt with in this 
paper. 

Organic matter once produced by plants 
and animals in the ocean does not at once 
revert to its inorganic components upon the 
death of the organisms, and some of the 
parts of the organic matter are particularly 
persistent, This is not only the case with the 
relatively hard parts such as skeleton or 
scales, but is also the case with liquid or 
liquifiable parts such as fats, vitamins, etc. 
In fact there is growing evidence that many 
kinds of plant plankton, and perhaps almost 
all, will not reproduce and grow normally in 
sea-water from which all organic matter has 
been removed, and that they require tiny 
amounts of these dissolved organic com- 
pounds that result from former life in their 
diet in order to reproduce and grow normally. 
At any rate modern measurements, by no 
means complete or satisfactory as yet, indi- 
cate that the bulk of organic matter in the 
ocean is not contained in living matter, Per- 
haps not more than 10% of it is incorporated 
into living matter. That statement is perhaps 
not even sensible, for it now appears that 
particulate organic carbon is relatively homo- 
geneous below depths of 100-200 meters all 
the way to the bottom in all oceans and that 
it bears no quantitative relationship to the 
abundance or rate of production of organic 
matter in the surface layers (NAS/NRC, 
1967). Thus the ocean would appear to be a 
reservoir of certain organic compounds so 
copious that the adjective vast could appro- 
priately be used. 

The relationship of this enormous mass and 
variety of non-living organic matter to life 
in the ocean perhaps has no bearing on the 
subject of this paper, or again it may have. 
Some parts of it appear to have a direct bear- 
ing on plant plankton production, others may 
Possibly be polymerized into longer chains 
and be directly available as food for some 
organisms (the “marine snow”). Again, al- 
though no technology is yet available to do 
so, it is not certain that some of the vitamins 
and other useful compounds cannot be di- 
rectly extracted commercially from sea water 
at some future date. At any rate it seems 
certain that this vast reservoir of non-living 
organic matter in the ocean has numerous 
and large interrelations with the living 
matter. 
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The next step up in the web of life (or, 
properly, the first step) is the plant plankton 
(phytoplankton). Bogoroy (1965) estimates 
that the ocean produces roughly 550 billion 
tons of this a year, There is continuous com- 
ment in the popular press that this will one 
day be the food salvation of mankind, I do 
not know of any way by which this can be 
harvested in such a manner that the value 
of the product will come close to equalling 
the cost of its production either now or as 
far into the future as I can see. Even where 
this plankton is so abundant as to color the 
surface of the sea green, or red, or otherwise 
(which is not infrequently the case), the 
amount of solid matter per unit of water is 
so small that the energy required to separate 
the water from the solid matter is simply 
more costly than any possible value of the 
solid matter that can be anticipated at the 
present. This plant tissue must be grazed 
upon by animals, converted into animal 
tissue, and then consolidated and concen- 
trated into larger units before it can be 
separated from the water in an economic 
manner, 

At the next stage above the plant plankton 
an incredible variety of animals graze upon 
it in the sea and it is at this stage that the 
concept of trophic levels begins to become 
less useful. It is also the stage at which our 
knowledge of the processes involved becomes 
too thin to say very much useful about it. 
The animals that graze upon these plants 
range in size from almost ultra microscopic 
to large whales and sharks measured in tens 
of tons (although the bulk of the food of 
these large plankton grazers is animal, or 
zooplankton). 

Most of the zooplankton (in terms of vol- 
ume and variety) in the ocean is also one 
celled and smaller than the naked eye can 
detect, Although also very abundant at some 
times and places in the sea, the same diffi- 
culty exists in harvesting it as exists with 
phytoplankton, The cost of catching is far 
more than the value of the catch. 

In with this very tiny one-celled zooplank- 
ton and phytoplankton are hosts of other 
multi-cellular animals, grazing on one or 
the other, or both. The larvae of many crus- 
taceae, mollusks and fish are among these. 
Many of these kinds are also invisible to the 
unaided eye individually, and are so small 
they cannot be collected economically by 
any technology known or in immediate pros- 
pect. Many others are just on the edge of be- 
ing visible to the naked eye, but still too 
small to be practically harvested even as 
adults, Still others grow to respectable, or 
even large size. The larval tuna, for instance, 
is barely visible to the naked eye but many 
(bluefin) grow to a weight of over a thou- 
sand pounds. 

There are larger fishes that live upon this 
microscopic plant and animal plankton. 
Some, like the anchovies, live almost en- 
tirely upon the plant plankton. Others like 
the tropical sardines (Sardinella) may live 
mostly upon plant plankton but be able to 
live on zooplankton well for extended periods 
of time. Others like the pilchards (Sardinops) 
and herring (Clupea) may live primarily on 
the multi-cellular, barely visible, animal 
plankton or live entirely on that at one size 
of life and on a more or less mixed diet at 
another stage of life, or season. 

These are the clupeoid or herring-like 
fishes. They are the grist of the fish meal 
business, and will be of the fish protein con- 
centrate business. These are the sorts of fish 
whose increased production over the past 
twenty years has so accelerated the total vol- 
ume growth of the ocean fish business. In 
1958 their total production was a little less 
than 5 million tons, and in 1964 a little less 
than 20 million tons (FAO, 1966). As a mat- 
ter of fact, if the quantity of this sort of 
fish included in the FAO world statistics as 
“unidentified” were known it is quite likely 
that well over half of the total volume of 
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fish caught in the world currently is com- 
posed of these clupeoid or herring-like fishes. 

Furthermore, it is this sort of fish from 
which the large increases in fish catch in 
the world will continue to come in the next 
twenty years, because these are the most 
abundant sorts of fish in the world ocean. 
The reason for this is that they stand at the 
first trophic level above the plants, or 114 
levels above, or only 2 levels above the plants. 
They are the grazers, the cattle and antelope, 
of the sea. Quite aside from theory, it is also 
this sort of fish of which many of the large 
underexploited but reasonably well known 
resources of the world are composed, such 
as the anchovy off western North America, 
northwest Africa, southwest Africa and the 
Patagonian shelf, the thread herring of the 
Gulf of Mexico and the Pacific off Central 
America, the Sardinella of central West 
Africa, Arabian Sea, and northwest Aus- 
tralia, and some dozens of genera and species 
that are now hardly fished at all. 

In this same trophic level of not more 
than two steps removed from the plants are 
other sorts of fish of which large under util- 
ized resources are known—the jacks, the 
scad-mackerels, the Indian mackerels, the 
saury, etc. 

All of these sorts of fish share certain other 
more commercial aspects. They tend to con- 
gregate in large masses that can be caught 
cheaply in large volumes, because that is the 
way their food (the plankton) occurs. Just as 
with their food, their abundance and avail- 
ability is subject to wide swings attributable 
to changes in the environment and these 
wide swings in availability and abundance 
may be almost yearly, or in periods of years, 
or in aperiodic fluctuations over stretches 
ranging from a few years to several hundred 
years. 

Again, all of these fishes are good to eat 
directly but they tend to be delicate as to 
flavor, texture and taste so that the preser- 
vation of these attributes (which represent 
their prime market values for direct con- 
sumption) is costly. For instance, it is often, 
if not normally, the case that canned an- 
chovies, sardine, and herring, are in a can 
whose cost is greater than the product it 
contains. Even with cured herring, anchovy, 
etc., the cost of the preservation and storage 
is normally greater than the value of the 
fresh raw material. 

The essential reason why there are such 
large under exploited resources of these sorts 
of fishes in the world-ocean, often directly 
adjacent to human populations desperately 
in need of animal protein, is that the cost of 
preservation, storage and transportation of 
these delicate fish in even relatively edible 
conditions over relatively short distances 
(especially in the tropics where the need is 
worst) adds so much to the cost of the 
product that the customers who need the 
protein cannot afford to buy it in this form. 

It has already been emphasized that most 
of the animals in the ocean are small and 
that the larger the animal in the sea is, the 
less there are of them. The traditional fish- 
eries of the sea harvest for the most part 
animals that are five inches or more in 
length, and the traditional food fisheries of 
the sea harvest mostly the animals that are 
more than ten inches in length. These larger 
fishes such as salmon, tuna, snapper, bream, 
cod, halibut, hake, haddock, sole, etc. are 
carnivorous predators that live mostly on ani- 
mals that are at least two trophic levels above 
the plants and in some cases three. Thus they 
suffer from the fact that the general rule of 
decrease in efficiency with each trophic level 
has taken place several times before they are 
reached, The crude case noted above of the 
100 tons of diatoms off Peru resulting in 200 
pounds of tuna is a case in point. 

Thus I think it can be stated that as a 
general rule, if a more generous slice of the 
ocean animal resources is to be taken it will 
be necessary not only to go lower in the 
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trophic level toward the plant plankton, but 
also lower in the size scale, toward one inch 
in length. I am firmly convinced that the 
second big jump forward in ocean animal 
production after the known large resources 
of relatively large (5-10 inch) clupeoid fishes 
are brought under full harvest will be ani- 
mals in the range of 1 to 5 inches. 


CRUSTACEA 


I have used the term animal deliberately, 
rather than fish, because in the range be- 
tween 1 and 5 inches there are many very 
large resources known which are not fish, 
although several are. Perhaps chiefest among 
these are the crustacea—the shrimps, krill, 
and various sorts of crab. 

A good many quite abundant sorts of 
shrimp never get as large as 5 inches long, 
or even 3 inches long. While mechanical 
peelers have brought the practical usage of 
some of these smaller shrimps into being, 
very abundant resources are still available 
which have such small meats that even the 
best mechanical peelers cannot render their 
usage for direct human consumption prac- 
tical. Some of these have the largest 10% or 
so of the catch large enough for use in direct 
human consumption and the rest too small. 
The large ones cannot be caught practically 
without catching the smaller ones. Examples 
are found in the sea-bobs, the Crangon type 
shrimp, several of the Pandalid type shrimp 
of boreal habitat in both the Atlantic and 
Pacific, and perhaps most of the shrimps of 
the Indo-Pacific fauna. The practical way to 
use these large resources of tiny shrimp is 
to catch the large with the small, so as to 
get the cost per ton of catching low, sort 
out the largest ones for peeling and direct 
consumption, and make the rest into meal. 
This is already done with the Crangon 
shrimps of the North Sea where in recent 
years the harvest has gone up rather sharply 
in Germany and the Netherlands with the 
greater part of the catch being made into 
meal. 

There are also small crabs that have pela- 
gic stages which are abundant enough to be 
caught cheaply in large size, and either too 
small to warrant the meat being picked from 
them or just marginally large enough for 
the largest to be used in this manner. The 
red-crab Pleuroncodes is a plant plankton 
feeder of this sort known to occur in very 
large abundance off Baja California (Bek- 
lemishev, 1960). The Portunid crabs are 
similarly abundant off Central Mexico and 
are so abundant off south Arabia that they 
were a hindrance to the biological research 
of the United States research vessel “Anton 
Bruun” in the area by over crowding and 
damaging the sampling nets (Ryther, 1965). 

While these are very large resources those 
of the crustacea krill (Euphausia) are enor- 
mous. Various species of this and related 
genera occur 2s basic plankton feeders in 
the higher latitudes of all seas (they are also 
found in lower latitudes but not in such 
dense concentration). A particularly large 
species (1 to 2 inches long) (Euphausia su- 
perba) is perhaps the most abundant animal 
in Antarctic seas, where it provides the main- 
stay of life to the whale populations that 
live there. Several authors have recently 
speculated on the volume of these animals 
that might be available for direct harvest 
there. Kasahara (1967) has estimated the 
annual crop possibility at 100 million tons 
(twice the present total fish catch from the 
world ocean) and has suggested ways by 
which the practical harvesting problems 
could be attacked in a rational manner. The 
Russians are already at work in the Ant- 
arctic on the practical problems of harvest- 
ing these krill and making them into meal. 
This is only one of the known areas of heavy 
krill production in the world ocean. 


THE SCATTERING LAYER 


In most parts of the ocean there is a band 
of organisms dense enough to reflect sound 
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from an echo-sounder strongly enough to re- 
cord on the recording paper and in some 
parts of the ocean there are two or more such 
layers (Stewart, 1966). In areas of ocean 
where there is high primary productivity 
these bands are so thick and so dense, that 
in the early days of echo sounders shallow 
shoals and banks were chartered where there 
is no bottom within 2,000 fathoms of the 
surface. The name scattering layer arose from 
these concentrations of organisms being so 
dense that they scattered the sound waves 
that attempted to penetrate them. 

These scattering layers are a conglomerate 
of organisms based on plankton upon which 
is feeding small fish and crustacea (and 
squid) as well as other things. In moonless 
nights off Peru the vast anchovy schools 
break up and join the scattering layer. When 
the scattering layer moves up in the water 
column with the coming of dark the deep- 
sea smelt and lantern fishes move up into it, 
Other large organisms feed upon these. 

The deep-sea smelt and the lantern fishes 
are, for the most part, quite small fish, in 
the range between 1 and 5 inches in length. 
They do not qualify for taste, texture and 
flavor with what we call food fish, but their 
proteins are approximately the same as those 
of the high priced fish from the standpoint 
of nutritional quality. They are abundant in 
the sea. They were landed commercially in 
Japan directly after the war when the hun- 
ger was great and other sorts of fish were 
in short supply. The Pribiloy fur-seal herd 
subsists heavily on them and the volume 
of them it eats each year is as large as the 
product of many great fisheries, A quarter of 
the standing stock of fish in the rich grounds 
off southern California appears to be made 
of them (Ahlstrom, 1959). The German re- 
search vessel “Walther Hertwig” caught as 
much as 12 tons of them per hour last year 
in mid-water trawls off southern Brazil. 

The inhabitants of the scattering layer 
would appear to be one of the larger un- 
tapped sources of fish meal-fish protein con- 
centrate raw material in the ocean. 


HOW MANY FISH IN THE SEA? 


The California sardine are gone (Murphy, 
1966). The east coast menhaden are going 
(BCF, 1967). There has not been a right 
good year class of Atlanto-Scandian herring 
since about 1960 and the south coast Ice- 
landic herring are at low ebb. The sardine 
and herring of the northwest Pacific have 
produced as much as 2 million tons more 
per year than they now do (Kasahara, 1961). 
The south African pilchard appear to be 
slacking off and the anchovy perhaps moving 
in as they did in California. All hands are 
agreed that the enormous Peruvian-Chilean 
anchovy stock has topped out and will only 
yield 8-10 million tons per year on a sus- 
tainable basis (Instituto del Mar, 1965). 

How many fish are there in the world 
Ocean? 

Will there be enough to fill man’s needs 
and desires? 

The Russian scientist Bogoroy (1965) was 
braye enough to put all the data available 
to him together and hazard an estimate. He 
suggests that the standing stock of plants 
in the ocean is about 1.7 billion metric tons 
at any one time and that they yield a pro- 
duction of 550 billion tons per year. Of 
animals in the ocean at any one time he 
estimated that there were about 32.5 billion 
tons and that they produced about 56.2 
billion tons per year. 

The American scientist Schmitt (1965), 
after extensive theoretical calculations, esti- 
mated that the ocean is annually produc- 
ing the equivalent of 4 billion tons of con- 
sumable food at the level of two food links 
above the phytoplankton. 

Based on very loose calculations (Chap- 
man, 1967) I guessed that the ocean was 
producing in the range of about 2 billion 
tons of harvestable animal life per year at 


July 21, 1967 


a stage 1½ levels above the phytoplankton. 
Kasahara (1967) has made a similar guess 
on the basis of quite different calculations. 

Schaefer (1965) has carefully reviewed 
previous estimates of future fish production 
levels (all of which have been low) and 
states (1967) “Considering this kind of in- 
formation, I have concluded that, at a con- 
servative estimate, the world fishery pro- 
duction may be increased to 200 million 
metric tons per year, with no radical devel- 
opments, such as fish farming or far-out 
new kinds of fishing gear.” 

Kasahara (1967) has quite aptly summed 
up the efficacy of such calculations in these 
words: “Mathematical exercises of this sort 
result in a wide range of figures. Owing to 
lack of basic information on the production 
of organisms in the sea, it is necessary to 
make a number of assumptions based on 
simple guess or meager data in order to ar- 
rive at any estimate. At any rate, the result 
of these exercises have little practical sig- 
nificance, since they do not indicate how 
soon, under what circumstances, and in what 
forms of animals the estimated yields might 
be obtained.” 

One must agree with Kasahara in gross. 
We are beginning to understand reasonably 
well food production at the beginning of 
the web of life at the phytoplankton level. 
For several stocks of heavily harvested ani- 
mals (Peruvian anchovy, Antarctic blue 
whale, North Atlantic cod and haddock, 
North Sea plaice, Northeast Pacific halibut, 
Eastern Pacific yellowfin tuna, North Pacific 
albacore, Pribilov fur seals, and a few others) 
we understand within reasonably narrow 
limits the annual production to be expected 
from a given fishing effort. Between those 
extremes our understanding is pretty vague. 

On the other hand the broad ranges of esti- 
mates noted above are much closer together 
than the numbers indicate because of the 
way in which the different authors view the 
term harvestable. Most authors who have 
made modest estimates of the food produc- 
ing potential of the ocean (Meseck, 1961; 
Graham and Edwards, 1961) have been 
speaking in terms of the “traditional” food 
fish, as was Schaefer. These are the fish that, 
for the most part, are five inches or more in 
length. Also, for the most part they are the 
carnivores. Of these each stock is quite lim- 
ited in size and the sum of the whole is rela- 
tively small. Most of these are the predators 
of the sea and, as a matter of fact, we may 
well see the day when instead of fighting 
over the conservation of these large pred- 
ators (such as cod, haddock, tuna, shark, 
salmon, halibut, etc.,) they will be delib- 
erately weeded out and reduced in popula- 
tion size for the same reason that tigers, 
lions, wolves, coyotes, cougar, leopards and 
the like are no longer encouraged to multi- 
ply and feed with impunity on our herds of 
cattle and flocks of sheep. 

In Bogorov’s figures, however, are included 
the total production of the ocean, most of 
which is microscopic in size and so thinly 
scattered in the ocean that no practical 
means of harvesting it where cost of catch- 
ing will equal value of catch is reasonable 
to expect in the near future. 

On the other hand, the 2-4 billion ton 
per year estimates of Kasahara, Chapman 
and Schmitt are based upon theoretical pro- 
ductive capability of all the resources pro- 
duced in the ocean above the size of perhaps 
an inch in length without regard to their 
qualifications as table fish. The protein com- 
position of all fish is about the same, wheth- 
er it is an anchovy that brings the fisher- 
man ten dollars a ton in Peru or a bluefin 
tuna which brings him $3,000 per ton in 
Tokyo. The nutritional value is about the 
same. It is taste, texture, and appearance 
which are the costly attributes of fish; the 
nutritional attribute is cheap because there 
is no large volume source of animal pro- 
tein which is as low per unit of protein in 
cost as fish (Marine Science Affairs, 1967). 
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The trick has been to get these ocean re- 
sources made into products which depend 
for value upon protein nutritional quality 
and not upon the notional attributes of taste, 
texture, and appearance. For domestic ani- 
mals, this product is fish meal; for humans, 
it is fish protein concentrate (BCF, 1966). 

There is an odd sentiment rather widely 
held in the English speaking world (which 
has held back the development of its fish- 
eries) that it is wasteful to feed fish to 
chickens and that fish should be reserved for 
humans. This sentiment is not informed 
that these lower trophic level fish in the 
ocean, when they form the food of carni- 
vorous fish, are not transmitting their food 
values to direct human consumption as ef- 
ficlently when eaten by tuna, salmon, cod, 
etc., as when they are made into fish meal 
and eaten by chicken and swine. The ton 
of anchovy fed to chickens as fish meal in 
a properly balanced chicken diet produces 
a greater weight of edible animal protein in 
chicken meat and eggs than it does if fed 
to bonito or tuna, 


TECHNOLOGY 


To move in the processing of fish meal or 
fish protein concentrate from raw material 
that is five to ten inches in length to raw 
material that is one to five inches in length 
requires major changes in technology. This 
is not any heart-breaking or even budget- 
breaking sorrow. 

The traditional fish meal plant is moving 
toward obsolescence. New technologies are 
developing rapidly and can be put to use to 
utilize raw material with greater efficiency 
and produce an upgraded product. As the 
process of facilities replacement moves ahead, 
it can provide a process which will use the 
smaller animals of the sea with as great 
efficiency as it uses the larger sizes. 

What is wanted is a process which will 
separate the fish into solid, fat, and water 
phases in such a manner that: 

1, the resultant solid phase will have no 
more than half a per cent fat content and 
seven or eight per cent moisture content 
with substantially no bacteria, 

2. the proteins of the solid phase will have 
not been chemically changed in any sub- 
stantial manner, 

8. the fat phase will be unchanged in any 
substantial manner and still be polyunsat- 
urated, 

4. the water effluent will be suitable for 
drinking or reuse in the processing, 

5. the plant can be built in any community 
to meet high standards, and 

6. the manufacturing cost will be com- 
petitive with substitutive products. 

The plant should be operated by a girl 
standing at the computer assisted by a few 
maintenance and cleanup men. There is no 
reason why modern technology cannot build 
such a plant. The product should emerge 
from the plant ready to ship in package 
form that will not be easily contaminated. 

The catching and transportation at sea 
must be cheapened and made more efficient 
as well. The cost per ton of production to 
the dock must be brought in the range of 
present per ton costs in principal volume 
producing countries, and there must be some 
part of the catch that can be high graded 
into a higher priced product, such as the 
larger Crangon shrimp fit for peeling, the 
better hake for filleting, and the anchovies 
suited for canning or the herring suited for 
curing. In this price must be sufficient mar- 
gin to enable the fisherman to buy proper 
vessels and gear and become prosperous in 
his operation. 

Small fish are more difficult to handle 
aboard vessel, for even a few hours, than 
large fish. Their own weight mashes them; 
their own enzymes partially digest them; 
and this forms a favorable substrate upon 
which their own bacteria can flourish. In 
tropical waters, where much development 
of fish meal fish protein concentrate produc- 
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tion can be anticipated, a few hours in the 
ambient temperature can liquify small fish. 

Purse seiners with power blocks are very 
efficient harvesting mechanisms for surface 
schooling animals, and the catch can be 
pumped from them into the wells cheaply 
and quickly. Mid-water trawls are becoming 
efficient gears for work in middle depths, 
such as the scattering layer, and, as soon as 
their use becomes more common, pumping or 
other methods of quickly unloading the net 
will be developed. No really new technology 
is required on that end. 

The fisherman must be able to get on the 
fish quicker, and it will be from environmen- 
tal and behavioral research that these de- 
velopments will come. The environmental 
research is now beginning to move at a sat- 
isfactory rate through the necessity of hav- 
ing the same sort of ocean information for 
military operations and weather prediction 
be The behavioral research is still lagging 

ly. 

The catches must be stabilized almost as 
soon as they come aboard to stop enzymatic 
disintegration, bacteriological decay, or oil 
rancidification. This stabilization must be 
maintained throughout transport, unloading, 
and storage to processing, Perhaps this must 
be done by chilling, by controlled enzymatic 
action, or by solventizing aboard ship, but 
the stabilization must be done almost as soon 
as the fish quit wiggling. 

There must be a safety valve between the 
vessel and the plant so that the vessel can 
discharge its cargo at once and return to the 
fishing regardless of the rate at which the 
processing plant is working. Otherwise the 
fisherman cannot catch the fish as cheaply 
as it is needed. 


FISH MEAL AND FISH PROTEIN CONCENTRATE 


As I noted at the beginning of this paper, 
fish meal and fish portein concentrate made 
from whole fish are conceptually the same 
product made for the same purpose. To the 
extent that the technological changes noted 
above are made, they will increasingly be- 
come identical in cost. The fish meal busi- 
ness is going to move toward the standards 
required for fish protein concentrate because 
its traditional process is outmoding itself. 
On the other hand a good deal of the more 
expensive flim-flam being thought of pres- 
ently for fish protein concentrate plants 
will be found to be unnecessary for the pro- 
tection of the public welfare. 

There is no reason why fish protein con- 
centrate manufacturing plants should be 
any more fancy than other food plants or any 
less efficient in any respect. 

After all, it is only the solid of fish 
by whichever name you call it, and it should 
be edible by either process. 
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A. FREDERICK ROSEN, INTERNA- 
TIONAL TRUSTEE OF KIWANIS 


Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, it gives 
me great pleasure to note that a good 
friend of mine, A. Frederick Rosen, of 
Tucson, has been honored by being made 
international trustee of Kiwanis. Mr. 
Rosen who has been a Kiwanian for 21 
years, is an automobile dealer and in the 
business of investment real estate. He 
has been active for many years in com- 
munity affairs and organizations 
throughout Arizona and well deserves 
this recognition of his ability and many 
achievements. 

I ask unanimous consent that Mr. 
Rosen’s background be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

A. FREDERICK ROSEN, INTERNATIONAL TRUSTEE 
SUNSHINE, TUCSON, ARIZ. 
QUALIFICATIONS IN KIWANIS EXPERIENCE 
(Two-year term starts August 1, 1967) 

Positions in Club: 

Past: President, 1954, Kiwanis Club of 
Bisbee, Arizona. 

Positions in District: 

Present: Co-Chairman, Committee on Spe- 
cial Club Services. Accredited Representa- 
tives. 

Past: Lieutenant Governor, 
Chairman of five committees. 

Positions in Kiwanis International: 

Present: Chairman, International Commit- 
tee on Kiwanis Education and Attendance. 

Past: Chairman, International Committees 
on Attendance and Membership; Inter-Club 
Relations. Member, International Commit- 
tee on Vocational Guidance (6 months). 

How long a Kiwanian? 21 years. 

Of what Kiwanis Club first a member? 
Tombstone, Arizona. 

Of what Kiwanis Clubs has he been a mem- 


Governor. 
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der? Bisbee, Arizona, and Sunshine, Tucson, 
Arizona. 
QUALIFICATIONS IN GENERAL 

Business or Profession: Automobile Dealer 
and Investment Real Estate. Age 53. 

Education: Northwestern High School, De- 
troit. Attended Wayne University and Detroit 
College of Pharmacy. 

Personality, Ability, etc.: Warm, pleasant 
personality, excellent speaker, devoted to 
Kiwanis, possesses outstanding leadership 
qualities. 

Positions in or Service to: 

City: Former Councilman, City of Tomb- 
stone, Member, Citizens Committee on 
Tucson’s Health and Welfare. Past Chairman, 
Business Division, United Community Cam- 
paign, Tucson. 

Trade or Professional Organizations: Mem- 
ber, National Automobile Dealers Associa- 
tion. 

Civic Philanthropic and other organiza- 
tion: Former Cochise County Chairman for 
Salvation Army. Former Board Member and 
Secretary-Treasurer of National Foundation 
for Asthmatic Children. Past President, 
Tucson Chapter of City of Hope. Immediate 
Past President of Temple Emanu-El, Tucson. 
President, Tucson Jewish Community Coun- 
cil. 

In what specific ways and for what specific 
reasons could he add strength to and be of 
service on the International Board of 
Trustees: Fred’s acknowledged dedication to 
Kiwanis, and his tremendous Kiwanis ex- 
perience gained as Chairman of three Inter- 
national Committees should be of significant 
value in his work as an International Trustee. 

General Facts: Fred’s wife, Gertrude, has 
always shown equal interest in Fred’s Ki- 
wanis efforts. Daughter, Frances, married 
and has two children. Son, Sidney, is an 
Assistant Attorney General and member of 
Kiwanis Club of Valley of the Sun, Phoenix. 
Fred was selected Tucson Jewish Community 
“Man Of The Year” 1962. Also, “Tucson 
Man Of The Year” Awardee, by City of Hope 
1964, 


“GIVE 18-YEAR-OLDS THE VOTE,” 
SAYS EDITORIAL IN THE HUNT- 
INGTON, W. VA., HERALD-DIS- 
PATCH 


Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, as the 
sponsor of Senate Joint Resolution 14, 
to give 18-year-olds the right to vote in 
our elections, I noted with interest that 
the Herald-Dispatch, a splendid news- 
paper published in Huntington, W. Va., 
with excellent editorial comment by 
Raymond Brewster, editor in chief, and 
H. R. Pinckard, editor, editorial page, 
carried an editorial on Tuesday, July 11, 
in which it stated: 

The young voter is inclined to be both 
idealistic and curious. He, or she, tends to 
believe that a candidate’s qualifications 
should be carefuly examined and that the 
best-qualified candidate should be chosen 
regardless of political affiliation. 

This, we think, is a pretty good test of 
“maturity.” 


I have been trying since 1942 to have 
enacted a joint resolution such as Senate 
Joint Resolution 14. Because it may be 
of interest to Senators as background 
material for possible thoughts on this 
matter, I ask unanimous consent that the 
editorial be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Give 18-YEAR-OLDS THE VOTE 

New York is holding a constitutional con- 

vention and the New York Times is worried 
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lest it propose that the voting age be reduced 
from 21 to 18. 

“If this change were effected,” the Times 
says with obvious vexation, “the voting rolls 
would be enlarged by nearly a million inex- 
perienced and immature voters—which is one 
Treason why some politicians who are partic- 
ularly popular with youth are in favor of it.” 

The Times goes on to say that the voting 
age has been 21 since the state’s first con- 
stitution was adopted in 1777 and apparently 
what was good enough for the people in 1777 
is good enough for them today. 

But this position is not supported by logic 
or fairness. The 18-year-old is admittedly 
inexperienced in the voting process, but since 
his experience has to begin sometime, he is 
no more inexperienced at 18 than he would 
be at 21 under the present law. 

As for his “immaturity,” that depends 
largely on the individual. However, the aver- 
age 18-year-old today is certainly as mature 
as the 21-year-old of 1777, and he is probably 
much more sophisticated politically. 

While it is true that only four states—Ken- 
tucky, Georgia, Alaska and Hawaii—permit 
voting before 21, that is not necessarily an 
argument against lowering the voting age. 
It is equally an indictment of oldsters who 
control the machinery of progress and who 
don’t like to make changes. 

The young voter is inclined to be both 
idealistic and curious. He, or she, tends to 
believe that a candidate’s qualifications 
should be carefully examined and that the 
best-qualified candidate should be chosen 
regardless of political affiliation. 

This, we think, is a pretty good test of 
“maturity” and it is a pity the adult voting 
population does not display a little more 
interest in the qualifications of candidates. 

A young man or woman in West Virginia 
becomes liable to criminal prosecution as an 
adult (instead of a juvenile offender) at the 
age of 18. At that age the young man becomes 
eligible for the draft and may be required 
to give his life in defense of a government 
which he had no hand in fashioning. He 
ought to be allowed to participate in making 
the policies for which he may have to fight. 


COLLISION COULD HAVE BEEN 
AVOIDED 


Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres- 
ident, yesterday, the junior Senator from 
Tennessee [Mr. Baker] issued an ex- 
tremely knowledgeable statement con- 
cerning the tragic midair collision near 
Asheville, N.C., on Wednesday. Senator 
Baker is a licensed pilot and has a 
special expertise in the area. His 
thoughtful comments deserve the at- 
tention of the Senate. I ask unanimous 
consent that they be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


STATEMENT BY SENATOR BAKER 


The tragic mid-air collision between Pied- 
mont Flight 22 and the Cessna 310 in the 
proximity of the Asheville airport yesterday 
produced 82 deaths and uncountable grief. 
But more than that, it produced, I hope, a 
sense of concern for expanding and upgrad- 
ing the traffic control facilities of America’s 
airports. 

I learned to fly in 1959 when a friend of 
mine, who was a pilot for Piedmont Air- 
lines, offered to teach me how to fly in his 
spare time. I have formed lasting and mean- 
ingful, personal friendships with Piedmont 
pilots and personnel from other airlines, in 
addition to the hundreds of private and gen- 
eral aviation pilots for whom I have de- 
veloped an affection and respect over the 
years. 
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I knew Secretary and Mrs. McNaughton, 
and I had dinner with them only a matter 
of weeks ago. They are both from my wife's 
home town of Pekin, Illinois. I boarded an 
American Airlines Boeing 727 at National 
on Wednesday night and had barely taken 
my seat when the stewardess delivered copies 
of the Washington Evening Star to the 
Passengers bearing a front-page story de- 
scribing the destruction of the planes and 
the death of all the passengers on both the 
Piedmont plane and the Cessna 310. 

Beyond the death of John McNaughton, 
his wife and their son, I recoiled with 
wonder as to who might be among the 
Piedmont crew, to say nothing of my friends 
who might have been flying the Cessna 310. 

So I have a deep involvement in this twin 
tragedy from the standpoint of personal 
friendships, from the standpoint of aviation 
in general and from the standpoint of gov- 
ernmental responsibility. There is nothing 
I can do for the anguished families of the 
occupants of both craft, but I hope there is 
something Congress can do to recognize its 
responsibilities in this area. Even in these 
times of extravagant Federal deficits, even 
now in the midst of our efforts to avoid the 
onerous burden of increased taxes, I believe 
it is our absolute and unavoidable duty to 
recognize the grievous defects in the air 
traffic control structure, and the utilization 
of effective equipment to meet this problem. 
We must avoid the temptation to banish 
private aviation or to restrict and encumber 
commercial airline segments of the industry; 
but we must move forward, as we can, in a 
matter of months and years instead of dec- 
ades to produce safer airways and better 
handling of the air space. 

I make no charges or allegations against 
the crews of either plane, traffic control or 
tower control. I simply say the accident could 
have been avoided. I don’t know how, but 
I am certain that in the scope of the exotic 
control facilities available to the industry 
that mid-air collisions can be severely re- 
duced or eliminated. 

For instance, I am told that Asheville 
approach and departure control are not 
equipped with radar of any sort. Atlanta 
Air Route Traffic Control radar, which serves 
the routes between the cities of this area, 
cannot maintain surveillance and control 
traffic within the immediate vicinity of the 
Asheville airport; however, the areas im- 
mediately around such air terminals, called 
“control zones”, are the areas of most dense 
traffic and greatest hazard. A typical terminal 
surveillance radar facility to monitor flights 
in such areas of dense traffic costs less than 
a single Boeing 727 airplane. Both planes 
were manned by competent crews; both were 
well equipped; both were on instrument 
flight plans and they were presumably under 
positive control; but positive control was 
disastrously unpositive even without resort 
to the projected black box technologies of 
the future such as collision avoidance de- 
vices; proximity indicators and so forth, 
positive control of the air space could have 
or should have avoided this tragedy. 

It is time to do more, much more, if we 
preserve the fantastically good safety record 
of both the commercial airlines and general 
aviation in the United States. 


“PAT” PATTERSON’S GREAT CON- 
TRIBUTION TO AIR TRANSPORTA- 
TION 


Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, to- 
day I wish to salute an outstanding 
American businessman, W. A. Patterson, 
formerly chairman of the board and 
chief executive officer of United Air Lines. 
He retired from the airline about a year 
ago, and since that time a book about 
him has been written by Frank J. Taylor. 
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Entitled “Pat Patterson,” it provides val- 
uable insight into the moral character 
and business philosophy of this remark- 
able man who contributed so much to 
the development of America’s air trans- 
portation system and with whom I have 
worked for years on aviation problems. 

Pat Patterson first became associated 
with air transport 40 years ago. At that 
time he was assistant vice president with 
a San Francisco bank. One of his first 
transactions was to lend $5,000 to help 
to keep a struggling west coast airmail 
operator in business. His superiors at the 
bank had little confidence in the future 
of aviation. They told Pat he had made a 
mistake in granting the loan. 

But Pat Patterson believed aviation did 
have a future. He stuck by his decision 
and eventually left the bank to take an 
active part in building that future. His 
belief proved to be right. The little air- 
mail company stayed alive and was one 
of four companies that merged to be- 
come the world’s largest air transporta- 
tion company, United Air Lines. 

I have known and admired Pat Patter- 
son for many years. As a businessman, 
he believed that profits were important, 
but he placed the greatest priority on the 
interests of the public he served. This 
was especially true in matters of safety. 
He was keenly aware of the great re- 
sponsibilities airline men had in this 
area, and under his leadership United 
developed, tested, and promoted safety 
devices such as airborne weather radar, 
two-way, plane-to-ground voice radio, 
static dischargers and electronic flight 
simulators for flight crew training, all of 
which in time were adopted by the in- 
dustry. During his years as head of 
United, the airline spent more than $100 
million promoting air safety. Pat Patter- 
son always insisted that any safety de- 
vice developed by United technicians be 
made available to all competitors. 

Our Nation is fortunate to have men 
like Pat Patterson at the controls during 
the air transport industry’s formative 
years. The early airline men, in order to 
keep their companies alive, had to possess 
many talents. They had to be enthusiastic 
salesmen, aggressive competitors, and 
shrewd businessmen. Above all they 
needed an abiding faith in the airplane 
as a means of travel along with a strong 
sense of responsibility for the lives of the 
passengers they carried. Pat Patterson 
was such a man, and it is an honor and 
pleasure to salute him today. 


WHOSE WAR IS IT? 


Mr. BOGGS. Mr. President, the Na- 
tion’s preoccupation with the frustrating 
war in Vietnam should not obscure one 
essential fact which bears repeated em- 
phasis: We are helping the Vietnamese 
people in their war against aggression. 
In other words, it is their war, not our 
war. 

The magnitude of our assistance to 
South Vietnam tends to cloud this situa- 
tion. It is also natural that the reports 
of fighting concentrate on what Ameri- 
can units are doing, not on the fighting 
carried on by South Vietnamese forces 
or the forces of other countries. But, 
nevertheless, our role is a supporting one, 
and this should not be forgotten. 
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This point was underlined in the re- 
port filed with the Committee on Foreign 
Relations after a five-Member Senate 
group headed by the distinguished ma- 
jority leader made an extensive fact- 
finding trip concerning Vietnam in late 
1965. 

It was my privilege to be a member of 
that group; and in our report, entitled 
“The Vietnam Conflict: The Substance 
and the Shadow,” we said: 

The basic concept of present American 
policy with respect to Vietnam casts the 
United States in the role of support of the 
Vietnamese Government and people. This 
concept becomes more difficult to maintain 
as the military participation of the United 
States undergoes rapid increase. Yet a change 
in the basic concept could have a most un- 
fortunate impact upon the Vietnamese peo- 
ple and the world at large. What is involved 
here is the necessity for the greatest restraint 
in word and action, lest the concept be 
eroded and the war drained of a purpose with 
meaning to the people of Vietnam. 


Three years earlier I was privileged to 
accompany the majority leader on a 
similar factfinding mission. In the report 
we filed on February 25, 1963, we made 
several policy suggestions which we felt 
would best serve the interests of the 
United States in Southeast Asia. 

Among other points, we felt that the 
U.S. policy should be one which “helps 
to bring about internal peace in Viet- 
nam but maintains, scrupulously, our ad- 
visory capacity, recognizing that the 
primary responsibility in all areas is 
Vietnamese.” 

Mr. President, we all realize that a 
great deal has happened since that re- 
port was filed, Yet it would be to our 
peril, as well as to the dismay of the 
South Vietnamese who want to develop 
a free and independent country, if we 
allowed the frustrations of this most 
difficult war to make us assume that the 
war is between us and North Vietnam, 
and not between South Vietnam and its 
aggressors. 

It seems to me, Mr. President, that in 
some ways our Western methods and 
drive are a hindrance to the best con- 
duct of this Far East struggle. 

We see a way to improve the effective- 
ness of the military effort, and in the ab- 
sence of action by the South Viet- 
namese, we step in and do it ourselves. 
This may make the military effort more 
effective, but at the same time it in- 
creases our commitment and lessens that 
of the South Vietnamese. A continuation 
of this trend—and the trend has been 
going on for some time—would leave us 
doing the great bulk of the actual fight- 
ing. 

It also seems to me that while our offi- 
cials say that the political struggle is 
actually more important in the long run 
than the military effort, we concentrate 
on the military phase of the war and let 
the so-called “pacification effort” lag 
behind. 

In this aspect of the war I recognize 
that we are again faced with the same 
dilemma that confronts us on the bat- 
tlefield—lack of urgent action by the 
South Vietnamese people themselves 
makes us prone to take over the pacifi- 
cation job and do it ourselves. 

The problem is that pacification—win- 
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ning over the population of the rural 
areas—is something which has to be 
done by the South Vietnamese them- 
selves. We can help, but this all-impor- 
tant phase depends on the South Viet- 
namese. In the long run, a Vietcong at- 
tack on a hamlet and the killing of a 
hamlet chief have as much effect on the 
duration of the war and our continued 
casualties and cost as a military skir- 
mish near the DMZ. If the skirmish is 
won, and the hamlet slides back to a 
neutral state, or even under Vietcong 
control, the overall war has seen one step 
forward and two or more steps backward. 

In the interests of getting to an even- 
tual Asian peace settlement of this Asian 
war, it seems to me we should: 

First. Constantly emphasize that ours 
is a supporting role. 

Second. Keep the sovereignty of South 
Vietnam in mind and yet in every possi- 
ble way encourage urgent South Viet- 
namese action both on the battlefield 
and in securing the countryside. 

Third. Bring into play the Southeast 
Asia Treaty Organization to the greatest 
extent possible, and encourage Asian 
third party activity, as well as United 
Nations efforts, toward ending the war. 

Fourth. Emphasize, as dramatically as 
we can, that our interest in Southeast 
Asia is in aiding peaceful development 
of the region, with no territorial gain 
whatsoever as our reward. 

These are only a few comments on a 
most complex war, Mr. President, and 
they are prompted chiefiy by what seems 
to me a danger of losing perspective. 

Keeping a proper perspective is im- 
portant for the South Vietnamese as 
well. It may be that our energy and skill 
has some elements in South Vietnam 
thinking that they might as well let it 
become a U.S. war with South Vietnam 
more or less assisting us. 

The danger of drifting into this sort 
of situation is the subject of comments 
in an editorial carried by the Evening 
Journal of Wilmington, Del., on July 19. 

In the interests of presenting this side 
of the question of keeping straight our 
role in the war, I ask unanimous consent 
that the editorial entitled “Whose War 
Is It?“ be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Wuose War Is Ir? 

The estimate by Gen. William C. West- 
moreland that the U.S. is winning “slowly 
and steadily” in the Vietnam war came at a 
time when requests for more U.S. troops were 
under study. But since that statement was 
made, events in Vietnam compel one to ask 
just what it is that the U.S. is winning. 

While estimates of 100,000 or 200,000 addi- 
tional U.S. troops for Vietnam are heard in 
Washington—all to beef up this “winning” 
effort—the U.S. base at Da Nang suffers a 
massive and deadly rocket attack. The 465,- 
000 Americans already committed to Vietnam 
compare to an armed Vietnamese soldiery of 
650,000. Yet the Americans who make up 
only about two-fifths of this combined force 
have been taking a disproportionate share of 


the battle casualties in recent weeks, some- 
thing that had not previously been the case. 

Last year, 5,024 Americans died in Viet- 
nam, compared to 11,193 South Vietnamese 
dead. So far this year, the respective losses 
have been 4,996 to 5,562. But since May 1, 
2,427 Americans and 2,010 Vietnamese have 
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been killed. In the last six weeks, 5,838 Amer- 
icans have been wounded in action, com- 
pared to 2,231 Vietnamese. 

The startling trend indicated in these fig- 
ures Offers little reason to hope that the 
additional men Gen. Westmoreland wants 
are to strengthen forces already committed 
to battle. It is not unjustiflably cynical to 
point out that about half of 120 Vietnamese 
battalions have been withdrawn from combat 
and assigned to pacification efforts. 

What one immediately wonders is how 
committed the South Vietnamese govern- 
ment is to its own contributions to the war 
effort. Charges by high-level American officers 
have done little to instill confidence in the 
willingness of Vietnamese field commanders 
to expose their troops to combat. 

At least there are signs in Washington that 
there will be no significant new U.S. troop 
commitments to the war until there is defi- 
nite evidence of more efficient use of South 
Vietnamese forces. 

Even on the pacification front, Saigon’s 
record encourages no optimism. And it had 
halted work on a $50-million industrial com- 
plex, planned as a showcase for the south, 
for the stated reason that the area is not se- 
cure from Communist attack. 

The U.S. Marines responsible for that se- 
curity are not of that opinion and the project 
will be renewed because they have guaran- 
teed its protection, What created a real cloud 
over this action, however, was the fact that 
halting the project, for which the money 
was loaned, would have laid off the many 
peasants working on the project. Strangely, 
those peasants hadn’t been paid for two 
weeks before the halt was announced, making 
one wonder where the money was and 
whether the given reason was the real reason 
for suspending the project. 

There is no end in sight to the U.S. prob- 
lems in South Vietnam. But even greater 
problems loom if official Saigon’s attitude 
changes from one of “our war” to your war.” 
Recent events suggest that may be the 
case—it must not be allowed to continue. 


WHO'S ASLEEP AT THE SWITCH? 


Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, earlier 
this week our Nation felt the sudden 
shock of a brief but devastating stoppage 
in the flow of products, industrial and 
agricultural, which are the lifeblood of 
our national economy. The strike on the 
Nation’s railroads occurred despite 
months of negotiations and the passage 
of two resolutions by Congress calling for 
postponement and settlement by media- 
tion. 

The sudden shock of the rail strike 
showed dramatically how the public in- 
terest can be affected by a work stoppage 
in a vital industry. In issues of this kind 
there is always a third party. In addition 
to management and labor, the public is 
fully and completely concerned. ‘There 
are clearly times when the public interest 
requires expeditious action and leader- 
ship at the highest levels in the public 
service. 

One year and a half ago, in his state 
of the Union message of 1966, the Presi- 
dent said that he would ask the Congress 
to consider legislation to deal with 
strikes which threaten irreparable dam- 
age to the national interest.” In his mes- 
sage to Congress on May 4 of this year, 
the President warned of the dangers of 
the then impending rail strike: 

We cannot leave ourselves vulnerable, as 
a people, to the dangers of a disruption in 
the flow of arms and material to the 500,000 
valiant men in Southeast Asia who are mak- 
ing sacrifices greater than any of us are 
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called upon to make; food shortages and 
health hazards in our cities; the paralysis 
of our economy; a rising tide of unemploy- 
ment, as factory doors close for lack of raw 
material. 


In the 89th Congress I joined with my 
Republican colleague, the distinguished 
senior Senator from New York [Mr. 
Javits], in offering our own proposal to 
solve critical labor disputes without re- 
sort to work stoppages. We have again 
introduced this proposal in the 90th Con- 
gress. It calls for a system of settlement 
based on the recommendations of a blue- 
ribbon board and the ultimate sanction 
of seizure of struck facilities whose oper- 
ations are vital to the public welfare and 
the national interest. 

There have been several other legisla- 
tive proposals to solve the complex issues 
involved in a gigantic happening, such 
as a national rail strike. Among them are 
the suggested establishment of labor 
courts or a system of compulsory arbitra- 
tion. As yet, there have been no hearings 
on any of these bills, or even on a con- 
gressional proposal to authorize a study 
of the problems involved in establishing 
permanent legislation. 

Mr. President, the people of the Na- 
tion are seeking an answer to this crucial 
national issue. It is high time that Con- 
gress and the administration get moving. 
It is high time that the President make 
known what measures he wants Congress 
to consider. We must have a permanent 
law which will let the transportation and 
communications industries and all in- 
dustries whose products and services are 
important to the national welfare know 
just what the rules of the game are go- 
ing to be. They must know what sanc- 
tions can be invoked if the process of free 
collective bargaining is not employed to 
reach a settlement. 

We cannot underestimate the critical 
importance of this issue. Free collective 
bargaining is a principal pillar of our 
great economic and political structure. 
It holds our democratic system well above 
the rigid ideologies of communism, so- 
cialism, and syndication which would 
erode and destroy our free institutions. 

It is the public interest which is, and 
must remain, paramount in any struggle 
or dispute or conflict in our society. Both 
labor and management would be far bet- 
ter off if they knew what the ground 
rules of national policy are respecting 
labor disputes affecting the public in- 
terest and the national interest. It would 
certainly serve the public better than the 
present system of hit-or-miss solutions 
bouncing back and forth between Con- 
gress and the Executive. 

The administration long ago promised 
to bring forward its recommendations. 
The President has not yet carried 
through. Chaos resulted once again. An 
ounce of legislative prevention would 
have eliminated the need for a ton of 
cure. It is time that Congress proceed 
to consider this question. Hearings should 
be held forthwith on the bills already 
introduced. The public interest demands 
it. 


SENATOR NELSON’S TAX-SHARING 
BILL 


Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
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NELSON] has introduced a bill, S. 92, to 
establish a National Commission on Tax 
Sharing. The bill, which I am proud to 
have cosponsored, represents the most 
responsible and reasonable approach to 
a problem whose complexity is all too 
often underestimated. 

Most tax-sharing proposals to date 
have raised more questions than they 
have resolved. The concept of tax shar- 
ing is basically attractive in the abstract, 
but when it comes to working out the 
details it soon becomes apparent that 
serious difficulties may be encountered. 

In a speech delivered before the Na- 
tional League of Cities third national 
legislative conference in Washington, 
D.C., Senator Netson ably and force- 
fully presented the inherent complexities 
of tax sharing. His address clearly 
demonstrates the need for careful and 
thorough study by impartial experts be- 
fore Congress can legislate in this field. 
I ask unanimous consent that Senator 
NeELson’s speech be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Tax SHARING WITH STATE AND LOCAL 

GOVERNMENTS 
(By GayLorRD NELSON, U.S. Senator from 
Wisconsin) 

I appreciate very much the opportunity to 
come here and visit with you. It appears, as 
the tempo of the 90th Congress increases, 
that the sharing of federal reyenues with 
the states is just about the most popular 
issue for discussion of all the issues that 
we have around here. All across the coun- 
try, Republicans and Democrats alike are 
vigorously discussing plans to solve state 
and local fiscal problems by sharing federal 
revenues. 

A multiplicity of proposals has already 
been made and many more are on the way. 
In fact, during the 89th Congress, growing 
interest in this issue was evident by the 
introduction of 51 tax sharing bills. And 
already in the 90th Congress several dozen 
bills have been sponsored and more are on 
the way. However, I don’t think we should 
delude ourselves. The fact of the matter is 
that talk of passing tax sharing measures 
this year or next year is just so much po- 
litical window dressing, It isn’t going to 
happen. Federal-state tax sharing is incredi- 
bly complicated and it would be irresponsi- 
ble in any event for Congress to rush a plan 
through without exhaustive consideration. 
Furthermore, the War in Vietnam is a very 
practical matter. It puts such a strain on 
the federal budget there is no likelihood 
whatever that we'll begin a tax sharing plan 
prior to the conclusion of that involvement 
there, which may or may not be some time 
away. 

Generally speaking, all proponents of rev- 
enue sharing favor some kind of plan which 
returns money to the states after it has 
been collected by the federal government, 
though there are some proposals which 
would be shared immediately at the local 
level by taking it off the federal tax return. 
In 1960, Walter Heller, then Chairman of 
the Department of Economics at the Uni- 
versity of Minnesota, proposed that rising 
federal revenues be distributed to state and 
local governments with little or no strings 
attached. The Democratic platform endorsed 
it in 1964, the Republican candidate en- 
dorsed the concept in 1964, the President 
appointed a taskforce headed by the dis- 
tinguished Joseph Peckman, the Director 
of Economics at Brookings Institute, to 
study the possibility of setting aside a fixed 
percentage of federal revenue. 
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When this plan was suggested back in 
1964, the rapid growth of the gross national 
product caused us to believe that there 
would be a budgetary surplus and that it 
would create an unfortunate fiscal drag. If 
it weren't for the intervention of the Viet- 
nam situation, economists believe that that 
would have occurred. Furthermore, con- 
sideration of it is based upon the proposi- 
tion that state and local governments are 
badly in need of new revenue sources for 
their ever-growing needs in schools, welfare, 
health services, etc. The state and local ex- 
penditures, as you know, are still growing 
at an expanded rate. The latest available 
statistics on federal, state and local finances 
reveals the state and local expenditures and 
debts are climbing at substantially faster 
rate than they are at the federal level. I 
have in my speech here a whole bunch of 
statistics with which you are familiar which 
I shan't read on that matter. 

Most states, as you know, have tax sys- 
tems which place heavy emphasis on sales 
taxes, fees, property taxes, rather than on in- 
come tax. My state is one of the exceptions. 
We place heavy emphasis on all of them. 
Naturally, local governments are finding it 
more difficult to meet the rising costs and 
nearly one-third of state and local revenue 
is derived from real property tax; almost 
one-half is raised through sales taxes and 
fees. Income taxes provide only a little more 
than 7 percent of the total. 

Now, as is anticipated by the economists, 
once the financial burden of the Vietnam 
situation is out of the way, federal revenues 
will continue to rise very rapidly, producing, 
it is anticipated, a surplus. When that oc- 
curs there are several things open for Con- 
gress to do. One, they could expand the 
federal budget to use the full increase in 
revenue. You could have a tax reduction. 
You can put it for retirement of the na- 
tional debt. You can expand federal spend- 
ing, through grants-in-aid specific programs. 
Na you can tackle the question of tax shar- 
ng. 

In 1934, incidentally, there were 18 grant- 
in-aid programs; in 1964 there were 68 for 
state and local governments plus 60 more 
programs for the disbursement of funds to 
individuals and institutions. As of this year, 
some 104 programs, depending upon how you 
count them, exist in the grant-in-aid field. 

There are, as you know, (and I know that 
your League has been studying this question 
and has a report on it called “Tempo” I guess 
which is now out which I haven’t had the 
opportunity to review) many arguments pro 
and con now being reported in the various 
journals, the press and on the floor of the 
two legislative bodies. I won’t go into those 
now because they are too numerous to dis- 
cuss in a few minutes. If I understand the 
format of your program, a workshop will be 
held tomorrow which I assume will go into 
these various arguments. I think it would 
be sufficient to say that there is merit, good 
arguments, on both sides of the tax sharing 
case. However, according to two of your 
mayors and I know many more have spoken 
on it, there is considerable reservation also. 

Boston's Mayor John Collins told a Sen- 
ate Subcommittee recently “that tax sharing 
is the most dangerous idea in America to- 
day.“ He advocated only block grants. Mayor 
Tollefson, Tacoma, Washington, has been re- 
ported by a newspaper at least, the Min- 
neapolis Star, as conceding that cities would 
welcome any aid that came through the 
state, but then added the past leaves many 
doubts. I think this points up the fact that 
there are some mayors and many others in 
this country who are beginning to worry 
about this kind of a money pipeline, fearful 
it would siphon off the flow of federal grants 
for housing, transportation, poverty war and 
a host of other urban relief programs that 
now bypass the state capitol. The discussion 
merely points up again the competition be- 
tween cities and the state governments who 
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must reconcile these views with, in many 
cases, rural legislators. 

Simply put, tax sharing raises many good, 
tough, hard questions, for which we do not 
have the answer, as of this time. Questions 
such as well why not simply cut taxes and 
let the state and the local governments raise 
their taxes as is necessary? Or, even though 
most present tax plans do not advocate a 
federal string, can we be sure that asking 
for even modernization of state and local 
governments is not really a string after all? 
Or that designing schemes to give greater 
shares to less prosperous states is not a quai- 
ification, is it not, at the outset? And, once 
such a program is begun, how can it ever be 
changed once it becomes a vested built in 
political interest in those institutions and 
those municipalities and states which may 
be quite satisfied with the program? 

What’s the danger in this being another 
giant pork barrel or federal boondoggle? 
Won't this become as difficult to manage as 
some of our grant-in-aid programs? Who is 
to say that the federal programs which may 
suffer cuts as a result, are less valuable than 
the programs which the states institute? 
Isn't it possible that putting states on the 
federal payroll may weaken them even fur- 
ther and shift even more power to Washing- 
ton? 

I've taken a look at some of the federal tax 
sharing plans in a number of the federal gov- 
ernments around the world, and there are 
several. Now of course they are different in 
that there is no federal government such as 
ours, ours having been created by sovereign 
states that delegated the power to the federal 
government; whereas the other federal gov- 
ernments such as Germany, Argentina and 
others, the power was delegated from the 
federal government to the states. But down 
in some of those countries now what is hap- 
pening is that the representatives of the 
people who go to the federal government 
have increasing pressure upon them to in- 
crease the share, so that the local elected 
politicians can avoid the responsibility to 
face up to an irate public for having in- 
creased their taxes at the local level. That 
can create some major serious problems, not 
the least of which is that if the money isn’t 
raised or isn’t looked after at the local level 
and its disposition visibly watched and seen 
at the local level, how carefully is the money 
going to be spent? 

What would happen if the states used 
their tax sharing money to match federal 
grants under existing programs? It is possi- 
ble, at least according to one Treasury of- 
ficial, to bleed the Federal Treasury white 
that way. The age-long dispute arises, as I 
mentioned previously, between cities and 
state governments as to who should receive 
the money and how much, what share. Shall 
the state get it and divide it with the cities, 
or should the cities receive it directly for their 
own use? Various bills in Congress at this 
moment favor one approach or the other. 
I see no agreement any place in the Congress 
at all over what method should be adopted. 

So what I am really trying to say is, that 
regardless of the arguments, the complexi- 
ties are too involved, disparities in the plans 
already offered are so broad, that it appears 
that a great deal of very careful study and 
discussion will have to take place before 
any bill is accepted. We need a thorough 
examination of the subject and I don't see 
how we're going to be able to accomplish 
that with anything less than a fulltime offi- 
cial body of people who study it; a commis- 
sion who will study all aspects of the prob- 
lem of tax sharing. I think, and it’s a pro- 
posal I have introduced and there will be 
hearings on it before the Senate Finance 
Committee, that a Presidential task-force 
is the best way to approach the problem. 
A blue ribbon commission of this kind could 
report back to the Congress where its com- 
mittees will still be able to get a thorough 
review of all the commission’s recommenda- 
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tions and all the commission’s resource ma- 
terials. But at least we will have the benefit 
of an extensive consideration and will have 
a broadly acceptable proposal (otherwise it 
won’t pass) to use as a starting point for 
Congressional action. The bill that I intro- 
duced provides for such a commission, de- 
signed to examine the total issue by the 
country’s leading authorities including may- 
ors, city managers, governors, the Congress, 
the executive, business, labor, economists 
and representatives of the general public. 

In addition, a federal interagency com- 
mittee is authorized which will provide in- 
formation, liaison, cooperation and coordina- 
tion with the commission. And the bill pro- 
vides for an executive group which will pro- 
vide continuity, staff and technicians to ad- 
minister and conduct the operation of the 
commission at a cost, recommended appro- 
priation of a million dollars, with the re- 
sponsibility to report back on January 1, 1969. 
The need for the commission approach, I 
think, becomes abundantly clear when one 
considers the questions already apparent in 
any tax sharing formula. Should taxable in- 
come or actual taxes collected be the basis 
for determining the amount available for 
distribution to state and local governments? 
If that’s the case, what about the fluctua- 
tions in collections and taxable income? 

Should the money be set aside in a trust 
fund or be subject to annual Congressional 
review via the appropriations process? What 
kind of a formula shall govern the distribu- 
tion of the funds among the individual 
states? There you will see a fierce dispute. 
Shall they be allocated on the basis of popu- 
lation or on the basis of returning federal 
revenues to the states from which they were 
derived? Or should some kind of a need fac- 
tor be involved as already included in fed- 
eral programs? How much of an equalization 
factor is desirable? What weight shall be giv- 
en to state and local tax effort? Many states 
aren’t making the tax effort that other states 
are making. Should they get a benefit, where- 
as those who have been the most responsible 
benefit the least from such a program? What 
provision shall be made for allocation of the 
funds below the state level? What incentive 
should be included for the reform of state 
and local government, if any? 

The dominant question in the controversy, 
however, will probably revolve around just 
how much federal control and supervision 
shall be exercised, if any, over the disburse- 
ment of these federal revenues to the state 
and local governments. So I suggest again 
that now is the time to make haste slowly. 
I think it’s illusory, as hard-pressed as local 
and state governments are, to have the ex- 
pectation and hope that you're going to see 
a tax sharing plan passed by the Congress, 
as I said earlier, before conclusion of the 
Vietnam situation and I would guess that 
once a commission (assuming it did a com- 
prehensive and excellent job and had the 
best expertise and advice and consultation 
of mayors and governors and economists and 
governmental experts) came back with a plan 
you're facing 2 or 3 years at best of congres- 
sional consideration and debate. I think the 
idea is one that should be explored, must be 
explored, but I think it’s a mistake to think 
that anybody has a plan in the Congress that 
is acceptable to answer the question, the issue 
at this time. 


NORTHEAST RAIL CORRIDOR 
TRAINS DELAYED 


Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I have 
previously expressed some concern over 
the proper execution of the northeast 
corridor high-speed railroad project. 
Already the northern end of the experi- 
ment between New York and Boston has 
suffered an extensive delay. Such a de- 
lay presents further evidence that there 
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has been a lack of proper coordination 
between the new Department of Trans- 
portation and the New Haven and 
Pennsylvania Railroads. 

An article written by John D. Williams, 
and published in the July 3, 1967, Wall 
Street Journal provides an interesting 
report on the high-speed rail project to 
date. I ask unanimous consent that it 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


Do Rams WANT FASTER TRAINS? 
(By John D. Williams) 


Day before yesterday two sleek trains 
were scheduled to begin the long-heralded 
115 mph passenger service between Boston 
and New York. But they didn’t. Instead of 
fanfare, there was silence. In fact, the new 
high-speed trains won’t be running until 
well after Labor Day. 

For many reasons, big and small, the Gov- 
ernment-sponsored rail passenger service 
experiment is off to a slow start, much to 
the consternation of those hoping that 
faster, more comfortable trains might lure 
travelers from the increasingly congested 
highways and airways in the Boston-to- 
Washington, D.C., corridor inhabited by 40 
million people. 

The bulk of the blame must fall on the 
railroad industry, which has been dedicated 
for 20 years to ridding itself of passenger 
service on which it is currently losing $400 
million a year. The roads have been loathe to 
spend funds on research or equipment to 
carry people. Instead, they have successfully 
applied their talents and resources to new 
special-purpose freight cars, pushbotton- 
controlled freight yards, cost-cutting and 
merger plans. 

By contrast the airlines—catering to the 
market where the passenger action is—have 
since 1956 invested $6 billion in newer, faster 
and bigger jets. And their earnings boom has 
been more rapid than even they expected. 

So when the Federal high-speed rail proj- 
ect was authorized in September 1965, a 
small sector of the railroad industry had 
to do some quick rethinking on their long- 
neglected passenger facilities. At this date, 
90% of the railroads are still largely 
uninterested. 


TURBOPROP ENGINES 


Both of the program’s key projects are 
behind schedule. Under one of them, two 
short trains (three cars each) are planned 
to cut an hour from the present 4 hour, 15 
minute Boston-New York trip over the rails 
of the bankrupt New York, New Haven & 
Hartford Railroad. The Government had to 
turn to the skills of United Aircraft Corp.’s 
Systems Center in Farmington, Conn., to de- 
sign these trains, which will be powered by 
the company’s aircraft turboprop engines. 
Pullman Inc., Chicago, has with some diffi- 
culty recently finished constructing one of 
the trains, which is now being tested with 
instruments aboard rather than passenger 
seats. 

Under the other feature, the Pennsylvania 
Railroad would operate beefed-up 110 mph 
electric trains between New York and Wash- 
ington in 38-hour runs, 35 minutes less than 
the fastest Pennsy trains have been making 
the trip for the last 32 years, This is intended 
to make the rails somewhat more competi- 
tive with the 45-minute jet filghts, which 
often are lengthened an hour or more by air 
traffic over airports and ground travel. 

Robert A. Nelson, director of the overall 
project for the Department of Transporta- 
tion, has fixed a firm date of Oct. 29 (when 
fall timetables are published) for start of 
the Pennsy’s new service. But Budd Co., 
Philadelphia, isn’t expected to complete de- 
livery of 50 new cars to the Pennsy until next 
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January. They are proving to be complicated 
units to build, with 20 tons of electrical 
equipment alone jammed into each 80-ton 
car. 

The Federal schedules, that won’t be met, 
were conceivably too ambitious at the outset. 
“Setting such early deadlines can only em- 
barrass private industry,” says one supplier. 
“We were only awarded our contract about a 
year ago.” The $1.6 billion Japanese Tokaido 
Line, by comparison, required four years to 
complete before 125 mph rail passenger serv- 
ice was started in 1964. In addition, the Japa- 
nese line was built specifically for speedy 
passenger service, with no highway crossings 
or companion freight service. 

Nevertheless, there’s considerable evidence 
that the railroad technicians and the newly 
enrolled Federal men weren't coordinated 
enough to take on the machinery of a new 
passenger service plan. For example, a 
ruckus developed in the design of new 
Pennsy cars, Federal men wanted these cars 
to have an air suspension system like the 
Japanese have to soften the ride. The Pennsy 
men argued the air bags might break, creat- 
ing maintenance problems. Government men 
still wanted to try them on at least 10 cars 
and said the U.S. would pay the full costs. 

“They shilly-shallied around and it got so 
late we abandoned the plan,” says a Trans- 
portation Department official. The Pennsy 
elected to put standard coil springs inside air 
bags, a compromise the Government still 
doesn’t like. 


COMMUNICATIONS GAP 


And on the New York-to-Boston high speed 
project there are indications that Pullman 
Inc., has had trouble communicating with 
aerospace-type engineers at United Aircraft. 
According to one version, Pullman techni- 
cians saw a designation “APU” on a blueprint 
and asked what it was, “That’s an auxiliary 
power unit,” a United engineer told them. 
“Oh, it looked like a generator to us,” came 
the reply. “Well, that’s what it is,” retorted 
the United man. 

The Government has waived a penalty 
clause on the various delays, in part because 
an aluminum fabricator had to swing off 
the project for 56 days to handle a military 
order. 

However, Mr. Nelson of the Transportation 
Department and Stuart Saunders, Pennsy's 
chairman, are convinced the service will be 
worth the wait. An increasing number of 
riders, they feel, will like the high-backed 
seats, roominess, air-conditioned comfort 
and such airplane-style service as hot meals 
served at the seats. But outside of Mr. Saun- 
ders, one is hard-pressed to find an interested 
railroad man. The New Haven hasn't even 
signed the contract to operate the jet trains. 

Most railroad executives label the project 
a “publicity stunt.” but the Pennsy is gam- 
bling about $44 million of its own funds to 
attract mew passenger revenue. The Gov- 
ernment is contributing $11 million to the 
high-speed aspects of the Pennsy test, or 
about $1 million less than airlines are pay- 
ing for each Boeing 747 jet model that in 
1974 will be hauling a trainload quantity of 
480 passengers. 

And United Aircraft is putting $7.5 million 
of its own funds on the line to open a new 
future market for its engines. The Govern- 
ment will lease United’s two trains for two 
years for $2.5 million. 

The Government's overall investment is 
$90 million but most of this has been going 
to 16 universities, research and consulting 
firms for studies and evaluation of some- 
thing—high-speed rail service—that no one 
is sure is especially desired. 


ARABS WON’T FACE REALITY 


Mr. NELSON. The United Nations 
General Assembly is adjourning without 
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settling the problem of a permanent 
peace in the Middle East. 

Conflicting resolutions were debated 
and various points of view expressed 
during the long weeks of the General As- 
sembly session. 

I believe that the events of June and 
July make clear several points. 

No single aspect of the Middle East 
question can be settled without address- 
ing the entire future of Israel-Arab rela- 
tions. 

The history of the past 20 years has 
been one of continuous Arab belligerency 
and hostility toward a member state of 
the United Nations. No resolutions were 
passed during that time denouncing 
public intentions of aggression expressed 
by Nasser and his associates. Jordanian 
refusal to abide by the 1949 armistice 
and to permit Jews to visit their holy 
shrines in Jerusalem was not condemned 
by the United Nations. 

Now, as a result of the military vic- 
tory, Israel has, for the first time, bor- 
ders that can be well protected from 
aggression. 

Until the Arab States are willing to 
recognize Israel’s existence, cease poli- 
cies of aggression and guarantee free 
passageway through international wa- 
ters, no solution to the problems can be 
imposed on the Middle East by outside 
powers. 

Israel should not be expected to with- 
draw from the positions she now occupies 
and to return to the uncertainty and 
danger of the past 20 years. 

Ineffective guarantees by the great 
powers cannot take the place of Israel 
determination to preserve her security. 

The prospect of renewed U.S. arms 
sales to Jordan and Saudi Arabia, in 
light of recent events in that region, is 
shocking to me. The Soviet Union is pour- 
ing arms and weaponry into Syria and 
Egypt. 

Such action by the United States can 
only reinforce Israel’s conviction that 
her power and determination alone can 
insure her survival. 

A recent editorial in the Milwaukee 
Journal examines this issue closely. I 
request unanimous consent that the 
editorial entitled “Arabs Won't Face 
Reality,“ be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp, 
as follows: 

AraBs Won’r FACE REALITY 

The Arabs and the Russians continue to 
claim irrationally that Israel should be pun- 
ished for soundly thrashing those who tried 
to annihilate it. 

From such radical Arab leaders as Ahmed 
Shukairy, head of the Palestine liberation 
organization, continues to come such non- 
sense as “there is no room for Israel as a 
state in the middle east.” Most of his Libera- 
tion army ended up captive and was liberated 
by Israeli generosity born of the fact that 
Israel had too many Arabs to take care of 
as it was. 

Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko still tells 
the U.N. assembly that conditions are not 
right for negotiations because it would not 
be right to “put the aggressor (Israel) on 
the same and equal footing with the victim 
of aggression (the Arabs).” Gromyko has 
parr so far as to admit Israel’s right to 
exist. 


Israel meanwhile is consolidating its 
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gains, It is showing some concern for the 
Arabs within the territory it holds. The 
cheerful way in which Israelis and Arabs min- 
gled in Jerusalem and the way some Arabs 
have resumed their daily routines on the 
west bank of the Jordan are indication 
that—as in the past—Arabs and Jews can 
get along if there are no radical leaders stir- 
ring up trouble. 

It would be surprising if in private many 
Arabs were not beginning to have some more 
reasonable thoughts about the future. There 
is even some public indication of this. The 
Al Musaware magazine in Cairo said the 
other day that the “destroy Israel” slogan so 
long used by the Arabs angers many other 
nations and isn’t a feasible project anyway. 

The U.N. assembly having been unable to 
move on the problem, it will have to be re- 
turned to the security council. There, it is 
hoped, some means of getting negotiations 
started can be found. Surely, the Soviet 
Union no more than the United States can 
want a situation to continue that could flare 
into new and dangerous war. There is too 
much at stake. And Russia can have little 
faith that the Arabs are capable of winning 
a renewed war anyhow. 

One of the tragic things about the whole 
impasse is that Israel, as it has long pointed 
out, could do much to help the Arabs with 
the development projects they so desper- 
ately need. Twenty years have been lost be- 
cause the Arabs have refused to face reality. 
Will the years ahead be lost as well? 


A DRAMATIC CALL FOR CON- 
GRESSIONAL INITIATIVE 


Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, yesterday 
I had the privilege of listening to the 
outstanding testimony of the distin- 
guished Senator from Connecticut [Mr. 
Risicorr] before the Subcommittee on 
Housing and Urban Affairs of the Com- 
mittee on Banking and Currency, of 
which I am a member. A complete tran- 
script of Senator Risicorr’s excellent 
colloquies with the subcommittee will be 
available in the committee hearings. I 
ask unanimous consent that his prepared 
statement be printed in the Recorp at 
the end of my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, the Sena- 
tor from Connecticut has earned the re- 
spect and gratitude of the Nation for 
his efforts as chairman of the Subcom- 
mittee on Executive Reorganization to 
focus the Nation’s attention on the 
plight of our cities. His testimony yester- 
day revealed again his deep understand- 
ing of and concern for the urban areas 
of America and their people. 

The Senator from Connecticut says in 
his statement: 

The time has come for commitment—of 
resources and talents—to end the crisis in 
our cities. We need at both the local level 
and the national level, all the ideas and 
imagination we can muster to deal with 
these situations. 


The Senator then goes on to make a 
point of paramount importance: 


Despite the success of many Federal hous- 
ing programs, our Overall housing policy in 
1967 seems characterized by drift rather than 
decision—by chance rather than choice. 
But this situation can—and must—be re- 
versed. And it can be reversed by the Con- 
gress. An outstanding feature of the 90th 
Congress is that it has assumed leadership 
in urban problems. . . The Congress has 
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extraordinary opportunity to build upon 
this initiative and make a vital contribution 
to national policy in urban affairs. 


There, Mr. President, is a clear call to 
action. It is a call to the Members of this 
body and the other body to seize the ini- 
tiative, to plow new ground, to advance 
bold new ideas for meeting the central 
domestic problems of America today. 

In the months ahead I hope the Con- 
gress will not be remiss in accepting this 
challenging opportunity. Speaking for 
myself, there is no task to which I intend 
to devote a greater effort. For the task of 
this body is not only to dispose of pro- 
posals presented to it, but to mobilize 
our own wisdom and that of the people 
we represent to generate new proposals. 
When that is done, and I am confident 
that it will be done, the Senate will owe a 
debt to the Senator from Connecticut for 
his dedicated and sincere leadership. 

I commend the Senator for his state- 
ment and recommend it in its entirety to 
all Senators and other readers of the 
RECORD. 

EXHIBIT 1 
STATEMENT OF SENATOR ABRAHAM RIBICOFF, 

DEMOCRAT, OF CONNECTICUT, BEFORE THE 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON HOUSING AND URBAN Ar- 

FAIRS OF THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON BANK- 

ING AND CURRENCY, JULY 20, 1967 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity 
to appear here this morning. Seven of the 
nineteen pieces of urban legislation that I 
have introduced as a result of year-long hear- 
ings by the Subcommittee on Executive Re- 
organization have been referred to this Sub- 
committee. 

This Subcommittee also is considering sev- 
eral of the Administration’s urban proposals. 
These requests must be fully funded. We can 
do no less. I urge the Subcommittee to give 
particular attention to the HUD request for & 
new assistant secretary to head up a program 
of research and development, which is essen- 
tial to the success of our urban programs, 

All bills before your Subcommittee tradi- 
tionally receive full and fair hearings, and we 
are in your debt. But the great urgency of 
urban problems during recent years gives 
these hearings special significance. 

We meet, Mr. Chairman, as so many other 
Committees, task forces, and seminars have 
met in recent years, in the shadow of violence. 
The terror and destruction in Newark, New 
Jersey, has brought concern and shame to the 
entire nation. 

But the violence that has shaken city after 
city also makes clear the basic responsibili- 
ties of our Nation. They are two in number. 

First, our Nation has a responsibility to ex- 
ercise leadership in solving the most urgent 
domestic problem of our times—the rebuild- 
ing of America’s cities. That leadership must 
come from all levels of our soclety from gov- 
ernment, industry, finance, labor, educa- 
tional institutions and private citizens. 

Our efforts have been inadequate in the 
past. Our efforts must and will increase. 

But we must face the fact, Mr. Chairman, 
that if all the proposals before your subcom- 
mittee—indeed, all before the Congress—were 
enacted and funded today, we would not solve 
our problems by tomorrow—next month—or 
even next year. 

Our cities have been shortchanged in the 
past. They cannot be made whole overnight. 

So the second, but equally important re- 
sponsibility of our Nation is a private one, 
resting on the shoulders of each citizen, It is 
a responsibility to insure that the actions we 
take remain within the fabric of a democratic 
society. It is a responsibility to maintain 
respect for laws while orderly progress is 
made. 
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For we are in a time of testing. Promises 
not yet met have caused not anticipation, but 
frustration and even despair. 

We are also at a point of decision. Will we 
become one Nation, full of hope and rich 
with opportunity? Or shall we become two 
nations, one wealthy and hopeful and crea- 
tive—the other poor and discouraged and 
hopeless? 

These questions must be answered—by af- 
firmative action. We cannot accept the prem- 
ise that we have created problems too big 
to solve. We must search out and undertake 
constructive, responsible steps to shape the 
future—so that events will not control us. 

The time has come for commitment—of re- 
sources and talents—to ending the crisis in 
our cities. This subcommittee has the op- 
portunity to lend significant support to that 
effort. This I urge you to do. 

We do not need another repetition of rhet- 
oric or theory. Neither are acceptable sub- 
stitutes for action. Rhetoric never built a 
house and theory never provided a job. 

We need, at both the local and national 
level, all the ideas and imagination we can 
muster to deal with these situations. And 
we need something more. We need compre- 
hensive national goals—stated in clear and 
specific terms—around which to organize our 
urban efforts. 

We have had many general goals. The Na- 
tional Housing Act of 1949, the country’s 
basic housing legislation, pledged “a decent 
home and a suitable environment for every 
American family.” The Model Cities Act of 
1966, our newest legislation in this field, 
states that “improving the quality of urban 
life is the most critical domestic problem 
facing the United States,“ and promises 
“generally to improve living conditions for 
the people who live in (slum and blighted) 
areas.” 

But neither these laws, nor subsequent 
policy statements, have spelled out the exact 
nature of the task or encouraged us as a na- 
tion to accomplish a certain result within 
a certain period of time. 

The absence of specific goals often means 
proposals are made in a vacuum. Good ideas 
are not fully developed. We spend our time 
debating specific programs instead of setting 
Objectives and shaping our programs to 
achieve the desired results. Consequently, 
and despite the success of many Federal 
housing programs, our overall housing policy 
in 1967 seems characterized by drift rather 
than decision—by chance rather than choice. 
Jerome Wiesner, provost at MIT and former 
Presidential science advisor, characterized 
our urban programs in general as chaotic and 
halting. His remarks apply equally well to 
the particular problem of housing and its 
related concerns. 

But this situation can—and must—be re- 
versed, And it can be reversed by the Con- 
gress. An outstanding feature of the 90th 
Congress is that it has assumed leadership 
in urban problems. Senators Kennedy, Clark, 
Javits, and Percy, in addition to the Chair- 
man of this subcommittee, have made im- 
portant contributions. The new ideas and 
proposals for solving the crisis in our cities 
have come not from the Executive Branch, 
but from the Legislative Branch. The Con- 
gress has an extraordinary opportunity to 
build upon this initiative and make a vital 
contribution to national policy in urban 
affairs. No field would respond more to lead- 
ership and the establishment of specific goals 
than housing. As one national organization 
has said: 

“Housing is . . one of the great universal 
tests in this difficult world: A test of ideals, 
ideas, skills, resources; of our democratic ca- 
pacity for change and growth; of the effec- 
tiveness of both private enterprise and gov- 
ernment and their ability to cooperate; of 
the intelligence of consumer and voter as 
well as producer and administrator. If we in 
America with all our resources cannot even 
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solve our own housing problem, what hope 
is there?” 

That statement was made by the National 
Public Housing Conference in 1948. It was 
applicable then. It is even more applicable 
twenty years later when we have more ideas, 
more skills, and more resources—and even 
greater needs. 

Within the next 33 years, we must build 
more new housing in this country than ex- 
ists in America today. Today, there are 58.3 
million dwelling units across the nation. 
By the year 2000, we will need 68 million 
units—requiring that we add an average of 
2 million units each year. At our present 
rate of 1.5 million housing units a year, 
we are already 25 percent behind. 

Clearly, the task we face will require the 
best efforts of both government and the 
private sector. Private enterprise, as the tes- 
timony before the Subcommittee on Execu- 
tive Reorganization made clear, stands ready 
to commit its money, its time, and its energy 
in the cities—provided that Government 
establishes the proper climate for such a 
partnership. 

David Rockefeller testified that the pri- 
vate sector should be able to provide 5 dol- 
lars for every 1 dollar supplied by the Goy- 
ernment, But he said: 

“Many of my businessmen friends tell me 
that they would be glad to get their com- 
panies into the field of city problems, but 
they say government units seem to want that 
field all to themselves. They get the impres- 
sion that many government officials tend to 
look upon them as rivals in competition 
rather than partners in progress.” 

The issue is not an either/or choice of who 
is going to do the job. The issue is how can 
we organize the resources we have—how gov- 
ernment and business can best work together. 

EXPAND MODEL CITIES (S. 588) 

Where then should we start? 

Mr. Chairman, I believe the answer to this 
question is contained in S, 588—a bill to 
transform the Model Cities program from a 
demonstration to an action program. 

We must realize that Model Cities estab- 
lishes a competition among cities that is 
basically unfair and that is not necessarily 
in our best national interest. The Department 
of Housing and Urban Development will be 
forced to make some hairline decisions in 
choosing the few over the many. 

Already, almost 200 cities have indicated 
an interest and have submitted applications 
for Model Cities assistance. But under the law 
as it now stands, only 70 to 80 cities across 
the whole country will be able to participate, 
no matter how many others are qualified. 
We should provide assistance for every city 
that needs help and can qualify. 

S. 588 would take the Model Cities money 
already authorized for these next three 
years—$912 million—and use it for planning, 
development, and small demonstrations. 
Then, in the decade of the 1970's, using the 
techniques and knowledge developed in the 
demonstrations, we could launch a $5 billion- 
a-year effort to rid the nation of all sub- 
standard housing in all urban areas. 

Programs funded under the current Model 
Cities bill would be considered demonstra- 
tion programs under S. 588. Thus, the maxi- 
mum goal of Model Cities as it now stands 
would be my minimum goal. 

Passage of S. 588 would permit us to set our 
first truly specific national housing goal by 
turning our attention to the most serious 
and most definable aspect of our housing 
problems: The elimination of the 4.5 million 
units of substandard housing in all urban 
communities by the year 1980. 

If not a single city in America were in 
turmoil, I would still urge this goal upon 
the nation, because it gives concrete shape to 
all the less comprehensive but important 
goals and guidelines in the Model Cities pro- 
gram. Most of these other objectives were 
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conceived as strategies for helping to elimi- 
nate slums and substandard housing. A spe- 
cific timetable for implementing these 
strategies would greatly stimulate and speed 
up our efforts in all the following areas: 

Involving the private sector in rebuilding 
our cities, 

Emphasizing people instead of buildings 
by focusing on neighborhood development 
that includes community facilities and serv- 
ices. 

Improving construction techniques and 
technology in an effort to build better—and, 
hopefully, less expensive housing. 

Creating new employment opportunities as 
we rebuild. 

Developing a “cities industry” to bring 
some organization to the highly fragmented 
construction industry and tap new markets. 
Training professional and non-professional 
people to deal with urban problems in a 
modern and changing society. 

Improving the financial mechanisms at our 
disposal and developing better ways of for- 
mulating and using capital. 

Encouraging well-planned and systematic 
urban development. 

Providing more choice with regard to new 
construction and rehabilitation, and owner- 
ship and rental for the individual in the 
housing market. 

A comprehensive goal that could serve as 
an umbrella for so many other aims would 
result in much more than the elimination of 
substandard housing by 1980. It would also 
result in more accurate knowledge and un- 
derstanding about our problems and our tools 
for solving them—and a comprehensive 
framework in which to join all the pro- 
grams we already have on the books. 

We have a multitude of programs, Yet a 
few statistics quickly demonstrate that some 
of the most highly publicized are not opera- 
tional. Eighteen years after setting a goal 
of “a decent home and a suitable environ- 
ment for every American family” there are 
45 million units of substandard housing in 
urban areas. After thirty years of effort, we 
have built only 600,000 units of Federally- 
aided low income housing—four-fifths of 
these units in cities of under 25,000. 

One might ask whether the massive ef- 
fort contemplated by S. 588 would be worth 
the time and the investment. I believe the 
answer is “yes.” 

First, regardless of gains that have been 
made, the Federal Housing Administration’s 
1965 analysis of substandard housing demon- 
strates that where it exists, substandard 
housing tends to be a major problem. In 21 
localities—one third of those surveyed—the 
percentage of substandard housing exceeded 
15 percent. In 43 localities—two thirds of 
those surveyed—the percentage was 10 per 
cent or more. 

Second, a systematic attempt to eliminate 
a shameful situation is always preferable 
to waiting for that situation to disappear— 
if indeed it ever will. The history—and suc- 
cess—of our Nation is based on the American 
ability to struggle with—not evade—the 
problems of our times. 

Third, substandard housing is uneconom- 
ical for everyone. The cost of poor housing 
to the community at large has been meas- 
ured in several areas. According to a report 
issued last year by the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare, a comparison be- 
tween a substandard and a so-called “good 
area” in one city showed that in the area 
of substandard housing police charges were 
two and a half times as high, ambulance runs 
and fire calls almost twice as high, welfare 
costs 14 times as high, and visiting nurse 
calls four times as high. 

In another city, the poor housing area 
produced 36 per cent of the city’s juvenile 
delinquency, and 76 percent of the city’s 
tuberculosis cases. 

In a third, it was learned that for every 
tax dollar per capita spent on police, fire and 
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health services in a so-called “good area,” 
the costs in a blighted area were $1.87 for 
police, $1.67 for fire department services and 
$2.25 for health services. 

The report's conclusion: The elimination 
of slums, the creation of open space and 
park areas would be, not a cost, but an in- 
vestment, in the health and welfare of all 
the people.” 

When we ask whether the effort is worth 
the cost, the best answer may well be the 
one we would give if any one of us lived in 
substandard housing. For “substandard hous- 
ing” is an easy and comfortable term—one 
that easily obscures the real cost to our so- 
ciety of human misery and despair. 

Mr. Chairman, the $50 billion it would 
cost to end substandard housing in urban 
America over a ten-year period is not a hap- 
hazard figure. It has been closely calculated, 
based on figures developed in the study of an 
area of 80,000 people living in 24,000 dwelling 
units and shopping at 500 places of business. 
By including both homes and shops, this 
figure speaks to our need to develop well- 
rounded and self-sufficient communities. 

All costs are included—acquisition, demo- 
lition, new housing rehabilitation, relocation, 
improvement of business establishments, ad- 
ministration and planning, community orga- 
nization and social services. 

The gross cost excludes—and this must be 
clearly understood—the construction costs 
of new schools, community buildings, health 
centers, and the other associated services 
and facilities essential to the well-being of 
the people of the area. For when we talk 
about wiping out cur slums and ghettos, it 
is important to present the housing and 
social costs separately from the costs of as- 
sociated services and facilities, though both 
are related. 

Thus, we can determine that the total cost 
of the physical and related social effort need- 
ed to eliminate substandard housing in cen- 
tral cities alone is roughly $27 billion—a fig- 
ure that, again, does not include the less 
direct costs of associated services and facili- 
ties. 

Extending the same program to entire 
metropolitan areas increases the cost $16 
billion to $43 billion. And extending it to 
include all urban areas will raise the cost to 
a final figure of $50 billion. 

MODERATE INCOME HOME OWNERSHIP (S. 1434) 


In any discussion of home ownership, it is 
important to distinguish between programs 
for low income and programs for moderate 
income families. My bill is a moderate in- 
come home ownership bill—for families in 
which the head of the household earns from 
$5,000 to $8,000 a year. 

These wage earners are policemen, firemen, 
school teachers, nurses, civil servants, taxi 
drivers, and many others. Such families com- 
prise 30 per cent of all families in this nation. 

Because they must compete with higher 
income families for decent housing, they 
often are unable to improve their situation. 
When tight money strikes they are hit the 
hardest. 

S. 1434 would give families in this moderate 
income bracket a much-needed and much- 
deserved alternative—the opportunity to pur- 
chase a home of their choice that is within 
their means. To accomplish this, the bill 
amends Section 203 of the National Hous- 
ing Act so the benefits of the three per cent 
below-market-interest rate provided in the 
221 (d)(3) rental program and the 312 re- 
habilitation loan program could be applied 
to home ownership for persons of moderate 
income, 

Such action would permit moderate in- 
come families to become homeowners for 
about $100 a month, including principle, in- 
terest, taxes and insurance. This is an 
amount equal to 221 (d)(3) rent paid by 
these same families. Even more important is 
the fact that this represents a more proper 
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allotment of their income. Many of these 
families now pay an average of 30 per cent of 
their after-tax income for housing. Under 
my bill this amount could be reduced to 20 
per cent, 

S. 1434 will provide wider home ownership 
opportunities for an important segment of 
our population by building on our past suc- 
cesses and avoiding new complications. The 
program reshapes existing legislation, and it 
operates through the private lending insti- 
tutions as regular mortgage guarantee pro- 
grams now do. No new bureaucracy—either 
governmental or private—would be necessary 
to administer S. 1434. 

Here is how the program would work. 

A family with an income between $5,000 
and $8,000 applies directly to FHA for mort- 
gage insurance on a house costing up to 
$13,500 or $15,000 in high-cost areas. The 
mortgage, which carries a below-market in- 
terest rate of three per cent, will be amor- 
tized over 35 years. An initial down-payment 
of $200 is required. The Federal National 
Mortgage Association would purchase up to 
$270 million of these insured mortgages each 
year. 

Because the program is not tied exclusively 
to new construction, it would be immedi- 
ately effective on passage. But by spurring 
both additional housing starts and rehabili- 
tation, it would help open up the housing 
market. 

Needless to say, I am not totally bound to 
any single provision of this bill or any other. 
If the Subcommittee saw fit to combine 
portions of S. 1434 with S. 2115, the moderate 
income home ownership bill proposed by 
Senator Clark, I would welcome such a move. 
Senator Clark’s interest in this area is well 
established. 

Although my bill is not aimed at home 
ownership for low-income families, which 
I believe is a separate and much more com- 
plicated issue, it is my hope that the ap- 
proach of this bill would be used wherever 
possible. If low-income families can qualify 
for this assistance, then they too should be 
entitled to it. 

The aspirations of the moderate income 
family, the family with a stable income but 
one that still lives on the thin edge of 
security, are often overlooked in our concern 
with poverty and the slums. 

For many families, the bill could mean 
the difference between decent housing and 
substandard housing. It could mean the 
difference between financial security and 
financial instability, because it will allow 
an individual to develop equity at a fair 
pace. It can mean the difference between a 
sense of dignity and confidence, and the 
despair of a forgotten struggle. Too few 
realize that 35% of the families displaced by 
urban renewal were in the $5,000 to $8,000 
income category. 


NEIGHBORHOOD DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION 
(8. 1433) 


Perhaps the most important question of 
our time is how to take an eighteenth cen- 
tury idea—democracy—and give it life in a 
twentieth century world. 

How shall we preserve and encourage indi- 
vidual worth, freedom, and identity in a 
world whose symbols are technology, large- 
scale organizations, and impersonal bureauc- 
racies? How shall we provide a voice for each 
man in the vital decisions that affect his 
life? 

The Community Action Program of the 
Office of Economic Opportunity has sought to 
bridge this gap in thousands of neighbor- 
hoods in America. But I believe the Commu- 
nity Action Program could be improved by 
giving responsible neighborhood organiza- 
tions a larger degree of antonomy. 

S. 1433 would provide Federal financial 
assistance to non-profit Neighborhood De- 
velopment. Corporations. The assistance 
would be limited to organizational and ini- 
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tial administrative expenses of public or pri- 
vate non-profit corporations established 
under State or local law in urban neighbor- 
hoods not exceeding 50,000 people. 

The ECCO (East Central Citizens Orga- 
nization) project in Columbus, Ohio, is a 
brilliant example of the neighborhood cor- 
poration. It is town meeting government 
financed by an OEO demonstration grant. 
It sets neighborhood policy for 7,000 resi- 
dents and is developing a wide range of 
social services and economic development 
programs. ECCO, which has the support of 
both the city and the state, is self-help 
through community self-government. 

A report prepared by Kirschner Associates 
for OEO last year favored the approach I 
am proposing. 

The report said: “One way to make par- 
ticipation in center affairs more meaningful 
is to increase the autonomy of centers by 
establishing them in a status equivalent to 
delegate agencies rather than integral parts 
of CAA’s (Community Action Agencies). In 
this status, the centers can have real re- 
sponsibilities for program development and 
management of their affairs. The role of the 
CAA can be modified so that it is no longer 
the nexus of all community anti-poverty 
authority but instead is a source of expert 
advice and counsel as well as a body to co- 
ordinate center and other delegate agency 
activities. 

My bill seeks to reach this goal along a 
well-defined path. The program would be 
administered by OEO. As I have already said, 
the $30 million authorization would be lim- 
ited solely to developmental expenses. 

Meanwhile, the director of OEO, in co- 
operation with other Department and agency 
heads, would ascertain which Federal pro- 
grams might be more effectively administered 
and operated by neighborhood development 
corporations. Because certain Federal pro- 
grams do not permit direct grants to neigh- 
borhood development corporations, appropri- 
ate changes in existing grant programs may 
be desirable. Recommendations would be 
made within six months after enactment of 
the bill, Two months later, the Secretary of 
Housing and Urban Development would re- 
port to the Congress on the best means of 
coordinating neighborhood corporation ac- 
tivities with those of other Federally assisted 
programs in the area. 

Sound neighborhoods cannot be built 
without the consent of the people, and the 
people will not consent unless they feel their 
decisions count for something. The neighbor- 
hood development corporation is a promising 
mechanism to give Federal programs the flex- 
ibility they need to operate successfully— 
and with a minimum of delay and red tape— 
not just at the local level, but at the neigh- 
borhood level as well. 

This bill presents a practical, reasonable 
way to involve people in their neighborhoods 
in the selection, planning and operation of 
the programs that vitally affect their lives. 
Our cities must be rebuilt from the bottom 
up as well as from the top down. 

URBAN TRAINING PROGRAMS (8. 593) 

During the first week of the hearings be- 
fore the Subcommittee on Executive Reorga- 
nization, Secretary of Labor W. Willard Wirtz 
said that if he had to choose between an- 
other $100 million or 20 good men and women 
to administer his program, he would choose 
the 20 trained people. 

His statement underlies an important 
theme that developed during this and other 
hearings about all our Federal, state and 
local programs to help improve the lives of 
our citizens. We simply lack enough people 
with the training and skills to creatively 
manage and implement the programs we 
have passed. 

No machinery—no matter how well-con- 
ceived or planned—can work without trained 
people to administer the programs and deal 
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with the actual problems as they crop up. 
Unfortunately, we in the Congress have been 
lax in appropriating money for training the 
people who will administer the programs we 
authorize. By 1980, the Nation will need 
about 400,000 trained specialists working in 
American cities. Unless we begin to lay the 
foundations now, our cities will be drastically 
understaffed in the future. 

Senators Muskie and Clark have performed 
yeoman service in bringing this critical prob- 
lem to the attention of the Senate and na- 
tion. Last May, the Senate passed Senator 
Clark's bill, S. 1762, to extend the fellowship 
program in the Housing Act of 1964 for three 
more years. The Administration bill, S. 
1445, carries a similar provision in Section 
211. Senator Muskie’s bills, S. 669 and S. 
1485, which are before another Committee, 
seek to improve the caliber of public per- 
sonnel at all levels of Government and in all 
areas, 

My bill—S. 593—-is based on testimony that 
urban training programs must be expanded 
to many areas, including both the under- 
graduate and the neighborhood self-help 
levels. By using public and private universi- 
ties as a base, states and local public bodies 
could develop training programs and research 
projects. 

The bill, which amends Title VIII of the 
Housing Act of 1964, authorizes $5 million a 
year for five years for advanced training for 
young people showing unusual promise for 
leadership in urban affairs. Another $5 mil- 
lion a year for five years is authorized in 
support of state and local research and dem- 
onstration projects to train residents to par- 
ticipate in rebuilding their neighborhoods. 

The legislation also authorizes up to $10 
million for training programs for technical 
or professional people and for research, con- 
ducted at either the state or local level, on 
housing and related needs, 

Other provisions call for $10 million an- 
nually for fellowships in urban studies and 
$50 million—at least one half of which shall 
be for universities—for urban environmental 
studies. All of the money will remain avail- 
able until expended. 

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to note that 
Senator Percy, a distinguished member of 
this Subcommittee, has introduced S. 2062, 
a bill to train housing and community de- 
velopment specialists. He has generously 
stated that his bill is based on my proposed 
amendment to Title VIII, and that our dif- 
ferences are those of language rather than 
spirit. I welcome and support his bill. He 
seeks to expand to private organizations and 
associations the training that I would seek 
for public agencies and institutions. I hope 
that both our proposals can be encompassed 
within a single bill by this Subcommittee. 

URBAN RAT CONTROL (S. 591) 

During 1965, there were 14,000 reported 
cases of ratbite in the United States. Many 
victims were slum children, We do have an 
urban rat control program—in the Division 
of Wildlife Services under the Assistant Di- 
rector of the Bureau of Fish and Wildlife and 
Cooperative Services in the Department of 
Interior. 

S. 591 would put the urban rat control 
program where it belongs—in the Depart- 
ment of Housing and Urban Development. 
The bill authorizes the Secretary of HUD to 
make grants to States and local public bodies 
to pay 50 per cent of the cost of rodent con- 
trol programs in urban areas. Such sums as 
may be necessary are authorized by the bill. 

S. 591, however, has been superseded by 
the Administration bill, S. 1445, which the 
distinguished chairman of this Subcommit- 
tee has introduced. It would provide Federal 
assistance for two-thirds the cost of develop- 
ing and carrying out local rat control pro- 
grams during each of the first three years of 
the program and one-third the cost during 
the fourth and fifth years. This bill would 
authorize $20 million, a great improvement 
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on the $27,500 this country spent on urban 
rat control in 1966. 

Iam happy to support the Administration 
bill. But the best urban rat control program 
would be the elimination of substandard 
housing. 


REGIONAL ECONOMIC ANALYSIS BY THE FEDERAL 
RESERVE (S. 582) 


Growth, though less spectacular than de- 
cay, is the other side of our urban coin. 
Demographie studies tell us our population 
is concentrating in several enormous urban 
centers stretching across state lines. Eventu- 
ally, this could lead to unbalanced economic 
growth and development, with great strains 
and high costs imposed upon these few areas. 

S. 582 establishes a program of regional 
economic analysis in the Federal Reserve Sys- 
tem and creates in each Federal District a 
12-member Advisory Council for Economic 
Growth. It adds a new section 13b to the 
Federal Reserve Act. Each bank and advisory 
Council would assist in formulating economic 
goals for the district and shaping policies to 
implement these objectives. The council 
would analyze and interpret economic factors 
affecting the district and submit reports and 
recommendations to the Bank to further the 
district’s economic growth and development. 

Pointing out the success of the Federal 
Reserve Banks of Boston and Minneapolis in 
formulating regional economic goals and 
policies, the National Commission on Tech- 
nology, Automation & Economic Progress 
urged all districts to undertake this program. 
In the words of the Commission report: 

“Federal Reserve Districts have several ad- 
vantages as bases for regional development 
programs: The Federal Reserve Districts ap- 
proximate existing regional economies; they 
are already established; and, since the Fed- 
eral Reserve System is closely associated with 
private banking institutions, it could effec- 
tively stimulate the application of private 
funds to the development of local and re- 
gional economies.” 


HUD BUSINESS ADVISORY COMMITTEE (S. 1435) 


S. 1485 would establish a Business Ad- 
visory Committee in the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development. Such a 
high-level panel could provide practical ex- 
pertise in many fields of importance to the 
Department and foster better communica- 
tion and cooperation between business lead- 
ers and Government. 

I am pleased that the Department has 
established an Advisory Committee on Urban 
Development, composed of representatives 
from the public and private sectors. The 
President also has appointed a committee to 
study how the resources of private industry 
can help rehabilitate urban slums. 

But let us remember the words David 
Rockefeller used in urging a Business Ad- 
visory Committee: 

“Such a high-level panel could bring fresh 
insight to the deliberations of HUD, as well 
as practical expertise in many areas that are 
vital to its success—areas such as financial 
policy, management organization, audit and 
control, and the like. Beyond this, an advisory 
group of this kind would be able to repre- 
sent a sector of our economy that is pivotally 
important to the solution of city problems, 
and one that does not feel that its views 
are being given an adequate hearing at pres- 
ent.“ 

CONCLUSION 

Mr. Chairman, one of the most publicized 
statements made during our hearings on 
the Federal role in urban affairs came from 
a 19-year-old writer from Watts, Johnie Scot: 
“The ghetto is not the houses. It is the 
people.” 

When Johnie Scott tells us that we should 
look at the people instead of the houses, he 
is not saying that housing is unimportant. 
He is saying that we have forgotten the peo- 
ple in our cities for too many years. 

He is telling us that bad housing and poor 
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neighborhoods exact a terrible price from 
the people who live there. They feel how the 
whole package—homes, schools, hospitals, 
businesses, playgrounds, recreation centers— 
fits together; or does not fit together. From 
this, they take a very human reaction. They 
may not speak of it. They may not even be 
conscious of it. But these experiences con- 
tribute to the individual’s sense of his own 
worth, dignity, and status. 

This reaction is the strongest among the 
forgotten people in our cities. The physical 
environment is a highly significant part of 
the daily trouble pressing down upon them. 
They find in the condition of the buildings 
and the neighborhoods the reflection of what 
they believe the public feels toward them. A 
decision to build helps relieve these feel- 
ings, A decision not to build reinforces them. 

We may say there is no rational relation- 
ship between programmatic decisions and 
these Kinds of reactions. After all, plans and 
priorities are involved and no decision is 
easy. But we must take into account how 
the man on the receiving end sees the result 
of our actions and inactions. For that is what 
we really mean when we ask—as we always 
must in the American city: How about the 
people? 


PROTEIN NEEDED 


Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, the 
Washington Post of July 12, 1967, con- 
tains an article entitled “Better Protein 
Diet Called India’s Need.” It points up 
the critical importance of protein in the 
diets of children and suggests there is 
evidence that a lack of sufficient protein 
in the first 3 years may limit the mental 
and physical capabilities of an individual 
for the remainder of his life. 

K. T. Chandy, chairman of the Gov- 
ernment Food Corporation of India, is 
quoted throughout the article. In one 
place he stated that although the Indian 
Government had done much planning to 
obtain fish rich in protein, somehow or 
other the fish are still in the sea. We 
have to increase the catch and we have 
to make fish marketing more dignified.” 

This is so in our country, too, and for 
many of the same reasons. Perhaps 
fish protein concentrate will be a signifi- 
cant part of the answer for both our 
countries. 

I ask unanimous consent that the Post 
article be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

BETTER PROTEIN Drier CALLED INDIA'S NEED 
(By Warren Unna) 

BANGALORE.—Even if India someday should 
surmount her food crises, is the food now 
fed to her youth nutritious enough to give 
them the stamina to take this country for- 
ward in the next few generations? 

That's what a group of Indian industrial- 
ists, food processors and technologists have 
been pondering here these past few days. 
The answer appears to be no.“ 

It turns out that a protein gap“ —a lack 
of the right foods with the right amino acids 
to build body tissue—is stunting India’s 
babies. 

SIGNS OF STARVATION 

Navin Scrimshaw, head of the department 
of food science and technology, Massachu- 
setts Institute of Technology, and the 
United Nations’ chief proteins adviser, re- 
ported that 80 per cent of the children of 
India suffer from nutritional dwarfism and 
another significant percentage show signs 
of starvation. 


Alan Berg, the Food for Peace expert here 
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in India, informed the group that scientific 
evidence suggests that children failing to 
get a proper protein diet during their first 
few years may become mentally as well as 
physically retarded since the child’s brain 
reaches 80 per cent of its ultimate weight 
within the first 36 months. 

“For years, man had assumed that, given 
the educational opportunities and environ- 
mental advantages, a normally born child 
had every prospect of being as bright and 
as imaginative and as productive as anyone 
anywhere,” Berg declared. “It is now being 
suggested that these children may be ‘basi- 
cally dull’; that they may emerge from child- 
hood lacking the ability to reach their full 
genetic intellectual potential—regardless of 
subsequent training opportunities.” 

K. T. Chandy, chairman of the govern- 
ment Food Corporation of India, said: “We 
in India are short of everything and now 
we are faced with a continuing erosion of 
our physical and mental capacity.” 

Until mow nobody has done anything 
about it. The industrialists and food proc- 
essors have regarded the scientists and food 
technologists with suspicion. 


REDTAPE PROBLEMS 


The Indian government, with its licensing 
restrictions and red tape, has stymied what 
initiative there might be for the develop- 
ment of mass-produced, cheap palatable and 
acceptable protein substitutes for a largely 
vegetarian India, which subsists on wheat 
and rice. 

During the past few days, the Indian lead- 
ers attending this “New Foods for National 
Development” workshop have decided to join 
efforts to develop new protein foods, study 
the eating habits of the fellow Indians they 
wish to convert and find economic ways to 
get these new foods to them cheaply. 

Chandy explained that groundnut and cot- 
ton seed meal—both plentiful and rich in 
proteins—are ready for commercial utiliza- 
tion. But first, he cautioned, there has to be 
a “revolution” in agricultural processes: the 
groundnut must be properly dried and freed 
of its toxic mould, and the processing of cot- 
ton seed meal must be improved. 

Chandy also noted that, although the In- 
dian government had done a lot of planning 
to obtain more fish rich in protein, “some- 
how or other the fish are still in the sea. We 
have to increase the catch and we have to 
make fish marketing more dignified.” 

One bright note is the development by the 
Central Food Technological and Research In- 
stitute in nearby Mysore of “bal-ahar” (nu- 
tritious child’s food). This a mixture of 65 
per cent cereal flour with high protein 
groundnut flour, vitamins and minerals that 
already is being used by CARE and others in 
the Bihar drought areas. 

If India succeeds in filling its protein gap 
with new products, both cheap and accepta- 
ble to village vegetarians, it will be helping 
not only itself but the rest of the underde- 
veloped world. 

Figures cited here show that up to 70 
per cent of the young children in the devel- 
oping nations—an estimated 266 million— 
are suffering from serious malnutrition be- 
cause of lack of proper proteins, 

This number is expected to shoot up to 
350 million by 1975. 


UNITED STATES SHOULD NOT BUY 
SOVIET TURBINE-GENERATORS 


Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, it is a 
pleasure to be able to commend a wise 
decision that has just been announced 
on the part of the Secretary of the Inte- 
por and the Commissioner of Reclam- 

on. 

I refer to the decision made with re- 
spect to the procurement of the three 
giant 600,000-kilowatt turbines and gen- 
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erators that are soon to be installed at 
Grand Coulee Dam in the State of 
Washington. Over the past weekend, the 
Secretary of the Interior has announced 
that no bids on these units will be solici- 
ted or considered from Soviet Russia or 
other foreign countries, and that the 
procurement of the units will be made 
solely from domestic sources. This deci- 
sion is in line with a recommendation 
and urging made by me to the Secretary 
about 3 months ago. 

By way of background, it should be ex- 
plained that the plan is to begin instal- 
lation soon of the first three of six 
600,000-kilowatt generating units, which 
will raise the capacity of the Grand Cou- 
lee Dam from its present 2-million-kilo- 
watt to 5.6-million-kilowatt capacity, 
and make it again the largest in the 
world. 

The new turbines and generators are 
to be of unprecedented size, far larger 
than any such equipment anywhere else 
in this country, or anywhere in the 
world. They will represent a definite for- 
ward step in the technology in this fleld. 
Furthermore, the Secretary of the Inte- 
rior has announced plans for the ulti- 
mate expansion of the power capacity of 
the Coulee Dam by an additional 3.6 mil- 
lion kilowatts, which would bring the 
capacity to a grand total of 9.2 million 
kilowatts. 

The interest of the Russian Govern- 
ment in possibly securing some part of 
this contract first came to my attention 
several months ago. Frankly, at first I 
found it hard to believe that any Russian 
bid for such contracts would be seriously 
considered by our Government. 

To reassure myself, I sent a letter to 
the Secretary of the Interior asking him 
to make a categorical statement for pub- 
lic consumption that no such procure- 
ment from Communist sources abroad 
would be contemplated. Instead of any 
such assurance being given to me, to my 
surprise a reply was received that no 
decision had yet been made as to how 
the procurement would be handled. 

Unanimous consent is requested that 
there may be inserted in the RECORD at 
the end of my remarks a letter from me 
dated April 7, 1967, and the reply dated 
April 13. 

Apparently, the matter remained under 
study within the Department from that 
time until a few days ago. On last Fri- 
day, July 14, the Secretary announced 
that the decision had been made to stick 
to domestic procurement on the first 
three major units. 

It is good to know that the decision 
has been firmly made, and that it is the 
right decision. However, it may be useful 
to summarize for the record some of the 
considerations that bear on this question. 

First of all, as mentioned before, these 
new generators will be the largest such 
pieces of equipment in the world. They 
will be more than twice as large as any 
previously built in this country or else- 
where in the free world. The Russians 
have, heretofore, received much publicity 
about their construction of large hydro- 
units. The largest Russian machines 
built to date are rated at 508 megawatts, 
but that is according to the Russian sys- 
tem of rating, based on the absolute max- 
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imum output of the machines. In this 
country, we rate capacity on the basis 
of demanding a 15-percent margin of 
safety. That is, when we call for bids on 
600-megawatt units, we really mean that 
the units must be capable of producing 
an extra 15 percent over that rated ca- 
pacity, or a total of 690,000 kilowatts. 

The point here is that if the Russians 
were to be given the contract for this 
equipment, its construction would repre- 
sent a significant technological advance 
even for them, since the units would be 
almost 40 percent larger than anything 
they have previously built. Whoever is 
given the contract to build them will have 
to develop the advanced engineering and 
manufacturing techniques required for 
such a manufacturing job, and will there- 
by gain something of a technological lead 
in this respect. Why should American 
dollars go to finance the development 
of such a technological lead in Com- 
munist countries or elsewhere abroad in 
advance of our own? 

In the second place, it must be recog- 
nized that any machine when built must 
be serviced, maintained, and on occasion 
repaired. With machinery of average size 
and routine design, this may be no seri- 
ous problem, although it is frequently 
considered the part of elementary cau- 
tion to have a source of replacement 
parts conveniently available. In the case 
of these generators and turbines, the 
problem of repair might be inordinately 
difficult if they were of Communist or 
other foreign manufacture. With such 
huge items of equipment, it may be that 
only the manufacturer who builds the 
machines will have the capability to de- 
sign and manufacture parts needed for 
major repairs in any reasonable length 
of time. For example, it is anticipated 
that certain machine tools larger than 
any that are in use in this country today 
may have to be created in order to build 
these generators. If the Russians were to 
build the generators or turbines, the re- 
sult would probably be that no U.S. man- 
ufacturer would have on hand the tools 
of sufficient size and the proper type to 
build replacement parts. 

It is well known that when we supply 
military aircraft and the like to a par- 
ticular country under an agreement for 
military aid, that country expects that 
we will supply repair parts as needed. 
Such a country becomes dependent upon 
the United States to some extent for the 
supplying of such parts. Should we place 
ourselves in the position of being de- 
pendent on the Russians for the parts 
needed to keep our vital industrial equip- 
ment operating? 

Third, the letting of contracts, the 
tooling up for production, and so on for 
this type of construction involve a lead 
time running into the years. Thus, it is 
planned that the first two of the new 
Coulee 600-megawatt units will go on 
the line in 1973 and the third in 1974. 
Our relations with Russia today can 
hardly be called good. Suppose over the 
next half dozen years they got even worse. 
Would we really want to place a contract 
with them for delivery of a key item of 
equipment 6 or 7 years hence in 1973 and 
1974, by which date relations might have 
broken down completely? 

Finally, when this program was pre- 
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sented to the Senate Interior Committee 
by the Secretary of the Interior much 
was made of the employment that would 
be provided in the United States if a 
go-ahead on the program were given. 
The same point was emphasized when 
the announcement was made of plans 
for the ultimate expansion of the ca- 
pacity of Grand Coulee to 9.2 million 
kilowatts. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed at the conclusion of my remarks 
extracts from the testimony of the Sec- 
retary before the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs April 13, 1965, and 
also a copy of the announcement to the 
press of the expansion plans, dated Jan- 
uary 13, 1967. 

In that connection, I am somewhat 
surprised and definitely disappointed in 
the statement by the Secretary that no 
decision will be made at this time re- 
garding the domestic procurement of the 
fourth, fifth, sixth, and subsequent units 
to be installed in the Third Power House. 
As just noted, in 1965, when he was dis- 
cussing this program before the Senate 
Interior Committee, he strongly em- 
phasized that all the units then being 
authorized—which includes the fourth, 
fifth, and sixth units—would provide 
employment in this country. By his state- 
ment of last Friday, he appears to be try- 
ing to evade that commitment. He should 
not be permitted to get away with such 
an evasion of his own commitment, and 
it is for that reason that I am placing 
these statements in the RECORD. 

To make the record complete, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Recor the press release by the Sec- 
retary dated Friday, July 26, 1967, and 
also article covering the press release 
and the press conference held last Fri- 
day, as published in the New York Times 
and the Wall Street Journal. 

There being no objection, the items 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

APRIL 7, 1967. 
Hon, STEWART L. UDALL, 
Secretary of the Interior, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. SECRETARY: Reports have ap- 
peared in the press that the Russian Embassy 
has made inquiries about the possibility of 
securing contracts for the supply of electric 
generators or other equipment for Grand 
Coulee Dam in the State of Washington. 

It is understood that these Russian in- 
quiries have been in connection with your 
plan to install six giant turbines of unprece- 
dented size for the long-range expansion por- 
gram at Grand Coulee. You have announced 
that these new turbines may have a peak 
generating capacity of 600,000 kilowatts each, 
which would be the largest in the world. The 
installation of these units is part of a $400 
million program to expand Grand Coulee’s 
peak generating capacity to 5.6 million kilo- 
watts. It is understood that the Russians have 
built and are operating some very large gen- 
erating units in their own facilities. 

The purpose of this letter is to urge most 
strongly that no contracts be given to the 
Soviet Union for any such equipment, and 
that no Russian bid in connection therewith 
receive consideration. 

Frankly, it is appalling to think that we 
might allow ourselves to become dependent 
on the Russian Government for repairs or 
parts replacement on Russian equipment in- 
stalled in such a key industrial facility. Any 
kind of machinery has to be serviced, main- 
tained, and perhaps replaced as to certain 
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parts form time to time. Commonly this is 
done by the original manufacturer, and fre- 
quently there is no one else can efficiently 
perform such maintenance. 

I am aware of the President’s desire to 
build bridges, as it is termed, to the countries 
behind the Iron Curtain. If this is an example 
of bridge-building through the expansion of 
East-West Trade, it has little to recommend 
It. Surely you don’t wish to make this coun- 
try dependent on Russian goodwill for the 
operation of anything so basic as this giant 
power plant. 

It does not seem necessary to write a 
lengthy letter on this topic. It would be 
helpful and would clear the air if you would 
make a public statement of your intentions 
on this matter at the earliest moment. 

Sincerely, 
ROMAN L. Hruska, 
U.S. Senator From Nebraska. 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, 
Washington, D.C. 
Hon. ROMAN L. Hruska, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR Hruska: This is in response 
to your letter of April 7, 1967, to Secretary 
Udall regarding the new 600-mw units for 
Grand Coulee. You urge that no contract be 
given to the Soviet Union for any such equip- 
ment, and that no Russian bid in connection 
therewith receive consideration. 

The only contact made by the Soviet Em- 
bassy, of which we are aware, was one which 
we interpret as seeking information. The 
query went only to whether the bidding on 
the turbines and generators for the third 
powerplant would be restricted to domestic 
firms. There have been speculations in the 
newspapers and there has been considerable 
indication from domestic firms that the pro- 
curement for this power job should be lim- 
ited to domestic sources. You may not be 
aware this is not usually done. Generally 
foreign firms not dominated by Communists 
are permitted to bid on Federal equipment 
under the regulations of the “Buy American” 
Act. This Act permits acceptance of foreign 
bids under certain stipulated conditions. In 
many instances bids on electrical equipment 
have been accepted and contracts awarded to 
foreign firms located in such countries as 
Japan, Canada, England, Switzerland, West 
Germany, France, and Sweden. 

No decision has been made as to how the 
procurement of these giant turbines and gen- 
erators will be handled. As indicated earlier 
herein, it has not been the practice in the 
past to award contracts to Communist-domi- 
nated countries or industries. 

Sincerely yours, 
FLoyD E. DOMINY, 
Commissioner. 
EXCERPTS FROM TESTIMONY OF HON, STEWART 

L. UDALL, SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR, BE- 

FORE THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR 

AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, APRIL 13, 1965 
Reference: The report of the Hearing, issued 

by the U.S. Government Printing Office, 
1965. (Emphasis has been added.) 
Page 19: 
JOB OPPORTUNITIES 


“The Bureau of Reclamation estimates 
that construction of the third power plant 
will create nearly 40,000 man-years of em- 
ployment on the job and in the Nation's 
factories producing materials and equip- 
ment. Of this total, about 21,000 man-years 
would result from project construction and 
engineering and an estimated 18,550 man- 
years from materials and equipment pur- 
chases nationwide.” 

Pages 21 and 22: 

“I would like to review this for the com- 
mittee, because I think it is a fact the coun- 
try can take pride in. The Grand Coulee 
power project originally was nearly 2 mil- 
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lion kilowatts, and at the time it was fin- 
ished, was the largest in the world. A lot 
of things have happened, however, in the 
last decade, particularly the very striking 
effort that has been made in the Soviet 
Union in Siberia and on the Volga. Some of 
us here in the room have seen some of the 
projects to develop the great rivers in that 
country. During the last decade three hydro- 
electric plants in the Soviet Union surpassed 
Grand Coulee and they moved into world 
leadership. At present, in terms of installed 
capacity the largest power plant in the 
world is the Gratsk plant on the Angara 
River in Siberia, which Chuck Luco, Com- 
missioner Dominy, and I saw with a group 
in the finishing stages of construction 3 
years ago. It now has 3.6 million kilowatts 
capacity. 

“The third power house will move Grand 
Coulee back intc a position of world lead- 
ership at 5.6 million kilowatts. The Soviets 
have another very large dam, a larger one 
than Bratsk, that they are building. We do 
not know yet what the ultimate installed 
capacity will be, but I think they are going 
to have to achieve the very fullest potential 
of it to reach the level that Grand Coulee 
will have after the third power plant is 
installed. 

“So I think this is something of special 
cht to the country and to the commit- 
“The 300,000-kilowatt units themselves 
will be the largest hydrogenerators ever in- 
stalled in the United States and are nearly 
3 times the size of each of Grand Coulee’s 
existing 18 units. 

“This, incidentally, is a measure of the 
advance of technology in terms of building 
very large hydroelectric generators. 

“Incidentally, the amount of money that 
will be spent on this project, when added 
to the nearly $700 million that public and 
private power agencies will spend on the 
intertie, adds up to a total project of over 
a billion dollars. The moneys spent on the 
third powerhouse will be spent about half 
in the Northwest and about half in the other 
parts of the country producing the equip- 
ment and the materials that will ultimately 
go into the project. I think this is some- 
thing the committee and the Congress 
would certainly want to take note of.” 
PLANS FOR DOUBLING CAPACITY THIRD POWER- 

PLANT AT GRAND COULEE ANNOUNCED BY 

UDALL 

Secretary of the Interior Stewart L. Udall 
today announced plans for doubling the 
capacity of the third powerplant at Grand 
Coulee Dam, ultimately bringing to 9.2 mil- 
lion kilowatts the capacity of America’s 
greatest dam. 

That much capacity would exceed the 
combined present total capacity at Grand 
Coulee, Hoover, Shasta, Oahe, Robert Moses— 
Niagara, St. Lawrence and Chief Joseph 
dams. 

Congress last year authorized a 3.6 million 
kilowatt third powerplant to be added to 
Grand Coulee’s present 2 million kilowatts 
installed in the 1940’s after the dam was 
built as the principal structure of the Co- 
lumbia Basin Reclamation Project. For a long 
time the 2 million kilowatt Grand Coulee 
plant was the largest in the world in rated 
capacity, but has since been topped by a Rus- 
sian dam. 

“Our new plans would again assure Grand 
Coulee the title of the ‘world’s largest’ for 
many years,” Udall said. “But that proud 
title would have little real significance, per- 
haps, were it not for the fact that this will 
be the cheapest hydroelectric capacity that 
can be installed anywhere in the United 
States.” 

The Bureau of Reclamation, which will 
build the third powerplant, originally 
planned to install twelve 300,000-kilowatt 
generating units. However, Congress gave the 
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Secretary of the Interior authority to modify 
the size and number of units. Additional au- 
thorization is required to increase the capac- 
ity of the third powerplant. 

“Now,” Udall said, turbine and generator 
manufacturers tell us they can build 600,- 
000-kilowatt units at lower per-kilowatt costs 
and assure their performance. 

“We therefore plan to install the author- 
ized 3.6 million kilowatts in the form of six 
600,000-kilowatt units and to design and 
construct the forebay to accommodate ulti- 
mate installation of twelve such units. 

“We believe that we can accomplish this 
within the $390 million ceiling established 
by Congress in last year’s third powerplant 
authorization.” 

Udall said Congressional approval would 
be sought “at the appropriate time” for the 
7th through 12th 600,000-kilowatt units. 

He said Senators Henry M. Jackson and 
Warren G. Magnuson and Congressman 
Thomas S. Foley, principal sponsors of the 
third powerplant legislation, had encouraged 
the Interior Department to explore with 
manufacturers installation of the larger 
units so as to make maximum use of Grand 
Coulee’s potential. 

Udall’s announcement was made during a 
ceremony attended by Jackson and Magnu- 
son, House Interior Committee Chairman 
Wayne Aspinall, Under Secretary of Interior 
Charles F. Luce, Assistant Secretary Kenneth 
Holum, Reclamation Commissioner Floyd 
Dominy, Bonneville Power Administrator 
David S. Black, and representatives of the 
Bureau of the Budget, Corps of Engineers 
and American manufacturers of electrical 
equipment, 

Udall said Bureau of Reclamation studies 
show that the authorized 3.6 million kilo- 
watt installation can be accomplished for 
about $20 million less with 600,000-kilowatt 
units than with 300,000-kilowatt units. He 
said the increased cost of designing and 
constructing the forebay initially to make 
possible the eventual doubling of capacity 
will be about $21 million, (The forebay will 
be an extension of the lake behind Grand 
Coulee Dam to bring water to the third 
powerplant, to be built at right angles to the 
dam.) 

“It will be far more economical,” Udall 
said, “to design and construct the forebay 
now for ultimate installation of 7.2 million 
kilowatts, subject to further Congressional 
authorization, than to build it now for only 
six of the larger units and not enlarge it 
until the additional peaking capacity is 
needed about 20 years hence. 

“In fact, it would be virtually impossible 
to enlarge the forebay at a later date with- 
out shutting down the third powerplant for 
approximately one year; the alternative to 
shutting down the third powerplant would 
be unreasonably high construction costs.” 

Udall said preliminary estimates show it 
will cost about 67½ million for river bank 
stabilization between Grand Coulee and the 
next downstream dam, Chief Joseph, for a 
3.6 million kw third powerplant, and about 
$24 million more for a 7.2 million kw 
installation. 

The third powerplant is not designed to 
produce firm energy to carry round-the-clock 
loads, he explained, but rather to produce 
vast amounts of peaking power to meet daily 
and seasonal fluctuations in demand. 

The Secretary said Bonneville Power Ad- 
ministration studies show the additional 
peaking capacity of the larger third power- 
plant will be needed after 1985. The 7th 
through 12th 600,000-kilowatt units would 
be installed between 1985 and 1992, Udall 
said, By then much of the Northwest’s base 
electric loads will be supplied by nuclear 
steam plants. 

A 7.2 million kilowatt third powerpant, he 
said, would enable Grand Coulee to operate 
at an annual average plant factor of about 
30 percent, and a critical water year plant 
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factor of about 23 per cent. This will permit 
molding hydro peaking from Grand Coulee 
into the steam base load of the future. 

He said these plant factors are consider- 
ably higher than those for many hydroelec- 
tric plants built elsewhere in the United 
States. He cited tne FPC’s National Power 
Survey as reporting that “recently hydro- 
electric plants have been planned and con- 
structed to operate as low as 5 per cent to 
meet particular system needs.” 

By developing Grand Coulee to its fullest 
peaking power potential, Udall said, more 
efficient use can be made of the network of 
nuclear-fired steam plants which the North- 
west must develop starting in the early 1970's. 

“Time and again,” he said, “long-range 
forecasts of regional electric power needs 
have underestimated actual requirements. If 
there is any lesson we have learned in this 
area of resource development, it is to plan 
big—to seize the opportunity for maximum 
utilization.” 

Udall said the additional output of the 
proposed larger third powerplant would be 
delivered to load centers by means of 750,- 
000-volt lines capable of carrying 2 million 
kw each, or perhaps even 1 million volt lines 
capable of carrying 4 million kw each. He 
said power from the 7th through the 12th 
units probably would be carried to load cen- 
ters by direct current, : 

“These big lines,” Udall explained, “can 
replace smaller existing lines and utilize the 
same rights of way, thus minimizing the im- 
pact of this transmission requirement on the 
landscape.” 

The 3.6 million kw third powerplant and its 
ultimate proposed enlargement, Udall said, 
are aimed at taking full advantage of the 
additional Columbia River storage to be pro- 
vided by three Canadian Treaty dams now 
under construction and to reap greater bene- 
fits from the Pacific Northwest-Pacific South- 
west Intertie. The latter consists of four giant 
transmission lines capable of transmitting 
more than 4 million kw in either direction 
between the Northwest and Southwest. 
UDALL SAYS GRAND COULEE GENERATORS Wr 

Bre MADE IN AMERICA 


Secre of the Interior Stewart L. Udall 
53 that the first three turbine- 
generators for Grand Coulee Dam's new Third 
Power House will be built by American 
manufacturers. 

The three hydro turbine-generators, sched- 
uled to be on line 1973-1974, each will pro- 
duce 600,000 kilowatts of power, making them 
the world’s largest. They will supply power 
over the Pacific Intertie system to load cen- 
ters as far distant as Los Angeles, San Diego, 
and Phoenix, more than 1000 miles from 

rand Coulee Dam. 

T announcing his decision, Secretary 
Udall stressed that it involved “unique prob- 
lems of procurement policy.” Š 

“Design of the 600,000 Kw machines,” he 
said, “will involve important technical in- 
novations, yet they must be installed on a 
tight time schedule, and their performance 
must be as reliable as smaller, conventional 
machines. 

“No country in the world has yet built 
hydro turbine-generators as large as 600,000 
Kw,” the Secretary said. 

The Bureau of Reclamation, which will 
construct the Third Power House, custom- 
arily allows worldwide bidding, but grants 
American bidders a differential of 6-12 per- 
cent, as authorized by the Buy American Act, 
41 USC 10a-10d, and Executive Order 10582 
which implements the Buy American Act. The 
Secretary said that the exception from the 
Bureau's general policy in this instance was 
not a precedent for other procurements, 

Ultimately Grand Coulee’s Third Power 
House will include twelve turbine-generators, 
and produce 7,200,000 Kw. The fourth, fifth, 
and sixth turbine-generators are scheduled to 
be on line in 1976-1977, and will not be or- 
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dered for several years. Units seven through 
twelve will require further authorization by 
Congress, and there is not yet a firm sched- 
ule for their installation. 

“No decision will be made at this time,” 
the Secretary said, on whether foreign bids 
will be accepted on the other nine units that 
ultimately will be installed in the Third 
Power House. That decision will depend upon 
many factors which can best be weighed 
when the orders are placed.“ 

The American companies expected to bid 
on the Grand Coulee turbines include Allis- 
Chalmers Manufacturing Company, Bald- 
win-Lima-Hamilton Corporation, and New- 
port News Shipbuilding and Dry Dock Com- 
pany. Among companies expected to bid on 
the generators are Allis-Chalmers, General 
Electric Company, and Westinghouse Electric 
& Manufacturing Company. The turbines and 
the generators will be ordered on separate 
bids. The American bidders will be permitted 
to subcontract a portion of the work abroad, 
but under established rules more than 50 
percent of the component cost must be rep- 
resented by products of domestic origin. 

Secretary Udall stated that American com- 
panies will be encouraged to present their 
own designs for the 600 MW turbines and 
generators, and that their proprietary rights 
in these designs will be “fully protected.” 

“We want the very best ideas that our 
manufacturers can bring forward,” he said. 


[From the New York Times, July 15, 1967] 
Bis on U.S. Dam CLOSED To SOVIET—THREE 
GRAND COULEE GENERATORS WILL BE AMER- 

ICAN-BUILT 

WASHINGTON, July 14.—The Administration 
eliminated the Soviet Union today from 
bidding on three giant new electric generat- 
ing units at Grand Coulee Dam on the Co- 
lumbia River. 

It did so by announcing that the first 
three turbine-generators for Grand Coulee’s 
new third powerhouse “will be built by 
American manufacturers.” 

The Soviet Union touched off a long de- 
bate within the Government by asking, 
through the Embassy here, whether the 
bidding would be open to all comers. The 
Department of the Interior recommended 
against the Russians on the grounds that 
American manufacturers should have the op- 
portunity to make the first of what will be 
the world’s largest generating units and thus 
gain a foothold on the technology. 

In the past, foreign bids on water and 
electric works of the Bureau of Reclamation 
and the Army Engineers have been much 
lower than American bids, despite a differen- 
tial in favor of American companies. The 
Government’s “Buy America” policy provides 
that foreign bidders must beat the best 
American price by at least 6 per cent and, 
sometimes as much as 12 per cent. 

In addition, foreign producers must pay 
a tariff, which is added to the bid price. The 
Soviet Union would have to pay nearly 
double the tariff that is imposed on units 
from Britain, Japan or other foreign coun- 
tries that have successfully competed on 
United States dams in the past. 

Communist countries would pay on the 
1930 rate of duty and do not benefit from 
reductions that have taken place since then. 

No exact estimates were available on the 
cost of the new units planned for Grand 
Coulee but the contract may be worth nearly 
$100 million, according to Federal sources. 

Secretary of the Interior Stewart L. Udall, 
who announced the Administration's deci- 
sion, called the project “unique.” He noted 
that the Soviet Union had never bid on proj- 
ects in the United States although many 
other countries had done so in recent years. 

The current decision, he said, is “a rare 
departure from worldwide competitive 
bidding” used by the United States for hy- 
droelectric projects. But, he added, the cir- 
cumstances also are “unique.” 
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Floyd E. Dominy, Commissioner of Rec- 
lamation, appeared to state bluntly the posi- 
tion of American manufacturers. He said 
that “American manufacturers were willing 
to meet the challenge provided they had 
some protection.” 

Mr. Udall did not rule out permitting the 
Soviet Union to bid on nine other similar 
generating units planned for Grand Coulee 
to make it the world’s largest water power 
plant. That decision, he said, is at least three 
to five years away. 

The “challenge” to American manufac- 
turers is the production of 600,000 kilowatt 
units, which have never been built. 

The Bureau of Reclamation had planned 
to use 12 units with capacities of 300,000 
kilowatts each for the enlargement of Grand 
Coulee but revised its plans when turbine 
and generator manufacturers assured the 
Government they could construct the 600,- 
000 kilowatt units at lower cost per kilowatt 
and guarantee performance. 


SOVIET BUILDING HUGE DAM 


The Russians are pioneers in large gen- 
erators, Mr. Udall noted. They are now build- 
ing a hydroelectric plant with a capacity of 
6 million kilowatts at Krasnoyarsk on the 
Yenisii River, he said. The plant will have 
12 generators of 500,000 kilowatts each. The 
Yenisei River plant capacity compares with 
a total capacity of 9.2 million kilowatts 
planned for Grand Coulee by 1992. 


[From the Wall Street Journal, July 17, 1967] 


GOVERNMENT RULES Out Russian Bip To 
Burn GRAND COULEE TurRBINES—UDALL 
Sars Arm Is To DEVELOP COMPETENCE OF 
U.S. Firms IN TURBOLELECTRIC EQUIPMENT 


WasxiIncton.—The Russians aren't com- 
ing to Grand Coulee Dam after all. 

Some persons had thought there was a 
chance they might when the Soviets asked if 
they could bid on a contract to supply the 
first three giant turbine-generators for the 
dam. But the Johnson Administration has 
decided to limit the competition to U.S. 
companies. 

The decision was based on the desire to 
develop U.S. competence in such huge turbo- 
electric equipment, Interior Secretary Udall 
said. 


The three generating units for the Wash- 
ington State dam each will produce 600,000 
kilowatts of power and be the largest of 
their type in the world. The Soviet Union 
currently has 500,000-kilowatt units under 
construction at Krasnoyorsk Dam; the larg- 
est installed turbine-generators in the U.S. 
are the 225,000-kilowatt units at Union Elec- 
tric Co.’s Taum Sank pumped storage facility 
near St. Louis. 

In making their decision, Administration 
officials apparently were more concerned 
about competition from Swedish, Japanese 
and British concerns than from the Rus- 
slans. 

Bureau of Reclamation Commissioner 
Floyd E. Dominy noted that a Japanese com- 
pany recently won the contract to supply 
hydroelectric equipment for a Bureau of 
Reclamation project in North Dakota with 
a bill that was less than half that of the 
lowest U.S. concern. Because of bidding costs, 
U.S. companies were reluctant to compete 
for the Grand Coulee job without assurance 
they wouldn’t be “undercut” but the British, 
Swedish or Japanese concerns, Mr. Dominy 
said. 

As for Red bloc countries, Mr. Dominy said 
he didn’t believe they would accept the 
standard U.S. contract terms, which require 
@ guarantee of all work performed and per- 
mission of U.S. inspectors to oversee every 
phase of construction. “The Communists 
never have bid (on bureau hydro-electric 
needs) and I doubt they could bid,” Mr. 
Dominy asserted. 

The Administration doesn’t rule out a 
Russian bid far in the future, though. In- 
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terior’s plans call for eventual installation 
at Grand Coulee of twelve 600,000-kilowatt 
units. A decision on who can bid on the sec- 
ond three units will have to be made about 
1975. 

“No decision will be made at this time on 
whether foreign bids will be accepted on the 
other nine units,” Secretary Udall said. That 
decision will depend upon many factors 
which can best be weighted when the orders 
are placed.” 

There’s little question that the price of 
increased expertise for U.S. companies will 
be an initially bigger drain on the Federal 
purse. Interior sources suggest, in fact, that 
the Budget Bureau put up strong opposition 
to exclusive American bidding on the Grand 
Coulee units. Although the decision repre- 
sents an exception from the Reclamation 
Bureau's usual policy, Secretary Udall con- 
ceded it “was not a precedent for other pro- 
curements.” 

U.S. companies expected to bid on the 
Grand Coulee turbines include Allis-Chalm- 
ers Manufacturing Co., Baldwin-Lima-Hamil- 
ton Corp. and Newport News Shipbuilding 
& Dry Dock Co., Mr. Udall said. Generator 
bidders probably will include Allis-Chalm- 
ers, General Electric Co. and Westinghouse 
Electric Corp. 

The department hasn't any estimate of 
how much the individual contracts would 
be, but it has told Congress that, of 12 new 
turbine-generators planned for Grand Cou- 
lee, the initial six would cost between $75 
million and $100 million. 


OPEKISKA LOCK AND DAM ON MO- 
NONGAHELA RIVER, W. VA., DEDI- 
CATED — SENATOR RANDOLPH 
CALLS ATTENTION TO THE 
“LITTLE GIANT” IN NAVIGATION 
SYSTEM—NOTES THAT MONON- 
GAHELA RIVER CARRIES GREAT- 
ER TRAFFIC CONCENTRATION 
THAN ANY OTHER RIVER IN THE 
WORLD 


Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, on 
Saturday, July 8, it was my privilege to 
participate in dedication ceremonies of 
the Opekiska lock and dam on the Mo- 
nongahela River, in West Virginia. Sev- 
eral thousand citizens were present. 

The ceremonies, consisting of a lunch- 
eon in Fairmont and the dedication at 
the lock and dam site in Monongalia 
County, were sponsored by the Greater 
Fairmont Development Association, with 
the assistance and cooperation of many 
local groups, organizations, and individ- 
uals and the U.S. Army Corps of Engi- 
neers. 

The navigable streams of America have 
assumed greater importance to our econ- 
omy than ever before. These rivers, such 
as the Monongahela, provide an adequate 
supply of water for domestic and indus- 
trial use; increased access to raw mate- 
rials and the shipment of finished indus- 
trial products; suitable locations for the 
development of power generating facili- 
ties; and areas which will abound with 
recreation for our people. Waterways 
have been called “lifelines” of the Na- 
tion’s economy. 

The completion and dedication of the 
Opekiska lock and dam at a cost of more 
than $25 million is tangible evidence of 
continued progress in the total commit- 
ment of the people of our Nation, the 
Congress, and the executive branch in 
the development and modernization of 
projects for our navigable river system. 
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The Monongahela River is a vital artery 
in the Ohio River navigation system, 
which carries more tons of internal 
freight than any other system in the 
country. The Monongahela constitutes 
128 miles of slackwater navigation, from 
near Fairmont and Morgantown to Pitts- 
burgh. When compared to the Ohio River 
which has approximately 980 miles at a 
depth of 9 feet or more, the Monongahela 
is a little river, but it annually carries a 
greater traffic concentration than any 
other river in the world. Thus, it is read- 
ily apparent why this river carries the 
name of “The Little Giant.” 

Congress recognized the importance of 
this waterway when it approved author- 
ization for extensive modernization at a 
cost of approximately $46 million for the 
upper Monongahela. 

Three new navigation structures, in- 
cluding Opekiska, will replace six out- 
moded locks and dams. The modern 
navigation system will save time and 
operating costs for shippers and the Gov- 
ernment. Single locking procedures for 
larger tows will be used instead of time 
consuming triple locking and the longer 
pools and deeper channel will allow 
barges to be loaded to capacity. 

Mr. President, Representative HARLEY 
O. Staccers, chairman of the House In- 
terstate and Foreign Commerce Com- 
mittee, in whose district the facility is 
located, was a participant. His efforts in 
promoting water resources developments 
helped to bring the Opekiska project to 
realization. Representative STAGGERS’ 
message on the importance of water—a 
basic resource—was meaningful. 

My colleague from West Virginia [Mr. 
Byrp] was not able to be present at the 
ceremonies. Nevertheless, the people of 
our State are keenly aware of his posi- 
tion on the Subcommittee on Public 
Works Appropriations, in which these 
projects are approved for funding. Sen- 
ator Byrn’s guidance and leadership have 
benefited West Virginia and our Nation. 
I emphasized at the Opekiska event the 
close coordination between the West 
Virginia Senators on multipurpose dams 
and reservoirs and on nayigation proj- 
ects. Through his position on appropria- 
tions and my chairmanship of the Public 
Works Committee and ex officio mem- 
bership on the Public Works Appropria- 
tions Subcommittee, we coordinate the 
authorization and appropriations process. 

Mr. President, the Opekiska lock and 
dam ceremony was a delightful and in- 
spiring event. The participation of the 
local government agencies, civic, reli- 
gious, and fraternal groups, and the news 
media resulted from months of planning 
and organization. It is not possible to list 
all their activities and to express tribute 
to each person. Nevertheless, I express 
genuine congratulations and commenda- 
tion to the citizens of the Marion- 
Monongalia County area. The Opekiska 
lock and dam ceremony was a splendid 
example of community—actually region- 
al spirit—and citizen participation. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that excerpts from the program of 
the dedication be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the excerpts 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
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THE MONONGAHELA VALLEY 


The Monongahela River and its valley are 
steeped in historical lore that tells a hearten- 
ing story of progress. The river is the life 
blood of the valley and on its development 
hangs the record of that progress. 

From the very beginning, the river was a 
route west and a center of industry. Boat 
building claims the honor of being the 
earliest industry with the valley’s forested 
hillsides furnishing the raw material. Mo- 
nongahela-built rafts, flatboats and keelboats 
carried thousands of settlers to the fabled 
farmlands of the Ohio country. Sea-going 
sailing vessels were built at Elizabeth. 

With canalization of the river, first by 
private industry and later by the Federal 
Government, the mining and steel industries 
had their start. Products carried on the river 
changed in character from small lots to 
heavy shipments of bulk items such as coal, 
coke, sand and gravel. 

The Opekiska Lock and Dam Project, 
which we dedicate today, can be considered a 
monument to the progress achieved by hard- 
working valley communities. It will serve the 
valley well, now and in the years to come, 
pointing toward further progress and de- 
velopment of the valley’s potential. 


DEDICATION LUNCHEON, THE FAIRMONT HOTEL, 
FAIRMONT, W. VA., JULY 8, 1967 


Presiding: Mr. Adonis (Ted) Hunt, Presi- 
dent, Fairmont Industrial and Credit Corp. 

Invocation: Rt. Rev. Monsignor Martin J. 
Eagan, St. Peter's Catholic Church, Fairmont, 
W. Va. 

Welcome: The Honorable Albert F. Robin- 
son, Mayor of Fairmont. 

Greetings: From Greater Fairmont Devel- 
opment Association, Dr. Easton K. Feaster, 
President. 

Remarks: The Honorable Jennings Ran- 
dolph, United States Senator from West Vir- 
ginia. 

Address: The Honorable Harley O. Staggers, 
Congressman, 2d West Virginia Congressional 
District. 

DEDICATION CEREMONY, JULY 8, 1967 


Presiding: C. Howard Hardesty, Executive 
Vice President, Consolidation Coal Company. 

Flag raising, National Anthem. 

Invocation: Rev. Arthur Prichard, First 
Presbyterian Church, Mannington, W. Va. 

Remarks: 

The Honorable Harley O. Staggers, Con- 
gressman, 2d West Virginia Congressional 
District. 

The Honorable T. R. Samsell, Director, West 
Virginia Department of Natural Resources. 

Brig. General Willard Roper, Division Engi- 
neer, Ohio River Division, U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers. 

Dedicatory address: The Honorable Jen- 
nings Randolph, United States Senator from 
West Virginia. 

General chairman: Jack Carpenter, Greater 
Fairmont Development Association. 

Secretary to the committee: Charles A. 
Jenkins, Ex. Sec., Greater Fairmont Develop- 
ment Association. 

Reception committee: Hays Webb, Furbee, 
Amos, Webb & Critchfield, Attorneys at Law. 

Luncheon committee; Frank Pulice, Jr., 
Fairmont State College. 

am committee: Jack Miller. 

Publicity committee: William D. Evans, 
Richard Parrish, Nick Fantasia, Frank Lee. 

Boat activity committee: Sam Kistler, Al- 
fred Stewart. 

Transportation committee: Bernard His- 
sam. 

raising ceremony: Military Veterans 
Council of Marion County. 

Band music: The United Mine Workers of 
America, District 31, Monongah Band. 

Police and parking: Marion County Police 
Reserve, Romeo Erdie, Chairman. 

Concessions: Local Community Associa- 
tions, Stanley Munza. 
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Boy Scouts of America: Dance Team from 
Menawngihella Lodge, Order of the Arrow. 


BOYS WHO WORK WITH FEAR 


Mr. DOMINICE. Mr. President, I was 
shocked to read in a recent issue of the 
Washington Star that youths in the 
District of Columbia are being subjected 
to robbery by others their own age. Even 
more surprising is the extent to which 
this is going on. 

I am sure it will jar the conscience of 
every Member of this body, as it did 
my own to read: 

Every day, somewhere in Washington, a 
working boy is yoked and robbed. Some- 
times, a knife is pressed against his side 
to back up a demand for money, Often, 
half a dozen youths gang up on him. 


According to the article, 456 children 
under 16 years of age were robbed in a 
recent 10-month period. The major por- 
tion of the working boys who are victim- 
ized range in age from 11 to 15 years, 
This in the Nation’s Capital in 1967. 

As for the arrest of juvenile offenders, 
the District of Columbia is again unsur- 
passed. Forty-two percent of all robbery 
arrests in the District in fiscal 1966 were 
juveniles. Nationally the figure was 28 
percent—significantly lower, but never- 
theless a shameful situation. Despite this, 
the Star says juvenile authorities are 
predicting a sharp increase in robbery 
arrests this year. 

It is exceptionally distressing to learn 
of what appears to be some rather shod- 
dy procedures in dealing with these 
young offenders. Commitments to insti- 
tutions are decreasing, although facili- 
ties seem to be available. Commitment 
is not the only answer and, I believe, 
must be used sparingly when young boys 
are involved. However, I seriously ques- 
tion the thoroughness and the wisdom 
of a system under which one boy must 
have had three robbery arrests before 
he is ever taken before a judge, and an- 
other is placed on probation after six 
robberies. 

Mr. President, it seems to me that if 
our efforts to curtail crime are to be 
anything other than futile, we had bet- 
ter start tightening up on situations like 
those described in the Star. 

The article, entitled “Boys Who Work 
With Fear,” was published on July 9, 
1967. It is crisp. It is well documented. 
I believe its author, Miriam Ottenberg, 
and the Washington Star have done a 
real service to the people of the District 
in bringing this problem to light. 

I ask unanimous consent that the arti- 
cle be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

[From the Washington Star, July 9, 1967] 
PREYING ON THE INNOCENT: Boys WHO WORK 
Wirnh Frear—THE PROBLEM 
(By Miriam Ottenberg) 

Every day, somewhere in Washington, a 
working boy is yoked and robbed. Some- 
times, a knife is pressed against his side to 
back up a demand for money. Often, half a 
dozen youths gang up on him. 

Always, fear is a weapon—the victim’s fear 
of reprisal if he tells who was involved in 
what has happened to him. 
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Parents, sharing the fear, hesitate to let 
their sons report the robbery to police. Some- 
times a boy is too terrified even to tell his 
mother. 

If the crime is reported, the young victim 
often claims he can’t identify his assailants 
although they may go to the same school or 
use the same playground. 

This aura of fear settles not only on the 
boy and his parents but on whole neighbor- 
hoods. No one wants to get involved. 

Only rarely do young robbers carry out 
their threat to “get” their victim if he iden- 
tifles them, but the fear of retaliation is al- 
ways there. What adult—much less a 12- 
year-old newsboy—feels comfortable about 
putting the finger on a knife-wielding ban- 
dit? After all, he knows from experience 
that Juvenile Court is going to put the 
young criminal back on the streets within a 
couple of days if he’s kept in custody at all. 

Even the most cursory check of juvenile 
records shows the hoodlum is quite likely to 
remain at large through half a dozen yoke 
robberies, housebreaking and car-stealing 
episodes. 

In Washington now, the young criminals 
are riding high because—as they brag open- 
ly—nobody can touch them. They've beaten 
the rap, as they see it, and they want their 
friends to know it. They’ve got the law on 
their side. All the talk they hear about their 
“constitutional rights” makes them feel 
they've really made the “big time.“ 

Meanwhile, the number of young victims 
of juvenile robbers have risen sharply. In the 
first 10 months of this fiscal year, 456 chil- 
dren under 16 years of age were robbed, com- 
pared with 48 young victims for all of fiscal 
1957—an 850 per cent increase. Studies of 
robbery reports show that the majority of 
the young victims were working boys. 

That’s why The Star decided to investi- 
gate the plight of working boys and to seek 
ways to curb the runaway rampage of juve- 
nile robbery gangs, particularly with school 
out and honest teen-agers trying to earn 
money. 

With public officials and community lead- 
ers calling for employment opportunities for 
juveniles to keep them out of trouble, The 
Star found too little attention being paid to 
the juveniles who already work but are be- 
ing robbed of the fruits of their employment 
by other juveniles. And sometimes they’re 
robbed of the jobs, too, 

For the young robbery victims, feeling like 
marked men, have given up their news- 
paper carrier jobs, stopped spending their 
Saturdays delivering groceries or have quit 
any work that kept them on the street after 
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Often the term “disadvantaged” is used 
to excuse juvenile criminals but it applies 
just as well to their victims. The working 
boys come from the same neighborhoods 
and frequently have faced greater depriva- 
tions than their assailants, Eighty-four per- 
cent of this year’s young victims have been 
Negro. 

By far the majority of the working boys 
who get robbed range in age from 11 to 15 
years. The bullies always pick on the smaller 
or weaker, but there’s another reason why 
younger boys become the targets. They’re 
known to have money at certain times and 
their work often takes them on the streets 
alone after dark. 

As a group, probably the most frequent 
victims are the newspaper carrier boys col- 
lecting on their routes. About 10 of them a 
week are now being robbed by other juve- 
niles. 

Another hard-hit group are the boys of 

ed Community Youth for D.C. Inc. 
(OCY), who wear badges, obey a set of rules 
and earn their money in tips by hauling 
packages for grocery customers. 

A few years ago, one of these boys saved 
$3,000 toward his college education with tips 
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collected during four years of carrying pack- 
ages. No longer. 

A mother last week recalled her grocery- 
carrying son brought home 88 in tips one 
Saturday. Since he had been bringing home 
only $2 or $3 a week, she asked if he were 
getting bigger tips. 

“No,” he said, “The big guys weren’t around 
today so I got to keep all my tips.” 

That was how she learned her son had been 
robbed week after week. 

Organized Community Youth used to have 
grocery-carrying boys at 26 groceries. The 
group had to give up serving four stores 
because of frequent attacks on boys on their 
way back from delivering the groceries. 

In the 22 remaining stores served by OCY, 
delivery boys at four or five stores are now 
being robbed weekly. 

How many working boys have been robbed 
in Washington this year and kept quiet 
about it is anybody’s guess. A national esti- 
mate puts the unreported robbery figure at 
50 per cent. It could run higher among the 
young victims here. 


MOTHER BACKS SILENCE 


A Southeast mother explained why she 
didn’t let her young son report being beaten 
and robbed as he was returning from his serv- 
ice station job one night. “This time,” she 
said they used fists. If he tells police what 
happened, next time they may come after 
him with a knife.” 

One newsboy was so terrorized by the rob- 
bers that he determined to make good the 
loss of his subscriber’s money out of his 
savings rather than tell even his mother that 
he'd been threatened with the jagged edges 
of a broken bottle unless he emptied his 
pockets. 

Occasionally, robbery comes to light be- 
cause the boy is injured. One boy suffered 
fractured ribs. Another had his front teeth 
knocked out. Often the victims require treat- 
ment for cuts. 

Sometimes, working boys are beaten after 
the gangs get their money. A 14-year-old was 
smashed in the jaw by a young robber who 
warned him: “Next time, don’t tell me you 
don’t have any money.” Two days later, the 
boy spotted his assailant and alerted police. 
But the boy’s parents decided there wasn’t 
going to be a “next time” for their son to be 
robbed. They made him give up his news- 
paper route. 

Experiences of youthful victims in the 
Fifth Precinct are typical of what’s happen- 
ing to working boys in many parts of the 
city. This year, in less than five months, more 
than 30 Southeast juveniles were robbed and 
all but a few were working boys. 

These excerpts from Fifth Precinct reports 
tell the story: 

“Youth with Abe Lincoln beard jumped 
out of the bushes and pointed a small black 
pistol at him.“ 

“Surrounded by eight boys who told him 
if he ran they would hit him with a stick. 
Took $27.42.” 

“Approached from behind by three youths. 
One pointed long-bladed knife at him while 
second got $17 from his pockets.” 

“Four boys took $32 and then beat him 

about face and stomach. One wore stocking 
mask.” 
“Three boys went through his pockets and 
got $16. Victim then beaten about face and 
knocked to ground where he covered his face 
to prevent further injury.” 


ACTIONS ARE ADULT 


These are the nightmarish encounters 
which go under the misnomer of miscon- 
duct.” Tomes have been written of late about 
juvenile misconduct by such authorities as 
Supreme Court justices and the National 
Crime Commission but the District’s young 
robbers don’t match the popular descriptions 
of the juvenile delinquent, 

They may be classed as children but they 
rob like adults, and nearly as often. Juveniles 
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accounted for 46 percent of all robbery arrests 
in the District during fiscal 1965 and forty- 
two percent during fiscal 1966. Nationally, 
juveniles accounted for only 28 percent of 
robbery arrests. 

The number of juvenile arrests for robbery 
in Washington rose from 191 for all of fiscal 
1957 to 725 in fiscal 1965 and 598 in fiscal 
1966. Juvenile authorities predict a sharp in- 
crease this year. 

As an influence for bad among teenagers, 
the effect of these juvenile robbers is in- 
calculable. In April, one week after a North- 
west newsboy was robbed and lost $51 in 
newspaper collections, he was arrested him- 
self with two others for robbing a newsboy. 
He was tired of fighting the gangs so he 
joined them. He’s been in trouble ever since. 

In another case, a bigger boy threatened to 
beat up a youngster if he didn’t hand over 
$10 by the next day. Terrorized, the younger 
boy stole $10 from his mother’s pocketbook. 
That was his introduction to crime. 


PATTERN OF OFFENDERS 


The Star’s study of juveniles who rob juve- 
niles shows some meaningful patterns. 

Usually, they’re no longer first offenders 
when they start yoke-robbery. 

Earlier, they've tried their hand at shop- 
lifting and housebreaking. When they move 
from crimes against property to crimes 
against the person, their first targets are the 
working boys. 

The young criminals don’t buy food or 
clothing with their loot because it wasn’t 
hunger for necessities that made them rob. 
More often, the money goes into the nearest 
pinball machine or to adults who'll buy 
whiskey for them. 

These children“ may be arrested five times 
a year but, more often than not, their only 
experience behind locked doors is a night or 
two in the Receiving Home. They’re supposed 
to get rehabilitated in the community but, 
all to often, their only change is to become 
more confident that they can get away with 
the next offense. 

They used to admit their “involvement.” 
Now they deny it. They know they can keep 
silent when police question them. They want 
a lawyer. They ask for a jury trial. They are 
told they're entitled to a face-to-face meet- 
ing with the witnesses who speak against 
them. They know their rights. 

That’s apparently the way the Supreme 
Court justices want it—all but Justice John 
M. Harlan, who thinks the court has gone too 
far in some ways and not far enough in 
others, and Justice Potter Stewart, dissenting 
all the way, who warns that the court is in- 
viting “a long step backward into the 19th 
century.” 

COURT DECISION EFFECTS 

Why are so many juvenile offenders left to 
roam the streets? Here’s how court decisions 
have contributed: 

1. The Supreme Court says the boys should 
have lawyers and the lawyers demand jury 
trials—even though the judicial conference 
here a few years back suggested abolishing 
jury trials in Juvenile Court. At the end of 
May, 31 juveniles were waiting to be tried by 
juries, the highest in the history of the court. 
Half the jury demands were made by the 
group that represents many of the boys— 
Neighborhood Legal Services. Meantime, the 
boys are free to rob again. 

2. The U.S. Court of Appeals has over- 
whelmed Juvenile Court with so many new 
time-consuming procedures that a juvenile 
robber arrested today won’t appear before 
the judge until late September, if he faces 
the judge at all. One jury trial, for instance, 
occupies the hours that could be spent on 25 
initial hearings—the first and often the only 
time a juvenile comes face to face with the 
judge. 

8. The appellate court’s wide-open invi- 
tation to lawyers to test other aspects of 
Juvenile Court law has prompted more mo- 
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tions, arguments and hearings that spring- 
board the cases to the higher court while the 
Juveniles involved in it all are often free 
to spring-board from one offense to another. 

4. Even when they are tried, found in- 
volved and committed, the commitment has 
a way of coming apart and the boy is put 
on the street again. The latest such case, by 
coincidence, mirrored many elements of The 
Star's investigation. 

A 17-year-old with two unknown com- 
panions allegedly grabbed a 13-year-old 
newsboy in pre-dawn darkness, struck him 
in the eye and demanded money. A jury 
found the youth involved“ and committed 
him to the National Training School. Then 
a Neighborhood Legal Services lawyer ap- 
pealed the boy’s commitment and the D.C. 
Court of Appeals ruled that a verdict of “in- 
volved” was too vague and indefinite to sat- 
isfy the constitutional requirement of due 
process now laid down by the Supreme Court. 

Conviction reversed. The boy is now free 
to go his way unless the corporation counsel 
wants to start all over again, which is highly 
unlikely. 

If a finding of “involved” or “guilty” does 
stand, probation is much more likely for the 
youth than either commitment to an insti- 
tution or a waiver of the case to District 
Court for trial as an adult. 

Juveniles who are not really juvenile any 
more figure the percentages. What are the 
odds for continued freedom? Right now, the 
odds are with them, despite these two 
pointers the other way: 

1. The number of delinquents referred to 
Juvenile Court this fiscal year hit an all- 
time high weeks before the fiscal year ended. 

2. Robbery is a crime against the person 
and thus more dangerous than property 
crimes, and juvenile robberies are on the in- 
crease. 

More crimes, yes, and more dangerous 
crimes, but the number of boys committed 
because of their crime sprees has gone stead- 
ily downward. 

At Cedar Knoll, the Welfare Department's 
institution for older delinquents, the aver- 
age daily population decreased from 465 in 
April, 1966, to 391 in April, 1967. Admissions 
likewise dropped, from 63 in April, 1966, to 
44 this April. Lack of space didn’t hold down 
the commitments, either. Space hasn’t been 
a problem at Cedar Knoll for 10 years. 

Washington’s young toughs aren't bulging 
the National Training School for Boys, either. 
Currently, only 80 District boys are lodged in 
the training school compared with 113 in 
June, 1966, when the rate of serious juvenile 
crime was considerably lower. 


STUDY OF CASES 


What’s happening to the boys picked up 
repeatedly for preying on other boys? The 
Star delved into eight cases where the 
juvenile had included such robberies among 
their assorted crimes, Of the eight offen- 
ders—all with sizable records—only one had 
been committed to an institution. The 
others are still on the street. 

The case of a 14-year-old is typical. 

He had been picked up and warned by 
police repeatedly since 1963 for such offenses, 
as beating up a boy, disorderly conduct, 
shouting curses and petty larceny where a 
shop owner declined to prosecute. 

In October, 1966, he climbed to the roof 
of a garage and damaged cars stored there. 
He was charged with unlawful entry and 
made his first trip to Juvenile Court. It was 
a short trip because the case against him 
was dropped and the boy never went before 
the judge. 

Two weeks later, police caught him and 
two other boys when they broke into a 
beauty parlor. That time, he faced the judge. 
On December 12, 1966, he admitted his in- 
volvement and the case was continued for 
disposition. 

A week after that court appearance, he 
was arrested with four other boys in a 
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vacant house piled high with stolen mer- 
chandise. Police charged him and the other 
boys with two housebreakings. The boy 
showed police how he had entered some 
34 other stores on burglary expeditions since 
February but he wasn’t charged in those 
cases. 

Juvenile Court officials decided not to take 
the boy before a judge even in the two 
housebreakings where the loot had been re- 
covered and the boy had been caught with it. 

Now the boy’s criminal career shifted from 
housebreaking to robbery. 

On January 21, 1967, he joined seven or 
eight others in ganging up on a 16-year-old 
grocery employe and demanding his money. 
The 14-year-old robber was caught near the 
scene. He didn’t see the judge that time 
either. The intake section decided against 
it on the grounds that the boy denied 
the offense, which would have meant a trial; 
he was already under court jurisdiction, 
although the first case still hadn't been 
disposed of, and he was being seen at the 
adolescent clinic. 

In March, with another boy, he yoke- 
robbed a 12-year-old newsboy and took 
$11.40 from his pocket, Again he denied the 
robbery and gave police an alibi which 
turned out to be false. The victim identified 
him. This case wasn't presented to the judge 
either. The youth was still awaiting disposi- 
tion of the original case—the housebreaking 
for which he had seen the judge more than 
three months earlier. 

On May 18, he robbed for the third time 
in five months. He pushed a boy against the 
wall of a school building, pulled up his 
shirt and took the money the boy had hidden 
under his belt. When police picked him up 
this time, they decided it wasn’t safe to 
leave him in the community any more. They 
put him in the Receiving Home. 

On May 22, he was taken from the Recelv- 
ing Home to appear before the court's hear- 
ing officer for disposition of the housebreak- 
ing in which he had been caught the previous 
November, 

None of the three robberies had gotten the 
boy to the judge. The hearing officer didn't 
even know about the robbery four days ear- 
lier. He put the 14-year-old robber on pro- 
bation. 

Juvenile Court records show a boy can stay 
on probation through a series of robberies. 
The case of a 17-year-old tells a story re- 
peated many times: 

After six robberies, he’s still on probation. 

The continued presence of these juvenile 
robbers on the streets contributes to the 
victims’ sense of hopelessness and adds to 
the fear of reprisal. What’s the use of risking 
a beating by reporting the robbery, the vic- 
tims ask, when nothing changes for the one 
who does the robbing—and the threaten- 
ing, too? 

WHAT’S DONE ELSEWHERE? 

If the juvenile robbers stray across the line 
into Maryland and threaten to “get” a young 
victim who reports what happened to him 
there, the chances of the robber remaining 
free to carry out the threat are much less 
likely than in Washington, The Star found. 

“If a robbery with threats of reprisal ever 
came to my attention, the leaders of the 
gang would be put away,” said Judge Ed- 
ward A. Loveless Jr., who is assigned to juve- 
nile matters in Prince Georges County. This 
goes beyond the question of rehabilitation. 
They're not only hurting themselves but ev- 
erybody else.” 

In Montgomery County, Juvenile Court 
Judge Alfred D. Noyes said he has warned 
boys that “if you threaten or any of your 
friends threaten retaliation, we'll hold you 
responsible.” 

Judge Noyes believes the “streetwise” 
should be put in a facility where they can 
be controlled because “I don’t think it does 
any good to put a boy on probation if he 
thinks he’s getting away with something.” 
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Maybe it’s a coincidence but neither county 
is plagued by reprisal-threatening young 
bandits preying on working boys. 

Judge Robert I. H. Hammerman of the Su- 
preme Court of Baltimore's Division of Juve- 
nile Causes likewise reported that his court 
didn’t have that kind of problem. “We avoid 
reprisals through detention,” he said. 

In Cleveland, Juvenile Court Judge Walter 
G. Whitlatch, president of the Ohio Associa- 
tion of Juvenile Court Judges and an ad- 
viser to the National Crime Commission’s 
task force on juvenile delinquency said he 
keeps boys in custody if there’s any threat 
of retaliation. 

He feels strongly that putting aggressive 
boys into residential training schools is the 
real way to handle chronic young offenders 
and to prevent their followers from being in- 
volved in similar crime careers, 

And how does Judge Whitlatch react to 
juvenile robbers preying on working juve- 
niles? 

“We consider this serious,” he said. These 
boys need custody and control. If you take 
them out of the community, you don’t have 
this problem.” 

But they're not out of the District of 
Columbia community and we do have a prob- 
lem, All kinds of long-range solutions are 
proposed to the over-all problem of juvenile 
crime in the District in both the National 
and District Crime Commission reports. 

Chief among the District recommendations 
is a Youth Commission, which would seek 
out pre-delinquents and steer them in the 
right direction before trouble catches up 
with them. The proposed commission would 
also oversee the treatment of delinquents. 

Other solutions are being sought. 

Chief Judge Morris Miller of Juvenile 
Court insists he can’t accomplish his goal of 
bringing juveniles promptly before the court 
without a fourth judge, even with the new 
third judge. Judge Miller wants more proba- 
tion officers to reduce the impossible case 
load now being carried by the workers and 
he’s asked for the nucleus of a research unit 
to pin down individual problems in need of 
special attention just as The Star has pinned 
down the problem of juvenile robbers prey- 
ing on working boys. The unit would also 
analyze the results of various treatment pro- 


grams. 

Welfare Director Winifred Thompson is 
having such success with the three small 
half-way houses now in operation on an ex- 
perimental basis that she has asked Con- 
gress to fund not only the three original ones 
but five more, These closely supervised cen- 
ters are the bridge between commitment and 
the community, giving court and welfare 
staffs a better chance of determining when 
it’s best for both the juvenile and the com- 
munity for a boy to be on his own again. 

Commissions and officials are trying to 
meet long-festering problems with long- 
range solutions, But the problem of juvenile 
criminals preying on juvenile workers is im- 
mediate, What can be done now—not a dec- 
ade from now—to protect boys against both 
robbery and reprisal? 

Herbert J. Miller Jr., District Crime Com- 
mission chairman, reaches the same solution 
as the judges in other jurisdictions. 

“The only immediate short-range step that 
can be taken is to remove from society those 
who have demonstrated their inability or 
unwillingness to comply with the law,” he 
said, 

“Just because you feel sorry for these boys 
doesn’t mean you have to leave them on the 
street. You don't really help them by turning 
them lose to prey on more kids.” 

Since offenders are being turned loose, 
these steps are now promised or proposed 
to make the city safer for the working boy: 

Both Judge Miller of Juvenile Court and 
Welfare Director Thompson intend to have 
their staffs focus more attention on robbery 
repeaters. 
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Judge Miller wants to make sure juvenile 
robbers see the judge even if their status 
doesn't change. 

Miss Thompson wants all new offenses by 
welfare wards reported to the department, 
which doesn’t always happen now. Then, as 
a condition of their parole, these repeaters 
would have to attend group discussions at 
least once a week because “they may out- 
smart the case workers but they can't fool 
each other.” 

Corporation Counsel Charles Duncan plans 
to make certain that the government is rep- 
resented at every stage of Juvenile Court 
proceedings where juveniles now have coun- 
sel. For example, he said government at- 
torneys could recommend to the judge that 
the juvenile robber make restitution as a 
condition of probation. 

Similar suggestions to take the profit out 
of crime came from Deputy Chief John F. 
Ryan, head of the Youth Aid Division, who 
wants parents held responsible for their chil- 
dren's depredations, and from Assistant 
School Superintendent John D. Koontz, who 
proposes disciplining juvenile offenders by 
putting them to work on neighborhood im- 
provement projects. 

Out of all the what-can-be-done ques- 
tioning, this answer came most often: “Re- 
port the crime!” 

And what about the threats of retaliation 
that keeps so many victims silent? 

Says Police Chief John B. Layton: Where 
there is a threat of reprisal, one of the best 
assurances of safety is police awareness of the 
original offense. The fact that the offender 
is identified and known to the police acts 
as a deterrent against reprisal.” 

Layton said police officials will stress re- 
porting these boy-against-boy crimes when 
they address civic meetings and confer with 
precinct councils. 

Ryan will have the schoolboy patrol co- 
ordinators carry the same idea to class as- 
semblies in the fall. At the same time, the 
coordinators will sound a warning that any 
reprisal will be considered more serious than 
the original offense. 

Emmett R. Brown, Sr., president of the 
District Congress of Parents and Teachers, 
will urge the juvenile protection chairman 
of each PTA to launch a concerted drive to 
encourage both children and parents to re- 
port the robberies. 

And Deputy School Superintendent John 
M. Riecks says if police believe a report-the- 
crime campaign will be useful, the schools 
will hold anti-crime assemblies as soon as 
school starts—beginning with the trouble 
spots, particularly in Southeast Washington. 

Meanwhile, the mother of one newsboy has 
her own answer. 

“For my own peace of mind,” she said, “I 
walk with him when he’s collecting. As soon 
as he gets a dollar bill, I take it. At least 
when I'm with him, I know he’s all right.” 


[From the Washington Star, July 9, 1967] 


PREYING ON THE INNOCENT: Bors WHO WORK 
WITH FEAR—SOME ACTION 

Chief Judge Morris Miller of the District’s 
Juvenile Court has changed court policy to 
make sure juveniles charged with robbery 
are taken before a judge, it was learned last 
night. 

In a memorandum to the court's director 
of social work, the judge said: “It appears 
to me that we must at this point make a 
concerted effort to handle offenders in cases 
involving offenses against persons on a 
firmer basis and with more exposure to the 
judicial processes of the court as the cir- 
cumstances may warrant.” 

The judge acted after reviewing the facts 
brought out in The Star's investigation of 
the increasing number of juveniles preying 
on working boys. The Star noted that despite 
repeated robberies and threats of reprisal 
if the robbery is reported, many of the 
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juveniles never appear before the judge on 
a robbery charge. 

That’s what Judge Miller wants changed, 

He recalled that after Judge Aubrey E. 
Robinson Jr. left for District Court in No- 
vember, 1966, and seven months passed be- 
fore a successor was sworn in, two judges, 
in effect, had to cover the work of three. 

So, court procedures were modified to give 
priority to cases where the boy was being 
held at the Receiving Home or a change of 
his status—such as commitment—was in- 
volved. 

Judge Miller said he had become increas- 
ingly concerned with the number of com- 
plaints filed with the court involving of- 
fenses against persons. He particularly cited 
yoke robberies of youngsters engaged in de- 
livery and collections as well as as- 
saults on persons accompanied by intimi- 
dating threats. 

“I have noted, too,“ the judge added, “that 
there have been incidents of repeaters in 
these categories of cases and under our 
present policy, since no change of status may 
be involved, subsequent cases are not nor- 
mally petitioned and brought before a 
judge.” 

In calling for a change of policy, Judge 
Miller specified that these complaints should 
get to the judge, not only initially but more 
particularly where there is evidence of a 
pattern of repeated incidents. 

“Intake workers and probation officers,” 
Judge Miller warned, “should be alert to 
situations where intimidation is involved 
and threats of reprisal are made to the vic- 
tims and these facts should be made known 
to the judge in social study reports and at 
hearings in court. 

“This will, of course, involve more judicial 
time, but the situation should be somewhat 
alleviated after the third judge is confirmed 
and takes office and will be even more allevi- 
ated should pending legislation to expand 
the bench of this court to five judges be 
passed by the Congress,” 


HUMAN RIGHTS ARE CRITICALLY 
IMPORTANT—CV 


Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, what 
is a man worth? Can the answer be given 
in dollars and cents? Of course not. No 
one can measure how much another in- 
dividual values himself. 

A man can give away his own life for 
some ideal or purpose which he decides 
is “worth” more than he is. He can sacri- 
fice things that he needs for himself— 
food or education or the freedom to do 
what he wants—for the service of others. 
In day-to-day living, man often does so 
of his own volition; but for someone else 
to deprive him of these things is to de- 
prive him of his “rights.” 

What does he ask of his neighbors and 
fellow citizens? He asks that they re- 
spect his life, that is to say his existence 
on this earth, his basic physical needs, 
his earthly possessions, his peace of 
mind, and so forth. In return he realizes 
that he must respect theirs. Only in this 
way can members of society live to- 
gether. 

“Human rights” cannot be discussed 
merely as an abstract matter, as a phil- 
osophical concept, but only as the daily 
experience of men and women every- 
where. For example, if a person is shut 
out from his own country or finds himself 
unable to vote because of his gender or 
is subjected to torture because of that 
which he believes—in every such case his 
human rights are being infringed. Actual 
cases like these occur every day through- 
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out the world. It is for this reason that 
the subject of human rights is a very 
a and immediate one which affects us 
Since human rights have meaning only 
in a social context, one of the first things 
we notice is that they bring us into the 
field of law. Law is the means by which 
individuals are related together in any 
given community and is therefore the 
foundation of human rights. Until rela- 
tively recent times, the law affecting hu- 
man rights has been national law; but 
the time has come when the question of 
guaranteeing or enlarging the scope of 
human rights has overflowed the bound- 
aries of the nation-state and become 
recognized as a world problem. Human 
Sy gs today is a concern of international 
aw. 

The primary instrument of interna- 
tional law, the treaty, has been adapted 
by the world community to the purposes 
of insuring human rights and funda- 
mental freedoms of all men everywhere. 
I am disheartened to report to this 
U.S. Senate once again that the 
world is moving ahead in this field 
and we are being left behind. There is 
no reason that the United States should 
not join the nations of the world, both 
those much older than ourselves and 
those born in this very decade, in the 
very serious undertaking of the protec- 
tion of human rights. Let the Members 
of this great body express their concern 
for our failure to ratify any human rights 
treaties. Let us begin by ratifying the 
five conventions presently within the 
jurisdiction of the Foreign Relations 
Committee, on slavery, forced labor, po- 
litical rights of women, genocide, and 
freedom of association. 


LEST WE FORGET THOSE WHO 
WOULD BE FREE 


Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, once 
again America observes Captive Nations 
Week to let the world know of our un- 
wavering stand against Communist 
domination of peoples who would be free. 
Twenty-five years ago the world was en- 
veloped in a war to preserve the freedoms 
of mankind. It was the consummate 
irony of this war that in its wake mil- 
lions of persons from once independent 
countries were enslaved. 

Last year I strongly supported House 
Concurrent Resolution 416, which was 
agreed to by the Senate on the final day 
of the 89th Congress. It called upon the 
President of the United States to urge 
action in support of the peoples of 
Lithuania, Estonia, and Latvia. It is im- 
portant that we continue to make known 
our concern for these people in order to 
keep alive their independent spirit and 
their hope for a better future, one that 
will see the rebirth of freedom. 

Already today we see the growing signs 
of self-expression. The peoples of East- 
ern Europe are striving for economic and 
political independence from their Soviet 
Communist overlords. Eastern European 
leaders have been forced to accept a 
measure of religious and economic liber- 
alization, a move which may result in 
closer relations with all nations. It is im- 
portant that these tendencies among the 
peoples be nurtured and encouraged. 
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We must continually remain aware of 
the complexities of this situation, and be 
ready to grasp opportunities within the 
bounds of sound foreign policy and our 
national interest, that will bring even- 
tual freedom to the captive nations of 
today, and also help to protect the con- 
tinued freedom of all independent na- 
tions of the world. 


FIRST ANNIVERSARY OF MEDICARE 


Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, earlier 
this month, one of the truly landmark 
legislative enactments in our history, 
medicare, celebrated its first birthday. It 
was, in many ways, an impressive birth- 
day—impressive, Mr. President, for the 
magnitude of medicare’s impact and suc- 
cess. 

Mr. Lewis Cope, staff writer for the 
Minneapolis Tribune, recently authored 
an excellent article detailing the success 
of this program in my own State of Min- 
nesota. I believe that the tremendous 
success medicare enjoys today in Min- 
nesota 12 months after its enactment is 
typical of the contribution being made 
by the program in every other area of 
America. 

As Senators will recall, the coming of 
medicare was long delayed by well- 
articulated and widely held fears that 
“Government medicine” would flood ex- 
isting facilities unnecessarily, thereby 
placing intolerable strains on our entire 
health care system. Another frequently 
voiced fear was that enactment of a 
health insurance program for the elderly 
administered by the Government would 
disrupt—if not destroy—the traditional 
high standards and personal care char- 
acteristic of American medicine. Mr. 
Cope’s article is both pointed and persua- 
sive in reporting that, after 1 full year of 
operation, neither fear has materialized 
in Minnesota. 

Mr. President, the statistics mar- 
shalled by Mr. Cope to summarize medi- 
care’s first year of operation in Minne- 
sota are most impressive. Yet most im- 
pressive of all is the fact that 95 percent 
of all Minnesotans over the age of 65— 
375,300 men and women—have been re- 
lieved by this program of the psychologi- 
cal and sometimes all too real burden im- 
posed by the high cost of recovering 
from catastrophic illness in old age. It is 
not really possible to measure the suc- 
cess of medicare in this sense, but it is 
sufficient to know that a giant step has 
been taken in the direction of assuring 
fuller, more secure and more meaningful 
retirement years for all elderly Ameri- 
cans. 

Mr. President, I commend Mr. Cope’s 
fine article on the success of medicare 
in Minnesota to the attention of the Sen- 
ate, and ask unanimous consent that it 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Fears DISSOLVE OVER MEDICARE—PROGRAM 
Year OLD 
(By Lewis Cope) 

The Minnesota figures for the first year of 
Medicare are impressive. 

Major fears expressed by some people be- 
fore the program started have not material- 
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ized, either in Minnesota or to any signifi- 
cant extent in the nation. 

Hospitals have not been massively over- 
crowded. And doctors, although many op- 
posed the idea of Medicare, have co-operated 
with it. 

That’s the story as the federal program 
begins its second year, Medicare, which helps 
Americans aged 65 and older pay their health- 
care bills, had its first birthday Saturday. 

The program in its first year paid out $62.4 
Million in hospital insurance for some 100,- 
000 Minnesotans. 

Under Medicare's voluntary medical insur- 
ance plan, $15.5 million has been paid in 
this state. The covered medical services un- 
der this plan are mostly physician bills. 

More important, however, is the relatively 
smooth road that Medicare has traveled in 
Minnesota. 

Edward P. La Brosse, assistant district 
manager of the Social Security Administra- 
tion in Minneapolis, said the fear of a year 
ago that Medicare would overcrowd hospitals 
“never materialized.” 

No serious complaints along this line have 
been received, La Brosse said, either in the 
five-county area which the Minneapolis So- 
cial Security office serves or, as far as he 
knows, in the state. 

Likewise, L. M. Conley, president of the 
Minnesota Hospital Association, said he had 
heard of no Medicare-caused hospital over- 
crowding in the state. 

Conley said this probably is because “most 
of our elderly people were on good programs 
that provided care for them before Medicare 
started.” He is administrator of Midway Hos- 
pital in St. Paul. 

A second major fear had been that Medi- 
care would disrupt the way medical care is 
administered in this country—and that doc- 
tors and other health service personnel would 
be unable or unwilling to adjust their op- 
erations to Medicare’s rules. 

La Brosse said there has been “no real 
serious complaint” of this, either. He said 
his office “appreciates the manner” in which 
physicians have adjusted to the program. 

Medicare problems were discussed at the 
recent annual meeting of the Minnesota 
State Medical Association in Duluth, How- 
ever, the talk was of ways to improve the 
administration of the program, through 
small but possibly important things such as 
the way doctors certify that a patient needs 
hospital care. 

There have been no doctor boycotts of 
Medicare in Minnesota. Doctors in the state 
appear to have worked hard to make Medi- 
care work as well as possible—even though 
some oppose the idea of Medicare. 

As Dr. C. G. Sheppard of St. Peter, presi- 
dent of the Minnesota State Medical Asso- 
ciation, put it this week: “All (of the per- 
sons eligible for Medicare) are being taken 
care of.“ 

He said some efforts are under way to get 
specific problems in Medicare ironed out, 
through congressional legislation and 
changes in regulations. He said he thought 
such changes would go “a long way” toward 
solving Medicare problems. 

Some hospital officials in Minnesota have 
voiced complaints that the Medicare reim- 
bursement formula does not provide enough 
funds to handle the hospitals’ future growth. 

This appears to be an important point. 
Still, it does not seem to have basically in- 
terfered with the operation of Medicare in 
this state. 

Patients have had problems ranging from 
simple failure to sign claims forms to under- 
standing how Medicare’s deductible features 
work. 

Hospitals have had problems handling out- 
patient visit claims because of some apparent 
conflicts in Medicare rules. And doctars as 
well as hospitals have had problems with 
Medicare paperwork. 

These problems delay reimbursements. In 
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general, however, reimbursements have been 
greatly speeded up since the early days of 
Medicare. 

Still, these problems pale in consideration 
to the magnitude of what Medicare has done 
in its first year. The figures show this: 

Coverage—A total of 396,100 Minnesotans 
who are 65 and over have the knowledge that 
Medicare will help them meet hospital bills. 
And 94.7 per cent of this total—or 375,300 
senior Minnesota citizens—also have signed 
up for the voluntary medical insurance part 
of Medicare which covers physician bills. 

FPacilities—Almost all of the hospital beds 
in the states are approved for Medicare—a 
total of 24,000 beds in 194 hospitals. Also, 121 
extended-care facilities with 7,500 nursing- 
convalescent beds are approved for Medicare 
in the state. 

Hospital bills—There have been 128,400 
inpatient hospital admissions in Minnesota 
under Medicare. Since some people were ad- 
mitted to a hospital more than once during 
the year, it can be estimated (using the na- 
tional average) that these admissions in- 
volve 100,000 or more Minnesotans. 

Extended-care bills—The extended-care 
part of Medicare’s hospital insurance started 
Jan, 1, and thus is only six months old. Al- 
ready, however, 4,600 such admissions have 
been handled under Medicare in this state. 

Physician bills—The number of bills in 
Minnesota that Medicare has received under 
the voluntary medical insurance program, 
mostly for physician fees but also for some 
other covered services, totals 520,500. 

The national figures also are impressive. 
Nineteen million Americans 65 and over are 
covered. And Medicare in its first year paid 
$2.4 billion to help meet hospital bills for 4 
million of them. It also paid out $640 million 
under the voluntary medical-insurance pro- 


gram. 


PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO CIVIL 
AGREEMENT FOR COOPERATION 
BETWEEN UNITED STATES AND 
SOUTH AFRICA 


Mr. GORE. Mr. President, the execu- 
tive branch on July 17, 1967, submitted 
to the Joint Committee on Atomic 
Energy a proposed amendment to the 
agreement for cooperation in the peace- 
ful uses of atomic energy presently in 
existence between the United States and 
the Republic of South Africa. The Atomic 
Energy Act of 1954 requires that the 
proposed agreement lie before the Joint 
Committee for a period of 30 days while 
Congress is in session before becoming 
effective. I ask unanimous consent that 
the amendment, together with necessary 
supporting correspondence, be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the items 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

AMENDMENT TO AGREEMENT FOR COOPERATION 
BETWEEN THE GOVERNMENT OF THE UNITED 
STATE OF AMERICA AND THE GOVERNMENT 
OF THE REPUBLIC oF SOUTH AFRICA CON- 
CERNING THE CIVIL USES OF ATOMIC ENERGY 
The Government of the United States of 

America and the Government of the Repub- 

lic of South Africa, 

Desiring to amend the Agreement for Co- 
operation Between the Government of the 
United States of America and the Govern- 
ment of the Republic of South Africa Con- 
cerning the Civil Uses of Atomic Energy 
signed at Washington on July 8, 1957 (here- 
inafter referred to as the “Agreement for 
Cooperation”), as amended by the Agree- 
ment signed at Washington on June 12, 1962, 

Agree as follows: 
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ARTICLE I 


Article II of the Agreement for Cooperation 
is amended by deleting the word ten“ and 
substituting in lieu thereof the word 
“twenty”. 

ARTICLE II 

Paragraph A of Article VI of the Agree- 
ment for Cooperation, as amended, is amend- 
ed to read as follows: 

“A. Materials of interest in connection 
with the subjects of agreed exchange of 
information, as provided in Article IV and 
subject to the provisions of Article IIT, in- 
cluding source material, by-product ma- 
terials, other radioisotopes, stable isotopes, 
and special nuclear material for purposes 
other than fueling reactors and reactor ex- 
periments may be transferred between the 
Parties for defined applications in such 
quantities and under such terms and condi- 
tions as may be agreed when such materials 
are not commercially available.” 


ARTICLE INI 


Article VII of the Agreement for Coopera- 
tion, as amended, is amended to read as 
follows: 

“A, With respect to the application of 
atomic energy to peaceful uses, it is under- 
stood that arrangements may be made be- 
tween either Party or authorized persons 
under its jurisdiction and authorized per- 
sons under the jurisdiction of the other 
Party for the transfer of materials other 
than special nuclear material, equipment 
and devices and for the performance of 
services. 

“B. It is understood that arrangements 
may be made between either Party or au- 
thorized persons under its jurisdiction and 
authorized persons under the jurisdiction 
of the other Party for the transfer of special 
nuclear material and for the performance of 
services with respect thereto for the uses 
specified in Articles VI and VIII of this 
Agreement and subject to the limitations of 
Article IX of this Agreement. 

„O. The Parties agree that the activities 
referred to in paragraphs A and B of this 
Article shall be subject to the limitations in 
Article III and to the policies of the Parties 
with regard to transactions involving the 
authorized persons referred to in paragraphs 
Aand B.” 

ARTICLE IV 


Article VIII of the Agreement of Coopera- 
tion, as amended, is amended to read as 
follows: 

„A. During the period of this Agreement, 
the United States Commission will supply 
to the Government of the Republic of South 
Africa, under terms and conditions as the 
Parties may agree, and subject to the quan- 
tity limitation established in Article IX, such 
quantities of uranium enriched in the iso- 
tope U-235 as may be agreed for use in a 
power reactor program in South Africa. 

“(1) The United States Commission will 
supply such enriched uranium by providing 
after December 31, 1968, for the production 
or enrichment, or both in facilities owned 
by the Commission, of enriched uranium for 
the account of the Government of the Re- 
public of South Africa. 

“(2) Notwithstanding the provisions of 
subparagraph A (1) above, if the Govern- 
ment of the Republic of South Africa so 
requests, the United States Commission, at 
its election, may sell the enriched uranium 
to the Government of the Republic of South 
Africa under such terms and conditions as 
may be agreeable to the Parties. 

“B. As the Parties may agree, the United 
States Commission will transfer to the Gov- 
ernment of the Republic of South Africa 
uranium enriched in the isotope U-235 for 
use as fuel in defined research applications, 
including research reactors, materials testing 
reactors and reactor experiments, subject to 
the quantity limitations in Article IX. The 
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terms and conditions of each transfer shall 
be agreed upon by the Parties, it being un- 
derstood that in the event of transfer of 
title of enriched uranium, the Commission 
shall have the option of limiting the arrange- 
ments to undertaking such as those described 
in subparagraph A (1) of this Article. 

“C. With respect to transfers of uranium 
enriched in the isotope U-235 provided for 
in paragraphs A and B of this Article, it is 
understood that: 

“(1) contracts specifying quantities, en- 
richments, delivery schedules, and other 
terms and conditions of supply or service 
will be executed on a timely basis between 
the United States Commission and the Gov- 
ernment of the Republic of South Africa, and 

“(2) prices for uranium enriched in the 
isotope U-235 sold and charges for enrich- 
ment services performed and the advance 
notice required for delivery will be those in 
effect at the time or delivery for users in the 
United States. The United States Commission 
may agree to supply enriched uranium or 
perform enrichment services upon shorter 
notice, subject to assessment of such sur- 
charge to the usual base price as the United 
States Commission may consider reasonable 
to cover abnormal production costs incurred 
by the United States Commission by reason 
of such shorter notice. 

“D. It is agreed that, should the total 
quantity of enriched uranium which the 
United States Commission has agreed to pro- 
vide pursuant to this and other Agreements 
for Cooperation reach the maximum quan- 
tity of enriched uranium which the United 
States Commission has available for such 
purposes, and should the Government of the 
Republic of South Africa not have executed 
contracts covering the adjusted net quantity 
specified in Article IX, the United States 
Commission may request, upon appropriate 
notice, that the Government of the Republic 
of South Africa execute contracts for all or 
any port of such enriched uranium as is not 
then under contract. It is understood that, 
should the Government of the Republic of 
South Africa not execute a contract in ac- 
cordance with a request by the United States 
Commission hereunder, the United States 
Commission shall be relieved of all obliga- 
tions to the Government of the Republic of 
South Africa with respect to the enriched 
uranium for which such contract has been 
so requested. 

E. The enriched uranium supplied here- 
under may contain up to twenty percent 
(20%) in the isotope U-235. The United 
States Commission, however, may make avail- 
able a portion of the enriched uranium sup- 
plied hereunder as material containing more 
than 20% in the isotope U-235 when there is 
a technical or economic justification for such 
a transfer. 

F. With respect to all special nuclear ma- 
terial not owned by the Government of the 
United States of America produced in re- 
actors while fueled with materials obtained 
from the United States of America by means 
other than lease which is in excess of the 
need of the Government of the Republic of 
South Africa for such materials in its pro- 
gram for the peaceful uses of atomic energy, 
the Government of the United States of 
America shall have and is hereby granted (a) 
a first option to purchase such material at 
prices then prevailing in the United States 
of America for special nuclear material pro- 
duced in reactors which are fueled pursuant 
to the terms of an Agreement for Coopera- 
tion with the Government of the United 
States of America, and (b) the right to ap- 
prove the transfer of such material to any 
other nation or a group of nations in the 
event the option to purchase is not exercised. 

“G. It is agreed that when any special nu- 
clear material received from the United 
States of America requires reprocessing, such 
reprocessing shall be performed at the dis- 
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cretion of the United States Commission in 
either United States Commission facilities or 
facilities acceptable to the United States 
Commission, on terms and conditions to be 
later agreed; and it is understood, except as 
may be otherwise agreed, that the form and 
content of any irradiated fuel elements shall 
not be altered after their removal from the 
reactor prior to delivery to the United States 
Commission or the facilities acceptable to 
the United States Commission for reprocess- 
ing. 

“H, Within the limitations contained in 
Article IX, the quantity of uranium enriched 
in the isotope U-235 transferred by the 
United States Commission under this Article 
and in the custody of the Government of 
the Republic of South Africa for the fueling 
of reactors or reactor experiments shall not 
at any time be in excess of the quantity 
thereof necessary for the loading of such re- 
actors or reactor experiments, plus such addi- 
tional quantity as, in the opinion of the 
Parties, is necessary for the efficient and con- 
tinuous operation of such reactors or reactor 
experiments. 

“I. Special nuclear material produced, as 
a result of irradiation processes, in any part 
of the fuel leased under this Agreement shall 
be for the account of the Government of the 
Republic of South Africa and, after reproc- 
essing as provided in paragraph G of this 
Article, shall be returned to the Government 
of the Republic of South Africa, at which 
time title to such material shall be trans- 
ferred to that Government, unless the Gov- 
ernment of the United States of America 
shall exercise the option, which is hereby 
granted, to retain, with a credit to the Gov- 
ernment of the Republic of South Africa 
based on the prices in the United States of 
America referred to in paragraph F of this 
Article, any such special nuclear material 
which is in excess of the needs of South 
Africa for such material in its program for 
the civil uses of atomic energy. 

“J. Some atomic energy materials which 
the Government of the Republic of South 
Africa may request the United States Com- 
mission to provide in accordance with this 
Agreement are harmful to persons and prop- 
erty unless handled and used carefully. After 
delivery of such materials to the Govern- 
ment of the Republic of South Africa, the 
Government of the Republic of South Africa 
shall bear all responsibility, insofar as the 
Government of the United States of America 
is concerned, for the safe handling and use 
of such materials. With respect to any special 
nuclear material or fuel elements which the 
United States Commission may lease pur- 
suant to this Agreement to the Government 
of the Republic of South Africa or to any 
private individual or private organization 
under its jurisdiction, the Government of 
the Republic of South Africa shall indem- 
nify and save harmless the Government of 
the United States of America against any 
and all liability (including third party liabil- 
ity) for any cause whatsoever arising out of 
the production or fabrication, the owner- 
ship, the lease, and the possession and use 
of such special nuclear material or fuel ele- 
ments after delivery by the Commission to 
the Government of the Republic of South 
Africa or to any private individual or pri- 
vate organization under its jurisdiction.” 

ARTICLE V 

Article IX of the Agreement for Coopera- 
tion is deleted and the following new Article 
inserted in lieu thereof: 

“The adjusted net quantity of U-235 in 
enriched uranium transferred from the 
United States of America to the Republic 
of South Africa under Articles VI, VII, or 
VIII during the period of this Agreement for 
Cooperation shall not exceed in the aggregate 
500 kilograms. The following method of 
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computation shall be used in calculating 
transfers, within the ceiling quantity of 500 
kilograms of U-235, made under said Arti- 
cles: 

From: 

1) The quantity of U-235 contained in 
enriched uranium transferred under said Ar- 
ticles, minus 

“(2) The quantity of U-235 contained in 
an equal quantity of uranium of normal 
isotopic assay, 

Subtract: 

(3) The aggregate of the quantities of 
U-235 contained in recoverable uranium of 
United States origin either transferred to the 
United States of America or to any other na- 
tion or group of nations with the approval 
of the Government of the United States of 
America pursuant to this Agreement, minus 

“(4) the quantity of U-235 contained in 
an equal quantity of uranium of normal 
isotopic assay.” 

ARTICLE VI 


Article XI of the Agreement for Coop- 
eration, as amended, is amended to read as 
follows: 

“The Government of the Republic of South 
Africa guarantees that: 

“(1) Safeguards provided in Article X 
shall be maintained. 

“(2) No material, including equipment 
and devices, transferred to the Government 
of the Republic of South Africa or author- 
ized persons under its jurisdiction by pur- 
chase or otherwise pursuant to this Agree- 
ment and no special nuclear material pro- 
duced through the use of such material, 
equipment and devices, will be used for 
atomic weapons, or for research on or de- 
velopment of atomic weapons, or for any 
other military purpose. 

“(3) No material, including equipment 
and devices, transferred to the Government 
of the Republic of South Africa or author- 
ized persons under its jurisdiction pursuant 
to this Agreement and no special nuclear 
material produced through the use of such 
material, equipment, or devices, will be 
transferred to unauthorized persons or be- 
yond the jurisdiction of the Government of 
the Republic of South Africa, except as the 
United States Commission may agree to 
such a transfer to another nation or group 
of nations, and then only if, in the opinion 
of the United States Commission, the trans- 
fer of the material is within the scope of an 
Agreement for Cooperation between the Gov- 
ernment of the United States of America and 
the other nation or group of nations.” 

ARTICLE VII 

Article XII of the Agreement for Cooper- 
ation, as amended, is amended to read as 
follows: 

“A. The Government of the United States 
of America and the Government of the Re- 
public of South Africa note that, by an 
agreement signed by them and the Interna- 
tional Atomic Energy Agency on February 
26, 1965, the Agency has been applying safe- 
guards to materials, equipment and facilities 
transferred to the Government of the Re- 
public of South Africa under this Agreement 
for Cooperation. The Parties agree that 
Agency safeguards shall continue to apply to 
such materials, equipment and facilities as 
provided in the trilateral agreement, as it 
may be amended from time to time or sup- 
planted by a new trilateral agreement, recog- 
nizing that the safeguards rights accorded 
to the United States by Article X of this 
Agreement are suspended during the time 
and to the extent that Agency safeguards 
apply to such materials, equipment and 
facilities. 

„B. In the event that the trilateral agree- 
ment referred to in paragraph A of this Arti- 
cle should be terminated prior to the ex- 
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piration of this Agreement and the Parties 
should fail to agree promptly upon a resump- 
tion of Agency safeguards, either Party may, 
by notification, terminate this Agreement. 
In the event of termination by either Party, 
the Government of the Republic of South 
Africa shall, at the request of the Govern- 
ment of the United States of America, return 
to the Government of the United States of 
America all special nuclear material received 
pursuant to this Agreement and still in its 
possession or in the possession of persons 
under its jurisdiction. The Government of 
the United States of America will compensate 
the Government of the Republic of South 
Africa for its interest in such material so 
returned at the United States Commission’s 
schedule of prices then in effect domesti- 
cally.” 
ARTICLE VIII 
This Amendment shall enter into force on 
the date on which each Government shall 
have received from the other Government 
written notification that it has complied with 
all statutory and constitutional requirements 
for the entry into force of such Amendment 
and shall remain in force for the period of 
the Agreement for Cooperation, as hereby 
amended. 
In witness whereof, the undersigned, duly 
authorized, have signed this Amendment. 
Done at Washington, in duplicate, this 
seventeenth day of July, 1967. 
For the Government of the United States 
of America: 
HERMAN POLLACK, 
Director, International Scientific and 
Technological Affairs, Department of 
State. 
GLENN T. SEABORG, 
Chairman, U.S. Atomic Energy Commis- 
sion. 


For the Government of the Republic of 
South Africa: 
His Excellency H. L. T, TASWELL, 
Ambassador E. and P. Embassy of South 


Africa. 
Certified to be a true copy: 
BARBARA H. THOMAS. 
JuLY 17, 1967. 


U.S. ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION, 
Washington, D.C., July 12, 1967. 
THE PRESIDENT, 
The White House 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: The Atomic Energy 
Commission recommends that you approve 
the enclosed proposed amendment to the 
“Agreement for Cooperation Between the 
Government of the United States of America 
and the Government of the Republic of 
South Africa Concerning Civil Uses of 
Atomic Energy“, determine that its perform- 
ance will promote and will not constitute 
an unreasonable risk to the common defense 
and security, and authorize its execution. 
The Department of State supports the Com- 
mission’s recommendation. 

The proposed amendment, which has been 
negotiated by the Department of State and 
the Atomic Energy Commission pursuant to 
the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, 
would extend the Agreement for Cooperation 
between the Government of the United 
States of America and the Government of 
the Republic of South Africa which was 
signed at Washington on July 8, 1957, as 
amended by the Agreement signed on June 
12, 1962. 

The primary purpose of the proposed 
amendment is to provide for the continua- 
tion of the cooperation which has taken 
place between the United States and South 
Africa under the Agreement for Cooperation 
which will expire August 21, 1967. The pro- 
pose amendment would extend the Agree- 
ment for Cooperation for ten years, through 
August 21, 1977. The amendment would also 
implement provisions of the Atomic En- 
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ergy Act of 1954, which were added by recent 
legislation, respecting enrichment services 
and ownership of special nuclear material, 
as well as incorporate modifications of pro- 
visions respecting fuel supply which are cur- 
rently employed in our Agreements for 
Cooperation. 

Consistent with the “Private Ownership” 
legislation of 1964, Article III of the amend- 
ment would permit arrangements to be made 
between either Party or authorized persons 
under its jurisdiction and authorized persons 
under the jurisdiction of the other for trans- 
fers of special nuclear material. Such ar- 
rangements would be in addition to the gov- 
ernment-to-government transactions cur- 
rently allowed and would be subject to the 
ceiling of 500 kilograms of U-235 in enriched 
uranium which may be transferred to South 
Africa under the agreement. 

The amendment would continue the cur- 
rent 500-kilogram ceiling on the quantity 
of U-235 which could be transferred to South 
Africa for purposes specified in the agree- 
ment. Under Article IV of the proposed 
amendment, it is envisaged that quantities 
of enriched uranium will be transferred for 
use as fuel in defined research applications; 
quantities for use in any agreed future 
power program in South Africa could be 
transferred, although South Africa has not 
yet formulated a nuclear power program. 
All such transfers would be subject to the 
500-kilogram ceiling. 

Pursuant to proposed Article IV, the basic 
method, particularly for power uses, for the 
supply of enriched uranium to which there 
would be a transfer of title would, after De- 
cember 31, 1968, be through uranium en- 
richment services. Sale would continue to be 
possible under the proposed amendment at 
the election of the Commission. In addition, 
the Commission would be able, at its dis- 
cretion, to make available to the Govern- 
ment of South Africa uranium enriched to 
more than twenty percent in the isotope 
U-235 when there is an economic or techni- 
cal justification for such a transfer. In keep- 
ing with stated Commission policy, Article 
IV also includes language which assures the 
comparability of domestic and foreign prices 
for enriched uranium and enrichment sery- 
ices performed, as well as of the advance no- 
tice required for delivery. 

The “peaceful uses” guarantee given by 
South Africa in Article XI of the agreement 
would be modified by Article VI of the pro- 
posed amendment to clarify the intention 
that the guarantee covers produced special 
nuclear material. 

United States’ safeguards rights on mate- 
rials and facilities subject to safeguards un- 
der the present agreement would remain sus- 
pended as long as safeguards responsibilities 
are exercised by the International Atomic 
Energy Agency under the trilateral arrange- 
ment which came into force on October 8, 
1965, as such arrangement may be amended 
or supplanted by agreement of the Parties. 
Should this arrangement be terminated and 
the Parties fail to agree on resumption of 
Agency safeguards, either Party could termi- 
nate the Agreement for Cooperation under 
the provisions of proposed Article VII of the 
amendment. 

Following your approval, determination, 
and authorization, the proposed amend- 
ment will be formally executed by appro- 
priate authorities of the Government of the 
United States of America and the Govern- 
ment of the Republic of South Africa. In 
compliance with Section 123c of the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1954, as amended, the amend- 
ment will then be submitted to the Joint 
Committee on Atomic Energy. 

Respectfully yours, 
GLENN T. SEABORG, 
Chairman, 
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THE WHITE HOUSE, 
Washington, D.C., July 14, 1967. 
Hon, GLENN T. SEABORG, 
U.S. Atomic Energy Commission, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Dr. SEABORG: In accordance with 
Section 123c of the Atomic Energy Act of 
1954, as amended, the Atomic Energy Com- 
mission has submitted to me by letter dated 
July 12, 1967, a proposed amendment to the 
“Agreement for Cooperation Between the 
Government of the United States of America 
and the Government of the Republic of 
South Africa Concerning Civil Uses of Atomic 
Energy” and has recommended that I ap- 
prove the proposed amendment, determine 
that its performance will promote and will 
not constitute an unreasonable risk to the 
common defense and security, and authorize 
its execution. 

Pursuant to the provisions of 123c of the 
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, and 
upon the recommendation of the Atomic 
Energy Commission, I hereby: 

(a) Approve the proposed amendment and 
determine that its performance will promote 
and will not constitute an unreasonable risk 
to the common defense and security of the 
United States of America; 

(b) Authorize the execution of the pro- 
posed amendment on behalf of the Govern- 
ment of the United States of America by ap- 
propriate authorities of the Department of 
State and the Atomic Energy Commission. 

Sincerely, 
LYNDON B. JOHNSON. 


U.S. ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION, 
Washington, D. O., July 17, 1967. 
Hon. JOHN O. PASTORE, 
Chairman, Joint Committee on Atomic 
Energy, Congress of the United States. 

DEAR SENATOR PASTORE: Pursuant to Sec- 
tion 1230 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, 
as amended, there are submitted with this 
letter: 

a. A proposed “Amendment to Agreement 
for Cooperation Between the Government of 
the United States of America and the Gov- 
ernment of the Republic of South Africa 
Concerning the Civil Uses of Atomic Energy”; 

b. A copy of a letter from the Commission 
to the President recommending approval of 
the amendment; and 

c. A copy of a letter from the President 
to the Commission containing his deter- 
mination that its performance will promote 
and will not constitute an unreasonable risk 
to the common defense and security, and ap- 
proving the amendment and authorizing its 
execution. 

The proposed amendment, which has been 
negotiated by the Department of State and 
the Atomic Energy Commission pursuant to 
the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, 
revises the Agreement for Cooperation be- 
tween the United States of America and the 
Republic of South Africa which was signed 
at Washington on July 8, 1957, as amended 
by the Agreement signed on June 12, 1962. 

Article I of the amendment extends the 
Agreement for ten years beyond the current 
expiration date of August 21, 1967. 

Article III of the amendment reflects the 
Private Ownership“ legislation of 1964 by 
permitting arrangements for the transfer of 
special nuclear material to be made between 
either Party or authorized persons under its 
jurisdiction and authorized persons under 
the jurisdiction of the other Party. Such 
arrangements would be in addition to the 
government-to-government transactions cur- 
rently allowed. 

Article IV of the amendment revises Article 
VIII of the Agreement in keeping with our 
current approach and policies to provide for 
supply of enriched uranium. After December 
31, 1968, toll enrichment would be the basic 
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method of supply of fuel for power reactors 
and could also be utilized, at the option of 
the United States, in providing fuel for de- 
fined research applications when a transfer 
of title is involved. The sale of enriched 
uranium for power applications would con- 
tinue to be possible under the amendment 
upon the request of South Africa but at the 
election of the Commission. In keeping with 
stated Commission policy, and as provided 
for example in the Swiss, Swedish, and Nor- 
wegian Agreements, language is also included 
which assures the comparability of domestic 
and foreign prices for enriched uranium and 
enrichment services, as well as of the advance 
notice required for delivery. Also, as in the 
case of those agreements and others, the 
Commission could make available to the 
Government of the Republic of South Africa 
uranium enriched to more than twenty per- 
cent in the isotope U-235 when there is an 
economic or technical justification for such 
a transfer. 

Article V of the amendment continues the 
current 500-kilogram ceiling on the quantity 
of U-235 which could be transferred to South 
Africa. Any quantities of enriched uranium 
transferred would be subject to this ceiling. 
Since South Africa has not formulated a 
nuclear power program, no defined require- 
ments for fueling power reactors are en- 
compassed by the 500-kilogram ceiling. 

United States’ safeguards rights on mate- 
rials and facilities subject to safeguards 
under the present Agreement will remain 
suspended as long as safeguards responsi- 
bilities are exercised by the International 
Atomic Energy Agency under the trilateral 
arrangement which came into force on Octo- 
ber 8, 1965, as that arrangement may be 
extended or supplanted by a new trilateral 
agreement. The text of a new trilateral has 
been agreed upon by the United States and 
South Africa and has also been approved 
by the IAEA Board of Governors. Should the 
arrangement for the application of Agency 
safeguards be terminated and the Parties 
fail to agree on their resumption, either 
Party could terminate the Agreement for Co- 
operation under the provisions of Article 
VII of the amendment. 

The amendment will enter into force on 
the day on which each Government shall 
have received from the other Government 
written notification that it has complied 
with all statutory and constitutional require- 
ments for entry into force. 

Cordially, 
GLENN T. SEABORG, 
Chairman. 


SENATOR BENNETT DISCUSSES 
VIETNAM WAR 


Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, re- 
cently the distinguished senior Senator 
from Utah [Mr. BENNETT] prepared a 
newsletter dealing with the Vietnam 
war. It was prompted in large measure 
by the confusion and misunderstanding 
which reigns in this country concerning 
American involvement in Vietnam. It 
was written for the general public and 
clearly points out, I believe, the basic 
reasons why we are involved in that con- 
flict and what issues are at stake. It is 
a publication which can be read by any 
American wishing to understand the 
background and major reasons for 
American involvement. 

The newsletter was timely, particu- 
larly since the administration has been 
quite remiss in pointing out and justi- 
fying American involvement in South- 
east Asia. The story must be more effec- 
tively told, and it must be understood 
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by our people, if for no other reason 
than in our form of government the citi- 
zenry represents the final source of 
power and authority. This the senior 
Senator from Utah has done. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
newsletter be printed in the RECORD, so 
that all Americans who read the Con- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD May have an oppor- 
tunity to read it. 

There being no objection, the newslet- 
ter was ordered to be printed in the Rec- 
ORD, as follows: 

VIETNAM 
(By Senator WALLACE F. BENNETT, Of Utah) 

The most crucial issue facing our country 
today is the war in Viet Nam. In the past 
three years American involvement in that 
war has generated a great amount of mail 
in my Office. It has prompted a national de- 
bate in Congress and in the press which is 
unsurpassed since the Korean War. The Viet 
Nam war is a very complex issue and vitally 
affects American national interests through- 
out the world. The United States has com- 
mitted upwards of 450,000 troops to a coun- 
try three-fourths the size of Utah. The 
latest Pentagon statistics show that 35 of our 
Utah sons have died in the fighting. Ameri- 
can deaths number over 8,000. It is reason- 
able, therefore, that Americans are asking 
penetrating questions about the war. In this 
month’s newsletter I will devote the space 
to events which have led to our involve- 
ment as well as outline my views on Viet 
Nam. 

BACKGROUND 


After World War II, France attempted to 
re-establish its prewar position in French 
Indo China (which included Viet Nam). This 
soon led to warfare between the French and 
certain Vietnamese forces led by Ho Chi 
Minh, who had joined the Communist party 
in France in 1920. 

In 1954, Ho's Viet Minh forces successfully 
routed the French in the historic battle at 
Dien Bien Phu. Although this did not rep- 
resent total defeat for the French, it did 
affect the attitude of the French people. 
Consequently, a newly formed French gov- 
ernment announced its intention of with- 
drawing from Indo China. The result of this 
withdrawal was the 1954 Geneva Accord, 
which divided Viet Nam at the 17th parallel. 
The northern half was turned over to Ho 
Chi Minh’s Communist government, and the 
southern part shortly thereafter came under 
the control of President Ngo Dinh Diem. 

Of importance today is the fact that the 
U.S. and South Viet Nam did not sign the 
Geneva Accord. They were, therefore, not 
technically bound by its provisions although 
the U.S. did issue a statement that it would 
support the Geneva agreement. The U.S. also 
stated that a renewal of aggression would 
be viewed with grave concern and considered 
as a threat to international peace and se- 
curity. 

Among other things the Accord also called 
for a 1956 election throughout the entire 
country which was never held. This has 
caused a great deal of controversy, although 
the refusal of South Viet Nam to hold the 
election was justified. There was no assur- 
ance that the election would be free in the 
Communist territory north of the 17th 
parallel. 

By 1959 it was apparent to Ho the South 
would not collapse politically and econom- 
ically as expected. Consequently, he began 
sending guerrilla forces south to join those 
who had been in hiding since 1954, to begin 
a campaign of terrorism and subversion 
against President Diem's moderately success- 
ful government. These guerrillas have since 
been nicknamed the Viet Cong. They are the 
armed forces of the National Liberation 
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Front, which operates in South Viet Nam 
under the control of North Viet Nam’s Com- 
munist party. This indirect form of aggres- 
sion was increased in tempo after 1960 until 
by 1963 the Viet Cong had gained control of 
large segments of South Viet Nam territory. 
By 1965 the U.S. had become directly in- 
volved with large numbers of troops, par- 
tially as a result of Viet Cong attacks on 
American naval vessels and because it ap- 
peared that South Viet Nam was about to 
be overrun by Viet Cong forces, 


THE SITUATION TODAY 


There has been a great deal of criticism 
about American involvement by certain ele- 
ments of our society, including members of 
the President's own party, I think it is im- 
portant that Americans understand why the 
U.S. is involved in this small Southeast 
Asian country halfway around the world. 

The prospect of nuclear war has been re- 
duced because the Soviet Union and the U.S. 
appear to have realized that an exchange of 
nuclear weapons would be a disaster. The 
Cuban confrontation proved this to a cer- 
tain degree. This realization, however, has 
not changed Communist support for a strat- 
egy commonly called “National Wars of Lib- 
eration.” This is a guerrilla type war through 
which a small well-equipped Communist 
force attempts to subvert an existing gov- 
ernment. It was used in China by Mao Tse- 
tung and was the method which Castro suc- 
cessfully used in Cuba. It has been unsuc- 
cessfully attempted in the Philippines and 
Malaya; is currently under way in Viet Nam; 
and is spreading to Thailand and to certain 
countries in Latin America. Communist suc- 
cess in South Vietnam would go far in con- 
vincing other Communist elements through- 
out the world that new “Wars of Liberation” 
can succeed. It is vital, therefore, that we 
show the world this type of subversion can 
be defeated in Viet Nam. If we do not, we will 
only see it rise again at some other spot on 
the globe, 

The President has repeatedly tried to end 
the conflict by negotiations. If so it would 
be very important that we obtain adequate 
safeguards to preserve the independence and 
territorial integrity of South Viet Nam. Until 
that time comes, the US. should continue 
its military pressure to achieve a military 
solution. 

Many Utahns ask how long the war will 
last. I wish I knew the answer. If North Viet 
Nam calls off its aggression it could end very 
quickly. Until then, however, the U.S. must 
continue to pursue its present course. 

Another question is why there has not 
been a declaration of war by Congress. This 
is a complex issue and a legitimate question. 
However, on whom would we declare war— 
the National Liberation Front, the Viet Cong, 
North Viet Nam, who? A declaration of war 
has traditionally applied to conventional 
wars. Guerrilla warfare is a recent phenom- 
enon and in some respects a formal declara- 
tion does not fit the situation. The absence 
of a declaration does not, however, mean lack 
of Congressional support. On many occasions 
large majorities in Congress have shown sup- 
port for the U.S. position. A final point on 
this issue is that American presidents have 
committed U.S. troops abroad more than 125 
different times since 1789 without a formal 
declaration of war. 

Currently we are witnessing considerable 
protest against American involvement by cer- 
tain minorities. I do not feel that anyone 
should be prevented from expressing a view- 
point on Viet Nam. However, many of the 
protests and demonstrations are clearly ir- 
responsible and a great disservice to our 
courageous fighting men. I deplore those mis- 
guided persons who burn draft cards and tear 
up American flags. To me Old Glory is still 
a sacred emblem, and no one’s opposition to 
a particular foreign policy can be grounds 
for desecrating our flag. 
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While we have 450,000 Americans fighting 
in Asia, I feel that no one at home should do 
anything that will make their job more diffi- 
cult or prolong their stay. I agree fully with 
General Westmoreland’s stirring message to 
Congress: 

“Backed at home by resolve, confidence, 
patience, determination and continued sup- 
port, we will prevail in Viet Nam over Com- 
munist aggression.” 


THE UNITED STATES—CHIEF SUP- 
PLIER OF WEAPONS TO THE 
WORLD 


Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, ever 
since the war in the Middle East, and 
particularly in the past few days, in- 
creased attention has been given to the 
role of the United States as the single 
largest supplier of weapons to the world. 

I have long been concerned and ap- 
prehensive about this matter, having 
spoken out on several occasions, and I 
am encouraged to see that this highly 
questionable aspect of our foreign policy 
is receiving extensive publicity. 

The Washington Post today has pub- 
lished an excellent editorial and an 
equally excellent column by Roland 
Evans and Robert Novak on the arms 
trade. I ask unanimous consent that they 
be printed in the Record at the conclu- 
sion of my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, these 
articles highlighted what is to me the 
most disturbing aspect of the whole arms 
sales program—the seeming ability of 
the Defense Department to write its own 
ticket, “unhampered” by the supervision 
and control of Congress. A staff study 
published last year by the Committee 
on Foreign Relations, and entitled “Arms 
Sales and Foreign Policy,” describes how 
the Pentagon expands the arms program. 

The recent publicity given to the Ex- 
port-Import Bank’s participation in the 
arms sales program is another example 
of how the secrecy of the Pentagon con- 
cerning the arms program leads to mis- 
understanding and suspicion. 

I hope that this recent publicity will 
move the Pentagon to initiate a “self- 
help” program of its own. Perhaps it 
might begin to volunteer some informa- 
tion to Congress concerning the funds 
which it has at its disposal for arms sales 
and grants, so that Congress will be able 
to fulfill its constitutional role of the su- 
pervision and control of funds and for- 
eign policy. 

The Senate, particularly the Commit- 
tee on Foreign Relations, has a duty to 
exercise supervision over the foreign pol- 
icy of the United States. I have long 
been an advocate of increased control by 
the committee, particularly with refer- 
ence to the activities of the CIA and the 
contradiction in our foreign policy be- 
tween our pleas for world peace and our 
booming arms-export business. 

I invite the attention of the Senate to 
a thorough and well presented series of 
articles written by Neil Sheehan and 
published in the New York Times. It is 
an impressive survey of the present state 
of our role in the international arms 
business. I ask unanimous consent that 
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these articles and an article which I 

wrote for the Saturday Review of July 

9, 1966, be printed in the RECORD. 
There being no objection, the articles 

were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 

as follows: 

[From the New York Times, July 19, 1967] 


A HUGE BUSINESS: ARMAMENT SALES—UNITED 
STATES Is PRINCIPAL SOURCE OF WEAPONS 
FOR OTHER LANDS—46-BILLION IN 17 YEARS 


(Notre.—This is the first of a series of arti- 
cles on international dealings in arms.) 


(By Neil Sheehan) 


WASHINGTON, July 18.—The five belliger- 
ents in the Middle Eastern war—lIsrael, the 
United Arab Republic, Syria, Jordan and 
Iraq—altogether had about 3,300 tanks, more 
than Hitler employed in the invasion of 
France in 1940. 

Nazi Germany manufactured its own tanks. 
The Middle Eastern combatants did not. They 
obtained theirs from the Soviet Union, 
Britain, France and the United States. Their 
warplanes, artillery, trucks, signal equipment 
and the great bulk of their small arms and 
ammunition were supplied by the same sour- 
ces. 

With these foreign arms, 679 of Egyptians, 
Jordanians, Syrians and Iraqis were killed. 
In Sinai, Israeli's French-build Mirage and 
Mystere jets destroyed the Egyptians’ Soviet 
MIG-21 fighters and Ilyushin bombers. On 
the Jordanian front, both Israelis and Jor- 
danians drove into battle in American-made 
Patton and Sherman tanks. 

The Middle East is only one of several 
troubled underdeveloped regions where wars 
have been fought, or may be fought, with 
foreign weaponry. The United States, which 
shared third place with Britain and followed 
the Soviet Union and France as a supplier to 
Israel and the Arab countries, has been the 
principal source of arms for the whole world. 

In late April, two portly men in the inter- 
national arms sales business, one a million- 
aire and the other a $25,000-a-year Defense 
Department official, were sitting in a sparsely 
furnished office on the fourth floor of the 
Pentagon when the telephone rang. 

Henry J. Kuss Jr., the civil servant, picked 
up the telephone. In a few minutes he had 
arranged the final details of a $40-million 
weapons sale. His listening visitor was Sam- 
uel Cummings, the founder, owner and pres- 
ident of the International Armaments Cor- 
poration and the world’s leading private 
seller of arms. 

“We don’t get many deals like that,” Mr. 
Cummings said later. 

From mid-1949 through June, 1966, the 
United States sold $16.1-billion in weaponry 
and gave away $30.2-billion more in arms and 
military equipment. The 46.3-billion total, 
which does not include private sales arranged 
outside of Mr. Kuss's office, is about $4-billion 
more than all the grants and loans under the 
regular economic assistance program since 
the middle of 1948, including the Marshall 
Plan. 

EXCEEDS ARMY STOCKS 

The export of rifies, carbines and subma- 
chine guns alone is more than enough to 
provide a gun for each of the 3.3-million men 
on active duty in the United States Army, 
Navy, Air Force and Marine Corps. The 19,827 
tanks exported are substantially more than 
the Army has in its active and reserve in- 
ventories. 

Under the guid:nce of Mr. Kuss, the export 
pattern has also been radically altered over 
the last six years. Where grant aid accounted 
for most exports in the nineteen-fifties, sales 
now outnumber grants by more than 200 per 
cent. 

Between mid-1961 and June, 1966, Mr. Kuss 
and his assistants have sold $11.1-billion in 
weaponry, 89 per cent to North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization allies and to Australia 
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and Japan. Sales fell to $1.5-billion in the 
fiscal year closed June 30, 1967, but Mr. Kuss 
intends to recoup and to maintain a volume 
of about $2-billion a year until 1975. 

The sales plus grant aid have made the 
United States Government the world’s lead- 
ing supplier of arms—nearly $3-billion a year. 

Since World War II, the marriage of 
Government and the armaments industry 
into the so-called military-industrial com- 
plex has transformed the international arms 
trade. The private arms salesman is a midget 
compared with the Government salesman. 
Mr. Cummings annual sales are, he says, 
well below $100-million, an obviously sub- 
stantial amount but a pittance beside the 
Government business. 

The Government defends its sales as a 
means of arming allies against the Com- 
munist military threat, promoting overseas 
political interests and easing the gold drain. 

As the cold war atmosphere has dissipated, 
the Government’s salesmanship has come 
under attack. 

The Arab-Israeli war has been seized 
upon by critics as evidence that the United 
States, with the Soviet Union and the other 
arms-exporting nations, has promoted arms 
races in the Middle East, Asia and Africa, 
fostering regional instability and encourag- 
ing local wars. 


FOREIGN EXCHANGE DIVERTED 


The flow of arms, these critics assert, also 
impedes social and economic progress by di- 
verting precious foreign exchange from de- 
velopment projects. 

“If nothing else,” said Senator Eugene J. 
McCarthy, Democrat of Minnesota and a 
persistent critic of arms shipments, “the 
Arab-Israeli war should convince us to re- 
examine our entire arms sales and military 
assistance programs.” 

What motivates these arms sales? For Mr. 
Cummings the answer is simple—profit. He 
has no illusions about the effects of a trade 
that has netted him millions over the last 
14 years in second-hand arms deals. 

“You get rather cynical in this business,” 
he said. 

From his headquarters in Monaco, Mr. 
Cummings sells about a quarter of a million 
small arms and small cannons—everything 
from pistols to 20-mm. h year to 
sportsmen, collectors and non-Communist 
foreign police forces and armies. 

One enterprising safe-cracker used a 20- 
mm. antitank cannon he bought from Inter- 
national Armaments to blast open a Brinks 
Company vault in Syracuse in October, 1965. 

Mr. company, with 17 affiliates 
and subsidiaries, also acts as a broker for the 
sale of larger items, such as tanks and jet 
fighter-bombers, from one country to an- 
other. 

Mr. Cummings explained that he did not 
manufacture arms. He simply takes advan- 
tage of the world’s arms races to buy and 
sell the surpluses that result when a new 
generation of weapons replaces older models. 
His sales are approved in advance by the 
British or United States Governments. 

Defense Department statistics on the flow 
of Government arms from the United States 
over the last 18 years give substance to his 
explanation. Among these exports are 16,630 
aircraft, including 8,300 jet fighter-bombers; 
38 destroyers, 24 submarines, 258 destroyer 
escorts and three aircraft carriers; 19,827 
tanks and 3,055 other armored assault ve- 
hicles; 1.4 million carbines, 2.1 million rifles, 
28,496 submachine guns, 71,174 machine 
guns and 30,668 mortars, 26,845 artillery 
pieces and recoilless guns of all types, and 
45,360 missiles, including 14,251 of the air- 
to-air heat-seeking type in use over North 
Vietnam. 

MORE SURPLUSES DUE 


Mr. Cummings noted that some 5,000 tanks 
and about 1,000 jet fighter-bombers would 
enter the European surplus market by 1970. 
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He already has customers who are eager 
to acquire these items in Asia, the Middle 
East and Latin America, The Government's 
sales add to this surplus constantly and cre- 
ate pressure on Europeans to recover the 
foreign exchange spent on American weap- 
onry by selling their second-hand arms else- 
where. For Mr. Kuss, the Government sales- 
man, the sales motivation is different. He 
epitomizes the transformation of the inter- 
national arms business from a primarily pri- 
vate to a predominantly Government busi- 
ness since World War II. A trained civil serv- 
ant who has spent 23 years in Government 
employ, he finds the impetus for his work 
in the bidding of his Government and in his 
desire to perform his task well. 


TITLE IS COMPLICATED 


His title is Deputy Assistant Secretary of 
Defense for International Logistics Negotia- 
tions and he refers to his work as the “pro- 
motion of mutual security.” 

Mr. Kuss asserts that the two principal ob- 
jectives are to “promote the defensive 
strength of our allies” and to ease logistics 
problems by fostering common weapons sys- 
tems. It is apparent that, when he has his 
way, such common weapons systems are 
largely American-designed. 

He concedes that “we also have a balance- 
of-payments problem,” but relegates this to 
third place as reason for the sales. 

But sales earn dollars, easing the gold 
drain and helping the United States maintain 
large troop deployments overseas. Without 
the dollars, the pressure on the Administra- 
tion from Congress to reduce troop commit- 
ments would undoubtedly increase. As Sec- 
retary of Defense Robert S. McNamara re- 
marked in Congressional testimony last year, 
the arms sales are made for gold, if you 
will.” 

TWENTY COMPANIES PROFIT 


Because weapons exports constitute less 
than 5 percent of the total American de- 
fense business, the profits earned for the 20 
major United States armaments companies 
are often overlooked. 

The sale to Britain, concluded last year, 
of $2 billion in advanced F-111 multipurpose 
attack jets, F-4 Phantom fighter-bombers 
and C-130 Hercules transport aircraft has 
brought sizable contracts for General Dy- 
namics, McDonnell and Lockheed Aircraft, 
which manufacture the planes. 

In a speech in the spring of last year to 
the World Affairs Council in Los Angeles, Mr. 
Kuss said that the more than $9-billion in 
sales he had made by then would bring nearly 
$1-billion in profits to American industry and 
about 1.2 million man-years of employment 
spread through the 50 states and the District 
of Columbia. 


[From the New York Times, July 19, 1967] 
U.S. ARMS SALESMAN 
(By Henry John Kuss Jr.) 

WASHINGTON, July 18.—The way Henry 
John Kuss Jr. of the Defense Department 
tells it, he has become the greatest arms 
salesman in history simply by processing the 
order forms, 

Mr. Kuss is the official United States Gov- 
ernment arms salesman, but he contends 
that he does not actually do any selling. He 
just provides the arms, he says, when foreign 
governments request them and when the 
Administration decides the sale is in the 
national interest. We literally don’t have to 
do a thing,” he said in a recent interview 
in his Pentagon office. “We haven't had to 
go out and promote a sale since we started. 
We just make it known that it’s possible 
to buy.” 

The requests have evidently been large. 
Since 1961 Mr. Kuss has filled orders for 
$12.6-billion worth of weapons. 

Mr. Kuss is deft in avoiding discussion of 
the details of his job. When he was asked 
at a Congressional hearing last year to ex- 
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plain what his complicated title meant (he 
is the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense 
for International Logistics Negotiations), he 
sought unsuccessfully to give an off-the- 
record answer and then gave a lengthy de- 
scription in which the word “sales” did not 
occur once. 


THE OTHER GUY’S PRODUCT 


“I don’t go about cutting the other guy’s 
product out,” he said in the interview. “I’ve 
never compared the other guy’s product with 
ours, If a country says to us they can buy 
an item cheaper in another part of the world, 
then we say, ‘Go ahead and buy it.’ 

“We just tell them they'd better make 
sure it’s really cheaper,” he declared. 

Others who have had opportunity to watch 
Henry Kuss at work, however, tell a different 
story. They say he is a brilliant and aggres- 
sive salesman, thoroughly familiar with pro- 
duction curves, research and development 
costs, credit problems and the other intri- 
cacies of the international traffic in arms. 

Two years ago Secretary of Defense Robert 
S. McNamara awarded him the Meritorious 
Civilian Service Medal for his “unparalleled 
ability as a negotiator.” 

Mr. Kuss is a large man, more than six 
feet tall and in excess of 200 pounds, with 
a wide, round face, a prominent double chin 
and graying hair. He speaks rapidly but 
softly, and dresses in blue and gray suits. 

He was born in Astoria, Queens, on Nov. 10, 
1922. He studied political science and mathe- 
matics at St. John’s College in Brooklyn and 
served as a Navy supply officer during the 
last two years of World War II. 

He gained the knowledge that led to his 
present job through many years of work as a 
civilian weapons technician for the Navy and 
in the course of making a series of studies 
during the nineteen-fifties of the long-range 
military requirements of the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization countries. 

While Mr. Kuss’s work is beginning to 
bring him some of the unfavorable publicity 
traditionally associated with the arms trade, 
it provides none of the riches that the great 
arms merchants accumulated in the past, 
when the business was almost entirely a pri- 
vate one. 

“T have to spend some of my own salary to 
hold this job,” Mr. Kuss said, “because of all 
the traveling I do.” He said his expenses usu- 
ally amounted to more than Government 
travel allowances provided. 

His office is sparsely furnished with a desk, 
a conference table, chairs, the usual Penta- 
gon charts and a few mementos of his work. 

In a glass case is a gold-hilt dagger from 
the defense minister of Saudi Arabia, where 
Mr. Kuss was responsible for the sale of $120- 
million worth of Hawk anti-aircraft missiles 
last year. On a side table is a gilded jeweler's 
balance symbolizing Mr. Kuss’s efforts to re- 
verse the gold drain with the dollars his arms 
sales bring to the United States Treasury. 

Mr. Kuss, his wife, the former Johanna M. 
Derouet of New York, and their two daugh- 
ters live in Springfield, Va., one of a number 
of suburban communities near the Pentagon. 


DISTURBED BY JOKES 


Mr. Kuss acknowledges that the publicity 
about his work is beginning to disturb him. 
In the past, he said, he did not mind hear- 
ing the usual macabre jokes about his trade, 
but now “they don’t sound so much like 
jokes any more,” he declared. 

The criticism seems to disturb him partic- 
ularly, because, for all his bland exterior, he 
is a resolute cold warrior who appears to be- 
lieve sincerely that his work helps to prevent 
the spread of communism. 

In his speeches he repeatedly stresses the 
need to defend the “free world” against the 
“Communist threat“ by shipping arms to 
Washington’s allies. The fact that some of 
these allies occasionally use American arms 
to fight one another does not seem to shake 
his belief in his job. 
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[From the New York Times, July 20, 1967) 
A HUGE BUSINESS: ARMAMENT SALES 


(Following is the second of a series of 
articles on the international arms trade.) 


(By Neil Sheehan) 


WASHINGTON, July 19.—The United States 
Government has become the leading pur- 
veyor of arms to the world, with total sales 
of $12.6-billion since the middle of 1961. How 
has Washington done it? 

Henry J. Kuss Jr., the Defense Department 
arms salesman, declines to discuss the tech- 
niques in detail, but it is possible to piece 
together from a number of sources some of 
the ways in which sales are generated. 

The most obvious manner is direct action 
by Mr. Kuss’s office. This has taken place un- 
der a number of forms, but two of the most 
successful have been the offset method, which 
Mr. Kuss originated, and the technique of 
persuading and then helping allied countries 
and other possible clients to project their 
military planning on a five-year basis, as the 
United States does. 

Mr. Kuss developed the offset method after 
the Eisenhower Administration attempted 
and failed in late 1960 to persuade West 
Germany to reimburse the United States 
directly for the foreign exchange costs of 
maintaining American forces there. During 
the negotiations, Mr. Kuss discovered in con- 
versation with Franz Josef Strauss, at that 
time Bonn's Defense Minister, that West 
Germany would be willing to make large 
weapons purchases if the American forces 
there would handle supplies for the develop- 
ing Bundeswehr, the West German armed 
forces, and if Washington would agree to 
train thousands of German pilots, missile 
technicians and other specialists in the 
United States. 


SENT BACK AT ONCE 


While returning to the United States with 
the American delegation Mr. Kuss suggested 
that he be allowed to work out an arrange- 
ment with Mr. Strauss. He was sent back to 
West Germany immediately and in early 1961 
negotiated the first two-year offset agree- 
ment. Bonn agreed to purchase and pay for 
$1.35-billion worth of American arms and 
training by the middle of 1963, enough to 
compensate for the gold drain caused by 
American troops in West Germany during 
1961 and 1962. 

The agreement with West Germany was 
Mr. Kuss’s first major sale, and it un- 
doubtedly started him on the way to his 
current prominence. It led to a total of $4.05- 
billion in West German arms-purchase com- 
mitments. 

The West German Air Force had an un- 
happy experience with F-104 Starfighters it 
purchased through Mr. Kuss. It made un- 
wieldly modifications on the aircraft and en- 
countered problems with maintenance and 
pilot training. The result was that 61 of the 
planes crashed and the air force chief re- 
signed last fall. Budgetary complications 
from the arms purchases contributed to the 
fall of former Chancellor Ludwig Erhard a 
short time later. 

West Germany has not placed orders for 
the final $500-million of its arms purchase 
commitment, although it has pledged to do 
so. Under a new agreement West Germany 
obtained the right to buy $500-million a 
year in United States Treasury bonds instead 
of arms. It has said it will continue arms 
purchases, but only as needed. 

FIVE-YEAR PLANNING ENCOURAGED 

The technique of encouraging and aiding 
other nations to do their military planning 
on a five-year basis also generates obvious 
Opportunities for arms sales. The United 
States has worked out such five-year mili- 
tary projections with all the members of the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization and 
many of the 55 nations that receive military- 
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assistance grants, with Japan, Sweden, Aus- 
tralia and a number of other states. 

The projections are drawn up by the NATO 
planning experts or by American military- 
assistance and advisory groups with their 
counterparts in foreign armed forces. Visit- 
ing United States military delegations and 
teams of experts from Mr. Kuss’ office also 
take part. 

The flow of information to Mr. Kuss’ of- 
fice identifies potential sales and the very 
existence of a five-year plan helps to per- 
suade the country involved to purchase arms. 

Military-assistance groups employ 12,353 
servicemen and civilians overseas. The groups 
function to some extent as on-the-spot sales- 
men. Mr. Kuss’ six sales teams are organized 
by country and by region for Europe, the 
Middle East, Asia, Africa and Latin America 
so that they will remain familiar with the 
characteristics of their areas. 

The Army, the Navy and the Air Force 
each maintain separate central arms-sales 
offices to assist and supplement Mr. Kuss’ 
teams. 

CREDIT FUND AVAILABLE 

Where the NATO countries and Japan and 
Australia are concerned, Secretary McNamara 
has reinforced Mr. Kuss’ efforts through the 
five-year plan. He has exerted continuous 
pressure on these nations to modernize their 
forces and meet their treaty commitments. 
Other refinements include having generals 
accompanying Mr. Kuss’ team to extol the 
merits of American equipment to Europeans. 
The sale of one weapons system leads to 
relationships that produce more purchases. 

The combination has been potent. So po- 
tent, in fact, that after Britain lost out to 
Mr. Kuss in a $37-million tank sale to Italy 
in the spring of 1965, Prime Minister Wilson 
publicly complained that the “high-pressure 
salesmanship of the Americans” had “un- 
balanced the situation” in the Atlantic al- 
lance. 

The ability of Mr. Kuss to extend large 
and very liberal credit terms to his clients has 
been another important factor in his sales. 

With a revolting arms-sales credit fund of 
$383-million, established by Congress in 1957 
and expanded over the years, the Defense 
Department is able to extend $1,532,000,000 
in credits. The law requires that only 25 per 
cent of the credits be covered by the fund. 
Mr. Kuss can thus guarantee loans from pri- 
vate banks at commercial interest rates or ex- 
tend direct United States Government cred- 
its at interest charges varying from nothing 
to commercial levels. 

The Export-Import Bank has been another 
important and separate source of credit for 
Mr. Kuss. According to Congressional testi- 
mony by senior officials of the Administra- 
tion, the Eximbank, at the request of the 
Defense Department, has either actually lent 
or committed itself to lend $2.6-billion to 
foreign countries for arms since 1963. 

In the fiscal years 1966 and 1967, arms 
loans constituted more than 25 per cent of 
the bank’s lending business. 

The loans are both direct and indirect 
through the Defense Department under a de- 
vice called the “Country X account.” Under 
this system the bank opens a line of credit, 
usually at 3 per cent interest, to the Defense 
Department which Mr. Kuss then uses to 
finance the sale. 

By June 30 the bank had made nearly 
$1-billion in direct loans and $591-million 
in Country X loans. Seventeen countries, 12 
underdeveloped, were the recipients, includ- 
ing Jordan and Israel, countries that fought 
each other last month with their American 
weaponry. 

The extent of the bank’s involvement in 
the arms-sales program set off strong pro- 
tests this week and an inquiry in Congress 
that could lead to restrictions on the bank’s 
ability to lend money for weapons. 

With such flexible credit devices, Mr. Kuss 
is able to “sweeten” a sale by making package 
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loans, mixing the interest rates and offering 
long-term credits. Britain, for example, will 
pay for her $2-billion in purchases over 12 
years. 

INTANGIBLE ELEMENT AT WORK 

Weapons sales are generated a number of 
other ways. The government of an underde- 
veloped country may decide it wants to im- 
prove the quality of its armed forces and 
approach the American Embassy there to 
obtain weapons. The Ambassador may then 
decide to support the request for political 
reasons and convince the State Department 
of the wisdom of the sale. 

The exposure of tens of thousands of offi- 
cers from scores of countries to American 
military doctrine and weaponry through 
training courses under the military assist- 
ance program is an intangible but probably 
significant element in creating an appetite 
for United States arms. From the middle of 
1949 through the middle of 1965, 243,250 for- 
eign officers and enlisted men took American 
training courses at bases here and abroad. 

Finally, there is undoubtedly considerable 
basis for Mr. Kuss's argument that his sales 
result not from “super salesmanship” but 
from “superbuyers’’—the European nations, 
Australia and Japan. 

The immense scale of the American arma- 
ment industry and the long production runs 
sometimes enable another country to obtain 
a weapons system from the United States for 
80 to 40 per cent less than what it would 
have cost the buyer to develop and produce 
a comparable weapons system at home. 

It has been estimated, for example, that 
Britain saved about a billion dollars in re- 
search and development and production costs 
by deciding to buy two billion dollars worth 
of American F-111 multipurpose jets, F-4 
Phantom fighter-bombers and C-130 trans- 
ports rather than to produce similar planes 
herself. 

The much larger amount of money spent 
by the United States on research and de- 
velopment—$3-billion to $4-billion a year, 
compared with $855-million for France, West 
Germany and Britain combined—often gives 
an American weapons system a distinct tech- 
nological edge over comparable European- 
produced arms. 

The American salesman can also point out 
to his customers that the quality of United 
States weaponry has been proved first in 
Korea and now in Vietnam. 

Mr. Kuss spends about 90 days a year 
traveling outside the United States on busi- 
ness. He represents Secretary McNamara on 
the special Cabinet-level committee on trade 
expansion and is vigorously attempting to 
interest more American industries in arms 
exports through seminars organized by a 
Pentagon-sponsored group called the De- 
fense-Industry Advisory Council Committee 
on Military Exports. 

He is expanding joint weapons develop- 
ment and production programs with the Eu- 
ropeans as a technique for maintaining sales 
momentum and is promoting a scheme that 
might well become the best sales device of 
all—a defense common market, integrating 
the American armaments industry with that 
of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
allies. The Europeans, featuring the inte- 
gration with the American giant would, in 
fact, mean absorption, have shown little in- 
terest in the concept. 

In his speeches Mr. Kuss likes to portray 
his efforts as laying the groundwork for the 
ideal arms sales environment of the future. 
He seems to assume implicitly that the cen- 
tral world arms race between the industrial- 
ized Western nations and the Soviet Union 
will continue indefinitely, with greater op- 
portunities and challenges for the adept 
arms salesman. 

“We and our allies,” he told the National 
Security Industrial Association in the fall of 
1965, “will place in position for the 1975-85 
period a new breed of industries, engineer- 
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diplomats, capital and labor practiced in the 
tasks of using the common market approach 
to bring the economy of scale to an increas- 
ing number of production programs.” 


[From the New York Times, July 21, 1967] 
A HUGE BUSINESS: ARMAMENT SALES 


(Following is the last of a series of arti- 
cles on the international arms trade.) 

(By Neil Sheehan) 

WASHINGTON, July 20.— While Mr. Nas- 
ser's tanks were still burning,” said Samuel 
Cummings, the world's leading private arms 
merchant, “we were already negotiating with 
Israelis for the light weapons.” 

These “light weapons” were about 70,000 
Soviet-made rifles and several thousand 
pistols. They were abandoned along with 
large stocks of ammunition by the fieeing 
troops of President Gamel Abdel Nasser, of 
the United Arab Republic during the Arab- 
Israeli war last month. 

Mr. Cummings, president of the Interna- 
tional Armaments Corporation, intends to 
purchase the bulk of the captured weapons 
and ammunition from the Israeli Govern- 
ment for sale to sportsmen and collectors 
in the United States and other non-Com- 
munist countries. 


WAR WITH IMPORTED WEAPONS 


The Arab-Israeli war, fought entirely with 
imported weapons was but one manifestation 
of a growing international problem—the 
rapid build-up of conventional arms in the 
developing countries. 

In the five-year period ended June 30, 
1966, the United States, through the De- 
fense Department’s arms salesman, Henry J. 
Kuss Jr. a much bigger arms merchant than 
Mr. Cummings, $11.1-billion worth of weap- 
ons, 89 per cent of which went to the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization allies and to 
Australia and Japan, 

No mtage breakdown is available for 
the $1.5-billion worth sold in the fiscal year 
ended June 30. Mr. Kuss intends to maintain 
sales of about $2-billion a year until 1975. 
Sales combined with grants totaled about 
$3-billion a year in arms exports. 

The Administration defends the sales as 
necessary to strengthen allies, to promote 
political objectives and to ease the United 
States balance of payments. 

Mr. Kuss professes puzzlement at the in- 
creasing concern in Congress and elsewhere 
over his operations, a concern which has 
been deepened by the Arab-Israeli war—the 
third since 1948. 

A NATURAL OUTGROWTH 


“It was such a natural outgrowth of what 
the United States had been doing all along,” 
he said, referring to the vast grant aid pro- 
gram of the nineteen-fifties, when the United 
States distributed $17-billion in arms free 
of charge. 

“Congress complained for years” about giy- 
ing away arms, he said. “Why the complain- 
ing now that we're selling them?“ he asked. 

One of the complaints was by the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee. A staff study 
in January said: 

“In Europe, American arms salesmanship 
has often been zealous to the point of irri- 
tation and overpowering to the point of en- 
couraging the Europeans to compete more 
aggressively for the arms markets in the 
underdeveloped regions of the world.” 

The usual Defense Department reply to 
this criticism is that only 11 per cent of the 
arms have gone to the underdeveloped coun- 
tries, All sales in this category, they main- 
tain, are carefully coordinated with the State 
Department and the other responsible Gov- 
ernment agencies. 

But 10 percent of the $11.1-billion in sales 
as of June 30, 1966, means that arms worth 
$1.22-billion were sold to the sensitive under- 
developed regions in the five-year period. 
About $998-million of this $1.22-billion has 
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gone to the most explosive areas—the Mid- 
dle East, India and Pakistan. 


SECONDARY SALES PROBLEM 


There is also growing evidence that the 

sales to European allies are worsening the 
serious surplus problem there, with the result 
that the Europeans sell their secondhand 
weapons to the developing countries in order 
to recover some of the foreign exchange they 
have handed to Mr, Kuss for new American 
arms, 
The United States has already been pushed 
into one arms sale in Latin America, 25 A-4 
Skyhawk jet attack bombers to Argentina in 
1965 to prevent the Argentines from divert- 
ing foreign exchange for British planes. 

Secretary of Defense Robert S. McNamara 
acknowledged during Congressional testi- 
mony in April, 1966, that the sale had been 
made for economic reasons. 

What relationship did the sales have to the 
maintenance of internal security in Argen- 
tina?, Mr. McNamara was asked. The answer 
is nothing,” he replied, “absolutely nothing.” 

He explained that the alternative would 
have been to see Argentina purchase planes 
from “another nation at a much higher price, 
which would involve a much greater diversion 
from her economic resources.” 


A CHAIN REACTION 


The sale to Argentina prompted Chile, 
which has always considered Argentina a 
potential threat, to ask for Skyhawks too. 
Since the planes could not be supplied be- 
cause of the Vietnam war, Chile paid Britain, 
the “other nation” that had made the orig- 
inal sales offer to Argentina, about $20 mil- 
lion for 21 Hawker-Hunter jets. 

The Chilean purchase then led Peru to seek 
jets as well. The United States offered the 
Peruvians 15 old-model F-86 jet fighter- 
bombers. The Peruvians turned down the 
offer. They wanted more modern planes and 
they are reported to be preparing to purchase 
supersonic Mirage fighter-bombers from 
France. 

The acquisition of Mirages by Peru could 
heighten the arms competition, since the 
Latin countries now possess only subsonic 
jets. 

Mr. Kuss inadvertently provided some tes- 
timony last year on why the Europeans are 
seeking to recover foreign exchange spent on 
American weapons. 

He told the Los Angeles World Affairs 
Council “that while miiltary exports consti- 
tute less than 5 per cent of the total defense 
business in the United States, they consti- 
tute a much more significant proportion of 
the balance of the free world’s defense busi- 
ness, running 15 to 20 per cent average and 
sometimes 50 to 75 per cent of individual or 
country defense expenditures.” 

European nations are also selling their own 
newly manufactured and second hand arms 
to the developing regions because Mr. 
Kuss's aggressive salesmanship and the su- 
perior quality of American weapons have 
hurt sales by the Europeans to each other. 

After Britain lost out to Mr. Kuss on a 
$37-million tank sale to Italy in the spring 
of 1965, Prime Minister Wilson decided to 
intensify Britain's arms export business. 

France is exporting about 40 per cent of 
her aerospace production, much of it to the 
developing countries. Paris has ignored the 
United Nations arms embargo against South 
Africa and since 1963 has sold that country 
about $300-million in jet fighters, tanks and 
helicopters and is expected to sell subma- 
rines there soon. 

Israel’s 250 fighters and 50 bombers were 
all French-made—Mirage, Mystere, Ouragan 
and Vautour models. 

A study of the international arms traffic 
published in October by the Institute of 
Strategic Studies in London estimated that 
as of 1965 about $1.2-billion worth of arms 
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was flowing annually into the underdeveloped 
regions, 

This total included about $450-million 
from the United States, both sales and 
grants, $400-million from the Soviet Union, 
$200-million from France and $150-million 
from Britain, The flow from the Soviet 
Union has grown since 1965. 

In sales alone, Defense Department statis- 
tics show that American arms purchased by 
and actually delivered to the developing 
countries have increased 13 times over five 
years from $34-million in the 1962 fiscal 
year to $444-million in the 1966 fiscal year. 

Italy, West Germany, Canada, Sweden, 
Switzerland and Belgium are providing ad- 
ditional weapons in smaller but still signifi- 
cant quantities. 

The problem of controlling the flow of 
arms to the underdeveloped regions has been 
complicated by the burgeoning demand since 
World War II. 

The number of independent states has 
risen from 50 to 120. Each new nation seeks 
arms, for everything from an independence 
day parade to crushing an internal rebellion 
or pursuing a territorial dispute with a 
neighbor, 

SUPPLY AND DEMAND RISE 

The supply of weapons and the number 
of suppliers have swollen along with the 
demand. Until 1955, the United States and 
Britain exercised a virtual monopoly over 
arms traffic to the so-called third world, and 
an informal but reasonably effective control 
was enforced. 

Over the last decade this gentleman’s 
agreement has collapsed as the Soviet Union, 
France and the other European countries 
have become active suppliers. 

Australia and Japan can be expected to 
join the ranks and China will probably be- 
come a significant supplier soon. 

Although profit has been the primary mo- 
tive for the European nations’ sales, Moscow 
and Washington export arms to the under- 
developed world for primarily political pur- 
poses. 

In the Middle East and North Africa, the 
United States shipped tanks, antiaircraft 
missiles, armored personnel carriers and other 
military equipment to Israel and to the con- 
servative Arab states, Jordan and Saudi 
Arabia. Washington has also been arming 
Morocco and has supplied the great bulk of 
the equipment for Iran’s armed forces. 

The Soviet Union has concentrated on 
arming what are called the radical Arab 
states—Egypt, Syria, Iraq and Algeria. 

Egypt and Saudi Arabia are supporting op- 
posing factions in a civil war in Yemen. 

Washington has agreed to sell the Iranians 
$135-million worth of F-4 Phantom jets, the 
most advanced of operational American fight- 
er-bombers, to MIG—21's Iraq has received 
from the Soviet Union. 

Algeria and Morocco last fought a border 
war in 1963 and they appear to be preparing 
for a second round. The United States has 
now promised to sell Morocco F-5 jet fighters 
while the Soviet Union steadily pumps more 
tanks and MIG-21’s into into Algeria. 

Arms have sometimes gained the major 
powers considerable influence with the re- 
cipient nation. This has been the case for the 
Soviet Union in Egypt and Syria and for the 
United States in Jordan, Saudi Arabia and 
Ethiopia. 

But in other instances, the arms shipments 
have brought negligible influence. 

At least $1.5-billion worth of American 
arms, almost all of it free, did not prevent 
Pakistan from drifting toward China in 1965. 
The $1.2-billion in Soviet arms to Indonesia 
did not inhibit President Sukarno from 
adopting a pro-Chinese foreign policy in 1964 
and 1965 to the dismay of Moscow. 


USED WEAPONS ON REDS 


Tronically, the Indonesian Army then used 
Russian weapons both to massacre the Indo- 
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nesian Communist party, Moscow’s long- 
range hope there, and to depose President 
Sukarno after an abortive Communist coup 
d'état in September of 1965. 

Perhaps no instance illustrates the mani- 
fold pitfalls of arms diplomacy so well as the 
ant experience last month in the Middle 

ast. 

The $1-billion in weapons to Egypt and 
the $800-million to Syria, Iraq and Algeria 
since 1955, much of its virtually given away, 
did buy the Soviet Union influence with Pres- 
ident Nasser and the Syrian leaders, But the 
arms did not bring Moscow control, and So- 
viet prestige with the Arabs suffered when 
Moscow did not intervene militarily to save 
them from defeat. 

With at least half of its investment de- 
stroyed or captured by the Israelis, the Soviet 
Union now faces the prospect of having to 
invest another billion to rearm Egypt and 
Syria to retain its influence with their lead- 
ers or perhaps even to prevent these leaders 
from being overthrown from within. 

PRODUCE INTERNAL PROBLEMS 

Then there are internal problems that arise 
in the recipient countries. 

Social and economic progress are often 
hampered by the diversion of large amounts 
of foreign exchange for weapons. The en- 
trenchment of military bureaucracies that 
resist social change and acquire vested poli- 
tical interests is also a frequent result. 

Indonesia is an example of a country whose 
economy has been beggared by the impos- 
sible task of supporting large armed forces 
that cannot even maintain and use their 
MIG-21 jets, medium range bombers, tanks, 
submarines, destroyers and a cruiser. 

A study by the United States Arms Con- 
trol and Disarmament Agency estimated that 
the developing countries paid out about $4- 
billion in foreign exchange for debt service 
in 1964, which was equal to about “one half 
of all the new economic aid extended to them 
that year.” Much of this debt had been in- 
curred for armaments, 

India is attempting to reschedule her very 
large foreign foreign debt payments, partly 
because of heavy arms purchases. 

Yet very little has been done by the United 
States, the Soviet Union and the other indus- 
trialized nations to begin bringing the dan- 
gerous proliferation of conventional arms un- 
der control. 


LATIN AMERICAN EFFORT 


Only in Latin America has the Adminis- 
tration made a serious effort to impose con- 
trol on conventional arms. 

At the Punta del Este meeting in mid- 
April, the Administration attempted to per- 
suade the Latin-American states to pledge 
not to purchase or manufacture supersonic 
aircraft, naval vessels heavier than destroy- 
ers, missiles or tanks over 30 tons. 

The Latin-Americans balked and the con- 
ference finally settled for a somewhat vague 
statement that the separate states would 
“avoid military expenditures that are not 
indispensable in order to carry out the spe- 
cific missions of the armed forces.” 

The United States has behaved in the oppo- 
site fashion in the Middle East and North 
Africa, where its arms shipments have sig- 
nificantly increased over the last three years. 

The latest Arab-Israeli war has now led the 
Administration to appeal to the Soviet Union 
to cooperate in imposing a limitation on arms 
traffic to the Middle East. President John- 
son has also proposed that the United Na- 
tions ask all of its members to make public 
any future shipments to the area. 

The Soviet Union has given no evidence of 
wishing to cooperate and has already begun 
rearming Egypt and Syria. 

Secretary of State Dean Rusk has made 
clear that without Soviet cooperation, the 
Administration intends to continue its policy 


July 21, 1967 


of arming both Israel and the conservative 
Arab states, 

Similarly, the United States has evolved 
no long-range policy to deal with the growing 
problem of surplus arms. The State Depart- 
ment simply grappies with each case as it 
arises. The most recent prominent example 
occurred last year when West Germany sold 
90 surplus F-86 jet fighter-bombers to Iran, 
and Iran in turn shipped them to Pakistan. 

Although Washington eventually per- 
suaded Pakistan to send the planes back to 
Iran, the incident indicated that American 
control over the ultimate use of weapons 
through agreements tends to weaken as the 
surpluses accumulate. 

This issue is becoming steadily more com- 
plicated because of the practice of granting 
manufacturing licenses to foreign countries. 

Canada originally produced the F-86’s that 
West Germany sold to Iran. Canada is now 
manufacturing Northrop F-5 fighters under 
license and the Netherlands will begin pro- 
ducing them soon. 

Japan, West Germany, Italy, The Nether- 
lands and Belgium either have produced or 
are producing Lockheed F-104 Starfighters, 
and Italy is manufacturing M-113 armored 
personnel carriers and M-60 tanks. At least 
1,400 Starfighters have been manufactured 
abroad. 

About three months ago, Mr. Cummings, 
the private arms merchant, wrote a letter 
to the State Department. He asked to what 
developing countries he would be allowed 
to arrange sales of the 5,000 tanks and 1,000 
jet fighter-bombers he estimates will enter 
the European surplus market by 1970. 

A long-delayed reply finally informed him 
that the department could give him no ad- 
vance permission. He was told that he would 
have to approach it on a case-by-case basis. 

It was also made clear to him in conversa- 
tions that the department would prefer him 
to make no transactions at all. 

As an American dealer, Mr. Cummings 
makes no sales that are not approved by the 
Government. 

“In other words,” he said, “the State De- 
partment doesn’t have a policy. They have 
their heads stuck in the sand. They are hop- 
ing that all those planes and tanks will just 
go away some night like a bad dream. Well, 
they won’t. The Europeans aren’t going to 
dump those arms in the sea. They’re going to 
get their money back.” 

“If I don’t get permission to arrange the 
sales,” he said, then my dastardly European 
competitors will sell them.” 


{From the New York Times, July 21, 1967] 
PRIVATE ARMS DEALER: SAMUEL CUMMINGS 


WASHINGTON, July 20.—At the age of 5, 
Samuel Cummings learned to dismantle and 
reassemble a souvenir World War I German 
machine gun. He believes that was the start 
of his career. In any case, this boyhood fasci- 
nation and a robust entrepreneurial spirit 
have helped make him the world’s leading 
private arms merchant. Mr. Cummings is 
the founder, owner and president of the 
International Armaments Corporation, which 
has 17 affiliates and subsidiaries in non- 
Communist countries. 

He is a portly, well-dressed man with a 
boyish face that continually breaks into a 
smile as he describes the ironies of the arms 
trade. His sense of honor is keen but some- 
what macabre. His gregariousness .s con- 
tagious, and he is remarkably candid «bout 
his work. 

He does not intrigue against Balkan and 
Southeast Asian governments and he scorns 
the idea that successful arms salesmen spend 
most of their time smuggling guns to revolu- 
tionaries at night in unmarked aircraft. 

Mr. Cummings observes the legalities 
scrupulously and makes no sales that are 
not approved in advance by the British or 
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American governments, or both in instances 
of political sensitivity. 

“It would be stupid for us to violate the 
law.“ he said. There's very little money in 
smuggling. The profits are in the legal sales.” 

For tax purposes, Mr. Cummings lives in 
Monaco with his Swiss wife, Irma, and their 
children, He supervises his company’s opera- 
tions from a 13-room apartment and office 
there when he is not traveling on business, 
as he is six to eight months of the year. 

The bulk of his business consists of buying 
and reselling surplus small arms to sports- 
men, collector and non-Communist armies 
and police forces. 

Mr. Cummings handles about 250,000 small 
arms a year, about 80 percent of the British 
and American business. He also arranges 
sales of larger items, such as tanks and jet 
fighters, from one country to another for a 
commission. 

His sales volume, he says, runs to eight 
figures, but is well under $100-million a year. 

“We just take advantage of the world’s 
perpetual arms race,” he said, explaining 
that the new weapons rolling off the produc- 
tion lines are continually creating new 
surpluses. 

Mr. Cummings was born in Philadelphia on 
Feb. 4, 1927, to a Main Line family that lost 
its money in the stock market crash of 1929. 
His father died a few years later, but his 
mother went to work in a real-estate firm 
and put her son through the Episcopal Acad- 
emy there. 

His boyhood fascination with arms made 
him an expert by the time he was a teen- 
ager. When he entered the army toward the 
end of World War II he immediately im- 
pressed his superiors with his knowledge 
and was made sergeant instructor. 

After his graduation from George Wash- 
ington University, he worked for the Central 
Intelligence Agency for a short time during 
the Korean war, but soon became bored. His 
job was to identify the design of North Ko- 
rean weapons from photographers. 

“I made a great discovery,” he said, “they 
were all Russian types.” 

He then went to work for the small West- 
ern Arms Corporation of Los Angeles, which 
caters to sportsmen and collectors, as their 
European and South American arms buyer 
at a salary of $5,600 a year and one-eighth 
of 1 per cent commission. 

Within two years he had saved $25,000 and 
was ready to go into business for himself. 
His first transaction was a purchase of 7,000 
surplus small arms from Panama, which he 
resold to his former employer for a small 
profit. 

He then began buying at give-away prices 
and reselling the tens of thousands of sur- 
plus World War II arms in Europe. He had 
noticed the masses of captured German 
weapons in the hands of the allies there 
during his travels for Western Arms. 

JETS FOR TRUJILLO 

In 1956 he negotiated his first major deal, 
the sale to the former Dominican dictator, 
Rafael Trujillo, of $3.5-million worth of 
Swedish-owned Vampire jet fighters for a 
handsome commission. 

“I was down selling Mr. Trujillo some .50- 
caliber anti-aircraft guns,“ Mr. Cummings 
said, “when he asked if we had any jets 
available.” 

“I said I thought we could arrange it,” 
Mr. Cummings said with a smile, “and we 
did.” 

Mr. Cummings neither smokes nor drinks 
and confines his extravagance to collecting 
rare old weapons. He is also fond of Iranian 
caviar. 

He points out that despite the substantial 
volume of his sales, he is a “midget” along- 
side the Government salesmen who control 
the vast volume of the post-World War II 
arms business. 

“Nowadays,” said Mr. Cummings, reflecting 
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on the great private arms merchants of the 
past, “we hardly count.” 


[From the Saturday Review, July 9, 1966] 


THE UNITED STATES: SUPPLIER OF WEAPONS TO 
THE WORLD 


(How our foreign policy is being undermined 
by $35 billion worth of armaments ex- 
ports—while industry and the Pentagon 
lobby for even larger shipments) 


(By EUGENE J. McCartuy, U.S. Senator, 
Minnesota) 

(In the Thirties, companies that sold 
weapons to foreign nations were called Mer- 
chants of Death.” Politicians reviled them, 
They were the subject of a sensational Sen- 
ate investigation headed by former Repub- 
lican Senator Gerald P. Nye of North Dakota. 
Times have changed. The U.S, Government is 
now encouraging defense manufacturers to 
sell arms overseas.—Forbes Magazine.) 

Over the past fifteen years, the United 
States has given or sold to other countries 
some $35 billion worth of military assistance 
as part of our foreign aid. The major share of 
Defense Department arms supplied under 
our military assistance program has gone to 
industrialized countries in Europe and the 
Far East. 

We have provided arms, equipment, and 
training to countries who are allied or asso- 
ciated with us through treaties—NATO, 
SEATO, CENTO, ANZUS—which are the lega- 
cy of the early years of the containment 
policy and of the John Foster Dulles era. In 
addition, we have provided military aid to a 
wide range of countries in such categories as: 
“forward defense” areas, including the Re- 
public of China (Taiwan), Iran, Philippines, 
South Korea, Greece, and Turkey (the last 
two countries are also allied to us through 
NATO); countries that have given us mili- 
tary base rights such as Ethiopia, Libya, 
Spain and our NATO ally Portugal; “Alliance 
for Progress Security” countries—virtually 
every country in Latin America; and some 
twenty-three countries in Asia, Africa, and 
the Middle East that are regarded as having 
“free world orientation.” 

Our interest and concern over the threat of 
nuclear proliferation should not distract us 
from giving careful attention to what may be 
an even more serious threat to peace—the 
proliferation and distribution of non-nuclear 
weapons. Supplying non-nuclear arms has 
become a major activity—not only for the 
modern merchants of death or for illegal 
gunrunners, but for the governments of the 
major industrial countries. 

France, long a major supplier of arms to 
the Middle East, is reported to be exporting 
nearly 40 per cent of its total aerospace pro- 
duction. The Soviet Union is also a major 
supplier of arms. Great Britain is actively en- 
gaged in the arms competition. But today the 
United States is the world’s leading producer 
and supplier of arms. 

In recent years, sales of arms have been 
taking the place of grants and gifts in U.S. 
military assistance programs. In 1950, the 
fourteen countries that obtained U.S. arms 
and military all received these on a 
grant basis. In 1966, of the seventy countries 
that received any combination of grant aid, 
direct sales or credit assistance for arms, 
sixty-two were receiving grant aid, thirty- 
four were buying arms directly, and eighteen 
were the beneficiaries of credit assistance. 

The principal purpose of most military aid, 
whether it be in the form of grants or sales, 
is, of course, to strengthen recipient coun- 
tries against Communist aggression and sub- 
version. 

Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara, in 
testimony before the Senate Foreign Rela- 
tions Committee on April 20, 1966, stated: 

“The government principle of our military 
assistance program has been and is that the 
vital interests of the United States and the 
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defense of the Free World are dependent 
upon the strength of the entire Free World 
and not merely upon the strength of the 
United States.” 

Over the past decade, however, intergov- 
ernmental trade in arms with the develop- 
ing countries has involved more complex 
motivations and considerations, Several pres- 
sures have combined to increase the arms 
supply. 

First, newly independent countries are 
frequently anxious to acquire arms for pres- 
tige purposes. Lions on golden chains no 
longer satisfy. To many nations, these arms 
are status symbols—the tangible manifes- 
tation of their nationhood and newly ac- 
quired sovereignty. 

Second, supplying arms opens the way to 
influence on the military and also on the 
political policies of the recipient countries. 
Experience has demonstrated that when an 
arms deal is concluded, the military hardware 
is only the first step. Almost invariably, a 
training mission is needed and the recipient 
country becomes dependent on the supplier 
for spare parts and other ordnance. 

Since the Cuban missile crisis, there has 
been an increasing inclination on the part 
of both the United States and the U.S.S.R. to 
compete in supplying military assistance in 
areas adjacent to the sphere of influence of 
the other power. Thus, we tend to concen- 
trate our military assistance to developing 
areas in those countries, such as Iran and 
Pakistan, which are on the “forward-defense 
arc” that borders the Communist heartland, 
Almost three-fourths of the program pro- 
posed ror 1967 is for countries adjacent to 
the borders of the U.S.S.R. and Communist 
China. 

The importance of influence on the mili- 
tary can be seen in Africa. Of the five na- 
tions of sub-Saharan Africa where military 
governments have come to power in recent 
months, only one, apparently, the Central 
African Republic, has not been the recipient 
of U.S. military assistance. The other four— 
Congo (Leopoldville), Dahomey, Nigeria, and 
Upper Volta—have all received at least mini- 
mal amounts of military aid. Indonesia, 
where military elements appear to have taken 
de facto control of the government in the 
wake of the recent turmoil, received, in addi- 
tion to Soviet military assistance, nearly 
$64,000,000 in military-grant aid from the 
United States between 1959 and 1965. The 
Soviet Union, on the other hand, tries to 
increase its influence by assistance to, for ex- 
ample, Cuba, close to our shores. 

The third reason for increasing arms sales, 
and a relatively mew one for the United 
States, is financial and budgetary. Our bal- 
ance of payments deficit is, in large measure, 
the result of military expenditures overseas— 
money that leaves the United States to sup- 
port our military forces abroad, in Europe, 
and, particularly now, in Vietnam. The Viet- 
nam war effort is costing the United States 
some $16 billion this year. By encouraging 
other countries to buy arms from us, we 
can offset to some extent the outflow result- 
ing from these programs. Now, for instance, 
the Pentagon reportedly is encouraging“ ad- 
ditional purchases of U.S. arms by Germany 
by threatening transfer of U.S. troops from 
Europe to Vietnam. 

Secretary of Defense McNamara proudly 
describes the efforts of his department in 
the arms sales field. In May 1965 he presented 
the Meritorious Civilian Service Medal to 
Henry J. Kuss, Jr., Deputy Assistant Secre- 
tary of Defense for International Logistics 
Negotiations, the Pentagon’s top arms sales- 
man. The record of Mr. Kuss and his sales- 
men—‘negotiators,” the Pentagon calls 
them—is impressive. Military export sales 
since mid-1961 total more than $9 billion, 
from which U.S, industry will realize a profit 
of nearly $1 billion. For this achievement, 
the Pentagon credits “the intensive sales ef- 
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fort undertaken . . . in cooperation with U.S. 
industry.” 

Forbes magazine recently stated: 

“Arms and military equipment are one of 
the U.S. major export items. Without them, 
few defense companies would be earning the 
kind of money they do.” 

Secretary McNamara cites the “obvious 
balance of payments benefits” of the arms 
sales program, noting that the U.S. defense 
expenditures and receipts entering the bal- 
ance of payments in fiscal 1961 left a net 
adverse balance of nearly $2.8 billion. By 
1965, the net deficit had been reduced to just 
over $1.4 billion, in spite of rising defense 
expenditures in Southeast Asia. Arms sales by 
the Pentagon increased from about $300 mil- 
lion in 1961 to more than $1.3 billion in 
1965; 1967 receipts are expected to exceed 
$1.5 billion. 

Secretary of State Dean Rusk has stated 
that his department is in “very close touch 
with the Defense Department on the sale of 
arms.” The State Department’s Office of 
Munitions Control coordinates arms sales by 
issuing or denying applications for the ex- 
port or import of all articles on the United 
States Munitions List. Export licenses for 
Munitions List items are denied for areas un- 
der Communist control. But the State De- 
partment approves the shipment of arms to 
other states to meet what are considered to 
be legitimate defense needs and the require- 
ments of internal security. 

Secretary McNamara appears to believe 
that there is no reasonable alternative to in- 
tensified sales of U.S. weapons and, with the 
traditional rationalization of arms salesmen 
through history, states that if nations cannot 
buy them from us they will buy them else- 
where—from Britain, France or the Soviet 
Union, at higher prices. 

But what is the effect of this policy? 

The outbreak of war between India and 
Pakistan is a prime example which was of 
great concern to this country. Pakistan, 
which has recently been receiving military 
assistance from Communist China, is for- 
mally allied to us through the Southeast Asia 
Treaty Organization and is reported to have 
received from $1.5 to $2 billion in military 
assistance in the last decade. India, the larg- 
est democratic nation in the world, refused 
United States military aid until its borders 
were attacked, but it had been receiving 
arms from England. When it became clear 
that United States-supplied weapons were 
being used in the Indo-Pakistan war, many 
Americans must have wondered how our gov- 
ernment could have allowed itself to become 
caught in such a contradiction. Nor was it 
any comfort when John Kenneth Galbraith, 
former Ambassador to India, stated before 
the Foreign Relations Committee on April 
25, 1966: 

“The arms we supplied . . caused the 
war between India and Pakistan ... If we 
had not supplied arms, Pakistan would not 
have sought a military solution [to the 
Kashmir dispute].” 

Also of growing concern in the past several 
months has been the spiraling arms build-up 
in the Middle East, where tensions among 
the Arab states and between the Arab states 
and Israel have long threatened to explode. 

Between 1950 and 1965, we supplied rela- 
tively small amounts of grant military assist- 
ance to the area: to Iraq $46,500,000, to Jor- 
dan $33,000,000, to Saudi Arabia $31,000,000. 
Now, however, Saudi Arabia is buying $400,- 
000,000 worth of British supersonic jet fight- 
ers and U.S. Hawk missiles. Jordan has re- 
ceived U.S. tanks, and on April 2 the State 
Department announced that the United 
States had agreed to sell Jordan “a limited 
number” of supersonic fighter-bombers, re- 
portedly Lockheed F-104s. It is not clear how 
Jordan, which has an annual per capita 
G. N. P. of $233 and which has been dependent 
on U.S. military grants and economic aid, 
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will pay for these planes, which cost some 
$2,000,000 apiece. The availability of U.S. 
credit for arms purchases is undoubtedly an 
important factor. 

(The State Department has been under 
special pressure in the case of Jordan be- 
cause of our sale to Israel of weapons that 
had previously been promised by Germany 
under an arms deal cancelled last year.) 

Secretary Rusk on January 28, 1966, stated, 
“We have tried over the years . not to 
stimulate and promote the arms race in the 
Near East and not to encourage it by our 
direct participation.” But it is difficult to 
reconcile the State Department’s policy of 
refraining from becoming a major supplier 
of arms with the aggressive arms sales pro- 
gram conducted by the Pentagon. 

The United States appears to be abandon- 
ing its traditional policy of non-involvement 
in the Middle East arms competitions in 
favor of trying to maintain an arms bal- 
ance” in the interest of political and mili- 
tary stability. But it is difficult to believe 
that the increasing supplies of sophisticated 
weapons in the area will contribute to the 
maintenance of peace or the reduction of 
tensions. 

Tensions between Latin American states 
are not high at present, but our military 
assistance through grant aid or sales to some 
countries appears to be increasing, with 
Argentina agreeing several months ago to 
buy fifty jet attack planes from the Douglas 
Aircraft Company. At the same time, the 
Chileans are attempting to buy planes from 
us for defense against Argentina. 

One may well question the desirability of 
strengthening military elements in countries 
that are, to a greater or lesser extent, trying 
to move away from a tradition of dominant 
influence of the military on political affairs, 
and endeavoring to develop democratic so- 
cleties dedicated to freedom and social 
progress. 

Among President Johnson’s recent pro- 
posals to the Disarmament Conference meet- 
ing in Geneva is a suggestion that “countries, 
on a regional basis, explore ways to limit 
competition among themselves for costly 
weapons often sought for reasons of illusory 
prestige.” On April 19, 1966, the U.S. delegate 
to the Disarmament Conference elaborated 
further the principles by which nations 
might undertake, on a regional basis, to 
limit conventional arms. If such regional 
arrangements could be concluded, potential 
suppliers should pledge to respect them and 
not deliver arms to the area. 

But the Defense Department’s guidelines 
for its arms salesmen give little encourage- 
ment to those who would favor restraint. 
Its pamphlet, Information and Guidance on 
Military Assistance, states: 

“The Department of Defense has embarked 
on an intensified military assistance sales 


“Achievement of.. objectives calls for a 
very substantial increase over past sales 
levels. Success in this endeavor will be de- 
pendent in large measure upon effective sales 
promotion. The DOD has taken several steps 
to assist in the successful conclusion of mili- 
tary sales. . Foreign customer preference 
for U.S. material is being generated by de- 
veloping an appreciation of its technical 
superiority, price, availability, and the offer 
of follow-on support through U.S. logistics 
systems. 

“In many cases, credit arrangements may 
be made to facilitate military sales, on short 
or long term basis as needed.” 

It seems to be a case of the left hand of 
the government trying to control what the 
right hand is busily promoting. 

Former Ambassador Galbraith has stated: 

“The policy of arming the indigent... 
has long since acquired a momentum of its 
own. It owes its existence partly to habit, 
partly to vested bureaucratic interest, partly 
to the natural desire to avoid thought and 
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partly because to stop doing what is wrong 
is to confess past error.” 

He suggests limiting arms aid to countries 
that have an annual per capita income of 
more than $200, except by specific Presiden- 
tial determination. 

At a minimum, one would hope for some 
rationalization of the United States policy 
on arms sales. There is evidence that the 
Soviet Union might welcome an opportunity 
to disengage from arms competitions, at least 
in the Middle East. The United States 
should pursue any such possibility and, at 
the same time, use its influence to persuade 
other major suppliers to agree to some form 
of conventional arms moratorium. Such a 
moratorium would be a further step in the 
direction of the general disarmament and 
nuclear weapons control which most of man- 
kind so earnestly desires. 

[Reprinted from Forbes magazine] 
Weapons sales abroad, 1962-65 
{Defense Department estimates] 
General Dynamics: 
F-111A aireraft $1, 072, 000, 000 
34, 400, 000 


TOBA whieh apaina 1, 106, 400, 000 
Lockheed: 
PA aircraft.......-.... 23, 500, 000 
F-104 aircraft 527, 100, 000 
C-130 aircraft 409, 300, 000 
l dees. 959, 900, 000 
McDonnell Aircraft F-4 
ptian ta AAR e 703, 000, 000 
Lockheed-General Dynamics 
(joint venture): Polaris 
missile system 427, 600, 000 
Bath Iron Works-Defoe Ship- 
building (joint venture): 
Guided missile destroyer 
ee $277, 600, 000 
Martin Marietta: Pershing 
missile system 253, 100, 000 
Raytheon: Hawk missile 
8 231, 800, 000 
FMC: Armored personnel 
carrier, M1183—— 166, 800, 000 
Chrysler: Tank, 105mm gun, 
MOORS) hakanu 164, 200, 000 
Sperry Rand: Sergeant mis- 
sile system 149, 700, 000 
Ling-Temco-Vought: F-8E 
F eon ek 66, 000, 000 
General Motors: Howitzer, 
155mm, M109 56, 500, 000 
Boeing: C-135F aircraft 53, 000, 000 
Pacific Car & Foundry: Gun, 
175mm. M-—107-....--.... 38, 600, 000 
Grumman: S-2E aircraft 23, 300, 000 


ExHIBIT 1 
[From the Washington Post, July 21, 1967] 
AN Export-ARMsS BANK? 


Some agencies of the Federal Government, 
it would seem are no longer what they ap- 
pear to be. The Export-Import Bank of 
Washington was established in 1934 to as- 
sist in the financing of commercial exports. 
But last January the alert staff of the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee reported that 
the Eximbank had “taken an active interest 
in the financing of military export sales.“ 
And now, on examination and questioning 
by the House Banking Committee, it appears 
that fully 36 percent of the Eximbank loans 
in the fiscal years 1966-67 were for arms. 

The nearly $1.6 billion of arms credits ex- 
tended by the Eximbank since 1963 fall into 
two categories. Medium term loans were 
made to industrial countries. Italy and Aus- 
tria were beneficiaries of that program in 
1963, a time of great tension over the dis- 
puted South Tyrol. Then there are the guar- 
anteed “country X“ loans, arranged on be- 
half of the Defense Department, principally 
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for the underdeveloped countries of Latin 
America, 

The single justification for these surrep- 
titious operations—the argument that loans 
rather than grants result in smaller balance- 
of-payments deficits—does not in any way 
diminish the threat to democratic institu- 
tions, The House Banking Committee, which 
is supposed to supervise the Eximbank, was 
never informed of the military loans. Indeed, 
that Committee was placed in a position 
similar to that occupied by the National 
Student Association in its relationship with 
the CIA. 

What is worse, the Eximbank loans were 
used to circumvent the $55 million ceiling on 
annual arms exports to Latin America im- 
posed by the Senate. In fact, the Eximbank 
lent as much as $50 million to individual 
South American countries. 

In the ensuing embarrassment, Senator El- 
lender recommended that the Eximbank be 
prohibited from extending “country X” loans 
in the underdeveloped parts of the world, but 
be permitted to continue with its developed 
country pr . That compromise fails to 
get to the heart of the matter and should be 
roundly rejected. The Eximbank, as Repre- 
sentative Henry S. Reuss observes, has man- 
aged within four years to become embroiled 
on both sides of almost every armed conflict, 
actual or potential. Permitted to continue 
in that insidious role under the cloak of 
secrecy, it would constitute a threat to both 
representative government and world peace. 


[From the Washington Post, July 21, 1967] 
THE Arms TRADE BACKFIRES 
(By Rowland Evans and Robert Novak) 


The sudden discovery that the Export-Im- 
port Bank is deeply entangled in the Pen- 
tagon’s sale of U.S. Arms abroad will result 
in a congressional veto of arms sales fl- 
nanced by the Bank—and much more. 

The Ex-Im Bank probably will suffer in 
ways not related to arms trafficking. Its re- 
quest for new lending authority of $13.5 
billion over the next five years likely will be 
reduced by at least $2 billion for a period 
of only three years. Its reputation won't re- 
cover from the arms expose for a long time. 
Considering the fact that the Ex-Im Bank’s 
worldwide lending operations is Washington’s 
most effective foreign aid operation, this is 
considerable loss indeed. 

All this results from the super-secrecy that 
has cloaked the use of the Bank by Pentagon 
arms brokers. 

Members of the Senate and House Banking 
Committees, which had tentatively approved 
the $13.5 billion extension before we reported 
the Bank’s arms dealings last week, now 
compare the arms expose to the bitter po- 
litical reaction following revelation of the 
CIA’s financing of private organizations. 

“The Bank's latest annual report was cal- 
culated to conceal the full extent of its fi- 
nancing of arms sales abroad,” one House 
Democrat told us. It is axiomatic that no 
Congressman likes to be bamboozled. 

Beyond this, members of the House Com- 
mittee, in an unusual, nonpartisan consen- 
sus, were far from pleased with the explana- 
tions given at a closed hearing last Tuesday 
by top Administration officials called on the 
carpet. Instead of playing on obvious na- 
tional security implications of selling arms 
abroad, the emphasis in the secret session 
was on the value to the American economy. 

Deputy Secretary of Defense Paul Nitze, 
for example, listed several reasons why the 
arms sales were beneficial, including the fact 
that they helped U.S. business, U.S. labor, 
and the U.S. balance of payments. Nitze did 
not exclude the security factor, but his em- 
phasis on economic reasons nettled Congress- 
men who felt they were being had. 

“Nitze may have been telling the truth,” 
one Republican told us, “but it’s a truth that 
plays right into the hands of the Russians 
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who have always claimed that our economy 
would collapse without our armaments in- 
dustry.” 

Moreover, Nitze and Under Secretary of 
State Eugene Rostow were less than effective 
in trying to explain arms sales to Latin 
America to the congressional interrogators. 

They testified U.S, arms are essential for 
Brazil and other Latin countries to offset 
Castroite Cuba’s growing power and Castro’s 
expanding operations in Latin America. 

That brought an immediate congressional 
question at the hearing: If that’s what Cuba 
is doing, the U.S. response should be far more 
direct than peddling a few millions in arms. 
But that fundamental question went unan- 
swered. 

Still another fundamental question raised 
on Tuesday but not answered concerned U.S. 
arms sales to Jordan. To keep this Arab state 
friendly to the West and to make it inde- 
pendent of Soviet arms, the Committee was 
told, it was necessary to supply it with U.S. 
arms, including tanks and other heavy equip- 
ment, But when the chips were down in the 
Arab-Israel war last month, the Congress- 
men pointed out, Jordan joined Egypt’s Pres- 
ident Gamal Abdel Nasser and used American 
tanks against identical tanks supplied Israel 
by the United States. 

Quite apart from the basic question of for- 
eign policy involved in the storm over using 
the Ex-Im Bank as an arms conduit, the Ad- 
ministratlon's handling of the affair is the 
subject of congressional criticism, Periodic, 
off-the-record briefings should have been 
given the top Democrats and Republicans in 
both Senate and House, keeping them in- 
formed on the full extent to which the Bank 
was being used. 

The policy of concealment, once exposed, 
was bound to backfire. Quite beyond cutting 
off the Ex-Im Bank as an open tap to finance 
arms sales, it is now bound to lead to a full- 
scale congressional probe of the Johnson Ad- 
ministration’s arms policy. What will come 
out of that, no one now can predict. 


THE LOG PROBLEM 


Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, the 
manufacture of lumber and plywood is 
the principal industry of the State of 
Washington and indeed of the Pacific 
Northwest. With only rare exceptions 
this industry depends for its raw ma- 
terial upon the sustained yield flow of 
logs from Federal forests. The rate of 
log harvest from Federal forests is con- 
trolled mainly by the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture which operates under prin- 
ciples of multiple use and, in forest areas 
where timber is harvested, under prin- 
ciples of sustained yield production. 

Now many of our log-buying plywood 
and lumber industries are face to face 
with economic ruin. Japanese interests 
are buying up a critical and increasing 
portion of the log supply along the west 
coast and are taking these logs to Japan 
to manufacture lumber and plywood for 
sale in the growing Japanese housing 
market. Our manufacturers are barred 
from competing on an equal basis in the 
Japanese market. The Japanese can out- 
bid our mills for logs because of lower 
wages and general control of the market. 
Our many towns that depend econom- 
ically on a local mill face hard times. All 
of this is needless. 

There has always been a nominal flow 
of logs from the United States to Japan. 
Historically this has consisted of a minor 
volume of special species or grades to be 
used for special purposes. It presented 
no problems. 
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Commencing in 1960, however, the 
Japanese Government apparently de- 
cided upon a two-pronged program. First, 
there would be a tremendous step-up in 
the importation of wood from the United 
States. Second, this program would be 
used for an equally massive expansion of 
Japanese industry and employment in 
the lumber and plywood manufacturing 
industry. Hence it would be logs, the 
essential raw material for our domestic 
industries, that the Japanese would im- 
port. 

The type of softwood that the Japanese 
seek in the Western Hemisphere grows 
in a belt from northern California 
through Oregon, Washington, British 
Columbia, and into Alaska. Regulations 
of the Department of Agriculture forbid 
the export of raw logs from the national 
forests in Alaska, The laws applicable to 
publicly owned or controlled timber in 
British Columbia—and almost all of that 
timber is publicly owned or con- 
trolled—prohibit—with only nominal 
exceptions—the export of raw logs. 

The Japanese thrust, therefore, has 
been directed almost entirely at areas 
tributary to tidewater in Oregon and 
Washington. The results are just about 
what one would expect. 

The Japanese need for softwood lum- 
ber has resulted in substantial imports 
from British Columbia and Alaska. 

First. The exports of manufactured 
lumber from British Columbia to Japan 
have risen from 1,607,274 board feet in 
1960 to 277,776,733 board feet in 1966. 

Second. In Alaska the export of manu- 
factured lumber to Japan has jumped 
from about 53,000,000 board feet in 1963 
to 96,022,436 board feet in 1966. Each of 
these areas has had the benefit of the 
employment derived from the logging, 
the manufacture of lumber, and the 
transportation of the lumber to and its 
loading on board vessels. It is true, of 
course, that in Alaska the manufacture 
of lumber is almost wholly controlled, 
directly or indirectly, by Japanese capi- 
tal. But raw logs and, consequently, the 
employment and the tax base they create, 
are not exportable. 

Unfortunately, shipments from Ore- 
gon and Washington have not shown the 
same growth. Lumber shipments to 
Japan declined more than 50 percent 
from 46,684,088 board feet in 1960 to 20,- 
440,872 board feet in 1966. On the other 
hand long exports jumped elevenfold 
from 93,700,000 board feet in 1960 to 
1,023,000,000 board feet in 1966. This rate 
of increase is expected to continue. Ac- 
cording to the authoritative Japan Lum- 
ber Journal, published in Tokyo, in 1967 
the Japanese domestic demand for wood 
will increase 4.8 percent. The supply 
from Japanese public forests will decline 
4.7 percent, but some increase may be 
obtained from privately owned Japanese 
lands. If the hope for increase from pri- 
vately owned Japanese lands material- 
izes, imports in 1967 will increase 12 per- 
cent over 1966. If this increase from 
private Japanese lands does not mate- 
rialize, the imports in 1967 will increase 
by 19 percent. Nor is this the end. Based 
upon official and semiofficial studies from 
Japan, it is anticipated that in 1970 ex- 
ports of logs from Oregon and Washing- 
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ton to Japan will double the volume ex- 
ported in 1966. Unless action is taken, 
this promises a needless tragedy for the 
economy of our affected area, for the 
thousands of men and women who work 
in the lumber industry and for the 
villages and communities that will wither 
when the manufacturing plants on which 
they depend are dismantled and their 
machinery goes on the auction block. 

Why is this so? 

Publicly owned timber in Oregon and 
Washington is sold in open competition. 
Where the available supply of the species 
and grades of logs required by industry 
approximates the installed manufactur- 
ing capacity, the timber will sell at or 
not too far above the fair minimum price 
the Government always establishes as 
the basis from which competition com- 
mences. But even before the Japanese 
log buying program had become serious, 
the Chief of the U.S. Forest Service ad- 
vised the Senate Committee on Com- 
merce that the available log supply in 
the affected areas was significantly less 
than the installed manufacturing ca- 
pacity. 

It was at about this time that the Jap- 
anese began a great step-up in their 
log acquisition program. This meant that 
prices for logs suddenly rose well above 
what our own industries could afford to 
pay. Our domestic industry was caught 
between an incredible increase in timber 
prices and declining prices for the prod- 
ucts it manufactures. This struck at the 
vitals of our lumber and plywood manu- 
facturing industry. When one considers 
that many of our plywood plants are 
structured as cooperatives and owned by 
their workers, the gravity of the situa- 
tion can be understood. 

How could the Japanese afford to pay 
prices so much higher than the prices 
that our efficient American industry 
with its efficient labor and smooth dis- 
tribution systems can afford to pay? 
What the American industry can pay for 
raw materials is limited by the prices 
it gets for lumber and plywood in the 
United States. The Japanese, however, 
are limited only by the price for lumber 
in Japan. Based upon information sup- 
plied to me from reliable sources, it is 
clear that the Japanese can afford to 
pay substantially more for the logs that 
they are getting while American plants 
at present lumber and plywood prices 
must operate in a loss position. 

One naturally asks why American 
businessmen do not compete with the 
Japanese for the logs, manufacture them 
into lumber and plywood, export these 
products to Japan, and compete in that 
market. It is a market where lumber, 
as tested by booming market prices there, 
seems to be in short supply. 

Up until now, the Japanese Govern- 
ment has not permitted the formation 
or operation in Japan of companies that 
are controlled by Americans. If our lum- 
ber and plywood manufacturers are to 
sell their products to the Japanese they 
must deal through the organized Japa- 
nese industry. The industry choses to buy 
our raw material, the logs, and only to a 
limited extent our manufactured prod- 
ucts. In this industry, free trade, as we 
know it, does not prevail in Japan. 
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From the point of view of the Japanese 
industry and Government, this makes 
amazingly good sense. By importing the 
raw logs the Japanese industry and Gov- 
ernment are able to create thousands of 
jobs by manufacturing lumber and ply- 
wood from these logs, The jobs that they 
create from these logs are the very jobs 
that we lost. And with the jobs, we lose 
billions of dollars of investments in an 
industry that has long been essential to 
the economic health of western Oregon 
and Washington. 

From time to time the lumber and ply- 
wood industry of the Pacific Northwest 
has sought the assistance of our Govern- 
ment to help them in this situation. The 
industry has not opposed free trade. It 
asks that the rules be approximately the 
same for both the Japanese industry and 
the American industry. They ask only for 
a fighting chance to survive. If the Jap- 
anese are to continue to buy our logs, 
our people must be given a fair oppor- 
tunity to compete with the Japanese on 
the Japanese lumber market. Or, perhaps 
there should be some limitations on ex- 
ports of logs from Oregon and Washing- 
ton. This would maintain our jobs and 
investments while allowing the Japanese 
to have the ultimate wood products that 
their economy needs. 

Perhaps we could spread the impact 
and relieve the distress in certain Oregon 
and Washington communities by helping 
to make logs available from areas where 
timber is more abundant compared to 
the existing mill facilities. I am asking 
the Forest Service and the Bureau of 
Land Management to give me a report on 
this covering the United States and 
Alaska. 

We are now at the point where the con- 
sequences of this looming disaster for the 
Pacific Northwest will have costly conse- 
quences for the rest of the Nation. The 
problem is well stated by Mr. John H. 
Martinson, manager of Anacortes Ve- 
neer, Inc., a plywood manufacturing firm 
in Anacortes, Wash. This plant is one of 
the top 12 in the industry in terms of 
volume and ranks among the top 5 per- 
cent in its rate of efficiency. This plant, 
incidentally, is owned by men who work 
in it. Mr. Martinson states: 

We were harvesting the full cut in 1965 
when... only 2.5% of our log supply on a 
national basis was going to export. 

In the United States in 1965 we built just 
over 1.5 million housing units—and they 
required about half of the total timber 
harvest. 

We harvested the full allowable cut in 
1966, also, and we allowed a billion feet of 
it to move, unregulated, into export. 

But, in 1966 we built only 1.2 million 
houses. 

By 1970 our best information—and yours— 
is that we will build 2.5 million housing units 
a year. Every million housing starts requires 
9.56 billion feet of logs. By 1970 log exports 
will require more than 2 billion feet, if we 
do not regulate them. 

Where are the logs going to come from? 
Our timber supply is limited. The price of 
America’s commodity building products will 
soar if these two trends—increased building 
requirements and increased log exports—con- 
tinue. This country will be in the unbelieve- 
able position of importing materials to shel- 
ter its own people. 


Obviously, we can no longer afford de- 
lay in coping with this problem. From 
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the executive branch we need an earnest 
and imaginative approach to the solu- 
tion of this problem. More, we need speed. 
With this in view, a few weeks ago the 
junior Senator from Washington [Mr. 
Jackson] and I, together with represent- 
atives of lumber and plywood manufac- 
turers and American log exporters, met 
with responsible officials of the Depart- 
ment of State, who assured us that the 
Department will take a fresh look at the 
problem in cooperation with other agen- 
cies. We have urged upon him various 
suggestions for achieving a rational basis 
for an agreement with Japan which 
would help to assure the Japanese of the 
stable supply of the wood that Japan 
needs without crippling the Pacific 
Northwest today and, as homebuilding 
mounts in a couple of years, without 
forcing the price of our domestic hous- 
ing beyond the reach of so many of our 
families. 

The time has come when action must 
be taken. I expect to hear from the State 
Department very soon regarding the al- 
ternative courses of action that it be- 
lieves can be taken to alleviate this situ- 
ation. At that time, I shall discuss the 
matter further with the Senate and the 
people of the Pacific Northwest. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, the 
senior Senator from my neighboring 
State of Washington [Mr. Macnuson] 
has brought before the Senate one of the 
most vexing and vital issues confronting 
the Pacific Northwest today—the export 
of logs to Japan. 

I concur in Senator Macnuson’s prin- 
cipal conclusion that action must be 
taken, and taken soon, to solve the prob- 
lems facing timbermen in Oregon and 
Washington which stem directly from log 
exports to Japan. 

The forest industry in Oregon and 
Washington is in a squeeze, and it is a 
serious one. The industry has not re- 
covered from the administration’s tight 
money policy in the past and the result- 
ing slump in homebuilding. The antici- 
pated doubling of log exports of which 
Senator Macnuson speaks, and the seri- 
ous adverse impact the doubling of log 
exports will have on the forest industry 
in the Northwest is a problem that can 
no longer be shunted around in the Fed- 
eral Government where it has been the 
subject of study and review for more 
than 5 years. 

I feel confident that with the active 
participation of one as knowledgeable 
and influential as Senator Macnuson in 
matters relating to commerce, that ac- 
tions necessary to settle the log export 
issue will be forthcoming and forthwith. 

The problems of inadequate log supply 
and higher priced log supplies for do- 
mestic mills which stem from log ex- 
ports is serious in certain parts of 
Oregon. However, it is undoubtedly 
much more serious in the State of Wash- 
ington, because Washington’s volume of 
log exports was three times greater than 
Oregon’s in 1966. 

Senator Macnuson pointed out two 
glaring policy discrepancies in the Fed- 
eral Government’s administration of 
federally owned land in different States. 

The first policy discrepancy is, as Sen- 
ator MacNuso says, that it is a strange 
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national policy that says no logs may be 
exported from the State of Alaska, but 
that they may be exported without limi- 
tations from the States of Oregon and 
Washington, As I have said many times 
in the past, this national policy discrep- 
ancy is not right and should be cor- 
rected. 

The second national policy discrep- 
ancy is the one which the senior Senator 
from Washington alludes to when he 
comments about the shocking fact that 
the Japanese Government will not per- 
mit the formation or operation in Japan 
of timber-oriented companies that are 
controlled by Americans. Yet, in Alaska, 
the manufacturing of lumber products is 
almost wholly controlled, directly or in- 
directly, by Japanese capital, although 
raw logs are not exportable from Alaska. 

Senator Macnuson is right when he 
says that free trade does not prevail in 
that instance. 

Inconsistent Federal policies between 
States on log exports is a double-bar- 
reled blast against timber processors in 
Oregon and Washington. 

My first address to this body 3 months 
ago dealt entirely with the forest indus- 
try and the problem facing Oregon tim- 
bermen. 

Federal policies in the management of 
Government timberlands will determine 
in large part the course of the timber 
processing industry in Oregon. Federal 
agencies control over 80 percent of the 
timber in Oregon, yet in 1965 these Fed- 
eral lands provided only slightly over 55 
percent of the total timber harvest in 
Oregon. 

The forest industry is the principal in- 
dustry in Oregon and it is, and will be, 
one of my principal concerns in the Sen- 
ate. I commend Senator MacGnuson’s 
comments to the careful consideration of 
every Senator. To the distinguished sen- 
ior Senator from Washington, as well as 
to all Oregonians, I reiterate my posi- 
tion of the past to devote whatever time 
and effort is necessary until the vital 
and vexing problem again presented to 
this body is brought to a resolve that is 
fair, equitable, and acceptable by the 
majority involved and affected. 


PEACE CORPS PROGRAM APPEALS 
TO THE BEST IN OUR NATION’S 
YOUTH 


Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, to- 
day’s college graduate is the subject of 
an intensified talent hunt by industry, 
Government, and the professions. One 
of the most successful competitors in 
this talent hunt is the Peace Corps. 

A recent editorial in the Milwaukee 
Journal highlights the inroads being 
made by the Peace Corps into the re- 
cruiting activities of major industrial 
employers who have apparently decided 
to take a page from the Peace Corps 
book by comparing the opportunities to 
be gained in private business with the 
satisfactions to be gained from a tour 
with the Peace Corps. 

This is an encouraging indication of 
the strongly idealistic motivation of a 
large segment of the Nation’s ablest 
youth. For serving in the Peace Corps 
represents a real sacrifice in physical 
comforts and economic rewards. Yet to- 
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day’s young people apparently are will- 
ing to make the sacrifice in return for 
the chance to help the underprivileged in 
other nations. 

Often the younger generation comes 
in for a great deal of criticism at the 
hands of teachers and parents. But I 
wonder how many of our generation, 
faced with the opportunities of today's 
college graduates, would have been will- 
ing to forego those opportunities, even 
for a short while, to join the Peace 
Corps. As the Milwaukee Journal puts 
it, Peace Corps competition for top in- 
dustry prospects “demonstrates that 
guaranteed careers, supersecurity, and 
money aren’t everything.” 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the Journal editorial and an 
Associated Press article on the subject 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the REC- 
ORD, as follows: 


[From the Milwaukee Journal, July 9, 1967] 
PEACE CorPs A MAGNET 


Recruiters for the nation’s big corporations 
have run into an unexpected competitor as 
they make the rounds of college campuses in 
the annual search for talent. The competitor 
can’t match the salaries, fringe benefits and 
job security of big business, but offers in- 
stead hard work, long hours, primitive work- 
ing conditions, parsimonious pay—and a 
challenge. 

The competitor is the peace corps, which 
has found fertile recruiting ground in the 
nation’s liberal arts colleges. Despite in- 
creasing competition from the draft, business 
and industry, the peace corps has had little 
trouble filling its quotas. 

Some corporations have counter-attacked 
in their recruitment advertising. Said one 
ad placed in college newspapers: “Want to 
change the world? Join the peace corps 
or join General Electric.” Another company 
advertised that it wasn’t necessary to live in 
a hut “or share a sleeping bag with tsetse flies 
to test your mind and spirit.” The effect on 
ae corps recruitment has been infinites- 


The fact is that the peace corps principle 
of service to others appeals to the spirit of 
idealism of college students everywhere. It 
demonstrates that guaranteed careers, super- 
security and money aren’t everything. 


AP RECRUITING Story, Max 30, 1967 

WASHINGTON (AP).—The Peace Corps is 
increasingly zeroing in on the college senior 
as the ideal Volunteer and private industry 
apparently is feeling the agency’s recruiting 
effect. 

Six years of Peace Corps experience has 
shown, says recruiting chief Charles W. But- 
ler, “that the type person we are looking for 
can be most easily found on the college 
campus, and more specifically among the 
seniors. 

“My ideal Volunteer is a liberal arts grad- 
uate who shows he can get along with peo- 
ple, has a degree of tolerance and won't 
quit when the going gets tough,” says But- 
ler, himself a former Volunteer. 

Of the Peace Corps’ 4,350 Volunteers in 
1962, 70.6 per cent were college graduates. 
That proportion increased to 80.3 per cent 
for last year’s 13,999 Volunteers. 

The agency notes private industry is in- 
creasingly aware of strong college campus 
recruiting done by the Peace Corps, which 
has refined its techniques to aim for the 
cream of college seniors. 

“We know they don’t like it much,” said 
one source. “But can you blame them? They’re 
after the same kind of persons we want.” 

“Typical of the competition going on is 
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the advertisement placed in college news- 
papers by General Electric. 

“Want to change the world?” the copy 
says. “Join the Peace Corps. . . or join Gen- 
eral Electric.” 

The body of the ad says: “Let’s face it, 
the Peace Corps isn’t for everybody. Neither 
is medicine, law or social work. But you 
can get a lot of the same kind of satisfac- 
tion from a job with General Electric. 

“Because we, too, are trying to make life 
on earth more livable.” 

A series of advertisements in the college 
edition of Time magazine this winter carried 
similar messages to students written in the 
name of industrial leaders. 

“Nobody’s putting down the Peace Corps— 
or any other public service projects compet- 
ing for your post-graduate abilities. But you 
don't have to live in a favela or share a sleep- 
ing bag with tsetse flies to test your mind 
and spirit,” said one ad. 

Even surrounded by creature comforts in 
modern office buildings, you'll find there's a 
special kind of excitement and satisfaction 
in business. Here’s the way Robert O. Ander- 
son, board chairman of Atlantic Richfield 
Company, tells it: 

Anderson then describes the excitement 
and challenge of the business world. 

Butler's idea of what a Volunteer should 
be is pretty much in line with a composite 
picture of what the average Volunteer looks 
like, according to Dr. Robert Voas, director of 
the Peace Corps division of field selection. 

Five areas of Volunteer evaluation are 
skill, motivation, interpersonal effectiveness, 
language and emotional maturity. 

“When you look at the valuation chart, you 
can see that the best place to find the kind 
of persons we are looking for is on the college 
campus,” said Voas. 

A person doesn’t have to be fluent in a 
foreign language when he enters the Peace 
Corps but he has only three months to learn 
one while in training. 

“Usually a college graduate will have some 
background in language,” Voas said, “or he 
has disciplined himself so he can learn one 
in three months. A person who lacks college 
training has a more difficult time learning a 
language in a short period of time.” 

Voas gave this composite of the average 
Volunteer candidate: 

A 22-year-old male—the ratio of 60-40 in 
favor of males—who has just graduated from 
a liberal arts course, was a little above aver- 
age student, had at least a year of a foreign 
language, was active in extracurricular ac- 
tivities, isn’t married but has a girl and 
comes from California or New England. 


POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 
THE MIDDLE EAST 


Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, I re- 
turned 10 days ago from a trip to Israel 
on behalf of the Senate Armed Services 
Committee. I toured Israel and spoke 
with top Government officials, including 
Prime Minister Levi Eshkol and Gen. 
Moishe Dayan. While in Israel, I came to 
several definite conclusions. 

Mr. President, these seem to me to be 
the specific major points that must be 
kept in mind in order to establish a last- 
ing peace in the Middle East. 

First. There can be no doubt that the 
Arabs were the aggressors who began 
the war, despite their claims to the con- 
trary. The blockage of the Gulf of Aqaba 
and the openly voiced threats to annihi- 
late Israel could only lead to warfare. 

Second. A permanent and peaceful 
settlement in the Middle East must guar- 
antee Israel and all other maritime na- 
tions the unimpeded use of the Gulf of 
Aqaba and the Suez Canal. 
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Third. A regional water agreement 
must be reached so that Israel, Lebanon, 
and Jordan will all be able to partake 
without difficulty of the limited water re- 
sources in their region. 

Fourth. The Arab nations and the 
world powers must recognize Israel’s in- 
dependence and integrity and her right 
to exist as an equal among nations. 

Fifth. Israel should be neither asked 
nor forced to withdraw from the Arab 
lands she conquered until a solid base 
for a permanent peace is established. 
Israel’s defense must be guaranteed, and 
Israel must consent to the establishment 
of whatever the new borders may be. 

Sixth. An arms race in the Middle East 
will only contribute to increased tension 
and will do nothing to help the establish- 
ment of a permanent peace. However, if 
Russia continues to supply arms to the 
Arab nations, then the United States 
should promptly supply arms to Israel 
under conditions agreeable to our two 
countries. 

Seventh. The United Nations role in a 
solution of the Middle East problem 
should be to encourage Israel and her 
Arab neighbors to settle their differences 
directly among themselves; to encour- 
age the major powers to terminate the 
arms race under international inspection 
machinery; and to assist all nations in 
the area in the development of a pro- 
gram for resettlement of the refugees. 

Eighth. Within and outside the United 
Nations, the role of the United States 
should be one of continued political, 
moral, and financial support of Israel and 
the prompt termination of all such aid 
to the Arab countries. 


CAPTIVE NATIONS WEEK 


Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, this is 
the ninth anniversary observance of 
Captive Nations Week. Through a joint 
resolution of Congress and by the proc- 
lamation of the President, the third 
week in July has been set aside to remind 
us of the once-free nations that have 
been in bondage for more than 20 years. 

The captive nations resolution demon- 
strates to the prisoners of these immoral 
and illegal regimes that the United States 
has not forgotten them. Observance of 
Captive Nations Week symbolizes our 
protest of this theft of freedom by the 
Communists. 

These people yearn for freedom and 
the resolution provides for the annual 
observance of Captive Nations Week un- 
til such time as independence and free- 
dom shall have been achieved for all the 
captive nations of the world. The intent 
of Congress in adopting the point resolu- 
tion was to make clear that the people 
and the Government of the United States 
does not accept Communist tyranny. 

Today, in Europe alone, there are eight 
Nations which are captives of the Com- 
munist dictatorship in Russia. These 
nations extend from the Bay of Finland 
in the north to the Black Sea in the 
south. There are Estonians, Latvians, 
Lithuanians, Poles, Czechoslovaks, Hun- 
garians, Bulgarians, Rumanians, and 
some 18,000,000 Germans in the People’s 
Republic of East Germany, barred from 
possessing man’s most precious right 
his freedom. 
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The three Baltic countries, Estonia, 
Latvia, and Lithuania, have endured the 
oppressive Communist rule longer than 
many of the people of Central and East- 
ern Europe. Their suffering is increased 
from their forceable annexation by the 
Soviet Union. These once sovereign and 
independent entities are no more. They 
are victims of the Communist lust for 
power and unabated drive for world 
dominance. 

Yet, even today, some wish to build 
bridges for their wicked travels. 

Other countries, East Germany in- 
cluded, are tagged as independent and 
sovereign by the Soviet Union. We know 
them to be satellites chained to their 
Soviet masters. They have been com- 
pelled to follow the Kremlin line in their 
foreign and domestic policies. Deviations 
from the Communist line have not been 
tolerated and any showing of independ- 
ence has been severely punished. 

Never before in human history have 
we seen the imprisonment of nations on 
such a scale. But even in this grim sit- 
uation, many of these people have man- 
aged to maintain their faith in freedom. 
Much honor is to be given to those who 
have given their lives for the noblest of 
human causes and to those who continue 
to carry on this fight. 

After World War I, indeed, even be- 
fore the victory over Axis totalitarianism 
was assured, Communist totalitarianism 
had already occupied and annexed a 
number of independent countries in Eu- 
rope. At that time, some leaders in the 
West were not greatly concerned about 
these insidious acts. They were thought 
explainable and justified as responses to 
Russia’s fears and apprehensions. It was 
believed that such moves could be cor- 
rected in calm deliberations at the end 
of the war. How futile were such hopes 
was soon learned. 

Tolerance and leniency were mistakes 
that we should admit today, and we 
should learn from them. 

But we have not seemed to. The 1967 
Captive Nations Week proclamation it- 
self evidences delusion and wishfulness. 
Unlike the 1959 proclamation of Dwight 
David Eisenhower—which cited the “im- 
perialistic and agressive policies of Soviet 
communism” and “Soviet-dominated na- 
tions”—the 1967 proclamation mentions 
neither Russia nor China. No reading of 
this proclamation will reveal that it is 
Communist aggression and attempts at 
world domination which have created 
the need for a Captive Nations Week. 

For these reasons, the 1967 proclama- 
tion is far from adequate. Its failure to 
identify the evil will not cause the evil 
to disappear. A recognition of the evil 
is a necessary step toward its elimina- 
tion. It is to be hoped that next year the 
proclamation will be explicit and uncom- 
promising. 

The inhabitants of captive nations 
have a claim upon our sympthy and 
rightly inspire humanitarian feelings. 
We are fully aware of our responsibility 
toward these peoples. The joint resolu- 
tion of 1959 establishing Captive Na- 
tions Week grew out of that awareness. 
Through this joint resolution, Congress 
and the President carried out the wishes 
of the people of this country. It is con- 
sistent with our tradition of showing 
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sympathy for the unfortunate and op- 
pressed, 

During Captive Nations Week, we 
champion the cause of freedom and jus- 
tice. But just as freedom and justice are 
not absent from these countries for only 
1 week each year, our thoughts and ac- 
tions should not be so temporally re- 
stricted. This is a continuing problem. 
It is not the problem of the captives 
alone. It is our problem, too. 

Captive Nations Week is a noble, hu- 
manitarian cause. I am privileged to 
recognize and participate in this week of 
national observance. 


SYMPOSIUM ON WEALTH 
STATISTICS 


Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, as a 
result of the work of the Joint Economic 
Committee’s Subcommittee on Economic 
Statistics, I have become much con- 
cerned with an area vital to sound eco- 
nomic policy. 

I speak of the need for developing bet- 
ter statistical tools in order to analyze 
our economy and to prescribe the best 
possible solutions for the economic prob- 
lems we face. 

I am pleased to note the fine work of 
two groups based in Washington, D.C., 
the Washington Statistical Society and 
the Washington chapter of the Ameri- 
can Marketing Association. These or- 
ganizations jointly sponsored a sympo- 
sium June 22 entitled “Measurement of 
the Nation’s Well-Being.” 

The symposium follows studies con- 
ducted in 1965 by the Joint Economic 
Committee’s Subcommittee on Economic 
Statistics, which I had the honor to 
chair, on “Measuring the Nation’s Ma- 
terial Wealth.” The work of the subcom- 
mittee pointed up the need and poten- 
tialities of wealth statistics as well as the 
tremendous effort which its proper de- 
velopment requires. A 

Among the addresses given at the sym- 
posium was a speech by my colleague 
on the subcommittee, Representative 
Tuomas B. Curtis, the ranking minority 
member. Representative CURTIS’ address, 
entitled New Concepts in Wealth Statis- 
tics and Capital Budgeting,” stressed the 
vital importance of an inventory of the 
Nation's wealth. 

In addition to the comments of Repre- 
sentative Curtis, I invite the Senate’s 
attention to an address by Theodore D. 
Woolsey, entitled Indices of Health—A 
Brief Review of the State of the Art,” 
and the remarks of the symposium 
chairman, Paul I, Ahmed. 

I ask unanimous consent that the ad- 
dresses be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the items 
were ordered to be printed in the Recorp 
as follows: 

New CONCEPTS IN WEALTH STATISTICS AND 
CAPITAL BUDGETING 
(By Representative THOMAS B. CURTIS, 
Republican of Missouri) 


It is impossible to imagine today how a 
modern economy could operate without the 
knowledge provided by the national income 
accounts—our familiar GNP. 

Yet this indispensable tool for understand- 
ing our economy was developed only over the 
past three or four decades. Given our heavy 
reliance on the GNP, it is an astonishingly 
recent development. 
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Now there are new stirrings within the 
statistical fraternity. Within the past two 
years, a significant and potentially massive 
effort has been launched to develop another 
key statistical tool. I am speaking of an in- 
ventory of the Nation's wealth. 

I strongly suspect that before too many 
years have passed, wealth statistics will rank 
with the GNP in usefulness to economists, 
government officials, and businessmen. Thirty 
or forty years from now we shall be wonder- 
ing how we ever got along without them— 
just as we do today about the GNP. 

As you know, the effort was formally 
tnaugurated by the Wealth Inventory Plan- 
ning Study, under the direction of Professor 
John Kendrick, which followed pioneering 
work in this field by Professor Raymond 
Goldsmith. The Kendrick study was pub- 
lished by the Joint Economic Committee in 
late 1964 and hearings were held and a re- 
port issued in 1965. 

The Subcommittee on Economic Statistics, 
which conducted those hearings, had only 
one problem: it was difficult, if not impos- 
sible, to find witnesses who were opposed to 
the collection of wealth statistics, The wit- 
nesses and members of the Subcommittee 
enjoyed a rare—and to me almost disturb- 
ing—unanimity of opinion. 

Why do I say disturbing? I certainly am 
wholeheartedly in favor of developing these 
statistics. They will have many critical uses 
which are not clearly foreseen even now. 
But more of this later. 

If there is a single reason why I felt un- 
easy at the unanimity expressed at the 
Committee’s hearings, it was because so little 
attention was paid to what wealth statistics 
would not include. The usefulness of any 
statistical series depends upon a precise un- 
derstanding of the limitations of the data. 
Unless carefully interpreted, statistics can 
become misleading guides to policy action. 

Let me give you an example relating to our 
national income accounts. 

I regret to say that even our GNP data is 
frequently misused. Increases in GNP are 
often equated with true economic growth or 
wealth creation. Yet the Gross National 
Product is an indicator of economic activity, 
not economic growth, and certainly not of 
wealth creation. 

This is a case of confusing indicators with 
causes, You cannot get an elevator to come 
to your floor by manipulating the floor indi- 
cator, I think we have to become more so- 
phisticated in economics so that we distin- 
guish between basic economic forces and eco- 
nomic indicators which measure these forces. 

The best rebuttal to those who imply that 
GNP measures economic growth is to point 
out that during periods of war the economy 
is highly active, economically and in every 
other way. Gross National Product soars to 
high levels. Unemployment is very low. Yet 
no one would contend that this refiects true 
economic growth. Quite the contrary. It is 
economic activity that destroys wealth. 

Even in peacetime, economic activity may 
destroy wealth, rather than create it. This 
is particularly true in a society governed by 
central economic planning. Witness some of 
the gross errors committed by the Russian 
economic planners, such as in agriculture or 
in the heavy public investment in hydro- 
electric plants instead of coal burning steam 
electric plants. These errors of economic 
judgment showed up as increased Gross Na- 
tional Product because they stimulated eco- 
nomic activity. But ultimately they proved 
to be economic mistakes. They used up 
wealth, instead of creating it, and economic 
activity itself diminished in the long run. 
The ability of the Russian economy to move 
forward has been sharply limited by these 
economic errors which were hidden by the 
inability of the GNP indicators to measure 
the quality of economic activity. 

The importance of understanding the lim- 
itations of economic data will apply equally 
to wealth statistics. The development of these 
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statistics, which is now going forward in the 
Department of Commerce, emphasizes physi- 
cal or material wealth. However, we must 
keep firmly in mind that wealth includes 
much more. Among the meanings cited in the 
dictionary, we find, “those energies, faculties, 
and habits directly contributing to make peo- 
ple industrially efficient.” 

I continually pose a hypothetical question 
to businessmen. I ask, “What if you were 
confronted with the choice of losing all of 
your physical assets or losing the skilled 
personnel that you have built up over a 
period of years? Which would you choose?” 
The answer comes quickly. In effect, they 
say, “We'll take our personnel and go to 
work in a barn.” I am sure that many in- 
dustrial leaders of Germany, for whom the 
destruction of their physical plant was a 
fact after World War II, understand perfectly 
what our own businessmen mean, 

As an economy matures, the emphasis on 
human wealth, as opposed to physical 
wealth, increases sharply, Human skills gain 
in relative importance to physical assets. 
Mass production in our society is completely 
dependent upon mass distribution and 
mass services. A mature society emphasizes 
those areas where the need for human 
knowledge and skills is greatest but which 
often require relatively less tangible or 
physical wealth than manufacturing. 

By concentrating our attention on phys- 
ical wealth, we measure only one part of 
our real wealth and tend to shove into the 
background the areas that I feel we must 
emphasize more and more. The enactment 
of the Investment Tax Credit illustrates 
the type of problems we can face in this area 
unless we understand the meaning and 
limitatons of the wealth statistics that are 
being developed. The investment tax credit 
applies to investment in physical capital. 
Certainly this is important. Investment in 
plant and equipment stimulates real eco- 
nomic growth, But is that enough? I think 
not. Investment in human resources is 
equally, and perhaps more, important. 

Our tax laws currently discriminate 
against training and education. Yet such 
expenses are clearly a capital investment 
that creates a tremendous return to the 
individual and to society. Our neglect of 
human wealth is further highlighted by the 
fact that we have not yet set up statistical 
series on job vacancies, nor do we have a 
common nomenclature on skills. 

It is true, of course, that measuring our 
human wealth poses difficult conceptual and 
technical problems. But difficult or not, we 
cannot neglect the fact that wealth really 
consists of a combination of physical goods, 
the tools, along with the know-how of hu- 
man beings. Physical wealth without human 
skills can create an economic waste. I think, 
for example, of the Inter-American Highway, 
which was built before a concept of proper 
maintenance had been developed and trained 
personnel made available. Some of the 
wealth that was created has deteriorated as 
a result, 

So as we move forward in this area of wealth 
statistics, let us bear in mind that we rely 
more and more heavily on human knowledge. 
It becomes more important in relation to 
physical wealth, and it becomes essential 
that we stress and understand the difference. 

Having raised those cautionary signals, let 
me emphasize again how anxious I am that 
we move forward with the collection of 
wealth data. Not all of the problems have 
yet been solved, nor will the wealth esti- 
mates that eventually emerge be perfect. 
But had we waited for perfection, we prob- 
ably would not have our national income 
and product accounts today. Even these are 
undergoing constant improvement. 

The value of wealth statistics is that they 
will provide some of the answers to many 
of the most difficult questions facing econ- 
omists, particularly those relating to eco- 
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nomic stability, growth, and resource alloca- 
tion. In addition, there are some little- 
emphasized but vital uses of wealth statistics 
which will serve important objectives of pub- 
lic policy. I want to discuss four of these 
briefly with you today, 

First, our present depreciation schedules 
are completely unrealistic in a time of such 
rapid technological change. These schedules 
are still based on the concept of useful life. 
I have thought for some time that with 
technology improving as rapidly as it is in 
the United States today, depreciation should 
be based on obsolescence. For example, we 
need more realistic depreciation schedules 
for buildings. I have noticed in my own 
community of St. Louis and elsewhere that 
buildings are being torn down that appear 
to be perfectly usable. When I have inquired 
why, I have often found that it is because 
they are not air conditioned, and that it may 
actually be more costly to install central 
air conditioning or even window air con- 
ditioning than to build a new and modern 
structure from the ground up. I think we 
are seeing more and more of this kind of 
obsolescence and it has a great bearing on 
our attempts to measure wealth. I hope that 
one useful fall-out of the wealth inventory 
is additional and more realistic data on 
lengths of life that could be used by the 
Treasury Department to revise the deprecia- 
tion guidelines in accordance with these 
realities of obsolescence. 

Second, the poverty program necessarily 
required some attempt to define poverty. 
Initially, a family was said to be poor if its 
annual income was below $3,000 a year. This 
has since been revised to take account of 
such factors as number of members in a 
family, but our poverty guidelines still re- 
main seriously deficient. 

One of the largest groups said to be poor 
are our aged. Obviously the current income 
of many aged persons is considerably below 
what it was during their earning years. But 
very often, these same people may have 
assets in the form of cash savings, stock, 
Government bonds, household furnishings, 
and a dwelling that is fully paid for. I would 
expect that our wealth inventory would give 
us a better idea of the assets of this and 
other groups in our society and thus help 
us to understand the poverty program better 
and to shape our programs with more realism 
and precision. 

Third, I have felt for years that one of our 
best taxes is the property tax. Essentially, 
the property tax is a tax on wealth based 
upon a continuing process of assessment. It 
has responded nobly since the end of World 
War II, financing the vast increase in state 
and local expenditures, particularly for edu- 
cation. 

There is still a need for modernizing our 
property tax laws and in keeping them up-to- 
date—which means, among other things, 
modernizing our zoning laws. Few communi- 
ties can support schools or community fa- 
cilities with a property tax based heavily 
on home assessments. A combination of up- 
to-date zoning and assessment can, however, 
produce a balance between industry, com- 
merce, utilities, and private homes that is 
capable of producing fine community facili- 
ties, ample revenue, and little debt. 

The interesting fact about the real estate 
tax is that it produces funds that are spent 
largely to increase the valuation of the very 
real estate that is taxed. The expenditures 
from the real estate tax directly relate to 
increasing and preserving community wealth. 
A well-defined real estate tax system creates 
an incentive to utilize real estate to its great- 
est economic potential. As a good tax system 
is established in context with up-to-date 
zoning laws and building codes, increased 
wealth flows to the community. 

In developing wealth statistics, we should 
look to the inadequacies of the assessment 
process of local Government in computing 
wealth. I was highly pleased that the Sub- 
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committee on Economic Statistics noted in 
its report that a national wealth inventory 
would prove highly useful in studying the 
mitigation of present wide variances in prop- 
erty tax laws and assessments. 

Finally, the collection of wealth statistics 
should be coupled with the development of 
a capital budget for the Federal Govern- 
ment. Those economists and policy-makers 
who have emphasized the aggregate impact 
of Federal spending on economic activity 
have tended to erode the fiscal discipline 
upon which a sound expenditure policy must 
rest. The aggregate economists have said, in 
effect, that we must have spending for 
spending's sake, in order to stir up economic 
activity when aggregate demand is insuffi- 
cient. This philosophy undermines a sound 
and wealth-creating expenditure policy. 

If the purpose of Federal spending is to 
equate demand to the economy’s capacity, 
then what does it matter what you spend the 
money for, so long as it is spent? In my view, 
expenditure policy must relate to what the 
money is spent for. If Federal outlays are 
for investment purposes, they must increase 
wealth and earnings. If they are for current 
expenditures, they should not exceed present 
revenues, except in periods of identifiable 
emergencies, and the length of those periods 
must be related to the basic wealth already 
in being. Military expenditures are designed 
to protect the wealth and the institutions of 
society itself. But these expenditures are 
non-wealth-creating in themselves, and 
should therefore be supplemented as soon as 
possible by future wealth-creating expendi- 
tures, I can think of no expenditures more 
likely to create wealth than those on educa- 
tion and training. It has a powerful effect in 
creating more wealth and new and increased 
earning capacity. 

The reason I believe a capital budget for 
the Federal Government is vital is that it 
would give us means of evaluating expendi- 
ture policy. We would know what portion of 
Federal spending is being devoted to capital 
or investment expenditures, and we could 
judge those outlays accordingly. We would 
also be in a position to know the level of 
current expenditures and to establish the 
amount of current income necessary to cover 
those expenditures. 

These, then, are some observations about 
possible uses of the wealth inventory that I 
consider important. Obviously, there are 
many others that could be cited. There is no 
doubt in my mind that the intelligent for- 
mulation of public policy in the future will 
require data on the Nation’s wealth. The 
collection of these statistics is not only going 
to require a substantial outlay of funds, but 
also a tremendous amount of coordination 
and cooperation among government statisti- 
cal agencies. For my part, I believe the ex- 
pense and the effort is well worth undertak- 
ing. I have often said that a dollar spent on 
the collection of economic statistics repays 
itself a hundred fold in a more productive 
and efficient economy. A national wealth in- 
ventory holds promise of making an espe- 
clally significant contribution to that goal. 


INDICES OF HEALTH—A Brier REVIEW OF THE 
STATE OF THE ART 
(By Theodore D. Woolsey ') 
INTRODUCTION 
Interest in statistical measures of the state 
of health of the population goes back a 
long way in history. By the middle of the 
17th century the discipline of vital statistics 


Deputy Director, National Center for 
Health Statistics, PHS, DHEW. Prepared for 
presentation at the Symposium on Measure- 
ment of the Nation’s Well-Being, jointly 
sponsored by the Washington Statistical 
Society and the Washington Chapter of the 
American Marketing Association. Washing- 
ton, D.C., June 22, 1967. 


July 21, 1967 


began to take shape with the work of John 
Graunt of England and Sir William Petty 
in Ireland. But modern health statistics are 
usually considered to have their origin in 
the remarkable work of Dr. William Farr who 
became compiler of Abstracts in the General 
Register Office of England in 1839, two years 
after that office was established and worked 
there for forty years. While I do not intend 
to review his work here; nor that of the 
many other European statisticlans who were 
concerned with indices of health, I cannot 
pass on without referring you to the fasci- 
nating papers and subsequent discussion ap- 
pearing in the Journal of the Royal Statisti- 
cal Society in 1922 and 1923 and entitled: 
“Discussion on the Value of Life-Tables in 
Statistical Research,” and “On the Methods 
of Comparing the Mortalities of Two or 
More Communities and the Standardization 
of Death-rates.” 

Since a nation’s manpower is its greatest 
resource, I am sure this interest in measures 
of health will continue. Right now in this 
country, for example, with much attention 
being devoted to scientific planning methods, 
there is a new urgency to developments in 
collection of the basic data and construc- 
tion of various indices. Yet, even today, the 
money and effort going into data collection 
concerning health is only a small fraction 
of what is spent for the large battery of eco- 
nomic indicators. We have reached the stage, 
I understand, where we have to have indices 
of indices of the economy, showing the frac- 
tion of all the series that are moving up- 
ward or downward. 

Nevertheless, the situation for health in- 
dices has much improved since the passage 
of the National Health Survey Act of 1956. 
Before that our chief reliance was, and for 
some p still needs to be, on data from 
the registration of births and deaths, 

In reviewing the present state of the arts 
in regard to health indices, I wish to confine 
myself to measures of health per se. It should 
not be forgotten, however, that the state or 
nation that wishes to be adequately equipped 
with the hard data needed for health pro- 
gram planning and evaluation, and for the 
calibration of epidemiologic and medical 
care research, will need other types of com- 
prehensive data as well, Of particular im- 
portance are statistics on the use of health 
services, such as hospitalization, and phy- 
sician, dentist, and nursing care, and sta- 
tistics on health resources, such as supplies 
of health manpower of all varieties, hospital 
beds, nursing home beds, and all the other 
wherewithal of health care. 

The United States is now, at last, begin- 
ning to have the data of these sorts that it 
needs, but that is another story, and my con- 
cern will be only with indices that measure 
in some way the state of health of the popu- 
lation, 

CONCEPTUAL PROBLEMS 

What kind of measures are we looking for 
when we seek to develop indices of health? 
It seems to me we are looking for measures 
of health which are applicable to the whole 
population and which can be shown as gen- 
eral indices to summarize the situation, like 
the GNP. Yet it should also be possible to 
subdivide the general index into pieces that 
show what is happening in various popula- 
tion groups, or in particular problem areas, 
such as a disease grouping. 

Furthermore, the information we want 
must be available regularly on a comparable 
basis to permit showing trends and rate of 
progress toward goals. 

It goes without saying that the data must 
be reasonably free of error of measurement 
and bias. 

Nowadays there is a major effort being 
made to apply the techniques of cost-bene- 
fit analysis to problems of public health. For 
uses such as this we need indices that are 
convertible into dollars without too many 
arbitrary assumptions. 
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These, then, are some of the criteria our 
indices ought to satisfy. 

But how do we measure health? I am con- 
vinced that we must fasten on those aspects 
of the phenomenon we can measure objec- 
tively. Otherwise we won't satisfy our cri- 
terion, just mentioned, relating to errors of 
measurement. Good health is an amorphous 
concept, like happiness or prosperity. It can 
be measured along a number of axes, each 
of which is a continuum and each of which 
catches some different aspect of the whole. 

At the positive health end of the con- 
tinuum, we get into all sorts of philosophical 
questions and problems of state of mind, 
morale, and the like. And, frankly, these as- 
pects of healthfulness defy objective meas- 
urement—at least within our present limited 
knowledge. But at the other extreme we are 
dealing either with death, which is quite ob- 
jective indeed, or with the later stages of dis- 
ease or injury where disability is usually evi- 
dent and somewhat easier to measure. As a 
pragmatist, I hold the view that we are better 
off dealing with this negative health end of 
the continuum, 

In fact, the less grave the illness, the 
greater are the problems of devising detect- 
ing devices, and the more likely are two ob- 
servers to disagree. Conversely, when the ill- 
ness has a serious impact on the individual’s 
way of living or is life threatening, or fatal, 
then the various axes along which one might 
try to measure degrees of health seem to con- 
verge. Observers agree that the person’s 
health is bad, and they even come closer to 
agreeing on what is wrong with him. It is 
considerations such as these which have led 
us in the National Center for Health Statis- 
tics to focus particularly on disability and 
death for general purpose health indices. An 
added practical advantage arises from the 
fact that both disability and death are ap- 
propriate measures of our failures in the field 
of public health and, hence, can be used to 
evaluate the success of our activities. 

A caution is necessary here, however. Much 
effort in public health goes into disease pre- 
vention. To measure success or failure in 
prevention it isn’t enough to measure health 
at the point where ill health results in dis- 
ability or death, and for evaluating early 
detection of chronic disease, one needs still 
other indices. Think of the measles eradica- 
tion campaign now under way, for example, 
or the efforts to bring diabetes under treat- 
ment. One of the major purposes of our 
Health Examination Survey is to obtain sta- 
tistics on chronic disease that is as yet un- 
treated. 

However, I must pass by these problems in 
the interest of brevity, and return to what 
are major problems in today’s public 
health—the prevention of disability and 
death. In heart disease, stroke, kidney dis- 
ease, cancer, mental illness, and arthritis, 
we know so little about primary prevention, 
i.e the prevention of onset, that much of 
the effort is devoted to prevention of dis- 
ability and death. This is even true in the 
problem area of accidental injuries because, 
despite the pinpointed campaigns to get peo- 
ple to fasten seat belts and wear safety gog- 
gles, and the like, the great bulk of acci- 
dental injuries are not prevented by any 
methods yet attempted in public health. 

Thus, indices based on death and disabil- 
ity are, I think, valid measures of our fail- 
ures and, by conceptually subtracting from 
one, or our successes, too, 

Death rates by cause of death and infant 
mortality have been used for many years, of 
course, and since the establishment of the 
National Health Survey, we have started to 
produce disability data for the nation as a 
whole. I shall now turn to a review of the 
kinds of details that are and are not avall- 
able, and the advantages and disadvantages 
of these two kinds of data from the stand- 
point of the criteria mentioned at the onset. 
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AVAILABLE DATA—THEIR ADVANTAGES AND DIS- 
ADVANTAGES 


First, let us consider mortality statistics 
and the system of registration that produces 
the statistics. This is the only system that 
provides an index of health that is available 
for every county, city, town, or census tract 
in the country on a comparable basis. We 
are limited only by the availability of es- 
timates of the exposed-to-risk population 
and by our ability to turn the information 
on addresses of residence into geographical 
units for which a population is known, Fur- 
thermore, the data are available in a rea- 
sonable degree of comparability for a num- 
ber of other countries—a matter of great 
importance if we wish to evaluate our own 
situation—and, what is more, have been 
available for a considerable period of time 
so trends can be observed. They can be clas- 
sified in considerable diagnostic detail, based 
on the physician’s certification of cause of 
death, thus permitting identification of 
special problem areas. To illustrate: it was 
the sharp increase in mortality from cancer 
of the respiratory organs that most force- 
fully drew attention to a new problem a few 
years ago, leading to studies of the effects 
of cigarette smoking and air pollution. Right 
now, a slowdown in the rate of decline, and 
even in some areas an upturn, in infant 
mortality is bringing about a number of 
more intensive studies and new action pro- 
grams in this area. 

These characteristics of the system make 
the mortality statistics our most basic in- 
formation on health. If we could keep only 
one index of health right now, it would 
have to be this one. 

On the other hand, as we become increas- 
ingly demanding in our needs for data to 
measure progress toward national health 
goals and to identify new problems deserving 
of attention, we cannot help but recognize 
the limitations of that system. 

For example, the death record is filled out 
when the problem of ill health is all over. 
I am not being facetious. The increase in 
the lung cancer death rate results from ex- 
posures which began many years earlier. Of 
course, the recognizable illness in that case 
may have begun perhaps no more than a 
few months earlier. But what about tuber- 
culosis and many forms of chronic cardio- 
vascular disease? The index, in short, refers 
to earlier Ul health. 

Indices of mortality also cannot help but 
underemphasize certain health problems. Al- 
most all expert judgment, I guess, would 
agree that mental disease and arthritis 
ought to be ranked high on the list of im- 
portant health problems, yet they are minor 
causes of mortality, unless one is willing to 
use suicide as an index of mental ill health, 
and even then suicide ranks only twelfth 
as a cause of death. 

But perhaps the most serious drawback 
from the standpoint of today’s needs for 
data is the lack of adequate demographic 
and medical care detail, and the lack of 
flexibility in the information about the de- 
cedent on the death record. It is basically 
a legal record with statistical uses second- 
ary. If it weren’t, one would certainly design 
the system differently. The descriptive items 
are basically age, race, sex and marital status 
plus some occupation data that have proved 
difficult to use. One would particularly like 
to know where the decedent fitted on the 
socio-economic scale in order to determine 
how rapidly the health gap of the poor is 
being closed. 

It is lack of such detail which has led 
the National Center for Health Statistics 
to engage in matching studies and follow- 
back surveys to collect more information 
about the decedent from the Census records 
or from members of the family, but these 
are on relatively small samples and lose the 
benefits of comprehensiveness that the basic 
mortality data have. 
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Turning to morbidity statistics, we must 
first, as I have indicated, limit ourselves in 
this discussion to disability, an effect of mor- 
bidity. Total morbidity is an unrealistic con- 
cept. Nearly everyone has something the 
matter, even if it is only minor tooth decay 
or a skin that itches when the weather is 
dry. Moreover, it has been suggested, and it 
seems like a reasonable idea though I don’t 
believe it has ever been clearly demonstrated, 
that total morbidity can increase as the 
manifestations of more serious ill health, 
such as mortality, show improvement. 

Hence, though other measures of mor- 
bidity with lower thresholds have their uses, 
we can turn without too much loss in this 
review to the subject of disability. This is 
broadly defined as inability resulting from 
disease or injury to carry on all or part of 
the life functions that are normal for the 
individual in his age and sex backet. 

Such data are obtained for the general 
population in the Health Interview Survey, 
a part of the National Health Survey. They 
are expressed in a number of ways but per- 
haps most commonly in the form of counts 
of days of disability associated with persons 
in a particular class or with a particular type 
of illness condition. We speak of days of 
restricted activity, bed days, days lost from 
school, and days lost from work. These terms 
will not be defined here, but they are almost 
self-explanatory. 

Disability days have great general useful- 
ness as indices of health. They are easily 
interpreted as a social cost and quite read- 
ily translated into a dollars-and-cents equiv- 
alent if necessary. While not as free of er- 
rors of measurement as mortality statistics, 
which are not themselves by any mean to 
be thought of as free from such errors, dis- 
ability days rank fairly well in this respect 
compared to many other kinds of social sta- 
tistics. To use engineering terminology, the 
information signal comes through the 
noise. 

The survey in which the disability days are 
collected is capable of providing almost any 
demographic or socio-economic data one 
might need for classification purposes, and it 
is kept flexible so that new items can be 
introduced as needed. 

On the other hand, because the sources of 
the statistics is a sample survey, disability 
data are available in only limited geo- 
graphic detail. Regions and large standard 
metropolitan statistical areas can be shown 
if data are accumulated for several years. 
Furthermore, comparable data are not avail- 
able for other countries, and, although the 
survey is continuous, it has not been in 
existence long enough—just about 10 years— 
to provide the desirable long-term trends. 
Methodological changes, which will cer- 
tainly improve the data, are still interfering 
with strict comparability over time. 

Still another shortcoming is that one can- 
not classify by disease or type of injury in 
the detail that one would like. This stems, 
of course, from the source of the informa- 
tion—a family interview in which the re- 
spondent can without too much difficulty 
report the number of days lost from work in 
the past two weeks but may well have 
trouble giving a precise description of what 
was wrong, even when there was a physician 
in attendance. 


A WORD ABOUT THE STRUCTURE OF SUMMARY 
INDICES 

A good deal of work has been done on the 
subject of structuring mortality indices; less 
can be found in the literature dealing with 
disability indices, probably because of the 
more recent availability or recurrent national 
data. Obviously, the optimum form of an 
index depends upon the particular use. This 
is well illustrated by the numerous pro- 
posals that have been made for a variety of 
indices of mortality. As in the case of eco- 
nomic indices, the question often boils down 
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to one of taste. The best known general in- 
dex of mortality is the so-called age-ad- 
justed death rate which, in its most com- 
monly used form, is the death rate in a hy- 
pothetical population obtained by applying 
the actual death rates by age, or by age and 
sex, of the population that is of interest. 

To my way of thinking, any index in the 
form of a death rate has a serious disad- 
vantage. It gives heavy relative weight to 
mortality in the older ages which have the 
smallest part of the population. For this rea- 
son, I would like to see a shift toward the 
relative mortality index. In this index, the 
age-specific, or age-sex specific, death rates 
of the population in question are set in ratio 
to a series of optimum specific death rates. 
These can either be the lowest that have 
ever been achieved at that age in any coun- 
try of the world with reliable vital statistics, 
or they can be a more theoretically deter- 
mined optimum obtained by projecting 
trends and anticipating medical develop- 
ments. In either case the ratios of actual 
specific rates to optimum specific rates in 
corresponding age, or age-sex, groups will 
yield a series of ratios greater than one. A 
weighted average of these ratios is then con- 
structed using as weights the actual popula- 
tions in the groups or, if the idea of variable 
weights is considered undesirable, a stand- 
ard typical population. Using the best that 
has been achieved in countries of the World 
with reliable statistics as the standard, the 
weighted average ratio for the United States 
in the period 1961-1964 was 1.65 for males 
and 1.61 for females. For the non-white pop- 
ulation alone, the corresponding figures were 
2.73 and 3.02. 

In this index the performance in any age 
group contributes to the total in proportion 
to the population affected, which is a highly 
desirable feature. The idea can be extended 
to more complex forms in which, for example, 
the actual and optimum rates are specific 
for age, sex, and cause of death. However, 
a problem arises if we assume that a disease 
under optimum conditions can be eradicated; 
for example, tuberculosis. In that case the 
optimum rate is zero and the current index 
is at infinity. The substitution of absolute 
differences, actual rate less optimum rate, 
has been suggested as the obvious alterna- 
tive. 

Discussion and research have now begun 
to turn toward indices that combine in some 
way the effects of disability and mortality, 
in order to show the total impact of ill health 
on society. There seems to be a need for 
something analogous to the GNP, and For- 
rest Linder has put forward the name Gross 
National Health Deficit to test reaction. 

A common unit is needed for this com- 
bined index, and what has seemed most feas- 
ible to us is to express both mortality and 
disability in the form of days and to sum 
the lost days from these two sources for a 
particular time period, a year. 

For some p , such as cost benefit 
analysis, it might be more useful to use the 
dollar as the common unit, and conversion 
to dollars can be carried out when necessary 
but it involves additional assumptions, par- 
ticularly in deciding how to show the con- 
tribution of children, housewives, and re- 
tired people. Certain assumptions are neces- 
sary, in any case, for converting deaths into 
a reasonably equivalent number of lost days. 
One has to decide how many days to attrib- 
ute to each person dying in a particular year. 
The Center will probably publish indices 
computed in various ways to determine 
whether such results achieve any currency 
and which form is preferred. 

This grant total of equivalent days of dis- 


This refers to the conventional cost bene- 
fit analysis. It has been pointed out to the 
author that it is perfectly possible to carry 
out a complete analysis in terms other than 
dollars, 
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ability can be shown specific for age and sex 
groups, broad diagnostic categories, and 
regions of the country, and it would be avail- 
able each year. Thus, it at least partly satis- 
fies our criteria for a general index. To give 
some idea of the general magnitude of the 
number involved, we have estimated bed 
days and mortality-equivalent bed days, at- 
tributing one-half a year in bed to each 
death (a minimum number). For persons in 
the age range 15 to 65 years (roughly 116 
million people) the combined total of equiv- 
alent bed days ranged between 796 million 
days and 874 million days in the 7-year period 
1958 through 1964. The highest years tend 
to be those in which there were respiratory 
disease epidemics, as one might expect. In 
terms of days of restricted activity the figures 
would be considerably higher, and if allow- 
ance is made for days lost in future years 
owing to deaths in the current year, then 
the estimates are very much higher. But as 
in the case of the GNP, the actual magni- 
tude of the number is less important than 
the time changes that take place and per 
capita differences between groups. 


CONSPICUOUS GAPS IN OUR DATA ABOUT HEALTH 


Before concluding it would be well to draw 
attention to some of the conspicuous gaps 
in our data about the health of the popula- 
tion. These can be summed up in a brief 
phrase—disease of the mind and personality. 
Here, the problems are chiefly methodological. 
Statistics of disability and mortality do not 
adequately reflect the magnitude of these 
problems. We have a lot to learn about how 
to measure the prevalence of mental illness in 
an objective and reproducible manner, except 
that we can with great effort count that 
minority of cases that comes under treat- 
ment. In the area of alcoholism, the situa- 
tion is a little better, but we are a long 
way from having any adequate statistics on 
drug addiction. 

There are other gaps but these are cer- 
tainly the most important. 


CONCLUSION 


In conclusion, it would be well to point out 
the superficial nature of this review. The 
subject has many aspects and is almost as 
broad as the subject of economic indices. 

In general, it seems clear that we have 
become in recent years, specifically since the 
start of the National Health Survey, much 
better equipped with data for deciding on 
priorities and measuring progress toward na- 
tional health goals. 

I have tried to deal with conceptual prob- 
lems and have discussed the advantages and 
disadvantages of the available data for meas- 
uring health, with particular reference to 
mortality and to disability, as a manifesta- 
tion of morbidity. We are moving toward new 
types of summary indices which will be con- 
sumer tested. There needs to be a body of 
results computed in various ways for dis- 
cussion, and there should be lots of addi- 
tional experimentation. The National Center 
for Health Statistics will welcome comments 
and ideas. 


REMARKS BY SYMPOSIUM CHAIRMAN, PAUL I. 
AHMED 

(Address? by Mr. Paul I. Ahmed, National 
Center for Health Statistics, as Chairman 
of the Symposium on “Measures of the 
Nation’s Well Being” sponsored by the 
Washington Chapters of the American 
Statistical Association and the American 
Marketing Association held on June 22, 
1967, at the Interdepartmental Auditorium, 
Washington, D.C.) 
Congressman Curtis, Mr. Grosse, Mr. 

Woolsey, Ladies and Gentlemen: It is indeed 

a great honor for me to be the chairman of 


The views presented here are those of 
the author and not of the National Center 
for Health Statistics. 
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a symposium, which has such a distin- 
guished list of participants. Our hope is 
that this symposium will focus our atten- 
tion on the new measures that this na- 
tion must develop in order to allocate re- 
sources among the competing social needs 
and to learn more about this nation’s wealth 
and human capital. 

What are some of the issues for us to 
discuss today? For the record let me intro- 
duce these issues which I am sure our 
honored guests will develop and bring into 
sharper focus. 

Our economic accounting system deals with 
current performance measured in terms of 
output, income or current investment. The 
data on output does not account for changes 
in utility resulting from quality changes and 
innovations. It does not present a balance 
sheet showing accumulated assets and liabil- 
ities. The reasons given for lack of a capital 
accounting approach are that it is hard to 
calculate annual depreciations on natural 
resources and government property, and that 
manpower and human skills resources can- 
not be readily incorporated in monetary ac- 
counts. Also the volume of nonmarketed 
government services is determined by mone- 
tary cost input, resulting in the underval- 
uation of output in public sectors. Thus it 
seems that other conceptual techniques are 
needed to reveal the economic structure in 
terms of the assets and size of organizations, 
and power relations among them. 

A new concept of investment is needed 
which will include: 1) investment in per- 
sons including education and health ex- 
penditures that are traditionally classified 
as consumption outlays, 2) intangible invest- 
ment of business and government in re- 
search and development, training and im- 
proving methods, 3) investment in migration 
to adjust to changing job opportunities. 

We tend to favor hardware—depreciable 
assets such as machinery and buildings 
rather than human skills. Except for recent 
reverses to this tendency we tend to favor 
investment in hardware over investment in 
education, machinery over account receiva- 
bles, manufacturing over service industry. 
Knowledge about new ideas and knowhows 
that raise the national income and living 
standards through measurement of the char- 
acteristic changes in the labor force can be 
provided by standardizing the nomenclature 
of skills and improving the job vacancy sta- 
tistical series, and by doing it more often 
than every 10 years. 

A wealth inventory study will provide com- 

parable data on capital output ratio or net 
asset-output ratio. Household sector wealth 
or a balance sheet showing consumer income 
and debt by various demographic details 
will provide guidance for a public program. 
Specific uses of the wealth inventory study 
are: 
a) To develop aggregative and sectoral 
measures of national wealth as a prerequisite 
to improved income distribution data for 
evaluating a variety of national economic 
and social policies such as effect of a tax 
cut or the mitigation of poverty. 

b) For projection of future capital re- 
quirements in private and public sectors and 
for determining the efficiency with which 
public services are being provided, or for 
that matter how industry is being run. 

c) For improving estimates of potential 
gross national product at full utilization or 
“full employment.” 

d) To determine the amount of capital 
investment in use and need per worker—to 
be used for reduction of cyclical patterns. 

e) To gain knowledge of the productivity 
capital and the degree to which productivity 
increases over periods of time as a funda- 
mental to analyzing events in costs and 
prices. 

Even if this study could be incorporated 
into an economic accounting series, some- 
thing more is needed in social accounting. 
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Our ability to measure social change has 
lagged seriously behind our ability to meas- 
ure strictly economic changes. For example, 
we have no decade-by-decade trends in the 
extent of involvement in religion, social 
service, or on the condition of our cities. A 
system of social accounts is needed to broaden 
our concepts of costs and benefits in terms 
beyond economic concern. Emphasis on the 
following areas in our social accounting 
techniques, some of which is now in progress, 
will be interesting: 

a) Measurement of social costs and net re- 
turns from innovations. 

b) Measurement of social ills such as crime, 
divorce, family disruptions. 

c) Measurement of the social cost of illness. 

d) Establishment of a performance budget 
in areas of defined social needs such as men- 
tal hospitals, housing, and education. 

e) Development of indicators of economic 
opportunity and social mobility. 

f) Measurement of trends in social prog- 
ress such as that of American Indians, the 
condition of our cities, acceptance of the 
regulation of environmental factors. 

g) Development and incorporation of a new 
capital accounting system which includes so- 
cially needed items such as education as a 
capital investment rather than as a cost. 

h) Development of measures to determine 
the changes in the quality of education and 
cultural life, 

Technical changes and innovations have 
brought second order social, economic and 
political changes that were never envisioned 
or intended. This arises largely because at 
the beginning, technical developments tend 
to be viewed in a rather restricted context 
and not in an ecological context. They are 
seen as an answer to an agreed problem and 
to be judged in terms of their adequacy to 
solve the problem. For example, the introduc- 
tion of the automobile as a means of trans- 
portation has changed our leisure life, pat- 
terns of home ownership and distribution, 
and unexpectedly introduced a holiday 
pastime of counting death tolls. Another ex- 
ample is that it was scarcely anticipated in 
substituting detergent for soap that it would 
disrupt plumbing systems or would con- 
taminate streams to the point of killing fish 
life, 

A systematic bias against concern over 
second order consequences of technical in- 
novations is caused by the view that “innova- 
tion” is progress, that it is in keeping with 
our civilization’s high emphasis on science 
and technology, and that concern over sec- 
ond order consequences would inhibit the 
will to pursue primary objectives. The word 
“technical” is offered to give assurances that 
it has limited implication, that its impact on 
society is mitigated and overlapped by in- 
novations in other fields and that it is im- 
measurable. Under the leadership of some 
of the gentlemen at this table, researchers 
are now trying to develop a system of infor- 
mation which would include the following: 

a) A regular trend of social indicators 
whereby comparisons in time and across beg- 
ments of society could be made. 

b) Special surveys for gathering data on 
new developments falling outside the series. 

c) Means of collecting information quickly 
and reporting back with appropriate speed 
before the phenomenon becomes part of our 
way of life. 

Our indices of health now measure the ex- 
ception—ill health rather than the norm. 
They deal with objective situations such as 
death, restricted activity or work loss. The 
role of environmental or genetic factors as to 
why some people have a heart attack or can- 
cer and others not, why some recover faster 
than others, if more clearly defined, will be 
helpful. 

The loss of productivity is the means with 
which we now measure the cost of illness. 
The assumption apparently is that the most 
sensitive part of one’s anatomy is his wallet. 
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Programs that prevent pain, discomfort, and 
illnesses not associated with future produc- 
tivity do not rank as high as other programs. 
Our bias is in favor of preventing death and 
disability. The considerations of subjective 
factors and the economic burden of the care 
of children in illness will shed more light on 
the cost of illness. Perhaps data could be ob- 
tained on incidental facts as the perceived 
role of the physician—as a curer, technician, 
friend, somebody not to talk about anything 
financial as he is above it, etc. 

Epidemiology, clinical trial, social work 
and psychiatry should support the role of 
economists who evaluate health services by 
productivity gains or losses, impact of public 
expenditure on health, mortality and disabil- 
ity days. The factors cited for lack of fusion 
among the clinicians and economists are: 
medicine is not an exact science and physi- 
cians disagree; prolonged longitudinal stud- 
les do not offer attractive emoluments; the 
presence of the asymptomatic disease in the 
control group affects the criterion for evalu- 
ation; the simultaneous presence of multiple 
diseases complicates analyzing problems. 
Similar reasons are available for the exclu- 
sion of the sociologist, the social worker and 
psychologist from a dialogue. The dialogue 
between the economist, the health practi- 
tioner, and other disciplines is essential, The 
National Center for Health Statistics has 
already taken a lead by establishing such a 
dialogue, 

A tremendous improvement in cost benefit 
analysis has taken place in the last few years. 
The data on productivity losses due to illness 
and on the impact of various programs has 
been developed for several disease control 
programs. Hopefully, these studies will pro- 
vide “options” for policy makers. 

The criterion for measurements is again 
earning power or dollars. The method is use- 
ful for evaluation of the programs providing 
individual services with immediate, direct 
and measurable results such as retraining or 
education programs. Additional criteria are 
needed for evaluation of programs, the im- 
mediate results of which are not available, 
such as where benefits will take a long time 
to show up as in the case of breaking the 
cycle of poverty through low income family 
education, or where social benefits accruing 
to society at large result as in a new method 
to alleviate mental illness, which reduce the 
cost of institutional care as well as return 
productive citizens to society. 

Our bias is in favor of measurable, quan- 
tiflable and tangible data perhaps because it 
provides information on resources at margin 
for incremental decisions, and it can pro- 
vide information about specifics or programs 
“narrowly defined.” However, the ratio of 
measured to nonmeasured not being the 
same in all programs, the nonmeasured has 
a special significance. The variety of impacts 
of diseases such as relatively high mortality 
for cancer, loss of output for mental disease, 
and loss of comfort and personal esteem in 
rheumatoid arthritis and herniated disc re- 
quires different measures. 

The problem is how do we measure in- 
tangibles such as happiness and ability? 
Measurement of intangibles—satisfaction, 
happiness, ability, etc——is problematic from 
an operational viewpoint. There is first a 
conceptual problem. When we talk about 
ability we may be referring to aptitude (the 
potential capacity of the individual) or to 
achievement (the developed capacity) or to 
his motivation (his disposition to use his 
ability). Then there are intangibles of hap- 
piness, values, etc. which mean different 
things to different individuals. But the mere 
fact that we cannot order all of a people’s 
values to a common yardstick is no reason 
for not measuring them as well as we can, 
and comparing them as best as we can. In 
other words the quest for the best should not 
hamper our advancement towards the good; 
relatively imprecise answers to the right 
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question are better than precise answers to 
the wrong questions. 

In short our indicators should deal not 
only with how much, but also with how good, 
not with the quantity of goods or dollars 
alone, but with the quality of our life. 

These are some of the areas this symposium 
will deliberate on. Now I know you are 
anxious to hear Congressman Curtis and the 
other distinguished guests. Congressman 
Curtis needs no lengthy introduction. He is 
the minority leader of House members of the 
Joint Economic Committee and second rank- 
ing Republican on the House Ways and 
Means Committee. He is a life trustee of 
Dartmouth College and President Eisenhower 
described him “an exceptional member of 
Congress.” He received the distinguished con- 
gressional service award from the American 
Political Science Association. From the hall 
where Sir Winston Churchill delivered his 
famous iron curtain address—Westminster 
College at Fulton, Missouri—Mr. Curtis re- 
ceived the L.L.D. Honros Causa. Ladies and 
gentlemen I have the great pleasure of pre- 
senting the Honorable Thomas B. Curtis of 
Missouri. 


FEDERAL RADIATION COUNCIL RE- 
LAXES MINE SAFETY STANDARDS 


Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, yester- 
day the Federal Radiation Council voted 
to adopt 1.0 “working level” as the uni- 
form limit on radiation in uranium 
mines, This body is authorized to advise 
the President with regard to radiation 
matters, and the standards it recom- 
mends are likely to be determinative as 
to the mine safety standards promul- 
gated by the Secretary of the Interior 
under Public Law 89-577 and those which 
the Secretary of Labor may require of 
Government contractors under the 
Walsh-Healey Act. 

This action by the Federal Radiation 
Council comes at a time when evidence is 
mounting that over a thousand miners 
may die because of unnecessary exposure 
to radon gas in uranium mines. It comes 
after years of study and months of inter- 
agency wrangling. It reflects, hopefully, 
a realization that we can hesitate no 
longer in enforcing limits on radiation 
exposure in these mines. 

But this action also comes only weeks 
after the Department of Labor pub- 
lished a standard more than three 
times as strict and severed notice that 
such a standard—0.3 “working level“ 
would have to be met by Government 
contractors. 

The Department, under considerable 
pressure, reluctantly agreed in early 
June of this year to modify its standard 
and to accept a 1.0 WL limit for the next 
18 months. This was done reluctantly, 
however, and Secretary Wirtz empha- 
sized that the moratorium was tempo- 
rary and that it was desirable to return 
to the stricter standard as soon as pos- 
sible. The Secretary stated on June 10: 

The operative principle underlying the 
Regulation issued today is that doubt—the 
disagreement of experts—is reason for not 
taking a risk instead of excuse for taking it— 
when the stakes are cancer. Life, not death, 
is entitled to the benefit of the experts’ 
reasonable and responsible doubts. 

The remaining point is what the standard 
should be. 

The May 5 action and the revised Regu- 
lation issued today are based on the princi- 
ple that in this situation the proper standard 
is one which reflects the most protective, the 
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most conservative, the strictest, reasonable 
judgment of qualified experts. This is again 
the principle that reasonably identified risk 
is not to be taken but is to be prevented— 
at least, or particularly, in the performance 
of contracts with the Government. 

This risk line is confirmed by the present 
record in this situation as being the “0.3 
WL” line, applied as a 3.6 WLM standard on 
an annual basis. 

This is the line drawn by the Public Health 
Service. 

It is the line drawn by a minority of the 
staff members of the Federal Radiation 
Council. 

It is the line proposed by the Atomic 
Energy Commission as the ultimately de- 
sirable line—after present “feasibility” fac- 
tors are overcome 

The record remains that the 0.3 WL stand- 
ard is generally recognized as the right 
standard from the health standpoint and 
that most of the arguments advanced against 
it are cast in terms of the difficulties of com- 
plying with it. The essential basis of the 
May 9 action, now reaffirmed, is that this 
second consideration need not, and cannot, 
dilute the first. 


Therefore, Mr. President, it is small 
comfort to note that the Federal Radia- 
tion Council has finally agreed on a 
safety standard, if that action at the 
same time appears to be a retreat from 
the type of regulation which many feel 
is needed. I do not claim to have the 
technical competence to ascertain the 
adequacy of one standard or another; 
one difficulty besetting us in this entire 
area of radiation protection is the lack 
of adequate data on the cumulative 
health effects of various levels of radia- 
tion exposure. But as the 5ist and 52d 
uranium miners die of lung cancer—and 
projections show that hundreds are yet 
to come—I am concerned that we take all 
possible precautions to insure that such 
a tragedy will not recur. There seems 
to be a reasonable doubt that the stand- 
ard adopted yesterday by the Federal 
Radiation Council will provide such in- 
surance, At the very least, there seems 
to be a need for extensive and acceler- 
ated study of the likely health effects 
of the various levels of radiation which 
the AEC, HEW, and the Labor Depart- 
ment are advocating as safe limits. We 
are entitled to the assurance that what- 
ever standard is finally adopted is firmly 
buttressed by the evidence and is not 
simply the result of the exertion of po- 
litical muscle by some agency or group. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that J. V. Reistrup's article cover- 
ing the situation in this morning’s Wash- 
ington Post be printed at this point in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Lrurr SET ON RADIATION IN MINES 
(By J. V. Reistrup) 


The Federal Radiation Council voted unan- 
imously yesterday to recommend a uniform 
limit on radiation in underground uranium 
mines. 


The agreement among the seven Federal 
agencies on the Council came in a closed 
session and apparently was to be an- 
nounced by the White House. But it was 
reported by sources who attended yesterday’s 
session. 

The decision came after two years of study 
by the Council staff and after 17 years of 
study by the Public Health Service, which 
concluded that the miners had a far higher 
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risk of fatal lung cancer because of the ra- 
diation. 

Agreement on the standard meant a re- 
treat for the Departments of Labor and of 
Health, Education, and Welfare. Earlier this 
year both had supported a limit more than 
three times as strict. 

The standard adopted yesterday was pro- 
posed ten years ago by the Public Health 
Service but was exceeded up until this year 
in a majority of the country’s 600 under- 
ground mines. It has a technical definition 
but is generally known as a “working level”. 

Later HEW decided that even that stand- 
ard was too lenient. 

After the Radiation Council deadlocked 
over the issue last May, Secretary of Labor 
W. Willard Wirtz broke ranks. 

Acting on HEW’s advice, he set a limit of 
“0.3 working level” in mines whose produc- 
tion is sold to the Federal Government—still 
the majority despite the rising popularity 
of commercial nuclear power plants to pro- 
duce electricity. 

Criticized during hearings of the Joint 
Committee on Atomic Energy, Wirtz then al- 
tered the order to allow the more lenient “1 
working level“ for the next 18 months. 

Yesterday’s decision presumably could 
make the more lenient standard permanent, 
although it reportedly recommends that the 
radiation limit be tightened if future studies 
show a hazard at 1 working level, 

The session included a review of HEW’s 
studies on deaths due to cancer in the mine 
reportedly HEW conceded that its data could 
not prove the more strict standard was neces- 
sary. 

The other agencies represented in the vote 
were the Atomic Energy Commission and the 
Departments of Agriculture, Commerce, De- 
fense and Interior. 

The Interior Department has been waiting 
for a consensus before setting standards for 
the mines that sell uranium privately. All 
will be covered after 1970, when the Gov- 
ernment expects to quit buying uranium. 


L. B. J. S WAR-PROLONGING AND 
WAR-PROMOTING TRADE POLI- 
CIES HAVE INCENSED OUR CITI- 
ZENS 


Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, earlier to- 
day the Senate listened to some shocking 
and sobering observations by the Sena- 
tor from Colorado [Mr. Dominick] and 
the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. Han- 
SEN]. They strike at the very heart of the 
reasons why we are not winning the war 
in Vietnam. They should be read and re- 
read by every American citizen who pre- 
fers freedom to communism and who 
prefers peace to war. 

During the earlier discussion on the 
floor today, Senator Dominick read into 
the Record a most significant editorial 
from the Washington Post of this morn- 
ing. It is entitled “An Export-Arms 
Bank”? and among other sharp crit- 
icisms of prevailing trade policies it con- 
tains this sentence: 

The Eximbank, as Representative Henry S. 
Reuss observes, has managed within four 
years to become embroiled on both sides of 


almost every armed conflict, actual or po- 
tential. 


Apparently, not satisfied with this 
bloody record, Mr. President, the Exim- 
bank now is requesting Congress to give 
it additional lending authority of $13,500 
million, part of which will include the 
$50,000,000 it wants to use in financing 
a new automobile factory complex 
along the Volga River in Russia, 
to be run by the Fiat Automobile 
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Co. of Italy, which is the manufacturing 
establishment most easily available for 
diverting to the production of imple- 
ments of war. The weapons of war will, 
of course, join the other vast shipments 
of Russian war supplies and equipment 
going forward to Ho Chi Minh every day 
to help his Communist armies and guer- 
rillas prolong the war and to add steadily 
to our American casualties. 

In his remarkable presentation, the 
Senator from Wyoming [Mr. Hansen] 
also disclosed publicly for the first time 
that many of these shipments of war 
supplies from Russia to Hanoi are mov- 
ing thru the harbor in Haiphong in 
American-owned ships. When one re- 
members that many of the implements 
of war carried in these ships are made 
possible by the sales of American ex- 
porters to Russia in this fifth year of the 
war, it is understandable why patriotic 
American citizens throughout this land 
are becoming incensed at the self-de- 
feating trade and lending policies of the 
Johnson administration. 

Mr. President, it is little wonder also 
that CEASE, the newly organized Com- 
mittee To End Aid to Our Soviet Enemy, 
headed by former Ambassador John 
Davis Lodge, reports that its member- 
ship is expanding by leaps and bounds 
and that its petitions calling upon Wash- 
ington to end trading with the enemy 
now are being signed by the hundreds 
of thousands throughout the land. In- 
cidentally for the benefit of Senators and 
Representatives who are hearing from 
their constituents, asking where they 
can contribute money to help CEASE 
with its program or get petitions for cir- 
culating in their communities, the na- 
tional headquarters of CEASE is now 
in the National Press Building, Washing- 
ton, D.C., suite 1061. 

Another indication of the growing dis- 
enchantment of the public of this cu- 
rious contradiction of trying to make 
America the policeman of the world and 
the world’s greatest supplier of the im- 
plements of war at one and the same 
time can be seen in the Evans and Novak 
syndicated column of today. I ask unan- 
imous consent that it be printed at this 
point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE ARMS TRADE BACKFIRES 

The sudden discovery that the Export-Im- 
port Bank is deeply entangled in the Penta- 
gon’s sale of U.S, arms abroad will result in 
a congressional veto of arms sales financed 
by the Bank—and much more. 

The Ex-Im Bank probably will suffer in 
ways not related to arms trafficking. Its re- 
quest for new lending authority of $13.5 bil- 
lion over the next five years likely will be 
reduced by at least $2 billion for a period of 
only three years. Its reputation won't re- 
cover from the arms expose for a long time. 
Considering the fact that the Ex-Im Bank's 
worldwide lending operations is Washing- 
ton’s most effective foreign aid operation, 
this is considerable loss indeed. 

All this results from the super-secrecy that 
has cloaked the use of the Bank by Penta- 
gon arms brokers, 

Members of the Senate and House Bank- 
ing Committees, which had tentatively ap- 
proved the $13.5 billion extension before we 
reported the Bank’s arms dealings last week, 
now compare the arms expose to the bitter 
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political reaction following revelation of the 
CIA’s financing of private organizations. 

“The Bank’s latest annual report was cal- 
culated to conceal the full extent of its fi- 
nancing of arms sales abroad,” one House 
Democrat told us. It is axiomatic that no 
Congressman likes to be bamboozled. 

Beyond this, members of the House Com- 
mittee, in an unusual, nonpartisan consensus, 
were far from pleased with the explanations 
given at a closed hearing last Tuesday by 
top Administration officials called on the 
carpet. Instead of playing on obvious na- 
tional security implications of selling arms 
abroad, the emphasis in the secret session 
was on the value to the American economy. 

Deputy Secretary of Defense Paul Nitze, 
for example, listed several reasons why the 
arms sales were beneficial, including the fact 
that they helped U.S. business, U.S. labor, 
and the U.S. balance of payments. Nitze did 
not exclude the security factor, but his em- 
phasis on economic reasons nettled Congress- 
men who felt they were being had. 

“Nitze may have been telling the truth,” 
one Republican told us, but it’s a truth that 
plays right into the hands of the Russians 
who have always claimed that our economy 
would collapse without our armaments in- 
dustry.” 

Moreover, Nitze and Under Secretary of 
State Eugene Rostow were less than effective 
in trying to explain arms sales to Latin 
America to the congressional interrogators. 

They testified U.S. arms are essential for 
Brazil and other Latin countries to offset 
Castroite Cuba’s growing power and Castro’s 
expanding operations in Latin America, 

That brought an immediate congressional 
question at the hearing: If that’s what Cuba 
is doing, the U.S. response should be far more 
direct than peddling a few millions in arms, 
But that fundamental question went unan- 
swered. 

Still another fundamental question raised 
on Tuesday but not answered concerned 
U.S. arms sales to Jordan. To keep this Arab 
state friendly to the West and to make it in- 
dependent of Soviet arms, the Committee was 
told, it was necessary to supply it with U.S. 
arms, including tanks and other heavy 
equipment. But when the chips were down 
in the Arab-Israeli war last month, the Con- 
gressmen pointed out, Jordan joined Egypt's 
President Gamal Abdel Nasser and used 
American tanks against identical tanks sup- 
plied Israel by the United States. 

Quite apart from the basic question of 
foreign policy involved in the storm over us- 
ing the Ex-Im Bank as an arms conduit, the 
Administration’s handling of the affair is 
the subject of congressional criticism. Pe- 
riodic, off-the-record briefings should have 
been given the top Democrats and Republi- 
cans in both Senate and House keeping them 
informed on the full extent to which the 
Bank was being used. 

The policy of concealment, once exposed, 
was bound to backfire. Quite beyond cutting 
off the Ex-Im Bank as an open tap to finance 
arms sales, it is now bound to lead to a full- 
scale congressional probe of the Johnson Ad- 
ministration’s arms policy. What will come 
out of that, no one now can predict. 


Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, for a view- 
point from a different area of the coun- 
try expressing disillusionment over our 
American policy of encouraging trade 
with our enemies in time of war, I have 
an editorial from the State, a great 
daily newspaper published in Columbia, 
S. C. It succinctly states in its concluding 
sentence: 

We aren’t in favor of providing the Com- 
munists with shovels to dig our graves. 


Mr. President, neither am I. 

I ask unanimous consent that the edi- 
torial from Columbia, S. C., be printed at 
this point in the Recorp. I believe it is one 
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that many other newspapers might want 
to reprint and that all Americans should 
have an opportunity to read. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

SUICIDAL ASSISTANCE 


The mania of the Johnson administra- 
tion for doing business with Communist- 
bloc nations is a matter of common know- 
ledge and public record. 

In recent days, The State’s editorial page 
has listed scores of items of direct or in- 
direct military potential which have been 
licensed for export to our enemies, many of 
whom are contributing to the death of young 
Americans in Vietnam, 

Now comes information, as shocking as 
it is symptomatic of the Johnson adminis- 
tration, concerning an item which has not 
been approved for overseas shipment—yet. 

Senator Karl E. Mundt has revealed that 
the Commerce Department actually wanted 
to add one other item—a gravity meter 
valued at $10,200. 

Shipment (to Poland) was delayed, but 
according to Willard Edwards of the Chi- 
cago Tribune, “government officials are still 
arguing that it should be authorized.” 

A gravity meter, just for the record, would 
help the Communists to improve the accur- 
acy of their guided missiles. 

The cold war, said Senator Mundt, is 
taking on a dream-like if not nightmare 
quality. What are the military applications 
of a Worden type gravity meter? 

Rauer H. Meyer, director of the office of 
export control, answered that “Worden type 
gravity meters” are, indeed, a souce of data 
of value” in missile systems. “Currently”, he 
said, “the license is pending further con- 
sideration.” 

The meters referred to are made only in 
the United States. According to Willard Ed- 
wards, fewer than a dozen experts, all Ameri- 
cans, know how to make one. “The major 
purpose of a device of this accuracy is to 
provide data for guided missile trajectory 
determinations.” 

We sincerely hope the Commerce Depart- 
ment will choose not to export this item to 
Poland. We realize that President Johnson is 
anxious to promote what he calls “an en- 
larged partnership” with the Communist 
bloc; but we aren’t in favor of providing 
the Communists with shovels to dig our 
graves. 


MISS UNIVERSE FROM ALABAMA 


Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, on 
Saturday evening, July 15, in Miami, Fla., 
a pretty young brunette representing the 
United States was named Miss Universe. 
Miss Sylvia Hitchcock, Miss Alabama, 
then Miss U.S.A., became the fourth rep- 
resentative of the United States to win 
the title as the world’s top beauty. 

I know that I can speak for all Ala- 
bamians when I say that we are ex- 
tremely proud of Sylvia and of the honor 
which she has won for her country. 

I would like now to share with my 
fellow Senators the account of the Miss 
Universe Pagent, which appeared in the 
University of Alabama student news- 
paper, the Crimson-White, last Monday, 
and ask unanimous consent that it be 
printed in the RECORD: 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Bama’s SYLVIA NAMED Miss UNIVERSE—CapP- 
STONE SENIOR Is Tor WORLD BEAUTY 


Miss USA, Sylvia Hitchcock, a senior at the 
University of Alabama, was chosen Saturday 
night as Miss Universe 1967. 
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In tears, the girl who bragged of swiping 
tomatoes from a neighbor's yard when she 
was a child, strode down the runway at 
Miami Beach, Florida, wearing the shawl of 
Miss Universe. 

The 21-year-old brunette was the fourth 
representative of the United States to win 
the bright crown symbolizing the best of 
universal beauty. 

The art major Miss Universe “came to the 
University of Alabama because of Mr. Gra- 
nata“ sculpture professor who had taught 
her older brother when he attended the Cap- 
stone. 

A resident of Miami for the past 18 yeurs, 
Miss Hitchcock won the Miss Alabama title 
in a contest sponsored by the Capital City 
Jaycees held in Montgomery in April. 

Sponsored by her US sorority, Chi Omega, 
she won the Alabama crown over 18 com- 
petitors from around the state. 

She went on to win the Miss USA title 
the following month at Miami Beach. 

Sylvia Hitchcock, Miss Universe from the 
University of Alabama, walked on stage at 
the Miami pagent Saturday night dressed as 
a Mini-skirted Uncle Sam for the Parade 
of Nations segment of the festivities. 

Though she was met with a roar of ap- 
proval from the auditorium audience, the 
loudest applause and cheers were saved for 
Miss Israel, a private in the Israeli Army who 
was given leave to attend the contest. 

Chosen as one of the 15 semifinalists, em- 
cee Bob Barker told Miss Hitchcock that it 
was “nice to have a Southern belle in the 
contest.” 

With that remark, Miss Hitchcock hesi- 
tated, then said, Well, I’ve lived in Miami 
for 18 years and was born in Massachusetts.” 

When the five finalists were selected, 
Barker asked Miss Hitchcock what present 
she would like most to take home with her 
to Alabama from the pageant. 

“Myself,” she answered. Home safely.” 

Gov. Lurleen B. Wallace, recovering from 
cancer surgery at a Houston, Texas, hospital 
sent a telegram of best wishes to Bama's 
Miss USA before the pageant began. 

Miss Venezuela, Mariela Perez Branger, 
was first runnerup. Other finalists were Miss 
England, Miss Finland, Miss Israel. 

Miss Hitchcock won her title from a field of 
55 other international beauties. 

Her last visit to UA was in June when 
she returned to stowaway a few odds and 
ends. She was greeted by an orange and black 
sign proclaiming “Congrats Sylvia, Miss 
USA” on the front of her dormitory, and a 
similar sign at her sorority house. 


AMERICA’S MERCHANT MARINE 


Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, the 
July 24 issue of Newsweek magazine con- 
tains an exceedingly interesting article 
entitled “Titan Unbound, 1,” written by 
Raymond Moley, It is the first of several 
such articles he intends to publish. In 
this one, he illustrates the importance of 
a nation’s merchant marine and relates 
it to the new thrust of the U.S.S.R. in de- 
veloping its merchant fleet. At the con- 
clusion of the article he says: 

Russian maritime policy is well designed 
to achieve supremacy at sea in relatively few 
years. 


Mr. President, this statement is indeed 
true. I will also say, however, that there 
are those of us in Congress who are doing 
all we can to see that Russia’s design is 
not fulfilled. Not long ago the Senator 
from Washington [Mr. Macrvuson], 
chairman of the Committee on Com- 
merce, and Representative (ARMATZ, 
chairman of the House Committee on 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries, and I 
issued a statement saying: 
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Each passing day, each new crisis makes 
it increasingly obvious that our country 
must have a modern, well-balanced mer- 
chant marine and related industry com- 
ponents. Equally obvious is the fact that 
such is not at hand. Even though the mari- 
time strength of this country may not be 
imposing, there is a solid base upon which 
timely action can build a merchant fleet 
truly characteristic of our international pre- 
eminence. The 90th Congress must seek a 
resolution of this weakness threatening the 
economy, welfare, and defense of the United 
States. 


As chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries, I may 
be unduly optimistic, but I hope we will 
be joined, some day by the administra- 
tion in our concern for our country’s 
merchant marine. 

I ask unanimous consent that Mr. 
Moley’s article be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: : 

TITAN UNBOUND—I 
(By Raymond Moley) 

The traditional concept of Russia, which 
still lingers in the minds of American states- 
men, is a great intercontinental land mass 
with a population of multiracial strains, 
sinister and inscrutable, ever crowding upon 
its neighbors, but locked in by its lack of 
warm-water exits to the world outside. A 
titan, stirring uneasily within and suspicious 
of Western influence. It was so when Peter 
the Great gingerly surveyed Western ways. 
But through two centuries until the revolu- 
tion it contented itself with harassing its 
neighbors, making alliances in Europe and 
breaking them when its rulers chose. 

When attacked, as in 1812, Russia per- 
mitted such aggressors to perish in its vast- 
nesses and cold. And eyen in our century, 
when it was racked by internal convulsions, 
Western eyes, except those of the most per- 
ceptive, looked on with passive indifference. 

Then, when the cold war started in the 
late 1940s, we and our Western allies came to 
be alarmed by Soviet demonstrations of sci- 
entific progress and military might. We con- 
ceived the threat to be directed against West- 
ern Europe, Japan and the United States on 
land and in space and through subversion by 
Communist propaganda. 

Our reaction has been to match the So- 
viet’s military potential and by massive for- 
eign aid to anticipate Soviet influence in 
needy countries. 

We cannot deny the danger in such pro- 
jections of power and influence nor the need 
for countermeasures. 

THE STRATEGY OF SEAPOWER 

What we see superficially are Soviet poli- 
cies to exacerbate centers of conflict over the 
world, to make grand gestures in space, to 
rattle missiles and to poison world opinion 
by propaganda glorifying Russian scientific 
progress and vilifying the West as imperial 
and colonial. 

But beyond those diversionary tactics is a 
major design rooted in the Kremlin’s com- 
prehension of seapower, a key to breaking 
out of landlocked isolation. Soviet strategists 
have been literate people. They have read in 
history that ever since Rome overcame Car- 
thage, despite Hannibal’s genius, the nations 
that have been dominant have been powerful 
on the sea, commercially and militarily. 
Nothing in our day has changed that. 

Seapower is a nation’s ability to project 
its identity into the seven seas—its com- 
mercial potential in peace; in war, its fight- 
ing ships. To employ to its advantage its 
capacity to use the seas—a navy, merchant 
ships, shipyards, seaports, a fishing industry 
and marine science and engineering. 
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Sometime before the death of Stalin four- 
teen years ago, the strategists in the Kremlin 
decided upon seapower as a national policy. 
Once made, that policy became binding upon 
all of Stalin’s successors. 

In creating long-term policy, a totalitarian 
police state has certain advantages over free 
or, if you will, democratic states. For it has 
continuity in its self-perpetuating oligarchy 
undisturbed by popular influences. Here, 
Presidents and Congresses make not policies 
but expedients as political tides change. 


INTERNATIONAL PURPOSES 


Since commercial intercourse is the basis 
of seapower, major wars must be avoided. At 
first, at least, the building of a navy is de- 
signed for defense and the possible destruc- 
tion of an enemy’s commerce. The Kaiser, who 
sought seapower, made the mistake of build- 
ing a navy for offense against the British 
Navy and failed in the test. 

Soviet strategy has considered that. In ad- 
dition to building defensive naval forces, the 
U.S.S.R. has concentrated on accumulating 
a vast merchant fleet with all the auxiliary 
facilities. Soviet programs have been models 
of efficiency and determination, directed to 
political, military, economic and scientific 
ends. 

The earlier ships were built for purely do- 
mestic needs. But now ships are being 
launched for a complex of international pur- 


V. G. Bakayev, Soviet Minister of Sea Trans- 
port, has emphasized the economic value of 
the program, especially to acquire for the 
Soviet more and more foreign currency. But 
he added that by “participating in the for- 
eign-trade shipments between many coun- 
tries of the world, the Soviet sailors con- 
tribute to the expansion of the international 
ties with the U.S.S.R.” The role played in 
international economic relations creates, as 
another Russian put it, “a new alignment of 
forces” in the world. 

Russian maritime policy is well designed to 
achieve supremacy at sea in relatively few 
years. In another piece I shall supply the 
details of this new phase of the cold war. 


SUGGESTIONS FOR A RAPID CON- 
CLUSION OF THE MIDEAST CRISIS 


Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, I in- 
vite the attention of Members of Con- 
gress to an excellent speech delivered by 
Ambassador Harman, of Israel, before 
the National Press Club. I was present 
during the Ambassador’s address and was 
much impressed by the realistic and in- 
telligent suggestions offered for a rapid 
solution to the Mideast situation. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the address be printed in the 
RECORD. 


There being no objection, the speech 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


ADDRESS BY AMBASSADOR AVRAHAM HARMAN, 
OF ISRAEL, BEFORE THE NATIONAL PRESS 
CLUB, WASHINGTON, D.C., TUESDAY, 18 JULY 
1967 


It is to the root causes of the situation 
in the Middle East that world statesmanship 
must address itself at the present time. The 
goal of peace and stability in the Middle East 
region cannot be attained by an artificial 
and unrealistic attempt to move backwards 
to belligerency. If the Middle East is to be 
insulated from the prospect of further danger 
to its own peoples and the world, it must 
move forward to a durable peace based on 
the mutual recognition by all the States in 
the area of their right to exist and the re- 
placement of belligerence by genuine peace- 
ful co-existence. 


July 21, 1967 


The root causes to which the world must 
address itself are: 

(1) The refusal by the Arab States to 
acknowledge the existence of Israel, except 
for the purpose of seeking to eliminate it. 

(2) The refusal, therefore, by the Arab 
States to move the armistice system forward 
to peace as the Armistice Agreements specifi- 
cally provided. 

(3) The assertion by the Arab States of 
the rights of belligerence contrary to the 
Armistice Agreements, the resolutions of 
the Security Council and the Charter of 
the United Nations. 

This assertion of belligerence results in 
the warlike acts: the blockade of the Suez 
Canal and the Straits of Tiran to Israel 
shipping. Similarly it led to a diplomatic 
and economic offensive against Israel. 

(4) In pursuance of the doctrine of bel- 
ligerence the Arab States, particularly since 
1955, embarked on an arms race at the ex- 
pense of the economic welfare of their 
people. 

(5) Since 1964 the real discussion in the 
Arab world between the doctrine of a 
continuous day-to-day military confronta- 
tion with Israel of a guerrilla commando 
type, and the doctrine of gathering strength 
necessary for the knockout blow against 
Israel. The discussion centered on method 
and not on aims, 

(6) The use, or rather the abuse, of the 
Arab refugee problem as a political instru- 
ment in the war against Israel and the 
blocking of every serious proposal for deal- 
ing with the Arab refugee problem on a hu- 
manitarian basis. 

These policies culminated in the action 
taken by the United Arab Republic between 
May 14 and June 5, 1967. These actions re- 
moved the three pillars upon which the rela- 
tive quiescence of the Middle East rested 
during the ten year period 1957-1967. These 
pillars were: 

First, unrestricted freedom of passage 
through the Straits of Tiran; 

Second, the virtual demilitarization of the 
Sinai Peninsula and the avoidence of a con- 
frontation between Egyptian and Israeli 
forces on the Sinai border; 

Third, the insulation of the Gaza Strip 
from use for the purposes of commando raids 
against Israel, with the use of the United 
Nations Emergency Force as the symbol for 
this. 

After the 14th of May events developed 
rapidly. The United Nations Emergency 
Force was peremptorily withdrawn at the 
United Arab Republic’s request, massive 
Egyptian forces were building up on the 
Egyptian border, the Straits of Tiran were 
blocked and UNEF positions on the Gaza 
Strip border were taken over by the Palestine 
Liberation Army. 

The real issue now before the United Na- 
tions is whether there can be an acquiescence 
in the assertion by Member States of the 
rights and practices of belligerence. The road 
to progress in the future depends upon the 
immediate application of the Charter for the 
demand that this assertion and the practices 
emanating from it must cease without delay. 

Insufficient attention has been paid to an- 
other grave consequence of the Arab position 
during the past 19 years. A principal victim 
of the doctrine of non-recognition of Israel 
and of the policy of hostility and belliger- 
ence has been the absence of any regional 
Middle Eastern organization or development. 
While the heavy emphasis on the arms race 
has diverted vital resources from economic 
development to war preparations on the part 
of the Arab countries, it has equally blocked 
the vitally needed effort to develop regional 
projects for the effective use of water, plan- 
ning of communications, the movement of 
trade and the growth of international travel 
and tourism. Thus, the people of the area 
have been doubly deprived. There has been a 
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diversion of resources from development to 
military expansion and a denial of the nu- 
merous advantages that would result from 
effective regional cooperation in all areas. 
The principal sufferers from this policy have 
been the Arab refugees whose economic in- 
tegration into the area would otherwise have 
been speedily possible. 

It is this analysis of the past 19 years which 
must point the way to the course to be fol- 
lowed in the future. The States of the Middle 
East must take their destiny into their own 
hands and consult the interests of their own 
peoples. It is not enough for an Egyptian 
newspaper to say that it was a tactical propa- 
ganda mistake for the Arabs to proclaim the 
goal of Israel's elimination, What is needed 18 
a change of policy. It is not enough for an 
Arab State to take the tactical position that 
an Israeli withdrawal must first be attempted 
by political means before military means are 
used, What is needed is an affirmative deci- 
sion to withdraw from the doctrine and prac- 
tice of belligerency, and to view the future of 
the Middle East and of its peoples in terms 
of positive cooperation. The road to peace 
in the Middle East is the same road as for 
peace in the world—it is the road of har- 
mony in diversity—the search for common 
constructive interests. 

This is the view which Israel has been 
pressing and will continue to advance as a 
policy for the solution of the problems of 
our area, This is what is needed by the peo- 
ples of the Middle East. This is the effective 
contribution which the Middle East as a 
whole can make to the peace of the world. 

Finally, a word about the Israel doctrine 
of direct negotiations. It is said that this is 
unrealistic. The record is that the only prog- 
ress that has ever been made in the Arab- 
Israel situation has been the product of di- 
rect Arab-Israel talks. The further record is 
that where a body has been interposed be- 
tween the Arab States and Israel, the Arabs 
have used that body not in order to create a 
link but in order to perpetuate an absence 
of communication. If it is agreed that the 
Charter calls for the pacific settlement of 
disputes between States, the practice of di- 
rect negotiations is not only not unrealistic— 
it is the only certain and effective method 
for progress, 


Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, to 
demonstrate the favorable reaction that 
the recent speech of the Ambassador of 
Israel received in the press in my own 
State of Maryland, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that an editorial entitled Curious 
Posture,” published in the Baltimore Sun, 
be printed in the Recorp. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp, 
as follows: 

“CurIOUS PosTURE” 

As Ambassador Harman of Israel said in a 
Washington speech, the Soviet Union is show- 
ing itself to be in “a curious posture for a 
peace-loving country.” Thus the Soviet Gov- 
ernment has refused to join the United States 
in a proposal for the reporting of all ship- 
ments of weapons into the Middle East—a 
proposal that might have had a moderating 
influence. More than that, the Soviet Union 
is believed to be helping Egypt and Syria to 
replace some of the Soviet-supplied arms and 
equipment which were destroyed or captured 
by Israel last month. 

In short, the Soviet Union was a big factor 
in precipitating the Middle East crisis, by its 
rash encouragement of the governments in 
Syria and Egypt in their campaign against 
Israel, and by its rasher action in supplying 
them with weapons. Now the Soviet Union is 
rearming these two states, at least to a lim- 
ited extent, and is blandly charging that Is- 
rael is creating a situation in the Suez Canal 
area which could develop into a wider mili- 
tary conflict. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


The threat to a renewal of the June war, 
or to a wider conflict, must be attributed 
largely to the Soviet Union, both because of 
whatever action it is taking to resupply the 
Arab states with arms and because of its re- 
fusal thus far in the United Nations to co- 
operate in working out a forward-looking 
peace settlement. The hollowness of the 
Soviet position is, indeed, a “curious pos- 
ture.” 


TRIBUTE TO ADLAI STEVENSON 


Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, last Fri- 
day marked the second anniversary of 
Adlai Stevenson’s death. 

In his New York Post column on July 
13, 1967, James A. Wechsler offered an 
inspiring tribute to this great American, 
who, despite political disappointments, 
always remained ready to serve his fel- 
low man. 

From the statehouse in Springfield, II., 
to the halls of the United Nations, in New 
York City, Adlai Stevenson used his re- 
markable intellect to help shape the des- 
tiny of the Nation and the world. 

Mr. Wechsler portrays Adlai Stevenson 
as a man of great personal and intel- 
lectual courage with a strong conviction 
to do the job as he saw fit. Through 
thoughtful advice to his friends and col- 
leagues or an inspiring speech to the 
world community of nations, he gener- 
ated an enlightened spirit within those 
who came in contact with him. 

Standing by his chosen principles in 
victory and in defeat, he always main- 
tained his peerless poise, which won ad- 
miration among both his friends and ad- 
versaries. 

All this and more is ably expressed by 
Mr. Wechsler in his fine tribute to this 
great American named Adlai Stevenson. 
I ask unanimous consent that the article 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp, 
as follows: 

[From the New York Post, July 13, 1967] 
A Man NAMED STEVENSON 
(By James A. Wechsler) 

It will be two years tomorrow since the 
sudden darkness of a sunlit London after- 
noon when Adlai Stevenson was fatally 
stricken in Grosvenor Square. No official ob- 
servance marks his birth or death; in the 
official record books, he remains a former 
Governor of Illinois, twice defeated for the 
Presidency and subsequently assigned to 
serve as U.S. ambassador to the United Na- 
tions. Each year fewer will recall the day he 
died and pause for even a moment of decent 
retrospect. Vulgarians will equate his name 
with the image of “the loser.” 

For the generation stirred by the rare 
quality of his presence, it will become more 
difficult and exasperating each year to try to 
transmit the impact of his life. By the usual 
criteria of political glory, he failed, He was 
even denied the dignity of appointment as 
Secretary of State and he wrought no mir- 
acles of peace-making at the UN. 

Much of his legacy is a variety of intan- 
gibles—the nobler glimpse of politics he im- 
parted to many young men and women, the 
mingled awareness of the tragic perplexities 
and potential majesty of the human condi- 
tion that he so clearly exhibited, the wit 
and elegance which, even in defeat, carica- 
tured so many of his adversaries. 

His chronicle is crowded with irony, per- 
haps much more striking than the degree to 
which some whom he inspired became cen- 
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tral characters in the resurgence of the 
American spirit of the Kennedy years. 

As the years pass, the memory of his com- 
bats and initiatives will recede. It will be too 
soon forgotten that—over the advice of 
frightened advisers—he spoke out so bluntly 
for the nuclear test-ban in the 1956 cam- 
paign and endured the crude taunts of Gen. 
Eisenhower for this call for reason. 

But there is, one must hope, a certain im- 
morality in his words. Reading through 
many of his collected papers on the eve of 
this anniversary, one found more than 
felicity of style in the compilations. There 
are brass historic statements, spoken at 
crucial moments. Indeed, a clue to his en- 
suing place in our public life may be found 
in one of the first orations of the 1952 cam- 
paign. Now, 15 years later, that address re- 
tains a sharp relevance to the current Amer- 
ican landscape and it will deserve citation 
in many future tests of our national nerve 
and sanity. What he said was no less mean- 
ingful than where he said it. 

The date was Aug. 27, 1952, when the Mc- 
Carthy fever still gripped much of the land 
and so many eminent politicians were af- 
flicted with lockjaw. The setting was the 
American Legion convention in Madison 
Square Garden. The subject was “The Nature 
of Patriotism.” 

For many long years Legion conventions 
had listened to the flag-waving banalities of 
Stephen Decatur’s disciples—“my country 
right or wrong.“ Stevenson chose this plat- 
form to define a deeper concept of patriotism. 

He prefaced his unorthodoxy with a dis- 
arming quip: “You work hard at Legion 

business, and then devote the rest of your 
time to the museums, art gallaries, concerts 
and other cultural monuments of New York.” 
But soon it became clear that this was no 
exercise in frivolity. Stevenson was delivering 
a daring, impassioned assault on the Mo- 
Carthyite madness and bluntly contesting 
the most scared stereotypes of Legion ora- 


“The anatomy of patriotism is complex,” 
he declared. “But surely intolerance and 
public irresponsibility cannot be cloaked in 
the shining armor of rectitude and righteous- 
ness. Nor can the denial of the right to hold 
ideas that are different—the freedom of man 
to think as he pleases. To strike freedom 
of the mind with the fist of patriotism is 
an old and ugly subtlety. .. 

“The tragedy of our day is the climate of 
fear in which we live, and fear always breeds 
repression. Too often sinister threats to the 
Bill of Rights. . . are concealed under the 
patriotic cloak of anti-communism. 

“I could add from my own experience that 
it is mever necessary to call a man a Com- 
munist to make political capital. Those of us 
who have undertaken to practice the ancient 
but imperfect art of government will always 
make enough mistakes to keep our opponents 
supplied with ammunition, There’s never any 
need for poison gas... 

„. .. patriotism is not the fear of some- 
thing; it is the love of something. And I say 
that patriotism with us is not hatred of 
Russia; it is love of this Republic. It is love 
of the ideals of liberty of man and of mind 
in which this Republic was born and to which 
it is dedicated 


STATEMENTS BY SENATOR PERCY 
AND REPRESENTATIVE WIDNALL 
ON HOUSING DESERVE WIDE DIS- 
TRIBUTION 


Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, the 
Subcommittee on Housing of the Com- 
mittee on Banking and Currency has 
been holding some important hearings 
on many of the housing proposals now 
before Congress. 

The Senator from Illinois [Mr. Percy], 
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and Representative WILLIAM B. WIDNALL, 
of New Jersey, have made some excellent 
statements before the committee. I think 
they should receive wider distribution 
through the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

I ask unanimous consent that both 
statements be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ments were ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 


STATEMENT oF SENATOR CHARLES H. PERCY 
BEFORE THE HOUSING AND URBAN AFFAIRS 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE BANKING AND CuR- 
RENCY COMMITTEE, JULY 19, 1967 
This week and next, this subcommittee 

will examine 35 different measures in the 

field of housing and urban affairs. This is 

fortunate, for I believe we are faced with a 

human and national tragedy in our cities 

that cannot wait unattended. 

Within the past 12 hours, there have been 
what the newscasts call racial “incidents” 
in Illinois, in New Jersey, in North Carolina 
and in Pennsylvania. You know what a racial 
“incident” is don’t you? It’s a Molotov cock- 
tail tossed into a busy intersection. It’s a 
cab driver hauled from his car and beaten. 
It’s a teen-aged Negro shooting a white po- 
liceman—or a white policeman shooting a 
teen-aged Negro without quite enough 
provocation. It’s a brick hurled through a 
store front—or a hundred bricks hurled 
through a hundred store fronts. It’s a sniper 
taking pot shots at a fireman on call. It's an 
angry crowd. And often it ends up in ter- 
rorism, rioting, destruction and death, 

These things are happening every night on 
the city streets of America. And I believe 
they will continue to happen until the de- 
plorable living conditions in the urban 
ghetto are changed dramatically. What 
greater sense of urgency could the Congress 
possibly seek? As sure as we sit here, there 
will be a Newark after Newark, and your city 
and mine, until we act. 

We already have waited too long. Today, 
more Americans live in slums than on farms. 
These are desperate people leading desperate 
lives. The slum is the home of the illiterate 
and the dropout, the unwed mother and the 
unwanted child. Our neglect breeds the 
slum, and the slum breeds the junky and 
the prostitute, the gang member and the 
hardened criminal. 

Neglect? some will ask. Haven't we orga- 
nized committees and written reports? And 
what about public housing? 

I submit that committees and reports are 
not enough, and that public housing is not 
solving the problems of the slums. In a 
series entitled Chicago's $70-Million Ghet- 
to,” the Chicago Daily News has written 
about the Robert Taylor Homes in Chicago. 
“In its 28 high-rise buildings,” reported the 
Daily News, “live 28,000 people—20,000 of 
them children—all of them poor, grappling 
with violence and vandalism, fear and sus- 
Picion, teenage terror and adult chaos, rage, 
resentment, official regimenting.” and that 
was written more than two years ago. 

We have hardly made a dent on the slums, 
on the cycle of poverty and despair which 
repeats itself year after year, generation af- 
ter generation. The crowded, crumbling 
housing still holds the poor, the dispos- 
sessed, the unskilled, the jobless—but some- 
how we are shocked by the statistics of crime 
and illegitimacy and drug addiction. The 
ghettos of Watts and Harlem, Chicago and 
Brooklyn, Rochester and Newark fester be- 
fore our eyes, and yet we are surprised when 
they explode in our faces. 

Isn't it time we stopped being shocked and 
surprised, and started doing something 
meaningful to relieve the shame of our 
nation? 

Herculean efforts will be required. We 
must provide not only better living condi- 
tions, but better educational and job oppor- 
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tunities. We must open channels so that peo- 
ple can escape the slums and ghettos, re- 
gardless of race. Urban America cannot sur- 
vive half affluent and half destitute. Metro- 
politan America cannot progress divided as 
ghetto black and suburb white. 

Above all, we must help the victims of slum 
living to uplift themselves. Ways must be 
found to give them hope and motivation, to 
strengthen their sense of civic responsibility, 
to give them the chance to have something 
and to be somebody. 

I believe that S. 1592, the National Home 
Ownership Foundation Act, can provide a 
significant step toward these ends. The pur- 
pose of the plan is to mobilize the resources 
of the private sector to make home owner- 
ship—and the pride and self-esteem that 
accompany it—available to lower-income 
families who have or can develop the ca- 
pacity to accept its responsibilities. In doing 
so, the plan would aim at improving housing 
opportunities in declining urban and rural 
neighborhoods, and at motivating poor fam- 
ilies to achieve economic security. 

The National Home Ownership Foundation 
Act covers 33 printed pages, but the concept 
itself is a simple one. 

Suppose for a moment that I appeared 
before you today not as a United States 
Senator, but as a member of the business 
community representing other business- 
men, labor officials, community group offi- 
cers, and civil rights leaders, I might testify 
as follows: 

“Gentlemen, we are deeply alarmed about 
the way things are going in this country. 

“We are alarmed because every day we 
see side by side with new automobiles and 
sleek skyscrapers block after block of 
wretched slums where life itself is hollow 
and hopeless. 

“We are moved deeply by the plight of 
the poor family that yearns for a decent 
place to live—a place free from rats and 
roaches; where plaster is on the walls, not 
on the floor; where there is heat and hot 
water. 

“So we have asked why, in the most pow- 
erful, mostly richly endowed nation in the 
world, those slum families must live in un- 
ending squalor, 

“We have asked why funds can’t be found 
to upgrade their housing or to provide new 
housing at monthly charges they can afford. 

“The answers are readily apparent: these 
people are bad risks. They live in slum 
neighborhoods. They don’t have the stable 
income to make the risk worthwhile. And 
most of them are black. 

“Consequently, no private capital flows into 
the ghetto. No insurer, not even the Federal 
government, will insure loans. 

“Recognizing these facts, we want to go 
out and organize a bank—a different kind of 
bank. It would be a bank with a social pur- 
pose, sympathetic to the housing credit needs 
of urban slums and other declining areas. 
The bank will be self-supporting, not a 
charity. But we will shape its policies to 
meet human needs that are being neglected 
today. 

“However, to organize such a bank, we need 
the help of the Congress and of the American 
people. For at first our bank will find it dif- 
cult to compete for funds with established 
banking institutions. Investors may be in- 
terested, but at first they will wait and see. 

“Eventually we will grow to the point 
where we can make a sizable impact on the 
condition of the slum dweller—we are con- 
fident of that. 

“But we cannot afford to delay. The slum 
dweller cannot afford it. The nation cannot 
afford it, The urban problems which haunt 
America today will not wait for our bank to 
gain widespread acceptance. 

“We are not asking the government to 
grant us a regular subsidy. But we need $3 
million to get this bank started now—to 
start providing the necessary technical assist- 
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ance. More important, we need all of the 
people of the United States to stand behind 
our obligations. We need that guarantee, so 
that the investors will come forward now 
with capital for us to invest in better hous- 
in 


g. 

“There is one more thing, gentlemen of the 
Committee. The hard mathematics of the 
situation requires in many cases that only 
middle-income families can buy the homes 
that will be rehabilitated or built with our 
capital. 

“There are some lower-income families 
who have the capacity to become home 
owners and pay their way. There are many 
others who can achieve that capacity, given 
proper guidance and assistance. These 
families are longing for a chance to prove 
themselves, to own and maintain a home or 
apartment of their own. 

“But the cost of providing homes being 
what it is, the private sector can’t help them 
without government assistance. Helping these 
families to meet the monthly payments on 
their new housing will show your faith in 
them. Can’t government do that much if 
they promise that as their incomes rise, they 
will ask for less help, and eventually even 
repay the government for past help? 

“Isn’t this a reasonable investment in our 
cities and in our people?” 

So that might be my testimony if I were 
here as a private citizen. 

Now, in this Committee that has voted 
through billions upon billions of dollars of 
urban renewal and public housing, and has 
authorized direct government loans and sub- 
sidized mortgages and rent subsidies, who 
would stand up and say this proposal goes 
too far? 

Who would say that this is a job that 
should be left to government, that we won't 
use public credit to help in this endeavor, 
even though it costs comparatively little 
public money? 

Who would say that although we lend 
public credit for individual housing pro- 
grams in Latin America, here in our own 
country those who would uplift the slums 
will have to get by on their own? 

Who would say we don’t need this kind of 
thing—the government is well on the way 
to solving the problem? 

And who among us would claim that the 
slum conditions aren’t all that bad, that the 
situation has been exaggerated, or that the 
shame of the urban ghetto should not rock 
the conscience of every American? 

The National Home Ownership Foundation 
Act does not offer an instant cure to the 
conditions of the slums. There are many 
people whom this bill would not affect, many 
problems it would not touch. It is certainly 
open to improvement. 

It is not an effort to undercut existing 
government programs. It is an attempt to 
put the private sector into the business of 
rebuilding our cities. It is an attempt to give 
the urban poor some say about their en- 
vironment and their destiny. 

Finally, I deeply believe that it is the kind 
of legislation we must begin to pass if we 
hope to save our cities. It is incredible and 
intolerable that human beings should live 
the way many of them do in this, the most 
affluent nation on earth. One bill will not 
eradicate slums, and if the Committee finds 
this bill wanting, so be it. But I implore 
the Committee—as I would implore the Con- 
gress and the natlon—to act in broad, mean- 
ingful ways now, lest the United States con- 
tinue to spawn conditions which mock its 
own high ideals. 

TESTIMONY OF REPRESENTATIVE WILLIAM B. 
WIDNALL, OF New JERSEY, BEFORE THE SEN- 
ATE SUBCOMMITTEE ON HOUSING AND URBAN 
Arrairs on S. 1592, JULY 19, 1967 
Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee, 

I appreciate this opportunity to appear be- 

fore your Subcommittee on housing legisla- 
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tion. In my capacity as ranking minority 
Member of the House Special Subcommittee 
on Housing, and during the 15 years I have 
been active in the fieid of housing legisla- 
tion, I have had the opportunity to work 
with many of this Subcommittee’s Members, 
usually around a conference table. But I 
think this is my first role as a witness, So 
I will not presume on your hospitality but 
keep my message brief. 

I am here to underscore my support for 
the National Home Ownership Foundation 
Act, S. 1592, which I have co-sponsored in 
the House. Senator Percy has eloquently de- 
tailed the reasons for the need to take posi- 
tive steps to encourage home ownership 
among our lower income citizens, and the 
role that private enterprise and the private 
sector as a whole can play in this process. 
To provide the justification of Congressional 
initiative in this field, particularly of the 
scope the NHOF bill has in mind, I think 
it would be useful to indicate just where, in 
my opinion, we stand regarding existing pro- 
grams directed at providing more adequate 
low and moderate income housing and re- 
lated benefits, 

Through public housing, the 221(d) (3) be- 
low market interest rate program, the 202 
direct elderly loan program, rent supple- 
ments, and the like, the Federal Government 
has attempted to meet the need for better 
housing among our low and moderate income 
citizens. In each case there is a direct or in- 
direct form of Federal subsidy to keep rents 
low. Public housing, whatever its successes 
and despite many dedicated administrators, 
has acquired an image of a sterile approach, 
often referred to as producing economic 
ghettoes or vertical slums. The inability to 
place under management the number of an- 
nually authorized units has left tens of 
thousands of units in the pipeline and sev- 
eral times that number of potential tenants 
on waiting lists. 

It was at the initiative of Congress that 
steps were taken in 1965 and 1966 to help 
correct this situation. In 1965, Congress 
enacted my proposal for rent certificates, or 
Section 23 leased public housing, as it is 
now called. By using existing private hous- 
ing on a voluntary lease basis, costs have 
been cut, delays eliminated, and waiting 
lists shrunk. In fact, you will find that the 
leased public housing program has so far 
outperformed rent supplements as of the 
end of June, 1967, by 30,622 to 12,890 in 
formalized applications, 17,839 to 2,699 in 
contracts signed, and 3,820 to 800-plus fam- 
ilies under roof. Both serve the same income 
level, and both were enacted in 1965. Both 
are limited by budget considerations. 

Secondly, last year Congress moved to free 
allocated public housing units not being 
utilized after a given period of time by the 
cities to which the allocation had been made, 
thus spreading them around where they can 
more quickly be put into operation. 

The FHA 221 (d) (3) below market interest 
rate program for moderate rental housing, 
begun in 1961, is recognition of the fact 
that FHA’s usual mortgage insurance pro- 
grams are of little value for families of mod- 
erate income or lower. It has been a slow- 
starting program, with net allocations as of 
January 1, 1967, running to 135,922 units in 
1,049 projects. Of these, only 409 projects 
with 53,402 actually had insurance written. 
The rest were in allocations, applications and 
commitments outstanding. FHA had can- 
celed applications worth $86.9 million, re- 
quiring a recapture of $23.7 million and an 
apparent loss to FHA of $908,600. The money 
value of the amount cancelled represents less 
than 5 per cent of the total dollar figure for 
all allocations to date, but more than 10 
per cent of the amount of insurance coverage 
outstanding. Some critics have suggested that 
FHA limitations on unit cost are unrealis- 
tically low; others that the income levels 
being served are too high for Government 
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subsidy. The program has not had a signifi- 
cant impact on the housing needs of the 
moderate income family to date. 

The direct loan, 202 elderly housing pro- 
gram has been an excellently run program, 
and my amendment added in 1965 to reduce 
the interest rates in the loans should increase 
its usefulness for lower income elderly by 
decreasing rents. It is limited by budgetary 
consideration, however, being a direct loan 
program. Incidentally, the rent supplement 
program so far has almost exclusively used 
existing 202 and 231 elderly housing under 
the special 2½ per cent exception, which 
enables HUD to show some progress in units- 
in-being for rent supplements. It does not 
allow for a very accurate appraisal of the 
rent supplement program as a rehabilitator 
or incentive to new construction. 

It should be clear, then, that despite the 
several pages devoted to the discussion of 
pilot projects or research programs in the 
home ownership field contained in Secretary 
Weaver’s testimony of Monday, the general 
thrust of the federal programs for low and 
moderate income Americans has been in the 
subsidized rental area. The new interest in 
home ownership options for the lower income 
American is certainly to be welcomed on the 
part of HUD, but this too should be put in 
proper perspective. 

There is a fledgling program for home own- 
ership opportunities in public housing, 
thanks to the Congressional initiative last 
year of a Member of this Subcommittee, Sen- 
ator Tower, Condominium, and to a lesser ex- 
tent, cooperative housing, has never been a 
particularly important part of FHA opera- 
tions, partially because of the single family 
dwelling or multi-family commercial em- 
phasis in FHA mortgage insurance opera- 
tions. Whether individual unit ownership 
can be worked out in 221 (d) (3) or rent sup- 
plement programs is too early to tell. Again 
however, it is clear that home ownership is 
not a major option for those assisted under 
renter-oriented programs, 

HUD also likes to mention an experimental 
program, the 221(h) program, a product of 
Congressional initiative in the 1966 Demon- 
stration Cities Act on the part of Representa- 
tive Leonor Sullivan of St. Louis. Since HUD 
put out its regulations this spring, on res- 
ervation of funds, but no disbursement of 
funds, has been made for the Bicentennial 
Civic Improvement Corporation of St. Louis. 
I understand that, as was the case with HUD 
regulations for the Congressionally-initiated 
code enforcement and rehabilitation loan 
program of the 1964 and 1965 Housing Acts, 
there is some question in knowledgeable 
quarters over whether any other organization 
could qualify under the existing regulations. 
It will be interesting to follow the program’s 
progress in this regard. 

Perhaps this is one reason why Secretary 
Weaver has been so careful to suggest that 
there is something unique about the St. 
Louis project and the conditions surround- 
ing it. I have personally seen this project 
this year, and discussed it with the orga- 
nizers of the project, which has been in 
operation as a private effort, without even 
FHA mortgage guarantees of any sort, since 
1963. This FHA policy contrasts with FHA 
assistance in the Interfaith, Interracial 
Council of the Clergy project in Philadel- 
phia, incidentally suggesting a lack of policy 
direction at the Washington level until very 
recently. The generous underwriting of the 
neighborhood development corporation by 
OEO mentioned by Secretary Weaver in his 
Monday testimony did not exist before March 
of 1967, and neither did the power of emi- 
nent domain under Missouri law which has 
never been exercised as yet. The vigorous 
selection process and the use of available 
vacancies in a staging process for relocation 
and building are also mentioned by the Sec- 
retary and read like the National Home 
Ownership Act provisions and intentions. 
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The distinction, perhaps, is that HUD still 
considers experimentation necessary, while 
we would like to build on the experiments 
that have already been carried out. 

Two further observations are in order, I 
believe, First, the NHOF bill contemplates 
the use of “sweat equity” by the potential 
home owner in the building and rehabilita- 
tion of housing units. Secretary Weaver 
recognizes this as a valid approach, notes its 
success in rural areas and smaller cities, but 
questions its economic validity in a highly 
urbanized situation. It is possible that the 
29th largest urbanized area in the country, 
Indianapolis, would not qualify under the 
definition of a highly urbanized setting, 
but I would suggest that the Flanner House 
Homes, Inc. program in that city is a hope- 
ful sign. Flanner Homes sells to participants 
with a $3800 income and its private efforts 
began in 1950, utilizing sweat equity and 
cooperative labor teams. I have a feeling 
that the problem in the highly urbanized 
setting is less economic as it is labor- 
oriented. 

That is not to say that differences in costs 
May not vary from area to area, due to 
differences in population density, financing 
costs, land values, labor, building code re- 
quirements and the like. This is recognized 
in the 221(d) (3) program, and in the NHOF 
bill. Nor would I deny the need for concern 
in our highly urbanized areas. My state is 
the most urbanized in the country, and I 
need not remind you that Newark is in it. 
It is interesting to note, by the way, that 
Newark ranks second, behind New York City, 
in population density and the least number 
of home owners. The percentage of families 
as home owners is only one out of four in 
the entire city, which is below the national 
home ownership percentage of 64.3 per cent, 
the nationwide percentage of 38.4 per cent 
for non-whites and the 31.4 per cent for non- 
whites in central cities. 

But my second observation would be that 
we need to keep the central core city and 
its housing needs in perspective. On a na- 
tion-wide basis, urban areas of 2500 in popu- 
lation or more have 54.3 per cent out of the 
deteriorated and dilapidated housing, and 
rural areas 45.7 per cent, a very healthy 
chunk, according to the 1960 census. The 
dozen largest urban area central cities, 
namely, New York, Los Angeles, Chicago, 
Philadelphia, Detroit, San Francisco, Bos- 
ton, Washington, D.C., Pittsburgh, Cleveland, 
St, Louis, and Baltimore, contain only 8 per 
cent of these substandard dwellings. In terms 
of poverty level incomes, using OEO criteria, 
the three largest cities, New York, Los 
Angeles and Chicago, contain only 5.5 per 
cent of those at the poverty level. We can- 
not ignore housing ideas simply because they 
become more difficult to use in these core 
city areas. 

Let me emphasize that the NHOF bill rec- 
ognizes the need for cost reduction in hous- 
ing construction and rehabilitation. Its very 
size, $2 billion plus the funds it can attract 
into neighborhoods from other private 
sources, is dictated by the need to develop 
economies of scales, to develop a rehabili- 
tation industry, to lower production costs 
for specialized building products, to increase 
job opportunities. Changes in archaic hous- 
ing, building and zoning codes, and tax poli- 
cies, will certainly be necessary. I am de- 
lighted to see the amendment I authored to 
the 1965 Housing Act, directing HUD to con- 
duct a study of these factors, evolve into the 
National Commission on Urban Problems 
under a former Member of this Committee, 
Senator Douglas, with whom I also had very 
close working relationships in the housing 
and urban legislation fields. 

One final word on urban renewal, This 
is a program I have been very close to for 
many years. It can be a very useful and in- 
valuable tool in acquiring land and property, 
and in stimulating code enforcement and re- 
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habilitation for the good of better housing 
for low and moderate income Americans. We 
recognize that in the NHOF bill. I wish I 
could report to this Committee that I have 
confidence that the urban renewal program 
will be available for these purposes, whether 
under NHOF or otherwise, if home owner- 
ship efforts are centered at HUD. 

The fact is that the acreage for residen- 
tial development under urban renewal pro- 
grams cumulative to January 1, 1964, was 
49.9 per cent of the total acreage for urban 
renewal. From January 1, 1964 to January 1, 
1966, the total dropped to 45.4 per cent. In 
terms of projects, of the 855 projects prior 
to January 1, 1964, 45.5 per cent or 389, were 
designed for predominantly or exclusively 
residential reuse. In the following two years, 
to January 1, 1966, that percentage dropped 
to 36.3 per cent. These are based on HUD 
figures. 

One encouraging sign has been in the 
field of rehabilitation, where there has been 
an increase in activity during the last sev- 
eral years. Nevertheless, of the $450 million 
authorized under the rehabilitation loan 
program for urban renewal and code en- 
forcement areas, a program originated in 
Congress through my amendments in 1964 
and 1965, only $50 million has been funded. 
I know of many instances, Cleveland being 
one, where the loan program and the re- 
habilitation grant program as well has re- 
ceived little or no encouragement at the 
local level, or on the part of the Federal 
regional offices. 

Last year Congress passed an amendment 
which directed that in future urban renewal 
projects based on residential reuse, a sub- 
stantial supply of low and moderate income 
housing must be part of the project plan. 
As the author of that amendment I have 
followed the regulations with some care. 
HUD has changed the Congressional lan- 
guage written into the law which reads 
“low and moderate” to read, in its regula- 
tions, “low or moderate,” HUD has taken the 
word “substantial,” which appears in the 
same context in the Demonstration Cities 
Act, and has defined it as 20 per cent or more 
of the reuse units. To turn that around, up to 
80 per cent could be for middle income or 
upper income housing, regardless of the 
number of low and moderate income dis- 
placees or the housing needs of these income 
categories within the community. 

In summary, then, I do not find existing 
housing programs that meet the needs of 
our lower income families, let alone provide 
the kind of housing choices to include home 
ownership that these families do not now 
have, Several of the experimental ideas being 
pursued in the home ownership field are very 
useful but highly limited in their applica- 
tion or future potential. The need is for a 
major program in this field, and the need is 
now. I judge HUD attitudes by actions, and 
not by words alone. I have no doubt that a 
program for home ownership would fare 
much better under the organization, and 
utilizing the private resources, suggested by 
the National Home Ownership Foundation 
bill. 

In saying this, I do not pretend that the 
NHOF bill is the only answer appropriate or 
necessary to deal with our urban problem, or 
with substandard housing in general. Obvi- 
ously it cannot reach all low-income families, 
nor can all low-income families assume the 
obligations of home ownership. Nevertheless 
NHOF can fill a place in the jigsaw puzzle, 
and an important place at that. 

Mr. Chairman, I again want to thank you 
and the Committee for this opportunity to 
express my views to you formally. I might 
add in passing, that I have followed the Con- 
gressional initiative taken by your Com- 
mittee in exploring the problem of sufficient 
general mortgage credit with great interest. 
I hope we can give your very worthwhile 
efforts on this subject some logistical sup- 
port, so to speak, on the House side. The seri- 
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ousness of the situation certainly deserves 
the time you have spent on it, just as your 
exploration of more specific housing prob- 
lems and ideas in these hearings are fully 
justified, and warmly welcomed on my part. 


THE COMING CRISIS IN THE NORTH 


Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, of all 
the nations of the world, the one with 
which ours can most closely identify is 
our neighbor to the north—and to the 
southeast, I might add—Canada. We 
share a continent and a concern for 
development of its resources, a common 
heritage, and many, many problems. 

One of the most serious of the prob- 
lems we share with Canada is the desper- 
ate plight of the native peoples of the 
north. I call it desperate not because they 
are more numerous than other groups 
who are living in poverty amidst the 
plenty of their neighbors—they are not. 
Their plight is desperate because those 
in a position to help are more busily 
occupied elsewhere. Our preoccupation 
with the very real civil and international 
implications inherent in a situation in 
which some who are inordinately poor 
must exist alongside others who are well 
off has helped us to ignore the situation 
of our northern natives. 

In our search for effective palliation 
of what appear to be urgent political 
problems we throw money and manpower 
into each exigency of the moment, sel- 
dom remembering that simple humanity 
is the best reason yet conceived for help- 
ing our neighbor. No wonder, then, that 
our motives are sometimes suspect. 

I was much impressed recently with 
a speech published in the February 1967, 
issue of the Journal of Canadian Studies. 
Its author, R. G. Robertson, clerk of the 
Privy Council at Ottawa, who gave the 
speech at Trent University, in Peter- 
borough, Ontario, has presented a very 
clear picture of what he calls “The 
Coming Crisis in the North.” The simi- 
larity of problems faced by the natives 
of northern Canada, which he outlines, 
and those of Alaska’s natives is striking. 

I ask unanimous consent that Mr. 
Robertson’s speech be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE COMING CRISIS IN THE NORTH 
(By R. G. Robertson) 

The experience of Canada in recent years 
has demonstrated that among nations as 
among men, material prosperity does not 
ensure spiritual peace. Few countries have 
had such material wealth, such political de- 
velopment or such social stability—but 
surely few have devoted so much time and 
effort to an agitated search for their own 
identity. 

At diferent times we have clutched at 
various straws of hope for release from our 
frustrations. Sir John Macdonald’s bold plan 
to link the oceans by rail and provide indus- 
trial strength for our adolescent country by 
a “national policy” provided a flicker of hope, 
but it became dim in the lean decade that 
closed the nineteenth century. The opening 
of the west revived it with the promise that 
the “Twentieth Century belonged to Can- 
ada”—a promise that seemed barren in the 
thirties and has yet to be fulfilled with quite 
the confidence we had hoped. Our affluence 
at mid-century removed economic frustra- 
tions but only deepened our awareness of the 
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lack of any clear personality we could re- 
gard as “Canadian”. Britain, with a wisdom 
born of the earlier failure to accommodate 
the wants of the American colonies, had 
given us self-government as and when we 
wanted it. Independence came without a 
fight. History has, in a sense, been too kind 
to us. It deprived us of the fusing fires of 
revolution, of civil war or of resistance to 
outside aggression. The United States, after 
some early surliness toward us, became, like 
a great Saint Bernard, more threatening for 
amiable bulk than from any animosity. De- 
prived of all such perils and trials from 
which other peoples have derived a sense of 
unity, purpose and difference, the divisions 
within our borders have remained unsolved. 
Our search for a special identity has con- 
tinued beyond adolescence and, in our frus- 
trated, middle-aged affluence our most re- 
cent hope of finding ourselves has been the 
North. 

The turning to the North for our real 
identity is not new. From earliest times, the 
one thing above all others that the world 
knew, or thought it knew, of Canada was 
that it was cold: a land of the North where 
a brutal climate made civilized life all but 
insupportable. Perhaps our first triumph as 
a people was in proving we could live here 
at all. More than that, we were able to make 
our heritage, so scorned by early European 
observers, provide us with a standard of life 
and comfort second only to one. We were 
“the true North, strong and free - and 
proud of it. What was more natural than 
that, as we grew and developed, we should 
turn to the real North—the North beyond 
the limits of the provinces, of which we had 
made so little—in the hope that there we 
could find at last the sense of national 
identity that is the internal bond of nations? 
Mr. Diefenbaker realized our yearning and 
gave expression to a new hope in terms that 
carried conviction. It is nearly ten years since 
“the vision”, then ted so clearly, 
turned the attention of Canada to the North. 
Today, when our internal problems of iden- 
tity and unity seem not less but more, it is 
worth enquiring what conclusions we can 
draw from our experience in the North so 
far and what we can expect for the future. 

As one who was involved for ten years in 
northern policy, I can hardly claim to be 
capable of complete objectivity. It would be 
easier to achieve such detachment if I could 
shelter behind the dictum so solemnly de- 
livered from editorial pages and professional 
podia that politicians, and not civil servants, 
make policy while civil servants, and not 
politicians, apply it. It is unfortunate that 
so clear and helpful a distinction should 
have so little truth about it. Both halves of 
the proposition are shaky, if not positively 
false. Politicians are, to their sorrow, as re- 
sponsible for the application as for the se- 
lection of policies. On the other hand, civil 
servants, like myself, contribute as con- 
stantly to the development of policy as to 
its application. My objectivity is abridged 
by the knowledge that I cannot escape some 
responsibility for the policies applied to the 
North in recent years. Having said that, it 
will occasion no surprise when I express the 
view that, on the whole and in the circum- 
stances prevailing, the policies have been 
basically sound. 

But, if that is so, why has so little emerged 
when so much was expected? Why do we have 
in the North, if it is so rich in resources, the 
worst poverty to be seen in Canada? Why do 
we pour in far more money than we get out? 
Were the promises false—or has the admin- 
istration been so incompetent as to defeat 
them? Looking ahead, can we expect to see 
in the North of the future the realization of 
national hopes so long deferred, or will we 
find there just another frustration? 

The objectives of policy in the North thus 
far have not been at all mysterious: they 
relate to people and to things. 

We could take no pride ten years ago at 
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the condition of most of the people of the 
North, and we can take little now, despite 
the efforts that have been made. We have 
aimed to do two things for the people. One 
is to ameliorate the deplorable condition in 
which so many of the Eskimos, Indians, and 
people of mixed blood have lived. This has 
required programs of social welfare and as- 
sistance; more and better health services; 
housing to provide a decent minimum of 
shelter in a cold and comfortless land; and 
help in better use of the resources at hand. 
These may not seem exciting, but to accom- 
plish them in the North is more difficult than 
one would think. They may also seem pretty 
obvious as policy objectives, yet there were 
many who differed with them. Action on 
these lines was, in fact, a belated recognition 
that the minimum standards we take for 
granted in the south cannot, in common hu- 
manity, be withheld from people in the 
North simply because it would be more ro- 
mantic if they continued to survive—or to 
starve—in the nomadic ways of their ances- 
tors. It also reflected a realization that you 
cannot build a future on the basis of human 
misery and want, and that we would not do 
it if we could. 

The other half of the policy for the people 
has been to prepare them to participate in a 
future with decent standards and a reason- 
able range of opportunities, This has meant 
schools to provide education to all the chil- 
dren of the North, wherever they might live, 
to prepare them to participate in our na- 
tional life on a basis of equality with others 
in Canada. It has been an enormous task 
with great problems. It has been criticized 
as to concept and as to detail, but much 
progress has been made. We are, however, a 
long way from success. 

I shall return to these problems later. 

On the material side, among those who 
have studied the resources of the North there 
is not a great difference of view about the 
basic facts. Even the most ardent Northern 
enthusiast is unlikely to claim that its re- 
newable resources—the harvest of the field, 
the forest or the sea—will ever be of any 
great importance. There have, indeed, been 
furs and fish from the North, but these 
will not provide much if any growth for 
the future. We have little hope in the North 
for any substantial development of farming 
of any kind or of commercial timber. The 
glaciers of the ice ages were much harder 
on our North than on that of the Soviet 
Union. The Russians have much good soil 
in their north: ours was largely scraped 
south into the United States—an export on 
which we would have some difficulty in col- 
lecting payment now. But even if we were as 
fortunate as the Russians in this respect, 
our Northern climate is generally more ad- 
verse and only a trifling part of the North 
would be of commercial value for trees or 
grain. 

Whatever economic importance Canada 
north of the provinces may have in future 
will come from minerals. The area of Pre- 
cambrian rock in the Northwest Territories 
is three times that in Ontario, and the prob- 
ability of metallic mineral occurrence is 
similar. What we have in Northern Ontario 
we are likely to have in the Northwest Ter- 
ritories—multiplied by three. So too for oil 
and gas. The sedimentary areas of the 
Northwest Territories similar in nature to 
those of Alberta are three times as great in 
extent—about as much as Alberta on the 
mainland, and twice as much in the Arctic 
Islands. It is not unreasonable to expect 
that the amounts of oil and gas may be in 
proportion to these areas: and three times 
the oil wealth of Alberta is quite a lot! Our 
real problem in the North is likely to be not 
so much in the eggs as in the hatching. 

When we began to turn attention seri- 
ously toward northern development some- 
what more than a decade ago, our knowl- 
edge of both the possibilities and the prob- 
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lems was scanty. We had little sure informa- 
tion about resources; we had little back- 
ground of policy for the special problems of 
the area; we had no truly relevant experi- 
ence in the problems of economic develop- 
ment in an Arctic and sub-Arctic environ- 
ment. It required enthusiasm and confi- 
dence to attack the problems of the North, 
and it is not surprising if they led to an 
under-estimation of both the difficulties and 
the time involved. Only optimists could take 
on the job with any hope of success; and 
optimists tend to be optimistic. This is not 
to imply that pessimism is now the appropri- 
ate attitude. It is rather to suggest that to- 
day we know more than we did then and 
that we have experience to provide a better 
perspective. 

For economic development, the most gen- 
eral and pervasive problem is that the North 
is, and seems likely to remain, an extremely 
high cost area. The climate adds to the cost 
of almost everything: clothing, houses, mine 
buildings, inventories, seasonal employment 
and the turnover of personnel. But, large as 
the cost of the climate is, it is small com- 
pared with the cost of transportation. It is 
a cruel irony that this should be so when, 
as & glance at a global map will show, the 
Canadian North is geographically in the cen- 
tre of the great concentrations of industry 
and population of the world, The potential 
mines of the North are almost equally close 
to the industrial complexes of America, of 
Europe and of Japan. No other region of 
undeveloped resource wealth occupies so cen- 
tral a position. Unfortunately, the miles a 
ship might sail are not much more relevant 
than the distance a crow might fly if the sea 
is choked with ice and the shipping season 
is only four or six weeks each year. Until we 
find economic solutions to mass cargo ship- 
ments by air or to under-ice transportation 
by submarine or pipeline, the Arctic Ocean 
remains a barrier, not a seaway, and the 
Canadian North in general is, for practical 
purposes, not in the centre of great markets 
but at the end of vastly long ribbons of 
transportation to the south. The costs of 
hauling to market in such circumstances are 
great, and concentrations of mineral that 
would be valuable ore in most locations may 
be only rock in the Canadian North, Oil that 
is too costly to move may stay where it is. 

If high unit costs are a problem in devel- 
oping the North, an equally serious one is 
the large capital requirement before projects 
can go ahead. In part this is simply a reflec- 
tion of the nature of the resources the North 
contains. Except for alluvial gold, which re- 
quired only a pan, good muscles and a lot 
of luck—and which seems to have been 
largely worked out during and after the 
glorious binge of the Klondike—the exploita- 
tion of minerals, whether metal or petro- 
leum, requires a great deal of capital. In this 
respect, the development of the North will 
be quite unlike the opening of the American 
or the Canadian west. With a few acres, a 
cow and a plough, a man could build a new 
world for himself as the United States was 
opened up. A homestead and a wagon load of 
tools, a few implements and a horse, could 
put a man on his way in the Canadian west. 
Those were frontiers that could be pushed 
forward by effort, courage and perseverance 
with little else needed. These are all essen- 
tial in the North: but they are not enough. 
There is little scope for development or for 
settlement in the North unless, from some 
source, there are available the large amounts 
of capital that mines and oil wells require 
in that expensive and difficult part of the 
world. 

We must not be blind to what this means 
in a world that is short of capital. On every 
continent developing countries“ are in need 
of investment to raise desperately low stand- 
ards of living and to build their economies. 
In the technically advanced countries, the 
steadily greater cost of labour and the con- 


19723 


stantly higher level of demand produced by 
“the revolution of increasing expectations” 
can only be satisfied if the productive process 
becomes more efficient through more ad- 
vanced technique and the application of in- 
creasing amounts of capital, Social capital to 
provide highways, schools and universities, 
hospitals and city streets, new buildings, and 
all the other demands of growing communi- 
ties is equally needed. Capital cannot now be 
found in the supply that is wanted, nor is the 
problem likely to grow less. It appears that, in 
the foreseeable future, the world shortage of 
capital will continue and may indeed grow 
worse. The implications are discouraging for 
the North, for one cannot do other than con- 
clude that, in a contest for capital, the com- 
petitive position of the North, with a few 
limited exceptions, is poor. The exceptions 
are, I think, really two: the Yukon and the 
south-western corner of the Northwest Ter- 
ritories. 

The Yukon is the one area in our North 
that does not have to choose between the 
short shipping season of an ice-packed sea or 
long and costly over-land routes to the south. 
It is close to tidewater with twelve months’ 
shipping each year, and ready access to the 
growing markets of the Pacific. For years 
progress has been frustratingly slow after the 
blazing start of the 1890's. But now better 
methods of magnetic survey and mapping are 
disclosing large and promising deposits of 
lead, zinc, iron and other minerals. With oil 
and gas almost certainly present and large 
resources of hydroelectric power, the Yukon 
will undoubtedly be attractive for capital and 
we can expect steady development at an in- 
creasing rate. 

The same, I think, applies to that part of 
the Northwest Territories around Great Slave 
Lake and south of the Liard River. The west- 
ern portion is an extension of the great plains 
of Alberta and it is clear that the geology that 
produced the rich Rainbow oil field sixty 
miles south of the Territorial boundary does 
not stop at that arbitrary line. Undoubtedly 
the oil and gas extend into the Northwest 
Territories. Immediately alongside are the 
enormous lead and zinc deposits of Pine 
Point and the hard-rock minerals of Great 
Slave Lake. It is a unique combination of 
resources and, while costs will be greater 
than further south, that part of our Terri- 
tories clearly has an economic future of 
promise. 

The Yukon and the south-western part 
of the Northwest Territories, while large in 
themselves, are, however, a small fraction 
of the North. When we consider the lower 
Mackenzie Valley, the great area of the main- 
land stretching to Hudson Bay, and the 
vast Arctic Islands, a very different picture 
emerges. These are areas with almost every 
conceivable impediment to economic devel- 
opment. The climate is harsher than the 
Yukon or the Upper Mackenzie Valley. Rock, 
permafrost and poor drainage make the con- 
struction of roads expensive. Shipping sea- 
sons are shorter than in the western Arctic. 
Perhaps most serious of all, the resource 
deposits are widely scattered and individ- 
ually isolated. There is no point in conceal- 
ing from ourselves that the dice are loaded 
against us in that entire region. And be- 
cause they are so loaded, it will require re- 
source deposits of the most astounding qual- 
ity and richness to be capable of being 
turned to profit. We have to recognize, 
therefore, that for the largest part of our 
North it is going to be extremely difficult to 
secure the capital to bring about economic 
development and that development is likely 
to be painfully slow. 

One possible response to these difficulties 
is to decide that the unqualified forces of 
cost, price and profit should not be per- 
mitted to dictate the course or the pace of 
development in the North. There would be 
ample precedent in this country for such an 
argument. Canada itself is an expression of 
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the proposition that economic considerations 
are not the sole determinant of national 
policy, even in the realm of economic de- 
velopment. It is a cliché that Canada is a 
country established in defiance of geography: 
it is also to a substantial degree one estab- 
lished in defiance of economics. It was not 
economic calculations that led to construc- 
tion of the C.P.R. It was a decision of na- 
tional policy and the application of public 
capital: they changed and hastened the 
course that economic considerations alone 
would have set. Even more clearly the Inter- 
colonial Railway was an almost total de- 
fiance of economic determinance. The same 
could be said of many other applications of 
public policy to achieve results thought de- 
sirable in the long term interests of Canada 
as a nation. 

Does this not suggest that, if capital is 
needed to develop the North and if its com- 
petitive position is inadequate to attract the 
amount required, the right course is for the 
government, as an act of national policy, to 
direct public capital there to stimulate pri- 
vate investment or, alternatively to provide 
subsidies to offset the cost disadvantages of 
the area? The answer has, I think, to be re- 
lated to the circumstances. 

The application of public capital to pro- 
vide the “infrastructure” for private eco- 
nomic development has been and still is an 
active policy in those parts of the North 
where it has a good chance of producing re- 
sults. Some hundreds of miles of develop- 
ment roads have been built in the Yukon 
and the south-western parts of the North- 
west Territories in the reasonable expecta- 
tion that they would open up areas with re- 
sources that could be exploited profitably 
and this could lead to economic growth. 
Perhaps the clearest and most immediately 
rewarding action was the construction of 
the railway to Pine Point. As a matter of pub- 
lic policy, capital for it was provided on a 
basis that made possible what the economics 
of the moment would not have justified. The 
railway was built, a new area was opened to 
development, and the town and mine of Pine 
Point are flourishing today. Mineral deposits 
have turned out to be even more extensive 
than was expected and the whole plan is 
clearly going to succeed. 

Sooner or later the same kind of thing 
seems certain to happen in the Yukon. At 
the right moment a standard-gauge rail- 
way to the Pacific from the heart of the Ter- 
ritory may be the catalyst that can produce 
important economic results. 

But what of the rest of the North? Can 
we not overcome the natural problems by 
similar action for regional development 
there? I doubt if we can: the odds are too 
heavy. It seems unlikely that any action 
within the realm of reasonable possibility 
can adequately alter the adverse cost pic- 
ture. Something can, of course, be done to 
help make possible specific developments 
that are close to being economic, but this is 
very different in result from the kind of ac- 
tion that can lead to the development of a 
whole area. 

If this conclusion is correct, it means that 
the economic development of the major part 
of our far North is going to be extremely 
slow if it is left to the normal economic 
tests, even as those might be modified by 
national policies of the kind that have been 
used in other parts of Canada to stimulate 
regional economic growth. Is delay of that 
kind serious or even important? Is it suf- 
ficiently a problem that we should consider 
quite unusual measures to cope with it? 

In an age that moves as fast as ours, where 
time is more likely to be measured in min- 
utes or days than in years, the very fact 
of delay is apt to be regarded as disaster. 
Perhaps it is simply one facet of today’s 
confusion about standards and values that we 
tend to equate fast with good and slow with 
bad. From the national point of view I think 
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we would be wrong to assume that a slower 
rate of development than many may have 
hoped for is entirely bad. 

The resources of substantial value the 
North has are, as I have said, not renewable. 
We will have them to use only once, and a 
postponement of their use is undesirable in 
itself only if we will not have sufficient re- 
sources of similar kinds in other places to 
sustain a good rate of economic growth 
or if postponement of development will lead 
to their being displaced by other resources 
or by technological developments that will 
render them obsolete. One cannot, of course, 
be sure on the second point. Technology ad- 
vances so quickly that oil, gas or iron might 
be reduced in value in the future or might 
even become valueless. While these are 
theoretical possibilities, they seem unlikely. 
We probably do not need to fear that to wait 
is to waste. 

So far as the effect on our national ca- 
pacity for growth is concerned, again there 
seems little cause to fear. Our level of em- 
ployment, our productivity and hence our 
national income are not likely to suffer by 
a slower rate of development for that part 
of the North that is in the worst position, or 
by a slower movement of its resources into 
the stream of production. 

There is, however, an aspect of the situa- 
tion that should be of concern to all Cana- 
dians and that has been too little appreci- 
ated. It relates to the critical human problem 
that we already have in the North and which 
seems likely to grow very much worse in the 
future. Whether it can be solved at all it is 
difficult to say. We may be faced with one of 
those great and inevitable tragedies that will 
not yield before human ingenuity, However, 
the least we can do is to recognize the prob- 
lem and consider what may be possible. 

The problem I am referring to is not, in 
reality, limited to the far North. It is our 
particular Canadian share in the develop- 
ment and adjustment of people of a different 
culture to our technologically advanced way 
of life. The Indian and Métis people almost 
everywhere in Canada, and certainly in the 
northern parts of the provinces, are in diffi- 
culty. The Indians and Métis of the far North, 
and the Eskimos are simply a worse aspect of 
a bad problem. The recently published report 
of the “Advisory Commission on the Devel- 
opment of Government in the Northwest 
Territories” described the situation in the 
following terms: 

“It is a cold statistic that the average in- 
come of the Indian and the Eskimo is one- 
sixth that of the national average, that the 
infant mortality rate is more than four times 
the national average, that the life expect- 
ancy of those who survive infancy is decades 
shorter than that of the white man, that the 
percent of the uneducated element in the 
labour force, mainly Indians and Eskimos, 
is 24 times higher than the national average. 
These statements are a translation into im- 
personal statistics of packing-case houses, of 
tents and igloos, of primitive sanitation and 
bad water, of pernicious illness, of persistent 
coughing, of infants’ coffins, of young men 
languishing in unemployment, of increase 
in juvenile delinquency (an inheritance from 
the urban world of the white man), of a de- 
mand for greater police services stemming, 
to a large degree, from a liquor problem that 
may itself be an adjunct of unemployment, 
and other indicia of depression and demorali- 
zation.” 

The Commission is entirely correct, but 
the description and the figures do not dis- 
close the fullness of the problem. If we were 
faced simply with a difficult material situa- 
tion, it would be hard enough to solve in 
the circumstances of the North. Far more 
complex than that, however, is the problem 
of achieving the adjustment in values and 
attitudes that is necessary to enable these 
people to cope with our way of life. We have 
failed in Canada to appreciate the enormous 
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difficulty of adapting people to a new situa- 
tion for which their culture, their standards 
of values, their concept of life and their 
ideas of human relationships give them no 
preparation whatever. Perhaps it is because 
the North is a part of Canada, geographically 
attached to it, that we have failed to see the 
human problem for the fundamental one it 
is. If the native people of the North were on 
some island out in the Arctic ocean, a colo- 
nial dependency for which Canada had a re- 
sponsibility to the world and for which we 
were being critically watched by the Afro- 
Asian bloc in the United Nations, perhaps we 
would have more fully investigated and more 
deeply appreciated this grievous social prob- 
lem. The primitive peoples of New Guinea 
probably require no greater adjustment to 
enable them to fit into our modern world 
than do the Eskimos of the Arctic but they, 
and others in similar situations in Africa, are 
much more fortunate than the native people 
of our North. Most people in transition live 
in lands where a means of basic subsistence 
is available and where life can be sustained 
in some degree of independence and self- 
respect while they gradually surmount the 
problem of adjustment. Not so the Eskimo— 
nor, indeed, the northern Indian. Despite the 
fact that one Eskimo baby in ten dies before 
it is a year old and despite a death rate 
between the ages of 1 and 4 that is thirteen 
times the Canadian average, the Eskimo pop- 
ulation is increasing by 4% a year. The In- 
dian population too is rising more rapidly 
than the national average. The old way of life 
by hunting and trapping in the North was 
never capable of supporting even a smaller 
population without periods of famine and 
starvation. The use of local resources can be 
improved and is being helped in various ways. 
There is, however, no real solution to the 
problem of providing a livelihood for these 
people except by adaptation to our type of 
economy and our way of life—and no solution 
at all unless the economy can be provided 
into which that adaptation can fit. 

To a large degree the problem of adjust- 
ment would exist whether economic develop- 
ment occurred in the Far North or not, It 
would exist because adjustment to a new 
culture is desperately hard in any circum- 
stances, and especially hard when it comes 
too quickly. In this sense a part of our prob- 
lem of adjustment is the result of neglect— 
the national neglect to do anything at all 
for these people until fifteen or twenty years 
ago. A few got a smattering of education 
from missionaries, but the neglect by Can- 
ada nationally was almost total. We appar- 
ently assumed—if we thought about it at 
all—that the nomadic way of life could go 
on forever and, moreover, that for these peo- 
ple nothing more was wanted, needed or de- 
served. We provided no transition to the 
modern civilization that was bound to come 
upon them and did, in fact, explode in their 
midst in the war and post-war period. Little 
could have been done to defer or control that 
explosion: it did not result from a decision 
of policy. It occurred because of resource de- 
velopment and the needs of defence and be- 
cause, with improved communication and 
transportation, the North suddenly became a 
part of Canada. It was bound to happen, but 
we had done nothing, or almost nothing to 
prepare the people for it. 

In the last fifteen years much has been 
done through education, vocational training, 
health services, social work and the various 
forms of income support and social pay- 
ments. But if there is one thing that has be- 
come steadily clearer it is that people beyond 
early school age find it almost impossible to 
make the move from the stone age to the 
atomic age. The transition in a single lifetime 
is too great unless it begins in the early years 
of childhood. It is reasonable to ask whether, 
in such circumstances, a slowing down of 
development may not be good for the North- 
ern people. If their problem comes from too 
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much happening too fast, surely it is an 
advantage to go more slowly? 

Unhappily life is not that simple. For the 
people of the North there is no turning back 
and really no way of slowing down. It is one 
thing to suffer hardship and perhaps to 
starve in a precarious nomadic life when you 
know no other way of living. But no one 
chooses it when he has seen another way. 
Nor, indeed, could the population return to 
that life even if they wished: their members, 
though small, have grown too large to be 
supported on the slender resources of the 
forest, the tundra and the Arctic sea. How, 
in any event, do you turn to a primitive life 
the people who know the delights of a Hud- 
son’s Bay Company store, stocked with all 
our latest marvels, and whose teen-agers 
have the same desire as ours for the latest 
juvenile styles as portrayed in Eaton's 
catalogue? There is no way back: none. It is 
too late to help by going more slowly; all we 
can do is harm still more by not providing 
the means of livelihood that are essential if 
there is to be any hope for a life of decency 
and self respect. 

Some may argue that the difficulties 
demonstrate that the program of education 
for Indian and Eskimo children has been a 
mistake. It is indeed true that education em- 
phasizes the break with the past and that 
the problem of alienation within families and 
between generations is much greater than 
the one that so bewilders parents here. But 
the break with the past was caused by our 
advent on the northern scene at all, not by 
the education. To have failed to try to edu- 
cate would have removed the only hope of 
solving the problem for it would have with- 
held the most effective means by which 
people can be equipped with the capacity to 
adjust to a new environment. While the 
adult people who did not have preparation 
cannot make the move successfully to our 
way of life, the children can if they have 
the right teaching and other influences to 
aid in the transition, In the North as in the 
South, it is the uneducated who cannot ad- 
just. It is they who fill the lists of the un- 
employed and the impoverished. But in the 
North those who fill these lists are nearly 
all the adult or near-adult native and Métis 
people. The problem for their generation of 
poverty and bewilderment is deep, stubborn 
and perhaps impossible of solution. We do 
not yet have the best techniques to provide 
education adapted to the special needs of 
children from a quite different culture, but 
there is no reason to think the problem 
cannot be solved. Indeed it must be solved 
for, unless we can provide the means of 
adaption and comprehension to the young, 
they in their turn will become the casualties 
that so many of their parents and older 
brothers and sisters now are. 

The problem of successful adaptation and 
education is, I think, the most immediate 
one that we must face if we are to avoid 
sacrificing new generations of Eskimos and 
yet more generations of Indians and of Métis 
people. The difficulties are immense. On the 
one hand, I think we have to recognize 
frankly the virtual impossibility of achiev- 
ing real success in adaptation with people 
beyond the early school years. This means 
that, for the most part, they are going to be 
left behind. It also means a sharp and pain- 
ful break between them and the new genera- 
tion. However, the process will have been 
self-defeating if it does not go forward with 
the participation and cooperation of the In- 
dian and Eskimo communities. Somehow we 
must provide an environment that recognizes 
and respects the dignity, worth and sense of 
identity of the Indians and Eskimos while it 
also carries the children forward to an adap- 
tation to our technological society. 

The kind of education that is needed 
clearly means much more than anything we 
have provided thus far. We have had to rely 
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until now on teachers from the south with 
the qualifications provided by their ordinary 
training. It is clear that this is not enough. 
We must develop the methods and the teach- 
ers to take a child from the environment he 
knows, and the language of his home, through 
to a completely different environment, a dif- 
ferent language and a totally different society 
without producing the shattering sense of 
bewilderment that has so often resulted. We 
need teachers who can comprehend the prob- 
lems of the children who have to make that 
total change—yet not lose their roots; teach- 
ers who can appreciate the essential rôle of 
the parents and the families in providing the 
psychological base to support the children— 
yet gain their cooperation and help in a 
change of life for their children that they 
cannot hope fully to understand, To suc- 
ceed, the teachers must have, not only the 
dedication that many already have con- 
tributed, but also a preparation that has not 
been available in Canada thus far. The only 
way it can be made possible is if govern- 
ments and universities realize the immensity 
of the problem and its vital importance. 

Canada is one of the most advanced coun- 
tries in the world in industry and technology. 
It is equipped with an intellectual tradition 
and educational resources that rank with the 
best, Of the countries in the advanced group 
it is, with the possible exception of Australia, 
the only one that has a major indigenous 
problem of cultural adjustment. With the ad- 
vantages we have, with the wealth that is 
at our disposal, with the quality of our uni- 
versities, it should be possible to plan and 
mount the kind of combined attack on this 
problem that will give some hope of a suc- 
cessful solution. 

Other lines of action should be combined 
with the attack on the problem of basic edu- 
cation. The Advisory Commission on the De- 
velopment of Government in the Northwest 
Territories has recommended a special pro- 
gram of university education for selected 
native people from the North to enable them 
to return there as leaders for their people. It 
is not a happy commentary on our record 
that, while former African colonies have at 
least a few university graduates to help in 
bringing their people into the modern world, 
we do not have, and never have had, one 
single Eskimo graduate from any university 
in Canada. We have had some Indians, almost 
all from the South, We have had far too few 
from the Indians of the North or the Métis. 
It would take some time, but a special pro- 
gram might provide the kind of people who 
could help in the process of adjustment. 

The other part of the problem without 
which all will fail, is to ensure sufficient eco- 
nomic activity to provide an adequate basis 
for the new way of life—not simply for the 
children as they move out of school, but also 
for the adults and near-adults of today. They 
may not be able to make a total adjustment 
themselves, but they must have a means of 
livelihood that will provide a base of self- 
respect and self-support from which they 
can aid the transition of the children. 

A number of the native people can be given 
employment in administration and in the 
many “house-keeping” tasks in the North 
that are now handled by whites brought up 
at great cost from the South. Area develop- 
ment programs and special measures to assist 
private economic development can help in 
particular areas. Beyond this, however, it 
may well be necessary for us to consider 
whether there should not be action of a kind 
we have not taken before to bring about eco- 
nomic activity in selected areas on a frankly 
uneconomic basis. 

The kind of thing I have in mind is the 
development, either with heavy government 
assistance to private enterprise, or by the 
government itself of mineral resources in 
selected areas such as Baffin Island, Keewatin, 
and perhaps the western Arctic coast. The 
products of mines operated at such locations 
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would almost certainly not meet the costs 
involved. They could, however, avoid sub- 
stantial costs of relief and direct assistance. 
Of much greater importance, they could be 
the means of preventing the immensely 
greater human and economic costs that will 
stretch generations ahead if the morale of 
people is sapped and if they lose their self- 
respect. To produce lasting results, we would 
need to combine with such developments a 
well coordinated program of counselling and 
assistance for the people in the community: 
help for the wives (who are usually the for- 
gotten people in adjustment) to adapt to our 
houses and groceries from the igloo and the 
seal their way of life provided for; to the 
employed men to accept our rigid hours and 
five-days-a-week of work instead of the sea- 
sonal cycles of feast and famine they have 
known; and, above all, a total program of 
education for the next generation. The full 
results of a program of this kind would not 
be seen in less than 20 or 25 years. It would 
take a lot of effort, and a good deal of money. 
The result should, however, be to produce 
people capable of supporting and adapting 
themselves not simply in the North—al- 
though preferably there when development 
comes—but capable also of moving anywhere 
in Canada so that their lives would not need 
to be limited by the accident of their place 
of birth. 

I do not advocate any single plan; nor do 
I have any guaranteed solution. What I do 
urge is that we should, just as soon as pos- 
sible, begin to think and to act on a human 
problem that is here, that will grow worse, 
and that will be a reproach to Canada if we 
do not bring our best talents to bear in its 
solution, Without a special effort I can see no 
means by which we can avoid a tragic failure 
to meet the needs of the one group of unde- 
veloped people for whom we, the second rich- 
est nation in the world, have a national re- 
sponsiblity. A major human crisis is upon us 
in the North; the question is whether we will 
have the imagination to respond or the 
willingness to apply the modest share of our 
intellectual and economic resources that its 
solution will require. 


THE KIDNAPING OF TSHOMBE 
STATEMENT BY SENATOR DODD 


Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, due 
to circumstances beyond his control, 
Senator THOMAS J. Dopp is unable to be 
in attendance at the session of the Sen- 
ate today. Had he been here, he intended 
to deliver a statement concerning the 
kidnapping of Moise Tshombe. 

I have read Senator Dopp's statement, 
and it contains very informative and en- 
lightening details of the circumstances 
leading up to the trial in absentia of 
Tshombe and his present detention by 
Algerian officials. 

This information will be of inestimable 
value to the public and to all Members 
of Congress in evaluating this matter, 
and for that reason I ask unanimous 
consent that it be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
ReEcorD, as follows: 

THE KIDNAPPING OF TSHOMBE AND THE UNTOLD 
STORY oF THE CONGO CRISIS 
(Statement by Senator Tuomas J. Dopp, July 
20, 1967) 

When a person possesses knowledge that 
may in some way be helpful to a man whose 
life is in danger, then there is an inescapable 
moral obligation to make this knowledge 
public. It is for this reason that I have de- 
cided to speak out on behalf of Tshombe and 
to tell the untold story of the Congo crisis. 
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In March of this year, Moise Tshombe, one 
time President of Katanga and former Prime 
Minister of the Congo, was sentenced to 
death in absentia by a military court in the 
Congo. The principal charge against Tshombe 
was “treason”. 

The trial lasted less than half an hour and 
was conducted without defense counsel of 
any kind and without witnesses. There is no 
stenographic record of this trial available, 
just as there is no stenographic record of the 
trials of other Congolese political leaders 
who have been sentenced to death by the 
Mobutu government. 

In addition to being sentenced to death, 
Tshombe was also sentenced to 90 years in 
prison. As Life magazine commented, “pre- 
sumably both sentences were to run con- 
currently.” 

This gruesome procedure had some other 
entertaining highlights. For example, just 
before the trial took place, the Congolese 
government, through its ambassador in 
Madrid, formally asked the Spanish govern- 
ment to inform Tshombe that the Congo 
would provide him with a round trip ticket 
to Kinshasa if he wished to appear to de- 
fend himself, and that he would be able to 
use the return ticket to Madrid if he were 
acquitted. 

Tshombe, for understandable reasons, did 
not accept their offer. 

On Friday, June 30, Tshombe was kid- 
napped in mid-air by an armed agent of the 
Congo government. His plane was flown at 
gunpoint to an Algerian military airport, 
where the authorities took Tshombe and his 
co-passengers into custody. 

Immediately on receiving the news of 
Tshombe’s kidnapping, the Congo govern- 
ment announced that it planned to ask for 
his extradition. 

Since the Congolese and Algerian govern- 
ments do not have diplomatic relations, a 
special emissary was dispatched by President 
Mobutu to ask President Boumedienne of 
Algeria for Mr. Tshombe's extradition. 

The Algerian Supreme Court will reportedly 
announce its decision tomorrow. But ac- 
counts in the Algerian press strongly suggest 
that Tshombe may be returned to the Congo 
despite the fact that the Algerian constitu- 
tion prohibits extradition for political crimes 
and despite the fact that Tshombe is at this 
moment under sentence of death for treason 
in the Congo. 

Although it is my understanding that the 
State Department has made no formal rep- 
resentation to the Congo government on the 
Tshombe matter, the Department has at least 
gone on record as being opposed to kid- 
napping. The New York Times, the Wash- 
ington Star, and a majority of our national 
newspapers have spoken up editorially to 
condemn the kidnapping of Tshombe as a 
violation of international law and to argue— 
explicitly or implicitly—against his extradi- 
tion to the Congo. 

Regrettably there have been a few news- 
papers, however, that have proved incapable 
of rising above their prejudices. 

The Tshombe editorial in one national 
newspaper, for example, devoted so much 
space to the damnation of Tshombe and 
paid so little attention to the question of 
kidnapping and the nature of Congolese 
justice, that it inevitably fostered the im- 
pression that this newspaper was willing to 
put up with such abberations from the pat- 
tern of civilized justice in order to get 
Tshombe out of the way. 

- Even more indifferent to the fact of Tsh- 
ombe's kidnapping and the gruesome bru- 
tality of Congolese justice under the dictator- 
ship of President Mobutu was a column by 
Carl Rowan which appeared in the Wash- 
ington Star for July 12. Mr. Rowan, in fact, 
did not even trouble to indicate that he 
did not approve of kidnapping. He confined 
himself to abusing Tshombe as an “Uncle 
Tom” for the “European fat cats,” and 
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charging, without an iota of proof, that Euro- 
pean mining interests had assisted Tshombe 
in milking the Congo of millions of dollars 
which he now has deposited in his name in 
Swiss banks and other banks around Europe. 

Such commentaries, however, are not a 
true reflection of American public opinion, 
On the whole, the American press and the 
American people have reacted with indigna- 
tion to the kidnapping of Tshombe. And I 
consider it extremely significant that many 
of the newspapers which have carried edi- 
torials condemning the kidnapping have 
been highly critical of Tshombe in the past. 
It is to their very great credit that they have 
not permitted their differences with Tshombe 
to cloud their sense of fairness and justice. 

Whether or not Tshombe can be saved I 
do not know. It is my earnest hope that the 
Boumedienne government will turn down 
the request for extradition out of respect for 
international legality, and the traditional 
right of asylum, and the teachings of the 
Koran on the subject of asylum, and the 
requirements of its own constitution. 

I am encouraged to hope that the Algerian 
government will take this course because 
President Boumedienne, whether one agrees 
with him or disagrees with him, has to be 
recognized as a man of character whose 
methods of dealing with his own political 
opponents are far more humanitarian than 
are the methods of the Congo government. 

While Tshombe’s fate is being pondered by 
the Algerian government, I consider it my 
duty to say a few words in his defense, in 
response to the misrepresentations and exag- 
gerations that have characterized much of 
the press treatment of Tshombe. 

I have known Tshombe since 1961; and I 
have on occasion—in two personal meetings 
and through an extensive correspondence— 
served as an intermediary between the Ad- 
ministration and Tshombe. Like the great 
majority of those who know Tshombe, I 
have come to admire him for his courage 
and ability and statesmanship, and for the 
intelligence and human warmth which make 
him a natural leader of men. 

Tshombe has his weaknesses, as all men 
have. But when the true story of his rela- 
tions with the United Nations and with his 
other detractors is known, I believe the world 
will agree that he has been far more sinned 
against than sinning. 

Tshombe has been widely characterized as 
a man who went to war against the United 
Nations. But the fact is that it was sub- 
ordinate officials of the United Nations who 
were responsible for launching the first sur- 
prise attack on the Tshombe government in 
Katanga in September 1961. The subordinate 
officials primarily responsible were Dr. Conor 
Cruise O'Brien, a leftist Irish intellectual 
who later became Chancellor of the Univer- 
sity of Ghana under the Stalinoid regime of 
Kwame Nkrumah, and his deputy, Michel 
Tombelaine, a Frenchman who was known 
by our intelligence community to have com- 
munist connections. 

The September attack against the Katanga 
government was not authorized by Secretary- 
General Hammarskjold. Hammarskjold was 
furious over the action of his subordinates, 
and he refused to have any contact with 
Dr. O’Brien when he flew to the Congo for 
the purpose of terminating hostilities. 

It is noteworthy, incidentally, that Ham- 
marskjold did not regard Tshombe as an 
untouchable, as U Thant and Ambassador 
Gullion regrettably did, and that he lost 
his life while flying to meet Tshombe in 
Ndola, Rhodesia. 

Tshombe has been assailed as a man who 
does not keep his word. But the fact is that 
in his dealings both with the United Nations 
and with the Leopoldville government, 
Tshombe has shown himself far more honor- 
able than those who criticize him. I recall, 
particularly, how Tshombe’s delegates and 
Adoula’s delegates, meeting in Elizabethville 
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in October, 1962, gave their signatures to four 
separate agreements dealing with the reuni- 
fication of currency, the division of revenues, 
the reunification of the armed forces, and 
a cease fire between the Congolese and 
Katangese forces. 

And I recall, too, how Adoula publicly re- 
pudiated these agreements the very next 
day, despite the personal plea of Under Secre- 
tary McGhee, who was then in Leopoldville, 
that he adhere to them. 

And I recall, too, how we responded to this 
situation by giving our support, not to 
Tshombe, but to Adoula and to a third 
round of military action by the United Na- 
tions forces in Katanga. 

Tshombe has been accused of being a dicta- 
tor. But the fact is that there was a thousand 
times more democracy in the Congo under 
Tshombe than there is under the paranoid 
dictatorship of General Mobutu, whose 
methods of government, indeed, are as 
brutal and ruthless as were those of Kwame 
Nkrumah. 


Under Tshombe there was a free press. 
Under Mobutu freedom of the press is zero. 

Under Tshombe there were political parties 
and there was an active political life, and 
parliament counted for something. Under 
Mobutu the parliamentarians have been sent 
home, opposition leaders have been im- 
prisoned or executed, and political parties 
have been abolished. 

Tshombe has been accused of being a 
patsy for the colonialists, This charge was 
made repeatedly by Carl Rowan when he 
was an Official of the Department of State; 
and it was most recently repeated by Rowan 
a week ago in his column in the Washington 
Star. But the fact is that Tshombe is an 
ardent nationalist who wants to see his peo- 
ple united and prosperous, but who under- 
stands that the development of his country 
requires friendly cooperation with the thou- 
sands of Europeans in the Congo and with 
European companies that have invested 
there. 

There is nationalism—and nationalism. 
The extremist nationalists like Mossadegh 
and Lumumba and Nkrumah, and now 
Mobutu, have pursued policies that are 
either frankly designed to put an end to 
foreign investment or unwittingly discour- 
age foreign investment. The rational na- 
tionalist, on the other hand, will seek to 
drive as hard a bargain as he can without 
discouraging present and future investors 
in his country. 

Tshombe is a rational nationalist. 

In his negotiations with the Belgian gov- 
ernment in February, 1965, Tshombe, by 
hard bargaining, obtained concessions that 
far exceeded the expectations of the State 
Department. Specifically, he obtained the 
transfer of almost $300 million in securities 
to the Congolese government; the transfer 
from Belgian private interests to the Congo- 
lese government of certain mining assets 
that were formally jointly owned; Congolese 
participation in the Board of Directors of 
Union Miniere and effective control over a 
whole series of enterprises financed by Bel- 
gian capital; and a Belgian undertaking to 
compromise the Congo's $250 million debt. 

Tshombe understands that European per- 
sonnel and foreign companies can be pushed 
only so far if you want to have their con- 
tinued cooperation, and that, beyond this 
point, further pressure becomes counter-pro- 
ductive. Mobutu on the other hand has be- 
come the tool of the kind of the lunatic na- 
tionalists who do not care that further in- 
vestment is discouraged by their policies or 
that European personnel are pulling out of 
the country. 

We have been told, too, that Tshombe is 
unacceptable to other Africans—that his 
name, in fact, is a dirty word in Africa. 
Tshombe, it is true, is unacceptable to Af- 
rican extremists like Kwame Nkrumah and 
Sekou Toure and Nasser. But at the confer- 
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ence of the 14 French speaking African states 
in Mauritania in the spring of 1965, Tshombe 
received a standing ovation from the assem- 
bled heads of state. And when he went to 
the conference of the Organization of African 
Unity in Nairobi in March of the same year, 
Kenyan Prime Minister Jomo Kenyatta, who 
had previously been very critical, was so im- 
pressed by Tshombe after meeting him for 
the first time that he told delegates the Con- 
golese rebel leaders were pygmies compared 
with Tshombe. 

That Tshombe was able to achieve as much 
support as he did in Africa is a tribute to his 
rare qualities of personality and leadership. 
And his performance is all the more remark- 
able because for years he had opposed to 
him the three most formidable propaganda 
apparati in the world—the communist prop- 
aganda apparatus, and the United Nations 
apparatus, and, regrettably, the American 
propaganda apparatus. 

There has always been a tendency to over- 
estimate the influence of the African extrem- 
ists, and to underestimate that of the Afri- 
can moderates. It simply is not true that all 
of Black Africa follows the lead of the ex- 
tremist nationalists. The roster of moderate 
African leaders is a long and impressive one. 
Among them are Houphouet-Boigny of the 
Ivory Coast, Senghor of Senegal, Dr. Hast- 
ings Banda of Malawi, Tubman of Liberia, 
Tsirana of Malagasy, and the Emperor Haile 
Selassie of Ethiopia. 

Far from accepting the leadership of the 
African extremists, the African moderates 
have been engaged in a bitter battle against 
them. This battle has been waged partly 
within the framework of the Organization of 
African Unity—the OAU. And it has been car- 
ried on outside the OAU primarily through 
the grouping of French speaking states 
that is known as the OCAM—which stands 
for the “Common Organization of African 
States and Malagasy”. 

Tshombe's eloquence and statesmanship, 
when he was Prime Minister of the Congo, 
was a source of enhanced strength for the 
African moderates, It would be a tragedy for 
the entire continent if his talents were 
lost forever. 

Tshombe has been accused of murdering 
Lumumba. The communist and African ex- 
tremist press still make this accusation as 
a categorical certainty. The Western press, 
while not so certain, has given most Western 
readers the impression that Tshombe prob- 
ably did kill Lumumba, by repeatedly com- 
ing back to the statement that many Afri- 
cans look upon Tshombe as Lumumba’s 
murderer. 

But the proof is there, for anyone who 
wishes to check the record, that it was not 
Tshombe but the government of Kasavubu 
and Mobutu that was really responsible for 
the murder of Lumumba. 

Pierre Davister, a well known Belgian spe- 
cialist on Congo affairs, who has been any- 
thing but friendly to Tshombe and who is 
today considered a mouthpiece for the Mo- 
butu government, wrote a long article on 
the subject that was printed in the Belgian 
periodical “Pourquoi Pas?” in January 1964. 

The article was based on an interview 
with Tshombe and on Davister’s personal 
experience in the Congo at the time of the 
Lumumba murder. 

In this article Davister quoted both 
Tshombe and other witnesses as saying that 
the plane bearing Lumumba from Leopold- 
ville had arrived at Elizabethville airport 
without forewarning and had asked for per- 
mission to make an emergency landing be- 
cause it was out of fuel. Because the air- 
plane could not take off after dark, the crew 
and passengers had to remain overnight in 
Elizabethville. Davister quoted an article he 
himself had written shortly after the death 
of Lumumba, saying that when the plane 
landed, Lumumba, savagely beaten and in 
grave condition, was bundled onto a jeep by 
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Mobutu's soldiers who continued to beat 
him as the truck drove off. Tshombe told Da- 
vister that Lumumba died that night in the 
Sabena airlines residence to which he was 
taken. 

The issue of “Pourquoi Pas?” containing 
Mr. Davister's first article was suppressed by 
the Belgian government at the insistence of 
the Government of the Congo. For this rea- 
son, only a small number of copies found 
their way into world circulation. A second 
article on the same subject that was origi- 
nally promised by “Pourquoi Pas?” never 
appeared. 

I plan to insert into the Congressional Rec- 
ord within the next few days a translation 
of the article by Pierre Davister, prepared by 
the Library of Congress, 

It is perhaps also of interest that, when a 
special commission of the Congolese gov- 
ernment which had been set up to investi- 
gate the murder of Lumumba finally sub- 
mitted its report during the course of 1966, 
the report was suppressed by the Mobutu 
government. 

Tshombe has been abused as a secessionist. 
But the fact is that he seceded only briefly 
from the Congo at the height of the Lu- 
mumba terror in the summer of 1960, when 
the entire country was degenerating into 
chaos and when there was an imminent dan- 
ger of a communist takeover. 

This estimate of the gravity of the dan- 
ger that existed in the Congo under Lumum- 
ba’s berserk rule was not Tshombe’s alone. 
The fact is that all Western intelligence agen- 
cies agreed that the situation was exceed- 
ingly grave, and there was, therefore, a tol- 
erant attitude in the West toward the 
Katanga secession. If the rest of the Congo 
could not be saved from chaos and Commu- 
nism, then perhaps at least the mineral-rich 
province of Katanga could be salvaged. 

When Lumumba was deposed by Mobutu 
and when the corps of 700 Communist tech- 
nicians” who had assembled in the Congo 
at Lumumba’s invitation were put aboard 
planes and summarily obliged to leave the 
country, the danger of a Communist take- 
over receded overnight. 

At this point, some of those in the West 
who had been disposed to sympathize with 
the Katanga secession, changed their atti- 
tude. But at this point, too, Tshombe’s atti- 
tude also changed. Shortly after the over- 
throw of Lumumba, Tshombe, on his own, 
began to move toward reintegration with the 
Congo. 

In March of 1961, at Tshombe’s prime ini- 
tiative, a conference of Congolese leaders 
convened at Tananarive, the capital of Mala- 
gasy, and unanimously agreed on a docu- 
ment providing for a loose confederation of 
states in a united Congo under the presi- 
dency of Mr. Kasavubu. Subsequently, the 
Leopoldville government and the State De- 
partment and the United Nations turned 
against the Tananarive agreement because 
they felt it did not provide for a sufficient 
degree of centralization. This is a matter 
that can be argued. But whatever one may 
say about it, the Tananarive agreement was 
not a secessionist agreement. 

In my discussion with him in the Congo 
in 1961, Tshombe gave evidence of a gen- 
uine desire to bring about the reunification 
of the Congo. And he displayed a willing- 
ness to go more than halfway to achieve an 
agreement with Leopoldville, both in his 
acceptance of the U Thant proposal of 
August 1962 «nd in his acceptance of the 
major proposals submitted to him by Under 
Secretary McGhee in October of that year. 

The final proof that Tshombe was not a 
secessionist is the fact that when he first 
went into exile in 1963, he addressed him- 
self in his writings to the problem of sav- 
ing the Congo. And when he was recalled 
as Premier of the Congo in 1964, he did more 
to overcome tribal divisions and give the 
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country a sense of unity than all the pre- 
vious governments combined. 


TSHOMBE’S REPEATED ACTS OF CONCILIATION— 
AND THE RESPONSE TO THEM 


Over and over and over again Tshombe 
showed himself willing to settle his differ- 
ences with the Leopoldville government, 
willing to come to terms with the United 
Nations, willing to accommodate himself to 
American recommendations. And over and 
over and over again, every conciliatory ges- 
ture on Tshombe's part was either ignored 
or met with abuse and ultimatums or with 
threats of force or with the actual use of 
force. 

Indeed, I am convinced from the record 
that there were extremist elements both in 
the Leopoldville government and in the 
United Nations who simply did not want a 
conciliatory settlement with Tshombe, who 
wanted nothing less than his total destruc- 
tion. 

Part of the purpose of this statement is to 
set forth for the record something of the 
secret story of the Congo crisis, a story I am 
familiar with through a prolonged and inti- 
mate exposure to Congo problems. 


THE LOUVANIUM CONFERENCE AND THE 
STRUELENS MISSION 


In the period after the overthrow of Patrice 
Lumumba, it was decided to convene a con- 
ference of Congo parliamentarians, in which 
the Congolese provinces including Katanga 
would also be represented, for the purpose of 
electing a national government. 

The conference was scheduled to convene 
at Louvanium University in Leopoldville dur- 
ing the first week of August, 1961. 

As the conference approached, the State 
Department became increasingly concerned 
that the pro-Soviet left wing might carry the 
day there. The New York Times for July 27, 
1961, carried a dispatch from its Congo cor- 
respondent, Mr. Henry Tanner, which said 
that in the election of officers of the Chamber 
of Deputies “the followers of Antoine Gi- 
zenga, head of the Soviet-backed Congo re- 
gime in Stanleyville, won an impressive vic- 
tory yesterday. * * * The extent of the victory 
by the Gizenga forces came as a surprise to 
Congolese political observers here. It caused 
speculation that Mr. Gizenga might have a 
better chance than was commonly expected 
to become Premier of a national coalition 
government.” 

On July 28—the day after the New York 
Times story—Mr. Michel Struelens, repre- 
sentative of Katanga in this country, and 
three visiting Katangese political figures, 
were invited to the State Department for 
conversations, They were told that the De- 
partment was concerned over the possibility 
that Gizenga might be elected Prime Minister 
and that it was extremely important to have 
Tshombe send the Katanga parliamentarians 
to Leopoldville in order to prevent a Gizenga 
majority. Concretely, the Department repre- 
sentatives suggested to Struelens, that an 
effort be made to work out the text of an 
agreement between the Department of State 
and President Tshombe that would make 
possible the immediate dispatch of the Ka- 
tanga parliamentarians to Louvanium. 

The State Department representatives in 
this conference were Mr. Vance and Mr. 
Lavallee of the Congo Desk. 

The agreement which was worked out and 
was approved at higher level covered the 
following points: 

(1) Tshombe would send the Katanga 
Parliamentarians to the Louvanium Con- 
ference forthwith. 

(2) The Department of State would under- 
take to assure United Nations protection for 
the Katanga delegation. 

(3) With the participation of Katanga in 
the Louvanium Conference assured, the 
United States would not take a stand preju- 
dicial to Katanga in the further political dis- 
cussions that were bound to ensue. 
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(4) The State Department would issue a 
statement commending President Tshombe 
for his decision to participate in the Lou- 
vanium Conference. 

The text of this agreement was transmitted 
to Tshombe by Telex. 

On the morning of July 31, Mr. Streulens 
received a call from Mr. Lavallee who told 
him that the State Department had not yet 
received a reply to the July 28 Telex and that 
time was running out. 

Mr. Lavallee asked Mr. Streulens whether 
he could leave that afternoon for the Congo 
in an effort to persuade Tshombe to accept 
the agreement and dispatch his parlamen- 
tarians forthwith to the Louvanium confer- 
ence. 

Struelens left for the Congo within a mat- 
ter of hours. 

Over the next few days there was a series 
of meetings in Elizabethville between 
Tshombe, Struelens, Mr. Eisenberg, Deputy 
Director of the Office of Central African Af- 
fairs in the Department of State, and the 
American consul in Elizabethville, Mr. Canup. 

On August third, Tshombe accepted the 
proposed agreement without reservation and 
his parliamentarians prepared to leave for 
Elizabethville. But that afternoon the radio 
brought the news that the Louvanium Con- 
ference had set up a government with Cyrille 
Adoula as Prime Minister and Antoine 
Gizenga as Vice Premier. 

The State Department plan for an Adoula- 
Tshombe entente had turned into an Adoula- 
Gizenga government, which the State De- 
partment apparently considered satisfactory; 
and the Department and the UN at this 
point took the stand that Tshombe would 
have to bow to the new government, 

The first UN military action again Katanga 
took place a month later. 

All of these facts were documented and 
confirmed by State Department witnesses in 
hearings before the Senate Subcommittee on 
Internal Security. 

This was the first of many instances where 
Tshombe, in response to our overtures, dis- 
played a complete willingness to cooperate in 
promoting the reunification of the Congo, 
and where his display of good will was re- 
warded by abuse and military action. 


MY 1961 EFFORT AT CONCILIATION 


In November of 1961, at President Ken- 
nedy’s specific request, I sought to bring 
Adoula and Tshombe together while I was 
in the Congo. Both men displayed an appar- 
ent desire for a reconciliation, Tshombe, in 
particular, told me that he would be willing 
to meet with Adoula anywhere in the Congo 
except in Leopoldville—because the last time 
he had gone to Leopoldville for meetings 
with the government leaders, he had been 
arrested and imprisoned. 

I shall remain forever convinced that there 
would have been a meeting between Tshombe 
and Adoula looking toward a peaceful set- 
tlement of their differences, if new fighting 
between the United Nations and Katanga 
forces had not erupted while I was in Eliza- 
bethville. 

The UN at the time blamed the Katanga 
government for the outbreak of fighting. 
But the fact is that there had been a mas- 
sive UN military build-up after the UN’s 
defeat in the September fighting, and the 
clear purpose of this build-up was to com- 
pel the subjection of the Katanga govern- 
ment by whatever means might be neces- 
sary. 

For the second time Tshombe’s desire for 
conciliation was rewarded by force and 
bloodshed. 

THE U THANT PLAN 

The UN's second round of military action 
against Katanga in December of 1961 was 
as futile and unproductive as its first round. 

In late August, 1962, U Thant put forward 
a plan for the reunification of the Congo. 
‘The plan itself had much intrinsic merit. 
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Regrettably, however, it was coupled with 
a ten day ultimatum to President Tshombe. 
If he did not accept the U Thant plan within 
that time, he was told, progressively more 
severe economic tensions would be applied 
against him. 

I believed that the plan made much sense, 
although I felt that the Secretary-General’s 
ten day ultimatum was morally and psy- 
chologically dead wrong, that it vitiated, at 
least in part, the spirit of conciliation which 
was supposed to inspire the plan, In discuss- 
ing the matter with Secretary of State Rusk 
and other State Department officials, I was 
pleased to discover that our attitudes gen- 
erally coincided. They, too, favored the plan 
but were worried over the psychological im- 
pact that U Thant’s ten day ultimatum 
might have on President Tshombe. 

After discussing the matter with President 
Kennedy, it was agreed that I should write 
a letter to Tshombe urging his acceptance 
of the plan because of its positive aspects 
but omitting all reference to the ultimatum. 
The letter was carried to Tshombe by Lew 
Hoffacker, the former American Consul in 
Elizabethville, acting as courier for the De- 
partment of State and myself. 

It was delivered to Tshombe on August 29. 
On September 3 President Tshombe an- 
nounced that he accepted the U Thant plan 
in principle. In a subsequent letter to me, 
President Tshombe wrote that it was largely 
because of my letter to him, and not because 
of the UN ultimatum, that he had decided 
to accede to the U Thant plan. 

Tshombe's willingness to consider the U 
Thant plan was met by the UN with renewed 
rudeness and provocations. When Tshombe 
wrote to the UN raising certain questions 
about the U Thant plan, Mr. E. W. Mathu, 
the UN representative in Elizabethville, 
replied to him in these terms: 

“Mr, R. K. Gardiner has instructed me to 
advise you that the word “reply” which he 
employed in his accompanying letter of Au- 
gust 24, 1962, (KST-133/62) should be in- 
terpreted as signifiying “acceptance or re- 
fusal of the plan” and does not allow for 
any commentary or discussion. 

“Mr. Gardiner instructed me, among other 
things, to make it clear that if the Katan- 
gese authorities have recourse to such 
quiblings in an effort to avoid a frank de- 
cision, we shall consider such an attitude asa 
rejection of the plan.” 

Approximately at the same time, on Sep- 
tember 1, the U.N. announced that it had 
accepted a contingent of Leopoldville troops 
into its command, and that they had been 
stationed at Kamina, in Katanga province. 
President Tshombe was furious over this, 
and, in my opinion, rightly so because at that 
very moment there was violent fighting be- 
tween his own forces and the Leopoldville 
forces who were invading northern Katanga. 

The Reverend Howard Brinton, perhaps the 
dean of all the Methodist missionaries then 
in Katanga, told me that he could think of 
no measure more calculated to anger the 
people of Katanga, or more likely to provoke 
bitter tribal warfare. He considered the meas- 
ure to be little short of insanity. 

The State Department also disapproved 
of the movement of ANC troops to Kamina, 
or at least of the timing of the movement, 
and had so indicated to the UN. But again, 
it appears, the UN completely ignored the 
attitude of the Department of State. 

And yet on September 3, despite these pro- 
vocative actions which apeared to contradict 
all our measures of conciliation and friend- 
ship, President Tshombe announced that he 
accepted U Thant’s proposal. 

In his letter of September 5 to me, Presi- 
dent Tshombe complained bitterly about 
these matters, about the numerous road 
blocks which the UN forces were erecting 
in Elizabethsville, about the UN armored 
patrols that were constantly traversing the 
city in a threatening manner, and about 
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the terrorizing impact of the constant over- 
flights of UN military aircraft. 


THE MC GHEE MISSION 


Alarmed over the course of events, I wrote 
a letter to President Kennedy in mid-Sep- 
tember in which I expressed the concern 
that all of our efforts to effect a conciliatory 
settlement in the Congo were being undercut 
by the attitude of the UN Secretariat and 
of the UN military in Katanga, and by the 
lack of restraint of the Adoula government. 
I said that nothing positive could be ac- 
complished if the Department of State pur- 
sued a policy of conciliation, while the 
United Nations, or certain of its represent- 
atives, pursued a policy of ultimatums and 
threats and force. 

I recommended a series of concrete meas- 
ures to enforce a policy of conciliation and 
moderation. Among other things, I recom- 
mended that Under-Secretary McGhee be 
dispatched to the Congo without delay for 
the purpose of assisting the United Nations 
in bringing about a peaceful settlement. 

My letter was delivered to the White House 
on a Friday. Early Monday morning, Under 
Secretary Ball called to inform me that the 
President and the Secretary of State had 
considered my letter over the weekend and 
that they thought there was much merit 
to the proposal that Under Secretary McGhee 
be dispatched to the Congo. He said that 
Mr. McGhee would be leaving that after- 
noon for the Congo, with a planned stop- 
over at the United Nations in New York; 
and he suggested that a final discussion with 
Mr. McGhee before his departure might be 
helpful, 

Mr. McGhee came to my Office at approxi- 
mately 11:00 AM that morning and, after 
our conversation, I wrote a letter to Pres- 
ident Tshombe urging him to give Mr. Mc- 
Ghee his complete cooperation. 

The so-called “McGhee Mission” came 
within an ace of succeeding. While he was 
not able to get President Tshombe to do 
everything he wanted him to do, I believe 
that it is accurate to state that Tshombe 
complied with most of Mr. McGhee’s 
recommendations. 

Among other things, because Mr. McGhee 
felt that these measures would help to create 
an atmosphere of good will, Tshombe re- 
established telephone and postal communi- 
cations with Leopoldville; he turned over to 
the account of the Leopoldville Government 
$2 million in foreign currency and a like 
amount in Congolese francs; and he re- 
opened the Lubilash Bridge, re-establishing 
rail connections with the Central Congo, and 
dispatched the first ore trains toward Port 
Matadi on the Congo River. 

On October 16, Tshombe signed a cease-fire 
agreement with the Leopoldville Government 
which had invaded North Katanga, aban- 
doning his original demand that their forces 
return to their jumping-off points. This 
agreement was signed by the United Nations 
as a third party. In addition, agreements 
were signed covering the reunification of 
currency, the reunification of the armed 
forces, and the division of revenue from Ka- 
tanga's mining operations. At this point, the 
McGhee mission appeared to have achieved 
the long-sought solution for the Congo crisis. 

But once again, acts of conciliation on 
Tshombe's part were met with hostility and 
duplicity by the Leopoldville government, On 
October 17, Prime Minister Adoula, in one 
fell swoop, repudiated both the cease-fire 
and the three agreements that had been 
signed by his representatives in the mixed 
commissions. The public excuse he gave in 
repudiating them was that his delegation 
had been improperly influenced by the Unit- 
ed Nations and by certain unnamed consu- 
lates. His private explanation was that if he 
had not repudiated the agreements, he would 
have been overthrown by the extremists in 
Leopoldville, 
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I know that the State Department was 
pleased over the agreements that were signed 
in Elizabethville in mid-October, and over 
the several additional conciliatory actions 
suggested by Mr. McGhee and accepted by 
President Tshombe. I know, too, that the 
State Department was decidedly displeased 
over Prime Minister Adoula’s cavalier repu- 
diation of the agreements signed by his rep- 
resentatives. 

From this action and from the ensuing 
actions of the central government, it be- 
came abundantly apparent that the signals 
were being called by extremist elements who 
would be content with nothing less than the 
complete destruction of Katanga and 
Tshombe’s unconditional surrender. These 
extremist elements found support from their 
counterparts inside the United Nations. And, 
because we had committed ourselves so 
heavily to the support of the Leopoldville 
government and of UN policy in the Congo 
we went along with them in planning the 
final military action against Katanga in 
December, 1962. 


THE STANLEYVILLE RESCUE 


At the end of June 1964, President Kasavu- 
bu dismissed Adoula as Prime Minister of 
the Congo and called upon Tshombe to head 
up a new government, Kasavubu’s move was 
undertaken in desperation because the Adou- 
la government had shown itself completely 
incapable of administering the country and 
Just as incapable of dealing with the com- 
munist-inspired insurrection, which at that 
point controlled almost 34 of the country. 
Indeed, at the time Tshombe took over, the 
military situation in the Congo looked 80 
bleak that Congo experts in the Pentagon 
anticipated a complete communist victory 
within a matter of months. 

Tshombe, with American assent, recruited 
a small force of mercenaries. Within a mat- 
ter of months he had broken the back of the 
communist rebel movement. By November, 
the city of Stanleyville was the only strong- 
hold remaining to the rebels. 

As the Tshombe forces approached Stan- 
leyville, the rebel radio announced that, if 
the city was attacked, they would massacre 
the hundreds of white residents of Stanley- 
ville, 

Knowing the rebel leaders to be capable 
of such barbarism, the State Department 
discussed with the Belgian government the 
possibility of a joint rescue operation, for 
which the United States would provide the 
aircraft and Belgium would provide the 
paratroopers. Tshombe had grave personal 
misgivings about the project—first, because 
he felt that the mercenary force then ap- 
proaching Stanleyville could carry out the 
rescue operation more efficiently and with 
less loss of life; and, second, because he 
knew that there was bound to be a violent 
African reaction against the re-introduc- 
tion, even for a limited time, of Belgian 
paratroopers. 

When the rescue force assembled on As- 
cension Island, ready to fly to Stanleyville, 
Tshombe was for all practical purposes con- 
fronted with a fait accompli. At State De- 
partment urging, he agreed to issue a formal 
request for the rescue operation, even though 
he knew he would be roundly criticized for 
it. He asked only whether we would stand 
by him if he were assailed by his fellow 
Africans, and we said that we would. 

The rescue operation was successful, 
although some 20 white residents were 
massacred by the rebels before they were 
driven out of town. 

As a result of his loyal cooperation with 
us, a storm of protest broke around 
Tshombe's head. So violent was the storm, 
indeed, that when Tshombe thought of 
attending the UN General Assembly meet- 
ing that Fall, the State Department coun- 
seled against it for fear that his appearance 
might result in violent anti-Tshombe dia- 
tribes on the floor of the Assembly. 
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Tshombe stood by us in this situation, But 
I cannot help wondering whether we have 
been as faithful to him. 


THE KASAVUBU-TSHOMBE FEUD AND THE 
MOBUTU COUP 


By the summer of 1965, the once friendly 
relations between Kasavubu and Tshombe 
had given way to bitter feuding. In addition 
to putting down the communist insurrection, 
Tshombe had started the economy moving 
upwards, had given the country the first 
half-effective administration it had enjoyed 
since liberation, had organized free parlia- 
mentary elections for the first time since 
independence, had put an end to the abuses 
of the Congolese National Army, and had 
shown himself capable of rallying the Con- 
golese people around him more effectively 
than Patrice Lumumba in his most magnetic 
moments. 

Wherever he went in the Congo, Tshombe 
received spontaneous mass ovations, even 
when he had to address the natives in French 
because he did not know their tribal lan- 
guage while they did not know Swahili. 

Worried that Tshombe would run against 
him for the Presidency and worried over his 
growing popularity, Kasavubu announced 
that he planned to dismiss Tshombe, and he 
invoked the constitution to justify this dis- 
missal. Tshombe responded with a lengthy 
constitutional brief arguing that his govern- 
ment could not be dismissed by President 
Kasavubu until the first stage of the Presi- 
dential elections had been completed. It was 
a brief that made a lot of sense. In fact, the 
CIA representative in the Congo told me 
that the constitution was vague and the 
question of whether Kasavubu had the power 
to dismiss Tshombe before the Presidential 
elections could be argued either way. 

Tshombe at this point probably could 
have forced a showdown with Kasavubu. Had 
he done so, it can be stated as a certainty 
that he would have had the army as well 
as the great majority of the people behind 
him. But our own advice to Tshombe was 
that he should bend over backwards to obey 
the constitution, conduct himself democrat- 
ically, and avoid an open showdown with 
Kasavubu. It was pointed out to him that 
if he stepped down, the way would then be 
cleared for the Congolese people to choose 
between Kasavubu and Tshombe in the 
March 1966 Presidential election. 

Once again Tshombe complied with our 
recommendation. Instead of forcing a show- 
down, he stepped down quietly from the 
Premiership. It is to be noted that, at this 
point, Tshombe's election as President was 
considered a virtual certainty because of 
the solid majority his followers had won in 
the nation-wide parliamentary election. 

Over the next several months the situa- 
tion in the Congo continued to deteriorate. 
The Parliament was militantly pro-Tshombe, 
while President Kasavubu was militantly 
anti-Tshombe. When Kasavubu designated 
Evariste Kimba as Prime Ministor, the Par- 
lament refused to confirm Kimba. A posi- 
tion of political deadlock resulted, and this 
inevitably led to a further deterioration in 
the quality of government. 

It was ostensibly for the purpose of put- 
ting an end to this condition of govern- 
mental paralysis that Mobutu staged his 
coup of November 1965. 

When the coup first took place, there 
was some reason to hope that Mobutu was 
seizing power temporarily for the purpose 
of having the army assure that the Presi- 
dential elections were carried out in a demo- 
cratic manner and free of terrorism or co- 
ercion. Instead, Mobutu announced that the 
Presidential elections which were sched- 
uled for March would not take place and 
that he was appointing himself President. 

In an offhand manner, Mobutu thus re- 
pudiated the basic democratic procedures 
provided for by the Constitution of Lulua- 
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bourg, which had been painfully worked out 
over a period of four years, with the assist- 
ance of UN experts and with the encourage- 
ment and approval of the U.S. and other 
interested nations. 

Once again we urged Tshombe, in the 
interest of Congolese unity, to give Mobutu 
his support. And once again Tshombe com- 
plied with our wishes. 

Because of all this I believe that we have 
an inescapable moral obligation to Tshombe. 
If his life is in peril today, it is primarily 
because of his willingness to forget the many 
injustices he has suffered at our hands and 
of his desire to establish a friendly and co- 
operative relationship with our country. 

But entirely apart from the debt of honor 
we owe to Tshombe, the matter of his pro- 
posed extradition violates every concept of 
civilized law. 

A British plane has been hijacked in mid- 
air and compelled to fly at gunpoint to Al- 
geria. 

A former Prime Minister of the Congo, liv- 
ing as a political refugee in Spain, has been 
Kidnapped as a result of this highjacking 
operation and placed in the custody of a 
government that may prove dangerously 
sensitive to African pressures. 

A request for Tshombe’s extradition has 
been filed, despite the fact that civilized law, 
including the law of Algeria, prohibits extra- 
dition for political reasons and despite the 
fact that Tshombe is under death sentence 
for treason in the Congo. 

For all of these reasons, the extradition of 
Tshombe would be an outrage to human- 
ity—and I believe it to be our moral duty to 
do everything in our power to persuade the 
Congolese authorities to desist from their 
present course of action in seeking Tshombe's 
extradition. 

The final moral argument against the ex- 
tradition of Tshombe is the total lack of 
justice and due process of law and the in- 
credible brutality of the present Congo 
government. 

A prime example of Congolese justice 
under Mobutu was the farcical public trial of 
former Prime Minister Kimba and four other 
Cabinet ministers in the fall of 1966. The 
five men were sentenced to death after a 
public trial conducted before a howling mob 
of 20,000 Congolese. The trial lasted roughly 
half an hour—interruptions by howling in- 
eluded. There was only one witness for the 
prosecution and no witnesses for the defense. 
There was no counsel for the defense—in- 
deed, when the Minister of Justice was asked 
about this point, he replied that in the case 
of such exceptional trials, the accused are 
not permitted to have defense counsel. 

Kimba and his colleagues were publicly 
hanged the following day—with hoods over 
their heads because their eyes had been 
gouged out prior to their execution. The 
Mobutu government converted the hanging 
into a public festival and brought out scores 
of thousands to witness the hanging in Leo- 
poldville's largest public square. The event 
was so revolting that not a single member of 
the diplomatic community honored the in- 
vitations they had received to attend. 

More recently, there was the affair of Mr. 
Van Den Steen, a Belgian who was arrested 
by the Congolese authorities and who, in 
the course of his interrogation, had his 
stomach burned with hot brands and had 
the five fingers of his right hand and his 
right ear cut off. 

The Belgian press has been full of the case 
of Mr. Van Den Steen. I have some photo- 
graphs printed in the Belgian weekly 
“Pourquoi Pas?” of Van Den Steen as he was 
presented to the press in Elizabethville with 
his hand and head bandaged. But for some 
strange reason American correspondents in 
the Congo have not said a single word about 
it. Nor, since the Kimba affair, have they 
said anything about the arrest and torture 
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and execution of scores and hundreds of 
Congolese natives, including many tribal 
chiefs, suspected of opposing the regime. 

I find the silence of the press on the ex- 
cesses of the Mobutu government all the 
more incomprehensible because of the in- 
sistence the press displayed in “exposing” 
and challenging Tshombe whenever there ap- 
peared to be a departure of even a fraction 
of one percent from the ideal of perfect de- 
mocracy or perfect statesmanship. 


THE TRUTH ABOUT THE CONGO 


The past is prelude to the future. But 
the past can only serve as a guide for the 
future, if the truth is carefully distilled 
from the amalgam of truth and half-truth 
and exaggeration and partisan misrepresen- 
tation that frequently characterizes the re- 
porting on crisis situations. 

It is high time to set the record straight 
in this manner about the Congo crisis of 
1961-62. 

I am tired of the continued misrepresen- 
tations in the press by newspapermen and 
columnists who are simply repeating what 
they heard elsewhere, or what they them- 
selves wrote in 1961-62 under the influence 
of the grossly one-sided output of the UN 
and U.S. information services. 

I am tired of the glaring inaccuracies in 
books that purport to be works of history, 
written by people who held high positions 
in the Administration at the time of the 
Congo crisis, 

I am tired of being accused of attempting 
to subvert President Kennedy’s policies in 
the Congo when the fact is that I worked 
very closely with the President and with the 
Department of State in attempting to find 
a conciliatory solution for the Congo crisis. 

I am tired of the persistent lies and mis- 
representations about Tshombe—and I find 
it revolting that these lies and misrepresen- 
tations should now be revived by certain 
members of the press when the prime issue 
that should concern civilized opinion is re- 
spect for the right of political asylum and the 
Congo government's flagrant violation of in- 
ternational law in kidnaping Tshombe. 

It is for these reasons that I have issued 
this statement. 


TRIBUTE TO THE LATE 
MRS. WARING 


Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, 
South Carolina was recently saddened 
by the loss of Clelia Peronneau 
Mathewes Waring, the wife of the emi- 
nent editor of the Charleston News & 
Courier, Thomas R. Waring, Jr., and a 
distinguished citizen of Charleston in 
her own right. 

Those of us who knew her gentle de- 
meanor would scarcely have suspected 
that within this great lady burned a 
tremendous intellectual power and a 
drive to work for the betterment of her 
community. Yet, we knew full well that 
her wide-ranging activities gave testi- 
mony to her interests. 

Mrs. Waring was a descendent of early 
British and French Huguenot families, 
and came naturally to a genuine inter- 
est in history and tradition. Just as 
naturally, she saw to it that these tra- 
ditions, so important to a proper per- 
spective on the present, were kept alive 
and nurtured. She was an active and 
creative member of such organizations 
as Charleston’s famous South Carolina 
Historical Society, and the South Caro- 
lina Society of Colonial Dames. 

Other important activities claimed her 
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time also. She reorganized the Charles- 
ton branch of the English-Speaking 
Union, and was on the board of direc- 
tors of the Charleston branch of the 
Young Women’s Christian Association. 
In the latter position, she was a firm 
bastion in the local association's struggle 
to free itself from the unwarranted and 
dictatorial interference of the national 
headquarters in local affairs. Mrs. 
Waring stood by her community well. 

At the same time, only her family can 
testify to the devotion which she lav- 
ished at home. Her husband is one of 
the most distinguished newspaper edi- 
tors in the Nation, a solid exponent of 
conservative principles, and known 
throughout the world in his frequent 
travels as a cultivated ambassador of 
that particular charm and gentility 
which is Charleston’s alone. Today I 
wish to join with him and his family in 
mourning the loss of a beloved South 
Carolinian. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the obituary of Mrs. Thomas 
R. Waring, Jr., from a recent edition of 
the Charleston News & Courier, be 
printed in the Recor» at the conclusion 
of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the obituary 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


FUNERAL Ser Topay FOR Mrs. THOMAS R. 
WARING JR. 


Funeral services for Mrs. Clelia Peronneau 
Mathewes Waring, wife of Thomas R. War- 
ing, editor of The News and Courier, will be 
at 4:30 p.m. today at St. Michael’s Protestant 
Episcopal Church, 

The Rev. Edwin C. Coleman, rector, will 
officiate. Burial will be in Magnolia Cemetery, 
directed by Connelley’s. 

Pallbearers will be Richard W. Salmons, 
Charles W. Waring Jr., Charles L. Paul III, 
John E. F. Maybank, Matthew B. Barkley 
and R. N. S. Whitelaw. 

Mrs. Waring died Monday in a local hos- 
pital. 

Mrs. Waring was born Aug. 2, 1906, in Flat 
Rock, N.C., a daughter of Edward Miles Math- 
ewes of South Carolina and the former 
Mary Randolph Hubard of Virginia. She was 
descented from early families of British and 
French Huguenot extraction who settled the 
colonies of Virginia and Carolina and helped 
to build the Republic. Among her ancestors 
were Henry Woodward, first English settler 
in Carolina, and Thomas Jefferson. 

Mrs. Waring grew up in Spartanburg. She 
was graduated with honors from Converse 
College in 1927. She took post graduate 
studies in journalism and library sicence at 
Columbia University in New York. She worked 
for the New York Times editorial index, the 
women’s department of the Charleston Eve- 
ning Post and the Charleston County 
Library. 

She reorganized the Charleston branch of 
the English-Speaking Union after World War 
II, and served for many years as its presi- 
dent. She was a curator on the board of 
managers of the South Carolina Historical 
Society and on the board of directors of 
the Charleston branch of the Young Women’s 
Christian Assn. She was a member of the 
South Carolina Society of Colonial Dames 
and the Junior League of Charleston, 

Surviving, in addition to her husband, are 
a daughter, Mrs. Robert E. Berretta, wife of 
an Air Force officer stationed in Spain; a son, 
Ensign Thomas Waring, USN; a brother, 
James H. Mathewes of Spartanburg, and two 
grandchildren, Thomas Waring Berretta and 
Mary Randolph Berretta. 
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NEW POLICY BY US. BOARD OF 
PAROLE 


Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi- 
dent, the Subcommittee on Appropria- 
tions for the District of Columbia, of 
which I have the honor to be chairman, 
has held 4 days of hearings this week on 
the crime problem in the District. I feel 
that these hearings will be highly in- 
strumental in affording some immediate 
relief in this intolerable situation. 

My subcommittee has gone into many 
facets of the situation. For example, our 
investigation during months prior to the 
hearings, developed that the U.S. Parole 
Board was operating under a long-stand- 
ing policy of not revoking a person’s 
parole or mandatory release, even though 
the parolee, while out of prison on pa- 
role, was arrested and charged with the 
commission of a serious crime and sub- 
sequently was released on bond. The 
Board took the position in a case of this 
nature that the parolee passed to the 
custody of the court, even though the 
record was clear that in many, many 
cases of this kind the parolee continued 
to ply his chosen profession of crime. In 
the District of Columbia, our investi- 
gation shows that a substantial percent- 
age of the crimes are being committed 
by parolees who are out on one or more 
bonds as a result of subsequent arrests. 

On Monday and again yesterday, my 
subcommittee went into this matter at 
length with officials of the U.S. Parole 
Board. I am gratified to inform the Sen- 
ate that the new Chairman of this 
Board announced unequivocally that the 
Board was changing its long-standing 
policy of leniency to a tougher policy. 
Under the new procedure a parolee will 
lose his freedom if he is charged with 
a serious new crime and is judged a po- 
tential threat to society. 

This new policy of the U.S. Parole 
Board will be applicable nationwide and 
will result in removing from the streets 
many parolees who violate the terms of 
their parole by continuing in a life of 
crime. It will be equally applicable in 
my great State of West Virginia as well 
as in every other State in the Union and 
the District of Columbia. 

Mr. President, I commend the new 
Chairman of the U.S. Parole Board, Mr. 
Walter Dunbar, for his cooperation and 
his quick grasp of the problems posed 
by the old policy of his Board. 


RAISE SOCIAL SECURITY BENEFITS 
AND LOWER THE RETIREMENT 
AGE 


Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres- 
ident, I wish to speak on a matter of con- 
cern to all Americans—old as well as 
young. This is the social security legisla- 
tion now pending before Congress. 

Though this bill is still before the 
House Ways and Means Committee, I 
think it is none too soon that this body 
begin to give serious thought and con- 
sideration to the overall aspects of the 
proposed legislation. 

I think most of us are familiar with 
the general outlines of the likely 
changes—increases of about 13 percent 
in all benefits, increasing the minimum 
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primary benefit from $44 to $60 per 
month, raising the maximum primary 
benefit from $168 to $218, hiking the so- 
cial security taxable wage base from 
$6,600 to $7,800 and adding another one- 
fourth of 1 percent to the social security 
tax rate. 

What does this mean to the individual 
citizens of the United States? 

In my State of West Virginia, as of De- 
cember 1966, there were 278,904 recipi- 
ents of social security benefits. In that 
month they were paid a total of $18,446,- 
237 or approximately $66.13 per person. 

In terms of today’s dollars that is 
hardly a great deal of money. 

Therefore, I feel that the increases 
which are proposed in social security 
benefits are indeed meritorious and nec- 
essary. And I am proud to have supported 
previous increases in social security bene- 
fits throughout my 15 years service to 
the people of West Virginia and the 
United States in the House of Repre- 
sentatives and in the U.S. Senate. 

Now, important as benefit increases 
are, and one cannot now foresee exactly 
how much we shall be able to increase 
the benefits, there is another matter 
which goes hand in hand with them. 
This is the matter of lowering the age 
level at which these benefits become 
available to individuals. 

It was my pleasure to have had a part 
in legislation passed in 1961 which low- 
ered the retirement age for men to 62 
on a voluntary basis with actuarially re- 
duced benefits. 

But I feel today, as I felt then, that 
even age 62 is a bit too high because, in 
this age of automation, many men find it 
advisable to retire at an earlier age. 
Therefore, upon several occasions I pro- 
posed, and the Senate adopted, measures 
lowering the voluntary retirement age 
to 60. Unfortunately, these proposals 
were rejected in conference with the 
House of Representatives. 

As a matter of fact, the Senate this 
year adopted my proposal as an amend- 
ment to the tax incentive bill. However, 
the bill was later rereferred to the Sen- 
ate Finance Committee where it now 
remains. 

The urgency for legislation of this type 
is more pressing now than ever before. 

It is a fact that many Americans are 
living longer—but they are not neces- 
sarily working longer. Many have physi- 
cal disabilities which prevent them from 
participating in our fast-moving indus- 
trial society. Many more, though willing 
and able to work, find themselves victims 
of discriminatory employment practices 
and technological changes which favor 
the young over the old. 

The net result is that many of our 
older men and women—with usable 
skills and training—are forced into re- 
tirement many years before they are 
able to collect their retirement benefits 
which they have rightfully earned from 
their social security contributions 
through the years. 

Nobody should fear that everyone will 
suddenly decide to retire at age 60 if 
Congress makes it possible for them to 
do so. 

But, at least, if a worker reaches the 
age of 60, he would be free, at that time, 
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to decide whether he could, with dignity, 
continue to work, or whether he ought 
to retire and receive social security bene- 
fits. 

I think we must face up to the fact 
that a great many people are forced off 
the job as they approach age 60 because 
of the kind of work they perform. As 
they grow older they often find them- 
selves exposed to working conditions of 
heat, intensity, pace, load, risk, and re- 
sponsibility which are beyond their 
physical ability. No matter how much a 
person might wish to stay on the job, 
neither he nor his employer can overlook 
that fact that the worker’s ability to per- 
form his particular type of work may not 
be what it was when he was younger. 

Many people, particularly those who 
have worked all of their life in jobs re- 
quiring hard physical labor, suffer in- 
jury or chronic ill health during their 
later working life. And unless they are 
so disabled as to qualify under the 
strictly administered definition of per- 
manent and total disability, they are in 
a state of limbo, They cannot work, but 
they are not quite old enough to qualify 
for their earned old-age and retirement 
benefits. Their plight may be particu- 
larly distressing if they have exhausted 
their unemployment compensation bene- 
fits and therefore, must depend on pub- 
lic welfare for their upkeep until they 
reach the present retirement age. And 
most of them do not want to have to fall 
back upon their children if it can be 
avoided. 

I think we all know that once a per- 
son loses the job he has held all of his 
life, his chances of obtaining another, 
similar position, are practically nil. It 
is a terrible blow to a man, nearing his 
sixties, to lose his job—either through 
ill health or through automation and 
technical progress. 

I am heartily in favor of the efforts to 
retrain and reemploy some of these in- 
dividuals because I am fully convinced 
that most of them would rather stay on 
the job than retire. But I am also con- 
vinced that this is not the answer for 
many of these tragic cases, and I firmly 
believe that a more realistic social se- 
curity retirement age policy must go 
hand in hand with our efforts at re- 
employment. 

The bill which I have proposed, S. 381, 
is a very modest effort to recognize, in 
our social security law, the particular 
problems which are facing workers in 
the “twilight zone” between the ages of 
60 and 65. 

I am convinced that legislation which 
reduces the social security retirement 
age to 60 is consistent with the economic 
realities of our times. 

I would like to make one final point 
in regard to proposed social security leg- 
islation. 

This is that the entire system must 

be maintained on an actuarially sound 
basis. 
It is an economic fact of life that every 
increase in social security payments 
must be provided for by an increase in 
social security taxes. 

And though it is unpleasant to con- 
template, these burdens are borne not 
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only by employees but by the employers 
as well. 

Therefore, it is essential that in the 
Senate’s careful study of the proposed 
social security legislation, we must first be 
sure that the tax increases proposed are 
not so burdensome as to be too burden- 
some upon those required to pay, and, 
secondly, that the drain on the social 
security trust fund is not beyond the 
system's ability to withstand. 

For it is important to remember that 
those citizens, now in their 20’s and 30’s, 
who are presently paying into the fund, 
will someday be entitled to draw from 
it during their retirement years. 

These people have a right to expect 
reasonable and adequate benefits just as 
do the millions of older Americans with 
us today. 

The social security system has been a 
godsend for millions of older Americans, 
and it provides faith in the future for 
all of us as we grow older. It also helps 
younger Americans, struggling to rear 
their families, and who, otherwise, would 
have to provide for the entire needs of 
aging parents and other relatives. 

To keep that faith strong, however, 
we must exercise due care to make sure 
that no rash changes are made that 
might later deprive countless other mil- 
lions of their just due. 

Bearing this framework in mind, I 
am sure that the Congress will act 
wisely. 


INTEREST EQUALIZATION TAX 
EXTENSION ACT OF 1967 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Pursuant 
to previous order making H.R. 6098 the 
pending business when reported, the 
Chair lays before the Senate H.R. 6098, 
it now having been reported. 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H.R. 6098) to provide an extension 
of the interest equalization tax, and for 
other purposes. 


DISTRIBUTION OF FOOD AND MEDI- 
CINE TO NEEDY PEOPLE—NOTICE 
OF HEARING 


Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, earlier to- 
day the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. 
Stennis] introduced a bill to authorize 
the Secretary of Agriculture and the Sur- 
geon General of the United States to pro- 
vide food and medical services on an 
emergency basis to prevent human suffer- 
ing or loss of life. The bill would vest 
administrative and enforcement ability 
in the Secretary of Agriculture and the 
Surgeon General of the United States. 
It would authorize the appropriation of 
$10 million for each fiscal year to carry 
out the provisions of the act. 

I wish to strongly commend the Sen- 
ator from Mississippi for introducing this 
legislation which, I believe, flows largely 
from the hearings held in Mississippi, 
and only last week in Washington, before 
the Subcommittee on Employment, Man- 
power, and Poverty. 

The Senator from Mississippi made 
some remarks in connection with this 
bill. I do not find myself in agreement 
with all of them but, nevertheless, I think 
it is a splendid action on the part of the 
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Senator from Mississippi that he has seen 
the need for this emergency service and 
has taken the leadership in filing legis- 
lation for its immediate solution. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the names of the fol- 
lowing Senators may be added as cospon- 
sors to S. 2138, the bill of the Senator 
from Mississippi [Mr. STENNIS]: 

Senators MORSE, YARBOROUGH, KENNEDY 
of New York, KENNEDY of Massachusetts, 
Javits, Prouty, and CLARK. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, we were 
able to contact these Senators this morn- 
ing, after the Senator from Mississippi 
introduced the bill, and in asking to be 
treated as cosponsors, they all join me 
in commending him for what he has done. 

Mr. President, I am confident that 
almost, if not all, of the other members 
of the Committee on Labor and Public 
Welfare, in due course, will wish to 
become cosponsors of the bill. However, 
since I do not wish to delay its processing, 
I am not going to ask that the bill be 
held at the desk for additional cospon- 
sors but, rather, will urge Senators to 
ask the privilege of cosponsoring on 
Monday or Tuesday of next week. 

Mr. President, I should also like to 
announce that at 11 a.m. on Monday 
next, July 24, the Subcommittee on 
Employment, Manpower, and Poverty 
will hold an executive session, at which 
we hope to mark up the bill and report 
it to the full committee. Obviously, it is 
unnecessary to hold hearings because 
hearings have already been held, in ex- 
tenso, on the hungry American. The 
hungry American lives not only in Mis- 
sissippi, but also in many other parts of 
the country, including parts of my own 
State of Pennsylvania, large parts of 
Appalachia, on Indian reservations, and 
in parts of the Far West. 

Mr. President, this is not a program 
or a problem confined to one State. I 
regret that so much emphasis has been 
placed on Mississippi which, in many 
ways, has done a better job than many 
of the other States in approving food 
programs for its hungry people—particu- 
larly its hungry children. 

At this point, I should like to mention 
that there are many other parts of the 
country where this same condition ap- 
plies. Therefore, I would hope that at an 
early date—next week—we could get this 
legislation to the floor, passed, and sent 
over to the other body so that the hungry 
in America may be fed. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Pennsylvania yield. 

Mr. CLARK. I yield. 

Mr. MORSE. I cannot tell the Senator 
from Pennsylvania how deeply he moves 
me. I have great admiration for what 
he is doing in connection with this 
problem. 

As I was listening to him, my thoughts 
went back to 1957. This is not a new 
crusade—and crusade“ is the proper use 
of the word here, for it is a holy cause in 
which the Senator from Pennsylvania is 
engaged. 

How well I remember, in 1957, when 
the Senator was a member of my sub- 
committee on the District of Columbia 
Committee, when we carried on the in- 
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vestigation into the situation of hungry 
children in the District of Columbia. 

The report became known as the 
“Morse Hungry Children Report,” but 
only because I was chairman of the sub- 
committee. It should have had the names 
of the Senator from Pennsylvania and 
every other member of that subcommit- 
tee on the title of the report. 

However, what did we find? That the 
total food supply of 230-some, as I recall 
the figure, little boys and girls in Wash- 
ington, D.C., came out of garbage cans 
in the ghetto alleys of the District of 
Columbia, or from the handouts they re- 
ceived from the back doors of the slums, 
in which they lived. 

Let me say that as a member of the 
District of Columbia Committee, al- 
though our report brought about great 
reforms in the District, at the very mo- 
ment I speak in this Chamber there are 
still many boys and girls in Washington 
going hungry, boys and girls suffering 
from malnutrition. 

Remember, we found this out last year, 
in a speech I made at the time, of the 
large number of little boys and girls— 
colored, yes, but also the children of 
God—going to school every morning in 
the District without a morsel of food for 
breakfast. And we expected them to 
learn? We expected them to be well be- 
haved? 

As I said in that speech, part of the 
behavior problem in the classrooms in 
the District, or in any other ghetto 
school, is because so many children are 
just plain hungry. The Senator and I, 
as parents, know the problems we have 
sometimes had when we found our 
youngsters were hungry, and a glass of 
milk, a cracker, or a cookie in the after- 
noon changed their behavior because it 
changed their blood chemistry. 

Mr. President, every citizen in this af- 
fluent society of ours has a moral ob- 
ligation to join the crusade of the Senator 
from Pennsylvania to see if we cannot 
solve the problem of lack of food for 
thousands and thousands of little boys 
and girls in this country who are hungry 
at the very moment that I speak. 

That is why I say, this is a matter of 
national shame. That is why I am proud 
to be a private in the front ranks of the 
Senator’s brigade as he seeks to carry on 
this crusade across America to end the 
hunger among our people who, in a free 
society, at the very least are certainly en- 
titled to be fed. 

Mr. CLARK. I thank my friend from 
Oregon for his very kind remarks. 

I remember the 1957 crusade very well. 
The Senator has so well named it, be- 
cause he led it, and I was happy to be a 
private in the ranks of his brigade back 
in 1957, which was the first year I served 
in this body. 

I can still see the look on the faces 
of those little children when the Sen- 
ator from Oregon and I took our field 
tour of the slum areas in the District— 
some of them within a good rightfielder’s 
strong throw of where we are standing 
right now on the floor of the Senate. I 
remember the indignation we felt at 
witnessing the conditions around us, es- 
pecially the indignation of the Senator 
from Oregon. I remember the magnifi- 
cent work he did then, and is still do- 
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ing, to see that this situation is remedied. 

Let me say to the Senator from Ore- 
gon that at the hearings on the poverty 
program this year, dealing with the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, we listened to testi- 
mony which, to my way of thinking, was 
absolutely clear and convincing. It was 
supported by a field trip which the Sen- 
ator from New York [Mr. KENNEDY] and 
I took into an area, again not very far 
from where we are standing right now, 
where we saw some of these ill-fed chil- 
dren. While the situation is better now, 
it still exists. 

I note that the distinguished Senator 
from West Virginia is in the Chamber. 
I know that he is just as interested in 
this problem as the Senator from Ore- 
gon and I. As chairman of the Subcom- 
mittee on Appropriations for the District 
of Columbia, the Senator from West Vir- 
ginia is doing all he can to see that the 
welfare payments and other services 
available to these unfortunate little boys 
and girls—and many of their mothers 
and fathers, too—are sent on their way 
to remedy this intolerable situation. 

Oh, no, Mr. President, this is not a 
Mississippi problem alone. This is a 
problem in almost every great city in 
the United States of America where there 
is a ghetto. It is also a problem on In- 
dian reservations. It is also a problem 
in the rural areas of Appalachia. 

Again I want to thank my good friend 
from Oregon for his kindness. I assure 
him of my appreciation for the support 
he is giving us in this crusade against 
poverty. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Pennsylvania yield? 

Mr. CLARK. I yield. 

Mr, GORE. Since the distinguished 
Senator from Oregon and the distin- 
guished Senator from West Virginia are 
in the Chamber, and conditions in the 
District of Columbia have been men- 
tioned, I want to call to the attention of 
these distinguished Members, who have 
much to do with the District of Colum- 
bia, the utterly indefensible and unten- 
able conditions under which the Capital 
transit buses operate. 

On the way to the Capitol this morn- 
ing, I happened to get caught in a traffic 
situation behind one and between two. 
One simply cannot stand that exhaust 
without becoming unconscious. It is un- 
conscionable that the Congress will per- 
mit the Capital City of this country to 
operate in any such manner. 

We passed a clean air bill the other 
day. I do not know what it amounts to, 
but we could at least start in the Capital 
of the country. 

Mr. CLARK. I certainly agree with the 
Senator from Tennessee. I have often 
had the same unfortunate experience as 
he had here in the District of Columbia. 
I would like to point out also, however, 
that the apartment in which I live is far 
too close to the National Airport, and as 
I watch from a small balcony the air- 
planes coming in and taking off—par- 
ticularly the jet planes—I note that they 
are followed by a large amount of the 
foulest kind of smoke. I assume there is 
a certain amount of carbon monoxide or 
some other lethal pollution from those 
exhausts. 

I believe we have to think not only in 
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terms of the buses, but the black smoke 
and filth which come out of the Potomac 
Electric Power plants and the jet ex- 
hausts from the aircraft of every major 
airline in the country. 

It is high time that we applied the 
same high principles which are set forth 
in the Clean Air Act, which passed this 
body last week unanimously, and for 
which we authorized, over a period of 
years, $700 million, to the District of 
Columbia. I hope members of the District 
of Columbia Committee, of which the 
Senator from Oregon is so distinguished 
a member, will take rapid and interested 
consideration of this matter. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield 1 minute to me? 

Mr. CLARK. I yield. 

Mr. MORSE. The Senator from Ten- 
nessee is always very convincing. This 
time there is no answer to his case. I 
agree with him. I shall have the counsel 
of my committee take note of his re- 
marks and proceed with the preparation 
of the necessary letters to go to the ap- 
propriate officials of the D.C. Transit Co. 
and the District of Columbia government, 
and also prepare the necessary memo- 
randums that I need in order to serve as 
the Senator’s legislative counsel, so to 
speak, in prosecuting the case in his 
behalf. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. CLARK. I yield. 

Mr. GORE. I appreciate this response, 
and I trust that the able Senator will 
have his counsel inquire if, in fact, an un- 
usual mixture of fuel is not used in these 
particular motors in order to make a lit- 
tle bigger profit at the expense of the 
health of the people of the District of 
Columbia. 

Mr. CLARK. I would hope the Senator 
would not ignore the airplanes and the 
utility companies when he starts the in- 
vestigation. 

Mr. MORSE. I am looking for votes to 
eliminate at least 80 percent of the air 
traffic at National Airport and to send 
it to what I think is the finest airport in 
this country, as far as efficiency is con- 
cerned, and to another airport that is 
exceedingly efficient, too. I refer to Dulles 
and Friendship. I think we are playing 
with a great risk when we permit Na- 
tional Airport to continue to operate on 
the congested basis on which it is now 
operating. I do not accept nor do I believe 
the statement that I read in the papers 
last night or this morning that one of 
the reasons it is insisted that we have this 
air traffic at National Airport is that it is 
of great convenience to Members of the 
House and Senate. We are running the 
risk of serious accidents at National Air- 
port if we do not decrease the air traffic 
there. 

There is no question that this adding 
to the pollution of the area is inexcusable 
and that it should be stopped. We cannot 
justify the noise element, practically in 
the heart of the Capital City. Has the 
Senator ever been to a Watergate con- 
cert? It is one of the great cultural bene- 
fits being offered free to the people of the 
District of Columbia. We ought to en- 
courage more of them. At those concerts, 
the music is constantly blurred and the 
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pleasure of the audience interferred with 
as one jet plane after another jet plane 
lands or takes off at National Airport, in- 
terrupting the enjoyment of the concerts. 

Again I ask, what is the matter with us 
as legislators that we let profit dollars 
cause the great sacrifices that they are 
causing in connection with what the Sen- 
ator from Tennessee refers to in regard 
to the D.C. Transit and what the Senator 
from Pennsylvania refers to in regard to 
air transportation at National Airport? 
There are things more valuable than dol- 
lars in a free society. 

Mr. CLARK. I thank the Senator for 
his useful interjection. I, too, happen to 
be a lover of music—probably not to the 
same extent as my friends from Ten- 
nessee and Oregon; but what happens in 
my apartment in Southwest Washington 
at 3 o'clock almost every morning is that 
some airplane gets to the end of the run- 
way at National Airport and proceeds to 
race its engines for 5 or 10 or 15 minutes 
before it takes off. The noise comes 
through my shut window, because I have 
air conditioning, and wakes me up. Why 
they stop at the end of the runway and 
make that noise, I do not know. Then, 
when they take off, I have the feeling that 
they are going to fly right into my bed. I 
would hope that this matter would get 
some attention. 

It occurs to me that, between the Sen- 
ators from Tennessee, Oregon, and 
Pennsylvania, we have made a complete 
circle in remarking on some of the out- 
rages under which people live in the en- 
vironment of Washington, D.C. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. CLARK. I yield. 

Mr. GORE. It might be pertinent once 
again to call attention to the fact that 
this is the Nation’s Capital City. We can 
become very excited about pollution of 
the air in some distant spot in our Na- 
tion, but what about the Capital of the 
country? 

Mr. CLARK. The Senator is quite cor- 
rect. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. CLARK. I yield. 

Mr. MORSE. The Senator forgot one 
thing. He forgot the human sludge at 
the bottom of the Potomac River. That 
ought to be mentioned, too. They should 
be put together. There is no excuse for it. 
We ought to investigate what is being 
done—I think it will be found nothing is 
being done—about cleaning up the Po- 
tomac River, so it could be a recreation 
river and used for fishing and swimming 
and other recreation. I can take the 
Senator out in a boat and show him 
places where there are over 14 feet of 
human sludge accumulated. It is the 
filthiest river for sludge in all the world. 
Not a river in all the world, so the evi- 
dence presented to my committee shows, 
is as dirty, filthy, or polluted as is the 
Potomac River running through the 
Capital City. 

Of course, we have complicated prob- 
lems in connection with it. The river in- 
volves not only the District of Columbia 
but Maryland and Virginia. Those two 
States and the District of Columbia 
ought to get together and enter into a 
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compact for joint action to clean up the 
Potomac River so it will be a spot of 
beauty instead of a health hazard. 

Mr. CLARK. In closing, let us not for- 
get the diesel trucks which contribute to 
air pollution by spewing out black filth 
into our air from those smokestacks 
which can be seen above the cab of the 
driver. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. CLARK. I yield. 

Mr. GORE. I agree with that, but at 
least the exhausts of diesel trucks go into 
the air. These D.C. Transit buses spew 
the exhaust out into the ground so it 
rises into one’s nostrils. 

Mr. CLARK. My feeling about the die- 
sel trucks is that, whatever one calls it, 
it is about at nose level, so they do al- 
most as much harm as the buses do. 


THE MUNITIONS TRADE 


Mr. CLARK. Mr, President, I turn now 
to the subject of the arms trade—sales 
to other countries of conventional arms 
by the Government of the United States. 

Earlier today, the Senator from Minne- 
sota [Mr. McCartHy] made a splendid 
presentation, calling the attention of the 
Senate to the controversy which has 
arisen with respect to arms sales in the 
Middle East, in Africa, in Latin America, 
and in Asia. In connection therewith, he 
placed in the Recorp the three splendid 
articles written during the last few days 
by Neil Sheehan in the New York Times, 
and also a most provocative and inter- 
esting column which appeared in the 
Washington Post this morning under the 
title “The Arms Trade Backfires,” by the 
well-known columnists, Rowland Evans 
and Robert Novak. 

I point out for the Recorp that two of 
the subcommittees of the Committee on 
Foreign Relations, the Subcommittee on 
Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs, of 
which the Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
SYMINGTON] is chairman, and the Sub- 
committee on Disarmament, with the 
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. GORE] as 
chairman, have recently conducted hear- 
ings with respect to conventional arms 
sales. The hearings in the Disarmament 
Subcommittee began on February 3, and 
continued for the better part of a month, 
covering the subject of the deployment 
of antiballistic missile systems, in addi- 
tion to conventional disarmament in the 
Middle East and elsewhere. 

The hearings conducted under the 
chairmanship of Senator SYMINGTON 
began on March 14 and were continued 
on April 13, 20, and 25, and June 22. It 
is my understanding that on Monday 
next, Senator SYMINGTON will be avail- 
able for a press conference at which he 
will discuss his hearings and for which 
he has prepared a press release which 
will be made public at that time. 

My friend the Senator from Tennessee 
is present in the Chamber. He knows of 
our close questioning of a very devoted 
public servant and friend of mine—whose 
death last week was an unmitigated 
tragedy, not only for the country but for 
his many friends—a warm and splendid 
individual and public-spirited citizen, 
Mr. John McNaughton. 
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During the course of the two sets of 
hearings, we heard from those who were 
in charge of the arms sales program in 
the Pentagon, including Mr. Kuss, whose 
name has been prominently mentioned 
in the public prints recently. 

In my opinion, it is high time that 
Congress, and particularly the Senate, 
should take prompt action, after full and 
free debate, to curtail the participation 
of the United States as a government 
and the participation of private firms, 
which are making millions and millions 
of dollars through the sale of arma- 
ments, in sales of munitions not only to 
underdeveloped countries, but also to our 
NATO allies, which in turn resell them 
for considerable profit to other underde- 
veloped countries. 

Mr. President, I am keenly aware of 
the fact that it is difficult—in fact, it is 
impossible—to create unilaterally a re- 
striction on sales of conventional arma- 
ments to underdeveloped countries, 
which, all too often, turn around and use 
them against each other. 

In this connection, I call attention to 
a column by James Reston published in 
this morning’s New York Times, entitled 
“Washington: How To Make Things 
Worse Than They Are.“ 

Mr. Reston points out that: 

The Congress is troubled these days about 
the vast traffic in military weapons. It 
charges the Administration with deploring 
the arms race while leading the arms race. 
And this raises two questions: Is the charge 
true? And if so, is it wrong? 


He reports that without doubt the 
charge is true, and the clear implication 
is that our Government is acting in a 
hypocritical fashion, speaking like Dr. 
Jekyll about how much we deplore the 
arms race all over the world, and then, 
like Mr. Hyde, being the greatest single 
arms merchant in the world. 

Continuing, however, Mr. Reston 
points out the very great difficulty which 
confronts those of us who would like to 
see the arms traffic stopped, unless and 
until we can persuade the Russians to 
stop rearming the Arab nations in Mid- 
dle East and, indeed, selling arms to 
many other countries in all parts of the 
globe. 

I can add to what Mr. Reston said that 
we have a similar problem with the 
French Government, which is in the 
process of furnishing well over $150 mil- 
lion worth of aircraft to the Republic of 
Peru, in order to satisfy the yearning for 
status and for diving and zooming of 
members of the Peruvian air force, using 
money which Peru, hard pressed for for- 
eign exchange and one of the most pov- 
erty-stricken countries of all Latin 
America, can ill afford, ostensibly to de- 
fend itself against a nonexistent menace 
from its neighbors, Chile and Ecuador. 

I hope that in the course of considera- 
tion of the foreign aid bill, which is now 
being marked up in the Committee on 
Foreign Relations, the Senate will take 
drastic action to see to it that no coun- 
try which is arming for war against one 
of its neighbors should be permitted to 
have either military or economic as- 
sistance from the United States. I hope 
that during the course of the considera- 
tion of the Export-Import Bank bill, 
when an amendment which the Senator 
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from Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER] has an- 
nounced he will propose will be under 
consideration, that we will have a full, 
wide, and freewheeling debate on the 
problems of arms control policies in con- 
nection with the arms race which is now 
being carried on all over the world. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have printed in the Record the 
article entitled “Washington: How To 
Make Things Worse Than They Are,” 
written by James Reston, and published 
in the New York Times of Friday, July 21, 
1967. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


WASHINGTON: How To MAKE THINGS WORSE 
THAN THEY ARE 
(By James Reston) 

WASHINGTON, July 20.—The Congress is 
troubled these days about the vast traffic 
in military weapons. It charges the Admin- 
istration with deploring the arms race while 
leading the arms race. And this raises two 
questions: is the charge true? And if so, is it 
wrong? 

There is no doubt about the answer to the 
first question. It is true. The Administration 
is simultaneously making speeches against 
the dumping of modern and obsolete arms on 
all kinds of countries and steadily making 
shipments of more and more arms. In fact, as 
Neil Sheehan of The New York Times has 
shown in a meticulous report from official 
sources, the United States Government is 
now sending more weapons to more countires 
than any other nation in the world. 


THE MILITARY FIGURES 


The facts are startling: from 1949 to June 
1966 the U.S. Government alone (not count- 
ing the private arms salesmen) sold $16.1 
billion in military arms to other countries 
and gave away a total of $30.2 billion. This 
$46.3 billion amounts, over the same period, 
to $4 billion more than all the economic 
grants and loans provided to other countries 
by the U.S. since the middle of 1948, includ- 
ing the spectacularly successful Marshall 
Plan, 

Nevertheless, the answer to the second 
question—is this wrong?—is much more 
complicated. Serious men like Senator Eu- 
gene McCarthy of Minnesota and Repre- 
sentative Henry Reuss of Wisconsin are lead- 
ing a campaign to get control of this mis- 
chief. They believe this traffic causes more 
trouble than it avoids and puts the instru- 
ments of war in the control of governments 
that can neither afford them nor know how 
to use them, and since the Middle East war 
some Congressmen have been demanding 
the U.S. get out of the business. 

The situation in the Middle East, however, 
shows how difficult and even dangeorus it is 
both to continue the arms race and to stop 
it. President Johnson tried at the Glassboro 
meeting with Premier Kosygin of the Soviet 
Union to get an understanding on the ship- 
ment of arms into this region. He not only 
failed, but the Soviets have already replaced 
almost half the arms the Arab states lost 
in the recent war. 

More than that, Moscow is now sending 
military missions into the Arab states along 
with the new arms and is not only influenc- 
ing the reorganization of the armed forces 
of Egypt and Syria, but the political re- 
organization of those countries as well. This 
is one of the many paradoxes of that con- 
flict: in defeat, the Arab states are much 
more dependent on Moscow than they would 
have been in victory. 

In fact, what we are now seeing in that 
part of the world is a major strategic move 
by the U.S.S.R. to get great influence if not 
control over the oil and transportation of 
this crossroads to Asia and Africa, and if this 
happens the whole strategic position of west- 
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ern and southern Europe will be greatly 
weakened. 


THE ARAB DILEMMA 


Obviously, the other Arab states are not 
going to remain in their present defenseless 
position. They are going to get arms, no mat- 
ter what the United States does. Israel knows 
this better than anybody else and would 
prefer to see the United States provide de- 
fensive arms to Jordan, for example, than 
to find offensive Soviet arms and technicians 
on her most vulnerable border. 

In fact, probably the best hope of arrang- 
ing a peace settlement there lies in Israel's 
hope of making separate peace arrangements 
with Jordan, Lebanon, Tunis, Saudi Arabia 
and the other still uncommitted states. King 
Hussein of Jordan made it perfectly clear 
when he saw President Johnson recently, 
however, that he had to have arms to restore 
some kind of balance of power with the 
Israelis. 

This is the dilemma now facing the Presi- 
dent, The opposition to shipping more Amer- 
ican arms into the area is rising precisely at 
the moment when the Soviets are moving 
rapidly to bring all these states under a 
uniform military system with Soviet arms 
and “advisers.” 

Elsewhere the picture is less clear. There 
is no doubt that the arms traffic in the world 
has got dangerously out of control and that 
the United States Government has been sell- 
ing arms not only to maintain order but to 
make money and help its balance of pay- 
ments problem. 

But the present Middle Eastern problem 
indicates the dangers in a one-sided with- 
drawal from the arms race. To keep control 
of the oil out of the hands of the Soviet 
Union is a vital interest of the United States 
and its NATO allies, and this cannot be done 
by pious speeches in the Congress about the 
merchants of death,” 


HUNGER IN AMERICA 


Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Recorp an editorial entitled “Hun- 
ger in America,” published in the Voice 
of the United Steelworkers of America 
for July 1967, which deals with some 
problems on which the Subcommittee on 
Manpower, Employment, and Poverty 
has been holding hearings. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


HUNGER IN AMERICA 


Americans are used to appeals for assist- 
ance to “underdeveloped” nations where 
hunger and starvation are an accepted by- 
product of non-technical societies. The 
haunting faces of CARE posters have been 
associated with conditions which happen 
only in other countries, thousands of miles 
away from the shores of an affluent America. 

It may have served as a rude awakening 
for millions in this land of surplus and 
plenty when last month a team of doctors 
recently returned from Mississippi told a 
Senate subcommittee that hundreds of Negro 
children in that state are near starvation. 

The physicians, meeting with the Subcom- 
mittee on Manpower, Employment and Poy- 
erty of Senator Joseph S. Clark (D., Pa.), re- 
ported “pitiful, unbelievable and appalling” 
conditions in six Mississippi counties. They 
said that opposition in Congress had pre- 
vented distribution of free food stamps even 
to penniless families because jobless fathers 
were declared “able-bodied,” 

The medical team revealed that the chil- 
dren of poor families in Appalachia and in 
other Deep South states suffered from severe 
hunger and disease. Their findings were docu- 
mented in a June 4 article in the New York 
Times Magazine by Robert Sherrill, entitled 
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“It Isn't True that Nobody Starves in 
America.” 

Sherrill tells of Kentucky coal miners who 
eat only potato peelings for lunch; of a Mis- 
sissippi family reported to have eaten a cat 
and of Washington, D.C., pensioners who 
scramble for discarded lettuce and cabbage 
leaves behind one of the largest markets in 
the nation’s capital. 

“Poor people wouldn’t be such a bother,” 
Heywood Broun observed in watching a 1932 
breadline, “if they didn’t starve so publicly.” 
And the poor of the “Other America” today 
are usually families “out of sight, out of the 
county officials’ minds, and therefore usually 
out of luck,” Sherrill declares. 

Just as with the problems of our decaying 
inner cities, the technical revolution which 
has changed the nature of our once-domi- 
nant agricultural society has left its wreckage 
in the poverty-pockets of farm states, But 
recognition of the problem—and acknowl- 
edgement that people can and do starve in 
the United States in the year 1967—is the 
first prerequisite of removing this shame 
from our midst. 


Mr. CLARK, I commend the editor of 
this fine labor union journal for their in- 
terest in this problem so far removed 
from the ordinary concerns of labor un- 
ion members. It demonstrates again the 
deep concern of the United Steelwork- 
ers in matters affecting the broad public 
interest, as well as their splendid sense 
of compassion and decency. 


NOMINATION OF CLIFFORD L. 
ALEXANDER TO BE CHAIRMAN OF 
THE FEDERAL EQUAL EMPLOY- 
MENT OPPORTUNITY COMMIS- 
SION 


Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, the Pres- 
ident has sent to the Senate the nom- 
mation of Clifford L. Alexander to be 
the chairman of the Federal Equal Em- 
ployment Opportunity Commission, Mr. 
Alexander, who is 33 years old, is now a 
Deputy Special Counsel to the President. 
It is my hope that his nomination will 
shortly be considered by the Committee 
on Labor and Public Welfare. 

The Subcommittee on Employment, 
Manpower, and Poverty, of which I have 
the honor to be chairman, has a special 
interest in the work which Mr. Alex- 
ander—if his nomination is confirmed, 
and I hope it will be—and his colleagues 
will be doing, because of the subcom- 
mittee’s responsibility for legislation 
dealing with equal employment oppor- 
tunity and its oversight duties vis-a-vis 
the Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the Recor» an article entitled 
“New Chief Buoys U.S. Job Panel.“ 
written by Adam Clymer and published 
in the Baltimore Sun of July 5, 1967. I 
also ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the Recorp a biographical 
statement which indicates the breadth 
of Mr. Alexander’s professional experi- 
ence, notwithstanding his relative youth. 

There being no objection, the article 
and biography were ordered to be printed 
in the Recorp, as follows: 

From the Baltimore Sun, July 5, 1967 

New Cuter Buoys U.S. JOB PANEL 
(By Adam Clymer) 

WASHINGTON, July 3.—The Federal Equal 
Employment Opportunity Commission, the 
quietest child of the 1964 Civil Rights Act, 
faces its annual sharp increase of workload 
shorthanded again. 
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But there are indications the problem 
may not be as severe as it was a year ago, 
when the commission was also without a 
chairman, but missing far more staff than 
it is now. 

For about a year, however, there has been 
at least one vacancy on the five-member 
commission. The general counsel’s post has 
been unoccupied since last fall, and there is 
no deputy general counsel. 


NEW CHAIRMAN NOMINATED 


At the moment there are two commission 
vacancies, but President Johnson has moved 
to fill one by nominating Clifford L, Alexan- 
der, a 33-year-old deputy White House special 
counsel, to become the body’s third chair- 
man in as many years. 

Alexander, who declined to discuss his 
prospective post before Senate confirmation 
action (which is expected to present no prob- 
lems), is known to agree with commission 
critics who say it needs more enduring lead- 
ership than the ten- and nine-month tenures 
respectively of Franklin D. Roosevelt, Jr., 
and Stephen N. Shulman. 

Alexander has been nominated for a full 
five-year term. 


SHULMAN DEFENDS WORK 


Shulman, who left Friday to enter private 
law practice after several years in various 
Government jobs, argued that the largely 
invisible commission had accomplished quite 
a bit in two years, especially in organizing 
itself to face a continually expanding area 
of coverage. 

When the law barring job discrimination 
took effect July 2, 1965, it covered only em- 
ployers and unions affecting 100 or more 
workers. There were 58,000 such employers. 
The ceiling dropped to 75 last year, and the 
employer total climbed 43 per cent, to 83,000. 

Sunday, when the ceiling dropped to 50, 
the total of employers jumped 48 per cent, 
to 123,000, And next July 2 the increase will 
be a whopping 104 per cent, to 258,000, 


EMPLOYERS AND UNIONS 


While the number of complaints has not 
climbed rapidly from the 8,854 of the first 
year, the number of employers and unions 
involved has climbed sharply, and the num- 
ber of investigations grew about 50 per cent, 
from approximately 1,600 to about 2,400. 

With institution of computerized record- 
keeping, and filling many staff vacancies, 
Shulman estimated that by the fall the com- 
mission would be able to handle and de- 
cide complaints at roughly the same rate 
at which they come in, assuming that some 
of the staff cuts made in the House are 
restored in the Senate. 

“I think, all things considered, for the 
commission to think it can achieve an ad- 
ministrative capability to handle its work- 
load in 2½ years is not bad, said Shulman 
in an interview. 

CONSIDERED HISTORICALLY 

“It’s awful at any particular moment, but 
considered historically, it’s not bad.“ 

The commission has only a vague repu- 
tation, and is remarkably noncontroversial 
for anything connected with civil rights. It 
attracts little sustained praise or criticism, 
though there are indications of labor union 
impatience with some of its recent efforts 
to lower bars to apprenticeship. 

The secrecy which the 1964 act imposed 
on handling of complaints is one cause of 
its lack of notoriety, but so is its slow 
progress in initiating “affirmative action” 
programs to employ Negroes and other mi- 
nority group members. 

SOUTHERN TEXTILE MOVE 


Shulman noted that a seminar on em- 
ploying Negroes in the Southern textile in- 
dustry had led to improved hiring oppor- 
tunities without any formal commission 
action, 

The former chairman said he expected 
the issues facing the commission to become 
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increasingly difficult, shifting from blatant, 
deliberate racial discrimination—‘cases that 
were an embarrassment’’—to subtler prob- 
lems, like unrealistic and irrelevant quali- 
fications for jobs. 


NO GREAT SHAKES EITHER 


The “problem is in the low grade—the 
average types. And the average American 
white is no great shakes either,” he said. 

One key stumbling block, he said, was in 
personnel directors who may use a sophisti- 
cated vocabulary test to fill a truck driver's 
job “to try and make a science out of it for 
defensive purposes.” 

These officials, he said, are not trying to 
bar Negroes, but have tried—with some suc- 
cess—to find a system which gives them 
an excuse for having hired a man if he 
doesn’t work out on the job. 

If the personnel manager could say no 
more than “he looked like maybe he could 
do the job,” said Shulman, that wouldn't 
be nearly as satisfactory a response to an 
irate supervisor as the score the man had 
made on some test. 

PROBLEM OF “INERTIA” 

Classifying this sort of problem among 
many he listed generally as “inertia,” he 
said the basic problem of unequal employ- 
ment opportunities for Negroes was not the 
personal responsibility of anyone or any 


group. 

“The fault is in allowing ghettoes to 
exist,” he said, where Negroes cannot get the 
skills industry has been asking. 

“I don’t know who's responsible for that. 
That's the basic fault. That's there.” 

“How do you solve that? 

“Maybe the best answer is to provide job 
opportunities so people can move up and 
move out.” 


BIOGRAPHY or CLIFFORD L. ALEXANDER, JR. 

On June 27, 1967, President Johnson an- 
nounced his intention to nominate Mr. Clif- 
ford L. Alexander, Jr., to be Chairman of the 
Equal Employment Opportunity Commission 
succeeding Stephen N. Shulman, whose term 
expired July 1, 1967. 

Background information on Mr. Alexander 
follows: 

PRESENT POSITION 

Deputy Special Counsel to the President, 

the White House. 


EDUCATION 


1955. A.B., Harvard University, Cum Lauda 
1958. LL.B., Yale Law School. 


PREVIOUS EXPERIENCE 


1964 to present: Successively Deputy Spe- 
cial Assistant, Associate Special Counsel, and 
Deputy Special Counsel to the President. 

1963-64: Foreign Affairs Officer, National 
Security Council. 

1963: Private Law Practice, New York City. 

1962-63: Program and Executive Direc- 
tor, Harlem Youth Opportunities Unlimited. 

1961-1962: Executive Director of the Man- 
hattanville Hamilton Grange Neighborhood 
Conservation Project. 

1959-1961: Assistant District Attorney for 
New York County. 

Born September 21, 1933, New York City. 
Married in 1959 to Adele Logan. Two chil- 
dren. Home: 247 G Street, S.W., Washington, 
D.C. 

ALSO 

First Marshal of class, Harvard University; 

President, local chapter, Phi Delta Phi, In- 
ternational legal fraternity while at Yale 
Law School; 

Contributor, The Newcomers—Negroes and 
Puerto Ricans in a Changing Metropolis (by 
Oscar Handlin). 


MILITARY DATA 
1958-1959 United States Army. 


Mr. CLARK. I note for the RECORD 


that I have a particular bias in Mr. Alex- 
ander’s favor, since he, too, is a gradu- 
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ate of Harvard College, and almost a 
contemporary of my son. 


HOUSING FOR THE ELDERLY 


Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, during re- 
cent hearings in the Senate Subcommit- 
tee on Housing for the Elderly of the 
Special Committee on Aging, Mr. Paul 
L. Niebanck, author of “The Elderly in 
Older Urban Areas,” and a member 
of the Institute for Environmental 
Studies of the University of Pennsylvania, 
stressed the importance of the rent 
supplement program for older people who 
live in urban areas. 

Mr. Niebanck made the point that “an 
investment in housing for the elderly 
can be expected to produce a high return 
in the form of what might be called 
happiness per dollar.” I enthusiastically 
agree, and I also share Mr. Niebanck’s 
conclusion that rent supplementation is 
necessary as a support to other worth- 
while programs directed at the needs of 
the elderly. 

I ask unanimous consent that the text 
of Mr. Niebanck’s statement be printed 
in the Recorp at this point. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

RENT SUPPLEMENTATION AS A MEANS To BETTER 
HOUSING FOR THE URBAN ELDERLY 
(Testimony before the Subcommittee on 

Housing for the Elderly, Special Commit- 

tee on Aging, U.S. Senate, July 11, 1957, by 

Paul L. Niebanck, Institute for Environ- 

mental Studies, University of Penn- 

sylvania) 
INTRODUCTION 

In the time at my disposal this morning, 
I will attempt to deal succintly with three 
questions: 

1. Is the elderly population a proper focus 
for housing assistance programs in general? 

2.Is rent supplementation particularly 
suitable as a means to better living condi- 
tions for the elderly? 

3. Can the elderly persons who are re- 
quired to move to make room for redevelop- 
ment benefit substantially from a rent sup- 
plement program specifically designed to 
assist them? 

In addressing myself to these questions, I 
will make seven general points and will then 
close with a numerical estimate of the 
market response that could be expected if 
a of rent supplementation for the 
elderly relocation were instituted. 

GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS 

My first point is that the typical older 
person places a remarkably high value on 
the place in which he lives. The housing 
unit itself and its immediate surroundings 
are probably of more intense and intimate 
concern to the older person than they are to 
many other sectors of the population. This 
comparatively high value is expressed in 
many ways. One is the considerable amount 
of time an elderly person spends in or near 
his home. Another is the high proportion of 
his income that he is willing to expend to 
secure appropriate accommodations. Still 
another is his psychological identification 
with place and the expression of self that 
the home seems to represent. To the extent 
that the older person does indeed place a 
comparatively high value on his housing, 
an investment in housing for the elderly 
can be expected to produce a high return in 
the form of what might be called “happiness 
per dollar.” 

A second point, related to this first, is the 
fact that an improvement in living condi- 
tions for the elderly person is likely to have 
important “multiplier” effects. If the unit 
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is situated proximate to shopping facilities, 
for example, the resident may be able to do 
more of his own shopping than was previous- 
ly the case, and his travel costs may be signif- 
icantly lowered. Or, if the structure con- 
taining his own dwelling houses other older 
persons as well or is adjacent to a social 
center for older persons, his response to his 
environment and his involvement at many 
levels may greatly improve. Thus, if sec- 
ondary effects are considered to be important 
in housing policy, an investment in housing 
for the elderly would seem to be a sound 
investment. 

Still another point, one that is comple- 
mentary to what has already been said, is 
the fact that the elderly, while having an 
intense interest in housing that supports 
their dignity and sustains their independ- 
ence, are quite often totally unable to de- 
mand such housing in an unassisted private 
market. In urban areas generally, large num- 
bers of older households fall below even the 
most stringent of poverty lines, and are thus 
wholly unable to compete for good housing. 
In the case of the elderly who are required 
to move to make way for redevelopment proj- 
ects, moreover, fully two out of five are whol- 
ly without the ability to sustain themselves 
and make ends meet at the same time, and 
only one out of five possess any degree of 
real financial freedom (Table I). Compared 
to their younger neighbors or to older persons 
elsewhere, their lot is often a difficult one, 
and compared to the population as a whole, 
their capacity to lay out substantial amounts 
of money for housing is weak indeed (Table 
II). Thus, on grounds of equity, as well as 
on grounds of response and net benefit, there 
is considerable support for special attention 
to these older households. If housing policy 
is sensitive at all to the ability of its po- 
tential clients to share in the cost of better 
housing, it must surely count the elderly 
residents of our urban centers as one of its 
primary concerns. 


TABLE I—Comparison of annual incomes of 
elderly households displaced by redevelop- 
ment action and urban elderly households 
in general 


Un percent] 
Displaced 
households 
2-or- 
more- | I-per- 
Annual income 2-or- | 1-per- person] son 
more- | son ouse- | house- 
rson | house- | holds | holds 
ouse- | holds 
holds 
P 100 100 100 100 
42 8 37 
12 27 
8 12 12 
5 8 7 
3 11 6 
2 49 | 11 


Source: Estimated from Paul L. Niebanck, The Elderly in 
Older Urban Areas, 1965, table 7, p. 18. 


TABLE II.—Comparison of rent-paying ability 
of elderly households displaced by redevel- 
opment action and urban elderly house- 
holds in general 


[In percent] 
Monthly rent Displaced All urban 
households elderly 

100 | 100 

33 7 

19 ll 

21 12 

11 13 

12 26 

4 31 


Note.—Rent-paying ability is, for purposes of comparison, 
represented here simply by actual rents paid according to the 
1960 census. 


Source: Estimated from Niebanck, table 26, p. 57. 
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Fourth, it has been demonstrated that 
even the best of the public efforts to reduce 
housing costs and simultaneously to im- 
prove housing quality have not been alto- 
gether successful in meeting the needs of 
the elderly groups that were initially en- 
visioned as the proper beneficiaries of these 
programs. Land prices, construction costs, 
and administrative expenses being what they 
are, it would appear that additional tools 
are needed to make the programs now in 
operation more fully effective. What is more, 
the housing programs that now serve the 
elderly—public housing, the 202“ program, 
the 231“ program, and to a lesser degree the 
“221-d-3” program, have exhibited a genuine 
“consumer-orientation” in their recent ef- 
forts. By and large, they have been innova- 
tive and sensitive to the particular housing 
and locational needs of our older citizens. 
As such, these programs deserve all the as- 
sistance they can get in extending their 
services and making full use of the experi- 
ence that has been gained. 

A fifth point of great relevance to the 
elderly households affected by redevelopment 
is that there is no present mechanism of 
sufficient scope or power that is able to focus 
directly on their housing and related needs 
at the time of displacement. Of the housing 
programs just mentioned neither is designed 
specifically to serve the elderly relocatee, nor 
are they coordinated with displacement pro- 
grams in such a way as to ensure their 
maximum usefulness in this regard. I will 
spell out exactly what I mean in a moment, 
but the general point is that public pro- 
grams designed to take land out of one use 
and put it to another use have as yet not 
been coupled with equivalent programs de- 
signed to improve the lives of the people 
who are affected. What is called for is an 
annual rate of production of low-cost units 
at least roughly equal to the number that 
are removed from the inventory by public 
action. Such a move would not only be a 
popular one, and one that would rectify the 
present unbalance, but it would materially 
speed the relocation process and redevelop- 
ment itself. In the meantime, even the best 
relocation and rehousing efforts will con- 
tinue to be thwarted or greatly inhibited. 
Thus it is clear that supportive mechanisms, 
such as rent supplementation, must be 
viewed as one of the primary tools for the 
reconciliation of the gulf between the num- 
ber of low-cost units that is needed as a re- 
sult of clearance programs and the number 
that is being provided by housing programs. 

Sixth, the simple fact that relocation 
causes a general increase in housing costs 
for elderly households would dictate that 
at least some subsidy be provided. My best 
calculation shows that rents among elderly 
households are likely to increase by an 
average of from fifteen to twenty percent 
after relocation. Considering the limited in- 
comes of most of these households and the 
fact that income is quite likely to be lower 
after relocation than before, it is not difficult 
to grasp the significance of such increases. 

Finally, there is something to be said for 
housing subsidies on grounds that are 
hardly ever considered, grounds that take 
into account the efficiency of the housing 
market as a whole. If an elderly couple, 
for example, were induced through a rent 
supplementation program to move into a 
small unit at a good location, it is quite 
likely that it would be vacating a unit that 
is larger and much more suitable for a 
younger family than for an older family. 
In such cases as this, the supplement would 
not only benefit the elderly couple, but it 
would effect a more rational and satisfying 
deployment of the nation’s housing re- 
sources at the same time. 


RENT SUPPLEMENTATION AS A RELOCATION 
RESOURCE 


Now, I would like to provide you with an 
indication of the degree to which the el- 
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derly households who are being displaced 
by urban renewal, highway construction and 
other public improvements could be ex- 
pected to respond to a program of rent sup- 
plementation. My example should be taken 
only as illustrative, because it is constructed 
from only one set of possible conditions. 
Nevertheless in its general outline, I con- 
sider it to be quite realistic. 

Consider the following: Each year, on the 
order of 16,000 households headed by an 
older person are forced to move to make 
way for redevelopment. Most of these house- 
holds lay out what would appear to most 
of us to be rather modest amounts of money 
for rent; indeed about half pay less than 
$40 per month (Tables III and IV). Despite 
these low rents, which are usually for in- 
ferior accommodations, the real rent-pay- 
ing ability of most of these households is 
even lower. Instead of $40, it would be more 
appropriate if half of them paid less than 
$30, or even $20 per month. 


TasBLe III. Maimum rent-paying ability of 
elderly households forced to relocate from 
urban redevelopment sites 


[In percent] 
Based Based Based 
on rents on 20 on sliding 
Monthly rent actually percent scale of 
paid prior to of annual | rent-income 
relocation income ratios! 
100 100 
14 33 
15 19 
21 12 
13 6 
7 3 
5 3 
5 2 
4 2 
5 9 
11 11 


1 This is the preferred estimate, as it tends to treat rent- 
paying ability more as a residual, thus taking better account of 
nonhousing needs. The rent-income ratios used here were: 


Ratio (percent) 
Income 8 i 

-person -person 

household household 
0-5 0-10 
5-10 10-20 
10-15 20-25 
15-20 25-30 
20-35 30-35 
25-30 35-40 


Source: Estimated from Niebanck, tables 7, 13, and 26, pp. 
18, 29, and 57, 


TABLE IV.—Range of housing need generated 
by the annual dislocation of elderly house- 
holds by redevelopment action 


Based Based Based 
Maximum on rents on 20 on sliding 
monthly rent actually rent scale of 
paid prior to of annual | rent-income 
relocation income ratios 

Totel 16, 000 16, 000 16, 000 
Under $10 1, 400 2, 300 5, 300 
10 to $19. 1,650 2, 350 3, 000 
10 to 2, 200 3, 300 1,900 
to 3, 050 2, 100 900 
to 3, 350 1,050 550 
to 1,800 800 500 
to 1,100 800 400 
0 to 800 600 300 
0 to 350 900 1. 400 
$120 0 300 1,800 1,700 


See note from previous table. 


4 6 Estimated from previous table and Niebanck, table 
„. 13. 
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TABLE V.—Estimated annual response of dis- 
placed elderly households to a modest pro- 
gram of rent supplementation 


Approximate numbers of relo- 
cated elderly households 
served each year public 


housing, 202, 231,“ and 
“221-d-3" programs 
Rent-paying ability before 
supplement 
Prospective, 
Present with rent sup- 
experience plement 
averaging $20 
per month 


— 
= 
(l 


8882 


8. 
pá] 
o 


“ 
= 
iS 
S 
o 
3 
E 
Ss 
a 


8 


NOTES 
1. Rent-paying ability is simplified here by using a flat 20 per- 
cent of gross income. This choice is based on the n for 


clarity rather than the logic of the measure itself. (See note, 
table III.) 


2. Present experience is for public housing only; data from 
the other omarm are only su; ive and indicate that service 
is currently provided to very few relocatees. It is proximated 
from knowledge of the percent of elderly relocatees entering 
public housing in a — of cities and from knowledge of the 
rent distribution of public housing units occupied by the elderly. 

3. Prospective experience, for public housing, is approximated 
by applying the proportions extant in col, (1) to the numbers in 
each rent class after supplementation. For other programs, re- 
sponse percentages were assumed to be roughly the same as for 
public housing within the appropriate rent classes, 


Parenthetically, it should be noted that my 
statements about rent-paying ability are not 
universally true. In fact, I estimate that ful- 
ly one-sixth and perhaps one-fifth of all 
elderly relocatees are quite capable of pay- 
ing more than $80 per month for their hous- 
ing, even though only one out of twenty- 
five actually pays that much. But by and 
large, this is not the case. 

Next, consider that the rents that are ac- 
tually paid—to say nothing of real rent- 
paying ability—are altogether too low to 
command satisfactory shelter in the private 
market. Furthermore, the “202” and “231” 
programs serve only the higher income 
groups, and among relocatees, this demand is 
very thin. The only program of substantial 
size that even begins to meet the obvious 
need is the public housing program. My esti- 
mate is that roughly 3,000 displaced elderly 
households are provided housing each year 
under the public housing program, and that 
the rents they pay range between $20 and 
$55 per month. Much of the real need, how- 
ever, comes from those who are accustomed 
to paying less than $20 or from those who 
have been accustomed to higher rents but 
should not be forced to continue to do so. 

Now, consider a different situation, wherein 
every displaced elderly household with an 
income under, let us say, $5,000 is entitled 
to a rent supplement to cover the difference 
between the economic cost of appropriate 
housing and twenty percent of the house- 
hold’s income. Suppose, further, that in or- 
der to assure the recipient of a housing unit 
of good quality, the use of these supplements 
is restricted to units built under the public 
housing program, or the 202,“ 231.“ and 
“221-d-3” programs. Finally, suppose that 
the average monthly supplement to the 
households that responded to the program is 
as low as $20. 

Under these circumstances, it is my con- 
servative estimate that the public housing 
program, with no change in admissions pol- 
icy or marketing tactics, could easily expect 
a demand from elderly relocatees half again 
as large as is presently the case, and the 
number could very possibly double. That is, 
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public housing could, with a supplement to- 
talling $250 per year per household, easily 
expand its activity for elderly relocatees alone 
by 1,500 to 3,000 units. The number of house- 
holds that would now be eligible for and de- 
sirous of living in “202,” “231,” and “221-d-3” 
projects would probably rise by a somewhat 
smaller number, but my opinion would be 
that an annual demand of about 1,500 units 
on the part of elderly relocatees is not an 
improbable figure. As a cautious estimate of 
total activity, then, I would venture that 
7,000 displaced elderly households each year 
could be provided satisfactory housing—‘“a 
decent home in a suitable living environ- 
ment,” if you will—if a modest program of 
rent supplements were made available di- 
rectly to them (Table V). These 7,000 con- 
trast with a little more than 3,000 at the 
present time. Thus there is a ready market 
for 4,000 units per year created by redevelop- 
ment displacement, a market that could be 
served with the programs now in existence, 
aided by a modest rent supplement program. 


SUMMARY 


To summarize, it is my considered opinion 
that all three of the questions I posed at the 
outset must be answered in the affirmative. 
Direct housing assistance is exceedingly im- 
portant in the case of the elderly. Rent sup- 
plementation is necessary as a support to 
other worthwhile programs. And a supple- 
ment program that is tailor-made to the 
elderly relocatee is likely to draw a large re- 
sponse. Finally, such a program would re- 
quire the institution of no other new pro- 
grams, but would be able to rely on existing 
efforts that have already proved their worth 
and have found acceptance on the part of 
the public as a whole. 


Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I yield the 
floor. 


TRIBUTE TO JOHN T. McNAUGH- 
TON—AIR TRAVEL SAFETY 


Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I doubt 
whether there is anything that has so 
disturbed me over the years as the acci- 
dent which befell the Piedmont Airlines 
and brought to death some 82 people in- 
cluding the young man who was desig- 
nated to become Secretary of the Navy, 
John T. McNaughton. 

I more or less grew up with him in my 
hometown of Pekin, Ill., where his father 
came some years ago to take over the 
Pekin Daily Times and subsequently 
other papers and some radio stations, in 
1 5 which John McNaughton had a 
Part. 

He went to law school. He went 
through Harvard. He became an assist- 
ant professor of law, and he then became 
a full professor of law. Subsequently, by 
stages, he became Assistant Secretary of 
Defense 

He was appointed general counsel of 
the Department of Defense, and his vir- 
tue, knowledge, wisdom, and analytical 
ability were quickly recognized, as a re- 
sult of which he was designated to be- 
come Secretary of the Navy. 

This country has really lost a great 
public servant, and it is a real tragedy, 
in connection with which I pondered over 
the accident knowing, of course, that 
in a number of years similar accidents 
will occur. 

We had such an accident several years 
ago at the Washington National Airport 
when a Brazilian pilot, flying his plane, 
crashed into a transport plane and 
brought about a grievous wreck. 
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It has happened at other airports in 
the country. 

I am delighted to know that both the 
Committee on Commerce of the Senate 
and the comparable committee in the 
House of Representatives are going to 
make an investigation into this matter. 

I think it is rather high time that this 
subject be investigated. When we stop to 
consider the volume of air traffic that 
is now involved in a metropolitan center, 
we realize that we cannot encumber 
these airfields with private planes with- 
out constantly having this danger before 
us. 
The director of the Pittsburgh Airport 
told me this morning that at O’Hare 
Field in Chicago we now have 90 gates 
which means 90 openings at which air- 
lines load or unload. This is at one single 
airport. We can imagine what kind of an 
airload that airport has around the clock, 
because they fly 24 hours a day. 

Surely, we must find an answer and 
see whether we can develop better co- 
ordination in this matter in an effort to 
make sure that when accidents of such 
dimension as that which happened to 
Piedmont will not happen again. Surely, 
it can be minimized to the very smallest 
degree, 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that there may be printed in the 
Recorp in connection with my remarks 
a little biographical statement with re- 
spect to John T. McNaughton, together 
with a memorandum put out this morn- 
ing by the International Security Affairs 
Department of the Department of De- 
fense over the signature of Townsend 
Hoopes, Acting Secretary of Defense. 
This represents the grief and the shock 
which that agency experienced. 

There being no objection, the bio- 
graphical sketch and memorandum were 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

JOHN T. MCNAUGHTON 

John T. McNaughton has served as As- 
sistant Secretary of Defense (International 
Security Affairs) since July 1, 1964. 

Educator, attorney, newspaper columnist 
and editor, and government official, Mr. Mc- 
Naughton had served a year as Deputy As- 
sistant Secretary of Defense for Arms Con- 
trol when he was appointed General Counsel 
of the Department of Defense on July 1, 1962. 
He was General Counsel until he assumed his 
present position. 

He was born in Bicknell, Indiana, the son 
of F. F. and Cecille (McMillan) McNaughton 
on November 21, 1921. He received his A.B. 
degree from DePauw University (Greencastle, 
Indiana) in 1942, and his LL.B. from Harvard 
Law School in 1948. A Rhodes Scholar, he was 
granted a B. Litt. from Oxford in 1951. He 
received an honorary LL.D. degree from De- 
Pauw University in 1963. During World War 
II, Mr. McNaughton achieved the rank of 
lieutenant, U.S. Naval Reserve. He first com- 
manded a Navy gun crew on a merchant ship 


in the Caribbean and North Atlantic and then 
served on a destroyer escort in the Pacific. 

His newspaper experience includes serving 
as columnist for the Pekin (Illinois) Daily 
Times, of which he was editor from 1951 to 
1953. He was legal counsel for the newspaper 
during the same period. 

Admitted to the Illinois bar in 1948 and the 
‘Massachusetts Bar in 1956, he was appointed 
assistant professor of law at Harvard Law 
School in 1953 and became full professor 
in 1956. Mr. McNaughton was on leave of 
absence from Harvard during 1961-62. 
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His government experience includes serv- 
ing as Assistant General Counsel, Office of 
the U.S. Special Representative, Economic 
Cooperation Administration, in Paris from 
1949-1951. He also served several periods as 
assistant district attorney, Middlesex County, 
Massachusetts, 1957-1961, and was a can- 
didate for Congress from Illinois in 1952. 

He is a member of the American Bar As- 
sociation, the American Society of Interna- 
tional Law, the Council on Foreign Rela- 
tions, the Institute of Strategic Studies, and 
Phi Beta Kappa. He is author (with W. Barton 
Leach) of Handbook of Massachusetts Evi- 
dence (1956), of 8 Wigmore, Evidence (Mc- 
Naughton rey. 1961) and of books of experi- 
mental law teaching materials, as well as of 
articles. 

Mr. McNaughton is married to the former 
Sarah Elizabeth Fulkman and has two sons, 
Alexander, aged 18, and Theodore, 11. They 


reside at 5031 Lowell Street, N.W., Washing- 
ton, D.C. 
JoHN T. MCNAUGHTON 
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
Washington, D.C., July 20, 1967. 
Memorandum for the ISA staff. 

I doubt if there is such a thing as institu- 
tional grief. Each of us is responding in ac- 
cordance with his own lights and his own 
perspective. Yet it may be possible, even use- 
ful, to set down certain common elements. 

We have suffered a surpassing personal 
loss; and suffered it with the shock and dis- 
belief that are themselves ironic and some- 
what incredible for people who live amid 
daily reports of wholesale carnage across the 
world. How sharp and painful is the dif- 
ference in impact between impersonal death 
and the irretrievable loss of a friend. 

And the country has suffered a grevious 
loss of demonstrated leadership and high 
competence in public affairs. It can ill af- 
ford this. A brilliant career has been snuffed 
out in mid-passage. His was a driving, rest- 
less, extremely quick and far-ranging in- 
telligence. He had a trenchant personality, 
saved from unvarnished bluntness by a sensi- 
tive imagination, an innate appreciation of 
nuance, and a graceful, if piercing, wit. 
There also remained a strong Midwestern 
strain (not quite residual isolationism) 
which rose out of this viscera, when the oc- 
casion demanded, to protect the country 
against fuzzy heads bent unwittingly on 
taking us down some new garden path or 
over some new brink. He took no wooden 
nickels. He was, I suspect, one of the most 
sophisticated minds in Washington. All of 
these great gifts he applied, with rare 
tenacity and zeal, to the immensely compli- 
cated and consequential problems of our 
disordered age. 

His death was like the age, shot through 
with irony, profound tragedy, poignant con- 
tradiction. Almost his whole family was wiped 
out at a single stroke, leaving one poor son 
with neither mother, nor father, nor younger 
brother. It was characteristic of our era 
that there was not even time to say good-bye. 

TOWNSEND HOoPEs, 
Acting. 


PROPOSED U.S. ASSISTANCE TO 
MOISE TSHOMBE 


Mr, THURMOND. Mr. President, it is 
expected that sometime today the deci- 
sion of the tribunal in Algeria on the ex- 
tradition proceedings for former premier 
of the Congo, Moise Tshombe, will be 
made public. From all indications the 
decision of this tribunal will be to grant 
to the central Congolese Government the 
extradition of Tshombe to the Congo so 
that the death sentence can be executed. 

Tshombe was sentenced to death in 
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absentia by a kangaroo court. All of the 
circumstances surrounding his trial and 
his present detention circumvent every 
known concept of due process and civi- 
lized judicial procedure. 

His original trial at which the death 
sentence was reached was a farce. 

His detention in Algeria results from 
kidnapping. 

The extradition proceedings in Algeria 
violate every concept of civilized law and 
procedure. 

Contrary to what many people in this 
country would like the public to believe, 
Moise Tshombe has been a stanch de- 
fender of Western principles of civiliza- 
tion, and the United States in particular. 
Tshombe has proved to be the only man 
who was capable of restoring order and 
establishing a responsible government in 
the Congo since that country achieved 
its independence. He proved to be a pop- 
ular leader and one who earned and de- 
served the confidence of the people. 

In response to his friendship of the 
West, his efforts to restore order and re- 
sist Communist encroachments in the 
Congo were frustrated at every turn by 
the very people with whom he had alined 
himself. 

If nothing else, the United States owes 
a debt of gratitude toward Moise Tshom- 
be. We certainly owe to him and to the 
things for which he stands our every 
effort to prevent his execution by the 
dictatorial head of the central Congolese 
government, General Mobutu. The U.S. 
debt to Tshombe is in larger terms a debt 
to the emerging nations of Africa and 
to law and order itself. This is our oppor- 
tunity to prove that we sincerely believe 
in justice and equality for all, and not 
just a select few. 

The State Department should make 
every diplomatic effort to prevent the 
extradition of Tshombe to the Congo, 
where certain death awaits. Strong rep- 
resentations should be made to the gov- 
ernment of Boumedienne that the United 
States would view with extreme displeas- 
ure any extradition of Tshombe to the 
Congo. If we fail to do so and Tshombe 
is eventually murdered, his blood will be 
on our hands. 

Mr. President, I have just had handed 
to me a news item that reads as follows: 

AuLGrers.—The Algerian Supreme Court to- 
day ordered former Congolese Premier Moise 
Tshombe extradited to the Congo where he 


faces execution on the gallows on treason 
charges. 

Tshombe had been tried in absentia in the 
Congolese capital of Kinshasa and sentenced 
to die. He was in exile in Spain at the time. 

On June 30, a plane carrying him from one 
Spanish island to another was hijacked and 
flown to Algiers, where he was jailed. The 
Congo immediately asked for his extradition. 

Just before the supreme court announced 
its decision Tshombe said he was a victim 
of the U.S. Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) 
and “of my popularity in the Congo.” 

“The imperialists could not tolerate the fact 
that I was received three times by General 
(Charles) de Gaulle,” he said. 

The court heard the case on Wednesday 
and announced its decision would be an- 
nounced earlier today. Twice the decision 
was postponed until late in the day. 

Tshombe was brought back to the court 
from El Harrash prison in an unmarked ve- 
hicle guarded by plainclothesmen to hear the 
verdict. 


July 21, 1967 


Final approval must come from Algerian 
President Houari Boumedienne, but Bou- 
medienne is not an admirer of Tshombe and 
informed sources said that was a formality. 


Mr. President, I sincerely hope that 
our State Department and, if necessary, 
the President of the United States will 
make a personal appeal with regard to 
Moise Tshombe. 

He is a great leader of Africa. It would 
be a terrible disaster if he were to be 
executed. 

He stands for freedom. As I have said, 
he is a friend of the United States. 

I hope that action will be taken by our 
Government to help prevent his being 
executed. 


INTERNATIONAL CONCERN ABOUT 
NEW PANAMA CANAL TREATIES 


Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, all 
serious and experienced students of in- 
teroceanic canal problems long ago rec- 
ognized that trifling with the judicial 
base of the Panama Canal treaty struc- 
ture would open a Pandora’s box of un- 
foreseeable complications and difficul- 
ties. They have emphasized the impor- 
tance of the Hay-Pauncefote Treaty, 
which was quoted in my statement to 
the Senate on July 17. 

Two of the great maritime nations 
that use the Panama Canal are Great 
Britain and Japan. Of 10,009 commercial 
transits in fiscal year 1966, 1,121 were 
British vessels and 775 were Japanese. 
We shall hear more from them and other 
users of the Panama Canal in the future. 

Already, Mr. President, as the result 
of the recent disclosure of the principal 
features of the secretly contrived canal 
treaties, British and Japanese users of 
the Panama Canal have become alarmed 
at what is taking place, as shown by an 
article from London in the July 19, 1967, 
issue of the Chicago Tribune by Ed- 
ward Rohrbach and another from Tokyo 
in the July 20 issue by Samuel Jameson. 

Because of their importance in the 
current canal discussions, I ask unani- 
mous consent that both the indicated 
articles be printed at this point in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


[From the Chicago Tribune, July 19, 1967] 
BRITAIN’S OWNERS OF VESSELS FEAR Pacr's 
EFFECTS 


(By Edward Rohrbach) 

LoNDoN, July 18.—Britain’s ship owners ex- 
pressed alarm today over a proposed Panama 
canal treaty that threatens to raise their 
costs. 

The owners already are in rough financial 
waters from the effects of a seamen's strike 
last summer and the closing of the Suez 
canal. 

A spokesman for the Chamber of Ship- 
ping, which represents the owners, said the 
organization is studying whether to make 
representations to the American and Pana- 
manian governments, parties to the proposed 
treaty. 

TBIBUNE ESTIMATE BACKED 

He said a preliminary survey of members 
confirms an estimate by THE CHICAGO TRIB- 
UNE that the proposed pact would mean a 
25 per cent increase in canal toll charges. 

He noted that British shipping circles first 
learned the details of the document from 
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articles in London newspapers quoting THE 
TRIBUNE, which broke the story when it ob- 
tained a copy of the proposed treaty. 

The Chamber of Shipping also asserted 
that nations like Britain, which use the 
canal should be consulted before any treaty 
is signed. This view was echoed by all of the 
largest British shipping companies involved. 


CALL IT TOP ARTERY 


“Now that Suez is closed, the Panama 
canal is definitely the world’s No. 1 artery,” 
said J. G. Davis, general manager of P. & O. 
Orient lines. 

“We would hope that established prac- 
tice in these matters will be followed and 
the governments concerned will consult with 
us and others involved before unilateral ac- 
tion is taken.” 

There were indications in London late last 
week that owners, acting thru their Asso- 
ciation of West India Trans-Atlantic Steam- 
ship Lines, were watching the situation 
closely. 

RATE INCREASE ANNOUNCED 


The shipping conference announced Fri- 
day that it would raise freight rates begin- 
ning Sept. 1 on cargo headed thru the water- 
way. It said it would do this because of in- 
creases in handling charges levied against 
ship owners by the Panama Canal company. 

“The industry is hard pressed, and I doubt 
if we can absorb any more costs,” said Robert 
W. Rule, director of Furness Withy Ship 
Management, Ltd. “The increase in toll 
charges will force us to raise our freight 
rates, we'll pass it on to the shipper, 
who will no doubt pass it on to the con- 
sumer.” 

CAPE TRIP TOO COSTLY 

Any toll increases would not price the 
Panama canal out of the market, Rule said. 

“The alternative of going around Cape 
Horn [at the southern tip of South America] 
is too dangerous and too time consuming,” 
he said. We're not in a very good position 
to bargain.” 

A spokesman for Lloyds of London said 
the proposed treaty probably would not re- 
sult in an increase in insurance rates for 
ships using the canal. 

However, an increase in charges would 
come about if war loomed in the area or 
closure of the canal was threatened. 


[From the Chicago Tribune, July 20, 1967] 


PANAMA CANAL TREATY STUNS JAPANESE 
SHIPPING IpUSTRY 
(By Samuel Jameson) 

Toxyo, July 19.—Shippers in Japan, one- 
third of whose trade passes thru the Panama 
canal, reacted today with surprise and dis- 
may to news that the United States and 
Panama have proposed to raise tolls on the 
canal by 25 per cent. 

Disclosure of the contents of three pro- 
posed treaties, related to government officials 
and shippers by this reporter, was the first 
they had heard of the proposed toll 
increases. 

The proposed treaties were first published, 
exclusively by the Chicago Tribune. 

No Japanese newspaper has yet published 
a report on their contents. 


CONCERN OVER INCREASES 


Concern of the officials connected with 
shipping, however, was centered on the pro- 
posed toll increases. The treaty provision giy- 
ing Panama sovereignty over the canal zone 
drew little comment here. 

Kiichi Tsukamoto of the transportation 
ministry’s maritime division reacted with dis- 
may but resignation as he said: “Because of 
the public nature of the canal, we do not 
think that raising tolls unilaterally is desir- 
able. But if they [the United States and 
Panama] are intent on raising them, there 
is nothing we can do about it.” 

Tsukamoto said that if another closure of 
the Suez canal should occur after tolls were 
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raised on the Panama canal, the effects on 
Japan could be serious. Already many Japa- 
nese ships bound for Europe have been di- 
verted thru the Panama canal because of the 
Suez closure, he said. 


HIGHER THAN SUEZ 


A spokesman for the All-Japan Shipowners 
association said only that Japanese shippers 
would meet to decide what action to take if 
Official notification of such an increase is 
received. 

Hitoshi Kuno of the one-million-ton Japan 
Line complained that tolls on the Panama 
canal already are higher than on the Suez 


“If anything, Panama tolls should be low- 
ered to those of the Suez, rather than raised,” 
he said. The public nature of both canals is 
the same.” 

The greatest impact of increased Panama 
tolls on Japan would be felt most sharply in 
the case of imports of such raw materials as 
iron ore from Brazil and coal from Hampton 
Roads, Kuno said. 

FACES SERIOUS PROBLEM 

“An increase of something like 10 cents a 
ton on iron ore would be a serious problem, 
indeed,” he said. 

Goto Yamada, manager of the North Amer- 
ican section of the 2.3-million-ton Mitsui 
O. S. K. line, the world’s second largest ship- 
ping firm, said that a 25 per cent increase in 
tolls could cause some shipping to the mid- 
west and the east in the United States to be 
diverted to overland routes from west coast 
ports. 

A spokesman for the foreign ministry 
declined comment by saying that no notifica- 
tion, either official or unofficial, of the con- 
tents of the treaties had been received here. 


PANAMA CANAL JURIDICAL STRUC- 
TURE—PART III: THOMSON-UR- 
RUTIA TREATY 


Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, in 
two previous statements on the floor of 
the Senate, I discussed and quoted the 
Hay-Pauncefote Treaty, the Spooner 
Act and the Hay-Bunau-Varilla Treaty. 
Today, I shall discuss and quote from a 
third important convention, the Thom- 
son-Urrutia Treaty with Colombia, the 
sovereign of the Isthmus before the 1903 
Panama Revolution. 

Whatever the charges now raised about 
U.S. diplomatic intervention and our 
swift recognition of the Panamanian 
Government, the fact remains that 
Panama’s independence was effectively 
guaranteed by the U.S. action. Notwith- 
standing the claims that the United 
States took advantage of Panama, it 
seems more correct to interpret those 
events in the view that Panama took 
advantage of the restricted U.S. interest 
in building a canal to win its freedom 
from corruption in Colombia. 

Despite the limited interest of the 
United States in the Panamanian affair, 
Colombia took a somewhat different view, 
and misunderstandings developed. In a 
magnamimous effort to “remove all the 
misunderstandings,” the Wilson admin- 
istration.sought to improve relations by 
negotiating the Thomson-Urrutia Treaty 
in 1914, which, however, did not go into 
force until 1922. 

Colombia, in this treaty, recognized the 
title to the Panama Canal and Railroad 
as vested “entirely and absolutely” in 
the United States, assented to Panama 
being an independent nation, and agreed 
to establish diplomatic relations with it. 
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The United States agreed to extend 
to Colombia the same privileges as re- 
gards the Panama Canal and Railroad 
enjoyed by the United States with 
respect to the transit of war vessels and 
products, and also to pay Colombia 
$25,000,000. 

It is clear, therefore, that Colombia 
today not only has substantial rights 
involved in the Panama Canal but also 
a treaty interest in the continued oper- 
ation of the Panama Railroad. More- 
over, the Panama Canal Reorganization 
Act of 1950—Public Law 841, 81st Con- 
gress, approved September 25, 1950— 
lists the Thomson-Urrutia Treaty as 
one of the three treaties to which the 
levy of tolls is subject. The other two 
are the Hay-Pauncefote and Hay- 
Bunau-Varilla Treaties. 

Because of the importance of the 
Thomson-Urrutia Treaty, I ask unani- 
mous consent that its full text be printed 
at this point in the Recorp, to make it 
readily available for study before the 
treaties are transmitted to the Senate. 

There being no objection, the treaty 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


1. Colombia—1914] 


TREATY FOR THE SETTLEMENT OF DIFFERENCES 
ARISING OUT oF EVENTS WHICH TOOK PLACE 
ON THE ISTHMUS OF PANAMA IN NOVEM- 
BER, 1903 


(Signed at Bogota April 6, 1914; Ratification 
Advised by the Senate with Amendments 
April 20, 1921; Ratified by the President 
January 11, 1922; Ratified by Colombia 
March 1, 1922; Ratifications Exchanged at 
Bogota, March 1, 1922; Proclaimed March 
30, 1922.) 


(TS 661; 42 Stat. 2122) 


[$1] The United States of America and the 
Republic of Colombia, being desirous to re- 
move all the misunderstandings growing out 
of the political events in Panama in Novem- 
ber, 1903; to restore the cordial friendship 
that formerly characterized the relations be- 
tween the two countries, and also to define 
and regulate their rights and interests in 
respect of the interoceanic canal which the 
Government of the United States has con- 
structed across the Isthmus of Panama, have 
resolved for this purpose to conclude a Treaty 
and have accordingly appointed as their 
Plenipotentiaries: 

His Excellency the President of the United 
States of America, Thaddeus Austin Thom- 
son, Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Pleni- 
potentiary of the United States of America to 
the Government of the Republic of Colombia; 
and 

His Excellency the President of the Repub- 
lic of Colombia, Francisco Jose Urrutia, Min- 
ister for Foreign Affairs; Marco Fidel Suarez, 
First Designate to exercise the Executive 
Power; Nicolas Esguerra, Ex-Minister of 
State; Jose Maria Gonzalez Valencia, Senator; 
Rafael Uribe Uribe, Senator; and Antonio 
Jose Uribe, President of the House of Repre- 
sentatives; 

Who, after communicating to each other 
their respective full powers, which were found 
to be in due and proper form, have agreed 
upon the following: 


ARTICLE I. RIGHTS OF COLOMBIA IN RESPECT TO 
THE INTEROCEANIC CANAL AND PANAMA 
RAILWAY 
[$2] The Republic of Colombia shall en- 

joy the following rights in respect to the 
interoceanic Canal and the Panama Railway, 
the title to which is now vested entirely and 
absolutely in the United States of America, 
without any incumbrances or indemnities 
whatever. 
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1.—The Republic of Colombia shall be at 
liberty at all times to transport through the 
interoceanic Canal its troops, materials of 
war and ships of war, without paying any 
charges to the United States. 

2.—The products of the soil and industry 
of Colombia passing through the Canal, as 
well as the Colombian mail, shall be exempt 
from any charge or duty other than those 
to which the products and mails of the 
United States may be subject. The products 
of the soil and industry of Colombia, such as 
cattle, salt and provisions, shall be admitted 
to entry in the Canal Zone, and likewise in 
the islands and mainland occupied or which 
may be occupied by the United States as 
auxiliary and accessory thereto, without pay- 
ing other duties or charges than those pay- 
able by similar products of the United States. 

3.—Colombian citizens crossing the Canal 
Zone shall, upon production of proper proof 
of their nationality, be exempt from every 
toll, tax or duty to which citizens of the 
United States are not subject. 

4.— Whenever traffic by the Canal is inter- 
rupted or whenever it shall be necessary for 
any other reason to use the railway, the 
troops, materials of war, products and mails 
of the Republic of Colombia, as above men- 
tioned, shall be transported on the Railway 
between Ancon and Cristobal or on any other 
Railway substituted therefor, paying only the 
same charges and duties as are imposed upon 
the troops, materials of war, products and 
mails of the United States. The officers, 
agents and employees of the Government of 
Colombia shall, upon production of proper 
proof of their official character or their em- 
ployment, also be entitled to passage on the 
said Railway on the same terms as officers, 
agents and employees of the Government of 
the United States. 

5.—Coal, petroleum and sea salt, being the 
products of Colombia, for Colombian con- 
sumption passing from the Atlantic coast 
of Colombia, to any Colombian port on the 
Pacific coast, and vice versa, shall, whenever 
traffic by the Canal is interrupted, be trans- 
ported over the aforesaid Railway free of 
any charge except the actual cost of handling 
and transportation, which shall not in any 
case exceed one half of the ordinary freight 
charges levied upon similar products of the 
United States passing over the Railway and 
in transit from one port to another of the 
United States. 


ARTICLE II. UNITED STATES TO PAY COLOMBIA 
$25,000,000 


[$3] The Government of the United States 
of America agrees to pay at the City of Wash- 
ington to the Republic of Colombia the sum 
of twenty-five million dollars, gold, United 
States money, as follows: The sum of five 
million dollars shall be paid within six 
months after the exchange of ratifications 
of the present treaty, and reckoning from the 
date of that payment, the remaining twenty 
million dollars shall be paid in four annual 
installments of five million dollars each. 


ARTICLE III. COLOMBIA RECOGNIZES INDEPEND- 
ENCE OF PANAMA; UNITED STATES TO TAKE 
STEPS TO ESTABLISH RELATIONS BETWEEN 
COLOMBIA AND PANAMA 


[$4] The Republic of Colombia recognizes 
Panama as an independent nation and taking 
as a basis the Colombian Law of June 9, 1855, 
agrees that the boundary shall be the fol- 
lowing: From Cape Tiburon to the headwa- 
ters of the Rio de la Miel and following the 
mountain chain by the ridge of Gandi to the 
Sierra de Chugargun and that of Mali going 
down by the ridges of Nigue to the heights 
of Aspave and from thence to a point on 
the Pacific half way between Cocalito and 
La Ardita. 

In consideration of this recognition, the 
Government of the United States will, imme- 


This clause modified by Protocol of Ex- 
change, § 6, post. 
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diately after the exchange of the ratifications 
of the present Treaty, take the necessary 
steps in order to obtain from the Govern- 
ment of Panama the despatch of a duly ac- 
credited agent to negotiate and conclude 
with the Government of Colombia a Treaty 
of Peace and Friendship, with a view to bring 
about both the establishment of regular 
diplomatic relations between Colombia and 
Panama and the adjustment of all questions 
of pecuniary liability as between the two 
countries, in accordance with recognized 
principles of law and precedents. 


ARTICLE IV. RATIFICATION 


[$ 5] The present Treaty shall be approved 
and ratified by the High Contracting Parties 
in conformity with their respective laws, and 
the ratifications thereof shall be exchanged 
in the city of Bogota, as soon as may be 
possible. 

In faith whereof, the said Plenipotentiaries 
have signed the present Treaty in duplicate 
and have hereunto affixed their respective 
seals, 

Done at the city of Bogota, the sixth day 
of April in the year of our Lord nineteen 
hundred and fourteen. 


[SEAL] THADDEUs AUSTIN THOMSON. 
[SEAL] FRANCISCO JOSE URRUTIA. 
[SEAL] Marco FIDEL SUAREZ. 

[SEAL] NICOLAS ESGUERRA, 

[SEAL] Jose M. GONZALEZ VALCENIA 
[SEAL] RAFAEL URIBE URIBE, 

[SEAL] ANTONIO JOSE URIBE, 


PROTOCOL OF EXCHANGE 


[$ 6] The undersigned Plenipotentiaries 
having met for the purpose of exchanging 
the ratifications of the Treaty signed at Bo- 
gota, on April 6, 1914, between the United 
States of America and Colombia, providing 
for the settlement of differences arising out 
of the events which took place on the Isth- 
mus of Panama in November, 1903 ?, and the 
ratifications of the Treaty aforesaid having 
been carefully compared and found exactly 
comformable to each other, the exchange 
took place this day in the usual form. 

With reference to this exchange the fol- 
lowing statement is incorporated in the pres- 
ent Protocol in accordance with instructions 
received: 

1. In conformity with the final Resolution 
of the Senate of the United States in giving 
its consent to the ratification of the Treaty 
in question, the stipulation contained in the 
first clause of Article one“ by which there is 
ceded to the Republic of Colombia free pas- 
sage of its troops, materials of war and ships 
of war through the Panama Canal, shall not 
be applicable in case of a state of war be- 
tween the Republic of Colombia and any 
other country. 

2. The said final Resolution of the Senate 
of the United States signifies, as the Secre- 
tary of State in effect stated in the note 
which he addressed to the Colombian Lega- 
tion in Washington on the 3rd day of Octo- 
ber, 1921, that the Republic of Colombia 
will not have the right of passage, free of 
tolls, for its troops, materials of war and 
ships of war, in case of war between Colom- 
bia and some other country, and conse- 
quently, the Republic of Colombia will be 
placed, when at war with another country, 
on the same footing as any other nation 
under similar conditions, as provided in the 
Hay-Pauncefote Treaty concluded in 1901 4; 
and that, therefore, the Republic of Colom- 
bia will not by operation of the declaration 
of the Senate of the United States above 
mentioned, be placed under any disadvan- 
tage as compared with the other belligerent 
or belligerents, in the Panama Canal, in case 
of war between Colombia and some other na- 
tion or nations. With this understanding 


See § 1 et seq., ante. 

For the first clause of Art. I, see § 2, ante. 

With Great Britain. See App. ITI, § 31 et 
seq. 
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the said Resolution has been accepted by the 
Colombian Congress in accordance with the 
dispositions contained in Article two of Law 
fifty-six of 1921, by which is modified Law 
number fourteen of 1914“ approving the 
Treaty. 

In witness whereof, they have signed the 
present Protocol of Exchange and have af- 
fixed their seals thereto. 

Done at Bogota, this first day of March, 
one thousand nine hundred and twenty-two. 

[SEAL] HOFFMAN PHILIP. 

[SEAL] ANTONIO JOSE URIBE. 


PROPOSED SEA-LEVEL CANAL 
TREATY WITH PANAMA 


Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, in 
the Recorps of July 10 and July 17, 1967, 
I quoted two historic news stories by 
Chesly Manly from Panama that were 
published in the July 7 and July 15 is- 
sues of the Chicago Tribune. The first 
quoted a major part of the proposed De- 
fense Base Treaty with Panama and the 
second the full text less annexes of the 
proposed treaty for the existing lake-lock 
Panama Canal. 

In the July 20, 1967, issue of the Chica- 
go Tribune appeared a most revealing 
news story, by Russell Freeburg, about 
the proposed treaty for a so-called sea- 
level canal in Panama. Because of the 
importance of my colleagues in the Sen- 
ate and the entire Nation being ade- 
quately informed, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have printed at this point in the 
Recorp the indicated news story by Rus- 
sell Freeburg. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, even 
though the substance of this treaty has 
already appeared in the Chicago Tribune 
and widespread rumors indicate that the 
treaty itself is to be signed on July 24, the 
administration has not yet seen fit to 
supply copies to Senators who must soon 
give their advice and consent to its con- 
tents. It is well known that copies of the 
treaty are circulating in many areas 
where there is less need for concern. I 
have obtained the complete text of the 
sea-level canal treaty from unofficial 
sources, and I wish to make it available 
to my colleagues for their close study. I 
ask unanimous consent that the text of 
the sea-level canal treaty be printed in 
the Recorp following the analysis by 
Russell Freeburg. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 2.) 

EXHIBIT 1 
Pact WoọouLD Give PANAMA NEw CaNAL— 
UNITED STATES RESPONSIBLE FOR FINANCING 
(By Russell Freeburg) 

WasHINGTON, July 19.—A proposed treaty 
for a new sea-level Panama Canal built by 
the United States would turn the waterway 
completely over to Panama after 60 years 
after it is finished or no later than 2067. 

Panama, meanwhile, would have sover- 
eignty over the canal area, and the canal 
would be operated by a joint commission of 
nine members, four appointed by the presi- 
dent of Panama and five by the President of 
the United States. 

These details are in the third and last text 
of three proposed canal treaties with Pan- 
ama obtained exclusively by THE CHICAGO 
TRIBUNE. The full text of the new treaty 
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for the present lock-lake canal was pub- 
lished by the TRIBUNE last Saturday. 


DSCLOSED BY TRIBUNE 


A major portion of the text of the new 
defense treaty was published by THE TRIB- 
UNE on July 7. 

Under the proposed treaty for a new sea- 
level canal, the United States would be obli- 
gated to pay the cost of “economic disloca- 
tions caused by the construction and opera- 
tion of a sea-level canal.” This obligation 
is not further explained. To pay for the eco- 
nomic hardship to communities along the 
present canal as it was useless could cost 
millions of dollars for many years. 

The text of the sea-level canal treaty opens 
the door for possible operation by world or 
regional government bodies. The treaty spe- 
cifically makes way for an agreement he- 
tween the United States and Panama for 
the establishment of a multi-national or- 
ganization [one possibility could be the Or- 
ganization of American States] to operate 
and maintain a sea-level canal. 

In such an event, the multi-national or- 
ganization would take over the operation of 
the canal from the joint nine-member Pan- 
ama Interoceanic commission and also the 
functions given to the commission under the 
treaty. 

UNITED STATES IS RESPONSIBLE 

If other countries, short of a multinational 
organization, take part in the financing of 
the sea level canal, they will be added to 
the commission according to the terms of 
the financial arrangements. 

Mainly, however, the treaty holds the 
United States responsible for the design, 
construction, and financing the canal. A 
special article says that if Panama later 
wants to take part in the financing, treaty 
adjustments will be made. 

In return for its efforts, the United States 
will share in the revenues of the canal, 

The treaty does not spell out what share 
of the revenues Panama and the United 
States will receive. This is possibly due to 
the fact that the United States also is con- 
sidering sea-level canal locations in other 
Latin American countries. 

On the subject of revenues, the treaty 
says: 

“Payments to the Republic of Panama to 
be derived from the operation of the canal 
shall be an integral part of the arrange- 
ments for financing the construction of the 
sea-level canal installation, such payments 
to be ed upon between Panama and the 
United States at the time the financing ar- 
rangements are made.” 


SHARING OF REVENUES 


There will be a fair and equitable sharing 
of revenues between Panama and the United 
States, the treaty says, giving due recogni- 
tion to Panama for the use of “its” terri- 


The treaty gives the United States 20 
years to start the canal after the treaty 
is signed. The United States is then given 
15 years to finish the canal. The treaty goes 
into the possible use of atomic blasting to 
dig the waterway. 

It says that the use of nuclear excava- 
tion methods of construction will be subject 
to the agreement of Panama. If the decision 
is to use nuclear excavation, the two govern- 
ments will agree on safety measures to be 
taken, the treaty says. 

The treaty gives the nine-man commis- 
sion the right to enter into an agreement 
with the armed forces of the United States 
for defense of the canal. However, Panama 
would handle law enforcement duties in the 
canal area. 

SIXTY-YEAR AGREEMENT 

The joint operation of the canal would 
continue for 60 years from the date the 
canal is opened for traffic, provided that this 
period will not extend beyond Dec. 31, 2067. 


19741 


“Upon termination of the treaty, the canal 
and all the adjoining property shall revert to 
the Republic of Panama and the sea-level 
canal shall come under the exclusive opera- 
tional control of the Republic of Panama,” 
the treaty text says. All canal property shall 
become the property of Panama.” 

If a dispute between the two countries 
could not be settled coucerning the canal, 
the treaty provides for either government 
to turn the matter over to the International 
Court of Justice, or OAS. 


OPEN TO ALL SHIPS 

Under the treaty, the sea-level canal would 
be open to all vessels, commercial and war, 
of all nations. 

White House officials said today that they 
expect the treaties to be signed sometime 
around Aug. 1. They said a signing date of 
July 24 mentioned by members of Congress 
is premature. 

Despite vigorous lobbying on Capitol hill, 
where the Senate must vote on ratification 
of the treaties, strong opposition is being 
expressed. The administration has not yet 
made the texts public, 

EXHIBIT 2 
TREATY BETWEEN THE REPUBLIC OF PANAMA 

AND THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA CON- 

CERNING A SEA-LEVEL CaNAL CONNECTING 

THE ATLANTIC AND PACIFIC OCEANS 
ARTICLE I. PEACEFUL ENJOYMENT OF RIGHTS 

AND POWERS 


The Republic of Panama, in the exercise of 
its sovereignty over the areas of land and 
water which, as hereinafter agreed, are to be 
provided for the construction, operation and 
maintenance of a sea level canal, and under 
the protection of its laws, guarantees to the 
United States of America and to the Panama 
Interoceanic Canal Commission established 
pursuant to Article IV of this Treaty the 
peaceful enjoyment of the rights and powers 
hereby granted to them. 


ARTICLE II. SEA-LEVEL CANAL 


The Republic of Panama grants to the 
United States of America the right to con- 
struct in the territory of the Republic of 
Panama a sea level canal connecting the At- 
lantic and Pacific Oceans. In the event that 
the United States of America notifies the 
Republic of Panama within twenty years of 
the entry into force of this Treaty of its in- 
tention to construct such a canal, the financ- 
ing, construction, operation, maintenance 
and improvement of the sea level canal shall 
be carried out in accordance with the provi- 
sions of this Treaty. 


ARTICLE III, CONSTRUCTION, FINANCING AND 
AREAS 


(1) The United States of America shall 
provide for the design and construction of 
the sea level canal and its appurtenant and 
supporting facilities and services (herein- 
after referred to as the “sea level canal in- 
stallation”). 

(2) The United States of America shall 
provide for the financing of the sea level 
canal installation and, after consultation 
with the Republic of Panama, may offer to 
other States, international organizations, and 
public and private entities and individuals 
the opportunity to participate in the financ- 
ing. Payments to the Republic of Panama 
to be derived from the operation of the sea 
level canal shall be an integral part of the 
arrangements for financing the construction 
of the sea level canal installation, such pay- 
ments to be agreed between the Republic of 
Panama and the United States of America 
at the time the financing arrangements are 
made, taking into consideration the prin- 
ciples set forth in paragraph (2) of Article X 
of this Treaty. 

(3) Notwithstanding the provisions of 
paragraph (2) of this Article, the Republic 
of Panama may, in agreement with the 
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United States of America, undertake the fi- 
nancing of the sea level canal, in which case 
appropriate Treaty adjustments shall be made 
by the two Governments. 

(4) (a) After completion of that portion 
of the financing arrangements which in- 
cludes the arrangements for payments to 
the Republic of Panama pursuant to para- 
graph (2) of this Article, the United States 
of America shall notify the Republic of 
Panama of its intention to proceed with con- 
struction at least one year in advance of the 
date for the commencement of work and 
may commence such work after one year has 
elapsed from the date of such notification. 
At the time of such notification of inten- 
tion to proceed, the United States of America 
shall notify the Republic of Panama of the 
methods to be used to construct the sea 
level canal. The United States of America 
also shall inform the Republic of Panama, 
as set forth in Annex I of this Treaty, of 
the land and water areas necessary for the 
construction, operation and maintenance of 
the sea level canal installation. 

(b) The use of nuclear excavation meth- 
ods to construct the sea level canal shall be 
subject to the agreement of the Republic of 
Panama. If the decision is to use nuclear 
excavation, the two Governments shall agree 
on the safety measures to be taken. Such 
safety measures shall be consistent with the 
applicable standards established by the In- 
ternational Atomic Energy Agency. The cost 
of such safety measures, including the cost 
of evacuation and relocation of persons re- 
siding in the vicinity of nuclear construction, 
shall be part of the construction costs of 
the sea level canal installation. 

(5) (a) The Republic of Panama shall pro- 
vide, as set forth in Annex I of this Treaty, 
the use of the land and water areas neces- 
sary for the construction, operation and 
maintenance of the sea level canal installa- 
tion. The Republic of Panama also shall pro- 
vide the use of such land and water areas 
as may be necessary for nuclear safety meas- 
ures. The Republic of Panama shall provide 
the use of such land and water areas within 
one year of receipt of the notifications re- 
ferred to in subparagraph (a) of paragraph 
(4) of this Article and any period of delay 
in the provision of the use of such land and 
water area beyond one year shall be added 
to the period for commencement of con- 
struction referred to in subparagraph (b) of 
paragraph (1) of Article XVI of this Treaty. 
Thereafter, and consistent with this Treaty: 

(i) The United States of America shall 
have the use of the areas provided by the 
Republic of Panama for purposes of con- 
struction of the sea level canal installation 
and for nuclear safety measures, and 

(ii) the Panama Interoceanic Canal Com- 
mission established pursuant to Article IV of 
this Treaty shall have the use of the areas 
provided by the Republic of Panama for pur- 
poses of the operation and maintenance of 
the sea level canal installation. 

(b) The United States of America shall 
pay to the Republic of Panama as compen- 
sation for the use of land and water areas 
provided under this Treaty in which there 
are private interests an amount which shall 
be fixed by the Joint Land Commission es- 
tablished in accordance with subparagraph 
(e) of this ph. All such compensa- 
tion paid by the United States of America to 
the Republic of Panama shall be part of the 
construction costs of the sea level canal. The 
use of all areas in which there is no private 
interest on the date this Treaty is signed 
shall be provided free of cost. The Republic 
of Panama shall hold the United States of 
America harmless from any claims resulting 
from or existing prior to the provision by the 
Republic of Panama of the use of land and 
water areas in accordance with the foregoing 
provisions. 

(c) The areas of land and water provided 
by the Republic of Panama for use by the 
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United States of America in the construction 
of the sea level canal installation, and there- 
after for use by the Panama Interoceanic 
Canal Commission in the operation and 
maintenance of the sea level canal installa- 
tion, shall be no greater than necessary for 
such purposes. 

(d) The United States of America shall 
relinquish to the Republic of Panama, free 
of cost, the use of such land and water areas, 
together with the improvements thereon, 
as it determines no longer are necessary for 
the construction of the sea level canal in- 
stallation, 

(e) The Joint Land Commission referred 
to in subparagraph (b) of this paragraph 
shall be established as follows: The Presi- 
dent of the Republic of Panama shall desig- 
nate two members and the President of the 
United States of America shall designate two 
members. If a majority of the Joint Land 
Commission cannot reach a determination, 
the matter shall be referred to an expert 
land appraiser agreeable to a majority of the 
Commission, who shall determine the 
amount of the compensation based on the 
fair market value of the private interests in 
question at the time of the notification of 
intention to proceed with construction pur- 
suant to paragraph (4) of this Article. In the 
event of the death, absence, or incapacity of 
a Commissioner, or of his omitting, declining 
or ceasing to act, his place shall be filled by 
the designation of another person in the 
manner above indicated. The expenses of 
the Commissioners shall be shared equally 
by the two Governments. 

(6) The Republic of Panama and the 
United States of America shall facilitate the 
construction of the sea level canal installa- 
tion in accordance with the provisions in 
Annex II of this Treaty. 

(7) Upon completion of construction of 
the sea level canal installation, the United 
States of America shall transfer 

(a) to the Panama Interoceanic Canal 
Commission all its right, title and interest 
in and to all buildings and facilities which 
the United States of America has construct- 
ed as part of the sea level canal installa- 
tion and such movable property as the United 
States of America provides for the opera- 
tion and maintenace of the sea level canal 
installation; and 

(b) to the Republic of Panama, unless 
otherwise agreed by the two Governments, 
all its right, title and interest in and to any 
property used in the construction of the 
sea level canal installation which is not 
transferred to the Panama Interoceanic 
Canal Commission under subparagraph (a) 
of this paragraph or which is not removed 
from the Republic of Panama or trans- 
ferred to the Armed Forces of the United 
States of America. The Republic of Panama 
shall not owe the United States of America 
any compensation in respect of any property 
transferred in accordance with this sub- 
paragraph. 


ARTICLE IV. PANAMA INTEROCEANIC CANAL 
COMMISSION 


(1) An international juridical entity to be 
known as the Panama Interoceanic Canal 
Commission (hereinafter referred to as the 
Commission“) shall be established in ac- 
cordance with this Article and shall be re- 
sponsible for the operation and maintenance 
of the sea level canal installation. 

(2) The governing body of the Commission 
shall be a Board consisting of nine mem- 
bers, four of whom shall be appointed by 
the President of the Republic of Panama 
and five by the President of the United 
States of America. The members of the 
Board shall be appointed for terms of six 
years, subject to removal for cause by the 
President of the country by whom ap- 
pointed; except that the terms of two of 
the members appointed by each President 
upon the entry into force of this Treaty 
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shall be three years only. Members of the 
Board shall be eligible for reappointment. 

(3) In the event that other States, in- 
ternational organizations or public or pri- 
vate entities or individuals participate in 
the financing of the sea level canal installa- 
tion, representatives of the financiers shall 
be added to the Board as constituted in 
paragraph (2) of this Article, in accordance 
with the terms of the financing arrange- 
ments. 

(4) Any member of the Board may be rep- 
resented by an alternate designated in the 
same manner as the member. While 
on the Board, an alternate shall exercise the 
same powers as a member, shall receive 
compensation and allowances at the same 
rate as members and shall be accorded the 
privileges and exemptions provided by para- 
graph (4) of Article IX of this Treaty. 

(5) The compensation and allowances of 
members and alternate members of the 
Board shall be established by the Board and 
shall be paid from the funds of the Com- 
mission. 

(6) The Board shall act by a majority vote 
of its members present and voting whenever 
there is a quorum. A majority of the members 
shall constitute a quorum of the Board. 

(7) The Commission shall be established 
and the Board shall be convened at the re- 
quest of the Republic of Panama and the 
United States of America at least one year 
in advance of the anticipated opening of the 
sea level canal. Upon the opening of the sea 
level canal to traffic, the Commission shall 
assume the management and use of the sea 
level canal installation and of the land and 
water areas provided under this Treaty for 
the operation and maintenance of the sea 
level canal installation. The sea level canal 
shall be considered open to traffic on the 
date on which any vessel whose transit is 
subject to the payment of tolls passes 
through the sea level canal. 

ARTICLE V. DIRECTOR-GENERAL OF COMMISSION 


(1) There shall be a Director General and 
& Deputy Director General of the Commis- 
sion, one of whom shall be a national of the 
United States of America and the other a na- 
tional of the Republic of Panama. 

(2) The Director General and Deputy Di- 
rector General shall be appointed by the 
Board for a term of four years, shall be eligi- 
ble for reappointment and shall serve until 
their successors assume Office, subject to re- 
moval for cause. 

(3) The Director General shall be the chief 
executive officer of the Commission and shall 
conduct its business and operations and ad- 
minister its affairs, in accordance with the 
policies and directives of the Board, He 
shall have general supervision and authority 
over the Commission’s other officers and em- 
ployees. 

(4) The Deputy Director General shall act 
for the Director General during a vacancy in 
the office of Director General or during the 
latter’s temporary absence or disability and 
shall perform such other duties as may be 
assigned to him. 

ARTICLE VI. POWERS OF COMMISSION 

The Commission shall have juridical per- 
sonality and, in furtherance of the perform- 
ance of its functions pursuant to this Treaty, 
shall have the right and power to: 

(1) Operate and maintain the sea level 
canal installation and make improvements 
and additions thereto; 

(2) provide for the safety of shipping and 
control navigation and any activity in the 
sea level canal installation which might in- 
terfere with navigation in the sea level canal, 
the channels from deep water to the sea 
level canal, and the tidal retarding basins 
and ship anchorage areas used in the opera- 
tion of the sea level canal; 

(3) establish, modify and collect tolls and 
other charges for use of the sea level canal 
installation in accordance with this Treaty; 
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(4) pay operating costs and make other 
disbursements as provided in this Treaty; 

(5) (a) enter into contracts; manage and 
control all of its property rights and other 
assets; borrow money and issue evidences of 
indebtedness; sue and be sued, subject to 
the provisions of subparagraph (b) of this 
paragraph; buy, sell, and in any other man- 
ner acquire, lease and dispose of property, 
except that the Commission shall not have 
the right and power to dispose of its inter- 
est in land or water areas provided by the 
Republic of Panama pursuant to paragraphs 
(4) and (5) of Article III of this Treaty or 
in buildings and facilities transferred to the 
Commission pursuant to subparagraph (a) 
of paragraph (7) of Article III of this Treaty, 
except with the agreement of the Republic 
of Panama. 

(b) neither the Commission nor its officers 
or employees shall be subject to any suit 
which involves the setting, modifying or col- 
lecting of any toll or other charge pertain- 
ing to the transit of ships through the sea 
level canal. 

(6) appoint, remove, and define the au- 
thority and duties of officers and employees 
of the Commission, and adopt rules and reg- 
ulations of employment and the conditions 
and requirements of employment and serv- 
ice of its officers and employees; 

(7) (a) provide to ships all services per- 

ng to transit through the sea level canal, 
make repairs to ships and provide them with 
naval supplies incidental to such repairs, and 
sell water, fuel and lubricants to ships; 

(b) it shall be the policy of the Commis- 
sion that, whenever practicable, the services 
referred to in subparagraph (a) of this para- 
graph shall be provided by private enterprise; 
in its drive for profits. 

(8) maintain and operate the navigation, 
water supply and flood control facilities and 
services of the sea level canal, and make im- 
provements and additions to such facilities 
and services; 

(9) acquire, maintain and operate ships, 
aircraft and motor vehicles; 

(10) (a) construct or acquire, establish, 
maintain and operate, or provide, for the use 
and support of the sea level canal installa- 
tion, whatever facilities and services are 
necessary for administration; communica- 
tion; transportation; maintenance and re- 
pair; construction; supply; electric power, 
potable water and other utilities; and fire 
protection; 

(b) construct or acquire, establish, main- 
tain and operate, or provide, for its officers, 
employees and their dependents, facilities 
and services for such purposes as education, 
health, sanitation and hospitalization; 

(o) construct or acquire, establish, main- 
tain and operate, or provide, for its officers, 
employees and their dependents, facilities 
and services for housing, supply and recrea- 
tion; provided, however, that the Commis- 
sion shall procure such facilities and serv- 
ices from the Republic of Panama or private 
sources therein whenever available at a qual- 
ity satisfactory to the Commission and at a 
cost to the Commission no greater than the 
cost of provision thereof by the Commission 
itself; 

(d) provide any of the facilities or services 
referred to in subparagraphs (a), (b) and 
(c) of this paragraph to the Republic of 
Panama or the United States of America, or 
to any of their agencies, under such terms 
and conditions as may be agreed upon by 
the parties concerned; 

(11) adopt measures for the protection of 
the sea level canal installation, except that 
the Republic of Panama shall be responsible 
for law enforcement with respect to the sea 
level canal installation, and provided that 
any protective measures of the Commission 
shall be consistent with, and shall be co- 
ordinated with, the law enforcement meas- 
ures of the Republic of Panama and the de- 
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fense and security measures contemplated by 
Article XII of this Treaty; 

(12) adopt and administer all by-laws and 
regulations and perform any and all func- 
tions to render effective the exercise of the 
rights and powers described in this Article; 
and 

(13) exercise any other function as may 
be agreed between the competent authorities 
of the Republic of Panama and the Com- 
mission. 


ARTICLE VII. COOPERATION WITH ARMED FORCES 


The Republic of Panama grants to the 
Commission the right and power to enter 
into agreements with the Armed Forces of 
the United States of America regarding: 

(a) the use by the Commission of Defense 
Areas made available to the Armed Forces 
pursuant to the provisions of the Treaty on 
the Defense of the Panama Canal and of its 
Neutrality signed on this date between the 
Republic of Panama and the United States 
of America and the use by the Armed Forces 
of the installations and areas managed by 
the Commission, except that the Treaty sta- 
tus of such areas shall not be affected there- 
by. 
(b) the provision of any of the facilities 
and services which may be maintained by 
the Commission pursuant to subparagraphs 
(a) and (b) of paragraph (10) of Article VI 
of this Treaty. 

The Commission and the Armed Forces of 
the United States of America shall cooperate 
in facilitating their respective missions pur- 
suant to this Treaty and the Treaty on the 
Defense of the Panama Canal and of its Neu- 
trality by concluding mutually satisfactory 
arrangements for reciprocal support. Such 
arrangements may include provisions for 
payment of reasonable charges. 


ARTICLE VIII. ALTERNATIVE OPERATION OF SEA 
LEVEL CANAL BY JOINT PANAMA CANAL AD- 
MINISTRATION 


Notwithstanding the provisions of Article 
IV of this Treaty, the Republic of Panama 
and the United States of America may agree 
prior to completion of the arrangements for 
financing the construction of the sea level 
canal installation in accordance with Ar- 
ticle III of this Treaty to establish a multi- 
national organization to be responsible for 
the operation and maintenance of the sea 
level canal installation. In the event of such 
agreement, the organization shall have such 
rights and powers, shall perform such func- 
tions and shall enjoy such privileges and im- 
munities as are assigned to the Panama In- 
teroceanic Canal Commission by this Treaty. 

ARTICLE IX, FACILITATION OF OPERATION 

(1) (a) The Republic of Panama, and any 
political subdivision thereof, shall impose no 
taxes, fees or other charges on the sea level 
canal installation; or on the land and water 
areas provided to the Commission under this 
Treaty; or on the Commission or its activities 
and services; or on facilities, buildings, mate- 
rial, equipment, supplies and other property 
acquired or used by the Commission in the 
exercise of its rights and powers under this 
Treaty; or on vessels and their cargoes, crews 
and passengers passing through the sea level 
canal or on the use by vessels, crews and pas- 
sengers of the sea level canal facilities or of 
the services offered by the Commission. Of- 
ficers and employees and contractors of the 
Commission and employees of such contrac- 
tors shall not be exempt from taxes, fees and 
other charges, except as provided in this 
Treaty. The Commission shall contribute to 
the social security fund of the Republic of 
Panama the amounts:for which it would be 
liable with respect to its employees covered 
by the social security provisions of the Re- 
public of Panama and shall turn over to the 
appropriation authorities of the Republic of 
Panama amounts equal to taxes, fees or other 
charges for which it would be liable with re- 
spect to facilities and services furnished pur- 
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suant to subparagraph (c) of paragraph (10) 
of Article VI of this Treaty if it were an ordi- 
nary business corporation of the Republic of 
Panama. 

(b) The Republic of Panama, and any po- 
litical subdivision thereof, shall impose no 
taxes, fees or other charges on material, 
equipment, supplies and other property, ex- 
cept real estate, belonging to contractors of 
the Commission and being used by such 
contractors exclusively for work being per- 
formed for or on behalf of the Commission. 

(2) The Republic of Panama shall permit 
the Commission and its contractors to im- 
port and export free of customs duties, im- 
posts, taxes or other charges, and of licensing 
requirements, any materials, equipment, sup- 
plies or other property to be used or which 
have been used in the exercise of the rights 
and powers of the Commission under this 
Treaty, except that the Commission and its 
contractors shall procure goods grown, mined, 
produced, manufactured or assembled in the 
Republic of Panama, of goods originating in 
the United States of America that are avail- 
able in the Republic of Panama, when the 
quality thereof is satisfactory to the Com- 
mission and the cost thereof to the Commis- 
sion is not greater than the cost if procured 
in the United States of America. 

(3) The transfer by the Commission or its 
contractors to any person (except the Re- 
public of Panama or the United States of 
America and their agencies), for use or dis- 
position within the Republic of Panama of 
materials, equipment, supplies and other 
property imported in accordance with para- 
graph (2) of this Article shall be deemed an 
importation by the transferee of such article 
from its country of origin on the date of 
such transfer (and, if assessment is on an ad 
valorem basis, at its value on that date), and 
the transferee shall be liable to the Republic 
of Panama for import duties and other charge 
accordingly. 

(4) The Commission, the members of the 
Board, the Director General, the Deputy 
Director General and the officers and em- 
ployees of the Commission (and their de- 
pendents) shall have the privileges and 
exemptions set forth in Annex III of this 
Treaty. 

(5) No law shall be made or enforced by 
the Republic of Panama which shall in any 
manner, discriminate against the Commis- 
sion or against persons or property involved 
in the construction, operation, maintenance 
or improvement of the sea level canal in- 
stallation. 

(6) The authorities of the Republic of 
Panama shall not authorize any use of or 
activity of any kind within the areas of 
land and water provided by the Republic of 
Panama under Article III of this Treaty for 
the operation and maintenance of the sea 
level canal installation, except in agreement 
with the Commission; provided that, when- 
ever it may be done without impairing the 
operation and maintenance, or plans for 
improvements and additions, or defense of 
the sea level canal installation, such agree- 
ment shall not be withheld by the Commis- 
sion with respect to proposed activities which 
are beneficial to the economic growth and 
development of the Republic of Panama, 


ARTICLE X. TOLLS AND COMPENSATION 


(1) The Commission may establish, modify 
and apply rates of tolls and related charges 
for the transit of the sea level canal by 
vessels and cargoes, in conformity with this 
Treaty and with the provisions of the financ- 
ing arrangements agreed upon pursuant to 
Article III of this Treaty. 

(2) In agreeing under paragraph (2) of 
Article III of this Treaty on payments to be 
made to the Republic of Panama, the follow- 
ing principles shall be considered: 

(a) Due recognition shall be given to the 
contribution by the Republic of Panama of 
the use of its territory for purposes of the 
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construction and operation of the sea level 
canal and to the resources contributed by 
other States, organizations, individuals or 
entities for such purposes. 

(2) The sea level canal shall be operated 
on a commercial basis; the tolls shall be 
equitable and based on fair and reasonable 
criteria; the interests of world commerce 
shall be considered; and the sea level canal 
shall be operated efficiently and the operating 
costs shall be kept at a minimum. 

(c) There shall be a fair and equitable 
sharing of revenues between the Republic of 
Panama and the United States of America 
and such other States, organizations, in- 
dividuals or entities that contribute their 
resources to the construction and operation 
of the canal. 

ARTICLE XI. CANAL NEUTRALITY AND ACCESS 

(1) The Republic of Panama declares the 
sea level canal to be neutral. 

(2) The Republic of Panama and the 
United States of America agree that the neu- 
trality of the sea level canal, the entrances 
thereto, and the territorial seas adjacent 
thereto shall be maintained in accordance 
with the principles which have governed the 
Panama Canal since it was opened. 

(3) The sea level canal, the entrances 
thereto, and the territorial seas adjacent 
thereto shall be free and open to vessels of 
commerce and of war of all nations, on terms 
of entire equality and nondiscrimination, 
subject to: 

(a) the payment of applicable tolls and 


(b) compliance with the applicable rules 
and regulations, including such rules and 
regulations as may be established in time 
of war or other emergency; 

(c) the requirement that vessels using the 
sea level canal commit no acts of hostility in 
the sea level canal, the entrances thereto, or 
the territorial seas adjacent thereto. 

(4) Notwithstanding any other provisions 
of this Treaty, the Republic of Panama and 
the United States of America shall have the 
right at all times to transport ships (includ- 

warships) owned, operated or chartered 
by them, and used solely for gar wens a 
urposes, and cargoes thereon, ug) e 
am level canal. Such ships shall be charged 
tolls as established by the Commission, but 
payment of such tolls shall be by credit 
against the sums payable under this Treaty 
to the country owning, operating or charter- 
ing such ships. For the purposes set forth in 
Article XII of this Treaty, such vessels shall 
be entitled to use the sea level canal on a 
priority basis. 
ARTICLE XII. DEFENSE 


The Republic of Panama and the United 
States of America shall provide for the de- 
fense, security, neutrality and continuity of 
operation of the sea level canal, the shipping 
therein, and the appurtenant and supporting 
facilities and services of the Canal. Toward 
this end the Republic of Panama and the 
United States of America have signed on this 
date a Treaty on the Defense of the Panama 
Canal and of its Neutrality. 


ARTICLE XIII. ARBITRATION OF DISPUTES 


(1) Any dispute between the two Govern- 
ments concerning the interpretation or ap- 
Plication of this Treaty (including the va- 
lidity of acts of the Commission) which is 
not settled by negotiation shall, upon re- 
quest of either Government, be submitted to 
arbitration in accordance with the procedure 
set forth below. 

(2) Arbitration shall be by a tribunal of 
three arbitrators constituted as follows: 

(a) One arbitrator shall be named by each 
Government within one month of the date 
of delivery by either Government to the 
other of a request for arbitration. Within one 
month after both arbitrators are named, the 
two arbitrators so d ted shall by agree- 
ment designate a third arbitrator, provided 
that such third arbitrator shall not be a 
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national of the Republic of Panama or of the 
United States of America. 

(b) If either Government fails to desig- 
nate an arbitrator or if the third arbitrator 
is not agreed upon in accordance with sub- 
paragraph (a) of this paragraph, either Gov- 
ernment may request the International Court 
of Justice or, if the Court should decline to 
act, the Secretary General of the Organiza- 
tion of American States to designate the nec- 
essary arbitrator or arbitrators. 

(3) The expenses of the arbitral tribunal, 
including the fees and expenses of the arbi- 
trators, shall be shared equally by the two 
Governments. 

(4) All decisions of the arbitral tribunal 
shall be final and shall be binding on the 
Republic of Panama, the United States of 
America and the Commission. 


ARTICLE XIV. MUTUAL COOPERATION 


(1) The Joint Administration of the Pana- 
ma Canal established in accordance with the 
Treaty between the Republic of Panama and 
the United States of America concerning the 
Panama Canal signed on this date shall co- 
operate with the Republic of Panama, the 
United States of America and the Commis- 
sion in carrying out the purpose of this 
Treaty and, in particular, in providing for 
such joint use of and access to land and 
water areas and facilities as may be neces- 
sary for construction of the sea level canal 
concurrent with operation of the Panama 
Canal. The Administration may transfer to 
the Commission facilities and other prop- 
erty necessary for the operation and main- 
tenance of the sea level canal installation. 
If the Republic of Panama disagrees regard- 
ing the necessity for such transfer, the de- 
termination as to such necessity shall be 
made by experts appointed by the Republic 
of Panama and the United States of America, 
each of which shall appoint two such ex- 
perts for that purpose. 

(2) The United States of America shall 
cooperate with and assist the Republic of 
Panama in meeting economic dislocations 
that may be caused by the construction or 
operation of a sea level canal in accordance 
with this Treaty. The two Governments shall 
consult from time to time as appropriate in 
the fulfillment of this obligation. 


ARTICLE XV. RATIFICATION 


This Treaty shall be ratified in accordance 
with the constitutional procedures of the 
two Governments. The instruments of ratifi- 
cation shall be exchanged at Panama City 
as soon as possible. 


ARTICLE XVI. DURATION 


(1) This Treaty shall enter into force 
upon the exchange of ratifications and shall 
continue in force for a period of 60 years 
from the date the sea level canal is opened 
to traffic, provided that this period shall not 
extend beyond December 31, 2067. 

(a) this Treaty shall terminate twenty 
years after entry into force if during such 
twenty-year period the United States of 
America has not notified the Republic of 
Panama in writing of its intention to con- 
struct a sea level canal connecting the At- 
lantic and Pacific Oceans in the Republic of 
Panama in accordance with this Treaty or 
at any time the United States of America 
notifies the Republic of Panama in writing 
of its decision not to construct a sea level 
canal in accordance with this Treaty; 

(b) except as provided in subparagraph 
(a) of paragraph (5) of Article III of this 
Treaty, this Treaty also shall terminate if 
the United States of America has not com- 
menced construction of a sea leyel canal con- 
necting the Atlantic and Pacific Oceans in 
the Republic of Panama within five years of 
the date of notification of the Republic of 
Panama of its intention to proceed with con- 
struction pursuant to this Treaty; and 

(c) this Treaty also shall terminate if the 
United States of America has not completed 
construction of the sea level canal within 
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fifteen years of commencing construction. 
In case, however, that any unforeseen diffi- 
culties or obstacles should arise in the con- 
struction of the canal, the terms stipulated 
in this Article shall be prolonged for such 
additional time for the completion of the 
construction of the canal as shall be agreed 
to be necessary by an equal number of ex- 
perts appointed by the Republic of Panama 
and by the United States of America. 

(2) Notwithstanding the provisions of 
paragraph (1) of this Article, the United 
States of America and the Republic of Pan- 
ama may agree to revise the termination 
date of this Treaty to contemplate special 
circumstances arising out of -the character- 
istics of the chosen route, method of con- 
struction and financing of the sea level canal 
installation. 

(3) Until the United States of America 
notifies the Republic of Panama in accord- 
ance with the provisions of subparagraph 
(a) of paragraph (1) of this Article, the 
United States of America shall refrain from 
constructing or from concluding any agree- 
ment to construct a canal connecting the 
Atlantic and Pacific Oceans in any country 
other than the Republic of Panama, and the 
Republic of Panama shall refrain from con- 
structing or from concluding with third 
countries or any persons, whether juridical 
or natural, any agreements for the construc- 
tion of a canal in its territory. 


ARTICLE XVII. REVISION 


Upon termination of this Treaty, all sub- 
sisting rights to the use of land and water 
areas provided by the Republic of Panama 
under Article III of this Treaty shall revert 
to the Republic of Panama; the sea level 
canal installation shall come under the ex- 
clusive operational control of the Republic 
of Panama; and all property of the Commis- 
sion shall become the property of the Repub- 
lic of Panama, and no compensation shall be 
owed therefor; provided that the Republic 
of Panama shall hold the United States of 
America harmless with respect to any claim 
which may be made by third parties relating 
to such reversion and transfer to the Re- 
public of Panama. The Republic of Panama 
shall assume the assets and liabilities of the 
Commission and the Commission shall co- 
operate in arranging their orderly transfer 
and the orderly transfer of operation and 
maintenance of the sea level canal installa- 
tion to the Republic of Panama. 

Signed at Washington, D.C., in the Spanish 
and English languages, both texts being 
equally authoritative, this day of > 
1967. 

For THE REPUBLIC OF PANAMA: 


For THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA : 


ANNEX I 
Areas 


(1) Land and water areas the use of which 
is to be provided for construction of a sea 
level canal shall be designated, as herein- 
after provided, and consistent with subpara- 
graph (c) of paragraph (5) of Article III of 
this Treaty, within the following areas of the 
Republic of Panama: 

(a) such areas as may be designated by 
the United States of America to be necessary 
for construction purposes within the bound- 
aries of the areas that constituted the Canal 
Zone as established under the Treaty be- 
tween the Republic of Panama and the 
United States of America of November 18, 
1903, as amended; and 

(b) such land and water areas generally 
west and in the vicinity of the Canal Zone 
as may, on the basis of a plan for construc- 
tion prepared by the United States of Amer- 
ica, be necessary for construction purposes, 
the extent of such areas to be determined 
by an equal number of experts appointed by 
the Republic of Panama and by the United 
States of America; 


July 21, 1967 


(c) such areas as may be designated by 
the United States of America to be necessary 
for construction purposes located within the 
area extending northwest for a distance of 
25 miles measured from the nearest point 
on the center line and southeast for a dis- 
tance of 15 miles measured from the nearest 
point on the center line of any sea level 
canal constructed at the location known as 
Route 17, The Republic of Panama and the 
United States of America recognized that the 
location of Route 17 will not have been 
precisely determined by the date this Treaty 
enters into force. The center line of such 
Route 17 is tentatively defined as a line ex- 
tending through the eastern-most point of 
Punta Sasardi and from such point South 
58 degrees West for a distance of 21 miles, 
thence South 27 degrees West to San Miguel 
Gulf and the extensions of this line into 
the Caribbean Sea and San Miguel Gulf to 
a distance at which the depth of water is 
100 feet below mean sea level, or to a dis- 
tance of three nautical miles, whichever is 
greater; and 

(d) such areas generally located within the 
Darien region of the Republic of Panama 
which, in addition to those referred to in 
subparagraph (c) of this paragraph, may be 
designated by an equal number of experts 
appointed by the Republic of Panama and 
by the United States of America to be neces- 
sary for buildings, construction camps, 
maintenance facilities, air strips, roads, flood 
control facilities and other specific facilities 
necessary for construction purposes. 

(2) Land and water areas the use of 
which is to be provided for operation and 
maintenance of the sea level canal instal- 
lation pursuant to Article III of this Treaty 
shall be designated by the United States of 
America within a strip extending one kilo- 
meter from the maximum excavation slope 
on either side of the sea level canal, pro- 
vided that the Republic of Panama shall 
provide the use of such additional areas 
as an equal number of experts appointed by 
the Republic of Panama and by the United 
States of America may determine to be neces- 
sary for buildings, mantenance facilities, air 
strips, roads, flood control facilities and other 
specific purposes related to the operation 
and maintenance of the sea level canal in- 
stallation. 

(3) Should any dispute arise between the 
Republic of Panama and the United States of 
America concerning whether an area desig- 
nated for construction, operation or main- 
tenance of the sea level canal installation 
is necessary or greater than necessary for 
such purposes, the matter may be submitted 
to arbitration pursuant to the provisions 
of Article XIII of this Treaty; provided, how- 
ever, that the period of construction shall be 
extended for a period of time equal to the 
time required for arbitration. 

ANNEX II 
Facilitation of construction 

The Republic of Panama and the United 
States of America shall facilitate construc- 
tion of the sea level canal installation in 
every way, and, in particular: 

(1) The United States of America shall 
construct the sea level canal installation 
and all buildings, facilities and other works 
necessary for the construction, operation 
and maintenance of the sea level canal in- 
stallation in accordance with its plans and 
specifications. Existing works within the land 
and water areas provided under this Treaty 
may be utilized in the discharge of the obli- 
gation of the United States of America under 
this paragraph. Work areas shall be left in 
a sufficiently safe condition to permit the 
use to which they were put prior to the com- 
mencement of construction work. 

(2) The Republic of Panama shall impose 
no taxes, fees or other charges on the land 
and water areas made available under this 
Treaty; or on buildings, facilities, material, 
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equipment, supplies or other property in- 
corporated into or used in the construction 
of the sea level canal installation; or on the 
United States of America or its construction 
activities; or, except as provided below in 
this paragraph, on designated contractors 
of the United States of America, whose pres- 
ence in The Republic of Panama is solely for 
the purposes of executing contracts related 
to the construction of the sea level canal 
installation, and on their construction ac- 
tivities and services performed for, or on 
behalf of, the United States of America under 
such contracts. Such contractors shall be 
exempt from the laws and regulations of the 
Republic of Panama with respect to licensing 
of businesses and the obtaining of commer- 
cial patents, except that the filing of docu- 
ments may be required to establish juridical 
presence in the Republic of Panama. The 
designation referred to in this paragraph 
shall be made by the United States of Amer- 
ica and restricted to cases where the award 
of a contract on the basis of open competi- 
tive bidding is not practicable due to lim- 
itations of United States law and regula- 
tions; except that designation may be made 
hereunder where a contract is awarded on 
the basis of open competitive bidding if the 
contract services required by or for the 
United States of America are not available 
in the Republic of Panama. Designation 
hereunder shall be limited to persons who are 
ordinarily resident in the United States of 
America (in the case of corporations, those 
organized under the laws of the United 
States of America); except that third country 
contractors may be designated hereunder 
where the contract services required by or 
for the United States of America are not 
available in the Republic of Panama. 

The designation shall be withdrawn by the 
Government of the United States: 

(a) upon completion of contracts with the 
United States of America related to the con- 
struction of the sea level canal installation; 

(b) upon proof that such contractors are 
engaged in business activities in the Repub- 
lic of Panama other than those pertaining 
to such construction; 

(c) when such contractors are engaged 
in practices illegal in the Republic of Pan- 
ama. 

Nothing in this paragraph shall prevent 
the Republic of Panama from taxing real 
estate owned or leased by contractors of 
the United States of America, whether des- 
ignated or not. 

(3) The Republic of Panama agrees to 
permit and facilitate the expeditious entry 
into and exit from its territory of all per- 
sons (and their dependents) engaged in the 
construction of the sea level canal installa- 
tion. Such persons shall not have to register 
as resident aliens, but shall not acquire any 
right to domicile or permanent residence in 
the Republic of Panama, Such persons shall 
have freedom of movement within the Re- 
public of Panama. Upon termination of the 
construction of the sea level canal installa- 
tion, the United States of America shall as- 
sure that, upon request of the Republic of 
Panama, transportation from the territory 
of the Republic of Panama will be provided, 
at no cost to the Republic of Panama, to 
all persons brought into that country under 
this paragraph. If prior to such termination, 
the status of any person brought into the 
Republic of Panama under this paragraph 
is altered so that he would no longer be 
entitled to such entry, the United States of 
America shall notify the Republic of Pan- 
ama of that change in status and shall, if 
within a reasonable time thereafter the Re- 
public of Panama requests that such person 
leave its territory, assure that transportation 
from the Republic of Panama will be pro- 
vided at no cost to the Republic of Panama. 

(4) The Republic of Panama shall, when 
requested by the United States of America, 
issue visas to persons who are proceeding to 
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the Republic of Panama for employment in 
the construction of the sea level canal in- 
stallation. 

(5) The Republic of Panama agrees to per- 
mit and facilitate the expeditious introduc- 
tion into and removal from its territory, free 
of customs duties, imposts, taxes or other 
charges and of licensing requirements, of 
any material; equipment, including vehicles, 
vessels and aircraft; supplies or other prop- 
erty used in the construction of the sea level 
canal installation which are imported by or 
on behalf of, or for the use of, the United 
States of America or its contractors, provided 
that the United States of America and its 
contractors shall procure such goods in the 
Republic of Panama when the quality 
thereof is satisfactory to the United States 
of America and those contractors and the 
cost thereof is not greater than the cost of 
procurement elsewhere. No readily identi- 
fiable taxes such as excise, production, con- 
sumption or other similar tax or duty shall 
be levied or charged by the Republic of 
Panama or any entity with separate taxing 
authority on any goods, services or materials 
procured in the Republic of Panama by, on 
behalf of, or for the use of, the United States 
Government or its contractors for the pur- 
poses of this Treaty. 

. Ka * * * 

(b) consistent with sound and economical 
construction practices, program the con- 
struction of the sea level canal and the em- 
ployment of manpower to minimize contrac- 
tion in the Panamanian economy at the end 
of the construction period. 

(7) Personnel; equipment, including ve- 
hicles, vessels and aircraft; and material, 
supplies and other property involved in the 
construction of the sea level canal installa- 
tion may enter, transit freely between, and 
depart from work areas and other areas of 
the Republic of Panama furnishing support 
to the construction. Personnel engaged in the 
construction work, who are not citizens of 
the Republic of Panama, who are not ordi- 
narily resident in the Republic of Panama 
and who are in the Republic of Panama sole- 
ly in connection with the construction of the 
sea level canal installation, shall not be sub- 
ject to licensing and regulations of the Re- 
public of Panama on the practice of a pro- 
fession in the Republic of Panama with re- 
spect to work performed or services rendered 
in connection with the construction of the 
sea level canal installation. 

(8) Civilian employees of the United States 
of America who are nationals of that coun- 
try and who are not ordinarily resident in 
the Republic of Panama and who are in the 
Republic of Panama solely in connection 
with the construction of the sea level canal 
installation and their dependents shall be 
accorded in the Republic of Panama: 

(a) Freedom of access and movement be- 
tween their places of employment and resi- 
dence and the ports and airports of the Re- 
public of Panama and between ports and air- 
ports and points outside the Republic of 
Panama; 1 

(b) exemption from the obligation to take 
the legal steps required to establish residence 
in the Republic of Panama or to register as 
resident aliens, without, however, acquiring 
any right to permanent residence or domicile 
in the Republic of Panama; 

(c) exemption from the payment of any 
taxes to the Republic of Panama or any polit- 
ical subdivision thereof on income received 
as a result of their services or employment in 
connection with the construction of the sea 
level canal installation; 

(d) introduction and removal of furniture, 
household goods and personal effects, includ- 
ing vehicles and parts thereof for personal 
use, free of customs duties, imposts, taxes 


To be supplemented by side exchange pro- 
viding exemption from transportation tax. 
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and other charges; provided such introduc- 
tion is effected upon first arrival or within 
six months thereof; and 

(e) exemption from the social security laws 
of the Republic of Panama and its laws and 
regulations with respect to the terms and 
conditions of employment, 

(9) Designated contractors of the United 
States of America and their employees shall 
be accorded the treatment provided for in 
paragraph (8) of this Annex except that such 
employees shall not enjoy exemption from 
income tax under subparagraph (c) thereof. 

(10) The United States of America and its 
contractors may establish, maintain and op- 
erate telecommunications facilities, meteoro- 
logical and navigational aids, radio, television 
and radar transmitting and receiving equip- 
ment, submarine and subterranean cables, 
and such other devices as may be required for 
the purposes of construction of the sea level 
canal installation. The use of frequencies, 
powers, and band widths under this para- 
graph shall be subject to coordination with 
the Government of the Republic of Panama. 

(11) The United States of America may 
establish, maintain and operate facilities in 
Teasonable proximity to work areas for the 
housing and general maintenance of the per- 
sonnel involved in the construction of the sea 
level canal installation; provided, however, 
that the United States of America shall 
procure such facilities and services from the 
Republic of Panama or private sources 
therein whenever available at a quality satis- 
factory to the United States of America and 
a cost no greater than the cost of the provi- 
3 by the United States of America 

(12) (a) A Joint Committee shall be estab- 
lished in order to facilitate and expedite co- 
operation among the authorities of the Re- 
public of Panama and the United States of 
America regarding the implementation of 
the provisions of this Annex. 

(b) The Joint Committee shall be com- 
posed of one representative each of the 
Government of the Republic of Panama 
and of the Government of the United States 
of America, each of whom shall have one 
or more deputies. The Joint Committee shall 
determine its own rules of procedure and 
appoint such subcommittees as may be re- 
quired. The Joint Committee shall be so 
organized that it may meet immediately 
at any time at the request of the representa- 
tive of either the Government of the Re- 
public of Panama or the Government of the 
United States of America. 

(c) The Government of the Republic of 
Panama and the Government of the United 
States of America shall provide for the 
salaries and es of their respective 
representation to the Joint Committee and 
shall share equally the expenses of its op- 
eration. 

(d) The Joint Committee may invite rep- 
resentatives of the Joint Administration of 
the Panama Canal to participate in the 
work of the Committee. 

(e) If the Joint Committee is unable to 
resolve a particular matter, it shall refer 
that matter to the respective Governments 
for further consideration through appropri- 
ate channels. 

(13) As used in this Annex, contrac- 
tors“ includes “subcontractors” and des- 
ignated contractors” includes subcontrac- 
tors who mee: the designation qualifica- 
tions set forth in paragraph (2) of this An- 
mex and are designated thereunder. 

ANNEX III 
Facilitation of operation 


In order to facilitate the operation, main- 
tenance and improvement of the sea level 
canal installation: 

(1) The headquarters and offices of the 
Panama Interoceanic Canal Commission and 
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the archives, documents, and official cor- 
respondence of the Commission shall be in- 
violable, except with the consent of the 
Commission or by written order of a com- 
petent court of the Republic of Panama 
only. 

(2) Members of the Board and officers and 
employees of the Commission (and their 
dependents) shall have the following privi- 
leges and exemptions in the Republic of 
Panama: 

(a) Freedom of access and movement be- 
tween their places of employment and resi- 
dence and elsewhere in the Republic of 
Panama free from any discriminatory toll or 
charges; 

(b) if such persons are not nationals of 
the Republic of Panama, exemption from the 
obligation to take the legal steps required 
to establish residence in the Republic of 
Panama or to register as resident aliens, and 
from any obligation of military or other 
compulsory service which may be adopted by 
the Republic of Panama, without, however, 
acquiring any right to permanent residence 
or domicile in the Republic of Panama; and 

(c) if such persons are not nationals or 
permanent residents of the Republic of 
Panama, exemption from the customs, im- 
port, export and all other duties and fees, 
on furniture, household goods and personal 
effects, including vehicles and parts thereof, 
imported into the Republic of Panama for 
their private use at the time of their initial 
entry into the Republic of Panama or within 
six months thereafter and/or exported from 
the Republic of Panama at the time they 
terminate employment with the Commission 
or within six months thereafter. The trans- 
fer by such persons for use or disposition 
within the Republic of Panama of any such 
article or articles shall be deemed an im- 
portation by the transferee of such article 
from its country of origin on the date of 
such transfer (and if assessment is on an 
ad valorem basis, at its value on that date), 
and the transferee shall be liable to the 
Republic of Panama for import duties and 
other charges accordingly. 

(3) Persons who are not nationals or 
permanent residents of the Republic of 
Panama and who enter the Republic of 
Panama for the purpose of performing, solely 
for or on behalf of the Commission, pro- 
fessional services which are subject to licens- 
ing requirements of the Republic of Panama, 
will be licensed by the Republic of Panama 
for that limited purpose, without fee, exami- 
nation or other requirement, upon certifica- 
tion by the Commission. 

(4) Members of the Board who are not 
nationals of the Republic of Panama shall, 
with respect to their services to the Commis- 
sion, be exempt from the labor and social 
security laws and regulations of the Republic 
of Panama, 


US. CASUALTY TOTALS IN 
VIETNAM 


Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President, 
I wish to place in the Recorp the current 
U.S. casualty totals in Vietnam. 

For the period January 1, 1967, 
through July 15, 1967, the total of com- 
bat deaths and wounded is 40,092. The 
casualties are broken down in this man- 
ner: combat deaths, 5,347; wounded, 
34,745. Therefore, the total U.S. casual- 
ties in Vietnam for the period January 
1, 1967, through July 15, 1967, a period 
of 644 months, is 40,092. 

For the calendar year 1966, U.S. cas- 
ualties in Vietnam totaled 35,000. So, for 
the 18-month period beginning January 
1, 1966, through July 15, 1967, the total 
U.S. casualties are 75,092. 


July 21, 1967 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres- 
ident, in accordance with the order 
previously entered, and if there be no 
further business to come before the Sen- 
ate, I move that the Senate stand in ad- 
journment until 12 o’clock noon on Mon- 
day next. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 3 
o’clock and 9 minutes p.m.) the Senate 
adjourned until Monday, July 24, 1967, 
at 12 o’clock meridian. 


NOMINATIONS 


Executive nominations received by the 

Senate July 21, 1967: 
DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE 

Leonard Unger, of Maryland, a Foreign 
Service officer of the class of Career Minister, 
to be Ambassador Extraordinary and Pleni- 
potentiary of the United States of America 
to Thailand. 

Four CORNERS REGIONAL COMMISSION 


Orren Beaty, Jr., of Arizona, to be Federal 
Cochairman of the Four Corners Regional 
Commission. 


CONFIRMATIONS 


Executive nominations confirmed by 
the Senate July 21, 1967: 
Post OFFICE DEPARTMENT 
John L. O’Marra, of Oklahoma, to be an 
Assistant Postmaster General. 
POSTMASTERS 
ALABAMA 
J. Z. Anderson, Jr., Coffee Springs. 
Frank V. Chambers, Lafayette. 
ALASKA 
Robert F. Mott, Fort Yukon. 
G. Galen Swab, McKinley Park. 
Robertta J. Tachick, Soldotna. 
ARIZONA 
David E. Hart, Grand Canyon. 
ARKANSAS 
Carl H. Huber, Elaine. 
Homer E. Mize, Smithville. 
Mattie Lee Hamlin, Taylor. 
CALIFORNIA 
Pete G. Salamunovich, Avalon. 
Laurence R. Saldecke, Crestline. 
Robert A. Lucas, Jr., Dorris. 
William T. King, Dunsmuir. 
Ellen L. Frey, Empire. 
Reuben Haas, Imperial Beach. „ 
Jack K. Lewis, San Bernardino. 
Oley E. Little, San Pedro. 
Joyce T. Turney, South Pasadena. 
Millard M. Fletcher, Valley Center. 
CONNECTICUT 
Joseph J. Perrotta, New Britain. 
FLORIDA 
George H. Howell, Jr., Fort McCoy. 
Mary K. Beck, Jennings. 
GEORGIA 
Alton R. Ertzberger, Bowersville. 
C. Austin Atkins, Jr., Smyrna. 
HAWAII 
Shigeko O. Ishibashi, Makaweli. 
IDAHO 
Mildred T. Poland, Athol. 
Gary N. Gunter, McCammon. 
INDIANA 
Wendell J. Van Riper, Noblesville. 
IOWA 
Bruce O. Luett, Baldwin. 
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Delbert W. Floy, Thornton. 
Mary E. Meggers, Walker. 
KANSAS 
Morris D. Crouse, Albert. 
Fay E. Roberts, Council Grove. 
Donald C. Zimmerman, Oberlin. 
Donald E. Zeller, Paxico. 
D. Jay Overocker, Jr., Protection. 


KENTUCKY 


Virginia M. Hendrickson, Fourmile. 
Jesse D. Ward, Midway. 


LOUISIANA 


Clarence A. Rousse, Jr., Buras. 
Irvin R. Gauthier, Hessmer. 
Anthony J. Collette, Krotz Springs. 


MAINE 


Donald A. Hamilton, Bar Mills. 
Joseph E. Howell, Ellsworth. 
William J. Flynn, Raymond. 


MARYLAND 
Eugene D. Racz, Henderson. 
MASSACHUSETTS 


Peter P. O'Connor, Barre. 

Bernard J. Griffin, Bondsville. 

John S. Poole, Jr., North Eastham. 
MICHIGAN 

Roy P. Leonardi, Alpha. 

Gerald P. Hollaway, Augusta. 

Urban R. Whalen, Big Rapids. 

Bertha M. Kurtz, Comins. 

Edward T. Steinmetz, Crystal Falls. 

Beatrice G. Vatter, Decker. 

Charles I. Heavilin, Fennville. 

Margaret L. Espie, Hanover. 

Mamee L. Davis, Hickory Corners. 

Gerald L. Veldman, Hudsonville. 

Marvin J. Kirk, Manchester. 

Lawrence A. Stachnik, Maple City. 

Alfred L. OC. Pullen, Marion. 

Evelyn L. Schoner, Mecosta. 

Zane F. Miller, New Troy. 

John J. Steimel, Northville. 

Geneva E. Smith, Omena. 

Delos R. Griffin, Oshtemo. 

Ruth M. Lawler, Otisville. 

Irene A. Simpson, Presque Isle. 

Robert L. See, Romeo. 

Loy H. Roe, Rudyard. 

Donald J. Urbain, Saint Charles. 

Elanor L. Tanner, Salem. 
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T. Gary DeVar, Waterford. 
Frederick G. Hamlin, Watervliet. 


MINNESOTA 


Melvin L. Corneliussen, Comstock, 
Louis C. Matter, De Graff. 

Arthur H. Bickel, Dundas. 

Joseph W. Kallestad, Frost. 

Kenneth L. Quandt, Grand Meadow. 
Lorn F. Knuth, Sherburn. 

Lambert J. Hamerski, Winona. 


MISSISSIPPI 

Owen E. Medley, Jr., Smithville. 

James L. Box, Stewart. 

Doris L. Wilson, Vossburg. 
MISSOURI 

J. Ross Reger, Harris. 

William G. Carroll, Hazelwood. 

Ralph C. Martin, Pacific. 

Donald J. Pasaka, Sikeston. 


MONTANA 


Alverd R. Marcure, Frenchtown. 
Lucille T. Roullier, Ronan. 


NEBRASKA 
Evelyn A. Black, Beaver Crossing. 
Glen V. Severin, Crete. 
John J. Cloidt, Jr., Plattsmouth. 
Ferris C. Preble, Sidney. 
Edna R. Schufeldt, Whitman. 

NEW YORK 
Robert E. McMahon, Belfast. 
Victor F. Mann, Jr., Harrison. 
Donald P. Havern, Newtonville. 

NORTH CAROLINA 

James M. Bond, Edenton. 
Thomas W. Britt, Harrelisville. 
Elbert L, Lippard, Kannapolis. 
Georgia Anne Winfield, Pantego. 
Lenward E. Thomas, Robersonville. 
David B. Wood, Spring Hope. 
James R. Speece, Union Grove. 
Alvin C. Blalock, Warrenton, 


NORTH DAKOTA 
Gordon L. Vaagen, Taylor. 
OHIO 


William E. Lewis, East Sparta. 
Harold H. Hottle, Hillsboro. 
Ruth V. Kowalewski, Holloway. 
Harold L. Miller, Mount Cory. 
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OKLAHOMA 
James R. Orr, Antlers. 
Dona L. Smith, Arkoma. 
Howard A. Bailey, Porum, 
Edward L. Floyd, Quinton. 
Doyle W. Trimm, Stuart. 
OREGON 
Wilbur L. Shutes, Boring. 
Quentin B. Viegas, Fossil. 
Thomas F. Tomlin, Vernonia. 
William S. Sullivan, Wilsonville. 
PUERTO RICO 
Doris Disdier, Patillas. 
RHODE ISLAND 
Elizabeth M. Logan, Slatersville. 
SOUTH CAROLINA 
Robert L. O’Harra, Florence. 
Mary B. Scheider, Hilton Head Island. 
SOUTH DAKOTA 
Charles R. Swartz, Wessington. 
TEXAS 
John H. Wood, Dimmitt. 
Marie B. Toombs, Maple. 
VERMONT 
Arthur S. Jones, Shaftsbury. 
VIRGINIA 
Rubye R. Turner, Arvonia, 
Trula S. Altizer, Bishop. 
Robert L. Leith, Manassas. 
Margie H. Alexander, Port Republic. 
Bernard R. Mullady, Springfield. 
Alonza J. Moore, Jr., Tangier. 
WASHINGTON 
Lucy L. Currie, Indianola 
Delbert R. Hirschel, Latah. 
Eugene A. Brewer, Jr., Medical Lake. 
WEST VIRGINIA 
Sarah I. Kiger, West Liberty. 
WISCONSIN 
Harold W. Pechan, Avoca. 
Arthur N. Hall, Shullsburg. 
MINT or THE UNITED STATES 
Marian N. Rossmiller, of Colorado, to be 
superintendent of the mint of the United 
States at Denver. 


EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 


“World Friendships Through Flying” 
Theme of Women Pilots at Ninety-Nines 
International Convention 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. JENNINGS RANDOLPH 


OF WEST VIRGINIA 
IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 
Friday, July 21, 1967 


Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, em- 
phasis in today’s headlines is on hostil- 
ities in the world, but the Ninety-Nines 
first international convention brought 
together women pilots from 12 diverse 
countries on five continents. The signifi- 
cant sessions in Washington, D.C., proved 
that though there are administrative and 
political differences between govern- 
ments, there can be the friendliest of 
rapport between peoples. The gathering 
focused attention on the theme “World 
Friendships Through Flying.” It also 


spotlighted the exciting progress of 
women in aviation since 1929, when the 
organization was founded with 99 
charter members, to the 3,000 members 
in 25 areas of the earth today. 

The progress was dramatized at cere- 
monies in the Smithsonian Institute on 
July 1, the 30th anniversary date of 
Amelia Earhart's flight. Thanks to Adm. 
Willard Smith and the cooperation of the 
US. Coast Guard, the delegates had the 
first direct broadcast between Howland 
Island and the United States—via radio 
from the Coast Guard cutter Blackhaw 
at Howland to Honolulu, then by satel- 
lite—Lani Bird II—and telephone to 
Washington. First Admiral Smith talked 
with Capt. Billy Read on the Blackhaw. 
Blanche Noyes, Betty Huyler Gillies, and 
Jackie Cochran, all past presidents of 
the Ninety-Nines and still actively fiy- 
ing—Blanche Noyes and Betty Gillies are 
charter members—spoke with Captain 
Read and asked him to transmit a mes- 
sage to the Ninety-Nine Ann Pellegreno 
who was approaching Howland Island in 


her Lockheed Electra, the same type 
plane Amelia Earhart was flying. Captain 
Read replied: 

She is in range now. Would you like to 
speak with her directly? 


And from her plane high over the 
Pacific, Ann talked to the audience sit- 
ting in the new auditorium in the Smith- 
sonian’s Building of History and Tech- 
nology. It was indeed a thrilling climax 
to months of planning. 

Commendation is deserved for Mrs. 
Fay Gillis Wells, chairman of the suc- 
cessful convention. She is receiving 
another fine token of her service in that 
she is to be the recipient of this year’s 
Amelia Earhart Memorial Award given 
each year in honor of Miss Earhart to 
the woman who has made an outstand- 
ing contribution to aviation and air 
travel. This award will be presented to 
Mrs. Wells in New York City on July 23. 

The Ninety-Nines contribution to 1967 
International Tourist Year, with its 
theme “Tourist Passport to Peace” is the 
“See the United States of America In- 
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vitation Folio.” Each folio contains a 
proclamation-invitation from the Gov- 
ernor of each State and the representa- 
tives from the territories noting the con- 
tribution oy women pilots to the progress 
of aviation and inviting the peoples of 
the world to visit the United States and 
his State or territory in particular. Com- 
missioner Walter Tobriner and Gover- 
nors of 17 States proclaimed the time of 
the convention—June 28 to July 4—as a 
time of special recognition for the 
Ninety-Nines. Opposite each invitation 
in the folio are photographs of each 
State, showing its variety and beauty. 
These folios will be presented by the 
Ninety-Nines to representatives of the 
governments where there are Ninety- 
Nines. Pan American World Airways pro- 
vides the shipping and the U.S. Travel 
Service is coordinating with the Ninety- 
Nines for proper presentations. 

Six of the overseas Ninety-Nines are 
now on their cross-country, getting-to- 
know-you tour, which is taking them 
through Atlanta, Nashville, St. Louis, 
Kansas City, Atchison, Wichita, Phoenix, 
and Los Angeles. They will return to the 
east coast via a northern route. 

Three of the pilots flew to Miami, the 
Bahamas, San Antonio, Oklahoma City, 
Wichita, Denver, and Los Angeles. 

Eight of the overseas Ninety-Nines 
competed in the Powder Puff Derby, tak- 
ing them from Atlantic City to Martins- 
burg, W. Va., Cincinnati, Carbondale, 
and Springfield, III., Tulsa, Amarillo, Al- 
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buquerque, Flagstaff, Palm Springs, and 
Torrance, Calif. 

The rest of the 37 did not have time 
to remain for the tours. However, after 
an early bird breakfast, sponsored by 
Northeast Airlines at Dulles Interna- 
tional Airport on July 2, and the planting 
of three trees, donated by the Holly So- 
ciety of America, 22 overseas Ninety- 
Nines were flown to Florida as guests of 
the National Aeronautics and Space Ad- 
ministration. They had a special tour of 
Cape Kennedy July 3 before returning to 
Washington. 

Vice President HUBERT H. HUMPHREY 
declared accurately in his official state- 
ment: 

Few groups better exemplify the spirit, the 
zest, the adventure of travel than the famed 
Ninety-Nines, the international organization 
for women pilots. Their friendship in flying 
unites their skills and interests across space 
and time, over boundaries and barriers. .. . 
As they enjoy the Discover America pro- 
gram, the Ninety-Nines will be far more 
than passive spectators; they will bring many 
parts of the world with them; they will 
strengthen friendship and understanding; 
they will lift our spirits high in “ceiling un- 
limited” for peace and good will. 


It was my privilege to participate, with 
Najeeb E. Halaby, former Federal Avia- 
tion Agency Administrator, John W. 
Black, Director, U.S. Travel Service, and 
David Thomas, Deputy Administrator of 
the Federal Aviation Administration, 
among others, in the recent convention 
banquet. Mrs. Wells, Storer Broadcast- 
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ing Co. news correspondent, was the de- 
lightful toastmistress, at this banquet 
tribute to world travel and world friend- 
ship among peoples. 

Robert Louis Stevenson followed 
trails that took him far from his hills 
of home. Friendly natives of Samoa 
fashioned a path for him, calling it “the 
Road of the Loving Heart.” In this man- 
ner they told Stevenson of their love for 
him. Today, as in that era, there is the 
need for the understanding heart. Global 
air travel—nonmilitary, of course—re- 
quires a world at peace in which to de- 
velop; yet, only through travel can a 
world of peace in the sense we are dis- 
cussing be realized. 

The airplane reminds us that, through 
living together as neighbors, peace can 
be achieved and held fast. An enlightened 
citizenry, traveling between the United 
States and other nations of the world, 
as neighbors, will make certain that we 
each perform our role in history well. 

Mr. President, I sense that we are 
joined in the hope that these interesting 
and intrepid women pilots have sparked 
the beginnings of world friendships 
which will nuture and grow over the 
years. As Prince Albert said, when 1967 
was declared “International Tourist 
Year.” 

Man is the thing that counts, and travel 
can have a meaning and a value only if it 
is the highroad leading to more beauty and 


light and more friendship between men on 
this little planet earth. 


SENATE 


Monnay, JuLx 24, 1967 


The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian, 
and was called to order by the President 
pro tempore. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown 
Harris, D.D., offered the following 
prayer: 


Eternal God, in whose peace our rest- 
less spirits are quieted, from the flicker- 
ing torches of our own understanding, 
we would lift the difficult decisions of the 
public service unto Thy holy light. 

Make us such men that Thou mayest 
speak to us and that to this bewildered 
generation we may be broadcasters of 
Thy voice. 

In these anxious days when the desti- 
nies of nations hang in the balance, the 
tensions of human relationships are like 
waters tossed and troubled. Through 
estranging seas, be Thou our chart and 
compass. So shall the world that ever 
surely climbs to Thy desire grow swifter 
toward Thy purpose and intent. For 
Thine is the kingdom and the power and 
the glory. Amen. 


ORDER OF BUSINESS 


Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 


unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 


THE JOURNAL 


On request of Mr. MaxsrIELD, and by 
unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Friday, 
July 21, 1967, was dispensed with. 


WAIVER OF CALL OF THE 
CALENDAR 


On request of Mr. MANSFIELD, and by 
unanimous consent, the call of the Legis- 
lative Calendar, under rule VIII, was 
dispensed with. 


LIMITATION ON STATEMENTS DUR- 
ING THE TRANSACTION OF ROU- 
TINE MORNING BUSINESS 


On request of Mr. MANSFIELD, and by 
unanimous consent, statements during 
the transaction of routine morning busi- 
ness were ordered limited to 3 minutes. 


SUBCOMMITEE MEETINGS DURING 
SENATE SESSION 


On request of Mr. MANSFIELD, and by 
unanimous consent, the following sub- 
committees were authorized to meet dur- 
ing the session of the Senate today: 

The Subcommittee on Public Health, 
Education, Welfare, and Safety of the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 


The Subcommittee on Constitutional 
Rights of the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 


COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING 
SENATE SESSION 


On request of Mr. Byrd of West Vir- 
ginia, and by unanimous consent, the 
following subcommittees were author- 
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate today: 

The Subcommittee on the Judiciary of 
the Committee on the District of Co- 
lumbia. 

The Subcommittee on Education of the 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare. 


EXECUTIVE SESSION 


Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate go 
into executive session and that the pend- 
ing business on the Executive Calendar 
be laid aside temporarily. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 


EXECUTIVE REPORT OF A 
COMMITTEE 


The following favorable report of a 
nomination was submitted: 

By Mr. YARBOROUGH, from the Commit- 
tee on Labor and Public Welfare: 

Leverett Edwards, of Oklahoma, to be a 
member of the National Mediation Board. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If 
there be no further reports of commit- 
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tees, the nominations on the Executive 
Calendar will be stated. 


COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORA- 
TION 


The legislative clerk read the nomina- 
tion of Walter W. Wilcox, of Maryland, to 
be a member of the Board of Directors 
of the Commodity Credit Corporation. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, the nomination is con- 
sidered and confirmed. 


DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 


The legislative clerk read the nomina- 
tion of Warren M. Christopher, of Cali- 
fornia, to be Deputy Attorney General. 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, the Sen- 
ate is about to confirm the nomination 
of a distinguished American lawyer to 
be Deputy Attorney General of the 
United States. 

I have the pleasure of knowing Mr. 
Warren Christopher both personally 
and professionally. He calls California 
his home. He is a partner in one of our 
excellent California law firms. He is a 
veteran. He is a family man. From time 
to time, he has served the Federal Gov- 
ernment in special capacities. 

I enthusiastically support his nomina- 
tion. 

I ask unanimous consent that a brief 
biographical sketch of Mr. Christopher 
be printed in the Recorp. 

There being no objection, the bio- 
graphical sketch was ordered to be 
printed in the Recorp, as follows: 
BIOGRAPHY OF WARREN MINOR CHRISTOPHER, 

Deputy ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Warren Minor Christopher was nominated 
as Deputy Attorney General by President 
Johnson on June 15, 1967. 

He was named to succeed Attorney Gen- 
eral Ramsey Clark in the number two posi- 
tion in the Department of Justice. 

Prior to his nomination, Mr. Christopher 
practiced law in Los Angeles and, at the 
same time, carried out a number of special 
assignments for the Federal and State 
Governments. 

He was born October 27, 1925 in Scranton, 
North Dakota, attended public schools there 
and in Los Angeles, and was a student at 
the University of Redlands in California 
in 1942 and 1943. 

Mr. Christopher received his under- 
graduates degree, magna cum laude, from 
the University of Southern California in 
Los Angeles in 1945 while serving on active 
duty with the Navy. 

He received a law degree in 1949 from 
Stanford University, where he was presi- 
dent of the Stanford Law Review. He is a 
member of the Order of the Coif, a national 
honorary society for law graduates. 

From July 1943 until September 1946, he 
served on active duty with the Naval 
Reserve. He entered as an Apprentice Sea- 
man and was discharged a Lieutenant 
(Jg.) 

Mr. Christopher was a law clerk to Mr. 
Justice William O. Douglas of the United 
States Supreme Court from October 1949, to 
September 1950. 

From October 1950 to the time of his 
nomination to the Department of Justice 
post, he practiced law with the firm of 
O'Melveny & Myers in Los Angeles. He be- 
came a partner in the firm in 1958. 

In 1965 and 1966, he was Vice Chairman 
of the Governor’s Commission which in- 
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vestigated rioting in Los Angeles. He is a 
member of the Executive Committee and 
the Board of Directors of the Lawyers Com- 
mittee for Civil Rights Under Law. 

Beginning in 1961, Mr. Christopher served 
as a consultant to the office of the Under- 
secretary of State. In this connection, he 
served as chairman of the United States dele- 
gations to the U.S.-Japan Cotton Textile 
Negotiations in 1961 and to the Geneva Con- 
ference on Cotton Textiles in 1961. He also 
Was a special representative of the Secretary 
of State for wool textile meetings in London 
and Rome in 1964 and in Tokyo in 1965. 

Mr. Christopher has served since 1960 as 
a public member of the Coordinating Coun- 
cil for Higher Education of the State of 
California. He was its president from 1963 
to 1965. Earlier he was a member of the Cali- 
fornia State Board of Education. He is also 
a member of the Board of Trustees of Occi- 
dental College in Los Angeles and of the 
Visiting Committee of the University of Chi- 
cago Law School. 

Since 1966, he has been chairman of the 
Standing Committee on Aeronautical Law 
of the American Bar Association and a mem- 
ber of the Board of Bar Examiners of the 
State Bar of California. In 1955 and 1956, he 
was editor-in-chief of the Los Angeles Bar 
Bulletin. He has also been a contributor to 
legal periodicals, most recently an article en- 
titled, “The Constitutionality of the Voting 
Rights Act of 1965” in Volume 18, of the 
Stanford Law Review. 

He was on leave from his firm to serve as 
special counsel to former California Gov- 
ernor Edmund G. Brown during January to 
April in 1959. 

Mr. Christopher is the son of the late 
Ernest W. Christopher and Catharine Anna 
Christopher of Long Beach, California. 

He is married to the former Marie Jose- 
phine Wyllis and has four children—Lynn, 
born May 30, 1952; Scott, born December 27, 
1957; Thomas, born July 24, 1959; and 
Kristen, born March 26, 1963. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, the nomination is con- 
sidered and confirmed. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the President 
be immediately notified of the confirma- 
tion of these nominations. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 


LEGISLATIVE SESSION 


Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate re- 
sume the consideration of legislative 
business. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 


ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore an- 
nounced that on today, July 24, 1967, the 
Vice President signed the following en- 
rolled bills, which had previously been 
signed by the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives: 

S. 39. An act for the relief of Athanasia 
Argere; 

S. 256. An act for the relief of Rosa Anna 
Genovese; 

S. 280. An act for the relief of Rosa Agos- 
tino; 

S. 324. An act for the relief of Jesse C. 
Johnson; and 

S. 822. An act for the relief of Hye Suk 
Paeng and Mi Kung Paeng (Patricia Ann). 
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EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be- 
fore the Senate the following letters, 
which were referred as indicated: 

REPORTS OF COMPTROLLER GENERAL 

A letter from the Comptroller General of 
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report on new procedures adopted to 
improve management of contractor-operated 
messing and merchandising services at 
Kwajalein Missile Test Site, Department of 
Defense, dated July 1967 (with an accom- 
panying report); to the Committee on Gov- 
ernment Operations. 

A letter from the Comptroller General of 
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report on audit of the Civil War Cen- 
tennial Commission, for the period Septem- 
ber 7, 1957, through May 1, 1966, dated July 
1967 (with an accompanying report); to the 
Committee on Government Operations. 

A letter from the Comptroller General of 
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report on review of financial admin- 
istration of Federal grants for health services 
made to the State of Washington, Public 
Health Service, Department of Health, Edu- 
cation, and Welfare, dated July 1967 (with 
an accompanying report); to the Committee 
on Government Operations. 

CERTIFICATION OF ADEQUATE SOIL SURVEY AND 
LAND CLASSIFICATION, AUBURN-FOLSOM 
SourH UNIT, AMERICAN RIVER DIVISION, 
CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 
A letter from the Assistant Secretary of the 

Interior, reporting, pursuant to law, that an 

adequate soil survey and land classification 

has been made of the lands in the Auburn- 

Folsom South Unit, American River Divi- 

sion, Central Valley Project, Calif., and that 

the lands to be irrigated are susceptible to 
the production of agricultural crops by 
means of irrigation (with an accompanying 
paper); to the Committee on Interior and 

Insular Affairs. 

REPORT ON NEGOTIATED SALES CONTRACTS 


A letter from the Acting Director, Bureau 
of Land Management, Department of the 
Interior, transmitting, pursuant to law, a 
report on negotiated sales contracts, for the 
6-month period ended June 30, 1967 (with 
an accompanying report); to the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

REPORT ON ACTIVITIES CARRIED ON OUTSIDE 
THE NATIONAL DoMAIN 

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of 
the Interior, reporting, pursuant to law, on 
activities carried on by the Geological Survey 
outside the national domain; to the Com- 
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
PROPOSED CONCESSION CONTRACT IN JEFF 

Bussy PARK SITE, NATCHEZ TRACE PARKWAY, 

MISSISSIPPI 

A letter from the Deputy Assistant Sec- 
retary of the Interior, transmitting, pur- 
suant to law, a proposed concession contract 
in the Jeff Busby Park Site, Natchez Trace 
Parkway, Miss. (with accompanying papers); 
to the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. 

THIRD PREFERENCE AND SIXTH PREFERENCE 
CLASSIFICATION FOR CERTAIN ALIENS 

A letter from the Commissioner, Immi- 
gration and Naturalization Service, Depart- 
ment of Justice, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, reports on third preference and sixth 
preference classification for certain aliens 
(with accompanying papers); to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 


PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 


Petitions, etc., were laid before the 
Senate, or presented and referred as 
indicated: 
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By the PRESIDENT pro tempore: 
A resolution of the Legislature of the 
State of California; to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations: 


“HOUSE RESOLUTION 357 


“Whereas, The Executive Branch of the 
United States Government has publicly an- 
nounced that it is in the process of negotiat- 
ing a treaty or treaties with the Republic of 
Panama that may affect the United States- 
owned Canal Zone territory acquired pursu- 
ant to law and purchase from individual 
property owners under the 1903 Treaty with 
Panama for the construction, operation 
maintenance, sanitation, and protection of 
the Panama Canal; and 

“Whereas, The proposed new treaty or 
treaties, if approved, might affect the rights 
heretofore exercised by the United States 
with respect to the Canal Zone and the 
Panama Canal; and 

“Resolved by the Assembly of the State of 
California, That the Executive Branch of the 
United States Government be requested to 
render due consideration to the potential 
consequences that might befall any and all 
existing treaties relating to the Panama 
Canal and its operation as a result of the 
United States entering into treaties with 
the Republic of Panama; and be it further 

“Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the As- 
sembly be hereby directed to transmit copies 
of this resolution to the President and Vice 
President of the United States, to the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, 
and to each Senator and Representative from 
California in the Congress of the United 
States.” 

A resolution, adopted by the City Council 
of the City of Miami Beach, Fla., praying for 
the enactment of House Joint Resolution 1, 
to establish a Joint Committee To Investi- 
gate Crime throughout the United States; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

A letter, in the nature of a petition, from 
Evang H. H. Dockter and family, of Caguas, 
P.R., relating to their concern for the future 
of the United States of America; ordered to 
lie on the table. 


TO PRINT A REPORT BY THE DE- 
PARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
ENTITLED “PARITY RETURNS PO- 
SITIONS OF FARMS” AS A SENATE 
DOCUMENT—REPORT OF A COM- 
MITTEE 


Mr. ELLENDER, from the Committee 
on Agriculture and Forestry, reported an 
original resolution (S. Res. 147); which 
was referred to the Committee on Rules 
and Administration, as follows: 

S. Res, 147 

Resolved, That the report of the Secretary 
of Agriculture entitled “Parity Returns Po- 
sitions of Farms” submitted in compliance 
with section 705 of the Food and Agriculture 
Act of 1965 be printed as a Senate document. 

Sec. 2. There should be printed one thou- 
sand additional copies of the Document for 
the use of the Committee on Agriculture. 


BILLS INTRODUCED 


Bills were introduced, read the first 
time, and, by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. HOLLAND: 

S. 2152. A bill to authorize the vessel Orion 
to engage in the coastwise trade; to the Com- 
mittee on Commerce. 

S. 2153, A bill for the relief of Dr. Jose 
Rafael Montalvo y Urrutibeascoa; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MILLER: 
S. 2154. A bill placing postmaster appoint- 
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ments under Civil Service; to the Committee 
on Post Office and Civil Service. 
By Mr. MONDALE: 
S. 2155. A bill for the relief of Dr. Kyung 
Soon Lee; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. FONG: 
S. 2156. A bill for the relief of Howard L. 
Baker; and 
S. 2157. A bill for the relief of Juliette 
Soares Menezes; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 
By Mr. TYDINGS: 
S. 2158. A bill for the relief of Fadhil K. 
Abbousy; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 


RESOLUTIONS 


INVESTIGATION OF WORK OF SUB- 
VERSIVE ACTIVITIES CONTROL 
BOARD 


Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware sub- 
mitted an original resolution (S. Res. 
145) authorizing the Committee on Ap- 
propriations to investigate the work of 
the Subversive Activities Control Board, 
which was considered and agreed to. 

(See the above resolution printed in 
full when submitted by Mr. WILLIAMS 
of Delaware, which appears under a sep- 
arate heading.) 


ESTABLISHMENT OF A SELECT SEN- 
ATE COMMITTEE ON CIVIL DIS- 
ORDER 


Mr. BROOKE (for himself, Mr. CASE, 
Mr. GRIFFIN, Mr. MURPHY, Mr. PEARSON, 
and Mr. Prouty) submitted a resolution 
(S. Res. 146) establishing a Select Sen- 
ate Committee on Civil Disorder, which, 
Ey unanimous consent, was referred to 
the Committee on Rules and Administra- 
tion. 

(See the above resolution printed in 
full when submitted by Mr. BROOKE, 
which appears under a separate head- 
ing.) 


TO PRINT A REPORT BY THE DE- 
PARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE EN- 
TITLED “PARITY RETURNS POSI- 
TIONS OF FARMS” AS A SENATE 
DOCUMENT 


Mr. ELLENDER, from the Committee 
on Agriculture and Forestry, reported an 
original resolution (S. Res. 147) author- 
ity for the printing of a report by the 
Department of Agriculture entitled 
“Parity Returns Positions of Farms” as 
a Senate document, which was referred 
to the Committee on Rules and Admin- 
istration. 

(See the above resolution printed in 
full when reported by Mr. ELLENDER, 
which appears under the heading Re- 
ports of Committees.’’) 


ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF 
BILLS 


Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, 
on behalf of the Senator from South 
Carolina [Mr. HoLLINGs], I ask unani- 
mous consent that, at the next printing 
of the bill (S. 1796) to impose quotas on 
the importation of certain textile arti- 
cles, the names of the Senator from 
Rhode Island [Mr. PELL], the Senator 
from Massachusetts [Mr. BROOKE}, the 
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. Mo- 
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IntyrE], and the Senator from South 
Dakota [Mr. McGovern] be added as 
cosponsors. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore (Mr. MetcatF in the chair). With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, 
on behalf of the Senator from Wiscon- 
sin [Mr. Proxmire], I ask unanimous 
consent that, at its next printing, the 
name of the Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
Younc] be added as a cosponsor of the 
bill (S. 2146) to abolish the Subversive 
Activities Control Board and shift its ac- 
tivities to the Department of Justice. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana, Mr. Presi- 
dent, on behalf of the Senator from Okla- 
homa [Mr. Harris], I ask unanimous 
consent that, at the next printing of the 
bill (S. 2134) the Rural Job Development 
Act of 1967, the names of Senators Bur- 
DICK, Byrp of West Virginia, MAGNUSON, 
Montoya, and THurmonp be added as 
cosponsors. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 


ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED 


The Secretary of the Senate reported 
that on today, July 24, 1967, he presented 
to the President of the United States the 
following enrolled bills: 

S. 39. An act for the relief of Athanasia 
Argere; 

S. 256. An act for the relief of Rosa Anna 
Genovese; 

S. 280. An act for the relief of Rosa Agos- 
tino; 

S. 324. An act for the relief of Jesse C. 
Johnson; and 

S. 822. An act for the relief of Hye Suk 
Paeng and Mi Kung Paeng (Patricia Ann). 


NOTICE OF POSTPONEMENT OF 
SURFACE MINING HEARINGS 


Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, on 
July 17, I announced in this body that 
public hearings had been scheduled by 
the Senate Interior Committee on S. 217, 
a bill to provide for participation by the 
Federal Government in State and local 
programs for reclamation and preserva- 
tion of land and waters from damages 
from surface mining of coal. However, 
the Secretary of the Interior has written 
me pointing out that President Johnson 
has directed a review and report of Fed- 
eral policies with respect to surface or 
strip mining and that such a report 
would be the basis for recommendations 
for specific legislation after the Federal 
Government has set “its own house in 
order.” 

In view of these circumstances, I be- 
lieve that the Interior Committee’s 
hearings would be more productive if 
they are postponed until this review is 
completed. 

Accordingly, the committee is post- 
poning, for the time being, the an- 
nounced hearings on S. 217, which is 
sponsored by the distinguished Senator 
from Ohio, Senator Lauscue. I want to 
emphasize that the Interior Committee 
will continue to follow all developments 
on and keep under active consideration 
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Senator Lauschz's bill in particular and 
strip mining in general. 

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi- 
dent, that the text of Secretary Udall’s 
letter to me on Senator Lauschz's bill 
appear in the Recorp at this point. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D.C., July 19, 1967. 
Hon. Henry M. JACKSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

Dear SENATOR JACKSON: Your letter of July 
13, 1967, indicated that the Subcommittee on 
Minerals, Materials and Fuels has scheduled 
for August 7, 1967, a hearing on Senator 
Lausche’s bill, S. 217, for the reclamation of 
lands and water adversely affected by surface 
coal mining operations. 

When the President transmitted to the 
Congress on July 3, 1967, this Department’s 
report resulting from the National Study of 
Strip and Surface Mining, he asked the Sec- 
retary of the Interior to submit to him by 
September 30, 1967, an evaluation of the 
policies of the various agencies dealing with 
strip mining on lands under their jurisdic- 
tion, and with contracts for the procurement 
za e de mined mineral commodities and 

uels. 

The President also indicated that the best 
ideas in our report should be developed and 
implemented after discussion with the min- 
ing industry and the States, and that the 
President would submit legislative recom- 
mendations for this purpose in future mes- 
sages to the Congress. 

Under these circumstances we suggest that 
the hearing on S. 217 would be more produc- 
tive if it could be postponed until the execu- 
tive branch legislative recommendations have 
been formulated. We recommend a postpone- 
ment if it would not interfere with the plans 
of the Committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
STUART L. UDALL, 
Secretary of the Interior. 


NOTICE OF HEARINGS ON S. 1659 


Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, as 
previously anounced, the Committee on 
Banking and Currency will hold hear- 
ings on July 31 through August 4 on the 
bill, S. 1659, to amend the Investment 
Company Act of 1940. 

Further hearings on the bill are sched- 
uled for August 14, 15, and 16. Persons 
desiring to testify on those dates or 
wishing to submit written statements in 
connection with the bill should notify 
Mr, Lewis G. Odom, Jr., Staff Director 
and General Counsel, Senate Committee 
on Banking and Currency, room 5300, 
New Senate Office Building, Washington, 
D.C. 20510, telephone 225-3921. 


RESCHEDULING OF HEARINGS ON 
S. 1217, A BILL TO PROVIDE FOR 
UNIFORM ANNUAL OBSERVANCE 
OF CERTAIN LEGAL PUBLIC HOLI- 
DAYS ON MONDAYS BY THE SUB- 
COMMITTEE ON FEDERAL CHART- 
ERS, HOLIDAYS, AND CELEBRA- 
TIONS, OF THE COMMITTEE ON 
THE JUDICIARY 


Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, as 
chairman of the Standing Subcommit- 
tee on Federal Charters, Holidays, and 
Celebrations of the Committee on the 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


Judiciary, I wish to announce that the 
public hearing originally scheduled on 
S. 1217, a bill to provide for uniform 
annual observance of certain legal pub- 
lic holidays on Mondays, and for other 
purposes, for Wednesday, July 26, 1967, 
has been rescheduled for Wednesday, 
August 2, 1967, commencing at 10 a.m., 
in a committee hearing room to be an- 
nounced later, 

Any person who wishes to testify or 
to submit a statement for inclusion in 
the record should: communicate with 
the Subcommittee on Federal Charters, 
Holidays, and Celebrations, room 2226, 
New Senate Office Building. 


NOTICE CONCERNING NOMINA- 
TIONS BEFORE COMMITTEE ON 
THE JUDICIARY 


Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, the fol- 
lowing nominations have been referred to 
and are now pending before the Commit- 
tee on the Judiciary: 

Stephen H. Sachs, of Maryland, to be U.S. 
attorney, district of Maryland, term of 4 
years, vice Thomas J. Kenney, resigned. 

Frank Udoff, of Maryland, to be U.S. mar- 
shall, district of Maryland, term of 4 years, 
reappointment. 

Louis M, Janelle, of New Hampshire, to be 
U.S. attorney, district of New Hampshire, 
term of 4 years, reappointment. 


On behalf of the Committee on the 
Judiciary, notice is hereby given to all 
persons interested in these nominations 
to file with the committee, in writing, on 
or before Monday, July 31, 1967, any rep- 
resentations or objections they may wish 
to present concerning the above nomina- 
tions, with a further statement whether 
it is their intention to appear at any 
hearing which may be scheduled. 


ORDER OF BUSINESS 


Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may proceed 
for 6 minutes. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 


RIOTS AND MORAL AUTHORITY 


Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, mob 
violence and racial rioting throughout 
America has, in my judgment, become a 
national emergency. 

It has become clear that it cannot be 
allowed to contirue unabated and un- 
controlled without resulting in total an- 
archy or armed conflict between the 
races—if not throughout all the country, 
then surely in our largest metropolitan 
areas. 

We have already had a foretaste of 
what can come. We have seen bloody 
rioting, looting, burning, and killing in 
about 45 American cities so far this year. 
It is shocking, indeed, to think that in 
America it would become necessary for 
heavily armed National Guardsmen to 
patrol the streets of cities in the midst of 
rifle shooting and fire bombing to keep 
people from running amuck, stealing, as- 
saulting, and destroying. But it happened 
in Newark and Plainfield just within the 
past several days. Over the past 2 years 
it has happened in scores of American 
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cities. And last night, Detroit became the 
latest victim of mob violence. 

I do not rise today to attempt to place 
the blame, although I believe I know 
where the blame belongs; and I believe 
most Members of the Senate know that 
in recent years there has been too much 
sowing of the wind, and now we are reap- 
ing the whirlwind. 

Lest there be any misunderstanding, 
however, I do submit that I know where 
blame should not be placed. And that is, 
on poverty, poor housing, or unemploy- 
ment. As deplorable as these conditions 
are—and they have been recognized as 
such by virtually all America and Con- 
gress, which has poured billions upon 
billions of dollars in an effort to alleviate 
them—none of these conditions consti- 
tutes an excuse or sufficient reason for 
racial rioting, mob violence, or for one 
American to take up arms against an- 
other American. 

A number of strong voices have been 
raised against this anarchy. I would like 
to take this opportunity to commend my 
colleague in the Senate, the junior 
Senator from Massachusetts, Senator 
EDWARD BROOKE, for his condemnation of 
mob violence and for his earnest efforts 
to close the breach between the races. 
Roy Wilkins, of the NAACP, has likewise 
been forthright and sincere in his denun- 
ciation of black power advocates and 
mob action. In Atlanta, responsible lead- 
ers of the Negro community were quick 
to speak out against recent rioting there. 
More than a year ago, a summit confer- 
ence of the Negro leaders in Atlanta 
adopted a proclamation condemning mob 
action and taking the law into one’s own 
hands. Many other responsible Negroes 
have also spoken out. These have been 
the voices of responsibility, not irrespon- 
sibility. 

However, I have long felt that there 
has been a serious lack of national lead- 
ership in taking steps to avert rioting 
and mob violence. I have repeatedly 
urged the President to make it clear to 
the people of America, white and Negro, 
that law and order will prevail through- 
out the land, come what may. 

I do so again today. I fervently urge 
the President, as the elected leader of 
this great Nation, to speak to the people 
in this national crisis. It is his incumbent 
duty to utilize the power of his office 
and influence to restore law and order 
and to maintain domestic peace. 

I say that he should take this matter 
to the people, and to the responsible 
leaders of both races, without a mo- 
ment’s hesitation. 

Mr. President, in the Review and Out- 
look section of this morning’s Wall 
Street Journal appears an outstanding 
editorial entitled “Riots and Moral Au- 
thority.” I ask unanimous consent that 
the editorial be printed in the RECORD 
as part of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

RIOTS AND MORAL AUTHORITY 

The time has come for a few second 
thoughts about the folk wisdom that the 
only cause of racial riots worth talking about 
is intolerable conditions in urban slums. 

In the last few weeks, after all disturb- 
ances have rocked not only Newark but sey- 
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eral more idyllic places, Molotov cocktails 
suddenly appeared in Waterloo, Iowa. In 
sleepy Nyack, N.Y., a crowd of Negro youths 
responded with a window breaking spree 
when police ordered them not to loiter. 

In these places—as David Paul Garino 
recently documented on this page with re- 
spect to Waterloo—no one can really blame 
the violence on high unemployment, in- 
ferior schools or oppressive housing. Doubt- 
less these factors are critical in the far more 
brutal rioting in places like Newark; but 
outbursts elsewhere indicate other causes 
are also operating. 

Important among those other causes, there 
is every reason to fear, is the force of ex- 
ample and fashion. Part of the problem is 
that Negro riots are in style. 

If that is so, the folk wisdom produces 
a highly inappropriate reaction to the rioting. 
For while perhaps no outsider can reach 
the truly alienated among Negro youths, dis- 
couraging a vogue of violence is a task of 
moral authority. And many of those in a posi- 
tion to express such authority have been 
perfunctory in their reproach to violence and 
eloquent in their sympathy for the high mo- 
tives they attribute to rioters. 

When reporters asked President Johnson to 
comment on the Newark riots, for example, 
his first reaction was to plug his legislative 
proposals for rent supplements, model cities 
and poverty wars. The general thrust of his 
comments was that the rioters were react- 
ing, though in a misguided way, to the legiti- 
mate needs of the Negro community. 

The gravest hint of reproach in the 
President’s remarks was, “No one condones 
or approves—and everyone regrets—the dif- 
ficulties that come in the Wattses, the 
Newarks and the other places.” Many com- 
ments in the press and by moderate civil 
rights leaders showed similar combinations 
of carefully hedged regret, profuse sympathy 
for Negro grievances, and implicit or explicit 
blame for anyone who did not back the latest 
welfare proposals. 

This view, of course, is not without a cer- 
tain foundation. Conditions in Newark are 
pretty beastly. While it seems fatuous to 
blame whites because Newark’s city council 
does not reflect the city’s Negro majority, 
political leadership there has not always 
been foresighted. And, while reasonable men 
can differ on the efficacy of many programs 
to help slum residents, they clearly do need 
help. 

Even so, drawing a close connection be- 
tween these causes and the riots undeniably 
tends to justify the rioters. We question 
whether any good p is served by drap- 
ing the mantle of civil rights around looters 
and burners. 

We further question whether the argu- 
ment that riots prove the need for social 
legislation advances such proposals in any 
meaningful way. If any particular program 
does help cure slums, it would be desirable 
even without riots. And no riot will be pre- 
vented by any program so ineffective it can- 
not stand on its own merits. Indeed, ineffec- 
tive programs no doubt help breed riots by 
raising false hopes. 

Connecting riots and social uplift pro- 
grams, moreover, allows new programs to be 
pictured as rewards for rioting. Similarly, 
linking looting with legitimate grievances 
maligns the vast bulk of Negroes who share 
the grievances but are victims rather than 
perpetrators of violence. 

Finally, blurring the distinction between 
rioting and expressing legitimate grievances 
dilutes the reprobation that moral authority 
should attach to violence. It is not especially 
comforting to know that President of the 
United States does not “approve or condone” 
rioting. In talking of fire-bombers and po- 
lice killers, we’d think, he might at least es- 
calate to a verb like “condemn.” 

New Jersey Governor Richard Hughes, who 
was appalled by the holiday atmosphere he 
personally saw among Newark rioters, caught 
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the right tone in saying the riot “was plain 
and simple crime and not a civil rights pro- 
test.” Certainly rioting is at most a grotesque 
debasement of anything to do with civil 
rights, and the Governor usefully asserts the 
authority of a responsible man’s utter ab- 
horrence of mass violence. 

Governor Hughes’ attitude, we hasten to 
add, certainly does not prevent him from ad- 
vocating programs to meet slum grievances, 
nor from also raising the voice of moral 
authority to exhort white citizens who still 
too frequently retain residuals of racial pre- 
judice. The important thing is that he does 
his advocating and exhorting at another 
time and in another context. 

While public authorities should condemn 
rioting forthrightly, their reactions could 
also usefully reiterate one more positive 
point. The most striking thing in our Mr. 
Garino’s exploration of Negro attitudes in 
Waterloo was that the youths had low self- 
images and expectations. These attitudes 
hardly seem justified at a time when many 
Negroes are in fact escaping the slums, Pub- 
lic spokesmen should stress that while riots 
can accomplish nothing, there is an alterna- 
tive that demonstrably does succeed for Ne- 
groes as well as whites. The alternative is 
personal effort. 

No comments by public figures, it’s true, 
are likely to prevent all the riots the nation 
is now experiencing. But to the extent the 
riots are spread by fashion and example, 
leaders should try to combat them by react- 
ing with untempered condemnation and em- 
phasis that responsible alternatives do work. 

Even if it has no discernible effect on fu- 
ture violence, that reaction would at least 
be a more responsible discharge of moral 
authority than praising rioters with faint 
reproach. 


Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Georgia yield? 

Mr. TALMADGE. I am delighted to 
yield to the distinguished Senator from 
Virginia. 

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President, I 
associate myself with the remarks just 
made by the distinguished Senator from 
Georgia. 

A moment ago, prior to coming into 
the Chamber, I read the latest news re- 
port from Detroit. The number of in- 
jured in the rioting there has reached 
1,000 and the property damage is esti- 
mated at $100 million. 

I believe that the Senator from Geor- 
gia is on firm ground in the recommenda- 
tions that he has made to the Senate 
this morning, and I join with him in ex- 
pressing the hope that the recommenda- 
tions will be acted upon affirmatively. 
This lawlessness must not be condoned 
and it must not continue. 

Mr. TALMADGE. I thank my dis- 
tinguished friend, the Senator from Vir- 
ginia 


I yield the floor. 


PUERTO RICO EXPRESSES PREFER- 
ENCE FOR THE COMMONWEALTH 


Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the 
consultative plebiscite held July 23 to 
express the preference of the people of 
Puerto Rico, as between independence, 
statehood, and commonwealth status 
has resulted in a clear victory for the 
Commonwealth. 

The basic object of holding the pleb- 
iscite had been to eliminate the debate 
on status from public life in Puerto Rico. 
The people there have now rendered a 
clear-cut decision. They need their ener- 
gies to tackle the very important and 
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urgent problems which still face them in 
spite of the notable progress achieved 
through Operation Bootstrap under the 
Commonwealth. 

It would be my hope that now that the 
people of Puerto Rico have expressed 
themselves that the problem of choice 
between independence, statehood, and 
commonwealth is settled. The verdict 
which the people of Puerto Rico have 
achieved of their own free will should 
now help to shape the future of Puerto 
Rico, its commonwealth status as a part 
of the United States, and allow it to pro- 
ceed in its development on a sound, prac- 
tical, and political basis and to give the 
vital attention needed to the immediate 
problems confronting it and its future 
within the United States of America as 
a whole. 


FEDERAL CIVILIAN EMPLOYMENT 


Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, in the Wall Street Journal of 
July 17, 1967, there appeared an editorial 
entitled “The Freeze That Wasn't.“ 

This editorial suggests that in the near 
future President Johnson plans to issue 
another executive order freezing Federal 
civilian employment at its existing level. 
Apparently this action is to be the fore- 
runner of another great wave of econ- 
omy propaganda by the administration, 
presumably preparing us for a tax in- 
crease. 

At this point I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the editorial, The Freeze That 
Wasn't,“ be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: . 


THE FREEZE THAT WASN'T 


President Johnson is reported to be some- 
what disturbed over the steady increase in 
the number of employes in the executive 
agencies of the Federal Government, as well 
he might be. 

Last year the Administration ordered a 
freeze on hiring in the interests of frugality. 
The freeze, however, seems to have turned 
into a thaw. The latest report on Federal 
employment shows that the Government 
hired 273,000 new workers during 1966. 
That’s more than 10% over the number hired 
in 1965. The 1966 increase also represents 
about $1.7 billion in additional payroll costs. 

Moreover, the Joint Committee on Reduc- 
tion of Nonessential Federal Expenditures— 
which keeps tabs on the Government's pay- 
roll trends—notes that the number of Fed- 
eral workers still is going up. 

A number of economy-minded legislators 
have been pointing out that the freeze on 
hiring is being forgotten or ignored, only to 
be reminded by Administration spokesmen 
that after all there is a war going on. Ac- 
tually, the number of new employes in Fed- 
eral civilian agencies has been increasing 
much faster than the number of civilians be- 
ing hired by the military. 

The White House is said to be considering 
a new job-freeze directive, in an effort at 
least to hold the line at the point to which 
it has risen. But with an election next year 
it doesn't seem likely that a new freeze order 
will be much more effective than the last 
one. For it is a political fact of life that 
public employes are just about the most de- 
pendable voters around. 


Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, based upon our experience 
with President Johnson’s two previous 
freeze orders I am disturbed. In Decem- 
ber 1965 President Johnson announced 
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that in the next 7 months he would re- 
duce civilian employment by at least 
25,000. That statement was hailed as a 
great economy measure which would 
save the taxpayers around $175 million. 

I ask unanimous consent that the ar- 
ticle appearing in the New York Times 
of December 2, 1965, commenting upon 
this proposed 25,000 reduction be printed 
at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

[From the New York Times, Dec. 2, 1965] 
PRESIDENT BACKS A CuT IN U.S, JOBS—AP- 

PROVES PLAN To RETIRE 25,000—SPENDS 

QUIET Day 

AUSTIN, TEx., Dec. 1.—President Johnson 
approved this afternoon a plan that could 
eliminate 25,000 Government jobs. 

The plan, contained in a memorandum 
from the Budget Bureau and released here, 
instructs the heads of Government depart- 
ments and agencies to reduce their employ- 
ment by 1 to 1.25 per cent by the end of the 
fiscal year 1966, which ends next June 30. 

Joseph Laitin, assistant White House press 
secretary, said the plan did not mean that 
present employes would be dismissed, It is 
designed, he said, to take advantage of 
stepped-up retirements from Government 
jobs. 

These retirements have been increasing 
because of a new law offering certain induce- 
ments, including larger pensions, to em- 
ployes who retire before the first of the year. 

“The vacancies thus created,” the memo- 
randum said, “present an opportunity to 
take new specific action to carry out the 
President’s long-standing instructions to 
hold Federal employment at the minimum 
necessary to carry out Government opera- 
tions effectively.“ 

The President spent a quiet day at his 
ranch studying reports and preparing for a 
meeting tomorrow with Secretary of Agri- 
culture Orville L. Freeman and Secretary of 
State Dean Rusk. 

The main topic at the meeting is expected 
to be the world food situation and Mr. 
Johnson's forthcoming talk with President 
Mohammed Ayub Khan of Pakistan. 

Mr. Rusk is expected to join Mr. Johnson 
and Defense Secretary Robert S. McNamara 
for a discussion of world problems this 
weekend or early next week. The White 
House announced yesterday that this meet. 
ing would be held tomorrow or Friday. How- 
ever, officials explained today that admin- 
istrative work at the Pentagon would keep 
Mr. McNamara in Washington longer than 
expected. 

The President also spoke by telephone 
with his special assistant for national secu- 
rity affairs, Mr. McGeorge Bundy. Mr. Laitin, 
in response to a question, said that the sub- 
ject of Mr. Bundy’s future had not been 
discussed and that, to the best of his knowl- 
edge, the two men had never discussed it. 
Mr. Bundy has been offered a post as head 
of the Ford Foundation. 


Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, instead of reducing Govern- 
ment employees by 25,000 as promised the 
administration actually added 190,325 
employees in the succeeding 7 months. 
Those additions were as follows: 


Month Employment Increase 

December 1965 2, 550, 7 2,819 
January 1906 2, 555, 572 4, 830 
February 1956 2, 580, 518 24, 946 
March 1966_ 2,610, 780 30, 262 
April 1966__ 2, 644, 153 33, 373 
May 1966... 2,665, 160 21, 007 
June 1965. 2, 738, 248 73, 088 

Roo 190. 325 
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After that sad experience a second 
freeze order was issued on September 20, 
1966, about 6 weeks prior to the 1966 elec- 
tion, On that date the President issued an 
Executive order freezing Federal civilian 
employment at the July 1, 1966, level. 

Again, this action was ballyhooed as a 
great step toward the reduction of the 
cost of Government. 

What happened this time? In the 8 
months following this second freeze order 
the administration padded the public 
payroll with another 131,871 employees. 

Those additions were as follows: 


Month Employment Increase 

October 1968 2.798, 212 24, 488 
November 1966... 2, 834, 9 36, 728 
December 1966 2, 842, 528 7, 588 
January 1967. 2, 848, 249 5,721 
February 196 2, 864, 626 16, 377 
March 1987 2, 882, 639 18,913 
April 1967___ 2, 899, 673 7,034 
. 2, 905, 59 5. 922 

l e 131,871 


This is the result of two grandstand 
economy movements by the Johnson ad- 
ministration. Instead of reducing Fed- 
eral employment he has actually added 
over 322,196 extra employees. 

These 322,000 extra employees, which 
have been added to the payroll in viola- 
tion of the President’s own Executive 
freeze orders, are costing the taxpayers 
over $2 billion annually. 

Now we are hearing a rumor that the 
President is considering issuing another 
Executive order freezing Federal civilian 
employment. This action likewise is to be 
hailed as an example of the Great So- 
ciety’s economy. 

Mr. President, the American taxpayers 
just cannot afford any more of this 
Texas-style economy, and I am pleading 
with the President that instead of an- 
other freeze order he turn the lights back 
on in the White House and take a careful 
look at the spending record of this ad- 
ministration and the size of its deficits. 

Instead of so many promises, give the 
American people some real cuts in Gov- 
ernment expenditures. 


INVESTIGATION OF GOVERNMENT 
COMPUTER PURCHASES 


Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President, 
I rise to commend the senior Senator 
from Arkansas [Mr. MCCLELLAN] for his 
most recent contribution to the Ameri- 
can taxpayers. 

Senator MoCLELLAN, as chairman of 
the Senate Investigations Subcommit- 
tee, has begun an investigation of Gov- 
ernment computer purchases. The Sena- 
tor from Arkansas became concerned 
when he learned that the Air Force 
awarded an $114 million computer con- 
tract to the International Business Ma- 
chines Corp., although its bid was $60 
million or more above the bids of three 
competent competitors. 

Senator McCLELLAN said the contract 
with IBM was canceled by the Air Force 
after his subcommittee began a prelimi- 
nary investigation and the General Ac- 
counting Office criticized the award. 

This dramatizes the importance of the 
Congress keeping an eye on the way the 
executive branch handles the taxpayers’ 
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moneys. Through the years Senator Mc- 
CLELLAN has rendered conspicuous serv- 
ice in this regard. Again, I commend the 
vigilance of Senator MCCLELLAN. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have printed in the Recorp the 
text of a news article by Dan Thomasson 
appearing in the Washington Daily News 
of Saturday, July 22, 1967. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


Dem DONATION-CONTRACT LINK EyED—WU.S, 
COMPUTER DEALS PROBED 


(By Dan Thomasson) 


A Senate subcommittee began investigating 
all government computer purchases today 
after cancellation of a $114 million computer 
contract with a firm whose board chairman 
is listed as the fourth largest contributor 
to the Democratic Party in 1964. 

Chairman John L. McClellan (D., Ark.) of 
the Senate Investigations sub-committee said 
the contract with the International Business 
Machines Corp. was canceled by the Air 
Force after his sub-committee began a pre- 
liminary investigation and the General Ac- 
counting Office criticized the award. 

Sen. McClellan said IBM’s bid was accepted 
by the Air Force altho it was $60 million or 
more above the bids of three competitors— 
Radio Corporation of America, Honeywell, 
Inc., and Burroughs Corp. Complaints by 
these companies led to the investigation. 


HE HELPED 


A 1966 study by Congressional Quarterly 
shows that Thomas J. Watson, IBM board 
chairman, contributed $37,000 to various 
Democratic campaign committees during the 
1964 election campaign. His brother, Arthur 
K. Watson, also an IBM official, donated 
$13,000 to the Democratic causes that year. 

Most of the contributions by Thomas J. 
Watson went to committees set up to raise 
campaign funds for President Johnson. But 
$6000 of the total was donated to help elect 
Robert F. Kennedy to the Senate from New 
York. 

Sen. John J, Williams (R., Del.) said Sen. 
McClellan’s sub-committee should include a 
study of the Watson contributions in its 
over-all computer procurement investigation. 

“This contract and these contributions,” 
Sen, Williams said “re-emphasize the need 
for actual reform in this area rather than 
just lip service from the White House.” 

The contract IBM originally won was to 
supply the Air Force with 135 computer 
systems for bases thruout the world. They 
would be used to handle personnel, finance 
construction and maintenance records, 
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The GAO said the IBM contract was 
awarded without giving competitors a chance 
to modify their proposals to meet Air Force 
requirements. The three top competitors 
were ruled out by the Air Force as not having 
made responsive bids, 

Sen. McClellan said his investigators found 
that RCA, Honeywell, and Burroughs could 
have made the necessary changes in equip- 
ment at an additional cost of only from $1 
million to $3 million, He said this still would 
have saved the Government more than $50 
million over the IBM proposal. 

“It is difficult to understand how this 
award was considered, passed on and ap- 
proved by a series of panels, committees and 
boards within the Air Force without taking 
into account the obvious economies involved 
and potentially available to the government,” 
Sen, McClellan told the Senate. 

He said he found it “disturbing” that even 
after the award was made, the Air Force 
refused to give the losers specific reasons for 
rejecting their equipment. 

On July 14, four days before Sen. Mc- 
Clellan’s sub-committee scheduled hearings 
on the IBM award, Sen. McClellan said he 
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was notified by the Secretary of the Air Force 
that the contract had been canceled and he 
was reopening negotiations with the re- 
jected bidders. 


THE RAILWAY MEDIATION BOARD: 
PRESIDENT JOHNSON HAS CHO- 
SEN WISELY 


Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, a week 
ago today, while the Senate was debating 
the rail strike issue, our distinguished 
majority leader read a letter from the 
President of the United States. In that 
letter, President Johnson made a pledge. 
He said: 

I assure you if the Congress will promptly 
and finally act, I will immediately appoint a 
blue ribbon board—with understanding of 
both labor and management, but subservi at 
to neither and I feel confident this dispute 
can be resolved with dispatch and with 
justice to all. 


Mr. President, the Congress did act 
“promptly and finally.” And less than 24 
hours later, the President made good his 
pledge. The five-man Mediation Board 
announced Tuesday is, in my opinion, 
one of the most highly qualified labor- 
management panels of modern times. 

It will be chaired by our own skilled 
and respected colleague, the senior Sen- 
ator from Oregon. Senator Morse has 
lived intimately with this dispute. He 
has responded to the President’s call 
time and time again. He has spent long 
hours trying to bring the disputing 
parties together. I, too, have lived with 
this issue with closeness as a member of 
the Subcommittee on Labor and I have 
worked diligently several years on that 
subcommittee and other subcommittees 
of the Labor and Public Welfare Com- 
mittee with Senator Morse. It is in error 
for anyone to charge him with either 
antilabor or antimanagement bias. He 
has been fair and impartial. Congress 
and the country owe him a debt of 
gratitude for the service he has per- 
formed—and for his willingness now to 
see this dispute through to a satisfactory 
conclusion. 

Other members of the Mediation 
Board include: 

Mr. Fred Kappel, the former president 
of the American Telephone & Telegraph 
Co. He is an able industrialist. 

Mr. George Meany, the president of 
the AFL-CIO. He is a durable and dedi- 
cated leader of organized labor. 

Former Senator Leverett Saltonstall. 
He is one of the most respected members 
ever to serve in this body. 

And Mr. Theodore Kheel. He is a re- 
sourceful and veteran mediator who had 
a part in the rail negotiations in 1964. 

It is my judgment that this Board is 
neither antilabor nor antimanagement. 
It will serve no interest but the public 
interest—the general welfare. 

Mr. President, I sincerely hope, now 
that the trains are moving again and 
the will of the Congress has been made 
known, that labor and management will 
counsel together and close the gap that 
separates them. It is certainly in their 
interest, and in the national interest, for 
them to do so. 

However, if they are still unable to find 
a common area of agreement, I am con- 
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fident that the President’s new Media- 
tion Board will be able to determine a 
solution that is just and equitable to both 
sides, and to all citizens. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Is there further morning business? 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres- 
ident, I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres- 
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 


OUR MOST UNPOPULAR WAR: AN 
AMERICAN TRAGEDY 


Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President, 
last Thursday the Plain Dealer of Cleve- 
land had headlines screaming, Hanoi 
Hurting Badly, Rusk Says.’ The New 
York Times Service reported Secretary 
of State Dean Rusk’s statement that the 
Communist side was hurting very badly 
in the Vietnam war. 

Well, now, what about us? What about 
the United States? Are we hurting badly 
when more American fighting men are 
being killed and wounded than South 
Vietnamese in that miserable civil war? 

A study of casualty lists since January 
1, 1967, shows that, while more South 
Vietnamese soldiers than Americans 
were killed in the first few weeks of the 
year, the situation has now been re- 
versed. Since the first of May, more than 
2,500 Americans have been killed, com- 
pared with slightly more than 2,000 Viet- 
namese. Since June 4, when the Saigon 
Government began announcing figures 
on those wounded in action, more than 
6,000 Americans have been wounded as 
compared with 2,300 South Vietnamese. 

These statistics demonstrate a con- 
tinued tendency on the part of the South 
Vietnamese commanders to avoid battle 
whenever possible despite efforts by 
American officers to instill more aggres- 
sive leadership. During the last 6 months, 
approximately half of the 120 maneuver 
battalions of South Vietnamese have 
been detached from offensive operations 
and assigned to so-called pacification ef- 
forts. We never read of any offensives 
being undertaken by South Vietnamese 
soldiers. 

Mr. President, Americans should know 
that in South Vietnam there is no draft 
law as we understand it in the United 
States. Furthermore, there has been no 
general mobilization. Our Selective Serv- 
ice System has drafted approximately 
30,000 American youngsters each month 
in recent months. If the Vietnam war 
continues to expand at the present rate, 
the draft quotas will probably be greatly 
increased. However, even at this rate, 
nine times as many American youngsters 
are being drafted compared with the 
number of young South Vietnamese 
being conscripted to defend their 
country. 

It is unbelievable, but the rate at which 
young Vietnamese men are being drafted 
into the armed forces of their country 
approximates 42,000 per year. In the 
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United States, our total approximates or 
exceeds 360,000 men during the same 
period. 

Furthermore, the minimum age for 
conscription in South Vietnam is 20. At 
the same time, under our recently en- 
acted selective service law youngsters 
of 19 will be the first selected for con- 
scription and training to fight in Viet- 
nam. It was rumored recently that Prime 
Minister Ky’s government was consider- 
ing drafting young men at the age of 18 
to fight along with the Americans. That 
rumor caused a panic. Then Ky’s gov- 
ernment issued an Official statement 
that no Vietnamese young men would be 
subject to military service until attaining 
the age of 20. 

General Westmoreland has asked for 
at least 100,000 more American troops at 
a time when the South Vietnamese them- 
selves are contributing almost nothing 
at all to their own defense. Yet, when 
a Senator questions Pentagon generals 
on the subject, they say how desperately 
short South Vietnam is in manpower and 
that there are just no more potential 
soldiers to be found in South Vietnam. 
The phrase “they’ve hit the bottom of 
the manpower barrel” is one used by 
generals not only at the Pentagon but 
also on the staff of General Westmore- 
land. 

At the same time, the boulevards of 
Saigon are densely packed with thou- 
sands and thousands of young Vietnam- 
ese men, civilians of draft age. An 
American from a vantage point close to 
the Rex Movie Theatre in Saigon says: 

If the South Vietnamese really wanted to 
fight they could round up a new company 
of infantry on the sidewalk at the Rex 
Theatre everytime the show lets out. 


This information comes directly from 
American officials working in the U.S. 
Public Affairs Office next door to the 
Rex Movie Theatre. 

Furthermore, in Saigon at night in the 
neon lighted streets you see very few, if 
any, South Vietnamese soldiers, but you 
observe literally battalions of young 
natives with hippie haircuts and pointed- 
toe shoes who are black market money 
changers and peddlers of pornography. 
The broad avenues are filled with motor- 
scooter cowboys roaming the streets. 
There are few soldiers, but thousands of 
able-bodied procurers. 

Americans should know that during 
the past year no maps have been issued 
by the Pentagon showing the area 
claimed to be controlled by the “friendly 
forces” in South Vietnam and showing 
the area controlled by the VC, or Na- 
tional Liberation Front. Two years ago 
such maps were frequently issued and 
the pictures published. The reason Pen- 
tagon officials failed or refused to issue 
these maps at any time last year, or at 
present, is that the area controlled by 
American forces and South Vietnamese 
soldiers is less than it was 2 years ago. 

If the South Vietnamese have no mo- 
tivation to fight for their own country, 
it is a sad spectacle that we are so bit- 
terly and deeply involved in fighting in a 
little area 10,000 miles distant and of no 
importance whatever to the defense of 
our own country. 

Furthermore, it is more than sad, it is 
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highly outrageous, that in a recent week 
282 young Americans were killed in com- 
bat in Vietnam and that during this 
same period 144 Vietnamese lost their 
lives. In other words, our losses were 
nearly double the losses sustained by the 
friendly forces of South Vietnam, so- 
called, who eat our foodstuffs or sell our 
products in the black market and leave 
young American boys to do the fighting. 

Before sending any additional Amer- 
ican boys into the Vietnam cauldron, 
most of them draftees, we should insist 
that the South Vietnamese institute a 
general mobilization and real conscrip- 
tion and show that they are willing to 
defend themselves. This is the most un- 
popular war our Nation has engaged in 
at any time in our history. It has become 
a great American tragedy. 

Mr. President, concern is also fre- 
quently expressed by Senators and by 
Defense Department officials that our 
pilots and GI’s who have been proven 
captured by the VC are not being treated 
humanely in accord with the Geneva 
Agreement signed by our officials and 
officials of many other nations. Unfor- 
tunately, all VC officers and soldiers cap- 
tured by our Armed Forces are immedi- 
ately surrendered to the South Vietnam- 
ese militia or army. Incidentally, as 
this is not much of a fighting force any 
more, the South Vietnamese army would 
not have many prisoners except for those 
we turn over. You seldom, if ever, read 
of any offensive being carried on by 
South Vietnamese. Unfortunately, too 
many of the prisoners of war our marines 
and soldiers capture have been brutally 
treated by the friendly South Vietnam- 
ese. Some have been executed. 

A typical example is reported in News- 
week of July 24: 

Lt. Le’s men were busy “interrogating” 
prisoners turned over to them by Ameri- 
cans—holding their heads under water until 
they were on the verge of drowning, then 
releasing them to see if they were ready to 
talk. It did not take long. One dripping, 
gagging youth was seen leading Lt. Le’s men 
to a house where they found three more men 
hiding. These three were also similarly in- 
terrogated.” Then, the captives were taken 
to some POW compound controlled by these 
friendly South Vietnamese. 


Of course, if they were not executed, 
the food given them during their incar- 
ceration would be paid for by American 
taxpayers. 

Finally, what explanation does the 
Pentagon have to make for the fact that 
VC fighting men captured by American 
GI’s and marines are forthwith turned 
over to the so-called friendly forces of 
South Vietnam? Does the Secretary of 
Defense consider that such peculiar pro- 
cedure relieves the United States of re- 
sponsibility for humane treatment of 
prisoners of war captured by our forces? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore, Is there further morning business? 


RONNIE DUGGER REVIEWS JUSTICE 
DOUGLAS’ BOOK ON TEXAS, “THE 
VANISHING WILDERNESS,” IN THE 
WASHINGTON POST, AND EN- 
DORSES THE BIG THICKET NA- 
TIONAL PARK BILL 


Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 
the Sunday, July 16, Washington Post 
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carried a cogent review of “Farewell to 
Texas,” the recently published book by 
Supreme Court Justice William O. Doug- 
las describing and discussing the history 
and future of places of natural wonder 
in Texas. 

The author of this review, Mr. Ronnie 
Dugger, of Austin, Tex., was the crusad- 
ing editor of the Texas Observer, and is 
a man dedicated to the quest of seeing 
the natural riches of Texas preserved 
and made available to all the people of 
Texas. He shares the concern of Justice 
Douglas and myself that “once a work of 
nature—a spring, a waterfall, a riverbed, 
a great forest, a natural well, a species— 
is gone, all the works of man can never 
make it come back,” and indicates that 
it takes an outsider, like Mr. Douglas, to 
point out with clarity “that Texas has 
simply failed to set aside wilderness 
areas, of which it has had plenty.” 

The big thicket is one of the works of 
nature to which Justice Douglas directs 
attention. He describes how this part of 
the vanishing wilderness of Texas was 
once a great forest that has been reduced 
to a 10th of its original area “by the 
various doings of man” and appeals for 
Federal recognition of this unique biolog- 
ical area. My bill, S. 4, calling for the 
establishment of a Big Thicket National 
Park in southeast Texas, seeks to accom- 
plish that end. 

I commend Mr. Dugger for his out- 
standing review of “Farewell to Texas.” 
By revealing to the public a fine book on 
the natural riches of Texas, written by a 
great defender of the rights of man and 
a crusader in the area of conservation, 
Mr. Dugger discloses his own ability, 
depth of purpose, and humanism by per- 
ceiving that at last, even Justice Doug- 
las can be called a reactionary: reacting 
against the rattlings and refuse of our 
mechanistic, commercial, polluting civil- 
ization on behalf of fresh air, open vistas, 
the serenity of hills, the life of a river. 
Even as a reactionary, he puts us to 
shame,” because he is reacting more 
strongly against this violent destruction 
of the habitat of wildlife by man than 
people who are supposed to be active in 
such pursuits. 

Mr. Dugger is the author of two books 
published this year: One, “Dark Star: 
Hiroshima Reconsidered in the Life of 
Claude Eatherly of Lincoln Park, Texas,” 
is to be published in the fall by the Uni- 
versity of London Press; and the other, 
published by the University of Texas 
Press, entitled Three Men,” deals with 
the lives of three great contemporary 
Texas historians and conservationists— 
Walter Prescott Webb, Roy Bedichek, 
and J. Frank Dobie. 

I recommend that all Senators who 
have read Mr. Dugger’s review of Justice 
Douglas’ book, or who have occasion to 
read these brief remarks in the RECORD, 
obtain and read a copy of Justice Dou- 
glas’ entire book entitled “Farewell to 
Texas, a Vanishing Wilderness.” Jus- 
tice Douglas has written an eloquent 
book, and Ronnie Dugger has eloquently 
reviewed it. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have printed in the Record the 
book review to which I have referred, 
entitled “The Denaturing of Texas,” 
written by Ronnie Dugger, and pub- 
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lished in the Washington Post of July 
16, 1967. 

There being no objection, the book re- 
view was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

THE DENATURING OF TEXAS 
(By Ronnie Dugger) 

(“Farewell to Texas: A Vanishing Wilder- 
ness.” By William O. Douglas, Illustrated. 
McGraw-Hill, 242 pp. $6.95.) 

Justice William O. Douglas is a rare and 
vital life-loving man. The older he gets the 
more he shows the rest of us up. In between 
helping decide the moral and legal issues of 
the country from the highest bench, he 
tramps the wide world, writing books about 
the Himalayas and the American wilderness, 
the Bill of Rights and his journey to Russia. 
Robust and liberal, polemical when he feels 
like it, and ready to propose a reform just 
because it strikes him as sound, he doesn't 
seem to know or care how old men are sup- 
posed to act, in reverence of their own lon- 
gevity; contrast whatever recent news story 
about him comes to your mind with the 
overfed, underexercised American men who 
shuffle down the halls of office buildings and 
the streets of cities. Now, from his latest 
book (his 21st if one may take the list of 
them in this one as definitive), I, a Texan 
who thought he knew his state pretty well, 
learn that I don’t. Douglas has been visiting 
Texas on and off since the 1930s, and in this 
book he discovers and laments, cherishes 
and abominates, places and happenings that 
most Texans, I dare to say, never knew 
about. 

Farewell to Texas is a series of chapters 
enjoying, describing and discussing the his- 
tory and future of places of natural wonder 
in Texas. Informal, visionary and personal, 
it is a book continuous with the great tradi- 
tions of nature writing. Thoreau comes to 
mind; so do two Texans, Roy Bedichek, for 
his Adventures With a Texas Naturalist, and 
John Graves, for his Goodbye to a River, the 
Brazos, which he floated down one last time 
before it was dammed. Although Douglas’ 
writing, while clear, is not distinguished, 
he himself, the interest his experiences have 
and his devotion to Nature cause his latest 
book to grow on the reader and to become, 
in the end, a telling and valued experience 
itself. 

“Dams, dams, dams—they are the plague of 
Texas,” he declares. They not only silt in 
early and become useless; they often produce 
ugly shore lines of mud and debris; they de- 
stroy forever rich bottom lands; and they are 
wiping out the chronicles of early man that 
give Texas some of its richest culture. The 
dam builders are among the most destructive 
Ahabs that Texas knows.” Again and again 
Douglas takes sides with those who are more 
concerned to keep nature pristine than they 
are to provide masses of people with outdoor 
diversions. Certainly Douglas would not deny 
that big lakes provide a lot of fun for boaters 
and water-skiers; but he would not want, for 
instance, to see the wild and beautiful Blanco 
River Valley in the Hill Country flooded to 
make just another big lake, as that precious 
valley will be if plans for a dam, now well 
advanced, proceed as expected. A rancher said 
to me the other day that since the govern- 
ment is taking the land anyway with such 
dams, “it would be better for the public if 
they would just take the river bed and keep 
it as the river, and let the people in.” 

Douglas says that “private ownership in 
Texas often lacks a conscience. What was 
once a rich wilderness has been largely de- 
spoiled. . . . Texas, still fighting the battle 
of socialism of the last century (a park is 
socialism, isn’t it?), has not yet entered the 
present century” in these matters. Certainly 
in the main he is correct. While his con- 
demnation of the state’s own parks is too un- 
qualified—a lot of them are amusement 
parks, but some of them are well kept up and 
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wonderful—he makes many good points that 
it takes an outsider to see with clarity: for 
instance, that Texas has simply failed to set 
aside wilderness areas, of which it has had 
plenty. A few years ago, when the magnifi- 
cent Wheatley Ranch, a Hill Country show 
place of conservation and protected game, 
with several miles of great river, as well, was 
given free to the state if a specified sum were 
spent to set it up as a state park, the nig- 
gardly legislature appropriated less than half 
the sum and the owners just took their land 
back. 

In the course of his book Douglas round- 
houses public utilities that are subject to 
no state regulation (since Texas has no pub- 
lic utilities commission) on where they place 
their pipelines, trestles and power lines; 
who spray the hardwoods to kill them out 
so more of the marketable pine will grow, 
and who even cut down prize trees to de- 
spoil forests so the case won't be persuasive 
for the establishment of parks; oil compa- 
nies, causing salt water to flood land and 
kill the plant life or to flow into freshwater 
bayous, killing wildlife; poachers who shoot 
the bald eagle, ivorybilled woodpecker and 
alligator “merely for the fun of it,” and 
ranchers who kill the golden eagle, some- 
times from airplanes with shotguns; stock- 
men who overgraze their West Texas land 
so that flash floods wash away the topsoil 
that has taken centuries to accumulate, 
turning meadows into desert. 

Nor does Justice Douglas limit his rebukes 
to profiteers on nature and their allies in 
Austin. The National Park Service, he says, 
penetrates “the wildness inherent in a park 
... With roads, campgrounds, hotels, houses, 
and other developments” and “is the chief 
promoter of overuse that will most certainly 
see the few remaining vignettes of wild 
America destroyed in only a few decades.” 
(The other night I was watching Audubon 
Society movies at a hillside outdoor theater 
in Austin when someone slipped in an Inte- 
rior Department propaganda film for a new 
dam in the Grand Canyon!) If people are 
so indulged that they won’t walk or ride 
a horse into a canyon, Douglas does not want 
them to get first consideration in the plan- 
ning of parks. Some of the most exciting 
passages of his present book tell of him and 
his party shooting the dramatic, sometimes 
dangerous, canyons in Big Bend National 
Park, where the Rio Grande River elbows 
Mexico. As he describes with restrained and 
affecting transport the delicate, easily de- 
structible beauties of Capote Falls, a water- 
fall in the West Texas desert, and of South 
McKittrick Canyon, a marvel out there 
where the plant life is a throw-back to 
Pleistocene times of half-a-million years 
ago, he angrily insists that these places not 
be opened to the milling tourists who would 
rip through them on highways and tramp 
them down in a season. Celebrating the 
new national park in the Guadalupe Moun- 
tains—exposed portions of a great reef laid 
down when Texas was under an ocean— 
Douglas nevertheless warns that the Park 
Service may ruin it yet with highways and 
“developments.” What alarms him, and a 
lot of us, is the fact that once a Work of 
Nature—a spring, a waterfall, a riverbed, 
a great forest, a natural well, a species—is 
gone, all the Works of Man can never make 
it come back. 

Among Douglas’ accounts of recipes Tex- 
ans gave him (a bear meat sauce sometimes 
called “Hot Catsup,” or how about some 
corncob jelly?) and of plants and flowers he 
had seen, birds he has watched, folk stories 
and jokes he has heard and people he has 
talked to on his way to the wonders, he 
makes solid, creative proposals. His book 
opens in the Big Thicket, a once-great forest 
in East Texas that has been reduced to a 
tenth of its original area by the various do- 
ings of man, With the state government “sol- 
idly controlled by the Establishment,” Doug- 
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las warns against a state park here and ap- 
peals for the new Federal park proposed by 
Sen. Ralph Yarborough in a bill introduced 
last October. (Yarborough fought half a dec- 
ade for the new Padre Island National Sea- 
shore on the Texas Gulf Coast, a park that 
is just now turning up colored-in on the 
maps.) Douglas also proposes that the Davis 
Mountains in West Texas, “rising high out of 
the Chihuahua desert” and “indeed a shrine,” 
be made a park. Near the still privately- 
owned Capote Falls, Douglas says, he saw 
„. . Painted Desert. The words are not on 
any map; they are my own. But to my eyes 
this desert is as bright and brilliant and as 
unique as any of our better-known displays 
including Bryce Canyon.” South McKittrick 
Canyon, too, belongs to the people, the Jus- 
tice declares, and for the Hill Country—un- 
ruly land, carved up by rushing green rivers— 
he tells of what seems to me to be a highly 
creative dash of his social imagination, his 
idea of a trail system of several hundred 
miles along the ridges with shelters and fire- 
places for overnight stops. I see this trail 
system linking up with trails along some of 
the rivers,” he writes. An old friend of Lyn- 
don Johnson’s, Douglas suggests that this 
complex of trails and parks be named the 
LBJ Parks Systems. 

I realize some people hate Texas so much 
they don’t want any of it preserved, but if 
the politicians can find the compromise—the 
LBJ Parks System, say, in the Hill Country, 
the Yarborough National Park in the Big 
Thicket and maybe even the H. L, Hunt Pre- 
Historic National Park at South McKittrick 
Canyon—little should anyone care, as long as 
Nature is saved. One of the mysterious 
sources of man’s hope is his experience in 
beautiful places on the unsuspecting earth; 
rationalistic as Douglas is, sometimes he 
seems religious as he speaks of such moments 
he has had. In Central Texas, he writes, “I 
stood in adoration of a clear, deep, pure- 
water spring that had been running from 
time out of mind.“ One supposes that the 
city dwellers, grateful for any chance they 
get to breathe, will go on buying the outdoor 
potties and the charcoal briquets, and the 
park bureaucrats will go on planning town- 
sites in the woods and drowning riverbeds to 
make more lakes, but such things are a most 
melancholy imitation of man in nature. In 
the older, deeper kind of devotion to nature 
that Douglas represents, there is the knowl- 
edge that once all the world was lovely and 
wild, and perhaps also there is the belief that 
it was cleaner, finer and better before the 
proliferations of man. So, at last, even Jus- 
tice Douglas can be called a reactionary: 
reacting against the rattlings and refuse of 
our mechanistic, commercial, polluting civil- 
ization on behalf of fresh air, open vistas, the 
serenity of hills, the life of a river. Even as a 
reactionary, he puts us to shame. 


Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, I 
am happy to have the occasion to make 
these remarks at a time when the chair is 
occupied by so arden a conservationist 
as the distinguished Senator from Mon- 
tana [Mr. MercatLri, who is nationally 
known as an ardent defender of the pres- 
ervation of portions of our wilderness 
and of vanishing species of wildlife, not 
only fauna but flora, as well. 


ABOLISH THE SUBVERSIVE ACTIVI- 
TIES CONTROL BOARD 

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President, 
the Subversive Activities Control Board 
is part of that debris of the witch hunts, 
the so-called period of McCarthyism, that 
is still with us. Its continued existence is 
ridiculous. This relic of the Joe McCarthy 
era is not only a complete waste of tax- 
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payer money, but an insult to all Ameri- 
cans. 

We have recovered somewhat from 
that era, which we should like to forget, 
of pointless suspicion, fear, character 
assassination, and ruined careers, and the 
ridiculous and utterly false claims that 
there were Communists on the faculties 
of universities, in the Protestant minis- 
try, and in the State Department, all of 
which allegations were entirely untrue at 
the time they were made, but unfortu- 
nately were believed by many Americans. 

Much of the debris of that period has 
been cleaned up, but it may take a gen- 
eration to remove all the rubbish. This 
vestigial remainder of a terrible chapter 
in our history, the Subversive Activities 
Control Board, is part of that rubbish. 

I am happy to be a cosponsor of the 
bill introduced by the distinguished 
senior Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
PROXxMIRE] to abolish the Subversive Ac- 
tivities Control Board. I am hopeful that 
this very meritorious legislation will 
soon be enacted into law. 

I wish to make it clear, Mr. President, 
that I am not speaking against any ap- 
pointee to that Board, but I am speaking 
out for the abolishment of this entirely 
useless Board. 

When the Constitution was first pro- 
claimed, there was an uproar from lib- 
erty-loving Americans who had won the 
Revolutionary War. They forced down 
the throats of the reactionaries of that 
period the first 10 amendments to the 
Constitution. They made their ratifica- 
tion a condition for the ratification of 
our Constitution; and throughout the 
years, we have affectionately termed 
those first 10 amendments to our Con- 
stitution the Bill of Rights. 

Likewise, it is for us today to fight for 
the preservation of these rights. I believe 
it would be well for the people of the 
United States, our fellow citizens, to re- 
read those first 10 amendments. I am 
certain that those lunatic extremists, 
rightwing splinter groups such as the so- 
called Liberty Lobby, the Manion Forum, 
and the members of the John Birch Soci- 
ety—or Birchsaps or Sons of Birches, as 
our colleague, the senior Senator from 
California, the assistant minority leader, 
terms them—have never read or would 
like to forget those first 10 amendments. 

During the past two decades—and 
particularly with the impetus of the 
grave threat of external communism— 
we adopted a number of practices deemed 
necessary for the national security which 
would have shocked our forefathers. One 
of these nefarious actions was the estab- 
lishment of the Subversive Activities 
Control Board. 

Loyalty cannot be coerced or com- 
pelled. 

When President Truman vetoed the 
legislation establishing the Subversive 
Activities Control Board, he said: 

The provisions of the act are not merely 


ineffective and unworkable; they represent a 
clear and present danger to our institutions. 


Over the years this Board has proven 
itself unworkable, and in view of recent 
Supreme Court decisions, completely use- 
less. President Truman’s veto, which was 
overridden at the time, has proven to be 
a wise and thoughtful move. It is unfor- 
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tunate that the Congress did not heed 
his advice at that time. 

Mr. President, this Board, which is a 
boondoggle, will cost taxpayers more 
than $300,000 this year alone. Only 18 
employees remain, and they are vir- 
tually sinecures. The average salary of 
each is $11,000 a year—one of the highest 
in the entire Federal bureaucracy. Yet, 
this Board has not held a hearing for 
more than 20 months, It has not made a 
single substantial contribution to the 
national welfare since its creation. To the 
contrary, its very existence is a symbol 
of all that is repulsive to freedom-loving 
Americans. 

The Subversive Activities Control 
Board has five Board members, each ap- 
pointed by the President subject to con- 
firmation by the Senate. Each member 
has a personal administrative assistant. 
Then there are eight other employees 
whose function, I imagine, is to keep 
track of the first 10. These 18 people have 
the softest jobs in Washington. In fact, 
they have no real duties at all, except the 
trouble they expend once or twice a 
month to draw their salaries. They do 
nothing of any value whatever except 
perhaps write memos to one another and 
publish annual reports of what they have 
not accomplished. 

The continued expenditure of taxpay- 
ers money for this absurd boondoggle is 
unconscionable at a time when we are 
looking for ways to save taxpayers money 
in order to finance the fantastically ex- 
pensive civil war in which the adminis- 
tration has involved us in Vietnam, a 
war which has now become an American 
ground and air war in Southeast Asia. 
It is a war that is costing the American 
taxpayers more than $2 billion every 
month—money that is being blown up 
in smoke. 

Mr. President, we must hold fast to 
our heritage as free men and women. We 
must renew our confidence in each other, 
our tolerance and our sense of being 
good neighbors. 

We must repudiate the fearmongers, 
those men of little faith, or no faith 
whatever, who are plotting the inquisi- 
tion and investigations into our schools, 
colleges, churches, and all institutions 
of free society. 

There is no better way in which we 
can do so than by once and for all 
abolishing the Subversive Activities Con- 
trol Board, a truly un-American insti- 
tution. 

I know that the present presiding of- 
ficer, the distinguished junior Senator 
from Montana [Mr. METCALF] feels the 
same as I do on this subject. I know of 
his fine record in the Senate as a great 
public servant. 

I feel that the present occupant of the 
chair also holds in contempt those right- 
wing extremists and witch hunters who 
seek to play God with other Americans’ 
patriotism. 


ORDER OF BUSINESS 


Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres- 
ident, I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 
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The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 


FORTUNE FORESEES INADEQUATE 
ECONOMIC GROWTH EVEN WITH- 
OUT TAX INCREASE 


Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, for 
those who advocate a tax increase, the 
July Economic Roundup of Fortune 
magazine—a highly respected monthly 
economic analysis is must reading. 

Tax increase proponents contend that 
we must increase taxes to avoid an over- 
exuberant inflationary economy in the 
latter part of this year and during most 
of next year. 

But Fortune’s careful analysis projects 
a continued decline in the Federal Re- 
serve Board’s index of industrial produc- 
tion during the next 6 months and an 
increase in the real gross national prod- 
uct, that is corrected for inflation, of 
only 1 percent. 

And for all of 1968 they foresee an in- 
crease in the real gross national prod- 
uct of only 3 percent which, as the 
magazine says, is well below the econ- 
omy’s potential and would mean both 
an increase in unemployment and a con- 
tinued decrease in corporate profits 
which they expect to decline 10 percent 
this year and to continue to fall next 
year. 

Fortune’s forecast is especially im- 
pressive because they assume the Con- 
gress will not pass the tax increase the 
President is expected to ask. They as- 
sume the Federal Reserve Board will 
continue to make money relatively easy, 
and that homebuilding will grow steadily 
and consumer demand pick up sharply 
if not exuberantly. 

Fortune’s relative pessimism on the 
economy is based on a recognition that 
inventories are still large in relation to 
sales, though they have improved in May 
and June. But even more, the Fortune 
analysis recognizes that capital invest- 
ment which declined by more than $2 
billion in physical volume in the past 6 
months will continue to decline perhaps 
by $7 billion, or about 10 percent before 
it levels off in 1968. 

They reason that even with inventory 
worked off the economy will not turn up 
because it has yet to bear the brunt of 
the decline in capital goods production. 

The Congressman, concerned about 
whether to vote for or against a tax in- 
crease, may wonder whether Fortune or 
the Council of Economic Advisers are 
right. 

I suggest they consider the wisdom of 
Fortune’s observation that business is 
unlikely to increase its outlays for more 
plant and equipment when an increas- 
ing part of its plant and equipment is 
idle. Under these conditions, why buy 
more? 

Consider the fact that production 
which a few months ago was zooming 
along at 91 percent of capacity is now 
slowed down to near 85 percent. 

Members of Congress might also pon- 
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der the Fortune observation that the 
surtax will add surprisingly little to 
revenue because it would cancel half the 
rise in gross national product now in 
sight to the end of next year.” 

The Fortune analysis says that nor- 
mally a surging economy will generate 
an additional $10 billion of revenue per 
zoe But revenue has picked up hardly 
at all. 

This means that those looking for the 
tax increase as the responsible answer 
to a big budget deficit, may have to 
reconsider. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the Fortune Roundup—fore- 
cast of business conditions for the next 
18 months—that is, through calendar 
1968—be printed in the Recorp at this 
point. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp, 
as follows: 

BUSINESS ROUNDUP 
TURNING UP IN 1968 


For the past six months the nation’s real 
G.N.P. has stood still, and industrial output 
has fallen, from 159 on the FRB index last 
autumn to 155.5 in May. It has now got below 
the level of a year ago. Nothing like this has 
happened in six years—since 1961 output had 
never failed to register a quarterly advance— 
and this should make clear that the economy 
entered a new period this year. Its distin- 
guishing feature now is the decline in capital 
investment, which has already begun and 
maging a through this year and most of 
next. 

During the next six months the FRB index 
should fall about a percent, and real G.N.P. 
should go up a percent. In 1968, however, 
there should be an upturn in the economy. 
Inventory buying, because it has been cut 
back so sharply already, will diminish only 
a little more and will then turn up mildly in 
1968. Consumers will get a lift from Wash- 
ington in the form of higher soclal-security 
pensions and lower excises, and will be doing 
more buying on credit. And home building 
will recover steadily, if gradually, from 
here on. 

So by Election Day, 1968, the FRB index 
should be back about to where it was on 
Election Day, 1966—at a level of 159. Real 
G.N.P, tends to go up anyway $15 billion a 
year now just to supply the usual increase in 
consumer services, public services, and food 
consumption. With the rise in industrial 
production, the real G.N.P. rate will go up 
by $27 billion during 1968, or about 3.5 per- 
cent, to over $806 billion. For all 1968, real 
G.N.P. will be up 3 percent over 1967 (and 
the FRB index, 1 percent). Such gains, plain- 
ly, will be less than the economy’s potential, 
as measured either by its growing labor 
force and productivity or by its still rapidly 
growing stock of plant and capital. In this 
setting, unemployment would be slightly 
higher next year than the current 3.8 per- 
cent of the labor force. And corporate profits, 
down some 10 percent this year, might be 
slightly lower again for 1968 as a whole. 

This is not the “vigorous upturn” that 
has been and still is being forecast by 
Washington policy makers and others, who 
envisage a broad pickup in the economy al- 
most immediately and a new boom before 
the end of this year. Two recent SEC-Com- 
merce surveys show that (1) manufacturers 
expect large sales increases and intend to 
make large inventory purchases this sum- 
mer, and (2) business plans to raise capital 
outlays this summer and again this fall. 
If, improbably, these intentions are actu- 
ally carried out, economic activity would 
indeed be lifted this year, but that would 
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merely borrow trouble by exacerbating two 
basic problems which also emerged in the 
surveys: more manufacturers now report 
surpluses of inventory than at any time 
since 1958; and fewer than for three years 
past say they have begun new projects to 
add more capacity. Excesses of stocks and 
capacity have usually led business to lower 
outlays, and this is what Roundup now 
expects. 

Any upturn, in fact, is predicated on 
continued stimulus from Washington, and 
this brings up the most difficult assumption 
in the present forecast. In the past six 
months the federal spending rate has been 
stepped up an extra $6 billion over its 
planned pace, mainly for defense, and an- 
other 65 billion extra will be poured into the 
economy over the coming year through a 
widening deficit. Indeed, the deficit will be 
un ented, and the Administration has 
called for help in the form of a surcharge 
of 6 percent, or $6 billion, on personal and 
corporate income taxes. Some officials have 
even been beating the drums for a 10 per- 
cent surcharge. 

In the best of all possible worlds—i.e. that 
of a “vigorous upturn’’—the surcharge would 
be doubly welcome, as a check on inflation- 
ary pressure as well as a boon to the budget. 
But in the world Roundup is projecting, 
it would produce surprisingly little addition 
to revenue because it would cancel half the 
rise in G.N.P. now in sight to the end of 
1968 (and all the foreseeable rise in the 
FRB index). For this reason the surcharge 
seems unlikely to pass Congress. 

But the budget problem does not stop 
there, for there is the potential “danger of 
excess liquidity,” as the Bank for Interna- 
tional Settlements warned last month, that 
can arise from financing large deficits via 
monetary expansion. Hence there is a chance 
of a new clamp on credit, with or without a 
vigorous upturn. Even the talk of this has 
helped create a great private thirst for liquid - 
ity, which has neutralized much of the 
Federal Reserve’s unexpectedly generous eas- 
ing of credit this year. Yet the Fed is con- 
tinuing to supply credit, even now when the 
deficit has already grown large, and it seems 
likely to keep on doing so, even after the 
present soft economy firms a little next year. 

Roundup, in short, assumes there will be 
no tax surcharge and no curb on credit. 
Washington has already switched from the 
neutral economic policies that Roundup 
looked for in January, and will continue in 
1968 to supply pragmatic answers to the 
“large and unexplored questions” that could 
arise from “renewed reliance on a policy of 
combining big deficits with easy credit.” It 
will leave the matter of dealing with the 
deficit for some future day when investment 
demand has revived. To be sure, some of the 
questions involved are political—a month 
ago Congress rejected the President’s request 
for a $29-billion boost in the debt ceiling. 
There are surely some practical limits to the 
size of the deficits that can be run, and 
Washington could yet change the assump- 
tions for 1968 (and so the forecast they im- 
ply), but it is likely at most to try for some 
compromise way of getting revenue (e.g., by 
“closing tax loopholes”) without depressing 
demand. 

WHAT STRIKES WOULD DO 


Another assumption for 1968 is that there 
will be no end to the war in Vietnam or of 
the gradual buildup of U.S. forces there. If 
and when there is peace in Vietnam, there 
will be a letdown, of course, in defense pur- 
chases, which have risen $20 billion in vol- 
ume over the past two years. When that hap- 
pens, the Administration and Congress will 
be offered a choice between tending to the 
budget deficit and reducing taxes to take up 
the potential slack in the economy. The pace 
of the economy would depend on which is 
given priority. If the chance comes next year, 
taxes might well come down even before— 
and more—than spending does. 
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Roundup’s projections do not allow for 
strikes and work stoppages, though these 
seem probably for the auto industry this 
autumn and possible for steel next summer. 
A strike, of course, reduces economic activity 
immediately, but when it is over, the loss 
is made up by heightened rates of activity 
over following quarters. Thus in the event of 
work stoppages, the 1968 uptrend would be 
appreciably sharper than set forth here, al- 
beit artificially so. A need to catch up on 
strike losses could produce a fevered sense of 
activity and consequent euphoria about the 
economy. But the real outlook will depend on 
specific developments within the economy, 
as set forth in the ten points below. 

Defense 

The volume of defense purchases as risen 
at a rate of over $13 billion in the past year. 
But recently purchases have got ahead of 
programmed levels in a number of specific 
areas—e.g., procurement for Vietnam, re- 
search and development, buying of consum- 
ables, such as food and clothing—and are 
likely to be brought back in line soon. So the 
rise in the rate of total arms outlays over the 
next eighteen months should amount to 
only about $5 billion, with half going for 
increases in pay and prices, and half to buy 
more real goods and services. This $5 billion 
will include support for 100,000 more men 
in the armed forces than were budgeted last 
January. That would be enough to enable 
the Administration to keep increasing the 
number of servicemen in Vietnam, from 
400,000 last year-end to 500,000 this year-end 
and 600,000, if needed, by the end of 1968. 

Budget 

The annual rate of federal spending rose 
by $35 billion over the past eighteen months 
(on the national-income accounting). 
Thanks to the sharp slowdown now in sight 
for defense outlays, the rise over the next 
eighteen months will be only a little over 
half as much, reaching an annual rate of 
more than $180 billion by the end of 1968. 
Nondefense spending will go up nearly $15 
billion in annual rate by the end of next year; 
Great Society programs, which have been 
held down recently, should pick up again 
late this year and move ahead sharply next 
year. The projections also include a $2- 
billion rise in old age pensions this fall to 
be paid for out of the trust-fund surplus. 

Revenues, which matched expenditures at 
the end of 1965 and nearly kept pace with 
them through the end of 1966, have since 
fallen far behind. Normally, a prosperous 
economy would be generating a $10-billion- 
a-year increase in revenue; even that would 
not half cover the surge in spending that has 
occurred in the past six months. But in the 
current soft economy, revenues are hardly 
growing at all. So the current rate of deficit 
in the national-income accounts of the budg- 
et is about $13 billion. From here on, “nor- 
mal” revenues might fall a few billion short 
of the prospective rise in outlays until the 
end of 1968; and they will be pared by re- 
ductions in excise taxes scheduled to go into 
effect next April 1. So the deficit rate would 
ordinarily go up another $5 billion or so in 
the coming year. 

If a boom were now developing, it might 
produce several billion more of extra rev- 
enue, and if the boom were big enough, taxes 
could be raised, and the deficit rate there- 
by nearly eliminated. But what is more 
likely, in Roundup’s judgment, is that a tax 
increase would inhibit economic recovery 
and curb the rise in revenues. So the budget 
deficit in the national-income accounts $7 
billion for the fiscal year just closed, will 
be at least double that in the coming fiscal 
year, and probably more. Not only will the 
administrative budget be in deficit for the 
eighth year in a row, but the red ink will 
come to more than $20 billion, It will be the 
biggest, relative to G.N.P., since World War 
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Capital goods 

Purchases of new plant and equipment by 
business have declined by $2 billion in the 
past six months, in terms of real volume. 
The total promises to fall $7 billion more, or 
nearly 10 percent, over the next year, before 
it begins to level out late in 1968. This capi- 
tal-goods recession will nearly match the 
15 percent declines of 1948-49 and 1957- 
58—and will prove more prolonged than 
those, because the boom preceding it got to 
be more excessive. Additions to capacity 
reached a peak rate of over 5 percent for the 
economy as a whole, and 7 percent for manu- 
facturing—obviously too great to last. 

Now utilization of capacity is down, by 
8 percent from a year ago for manufacturers, 
who have already begun to cut back on their 
new capital appropriations and new capital 
projects. This retrenchment will continue as 
utilization falls further in coming months, 
with capacity still growing rapidly and out- 
put, at best, level. As the backlog of large 
earlier projects and appropriations gets 
worked down quarter by quarter, outlays will 
inevitably fall, not only through this year 
but through 1968. This process will be only 
damped next year by the upturn in output 
now in prospect, for it would require a rise in 
utilization—i.e., a new boom in output—to 
reverse the decline in investment. 

The capacity factor is of various degrees of 
importance in other industrial areas. It is 
critical to the dip now going on in capital 
outlays for farms, railroads, and stores, and 
will tip the balance a year from now for air- 
lines and electric utilities, which are still 
raising their outlays and boosting capacity. 
Costly money is currently a brake on spend- 
ing for gas utilities, office construction, and 
even manufacturing, and outlays will tend 
to recover only a while after money gets 
cheaper. Suspension of the investment tax 
credit helped turn outlays downward in 
recent months but its restoration now will, 
at best, cushion further declines. 


Inventories 


Business’ accumulation of inventory has 
already fallen from a rate of about $17 billion 
last autumn to a couple of billion this spring. 
Two things accounted about equally for the 
drop, a decline in output and a rise in “final 
sales,” including defense purchases. But the 
inventory surplus, which was over 5 percent, 
or $8 billion, at the end of winter, has so far 
come down only a little, and business will 
continue to whittle away at it right through 
1968, Judging from past experience, the 
whittling will turn into some outright liqui- 
dation in the next half year, albeit only at 
a mild rate of a billion or two, before ac- 
cumulation starts up again. With final sales 
advancing only a couple of percentage points 
a year, the stockpiling rate should not get 
above a couple of billion even by autumn of 
1968. But movements in inventory buying 
can be volatile and unpredictable, especially 
if there should be an auto or steel strike. 
Right now, stocks of car dealers and steel 
mills are both bigger than usual, relative to 
sales. 

Construction 

The recent upturn in bond yields, and to 
some extent in mortgage rates, following a 
dip earlier this year, has delayed and 
stretched out the recovery in residential 
building. Lenders are wary about settling for 
rates too low relative to the rates they may 
have to pay on savings in the future. And 
borrowers are worried that rates are already 
too high. Commercial banks and life-insur- 
ance companies have been avoiding mort- 
gages almost completely, while thrift institu- 
tions have put their recent large inflows of 
funds mostly into rebuilding liquidity or into 
other investments. Consequently, housing 
starts this year have so far remained steady 
at a rate of 1,200,000 nonfarm units a year, 
up from the 1966 lows but only even with the 
1966 average. After the May upturn, starts 
should only reach a rate of over 1,300,000 this 
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year-end and, by the end of 1968, top 1,500,- 
000—which was the level back in 1965, be- 
fore the onset of tight money. The recovery 
should lift the rate of residential activity by 
some $6 billion in all. 

The volume of public works has been es- 
sentially unchanged for the past year, and 
should remain so over the next year. Some 
construction funds, which had been frozen 
for various reasons, will be getting thawed 
and activity will rise later in 1968. 

Prices and wages 

Prices have been rising more slowly in the 
past six months, after their fast pace of 3.5 
percent during 1966. But they are not soon 
going back to the moderate rates of increase 
that were thought of as “normal” earlier in 
the 1960's. About 2.5 percent per annum 
seems likely for consumer prices and for the 
general (G.N.P.) price level. 

For one thing, manufacturing wage costs 
continued to accelerate to about a 5 percent 
annual rate of increase in the last six months, 
one-third faster than in the previous half 
year. New wage settlements have been getting 
larger, wider differentials for top skills are 
being negotiated (e.g., in autos, machinery), 
and minimum wages will jump from $1.40 to 
$1.65 next February. Diminishing overtime 
costs, a significant partial offset in recent 
months, will be less of a factor from here on 
in. 

Unit labor costs in the past year accord- 
ingly have gone up about 5 percent in man- 
ufacturing, 6 percent for the whole corporate 
economy, and matters now would look even 
worse but for the promise of an improvement 
in productivity. Gains in productivity have 
run to a subnormal 1 percent rate in manu- 
facturing the past six months, and only 1 
percent for all nonfarm industries over the 
past year; but this partly reflected employ- 
ers’ inclination to staff up once the labor 
market allowed it, and their usual slowness 
to prune payrolls once activity eased. Things 
should now get back more nearly to nor- 
mal—t.e., an over 3 percent gain for manu- 
facturing productivity, a bit less over-all. 

All this adds up to the likelihood that 
industrial prices will go up a percent or two 
in the coming year, as in the past one, even 
though labor costs rise less than they have 
been. Profit margins have already absorbed 
a lot of cost increases, and will not absorb 
much more. Construction costs have begun 
to rise less rapidly and so have service prices 
(which, however, must hurdle higher wage 
minimums in 1968). Food prices are back on 
their normal 1 to 2 percent annual track. 


Income and savings 


Over the past eighteen months, inflation 
accounted for more than half the increase 
in money income, and real disposable in- 
come rose at a meager 3 percent annual rate, 
only half as much as in the previous eighteen 
months, Income growth was held down partly 
by the fact that social-security taxes went 
up more than benefits. In the next year and 
a half, however, there should be $5 billion, 
or 1 percent, extra “real” income from a rise 
in medicare, higher old-age pensions, and ex- 
cise-tax cuts. 

Buying power has been further squeezed 
over recent quarters by a sharp drop in the 
credit consumers could add to their spend- 
able funds. Installment debt lagged as re- 
payments rose sharply, and refinancing of 
mortgages on old homes came to a halt. Both 
kinds of borrowing will tend to rise a little 
over coming quarters, and this will give con- 
sumers more impulse to buy. 

Consumer spending 

Total consumer purchases reached an an- 
nual rate of $487 billion last quarter, up only 
$20 billion in real terms in the past eighteen 
months. In the next year and a half the ad- 
vance should pick up steam and amount to 
some $27 billion. Food purchases, which have 
been held back by curtailed meat supplies, 
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have begun to increase again at a rate of 62 
billion, or 2 percent, a year. The volume of 
services will continue to go up at a rate of 
over 4 percent, or $8 billion a year. 

The volume of goods purchases, which was 
increasing by $3 billion or $4 billion a quar- 
ter after the 1964 tax cut, has hardly risen 
at all since last summer, owing to the crimp 
in consumer buying power. But from a recent 
$175-billion rate, goods purchases should go 
up $2 billion a quarter on average, or over 4 
percent a year, through 1968, New-car sales, 
which fell to a low rate last winter of 7,700,- 
000, rebounded some 10 percent in the spring, 
and are roughly in line with basic market 
levels now. Next year, new safety and air- 
pollution features will add perhaps 5 percent 
“more car per car” to 1968 models. Home- 
goods volume was soft in spring and steady 
since last summer, in the wake of the home- 
building slump; now it should recover along 
with housing. Clothing sales should join the 
general moderate advance. 


Credit 


After clamping down on the growth of 
bank credit last summer, the Fed made up 
for it by reversing its tight money policy 
over the winter. Since then it has enabled 
banks to expand credit at an annual rate of 
8 percent or more, the average for the 196078. 
The credit has mainly gone into buying gov- 
ernments and other investments, rather than 
into loans to business. The Fed may be ex- 
pected to sustain the 8 percent expansion 
rate, if reluctantly, over the next eighteen 
months, to help finance the large federal 
deficit. Interest rates on Treasury bills and 
other short-term credit plunged from over 
5.5 percent last summer to below 3.5 percent 
in late spring, but they should firm up quite 
a bit now as a result of the huge rate of fed- 
eral borrowing (mostly in bills). Long-term 
bond rates, after declining more moderately 
from summer through winter, firmed up in 
the spring and are again close to 1966 highs, 
putting a brake on investment. High rates 
reflect the deficit, accumulated rate 
needs to pay for new plant, and a desire on 
everybody’s part to get liquid in case there 
in a squeeze on credit again. Yet business’ 
need for inventory financing has already 
faded and once the current borrowing fad 
eases, so should long-term rates, sometime 


in 1968. 
Exports 


The U.S. foreign-trade surplus has recov- 
ered from its low rate last year of a bit over 
$5 billion and is over $7 billion. Though it 
will fluctuate a little, the surplus rate is 
likely to remain there in the coming period. 

A rise in exports accounted for the gain 
in the surplus, but they now promise to run 
at a more even pace over the next year or 
two. Shipments of durable goods, for one 
thing, have lately caught up with new export 
orders for durables, which have leveled out 
in the past year. Industrial activity—and 
consequently demand for U.S. exports—has 
diminished in Britain and Germany, leveled 
out in France and Canada, and has been 
rising more slowly in Italy and Japan. There 
will be a slowdown in demand from devel- 
oping nations incoming months, reflecting 
the already evident slowdown in sales to the 
US. 

U.S. imports have stayed about level since 
last summer; purchases of raw materials 
have tended to diminish while those of cars, 
steel, and machinery have if anything in- 
creased. There will be no strong domestic 
economic forces operating, one way or the 
other, on imports in general over the next 
year or two, and the trend, as in exports, 
may be gently upward. No one yet knows 
what net effect on imports or exports is likely 
to result from the recently agreed-upon Ken- 
nedy round of tariff reductions. 

With no major further aid forthcoming 
from the trade balance, no end is in sight for 
the deficit in the over-all U.S. balance of 
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payments. This will have its influence not 
only on specific foreign programs, but in a 
general way on some large matters of domes- 
tic policy as well. 


NEW YORK TIMES ANALYZES L. B. J. 
TAX INCREASE DILEMMA 


Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that one of the best 
balanced and most thoughtful analyses 
I have seen of the tax increase dilemma, 
from yesterday’s New York Times, be 
printed in the Recorp at this point. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


Is TAx HIKE NECESSARY TO CURB THE 
EXUBERANCE? 

As President Johnson prepares to drop the 
other shoe and send his special tax message 
to Congress, his Administration is faced 
with a problem. 

Essentially, it is that the tax increase is 
designed to head off a new inflationary up- 
surge in the economy, but this upsurge can 
be seen only in forecast, not yet in fact. 

As the economic indicators for June last 
week rounded out the picture of the first 
half of the year, certain things stood out. 
Industrial production had drifted gently 
downward since the beginning of the year. 
The growth of employment had slowed 
sharply, and by June there was even a no- 
ticeable increase in unemployment, to 4 per 
cent of the labor force. 

In some segments of industry profits were 
off sharply—as much as 35 per cent in the 
case of duPont, for example. Factories in the 
second quarter were operating at only 85 
per cent of capacity, compared with 91 per 
cent a year earlier. 

And yet even the pessimists agreed that 
none of this pointed to recession. Personal 
incomes had continued to rise during the 
period of sluggishness, with the June in- 
crease the best of the year. And the total job 
picture was in no sense weak. Housing starts, 
with mortgage money more available if not 
much cheaper, were higher than a year ago. 
New factory orders for durable goods, an 
important advance indicator, were much 
stronger in May and June than in the first 
four months of the year. And, finally, the 
second quarter showed a modest growth in 
the “real” Gross National Product—output 
corrected for higher prices—after no growth 
at all in the first quarter. 

Still, as Senator William Proxmire, Demo- 
crat of Wisconsin and Chairman of the 
Joint Economic Committee, kept emphasiz- 
ing, the picture was one of an economy with 
slack, not an inflationary excess of demand. 
What guarantee was there that the much- 
feared inflationary exuberance would rear 
its head if there were no tax increase? 

There was, of course, no absolute guaran- 
tee. But economic forecasting, though far 
from perfect, is a respectable profession. The 
Official forecast, assessing all the elements of 
future demand, was for a rapid increase in 
total output by the fourth quarter of this 
year and well into 1968. 

The chief reason was the movement of 
inventories. Business entered 1967 with 
clearly excessive stocks and, in living off 
them for a while, curbed current production. 
But the excessive inventories are being 
worked off, month by month, largely through 
the process of standing pat on inventories 
and allowing sales to “catch up.” The drag 
on output from inventories will end soon— 
though no one can say exactly when—and 
the response will be a rise in production. 
Absorption of inventories knocked $15-bil- 
lion off the G.N.P. in the first half. 

Next, it is clear that consumer buying will 
be strong, if not exuberant. Not only have 
incomes continued to grow, but there will 
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be a large dose of additional Social Security 
benefits later in the year. 

And, finally, there is government. Its spend- 
ing is continuing to go up—Federal, state 
and local—although the pace of increase in 
defense outlays is likely to be considerably 
less in the year to mid-1968 than in the 12- 
month period just ended. 

Fortunately for the Administration offi- 
cials who will have to defend the case for 
a tax increase, they have a string to their 
bow other than a mere forecast of the prob- 
able course of the economy. This is the state 
of the budget. 

The government reported last week that 
the deficit in the familiar administrative“ 
budget in the fiscal year ended June 30 was 
$9.9-billion, the second highest since World 
War II. More important, without a tax in- 
crease the deficit in the fiscal year that has 
just begun could reach $20-billion, and pos- 
sibly more. 

A deficit of even $20-billion in the admin- 
istrative budget would not necessarily be 
disastrous. Among other things, the economy 
has grown mightily, and such a deficit would 
be smaller as a proportion of the G. NP. than 
some earlier ones. The deficit would be in- 
fiationary only if the economy were straining 
at capacity, when additional spending—as 
the Government poured more money into the 
economy than it took out—would simply 
drive up prices. 

But to the Congressional and public mind, 
such a figure appears frightening. And it 
would apply to a fiscal year that will end 
just before the 1968 political conventions. 
Thus the potential size of the deficit will 
be a major Administration argument for the 
tax increase. 

We need the revenue,” President Johnson 
told his news conference this week, in re- 
iterating his intention to press later for at 
least a 6 per cent surcharge on personal and 
corporate income taxes. And in the back- 
ground there is always the argument that 
the tax rise is needed to help pay for the war. 

Needless to say, there is a powerful school 
of thought that says a reduction of nonde- 
fense Federal spending would be just as ef- 
fective as a tax increase both in checking 
potential over-exuberance in the economy 
and reducing the budget deficit. But the rec- 
ord of Congress to date shows that there is 
no agreement on where spending can be re- 
duced. “Real” reductions in appropriations— 
those that will have an early effect on ex- 
penditures—have been less than 3 per cent so 
far, and the House has acted on most of the 
big appropriation bills. 

Thus the story returns to the tax increase. 
The belief in Washington was that in the 
end Congress would grit its teeth and do 
what the President asks. 


PRESSURES IN THE ECONOMY—AND THE PRO AND 
CON OF A TAX INCREASE 


1. The budget deficit is expected to rise 
sharply again in the next fiscal year. Those 
in favor of a tax rise say it would reduce the 
deficit, expected to range from $13.5 billion 
to $20 billion. Those opposed say spending 
should be cut instead. 

2. The Gross National Product is rising 
again after a pause, indicating a new boom. 
Those in favor of a tax rise say it would 
prevent the economy from accelerating too 
rapidly; those opposed doubt the need for 
any check on the economy now. 

3. The consumer price index has been 
climbing more rapidly in the last 18 months, 
Those in favor of a tax rise say it would cut 
spending and ease inflationary pressures; 
those opposed again declare that a cut in 
spending would better reduce those pressures. 

4. Industrial production has been falling 
off. Those in favor of a tax rise say that this 
indicator soon will resume a strong uptrend; 
those opposed feel that an increase would 
prevent an uptrend. 
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AIR TRAFFIC CONGESTION 


Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, on Sun- 
day, July 23, 1967, the Washington Star 
published the first in a series of articles 
by Donald Smith entitled The Crisis 
Isn't Coming—It’s Here.” Unfortunately, 
this is the rule rather than the exception 
at many of the Nation’s large airports. 

Although the article covers primarily 
the extreme congestion at National Air- 
port in Washington, D.C., it nevertheless 
tells a story which is remarkably similar 
in many other congested cities across the 
Nation. 

In the wake of two recent mid-air col- 
lisions, ground and air congestion is com- 
mencing to stifle the growth of the Na- 
tion’s air transportation. Within the past 
few days, New York’s La Guardia Airport 
authority notified major aircraft manu- 
facturers that the giant air-bus type 
planes scheduled within the next 5 years 
could not operate from that airport due 
to a lack of facilities. 

In Chicago, Los Angeles, and San 
Francisco, congestion is creating monu- 
mental jams of people and aircraft as 
airlines attempt to remain within pub- 
lished schedules. 

More attention must be given both to 
ground and air congestion, otherwise this 
portion of our transportation industry 
will shrivel and die. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the article be inscribed in the 
RECORD. 


There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


THE CROWDED Am: THE CRISIS ISN'T COMING 
IT’S HERE 
(By Donald Smith) 


It looked as if July 11 would be a normal 
Tuesday afternoon at Washington National 
Airport. The air traffic was getting heavy, 
but the tower was keeping the planes moving 
in and out with few delays. 

Inside the terminal, long lines of custom- 
ers trailed away from ticket counters. Pas- 
sengers streamed through baggage rooms and 
waiting rooms. Children screamed and the 
public address system sputtered. Steward- 
esses hurried off to wherever stewardesses 
always seem to be hurrying off to. 

Then it began to rain. 

The first heavy drops splattered onto the 
runways at a little before 5 p.m. Ten min- 
utes later it seemed as if the sky were coming 
down. 

By 5:45 p.m., 34 planes were lined up in 
single file waiting for space on the runway 
to take off. Each plane was packed with tired, 
hot and impatient passengers. 

The estimated delay between each takeoff 
was 20 minutes. The 67 passengers aboard 
Eastern’s 5 p.m. shuttle to New York were 
lucky. Their Electra was sixth in line and was 
only 51 minutes late in taking off. 

In the tower overlooking the field, an air 
controller sipped on a cup of coffee and shook 
his head, 

“It’s bad enough without the rain,” he said. 
“With a little weather, it’s bloody hell.” 

Concern over congestion at National Air- 
port last week resulted in the start of infor- 
mal hearings by the Civil Aeronautics Board. 

The problem of congested airports and avi- 
ation safety was tragically highlighted 
Wednesday in the mid-air collision in North 
Carolina of a small private plane and a Pied- 
mont Airlines jet. Eighty-two persons died 
in the firey crash, including Secretary of the 
Navy-designate John T. McNaughton, his 
wife and 11-year-old son. 
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Federal officials later said the small plane 
had been off course by about 12 miles. The 
Asheville airport volume was too small to 
qualify for a traffic-separating radar system 
by which the two aircraft could have been 
warned of their danger. 

The House tomorrow begins a hearing into 
the crash called by Commerce Committee 
Chairman Harley O. Staggers of West Vir- 
ginia. 

CAB examiner Ross Newmann heard 25 
Washington area citizens express diverse 
views last week on solving the congestion 
problem and then met with representatives 
of 14 airlines. He hopes the airlines will vol- 
unteer to switch some flights to Dulles or 
Friendship airport. 

The CAB examiner will meet with repre- 
sentatives of government agencies involved 
in the airport tomorrow and consult with 
non-scheduled carrier companies utilizing 
National on Wednesday. 

But because one airport is by nature linked 
to many other airports, the congestion prob- 
lems at one are related to those at others. 
Representatives from airports in the Middle 
West and South told Newmann they want 
more, not fewer, flights into National. 

Many industry and government officials 
agree that the only effective way of dealing 
with congestion is not by acting on one or 
two parts of the problems at one airport, 
but on a broad scale and nationwide. 


“CRISIS IS HERE NOW“ 


During the past month The Star has taken 
a close look at the so-called crisis in airport 
congestion. It has found some startling facts 
about what is happening today, and what 
can be expected to happen in the next few 


years. 

“The crisis isn’t something that’s coming 
sometime in the future,” said Alan Boyd, 
secretary of the new Department of Transpor- 
tation in an interview. “It’s here now.” 

“The building is already burning,” one top 
airline executive said. “But few people seem 
to be aware of it.” 

Said the editor-in-chief of the authorita- 
tive American Aviation magazine recently: 
“The airport problem is already out of hand 
in numerous major cities. The crisis is at 
hand, and it will get far worse before it gets 
better.” 

Cries of alarm are coming from Congress, 
too. Potential dangers in increased conges- 
tion have been pointed to by Sen. A. S. Mike 
Monroney, D-Okla. More regulation in the 
airways is necessary, Monroney said recently, 
“if we are to avoid the massacre which oc- 
curs on our highways each year.” 


UNPRECEDENTED GROWTH 


The “congestion crisis” has come about 
in an industry that has grown at a rate un- 
precedented in the history of American busi- 
ness. Last year, 110 million Americans flew 
commercial airlines—almost double the 
number that flew in 1961, and an increase 
of 474 percent over 1950. 

Most of the people flying today are busi- 
nessmen, and their numbers are steadily 
increasing. But as Robert T. Murphy, vice 
chairman of the Civil Aeronautics Board, 
pointed out near the beginning of this sum- 
mer, “our younger generation no longer gives 
a second thought to travel by air for any and 
all purposes.” 

“The big part of the new airline customers 
are people coming off the highways because 
they are too dangerous, time-consuming and 
tiring,” according to Stuart G. Tipton, presi- 
dent of the Air Transport Association of 
America, the voice of the industry. 

“The airlines have tried to get across the 
idea that they'll get a better vacation for just 
about the same price,” Tipton told The Star. 
“I believe it has worked. The fact is the 
highway is an unmitigated series of major 
and minor discomforts.” 

New customers are flooding the nation’s 
airports in ever-increasing numbers. A “con- 
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servative” estimate, according to Tipton, is 
that the airlines will double their traffic in 
1971 and triple it by 1975. That means nine 
years from now we should be flying 454 mil- 
lion passengers,“ he said. 

The period 1970 to 1975 will see the jumbo 
and supersonic jet transports come into use, 
A Boeing model 747 is planned to seat 500. 
Lockheed is working on a design that will 
seat 800. While increasing the number of 
passengers per airplane might help relieve 
air congestion, it will aggravate congestion 
through the terminals and in access to the 
airport. Even now, it’s not unusual to spend 
more time getting from the District to Na- 
tional Airport, finding parking space, getting 
tickets and checking baggage, than it takes 
to fly to New York. 


RUSH HOURS JAMMED 


“The contrast is becoming daily more 
marked between the ability of jet technology 
to deliver a passenger at 600 miles an hour 
across the world and the management of the 
system to get him down on the ground, 
through a terminal and to his final destina- 
tion,” said Tipton. “The system is least effec- 
tive when it is most needed, at rush hours.” 

These rush-hour peaks occur at Washing- 
ton’s National Airport with infallible punc- 
tuality. They begin at about 4 p.m. and slack 
off at about 10 p.m., Monday through Friday. 

It is between these hours that most of Na- 
tional’s daily average of 27,000 passengers 
pass through the terminal. During the sum- 
mer months the average runs about 28,000 
daily. Peak periods during the past year have 
run as high as 35,860 on the Sunday after 
Thanksgiving and 34,281 on the Wednesday 
before. 

In all, some 8 million passengers—more 
than three times the population of the en- 
tire Washington metropolitan area—were 
served at National last year. Figures this year 
are running about 20 percent higher. If the 
trend continues, the total for 1967 will reach 
10 million at an airport that was built in 
1940 to handle 3 million passengers. 


REASONS FOR DELAYS 


The effects of this kind of over-saturation 
begin when the passenger leaves his home or 
place of work on his way to the airport. They 
increase when he tries to park, get his ticket 
and check his baggage, and reach an un- 
happy climax when his 40-minute flight to, 
say, New York, lands an hour and a half 
later. 

Delays in flight are caused by many fac- 
tors: too many planes wanting to use the 
same limited airway, delays in leaving Na- 
tional because the destination airport at, 
say, New York, is congested—and vice versa— 
and delays in takeoffs and landings because 
of bad weather. 

Rain, snow, and fog have a way of creating 
delays in the same way that a little snowfall 
can paralyze automobile traffic in the city. 

In Eastern Airlines’ shuttle service, which 
accounts for 85 percent of all scheduled air- 
line passengers between Washington and New 
York, 40 minutes is allowed for the flight to 
LaGuardia. Delays in the Northeast corri- 
dor—the most heavily congested region in the 
nation—cause the median flight time on a 500 
m.p.h. jet to average as high as 52 minutes, 
according to company figures, During peak 
periods, the flight time ranges higher. 

In an effort to reduce congestion at Na- 
tional, the airlines last year agreed to limit 
flights to 40 per hour. However, in practice, 
the flights run as high as 50 to 60 an hour, 
says operations supervisor Arthur Stevens. 
When combined with private “general avia- 
tion” flights, operations go as high as 80 
or 90 per our during peak periods. 

PARKING DILEMMA 

While Tipton says the airlines plan to con- 
tinue cooperating with the limit, he has at- 
tacked the general aviation operations, which 
he says are contributing more than their fair 
share. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


Private plane operations at National ac- 
count for one-third of all the operations of 
the airport, according to the Federal Aviation 
Administration. 

One of the most desperate conditions at 
National is the parking situation, according 
to Clyde Pace, deputy director of the Bureau 
of National Capital Airports, 

There are now only 700 spots where a 
commuter can store his car until he returns 
to the city. There are 216 metered spots mak- 
ing a total of 916 public parking places. 
Chances of finding one unoccupied during 
the week are slim, 

The last available grassy areas at National 
are now being converted for parking. Of 
these spaces only 32 will be for the public. 
They will be opened by next month. After 
that there will be no more space. 

The airport last year proposed building a 
4,000-car multi-level garage. The National 
Capital Planning Commission rejected the 
proposal in favor of waiting to see a master 
plan for the airport that would show “over- 
all land use and traffic considerations for the 
entire facility.” 

Last April the commission rejected another 
proposal for a smaller garage that would park 
1,500 cars, 

The bureau is now studying a master plan 
prepared by a Philadelphia architectural 
firm. The plan contains 15 layouts—seven 
designs and eight modifications. Five or six 
combinations will be selected sometime this 
fall for consideration, Pace said. In the 
meantime, the week-long parking jam con- 
tinues. 

In June 1966, Rep. Joel T. Broyhill, R-Va., 
asked the Department of Defense to remove 
its 4,500 workers from the World War II tem- 
porary building (T-7) and free the 15 acres 
it occupies for parking. The Defense Depart- 
ment said it would act “at the earliest possi- 
ble date,” but probably not before 1968. 


BROYHILL CITES DULLES 


It is unlikely that anything will be done 
that soon. In an interview, Broyhill said he 
would not apply any more pressure for the 
move until he has seen a master plan. 

“Somebody's going to have to get their 
head out of the clouds, get down to earth, 
and look at the problems,” Broyhill said. I’m 
going to hold up fighting for more space un- 
til I get some intelligent assurance that it 
won’t bring more traffic to National and ag- 
gravate other congestion problems, 

“National will still need better parking and 
terminal facilities,” Broyhill added. “But 
there is a huge investment at Dulles that is 
not being properly utilized.” 

Broyhill thinks that the airlines would 
provide more service to Dulles if passengers 
were encouraged to make the 20-mile trip 
there. He has proposed that the government 
subsidize a rapid-rail system between the 
airports. He also would like to see a stricter 
ceiling on the number of flights at National. 


BICENTENNIAL OF NORFOLK NAVAL 
SHIPYARD 


Mr. SPONG. Mr. President, this year 
my native city of Portsmouth, Va., is 
observing a bicentennial celebration of 
the founding of the Norfolk Naval Ship- 
yard, located in Portsmouth. 

No naval shipyard in this country has 
a richer history. The oldest drydock in 
the Western Hemisphere is still in opera- 
tion at the yard. It was in this drydock 
that the ironclad, Virginia, more famil- 
iarly known as the Merrimac, was con- 
structed. Also, this country’s first 
battleship—the Teras—and our first air- 
craft carrier—the Langley—were built at 
this shipyard. 

In keeping with a rich tradition, the 
yard was established a reputation in 
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war and peace for efficient and econom- 
ical performance. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the Recorp an article con- 
cerning the bicentennial celebration, 
which was published in the Richmond 
Times Dispatch of July 23, 1967. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


PoRTSMOUTH CELEBRATES—SHIPYARD MARKS 
200 YEARS 


(By John T. Kinnier) 


PortsMouTH.—The Norfolk Naval Ship- 
yard, which was established as a small pri- 
vate yard on the Elizabeth River here in 
1767, 31 years before the United States had 
a Navy Department, is celebrating its bicen- 
tennial this year. 

The shipyard, which has built and serviced 
ships under four flags and during 10 wars, 
has arranged a series of events to mark its 
200th anniversary. The bicentennial celebra- 
tion, which is being jointly sponsored by the 
Navy and the Portsmouth Chamber of Com- 
merce, is being spread over a six-month 
period that began in May. The celebration 
will reach its climax Nov. 1, the actual anni- 
versary of the founding of the shipyard. 

So far the celebration has included the 
opening of a historical museum in the ship- 
yard, publication of a historical booklet, sev- 
eral special ceremonies, and a series of tours 
of the 815-acre facility. In September more 
than 5,000 former yard employes will gather 
here for an “oldtimers’ day.” In November 
there will be a lavish bicentennial ball, ded- 
ication of a granite monument in the ship- 
yard’s Trophy Park, a pageant performed by 
Portsmouth school children and a bicenten- 
nial program at which a prominent national 
figure will speak. 

The shipyard here, which oddly enough has 
never bore the Portsmouth name, is the larg- 
est factor in the Portsmouth economy, and is 
the second largest industrial establishment 
in Tidewater Virginia. Only the privately- 
owned Newport News Shipbuilding and Dry 
Dock Co. is larger. 

The Norfolk Naval Shipyard is the oldest 
of the nine naval shipyards still operating 
in this country and is the largest shipyard 
devoted exclusively to conversions and re- 
pairs of ships. The yard, which has built a 
number of famous ships during its 200 years, 
no longer builds ships. The last Portsmouth- 
built ship was launched in 1953. 

The shipyard is responsible for major re- 
pairs, conversions and alterations to all At- 
lantic and Mediterranean fleet vessels whose 
home port is Norfolk, according to Rear 
Adm. James A. Brown, shipyard commander. 
In addition to this work, the yard conducts 
research, develops equipment and manufac- 
tures shipboard items. All of this requires 
eight dry docks, more than 300 buildings, 
83 miles of railroad track, 334 cranes and 
derricks and about 11,860 civilian employees, 

The total annual payroll of these civilian 
workers is about $90 million, and the com- 
bined annual pay of civilians and Navy per- 
sonnel here is more than $150 million. These 
large payrolls account directly or indirectly 
for one-half of the total incomes of the esti- 
mated 216,000 persons who live in Ports- 
mouth and the neighboring city of Chesa- 
peake, according to Adm. Brown. 

As in most naval and military installa- 
tions, the shipyard’s tempo of activity has 
increased during the Vietnam war. However, 
& yard spokesman explained recently that 
the bulk of the yard’s buildup is directly 
traceable to other influences such as the 
increasing complexity of United States war- 
ships and the steady aging of the fleet's 
major vessels. 

During the fiscal year that began July 1. 
the shipyard is scheduled to undertake 24 
major overhaul jobs. There were 16 of these 
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last year and 30 the year before. In addi- 
tion to such major jobs the yard does hun- 
dreds of other repair jobs during the course 
of a year. 

All of this multimillion dollar operation 
began 200 years ago this fall when Andrew 
Sprowle, a Scot who later became a British 
naval agent here, built the Gosport shipyard. 
(The colonial village of Gosport became a 
part of Portsmouth in 1784.) At the time of 
the American Revolution, Sprowle remained 
loyal to the British crown and fled from the 
area. The shipyard then was confiscated by 
the new Commonwealth of Virginia, and 
the Virginia flag replaced the British flag at 
the yard. 

During the Revolution the shipyard was 
burned by the British fleet. (It was burned 
twice during the Civil War, once when it 
was evacuated by federal forces, and again 
when evacuated by Confederate forces.) 

In 1801 the shipyard was bought from 
Virginia by the federal government, three 
years after the Navy Department was estab- 
lished. Since that time, except for a brief 
period during the Civil War when the yard 
was a Confederate installation, it has been 
a United States naval shipyard. 

During its 200 years of “service to the 
fleet” the Portsmouth yard has achieved 
some notable historical priorities. In 1833 
the first ship ever drydocked in this coun- 
try was drydocked here. This oldest drylock 
in the Western Hemisphere is still in daily 
use here and is the “tightest, driest dock we 
have,” a yard spokesman said recently. 

In this drydock, with its hand-hewn gran- 
ite blocks, the Confederate Navy converted 
the partly burned U.S. Frigate Merrimac into 
the Ironclad Virginia. The Virginia’s battle 
with the Armored Monitor in Hampton 
Roads, in March 1862, made the world’s 
wooden navies obsolete and changed the 
course of naval history. 

The Norfolk Naval Shipyard also built this 
country’s first battleship, the USS Texas, in 
1889-92, and the Navy's first aircraft carrier, 
the USS Langley, in 1919-22. 


THE SOUTH PACIFIC: WINDS OF 
CHANGE 


Mr. FONG. Mr. President, American 
security interests in the vast Pacific 
Ocean are many and vital to our Na- 
tion. No area in this largest ocean on 
earth occupies a more strategic place 
than the Hawaiian Islands. 

In World War II, in the Korean war, 
and in the Vietnam struggle, Hawaii 
served as the base from which U.S. mili- 
tary forces went forth to defend our na- 
tional interest. 

From Hawaii’s vantage point in the 
middle of the Pacific, it is possible to view 
clearly the farflung changes which have 
come to the Pacific peoples in the last 
quarter century, and their impact on 
our defense posture. 

It is necessary that more Americans 
become aware of the new Pacific era, its 
problems and importance. Through var- 
ious proposals and statements, I have en- 
deavored to draw attention to the chang- 
ing world of the Pacific peoples. 

My latest proposal, introduced in the 
Senate on April 27, would, if enacted, 
establish a joint congressional commit- 
tee to study the future relationship of 
various insular areas with the United 
States. The committee’s task would be to 
study ways by which the self-govern- 
ment aspirations of island territories 
can be fulfilled without impairing the 
national defense and other interests of 
the Federal Government. 
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I am pleased that the American Secu- 
rity Council devoted a recent Washing- 
ton Report” to this subject. The report, 
a weekly bulletin which analyzes na- 
tional and international developments 
affecting the Nation’s security for the 
information of the Council’s over 3,500 
member companies and institutions, says 
of the “winds of change blowing fiercely 
across the Pacific“: 


One of the fundamental questions about 
the South Pacific is whether there will be a 
proliferation of new nations . . . or whether 
the island populations will find a perma- 
nent place in association with stable, free 
world nations such as the United States, 
Australia, and New Zealand. 


I ask unanimous consent that the 
“Washington Report” on “The South 
Pacific: Winds of Change,” written by 
associate editor Anthony Harrigan, be 
printed in the RECORD. 


There being no objection, the report 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


THE SovutH Paciric: WINDS OF CHANGE 

Even as the United States contends mili- 
tarily with the pugnacious communist 
forces on the mainland of Southeast Asia, 
it cannot ignore the danger of a revolu- 
tionized island vastness in the Pacific Ocean. 

A generation ago, American fleets, am- 
phibious forces and base establishments 
moved into the remote world of the South 
Pacific. They produced the first stirrings of 
a new era in this enormous oceanic region. 
Since then, the storied islands of the South 
Pacific have become increasingly involved 
in the modern world and in the complexi- 
ties of the cold war. They have been the 
scene of atomic weapons testing and of 
sweeping political change. Today, the winds 
of change are blowing fiercely across the 
thinly populated space between the Central 
Pacific and New Guinea, the second largest 
island in the world. 

A. A. Smyser, a Hawaiian author who has 
made a close study of the South Pacific re- 
gion, has said that “people who know the 
area well are agreed that the last 20 years 
have brought more changes than the previ- 
ous 100—or several hundred. They expect the 
next 20 to be still more dramatic.” 

An ocean area comparable to the largest 
of continents, the South Pacific long was 
out of the mainstream of history because 
of geographic isolation and small popula- 
tions. The political storms which blew across 
Asia and Africa were lost in the oceanic 
vastness. At long last, political ambitions are 
arising. The world-wide conflict between the 
free nations and the Communist powers 
threatens volcanic action in the societies 
of the South Pacific. The security of the 
United States, a Pacific power by virtue of 
the State of Hawail in the Central Pacific, 
is deeply involved in the changes taking 
place on these islands. Indeed—more than 
ever—many vital interests of the United 
States seem to lie in the direction of the 
Pacific Ocean. As the editors of Time-Life 
Books have pointed out, there is a develop- 
ing new “Mediterranean that includes Aus- 
tralia, New Zealand, Chile and the Pacific 
coast of North America.” Not only is there 
movement of men, ideas and money in a 
westerly direction, but the Japanese—one of 
the Pacific peoples—are playing an increas- 
ingly important role in the economic devel- 
opment of Alaska and British Columbia. 

To a number of observers, it appears that 
a hurricane of change will blow across the 
Pacific. 

In the U.S. Senate, a resolution has been 
introduced that calls for an investigation 
looking forward to eventual inclusion of the 
Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands into 
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the State of Hawaii, The war in Vietnam has 
brought home to the government and peo- 
ple of the United States the strategic impor- 
tance of the island of Guam, which has 
served as a base for B-52 bombers heading 
for Southeast Asia and as the site of a presi- 
dential meeting with military commanders 
directing the struggle against communist 
aggression. 

The fate of New Guinea looms as an es- 
pecially critical long-range issue, in view of 
Australia’s security requirements in an era 
of Chinese Communist expansionism. 

The modern world already has come to 
idyllic Tahiti with a bang, as a result of 
French nuclear weapons testing at its Centre 
a@’Experimentation du Pacifique on the atolls 
of Mururoa and Fangataufa 775 miles south- 
east of Tahiti. 

The stresses of the South Pacific world 
are glaringly revealed on Fiji, the tinderbox 
of the region, where racial strife is threat- 
ened between the native Fijian and the In- 
dian populations. 

In the New Hebrides (well-known to Amer- 
ican servicemen in World War II) an un- 
certain political future awaits this French- 
British condominium with its tangled cul- 
ture and dual Western traditions. 

Truly, the South Pacific is at a point in 
history when almost anything can happen. 
Dr. Alexander Spoehr, a student of the islands 
of the Pacific that stretch almost 7,000 miles 
from east to west, has warned: “The whole 
area is unstable, Its people are looking for 
new patterns.” 

One of the fundamental questions about 
the South Pacific is whether there will be 
& prolifieration of new nations—small states 
comparable to the Maldive Islands in the In- 
dian Ocean—or whether the island popula- 
tions will find a permanent place in associa- 
tion with stable, free world nations such as 
= United States, Australia and New Zea- 

d. 

The independence“ route in the South 
Pacific is unwise because of the smallness of 
the island populations and their consequent 
inability to defend themselves against fu- 
ture Communist aggressors. 

C. L. Sulzberger, writing in The New York 
Times, has reported that “perhaps a third of 
the population of Tahiti contemplates strik- 
ing out on its own.” But French Polynesia, 
the group of 130 coral and volcanic islands 
of which Tahiti is a part, has a population 
of less than 85,000. Today, it is an Overseas 
Territory of the French Republic. 

In the Tonga Islands their is talk of aban- 
doning British protection that has been in 
force since 1900. Tonga, however, has a popu- 
lation of only 56,000 persons inhabiting a 
semi-tropical area of 270 square miles, 

It is possible that there will be numerous 
microstates in the South Pacific in the years 
ahead. But it is difficult to imagine how they 
would support or defend themselves in the 
costly and dangerous modern world. For 
many of the people of Polynesia, the island 
region between New Zealand, Hawall and 
the Tahitian Archipelago, a closer association 
with New Zealand may prove desirable. The 
Maoris, the indigenous people of New Zea- 
land, are Polynesians akin to the Pacific is- 
landers. 

As Britain divests itself of remaining im- 
perial responsibilities in the South Pacific, 
the logical heir to many of the burdens is 
Australia, which is the great bastion of the 
region. There is talk of a confederation for 
many of the islands, but unless this con- 
federation were part of an overall Australian 
plan—and enjoyed Australian support—it 
would have a dim chance of succeeding. 
Across the world, in the Caribbean, the Carib- 
bean Federation proved an impractical ar- 
rangement for small, dependent islands. 

The overriding problem at the western edge 
of the South Pacific is the island of New 
Guinea, which covers 330,000 square miles. 
The western half of the island and adjacent 
areas are under Indonesian control. For the 
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time being, Indonesia has an anti-communist 
government, but no one can say what the 
future holds. 

Australia, under terms of a U.N. trustee- 
ship, controls the Trust Territory of New 
Guinea (96,160 square miles) and Papua 
(86,100 square miles)—one of nine external 
Australian territories. Given the generally 
anti-Western outlook of the United Nations, 
it is clear that the Australians and the people 
of New Guinea-Papua would be better served 
if this territory were incorporated into 
Australia and Australian sovereignty were 
firmly established. 

The problem of Pacific territories is no less 
serious for the United States. In this con- 
nection, Senator Hiram L. Fong of Hawaii 
has submitted a resolution to establish a 
joint committee that would make a full in- 
vestigation of the future of insular areas with 
the United States and submit recommenda- 
tions. 

The U.S. currently administers the Trust 
Territory of the Pacific Islands, under a 
trustee agreement with the United Nations— 
an arrangement which fails to adequately 
protect American security interests. Indeed, 
last year Senator Fong proposed that the 
Trust Territory be included in the State 
of Hawaii. The islands in this territory in- 
clude Saipan, Yap, Palau and Truk—all 
names familiar to Americans who lived 
through the dangerous years of World War 
II. It is possible for the U.N, to transfer these 
territories from American control, even as 
the U.N. is seeking to deprive South Africa 
of authority over former German South 
West Africa, If this happened, the United 
States again would face a critical situation 
in the Pacific. These former Japanese-man- 
dated islands properly could have been turned 
into American territories at the end of World 
War II, as they are vital to U.S. security and 
as Americans bled and died to oust the 
Japanese garrisons. However, then, as now, 
the United States sought no territory as the 
fruits of its victory. With the benefit of 
hindsight, we can see now how much better 
the people of the Trust Territory would have 
fared had we followed a different course. 

The U.S. public already is keenly aware of 
perils resulting from the balkanization of 
Africa. If the process were repeated in the 
South Pacific, the U.S. and its allies could 
be confronted with a fresh series of crises 
and continuing security and economic prob- 
lems. Indeed, this thinly-populated area of 
space that is the South Pacific cannot pro- 
gress without the aid and direction of the 
United States. Imagine, for instance, what 
would have been the sad fate of Hawaii if 
it had not become a state in the American 
Union or, if before that, it it had not been 
an incorporated territory of the U.S. 

Precedent for a deeper U.S. involvement in 
the South Pacific exists in the case of Guam 
which is an unincorporated but “organized” 
territory of the United States, Guamanians 
have been U.S, citizens since 1950. American 
Samoa is another U.S. possession in this cate- 
gory. The alternative to a wider American- 
Australian-New Zealand role in the South 
Pacific, with the organization and incorpora- 
tion of new territories, is easy to discern. It 
is a pattern of microstates, weak, unstable 
and ripe for infiltration and conquest by the 
Communist imperialism that has its roots 
in Moscow or Peking. Thus, it is in the in- 
terest of the cause of freedom that the United 
States and its allies begin, now, to put the 
islands of a vast geographic region in more 
sensible relationship with the centers of 
democracy and progress. 


JOB CORPS IN ALASKA 


Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, an 
article published in the Anchorage Times 
of June 5, helps to illustrate the success 
which the Job Corps is having in sal- 
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vaging and motivating seriously disad- 
vantaged young Americans. The article, 
entitled “Youth Finds Future in Job 
Corps Class,” tells how a young high 
school dropout named Jack Bannister, 
from Eagle River, Alaska, has taken ad- 
vantage of the Job Corps to put oppor- 
tunity into his future. 

As the article puts it: 

The war on poverty program for under- 
educated and unskilled youth has given Jack 
a map and a set of good boots for a journey 
he never guessed he could make. 


Mr. President, it is our responsibility to 
see that the Job Corps is preserved and 
strengthened, so that a similar journey 
will be made possible for every young 
man or woman who has enough courage 
and motivation to volunteer for Job 
Corps training. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the article be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp, 
as follows: 

YOUTH FINDS FUTURE IN JOB CORPS CLASS 

Jack D. Bannister, an Eagle River teenager 
who was a dropout from the eighth grade, is 
certain the Job Corps is unqualifiedly great. 

The War on Poverty program for under- 
educated and unskilled youth has given Jack 
a map and a set of good boots for a journey 
he never guessed he could make. 

He was a house painter six months ago, 
taking work wherever he could find it around 
the greater Anchorage area. 

An Eagle River buddy, Jack said, talked 
one day about the Job Corps. “I figured 
painting wasn’t going to last a lifetime,“ Jack 
remembered, “so I listened.” 

The two visited the Youth Opportunity 
Center at 425 D Street to discover whether 
the Corps was myth or fact. 

Ruth Briggs, advisor at the center from 
which 100 Alaskan youths in the 16-to-21 age 
group have been sent outside for training 
centers since the office opened in March 1965, 
recalled that Jack was “the kind of young 
man Job Corps can help.” 

Jack, who is partially blind, showed energy 
and motivation, “He came to us interested in 
acquiring a vocation,” Mrs. Briggs said, “And 
that is what the Corps is all about, that and 
basic education itself.” 

Jack was sent first to Neah Bay, Wash., 
There, with 130 other youths, he worked on 
U.S. Forest Service projects—planting trees 
on the slopes of the Olympic Forest near 
Neah Bay. 

After a month of tree planting, he moved 
into the camp kitchen, determined to be- 
come a cock. 

Today he is back in Anchorage, on 12 days 
of leave. “My reading levels is up, and my 
math is getting better,” he reported. “I've 
been going to school two days a week and 
working three days a week. I really like 
cooking.” 

“When I go back I'll report to the Urban 
Training Center at Parks, Calif. I'm going 
into culinary arts,“ he said. “I’m going to 
learn to be a chef.” 

After the final 18 months of his Job 
Corps service are ended, Jack predicted, he 
will “go out and cook in the bush for about 
a year, put my money in the bank, and then 
come to town to go to work in a restaurant.” 


RETIREMENT OF HERBERT G. WEST, 
EMPIRE BUILDER OF THE PACIFIC 
NORTHWEST 


Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President. Mr. 
Herbert G. West, of Walla Walla, Wash., 
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is one of this century’s empire builders 
of the Pacific Northwest. 

For 34 years he has been the dynamic 
leader of the Inland Empire Waterways 
Association, dedicated to multipurpose 
development of the hemisphere’s might- 
iest river system flowing to the Pacific, 
and with special emphasis on the vast 
area between the Cascades and the 
Rocky Mountains. 

During these years West and his orga- 
nization have vigorously championed— 

First, opening the Columbia and Snake 
to commercial navigation 468 miles in- 
land to Lewiston, Idaho, with 370 miles 
now usable for river transport and the 
remaining 98 miles to be open by 1972 
on completion of Lower Monumental, 
Little Goose, and Lower Granite dams 
and canals. West and his organization 
had a prominent role in winning con- 
gressional approval of the lower Snake 
River projects, including Ice Harbor, in 
operation since 1961. 

Second, harnessing the 2,250 miles of 
major waterways to produce hydroelec- 
tric power at low cost for homes, indus- 
try, agriculture, and national defense, 
and did so 5 years before the first of the 
great Federal dams on the Columbia 
went into service. Today 22 federally 
built dams are in operation in north- 
west States, nine are under construction 
by the Corps of Engineers, and three 
more are underway in neighboring Can- 
ada under the Columbia River Treaty. 

Third, diverting waters of the Columbia 
Basin system to thousands upon thou- 
sands of additional acres of additional 
thirsty lands to enrich mankind’s and 
the Nation’s food supply with high-value 
produce and livestock. 

Fourth, utilizing the West’s greatest 
fresh-water resource to prevent or min- 
imize floods, erosion, and pollution. 

West and his organization have been 
in the forefront of campaigns to achieve 
these goals. Year after year he has 
headed delegations to Washington to 
work for association objectives, to con- 
fer with State representatives, confer 
with administration officials or testify 
before congressional committees. 

Persuasive and persistent, armed with 
facts and these facts clear and well or- 
ganized, Herb West has long been a val- 
uable, although unofficial, ambassador 
of the Inland Empire to the Nation’s 
Capitol. That value is well recognized 
throughout the area he has served so ef- 
fectively. 

Recently Mr. West announced that on 
January 1, of the coming year, he will 
retire as executive vice president of the 
Inland Empire Waterways Association. 
He will continue to assist the association 
as a consultant, and we may be sure his 
counsels will be valuable as they have 
been throughout his active and official 
service with the association. 

Leading journals of the Inland Empire 
have expressed deep appreciation for 
the work that Mr. West and the organi- 
zation he headed have done during the 
past 34 years and the accomplishments 
they have achieved. 

Mr. West’s hometown newspaper, the 
Walla Walla Union-Bulletin, detailed the 
highlights of his career and of the 
EIWA’s effectiveness under his leader- 
ship 
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The Tri-City Herald editorialized not 
only on this effectiveness and on Mr. 
West’s many attributes which have made 
the organization such a vital force, but 
also on area gains which remain to be 
won. 

Editor Wilfred R. Woods, of the 
Wenatchee World, was so impressed by 
the editorial that he repeated it intact in 
his widely read signed column. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that there be printed in the Recorp 
the front-page article entitled “Long 
Career To End—West To Retire as Head 
of Waterways Group,” published in the 
Walla Walla Union-Bulletin of July 6, 
and the editorial headed “ ‘Mr. IEWA’ To 
Retire,” published in the July 2 issue of 
the Tri-City Herald. 

There being no objection, the items 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


[From the Wenatchee Daily World, July 6, 
1967] 
TALKING Ir OVER 
(With Wilfred R. Woods) 


The announced retirement of Herbert G. 
West from the Inland Empire Waterways 
Assn. brings comment from the Tri-City 
Herald. (West is the father of Chelan County 
Port Manager Herbert K. West.) Says the 
Herald: 

Say “IEWA” and you also say “Herb West.” 

For 34 years, the two have been virtually 
indistinguishable. 

Inland Empire Waterways Association will 
continue its work after Jan. 1, when Herbert 
G. West, its executive officer retires, but it 
can’t be the same again. 

TEWA hasn't built any dams, but few of 
the several score dams which have harnessed 
the Columbia and Snake rivers, and their 
tributaries, would have been built had it not 
been for the indefatigable efforts of IEWA 
and Mr. West. 

It is IEWA that has carried the ball for 
development of water resources in the Pacific 
Northwest and Mr. West has built an en- 
viable reputation before congressional com- 
mittees. The reputation has been built with 
facts and figures, and an unwillingness to 
compromise them. 

Mr. West leaves the IEWA and the North- 
west a great reservoir of good will and respect 
on which future programs can be built. 


Lone CAREER To END—WeEst To RETIRE AS 
HEAD OF WATERWAYS GROUP 


Herbert G. West Monday announced his 
retirement as executive vice president of In- 
land Empire Waterways Association, an orga- 
nization he has headed since it was created 
34 years ago. 

Announcement of the retirement, to be- 
come effective January 1, 1968 was made ata 
meeting of the board of directors of IEWA 
in Walla Walla. The board accepted the resig- 
nation with regret and gave West a standing 
ovation, 

West, who will continue with the organiza- 
tion on a consultant basis, recently returned 
from Washington, D.C., where he attended 
the President’s World Conference on water 
resources. He was one of the few men from 
the West invited to attend the conference. 
Other recent activities include attending the 
annual meeting of the National Rivers and 
Sabots Congress of which he is on the board 

of directors. 


President Charles Baker, Walla Walla, said 
an executive committee, “with power to act” 
will be appointed to name a successor for 
West. 


“We must carry on the program that Herb 
has so ably carried out all these years,” he 
said. 


“Inland Empire Waterways Association, 
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long a vital force in the development of the 
Northwest must continue to move forward 
with broadened programs, new membership 
and constant work. While the accomplish- 
ments have been tremendous we recognize 
there is much to be done,” he said, 

In Washington, D.C., Sen. Warren G. Mag- 
nuson said Tuesday: 

“Herb West has unusual ability in organiz- 
ing and getting people to work together in a 
unified program. The accomplishments of 
the past 34 years are due to the work of Herb 
West, but this program must be continued 
and the people of the Northwest must con- 
tinue to work together for future develop- 
ment.” 

For more than 30 years, West has annually 
headed a delegation of Northwest civic lead- 
ers interested in water resource development 
to Washington, D.C. to testify before Senate 
and House appropriations committees in be- 
half of the need of Northwest projects. IEWA 
has been responsible for the development of 
the tremendous multipurpose projects on the 
Columbia and Snake Rivers and other rivers 
in the western part of the United States. 

Inland Empire Waterways Association 18 
the only regional organization in the North- 
west dedicated to the full, comprehensive 
development of all the water resources of 
the state of Alaska, Western Montana, the 
Columbia-Snake River Basin, the Willamette 
River Basin, the Puget Sound area and the 
coastal regions of Oregon and Washington. 

In Washington, D.C., last month, West 
said: “We are now in our 34th year of op- 
eration and, over this period of time, we 
constantly have pressed for full development 
of all the water resources of this Northwest 
region. Abundant as they are at this time, 
we are well aware of their increasing impor- 
tance as our population explodes and also 
fully understand that unless they are devel- 
oped on an orderly, basin-wide basis and 
from an engineering standpoint, they will 
forever be lost to the future economy of the 
area,” 

Four major phases are embraced in IEWA’s 
over-all program—power, flood control, nav- 
igation and irrigation reclamation. 

Started because of one man’s dream, In- 
land Empire Waterways Association was 
created at a time when a dollar was “ex- 
tremely hard to come by” and believers were 
few. 

West and his followers “beat the bushes” 
in those days seeking individual member- 
ships and telling the story. A $5 a year mem- 
bership was just as important as $100. 

The story has changed little over the years 
but the people and accomplishments have. 
Of early importance was river transportation 
and power. Inland Empire Waterways Asso- 
ciation played a major role in the initial 
transportation of grain on the river and a 
subsequent reduction in freight rates. The 
early barges were small but they accom- 
plished their purpose. Now huge tugs and 
barges ply the Columbia and Snake Rivers 
carrying grain, petroleum products, cement 
and industrial equipment and the surface 
has only been scratched, said West. 

Construction of Bonneville Dam on the 
Columbia River was the start then came 
Grand Coulee, McNary, The Dalles, John Day, 
Ice Harbor, Lower Monumental and others. 

Port Districts, actively engaged in indus- 
trial development, operate in Washington, 
Oregon and Idaho and with the help of IEWA 
these port districts have been responsible 
for bringing new industrial plants and busi- 
ness growth to the Northwest. 

NEW LAND IN 


Thousands of acres of new land are now 
under cultivation adding to the tremendous 
a a ara economy in some of the 


nie then was West's dream and the dream 
of his organization. “It is imperative that we 
proceed in an orderly fashion in our devel- 
opment program—planning as we go for dec- 
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ades in the future. We must plan systemati- 
cally to feed our expanding population—plan 
to provide payrolls for their needs so that 
they might live abundantly—plan so that 
we will have power for our industry and to 
light our homes—plan to protect all our peo- 
ple from flood disaster—plan so that prod- 
ucts may move into the interior and plan so 
that our products may move out of the area 
by low cost water transportation—plan so 
that our coastal harbors are safe and plan 
for emergencies in time of war. 

“The dream of the people of Inland Empire 
Waterways Association is full realization of 
this program,” he said. 

West also served two terms as mayor of 
Walla Walla, was winner of Chamber of 
Commerce award of merit and active in 
state, national and local affairs. 


“Mr. IEWA” To RETIRE 


Say “IEWA” and you also say “Herb West.” 

For 34 years, the two have been virtually 
indistinguishable. 

Inland Empire Waterways Association will 
continue its work after Jan. 1, when Herbert 
G. West, its executive officer retires, but it 
can't be the same again. 

IEWA hasn't built any dams, but few of 
the several score dams which have harnessed 
the Columbia and Snake rivers, and their 
tributaries, would not have been built had it 
not been for the indefatigable efforts of IEWA 
and Mr. West. 

It is IEWA that has carried the ball for 
development of water resources in the 
Pacific Northwest and Mr. West has built an 
enviable reputation before congressional 
committees. The reputation has been built 
with facts and figures, and an unwillingness 
to compromise them. 

Mr. West leaves the IEWA and the North- 
west a great reservoir of good will and re- 
spect on which future programs can be built. 

Most of the dams are built or a-building. 
Water stairsteps from the Pacific Ocean to 
Lewiston, Idaho, were only a dream when 
Herb West began to shape the EWA into a 
vital force. In a few years they will be com- 
pleted, and the Columbia and Snake will 
become barge canals from Lewiston and the 
Tri-Cities to Astoria, 

But though the dams are almost all built, 
and the rivers tamed, there is plenty more 
for IEWA to do. 

Millions of acres are yet to be irrigated, 
industrial development of the region pro- 
moted, flood threats controlled, fish and 
wildlife conserved, navigation channels deep- 
ened and widened—and extended, polluted 
air and water cleaned up, water-diversion 
threats met, recreation advanced, nuclear 
power plants built. 

The dams are the foundation of the North- 
west’s future. They also are monuments to 
IEWA and Herb West. 


AMERICAN NONGOVERNMENTAL 
ORGANIZATIONS INITIATED UNIT- 
ED NATIONS CONCERN FOR HU- 
MAN RIGHTS 


Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, a 
plaque on the wall of the Conference 
Room in the Fairmount Hotel, in San 
Francisco, reads: 

April 25-June 26, 1945: In this room 
met the consultants of 42 national or- 
ganizations assigned to the U.S. delegation at 
the Conference on International Organiza- 
tion in which the United Nations Charter 
was drafted. Their contribution is particu- 
larly reflected in the Charter provisions for 
human rights and United Nations consulta- 
tion with private organizations. 


It was the U.S. Government, after 
consultation with representatves of 42 
American nongovernmental organiza- 
tions, that was primarily responsible for 
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the inclusion of seven specific references 
to human rights and fundamental free- 
doms in the Charter of the United Na- 
tions. These interest groups represented 
primarily religious organizations, labor, 
education, and business, although a spec- 
trum much wider was represented. 

Mr. President, the Senate ratified the 
Charter of the United Nations by an al- 
most unanimous vote. Yet we have, 
through our neglect during the 22 years 
since the founding of the U.N., permitted 
our Nation’s leadership in this most im- 
portant field of human rights to be for- 
feited. 

In order to implement the resounding 
principles regarding human rights pro- 
tection as declared in the charter, the 
international community has drafted 
and adopted some 16 conventions re- 
lating to specific human rights. The re- 
sponse by the nations of the world has 
been nearly unanimous in this effort. 
Over 90 percent of the members of the 
U.N. have ratified these treaties, in at- 
tempting to overcome the maltreatment 
of individuals which does exist through- 
out the globe today. The United States 
of America has relinquished her leader- 
ship and has not ratified a single con- 
vention. 

Conventions protecting the freedom of 
associations, the political rights of 
women, and conventions outlawing slav- 
ery, forced labor, and genocide are hardly 
what one could call extremist. There is 
no reason, legal, moral, or otherwise, that 
we should not ratify them. And I believe 
throughout the course of my daily 
speeches I have stated countless reasons 
why we should. Let us hesitate no longer. 


SPACE RESEARCH AND FISHERY 
DEVELOPMENT 


Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, I have 
always had lingering doubts about the 
advisability of spending huge sums of 
money on space research. It is not that 
I do not want to know about space—I do. 
Neither is it that I am not interested in 
a trip to the moon—if I could just find 
the time, I would be glad to go. I hasten 
to add, however, that I could be per- 
suaded to defer to another—particularly 
if I were permitted to choose my re- 
placement—my reservation on the first 
trip or two. 

No, my disenchantment with space re- 
search is not based on the lack of curi- 
osity or adventuresome spirit; it is based 
on my belief that we might just be bet- 
ter off in the long run if we were to 
spend the money on something closer to 
home. I have in mind, for example, ocean 
research. Although I have kept it well 
hidden, as most of my colleagues now 
know, the inequity between these two 
areas in which so much scientific dis- 
covery remains to be achieved has 
bothered me more than somewhat. 

I understand that space is considered 
to be infinite. Our attempts to fill with 
American dollars something which is, by 
definition, unfillable, has seemed at times 
an endeavor which certainly no one can 
say is not worthy of a Nation as great as 
ours. You can imagine my surprise, then, 
and my profound relief, when I discov- 
ered not long ago that some of the ac- 
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complishments of space research are 
proving to be of value to oceanographers 
and to fishery scientists. Now it truly 
can be said that space research has 
something in it for everybody. 

I am indebted for this knowledge to 
Dr. W. M. Chapman, who presented the 
paper, “Implications of Space Research 
to Fishery Development,” at a Sympo- 
sium of the American Society for Ocean- 
ography at Houston, Tex., in April. His 
paper is further evidence of the value 
of basic research. Such research often 
seems at the time of its inception to 
be going nowhere in particular, and then 
blooms later with unforeseen applica- 
tions. In order for this to happen, how- 
ever, there must be people gifted with 
the ability to make the connection be- 
tween problems and the advances in 
those or other fields that have particular 
application to solutions. Dr. Chapman, 
it would appear, is such a person. 

I ask unanimous consent that Dr. 
Chapman’s paper be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the paper 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

IMPLICATIONS OF SPACE RESEARCH TO FISHERY 
DEVELOPMENT 
(By Wilbert McLeod Chapman) 

I know little about Space Research beyond 
what I read in the papers, and not much 
more than that about oceanography. My 
business is the development of fisheries on 
this planet, and my involvement in that is 
throughout the world ocean. Accordingly I 
shall speak about problems in fishery devel- 
opment, relate those to problems in predict- 
ing events in the ocean environment as I 
understand them, and indicate a few points 
where space research might contribute to 
the solution of such problems. 


THE WORLD TREND IN OCEAN FISHERIES 


The production of living resources from 
the world ocean has increased from about 17 
million tons in 1948 to a little more than 45 
million tons in 1965. It was higher again in 
1966 than it was in 1965, but those figures 
are not yet available on a world basis. The 
figures cited are not quite inclusive because 
FAO includes diadromous fishes with fresh- 
water fishes, accounts for whales separately, 
and keeps very imperfect track of the kelp 
and algae harvest at all. Accordingly the total 
growth has been somewhat greater than the 
above numbers illustrate, but they show 
trend adequately for present purposes. 

During the post-war period of ocean fishery 
expansion the great growth has been in the 
yield from the fisheries on the herring-like, 
or clupeoid, fishes. The yield from those rose 
from 4.7 million tons in 1948 to 18.7 million 
tons in 1964, sagged to 17.5 million tons in 
1965, and will be above 19 million tons for 
1966. The unidentified part of the world 
catch was 2.9 million tons in 1948 and 7.1 
million tons in 1965, A considerable part of 
these, also, were clupeoid fishes. It is prob- 
ably fair to estimate that the share of the 
world ocean catches derived from herring- 
like, or clupeoid, fishes rose from about a 
quarter in 1948 to about half in 1965. 

There are three basic reasons for this trend. 
The first is that there are a lot more herring- 
like fish in the ocean than there are any 
other kind of animal presently harvested. 
The second is that they aggregate in large 
schools which can be efficiently and cheaply 
caught. The third is that animal husbandry 
practices in the past twenty years have been 
revolutionized by providing rations for do- 
mestic fowl and mammals that are balanced 
nutritionally so as to provide for more effi- 
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cient meat and egg production. These rations 
require a small percentage of animal protein 
for nutritional efficiency. This could be pro- 
vided most cheaply and adequately by fish- 
meal. Accordingly the fisheries for the sorts 
of fish suitable in price to this purpose ex- 
panded rapidly, and particularly over the 
past ten years. 

Since the use of such scientific animal 
husbandry practices are still expanding 
rapidly in the industrialized nations, and 
spreading now out into the developing world, 
one can anticipate a continued increase in 
the demand for this sort of fish. Since large 
underutilized stocks of such fish are known 
in the world ocean, particularly offshore of 
underdeveloped countries having great ani- 
mal protein need, one can confidently expect 
a continuation of the development of the 
fisheries based thereon. 

There is great enthusiasm now for short- 
circuiting domestic animals in this process 
through the agency of fish protein concen- 
trate so that the animal protein from the 
fish will be eaten directly by humans with 
greatly increased ecological efficiency. Fish 
protein concentrate is fish-meal manufac- 
tured to human hygiene and taste standards. 
To the extent that this dream becomes true 
the pressure for development of fisheries on 
these cheaply caught, abundant fish will in- 
crease, because fish protein concentrate is 
never likely to be directly competitive with 
meat and eggs in the human diet. 

The reason why these fish are so abundant 
in the world ocean is that they stand only 
one step (anchovy and sardinella), or two 
steps (herring), up in the food chain of the 
sea from the plants (phytoplankton), and 
they are more abundant than the carnivorous 
predators on up the food chain for the same 
ecological reasons that there are more ante- 
lope in Africa than lions, and there were 
more buffalo on the Great Plains than wolves. 

The trend toward greater use of clupeoid 
fishes has been a trend not only to the use 
of lower trophic level fish, but also toward 
using fish in the range of 5 to 10 inches long 
instead of the fish over 10 inches long that 
predominate in the traditional fish market. 
These smaller fish will not move well in that 
market because of their delicate nature and 
the difficulty and cost of preserving in them 
to the consumer stage such attributes as 
taste, texture and appearance. If nutritional 
quality is what is wanted from fish this can 
be had just as well from the dehydrated, 
defatted small cheap fish as from the larger 
more costly fish. The nutritional value of a 
pound of protein made from Peruvian an- 
chovy, which brought the fisherman about 
$10.00 per ton is approximately equivalent 
to that which could be made from a prime, 
fresh, bluefin tuna which would bring the 
Japanese fisherman $3,000 per ton on the 
Tokyo market. It is taste, texture and ap- 
pearance that are the costly attributes of 
fine fish. Prime animal protein well balanced 
for the adequate nutrition of animals, both 
human and otherwise, is most cheaply avail- 
able from the small creatures of the sea. 

The trend toward the use of these smaller 
fish that school so abundantly, and can be 
caught so cheaply, has brought technologi- 
cal changes of considerable consequence to 
the industry. One aspect of this is the de- 
velopment of the magnificently efficient 
power-block purse seine using nylon web- 
bing for catching surface school fish. Another 
is the still developing mid-water trawl also 
using nylon web with sonar as a locating 
instrument for fishing at any level in the 
water column. Another is the changes in 
manufacturing process now going on to 
make fish protein concentrate out of the 
catches instead of fish meal. I anticipate 
that this development will continue until 
the process will turn out FPC and fish meal 
of equivalent quality at equivalent costs, 
with both products cheaper in cost and of 
better quality than now obtains. 
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The effect of these technological changes 
on the trend in fish production, I be- 
lieve, will be first to accelerate further 
the trend toward use of fish in the size 
range of 5 to 10 inches in length, amongst 
which the clupeoids preponderate in the 
world, and then to move on into the size 
range from 1 to 5 inches in length, The 
methodology, both catching and process- 
ing, that is presently being perfected for 
handling more efficiently the fishes in the 
mid-range of length (5 to 10 inches) is 
adaptable to handling the smaller sea ani- 
mals in the 1 to 5 inch length range with 
modest added changes, 

When one moves from the 5 to 10 inch 
length range to the 1 to 5 inch length range 
one must also move from using the term 
fish to using the term animal, because in 
the lower length range one begins to en- 
counter enormous volumes of crustacea. It 
is probably the case that there is a greater 
volume and variety of fish in the ocean in 
the 1 to 5 inch length range than in the 
5 to 10 inch range, but there are also the 
enormous volumes in this range of such 
phytoplankton grazers and lower trophic 
level crustacea as the Crangon and most 
Pandalid (and perhaps most Penaeid) 
shrimps that are too small to be peeled 
for the direct human consumption food 
fish commerce, the pelagic crabs such as 
Pleuroncodes and Portunus, and the almost 
omnipresent krill (Euphausia, and related 
genera). 

One species of krill, Euphausia superba, is 
estimated to be available in Antarctica in 
such volumes that a catch of 100 million 
tons per year might be sustainable. This, it 
will be noted, is about twice the total volume 
of living resources now harvested annually 
from the whole world ocean. 

This is not purely theoretical speculation. 
The Russians are engaged in practical field 
work in Antarctica, at present, designed to 
learn how to catch and process krill econom- 
ically into fish meal. Russia has scheduled an 
increase in its annual fish meal production 
by one million tons per year within five years. 
This will require that they catch about 6 
million tons more per year of sea animals 
then than now for this purpose alone. This 
will require them to more than double their 
present total annual volume of ocean pro- 
duction. They have a good record of keeping 
on schedule with their fish production plans. 
They have budgeted about $3 billion for the 
new capital needs of their fish business over 
this five year period. What part the use of 
Antarctic krill may have in their plans I do 
not know, but the krill are there, the Rus- 
slans are there, and they appear to have 
access to capital adequate to handle the 
problem. 

Quite aside from Antarctic krill the move 
toward technological and economic efficiency 
in the use of sea animals ranging in length 
from 1 to 5 inches will bring within commer- 
cial reach the capability of harvesting the 
vast resources included in the scattering 
layer. This includes, aside from crustacea of 
the sorts and size ranges noted, large volumes 
of small fish grazers on the plankton such as 
lantern fishes, deep-sea smelts, and a good 
many others that have no common name at 
all because they do not enter commerce pres- 
ently. Their taste, texture and appearance 
do not suit them for traditional food fish 
commerce; their protein, however, has the 
same nutritional value as that of the expen- 
sive larger carnivorous predators such as cod, 
tuna, salmon, halibut, etc. 

PLANKTON GENERATION 

The pertinence of the trend in world fish- 
erles to the increased use of smaller fish, and 
animals lower in the web of life in the sea, to 
the present subject is as follows. 

Anchovy feed mostly upon phytoplankton, 
as do red crab (Pleuroncodes) and several of 
the other animals being discussed. Herring 
feed mostly upon the tiny crustacea such as 
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copepods or euphausia stages that feed on 
phytoplankton. Most of the other large vol- 
ume animals being discussed here feed at 
these levels in the food chain or omnivorous- 
ly over both levels. They are, for this reason, 
closely associated in time and space with the 
occurrence of “blooms” of phytoplankton. 

Phytoplankton is produced continuously 
in the ocean wherever photic energy from 
the sun is found in conjunction with the 
inorganic nutrients that these plants require. 
They are short lived, ranging from a matter 
of days to a matter of hours in longevity. 
They bloom rapidly where conditions are 
right and rather quickly exhaust one or more 
of the nutrients that they require in the 
surrounding water, upon which the rate of 
reproduction and volume of standing crop 
falls off sharply to a low maintenance level 
until the missing nutrient is replaced. 

The inorganic nutrients come newly into 
the ocean in the runoff from the land, as 
one source. These land runoff nutrients are 
ponderable factors in ocean production, but 
they are quite small in toto when compared 
with the nutrients brought into the photic 
layer by vertical circulation from the ocean 
waters below the photic layer, which form, 
for all practical purposes, an inexhaustible 
reservoir of such nutrients. It is also possible 
that the limiting factor on phytoplankton 
production may sometimes be organic, which 
can only come from below. 

This vertical circulation from below the 
photic layer occurs in many typical locations 
in the ocean: in the turbulence downwind 
from islands or other land masses, at inter- 
faces between opposite moving currents even 
far removed from any land, under the great 
standing eddies whose centers often rise into 
the photic layer, at the often occurring 
“fronts” in the open sea which may be quite 
ephemeral or reasonably persistent, in the 
turbulence where great currents pass over 
shallow “bank” areas, and quite typically on 
the western sides of large land masses where 
the rapidly turning solid earth is always 
tending to leave behind the liquid ocean in 
its revolutions, with the result that new 
water wells up from below to replace that 
being left behind and so retain the dynamic 
height of the ocean. 

Where there is such upwelling and sunlight 
there is phytoplankton bloom and produc- 
tion, and upon it are concentrated the plant 
grazers. Tailing off downstream, a few dozen 
to a few hundred miles from the area of 
upwelling, are the larger and longer carni- 
vores feeding on the plant feeders and upon 
the smaller carnivores until at last the effect 
of the upwelled nutrients is worn off and the 
even monotony of the lightly populated open 
ocean, and nutrient impoverished water, re- 
curs. 


THE DYNAMIC NATURE OF OCEAN PRODUCTION 


All of this is a dynamic system. If the up- 
welling is persistent and strong, as off Peru 
and Angola, the production of organic mat- 
ter is steady and enormous. If it is seasonal 
because of seasonal sunlight as in Antarctica, 
or because of monsoon direction as off 
Somalia, South Arabia, and the Gulf of 
Guinea, the seasonal production will be high 
when the season is on and low or nominal 
when it is off. 

It is easy to say, and almost possible to 
prove, that the major variable moving the 
main productive cycle of the ocean is the 
variation in trade wind strength. The work 
of Bjerknes and others in relation to the 
El Nino phenomenon off Peru and central 
Pacific lower atmosphere dynamics, and of 
Bjerknes in relating the wind structure of 
the west central Atlantic to the regime of 
the Norwegian Sea, are cases in point. There 
are others. 

There are all sorts of rhythms in the ocean 
and they all seem to have effects upon ver- 
tical transport of nutrients into the photic 
zone and resultant production of living mat- 
ter. They may be of almost hourly nature 
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depending upon local wind strength. They 
may be diurnal or monthly, related reason- 
ably closely to the lunar cycle, both daily 
and monthly. They may be seasonal, related 
to the annual inclination of the earth as it 
moves around the sun, They may be in terms 
of several years, say between seven and eleven 
as off Peru, and one would like to imagine 
a relationship with the cycle of sun-spots, 
but it doesn’t quite work out. They may be 
in cycles of many years, and such longer 
periodicities have been traced in the Nor- 
wegian herring fishery back into the thir- 
teenth century. They may be in terms of 
several hundred years, and some glimpses 
of the past from deposits in the deeps of the 
Santa Barbara channel off southern Califor- 
nia indicate cycles of as long as 500 or 700 
years. Interposed among all of these rhythms 
must be harmonics among the several, which 
wax and wane in their own manner. 

The biological consequences of these 
things may be major and striking. Before the 
1957-1958 El Nino the guano bird popula- 
tion in Peru was about 20 million and in 
1959 it had been reduced to about 3 million. 
The occurrence and strength of El Ninos off 
Peru can be traced back to about 1909 with 
sufficient accuracy to warrant estimates of 
the annual bird population level through the 
variations in thickness of annual guano de- 
posits. Again, during 1957-1958 there were 
mortalities of fish in the open Arabian Sea 
so enormous that the estimates of the kill 
reach 20 million tons. 

But the less spectacular, always shifting, 
minor rhythms of the ocean also bear their 
biological consequences and it is these that 
affect so materially the daily work and earn- 
ing of the fishermen. Neither fish, nor other 
life, normally occur, evenly distributed in 
commercial volume over any considerable 
part of the ocean. Commercial congregations 
of fish tend, instead, to come in bunches like 
grapes. On a large area basis, for instance, 
when the eastern Pacific is in one of its warm 
phases, the yellowfin tuna fishing is better 
off northern Chile and northern Mexico, and 
not so good off Central America, but when 
it is in a cool phase the fishing is better 
off Central America and not so good 2,000 
miles away to either the north or south. On 
a limited area basis the vessels may encounter 
almost no catchable quantities of tuna on 
Guayaquil Bank off Peru for two or three 
weeks at a time, and then for several days 
the fish schools will be so abundant at the 
surface that all of the vessels load up, to the 
tune of several thousand tons of tuna, in 
a few days time. The fishermen say “the bot- 
tom came up”. It is a regularly expected 
phenomenon and may be related to periodic- 
ities in the amplitude of internal waves. 

In the area of Dahomey when the wind 
blows right upwelling comes up like a foun- 
tain in the sea and with it the fish. The 
canoe fishermen may catch 10,000 tons of 
sardinella in a few weeks time. In a year 
when the winds are different the upwelling 
does not come, the fish do not either, and the 
year’s catch is small or nil. 

Off the west coast of India, between Rat- 
nagari on the north and Aleppey on the 
south, occur the great fisheries for oil sardine 
and Indian mackerel which are the despair of 
India’s economic planners. When the mon- 
soon is right the yield of the archaic tradi- 
tional sardine fisheries may be more than 
250,000 tons, and the fish are used for fer- 
tilizing the coconut trees because there are 
no facilities for handling so many. In years 
when the monsoon is strong, villages may go 
hungry. In the 1946-47 season a total catch 
of nine tons of sardine were recorded; in the 
1923-24 season more than 280,000 tons were 
recorded as used for fertilizer; in 1963 the 
catch was 63,000; and in 1964 the catch was 
274,000 tons. 


THE COST OF CATCHING 


In the fish business ev hinges 
on the prosperity of the fisherman. If the 
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fisherman does not make enough money 
from his catches to pay for his vessel and 
its gear and make larger net earnings on 
average than he could from the equivalent 
labor ashore, he does not go to sea; the fish 
does not get caught; and the plant does not 
work. 

In the high volume fisheries (notably the 
anchovy fishery for fish meal) prices to 
fishermen are low—in the broad range of 
just over $10 to just over $20 per ton. This 
contrasts with tuna landed by California 
fishermen, which brings from $220 to $320 
per ton where the volume is less per vessel. 
The average price for all fish in the world 
is not much less than $100 per ton with the 
volume lying somewhere in between anchov- 
ies and tuna. No matter what the fisherman 
catches in terms cf volume or gets in terms 
of price, he has to make a reasonable return. 

The narrowness of the economic range 
in the fish meal business is illustrated by 
the experimental anchovy fishery in Cali- 
fornia. The price tc the fisherman presently 
is $20 per ton, and at this price the fisher- 
man is making reasonably good returns if 
he can unload and sell all he can catch. But, 
at this price the processor just nicely breaks 
even when the oil yield is ten gallons per 
ton and loses money when the oil yleld drops 
to two gallons per ton (as it does after 
spawning). Accordingly, the processors build 
no new plants, and the fisherman cannot 
fish steadily because there is not enough 
plant capacity to take all his catches. On 
the other hand, if the price to the processor 
were $15 per ton, he could make enough 
money to build new plants, but it is ques- 
tionable if the fisherman could make a living 
at that price. 


THE EMPLOYMENT OF CAPITAL 


To catch fish profitably in the range from 
$10 to $20 per ton, one must catch large 
volumes steadily with as little human labor 
as possible so that the yield over and above 
cost does not have to be split too many 
ways. The great surge forward in fish pro- 
duction from the world ocean in the past 
twenty years has been accompanied by an 
intensification of capital employment at sea 
per fisherman and unit of catch. Essentially, 
as in other industry ashore, the trend has 
been to substitute machine labor for human 
labor as is possible. 

The result is an increasingly sophisticated 
vessel with costlier gear, not only on the 
catching side (nets, etc.), but also on the 
navigational, communicating, and fish lo- 
cating electronic side, For instance, a shrimp 
trawler today (one of the cheaper modern 
vessels) costs about $75,000 and, if equipped 
for freezing aboard, somewhat more. An un- 
refrigerated purse seiner of the type used 
in Peru costs on the average of about $150,000 
with the net costing another $15,000. A 
rather small trawler or king crab vessel for 
use off Alaska, with simple chilling, runs 
8250 000. A modern tuna clipper of the type 
used out of California or Puerto Rico costs 
about $1.5 million with its net costing about 
$50,000 additionally. A large stern trawler 
factory ship will run from $4 to $5 million. 

Mention has been made of the Russian 
statement that they have budgeted about 
$3 billion for capital improvement in their 
fishing industry (sea and shore) over the next 
five years. This is large, but not overwhelm- 
ingly so. In Peru in 1954 there were substan- 
tially no vessels fishing for anchovy, and 
none of those that were would be used now. 
In 1966 there were 1500 modern seiners en- 
gaged in that fishery. Their cost can be 
estimated at about $225 million for a local 
fishery. 

The purpose of mentioning this at this 
point is to note that to initiate a large, mod- 
ern fishery (local or long range) requires the 
employment of considerable capital. What 
appears to me to be competent survey indi- 
cates that to start a modern and reasonably 
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extensive fishery off the west coast of India 
would require the investment of about $100 
million in vessels. 

It is also instructive to note the relation- 
ship between capital afloat and capital ashore 
in processing plants in a modern fishery. The 
capital requirement for vessels runs any- 
where from three to as much as ten times 
the shore investment in processing facilities, 
depending on what is done with the fish 
catches. 

The moral of this comment is that most of 
the capital in a modern fishery is afloat in 
vessels, and it must be steadily employed in 
order to earn its rent. As vessel investment 
is the large end of the business, the trick of 
successful modern fishing is to cut down the 
fish locating and running time as much as 
possible and keep the capital (the vessel) on 
top of the fish every hour and day that can 
be arranged doing what it was invested for— 
loading fish aboard. It is in this cutting down 
of running and locating time phase that en- 
vironmental prediction can best improve the 
development of fisheries. 

ENVIRONMENTAL PREDICTIONS DESIRED 

Fishing people are primarily interested not 
in the condition of the sea, but in the devia- 
tion of the ocean from a mean state. I know 
pretty well what the fishing conditions for 
anchovy off Peru, or albacore off Oregon, or 
white shrimp off Texas will be under a par- 
ticular set of conditions. What I want to 
know is how those conditions will be tomor- 
row, next day, next month, and next year. To 
the extent I know this, I can employ my cap- 
ital (the vessels) most efficiently and market 
my product most advantageously. 

This desired ability presupposes the estab- 
lishment of useful means from which the 
deviations can be calculated. We are finding 
that deviations of two sorts are useful—devi- 
ations from the same time last year and 
deviation from a longer term mean, say 15 
to 30 years. The experience with longer term 
means so far is strictly empirical and limited 
by availability of data. 

This desired ability also presupposes the 
measurements being taken, the deviations 
from mean calculated, the projection of esti- 
mates being done, and the reporting of all 
of this to the fisherman at sea in real time 
with as much interpretation as is warranted. 
In relatively close fisheries (200 miles from 
port, or such a matter) this can be done by 
voice radio, All modern fishing vessels are 
equipped for such reception, In more distant 
fisheries (as for tuna where the vessel may 
be 2,000 to 5,000 miles from port) the trans- 
mission of the information by facsimile 
chart is most useful, Such long range fisher- 
men are generally interested in sea condi- 
tions over larger areas of ocean from which 
they can make their own predictions. 

It is quite likely that as research goes on 
other parameters, perhaps more critical than 
these, will become useful but the ones that 
are particularly useful now are: 

(a) the surface temperature regime; 

(b) the depth of the thermocline and its 
character (whether sharp, or vague); 

(c) the character of the surface water as 
illustrated by the temperature-salinity rela- 
tionship, its color and transparency; 

(d) the strength, location and periodicity 
of vertical circulation and, as an adjunct 
thereof, the geographic location of interfaces 
between currents, or ‘fronts’ in the ocean, 
and; 

(e) internal wave amplitude and period- 


From a research standpoint we are particu- 
larly concerned with three aspects: 

(a) the relation of deviations from mean in 
the open ocean to perturbations of a local 
nature within a mile of the fishing vessels 
any: is, within the sensory range of the 

(b) periodicities of time scale at least from 
lunar day to 700-1,000 years, and; 

(c) the interdependence, or lack thereof, 
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of energy exchange between atmosphere and 
ocean on a world wide basis and the relation- 
ship of this to local deviation from mean 
condition in the parameters of interest. 

To illustrate the last point, the following 
comments may be suggestive. There was a 
reasonably strong El Nino off Peru in 1953 
which seriously disturbed the tuna fishery 
in the Eastern Pacific (the Peruvian anchovy 
fishery did not yet exist). This was accom- 
panied by a slackening of the equatorial 
current system south of Hawaii, and a per- 
turbation in the northern jet-stream which 
Pan-Am was just learning to ride from Tokyo 
to Honolulu. There also appears to have been 
a drop in the expected yield of chinook sal- 
mon in the North Pacific from this brood 
year. In 1957-58 occurred a major El Nino 
off Peru, and this was also the period of the 
enormous fish kill in the Arabian Sea. In 
1963 there occurred off Peru what the local 
fishermen termed a ‘medio-El Nino’. As noted 
above this was a year of sharply decreased 
yield in the oil-sardine fisheries of West 
India. 

One hardly dares suggest that there is a 
sufficient interdependence between events 
in the ocean and atmosphere so that predic- 
tions based upon what was occurring in one 
ocean would be useful in forecasting what 
was going to happen in another, and yet if 
this were the case it might lead to greatly im- 
proved efficiencies in the fisheries of tomor- 
row which will depend increasingly upon the 
smaller more voluminous animals of the sea, 
which depend more closely on the phyto- 
plankton for their location in time and space, 
which depends so largely upon the strength, 
persistency and location of upwelling for its 
origin. 

POSSIBLE IMPLICATIONS OF SPACE RESEARCH ON 
FISHERY DEVELOPMENT 


I am so ignorant of the total implications 
of Space Research on happenings of any sort 
on this planet that I put forth any sugges- 
tions in this field with considerable trepida- 
tion, but these sorts of ideas run through 
my head and it will be noted that they are 
not limited to Space Research but verge into 
the use of nearby space as well by tech- 
nologies that are either already in use or 
nearly are: 

1). Sensing.— The greatest advantage that 
satellites bring is to be able to see the whole 
world ocean in approximately one glimpse. 
Whether one is talking of a satellite that 
circuits the globe in 90 minutes, or one whose 
changing path sees all parts of the world 
once in twelve or thirteen days, this is one 
glimpse when compared with the best that 
can be done by all the research vessels in the 
world working in perfect unison in a so- 
called synoptic survey. Perhaps even more 
useful than these satellites, such as TIROS, 
that move around the earth on a polar or- 
bit, will be the synchronous satellites such as 
Applied Technology Satellite I each of whose 
photographs cover half the earth and which 
can relay shots of that half to earth with 
whatever frequency, in reason, as is wanted. 

I am aware that there are many sensing 
problems to work out before one can relate 
what the satellite senses to what is occurring 
on earth, but it seems to me that this tech- 
nology will be easier to contrive than the 
technology involved in getting the satellite 
up where it is with its present 
instrumentation. 

Cloud cover patterns in themselves can 
be usefully interpreted from the fishery 
standpoint. The first really clear understand- 
ing I had of the overall upwelling situation 
and surface current structure in the area 
from Northern Chile to Ecuador and a thou- 
sand miles out to sea was from a mosaic 
of photos taken by the first TIROS in an 
early transit over Argentina, Northern Chile, 
out to sea along the Peru coast and well 
westward of the Galapagos Islands as it went 
north. Obviously the cloud cover pictures 
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from ATS-I of the Pacific are liable of inter- 
pretations that will have relevance to the 
current structure and surface temperature 
regime of the Pacific. 

The technology of providing moored (and 
drifting) unmanned buoys in the sea that 
can sense various parameters on and in the 
ocean to what depths are wanted and can 
telemeter the readings via satellite to a shore 
computer in real time is bound to revolu- 
tionize our whole understanding of the 
ocean. After long gestation the moored, un- 
manned buoy is now ready to go to sea as 
a work horse. Those great reservoirs of solar 
energy that make the southern hemisphere 
the ocean hemisphere (South Pacific, South 
Atlantic, southern Indian Ocean, and Ant- 
arctic Sea), and are felt to be a major bal- 
ance wheel in the running of the atmosphere 
through the redistribution of solar energy 
back into it, will at last become accessible 
to regular measurement. 

The simplistic beauty of the Gemini color 
shots are only a forerunner of the photog- 
raphy of the earth that will come back from 
nearby space as a regular item. Multi-spec- 
tral photography is obviously in its infancy 
and infra-red photography will mitigate the 
cloud cover problem. Among the things di- 
rectly useful to fishermen which will be di- 
rectly visible to the aerial eye are ocean 
fronts where fish gather, schools of surface 
and near surface fish, and aggregation of 
plankton. 

The open ocean has hardly been touched 
by commercial fishermen as yet, aside from 
the whalers and the tuna long-liners. A 
reason for this is that the fisherman had 
nothing to take a bearing on after he left 
land, either in the form of terra firma, 
islands, or sea mounts (tuna banks). It is 
obvious that surface school tuna are com- 
mercially abundant between 5° and 10° N. 
latitude from the coast of Central America 
out to 120° W. longitude, or further, and 
that the mixed layer is shallow with a sharp 
thermocline and an oxygen deficient layer 
underneath. Wyrtki’s Atlas charts show this 
ocean structure, and there have been re- 
Des crossings of the area with tuna sight- 
ng. 

The old live bait tuna clipper could not 
range far out into this area because he got 
too far from his source of live bait, he ran 
out of tuna banks where he could expect 
fish to be congregated, and he ran out of 
bird flocks to point him to the feeding schools 
of fish. This is, however, workable area for 
the modern tuna purse seiner, and they are 
now working out into it commonly as far as 
500-600 miles off shore. They are brought to 
the tuna schools by the porpoise schools. 
There is no reason why the porpoise schools 
will not be visible to the satellite eye and by 
the aid of satellite navigation the tuna fisher- 
man should be able to center in on where the 
porpoise and the tuna are quickly. It is not 
certain that the satellite camera will not be 
able to spot the tuna schools directly. 

As a matter of fact fish school spotting by 
airplane has been a normal adjunct of tuna, 
mackerel, sardine, and anchovy purse-seining 
in the eastern Pacific for a generation, uti- 
lizing either vessel based light aircraft or 
shore based spotter planes serving a fleet. 
There should be nothing that a naked eye 
airplane spotter can see that technology can- 
not equip a low orbiting satellite to see and 
interpret better. 

2). Memory and Interpretation.—The tech- 
nology of sensing things in the atmosphere, 
on the ocean, and in the ocean that are use- 
ful to the commercial fisherman, even in its 
present crude stage, seems to be more ad- 
vanced than the technology of getting the 
observations put into shape so that they can 
be used in real time. 

It is obvious to all hands that computer 
facilities far greater than those presently 
available will be required to assimilate, store, 
and convert into usable forms the astro- 
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nomical number of bits of knowledge trans- 
mitted by the satellites to home base. Of 
course, vastly enhanced computer facilities 
are under development including the 
ILLACIV being developed by the Burroughs 
Corporation for the Advanced Research Proj- 
ects Agency, which is intended to provide 
data processing speeds 500-700 times that of 
existing computer systems. It is also obvious 
that computers of the size and cost of these 
that will be required to reduce these space 
oceanography data to useful form are un- 
likely to become the property of a fishing 
agency. 

Yet the fishery scientist will require more 
and more to become involved with the naval 
scientist, the weather scientist and the space 
scientist in the development of programs for 
the reduction of these data into forms that 
will be useful to his specialized users, the 
fish business, The initial stages of this sort 
of collaboration are already being developed 
in a most fruitful way by collaboration be- 
tween the U.S. Bureau of Commercial Fish- 
erles San Diego Laboratory and the U.S. Navy 
Fleet Numerical Weather Facility in Monte- 
rey. I predict that this most helpful liaison 
is only a stumbling beginning and that the 
whole field of fishery science will be much 
altered in the immediately coming years by 
a proliferation of other such liaisons with 
the weather, space, and Navy people. I do 
not believe the impact of this sort of thing 
has penetrated very far yet into the Depart- 
ment of the Interior budgeting mechanism. 

One of the necessities along this line will 
be to develop zoom programs, analogous to 
those developed presently by FNWF in its 
work, so that observations in particular areas 
of high fishery interest can be put into de- 
tail useful to the fisherman in that area, and 
transmittable in timely fashion to him. 

3). Transmission of outputs to the fisher- 
men at sea.—It seems obvious that the satel- 
lite system will also be called upon to trans- 
mit the output from the computer to the 
fishermen at sea. This is perhaps the link in 
the chain requiring less development work. 
Facsimile transmission of charts is already 
a used technique, it has been used by Japan 
in the transmission of such programs to their 
fishermen at sea, the receivers already avail- 
able are within the price range of long-range 
fishing vessels, and the improving and multi- 
plying communication satellites should be 
able to bring this service to vessels far from 
home port well before the service is ready. 

4). Prediction.—The aim of all of this, 
from the fishery standpoint, is to predict 
events in the ocean so that the capability of 
the fisherman to locate and catch a load of 
fish in a shorter interval of time will be im- 
proved and, with that, the cost per ton of 
catching decreased. This is an easier task for 
the fishery oceanographer than for the 
weather scientist because the liquid ocean 
responds so much more ponderously to energy 
inputs than does the lower atmosphere. The 
prediction of events in the ocean is already 
of economic importance in the albacore fish- 
ery of the North Pacific, the shrimp fishery 
of the Gulf of Mexico, the anchovy fishery of 
Peru, and the tuna fishery of the Central 
Pacific. The same techniques are capable of 
extension to other fisheries, and are in the 
process of being so done. 

There is a general misconception among 
Oceanographers about the economic value of 
present predictive precision to the fisherman. 
The fishing vessel master requires to make 
decisions as to where he will go to fish this 
day irregardless of the availability of assist- 
ance from science. The processor and dis- 
tributor require to make daily decisions on 
the basis of their predictions as to how suc- 
cessful the fishermen will be with their pre- 
dictions. These decisions are made steadily 
every day in any event, To the extent that 
science can provide new information which 
these men can use in addition to their own 
experience and systems of knowledge to im- 
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prove the precision of their predictions the 
economic efficiency of the system is increased. 

When one considers that the present world 
Ocean catch is made by a few billion dollars 
worth of vessels and yields the fishermen of 
the world a few billion dollars worth of gross 
income per year, even slight improvements 
in the precision of the fishermen’s predictions 
can run into a good deal of money. 

5). The “Why” of variability—At the 
source of the predictive capability is the 
question of why there is variability in the 
circulation of the mixed layer of the ocean, 
where most organic matter originates and 
most fishing takes place. 

The thought that the cyclic and aperiodic 
fluctuations in ocean circulation that take 
place in various scales from seconds to hun- 
dreds of years, and that so vigorously affect 
the success of fishing, are a self contained 
energy system within the atmosphere and 
ocean system of this planet, with the fluctua- 
tions representing various harmonics in the 
Wave like flow of energy back and forth be- 
tween ocean, atmosphere, and solid earth, 
simply does not seem very likely. 

There certainly is variation in the amount 
of energy entering this planet’s system. Some 
of the irregular fluctuations in ocean circula- 
tion come suggestively close to following the 
periodicity of these variations in incoming 
enerzy, but they do not quite do so. Oceanog- 
raphers are pretty much of a mind that they 
cannot approach this problem in a sensible 
fashion at present because of a lack of regu- 
larly received data from so much of the ocean, 
and a lack of understanding of the processes 
by which the atmosphere—ocean heat engine 
works. If the fluctuations are pulsed by varia- 
tions in incoming energy they are unlikely 
to ever be understood fully by studying the 
ocean. One would think that this would be a 
useful field of collaboration among oceanog- 
raphers, meteorologists and space scientists. 

Until we understand the theory of the 
energy fluxes governing the scales of motion 
in the ocean our ability to predict those mo- 
tions will be defective no matter how many 
billion bits of data we have stored in the 
world’s computers. 


CONCLUSIONS 


Perhaps we can pull these diverse pieces 
of information and suggestion into sensible 
form in the following manner. 

1). The yield of the world ocean fisheries 
has increased in the past twenty years at 
a rate considerably greater than the rate of 
increase of the human population or the 
rate of increase of other food production, 
Demand is expected to continue to grow. 
Resources are available in the ocean to fill it. 

2). The trend in these twenty years has 
been toward using fishes of the lower trophic 
level and in the size range of 5 to 10 inches 
length for the production of fish meal that 
comes indirectly to the human diet through 
domestic fowls and animals. This demand 
will continue and the trend will be to small- 
er sea animals in the 1 to 5 inch length 
range. The demand is likely to be enhanced 
by the development of fish protein concen- 
trate made from whole fish for direct hu- 
man consumption. 

3). These smaller, lower trophic level sea 
animals are more closely governed as to lo- 
cation in time and space by the presence of 
recently generated phytoplankton than are 
the larger carnivorous predators of the sea. 
Phytoplankton blooms are associated pri- 
marily with upwelling in the low and middle 
latitudes where fisheries are increasing, and 
by seasonal overturn in higher latitudes. 

4). The production of phytoplankton, and 
the location and abundance of fish feeding 
on it, fluctuates with variations in the cir- 
culation of the mixed layer ocean currents. 
The rhythms of these dynamic processes oc- 
cur in various scales of motion ranging from 
seconds or hours to hundreds of years. Sev- 
eral of these scales have major biological 
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consequences, and the sum of the whole 
sways the success of ocean fishing up and 
down in a marked way in any particular 
area at any particular time. 

5). The continued increase in the yield of 
the sea fisheries is dependent on continu- 
ously increasing the efficiency of fishermen 
to catch lower trophic level, and smaller 
sized, sea animals to the end that raw mate- 
rial prices for fish meal and fish protein con- 
centrate are kept low while the fisherman 
prospers. This process can be aided in a 
material way by providing the fishermen with 
more precise predictions of events in the 
ocean in real time so that they are available 
to him when he needs them, in a form un- 
derstandable to him. 

6). More precise predictions of events in 
the ocean are also required to encourage the 
inflow into the business, and particularly 
vessel construction, of the large amounts of 
capital required for increased ocean predic- 
tion. A measure of the scale of capital re- 
quired is the Russian budget of $3 billion 
for capital improvements in their fish busi- 
ness over the next five years and the invest- 
ment of more than $200 million in fishing 
vessels in Peru over the last ten years. 

7). The environmental data required for 
these purposes include deviation from pre- 
vious year and long term mean conditions 
of such parameters as (a) surface tempera- 
ture, (b) thermocline depth and character, 
(c) character of surface water, (d) strength, 
location and periodicity of surface currents, 
and (e) the amplitude and periodicity of 
internal waves. 

8). It is anticipated that Space Oceanog- 
raphy can provide not only sensing of the 
parameters required for making the environ- 
mental predictions required by the fisher- 
men to improve their economic efficiency 
but fish and plankton aggregations as well, 
and that collaboration among fishery ocean- 
ographers, Navy scientists, meteorologists 
and space scientists can manipulate the ob- 
servational data into forms both useful and 
understandable to the fisherman and trans- 
mit those results back to the fisherman at 
sea in time so that he can take advantage 
of the new knowledge. 

As a matter of fact no other technology 
is presently in sight which can provide this 
service at a reasonable cost. As Werner von 
Braun has said, the initial fuel bill for a 
satellite’s launch vehicle is high, but once 
it is in orbit for as much as a year its mile- 
age per gallon of fuel puts a Volkswagen to 
shame. For the first time in history the 
whirling satellites and the amazing com- 
puters give us the power to keep the whole 
world ocean under instantaneous observa- 
tion through several different simultaneous 
sensings, and the ability to put the informa- 
tion sensed into useful form for managing 
the harvest of the ocean in a rational man- 
ner. 

The result, inevitably, will be to open up 
for full use that equivalent of 15 new con- 
tinents, the other 70% of the earth that is 
covered by salt water. 


CAPTIVE NATIONS WEEK 


Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, last 
week, July 16-22, was Captive Nations 
Week in the United States. For nearly 
a decade, 1 week of each year has been 
so designated. It is the American way of 
recognizing the desire of the many peo- 
ples of Eastern Europe and the Soviet 
Union to be truly free. We extend to 
them our sympathies, and deplore the 
limitations under which they are com- 
pelled to live out their lives. 

In recognition of the plight of these 
peoples, the Governor of the Common- 
wealth of Massachusetts, the Honorable 
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John A. Volpe, issued a proclamation. I 
ask unanimous consent that it be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the proc- 
lamation was ordered to be printed in 
the Recorp, as follows: 


A PROCLAMATION BY HIS EXCELLENCY JOHN A, 
VOLPE, GOVERNOR, THE COMMONWEALTH OF 
MASSACHUSETTS, 1967 
Whereas, A large number of the citizens of 

our State are Americans who proudly claim 

ancestry to those once free nations now held 
under Communist domination: Armenia, 

Ukraine, Latvia, Lithuania, Estonia, Hun- 

gary, Poland, Rumania, Bulgaria, East Ger- 

many, Czechoslovakia, Serbia-Croatia-Slo- 
venia, Byelorussia, Azerbaijan, Georgia, Idel- 

Ural, North Caucasus, Far Eastern Republic, 

Turkestan, Mongolia, Albania, North Korea, 

North Vietnam, Mainland China, Tibet and 

Cuba, and 
Whereas, These submerged nations look to 

the United States as the citadel of human 

freedom, for leadership in bringing about 
their own independence, and 

Whereas, it is vital to the interests and the 
national security of the United States that 
the desire to be free on the part of the peo- 
ple of these peoples should be steadfastly 
kept alive, especially since this desire for 
liberty and independence constitutes a pow- 
erful deterrent to war and one of the best 
hopes for a just and lasting peace, and 

Whereas, during the annual celebration of 
Captive Nations Week, Americans of all ex- 
tractions throughout our nation have the 
opportunity to manifest that we share with 
those nations held in bondage their aspira- 
tions for the recovery of their freedom and 
their independence; 

Now, therefore, I, John A. Volpe, Gov- 
ernor of the Commonwealth of Massachu- 
setts, do hereby proclaim the week of July 
16-22, 1967 as Captive Nations Week and urge 
all citizens of the Commonwealth to take 
cognizance of this event, and to participate 
appropriately in its observance. 

Given at the Executive Chamber in Boston, 
this eleventh day of July, in the year of our 
Lord, one thousand nine hundred and sixty- 
seven, and of the Independence of the United 
States of America, the one hundred and 
ninety-second. 

By His Excellency the Governor: 

JOHN A, VOLPE. 
KEVIN H. WHITE, 
Secretary of the Commonwealth. 


COMMENDATION OF THURGOOD 
MARSHALL 


Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, for 
the second time in the last 2 weeks it is 
my great pleasure to invite the attention 
of the Senate to a resolution of com- 
mendation and congratulation on the 
nomination of Thurgood Marshall to the 
Supreme Court of the United States. 

The resolution I bring to the attention 
of the Senate today was passed by the 
Milwaukee County Board of Supervisors 
on July 20. An earlier resolution was 
passed by the Milwaukee City Council. 
The unanimity of reaction to Mr. Mar- 
shall’s nomination expressed by these 
two resolutions demonstrates the broad 
and deep public support behind this 
Presidential act. I consider this support 
extraordinary and worthy of special at- 
tention. 

The Milwaukee County resolution 
properly recognizes both Mr. Marshall’s 
most outstanding record as a jurist and 
Solicitor General and his position as the 
first member of his race to reach this 
high level of service to his country. In 
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short, the resolution sees the nomination 
of Mr. Marshall as the long awaited and 
long deserved tribute to both the man 
and the era that seeks to give the Negro 
and all minority races their proper 
places in American life. 

Because of the importance of the nom- 
ination and because of the support this 
resolution provides that nomination, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Mil- 
waukee County Board of Supervisors res- 
olution be printed in the Record at this 
point. 

There being no objection, the resolu- 
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

CONGRATULATIONS 

Whereas, Thurgood Marshall, Solicitor 
General of the United States, who for 
twenty-three years was chief counsel of the 
National Association for Advancement of 
Colored People, has been nominated by the 
President to serve on the United States 
Supreme Court, succeeding the Honorable 
Tom C. Clark, who recently resigned as As- 
sociate Justice of the Court; and 

Whereas, Justice Marshall has previously 
won acclaim as an eminent jurist in his 
nearly four years of service on the United 
States Court of Appeals from 1961 to 1965, 
during which time he wrote more than one 
hundred opinions, and not one of his ma- 
jority decisions was reversed by the United 
States Supreme Court while some of his dis- 
sents eventually became law; and 

Whereas, Justice Marshall is the first mem- 
ber of his race to have reached the pinnacle 
of judicial success; and 

Whereas, in the words of the Minority 
Leader of the United States Senate, the Hon- 
orable Everett McKinley Dirksen, the ap- 
pointment of Justice Marshall will reduce 
racial tensions “because it demonstrates that 
Negroes can reach the top of the heap;” 
therefore be it 

Resolved, that the Milwaukee County 
Board of Supervisors enthusiastically com- 
mends the appointment of the Honorable 
Thurgood Marshall to the United States Su- 
preme Court, and hereby extends its heartiest 
congratulations and best wishes to him for 
long, meritorious, and rewarding service on 
the highest judicial bench of our land; and 
be it 

Further resolved, that the Honorable Wil- 
liam Proxmire and Gaylord Nelson, United 
States Senators from Wisconsin, be urged to 
request speedy confirmation by the Senate of 
the appointment of Thurgood Marshall to 
the United States Supreme Court; and be it 

Further resolved, that certified and suit- 
ably engrossed copies of this resolution be 
transmitted to Justice Marshall and to Sen- 
ators Proxmire and Nelson. 

Adopted June 20, 1967. 

JOHN L. DOYNE, 
County Erecutive. 
EUGENE H. GROBSCHMIDT, 
Chairman, County Board of Supervisors, 
CLEMONS F. MICHALSKI, 
County Clerk. 


RICHARD WILSON WARNS BUSINESS 
OF IMPLICATIONS OF TRUTH-IN- 
LENDING VOTE 


Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, Rich- 
ard Wilson has written a uniquely 
thoughtful analysis of the broader impli- 
cations of the unanimous passage of the 
truth-in-lending bill by the Senate. 

Mr. Wilson contends that this action 
suggests the vital importance of more 
emphasis by business on the public in- 
terest. Richard Wilson is a balanced 
writer who has frequently demonstrated 
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a sympathetic understanding of the 
problems of business and of the immense 
contribution business is making to 
America. His warning to business on this 
occasion deserves a careful hearing. 

I ask unanimous consent that the ar- 
ticle entitled Truth-in-Lending Bill a 
Warning to Business,” published in the 
Washington Evening Star, be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


TRUTH-IN-LENDING BILL A WARNING FOR 
BUSINESS 
(By Richard Wilson) 

A great deal of trouble, to say nothing of 
money, could be saved by business executives 
if they had a keener appreciation of the new 
conditions in what is rightfully called a “con- 
sumer's economy.” 

Passage in the Senate by a 92-to-0 vote of 
the so-called truth-in-lending bill should be 
notice enough that consumers in this coun- 
try are packing a heavier wallop. This bill re- 
quires lenders to tell borrowers honestly and 
precisely the cost of loans on autos, ap- 
pliances, repairs, house modernization, with 
no razzle-dazzle that later shows up in higher 
than expected charges. 

Even supposedly respectable banks have 
nasty little tricks like figuring interest rates 
on loans on the basis of a 360-day year, thus 
nicking the borrower for five ex- 
tra days of interest in the real year. Other 
dodges in the lending business are too num- 
erous, diverse and ingenious to mention, and 
have been practiced unashamedly by people 
belonging to the best country clubs. 

The Senate has acted with unanimity in 
this one fleld, but still the message doesn't 
get across to many business executives that 
the public is determined to force upon them, 
through government, a greater concern for 
the public's interest. 

The cigarette manufacturers, the motor 
car manufacturers, the drug manufacturers 
have been dragged kicking and screaming 
into the new world where the consumer's 
interest is asserting itself. They still have a 
long way to go to square themselves with 
a public which has found out that cars can 
be made safer, a really effective cigarette 
filter can be developed, and that outrageous 
overcharges are exacted on drugs where the 
makers and sellers can get away with it. 

Each set of business executives seem to 
have to learn for themselves that they will 
have to take the public’s interest more 
seriously. At the moment the meat industry 
finds itself embarrassed in Congress by the 
fact that there is no federal regulation of 
plants that slaughter 20 million cattle and 
process 8.7 million pounds of meat—15 per- 
cent of the total supply. 

Filthy, unsanitary conditions have been 
found in some of these plants under state, 
city and local control. This meat is for sale, 
or supposed to be for sale, within state bound- 
aries and thus outside the jurisdiction of 
the federal meat inspection act. 

Yet, meat packer groups are opposing 
bringing this part of the meat slaughtering 
and processing business under federal stand- 
ards. The argument is familiar. Little pack- 
ers who can get by under state control would 
be forced out of business in meeting higher 
federal standards. 

The same story is heard from the coal 
industry which claims that the federal gov- 
ernment’s proposed clean air standards 
would put it out of business and “reduce to 
a crawl the wheels of industry for years and 
years.” Experts say that is just nonsense 
and that proper measures against air pollu- 
tion would result in use of more coal. 

The coal industry might profit from the ex- 
perience of the cigarette business. While the 
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cigarette makers were spending big sums on 
publicity to defend themselves, a scientist 
working in his home laboratory and on his 
own money developed an effective filter 
which the cigarette makers, with their huge 
funds available for research, should have de- 
veloped years ago. 

The public wants safe air, safe cars, safe 
drugs, safe meat and it is bound to get them 
in the new consumer's world despite all the 
heel dragging and pompous statements from 
business and industry about killing the goose 
that lays the golden egg. 

Wise words for the reluctant business ex- 
ecutive, hypersensitive to all criticism and 
wrapped in his own little myths about pri- 
vate enterprise, come from an experienced 
free-enterpriser, Harold Brayman, retired di- 
rector of public relations of E. I. du Pont de 
Nemours. 

In his book written after retirement, “Cor- 
porate Management In a World of Politics” 
(McGraw-Hill), Brayman says, “The major 
objective (of business) must become public 
service—not of the eleemosynary type—but 
public service through technological develop- 
ment, through the creation of cheaper, better 
or brand new products for the use and bene- 
fits of human beings. The objective of just 
‘making money’ is not sufficient. 

“Business leadership must acquire a de- 
gree of political sophistication in dealing 
with government, rather than, following 
techniques which may have been adequate 
in the early days of our century but which 
belong in antique shops today. Instead of 
regarding government as a nuisance or any 
enemy, it must regard government as a part- 
ner...” 

Those are words drawn from more than 20 
years experience directing the public rela- 
tions of one of the great corporations of the 
world, 


JURISDICTION IN OCEAN 
FISHERIES 


Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, na- 
tional jurisdiction in ocean fisheries is 
a confusing problem area. Some na- 
tions claim their territorial waters ex- 
tend for as much as 200 miles from their 
coastlines, some claim only the tradi- 
tional 3 miles, and others seek to estab- 
lish exclusive fishery jurisdiction of one 
breadth while at the same time main- 
taining a much narrower territorial sea. 
The trend of the times is toward exten- 
sion of territorial limits and, if allowed 
to continue unchecked, could only result 
in the establishment somewhere on the 
high seas of a new set of national bor- 
ders. It is perhaps ridiculous to ex- 
trapolate the trends to this point, but it 
serves to illustrate the problem. 

That this problem is one that occu- 
pies the minds of a great many individ- 
uals in quite a few nations was a sur- 
prise to me when I first realized it. As 
one becomes more and more familiar 
with the many facets of national inter- 
est that are a part of this area, however, 
it becomes less surprising. I now find 
myself wondering how it is that any na- 
tion could have reached a decision when 
there are so many important conflicting 
interests involved. For example, access 
for military and mercantile shipping 
must be considered, as must protection 
of home industries and the whole large 
and important area of imports, exports, 
and foreign exchange. Too, we are handi- 
capped by lack of knowledge about the 
ocean’s resources and how they best 
should be managed—and by whom. 
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As in most of man’s affairs, the choice 
must be a compromise. For those nations 
whose military and mercantile interests 
must be considered along with their 
need for food from the sea the choice is 
a different one. That difficulty is com- 
pounded by the certain knowledge that 
tomorrow’s new facts may make obsolete 
yesterday’s solution. I suspect that many 
of the facts that will influence such de- 
cisions in the future will come from re- 
search in the fields of fisheries and 
oceanography. 

In May of this year, Dr. W. M. Chap- 
man presented a paper at Montreal at 
the annual meeting of the Fisheries 
Council of Canada. That paper, Prob- 
lems of the North Pacific and Atlantic 
Fisheries,” discusses in greater detail 
and in wider scope the matters I have 
here discussed. I ask unanimous con- 
sent that it be printed in the RECORD, 

There being no objection, the paper 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


PROBLEMS OF THE NORTH PACIFIC AND ATLANTIC 
FISHERIES 


(By Wilbert McLeod Chapman, Van Camp 
Sea Food Division, Ralston-Purina Co.) 
If one pays much attention to discussions 

among fishery people in Canada and the 

United States, and what one reads in the 

fishery press, the impression is given that the 

chief problem of the Pacific and Atlantic 
fisheries off both countries is that too many 

Asiatic and European fishermen are operat- 

ing in them and taking away too much fish. 

It is not my purpose today to inquire into 
the social and economic reasons for this but, 
instead, to discuss some aspects of sugges- 
tions that have been made for treating the 
problem by judicial means, and some of the 
consequences that might arise from follow- 
ing those suggestions. 

THREE GENERAL SOLUTIONS 

Three general solutions have been sug- 
gested for this problem. They are: 

(1). To extend exclusive jurisdiction by the 
coastal nation out as far to sea as may be 
required to eliminate the problem. 

(2). To give the United Nations exclusive 
jurisdiction over the resources of the high 
seas; and 

(3). To continue to operate under existing 
rules of international law and the normal 
practice of nations. 

THE COASTAL NATION SOLUTION 

There are several suggestions in North 
America (and elsewhere) as to means by 
which exclusive jurisdiction by the coastal 
nation can be extended as far out to sea as 
is needed to solve the foreign fisherman 
problem. Some favor claiming the resources 
over the continental shelf, but this is hardly 
satisfactory where the continental shelf is 
narrow. Others favor claiming exclusive juris- 
diction to a convenient distance, such as 200 
miles from the coast. Even 200 miles is not 
adequate in some cases where the continental 
shelf is broader, or where resources fished 
upon closer to shore migrate greater dis- 
tances from shore in their harvestable 
stages. 

A clean way of doing this is that followed 
by Chile, Ecuador and Peru in their joint 
declaration on the maritime zone in this 
language: 

“The Governments of Chile, Ecuador and 
Peru therefore proclaim as a principle of 
their international maritime policy that 
each of them possesses sole sovereignty and 
jurisdiction over the area of sea adjacent 
to the coast of its own country and extend- 
ing not less than 200 miles from the said 
coast”, (MacChesney, 1957, p. 266). 

This avoids the problem of breadth of the 
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continental shelf and wandering fishermen. 
Under such a claim, if 200 miles turns out 
to be inadequate for one reason or another, 
the same claim can be extended out until 
a contending claim from another coastal na- 
tion is encountered. Essentially the applica- 
tion of such a solution would result in the 
useful part of the high seas being divided up 
into national lakes. 

There is great attractiveness to this treat- 
ment of the problem. This would be agreeable 
to most inshore fishermen who do not go far 
to sea from home port, and most fishermen 
in the world fall into this category. It would 
be agreeable to those many nations who do 
not have strong fisheries and who fear dam- 
age to the resources off their coast from long- 
range fishermen. It seems certain that if such 
a proposal were put to the vote before United 
States fishermen it would win by a handsome 
majority, and I suspect that this might be 
the case in Canada. If the matter were put 
to a clear vote before a United Nations con- 
Terence on the Law of the Sea at the present 
date, and restricted strictly to the fishery 
jurisdiction issue, it would get a large vote, 
and perhaps rather close to the required two- 
thirds majority. 

Aside from much agreeableness to such a 
solution, which might render it acceptable 
in international law, it would enable indi- 
vidual nations in some instances to husband 
rather large resources such as the east coast 
menhaden of the United States, the men- 
haden and the white and pink shrimp fish- 
erles of the Gulf of Mexico off the United 
States, the herring fisheries of Alaska, the 
cod, haddock and scallop fisheries of the 
Northwest Atlantic, ete. This would apply 
particularly to those resources that do not 
move too far along coast or out to sea in 
their normal migrations, and to countries 
with long coast-lines, like the United States 
Canada, Russia, Chile, etc. 

Some difficulties occur in this solution, 
however, and among them are these: 


1. Sovereignty 


It is difficult to completely dissociate spe- 
cial jurisdiction for fisheries purposes from 
exclusive jurisdiction for all purposes, or 
sole sovereignty. This can be done easily in 
the minds of foreign officers and interna- 
tional lawyers of nations who want to do so, 
but their thoughts may also be easily dis- 
regarded in a peaceful world by those na- 
tions who do not wish to do so. 

For instance, the United States wishes 
quite desperately to keep the breadth of 
the territorial sea at well less than twelve ma- 
rine miles for military and mercantile rea- 
sons. On the other hand it wishes to ingrati- 
ate its fishermen by adopting a 12-mile zone 
of exclusive fishery jurisdiction. When it 
does the latter it, being a leader, is fol- 
lowed by other and particularly friendly 
nations. But such nations as Nigeria, Mau- 
retania and Thailand opt for a 12-mile 
breadth of territorial sea rather than fishery 
zone. Thus the concept of a narrowed ter- 
ritorial sea is further eroded. There are now 
more nations who claim a breadth of terri- 
torial sea of 12 marine miles or more than 
there are who claim three miles. (Marine 
Science Affairs, 1967, pp. 155-157). 

Should the United States opt for a 200 
mile fishery jurisdiction zone it is equally 
likely that other countries would increas- 
ingly move to 200 miles breadth for the ter- 
ritorial sea, and if Canada joined the United 
States in doing so there would be a great 
thrust in that direction. It was after the 
Truman Proclamation of 1945 that Argen- 
tina, Chile, Ecuador, Peru, Costa Rica, and 
El Salvador opted for a breadth of terri- 
torial sea of 200 marine miles or more, each 
using the rationale that it was following the 
lead of the United States. 

The United States tried to save the three 
mile limit by separating the breadth of terri- 
torial sea issue from the fishery zone issue 
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and is now apparently losing the 12 mile 
territorial sea issue. Perhaps it is ready to 
try for 200, but I doubt it just yet. 

At any rate it can be said that there is 
difficulty in keeping the breadth of the ter- 
ritorlal sea issue separate from the fishing 
zone issue in the practice of nations and 
that this is one difficulty to the broad fishing 
zone method from the standpoint of naval 
and mercantile powers. 


2. Fugitive resources 


In no place in the world will resources 
supporting major fisheries receive full pro- 
tection in the harvestable stage from divid- 
ing the whole ocean into national lakes ex- 
cept in the case of some invertebrate re- 
sources, and all the crabs, shrimp, clams, 
and other invertebrates presently taken from 
the world ocean together support about 10% 
of its living resource yield. 

The national lake, or 200-mile, or conti- 
nental shelf ideas are just no good at all 
when applied to ocean-wide ranging animals 
like Pacific and Atlantic salmon, tuna, Pa- 
cific fur seal and whales. They are not much 
good when applied to such staple resources 
as cod, Atlanto-Scandian herring and had- 
dock. 

In congested areas where there are many 
nations and little ocean such as the North 
Sea, the Caribbean, the China Sea, the Gulf 
of Guinea, the Canary Current area, the 
Mediterranean, Central America and South- 
east Asia, the migratory major resources will 
make a mockery of the national lakes or any 
lesser area designation. 

Between neighboring nations bordering on 
the same ocean current the same interna- 
tional fishery problems will persist. The 
shrimp of southern Mexico on the Pacific 
side will still go down off Guatemala as 
adults. The sardine, anchovy, mackerel, hake, 
barracuda and yellowtail of northern Mexico 
will come up off California and be caught. 
The bonito and anchovy of southern Peru 
will still be caught off northern Chile, as the 
Peruvians catch the shrimp coming down 
from Ecuador. The hake, anchovy, sardine 
and mackerel will still be of joint concern 
to Brazil, Uruguay and Argentina. The sar- 
dinella and Indian mackerel of the Gulf of 
Oman, as well as the shrimp, will continue 
as bones of contention among Iran, Pakistan, 
The Trucial Sheikdoms, and the Sultanate of 
Muscat and Oman. And so ad infinitum. 

No matter how broad the national lake, the 
fishery zone, or the continental shelf the 
number of international disputes arising 
from fishery problems, the number of inter- 
national commissions dealing with fishery 
conservation problems, and the need for fish- 
ery research to find out the facts, will con- 
tinue inexorably their increase as fishing 
effort in the ocean increases, as it will—un- 
less it is the desire of man that the large 
migratory resources of the world ocean are 
to be killed off one by one as has been the 
practice of man since the middle ice-ages 
with so many of the large migratory animals 
that once populated the land. 

But these broad zonations would be partic- 
ularly useful to Canada on the east coast, 
if it could get rid of the Europeans by this 
device, and to the United States on all coasts, 
because of their long coast lines abundantly 
supplied with resources. The two countries 
get along well in fisheries and could continue 
to arrange their fisheries affairs amicably be- 
tween themselves if they could get rid of the 
others, without upsetting international prac- 
tices respecting the Law of the Sea which 
would bother them elsewhere in their for- 
eign policies. 

3. The long range fisherman and the foreign 
exchange problem 

While the United States seems able to af- 
ford the $600 million in dollars it now pays 
to foreign fishermen for its fish supplies each 
year, other countries have foreign exchange 


19771 


problems. Their people want fish to eat and 
enough are not found in their local waters. 
They do not choose to spend foreign exchange 
for this purpose, but prefer to assist their 
fishermen to go where the fish are. Among 
such countries are Russia, Poland, East Ger- 
many, West Germany, Bulgaria, Rumania, Is- 
rael, Greece, Cuba, Ceylon, Malaysia, Ghana, 
Thailand, Italy, Portugal, and Spain, to name 
a few. Whether the venture of Canada into 
long-range tuna fishing is in this category, I 
do not know. Other countries engage in such 
long range fishing not only to save foreign 
exchange, but to earn it. Among such coun- 
tries are Japan, Norway, South Korea, and 
Taiwan. 

The institution of broad jurisdiction over 
fisheries by coastal nations would be in the 
direction of eliminating the long-range fish- 
erman and exacerbating foreign exchange or 
dietary problems in those countries that en- 
gage in long range fishing. 

4. The use of ocean resources 


There is a need for additional animal pro- 
tein production on a world wide basis to 
satisfy the human dietary requirements. 
Animal protein is available in the ocean 
to more than supply the total human re- 
quirement for it. Still two thirds of the 
world’s population lives in nations where 
protein malnutrition is endemic. This factor 
is widely held to be the major public health 
problem in the world currently, and a major 
deterrent to social and economic develop- 
ment in the developing world. 

This is, essentially, the reason why the 
production of fish from the world ocean has 
grown so much more rapidly than agricul- 
tural production, and at a rate at least three 
times that of human population increase, 
over the past twenty years. 

The chief barrier to increasing ocean pro- 
duction of animal protein further is lower- 
ing its cost per unit of production so that 
the product can be got to the consumer at 
a price he can afford to pay. The long range 
fisherman by his efficiency has contributed 
to this process in two ways: 

(a) by opening up new fisheries that were 
not being worked by local fishermen (long- 
line tuna fishing, North Pacific trawling, 
Mauretanian-Moroccan trawling, Patagonian 
shelf, Labrador-Greenland fishing, west-cen- 
tral Africa tuna and trawling, etc.,), and 

(b) by stimulating coastal fishermen to 
improve their efficiency or perish (Canada, 
Japan, United States, Iceland, Mexico, Nor- 
way, etc.). 

The institution of wide zones of exclusive 
jurisdiction by the coastal nations will be 
in the direction of both raising the cost of 
fish and directly slowing down the develop- 
ment of world fisheries to the extent that 
it keeps long range fishermen away from 
working stocks that are not yet being used 
to the level corresponding with maximum 
sustainable yield. 

As a matter of fact in moralistic countries 
like Canada and the United States, perhaps 
the worst feature of the otherwise advan- 
tageous broad fishery zone policy is the moral 
question of preventing countries who need 
the fish from catching what Canada and the 
United States are unable to use of the boun- 
teous resources in their offshore waters. 

5. The conservation of marine resources 

It is not abundantly clear from the his- 
toric record that nations are much better at 
conserving resources lying within their sole 
jurisdiction than is a group of nations work- 
ing together in an international commission. 
Numerous examples could be provided from 
the land experience of man. From his sea 
experiences can be suggested the following 
examples: 

(a) the oyster fishery of the eastern 
United States (and particularly of the Chesa- 
peake Bay area), 
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(b) the menhaden fishery of the east coast 
of the United States 

(c) the California sardine fishery, 

(d) the sperm whale fisheries of Chile and 
Peru 

(e) the Karluk red salmon fishery 

(f) the razor clam fishery of the Washing- 
ton coast 

(g) several other salmon fisheries of West- 
ern Europe, Canada and the United States. 

It may well be that the international con- 
science is required, as our societies grow 
more complex, in order to enforce upon na- 
tions the proper conservation of natural re- 
sources within their sole jurisdiction. This is 
presaged in several activities related to land 
animals and birds, but it is often overlooked 
that provision for this same sort of thing 
is made in the Convention on Fishing and 
the Conservation of the Living Resources of 
the High Seas, where Article 8 reads: 

“Any State which, even if its nationals are 
not engaged in fishing in an area of the high 
seas not adjacent to its coast, has a special 
interest in the conservation of the living re- 
sources of the high seas in that area, may 
request the State or States, whose nationals 
are engaged in fishing there to take the nec- 
essary measures of conservation under Arti- 
cles 3 and 4 respectively, at the same time 
mentioning the scientific reasons which in 
its opinion make such measures necessary, 
and indicating its special interest“. 

It is unquestionable that the broad exten- 
sion of zones of exclusive fishery jurisdic- 
tion has broad internal appeal in many 
countries in the world and particularly, at 
the moment, in Canada and the United 
States. It is such a nice clear-cut way out of 
a problem. In its simplicity it matches the 
wiping out of opposition by the city culture 
of the Russian steppe country under Genghis 
Khan by the simple expedient of wiping out 
the cities, and the similar activity of his 
grandson Hulagu in Mesopotamia. 

It is always useful, however, before apply- 
ing a simple solution to a complex problem, 
to try and look ahead a little to see whether 
the solution will not create new problems 
worse than the one just solved. In the United 
States we had some experience of this nature 
with the Truman Proclamations of Septem- 
ber, 1945. 

I have indicated five problem areas associ- 
ated with the broad fishery zone solution to 
the fishery jurisdiction problem which might 
warrant detailed examination from the view- 
point of national and international interests 
before precipitate action is taken in solving 
the foreign fisherman problem. Of course 
there are others, This list is only suggestive, 
not comprehensive. 

THE UNITED NATIONS SOLUTION 

There is a rather broadly based movement 
abroad to turn over to the United Nations 
exclusive jurisdiction over all resources of 
the high seas, both aquatic and on the sea- 
bed. To some, including some in the United 
States, this seems to be a radical, far-out 
proposal that will get nowhere. The 
realization came on December 8, 1966, that 
this might not be so. On that date the Gen- 
eral Assembly of the United Nations adopted 
a resolution, pushed by the United States 
delegation, on “Resources of the Sea”. This 
was supported in the United States by the 
proponents of turning over the high seas to 
the United Nations, and work on implement- 
ing this resolution is now being actively en- 
gaged in on a very wide front, both nationally 
and internationally. 

There is a wide variety of reasons behind 
this proposal. Senator Frank Church (D- 
Idaho), who was a member of the United 
States delegation to the United Nations last 
year, voiced one of these reasons in a speech 
before the United States Senate. A broad area 
of political thought in the United States 
feels that the United Nations requires to be 
more fully funded and that it needs to have 
sources of funding independent of the polit- 
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ical whims of the member nations. This is 
not possible of accomplishment for political 
reasons in the member nations. Senator 
Church points out, however, that if the 
United Nations were given the resources of 
the high seas as its very own at the present 
time, while the yield from them is rather 
modest, in the course of years when the ocean 
resources are more adequately harvested the 
revenues from their use might well pay for 
the entire cost of United Nations operation 
on a more adequate basis than now, and 
quite independently from the purse-strings 
of the independent member nations. 

There are, of course, other reasons behind 
such a successful move. One of these is the 
natural desire of petroleum drilling firms, 
and large mining corporations, to have ex- 
clusive use rights to specific deposits under 
the sea before they invest the very large 
amount of capital required to prove up and 
harvest those resources. The mineral re- 
sources on the deep seabed are vast. It is be- 
coming less certain that the petroleum re- 
sources under the deep seabed may not be 
important in future years. No governmental 
entity now has clear title to these resources 
and, therefore, no exclusive use rights to 
them can be obtained. It really does not 
matter to a very large firm, having in mind 
the investment of $50 or $100 millions of 
capital, what governmental entity owns the 
resource so long as it is able and willing to 
grant an exclusive use permit at a reasonable 
cost which will encourage bankers or boards 
of directors to provide the required capital. 
To some of these firms the United Nations 
appears to be a quite satisfactory administra- 
tor of the deep-ocean resources. 

In the fisheries field, however, there is a 
quite different argument which is quite per- 
suasive to some, It runs like this: 

Fisheries lying in the high seas are com- 
mon property resources. They are open to 
all comers on an equal footing. Fishermen 
tend to enter such a fishery until the total 
value of the harvest is equal to the cost of 
taking it, and the average return is equal to 
the average cost. Thus there is no net eco- 
nomic yield (rent, or excess value of harvest 
over cost of catching it) from a fishery nat- 
urally stabilized in this fashion. 

The level of fishing effort in a fishery cor- 
responding to the point of maximum net 
economic yield can be demonstrated always 
to be less than that amount of fishing effort 
corresponding to the maximum sustainable 
physical yield of fish from the stock. The two 
concepts are thus mutually exclusive and 
both cannot be accomplished. A growing 
number believe net economic yield should be 
the thing to be maximized. 

The argument favoring this has been gen- 
eralized (Christy and Scott, 1965) to the 
following logic, which involved the United 
Nations rather inexorably. 

(1) entry into any fishery should be 
limited when this is required to maximize 
the net economic yield from it. 

(2) since limitation of entry cannot be 
arranged unless the resource (or access to 
it) is owned by some entity (or under its 
exclusive jurisdiction), the living resources 
of the high seas each should be put under 
the exclusive jurisdiction of a single man- 
aging agency as such treatment is desired. 

(3) because of the excessive mobility of 
many such resources, and other practical 
problems, the single managing agency should 
be the United Nations, and to it should be 
given exclusive jurisdiction over each re- 
source to be managed in this manner. And, 

(4) the revenue received by the United 
Nations from the operation of the world 
fisheries in this manner would be divided out 
or used in some manner agreed upon in the 
United Nations. 

This argument had considerable impact 
on the action leading up to the passage by 
the General Assembly of the resolution on 
the “Resources of the Sea”. Economists in 
Canada and the United States have made 
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persuasive studies of salmon and halibut 
fisheries of the Northeast Pacific, for in- 
stance, indicating that many millions of dol- 
lars are being wasted annually in those 
fisheries for lack of limitation of entry into 
them, and the Canadian Ministry of Fisheries 
is giving serious study to means of initiating 
such limitation of entry into a fishery within 
its exclusive jurisdiction, the Fraser River 
gill-net salmon fishery. 

United Kingdom biologists have made a 
persuasive study of this in relation to the 
Antarctic Whale fishery (Gulland, 1967) 
where tens of millions of dollars were lost 
through over killing as well as by not creat- 
ing net economic yield. In that instance cus- 
tomary international law controls broke 
down and were so ineffective that the re- 
source was nearly lost in the bargain, It is 
possible that there is no suitable alternate 
in such a situation excepting either United 
Nations control or eliminating the resource. 
The situation of the great cod, and haddock 
fisheries of the Northeast Atlantic may be 
similar (Meyer, 1967). All hands agree that 
those resources are heavily overfished, but 
there is no agreement as to how this can be 
corrected. 

Entirely aside from the above quite telling 
arguments in favor of giving exclusive juris- 
diction over high seas resources to the United 
Nations, there is another quite pragmatic 
argument which is beginning to appeal to 
the long-range fisherman. If the present 
trend to extending the breadth of jurisdic- 
tion by the coastal nations over fisheries in 
the high seas adjacent to their coasts con- 
tinues to the logical ends noted in the pre- 
ceding section, the long-range fishermen are 
going to be out of business in any event. 
Some of these are beginning to think that 
turning over the whole business to the United 
Nations is a considerably better alternative 
than that from their viewpoint, as they are 
likely to be in company with a few allies 
under such an arrangement, and the man- 
agerlal policies of the United Nations in re- 
spect of the fisheries might just be less costly 
and more wisely used than systems of gov- 
ernance that individual nations might pro- 
vide in their national lakes. 

As intriguing as this solution to the man- 
agement of high seas fishery problems ap- 
pears to be, there are also some problems in- 
volved with it which deserve mature thought 
and study. Among these are: 

1. Independent United Nations 

It is not all clear that at this stage of his- 
tory the member nations of the United Na- 
tions want such a body to be independently 
financed and thus independent of them 
financially. There is a whole range of prob- 
lems that suggest this, but one from the 
marine field is sufficiently intriguing to note 
as an example of the class. 

When a nuclear powered submarine dis- 
appears beneath the ocean and gets out of 
range of listening devices there is no tech- 
nology available by which it can be found 
again until it wants to be found. Hundreds 
of millions of dollars are spent per year at- 
tempting to find a solution to this problem. 
Until the solution is found the nuclear 
powered submarine has great, if not con- 
trolling weight in the power balance of the 
world because its nuclear-tipped armament 
of intercontinental Ballistic Missiles is cap- 
able of reaching from the sea into the in- 
nermost parts of the largest land masses with 
considerable effect. 

A rather cheap technology could solve this 
problem. It is quite possible for each sub- 
marine to be equipped with a device which 
would signal where it was at all times, the 
signal be transmitted continuously and in- 
stantaneously from any place on earth to a 
central computer, which would thus know 
the precise coordinates of where each such 
submarine was at any point of time. If the 
signal for any such submarine ceased to 
arrive at the computer it could sound the 
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alarm instantaneously over as broad a net- 
work as desired. Lack of receipt of the signal 
would be interpreted as a mechanical failure, 
upon which rescue or relief measures could 
be instantaneously initiated, or a war-like 
act by the sovereign whose flag the sub- 
mersible wore, upon which other sovereigns 
could take such defensive or offensive actions 
as appeared to them to be appropriate. 

An independently financed United Nations, 
the majority of whose members could not af- 
ford nuclear-powered submersibles and were 
weary of their omnipresent threat, might just 
vote through a regulation establishing such 
a centralized tracking capability. It is uncer- 
tain that those nations now possessing such 
submersible capability would favor such a 
solution to this problem. 


2. Fiscal responsibility and control 


I do not know how it is in other countries, 
but in the United States at the Federal level 
for quite a long time it has been very firm 
policy that all income to the federal treasury 
should be received in the general fund with- 
out earmarking for particular use, and then 
should be appropriated out of the general 
fund as needful for particular purposes. Thus 
fiscal control is kept in legislative rather 
than executive hands. There are a few im- 
portant exceptions to this rule, but not 
many. The increasing use of cost-benefit 
budgeting practices in enforcing this general 
rule increasingly in both Federal and State 
fields. 

To turn over exclusive jurisdiction over 
ocean resources to the United Nations would 
be in the direction of violating this rule in 
two vital directions—the appropriation of 
monies of quite uncertain amounts to attend 
to costs which have not been examined from 
the standpoint of their appropriateness, 
much less cost-benefit ratio. 


3. Nature of the United Nations 


When one establishes a regulation it is apt 
to be violated, or the suspicion arise that it 
has been violated. In that case there requires 
to be an enforcement agency to apprehend 
the supposed violator, and a juridical system 
within which he can be given trial. In the 
case of fisheries, depending upon the criteria 
used in framing the regulation, there requires 
to be more or less scientific research to as- 
certain the need for regulation, make pos- 
sible the framing of regulations designed to 
effectively suit the need, and monitor the 
effect of the regulation in suiting the need. 
This is all the more the case in many im- 
portant fisheries because of the effect of en- 
vironmental changes on the abundance of 
any particular stock of fish and the indistinct 
understanding we have of the effects of dif- 
ferent scales of motion in the sea upon these 
factors. Experience indicates that an au- 
thority is needed for each individual fishery 
that will administer the application of regu- 
lation to the fishery designed to attain the 
desired objective in the light of scientific, 
social and economic facts and criteria. 

All of this presupposes a complexity of ad- 
ministrative, legislative, juridical, and scien- 
tific infrastructure of government which the 
present United Nations has not got. I suggest 
that to provide such an infrastructure in the 
world government structure would require 
quite fundamental reorganization, not only 
of the structure of the United Nations, but 
the policies underlying it. While this would 
not be impossible to do, experience indicates 
that such changes go rather slowly in the 
international field, whereas total fishing ef- 
fort on the world ocean is increasing with 
frightening rapidity. 

4. Cost of administration 


The ocean is a much larger place than 
most landsmen realize. Long range fishing 
vessels now number in the hundreds in the 
world, and medium range vessels in the thou- 
sands. They often work areas of the world 
ocean at points well removed from centers 
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of authority. Increasingly they are exceed- 
ingly mobile and free from the land for 
logistic support for longish intervals of time. 

The economists who worry about the lack 
of net economic yield in fisheries working on 
common property resources are persuasive 
in their indications of the large profits that 
would be gained by limiting entry to those 
fisheries and maximizing their net economic 
yield. It is suggested that before major policy 
changes in this direction are adopted it 
would be most instructive to have competent 
economic studies made as to the relationship 
between added economic yield from this 
source, and added administrative costs for 
obtaining it. 

In instances like the Antarctic whale fish- 
ery, where relatively few catching units take 
modest numbers of animals in a rather small 
area, and land their products in only a few 
ports, the added administrative costs might 
be light in relation to gain. In other in- 
stances, such as the long-line tuna fisheries, 
where a good many hundreds of long-range 
vessels with range capabilities of more than 
10,000 miles roam the entire tropical, sub- 
tropical and temperate world ocean with the 
option of selling their catches in several 
dozen ports all over the world, the added ad- 
ministrative costs might be considerable in 
relation to the anticipated benefits. 


5. The contest among nations for food from 
the sea 

There are at least ninety coastal nations 
in the world that strongly desire to increase 
the volume and relative share that they get 
of the ocean’s food yield. Their reasons are 
various and in many instances complex. 
Some wish to earn foreign exchange. Some 
wish to save foreign exchange. Some wish to 
build their local industries, and others wish 
to protect theirs. Some simply want more 
animal protein with which to satisfy the 
needs or wants of their peoples. A nation like 
Iceland depends on the sea for nearly every- 
thing it has; a nation like Japan depends 
on the sea for food. They take precisely op- 
posite views of how the harvesting of ocean 
resources should be managed, and there ex- 
ists in the world every possible shade of 
sovereign opinion between those extremes. 

Obviously the resolution of those conflict- 
ing views would require a somewhat differ- 
ent approach if the United Nations had ex- 
clusive jurisdiction over high seas resources 
rather than its present position of sitting off 
to the side as an arbiter called in occasion- 
ally to comment on a dispute. Whether the 
United Nations would survive this test of 
fire might be a problem. 

As with the coastal state solution the 
United Nations solution has many attractive 
attributes, particularly the simple one we 
all like to employ of turning the problem 
over to George to handle while we stand at 
the side and comment critically, or hold his 
coat. I have pointed out five areas that might 
warrant further examination before this so- 
lution is adopted. Again this is a suggestive 
and not comprehensive, list. 

THE INTERNATIONAL LAW SOLUTION 

The one thing about the solution provided 
by continuing to operate in these matters 
as we have been doing for a rather long 
while is that the methodology is so clumsy, 
and works so poorly, that almost nobody is 
in favor of it. It may be instructive, however, 
to look at some of its details before throwing 
the solution in the international ash-can, 
and saying good-riddance to it. 

In Article 2 of the “Convention on the 
High Seas” this third alternative is treated 
generally, but importantly, in these words: 

“These freedoms, and others which are rec- 
ognized by the general principles of inter- 
national law, shall be exercised by all States 
with reasonable regard to the interests of 
other States in their exercise of the freedom 
of the high seas” (italic supplied). 

The reference is to the four freedoms stipu- 
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lated in the article, for coastal and non- 
coastal nations, in the use of the high seas: 
freedom of navigation, freedom of fishing, 
freedom to lay submarine cables and pipe- 
lines, and freedom to fly over the high seas. 

In the “Convention on Fishing and Con- 
servation of the Living Resources of the High 
Seas” this third alternate is treated some- 
what more specifically in Article 1 as follows: 

“All States have the right for their na- 
tionals to engage in fishing on the high seas, 
subject (a) to their treaty obligations, (b) to 
the interests and rights of coastal States as 
provided for in this convention and (c) to 
the provisions contained in the following ar- 
ticles concerning conservation of the living 
resources of the high seas.” 

What comprises the high seas is set out 
in Article 1 of the “Convention on the High 
Seas” in these words: 

“The term “high seas” means all parts of 
the sea that are not included in the terri- 
aie sea or in the internal waters of a 

tate“. 

The inner limit of the high seas is defined 
in Article VI of the “Convention on the Ter- 
ritorial Sea and the Contiguous Zone” in 
these words: 

“The outer limit of the territorial sea is the 
line every point of which is at a distance 
from the nearest point of the baseline equal 
to the breadth of the territorial sea“. 

The breadth of the territorial sea has not 
been agreed to in a general international 
convention, but the practice of nations and 
their voting at the Law of the Sea confer- 
ence in 1958 and 1960 make it clear that 
well over two-thirds of the nations consider 
the breadth of the territorial sea to lie be- 
tween 3 and 12 marine miles, and no greater 
than the latter. This situation was summed 
up succinctly by the International Law 
Commission (Report of the International 
Law Commission covering the work of its 
eighth session, 23 April-4 July, 1956, Article 
3) in these words: 

“1, The Commission recognizes that inter- 
national practice is not uniform as regards 
the delimitation of the territorial sea. 

“2. The Commission considers that inter- 
national law does not permit an extension 
of the territorial sea beyond twelve miles. 

“3. The Commission, without making any 
decision as to the breadth of the territorial 
sea up to that limit, notes, on the one hand, 
that many States have fixed a breadth 
greater than three miles and, on the other 
hand, that many States do not recognize 
such a breadth when that of their own ter- 
ritorial sea is less.“ 

The coastal nation has sovereignty, and 
thus exclusive jurisdiction over the use of 
resources or on in its land, territorial sea and 
inland waters as set out in Article I of the 
“Convention on the Territorial Sea ana 
the Contiguous Zone“ in these words: 

“1. The sovereignty of a State extends, 
beyond its land territory and its internal 
waters, to a belt of sea adjacent to its coast, 
described as the territorial sea. 

“2. This sovereignty is exercised subject 
to the provisions of these articles and to 
other rules of international law.” 

In addition to this the coastal nation has 
exclusive right to explore and exploit the 
natural resources of its continental shelf. 
These are defined in Article 2, paragraph 4 of 
the “Convention on the Continental Shelf” 
in these words: 

“The natural resources referred to in these 
articles consist of the mineral and other 
non-living resources of the sea-bed and sub- 
soil together with living organisms belong- 
ing to sedentary species, that is to say, 
organisms which, at the harvestable stage, 
either are immobile on or under the sea- 
bed or are unable to move except in con- 
stant physical contact with the sea-bed or 
the sub-soil”, 

In the minerals field it is quite clear that 
at present the natural resources of the sea- 
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bed and subsoil beyond the continental shelf 
are the property of all nations collectively, 
and I do not know of any regulations yet 
adopted among the nations to manage the 
use of these common property resources. If 
one takes reasonable care to read the doc- 
umentation that describes the legislative in- 
tent, from the 1958 Conference on the Law of 
the Sea and the preparatory work of the In- 
ternational Law Commission, particularly 
during its 1955 and 1956 sessions, the fuzzy- 
ness of the outer edge of the juridical con- 
tinental shelf is not as vague as some would 
like to think. 

From the standpoint of the living resources 
of the sea it is clear that everything outside 
the territorial sea, and not a resource of the 
continental shelf, is the common property of 
all nations, coastal or non-coastal. Growing 
from international reaction to various activi- 
ties of the United States Government the 
question of whether the breadth of the ter- 
ritorial sea is 3 or 12 miles broad, which was 
never of great importance from the stand- 
point of world fishery management, is be- 
coming quite insignificant. When the United 
States opted for a 12 mile zone of exclusive 
fishery jurisdiction it was inevitable that 
a majority of those who had not done so 
previously would opt in the same direction. 
It was also inevitable that the differentiation 
between exclusive fishery zone, for which 
there is no provision in international law, 
and the territorial sea and contiguous zone, 
would evaporate and, as noted above, this 
is in the course of happening about as fast 
as anything moves in the international fleld. 

The nations have adopted rules for man- 
aging the commonly owned living natural 
resources in the ocean. In Article 1, paragraph 
2 of the “Convention on and Con- 
servation of the Living Resources of the High 
Seas,” the nations have agreed to conserve 
these resources in these words: 

“All States have the duty to adopt, or to 
cooperate with other States, in adopting, such 
measures for their respective nationals as 
may be necessary for the conservation of the 
living resources of the high seas.” 

In Article 2 of the same convention con- 
servation is defined quite clearly in these 
words: 

“As employed in this convention, the ex- 
pression ‘conservation of the living resources 
of the high seas’ means the aggregate of 
the measures rendering possible the optimum 
sustainable yield from those resources so as 
to secure a maximum supply of food and 
other marine products. Conservation pro- 
grammes should be formulated with a view 
to securing in the first place a supply of 
food for human consumption.” 

This forms the framework under which 
the management of international fisheries is 
supposed to operate and it is, conceptually, 
a pretty tight and well-reasoned system. It 
did not occur over night to a harried group 
of Plenipotentiaries in Geneva in the spring 
of 1958. By and large it is codification of the 
practice of nations that has grown up over 
the years and formed a body much like the 
Common Law. It was worked over and pol- 
ished and perfected by many groups of ex- 
perts in its preparation. 

Examples can be pointed out where the 
system has worked, and is working, reason- 
ably well. These examples are few and com- 
prise the Fur-Seal Fishery of the North 
Pacific, the halibut fishery of the Northeast 
Pacific, the sockeye and pink salmon fishery 
of the Fraser River, the tuna fisheries of 
the tropical and sub-tropical Eastern Pacif- 
ic, and the Northwest Pacific Fisheries. In 
all of these examples overfishing has oc- 
curred or threatened in a high seas fishery 
and has been prevented or cured, or is in the 

of curing, through joint activities 
of the governments whose fishermen partici- 
pate in the fisheries. 

When one considers that this whole process 
is only 56 years old, having been initiated 
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by the Fur Seal Convention of 1911, the slim 
accomplishments that have come do not 
form a bad record in human affairs. 

One example can also be cited where this 
system has not worked well at all, and that 
is the International Whaling Commission 
under whose ministrations the Antarctic 
whale fishery has very nearly disappeared 
and which has been, so far, equally effective 
elsewhere in the world. 

Other examples can be cited where the 
system has just fiddled along, not exactly 
failing from the standpoint of management 
of the use of the resources within its pur- 
view, but not exactly working satisfactorily 
either. Such examples are the North East 
Atlantic Fisheries Commission, the North 
West Atlantic Fisheries Commission, and the 
North Pacific Fisheries Commission. 

There are other international bodies that 
have no management function but exist as 
a clearing house of scientific information, a 
point of collaboration among scientists and 
administrators of different nations, etc. 
Among these are the International Commis- 
sion for the Exploration of the Seas, the Gen- 
eral Fisheries Council for the Mediterranean, 
the Indo Pacific Fisheries Council, the Ad- 
visory Commission for the Southwest At- 
lantic, etc. 

This is not the place to examine in detail 
why some of these international fisheries 
bodies have worked well, others poorly, and 
others fairly well, but some very brief com- 
ments can be made: 


1. Time 


The Fur Seal Problem ran through inter- 
national arbitrations, negotiations, and other 
activities steadily from 1825 to 1911 before a 
mechanism was devised to handle the prob- 
lem satisfactorily. The Fur Seal were killed 
down to where they were nearly gone before 
settlement was accomplished. Negotiations 
between Canada and the United States over 
what to do about the halibut fishery and the 
Fraser River Salmon fishery both began in 
earnest in 1896 and continued pretty steadily, 
year by year, until halibut were brought 
under regulation in 1932 and the Fraser River 
sockeye salmon in 1945. Conversations with 
Mexico respecting the management of the 
Pacific Tuna fishery began in 1928, culmi- 
nated in a conservation treaty in 1949, which 
actually did not operate but was replaced 
by the Convention establishing the Inter- 
American Tropical Tuna Commission in 
1950, to which Mexico adhered in 1961. 

The point is made that such leisurely 
progress is no longer commensurate with the 
rapid progress in fishing pressure, which can 
concentrate with great weight on a new, or 
old, fishery resource and make a solid im- 
pression on it in two or three years time. 

2. Independent scientific staff 

The Halibut Commission, Fraser River 
Salmon Commission, and Inter-American 
Tropical Tuna Commission have staffs that 
are employed by, and answerable to, the 
international Commission. There is general 
agreement among fishery professionals that 
this has enhanced the ability of these com- 
missions to do their work satisfactorily. 

3. Money 

These three quite successful commissions 
often have been supported by funding by 
their member countries on a level more ade- 
quate than those governments have funded 
the research by their own fishery agencies on 
internal fishery management problems of 
comparable magnitude. 

4. Scientific foundation 

In the five successful management com- 
missions noted above successful managerial 
regulation has followed the acquisition of 
adequate scientific information so that the 
overfishing problem could be identified, and 
measures recommended for its alleviation on 
the basis of scientific work of sufficient ade- 
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quacy so that most of the factual basis for 
the decisions was not controversial. 
5. Number of participating countries 

The number of participating countries in 
these successful international regulatory 
bodies has been relatively small. In the Fur 
Seal Commission there are four (Russia, 
Japan, Canada and United States); in the 
Halibut Commission two (Canada and the 
United States); in the Fraser River Salmon 
Commission two (Canada and the United 
States); in the Tuna Commission there were 
two members (United States and Costa Rica) 
in the formative years of the work, later 
joined by Panama, Ecuador, Mexico, with 
Canada now in the process of joining, and 
in the Northwest Pacific Commission two 
(Russia and Japan). 

While we do not have time to analyse these 
matters fully here, it is noted that in the 
Atlantic overfishing pressure is developing 
rapidly in many fisheries, none of the com- 
missions there have much independent sci- 
entific staff, neither the national agencies 
nor the international bodies are provided 
with adequate funding to do the necessary 
scientific research, the fishery problems tend 
to be more complex (multiple-species) than 
in the Pacific, and the number of countries 
involved is likely to range between fifteen 
and twenty in any particular undertaking. 


CONSERVATION VERSUS DISTRIBUTION OF CATCH 


It must be kept carefully in mind that 
this whole customary international law 
mechanism has been aimed in recent years 
at the prevention of overfishing, and that 
there has been no general agreement among 
the nations as to the division of the yield 
from the regulated fishery. In the case of 
the North Pacific Fur Seals there has been a 
formula for the division of the yield among 
the four participating countries since 1911, 
and this has undoubtedly been a strong fac- 
tor in the success of that program, In the 
same way Canada and the United States 
agreed on a 50-50 split of the Fraser River 
Sockeye Salmon catch as a pre condition for 
their joint conservation efforts. In the North- 
west Pacific Fisheries there is no formal 
agreement, but a tendency to work toward a 
50-50 split of the salmon and crab catches 
between Russia and Japan. Otherwise the 
problem of division of yield has been a bar- 
rier to the initiation of conservation prac- 
tices, except in the Halibut and Eastern 
Pacific Tuna fisheries where regulation has 
been on the basis of an annual overall quota 
taken on the basis of first come first served. 


THE FAO APPROACH 


The problems involved in high seas fish- 
erles management are by definition interna- 
tional problems. Until about 1960 they were 
all handled by intergovernmental means, 
that is to say, by the governments whose 
fishermen were directly involved in that par- 
ticular fishery working out agreements 
among themselves as best they could with- 
out much reference to the rest of the inter- 
national community. 

The Food and Agriculture Organization of 
the United Nations at its start in 1945 had, 
as one of its initial five divisions, a fisheries 
division. It set out to form a series of re- 
gional fisheries councils around the world 
but only got as far as establishing the first of 
these, the Indo-Pacific Fishery Council, in 
1948. The second, the Latin American Fish- 
eries Council, never received enough ratifica- 
tions to the agreement to come into force, 
and that was the end of the Regional Fish- 
eries Council scheme. 

The strong fishing nations, then mostly in 
the North Pacific and North Atlantic, rather 
actively did not want FAO meddling in their 
delicate international fishery management 
problems, which they had enough trouble in 
finding solutions to without outside help. 
The North Pacific four (Japan, Russia, Can- 
ada, and United States) were working out 
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their problems in various combinations, The 
North Atlantic ten or eleven had the ICES 
in the Northeast Atlantic, and joined with 
Canada and the United States in 1948 to 
form ICNAF for the Northwest Atlantic, to 
handle their joint fishery problems, and FAO 
was not very welcome at first in either area. 

In the southern hemisphere there were, at 
that time, no overfishing problems. The 
fishery problems there were the development 
of the fisheries and, for the most part, these 
were individual national problems in which 
neighboring countries had little interest. 
FAO Fisheries Division worked at these with 
the funds and staff available to it, and did not 
take a very vigorous part in the international 
ocean events which were shaping up in the 
mid-1950’s because it was not very welcome 
in them. The 1955 “Conference on the Con- 
servation of the Living Resources of the Sea” 
was held in its headquarters in Rome, but 
under the management of the United Na- 
tions, with FAO staff not much consulted or 
paid attention to. The 1958 and 1960 Confer- 
ences on the Law of the Sea in Geneva, de- 
spite the fact that fisheries issues controlled 
the major votes, were also convened by the 
United Nations, FAO staff were invited as 
observers, but were largely ignored. 

By 1960 it was quite apparent to fishery 
professionals that the great expansion in 
long range fishing power, initiated first by 
Japan and followed vigorously by Russia, 
was going to be followed by others, and was 
going to create a most extraordinarily serious 
group of fishery jurisdictional problems in 
the world. Japan was already fishing the 
whole world ocean for tuna and the catch per 
unit of effort was going down everywhere. 
The Antarctic whale fisheries were past their 
prime and heading down hill fast. The east- 
ern Bering Sea was being very heavily fished 
by Japan and Russia. The Moroccan-Maure- 
tanian area was already developing overfish- 
ing problems on the trawl side. Fishing by a 
variety of countries was beginning further 
south on the West African coast. The North- 
east Atlantic cod and haddock fisheries were 
showing overfishing signs already. 

The great world-wide expansion in the 
more effective use of the ocean was just be- 
ginning to catch the public fancy, and the 
oceanographers were beginning to organize 
internationally. In 1960 two events took place 
which particularly illustrated the weak posi- 
tion of FAO Fisheries Division in these mat- 
ters, and the need for a stronger fishery 
agency in the United Nations family. The 
oceanographers took the initial step leading 
to the formation of the Intergovernmental 
Oceanographic Commission in UNESCO, and 
the Commission for Scientific and Tech- 
nological Cooperation of the States south of 
the Sahara petitioned the Secretary General 
of the United Nations to initiate actions that 
would lead to the formation of a West 
African Tuna Commission modeled on the 
successful Inter-American Tropical Tuna 
Commission. 

In the one instance the international 
oceanographers went forward with the or- 
ganization of the Intergovernmental Ocean- 
ographic Commission in UNESCO largely 
ignoring fish problems, fishery scientists and 
the FAO Division of Fisheries. In the other 
instance the Secretary General of the United 
Nations forwarded the CCTA request for a 
tuna commission to FAO, and the fisheries 
division of FAO was unable to respond. 

By 1960, due to lack of attention and 
support from the fishery agencies of the 
member countries primarily, the Fisheries 
Division of FAO, instead of being one among 
five divisions, had become one among twen- 
ty-one divisions in the organization. Funds 
for its work simply had not grown, and its 
problems had. Since the fishery people in 
the member countries were not much inter- 
ested in FAO, and the agriculture and for- 
estry people were, the money and strength 
had gone to agriculture and forestry. 
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The organization of IOC in UNESCO il- 
lustrated the weakness of FAO fisheries 
division in such a glaring way that at the 
1961 General Conference of FAO the fishery 
people made stronger representations than 
they had for some time, and by the 1963 
General Conference of FAO they were in 
nearly full, open revolt. 

The Director-General of FAO, the Council 
of FAO, and the General Conference of FAO 
responded to these importunities from the 
fishery people with a good deal of alacrity. 
In 1962 the Director-General appointed an 
Advisory Committee on Marine Resources 
Research, which began operating early in 
1968. During 1964 the funding for the Fish- 
ery Division began to improve, and there 
were changes in top management. Planning 
began in earnest on the reorganization of 
the fishery function in FAO. The 1965 Gen- 
eral Conference authorized— 

(a) the elevation of the Fisheries Division 
to the status of a Department in the organi- 
zation, headed by an Assistant-Director 
General. 

(b) the creation of a Committee on Fish- 
eries composed of, where possible, the senior 
fishery officials of thirty member countries, 
and 


(c) a program of expansion for the new 
Department which would approximately 
double it in size in six years time. In the 
intervening years, also, Special Fund of the 
United Nations, through Pre-development 
Survey Projects in many developing coun- 
tries, administered by FAO, had vastly in- 
creased the world wide scope (and prob- 
lems) of FAO Fisheries Department. 

In 1966 FAO Fisheries Department was be- 
coming a powerful factor in international 
fisheries matters. ICES and ICNAF were, by 
this time, working smoothly with FAO and 
the collaboration was valued on all sides, IOC 
had somewhat tapered off from its first lunge 
at ocean affairs, was concentrating on the 
scientific aspects of oceanography, and was 
working rather well with FAO. The Atlantic 
tuna problem finally was brought within the 
purview of a Conference of Plenipotentiaries, 
convened by FAO, representing 17 nations, 
and a “Convention on the Rational Utiliza- 
tion of Atlantic Tuna” was negotiated in 
Rio de Janeiro in early 1966. 

In the early summer of 1966 the new FAO 
Committee on Fisheries held its inaugural 
meeting and reacted most effectively to the 
problems put before it. Recognizing, in par- 
ticular, the need for a better organization of 
international fishery affairs in the Indian 
Ocean area it appointed a special Working 
Party to look into that matter. 
that growing fishing pressure was develop- 
ing points of tension among nations in dif- 
ferent areas of the world ocean it established 
a standing subcommittee to keep those mat- 
ters under review and report to it with recom- 
mendations from time to time. These two 
subordinate bodies have met in the interim 
and have prepared a series of recommenda- 
tions for the Committee’s review. 

In a world beset with fishery jurisdiction 
problems this dull recital of developments 
in FAO fishery activities is not very exciting. 
Nobody, in particular the Assistant Director 
General of the Fisheries Department or his 
top staff men, would tell you that the De- 
partment is on top of its problems yet or even 
gaining ground. Recruitment of the needed 
experts is a steady problem because the stock 
of trained manpower in the world is small. 
Field programs, spurred on by Special Fund 
in most effective fashion, threaten steadily 
to submerge and drown the regular program 
of work which is the core of the Depart- 
ment’s being, and without which the field 
programs cannot work well. The developing 
countries demand more development work. 
The strong fishing countries follow the lead 
of Japan and Russia and develop long range 
fisheries that create overfishing problems off 
far-away shores before their own, or any 
other, scientists can move in to keep a record 
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of what is transpiring. The nations do not 
send in their statistics on time because they 
have not gathered them, and many can make 
only the most crude estimates of what has 
been caught, by whom, where. The nations 
build their fisheries more rapidly than they 
build their administrative and scientific and 
infrastructure to take care of them. There 
are millions for development and dimes for 
management and research. 

Again, nobody will claim that this is a 
happy situation or a perfect approach. All I 
will say is that it is better than anything 
that has existed before, and a far cry from 
what existed so short a time as seven years 
ago. It contains no panaceas for the interna- 
tional troubles of the world. But I know of 
none elsewhere either. 


THE SHAPE OF THINGS TO COME 


Some things can be stated with great cer- 
tainty respecting these problems, Fishing 
effort will continue to increase rapidly in 
the world ocean because the need and de- 
sire for animal protein is great in the world 
and it can be had more cheaply and abun- 
dantly from the sea than from the land. 

The nations will continue to mine the 
ocean rather than husband it because it be- 
longs to everyone and, therefore, to nobody. 
Husbandry takes care and money. Until the 
research is done nobody can estimate the 
point of maximum sustainable yield, much 
less the point of maximum net economic 
yield; appropriate regulations cannot be 
framed to accomplish any objective set; and 
monitoring to determine the relationship be- 
tween regulation and accomplishment will 
not be done on time. The research will not 
be done before the specialists are trained to 
do the research. The specialists will not be 
trained until the funds are provided to create 
mho jobs for young people to train themselves 
or. 


The consequence of lack of knowledge will 
create tensions among the nations, and they 
will react to defend their short-term interests 
by what means they have at hand. Already 
diplomats are solving fishery problems on an 
ad hoc basis designed to keep the peace and 
not to secure the most effective use of the 
sea. There are growing two great camps—the 
strong fishing nations and the developing 
fishing nations. 

In these ocean affairs we deal with a 
strange confrontation of concepts which 
many people cannot, or will not, understand. 
The total production of usable animal pro- 
tein by the ocean is larger than the present 
population of the world could possibly eat. 
When you say that, the layman believes you 
have said that the fishery resources of the 
sea are inexhaustible. On the other hand, 
every single fishery resource in the ocean is 
capable of being overfished, no matter what 
its size. A good example on the large end is 
the Peruvian anchovy stock, which was just 

to be fished substantially in 1956 
and by 1966 had already been brought under 
conservation regulations at an annual catch 
level of about eight million tons. 

Thus, we have the paradox of great scope 
for expansion in ocean fisheries along side 
an absolute need for population dynamics 
research on every fish stock being fished. 
Since fishing effort is now so effective, the 
conservation research must be commenced 
when the fishery starts or it is likely not to 
provide its answers in time to detect and head 
off overfishing. We were patricularly fortu- 
nate, for instance, that the research in Peru 
started off on a substantial scale almost 
simultaneously with the heavy surge for- 
ward in fishing, or we would not have been 
able to tell that the stock had reached ap- 
proximately the level of maximum sustain- 
able productivity in 1966. 

Money is available for fishery develop- 
ment, but the money for the conservation 
research is very hard to find before over- 
fishing is plainly evident. 
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This factor underlies much of the tension 
in United States and Canada fishing circles 
respecting the Asiatic and European fishery 
expansions on both sides of North America. 
On the east coast the Europeans are fish- 
ing very heavily on substantially the same 
species they are fishing in the Northeast 
Atlantic, In the Northeast Atlantic the Eu- 
ropeans are in pretty good agreement that 
the major resources of cod and haddock are 
heavily overfished. Those fisheries also offer 
a classic case of no net economic yield be- 
cause, if the fishing effort were reduced by 
half on cod, the physical yleld of fish would 
probably increase by at least ten per cent 
(Meyer, 1967). 

The know this, and they do 
nothing practical to stop the overfishing in 
their own backyard. Instead they come over 
on our side of the ocean and fish the same 
kinds of fish, and we are afraid that the 
same story of overfishing will result. As a 
matter of fact that seems to be near, if not 
already here. There is an International Com- 
mission for the Northwest Atlantic Fish- 
eries Commission, but on it the Europeans 
have practical veto over conservation regu- 
lations they do not want. 

On the Pacific coast the situation is some- 
what worse because fishing pressure is build- 
ing more rapidly and there is not even the 
mechanism of a general conservation treaty 
under which the four affected countries 
(Japan, Russia, Canada, and United States) 
can deal jointly with the general fishery con- 
servation problems. Accordingly they deal 
with special parts of the problem in groups of 
two or three and increasingly on an ad hoc 
basis without any sound scientific basis for 
the diplomatic actions being taken. Our 
west coast fishermen are apprehensive not 
only about the competition, but because 
they do not know what day a big Russian 
or Japanese fleet will arrive in their area and 
destroy their livelihood for years by scoop- 
ing up all the fish in sight. 

These are precisely the worries and appre- 
hensions of the peoples in the developing 
countries of the tropics and southern hemi- 
sphere. Until we northerners have shown 
greater aptitude for solving the overfishing 
problems we have created in our own back- 
yards up north, we are not likely to be very 
welcome south of the equator or very close 
to it. 

The customary international law solution 
to these problems simply is not working very 
well. It could be speeded up, but there seems 
to be little inclination by the nations to 
work things out this hard way which costs 
money for research and takes time. Accord- 
ingly, there is pressure for the short cut solu- 
tion of extending national boundaries. For 
reasons I have noted, this, like most short 
cut solutions to most problems, seems likely 
to create problems as large as it attempts to 
solve. The customary international law solu- 
tion may turn out to be the only practical 
way to proceed, but this will take much time 
and there will be anarchy and chaos on the 
high seas in the interlm unless the nations 
push solutions through this system more 
vigorously. 

In my own opinion it will be necessary to 
have a strong and competent fiishery ad- 
ministration capability in the United Na- 
tions family somewhere that is competent 
and responsible for viewing and dealing with 
these problems on a world-wide basis no 
matter what solution to these problems is 
chosen by the nations. This capability and 
responsibility now rests in FAO Department 
of Fisheries where it is increasing in com- 
petence and scope of work as rapidly as the 
member nations will permit it to do. 

Moving events, for instance recommenda- 
tions growing out of the U.N. resolution on 
the “Resources of the Sea,” may cause its 
shifting to some other part of the interna- 
tional governmental structure. In my view 
it is prudent for the North American fishing 
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industry to watch these moving events very 
closely to see that the international fishery 
capability is strengthened by them and not 
weakened because I am certain that before 
we get through with the present ad hoc 
activities we are taking with respect to Asiat- 
ic and European fishermen off our coasts, 
our juridical actions will require to be fitted 
into a world-wide pattern. When that day 
comes I want a strong fishery group on my 
side so that the diplomats and military 
strategists will not dominate the policy set- 
tlements as they did so completely at the 
1958 and 1960 conferences on the Law of 
the Sea. 
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THE MILITARY MEDICAL BENEFITS 
ACT OF 1966 


Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, last 
year by a vote of 87 to zero the Military 
Medical Benefits Act of 1966 passed the 
Senate. I voted for this legislation in the 
belief that it would provide equitable and 
essential medical care to dependents of 
our servicemen. 

The President signed the bill into 
law—Public Law 89-614—on September 
30, 1966. The new act contained a unique 
program of financial assistance for ac- 
tive duty members whose spouses or chil- 
dren are either mentally retarded or 
physically handicapped. The Federal 
Government was authorized to share the 
cost of care of the dependents with the 
servicemen. 

Our purpose was to alleviate the severe 
economic burden of servicemen of mod- 
est income whose dependents require 
costly medical attention—care not avail- 
able to them in military facilities. 

Today, less than 1 year after this law 
became effective, 100,000 dependents are 
eligible for care. Of this 100,000, only 10 
percent are actually receiving assistance. 
Why this inequity? 

The law now provides for dependent 
care in public or private nonprofit insti- 
tutions only. There are not enough of 
these facilities to meet the demand. They 
are crowded; the waiting lists are long. 

The serviceman with a physically 
handicapped or mentally retarded de- 
pendent faces a depressing dilemma. 

He must either deny his dependent 
spouse or child needed medical attention 
because he cannot afford the treatment, 
or he must make use of a private, profit- 
making institution, and he and the rest 
of his family must bear the full financial 
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burden, pay the full cost of this treat- 
ment alone. 

This does not make sense to me. 

What is so sacred about public or pri- 
vate nonprofit institutions? 

There are many legitimate, profit- 
making medical facilities which provide 
the same cuclity care and charge no 
more for it. 

Under the circumstances, why penalize 
90 percent of the dependents who qualify 
for care? 

When this question was called to my 
attention by a constitutent, Lt. Col. Wil- 
liam T. Duba, U.S. Army, I had my staff 
confer with legislative counsel to prepare 
remedial legislation. In the meanwhile, 
the senior Senator from Massachusetts 
(Mr. KENNEDY] introduced S. 2107 to ac- 
complish the same purpose I intended— 
to eliminate the arbitrary restriction on 
the use of private, profitmaking institu- 
tions. 

I have asked Senator KENNEDY of 
Massachusetts to add my name as a co- 
sponsor of the bill. 

A companion bill, H.R. 8009, has been 
introduced in the House by Representa- 
tive LEGGETT. 

I understand that the Department of 
Defense recognizes the inequity of the 
present law and actively supports the 
enactment of the proposed legislation. 

In addition, I am advised that there is 
no legislative history to justify the dis- 
criminatory exclusion of private, profit- 
making institutions and the gross hard- 
ship which this has caused. 

The fact is that under the law, the 
Department of Defense will continue to 
maintain the right to disapprove the use 
of any private, profitmaking facility 
which does not offer quality care or which 
charges unreasonable fees. This is ade- 
quate protection for the Government and 
the dependents who require this care. 

S. 2107 has been referred to the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services. I urge the 
members of that committee to take early 
and favorable action on the bill in order 
that we may vote in the Senate to elimi- 
nate this inequity in the Military Medical 
Benefits Act. 


TRIBUTE TO MORMON PIONEERS 


Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, today, 
July 24, is the official State observance 
of the founding of the State of Utah. It 
was on this day in 1847 that the first 
permanent settlers, a small band of Mor- 
mon pioneers led by Brigham Young, 
entered Salt Lake Valley and decided to 
make it their permanent home. Perhaps 
never before had such a large party of 
colonizers settled in such an organized 
manner in any region of the Union. That 
they chose such an isolated region may 
seem puzzling until one realizes that it 
was isolation that they sought in order 
to secure the freedom of religious wor- 
ship that they had been denied elsewhere. 

The first party which arrived in 1847 
and the subsequent groups which came 
the next summer and summers after 
faced the hardships that all the pioneers 
of the West underwent—the deaths, the 
cold, the exhaustion, the illness. This 
was nothing unusual. But the reasons 
they faced these hardships to travel to a 
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deserted desert may be unique. The 
temptation was great to leave the trek 
for free farms offered in the Midwest 
if the people would only forsake their 
beliefs. Undoubtedly, some did. But the 
main body of people forsook the promise 
of a patterned life in a familiar territory 
and moved West for the sole motivation 
of freedom to worship. It is a tribute to 
our heritage to have had such men of 
dogged faith and conviction. 

The night they began the trek, the 
temperature was 12 degrees below zero. 
When traveling, they averaged a mere 
6 miles a day. In Omaha, while they were 
camped at winter quarters they sent 500 
men to fight in the Mexican War at the 
request of the Federal Government. This 
Mormon Battalion, as it was named, took 
many of the most able and strong men 
from the party. But yet the pioneers 
pushed on and reached the Salt Lake 
Valley. The famed trapper, Jim Bridger, 
meeting the pioneers on the outskirts of 
the Great Basin confided to them his 
doubts that Utah soil, so poorly suited 
to agriculture he thought, could ever 
“grow a bushel of corn.” But Brigham 
Young, that forceful realist and vision- 
ary, took the challenge and turning it 
into Biblical language promised the 
desert would “blossom as a rose.” 

And, indeed, it has. Utah’s agriculture 
and livestock supports thousands of peo- 
ple. One fifth of the Nation’s copper is 
produced in Utah. Industry is the major 
income for the State which now has more 
than a million citizens. The natural 
beauties of the Great Basin still awe 
those who see its varied, rugged, and 
mountainous country. 

In 1847, a piece of territory, isolated 
from the eastern settlements and the 
booming west coast, was opened up and 
colonized. Through the intervening years 
of hard struggle and work the State has 
grown and prospered, and today this 
area, with its geographical location and 
its human and physical resources, is an 
important section in the chain and fabric 
of America. On this day while parades 
and celebrations in Utah commemorate 
the coming of the pioneers. I think it 
fitting that we, too, in the Nation’s Con- 
gress should acknowledge this historic 
day and give tribute to the history, the 
growth, and the courage that has built 
the great State of Utah. 


WEST VIRGINIA HERITAGE 


Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. 
President, I invite the attention of the 
Senate to a most interesting book which 
I have just received, entitled West Vir- 
ginia Heritage.” 

The book was compiled and edited by 
the West Virginia Heritage Foundation, 
in Richwood, W. Va., and is the first ina 
series. Many of the articles were origi- 
nally published in a weekly column in the 
West Virginia Hillbilly, a weekly news- 
paper published in Richwood. 

In addition to its being on sale to the 
general public, I understand that a copy 
of the book is being sent to every high 
school and college library in West Vir- 


ginia. 
I think the editors are to be congrat- 
ulated, not only for compiling this fas- 
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cinating book, but also for their 
thoughtfulness in sending it to the 
State’s high schools and colleges, so that 
our children may better learn of their 
State’s heritage. 

While I have not had a chance to read 
all of the interesting stories and articles 
in the book, I have read and enjoyed a 
number which I desire to bring to the 
attention of the Senate. 

One selection that I found especially 
beautiful was entitled “Two Versions of 
‘The West Virginia Hills.’” It presents 
two poems which lyrically and haunt- 
ingly evoke the grandeur of our wooded 
West Virginia mountains. 

Another selection is entitled “Some 
Remarkable Women of West Virginia.” 
It recounts some of the heroic deeds of 
the wives of our pioneer forebears. 

“The Origin of Place Names in West 
Virginia” is the title of another story 
which I think Senators will find of in- 
terest. 

Finally, for those of us who are wont 
to complain about the difficulty and ir- 
ritation of the jet age, there is a re- 
minder that perhaps inconvenience and 
discomfort were not invented to bedevil 
those of our generation alone. This story 
is entitled “Mountain Stagecoaches; 
Devil’s Own Instrument.” 

I ask unanimous consent that these 
articles be printed in the Recorp. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the Rec- 
orp, as follows: 

Two VERSIONS OF “THE WEST VIRGINIA HILLS” 
(By Daniel Boardman Purinton) 

Oh, the West Virginia hills, the West Vir- 
ginia hills, 

That round my childhood home forever 
stand; 

How I love the lofty crags, the rocks and 


gentle rills, 
That tell me of my native land. 


Chorus— 

Oh, the hills, beautiful hills, 

Oh, the hills, beautiful hills, 

That stand around my childhood home; 

Oh! the West Virginia hills, the West Vir- 
ginia hills, 

I love them still where’er I roam. 


Oh, the West Virginia hills, the West Vir- 
ginia hills, 

With wealth and beauty, truth and grandeur 
crowned, 

Where the fruit of honest toil, the grateful 
garner fills, 

And wisdom holds her seat profound. 


Oh, the West Virginia hills, the West Vir- 
ginia hills, 

Tho other scenes and other joys may come, 

I can ne'er forget the love that now my 
bosom thrills, 

Within my humble mountain home. 

(By Amanda Ellen King) 

Oh! the West Virginia hills! 

How majestic and how grand, 

With their summits bathed in glory, 

Like our Prince Immanuel’s land! 

Is it any wonder then, 

That my heart with rapture thrills, 

As I stand once more with loved ones 

On those West Virginia hills? 


Chorus— 

O the hills, beautiful hills, 

How I love those West Virginia hills; 

If o'er sea or land I roam 

Still Tu think of happy home, 

And the friends among the West Virginia 
hills. 
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On those West Virginia hills! 

Where my girlhood’s hours were passed; 
Where I often wandered lonely, 

And the future tried to cast; 

Many are our visions bright 

Which the future ne’er fulfills; 

But how sunny were my daydreams 

On those West Virginia hills! 


Oh, the West Virginia hills! 

How unchanged they seem to stand, 
With their summits pointed skyward 
To the Great Almighty’s Land! 

Many changes I can see, 

Which my heart with sadness fills, 
But no changes can be noticed 

In those West Virginia hills! 


Oh, the West Virginia hills! 

I must bid you now adieu; 

In my home beyond the mountains 
I shall ever dream of you; 

In the evening time of life, 

If my Father only wills, 

Ishall still behold the vision 

Of those West Virginia hills! 


Some REMARKABLE WOMEN OF WEST VIRGINIA 


It happened a long time ago in two heroic 
deeds about nine years apart when Indians 
attacked at what are now Charleston and 
Wheeling. 

Two hardy pioneer women saved many lives 
and made names for themselves by carrying 
gunpowder. 

“Mad” Anne Bailey prevented the fall of 
Ft. Lee in Charleston by riding horseback to 
Lewisburg and returning with a large quan- 
tity of gunpowder. 

Betty Zane saved Ft. Henry at Wheeling by 
going to a nearby house and returning with 
an amount of the black, explosive material 
that had been poured into a tablecloth. 

The two deeds are in practically every West 
Virginia history book, However, modern his- 
torians are inclined to take some of the color 
out of the descriptions. It is hinted or stated 
outright that parts of the stories may be 
legendary, especially the high points of the 
Bailey account. 

The round trip to Lewisburg is the chief 
claim to fame for the Bailey woman, although 
she earlier established quite a reputation as 
the White Squaw of the Kanawha,” Indian 
scout and message carrier. 

She was born Anne Hennis in Liverpool, 
England, about 1742 and came to Staunton, 
Va., in 1761. Four years later, at the age of 
23, she married young frontiersman Richard 
Trotter, who was killed in the Battle of Point 
Pleasant in 1774. 

Thus widowed at 32, the then Mrs. Trotter 
engaged in a campaign to recruit soldiers to 
fight Indians. 

At the age of 43, she was married to John 
Bailey at Lewisburg. He was known as a good 
border soldier and scout. 

Bailey and his wife stayed at Ft. Lee, a 
blockhouse built by Col. George Clendenin 
at Charleston. 

While they were there, in 1791, when Anne 
was 49, word was received that Indians were 
approaching. Gunpowder was desperately 
needed. There was a call for a volunteer to 
make the dangerous trip to Lewisburg. 

Even as the men in the fort looked at each 
other in silence and dismay, Anne Bailey de- 
clared: “I will go.” 

According to the story, it was a wild and 
desperate ride on a black horse, Early his- 
torians made the most of it. 

Seventy years after the event, Union sol- 
dier Charles Robb wrote a poem entitled 
“Anne Bailey’s Ride—a Legend of the Kana- 
wha.” In the poem, he said: 


“She heeded not the danger rife, 
But rode as one who rides for life; 
Still onward in her course she bore 
Along the dark Kanawha’s shore, 
Through tangled wood and rocky way, 
Nor paused to rest at close of day.” 
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Another verse: 


“Still onward held their weary flight 
Beyond the Hawk's Nest giddy heights, 
And often chased through lonely glen 
By savage beasts or savage men.” 


Anne Bailey didn’t always ride a horse to 
reach her destination. She reportedly walked 
from Charleston to Point Pleasant when she 
was 75 years old; 

She died Nov. 22, 1825, at the age of 83. 

The gunpowder-carrying feat by 
Zane took place on Sept. 10, 1782, while 
Indians had Fort Henry under siege. 

Betty, the sister of Col. Ebenezer Zane, 
founder of Wheeling, volunteered to go get 
the powder urgently needed in the fort. 

The Indians were amazed when she 
emerged from the fort to make the run of 
about 60 yards to the house where the 
powder was stored. They didn’t shoot at her. 

Col. Zane, caught in the house when the 
fighting started, had elected to stay there. 
When Betty arrived, he tied to tablecloth 
around her waist and poured powder into it. 

She ran back to the fort, with the Indians 
firing at her. She was unhurt, and the fort 
Was saved. 

There were many other pioneer women who 
attained the stature of heroines in western 
Virginia. Among them were Mrs. John Pauley 
of Greenbrier County and Mrs. Mary Ingles, 
who lived at what is now Blacksburg, Va. 
Both were captured by Indians for long 
periods. 

The capture of Mrs. Pauley occurred in 
1779. She lived unmolested in the family of 
Chief White Bark for five years and then 
was ransomed and returned to her home. 

Mrs. Ingles was captured by Indians on 
July 8, 1775, and was compelled to march 
with them through the southern part of 
what is now West Virginia and eventually 
to the Kanawha River. 

At the mouth of Campbells Creek, where 
animals came to lick salt, the Indians stopped 
and feasted on game that they easily killed. 
Mrs. Ingles helped gather a supply of salt. 

On the third day after she was captured, 
she gave birth to a baby girl, and then was 
forced to continue traveling with the child 
in her arms. She rode on horseback. 

She traveled with the Indians down the 
Kanawha Valley to the Ohio River and then 
to Portsmouth. The whole trip took about 
a month. Later at Big Bone Lick in present 
Boone County, Kentucky, she decided to es- 
cape from the Indians. 

She succeeded, although she was com- 
pelled to leave the baby with the Indians, 
and eventually found her way back through 
the wilderness to her home and was reunited 
with her husband. 


ORIGIN OF PLACE NAMES IN WEST VIRGINIA 

In West Virginia, Amigo, we may find a 
Cicerone to guide us, by a Nicut, if Wewanta, 
all over Hell’s Half Acre, across Mad Tom 
Mountain and down Mad Sheep Ridge, 
through Dog Hollow, and hurrying a bit, up 
Dead Man's Hollow and down Slippery Gut 
Branch to Big Ugly Creek. 

Touching Salt Rock lightly, as it seems to 
go well with Cucumber, we dip into Bergoo 
(a kind of stew), and wind up with Pie (in 
Mingo County). After such a whirlwind trip, 
we might find ourselves beneath Sod, espe- 
cially if we passed too close to Marsh Fork 
and Still Run. 

In the preceding two paragraphs are 18 
actual West Virginia place names, although 
a few of them have been usurped by later 
appellations, such as Hell’s Half Acre, which 
was the Civil War name of Glen Dale, in 
Marshall County, then a secessionist strong- 
hold. And Wewanta, until recent years a 
Lincoln-County tribute to Mountaineer per- 
severance (residents yelled “Wewanta post 
office!” for so long they finally got one of 
that name), is no longer listed in the postal 
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guide. Once located near the mouth of Big 
Ugly Creek, the hamlet has lost its identity. 

In common with the place names of all 
other states, those of the Mountain State are 
sometimes of obvious origin, sometimes seem 
obvious and turn out otherwise, and some- 
times have origins lost in the mists of history 
and folk etymology. The town of Cicerone, 
on the Pocatalico River in Roane County, has 
a name which means “one who guides tour- 
ists,” and is a standard English word, al- 
though not too much heard today, perhaps 
as in former years. 

Amigo, in Raleigh County, has the same 
form, as the Spanish word for “friend,” but 
was apparently named, about 1910, for the 
Amigo Coal Co. Nicut, in Calhoun County, 
is a hamlet near Nicut Run, and the name 
comes from the archaic, dialectal usage 
“nigh,” meaning “near,” as in “mighty nigh, 
but not plumb.” You would probably say, if 
you're under 40 and an urban dweller, 
“shortcut,” instead of “nicut,” and mean the 
same thing. 

The “gut” in Slippery Gut Branch, by the 

way, is not what Victorian ladies, and some 
men, considered a vulgarism. The New Eng- 
lish Dictionary, that most comprehensive of 
all word banks, defines the word as meaning 
“a channel or run of water.” As many West 
Virginia pioneers used archaic words, some 
of which yet linger in the hills, they thought 
it fitting to call small streams by such names 
as Slippery Gut Branch and Deep Gut Run. 
There once was a Mud Gut School in the 
Mountain State, but it may have succumbed 
to progress. 
As for “Salt Rock,” the origin is obvious, 
but “Cucumber” may not be what you think. 
Located in McDowell County, the town name 
comes not from the elongated green vege- 
table, but from the fragrant cucumber mag- 
nolia common in the area. 

It is not absolutely certain that “Bergoo,” 
the name of the Webster County mining vil- 
lage and former lumber town, is derived from 
burgoo,“ a thick stew which lumberjacks 
once ate, but that is one explanation. A coal 
operator named Berwind, an enormously rich 
man, once bought much land in West Vir- 
ginia, and possibly the name could be traced 
to him, but for the moment the gustatory 
theory prevails. 

As for Pie, a Mingo County hamlet, the 
story goes that a Leander Blankenship, who 
lived there, liked pie so well that the word 
was submitted to the Post Office Department 
as a possible name for the town, and was se- 
lected in preference to several others, the 
P.O.D. liking them short and sweet. 

The post office at Sod, in Lincoln County, 
is still in existence, but the reference is not 
to turf. The name was derived from the ini- 
tials of a resident of the area, one S. O. Dun- 
lap, and it is well that his name was not 
Blizzard. 

Before proceeding further, it should be 
explained that the writer of this article has 
drawn most of his material from a bulky, 
scholarly tome completed in 1945 by Hamill 
Kenny, then of Piedmont, W. Va., an ex- 
haustive volume titled “West Virginia Place 
Names.” This book yet remains the most 
complete, authoritative treatment of its sub- 
ject, although there no doubt have been 
smaller contributions to this specialized 
study which have escaped the writer's at- 
tention. 

At present, Kenny is a professor of English 
at the University of Maryland who lives at 
nearby Mt. Rainier. In 1961, he completed, 
for the Waverly Press at Baltimore, a book 
on the Indian place names of Maryland. 
While there is little doubt that Kenney’s 
West Virginia book could now use thorough 
revision and updating, it has since its publi- 
cation been in constant demand and use by 
both layman and scholar. 

The study of place names is not of inter- 
est merely to antiquarians, but can be most 
revealing of the history of a region and the 
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way in which people lived. If a pioneer in 
what is now West Virginia wanted a stream, 
village or mountain named for him, he had 
a head start on his neighbors if from that 
head the scalp had been removed. 

Such post-mortem barbering, for instance, 
appear to have helped Robert Files and 
John Hacker to append their names to Files 
Creek and Hackers Creek. 

Stephen Sewell got himself tomahawked 
on New River in 1751, and today we have 
Sewell Creek and Sewell Mountain. In 1790, 
Indians drastically raised the hairline of 
Jacob Parchment, and Jacob give his name 
to Parchment Valley and Parchment Creek. 
Similar tragic fates befell the Thomas Deck- 
er and Adam Stroud families, as well as 
Walter Kelly, the Bridger brothers, Squire 
Staten and James Hale; and, inevitably, we 
have Deckers Creek, Strouds Creek, Kellys 
Creek, Bridger Mountain, Statens Run, and 
Hales Branch. 

This bloody, headlong path to geographic 
immorality often led to success, although 
candidates for such immortality, in the sense 
of volunteers were probably few. But the 
scalpings which took place quite without the 
cooperation of the victims were no doubt 
numerous enough to furnish many names, 
as witness part of the record just quoted. 
Not a few scalping victims were anonymous, 
which may account for at least nine tall 
peaks in West Virginia being named Bald 
Knob, but this is obviously pure speculation. 

Sometimes the shorn head was on the 
other foot, so to speak, and the Indian died 
and left his name behind. This was true of 
Logan the Cayuga, and the Delaware chief, 
Captain Bull, Logan, of course, has a West 
Virginia town and county named for him, 
and Bulltown, on the Little Kanawha River 
near Falls Mill, is the site of the village 
where Captain Bull was massacred by Jesse 
Hughes and John Hacker. 

Indian names are as common in West 
Virginia as elsewhere in the United States, 
reminders to whites of tender conscience, 
and there are a few, that a great deal of 
ruthless killing preceded the introduction of 
the culture of the kindly, Christian Euro- 
peans and Anglo Saxons to the American 
continent. 

Not so obvious in this regard is the name 
“Oldfields” or “Old Town,” either standing 
alone or in combination with other names. 
Almost invariably, these names indicate the 
site of an Indian clearing or settlement which 
was there when the white man arrived. 

Paint Creek, a tributary of the Great Ka- 
nawha River, was so named at least as early 
as 1774, according to archeologist Sigfus 
Olafson, because Indians had painted trees 
near Long Branch and the mouth of Willis 
Branch, and farther up Paint Creek in Ra- 
leigh County, near Sand Fork. These painted 
trees apparently marked the sites of war 
dances, as Paint Creek was part of an Indian 
trail used by the Shawnee and other tribes 
in their attacks on New River settlers. 

Indian names were written down as they 
sounded to the pioneer, a procedure which 
guaranteed diversity of spelling and confu- 
sion to historians. As salient physiogra- 
phic features, rivers especially have retained, 
in some form, their Indian names, The Ka- 
nawha is named for the Conoys, aboriginal 
dwellers on its banks, Potomac is from the 
Potomac tribe of the eastern Sioux, and 
the Guyandotte is from the Wyandots, while 
Monongahela is from a Delaware Indian 
word or words meaning “river of crumbling 
banks.” 


“Ohio,” may not obviously be of Indian 
origin, but it is mevertheless so derived, and 
appears to be a contraction of a much longer 
word. It should be emphasized here that 
translations of such Indian words are too 
often guesswork, but “Ohio” probably means 
“river of white caps,” although it could 
also mean as Kenny suggests, “river of 
blood.” 
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The Pocatalico River, usually shortened to 
“Poca,” is from the Indian, meaning “river 
of fat doe,” while Tuckahoe Run, in Green- 
brier County, is of Algonquian origin, de- 
scribing “the place where deer are shy.” 
Both Powhatan, of the tribe of the same 
name, and his daughter Pocahontas or Ma- 
toaka, are commemorated in West Virginia 
names. 

The Allegheny Mountains were named for 
the Allegheny Indians, who were Cherokees, 
and the word may mean “place of the foot- 
print,” because a footprint in the snow re- 
mained for months in the cold heights. But 
it is possible that “Allegheny” is from the 
Delaware language, meaning “He is leaving 
and may never return.“ This latter inter- 
pretation, suggesting a vast and dangerous 
area for travelers, ties in with the name of 
the Appalachian Mountains of which the Al- 
leghenies are a part, supposed to be from 
the Spanish name for the Indian tribe at the 
southernmost end of the mountain chain. 
“Appalachian” may mean “the endless 
mountains.” 

There are no less than three theories as 
to how the Cheat River got its name. Some 
researchers think it is of Indian origin, but 
others say it comes from “cheat,” a kind of 
wild grass which grows profusely on its wa- 
tershed, and still others insist that the name 
was given because the waters cheat the 
senses of the observer, being much deeper 
than they appear; a variant on the latter 
theory is that the name is based on the un- 
even volume of the stream, which sometimes 
cheats expectations by its excessive or mea- 
ger supply. 

Wheeling was so named because a white 
man was killed by Indians and his head cut 
off and impaled on a pole at the mouth of 
Wheeling Creek, possibly about 1750. Delf 
Norona of Moundsville, who has done most 
intensive research on the subject, says that 
“Wheeling” is derived from a Delaware word 
meaning the place of the head.” 

Some names appear to be of Indian origin, 
but are not. What names, for instance, look 
more Indian than Cabwaylingo and Kumbra- 
bow, two West Virginia state forests? Actu- 
ally, “Cabwaylingo” was coined by combining 
parts of the names of Cabell, Wayne, Lincoln, 
and Mingo counties, while Kumbrabow“ is 
derived from the names of those renowned 
Elkins chiefs, H. G. Kump, A. S. Brady, and 
E. A, Bowers. 

West Virginia place names came from the 
nationalities of the early settlers (French 
Creek, Gauley River, England Run, Irish 
Mountain, Germany Valley, Helvetia); from 
their religion (Dunkards Creek, Canaan Val- 
ley, Pisgah, Purgatory Knob, Devil Creek); 
their difficulties (Troublesome Valley, Hun- 
gry Creek, Poverty Hollow); their activities 
(Skin Creek, for a trapping area, Snow Hill, 
for its white salt deposits, as well as Meat- 
house Run, Slaughterhouse Hollow, and Still 
Run, which are self-explanatory); and, as 
before noted, from their violent and tragic 
deaths. 

Many Place Names came after the turn of 
the century, or only shortly before, as a re- 
sult of the development of the coal industry. 
Stotesbury, Pratt, Edwight, Thurmond, Mc- 
Alpin, and Tams are only a few of these, and 
they, as a group, are unimaginative, most 
of them merely being the surnames of coal 
operators or landowners grafted to the region 
by the operators or landowners themselves. 

Sometimes, however, the land developers 
or exploiters invented a name which at least 
gave rise to a legend, even though no clever- 
ness on their part was involved. One such 
Was Erbacon, a Webster County village, where 
the story arose that lumberjacks were once 
Offered the choice of a steady diet of “beans 
er bacon,” and christened the town in mem- 
ory of their protesting stomachs. The prosaic 
truth, however, is that the hamlet was 
named for E. R. Bacon, a Baltimore and Ohio 
Railway official. 
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It is perhaps to be deplored that in mod- 
ern times you can get a town in West Vir- 
ginia named after you by simply building it 
(Gary), or being the wife of a president of 
the United States (Eleanor), or an admiral 
(Nimitz). The pioneers did it the hard way. 
Take William Strange, for instance, who gave 
Strange Creek, in Braxton County, its name. 

In 1795, Bill Strange became separated 
from a surveying party up Elk River and his 
companions never found him. Years after- 
ward, his bones were found on the stream 
that bears his name, Leaning against a big 
beech tree nearby was his rifle, and carved 
in the thick bark of the beech were these 
words: 

“Strange is my name and I’m on strange 
ground, and strange it is I can’t be found.” 

Skeptics might think it even stranger that 
he took to writing verse at a time like that. 

. * * * . 

MOUNTAIN STAGECOACHES; DEVIL'S OWN 

INSTRUMENT 

A man can go but a little way through life 
before he finds himself elbowed by one, 
crowded by another, and snarled at by a third 
especially if it is his signal good fortune to 
ride frequently in a stagecoach along with 
an importation of calico, bottles, and um- 
brellas, nursing children, and old maids, 
sailors, and dandies, green peas, fresh sannon 
(or sarnon) and Frenchmen. Most of the mis- 
erles of human life (and that there are 
enough one knows, whoever was jammed 
into a stage with twenty passengers, calling 
himself nothing)—I say most of the miseries 
of human life admit of some moderation be- 
cause we generally estimate at once the 
amount of what we have to do and to suffer 
when calamity strikes us on the shoulder, 
and accordingly we set our teeth together 
with the more firmness; but in a stagecoach 
there is no guessing what a day will bring 
forth. 

After scaling the shoulders of some dozen 
passengers and if by a miracle having es- 
caped a dislocation of your ankle and after 
many ineffectual attempts wedging yourself 
at last into a seat your principal duty is there 
to endeavor to lessen the horrors of this 
“Curance vile.” You begin first by moving 
your foot, then your head, and afterwards, if 
possible, your shoulders: you then labor to 
get off your hat, and presently you will make 
many unlucky efforts for your handker- 
chief—for now, “vials full of odours sweet“ 
salute your nasal sensibilities with the united 
fragrance of musk, rose water, lozenges, and 
peppermint. By and by you are addressed by 
one of the passengers, a companion in ad- 
versity—“Will you have the goodness to pass 
your snuff-box, sir?” “My dear sir, it would 
be the greatest happiness imaginable for me 
to be able to confer such a favor, but at 
present having had the misfortune of losing 
the use of my arms.” “Ugh! Ugh! Ugh!” now 
coughs a good old woman from the very 
bottom of her lungs. “Yah! Yah!” goes the 
lapdog—“You’ll spoil my Leghorn”, exclaims 
a distressed young lady, planted in the back 
seat between a large old man and a very 
large old woman. “Poor Poll—pretty Poll”, 
screams the parrot. 

“Be good enough, sir, to take the point 
of your cane off my gouty toe, and place it 
on another,” says an irritable old gentleman 
to an alarmed dandy. To which my little 
dandy fiercely replies, Do you know, sir, do 
you know you are speaking to a gentleman?” 
“No, I do not, upon my word,” says my crusty 
old fellow. 

“Huh, Helas! pardonnez moi, monsieur” 
vociferates the Frenchman (speaking as 
it were by ventriloquism from under the 
load of poultry and bandboxes which hither- 
to had concealed him) “hoh! monsieur, —je 
vous prie—take your von, pied f-oo-t from 
my neck, I be, vat you call? etouffe, hanging, 
strangling—de breath be valking from my— 
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vat you call?—my—les poumons—my-by 
bod—my sto-mach!—bah; peste! take off 
your von, two, three foot.” 

“I say, messmate,” cries a sailor, “less of 
your blarney if you like—square yourself, 
you outlandish landlubber, and bring up 
your stern athwart this capstan, and we'll 
bouse you up—.” 

“Oh, Diable!” 

You, then, after the coachy answers the 
hundred questions which all who live on 
the road think themselves bound to ask— 
and after he has made the two hundred 
answers which he supposes himself bound to 
give, are unloaded enmasse at a tavern. 

Then woe be to the man who fares sump- 
tuously every (other) day; and woe be to him 
who has so little sense as not to eat for his 
life, or so much delicacy as to think of the 
wants of others, while his own stomach will 
take no apology. Just at the moment you 
hook your chicken—just as the Frenchman 
makes himself understood well enough to 
get possession of his soup and crust—the 
little dandy having caught his little bit of 
ham—the old lady her plate full of the boiled 
and the crusty old gentleman beginning to 
survey with delighted eyes his sample 
moiety of the roasted, and the stewed, and 
the broiled; of all that walks, files, or 
swims—then, precisely at that moment you 
hear a trumpet shaking the archy value, and 
the terrible words reverberated: “Stage is 
ready—ye, who have plates to eat prepare to 
leave them now!” Every starving sojourner 
from the table, casts a longing, lingering 
look behind. 

Your next business is to get your old seat 
in the carriage or else a better one. In the 
last case, 


“Sir, is not that my seat?” 
“Twas yours—’tis mone! 


Then comes up to the door a new passen- 
ger being number twenty-one. He looks with 
a terrified eye upon the mass of morality 
heaped in the carriage and seems to be al- 
most as much frightened as Macbeth when 
he saw the ghost of Banquo and exclaimed 
“The table’s full!” 

You proceed—, the carriage breaks down; 
the little dandy spoils his hat; the old lady 
loses her bottle of rosewater, and the crusty 
old gentleman loses his temper; the sallor is 
capsized; the young lady ruins her Leghorn, 
and the French exclaims, ‘ho, peste’; the lap- 
dog breaks his neck; and you, after a pleasant 
walk of ten miles arrive at another tavern. 


FOREIGN AID—AN UNDERSTAND- 
ABLE REACTION 


Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, a 
thought provoking editorial, An Under- 
standable Reaction,” appeared today in 
the Wall Street Journal. 

It is short, but to the point, and I rec- 
ommend it to the Senate for considera- 
tion, and ask unanimous consent that it 
be inserted at this point in the RECORD, 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

AN UNDERSTANDABLE REACTION 

A familiar refrain—the foreign aid bill is 
in trouble, especially in the Senate. There is 
every reason it should be. 

Anyone looking at the world today could 
hardly claim that the outpouring of some 
$120 billion since World War II has accom- 
plished much, with the notable exception of 
the relatively brief rebuilding of Western 
Europe. We don't merely mean it has failed 
to win gratitude; it has also largely failed to 
improve the lot of the receiving nations. 

Violence, war, poverty, stagnation and even 
starvation stalk the underdeveloped world 
after two decades of American assistance. 
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Perhaps it would have been worse without 
the aid, but surely the unappetizing condi- 
tions of the present show that the outlay has 
been out of all proportion to the result. 

It should not be forgotten, either, that our 
cruel involvement in Vietnam began as for- 
eign aid. Elsewhere we have seen our ship- 
ments of arms used in battle between nations 
supposedly friendly to us. 

Despite the sorry record, Congress of course 
is not about to end the program. The Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee has nonetheless 
ordered deep cuts in economic aid and is 
working out strict limitations on military 
aid. We find the committee’s hostility thor- 
oughly understandable. 


LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPROPRIA- 
TION BILL—CONFERENCE REPORT 


Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, in ac- 
cordance with the unanimous-consent 
agreement previously entered, I submit a 
report of the committee of conference on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
on the amendments of the Senate to the 
bill (H.R. 10368) making appropriations 
for the legislative branch for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1968, and for other 
purposes. I ask unanimous consent for 
the present consideration of the report. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The report will be read for the 
information of the Senate. 

The assistant legislative clerk read the 
report. 

(For conference report, see House pro- 
ceedings of July 18, 1967, p. 19543 Con- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD.) 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Is there objection to the present 
consideration of the report? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the report. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The time between now and 2 o’clock 
will be equally divided between the Sen- 
ator from Alaska [Mr. BARTLETT] and 
the Senator from Delaware [Mr. WIL- 
LIAMS]. 

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. How much time does the Senator 
from Alaska yield? 

Mr. BARTLETT. I yield myself such 
time as I may require, and at the mom- 
3 I do not know how much that will 

Mr. President, the conference report is 
printed and the details are available 
within the report. I expect to ask later 
on for unanimous consent to insert in the 
Recorp a table which will give all of the 
detailed figures of each item in the bill. 
In view of the fact that the conference 
report itself and the table which I will 
insert in the Record will give the com- 
plete details for the entire bill, I will 
confine my remarks to a few of the more 
important items. 

Thirty-two of the amendments which 
the Senate proposed related to purely 
Senate items, and in accordance with 
long-established procedures, the House 
conferees have agreed to these items. 
The managers on the part of the House 
have proposed and the House has con- 
curred in motions to recede and concur 
in these amendments. One of the most 
far-reaching proposals made by the com- 
mittee this year in the bill related to a 
conversion of the payroll system from a 
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basic to a gross system. The language 
proposed by the Senate was for Senate 
employees, and the House has agreed to 
the conversion language previously ap- 
proved in the Senate. Later, I will insert 
in the Recorp, tables which show the new 
rates. 

Amendment No. 38 related to language, 
included in the bill on the floor of the 
Senate, regulating stationery allowances 
for members of the Senate and the House 
of Representatives. Managers on the part 
of the Senate have been confronted with 
this problem in the past when the Sen- 
ate has included this amendment in the 
bill on the floor. Historically, the Sen- 
ate has legislated on many housekeep- 
ing matters in the legislative appropria- 
tion bill, whereas housekeeping matters 
in the House of Representatives are not 
handled in this bill. 

A provision of the House rules, sec- 
tion 693, provides that the Committee on 
House Administration shall have juris- 
diction over “measures relating to ac- 
counts of the House generally” and “ex- 
penditure of contingent fund of the 
House.” As a result, the managers on the 
part of the House in connection with the 
legislative branch appropriation bill are 
in no position to accept the stationery 
allowance language included by the Sen- 
ate. It is a matter which is handled in 
the House of Representatives by another 
committee. 

An identical provision relating to the 
House and to the Senate has been 
adopted by the Senate in S. 355, the leg- 
islative reorganization bill, and is pend- 
ing at the present time in the House of 
Representatives. The House managers 
are opposed to this amendment as it 
relates to the House of Representatives 
in this bill, and consequently the man- 
agers on the part of the Senate receded 
from the amendment. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres- 
ident, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BARTLETT. I yield. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. If the 
House was adamant and would not ac- 
cept the Senate amendment regarding 
the use of the stationery allowance so 
far as the House itself is concerned, why 
did not the Senate conferees bring back 
that part of the amendment which would 
relate only to the Senate? Then the con- 
ferees would be carrying out their stated 
objective; namely, that each House ex- 
ercise and write its own rules. The House 
conferees, I understand, were perfectly 
willing to accept such an arrangement. 

Mr. BARTLETT. The conferees did not 
do so for several reasons. One is that the 
Senate some years ago decided that it 
would not make this provision appli- 
cable to the Senate alone. Another rea- 
son is that when the Senate accepted 
this amendment the other day, at the 
urging of the Senator from Delaware, 
there was no instruction or suggestion 
to the Senate conferees, so far as I recall, 
that if we could not win the whole, we 
should return with part. 

Another reason is that, as we have 
heard in the Senate during the debate on 
this bill, and elsewhere, some Senators 
believe that if this provision is changed 
so far as the Senate is concerned, Sena- 
tors who do not expend all their station- 
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ery allowance and now are privileged or 
penalized—whichever the case may be— 
by the right to have a commutation in 
cash, should be able to present a case 
before the subcommittee that existing 
law be altered. In this way any balance 
remaining might be employed to pur- 
chase newspapers, to purchase station- 
ery at home when the supply ran low 
there, or was exhausted when a Senator 
was at home, or to be used for making 
radio tapes and television films in the 
Senate recording studios. 

So, granted those three reasons, the 
Senate conferees, mindful of the fact 
that this provision is incorporated in the 
Legislative Reorganization Act, and 
mindful of the fact that if we came back 
to the Senate with a provision including 
only the Senate, there would be strong 
opposition to it, believing that we had no 
alternative, and that is why we acted 
as we did. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr. BARTLETT. I yield. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The 
argument that this provision is in the 
Reorganization Act, which has passed 
the Senate and is now pending in the 
House, is no more valid than it is with 
respect to many other amendments 
which are in this bill. 

It is significant that all of the amend- 
ments in the Reorganization Act which 
give additional allowances to the Mem- 
bers of the Senate were lifted out of that 
act and put into this bill. Why could we 
not at least retain the one amendment 
out of the Reorganization Act which 
would save the taxpayers some money? 

Mr. BARTLETT. It seems to me that 
the answer to that question is obvious. 
When this bill came up for considera- 
tion by the Senate, the Senator from 
Maryland offered an amendment which 
would give each Member of the Senate a 
stated sum of money for additional help 
in his office 

A vote was taken on that amendment. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Does the 
Senator recall what that vote was? Was 
it not a close vote? 

Mr. BARTLETT. Those who agreed 
with the Senator from Maryland pre- 
vailed, and I was one of those who voted 
against the Tydings amendment. How- 
ever, this was an affirmative act of the 
Senate and I do not understand how the 
conferees could have been expected to do 
anything about that. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres- 
ident, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BARTLETT. I shall yield, but first, 
I wish to tell the Senator these facts for 
his information. My friend, the senior 
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
Cotron], who was one of the conferees, 
is present in the Chamber at this time 
and I believe he will substantiate that 
which I have to say. 

The conferees on the part of the 
Senate over a rather substantial period 
of time during the conference did, in- 
deed, make an effort to maintain the 
provisions of the amendment offered by 
the Senator from Delaware. Frankly, we 
did not get anywhere—and I wish to 
emphasize this—because the House con- 
ferees felt it was the business of the 
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House Committee on Administration and 
not theirs to rule upon such a matter. 
They resented and expressed their re- 
sentment quite openly to us, and without 
any delay, that they did not like the idea 
of the Senate telling the House what it 
should do about its housekeeping func- 
tions. 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BARTLETT. I gladly yield to my 
friend, the Senator from New Hamp- 
shire, who was one of the conferees. 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I do most 
emphatically substantiate what the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Alaska has said 
about the situation in the conference. 
The conferees on the part of the House 
were completely adamant, and in one 
ease somewhat belligerent, about the 
Senate presuming to incorporate some- 
thing in this measure that would affect 
the House Members and their stationery 
allowances. They indicated that if we 
held out they would move to reconsider 
some of the provisions in the bill that the 
Senate had incorporated affecting our 
housekeeping matters. 

Since the Senator from Alaska has so 
kindly yielded to me, I wish to tell the 
Senator from Delaware [Mr. WILLIAMS] 
that as far as the Senator from New 
Hampshire is concerned he has always 
voted with the Senator from Delaware 
on the matter of not having a cash reim- 
bursement for unused stationery allow- 
ance. The Senator from New Hampshire 
has not been too vocal about the matter 
because he has felt, in a sense, that he 
is in no position to be pious about it be- 
cause the Senator from New Hampshire 
happens to be one of those Senators, who, 
because of the number of newsletters he 
sends out, always uses his office allow- 
ance, and then some, and never has 
occasion to collect and never has col- 
lected anything from the stationery al- 
lowance. 

However, the Senator from New Hamp- 
shire feels, and undoubtedly the chair- 
man of the subcommittee, the Senator 
from Alaska, would agree, that before 
the conferees undertook in the committee 
of conference to deprive the Senate or 
take away this privilege from the Senate 
alone, and permit the House to have it— 
and add at least one other situation in 
which the Senate does not enjoy the same 
privilege as the House—certainly if the 
Senate wants to take this action for the 
Senate alone it should have an oppor- 
tunity to reject the report and take a 
vote on it because I do not believe the 
conferees had any right to take it upon 
themselves to surrender the prerogative 
on the part of the Senate and permit the 
House of Representatives to retain it, 
without a further expression of opinion 
by the Senate, although I would have 
been willing from my personal stand- 
point. 

Mr. BARTLETT. As far as I know, the 
Senator from New Hampshire has stated 
the feeling of every conferee on the part 
of the Senate. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. 
President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BARTLETT. I yield. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The 
Senator said he felt obligated to keep 
in the bill, the so-called Tydings amend- 
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ment, which gave extra money to Sena- 
tors, because the Senate had indicated it 
was in favor of that measure. The Sena- 
tor from Alaska points out that he was 
one of those who opposed the Tydings 
amendment. I, too, opposed the Tydings 
amendment. 

I call attention to the fact that the 
Tydings amendment which added extra 
money to every Senatorial office was 
agreed to by a vote of 48 to 31 in the 
Senate. There were 31 dissenting votes. 
On the other hand, the amendment deal- 
ing with stationery, which I offered, 
passed the Senate unanimously. No Sena- 
tor made a speech against it, and there 
was not a single vote against it. Even the 
Senator from Alaska said he was in favor 
of it. 

Mr. BARTLETT. I was. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I see no 
reason why they should not have retained 
this amendment. If the House of Rep- 
resentatives argues that we should not 
tell them what its housekeeping proce- 
dure should be, should we not have re- 
tained this restriction as it related to the 
Senate? 

The Senator from Alaska said he had 
no such instructions. I refer him to page 
18164 of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 
where I was discussing this matter dur- 
ing the debate with the Senator from 
Alaska. I said: 

If the House conferees will not accept that 
portion of the amendment which affects 
their stationery allowance certainly we would 
want it to apply to the Senate. 


That was clear enough as to the Sen- 
ate’s intentions. 

Besides, why should we be concerned 
as to what the House does? We have the 
responsibility to clean our own record. 

Mr. President, this question has been 
before us on previous occasions, and it 
was agreed that it should apply to the 
House of Representatives. Certainly it 
should apply to the House of Representa- 
tives, but if it will not accept it there is 
no reason why the Senate should not 
accept it. 

In fact, there are other instances in 
the legislative appropriation bill where 
we deviated from the practice of apply- 
ing certain rules to the Senate which 
are not applicable to the House of Rep- 
resentatives; for example, the method of 
computing the senatorial allowance for 
the hiring of clerks in our offices. Those 
allowances were readjusted to a gross 
basis rather than the old basic formula. I 
compliment the committee for changing 
that outmoded procedure. However, 
again, this was a solution to a Senate 
problem, and no change was made for 
the House. The issue is clear: Does the 
Senate insist upon a right to retain that 
part of the stationery allowance which is 
not needed and stick it in our pockets, or 
do we permit it to revert automatically 
to the Treasury? The answer is simple. 
The Senate has gone on record a number 
of times in the last few years in favor of 
its reversion to the Treasury, and it is 
only when the chips are down that we 
reverse ourselves and retain the provi- 
sion permitting us personally to claim 
any unused portion of the stationery 
allowance. 

Mr. BARTLETT. When the Senator 
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began to speak, he referred to the vote 
on his amendment, and to the fact that 
there was not a single dissenting vote. 
To what incident did that statement 
refer? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. When 
the amendment was passed. I had refer- 
ence to page 18164 of the Recorp, at 
which time I offered the amendment. 
There was not a dissenting vote. The 
amendment was accepted without a dis- 
senting voice. 

Mr. BARTLETT, But it was not a roll- 
call vote. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. No. Why 
should there be a rollcall vote when 
everyone is unanimous? 

Mr. BARTLETT. There is a tremen- 
dous difference. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Even the 
Senator from Alaska spoke in favor of 
the proposal. 

Mr. BARTLETT. There is a tremen- 
dous difference between that situation 
and a rollcall vote, it seems to me. He is 
totally in error about the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Delaware. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Is the 
Senator from Alaska now saying that 
he had his tongue in cheek at that time 
and did not intend to stand by it in con- 
ference? I have more confidence than 
that in his integrity. 

Mr. BARTLETT. Oh, no. If I did, then 
I stand ready to be exposed by my fellow 
conferees. They were there. They heard 
everything that transpired. I was not the 
only one who sought to incorporate the 
Williams amendment in the final draft 
of the conference report. But the Senator 
will also remember that at the outset of 
debate, I was not willing to accept the 
amendment because I then expressed the 
view that once more we were getting onto 
dangerous ground when we sought to tell 
the House how to manage its own affairs. 
If my Memory serves me correctly, I pre- 
dicted that the House would not take 
kindly to it. That is the way it turned 
out—as the Senator from New Hamp- 
shire and I have already stated publicly. 
I see the Senator from Texas [Mr. Yar- 
BOROUGH] in the Chamber. He was also 
a conferee. I think he will agree with 
the Senator from New Hampshire and 
me that the House conferees were not 
willing to discuss the proposition in any 
meaningful manner insofar as we were 
concerned. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Alaska yield? 

Mr. BARTLETT. I yield. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Will the 
Senator yield for just a moment? 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Will the Senator 
from Alaska yield for a question? 

Mr. BARTLETT. Yes, I would very 
much like to yield to the Senator from 
Texas. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, I 
was one of the Senate conferees with the 
Senator from Alaska, who was chairman 
of the Senate conferees. The chairman 
of the House conferees said that they 
were adamant on this and that they 
would not agree with us if we had the 
stationery provision in the bill. Every- 
one on the House side, of both parties, 
on both sides of the aisle, said that they 
were adamant. One of them stated that 
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if we were going to start meddling in 
House affairs, when the House had never 
meddled in Senate affairs, then the 
House was going to reopen the Senate 
provisions on which the House had re- 
ceded. They said that if we insisted on 
taking up this controversial amendment, 
the House was going to tell the Senate 
how to run its affairs on Senate items all 
through the bill—not one, but others. 
On the House side, every single member 
of the House conference indicated he 
was adamant on this position, that he 
would not agree with this Senate posi- 
tion on the stationery allowance. So the 
Senator from Alaska submitted it to the 
vote of the Senate conferees, and we 
receded. We had been in conference 
some time then. As the conference re- 
port will show, I think there were 27 
points of disagreement. It was finally 
worked out that we had gotten together 
on all except this last item—we took 
some time on it—but there was not a 
single man on the House side who would 
accept the Senate position. That is why 
the Senate conferees agreed on it. 

Personally, I have no interest in this 
because the allowance for stationery is 
so low that last year, the fiscal year 
ended June 30, 1966, I had to pay $1,305 
out of personal moneys to pay for the 
stationery I used, over the amount of 
the official stationery allowance. We 
did not have enough paper and office 
supplies to answer all the mail and other 
requests coming in from my State, which 
has a population of some 10,700,000 citi- 
zens, We were scrounging around for 
supplies everywhere, even hunting for 
old sheets of committee paper which we 
could use, whose chairman had passed 
away, and so forth, so that we could 
use any paper we could find to answer 
my mail. I still had to pay $1,305 extra 
in fiscal year 1966 to pay for the office 
supplies we needed to run the office 
properly. 

This year, I have had to pay for some 
additional stationery, but not too much, 
because we raised the allowance last year 
for States with over 10 million population 
and we have tried to be stingy with our 
supplies, so that I have not set out too 
much extra money this year. 

Thus, so far as I am personally con- 
cerned, it is an academic question. I am 
interested only in getting this bill passed 
so that we can run the Congress. The 
fiscal year had passed. We need the 
money to run the two Houses of Con- 
gress. 

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, I re- 
serve the remainder of my time. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, I yield myself 10 minutes. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Delaware is rec- 
ognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. From 
what the Senator from Texas has just 
said the situation must be even worse 
than I thought. As I understand the Sen- 
ator from Texas, he has just pointed out 
that there were 27 amendments, the 
House accepted 26, and then they balked 
on this one amendment and more or less 
laid down an ultimatum that if the Sen- 
ate insisted on the amendment it would 
go back and reconsider its previous 
agreement to the other amendments. The 
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other amendments happen to be all 
amendments for extra money for Sen- 
atorial offices. Thus, as I understand it, 
what this boils down to is that the House 
says, Look, if you insist on taking away 
the stationery gravy train from us then 
we are going to take away the money 
that is going to you.” 

When the Senate conferees were con- 
fronted with that ultimatum, they said, 
“Give us this extra money. We will for- 
feit this amendment and go along with 
you.” 

I hope that is not what happened, but 
that is the way it seems to have been 
explained by the Senator from Texas. 

I say, let us face this question of 
chiseling on expense accounts from the 
standpoint of the Senate alone. The Sen- 
ator from Alaska had accepted the 
amendment; his statement appears on 
page 18164 of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 
and it appears in the first column as 
follows: 

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President with respect 
to the amendment offered by the Senator 
from Delaware, I said that it had not been 
discussed in full committee or subcommit- 
tee and I had not talked to any member of 
the committee concerning it. Since then, I 
have had an opportunity to discuss the mat- 
ter with the ranking minority member of 
the subcommittee, the distinguished Senator 
from California Mr. KUCHEL], and as a con- 
sequence of our discussion of this subject, 
the committee will accept the amendment of- 
fered by the Senator from Delaware. 


Mr. President, certainly that amend- 
ment was adopted in good faith, I had 
said that if they could not return the 
amendment as it would apply to the 
House then by all means they should re- 
tain that part pertaining to the Senate. 
I have consistently supported adequate 
funds to finance the cost of stationery 
allowances for the various States, large 
and small, and I shall continue to do so. 
But I say that to the extent that $1 
of this stationery allowance is left over 
it should revert to the Treasury Depart- 
ment. No one has a right to put that 
money in his pocket. 

It just does not belong to the Senators. 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Delaware yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield. 

Mr. COTTON. I thank the Senator for 
yielding to me. 

I think that it should be made clear, 
and the Recorp should show, the mere 
fact that after agreeing to all of the 
other amendments, the House—at least 
one member of the conferees—threat- 
ened that if we held out on this station- 
ery amendment, they might move to re- 
consider some of the Senate amend- 
ments. 

The Senate conferees did not go into 
a tailspin, run for the bushes, knuckle 
under and quail because of that par- 
ticular threat. The point that was 
raised—and it is a point which had bet- 
ter be settled and had better be under- 
stood for the future—the House Mem- 
bers simply said this: We have agreed 
to all of the housekeeping amendments 
to the bill which apply only to the Sen- 
ate. If you are going to insist on an 
amendment that applies to the House, 
why then, not only do we want to re- 
consider the other amendments but it 
also violates the unwritten law and tra- 
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dition which has ruled all through the 
years, that one body would not presume 
to dictate to the other about its house- 
keeping and its expenditures. If this is 
going to be violated then, in the future, 
that rule will be abrogated.” It would be 
quite a responsibility for the conferees on 
this one bill. We did hold out and argue 
this thing. 

We did faithfully give our pledge, as 
the Senator from Texas has said. The 
Senator from New Hampshire is not per- 
sonally affected by it and could support, 
and has always supported, the Senator 
from Delaware on this particular point. 
But when it comes to the point of saying, 
“Well, we are going to hold out on this 
and insist on the House taking it,” even 
though it abrogates the rule and in the 
future each House is going to interfere 
with the other, it would be a great re- 
sponsibility for the conferees, on one bill, 
to take this position, and we did not pro- 
pose to do so. 

Secondly, in fairness, it should be 
shown that the House conferees said, 
“If you want to make this effective only 
as to the Senate, we will agree to it.“ As 
I said before, and I am sure the Senator 
from Alaska will agree, we did not pro- 
pose to impose this rule on the Senate, 
when the House rejected it, without com- 
ing back and giving the Senate a chance 
to decide, because, again it is quite a 
responsibility for the conferees to im- 
pose upon the Senate a rule which the 
House had rejected, and thereupon pen- 
alize the Senate in contrast with the 
House, and come back with that pro- 
posal, unless that is what the Senate 
wanted to do. 

I am sorry for this repetition. I wish 
merely to say we did not take to the 
tall timber just because the House con- 
ferees threatened not to agree to the 
particular amendments we had in this 
bill, but it was because it rested on a mat- 
ter of principle, and we did not want to 
take the responsibility of violating that 
principle. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. In just 
a moment I will. I want to reply to the 
Senator first. We are on limited time. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Will the Senator 
yield me 30 seconds? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield 30 
seconds to the Senator from Texas. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I merely wanted 
to concur in the remarks of the Senator 
from New Hampshire. My remarks were 
limited. The distinguished Senator from 
Alaska sent me a note on the limited 
time. I did not have time to make a full 
explanation of what we did in confer- 
ence, but we did not act as we did be- 
cause of the threat. To save time, I will 
say that the Senator from New Hamp- 
shire has stated, in the proper context, 
what the discussion was. 

I appreciate the Senator’s yielding to 
me. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I thank 
the Senator from Texas and the Sen- 
ator from New Hampshire for clarifying 
the situation in the conference. I would 
hate to think that the Senate conferees 
would run just because they were under 
such a threat. 
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I recognize there is a question involved 
as to whether the Senate should try to 
tell the House what to do. On previous 
occasions I have offered an amendment 
that applied only to the Senate. Then 
the argument was made that we should 
not legislate for the Senate without leg- 
islating for the House. So I was defeated 
on that ground. I was defeated on sev- 
eral occasions when I offered an amend- 
ment that would apply to the Senate 
alone, so I decided to try to offer an 
amendment to apply to both Houses. 
Now we are back again with the reverse 
argument. 

If the conferees had come back with 
an amendment that this provision would 
be applicable to the Senate alone I would 
have supported the conference report. I 
realize the position the conferees were 
in. 

Or if the conferees wanted to get in- 
structions from the Senate it could, in- 
stead of asking for adoption of the con- 
ference report merely come back in dis- 
agreement and asked for a vote on 
whether the Senate wanted the provi- 
sion applicable to the Senate alone. It 
would have been a clear vote. 

We are now in this position: First, we 
have to reject the conference report in 
order to get a vote at all on this ques- 
tion of stationery allowances. If the con- 
ference report is rejected I will then 
make a motion that the conferees be in- 
structed to insist on that portion of the 
Williams amendment which applies only 
to the Senate stationery allowance and 
leave the House to take care of its own 
affairs. That would satisfy the House. 
The House conferees have said they were 
willing to take such an amendment. To 
the extent that any Member of the Sen- 
ate did not use his stationery allowance, 
that money would go back to the Fed- 
eral Treasury. Why should it not go back? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The time of the Senator has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield 
myself 5 additional minutes. 

We passed a bill revising the Internal 
Revenue Code a few years ago requiring 
that American businessmen give a more 
accurate accounting of expense allow- 
ances which were claimed as deductions 
on tax returns. We did that to prevent 
an abuse of expense account allowances. 
The suggestion was that there was a 
great deal of chiseling“ by various in- 
dividuals in industry on their expense 
accounts. 

The stationery allowance is an expense 
account for Members of the Senate. We 
are allowed $3,000 per office. We can 
charge against that stationery allow- 
ance the costs for stationery as outlined 
under the rules of the Senate. Under 
the present system after the fiscal year 
is over if any money is left all we have 
to do is certify a report submitted to us 
by the stationery clerk as being statis- 
tically correct. If we say it is correct 
we automatically get a check, which we 
can put in our pockets or use to finance 
a political campaign. 

How can any Member of the Senate 
justify this procedure? What right does 
any Member have to pocket a portion of 
his official expense allowance? 
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Much has been said recently about a 
code of ethics for the Senate. Of what 
good is a code of ethics if we do not 
practice what we preach? 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the notice I received on June 
30 this year on my unused stationery 
allowance be printed in the RECORD at 
this point. This will show just how easy 
it is to get this money that is left over 
in our stationery allowance, 

There being no objection, the notice 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES. 


Werne geese ee 
Approp. X0140, stationery revolving fund. 
To Hon, JoHN J. WILLIAMS, United States 

Senator. 
For commutation of allowance for sta- 
. tor the fiscal year ending June 30, 


By amount of allowance from July 
1 to June 30 1967_-----________ 
To stationery furnished in kind 


$3, 000. 00 
683. 21 
2, 316. 79 
Certified correct: 
HARRY F. SONNENBERG, 
Keeper of Stationery. 
Acknowledged correct: 


—— — ee eee 


U.S. Senator. 
Approved 
Chairman, Committee on Rules and 
Administration. 


Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I now 
ask unanimous consent that a letter 
dated July 10 which I addressed to the 
financial clerk of the Senate and in 
which I rejected this amount, be printed 
at this point in the RECORD, 

Had I merely signed the first report as 
correct instead of sending the letter I 
would have received a check of $2,316.79. 

This money did not belong to me. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD 
as follows: 

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, D.C., July 10, 1967. 
Mr. ROBERT A. BRENKWORTH, 
Senate Financial Clerk, 
The Capitol, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Mn. BRENKWORTH: I have received 
the notice that an unused balance of two 
thousand three hundred sixteen dollars and 
seventy-nine cents ($2,316.79) remains in my 
stationery account for fiscal year 1967. 

This will not be needed, and you are in- 
structed to return it to the Treasury, 

Yours sincerely, 
JOHN J. WILLIAMS, 


Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I place 
this letter in the Record to show that a 
Senator must reject it by affirmative 
action or he will get that money. It is 
the easiest thing in the world to get it. 

If Congress wants to increase the sal- 
aries of Senators let us do it openly and 
aboveboard and not by such backdoor 
methods. 

There are numerous laws to prevent 
an individual from putting a part of his 
expense account in his pocket. Why 
should this law not apply to Senators? 
I say to Senators who are concerned 
about our colleagues from the larger 
States, if the $3,000 allowance is not 
enough for their State, let us increase it. 
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I realize it takes more for stationery 
for the office of a Senator coming from a 
large State than it does for smaller 
offices. The fact that I do not need the 
full allowance for my office is no reflec- 
tion on Members of the Senate from large 
States who need all of their allowances. 
All that I am asking is that if the money 
is not used it automatically reverts to the 
Treasury. 

I am suggesting today that we reject 
the conference report. It is the only way 
we can get to a vote on this question. 
The next motion will be to instruct the 
conferees to go back to the House and 
agree to delete that portion of the 
Williams amendment as it would apply 
to the House of Representatives—which 
is all the House conferees are complain- 
ing about—but to keep that portion of 
the amendment as it applies to the 
Senate. 

I hope that the Senator from Alaska, 
as one of the conferees who agreed to 
this amendment at the time it unani- 
mously passed the Senate, will agree to 
that line of procedure. 

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield. 

Mr. BARTLETT. No; on the contrary, 
I hope the conference report will be ac- 
cepted. 

In saying that, I do not seek, in any 
degree whatsoever, to denigrate the ef- 
forts of the Senator from Delaware—— 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator’s time has expired. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield 3 
minutes to the Senator from Alaska. 

Mr. BARTLETT. To make things more 
shipshape insofar as the housekeeping 
functions of the Senate are concerned. 

But it does seem to me that to instruct 
the Senate conferees to return without 
our having had an opportunity to con- 
sider beforehand whether any balance 
remaining ought to be dedicated, if the 
particular Senator so desires, to radio, 
TV, stationery at home, or newspapers, 
would not be fair to Senators who have 
already expressed the view that this 
ought to be a proper charge upon the 
stationery allowance. I am not sure, but 
it seems to me that the senior Senator 
from Florida, who is now on the floor, 
brought up this subject during the de- 
bate on the legislative appropriation bill. 

I say to the Senate that I received a 
commutation in cash for the fiscal year 
just ended, and that was the first time in 
many years it had happened. I took it, 
and I want the Senator to know what I 
am doing with it. 

I am using it to replace some of the 
money that comes out of my pocket every 
year—about a thousand dollars, I would 
guess—for the purchase of additional 
airmail stamps over and beyond those 
supplied me by the Senate; because, 
when a Senator lives in a Western State, 
particularly a Far Western State, as do 
the Senator from Hawaii [Mr. Fone], 
who is now present, and the chairman 
of the subcommittee, one thing one 
learns, and learns quickly, is that the air- 
mail allowance does not suffice to meet 
requirements. The present Presiding Of- 
ficer, the Senator from Montana, is in 
the same situation. 

The people at home do not like at all 


19784 


to receive franked mail, because it takes 
too long to reach its destination. They 
write to us by airmail, and they expect 
airmail replies. 

So the commutation allowance I re- 
ceived this year for the first time is going 
to be used to take care of that charge, 
which otherwise comes out of my own 
pocketbook, for legislative business in 
general. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Delaware yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I shall in 
a moment, if I have time. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator’s time has expired. 
Will the Senator from Delaware yield 
time? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, how much time do I have re- 
maining? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Delaware has 12 
minutes remaining. The Senator from 
Alaska has 5 minutes remaining. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield 
3 minutes to the Senator from Florida. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I think 
all of us have much sympathy with the 
position taken by the Senator from 
Delaware, but I do not think he points 
the way to the correct remedy for this 
situation. 

In 1868, this particular allowance was 
provided for by law, and it was provided 
as a stationery and newspaper allow- 
ance—quite evidently an allowance for 
communications with the people back 
home. 

Since that time, the practice of issuing 
newsletters has arisen, and they are a 
very large element of communication. 
We now have costs for airmail—as has 
already been mentioned by the Senator 
from Alaska—and we have television and 
radio; and there are expenses connected 
with all of those things. 

I do hope that the Committee on 
Rules, or the Legislative Committee, in 
the field of appropriations, one or the 
other, will try to solve the problem with 
a legislative definition of this matter as 
a “communications allowance,” because 
that is what it was designed to be. I do 
not know why we dropped the word 
“newspapers” years ago; but there is 
none of us who does not have to sub- 
scribe to anywhere from a few to many 
dozens of papers in our States, to keep 
up with our communications with our 
people, aside from the television, the 
radio, the airmail stamps, the news- 
letters, and so forth. 

I hope this may serve as an occasion 
for the Senate to be alerted to the fact 
that we do need a new definition of this 
particular allowance, and that until that 
new definition is made, the minds of 
many Senators will be troubled. I be- 
lieve, as I said in the beginning, all Sena- 
tors have some sympathy with the posi- 
tion taken by the Senator from Dela- 
aware. But, as I have stated many times, 
I do not think his suggestion is the cor- 
rect way to seek to solve this problem. 

I hope the conference report will be 
approved. 

I thank the Senator for yielding. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres- 
ident, I appreciate the expression of the 
Senator from Florida, and I am glad he 
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sympathizes with my position; but I am 
re in sympathy—I want some 
votes. 

As to the argument he makes about 
the new items that should be included in 
the allowance for stationery, that is not 
the question before us. That is a ques- 
tion of law; we are not dealing with 
that question at all. 

The Senator from Alaska said that 
something should be done about taking 
care of the cost of stationery in the of- 
fices of Senators at home. That matter 
is already taken care of under the law. 
Stationery purchased by a Senator at 
home or elsewhere, for use in his office 
back home or his office here, is reim- 
bursable under existing law. So that is 
already taken care of. 

As to the argument that the money 
is needed for airmail stamps, that too 
is taken care of in a separate provision 
of the legislative appropriation bill. Ad- 
ditional money was added to buy air 
mail stamps. If money is needed to take 
care of those Senators from Far Western 
States then call it a stamp allowance. 
The Senator from Alaska was chairman 
of the subcommittee which had charge 
of the bill, and he could have taken care 
of this point. 

Let us not confuse this issue. Every 
Member of the Senate knows what is 
involved here. 

I say only that to the extent one air 
mail stamp is left over or to the extent 
that $1 of stationery allowance is left 
over it belongs to the American taxpayers 
and should not be put in the pocket of 
any Member of Congress as additional 
compensation, which is what happens 
under the procedure we are following 
today. The time is long past due when we 
geome have faced this issue and vote on 
t. 

As for the argument against this being 
made applicable to the Senate alone, 
I repeat that we have passed that ver- 
sion of the proposal on at least a half 
dozen occasions in the last 12 to 15 years, 
only to have it rejected in conference on 
the basis of the argument, “Oh, don’t 
correct an abuse in the Senate if you 
don’t do it for the House.” 

Then, when we make the rule appli- 
cable to both the argument is heard, 
“We cannot do it because the Senate 
has no right to act for the House.” 

Those are excuses. Let us face the is- 
sue. If the Senate wants to continue 
pocketing this allowance let us reject 
the conference report. If not then let 
us adopt a simple motion instructing the 
conferees to go back to conference with 
the House with instructions to retain 
that portion of the amendment which 
applies to the Senate. 

The issue is very simple. Do we want 
to continue to chisel on our expense 
allowances as Members of the Senate? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Who yields time? 

Mr, LAUSCHE. Mr. President, may I 
have 2 minutes? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware, I yield 
to the Senator from Ohio. 

Mr. LAUSCHE.. I wish to speak on 
another subject. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, I do not think we will need 
too much more time, but I understand 
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it is the wish of the leadership to post- 
pone the vote until 2 o’clock. If it is 
agreeable to the Senator from Alaska, 
I ask unanimous consent that the Sena- 
tor from Ohio be permitted to speak on 
time not charged to either side. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. How much time does the Senator 
wish? 

Mr, LAUSCHE, Three minutes. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Is there objection to the request 
of the Senator from Delaware? The 
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Ohio is recognized 
for 3 minutes. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, when 
the basic measure now being discussed 
was before the Senate several weeks ago, 
I was not present, being required to be 
in Cleveland attending the funeral serv- 
ices for my brother, who had passed 
away. 

In the bill, there is a provision per- 
mitting Senators to hire an additional 
staff member at a salary not to exceed 
$23,000 a year. 

If I had been present, I would have 
been vigorously opposed to that position. 

When measures were before the Sen- 
ate asking for moneys with which to run 
the different committees, I joined with 
the distinguished senior Senator from 
Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER] in pointing 
out the indefensible, inordinate, and ex- 
pensive hiring of personnel, especially 
with respect to some committees, to do 
work that is alleged to be part of an in- 
escapable responsibility. 

The records show that the cost of 
running Senators’ offices and the func- 
tions of the different committees have 
grown to such inordinate proportions 
that I cannot go back home to my citi- 
zenry and defend what is being done. 
Especially, I cannot do so in face of the 
fact that the word is current that we 
will have to adopt a surtax of 6 percent, 
and probably 10 percent, thus adding 
additional backbreaking financial prob- 
lems to those already being borne by the 
citizenry of our country. 

I want the Recor to clearly show that 
in my opinion the salaries which we are 
fixing in the Federal Government and 
the expenditures which we are making 
are the primary factors that are going 
to reach the Achilles’ heel and sever it. 

We are setting the example for infla- 
tion. We are the ones that will finally be 
charged with the responsibility that 
comes when inflation runs rampant. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The time of the Senator from Ohio 
has expired. Who yields time? 

The Senator from Delaware has 6 min- 
utes remaining, and the Senator from 
Alaska has 5 minutes remaining. 

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, I yield 
2 minutes to the Senator from North 
Dakota. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from North Dakota is 
recognized. 

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr. 
President, as one of the Senate confer- 
ees on this bill, I say to my friend, the 
distinguished senior Senator from Dela- 
ware, that the Senate conferees did fight 
hard to keep the Senator’s provision in 


July 24, 1967 


the legislative appropriation bill. The 
House was adamant. 

I think the Senator knows how strong- 
ly they feel about the Senate trying to 
change their rules. 

If we were to accept the amendment 
of the Senator, we would revert to the 
same problem we had with the boxhold- 
ers mailings. The House would have one 
standard, and the Senate would have an- 
other standard. 

If we continue to do this kind of thing, 
the time will not be far off when the 
House will have so many advantages the 
Senate does not have that it will be much 
easier than it is now—and it is now 
very easy—for a Representative to dis- 
place a Senator. 

I do not see why the House should 
have advantages that the Senate does 
not have. 

I think we should have one standard. 

I commend the Senator from Delaware 
for what he is trying to do. However, it 
seems impossible to do this right now in 
view of the House position. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, I yield myself 3 minutes. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Delaware is rec- 
ognized for 3 minutes. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, I respect the argument of the 
Senator from North Dakota, but I think 
the time has come when the Senate 
should at least have a standard of con- 
duct of which it can be proud. Is there 
a single Senator who will stand up here 
and justify the propriety of any Mem- 
ber of Congress, in either the House or 
Senate, accepting a refund of an allow- 
ance—whether it be for stationery or 
any other allowance—that was not 
needed for running his office and putting 
the money in his pocket? 

That is the issue that we have here. 
Certainly that is not proper. I have no 
concern about the argument that we in 
the Senate have to be careful that we do 
not have higher moral standards estab- 
lished for ourselves than those prevail- 
ing in the House. 

Perhaps we could set the example. I 
think that the Senate should at this 
time clearly go on record as stating that 
while we are going to furnish an ade- 
quate allowance to any Senator with 
which to conduct the official responsibil- 
ities and duties of his office we believe 
that any money left over from the sta- 
tionery, airmail allowance, or any other 
allowance should automatically go back 
to the Treasury. 

That is the procedure that we insist 
upon under the law with respect to every 
American businessman who operates his 
business and has an expense allowance. 

Certainly Members of the Senate are 
willing to live under just as rigid a code 
as we impose upon 190 million American 
taxpayers. 

As far as I am concerned, I do not see 
that the Senate has any choice other 
than to reject the conference report and 
send the conferees back with instruc- 
tions to stand by that portion of the 
Williams amendment which applies to 
Members of the Senate. 

I cannot conceive of the Senate tak- 
ing any action other than this. 

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, I am 
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prepared to yield back the remainder of 
my time if the Senator from Delaware 
will yield back the remainder of his 
time. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres- 
ident, I shall take 1 minute and then 
yield back the remainder of my time. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Delaware is rec- 
ognized for 1 minute. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres- 
ident, I point out to those Senators who 
are concerned about undue delay if the 
conference report is rejected and the 
conferees are instructed to make this 
provision applicable to the Senate. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The time of the Senator has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres- 
ident, I yield myself an additional 2 
minutes. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The Senator from Delaware is 
recognized for an additional 2 minutes. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres- 
ident, if we reject the conference report 
and agree to a simple motion to instruct 
the conferees to stand by that part of 
the amendment which makes this provi- 
sion applicable only to the Senate this 
would require us automatically to turn 
back to the Treasury that portion of our 
stationery allowance which we do not 
need for our office. This bill could be 
back in the new form within 24 hours, 
and the measure could then go to the 
White House. 

This procedure would not cause a 
delay. 

The only question that we are voting 
on is, does the Senate want to continue 
this practice of having the right to keep 
that portion of an allowance which we 
do not need for the legitimate operation 
of our office. 

If the Senate insists upon a right to 
pocket a part of this stationery allow- 
ance then why talk about a code of 
ethics? 

I believe that the conference report 
should be rejected. 

Mr. President, I yield back the re- 
mainder of my time. 

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, I yield 
back the remainder of my time. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres- 
ident, I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
having expired, the question is on agree- 
ing to the conference report. On this 
question the yeas and nays have been 
ordered and the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an- 
nounce that the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
Cxuurcu], the Senator from Connecticut 
LMr. Dopp], the Senator from Missis- 
sippi [Mr. EASTLAND], the Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. Hart], the Senator from 
Indiana [Mr. HARTKE], the Senator from 
New Hampshire [Mr. McIntyre], the 
Senator from Utah [Mr. Moss], the Sen- 
ator from Maine [Mr. Muskie], and the 
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. PELL] 
are necessarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Alaska [Mr. Gruenrinc], the Senator 
from Arizona [Mr. HAYDEN], the Senator 
from Minnesota [Mr. MONDALE], and the 
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Senator from New Jersey [Mr. WILLIAMS] 
are absent on official business. 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
CHURCH], the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. Dopp], the Senator from Alaska 
(Mr. GRUENING], the Senator from Mich- 
igan [Mr. Hart], the Senator from Ari- 
zona [Mr. HAYDEN], the Senator from 
New Hampshire [Mr. McIntyre], the 
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. MONDALE], 
the Senator from Utah [Mr. Moss], the 
Senator from Maine [Mr. MUSKIE], the 
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. PELL], 
and the Senator from New Jersey [Mr. 
WILLIAMS] would each vote “yea.” 

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the 
Senator from Oregon [Mr. HATFIELD] is 
absent on official business. 

The Senator from Texas [Mr. TOWER] 
is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Colorado [Mr, 
Dominick] and the Senator from Michi- 
gan (Mr. GRIFFIN] are detained on of- 
ficial business. 

If present and voting, the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. Dominick], the Senator 
from Oregon [Mr. HarrI DJI, and the 
Senator from Texas [Mr. Tower] would 
each vote “yea.” 

The result was announced—yeas 62, 
nays 21, as follows: 


No. 195 Leg.] 
YEAS—62 

Allott Inouye Morton 
Anderson Jackson Mundt 
Bartlett Javits Murphy 
Bayh Jordan, N. C. Nelson 
Bible Jordan, Idaho Pastore 
Brewster Kennedy, Mass. Pearson 
Brooke Kennedy, N.Y. Proxmire 
Burdick Kuchel Randol; 

„Va. Long. Mo Ribicoff 
Byrd, W. Va. Long, Scott 
Cannon Magnuson Smathers 
Clark Mansfield Smith 
Cotton McCarthy Sparkman 
Dirksen McClellan Spong 

McGee Stennis 
Fulbright McGovern Symington 
Gore Metcalf Talmadge 
Harris Miller Tydings 
Hill Monroney Yarborough 
Holland Montoya Young, N. Dak. 
Hollings Morse 

NAYS—21 

Aiken Curtis Lausche 
Baker Ellender Percy 
Bennett Fannin Prouty 

Fong Russell 
Carlson Hansen Thurmond 
Case Hickenlooper Williams, Del. 
Cooper Hruska Young, Ohio 

NOT VOTING—17 

Church Hart Moss 
Dodd Hartke Muskie 
Dominick Hatfield Pell 
Eastland Hayden Tower 
Griffin McIntyre Williams, N.J. 
Gruening Mondale 


So the report was agreed to. 

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Recorp at this point a statement 
which will reflect the new gross clerk 
hire allowances for Senators by popula- 
tion groups. 

I also ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the Recor a statement which 
refiects the number of positions and the 
salary ceilings for the offices of Senators 
and committees. 

I further ask unanimous consent to 
have printed in the Recorp the new sal- 
ary table for the Senate as well as the 
conversion table showing the old salary 
figures and the new salary figures. 
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There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


Clerk hire allowances 


Population: 
Under 3 million 
3 million but less than 4 million.. 
4 million but less than 5 million 
5 million but less than 7 million 
7 million but less than 9 million 
9 million but less than 10 million. 
10 million but less than 11 million 
11 million but less than 12 million 
12 million but less than 13 million 
13 million but less than 15 million 
15 million but less than 17 million 
17 million or more_------.------ 324. 000 


U.S. SENATE EMPLOYEE SALARY CEILINGS 


Number of | New salary 
positions ceiling 

1 $24, 480 

2 23, 400 

1 22,320 

1 18, 180 

00 14, 400 

1 24, 480 

22 23, 400 

© 22, 320 


1 Number of positions limited by available allowance. 
a Number of Positions at this level is 17 for the Committee on 


Appropriations. 
3 ing committees; number on other committees and 

en limited by available funds. 

[Effective August 1, 1967] 
U.S. Senate, salary table—Gross per annum 
rates 
$1,080 $9,000 $16,920 
$1,260 $9,180 $17,100 
$1,440 $9,360 $17,280 
$1,620 $9,540 $17,460 
$1,800 $9,720 $17,640 
$1,980 $9,900 $17,820 
$2,160 $10,080 $18,000 
$2,340 $10,260 $18,180 
$2,520 $10,440 $18,360 
$2,700 $10,620 $18,540 
$2,880 $10,800 $18,720 
$3,060 $10,980 $18,900 
$3,240 $11,160 $19,080 
$3,420 $11,340 $19,260 
$3,600 $11,520 $19,440 
$3,780 $11,700 $19,620 
$3,960 $11,880 $19,800 
$4,140 $12,060 $19,980 
$4,320 $12,240 $20,160 
$4,500 $12,420 $20,340 
$4,680 $12,600 $20,520 
$4,860 $12,780 $20,700 
$5,040 $12,960 $20,880 
$5,220 $13,140 $21,060 
$5,400 $13,320 $21,240 
$5,580 $13,500 $21,420 
$5,760 $13,680 $21,600 
$5,940 $13,860 $21,780 
$6,120 $14,040 $21,960 
$6,300 $14,220 $22,140 
$6,480 $14,400 $22,320 
$6,660 $14,580 $22,500 
$6,840 $14,760 $22,680 
$7,020 $14,940 $22,860 
$7,200 $15,120 $23,040 
$7,380 $15,300 $23,220 
$7,560 $15,480 $23,400 
$7,740 $15,660 
$7,920 $15,840 $23,760 
$8,100 $16,020 $23,940 
280 816,200 $24,120 

$8,460 $16,380 $24,300 
$8,640 $16,560 $24,480 
$8,820 $16,740 
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[Conversion table showing old and new 
salary figures, effective Aug. 1, 1967] 
U.S, Senate conversion table, gross per 
annum rates 


82.897178 —ðrV. 3, 060 
$3,000.47, =-- 8 3, 060 
88.211668 4cc4„„4„„%„ 3. 240 
CoP ee ee ES ee s 3, 420 
$3,466.08 3, 600 


$10,015.55 
$10,170.12 
$10,324.67 
$10,479.21 


$11,097.41 
$11,352.88 — 
$11,508.81 
811,664.74 
$11,820.68 
$11,976.62 
$12,132.54 
$12,288.47 


$12,444.42 ____... nnn ne 12, 600 
$12,600.35 ~---_-----.-------------- 12, 780 
812,869.68 ——— — 12, 960 
$13,024.62 ~----.-.--.-------------. 13, 140 
$13,174.80 13, 320 
$13,324.94 
$13,475.13 
$13,625.31 
$13,775.48 
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[Conversion table showing old and new 
salary figures, effective Aug. 1, 1967] 
U.S. Senate conversion table, gross per 
annum rates—Continued 
$13,925.63 
$14,199.82 
$14,351.32 
$14,502.82 
$14,650.31 


$15,063.47 
$15,472.86 


$15,750.72 
$15,889.65 
$16,028.58 
$16,167.51 
$16,306.40 


Ae cocretem renee 17, 460 
„Cc TTT 17, 460 
917,568.61) (Lot > oo Ses ees 17, 640 
$17,708.74 : ie seo See 17, 820 
SAT BEG. es a a hae 18, 000 
$18,143.41 


$24,314.41__.......----.- ----------- 
$24,460.00___-------_----- --.--------. 


Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Recorp at this point a tabulation de- 
tailing the appropriations for the legis- 
lative branch, showing the amounts ap- 
propriated for 1967, the budget estimates 
for 1968, the House and Senate versions 
of the bill, and the final conference 
results. 

There being no objection, the tabula- 
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
ReEcorpD, as follows: 
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Budget Version of bill 
Item Appropria- estimate, Conference 
tion, 1967 1968 action 
House Senate 
SENATE 
Vice President and Senators 
Compensation of the Vice President and Senator. 305 $3, 299, 305 
Mileage, President of the Senate and Senators 58, 370 
Expense allowance, Vice President, majority and minority leaders 16, 000 16, 000 16, 000 
Total, ee ee AE nE aa panenek 3,373,675 | 3,373,675 |.............. 3, 373, 675 3, 373,675 
Salaries, Officers and Employees 

SIO TOE TI ORICON AAR EAA ean ead on ae ͤ ͤ ͤ AAA ⁰·¹0¹0A.»w»·ĩ T1 209, 420 211, 680 235, 080 235, 080 
me elie... te ae 995 15, 995 15, 995 15,995 
// % —— NN 1.419, 350 1.441, 208 1.445, 745 1.445, 745 

72. ĩðV nr ls a devin T O ROE 3, 465, 095 3, 486, 060 , 486, „488, 
Conference, majority. 102, 320 103, 320 103, 320 103, 320 
Conference, minority.__......-...-.....--.. 102, 320 103, 320 103, 320 103, 320 
Administrative and clerical assistants to Senato 17, 185, 075 18, 054, 000 20, 254, 000 20, 254, 000 
Office of the Sergeant at Ams ------- „460. 720 3, 507, 890 3, 878, 510 3, 878, 510 
Offices of the secretaries to the majority and minority. 171, 510 172,905 172, 905 172,905 
Offices of the majority and minority whips. 990 38, 160 38, 160 38, 160 
Total, salaries, officers and employee. -000100 nnninnnnnnMnnMnm .. M S e E ELSES N <ocdvcascee 29, 733, 095 29,733, 095 
Senate policy committees 422,650 422,650 
Automobiles and maintenance. „700 44,700 
31, 190 31, 190 
5, 623, 265 5, 623, 265 
16; 360 16 560 
4, 088, 420 4, 088, 420 
90, 825 90, 825 
316, 200 316, 200 
15, 150 15, 150 


cg a a EE E L E E EE TE 77 O ay 327,575 327,575 

T 0¹²¹ rä w E S J 40,330,050 41, 460,578 | 44, 125, 25 44,125,205 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES Ln i T O S] 

Salaries, Mileage for Members, and Expense Allowance of the Speaker 


— OF Monier. — — r òꝗ FBo hV ͥ 14, 160, 700 14, 160, 700 
Mileage of Members and expense allowance of the Speaker 200, 200, 000 
o AT a S A E A ð»— S RE A 14, 360, 700 14, 360, 700 
f ff)) ¼ . ͤ ͤ (ß ↄↄ) ⁵ĩò i — 0 132, 850 132, 850 132, 850 132, 850 
JJ 0 0 116, 250 116, 250 116, 250 lig’ 250 
Compilation of precedents of House of Representatives... ..........--..------------000+00-000-------------- 12, 000 12,000 12, 000 12,000 
Office of the — ff eC RE ON — A Pe 8 15,995 15,995 15,995 15,995 
Office of the Clerk 2,000, 000 1,872, 000 1,872, 000 1,872, 000 
Office of the Sergeant at Arms 1. 596, 500 1, 596, 500 1,596, 500 1, 596, 500 
Office of the paron — 1,941, 100 1,941, 100 1,941,100 1,941, 100 
Office of the Postmaster 550, 200 550, 200 550, 200 550, 200 
Committee 2 (standing rol 4, 300, 000 4, 300, 000 4, 300, 000 4, 300, 000 
S no! ny 586, 500 586, 500 500 586, 500 
cial reporters of debates... 277, 100 100 100 277.100 
Official reporters to committees ------ 273,925 273,925 273,925 273,925 
Committee on App 750, 000 750, 000 750, 000 750, 000 
Deen .. . E 350, 000 350, 000 350, 000 350, 000 
Total, salaries, officers, and employees. 1511n mmnnn nananana 12,774,420 | 12,774,420 | 12,774,420 


Members’ Clerk Hire 


| 
2, 185, 000 365, 000 250, 000 250, 000 250, 000 
7, 000, 000 7, 000, 000 6, 900, 000 6, 900, 000 6, 900, 000 
223, 000 223, 000 223, 000 223, 000 223, 000 
4,690, 000 4, 700, 000 4,690, 000 4,690, 000 4,690, 000 
145, 100 140, 000 35, 000 35, 000 35, 000 
3, 330, 000 4,032, 000 4, 032, 000 4,032, 000 4, 032, 000 
1, 308, 000 1, 308, 000 1, 308, 000 1, 308, 000 1, 308, 000 
228, 550 228, 550 228, 550 228, 550 228, 550 
28, 000 28, 000 28, 000 28, 000 28,000 
13,070 13, 000 13, 000 13, 000 13,000 
13, 070 13, 000 13, 000 13, 000 13, 000 
13, 070 13, 000 13, 000 13, 000 13, 000 
n, United States Code. TTT 
New edition, District of Columbia Code. 100, 000 5 
Payment to widow of deceased member. cc E RN ES A SESS ee Pee pad 


A ⅛˙ͤN—U—ww.. E S E A E EE O A S a 17,733,550 17,733, 550 17. 733, 550 
—— 5 S | eee 
E . E EE PS EASE A EAT "T 81,475,440 81, 326,670 80, 368, 670 80, 368, 670 80, 368, 670 


19788 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE July 24, 1967 
Summary of the bill, H.R. 10368—Continued 


Budget Version of bill 
Item Appropria- estimate, Conference 
tion, 1967 1968 action 
House Senate 
JOINT ITEMS 
Joint Committee on Reduction of Nonessential Federal Expenditures -------1-5---1--emMmiMMMmMmMMMM $37,525 $37,525 $37, 525 $37,525 $37,525 
Contingent Expenses of the Senate 
Joint Economic Committee. 383, 000 383, 000 383, 000 401,620 406, 620 
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy. 367, 000 367, 000 367, 000 367, 000 367, 000 
Joint Committee on Printing — 161, 000 161, 000 190, 000 190, 000 190, 000 
Contingent Expenses of the House 
Joint Committee on Internal Revenue Taxation -1111mm 471, 300 480, 000 480, 000 480, 000 430, 000 
Joint Committee on Immigration and Nationality Policy. 25, 480 Ar A WE > gM TN 
EL COMIN ORION DONORS PLOGRCHON. <<. cp paitihan tn ar ꝙꝶm:m ß ennnen-senps! 85, 000 87,435 87, 435 87,435 87,435 
Office of the Attending Physician 
Medical supplies, equipment, and expenses +++ ++ +222 ene e ee eee 29,645 130, 000 130, 000 130, 000 
Capitol Police 
JJ E ae eee a ee A 95, 500 75, 000 75, 000 96, 758 96, 758 
Capitol Police Board . hme enon ns ns annnewenewenrecwesenensrnsessoncwnsss 880, 500 880, 596 880, 596 880, 596 880, 596 
Education of Pages 
Education of congressional pages, and pages of the Supreme Court -=-= 92, 703 93,726 93,726 93,726 93,726 
Official Mail Costs 
Expensee2.̃—?j . —— 7,248, 000 8, 534, 000 8, 534, 000 8, 534, 000 8. 534, 000 
13, 000 13, 000 13, 000 13, 000 


11, 311, 660 11, 311, 660 
ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL 


Office of the Architect of the Capitol 


659, 500 678, 200 678, 200 678, 678, 200 
50, 000 50, 000 20. 000 50, 20 000 
1, 886, 900 1, 676, 600 1,676, 600 1,67 1,676, 600 
703, 200 728, "720, 800 25 720.500 
2, 588, 000 3,174,900 5 3, 204, 900 
58, 900 5 58,600 
4,079, 000 4,517, 000 4,481, 000 4, 481, 000 
2, 788, 400 „841, 2,841, 600 2, 841, 600 
AATE US SAR Sy SEL Eis Rae A Del Be TR: 50, 250, 000 250, 000 
Sirmckntal sad mecksoeel CAG... . 1, 411, 800 1, 166, 900 996, 900 996, 900 
e rr tata paso aebeatacscsrcscniecesnecmemened 325, 000 382, 600 350, 000 350, 000 
e / / an ane sene ete meitte 14, 548, 700 15, 523, 200 12, 045, 100 15, 308, 600 
= =—== 
BOTANIC GARDEN 
Sdlariesiand rp —7— 3 —ç— 2 —＋7— 5 9 —＋—vr˖ðR 4 é%éöö?1 „444 513. 300 614, 500 584, 500 584, 500 
LIBRARY OF CONGRESS j ae aac 
DERE T VETERA: MS ͤ ͤ Nile aa nts A octnp ee coh sersee 13,753,300 | 16,583,000 | 15,712,000 | 16. 078, 769 15, 892, 000 
Copyright office, salaries and expenses 2, 266, 000 2, 471, 000 2, 451, 800 2.451, 800 2, 451, 800 
tive Reference Service, salaries and expenses pee 2, 938, 000 3, 428, 000 3, 239, 000 3, 239, 000 3, 239, 000 
Distribution of catalog cards, salaries and expenses-_-.--.-..-..------------------------------------- 4,564, 000 6, 511, 000 6, 422, 800 6, 422, 800 6, 422, 800 
Books for the general collections_............--.---------------+----+-------+--------------------- 800, 000 „6000 590, 000 590, 000 590, 000 
Books for the law library) . 125, 000 125, 000 125, 000 125, 000 125, 000 
Books for the blind and physically 2 salaries and expenses 4,594, 000 6, 085, 000 6, 085, 000 6, 085, 000 6, 085, 000 
8 a ane the papers of the Presidents, salaries and expenses 1 — 112, 800 112, 800 112, 800 112, 800 
Tesei ion pictures e .. S 
Collection and Distribution of ul Materials (Special Foreign Currency Program): 
ye in Treasury-owned foreign currencies... ...........-...-....-------------------------------- 2, 088, 000 2, 584, 000 2, 003, 000 2, 003, 000 
—́— .. . ¼—— 2 180, 000 275, 000 220, 000 220, 000 
„%%% <n < E Ses ·˙-myy : 22 31,471,100 | 38,764,800 | 36, 961, 400 37, 141, 400 
GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE 

3 e na D 21, 500, 000 26, 700, 000 26, 700, 000 

Office of Superintendent of Documents, salaries and expenses 6, 424,700 7,447,070 7,359, 000 
Government Printing Office revolving fund (working capital) o ĩ . T 

C/ ĩ GTA ond ĩðò c ˙%öꝙ r T 42,924,700 | 34,147,700 | 34, 059, 000 

GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE 

j . ð a n 49, 350, 000 52, 900, 000 52, 800, 000 
Grand total 270.502.943 276,005,210 | 228, 089,952 275,885,804 | 275, 699, 035 
INTEREST EQUALIZATION TAX The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 6098) to provide an extension of the in- 
EXTENSION ACT OF 1967 objection, the Chair lays before the Sen- terest equalization tax, and for other 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask ate the unfinished business, which the purposes. 

unanimous consent that the unfinished Clerk will state. The Senate proceeded to consider the 


business be laid before the Senate. The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H.R. bill, which had been reported from the 
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Committee on Finance, with amend- 
ments on page 3, after line 4, to strike 
out: 


The tax, as a 
If the period remaining to maturity is— percentage of 
cca value, 
is— 
(A) (B) 
At least 1 year, but less than 144 years.. 1,05 1.58 
At least 134 years, but less than 114 years. 1.30 1,95 
At least 116 years, but less than 14 years 1.50 2.25 
At least 134 1.85 2.78 
At least 214 years, but less than 2 2.30 3.45 
At least 224 years, but less than 3 2.75 4.13 
At least 314 years, but less than 444 years.. 3.55 5.33 
At least 4 years, but less than 514 years_...| 4.35 6. 53 
At least 515 years, but less than 646 years 5.10 7.65 
At least 61% years, but less than 74 years. 5. 80 8.70 
At least 746 years, but less than 8 — 6. 50 9.75 
At least 844 years, but less than 9 7.10 | 10.65 
t least 91 years, but less than 10; — 7.70 | 11.55 
At least 104¢ years, but less than 1144 years. 8. 30 12.45 
At least 111% years, but less than 1346 years..| 9. 10 13.65 
At least 1344 years, but less than 1644 years..| 10.30 | 15.45 
At least 1614 years, but less than 1844 Fears. 11.35 | 17.03 
At least 18 2 years, but less than 2114 years..| 12.25 | 18.38 
At least 2114 years, but less than 234 years._| 13.05 | 19.58 
At least 2314 years, but less than 2644 years._| 13.75 | 20.63 
At least 2614 years, but less than 2856 Vears. 14. 35 .53 
2814 years or more 15.00 | 22.50 
c in lieu thereof, to insert: 
I li 
The tax, as a per- 
If the period remaining to maturity is— | centage of actual 
value, is— 
(A) | (B) | (©) 
At least 1 year, but less than IIA years. 1.05 | 1.58 2. 10 
At least 144 years, but less than 1 114 years. 1,30 | 1.95 | 2.60 
At least 1ig years, but less than 134 Angin 1.50 | 2.25 | 3.00 
At least 134 years, but less than 214 years_| 1.85 | 2.78 | 3.70 
At least 2 years, but less than 254 ears. 2.30 | 3.45 | 4.60 
At least 234 years, but less than 344 Vears. 2.75 | 4.13 | 5.50 
At least 314 years, but less than 41 years_} 3.55 | 5.33 | 7.10 
At least 445 years, but less than 51% years.| 4.35 | 6.53 | 8.70 
At least 54 years, but less than 644 years.| 5.10 | 7.65 10. 20 
At least 644 years, but less than 714 years.) 5.80 | 8.70 11. 60 
At least 744 years, but less than 995 ears. 6. 509. 75 13. 00 
At least 814 years, but less than 944 years_| 7.10 10. 65 14. 20 
At least 914 years, but less than 1014 Vears. 7.70 [11.55 15. 40 
a jon 1 years, but less than 114 
8.30 12. 45 16. 60 
13.65 18. 20 
15. 45 20. 60 
17.03 22. 70 
18. 38 24. 50 
19. 58 26. 10 
20. 63 27. 50 
21.52 28.70 
22. 50 130. 00 
On page 5, after line 3, to strike out: 


(B) MAXIMUM AND MINIMUM RATES.—NO 
change in the rates of tax which is prescribed 
in an Executive order issued under subpara- 
graph (A) shall (1) cause the rate applicable 
to the acquisition of stock to be higher than 
22.5 percent or lower than 15 percent, or 
(il) cause the rates applicable to debt obliga- 
tions to be higher than the rates set forth 
in column II(B) of the table in paragraph 
(1)(B) of this subsection or lower than 
the rates set forth in column II(A) of such 
table. 


And, in lieu thereof, to insert: 


(B) MAXIMUM rareE—No increase in the 
rates of tax which is prescribed in an Execu- 
tive order issued under subparagraph (A) 
shall— 
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(1) cause the rate applicable to the acqui- 
sition of stock to be higher than 30 per- 
cent, or 

(il) cause the rates applicable to the 
acquisition of debt obligations to be higher 
than the rates set forth in colmun II(C) 
of the table in paragraph (1)(B) of this 
subsection. 


On page 6, after line 18, to insert: 


(iii) If, by reason of an Executive order 
issued under subparagraph (A), the rates of 
tax in effect on the date of an acquisition 
described in paragraph (2) or (4) of section 
8(c) of the Interest Equalization Tax Exten- 
sion Act of 1967 are lower than the rates 
of tax in effect on January 25, 1967, the 
applicable rate of tax prescribed in such 
ea order shall apply to such acquisi- 
tion. 


On page 7, line 9, after “(B)”, to strike 
out (rather than column II (A))“; on 
page 8, line 20, after the word “Commit- 
ments”, to strike out Such“ and insert 
“Except as provided in section 4911(b) 
(2) (C) (iii) of the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1954 (as added by such amendments), 
such”; on page 10, line 19, after the word 
“Conversions”, to strike out “Such” and 
insert “Except as provided in section 
4911(b) (2) (C) Gii) of the Internal Reve- 
nue Code of 1954 (as added by such 
amendments), such“; at the top of page 
12, to insert a new section, as follows: 


Sec. 4. Compliance procedures. 

(a) EXEMPTION FOR PRIOR AMERICAN OWN- 
ERSHIP AND COMPLIANCE.—Section 4918 is 
amended to read as follows: 


“Sec. 4918. Exemption for prior American 
ownership and compliance. 

„(a) GENERAL RuLE.—The tax imposed by 
section 4911 shall not apply to an acquisi- 
tion of stock of a foreign issuer or a debt 
obligation of a foreign obligor if it is estab- 
lished in the manner provided in this sec- 
tion that— 

“(1) the person from whom such stock or 
debt obligation was acquired was a United 
States person throughout the period of his 
ownership or continuously since July 18, 
1963, and was not ineligible, under the pro- 
visions of this chapter, to dispose of such 
stock or debt obligation as a United States 
person; and 

“(2) such person— 

„(A) had paid the tax imposed by sec- 
tion 4911 with respect to the acquisition of 
such stock or debt obligation by such person; 
or 

“(B) acquired such stock or debt obliga- 
tion without liability for payment of such 
tax. 

„b) ESTABLISHING EXEMPTION FOR PRIOR 
AMERICAN OWNERSHIP AND COMPLIANCE.— 

(1) CoNncLUSIvE PROooF.—For purposes of 
the exemption for prior American ownership 
and compliance provided in subsection 
(a)— 

“(A) a validation certificate, evidencing 
that the person from whom stock of a for- 
eign issuer or a debt obligation of a foreign 
obligor was acquired was a person described 
in subsection (a), issued by the Secretary 
or his delegate (or by any officer or employee 
of the United States designated by the Secre- 
tary or his delegate) and filed in accordance 
with the requirements prescribed by the 
Secretary or his delegate; or 

“(B) a written confirmation (referred to 
as an IET clean confirmation) received by 
the person acquiring such stock or debt obli- 
gation from a participating firm acting as 
a broker in effecting the acquisition (or act- 
ing for its own account) which contains no 
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reference to liability for the tax imposed by 
section 4911, 


shall be conclusive proof that such exemp- 
tion applies with respect to the acquisition 
of the stock or debt obligation described in 
such certificate or confirmation, if the person 
making the acquisition relies in good faith 
on the validity of such certificate or con- 
firmation. 

“(2) OTHER Proor.—If the person making 
an acquisition of stock or a debt obligation 
shows reasonable cause for his inability to 
establish such exemption under paragraph 
(1) he may furnish other evidence to estab- 
lish to the satisfaction of the Secretary or 
his delegate that such exemption is appli- 
cable to such acquisition, 

“(c) PARTICIPATING FRM.— 

“(1) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this 
section, a participating firm is a member or 
member organization of a national securities 
exchange or association registered with the 
Securities and Exchange Commission which 
satisfies the eligibility requirements set forth 
in paragraph (2). 

“(2) ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS.— 

“(A) IN GENERAL.—A member or member 
organization of a national securities exchange 
or association registered with the Securities 
and Exchange Commission shall qualify as a 
participating firm if such member or mem- 
ber organization notifies the Secretary or his 
delegate that it— 

“(1) agrees to comply with the provisions 
of this chapter and with the documentation, 
recordkeeping, reporting, and auditing re- 
quirements prescribed by the Secretary or 
e to implement such provisions; 
an 


“(il) if such notification is made after Au- 
gust 14, 1967, is complying with such provi- 
sions and requirements. 

“(B) PARTICIPATING FIRMS DURING INTERIM 
PperiIoD.—During the period commencing July 
16, 1967, and ending on August 14, 1967, the 
following are deemed to be participating firms 
which satisfy the eligibility requirements of 
subparagraph (A): 

“(1) all members and member organiza- 
tions of the New York Stock Exchange; 

„) all members and member organiza- 
tions of the American Stock Exchange; and 

„(i) members or member organizations 
of the National Association of Securities Deal- 
ers, Inc., which reported net capital (as de- 
fined in rule 15c 3-1 under the Securities 
Exchange Act of 1934) of $750,000 in the 
latest financial statement filed with the 
Securities and Exchange Commission on form 
X-17A-5 prior to July 13, 1967, or which 
effected at least 300 transactions with re- 
spect to the sale or acquisition of stock of 
foreign issuers or debt obligations of foreign 
obligors during either the week commencing 
on July 2, 1967, or the week commencing on 
July 9, 1967. 

“(C) TERMINATION OF sTATUS.—The status 
of a member or member organization of a 
national securities exchange or association 
registered with the Securities and Exchange 
Commission See 122 a participating 
firm shall be terminate: 

“(1) such member 5 . organiza~ 
tion qualifies as a participating firm during 
the interim period described in subpara- 
graph (B) and does not submit to the Sec- 
retary or his delegate, on or before August 
15, 1967, the notification described in sub- 
paragraph (A); 

“(ii) such member or member organiza- 
tion files a written request with the Secre- 
tary or his delegate to terminate such 
status; or 

(ui) the Secretary or his delegate has 
reasonable cause to believe a participating 
firm is failing to comply with the statutory 
provisions and procedural requirements de- 
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scribed in subparagraph (A), and notifies 
the participating firm of such noncompli- 
ance, 

Any termination of the status of a partici- 
pating firm in accordance with this sub- 
paragraph shall be effective as of the date 
specified in a notice to such participating 
firm issued by the Secretary or his delegate 
which date shall be subsequent to the date 
on which information regarding the termi- 
nation of such status is published for the 
purpose of informing the remaining partici- 
pating firms and participating custodians. 
For purposes of this paragraph, an associate 
member or member organization of the New 
York Stock Exchange, the American Stock 
Exchange, or a national securities associa- 
tion registered with the Securities and Ex- 
change Commission shall be deemed a mem- 
ber or member organization of such ex- 
change or association. 

“(d) Issuance or IET CLEAN CONFIRMA- 
TION BY PARTICIPATING FirmM.—A participat- 
ing firm may issue an IET clean confirma- 
tion (referred to in subsection (b) (1) (B)) 
in connection with an acquisition of stock 
of a foreign issuer or a debt obligation of a 
foreign obligor by a United States person— 

“(1) if such participating firm— 

“(A) acted as a broker in effecting such 
acquisition and received from another par- 
ticipating firm a written comparison or 
broker-dealer confirmation under subsection 
(e) which indicates that the exemption for 
prior American ownership and compliance 
provided in subsection (a) applies to such 
acquisition; 

“(B) acted as a broker in effecting both the 
sale and acquisition on the same day of such 
stock or debt obligation and would have been 
entitled to issue a written comparison or 
broker-dealer confirmation under paragraph 
(e) which indicates that the exemption for 
prior American ownership and compliance 
provided in subsection (a) applies to such 
acquisition if such acquisition had been ef- 
fected by another participating firm; 

“(C) sold such stock or debt obligation for 
his own account and is a person described in 
subsection (a) with respect to such acquisi- 
tion; or 

“(2) if such acquisition was effected by 

such participating firm in a sale by, or ef- 
fected by, another participating firm on a na- 
tional securities exchange registered with 
the Securities and Exchange Commission, or 
in a transaction in which such participating 
firm and the participating firm effecting the 
sale were members of a national association 
of securities dealers registered with the Secu- 
rities and Exchange Commission, and if such 
acquisition was effected in accordance with 
rules of such exchange or such association 
which the Secretary or his delegate deter- 
mines require acquisitions exempt from tax 
under this section to be effected in such a 
manner that the requirements of subsection 
(e) are satisfied. 
Any IET clean confirmation issued under 
this subsection shall be clearly distinguish- 
able from any other confirmation issued with 
respect to an acquisition of stock of a for- 
eign issuer or a debt obligation of a foreign 
obligor by a participating firm. 

“(e) Sates EFFECTED BY PARTICIPATING 
FIRMS IN CONNECTION WITH EXEMPT ACQUISI- 
tions.—A participating firm effecting the 
sale of stock of a foreign issuer or a debt ob- 
ligation of a foreign obligor may issue a writ- 
ten comparison or broker-dealer confirmation 
to the participating firm effecting the acqui- 
sition of such stock or debt obligation, which 
indicates the exemption for prior American 
ownership and compliance provided in sub- 
section (a) applies to such acquisition, only 
if the firm effecting the sale 
has in its possession (except in the case of a 
sale for another participating firm or a par- 
ticipating custodian to which paragraph (4) 
applies) a statement, upon which such par- 
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ticipating firm relies in good faith, executed 
under penalty of perjury by the person mak- 
ing the sale establishing that such person 
is a United States person and is the owner 
of all stock of foreign issuers and debt obli- 
gations of foreign obligors held in his name 
by such participating firm; and either— 

“(1)(A) at the close of business on July 
14, 1967, carried such stock or debt obliga- 
tion in its records (on a trade-date basis) for 
the account of the seller; and 

“(B) included such stock or debt obliga- 
tion in the transition inventory referred to 
in subsection (g) filed or to be filed on or 
before the due date by such participating 
firm with the Secretary or his delegate in 
accordance with the provisions of such sub- 
section; 

“(2) after July 14, 1967— 

“(A) sold for its own account such stock 
or debt obligation to the seller, or acting as 
broker effected the acquisition of such stock 
or debt obligation by the seller, if the exemp- 
tion for prior American ownership and com- 
pliance provided in subsection (a) applied to 
such acquisition by reason of subsection (b) 
(1) (B); and 

“(B) continuously carried in its records on 
a trade-date basis for the account of the 
seller such stock or debt obligation; 

“(3)(A) sold for its own account such 
stock or debt obligation to the seller, or act- 
ing as a broker effected the acquisition of 
such stock or debt obligation by the seller, if, 
by reason of subsection (b)(1)(B) (or by 
reason of subsections (c) or (d) as in effect 
with respect to acquisitions before July 15, 
1967), the exemption for prior American own- 
ership and compliance provided by subsection 
(a) (or the exemption for prior American 
ownership provided by subsection (a) as in 
effect with respect to acquisitions before July 
15, 1967) applied to such acquisition; and 

“(B) after July 14, 1967, received from the 
seller the identical stock certificates or evi- 
dences of indebtedness which it had pre- 
viously delivered to the seller with respect to 
such acquisition by the seller; 

(4) receives possession of such stock or 
debt obligation from another participating 
firm or from a participating custodian, to- 
gether with a transfer of custody certificate, 
as provided in subsection (h); 

“(5) receives from the seller stock which 
was registered before July 19, 1963, in the 
name of the seller by a participating custo- 
dian which acted as transfer agent in regis- 
tering such stock; 

“(6) receives from the seller a validation 
certificate issued by the Secretary or his dele- 
gate evidencing that the seller is a person 
described in subsection (a) with respect to 
such stock or debt obligation and files such 
certificate with the Secretary or his delegate 
in accordance with the requirements pre- 
scribed by the Secretary or his delegate; or 

“(7) withholds from the proceeds of such 
sale (with the consent of the seller) an 
amount equal to the tax which would be 
imposed under section 4911 on the acquisi- 
tion of such stock or debt obligation by the 
purchaser if such acquisition were not ex- 
empt from such tax under this section. 
The withholding under paragraph (7) shall 
be treated as the collection of the tax im- 
posed under section 4911 on the acquisition 
by the seller of such stock or debt obligation 
and shall be paid over to the Secretary or 
his delegate or released to the seller at such 
time and in such manner as provided in reg- 
ulations prescribed by the Secretary or his 
delegate. 

“(f) PARTICIPATING CUSTODIAN: — 

“(1) Dermvrrion.—For purposes of this 
section, a participating custodian is a bank 
or trust company insured by the Federal 
Deposit Insurance Corporation which satis- 
fies the eligibility requirements set forth in 
paragraph (2). 

“(2) ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL—A bank or trust com- 
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pany insured by the Federal Deposit Insur- 
ance Corporation may become a participat- 
ing custodian if such bank or trust company 
notifies the Secretary or his delegate that 
it— 

“(i) agrees to comply with the provisions 
of this chapter and the documentation, 
recordkeeping, reporting, and auditing re- 
quirements prescribed by the Secretary or 
his delegate to implement such provisions, 
and 

„(u) if such notification is made after 
August 14, 1967, is complying with such pro- 
visions and requirements. 

„B) PARTICIPATING CUSTODIANS DURING 
INTERIM PERIOD.—During the period com- 
mencing July 15, 1967, and ending on Au- 
gust 14, 1967, Federal Reserve member banks 
which are classified as reserve city banks are 
deemed to be participating custodians 
which satisfy the eligibility requirements of 
subparagraph (A). 

“(C) TERMINATION OF sTATUS.—The status 
of a bank or trust company insured by the 
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation as a 
participating custodian shall be terminated, 

“(i) such bank or trust company qualifies 
as a participating firm during the interim 
period described in subparagraph (B) and 
does not submit to the Secretary or his dele- 
gate, on or before August 15, 1967, the noti- 
fication described in subparagraph (A); 

“(ii) such bank or trust company files a 
written request with the Secretary or his 
delegate to terminate such status; or 

„(U) the Secretary or his delegate has 
reasonable cause to believe a participating 
custodian is failing to comply with the 
statutory provisions and procedural require- 
ments described in subparagraph (A), and 
notifies the participating custodian of such 
noncompliance, 

Any termination of the status of a partici- 
pating custodian in accordance with this 
subparagraph shall be effective as of the date 
specified in a notice to such participating 
custodian issued by the Secretary or his 
delegate which date shall be subsequent to 
the date on which information regarding the 
termination of such status is published for 
the purpose of informing the remaining par- 
ticipating custodians and participating firms. 

“(g) FILING oF TRANSITION INVENTORY.— 
A participating firm and participating cus- 
todian which qualifies before August 15, 
1967, shall, on or before August 15, 1967, file 
an inventory (designated as a transition 
inventory) with the Secretary or his dele- 
gate which shall include all stock of foreign 
issuers and debt obligations of foreign 
obligors carried in its record (on a trade- 
date basis) by such participating firm or par- 
ticipating custodian as of the close of busi- 
ness on July 14, 1967 (excluding, in the case 
of a member or member organization which 
becomes a participating firm after July 15, 
1967, and in the case of a bank or trust com- 
pany which becomes a participating cus- 
todian after July 15, 1967, stock and debt ob- 
ligations not also carried in its records on 
the day prior to the day on which it became 
a participating firm or participating custo- 
dian), together with such information as 
may be required by the Secretary or his dele- 
gate. 

“(h) TRANSFER OF CUSTODY CERTIFICATE.— 

“(1) NATURE OF CERTIFICATE.—A certificate 
(designated as a transfer of custody certifi- 
cate) may be issued in accordance with para- 
graph (2) by a participating firm or partici- 
pating custodian in connection with a 
delivery of stock of foreign issuers or debt 
obligations of foreign obligors which are car- 
ried in its records for the account of a 
United States person to another participating 
firm or participating custodian. 

“(2) AUTHORIZED TRANSFERS OF CUSTODY.— 
A participating firm or participating cus- 
todian shall issue a transfer of custody cer- 
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tificate only if, with respect to the stock or 
debt obligations described in such certificate, 
it has in its possession a statement, upon 
which it relies in good faith, executed under 
penalty of perjury that the person for whose 
account such stock or debt obligation is car- 
ried on its records is a United States person 
and if— 

“(A) such participating firm or participat- 
ing custodian— 

“(i) carried in its records (on a trade-date 
basis) at the close of business on July 14, 
1967, for the account of a United States 
person the stock or debt obligation described 
in the transfer of custody certificate; and 

“(ii) includes such stock or debt obliga- 
tion in the transition inventory referred to in 
subsection (g) filed or to be filed on or before 
the due date by such participating firm with 
the Secretary or his delegate in accordance 
with the provisions of such subsection; 

“(B) such participating firm or participat- 
ing custodian received a like amount of stock 
or debt obligations described in the transfer 
of custody certificate from another partici- 
pating firm or participating custodian ac- 
companied by a transfer of custody certifi- 
cate with respect to such stock or debt 
obligation; 

“(C) such participating firm 

J) effected as broker (or for its own ac- 
count) the acquisition of the stock or debt 
obligation described in the transfer of cus- 
tody certificate, and the exemption for prior 
American ownership and compliance pro- 
vided in subsection (a) applied to such ac- 
quisition by reason of subsection (b) (1) (B); 
and 

“(ii) continuously carried in its records 
for the account of the person who acquired 
such stock or debt obligation, or received 
from such person, the identical stock cer- 
tificates or evidences of indebtedness which 
it had previously delivered to such person in 
connection with such acquisition; or 

“(D) such participating custodian received 
an IET clean confirmation in connection 
with the acquisition of the stock or debt 
obligation described in the transfer of cus- 
tody certificate for the person for whose ac- 
count such stock or debt obligation is car- 
ried on its records; or 

(E) conditions set forth in regulations 
prescribed by the Secretary or his delegate 
are met. 

“(i) CERTAIN DEBT OBLIGATIONS ARISING 
Our oF Loans To AssurE Raw MATERIAL 
Sources.—Under regulations prescribed by 
the Secretary or his delegate, subsection (a) 
shall not apply to the acquisition by a United 
States person of any debt obligation to which 
section 4914(d) applied where the acquisition 
of the debt obligation by such person is made 
with an intent to sell, or to offer to sell, any 
part of such debt obligation to United States 
persons. The preceding sentence shall not 
apply if the tax imposed by section 4911 has 
applied to any prior acquisition of such debt 
obligation, 

(J) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary or his 
delegate shall prescribe such regulations as 
may be necessary to carry out the purposes 
of this section.” 

(b) RETURN RequmemMents.—Section 6011 
(d) (1) is amended to read as follows: 

“(1) IN GENERAL. 

“(A) Every person shall make a return for 
each calendar quarter during which he incurs 
liability for the tax imposed by section 4911, 
or would so incur liability but for the pro- 
visions of section 4918. The return shall, in 
addition to such other information as the 
Secretary or his delegate may by regulations 
require, include a list of all acquisitions 
made by such person during the calendar 
quarter for which exemption is claimed 
under section 4918 accompanied by a copy 
of any return made during such quarter 
under subparagraph (B). No return or ac- 
companying evidence shall be required under 
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this paragraph, in connection with any ac- 
quisition with respect to which— 

“(i) an IET clean confirmation is obtained 
in accordance with the provisions of section 
4918(b), 

“(ii) a validation certificate described in 
section 4918(b) issued to the person from 
whom such acquisition was made is obtained, 
and such certificate was filed in accordance 
with the requirements prescribed by the 
Secretary or his delegate, or 

(ut) a validation certificate was obtained 
by the acquiring person after such acquisi- 
tion and before the date prescribed by section 
6076(a) for the filing of the return, 
nor shall any such acquisition be required to 
be listed in any return made under this 
paragraph. 

“(B) Every person who incurs liability for 
the tax imposed by section 4911 shall, if he 
disposes of the stock or debt obligation with 
respect to which such liability was incurred 
prior to the filing of the return required by 
subparagraph (A), make a return of such 
tax.” 


(e) TIME FOR FILING Rerurns—tThe text 
of section 6076 is amended to read as follows: 

“(a) Each return made under section 6011 
(d) (I) A) shall be filed on or before the 
last day of the first month following the 
period for which it is made. 

“(b) Each return made under section 6011 
(d)(1)(B) shall be filed before the date of 
disposition of the stock or debt obligation 
with respect to which such return is made.” 

(d) PENALTIES FoR FALSE STATEMENTS, 
Erc.— 

(1) Section 6681 is amended by striking 
out subsections (a) and (b) and inserting 
in lieu thereof the following: 

„(a) FALSE STATEMENT OF UNITED STATES 
Person StaTus.—In addition to the criminal 
penalty imposed by section 7241, any person 
who, for purposes of section 4918(e), know- 
ingly executes a statement as to his status 
as a United States person and ownership of 
stock and debt obligations which contains a 
misstatement of material fact shall be Hable 
to a penalty equal to 125 percent of the 
amount of the tax imposed by section 4911 
on the acquisition of any stock or debt obli- 
gation which, but for the provisions of sec- 
tion 4918, would be payable by the person 
acquiring such stock or debt obligation. 

“(b) LIABILITY oF PARTICIPATING FIRMS AND 
PARTICIPATING CUSTODIANS.— 

“(1) CONFIRMATIONS AND COMPARISONS.—A 
participating firm described in section 4918 
(c) shall be liable to a penalty equal to 125 
percent of the amount of tax imposed by 
section 4911 on the acquisition of stock or 
a debt obligation which, but for the provi- 
sions of section 4918, would be payable by 
the person acquiring the stock or debt obli- 
gation, if such participating firm know- 
ingly— 

“(A) furnishes an IET clean confirmation 
referred to in section 4918(b) other than in 
accordance with the provisions of section 
4918(d), 

“(B) furnishes a written comparison or 
broker-dealer confirmations other than in 
accordance with the provisions of section 
4918(e), or 

“(C) violates the rules of an exchange or 
association referred to in section 4918(d) (2) 
and as a result thereof an IET clean con- 
firmation referred to in section 4918(b) is 
issued under section 4918(d)(2) by another 
participating firm. 

“(2) TRANSFER OF CUSTODY CERTIFICATES.— 
A participating firm or participating custo- 
dian (described in section 4918(f)) shall be 
liable to a penalty equal to 125 percent of 
the amount of tax imposed by section 4911 
on the acquisition of stock or a debt obli- 
gation which, but for the provisions of sec- 
tion 4918, would be payable by the person 
acquiring the stock or debt obligation, if 
such firm or custodian knowingly issues a 
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transfer of custody certificate (described in 
section 4918(h)(1)) which contains a mis- 
statement of material fact or knowingly is- 
sues a transfer of custody certificate other 
than in accordance with the provisions of 
section 4918.” 

(2) Section 6681(e) is amended to read 
as follows: 

„(e) PENALTY To BE IN LIEU or Tax IN 
CERTAIN Cases.—Unless the person acquiring 
the person acquiring the stock or debt obli- 
gation involved had reason to know that the 
IET clean confirmation which he received 
was false in any material respect, the penalty 
under subsection (b) (1) (A) shall be in lieu 
of any tax on the acquisition of stock or debt 
obligation under section 4911.” 

(3) Section 6681 is amended by adding at 
the end thereof the following new subsection: 

“(f) FALSE APPLICATION FOR VALIDATION 
CERTIFICATE, ETC.—Any person who knowingly 
supplies information in connection with an 
application for a validation certificate (de- 
scribed in section 4918(b)(1)(A)) which 
contains a misstatement of a material fact, 
or who knowingly obtains or uses a valida- 
tion certificate for the purpose of establish- 
ing an exemption for prior American owner- 
ship and compliance under section 4918(a) 
other than in accordance with the provi- 
sions of section 4918, shall be lable to a 
penalty equal to 125 per centum of an amount 
equal to the tax which would have been 
imposed by section 4911 if the stock or debt 
obligation described in such certificate had 
been acquired by a person required to pa 
such tax on the date of application.” 

(e) CRIMINAL Penatry.—Section 7241 is 
amended by inserting “(a)” before “Any 
person” and by adding at the end thereof the 
following new subsection: 

“(b) Any person who, on or after the date 
of the enactment of the Interest Equalization 
Tax Extension Act of 1967, willfully executes, 
for purposes of section 4918(e), a statement 
as to his status as a United States person 
and ownership of stock and debt obligations 
which is known by him to be fradulent or to 
be false in any material respect shall be 
guilty of a misdemeanor and, upon convic- 
tion thereof, shall for each offense be fined 
not more than $1,000, or imprisoned not more 
than one year, or both.” 

(f) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for subchapter A of chapter 41 is 
amended by striking out the item relating to 
section 4918 and inserting in lieu thereof the 
following: 

“Sec, 4918. Exemption for prior American 
ownership and compliance.” 

(g) Errective Date—The amendments 
made by this section (other than by subsec- 
tions (d) and (e)) shall apply with respect to 
acquisitions of stock and debt obligations 
made after July 14, 1967. The amendments 
made by subsections (d) and (e) shall take 
Smoot on the date of the enactment of this 

(h) INTERIM PROCEDURES.—The Secretary of 
the Treasury or his delegate may establish 
such procedures and require the filing of 
such information and the maintenance of 
such records as may be necessary in order to 
permit an orderly transition in respect to 
market procedures for the period beginning 
on July 15, 1967, and ending on August 14, 
1967, pursuant to which participating firms 
and participating custodians may issue IET 
clean confirmations, clean comparisons, 
broker-dealer clean confirmation, and Trans- 
fer of Custody Certificates without satisfying 
the specific procedural requirements pro- 
vided in section 4918 of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1954 as amended by subsection (a) 
of this section. 


On page 35, at the beginning of line 1, 
to change the section number from “4” to 
‘5”; after line 1, to insert: 
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(a) COMMISSIONS Pam TO FOREIGN BRANCH 
OFFICES OF DOMESTIC SECURITIES DEALERS.— 

(1) Section 4912 (b) (2) (B) is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following new 
sentence: “The preceding sentence shall not 
apply to a transfer of money or other prop- 
erty by a domestic corporation or partnership 
to a branch office with respect to which there 
is an election in effect under paragraph (5) 
of section 4920(a), to the extent that such 
transfer is in payment of a commission on a 
transaction initiated by such branch office 
and such commission is not in excess of the 
commission which such domestic corpora- 
tion or partnership would pay to another 
domestic corporation or partnership in a 
similar transaction entered into at arm’s 
length.” 

(2) The amendment made by paragraph 
(1) shall apply with respect to transfers 
made on or after the date of the enactment 
of this Act. 


At the beginning of line 19, to strike 
out “(a)” and insert (b)“; on page 36, 
after line 5, to strike out: 


(B) real property (other than property to 
which subparagraph (A) applies) located 
outside the United States and owned, on 
July 18, 1968, by the person acquiring such 
obligation. 


And, in lieu thereof, to insert: 


(B) real property (other than real prop- 
erty to which subparagraph (A) applies) lo- 
cated outside the United States and owned, 
on July 18, 1963, by— 

(i) the person acquiring such obligation, 
or 

(il) a decedent who was a United States 
person on the date of his death, if such real 
property was transferred to the person ac- 
quiring such obligation by reason of the 
death of the decedent. 


At the beginning of line 24, to strike 
out “(b)” and insert (c)“; on page 37, 
after line 18, to insert: 


(d) Export CREDIT TRANSACTIONS GUARAN- 
TEED BY UNITED STATES AGENCIES.— 

(1) Section 4914(c) (1) is amended— 

(A) by striking out “to such obligor” in 
the matter preceding subparagraph (A); and 

(B) by inserting before “the United States 

» in subparagraph (B) “such sale is 
made to such foreign obligor and“. 

(2) The amendments made by paragraph 
(1) shall apply with respect to acquisitions 
made on or after the date of the enactment 
of this Act. 


On page 38, at the beginning of line 6, 
to strike out “(c)” and insert “(e)”; on 
page 39, after line 6, to insert: 


(t) REACQUISITION OF CERTAIN EXPORT DEBT 
OBLIGATIONS.— 

(1) Section 4914(c) is amended by renum- 
bering paragraph (7) as (8), and by insert- 
ing after paragraph (6) the following new 
paragraph: 

“ (7) REACQUISITION OF CERTAIN EXPORT DEBT 
OBLIGATIONS.—If paragraph (1), (2), or (6) of 
this subsection applied to the acquisition of 
a debt obligation by a United States person 
and such debt obligation is transferred by 
such United States person to a person other 
than a United States person (and subsection 
(j) (1) (A) (ii) would have applied if such 
transfer had been to a United States person), 
the tax imposed by section 4911 shall not 
apply to the reacquisition of such debt ob- 
ligation by such United States person from 
such person.” 

(2) The amendment made by paragraph 
(1) shall apply with respect to reacquisitions 
made on or after the date of the enactment 
-of this Act. 

(g) CERTAIN ACQUISITIONS OF CANADIAN SE- 
«CURITIES BEFORE SEPTEMBER 2, 1964.— 

(1) Section 4914 is amended by adding at 
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the end thereof the following new subsec- 
tion: 

(k) ACQUISITIONS OF CANADIAN SECURITIES 
BEFORE SEPTEMBER 2, 1964.—The tax imposed 
by section 4911 shall not apply to an acquisi- 
tion made before September 2, 1964, by a 
United States person of stock of a Canadian 
corporation or a debt obligation of a Ca- 
nadian obligor if such acquisition was 
made— 

(1) with Canadian currency held by such 
person on July 18, 1963, 

“(2) with funds held by such person on 
July 18, 1963, which were on deposit in Cana- 
da with persons carrying on the banking 
business, 

(3) from the proceeds of the disposition 
of stock of Canadian corporations, or debt 
obligations of Canadian obligors, held by 
such person on July 18, 1963, 

(4) from the proceeds of the disposition 
of stock of Canadian corporations, or debt 
obligations of Canadian obligors, acquired 
by such person after July 18, 1963, in an 
acquisition to which paragraph (3) applied, 
or 


“(5) with credit obtained in Canada. 
For purposes of this subsection, the term 
‘Canadian obligor’ means the Government 
of the Dominion of Canada or any Province 
or any political subdivision thereof, or an 
agency or instrumentality of such a Gov- 
ernment; a Canadian corporation, partner- 
ship, estate, or trust which is not a United 
States person; a citizen of Canada; or a 
resident of Canada (other than a resident 
who is a United States person) .” 

(2) The amendment made by paragraph 
(1) shall apply with respect to acquisitions 
made after July 18, 1963. 

(3) No interest shall be paid with respect 
to any credit or refund allowed or made by 
reason of the application of the amendment 
made by paragraph (1). 

(h) Less DEVELOPED Country SHIPPING 
CoMPANIES.— 

(1) Section 4916 (c) is amended— 

(A) by redesignating subparagraph (B) 
of paragraph (1) as subparagraph (C); 

(B) by striking out subparagraph (A) of 
paragraph (1) and inserting in lieu thereof 
the following: 

“(A) meets the requirements of section 
955 (o) (1); 

“(B)(i) meets the requirements of sec- 
tion 955 (c) (2), and 

“(ii) om each day of such applicable 
periods, is owned (as determined under sec- 
tion 958 (a)), to the extent of at least 80 
percent of each class of its stock, by United 
States persons or residents of one or more 
less developed countries; or”; 

(C) by striking out the last sentence of 
paragraph (1) and inserting in lieu thereof 
the following: “A foreign partnership, as 
defined in section 7701(a)(2) and (5), the 
assets, gross income, and ownership of 
which, for the applicable periods set forth 
in paragraph (3), satisfy the requirements 
of subparagraph (A), (B), or (C) of the 
first sentence of this paragraph, shall be 
treated as a less developed country corpora- 
tion for purposes of this section.”; 

(D) by striking out “subparagraph (A) 
and (B)” in paragraph (2)(A) and (3) and 
inserting in lieu thereof “subparagraphs 
(A), (B), and (C)”; and 

(E) by striking out “subparagraph (B)” 
in paragraph (2)(C) and inserting in lieu 
thereof “subparagraph (C) “. 

(2) The amendment made by paragraph 
(1) shall apply with respect to acquisi- 
tions made after the date of the enactment 
of this Act. 


On page 42, at the beginning of line 
24, to strike out “(d)” and insert “(i)”; 
at the top of page 43, to strike out: 

(1) Section 4917(d) is amended by strik- 
ing out “after the date of the enactment of 
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the Interest Equalization Tax Extension Act 
of 1965”. 


And, in lieu thereof, to insert: 

(1) Section 4717(d) is amended by 

(A) striking out “after the date of the 
enactment of the Interest Equalization Tax 
Amendments Act of 1965”; 

(B) striking out “5 per centum” and in- 
serting in lieu thereof “1 per centum”; and 

(C) striking out “25 per centum” and in- 
serting in lieu thereof “5 per centum”, 


On page 44, at the beginning of line 7, 
to strike out (e)“ and insert “(j)”; on 
page 45, at the beginning of line 24, to 
strike out (f)“ and insert “(k)”; on 
page 48, after line 8, to strike out: 


(g) CERTAIN EXPORT RELATED TRANSAC- 
TIONS. 

(1) Section 4920(a)(3) is amended by 
striking out “or” at the end of subpara- 
graph (B) and the period at the end of sub- 

aph (C) (as added by subsection (f) 
(h)(1) of this section), by inserting in lieu 
of such period “; or”, and by adding after 
subparagraph (C) the following new sub- 
paragraph: 

“(D) a domestic corporation if— 

“(1) substantially all of the business of 
such corporation consists of the acquisition 
from foreign obligors of debt obligations, 
arising out of loans made to such obligors, 
all of the proceeds of which are to be used 
by such obligors to pay part or all of the 
purchase price in sales to such obligors of 
tangible property or property described in 
section 4914(c)(3)(A) or services (or any 
combination thereof) by one or more in- 
cludible corporations in an affiliated group, 
as defined in section 1504, of which such 
corporation is a member, 

„(ii) at least 15 percent of the purchase 
price of each such sale is attributable to the 
sale of property manufactured, produced, 
grown, or extracted in the United States by 
one or more such includible corporations, 
or to the performance of services by one 
or more such includible corporations, or to 


“(iil) such corporation establishes that 
such debt obligations are acquired solely out 
of the proceeds of the sale by such corpora- 
tion (or by a domestic corporation described 
in section 4912 (b) (3) which owns all of the 
stock of such corporation) of debt obliga- 
tions of such corporation (or such other 
domestic corporation) to persons other than 
United States persons (including such a sale 
in a transaction described in section 4919 
(a) (1)). 

“(iv) the actual value and period remain- 
ing to maturity of the debt obligations ac- 
quired by such corporation do not exceed at 
any time the actual value and period re- 
maining to maturity of the debt obligations 
the proceeds of the sale of which are estab- 
lished, in accordance with clause (iii), to 
have been used to make such acquisitions, 

“(v) such corporation does not acquire 
any stock or debt obligations of foreign is- 
suers or obligors (other than debt obliga- 
tions described in clause (i)) which would 
have been subject to the tax imposed by 
section 4911 had such corporation not elect- 
ed to be treated as a foreign issuer or obligor 
under clause (vil), 

“(vi) such corporation maintains, in a 
manner satisfactory to the Secretary or his 
delegate, such records and accounts as may 
be necessary to establish that the require- 
ments of the foregoing clauses haye been 
met, and 

(vii) such corporation elects to be treated 
as a foreign issuer or obligor for purposes of 
this chapter. 

The election under clause (vii) shall be made 
on or before the 60th day after the date of 
the enactment of this subparagraph or the 
60th day after the organization of the cor- 


July 24, 1967 


poration, whichever is later, under regula- 
tions prescribed by the Secretary or his dele- 
gate. Any such election shall be effective as 
of the date thereof and shall remain in effect 
until revoked. If, at any time, the corporation 
ceases to meet any requirement of clause 
(i), (u), (iii), (iv), (v), or (vi), the election 
shall thereupon be deemed revoked. When 
an election is revoked, no further election 
may be made. If an election is revoked, the 
corporation shall incur lability at the time 
of such revocation for the tax imposed by 
section 4911 with respect to all debt obliga- 
tions described in clause (i) (and all stock 
and debt obligations described in clause (v)) 
which were acquired by it during the period 
for which the election was in effect and 
which are held by it at the time of such 
revocation; and the amount of such tax shall 
be equal to the amount of tax for which the 
corporation would be liable under such sec- 
tion if it had acquired such stock or debt 
obligations immediately after such revoca- 
tion. For purposes of sections 4912 and 4915, 
@ corporation which has made an election 
under clause (vii) shall, during the period 
for which such election is in effect, be 
treated, with respect to acquisitions from 
such corporation, as a foreign corporation 
which is not formed or availed of for the 
principal purpose described in section 4915 
(c) (1).” 

(2) Section 4920(a)(4)(C) (as amended 
by subsection (f)(3) of this section) is 
amended by striking out “subparagraph (B) 
or (C) of paragraph (8)” and by inserting in 
lieu thereof “subparagraph (B), (C), or (D) 
of paragraph (3)”. 


And, in lieu thereof, to insert: 


(1) CERTAIN FINANCING COMPANIES.— 

(1) Section 4920(a) is amended by insert- 
ing after paragraph (3A) (as added by sub- 
section (k)(2)) the following new para- 
graph: 

“(3B) CERTAIN DOMESTIC FINANCING COM- 
PANIES.—The terms ‘foreign issuer’, ‘foreign 
obligor’, and ‘foreign issuer or obligor’ also 
mean a domestic corporation if— 

“(A) such corporation is engaged in the 
business of acquiring— 

“(i) debt obligations arising out of the 
sale of tangible personal property produced, 
manufactured, assembled, or extracted by 
one or more includible corporations in an 
affiliated group (as determined under sec- 
tion 48(c) (3) (C)) of which such corporation 
is a member, 

(11) debt obligations arising out of the 
sale of tangible personal property received 
as part or all of the consideration in sales 
of property described in clause (i), 

“(iii) debt obligations arising out of the 
sale of tangible personal property received 

as part or all of the consideration in sales of 
property described in clause (ii), 

„(iv) debt obligations arising out of the 
sale of tangible property described in section 
4914(c) (3) (A) or services (or any combina- 
tion thereof) by one or more includible cor- 
porations in an affiliated group (as deter- 
mined under section 1504 of which such cor- 
poration is a member, if at least 15 percent 
of the purchase price of each such sale is at- 
tributable to the sale of property manufac- 
tured, produced, grown, or extracted in the 
United States by one or more such includi- 
ble corporations, or to the performance of 
services by one or more such includible cor- 
porations, or to both, 

“(v) debt obligations arising out of loans 
to dealers or distributors primarily engaged 
in the business of selling property described 
in clause (i), (ii), or (iii), the proceeds of 
which are used by such dealers in such busi- 
ness, or 

(vi) any combination of the foregoing, 

“(B) at least 90 percent of the actual 
value of the debt obligations acquired by 
such corporation during each calendar quar- 
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ter consists of debt obligations described in 
subparagraph (A), 

(O) such corporation acquires the debt 
obligations described in subparagraph (A) 
solely out of the proceeds of the sale (in- 
cluding a sale in a transaction described in 
section 4919 (a) (1)) by such corporation (or 
by a domestic corporation described in sec- 
tion 4912 (b) (3) which owns all of the stock 
of such corporation) of debt obligations of 
such corporation (or such other domestic 
corporation) to persons other than— 

“(i) a United States person, 

“(ii) a foreign partnership in which such 
corporation owns directly or indirectly 
(within the meaning of section 4915 (a) (1)) 
10 percent or more of the profits interest, or 

(Ui) a foreign corporation, if such domes- 
tic corporation (or one or more includible 
corporations in an affiliated group, as deter- 
mined under section 1504, of which such 
domestic corporation is a member) owns di- 
rectly or indirectly (within the meaning of 
section 4915(a)(1)) 10 percent or more of 
the total combined voting power of all classes 
of stock of such foreign corporation, except 
to the extent such foreign corporation has, 
after having given advance notice to the Sec- 
retary or his delegate, sold its debt obliga- 
tions to persons other than persons described 
in clause (i) or (ii) or this clause and is 
using the proceeds of the sale of such debt 
obligations to acquire the debt obligations of 
such domestic corporation (or such other 
domestic corporation), 

“(D) the total actual value of the out- 
standing debt obligations described in sub- 
paragraph (C) sold by such corporation at 
all times exceeds the total actual value of 
the debt obligations described in subpara- 
graph (A) owned by such corporation, 

„(E) the total actual value of the debt 
obligations described in subparagraph (A) 
owned by such corporation with a period re- 
maining to maturity of less than one year at 
the time of acquisition at all times exceed 
the total actual value of the outstanding 
debt obligations described in subparagraph 
(C) sold by such corporation with a period 
remaining to maturity of less than one year 
at the time of sale (other than debt obliga- 
tions sold pursuant to an overdraft arrange- 
ment), 

“(F) such corporation does not acquire 
any stock or debt obligations of foreign is- 
suers or foreign obligors (other than stock 
or debt obligations described in subpara- 
graph (A)), or any stock or debt obligations 
of a domestic corporation described in sec- 
tion 4912(b)(3), the acquisition of which 
would have been subject to the tax imposed 
by section 4911 if such corporation had not 
elected to be treated as a foreign issuer or 
obligor under subparagraph (H), 

“(G) such corporation, in a manner satis- 
factory to the Secretary or his delegate, iden- 
tifies the certificates representing its stock 
and debt obligations, maintains such records 
and accounts and submits such reports as 
may be necessary to establish that the re- 
quirements of the foregoing subparagraphs 
have been met, and 

“(H) such corporation elects to be treated 
as a foreigner issuer or obligor for purposes 
of this chapter. 

The election under subparagraph (H) shall 
be made on or before the sixtieth day after the 
date of the enactment of this paragraph or 
the sixtieth day after the organization of the 
corporation, whichever is later, under regu- 
lations prescribed by the Secretary or his 
delegate, Any such election shall be effective 
as of the date thereof and shall remain in 
effect until revoked, If, at any time, the cor- 
poration ceases to meet any requirement of 
subparagraph (A), (B), (C), (D), (E), (F), 
or (G), the election shall thereupon be 
deemed revoked. When an election is revoked, 
no further election may be made. If an elec- 
tion is revoked, the corporation shal] incur 
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liability at the time of such revocation for 
the tax imposed by section 4911 with respect 
to all debt obligations described in subpara- 
graph (A) (and all stock and debt obligations 
described in subparagraph (F)) which were 
acquired by it during the period for which 
the election was in effect and which are held 
by it at the time of such revocation; and the 
amount of such tax shall be equal to the 
amount of tax for which the corporation 
would be liable under such section if it had 
acquired such stock or debt obligations im- 
mediately after such revocation, For pur- 
poses of sections 4912 and 4915, a corpora- 
tion which has made an election under sub- 
paragraph (H) shall, during the period for 
which such election is in effect, be treated 
with respect to acquisitions from such corpo- 
ration, as a foreign corporation which is not 
formed or availed of for the principal pur- 
pose described in section 4915 (c) (1). 

(2) Section 4920(a) (4) (C) (as amended by 
subsection (xk) (3) of this section) is amended 
by inserting after “subparagraph (B) or (C) 
of paragraph (3)” the following: or in para- 
graph (3B)”. 

(3) Section 4915(c) is amended by redesig- 
nating paragraph (3) as paragraph (4), and 
by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol- 
lowing new paragraph: 

“(3) FOREIGN FINANCING COMPANY.—A for- 
eign corporation— 

“(A) 50 percent or more of the voting 
power of all classes of stock of which is 
owned directly or indirectly (within the 
meaning of subsection (a)) by a domestic 
corporation (or by one or more includible 
corporations in an affiliated group, as defined 
in section 48(c)(3)(C), of which such do- 
mestic corporation is a member), 

“(B) which, if it were a domestic corpo- 
ration, would be eligible to make an election 
under section 4920(a) (3B), and 

“(C) gives notice to the Secretary or his 
delegate within the period for making an 
election under such section, 
shall, during the period for which it meets 
the requirements of subparagraphs (A), (B), 
S (D), (E), (F), and (G) of such section, 

treated as not formed or availed of for the 
8 purpose described in paragraph (1) 
of this subsection. If such corporation ceases 
to meet such requirements, such corporation 
shall be treated as having been availed of for 
the principal purpose described in paragraph 
(1) of this subsection at the time of such 
cessation.” 


And, on page 59, after line 2, to insert: 

(m) FOREIGN STOCK Issurs TREATED AS 
DoMESTIC.— 

(1) Section 4920(b)(2) is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following new 
sentence: “For purposes of this paragraph, 
shares of stock issued and outstanding as of 
a corporation’s latest record date before July 
19, 1963, which are identical with respect to 
the rights and interest such shares represent 
in the control, profits, and assets of the cor- 
poration except for a restriction as to the 
right to receive dividends for a specified peri- 
od, shall, upon the expiration of such period, 
be co as so identical as of such record 

a fu 

(2) The amendment made by paragraph 
(1) shall apply with respect to acquisitions 
made on or after the date of the enactment 
of this Act. 


THE PANAMA CANAL JURIDICAL 
STRUCTURE—PART IV: HULL- 
ALFARO TREATY, 1936-39 


Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, in 
three previous statements to the Senate, 
I briefiy discussed and quoted from the 
texts of the three key treaties that form 
the juridical structure for the Panama 
Canal: The Hay-Pauncefote Treaty of 
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1901 with Great Britain, the Hay-Bunau- 
Varilla Treaty of 1903 with Panama, and 
the Thomson-Urrutia Treaty of 1914-22 
with Colombia. Today, I shall briefly 
discuss and quote a fourth treaty on the 
Panama Canal—the Hull-Alfaro Treaty 
of 1936-39, which was the initial break in 
the dike of our diplomatic foundation at 
Panama. 

As is well understood by students of 
Panama Canal history, the 1936-39 treaty 
had a long history dating back to the 
early 1920’s when Panama was making 
demands for increased sovereignty and 
the attributes of sovereignty over the 
Canal Zone and the canal itself. On 
December 15, 1923, Secretary of State 
Charles Evans Hughes, one of the ablest 
lawyers that our Nation has ever pro- 
duced, called in the Minister of Panama 
and discussed the matter with a refresh- 
ing degree of candor. His words, as sum- 
marized in the official memorandum of 
that conversation should still echo 
around the world. He told the Pana- 
manian Minister: 

Our country would never recede from the 
position which it had taken . .. in 1904. 
This Government could not, and would not, 
enter into any discussion affecting its full 
right to deal with the Canal Zone and to the 
entire exclusion of any sovereign right or au- 
thority on the part of Panama (Foreign Re- 
lations, 1923, Vol. III, p. 684). It was an abso- 
lute futility for the Panamanian government 
to expect any American administration, any 
president or any secretary of state, ever to 
surrender any part of these rights which the 
United States had acquired under the treaty 
of 5 (H. Doc. No. 474, 89th Congress, p. 
213. 


That, Mr. President, is the type of 
language that our highest officials ought 
to use today in defending our hemi- 
spheric crossroads, that have become the 
key target of predatory Communist 
power for conquest of the Caribbean. 

The great postwar giveaway programs 
of our Government did not start with the 
Marshall plan in 1947, nor with Yalta 
in 1945, nor with Tehran in 1943, but 
with the Hull-Alfaro Treaty signed at 
Washington on March 2, 1936, but which, 
because of opposition in the U.S. Senate, 
was not ratified until July 25, 1939. Even 
then ratification came only after heavy 
administration pressure prevailed over 
strong opinions in the Senate—see 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, volume 84, part 
9, July 24, 1939, pages 9824-9846, gives 
the debate; July 25, 1939, page 9907, the 
vote. 

The Hull-Alfaro Treaty has a number 
of important features. In Article I it 
superseded article I of the Hay-Bunau- 
Varilla Treaty by which the United States 
undertook to guarantee and maintain 
the independence of Panama. It revoked 
the authorization for the United States 
to exercise the right of eminent domain 
in the Republic of Panama for canal 

. It abrogated the authority of 
the United States for the maintenance 
of order in the terminal cities of Panama 
and Colon and adjacent areas, in the 
event that Panama, in the judgment of 
the United States was unable to do so. 
It raised the annuity from $250,000 to 
$430,000, incident to the devaluation of 
the gold-backed dollar—an adjustment 
that was justifiable. 
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Though the framers of the 1903 treaty 
realized that changes of an unpredict- 
able nature might come about during the 
life of that convention, they wisely pro- 
vided that “no change within the Gov- 
ernment or in the laws and treaties of 
the Republic of Panama shall, without 
the consent of the United States, affect 
any right of the United States” under 
its provisions. The 1903 Treaty also 
stated that if Panama should “enter as 
a constituent into any other govern- 
ment, union or confederation, the rights 
of the United States under—the 1903 
treaty—shall not be in any respect 
lessened or impaired.” 

Mr. President, in order to make the 
text of the Hull-Alfaro Treaty easily 
available for study, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that it be printed at this point in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

There being no objection, the treaty 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


3. PanaMA—1936: GENERAL TREATY OF FRIEND- 
SHIP AND COOPERATION 


Signed at Washington March 2, 1936; Rati- 
fication Advised by the Senate July 25, 1939; 
Ratified by the President July 26, 1939; Rati- 
fied by Panama July 17, 1939; Ratifications 
Exchanged at Washington July 27, 1939; Pro- 
claimed July 27, 1939; Entered into Force 
July 27, 1939. 


(TS 945; 53 Stat. 1807) 
ARTICLES 


I. Superseding Article I of 1903 Conven- 
tion; peace and friendship; general policy as 
to use, occupation and control of Canal Zone 
and maintenance of Canal. 

II. Acquisition of additional lands in 
Panama, 

III. Sales in Canal Zone of goods imported 
by United States; persons entitled to reside 
in Canal Zone; rental of dwellings; coopera- 
tion to prevent violation of immigration and 
customs laws of Panama; restrictions on 
establishment of private businesses; use of 
ports of Panama and Canal Zone; facilities 
for sales by Panama merchants to vessels in 
Canal Zone. 

IV. Limitations upon imposition of duties 
or taxes on goods by Panama and by United 
States; passage of persons between Panama 
and Canal Zone; transit through Canal Zone 
by deported Panamanians. 

V. Superseding Article IX of 1903 Conven- 
tion; right of Panama to impose taxes and 
charges upon merchandise destined to 
Panama and upon vessels touching at Pana- 
manian ports and upon their officers, crew 
or passengers; operation of Panamanian port 
facilities; prohibition against imposition by 
Panama of charges upon vessels not touch- 
ing at Panamanian ports; right of Panama 
to determine persons or classes of persons to 
be admitted to Panama; Panamanian cus- 
toms houses in Canal Zone; facilitating ex- 
ercise of Panamanian immigration jurisdic- 
tion. 

VI, Amending Article VII of 1903 Conven- 
tion with respect to United States right of 
eminent domain and right to preserve order 
in Panama and Colon. 

VII. Annuity to Panama. 

VIII. Corridor from Colon to Cativa. 

IX. Corridor from Madden Dam to Canal 
Zone. 

X. Measures of prevention and defense to 
be taken in certain contingencies. 

XI. Effect upon previous treaties. 

XII. Ratification. 

Accessory notes. The substantive portions 
of most of the accessory notes exchanged by 
representatives of the United States and of 
Panama are shown in footnotes referable to 
specific portions of this treaty as set out 
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herein. Unless otherwise indicated, all acces- 
sory notes referred to in the footnotes were 
dated March 2, 1936. The footnotes do not 
show formal reply notes of acknowledgment 
and confirmation which introduce no new 
substantive matters into the exchanges of 
notes. The accessory notes are not shown in 
the footnotes are those, also dated March 2, 
1936, which constituted an exception to the 
Monetary Agreement of June 20, 1904. They 
are set out (not as footnotes) in App. VIII, 
$$ 61, 62. 

[$31] The United States of America and 
the Republic of Panama, animated by the de- 
sire to strengthen further the bonds of 
friendship and cooperation between the two 
countries and to regulate on a stable and 
mutually satisfactory basis certain questions 
which have arisen as a result of the construc- 
tion of the interoceanic canal across the 
Isthmus of Panama, have decided to con- 
clude a treaty, and have designated for this 
purpose as their Plenipotentiarles: 

The President of the United States of 
America: 

Mr. Cordell Hull, Secretary of State of the 
United States of America, and Mr. Sumner 
Welles, Assistant Secretary of State of the 
United States of America; and 

The President of the Republic of Panama: 

The Honorable Doctor Ricardo J. Alfaro, 
Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipo- 
tentiary of Panama to the United States of 
America, and The Honorable Doctor Narciso 
Garay, Envoy Extraordinary and Minister 
ney of Panama on special mis- 

on; 

Who, having communicated their respec- 
tive full powers to each other, which have 
been found to be in good and due form, have 
agreed upon the following: 


ARTICLE I 


[$32] Article I of the Convention of No- 
vember 19, 1903, is hereby superseded." 

There shall be a perfect, firm and inviola- 
ble peace and sincere friendship between the 
United States of America and the Republic 
of Panama and between their citizens. 

In view of the official and formal opening 
of the Panama Canal on July 12, 1920, the 
United States of America and the Republic 
of Panama declare that the provisions of the 
Convention of November 18, 1905, contem- 
plate the use, occupation and control by the 
United States of America of the Canal Zone’ 
and of the additional lands and waters un- 
der the jurisdiction of the United States of 
America for the purposes of the efficient 
maintenance, operation, sanitation and pro- 
tection of the Canal and of its auxiliary 
works. 

The United States of America will continue 
the maintenance“ of the Panama Canal for 


5 For Art. I of the Convention of November 
18, 1903, see App. ITI, § 62. 

For the Convention of November 18, 1903, 
see App. III, § 61 et seq. 

Panama Note.—Applicability of Term 
“Canal Zone”: “In connection with the treaty 
signed today and the exchange of notes ac- 
cessory thereto we have the honor to confirm 
the understanding we have reached during 
the negotiations that wherever the provisions 
of the said treaty and the statements con- 
tained in the accessory notes refer to the 
Canal Zone, such provisions and statements 
are applicable to all such lands and waters as 
may be used, occupied or controlled by the 
United States of America.” 

s United States Note Construction of 
Term “Maintenance”: “1, In connection with 
the declared willingness of both the Govern- 
ment of the United States of America and 
the Government of the Republic of Panama 
to cooperate for the purpose of insuring the 
full and perpetual enjoyment of the benefits 
of all kinds which the Canal should afford 
them (Article I of the General Treaty of 
March 2, 1936) the word ‘maintenance’ as 
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the encouragement and use of interoceanic 
commerce, and the two Governments declare 
their willingness to cooperate, as far as it is 
feasible for them to do so, for the purpose of 
insuring the full and perpetual enjoyment 
of the benefits of all kinds which the Canal 
should afford the two nations that made pos- 
sible its construction as well as all nations 
interested in world trade.“ 


applied to the Canal shall be construed as 
permitting expansion and new construction 
when these are undertaken by the Govern- 
ment of the United States of America in ac- 
cordance with the said Treaty.” 

The quoted paragraph embraces point 1 
covered in an exchange of notes dated Febru- 
ary 1, 1939, between the United States Sec- 
retary of State and the Minister of Panama. 
For points 2 and 3, see footnote 32, post. 

United States Note. Employment of Pan- 
amanians; With reference to the represen- 
tations made by you during the negotiation 
of the treaty signed today, regarding Pan- 
amanian citizens employed by the Panama 
Canal or by the Panama Railroad Company, 
I have the honor to state that the Govern- 
ment of the United States of America, in 
recognition of the special relationship be- 
tween the United States of America, and the 
Republic of Panama with respect to the 
Panama Canal and the Panama Rallroad 
Company, maintains and will maintain as its 
public policy the principle of equality of op- 
portunity and treatment set down in the 
Order of December 23, 1908, of the Secretary 
of War, and in the Executive Orders of 
February 2, 1914, and February 20, 1920, 
and will favor the maintenance, enforcement 
or enactment of such provisions, consistent 
with the effllcent operation and maintenance 
of the Canal and its auxiliary works and their 
effective protection and sanitation, as will 
assure to Panamanian citizens employed by 
the Canal or the Railroad equality of treat- 
ment with employees who are citizens of the 
United States of America.” 

Pertinent portions of the orders referred to 
are as follows: 

December 23, 1908, order of Secretary of 
War: 

“On and after this date, the employment 
by the Isthmian Canal Commission of 
skilled laborers, clerks, and all others who 
have heretofore been known as gold em- 
ployees of the Commission shall be restricted 
to American citizens and citizens of Panama, 
except where American or Panamanian labor 
or services of the character required is not 
available. 

“Foreign employees now upon the pay-roll 
of the Commission shall not be affected by 
this order, save in the event of any reduction 
of force preference shall be accorded to 
American citizens and citizens of Panama.” 

February 2, 1914, executive order: 

“6. All employees who receive over $75.00 
per month or over 400. per hour must be 
citizens of the United States or the Republic 
of Panama, and such citizens will be given 
preference for employment in all grades. 
Aliens may not be employed in such grades 
unless 

“(a) they have occupied similar positions 
during the construction of the Canal for two 
years or more, or 

“(b) in case of emergency in which latter 
case they must be replaced by citizens of 
the United States or Republic of Panama as 
early as practicable. 

“20. All employees who are citizens of the 
United States, and aliens whose compensa- 
tion is more than $75.00 per month or 40c. 
per hour, shall be entitled to leave privileges.” 

February 20, 1920, executive order: 

“1. That the Executive Order of February 
2, 1914, be so amended that paragraph 6 and 
20 thereof shall read as follows: 

“Paragraph 6. All employees who receive 
compensation at the rate of more than $960 
a year or 40 cents an hour, must be citizens 
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ARTICLE II 


[$33] The United States of America de- 
clares that the Republic of Panama has loy- 
ally and satisfactorily complied with the ob- 
ligations which it entered into under Article 
II of the Convention of November 18, 1903, 
by which it granted in perpetuity to the 
United States the use, occupation and con- 
trol of the zone of land and land under 
water as described in the said Article, of 
the islands within the limits of said zone, of 
the group of small islands in the Bay of Pan- 
ama, named Perico, Naos, Culebra and Fla- 
menco, and of any other lands and waters 
outside of said zone necessary and conven- 
ient for the construction, maintenance, oper- 
ation, sanitation and protection of the Pan- 
ama Canal or of any auxiliary canals or 
other works, and in recognition thereof the 
United States of America hereby renounces 
the grant made to it in perpetuity by the 
Republic of Panama of the use, occupation 
and control of lands and waters, in addition 
to those now under the jurisdiction of the 
United States of America outside of the zone 
as described in Article II of the aforesaid 
Convention, which may be necessary and 
convenient for the construction, mainte- 
nance, operation, sanitation and protection 
of the Panama Canal or of any auxiliary 
canals or other works necessary and conven- 
ient for the construction, maintenance, oper- 
ation, sanitation and protection of the said 
enterprise, 

While both Governments agree that the 
requirement of further lands and waters for 
the enlargement of the existing facilities of 
the Canal appears to be improbable, they 
nevertheless recognize, subject to the pro- 
visions of Articles I and X of this Treaty, 
their joint obligation to insure the effective 
and continuous operation of the Canal and 
the preservation of its neutrality, and conse- 
quently, if, in the event of some now unfore- 
seen contingency, the utilization of lands or 
waters additional to those already employed 
should be in fact necessary for the mainte- 
nance, sanitation or efficient operation of the 
Canal, or for its effective protection, the 
Governments of the United States of Amer- 
ica and the Republic of Panama will agree 
upon such measures as it may be necessary 
to take in order to insure the maintenance, 
sanitation, efficient operation and effective 
protection of the Canal, in which the two 
countries are jointly and vitally interested. 


ARTICLE ITI 1 


[§ 34] In order to enable the Republic of 
Panama to take advantage of the commercial 
opportunities inherent in its geographical 


of the United States or the Republic of Pan- 
ama, and such citizens will be given prefer- 
ence for employment in all grades. Aliens 
may not be employed in such grades unless 
(a) they have occupied similar position dur- 
ing the construction of the Canal for two 
years or more, or (b) in case of emergency, 
in which latter case they must be replaced 
by citizens of the United States or Republic 
of Panama as early as practicable. 

“Paragraph 20. All employees who are citi- 
zens of the United States, and aliens whose 
compensation is at a rate of more than $960 a 
year or 40 cents an hour, shall be entitled to 
leave privileges.” 

For later understandings and legislation 
with respect to wage and employment prac- 
tices in the Canal Zone, see Item 1 in the 
Memorandum of Understandings Reached 
(accompanying the Treaty of Mutual Under- 
standing and Cooperation of January 25, 
1955), § 138, post, and §141 et seq. of Title 
2, Canal Zone Code. 

10 For Article II of the Convention of No- 
vember 18, 1903, see App. III, § 63. 

u This article was modified, in effect, by 
Arts. XI and XII of the Treaty of Mutual 
Understanding and Cooperation of January 
25, 1955. See §§ 132, 133, post. 
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situation the United States of America agrees 
as follows: 

(1) The sale to individuals of goods im- 
ported into the Canal Zone or purchased, 
produced or manufactured therein by the 
Government of the United States of Amer- 
ica shall be limited by it to the persons in- 
cluded in classes (a) and (b) of Section 2 of 
this Article; and with regard to the persons 
included in classes (c), (d) and (e) of the 
said Section and members of their families, 
the sales above mentioned shall be made 
only when such persons actually reside in 
the Canal Zone. 

(2) No person who is not comprised within 
the following classes shall be entitled to 
reside within the Canal Zone: 

(a) Officers, employees, workmen, or la- 
borers in the service or employ of the United 
States of America u, the Panama Canal or 
the Panama Railroad Company, and mem- 
p of their families actually residing with 

em; 

(b) Members of the armed forces of the 
United States of America and members of 
their families actually residing with them; 

(c) Contractors operating in the Canal 
Zone and their employees, workmen and la- 
borers during the performance of contracts; 

(d) Officers, employees or workmen of 
companies entitled under Section 5 of this 
Article to conduct operations in the Canal 
Zone; 

(e) Persons engaged in religious, welfare, 
charitable, educational, recreational and sci- 
entific work exclusively in the Canal Zone; 

(f) Domestic servants of all the before- 
mentioned persons and members of the fam- 


United States Note. Interpretation of 
Phrase “Officers, employees, workmen or 
laborers in the service or employ of the 
United States of America”: With reference 
to Section 1 of Article III of the treaty signed 
today, wherein are specified the classes of 
persons to whom goods imported into the 
Canal Zone, or purchased, produced or manu- 
factured therein, may be sold by the Gov- 
ernment of the United States of America, I 
have the honor to confirm the understand- 
ing reached in the course of the recent ne- 
gotiations, namely, that for the purposes of 
said Section 1 of Article II, the term Of- 
ficers, employees, workmen or laborers in the 
service or employ of the United States of 
America,’ as it appears in Section 2(a) of 
said Article III, is interpreted as referring 
exclusively to such persons whose services 
are related to the Panama Canal, the Panama 
Railroad Company or their auxiliary works, 
and to duly accredited representatives of any 
branch of the Government of the United 
States of America exercising official duties 
within the Republic of Panama including 
diplomatic and consular officers, and to mem- 
bers of their staffs.” 

Panama Note.—Sales of Servants: “With 
reference to Section 1 of Article III of the 
treaty signed today whereby servants of the 
persons included in classes (a) to (e) in- 
clusive of Section 2 are excluded from pur- 
chasing goods imported into the Canal Zone 
or purchased, produced or manufactured 
therein by the Government of the United 
States of America, we have the honor to ex- 
press the understanding of the Government 
of the Republic of Panama that such exclu- 
sion does not prevent the persons specified 
in the aforesaid Section 1 of Article III from 
purchasing provisions, medicines and cloth- 
ing for use or consumption by their servants 
who are living with them, such servants be- 
ing regarded as forming part of the families 
of such persons, in a broad acceptation of 
that word.” 

See, also, footnote 17, post, for United 
States Note relating to limitation on use of 
Canal Zone facilities. 

1s See footnote 12, ante, for interpretation 
of this phrase. 
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ilies of the persons in classes (c), (d) and 
(e) actually residing with them“ 

(3) No dwellings belonging to the Gov- 
ernment of the United States of America or 
to the Panama Railroad Company and situ- 


u Panama Note.—Residence in Canal Zone 
of Settlers, Gardeners, Shopkeepers, and 
Hucksters: “In connection with that part of 
Article III of the treaty signed today in which 
the persons are specified who are entitled to 
reside within the Canal Zone, we have the 
honor to state in the name of our Govern- 
ment that in view of the residence in the 
Canal Zone of the officers, employees and 
laborers of the United States of America, 
members of the forces of the Army and 
Navy, and members of the families of all 
those persons, our Government would have 
no objection to the residence therein of the 
following persons also: Settlers engaged in 
the cultivation of truck gardens to furnish 
vegetables to the residents of the Canal 
Zone; hucksters engaged in the sale of such 
vegetables; proprietors of small establish- 
ments for the supply of such settlers and 
hucksters, and members of the families of 
all these persons. 

“It is also understood that the settlers 
engaged in the cultivation of small tracts 
under agricultural licenses issued by the 
Panama Canal will continue to reside in the 
Canal Zone, subject to the conditions, as 
stated by the representatives of the Govern- 
ment of the United States of America during 
the negotiations in regard to settlers, to wit: 
That at present about 1,568 agricultural 
licenses in the Canal Zone are outstanding; 
that all of these licenses except a few, such 
as those for Chinese gardens, are being termi- 
nated by natural processes, that is, as the 
licensees abandon the ground, die, or fail to 
live up to the terms of the licenses; that it 
is the policy of the Panama Canal not to 
permit the license to be transferred to de- 
pendents when the licensee dies, except only 
in exceptional cases where real hardship 
would otherwise result; and that it is also 
the policy of the Panama Canal to issue no 
new licenses, except an inconsequential num- 
ber regarded as necessary to the Canal Zone, 
such as for Chinese gardens.” 

Panama Note.— Hotels: In connection with 
the part of Article III of the treaty signed 
today, in which the persons are specified who 
have a right to reside in the Canal Zone, we 
have the honor to state in the name of our 
Government that the restrictions established 
in the matter of residence in no wise affect 
the guests of hotels which the Panama Canal 
or the Panama Railroad Company maintains 
and manages for account of the Government 
of the United States of America in the Canal 
Zone, as such guests in entering such hotels 
do not go to the Zone as residents but as 
transients and the object of their stay in 
the Canal Zone for an indeterminate period is 
not to establish a permanent domicile there. 

“It is also understood that the restrictions 
do not apply to persons who wish to establish 
@ permanent residence in any hotel in the 
Canal Zone either, provided such persons 
are among the number of those who have a 
right to reside in the Zone, in accordance 
with Section 2 of Article III of the treaty to 
which we have referred. 

“We wish to express our great pleasure at 
the statement made by the representatives 
of the Government of the United States of 
America during the negotiation of the treaty, 
that it is not the intention or desire of the 
Government of the United States of America 
to compete with Panamanian industry. We 
are also pleased to know with respect to the 
hotels in the Canal Zone that they were 
established for the purpose of meeting the 
necessities of the passenger traffic at a time 
when the hotels established in Panama were 
not entirely in position to do so; that as 
soon as this situation is satisfactorily altered 
the hotel business proper will be left in the 
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ated within the Canal Zone shall be rented, 
leased or sublet except to persons within 
classes (a) to (e), inclusive of Section 2 
hereinabove. 

(4) The Government of the United States 
of America will continue to cooperate in all 
proper ways with the Government of the 
Republic of Panama to prevent violations of 
the immigration and customs laws of the 
Republic of Panama, including the smug- 
gling into territory under the jurisdiction 
of the Republic of goods imported into the 
Canal Zone or purchased, produced or man- 
ufactured therein by the Government of the 
United States of Americans 

(5) With the exception of concerns hav- 
ing a direct relation to the operation, main- 
tenance, sanitation or protection of the Ca- 
nal, such as those engaged in the operation 
of cables, shipping, or dealing in oil or fuel, 
the Government of the United States of 
America will not permit the establishment 
in the Canal Zone of private business en- 
terprises other than those existing therein 
at the time of the signature of this Treaty.” 

(6) In view of the proximity of the port 
of Balboa to the city of Panama and of the 
port of Cristobal to the city of Colon, the 
United States of America will continue to 
permit, under suitable regulations and upon 
the payment of proper charges, vessels en- 
tering at or clearing from the ports of the 
Canal Zone to use and enjoy the dockage 
and other facilities of the said ports for the 
purpose of loading and unloading cargoes 
and receiving or disembarking passengers to 
or from the territory under the jurisdiction 
of the Republic of Panama. 

The Republic of Panama will permit ves- 
sels entering at or clearing from the ports 
of Panama or Colon, in case of emergency 
and also under suitable regulations and upon 
the payment of proper charges, to use and 
enjoy the dockage and other facilities of said 
ports for the purpose of receiving or dis- 
embarking passengers to or from the terri- 


hands of the industry established in Panama, 
and that the prosperity of the Republic of 
Panama in this, as in other respects, is 
earnestly desired by the United States of 
America.” 

* United States Note.—Representative to 
Confer on Smuggling: “With reference to 
Section 4 of Article III of the treaty signed 
today wherein it is stated that the Govern- 
ment of the United States of America will 
continue to cooperate in all proper ways 
with the Republic of Panama to prevent 
smuggling into territory under the jurisdic- 
tion of the Republic of goods imported into 
the Canal Zone or purchased, produced or 
manufactured therein by the Government of 
the United States of America, I have the 
honor to state that the Governor of the 
Panama Canal will be prepared to appoint 
a representative to meet with a representa- 
tive appointed by your Government in order 
that regular and continuing opportunity 
may be afforded for mutual conference and 
helpful exchange of views bearing on this 
question.” 

For further reference to the above agree- 
ment relating to the prevention of smug- 
gling, see point 3 in the General Relations 
Agreement of May 18, 1942 (§61, post). 

% United States Note.—Exception as to En- 
terprises Engaged Temporarily in Construc- 
tion Work: “With reference to Section 5 of 
Article III of the treaty signed today regu- 
lating the establishment in the Canal Zone 
of private business enterprises, I have the 
honor to express the understanding of the 
Government of the United States of Amer- 
ica that the provisions of this section shall 
not prevent the establishment in the Canal 
Zone of private enterprises temporarily en- 
gaged in construction work having a direct 
relation to the operation, maintenance, sani- 
tation or protection of the Canal.” 
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tory of the Republic of Panama under the 
jurisdiction of the United States of Amer- 
ica, and of loading and unloading cargoes 
either in transit or destined for the service 
of the Canal or of works pertaining to the 
Canal. 

(7) The Government of the United States 
of America will extend to private merchants 
residing in the Republic of Panama full 
opportunity for making sales to vessels ar- 
riving at terminal ports of the Canal or 
transiting the Canal, subject always to ap- 
propriate administrative regulations of the 
Canal Zone.” 


"United States Note-—Sales to Ships: 
“With reference to the question of the sale 
to ships of goods imported into the Canal 
Zone by the Government of the United 
States of America, I have the honor to ad- 
vise you that it will be the policy of this 
Government to effect such sales on the fol- 
lowing basis: 

“Articles classed by the Panama Canal as 
‘ships stores’, such as articles, materials and 
supplies necessary for the navigation, pro- 
pulsion and upkeep of vessels, will continue 
to be sold as at present; 

“Articles classed by the Panama Canal as 
tourist or luxury goods will not be sold to 
ships; 

“Articles classed by the Panama Canal as 
‘sea stores’, such as articles for the use or 
consumption of the passengers and crew 
of the ship upon its voyage, and articles of 
other classes, will be sold at prices which, 
in the judgment of the Government of the 
United States of America and insofar as may 
appear feasible, will afford merchants of 
Panama fair opportunity to sell on equal 
terms. To arrive at the prices at which these 
articles will be sold to ships the retail prices 
of such articles to Canal Zone employees will 
be taken as a base, and a surcharge added 
thereto, when necessary; and no discounts 
for purchases of large quantities will be 
granted to ships making such purchases. 

“With reference to Article III of the treaty 
signed today, I have the honor to state that 
the Government of the United States of 
America has no desire to conduct a bonded 
warehouse business in the Canal Zone, or, in 
fact to continue the ‘hold for orders’ busi- 
ness in the terminal ports of the Canal as 
now conducted by the Panama Canal, any 
longer than until such time as satisfactory 
bonded warehouse facilities may become 
available at reasonable rates in Panamanian 
jurisdiction. At such time, the Government 
of the United States of America, in order to 
assist Panamanian business, will be glad 
voluntarily to withdraw from the conduct of 
‘hold for orders’ business and to abstain 
therefrom for so long as satisfactory bonded 
warehouse facilities may continue to be 
available at reasonable rates in Panamanian 
jurisdiction.” 

[Prompt consideration to be given to with- 
drawing from the handling of commercial 
cargo for transshipment on Canal Zone piers 
so soon as Panamian port facilities are in 
satisfactory operation in Colon, see Item 10 
(§ 147, post) in the Memorandum of Under- 
standings Reached, which accompanied the 
Treaty of Mutual Understanding and Coop- 
eration of January 25, 1955.] 

United States Note——Limitation on Use of 
Canal Zone Facilities: “With reference to 
Article III of the treaty signed today and to 
the joint statement issued by President Arias 
and President Roosevelt on October 17, 1933, 
I have the honor to advise you that the Canal 
Zone authorities will continue to take ad- 
ministrative measures to limit the use and 
services of hospitals, dispensaries, restau- 
rants, lunchrooms, messes, clubhouses and 
moving picture houses maintained and op- 
erated in the Canal Zone to residents of the 
Canal Zone and to the following persons who 
may not be residents of the Canal Zone and 


July 24, 1967 


ARTICLE Iv 18 


[$35] The Government of the Republic 
of Panama shall not impose import duties 
or taxes of any kind on goods destined for 
or consigned to the agencies of the Govern- 


members of their families actually living 
with them: Officers and employees of the 
Government of the United States of America, 
the Panama Canal or the Panama Railroad 
Company and members of the armed forces 
of the United States of America. As regards 
laundries and cleaning and pressing estab- 
lishments so maintained and operated, simi- 
lar restrictions will be made, and moreover 
such service of laundries and cleaning and 
pressing establishments will not be available 
for ships and their crews and passengers 
transiting the Canal so long as satisfactory 
service is furnished by similar establish- 
ments in Panama, 

“It is understood that these measures will 
not preclude admission to and services of 
the hospitals and dispensaries of the United 
States of America in cases of emergencies 
occurring within the Canal Zone, and that 
those facilities will Ukewise be available 
for officers and members of the crews of 
ships arriving at the Canal Zone ports; and 
that these measures will not preclude ad- 
mission to the restaurants, lunch-rooms, 
messes, clubhouses and moving picture 
houses of guests of the persons entitled to 
use these etablishments when the admission 
or consumption expenses are paid by those 
persons.“ 

[United States agrees, effective December 
31, 1956, to withdraw from persons employed 
by agencies of the Government of the United 
States in the Canal Zone who are not citizens 
of the United States and who do not actually 
reside in said Zone the privilege of availing 
themselves of services which are offered with- 
in said Zone except those which are essen- 
tial to health or necessary to permit them 
to perform their duties, see Item 6 (§ 143, 
post) in the Memorandum of Understandings 
Reached, which accompanied the Treaty of 
Mutual Understanding and Cooperation of 
January 25, 1955.] 

{For later agreement, with exceptions, by 
the United States, effective Dec. 31, 1956, to 
withdraw wholly from, and to refrain from, 
sales to ships of goods imported into the 
Canal Zone by the Government of the United 
States, see Item 4 (§ 141, post) in the Memo- 
randum of Understandings Reached, which 
accompanied the Treaty of Mutual Under- 
standing and Cooperation of January 25, 
1955.] 

“For your information I am enclosing here- 
with four lists illustrative but not in any 
sense exhaustive of the various articles in- 
cluded in the four classes mentioned above, 
namely: (1) ships stores; (2) tourist or 
luxury goods; (3) sea stores; and (4) articles 
of other classes. 

“It is the hope of the Government of the 
United States of America that in benefit of 
Panamanian commerce merchants of Pana- 
ma may be able to furnish in satisfactory 
quantities and qualities and at reasonable 
prices many or all of the articles classed 
as ‘sea stores’ and as ‘articles of other classes’ 
purchased by ships arriving at terminal ports 
of the Canal or transiting the Canal. It will 
be the policy of the United States of America 
that whenever and for so long as merchants 
of Panama are in fact able to furnish cer- 
tain articles as so described in satisfactory 
quantities and qualities and at reasonable 
prices, the Canal Zone commissaries will re- 
frain from selling like articles to ships. 

“In accordance with the policy of affording 
merchants of Panama full opportunity for 
making sales to ships, the launch facilities 
now employed by the Government of the 
United States of America in effecting sales 
to ships will be made available on equal 
terms to merchants of Panama, subject to 
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ment of the United States of America in 
the Republic of Panama when the goods are 
intended for the official use of such agencies, 
or upon goods destined for or consigned to 
persons included in classes (a) and (b) in 


appropriate administrative regulations of the 
Canal Zone. 

“The Governor of the Panama Canal will 
be prepared to appoint a representative to 
meet with a representative of Panamanian 
commerce appointed by your Government in 
order that regular and continuing opportuni- 
ty may be afforded for mutual conference 
and helpful exchange of views bearing on 
these questions, including the amount of the 
surcharge to be established, when necessary, 
in connection with ‘sea stores’ and ‘articles 
of other classes.“ 


ILLUSTRATIVE LISTS ENCLOSED WITH FOREGOING 
NOTE 


Ships Stores 

Fuel 

Oil and grease 

Hardware (bolts, nuts, nails, 
cetera) 

Paints 

Disinfectants and insecticides 

Rope, cable, chain 


Tourist or Luxury Goods 


Articles of personal adornment 

Women's and children’s fancy and foreign 
wearing apparel 

Perfumes and expensive lotions and fancy 
and foreign toilet articles 

Foreign high quality linens, tableware and 
housefurnishing articles 

Expensive and foreign bolt goods 

Men’s foreign articles and wearing ap- 
parel 

Panama hats 

Liquors, wines, and beer 


Sea Stores 


Goods only of standard quality and almost 
without exception of American source 

Food supplies 

Medical supplies 

Stationery and stationery supplies 

Galley and table utensils and equipment 

Table and bunk linen 

Mosquito bars, canvas, cheese cloth 

Work clothes 

Cleaning materials and equipment 


Articles of Other Classes 


Goods similar to those listed under sea 
stores, but of better than standard quality 

Many articles of many classes, such as those 
sold in department stores, excepting those 
articles classed under “tourist or luxury 
goods.” 

Panama Reply Note.—Sales to Ships: “We 
have the honor to acknowledge the receipt 
of Your Excellency’s kind communication, 
in which you indicate what will be the policy 
of the United States of America in regard to 
the sale to ships of articles imported by the 
United States into the Canal Zone, 

“With regard to this matter the Govern- 
ment of the Republic of Panama must make 
a special reservation of its rights, in conform- 
ity with its opinion that the exemptions 
covered by Article XIII of the Convention of 
November 18, 1903 [App. ITI, § 74], were stip- 
ulated exclusively for the benefit of the 
Canal enterprise, of the persons in the serv- 
ice of the United States of America in con- 
nection therewith, and of their families; but 
until an understanding is reached regarding 
this matter, the Panamanian Government 
desires to express its deep satisfaction at the 
decision of the Government of the United 
States of America to put into effect measures 
such as those set forth in the note to which 
this is a reply, for the purpose of restricting 
sales to ships. which in former times had 
been made without any limitation. The Pan- 
amaninan Government feels an equal satis- 
faction at the basic purpose set forth in the 


tools, et 
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Section 2 of Article III of this Treaty, who 
reside or sojourn in territory under the juris- 
diction of the Republic of Panama during 
the performance of their service with the 
United States of America, the Panama Canal 
or the Panama Railroad Company when the 
goods are intended for their own use and 
benefit. 

The United States of America shall not im- 
pose import duties or taxes of any kind on 
goods, wares and merchandise passing from 
territory under the jurisdiction of the Re- 
public of Panama into the Canal Zone. 

No charges of any kind shall be imposed 
by the authorities of the United States of 
America upon persons residing in territory 
under the jurisdiction of the Republic of 
Panama passing from the said territory into 
the Canal Zone, and no charges of any kind 
shall be imposed by the authorities of the 
Republic of Panama upon persons in the 
service of the United States of America or 
residing in the Canal Zone passing from the 
Canal Zone into territory under the juris- 
diction of the Republic of Panama, all other 
Persons passing from the Canal Zone into 
territory under the jurisdiction of the Re- 
public of Panama being subject to the full 
effects of the immigration laws of the Re- 
public. 

In view of the fact that the Canal Zone 
divides the territory under the jurisdiction of 
the Republic of Panama, the United States 
of America agrees that, subject to such police 
regulations as circumstances may require, 
Panamanian citizens who may occasionally 
be deported from the Canal Zone shall be as- 
sured transit through the said Zone, in order 
to pass from one part to another of the ter- 
ritory under the jurisdiction of the Republic 
of Panama. 

ARTICLE V 


{§36] Article IX of the Convention of 
November 18, 1903, is hereby superseded.” 

The Republic of Panama has the right to 
impose upon merchandise destined to be in- 
troduced for use or consumption in territory 
under the jurisdiction of the Republic of 
Panama, and upon vessels touching at 
Panamanian ports and upon the officers, crew 
or passengers of such vessels, the taxes or 
charges provided by the laws of the Republic 
of Panama; it being understood that the 
Republic of Panama will continue directly 
and exclusively to exercise its jurisdiction 
over the ports of Panama and Colon and to 
operate exclusively with Panamanian per- 
sonnel such facilities as are or may be estab- 
lished therein by the Republic or by its 
authority. However, the Republic of Panama 
shall not impose or collect any charges or 
taxes upon any vessel using or passing 


said note that the business of provisioning 
vessels arriving at terminal ports of the Ca- 
nal transiting the Canal will be left in the 
hands of the merchants of Panama and that 
the Government of the United States of 
America will abstain from making such sales 
whenever and for so long as merchants of 
Panama effectively demonstrate their ability 
to supply merchandise to vessels in satis- 
factory quantities and qualities and at rea- 
sonable prices. 

“Our Government is prepared to appoint a 
representative selected by the business men 
of Panama to come to meet with a repre- 
sentative of the Canal Administration, in 
order that regular and continuing opportu- 
nity may be afforded for conference and 
cooperation for the accomplishment of the 
above-mentioned purposes.” 

United States Note. Bonded Warehouse 
and “Hold for Orders” Businesses: 

18 This article was modified, in effect, by 
Arts. XI and XII of the Treaty of Mutual 
Understanding and Cooperation of January 
25, 1955. See §§ 132, 133, post. 

19 For Art. IX of the Convention of Novem- 
ber 18, 1903, see App. III, § 70. 
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through the Canal which does not touch at 
a port under Panamanian jurisdiction or 
upon the officers, crew or passengers of such 
vessels, unless they enter the Republic; it 
being also understood that taxes and charges 
imposed by the Republic of Panama upon 
vessels using or passing through the Canal 
which touch at ports under Panamanian 
jurisdiction, or upon their cargo, officers, 
crew or passengers, shall not be higher than 
those imposed upon vessels which touch only 
at ports under Panamanian jurisdiction and 
do not transit the Canal, or upon their cargo, 
Officers, crew or passengers.” 

The Republic of Panama also has the right 
to determine what persons or classes of per- 
sons arriving at ports of the Canal Zone shall 
be admitted to the Republic of Panama and 
to determine likewise what persons or classes 
of persons arriving at such ports shall be ex- 
cluded from admission to the Republic of 
Panama. 

The United States of America will furnish 
to the Republic of Panama free of charge the 
necessary sites for the establishment of cus- 
tomhouses in the ports of the Canal Zone 
for the collection of duties on importations 
destined to the Republic and for the exam- 
ination of merchandise, baggage and pas- 
sengers consigned to or bound for the Re- 
public of Panama, and for the prevention of 
contraband trade, it being understood that 
the collection of duties and the examination 
of merchandise and passengers by the agents 
of the Government of the Republic of 
Panama, in accordance with this provision, 
shall take place only in the customhouses to 
be established by the Government of the 
Republic of Panama as herein provided, and 
that the Republic of Panama will exercise 
exclusive jurisdiction within the sites on 
which the customhouses are located so far 
as concerns the enforcement of immigration 
or customs laws of the Republic of Panama, 
and over all property therein contained and 
the personnel therein employed. 

To further the effective enforcement of the 
rights hereinbefore recognized, the Govern- 


» Panama Note. Port Facilities of Panama 
Railroad Company in Ports of Panama and 
Colon: “With reference to the second para- 
graph of Article V of the treaty signed today 
which pertains, in part, to facilities estab- 
lished or to be established in the ports of 
Panama and Colon by the Republic of 
Panama or by its authority, we have the 
honor to confirm the agreement reached dur- 
ing the negotiations that such provisions are 
not intended to prejudice the right of the 
Panama Railroad Company, derived from its 
concessions, to own and operate port facili- 
ties in those ports or any such rights as may 
pass from the said Company to the Govern- 
ment of the United States of America.” 

n Panama Note.—Persons in Service of 
United States or Residing in Canal Zone: 
“With reference to the third paragraph of 
Article V of the treaty signed today in which 
is recognized the right of the Republic of 
Panama to determine what persons or classes 
of persons arriving at ports of the Canal Zone 
shall be admitted to the Republic of Panama 
and to determine likewise what persons or 
classes of persons arriving at such ports shall 
be excluded from admission to the Republic 
of Panama, we have the honor to express the 
understanding of the Government of the 
Republic of Panama that this provision does 
not prejudice in any way the effect of the 
stipulation contained in the third paragraph 
of Article IV, with regard to persons in the 
service of the United States of America or 
residing in the Canal Zone, passing from the 
Canal Zone into the jurisdiction of the Re- 
public of Panama.” 

* For space arrangements with respect to 
customs functions referred to in this article, 
see App. V, §§ 1, 21, 41-43. 
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ment of the United States of America agrees 
that, for the purpose of obtaining informa- 
tion useful in determining whether persons 
arriving at ports of the Canal Zone and des- 
tined to points within the jurisdiction of 
the Republic of Panama should be admitted 
or excluded from admission into the Repub- 
lic, the immigration officers of the Republic 
of Panama shall have the right of free access 
to vessels upon their arrival at the Balboa 
or Cristobal piers or wharves with passengers 
destined for the Republic; and that the ap- 
propriate authorities of the Panama Canal 
will adopt such administrative regulations 
regarding persons entering ports of the Canal 
Zone and destined to points within the 
jurisdiction of the Republic of Panama as 
will facilitate the exercise by the authorities 
of Panama of their jurisdiction in the man- 
ner provided in Paragraph 4 of this Article 
for the purposes stated in Paragraph 3 
thereof. 
ARTICLE VI 


[$ 37] The first sentence of Article VII of 
the Convention of November 18, 1903 2, is 
hereby amended so as to omit the following 
phrase: “or by the exercise of the right of 
eminent domain.” 

The third paragraph of Article VII of the 
Convention of November 18, 1903, is hereby 
abrogated. 


For Art. VII of the Convention of No- 
ember 18, 1903, see App. III, § 68. 

United States Note——Sanitation of Cities 
of Panama and Colon; Advisability of Dis- 
cussions and Conclusion of Agreements: “I 
have the honor to confirm my understand- 
ing of an agreement reached during the ne- 
gotiation of the treaty signed today to the 
effect that, in furtherance of the purpose of 
Article VII of the Convention of November 
18, 1903, so far as it relates to the sanitation 
of the cities of Panama and Colon, the 
Health Services of the Republic of Panama 
and of the Panama Canal will give consid- 
eration to the advisability of disc and 
concluding agreements which might well 
take as a basis for formulation the proposals 
advanced in October 1931, by the Director 
General of Health and Welfare of the Repub- 
lic of Panama and the Chief Health Officer of 
the Panama Canal for the amplification, ex- 
tension and modernization of the health 
service of the City of Panama.” 

For later reference to the agreement men- 
tioned in the above note, relating to sanita- 
tion activities in the cities of Panama and 
Colon, see last paragraph of Point 1 of the 
General Relations Agreement of May 18, 1942 
(§ 61, post). The second paragraph of Art. 
VII of the 1903 Convention (App. ITI, § 68), 
relating to compliance, by the cities of Pan- 
ama and Colon, with the sanitary ordinances 
of the United States, was abrogated by Art. 
IV of the Treaty of Mutual Understanding 
and Cooperation of January 25, 1955 (see 
$ 125, post). ] 

Panama Note. Water Works and Sewers 
in Cities of Panama and Colon; Discussions 
of Questions Relating Thereto: “In the 
course of the recent negotiations for a re- 
vision of the Convention of November 18, 
1903, we have brought to the attention of 
your Government certain questions which 
have arisen in respect of that part of Article 
VII of the said Convention which refers to 
the construction by the United States of 
America of the water works and sewers in 
the cities of Panama and Colon, and to the 
amortization of the cost thereof within a 
period of fifty years, thinking at first that 
these matters could be disposed of during the 
negotiations. 

“It was found, however, that to reach a 
complete understanding of these matters a 
long, painstaking and exhaustive examina- 
tion of the technical, legal and financial as- 
pects thereof would be required, and it was 
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ARTICLE vii * 


[§ 38] Beginning with the annuity payable 
in 1934, the payments under Article XIV of 
the Convention of November 18, 1903,” be- 
tween the United States of America and the 
Republic of Panama, shall be four hundred 
and thirty thousand Balboas (B/430,000.00) 


therefore decided that formal discussion of 
these questions would be held in abeyance 
and that after the conclusion of the new 
treaty the two Governments would engage 
in friendly discussion in an endeavor to ar- 
rive at a fair and mutually satisfactory agree- 
ment. 

“It is the understanding of our Govern- 
ment that such discussions will involve u 
study of the contracts of September 30, 1910, 
between the Government of the Republic of 
Panama and the Isthmian Canal Commis. 
sion, and an examination of the accounts 
between the two administrations relating to 
water rates in the cities of Panama and 
Colon. In this connection it is believed that 
due consideration should be given, among 
other things, to the representations made 
by the Panamanian Commission in the 
course of the recent negotiations, and es- 
pecially to its memorandum of March 12, 
1935, and its Aide-Memoire of August 14, 
1935.“ 

United States Reply Note. Arrangements 
for Conversations: “In reply I have the 
honor to advise you that the Government of 
the United States of America, in accordance 
with the procedure outlined in your note 
under reference will be pleased to instruct 
the American Minister in Panama to ar- 
range for conversations between the ap- 
propriate authorities of the Republic of 
Panama and of the Canal Zone in order 
that the Government of the Republic of 
Panama may present such specific proposals 
in the premises as it may desire, and in 
order that an opportunity may thus be af- 
forded for reaching an agreement on these 
matters satisfactory to both Governments.” 

[With respect to Art. VII of the 1903 Con- 
vention, referred to in the above Panaman- 
ian note, for subsequent agreement, by the 
United States, when authority of Congress 
shall have been obtained therefor, to trans- 
fer to the Republic of Panama, free of cost, 
all of its rights, etc., in the system of sewers 
and water works in the cities of Panama 
and Colon, and at that time to renounce 
the right obtained in the first paragraph of 
said Art. VII, as modified by this article 
(VI) of the 1936 Treaty, to acquire lands, 
buildings, water rights or other properties 
necessary for purposes of sanitation such as 
the collection or disposal of sewage and the 
distribution of water in the cities of Pan- 
ama and Colon, and to renounce the au- 
thority contained in such paragraph to im- 
pose and collect water rates and sewerage 
rates in those cities which should be suffi- 
cient to provide for the payment of interest 
and amortization of the principal of the 
cost of such works, and other stipulations 
relating thereto, see Point 1 in the General 
Relations Agreement of May 18, 1942 (§ 61, 
post). The authority to make such transfer 
was given by Congress in Joint Res. May 3, 
1943, ch. 92, § 1, 57 Stat. 74, and an instru- 
ment of transfer was executed on December 
28, 1945. See Item 2(c) (particularly, last 
sentence) of the Memorandum of Under- 
standings Reached (§ 139, post), which ac- 
companied the Treaty of Mutual Under- 
standing and Cooperation of January 25, 
1955. See, also, derivation note under § 234 
of Title 2, Canal Zone Code.] 

3 This article was superseded by Art. I of 
the Treaty of Mutual Understanding and 
Cooperation of January 25, 1955. See § 122, 
post, 

For Art. XIV of the Convention of No- 
vember 18, 1903, see App. III, § 75. 
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as defined by the agreement embodied in an 
exchange of notes of this date.” The United 
States of America may discharge its obliga- 
tion with respect to any such payment, upon 
payment in any coin or currency, provided 
the amount so paid is the equivalent of four 
hundred and thirty thousand Balboas (B/ 
430,000.00) as so defined. 


ARTICLE vir 


[$39] In order that the city of Colon may 
enjoy direct means of land communication 
under Panamanian jurisdiction with other 
territory under jurisdiction of the Republic 
of Panama, the United States of America 
hereby transfers to the Republic of Panama 
jurisdiction over a corridor the exact limits 
of which shall be agreed upon and demar- 
cated by the two Governments pursuant to 
the following description: 

(a) The end at Colon connects with the 
southern end of the east half of the Paseo 
del Centenario at Sixteenth Street, Colon; 
thence the corridor proceeds in a general 
southerly direction, parallel to and east of 
Bolivar Highway to the vicinity of the north- 
ern edge of Silver City; thence eastward near 
the shore line of Folks River, around the 
northeast corner of Silver City; thence in a 
general southeasterly direction and generally 
parallel to the Randolph Road to a crossing 
of said Randolph Road, about 1,200 feet east 
of the East Diversion; thence in a general 
northeasterly direction to the eastern bound- 
ary line of the Canal Zone near the south- 
eastern corner of the Fort Randolph Reserva- 
tion, southwest of Cativa. The approximate 
route of the corridor is shown on the map 
which accompanies this Treaty, signed by 
the Plenipotentiaries of the two countries 
and marked “Exhibit A.” 2 

(b) The width of the corridor shall be as 
follows: 25 feet in width from the Colon end 
to a point east of the southern line of Silver 
City; thence 100 feet in width to Randolph 
Road, except that at any elevated crossing 
which may be built over Randolph Road and 
the railroad, the corridor will be no wider 
than is necessary to include the viaduct and 
will not include any part of Randolph Road 
proper, or of the railroad right of way, and 
except that, in case of a grade crossing over 
Randolph Road and the railroad the corridor 
will be interrupted by that highway and 
railroad; thence 200 feet in width to the 
boundary line of the Canal Zone. 

The Government of the United States of 
America will extinguish any private titles 
existing or which may exist in and to the 
land included in the above-described 
corridor. 

The stream and drainage crossings of any 
highway built in the corridor shall not re- 
strict the water passage to less than the 
capacity of the existing streams and 
drainage. 

No other construction will take place 
within the corridor than that relating to the 
construction of a highway and to the instal- 
lation of electric power, telephone and tele- 
graph lines; and the only activities which 
will be conducted within the said corridor 
will be those pertaining to the construction, 
maintenance and common uses of a highway 
and of power and communication lines. 

The United States of America shall enjoy 
at all times the right of unimpeded transit 
across the said corridor at any point, and 


* For the agreement referred to, effected by 
exchange of notes of March 2, 1936, see App. 
VIII. §§ 61, 62. 

% This article was amended by Art. III of 
the Colon Corridor Convention of May 24, 
1960 (see App. II, § 74), and modified further 
by Art. VI of the Treaty of Mutual Under- 
standing and Cooperation of January 25, 
1955 (see § 127, post). 

2 A reproduction of the map marked, Ex- 
hibit A“, referred to, will be found in 53 Stat. 
at Large, facing p. 1826. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


of travel along the corridor, subject to such 
traffic regulations as may be established by 
the Government of the Republic of Panama; 
and the Government of the United States of 
America shall have the right to such use of 
the corridor as would be involved in the 
construction of connecting or intersecting 
highways or railroads, overhead and under- 
ground power, telephone, telegraph and pipe 
lines, and additional drainage channels, on 
condition that these structures and their 
use shall not interfere with the purpose of 
the corridor as provided hereinabove. 
ARTICLE IX © 

[$40] In order that direct means of land 
communication, together with accommoda- 
tion for the high tension power transmission 
lines, may be provided under jurisdiction of 
the United States of America from the Mad- 
den Dam to the Canal Zones, the Republic 
of Panama hereby transfers to the United 
States of America jurisdiction over a corri- 
dor, the limits of which shall be demarcated 
by the two Governments pursuant to the 
following descriptions: 

A strip of land 200 ft. in width, extending 
62.5 ft. from the center line of the Madden 
Road on its eastern boundary and 137.5 ft. 
from the center line of the Madden Road on 
its western boundary, containing an area of 
105.8 acres or 42.81 hectares, as shown on the 
map which accompanies this Treaty, signed 
by the Plenipotentiaries of the two coun- 
tries and marked “Exhibit B.“ 3 

Beginning at the intersection of the lo- 
cated center line of the Madden Road and the 
Canal Zone-Republic of Panama 6-mile 
boundary line, said point being located N. 
29°20’ W. a distance of 168.04 ft. along said 
boundary line from boundary monument No. 
65, the geodetic position of boundary monu- 
ment No. 65 being latitude N. 9°07’ plus 
3,948.8 ft. and longitude 79°37’ plus 1,174.6 
It.: 

thence N. 43°10’ E. a distance of 541.1 ft. 
to station 324 plus 06.65 ft.; 

thence on a 3° curve to the left, a distance 
of 347.2 ft. to station 327 plus 53.9 ft.; 

thence N. 32°45’ E. a distance of 656.8 ft. 
to station 334 plus 10.7 ft.; 

thence on a 3° curve to the left a distance 
of 455.55 ft. to station 338 plus 66.25 ft.; 

thence N. 19°05’ E. a distance of 1,135.70 ft. 
to station 350 plus 01.95 ft.; 

thence on an 8° curve to the left a distance 
of 650.7 ft. to station 356 plus 52.7 ft.; 

thence N. 32°58’ W. a distance of 636.0 ft. 
to station 362 plus 88.7 ft.: 

thence on a 10° curve to the right a dis- 
tance of 227.3 feet to station 365 plus 16.0 ft.; 

thence N. 10°14’ W. a distance of 314.5 ft. 
to station 368 plus 30.5 ft.; 

thence on a 5° curve to the left a distance 
of 178.7 ft. to station 370 plus 09.2 ft.; 

thence N. 19°10’ W. a distance of 4,250.1 ft. 
to station 412 plus 59:3 ft.; 

thence on a 5° curve to the right a distance 
of 720.7 ft to station 410 plus 80.0 ft.; 

thence N. 16°52’ E. a distance of 1,664.3 ft. 
to station 436 plus 44.3 ft.; 

thence on a 5° curve to the left a distance 
of 597.7 ft. to station 442 plus 42.0 ft.; 

thence N. 13°01’ W. a distance of 543.8 ft. 
to station 447 plus 85.8 ft.; 

thence on a 5° curve to the right a distance 
of 770.7 ft. to station 455 plus 56.5 ft.; 

thence N. 25°31’ E. a distance of 1,492.2 
ft. to station 470 plus 48.7 ft.; 

thence on a 5° curve to the right a distance 
of 808.0 ft. to station 478 plus 56.7 ft.; 

thence N. 65°55’ E. a distance of 281.8 ft. 
to station 481 plus 38.5 ft.; 

thence on an 8° curve to the left a distance 
of 446.4 ft. to station 485 plus 84.9 ft.: 


® For application of the Canal Zone Code 
to the corridor referred to in this article, see 
section 2 of Title 1 of such Code. 

* A reproduction of the map marked Ex- 
hibit B”, referred to, will be found in 53 Stat. 
at Large, facing p. 1826. 
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thence N. 30°12’ E. a distance of 479.6 ft. 
to station 490 plus 64.5 ft.: 

thence on a 5° curve to the left a distance 
of 329.4 ft. to station 493 plus 93.9 ft.; 

thence N. 13°44’ E. a distance of 1,639.9 ft. 
to station 510 plus 33.8 ft.; 

thence on a 5° curve to the left a distance 
of 832.3 ft. to station 518 plus 66.1 ft.; 

thence N. 27°53’ W. a distance of 483.9 ft. 
to station 523 plus 50.0 ft.; 

thence on an 8° curve to the right a dis- 
tance of 469.6 ft. to station 528 plus 19.6 ft.; 

thence N. 9°41’ E. a distance of 1,697.6 ft. 
to station 545 plus 17.2 ft.; 

thence on a 10° curve to the left a distance 
of 451.7 ft. to station 549 plus 68.9 ft., which 
is the point marked Point Z on the above- 
mentioned map known as “Exhibit B.” 

(All bearings are true bearings.) 

The Government of the Republic of Pana- 
ma will extinguish any private titles existing 
or which may exist in and to the land in- 
cluded in the above-described corridor. 

The stream and drainage crossings of any 
highway built in the corridor shall not re- 
strict the water passage to less than the 
capacity of the existing streams and drain- 
age. 

No other construction will take place with- 
in the corridor than that relating to the con- 
struction of a highway and to the installa- 
tion of electric power, telephone and tele- 
graph lines; and the only activities which 
will be conducted within the said corridor 
will be those pertaining to the construction, 
maintenance and common uses of a highway, 
and of power and communication lines, and 
auxiliary works thereof. 

The Republic of Panama shall enjoy at all 
times the right of unimpeded transit across 
the said corridor at any point, and of travel 
along the corridor, subject to such traffic 
regulations as may be established by the au- 
thorities of the Panama Canal; and the Gov- 
ernment of the Republic of Panama shall 
have the right to such use of the corridor 
as would be involved in the construction of 
connecting or intersecting highways or rail- 
roads, overhead and underground power, 
telephone, telegraph and pipe lines, and addi- 
tional drainage channels, on condition that 
these structures and their use shall not in- 
terfere with the purpose of the corridor as 
provided hereinabove. 


ARTICLE X 


[§ 41] In case of an international con- 
flagration or the existence of any threat of 
aggression which would endanger the secu- 
rity of the Republic of Panama or the neu- 
trality or security of the Panama Canal, the 
Governments of the United States of Amer- 
ica and the Republic of Panama will take 
such measures of prevention and defense 
as they may consider necessary for the pro- 
tection of their common interests. Any 
measures, in safeguarding such interests, 
which it shall appear essential to one Gov- 
ernment to take, and which may affect the 
territory under the jurisdiction of the other 
Government, will be the subject of consulta- 
tion between the two Governments. 


* United States Note—Military Maneu- 
vers; Action in Sudden Emergency: 2. Thi 
holding of maneuvers or exercises by the 
armed forces of the United States of America 
in territory adjacent to the Canal Zone is an 
essential measure of preparedness for the 
protection of the neutrality of the Panama 
Canal, and when said maneuvers or exercises 
should take place, the parties shall follow 
the procedure set forth in the records of the 

of the negotiations of the Gen- 
eral Treaty of March 2, 1936, which proceed- 
ings were held on March 2, 1936. 

“3. As set forth in the records of the pro- 
ceedings of the negotiations of the General 
Treaty of March 2, 1936, which proceedings 
were held on March 16, 1935, in the event of 
an emergency so sudden as to make action of 
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ARTICLE XI 


Is 42] The provisions of this Treaty shall 
not affect the rights and obligations of 
either of the two High Contracting Parties 
under the treaties now in force between the 
two countries, nor be considered as a limita- 
tion, definition, restriction or restrictive 
interpretation of such rights and obligations, 
but without prejudice to the full force and 
effect of any provisions of this Treaty which 
constitute addition to, modification or ab- 
rogation of, or substitutions for the provi- 
sions of previous treaties. 


ARTICLE XIT 


[$ 43] The present Treaty shall be ratified 
in accordance with the constitutional meth- 
ods of the High Contracting Parties and 
shall take effect immediately on the ex- 
change of ratifications which shall take 
place at Washington. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Plenipotentiaries 
have signed this Treaty in duplicate, in the 
English and Spanish languages, both texts 
being authentic, and have hereunto affixed 
their seals. 

Done at the city of Washington the second 
day of March, 1936." 


CORDELL HULL [SEAL] 
SUMNER WELLES [SEAL] 
R. J. ALFARO [SEAL] 
NARCISO GARAY [SEAL] 


a preventive character imperative to safe- 
guard the neutrality or security of the Pan- 
ama Canal, and if by reason of such emer- 
gency it would be impossible to consult with 
the Government of Panama as provided in 
Article X of said Treaty, the Government of 
the United States of America need not delay 
action to meet this emergency pending con- 
sultation, although it will make every effort 
in the eyent that such consultation has not 
been effected prior to taking action to con- 
sult as soon as it may be possible with the 
Panamanian Government.” 

The quoted paragraphs embrace points 2 
and 8 covered in an exchange of notes dated 
February 1, 1939, between the United States 
Secretary of State and the Minister of 
Panama. For preservation of the above pro- 
visions relating to military maneuvers with- 
out change or modification other than as pro- 
vided in Art. VIII of the Treaty of Mutual 
Understanding and Cooperation of January 
25, 1955, see such article (5 129, post), par- 
ticularly par. (e) thereof. 

For point 1 of the above agreement, see 
footnote 8, ante. 

ss United States Note—Ratification of 
Treaty by Panama: “I understand from the 
debate in the Senate of the States yesterday 
on the treaties signed with Panama, March 2, 
1936, that the question was raised as to 
whether the Assembly of Panama had the 
notes and minutes of the treaty negotiations 
before it at the time the treaties were con- 
sidered and ratified by that body. 

“I shall thank you to advise me definitely 
as to whether the notes and minutes of the 
negotiations were before the Assembly of 
Panama and were thoroughly understood and 
considered by the Assembly, in connection 
with its ratification of the aforesaid treaties.” 

Panama Reply Note—Ratification of 
Treaty by Panama: “I think that the best 
answer I may give to Your Excellency is to 
transcribe textually, in translation, law No. 
37 of 1936 which was passed by our Assembly 
on the twenty-fourth of December, 1936, and 
which reads as follows: 


The National Assembly of Panama Decrees 

Only article: there are hereby approved 
and ratified in all their parts the General 
Treaty, the Radio Communications Conven- 
tion, the Convention on the Transfer of the 
stations of La Palma and Puerto Obaldia and 
the Convention on the Trans-Isthmian High- 
way, signed in the city of Washington, March 
2, 1936, by plenipotentiaries of the Govern- 
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SALE OF GRAVITY METER 
CANCELED 


Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, the De- 
partment of Commerce announced on 
July 18, 1967, that the manufacturer of 
the Worden Gravity Meter has “termi- 
nated his interest” in selling a missile- 
improving instrument to Communist Po- 
land. I am sure that an aroused Ameri- 
can public is greatly relieved to learn 
that this instrument, so vital to the im- 
provement of Soviet missile targeting, 
will not reach their hands. What I do not 
understand is the equivocating rationale 
which the Department of Commerce has 
prepared to justify the original authori- 
zation of this shipment. 

In a prepared press release, the De- 
partment of Commerce raises several 
points in defense of its action. Because 
this document so devastatingly illumi- 
nates the grave dangers in our adminis- 
tration’s permissive attitude toward the 
export of strategic commodities to the 
Communist bloc, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that it be printed at this point in 
the REcorp. 

There being no objection, the release 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


LICENSING OF GRAVITY METER TO POLAND 


Considerable public interest has developed 
respecting the issuance of a license by the 
Department of Commerce for the export of 
a gravity meter to Poland. To satisfy this 
interest, the salient facts surrounding the 
transaction and the Department’s action are 
set forth in this brief statement. 

Several months ago, the Department of 
Commerce received an application for a li- 
cense to export a land-based gravity meter 
with accessories, valued at $10,200, to the 
Polish Institute of Geodesy and Cartography 
in Warsaw, Poland, for the stated purpose 
of conducting geological research and geo- 
detic measurements. It was learned through 
a field check that this instrument was to be 
used to complete the geodetic mapping pro- 
gram sponsored by the International Asso- 
ciation of Geodesy, of which the United 
States is a member. The Soviet meter which 
the Polish Institute had been using was con- 
sidered too heavy for use in the mountainous 
terrain of southern Poland; for this reason 
the more portable United States meter was 
desired. 

Gravity meters are used to measure varia- 
tions in the intensity of the earth’s gravity. 
Such measurements are made for various 
purposes. The primary use of the data re- 
lates to geophysical prospecting for pe- 
troleum and other mineral deposits, scien- 
tific studies to determine the shape of the 
earth, and geophysical research of the earth's 
structure. Over 95 percent of the United 
States production of the meter sought by the 


ments of the Republic of Panama and of the 
United States of America, which is done 
taking into account the Minutes and the Ex- 
changes of Notes signed on the same date and 
which contain interpretations and explana- 
tions of certain important aspects of the 
General Treaty and of the Conventions afore- 
mentioned.’ 

“From the law quoted above Your Excel- 
lency will observe that the minutes and the 
notes were before the Assembly and were 
considered and understood by it at the same 
time that the Assembly ratified the Treaty 
and Convention above mentioned.” 

The notes embracing the foregoing quoted 

agraphs were exchanged July 25, 1939, 
between the United States Secretary of State 
and the Ambassador of Panama. 
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Poles has been used to develop data for these 
purposes. Gravity data obtained by the use 
of all types of gravity meters are also used 
by the military to establish gravity values at 
each launch site to calibrate the accelera- 
tion of the inertial guidance system and to 
prepare a network of gravity information for 
trajectory improvement. The Communist 
countries of Eastern Europe have, however, 
already collected a large amount of land 
gravity data; consequently, their primary re- 
quirement today so far as ballistic and mili- 
tary purposes are concerned is for data re- 
specting the vast areas of the earth covered 
by water. To conduct gravity surveys over 
water, a specially designed seaborne meter 
is needed. The land-based meter desired by 
Poland cannot be used for this purpose. 

Production and technology of the various 
types of land gravity meters are not con- 
fined to the United States. For several years 
a meter of this type has been produced in 
Canada with features and capabilities equal 
to the American instrument. The production 
and calibration of this type meter are thus 
not limited to American technicians. Other 
meters whose accuracy and sensitivity for 
military end use are comparable to the sub- 
ject meter are also available to Communist 
countries from capable instrument manu- 
facturers in West Germany and Sweden. 
These land gravity meters are not subject to 
international control by the group of coun- 
tries that maintain an embargo on the ship- 
ment of strategic commodities to Commu- 
nist countries. In the past few years non- 
United States producers have sold more than 
a hundred land gravity meters to Commu- 
nist countries. 

For these reasons, and taking into account 
that only a single instrument was involved, 
the Department concluded that issuance of 
a license was appropriate. Subsequently, the 
applicant/licensee informed the Department 
that he was terminating his interest in the 
transaction and asked that the license be 
cancelled. This has been done. 


Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, several 
points are made which deserve examina- 
tion before we accept the explanation 
that the licensing of the gravity meter 
shipment was appropriate. 

First of all, the Department of Com- 
merce states: 

Gravity data obtained by the use of all 
types of gravity meters are also used by the 
military to study gravity values at each 
launch site to calibrate the acceleration of 
the inertial guidance system and to prepare 
a network of gravity information for trajec- 
tory improvement. 


I cannot understand, in light of this 
admission, how there could be any ques- 
tion concerning the inappropriateness of 
shipment of such an instrument to the 
Communist bloc. 

The Commerce Department, however, 
contends that meters of comparable ac- 
curacy and sensitivity are available from 
manufacturers in other countries. I have 
checked with the leading expert on grav- 
ity meters, Dr. Lucien Lacoste, of 
LaCoste & Romberg, to determine 
whether this is, in fact, valid. In a tele- 
phone conversation last Friday, he said 
that the skill required to develop a grav- 
ity meter having an accuracy as fine as 
0.01 of a milligal and sufficiently rugged 
to withstand repeated use exists nowhere 
outside the United States today. The 
Commerce Department in its own state- 
ment admits that Poland sought this in- 
strument because others available were 
not sufficiently portable, so there is a 
basic discrepancy in its own logic. 


July 24, 1967 


On the same point, recognizing the 
portable feature of the instrument, I 
cannot understand how the Department 
of Commerce can emphasize that it 
would be appropriate to ship this gravity 
meter because “only a single instrument 
was involved.” To me, the term, “porta- 
ble,” means that it can easily be carried 
about to all the missile sites. 

The Senate will remember that on 
June 21, 1967, I raised the question con- 
cerning the shipment of this instrument. 
In my remarks I included a copy of the 
letter from the Department of Commerce 
responding to my initial inquiry. In the 
letter the Department stated that— 

Subsequent to the issuance of this license 
and based on information supplied by intel- 
ligence sources, the applicant was requested 
on February 16, 1967, to return the license. 
(See Congressional Record, June 21, 1967, 
page 16630.) 


Mr. President, it makes me very un- 
easy that there is no comment with re- 
spect to the objections of the intelligence 
sources in Friday’s explanation concern- 
ing the gravity meter shipment. It is 
completely ignored. I can only conclude 
that objective intelligence has been over- 
ruled in favor of subjective recklessness 
about protecting our national security 
and interests. 

Something must be done to stop the 
flagrant violations of the Export Control 
Act. The law contains no saving clause 
which says that strategic goods may be 
sold to Communist countries just because 
comparable goods may be available else- 
where. The law is clear and explicit. It 
says that neither strategic goods nor 
those of economic significance may be 
sold to Communist states. At a time when 
international Communism spawns unrest 
and terrorism on a worldwide scale, per- 
haps even here, in our own United States, 
we should be all the more restrained in 
eed trade relations with the Communist 

loc. 


THE VIEWS OF INTELLECTUALS ON 
VIETNAM 


Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, in the 
Sunday Star of July 23, 1967, Howard K. 
Smith took a look at the feelings and po- 
sitions of the intellectuals of America 
with respect to Vietnam, noting that 
they have failed to offer reasonable al- 
ternatives to present policies. Yet they 
imply that the alternatives are easy and 
exist, if only the administration would 
grasp them. 

Mr. Smith’s column gives examples to 
illustrate the thesis that the American 
intellectuals forsake their scholarship 
and reason when they deal with the 
present crisis. They find alternatives 
where there are none. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that Mr. Smith’s column be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

IMPRACTICAL ALTERNATIVE VIETNAM POLICIES 
(By Howard K. Smith) 

The other day, Prof. Henry Steele Com- 
mager, in a book review, repeated one of the 
wearlest old bromides of the generation. The 
trouble with U.S. foreign policy, he wrote, 
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has been our assumption that Communism 
“was monolithic and universal ... This we 
have clung to in the face of the fact that 
Communism is as varied as any other ism.” 

His thought is quoted here only because it 
is endlessly repeated and is utterly false. 
The fact is, no American administration has 
regarded Communism as a monolith. Tito's 
Communism was kept afloat in a stormy time 
only by plentiful aid from the Truman Ad- 
ministration. Poland and Yugoslavia were 
saved by help from the Eisenhower Adminis- 
tration. Kennedy and Johnson zealously 
built bridges to some Communisms while 
restraining others. Johnson has even offered 
aid to, of all nations, North Vietnam. 

Prof. Commager illustrates a curious flaw 
in American intellectuals. They are rather 
good at commenting on the safe past. But in 
the crunches of current affairs, they tend to 
disintegrate. They throw off the disciplines 
of scholarship and reason, and become will- 
ing prey to cliche, prejudice and even hys- 
teria. 

Recently when the Middle East was rising 
towards conflict, Mrs, Barbara Tuchman, the 
historian, wrote a remarkable letter to news- 
papers in New York and Washington. It 
amounted to a shrill demand that we enter 
a war which was not going on, on the side of 
a nation which would only have been em- 
barrassed by our zeal. Gone was the calm, 
clear intellect that wrote the “Guns of 
August.” 

But it is Vietnam that remains the chief 
solvent of intellect. And no part of that sub- 
ject reduces so many scholars to schoolboys 
as the matter of proposing alternatives to our 
present policy in Vietnam. 

Prof. Arthur Schlesinger has proposed as 
a way out that we adopt the “Laos model,” 
though he must know that there is no such 
thing. The Laos agreement of 1962 was never 
honored by the Communists who proceeded 
instead to seize two-thirds of that little 
country, and would have taken the rest, had 
we not tied their forces down in South Viet- 
nam in 1965. 

Prof. Galbraith has dusted off the unwork- 
able old enclave policy and offered it up as a 
new alternative. Richard Goodwin has of- 
fered the inspired alternative of forming a 
committee. 

Young Dr. James Thomson of Harvard has 
drawn on his past experience as a member 
of the staff of the National Security Council 
to reveal that realistic alternatives to the 
present course have been offered the Presi- 
dent repeatedly. But, he wrote recently, the 
administration stubbornly rejected all other 
ways out. Dr. Thomson was wise not to spe- 
cify what those alternatives were. This re- 
porter has done some painstaking research 
on them and can say that mostly they were 
alternatives in the sense that cutting off 
one's head is an alternative to suffering a 
headache. 

Roger Hilsman, late of the State Depart- 
ment, now teaching at Columbia, has pub- 
lished a book with many virtues but also 
with some vices. The most harmful of the 
latter is his alleged inside information— 
which he never specifies—that Kennedy 
would never have gone for the present Viet- 
nam policy. In fact, the public and available 
evidence is otherwise, including a speech 
made in Germany by Robert Kennedy at 
John Kennedy’s request, indicating that the 
young President considered Vietnam as vital 
a commitment as Berlin. When our limited 
Special Forces, so highly regarded by Mr. 
Hilsman, failed to halt the flood of Commu- 
nist infiltrators in 1965, there is every reason 
to think that John Kennedy would have re- 
sorted to massive U. S. intervention to save 
a commitment he considered so essential. 

Real alternatives to present policy are bad- 
ly needed. The failure of conspicuous intel- 
lectuals to provide them is forgivable. But 
the false impression they create that easy 
alternatives exist if only the administration 
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were bright or humane enough to accept 
them, is not. 


FATE, FATALISM, AND THE WAR IN 
VIETNAM 


Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, any- 
one who is involved in making policy de- 
cisions, or indeed anyone who merely 
observes the tide of world affairs, must 
come away with a heightened sense of 
the limitations under which men and 
nations labor in controlling events or in 
determining their destinies. This was 
true of Tacitus as he surveyed the decay 
of the Roman Republic: his histories at- 
tributed much importance to the virtues 
and the vices of famous men, but there 
was always a large and imponderable 
role reserved for “fortune.” The fact that 
some 2,000 years later various notions of 
fate and fortune still enter into our 
historical thinking bespeaks something 
significant, I think, about the human 
condition. But such thinking also has 
its inadequacies and its dangers. It is my 
intention today, simply and in brief 
compass, to point to a particular kind of 
fatalistic thinking that has arisen con- 
cerning the war in Vietnam and to com- 
ment on what I regard to be the perils of 
such a state of mind. . 

It is a state of mind not peculiar to any 
particular faction. How often do we hear 
it said that, whatever the Nation’s past 
mistakes in Southeast Asia might have 
been, We are in there now, whether we 
like it or not, and we have no choice but 
to see it through.” By “see it through” 
is usually meant at least a continuation 
of the present level of conflict, in degree 
and in kind, or more often, a graduated 
intensification of the conflict. This 
amounts to far more than the obvious 
and indisputable point that a total or 
immediate withdrawal is not a live op- 
tion—if indeed it ever has been. The 
fatalistic argument rather implies that 
military involvement has its own logic, 
its own inexorable necessities—and it 
often also implies that we uninitiated 
politicians and civilians can “never really 
understand” how the logic operates. We 
are not free to look first and foremost 
at our long-term objectives in Vietnam, 
to formulate alternative or comple- 
mentary means to those ends, to weigh 
the costs and benefits of various sorts of 
military means and compare them to 
other means. 

The fatalistic reasoning we are hear- 
ing more and more nowadays does not 
permit this sort of measured and rea- 
soned response. We are rather counseled 
to take our present military posture as 
a “given” and are told that we have no 
choice but to do whatever it takes to 
make that policy succeed.“ Such a state 
of mind is dangerous indeed, I believe, 
and singularly inappropriate to our 
Vietnamese involvement. 

It may be that the “inexorable logic” 
of military involvement does not even 
apply to the Vietnam war—that victory 
and conquest as we have thought of them 
in our past conflicts cannot be our ob- 
jectives here. Our leaders have in fact 
said as much. But even if we were to 
conclude that some sort of conquest“ is 
within our purview, it is important that 
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we weigh carefully the payoffs over 
against the costs and dangers and ago- 
nies that stepped up military action en- 
tails—and that we continue to consider 
alternative means of bringing the con- 
flict to an honorable conclusion. It is 
precisely this kind of calculation that 
fatalistic thinking all too often does not 
permit. Bogged down by our sense of ne- 
cessities, the war becomes for us a 
“morass” rather than a limited and less- 
than- ultimate means, among other 
means to be applied to the resolution 
of an enormously complex and sensitive 
international situation. 

But fatalism is not displayed merely 
by those who support or are resigned to 
our present military program. It repre- 
sents a disquieting aspect of the argu- 
ments of many critics of that program as 
well. 

Events of the past 10 years, again, are 
seen as following one another with inex- 
orable necessity. Just as defenders of 
our present policy talk as though the 
policies of the Eisenhower, Kennedy, 
and Johnson administrations were all 
of a piece and could not have been other- 
wise, so too do the critics often speak as 
though one step necessarily led to an- 
other. Thus we hear righteous castiga- 
tions of those who did not see what was 
coming, who did not move to stop it 
“while there was still time.” It too often 
seems that the critics are more inter- 
ested in bewailing the tragedy of our 
“morass” than they are in finding a way 
out. 

Therefore, Mr. President, all of us who 
are concerned about and thinking about 
this war, not merely hawks or doves or 
any other faction, would do well to heed 
the admonition of our distinguished ma- 
jority leader: 

Let us not permit our apprehension .. . 
to slide into fatalism and into acceptance 
that nothing constructive can be done and 
that military action alone will win this war. 


The truth is that fatalism, in the short 
run, is the easy way out. It is a conven- 
ient state of mind for those who simply 
wish us to continue or to step up our 
present military course and not to be 
bothered with the admitted uncertainties 
and imponderables of alternative 
courses. It is also a convenient state of 
mind for those whose primary purpose is 
to fix moral blame, to find someone to 
condemn for taking supposedly fatal 
steps or for “speaking out” or failing to 
“speak out.” It is a perfect state of mind, 
in other words, for both those who seek 
to preserve the status quo and for those 
who want to chuck the “whole damn 
mess.” It is a much less adequate frame 
of mind for those who refuse to view 
Vietnam as a morass or a treadmill and 
who are interested in seeing us pursue, 
before it really is too late, more imagina- 
tive and less exclusively military paths to 
peace. All of us, to the extent that we 
have been disheartened or cowed by the 
prophets of military or moral necessity, 
might do well to recall the words 
Shakespeare puts in the mouth of Cas- 
sius: 

Men at some time are masters of their fate: 
The fault, dear Brutus, is not in our stars, 
But in ourselves, that we are underlings. 
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Therefore, I would suggest that while 
necessities do exist and certain events 
are beyond our control, a thoroughgoing 
fatalism is a dangerous and inadequate 
point of view for one formulating or 
criticizing foreign policy, particularly 
military policy. 

The truth is, of course, that there was 
no “turning point” in our policy in Viet- 
nam from which all else has resulted. 
There have been hundreds of decisions 
made, each bounded by certain neces- 
sities, but each made in the face of nu- 
merous alternatives—which may or may 
not have been considered and dealt with. 
Just as there have been hundreds of de- 
cisions, there will be hundreds more. 
There are and there will be alternatives. 
The pursuit of one sort of military logic 
or another is only one among many pos- 
sible courses and, indeed, there are indi- 
cations that certain aspects of that pur- 
suit might well be counterproductive. 
Our prime goal, hopefully, is still a sta- 
bilized South Vietnam, secure from the 
conflicts and the designs of world pow- 
ers. The first step this is still a cease-fire 
and negotiations. It is important that 
measured military activity be accom- 
panied by renewed diplomatic initiatives, 
by an openness to and an encouragement 
of international efforts at mediation, by 
the consideration and the proposal, pub- 
licly and privately, of various alternatives 
for adjustment, compromise, stabilization 
and settlement, which we and other 
parties concerned might find acceptable 
or at least worth discussing. It is impor- 
tant that we give to the enemy positive as 
well as negative incentives for ending the 
conflict; the military logic at its best can 
deal with only half of that task. It is im- 
portant that we not harden his position, 
but that we attempt to create a situa- 
tion where matters of common interest 
can be recognized and pursued. 

It is here, in a sense, that my argu- 
ment comes full circle. I have been say- 
ing that we must not fall into a fatalistic 
state of mind, that we must recognize 
and act upon the alternatives that we 
have. But I am acknowledging that the 
fatalists have a point: that our policies 
can be self-reinforcing, can harden our 
own positions and those of the enemy, 
and thus can constrict the range of alter- 
natives we have in future instances. And 
I would urge that we use our present 
range of options in such a way as to 
maximize our maneuverability in the 
future. 

I have argued that certain advocates of 
stepped-up military activity display a 
fatalistic cast of mind. I would further 
argue that these policies often tend to 
be self-fulfilling. They proceed from a 
failure to recognize the existence of al- 
ternative means, and their effect may be 
in fact to restrict the number and range 
of means available. 

Let me try to be more concrete. 

It is useful, I think, to consider the 
bombing of North Vietnam from this 
point of view—although, of course, other 
considerations must be brought to bear 
on the problem as well. What is the effect 
of continued bombing on the range of al- 
ternatives which might be available to us 
and to the enemy? 

There are indications that the effect 
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of the bombing, far from increasing the 
likelihood of negotiation and settlement, 
could be to harden the positions of all 
concerned. It might tend to force North 
Vietnam to “dig in“ psychologically and 
militarily and to rely increasingly on 
Communist China; the net effect would 
be a reduced willingness or ability to 
compromise and come to a settlement 
and, consequently, less openness to dip- 
lomatic advances. The effect in the 
United States might be to stimulate a 
new inflexibility in public opinion, “an 
unhealthy and unproductive war fever” 
in Senator Morton’s terms, and thus to 
increase the political risks attendant 
upon efforts to restrict or resolve the 
conflict. 

A policy of such moment, involving 
such resources, is bound to result in a 
proportionally greater and greater de- 
pendence on military means and a de- 
emphasis of other efforts; it is bound to 
reinforce those who would move on to 
the next stage in the inexorable dialectic 
of military involvement, and the next, 
and the next. 

The bombing, then, while it might be 
seen as stemming in part from a fatal- 
istic state of mind about our position and 
our alternatives in Vietnam may, in fact, 
be further narrowing the range of alter- 
natives which lie before us. It is in that 
sense a self-fulfilling policy, and it is for 
those reasons, among others, that I be- 
lieve it should be carefully reappraised. 

Let us not, then, underestimate the 
alternatives which are ours as we strive 
to end the Vietnamese conflict and to 
stabilize and defuse the area. Let us not 
be intimidated or dismayed by those who 
would chain us to a set of necessities 
supposedly imposed upon us by our pres- 
ence and our involvement in this conflict. 
And let us take care lest the policies we 
pursue do actually narrow our range of 
alternatives and threaten the future 
flexibility of our response. It is impor- 
tant to recognize and, insofar as it is 
possible, to preserve the full range of 
diplomatic, political, and economic—as 
well as military—means which are avail- 
able to us. Fatalism has been alterna- 
tively utilized to justify the preservation 
of the status quo, a headlong rush into 
Armageddon, or a withdrawal from de- 
cision and responsibility. In any instance, 
it is a luxury we can ill afford. 


RODMAN JOB CORPS CENTER, NEW 
BEDFORD, MASS. 


Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr. 
President, I invite the attention of Sen- 
ators to an interesting article by John H. 
Fenton which appeared in the New York 
Times of June 18, 1967. 

The article concerns the Rodman Job 
Corps Center in New Bedford, Mass., 
which has just had its contract renewed 
to continue in operation for another 
year. During this past year, the center 
has progressed rapidly under the direc- 
tion of Theodore E. Nelson, and I was 
pleased to hear of this progress when I 
was chairman of a field hearing of the 
Subcommittee on Employment, Man- 
power, and Poverty, in Rodman. 

The article is noteworthy because it 
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shows the problems many new Job Corps 

centers face, and how the centers can 

overcome these problems. Success did 

not come easy for the Rodman center. 

But many private individuals and com- 

panies were convinced of the potential 

value of the center and worked for its 
continuation and eventual success, To 
me, this is a good indication that the Job 

Corps is a worthwhile program, and the 

present statistics about Rodman grad- 

uates will corroborate this. The average 
work entry wage for graduates is now 
$1.70 per hour, and only 5 percent of the 
boys admitted to the center have been 
discharged. Mr. Nelson's efforts are now 
being rewarded with a new contract be- 
tween the Office of Economic Opportu- 
nity and Science Research Associates, 

Inc., a subsidiary of IBM. 

I ask unanimous consent that the arti- 
cle be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

A JoB Corps UNIT Gets NEW CHANCE—NEW 
BEDFORD EASES HOSTILE ATTITUDE AS BATTLES 
END 

(By John H. Fenton) 

New BEDFORD, Mass., June 14.—The Rod- 
man Job Corps Center, on the verge of being 
run out of town a year ago, has a new lease 
on life, worth $4.3-million. 

The figure represents the amount of a new, 
one-year contract between the Rodman 
Training Center, Inc., and the Office of Eco- 
nomic Opportunity. Scientific Research Asso- 
ciates, Inc., of Chicago, an educational pub- 
lishing company, is the parent company of 
the training center. The Chicago company 
is a subsidiary of the International Business 
Machines Corporation. 

Most of the funds will be spent in New 
Bedford, a city of diversified industry and 
an even stranger diversity of ethnic cultures 
in its 100,000 population. 

Some of the ethnic groups, who tend to 
live in enclaves to preserve their native cul- 
tures, are Cape Verde islanders, mainland 
Portuguese, English, Polish, Puerto Ricans, 
Brazilians and Irish. They represent the two 
major industrial eras of New Bedford, fishing 
and textiles, which successively rose and fell. 


FIGHTS PERILED PROGRAM 


Clashes between some of the students at 
the Job Corps Center and youths of New Bed- 
ford last year threatened to wreck the pro- 

m, 

But an intensive campaign of community 
relations, under a new, tough-minded direc- 
tor, saved the day. And the City Council, 
which had voted 11 to 0 on May 23, 1966, to 
ask President Johnson to get rid of the cen- 
ter, gave the new director, Theodore E. Nel- 
son, a 9 to 2 vote of confidence on Dec. 8, 
1966. 

The training center, situated on a former 
United States Army site overlooking Appona- 
gansett Bay, at the south end of the city, 
seeks to educate and train young men who 
are unemployed dropouts from school or who 
have no marketable skills. It is part of the 
war on poverty under the Office of Economic 
Opportunity. 

A two-year contract for $8.7-million was 
signed in March, 1965, and the first students 
began to arrive at the 60-acre center that 
August. The present enrollment is 614, of 
whom 57 per cent are non-white. They aver- 
age around 17 to 18 years of age. 

Trouble began almost as soon as the center 
opened. Many of the young men came from 
states where they could drink at the age of 
18. The legal age in Massachusetts is 21. But 
there are ways of evading the law. 

Within nine months 57 members of the 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


corps had been arrested in New Bedford, 
mostly for drunkenness or disorderly con- 
duct. Then, on May 21, 1966, a full-scale bat- 
tle was narrowly averted when several score 
Rodman youths were stopped by city police 
outside the gates following reports that 
corpsmen were headed uptown to settle 
scores with local youths over girls. 

Ralph J. Saulnier, a member of the City 
Council, who lives near the center, said, “We 
have a battleground; it is not so much the 
boys who were brawling, it is the other 500 
inside we're afraid of.” 

After Mr. Saulnier led the council fight to 
have the center removed, Mr. Nelson, a Har- 
vard graduate who was formerly associated 
with the Research Associates, took over as di- 
rector. He laid down strict rules for the stu- 
dents. 

One Rodman student said of Mr. Nelson, 
“We call him ‘Sundown,’ because if you mess 
up here, he'll have you out by sundown.” 

By last December, the tide had turned. 
And in March of this year, Rodman was host 
to 265 leading New Bedford residents at a 
“thank you dinner” for giving the center a 
new chance. 

The success of the efforts at forging a new 
image came several days ago with the signing 
of the new contract. 


UPWARD BOUND 


Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr. 
President, I invite the attention of Sen- 
ators to an article published in the Bos- 
ton Globe of June 25, 1967. The article 
outlines the course of study and the 
recreational and social activities that 
will be offered in the Upward Bound pro- 
gram at Boston College this summer. 

I have long supported the Upward 
Bound program because I believe that 
the close pupil-tutor ratio and the oppor- 
tunity to participate in a wide range of 
cultural activities is one of the best ways 
to motivate young people whose environ- 
ments have too long stifled their curi- 
osity and enthusiasm. I invite attention 
specifically to the exchange visit with 
the Upward Bound program in Maine, 
which will be included in this summer's 
activities. I feel that this exchange con- 
cept will illustrate the fine programing 
established by Mr. Ulysses Shelton, the 
director of the Boston College program. 
Not only will this visit enable young 
people to escape the crowded slum con- 
ditions in Boston; it will also give them 
a chance to learn of the problems faced 
by other young people in another part 
of the country. I commend not only Mr. 
Shelton, but the other members of the 
Boston College faculty and student body 
and the teachers from the Boston area 
schools who will be participating in the 
Upward Bound program. I am certain 
that they will find their summer experi- 
ence rewarding and that their efforts 
will be greatly appreciated by the 98 
students. 

I know that this summer’s program 
will be every bit as successful as last 
year’s and hope that Boston College will 
continue to make this important contri- 
bution to the antipoverty effort in the 
years ahead. 

I ask unanimous consent that the arti- 
cle be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
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UPWARD BOUND PROGRAM IN JULY AT BOSTON 
COLLEGE 


Ninety-eight students from the Greater 
Boston area will participate in the Upward 
Bound program at Boston College July 5- 
Aug. 25. 

High school juniors and seniors and June 
graduates from Charlestown, Roxbury, Cam- 
bridge, Dorchester, East Boston and the 
South End, will live in campus residence 
halls with 18 graduate and undergraduate 
tutor-counselors, and take college level 
courses in English, mathematics, social 
studies and speech. 

The program, designed to lift the moti- 
vational, aspirational and educational levels 
of low income students, expects to bring 
each student up to the capacity at which 
he can function, according to Ulysses Shel- 
ton, Upward Bound director at Boston 
College. 

Each student takes three or four courses 
every morning. Afternoons are spent going 
over the day’s assignments with the tutor- 
counselors and in organized athletic pro- 
grams. The agenda also includes workshops 
in dramatics, classical folk music and jazz, 
and creative writing, as well as a series of 
field trips. 

There will be two new aspects to this year’s 
program, Shelton reports. The first is an 
exchange program with Upward Bound stu- 
dents at Bowdoin College, Brunswick, Me., 
whereby 25 Maine students and their coun- 
selors will spend five days on the Boston Col- 
lege campus while their counterparts at B.C. 
go to Maine. 

Students remaining on the B.C. campus 
will act as hosts and will have a visiting stu- 
dent as a roommate. This will introduce stu- 
dents from an essentially urban background 
to rural life, while rural students will be- 
come acquainted with aspects of city life. 

The teaching staff is composed of faculty 
members from Boston College and the 
Greater Boston schools. They are Morton 
Weinert, Boston Latin; Michael G. Burnett, 
Belmont High School; Sandra Harper, Mar- 
blehead High School; Mrs. Mary McKay, 
Tufts University, and Thomas Kinsey, Boston 
Latin. 

Boston College members are Robert Silber- 
nagel, Theresa A. Powell, William Jardus and 
Mary Twarowskl. 


FLIGHT SAFETY RESEARCH 


Mr. METCALF, Mr. President, be- 
cause of the nationwide interest in air 
safety, I wish to share with the US. 
Senate the outstanding testimony given 
Friday, July 21, before the Committee 
on Government Operations in hearings 
on Senate Joint Resolution 64, for the 
establishment of a Commission on Bal- 
anced Economic Development, and S. 
1602, designed to establish viable non- 
defense uses of Glasgow Air Force Base. 

This testimony was given by Maj. Gen. 
Joseph D. Caldara, U.S, Air Force re- 
tired, president of the Flight Safety 
Foundation. The outstanding creden- 
tials for this testimony of General 
Caldara are obvious as you note the fol- 
lowing biographical information: 

Maj. Gen. Joseph D. Caldara, known 
throughout aviation as “Smokey,” ac- 
cepted appointment as president of the 
foundation on March 1, 1964, following 
the retirement from the U.S. Air Force 
after 33 years of active duty. 

A highlight of his military career was 
as Director of Flight Safety Research. 
He assumed this post in February 1955, 
and his responsibilities included all Air 
Force matters pertaining to prevention 
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of aircraft accidents. That same year he 
initiated an aircraft accident prevention 
program directed toward “getting ahead 
of the aircraft.” 

The success of various interrelated pro- 
grams initiated by General Caldara, both 
within the Air Force and the aviation 
industry, caused the Office of the Chief 
of Staff of the Air Force to expand his 
safety functions to include the missile, 
nuclear, and ground areas. It designated 
General Caldara in June 1959 the Air 
Force’s first Deputy Inspector General, 
Safety, Headquarters, U.S. Air Force, 
Washington, consolidating under his 
command all Air Force safety functions 
involving air, missile, nuclear, and 
ground safety. 

Among his many top nonmilitary 
awards for work in accident prevention 
and direct saving of lives are the Ben- 
jamin Franklin Award given in January 
1959; the Monsanto Safety Award by the 
Aviation/Space Writers Association at 
their May 1959 national convention in 
Washington; and in 1962 the Flight 
Safety Foundation’s Distinguished Serv- 
ice Award. 

His many military assignments include 
a World War I tour of duty as Assistant 
Chief of Staff, Operations for Air, in the 
South Pacific; a postwar assignment to 
Alaska as Deputy Chief of Staff, Opera- 
tions; and later Chief of Staff, Alaskan 
Air Command; a division commander in 
the Strategic Air Command, a planner 
on the Joint Chiefs of Staff; and a com- 
mander of the Far East Air Forces’ 
Bomber Command with headquarters in 
Yokota, Japan. 

General Caldara is a member of the 
National Aviation Club of Washington, 
Wings Club of New York, Aerospace 
Medical Association, National Associa- 
tion Accident Investigators, Survival & 
Flight Equipment Association, and the 
Aerospace Industrial Life Sciences Asso- 
ciation. 

General Caldara’s testimony is imagi- 
native in that he suggests the establish- 
ment of a flight safety systems research 
program at the soon to be vacated $100 
million Glasgow Air Force Base in north- 
eastern Montana. This concept appears 
to me to be an ideal conservation of valu- 
able human and material resources. 

I ask unanimous consent that General 
Caldara’s testimony and the text of the 
brochure of the Flight Safety Foundation 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the items 
were ordered to be printed in the Rec- 
ORD, as follows: 

TESTIMONY OF GENERAL CALDARA 

Mr. Chairman and members of the com- 
mittee. First, to validate the basis of the 
statements I am about to make, the follow- 
ing information is provided. 

The Flight Safety Foundation is an inde- 
pendent, civilian, non-government, non- 
profit organization which devotes its entire 
efforts to upgrading the levels of flight safety 
throughout the Aviation Community, all in 
the interest of the general public. It has a 
recognized reputation for objectivity 
throughout the aviation world. 

The Foundation accomplishes its objec- 
tive by functioning as an Air Safety Infor- 
mation Interchange. Through the timely and 
informative FSF safety publications, it keeps 
pilots and others involved in aircraft opera- 
tions current on safety matters that affect 
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their profession. A personal information in- 
terchange is provided through Critique 
Panels, special presentations and Safety 
Seminars which also serve to get the word 
out on new devices, developments and pro- 
cedures, as well as the shared experiences 
and knowledge of others, that can contrib- 
ute to improving air safety. 

It also provides Air Safety Problem Solv- 
ing services by a staff of technical specialists 
who are available to consult with members 
and advise them on safety problems they 
may encounter. These specialists are back- 
stopped by the research facilities and exten- 
sive reference files which the Foundation 
maintains, 

Founded more than twenty years ago, the 
Foundation has worked closely with manu- 
facturers in the production of all types of 
aviation products from airframes to sub- 
components, with the scheduled air car- 
riers, the supplementals, the cargo carriers, 
corporate aviation and the general aviation 
segment of the aviation community. This 
does not infer that all of these segments of 
the aviation community have not had flight 
safety programs of one sort or another. But 
the history of the Flight Safety Foundation 
indicates that a more effective interface be- 
tween the various components of aviation 
from manufacturers and air carriers to the 
“private pilot” is a must if the ultimate in 
flight safety, without inhibiting flight opera- 
tions, is to be achieved. Attached to this 
statement is a short brochure with further 
details on the Flight Safety Foundation, 

Everyone in the Aviation Community— 
whether directly involved as a participant, as 
user or as an observer—cannot help but be 
deeply concerned about aircraft accidents. 
The problem of aircraft accident prevention 
has been, is, and will be a continuing one of 
vital importance to everyone participating 
in the efforts of the Aviation Community. It 
is probably brought to the public attention 
only as a result of the headlines informing 
the world of an air carrier catastrophe, or 
perhaps with less publicity, another General 
Aviation aircraft accident. The outstanding 
flight safety achieved to date in the opera- 
tions of the US. air carriers must be recog- 
nized for what it is; the end product of the 
maximizing of efficiency in flight operations 
with the safety of the general public upper- 
most in mind. However, future carrier op- 
erations will demand even greater efforts in 
this regard. Second only to air carrier opera- 
tions is the almost phenomenal safety record 
of the professional pilots flying corporate air- 
craft for business purposes. 

While some individuals, supposedly rep- 
resenting various segments of the General 
Aviation Community, have expressed and do 
continue to express their satisfaction with 
the present accident prevention situation, in 
my opinion aircraft accident prevention to 
date is not adequate to the existing opera- 
tions of General Aviation. 

Too few people realize that aircraft ac- 
cident prevention has a definite economic 
effect in that it is a most positive factor in 
the conservation of national economic re- 
sources. The cost of today’s airline aircraft 
in the $5-$10 million dollar range will be 
doubled, tripled and perhaps exceed even 
that within the next decade. No attempt is 
made to put a price tag on the cost of human 
lives—lost in the fatal accident. But each 
year that sees an improvement in the safety 
record, i.e., the accumulation of more flying 
hours and more miles between accidents— 
sees Just that much more of the gross na- 
tional product of the United States conserved 
for the benefit of the people—both now and 
in the future. In my opinion, every executive 
of every airline and every aircraft manufac- 
turer, and all other people connected with 
the production and operation of air carriers 
are aware of the serious impact that accident 
losses have on their economic viability. For 
this reason, no other program by the com- 
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mercial air carriers—both passenger and 
freight—received more attention from as 
many people as that of aircraft accident pre- 
vention. Flying safety cuts across all flelds 
of endeavor, and is necessarily an integral 
part of the entire air operation, A basic fac- 
tor complicating the aircraft accident pre- 
vention effort is the continuing increase in 
performance—designed and built into each 
new generation of aircraft. A dramatic ex- 
ample of this comes with the advent of the 
Boeing 747, the Jumbo-jet, and the SST, the 
supersonic transport. This increased per- 
formance has a significance which sometimes 
may not be recognized by everyone involved 
with aviation. 

It lies in the fact that even though the 
probability of a major accident may become 
less in the next several years, such an ac- 
cident is likely to be more serious than ever 
before. Higher speeds, greater loads, and the 
tremendous increase in the number of pas- 
sengers per aircraft provide the factors 
which verify this statement. As higher per- 
formance, greater speed and greater pas- 
senger-carrying capability are built into air- 
craft, any single accident is apt to be more 
disastrous by the mere fact of the greater 
number of people involved than in the past. 

While the size, the altitude and the speeds 
of aircraft in use by General Aviation have 
not increased to the same degree that air 
carrier aircraft have, their speed, range and 
capability to perform at altitude also have 
increased tremendously. The number of air- 
craft accidents, the number of fatalities suf- 
fered by people involved in General Aviation 
aircraft accidents are grimly attested to by 
the many newspaper reports. While the unit 
cost of the individual general aviation air- 
craft is of a much smaller order, the human 
suffering caused by accidents can only be 
imagined. No means have been developed to 
measure the suffering and—yes—the eco- 
nomic impact on the human resources of the 
United States when a doctor and his family 
or a lawyer or a senior business executive or 
any one is lost due to this type of tragic 
occurrence, 

Very recently the National Transportation 
Safety Board announced the publication of 
a study of the influence of airplane design on 
accidents in cases where the pilot was found 
responsible. According to a statement by Mr. 
David Thomas, Assistant Administrator of 
the Federal Aviation Administration 80% of 
the general aviation accidents were due to 
the lack of proficiency or lack of procedural 
knowledge on the part of the pilot. The 
NTSB study cited 84% or 3,147 accidents in 
1964 as involving pilot error as a causal ele- 
ment. 

However, the study did not stop with this 
determination but found that typical pilot 
errors in certain types of accidents appear 
more influenced by some airplane designs 
than others, Some designs, it was stated, do 
not induce the pilot to err directly but do 
make it difficult for him not to err, or pre- 
clude an effective response in some particular 
phase of flight. 

The study disclosed that certain types of 
accidents are related primarily to detail de- 
sign, especially those that involve retractable 
landing gear and fuel systems mismanage- 
ment. In these cases, improper sensing of 
controls, inadequate identification of con- 
trols, inadequate indication and/or warning 
to the pilot and lack of standardization were 
found to be the major design factors. 

In other cases, the board reported, it ap- 
peared that information to the pilot in flight 
manuals was inadequate and thus led to 
accidents during take-offs or landings. 

Included in this category are lack of data 
on critical cross winds and the effect of 
surfaces other than paved runways and 
lack of adequate margins between stalling 
speed and ~ecommended take-off speed. 

“Design-induced error,“ the board ex- 
plained, “may be interpreted to be the result 
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of any factor which makes it difficult for 
the pilot to prevent an accident and not 
merely of a factor which causes or induces 
one directly.” 

The study was developed by the Bureau 
of Safety of the Civil Aeronautics Board 
with the financial assistance from the then 
Federal Aviation Agency. The study had been 
completed shortly before the Bureau of 
Safety was transferred to the newly formed 
National Transportation Safety Board on 
April 1. 

Only recently the major companies en- 
gaged in insuring general aviation risks an- 
nounced very steep increases in insurance 
rates. This may have been a coincidence— 
but it is a startling one. But the point to 
be pondered here is now that the NTSB has 
completed and published such an outstand- 
ing—and sorely needed analysis of general 
aviation accidents, HOW—and WHO—vwill 
translate it into positive aircraft accident 
prevention? 

It would seem that this background estab- 
lishes the requirement for an effective, 
realistic, dynamic and positive Flight Safety 
Systems Research program, directly related 
to Senator Metcalf’s comments of 21 April 
1967. In his comments wherein he presented 
Bill 51602, The Northwest Regional Services 
Act, he suggested certain specific uses of 
Glasgow Air Force Base. I would like to re- 
late the idea of a Flight Safety Systems 
Research Program directly to: 

A. A national educational laboratory and 
demonstration center for testing and re- 
searching teaching methods, materials and 
training aids in the vocational/technical 
fields. 

B. Aviation training—pilot, 
electronic technician. 

C. A supersonic transport training center. 

D. An aircraft noise and sonic boom re- 
search facility. 

E. A transportation safety research test- 
ing and experimentation center. 

The phrase “Flight Safety Systems” was 
used deliberately because under present 
philosophy no such discipline is now in ex- 
istence outside Military Aviation. Even in 
the flight safety systems of the various mili- 
tary services, there is no single definitization 
of what the flight safety discipline per se is, 
and how it could be more effective. 

It would seem that the interface between 
Senator Metcalf’s suggested use of the Glas- 
gow Air Force Base as “a national educa- 
tions laboratory. . . for testing and research- 
ing teaching methods, materials and training 
aids ...” should be directly related to “avia- 
tion training—pilot, mechanic, electronic 
technician.” For the past several years the 
Flight Safety Foundation has been develop- 
ing a study leading to the establishment of a 
nationally standardized pilot training pro- 
gram including curriculum, teaching meth- 
ods, materials and training aids. While exist- 
ing Federal Aviation Regulations do estab- 
lish certain “required minimums” for a pilot 
to be designated a Private, Commercial, or 
Air Transport Rated pilot, the end product 
is far from standardized. This is proved reg- 
ularly by the major air carriers who can 
accept only a fraction of pilots applicants, 
supposedly qualified according to civil regu- 
lations, as pilot engineers or copilots. In case 
one wonders what the relationship is between 
aviation training, a national educational lab- 
oratory and flight safety or aircraft accident 
prevention, one of the basic tenets of flight 
safety philosophy may explain it. Aircraft 
accident prevention can be no more effective 
than the individual in the man-machine 
relationship. This closed loop of man and 
machine can never be more efficient than the 
minimum efficiency of the man operating it. 
That training program which will create the 
mental attitude which will cause the pilot 
to understand the problems he and his 
equipment faces in a given environment and 
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as a result take prudent action to avoid the 
dangerous aspects thereof—is accident pre- 
vention at its best. 

This is not meant to imply that training 
manuals, such as they are, are not available 
to those individuals conducting flight train- 
ing, if they choose to use them. But there is 
not in existence today national standardized 
system or method of flight training and 
ground school in use throughout the flight 
training segment of the Aviation Commu- 
nity. This standardization could be developed 
by a Flight Safety Systems Research orga- 
nization at Glasgow Air Force Base. It could 
determine what system is the right type to 
produce the desired results. It would utilize 
the most modern of teaching methods, mate- 
Tials and training aids, and as a result pro- 
vide a pilot, or mechanic, or technician 
trained to meet the requirements of the 
technology and science inherent in aviation 
today. 

It is not because of a whim of a senior 
executive or the prima donna personality of 
a chief pilot that airlines today are contract- 
ing with highly specialized, highly qualified, 
properly developed flight training schools 
to produce pilots for airlines’ employ. It is 
an economical necessity brought about by the 
lack of standardization and the lack of a well- 
trained product from the variety of flight 
training operations now existence. 

A properly organized Flight Safety Systems 
Research organization also would have in- 
herent in it, the interface between pilot 
training programs, supersonic transport 
training programs, and the effects on flight 
safety of the effort necessary to research air- 
craft noise and sonic booms. All of these 
four suggested uses come well within the 
purview of a properly organized, implemented 
and supervised transportation safety research 
testing and experimentation center. 

The interface between the various seg- 
ments of aviation offer interesting possi- 
bilities in their relationship to the safety 
in other types of transportation. To the best 
of my knowledge, little if any of the informa- 
tion that has been accumulated, correlated, 
analyzed and distributed to interested avia- 
tion agencies has found its way to the auto- 
motive or high-speed railroad train design 
engineer. 

As a specific example, the Aviation Safety 
Engineering Research Division of the Flight 
Safety Foundation has been conducting, 
under government contract, research in the 
area of restraint systems, aircraft seat con- 
struction, aircraft fuselage deformation and 
fuel containment by test crashing the equip- 
ment. It is presently involved in research in 
depth on less flammable fuels to minimize 
the danger to survivability in post-crash 
fires. In any given week, the newspapers of 
the United States print accounts of automo- 
bile fatalities resulting from post-crash fire. 
This ni interplay of information from 
the basic transportation research center 
could do much to save human life and mini- 
mize the economic loss involved in automo- 
bile as well as aircraft accidents. However, as 
long as individual segments of various indus- 
tries conduct their own independent accident 
prevention efforts, such an interplay and ex- 
change of vital information between all seg- 
ments of the transportation industry, will 
not be realized. The Design Safety Notes 
developed and published for the past fifteen 
years by the Flight Safety Foundation and 
used throughout the Aviation Industry are 
equally pertinent to accident prevention in 
other realms of transportation. But there is 
no cross-channel through which this vital 
information can flow. 

Lest you think that these opinions on the 
need for flight safety are limited to the per- 
spective of one involved in the discipline, let 
me quote from communications published 
25 a director, of a State Aeronautics Commis- 

on. 

“The private pilot has been neglected ... 
in that (there is) no “source or channel 
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whereby he can keep up-to-date on the rap- 
idly changing facets of the aviation business 
. regarding flight safety programs. . we 
feel there has been a serious lack in the so- 
called grass roots level.” Another bulletin to 
general aviation personnel reads: “The Fed- 
eral Aviation Agency and your Aeronautics 
Commission are becoming increasingly con- 
cerned with the accident rate affecting avia- 
tion and with the increasing number of 
searches the past two calendar years.” 

An example of this concern on the part of 
government officials was expressed in a 
speech delivered by Bobbie R. Allen, then Di- 
rector of the Bureau of Safety, Civil Aero- 
nautics Board, on September 29, 1966 when 
he said: 

. . . using the rates based on the best in- 
formation available, the general aviation pic- 
ture, to me, is alarming—alarming in this re- 
spect. The trend is, for all practical pur- 
poses, static and has been for the past ten 
years. As activity increases, the number of 
accidents will increase to the point that 
. .. Statistics that we are perfectly willing 
to accept today will become intolerable to- 
morrow. My concern over the general avia- 
tion picture is sharpened for another reason 
than just projected growth when I look at 
the accident causal areas and find approxi- 
mately 64% of all general aviation acci- 
dents in the pilot-caused area. Now con- 
sider the complexity of tomorrow's general 
aviation aircraft. Gentlemen, I am alarmed.” 

There may be those whose specific interest 
or personal interest will cause them to take 
violent issue with the concept of a Flight 
Safety System Research or even a transporta- 
tion safety research system requirement. 
These comments have not been predicated 
on theory alone. Proof of the effectiveness 
of a flight safety research system is readily 
available. For years the Army Air Corps and 
later the United States Air Force had an office 
whose primary responsibility was the imple- 
mentation of a flight safety program. In 1950 
the first step towards a Flight Safety Re- 
search System was undertaken with the ac- 
tivation of a larger staff section, organized 
along functional rather than lineal concepts. 
In 1955 an additional step towards the sys- 
tems concept was taken to expand the collec- 
tion, collation and analysis functions and 
improve the information dissemination. 

As a result from 1955 to 1960 the aircraft 
accident rate, the number of major accidents 
per 100,000 hours of flying was reduced from 
24.26 to 5.6. Of even greater importance, the 
number of pilot fatalities per year was re- 
duced from 416 to 125, in the course of this 
6-year span. This was not accomplished as 
the sole result of Air Force effort. The 
earnest, realistic and substantive support of 
the aircraft industry made the flight safety 
system viable and the results possible. Today, 
this flight safety systems concept has been 
expanded and exemplified in Air Force Spe- 
cification MIL-S-38130 (USAF) which ex- 
tends the concept throughout the industry. 
This same concept and the same cooperation 
can produce the same results in civilian fly- 
ing, if applied. The organization of a Flight 
Safety Systems Research Agency at Glasgow 
Air Force Base could do this. 


A BREF Look AT FLIGHT SAFETY FOUNDATION, 
Inc. 


THIS IS FLIGHT SAFETY FOUNDATION 


Flight Safety Foundation is an independ- 
ent, non-profit organization dedicated solely 
to improving safety in aviation. It was estab- 
lished in 1945. 

FSF has members throughout the world. 
While its work frequently is done in collab- 
oration with governments—international, 
national and local—its final responsibility is 
to the world aviation community, and to the 
public. 

Its freedom to speak and act in the cause 
of aviation safety is affected by no other 
interests. It is unique in affording all aviation 
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people an opportunity to supplement their 
own safety efforts. 
WHAT IT DOES 


RESEARCH: Its acknowledged freedom from 
the bias that can come from either back- 
ground or self-interest qualifies FSF partic- 
ularly in certain areas of research. Its reports 
on sensory illusions in the cockpit have been 
used to explain aircraft accidents; it has es- 
tablished criteria for the psychological and 
physical requirements of air traffic control- 
lers; it revealed the significance of “flicker 
vertigo” in helicopter operations. 

AvSER, located in Phoenix, Arizona, is an 
active division of the Flight Safety Founda- 
tion, and has demonstrated research capacity 
in many areas of aviation safety. Its projects 
include full-scale aircraft crash tests; studies 
in human perception and the possibility of 
error therein; and crash survival, Activities 
in all cases are limited to those which will 
produce useful results. 

More importantly, the Foundation’s own 
persistence in research for safety has served 
to stimulate research and development work 
by others. 

EDUCATION: The educational activities of 
the Foundation are carried out through its 
various divisions which focus on such areas 
as Air Operations, Maintenance & Equipment, 
and Engineering. 

FSF again demonstrates its unusual posi- 
tion in these activities, i.e. the services of the 
Crash Survival Investigator’s School, inau- 
gurated in 1958, are utilized by aviation per- 
sonnel for specialized training in this field. 

Numerous publications, with printings of 
over a million a year, serve to widely dissemi- 
nate important safety knowledge. The “Avia- 
tion Mechanics Bulletin,” for example, has 
had ever-increasing acceptance since its first 
publication in 1952. It is not only used by 
mechanics but also is routed through engi- 
neering offices to give designers a better ap- 
preciation of maintenance problems, The 
“Accident Prevention Bulletin,” the Busi- 
ness Pilots Safety Bulletin,” and the “Pilots 
Safety Exchange Bulletin,” are similarly 
widely read by all aviation operations person- 
nel of the Free World’s airlines, business, and 
general aviation. 

Seminars: The national and international 
Seminars annually bring together safety- 
oriented civilian and government personnel, 
including military, from the United States 
and from 25 to 30 or more other countries of 
the world to exchange opinions and ideas 
and to share consideration of mutual aviation 
operations problems. These Seminars serve 
to broaden individual concepts and to ac- 
quaint aircraft and equipment designers, en- 
gineers, and operators with each others’ prob- 
lems. 

Special Projects: Several of these have 
been accomplished under industry or gov- 
ernment contracts while others are strictly 
FSF undertakings, A sampling of these proj- 
ects would include ... 

“Upset,” for the FAA. A coded compilation 
of information from professional pilots con- 
cerning problem areas of aircraft control oc- 
curring during flight in turbulence, 

“Critical Factors in Approach & Landing, 
1959-1963,” an FSF-supported up-dating of 
the original study for the 1946-1958 period, 
now including data on jet transport accidents 
and analysis of trends to determine possible 
variations in operational factors involved in 
approach and landing accidents. 

“Communicating Weather Intelligence in 
General Aviation,” for the U.S. Weather Bu- 
reau. A study of the problems of transmission 
of effective weather information, and includ- 
ing evaluation of weather services, recom- 
mendations for increasing the effectiveness 
of information from Weather Bureau sta- 
tions, 

“Punitive Action & Its Effect on Safety,” 
and FSF-supported report presenting case 
histories and problems arising from a lack of 
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uniformity in handling alleged violations, 
and variations in interpretations of rules, 
procedures, regulations, etc. 

“Economics of Air Safety,’ a Planning 
Study for the FAA. Information is developed 
to establish a program for the prudent man- 
agement of resources allocated to safety. It 
lists and defines variables that constitute 
1) monetary investment in air safety; 2) eco- 
nomic losses arising from accidents; and 
3) economic returns from the investment in 
safety. 

In addition to the FSF-accomplished proj- 
ects mentioned here, the Foundation has, 
over the years, taken a principal part in the 
reduction of human error in aircraft design 
and operation, in the promotion of aircraft 
crash rescue beacon development, crash-fire 
inerting system research as well as an active 
interest in the development of possible solu- 
tion to the problem of birds on airports, The 
Flight Safety Foundation’s efforts continue 
in these and other fields. 


THE SPECIAL NEED 


Hand-in-hand with increasing sophistica- 
tion in aviation has been growth in regula- 
tion by government. But governments are 
restricted by national boundaries and are 
self-limiting in effectiveness by obligations 
imposed by the law itself. 

Air safety has no boundaries. Through the 
world-wide exchange of information, FSF de- 
fines specific problems, Action can be singu- 
lar or can be taken in collaboration with 
governments or industry. Its freedom is an 
aid in accomplishing results pointing toward 
removing any safety limitations on aviation’s 
usefulness and growth. 


HOW IT IS FINANCED 


FSF is a private organization, free to act 
with independence and objectivity, and fi- 
nanced primarily through memberships. 
These are international and consist of prom- 
inent, progressive and public-spirited airlines, 
aircraft and equipment manufacturers, in- 
surance companies, fuel and oil companies, 
schools, pilot associations, banking institu- 
tions, and operators of business and private 
aircraft. 

Support also is received through gifts and 
grants, and from research contracts awarded 
the Foundation for work in specified fields of 
aviation safety. 

Flight Safety Foundation does work that 
is not performed by any company, govern- 
ment or group in the aviation industry. 

It is an organization through which all 
of aviation can supplement its own best 
efforts. 

It has one objective—to advance flight 
safety. 


PATENT RIGHTS IN INVENTIONS 
RESULTING FROM GOVERNMENT- 
FINANCED RESEARCH CONTRACTS 


Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, Con- 
gress in recent years has frequently con- 
sidered the issue of the allocation of 
patent rights in inventions resulting 
from Government-financed research and 
development contracts. The public dis- 
cussion of this complex subject has at 
times been characterized by considerable 
lack of understanding and emotional- 
ism. I therefore commend to the atten- 
tion of Senators an article on this sub- 
ject which appeared in the July-August 
issue of the Harvard Business Review. 
The author is Dr. William W. Eaton, who 
formerly served as Deputy Assistant 
Secretary of Commerce for Science and 
Technology and as Chairman of the 
Patent Advisory Panel of the Federal 
Council for Science and Technology. 
From the perspective of his broad ex- 
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perience in this field, Dr. Eaton concludes 
that the legislation reported to the Sen- 
ate last year by the Committee on the 
Judiciary provides the basis for a sound 
Government patent policy. 

I believe the article will be of interest 
in the further consideration of this mat- 
ter, so I ask unanimous consent that it 
be printed in the Recorp. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp, 
as follows: 


PATENT PROBLEM: WHO OWNS THE RIGHTS? 


(© Copyright 1967 by the President and 
Fellows of Harvard College.) 


(Controversy rages over patentable R and 
D inventions which are jointly developed 
by private and government financing.) 


(By William W. Eaton) 


(Foreword: When all the aspects of US, 
patent policy are considered, it is clear that 
none has created more heated and emotional 
controversy than the complex problem of 
determining the proper distribution rights 
to patentable inventions which are jointly 
developed by private and federal funds. Ac- 
tually, the whole subject of government 
patent policy is controversial, and many pub- 
lic statements have been characterized either 
by complete inaccuracy or shallow analysis. 
In discussing some of these in relation to the 
total problem, the author approaches the 
subject from a strategic vantagepoint: he 
served as Chairmer of the White House Pat- 
ent Advisory Panel of the Federal Council 
for Science and Technology, while he was 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Commerce for 
Science and Technology. Dr. Eaton is founder 
and proprietor of the Washington, D.C., in- 
dustrial consulting company which bears his 
name.) 

Of all the subjects discussed recently by 
Congress, newspaper editors, and columnists, 
none appears to be less understood as to its 
basic issues than the subject of government 
patent policy—that is, the policy governing 
the distribution of rights to patented in- 
ventions arising out of government-financed 
research and development contracts between 
the government and private contractors. 
There is also no current controversial sub- 
ject on which there has been any larger vol- 
ume of inaccurate information passed along 
to an understandably confused public. 

No one has ever seriously questioned that, 
if the government pays for R & D work, the 
government should always have free use of 
the information and incidental inventions 
which are forthcoming. Also, no one ques- 
tions the desirability of the government re- 
ceiving all rights to patented inventions in 
certain areas where it appears that the pub- 
lic interest seems to require such action. And 
there is little disagreement on the need for 
a type of last-ditch safety arrangement 
whereby, even if a private company is given 
the commercial rights to a government- 
contract-generated invention, the govern- 
ment can step in under certain circum- 
stances and force a licensing procedure in 
the public interest. 

The basic issue, however, is: Should the 
government always take commercial rights 
to patentable inventions created under gov- 
ernment contract, or would the public 
interest be served best if, under some cir- 
cumstances, these rights were left with the 
government contractor, and the natural in- 
centives inherent in the patent system were 
permitted to operate in the commercial sec- 
tor of our economy? 

In order to approach this problem in an 
objective manner, and to really get to the 
bottom of the issues involved, it is first 
necessary to study the historical facts which 
have actually created the problem, a rela- 
tively new one in our society and largely 
peculiar to the United States at this time. 
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HISTORICAL BACKGROUND 


During the first century of our country’s 
existence, very little technical development 
work was done by the government, with the 
exception of some military activities. Hence, 
for all practical purposes, the question of 
the government “owning” a patent never 
arose. 

In the early days of this century, the 
Department of Agriculture, the National 
Bureau of Standards, and gradually other 
federal agencies began to undertake the kind 
of practical developmental work which led 
to inventions that logically might otherwise 
have become the subject of patents if they 
had been developed by private parties. Dur- 
ing this period, and until World War II, the 
problem of what to do about inventions 
authored by full-time government employees 
kept recurring, although the volume of such 
cases was small. 

One reason there was a problem at all is 
that the idea of the government “owning” 
a patent is itself something of an anomaly. 
This is because the government created the 
patent system in the first place as an incen- 
tive to the members of our free enterprise 
system—either individual or corporate—to 
invent, develop, and exploit for the overall 
public benefit, What, then, is the situation 
when the government “takes title” or “owns” 
a patent? 

The answer is simply and plainly that the 
patent system is not operating in the same 
manner insofar as such patents are con- 
cerned, The information is in effect freely 
available” to all citizens, in the same way 
that it would be if published in a technical 
journal. Therefore, the incentives involved 
in the exclusive rights conferred on the pri- 
vate owner of a patent, and often desirable 
to bring forth development efforts, are 
simply not available. 

However, a government patent, while 
under our present procedures having no 
exclusivity or incentive value, does have some 
so-called “defensive merit,” as against other 
inventors who might patent the same in- 
vention and be in a position to charge royal- 
ties for the use of an idea actually devel- 
oped by public funds. 

Also, when the government conducts re- 
search work to develop new products or 
processes for use by the general public, and 
when such inventions, paid for by public 
funds, are actually developed to the point 
where no further investment is required, 
then the incentives of the patent system 
are not needed. In these cases, equity de- 
mands that the inventions be made freely 
available to the public. 


WORLD WAR EFFECTS 


Prior to the Japanese attack on Pearl Har- 
bor, almost all government-financed R & D 
work, including military projects, was con- 
ducted in federal laboratories by full-time 
government employees. Very few government 
patents resulted from these efforts, so the 
problem was not a large one. For example, 
in the late 1930’s the number of patents 
issued to the government averaged less than 
50 per year, as compared with the nearly 
1,400 that were issued in 1965. 

The situation changed rapidly during and 
after World War II, when it became neces- 
sary for the government to seek outside con- 
tractor assistance to do the rapidly growing 
volume of R & D work which was needed. 
But even before Pearl Harbor, the hand- 
writing was on the wall in the form of the 
National Defense Research Committee and, 
later, the Office of Scientific Research and 
Development. The early accomplishments of 
these organizations, and also of the military 
services themselves, made it clear that scien- 
tific resources and achievements were to 
play a much more important role in the 
techniques of fighting than in any previous 
war in history. 

As the war gained momentum and one 
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technical success after another was chalked 
up both inside and outside the regular gov- 
ernment laboratories, it became quickly ob- 
vious that there were simply not nearly 
enough physical or manpower resources 
within the government to undertake all the 
scientific projects which were essential to 
victory. Thus the R & D contract was really 
born at this time, out of the sheer necessity 
to utilize the best technical manpower avail- 
able, even if it happened to be in a com- 
mercial company or a university. 

From this small beginning, we have wit- 
nessed the growth of a vast government R & 
D program in the widest possible variety of 
fields, with a large portion of it being con- 
ducted under contract. Although the basic 
question of the proper distribution of rights 
to patents resulting from this work was in 
theory just as important at that time, the 
hustle and bustle of the war diverted at- 
tention from the problem. Moreover, every- 
one thought that after the war the United 
States would revert to the former situation, 
and the program would go away. 


POSTWAR PERIOD 


Largely as a result of the technical suc- 
cesses of World War IJ—radar, the proxim- 
ity fuze, the atomic bomb, and a hundred 
other scientific miracles—our basic national 
peacetime policies relating to public support 
for science underwent slow but drastic re- 
vision after the war. For one thing, it was 
obvious that we could not maintain our na- 
tional defense without technological su- 
periority, and this led to an ever-expanding 
military science budget. There were also more 
basic and philosophical changes in our na- 
tional view of science and its importance 
to our economic and social growth. 

For example, in 1950 a reluctant Congress, 
after literally years of bitter debate, finally 
set an annual budget limit (which was not 
reached for several years) of $15 million 
for the National Science Foundation to do 
basic scientific research at universities. From 
that, we proceeded in a little over a decade 
to a situation where annual budgets of hun- 
dreds of millions of dollars were—and still 
are—being voted for the same purposes with- 
out batting a Congressional eye. 

In the area of medical research, where we 
had spent precious little public money be- 
fore World War II, we rapidly began also to 
appropriate hundreds of millions of dollars 
annually to mount an unprecedented as- 
sault on all disease. 

In fact, we began to spend hundreds of 
millions of dollars per year on every con- 
celvable kind of scientific project—from 
atomic energy to missile systems to water 
desalination and what have you. In 1950, our 
annual government science budget reached 
the awesome figure of $1 billion; but, as the 
1950's rolled on, we proceeded to science ex- 
penditures more than 10 times this amount. 
In fact, our national science policy in one 
decade went from “Let universities and in- 
dustry do it” to “Let Uncle Sam do it.” 

Increasingly, too, it seemed to be neces- 
sary for the government to undertake scien- 
tific projects, such as those in the space field, 
which were just too large to be assumed by 
any single company, or even a whole in- 
dustry, on an investment-risk basis. 

While the nation was und these 
constantly mushrooming scientific pro- 
grams—and a large portion dollarwise was 
related to defense—the same shortage of 
physical and human scientific resources con- 
tinued to prevail, at least within the govern- 
ment. There simply were not enough govern- 
ment laboratories and scientists to do all the 
work “in-house.” Increasingly, therefore, 
qualified private companies, universities, and 
“nonprofit” organizations were pressed into 
service via the contract route to perform a 
large share of these programs, both military 
and nonmilitary. And in everyone of these 
thousands of contracts there arose the same 
old unsolved problem of patent rights. 
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GROWING CONTROVERSY 


Since the Executive Branch during all this 
time was offering no guidelines to a consist- 
ent overall policy for the various agencies 
to follow in these matters, it was natural 
that each agency involved in this type of 
contract work should develop its own policy, 
dependent largely on the agency’s mission, 
the kind of technical activities involved, and 
many other complicating factors, 

Actually, what did develop was a com- 
plete hodgepodge of policies, filling up the 
entire spectrum between the extremes of the 
so-called “license” and “title” policies. 

The agencies which had adopted the I- 
cense” policy (primarily the Department of 
Defense) allowed a contractor to retain title 
to contract-generated inventions for possible 
commercial exploitation, while reserving a 
royalty-free license for all governmental pur- 
poses. The agencies operating under the 
“title” policy, on the other hand, insisted 
on acquiring title to all inventions and dedi- 
cating them to the public through publica- 
tion or full and free licensing of the patents. 

The title policy advocates stated that the 
inyentions occurring incidental to the con- 
tract, though not specifically called for, 
should belong to the government just as 
much as all the end products and informa- 
tion which were specified. They argued that 
the government “paid for” these inventions 
and should therefore own“ them; to do 
otherwise would be to give away government 
property. 

The license policy supporters pointed out 
that the government never contracts for in- 
ventions, but rather for specific research or 
products or information. If inventions do 
result, they are incidental to the performance 
of the contract, and thus a royalty-free right 
for the government to use such inventions is 
all that equity requires, 

The license policy advocates also contended 
that the government in most cases seeks out 
contractors with established background and 
experience—factors that play an important 
part in generating inventions. Therefore, 
according to this view, such inventions 
should not belong entirely to the government. 
Furthermore, they argued that an established 
commercial contractor is usually in a better 
position than anyone else to respond to the 
incentives of the patent system by investing 
money to commercialize these inventions, 
and thus to make available to the public new 
and useful products that they would not 
otherwise have. 

The title supporters claimed that unless 
such inventions were made freely available, 
the public might have to pay twice for the 
same idea—once through the government 
contract, and then again through royalty 
payments to the contractor. 

The license advocators also emphasized the 
fact that most inventions require substantial 
development money to bring them to the 
point of useful application, and that if they 
were simply “freely available,” they would not 
attract such risk investments without the 
element of exclusivity. 

And so, as the controversy developed 
through the postwar years, the arguments 
and counter-arguments seemed to become 
increasingly heated and emotional. The two 
camps—the license policy supporters and the 
title advocates—grew further and further 
apart, more and more hostile, and less and 
less able to appreciate the other's point of 
view. In some ways, it was psychologically 
similar to the present situation vis-à-vis the 
“hawks” and the “doves” on the Vietnam 
question. Anyone worth his salt had to be 
firmly and fervently in either one group or 
the other. 

‘Thus the situation in 1963 was both chaotic 
and a little ridiculous. It also led to serious 
inconsistencies in contract terms where dif- 
ferent government agencies would present 
entirely different patent clauses to the same 
company for similar types of work in the 
same field, 
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GOVERNMENT PROPOSAL 


Recognizing at long last the need for some 
government-wide guidelines, Jerome Wiesner, 
the President’s Science Adviser in 1963, con- 
ducted an intensive survey among some 20 
government agencies concerned with this 
problem to determine whether suitable cri- 
teria could be developed and applied under 
similar circumstances. 

The results of this study produced the set 
of guidelines which later became the Presi- 
dent’s “Memorandum and Statement of Gov- 
ernment Patent Policy.” In his March 1963 
testimony before a Congressional committee, 
Wiesner outlined some of the basic principles, 
which were even at that date quite close to 
the final draft of the Policy Statement for- 
mally issued on October 10, 1963. And so it 
came to that, something like 20 years 
after the birth of the problem, an overall set 
of guidelines was finally established for the 
first time for all federal agencies, subject to 
existing statutory requirements. 


BALANCED APPROACH 


The Policy Statement (hereinafter referred 
to as such) is not an Executive Order, but 
it does have the force of persuasion of the 
White House. It has two main objectives: 

1. It establishes a government-wide patent 
policy which will create consistency among 
the various agencies, while at the same time 
recognizing their differing missions and stat- 
utory obligations, 

2. It seeks to enunciate and continue the 
development of sound principles for the 
allocation of rights to patented inventions 
arising out of federally financed R & D con- 
tracts, in a manner which will best serve the 
overall public interest and at the same time 
encourage the fullest development and civil- 
fan utilization of these inventions. 

More specifically, the Policy Statement re- 
jects a single, inflexible policy in favor of a 
more balanced approach, recognizing the 
needs of the government, the interests of the 
public, and the equities of government con- 
tractors. Depending on the purpose of the 
research and the circumstances surrounding 
the particular contract and contractor, the 
Policy Statement recommends full govern- 
ment ownership of inventions in some in- 
stances, and contractor retention of com- 
mercial rights in others. For example, it 
recommends that the public interest will be 
best served by the government taking title 
to all patented inventions in these circum- 
stances: 

Where the contract is concerned with a 
product for widespread use by the public, 
such as an improved fertilizer, or a product 
that will be required by governmental regu- 
lations, such as an aircraft safety device. 

Where the contract is involved with fields 
that directly concern the public health or 
welfare, such as medical instruments, drugs, 
or water desalting. 

Where the contract is in a fleld of science 
or technology primarily developed by the 
government, such as atomic energy. 

Where the contractor is operating govern- 
ment facilities. 

On the other hand, when a contract does 
not fall within these categories of public in- 
terest, and where the contractor has an es- 
tablished commercial competence, experi- 
ence, and background which is sought by 
the government, it is recommended that the 
commercial rights be left with the contrac- 
tor, both as a matter of equity and also to 
allow the incentives of the patent system 
to operate for the ultimate benefit of all. 

In addition to the fact that the govern- 
ment always retains free use of all inven- 
tions for governmental purposes even when 
the commercial rights are left with the con- 
tractor, there are also important additional 
safeguards contained in the Policy State- 
ment. Thus, if within three years the con- 
tractor does not (a) show due diligence in 
bringing the invention to useful application, 
or (b) offer it for licensing on reasonable 
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terms, the government can “march in” and 
force free licensing to others. Forced li- 
censing is also available whene er the in- 
vention is required for public use or is neces- 
sary to fulfill health needs. 


LEGISLATION ATTEMPTS 


Although Congress has been reluctant 
through the years to bring the issue of 
government patent policy through the cog- 
nizant committees and to a vote, legislation 
pertaining to certain agencies (notably the 
Atomic Energy Commission and the Na- 
tional Aeronautics and Space Administra- 
tion) has contained specific language gov- 
erning the disposition of rights to inventions 
developed under their contracts. 

More recently, there have been a series of 
attempts—some successful and some not—to 
add amendments to the enabling and appro- 
priations acts of several agencies. These 
amendments have called for a rigid policy 
whereby the government would take title to 
all patented inventions arising out of con- 
tract research and development work. Such 
amendments are, of course, in conflict with 
the more flexible policies prescribed by the 
President's Policy Statement. 

During the last 10 years, the Senate Judi- 
ciary Committee’s Subcommittee on Patents, 
Trademarks and Copyrights, now chaired by 
Senator John L. McClellan, has been un- 
usually diligent in studying the patent sys- 
tem generally and in bringing to bear a wide 
variety of outside talent in order to analyze 
the many issues involved. 

This subcommittee has sponsored about 30 
special studies, which have been undertaken 
by outstanding individuals from various 
walks of life. In addition, several special staff 
reports and a series of comprehensive an- 
nual reports have been issued. And although 
much of this effort has been devoted to a 
penetrating analysis of the patent system 
itself and of the possible need for changes to 
improve it, a constantly increasing amount of 
attention has also been given to the govern- 
ment patent policy question, a related—but 
distinctly separate—subject. 

In recent years there have been introduced 
in the Senate a number of patent policy bills, 
which have varied widely as to content and 
objectives. Extensive hearings were held in 
1961, and, on the basis of these and other 
activities at that time, the subcommittee 
concluded: 

“There is an urgent need for the Congress 
to legislate a Government patent policy 
which will provide guidance to the depart- 
ments and agencies in the disposition of pat- 
ent rights in inventions resulting from the 
research they are conducting with billions 
of dollars of public funds. This legislation 
should have two major objectives: (a) to 
achieve the highest degree of uniformity of 
patent policy consistent with the differing 
missions of the various departments and 
agencies, and (b) to provide an equitable 
balancing of the interests of the Govern- 
ment and the contractors.” 1 

M’CLELLAN, DADDARIO BILLS 

In 1965, five major bills were introduced in 
the Senate and considered by the Subcom- 
mittee on Patents, Trademarks and Copy- 
rights, and extensive hearings were held. 
Finally, in 1966 the subcommittee reported 
to the full Judiciary Committee S. 1809, the 
so-called “McClellan bill,” which sought to 
enact into law most of the features of the 
President's Policy Statement. The Judiciary 
Committee in turn reported that bill favor- 
ably on August 16, 1966, but it never reached 
the Senate floor, and died with the 89th 
Congress. 

On January 10, 1967, Representative Emilio 


1 U.S. Senate, Report No. 1481 of the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary, made by its Subcom- 
mittee on Patents, Trademarks and Copy- 
rights, 87th Congress, 2d Session, May 9, 1962, 
p. 20. 
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Q. Daddario introduced in the House H.R. 
458, which in its general approach is basic- 
ally identical to the McClellan bill. Both bills 
have the same key elements, which are iden- 
tical to those of the Policy Statement. These 
are: (1) flexibility, to meet the wide variety 
of contracting circumstances within and 
among the various agencies; (2) consistency, 
to arrive at similar policies in different 
agencies, under comparable contracting con- 
ditions; and (3) safeguards, to provide cor- 
rective measures, if needed to serve the pub- 
lic interest. 

In supporting this basic approach to the 
patent policy issue, the Judiciary Commit- 
tee’s Report, No. 1461, accompanying S. 1809, 
stated: 

“The Patents subcommittee’s studies of 
the patent policies of the various agencies, as 
well as the testimony and statements pre- 
sented at the subcommittee hearings, dem- 
onstrate the fact that Government financial 
support of research and development in- 
volves virtually every conceivable combina- 
tion of circumstances, No single rule or pre- 
sumption could possibly provide adequately 
for every situation which might arise. This 
fact led to the rejection of an inflexible rule 
or standard in favor of establishing clear 
guidelines for executive action with sufficient 
discretion remaining in the agencies making 
the day-to-day decisions.” 2 

After an extended discussion of the wide 
variety of circumstances involved in govern- 
ment R & D contracting, the report added: 

“The foregoing factors have led all the Fed- 
eral agencies having sizable research and de- 
velopment contracts—and this includes the 
Department of Defense, the Atomic Energy 
Commission, the National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration, the Department of 
Health, Education and Welfare, the Depart- 
ment of the Interior, the Department of 
Agriculture, the Department of Commerce, 
and others—to adopt guidelines in the past 
under which they would acquire principal 
rights to contractor inventions in some or 
even most instances, but in other would re- 
quire only a license for government use or 
such a license coupled with other rights. As 
might be expected, given this experience, all 
of these agencies in commenting on the five 
bills pending before the subcommittee 
stressed the need for a flexible policy and for 
the retention of discretion by the individual 
agencies,” * 

The report concluded with a discussion of 
the need for exclusive rights in certain in- 
stances: 

“On the basis of its study, the committee 
concludes that permitting contractors to re- 
tain exclusive commercial rights to inven- 
tions made under Government contracts in 
appropriate cases can provide a positive and 
important incentive to the ultimate com- 
mercialization of contract inventions, And it 
should be stressed here that in any instance 
where principal rights to an invention are 
retained by a contractor and this desired 
commercialization does not result within 3 
years after a patent issues on the invention, 
under the ‘march-in rights’ the exclusivity 
is removed and the contractor may be com- 
pelled to license others to practice the in- 
vention.” ¢ 

GUIDELINES EXPERIENCE 


Since the pending Daddario bill in the 
House and the 1966 McClellan bill in the Sen- 
ate reflect the approach and criteria of the 
President's Policy Statement, it is appropri- 
ate to ask: What has been the experience 
of the government agencies over the past 
three years in operating under these guide- 
lines? 

One answer is found in the 1966 issue of 
the Federal Council for Science and Tech- 


289th Congress, 2nd session, August 16, 
1966, p. 16. 

8 Ibid., p. 17. 

*Ibid., p. 23. 
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nology’s Report on Government Patent 
Policy, which is compiled annually in con- 
sultation with the Department of Justice, 
to report on the effectiveness of the Policy 
Statement and recommend changes. These 
annual reports contain the results of the op- 
eration of the Patent Advisory Pane] (rep- 
resenting all the interested agencies and the 
Department of Justice) which was set up by 
the terms of the Policy Statement in order, 
among other things, to interpret and im- 
plement the policy, provide overall guidance, 
and gather data concerning operating ex- 
perience. 
ENCOURAGING RESULTS 

The 1966 report’s summary points out: 

“Based on the experience accumulated in 
the two year’s operation under the October 
1963 Presidential Memorandum and State- 
ment of Government Patent Policy, the Fed- 
eral Council advises that the Policy has been 
effective in two respects; first, in bringing 
the patent practices of the Federal depart- 
ments and agencies into closer harmony and, 
second, in obtaining a greater degree of pro- 
tection of the public interest through mak- 
ing provisions for compulsory licensing. In 
addition, there is no evidence that the dis- 
cretion given to the agencies in the Policy 
Statement has been exercised other than 
consistently with its purposes. 

“The research and development sponsor- 
ing agencies report that they are following 
the guidance of the Policy Statement, sub- 
ject to their statutory authority, and that 
agency patent regulations and contract 
clauses have been changed where necessary 
to conform with the Policy Statement. 
These changes in regulations, clauses, and 
policies have resulted in almost every in- 
stance in more restrictive contractual pro- 
visions on the granting of rights to con- 
tractors, and statistics available for Fiscal 
Year 1965 demonstrate that the agencies 
which support research primarily directed 
towards public utilization—and which in the 
past normally acquired title to resulting in- 
ventions—have continued this practice 
under the guidance of the Policy Statement. 

“On the other hand, the statistics show 
that agencies which prior to the Policy 
Statement seldom made use of clauses ac- 
quiring or reserving the right to acquire title 
to inventions on behalf of the Government 
are now doing so in those situations recom- 
mended for such action in the Policy. Addi- 
tionally, when the agencies allow contractors 
or grantees to acquire exclusive commercial 
rights to inventions, the Government retains 
the right to compel licensing to others when- 
ever the public necessity requires it or when 
the holder of these rights has failed to make 
the invention commercially available within- 
three years.” 5 

Thus there is ample evidence that the 
President’s Policy Statement has been effec- 
tive, that it has achieved its stated objec- 
tives reasonably well, and that the practical 
operating experience under its principles 
has been satisfactory. 

What, then, is the problem? 

“GIVEAWAY” OPPOSITION 

The problem, in its simplest terms, is 
that there is a small—but extremely vocal 
and emotional—minority who seem to feel 
that the enactment of any kind of legislation 
other than an ironclad across-the-board title 
policy will be roughtly equivalent to the end 
of the world. Their position is that, regard- 
less of the extent of support of the govern- 
ment in any kind of research contract or 
grant, the government must always take all 
patent rights. Any other procedure, includ- 
ing that prescribed under the Policy State- 
ment, is described as a “patent giveaway” 
program. 


Federal Council for Science and Tech- 
nology, Annual Report on Government 
Patent Policy, June 1966, Summary, p. v. 
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Some of the arguments advanced by this 
extremist group have a kind of surface at- 
traction which has drawn the attention of 
some newspaper columnists and editors, who 
have in turn espoused the cause with an al- 
most religious fervor. However, on close ex- 
amination these arguments have a definitely 
specious character. 


EXTREMISTS’ ARGUMENTS 


One argument usually advanced to prove 
the government should always take title to 
all contract-originated patents is that busi- 
ness enterprises insist their own employees 
sign away in advance all patent rights to the 
corporation. Therefore, the analogy goes, 
these same companies should be equally 
willing to sign away to the government all 
rights to inventions developed under con- 
tract. But such a purely surface examina- 
tion overlooks some very basic differences 
between these two situations: 

An employee in a corporation is generally 
on a full-time basis, whereas the contracting 
corporation is essentially on only a part- 
time schedule, hired by government contract 
to do a specific job. A very large considera- 
tion for any individual who agrees to assign 
all his future inventions to his employer is, 
indeed, the expectation of not only full sup- 
port in the way of facilities, but some degree 
of permanence of employment. This the 
independent government contractor seldom 
has, and rightly so in our competitive sys- 
tem. This point is illustrated by the fact 
that most inventive individuals would not 
sign away future patent rights to a corpora- 
tion for temporary or part-time employment, 
and it is doubtful that any corporation 
would expect them to do so. 

Another crucial flaw in this analogy is that 
whereas the corporation, like an individual, 
is a member of the free enterprise system and 
can, if it owns a patent, respond to the basic 
incentives of the patent system for the ulti- 
mate benefit of all the employees and stock- 
holders, the government simply cannot. 

Finally, as to the equities involved, inven- 
tive individuals in corporations are usually 
given rewards commensurate with their con- 
tributions—inventions or otherwise—even 
though they agree to assign all patent rights. 

Thus the relationship between an em- 
ployee-inventor and his employer-corpora- 
tion is entirely different from that between a 
highly experienced commercial corporation 
and the government, which hires the com- 
pany to undertake a specific contract, often 
on a strictly military application. 

Another example of the opposition's rea- 
soning is the phrase, patent giveaway pro- 
gram, which is often used to describe any 
policy that involves ever leaving commercial 
rights to any patented invention with the 
contractor, even under the carefully pre- 
scribed conditions of the President's Policy 
Statement. However, the phrase not only 
begs the question, but is without founda- 
tion, although it has a demagogic surface 
appeal. Actually, in many instances outlined 
in the President's Policy Statement, the gov- 
ernment does take title to all contract pat- 
ents. The main reason for leaving the com- 
mercial rights with a contractor under cer- 
tain other circumstances is that there is 
likelihood that the public will get some ad- 
ditional benefits, rather than lose something. 
Therefore, there is nothing belonging to the 
public which is given away. 

Still another of the more extreme argu- 
ments has been that a vote for the kind of 
flexible legislation consistent with the Policy 
Statement is the equivalent of giving away 
the results of research that are currently 
costing the taxpayers more than $15 billion 
per year. This completely inaccurate state- 
ment not only overlooks the fact that the 
government always gets all the results which 
are specified in the contract, but in the case 
of all patented inventions the government 
always gets free use, whether the contractor 
has the commercial rights or not. 
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PUBLIC CONFUSION 

Other reasons for mounting confusion on 
the subject originate in some of the analogies 
which have been drawn up specifically to 
illustrate the alleged dire consequences of a 
McClellan-type bill. Some of these are so 
farfetched and inapplicable as to be slightly 
amusing, which does at least momentarily 
add a light touch to an otherwise dull sub- 
ject. For example, it has been argued that 
such legislation would have the same result 
as though the government had spent taxpay- 
er’s money to build a bridge and then pre- 
sented it as a gift to the contractor, who 
could charge a toll for the use of it! 

This example has no parallel to a govern- 
ment-financed R & D contract, since in the 
latter the government retains full ownership 
and free use of whatever the contract re- 
quires. Although analogies can be dangerous 
if it were decided to try to illustrate the 
President's policy Statement—and the re- 
lated proposed legislation —by a bridge anal- 
ogy, the following would be a much closer 
parallel: 

Suppose the government were to contract 
with an experienced bridge builder to design 
and construct for military use a new type 
of bridge. The first point to note is that, at 
the end of the contract, the government 
would assume full ownership of the bridge, 
and could use it for government purposes. 
Then, during the course of the project, if the 
contractor should happen to invent a new 
kind of pile-driver mechanism, the use of 
this invention also would always be free to 
the government. 

Suppose now, further, that the contractor, 
in accordance with the Policy Statement, is 
allowed to retain the commercial rights to 
this invention, and invests considerable 
money and effort to perfect the idea, operat- 
ing under the usual incentives of the patent 
system. If such a development program is 
successful (and if not, the private contractor, 
not the public, suffers), it is not only con- 
ceivable but quite likely that the benefits of 
this invention, if other bridge builders are 
willing to pay for it, will be passed along in 
due course to the public. This is the way the 
patent system works. There is, of course, no 
basis whatsoever for the concept that the 
contractor could charge a toll“ for the 
original bridge built with government funds. 

Another specious, and even more warped, 
anal has also been presented to illus- 
trate how bad McClellan-type legislation is 
supposed to be. This is to the effect that 
such legislation would allow actions similar 
to the government selling mineral rights in 
public land without knowing in advance 
what amounts and kinds of minerals were 
involved. 

Such an example also has no parallel at all 
with a government R & D contract, in which 
the government is buying rather than sell- 
ing. And in any case the government keeps 
all it agrees to buy (plus free use of all in- 
ventions) regardless of circumstances. A 
more apt analogy would be to suppose that 
the government paid a person to dig for 
tungsten ore on that person’s own property. 
Certainly no one in his right mind would 
argue that, if gold or oil were discovered 
accidentally during the project, the govern- 
ment would be entitled to all that, too, un- 
less this is what was originally agreed on. 

And so these misleading and inaccurate 
analogies and arguments go on and on, in an 
almost endless stream. To these are added 
periodically many unfounded charges and 
accusations. For instance: 

That the proposed legislation and the Pol- 
icy Statement have no guidelines” (when in 
fact they consist almost 100% of guidelines). 

That the government is planning to give 
away patent rights on everything that the 
government does in the field of research 
(when in fact this is obviously not the case 
from the most cursory reading of the legis- 
lation). 
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That the poor taxpayers will have to pay 
through the nose for drugs developed under 
government contract (when in fact research 
in this field would clearly be in the title 
category in the pending legislation). 


LACK OF UNDERSTANDING 


What is the reason for this continued vio- 
lent distortion and misinterpretation of 
plain facts? Certainly the man in the street, 
and even some well-intentioned columnists 
and editors, are impressed with the surface 
appeal of these presentations and, without 
the time or inclination to dig below the sur- 
face, are understandingly confused. 

If a serious attempt is made to find an 
answer to this question, by a thorough re- 
view and analysis of all that has been said 
and written on the subject one cannot help 
but conclude that those who persist in main- 
taining these extremist views either do not 
understand the fundamentals of the patent 
system, or do not believe in the system 
itself, or both. In any case, these opinions 
reflect an ivory-tower type of thinking; cer- 
tainly the principal arguments presented are 
specious and indicate a lack of understand- 
ing of the realities of our whole free enter- 
prise economy. 

The fact is that there has now been 
plenty of time for a thorough discussion of 
this problem, in a world which is changing 
technologically at an ever-increasing rate. 
It is also true beyond doubt that the various 
agencies of the federal government, and 
those private individuals and organization 
members who testifled before Congress on 
the subject—particularly those who actually 
use the patent system—are overwhelmingly 
in agreement that there is a real and urgent 
need to supply the force of law behind the 
guidelines spelled out in the President's 
Policy Statement and used satisfactorily for 
the past three years. 


CONCLUSION 


As a matter of national science policy, the 
United States has, for a quarter of a century, 
rapidly increased public expenditures for all 
kinds of projects in a wide variety of scien- 
tific and technical fields. A large majority of 
these projects, although funded by the fed- 
eral government, have necessarily been car- 
ried out increasingly by private contractors, 
who bid competitively for the work on the 
basis of competence, experience, and cost. 

This change of course in our national ap- 
proach to science has, to an appreciable ex- 
tent, limited the operation of the patent 
system in certain areas of technology sup- 
ported by the government. This result has 
come about because of the complex problem 
of determining the proper distribution of 
rights to patented inventions arising out of 
government contracts. 

During attempts to find a solution to this 
problem, there has developed over the years 
a heated and emotional controversy, which 
recently has taken on some of the character- 
istics of a holy war. Worse still, it has be- 
come a kind of “tempest in a teapot,” which 
has consumed the time and effort of a great 
many people, far out of proportion to its im- 
portance in absolute terms. 

A moderate and flexible solution to the 
problem has been proposed by the White 
House, and found in practice to be reason- 
ably workable. It is now the subject of pend- 
ing legislation before Congress, which has 
studied the problem intensively for a decade. 
This legislation has received the endorsement 
of all interested groups, except for a small, 
vocal, and highly agitated minority who are 
out of touch with the realities of the patent 
system. 

The conclusion is inescapable: if thought- 
ful businessmen in this country do not speak 
out firmly and convincingly, and promptly, 
in favor of continuing the vital incentives 
and benefits of the patent system wherever 
possible, even when government funds are 
involved, the present drift toward what can 
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only be described as “socialized technology” 
will surely continue. 

In that situation the government would 
conduct an ever-expanding share of the na- 
tion’s technical work, would make the results 
freely available to all, and the patent sys- 
tem would no longer continue to be the 
most powerful single force underlying the 
developments in industrial technology which 
have made our country great. 

The alternative is clear: now is the time 
for businessmen to speak out, and for Con- 
gress to act. 


TAX INCREASE MUST BE LINKED 
TO CUTS IN SPENDING 


Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, on July 20 
the Knoxville News Sentinel very clearly 
and logically pointed out the fact that 
any tax increase must be tied to a genuine 
effort by the President to reduce expend- 
itures. 

In recent days we have seen several 
areas where costs can be cut—in par- 
ticular the McHugh appointment to the 
Subversive Activities Control Board has 
highlighted the apparent impotence of 
that board and its uselessness. 

If the President only wants to raise 
taxes and refuses to make a good faith 
attempt to eliminate wasteful spending 
then the Congress should not vote to 
burden the American taxpayer with ad- 
ditional taxes. 

I ask unanimous consent to insert this 
excellent editorial into the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE Bic Tax STALL 


President Johnson still favors a tax in- 
crease to offset the Government’s growing 
deficit, he says. He mentioned a 6 per cent 
tax rise when he addressed Congress in Jan- 
uary, and he hasn’t changed his mind, he 
says. 

But so far as we can see there has been no 
push for a tax boost. Congress is reluctant, 
and the Administration appears to be just as 
reluctant. 

Could be somebody is trying to pass the 
buck. If Congress doesn’t raise taxes and an 
outsize deficit develops next year—as it sure- 
ly will—the President could say well, he sug- 
gested it, and Congress didn’t listen. Con- 
gress, failing its obligation, could say LBJ 
really didn’t ask for it—merely mentioned 
it—so it didn't act. 

The President again is going through the 
old routine of hinting to the department 
spenders they should “hold down,” or some 
such phrase. But the only hold-down which 
would count would be a hold-down which 
balanced the budget. Nothing suggests the 
Administration has any such notion, 

Republicans in Congress—Sen. Howard 
Baker among them—along with some Dem- 
ocrats, are saying they won't fire until they 
see the whites of their eyes—meaning they 
won't agree to a tax increase until (a) the 
President sends up a bill specifying how 
much he wants and (b) the President has 
cut spending substantially. 

This is logical strategy. Before taxes are 
raised, with a war on, Federal spending 
should be reduced as much as possible. And 
the new tax rate should be based on what’s 
needed after that to avoid deficits. This isn’t 
the way it has been done in Washington, but 
it is logical. 

Nobody wants new taxes. But it is better in 
the long run to pay more taxes now and 
avoid the type of deficits which are in the 
making than to sacrifice even more from the 
pocketbook because of the inflation which 
mounting deficits produce. 
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From any point of view, the national inter- 
est demands an increase in taxes, coupled 
with sweeping cuts in spending—and LBJ 
and Congress both ought to be aggressively 
working on both propositions. 


McHUGH APPOINTMENT CRITI- 
CIZED: INVESTIGATION OF ROLE 
OF SUBVERSIVE ACTIVITIES CON- 
TROL BOARD URGED 


Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, last week 
the Wall Street Journal on July 20 un- 
covered the effort of the President to 
place Simon F. McHugh on the Subver- 
sive Activities Control Board. 

Unfortunately the Senate has con- 
firmed this oppointment by unanimous 
consent despite the fact that Mr. Mc- 
Hugh’s chief qualification seems to be 
his marriage to one of the President’s 
former secretaries. 

Since then the outcry against this un- 
wise and politically motivated appoint- 
ment of the President has been tremen- 
dous. I congratulate Senators PROXMIRE, 
WILLIAMS of Delaware, and ALLOTT for 
their straightforward positions on this 
issue. I think Senator Proxmrre’s bill to 
abolish the Subversive Activities Control 
Board, S. 2146, merits careful study, and 
perhaps the McHugh episode will trigger 
a thorough investigation into the need 
for this Board which costs the taxpayers 
over $300,000 a year. Certainly the De- 
partment of Justice and the Federal Bu- 
reau of Investigation under the alert 
leadership of J. Edgar Hoover are capa- 
ble of containing the threat of sub- 
version. 


Several newspapers in Tennessee 
joined in protesting the McHugh ap- 
pointment. I ask unanimous consent 
that these articles and editorials plus an 
article from Newsweek magazine of July 
31 be inserted in the Recorp, and the 
original article from the Wall Street 
Journal by Jerry Landauer highlighting 
this appointment. 

There being no objection, the articles 
and editorials were ordered to be printed 
in the Recorp, as follows: 


[From the Wall Street, Journal, July 20, 
1967] 

WASHINGTONIAN WEDS L. B. J.’s Ex-SECRETARY 
AND LANDS Sorr Jop—Post ON SUBVERSIVE 
Boarp Pays $26,000, Poses Few DemManps— 
BREEZING THROUGH THE SENATE 

(By Jerry Landauer) 

WASHINGTON.—How does a 29-year-old ac- 
countant obtain a Presidential appointment 
to a soft Government job that pays $26,000 
& year? 

By marrying one of Lyndon Johnson’s 
secretaries, 

How does the White House shield the for- 
tunate fellow from risking the questions of 
Senators who must confirm him? 

By arranging to whisk the appointment 
through the Senate when nobody is looking. 

Obviously this question-and-answer sce- 
nario doesn’t conform with civics-textbook 
notions of the selection process for ranking 
Federal officials. But it apparently does de- 
scribe how Washington resident Simon F. 
McHugh Jr. got a five-year sinecure as a 
member of the Subversive Activities Control 
board. He'll be sworn in any day unless some 
Senator asks and obtains unanimous consent 
to reconsider. 

The five-member SACB is the Government 


July 24, 1967 


agency that determines, on application of 
the Justice Department, whether a suspected 
organization should be formally cited as sub- 
versive. The workload has been declining 
since 1965, when the Supreme Court ruled 
unconstitutional a provision of law requiring 
registration by Communist Party members. 
Not one hearing has been held in 20 months, 
and not one case is pending. New York Demo- 
crat John Rooney, chairman of the House 
Appropriations subcommittee that scruti- 
nizes the board’s budget, says the members 
enjoy “about the best jobs around town.” 


READING UP ON THE LAW 


Mr. McHugh concedes that his employment 
record doesn’t at first glance appear to quali- 
fy him for membership on a “quasi-judicial” 
agency that delves into the mechanics of 
subversion, 

Mr. McHugh’s professional preparation for 
the cushy post consists of a bachelor’s degree 
in business administration earned six years 
ago at Georgetown University, followed by 
short stints in four jobs, His career seemed to 
be moving sideways for the most part until 
he wooed Victoria McCammon, a tall, attrac- 
tive White House secretary who, though now 
employed elsewhere in the Government, re- 
mains a particular Presidential favorite. 
Marriage to Miss McCammon in August 1966 
perceptibly perked up Mr. McHugh’s pros- 
pects. 

When the tight mortgage market last year 
soured certain of Mr. McHugh’s real estate 
investments (“He lost a lot,” says a spokes- 
man for B. C. Goods Investments Inc., a local 
firm of which he was a partner and property 
manager), he moved to the Small Business 
Administration—as special assistant to How- 
ard Greenberg, associate administrator for 
investment. 

Mr. McHugh began work at the SBA last 
March 8, quickly won a raise to $17,550 and 
stayed long enough to earn unstinting praise 
from Mr. Greenberg for being “bright, smart 
and aggressive.” Mr. Greenberg doesn't re- 
member, though, how he came to hire Mr. 
McHugh. 

“A SURPRISE TO ME” 


Seasoned by 15 weeks of Government serv- 
ice and intending to study law at night, Mr. 
McHugh expresses confidence that he’ll man- 
age to switch stride from small business to 
subversion. But he doesn’t remember how he 
attracted the President’s eye for the new $26,- 
000 job. “I really don’t know who recom- 
mended me. It was as much of a surprise to 
me as it was to everybody else.” 

Mr. McHugh’s social life has quickened, 
too. Following a recent weekend visit by the 
McHughs to the LBJ Ranch, the couple was 
added by one Washington society writer to 
“the list of Great Society insiders .. . with 
whom President and Mrs. Johnson most com- 
fortably spend their spare time.” 

Further surprises unfolded this week. In 
the Congressional Record that came out last 
Friday, a routine notice inserted by Chair- 
man James Eastland of the Senate Judiciary 
Committee invited interested citizens to sub- 
mit “any representations or objections” to 
Mr. McHugh’s appointment “on or before 
Monday, July 10.” The Mississippi Demo- 
crat further invited objectors to state 
“whether it is their intention to appear at 
any hearing which may be scheduled.” 

But on the same day the invitation ap- 
peared, the committee quietly moved Mr. 
McHugh’s nomination to the Senate floor. It 
was reported to the Senate moments after the 
opening buzzer sounded at noon Monday, 
and at 12:05 p.m, it sailed through the cham- 
ber without debate. In the precipitate haste 
to put Mr. McHugh to work on an agency 
whose docket is clear, there wasn’t even time 
to list his name on the Senate calendar of 
Presidential nominees awaiting confirmation. 
Confides a Senate source; “I’ve rarely seen 
s0 much whoosh behind an appointment.” 
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[From the Knoxville News-Sentinel, July 22, 
1967] 


How Loyat Can You Ger? 


It simply isn’t so, and we have the White 
House word for it, that the newest appointee 
to the Subversive Activities Control Board got 
his job because he happens to have married 
the boss’ ex-secretary. 

As jobs go, this is fairly nice work, paying 
off at $26,000 a year, which affords reasonably 
comfortable living, even in Washington. The 
board was established by the Subversive Ac- 
tivities Control Act of 1950, amended by the 
Communist Control Act of 1954. There are 
five members, of whom one is designated 
chairman. The annual budget is almost $300,- 
000. 

Duties consist of conducting hearings when 
and if the attorney general inquires whether 
any organization must register as a Com- 
munist action” or “Communist front” group 
and whether any individual must register as 
an officer of any such group. 

In denying that any special favoritism was 
involved in the appointment, a White House 
spokesman said the President knows the ap- 
pointee to be an “able and loyal man, a good 
and efficient employe.” 

It is possible he also is handy around the 
house and, if so, he will have plenty of time 
for it. Supreme Court decisions practically 
have nullified the SAC Act. The result is this 
board hasn’t heard a case in nearly two years. 
None, so far as we can learn, is currently on 
the docket. 

Abolishing a salary-paying board in the 
Federal Government is a task even more diffi- 
cult than integrating a school in Alabama. 
Continuation of this one offers a general idea 
as to where the money goes. 


[From the Knoxville News-Sentinel, July 22, 


SUBVERSIVES BOARD ACME OF IDLENESS—AP- 
POINTMENT RAISES HUE AND CRY 
(By Ted Knap) 

WASHINGTON, July 22.—A visit to the office 
of the Subversive Activities Control Board, 
which some members of Congress want to 
abolish as useless, disclosed clean desks and 
empty offices at mid-afternoon yesterday. 

Chairman John W. Mahan was reported to 
be somewhere “on Capitol Hill” and not ex- 
pected back that afternoon. 

Board Member Leonard L. C. Sells was de- 
scribed as “not available,” which his secre- 
tary later admitted meant “not in.” She 
wouldn't say where he was. 


USED L. B. J. SECRETARY 


Member Edward C. Sweeney was “not here.” 
Member John S. Patterson was said to be 
“around,” later amended to “just stepped 
out.” 

Simon F. McHugh, the newest $26,000-a- 
year member whose appointment focused 
sudden attention on the board, was not in 
and not expected. He had not left word where 
he could be reached if the board suddenly 
had to hear a subversive case, which it has 
not done for 21 months. 

McHugh’s best-known qualification for the 
position is that he was married last year 
to Victoria McCammon, then one of President 
Johnson's favorite secretaries. McHugh, 29, is 
a non-lawyer. 


FUNCTIONS NULLIFIED 


Sen. Gordon Allott (R-Colo.) said he 
thought the appointment by Johnson was 
“an outrage and a disgrace.” Sen. John J. 
Williams (R-Del.) submitted motions asking 
that the nomination be returned to the Sen- 
ate for reconsideration. 

Sen. William Proxmire (D-Wis.) proposed 
that Congress abolish the board on grounds 
it is virtually useless. He noted that recent 
U.S. Supreme Court decisions—holding that 
the required registration of Communists vio- 
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lates the Fifth Amendment—have nullified 
the board’s main functions. 

Bills are now pending before Congress to 
give the board new authority to identify 
“Communist action groups,” which the at- 
torney general then would enter into some 
public record. 


ON “STANDBY BASIS” 


In addition to the five board members, 
there are 10 staff employes. In the fiscal year 
ended July 1, office operations cost $230,000. 

Patterson, who returned to the office after 
an hour’s absence on an errand, said the 
board is on a “standby” basis. He compared 
it with a fire department— “ready to fight 
one fire or 25.“ He acknowledged it does not 
have much of a workload. 

Patterson, also a non-lawyer, is a friend 
and former Pekin, Ill., neighbor of Senate Re- 
publican Leader Everett M. Dirksen. Mahan, 
former national commander of the Veterans 
of Foreign Wars, was described as a friend 
of fellow-Montanan Mike Mansfield, the Sen- 
ate Democratic leader. 

Mansfield yesterday defended the Senate's 
confirmation of McHugh. 

The board was created in 1950 over Presi- 
dent Harry Truman’s veto and handled about 
70 cases, which were subsequently wiped out 
by court decisions. 

It still could hear “Communist-front” reg- 
istration cases referred to it by the attorney 
general, who has not done so for more than 
a year. The office of Attorney General Ramsey 
Clark said he may or may not refer another 
case to the board at some time, 


[From the Knoxville Journal, July 22, 1967] 
ABOLISH McHuGH’s CusHy JOB 


US Sen. Gordon Allott (R-Col) made a 
resounding speech Thursday in which he 
termed the appointment of one Simon F, Mc- 
Hugh, a 29-year-old public accountant, to a 
$26,000 job on the Subversive Activities Con- 
trol Board an “outrage and disgrace.” Mc- 
Hugh’s nomination by the President for the 
lush post had already been approved by a 
majority of the Senate. It sailed through the 
Judiciary Committee and then the Senate 
with no protest from anybody. 

Senator Allott will get some criticism be- 
cause of his own criticism, because the pub- 
lic will feel that the young accountant’s 
background and experience conform per- 
fectly to the standards most frequently used 
in the selection of persons to fill appointive 
posts. One of these is to be a native, or at least 
a resident, of Texas. A second one is to be a 
personal friend of the President or to be a 
friend of a personal friend. A third is to 
enlist the support of some group likely to be 
helpful in the 1968 elections. 

Thus Mr. McHugh’s nomination for the 
Subversive Activities Control Board, created 
under the Internal Security Act, was strictly 
justified by normal White House guidelines— 
he was fortunate enough to have married a 
girl who had been one of the President’s 
secretaries! So unless the young man had 
previously been convicted on an armed rob- 
bery charge or identified as a card-carrying 
Communist, being the husband of a former 
secretary of the President provided all the 
credentials he would need to fill the post to 
which he was appointed. 

Senator Allott called attention to the fact 
that McHugh’s nomination had already been 
confirmed by the Senate, adding resignedly, 
“I don’t think there’s anything that can be 
done about it.” 

Of course there is something that could 
be done about the whole Subversive Activi- 
ties Control Board if Congress had the will to 
do it. The board could be legislated out of 
existence at a saving not only of the $26,000 
per year to be drawn by the husband of the 
President’s former secretary but of the four 
other members’ salaries in the same amount, 

The fact is that the US Supreme Court, in 
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its concern for the civil rights of Commu- 
nists in the country, extracted all the teeth 
from the law which was originally designed 
to enable the government to root out and 
publicly identify native Reds. In November, 
1965, the court ruled that Communists could 
not be required to register as foreign agents 
because of the section of the Constitution 
forbidding forced self-incrimination. Since 
that time US Communists have been free to 
ply their trade of treason, unworried about 
anything that can be done by the board to 
which Mr. McHugh has been appointed. 

Anyway, the appointment makes a nice 
gift of appreciation on the part of the Presi- 
dent to his one-time secretary and, under 
the circumstances outlined, there is no rea- 
son to believe her husband can’t discharge as 
well as the next man the nonexistent duties 
of the office to which he has been appointed. 

There may be some resentment felt on the 
part of the federal taxpayer about the lavish- 
ness of what one might call a wedding pres- 
ent, but we must not be narrow-minded 
about such things! They are the hallmarks of 
the President’s Great Society, in which the 
principle of employment firmly established 
is to pay personal or political favorites of the 
President twice what they could make in 
private employment and also never to em- 
ploy one person where it is possible to em- 
ploy two. 
[From the Memphis Commercial Appeal, 

July 21, 1967] 
CAPITOL HEADACHE POUNDS OVER A 
OB 


WasuHincton, July 20.—Republican Sen- 
ator Gordon Allott said Thursday that 
the appointment of Simon F. McHugh, who 
married one of President Johnson’s former 
secretaries, to a $26,000-a-year Government 
job is an outrage and a disgrace. 

“I must say that it burns me as a tax- 
payer,” the Colorado senator said. 

Allott said he referred to a Wall Street 
Journal story which raised the question: 
“How does a 29-year-old accountant obtain 
a presidential appointment to a soft Gov- 
ernment job that pays $26,000 a year?” The 
Journal answered: “By marrying one of 
Lyndon Johnson’s secretaries.” 

Allott said there is no practical way to 
undo the Senate’s routine, almost automatic 
confirmation of McHugh to a five-year term 
on the Subversive Activities Control Board. 

McHugh becomes one of five members of 
the board, which decides whether suspected 
organizations should be formally cited as 
subversive. The panel has no cases pending. 

Senate Democratic Leader Mike Mansfield 
of Montana said the McHugh nomination 
was handled routinely. It cleared the Senate 
Monday, with no objection from a handful 
of senators on the floor. 

Mansfield said Johnson had not inter- 
ceded to hasten confirmation of McHugh. 

But a source at the Senate Judiciary 
Committee said a White House aide tele- 
phoned July 12 or 13 to ask whether any 
objections had been raised to the McHugh 
appointment. 

One Republican senator said the White 
House “really greased the skids for this one. 
It went bang, bang, bang.” 

There was an unusual feature in the Mc- 
Hugh process, however. Senator James O. 
Eastland (D.-Miss.), chairman of the Judici- 
ary Committee, inserted in the July 13 
Congressional Record a notice that any rep- 
resentations or objections” should be lodged 
with the committee by July 20. 

Six days before that deadline, the com- 
mittee approved the nomination. A commit- 
tee official said the action was unanimous. 

“Its just a matter of routine,” said a 
committee assistant who would not permit 
the use of his name. “We just wait until 
we get two or three of these nominations at 
a time, and then we act.” 

Committee officials would not discuss the 
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reasons for the discrepancy between the 
July 20 date in the published notice and the 
July 14 date of committee action, 

Senator Eastland was not available for 
comment. An assistant said he was out of 
town. 

(Eastland, who was in Ruleville, Miss., 
told The Commercial Appeal’s Washington 
Bureau by telephone that McHugh’s “nom- 
ination was handled in exactly the same 
way as are all others. 

(“The usual notices were given to the 
members of the committee, and to the ma- 
jority and minority leaders of the Senate. 
There was no opposition 

(Eastland said the FBI report on McHugh 
“was one of the most laudatory I have ever 
read—and I have read hundreds of them.” 

(The Wall Street Journal implied that the 
committee did not give public notice of the 
nomination until the day before it was ap- 
proved. 

(But John Holloman, the committee's chief 
clerk, told The Commercial Appeal bureau, 
“The nomination was submitted to the Sen- 
ate on June 27, and referred to the Judiciary 
Committee. Notice was published in the Con- 
gressional Record of that day that the nomi- 
nation had been received.” 

(Holloman said that, while a second no- 
tice was not placed in the Record until the 
day before the committee approved the nomi- 
nation, the first notice was sufficient to alert 
anyone interested. 

(Eastland said “no one at the White House 
called me” about the nomination. Senate Re- 
publican Leader Everett M. Dirksen of Illi- 
nois, a member of the Judiciary Committee, 
joined in approving the nomination, Wash- 
ington sources said.) 

At the White House, press secretary George 
Christian said of McHugh that Johnson 
“knows him well, likes him” and is “im- 
pressed with his ability and loyalty.” 

Asked whether McHugh got the job because 
of his marriage last August to Victoria 
“Vicky” McCammon, who was then one of 
Johnson’s personal secretaries, Christian said 
“certainly the President’s knowledge of an 
appointee is an important factor.” The Mc- 
Hughs have report-dly visited the LBJ Ranch. 

Asked for his personal assessment of the 
Wall Street Journal article, Christian said, “I 
think it’s what we used to call hatchet jobs.” 

McHugh was not available for comment. 

Mansfield and the Judiciary Committee 
source said no objection to the McHugh 
choice was raised at any point in the Senate’s 
consideration, 

The Wall Street Journal, in a story by 
Jerry Landauer, reported: 

“Mr. McHugh’s professional preparation for 
the cushy post consists of a bachelor’s degree 
in business administration earned six years 
ago at Georgetown University, followed by 
short stints in four jobs. His career seemed 
to be moving sideways for the most part until 
he wooed Victoria McCammon, a tall, attrac- 
tive White House secretary, who, though now 
employed elsewhere in the Government, re- 
mains a particular presidential favorite. 
Marriage to Miss McCammon in August 1966, 
perceptibly perked up Mr. McHugh’s pros- 
pects.” 

“Routine” was the key word in most Sen- 
ate comments on the McHugh matter. All 
along the Senate line, action was unanimous 
and quiet. But there is nothing unusual 
about that. 

In a confirmation case in which no objec- 
tions are raised, there would be little need 
for administration pressure to secure Senate 
approval. 

The Judiciary Committee would not say 
how many senators were on hand when the 
nomination was approved. One Republican 
source said routine nominations often are 
handled without an actual meeting, by 
means of a note circulated and signed by 
committee members. But the committee said 
this was not done on the McHugh case. 
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“From June 27 until the day he was con- 
firmed, July 17, there was not one single 
communication objecting to the nomina- 
tion,” a Judiciary Committee official said: 

He said there was one letter advocating 
Senate approval, from a “family friend,” but 
refused to disclose whom it came from. 

Normally, nominations approved by Sen- 
ate committees and awaiting floor action are 
printed on an executive calendar before the 
Senate acts. This was not done in the Mc- 
Hugh case. 

“We have been doing that quite often,” 
Mansfield said, “when there is unanimous 
action by the committee and there is no re- 
jection from the other side.” 

By the other side he meant the Republican 
side. 


[From the Knoxville Journal, July 22, 1967] 


Move Fottows Row Over GIVING Jos To 
L. B. J. AIDE'S MATE 


(By Walter R. Mears) 


WASHINGTON, July 21.—President John- 
son’s appointment of Simon F. McHugh, who 
married a White House secretary, to a $500- 
a-week job led today to a demand that 
Congress abolish the Subversive Activities 
Control Board. 

The apparent theory: If you can't take the 
man out of the job, take the job out from 
under the man. 

The abolition call came from Sen. William 
Proxmire (D-Wis) who said the board Mo- 
Hugh joined Monday—with Senate approv- 
al—is “a ridiculous extravagance.” 

The board has virtually nothing to ao, 
Proxmire said. 

“The job itself is a sinecure,” he said, “the 
compensation of $26,000 is for doing little 
or nothing, the board had its last formal 
meeting some six months ago.” 

Sen. John J. Williams (R-Del) tried a 
different approach. He proposed that the 
Senate ask the White House to return Mc- 
Hugh’s confirmation papers, then reconsider 
its action in approving the appointment. 

WHOLE THING “RUSHED” 

“This whole thing has been rushed,” Wil- 
liams said. 

Neither his motion nor the bill proposed 
by Proxmire appeared to have much chance 
of Senate adoption. But the uproar could 
spell trouble for the Subversive Activities 
Control Board when the Senate Appropria- 
tions Committee takes up a bill containing 
its allowance for the year ahead. 

Committee hearings are due to start next 
Thursday. The House approved a $295,000 
appropriation for the SACB, which wanted 
$330,000 

VOTING CITED 

“Frankly, I don’t know what all the 
hulabaloo is about,” said Senate Democratic 
leader Mike Mansfield of Montana. 

He said there was no objection to the nomi- 
nation and it cleared the Senate unani- 
mously. There were, he acknowledged, few 
senators on hand at the time. 

The Wall Street Journal started the up- 
roar Thursday with a front page story which 
said McHugh got the job because of his 
marriage to Victoria McCammon, once a 
Johnson secretary. 

One Democratic source said the White 
House was anxious to have McHugh’s nomi- 
nation confirmed by the Senate before any 
trouble developed. It was, and McHugh took 
his oath of office as a board member shortly 
after the Senate acted. 

Board chairman John W. Mahan said 
McHugh was sworn into his job Monday. A 
newsman who visited McHugh’s office found 
it bare except for two vacant desks, some 
cabinets, and a color photo of President 
Johnson, 

Mahan said he didn’t know where McHugh 
was or when he would report to the office, 
“I wouldn’t be surprised if he’s laying low 
from you fellows,” he said, 
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The board, which is supposed to name 

Communists, their organizations and front 
groups, has only one case pending, and this 
is tied up in the courts until next fall at 
least. 
Supreme Court rulings have undone in 
large measure the law requiring registration 
of Communists. SACB findings about indi- 
viduals and groups were to have been a key 
step in that operation. 

But Sen. Karl E. Mundt (R-SD), a sponsor 
of the Internal Security Act which created 
the board, insisted it still has work to do. 

“The courts haven't completely prevented 
the SACB from doing some reporting work 
and investigative work,” he said. “They still 
have a service to perform. 

“Unless the Supreme Court completes its 
demolition of the act, I’m in favor of con- 
tinuing the board,“ Mundt said. 

And if the court does that, Mundt said, 
he’ll propose a new law, 

As for McHugh, Mundt said: 

There’s no question why he got the job, but 
that doesn’t necessarily mean he isn’t qual- 
ified, Just because he married a pretty secre- 


Mansfield said the fact that McHugh al- 
ready has been sworn in and taken his board 
membership renders moot Williams’ call for 
Senate reconsideration of the appointment. 

But Williams said he intends to use the 
motion which may come up next week, as 
a vehicle to stir debate on the board itself. 

“We owe it to ourselves to look it over,” 
he said in an interview. “We may find it is 
one of the most effective and finest agencies 
in town.” The senator was smiling. 

Proxmire didn’t see that as a possibility. 
He said court rulings on the Communist reg- 
istration law “make the continued existence 
of this board a ridiculous extravagance.” 

He said his bill would transfer “the paltry 
activities that remain for the board, if any, 
to the Justice Department.” 


[From Newsweek, July 31, 1967] 
How To SUCCEED 


For young, affable Simon F. McHugh Jr., 
getting ahead in Washington was getting to 
be something of a problem. At 29, with a 
bachelor’s degree in business from George- 
town behind him, he had managed to move 
mainly sideways. As an accountant, Simon 
worked his way in and out of four short jobs 
before venturing into real estate, where, said 
one associate, “he lost a lot.” But then the 
man on the make fell in love and almost in- 
stantly his career took off. McHugh became a 
case study on how to succeed in government 
without really trying. 

Specifically, he won the hand of Miss Vicki 
McCammon, a statuesque young brunette 
who had started out as just folks in San 
Angelo, Texas, and wound up as the White 
House secretary President Johnson preferred 
to take along on the road or down the LBJ 
ranch. Vicki often lunched or dined with Mr. 
and Mrs. Johnson. In fact, the President 
threw a little party for Vicki and Simon 
after they got married last year. He also took 
to having them down to the ranch, even after 
Vicki left the White House staff to sign on 
as a secretarial staffing officer at the U.S. In- 
formation Agency. It was hardly surprising 
that the obscure Mr. McHugh and his wife 
soon came to be ranked, by one social 
chronicler, as on the roster of “Great So- 
ciety insiders with whom the President and 
Mrs. Johnson most comfortably spend their 
spare time.” 

But there was everything surprising about 
the way McHugh moved ahead. First, the 
Small Business Administration signed him 
on as a special assistant, and quickly raised 
him to $17,550 a year. Then suddenly the 
President himself nominated Simon for 
higher duty still—namely, for a seat on the 
Subversive Activities Control Board. It is a 
quasi-judicial relic of the McCarthy era 
whose five members draw $26,000 annually 
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for doing almost nothing. In the last twenty 
months the board has heard no cases. 

Whoosh: Simon McHugh’s nomination slid 
through the Senate so fast that some sena- 
tors later were astonished to discover they 
had approved it unanimously, without de- 
bate. “I’ve rarely seen so much whoosh be- 
hind an appointment,” said one Senate hand. 
“It burns me up,” added Sen. Gordon Allott, 
the Colorado Republican. What most partic- 
ularly burned up the White House last week 
was a Wall Street Journal story detailing 
McHugh’s rise. Press Secretary George Chris- 
tian sniffed that the newspaper’s account was 
a “hatchet job”—but he shed no light at all 
on how President Johnson chanced to ele- 
vate Simon McHugh. 

Nor did Simon say much, While defending 
his ability to function in his new post (“You 
can get a pretty good idea of the procedures 
by reading the law”), the young accountant 
simply could not account for his good for- 
tune, “I really don’t know who recommended 
me,” he said. “It was as much of a surprise 
to me as it was to everybody else.” 


SUBVERSIVE ACTIVITIES CONTROL 
BOARD 


Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, I send to the desk a resolution, 
which I ask to have stated, and I ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The res- 
olution will be stated by title. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A resolution 
(S. Res. 145) authorizing the Commit- 
tee on Appropriations to investigate the 
work of the Subversive Activities Control 
Board. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Delaware? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres- 
ident, for the information of the Senate, 
I think it would be well for the clerk to 
read the resolution in full. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will read the resolution in full. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

S. Res. 145 

Resolved, That (a) the Committee on Ap- 
propriations, or any duly authorized sub- 
committee thereof, is authorized and directed 
to make a complete and comprehensive study 
and investigation of the functions and duties 
performed by the Subversive Activities Con- 
trol Board established by section 12 of the 
Internal Security Act of 1950 (50 U.S.C. 791) 
to determine whether— 

(1) the current and prospective volume 
of business of such board warrants the con- 
tinued exercise of its powers, and the con- 
tinued performance of its functions and du- 
ties, by a separate agency of the Government; 
and 


(2) the powers, duties, functions, and 
property of such board should be transferred 
to another department or agency of the 
Government in the interest of efficiency and 
economy in the conduct of Government op- 
erations, 

(b) In order that the Senate may have 
before it the results of the study and investi- 
gation made by the Committee under this 
resolution at the time of its consideration of 
the measure making appropriations to such 
board for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1968, 
the Committee shall include in its report 
upon such measure the findings and recom- 
mendations made by the Committee under 
this resolution, 


Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, the purpose of the resolution 
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is to direct the Appropriations Commit- 
tee to conduct a study and investigation 
of the functions and activities of this 
agency and to render this report to the 
Senate at the time it considers the 1968 
fiscal year appropriations for this 
agency. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Delaware yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield 
to the Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, as the 
Senate knows, the Subversive Activities 
Control Board was created under the 
provisions of the Internal Security Act 
of 1950. 

In earlier years, this was an able and 
active body. Frankly, it is still an able 
body today. The fact that its workload 
has been diminished is no fault of the 
Subversive Activities Control Board. 
That came about by decisions of the Su- 
preme Court and a failure of the De- 
partment of Justice to petition the Board 
to take action where individual Commu- 
nists were involved. 

Today, there are, according to the As- 
sistant Attorney General, at least 100 
front organizations in this country 
which require investigation. 

I want to say now—and very emphat- 
ically—that I will be the last man on the 
floor of the Senate to stand by quietly 
and see the Board shoved into limbo. 

The Board must continue. 

I sometimes think when they try to 
abolish a board of this kind, that it is 
all of a pattern. They also want to 
abolish the Un-American Activities 
Committee in the House. I remember the 
umbrage which took place when the Mc- 
Carthy committee was alive and I was a 
member of that committee. 

The Subversive Activities Control 
Board has done great and good work. 
It had a number of landmark decisions, 
one of which at least, was to establish 
the Communist Party as an action group 
in this country, a decision which covered 
over 17,000 pages in a case which took 
3 years to try. 

The Subversive Activities Control 
Board serves a useful purpose still. In 
round figures, it costs about $300,000 a 
year. We spend $1 million for a fighter 
plane. We spend $5 million on a bomber. 
The idea of abolishing this Board, when 
it can serve a useful purpose, is some- 
thing that does not fit in my dictionary. 
I am going to try to see that it is kept 
alive. 

I have talked to the chairman and I 
have asked him to send me language 
which will modify existing law so that 
his Board can function. 

There are 50 resolutions pending in the 
House of Representatives today—half of 
them introduced by Republicans and half 
introduced by Democrats. 

There has been no action, but I assure 
you, Mr. President, that there is going to 
be action here in the Senate because as 
soon as that language comes into my 
hands, God willing, I am going to hook 
it onto the first bill that comes along 
and amend the jurisdiction of the Board 
so that it can continue its work. Three 
hundred thousand dollars a year is a pal- 
try sum to pay for the potential good 
which the Subversive Activities Control 
Board can do. 
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It is a well balanced Board from the 
standpoint of the background of its mem- 
bers. It is also well balanced from the 
standpoint of its age. 

The Chairman of the Board, John W. 
Mahan, comes from Montana. He was 
former commander in chief of the Vet- 
erans of Foreign Wars. He is a patriot 
if ever I saw one. He is also a capable 
lawyer. He knows how to go about his 
business in this field, but the Supreme 
Court over across the way, and the De- 
partment of Justice, have tied his hands. 
It is therefore high time that the one 
and only exclusive legislative agency of 
the Government—Congress—untie those 
hands and let the Board get busy. 

These days, every now and then, I get 
the idea that there is no longer any fear 
of communism, Let those who feel that 
way disabuse themselves of that idea. 
Communism today is a greater danger 
than it ever was before. We need this 
Board, in order to make sure that it 
probes every aspect of internal security 
and makes its reports known to Congress. 

Mr. President, I have no objection to 
the resolution which is now being con- 
sidered because long before the time limit 
I expect to have that language on the 
floor of the Senate. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I thank 
the Senator from Illinois for his support 
for the investigation. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Delaware yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, let 
me say to the Senator from Illinois, that 
this is the way to face up to this prob- 
lem. It is far better to do it in this man- 
ner than on the basis of personalities, 
which really should not be involved in 
evaluating the merits of the Subversive 
Activities Control Board. 

Thus, I am delighted that we are 
getting away from the individual and 
devoting our attention to the agency; 
that in my opinion is the proper ap- 
proach. 

Let me point out that this agency was 
set up by Congress to perform a specific 
function. It is Congress’ responsibility 
to determine whether the Board is per- 
forming that function. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr, President, will the 
Senator from Montana yield at that 
point? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I suppose the Senator 
means when we make this a matter of 
personality that we are thinking about 
the latest appointee to the Board? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Exactly. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I met him. He is a 
personable young fellow. He holds a re- 
sponsible position now. He has a GS-15 
rating, I believe, in the Small Business 
Administration? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Had. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Or had. He got into 
the real estate business in Washington. 
All in all, he is a very fine chap. The 
fact that he married one of the Presi- 
dent’s former secretaries should not be 
a deciding factor in a matter of this 
kind because if we are going to draw that 
kind of line, then I suppose no girl in 
her right mind would ever want to be a 
Presidential secretary because that might 
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get her in bad sometimes when a likely, 
good-looking young man came along and 
offered his hand to her in wedlock and 
she would have to realize that there 
could be all sorts of complications, and 
things might be said on the Senate floor 
about such a marriage. 

I believe in quiet weddings. I do not 
believe in probing into them. 

Love is one of those great, all-con- 
suming powers that knows no rules, no 
evidence; nothing. Love goes in where 
angels would not even be found. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Illinois yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield. 

Mr. PASTORE. The Senator’s argu- 
ment could also mean that an aspiring 
young man could not become a Member 
of the Senate if he married a Senator’s 
daughter. [Laughter.] 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Yes; it could be. If 
there is any “impeachment” in that, I 
gladly accept it. 

Mr. PASTORE. That is meant as a 
compliment. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. In the language of a 
former Representative in the House, 
from Mobile, Ala., a large, heavy-bodied 
man with a wonderful personality who 
used to go about the Capitol in his sten- 
torian voice saying: 

In season or out, 
Everything is made for love. 


Mr. MANSFIELD. Let me say that the 
Senator from Illinois is referring to for- 
mer Representative Frank Boykin who 
was known for his bright comments and 
his hospitality. 

But with respect to Mr. McHugh’s 
qualifications, I have looked into them 
and have found him to be a very able 
young man. He married an excep- 
tionally attractive, intelligent, and able 
young women. He is 29 years old; but 
such should not be a barrier. One has to 
be only 25 to be a Member of the House 
and only 30 to be a Member of the Senate. 

I think Mr. McHugh has good qualifi- 

cations and I think he is well fitted for 
the job. The President, I think, should 
be commended for the appointment 
rather than criticized, as has heen the 
case. 
Mr. DIRKSEN. Yes. The time has 
come to look inward and find out where 
we, as a Congress, failed to carry 
through and amend the law so that the 
Board can go to work. It needs its juris- 
diction modified; and that is going to be 
done if the minority leader has any- 
thing to say about it. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. The discussion of 
the nomination of Mr. McHugh comes 
somewhat after the fact. He has been 
confirmed by the Senate as a member 
of the Subversive Activities Control 
Board. He has already been sworn into 
office. His status is no longer that of a 
nominee. He has received his commis- 
sion and serves in his post. 

From time to time in the past the 
leadership, in scheduling legislation and 
nominations for floor action, has sought 
to accommodate reasonable requests for 
postponements by any Senator. When 
the interested Senator notifies the lead- 
ership of his interest and requests addi- 
tional time to prepare his case for floor 
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action, the leadership has always tried 
to honor such requests and shall con- 
tinue to do so, whenever possible. 

The McHugh nomination was sent to 
the Senate on June 27, 1967. The sub- 
mission and receipt is reflected in the 
CONGRESSIONAL Recorp and the Digest of 
that date. The nomination was referred 
to the Judiciary Committee and re- 
mained there for 21 days. In all that time, 
no objections were entered; not a single 
voice was raised against it. The nomina- 
tion was reported from the Judiciary 
Committee unanimously. At no time was 
the leadership notified by any Senator 
that a postponement was desired. 

As has been the case on many occa- 
sions in the past when nominations are 
reported unanimously from a commit- 
tee, the joint leadership will obtain—as 
it did in this instance—the unanimous 
permission of the Senate to proceed to 
their consideration on the day reported. 
I repeat—this is done only when the re- 
port from the committee has been 
unanimous. It is done, moreover, for a 
number of reasons: for the convenience 
of the joint leadership wanting to clear 
the calendar of unobjected-to business, 
or on occasion at the request of the 
agency on which the nominee will serve, 
or on occasion for the convenience of 
any interested Senator. The McHugh 
nomination fell into the category of un- 
objected-to business. No objection was 
filed to the nomination of Mr. McHugh. 
He was confirmed, and still, not a single 
dissent was heard. Two days later some 
question was raised in the press—the 
first to my knowledge. 

The discussion today has centered on 
the demands of the post, not on the ca- 
pacity of Mr. McHugh to meet them. 

I am delighted that this discussion 
today of this appointment has taken 
place. I think it has cleared the air. I be- 
lieve it has brought out that Mr. McHugh 
is considered, by the Senate, qualified for 
his post. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, I, too, do not want to deal with 
personalities, and as an added tribute 
to “Cupid” I want the Rrecorp to show 
that not for one moment would I suggest 
that this young man who married the 
President’s secretary had his arm twisted 
or that he was forced to accept this job 
at $26,000 on a board which the record 
shows has not had any duties to perform 
in 20 months. The Senator from Illinois 
[Mr. DirKSEN] argues that any man is 
free to marry the secretary of the Presi- 
dent. That is true, but do we have to give 
him a job paying $26,000 in which there 
are no duties? Love is wonderful, but does 
it have to be that expensive for the 
American taxpayers? 

The nomination has been confirmed, 
and the man has taken the oath of office. 
There is no other procedure we can now 
follow except to examine the duties of 
the agency and make a determination at 
the time we are asked to approve the 
appropriations. 

No matter how meritorious the pur- 
poses of this particular agency may have 
been in the past—and I supported the 
objectives of the agency when the law 
establishing it was enacted—the question 
is, What are its duties today? We are told 
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that for 20 months this agency has had 
several employees drawing salaries of 
$26,000 a year and has not had a duty 
to perform for nearly 2 years. 

Why should Congress not examine its 
need? 

Why bemoan the large national deficit 
and then in the next moment defend a 
$26,000 job with no duties to perform for 
some man just because he is in love? 

Either give the agency work to do or 
abolish it. I am forming no preconceived 
judgment on whether the agency should 
or should not be continued, but certainly 
when the appropriation bill which covers 
this agency comes before the Congress, 
which will be in the latter part of August 
or early in September, this question must 
be answered. That is why I am offering 
this resolution. 

The American taxpayers have a right 
to the facts. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the resolution. 

The resolution (S. Res. 145) 
agreed to. 


WITHDRAWAL OF MOTIONS 


Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware, Mr. Pres- 
ident, as in executive session, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the motion entered 
by me to reconsider the confirmation of 
the nomination of Mr. McHugh and the 
motion to request the President to return 
the nomination to the Senate be with- 
drawn. Such action is now unnecessary. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent that 
there be printed in the Recor an article 
which was published in the Wall Street 
Journal on July 20, 1967, followed by an 
Associated Press release commenting 
upon this appointment and the manner 
in which it was handled. 

Surely in the light of the many ques- 
tions raised by these news articles the 
duties being performed by this agency 
should be examined. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the REC- 
orD, as follows: 

{From the Wall Street Journal, July 20, 1967] 
WASHINGTONIAN WEDS L. B. J.’s Ex-SECRETARY 

AND LANDS Sorr Jos—Post oN SUBVERSIVE 

Boarp Pays $26,000, Poses Few Demanps— 

BrREEZING THROUGH THE SENATE. 

(By Jerry Landauer) 

WASHINGTON. —How does a 29-year-old ac- 
countant obtain a Presidential appointment 
to a soft Government job that pays $26,000 
a year? 

By marrying one of Lyndon Johnson's sec- 
retaries. 

How does the White House shield the for- 
tunate fellow from risking the questions of 
Senators who must confirm him? 

By arranging to whisk the appointment 
through the Senate when nobody is looking. 

Obviously this question-and-answer sce- 
nario doesn’t conform with civics-textbook 
notions of the selection process for ranking 
Federal officials. But it apparently does de- 
scribe how Washington resident Simon F. 
McHugh Jr. got a five-year sinecure as a 
member of the Subversive Activities Control 
Board. He'll be sworn in any day unless 
some Senator asks and obtains unanimous 
consent to reconsider. 

The five-member SACB is the Government 
agency that determines, on application of 
the Justice Department, whether a suspected 


was 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


organization should be formally cited as sub- 
versive. The workload has been declining 
since 1965, when the Supreme Court ruled 
unconstitutional a provision of law requir- 
ing registration by Communist Party mem- 
bers. Not one hearing has been held in 20 
months, and not one case is pending. New 
York Democrat John Rooney, chairman of 
the House Appropriations subcommittee that 
scrutinizes the board's budget, says the 
members enjoy “about the best jobs around 
town.” 
READING UP ON THE LAW 

Mr. McHugh concedes that his employ- 
ment record doesn't at first glance appear to 
qualify him for membership on a “quasi- 
judicial” agency that delves into subversion. 
But, he observes, “realistically speaking, 
there aren't many experts.“ Also, he adds, 
“you can get a pretty good idea of the pro- 
cedures by reading the law and the board's 
reports.” 

Mr. McHugh’s professional preparation for 
the cushy post consists of a bachelor’s de- 
gree in business administration earned six 
year ago at Georgetown Univerity, followed 
by short stints in four jobs. His career seemed 
to be moving sideways for the most part 
until he wooed Victoria McCammon, a tall, 
attractive White House secretary who 
though now employed elsewhere in the Gov- 
ernment, remains a particular Presidential 
favorite. Marriage to Miss McCammon in 
August 1966 perceptibility perked up Mr. 
McHugh's prospects. 

When the tight mortgage market last year 
soured certain of Mr. McHugh’s real estate 
investments (“He lost a lot,” says a spokes- 
man for B. C. Goods Investments Inc., of 
which he was a partner and property man- 
ager), he moved to the Small Business Ad- 
ministration—as special assistant to Howard 
Greenberg, associate administrator for in- 
vestment. 

Mr. McHugh began work at the SBA last 
March 8, quickly won a raise to $17,550 and 
stayed long enough to earn praise from Mr. 
Greenberg for being “bright, smart and ag- 
gressive.” Mr. Greenberg doesn’t remember, 
though, how he came to hire Mr. McHugh. 


A SURPRISE TO ME 


Seasoned by 15 weeks of Government serv- 
ice and intending to study law at night, Mr. 
McHugh expresses confidence that he'll man- 
age to switch stride from small business to 
subversion. But he doesn’t remember how he 
attracted the President's eye for the new 
$26,000 job. “I really don’t know who recom- 
mended me. It was as much of a surprise to 
me as it was to everybody else.” 

Mr. McHugh’s social life has quickened, 
too. Following a recent weekend visit by the 
McHughs to the LBJ Rranch, the couple was 
added by one Washington society writer to 
“the list of Great Society insiders ... with 
whom President and Mrs. Johnson most com- 
fortably spend their spare time.” 

Further surprises unfolded this week. In 
the Congressional Record that came out last 
Friday, a routine notice inserted by Chair- 
man James Eastland of the Senate Judiciary 
Committee invited interested citizens to sub- 
mit “any representations or objections” to 
Mr. MeHugh's appointment on or before 
Thursday, July 20.” He also invited objectors 
to state whether it is their intention to ap- 
pear at any hearing which may be scheduled.” 

But on the same day the invitation ap- 
peared, the committee quietly moved Mr. 
McHugh’s nomination to the Senate floor. It 
was reported to the Senate moments after 
the opening buzzer sounded at noon Monday, 
and at 12:05 pm, it sailed through the 
chamber without debate. In the haste to put 
Mr. McHugh to work on an agency whose 
docket is clear, there wasn't even time to list 
his name on the Senate calendar of Presi- 
dential nominees awaiting confirmation. 
Confides a Senate source: I've rarely seen so 
much whoosh behind an appointment.” 
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WASHINGTON:—Young Simon Francis Me- 
Hugh, who wed a presidential secretary 
and landed a $26,000 seat on the Subversive 
Activities Control Board, could have ample 
time for lingering lunches with his bride. 

For the five-man Board—hborn 17 years ago 
during this country’s anti-Communist up- 
heavals—today has virtually nothing to do. 

McHugh, 29, came on the job—what there 
is of it—Monday, 11 months after his mar- 
riage to Victoria McCammon, then one of 
President Johnson's favorite secretaries. He 
previously had been a $17,550 civil servant in 
the Small Business Administration, 

Thursday, McHugh landed on the front 
page of the Wall Street Journal in a story 
that said rather flatly McHugh had been ap- 
pointed to the plush job because of the 
marriage—and with the help of some greased 
skids through the Senate confirmation proc- 
ess. 


McHugh was unavailable for comment 
about the story. The White House Press Sec- 
retary, George Christian, called it a hatchet 
job and commented that “certainly the 
President's knowledge of an appointee is an 
important factor.” 

The incident provoked one member of the 
Senate Appropriations Committee, Sen. Gon- 
DON L. ALLOTT, R-Colo., to label the McHugh 
appointment “an outrage and a disgrace,” As 
a taxpayer, ALLorr said he was burned up. 

Senate Democratic Leader MIKE MANSFIELD 
said the confirmation to the five-year term 
was handled routinely, with no pressure from 
the White House to speed or assure success. 

But teapot tempest or not, the McHugh 
story focused attention on a Board that has 
become something of an anachronism and 
has borne out former President Harry S. Tru- 
man’s prophecy that the Communist regis- 
tration law would be unenforceable. 

The Board was supposed to name Commu- 
nists and their organizations, These were 
expected then to register as such with the 
Attorney General. 

It named quite a few—44 individuals, two 
dozen fronts, one “action” group—the party 
itself—and one “infiltrated” group, 

But nobody ever has registered. And the 
courts have pulled virtually all the teeth 
from the McCarran Act, which created the 
Board. 

Today, there's only one case pending—and 
even that is stalled in the courts at least 
until autumn, The Justice Department asked 
the Board, more than a year ago, to desig- 
nate the W. E. B. DuBois Clubs of America a 
Communist-front group. The organization 
successfully has stalled any Board hearings 
at least until the U.S. Supreme Court rules 
on a lower court’s refusal to prohibit the 
hearings. 

What's more, Asst. Atty. Gen. J. Walter 
Yeagley, who runs the internal security di- 
vision, told Congress, in February: “We have, 
frankly, no other cases now in mind that we 
foresee will be filed with the Board in the 
next fiscal year’—1967-68. 

But the five men continue to hold offices 
that pay them a total of $130,000 a year. The 
Board, with an authorized strength of 17 
persons and an annual budget just under 
$300,000, sits two blocks from the White 
House. 

John S. Patterson, an Illinois Republican 
who joined the Board last September, ac- 
knowledged that the Board’s work pace isn’t 
backbreaking. 

“This is a deterrent type of job,” he told a 
newsman. “It’s a fire department-type op- 
eration, and we're waiting for a fire to break 
out. 

“The Board was created by the McCarran 
Act, and that law is still on the books, even 
though the courts have slowed down the 
process. We can’t act until the Attorney Gen- 
eral sends us cases, and there haven't been 
any for more than a year. 

“Oh, we meet about every day, just to keep 
up with the tempo of things.” 
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Patterson’s colleagues, besides McHugh, 
are Chairman John A. Mahan, a Montana 
Democrat and a lawyer; Edward C. Sweeney, 
another Illinois Republican who once was 
general counsel of the General Services Ad- 
ministration; and Leonard L. Sells, a Vir- 
ginia Democrat who was counsel to the Re- 
negotiation Board. 

Frank R. Hunter Jr., the Board’s tall, 
drawling general counsel, told a newsman 
the law provides no special qualifications for 
Board members. But he said Mahan had as- 
sured him that McHugh “Is a conscientious, 
well-intentioned, sincere fellow.” 

„There's things to do,” said Hunter. “But 
just now there’s nothing actually pending, 
except in a sort of inactive status. There have 
been various legal motions to consider in the 
DuBois case. And we've been asked for our 
views on the legislation.” 

“The legislation”—that’s what the Board 
appears to be pinning its future aspirations 
on. 

Fifty House Members introduced a bill re- 
cently to take the registration and penalty 
provisions out of the McCarran Act. The 
Attorney General merely would maintain a 
register of persons determined to be party 
members by the Board. 

But meanwhile, as former Board member 
Frank Kowalski—a former Connecticut 
Congressman put it: “It’s not much of a job 
at all by now—but the pay’s good.” 


ORDER OF BUSINESS 


Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, 
under our present procedure, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the distinguished 
Senator from Massachusetts IMr. 
Brooke] may be recognized for not to 
exceed 20 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


PROPOSED SELECT COMMITTEE ON 
CIVIL DISORDER 


Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, in a 
country that prides itself upon its ability 
to maintain a continuous and voluntary 
civil order, scarcely a day passes in 
which we are not forced to dwell upon 
either the threat or the reality of civil 
disorder. Recurrent violence is no longer 
restricted to other places in the world. 
It has become a foremost characteristic 
of the United States. 

I need not refer at great length to 
what the Nation has endured. Many of 
us in the Senate represent States which 
have already suffered. Still others repre- 
sent States which fear that the lightning 
of violence will shortly strike in their 
direction. 

In 1961, the country experienced six 
riots, five of which occurred in the 
South. In 1962, there were five occasions 
on which violence occurred, three of 
which were in the South. Since that 
time, the incidence of violence has in- 
creased at virtually a geometric rate. 
Thus far, 1966 has witnessed the high- 
est number of violent outbreaks, with 
more than 40 separate riots recorded. 
Yet, the present year has already en- 
dured some 30 riots, and threatens to 
equal or surpass the previous year in the 
intensity of violence which occurs. 

It is impossible to calculate with any 
accuracy the total cost of the riots, 
either in human or monetary terms. Yet, 
some cities have attempted to establish 
an approximate dollar cost of the vio- 
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lence they have suffered. In the summer 
of 1964, civil disorder occurring in Phila- 
delphia, Rochester, and New York City 
cost those cities a combined total of 
between $6 and $8 million in damage to 
buildings, stolen merchandise, cost of 
troops and extra police, and estimated 
business losses. In August 1965, 34 were 
killed and more than 1,000 injured in 
the Watts riots in Los Angeles. Fire dam- 
age alone was estimated at more than 
$175 million, and looting and vandal- 
ism imposed additional heavy losses. The 
cost of supporting police officers and 
National Guard troops assigned to Watts 
during and immediately after the riot 
approached half a million dollars per 
day. 

The situation has deteriorated in 1967. 
The city of Cincinnati suffered a disturb- 
ance in June which brought 365 arrests, 
one death, six injuries and $2 million in 
damage. This was followed by further 
disorder in the same city only a month 
later which caused an additional $1 mil- 
lion in damage. In my own capital city of 
Boston, where violence had been avoided 
and where many expected they would be 
immune from trouble, a June riot re- 
sulted in the arrest of 73 persons, in- 
juries to 100 and damage estimated at 
$1 million. Over 20 major cities have 
been struck by violence since April. The 
disorder in Newark has been so intense 
that final figures with respect to casual- 
ties and property damage are still not 
yet available. During the past weekend 
there has been another incident in New- 
ark, and violence in Youngstown, Ohio; 
Rochester and Spanish Harlem, N.Y.; 
and Detroit. Mich. 

North, South, East, West—none have 
been spared, and none can be confident 
that they have even survived the worst. 
A single glance at the record reveals that 
this is a crisis of national dimension. No 
place in the Nation is secure. The search 
for a solution has scarcely begun. 

Riots and civil disorder must end. As 
tragic as the tremendous toll in lives, 
injuries, and economic damage is the 
frightening psychological damage which 
we are doing to ourselves. We are divid- 
ing the Nation at a time when unity is 
crucial. We are erecting almost insuper- 
able barriers to the achievement of that 
society of equal opportunity which Amer- 
ica has promised. And, at a time when 
many question the durability of the in- 
ternational strength and influence of the 
United States, we are dramatizing for the 
entire world our total inability to cope 
with a fundamental domestic problem. 

In such times, the Nation looks to the 
U.S. Senate for action. But constructive 
action is impossible without an under- 
standing of the nature of the disorder 
which has occurred and the causes of 
that disorder. I have said frequently that 
the seeds of violence are to be found in 
the political, social, and economic disad- 
vantages which have been imposed upon 
so many Americans. Until those disad- 
vantages and handicaps are removed, 
violence will not just continue, it will 
intensify. 

There is no unanimity of view about 
the causes of our present difficulties. 
Some believe that there are conspiracies 
which are interstate in character which 
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have played an important role in some, 
if not all, of the riots. The House of Rep- 
resentatives has responded to this rea- 
soning by passing a so-called antiriot bill 
which prohibits the crossing of State 
lines for the purpose of inciting riots. A 
few have suggested that the riots may 
even be Communist inspired, and that 
those who would overthrow the Govern- 
ment are exploiting the misery and re- 
sentment of certain segments of the pop- 
lation for their own revolutionary pur- 
poses. 

In my view, the riots from which the 
Nation suffers are neither Communist 
inspired nor the result of an interstate 
conspiracy. Hunger, bad housing, ill 
health, and lack of work need no allies 
to create an atmosphere which breeds 
violence. Nonetheless, an investigation of 
the causes of the rioting should not be 
limited. Every hypothesis should be 
studied—every potential cause examined, 
if only to end speculation and to enable 
us to begin to focus upon the real issues. 

Accordingly, Mr. President, I intro- 
duce a resolution to create a Senate Se- 
lect Committee on Civil Disorder. Such a 
committee would consist of seven mem- 
bers, not more than four of whom shall 
be of one political party, to be appointed 
by the President pro tempore. Among the 
committee’s functions shall be the in- 
vestigation of the causes and effects of 
riots, the examination of community at- 
titudes in places in which riots have oc- 
curred or may occur, and the investiga- 
tion of responses of certain State and 
local governments to community griev- 
ances. The committee shall be required 
to submit a series of interim reports, the 
first to be filed not later than 3 months 
after the passage of this resolution. The 
committee shall recommend measures 
which may be adopted by Congress to 
remedy the conditions which have re- 
sulted in civil disorder. The resolution 
also includes provisions with respect to 
staff, the right to hold hearings, subpena 
power, and the like. 

Mr. President, I believe that such a 
committee would perform a signal serv- 
ice in identifying and in recommending 
solutions for the causes of the nationwide 
disturbances which we are experiencing. 
But it would serve another equally im- 
portant function. It would be a tangible 
demonstration, a symbol, of the fact that 
the U.S. Senate is actually and actively 
concerned. It would relieve the minds of 
those who fear that government is pow- 
erless to act in this crisis. It would give 
hope to those who have given up hope 
that their government can and will help 
them, and who have thus turned to vio- 
lence as a last resort. It could well be a 
deterrent to violence which otherwise 
might be inevitable. 

Mr. President, I am aware that there 
already exist certain standing commit- 
tees and subcommittees which might 
conceivably investigate certain aspects of 
the riots. Such committees and subcom- 
mittees are already grievously overbur- 
dened with the regular work of the Sen- 
ate. We are approaching the time of the 
year which will be the most active inso- 
far as our legislative work is concerned. 
A further assignment of such scope 
would be a serious burden to a stand- 
ing committee, and might well restrict 
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the amount of time which could be spent 
on the subject matter. 

In addition, there exists no committee 
or subcommittee which has the neces- 
sary jurisdiction to investigate every as- 
spect of the present situation. The scope 
of the problem which confronts us is so 
great that no single regular committee 
has the authority necessary to encom- 
pass all its dimensions. The Subcommit- 
tee on Employment, Manpower, and 
Poverty of the Labor and Public Welfare 
Committee can examine certain social 
and economic aspects of the problem. 
Much of the material which the subcom- 
mittee has already assembled during its 
hearings on the administration’s poverty 
programs can be extremely helpful. The 
Internal Security Subcommittee of the 
Judiciary Committee might investigate 
the charge of Communist activity. The 
Subcommittee on Housing of the Bank- 
ing and Currency Committee could ex- 
amine the relationship of poor housing 
facilities to the occurence of civil dis- 
turbances. And I am sure there are other 
committees whose jurisdiction would 
permit them to consider one phase or an- 
other of the disturbances which rock the 
Nation. 

But there is no committee which can 
consider the problem in its entirety, no 
committee which can address itself to 
all of the elements which must be in- 
vestigated. We can try to do the job 
with several standing committees and 
subcommittees, at the risk of delay, con- 
fusion, omission. Or, we can create a 
new committee with the special juris- 
diction necessary to meet a very special 
situation. 

But, practical reasons aside, there is 
another compelling argument for the 
appointment of a select committee. It is 
time that the U.S. Senate took a positive 
step to demonstrate its concern. The Na- 
tion is looking for a symbol representa- 
tive of our willingness to grapple with 
the problems which beset us. I am con- 
vinced that treatment of this problem 
in the ordinary course will bring neither 
a speedy solution nor public awareness 
that the Senate is concerned. The crisis 
is upon us, Extraordinary measures are 
required. 

Mr. President, I recommend the crea- 
tion of a Senate committee only because 
I believe that delay is dangerous. It 
would be highly desirable for the House 
of Representatives to act in a similar 
fashion. The creation of a joint commit- 
tee would also be helpful. But such things 
take time, and it is time that we do not 
have. It is essential that action be taken 
immediately. The time spent securing 
the creation of a joint committee could 
well see additional lives lost, many in- 
juries suffered and huge damages to 
property and business. 

Mr, President, we have it in our power 
to provide the solutions. I urge that the 
Senate act without delay and give this 
resolution favorable consideration. 

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the full text of the resolution 
be printed in the Recorp at the conclu- 
sion of my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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The resolution submitted by Mr. 
BROOKE is as follows: 
S. Res. 146 


Whereas during the past several summers 
the United States of America has suffered 
from the physical, economic, and psycho- 
logical effects of riots in a number of its 
major cities; and 

Whereas certain major cities such as Bos- 
ton, Cincinnati, Detroit, and Newark have 
recently experienced civil disturbances of 
such dimension that the entire country is 
justifiably concerned that both the occur- 
rence and the intensity of riots are increas- 
ing; and 

Whereas a number of communities in all 
parts of the United States contain the social, 
economic, and political factors which 
threaten to lead to further violence; and 

Whereas the problems of racial discontent 
and accompanying violence in the country’s 
urban centers have caused great concern to 
millions of American citizens, and constitute 
what is undoubtedly the major domestic 
issue of the present time; and 

Whereas the magnitude of the problem and 
the scope of the ill effects which will continue 
to flow therefrom unless a solution to the 
ever-increasing civil disorder is developed 
are of such tremendous consequence to the 
well-being of this Nation that the issue is 
clearly one which calls for the immediate 
consideration of the United States Senate: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That there be established a 
Select Committee on Civil Disorder for the 
purpose of investigating the problems caus- 
ing civil disorder in the United States. Said 
select committee shall report its conclu- 
sions and recommendations to the United 
States Senate. 

SECTION 1. The select committee shall 
consist of seven members to be appointed by 
the President Pro Tempore, who shall also 
designate the Chairman. No more than four 
of such members shall be of the same politi- 
cal party. Four members of the select com- 
mittee shall constitute a quorum. 

Src. 2. The select committee shall study 
and investigate civil disorder wherever it has 
occurred, or may occur, in the United States. 
The select committee shall consider, but 
shall not be limited to considering, the 
causes and effects of riots, community at- 
titudes in places in which riots have oc- 
curred or may occur, and the responses of 
State and local governments to community 
grievances. The select committee shall rec- 
ommend to the Senate measures which may 
be adopted by Congress to remedy the con- 
ditions which have resulted in civil disorder. 

Sec. 3. The select committee shall submit 
an interim report to the Senate not later 
than three months after the date of passage 
of this resolution. The select committee 
shall submit a second interim report within 
three months after the submission of the 
first interim report; a third interim report 
within six months after the submission of 
the second interim report; and a fourth in- 
terim report within six months after the 
submission of the third interim report. The 
select committee shall submit its final report 
not later than two years after the date of 
passage of this resolution, at which time 
the select committee shall cease to exist. 

Sec, 4. The Select Committee may, for the 
purpose of carrying out the provisions of this 
Resolution, hold such hearings and sit and 
act at such times and places, administer such 
oaths, and require, by subpoena or otherwise, 
the attendance and testimony of such wit- 
nesses and the production of such books, 
records, correspondence, memoranda, papers 
and documents as the Select Committee may 
deem advisable. Subpoenas may be issued 
under the signature of the Chairman of the 
Select Committee, and may be served by any 
person designated by the Chairman. The 
provisions of sections 102 to 104, inclusive, 
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of the Revised States (U.S.C., Title 2, secs, 
192-194) shall apply in the case of any 
failure of any witness to comply with any 
subpoena or to testify when summoned under 
authority of this section. 

Sec. 5. The Select Committee shall have 
the authority to appoint staff members and 
to fix their compensation. 

Sec. 6. There is hereby authorized to be 
appropriated, out of the contingent fund of 
the Senate, so much as may be necessary to 
carry out the provisions of this Resolution, 


Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BROOKE. I yield to the Senator 
from New Jersey. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I think that 
the Senator from Massachusetts is per- 
forming a significant public service. 
There is no other domestic problem of 
the magnitude of the one with which the 
Senator’s resolution seeks to deal—not 
one. It is impossible to overstate the 
seriousness of the juncture at which we 
stand. This Nation can here be divided 
for all time into two warring camps, with 
tragedy for both; or these most serious 
incidents which have occurred over the 
last several months—indeed over the last 
several years—can be taken by the Sen- 
ate as the point from which progress 
rather than retrogression will be made. 
It is up to us to decide which it shall be. 

I wish to be associated with the Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts in this resolu- 
tion. I have spoken to him beforehand, 
and have asked that I be a cosponsor. 
Since the Senator has consented to it, I 
ask unanimous consent that that be 
done; and I urge most speedy action on 
this, which should be a select committee 
to look into all aspects of the matter, 
because that is the way to demonstrate 
to all the world that the United States 
regards this as what it is, the most im- 
portant problem facing the United 
States in its own domain. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BROOKE. I thank the distin- 
guished Senator from New Jersey, and 
certainly accept him as a cosponsor, 

I yield now to the distinguished Sena- 
tor from Michigan. 

Mr. GRIFFIN, Mr. President, I rise to 
join in commending the Senator from 
Massachusetts, and to associate myself 
with the resolution he is introducing 
today. 

The world is well aware today that 
Detroit was aflame last night with lit- 
erally hundreds of fires, in a riot the like 
of which we had not seen in Michigan; 
a riot which we had hoped would not 
occur, particularly in view of the out- 
standing relations that had developed in 
Michigan and in Detroit between the 
Negro and white communities. 

I think it is particularly noteworthy, 
Mr. President, that all of the responsible 
Negro leaders in Detroit worked very 
closely with Governor Romney and 
Mayor Cavanagh and those who sought 
to control the situation. They worked 
diligently through the night; but, never- 
theless, this riot in Detroit spread be- 
yond all imaginable proportions, Today 
it is estimated that some $100 million 
damage was done in the city of Detroit 
last night. There are at least four dead. 
Eight hundred have been wounded or in- 
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jured as a result of the rioting last night. 
There have been a thousand arrests. 
Eight thousand National Guardsmen 
have been called in to supplement the 
Detroit police force and the State police 
force, and this morning Governor 
Romney called on President Johnson to 
send in, today, 5,000 additional Federal 
troops. 

I talked personally with President 
Johnson this morning, and urged him, if 
there was a question, to err on the side 
of security. I believe it is important to do 
everything possible to see that the second 
night does not follow the pattern of some 
riots in other cities, where there was 
more violence the second night than the 
first night. 

I believe that a committee and an in- 
vestigation such as the Senator from 
Massachusetts proposes is desperately 
needed. I think we would be making a 
mistake if we were to delude ourselves or 
the country by passing a so-called anti- 
riot bill and believing that thereby we 
would be preventing future riots. 

Regardless of the future of that par- 
ticular legislation—and I have no doubt 
in my mind that it will pass if it comes 
to a vote on the Senate floor—we still 
have a great deal more to do. 

I particularly commend the distin- 
guished junior Senator from Massachu- 
setts for making his resolution broad 
enough so that all possible causes of such 
riots can be investigated by such a com- 
mittee. 

It is interesting to note—and I believe 
it might be important to place it in the 
Recorp—that at 10:35 this morning 
there came over the UPI wire a dispatch 
out of Detroit which reads as follows: 

DetTrRoIr—The Rev. Nicholas Hood, the 
city’s only Negro councilman, said last night 
he and his family had been threatened and 
were leaving their home. 

Hood expressed anger over the riots that 
have ripped the city. 

“It’s not a matter of civil rights, it’s just 
lawlessness—out and out lawlessness,” he 
said, 


Five minutes later, there was a UPI 
dispatch, datelined Moscow, reading as 
follows: 

Moscow.—Tass said today Negroes in De- 
troit are ‘demonstrating in defense of their 
rights” and police are using “cruel measures” 
against them, 

The Tass report from New York said Ne- 
groes demonstrating in defense of their rights 
continue in the United States . . despite 
all cruel measures, by nightfall the disturb- 
ances spread to a large part” of Detroit, Tass 
said. 


The news agency quoted at length from 
U.S. press reports. 


The possibility that these riots could 
be Communist inspired or organized by 
outside influences should be investi- 
gated. I am glad that such possibilities 
would be within the scope of the pro- 
posed resolution, in addition to their re- 
lationship of such matters as poverty and 
civil rights. 

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator. I recognize the distinguished 
junior Senator from Kansas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The time 
of the Senator from Massachusetts has 
expired. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senator 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


from Massachusetts be permited to con- 
tinue for an additional 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, I think 
the proposal made today by the junior 
Senator from Massachusetts is most 
timely, not simply because the fires have 
gone out in Newark and are beginning to 
blaze in Detroit, but also because there 
is a recognition that we have run out of 
remedies. 

I have reference to an article entitled 
“United States Runs Out of Remedies 
for Racial Strife,” written by Richard 
Wilson, and published in the Washington 
Evening Star of today, in which he 
states: 

Perhaps the most distressing aspect of 
racial violence and the rise of black power 
is the absence of any remedies other than 
those already being applied unsuccessfully. 

The most open secret here is that the John- 
son administration has run out of remedies. 
Antipoverty programs, housing programs, 
employment programs and educational pro- 
grams have not quieted the turmoil in the 
cities. In some instances these programs have 
merely served to provide new frictions, or 
have aroused expectations fulfilled only by 
bitter disappointment. 

There is not even common agreement on 
what causes the violence, much less what 
would prevent it. 


The statement that the administra- 
tion is in a period of frustration is exem- 
plified by some of the legislation that has 
been recently passed. 

The article then continues: 

But when Congress passes through its pe- 
riod of annoyance and frustration, it will 
have to come to the conclusion that there is 
no other way to deal with the problem of the 
Negro in America but to improve the condi- 
tions in which he lives, to rehabilitate and 
clean up the slums where Negroes will reside 
for another generation or two or three, to go 
forward strongly with job training and edu- 
cational programs, to apply social remedies 
through the anti-poverty program, to erase 
discrimination in employment, to combat 
crime and sickness in the slums. 

If there is any other way, the present ad- 
ministration in Washington does not know 
what it is and neither does Congress. 


There is no other way. 

I think the distinguished junior Sena- 
tor from Massachusetts, as I said, has 
been most timely in bringing forth his 
suggestion today. 

It is a new approach, and I think it will 
provide some remedies. I associate my- 
self with the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. Case] and the Senator from Michi- 
gan [Mr. GRIFFIN] in congratulating the 
distinguished junior Senator from Mas- 
sachusetts. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the article to which I have 
referred be printed at this point in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

UNITED STATES RUNS OUT OF REMEDIES FOR 
RACIAL STRIFE 
(By Richard Wilson) 

Perhaps the most distressing aspect of 
racial violence and the rise of black power 
is the absence of any remedies other than 
those already being applied unsuccessfully. 

The most open secret here is that the 
Johnson administration has run out of 
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remedies. Antipoverty programs, housing pro- 
grams, employment programs and educa- 
tional programs have not quieted the tur- 
moil in the cities. In some instances these 
programs have merely served to provide new 
frictions, or have aroused expectations ful- 
filled only by bitter disappointment. 

There is not even common agreement on 
what causes the violence, much less what 
would prevent it. The common denominator 
of most of the violence appears to be that 
rioting begins with attempts by the police to 
arrest Negroes involved in some kind of 
overt behavior. 

After the rioting starts, a torrent of ex- 
Planations of what causes it reveals little 
that is useful in preventing future riots, 
From the purely objective point. of view, it 
is reasonable that the incidence of violence 
would surely be reduced very much if Ne- 
groes did not live segregated in crowded slum 
areas but were more widely dispersed. 

In the long run, it is the aim of federal 
programs that the economic, social and legal 
status of Negroes be raised to the point where 
they may be diffused in the normal life of 
the whole population, rather than concen- 
trated in a festering center under poor living 
conditions. 

Under existing conditions, realization of 
that aim is so far in the future as to have 
little application today. It is not certain at 
all that, should the aim be realized, Negroes 
would wish to leave familiar surroundings 
and their own kind, so to speak. The most 
reasonable likelihood is that even when the 
economic status of Negroes is raised to the 
optimum level there will still be large areas 
of Negro concentration in the cities. 

In fact, all the statistics suggest that the 
larger cities will have steadily increasing 
Negro populations, to the point, in fact, 
where black political power can control the 
8 of many cities in a decade or 

WO. 

As tumultuous as the period ahead may 
prove to be, there still appears to be no al- 
ternative to the determined continuation of 
those programs already started to improve 
education, housing and employment oppor- 
tunities, and to provide incentives for the 
rootless and purposeless elements in the 
Negro population. Progress will be neces- 
sarily slow, so large is the job to be done. 

Negroes, who make up 11 percent of the 
nation’s labor force, account for 20 percent 
of the unemployment. Negroes are not 
trained adequately for available jobs. The 
increasing sophistication of the industrial 
system works against them. Twice as many 
whites as Negroes have one or more years of 
college training. 

Housing, education and living conditions 
are all below general standards for whites. 
They can be improved, but it cannot be done 
overnight. The lesson which has been learned 
is that no “crash” program can be large 
enough in scope to perform the miracles 
which some Negro leaders expect or demand. 

Labor union practices, poorly enforced 

government regulations, and lack of training 
deny to Negroes jobs they ought to have. 
The level of income of Negroes denies to 
them the housing and living conditions they 
wish. 
Congress is demonstrating an understand- 
able impatience, passing an anti-riot bill 
which will be ineffective, laughing out of the 
House a $40 million program to reduce rat 
infestation in the slum areas. 

But when Congress passes through its pe- 
riod of annoyance and frustration, it will 
have to come to the conclusion that there 
is no other way to deal with the problem 
of the Negro in America but to improve the 
conditions in which he lives, to rehabilitate 
and clean up the slums where Negroes will 
reside for another generation or two or three, 
to go forward strongly with job training and 
educational programs, to apply social reme- 
dies through the anti-poverty program, to 
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erase discrimination in employment, to com- 
bat crime and sickness in the slums. 

If there is any other way, the present ad- 
ministration in Washington does not know 
what it is and neither does Congress. 


Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BROOKE. I yield to the Senator 
from California. 

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, the 
State of California has the unfortunate 
reputation of being the spawning place— 
in the Watts area—of this kind of ac- 
tivity. 

Knowing a good deal about it, know- 
ing of the reports that went out, and of 
some of the official reports that were so 
dishonest that they had to be destroyed, 
knowing of the confusion which was 
created when, on a recent visit to Watts, 
some of the members of the fourth es- 
tate said: “Tell us when we get to 
Watts,” and I told them: “You have been 
in Watts,” and knowing of the confu- 
sion as to the cause, as to what has 
actually happened, and as to what 
should be done—and I could continue 
for the rest of the afternoon and perhaps 
for tomorrow—I congratulate the distin- 
guished Senator from Massachusetts 
and those who have spoken. 

I ask unanimous consent that I may be 
permitted to cosponsor the resolution of 
the distinguished Senator from Massa- 
chusetts. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, I recom- 
mend the unanimous agreement to the 
resolution. I think it is one of the most 
needed and timely and proper ap- 
proaches to the problem that presently 
exists. 

Mr. BROOKE. I thank the distin- 
guished Senator from California. I am 
very pleased to have him as a cosponsor 
of the resolution. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the resolution 
of the distinguished junior Senator from 
Massachusetts be referred to the Com- 
mittee on Rules and Administration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


INTEREST EQUALIZATION TAX EX- 
TENSION ACT OF 1967 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H.R. 6098) to provide an ex- 
tension of the interest equalization tax, 
and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Louisiana is recognized. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi- 
dent, the pending bill (H.R. 6098) ex- 
tends the interest equalization tax for 2 
more years and—with the Finance Com- 
mittee amendments—strengthens the 
tax as a part of the program to reduce 
the balance-of-payments deficit. 

The tax first became effective on July 
19, 1963. The purpose of the tax is to 
increase the cost to foreigners of obtain- 
ing capital in the American markets. 
The present tax—15 percent of value in 
the case of stock and long-term debt— 
is designed to raise foreign capita] costs 
by the equivalent of a 1-percent rise in 
15 interest rate for the funds obtained 

ere. 
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THE LIVE OF THE TAX MUST BE EXTENDED 

Unless the Senate approves this bill 
today so that conference action on it can 
be completed this week, the tax will ex- 
pire on next Monday. The extension of 
the life of this tax is a necessity because 
our international balance of payments, 
while it has improved in recent years, 
continues to be a cause for concern, The 
U.S. balance of payments has shown a 
deficit in every year but one since 1949. 
Persistent deficits have resulted in the 
loss of substantial U.S. gold reserves. 
Over $11 billion in gold has been lost to 
us in this way since 1949. While stren- 
uous efforts made significant reductions 
in the outflow of funds associated with 
earlier problems, the requirements of the 
war in Vietnam have brought new pres- 
sures to bear on the balance of payments. 
It is, in fact, unlikely that our payments 
can be brought into balance as long as we 
face the necessity of spending large sums 
for the military effort in Vietnam. 

The interest equalization tax in the 
past has been an effective instrument in 
helping us limit the size of our balance- 
of-payments deficit and in helping us 
keep it within manageable levels. 

The tax was announced in July 1963, 
and made effective at that time. It had 
an immediate impact on the capital out- 
flow from this country. Prior to the tax, 
U.S. persons were increasing their pur- 
chases of foreign securities at a rapid 
rate. While the outflow of funds asso- 
ciated with these purchase represented 
investments which would bring further 
income returns in the future, the sudden 
increase in the size of these outlays 
threatened to force the United States to 
take drastic measures to protect its bal- 
ance-of-payments position. 

Under the circumstances, the enact- 
ment of the interest equalization tax 
represented the best of the various possi- 
ble alternative measures which could be 
taken. The tax acts through the free 
market to make investment in foreign 
securities less attractive. 

After the tax was imposed, there was 
a sharp reduction in the volume of new 
foreign securities purchased by Ameri- 
cans. In the first half of 1963, when there 
was no tax, purchases of such securities 
by Americans totaled nearly $1 billion; 
in the second half of the year, purchases 
totaled only $251 million, the entire 
amount of which was exempt from the 
tax. While Americans continued to pur- 
chase new foreign securities in the years 
after 1963, most of these purchases were 
exempt from tax under the various pro- 
visions of the law because they aided 
exports or for other reasons. Purchases 
from the countries of Western Europe— 
the type of purchase the tax was pri- 
marily directed at—fell dramatically. 
No taxable issues were sold in 1964. Only 
$80 million of taxable issues were sold 
in 1965, and all these sales reflected a 
special situation with regard to firms in 
the United Kingdom. In 1966, taxable 
sales amounted to only $9 billion, and no 
taxable issues were sold in the first 3 
months of 1967. 

The tax also affected favorably the 
sales of outstanding issues of foreign 
stocks from the standpoint of the bal- 
ance of payments. In the 314-year peri- 
od from January 1960 to June 1963, 
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Americans were net purchasers of such 
stock. As a result there was a capital out- 
flow in this period which averaged $274 
million a year. In the 3% years since the 
tax was imposed, however, Americans 
have become net sellers of such securi- 
ties. As a result, in this period capital 
has flowed back into the United States 
at the average rate of $238 million a 
year. This swing from caiptal outflow to 
capital inflow, in this area alone has 
brought about an improvement in our 
balance of payments of over $500 million 
a year. 

The original interest equalization tax 
legislation did not apply to the tax to 
bank loans. The able Senator from Ten- 
nessee [Mr. Gore], recognized that this 
was a deficiency and, as a result of his 
efforts, the President was given the au- 
thority to apply the tax to long-term 
bank loans. The wisdom of the Senator’s 
proposal became apparent in the final 
months of 1964, when the volume of 
long-term bank loans to foreigners in- 
creased sharply. As a result, in February 
1965, the administration used its author- 
ity to apply the tax to commercial bank 
loans with a maturity of 1 year or more. 
Following this action, the volume of new 
long-term bank loans to foreigners fell 
from $941 million in 1964 to $232 million 
in 1965, while in 1966 the volume of such 
loans outstanding was actually reduced 
by $337 million. 

While the reduction in U.S. private 
capital outflow which followed its en- 
actment cannot be attributed entirely to 
the tax, it is clear that it has been effec- 
tive. In the absence of the tax, the bal- 
ance-of-payments deficit would certainly 
have been much greater in each of the 
years since 1963 than it actually was. 

While the tax is only one part of a 
coordinated program designed to reduce 
balance-of-payments deficits to manage- 
able levels, the tax is a very important 
component of this program. Without it, 
the effectiveness of the other provisions 
would be seriously weakened. The tax 
supplements the voluntary program to 
reduce outflows of capital associated with 
the making of bank loans and the place- 
ment of direct investments overseas. The 
tax, by reducing the demands for such 
funds, reduces the pressures which the 
voluntary program must meet. 

If we were to allow the tax to expire, 
by refusing to approve this relatively 
brief extension, foreigners seeking capi- 
tal would again seek out the U.S. mar- 
kets, both because of the lower interest 
rates which generally prevail here and 
because of the services of our more effi- 
cient capital market. 

If the tax were not to be extended, the 
United States might well be forced to 
consider more extreme solutions to the 
balance-of-payments problem. 

AUTHORIZATION FOR A HIGHER RATE OF TAX 


The interest equalization tax was de- 
signed to do just what its name implies. 
In the recent past, foreigners have 
raised capital in the United States sim- 
ply because it was cheaper to obtain cap- 
ital here than in other developed coun- 
tries. U.S. interest rates have been 
significantly below Western European 
levels for a long time. When the tax was 
enacted, the rates set raised this cost to 
foreigners of obtaining funds here to 
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roughly the same level as the costs which 
they would have to incur to obtain the 
money in Western Europe. After the tax 
was imposed, however, in both the United 
States and Western Europe, interest 
rates rose. The important thing is, how- 
ever, that European interest rates rose 
faster, so that the difference between 
U.S. rates and European rates broad- 
ened. By December 1966, this differen- 
tial in rates averaged almost 1½ per- 
centage points. 

This experience demonstrates how 
quickly interest rates and the differen- 
tials between them can change. Since 
December, the differential has narrowed 
somewhat—although it is still above 1 
percent—but there is no telling what will 
happen in the next few months or within 
the next 2 years. 

The recent experience indicates, how- 
ever that we have to be ready to raise 
the tax quickly if it becomes obvious 
that the existing rates are too low to 
equate effective interest costs for for- 
eigners in this country and abroad. Un- 
less existing rates can be raised in such 
a situation, the tax will cease to be an 
effective instrument for controlling our 
capital outflow. 

The House bill authorized an increase 
in the rate of tax to the equivalent of 
1% percentage points in the interest 
rates foreigners must pay. This increase 
was to be put into effect only if it was 
determined that it was needed to achieve 
our balance-of-payments objectives. 

The Finance Committee concluded 
that the increase authorized in the House 
bill is not large enough to provide suf- 
ficient protection against the possibility 
of interest rates here and abroad diverg- 
ing more sharply than they have in the 
past. We have, therefore, amended the 
House bill to permit present rates to be 
doubled. That is, under the bill as 
amended by the Finance Committee, 
present rates of tax may be raised from 
a maximum of 15 percent to a maximum 
of 30 percent, which will raise the equiv- 
alent, added interest cost from 1 percent 
to 2 percent. 

I, for one, want to insure that domestic 
interest rates are brought down as soon 
as possible, I do not want this movement 
delayed by the fear that lower interest 
rates in this country will lead to an out- 
flow of funds which will weaken our bal- 
ance of payments. 

THE GRANT OF DISCRETIONARY AUTHORITY TO 
THE PRESIDENT 

The speed with which United States 
and foreign interest rates change, and 
the speed with which basic balance of 
payments conditions can change due to 
temporary factors, means that the tax 
must be flexible if we are to be sure it is 
effective. Flexibility can only be achieved 
if it is possible to vary the rates of tax 
as conditions change here and abroad. 
This is not possible if the tax must be 
acted upon by Congress with every 
change in the level of interest rates, no 
matter how slight. 

A serious outflow of funds could have 
occurred in December 1966, for example, 
when Congress was not in session. At 
that time the interest rate differential 
Tose to 1½ percent and had it not been 
for the fact that general credit condi- 
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tions then were extremely tight, we might 
have been faced with a run on our capi- 
tal markets. 

This bill, as passed by the House, pro- 
vides some additional flexibility by giv- 
ing the President limited authority to 
change interest equalization tax rates 
when he finds it in our national interest 
to do so. The House bill, however, only 
permitted the President to vary the tax 
rates between the equivalent of a 1-per- 
cent interest rate differential and a 144- 
percent differential. 

The Finance Committee concluded 
that a significantly greater degree of 
flexibility is required. For that reason 
it has given the President authority to 
vary the tax over the whole range of 
authorized rates—that is, from 0 to 2 
percent. 

This, of course, does not mean that 
we endorse any theory that the Presi- 
dent should be given discretionary au- 
thority to vary tax rates. This is not a 
“tax” in the usual sense. Only $54 mil- 
lion has been collected since it has been 
imposed. It is a regulatory device. It 
was not intended as a revenue raising 
measure. 

The granting of discretionary author- 
ity to the President in nonrevenue rais- 
ing measures is not unusual. Earlier, in 
this measure itself, we gave the Presi- 
dent discretionary authority to apply the 
tax to bank loans for the same reasons 
we now propose giving him the author- 
ity to vary the rates of tax—so that it 
could be an effective regulatory instru- 
ment. 

The tax is related more to monetary 
policy than it is to tax or fiscal policy 
in any case. It is really a substitute for 
a bill requiring foreigners to pay higher 
rates of interest to obtain funds from 
U.S. sources. 

PROCEDURES TO STOP EVASION 


The Members of the Senate were no 
doubt as concerned as I was over recent 
stories in the press describing the man- 
ner in which the interest equalization tax 
has been evaded by certain individuals. 
These individuals have taken advantage 
of the fact that the law exempts from 
tax those transactions in which a for- 
eign security owned by an American is 
sold to another American. The exemp- 
tion itself is fully warranted, since this 
type of transaction does not hurt the 
balance of payments. The exemption ap- 
parently has, however, offered an oppor- 
tunity for unscrupulous individuals to 
make a profit out of evading the tax by 
fraudulently claiming prior American 
ownership with regard to foreign securi- 
ties sold to Americans. 

The committee was naturally con- 
cerned to learn of the extent of the eva- 
sion and questioned the Treasury closely 
on it. The questioning was led by the 
senior Senator from Delaware [Mr. WIL- 
trams] who exhibited his very deep in- 
terest in getting to the bottom of com- 
plicated transactions and discovering 
the source of fraud. 

The Treasury Department assured us 
that they had been watching the situa- 
tion prior to the publication of the press 
accounts. To their knowledge, the eva- 
sion has involved sales of securities at 
the rate of about $100 to $150 million a 
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year. At least, this is the rate at which 
the Treasury believes they took place 
during the first months of this year. 
Since the investigations were begun, it 
appears that the fraudulent activity has 
fallen off. 

Although the extent of the fraud does 
not appear to be as great as some of the 
articles in the press have alleged, never- 
theless, this is a serious problem. To cor- 
rect it, the committee has amended the 
House bill to provide a new system under 
which trading in foreign securities is to 
be carried on. Under the new system, the 
exemption will not apply when Amer- 
icans buy foreign securities unless the 
seller provides proof not only that he is 
a U.S. person but also that he has met 
the requirements of the interest equali- 
zation tax with respect to the securities 
being sold. 

The new system imposes new regula- 
tions and reporting requirements on se- 
curities dealers. While this is unfortu- 
nate, the alternatives to this system 
would be far less satisfactory. 

One alternate solution proposed for 
the problem is to impose the tax in every 
sale of a foreign security to an American 
buyer. This would be inappropriate, how- 
ever, because, when the transaction in- 
volves both an American buyer and an 
American seller, the transaction has no 
adverse balance of payments impact. 

Others have suggested that transac- 
tions involving outstanding shares of 
foreign securities be exempted from tax. 
This, however, might well lead to a seri- 
ous outflow of capital. Foreign borrow- 
ers could legally avoid the tax by issuing 
new stock to foreigners in exchange for 
outstanding shares, and then arranging 
for the sale of the outstanding shares to 
American buyers. 

Under the new system, an American 
who purchases an American-owned for- 
eign security through an authorized 
broker-dealer will obtain confirmation 
from the broker that any tax due on the 
securities has been paid. If he permits 
the broker to retain custody of the se- 
curity, its later sale can be made as 
quickly and as efficiently as at present. 
It is primarily when an American desires 
to sell foreign securities that were not 
in the custody of an authorized broker- 
dealer or bank on July 14 that the sys- 
tem will impose new requirements. In 
these cases the seller generally will have 
to obtain validation from the Internal 
Revenue Service certifying that any in- 
terest equalization tax obligations re- 
garding the securities have been met. 

This system will put an end to the 
evasion schemes practiced in the past. 
An American brokerage firm will not be 
able to sell foreign stock for a customer 
without payment of tax unless the cus- 
tomer presents a validation certificate 
from the Internal Revenue Service or 
unless the customer purchased the stock 
through an authorized broker-dealer in 
an exempt transaction. 

OTHER AMENDMENTS 


The provisions I have outlined are the 
major provisions of this bill. In addition 
to these provisions, there are also a num- 
ber of other lesser amendments. 

Every single one of these lesser amend- 
ments relates strictly to the interest 
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equalization tax. Every amendment made 
to this bill is germane to the subject of 
the interest equalization tax. 

Since many of the minor amendments 
have a limited application, I will not 
describe all of them now, but ask unani- 
mous consent to place a summary of 
these amendments in the Recor follow- 
ing my remarks. The amendments are 
thoroughly outlined, of course, in the 
committee report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, 
I do, however, want to make reference to 
two of these amendments. 

One of these amendments concerns a 
situation which was brought to the at- 
tention of the Senate in 1965 by the 
distinguished senior Senator from Wash- 
ington [Mr. Macnuson]. This was during 
the debate on the extension of this tax 
in 1965. The Senator pointed out that 
certain Americans had invested funds in 
Canada prior to the announcement of 
the tax on July 18, 1963. These persons 
learned of the proposed tax in the news- 
papers but were naturally uncertain as 
to its final form. In some cases they 
assumed that the tax would not apply 
to funds already held outside the United 
States. Others interpreted reports of a 
possible exemption for Canadian issues 
as an indication that outstanding Ca- 
nadian issues as well as new Canadian 
issues would be exempt. When the tax 
was enacted in September 1964, these 
persons discovered they owed a tax be- 
cause they had sold some of their Cana- 
dian investments during the period the 
tax was being discussed in Congress and 
had used the funds to buy other out- 
standing Canadian issues. 

When Senator Macnuson brought up 
the problem in 1965, we promised him we 
would consider it the next time the tax 
was before us. We have done so and 
agree with the Senator that the tax deals 
harshly with these individuals. It was 
necessary to have the tax become effec- 
tive when it was announced because 
otherwise funds would have been re- 
moved from the country in anticipation 
of the tax. In this case, however, we agree 
that relief is warranted. These transac- 
tions did not involve any removal of 
funds from the country. Furthermore, 
the uncertainties were unusually great in 
view of the fact that Canadian securities 
were involved. 

I would like to mention one other 
amendment. This amendment is also 
concerned with Canadian securities. It 
was brought to the attention of the com- 
mittee by the very able Senator from 
Connecticut [Mr. Rrsicorr]. It had been 
brought to his attention by American in- 
vestors who purchased new issues of Ca- 
nadian stock. They failed to obtain the 
full exemption provided for such pur- 
poses because some of their employees 
neglected to file timely notice of the ac- 
quisitions. 

When the acquisitions were made be- 
fore October 1965, the penalty was the 
complete loss of the exemption. If the 
acquisition occurred after that date, the 
penalty could amount to a maximum of 
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25 percent of the tax that would have 
been imposed if there were no exemption. 
In some cases the persons required to file 
timely notice were tax-exempt institu- 
tions not accustomed to completing Fed- 
eral tax forms. The committee agreed 
with Senator Risicorr that the penalty 
for failure to file timely notice should be 
mitigated. Actually, the heavy penalty 
served very little real purpose since the 
transactions which they were failing to 
report were exempt ones, and not taxable 
ones. Therefore, the committee amended 
the House bill to reduce the penalty to 1 
percent of the tax that would otherwise 
be due for each month the notice is late, 
up to a maximum of 5 percent. The 
smaller penalty, in order to treat every- 
one equally, is to be applied retroactively 
to all acquisitions made since the tax was 
initiated. 

In this connection, your committee 
agrees with the House that States and 
their instrumentalities should have until 
60 days after the date of enactment of 
this bill in which to file notice of acqui- 
sitions under the exemption for new Ca- 
nadian issues before they will be subject 
to any penalty. 


CONCLUSION 


I regret that it is necessary for us to 
extend this tax for another 2 years al- 
though I find it necessary, The balance- 
of-payments problem has proved to be a 
persistent one, however. Until such time 
as the U.S. balance of payments is placed 
in a stronger position, we simply cannot 
afford to relax our efforts to keep the 
deficit in these payments within man- 
ageable limits. The alternative to extend- 
ing this tax, in other words, is a serious 
deterioration in our balance of payments 
which could conceivably require very 
drastic remedies. 

Mr. President, one thing which very 
much concerns me is the fact that if we 
are to make it a matter of national pol- 
icy to try to keep interest rates at a low 
level for the benefit of the American 
public, something must be done to pre- 
vent the outflow of American dollars and 
American credits into foreign countries 
where interest rates are much higher 
than they are here. This is one of the 
principal devices that has been used ef- 
fectively to meet this problem. It does 
seem to me that if we desire to pursue 
monetary policies and fiscal policies 
which will give the public of this Nation 
the benefit of the lowest possible interest 
rates it will be necessary to follow this 
course at least for the next 2 years. 

EXHIBIT 1 
SUMMARY OF OTHER AMENDMENTS 

In addition to the four major provisions, 
your committee also approved certain amend- 
ments to the interest equalization tax made 
by the House, modified other House provi- 
sions, and added certain new amendments. 
All of the amendments made by your com- 
mittee deal exclusively with the interest 
equalization tax. 

The remaining amendments in the House 
bill approved by your committee without 
modification are as follows: 

(1) An exception to the tax is provided 
for stock or debt obligations acquired by a 
foreigner during the first 90 days of residency 
in the United States. However, securities pur- 
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chased under this exemption will be subject 
to tax if sold subsequently to Americans. 

(2) Present law provides an exception from 
the interest equalization tax for debt obli- 
gations acquired in connection with the sale 
of ores or minerals obtained by a U.S. per- 
son under a contract entered into before 
the initiation of the interest equalization 
tax. The bill extends this exemption also 
to cover substitutes for these earlier con- 
tracts which are entered into on or before 
January 25, 1967. The exemption in this case 
is limited in a manner which gives assurance 
that the debt obligations acquired free of 
tax may not exceed those which could have 
been acquired under the earlier contract. 

(3) U.S. dealers in foreign debt obligations 
presently may acquire these obligations with- 
out payment of tax (through a credit or re- 
fund) if they resell to foreigners within 90 
days after purchase or if they resell within 90 
days to another U.S. dealer who resells within 
the same or next business day to foreigners. 
In the case of debt obligations which are 
acquired and sold to a second U.S. dealer, the 
bill provides that the acquisitions are to 
be free of tax if the second dealer resells 
to foreigners within 30 days from the date 
of his purchase. 

(4) Present law provides an exemption 
from the tax for foreign branches of U.S, 
banks which make loans to foreign persons 
with funds obtained abroad. The bill provides 
a similar exemption for small finance com- 
panies. Thus, under the bill, a U.S. cor- 
poration engaged in the small loan and 
finance business outside the United States, 
which makes loans to the general public 
with funds acquired abroad, may elect to 
be exempt from the interest equalization tax. 

Three other provisions passed by the 
House were also approved by your committee 
but with modifications: 

(1) The House bill provided an exclusion 
from the tax for debt obligations acquired 
by Americans in connection with the sale of 
real property located outside of the United 
States if the sellers held such property be- 
fore July 18, 1963, the date the tax was an- 
nounced. Your committee amended this 
provision to extend the exclusion to debt 
obligations acquired by an estate, or the 
heirs of a decedent in connection with the 
sale of foreign real property owned by a de- 
ceased American on July 18, 1963. 

(2) In connection with the exclusion of 
acquisitions of newly issued Canadian stock 
or debt obligations, there is a penalty im- 
posed for failure to file information concern- 
ing such purchases within the prescribed 
time. The penalty is 5 percent of what the 
tax would be if there were no exclusion for 
each month the notice is late up to a maxi- 
mum of 25 percent. This penalty applies, 
however, only to acquisitions made after 
October 9, 1965; for periods before that time, 
late filing resulted in the complete loss of 
the exclusion. The House bill extended the 
limited penalty applicable since October 9, 
1965, to the entire period since July 18, 1963. 
Your committee amended this provision of 
the House bill to reduce the penalty for late 
filing to 1 percent of what the tax would be 
in the absence of the exclusion for each 
month the notice is late up to a maximum 
of 5 percent. This penalty is to apply to the 
entire period beginning with July 19, 1963. 

Your committee has approved the provi- 
sion of the House bill which provides State 
governments with a period up to 60 days 
after the enactment of this bill in which to 
file the required notice concerning past ac- 
quisitions of Canadian stock or debt obliga- 
tions without incurring a penalty. 

(3) The House bill provided that a U.S. 
corporation primarily engaged in the busi- 
ness of borrowing funds abroad and using 
those funds to finance sales by affiliated 
domestic companies of property or services 
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to foreign persons, may elect to be exempt 
from the tax on the debt obligations it ac- 
quires as a result of these financing activ- 
ities, The financing company may only make 
loans, however, in connection with those sales 
where 15 percent of the property or services 
sold consists of U.S. property or services of 
U.S. persons. 

Your committee has made a series of mod- 
ifications in this provision, primarily in or- 
der to provide greater flexibility for these 
financing arrangements. Generally, a financ- 
ing company will also be allowed to lend 
money in connection with sales of products 
manufactured by related (50 percent owned) 
domestic or foreign corporations even though 
the sales are made by unrelated dealers, and 
even though the products do not have a U.S. 
content. In addition, the modifications per- 
mit tax free direct investments in a foreign 
subsidiary which satisfies the requirements 
set forth for domestic financing subsidiaries. 

In addition, your committee has approved 
the following new amendments to the House 
bill: 

(1) An exemption is provided for debt 
obligations acquired in connection with ex- 
port transactions in which the Export-Import 
Bank or a similar instrumentality guarantees 
or insures the obligation. Under present law 
the exclusion is only available in this case 
if the debt obligation is issued by the im- 
porter. 

(2) The exclusion provided for invest- 
ments in less developed country corporations 
is limited in the case of shipping corporations 
to those corporations which are 80 percent 
owned by Americans or residents of less 
developed countries. 

(3) An exclusion is granted to transac- 
tions which involve the transfer of a portion 
of the commission income of a US. securities 
dealer to a foreign branch which has elected 
to be treated under this tax as a foreign 
corporation, but only to the extent that the 
commission income is generated through, 
and is attributable to, the foreign branch. 

(4) The definition of a class of stock is 
amended in the case of the exclusion of stock 
in a foreign corporation 65 percent or more 
owned by U.S. persons prior to July 19, 1963, 
to permit stock once restricted as to divi- 
dends to be treated as a single class of stock 
with the unrestricted stock provided the re- 
striction existed prior to July 19, 1963, and 
lapsed under a provision in effect prior to 
July 19, 1963. 

(5) An amendment was agreed to which 
permits certain acquisitions made in the 
period from July 18, 1963, through Septem- 
ber 1, 1964, to be tax free. For the exclusion 
to be available the investor must generally 
have made the acquisition with funds held 
in Canada on July 18, 1963, the transactions 
must have been completed on or before Sep- 
tember 1, 1964, and the acquisitions must 
have involved Canadian securities. 

(6) An exemption is provided for debt ob- 
ligations reacquired from foreign lenders if 
the obligations initially were tax free and 
arose from certain export-related transac- 
tions. 


Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the committee amendments be 
adopted en bloc and that the bill as so 
amended be considered as original text 
for the purpose of further amendments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, the com- 
mittee amendments are agreed to en bloc, 
and the bill is considered as original text 
for the purpose of amendment. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres- 
ident, the interest equalization tax was 
passed by Congress on the basis that it 
would help control the outfiow of dollars 
from this country, thereby helping our 
balance of payments. I do not quarrel 
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with the objectives of this bill, but are 
they being achieved? 

I am very much concerned, however, 
with the failure of the administration to 
enforce the law over the past 3 to 4 years, 
If it was because there was inadequacy 
in the law then they were negligent in 
not coming to Congress at an earlier date 
and telling us about it. 

What disturbs me is that it was not 
until after June 30, 1967, when the Wall 
Street Journal exposed wide-scale abuse 
and evasion under this law, that mem- 
bers of the Finance committee were 
alerted or informed by the Treasury De- 
partment that it did have a serious en- 
forcement problem in this field. After 
the widespread evasion was exposed by 
the press, the Treasury belatedly came to 
Congress with a series of amendments— 
16 pages—to perfect or to close what they 
referred to as loopholes in a law which 
had been on the books for nearly 4 years. 

I suggested to the committee that in 
light of the fact that it took the Treasury 
Department nearly 4 years to dis- 
cover these loopholes and in light of the 
apparent lack of a desire to close them, 
perhaps we should spend a little more 
time in examining some of the proposed 
amendments, the purpose of which was 
outlined as being to close the loopholes. 
Let us see whether they actually carry 
out the objectives of the Treasury De- 
partment as they were presented to the 
committee. 

I regret that we were not given that 
time to study the Treasury proposals but 
rather, as is so often the case in dealing 
with this administration, it got excited 
and said that unless we acted immedi- 
ately the American dollar would be 
jeopardized. 

Thus, we are once again confronted 
with another Treasury Department 
emergency. 

During the hearings the representa- 
tives of the Treasury insisted that they 
had started an investigation to determine 
the extent of the evasion, which they had 
discovered a few months prior to the ex- 
posure of the scandal by the press on 
June 30. The Treasury placed great em- 
phasis upon the fact that they were 
aware of the evasion as early as March 
1967 and that they promptly began to 
take steps to deal with it to see whether 
they had adequate law and to enforce 
the law. 

They insisted—and they continue to 
insist—that they had not been warned or 
alerted about the wide-scale evasion 
prior to the early spring of 1967. 

I made the statement in committee 
that I could not conceive of a situation 
where a law would be on the books for 
3 to 4 years and those enforcing that law 
would not know that there was such 
broad evasion in this area. At least some- 
one at the Washington level would have 
been alerted. 

However, I was not then in a position 
to dispute the claim, so the committee 
proceeded on the basis that they had 
not known. 

Since that time I have had called to 
my attention the fact that the Treasury 
Department did know about this abuse 
and that it knew about it long before the 
dates referred to. 
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In fact, on March 10, 1965, a rather 
extensive memorandum was submitted to 
the Treasury Department in Washington 
warning them about this evasion. I 
should like to quote from this memo- 
randum which was submitted to the 
Treasury Department on March 10, 1965. 

Why was this information not called 
to the attention of the committee if it 
represented loopholes in the law? Or if 
the law was adequate then why the timid 
enforcement? 


I quote: 


EXCERPTS FROM TREASURY MEMORANDUM DATED 
MARCH 10, 1965 


Information developed to date indicates 
that certain individuals are employing a 
scheme to violate the interest equalization 
tax and defeat the purpose of the law. As 
you know, the interest equalization tax act 
was designed to discourage the purchase of 
foreign securities by United States citizens 
and curtail capital outflow. However, the 
scheme employed by these violators, has ac- 
tually stimulated the sale of foreign securi- 
ties in the United States. 


Mr. President, this was on March 10, 
1965, yet the Treasury Department tells 
us that they knew nothing about it until 
early 1967. 


I most respectfully suggest that they 
had better start reading some of the re- 
ports. 

Let me read further from the report to 
show the Senate how this law was func- 
tioning. Remember, the Treasury De- 
partment tells us it knew nothing about 
this widespread evasion until 1967. 

I quote further from the March 10, 
1965, memo: 


The interest equalization tax act imposes 
a 15% excise tax on United States citizens 
who purchase certain foreign securities from 
noncitizens. If the taxpayer purchases a for- 
eign security from a United States citizen, 
he will not incur an excise tax liability if a 
Certificate of American Ownership, Form 
3625, is attached to the security. Therefore, 
a foreign security with a certificate of Ameri- 
can ownership attached has a greater market 
value than a foreign security without a cer- 
tificate. Our visit to the New York and Amer- 
ican exchanges disclosed that the foreign se- 
curities were traded at one price (Example 
$40) without certificates and a higher price 
(Example $46) with certificates of American 
ownership attached. The violators of the in- 
terest equalization tax have devised a scheme 
to take advantage of the “point spread” be- 
tween foreign securities acquired from a non- 
citizen and foreign securities with a certifi- 
cate attached. This group, who are American 
citizens, or who use Americans as their nomi- 
nees, maintain arbitrage accounts with brok- 
ers for large volume trading in foreign “Blue 
Chip” securities. They purchase securities 
from a foreign national and immediately sell 
them with certificate of American owner- 
ship attached. The selling price is never large 
enough to cover the cost of the securities 
plus the interest equalization tax liability in- 
curred; therefore, the violators can always 
sell below the current market price. 

An analysis of their transactions shows 
that they never intended to pay the interest 
equalization tax. Had they paid the tax, each 
transaction would have resulted in a loss. 

The first interest equalization tax returns 
were due on November 30, 1964. Most of the 
alleged violators who are now under investi- 
gation filed returns without remittance. Only 
one individual in this group failed to file a 
return. The unpaid interest equalization tax 
liability incurred by the five persons under 
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investigation and their corporations is pre- 
sented in the following schedule. 


Name 3d quarter 4th quarter | Total 
Mr.: 
en. $1, 165, 346. 18 
—— 1.649, 471. 35 
----| 726,793.45 
Mr... 17292, 028. 75 , 386, 683. 32 
ng H.. ----| 3,533, 078, 04 
cf 2. 802, 439. 43 
PPP 


In an attempt to collect the unpaid assess- 
ments, liens totaling $13,921,963.81 were filed 
in New York; Dade County Florida; Cleve- 
land, Ohio and Detroit, Michigan. 


I outline one of these transactions: 


Mr. H. maintains an apartment at 
Street, Jackson Heights, New York. 

Mr. H. filed an interest equalization tax 
return for the third quarter of 1964, which 
was mailed from Spain, with the Director of 
the Office of International Operations. This 
return reflects purchases of foreign securi- 
ties in excess of $21,000,000 and a tax lia- 
bility of $3,533,078.04. When the Reve- 
nue Officers made a demand for payment in 
full, Mr. H. appeared surprised and stated 
that he only had $68 in the bank. Informa- 
tion received from the Collection Division 
indicates that the Service's Levy reached 
assets in the amount of $573.71 which are 
believed to be the property of Mr. H. 

The acts committed by the alleged vio- 
lators contribute greatly to the balance of 
payments deficit and they are creating mil- 
lions of dollars worth of delinquent accounts 
which will be uncollectable. The alleged vio- 
lators could not execute their scheme with- 
out the aid and assistance of stockbrokers 
and their employees. 

In view of our President's concern with the 
balance of payments problem, and the fla- 
grant violation of the interest equalization 
tax laws on the part of certain individuals, 
we feel it is imperative that a vigorous ef- 
fort be made to insure compliance. 


Those are excerpts from a report to 
the Treasury Department in March 1965, 
over 2 years ago. 

This entire report was an outline of 
widespread evasion under this law. Why 
was nothing more done about it? Why 
was Congress not alerted if the law was 
inadequate? 

As one member of the Finance Com- 
mittee, I do not recall a single instance 
until 2 weeks ago in which the Depart- 
ment indicated it had any concern either 
as to the extent of violations or as to 
the fact that the law was not adequate. 
It is true that there were a couple in- 
dictments but what about the other vio- 
lations? 

I will cite another specific example of 
an evasion which took place in recent 
months. 

This case involved a Canadian citizen 
who avoided the tax by using the name 
of an American citizen to establish 
American ownership: 

Mr. John P. Murray, a Canadian citizen 
with addresses both at Nassau and Toronto, 
formed a Bahamian corporation, the British 
Central Bank, Ltd. This corporation had a 
Bahamian “mail drop,” address Norfolk 
House, Nassau, with its main offices located 
at 121 Richmond Street, Toronto, Canada. 
This Bahamian company was merely a cor- 
porate shell to handle Mr. Murray’s trans- 
actions. 

They then recruited an American citizen, 
Miss Mary Angel Weakley, who was residing 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


in Bermuda, to sign for a fee of $10.00 each 
certificates of American ownership of the 
stocks of certain foreign corporations which 
they planned to sell in this country. In order 
to obtain the requisite bank confirmation for 
the signature, Mr. Murray took Miss Weakley 
to the Airport Bank of Miami located at the 
Miami National Airport and introduced her 
to Mr. William S. Beile, Vice President and 
Cashier, since it was necessary to have a bank 
Officer's guarantee of the signature which 
would appear on the certificates of American 
ownership. An account #4524 was opened at 
the bank with an initial deposit of $100 in 
Mary Weakley’s name. There was no activity 
in this account but subsequently it is alleged 
that on two visits to the bank Mr. Beile wit- 
nessed her signature on about two hundred 
blank certificates of American ownership. 
The blank certificates were then forwarded 
to Toronto to the Canadian office of the 
British Central Bank, Ltd. 

This Bahamian company, British Central 
Bank Ltd., represented itself as a financial 
consulting firm buying and selling stock for 
its customers, opened accounts with L. J. 
Forget and Company, Montreal, Canada (a 
Canadian brokerage house), and with L. O. 
Wegard and Company, Willingboro, New 
Jersey (an American over-the-counter 
brokerage firm which is a member of the Na- 
tional Association of Securities Dealers, 
Inc.). 

One of the customers for whom the Ba- 
hamian corporation was allegedly acting was 
the American citizen, Miss Mary Angel 
Weakley, whose signature had been obtained 
on the forms 3625. 


AN ACTUAL TRANSACTION 


A transaction, which is typical of many, 
appears to be as follows: On February 1, 
1967, the British Central Bank, Ltd. (the 
Bahamian corporation) placed an order to 
buy for its account 3,500 shares, foreign- 
owned, of a foreign corporation, Western 
Deep Levels, with the Canadian brokerage 
firm of L. J. Forget and Company, Montreal. 
The purchase was made at an average price 
of $10.40 a share with a total cost of $36,400 
from Arnhold & Bleichroeder, New York (a 
United States brokerage firm). The British 
Central Bank Ltd. (the Bahamian corpo- 
ration) simultaneously placed an order to 
sell for its account 3,500 shares of Western 
Deep Level (American-owned) with the 
United States brokerage firm of L. C. Wegard 
and Company, Willingboro, New Jersey. The 
sale was made on the same day at a net price 
of $10.76 per share with a total sale price of 
$37,645.30. The profit realized on this trade 
was $1,245.30 after commissions. (In other 
transactions the “arbitrage” profit was sub- 
stantially higher.) The interest equalization 
tax due on this transaction was $8,470.19. 
However, instead of paying the tax, the Ba- 
hamian corporation attached the signed cer- 
tificate of American ownership with the re- 
quired information and then mailed this cer- 
tificate to L, C. Wegard and Company, Will- 
ingboro, New Jersey, together with a letter 
confirming the sale. L. C. Wegard and Com- 
pany, Willingboro, New Jersey, sold the 3,500 
shares, now allegedly American-owned, 
through a New York brokerage firm and 
issued a clean confirmation under the NASD 
rules, based on the certificate of American 
ownership provided by the Bahamian cor- 
poration. 

The actual route of the stock certificate 
(and the related American Depository Re- 
ceipt) is circuitous, partially as a matter of 
convenience and partially in order to clothe 
the transaction with a certain degree of sub- 
stance. The essential transaction is not, how- 
ever, affected by the manner in which the 
foreign securities are obtained by Arnhold & 
Bleichroeder, New York, transferred to L. J. 
Forget and Company, Montreal, and sold into 
the American market by L. OC. Wegard and 
Company, Willingboro, New Jersey. 
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AMOUNTS INVOLVED 
The scheme described above resulted in 
sales on the basis of certificates of American 
ownership signed by the same American 
citizen through L. C. Wegard and Company, 
Willingboro, New Jersey, of $7,617,925 during 
the period from January 1, 1967, through 
June 29, 1967. Similar transactions were 
entered into during this period by the same 
principals relying on certificates of American 
ownership signed by the same American 
citizen utilizing a Bermudian corporation 
and introducing these securities into this 
country through different brokers, Such 
schemes resulted in total sales of at least 
3 during the first three months of 
1967. 


The Treasury Department did know 
about this transaction, and it was one 
that was discussed in our committee. 

At this point I ask unanimous consent 
to have printed a copy of Form 3625 as 
signed by Miss Weakley accounting for 
this same 3,500 shares of Western Deep 
Levels. You will note that on this form 
the American citizen certifies “that he 
was the actual owner of the following 
from the date of acquisition or July 18, 
1963, whichever is later.” 

There being no objection, the excerpts 
were ordered to be printed in the Recorp, 
as follows: 


[Form 3625 (Rev. Aug. 1964), U.S. Treasury 
Department, Internal Revenue Service] 


CERTIFICATE OF AMERICAN OWNERSHIP, 
INTEREST EQUALIZATION TAX 


Name of Transferor: Mary Angel Weakley. 

Address of transferor: Glenmarro, Paget 
Bermuda. 

Social Sec. No. or Employer Ident. No., if 
any: 530-16-10. 

The foregoing hereby certifies that he was 
the actual owner of the following, from the 
date of acquisition or July 18, 1963, which- 
ever is later. 

Number of shares or face amount of securi- 
ty: 3500. 

Certificate number, if any: M37220/39; 
37240/44. 

Name or issuer or obligor: Western Deep 
Levels (36937/46). 

Class of stock or description of security: 
ADR. 

To: Date of transfer (Use settlement date, 
if sale) 2/7/67, and that during all of this 
time he was a United States: 

Citation. N Individual resident U Cor- 
poration [ Partnership II Government 
agency or Instrumentality [ Trust or 
O Estate, and that he is not deemed a for- 
eign person under section 4914 or section 
4920 with respect to the transfer of the fore- 
going stock or debt obligation, and that he is 
not an underwriter or dealer claiming a 
credit or refund under section 4919 with 
respect to his acquisition of such stock or 
debt obligation. 

Signature (If Corporation, Partnership, 
oe Estate, give title): Mary A. Weakley. 

ate x; 

Signature Guarantee (See Instructions) : 
William S. Beile, the Airport Bank of Miami, 
Miami, Fla. 

Date —————_. 


Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, I also call attention to the fact 
that again in 1966 the U.S. Treasury 
Department had further warnings and 
notice that there were serious violations 
under this act. In fact the subject of a 
seminar here in Washington was the 
evasion under the interest equalization 
tax. This seminar was held on July 11, 
12, and 13, 1966. It was sponsored by the 
Audit Division of the national office. For 
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what purpose? To discuss the widespread 
manner in which individuals and cor- 
porations were evading the interest 
equalization tax. 

Again, as far as Congress is concerned, 
we heard nothing from the Department. 
The Treasury Department has been 
either very lax in prosecuting these cases 
or it did not know about the transactions 
at all. It did not come before our com- 
mittee with any suggestion whatsoever 
for remedying or correcting what they 
now describe as loopholes—not un- 
til July 1967, about 2 weeks ago. Even 
then the Department had to have 72 
hours’ extra time to prepare the amend- 
ments so they could be submitted to the 
committee in written form. 

To my knowledge the Department is- 
sued no warning at the time the hear- 
ings were held in the House, in February 
1967, that there was widespread evasion 
of this law. When testifying before the 
House Committee all that it asked for 
was a simple extension of an act which 
had been on the books 3 or 4 
years. This extension was requested on 
the premise that the act was working 
perfectly and was helping to solve the 
balance-of-payments problem. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have incorporated in the RECORD 
at this point excerpts from comments 
made at the seminar held by the Treas- 
ury Department in Washington in July 
1966, 1 year ago. These remarks out- 
lined the manner in which these wide- 
scale abuses developed under this law. 

There being no objection, the excerpts 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Excerpts From JuLx 11, 12, AND 13, 1966, 
SEMINAR 

a. Mr. 

Mr. of is president and sole 
stockholder of „ of New York City. 
According to his accountant, Mr. 
„ owns „ and . 
which are used for the purpose of trading in 
foreign securities. Mr. further stated 
that the corporations had failed to set up 
reserves for payment of interest equalization 
tax liabilities and none of their bank bal- 
ances would exceed $100, The “ 
and Corporations filed Forms 3780 
without remittance reflecting unpaid tax 
liabilities of $3.5 million for the third quar- 
ter of 1964. 

It is our belief that the three “paper cor- 
porations,” formed after July, 1963, the 
effective date of the interest equalization 
tax law, were formed by Mr. as part 
of a scheme to circumvent the law. Securi- 
ties purchased from foreign persons were 
funneled through the corporations, certifi- 
cates of prior American ownership were 
executed by the corporations, and the securi- 
ties sold at a higher “tax paid” price. We also 
believe that the profits from these trans- 
actions were available to Mr. 

Apparently, the enactment of the interest 
equalization tax law and the resulting 
adoption of brokers’ reporting requirements 
rendered inoperable Mr. 's scheme of 
— as described. He then employed 

Mr, „an American citizen residing in 
Canada, to execute certificates of American 
ownership for use in exempting subsequent 
sales of foreign securities, exceeding $20 
million. Mr. filed Forms 3780, without 
remittance, but showing taxes due of over 
$3 million. Information has been received 
that Mr. was in contact with a no- 
torious racketeer. 

In March 1965, the Service recommended 
that the activities of Mr. be made the 
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subject of a Grand Jury investigation. In 
May 1965, Chief Counsel referred this matter 
to the Department of Justice with a concur- 
ring recommendation. Thereafter, Mr. 
was served a subpoena to appear before the 
Grand Jury. 

Tax liabilities reflected on Mr. 8 
personal income tax returns for the years 
1962 and 1963 amounted to less than $30 per 
year. Separate returns filed by his wife, 
, for the same years disclosed no tax 
liability. Mr. 's income tax liabilities 
for years prior to 1962 approximate $50 
thousand which he is attempting to com- 
promise for $2 thousand. 

Mr. was formerly associated with 

the “over-the-counter” brokerage firm of 
This firm was expelled from the Na- 
tional “Association of Securities Dealers. Mr. 
s personal activities also have been the 
subject of investigation by the Stock Ex- 
change, the National] Association of Securi- 
ties Dealers, and he was questioned by the 
Securities and Exchange Commission for un- 
usual security transactions. 
's employe, Mr. „age 37, 
resides in a modest home in Canada with 
his wife and three children. He received $150 
per week from Mr. for services de- 
scribed above. Mr. s prior employment 
history reveals his earnings never exceeded 
$125 per week. It is, therefore, doubtful that 
he possessed sufficient capital to purchase 
the foreign securities traded in his name. 

b. Mr. á 

Mr. filed an interest equalization 
tax return without remittance; this reflected 
purchases of foreign securities in excess of 
$21 million and a tax liability of over $3.5 
million. 

Taxpayer alleged inability to pay, stating 
he had only $60 in the bank. Criminal prose- 
cution potential exists for suspected income 
and interest equalization tax violations. The 
case is being actively investigated. 

Mr. maintains an apartment. He 
filed an income tax return for the year 1962 
showing gross income of $1,200 and no tax 
liability. His 1963 income tax return re- 
vealed a gross income in the amount of 
$6,000, expenses $7,500 and no tax liability. 
He listed his occupation on his 1963 return 
as an Investment Consultant but stated that 
he is an oil promoter and is required to 
spend a considerable amount of time abroad. 

©; : 
This Corporation filed an interest equali- 
zation tax return without remittance, re- 
flecting an unpaid liability of $2.8 million. 
The principal officer and stockholder is Mr. 
Who claims to be a Canadian citizen. 
Brokers, advised that they main- 
tained an arbitrage account for Cor- 
poration and that the account was con- 
trolled by Mr. The broker produced 
an unsigned letter from Mr. which 
stated “the corporation is financially able 
to pay all United States taxes that are due or 
become due, including any interest equaliza- 
tion tax to which we are subject.” However, 
it is our present understanding that 
subsequently closed the account when 
advised the firm that the Corpora- 
tion had not paid its interest equalization 
tax liability. 

Recently, an informant outlined the 
scheme employed by Mr. to defeat the 
interest equalization tax laws. This scheme 
is similar to the one employed by Mr. 
The investigation is contin’ with a view 
to development of sufficient evidence for 
presentation to a Grand Jury. 

Mr. has a lengthy record of p: 
worthless checks, and is presently involved 
in a large real estate transaction now under 
investigation by the state. 

d. Mr. 

Mr. ——— filed an interest equalization 
tax return without remittance, disclosing 
foreign security trading approximately $3 
million and an unpaid tax liability of ½ 
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million dollars. He is the subject of an in- 
vestigation for suspected violation of the 
interest equalization tax laws and failure to 
file income tax returns for the years 1960, 
1961, and 1962. Mr. now allegedly re- 
sides in Mexico. During this period, he 
pleaded guilty to a larceny charge and re- 
ceived a suspended sentence from the State. 
He is also purportedly a participant in a 
swindle involving an insurance company dis- 
position of which is still pending. 


Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I com- 
mend the Senator from Delaware for call- 
ing the attention of the Senate to the 
prevalent evasions of this tax which, as 
he has mentioned here this afternoon, 
were brought to light in our committee 
hearings. 

I voted to report this bill, but did so 
only after the Treasury had written into 
the proposed law some changes which 
I hope will help stop the evasions. There 
is no question but that there are viola- 
tions of the law. As I stated to the com- 
mittee, I think the Treasury was very 
negligent in not calling attention to this 
matter earlier. Similar views were ex- 
pressed by the Senator from Delaware 
and other members of the committee. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the Recor an editorial, en- 
titled “A Mischievous Tax,” published in 
a recent issue of the Washington Post. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


A MISCHIEVOUS Tax 


Anyone who doubts that Government ef- 
forts to regulate international financial 
transactions can only lead to a proliferation 
of mercantilist controls would do well to con- 
sider the predictable history of the Interest 
Equalization Tax. 

Adopted as a “temporary” measure in 
1963, the IET places stiff levies on foreign 
stocks and bonds; and by making them less 
attractive to United States investors, it 
attempts to stanch one of the outflows of 
capital that contributes to the balance of 
payments deficit. But from the very outset 
this ill-disguished, partial devaluation of the 
dollar was a source of mischief. When the 
tax was first levied on stock and bonds, 
foreign borrowers negotiated long-term bank 
loans. After the bank-loan loophole was 
closed, the rise in European interest rates 
diminished the deterrent effect of the IET, 
and so the Administration requested broad 
and unprecedented authority to vary the 
rates. 

Now the reveals that there is 
wholesale evasion of the IET by sharp oper- 
ators. They buy securities abroad, where 
prices are lower than in this market and 
attach phony certificates of American own- 
ership. Subsequent transactions between one 
“American” and another are then not sub- 
ject to the IET. 

The Treasury, confronted by illegal trans- 
actions that may be running as high as $1 
billion a year, would require American sell- 
ers of foreign securities to obtain a valida- 
tion certificate” to show that the IET had 
been paid. But ways will doubtless be found 
to evade that rule, especially if the illicit 
profits to be made are doubled by increas- 
ing the IET rates. 

The Finance Committee, which votes on 
the IET today, is confronted with two un- 
attractive prospects. To the extent that the 
IET is effective, it inhibits the integration 
of international capital markets and per- 
petuates the very interest-rate differentials 
that force foreign borrowers into this mar- 
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ket. To the extent that it is evaded, and 
it surely will be, the TET will engender 
demands for additional bureaucratic con- 
trols. The only correct course for the Com- 
mittee is a vote to strike down this mis- 
chlevous tax. 


Mr. CARLSON. I shall quote portions 
of the editorial. There is no question that 
the evasion exists. The regrettable part 
is that the Treasury Department did not 
act much sooner than it did. 

The editorial points out: 

Now the Treasury reveals that there is 
wholesale evasion of the IET by sharp opera- 
tors. They buy securities abroad, where 
prices are lower than in this market and 
attach phony certificates of American own- 
ership, Subsequent transactions between one 
“American” and another are then not sub- 
ject to the IET. 


That is what the Senator from Dela- 
ware has placed in the Recorp: Actual 
transactions where one American, in 
transferring to another, used a a camou- 
flage or some method to evade the tax. 

Now as to the amounts: 

The Treasury, confronted by illegal trans- 
actions that may be running as high as $1 
billion a year, would require American sell- 
ers of foreign securities to obtain a valida- 
tion certificate” to show that the IET had 
been paid. But ways will doubtless be found 
to evade that rule, especially if the illicit 
profits to be made are doubled by increasing 
the IET rates. 


I mention this for the very simple rea- 
son that the committee, in representing 
this bill, has written in some provisions 
that I hope will be helpful; but here 
again, I have grave doubts unless the 
matter is followed, and very closely, by 
the Internal Revenue Service and the 
Treasury. 

If it has not already been done, I wish 
to read into the Recor a telegram from 
H. L. Froy, who was chairman of the 
foreign committee dealing with these 
securities. The wire reads as follows: 

The foreign committee of the National 
Association of Securities Dealers, Inc., has 
instructed me to draw again to your atten- 
tion our strong opposition to the so-called 
interest equalization tax as well as the new 
recordkeeping and reporting requirements 
prepared by the Treasury Department to 
combat the tax evasion scheme presently 
under investigation. There are better ways 
to combat the problems which are outlined 
in my supplemental statement to the Sen- 
ate Finance Committee on H.R. 6098. 

Since studying the recordkeeping require- 
ments ordered by the Treasury, we are 
firmly convinced that markets as well as re- 
cords will be chaotic in the future and will 
have a negative effect on the protection of 
American investors and our ultimate rela- 
tions with foreign markets and institutions. 
We again urge you to withhold your agree- 
ment to the continuance of this tax past 
the expiration date of July 31, 1967. 


As I have stated, Mr. President, I voted 
to report this bill, and I sincerely hope 
the provisions we have written in will 
at least assist in keeping down some of 
this tax evasion which seems to have 
been so flagrant that the Treasury can 
hardly justify it. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I thank 
the Senator from Kansas. 

Mr. President, I repeat what I said in 
the committee: We as members of this 
committee and of Congress have a duty 
when we pass a law dealing with the mat- 
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ter of taxing American citizens to at least 
feel that we are passing a law which can 
and will be enforced. A law which cannot 
or will not be enforced is worse than no 
law at all. Such a law merely assures 
that the only ones who will abide by it 
are those who feel honorbound to do so, 
and we open wide the door for those who 
have no respect for morals or law. We 
must have a law that can be enforced 
and, above all, one which the Treasury 
Department recognizes as its responsibil- 
ity to enforce, or let us have no law at 
all. 

Recognizing that there were weak- 
nesses in the existing law I support the 
amendments of the Treasury Depart- 
ment which they claim would tighten up 
the enforcement provisions. I hope that 
they will work, but I am not sure they 
will, because we have not had time to 
study the amendments as carefully as we 
should. 

The committee ought to know whether 
the proposal will work satisfactorily. I 
wish today we could limit this measure 
for 1 year instead of for 2 years, and 
then go to conference, where we could 
sit down with our staff, who have been 
working overtime studying these recom- 
mendations of the Treasury Department. 
On the basis of their further study they 
could advise us that they feel whether 
these amendments, which were approved 
by the Senate Finance Committee upon 
recommendation of the Treasury De- 
partment, would effectively close the 
loopholes. 

I do not object to the principle for 
which this bill is advocated, but I will 
not support a bill which I, as a member 
of the committee, am not sure can be 
enforced. 

I am disturbed by the fact that some 
of the witnesses representing respectable 
brokerage houses testified to the com- 
mittee that under the bill as presently 
drafted, even with the recommendations 
of the Treasury Department incorpo- 
rated in it, any individual who wishes to 
a so could find a way of avoiding this 

x. 

They said that if given time they could 
show our committee how it could be 
evaded even as drafted. I was somewhat 
concerned that the committee would not 
at least ask the gentlemen who had 
made that statement in good faith to 
come before our committee, either in a 
public session or an executive session, 
and point out to us how an unscrupulous 
operator could evade the law under the 
proposed bill. 

I remind the Senate of the reports 
submitted to the Treasury in 1965 and 
1966 which outlined the method of this 
evasion. In describing these cases I have 
omitted names in all instances except 
one. Some of the cases have been pre- 
sented to the grand jury; others have 
not. There are charges in these Treas- 
ury reports that prominent members of 
the underworld had been engaged in 
these avoidance schemes. 

Congress should not pass a law and 
leave these questions unanswered. That 
is why I ask the chairman of the com- 
mittee if he would be willing to accept 
an amendment to limit the extension of 
this act to 1 year. 

Congress ought to hold the extensions 
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to 1 year, and next year ask the Treas- 
ury Department to explain to us how the 
law is operating. If it needs revision that 
could be done. 

I am not seeking to delay action. I 
dislike to see the bill passed containing 
a 2-year limitation when we, as members 
of the committee, cannot say for a cer- 
tainty, that we are confident that all the 
loopholes have been closed. 

Would the chairman of the committee 
accept an amendment limiting the bill 
to a 1-year extension? I assure him that 
I will cooperate in having the bill acted 
on by July 31. The bill must be acted on 
one way or another by July 31. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, 
the Treasury Department, the staff of 
the Committee on Finance, and the staff 
of the Joint Committee on Internal Rev- 
enue Taxation have been working dili- 
gently in cooperation with the New York 
Stock Exchange, the American Stock Ex- 
change, and the National Association of 
Securities Dealers, to establish proce- 
dures that would constitute the most ef- 
fective and also the most desirable ad- 
ministrative way of handling this prob- 
lem. Some of the initial objections—in 
fact, I think most of the technical ad- 
ministrative objections—initially raised 
by those connected with the stock ex- 
changes were overcome as a result of the 
diligent work of our staffs in cooperation 
with the Treasury. 

We also have just received a draft from 
the Treasury Department of the so-called 
pooling arrangement that was suggested 
by Mr. Froy, speaking for the National 
Association of Securities Dealers. This 
would provide an alternative procedure 
to that in the bill to prevent evasion of 
the tax. The draft would authorize the 
Treasury to work out a pooling procedure 
subject to certain guidelines set out in 
the draft. 

We have not had an opportunity to 
study the matter and, with the expiration 
date that we have facing us, it might be 
difficult to act that soon or. the matter. 
However, like any other piece of legisla- 
tion, this is a measure that can be amend- 
ed even after it becomes law. 

With regard to the suggestion that we 
take a look at this alternative solution 
to the evasion problem, the Senator 
knows that we have a number of bills be- 
fore the committee which we hope to 
vote out on Wednesday, and this could be 
considered at that time. 

If, after adequate study of the sugges- 
tion for a pooling arrangement, the com- 
mittee members become satisfied that 
they want this arrangement, it would be 
all right with me to add that proposal as 
an amendment to some relatively non- 
controversial bill that may be voted out 
on Wednesday. 

I am convinced, though, that the re- 
tention of this tax is important to our 
balance-of-payments problem, and is 
really one of the most effective methods 
we have to lessen our capital outflow and 
hold our balance-of-payment deficit 
within acceptable limits. 

I feel that we should enact the bill now 
and continue to try to improve it when- 
ever we have any improvement which 
can be made. 

I salute the distinguished Senator 
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from Delaware for his very diligent 
efforts on this matter of tax evasion. 

The Senator from Delaware has been 
a stalwart leader and an inspiration to 
all of us in ferreting out evidence of tax 
evasion and violations of the tax laws. 

I certainly assure the Senator that my 
best efforts will be devoted to working 
out any problems which may develop in 
this area. 

This law has been in effect since 1963. 
It was in the spring or in the early 
months of this year that we first became 
aware of any appreciable efforts to evade 
the payment of this tax. 

As the Senator knows, the Govern- 
ment has obtained indictments against 
persons who it is alleged have in the past 
evaded this tax, and prosecution is un- 
derway. I do not know how successful 
they will be. I hope they will be entirely 
successful if, as alleged, these persons 
haye evaded this tax, because, like the 
senior Senator from Delaware, I very 
much dislike to think that anyone has 
suecerded in evading the tax laws. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, I thank the Senator for his 
remarks, but I point out that he has just 
given an excellent argument for limiting 
this measure to 1 year. It is a far better 
argument than I could make. 

The Treasury Department did not ap- 
pear before our committee until early in 
July with its recommendations, which 
consisted of approximately 16 pages of 
amendments to plug the loophole in this 
law. Its proposals were submitted to us 
not more than 10 days ago. 

As further evidence of the confusion, 
less than 3 minutes ago I had submit- 
ted to me a copy of another proposed 
amendment—and I understand that the 
Senator from Louisiana just received a 
similar copy. I understand that this is 
to be recommended by the Treasury De- 
partment as an amendment to plug 
loopholes in its suggestions of last week. 

Let us recognize what is happening. 
This is another proposal to plug a loop- 
hole. 

That, in itself, is evidence that we need 
more time and that we are rushing ac- 
tion. 

I suggest that we limit this extension 
to 1 year, and then next year let the 
Treasury Department report to Congress 
as to whether this measure is working. 

Our committees, having been alerted 
to this evasion, will be a little more dili- 
gent in examining the matter. Next year 
if everything is proceeding in an efficient 
manner we can go along with another 
simple extension. 

I would be willing to support an exten- 
sion of 1 year with the understanding 
that we let the staff take the necessary 
time to examine the amendments and 
determine whether they will work. 

I do not object to the principle of what 
the Treasury is trying to achieve. I do, 
however, object to passing a law which 
I am not certain can be or will be en- 
forced, a tax which responsible witnesses 
have testified in public hearings before 
our committee can be evaded by any un- 
scrupulous operator. 

I think it would be only a matter of 
propriety to limit this provision to 1 year 
rather than 2 years so that our two com- 
mittees might reexamine the matter. 
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I hope that the Senator will go along 
with such an amendment, 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I regret that I cannot support the 
amendment. We voted on this amend- 
ment in the committee, as the Senator 
knows and the large majority of the 
members saw no purpose which would 
be served by only a 1-year extension. I 
should, note that should conditions 
change so that the tax is needed only for 
1 year, the President can, in effect, re- 
peal the tax by lowering the rate to zero 
under the discretionary authority we are 
giving him. Also, I would not want the 
stockbrokers to think that we disap- 
proved of the loophole plugging device we 
have added to the bill and were express- 
ing our displeasure by limiting the ex- 
tension of this tax to 1 year. 

I also want to point out to the Senator 
that there was no appreciable enforce- 
ment problems with this tax until the 
early months of this year. From 1963 
to the early spring of 1967, a period of 
4 years, there appears to have been no 
significant amount of evasion. Of course, 
by this I do not mean there were no at- 
tempts at tax evasion, but rather, that 
during this period they were being kept 
in bounds and were being followed up 
on by the Service under standard pro- 
cedures. 

The brokers have what is known as a 
“know your client” rule, under which 
they are supposed to know the people 
with whom they do business. When they 
trade with people, they are supposed to 
be able to identify the purchaser. To get 
around this rule, some crooks appar- 
ently have dealt with foreign security 
dealers, and as a result the U.S. brokers 
have not known the clients of these for- 
eign dealers. We believe that we have 
plugged up this loophole and have pre- 
vented its use in the future. 

I do not understand that the princi- 
pal purpose of the suggested amend- 
ment, concerning a pooling arrangement, 
is to make the law effective or to prevent 
unlawful activity. It is rather suggested— 
and I will certainly cooperate to see that 
it is considered in due course—as a way 
that might ease the administration of 
the new systems for security dealers. As 
between two methods which achieve the 
same result, it might be the method that 
would be the least burdensome to them. 
Anytime that we can ease administra- 
tive burdens for any legitimate Ameri- 
can business without injuring compli- 
ance, Iam happy to do so. 

However, I do not believe the situation 
calls for making this a 1-year law. When 
the time comes that this tax is no longer 
needed to help with our balance of pay- 
ments, I will be the first to vote to repeal 
it, but we must retain it for a while, and 
I believe that the committee’s judgment 
was correct in voting, as the House voted, 
that this tax should be continued for 2 
years. There is nothing in sight to make 
us believe that we will not need it a year 
from now. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The Sen- 
ator has quoted what the Treasury De- 
partment told our committee during the 
discussion of this bill. They said that the 
wide-scale abuse of this law has been 
discovered in 1967 and that they took 
prompt and efficient steps to enforce it. 
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They gave the committee the impression 
that prior to that date they had not had 
too much difficulty with the law and that 
there had not been too much evasion 
prior to that date. 

That claim is not in accord with the 
1965 report that was called to the atten- 
tion of the Treasury Department. 

I quote again one paragraph of that 
1965 report. The entire report is already 
in today’s RECORD. 

Information developed to date indicates 
that certain individuals are employing a 
scheme to violate the interest equalization 
tax and defeat the purpose of the law. As 
you know, the interest equalization tax act 
was designed to discourage the purchase of 
foreign securities by United States citizens 
and curtail capital outflow. However, the 
scheme employed by these violators, has 
actually stimulated the sales of foreign se- 
curities in the United States. 


This report was sent to the Treasury 
Department March 1965, 2 years ago. 
How could they tell our committee that 
they had not knowledge of such evasion 
prior to March 1967? 

A year later, in 1966, several more 
cases were called to the attention of the 
Department. Again, what did they do? 

One party sold $20 million of securi- 
ties and created a tax liability of over $3 
million. True, he filed his tax reports, 
but when they went to collect he said: 
“I have about $100, and you can have 
that.” The same gentleman also was de- 
linquent to the extent of $50,000 in his 
Personal income tax liabilities and was 
trying to compromise those liabilities for 
$2,000. This was at the same time that 
his corporation was delinquent $3.5 mil- 
lion in taxes. If that is not an evasion 
of the law I do not know what it is. 

The chairman of the committee is re- 
peating only what the Treasury Depart- 
ment told the Ways and Means Com- 
mittee and what they told the Commit- 
tee on Finance about its enforcement 
record in prior years. There is no ques- 
tion but that there has been widespread 
abuse. These individuals have created 
the “shell” corporation, and now the 
Treasury Department will not be able 
to collect the tax. 

I have been advised that members of 
the underworld have found a convenient 
way to evade this law and to pick up 
some easy money. 

The Treasury Department told our 
committee that they had a series of 
amendments which would correct these 
loopholes. The chairman of the commit- 
tee and I supported them, and I do not 
quarrel with the chairman today as to 
their intent; but I do say that we should 
carefully examine those amendments and 
decide whether or not they do close the 
loopholes. If they do not, at least we will 
be aware of it in time, rather than wait- 
ing 2 more years until some member of 
the press exposes another scandal and 
the Treasury Department becomes con- 
cerned. 

I am glad that the Treasury Depart- 
ment reads the press in order to keep 
track of what is going on in its agency, 
but I do not believe that should be neces- 
sary. It should be the other way around. 

I hope the Senator will see fit to accept 
this amendment limiting the extension 
to 1 year. 


July 24, 1967 


Isend the amendment to the desk and 
ask that it be stated. 
AMENDMENT NO, 229 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 2, line 
8, strike out “July 31, 1969” and insert 
“July 31, 1968”. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Delaware relinquish the 
floor? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, this amendment provides for 
a 1-year extension of the interest equal- 
ization tax rather than a 2-year exten- 
sion as provided by the committee bill. 
Our experience with this tax has shown 
that the only time we have to consider 
appropriate amendments is when it 
comes up for extension. Over the past 
several weeks—indeed for several 
months—there has been considerable 
discussion and concern about the tax 
evasion potential involved under this tax. 
A grand jury in New York has already 
issued two indictments for fraudulent 
evasion of the interest equalization tax. 
The Wall Street Journal on June 30 and 
again on July 3 published reports of tax 
evasion involving as much as $1 billion 
of foreign securities sold under false cer- 
tificates of prior American ownership. 
The Treasury Department itself concedes 
that the tax evasion probably involves 
$150 million of “hot” foreign stock. 

The Committee on Finance approved 
an entirely new procedure recommended 
by the Treasury Department to deal with 
this tax evasion. Testimony taken at the 
hearings before the committee suggests 
that tight as they are the Treasury rules 
still may leave a loophole in our law 
through which foreign securities can be 
sold tax free in violation of the tax. 

For these reasons I believe we would 
be unwise in extending this tax for a 2- 
year period. We should have it so we can 
look at it again fairly soon from two 
standpoints: First, to see whether the tax 
evasion has been stopped; and second, 
whether the tax itself is still desirable. 
This is why I feel a 1-year extension of 
the tax is preferable to the 2-year exten- 
sion agreed to by the committee. 

I move that my amendment be 
adopted. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, 
as I said before I regret that I cannot 
agree to the amendment. We considered 
it in the committee and voted on it. I 
have already indicated why in my view 
a 2-year extension is preferable. Under 
the new procedures this will be effec- 
tively enforced. There have been viola- 
tions of the tax law; and, to the best of 
our ability, we have tightened up en- 
forcement procedures so that violations 
of this nature will not occur in the fu- 
ture. We believe that this tax has been 
instrumental in reducing by a billion 
dollars or more a year our balance-of- 
payments deficits. The objective of the 
tax is still vital. We have included in the 
bill the Treasury suggestions on this 
evasion problem and everything that we 
believe is necessary to see to it that there 
will not be these wide-scale violations of 
this tax in the future. However, should 
new evasion possibilities in this tax de- 
velop—and unfortunately they do in al- 
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most every tax from time to time—we 
will act promptly when the problems 
arise. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The 
Treasury Department concedes that 
there has been tax evasion involving 
$150 million of “hot” foreign stock a 
year. Certainly, that is not to be ignored. 
This situation has existed for years, and 
at $150 million a year it totals $600 mil- 
lion. 

The Treasury Department was alerted 
as to this evasion in 1965. They did ab- 
solutely nothing so far as reporting the 
matter to Congress. The Treasury De- 
partment was again warned in 1966. 
They did nothing about it at that time. 
They did not report it to Congress until 
July of 1967, and even then only after 
the scandal was exposed by the press. 
They had ample warnings prior to 1967, 
but they took no action. 

The chairman of the committee and 
other members of the committee were 
present, and they will bear me out when 
Isay that the Treasury Department gave 
our committee the clear impression that 
this widespread evasion had not been 
called to their attention until the spring 
of 1967. Furthermore, they made no re- 
port to Congress until it was exposed in 
the Wall Street Journal of July 30. I 
want to make sure this will not happen 
again. 

At the very least, this amendment 
limiting the extension to 1 year should 
be agreed to; if it is not I shall not sup- 
port the bill. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me for 4 or 5 minutes? 
I have a few matters that I would like 
to put in the Recorp and I have a brief 
statement I wish to make. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres- 
ident, I yield to the Senator from Ore- 
gon. Before we vote I had promised to 
request a quorum. 


PRESIDENT COMMENDED FOR SEND- 
ING TROOPS INTO DETROIT AREA 


Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I rise to 
commend highly the President for the re- 
sponse he has made to the invitation of 
the Governor of Michigan to send troops 
into the Detroit area to meet the serious 
threat of the maintenance of govern- 
ment by law in that part of the country. 
One would expect our President to live up 
to his great responsibilties as Com- 
mander in Chief in an hour of danger. 

Iam at a little loss to understand why 
the Michigan National Guard is without 
sufficient manpower to meet the threat 
to law and order in the State of Mich- 
igan. Until there is a showing of incipient 
or real insurrection to such a degree that 
the National Guard cannot meet the 
threat to law and order, the first law en- 
forcement attempt should be made by 
the State concerned. 

However, there are some mixed ques- 
tions of law in this entire matter of the 
relationship of the Government of the 
United States to State governments in 
maintaining law and order. There is no 
doubt about it. When there is an insur- 
rection under way or an insurrection 
threatening to get under way, where life 
and property are imperiled, and it is 
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necessary to have government, State and 
Federal, make perfectly clear that those 
who challenge government by law are 
going to be met by whatever force of 
government is necessary to maintain law 
and order. I think the President would 
have no choice. 

When a Governor of the State, how- 
ever, with his solemn responsibilities, be- 
lieves the situation has developed where 
he needs the assistance of Federal troops 
in order to protect the citizenry from the 
type of serious danger which apparently 
exists in the Detroit area, and which has 
been demonstrated to exist in other 
States in months recently passed, I take 
the position that the President has no 
other choice but to respond to the re- 
quest of the Governor. 

I do express disappointment that the 
call would be placed upon the President 
quite so early in this case, unless it is 
true that the Governor of Michigan finds 
himself in a position where, as the chief 
executive of that State, he cannot main- 
tain law and order with the Michigan 
National Guard and needs supplemen- 
tary assistance of the President. 

If I read the ticker correctly, the Gov- 
ernor of Michigan is responding with 
the use of the National Guard, but in 
what components the ticker is not too 
clear. The President has, according to 
the ticker, sent in Federal troops in the 
number of some 4,700 under the com- 
mand of one of the great officers of the 
American military establishment, Lieu- 
tenant General Throckmorton, who was 
the deputy commander in Vietnam for 
a time. 

Mr. President, I not only commend my 
President for his response to this request 
for necessary troops to maintain law and 
order, but I would also point out that 
last week, when the difficulties existed 
in Newark, the President made clear 
that if Governor Hughes needed the as- 
sistance of the Federal Government the 
President would respond to his invita- 
tion. 

Mr. President, I wish to comment 
briefly on the statesmanship and cour- 
age of the position the President has 
taken, I need not tell the Senate of all 
of the political nuances that are in- 
volved in situations such as this one. We 
are dealing with a President who has 
demonstrated time and time again that 
when the responsibility of carrying out 
the duty of his office is clear, the politi- 
cal consequences, or political nuances, 
or implications take on secondary im- 
portance immediately. That is why I 
commend my President for the states- 
manship and the courage he is mani- 
festing in this critical situation, 

Mr. President, I also wish to make a 
comment or two about the import and 
meaning of what is going on, because 
Detroit is not singular. I am glad to see 
my close friend and associate, the Sena- 
tor from New York [Mr. Javits] in the 
Chamber, We have had a very trouble- 
some situation in New York City over the 
weekend, and there is some indication 
it is still touch and go; it has some char- 
acteristics of a social tinderbox. In ad- 
dition, we have the situations in Newark, 
St. Paul, and Minneapolis, We have had 
other areas of this country in which ir- 
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responsibility has stalked the streets of 
America, for the most part in the dark, 
but sometimes in the light, too. 

Therefore, we need to take stock here 
in the Congress, because law and order 
must be maintained. We cannot main- 
tain this system of self-government if 
people by increasing numbers are going 
to be pampered in the slightest degree 
in acts of law violation, be they white, 
black, or any other color. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I make the 
plea that this system of freedom of ours, 
which is bottomed on the manifestation 
of responsible self-government, is just too 
precious to the participants in these riots 
for them to stage a Sampson act and pull 
down on the heads of these people this 
great temple of self-government. There- 
fore, it is important that voices be raised 
in this hour to make this clear to all dis- 
sident groups in this country who believe 
they can get what they seek, the redress 
of alleged wrongs, by fire, murder, loot- 
ing, killing, debauchery, and destruc- 
tion. 

Oh, Mr. President, a test has to be 
made now whether or not government 
by law is going to stand by and counte- 
nance insurrection. I yield to no one in 
this body, or in the Congress, or in the 
country in my desire to redress wrongs 
and eliminate causes for reactions and 
feelings of great social injustice that un- 
derprivileged people in our country be- 
lieve they are suffering, and in many in- 
stances are suffering. Those wrongs and 
grievances do not justify taking the law 
into one’s own hands; they do not justify 
stultifying these precious guarantees of 
freedom that should be administered on 
the basis of equality, but in my judg- 
ment, cannot, remain preserved if there 
is a yielding to the type of insurrection, 
rioting, bloodtaking and property- 
destroying that is going on in the streets 
of too many American cities these days. 

I want to commend what I think has 
been the sober, reasoned, moderate, and 
very statesmanlike attitude of many 
editors throughout the country who have 
been pleading for a return of reason to 
the throne of public thinking in this 
country, including the thinking of the 
participants in riots. 

I therefore ask unanimous consent to 
have printed in the Recor an editorial 
and it is a powerful editorial—published 
in this morning’s Washington Post on 
the subject of black power. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

On BLack POWER 

Black power is, more than a slogan, an 
idea with many very promising uses for Ne- 
groes and for the country generally. The 
hysterical reaction that generally greets the 
phrase speaks poorly of American common 
sense. 

Lower class big-city politics in this coun- 
try has almost always been ethnic politics. 
If there is to be strong leadership and real 
political power in the Negro wards, it will 
have to be, necessarily, black power. One 
very strong element in the grievances that 
lead to rioting is the powerlessness and the 
leaderlessness that leaves the Negro popula- 
tion disastrously underrepresented in a city 
like Newark where most of the people, but 
only two of the nine city councilmen, are 
Negro. The remedy has to come from within 
these voiceless communities. If the idea of 
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black power assists the internal organization 
of political strength in the Negro slums, then 
it will have served a very useful national 
purpose indeed. 

Currently a vigorous struggle is under way 
among Negro organizations over the posses- 
sion of the copyright to the label “Black 
Power.” The phrase appeared, certainly, at a 
time when the country was greatly preoccu- 
pied with the ghetto riots. Now a group of 
Negro leaders, styling themselves a Black 
Power Conference, have unfortunately 
chosen to meet in Newark while the ashes of 
the riot are still warm. They hope, no doubt, 
to establish an identification between them- 
selves and the people of the Newark slums. 
But while these visitors are for the Newark 
slums, they are not of the Newark slums. 
The Negro slums of Newark have very few 
genuine spokesmen of their own, and that 
constitutes a very large part of the city’s 
tragic collapse into anarchy. 

Some of the people at the Newark confer- 
ence, certainly, have continued to use the 
phrase “black power” as a threat of further 
violence. But to be truly powerful, the 
spokesmen of the slums will discover, like 
other ethnic politicians, that they need firm 
alliances with other constituencies, For this 
reason it is suicidally destructive to hint that 
power means riot and arson. On the other 
hand, it is a perfectly legitimate use of black 
power to threaten the mayor of Newark with 
a recall referendum, as Mr. McKissick of 
CORE is threatening him. Recall is a weapon 
written into the law for precisely the pur- 
pose that Mr. McKissick proposes to make of 
it. There is power in the law, and it is there 
for black as well as white to grasp. 

It is ironic that in the world's most power- 
ful country the very word power“ should 
have such a strong connotation of evil and 
violence. Power politics means, for example, 
amoral politics. The phrase “Catholic power” 
usually appears in arm-waving rhetorical at- 
tempts to prove that the Vatican is trying to 
take over the country, Talk of Jewish power 
is a constant staple of anti-Semitism. And 
now we have black power with its strong 
overtones, in most Americans’ minds, of riot 
and gunplay. Black power will never exist as 
@ monolithic national force, but there is 
room for many kinds and degrees of black 
power in this country, 

Negro intellectuals and the theorists of the 
civil rights movement have been debating for 
some time whether their future lies with in- 
tegration or with black power. The answer is, 
of course, that it lies with both. There is no 
need to choose between them. 

More Negroes than ever before, in the next 
decade, will move into the predominantly 
white suburbs and into the predominantly 
white world of high salaries and security. 
But the great paradox is that, simultane- 
ously, more Negroes than ever before will live 
in the heavily Negro inner city precincts. 
For these citizens a great avenue to oppor- 
tunity lies through black power, exercised 
legally but forcefully at the polls, in the 
market place, in the councils of government, 
in the national tradition of the use of power. 


Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, the writer 
of this editorial recognizes that there 
are causes for grievances and feelings 
of grievance but, of course, brings us 
back to the undeniable major premise 
that we cannot justify taking the law 
into our own hands, so to speak, and 
hope to maintain a system of self-gov- 
ernment in this country. 

An editorial was also published in this 
morning’s New York Times on black 
racism in New York, and I ask unani- 
mous consent to have the editorial 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


July 24, 1967 


BLACK RACISM IN NEWARK 


The open black racism that dominated 
Newark’s National Conference on Black 
Power bitterly disappointed all men of good 
will. The meeting’s original constructive 
potentials were overwhelmed by a kind of 
Gresham's Law that enabled bad ideas to 
drive out good ones. Publicized originally 
as an attempt to promote dialogue among all 
factions in the Negro community, the con- 
ference very quickly began to evidence radi- 
calization of the moderates with little if 
any sign of reverse influences. Even on the 
first day, Newark’s Commissioner of Human 
Rights, Alfred Black, was moved to declare, 
“A black man today is either a radical or an 
Uncle Tom,” thus ignoring the millions of 
Negroes who occupy the middle ground be- 
tween these extremes, 

What emerged most clearly from the meet- 
ing was the strength of the separatist senti- 
ment felt by many of the participants. At 
one extreme this was evidenced by the dis- 
graceful attack on white reporters, an out- 
rage repudiated by the conference's organizer. 
But at the meeting itself there was much 
talk of the black revolution, of Negro ath- 
letes boycotting the Olympics, of dividing 
the United States into two nations, one black 
and one white, and of means of punishing 
those Negro leaders and institutions that 
refused to support this racist party line. 

The outcome might have been less tragic 
if some of the outstanding moderate Negro 
leaders had attended, or if the meeting had 
not taken place in Newark so soon after 
that city’s recent racial disaster. But these 
considerations should not lead to an ex- 
cessive discounting of the testimony this 
meeting gave about the increasing radicali- 
zation of many Negroes. Moreover the dele- 
gates at Newark merely spoke about revolu- 
tion. In the streets of the nation’s cities 
this summer, many young Negroes have given 
bloody evidence that they are willing to be 
revolutionary in deed. 

As we have often pointed out, this coun- 
try’s Negroes have many justified reasons for 
discontent. In the century since the Civil 
War, this nation has fallen far short of 
giving those whose ancestors were once slaves 
the full equality to which they are entitled. 

But against this, even angry Negroes would 
be wise to put the other side of the story. 
They are economically the most prosperous 
large group of non-whites in the world, en- 
joying a higher average income than the 
inhabitants of any nation in Africa, Asia or 
Latin America. The Negro discontent in the 
United States is fundamentally a revolution 
of rising anticipations, testimony that im- 
provements have come more slowly than the 
rocketing ascent of aspirations. 

The racist tone of the Newark meeting and 
the Negro riots in so many cities this sum- 
mer both pronounce the verdict, too little 
and too late, upon what has been accom- 
plished and upon what is being attempted to 
help make up for a century of procrastina- 
tion. White racists will rejoice, of course, that 
Negro racists are playing into their hands. 
The outcome could be a catastrophe for all 
Americans regardless of color. 

To prevent disaster, wiser men than those 
who met at Newark will have to regain the 
initiative among Negroes, while all elements 
in this country’s leadership structure will 
have to be far more effective than they have 
been to date in meeting the challenge to the 
nation’s very existence. 


Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, these edi- 
torials are but samples of editorials ap- 
pearing in the American press from coast 
to coast. They are all bottomed upon the 
major premise that we must see to it 
that government by law is preserved. 

Now, in order to preserve government 
by law, it becomes necessary, if people 
seek to take the law into their own hands, 
to use whatever force of government is 
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necessary to maintain government by 
law. If any group seeks to issue a chal- 
lenge as to whether we are going to 
maintain this system of law and order in 
this country by advocating open rebel- 
lion and insurrection, then it must be 
met the same as those who have moved 
outside the framework of law and be 
treated for what they become; namely, 
criminals—criminals seeking to destroy 
government by law. 

Mr. President, as a liberal in the Sen- 
ate, I want to say that the procedures 
of our system of government by law are 
adequate when used to protect the legal 
rights of all our citizens, that where we 
have administrators of government who 
are not making use of those procedures 
which give protection to those who feel 
aggrieved, then we have a duty to bring 
such administrators of government to an 
accounting and see to it that they re- 
member we are a government of law and 
not of men. 

When the administrators of govern- 
ment by law themselves move outside 
the pale of their responsibility to main- 
tain law, then the citizenry as a whole 
must call them to an accounting for 
their malfeasance in office. 

I close by issuing a plea that all Ameri- 
cans recognize not only does freedom 
come high but freedom is also worth its 
cost. 

We therefore have a patriotic duty to 
see to it that we repledge ourselves to 
the maintenance of government by law, 
and that we also recognize we owe a vote 
of thanks to our great President of the 
United States who, in this hour of crisis, 
has made perfectly clear that he intends 
to carry out his presidential responsibil- 
ities to maintain our system of govern- 
ment by law. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Oregon yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I am happy to yield to 
the Senator from Georgia. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Of course, I associate 
myself with the remarks of the able 
Senator from Oregon as to the impor- 
tance of the maintenance of law and as 
to the importance of a government of 
law as distinguished from one by a mob. 

The able Senator from West Virginia 
(Mr. Byrp] is in the Chamber at this 
moment. Earlier this month he made 
a very excellent speech on this subject. 

I thought it was an unusually fine and 
splendid statement and it did not get 
the circulation over the Nation I should 
like to have seen it get. 

Mr. President, I am not going to get 
into “I told you so” on this matter even 
though I predicted some years ago that 
we would have these riots. I rose to ex- 
press my personal disappointment that 
the National Guard of the State of Mich- 
igan was not adequate to control any 
domestic violence which might arise 
within that State. 

The Michigan National Guard num- 
bers in the thousands. Under our pres- 
ent laws, every member of the National 
Guard receives exactly the same 6 
months’ basic training as the members 
of the Regular Army of this country 
receives. They are equipped with tanks. 
They have machine guns. They have ar- 
tillery. They have all the weapons neces- 
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sary for troops to use to defend them- 
selves from attack. 

The basic function of the National 
Guard, Mr. President, is to maintain law 
and order within the States. Unless they 
are federalized, the Governor of a State 
is the commander in chief of the Na- 
tional Guard of that State, just as the 
President of the United States is the 
Commander in Chief of the Armed 
Forces of the United States. 

It is saddening to me to see that the 
National Guard in the State of Michigan 
is not competent to handle domestic 
violence within that State. 

Over the past several years, we have 
spent hundreds of millions of dollars on 
the National Guard in an effort to have 
a force available to the Governors of the 
States which would be adequate to en- 
force the laws of those States. 

I was greatly surprised that the com- 
mander in chief of the Michigan Na- 
tional Guard saw fit to call upon the 
President of the United States to send 
in Regular Forces to take over the pri- 
mary responsibilities of the National 
Guard. 

I am not criticizing the Governor. He 
is within his rights. Under article IV of 
section 4 of the Constitution of the 
United States, he has the right to call 
on the President for Federal aid in the 
event of disorders within his State due 
to domestic violence. But, as one who has 
sought to protect the National Guard 
in its operations, and who has extolled its 
virtues on the floor of the Senate in pre- 
senting both appropriation bills and 
basic legislation, I must confess my re- 
gret that in a State which has almost 
10,000 National Guardsmen they were 
inadequate to handle any situation 
which might arise within the State, and 
that the Governor found it necessary to 
call upon the Federal Government for 
Federal troops. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I want to 
say to the Senator from Georgia, who is 
the chairman of the Senate Armed Serv- 
ices Committee, that he has expressed a 
point of view with which I completely 
agree. 

My earlier remarks have indicated this 
was my view, that I was surprised the 
Governor of Michigan apparently found 
that the situation could not be handled 
by the Michigan National Guard. 

But, as the Senator from Georgia has 
pointed out, as commander in chief of 
the Michigan State Guard, the Governor 
was on the scene. I was not. He made the 
judgment as to what was necessary. He is 
using the National Guard along with 
Federal troops, according to the news 
ticker, and this is the judgment he 
reached. Therefore, I directed my chief 
remarks to the fact that I think it is so 
important we maintain a government by 
law in this country and use whatever 
forces of government are necessary to 
guarantee to all the people that neither 
the State nor the Federal Government is 
going to stand by while insurrection runs 
rampant. 

Mr. JAVITS. Will the Senator yield to 
me for two purposes? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 

Mr. JAVITS. One, to comment on the 
statement, which I also regard of great 
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importance, of the distinguished Senator 
from Georgia. I have no way of judging 
as to the facts or details any more than 
does the Senator from Oregon. We must 
assume the Governor is using his best 
judgment in the interest of the people 
of his State. But I would like to point out 
the number which are involved and 
therefore the other aspect of this prob- 
lem which is so important. In the city of 
New York, for example, there are 1 mil- 
lion Negroes and 750,000 of Puerto Rican 
extraction. In Detroit, and like the Sen- 
ator from Georgia, I must guess at the 
figures, there are probably several hun- 
dred thousand Negroes involved in that 
area. It is a big area, crisscrossing the 
whole center of Detroit. 

When we get into a situation of that 
size, in a highly congested center of such 
critical importance to this country, con- 
taining companies like General Motors, 
Ford, Chrysler, and the critical defense 
obligations which are involved—again, I 
do not know the details—I could well un- 
derstand that, even if the Guard were 
big and well organized—as it is in Michi- 
gan, I am sure, and in other States—to 
perform its duty, Federal troops might 
still be required in order to supplement 
the Guard. 

The reason why I make the observa- 
tion is that I think I know something of 
the anatomy of this situation. It was by 
mere happenstance that on Friday, with 
the distinguished chairman who pres- 
ently occupies the chair [Mr. Yar- 
BOROUGH], we had a hearing on the so- 
called bilingual education bill, which 
affects what we call Spanish Harlem, 
East Harlem, where we had a problem 
over the weekend. Fortunately for us, it 
was not quite as serious as in Detroit. On 
Saturday, in pursuance of a normal 
schedule, I spent a great part of the day 
in central Harlem, the Negro area. These 
are familiar places to me. It was a hap- 
penstance that these things happened. 

I point out that there are hundreds 
of thousands of people, in the middle of 
a hot summer—and it is hot—who are 
depressed and frustrated, with a rate of 
unemployment as high as 25 percent. 
One of the most unbelievable sights as 
we go through the ghettos is that we 
always see able-bodied younger men and 
older men standing on the street corners 
with nothing to do, and intolerable con- 
ditions in which to do nothing, with 
enormous welfare and relief rolls, and 
living in conditions which are most piti- 
ful, even with the best of intentions to 
relieve them. There are stories of tene- 
ments with windows smashed, with van- 
dalism taking place within a few hours 
after they are vacated for nonpayment 
of rent. 

These conditions will yield only to 
massive government and private action. 
When I say massive, I respectfully sub- 
mit that it is true that we may not be 
able to do too much for what is happen- 
ing today or what will happen tomor- 
row. The Senator from Georgia was very 
helpful to us in getting some summer 
money, which we had the foresight to 
get. We do not know how big a thing 
this can be compared with what it is. It 
has done us much good in New York 
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and in other cities. I am grateful to him, 
because he is an important member of 
the Appropriations Committee, of which 
I am now a member, which has dealt 
with that problem. But we are dealing 
with massive problems. 

With all respect, while we have to do 
what we are doing—and I am in sup- 
port of the Senator from Oregon and 
anyone else who says we cannot tolerate 
disorder no matter how big the griev- 
ances may be, and the disorders must 
be put down with condign strength— 
we must remember that there is a need 
to take appropriate action in the Bank- 
ing and Currency Committees and other 
committees, for example on rat control, 
on the intercession of private business, 
which comes about seemingly in many 
cases when a riot has taken place and 
has stopped. I call attention to what 
happened in Buffalo in my own State. 
These are endemic problems which will 
produce riots next summer. This sum- 
mer we must live with them and do what 
must be done. Somehow we will sur- 
mount them. 

So I urge my colleagues, when they 
consider legislation such as aid to de- 
pendent children, day care, elementary 
and secondary education, to remember 
we are making or condoning the condi- 
tions which breed the social cancer that 
we have in our midst at one and the same 
time we deal with these measures. So I 
ask my colleagues not to look down their 
noses when they have before them legis- 
lation dealing with demonstration cities 
or slum clearance. They deal with condi- 
tions that riots are made of. They may 
not be able to do something because of 
their consciences or principles or as rep- 
resenting the people they represent, but 
they must remember that it is this kind 
of action which makes or unmakes solu- 
tions to these problems. 

Mr. MORSE. I agree with the Senator. 
When we opened our hearings on the 
educational recommendations of the ad- 
ministration, I talked about the educa- 
tion starvation in the ghettos of Amer- 
ica and what that education starvation 
in recent years is doing to the behavior 
pattern of hundreds of thousands of 
Americans, most of whom, but not all of 
whom, happen to be colored. If we pro- 
vide for that kind of education diet so 
that literacy never takes hold, and if 
boys and girls go to school morning after 
morning without breakfast, we are going 
to have to expect that those human 
beings are going to respond by various 
forms of protest, sometimes physical. 
Nevertheless, our problem is to get at 
the root causes to make sure that they 
do not try to obtain, by way of insurrec- 
tion and destruction, remedies for their 
grievances. 

That problem places upon most of us 
who are more fortunate all the more re- 
sponsibility to see to it that we pass 
necessary education legislation, as I 
pleaded for it this morning in the hear- 
ings. The Senator from New York and 
other members of the committee have 
always given me unanimous support. This 
afternoon I limited myself to the warn- 
ing I sought to raise here, that, no mat- 
ter what the dissatisfactions are, there 
is no basis in this country for insurrec- 
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tion or for taking the law into a person’s 
own hands. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to permit me to put in 
focus what I have said? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 

Mr. JAVITS. I agree thoroughly with 
everything the Senator has said. The 
only reason I said what I did—although 
I was brought to my feet by what the 
Senator from Georgia [Mr. RUSSELL] 
said, although there is no controversy 
between us, as to what he said—was to 
point up what he said in view of his 
great knowledge of the Military Estab- 
lishment and to put the problem into 
focus by recognizing the number of peo- 
ple involved. 

Mr. RUSSELL. One reason I spoke 
was to express my belief that only a 
small percentage of the hundreds of 
thousands and even millions of people 
the Senator from New York is talking 
about engage in these riots. I believe 
there are many thousands—indeed, mil- 
lions—of good Negroes in this country 
who deplore the riots and looting as 
much do white persons. It would be a 
mistake to say that everyone who lives 
in the riot-torn areas of Detroit or other 
cities was a participant and it was nec- 
essary to send troops to suppress them 
Thousands of them stay home. Only a 
minority participate in the disorders. 

Mr. JAVITS. If the Senator will yield, 
it is estimated that not more than 3 
percent are rioters or looters, and these 
are normally the heavily criminal ele- 
ments. But the important point, in mak- 
ing use of the numbers, is to emphasize 
that we deal with enormous areas, and 
that riots take place in a climate which, 
in my judgment, is created by depriva- 
tion and frustration. That was my only 
point. 

But as a practical matter, I think the 
Senator has helped make a very impor- 
tant point. I have a very reliable and 
authoritative estimate that not more 
than 3 percent in any Negro community 
are actually directly involved in such a 
situation. 

Mr. MORSE. I yield to the Senator 
from Vermont. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I wonder if 
the Senator from Oregon can help me 
refresh my knowledge of history a little 
bit. This may have nothing whatsoever 
to do with the situation existing today, 
but is my recollection correct that the 
Roman Empire failed because the Gov- 
ernment of Rome was so concerned with 
maintaining its prestige in other areas 
that it neglected to recognize and cope 
with conditions existing at home? Does 
the Senator agree? 

I realize that question probably has 
no place here, but I wondered. 

Mr. MORSE. That is a point of view 
expressed by many of my history pro- 
fessors. 

Mr. AIKEN. The Senator believes 
there is some accuracy to history, then? 

Mr. MORSE. Of course. It is said that 
those who ignore history are condemned 
to repeat it. 

Mr. AIKEN. I felt that inasmuch as 
we are supposed to be making history 
in the world today, perhaps the question 
might not be out of order. 

Mr. MORSE. I do not think so, at all. 
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I add only the comment that if we did 
a better job in the field of foreign policy, 
we would have fewer problems here at 
home. 


SEMINARY PROFESSORS TAKE 
STAND ON VIETNAM 


Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, the May 
15, 1967, issue of Presbyterian Life con- 
tains a brief article entitled “Seminary 
Professors Take Stand on Vietnam.” The 
article shows the growing concern among 
leaders in the religious world in respect 
to what I consider to be our ill-fated 
policy in Southeast Asia. The article 
refers to the views of the group of pro- 
fessors who participated in a seminar 
under the auspices of the Presbyterian 
Church. 


I ask unanimous consent that the 
article be printed in the Recorp. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


SEMINARY PROFESSORS TAKE STAND ON 
VIETNAM 


“Confronted with the increasing severity 
and brutality of the war in Vietnam, our 
conscience compels us to speak. As teachers 
in theological seminaries of our church, we 
can no longer refrain from raising our voices, 
because we believe that the responsibility to 
teach, entrusted to us by God through the 
church, demands of us a clear word at this 
time.” This is the opening section of a state- 
ment signed recently by eighty-four pro- 
fessors at seminaries connected with Presby- 
terian churches in the United States. The 
seminaries involved include those related to 
The United Presbyterian Church in the 
U. S.A., such as San Francisco, Dubuque, 
Pittsburgh, and McCormick, and those related 
to the Presbyterian Church, U.S., including 
Columbia and Union (Richmond, Virginia), 
as well as one, Louisville, that is related 
to both churches. Louisville Seminary was 
the instigator of the statement and circulated 
it among professors at sister seminaries. At 
last report, no responses had been received 
from Johnson C. Smith, Austin, or Frince- 
ton. The latter was slated to take the matter 
up at a faculty meeting as this article was 
going to press. 

“We are distressed by the fact that out of 
small military commitments there has 
grown, step by step, a massive employment 
of manpower and weapons. Each step, over 
the years, was accompanied by the expecta- 
tion that it would force the enemy to the 
negotiation table,” the statement reads in 
part, “In each case this expectation was mis- 
taken. We are faced with the terrible possi- 
bility that the continuation of our deter- 
mination to press for military victory might 
result in the virtual annihilation of a people 
whom we profess to help through our ac- 
tion . 

“We are distressed by the fact that Amer- 
ican men are forced to become involved in 
a warfare which defies the restraints ob- 
served by civilized nations. Villages and 
people are burnt by napalm. There is satura- 
tion bombing of Vietnamese territory. Crops 
are systematically destroyed. Casualties 
among civilians are much higher than the 
casualties among troops in combat. Thou- 
sands of Vietnamese are herded together in 
camps without anything approaching ade- 
quate shelter and medical care. Atrocities 
toward prisoners are the common report. 
Epidemics have broken out and even the 
dreaded bubonic plague has made its appear- 
ance, Daily we hear it emphasized that we 
are fighting to protect the liberty of a peo- 
ple. But we ask: what is the sense of a pro- 
tection under which the protected perish? 
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“We are deeply disturbed by the assump- 
tion that military support for an unpopular 
junta of generals is the only viable way to 
prevent the spread of Communism in Asia. 
Of Vietnam’s neighbors in Southeast Asia, 
Indonesia and Burma have continued to re- 
sist Communism without American military 
intervention. Cambodia has also withdrawn 
itself from American military protection. 
The present neutralist government of Laos 
has shown resistance to Communist forces 
in the country. We have to ask: if political 
facts make so doubtful the validity of a 
rigid domino theory, how can we justify the 
imposition of the most appalling suffering on 
a nation on the basis of this theory? More- 
over, can anything else but decades of war 
lie ahead of us if, in the application of this 
theory, we commit ourselves to military in- 
tervention at every place where Communist 
activities occur? .. - 

We do not contend that there is no mili- 
tant Marxism, and we are concerned about 
the threat of possible Communist expansion. 
But we are equally aware that the large 
masses of the population in Vietnam are 
not faced with a choice between conflicting 
political systems so much as with the ques- 
tion of gaining or losing the essentials for 
survival: land, shelter, food, and clothing. 
We have to ask: would not unconditional 
military opposition to every revolutionary 
movement in which Communists participate 
result in the virtual denial of those rights 
to self-rule, national identity, and eco- 
nomic advance which are the treasured in- 
heritance of our democratic tradition?” 

Between 50 and 60 percent of all the pro- 
fessors of the institutions polled signed the 
statement opposing the present course of the 
Vietnam war. A good number of those who 
declined to sign were exercising the profes- 
sorlial privilege of disa; g on detail, 
rather than indicating support of American 
inyolyement in Vietnam. At least one semi- 
nary, McCormick, drafted a separate state- 
ment with the same intent as the Louisville 
document but with more specific conclu- 
sions. The whole McCormick faculty signed 
that one, while only half went along with 
the Louisville paper. 

The proportion of signers was significantly 
lower among the seminary professors at 
Union in Virginia and at Columbia. At 
these seminaries, there appeared to be more 
support for Government policy. 

Some professors felt that the statement 
was less than balanced. “It should have called 
on both sides to come to the judgment table, 
rather than just the United States,” one 
faculty member opined. “Both sides, not just 
the United States, should be condemned for 
the atrocities they have perpetrated.” 

All of those who signed, and a number of 
non-signers who expressed opinions, felt 
deeply that some way out of the Vietnam 
problem must be found quickly. 

“A particularly evil consequence of the 
war in Vietnam is the further weakening of 
the United Nations at the very time when 
mankind needs more desperately than ever 
its peace-making auspices,” the professors’ 
statement concludes. “Thus, in searching for 
a response from our adversaries, we urge the 
serious endorsement and implementation of 
those steps toward negotiation which have 
been consistently advanced by Secretary 
General U Thant: 

“1. Cessation of the bombing of North 
Vietnam. 

“Z. The political recognition of the Na- 
tional Liberation Front. 

“3. The graduated reduction of combat in 
South Vietnam.” 


A DECLARATION OF CONSCIENCE 
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, the June 

15, 1967, issue of Presbyterian Life con- 

tains two articles dealing with the war 
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in Vietnam. I wish to call them to the at- 
tention of the Senate. The first article 
is entitled “Regarding Vietnam: A Dec- 
laration of Conscience. To the Congrega- 
tions of the United Presbyterian Church 
From the 179th General Assembly.” 

This declaration of conscience sets 
forth many of the points of view I have 
been expressing on the floor of the Sen- 
ate for the past 3 years in my opposition 
to our policies in Vietnam. I am par- 
ticularly pleased to ask unanimous con- 
sent to have it printed at this point in 
the Recorp. The declaration of con- 
science was adopted at the annual meet- 
ing of the United Presbyterian Church 
held in Portland, Oreg. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


[From Presbyterian Life, June 15, 1967] 


REGARDING VIETNAM: A DECLARATION OF CON- 
SCIENCE TO THE CONGREGATIONS OF THE 
UNITED PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH FROM THE 
179TH GENERAL ASSEMBLY 


“GRACE BE UNTO You, and peace from God 
the Father and from our Lord Jesus Christ.” 

There is no moral issue more urgently con- 
fronting our church and nation than the war 
in Vietnam. The hour is late; the church 
dare not remain silent, We must declare our 
conscience, 

We share widely held feelings of sadness 
that steps were taken in the past which have 
involved our nation in its present difficulty. 
Although each step was taken with hope it 
would be the last, their cumulative result has 
brought us to an agonizing dilemma. On the 
one hand, we cannot responsibly withdraw 
our military forces unilaterally from Viet- 
nam. On the other hand, further escalation 
seems to us to raise the specter of World War 
III and the possibility of a nuclear holocaust. 

A. We recognize that our leaders desire an 
end to the war, and believe that their motives 
for pursuing the war are those of honorable 
men. We must nevertheless declare our deep 
misgivings at the policy of military escala- 
tion (further steps being taken during the 
week of this Assembly) which leads the world 
daily closer to the danger of wider war. Acts 
of escalation tend to commit us to further 
acts of escalation and may lessen the possi- 
bility of settlement by negotiation. 

B. We realize that a decision to change 
national policy in the midst of military con- 
flict is an agonizing one for the President and 
his advisers. Nevertheless, in the light of the 
increasing cost and peril of our present 
course of escalation, we ask for ourselves and 
our nation: 

1. The moral courage to acknowledge our 
obligation, as the stronger nation, to act 
first, taking initiatives that will create a 
climate of trust leading finally to the nego- 
tiating table; 

2. The recognition that with such infor- 
mation and such insights as we now possess, 
it appears that the immediate need is an 
alternate to the bombing of North Vietnam. 
Mindful of the fact that our forces have 
already interrupted the bombing on several 
occasions for varying periods of time, we 
nevertheless urge our government to con- 
sider again cessation of bombing as one tan- 
gible evidence of our desire to negotiate; 

3. Renewed attempts to get all parties 
concerned to seek arbitration of the war 
through the United Nations, to accept its 
decisions as final, and to cooperate with the 
United Nations in assuring peace by means 
of an international peacekeeping force on 
the scene; 

4. Exploration of other alternatives, such 
as a purely defensive war behind a fortified 
demilitarized zone in South Vietnam with 
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the subsequent pacification of the South 
Vietnamese countryside. 

We understand this Declaration of Con- 
science to be required of us by our Confes- 
sion of 1967: “The search for cooperation 
and peace . . requires the pursuit of fresh 
and responsible relations across every line of 
conflict, even at risk to national security.” 
Just as our present policy of escalation in- 
volves risk, so also does a policy of deescala- 
tion. We believe it is a risk we must take 
for the sake of the future of mankind. 

O. We call upon members of every reli- 
gious faith and communion, and upon all 
men of good will everywhere, to make com- 
mon cause with us in an effort to bring about 
an end to the war. As we do so: 

1. We must continue to affirm the morality 
of dissent. Increasing numbers of citizens, 
including some in high office, are equating 
dissent with disloyalty. 

The enemy can always misunderstand the 
meaning of dissent. We, however, must af- 
firm unequivocally that the right of dissent 
is the lifeblood of democracy. We also affirm 
unequivocally that the first mandate under 
which the church lives is the mandate “You 
shall have no other gods before me” (Exodus 
20:3). We acknowledge that “the church 
which identifies the sovereignty of any one 
nation or any one way of life with the cause 
of God denies the Lordship of Christ and 
betrays its calling” (Confession of 1967). 

We remind ourselves and other citizens 
addressing themselves to public questions 
that we must speak in an informed way, and 
must avoid impugning the loyalty or integrity 
of those with whom we disagree. We call for 
candor on the part of policymakers, and the 
abandonment of clichés and slogans, in order 
that there may be a frank facing of the extent 
and limitations of our national interest in 
Vietnam and Southeast Asia. 

2. We must continue to affirm the morality 
of restraint. We recognize that our military 
actions have been conducted with a high 
degree of restraint in comparison to the mili- 
tary power we possess. Nevertheless, we are 
dismayed that as the war gathers momentum 
this restraint shows signs of erosion. Our 
people seem willing to accept as normal to- 
day what was unthinkable yesterday. We 
recoil from rash proposals to use nuclear 
weapons or to invade the North. We deplore 
the increasing willingness at home to justify 
inhumane acts because the enemy also com- 
mits them. We mourn the fact that although 
we had hoped to be in Vietnam to liberate 
its people our use of modern weapons is in- 
creasingly destructive both to that people and 
to their country. 

3. We must break new moral ground in 
courage and in ecumenical action, Let men 
of all faiths pray that our nation will have 
the moral courage to undertake these steps 
of redirection, 

We support the concern over Vietnam 
already expressed by many Jewish groups, by 
Protestant and Orthodox bodies such as the 
World Council of Churches and the National 
Council of Churches, and join the plea of 
Pope Paul VI that “men must come together 
and get down to sincere negotiations. Things 
must be settled now, even at the cost of some 
loss or inconvenience, for later they may 
have to be settled at the cost of immense 
harm and enormous slaughter that cannot 
even be imagined now.” 

4. We must declare our conscience at what- 
ever cost. We recognize that if our military 
escalation is not reversed, the time may come 
when those who dissent because they seek 
peace will be placed under even greater pres- 
sure, and that the possibility of significant 
influence by the church on public policy will 
have disappeared. Should that time come, we 
urge our corporate church and our individual 
church members still to exercise the voice of 
conscience, so that faithful witness may be 
rendered to God's reconciliation in Jesus 
Christ, which is the only ground for peace. 
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WAR, PEACE, JUSTICE AT HOME AND 
ABROAD 


Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, the second 
article in the June 15, 1967, issue of the 
magazine Presbyterian Life is one en- 
titled “The Assembly Views War, Peace, 
Justice at Home and Abroad.” It ap- 
pears on page 25 of the magazine. It, too, 
like the declaration of conscience, which 
was adopted at the 179th general assem- 
bly of the congregations of the United 
Presbyterian Church, raises serious res- 
ervations concerning the wisdom of our 
policies in Vietnam. 

Religious group after religious group 
across our country has been challenging 
the moral justification of our war in 
Vietnam. I share the point of view that 
the war cannot be justified on moral 
grounds. As I have also said so many 
times, it cannot be justified on legal 
grounds either. 

I ask unanimous consent that the ar- 
ticle be printed in the RECORD, 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp, 
as follows: 

[From Presbyterian Life, June 15, 1967] 


THE ASSEMBLY Views WAR, PEACE, JUSTICE AT 
HOME AND ABROAD 


During the first days of the Portland As- 

sembly, anxiety about the suffering in Viet- 
nam and a feeling that the church should be 
saying something significant about the war 
were quiet, persistent currents. On Monday 
evening the report of the Standing Com- 
mittee on Church and Society enabled the 
currents to join and become a ground swell. 
A strong majority of commissioners voted to 
adopt “A Declaration of Conscience,” the 
most forthright statement yet made by a 
General Assembly on the subject of Viet- 
nam. 
On Sunday, June 25, United Presbyterians 
will hear this Declaration of Conscience read 
from the pulpits of their churches, and they 
will pray and fast for peace. The occasion will 
be an interfaith Day of Prayers for Peace 
in Vietnam. In accord with the Portland 
Assembly's request, June 25 was selected after 
consultation with the National Council of 
Churches, which is urging its thirty-three 
member communions to ask their congrega- 
tions to observe the prayer day. 

United Presbyterian churches across the 
nation are encouraged to invite other Prot- 
estant congregations and the Roman Catholic 
and Jewish bodies in their communities to 
observe the Day of Prayers for Peace in forms 
suitable in their respective situations. 

On the Monday evening in Oregon when 
the Church and Society report was con- 
sidered, the Assembly approved a number 
of courageous suggestions that, if heeded by 
governments, might help to prevent future 
wars, Some of these recommendations, par- 
ticularly those concerned with China, had 
previously been considered too controver- 
sial” for a church court to deal with. 

Then, in the closing hours of the Assem- 
bly, the commissioners fasted instead of 
lunching, and prayed for world peace, es- 
pecially in the Middle East. The money they 
saved on food, some $2,000, will aid civilian 
victims of the Vietnam conflict. 

Peace emerged as a General Assembly is- 
sue during the Pre-Assembly Conference on 
Evangelism, The urgency for speaking out 
was pointed up by addresses and comments 
of Robert McAfee Brown, professor of reli- 
gion at Stanford University and a commis- 
sioner to the Assembly from the Presbytery 
of San Jose. “If the General Assembly 
ratifies the Confession of 1967, the issues 
at stake are squarely before the church,” 
he asserted in a speech on “The New Shape 
of the Gospel.” 
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“What does God’s word of reconciliation 
incarnate in Jesus Christ have to say... 
about appalling and degrading race rela- 
tions . . human poverty... war among the 
nations?” he asked the Assembly to ponder. 

Another speaker stressing the imperatives 
of peace was elder statesman John A. Mac- 
kay. Continued United States involvement 
in the Vietnam war may mean “farewell to 
mankind,” he told a breakfast meeting of 
the United Presbyterian Peace Fellowship. 
“We must seek an honorable way to with- 
draw,” the president emeritus of Princeton 
Theological Seminary said. “The respon- 
sibllity of Christians is to set the Vietnam 
situation in the light of God and the moral 
order.” 

The Church and Society report was pre- 
sented to the commissioners by the Stand- 
ing Committee's chairman, Professor Brown. 
It reflected, he said, more than twenty-seven 
hours of work in plenary and subcommittee 
sessions of the Standing Committee—forty- 
four commissioners with ‘diverse back- 
grounds, strong opinions, and massive char- 
ity.” They came from twenty-one states and 
in their occupations represented a fair 
sample of middle-class America—doctors, 
lawyers, professors, ministers, housewives, 
business managers, and owners of small 
businesses. On their part, Committee mem- 
bers had earlier thanked Brown for the ob- 
jectivity with which he presided over its 
sessions and for his eagerness that all points 
of view be expressed. 

Aiding the seven subcommittees were 
background papers and recommendations 
prepared by the Office of Church and So- 
ciety’s counseling committee; the material 
was included in the Blue Book of the Assem- 
bly to permit prolonged study by all com- 
missioners before they came to Portland. 
As in other years, most of the subcommit- 
tees’ conclusions followed in large measure 
the counseling committee’s proposals. 

The exception was the Declaration of Con- 
science, which was originated by the Stand- 
ing Committee and went through four drafts 
before it received the support of all but two 
or three committee members. 

Before the Assembly began its two-and-a- 
half-hour debate on the Declaration, which 
is the second part of a “War and World Or- 
der” pronouncement, the commissioners dis- 
cussed briefly and approved the pronounce- 
ment’s first part dealing with nuclear dis- 
armament. Thus the General Assembly: 

Reaffirmed “its support of the United Na- 
tions as an important element in our pres- 
ent hope for the avoidance of nuclear 
catastrophe.” 

Urged “our government to continue and 
to intensify its efforts” (1) “to secure a nu- 
clear nonproliferation treaty and a compre- 
hensive nuclear test ban; (2) “to avoid the 
apparently imminent race with the Soviet 
Union in the area of the deployment of anti- 
ballistic missile systems.” 

For many commissioners, the sustained 
debate that followed on the Declaration of 
Conscience was the electric moment of the 
Portland Assembly. The discussion was 
charged with tension but had remarkably 
little acrimony. It began with comments 
by Robert McAfee Brown: “We felt we must 
declare our conscience at any cost on the 
issue of Vietnam. We have attempted to 
translate rhetoric into proposals of specific 
steps that church and Government can un- 
dertake ... . To utter easy platitudes 
would be saying nothing at all.“ 

One after another, a parade of commis- 
sioners approached the microphones to offer 
amendments that would expand, weaken, 
or clarify the report. They were answered 
by committee members, who presented a 
united front in support of the Declaration. 

One substantial revision was accepted by 
a 4650-305 standing vote of the commis- 
sioners. It was offered by the Reverend 
Robert C. Rovel of the Presbytery of Mon- 
mouth, New Jersey, and removed two para- 
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graphs pinpointing possible dangers of esca- 
lating the war. A number of amendments 
that would have changed the tenor of the 
document were turned down, including one 
that called for a “cessation of hostilities” 
by North Vietnam before the U.S. considered 
stopping the bombing of the North. 

Oddly, one of the Declaration’s most con- 
structive points, that new attempts be made 
for binding arbitration of the war through 
the U.N., was not discussed. 

The turning point in the debate probably 
came when an Air Force chaplain from the 
Air Force chaplain from the Presbytery of 
Sioux Falls, Lt. Col, Kenneth W. Hamstra, 
rose from his seat with the Standing Com- 
mittee to say in low tones: “As reconciling 
agents of Christ, we have no right to tell 
nations to bomb other nations. Christians 
have been the ablest wielders of carnal 
weapons in the history of the world... 
We are saying nothing here that my Com- 
mander-in-Chief, President Johnson, has 
not said again and again.” 

Shortly afterward, at 11:05 p.m. the 
Declaration of Conscience was passed by a 
strong voice vote of ayes over nays, 

The Standing Committee, through a sub- 
committee headed by university pastor John 
S. Hadsell of the Presbytery of San Francisco, 
had put together a document that could be 
accepted by men and women with widely 
varying viewpoints. Perhaps its success rested 
on the fact that it did not try to point a 
finger of blame and did not proceed from 
either a dove-ish or hawk-ish stance; rather 
it attempted to speak from a theological 
viewpoint. 

Obviously the Declaration disappointed 
those who had hoped for an all-out condem- 
nation of the U.S. role in the war and a 
call for an immediate end to the bombing. 
Similarly it was not satisfactory to those who 
favored escalation and thought the church 
should not presume to offer specific sugges- 
tions to government and the military. But, 
overall, it was generally viewed as a balanced, 
sensitively worded document that, without 
pontificating, offered ways out of an agoniz- 
ing situation. And, as National Presbyterian 
Church pastor Edward L. R. Elson of Wash- 
ington City Presbytery said in his remarks 
seconding the report, “It may encourage and 
brace our leaders.” 


SOUTHERN AFRICA 


The next pronouncement on the Church 
and Society agenda concerned the burgeon- 
ing gap between wealthy and poor nations. 
Voting down a motion to adjourn, the com- 
missioners quickly endorsed a set of guide- 
lines detailing how governments and private 
agencies might strengthen their economic- 
assistance programs in developing countries, 

The Assembly then turned to pronounce- 
ments on two troubled areas: Southern Africa 
and China. 

It reiterated a statement of the 1965 As- 
sembly: “Although racism is a problem 
throughout the world, South Africa is the 
only country dedicated to an official govern- 
mental policy of racial separation, known 
as apartheid.” The Portland meeting then 
urged American business firms operating in 
South Africa to oppose apartheid. The Assem- 
bly specified: 

“If United States firms cooperate in this 
approach and are met with oppressive opposi- 
tion from the government of the Republic 
of South Africa, we suggest that they insti- 
tute a gradual process of disengagement from 
business and banking activities in that coun- 
try.” 

“On the other hand, if firms cannot be 
persuaded to cooperate, we urge The United 
Presbyterian Church in the U.S.A, and indi- 
vidual investors to protest by beginning to 
divest themselves of their holdings in such 
business enterprises.” 

The pronouncement also asked for U.S. 
Government action against South African 
racism, including an official statement of 
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national policy against apartheid, an end to 
the purchase of strategic materials from 
South Africa, removal from that nation of 
NASA tracking facilities, and “restraint” in 
sending American naval vessels to South 
African ports. 

Additional recommendations sought to 
further racial justice in other lands in South- 
ern Africa, including Rhodesia, South West 
Africa, and the Portuguese colonies. 


CHINA 


In his introduction to the statement on 
China, Chairman Robert McAfee Brown told 
the Assembly: “We are not approving the 
government of the People’s Republic of 
China. We are urging our leaders to take 
some initiatives to bring mainland China 
into the family of nations in a constructive 
rather than a destructive way.” 

By a standing vote of 443 to 245, the com- 
missioners adopted the statement, which: 

Supported “the formation of a policy 
which would see the People’s Republic of 
China in full diplomatic conversation with 
the other nations of the world occupying 
full membership in the United Nations, tak- 
ing into account the future status of the 
Republic of China on Taiwan and the rights 
of its people and the mainland people to 
representation in the United Nations.“ 

Protested “the continued acceptance of 
the situation in which, for whatever rea- 
sons, the vast majority of the Chinese peo- 
ple are not represented in the UN, and [re- 
affirmed] the importance of their right.” 

Suggested to the U.S. Government that it 
“pursue a policy of openness toward the pos- 
sibility of diplomatic recognition, open com- 
munication, international trade, conferences 
on international arms control, and peaceful 
uses of atomic energy.” 

Another recommendation advocated edu- 
cational, cultural, and artistic exchanges be- 
tween the Chinese and other peoples. 


CIVIL RIGHTS 


As midnight approached, there were calls 
for adjournment. The Assembly, however, 
voted to continue, then accepted two state- 
ments spurring the implementation of pre- 
vious Assemblies’ statements on civil rights. 
One listed ways in which United Presbyteri- 
ans could work for integration of residential 
neighborhoods. The second encouraged 
United Presbyterians “to view the phenom- 
enon of black power within the context of 
the white power we exercise, seeing in it 
both the legacy of frustrated aspiration and 
the promise of a newly assertive self- 
identity.” 

A few minutes past midnight, the weary 
Assembly, faced with a heated discussion on 
“selective” conscientious objection, decided 
to table the remainder of the report. 


DRAFT LEGISLATION 


When the pronouncement on The Church 
and Selective Service” reached the floor on 
the last morning of the Assembly, the com- 
missioners approved a proposal to ask Con- 
gress to extend the grounds for conscientious 
objection beyond the present basis of reli- 
gious conviction to include “a sincere and 
meaningful belief which is the product of 
profound human conscience.” 

The Assembly, however, rejected a provi- 
sion that requested legislation to permit a 
young man who could not accept the abso- 
lute pacifist position to receive conscientious- 
objector status if he opposed participation 
in a “particular war.” This action reversed 
the qualified approval given to selective con- 
sclentlous objection by last year’s Assembly. 

In other areas related to the draft, the 
commissioners asked Congress to provide for: 

“Clarifying Selective Service law so that 
selection is impartial and deferments do not 
become discriminatory exemptions favoring 
these who, by on of money and 
skills, are able to prolong their stay in 
deferrable positions.” 
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“Applying the same deferment standards 
to ministers and candidates for the ministry 
as to other occupations,” 

The Assembly also expressed its admira- 
tion and support of men and women in the 
Armed Forces: We assure them of our con- 
tinued support, encouragement, and prayers 
in their difficult and hazardous responsi- 
bilities,” 

In other actions, the Assembly gave an 
approving nod to statements on traffic safety 
and law enforcement. A completed paper on 
“The Church, the Christian, and Work” was 
received and referred to presbyteries and 
sessions for study and comment. The Moder- 
ator was authorized to appoint two special 
committees to study Vietnam and “Women 
in Society and in the Church.” 


PEACE: A MANDATE FROM 
MANKIND 


Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Recor an editorial entitled Peace: 
A Mandate from Mankind,” published 
in the Patriot Ledger of Quincy, Mass., 
for July 6, 1967. 

It is a powerful editorial and gives 
every American cause to pause and re- 
flect upon the war policies we are follow- 
ing in Vietnam. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Peace: A MANDATE FROM MANKIND 


Pride, and the narrow interests of govern- 
ments and their leaders, have made the es- 
tablishment of a firm and equitable world 
peace impossible, 

In today’s world, governments and their 
leaders appear to place more importance on 
saving face and self-interest than on en- 
suring the survival and well-being of their 
citizens. 

The result is that today’s world hangs in 
a purgatory between war and peace. 

Every nation hates war, but no nation, 
alone or in concert, seems willing to make 
the first step toward peace. 

Because of the national self-interests of its 
members, the United Nations General Assem- 
bly has been unable to do anything con- 
structive toward peace in the Middle East. 

The General Assembly's failure is a mirror 
image of the Security Council’s lack of agree- 
ment on how to bring about a settlement in 
an area that has endured three wars in the 
last two decades. 

To its credit, the Security Council has se- 
cured a cease-fire between the Arab nations 
and Israel—a cease-fire, however, is not a 
peace. The Middle East is only one of the 
world's trouble spots where a cease-fire is 
standing duty for a full and honorable peace, 
as in Korea. 

It is now time that nationally self-cen- 
tered considerations be discarded and the 
welfare of mankind be taken up. It is now 
time that the egos of nations and their lead- 
ers be forgotten and that peace on this 
planet becomes the prime consideration. 

Only if this is done can the United Na- 
tions fulfill its mandate from mankind: “to 
maintain international peace. . (and) to 
take effective collective measures for the pre- 
vention and removal of threats to peace.” 

The United Nations is a community re- 
sponsibility. It places obligations upon all 
its members, great or small. Its burdens fall 
most heavily upon the powerful, to whom 
the whole world should be able to look for 
guidance. 

Thus the UN. and the people of the 
world, expect much more than they have 
been getting in the way of responsible inter- 
national leadership from President Johnson 
of the United States, Premier Kosygin of 
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the Soviet Union, President de Gaulle of 
France, and Prime Minister Harold Wilson 
of Great Britain. It is time these men carry 
out the task of statesmanship and place 
peace before national prestige. 

In its most fundamental sense, the U.N. 18 
an organization of the peoples of the world. 
Its General Assembly is the only place on 
earth where each nation, no matter how 
small, has an equal voice and an equal vote. 

With this in mind, there follows a pro- 
posal for world peace. It requires that gov- 
ernments place statesmanship before poli- 
tics, thoughtful consideration before fiery 
oratory. This proposal must be taken as one 
complete package, recognizing that many 
nations must forsake traditional positions 
in order to find peace for all. 


WORLDWIDE 


United Nations peace-keeping forces and 
observer teams shall not be withdrawn from 
any area without formal U.N. consent, after 
thorough deliberation. 

Any attempt on the part of any nation to 
use force against United Nations personnel 
shall be considered aggression against all 
members states. 

Freedom of innocent passage shall be 
guaranteed for vessels of all nations through 
all international waterways, including the 
Gulf of Aqaba, the Suez Canal, the Panama 
Canal, the Dardanelles Straits and the Bos- 
porus Straits. 

Communist China be offered United Na- 
tions membership under a two-China policy. 

All U.N. members must sign and adhere 
to the nuclear test ban treaty. 

India and Pakistan must accept a U.N.- 
directed settlement in their dispute over 
Kashmir and agree to respect each other's 
borders, 

Agreements must be reached among U.N. 
members to halt all arms races. 

A treaty prohibiting the spread of nu- 
clear weapons must be concluded and signed 
by all U.N. member nations. 

The U.N, shall guarantee and enforce these 
agreements. All members must agree to ful- 
fill United Nations peacekeeping obligations, 
including payment of past and future fi- 
nancial assessments, and furnishing of per- 
sonnel, equipment and services upon request. 
Nations refusing to meet such obligations 
shall lose the voting privileges of U.N. mem- 
bership. 

MIDDLE EAST 

The Old City of Jerusalem shall be inter- 
nationalized under U.N. auspices as a world 
religious shrine, open to people of all faiths 
and all nationalities. 

Arab nations shall recognize Israel’s exist- 
ence as a sovereign state. 

Israeli forces shall be completely with- 
drawn to boundaries existing before the 
outbreak of last month’s war. 

Arab military forces shall be prohibited 
from approaching within 20 miles of Israeli 
frontiers. 

United Nations peace-keeping forces must 
be stationed—with adequate personnel, 
equipment and freedom of movement—on 
both sides of the Israeli-Arab frontiers and 
at Sharm el Sheikh, the fortress command- 
ing the Strait of Tiran. 

Israel and the Arab nations shall agree to 
respect each other’s territorial integrity. 

Palestinian Arab refugees shall be perma- 
nently resettled and assisted as part of an 
international economic and technical assist- 
ance program for the Middle East, adminis- 
tered by the United Nations and financed by 
mandatory assessments on all U.N. members. 
Oil-producing Middle East states shall con- 
tribute a percentage of their income from oil 
to this program. 

VIETNAM 

The United Nations must accept primary 
responsibility for ending the war in Viet- 
nam. The Security Council shall be charged 
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with the responsibility for ensuring a nego- 
tiated settlement, with the full cooperation 
of the Soviet Union and the United States. 

To implement the negotiations, the United 
States must cease bombing North Vietnam. 

In turn, the United Nations shall ensure 
that North Vietnam ceases infiltration of 
men and supplies into South Vietnam. 

An immediate cease-fire shall take effect 
in South Vietnam, to be supervised by United 
Nations observer teams, as a prelude to a full 
and honorable peace. 


WESTERN HEMISPHERE 


Cuba and all other Western Hemispheric 
nations must agree to respect each other's 
sovereignty and territorial integrity. 

Cuba shall rejoin the Organization of 
American States and participate in the Alli- 
ance for Progress with the guarantee that she 
shall refrain from “exporting revolution”. 

Cuba shall permit refugees to return to 
their nation, with full rights of citizenship 
and return of expropriated property or full 
and equitable payment for such property. 

This proposal is not a complete listing of 
the answers to the world’s problems; how- 
ever, acted-upon favorably as a complete 
package it could be the first concrete step to 
world peace. 

For too long, the issues of war and peace 
have been considered on a limited basis. 
Only a comprehensive approach, with true 
humility and conscientious desire, can fulfill 
mankind's mandate for a life of peace. 

Therefore we propose that these sugges- 
tions be made the next order of business 
before the United Nations General Assembly. 
They should be proposed as a single resolu- 
tion. 

The most urgent problems the world faces 
today are not wars for national prestige 
waged on barren deserts or in steaming 
jungles. The world’s greatest problems today 
are hunger, disease, illiteracy and poverty. 

The answers for these four problems can 
never be found while the world’s major pow- 
ers are concerned with self-interest, while 
fighting may erupt at any time, anywhere 
on this globe. For these wars are terribly 
wasteful of the time, money, knowledge, and 
human resources needed to conquer today’s 
greatest problems, 

The technical capability to conquer hunger 
and disease exists; the “have-nations” of the 
world possess the financial resources to ap- 
ply that technology, Likewise, the developed 
mations have the ability to eradicate il- 
literacy. 

All that is needed to conquer hunger, 
disease and illiteracy is a redirection and co- 
ordination of resources now being wasted. 
Once hunger, disease and illiteracy are con- 
quered, poverty will fall by the wayside. 


ALARM ON THE CONSTITUTION 


Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, the St. 
Louis Post Dispatch of Thursday, June 
1, 1967, contains a special feature article 
by William J. Tucker, Jr., dealing with 
the outstanding record of Arthur J, 
Freund, one of the great lawyers not only 
of Missouri but also of our country. It is 
entitled “He Sounded Alarm on Consti- 
tution.” 

The article discusses the contribution 
that Arthur Freund has made in helping 
to give the alarm not only to the legal 
profession but also to the American peo- 
ple in respect to the attempt to alter the 
Constitution of the United States by way 
of a constitutional amendment which 
seeks to nullify the one-man, one-vote 
rulings of the Supreme Court of the 
United States. 

I ask unanimous consent that the arti- 
cle be printed in the RECORD. 
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There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


He SOUNDED ALARM ON CONSTITUTION—AR- 
THUR J. FREUND Has HELPED ALERT NATION 
TO A QUIET STATE’S RIGHTS Move To Force 
ConGress To CALL CONSTITUTIONAL CON- 
VENTION 


(By William J. Tucker Jr.) 


A St. Louis lawyer who in more than 50 
years of practice has shown great concern 
for preserving the United States Constitution 
can take satisfaction in having given the 
alarm against a quiet attempt to alter the 
Constitution. 

Perhaps more than any other man, Arthur 
J. Freund can take credit for alerting legisla- 
tors, judges, law professors, lawyers, editors 
and reporters to the fact that 32 states have 
asked Congress to call a constitutional con- 
vention to nullify the one-man, one-vote rul- 
ings of the Supreme Court. 

If two more states ask for it, Congress could 
be forced to convene the first such conven- 
tion since the assembly that drafted the 
Constitution in 1787. 

Freund, as well as many other observers, is 
concerned that those who oppose apportion- 
ing state legislatures solely on the basis of 
population (one-man, one-vote princi- 
ple) may in a constitutional convention go 
beyond merely proposing an amendment to 
permit one house of a legislature to be appor- 
tioned on the basis of geography or some fac- 
tor other than population. They fear that 
convention delegates might seek to overturn 
other Supreme Court decisions that appear 
to have encroached on states’ rights, such as 
those prohibiting segregation or prayers in 
public schools, 

A new drive has opened in the Senate to 
obtain congressional action on a proposed 
constitutional amendment allowing states to 
apportion one legislative house on a non- 
population basis. A secondary aim of the 
drive, led by Senator Everett M. Dirksen 
(Rep.), Illinois, is to enlist support for the 
constitutional convention plan, 

From his offices on the twelfth floor of the 
Buder Building looking out over the Old 
Courthouse and the Gateway Arch, Freund 
is keeping close tab on the question. He has 
been watching it ever since the high court 
entered the political thicket of apportion- 
ment on March 26, 1962. The Supreme Court 
ruled then that the federal courts have the 
power to review the method by which state 
legislatures apportion their seats. 

The decision aroused the states’ rights 
champions. The Council of State Govern- 
ments, a loose-knit organization that backs 
such causes, suggested that state legislatures 
adopt a resolution to stop the Supreme Court 
from interfering with apportionment. The 
Missouri Legislature adopted such a resolu- 
tion as did several other states. 

Freund, writing to law professors and legis- 
lators, started to accumulate what has grown 
into an enormous file on the subject. As he 
discusses it, he pulls letters and articles from 
stacks of material on his desk and adjoining 
tables. 

On May 6, 1964, the St. Louis Civil Liber- 
ties Committee gave him its annual award 
for his “lifelong protection of individual lib- 
erties” and for “an almost single-handed 
struggle” to alert the public to the dangers 
of the proposed states’ rights amendments. 

The apportionment issue was brought to 
the fore on June 15, 1964, when the Supreme 
Court held that the members of both houses 
of every state legislature must be elected in 
a manner that gives all voters substantially 
equal representation. 

The states’ rights forces were galvanized 
into reaction. The Council of State Govern- 
ments drafted a milder proposal, advising 
the states to petition Congress to call a con- 
stitutional convention to allow them to ap- 
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portion one house of their legislatures on 
some basis other than population. 

From time to time there were reports in 
newspapers on the progress of the resolu- 
tions. Six months after the one-man one- 
vote decision, the New York Times said in a 
survey that 16 of the required 34 state legis- 
latures had asked Congress for a convention. 
“Advocates of the one-man, one- vote doc- 
trine,” the reporter noted, “consider it ex- 
tremely unlikely that petitions from an ad- 
ditional 18 legislatures can be secured.” 

A year after the decision, James C. Mill- 
stone, a Washington correspondent of the 
Post-Dispatch, reported that 25 states had 
asked for a convention. 

Then the issue appeared to have dropped 
from public view. . . but not from Arthur 
Freund’s view. Early last January he was 
recovering at home from a gallstone opera- 
tion when a newspaperman friend from an- 
other city called on him, They discussed a 
bill in the Missouri Legislature to rescind the 
1963 reapportionment resolution. 

“My friend remarked that there was an- 
other proposal that went around in 1965 and 
it had passed the legislatures in 28 states,” 
Freund said. The man said that he had a file 
on it. Freund asked him to look into it, say- 
ing, “It’s rather important that we know.” 

“After I got back to my office he sent me 
this paper, which is the genesis of the whole 
damned thing,” Freund said, holding up a 
piece of paper. 

It said that 28 state legislatures had 
adopted resolutions calling for a constitu- 
tional convention. Freund circulated this 
information to other newspapers and to pro- 
fessors of constitutional law with whom he 
had been corresponding, 

February came and nothing happened. He 
wrote to educators and to such groups as 
the Fund for the Republic to tell them of 
the situation. 

“Nothing was done,” he said. “It was a very 
frustrating experience. It was like dropping 
a stone in quicksand and watching it dis- 
appear.” 

On March 10 he was in Washington for a 
meeting of the Committee on Rules of Civil 
Practice and Procedure of the United States 
Judicial Conference. When he was having 
lunch in the cafeteria of the Supreme Court 
building, Fred P. Graham, who covers the 
court for the New York Times, came up. He 
spoke of receiving Freund's letter about the 
28 states’ petitions. 

“I told him of the lack of knowledge about 
the states’ rights movement and the failure 
of the press to report it,” Freund said. “I 
gave him my views on the dangers of calling 
a constitutional convention. 

“Graham got on it, His story was pub- 
lished March 18. (It said that 32 state legis- 
latures had petitioned for a convention and 
that Dirksen was believed to have led the 
drive to make an end run around Congress 
in attempting to amend the Constitution.) 
That created the explosion. But the papers 
still haven’t carried it in depth. 

“I call it my Operation Gallstone,” Freund 
said, “because if I had not had it nothing 
probably would have been done.” 

Freund thinks that the failure of the 
press to bring the controversy to public at- 
tention has been alarming. 

“The press has done a great disservice,” 
he said. “It was in default in this matter— 
joint resolutions for a constitutional conven- 
tion passed by 28 states without any knowl- 
edge on the highest levels of what was going 
on. 

“Who knows what other things are going 
on that the press doesn’t know about?” he 
asked. 

Freund is 76 years old, bald and his strong 
features are tanned. He wears steel-rimmed 
glasses and smokes a pipe as he talks. He said 
that he doesn’t know how he got interested 
in constitutional law. All lawyers are in- 
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terested in questions that arise from applica- 
tions of constitutional principles,” he said. 

He is absorbed by the ramifications of the 
proposed constitutional convention. “We 
have gotten into a constitutional maze,” he 
said, and quoted from a copy of a letter writ- 
ten by “an eminent law professor to an emi- 
nent Senator” delving into such questions as 
the validity of the various state petitions and 
the scope of the convention. 

No one knows what would happen, Freund 
said, and the professor’s opinion counts for 
no more than anyone else’s at this stage. 

Freund's respect for the Constitution is 
reflected in his affection and admiration for 
members of the Supreme Court, especially 
Chief Justice Earl Warren. 

He proudly shows visitors the latest ad- 
dition to the gallery of photographs that 
adorn the walls of his office. The new picture 
is a color photograph of the Justices of the 
Supreme Court signed by each man. They 
are posed informally in a conference room of 
the court in street clothes, Warren, then gov- 
ernor of California, served with Freund on a 
committee on movies, radio and comic strips 
for the American Bar Association in 1947 
and 1948. Freund thinks that Warren will be 
remembered as a great Chief Justice. 

Other autographed photographs on the 
walls are of Herbert Hoover, Calvin Coolidge, 
Dean Acheson, Wayne L. Morse and Adlai E. 
Stevenson. Freund's favorite painting an 
early copy of George Caleb Bingham’s “Coun- 
try Election,” dominates one wall. 

One of the aims of the bar committee on 
movies was to counteract the romanticizing 
of crime and ridiculing of lawyers, judges 
and the processes of law in movies, on the 
radio and in the comics, 

Freund told an interviewer in 1950 that a 
movie should be made of the book, “The 
Just and the Unjust” by James Gould Coz- 
zens, He said, in a reporter’s words, that it 
gave a “true portrayal of a typical lawyer— 
neither a sharpie nor a dramatic superman, 
but a fellow who spends most of his time in 
the office, painstakingly trying, between tele- 
phone calls about other cases, to plece to- 
gether the truth.“ 

In a sense that is what Arthur Freund has 
been doing—quietly and painstakingly try- 
ing to find out what was going on in the re- 
apportionment controversy and letting others 
know about it. 


FRANK FARNER NAMED PRESIDENT 
OF FEDERAL CITY COLLEGE 


Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, some days 
ago I made a brief speech on the floor 
of the Senate in which I criticized ofi- 
cials in the District Building and in the 
White House for not implementing at a 
faster rate the legislation passed by Con- 
gress last year authorizing the construc- 
tion of two institutions of higher educa- 
tion in the District of Columbia, one the 
Federal City College, the other the Insti- 
tute for Technical. Training. Both of 
these higher education institutions are 
designed by the legislation to provide 
educational opportunities to young men 
and women in the District of Columbia 
who come from low-income homes. 

In that speech, I pointed out that the 
administration at both the White House 
and the District Building levels had not 
even appointed presidents for the two 
colleges. I also criticized the fact that 
steps had not been taken to date to rent 
potential classrooms in vacant facilities 
in the District of Columbia so that some 
classes could be started next fall for 
freshman students. 

In that speech, I pointed out that in 
other areas of the country where com- 
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munity colleges and vocational institu- 
tions have been set up by State legisla- 
tures, chambers of commerce and other 
community groups have proceeded with- 
out delay to obtain temporary quarters 
for the starting of classes at the begin- 
ning of the next school term. 

I am pleased to report today that Mr. 
Charles A. Horsky, who has been given 
the responsibility by the administration 
to help to develop plans for a Federal 
City College, has advised me that Mr. 
Frank Farner, of my own State of 
Oregon, has been named president of 
Federal City College. Iam delighted with 
this appointment because not only is 
Professor Farner one of the most able 
educators in my State; he is also recog- 
nized throughout the United States as an 
exceptionally fine educator. He has been 
associate dean of the graduate school 
of the University of Oregon since 1964 
and professor of educational administra- 
tion since 1966. His biographical record 
of educational accomplishments is out- 
standing. 

Mr. Horsky has sent me a statement 
of Mr. Farner’s qualifications for the ap- 
pointment which has been awarded him 
as president of Federal City College, 
Washington, D.C. I wish to thank Mr. 
Horsky for sending this biographical ma- 
terial to me and also to commend him 
for the steps that he, his associates, and 
the members of the board of trustees are 
taking to speed plans for putting Federal 
City College into operation. 

I wish the Recorp to show also that a 
great deal of progress is being made in 
speeding up and implementing the plans 
for bringing into being the Institute of 
Technical Training for the District of 
Columbia. 

I ask unanimous consent that the ma- 
terial which Mr. Horsky has sent me be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

FRANK FARNER NAMED PRESIDENT OF FEDERAL 
Crry COLLEGE 

The Board of Higher Education announces 
the appointment of Frank Farner as Presi- 
dent of the Federal City College. This is the 
first appointment made by the Board to the 
administration of the College, which was 
authorized by the Congress late last year. 

President Farner comes to his new posi- 
tion from the University of Oregon, where 
he has been the Associate Dean of the Grad- 
uate School since 1964, and Professor of Edu- 
cational Administration since 1966. In 1965- 
1966 President Farner served as Special 
Assistant to the President of the University 
of Connecticut and Acting Director of Higher 
Education for that State. These last two 
positions were those held by President 
Farner during his term of service as an 
Intern in Academic Administration under 
the auspices of the American Council on 
Higher Education. 

President Farner’s earlier professional his- 
tory includes: 

Associate Professor of Educational Admin- 
istration, University of Oregon, 1963-1966. 

Assistant Professor of Educational Admin- 
istration, University of California (Berkeley), 
1962-1963. 

Assistant Professor of Educational Admin- 
3 Claremont Graduate School, 1960- 
1962. 

Visiting Lecturer in Educational Admin- 
istration, Claremont (Calif.) Graduate 
School, 1957-1960. 
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Principal and teacher, Yoyogi Elementary 
Tokyo American School, in the U.S. Army 
Dependent Schools System, 1953-56. 

Teacher, High School Mathematics and 
coach, Hemet, California, 1950-1951. 

President Farner has also served as a con- 
sultant on school finance and organization 
to a large number of California, Oregon, 
Idaho and Nevada School Districts, Counties 
and Junior Colleges. 

President Farner was born in Denver, Colo- 
rado, on October 9, 1927. His father, George 
K. Farner, was a Civil Engineer. He spent his 
childhood and youth in Washington, D.O., 
La Crosse, Wisconsin, and Los Angeles. He 
holds a B.A. degree in Government from 
Pomona College, Claremont, California 
(1949) and an M.A. (1957) and Ph. D. (1960) 
in Education from Claremont Graduate 
School. During World War II he was awarded 
the Bronze Star for his service as a Ist Lieu- 
tenant in the U.S. Army, Infantry, in the 
United States and Korea. He now holds the 
rank of major in the U.S. Army Reserve. 

President Farner was married in 1950 to 
Saralel Morgan of Long Beach, California. 
They have three children, Ann, 15, George A., 
13 and Mary, 11. The two youngest children 
were born in Tokyo. 

President Farner's salary in his new posi- 
tion will be $30,000 per year. The Board of 
Higher Education fixed this salary, with the 
approval of the Commissioners, as directed 
by the Act authorizing the College. Section 
103 of the Act provides that the compensa- 
tion of the officers and educational em- 
ployees of the College shall be “consistent 
with the public interest and in accordance 
with rates for comparable types of positions 
in like institutions of higher education.” 

Charles A. Horsky, Chairman of the Board 
of Higher Education, speaking for the Board, 
said that all members of the Board were 
elated with their success in persuading Dr. 
Farner to accept the position of President. 
“Dr. Farner was unanimously recommended 
to us by the consultants who helped in the 
selection,” Mr. Horsky said. The three con- 
sultants were Logan Wilson, President of the 
American Council on Education, Samuel 
Proctor, President of the Institute for Serv- 
ices to Education, and Russell Thackrey, 
Executive Secretary of the Association of 
State Universities and Land Grant Colleges. 
“After three lengthy sessions with Dr. Far- 
ner, at which every member of the Board was 
able to discuss with him his proposed ap- 
proach to the organization and administra- 
tion of the new college, every member of the 
Board is convinced that he will bring to it 
not only a wealth of knowledge and experi- 
ence, but a firm dedication to the objective 
of the College to provide educational oppor- 
tunities of the highest quality while denying 
no District young person full opportunity to 
achieve the highest education of which he 
is capable. The Board believes that it speaks 
well for the potential for education in the 
District that can be provided by the College 
that it has been able to attract a person of 
Dr. Farner’s outstanding abilities.” 

Dr. Logan Wilson, one of the consultants 
who aided the Board, and a leading American 
educator, when informed of the appointment, 
said: “In my judgment, the Federal City Col- 
lege is very fortunate in getting Dr, Frank 
Farner as its first President. He is un- 
doubtedly one of the most promising young 
educational leaders in the country, and I am 
pleased to learn of his appointment.” 

President Farner has written a large num- 
ber of books, articles, consultant reports and 
book reviews on school finance, school or- 
ganization, Junior college administration and 
financial organization, comparative linguistic 
development, computer application in edu- 
cation, and other topics. Among his books 
are: 

California Local Finance, Stanford Univer- 
sity Press, 1960. 
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Man-Machine Systems in Education, Har- 
per & Row, 1966. 

Thunderbird: A History of the U.S. 45th 
Infantry Division, the Division, 1953. 

The Southern California Metropolis, 1960- 
1980, Southern California Research Council, 
1959. 

Among his articles are: 

“Cultural-Linguistic Differences and Vo- 
cabulary Development,” Calif. Journal of 
Educational Research, May 1957. 

“Comparative Achievement of Matched 
Groups of Nisei, Mexican-American and 
Anglo High School Students,” Calif. Journal 
of Educational Research, June 1959. 

“New Methods of School Financing,” The 
Tax Digest, Jan. 1959. 

“Equalization of Educational Opportunity 
Through Fiscal Reform,” Proceedings of the 
National Taz Conference, Seattle, Aug. 1961. 

President Farner is presently serving on 
active duty in the U.S. Army Reserve in 
Seattle, Washington. Following that, he will 
conclude his summer teaching at the Univer- 
sity of Oregon, and expects to arrive in Wash- 
ington about August 15. His family expects 
to join him before Labor Day. 


INTEREST EQUALIZATION TAX EX- 
TENSION ACT OF 1967 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H.R. 6098) to provide an ex- 
tension of the interest equalization tax, 
and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Delaware. 

4 Mr. LONG of Missouri obtained the 
oor. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield without losing his right 
to the floor? 

Mr. LONG of Missouri. I yield. 


ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen- 
ate completes its business today, it stand 
in adjournment until 12 o’clock noon 
tomorrow. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF SEN- 
ATORS BROOKE AND FANNIN AND 
FOR TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE 
BUSINESS TOMORROW 


Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that at the con- 
clusion of the prayer and the reading of 
the Journal tomorrow, the distinguished 
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
Brooke] be recognized for 30 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I further ask unani- 
mous consent that following the Senator 
from Massachusetts, the distinguished 
Senator from Arizona [Mr. FANNIN] be 
recognized for 20 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. And that following 
the distinguished Senator from Arizona, 
there be a period for the transaction of 
routine morning business, with state- 
ments limited to 3 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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Mr. MANSFIELD. I thank the Senator 
from Missouri. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres- 
ident, will the Senator yield for a 
moment? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes, indeed. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Do I 
understand correctly that there will be 
no further action on the pending bill 
today? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is correct. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Missouri. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, may 
we have order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ate will be in order. The Senator will 
suspend until order is restored. 

The Senator from Missouri may 
proceed. 


WIRETAPPING 


Mr. LONG of Missouri. Mr. President, 
on May 23, I made a brief statement in 
the Senate regarding the article pub- 
lished in the May 26 issue of Life which 
attempts to discredit both me and the 
investigation of the Administrative Prac- 
tice and Procedure Subcommittee into 
Government snooping. Today, I intend to 
comment in more detail. 

The thrust of the Life article is that the 
Subcommittee on Administrative Prac- 
tice and Procedure, of which I have been 
chairman since 1963, has made its inves- 
tigations and come to its “conclusions” 
at the suggestion of the Teamsters 
Union. 

More specifically, the magazine says 
that Mr. Sidney Zagri, a lobbyist for the 
Teamsters, now deceased, suggested the 
investigation. The avowed purpose, ac- 
cording to Life magazine, was to develop 
information to keep Jimmy Hoffa out of 
prison and, or, if imprisoned, get him 
released from prison. 

Life says: 

For the last three months Life has been 
investigating the Long-Hoffa association and 
has reached these conclusions: 

1. Senator Long was strongly influenced 
to take up the investigations of Federal 
snooping by friends who were high in the 
Teamster hierarchy. 

2. Senator Long’s hearings have blunted 
the Justice Department’s Organized Crime 
Drive by discrediting its participating gov- 
ernmental agencies in particular the Inter- 
nal Revenue Service. 

3. Senator Long has misused his investi- 
gating Subcommittee—first as an instru- 
ment for trying to keep Jimmy Hoffa out of 
prison; subsequently, for trying to get Hoffa’s 
conviction reversed. 

4. Senator Long, who says he has not been 
in active law practice since the mid-1950’s, 
was paid $48,000 for legal services by a close 
personal friend, the chief counsel for Jimmy 
Hoffa, during 1963 and 1964. These were the 
years immediately preceding the opening of 
the subcommittee hearings. 


A reading of the full article shows 
these conclusions rely on inference and 
innuendo, and are solely the conclusions 
of Life magazine. 

Mr. President, it is well understood by 
everyone who has faced the problem that 
it is most difficult to overcome inference 
and innuendo and prove a negative con- 
dition. 

Certainly to refute a magazine article 
with a general circulation of 7 or 8 mil- 
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lion copies each week is especially diffi- 
cult, for it is virtually impossible to reach 
such an audience. 

In my rebuttal today, I shall reply 
primarily on official records of the Senate 
and I shall quote from those records to 
indicate fully and completely that the 
Teamsters Union had nothing to do with 
the planning or execution of our investi- 
gation. 

Nor did any other person or group 
have a significant part in the initiation 
of our investigations—with one excep- 
tion. That exception, Mr. President, was 
Life’s sister publication Time magazine, 
which not only played a supporting role, 
but served as a catalyst which caused 
our subcommittee to go forward with 
the investigation into Government eaves- 
dropping. 

Unfortunately, the material and the 
facts which I present may provide less 
exciting reading than the “conclusions” 
drawn by Life magazine. 

Nevertheless, I believe it is important 
that this presentation be made. 

First, Mr. President, let me give some 
authentic background and go back spe- 
cifically into the period in which I be- 
came directly concerned with this whole 
matter of the invasion of privacy. 

Senator Tom Hennings, of Missouri, 
whom I succeeded to the Senate at the 
time of his death, conducted an investi- 
gation of wiretapping, eavesdropping and 
the Bill of Rights while he was chairman 
of the Constitutional Rights Subcom- 
mittee. The investigation by Senator 
Hennings’ subcommittee in 1958 and 
1959 dealt mostly with the status of the 
law and the effect of such snooping on 
individual rights. However, it also re- 
vealed a great amount of invasion of 
the privacy of American citizens. 

In 1961 I was appointed to the Con- 
stitutional Rights Subcommittee of 
which Senator Ervin was and is chair- 
man. Four bills dealing with wiretapping 
and electronic eavesdropping were in- 
troduced that year and the Constitu- 
tional Rights Subcommittee held public 
hearings on them on May 9 through 
May 12, 1961. Each of these bills would 
have authorized some law enforcement 
wiretapping under certain conditions. 

Several weeks later, it was suggested 
that the subcommittee favorably re- 
port one of the measures, S. 1086, to the 
full Judiciary Committee without a for- 
mal executive meeting. On August 11, 
1961, Senator John A. Carroll and I by 
a joint letter to the subcommittee chair- 
man expressed our opposition to this 
procedure. We said: 

We believe this bill raises substantial con- 
stitutional questions which should be furthe- 
considered by the Subcommittee. The Con- 
gress must proceed with utmost caution 


when considering a bill which would make 
such a significant change in our law. 

Since 1934, it has been unlawful for anyone 
to intercept and divulge wire and radio 
communications. This bill would drastically 
change the present prohibition by allowing 
state and local law enforcement officials to 
wiretap in compliance with state law pro- 
vided certain general restrictions are met. 

In the consideration of legislation of such 
consequence, the Congress should strictly 
adhere to its rules of procedure. 

We, therefore, respectfully object to Sub- 
committee action being taken on S. 1086 by 
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poll, It is our firm conviction that if any 
action is taken on this bill, it should be in 
executive session of the Subcommittee duly 
called and with a quorum present. 


Subsequently, a meeting was held and 
S. 1086 was approved by the subcommit- 
tee with amendments. Senator Carroll 
and I continued our opposition to the 
measure and voted against it. Certainly 
this action on my part precedes by some 
time any wiretap question involving Mr. 
Hoffa. Our feeling at that time as later 
had nothing to do with any individual. 
It had to do with what we believed were 
the rights of free citizens living in a free 
society. 

Mr. President, S. 1086 was placed on 
the agenda of the Judiciary Committee 
where it remained when the Attorney 
General of the United States recom- 
mended a wiretap bill to the Congress in 
February 1962. This bill would have au- 
thorized wiretapping by both Federal 
and State law-enforcement officials un- 
der certain conditions. 

The full Judiciary Committee com- 
menced hearings on the bill on March 29, 
1962. The Senator from New York [Mr. 
KENNED TI was then Attorney General, 
and he was the leadoff witness. 

I quote from the printed hearing rec- 
ord some of the comments which I made 
at that time in my questioning of the 
Attorney General: 

It has been suggested that there is a great 
amount of invasion of private rights now by 
wiretapping, and apparently one of the argu- 
ments for this proposed legislation is this 
would stop that. 

I am not convinced that if we do have 
these violations now that it is necessary to 
pass a bill of this kind to stop that type of 
violation. It looks to me like it is just a sim- 
ple matter. I understood you to say earlier in 
the discussion that it is the divulging of the 
word that you hear that is a violation now. 
Would it not be possible just to make the 
tap itself a violation, which would be a rather 
simple matter, by legislative action. 


On page 36 of the record, Mr. Presi- 
dent, I asked the Attorney General: 

This bill as proposed would allow Federal 
officers to wiretap. Isn't that a complete over- 
riding of the policy of those States to protect 
the privacy of telephone conversations of 
people in the respective States? 


At page 37, Mr. President, I said: 


General, the whole thing boils down to 
whether there is a sufficient need and sufi- 
cient justification in the successful prosecu- 
tion of criminals—whether this assistance is 
of enough importance to override the viola- 
tion of individual rights. That is the crux of 
the whole matter, is it not? 


To this Attorney General Kennedy re- 
plied, “Yes.” 

I then said: 

And there is the possibility that if it was 
not administered very strictly and very care- 
fully, that it would branch over into other 
fields. 


Attorney General Kennedy said: 
We have attempted to put such strict lim- 


itations in this legislation that I don't see 
how it is really possible. 


I then said: 

General, we have always held in our courts 
that a communication between a man and a 
wife is highly privileged, between a doctor 
and his patient, between a lawyer and his 
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client. These are highly privileged communi- 
cations, 

Following along the line of what the Sen- 
ator from Colorado was talking about a min- 
ute ago, he would be tapping one individual 
there but other people would be involved. 
Actually if there was a booth in Washington 
and a telephone call comes into that booth 
from Chicago, or from St. Louis, you are in 
reality tapping another telephone in that 
too, are you not? 


To which Attorney General Kennedy 
replied: 


You would be tapping all of the conver- 
sations. 


Attorney General Kennedy admitted 
that this was the situation. I then said: 

And whether it was the individual you were 
looking for, or the evidence you were looking 
for against him, that you had your order 
for, a man and his wife, or a man and a 
doctor, if they were talking on those lines, 
you would actually be invading their privacy, 
would you not? 


Attorney General Kennedy replied: 
That is correct. 


These hearings led me to begin a 
thorough and detailed study of wiretap- 
ping and electronic eavesdroping and 
their history. Nation magazine in its July 
14, 1962, issue published an article I had 
written, and in August, Focus/Midwest, 
@ magazine published in Missouri and 
Illinois, published another article by me. 
Both articles expressed the gravest con- 
cern over law-enforcement wiretapping 
and its effect on privacy. Both opposed 
the authorization of police wiretapping. 

In the spring of 1962, an investigative 
technique known as a mail cover was 
brought to my attention because of the 
interest I had shown in privacy. On 
June 14, 1962, I wrote the Postmaster 
General requesting a full report on this 
technique and its use. On July 17, 1962, 
the General Counsel of the Post Office 
Department replied in some detail. Then, 
on August 3, I made a lengthy statement 
in the Senate on mail covers calling for 
an end to their use or in the alternative 
the establishment of strict controls on 
their use. 

On June 28, 1963, I wrote the Post- 
master General again, inquiring as to 
whether any action had been taken re- 
garding this practice, and on August 14, 
I was informed by the General Counsel 
of the Post Office Department the situa- 
tion was the same. Later in the year, a 
new Postmaster General was appointed, 
and on November 1, I wrote Postmaster 
General Gronouski on the subject. He 
replied almost immediately saying he 
would look into the situation. No action 
was forthcoming so on March 11, 1964, 
I introduced a bill to prohibit the use of 
mail covers. Subsequently, in June 1964, 
Frontier magazine published an article I 
had written on mail covers. 

Moving back to March 1963, I was ap- 
pointed chairman of the Subcommittee 
on Administrative Practice and Pro- 
cedure. 

During the year 1963, the subcommit- 
tee spent considerable time working on a 
freedom of information bill which I 
sponsored and which subsequently was 
successfully passed though the Senate. 

The subcommittee also spent a great 
deal of time on a general revision of the 
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Administrative Procedure Act, sponsored 
by Senator DIRKSEN and me. The annual 
report of the subcommittee filed on Feb- 
ruary 28, 1964—Senate Report No. 929, 
88th Congress, second session—shows 
factually what the subcommittee was 
doing during the first of the 2 years that 
we were allegedly trying to help Mr. 
Hoffa. 

Not one word in the report refers to 
wiretapping or other electronic eaves- 
dropping. 

The real story of the subcommittee in- 
vestigation of wiretapping and eaves- 
dropping, Mr. President, does not begin 
until March 6, 1964, when an extensive 
article appeared in Time magazine under 
the heading of “Science.” It was entitled 
“Bug Thy Neighbor.” 

Let me quote a few paragraphs from 
the Time magazine article of that date. 
I do so because this becomes very im- 
portant to any consideration of Life’s 
conclusions of where our studies origi- 
nated and who made the suggestions. 

I read as follows: 

Eavesdropping may not be nice, but it gets 
niftier all the time. From gleaming elec- 
tronics factories and grubby back-street 
workshops has come an ever-subtler array of 
“surveillance instruments” to penetrate the 
individual's privacy. 

Many police forces have elaborate elec- 
tronic departments, Clandestine eavesdrop- 
ping has featured increasingly in big-time 
legal battles, including the Bobby Baker 
hearings in Washington and Frank Sinatra, 
Jr.'s kidnaping case. Not too unhappily, An- 
drew J. Palermo, chief investigator for Bos- 
ton’s Central Secret Service Bureau, allows: 
“Nobody is safe anywhere.” 


Now, Mr. President, I call attention to 
the key statement in Time magazine, 
which not only aroused our curiosity, but 
which caused us to promptly begin to 
make inquiries. I quote again from Time 
magazine: 

The Federal Government alone is believed 
to buy about $20 million worth of bugging 
gear a year. Moreover, this total does not in- 
clude all purchases by the bug-infested CIA, 
which likes to shop through dummy 
agencies. 


The rest of the Time article then goes 
on to give great detailed descriptions in- 
cluding photographs and diagrams of 
how bugging and eavesdropping take 
place. Mr. President, I ask unanimous 
consent that the full text of the article 
be printed at the end of my remarks as 
an appendix. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 

Mr. LONG of Missouri. Mr. President, 
the charge that $20 million per year was 
being spent by the Federal Government 
for wiretap and electronic bugging de- 
vices was a matter of great concern to 
the subcommittee. 

This concern was documented on 
March 10, 1965, in Senate Report No. 
119—89th Congress, first session—a re- 
port to the Senate on the work of the 
subcommittee for the year 1964. This re- 
port dealt primarily with freedom of 
information and other matters which 
the subcommittee had been working on. 
On page 7, however, at the conclusion of 
the report under the heading Eaves- 
dropping,” it stated the following with 
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respect to the beginning of the investiga- 
tion of Government snooping. 

Still another area of the administrative 
process on which the Subcommittee has be- 
gun some preliminary work is in attempting 
to measure the extent that highly sophisti- 
cated electronic eavesdropping equipment is 
used by the Federal agencies both internally 
and in dealing with the public. This might 
affect the manner of revising several areas 
of the Administrative Procedure Act. Section 
6(b) deals with agency investigations and 
investigatory techniques, Similarly, section 
7(c) covers evidentiary matters and could 
be amended as to require exclusion of any 
evidence obtained by means of electronic 
eavesdropping or wiretapping. The law on 
the subject is extremely vague. It is hoped 
that the investigation will result in the dis- 
covery of some useful yardsticks. 

To date, the Subcommittee has been able 
to do little more than become acquainted 
with the state of the art, and uncover posi- 
tive evidence that large sums of money are 
being spent by certain departments and 
agencies of the Federal Government for 
eavesdropping equipment. A comprehensive 
questionnaire on invasions of privacy has 
been sent to the departments and agencies 
in an effort to develop as many facts as pos- 
sible on this subject. 


In September of 1964, the subcom- 
mittee devised and sent to all govern- 
ment agencies the above-referred-to 
questionnaire. The questionnaire asked 
specific questions of each Government 
agency in the following categories: 

First. Use of recording devices in the 
telephone system. 

Second. The use of electronic devices 
generally. 

Third. Special observation equipment. 

Fourth. Mail covers. 

Fifth. Security forces. 

Sixth. Privacy of employees. 

Seventh. Rules and regulations gov- 
erning the use of electronic equipment, 
wiretapping, eavesdropping, mail covers, 
and so forth. 

The questions in the questionnaire, 
specifically ask what the agencies were 
using, what they were doing with this 
material, where they were obtained, how 
much they cost, and from whom they 
were purchased. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the question- 
naire and a list of the agencies to which 
it was sent be printed at the end of my 
remarks as an appendix. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Hor 
LINGS in the chair). Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 2.) 

Mr. LONG of Missouri. Most depart- 
ments filled the questionnaires out 
promptly and returned them. There were 
several noticeable exceptions, however. 
One was the Internal Revenue Service. 
In the meantime, a large file of com- 
plaints against various agencies regard- 
ing the invasion of privacy had begun 
to accumulate. The subcommittee, of 
course, checked very carefully the results 
of the questionnaires; and on February 
138, 1965, the subcommittee opened public 
hearings on electronic eavesdropping. 

Mr. President, the facts here presented 
I believe show clearly the reason why the 
Administrative Practice and Procedure 
Subcommittee began its investigation of 
wiretapping, eavesdropping, mail covers, 
and other government practices that in- 
vade privacy. The Teamster Union 
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played no part whatsoever. Rather, it 
was due to a longstanding concern for 
privacy and information indicating ex- 
tensive invasions of privacy by govern- 
ment agencies. Thus, Life’s conclusion 
No. 1 that I was strongly influenced to 
take up the investigation by friends high 
in the Teamster hierachy is completely 
invalid. 

Conclusion No, 2 suffers the same de- 
ficiency as No. 1, a complete lack of 
validity. This conclusion charges that 
the subcommittee hearings have blunted 
the Justice Department’s organized 
crime drive by discrediting its partici- 
pating governmental agencies—in par- 
ticular, the Internal Revenue Service. 

In opening the subcommittee investi- 
gative hearings on February 18, 1965, I 
tried in my statement to establish an 
objective tone for the hearings which I 
believe we followed throughout the in- 
vestigation. My opening statement, in 
part, said: 

This morning the Subcommittee on Ad- 
ministrative Practice and Procedure begins 
hearings on alleged invasions of privacy by 
federal agencies. Let me stress the word 
“alleged,” because many of the accusations 
which may have been made, both by gov- 
ernment employes and members of the pub- 
lic, have not yet been proved. 

Let me also stress the point that many of 
the practices and procedures which some 
people allege to be unwarranted and un- 
necessary invasions of privacy are staunchly 
defended by their users as both warranted 
and necessary indeed, indispensable, as tools 
of law enforcement. 

In a free society, we must maintain a 
balance, and that is what these hearings 
are all about. 

It is certainly not our purpose to harm 
law enforcement. 

We are attempting to get as complete a 
picture as possible of government surveil- 
lance techniques, but this is somewhat like 
putting together a gigantic jigsaw puzzle. 
Each individual piece may be innocent 
enough in appearance, but the finished pic- 
ture may be “Big Brother.” 

Up to this point, this Subcommittee has 
confined its examination to only a very small 
fraction of the snooping problem. We have 
not looked into (1) industrial spying, (2) 
labor spying, (3) private-eye spying, or (4) 
state and local law enforcement spying. In 
fact, we have looked into only a minor frac- 
tion of federal law enforcement activities; 
so far, we have examined into the methods 
of only the non-security community; we 
have not looked at the surveillance tech- 
niques of such agencies as the FBI, CIA, mili- 
tary intelligence, and so forth. I am not 
saying that such an investigation should not 
or will not be made, only that it has not 
been made and our findings must be in- 
terpreted accordingly. 

This Subcommittee shall call many wit- 
nesses before it is finished with this inves- 
tigation. We will not be concerned with the 
deeds or misdeeds of these individuals, or 
their popularity or unpopularity. Under our 
system of government, as we have known it 
for almost 200 years, our constitutional guar- 
antees are equally available to the guilty as 
to the innocent, to the unpopular as to the 
popular. The rights of none of us are any 
stronger than the rights of any one of us. 

To this point our investigation has la- 
bored under a number of handicaps which 
we have attempted to overcome. 

We are investigating an area about which 
few people wish to talk. We have attempted 
to remedy this situation by the use of per- 
sistence and patience. 

We have been refused specific information 
by at least two departments. We hope to 
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persuade these departments of the right- 
eousness of our cause and our need for this 
information. 

We are cognizant that there are functions 
within the government of a highly sensitive 
nature and we have no intention of dis- 
rupting them. The use of these devices in 
sensitive areas may well be necessary, prop- 
erly controlled, and non-offensive. 

We have attempted to acquaint ourselves 
with the “state of the art” of snooping 
equipment. This is a good starting point for 
our hearings today. As will be demonstrated, 
in the hands of a competent operator, these 
insidious devices spell an end to the per- 
sonal and business privacy of anyone 
brought into their range. 

Unfortunately, in this whole area of in- 
vasions of privacy, we are in both a legal 
desert and a legal jungle—a legal desert be- 
cause of the sparsity of law; a legal jungle 
because of the conflicting nature of such 
law which exists. Any light which we may 
shed on this problem will be helpful. 

During the next two weeks we hope to 
examine into certain invasions of 
privacy which have been widely employed 
by the Post Office Department. Thereafter, 
as time permits, we shall look into the prac- 
tices of a number of federal departments 
and agencies. The subject is a very broad 
one, and it is our intention to cover it thor- 
oughly. 


Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the full text of my opening 
statement be printed at the end of my 
remarks as an appendix. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 3.) 

Mr. LONG of Missouri. At the time 
the hearings opened, we did not expect. 
serious obstruction from any Government 
agencies. We were shocked when we 
began to have a series of problems with 
the Internal Revenue Service, with the 
Food and Drug Administration, and with 
the Post Office Department. 

The Internal Revenue Service, in 
March 1965, filed a partially filled out 
questionnaire. Later it admitted that the 
contents were not true, and we author- 
ized them to make such corrections as 
they might. 

Mr. President, on Wednesday, July 12, 
1967, the Internal Revenue Service after 
2% years finally sent us its “completed 
questionnaire.” This attitude has marked 
our relations with IRS from the begin- 
ning. 

The Internal Revenue Service has yet 
to furnish us with the following: 

First. The official diaries of selected 
special agents who engaged in electronic 
eavesdropping, requested of the Internal 
Revenue Service in February 1965. 

Second. Affidavits submitted to the IRS 
Commissioner by special agents, re- 
quested June 28, 1965. 

Third. Subcommittee questionnaire of 
September 2, 1965, designed to be filled 
out by individual agents with special 
electronic training, submitted to IRS 
Commissioner, September 1965. 

Fourth. List of persons tried and con- 
victed under the organized crime drive, 
requested December 1964, and re-re- 
quested December 1965. 

Fifth. In late 1965, we asked for the 
results of the IRS Inspection Division’s 
investigation of IRS use of electronic 
eavesdropping. The investigation had 
been announced by Commissioner Cohen 
on July 13, 1965. Mr. Cohen had said that 
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he wanted this information and would 
“Jet the chips fall where they may.” We 
have not received this information and 
there is no indication yet when we shall 
receive it. 

As noted above, on September 2, 1965, 
we submitted to the Internal Revenue 
Commissioner a questionnaire to be 
filled out by IRS agents on their personal 
use of electronic surveillance equipment. 

The Internal Revenue Service an- 
nounced that it would not distribute this 
questionnaire to its special agents, and, 
to date, it has continued to refuse. 

The following is an example of the 
questions asked: 

Have you entered private property without 
a court order and without the knowledge 
and consent of the occupant, owner or lessee 
to tap a telephone, install a bug, examine 
files, papers or other records, or for any 
other purposes, since January 1, 1958? If so, 
supply the following information for each 
such entry. 


This question is one which is vital to 
the freedom of every individual citizen 
guaranteed in the Constitution of the 
United States. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that this questionnaire 
and the letter of transmittal to Commis- 
sioner Cohen be printed at the end of my 
remarks as an appendix. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 4.) 

Mr. LONG of Missouri. Mr, President, 
Life magazine has attempted to make 
much of alleged “persecution” of agents 
of the Internal Revenue Service by mem- 
bers of our subcommittee staff. In the 
article in question, there appears a pho- 
tograph of Mr, Bernard Fensterwald, Jr., 
counsel for our subcommittee. It says: 

Mr. Fensterwald worked zealously to dis- 
credit federal crime investigators. 


The Internal Revenue Service has con- 
stantly refused to give us information 
which the committee believes it legiti- 
mately is entitled to. When the Internal 
Revenue Service refused to give us this 
information, then, Mr. President, I sub- 
mit there was no other way open for us 
to get this information other than to put 
individual agents on the witness stand 
under oath and to inquire of them 
whether or not they had unlawfully in- 
vaded the privacy of individual citizens 
and for what purposes. 

In the course of our examination of 
IRS activities, we found, for example, 
that among the training given to IRS 
agents, in addition to what amounts to 
a complete course in electronic bugging, 
they are taught how to pick locks. 

In the course of questioning IRS 
Agent Charles D. Lindsay to determine 
why the IRS needed to teach their 
agents how to pick locks, Mr. Lindsay 
said they did not furnish him a set of 
lock picks, but he consequently acquired 
what amounts to a set of burglar tools 
after attending a convention of lock- 
smiths. 

As we persisted in trying to find out 
why Mr. Lindsay had these tools and 
for what purpose he used them, he said: 

Outside of my own desk lock and trying 
to empty file cabinets and what not. It was 
a waste of money. 
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There were many such things as this 
that puzzled us and aroused more than 
our curiosity. 

Mr. Lindsay could deny with a straight 
face that he unlawfully used the infor- 
mation he acquired at the school for 
Treasury agents, but what could be the 
purpose of teaching such things to 
Treasury agents unless it was intended 
that the information be used. 

It was extremely difficult to obtain 
specific information from these agents 
and if persistent questioning to find out 
what laws were being violated could be 
interpreted to be “worked zealously to 
discredit Federal crime investigators,” 
then the subcommittee was guilty at 
least in the eyes of Life magazine. The 
subcommittee worked very hard to put 
into the public record the extent of 
illegal electronic eavesdropping by Fed- 
eral agents, as this was a key part of our 
investigation. 

Mr. President, along with its “com- 
pleted questionnaire” filed with the sub- 
committee on July 12, IRS submitted a 
letter and enclosures setting out the find- 
ings of the special Treasury Department 
board which inquired into IRS use of 
electronics devices. The letter stated the 
findings of the board confirmed the mat- 
ters developed before the subcommittee. 
Unfortunately, however, the letter and 
enclosures contained no information to 
back up the figures and tables presented, 
Thus, there still remains an information 
gap. Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the letter be printed at the end 
of my remarks as an appendix. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 5.) 

Mr. LONG of Missouri. Mr. President, 
there is one central agency of the Fed- 
eral Government heading and directing 
the Government’s drive against organized 
crime. That agency is the Justice Depart- 
ment which, of course, includes the FBI. 

There is no one in this country who 
can better inform us as to the fight 
against crime than the Director of the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation, Mr. 
J. Edgar Hoover. 

The following is the full text of a letter 
written to me by Director Hoover with 
respect to our investigation: 

JANUARY 20, 1966. 
Hon. EDWARD V. Lona, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

My Dear Senator: I would like to express, 
on behalf of my associates and myself, our 
appreciation for the close examination which 
you and your staff made of our procedures 
concerning the use of electronic listening 
devices in connection with our investigative 
operations. 

Your inquiries in this regard were certainly 
marked by complete objectivity and fairness 
in developing a full and complete picture of 
our use of these techniques. 

As you well know from these exhaustive 
studies, as well as conferences with our rep- 
resentatives, both at Federal Bureau of In- 
vestigation headquarters and in Senate of- 
fices, the Federal Bureau of Investigatlon's 
policies and procedures throughout the years 
have been such as to completely preclude any 
uncontrolled or unwarranted use of such 
devices. 

As you have determined in your penetra- 
tive inquiry, we have restricted and limited 
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the use of these techniques to only the most 
serious situations involving the national se- 
curity and the investigations of heinous 
crimes wherein human life and the welfare 
of our citizens are at stake, and in conspir- 
acies and the atrocious crimes of violence 
perpetrated or plotted by key hoodlum lead- 
ers of the organized underworld. With re- 
spect to wiretapping, this technique has only 
been utilized in situations involving the na- 
tional security and in kidnaping and extor- 
tion investigations. These policies and proce- 
dures have, of course, been approved by vari- 
ous Attorneys General down through the 


All of us consider it a welcome opportunity 
to have had the privilege of working with 
you and your staff. I am certainly in accord 
with the objectives of your Committee to 
establish safeguards and proper controls 
which will preclude the uncontrolled and 
indiscriminate use of these investigative tech- 
niques. 

We consider the searching inquiries made 
by you completely justified and, therefore, we 
were happy to submit our procedures for your 
close scrutiny. It has been a pleasure to have 
been of service to you in this connection. 

With kindest personal regards, 

Sincerely yours, 
J. EDGAR Hoover. 


Please note, Mr. President, that Mr. 
Hoover said: 

We consider the searching inquiries made 
by you completely justified, and, therefore, 
we were happy to submit our procedures for 
your close scrutiny. 


Further, I would like to emphasize 
that Mr. Hoover said: 

I am certainly in accord with the objec- 
tives of your Committee to establish safe- 
guards and proper controls which will pre- 
clude the uncontrolled and indiscriminate 
use of these investigative techniques. 


Mr. President, I believe most everyone 
would agree that Director J. Edgar Hoo- 
ver is a more competent authority than 
Life magazine on whether or not we have 
“blunted the Justice Department’s orga- 
nized crime drive by discrediting its 
participating governmental agencies.” 

With reference to the Justice Depart- 
ment itself, let us examine the position 
taken by the Attorney General of the 
United States, Mr. Ramsey Clark. 

Mr. Clark, as head of the Department 
of Justice, states unequivocally that nei- 
ther our investigation nor proposed leg- 
islation in any way impedes his efforts 
in the drive against organized crime. 

The Senate of the United States and 
the people of the Nation can choose be- 
tween the clearcut statements of Mr. 
Hoover and the Attorney General as 
igs the “conclusions” of Life maga- 

e. 

Early this year, I introduced S. 928, the 
proposed Right of Privacy Act of 1967. 
The bill was drafted by the Justice De- 
partment, and I introduced it on behalf 
of the administration. 

The bill was referred to the subcom- 
mittee for consideration and hearings. 
We invited the Attorney General to ap- 
pear as the first witness. Needless to say, 
he gave complete support to the bill. In 
view of statements previously made by 
some individuals that our hearings have 
harmed the drive against organized 
crime, I purposely engaged in the follow- 
ing colloquy with the Attorney General 
during his appearance before the sub- 
committee on March 20, 1967: 
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Senator Lonc. A couple more questions I 
want to ask you that I think are vital to all 
of us: 

If S. 928 is enacted, will this really be aid- 
ing the criminals as the opponents of this 
bill claim? 

General CAR. Not at all, in my judgment; 
not at all. 

Senator Lone. Will passage of S. 928 limit 
in any way your department’s war on or- 
ganized crime? 

General CLARK. I think not. There is a good 
bit of evidence that I can offer. In calendar 
1966 the number of indictments under our 
organized crime statutes and the number of 
people indicted were more than 25 percent 
higher than any year in history. The evidence 
used in securing these indictments was not 
developed in any way through the use of 
electronic surveillance. 

Senator Lona. And permitting wiretapping 
or bugging of that type, we run the chance 
of convicting one individual, but at the same 
time losing our right of privacy and other 
constitutional guarantees that may be worth 
more than one or two convictions. 

General CLARK, That is true. But I really 
do not subscribe to the balance theory. 

In my judgment, we have the potential to 
enlarge simultaneously the public safety and 
the right of privacy. I do not think it is a 
matter of balance. I think it is a matter of 
the devotion of adequate resources to secure 
the public safety, and I think that if we do 
this, we can enlarge both our liberty and 
our public safety. And this is the thing that 
we need to do. 

Senator Lone. In your judgment, the en- 
actment of this bill will not be aiding or- 
ganized crime and will, in no way, affect your 
department’s war on organized crime? 

General CLAnK. That is correct. 


Mr. President, the comments of the 
Attorney General of the United States 
are certainly clearcut, and I ask unani- 
mous consent that his statement before 
the subcommittee be printed at the end 
of my remarks as an appendix. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 6.) 

Mr. LONG of Missouri. Mr. President, 
throughout our entire hearings, we have 
kept the Justice Department informed 
of the direction which our hearings were 
taking. We have asked the Justice De- 
partment to give us their comments, sug- 
gestions, and assistance. They have been 
extremely helpful and we are indeed 
grateful. 

On many occasions, we have invited 
the Justice Department to have one of 
their lawyers work directly with the 
subcommittee or its staff and to have its 
representatives make absolutely and 
positively sure that none of the matters 
we touched upon in our public hearings 
dealt with pending cases or with cases 
which they intended to prosecute. 

The subcommittee has cooperated to 
the fullest extent with the Justice De- 
partment and vice versa, and I state this 
without equivocation of any kind. 

With reference to the Internal Reve- 
nue Service, counsel for the IRS sat in 
on most of our hearings and, at no time, 
did they ever suggest that our inquiry 
was touching upon Jimmy Hoffa or any 
other member of the Teamsters Union. 

Mr. President, on June 22, the Attor- 
ney General issued regulations banning 
practically all Federal law enforcement 
wiretapping and eavesdropping. The reg- 
ulations expanding and implementing 
the Presidential directive of 1965 fol- 
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lowed closely after the Supreme Court 
decision in the Berger case which sev- 
erely limited State law enforcement 
wiretapping and electronic eavesdrop- 
ping. The Attorney General’s regulations 
and the Supreme Court Berger decision 
to a great extent achieve the objectives 
of the subcommittee in the area of law 
enforcement wiretapping and electronic 
eavesdropping. These actions prove be- 
yond question the value of the subcom- 
mittee investigation, and I am delighted 
that these victories have been won in the 
struggle for privacy. Regardless of Life 
magazine, I find it a pleasure to share 
the company of the President, the At- 
torney General, and a majority of the 
Supreme Court on this issue. 

I ask unanimous consent that the reg- 
ulations as published in the New York 
Times be printed at the end of my re- 
marks as exhibit 7 and the Supreme 
Court decision in the Berger case be 
printed as exhibit 8. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibits 7 and 8.) 

Mr. LONG of Missouri. Mr. President, 
this is the record based upon fact in- 
stead of an article based upon innuendo 
and “conclusions” as published by Life 
magazine. Any discredit suffered by gov- 
ernmental agencies was due to their own 
misconduct and unlawful activities. Gov- 
ernment agents and officials who have 
not violated the law have had nothing to 
fear from the subcommittee. 

Conclusion No. 3 of the Life article is 
as follows: 

Senator Long has misused his investigat- 
ing subcommittee—first, as an instrument for 
trying to keep Jimmy Hoffa out of prison; 
subsequently, for trying to get Hoffa’s con- 
viction reversed. 


Mr. President, in the literally thou- 
sands of pages of testimony heard by the 
subcommittee, there is nothing which in 
any manner, in any shape, or in any form 
gives substance to that statement. 

The entire record refutes this con- 
clusion” by Life. 

Anyone who doubts this fact may read 
the complete record. They will not find 
anything which would give one iota of 
aid or comfort to Jimmy Hoffa or to any 
other person in an individual case. 

Now we come to conclusion No. 4: 

Senator Long who says he has not been in 
active law practice since mid-1950’s was paid 
$48,000 for legal services by a close personal 
friend, the chief counsel for Jimmy Hoffa, 
during 1963 and 1964. These were the years 
immediately preceding the opening of the 
Subcommittee hearings. 


This “conclusion” insinuates that 
there is something improper or unethical 
involved in my receipt of these legal fees. 
The validity of the insinuation rests on 
the validity of conclusions 1, 2, and 3. 
Since all three of these conclusions com- 
pletely lack substance, conclusion No. 4 
becomes moot. As I have shown, the 
Teamsters Union in no way influenced 
the initiation of the subcommittee in- 
vestigation. The investigation has not 
blunted the organized crime drive and 
the investigation has not helped Jimmy 
Hoffa. Thus, the insinuation of conclu- 
sion No. 4 that this money was received 
to help Jimmy Hoffa completely falls. 
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Besides this, Mr. Morris Shenker, the 
lawyer referred to in the conclusion, was 
not even chief counsel for Jimmy Hoffa 
until 1966. 

For 30 years, I have practiced law. 
Some people, I am pleased to say, value 
my legal advice and experience and are 
willing to pay for it. There are a number 
of specific points I wish to make con- 
cerning the legal fees and my 30 years of 
law practice. 

First. Not $48 nor even 48 cents of the 
fees I received came either directly or 
indirectly from Jimmy Hoffa or the 
Teamsters Union. 

Second. During my 30 years of prac- 
tice, I have never represented a labor 
union or a labor leader. 

Third, The fees I received were for 
legal services, for in each case I per- 
formed legal work for the client. 

Fourth. These clients came to me for 
legal assistance, not to get their names 
in the news. 

Fifth. There is a special relationship 
between lawyer and client and the pub- 
lication of details of the cases handled 
jointly by me and Mr. Shenker would 
raise serious ethical questions. 

Sixth. None of the cases involved the 
Federal Government in any way. 

Seventh. None of the cases involved 
any conflict of interest. 

Eighth. My duties as a lawyer were 
never allowed to interfere with my sena- 
torial duties. 

Ninth. The legal services I performed 
were never inconsistent with my respon- 
sibilities as a Senator. 

Tenth, It seems strange to me that 
during my entire public life, no innuen- 
dos, no insinuations, and no questions 
have been raised as to the propriety of 
my business and legal associations until 
my subcommittee exposed certain un- 
lawful activities of Government agencies. 

In view of conclusion No. 4’s complete 
lack of validity and the other points 
raised here, I see no reason to disregard 
the lawyer-client relationship by reveal- 
ing details of the cases worked on jointly 
by Mr. Shenker and myself. 

Mr. President, it is rather disconcert- 
ing to witness what an irresponsible 
article in a national magazaine can do. 
I only hope the facts set out here can 
dispel the insinuations and innuendos 
of the Life article. 

Exursrr 1 
[From Time magazine, Mar. 6, 1964] 
Bud Tuy NEIGHBOR 

Eavesdropping may not be nice, but it 
gets niftier all the time. From gleaming 
electronics factories and grubby back-street 
workshops has come an ever-subtler array 
of “surveillance instruments” to penetrate 
the individual's privacy. The devices are now 
so easy to plant and to hard to detect that 
their likely victims—lovers or diplomats, 
criminals or key executives—can seldom be 
wholly sure any more that confidential con- 
versations are not being overheard or re- 
corded. Private eyes have become private 
ears, and they have never been more pros- 
perous. They snoop with “bugs” hidden in 
hatbands or ballpoint pens. They wire exe- 
cutive suites, washrooms, bedrooms. They 
tail cars, listening from a safe distance to 
every word spoken inside them. 

Many police forces have elaborate elec- 
tronic departments. Clandestine eavesdrop- 
ping has featured increasingly in big-time 
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legal battles, including the Bobby Baker 
hearings in Washington and Frank Sinatra 
Jr. s Kidnapping case. Not too unhappily, 
Andrew J. Palermo, chief investigator for 
Boston’s Central Secret Service Bureau, al- 
lows: “Nobody is safe anywhere.” 

Scientific snooping is not new, but it has 
been virtually transformed in the past dec- 
ade by the transistor and its relatives, which 
can be made almost invisibly minute. A 
practical radio transmitter with battery and 
microphone today may be as small as a lump 
of sugar and yet powerful enough to send a 
message several hundred feet. 

Anything for Anyone. Thanks to the cold 
war, corporate rivalries and Big Crime—not 
to mention old-fashioned marital jealousy— 
curiosity has built a fat-cat industry. The 
Federal Government alone is believed to buy 
about $20 million worth of bugging gear a 
year. Moreover, this total does not include 
all purchases by the bug-infested CIA, which 
likes to shop through dummy agencies. No 
manufacturer admits selling to hoods or 
pleasure snoopers, but most of them believe 
that their competitors do. Says Fred East, 
Los Angeles County district attorney’s in- 
vestigator: “Anyone can buy any kind of 
bugging device if he's got the money.” 

The classic snooping device is the tap, 
which diverts some of the current flowing 
in the wire of a telephone. No direct con- 
nection with the wires is needed; a small 
induction coil placed beside them repeats 
fluctuations of the current, which an ampli- 
fier and earphones turn into intelligible 
sounds. Though highly sophisticated and 
still widely used, the wiretap has one big 
practical drawback. It has to have a wire 
leading to the investigator or his tape re- 
corder, thus risking his detection by a trained 
countersnooper. 

Antennas in Bushes. Bugs, the small easily 
hidden radio transmitters favored by most 
supersnoopers, are much safer. Usually they 
have a battery, a microphone to pick up 
sound waves, and FM circuitry, and they com- 
monly broadcast on 50-100 megacycles, pene- 
trating walls and other obstructons. Their 
range may be half a mile or a few feet. The 
electronic eavesdropper, who may be a black- 
mailer, a divorce detective or an FBI agent, 
sets up his ultrasensitive receiver in a rented 
room or a car parked close enough so that 
bugged voices come through loud and clear. 

Most bugging is done with simple appa- 
ratus, since the tiny transmitters usually 
have to be abandoned on the job. The small- 
est bug in common use is about one inch 
square, and it must be clipped to a metal 
object or trail a few feet of wire to serve as an 
antenna. Its range may be few hundred feet. 
In such areas as residential Beverly Hills, 
where rooms are hard to rent and cars cannot 
be parked on the street at night, the elec- 
tronic sleuth buries a brick-size repeater in 
the victim’s yard, threading its antenna wire 
into a bush. The repeater picks up the weak 
signal from a bug in the victim’s house and 
rebroadcasts it in sufficient volume to be 
heard beyond the restricted area. 

Security Kit. The private ear can buy a 
“security kit” for about $300. Mosler Research 
Products, Inc. of Danbury, Conn., which 
claims half the industry’s legitimate sales, 
packs its sets into handsome, standard-size 
briefcases. Typical contents: 

An ultrasensitive battery-operated radio re- 
ceiver with earphones and connections for 
tape recorder. 

A small audio amplifier with loudspeaker. 

An induction coil, two inches long and 
three-quarters of an inch in diameter, that 
can be set beside the wire to tap a tele- 
phone. 

A radio transmitter that slips easily into 
the jacket pocket or handbag, transmits 
nearby voices to a receiver three blocks away. 

A microphone embedded in a bite-size rub- 
ber pad (114 inches square, one-quarter inch 
thick) that can be carried in the investi- 
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gator’s palm, attached to an amplifier in his 
coat pocket; when pressed against a phone 
booth or a door, it relays the action through 
an earplug that looks like part of a hearing 
aid. Hotel dicks love it. 

Ears in Cigarettes. Mosler Vice President 
Ralph V. Ward believes that the best all- 
purpose bug is a “three-wire tap”: a small 
transmitter that can be fitted in less than 
a minute into the base of a telephone. When 
clipped to the proper terminals, it picks up 
every word spoke both ways over the tele- 
phone, monitors ordinary conversations in the 
room when the phone is not in use. It trans- 
mits what it hears by radio; powered by the 
telephone wires, it works indefinitely. A de- 
vice at the receiving end translates dialing 
clicks into the telephone numbers that have 
been called. 

To advance the art, Hal Lipset, a seasoned 
San Francisco private eye, maintains a lab- 
oratory behind a false warehouse front where 
his eavesdropping “genius,” Ralph Bertsche, 
works out new gimmicks such as a high-pow- 
ered bug that fits into a pack of filter-tip 
cigarettes. It is padded to feel soft and shows 
the ends of real cigarettes to reassure a sus- 
Picious businessman or divorce-prone 
spouse—provided he doesn’t ask for a smoke. 
Bertsche believes that bugs in time may be 
no bigger than a pencil eraser, recorders as 
small as a cigarette lighter.* 

While miniaturization is now limited by 
the battery, which must be big enough for 
adequate power and duration, Bertsche be- 
lieves that nuclear-energy sources may solve 
even this difficulty. Already in hand are 
means to switch off a bug by radio from a 
distance to save its battery during dull pe- 
riods. Another battery-sparing device works 
by sensing the electrical capacity of the hu- 
man body; it can turn on a bug when people 
come into a room or climb into a bed. 

Built Right In. California, with its high 
divorce rate (half as many as marriages), 
high incomes and highly sophisticated indus- 
tries, is the hard-heartland of the U.S. bug- 
ging industry. Espionage is so commonplace 
in oil, chemical and aerospace companies 
that many California executives begin to 
fidget if a visitor so much as sets a briefcase 
beside him. Another busy Bugsville is Miami, 
where horseplayers, weekending couples and 
Latino intrigue support a host of electronic 
moonlighters who make eavesdropping gad- 
gets in their spare time and sell to anybody. 

In fact, official surveillance organizations, 
such as the FBI, have expertly bugged rooms 
spotted through leading hotels. When they 
want to tune in on a guest, they ask the 
hotel management to steer him to one of 
these sonic studios. If the guest balks, an 
agent needs only a few minutes to sneak up 
and secrete several bugs in the room assigned 
the visitor; then a team of technicians moves 
into an adjoining room to set up listening 
and recording apparatus. 

Siphoned Sound. Private detectives—for- 
tunately—cannot count on cooperation from 
hotel ments, but they can often get 
into a victim’s room by bribing subordinate 
employees. If the job is important and well 
paying, they try to plant at least three bugs 
to catch low-toned conversations in all parts 
of a room; then tiny cameras, often hidden 
in radiators or air conditioners, can be trig- 
gered by radio control. The most advanced 
still cameras advance their own film and 
adjust their shutters to different lighting 
conditions, but for a really fancy job a TV 
camera is the thing. Though it takes hard- 
to-hide coaxial cable, the TV set need be 
only eight inches long and an inch or so 
in diameter; its lens can peer through an in- 


* However, stories of bugged martini olives 
in a Moscow bar are apocryphal since 1) the 
liquid would deflect sound waves, and 2) 
Moscow bars can be more effectively studded 
with conventional bugs. 
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conspicuous opening such as heating duct 
or recessed light fixture. 

If the sleuth cannot get into the target 
room, he will usually work from an adja- 
cent room or corridor, where he may be able 
to slip a bug into an electrical outlet or 
heating duct, which are often back-to-back. 
Otherwise, he may drill a small hole through 
the wall and poke a thin plastic tube into it, 
just short of the far surface, so as to siphon 
sound waves into a microphone next door. 

One last resort for frustrated bug planters 
is a special mike attached to a sharp spike; 
driven through the wall, it vibrates with the 
surface on the far side. But, like esoteric 
radar beams that pick up the vibrations 
of distant window glass, spike mikes are apt 
to be defeated by stray noise unless condi- 
tions are perfect. 

Smart victims can fight back. One fairly 
effective weapon is a broad-band radio re- 
ceiver that gives a squeal if a bug is trans- 
mitting near by. Another anti-bug is carried 
around the room while the occupant keeps 
talking loudly; if he hears his own voice in 
the earphones, he is listening to the output 
of a hidden bug. The best defense is a thor- 
ough, periodic search by an electronic exter- 
minator. Otherwise, anyone who suspects he 
is being bugged should talk in low tones and 
keep a radio or TV squawking loudly. One spy 
fiction dodge, turning on the shower, is use- 
less since the “white sound” of falling water 
can be electronically filtered out from human 
voices. 

Floating Diplomats, Real-life, modern em- 
bassy buildings—not only in Russia—have 
swarms of bugs in their steel-and-concrete 
bones. Even after they have been debugged 
by experts, the only really sleuthproof place 
is a room newly lined with metal and sound- 
deadening material. Diplomats sometimes 
hold important conferences in “floated” 
rooms set up temporarily in a lobby or corri- 
dor, or else meet in a freshly inspected room 
with locked doors and covered windows. Even 
so, they talk in low voices, and write out all 
critical words or figures to frustrate undis- 
covered bugs. 

Such precautions ensure reasonable pro- 
tection—today. But each swift advance in 
electronics brings new refinements in snoop- 
ing. There is talk of bugs that probe and 
communicate by laser light; of infra-red 
cameras that see through curtains; of recelv- 
ers that intercept microwave beams, or wring 
valuable figures from the entrails of com- 
puters. In a few more years, the whispers of 
ambassadors in a floated room may be no 
safer from prying ears than pillow talk in 
a resort motel. 

Exame 2 
QUESTIONNAIRE RELATING TO INVASIONS OF 
PRIVACY 
(By the Subcommittee on Administrative 

Practice and Procedure of the Committee 

on the Judiciary, U.S. Senate, September 

1964) 

PART 1. USE OF TELEPHONE SYSTEM 

1. (a) How many listening-in circuits 
and/or telephone transmitter cutoff but- 
tons (i. e., devices to permit a third person 
to monitor telephone conversations without 
being heard on the line) were installed on 
telephones of your agency in the Washington 
area as of June 30, 1964? 

(b) What was the total cost for the in- 
stallation of such devices during each of 
the fiscal years 1959-64? 

(c) What was the total cost for use and 
maintenance of such devices during each 
of the fiscal years 1959-64? 

(d) Are there restrictions either upon 
who may use these devices or who may au- 
thorize their use? 

(e) When personnel listen in on telephone 
conversations (either by means of 
mitter cutoffs, listening-in circuits or tele- 
phone extensions) are there specific agency 
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rules or regulations making it mandatory 
to reveal that a third party is listening in? 
(Please see pt. VII, question 21(a).) 

2. (a) Is the mechanical or electronic re- 
cording of telephone conversations prohib- 
ited? 

(b) If not, is it mandatory to inform the 
other party that their conversation is being 
recorded? 

8. (a) How many recording devices, which 
are equipped to record telephone conversa- 
tions, were either owned by or leased to your 
agency and either installed or available for 
use on agency telephones in the Washing- 
ton, D.C., area as of June 30, 1964? 

(b) What was the total cost for the pur- 
chase or lease of such devices during each 
of the fiscal years 1959-64? 

(c) How many of these recorders are 
equipped with “beeping” devices? 

(d) What was the total cost for the lease 
of the beeping devices during each cf the 
fiscal years 1959-64? 

(e) Are any of the beeping devices of the 
type that may be disconnected, bypassed, or 
turned off during the recording of a con- 
versation and, if so, how many are of this 
type? 

(f) Does your agency permit the record- 
ing by employees of their telephone con- 
versations under any circumstances by 
means of noninstalled, nonbeeping record- 
ers, and if so, under what circumstances? 

4. (a) Has your agency, or anyone on its 
behalf, ever surreptitiously tapped or moni- 
tored a telephone? 

(b) If so, on how many occasions in each 
of the fiscal years 1959-64 has your agency 
tapped or monitored (or had tapped or moni- 
tored) telephones within the agency and for 
what purposes? 

(c) If so, on how many occasions in each 
of the fiscal years 1959-64 has your agency 
tapped or monitored (or had tapped or 
monitored) telephones outside the agency 
installation and for what purposes? 

(d) Has your agency ever directly or in- 
directly sought an order or permission of a 
court to tap telephones? 

(e) If so, in which States or other juris- 
dictions have such orders or permission been 
sought? 

(f) How many times in each of the fiscal 
years 1959-64 have such orders or permis- 
sion been requested? 

(g) Does your agency have a positive pro- 
hibition against wiretapping? 

5. (a) Have agency personnel ever in- 
stalled or monitored telephone taps? 

(b) If so, have such personnel always 
been part of your investigative or security 
force? 

(c) Approximately how many agency per- 
sonnel currently install or monitor taps? 

6. (a) Has your agency ever requested the 
assistance of another Federal, State, or local 
agency in the installation of wiretaps or the 
monitoring of telephone calls? If so, which 
agency or agencies were requested to assist? 

(b) Why was such assistance necessary? 

(c) How many times during each of the 
fiscal years 1959-64 was such assistance re- 
quested and of which agency or agencies? 

7. (a) Has your agency ever requested the 
production of telephone toll call records? 

(b) If so, on how many occasions in euch 
of the fiscal years 1959-64? 

(c) How many persons in your agency are 
currently authorized to seek the production 
of such records from the telephone com- 
pany? 

PART II, USE OF ELECTRONIC DEVICES 

8. (a) In the fiscal years 1959-64, has your 
agency purchased any miniature (i.e., under 
5 pounds weight) tape or wire recorders 
which can be concealed in a desk drawer, 
in a brief case, or on the person? 

(b) If so, would you please indicate how 
many such recorders were purchased? 

(c) From whom were they purchased? 
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(d) What was the total purchase cost? 

9. (a) During the fiscal years 1959-64, has 
your agency used, purchased, leased, bor- 
rowed, or assembled any special recording 
“kits” consisting of a brief case, built-in 
microphone, and recorder capable of oper- 
ating within the brief case? 

(b) If so, how many were purchased and 
from whom? 

(c) What was the unit and total pur- 
chase cost? 

(d) How many were assembled by agency 
personnel? 

(e) How many were borrowed and from 
whom? 

(f) How many were leased and from 
whom? 

(g) Would you please list the uses to which 
these kits have been put? 

(h) How many employees of your agency 
have authorization to use these kits? 

(i) Who, within your agency, is author- 
ized to approve utilization of these kits? 

10. (a) During the fiscal years 1959-64, has 
your agency purchased any miniature (I. e., 
under 2 pounds weight) transmitters which 
can be concealed and used in a desk drawer, 
in a brief case, or on the person? 

(b) If so, would you please specify the 
type, the manufacturer, and the seller from 
whom these transmitters were purchased? 

(c) How many of each type were pur- 
chased? 

(d) What was the unit and total purchase 
cost? 

(e) Were any such transmitters borrowed 
from another agency, and, if so, which agency 
and for how long a period of time? 

(f) How many persons within your agency 
are permitted to operate such transmitters? 

(g) Would you please list the uses to which 
these transmitters have been put? 

11. (a) In the period 1959-64, has your 
agency purchased any of the following types 
of microphones: lapel, tie clasp, pen, wrist- 
watch, calendar, telephone, picture frame, 
parabolic, “machinegun,” or other micro- 
phones? 

(b) If so, please specify the type and num- 
ber purchased? 

(c) What was the unit and total purchase 
cost? 

(d) Would you please describe the various 
uses to which this equipment has been put? 

12. (a) During the fiscal years 1959-64, has 
your agency purchased any “surveillance 
kits,” consisting of compatible miniature 
transmitters, receivers, recorders, and acces- 
sories? 

(b) If so, please specify the type, the 
manuf; „ and the seller from whom 
these kits were purchased? 

(c) How many of each type was purchased? 

(d) What was the unit and total purchase 
cost? 

(e) Would you please describe the uses to 
which these kits have been put? 

(f) How many persons within your agency 
are permitted to use the kits? 

13. (a) During the fiscal years 1959-64, has 
your agency purchased any electronic coun- 
ter-measure equipment, such as “sweep 
gear”? 

(b) During fiscal years 1959-64, has your 
agency personnel (or other security people 
working with or for the agency) discovered 
any telephone taps or any surveillance de- 
vices generally known as bugs? 

(c) Have telephone company employees re- 
ported to the agency the discovery of any 
such devices? 

(d) If so, would you please give a brief de- 
scription of the discoveries? (When, what, 
where, etc.) 

PART Hr. SPECIAL OBSERVATION EQUIPMENT 


14. (a) During the fiscal years 1959-64, 
has your agency purchased any closed-cir- 
cuit TV equipment, infrared photographic 
equipment, one-way glass, or two-way mir- 
rors? 
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(b) If so, would you please specify the 
type, the manufacturer, and the number 
purchased? 

(c) What was the unit and total purchase 
cost of each piece of equipment? 

(d) Would you please describe the various 
uses to which the equipment has been put? 


PART IV. MAIL COVERS 


15. (a) During the fiscal years 1959-64, 
has your agency sought the placement of 
“mail covers” by the Post Office Department, 
its officers, or employees? 

(b) If so, in how many instances? 

(c) Please list the purposes for which mail 
covers are sought. 

(d) How many in the agency are 
authorized to ask the Post Office to place 
mail covers? 

PART V. SECURITY FORCES 

16. (a) Does your agency have an “inter- 
nal security” force which consists of persons 
assigned to check on the loyalty and security 
of employees, agents, and contractees of the 
agency? 

(b) Is such force distinct from any law 
enforcement group or guard force which you 
might also have? 

(c) How many persons are in your security 
unit and what is their approximate com- 
bined annual salaries? 

(d) Who is the present director or chief 
of your security office? 

(e) Describe briefly the duties of the se- 
curity office. 

17. (a) Do your security and law enforce- 
ment personnel attend any training course 
or courses designed and given by your agency 
or provided by other Federal, State, or pri- 
vate sources? 

(b) How long (in weeks) are such training 
courses? 

(c) Where are such courses held? 

(d) How many employees have graduated 
from such training courses during the fiscal 
years 1959-64? 

(e) Please supply an outline of the cur- 
riculum of your training courses and two 
copies of each training manual. 

18. (a) Does any other Government 
agency do security or surveillance work for 
your agency, and if so, please supply details? 

(b) Does your agency hire private con- 
cerns to do any of its security or surveillance 
work, and if so, please supply details. 

PART VI. PRIVACY OF EMPLOYEES 

19. (a) Does your agency either permit or 
prohibit the checking of the contents of desks 
of employees? 

(b) For what purposes, if any, does your 
agency permit desk checking? 

(c) Are employees urged to lock their 
desks at night? 

(d) Are there duplicate keys and, if so, 
who keeps them? 

(e) Who, if anyone, does the checking? 

20. (a) In the last 6 years, has your agency 
utilized or required special employment 
forms in addition to form 57? (If so, please 
supply two copies thereof.) 

(b) In the last 6 years, has your agency 
given personality tests to job applicants, em- 
ployees, or others? (If so, please supply two 
copies of each such test.) 

(c) Specifically, has your agency given the 
Minnesota multiphasic personality inventory 
(also known as the MMPI test)? (If so, please 
supply two copies thereof.) 

(d) If either personality tests or the 
MMPI test are given, for what purposes are 
the results used? 

PART VII. RULES AND REGULATIONS 

21. Please supply two copies of each agency 
rule, instruction, or regulation prohibiting, 
controlling, and/or governing: 

(a) The installation or use of telephone 
listening-in circuits, telephone extensions, 
and/or telephone transmitter cutoff buttons; 
and specifically any rule, instruction, or reg- 
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ulation making it mandatory for your em- 
ployees to reveal that they or a third person 
are listening in and/or recording the tele- 
phone conversation; 

(b) The use of mechanical or electronic 
recording of telephone conversations; 

(c) Wiretapping; 

(d) The production of telephone toll call 
records; 

(e) The use of miniature (i.e, under 5 
pounds weight) tape or wire recorders which 
can be concealed in a desk drawer, in a brief- 
case, or on the person; 

(f) The use of special recording “kits” 
consisting of a briefcase, built-in micro- 
phone, and recorder capable of operating 
within the briefcase; 

(g) The use of miniature (i.e. under 2 
pounds weight) transmitters which can be 
concealed and used in a desk drawer, in a 
briefcase, or on the person; 

(h) The use of “surveillance kits,” con- 
sisting of compatible miniature transmitters, 
receivers, recorders, and accessories; 

(i) Mall covers; 

(j) Investigations of employees; 

(k) Desk checks. 

22. If your agency has no rules, instruc- 
tions, or regulations pertaining to any or all 
of the matters enumerated in question 21, 
does your agency have any written or oral 
policy statements about them and if so, what 
is the policy? 

AGENCIES WHICH WERE SENT QUESTIONNAIRE 
ON INVASIONS OF PRIVACY 


Atomic Energy Commission, 

Bureau of Prisons. 

Civil Aeronautics Board. 

Commission on Civil Rights. 

Department of Agriculture, 

Department of Commerce. 

Department of Health, Education, 
Welfare. 

Department of Interior. 

Department of Labor. 

Department of the Treasury. 

Federal Aviation Agency. 

Federal Communications Commission, 

Federal Home Loan Bank Board. 

Federal Power Commission. 

Federal Trade Commission, 

General Accounting Office. 

General Services Administration. 

Housing and Home Finance Agency. 

Immigration and Naturalization Service. 

Indian Claims Commission. 

Interstate Commerce Commission. 

Maritime Commission. 

National Aeronautics and Space Adminis- 
tration. 

National Labor Relations Board. 

National Mediation Board. 

Post Office Department. 

Railroad Retirement Board. 

Securities and Exchange Commission, 

Selective Service System. 

Small Business Administration, 

Tennessee Valley Authority. 

U.S, Civil Service Commission, 

U.S. Tariff Commission, 

Veterans’ Administration. 


EXHIBIT 3 
[Hearings, U.S. Senate, Subcommittee on 
Administrative Practice and Procedure of 
the Committee on the Judiciary, Washing- 
ton, D.C., Thursday, February 18, 1965] 
INVASIONS OF Privacy (GOVERNMENT 
AGENCIES) 


OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR EDWARD V, 
LONG 


This morning the Subcommittee on Ad- 
ministrative Practice and Procedure begins 
hearings on alleged invasions of privacy by 
Federal agencies. Let me stress the word 
“alleged” because many of the accusations 
which may have been made, both by Govern- 
ment employees and members of the public, 
have not yet been proved. 


and 
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Let me also stress the point that many of 
the practices and procedures which some 
people allege to be unwarranted and un- 
necessary invasions of privacy are stanchly 
defended by their users as both warranted 
and necessary, indeed, indispensable, as tools 
of law enforcement. 

What we are dealing with here is clearly a 
problem of the balancing of interest: 
Privacy of the individual on the one hand 
and law enforcement on the other. 

Neither of these interests can be satis- 
fied entirely. 

In a totalitarian society, privacy almost 
invariably gives way to law enforcement and 
its surveillance techniques, We have entirely 
too many past and present examples of this 
type of imbalance to close our eyes to a 
future Orwellian nightman as in 1984.“ As 
we shall see later this morning, all of the 
needed electronic equipment is being used 
for such an imbalance, 

In a free society, we must maintain a 
balance, and that is what these hearings are 
all about. 

It is certainly not our purpose to harm law 
enforcement, It is our purpose to examine 
into the techniques of surveillance made 
possible by modern electronics and attempt 
to see whether their use is or is not begin- 
ning seriously to infringe on the privacy of 
individuals everywhere in this land—to see, 
if you prefer, whether an imbalance has not 
set in, an imbalance which will be more dif- 
ficult to correct as time goes on. 

There are several things about this in- 
vestigation which should be made clear at 
the outset. 

First, we are attempting to get as complete 
a picture as possible of Government survell- 
lance techniques, but this is somewhat like 
putting together a gigantic jigsaw puzzle. 
Each individual piece may be innocent 
enough in appearance, but the finished pic- 
ture may be “Big Brother,” 

Every law enforcement agency believes that 
the law which it is enforcing is the most 
important in the world, and that the crimi- 
nals it is putting away are the most heinous, 
This is plain human nature. 

It is almost certain that the narcotics 
agents will tell us that the laws which they 
enforce are so vital and the criminals are so 
terrible that they must have every possible 
law enforcement tool at their disposal. 

It will not be surprising if the food and 
drug inspectors don’t tell us the same thing. 

And what about the internal revenue 
agents who hunt tax dodgers? 

And the FBI? 

And the Secret Service? 

And the CIA? 

And the Defense Intelligence Agency? 

And the Fish and Wildlife Service? 

The point to be made is that the law en- 
forcement activities of each of these organi- 
zations is terribly important, and if it were 
the only law enforcement agency using sur- 
veillance techniques there would probably be 
no serious incursions into the privacy of the 
individual. But there are literally thousands 
of law enforcement agencies using more and 
more (and more modern) methods of sur- 
veillance upon the individual. It is the total 
picture which we must examine, 

Second, up to this point, this subcommit- 
tee has confined its examination to only a 
very small fraction of the snooping problem, 
and our findings must be interpreted in light 
of the fact. We have not looked into (1) in- 
dustrial spying, (2) labor spying, (3) pri- 
vate eye spying, or (4) State and local law 
enforcement spying. In fact, we have looked 
into only a minor fraction of Federal law en- 
forcement activities; so far, we have ex- 
amined into the methods of only the nonse- 
curity community; we have not looked at 
the surveillance techniques of such agencies 
as the FBI, CIA, military intelligence, and so 
forth. I am not saying that such an investi- 
gation should not or will not be made, only 
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that it has not been made and our findings 
must be interpreted accordingly. A rough 
guess would be that we have looked into less 
than 5 percent of Government invasions of 
privacy up to this point. 

Third, this subcommittee shall call many 
witnesses before it is finished with this 
investigation. We will not be concerned with 
the deeds or misdeeds of these individuals, 
or their popularity or unpopularity. Some 
will have been convicted of crime. Some will 
not be popular. But under our system of 
government, as we have known it for al- 
most 200 years, our constitutional guaran- 
tees are equally available to the guilty as 
to the innocent, to the unpopular as to the 
popular. As has often been said, the rights 
of none of us are any stronger than the 
rights of any one of us. Or put another way, 
a right which is denied to any one of us 
is worth very little to the remainder of us. 

To this point, our investigation has la- 
bored under a number of handicaps which 
we have attempted to overcome. 

We are investigating an area about which 
few people wish to talk. We have attempted 
to remedy this situation by the use of per- 
sistence and patience. 

We have been refused specific information 
by at least two departments. We hope to 
persuade these departments of the right- 
eous of our cause and our need for this in- 
formation. 

We think we have gotten something less 
than complete candor from some of the 
people to whom we have talked. We hope to 
remedy this by having all of our witnesses 
sworn before testifying. 

The breadth of our present investigation 
was spelled out in a questionnaire which 
was sent to Government agencies last Sep- 
tember. 

Although we have not gotten answers 
from all agencies to which the question- 
naire was sent, and certain answers appear 
to be incomplete, we have learned that the 
so-called nonsecurity agencies have pur- 
chased a considerable quantity of electronic 
surveillance equipment. We want to know 
if it is used and, if so, for what purposes; 
and if it is not used, why not? We want to 
know who uses it and under what controls, 

We are cognizant that there are func- 
tions within the Government of a highly 
sensitive nature and we have no intention of 
disrupting them, The use of these devices 
in sensitive areas may well be necessary, prop- 
erly controlled, and nonoffensive, 

We have attempted to acquaint ourselves 
with the “state of the art” of snooping 
equipment. This is a good starting point for 
our hearings today. As will be demonstrated, 
in the hands of a competent operator, these 
insidious devices spell an end to the personal 
and business privacy of anyone brought into 
their range. They are neither science fiction 
pipedreams nor are they solely for the use of 
the technically skilled or the rich. Many are 
uncomplicated in operation, virtually inca- 
pable of detection and widely available at 
relatively low cost. The gear is advertised in 
many of our leading newspapers and periodi- 
cals. The demonstrations we will witness 
today may prove an eyeopener even to those 
acquainted with these snooping tools. 

Unfortunately, in this whole area of inva- 
sions of privacy, we are in both a legal desert 
and a legal jungle—a legal desert because of 
the sparsity of law; a legal jungle because 
of the conflicting nature of such law which 
exists. For example, the only Federal law we 
have on wiretap and eavesdropping are sec- 
tions 302 and 605 of the 1934 Federal Com- 
munications Act. Neither of these sections 
are enforced, Yet, five States have enacted 
and enforce law which are in direct conflict 
with the Federal law—and no Federal protest 
is heard. Any light which we may shed on 
this problem will be helpful. 

As to the format of the hearings, we shall 
begin today by having a demonstration of 


19844 


some of the techniques and electronics gear 
used by Federal agencies in their surveillance 
activities. During the next 2 weeks we hope 
to examine into certain specific invasions of 
privacy which have been widely employed by 
the Post Office Department. Thereafter, as 
time permits, we shall look into the practices 
of a number of Federal departments and 
agencies. The subject is a very broad one, 
and it is our intention to cover it thoroughly. 

EXHIBIT 4 

SEPTEMBER 2, 1965. 

Commissioner SHELDON S. COHEN, 
Internal Revenue Service, 
Department of the Treasury, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. COHEN: On July 26th you were 
kind enough to furnish the Subcommittee 
with the names of approximately 115 IRS 
personnel who had attended the Technical 
Aid Schools. 

We were shocked to learn of the existence 
of a school at which IRS agents are taught 
such arts as wiretapping and lockpicking. 
It was our original intention to call upon a 
considerable number of the graduates of the 
school to testify as to the manner in which 
they have used their skills. 

However, in an effort to save time, money 
and energy, we have devised a questionnaire 
which we believe will supply us much of 
the needed information. 

We have supplied sufficient copies of the 
questionnaire so that each graduate may 
receive one from you. It is requested that 
each graduate answer in writing and under 
affirmation all of the items in the question- 
naire, and that the answers be forwarded to 
the Subcommittee without delay so that we 
can conclude our investigation of the IRS 
promptly. 

In order that the answers of the graduates 
will be complete and accurate, it is requested 
that IRS furnish them with their diaries to 
refresh their recollections. 

oe cooperation will be greatly appreci- 
a 
Sincerely, 
Epwarp V. LONG, 
Chairman. 


ELECTRONIC SURVEILLANCE QUESTIONNAIRE 


Notes: 1. Please type. Fill in all items. If 
the answer is “no” or “none,” so state. 

2. In completing this questionnaire, it is 
expected that you will review the diaries you 
have kept of your daily activities as an IRS 
employe, from January 1, 1958, to the pres- 
ent, in order to refresh your memory and 
enable you to make complete answers to all 
questions, 

SECTION A. BACKGROUND 

1, Full name and present position. 

2. List the positions you have held since 
you were first employed by IRS. For each 
position, specify your exact title, duties, 
immediate superior, the city in which you 
worked, and the dates, List chronologically, 
concluding with your present position. 

3. List every school, seminar and training 
session at which you have received instruc- 
tion in electronic surveillance techniques. 
For each instance, give the dates of your 
attendance, the courses you took, and a de- 
scription of each course. 


SECTION B. IRS PREMISES 

1. To your knowledge, have hidden micro- 
phones, hidden recording devices, or two- 
way mirrors been placed in IRS premises in 
any city(ies) where you have worked? If so, 
please supply the following information for 
each device. 

2. Type of device. 

3. City and state. 

4. Exact location of installation—address, 
floor, room, place within room. 

5. Why installed? 

6. Who installed it? 
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7. Who authorized the installation? 

8. How long was the installation in place? 

9. For what purposes was it used? 

10. Did you use the device? If so, how 
many times? For what purposes? 


SECTION C. USE OF ELECTRONIC SURVEILLANCE 
EQUIPMENT 


Please supply the following information 
about each occasion since January 1, 1958, 
on which you used, installed, monitored, or 
helped use, install or monitor electronic sur- 
veillance devices. “Electronic surveillance 
devices” include, but are not limited to wire- 
taps, wireless taps and all other devices for 
monitoring or recording telephone conversa- 
tions; concealed microphones, recording de- 
vices and other bugs“; Pen Registers; Sniper 
Scopes and Snooper Scopes. 

1. Type of device 

2. City and state where used 

3. Dates used 

4. Purpose 

5. Where installed? (Be specific. Car? Of- 
fice? Residence? On person? If on a telephone, 
specify business, residential or public.) 

6. Where monitored? If not on IRS prem- 
ises, how did you gain access to this site? 

7. Who authorized use of this device? 

8. Did you place and use the device alone? 
If not, who assisted you? 

9. Was the device placed or used for or 
in cooperation with any other federal, state 
or local agency? If so, specify the agency (ies). 

10. Did a telephone company or other busi- 
ness concern cooperate in the installation or 
use of the device? If so, which company (ies) 
or business(es) ? 

11. Were charges brought against any per- 
son in the case in which the device was used? 
If so, what was the result? If not, why not? 

12. Was information gathered by the device 
used as evidence, or was any attempt made to 
use such information as evidence? If so, 
specify which. If not used, why not? 

13. Were your activities concerning the 
installation, use and monitoring of the de- 
vice, and your method of gaining access to 
the installation site reported to your im- 
mediate superior? If any aspects of these ac- 
tivities were not reported to your immediate 
superior, which ones? Why not? 

14, Did you report your activities to any 
other person(s)? If so, whom? 

SECTION D. COOPERATIVE SURVEILLANCE 

1. To your knowledge, has any other fed- 
eral, state or local government agency, or any 
private business, or any group or person not 
employed by IRS installed, used or monitored 
an electronic surveillance device for IRS since 
January 1, 1958? If so, supply the following 
information for each device. 

2. What agency, group, business, or person? 

3. On what date? 

4. For what purpose? 

5. Type of device? 

6. Why did IRS not install, use or monitor 
the device itself? 

SECTION E. ACCESS FOR SURVEILLANCE 

1. Have you entered private property with- 
out a court order and without the knowledge 
and consent of the occupant, owner or les- 
see to tap a telephone, install a bug, examine 
files, papers or other records, or for any other 

purposes, since January 1, 1958? If so, sup- 
ply the following information for each such 
entry. 

2. On what date? 

3. For what purpose? 

4. On whose authority? 

5. Who assisted you? 

6. Describe your method of entering. 

SECTION F. DISGUISES 


1. Have you rented, bought, leased, bor- 
rowed, driven or used a telephone truck or a 
truck disguised to look like a telephone 
company truck, or attempted to disguise 
yourself as a telephone company employe, 
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since January 1, 1958? If so, supply the fol- 
lowing information for each such incident, 

2. When? 

3. For what purpose? 

4. Who authorized such activity? 

Before signing your answers to the above 
questions, check to make sure you have 
answered all questions fully and correctly. 
Then type the following certification just 
above the date and your signature: 


CERTIFICATION 


I certify that the statements made by me 
on this form are true, complete and correct 
to the best of my knowledge and belief, and 
are made in good faith. 


EXHIBIT 5 


U.S. TREASURY DEPARTMENT, COM- 
MISSIONER OF INTERNAL REVENUE, 
Washington, D.C., July 11, 1967. 

Hon. Epwarp V. LONG, 

Chairman, Subcommittee on Administrative 
Practice and Procedure, U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR LONG: I am pleased to trans- 
mit the complete tabulation of all installa- 
tions of electronic surveillance equipment 
during the eight-year period beginning 
July 1, 1958. The Internal Revenue Service 
played a part in all these installations and 
no party to the conversation under surveil- 
lance had consented to the installations. 
Enclosed as Exhibit 1 are seventeen tables, 
with explanations and footnotes, reflecting 
particular types of installations and specify- 
ing the extent to which each of the Service's 
criminal investigative functions (the Al- 
cohol and Tobacco Tax Division, the Inspec- 
tion Service and the Intelligence Division) 
participated in each type of installation. 
There are further detailed breakdowns de- 
signed to provide the Subcommittee with a 
thorough chronological and geographic pic- 
ture of the incidence of the subject installa- 
tions. 

As detailed in the Foreword to Exhibit 1, 
the five categories of tabulated installations 
were defined in narrative terms so that it 
would be clear that they did not turn on 
anyone's subjective evaluation of what was 
or was not within the law. For example, the 
first category covers “installations, inter- 
cepting phone conversations without the 
consent of either party” rather than purport- 
ing to cover such an ambiguous term as 
“wiretaps” since, as you are aware, author- 
itative constructions of the so-called federal 
“wiretap” statute hold that such intercep- 
tions do not per se constitute a violation. 
Similarly, Exhibit 1 refrains from charac- 
terizing the other categories of installations 
as legal or not because the simple fact is that 
the law is far from settled as to the legality of 
such installations as pen registers (which 
do not eavesdrop on conversations and which 
have been reviewed—adversely—at the court 
of appeals level only in the Seventh Circuit) 
or public phone booth installations (which 
do not eavesdrop on both sides of a conver- 
sation and have been reviewed—favorably— 
at the court of appeals level only in the 
Ninth Circuit). 

In short, we deemed it of more value to 
the Subcommittee’s task of proposing what 
the law should be to provide information 
of the Service’s past investigative activities 
instead of intermixing controversial con- 
structions of present law with such informa- 
tion. 

The sum of it is that over the eight-year 
period beginning July 1, 1958, during which 
the Internal Revenue Service conducted 
hundreds of thousands of criminal investi- 
gations, personnel of the Service participated 
in: 94 installations, intercepting phone con- 
versations without the consent of either 
party; 32 installations, overhearing or record- 
ing non-phone conversations without the 
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consent of either party (involving possible 
intrusion upon a constitutionally protected 
area); 29 installations, overhearing or re- 
cording conversations from public phone 
booths without the consent of either party; 
132 other installations, overhearing or re- 
cording conversations without the consent of 
either party; and 723 pen register installa- 
tions. 

I also transmit, as Exhibit 2, the complete, 
updated response to the Subcommittee’s 
questionnaire. This, as you know, required 
exhaustive inquiry from Service criminal in- 
vestigative personnel and extensive analysis 
and tabulation in the Service’s National Of- 
fice of data submitted from investigative 
posts throughout the nation. I particularly 
invite your attention to the attachments for 
Exhibit 2 which mirror the severe restric- 
tions now governing Service personnel in 
the use of electronic surveillance equipment. 

Additionally, I am pleased at this time to 
advise the Subcommittee of the results of 
the inquiry of the special board convened in 
July of 1965 to investigate into instances of 
possible improper uses of electronic surveil- 
lance equipment by Service personnel. 

The board’s findings confirm the matters 
developed before the Subcommittee. The 
board found that Service personnel in fact 
participated in improper uses of electronic 
surveillance equipment as stated above, and 
that such participation peaked in 1963. The 
board attributed the occurrences to misun- 
derstanding of applicable directives and in- 
structions; departures from the Service's 
normal line management direction and con- 
trol; and overzealousness on the part of 
certain personnel engaged in the investiga- 
tion of the criminal element. The board 
found that only two National Office super- 
visory employees had any knowledge of the 
proscribed practices. Also, the board found 
no evidence of improper use of electronic 
devices for surveillance purposes other than 
in cases where the individuals were engaged 
in criminal or illegal activities. The signifi- 
cance of this is that there is no indication 
of any spill-over to “ordinary audit cases.” 
The board concluded, after examining all the 
factors surrounding the transgressions, that 
there is no basis for holding individual em- 
ployees accountable and that the Internal 
Revenue Service as an institution must bear 
the blame for what occurred. 

Based on these findings, the board rec- 
ommended—and I, as you have been ap- 
prised, have adopted—measures to as- 
sure that the unique set of circumstances, 
which coincided to produce improper uses 
of electronic surveillance equipment prior 
to July of 1965, cannot recur within the 
Internal Revenue Service. 

To correct the situation I issued unmis- 
takably clear and detailed proscriptions on 
investigative techniques and set forth the 
Service's policy in drastic and unmistakable 
terms. Steps have also been taken to bring 
all facets of our investigative activity under 
the Service's normal National Office, Region- 
al Office, and District Office system of direc- 
tion and control. Countless conferences and 
meetings have been held, hammering home 
the absolute prohibitions on improper uses 
of electronic equipment. Acquisition of, and 
access to, such equipment has been severely 
restricted. And training in the use of such 
equipment—even for defensive purposes— 
has been suspended. 

In sum, I am satisfied that those elements 
which led to improprieties prior to July of 
1965 have been abolished. Further, the Serv- 
ice has continued to cooperate with the 
Department of Justice by referring to that 
agency information of the kind which is re- 
flected in the Summary Statistics that make 
up Exhibit No. 1. 

The information now furnished to the 
Subcommittee, supplemented by the vast 
quantity of information earlier submitted 
to the Subcommittee in open hearings, staff 
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interviews and correspondence, rounds out 
the picture of the Service’s eavesdropping 
activities in the past. With all due recogni- 
tion of the desirability of revelations and 
remedial actions regarding the past, I must 
at this moment turn my attention to the 
attitudes and activities of Service personnel 
today and in the future. 

In the light of the information already 
furnished to the Subcommittee and the very 
restrictive measures we have taken in the 
area of eavesdropping, it may be that you 
are presently in a position to make fully in- 
formed findings and recommendations re- 
garding the practices and procedures of the 
Internal Revenue Service. I would also hope 
that your reports to the Congress and to 
the people will recognize the very real dis- 
tinctions between the way the Service op- 
erated prior to July of 1965 and the way the 
Service operates today. 

With kind regards, 

Sincerely, 
SHELDON S. COHEN, 
Commissioner. 


EXHIBIT 6 


STATEMENT OF HON. RAMSEY CLARK, ATTORNEY 
GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, ACCOM- 
PANIED BY FRED M. VINSON, JR., ASSISTANT 
ATTORNEY GENERAL, CRIMINAL DIVISION, DE- 
PARTMENT OF JUSTICE 


General CLARK. We have cared enough for 
our privacy to prohibit unreasonable searches 
and seizures and unrestricted warrants in the 
Bill of Rights. For privacy is after all the 
foundation of freedom and the source of in- 
dividualism and personality. But as Justice 
Brandeis observed nearly four decades ago, 
“+ ++ general warrants are but puny in- 
struments of tyranny and oppression when 
compared to wiretapping.” Still we permit 
the most insidious invasion of privacy—the 
electronic surveillance. 

Privacy has always been a rare commodity, 
but never so rare as in our times. Never, 
therefore, has it been more important that 
we cherish privacy. The sheer numbers in 
our lives, our urban living, and our immense 
and growing technological capacities burden 
and further threaten privacy. They compel us 
to seek ways of being alone and being let 
alone—of solitude—and the chance to be 
ourselves. 

John Stuart Mill said: “The worth of a 
State, in the long run, is the worth of the 
individuals composing it.“ When the State 
demeans its citizens, or permits them to 
demean each other, however beneficent the 
particular purpose, it will only find that it 
has limited opportunities for individual ful- 
fillment and for national accomplishment. 

Public safety will not be found in wire- 
tapping. Security is to be found in excellence 
in law enforcement, in courts and in cor- 
rections. That excellence has not been dem- 
onstrated to include wiretapping. 

Nothing so mocks privacy as the wiretap 
and electronic surveillance. They are incom- 
patible with a free society and justified only 
when that society must protect itself from 
those who seek to destroy it. 

Recent proposals have been advanced to 
authorize limited wiretapping and eaves- 
dropping under judicial supervision. Consti- 
tutional challenges to such State legislation 
are now presented to the Supreme Court in 
the case of Berger v. New York. Before this 
session of the Congress expires, the Supreme 
Court may well decide some of the constitu- 
tional issues. But even if the practice with- 
stands this constitutional test, it should be 
stopped by statute. 

Only the most urgent need can justify 
wiretapping and other electronic surveil- 
lance. Proponents of authorization have 
failed to make a case—much less meet the 
heavy burden of proof our values require. 
Where is the evidence that this is an efficient 
police technique? Might not more crime be 
prevented and detected by other uses of the 
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same manpower without the large scale, un- 
focussed intrusions on personal privacy that 
electronic surveillance involves? 

The proposed right of privacy act would 
establish a blanket prohibition against the 
interception of wire communications. Wire 
communications involve the interstate com- 
munications network, and it has long been 
clear that Congress has plenary power in this 
area. The statutory ban would close a major 
gap in existing law, by making clear that in- 
terception alone or divulgence alone would 
be a crime. Section 605 of the Communica- 
tions Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 605) prohibits 
“interception and divulgence” and has long 
been subject to the interpretation that inter- 
ception alone is not an offense. 

The bill also deals with eavesdropping. 
Like wiretapping, eavesdropping involves a 
pervasive invasion of the privacy of conversa- 
tions, Its incidents, as this subcommittee has 
dramatically demonstrated in previous hear- 
ings, range far beyond the overhearing of 
telephone conversations. The sophisticated 
electronic devices presently available and ag- 
gressively promoted on the market are ca- 
pable of intruding into almost any conver- 
sation anywhere. Such devices, highly port- 
able and easily concealed, can be secreted in 
the innermost reaches of a person's home. 
They indiscriminately record his most private 
conservations, They can be used to overhear 
conversations even where there has been no 
physical trespass on private premises, 

It is therefore essential] that any enactment 
contain, as does the bill before the subcom- 
mittee, a comprehensive ban on the use of 
electronic, mechanical, or other devices for 
the purpose of eavesdropping. The disclosure 
or use of information obtained by eavesdrop- 
ping is and must also be proscribed. 

The prohibitions against wiretapping and 
eavesdropping apply only when none of the 
parties to the conversations has consented to 
the activity. Quite different practical and 
legal considerations come into play when one 
of the parties to the conversations has au- 
thorized the surveillance. The use of elec- 
tronic devices in such circumstances has 
consistently been upheld by the Supreme 
Court against constitutional attack, 

In addition to the broad prohibitions 
against the use of wiretapping and eaves- 
dropping devices, the statute will reach the 
sources of supply of these devices. It con- 
tains specific prohibitions against the manu- 
facture, shipment, or advertisement of de- 
vices whose design renders them primarily 
useful for the purpose of wire interception 
or eavesdropping. This section will elim- 
inate many objectionable devices now readily 
obtained on the market, such as the spike 
microphone, the cufflink microphone, the 
martini olive transmitter, and other devices 
whose design indicates that their primary 
purpose is to facilitate the surreptitious 
overhearing of private conversations. This 
section will not affect the manufacture or 
shipment of simple induction coils, tape re- 
corders, or other innocent electronic equip- 
ment even though they may be adaptable to 
wiretapping or bugging uses. It should be 
noted, however, that the bill prohibits the 
advertisement even of legitimate devices 
whenever the advertisement promotes the 
use of the devices for wiretapping or eaves- 
dropping. 

Only wiretapping and eavesdropping di- 
rectly related to and necessary for the pro- 
tection of the security of the Nation is ex- 
cepted from the prohibitions contained in 
the bill. Even in this area, however, no in- 
formation obtained as a result of such 
measures will be admissible in evidence in 
judicial or administrative proceedings. Other 
use or disclosure of such information is pro- 
hibited except as essential to national se- 
curity. the national security exception is a 
necessary provision in the statute; the evi- 
dentiary restriction, however, will serve an 
important function in confirming such ac- 
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tivity to the extremely narrow bounds that 
are appropriate. 

This bill is far-reaching and comprehen- 
sive. When enacted, it will afford major pro- 
tection to a fundamental right of all Ameri- 
cans. Legislation to safeguard the right of 
privacy is long overdue. 

Senator Lonc. Thank you General, for a 
fine and very helpful statement. 

Exurrr 7 

[From the New York Times, July 7, 1967] 
THe TEXT oF A MEMORANDUM BY ATTORNEY 

GENERAL RAMSAY CLARK ON NEW REGULA- 

TIONS LIMITING WIRETAPPING AND ELEC- 

TRONIC EAVESDROPPING BY FEDERAL AGENTS 


It is essential that all agencies having any 
responsibility for law enforcement take steps 
to make certain that electronic and related 
devices designed to intercept, overhear or re- 
cord private verbal communications be sub- 
ject to tight administrative control to assure 
that they will not be used in a manner 
which is illegal and that even legal use of 
such devices will be strictly controlled, In 
order further to assist you to achieve these 
ends, the following rules haye been formu- 
lated: 


I. PROHIBITION AGAINST USE OF MECHANICAL OR 
ELECTRICAL DEVICES TO INTERCEPT, OVERHEAR 
OR RECORD CONVERSATIONS 


A. Prohibition against interception of tele- 
phone conversations 


1. Section 605 of the Communications Act 
(Title 47, U.S.C. Section 605) prohibits the 
interception and divulgence or use of tele- 
phone communications and is applicable to 
Federal law enforcement agents, 

2. Interception by Federal personne] of 
telephone conversations, by any mechanical 
or electronic device, unless with the consent 
of one of the parties to the conversation, is 
prohibited by Presidential directive, and this 
prohibition applies whether or not the infor- 
mation which may be acquired through in- 
terception is intended to be used in any way 
or to be subsequently divulged outside the 
agency involved. Any question as to whether 
the use of a particular device can be said to 
involve a prohibited interception of a tele- 
phone conversation should be referred to the 
Department of Justice. 

8. To further assure protection of the pri- 
vacy of telephone conversations, each agency 
shall adopt rules governing the interception 
by its personnel of telephone conversations 
under circumstances where a party to the 
conversation has consented. Such rules shall, 
where appropriate, provide for the advance 
approval by the agency head of such inter- 
ception. 


B. Prohibition against overhearing of non- 
telephone conversations 


Legal principles applicable to the over- 
hearing and recording of nontelephone con- 
versations are discussed in paragraphs 1-3 
below. The principles are consistent with 
the recent decision of the Supreme Court in 
Berger v. New York, 35 Law Week 4649, de- 
cided June 12, 1967. 

1. Eavesdropping in any form which is ac- 
complished by means of a trespass into a 
constitutionally protected area is a violation 
of the Fourth Amendment, The penetration 
by inches into a party wall by the spike of a 
microphone has been held to involve a tres- 
pass. Silverman v. United States, 365 U.S. 505 
(1961). And, although the question has not 
been squarely decided, there is support for 
the view that any electronic eavesdropping on 
conversations in constitutionally protected 
areas is a violation of the Fourth Amend- 
ment even if such surveillance is accom- 
plished without physical trespass or entry. 

Homes, private offices, hotel rooms and au- 
tomobiles are clear examples of constitu- 
tionally protected areas, but other locations 
may also be held within the scope of consti- 
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tutional protection depending upon the par- 
ticular circumstances. 

2. Even where no invasion of a constitu- 
tionally protected area has occurred, surrepti- 
tious electronic surveillance involving an in- 
trusion into a privileged relationship, such as 
that of attorney-client may violate rights en- 
titled to protection under constitutional pro- 
visions other than the Fourth Amendment, 
including the First, Fifth and Sixth Amend- 
ments. 

3. Under presently controlling court deci- 
sions, however, certain uses of electronic de- 
vices are legal. See, for example, the decisions 
in Lopez v. United States, 373 U.S. 427 (1963) 
and in Osborn v. United States, 385 U.S. 323 
(1966), where the use of recording devices 
was held to be legitimate if the consent of 
a party to the conversation had been ob- 
tained. Moreover, the use of mechanical or 
electronic equipment to record statements 
intended to be disseminated to the public 
generally, public speeches for example, is 
clearly not illegal and is not subject to the 
rules formulated in this memorandum, 

4. In the light of the immediately fore- 
going discussion in paragraphs 1-3, any use 
of mechanical or electronic devices by Fed- 
eral personnel to overhear or record nontele- 
phone conversations involving a violation of 
the constitution or a statute is probibited. 

5. In order further to assure protection of 
the right to privacy, to resolve questions 
which may arise under paragraph 4 and 
strictly to limit legal electronic surveillance, 
agencies shall, except as provided in Para- 
graph II. 2, below, obtain advance written 
approval from the Attorney General for any 
use of mechanical or electronic devices to 
overhear or record nontelephone conversa- 
tions without the consent of all of the par- 
ties to such conversations. 


II. CONTROLS OVER THE USE OF MECHANICAL OR 
ELECTRONIC EQUIPMENT 


1. A request for advance approval from the 
Attorney General pursuant to Paragraph I. 
B. 5. hereof for the use of mechanical or elec- 
tronic devices to overhear or record nontele- 
phone conversations shall be made to the At- 
torney General in writing by the head of the 
requesting investigative agency and shall 
contain the following information: (a) the 
reason for such proposed use; (b) the type 
of equipment to be used; (c) the name of 
the person involved; (d) the proposed loca- 
tion of the equipment; (e) the duration of 
proposed use; and (f) the manner or method 
of installation. 

2. If, in the judgment of the head of the 
investigative agency involved, the emer- 
gency needs of an investigation preclude ob- 
taining such advance approval trom the At- 
torney General, he may, without having 
obtained such approval, authorize the use of 
mechanical or electronic devices to overhear 
or record nontelephone conversations with- 
out the consent of all of the parties thereto. 
In any such circumstances, however, the 
head of the investigative agency shall, with- 
in 24 hours after authorizing such use, pro- 
vide the Attorney General in writing with 
the information referred to in Paragraph II. 
1, above, and with an explanation of the cir- 
cumstances upon which he based the judg- 
ment that the emergency needs of the in- 
vestigation precluded him from obtaining 
such written advance authority. 

3.In connection with the use of me- 
chanical or electronic devices authorized 
above, the responsible agent shall, where 
technically feasible, record the conversations 
overheard by means of a tape or similar per- 
manent record. The responsible agent shall 
preserve the tape or other permanent record 
of the conversations. 

He shall also submit to the investigative 
agency a written report setting forth the 
actual use or uses made of each mechanical 
or electronic device in connection with the 
authorization. Such report, the tapes or other 
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permanent records of conversations, and any 
logs, transcripts, summaries or memoranda 
and similar material which may have been 
prepared shall be treated as agency records, 
but shall be specially classified, filed and 
safeguarded and shall not, nor shall in- 
formation contained in such material, be 
made available to agency personnel or 
others except when essential to Government 
operations. A record shall be made and re- 
tained concerning each person to whom 
such information or material has been made 
available. 

4. The head of each investigative agency 
should be responsible for limiting the pro- 
curement of devices primarily designed to 
be used surreptitiously to overhear or record 
conversations to the minimum necessary to 
use consistent with the rules formulated 
herein. To the extent possible, all mechanical 
or electronic devices used in intercepting, 
overhearing or recording conversations shall 
be stored in a limited number of locations 
to insure effective administrative control. 

5. The agency shall maintain an inventory 
of all such equipment at the place where it 
is stored, including a record of the date that 
the equipment was assigned to an agent and 
the date the equipment was returned. Copies 
of these records should also be maintained 
at agency headquarters, together with the 
written report of the responsible agent re- 
ferred to in Paragraph IT. 3 hereof. All agency 
records should be maintained for a period 
of six years. 

6. The head of each investigative agency 
shall submit to the Attorney General on 
July 1 of each year a report of all uses of 
mechanical or electronic equipment by such 
agency during the previous year in accord- 
ance with the rules formulated in this 
memorandum, containing with respect to 
each use the information required by Para- 
graph II. 1, above, and a brief description 
of the results obtained. The report shall 
also include a complete inventory of the 
devices referred to in Paragraph II. 4, above, 
in the possession of the agency. 

7. The functions to be exercised by the 
head of an investigative agency in accord- 
ance with this memorandum may be dele- 
gated by him to another officer of his agency. 

II. NATIONAL SECURITY 

The foregoing rules have been formulated 
with respect to all agency investigations 
other than investigations directly related to 
the protection of the national security. Spe- 
cial problems arising with respect to the 
use of devices of the type referred to herein 
in national security investigations shall con- 
tinue to be taken up directly with the At- 
torney General in the light of existing strin- 
gent restrictions. 

EXHIEIT 8 
[No. 615—October Term, 1966] 
SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES— 

RALPH BERGER, PETITIONER, v. STATE OF NEW 

YORK 

On writ of certiorari to the Court of 
Appeals of New York 

[June 12, 1967] 

Mr. JUSTICE CLARK delivered the opinion 
of the Court. 

This writ tests the validity of New York's 
permissible. eavesdrop status, N.Y. Code 
Crim. Proc. §813-a* under the Fourth, 
Fifth, Ninth, and Fourteenth Amendments. 
The claim is that the statute sets up a 


1§ 813—a. Ex parte order for eavesdropping. 

“An ex parte order for eavesdropping as 
defined in subdivisions one and two of sec- 
tion seven hundred thirty-eight of the penal 
law may be issued by any justice of the 
supreme court or judge of a county court 
or of the court of general sessions of the 
county of New York upon oath or affirma- 
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system of surveillance which involves tres- 
passory intrusions into private, constitu- 
tionally protected premises, authorizes 
“general searches” for mere evidence,” and 
is an invasion of the privilege against self- 
incrimination. The trial court upheld the 
statute, the Appellate Division affirmed with- 
out opinion, 25 A.D. 2d 718, and the Court of 
Appeals did likewise by a divided vote. 18 
N.Y. 2d 638. We granted certiorari, 385 U.S. 
967 (1966). We have concluded that the lan- 
guage of New York’s statute is too broad 
in its sweep resulting in a trespassory intru- 
sion into a constitutionally protected area 
and is, therefore, violative of the Fourth and 
Fourteenth Amendments. This disposition 
obviates the necessity for any discussion of 
the other points raised. 


I 


Berger, the petitioner, was convicted on 
two counts of conspiracy to bribe the Chair- 
man of the New York State Liquor Author- 
ity. The case arose out of the complaint 
of one Ralph Pansini to the District Attor- 
ney's Office that agents of the State Liquor 
Authority had entered his bar and grill 
and without cause seized his books and 
records. Pansini asserted that the raid was 
in reprisal for his failure to pay a bribe for 
a liquor license. Numerous complaints had 
been filed with the District Attorney’s Office 
charging the payment of bribes by applicants 
for liquor licenses. On the direction of that 
office, Pansini, while equipped with a mini- 
fon recording device, interviewed an employee 
of the Authority. The employee advised Pan- 
sani that the price for a license was $10,000 
and suggested that he contact attorney 
Harry Neyer. Neyer subsequently told Pan- 
sini that he worked with the Authority 
employee before and that the latter was 
aware of the going rate on liquor licenses 
downtown. 

On the basis of this evidence an eavesdrop 
order was obtained from a Justice of the 
State Supreme Court, as provided by § 813-a. 
The order permitted the installation, for a 
period of 60 days, of a recording device in 


tion of a district attorney, or of the attor- 
ney-general or of an Officer above the rank 
of sergeant of any police department of the 
state or of any political subdivision there- 
of, that there is reasonable ground to be- 
lieve that evidence of crime may be thus 
obtained, and particularly describing the 
person or persons whose communications, 
conversations or discussions are to be over- 
heard or recorded and the purpose thereof, 
and, in the case of a telegraphic or tele- 
phonic communication, identifying the par- 
ticular telephone number or telegraph line 
involved. In connection with the issuance 
of such an order the justice or judge may 
examine on oath the applicant and any 
other witness he may produce and shall 
satisfy himself of the existence of reason- 
able ground for the granting of such appli- 
catlon. Any such order shall be effective for 
the time specified therein but not for a 
period of more than two months unless ex- 
tended or renewed by the justice or judge 
who signed and issued the original order 
upon satisfying himself that such extension 
or renewal is in the public interest. Any 
such order together with the papers upon 
which the application was based, shall be 
delivered to and retained by the applicant 
as authority for the eavesdropping author- 
ized therein. A true copy of such order shall 
at all times be retained in his possession by 
the judge or justice issuing the same, and, 
in the event of the denial of an applica- 
tion for such an order, a true copy of the 
papers upon which the application was 
based shall in like manner be retained by 
the judge or justice denying the same. As 
amended L. 1958, c. 676, eff. July 1, 1958.” 
This contention is disposed of in Warden, 
Maryland Penitentiary v. Hayden, ante, p —, 
adversely to petitioner’s assertion here. 
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Nyer’s office. On the basis of leads obtained 
from this eavesdrop a second order per- 
mitting the installation, for a like period, 
of a recording device in the office of one 
Harry Steinman was obtained. After some two 
weeks of eavesdropping a conspiracy was un- 
covered involving the issuance of liquor 
licenses for the Playboy and Tenement Clubs, 
both of New York City. Petitioner was in- 
dicted as “a go-between” for the principal 
conspirators, who though not named in the 
indictment were disclosed in a bill of par- 
ticulars. Relevant portions of the recordings 
were received in evidence at the trial and 
were played to the jury, all over the objection 
of the petitioner. The parties have stipulated 
that the District Attorney “had no informa- 
tion upon which to proceed to present a case 
to the Grand Jury, or on the basis of which 
to prosecute” the petitioner except by the 
use of the eavesdrop evidence. 
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Eavesdroping is an ancient practice which 
at common law was condemned as a nuisance. 
IV Blackstone, Commentaries § 168. In those 
days the eavesdropper listened by naked ear 
under the eaves of houses or their windows, 
or beyond their walls seeking after private 
discourse. The awkwardness and undignified 
manner of this method as well as its suscep- 
tibility to abuse was immediately recognized. 
Electricity, however, provided a better ve- 
hicle and with the advent of the telegraph 
surreptitious interception of messages be- 
gan. As early as 1862 California found it 
necessary to prohibit the practice by statute. 
Statutes of California 1862, p. 288, CCLX 12. 
During the Civil War General J.E.B. Stuart 
is reputed to have had his own eavesdropper 
along with him in the field whose job it was 
to intercept military communications of the 
opposing forces. Subsequently newspapers 
reportedly raided one another’s news gather- 
ing lines to save energy, time, and money. 
Racing news was likewise intercepted and 
flashed to bettors before the official result 
arrived. 

The telephone brought on a new and more 
modern eavesdropper known as the “wire- 
tapper.“ Interception was made by a connec- 
tion with a telephone line. This activity has 
been with us for three-quarters of a century. 
Like its cousins, wiretapping proved to be a 
commercial as well as a police technique. 
Illinois outlawed it in 1895 and in 1905 Cali- 
fornia extended its telegraph interception 
prohibition to the telephone. Some 50 years 
ago a New York legislative committee found 
that police, in cooperation with the telephone 
company, had been tapping telephone lines 
in New York despite an Act passed in 1895 
prohibiting it. During prohibition days wire- 
taps were the principal source of information 
relied upon by the police as the basis for 
prosecutions, In 1934 the Congress outlawed 
the interception without authorization, and 
the divulging or publishing of the contents 
of wiretaps by passing § 605 of the Communi- 
cations Act of 1934.8 New York, in 1938, de- 
clared by constitutional amendment that 
“[t]he right of the people to be secure 
unreasonable interception of telephone and 
telegraph communications shall not be vio- 
lated,” but permitted by ez parte order of 
the Supreme Court of the State the inter- 
ception of communications on a showing of 
“reasonable ground to believe that evidence 
of crime” might be obtained. McKinney 
Const. Art. I. § 12. 

Sophisticated electronic devices have now 
been developed (commonly known as bug- 
ging”) which are capable of eavesdropping on 
anyone in most any given situation. They 
are to be distinguished from “wiretapping” 
which is confined to the interception of tele- 
graphic and telephonic communications. 
Miniature in size—no larger than a postage 
stamp (9% x 7% x %% ) these gadgets 


348 Stat. 1103, 47 U.S.C. § 605. 
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pick up whispers within a room and broad- 
cast them half a block away to a receiver. It 
is said that certain types of electronic rays 
beamed at walls or glass windows are capable 
of catching voice vibrations as they are 
bounced off the latter. Since 1940 eavesdrop- 
ping has become a big business. Manufactur- 
ing concerns offer complete detection systems 
which automatically record voices under 
most any conditions by remote control. A 
microphone concealed in a book, a lamp, or 
other unsuspecting place in a room, or made 
into a fountain pen, tie clasp, lapel button, 
or cuff link increases the range of these 
powerful wireless transmitters to a half mile, 
Receivers pick up the transmission with in- 
terference-free reception on a special wave 
frequency. And, of late, a combination mirror 
transmitter has been developed which per- 
mits not only sight but voice transmission up 
to 300 feet. Likewise, parabolic microphones, 
which can overhear conversations without 
being placed within the premises monitored, 
have been developed. See Westin, Science, 
Privacy and Freedom, 66 Col. L. Rev. 1003, 
1005-1010. 

As science developed these detection tech- 
niques, lawmakers, sensing the resulting in- 
vasion of individual privacy, have provided 
some statutory protection for the public. 
Seven States, California, Illinois, Maryland, 
Massachusetts, Nevada, New York, and Ore- 
gon, prohibit surreptitious eavesdropping by 
mechanical or electronic device.“ However, 
all, save Illinois, permit official court-ordered 
eavesdropping. Some 36 States prohibit wire- 
tapping® But of these, 27 permit author- 
ized” interception of some type. Federal law, 
as we have seen, prohibits interception and 
divulging or publishing of the content of 
wiretaps without exception.® In sum, it is fair 


Cal. Pen. Code § 653h-j; Ill. Rev. Stat. c. 
38, §§ 14.1-7 (1963); Md. Ann. Code, Art. 27, 
§ 125A (1957); Mass. Ann. Laws, c. 272, 599 
(Supp. 1964); Nev. Rev. Stat. § 200.650 
(1963); N.Y. Pen. Law § 738; Ore. Rev. Stat. 
§ 165.540 (1)(c) (Supp. 1963). 

Ala. Code, Tit. 48, f 414 (1958); Alaska 
Stat. § 42.20.100 (1962); Ark. Stat. Ann. § 73- 
1810 (1957); Cal. Pen. Code § 640; Colo. Rev. 
Stat. § 40-4-17 (1963); Conn. Gen. Stat. Rev. 
§ 53-140 (1958); Del. Code Ann., Tit. 11, § 757 
(Supp. 1964); Fla. Stat. Ann. § 822.10 (1965); 
Hawaii Rev. Laws § 309 A-1 (Supp. 1963); 
Idaho Code Ann, §§ 18-6704, 6705 (1947); 
III. Rev. Stat. c. 134, § 16 (1963); Iowa Code 
5 716.8 (1962); Ky. Rev. Stat. § 433.430 
(1963); La. Rev. Stat. § 14:322 (1950); Md. 
Ann, Code, Art. 35, §§92, 93 (1957); Mass. 
Ann. Laws, c. 272, §99 (Supp. 1964); Mich. 
Stat. Ann. § 28.808 (1954); Mont. Rev. Codes 
Ann. § 94-3203 (Supp. 1965); Neb. Rev. Stat. 
§ 86-328 (1958); Nev. Rev. Stat. 55 200.620, 
200.630 (1963); N.J. Stat. Ann. § 2A:146-1 
(1953); N. M. Stat. Ann. § 40A-12-1 (1964); 
N. J. Pen. Law § 738; N.C. Gen. Stat. § 14-155 
(1953); N.D. Cent. Code §8-1—07 (1959); 
Ohio Rev. Code Ann. § 4931.28 (p. 1953); 
Okla. Stat., Tit. 21, § 1757 (1961); Ore. Rev. 
Stat. § 165.540(1) (1963); Pa. Stat. Ann., Tit. 
15, § 2443 (1958); R.I. Gen. Laws Ann. § 11- 
35-12 (1956); S.D. Code § 13.4519 (1939); 
Tenn. Code Ann. § 65-2117 (1955); Utah Code 
Ann. § 76-48-11 (1953); Va. Code Ann. § 18.1- 
156 (Supp. 1960); Wis. Stat. § 134.39 (1963); 
Wyo. Stat. Ann. § 37-259 (157). 

sA recent Federal Communications Com- 
mission Regulation, 31 Fed. Reg. 3397, — 
C. F. R. —, prohibits the use of “a device 
required to be licensed by section 301 of the 
Communications Act” for the purpose of 
eavesdropping. This regulation, however, ex- 
empts use under “lawful authority” by police 
Officers and the sanctions are limited to loss 
of license and the imposition of a fine, The 
Memorandum accompanying the regulation 
stated: “What constitutes a crime under 
State law reflecting a State policy applicable 
to eavesdropping it, of course, unaffected by 
our rules.” 
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to say that wiretapping on the whole is out- 
lawed, except for permissive use by law en- 
forcement officials in some States; while elec- 
tronic eavesdropping is—save for seven 
States—permitted both officially and pri- 
vately. And, in six of the seven States elec- 
tronic eavesdropping (“bugging”) is permis- 
sible on court order. 


m 


The law, though jealous of individual pri- 
vacy, has not kept pace with these advances 
in scientific knowledge. This is not to say 
that individual privacy has been relegated to 
a second-class position for it has been held 
since Lord Camden’s day that intrusions into 
it are “subversive of all of the comforts of 
society.” Entick v. Carrington, 19 How. St. 
Tr. 1029 (1765). And the Founders so de- 
cided a quarter of a century later when they 
declared in the Fourth Amendment that the 
people had a right “to be secure in their per- 
sons, houses, papers and effects, against un- 
reasonable searches and seizures...” In- 
deed, that right, they wrote, “shall not be 
violated, and no Warrants shall issue, but 
upon probable cause, supported by Oath or 
affirmation, and particularly describing the 
place to be searched, and the persons or 
things to be seized.” Almost a century there- 
after this Court took specific and lengthy no- 
tice of Entick v. Carrington, supra, finding 
that its holding was “undoubtedly familiar 
... [and] in the minds of those who framed 
the Fourth Amendment. Boyd v. United 
States, 116 U.S. 616, 626-627 (1886). And after 
quoting from Lord Camden’s opinion at some 
length, Mr. Justice Bradley characterized it 
thusly: 

“The principles laid down in this opinion 
affect the very essence of constitutional 
liberty and security. They reach farther than 
the concrete form of the case . . . they apply 
to all invasions on the part of the govern- 
ment and its employés of the sanctity of a 
man's home and the privacies of life.” At 630. 

Boyd held unconstitutional an Act of the 
Congress authorizing a court of the United 
States to require a defendant in a revenue 
case to produce in court his private books, 
invoices, and papers or else the allegations of 
the Government were to be taken as con- 
fessed. The Court found that “the essence of 
the offense... [was] the invasion of the 
sacred right which underlies and constitutes 
the essence of Lord Camden’s judgment.” 
Ibid. The Act—the Court found—violated 
the Fourth Amendment in that it authorized 
@ general search contrary to the Amend- 
ment’s guarantee. 

The Amendment, however, carried no 
criminal sanction and the federal statutes 
not affording one, the Court in 1914 formu- 
lated and pronounced the federal exclusion- 
ary rule in Weeks v. United States, 232 U.S. 
883 (1914). Prohibiting the use in federal 
courts of any evidence seized in violation of 
the Amendment, the Court held: 

“The effect of the Fourth Amendment is to 
put the courts of the United States... 
under limitations and restraints as to the ex- 
ercise of such power . . and to forever se- 
cure the people... against all unreason- 
able searches and seizures under guise of law. 
This protection reaches all alike, whether 
accused of crime or not, and the duty of giv- 
ing to it force and effect is obligatory upon 
all... . The tendency of those who execute 
the criminal laws of the country to obtain 
conviction by means of unlawful sei- 
zures ... should find no sanction in the 
judgments of the courts which are charged 
at all times with the support of the Consti- 
tution and to which the people of all condi- 
tions have a right to appeal for the mainte- 
mance of such fundamental rights.” At 
891-392, 
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The Court was faced with its first wiretap 
case in 1928, Olmstead v. United States, 277 
U.S. 438. There the interception of Olm- 
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stead’s telephone line was accomplished 
without entry upon his premises and was, 
therefore, found not to be proscribed by 
the Fourth Amendment. The basis of the 
decision was that the Constitution did not 
forbid the obtaining of evidence by wiretap- 
ping unless it involved actual unlawful entry 
into the house. Statements in the opinion 
that “a conversation passing over a tele- 
phone wire“ cannot be said to come within 
the Fourth Amendment’s enumeration of 
“persons, houses, papers, and effects” have 
been negated by our subsequent cases as 
hereinafter noted. They found conversa- 
tion” was within the Fourth Amendment's 
protections, and that the use of electronic 
devices to capture it was a “search” within 
the meaning of the Amendment, and we so 
hold. In any event, Congress soon thereafter, 
and some say in answer to Olmstead, specif- 
ically prohibited the interception without 
authorization and the divulging or publish- 
ing of the contents of telephonic communi- 
cations. And the Nardone cases, 302 U.S. 379 
(1937) and 308 U.S. 338 (1939), extended the 
exclusionary rule to wiretap evidence offered 
in federal prosecutions. 

The first “bugging” case reached the Court 
in 1942 in Goldman v. United States, 316 U.S. 
129. There the Court found that the use of a 
detectaphone placed against an office wall in 
order to hear private conversations in the 
Office next door did not violate the Fourth 
Amendment because there was no physical 
trespass in connection with the relevant 
interception. And in On Lee v. United States, 
343 U.S. 747 (1952), we found that since “no 
trespass was committed” a conversation be- 
tween Lee and a federal agent, occurring 
in the former’s laundry and electronically re- 
corded, was not condemned by the Fourth 
Amendment. Thereafter in Silverman v. 
United States, 365 U.S. 505 (1961), the Court 
found “that the eavesdropping was accom- 
plished by means of an unauthorized physi- 
cal penetration into the premises occupied 
by the petitioners.” At 509. A spike a foot long 
with a microphone attached to it was in- 
serted under a baseboard into a party wall 
until it made contact with the heating duct 
that ran through the entire house occupied 
by Silverman, making a perfect sounding 
board through which the conversations in 
question were overheard. Significantly, the 
Court held that its decision did “not turn 
upon the technicality of a trespass upon a 
party wall as a matter of local law. It is based 
upon the reality of an actual intrusion into 
a constitutionally protected area.“ At 512. 

In Wong Sun v. United States, 371 U.S. 471 
(1963), the Court for the first time specifi- 
cally held that verbal evidence may be the 
fruit of official illegality under the Fourth 
Amendment along with the more common 
tangible fruits of unwarranted intrusion. 
It used these words: 

“The exclusionary rule has traditionally 
barred from trial physical, tangible materials 
obtained either during or as a direct result 
of an unlawful invasion, It follows from our 
holding in Silverman v. United States, 365 
U.S. 505, that the Fourth Amendment may 
protect against the overhearing of verbal 
statements as well as against the more tra- 
ditional seizure of ‘papers and effects.“ At 
485. 

And in Lopez v. United States, 373 U.S. 427 
(1963), the Court confirmed that it had “in 
the past sustained instances of ‘electronic 
eavesdropping’ against constitutional chal- 
lenge, when devices have been used to enable 
government agents to overhear conversations 
which would have been beyond the reach of 
the human ear, ... It has been insisted only 
that the electronic device not be planted by 
an unlawful physical invasion of a constitu- 
tionally protected area.” At 438-439. In this 
case a recording of a conversation between 
a federal agent and the petitioner in which 
the latter offered the agent a bribe was ad- 
mitted in evidence. Rather than “eaves- 
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dropping” the Court found that the record- 
ing was used only to obtain the most re- 
liable evidence possible of a conversation in 
which the Government's own agent was a 
participant and which that agent was fully 
entitled to disclose.” At 439. 
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It is now well settled that “the Fourth 
Amendment's right of privacy has been de- 
clared enforceable against the States through 
the Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth” 
Amendment. Mapp v. Ohio, 367 U.S. 643, 655 
(1961). “The security of one’s privacy against 
arbitrary intrusion by the police—which is 
at the core of the Fourth Amendment—is 
basic to a free society.” Wolf v. Colorado, 338 
U.S. 25, 27 (1949). And its “fundamental 
protections ... are guaranteed. . against 
invasion by the States.” Stanford v. Texas, 
379 U.S. 476, 481 (1965). This right has most 
recently received enunciation in Camara v. 
Municipal Court, ante, p. —. The basic pur- 
pose of this amendment, as recognized in 
countless decisions of this Court, is to safe- 
guard the privacy and security of individuals 
against arbitrary invasions by governmental 
Officials.” At —. Likewise the Court has de- 
cided that while “the standards of reasona- 
bleness” required under the Fourth Amend- 
ment are the same under the Fourteenth, 
they “are not susceptible of Procrustean ap- 
plication. .. . Ker v. California, 374 U.S, 23, 
33 (1963). We said there that “the reason- 
ableness of a search is .. . [to be deter- 
mined] by the trial court from the facts and 
circumstances of the case and in the light 
of the ‘fundamental criteria’ laid down by 
the Fourth Amendment and in opinions of 
this Court applying that Amendment.” Ibid. 

We, therefore, turn to New York’s statute 
to determine the basis of the search and 
seizure authorized by it upon the order of 
a state supreme court justice, a county judge 
or general sessions judge of New York 
County. Section 813-a authorizes the is- 
suance of an “ex parte order for eaves- 
dropping” upon “oath or affirmation of a 
district attorney, or of the attorney general 
or of an officer above the rank of sergeant of 
any police department of the state or any 
political subdivision thereof ... .” The oath 
must state “that there is reasonable ground 
to believe that evidence of crime may be 
thus obtained, and particularly describing 
the person or persons whose communica- 
tions, conversations or discussions are to be 
overheard or recorded and the purpose 
thereof, and. . identifying the particular 
telephone number or telegraph line in- 
volved.” The judge “may examine on oath 
the applicant and any other witness he may 
produce and shall satisfy himself of the 
existence of reasonable grounds for the 
granting of such application.” The order 
must specify the duration of the eavesdrop— 
not exceeding two months unless extended— 
and “[a]ny such order together with the 
papers upon which the application was 
based, shall be delivered to and retained by 
the applicant as authority for the eaves- 
dropping authorized therein.” 

While New York’s statute satisfies the 
Fourth Amendment’s requirement that a 
neutral and detached authority be inter- 
posed between the police and the public, 
Johnson v. United States, 333 U.S. 10, 14 
(1948), the broad sweep of the statute is 
immediately observable. It permits the 
issuance of the order, or warrant for eaves- 
dropping, upon the oath of the attorney 
general, the district attorney or any police 
officer above the rank of sergeant stating 
that there is reasonable ground to believe 
that evidence of crime may be thus ob- 
tained ....” Such a requirement raises a 
serious probable cause question under the 
Fourth Amendment. Under it warrants may 
only issue “but upon probable cause, sup- 
ported by Oath or affirmation, and particu- 
larly describing the place to be searched, and 
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the persons or things to be seized.” Probable 
cause under the Fourth Amendment exists 
where the facts and circumstances within 
the affiant’s knowledge, and of which he has 
reasonably trustworthy information, are 
sufficient unto themselves to warrant a man 
of reasonable caution to believe that an 
offense has been or is being committed. 
Carroll v. United States, 267 U.S. 132, 162 
(1925); Husty v. United States, 282 U.S. 694, 
700-701 (1931); Brinegar v. United States, 
338 U.S. 160, 175-176 (1949). 

It is said, however, by the petitioner, and 
the State agrees, that the “reasonable 
ground” requirement of § 813-a “is undis- 
putedly equivalent to the probable cause 
requirement of the Fourth Amendment.” 
This is indicated by People v. Grossman, 45 
Misc. 2d 557, 257 N. .S. 2d 266, reversed 
on other grounds, 27 A.D. 572. Also see 
People v. Beshamy, 43 Misc. 2d 521, 252 N. L. S. 
2d 110. While we have found no case on 
the point by New York's highest court, we 
need not pursue the question further because 
we have concluded that the statute is defi- 
cient on its face in other respects. Since 
petitioner clearly has standing to challenge 
the statute, being indisputably affected by 
it, we need not consider either the sufficiency 
of the affidavits upon which the eavesdrop 
orders were based, or the standing of peti- 
tioner to attack the search and seizure made 
thereunder. 

The Fourth Amendment commands that a 
warrant issue not only upon probable cause 
supported by oath or affirmation, but also 
“particularly describing the place to be 
searched, and the persons or things to be 
seized.” New York’s statute lacks this par- 
ticularization. It merely says that a warrant 
may issue on reasonable ground to believe 
that evidence of crime may be obtained by 
the eavesdrop. It lays down no requirement 
for particularity in the warrant as to what 
specific crime has been or is being commit- 
ted, nor “the place to be searched,” or “the 
persons or things to be seized” as specifically 
required by the Fourth Amendment, The 
need for particularity and evidence of relia- 
bility in the showing required when judicial 
authorization of a search is sought is espe- 
cially great in the case of eavesdropping. By 
its very nature eavesdropping involves an in- 
trusion on privacy that is broad in scope. 
As was said in Osborn v. United States, 385 
U.S. 323 (1966), the “indiscriminate use of 
such devices in law enforcement raises grave 
constitutional questions under the Fourth 
and Fifth Amendments,” and imposes “a 
heavier responsibility on this Court in its 
supervision of the fairness of procedures..“ 
At 329, n. 7. There, two judges acting jointly 
authorized the installation of a device on the 
person of a prospective witness to record con- 
versations between him and an attorney for 
a defendant then on trial in the United States 
District Court. The judicial authorization was 
based on an affidavit of the witness setting 
out in detail previous conversations between 
the witness and the attorney concerning the 
bribery of jurors in the case. The recording 
device was, as the Court said, authorized 
“ander the most precise and discriminate 
circumstances, circumstances which fully 
met the ‘requirement of particularity’” of 
the Fourth Amendment. The Court was 
asked to exclude the evidence of the record- 
ing of the conversations seized pursuant to 
the order on constitutional grounds, Weeks 
v. United States, supra, or in the exercise of 
supervisory power, McNabb v. United States, 
318 U.S. 332 (1943). The Court refused to 
do both finding that the recording, although 
an invasion of the privacy protected by the 
Fourth Amendment, was admissable because 
of the authorization of the judges, based 
upon “a detailed factual affidavit alleging the 
commission of a specific criminal offense di- 
rectly and immediately affecting the admin- 
istration of justice. . for the narrow and 
particularized purpose of ascertaining the 
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truth of the affidavit’s allegations.” At 330. 
The invasion was lawful because there was 
sufficient proof to obtain a search warrant 
to make the search for the limited purpose 
outlined in the order of the judges. Through 
these “precise and discriminate” procedures 
the order authorizing the use of the elec- 
tronic device afforded similar protections to 
those that are present in the use of conven- 
tional warrants authorizing the seizure of 
tangible evidence. Among other safeguards, 
the order described the type of conversation 
sought with particularity, thus indicating the 
specific objective of the Government in en- 
tering the constitutionally protected area 
and the limitations placed upon the officer 
executing the warrant. Under it the officer 
could not search unauthorized areas; like- 
wise, once the property sought, and for which 
the order was issued, was found the officer 
could not use the order as a passkey to fur- 
ther search. In addition, the order authorized 
one limited intrusion rather than a series 
or a continuous surveillance. And, we note 
that a new order was issued when the officer 
sought to resume the search and probable 
cause was shown for the succeeding one. 
Moreover, the order was executed by the 
Officer with dispatch, not over a prolonged 
and extended period. In this manner no 
greater invasion of privacy was permitted 
than was necessary under the circumstances. 
Finally the officer was required to and did 
make a return on the order showing how it 
was executed and what was seized. Through 
these strict precautions the danger of an 
unlawful search and seizure was minimized. 

On the contrary, New York’s statute lays 
down no such “precise and discriminate” re- 
quirements. Indeed, it authorizes the “‘indis- 
criminate use” of electronic devices as specif- 
ically condemned in Osborne. The proceed- 
ing by search warrant is a drastic one,” Sgro 
v. United States, 287 U.S, 206, 210 (1932), and 
must be carefully circumscribed so as to pre- 
vent unauthorized invasions of “the sanctity 
of a man’s home and the privacies of life.” 
Boyd v. United States, supra, at 630. New 
York’s broadside authorization rather than 
being “carefully circumscribed” so as to pre- 
vent unauthorized invasions of privacy actu- 
ally permits general searches by electronic 
devices, the truly offensive character of which 
was first condemned in Entick y. Carrington, 
supra, and which were then known as “gen- 
eral warrants.” The use of the latter was a 
motivating factor behind the Declaration of 
Independence. In view of the many cases 
commenting on the practice it is sufficient 
here to point out that under these “general 
warrants” customs officials were given blanket 
authority to conduct general searches for 
goods imported to the Colonies in violation 
of the tax laws of the Crown. The Fourth 
Amendment's requirement that a warrant 
“particularly describ[e] the place to be 
searched, and the persons or things to be 
seized,” repudiated these general warrants 
and makes general searches . . impossible 
and prevents the seizure of one thing under 
a Warrant describing another. As to what is 
to be taken, nothing is left to the discretion 
of the officer executing the warrant.” Marron 
v. United States, 275 U.S. 192, 196 (1927); 
Stanford v. Texas, supra. 

We believe the statute here is equally of- 
fensive. First, as we have mentioned, eaves- 
dropping is authorized without requiring be- 
lef that any particular offense has been or is 
being committed; nor that the property 
sought, the conversations, be particularly de- 
scribed. The purpose of the probable cause 
requirement of the Fourth Amendment to 
keep the state out of constitutionally pro- 
tected areas until it has reason to believe 
that a specific crime has been or is being com- 
mitted is thereby wholly aborted. Likewise 
the statute’s failure to describe with par- 
ticularity the conversations sought gives the 
officer a roving commission to seize any and 
all conversations. It is true that the statute 


19849 


requires the naming of “the person or per- 
sons whose communications, conversations or 
discussions are to be overheard or record- 
ed .. . . But this does no more than iden- 
tify the person whose constitutionally pro- 
tected area is to be invaded rather than 
“particularly describing” the communica- 
tions, conversations, or discussions to be 
seized. As with general warrants this leaves 
too much to the discretion of the officer ex- 
ecuting the order. Secondly, authorization of 
eavesdropping for a two-month period is the 
equivalent of a series of intrusions, searches, 
and seizures pursuant to a single showing of 
probable cause. Prompt execution is also 
avoided, During such a long and continuous 
(24 hours a day) period the conversations of 
any and all persons coming into the area cov- 
ered by the device will be seized indiscrimi- 
nately and without regard to their connection 
to the crime under investigation. Moreover, 
the statute permits, as was done here, ex- 
tensions of the original two-month period 
presumedly for two months each—on a mere 
showing that such extension is “in the public 
interest.” Apparently the original grounds on 
which the eavesdrop order was initially is- 
sued also form the basis of the renewal. This 
we believe insufficient without a showing of 
present probable cause for the continuance 
of the eavesdrop. Third, the statute places no 
termination date on the eavesdrop once the 
conversation sought is seized. This is left 
entirely in the discretion of the officer. Fi- 
nally, the statute’s procedure, necessarily 
because its success depends on secrecy, has no 
requirement for notice as do conventional 
warrants, nor does it overcome this defect by 
requiring some showing of special facts. On 
the contrary, it permits unconsented entry 
without any showing of exigent circum- 
stances. Such a showing of exigency, in order 
to avoid notice, would appear more impor- 
tant in eavesdropping, with its inherent dan- 
gers, than that required when conventional 
procedures of search and seizure are utilized. 
Nor does the statute provide for a return on 
the warrant thereby leaving full discretion 
in the officer as to the use of seized conver- 
sations of innocent as well as guilty parties. 
In short, the statutes blanket grant of per- 
mission to eavesdrop is without adequate 
judicial supervision or protective procedures. 
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It is said with fervor that electronic eaves- 
dropping is a most important technique of 
law enforcement and that outlawing it will 
severely cripple crime detection. The monu- 
mental report of the President's Crime Com- 
mission entitled The Challenge of Crime in 
a Free Society” informs us that the majority 
of law enforcement officials say that this is 
especially true in the detection of organized 
crime. As the Commission reports, there can 
be no question about the serious proportions 
of professional criminal activity in this coun- 
try. However, we have found no empirical 
2 on the use of electronic devices 
(bugging) in the fight against organized 
crime. Indeed, there are even figures available 
in the wiretap category which indicate to 
the contrary. See, Dash, Schwartz, and 
Knowlton, The Eavesdroppers (1959), Dis- 
trict Attorney Silver’s Poll, 105, 117-119. Also 
see Semerjian, Proposals on Wiretapping in 
Light of Recent Senate Hearings, 35 B. U. L. 
Rev. 217, 229, As the Commission points out, 
“[wljiretapping was the mainstay of the 
New York attack against organized crime 
until Federal court decisions intervened. Re- 
cently chief reliance in some offices has been 
placed on bugging, where the information 
is to be used in court. Law enforcement offi- 
cials believe that the successes achieved in 
some parts of the State are attributable to 
a combination of dedicated and competent 
personnel and adequate legal tools; and that 
the failure to do more in New York has re- 
sulted primarily from the failure to com- 
mit additional resources of time and men,” 
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rather than electronic devices. At 201-202. 
Moreover, Brooklyn’s District Attorney Sil- 
ver's poll of the State of New York indicates 
that during the 12-year period (1942-1954) 
duly authorized wiretaps in bribery and cor- 
ruption cases constituted only a small per- 
centage of the whole. It indicates that this 
category only involved 10% of the total wire- 
taps. The overwhelming majority were in the 
categories of larceny, extortion, coercion, and 
blackmail, accounting for almost 50%. Or- 
ganized gambling was about 11%. Statistics 
are not available on subsequent years. Dash, 
supra, p. 40. 

An often repeated statement of District 
Attorney Hogan of New York County was 
made at a hearing before the Senate Ju- 
diciary Committee at which he advocated the 
amendment of the Federal Communications 
Act of 1934, supra, so as to permit tele- 
phonic interception” of conversations. As he 
testified, “Federal statutory law [the 1934 
Act] has been interpreted in such a way as 
to bar us from divulging wiretap evidence, 
even in the courtroom in the course of crimi- 
nal prosecution.” Mr, Hogan then said that 
“without it [wiretaps] my own office could 
not have convicted. .. top figures in the 
underworld.” He then named nine persons 
his office had convicted and one on whom he 
had furnished “leads” secured from wiretaps 
to the authorities of New Jersey. Evidence se- 
cured from wiretaps, as Mr. Hogan said, was 
not admissible in “criminal prosecutions.” 
He was advocating that the Congress adopt 
a measure that would make it admissible; 
Hearings on S. 2813 and S. 1495, before the 
Committee on the Judiciary of the United 
States Senate, 87th Cong., 2d Sess., pp. 173, 
174 (1962). The President’s Crime Commis- 
sion also emphasizes in its report the need 
for wiretapping in the investigation of orga- 
nized crime because of the telephone's rela- 
tively free use” by those engaged in the busi- 
ness and the difficulty of infiltrating their 
organizations. P. 201. The Congress, though 
long importuned, has not amended the 1934 
Act to permit it. 

We are also advised by the Solicitor Gen- 
eral of the United States that the Federal 
Government has abandoned the use of elec- 
tronic eavesdropping for “prosecutorial pur- 

s” See Supplemental Memorandum, 
Schipani v. United States, No. 504, October 
Term, 1966, 385 U.S. 372. See also Black v. 
United States, 385 U.S. 26 (1967); O’Brien v. 
United States, 386 U.S. 345 (1967); Hoffa v. 
United States, 387 U.S. — (1967); Markis v. 
United States, ante, p. —; Moretti v. United 
States, ante, p. —. Despite these actions of 
the Federal Government there has been no 
failure of law enforcement in that feld. 

As THE Cuter Justice said in concurring 
in Lopez v. United States, supra, “the fan- 
tastic advances in the field of electronic 
communication constitute a great danger to 
the privacy of the individual; that indiscrim- 
inate use of such devices in law enforcement 
raises grave constitutional questions under 
the Fourth and Fifth Amendments... .” 
At 441. 

In any event we cannot forgive the re- 
quirements of the Fourth Amendment in the 
name of law enforcement, This is no for- 
mality that we require today but a funda- 
mental rule that has long been recognized as 
basic to the privacy of every home in Amer- 
ica. While “[t}he requirements of the Fourth 
Amendment are not inflexible, or obtusely 
unyielding to the legitimate needs of law 
enforcement,” Lopez v. United States, supra, 
at 464, dissenting opinion of Brennan, J., it 
is not asking too much that officers be re- 
quired to comply with the basic command 
of the Fourth Amendment before the inner- 
most secrets of one’s home or office are in- 
vaded. Few threats to liberty exist which 
are greater than that posed by the use of 
eavesdropping devices. Some may claim that 
without the use of such devices crime detec- 
tion in certain areas may suffer some delays 
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since eavesdropping is quicker, easier, and 
more certain. However, techniques and prac- 
tices may well be developed that will op- 
erate just as speedily and certain—and what 
is more important—without attending il- 
legality. 

It is said that neither a warrant nor a 
statute authorizing eavesdropping can be 
drawn so as to meet the Fourth Amendment’s 
requirements. If that be true then the 
“fruits” of eavesdropping devices are barred 
under the Amendment. On the other hand 
this Court has in the past, under specific 
conditions and circumstances, sustained the 
use of eavesdropping devices. See Goldman 
v. United States, supra; On Lee v. United 
States, supra; Lopez v. United States, swpra; 
and Osborn v. United States, supra. In the 
latter case the eavesdropping device was 
permitted where the “commission of a specific 
offense” was charged, its use was “under the 
most precise and discriminating circum- 
stances” and the effective administration 
of justice in a federal court was at stake. 
The States are under no greater restrictions. 
The Fourth Amendment does not make the 
“precincts of the home or office .. . sanc- 
tuaries where the law can never reach.” 
Docs. As, J., dissenting in Warden, Maryland 
Penitentiary v. Hayden, supra, but it does 
prescribe a constitutional standard that must 
be met before official invasion is permissible. 
Our concern with the statute here is whether 
its language permits a trespassory invasion 
of the home, by general warrant, contrary 
to the command of the Fourth Amendment, 
As it is written, we believe that it does. 

Reversed. 
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Mr. Justice Doveras, concurring. 

I join the opinion of the Court because at 
long last it overrules sub silentio Olmstead v. 
United States, 277 U.S. 438, and its offspring 
and brings wiretapping and other electronic 
eavesdropping fully within the purview of 
the Fourth Amendment. I also join the 
opinion because it condemns electric sur- 
veillance, for its similarity to the general 
warrants out of which our Revolution sprang 
and allows a discreet surveillance only on a 
showing of “probable cause.” These safe- 
guards are minimal if we are to live under 
a regime of wiretapping and other electronic 
surveillance. 

Yet there persists my overriding objection 
to electronic surveillance, viz, that it is a 
search for “mere evidence” which, as I have 
maintained on other occasions (Osborn v. 
United States, 385 U.S. 323, 349-354), is a 
violation of the Fourth and Fifth Amend- 
ments, no matter the nicety and precision 
with which a warrant may be drawn, a prop- 
Osition that I developed in detail in my dis- 
sent in Warden v. Hayden, —— US. ——, 
decided only the other day. 

A discreet selective wiretap or electric 
“bugging” is of course not rummaging 
around, collecting everything in the par- 
ticular time and space zone. But even though 
it is limited in time, it is the greatest of all 
invasions of privacy. It places a government 
agent in the bedroom, in the business con- 
ference, in the social hour, in the lawyer's 
office—everywhere and anywhere a “bug” can 
be placed. 

If a statute were to authorize placing a 
policeman in every home or office where it 
was shown that there was probable cause to 
believe that evidence of crime would be ob- 
tained, there is little doubt that it would 
be struck down as a bald invasion of privacy, 
far worse than the general warrants pro- 
hibited by the Fourth Amendment. I can see 
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no difference between such a statute and 
one authorizing electronic surveillance, 
which, in effect, places an invisible police- 
man in the home. If anything, the latter 
is more offensive because the homeowner is 
completely unaware of the invasion of 
privacy. 

The traditional wiretap or electronic eaves- 
dropping device constitutes a dragnet, 
sweeping in all conversations within its 
scope—without regard to the participants or 
the nature of the conversations. It intrudes 
upon the privacy of those not even suspected 
of crime and intercepts the most intimate of 
conversations. Thus, in the Coplon case 
(United States v. Coplon, 91 F. Supp. 867, 
rev’s 191 F. 2d 749) wiretaps of the defend- 
ant’s home and office telephones recorded 
conversations between the defendant and her 
mother, a quarrel between a husband and 
wife who had no connection with the case, 
and conferences between the defendant and 
her attorney, concerning the preparation of 
briefs, testimony of government witnesses, 
selection of jurors and trial strategy. Westin, 
The Wire Tapping Problem: An Analysis and 
a Legislative Proposal, 52 Col, L. Rev. 165, 
170-171 (1952); Barth, The Loyalty of Free 
Men 173 (1951). It is also reported that the 
FBI incidentally learned about an affair, 
totally unrelated to espionage, between the 
defendant and a Justice Department at- 
torney. Barth, supra, at 173. While tapping 
one telephone, police recorded conversations 
involving, at the other end, The Julliard 
School of Music, Brooklyn Law School, Con- 
solidated Radio Artists, Western Union, 
Mercantile Commercial Bank, several restau- 
rants, a real estate company, a drug store, 
many attorneys, an importer, a dry cleaning 
establishment, a number of taverns, a 
garage, and the Prudential Insurance Com- 
pany. Westin, supra, at 188, n. 112, These 
cases are but a few of many demonstrating 
the sweeping nature of electronic total sur- 
veillance as we know it today. 

It is, of course, possible for a statute to 
provide that wiretap or electronic eavesdrop 
evidence is admissible only in a prosecution 
for a crime to which the showing of probable 
cause related. See Nev. Rev. Stat. § 200.680 
(1963). But such a limitation would not alter 
the fact that the order authorizes a general 
search, Whether or not the evidence obtained 
is used at a trial for another crime, the 
privacy of the individual has been infringed 
by the interception of all of his conversa- 
tions. And, even though the information is 
not introduced as evidence, it can and prob- 
ably will be used as leads and background 
information, Again, a statute could provide 
that evidence developed from eavesdrop in- 
formation could not be used at trial. Cf. 
Silverhorne Lumber Co., Inc. v. United States, 
251 U.S. 385, 392; Nardone v. United States, 
308 U.S. 338; Silverman v. United States, 365 
U.S. 505. But, under a regime of total sur- 
veillance, where a multitude of conversations 
are recorded, it would be very difficult to 
show which aspects of the information had 
been used as investigative information, 

As my Brother WHITE says in his dissent, 
this same vice inheres in any search for 
tangible evidence such as invoices, letters, 
diaries, and the like. “In searching for seiz- 
able matters, the police must necessarily 
see or hear, and comprehend, items which 
do not relate to the purpose of the search.” 
That is precisely why the Fourth Amendment 
made any such rummaging around uncon- 
stitutional, even though supported by a 
formally adequate warrant. That under- 
writes my dissent in Hayden. 

With all respect, my brother Brack misses 
the point of the Fourth Amendment. It does 
not make every search constitutional pro- 
vided there is a warrant that is technically 
adequate. The history of the Fourth Amend- 
ment, as I have shown in my dissent in the 
Hayden case, makes it plain that any search 
in the precincts of the home for personal 
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items that are lawfully and not 
articles of a crime is “unreasonable.” That 
is the essence of the “mere evidence” rule 
that long obtained until overruled by 
Hayden. 

The words that a man says consciously 
on a radio are public property. But I do not 
see how government using surreptitious 
methods can put a person on the radio and 
use his words to convict him. Under our 
regime a man stands mute if he chooses, or 
talks if he chooses. The test is whether he 
acts voluntarily. That is the essence of the 
face of privacy protected by the “mere evi- 
dence” rule. For the Fourth Amendment and 
the Fifth come into play when the accused 
is “the unwilling source of the evidence” 
(Gouled v. United States, 255 U. S. 298, 306), 
there being no difference “whether he be 
obliged to supply evidence against himself or 
whether such evidence be obtained by an 
illegal search of his premises and a seizure 
of his private papers.“ Ibid. 

That is the essence of my dissent in Hay- 
den. In short, I do not see how any electronic 
surveillance that collects evidence or pro- 
vides leads to evidence is or can be con- 
stitutional under the Fourth and Fifth 
Amendments. We could amend the Consti- 
tution and so provide—a step that would 
take us closer to the ideological group we 
profess to despise. Until the amending proc- 
ess ushers us into the kind of totalitarian 
regime, I would adhere to the protection of 
privacy which the Fourth Amendment, 
fashioned in Congress and submitted to the 
people, was designed to afford the individual. 
And unlike my Brother Back, I would ad- 
here to Mapp v. Ohio, 367 U. S. 643, and 
apply the exclusionary rule in state as well 
as federal trials—a rule fashioned out of the 
Fourth Amendment and constituting a high 
constitutional barricade against the intru- 
sion of Big Brother into the lives of all of us, 
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Mn. Justice Stewart, concurring in the 
results, 

I fully agree with Mr. JUSTICE BLACK, Mn. 
Justice HARLAN, and Mr. Justice WHITE, that 
this New York law is entirely constitutional. 
In short, I think that “electronic eavesdrop- 
ping, as such, or as it is permitted by this 
statute, is not an unreasonable search and 
seizure.” 1 The statute contains many provi- 
sions more stringent than the Fourth 
Amendment generally requires, as Mr. Jus- 
TICE BLACK has so forcefully pointed out. And 
the petitioner himself has told us that the 
law's “reasonable grounds” requirement “is 
undisputably equivalent to the probable 
cause requirement of the Fourth Amend- 
ment.” This is confirmed by decisions of the 
New York courts. People v. Cohen, 42 Misc. 
2d 403; People v. Beshany, 43 Misc. 2d 521, 252 
N. Y. S. 2d 110; People v. Grossman, 45 Misc. 
2d 557, 257 N. T. S. 2d 266. Of course, a state 
court's construction of a state statue is bind - 
ing upon us. 

In order to hold this statute unconstitu- 
tional, therefore, we would have to either 
rewrite the statute or rewrite the Constitu- 
tion. I can only conclude that the Court 
today seems to have rewritten both. 

The issue before, as Mr. JUSTICE WHITE 
says, is “whether this search complied with 
Fourth Amendment standards.” For me that 
issue is an extremely close one in the cir- 
cumstances of this case. It certainly cannot 
be resolved by incantation of ritual 
like “general warrant.” Its resolution involves 


1 Dissenting opinion of Mr. Justice HARLAN, 
post, p. ——. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


“the unavoidable task in any search and 
seizure case: was the particular search and 
seizure reasonable or not?” 2 

I would hold that the affidavits on which 
the judicial order issued in this case did not 
constitute a showing of probable cause ade- 
quate to justify the authorizing order. The 
need for particularity and evidence of relia- 
bility in the showing required when judicial 
authorization is sought for the kind of elec- 
tronic eavesdropping involved in this case 
is especially great. The standard of reason- 
ableness embodied in the Fourth Amendment 
demands that the showing of justification 
match the degree of intrusion. By its very 
nature electronic eavesdropping for a 60-day 
period, even of a specified office, involves a 
broad invasion of a constitutionally pro- 
tected area. Only the most precise and rigor- 
ous standard of probable cause should justify 
an intrusion of this sort. I think the affi- 
davits presented to the judge who authorized 
the electronic surveillance of the Steinman 
Office failed to meet such a standard. 

So far as the record shows, the only basis 
for the Steinman order consisted of two affi- 
davits. One of them contained factual allega- 
tions supported only by bare, unexplained 
references to “evidence” in the district at- 
torney’s office and “evidence” obtained by 
the Neyer eavesdrop. No underlying facts 
were presented on the basis of which the 
judge could evaluate these general allega- 
tions. The second affidavit was no more than 
a statement of another assistant district at- 
torney that he had read his associate's afi- 
davit and was satisfied on that basis alone 
that proper grounds were presented for the 
issuance of an authorizing order. 

This might be enough to satisfy the stand- 
ards of the Fourth Amendment for a conven- 
tional search or arrest. Cf. Aguilar v. Tezas, 
378 U.S. 108, 116 (dissenting opinion). But 
I think it was constitutionally insufficient to 
constitute probable cause to justify an in- 
trusion of the scope and duration that was 
permitted in this case. 

Accordingly, I would reverse the judgment. 
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Mn. Justice Biack, dissenting. 

New York has an eavesdropping statute 
which permits its judges to authorize state 
officers to place on other people’s premises 
electronic devices that will overhear and re- 
cord telephonic and other conversations for 
the purpose of detecting secret crimes and 
conspiracies and obtaining evidence to con- 
vict criminals in court, Judges cannot issue 
such eavesdropping permits except upon 
oath or affirmation of certain state officers 
that “there is reasonable ground to believe 
that evidence of crime may be thus obtained, 
and particularly describing the person or per- 
sons, whose communications, conversations 
or discussions are to be overheard or recorded, 
and the purpose thereof. Evidence ob- 
tained by such electronic eavesdropping was 
used to convict the petitioner here of con- 
spiracy to bribe the chairman of the State 
Liquor Authority which controls the issuance 
of liquor licenses in New York. It is stipu- 
tated that without this evidence a conviction 
could not have been obtained, and it seems 
apparent that use of that evidence showed 
petitioner to be a briber beyond all reason- 
able doubt. Notwithstanding petitioner’s ob- 
vious guilt, however, the Court now strikes 
down his conviction in a way that plainly 
makes it impossible ever to convict him 
again. This is true because the Court not 
only holds that the judicial orders which 


See dissenting opinion of Mr. JUSTICE 
BLACK, post, p. ——. 
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were the basis of the authority to eavesdrop 
were insufficient, but holds that the New 
York eavesdropping statute is on its face vio- 
lative of the Fourth Amendment. And while 
the Court faintly intimates to the contrary, 
it seems obvious to me that its holding, by 
creating obstacles that cannot be overcome, 
makes it completely impossible for the State 
or the Federal Government ever to have a 
valid eavesdropping statute. All of this is 
done, it seems to me, in part because of the 
Court’s hostility to eavesdropping as “ig- 
noble” and “dirty business”! and in part 
because of fear that rapidly advancing sci- 
ence and technology is making eavesdrop- 
ping more and more effective. Cf. Lopez v. 
United States, 373 U.S. 427, 446 (dissenting 
opinion of BRENNAN, J.). Neither of these, nor 
any other grounds that I can think of, are 
sufficient in my judgment to justify a hold- 
ing that the use of evidence secured by 
eavesdropping is barred by the Constitution. 


I 


Perhaps as good a definition of eavesdrop- 
ping as another is that it is listening secretly 
and sometimes “snoopily” to conversations 
and discussions believed to be private by 
those who engage in them. Needless to say, 
eavesdropping is not ranked as one of the 
most learned or most polite professions, nor 
perhaps would an eavesdropper be selected 
by many people as a most desirable and at- 
tractive associate. But the practice has un- 
doubtedly gone on since the beginning of 
human society, and during that time it has 
developed a usefulness of its own, particu- 
larly in the detection and prosecution of 
crime. 

Eavesdroppers have always been deemed 
competent witnesses in English and Ameri- 
can courts. The main test of admissibility 
has been relevance and first-hand knowledge, 
not by whom or by what method proffered 
evidence was obtained. It is true that in 
England people who obtained evidence by 
unlawful means were held liable in damages 
as in Entick v. Carrington, 19 How. St. Tr. 
1029. But even that famous civil liberties 
case made no departure from the traditional 
common-law rule that relevant evidence is 
admissible, even though obtained contrary 
to ethics, morals, or law. And, for reasons 
that follow, this evidentiary rule is well 
adapted to our Government, set up, as it was, 
to “insure domestic tranquility” under a 
system of laws. 

Today this country is painfully realizing 
that evidence of crime is difficult for govern- 
ments to secure. Criminals are shrewd and 
constantly seek, too often successfully, to 
conceal their tracks and their outlawry from 
law officers. But in carrying on their nefari- 
ous practices professional criminals usually 
talk considerably. Naturally, this talk is done, 
they hope, in a secret way that will keep it 
from being heard by law enforcement au- 
thorities or by others who might report to 
the authorities. In this situation “eavesdrop- 
pers,” “informers,” and “squealers,” as they 
are variously called, are helpful, even though 
unpopular, agents of law enforcement. And 
it needs no empirical studies or statistics to 
establish that eavesdropping testimony plays 
an important role in exposing criminals and 
bands of criminals who but for such evidence 
would go along their criminal way with little 
possibility of exposure, prosecution, or pun- 
ishment. Such, of course, is this particular 
case before us. 

The eavesdrop evidence here shows this 
petitioner to be a briber, a corrupter of 
trusted public officials, a poisoner of the 
honest administration of government, upon 
which good people must depend to obtain 
the blessings of a decent orderly society. No 
man’s privacy, property, liberty, or life is 
secure, if organized or even unorganized 


iMr, Justice Holmes dissenting in Olm- 
stead v. United States, 277 U.S. 438, 470. 
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criminals can go their way unmolested, ever 
and ever further in their unabandoned law- 
lessness. However obnoxious eavesdroppers 
may be they are assuredly not engaged in a 
more “ignoble” or “dirty business” than are 
bribers, thieves, burglars, robbers, rapists, 
kidnapers, and murderes, not to speak of 
others. And it cannot be denied that to deal 
with such specimens of our society, eaves- 
droppers are not merely useful, they are 
frequently a necessity. I realize that some 
may say, “Well, let the prosecuting officers 
use more scientific measures than eaves- 
dropping.” It is always easy to hint at mys- 
terious means available just around the cor- 
ner to catch outlaws. But crimes, unspeak- 
ably horrid crimes, are with us in this coun- 
try, and we cannot afford to dispense with 
any known method of detecting and correct- 
ing them unless it is forbidden by the Con- 
stitution or deemed inadvisable by legisla- 
tive policy—neither of which I believe to be 
true about eavesdropping. 


m 


Since eavesdrop evidence obtained by in- 
dividuals is admissible and helpful I can 
perceive no permissible reason for courts 
to reject it, even when obtained surrepti- 
tiously by machines, electric or otherwise. 
Certainly evidence picked up and recorded 
on a machine is not less trustworthy. In both 
perception and retention a machine is more 
accurate than a human listener. The ma- 
chine does not have to depend on a defective 
memory to repeat what was said in its pres- 
ence for it repeats the very words uttered. I 
realize that there is complaint that some- 
times the words are jumbled or indistinct. 
But machine evidence need not be done away 
with to correct such occasional defective 
recording. The trial judge has ample power 
to refuse to admit indistinct or garbled 
recordings. 

The plain facts are, however, that there is 
no inherent danger to a defendant in using 
these electronic recordings except that which 
results from the use of testimony that is so 
unerringly accurate that it is practically 
bound to bring about a conviction. In other 
words, this kind of transcribed eavesdropping 
evidence is far more likely to lead a judge or 
jury to reach a correct judgment or verdict— 
the basic and always-present objective of a 
trial. 

mt 


The superior quality of evidence recorded 
and transcribed on an electronic device is, 
of course, no excuse for using it against a 
defendant, if, as the Court holds, its use 
violates the Fourth Amendment. If that is 
true, no amount of common-law tradition or 
anything else can justify admitting such evi- 
dence. But I do not believe the Fourth 
Amendment, or any other, bans the use of 
evidence obtained by eavesdropping. 

There are constitutional amendments that 
speak in clear unambiguous prohibitions or 
commands. The First, for illustration, de- 
clares that “Congress shall make no law . . . 
abridging the freedom of speech, or of the 
press.. . The Fifth declares that a per- 
son shall not be held to answer for a capital 
or otherwise infamous crime except on a 
grand jury indictment; shall not twice be 
put in jeopardy of life or limb for the same 
offense; nor be compelled in any criminal 
case to be a witness against himself. These 
provisions of the First and Fifth Amend- 
ments, as well as others I need not mention 
at this time, are clear unconditional com- 
mands that something shall not be done. 
Particularly of interest in comparison with 
the Fourth Amendment is the Fifth Amend- 
ment's prohibition against compelling a per- 
son to be a witness against himself. The 
Fifth Amendment’s language forbids a court 
to hear evidence against a person that he 
has been completed to give, without regard 
to reasonableness or anything else. Unlike all 
of these just named Fifth Amendment provi- 
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sions, the Fourth Amendment relating to 
searches and seizures contains no such un- 
equivocal commands. It provides: 

“The right of the people to be secure in 
their persons, houses, papers, and effects, 
against unreasonable searches and seizures, 
shall not be violated, and no Warrants shall 
issue, but upon probable cause, supported by 
Oath or affirmation, and particularly describ- 
ing the place to be searched, and the persons 
or things to be seized.” 

Obviously, those who wrote this Fourth 
Amendment knew from experience that 
searches and seizures were too valuable to 
law enforcement to prohibit them entirely, 
but also knew at the same time that while 
searches or seizures must not be stopped, 
they should be slowed down, and warrants 
should be issued only after studied caution. 
This accounts for use of the imprecise and 
flexible term, “unreasonable,” the key word 
permea this whole Amendment. Also it 
is noticeable that this Amendment contains 
appropriate language, as does the Fifth, to 
forbid the use and introduction of search and 
seizure evidence even though secured “un- 
reasonably.” Nor does this Fourth Amend- 
ment attempt to describe with precision 
what was meant by its words, “probable 
cause”; nor by whom the “oath or afirma- 
tion” should be taken; nor what it need con- 
tain. Although the Amendment does spe- 
cifically say that the warrant should partic- 
ularly describe “the place to be searched and 
the persons or things to be seized,” it does 
not impose any precise limits on the spatial 
or temporal extent of the search or the quan- 
titative extent of the seizure. Thus this 
Amendment, aimed against only “unreason- 
able” searches and seizures, seeks to guard 
against them by providing, as the Court says, 
that a “neutral and detached authority be 
interposed between the police and the pub- 
lic, Johnson v. United States, 333 U.S. 10, 
14.“ And, as the Court admits, the Amend- 
ment itself provides no sanctions to enforce 
its standards of searches, seizures, and war- 
rants. This was left for Congress to carry out 
if it chose to do so. 

Had the framers of this Amendment de- 
sired to prohibit the use in court of evidence 
secured by an unreasonable search or seizure, 
they would have used plain appropriate lan- 
guage to do so, just as they did in prohibit- 
ing the use of enforced self-incriminatory 
evidence in the Fifth Amendment. Since the 
Fourth Amendment contains no language 
forbidding the use of such evidence, I think 
there is no such constitutional rule. So I 
continue to believe that the exclusionary 
rule formulated to bar such evidence in the 
Weeks? case is not rooted in the Fourth 
Amendment but rests on the “supervisory 
power” of this Court over the other federal 
courts—the same judicial power invoked in 
McNabb v. United States, 318 U.S. 332. See 
my concurring opinions in Wolf v. Colorado, 
338 U.S. 25, 39, and Mapp v. Ohio, 367 U.S. 
643, 661.5 For these reasons and others to be 
stated, I do not believe the Fourth Amend- 
ment standing alone, even if applicable to 
electronic eavesdropping, commands exclu- 
sion of the overhead evidence in this case. 

In reaching my conclusion that the Fourth 
Amendment itself does not bar the use of 
eavesdropping evidence in courts, I do not 
overlook the fact that the Court at present 
is reading the Amendment as expressly and 
unqualifiedly barring invasions of privacy“ 
rather than merely forbidding “unreasonable 
searches and seizures.” On this premise of 


2 Weeks v. United States, 232 U.S. 383, Com- 
pare Adams v. United States, 192 U.S. 585. 

3I concurred in Mapp because “[t]he close 
interrelationship between the Fourth and 
Fifth Amendments,” 367 U.S., at 662, as they 
applied to the facts of that case required the 
exclusion there of the unconstitutionally 
seized evidence. 
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the changed command of the Amendment, 
the Court’s task in passing on the use of 
eavesdropping evidence becomes a simple 
one. Its syllogism is this: 

The Fourth Amendment forbids invasion 
of privacy and excludes evidence obtained 
by such invasion; 

To listen secretly to a man’s conversations 
or to tap his telephone conversations invades 
his privacy; 

Therefore, the Fourth Amendment bars 
use of evidence obtained by eavesdropping 
or by tapping telephone wires. 

The foregoing syllogism is faulty for at 
least two reasons: (1) the Fourth Amend- 
ment itself contains no provision from 
which can be implied a purpose to bar evi- 
dence or anything else secured by an “un- 
reasonable search or seizure”; (2) the Fourth 
Amendment’s language, fairly construed, re- 
fers specifically to “unreasonable searches 
and seizures” and not to a broad undefined 
right to “privacy” in general. To attempt to 
transform the meaning of the Amendment, 
as the Court does here, is to play sleight-of- 
hand tricks with it. It is impossible for me 
to think that the wise framers of the Fourth 
Amendment would ever have dreamed about 
drafting an amendment to protect the 
“right of privacy.” That expression, like a 
chameleon, has a different color for every 
turning. In fact, use of “privacy” as the 
keyword in the Fourth Amendment simply 
gives this Court a useful new tool, as I see 
it, both to usurp the policy-making power 
of the Congress and to hold more state and 
federal laws unconstitutional when the 
Court entertains a sufficient hostility to 
them. I therefore cannot agree to hold New 
York’s law unconstitutional on the premise 
that all laws that unreasonably invade pri- 
vacy violate the Fourth Amendment. 

Iv 

While the electronic eavesdropping here 
bears some analogy to the problems with 
which the Fourth Amendment is concerned, 
Iam by no means satisfied that the Amend- 
ment controls the constitutionality of such 
eavesdropping. As pointed out, the Amend- 
ment only bans searches and seizures of 
“persons, houses, papers, and effects.” This 
literal language imports tangible things, and 
it would require an expansion of the lan- 
guage used by the framers, in the interest of 
privacy“ or some equally vague judge-made 
goal, to hold that it applies to the spoken 
word. It simply requires an imaginative trans- 
formation of the English language to say 
that conversations can be searched and 
words seized. Referring to wiretapping, this 
Court in Olmstead v. United States, 277 U.S. 
438, 465, refused to make that transforma- 
tion: 

“Justice Bradley in the Boyd case, and 
Justice Clark in the Gouled case, said that 
the Fifth Amendment and the Fourth 
Amendment were to be liberally construed 
But that can not justify enlargement of 
the language employed beyond the possible 
practical meaning of houses, persons, papers, 
and effects, or so to apply the words search 
and seizure as to forbid hearing or sight.” 

Though Olmstead has been severely criti- 
cized by various individual members of this 
Court, and though the Court stated an alter- 
native ground for holding the Amendment 
inapplicable in that case, the Olmstead hold- 
ing that the Fourth Amendment does not 
apply to efforts to hear and obtain oral con- 
versations has never been overruled by this 
Court. The Court today, however, suggests 
that this holding has been “negated” by 
subsequent congressional action and by four 
decisions of this Court. First, the Court inti- 
mates, though it does not exactly state, that 
Congress “in answer to Olmstead, passed an 
Act to prohibit the interception without au- 
thorization and the divulging or publishing 
of the contents of telephonic communica- 
tions.“ The Court cites no authority for this 
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strange surmise, and I assert with confidence 
that none can be recited. And even if it could, 
Congress’ action would not have the slightest 
relevance to the scope of the Fourth Amend- 
ment. Second, the Court cites Goldman v. 
United States, 343 U.S. 129, and On Lee v. 
United States, 343 U.S, 747, in an effort to ex- 
plain away Olmstead. But neither of those 
cases purported to repudiate the Olmstead 
case or any part of it. In fact, in both of those 
cases the Court refused to exclude the chal- 
lenged eavesdrop evidence. Finally, the Court 
relies on Silverman v. United States, 365 U.S. 
505, and Wong Sun v. United States, 371 U.S. 
471. In both of these cases the Court did 
imply that the “Fourth Amendment may 
protect against the overhearing of verbal 
statements as well as against the more tradi- 
tional seizure of ‘papers and effects,“ 371 
U.S., at 485 (emphasis added), but in neither 
did the Court find it necessary to overrule 
Olmstead, an action that would have been 
required had the Court based its exclusion 
of the oral conversations solely on the 
ground of the Fourth Amendment. 

The fact is that both Silverman and 
Wong Sun were federal cases dealing with 
the use of verbal evidence in federal courts, 
and the Court held the evidence should be 
excluded by virtue of the exclusionary rule 
of the Weeks case. As I have previously 
pointed out, that rule rested on the Court’s 
supervisory power over federal courts, not 
on the Fourth Amendment: it is neither re- 
quired by the Amendment, nor is a viola- 
tion of the Amendment a prerequisite to its 
application. I would not have agreed with 
the Court's opinion in Silverman, which, by 
the way, cited Olmstead with approval, had 
I thought that the result depended on find- 
ing a violation of the Fourth Amendment or 
had I any inkling that the Court’s general 
statements about the scope of the Amend- 
ment were intended to negate the clear hold- 
ing of Olmstead. And again in Wong Sun, 
which did not even mention Olmstead, let 
alone overrule it, the Court clearly based its 
exclusion of oral statements made to federal 
agents during an illegal arrest on its sup- 
ervisory power to deter lawless conduct by 
federal officers and on the alternative 
ground that the incriminating statements 
were made under compulsive circumstances 
and were not the product of a free will. It 
is impossible for me to read into that non- 
eavesdropping federal case an intent to 
overrule Olmstead implicitly. In short, the 
only way this Court can escape Olmstead 
here is to overrule it. Without expressly say- 
ing so, the Court’s opinion, as my Brother 
DovcLas acknowledges, does just that. And 
that overruling is accomplished by the 
simple expedient of substituting for the 
Amendment’s words, “The right of the 
people to be secure in their persons, houses, 
papers, and effects,’ the words “The right 
of the people to be secure in their privacy,” 
words the Court believes the framers should 
have used, but did not. I have frequently 
stated my opposition to such judicial sub- 
stitution. Although here the Court uses 
it to expand the scope of the Fourth Amend- 
ment to include words, the Court has been 
applying the same process to contract the 
Fifth Amendment’s privilege against self- 
incrimination so as to exclude all types 
of incriminating evidence but words, or what 
the Court prefers to call “testimonial evi- 
dence.” See United States v. Wade, — U.S, —; 
Gilbert v. California, — U.S. —. 

There is yet another reason why I would 
adhere to the holding Olmstead that the 
Fourth Amendment does not apply to eaves- 
dropping. Since the framers in the first 
clause of the Amendment specified that only 
persons, houses, and things were to be pro- 
tected, they obviously wrote the second 
clause, regulating search warrants, in refer- 
ence only to such tangible things. To hold, 
as the Court does, that the first clause pro- 


CXITI——1251—Part 15 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


tects words, necessitates either a virtual re- 
writing of the particularity requirements of 
the Warrant Clause or a literal application 
of that clauses’ requirements and our cases 
construing them to situations they were 
never designed to cover. I am convinced that 
the framers of the Amendment never in- 
tended this Court to do either, and yet it 
seems to me clear that the Court here does 
a little of both. 
v 

Assuming, as the Court holds, that the 
Fourth Amendment applies to eavesdropping 
and that the evidence obtained by an eaves- 
drop which violates the Fourth Amendment 
must be excluded in state courts, I disagree 
with the Court’s holding that the New York 
statute on its face fails to comport with the 
Amendment, I also agree with my Brother 
Wuire that the statute as here applied did 
not violate any of petitioner’s Fourth Amend- 
ment rights—assuming again that he has 
some—and that he is not entitled to a re- 
versal of his conviction merely because the 
statute might have been applied in some way 
that would not have accorded with the 
Amendment. 

This case deals only with a trespassory 
eavesdrop, an eavesdrop accomplished by 
placing a “bugging” device in petitioner's 
office. Significantly, the Court does not pur- 
port to disturb the Olmstead-Silverman- 
Goldman distinction between eavesdrops 
which are accompanied by a physical in- 
vasion and those that are not. Neither does 
the Court purport to overrule the holdings 
of On Lee v. United States, 343 U.S. 747, and 
Lopez v. United States, 373 U.S. 427, which 
exempt from the Amendment’s requirements 
the use of an electronic device to record, and 
perhaps even transmit, a conversation to 
which the user is a party. It is thus clear 
that at least certain types of electronic eaves- 
dropping, until today, were completely out- 
side the scope of the Fourth Amendment. 
Nevertheless, New York has made it a crime 
to engage in almost any kind of electronic 
eavesdropping, N.Y. Penal Law § 738, and 
the only way eavesdropping, even the kind 
this Court has held constitutional, can be 
accomplished with immunity from criminal 
punishment is pursuant to §813-a of the 
Code of Criminal Procedure, N.Y. Penal Law 
§ 739. The Court now strikes down § 813-a 
in its entirety, and that may well have the 
result of making it impossible for state law 
enforcement officers merely to listen through 
a closed door by means of an inverted cone 
or some other crude amplifying device, eaves- 
dropping which this Court has to date re- 
fused to hold violative of the Fourth Amend- 
ment. Certainly there is no justification for 
striking down completely New York’s statute, 
covering all kinds of eavesdropping, merely 
because it fails to contain the “strict pre- 
cautions” which the Court derives—or more 
accurately fabricates—as conditions to eaves- 
drops covered by the Fourth Amendment. In 
failing to distinguish between types of eaves- 
dropping and in failing to make clear that 
the New York statute is invalid only as ap- 
plied to certain kinds of eavesdropping, the 
Court’s opinion leaves the definite impres- 
sion that all eavesdropping is governed by the 
Fourth Amendment. Such a step would re- 
quire overruling of almost every opinion 
this Court has ever written on the subject. 
Indeed, from the Court’s eavesdropping cata- 
logue of horrors—electronic rays beamed at 
walls, lapel and cuff-link microphones, and 
off-premise parabolic microphones—it does 
not take too much insight to see that the 
Court is about ready to do, if it has not to- 
day done, just that. 

I agree with my Brother Wurre that in- 
stead of looking for technical defects in the 
language of the New York statute, the Court 
should examine the actual circumstances of 
its application in this case to determine 
whether petitioner’s rights have here been 
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violated. That to me seems to be the un- 
avoidable task in any search and seizure 
case: was the particular search and seizure 
reasonable or not? We have just this Term 
held that a search and seizure without a 
warrant and even without authorization of 
state law, can nevertheless, under all the 
circumstances, be reasonable“ for Fourth 
Amendment purposes. Cooper v. California, 
386, U.S. 58. I do not see why that could 
not equally be true in the case of a search 
and seizure with a warrant and pursuant to 
a state law, even though the state law is 
itself too broad to be valid. Certainly a search 
and seizure may comply with the Fourth 
Amendment even in the absence of an au- 
thorizing statute which embodies the Amend- 
ment's requirements. Osborn v. United States, 
385 U.S. 323, upon which the Court so heavily 
relies, is a good example of a case where the 
Court sustained the tape recording of a 
conversation by examining the particular 
circumstances surrounding it, even though no 
federal statute prescribed the precautions 
taken by the district judges there. Here New 
York has gone much further than the Fed- 
eral Government and most of the States to 
outlaw all eavesdropping except under the 
limited circumstances of §813-a, a statute 
which, as I shall demonstrate, contains many 
more safeguards than the Fourth Amend- 
ment itself. But today New York fares far 
worse than those States which have done 
nothing to implement and supplement the 
Fourth Amendment: it must release a con- 
victed criminal, not because it has deprived 
him of constitutional rights, but because it 
has inartfully ( according to the Court) tried 
to guarantee him those rights. The New York 
Statute aside, the affidavits in this case were 
sufficient to justify a finding of probable 
cause, and the er parte eavesdrop orders 
identify the person whose conversations are 
to be overheard, the place where the eaves- 
dropping is to take place, and, when read 
in reference to the supporting affidavits, the 
type of conversations sought, i. e., those relat- 
ing to extortion and bribery. 

The Court concludes its analysis of § 813-a 
by asserting that “the statute's blanket grant 
of permission to eavesdrop is without ade- 
quate judicial supervision or protective pro- 
cedures whatever.” Even if the Court's fear 
that “[f]lew threats to liberty exist which 
are greater than that posed by the use of 
eavesdropping devices” justifies it in rewrit- 
ing the Fourth Amendment to impose on 
eav “strict precautions” which are 
not imposed on other searchers, it is an in- 
sult to New York to characterize its studied 
efforts to regulate eavesdropping as resulting 
in a statute “without adequate judicial 
supervision or protective procedures what- 
ever.” Let us look at the New York statute. 
It provides: 

(1) New York judges are to issue author- 
izations. (The Fourth Amendment does not 
command any such desirable judicial par- 
ticipation.) 

(2) The judge must have an “oath” from 
New York officials. (The Fourth Amendment 
does not specify who must execute the oath 
it requires.) 

(3) The oath must state “reasonable 
ground to believe that the evidence of a 
crime may be thus obtained,” and the judge 
may examine the affiant and any other wit- 
ness to make certain that this is the case. 
(The Fourth Amendment requires a showing 
of “probable cause,” but the Court does not 
dispute New York’s assertion that “reason- 
able ground” and “probable cause” are the 
same. The Amendment does not specify, as 
the New York statute does, a procedure by 
which the judge may “satisfy himself” of the 
existence of probable cause.) 

(4) The “person or persons whose com- 
munications, conversations, or discussions 
are to be overheard or recorded and the pur- 
pose thereof” must be particularly de- 
scribed. (In the case of conversation it would 
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seem impossible to require a more particular 
description than this. Tangible things in ex- 
istence at the time a warrant for their 
seizure is issued could be more particularly 
described, but the only way to describe 
future conversations is by a description of 
the anticipated subject matter of the con- 
versation. When the “purpose” of the eaves- 
dropping is stated, the subject of the conver- 
sation sought to be seized is readily recog- 
nizable. Nothing more was required in Os- 
born; nothing more should be required here.) 

(5) The eavesdrop order must be limited 
in time to no more than two months. (The 
Fourth Amendment merely requires that the 
place to be searched be described. It does not 
require the warrant to limit the time of a 
search, and it imposes no limit, other than 
that of reasonableness, on the dimensions of 
the place to be searched.) 

Thus, it seems impossible for the Court 
to condemn this statute on the ground that 
it lacks “adequate judicial supervision or 
protective procedures whatever.” Rather, the 
only way the Court can invalidate it is to 
find it lacking in some of the safeguards 
which the Court today fashions without any 
reference to the language of the Fourth 
Amendment whatsoever. In fact, from the 
deficiencies the Court finds in the New York 
statute, it seems that the Court would be 
compelled to strike down a state statute 
which merely tracked verbatim the language 
of the Fourth Amendment itself. First, the 
Court thinks the affidavits or the orders 
must particularize the crime being com- 
mitted. The Fourth Amendment's particu- 
larity requirement relates to the place 
searched and the thing seized, not to the 
crime being committed. Second, the Court 
holds that two months for an eavesdrop order 
to be outstanding is too long. There are, 
however, no time limits of any kind 
in the Fourth Amendment other than 
the notion that a search should not 
last longer than reasonably necessary to 
search the place described in the warrant, 
and the extent of that place may also be 
limited by the concept of reasonableness. 
The Court does not explain why two months, 
regardless of the circumstances, is per se an 
unreasonable length of time to accomplish 
a verbal search. Third, the Court finds the 
statute deficient in not providing for a 
termination of the eavesdrop once the object 
is obtained and in not providing for a return 
of the warrant at that time. Where in the 
Fourth Amenrdment does the Court think it 
possible to find these requirements? Finally, 
the Court makes the fantastic suggestion 
that the eavesdropper must give notice to 
the person whose conversation is to be over- 
heard or that the eavesdropper must show 
“exigent circumstances” before he can per- 
form his eavesdrop without consent. Now, if 
never before, the Court’s purpose is clear: 
it is determined to ban all eavesdropping. As 
the Court recognizes, eavesdropping neces- 
sarily . . . depends on secrecy.” Since se- 
crecy is an essential, indeed a definitional, 
element of eavedropping, when the Court 
says there shall be no eavesdropping with- 
out notice, the Court means to inform the 
Nation there shall be no eavesdropping 
period. 

It should now be clear that in order to 
strike down the New York law the Court has 
been compelled to rewrite completely the 
Fourth Amendment. By substituting the 
word “privacy” for the language of the first 
clause of the Amendment, the Court expands 
the scope of the Amendment to include oral 
conversations; then by applying the literal 
particularity requirements of the second 
clause without adjustment for the Court’s 
expansion of the Amendment's scope, the 
Court makes constitutional eavesdropping 
improbable; and finally, by inventing re- 
quirements found in neither clause—require- 
ments with which neither New York nor any 
other State can possibly comply—the Court 
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makes such eavesdropping impossible. If the 
Fourth Amendment does not ban all searches 
and seizures, I do not see how it can possibly 
ban all eavesdrops. 

vr 


As I see it, the differences between the 
Court and me in this case rest on different 
basic beliefs as to our duty in interpreting 
the Constitution. This basic charter of our 
Government was written in a few words to 
define governmental powers generally on the 
one hand and to define governmental limita- 
tions on the other, I believe it is the Court's 
duty to interpret these grants and limitations 
so as to carry out as nearly as possible the 
original intent of the framers. But I do not 
believe that it is our duty to go further than 
the framers did on the theory that the judges 
are charged with responsibility for keeping 
the Constitution “up to date.” Of course, 
where the Constitution has stated a broad 
purpose to be accomplished under any cir- 
cumstances, we must consider that modern 
science has made it necessary to use new 
means in accomplishing the framers’ goal. A 
good illustration of this is the Commerce 
Clause which gives Congress power to regu- 
late commerce between the States however it 
may be carried on, whether by ox wagons or 
jet planes. But the Fourth Amendment gives 
no hint that it was designed to put an end 
to the age-old practice of using eavesdrop- 
ping to combat crime. If changes in that 
Amendment are necessary, due to contempo- 
rary human reaction to technological ad- 
vances, I think those changes should be ac- 
complished by amendments, as the Constitu- 
tion itself provides. 

Then again, a constitution like ours is not 
designed to be a full code of laws like some 
of our States and some foreign countries 
have made theirs. And if constitutional pro- 
visions require new rules and sanctions to 
make them as fully effective as might be de- 
sired, my belief is that calls for action, not 
by us, but by Congress or state legislatures, 
vested with powers to choose between con- 
flicting policies. Here, for illustration, there 
are widely diverging views about eavesdrop- 
ping. Some would make it a crime, barring it 
absolutely and in all events; others would 
bar it except in seaching for evidence in the 
field of “national security,” whatever that 
means; still others would pass no law either 
authorizing or forbidding it, leaying it to 
follow its natural course. This is plainly the 
type of question that can and should be de- 
cided by legislative bodies, unless some con- 
stitutional provision expressly governs the 
matter, just as the Fifth Amendment er- 
pressly forbids enforced self-incrimination. 
There is no such express prohibition in the 
Fourth Amendment nor can one be implied. 
The Fourth Amendment can only be made to 
prohibit or to regulate eavesdropping by tak- 
ing away some of its words and by adding 
others. 

Both the States and the National Govern- 
ment are at present confronted with a crime 
problem that threatens the peace, order, and 
tranquility of the people. There are, as I 
have pointed out, some constitutional com- 
mands that leave no room to doubt—cer- 
tain procedures must be followed by courts 
regardless of how much more difficult they 
make it to convict and punish for crime. 
These commands we should enforce firmly 
and to the letter. But my objection to what 
the Court does today is the picking out of a 
broad general provision against unreason- 
able searches and seizures and the erecting 
out of it a constitutional obstacle against 
electronic eavesdropping that makes it im- 
possible for lawmakers to overcome. Honest 
men may rightly differ on the potential dan- 
gers or benefits inherent in electronic eaves- 
dropping and wiretapping. See Lopez v. 
United States, supra. But that is the very 
reason that legislatures, like New York’s, 
should be left free to pass laws about the 
subject, rather than be told that the Con- 
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stitution forbids it on grounds no more 
forceful than the Court has been able to mus- 
ter in this case. 
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Mn. Justice HARLAN, dissenting. 

The Court in recent years has more and 
more taken to itself sole responsibility for 
setting the pattern of criminal law enforce- 
ment throughout the country. Time-honored 
distinctions between the constitutional pro- 
tections afforded against federal authority by 
the Bill of Rights and those provided against 
state action by the Fourteenth Amendment 
have been obliterated, thus increasingly sub- 
jecting state criminal law enforcement pol- 
icies to oversight by this Court. See, eg., Mapp 
v. Ohio, 367 U.S. 643; Ker v. California, 374 
U.S. 23; Malloy v. Hogan, 378 U.S. 1; Murphy 
v. Waterfront Commission, 378 U.S. 52. 
Newly contrived constitutional rights have 
been established without any apparent con- 
cern for the empirical process that goes with 
legislative reform. See e.g. Miranda v. Ari- 
zona, 384 U.S. 436. And overlying the particu- 
lar decisions to which this course has given 
rise is the fact that, short of future action 
by this Court, their impact can only be un- 
done or modified by the slow and uncertain 
process of constitutional amendment. 

Today's decision is in this mold. Despite 
the fact that the use of electronic eaves- 
dropping devices as instruments of criminal 
law enforcement is currently being compre- 
hensively addressed by the Congress and 
various other bodies in the country, the 
Court has chosen, quite unnecessarily, to 
decide this case in a manner which will seri- 
ously restrict, if not entirely thwart, such 
efforts, and will freeze further progress in 
this field, except as the Court may itself act 
or a Constitutional Amendment may set 
things right. 

In my opinion what the Court is doing is 
very wrong, and I must respectfully dissent. 


I 


I am, at the outset, divided from the ma- 
jority by the way in which it has determined 
to approach the case. Without pausing to 
explain or to justify its reasoning, it has 
undertaken both to circumvent rules which 
have hitherto governed the presentation of 
constitutional issues to this Court, and to 
disregard the construction consistently at- 
tributed to a state statute by the State’s own 
courts. Each of these omissions is, in my 
opinion, most unfortunate. 

The Court declares, without further expla- 
nation, that since petitioner was “affected” 
by § 813-a, he may challenge its validity on 
face. Nothing in the cases of this Court sup- 
ports this wholly ambiguous standard; the 
Court until now has, in recognition of the 
intense difficulties so wide a rule might create 
for the orderly adjudication of constitutional 
issues, limited the situations in which state 
statutes may be challenged on face. There is 
no reason here, apart from the momentary 
conveniences of this case, to abandon those 
limitations: none of the circumstances which 
have before properly been thought to warrant 
challenges on face is present, cf. Thornhill v. 
Alabama, 310 U.S. 88, 98, and no justification 
for additional exceptions has been offered. 
See generally United States v. National Dairy 
Products Corp., 372 U.S. 29, 36; Aptheker v. 
Secretary of State, 378 U.S. 500, 521 (dissent- 
ing opinion). Petitioner’s rights, and those 
of others similarly situated, can be fully 
vindicated through the adjudication of the 
consistency with the Fourteenth Amend- 
ment of each eavesdropping order. 

If the statute is to be assessed on face, the 
Court should at least adhere to the principle 
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that, for purposes of assessing the validity 
under the Constitution of a state statute, the 
construction given the statute by the State’s 
courts is conclusive of its scope and mean- 
ing. Fox v. Washington, 236 U.S. 273; Winters 
v. New York, 333 U.S. 507; Poulos v. New 
Hampshire, 345 U.S. 395. This principle is 
ultimately a consequence of the differences 
in function of the state and federal judicial 
systems, The strength with which it has 
hitherto been held may be estimated in part 
by the frequency with which the Court has 
in the past declined to adjudicate issues, 
often of great practical and constitutional 
importance, until the state courts “have been 
afforded a reasonable opportunity to pass 
upon them.” Harrison v. NAACP, 360 U.S. 
167, 176. See, e.g., Railroads Comm’n v. Pull- 
man, 312 U.S, 496; Spector Motor Service, Inc. 
v. McLaughlin, 323 U.S, 101; Shipman v. 
DuPre, 339 U.S. 321; Albertson v. Millard, 
345 U.S. 242; Government Employees v. 
Windsor, 353 U.S. 364. 

The Court today entirely disregards this 
principle. In its haste to give force to its 
distaste for eavesdropping, it has apparently 
resolved that no attention need be given to 
the construction of § 813 adopted by the 
state courts. Apart from a brief and partial 
acknowledgment, spurred by petitioner's 
concession, that the state cases might war- 
rant exploration, the Court has been con- 
tent simply to compare the terms of the 
statute with the provisions of the Fourth 
Amendment; upon discovery that their words 
differ, it has concluded that the statute is 
constitutionally impermissible. In sharp 
contrast, when confronted by Fourth Amend- 
ment issues under a federal statute which 
did not, and does not now, reproduce ipsis- 
simis verbis the Fourth Amendment, 26 
U.S.C. $7607 (2), the Court readily con- 
cluded, upon the authority of cases in the 
courts of appeals, that the statute effectively 
embodied the Amendment’s requirements. 
Draper v. United States, 358 U.S. 307, 310n. 
And the Court, without the assistance even 
of state authorities, reached an identical 
conclusion as to a similar state statute in 
Ker v. California, 374 U.S. 23, 36n. The cir- 
cumstances of the present case do not come 
even within the narrow exceptions to the 
rule that the Court ordinarily awaits a state 
court’s construction before adjudicating the 
validity of a state statute. Cf. Dombrowski 
v. Pfister, 380 US. 479; Baggett v. Bullitt, 
877 U.S. 360. The Court has shown no justi- 
fication for its disregard of existing and 
pertinent state authorities. 
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The Court’s precipitate neglect of the New 
York cases is the more obviously regrettable 
when their terms are examined, for they 
make quite plain that the state courts have 
fully recognized the applicability of the rele- 
vant federal constitutional requirements, 
and that they have construed § 813-a in con- 
formity with those requirements. Opinions 
of the state courts repeatedly suggest that 
the “reasonable grounds” prescribed by the 
section are understood to be synonymous 
with the “probable cause” demanded by the 
Fourth and Fourteenth Amendments. Peo- 
ple v. Cohen, 42 Misc. 2d 403, 404; People v. 
Grossman, 45 Misc. 2d 557, 568, 257 N. V. S. 
2d 266, 277; People v. Beshany, 43 Misc. 2d 
521, 525, 252 N. Y. S. 2d 110, 117. The terms 
are frequently employed interchangeably, 
without the least suggestion of any shadings 
of meaning. See, e. g., People v. Rogers, 46 
Misc. 2d 860, 863, 261 N. Y. S. 2d 152, 155; 
People v. McDonough, 51 Misc. 2d 1065, 1069, 
275 N. Y. S. 2d 8, 11. Further, a lower state 
court has stated quite specifically that the 
same standards, at the least, must be ap- 
plied” to orders under § 813-a as to warrants 
for the search and seizure of tangible objects. 
People y. Cohen, supra, at 407-408. Indeed, 
the court went on to say that the standards 
“should be much more stringent than those 
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applied to search warrants.” Id., at 408. Com- 
pare Siegel v. People, 16 N. Y. 2d 330, 332. 
The court in Cohen was concerned with a 
wiretap order, but the order had been issued 
under § 813-a, and there was no suggestion 
there or elsewhere that eavesdropping orders 
should be differently treated. New York’s 
statutory requirements for search warrants, 
it must be emphasized, are virtually a literal 
reiteration of the terms of the Fourth 
Amendment. N. Y. Code Crim. Proc. § 793. 
If the Court wished a precise invocation of 
the terms of the Fourth Amendment, it had 
only to examine the pertinent state authori- 
ties. 

There is still additional evidence that the 
State fully recognizes the applicability to 
eavesdropping orders of the Fourth Amend- 
ment’s constraints. The Legislature of New 
York adopted in 1962 comprehensive re- 
strictions upon the use of eavesdropped in- 
formation obtained without a prior $813- 
a order. N.Y. Civ. Prac. § 4506. The restric- 
tions were expected and intended to give full 
force to the mandate of the opinion for this 
Court in Mapp v. Ohio, 367 U.S. 643. See 2 
McKinney's Session Laws of New York 3677 
(1962); New York State Legislative Annual 
16 (1962). If it was then supposed that in- 
formation obtained without a prior § 813-a 
order must, as a consequence of Mapp, be ex- 
cluded from evidence, but that evidence ob- 
tained with a § 813-a order need not be ex- 
cluded, it can only be assumed that 
the requirements applicable to the issuance 
of §813-a orders were entirely consistent 
with the demands of the Fourth and Four- 
teenth Amendments. The Legislature recog- 
nized the “hiatus” in its law created by 
Mapp, and wished to set its own house 
in order.” New York State Legislative An- 
nual, supra, at 18. It plainly understood that 
the Amendments were applicable, and in- 
tended to adhere fully to their requirements. 

New York’s permissive eavesdropping stat- 
ute must, for purposes of assessing its consti- 
tutional validity on face, be read “as though” 
this judicial gloss had been written into” it. 
Poulos v. New Hampshire, supra, at 402, I 
can only conclude that, so read, the statute 
incorporates as limitations upon its employ- 
ment the requirements of the Fourth Amend- 
ment. 
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The Court has frequently observed that 
the Fourth Amendment’s two clauses impose 
separate, although related, limitations upon 
searches and seizures; the first “is general 
and forbids every search that is unreason- 
able,” Go-Bart Co. v. United States, 282 U.S. 
344, 357; the second places a number of spe- 
cific constraints upon the issuance and char- 
acter of warrants. It would be inappropriate 
and fruitless to undertake now to set the 
perimeters of “reasonableness” with re- 
spect to eavesdropping orders in general; 
any limitations, for example, necessary upon 
the period over which eavesdropping may be 
conducted, or upon the use of intercepted 
information unconnected with the offenses 
for which the eavesdropping order was first 
issued, should properly be developed only 
through a case-by-case examination of the 
pertinent questions. It suffices here to em- 
phasize that, in my view, electronic eaves- 
dropping, as such or as it is permitted by 
this statute, is not an unreasonable search 
and seizure. 

At the least, reasonableness surely implies 
that the Court must not constrain in any 
grudging fashion the development of proce- 
dures, consistent with the Amendment’s es- 
sential purposes, by which methods of search 
and seizure unknown in 1789 may be ap- 
propriately controlled. 

It is instead obliged to permit, and indeed 
even to encourage, serious efforts to approach 
constructively the difficult problems created 
by electronic eavesdropping. In this situa- 
tion, the Court should recognize and give 
weight to the States careful efforts to restrict 
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the excessive or unauthorized employment of 
these devices. New York has provided that no 
use may be made of eavesdropping devices 
without a prior court order, and that such an 
order is obtainable only upon the application 
of state prosecutorial authorities or of a 
policeman of suitable seniority. N.Y. Code 
Crim. Proc, § 818-a. Eavesdropping conducted 
without an order is punishable by imprison- 
ment for as much as two years. N.Y. Penal 
Law 38 738, 740. Information obtained 
through impermissible eavesdropping may 
not be employed for any purpose in any civil 
or criminal action, proceeding, or hearing, 
except in the criminal prosecution of the 
unauthorized eavesdropper himself. N.Y. Civ. 
Prac. § 4506. These restrictions are calculated 
to prevent the “unbridled,”* “unauthor- 
ized,”* and “indiscriminate’*® electronic 
searches and seizures which members of this 
Court have frequently condemned. Surely 
the State’s efforts warrant at least a careful, 
and even sympathetic, examination of the 
fashion in which the state courts have con- 
strued these provisions, and in which they 
have applied them to the situation before us. 
I.cannot, in any event, agree that the Fourth 
Amendment can properly be taken as a road- 
block to the use, within appropriate limits, 
of law enforcement techniques necessary to 
keep abreast with modern-day criminal activ- 
ity. The importance of these devices as a tool 
of effective law enforcement is impressively 
attested by the data marshalled by my 
Brother Wuirte’s dissenting opinion. Post, 
pn 
Iv 

I turn to what properly is the central issue 
in this case: the validity under the Warrants 
Clause of the Fourth Amendment of the 
eavesdropping order under which the re- 
cordings employed at petitioner’s trial were 
obtained. It is essential first to set out cer- 
tain of the pertinent facts. 

The disputed recordings were made under 
the authority of a §813-a order, dated 
June 12, 1962, permitting the installation 
of an eavesdropping device in the business 
office of one Harry Steinman; the order, in 
turn, was, so far as this record shows, issued 
solely upon the basis of information con- 
tained in affidavits submitted to the issuing 
judge by two assistant district attorneys. 
The first affidavit, signed by Assistant Dis- 
trict Attorney Goldstein, indicated that the 
Rackets Bureau of the District Attorney’s 
Office of New York County was then conduct- 
ing an investigation of alleged corruption 
in the State Liquor Authority, and that the 
Bureau had received information that per- 
sons desiring to obtain or retain liquor 
licenses were obliged to pay large sums to 
officials of the Authority. It described the 
methods by which the bribe money was 
transmitted through certain attorneys to the 
Officials. The affidavit asserted that one Harry 
Neyer, a former employee of the Authority, 
served as a “conduit.” It indicated that evi- 
dence had been obtained “over a duly au- 
thorized eavesdropping device installed in 
the office of the aforesaid Harry Neyer,” that 
conferences “relative to the payment of un- 
lawful fees“ occurred in Steinman’s office. 
The number and street address of the office 
were provided. The affidavit specified that the 
“evidence indicates that the said Harry 
Steinman has agreed to pay, through the 
aforesaid Harry Neyer, $30,000" in order to 
secure a license for the Palladium Ballroom, 
an establishment within New York City. The 
Palladium, it was noted, had been the sub- 
ject of hearings before the Authority “be- 
cause of narcotic arrests therein.” On the 


1 Hoffa v. United States, 385 U.S. 293, 317 
(dissenting opinion). 

2 Silverman v. United States, 365 U.S. 505, 
510. 

* Lopez v. United States, 373 U.S. 427, 441 
(dissenting opinion). 
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basis of this information, the affidavit sought 
an order to install a recording device in 
Steinman’s business office. 

The second affidavit, signed by Assistant 
District Attorney Scotti, averred that Scotti, 
as the Chief of the Bureau to which Gold- 
stein was assigned, had read Goldstein’s affi- 
davit, and had concluded that the order 
might properly issue under § 813-a. 

The order as issued permitted the record- 
ing of “any and all conversations, communi- 
cations and discussions” in Steinman’s busi- 
ness office for a period of 60 days. 

The central objections mounted to this 
order by petitioner, and repeated as to the 
statute itself by the Court, are three: first, 
that it fails to specify with adequate partic- 
ularity the conversations to be seized; second, 
that it permits a general and indiscriminate 
search and seizure; and third, that the order 
was issued without a showing of probable 
cause.“ 

Each of the first two objections depends 
principally upon a problem of definition: the 
meaning in this context of the constitutional 
distinction between “search” and “seizure.” If 
listening alone completes a “seizure,” it would 
be virtually impossible for state authorities 
at a probable cause hearing to describe with 
particularity the seizures which would later 
be made during extended eavesdropping; cor- 
respondingly, seizures would unavoidably be 
made which lacked any sufficient nexus with 
the offenses for which the order was first 
issued. Cf. Kremen v. United States, 353 U.S. 
346; Warden v. Hayden, — U.S. —. There is 
no need for present purposes to explore at 
length the question's subtleties; it suffices to 
indicate that, in my view, conversations are 
not “seized” either by eavesdropping alone, or 
by their recording so that they may later be 
heard at the eavesdropper’s convenience. Just 
as some exercise of dominion, beyond mere 
perception, is necessary for the seizure of 
tangibles, so some use of the conversation 
beyond the initial listening process is re- 
quired for the seizure of the spoken word. 
Cf. Lopez v. United States, 373 U.S. 427, 459 
(dissenting opinion); On Lee v. United States, 
193 F. 2d 306, 313-314 (dissenting opinion); 
District of Columbia v. Little, 178 F. 2d 13, 
18. With this premise, I turn to these three 
objections. 

The “particularity” demanded by the 
Fourth Amendment has never been thought 
by this Court to be reducible “to formula”; 
Oklahoma Press Pub. Co. v. Walling, 327 U.S. 
186, 209; it has instead been made plain 
that its measurement must take fully into 
account the character both of the materials 
to be seized and of the purposes of the seiz- 
ures. Accordingly, where the materials are 
books, and the basis for their seizure is the 
ideas which they contain,” the most “scrupu- 
lous exactitude” is demanded in the war- 
rant's description; Stanford v. Texas, 379 U.S. 
476, 485; see also Marcus v. Search Warrant, 
367 U.S. 717; but where the special prob- 
lems associated with the First Amendment 
are not involved, as they are not here, a more 
“reasonable particularity,” Brown v. United 
States, 276 U.S. 134, 143; Consolidated Ren- 
dering Co. v. Vermont, 207 U.S. 541, 554, is 
permissible. The degree of particularity nec- 
essary is best measured by that require- 
ment’s purposes. The central purpose of the 
particular requirement is to leave “noth- 
ing... to the discretion of the officer execut- 
ing the warrant,” Marron v. United States, 
275 U.S. 192, 196, by describing the materials 


Two of petitioner’s other contentions are 
plainly foreclosed by recent opinions of this 
Court. His contention that eavesdropping un- 
avoidably infringes the rule forbidding the 
seizure of “mere evidence” is precluded by 
Warden v. Hayden,—U.S. —. His contention 
that eavesdropping’ violates his constitu- 
tional privilege against self-incrimination is 
answered by Osborn v. United States, 385 
U.S. 323, and Hoffa v. United States, 385 U.S. 
293. 
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to be seized with precision sufficient to pre- 
vent “the seizure of one thing under a war- 
rant describing another.” Ibid. The state au- 
thorities are not compelled at the probable 
cause hearing to wager, upon penalty of a 
subsequent reversal, that they can success- 
fully predict each of the characteristics of 
the materials which they will later seize, cf. 
Consolidated Rendering Co. v. Vermont, 
supra, at 554; such a demand would, by dis- 
couraging the use of the judicial process, de- 
feat the Amendment's central purpose. Unit- 
ed States v. Ventresca, 380 U.S, 102, 108. 

The materials to be seized are instead de- 
scribed with sufficient particularity if the 
warrant readily permits their identification 
both by those entrusted with the warrant’s 
execution and by the court in any subse- 
quent judicial proceeding. “It is,” the Court 
has said with reference to the particularity 
of the place to be searched, “enough if the 
description is such that the officer... can 
with reasonable effort ascertain and iden- 
tify” the warrant’s objects. Steele v. United 
States No. 1, 267 U.S. 498, 503. 

These standards must be equally applicable 
to the seizure of words, and, under them, 
this order did not lack the requisite particu- 
larity. The order here permitted the inter- 
ception, or search, of any and all conversa- 
tions occurring within the order’s time limi- 
tations at the specified location; but this 
direction must be read in light of the terms 
of the affidavits, which under § 813, form 
part of the authority for the eavesdropping. 
The affidavits make plain that, among the 
intercepted conversations, the police were 
authorized to seize only those “relative to 
the payment of unlawful fees to obtain 
liquor licenses.” These directions sufficed to 
provide a standard which left nothing in the 
choice of materials to be seized to the 
“whim,” Stanford v. Texas, supra, at 485, of 
the state authorities. There could be no dif- 
ficulty, either in the course of the search or 
in any subsequent judicial proceeding, in 
determining whether specific conversations 
were among those authorized for seizure by 
the order. The Fourth and Fourteenth 
Amendments do not demand more. Compare 
Kamisar, The Wiretapping-Eavesdropping 
Problem: A Professor’s View, 44 Minn. L. 
Rev. 891, 913. 

Nor was the order invalid because it per- 
mitted the search of any and all conversa- 
tions occurring at the specified location; if 
the requisite papers have identified the ma- 
terials to be seized with sufficient particu- 
larity, as they did here, and if the search 
was confined to an appropriate area, the 
order is not invalidated by the examination 
of all within that area reasonably necessary 
for discovery of the materials to be seized. I 
do not doubt that searches by eavesdrop must 
be confined in time precisely as the search 
for tangibles is confined in space, but the 
actual duration of the intrusion here, or for 
that matter the total period authorized by 
the order, was not, given the character of 
the offenses involved, excessive. All the dis- 
puted evidence was obtained within 13 days, 
scarcely unreasonable in light of an alleged 
conspiracy involving many individuals and a 
lengthy series of transactions. 

The question therefore remains only 
whether, as petitioner suggests, the order 
was issued without an adequate showing of 
probable cause. The standards for the 
measurement of probable cause have often 
been explicated in the opinions of this Court; 
see, €.g., United States v. Ventresca, 380 US. 
102; it suffices now simply to emphasize that 
the information presented to the magistrate 
or commissioner must permit him to “judge 
for himself the persuasiveness of the facts 
relied on by a complaining officer.” Giorde- 
nello v. United States, 357 U.S. 480, 486. The 
magistrate must assess independently the 
probability” that the facts are as the com- 
plainant has alleged; id., at 487; he may not 
“accept without question the complainant's 
mere conclusion.” Id., at 486. 
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As measured by the terms of the affidavits 
here, the issuing Judge could properly have 
concluded that probable cause existed for 
the order. Unlike the situations in Nathanson 
v. United States, 290 U.S. 41, and Giordenello 
v. United States, supra, the judge was pro- 
vided the evidence which supported the 
affiants’ conclusions; he was not compelled 
to rely merely on their “affirmation of sus- 
picion and belief,” Nathanson v. United 
States, supra, at 46. Compare Rugendor v. 
United States, 376 U.S. 528; Aguilar v. Texas, 
378 U.S. 108. In my opinion, taking the 
Steinman affidavits on their face, the con- 
stitutional requirements of probable cause 
were fully satisfied, 

v 


It is, however, plain that the Steinman 
order was issued principally upon the basis 
of evidence obtained under the authority of 
the Neyer order; absent the Neyer eaves- 
dropped evidence, the Steinman affidavits 
consists entirely of conclusory assertions, 
and they would, in my judgment, be insuffi- 
cient. It is, therefore, also necessary to ex- 
amine the Neyer order. 

The threshold issue is whether petitioner 
has standing to challenge the validity under 
the Constitution of the Neyer order. Stand- 
ing to challenge the constitutional validity of 
a search and seizure has been an issue of 
some difficulty and uncertainty; it has, 
nevertheless, hitherto been thought to hinge, 
not upon the use against the challenging 
party of evidence seized during the search, 
but instead upon whether the privacy of the 
challenging party’s premises or persons has 
been invaded, Jones v United States, 362 U.S. 
257; Wong Sun v. United States, 371 U.S. 471. 
These cases centered upon searches con- 
ducted by federal authorities and challenged 
under Fed. Rule Crim. Proc. 41(e), but there 
is no reason now to suppose that any diff- 
erent standard is required by the Fourteenth 
Amendment for searches conducted by state 
officials. See generally Maguire, Evidence of 
Guilt 215-216 (1959). 

The record before us does not indicate 
with precision what information was ob- 
tained under the Neyer order, but it ap- 
pears, and petitioner does not otherwise as- 
sert, that petitioner was never present in 
Neyer's office during the period in which 
eavesdropping was conducted. There is, 
moreover, no suggestion that petitioner had 
any property interest in the premises in 
which the eavesdropping device was in- 
stalled. Apart from the use of evidence ob- 
tained under the Neyer order to justify is- 
suance of the Steinman order, under which 
petitioner’s privacy was assuredly invaded, 
petitioner is linked with activities under 
the Neyer order only by one fleeting and am- 
biguous reference in the record. 

In a pretrial hearing conducted on a mo- 
tion to suppress the Steinman recordings, 
counsel for the State briefly described the 
materials obtained under the Neyer order. 
Counsel indicated that “Mr. Neyer then has 
conversations with Mr. Steinman and other 
persons. In the course of some of these con- 
versations, we have one-half of a telephone 
call, or several telephone calls between Mr. 
Neyer and a person he refers to on the tele- 
phone as Mr. Berger; and in the conversa- 
tion with Mr. Berger Mr. Neyer discusses also 
the obtaining of a liquor license for the Pal- 
ladium and mentions the fact that this is 
going to be a big one.“ Counsel for petitioner 
responded, shortly after, that “I take it... 
that none of the subject matter to which 
{counsel for the State] has just adverted 


5 See, e. g., Edwards, Standing to Suppress 
Unreasonably Seized Evidence, 47 Nw. L. Rev. 
471; Comment, Standing to Object to an Un- 
reasonable Search and Seizure, 34 U. Chi. L. 
Rev. 342; Recent Development, Search and 
Seizure; Admissibility of Illegally Acquired 
Evidence Against Third Parties, 66 Col. L. Rev. 
400. 
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is any part of this case. Counsel for the 
State responded: _ 

“That's right, your Honor. I am not—I 
think evidence can be brought out during 
the trial that Berger, who Mr, Steinman, Mr. 
Neyer speaks to concerning the Palladium, is, 
in fact, the defendant Ralph Berger.” 

However oblique this invasion of petition- 
er's personal privacy might at first seem, it 
would entirely suffice, in my view, to afford 
petitioner standing to challenge the validity 
of the Neyer order. It is surely without sig- 
nificance in these circumstances that peti- 
tioner did not conduct the conversation 
from a position physically within the room 
in which the device was placed; the fortui- 
tousness of his location can matter no more 
than if he had been present for a confer- 
ence in Neyer’s office, but had not spoken, 
or had been seated beyond the limits of the 
device’s hearing. The central question 
should properly be whether his privacy has 
been violated by the search; it is enough for 
this purpose that he participated in a dis- 
cussion into which the recording intruded. 
Standing should not, in any event, be made 
an insuperable barrier which unnecessarily 
deprives of an adequate remedy those whose 
rights have been abridged; to impose dis- 
tinctions of excessive refinement upon the 
doctrine “would not comport with our justly 
proud claim of the procedural protections 
accorded to those charged with crime.” 
Jones v. United States, supra, at 267. It 
would instead “permit a quibbling distinc- 
tion to overturn a principle which was de- 
signed to protect a fundamental right.” 
United States v. Jeffers, 342 U.S. 48, 52. I 
would conclude that, under the circum- 
stances here, the recording of a portion of a 
telephone conversation to which petitioner 
was party would suffice to give him standing 
to challenge the validity under the Constitu- 
tion of the Neyer order.“ 

Given petitioner’s standing under federal 
law to challenge the validity of the Neyer 
order, I would conclude that such order was 
issued without an adequate showing of prob- 
able cause. It seems quite plain, from the 
facts described by the State, that at the 
moment the Neyer order was sought the 
Rackets Bureau indeed had ample informa- 
tion to justify the issuance of an eavesdrop- 
ping order. Nonetheless, the affidavits pre- 
sented at the Neyer hearing unaccountably 
contained only the most conclusory allega- 
tions of suspicion. The record before us is 
silent on whether additional information 
might have been orally presented to the issu- 
ing judge. Under these circumstances, I am 
impelled to the view that the judge lacked 
sufficient information to permit him to assess 
the circumstances as a “neutral and de- 
tached te,” Johnson v. United States, 
333 U.S. 10, 14, and accordingly that the 
Neyer order was impermissible. 


vr 


It does not follow, however, that evidence 
obtained under the Neyer order could not 
properly have been employed to support issu- 


ê While on this record it cannot be said 
with entire assurance that the “Berger” men- 
tioned in the Neyer eavesdropped conversa- 
tion was this petitioner, I think it proper to 
proceed at this juncture on the basis that 
such is the case, leaving whatever questions 
of identity there may be to such state pro- 
ceedings as, on the premises of this opinion, 
might subsequently eventuate in the state 
courts. See n. 8, infra. 

The only additional reference in the rec- 
ord possibly pertinent to the content of the 
Neyer hearing is a conclusory assertion by 
counsel for the State in argument on the 
motion to suppress that the State had 
shown its evidence to the issuing judge. The 
reference is obscure, but its context suggests 
strongly that counsel meant only that the 
Steinman affidavits were adequate for pur- 
poses of probable cause. 
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ance of the Steinman order. The basic ques- 
tion here is the scope of the exclusionary rule 
fashioned in Weeks v. United States, 232 U.S. 
383, and made applicable to state proceed- 
ings in Mapp v. Ohio, 367 U.S. 643. The Court 
determined in Weeks that the purposes of 
the Fourth Amendment could be fully vin- 
dicated only if materials seized in violation 
of its requirements were excluded from sub- 
sequent use against parties aggrieved by the 
seizure, Despite broader statements in cer- 
tain of the cases, see, e. g., Silverthorne Lum- 
ber Co. v. United States, 251 U.S. 385, 392, the 
situations for which the Weeks rule was de- 
vised, and to which it has since been applied, 
have uniformly involved misconduct by po- 
lice or prosecutorial authorities. The rule’s 
purposes have thus been said to be both to 
discourage “disobedience to the Federal Con- 
stitution,” Mapp v. Ohio, supra, at 657, and 
to avoid any possibility that the courts them- 
selves might be “accomplices in the willful 
disobedience of a Constitution they are sworn 
to uphold.” Elkins v. United States, 364 U.S. 
206, 223. The Court has cautioned that the 
exlusionary rule was not intended to estab- 
lish supervisory jurisdiction over the admin- 
istration of state criminal justice, and that 
the States might still fashion “workable rules 
governing arrests, searches and seizures.” 
Ker v. California, 374 U.S. 23, 34. 

I find nothing in the terms or purposes 
of the rule which demands the invalida- 
tion, under the circumstances at issue here, 
of the Steinman order. The state authori- 
ties appeared, as the statute requires, before 
a judicial official, and held themselves ready 
to provide information to justify the issu- 
ance of an eavesdropping order. The neces- 
sary evidence was at hand, and there was 
apparently no reason for the State to have 
preferred that it not be given to the issuing 
judge. The Neyer order is thus invalid sim- 
ply as a consequence of the judge's willing- 
ness to act upon substantially less informa- 
tion than the Fourteenth Amendment ob- 
liged him to demand; correspondingly, the 
only “misconduct” that could be charged 
against the prosecution consists entirely of 
their failure to press additional evidence 
upon him. If the exclusionary rule were to 
be applied in this and similar situations, 
praiseworthy efforts of law enforcement au- 
thorities would be seriously, and quite un- 
necessarily, hampered; the evidence lawfully 
obtained under a lengthy series of valid 
warrants might, for example, be lost by the 
haste of a single magistrate. The rule ap- 
plied in that manner would not encourage 
police officers to adhere to the requirements 
of the Constitution; it would simply de- 
prive the State of evidence it has sought in 
accordance with those requirements. 

I would hold that where, as here, authori- 
ties have obtained a warrant in a judicial 
proceeding untainted by fraud, a second 
warrant issued on the authority of evidence 
gathered under the first is not invalidated 
by a subsequent finding that the first was 
issued without a showing of probable cause. 

vir 

It follows that the Steinman order was, 
as a matter of constitutional requirement, 
validly issued, that the recordings obtained 
under it were properly admitted at peti- 
tioner’s trial, and, accordingly, that his con- 
viction must be affirmed. 


8 Whether N.Y. Civ. Proc, § 4506, as 
amended to take effect July 1, 1962, some 18 
days after the issuance of the Steinman 
order, would be deemed, under the premises 
of this opinion, to render inadmissible at 
Berger's trial the evidence procured under it, 
is a matter for the state courts to decide. 
See People v. Cohen, supra, at 408, 409; People 
v. Beshany, 43 Misc. 2d, at 532, 252, N. L. S. 
2d, at 121. Further state proceedings on that 
score would of course not be foreclosed under 
a disposition in accordance with this 
opinion. 
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Mk. JUSTICE WHITE, dissenting: 

With all due respect, I dissent from the 
majority's decision which unjustifiably 
strikes down “on its face“ a 1938 New York 
statute applied by state officials in securing 
petitioner’s conviction. In addition, I find no 
violation of petitioner's constitutional rights 
and I would affirm. 


I 


At petitioner’s trial for conspiring to bribe 
the Chairman of the New York State Liquor 
Authority, the prosecution introduced tape 
recordings obtained through an eavesdrop 
of the office of Harry Steinman which had 
been authorized by court order pursuant to 
$ 813-a, N.Y. Code Crim. Proc. Since Berger 
was rightfully in Steinman's office when his 
conversations were recorded through the 
Steinman eavesdrop, he is entitled to have 
those recordings excluded at his trial if they 
were unconstitutionally obtained. Jones v. 
United States, 362 U.S. 257; Silverman v. 
United States, 365 U.S. 505. Petitioner vigor- 
ously argues that all judicially authorized 
eavesdropping violates Fourth Amendment 
rights, but his position is unsound. 

Two of petitioner’s theories are easily 
answered. First, surreptitious electronic re- 
cording of conversations among private per- 
sons, and introduction of the recording dur- 
ing a criminal trial, do not violate the Fifth 
Amendment’s ban against compulsory self- 
incrimination because the conversations are 
not the product of any official compulsion. 
Olmstead v. United States, 277 U.S. 438; Hoffa 
v. United States, 385 U.S. 293; Osborn v. 
United States, 385 U.S. 323. Second, our deci- 
sion in Warden v. Hayden, — U.S. —, answers 
petitioner’s contention that eavesdropping 
under § 813-a constitutes an unlawful search 
for “mere evidence”; whatever the limits of 
the search and seizure power may be under 
the Fourth Amendment, the oral evidence 
of a furtive bribery conspiracy sought in the 
application for the Steinman eavesdrop order 
was within the scope of proper police inves- 
tigation into suspected criminal activity. 

Petitioner primarily argues that eaves- 
dropping is invalid, even pursuant to court 
order or search warrant, because it consti- 
tutes a “general search” barred by the 
Fourth Amendment. Petitioner suggests that 
the search is inherently overroad because 
the eavesdropper will overhear conversations 
which do not relatae to criminal activity. But 
the same is true of almost all searches of 
private property which the Fourth Amend- 
ment permits. In searching for selzable 
matters, the police must necessarily see or 
hear, and comprehend, items which do not 
relate to the purpose of the search. That this 
occurs, however, does not render the search 
invalid, so long as it is authorized by a 
suitable search warrant and so long as the 
police, in executing that warrant, limit 
themselves to searching for items which may 
constitutionally be seized? Thus, while I 
would agree with petitioner that individual 
searches of private property through sur- 
reptitious eavesdropping with a warrant 
must be carefully circumscribed to avoid 
excessive invasion of privacy and security, I 
cannot agree that all such intrusions are 
constitutionally impermissible general 
searches. 

This case boils down, therefore, to the 
question of whether § 813-a was constitu- 
tionally applied in this case. At the outset, it 


1 Recording an innocent conversation is no 
more a “seizure” than occurs when the po- 
liceman personally overhears conversation 
while conducting a warranted search. 
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is essential to note that the recordings of the 
Neyer office eavesdrop were not introduced 
at petitioner’s trial, nor was petitioner pres- 
ent during this electronic surveillance, nor 
were any of petitioner's words recorded by 
that eavesdrop. The only links between the 
Neyer eavesdrop and petitioner’s conviction 
are (a) that evidence secured from the Neyer 
recordings was used in the Steinman affi- 
davits, which in turn led to the Steinman 
eavesdrop where petitioner’s incriminating 
conversations were overheard; and (b) that 
the Neyer eavesdrop recorded what may have 
deen? the Neyer end of a telephone conver- 
sation between Neyer and Berger. In my 
opinion, it is clear that neither of these 
circumstances is enough to establish that 
Berger’s Fourth Amendment interests were 
invaded by the eavesdrop in Neyer’s office. 
Wong Sun v. United States, 371 U.S. 471; 
Jones v. United States, 362 U.S. 257. Thus, 
petitioner cannot secure reversal on the 
basis of the allegedly unconstitutional Neyer 
eavesdrop. 

I turn to the circumstances surrounding 
the issuance of the one eavesdrop order which 
petitioner has “standing” to challenge. On 
June 11, 1962, Assistant District Attorney 
David Goldstein filed an affidavit before 
Judge Joseph Sarafite of the New York 
County Court of General Sessions requesting 
a court order under § 813-a authorizing the 
Steinman eavesdrop. Goldstein averred that 
the District Attorney’s office was investigat- 
ing alleged corruption in the State Liquor 
Authority, that the office had obtained evi- 
dence of a conspiracy between Authority offi- 
cials and private attorneys to extort large 
illegal payments from liquor license appli- 
cants, that a “duly authorized eavesdropping 
device” had previously been installed in the 
office of Neyer who was suspected of acting 
as a conduit for the bribes, and that this 
device had obtained evidence “that confer- 
ences relative to the payment of unlawful 
fees necessary to obtain liquor licenses occur 
in the office of one Harry Steinman, located 
in Room 801 at 15 East 48th Street, in the 
County, City and State of New York.” The 
affidavit went on to describe Steinman at 
length as a prospective liquor license appli- 
cant and to relate evidence of a specific pay- 
off which Steinman was likely to make 
through Neyer, in the immediate future. On 
the basis of these facts, the affidavit con- 
cluded that “there is reasonable ground to 
believe that evidence of crime may be ob- 
tained by overhearing and recording the 
conversations, communications and discus- 
sions that may take place in the office of 
Harry Steinman which is located in Room 
801 at 15 East 48th Street,” and requested 
an order authorizing an eavesdrop until Au- 
gust 11, 1962. An affidavit of Assistant Dis- 
trict Attorney Alfred Scotti verified the in- 
formation contained in the Goldstein affi- 
davit. The record also indicates that the 
affidavits were supplemented by orally pre- 
senting to Judge Sarafite all of the evidence 
obtained from the Neyer eavesdrop. But as- 


2 Petitioner has not included a transcript 
of the Neyer recording in the record before 
this Court. In an oral statement during the 
hearing on petitioner’s motion to suppress 
eavesdrop evidence, the prosecutor stated: 

“In the course of some of these conversa- 
tions [recorded by the Neyer eavesdrop], we 
have one-half of a telephone call, of several 
telephone calls between Mr. Neyer and a per- 
son he refers to on the telephone as Mr. 
Berger; and in the conversation with Mr. 
Berger, Mr. Neyer discusses also the obtaining 
of a liquor license for the Palladium and 
mentions the fact that this is going to be a 
big one.” R., at 27. 

Petitioner made no argument, and offered 
no evidence, at the suppression hearing that 
the alleged Neyer-Berger phone conversation 
provided the State with evidence that was 
used to secure the Steinman eavesdrop order. 
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suming that the Steinman court order was 
issued on the affidavits alone, I am confident 
that those affidavits are sufficient under the 
Fourth Amendment. 

Goldstein’s affidavit described with par- 
ticularity” what crime Goldstein believed 
was being committed; it requested authority 
to search one specific room; it described the 
principal object of the search—Steinman and 
his co-conspirators—and the specific conver- 
sations which the affiant hoped to seize; it 
gave a precise time limit to the search; and 
it told the judge the manner in which the 
afflant had acquired his information. Peti- 
tioner argues that the reliability of the Neyer 
eavesdrop information was not adequately 
verified in the Steinman affidavit. But the 
Neyer eavesdrop need not be explained in 
detail in an application to the very judge 
who had authorized it just two months 
previously. Judge Sarafite had every reason 
to conclude that the Neyer eavesdrop was a 
reliable basis for suspecting a criminal con- 
spiracy (consisting as the recording did of 
admissions by Steinman and other co-con- 
spirators) and that it was the source of the 
specific evidence recited in the Steinman 
affidavits. “‘[A]ffidavits for search warrants, 
such as the one involved here, must be tested 
and interpreted by magistrates and courts 
in a commonsense and realistic fashion,” 
United States v. Ventresca, 380 U.S. 102, 108. 
I conclude that the Steinman affidavits fully 
satisfied the Fourth Amendment require- 
ments of probable cause and particularity 
in the issuance of search warrants. 

The Court, however, seems irresistably 
determined to strike down the New York 
statute. The majority criticizes the ex parte 
nature of § 813—a court orders, the lack of 
a requirement that “exigent circumstances” 
be shown, and the fact that one court order 
authorizes a series or a continuous sur- 
veillance.” But where are such search warrant 
requirements to be found in the Fourth 
Amendment or in any prior case construing 
it? The Court appears intent upon creating 
out of whole cloth new constitutionally man- 
dated warrant procedures carefully tailored 
to make eavesdrop warrants unobtainable. 
That is not a judicial function. The question 
here is whether this search complied with 
Fourth Amendment standards. There is no 
indication in this record that the District 
Attorney's office seized and used conversa- 
tions not described in the Goldstein affidavit, 
nor that officials continued the search after 
the time when they had gathered the evi- 
dence which they sought. Given the con- 
stitutional adequacy of the Goldstein affi- 
davit in terms of Fourth Amendment re- 
quirements of probable cause and particu- 
larity, I conclude that both the search and 
seizure in Steinman’s office satisfied Fourth 
Amendment mandates. Regardless of how the 
Court would like eavesdropping legislation 
to read, our function ends in a state case 
with the determination of these questions. 


Ir 


Unregulated use of electronic surveillance 
devices by law enforcement Officials and by 
private parties poses a grave threat to the 
privacy and security of our citizens. As the 
majority recognizes, New York is one of a 
handful of States that have reacted to this 
threat by enacting legislation that limits 
Official use of all such devices to situations 
where designated officers obtain judicial au- 
thorization to eavesdrop. Except in these 
States, there is a serious lack of comprehen- 
sive and sensible legislation in this field, a 
need that has been noted by many, includ- 
ing the President's prestigious Commission 
on Law Enforcement and Administration of 
Justice (the “Crime Commission”) in its 
just-published reports. Bills have been in- 


The portion of the Crime Commission's 
report dealing with wiretapping and eaves- 
dropping is reproduced in Appendix A to this 
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troduced at this session of Congress to fill 
this legislative gap, and extensive hearings 
are in progress before the Subcommittee on 
Administrative Practice and Procedure of the 
Senate Committee on the Judiciary, and be- 
fore Subcommittee No. 5 of the House Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

At least three positions have been pre- 
sented at these hearings. Opponents of eaves- 
dropping and wiretapping argue that they 
are so “odious” an invasion of privacy that 
they should never be tolerated. The Justice 
Department, in advocating the Administra- 
tion’s current position, asserts a more limited 
view; its bill would prohibit all wiretapping 
and eavesdropping by state and federal au- 
thorities except in cases involving the “na- 
tional security,” and in addition would ban 
judicial use of evidence gathered even in na- 
tional security cases. S. 928 and H.R. 5386, 
90th Cong., 1st Sess. A third position, adopted 
by many New York law enforcement per- 
sonnel and by others, agrees that official 
eavesdropping and wiretapping must be 
stringently controlled but argues that such 
devices are irreplaceable investigative tools 
which are needed for the enforcement of 
criminal laws and which can be adequately 
regulated through legislation such as New 
York's § 813-a. 

The grant of certiorari in this case has been 
widely noted, and our decision can be ex- 
pected to have a substantial impact on the 
current legislative consideration of these is- 
sues. Today’s majority does not, in so many 
words, hold that all wiretrapping and eaves- 
dropping are constitutionally impermissible. 
But by transparent indirection it achieves 
practically the same result by striking down 
the New York statute and imposing a series 
of requirements for legalized electronic sur- 
veillance that will be almost impossible to 
satisfy. 

In so doing, the Court ignores or discounts 

the need for wiretrapping authority and in- 
credibly suggests that there has been no 
breakdown of federal law enforcement de- 
spite the unavailability of a federal statute 
legalizing electronic surveillance. The Court 
thereby impliedly disagrees with the care- 
fully documented reports of the Crime Com- 
mission which, contrary to the Court’s inti- 
mations, underline the serious proportions of 
professional criminal activity in this coun- 
try, the failure of current national and state 
efforts to eliminate it, and the need for a 
statute permitting carefully controlled official 
use of electronic surveillance, particularly in 
dealing with or crime and official cor- 
ruption. See Appendix A, infra; Report of the 
Crime Commission’s Task Force on Or, 
Crime 17-19, 80, 91-113 (1967). How the 
Court can feel itself so much better qualified 
than the Commission, which spent months 
on its study, to assess the needs of law en- 
forcement is beyond my comprehension. We 
have only just decided that reasonableness 
of a search under the Fourth Amendment 
must be determined by weighing the inya- 
sions of Fourth Amendment interests which 
wiretapping and eavesdropping entail against 
the public need justifying such invasions. 
Camara v. Municipal Court, —— US. ——; 
See v. City of Seattle, —— U.S. ——. In these 
terms, it would seem imperative that the 
Court at least deal with facts of the real 
world. This the Court utterly fails to do. In 
my view, its opinion is wholly unresponsive to 
the test of reasonableness under the Fourth 
Amendment. 

The Court also seeks support in the fact 
that the Federal Government does not now 
condone electronic eavesdropping. But here 


opinion. A more detailed explanation of why 
most Commission members favored legisla- 
tion permitting controlled use of electronic 
surveillance for law enforcement purposes 
can be found in the Commission’s Task Force 
Report on Organized Crime, cited infra. 
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the Court is treading on treacherous ground.‘ 
It is true that the Department of Justice has 
now disowned the relevant findings and rec- 
ommendations of the Crime Commission, see 
Hearings on H. R. 5386 before Subcommit- 
tee No, 5 of the House Committee on the 
Judiciary, goth Cong., 1st Sess., ser. 3, at 308 
(1967) (hereafter cited as “House Hear- 
ings”), and that it has recommended to the 
Congress a bill which would impose broad 
prohibitions on wiretapping and eavesdrop- 
ping. But although the Department’s com- 
munication to the Congress speaks of “exer- 
cis[ing] the full reach of our constitutional 
powers to outlaw electronic eavesdropping 
on private conversations,” s the fact is, as I 
have already indicated, that the bill does 
nothing of the kind. Both H. R. 5386 and its 
counterpart in the Senate, S. 928, provide 
that the prohibitions in the bill shall not be 
deemed to apply to interceptions in national 
security cases. Apparently, under this legis- 
lation, the President without court order 
would be permitted to authorize wiretapping 
or eavesdropping “to protect the Nation 
against actual or potential attack or other 
hostile acts of a foreign power or any other 
serious threat to the security of the United 
States, or to protect national security infor- 
mation against foreign intelligence activ- 
ities.” H. R. 5386 and S. 928, 5 8. 

There are several interesting aspects to this 
proposed national security exemption in 
light of the Court’s opinion. First, there is 
no limitation on the President’s power to del- 
egate his authority, and it seems likely that 
at least the Attorney General would exercise 
it. House Hearings, at 302. Second, the na- 
tional security exception would reach cases 
like sabotage and investigations of organiza- 
tions controlled by a foreign government. For 
example, wiretapping to prove an individual 
is a member of the Communist Party, it is 
said, would be permisible under the statute. 
House Hearings, at 292. Third, information 
from authorized surveillance in the national 
security area would not be admissible in evi- 
dence; to the contrary, the surveillance 
would apparently be for investigative and 
informational use only, not for use in a 
criminal prosecution and not authorized be- 
cause of any belief or suspicion that a crime 
is being committed or is about to be com- 
mitted. House Hearings, at 289. Fourth, the 
Department of Justice has recommended 
that the Congress not await this Court’s de- 
cision in the case now before us because 
whether or not the Court upholds the New 
York statute the power of Congress to enact 
the proposed legislation would not be af- 
fected. House Hearings, at 308. But if elec- 
tronic surveillance is a general search,” or 
if it must be circumscribed in the manner 
the Court now suggests, how can surrepti- 
tious electronic surveillance of a suspected 
Communist or a suspected saboteur escape 
the strictures of the Fourth Amendment? 
It seems obvious from the Department of 
Justice bill that the present Administration 
believes that there are some purposes and 
uses of electronic surveillance which do not 
involve violations of the Fourth Amendment 
by the Executive Branch. Such being the 
case, even if the views of the Executive were 
to be the final answer in this case, the re- 
quirements imposed by the Court to consti- 
tutionalize wiretapping and eavesdropping 


The Court should draw no support from 
the Solicitor General’s confession of error 
in recent cases, for they involved surrepti- 
tious eavesdropping by federal officers with- 
out judicial authorization. Such searches are 
clearly invalid because they violate the 
Fourth Amendment’s warrant requirements. 
Silverman v. United States supra, 

5 Letter from the Acting Attorney General 
to the Speaker of the House of Representa- 
tives submitting the Administration's “Right 
of ee Act of 1967” (H.R. 5386), Feb. 8, 
1967. 
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are a far cry from the practice anticipated 
under the federal legislation now before the 
Congress. 

But I do not think the views of the Execu- 
tive should be dispositive of the broader 
Fourth Amendment issues raised in this case. 
If the security of the National Government is 
a sufficient interest to render eavesdropping 
reasonable, on what tenable basis can a con- 
trary conclusion be reached when a State as- 
serts a purpose to prevent the corruption of 
its major Officials, to protect the integrity of 
its fundamental processes, and to maintain 
itself as a viable institution? The serious 
threat which organized crime poses to our 
society has been frequently documented. The 
interrelation between organized crime and 
corruption of governmental officials is like- 
wise well established,* and the enormous diffi- 
culty of eradicating both forms of social can- 
cer is proved by the persistence of the prob- 
lems if by nothing else. The Crime Commis- 
sion has concluded that “only in New York 
have law enforcement officials been able to 
mount a relatively continuous and relatively 
successful attack on an organized crime prob- 
lem,” that “electronic surveillance techniques 
. . . have been the tools” making possible 
such an attack, and that practice under New 
York's § 813-a has achieved a proper balance 
between the interests of “privacy and jus- 
tice.” Task Force Report, at p. 95. And New 
York County District Attorney Frank S. Ho- 
gan, who has been on the job almost as long 
as any member of this Court, has said of the 
need for legislation similar to § 813-a: 

“The judicially supervised system under 
which we operate has worked. It has served 
efficiently to protect the rights, liberties, 
property, and general welfare of the law- 
abiding members of our community. It has 
permitted us to undertake major investiga- 
tions of organized crime. Without it, and I 
confine myself to top figures in the under- 
world, my own office could not have con- 
victed Charles ‘Lucky’ Luciano, Jimmy Hines, 
Louis ‘Lepke’ Buchalter, Jacob ‘Gurrah’ Sha- 
piro, Joseph ‘Socks’ Lanza, George Scalise, 
Frank Erickson, John ‘Dio’ Dioguardi, and 
Frank Carbo. Joseph ‘Adonis’ Doto, who was 
tried in New Jersey, was convicted and de- 
ported on evidence supplied by our office and 
obtained by assiduously following leads se- 
cured through wiretapping.” Hearings on S. 
2813 before the Senate Committee on the 
Judiciary, 87th Cong., 2d Sess., at 173 (1962). 

To rebut such evidence of the reasonable- 
ness of regulated use of official eavesdrop- 
ping, the Court presents only outdated sta- 
tistics on the use of § 813-a in the o 
crime and corruption arenas, the failure of 
the Congress thus far to enact similar legis- 
lation for federal law enforcement. officials, 
and the blind hope that other “techniques 
and practices may well be developed that 
will operate just as speedily and certain.” 
None of this is even remotely responsive to 
the question whether the use of eavesdrop- 
ping techniques to unveil the debilitating 
corruption involved in this case was reason- 
able under the Fourth Amendment. At best, 
the Court puts forth an apologetic and 
grossly inadequate justification for frustrat- 
ing New York law enforcement by invalidat- 
ing § 813-a. 

In any event, I do not consider this case a 
proper vehicle for resolving all of these broad 
constitutional and legislative issues raised 


*“All available data indicate that or- 
ganized crime flourishes only where it has 
corrupted local officials. As the scope and 
variety of organized crime’s activities have 
expanded, its need to involve public officials 
at every level of local government has 
grown. And as government regulation ex- 
pands into more and more areas of private 
and business activity, the power to corrupt 
likewise affords the corrupter more control 
over matters affecting the everyday life of 
each citizen.” Task Force Report, at p. 6. 
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by the problem of official use of wiretapping 
and eavesdropping. I would hold only that 
electronic surveillance was a reasonable in- 
vestigative tool to apply in uncovering cor- 
ruption among high state officials, compare 
Osborn v. United States, 385 U.S. 328, that 
the § 813—a court procedure as used in this 
case satisfied the Fourth Amendment’s search 
warrant reqirements, and that New York 
Officials limited themselves to a constitution- 
ally permissible search and seizure of peti- 
tloner's private conversations in executing 
that court order. Therefore, I would affirm. 
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Excerpt from The Challenge of Crime in a 
Free Society,” A Report by the President’s 
Commission on Law Enforcement and Admin- 
istration of Justice, at 200-203 (1967). 


A NATIONAL STRATEGY AGAINST ORGANIZED 
CRIME 


Law enforcement’s way of fighting or- 
ganized crime has been primitive compared 
to organized crime’s way of operating. Law 
enforcement must use methods at least as ef- 
ficient as organized crime’s. The public and 
law enforcement must make a full-scale com- 
mitment to destroy the power of organized 
crime groups. The Commission’s program in- 
dicates ways to implement that commitment. 

Proof of criminal violation 

The previous section has described the diffi- 
culties that law enforcement agencies meet 
in trying to prove the participation of or- 
ganized crime family members in criminal 
acts. Although earlier studies indicated a 
need for new substantive criminal laws, the 
Commission believes that on the Federal 
level, and in most State jurisdictions where 
organized crime exists, the major problem re- 
lates to matters of proof rather than inade- 
quacy of substantive criminal laws, as the 
latter—for the most part—are reasonably 
adequate to deal with organized crime activ- 
ity. The laws of conspiracy have provided an 
effective substantive tool with which to con- 
front the criminal groups. From a legal 
standpoint, organized crime continues to 
grow because of defects in the evidence- 
gathering process. Under present procedures, 
too few witnesses have been produced to 
prove the link between criminal group mem- 
bers and the illicit activities that they 
sponsor. 

Grand Juries. A compulsory process is nec- 
essary to obtain essential testimony or ma- 
terial. This is most readily accomplished by 
an investigative grand jury or an alternate 
mechanism through which the attendance of 
witnesses and production of books and rec- 
ords can be ordered. Such grand juries must 
stay in session long enough to allow for the 
unusually long time required to build an 
organized crime case, The possibility of arbi- 
trary termination of a grand jury by super- 
visory judges constitutes a danger to suc- 
cessful completion of an investigation. 

The Commission recommends: At least one 
investigative grand jury should be impaneled 
annually in each jurisdiction that has major 
organized crime activity. 

If a grand jury shows the court that its 
business is unfinished at the end of a nor- 
mal term, the court should extend that term 
a reasonable time in order to allow the grand 
jury to complete pending investigations. 
Judicial dismissal of grand juries with un- 
finished business should be appealable by 
the prosecutor and provision made for sus- 
pension of such dismissal orders during the 
appeal. 

The automatic convening of these grand 
juries would force less than diligent inves- 
tigators and prosecutors to explain their in- 
action. The grand jury should also have 
recourse when not satisfied with such ex- 
planations. 

The Commission recommends: The grand 
jury should have the statutory right of ap- 
peal to an appropriate executive official, such 
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as an attorney general or governor, to replace 
local prosecutors or investigators with spe- 
cial counsel or special investigators ap- 
pointed only in relation to matters that they 
or the grand jury deem appropriate for inves- 
tigation. 

When a grand jury terminates, it should be 
permitted by law to file public reports re- 
garding organized crime conditions in the 
community. 

Immunity. A general immunity statute as 
proposed in chapter 5 on the courts is es- 
sential in organized crime investigations and 
prosecutions. There is evidence to indicate 
that the availability of immunity can over- 
come the wall of silence that so often de- 
feats the efforts of law enforcement to ob- 
tain live witnesses in organized crime cases. 
Since the activities of criminal groups in- 
volve such a broad scope of criminal viola- 
tions, immunity provisions covering this 
breadth of illicit actions are necessary to 
secure the testimony of uncooperative or 
criminally involved witnesses. Once granted 
immunity from prosecution based upon their 
testimony, such witnesses must testify be- 
fore the grand jury and at trial, or face jail 
for contempt of court. 

Federal, State, and local coordination of 
immunity grants, and approval by the juris- 
diction’s chief law enforcement officer before 
immunity is granted, are crucial in organized 
crime investigations, Otherwise, without such 
coordination and approval, or through cor- 
ruption of officials, one jurisdiction might 
grant immunity to someone about to be ar- 
rested or indicted in another jurisdiction. 

The Commission recommends: A general 
witness immunity statute should be enacted 
at Federal and State levels, providing immu- 
nity sufficiently broad to assure compulsion 
of testimony. Immunity should be granted 
only with the prior approval of the jurisdic- 
tion’s chief prosecuting officer. Efforts to co- 
ordinate Federal, State, and local immunity 
grants should be made to prevent interfer- 
ence with existing investigations. 

Perjury. Many prosecutors believe that the 
incidence of perjury is higher in organized 
crime cases than in routine criminal matters. 
Immunity can be an effective prosecutive 
weapon only if the immunized witness then 
testifies truthfully. The present special proof 
requirements in perjury cases, detailed in 
chapter 5, inhibit prosecutors from seeking 
perjury indictments and lead to much lower 
conviction rates for perjury than for other 
crimes. Lessening of rigid proof requirements 
in perjury prosecutions would strengthen 
the deterrent value of perjury laws and pre- 
sent a greater incentive for truthful testi- 
mony. 

The Commission recommends Congress 
and the State should abolish the rigid two- 
witness and direct-evidence rules in perjury 
prosecutions, but retain the requirement of 
proving an intentional false statement. 

Wiretapping and eavesdropping 


In connection with the problems of secur- 
ing evidence against organized crime, the 
Commission considered issues relating to 
electronic surveillance, including wiretapping 
and “bugging’—the secret installation of 
mechanical devices at specific locations to 
receive and transmit conversations. 

Significance to Law Enforcement, The 
great majority of law enforcement officials 
believe that the evidence necessary to bring 
criminal sanctions to bear consistently on 
the higher echelons of organized crime will 
not be obtained without the aid of electronic 
surveillance techniques. They maintain 
these techniques are indispensable to de- 
velop adequate strategic intelligence con- 

organized crime, to set up specific 
investigations, to develop witnesses, to cor- 
roborate their testimony, and to serve as 
substitutes for them—each a necessary step 
in the evidence-gathering process in orga- 
nized crime investigations and prosecutions. 

As previously noted, the organizational 
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structure and operational methods employed 
by o crime have created unique 
problems for law enforcement, High-ranking 
organized crime figures are protected by lay- 
ers of insulation from direct participation in 
criminal acts, and a rigid code of discipline 
inhibits the development of informants 
against them. A soldier in a family can com- 
plete his entire crime career without ever as- 
sociating directly with his boss. Thus, he is 
unable, even if willing, to link the boss di- 
rectly to any criminal activity in which he 
may have engaged for their mutual benefit. 
Agents and employees of an organized crime 
family, even when granted immunity from 
prosecution, cannot implicate the highest 
level figures, since frequently they have 
neither spoken to, nor even seen them. 

Members of the underworld, who have 
legitimate reason to fear that their meetings 
might be bugged or their telephones tapped, 
have continued to meet and to make rela- 
tively free use of the telephone—for com- 
munication is essential to the operation of 
any business enterprise. In legitimate busi- 
ness this is accomplished with written and 
oral exchanges. In organized crime enter- 
prises, however, the possibility of loss or 
seizure of an incriminating document de- 
mands a minimum of written communica- 
tion. Because of the varied character of 
organized criminal enterprises, the large 
numbers of persons employed in them, and 
frequently the distances separating elements 
of the organization, the telephone remains 
an essential vehicle for communication. 
While discussions of business matters are 
held on a face-to-face basis whenever possi- 
ble, they are never conducted in the presence 
of strangers. Thus, the content of these con- 
versations, including the planning of new 
illegal activity, and transmission of policy 
decisions or operating instructions for exist- 
ing enterprises, cannot be detected. The ex- 
treme scrutiny to which potential members 
are subjected and the necessity for them to 
engage in criminal activity have precluded 
law enforcement infiltration of organized 
crime groups. 

District Attorney Frank S. Hogan, whose 
New York County office has been acknowl- 
edged for over 27 years as one of the county’s 
most outstanding, has testified that elec- 
tronic surveillance is “the single most valu- 
able weapon in law enforcement’s fight 
against organized crime ...It has permitted 
us to undertake major investigations of 
organized crime. Without it, and I confine 
myself to top figures in the underworld, my 
own office could not have convicted Charles 
‘Lucky’ Luciano, Jimmy Hines, Louis ‘Lepke’ 
Buchalter, Jacob ‘Gurrah’ Shapiro, Joseph 
‘Sacks’ Lenza, George Scalise, Frank Erick- 
son, John ‘Dio’ Dioguardi, and Frank Car- 
Do 

Over the years New York has faced one 
of the Nation’s most aggravated organized 
crime problems. Only in New York have law 
enforcement officials achieved some level of 
continuous success in bringing prosecutions 
against organized crime. For over 20 years, 
New York has authorized wiretapping on 
court order. Since 1957, bugging has been 
similarly authorized. Wiretapping was the 
mainstay of the New York attack against 
organized crime until Federal court deci- 
sions intervened. Recently chief reliance in 
some offices has been placed on bugging, 
where the information is to be used in court. 
Law enforcement officials believe that the 
successes achieved in some parts of the State 
are attributable primarily to a combination 
of dedicated and competent personnel and 
adequate legal tools; and that the failure 
to do more in New York has resulted pri- 
marily from the failure to commit additional 
resources of time and men. The debilitating 
effect of corruption, political influence, and 
incompetence, underscored by the New York 
State Commission of Investigation, must also 
be noted. 
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In New York at one time, Court supervision 
of law enforcement’s use of electronic sur- 
veillance was sometimes perfunctory, but 
the picture has changed substantially un- 
der the impact of pretrial adversary hearings 
on motions to suppress electronically seized 
evidence. Fifteen years ago there was evi- 
dence of abuse by low-rank policemen. Legis- 
lative and administrative controls, however, 
have apparently been successful in curtail- 
ing its incidence. 

The Threat to Privacy. In a democratic 
society privacy of communication is essential 
if citizens are to think and act creatively 
and constructively. Fear or suspicion that 
one’s speech is being monitored by a stranger, 
even without the reality of such activity, can 
have a seriously inhibiting effect upon the 
willingness to voice critical and constructive 
ideas. When dissent from the popular view 
is discouraged, intellectual controversy is 
smothered, the process for testing new con- 
cepts and ideas is hindered and desirable 
change is slowed. External restraints, of 
which electronic surveillance is but one 
possibility, are thus repugnant to citizens of 
such a society. 

Today, in addition to some law enforce- 
ment agents, numerous private persons are 
utilizing these techniques. They are em- 
ployed to acquire evidence for domestic rela- 
tions cases, to carry on industrial espionage 
and counter-espionage, to assist in preparing 
for civil litigation, and for personnel investi- 
gations, among others. Technological ad- 
vances have produced remarkably sophisti- 
cated devices, of which the electronic 
cocktail olive is illustrative, and continuing 
price reductions have expanded their mar- 
kets. Nor has man’s ingenuity in the develop- 
ment of surveillance equipment been ex- 
hausted with the design and manufacture of 
electronic devices for wiretapping or for 
eavesdropping within buildings or vehicles. 
Parabolic microphones that pick up con- 
versations held in the open at distances of 
hundreds of feet are available commercially, 
and some progress has been made toward 
utilizing the laser beam to pick up con- 
versations within a room by focusing upon 
the glass of a convenient window. Prog- 
ress in microminiaturizing electronic com- 
ponents has resulted in the production of 
equipment of extremely small size. Because 
it can detect what is said anywhere—not 
just on the telephone—bugging presents 
especially serious threats to privacy. 

Detection of surveillance devices is diffi- 
cult, particularly where an installation is ac- 
complished by a skilled agent. Isolated 
instances where equipment is discovered in 
operation therefore do not adequately reflect 
the volume of such activity; the effectiveness 
of electronic surveillance depends in part 
upon investigators who do not discuss their 
activities. The current confusion over the 
legality of electronic surveillance compounds 
the assessment problem since many agents 
feel their conduct may be held unlawful and 
are unwilling to report their activities. It is 
presently impossible to estimate with any 
accuracy the volume of electronic surveil- 
lance conducted today. The Commission is 
impressed, however, with the opinions of 
knowledgeable persons that the incidence of 
electronic surveillance is already substantial 
and increasing at a rapid rate. 

Present Law and Practice. In 1928 the U.S. 
Supreme Court decided that evidence ob- 
tained by wiretapping a defendant's tele- 
phone at a point outside the defendant's 
premises was admissible in a Federal criminal 
prosecution. The Court found no unconstitu- 
tional search and seizure under the Fourth 
Amendment. Enactment of Section 605 of 
the Federal Communications Act in 1934 
precluded interception and disclosure of wire 
communications. The Department of Justice 
has interpreted this section to permit inter- 
ception so long as no disclosure of the con- 
tent outside the Department is made. Thus, 
wiretapping may presently be conducted by a 
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Federal agent, but the results may not be 
used in court. When police officers wiretap 
and disclose the information obtained, in 
accordance with State procedure, they are in 
violation of Federal law. 

Law enforcement experience with bugging 
has been much more recent and more limited 
than the use of the traditional wiretap. The 
legal situation with respect to bugging is 
also different. The regulation of the national 
telephone communication network falls 
within recognized national powers, while 
legislation attempting to authorize the plac- 
ing of electronic equipment even under a 
warrant system would break new and un- 
charted ground. At the present time there 
is no Federal legislation explicitly dealing 
with bugging. Since the decision of the Su- 
preme Court in Silverman v. United States, 
365 U.S. 505 (1961), use of bugging equip- 
ment that involves an unauthorized physical 
entry into a constitutionally protected pri- 
vate area violates the Fourth Amendment, 
and evidence thus obtained is inadmissable. 
If eavesdropping is unaccompanied by such 
a trespass, or if the communication is re- 
corded with the consent of one of the 
parties, no such prohibition applies. 

The confusion that has arisen inhibits 
cooperation between State and Federal law 
enforcement agencies because of the fear 
that information secured in one investiga- 
tion will legally pollute another. For ex- 
ample, in New York City prosecutors refuse 
to divulge the contents of wire communica- 
tions intercepted pursuant to State court 
orders because of the Federal proscription 
but do utilize evidence obtained by bugging 
pursuant to court order. In other sections of 
New York State, however, prosecutors con- 
tinue to introduce both wiretapping and 
eavesdropping evidence at trial. 

Despite the clear Federal prohibition 
against disclosure of wiretap information 
no federal prosecutions of State officers have 
been undertaken, although prosecutions of 
State officers under State laws have 
occurred. 

One of the most serious consequences of 
the present state of the law is that private 
parties and some law enforcement officers 
are invading the privacy of many citizens 
without control from the courts and rea- 
sonable legislative standards. While the Fed- 
eral prohibition is a partial deterrent against 
divulgence, it has no effect on interception, 
and the lack of prosecutive action against 
violators has substantially reduced respect 
for the law. 

The present status of the law with respect 
to wiretapping and bugging is intolerable. 
It serves the interests neither of privacy nor 
of law enforcement. One way or the other, 
the present controversy with respect to elec- 
tronic surveillance must be resolved. 

The Commission recommends: Congress 
should enact legislation dealing specifically 
with wiretapping and bugging. 

All members of the Commission agree on 
the difficulty of striking the balance between 
law enforcement benefits from the use of 
electronic surveillance and the threat to 
privacy its use may entail. Further, striking 
this balance presents important constitu- 
tional questions now pending before the U.S. 
Supreme Court in People v. Berger, and any 
congressional action should await the out- 
come of that case. 

All members of the Commission believe 
that if authority to employ these techniques 
is granted it must be granted only with 
stringent limitations. One form of detailed 
regulatory statute that has been suggested to 
the Commission is outlined in the appendix 
to the Commission’s organized crime task 
force volume. All private use of electronic 
surveillance should be placed under rigid 
control, or it should be outlawed. 

A majority of the members of the Com- 
mission believe that legislation should be en- 
acted granting carefully circumscribed au- 
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thority for electronic surveillance to law en- 
forcement officers to the extent it may be 
consistent with the decision of the Supreme 
Court in People v. Berger, and, further, that 
the availability of such specific authority 
would significantly reduce the incentive for, 
and the incidence of, improper electronic 
surveillance. 

The other members of the Commission 
have serious doubts about the desirability 
of such authority and believe that without 
the kind of searching inquiry that would re- 
sult from further congressional considera- 
tion of electronic surveillance, particularly 
of the problems of bugging, there is insuf- 
ficient basis to strike this balance against 
the interests of privacy. 

Matters affecting the national security not 
involving criminal prosecution are outside 
the Commission’s mandate, and nothing in 
this discussion is intended to affect the ex- 
isting powers to protect that interest. 


ODELL SHEPARD 


Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, one of 
Connecticut’s outstanding citizens, Odell 
Shepard—poet, Pulitzer Prize winner, 
and former Lieutenant Governor—died 
last week at the age of 83. Odell was a 
great and broad-gaged man. Within him- 
self he encompassed the positive virtues 
of learning and action. I knew him well 
and considered him a close and intimate 
friend. The people of Connecticut mourn 
his passing. I ask unanimous consent to 
have printed in the Recor his obituary 
published in the New York Times July 
20, and editorials published in the Hart- 
ford Times of July 20 and the Hartford 
Courant of July 21. 

There being no objection, the items 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

[From the New York Times, July 20, 1967] 
ODELL SHEPARD, WRITER, IS DEAD; Won 1937 

PULITZER FOR BIOGRAPHY—DID A STUDY OF 

Bronson ALcotr—Was LIEUTENANT Gov- 

ERNOR OF CONNECTICUT, 1941-43 

New LONDON, CONN. July 19.—Odell Shep- 
ard, poet-politician who won a Pulitzer Prize 
in 1937 for his biography of Bronson Alcott, 
the American philosopher and teacher, and 
who served as Lieutenant Governor of Con- 
necticut, died here today in Lawrence and 
Memorial Hospital. He would have been 83 
years old on Saturday. 

Mr. Shepard was Goodwin Professor of 
English at Trinity College in Hartford from 
1917. until 1946. He continued to lecture 
there, however, until last year. 

As a teacher, poet, essayist and historian, 
Mr. Shepard had an impact on the world of 
letters that brought him a quiet fame that 
he accepted with grace and a mild skepti- 
cism. 

When he was elected Lieutenant Governor 
in 1940, he succinctly summed up the poet’s 
role as a reflector of liberty. “English poetry 
up to now,” he said, “has been made possi- 
ble by the struggle for liberty in the houses 
of parliament. A poet is dependent upon the 
individual liberty which is won and defended 
by political activity. When liberty ceases, 
poetry ceases.” 

In his youth, he was described as the 
“most Olympian undergraduate who ever 
strode the groves of academe—a young 
Goethe, handsome, poised with a broad brow 
and wavy hair and a carefree aloofness from 
all things mundane—known only as the 
Bard.“ 

LECTURED IN SOFT VOICE 

In later years the waves subsided and 
grayed, the handsomeness remained and 
mellowed. In casual conversation he puffed a 
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pipe, listened with patience and probed the 
minds of his students. 

In the classroom he stood tall, lectured 
and read poetry in a soft, mellow voice, his 
bow ties slightly askew and with a sufficient 
dusting of chalk on his dark, conservative 
jacket that marks the traditional “professor.” 

Mr. Shepard, who listed himself in Who's 
Who in America” simply as writer,“ was an 
accomplished poet, teacher, biographer, or- 
ganist of concert caliber, pianist, former 
newspaperman and an essayist in the sar- 
donic tradition of Jonathan Swift. 

He shared the Pulitzer Prize with Marquis 
James, who wrote a two-volume biography 
of Andrew Jackson. Mr. Shepard’s work was 
entitled “Pedlar’s Progress: The Life of Bron- 
son Alcott.“ Mr. James wrote “The Border 
Captain” and “Portrait of a President.” 


READ 50 VOLUMES 


In preparation for the biography, accord- 
ing to his publisher, Little Brown & Co., Mr. 
Shepard read 50 volumes, totaling 5 million 
words, of Alcott’s journal in 6 weeks. 

Amos Bronson Alcott (1799-1888) was the 
American transcendentalist, writer and 
teacher. He was a native of Connecticut and 
spent most of his life in poverty. 

A devoted fan of Thoreau’s since reading 
an essay by him at the age 9, Mr. Shepard 
was a lifelong student of the transcenden- 
talist movement and its Concord, Mass., ex- 

ents. 

He felt that Mr. Alcott, described once by 
Emerson as “the most refined and the most 
advance soul we have in New England,” was 
unjustly obscured by the fame of his daugh- 
ter, Louist May, the author of “Little 
Women.” 

Mr. Shepard was born on a farm near 
Chicago, a son of William Orville Shepard, a 
Methodist Bishop, and Emily Odell Shepard. 

After attending rural schools, he entered 
the Northwestern School of Music in 1900. 
He enrolled in Northwestern University two 
years later and studied there until 1904. 

He then entered the University of Chicago, 
where he received a Bachelor of Philosophy 
degree in 1907, and a Master of Philosophy 
degree the following year. He earned a doc- 
torate at Harvard University in 1916. 

During his college years he worked on 
various newspapers in Illinois and Missouri, 
but, as a contemporary recalled, he walked 
out on a double murder in Chicago when 
he was with The Tribune, saying it was a 
sordid business not worth more than a 
paragraph and that he did not intend to 
put in his life with such shoddy affairs.” 

In 1925, Mr. Shepard published a series of 
essays on Thoreau that were warmly received 
and his “Connecticut Past and Present,” 
published in 1939. won broad critical ac- 
claim. 

Among his published works were: “Shake- 
speare Questions—An Outline for the Study 
of the Leading Plays” (1916); “A Lonely 
Flute” (poems—1917); “Bliss Carman: A 
Study of His Poetry” (1923); “The Harvest 
of a Quiet Eye“ (1927); “The Joys of For- 
getting” (1928); “The Lore of the Unicorn” 
(1929) and Thy Rod and Thy Creel” (1930). 

No “IVORY TOWER” 

Referring to his sortie into politics, when 
he, a Democrat, served as Lieutenant Gover- 
nor under Gov. Robert A. Hurley, from 
1941 to 1943, Mr. Shepard said: 

“I've never lived in an ivory tower and I 
never want to. Ivory tower, indeed! On a 
college faculty, political activity is just 
about twice as poisonous as any I'll ever 
see in the State House.” 

Mr. Shepard’s book “Connecticut, Past 
and Present“ was responsible for his entry 
into politics. Mr. Hurley read it, liked it and 
friends suggested that its author would 
make a good running mate. He agreed after 
some arm-twisting. 

He retired from Trinity College in 1946, 
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after a dispute over the selection of G. Keith 
Funston, later president of the New York 
Stock Exchange, as president of the school. 

Mr. Shepard wrote two books in collabora- 
tion with his son, Willard O. Shepard, “Hold- 
fast Gaines” (1946), a historical novel, and 
“Jenkin’s Ear” (1951). 

He decided to teach his son at home, and 
was pleased with the result. When people 
suggested to Willard that he go to school, 
the father said, the boy was unenthusiastic. 

“He rather thought it might interfere 
with his education,” the father said. 

In addition to his son, who is wood carver 
for the Mystic Seaport Marine Museum in 
Mystic, he leaves his wife, the former Nancy 
Farrell Record, whom he married in 1908; a 
brother, Warren V., of Syracuse, N.Y. and 
three grandchildren. 

The family said there would be no fu- 
neral, Mr. Shepard willed his body to Yale 
Medical College. 


[From the Hartford (Conn.) Times, 
July 20, 1967] 
ODELL SHEPARD 


Odell Shepard—teacher, scholar, historian, 
writer—was a man of rigid intellectual in- 
tegrity. He was a Democrat when that party 
Was unpopular. He was an independent 
thinker amid great pressures toward con- 
formity. He knew his own worth, and he re- 
fused to compromise when principle was 
involved. 

Dr. Shepard had a wide-ranging, penetrat- 
ing curiosity and a vast knowledge that made 
him an engaging companion. At the same 
time, he loved solitude and was a great 
walker, familiar with obscure back roads and 
footpaths throughout Connecticut. He had 
intense passions about ideas, and they often 
showed through the gentlemanly reticence 
with which he cloaked them, 

The loyalty of the many students who 
loved him was reflected in his own talent for 
friendship, an attribute that enriched his life 
with interesting and devoted companions. 
Many of his friends believe that he was not 
so well appreciated in his own community as 
in the larger world of the mind. His Pulitzer 
prize for biography was one the landmarks 
of a career in writing that produced sensi- 
tive studies especially of New England’s 
. his favorite literary sub- 

ects. 

His historical and critical works will en- 
sure the longevity of his name in the world 
of literature. And the memory of Odell Shep- 
ard, the man and beloved teacher, will en- 
88 as long as one of his Trinity students 

ves. : 


— 


From the Hartford (Conn.) Courant, July 
21. 1967 
ODELL SHEPARD 

A classmate once wrote of Odell Shepard’s 
“carefree aloofness from all things mundane.” 
It was at times an endearing and at other 
times an infuriating quality that persisted 
throughout his life. His outlook on life 
was not unlike that of Bronson Alcott whose 
biography brought Dr. Shepard his Pulitzer 
Prize—unwordly, opinionated and, when he 
wanted to be, utterly charming. 

According to those who sat under him, he 
was a truly great teacher, one of that band 
of “famous men” of whom Kipling wrote. 
“Their work continueth, broad and deep con- 
tinueth, greater than their knowing.” Surely 
few teachers have had a more loyal body of 
former students, including the dozen or so 
seminar members with whom he met at Trin- 
ity only last year. 

He enjoyed and liked to reminisce about 
his brief flight into active politics when he 
served for two years as Lieutenant Governor. 
That, his Pulitizer Prize-winning “Pedlar’s 
Progress,” and his other less dramatically 
successful writings brought him a quiet fame 
that, someone has written. “He accepted with 
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grace and a mild skepticism.” But it is pri- 
marily as a skillful craftsman in the use of 
words written and spoken, that those who 
never sat under him will remember Dr. 
Shepard. 


CONDEMNATION OF REAL PROPER- 
TY BY TENNESSEE VALLEY AU- 
THORITY 


Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, on April 26 
of this year I introduced a bill, S. 1637, 
to amend the Tennessee Valley Author- 
ity Act of 1933 to provide that the issue 
of just compensation may be tried to a 
jury in any case involving the condem- 
nation of real property by TVA. 

This is the only instance in Federal 
law and civil procedure which does not 
include the option of jury trial in cases 
where eminent domain is being exer- 
cised. 

Since introducing the bill, I have re- 
ceived a relatively large volume of mail 
from Tennesseans and citizens from 
other States expressing support for the 
measure and urging its enactment by 
Congress. From time to time I have 
asked that examples of this correspond- 
ence be included in the RECORD. 

Today, I ask unanimous consent to 
have printed in the Recorp a resolution 
by the quarterly court of Franklin Coun- 
ty, Tenn., dated July 14, 1967. These dis- 
tinguished public officials are unanimous 
and unequivocal in their support for S. 
1637. Many people in Franklin County 
are being directly affected by the land 
acquisition procedures of TVA. It is the 
firm belief of these people and of my- 
self that access to a jury should not be 
denied them. 

There being no objection, the resolu- 
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

RESOLUTION 

Whereas, the Tennessee Valley Authority 
is currently constructing Tim's Ford Dam and 
reservoir in Franklin County, Tennessee, and 

Whereas, said project will result in the 
condemnation of real estate belonging to 
many of the good citizens of Franklin 
County, Tennessee, which real estate in most 
cases represents the life long efforts of its 
owners, and 

Whereas, the Franklin County Quarterly 
Court realizes that the Tims Ford Project 
will greatly benefit the people of Franklin 
County and this area, and contribute to its 
economic development, but this Court 
further believes that citizens and landown- 
ers of Franklin County, Tennessee, are en- 
titled to be justly and reasonably compen- 
sated for their real estate taken by the 
Tennessee Valley Authority for the construc- 
tion of this project, and that these land- 
owners should not be made to suffer for the 
benefit of the remaining citizens of this 
county, and 

Whereas, due to the high land costs in 
Franklin County, Tennessee, and the sur- 
rounding area, most of the persons dis- 
placed by the aforesaid project are finding it 
difficult or impossible to replace their prop- 
erty taken by the said project at any price 
near what they are being paid by the Ten- 
nessee Valley Authority, and 

Whereas, all local and state government 
authorities In the State of Tennessee can 
condemn real estate only through the legal 
process of a jury trial, but such is not the 
case with the Tennessee Valley Authority, 

Now therefore, be it resolved by the 
Quarterly Court, that this Court is strongly 
in favor of the Tennessee Valley Authority 
being required by the Congress of the United 
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States of America, to undergo a jury trial in 
order to condemn real estate for its various 
projects including the Tims Ford Project in 
Franklin County, Tennessee, and the Frank- 
lin County Quarterly Court sees no valid 
reason why the Tennessee Valley Authority 
should be given preferential treatment in 
this respect, in comparison with other gov- 
ernmental agencies, and 

It is further resolved by this Quarterly 
Court that certified copies of this resolution 
be sent by the Clerk of this Court to our 
Senators and Representatives to Congress in 
Washington, D.C., in order to voice our sup- 
port for any legislation proposed in order to 
correct this inequitable situation. 


LEO J. MULCAHY 


Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, Goy- 
ernor Dempsey has reappointed Leo J. 
Mulcahy as Connecticut’s State police 
commissioner. This reappointment is a 
fitting recognition for an outstanding 
police commissioner and a fine man. It 
was my privilege to have first appointed 
him during my term as Governor. He 
cad served the people of Connecticut 
well. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the Recorp an editorial en- 
titled “The Top Trooper: Leo J. Mul- 
cahy,” published in the Hartford Cour- 
ant of July 18, 1967. 


There being no objection, the edito- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the Rec- 
ORD, as follows: 


THE Top Trooper: LEO J. MULCAHY 


Governor Dempsey's reappointment this 
month of State Police Commissioner Leo J. 
Mulcahy is one of those things most of us 
take for granted. We assume there are always 
good men around to handle every tough job. 
And, fortunately, we assume correctly when 
Leo Mulcahy's hat hangs in the State Police 
Commissioner's office. 

Commissioner Mulcahy is not just this 
state’s top trooper in rank. His deeds match 
his title. He came up through the ranks to 
his top post by competitive examinations. 
And in all but one of these tests, Trooper 
Mulcahy placed first. In action, his exploits 
have ranged from the barehanded capture of 
an armed killer to command of anti-riot, tear 
gas attack on rebellious prisoners at the 
old State Prison in Wethersfield in 1960. 

As commissioner, he has crusaded for high- 
way safety. He has campaigned for better 
laws. He streamlined and reorganized the 
State Police Department to a peak of effi- 
ciency that hasn’t been seen since the era 
of the late Edward J. Hickey. And his zeal 
and dedication to the service of the state 
police easily matches that of Commissioner 
Hickey. 

Commissioner Mulcahy has his critics, All 
men of action do. Passive, timid policemen 
may stir up no controversy—but they pro- 
vide no leadership either. During Commis- 
sioner Mulcahy's first two terms the State 
Police Department has had the finest of 
leadership. Commissioner Mulcahy's third 
term is not just deserved. It is demanded. 


NEW YORK TIMES ENDORSES 
YOUTH CAMP SAFETY BILL 


Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, before 
this summer is over, more than 6 million 
American children will have spent a part 
of the summer at camp. In an effort to 
assure that their experiences are happy 
ones, I introduced a bill which would al- 
low American parents to make sure that 
the camp they select meets at least mini- 
mum safety standards. 

The New York Times has joined in en- 
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dorsing S. 1473, the youth camp safety 
bill. I ask unanimous consent that an 
editorial published in the New York 
Times of July 15, 1967, be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PROTECTING CHILDREN AT CAMP 


The great trek to woods and lakes and sea- 
shore has begun, Before Labor Day some six 
million children will have spent all or part of 
the summer at camp. 

Although summer camp has been an 
American institution for decades, parents 
cannot always be sure that the camp they 
select for their children meets minimum 
safety standards. The American Camping As- 
sociation and other private organizations 
have done useful work in developing such 
standards and encouraging voluntary com- 
pliance, yet only twenty-six states have camp 
safety programs of any kind. It is estimated 
that nearly half of the nation’s 15,000 sum- 
mer camps do not meet minimum safety 
standards. 

Senator Ribicoff of Connecticut and Rep- 
resentative Kupferman of New York have 
introduced similar bills to create a Federal- 
state program for camp safety. The plan pro- 
posed is modest and would require a Federal 
expenditure of only $3,000,000 annually, a 
wise investment in safety for children. 


THE CORPORATE CONSCIENCE OF 
SCHICK SAFETY RAZOR CO. 


Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, a few 
weeks ago, in an address to a group of 
businessmen in Tennessee, I spoke on 
the necessity for American business to 
have a well-developed “corporate con- 
science.” In this speech, I suggested that 
mere profitmaking should not be the sole 
aim of enlightened American capitalism 
and that private industry should con- 
cern itself with the good of the society. I 
cited several examples of firms which are 
leading the way with a highly developed 
corporate conscience. One such firm, 
which I failed to mention in my talk but 
which is definitely a pacesetter in this 
regard, is the Schick Safety Razor Co. 

Patrick Frawley, Jr., distinguished 
head of Schick, recently addressed the 
American Security Council in Chicago, 
at which time his firm presented 
$100,000 in prizes to winners of the 
Schick Business Citizenship Awards. Mr. 
Frawley discussed the social respon- 
sibility of advertisers. His speech is so 
significant in this regard that I ask 
unanimous consent that it be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the speech 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE ADVERTISER 
(A speech by Patrick J. Frawley, Jr., deliv- 

ered on the occasion of the presentation 

of the Schick Business Citizenship Awards, 

a public service of Eversharp, Inc., under 

the auspices of the American Security 

Council, Sherman House Hotel, Chicago, 

III., June 2, 1967) 

Distinguished guests, ladies and gentle- 
men: I am very happy to be here today with 
you to honor the award winners in this most 
important contest. I agree with John Fisher 
that the ideas developed in the course of this 
contest could insure our survival. They can- 
not be valued in terms of money. 

I have been asked to speak on the respon- 
sibility of the Advertiser. 
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I'd like to begin by sharing with you my 
view of the hidden heart that beats beneath 
all good advertising. 

Advertising is mass education for profit. 
But it is more than a mere display of facts. 


EFFECTIVE ADVERTISING CAUSES A REFLEX RE- 
SPONSE IN FAVOR OF AN IDEA SIMILAR TO 
SLAMMING ONE’S FOOT ON THE BRAKES WHEN 
A HAZARD APPEARS 


Five years ago Schick sales were $24 mil- 
lion, with an advertising and promotion 
budget of $6 million. By 1966 sales had 
increased to $60 million, with an advertising 
and promotional budget of $17 million, Ef- 
fective advertising and public relations does 
more than persuade. The constant repetition 
actually causes a favorable conditioned reflex 
toward an idea, similar to slamming one’s 
foot on the brake. For example, if one had 
to make conscious decisions about each prod- 
uct as one goes through a super market, 
shopping would take hours instead of 
minutes, 


ADVERTISING RESPONSIBILITY 


We believe the responsibility associated 
with an advertising budget extends beyond 
simply buying impressions. 

Advertising makes possible the dissemina- 
tion of news and arguments which gradually 
build concepts and emotional attitudes, Also, 
the presence of advertisements of respected 
manufacturers adds weight and credibility 
to the content of media. 

The department stores, chain stores and 
manufactuerers on the one hand, and the 
newspapers, magazines, radio and television 
depend upon each other for their existence. 
Advertising ties industry together. 

In some cases the advertiser is dismayed 
by the editorial content, and then dismisses 
the matter from his mind. Regrettably, some 
advertisers have never even bothered to ob- 
serve the content of the media they use, 
while others are extremely sensitive to media 
material only when their particular product 
is mentioned. 

LOSS IN CUBA 


Ever since our business was confiscated in 
Cuba, we have been alert to the possible loss 
of company property in other countries, as 
well as the very life and liberty of the free 
world. Advertising is partially responsible for 
the expression of views, and in this way in- 
fluences the community at large. Business, 
in effect, is frequently being asked to pay for 
its own destruction, 

Therefore, we try to support programs 
which accentuate the positive, and avoid 
subsidizing smut and social irresponsibility. 
Of course, there are some communication 
corporations which haye attempted to set 
themselves up as self appointed arbiters of 
public taste, and censor or suppress views 
which do not coincide with their own, Schick 
prefers the positive approach. 

Two programming highlights of the past 
year have won the company inestimable cus- 
tomer loyalty. Sponsorship of the “Up With 
People” musical produced by Pace magazine 
and Moral Rearmament, which encouraged 
American youth to strive for the highest 
ideals, brought not only critical accolade 
but great waves of approval from the general 
public. Songs like “You Can’t Live Crooked 
and Think Straight,” “Up With People,” and 
“Freedom Isn't Free“ are now being sung by 
entire school assemblies across the country. 
“Up With People” telecasts delivered Schick's 
commercial messages to a viewing audience 
estimated at 159 million. “Freedom’s Finest 
Hour,” a production in conjunction with the 
Freedoms Foundation at Valley Forge (of 
which ex-president Eisenhower is honorary 
chairman) was also a resounding success 
under Schick sponsorship. Through its ap- 
pearance in the top twenty markets, 13 mil- 
lion viewers were reached with Schick prod- 
uct sales messages. 

Another Schick special, “Hitler in Ha- 
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vana,” the recipient of 12 awards, produced 
by The Information Council of the Americas 
(INCA), compares scenes from Hitler's Nazi 
Germany with film smuggled out of Castro’s 
Communist Cuba. INCA’s president is Dr. 
Alton Ochsner, of the Ochsner Clinic in New 
Orleans, a renowned surgeon who is a Di- 
rector of Schick. 

It is our hope that all of our advertising 
taught something, as well as entertained. 

Attitudes and beliefs as well as information 
are involved when lasting and meaningful 
learning occurs. Attitudes are more readily 
taught indirectly than directly. It is, there- 
fore, important to dramatize the important 
points. 

Dramatization capitalizes on the creativity 
and imagination of those you are trying to 
reach, Young people especially like to emu- 
late, mimic, act out and play roles, Through 
dramatic activities, attitudes are developed 
and strengthened. 

We must recognize that young people need 
adult approval of their actions and decisions, 
even though adolescents are more influenced 
by their peers, than by either parents or 
teachers, If you accept this teen-age procliv- 
ity you will direct your teaching toward fa- 
vorable acceptance by the peer leaders, Also 
do not forget the great importance of such 
key adults as the coach or a successful 
alumnus. 


YOUTH LOSES FAITH IN BUSINESS 


It is extremely important to speak to 
youth. Religious and civic leaders, both lib- 
eral and conservative, have noted that Amer- 
ican youngsters are experimenting with mari- 
juana, LSD, and other drugs in alarming 
numbers, often citing adult “hyprocrisy” in 
cigarette and alcohol advertising as a justi- 
fication. However, confidence in our system 
is undermined if we expose an evil, and then 
do nothing practical to remedy the problem. 
The cigarette cancer statistics and the in- 
effective warning in small type, is a prime 
si a of this advertising of a “capitalistic 
evil.” 

The widespread disillusionment with busi- 
ness has begun to extend relentlessly to other 
institutions. A whole generation is express- 
ing its distrust of, and distaste for, adult 
standards by establishing a subculture of its 
own. Thus a wedge of suspicion is magnified 
to create a widening split which now threat- 
ens the basic standards upon which the 
whole country is founded. 

Marxism is the alternative usually offered. 

THE MARXISTS 

Prohibitionists believe if you outlaw alco- 
hol there will be no alcoholism. Karl Marx 
said that the profit motive, the basis of the 
capitalist system, causes greed. The Com- 
munists believe that the profit motive brings 
out the worst in man, and that the solution 
is to outlaw capitalism. “The law of life is 
the warring of contradictions, with growth as 
its consequence.“ — Marx. While it may be 
true that the profit motive excites some peo- 
ple to do anything for money and leads to 
abuses, greed is self-destructive and finally 
leads to bankruptcy as it blinds a person to 
the interests of his customers. 

The profit motive does not over-stimulate 
most people. Instead it motivates them to 
work effectively, and combats laziness which 
is a major problem for many. Furthermore, 
Communism is no solution as it is the politi- 
cal expression of greed—total theft. Com- 
munists monopolize everything—speech, ac- 
tions, thoughts—not merely money. 

FREE SPEECH IS STILL OPERATIVE IN AMERICA 

Therefore it remains within our power to 
influence actions and thoughts. One of the 
most powerful ways is with advertising. Un- 
fortunately, all too many advertisers ignore 
the opportunity. 

Others, who know perfectly well how to 
promote their products profitably, lapse into 
amateur verbiage when they try to project 
social values. 
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They forget, for instance, the distinction 
between building attitudes, which is highly 
complex, and listing facts, which often isn’t. 

Actually, attitudes are much easier to sell 
than straight facts. Selling a fact might be 
compared to the difficulty of walking a cow 
in a straight line down a country road. In- 
stead a boy easily moves the cow in a general 
direction by the prod of a stick on one side 
and then on the other. Entire herds of thou- 
sands of cattle have been moved across sev- 
eral states by a relatively few cowboys. The 
cattle were kept moving in a general direc- 
tion. The cattle probably thought that they 
were just moving from one place to another 
to find better grazing. They never realized 
that they were headed for stock yards. 

It would have been impossible to move 
them in a straight line without a million 
cowboys. 

Remember—attitudes are more readily 
taught indirectly than directly. Rather than 
be lashed by the cowboys the cattle head 
away from them—in the same way, some peo- 
ple are afraid to publicly support their own 
sons in Vietnam. They are running away from 
something negative, not toward anything 
positive. 

Similarly, thousands of human beings 
have been herded by a few professionals into 
the streets of America. The motive is fear of 
war, rather than love of peace, The simple 
fact is, that they are actually prolonging the 
war abroad by encouraging our enemies; and 
promoting conflict at home, by inviting vio- 
lent elements to argue. 

The irony is astonishing. 

While riots rage in the streets, while build- 
ings burn to the ground, while murders 
multiply, scores of advertisers seem deter- 
mined to ignore it. Despite the fact that their 
dollars are paying to promote the vicious 
tirades of a troupe of assassins, they go on 
dumping their customers’ and shareholders’ 
dollars into the attack upon themselves. 

The conclusion is inescapable: 

Advertisers have a social reponsibility, as 
well as a corporate duty. Since the dollars 
they spend support statements by others, the 
advertiser has not only a right—but a duty 
to know who is saying what, with his share- 
holders money. 

Substantial advertising can help legitimize 
the most unsavory editorial content. Ram- 
parts, the Nihilist magazine which has cam- 
paigned to discredit the C.I.A., is a case in 
point. Displayed on their back cover is an 
ad which appears at first glance to be a 
General Motors insertion. Upon close inspec- 
tion, it turns out to be sponsored by a small 
car leasing company in the East. On another 
occasion, Ramparts gave an air line its 
back page free, for three issues. 

Thus does advertising camouflage editorial 
content. 

It is high time—today, not tomorrow—for 
advertisers to demand that media live up to 
their responsibilities, 

A free press means just that. If a few face- 
less, nameless slanderers have the right to 
promote drugs, ridicule religion, rationalize 
racism, endorse anarchy, legitimize lies and 
generally degrade and destroy our society; 
then the majority of honorable advertisers 
and responsible reporters have a right to re- 
taliate. 

We at Schick are proud to have fought for 
what we believe. But we are prouder still to 
have each of you fighting beside us. 

So to the award winners, my warmest grati- 
tude and sincerest compliments for a job 
well done, And to the guests and well-wishers 
here today, my deepest gratitude for your 
solid support and constancy. 


FUTURE U.S. TRADE POLICY—TES- 
TIMONY OF DAVID ROCKEFELLER, 
PRESIDENT, CHASE MANHATTAN 
BANK 


Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I invite 
the attention of the Senate to the out- 
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standing testimony given before the 
Joint Economic Committee on July 20 
by David Rockefeller, president of the 
Chase Manhattan Bank, on the subject 
of future U.S. trade policy. The Joint 
Economic Committee on that day con- 
cluded 6 days of hearings on this sub- 
ject, during which it heard from some 
of the most outstanding Government, 
business, and academic leaders in the 
country. The chairman of the Subcom- 
mittee on Foreign Economic Policy of 
the Joint Economic Committee, Repre- 
sentative HaLE Boccs, deserves to be com- 
mended for organizing these hearings. 

Mr. Rockefeller’s testimony will be 
most valuable to the committee's con- 
sideration and recommendations regard- 
ing future U.S. trade policy. 

I call particular attention to Mr. 
Rockefeller’s suggestion that the United 
States reconsider its attitude toward the 
feasibility of regional free trade orga- 
nizations in which the United States it- 
self would be a member, specifically, a 
Canadian-United States free trade area, 
an arrangement which in time might in- 
clude Great Britain, Mexico, and other 
countries. 

For some time I have favored a care- 
ful examination of such a free trade area, 
and Iam a member of a committee which 
is now doing just that. I am very much 
pleased that Mr. Rockefeller, based on 
independent evidence available to him, 
has come to a position similar to mine 
on this question. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the Recorp the statement 
given by Mr. Rockefeller before the Joint 
Subcommittee on Foreign Economic 
Policy. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
ReEcorD, as follows: 

STATEMENT BY DAVID ROCKEFELLER, PRESIDENT, 
THE CHASE MANHATTAN BANK, BEFORE 
JOINT SUBCOMMITTEE ON FOREIGN Eco- 
NOMIC POLICY, WASHINGTON, JULY 20, 1967 
Mr, Chairman, Members of the Subcom- 

mittee: For the record, my name is David 

Rockefeller. I am President and Chairman 

of the Executive Committee of The Chase 

Manhattan Bank. 

I appreciate very much, indeed, the invi- 
tation to appear before a group which, in 
my opinion, is contributing significantly to 
better public understanding of United States 
trade policies in the wake of the most 
sweeping tariff reductions in the history of 
internatonal trade. 

The subject that engages your attention 
also holds special interest for me for two 
reasons: first, because it is so directly rele- 
vant to what I regard as the major chal- 
lenges of our time; second, because a good 
part of my own life has been devoted to 
studying various aspects of world trade, 
though I hasten to add that I assert no claim 
whatever to expert knowledge in this enor- 
mously complex area. 

Over the past two weeks, you have heard 
testimony from a number of illustrious wit- 
nesses about the impact of the world-wide 
lowering of tariffs. At this early date, any 
technical evaluation of the over 6,000 U.S. 
tariff changes is impossible and must await 
detailed analysis. But a good guess might 
be that as a direct result of the Kennedy 
Round, U.S. exports and imports will rise by 
around 5%, with the gain spread over a 
period of five years or more. 

This relatively modest percentage impact 
translates into an increase of close to $3 
billion in total U.S. foreign trade. So you can 
readily see what it could bring in terms of 
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export opportunities as well as somewhat 
stiffer import competition. In some instances, 
substantial adjustments may be required. 
For this reason, I fully support President 
Johnson’s proposal to improve the adjust- 
ment assistance provisions of the Trade Ex- 
pansion Act, so that both industry and labor 
will find it easier to obtain prompt and 
adequate aid if adversely affected by the tariff 
cuts. 

The great promise of the Kennedy Round, 
as I see it, is the effective increase in ex- 
port opportunities brought about by the 
reciprocal reductions in foreign tariffs. I feel 
strongly that U.S. businessmen should ap- 
proach the results in this affirmative manner, 
seeking to supply new foreign markets rather 
than worrying about greater import compe- 
tition at home, And, it seems to me, the ex- 
panded opportunities for additional sales 
abroad should outweigh any adverse import 
competition, resulting in a net benefit to our 
balance of payments. 

For one thing, the roughly reciprocal tariff 
reductions should assist U.S, trade more than 
that of Western Europe if only because we 
start out from the competitive advantage 
of running a substantial trade surplus— 
something on the order of $4 billion this year, 
Even if U.S, imports were to increase by a 
larger percentage than exports, our trade 
balance could improve. 

The Kennedy Round tariff cuts will reduce 
the inherently discriminatory impact of the 
European trade blocs. Eight years ago, when 
European countries began to eliminate tariffs 
among themselves, exporting from the United 
States became relatively more difficult. But 
the lower the external tariffs of the European 
trade blocs, the smaller will be their dis- 
criminatory impact. Indeed, the major reason 
President Kennedy proposed the Trade Ex- 
pansion Act in 1961, you will recall, was to 
reduce the European Common Market's di- 
versionary effect on world trade. This goal 
has been largely accomplished in industrial, 
if not in agricultural, products. 

In looking ahead, one might suppose that 
another round of international tariff nego- 
tiations could provide a still further boost 
to world trade, and that U.S. policy should 
continue to pursue the goal of multilateral 
tariff reductions. 

However, I suspect that the Kennedy 
Round is likely to be the last such world- 
wide tariff-cutting session for some time. 
The Geneva negotiations—long drawn out 
and often acrimonious as they were—indi- 
cated there would be little further scope for 
another similar exercise soon. Tariff levels 
are now quite low, averaging an estimated 
8% on industrial products in the United 
States and Western Europe. So further cuts 
would probably provide a comparatively 
smaller overall stimulus to trade than the 
present reduction. 

What’s more, new reductions in the re- 
maining tariffs could prove more difficult to 
secure. These tariffs often constitute im- 
portant special protection, with strong do- 
mestic interests opposing any further cuts. 
In addition, there could well be an absolute 
resistance on the part of regional trade 
blocs—both in Western Europe and else- 
where—to preserve at least minimal external 
tariffs since preferential treatment within 
the blocs was the main incentive for their 
establishment in the first place. 

My feeling, therefore, is that additional 
general tariff reductions along the lines of 
the recent Kennedy Round are not in the 
cards. To be sure, further progress in tariff- 
cutting can and should be made. I am very 
much in favor of providing the Government 
with some type of negotiating authority to 
carry out minor adjustments. This could in- 
clude possible elimination of so-called nuis- 
ance tariffs—those which are already below 
2% and which serve only to increase admin- 
istrative costs. But no new general tariff 
reductions seem feasible in the foreseeable 
future. 
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This means that after six rounds of GATT 
negotiations since the Second World War, 
U.S trade policy will most likely face in the 
years ahead a completely different set of 
policy issues from those of the past. In my 
view, three of these issues merit special 
attention. 

First, the problem of non-tariff barriers 
which, after the Kennedy Round, remain the 
most serious obstacles to trade expansion. 

Second, the demand of many less developed 
countries for some kind of preferential tariff 
treatment. 

Third, the pattern of U.S. trade relations 
with Canada, a particularly compelling issue 
in view of the steady expansion of regional 
trade arrangements in other parts of the 
world. 

In the area of non-tariff barriers, some 
headway was made in the Kennedy Round, 
most notably the successful negotiation of 
an anti-dumping code, and modification of 
certain European trade restrictions as part 
of the agreement to eliminate the American 
Selling Price valuation of some chemical 
imports. But other important non-tariff bar- 
riers remain as impediments to trade. For 
instance, these are the European border 
taxes which are levied against imports as 
an offset to domestic sales taxes and which 
are refunded to European exporters on the 
grounds that such taxes are not imposed in 
foreign markets. 

Though this practice of offset and re- 
fund is sanctioned under GATT, I must con- 
fess to considerable misgivings over the prin- 
ciple and its practical validity. European 
countries derive a major part of their rev- 
enue from sales taxes at each stage of the 
manufacturing and distribution process, 
while income taxes are relatively less im- 
portant. In the United States, on the other 
hand, the overwhelming part of business tax- 
ation is in the form of income taxes. Thus, 
contrary to European manufacturers, Ameri- 
can businessmen cannot claim part of their 
tax liability as export refunds. 

Other important non-tariff barriers are 
differential government procurement poli- 
cles with respect to local and foreign prod- 
ucts; import quotas, particularly in agricul- 
tural trade; various domestic subsidies or 
government pricing policies that affect in- 
ternational competitiveness; and customs 
valuations and practices. Just how many 
such non-tariff barriers exist, and in what 
ways they may affect international competi- 
tiveness, we know only incompletely. 

I understand that Ambassador Roth’s of- 
fice is preparing to undertake a detailed 
study of the whole complex of non-tariff 
barriers. This is absolutely necessary before 
the next step—a reciprocal dismantling of 
such barriers—can be contemplated. There 
is a persistent feeling that Western Europe’s 
non-tariff barriers pose a greater obstacle to 
trade expansion than our own, But I don’t 
think we really know all the facts, and the 
specific problem of border taxes would seem 
to require a thorough re-thinking. In my 
opinion, it would not make much sense to 
push for further tariff reductions without 
first making some progress in reducing the 
more prohibitive non-tariff barriers. 

A second major issue confronting U.S. 
trade policy in the years ahead will be the 
developing countries’ demand for preferen- 
tial tariff treatment on manufactured goods. 
Britain grants tariff preferences to member 
nations of the Commonwealth, and the Com- 
mon Market has concluded special arrange- 
ments with the French-speaking African 
countries. This means, for instance, that 
many of our Latin American and Asian 
friends find themselves at a competitive dis- 
advantage when exporting to the large Euro- 
pean markets. 

There is a real question in my mind 
whether we have not rejected out of hand 
an important means of aiding the less de- 
veloped countries. For political, economic 
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and moral reasons, the United States can- 
not afford to see a continued widening of 
the gap between the industrial and the less 
developed nations. The twenty or so indus- 
trial nations with one-fifth of the free 
world’s population produce and enjoy one- 
half of the world’s wealth. In contrast, the 
developing nations with half the world’s 
population account for barely one-sixth of 
the total output. Per capita income in the 
developing countries ranges from a quarter 
to a half dollar a day. 

To bring about a better balance will re- 
quire massive economic and technical aid. 
It is increasingly clear that the job is much 
too big for the United States alone, and 
especially that it cannot be done by Gov- 
ernment aid alone. Additional support could 
well come from some form of preferential 
tariff system, especially since this would 
involve self-help. 

I am familiar, of course, with the chief 
objections that have been raised against 
tariff preferences for developing countries. 
It has been said that a two-tiered tariff sys- 
tem would be costly to administer; that its 
benefits would be slight that outright finan- 
cial aid would be more appropriate than a 
tariff subsidy; and that, in any case, tariff 
preferences would violate the GATT princi- 
ples of reciprocity and nondiscrimination. 

While these points may have some plausi- 
bility, they disregard, I think, a number of 
persuasive arguments on the other side. The 
preferential tariff systems of the Common 
Market and Great Britain show that the 
added administrative cost is bearable. To 
what extent the developing countries could 
expand their exports of manufactures is ad- 
mittedly an open question, but as Professor 
Harry Johnson of the University of Chicago 
has pointed out, tariff preferences might 
well exercise a powerful influence in expand- 
ing export earnings and promoting indus- 
trialization. And while financial aid might be 
the preferred form of assistance, the current 
controversy over the Foreign Aid bill is not a 
very reassuring sign for increased support 
from this source. In my view, preferential 
tariffs are a form of aid, and all additional 
aid is urgently needed to bridge the omi- 
nously widening gap between the industrial 
and the backward nations. 

The most desirable approach, as I see it, 
would be for our own Government to take 
up this problem with the Governments of 
other industrial nations and try to persuade 
them to join us in granting tariff prefer- 
ences to all the less developed countries. 
Only if all industrial nations treat all de- 
veloping nations equally can we preserve 
the substance of the important GATT prin- 
ciple of non-discrimination. 

A third major issue of U.S, trade policy 
in the coming years, as I see it, will be 
the course of U.S. trade relations with 
Canada. 

Our neighbors to the north are our most 
important trading partners just as we are 
theirs. The volume of Canadian-U.S. trade 
amounted to some $12 billion last year, 
representing about 60% of all Canadian 
exports and 25% of all U.S; foreign sales. It 
follows that continued expansion of Cana- 
dian-U.S. trade is essential for the continued 
growth of both countries’ foreign trade. To 
this end, the two may wish to reduce trade 
barriers between themselves, and could 
probably find ways to negotiate a mutually 
advantageous bargain. Nonetheless, any 
such potentially beneficial agreement would 
run counter to the most-favored-nation 
principle as enunciated in GATT, unless such 
a bilateral dismantling of trade barriers were 
part and parcel of a formal process to estab- 
lish a free trade area. 

With most countries in Western Europe 
and Latin America now members of regional 
trade blocs, I think it is essential that we 
reconsider the feasibility of working toward 
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regional free trade arrangements of our own. 
Thus, I would urge this distinguished Sub- 
committee to take a fresh look at Canadian- 
U.S. trade relations, with a view to estab- 
lishing a Canadian-U.S. Free Trade Area. 
Such a plan might in time include other 
countries as well—Great Britain, for one, if 
Common Market membership should again 
prove elusive, and Mexico once her industry 
was able to compete on an equal footing in 
the North American market. 

The most far-reaching change in world 
trade patterns in the post-war period has 
been the emergence of regional trading 
blocs—EEC and EFTA in Europe, LAFTA 
and CACM in Latin America. For both po- 
litical and economic reasons, we have con- 
sistently supported the formation of these 
regional trade groups—and these groupings 
have contributed immeasurably to the eco- 
nomic strength and stability of the free 
world, At the same time, however, it is im- 
portant to recognize that the formation of 
regional blocs tends to reduce the inter- 
national competitiveness of U.S. exports, 
that negotiations become more difficult 
when trading blocs are involved, and that 
the principle of most-favored-nation treat- 
ment is a suitable vehicle for reducing trade 
barriers only so long as all countries are 
willing and able to make reciprocal conces- 
sions. Canada and the U.S. may no longer 
be able to expand their trade outside North 
America as rapidly as they have in the past. 
Under these circumstances, it is my view 
that we must serlously re-examine whether 
Canada and the U.S. should not move to- 
ward establishment of a Free Trade Area 
of their own. 

As I see it, the Kennedy Round's success 
was an encouraging outgrowth of our pur- 
suit of multilateral and reciprocal tariff re- 
ductions over three decades. But while tar- 
iffs have come down substantially, numer- 
ous non-tariff barriers remain as serious 
hindrances to trade expansion. Their reduc- 
tion and eventual elimination require a 
somewhat different approach to interna- 
tional trade negotiations, as do the issues of 
tariff preferences for the developing coun- 
tries and future patterns of Canadian-U.S. 
trade. 

I am strongly convinced that we should 
continue to be a firm supporter of GATT. 
But while giving it our full backing, we 
can still accomplish some of the other ob- 
jectives I have outlined. At this stage in the 
continuing process of trade liberalization, 
tariff preferences and regional arrangements 
may well prove the most effective route to 
further progress. 


MAKING THE FREEDOM OF INFOR- 
MATION ACT A LIVING REALITY 


Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, on July 
4, 1967, the Freedom of Information Act 
became effective, 1 year after its approv- 
al. Despite the small amount of publicity 
given to the new law, I think that it is 
potentially one of the most important 
pieces of legislation passed last year, for 
it establishes the public’s right of access 
to all nonsensitive information residing 
with the Federal Government. I say that 
the law is potentially important: until 
we see how it is administered, we will 
not know if it is really effective. I be- 
lieve that it is our responsibility in the 
Congress to make certain that the Free- 
dom of Information Act does what it is 
intended to do—that it makes the Fed- 
eral Government more orderly and less 
secret in its operation. For this reason, 
Mr. President, I would like to speak 
briefly on the importance of free access 
to information to the American system 
of government, and I would like to urge 
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the Federal agencies to live up to the 
spirit as well as the letter of the Freedom 
of Information Act. 

There are a number of reasons why the 
Government should freely give out in- 
formation requested by the public and 
by the press. First, a democracy can 
function well only if the voters are aware 
of the policies and actions of the Govern- 
ment. Put very simply, the public has 
a right to know what its Government is 
doing. As Turner Catledge, executive edi- 
tor of the New York Times, has said: 

Information freely sought, freely given, 
freely received and freely used is the very 
lifeblood of freedom itself. 


Second, the public generally relies on 
the press for information rather than 
seeking it directly from the Government. 
If the Government refuses to give non- 
sensitive information to the press, it is 
refusing to inform the public. Too often 
in the past, restrictions on information 
given to the press have made exclusive 
stories and leaks seem much too sig- 
nificant. 

Third, unnecessary secrecy in the Fed- 
eral Government can only lead to public 
distrust and suspicion, which are detri- 
mental to the operation of the Govern- 
ment. 

Finally, the rights of a citizen dealing 
with the Government can be protected 
only if he has access to adequate infor- 
mation. Redtape, unpublished rules, and 
obscure procedures can defeat many citi- 
zens trying to cope with the bureaucracy. 

The Freedom of Information Act will 
give Government officials a guide as to 
what may legitimately be called confi- 
dential while giving the public an en- 
forceable right of access to information. 
The law establishes the public’s right to 
full knowledge of the workings of the 
Government. It provides for court action 
to require compliance with the law in 
what I would expect to be the rare in- 
stances of refusal to supply the requested 
information. 

In these three provisions the Freedom 
of Information Act differs sharply with 
the Administrative Procedure Act of 
1946, which it amends. Under the old 
act the administrative agencies could 
withhold information for good cause 
found.” Experience has proved that good 
cause can always be found; in other 
words, the agencies have had absolute 
discretion in deciding what information 
to release to the public. 

During the hearings on the new law, 
the agencies made it clear that they did 
not want to surrender this discretion. 
Almost without exception, they opposed 
the new legislation on the grounds that 
the exemptions listed were too narrow, 
that the Government would be swamped 
in extra paperwork, and that too much 
information would be given to persons 
without “proper” reason for having it. 

Now that the bill has become law, I 
hope that the attitude of the agencies will 
be more positive. I think that they will 
find that the exemptions which they pre- 
viously considered too narrow will prove 
broad enough for any legitimate purpose. 
In my opinion, the exemptions may be 
even too broad. For example, one exemp- 
tion covers “trade secrets and commer- 
cial or financial information obtained 
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from any person and privileged or con- 
fidential.” The words “privileged” and 
“confidential” could be interpreted to 
cover far more than the Congress in- 
tended if the agencies follow the letter 
but not the spirit of the law. The legis- 
lative history of the Freedom of Infor- 
mation Act makes it very clear that Con- 
gress intended to make available as much 
information as possible. 

For this reason, I call on the executive 
agencies to acknowledge in their day-to- 
day operations that the public has a right 
to know—a right which is as basic as any 
included in the Bill of Rights. The best 
interests of neither the agencies nor the 
public are served by unnecessary secrecy 
in the operation of the Government. I 
hope that all the agencies will heed the 
instruction of the President to “every 
official in this administration to cooper- 
ate to this end and to make information 
available to the full extent consistent 
with individual privacy and with the na- 
tional interest.” As the Attorney General 
stated in his memorandum on the Free- 
dom of Information Act: 

The statute imposes on the executive 
branch an affirmative obligation to adopt 
new standards and practices for publication 
and availability of information. It leaves no 
doubt that disclosure is a transcendent goal, 
yielding only to such compelling considera- 
tions as those provided for in the exemptions 
of tae act. 


If properly administered, the Freedom 
of Information Act can be an important 
guarantee of the rights of a citizen in his 
dealings with the Federal Government, 
for the act establishes as law the premise 
that the business of the Government is 
the business of the public. 


BIG BROTHER 


Mr. LONG of Missouri. Mr, President, 
one of the leading newspapers in my 
State, the Springfield Leader and Press, 
recently published a devastating edi- 
torial on our rush toward the arms of 
Big Brother. 

The editorial is done in a semihumor- 
ous manner but the sting is tremendous. 

I commend it to the attention of all 
and ask that it be printed in the RECORD. 
It is really a call to action to us, the Con- 
gress. Let us heed it. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

SUCH A FUTURE 

Today's baby crop is being born at least 
40 years too late, if we are to trust the word 
of some of the nation’s leading educators 
and scientists. 

Trust them? How can we do anything 
else—aren’t they the experts, the world’s 
best trained, the men who think with elec- 
tronic brains and who are nourished on the 
world’s only surplus crop, statistics? 

If they are right—and we must assume 
they are— 

Kids won't be able to sneak anything over 
on the squares (their parents, naturally); 
flaming youth won't be able to flame, but 
will sizzle out in a vast sea of being seen; 
and there will be no sowing of wilds oats— 
in fact, no field in which to sow them. 

Things won’t be much better for the hap- 
pily married grownups, either. They'll have 
to stay happily married—either that or dis- 
solve their marital ties and bliss before 
questing for new love or mates. 
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The angle to this is there will be no love 
triangles, no extra-marital affairs, no heart 
thumping infernally in the human chest— 
cheating on one’s spouse will be out for 
either and both sexes. 

You love the thought? Well don’t put your 
love on paper—love letters will be out, kaput, 
verboten, unless you're willing for the world 
to know. 

Enough to make one go get drunk? Well, 
don't try it, Buster of the Future. If you do, 
your family friends, the world will know it 
almost as soon as will your Maker, There 
will be no such thing as a solitary drunk— 
only public ones, if permitted. 

Even if the prospects are enough to make 
one turn to crime, the turn will be short- 
lived—there will be no such thing as an 
habitual criminal either. 

All this is no Joke—if our experts are right 
in their prognostications, according to Dae- 
dalus, the journal of the American Academy 
of Arts and Sciences, An article, Toward the 
Year 2000,” in the current (July 10) issue will 
tell you so—will happily expand on the bad 
news and views for the year 2000, now less 
than 40 years hence, 

Marital infidelity? What husband or wife 
would dare risk it, knowing full well that he 
or she could be—most certainly would be, 
if suspected—under constant and unwitting 
surveillance every minute of every day? 

The same goes for drunks, for criminals, 
for all who at any time might seek to tread 
a devious or furtive path. 

More than that, the world will be so 
crowded by the year 2000 there will be little 
room for devious or furtive paths, and science 
will be able to keep one under the merciless 
scrutiny of anyone concerned— 

“Man can now .. . conceal microphones 
in tie pins, observe by closed circuit televi- 


sion . . . determine the contents of mail 
without opening it... And this black art 
is only in its infancy. 


But it will be easy to make a fortune in 
that overbright day, the article notes, simply 
by “providing on a monthly, weekly, daily, or 
even hourly, basis a room of one’s own” 
where privacy is assured. 

The catch is how to provide such a room 
and how to assure such real privacy. 

But the article ends on a cheery note: 
“Technology will continue to improve.” 

What a spying, snooping, sneaking, tattle- 
tale thought! And you can bet it will be true. 

Heaven pity those kids being born today— 
even more those born yesterday. 


TAXATION OF ADVERTISING 
INCOME 


Mr. LONG of Missouri. Mr. President, 
on April 14 the Internal Revenue Service 
proposed changes in Income Tax Regula- 
tions, sections 1.512 and 1.513. The new 
regulations, if adopted, would provide for 
the taxation of advertising income of 
publications issued by tax-exempt orga- 
nizations as unrelated business income. 

Hearings were conducted in Washing- 
ton from July 18 through July 20, at 
which time interested parties were given 
an opportunity to present their views. I 
am certain that many Members of the 
Senate have received letters from repre- 
sentatives of organizations in their 
States regarding this matter. 

Because of the widespread discussion 
of the impact of the proposals on medi- 
cal associations, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have printed in the Recorp the 
statement presented by Dr. Hector W. 
Benoit, Jr., president of the Missouri 
State Medical Association, concerning 
this issue. 


There being no objection, the state- 
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ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 


COMMENTS oF Dr. HECTOR W. BENOIT, JR. 
PRESIDENT OF THE MISSOURI STATE MEDICAL 
ASSOCIATION 
It has been stated by others testifying at 

this hearing that the publications of tax- 
exempt organizations offered unfair com- 
petition to nonprofit organizations. I would 
submit that the Missouri State Medical As- 
sociation is not a source of any significant 
competition. First of all, all of the advertis- 
ing which is done in our journal is directed 
to a very select audience, and such advertis- 
ing is also seen in other journals, some of 
which may be the product of specialty pub- 
lishing houses which are not nonprofit. 

It was stated yesterday that the type of 
advertising seen in non-taxable publications 
was also seen in those of taxable publica- 
tions. It would not appear, therefore, that we 
in any way threaten or compromise the abil- 
ity of tax-paying publications to obtain ad- 
vertising. It has been stated in the Con- 
gressional Record that the annual income 
from advertising comes to some 15 billion 
dollars per year, and that the income from 
advertising in publications of tax-exempt 
organizations constitutes about 100 million 
dollars, This is approximately 7/100 per cent 
of the total, which could hardly be classi- 
fied as a significant source of competition, 
fair or otherwise. The $42,450 worth of ad- 
vertising which we sold last year for our 
journal, entitled Missouri Medicine”, is ex- 
emplified »y the last three copies of this 
journal, which I wish to submit for your 
perusal as exhibit 1. There is not one ad- 
vertisement in any of these journals which is 
not directed toward the doctor’s needs in 
managing his patients. To this end, they 
are educational and are therefore substan- 
tially related to the purposes for which the 
Missouri State Medical Association enjoys 
exempt status. If you have the stomach to 
read many of these advertisements, you will 
find they are directed purely to a profes- 
sional audience and would be unlikely to 
enhance the public appeal of such lay pub- 
lications as Atlantic Monthly, Look, Life, or 
the Reader's Digest, Again, I say this type of 
advertising is not competitive with those 
publications who are promoting the pro- 
posed changes in Internal Revenue Service 
regulations. 

I would like, at this time, to submit Ex- 
hibit 2, a letter from Price Waterhouse, Inc., 
analyzing our potential tax obligations if 
these proposed regulations were imple- 
mented. The gain from taxation of our ad- 
vertising revenue, after deductibles, would be 
about $5,200 a year. The resultant deficit to 
the Missouri State Medical Association would 
then have to be met by an increase in dues of 
the members to the extent of approximately 
$1.50 per member. This increase in dues 
would then, of course, become a deductible 
item from the personal income tax of the 
member physicians. Such deduction would 
reduce the net gain of this taxation to about 
$2,600 per year. 

I think the reasons for the tax-exempt 
status which medical societies in general now 
enjoy whether they be national, state, or 
even county in their scope, should be re- 
stated in general at this time. These seg- 
ments of organized medicine provide an un- 
ending list of voluntary services for the bet- 
terment of the health care of the people of 
this country. The members of such organi- 
zations provide without recompense advice 
and the manpower to implement programs of 
city and county health authorities, staffing 
of free clinics and hospitals, advisory roles to 
state departments of health and state de- 
partments of welfare, to the regional medi- 
cal programs which have been set up by the 
federal government throughout this land, 
and I could go on and on with a list of such 
services, which are provided solely for the 
betterment of the people. The American 
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people enjoy today, and have for years, the 
highest quality of health care known to man 
at any time, anywhere. The ability of the 
physicians of this country to keep abreast of 
the many advancements in medicine and to 
provide this continuing improved health 
care to our people demands at least 10 per 
cent of the time of the physicians providing 
this care. The two larger sources of this con- 
tinual flow of information to the physicians 
are the journals of medical societies and 
specialty societies, and the regular attend- 
ance at medical meetings. Without the help 
of the advertising income from these publi- 
cations and the income of exhibitors at these 
medical meetings, many of these sources of 
educational information would be severely 
restricted, even indeed in many instances, 
eliminated entirely. 

For example, I happen to be president of 
the Kansas City Southwest Clinical Society, 
the oldest clinical society in the United 
States. It is a nonprofit medical society 
which publishes no journal. However, it does 
put on an annual meeting every fall which 
attracts some 600 physicians from a six- 
state area around Kansas City. The annual 
meeting runs three days, providing as many 
as 25 outstanding distinguished guest speak- 
ers from all over the country to present the 
latest medical information for those attend- 
ing. The American Academy of General Prac- 
tice feels that this program is of such high 
quality that it has ascribed 25 post graduate 
credits for those members attending this 
meeting, toward their annual requirement 
of 100 credits to maintain their membership. 
If the income from the technical exhibitors 
who support this meeting became taxable, 
the entire organization would collapse and 
a meeting of demonstrated value to the 
physicians and therefore to the public, 
would be destroyed. 

I therefore strongly advise that the pro- 
posed regulations are not in the best inter- 
ests of the people of this country and urge 
that they not be implemented. If this advice 
be disregarded, I respectfully submit the 
following suggestion as “example (7)“ to the 
proposed regulations, Section 1.5181, as 
Exhibit 3. 


SUGGESTIONS For “EXAMPLE (7)" TO PROPOSED 
REGULATIONS, SECTION 1.513-1, SUBMITTED 
TO THE COMMISSIONER BY MISSOURI STATE 
MEDICAL ASSOCIATION 
Example (7). M, a medical association 

exempt under Sec. 501(c)6, publishes a 
monthly journal. The articles and editorial 
contents contribute to the accomplishment 
of purposes for which exemption is granted 
the association. The advertising space is re- 
served almost exclusively to the use by drug 
and supply companies of products and the 
use of such drugs and products in the treat- 
ment of the sick and disabled thereby aid- 
ing in the extension of medical knowledge 
and improvement of patient care, all related 
to the purpose or function constituting the 
basis for exemption of the association. 
Therefore, the income which M receives from 
such advertising does not constitute gross 
income from the conduct of unrelated trade 
or business. At M’s annual meeting, such 
drug and supply companies also have ex- 
hibit space or booths for which rental is 
charged by M to help meet expense of the 
meeting. Such exhibit booths are not used 
as a sales facility, but for the acquainting 
of the physicians attending of the new clini- 
cal uses of the drugs and other products in 
the treatment of patients and the care of 
the sick, all to the purpose for which M is 
granted exemption. Such exhibit booth in- 
come does not constitute income from un- 
related trade or business. 


WATERSHED INSPIRATION 


Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi- 
dent, on July 1, I had the privilege of 
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participating in an inspirational experi- 
ence which I want to share with my col- 
leagues. I helped to dedicate the Dr. Dan- 
iel Hale Reservoir in the Brush Creek 
watershed project at Princeton, W. Va. 
I was happy to be joined at this cere- 
mony by Dr. Don Williams, the adminis- 
trator of the Soil Conservation Service. 

The reservoir is a multipurpose struc- 
ture which will be used for a water 
supply for Princeton, flood prevention, 
and recreational purposes. Princeton 
plans on a large recreational develop- 
ment around the reservoir which con- 
tains about 550 million gallons of water. 

The dam is the only one in the Brush 
Creek flood control structure which will 
carry the name of a person. The others 
are identified by number. The dam was 
named for Dr. Daniel Hale, a Princeton 
physician, to honor him for his part in 
the development of the project. One of 
the State’s leading conservationists, Hale 
has been the key figure in the full devel- 
opment of the entire Brush Creek water- 
shed program which contains three mul- 
tipurpose impoundments. Another dam 
provides water for the Glenwood-Green 
Valley area in addition to being a flood 
control facility. 

The Dr. Hale Reservoir and the water 
transmission lines to the West Virginia 
Water Co. plant at Princeton were 
financed by a loan under the watershed 
program from the Farmers Home Ad- 
ministration. Construction of the reser- 
voir was under the supervision of the Soil 
Conservation Service. 

Water from the reservoir is being sold 
to the water company for resale to the 
company’s customers in Princeton. Rec- 
reational facilities at the Dr. Hale 
Reservoir will include everything but 
swimming. Although final plans for the 
development of the area by the city are 
incomplete, it is expected the city will 
eventually own one of the best picnic and 
camping areas in the region. The reser- 
voir was stocked with large mouth bass 
fingerlings by the West Virginia Divi- 
sion of Game and Fish of the Depart- 
ment of Natural Resources. 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

The Brush Creek watershed project 
has become the prime mover behind an 
effective community development pro- 
gram. Until the project got under way 
in 1959, damaging floods with increas- 
ing frequency plagued the area. Years of 
destruction of vegetative cover of this 
mountainous watershed—due to mining, 
lumbering, and agriculture—led to a 
decadent situation. Frequent inundation 
of residential and business areas pre- 
vailed, with water and sediment damage 
to homes, gardens, farms, streets, and 
roads. A single flood would cause as much 
as $500,000 damage. Community leaders 
decided to see what could be done. 

Two Federal agencies were in a posi- 
tion to help, but the community itself 
would have to bear much of the cost. 
The Army Corps of Engineers con- 
structed a major channel to help chart 
the course of surplus water through the 
flood plain. Other areas, both in the val- 
leys and in the hills, needed protection 
that a small watershed project could 
provide. 

In the Princeton-Brush Creek Valley 
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the annual benefits from watershed de- 
velopment already exceed the prorated 
annual costs, and with the excellent 
climate and scenery a once blighted rural 
community comes to life with a new en- 
vironment under Dr. Hale’s leadership. 
COMMUNITY LEADERSHIP 

Dr. Hale has for many years been in- 
terested in community improvement. 
Public health, better hospital facilities, 
adequate and safe water supplies, and 
flood control are only a few of his areas 
of interest. He has spent many hours and 
évenings to improve the environment of 
his neighborhood, community, county, 
and the State of West Virginia, and he 
is succeeding. 

Dr. Hale graduated from Northwestern 
University Medical School in 1937. He 
began to practice medicine in Princeton 
in 1939. During World War II, he served 
as captain in the Army Medical Corps 
and saw long service in the South Pacific 
theater. He is now a general practitioner 
and has one of the best practices in 
Princeton, W. Va. He does all of the 
night work and all the weekend work at 
the hospital. He is the doctor on call, and 
in addition to this, he is also the team 
physician for both basketball and foot- 
ball for Princeton High School, and 
travels with the team when he can. 

After his return to Princeton and pri- 
vate medical practice in 1945, he as- 
sumed the leadership for a wide range of 
activities. Many are directly related to 
soil and water conservation. A few of 
these activities are as follows: 

Chairman of the Princeton Water Re- 
source Committee; 

Chairman of the Mercer County 
Board of Health; 

Chairman of the Mercer County Water 
Conservation Committee; 

Supervisor of the Southern Soil Con- 
servation District; 

Member of the Northeastern Forest 
Experiment Station Research Advisory 
Committee; 

Member of the West Virginia Tree 
Growers Association; 

Member of the West Virginia State 
Soil Conservation Committee; 

Member of the Watershed and River 
Basin Committee for the West Virginia 
Soil and Water Conservation District 
Supervisors Association, Inc.; 

Chairman of the steering committee 
for the Mountain-Dominion resource 
planning area; 

Chairman of the steering committee 
for Southern West Virginia regional Ap- 
palachian program. The purpose is for 
conservation and the plans of various 
counties in southern West Virginia as 
they pertain to health. All of these will 
be combined into one plan which will be 
submitted to the Governor and in turn 
to the Appalachian Health Committee. 
This is quite time consuming, and they 
are meeting about three times per week. 
The meetings take about 10 hours’ time 
per week. They have a deadline of Jan- 
uary 1. There are nine counties involved. 

Trustee for the Brush Creek Water- 
shed Improvement District. 

Of these activities, one of the most 
noteworthy, and possibly most time con- 
suming for Dr. Hale, is the ambitious 
current planning program of the Moun- 
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tain-Dominion resource planning proj- 
ect. This area includes two counties in 
West Virginia, and three adjoining coun- 
ties in Virginia, As chairman of the 
steering committee of the project, Dr. 
Hale has organized planning commit- 
tees in the areas of recreation, public 
health, agriculture, forestry, and water 
conservation. Along with these local com- 
mittees, technical advisory panels com- 
posed of professional people in each of 
the above subject matter areas have 
been organized. There are currently 145 
local people and 33 agencies working to- 
gether, under Dr. Hale’s guidance, to fi- 
nalize a plan for the area. He originated 
the idea and is the sparkplug behind it. 
When the plan is developed, there is no 
question but that he will direct his vast 
source of energy toward accomplishing 
the objectives. 
JOBS CREATED 

An additional and important benefit of 
the watershed projects has been the cre- 
ation of a more favorable physical en- 
vironment for new industry which has 
significantly improved the economy of 
the area. These projects were a major in- 
fluence on the recent establishment of 
the following industries in Mercer 
County: 
Industry, number employed: 


North American Aviation 355 
Princeton Machinery Co 23 
Hydraulies, o „ 15 
Pruitt Upholstering COoOo 33 
PN Aan 80 
American Block Coo 37 
Haun Motors 29 
o 5 59 
r Je desea ts 79 
O'Brien Wholesale 8 
Morrison Block Co 6 


Shell Building (unoccupied to date 


Plans are also underway to construct 
the Mercer County Vocational School, 
the Princton Community Hospital, and 
a new high school, all of which are to 
be in an area formerly subject to severe 
flooding. 

Dr. Hale was responsible for working 
out a formal memorandum of under- 
standing between the soil conservation 
districts in West Virginia and the West 
Virginia Department of Health. These 
two groups will inform, consult, and co- 
operate with one another in regard to 
the various fields in which they both 
have interests and responsibilities. All 14 
soil conservation districts in West Vir- 
ginia have signed this agreement. 

The West Virginia Christmas Tree 
Growers Association initiated a code of 
ethics for Christmas tree growers which 
was adopted by the National Christmas 
Tree Growers Association. Dr. Hale was 
primarily responsible for this code. 

There are many other activities in 
which Dr. Hale has had a hand. As 
chairman of the Mercer County Board 
of Health, be promoted a countywide 
garbage disposal plan consisting of a 
sanitary land fill. This will ultimately 
eliminate numerous municipal and coun- 
ty dumps now in existence. 

The depths of Dr. Hale's vision, ef- 
forts, and self-sacrifice in behalf of re- 
sources conservation and the well-being 
of his fellow man is inspiring. The results 
are already outstanding. The prospects 
for the future are unlimited, mainly be- 
cause he refuses to be confined to limits. 
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The magnitude of a problem only 
strengthens his determination. A nega- 
tive reply simply spurs him on to greater 
efforts. West Virginia is indeed fortunate 
to have him as a citizen. 

Following is a list of miscellaneous 
facts the local sponsors assembled for the 
dedication about the Brush Creek wa- 
tershed project. 

MISCELLANEOUS FACTS, BRUSH CREEK WATER- 
SHED 

Easements obtained, 830, 750 of which 
have been donated free. 

Total storage: 650 million gallons of 
water for domestic and industrial use. 

One hundred and fifty acres of lake 
surrounded by 1,300 acres of publicly 
owned land with more to be added. 

Three hundred and fifty acres are be- 
ing developed by the Mercer County 
Court as a public park at dam 14. 

Six hundred and fifty acres—with 
more to be added—around dam 15 will 
be developed for recreation by the city 
of Princeton. 

Brush Creek floodplain contains ap- 
proximately 2,000 acres, over one-half 
of which has already been reclaimed. 

Over 700 persons are employed in in- 
dustries located on land which, a few 
years ago, was flooded four to five times 
a year. 

Some 4,250 people afforded safe, plenti- 
ful water outside city of Princeton where 
formerly water was neither safe nor 
plentiful. 

More than 5,600 persons have been 
provided clean, safe sewage disposal 
where formerly sewage disposal had been 
neither clean nor safe. These figures do 
not include more than 3,000 other per- 
sons furnished water and sewage disposal 
facilities from expansion of the city’s sys- 
tems during this same interval. 

Several hundred acres of flat, level 
land in and just outside the city limits 
of Princeton are available for industrial 
development. 

Excess funds resulting from the million 
dollar FHA loan for Princeton’s water 
system will be used to purchase lands for 
protection of watershed above dams 14 
and 15. 

Total local expenditures and obliga- 
tions incurred in the Brush Creek and 
Bluewell water resource development 
have been $4,670,190 to date, while total 
Federal expenditures have been $4,256,- 
067. 

One of the inspiring things about a 
visit to the Princeton community is the 
fact that they have more big dreams for 
the future. They now have under way 
a demonstration project for pollution 
abatement along East River. The follow- 
ing description of the project was made 
available at the watershed dedication 
ceremony: 

DEMONSTRATION PROJECT, POLLUTION ABATE- 
MENT ALONG EAST RIVER 

The Southern Soil Conservation Dis- 
trict, in cooperation with the Soil Con- 
servation Service, the Division of Water 
Resources of the Department of Natural 
Resources, and the State and Mercer 
County Health Departments are sponsor- 
ing an all-out pollution abatement pro- 
gram for East River in Mercer County. 
The object of this project is to enlist the 
support of individuals, towns, and indus- 
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tries, which are known sources of this 
river’s contamination, in a massive effort 
to eliminate all pollution flowing into it, 
thus restoring the stream as nearly as 
possible to its original state of purity. 
The sources of pollutants are known to 
be the Norfolk & Western Railroad, the 
city of Bluefield’s sewage disposal plant, 
owners of filling stations, garages, and 
other businesses along Routes 12 and 
460, individual families living along the 
stream, a meatpacking plant, the town 
of Oakvale, the unincorporated com- 
munities of Hardy, Ingleside, Kellysville, 
and others. 

There is no doubt that a cleanup of 
East River is feasible and can be success- 
ful. Progress has been made already and 
interest in this proposal is widespread. 
The city of Oakvale and the Norfolk & 
Western Railroad have already made 
significant strides in efforts to control 
contamination coming from their respec- 
tive areas. Other actions toward this same 
end are being planned by the Mercer 
County Health Department. Further evi- 
dence that an antipollution campaign for 
East River can be successful is found in a 
preliminary inspection report made by 
Mr. Bill Melven, field biologist for the 
Soil Conservation Service, who indicates 
that this stream will respond to cor- 
rective measures so as to make it not 
only safe and clean, but also pure enough 
“probably for a yearlong trout fishery.” 

A definite written plan for restoration 
of East River is, at the present time, 
being prepared by representatives of the 
sponsoring agencies with the aid of 
technicians from the Soil Conservation 
Service and the West Virginia Depart- 
ment of Natural Resources, Such a plan 
will include the following: 

First. Settling basins along the Norfolk 
& Western Railroad tracks to remove 
diesel oil, detergents, and other industrial 
pollutants, 

Second. Tertiary treatment for the ef- 
fluent of the Bluefield sewage disposal 
plant. This tertiary treatment should be 
a demonstration, both in the method of 
removal of excess phosphates, nitrates, 
and other objectionable material from 
the sewage effluent, and in the benefits 
which will accrue to the county as a 
whole and to the persons living along 
the stream by the remoyal of such con- 
tamination. A consultant for this pur- 
pose has been obtained and came to Mer- 
cer County during the latter part of Jan- 
uary to aid in this specific part of this 
project. 

Third. An attack on pollution originat- 
ing with filling stations, garages, and 
other places of business. 

Fourth. A program for rebuilding of 
all privies and outdoor toilets which are 
presently contributing to the stream’s 
pollution. 

Fifth. The building of acceptable sew- 
age disposal system for the town of Oak- 
vale—an engineering firm has already 
been employed for this purpose and is 
preparing a feasibility report. 

Sixth. Either the creation of a single 
sanitary district for the entire East River 
watershed, exclusive of the incorporated 
towns of Oakvale and Bluefield, or crea- 
tion of multiple sanitary districts for 
such communities as Ingleside, Hardy, 
and Kellysville. 
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Seventh. Elimination of garbage dis- 
posal along streams and river banks 
through a demonstration sanitary land- 
fill under the provisions of the Solid 
Waste Disposal Act and the Regional Ap- 
palachian Development Act. Such a 
project is virtually assured for Mercer 
County, provided enabling legislation is 
passed by the State legislature, which 
legislation will confer on sanitary dis- 
tricts the power to charge and collect a 
uSer’s fee for solid waste disposal. 

Eighth. Elimination of siltation from 
unseeded roadbanks. It is known that in 
Mercer County there are over 382 acres 
of bare areas in the form of unseeded 
roadbanks. This figure includes only 
those areas in which less than 50 percent 
has suitable cover. A geologist on the 
staff of the Kanawha River Basin sur- 
vey office has estimated that 120 tons of 
silt per acre flows into our natural wa- 
terways as a result of this poor ground 
cover. At present a survey is being made 
to determine the number of roadbanks 
requiring seeding in the East River wa- 
tershed; but, at present, such figures are 
not available. However, the Southern Soil 
Conservation District has made a dem- 
onstration roadbank seeding in this wa- 
tershed in cooperation with the State 
road commission and the Soil Conserva- 
tion Service. Through cooperation with 
these agencies technical assistance was 
provided by the Soil Conservation Serv- 
ice. Seed, fertilizer, and other materials 
were furnished jointly by the Southern 
Soil Conservation District and Southern 
States Cooperative, and labor and equip- 
ment for reseeding were furnished by the 
State road commission, For this pilot 
project the establishment of crown vetch 
by seeding was used. Such roadbank has 
great possibilities; and, if successful, will 
lead to a continuation of this arrange- 
ment by these agencies with the State 
road commission in an effort to reseed 
other denuded roadbanks throughout all 
the counties of the Southern Soil Conser- 
vation District. This program, in itself, 
will provide a demonstration in pollu- 
tion abatement, because this project will 
be the first on record where an agency 
other than the State road commission 
has assumed responsibility in roadbank 
seeding. If successful in the Southern 
Soil Conservation District, this project, 
undoubtedly, will spread to other con- 
servation districts over the State. 

A secondary benefit which will result 
will be the cooperation of Soil Conserva- 
tion Service technicians, who have the 
expertise for this particular type of work, 
and the State road commission on a con- 
tinuous basis. Such an arrangement, un- 
doubtedly, will improve current road- 
bank seeding on new construction, as well 
as lead to improved maintenance on 
roadbanks where roads have been built 
in the past. 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, 
in accordance with the previous order, 
I move that the Senate stand in adjourn- 
ment until 12 o’clock noon tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 
5 o'clock and 29 minutes p.m.) the Sen- 
ate adjourned until tomorrow, Tuesday, 
July 25, 1967, at 12 o’clock meridian. 
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CONFIRMATIONS 


Executive nominations confirmed by 

the Senate July 24, 1967: 
COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION 

Walter W. Wilcox, of Maryland, to be a 
member of the Board of Directors of the 
Commodity Credit Corporation. 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

Warren M. Christopher, of California, to 

be Deputy Attorney General. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monpay, JuLy 24, 1967 


The House met at 12 o’clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Edward G. Latch, 
D.D., offered the following prayer: 


In Thee, O Lord, do I put my trust: let 
me never be put to confusion. Psalm 71: 1. 

Lord of our lives, we know of no finer 
way to begin this week than by pausing 
before Thee in prayer and in praying 
renew our faith, restore our spirits, and 
rededicate our lives to Thee and to the 
welfare of our beloved land. In these days 
that call for wisdom, understanding, and 
good will may we possess Thy spirit or 
better still may Thy spirit possess us that 
we may plan with faith, work with cour- 
age, and live with love in our hearts. 

Grant unto us and unto all our people 
the grace to fearlessly contend against 
evil, to make no peace with oppression, 
to be on guard against violence, and may 
we use our freedom to maintain justice 
and good will between men and nations 
to the glory of Thy holy name. Amen. 


THE JOURNAL 


The Journal of the proceedings of 
Thursday, July 20, 1967, was read and 
approved. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate by Mr. 
Arrington, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate agrees to the amend- 
ment of the House to a text of the bill 
of the Senate of the following title with 
an amendment: 

S. 1191. An act to provide for the dis- 
position of a judgment against the United 
States recovered by the Southern Ute Tribe 
of the Southern Ute Reservation in Colo- 
rado. 


The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the amendment of the 
House to the title of the foregoing bill. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed a bill of the following 
title, in which the concurrence of the 
House is requested: 

S. 1909. An act to provide for the strik- 
ing of medals in commemoration of the 
100th anniversary of the completion of the 
first transcontinental railroad. 


PUERTO RICO OVERWHELMINGLY 
CHOOSES TO REMAIN IN A COM- 
MONWEALTH STATUS 
Mr. POLANCO-ABREU. Mr. Speaker, 

I ask unanimous consent to address the 

House for 1 minute and to revise and 

extend my remarks. 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Puerto Rico? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. POLANCO-ABREWU. Mr. Speaker, 
I know that the Congress has looked 
with interest to the plebiscite which was 
held in Puerto Rico yesterday, July 23. 
The issue was, should Puerto Rico seek 
independence; should it ask for state- 
hood; or should it continue as a com- 
monwealth associated with the United 
States, with common citizenship an in- 
dissoluble link between the two people. 

In a peaceful election, 65.8 percent of 
the registered voters went to the polls 
to express their choice for the political 
status of Puerto Rico. The vote was 
overwhelmingly in favor of continuing 
the commonwealth as Puerto Rico’s sta- 
tus; 60.5 percent voted for common- 
wealth, 38.9 percent for statehood, and 
only 0.6 percent for independence. 

There can be no question, then, as to 
the wishes of the Puerto Rican people. 
There is no need to continue the long 
debate on the various status possibili- 
ties that has characterized political ac- 
tivity in Puerto Rico for many, many 
years. 

Now political leaders in the island 
should stop distracting the people from 
their real and urgent task, and the 
Puerto Rican people should be free to 
devote their energies to solving the im- 
portant problems which face them—to 
go forward with industrialization, to 
eliminate poverty, to create jobs, to pro- 
mote education, and to provide a better 
way of life for all the people. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, will the 
distinguished Resident Commissioner 
yield? 

Mr. POLANCO-ABREWU. I am pleased 
to yield to the distinguished majority 
leader. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I am happy 
to join the distinguished Resident Com- 
missioner in what he is saying. 

I think it is most heartening to all of 
us who live in the continental part of 
the United States that this great Com- 
monwealth has shown by more than a 
99-percent vote—when we count all of 
those who voted for commonwealth 
status and statehood—their allegiance 
to the United States of America. The 
Puerto Ricans are among our most patri- 
otic citizens. 

I have been to the wonderful island 
from which the gentleman comes and 
which he represents here so well in the 
Congress, many times. I love the people 
of Puerto Rico. I love that fine part of 
America, and it did my heart good when 
I read the returns of this plebiscite. 

Mr. POLANCO-ABREU. Mr. Speaker, 
I thank the gentleman. 

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. POLANCO-ABREWU. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield to the distinguished gentleman 
from Louisiana. 

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to join with the distinguished Resident 
Commissioner and the distinguished ma- 
jority leader in the remarks that have 
been made. 

Puerto Rico in my judgment is a model 
of what can happen when people work 
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together. The island is one of the most 
heavily populated areas on earth. It has 
many of the problems that are common 
to areas that lack resources. Despite this, 
the amount of industry which has gone 
to Puerto Rico and the new jobs that 
have been created and the opportunities 
which have been provided for the people 
and the progress that has been made in 
education, in housing, and in health re- 
main, in my judgment, a model for all 
of the hemisphere. 

The majority leader is so right in not- 
ing that almost 100 percent of the people 
voted allegiance to the United States of 
America. 

I must pay tribute to the distinguished 
Resident Commissioner and his diligence 
in representing the interests of Puerto 
Rico here upon the floor and before the 
congressional committees. I wish for him 
and the people of Puerto Rico continued 
success. 

I also would like to note that a plebi- 
scite which brought about a very heavy 
vote I suspect it must have been about 
75 percent—is that correct? 

Mr. POLANCO-ABREU. It was 65.8 
percent. 

Mr. BOGGS. That is a remarkable per- 
centage for this type of vote. It was 
conducted in peace, without any in- 
cidents. It is something that all of us as 
Americans can be very proud of. I con- 
gratulate the gentleman. 

Mr. POLANCO-ABREU. I thank the 
gentleman. 

O’HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
wholeheartedly I join with the distin- 
guished majority leader, Mr. ALBERT, and 
the able majority whip, Mr. Boccs, in de- 
served compliment to the distinguished 
Resident Commissioner of Puerto Rico, 
Mr. POLANCO-ABREU, and in congratula- 
tion to the people of Puerto Rico on the 
orderly manner in which they of their 
own will have made determination of 
their continuing status as a Common- 
wealth. It is to be noted that while a 
substantial minority favored statehood 
over the commonwealth relationship, less 
than 1 percent of those voting favored 
independence. This would seem to me 
to be proof positive that the bonds that 
unite the people of Puerto Rico with the 
people of continental United States are 
close and enduring. 

Many sons and daughters of Puerto 
Rico are among my constituents in the 
2d Distriet of Ilinois. They constitute a 
worthy and respected part of our com- 
munity. As their Representative in the 
Congress and responsive to the senti- 
ment of the majority of the people resi- 
dent in Puerto Rico, I voted for the 
establishment of the commonwealth re- 
lationship some 15 years ago. As a Com- 
monwealth, Puerto Rico has achieved 
the greatest measure of economic prog- 
ress recorded in recent years in all the 
domain under the Stars and Stripes. 

As the last veteran of the Spanish- 
American War in the Congress, I have 
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an e warm interest in and af- 
fection for Puerto Rico, which came 
under our care and protection as a re- 
sult of that war. Carl Sandburg, the poet 
and historian whose death recently sad- 
dened the Nation, was a soldier in an 
Illinois regiment that was dispatched to 
Puerto Rico to aid in her liberation 
from Spain. A Michigan regiment, in 
which I at 16 was a corporal in infantry, 
having participated in the successful 
campaign at Santiago in Cuba, was 
under orders to Puerto Rico when an 
armistice with Spain was proclaimed. 
At the time of the Spanish-American 
War and following the conclusion of the 
peace there was an alarming shortage 
of food in Puerto Rico and to avert a 
threatened period of starvation the 
United States donated money, which by 
the measure of the times was a fortune, 
to buy and distribute needed food. It 
was on such a commencement that the 
friendship of the people of Puerto Rico 
one ie peoples of the United States was 
Whether as a State or as a Common- 
wealth Puerto Rico will remain through- 
out the years part and parcel of the 
United States, participating on an equal 
basis with the other States and districts 
in the election of our Presidents and the 
determination of our policies. 


RIOT TRAINING FOR THE 
NATIONAL GUARD 


Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Mississippi? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I 
noticed in the newspaper this morning 
that Governor Hughes of New Jersey, 
not in a critical vein, said that he would 
ask the Attorney General of the United 
States to press for riot-control training 
for the National Guard in the wake of 
bloody outbreaks in Newark. He further 
stated that guardsmen need more train- 
ing to deal with snipers. 

Governor Hughes, as commander in 
chief of his National Guard, does not 
have to ask the Attorney General of the 
United States. He, as Governor, can tell 
his adjutant general to give more in- 
struction in riot control. I will agree, 
however, that the National Guard Bu- 
reau or the Continental Army Command 
should specify riot training which is not 
spelled out in the Guard training pro- 
gram this year. 

I rise today, Mr. Speaker, to commend 
the thousands of guardsmen who in the 
last several years have answered the call 
on civil disturbances, which, in some 
cases, has put brother against brother. 
I speak for all guardsmen when I say 
that serving during civil disorders is un- 
pleasant, dangerous, and undesirable. 
But have you ever heard a guardsman 
say, “I am not going”? George Washing- 
ton was a guardsman, and from his day 
until today the National Guard has risen 
to the occasion whether at home or over- 
seas, 
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Mr. O’HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
it is a privilege and a pleasure to extend, 
in my own name and from the Sub- 
committee on Africa of the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs and on behalf of the 
House of Representatives of the Con- 
gress of the United States of America, 
most sincere congratulations to His Im- 
perial Majesty Haile Selassie I, and to 
the Government and people of Ethiopia 
on the occasion of the 75th birthday of 
the Emperor. 

Beginning with his unforgettable 
League of Nations speech in 1936, this 
gallant world leader has been active in 
constant and tireless pursuit of world 
peace through collective security. Ethio- 
pian troops defended this great principle 
not only in World War I but, more re- 
cently, with the U.N. forces in Korea and 
the Congo. 

Emperor Haile Selassie has devoted 
himself unflaggingly to the promotion of 
national unity and progress for the peo- 
ple of Ethiopia. Over the years of the 
Emperor's reign the friendship between 
our two countries has flourished and 
deepened to the mutual benefit of the 
peoples of both lands. A number of us 
here present were privileged to hear His 
Majesty twice address the Congress, first 
in 1954 and again in 1963. 

On this happy occasion, then, we con- 
gratulate His Imperial Majesty and wish 
for him continued long life and success 
in all his endeavors as leader of his coun- 
try and as one of the preeminent inter- 
national statesmen of our century. 

And to the popular Ethiopian Ambas- 
sador to the United States, His Excel- 
lency Tashoma Haile-Mariam, go ex- 
pressions of our esteem on this happy 
birthday occasion. 


GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND 


Mr. OHARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent that all Mem- 
bers who so desire may have 5 days in 
which to extend their birthday greetings 
to a friend of the United States. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from I- 
linois? 

There was no objection. 


TRUTH-IN-RENTING ACT 


Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my 
remarks, and to include extraneous 
matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Speaker, I am 
today introducing the Truth-in-Renting 
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Act, a bill that will bolster the bargain- 
ing position of the tenant in his nego- 
tiations with the landlord. The aim of 
this legislation is to promote the right of 
prospective tenants to full and accurate 
information regarding rental contracts. 
The provisions of this bill will cover only 
those apartments contained in multi- 
family rental housing where the mort- 
gage guarantee insurance is held by the 
Federal Housing Administration. 

I liken a prospective tenant to the con- 
sumer who has recently gained a modest 
degree of assistance in his purchasing 
activities by the Truth-in-Packaging Act 
and the prospective borrower who should 
soon be getting an even break with the 
enactment of the truth-in-lending bill. 
Both Presidents Kennedy and Johnson 
time and time again enunciated that the 
right to be informed lies at the very heart 
of a buyer-seller relationship, and it is 
this principle which underlies my pro- 
posed legislation. 

It is my conviction that the prospec- 
tive tenants, as well as prospective pur- 
chasers and prospective borrowers, are 
all well-equipped to make economic value 
judgments, providing they have in their 
possession accurate, honest, and com- 
plete information about the prospective 
contract. 

In brief, this bill will assist prospective 
tenants, in multifamily rental housing 
in which the FHA is the insurer of the 
mortgage, by making it mandatory on 
behalf of the owner to include in an 
advisory memorandum attached to the 
rental application and lease agreement: 

First, all relevant inforamtion concern- 
ing FHA-approved rent schedules, and; 

Second, a brief, simple, and clear sum- 
mary of the significant portions of the 
prospective lease agreement. 

The legislation empowers the Secre- 
tary of the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development to set uniform 
standards governing the information 
which must be set forth in the advisory 
memorandum. The bill also provides that 
where the owner of an FHA-insured 
multifamily dwelling applies for a rental 
increase above the FHA-approved rent 
schedule, a public hearing must be held 
and the tenants must receive notice of 
such hearing and be given an opportu- 
nity to participate therein. 

This legislation, of course, would apply 
only to properties constructed and mort- 
gages insured subsequent to the date of 
this act. However, the bill gives the Sec- 
retary authority to establish regulations 
to make the provisions of this act opera- 
tive for properties presently covered by 
FHA mortgages. 

To highlight the need for immediate 
enactment of this bill, I would like to 
describe a dramatic instance of misrep- 
resentation by a landlord. A large mid- 
dle-income apartment complex in my 
congressional district, insured by the 
FHA, was completed in the fall of 1964, 
during a period when there was an 
abundance of vacant dwelling units. The 
FHA fixed maximum ceilings for the 
various apartments after the usual con- 
sultation and consideration of costs and 
operating expenses. In order to compete 
with other available housing and to ob- 
tain quick occupancy of the project, the 
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landlord engaged in an operation which 
in the used-car industry is known as low- 
balling. He advertised the apartments 
at less than the FHA-approved rental 
schedule. 

Prospective tenants were impressed 
with the reasonable rates. Although they 
thought they were receiving a good deal, 
in the long run the tenants suffered. 
Prior to signing the lease, they were led 
to believe that the rents offered were the 
FHA-approved rentals; therefore, they 
felt justified in relying on a continuance 
of these rents after the expiration of 
their leases. Of course, they understood 
that there was a possibility for an up- 
ward adjustment of their rents at the 
termination of these leases, but one that 
would be modest. 

Having no reason to expect soaring 
rents, the tenants made extensive invest- 
ments by furnishing and decorating 
their apartments, became involved in 
community life, and enrolled their chil- 
dren in local schools. But when the leases 
expired, they received the hammer blow. 
The landlord, as a condition for renewal 
of the leases, advised tenants that rents 
would be increased from 31 to 45 percent. 
He did this notwithstanding the fact that 
he had told the FHA, in writing, that the 
increase would be from 10 to 15 percent. 

During this period, the landlord, hav- 
ing received less income than anticipated 
by the FHA schedule, received approval 
from the FHA for a deferment of pay- 
ment of principal on the mortgage of 
these dwellings. Ironically, the FHA, 
rather than the landlord, was underwrit- 
ing the initial rent advantage gained by 
the tenants. 

The consequence of this situation, in 
a nutshell, is this: the tenants, while 
gaining a momentary advantage on their 
rents, are faced with totally unexpected 
31- to 45-percent rent increases, and 
many of them now find themselves un- 
able to carry this additional financial 
burden. They are caught between the 
devil and the deep blue sea—either they 
must continue to pay a rent they can- 
not afford or leave the premises, suf- 
fering all the attendant expenses and 
discomforts that such removal causes. 

The victims of this event are not a 
group of transients. For the most part, 
they are people who intend to remain in 
their new apartments for many years 
and are people who would provide sta- 
bility to their community. If they are 
uprooted from their homes, we are all 
affected. Should landlords of FHA-in- 
sured housing be permitted to mislead 
tenants into thinking they have a good 
deal by offering rents far below the FHA 
ceiling—rents that suddenly soar after 
the lease expires—we will witness an in- 
crease in the flow of middle-income 
groups from urban areas. If this flight is 
stepped up, the city will become the home 
of only the very rich and the very poor. 

The problem I have related here is not 
an isolated local problem. It is neither 
unique to this 750-family development, 
nor to my congressional district. Within 
the city of New York there are 78,867 
rental units and some 230,081 within the 
United States that would be covered by 
PER provisions of this Truth-in-Renting 

ct. 


19872 


In short, not only the tenant’s interest, 
but the national interest as well, requires 
a new impetus to provide information to 
the prospective tenant, information that 
will enable him to clarify his needs and 
his priorities when seeking housing. 

This bill proposes to cure the inabil- 
ity of the prospective tenant to fully 
comprehend the terms of the agreement 
that will bind him under his lease. It re- 
quires the owner to supply him with 
adequate information concerning his 
prospective tenancy and the contents of 
the proposed lease. This will enable the 
tenant to make an intelligent determi- 
nation as to whether or not the terms 
and conditions by which he will be bound 
under the lease are those which he is 
prepared to accept. 

Under current renting procedures for 
the type of housing covered by this bill, 
a prospective tenant is usually shown 
either a model apartment or plans. He 
is also advised of the rent and frequent- 
ly told by a renting agent of the terms 
and conditions of the proposed rental 
agreement. Upon oral acceptance of the 
deal the tenant will sign a rental appli- 
cation and offer a deposit. The rental ap- 
plication will frequently bind the tenants 
to execute a lease, or, failing that, for- 
feit the deposit. In practice, tenants cur- 
sorily examine the rental application 
and pay even less attention to a long, in- 
volved, small-print, hard-to-understand 
lease. 

Needless to say, it would require a 
book the length of “Gone With the 
Wind” to report in detail the many rep- 
resentations that renting agents have 
made to prospective tenants to solicit 
their tenancy. A zealous renting agent, 
anxious for a commission, frequently 
makes exaggerated promises and con- 
scious misrepresentations. 

Often such leases have automatic rent 
escalation clauses and numerous other 
clauses that could be detrimental to the 
prospective tenant. This bill requires 
that a simple summary of the terms and 
conditions of the lease be affixed to the 
rental application. The tenant will then 
have the opportunity to read the sum- 
mary prior to the execution of the rental 
application and the tendering of a de- 
posit. Thus, his subsequent decision as to 
whether or not to enter into a contract 
with the owner will be based on a critical 
evaluation of pertinent facts, and their 
relationship to his needs. 

The bill would also provide additional 
insurance for tenants against unfair and 
unjustified rent increases by permitting 
them to be parties to any proceedings by 
which the FHA approves a rent increase. 
No increase in the rent above the ceilings 
set in the rent schedule can be approved 
by the FHA without a public hearing. 
This hearing must be held in the com- 
munity where the property is located, af- 
fording an opportunity for all tenants to 
present their views before the Secretary 
of Housing and Urban Development or 
the FHA Commissioner makes a deter- 
mination. 

This proposal is consistent with the 
proposition President Kennedy set forth 
in 1962—that consumers not only have 
the right to be informed, but, equally im- 
portant, are entitled to be heard in deci- 
sions affecting their interest. It is my 
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view that as long as a Government agen- 
cy, in this instance the FHA, is to make 
decisions affecting the rights of tenants, 
then the tenants have an absolute right 
to participate in the decisionmaking 
process. 

It is true that rent increases may be 
justified following increases in municipal 
and local taxes or increases in the cost 
of operating the property. Surely no one 
can complain if such bills, documents, 
and tax assessments are presented in 
public hearings. In my judgment, this 
procedure will promote a favorable land- 
lord-tenant relationship by dispelling 
suspicions that arise from one-sided par- 
ticipation. 

This Truth-in-Renting Act does not 
in any way handicap the normal oppor- 
tunities for a landlord and tenant to en- 
ter into a contract of lease. Nor is it a 
step toward national rent control. It does 
not create hardships on landlords; it 
poses only simple obligations that can 
easily be met and will in no way impair 
the economic viability of their invest- 
ments. As long as a builder, developer, or 
landlord seeks the assistance of the Fed- 
eral Government by way of insurance of 
a mortgage, we must insist that he and 
the agency insuring the mortgage pro- 
vide the tenants with adequate informa- 
tion to balance the scales of the economic 
relationship. 

In summary, I would urge my col- 
leagues to extend to the housing field a 
praiseworthy trend that has taken place 
in other areas of consumer concern. “Let 
the buyer beware” has been rejected as 
the slogan of the marketplace. It is our 
responsibility to carry forward the con- 
verse of that theme: Let the buyer 
know.” The enactment of the Freedom of 
Information Act, which requires agencies 
of the Federal Government to make 
available information and records within 
their possession is evidence of our recog- 
nition of the public’s right to be in- 
formed. 

I seek nothing more than to permit a 
prospective consumer-tenant to make an 
intelligent decision based on sufficient 
and adequate information. We must keep 
in mind that informed choice by a con- 
sumer and a prospective tenant lies at 
the heart of a free and competitive 
economy. 

The text of my bill follows: 

H.R. 11683 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That title V 
of the National Housing Act is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following new 
section: 

“DISCLOSURE OF APPROVED RENT SCHEDULES FOR 
MULTIFAMILY RENTAL HOUSING; PUBLIC 
HEARING BEFORE INCREASE IN MAXIMUM 
APPROVED RENTS 
“Sec. 524. (a) Notwithstanding any other 

provision of this Act, in order to assure that 

tenants and prospective tenants will have 
full understanding of their rights and lia- 
bilities (both immediate and potential) un- 
der lease agreements, no mortgage shall be 
insured under section 207, 220(d)(3)(B), 

221(d) (4), or 231 unless the mortgagor cer- 

tifles under oath that (so long as the insur- 

ance is in effect)— 

“(1) he will include in or attach to each 
rental application furnished a prospective 
tenant of a dwelling unit in the property 
covered by the mortgage and each lease 


agreement entered into with respect to such 
a dwelling unit— 

“(A) a copy of the rent schedules ap- 
proved by the Secretary for dwelling units 
in such property, together with a statement 
making it clear that if the rent being 
charged for any such dwelling unit is below 
the level so approved it can be increased at 
any time, subject only to the terms of the 
lease agreement, to any amount not in ex- 
cess of such level (and that in any case the 
rent can be increased above such level if 
phe increase is approved by the Secretary), 
an 

“(B) a brief, simple, and easily understood 
summary of the significant provisions of the 
lease agreement; and 

“(2) he will incorporate in the lease agree- 
ment such provisions, in such language and 
form, as the Secretary may prescribe uni- 
formly for housing covered by mortgages in- 
sured under the section involved, 
and that he will not sell the property while 
the insurance is in effect unless the pur- 
chaser so certifies, such certification to be 
filed with the Secretary. Violation of any such 
certification shall be a misdemeanor punish- 
able by a fine of not to exceed $500. 

“(b) No increase in the rent charged for 
a dwelling unit in property covered by a 
mortgage insured under any such section to 
an amount above the level specified for such 
unit in the rent schedules initially (or most 
recently) approved by the Secretary shall be 
approved unless a public hearing on the 
question has been held in the community 
where the property is located with all ten- 
ants and other interested persons being 
given adequate notice and reasonable oppor- 
tunity to present their views, and the Secre- 
tary has determined on the basis of such 
hearing and any other information available 
to him that the increase is justified in the 
light of changed economic or other relevant 
circumstances.” 

Sec. 2. The amendment made by the first 
section of this Act shall apply only with re- 
spect to mortgages insured on or after the 
date of the enactment of this Act; but the 
Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop- 
ment shall take such action as may be feasi- 
ble to provide (through modification of out- 
standing mortgage insurance contracts or 
otherwise) for the application of the sub- 
stance of such amendment, with respect to 
units leased on or after the date of the en- 
actment of this Act, in the case of mortgages 
insured prior to such date. 


WE MUST DO SOMETHING ABOUT 
OUR CROWDED SKIES 


Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my 
remarks, and to include extraneous 
matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

Mr, FEIGHAN. Mr. Speaker, our Na- 
tion is learning an important and costly 
lesson on the problem of airspace con- 
gestion, as witnessed by several recent 
airplane accidents that have taken a 
considerable number of lives. 

More strict flight control regulations 
over air space are needed to bring air 
travel at least up to the same level of 
safety as highway travel. On the major 
highways of our Nation no horsedrawn 
vehicles are allowed because those roads 
are for modern high speed trucks and 
automobiles. It seems inconsistent to me 
that small airplanes, with little or no 
electronic guidance equipment, are 
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allowed to use the same landing fields 
that our most modern commercial jet 
airplanes use. 

An excellent evaluation of this prob- 
lem was made in a July 21 editorial of 
the Cleveland Press, entitled We Must 
Do Something About Our Crowded 
Skies” which follows: 


WE Must Do SoMETHING ABOUT OUR 
CROWDED SKIES 


The mid-air collision which took 82 lives 
over Hendersonville, N.C., makes it all the 
more urgent that government at every level 
take bold and far-sighted measures to curb 
the dangers of the crowded sky. 

There are at least three lessons to be 
learned from the Hendersonville disaster and 
from the similar collision between an airliner 
and a private plane near Dayton which killed 
26 people in April: 

Airborne traffic jams, such as the one 
which permitted this most recent collision, 
would be far easier to control if scheduled 
airliners and private planes flew in and out 
of separate airports. 

The moment of greatest peril is just before 
landing and just after take-off. Piedmont 
Airline’s ill-fated jet had been in the air for 
one minute when it collided with the other 
plane, a light Cessna 310. 

Airport controllers have often charged that 
they have neither the men nor the equip- 
ment to tend both kinds of traffic at once. 

Although it has a good safety record, Cleve- 
land Hopkins Airport would probably be bet- 
ter off if its present non-commercial business 
were handled by a new, “general aviation” 
airport. 

A law should be considered to make it 
mandatory for all high-speed planes over a 
certain size—private craft included—to be 
manned by two pilots. Such a rule might be 
necessary as the job of flying a plane becomes 
more sophisticated and as there is more traf- 
fic to watch out for in the airways. 

Wednesday was a clear, sunny day. There 
were more planes aloft than controllers on 
the ground to watch them, and everyone had 
to rely on alert eyes in the cockpit rather 
than radar supervision from the control 
tower to avoid collisions. 

Aboard the twin-engine Cessna which 
Tammed the Piedmont jetliner, there was 
only one pair of eyes to watch the instru- 
ments and the sky at the same time. 

As more and more private and commercial 
planes fill the air, the need for a universal 
collision avoidance system will become in- 
creasingly critical. 

The nation’s network for ground control 
of air traffic is lagging further and further 
behind the increasing number of scheduled 
airline flights and the rapid growth of private 
plane sales. (The Cessna 310 Wednesday was 
12 miles from where it should have been.) 

Also, a device to warn airline pilots that 
small planes are nearby is being tested by a 
private firm. But for these experiments to 
develop into an effective system will require 
Government funding and legislative backing. 

Yet in the face of needs like these, Con- 
gress has jettisoned 11 million dollars from 
the Federal Aviation Agency’s 1967-1968 
budget for research and development. 

Washington should wake up to the fact 
that changing conditions of air traffic de- 
mand revised standards of air safety. 
Thorough investigations of crashes are not 
enough, 

Tragedies like Wednesday's are stark re- 
minders of how important forceful regula- 
tions are. 


LINCOLN-DICKEY ST. JOHN’S 
PROJECT 


Mr. DORN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to address the House for 
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1 minute, to revise and extend my re- 
marks, and to include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from South 
Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DORN. Mr. Speaker, we simply do 
not have sufficient information on the 
proposed Dickey-Lincoln hydroelectric 
project on the St. John’s River to enable 
us to vote intelligently and properly. 

We cannot accept a cost-benefit ratio 
that does not include all of the costs that 
will finally be assigned to this project. 
Who will pay for such items as the cost 
of acquisition of Canadian land acreage 
that will be flooded? Who will pay for 
the costs of the transmission lines to 
carry the proposed power to New Eng- 
land markets? Could this project cost, 
when completed, a billion or even more 
dollars? 

Mr. Speaker, we do not have sufficient 
information to vote on this project at 
this time. Until such time as we have the 
necessary and pertinent information 
this project should be delayed. What is 
the rush? What is the hurry? There is 
no shortage of electricity in this area at 
the moment or in the foreseeable future. 

We have twice voted this project down, 
and still it keeps coming back to us by 
devious procedures for our reconsidera- 
tion. 

Clearly we do not now have sufficient 
information to vote this appropriation. 
Until such time as we do have the infor- 
mation this project should be delayed. 

The St. Johns project will be an ex- 
treme and, I believe, unnecessary ex- 
penditure of the taxpayer’s money at a 
time when Federal expenditures, both 
domestic and military, are staggering. 
When the House voted against this proj- 
ect, the estimated costs of the project 
were approximately $300 million. Al- 
ready, by the Government’s own figures, 
this price has escalated to $380 million. 
By the time this project is actually con- 
structed, there is every liklihood that the 
ultimate costs could range up to $500 
million. Unrefuted economic studies by 
the New England power companies in- 
dicate that by the time the St. John 
project would be completed, the power 
companies will be producing and selling 
power from nuclear generating plants at 
a price cheaper than power from this 
project. This will be so even though the 
New England companies will be paying 
full Federal, State, and local taxes while 
St. John will pay nothing by way of 
taxes. 

There is now talk of a tax increase 
while we consider embarking on a fan- 
tastic expenditure of this nature. Mr. 
Speaker, until we have all the informa- 
tion and until every study is complete 
this project should be delayed in the 
best interests of the American people, the 
security and welfare of our country. 


H.R. 11578 


Mr. DORN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to extend my remarks at 
this point in the Recorp. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from South 
Carolina? 
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‘There was no objection. 

Mr. DORN. Mr. Speaker, the Honor- 
able WILBUR MILLS, of Arkansas, chair- 
man of our great Committee on Ways 
and Means, has introduced a bill which 
would halt the massive and disorderly 
influx of textile imports. The Mills bill— 
H.R. 11578—will provide for order, regu- 
lation, and reciprocity in textile trade. 
This timely and forthright action by 
Chairman Mutts is another example of 
his splendid and enlightened leadership 
for the people of our great Nation. 

Mr. Speaker, we have no greater au- 
thority in Congress or the country on 
trade legislation than the gentleman 
from Arkansas [Mr. Mrs]. I am 
pleased. honored, and flattered that the 
gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. MILLS] 
and the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. 
LANDRUM] asked me to cosponsor this 
legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill is essential and 
urgent. The American textile industry 
stands with steel in its absolute necessity 
to national defense, and jobs in the tex- 
tile industry complex are vital to the 
American economy—especially in Appa- 
lachia, where this industry is the major 
employer. The Mills bill, the gentleman 
from Georgia’s [Mr. LANDRUM], and my 
own recognize that job opportunity in 
Appalachia and throughout the country 
has been drastically reduced by textile 
imports, often concentrated in a single 
product. The President’s program for 
orderly trade has not been adequately 
carried out, and textile imports have 
multiplied two and a half times since 
1961. My bill declares it the policy of 
Congress to provide for a fair and orderly 
basis in all textile trade—cotton, wool, 
and manmade fiber. 

It is not the intention of this bill to 
hamstring the President, but to encour- 
age him to act. This bill directs the Pres- 
ident to enter agreements with other 
countries on the basis of a past period, 
or to limit their quota by proclamation 
if they fail to negotiate. Provision is made 
for the President to consider our foreign 
policy needs—for instance, trade with 
underdeveloped countries—in allocating 
quotas among countries. 

Should the President fall to act within 
180 days, this bill will roll back textile 
imports to an average of textile imports 
1961 through 1966. In the future, textile 
imports would share increases or de- 
creases in the U.S. market in excess of 
5 percent. 

Mr. Speaker, a meeting of the informal 
House Committee on Textiles has been 
called for tomorrow by my distinguished 
friend and chairman of our group, the 
Honorable PHIL Lanprum, of Georgia, 
who is also a sponsor of this legislation. 
The recent Kennedy round negotiations 
have spotlighted for us the mounting 
crisis of the textile industry. The 3-year 
extension of the long-term agreement, 
accompanied by tariff reductions, is sim- 
ply inadequate to protect jobs and pros- 
perity in this industry. 

We were shocked to learn that the Eu- 
ropean Economic Community in Geneva 
reserved the exclusive right to revert to 
present tariff rates on a wide range of 
items should the long-term agreement 
not be further extended. I might remind 
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my colleagues that our own Government 
has taken an equivocal position on the 
matter. This would wreck the textile in- 
dustry of the United States. 

We are hopeful that all members of the 
Textile Committee will support and co- 
sponsor this legislation. In the face of the 
growing import crisis, I urge all my col- 
leagues in the House to recognize the 
emergency state of textile imports and 
support this timely bill by the distin- 
guished and able chairman of our Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means, Mr. MILLs. 


A REMARKABLE 50 YEARS 


Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to address the House for 
1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 


Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, J. Edgar 


Hoover, Director of the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation, will on July 26 have 
completed 50 years of service to his Na- 
tion in the Department of Justice. They 
have been a remarkable 50 years. It 
has been a period in which the United 
States has risen to great heights in pros- 
perity and power, and to a position of 
world leadership. But also it has been a 
period which has seen the growth of 
strange new doctrines which seek the 
destruction of the American dream. 

Mr. Hoover has, through the skillful 
and able manner in which he has dis- 
charged his responsibilities, done much 
to curb the growth of these “isms” which 
threaten America. His great worth as a 
symbol to patriotic Americans is attested 
to by the fact that his services have been 
extended long beyond the normal re- 
tirement period. No other individual 
now in appointive office has been asked 
to continue to serve his country in such 
a responsible position for such a long 
time. America and its people owe a debt 
of gratitude to J. Edgar Hoover. He pro- 
vides exactly the type of symbol which 
America needs for confidence in the im- 
portant work which he does. 


FEEDING THE ARMS RACE 


Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to address the House for 
1 minute, to revise and extend my re- 
marks, and to include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Washington? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, many 
months ago, a young, attractive Seattle 
girl who was participating in a demon- 
stration for peace in Vietnam, said to 
me that war was fostered by business- 
profiteers. I told her I did not know of 
any such people, but now I find she was 
right. At least, our No. 1 businessman,” 
Secretary Robert McNamara, in Senate 
hearings on arms sales to foreign coun- 
tries, justified these sales as employing 
American labor and as providing profits 
to American businessmen. He said: 


I think we should be encouraged and con- 
gratulated on making these arrangements. 
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Mr. McNamara has long taken the 
position that the administration’s arms 
sales abroad were “good” for American 
business. This may explain the role of 
the Government in making arms avail- 
able to both the Arabs and the Jews. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to say frankly 
that until recently I have been unaware 
of the extent of foreign weapons sales 
which totaled $1.5 billion in the last 
fiscal year. I certainly did not know that 
the Export-Import Bank was guarantee- 
ing credits for this purpose. I did know 
about and criticize the military aid to 
Latin American countries and many 
other nations where our tanks and arms 
have been used for internal rebellion, 
rather than external defense. 

Mr. Speaker, it is essential that the 
entire policy of selling arms abroad be 
looked into by Congress. In this connect- 
tion, I submit an editorial from the New 
York Times which appeared in the 
July 23, 1967, edition: 

FEEDING THE ARMS RACE 


Some members of Congress are beginning 
to ask searching questions about America’s 
government-sponsored, booming interna- 
tional arms business. It’s about time. A series 
of events in recent years has cast serious 
doubt on some of the basic assumptions that 
underlie the arms aid and sales programs. 
In a number of situations, it is clear that 
the decision to sell or give American arms 
has done more harm than good to the in- 
terests of the United States. 

In a series of articles on the arms busi- 
ness, Neil Sheehan reported in The Times 
last week that this country has given away 
or sold $46.3 billion worth of arms in the 
last seventeen years. Weapons sales in the 
last fiscal year totaled $1.5 billion and the 
Defense Department's supersalesman of 
arms, Henry J. Kuss Jr., says he intends to 
boost that figure to $2 billion a year for 
the next eight years. 

Administration spokesmen argue that arms 
sales and aid have helped to strengthen free 
world defenses against Communist aggres- 
sion, They point out that 89 per cent of re- 
cent arms sales have gone to members of the 
NATO alliance. In most cases, such sales un- 
questionably have given American allies 
more and better arms for their money be- 
cause of superior American research and the 
efficiency of mass production. But these ad- 
vantages have been bought at a price that 
is becoming increasingly dear for the alliance 
and the world. 

Aggressive sales tactics have provoked 
growing resentment among European coun- 
tries who fear the political consequences of 
overdependence on the United States for 
arms and the economic implications of in- 
creasing American superiority in the tech- 
nologies associated with arms development. 
Instead of bowing meekly to the American 
drive for dominance in the arms field, the 
Europeans have entered the international 
arms competition with determined vigor, fur- 
ther aggravating the worldwide arms race. 

The United States is also shipping increas- 
ing amounts of weapons to the developing 
nations—1.2-billion dollars’ worth in the last 
five years—in the name of “mutual security.” 
This is an area of the arms business partic- 
ularly open to question. Sometimes arms aid 
is justified in terms of political expedience, 
for the purchase of political influence. More 
often than not, such influence proves to have 
been an illusion, as when Pakistan cast her 
lot with Red China India; or, in the 
case of the Soviet Union, when Jakarta’s 
generals used Russian arms to suppress a 
Communist uprising. 

Certainly some arms sales and aid will 
continue to be prudent where proved friends 
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are seriously threatened and for as long as 
the Soviet Union refuses to cooperate in 
curbing arms races, as in the Middle East. 

But the search for alternatives, such as 
arms limitation and the development of ef- 
fective United Nations peace-keeping forces, 
must be pressed with vigor and imagination. 
To continue to peddle arms with the reckless 
enthusiasm that has characterized American 
policy in the recent past is to settle for a 
solution to the problem of international in- 
security that is demonstrably self-defeating. 


PROPOSED ABOLITION OF THE SUB- 
VERSIVE ACTIVITIES CONTROL 
BOARD 


Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for 1 minute and to 
revise and extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. 
Speaker, I am today introducing a bill to 
abolish the Subversive Activities Control 
Board. This self-described standby fire 
department has been standing virtually 
idle by its own admission since October 
of 1965 while it waits to extinguish the 
flame of subversion which it fears may 
erupt. 

We could better use the money to ex- 
tinguish the fires in Newark, Plainfield, 
and Detroit. 

In the words of a former Member of 
this body and a former member of 
the Board, Mr. Kowalski, “It’s not much 
of a job at all by now, but the pay is 
good.” 

The recent $26,000 wedding present 
from the Chief Executive to Mr. McHugh 
comes a little high when we are talking 
of a $25 to $30 billion deficit. This is 
pretty extravagant even in the Great 
Society. 

Mr. Speaker, the $330,000 extravagance 
of this useless Board should be abolished. 


EMPLOYMENT OF MARION BARRY 
BY UNITED PLANNING ORGANIZA- 
TION 


Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for 1 minute and to 
revise and extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Iowa? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Mr 
Speaker, many of us were shocked ta 
learn late last week that the Unitea 
Planning Organization has placed one o: 
Washington’s worst agitators, Marion 
Barry, on its payroll at $50 a day. Equally 
shocking was Barry’s announcement 
that his backup man will be a juvenile 
named Rufus “Catfish” Mayfield. 

Both are well known to Washington 
police, with long records of civil disobedi- 
ence and leadership in agitating others 
to disobey the law. In fact, Rufus May- 
field is now out on parole after a long 
record of intimacy with insides of prison 
walls, and unless authorities fail to do 
their duty he will soon be tried on a new 
charge of violent destruction of personal 
property. 
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Marion Barry’s most recent notoriety 
came, Mr. Speaker, when he resisted ar- 
rest for violating city ordinances, was 
charged and taken to trial for trying to 
kick open the door of a paddy wagon. In 
the process he acquired two additional 
arrest slips, but these charges may never 
reach court since the jury found he had 
not done sufficient damage to the patrol 
wagon to be found guilty of property 
destruction. 

The fact remains, Mr. Speaker, that 
while other groups, official and other- 
wise, make every effort to upgrade de- 
cent citizens, provide jobs for youth re- 
gardless of race, and raise the economic 
level of those who are worthy of what 
help we can provide, an agency of Gov- 
ernment is anteing up $50 a day for 
known agitators. This is taxpayers’ 
money, Mr. Speaker, being used to bribe 
or pay off men of this caliber. Is the 
UPO running a school for street rioters, 
or just a graduate course for experts in 
‘civil disorder? I believe we are entitled 
to an answer. The taxpayers will demand 
an answer. 


SPECIAL ORDER TAKEN BY REPRE- 
SENTATIVE FINDLEY TO DISCUSS 
THE COMMENTS OF GENERAL 
EISENHOWER ON THE WAR IN 
VIETNAM 


Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, today I 
have taken a special order for the purpose 
of discussing the comments of General 
Eisenhower as recently reported, in 
which he gave some of his views about 
the war in Vietnam and the propriety of 
Congress in taking up for consideration 
the question of a war declaration. 

Of course, Mr. Speaker, I shall be 
very glad if any Members wish to stay 
and participate in the dialog. 


“BUYING” PUBLICITY FOR WAR ON 
POVERTY 


Mr. KYL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to address the House for 
1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Iowa? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Speaker, a Federal anti- 
poverty organization in the State of Iowa 
has been accused of a naive effort to buy 
favorable publicity and to dampen criti- 
cism of the poverty war programs in a 
manner closely approaching bribery. 

The charge was made in an editorial 
hae appeared in the Des Moines Reg- 

ter. 

The article states, in part, as fol- 
lows: 

Area newspapers and radio stations have 
been asked to agree to print or broadcast 
“any and all news articles and publications” 
submitted by the local OEO unit, Community 
Opportunities, Inc. In return, a credit of 
$1.50 per inch for newspaper stories and $4 
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a minute for broadcasts (based on advertising 
rates) will be made in the unit’s budget as 
local “in-kind” services. 


The editorial called this an unusual 
form of inducement. It is at least that. 
We are pursuing an investigation of the 
matter. 

The editorial follows: 

“BUYING” PUBLICITY FOR WAR ON POVERTY 

An unusual form of inducement—closely 
approaching bribery—is being contemplated 
to gain newspaper and radio publicity for a 
seven-county Office of Economic Opportunity 
program headquartered at Carroll. 

Area newspapers and radio stations have 
been asked to agree to print or broadcast 
“any and all news articles and publications” 
submitted by the local OEO unit, Community 
Opportunities, Inc. In return, a credit of $1.50 
per inch for newspaper stories and $4 a 
minute for broadcasts (based on advertising 
rates) will be made in the unit's budget as 
local “in-kind” services. 

Ninety per cent of OEO financing is from 
federal funds, and 10 per cent must be pro- 
vided locally. Local funding, however, may 
be in the form of volunteer services and do- 
nated office space and facilities. So far Carroll 
officials have had no trouble getting their 
10 per cent, but they are worried about the 
future, when many programs will require 20 
per cent local financing. 

Six newspapers and two radio stations have 
agreed to the proposal and will let their 
stories be used as credit in the budget. They, 
in turn, will be credited for their help in 
a monthly newsletter. Most of the newspapers 
have reserved editorial discretion on stories 
submitted to them, and a Carroll OEO official 
said even unfavorable stories would count. 

Although the Carroll program is appar- 
ently unique in Iowa, the idea was consid- 
ered and rejected by the Polk County Com- 
munity Action Council. State OEO officials 
did not know of this publicity plan and 
thought no Iowa units were using it. 

This proposal is to be analyzed by the 
Kansas City OEO office for approval, and 
it should be quickly squashed. The best that 
can be said for it is that it is foolish. It is 
a naive effort to buy“ favorable publicity 
and dampen criticism of poverty war pro- 
grams, It attempts to put newspapers and 
radio stations in the position of having to 
publicize the programs, regardless of merit, 
to assure their proper local financing. 

It is surprising that a government office 
would propose such a policy, and we hope 
it gets no further. 


THE NEW TECHNIQUE IN INTERNA- 
TIONAL KIDNAPING 


Mr. DERWINSEI. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I have 
urged President Johnson to use the lever- 
age, hopefully obtained by placing U.S. 
Air Force planes and military personnel 
at the disposal of the Congo Govern- 
ment, to save former Premier Moise 
Tshombe and obtain his release when he 
is handed over to Congolese authorities 
by Algeria. 

In a series of contradictory briefings 
during the past 2 weeks we have been 
told that the use of U.S. military planes 
and personnel in the Congo are necessary 
to protect the security of that country 
and to cooperate with a supposedly pro- 
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Western progressive government. Thus, 
should the Congolese Government ex- 
ecute Tshombe the United States would 
stand indirectly involved in a tragic in- 
ternational kidnaping episode. 

At a time when the Government of 
Nigeria is disintegrating and other 
African states show disrupting tend- 
encies, our failure to use leverage with 
the Congolese Government to save 
Tshombe from murder by his political 
opponents would actually inspire further 
indifference to individual rights by of- 
ficials of African governments. 

The United States must dramatize its 
respect for and leadership in interna- 
tional law in support of human decency 
and the President, through the State De- 
partment, must be as zealous in protect- 
ing Tshombe’s civil rights in the Congo 
as he supposedly is in developing a for- 
eign policy through which peoples 
throughout the world would enjoy basic 
human rights. 


CENSUS REACTIONS 


Mr. BETTS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the Recorp and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BETTS. Mr. Speaker, on June 19 I 
introduced a bill, H.R. 10952, designed to 
limit the extensive questioning and in- 
vasion of privacy by the Bureau of the 
Census on the decennial census of pop- 
ulation and housing. The response has 
been overwhelmingly favorable. I have 
received letters of support from the peo- 
ple of practically every State. 

Several newspapers have likewise dem- 
onstrated a keen interest in this subject. 
At the conclusion of these remarks, I am 
including three newspaper articles and a 
pertinent letter from a 1960 census 
enumerator. These articles not only rep- 
resent the wide coverage this bill has re- 
ceived, but also illustrate this is a sub- 
ject of concern to many Americans. 

The people think these questions are 
extraneous and have no bearing on the 
intent of the census of population. Even 
if someone could justify their being 
asked, I feel it is outrageous that the 
citizens should be threatened by im- 
prisonment for failure to comply. Under 
penalties of $100 fine or 60 days in jail 
Americans are required to list the num- 
ber of walk-in closets, number of times 
married, and number of weeks worked 
in the previous year. 

The need for legislation determining 
the scope and authority of the Bureau of 
the Census is more imminent every day. 
With the proposed Federal data bank 
coming closer to reality, it is essential 
that private rights be protected from 
possible misuse through Government in- 
formation centers. My bill, H.R. 10952, 
is not a total solution to the problem by 
any means, yet it serves as a vehicle for 
consideration of this subject by Congress. 

Several of my colleagues have told me 
of the mail they are receiving about the 
detailed census given and constituent ob- 
jections to this harassment and invasion 
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of their rights of privacy. My constitu- 
ents and I am sure each Member of the 
House will be grateful if positive action 
is taken by Congress in asserting its role 
in the direction of the 1970 decennial 
census. If we are going to recognize and 
work on this problem we must begin now. 


{From the Memphis (Tenn.) Germantown 
Star, June 29, 1967] 


War's Ir ro You? 


Every once in a whole our faith is strength- 
ened by the action of some lone member of 
the U.S. Congress. 

Such is the case now, with Representative 
Jackson Betts (R. Ohio) who has just de- 
clared that the extent of your bathroom 
plumbing and how many people share it is 
nobody's business—least of all the govern- 
ment’s.” 

It seems that Betts is fed up with the ex- 
panding questionnaire that passes under the 
guise of a Census.“ He has introduced a bill 
to eliminate penalties for failure to answer 
all but seven types of questions in the 1970 
census. 

His bill would limit mandatory answers to 
name and address, relationship to head of 
household, sex, age, race, marital status, and 
resident visitors. The questions can be and 
probably will be asked, but we will not be 
compelled to answer—if Betts’ bill gets 
through Congress. 

With the modern method of deluging Con- 
gressmen with letters about things we feel 
deeply, it might be refreshing to Rep. Betts 
to have a few commending him for trying to 
halt this invasion of privacy, which Ameri- 
cans resent heartily. 

the sanctity of the home might 
be a therapeutic diversion for any who think 
world affairs are confusing and in some in- 
stances, even frightening. 

After all, too many have adopted the “Live” 
while destroying the “Let Live” in that old 
adage. 

[From the Mansfield (Ohio) News Journal, 

July 9, 1967] 
RIGHT OF Privacy 

Is this information necessary? So ask mem- 
bers of Congress in reference to the coming 
census of 1970. The question is not one to 
be shrugged off, for it bears a relationship 
to the whole difficult problem of maintain- 
ing the right to privacy in an increasingly 
complex and interdependent society. 

Congressman Rep. Jackson E. Betts, who 
represents Richland County, has become a 
spokesman for those who believe that the 
right of privacy is threatened by the grow- 
ing number and variety of census questions. 
A House subcommittee is considering a bill 
that would make the response to some of the 
questions—those concerning marital status, 
for example—optional. This idea does not 
set well with the Census Bureau, whose ex- 
perts fear that if response to certain ques- 
tions were made voluntary these questions 
would seem less important and most people 
might simply not answer them. 

The Bureau's writ already has been circum- 
scribed to some extent. Because of congres- 
sional opposition, questions on religious 
preference and participation in elections 
have been dropped. 

Several of the questions have an arguably 
valid purpose—to assist social workers and 
transportation planners, say, or to measure 
national prosperity. Moreover, Census Bu- 
reau Officials say that privacy is not really in- 
vaded because information about individ- 
uals is never released. Still, it is heartening 
that the rationale of specific questions con- 
tinues to be scrutinized by Congress. The 
right of privacy is being subtly infringed in 
many ways. Census offiicals should be re- 
quired to provide solid justification for any 
new inquiries they intend. 
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[From the Salem (Mass.) Evening News 
June 30, 1967] 


CENSUS ASININITIES 


If the U.S. Census Bureau persists in its 
attempts to add everything including the 
kitchen sink in the 1970 enumeration, tak- 
ing a head count in the U.S. might soon 
become as difficult as collecting taxes in 
some of the Latin American countries. 

As part of the Parkinson Law which holds 
government activities will expand to the 
fullest extent of available manpower, the 
bureau got itself in hot water during the 
1960 census demanding, under threat of 
penalty, information about bathrooms which 
many citizens found objectionable. 

But if the bureau strayed far from the 
point in 1960, it has still more grandiose ques- 
tions planned for 1970. In congressional 
testimony it has been disclosed that a ques- 
tionnaire is planned for the next census 
which is not only as long as an income tax 
return, but just as personal. 

Those citizens unfortunate enough to be 
exposed to the full treatment will be ex- 
pected to answer such questions as do their 
homes have basements which could serve as 
bomb shelters in case of nuclear attack, 
what is their ethnic background, what are 
their physical disabilities and do they own 
such conveniences as dishwashers. 

Congress may not approve such asininity, 
or it may. If it does, many Americans who 
do not particularly cotton to such runaway 
inquisitiveness by Big Brother will do their 
best to evade the census taker. 

And when the 1970 census has been taken, 
the Census Bureau may find it knows a lot 
about dishwashers and bomb shelters, but 
not very much about people. 


LETTER FROM CENSUSTAKER 


Dear Sm: I was a crew leader in the 1960 
census during the first phase. As the second 
phase dragged on interminably, my office 
recommended that I be put in charge of 
three counties in New Jersey. I agreed to do 
so providing I did all the training and pro- 
viding all crew leaders reported to me di- 
rectly, sò that I could then compile their 
reports and phone them in. That way I could 
spot the soft areas and determine who was 
at work and who was featherbedding. Belieye 
me, the featherbedding was incredible. 

The abuses perpetrated on the public were 
only exceeded by those the enumerators and 
crew leaders indulged in against the govern- 
ment. The amount of salary they claimed 
and were paid was far in excess of what was 
genuinely earned. All were told to put in 
bills for 48 hours a week. Crew leaders could 
more—and they did! 

Householders and enumerators were told 
the blue forms would be processed in my 
office and therefore confidential information 
would not come back to the communities. 
This was untrue—it came right back, and 
your next door neighbor had access to the 
most personal information. In small com- 
munities this caused a great deal of unhappi- 
ness and irritation. 

Many householders refused to give per- 
sonal information, and when pressured, in 
some cases became abusive. When it was im- 
possible to get the amount of income or 
worth of a home, we were told to estimate. 

The greatest inaccuracy was the condition 
of homes. No two people would agree on the 
condition of a home—even considering we 
were all shown film strips describing a home 
as poor, good or excellent, because our per- 
sonal values are different. I know factually 
of two enumerators who listed homes as 
good that were falling apart; no wonder— 
the enumerators lived in houses that were 
incredibly bad, so how could they judge? 

I thought then and do now that if in- 
dustry wants to know how many television 
sets, radios, bathtubs, automobiles, washing 
machines and driers our population owns, 
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let them find out. They can do it more 
factually and at less expense than the census 
did it. The 1960 census was a gigantic boon- 
doggle and cost the taxpayers several times 
the amount it should have; aside from which 
it was inaccurate. One of the 1960 workers 
(?) said to me last week she hoped she 
would be called in 1970—she was one of our 
best featherbedders. I told her I wouldn't 
work on it again for any amount of money. 

Good luck with your bill—it is time the 
government stopped trying to invade every 
facet of personal life. 


HOW TAXPAYERS’ MONEY IS 
WASTED 


Mr. BETTS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the Recorp and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BETTS. Mr. Speaker, in the July 
17, 1967, CONGRESSIONAL ReEcorD a table 
of inefficiency and mismanagement 
which I prepared identifies several spe- 
cific agencies, the status of their account- 
ing system, the type of maladministra- 
tion reported, and the number of years 
such waste has persisted. In the table 
the Federal Aviation Agency was cited 
for unsatisfactory utilization of supplies 
and excessive cost expenditures. 

I would like to take this opportunity 
to call the attention of my colleagues to 
an excellent article on waste and inef- 
ficiency in the Federal Aviation Agency 
by Scripps-Howard staff writer Dan 
Thomasson. The article enumerates nine 
separate incidents of maladministration 
in the FAA which wasted $267,000 of 
taxpayers’ money. This extensive waste 
prevalent in the FAA represents only a 
sample of the Government-wide malad- 
ministration. 

Other examples of waste and inef- 
ficiency are abundant and demand cor- 
rective measures. I have introduced a 
bill, H.R. 9164, aimed at combating mal- 
administration. This measure and oth- 
ers designed to correct existing deficien- 
cies in the executive departments should 
be considered by the Congress without 
delay. 

PACIFIC “PARADISE”: How TAXPAYERS’ MONEY 
Is WASTED 
(By Dan Thomasson) 

Wasuincron.—The Federal Aviation Ad- 
ministration (FAA) wasted $267,000. on 
clothes dryers, television sets and other 
goods and services for its Pacific island em- 
ployees, government auditors revealed today. 

The General Accounting Office (GAO) said 
expenditure of the funds by FAA’s Hawaiian- 
based Pacific headquarters couldn't be justi- 
fied. GAO accountants said FAA: 

Spent more than $30,000 on ceremonies to 
dedicate new facilities on Guam, American 
Samoa, and in Honolulu. 

Paid $3.40 apiece for 257 porcelain-lined 
ash trays when the General Services Admin- 
istration (GSA) supplied glass ash trays to 
other government agencies for 42 cents each. 

Leased for 10 years at $10,600 annually 
an alarm system for its Pacific headquarters 
building—even though the building already 
had a fire alarm system and was included 
in a Civil Defense warning network for tidal 
Waves and enemy attack. The leased system 
included devices for paging employees and 
playing background music, (After receiving 
the GAO report, FAA officials said they are 
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trying to break the lease in hopes of saving 
$70,000.) 

Bought two TV sets (one five-inch and one 
19-inch) for Pacific headquarters employees 
at a cost of $350 each. 

Spent $5300 on two hearing-test booths 
which never were installed and later were 
declared surplus. 

Bought mobile radio equipment for cars 
already equipped with mobile telephone sets. 
Nearly a year later the sets still hadn’t been 
installed. 

Spent $17,500 for elaborate X-ray equip- 
ment. Flight surgeons said smaller, much 
cheaper equipment would have been just as 


Ordered 148 clothes dryers for Wake Is- 
land employees at a cost of $12,500 and then 
found out Wake housing units weren't 
equipped for installation, A year later the 
dryers were installed after FAA spent $25,000 
on wiring and other modifications. 

Spent $27,000 on equipment for Canton 
Island, although FAA’s operation there was 
about to be phased out. Included were alumi- 
num jalousie windows, an $8960 Pontiac am- 
bulance, and $4900 worth of dental equip- 
ment. 

GAO said the city-type ambulance wasn’t 
meant for the unpaved roads of the island. 
The flight surgeon at Canton actually had 
ordered a rugged, military-type ambulance. 

The dental equipment, including a $1000 
dental chair, was bought even though Can- 
ton had no full-time dentist and the new 
dental clinie was used only a few times be- 
fore the FAA's installation there was closed. 

GAO blamed the waste on a lack of man- 
agement controls and a weak system of eval- 
uating costs. FAA Officials agreed and said 
they would institute corrective measures. 


INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT BONDS 


Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter 
in relation to the bill H.R. 11645. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. Speak- 
er, I have today introduced a bill to 
amend section 103 of the Internal Reve- 
nue Code in order to limit the exemp- 
tion from tax for obligations issued by 
local governmental authorities—so as to 
exclude from the exemption any future 
issues of so-called industrial development 
bonds. 

I am pleased to report that the follow- 
ing have joined me in sponsoring this 
legislation: 

Hon, Josepu P. Appasso, of New York; 

Hon. JoEL T. BROYHILL, of Virginia; 

Hon. GEORGE BUSH, of Texas; 

Hon. Harorp R. COLLIER, of Illinois; 

Hon. BARBER B. CONABLE, JR., of New 
York; 

Hon. Tomas B. Curtis, of Missouri; 

Hon. GLENN R. Davis, of Wisconsin; 

Hon. Jacos H. GILBERT, of New York; 

Hon. ROBERT W. KASTENMEIER, of Wis- 
consin; 

Hon, MELVIN R. Largo, of Wisconsin; 

Hon. Joun M. Murpxry, of New York; 

Hon. Atvin E. O’Konskt, of Wisconsin; 

Hon. Rosert N. C. Nix, of Pennsyl- 
vania; 

Hon. Henry S. Reuss, of Wisconsin; 
Pe Henry C. SCHADEBERG, of Wiscon- 

Hon. Herman T. SCHNEEBELI, of Penn- 
sylvania; 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE 


Hon. WILLIAM A. STEIGER, of Wiscon- 
sin; 

Hon. Vernon W. THOMSON, of Wiscon- 
sin; 

Hon. James B. Urr, of Californnia; and 

: Hon. CLEMENT J. ZABLOCKI, of Wiscon- 
sin. 

Mr. Speaker, the bill would require the 
conclusion as income subject to tax of 
interest on bonds issued on or after 
December 31, 1967, where the bond is 
secured by the obligation to make pay- 
ments on account of the use or purchase 
of an industrial or commercial property 
or on account of the loan of funds to an 
industrial or commercial enterprise. 
Bonds issued without any security would 
not be subject to tax, regardless of the 
purpose for which the funds might be 
used by the State or local government. 

The bill is so restricted that it will not 
impair the ability of local governments 
to finance needed services. Excluded 
from the definition of an industrial or 
commercial facility—and still entitled to 
the exemption—would be bonds secured 
by public entertainment or recreational 
facilities; convention halls and similar 
facilities; airports, docks, wharves, or 
other transportation facilities, and elec- 
tric, gas, water or sewage disposal facili- 
ties. In addition, localities can still issue 
tax-exempt bonds to assemble land for 
an industrial park, but cannot finance 
the building of plants by special purpose 
bonds secured by the obligation of the 
private user of the facility. 

As you probably know, the practice of 
issuing bonds to finance industrial ex- 
pansion started out on a rather modest 
basis—in some of our Southern States— 
seeking to attract industry in order to 
reduce the burdens of underemployment. 
The concept was lauded as a program of 
“self help” rather than reliance on the 
Federal Government. As usually hap- 
pens, however, it has become too much 
of a “good thing.” 

In the year 1951, public offerings of 
industrial development bonds totaled 
less than $7 million. By the year 1966, 
public offerings of such bonds had grown 
to more than $500 million. 

During the calendar year 1967, similar 
issues have gotten off to a fast start. It 
now looks as if the total of these bonds 
issued in 1967 may exceed $1 billion. This 
does not include an undetermined 
amount of private offerings. 

Today, some 35 States have qualified 
either directly, or through municipali- 
ties, or through State or county indus- 
trial development agencies, to issue rev- 
enue bonds exempt from Federal tax, the 
proceeds to be used for the benefit of 
private industry. 

Some 13 more States have either au- 
thorized or are considering the authori- 
zation of industrial financing through 
local or State bonding. 

We have reached the point where the 
ability of a local governmental unit to 
offer tax-free financing to industry no 
longer constitutes an inducement. It has 
become a way of life. A company desiring 
to build a new plant almost assumes that 
tax-free financing will be available. 
What started out as a program of self 
help has now become a billion dollar tax 
shelter. 

Every State, municipality, and county 
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is being forced to get into the business of 
issuing industrial development bonds in 
order to meet competition from other 
areas. In fact, we are fast approaching 
the day when all 50 States will be en- 
gaged in this form of financing. 

In most. cases it is the credit of the 
private business enterprise that is the 
basis for the loan rather than the credit 
of the local government involved. It is 
nothing more than private borrowing for 
commercial or industrial purposes under 
the cloak of governmental immunity, 

Take the case of Camden, Ala., with a 
population of only 1,132. This community 
borrowed $70 million to finance a ven- 
ture of United Fruit Co. and MacMillan 
Bloedel, Ltd., of Canada. Whose credit 
was involved here—United Fruit or Cam- 
den, Ala? Clearly the municipality added 
nothing but its name and governmental 
structure. 

Or the case of the aluminum plant to 
be built in Warrenton, Oreg., with an is- 
sue of $140 million in tax-free municipal 
industrial bonds. Warrenton is a town 
of 1,117 population. 

In another typical case—that of Jer- 
ome, Ark.—35 registered voters were 
asked to vote upon a $20 million bond 
authorization last October, the purpose 
of which was to finance a knitting mill. 
The bond issue represented more than a 
half million dollars per voter. The pro- 
ceeds were used not only to buy the land, 
build the plant, and supply the knitting 
machine but also to provide working 
capital. 

This perverts the tax-exemption priv- 
ilege enjoyed by State and municipal 
governments. The exemption privilege 
was intended to assist local governments 
in financing their governmental func- 
tions free from any burden of Federal 
taxation. It was never intended as a 
means whereby private corporations 
could borrow money at low interest rates 
using the governmental unit as an “um- 
brella.” The financing of private indus- 
trial plants through the issuance of tax- 
exempt municipal obligations has be- 
come a flagrant abuse of that exemption. 

This practice must be curbed. It serves 
no useful purpose. It makes a mockery 
of our tax laws. The tax-exempt status 
of interest on municipal bonds must be 
limited to legitimate governmental func- 
tions where it is the credit of the munici- 
pality that supports the bond not the 
credit of some second party beneficiary. 

This tax avoidance device has become 
so widespread that no one benefits 
except the private borrower. Not only is 
there a serious revenue loss to the Fed- 
eral Treasury, but the cost of other 
public financing by State and local 
agencies has been increased. There are 
innumerable cases where school districts 
and municipalities have been required to 
pay interest in excess of 5 percent on 
tax-exempt issues because these obliga- 
tions must be offered in competition with 
industrial development bonds. Unless 
prompt action is taken to prevent 
further abuse of the tax-exemption priv- 
ilege by private borrowers under the im- 
munity extended by industrial develop- 
ment agencies, the savings in interest 
costs enjoyed by our local governments 
will be completely eroded. 

My bill uses a different approach from 
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any of the pending bills, or those intro- 
duced in the past. My bill looks to the 
nature of the obligation issued by the 
governmental agency. Where the obli- 
gation is secured by a lease, sale or other 
contract relating to the use or purchase 
of a commercial or industrial facility, in- 
terest paid on account of such obligation 
would be taxable. The bill is thus in- 
tended to reach those situations in which 
a private borrower—a commercial or in- 
dustrial corporation—is using the tax 
exemption of a governmental unit in 
order to place what amounts to a special 
purpose private loan. For all practical 
purposes, in this type of situation, the 
real borrower is a private enterprise, not 
a governmental unit. 

In order to avoid any impingement 
upon the right of a municipality to put 
together real estate for the formation of 
an industrial park, the bill is limited 
solely to those obligations incurred in 
connection with the loan of money for 
the rental, sale or use of depreciable 
property. Thus, a municipality could 
issue bonds to put together an industrial 
tract without being affected by the legis- 
lation. If, however, the municipality 
should obtain a large tenant for this 
tract, any bonds issued to build a factory 
building for that tenant, to supply ma- 
chinery equipment, or to supply working 
capital, would be taxable. 

The bill provides for an exception from 
the rule in the case of recognized govern- 
mental activities such as bridges, toll 
roads, waterworks, municipal docks, 
municipal parking authorities, and the 
like. Obligations issued against that type 
of facility would still be exempt. 

In those few cases where a govern- 
mental unit owns and operates a business 
enterprise directly, such as the operation 
of a soft drink plant by the waterworks, 
obligations issued in connection with the 
operation of that business would also be 
exempt from tax. In this case, while there 
may be a question of unfair competition 
between the gcvernmental unit and pri- 
vate industry, it is not a case in which 
private industry uses for private purposes 
the tax-exemption privilege of the gov- 
ernmental unit. 

Mr. Speaker, I include as part of my 
remarks the text of the bill, a general 
analysis of the bill, and a technical ex- 
planation: 

H.R. 11645 
A bill to amend the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1954 to provide that industrial develop- 
ment bonds are not to be considered obli- 
gations of States and local governments, 
the interest on which is exempt from Fed- 
eral income tax 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That (a) 
section 103 of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1954 (relating to interest on certain govern- 
mental obligations) is amended by reletter- 
ing subsection (c) as subsection (d) and by 


inserting after subsection (b) the following 
new subsection: 

“(c) INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT Bonps.— 

“(1) SUBSECTION (a) (1) NOT TO APPLY. — 
Any industrial development bond (as defined 
in paragraph (2)) issued after December 31, 
1967, shall not be considered an obligation 
described in subsection (a) (1). 

“(2) INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT BOND DE- 
FINED.— 
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“(A) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this 
subsection, the term ‘industrial develop- 
ment bond’ means an obligation the payment 
of the principal or interest on which is— 

1) secured in whole or in part by a lien, 
mortgage, pledge, or other security interest 
in property of a character subject to the 
allowance for depreciation, or 

(1) secured in whole or in part by an 
interest in (or to be derived primarily from) 
payments to be made in respect of money 
or property of a character subject to the 
allowance for depreciation 


which is or will be used, under a lease, sale 
or loan arrangement, for industrial or com- 
mercial purposes, 

B) Excrerrions.—For purposes of sub- 
paragraph (A) property shall not be treated 
as used for industrial or commercial purposes 
if it is used— 

“(i) to provide entertainment (including 
sporting events) or recreational facilities for 
the general public; 

“(ii) to provide facilities for the holding of 
a convention, trade show, or similar event; 

(111) as an airport, dock, wharf, or similar 
transportation facility; 

“(iv) in the furnishing or sale of electric 
energy, gas, water, or sewage disposal serv- 
ices; or 

“(y) In an active trade or business owned 
and operated by any organization described 
in subsection (a) (1). 

68) Exceprion.—Paragraph (1) shall not 
apply to any obligation issued before Janu- 
ary 1, 1969, for a project assisted by the 
United States under title I of the Housing 
Act of 1949 (42 U.S.C., sec. 1450 and following, 
relating to slum clearance and urban re- 
newal) or title I or title II of the Public 
Works and Economic Development Act of 
1965 (42 U.S.C., sec. 3131 and following).” 

(b) Section 102(g) of the Housing Act of 
1949, as amended (42 U.S.C., sec. 1452 (g)), is 
amended to read as follows: 

“(g) Obligations, including interest 
thereon, other than industrial development 
bonds (within the meaning of section 103(c) 
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954), issued 
by local public agencies for projects assisted 
pursuant to this title, and income derived by 
such agencies from such projects, shall be 
exempt from all taxation now or hereafter 
imposed by the United States.” 

(c) The amendment made by subsection 
(a) shall apply with respect to taxable years 
ending after December 31, 1967. 


Scope of proposed amendment to Section 
103 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 
relating to industrial development bonds. 

(1) The bill does not affect the interest 
from bonds issued prior to January 1, 1968, 
regardless of the security for such obliga- 
tions. 

(2) The bill would make subject to tax 
interest on industrial development bonds is- 
sued after December 31, 1967, which are: 

(a) Secured by the obligation of an in- 
dustrial or commercial enterprise to make 
payments on account of the use of depreci- 
able property such as buildings, machinery 
and equipment, and any other property of a 
character subject to an allowance for de- 
preciation, 

(b) Secured by the obligation of an in- 
dustrial or commercial enterprise to make 
payments on account of the purchase of de- 
preciable property such as buildings, ma- 
chinery and equipment, and any other prop- 
erty of a character subject to an allowance 
for depreciation. 

(c) Secured by the obligation of an in- 
dustrial or commercial enterprise to make 
payments on account of funds received from 
the issuing agency as a loan, advance, or 
other contribution to capital. 

(3) The bill does not affect the interest 
from bonds issued after December 31, 1967, 
which are: 
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(a) Unsecured general obligations of the 
local government, or an agency thereof, re- 
gardless of the purpose for which the funds 
may be used. 

(b) Secured by nondepreciable property, 
such as land assembled by the local govern- 
ment as an industrial park. 

(c) Secured by the income or revenues 
from conventional public or quasi-public 
projects such as entertainment or recrea- 
tional facilities; convention halls and simi- 
lar facilities; airports, docks, wharves, or 
other transportation facilities; and electric, 
gas, water, or sewage disposal facilities. 

(d) Secured by any property or business 
owned and operated by the municipality, or 
an agency of the municipality. Bonds can 
be issued against any business operation 
which is directly owned and operated by a 
governmental agency without being subject 
to tax. 


TECHNICAL EXPLANATION OF H.R. 11645 
AMENDING SECTION 103 OF THE INTERNAL 
REVENUE Cope or 1954 RELATING TO IN- 
DUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT BONDS 


The bill amends section 103 of the Internal 
Revenue Code by adding new subsection (c). 
Paragraph (1) of subsection (c) provides 
simply that an industrial development bond 
issued after December 31, 1967, shall not be 
considered an obligation of a State or local 
government the interest on which is exempt 
from tax. The definitional aspects of the bill 
contain the major substantive provisions. 

Paragraph (2) of new subsection (c) de- 
fines the term “industrial development bond” 
as any obligation the payment of principal 
and interest on which is either—(1) secured 
by an interest in property of a character 
subject to the allowance for depreciation or 
(2) secured (or to be derived primarily from) 
payments to be made with respect to money 
or property of a character subject to the al- 
lowance for depreciation—which is or will be 
used, under a lease, sale or loan arrangement, 
for industrial or commercial p . In the 
case of the typical industrial development 
bond the issuing governmental unit uses the 
proceeds to construct a facility for lease to a 
private corporation and an interest in the 
property is pledged as security for the rental 
payments. In other cases a deferred payment 
sale contract may be used instead of a lease 
but the substance of the transaction is not 
otherwise altered. In still other cases the 
bond proceeds may be loaned directly to the 
private corporation as a working capital loan, 
to purchase equipment, or for similar pur- 
poses. However, irrespective of whether the 
transaction takes the form of a loan, sale, or 
lease, it is normal to secure payment of the 
bonds by pledging either the specific property 
involved or the payment to be made under 
the loan, lease or sale contract. Therefore, 
subparagraph (A) (i) and (ii) includes with- 
in the definition of industrial development 
bond all obligations the payment of prin- 
cipal or interest on which it secured by 
either (1) the specific property or (ii) an 
interest in the payments to be made with 
respect to money loaned or non-depreciable 
property leased or sold for industrial or 
commercial purposes. 

The essence of an industrial development 
bond is that it is a device for passing on the 
the benefits of the interest exemption to a 
private industrial or commercial enterprise. 
By limiting the definition to cases in which 
such an enterprise uses the property under 
a lease, sale or loan arrangement and by 
also requiring that the property, or payment 
with respect to such property, be pledged 
as security for the obligation, the bill care- 
fully delineates those financial transactions 
which involve bonds issued for the purpose 
of financing industrial or commercial enter- 
prises. Further, by limiting the property in- 
volved to cash loans and depreciable prop- 
erty the bill excepts transactions, such as 
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many industrial parks, which involve un- 
improved land exclusively. The bill thus 
that there may be situations 
where, if land is to be used, a governmental 
unit must make initial preparations (such 
as filling a swamp or installing sewage fa- 
cilities) that no private entrepreneur would 
be willing or capable of undertaking. How- 
ever, if in addition to land depreciable prop- 
erty, such as a factory or department store 
is involved, and the issue is secured in part 
by such depreciable property the bonds will 
constitute industrial development bonds. 

In addition, if a local government creates 
a separate governmental authority to issue 
industrial development bonds, or if a non- 
profit corporation is used with authority 
to issue bonds on behalf of a local govern- 
ment, it is possible to achieve the effect of 
a security interest in property without a 
direct pledge of the property involved. This 
would be true, for example, where an in- 
dustrial financing authority was created and 
its powers limited so that its income was 
primarily derived from the lease or sale of 
industrial facilities and its expenditures 
limited in such a way that most of its 
income could only be expended on principal 
and interest payment for issued bonds. Since 
this situation would be tantamount to a 
security arrangement, the parenthetical 
clause of part (ii) of subparagraph (A) in- 
cludes bonds issued in circumstances which 
demonstrate that repayment is primarily to 
be derived from payments on a lease, sale, or 
loan to a private corporation. This provision 
does not, of course, extend to obligations 
of a local government merely because, in 
addition to performance of its normal gov- 
ernmental functions, the government also 
owns property which it happens to lease for 
industrial or commercial purposes. 

The phrase “industrial or commercial pur- 
poses” is intended to have its customary 
meaning and is not specifically defined by 
the bill. Thus, for example, bonds issued to 
construct a facility for an exempt organiza- 
tion, such as a college dormitory, would not 
be an industrial development. bond, In addi- 
tion, subparagraph (B) of paragraph (2) pro- 
vides that leases for certain specified pur- 
poses shall not be considered leases for indus- 
trial or commercial purposes within the 
purview of the bill. Specifically enumerated 
are bonds issued to finance facilities which 
are leased for the purposes of providing en- 
tertainment or recreation; for holding of a 
convention, trade show or similar event: as 
an airport, dock, wharf or similar transporta- 
tion terminal; or in the furnishing or sale of 
electric energy, gas, water, or sewage disposal 
services. Thus, for example, bonds issued to 
finance a stadium run by the municipality 
and leased to various profit-making enter- 
prises for baseball, football, and other similar 
events, would not be industrial development 
bonds. 

Subparagraph (B)(v) adds a more general 
exception to make it clear that bonds issued 
with respect to property used in an active 
trade or business owned and operated by a 
governmental unit will not be industrial 
development bonds. Thus, for example, if a 
municipality were to issue bonds to finance 
a large apartment building which was to be 
leased to a substantial number of different 
tenants with the length of the leases unre- 
lated to the life of the bonds, the munici- 
pality would be engaged in the active conduct 
of a real estate rental business and the bonds 
in question would not be industrial develop- 
ment bonds within the meaning of this pro- 
vision. The present bill is confined to cases 
where the arrangement involves an attempt 
by a State or local government to pass on to 
private commercial enterprises the lower in- 
terest rates which result from the exemption 
of interest on State and local bonds. 

In accordance with paragraph (1) of new 
subsection (c) the bill is applicable to bonds 
issued after December 31, 1967, and applies 
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with respect to taxable years ending after 
that date. However, since certain Federally 
assisted projects may involve the issuance of 
industrial development bonds, paragraph (3) 
of new subsection (c) provides as a limited 
transition rule for such cases that only bonds 
issued after January 1, 1969, will be con- 
sidered industrial development bonds. Section 
(g) of the bill makes a conforming change 
in the Housing Act of 1949. 


IRS: DON’T PEEL THE NONPROFITS 


Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to extend my remarks at 
this point in the Recorp and include 
extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Missouri? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HALL, Mr. Speaker, on July 18, 
1967, Dr. Hector W. Benoit, Jr., president 
of the Missouri State Medical Associa- 
tion, testified before an Internal Revenue 
Service and Department of Treasury 
combined hearing on a proposed regula- 
tion to tax the advertising income of non- 
profit organizations. This is a very con- 
troversial subject which I have previously 
developed here for the Boy and Girl 
Scouts organizations, and which could 
affect literally hundreds of organizations. 
The comments by Dr. Benoit show the 
impracticability and harmful effect of 
the Internal Revenue Service’s proposal. 
I insert Dr. Benoit’s comments, and per- 
tinent related documents, at this point 
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD: 

COMMENTS OF Dr. HECTOR W. BENOIT, JR., 
PRESIDENT OF THE MISSOURI STATE MEDICAL 
ASSOCIATION 
It has been stated by others testifying at 

this hearing that the publications of tax- 
exempt organizations offered unfair compe- 
tition to nonprofit organizations. I would 
submit that the Missouri State Medical As- 
sociation is not a source of any significant 
competition. First of all, all of the advertis- 
ing which is done in our journal is directed 
to a very select audience, and such advertis- 
ing is also seen in other journals, some of 
which may be the product of specialty pub- 
lishing houses which are not nonprofit. 

It ‘was stated yesterday that the type of 
advertising seen in non-taxable publications 
was also seen in those of taxable publica- 
tions. It would not appear, therefore, that we 
in any way threaten or compromise the abil- 
ity of tax-paying publications to obtain ad- 
vertising. It has been stated in the Congres- 
sional Record that the annual income from 
advertising comes to some 15 billion dollars 
per year, and that the income from advertis- 
ing in publications of tax-exempt organiza- 
tions constitutes about 100 million dollars. 
This is approximately 7/100 per cent of the 
total, which could hardly be classified as a 
significant source of competition, fair or 
otherwise. The $42,450 worth of advertising 
which we sold last year for our journal, en- 
titled “Missouri Medicine”, is exemplified by 
the last three copies of this journal, which I 
wish to submit for your perusal as exhibit 1. 
There is not one advertisement in any of these 
journals which is not directed toward the 
doctor’s needs in managing his patients. To 
this end, they are educational and are there- 
fore substantially related to the purposes for 
which the Missouri State Medical Associa- 
tion enjoys exempt status. If you have the 
stomach to read many of these advertise- 
ments, you will find they are directed purely 
to a professional audience and would be un- 
likely to enhance the public appeal to such 
lay publications as Atlantic Monthly, Look, 
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Life, or the Readers’ Digest. Again, I say this 
type of advertising is not competitive with 
those publications who are promoting the 
proposed changes in Internal Revenue Serv- 
ice regulations. 

I would like, at this time, to submit Exhibit 
2, a letter from Price Waterhouse, Inc., ana- 
lyzing our potential tax obligations if these 
proposed regulations were implemented. The 
gain from taxation of our advertising rev- 
enue, after deductibles, would be about $5,200 
a year. The resultant deficit to the Missouri 
State Medical Association would then have to 
be met by an increase in dues of the mem- 
bers to the extent of approximately $1.50 per 
member. This increase in dues would then, 
of course, become a deductible item from the 
personal income tax of the member physi- 
cians. Such deduction would reduce the net 
gain of this taxation to about $2,600 per 
year. 

I think the reasons for the tax-exempt 
status which medical societies in general now 
enjoy, whether they be national, state, or 
even county in their scope, should be restated 
in general at this time. These segments of 
organized medicine provide an unending list 
of voluntary services for the betterment of 
the health care of the people of this country. 
The members of such organizations provide 
without recompense advice and the man- 
power to implement programs of city and 
county health authorities, staffing of free 
clinics and hospitals, advisory roles to state 
departments of health and state departments 
of welfare to the regional medical programs 
which have been set up by the federal gov- 
ernment throughout this land, and I could 
go on and on with a list of such services, 
which are provided solely for the betterment 
of the people. The American people enjoy 
today, and have for years, the highest quality 
of health care known to man at any time, 
anywhere. The ability of the physicians of 
this county to keep abreast of the many ad- 
vancements in medicine and to provide this 
continuing improved health care to our peo- 
ple demands at least 10 per cent of the time 
of the physicians providing this care. The 
two larger sources of this continual flow of 
information to the physicians are the jour- 
nals of medical societies and specialty socie- 
ties and the regular attendance at medical 
meetings. Without the help of the advertising 
income from these publications and the in- 
come of exhibitors at these medical meetings, 
many of these sources of educational infor- 
mation would be severely restricted, even in- 
deed in many instances, eliminated entirely. 
For example, I happen to be president of the 
Kansas City Southwest Clinical Society, the 
oldest clinical society in the United States. It 
is a nonprofit medical society which pub- 
lishes no journal. However, it does put on an 
annual meeting every fall which attracts 
some 600 physicians from a six-state area 
around Kansas City. The annual meeting 
runs three days, providing as many as 25 out- 
standing distinguished guest from 
all over the country to present the latest 
medical information for those attending. The 
American Academy of General Practice feels 
that this program is of such high quality that 
it has ascribed 25 post graduate credits for 
those members attending this meeting, to- 
ward their annual requirement of 100 credits 
to maintain their membership. If the income 
from the technical exhibitors who support 
this meeting became taxable, the entire or- 
ganization would collapse and a meeting of 
demonstrated value to the physicians and 
therefore to the public, would be destroyed. 

I therefore strongly advise that the pro- 
posed regulations are not in the best in- 
terests of the people of this country and 
urge that they not be implemented. If this 
advice be disregarded, I respectfully sub- 
mit the following suggestion as “example 
(7)” to the proposed regulations, Section 
1.513—1, as Exhibit 3. 
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PRICE WATERHOUSE & Co., 
St. Louis, July 13, 1967. 
Hector Benorr, Jr., M.D., 
President, 
Missouri State Medical Association, 
Jefferson, City, Mo. 

Dear Dr. BxNorr: We are pleased to respond 
to your request for comments as to the effect 
the proposed changes in Income Tax Regula- 
tions sections 1.512 and 1.513 may have upon 
the Missouri State Medical Association if the 
advertising income in the monthly journal 
were regarded as “unrelated business taxable 
income.” 

We are informed that the Missouri State 
Medical Association has been ruled to be ex- 
empt by Internal Revenue Service under pro- 
visions of section 501 (e) (6). Heretofore no 
tax has been asserted upon revenues from the 
sale of advertising space in the monthly 
journal. Recently, however, the Internal 
Revenue Service has proposed amendments 
to the Regulations under sections 512 and 
513 of the Internal Revenue Code relating 
to the unrelated business income of exempt 
organizations. The Proposed tions 
(Regulations section 1.512(a)-1 and Regu- 
lations section 1.513-1(a)) would make it 
clear that the profits derived from the sale 
of advertising would now be subject to the 
income tax on unrelated business income. 
The severity of these Proposed Regulations 
is set forth in section 1.513, which provides 
that the advertising income of an exempt 
organization’s monthly journal would be 
considered unrelated business income “even 
though the advertising is of products and 
services within the general area of profes- 
sional or business interest of the members 
and other readers.” 

While some commentators have asserted 
that these Proposed Regulations seem ques- 
tionable in light of the statute under which 
they are to be promulgated, and applicable 
court decisions, of immediate interest to the 
MSMA is the tax treatment of its advertising 
income of “Missouri Medicine” should these 
Proposed Regulations be finally adopted. 

The Regulations, if adopted, will be pro- 
spective only and will apply to taxable years 
beginning after the date of adoption; how- 
ever, to illustrate their tax effect, the finan- 
cial results of “Missouri Medicine” for the 
year ending December 31, 1966 will be used 
here. In making our review, the report of 
Lennertson & Company, Certified Public Ac- 
countants, dated January 27, 1967, was made 
available to us; and our comments will re- 
late to the financial data contained in that 
report. 

During 1966 the journal reported total in- 
come of $53,785.67, consisting of $42,450.17 
relating to the sale of advertising space and 
$11,335.50 relating to subscription sales. Since 
the articles and other editorial content of 
the journal contributes significantly to the 
accomplishment of MSMA’s exempt purposes, 
the subscription income would not consti- 
tute gross income from an unrelated trade or 
business and thus would not be includible. 
However, under the Proposed Regulations, its 
income from advertising ($42,450.17) would 
constitute gross income from an unrelated 
trade or business. 

In determining the unrelated business in- 
come tax of an exempt organization, deduc- 
tions are allowed for expenses, depreciation 
and similar items which would be deductible 
by a commercial enterprise in computing its 
income tax. In general, the theme of the 
Proposed Regulations is to classify them as 
set forth below. 


THOSE EXPENSES ATTRIBUTABLE SOLELY TO THE 
NONEXEMPT RECEIPTS 

All expenses which have a proximate and 
primary relationship to carrying on the un- 
related business would be properly deductible. 
Thus, salaries of personnel employed full time 
in carrying on an unrelated business would 
be deductible. Clearly then, all direct costs 
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of advertising by “Missouri Medicine” would 
be deductible. 


THOSE EXPENSES INVOLVING A DUAL USE OF 
FACILITIES OR PERSONNEL 


Where facilities or personnel are used for 
both exempt functions and the conduct of 
an unrelated business, the Proposed Regu- 
lations demand an allocation between the 
two activities on a reasonable basis. Thus, if 
the editor of “Missouri Medicine” devotes 
10 per cent of his time to advertising, 10 
per cent of his salary would be properly 
deductible in computing unrelated taxable 
business income. 


WITHIN NARROW LIMITS, THOSE EXPENSES Ar- 
TRIBUTABLE TO EXEMPT FUNCTIONS 


Under the Proposed Regulations, in order 
to obtain a deduction of expenses other than 
those enumerated above, there must be an 
exploitation of an exempt status by com- 
mingling with its exempt activities, functions 
normally carried on by taxable corporations. 
In such a case, expenses not treated as de- 
scribed in the two preceding paragraphs are 
allocated first to the exempt function to the 
extent that income is attributable to that 
function after taking into account the afore- 
mentioned allocations. Any excess of expenses 
may be allocated to the unrelated business; 
however, if this allocation results in an ex- 
cess of expenses over income, in the un- 
related business, the excess may not be 
carried back or over to other taxable years. 

Applying these rules to the 1966 operations 
of “Missouri Medicine,” its unrelated busi- 
ness taxable income would be computed by 
first deducting its specific costs of advertis- 
ing such as advertising copy, mechanical 
costs, advertising sales commissions and simi- 
lar expenses, Clearly, the expenses of $6,- 
944.33 in advertising commissions and $188.85 
in cash discounts incurred in 1966 would be 
properly a deduction from gross income. Al- 
so, a reasonable portion of overhead, depre- 
ciation, etc., could be properly allocable to 
the journal’s advertising activities. Thus, if 
25 per cent of the salary expense of $25,- 
639.16 incurred in 1966 is related to adver- 
tising, this amount would be deductible. 
Finally, all expenses relative to the editorial 
content, production and distribution of the 
journal would be deductible to the extent 
that (1) they exceed subscriptions and other 
income attributable to the MSMA’s exempt 
functions and (2) they do not cause a loss 
from the unrelated advertising activity. 

It is not possible, without a more detailed 
analysis of the financial activities of the 
Association to determine with precision the 
amount of the unrelated business taxable 
income for the calendar year 1966, Assuming, 
for purposes of illustration, that the unre- 
lated business taxable income is $24,000, after 
application of the $1,000 statutory deduc- 
tion, the federal income tax of the Associa- 
tion would be $5,280. (The rate is 22 per cent 
of the first $25,000; 48 percent on the excess.) 
In appropriate circumstances which would 
appear to be applicable to the Association, 
the amount of dues might be increased to 
defray the cost of the tax without affecting 
the amount of income to be taxed. If that is 
the case, the amount of dues increase would 
amount to approximately $1.50 per year per 
member. Assuming further that the members 
are in an average income tax bracket of 50 
per cent and can deduct the dues, the net 
gain to the U.S. Treasury would approxi- 
mate $2,600. 

If we can be of further assistance, please 
do not hesitate to call on us. 

Yours very truly, 
Price WATERHOUSE & Co. 
SUGGESTIONS FoR “EXAMPLE (7)" TO PROPOSED 
REGULATIONS §1.513-1 


(Submitted to the Commissioner by Missouri 
State Medical Association) 

Example (7). M. a medical association ex- 

empt under Sec. 501(c) 6, publishes a month- 
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ly journal, The articles and editorial con- 
tents contribute to the accomplishment of 
purposes for which exemption is granted the 
association. The advertising space is reserved 
almost exclusively to the use by drug and 
supply companies of products and the use of 
such drugs and products in the treatment of 
the sick and disabled thereby aiding in the 
extension of medical knowledge and im- 
provement of patient care, all related to the 
purpose or function constituting the basis 
for exemption of the association. Therefore, 
the income which M receives from such ad- 
vertising does not constitute gross income 
from the conduct of unrelated trade or busi- 
ness. At M's annual meeting, such drug and 
supply companies also have exhibit space or 
booths for which rental is charged by M to 
help meet expense of the meeting. Such ex- 
hibit booths are not used as a sales facility, 
but for the acquainting of the physicians 
attending of the new clinical uses of the 
drugs and other products in the treatment 
of patients and the care of the sick, all to 
the purpose for which M is granted exemp- 
tion, Such exhibit booth income does not 
constitute income from unrelated trade or 
business. 


TO PROVIDE FOR THE DISPOSITION 
OF A JUDGMENT AGAINST THE 
UNITED STATES RECOVERED BY 
THE SOUTHERN UTE TRIBE OF 
THE SOUTHERN UTE RESERVA- 
TION IN COLORADO 


Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s desk the bill (S. 1191) to pro- 
vide for the disposition of a judgment 
against the United States recovered by 
the Southern Ute Tribe of the Southern 
Ute Reservation in Colorado, with a Sen- 
ate amendment to the House amendment 
thereto, and concur in the Senate 
amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate amendment 
to the House amendment, as follows: 

On page 2, line 1, of the House engrossed 
amendments, strike out all after “Reserva- 
tion.” down to and including “amended.” in 
line 7 and insert: “The portion of the trust 
fund, upon its division as herein directed, 
credited to the Ute Indian Tribe of the Uin- 
tah and Ouray Reservation to the Ute Dis- 
tribution Corporation and the Southern Ute 
Tribe of the Southern Ute Reservation, shall 
be available for use in accordance with exist- 
ing authorization for use of funds of the 
tribes and the Ute Distribution Corporation, 
including the Act of August 21, 1951 (65 Stat. 
193), as amended, the Act of June 28, 1954 
(68 Stat. 300), and the Act of August 27, 1954 
(68 Stat. 868), as amended.” 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Colorado? 

Mr. WYATT. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, I would merely like 
to ask for the record if the chairman of 
the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs has cleared this with the ranking 
minority member? 

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. WYATT. I yield to the distin- 
guished gentleman. 

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, I will ad- 
vise the gentleman that this has been 
cleared with the gentleman from Penn- 
Sylvania [Mr. Sartor], the ranking mem- 
ber on the minority side. 

Of the three tribes, two of them are 
within my district, and the one that has 
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been stricken from the authorizing legis- 
lation is one of my tribes, and an au- 
thorization for it will be taken care of at 
a later date. 

Mr. WYATT. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for his explanation, and I 
withdraw my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Colo- 
rado? 

There was no objection. 

The Senate amendment to the House 
amendment was concurred in. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


CARL SANDBURG WAS ABRAHAM 
LINCOLN 


Mr. WYATT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. FINDLEY] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Oregon? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, for three 
generations of Americans Carl Sand- 
burg was Abe Lincoln. His passing leaves 
a void and a sense of emptiness in us that 
must have been similar to that felt by 
those who heard the news of President 
Lincoln’s death. It his writing, oratory, 
poetry, and oral interpretation of Mr. 
Lincoln’s written and spoken thoughts, 
Carl Sandburg represented the Lincoln 
spirit. Millions of Americans who could 
never know Lincoln somehow came to 
feel that Lincoln must have been some- 
one like Sandburg. For no great writer 
can successfully interpret his subject un- 
less his personality and perspective is 
closely akin to the man he seeks to 
portray. 

Before Carl Sandburg came on the 
scene the Lincoln bibliography while ex- 
tensive, did not possess any work that 
had really captured the American imag- 
ination. To many readers—and writers— 
Lincoln just did not appear human 
enough. He was too removed from us. 

But Sandburg showed later writers 
such as Nevins and Randall the way. He 
brought Lincoln into perspective and we 
could with Sandburg’s help imagine in 
our mind’s eye the tall gaunt Lincoln 
riding circuit, swapping stories, grieving 
over the loss of two children, planning a 
political career, wrestling with the prob- 
lems of secession, and his untiring ef- 
forts to find a general who would bring 
the war to a successful close. Through 
the “Prairie Years” and the War Years” 
the reader shared with Mr. Lincoln his 
triumphs and his tragedies. The impact 
of the final chapters was often so great 
on the reader that he felt as though he 
had been standing by one of those in- 
numerable bonfires which stood along- 
side the tracks the Lincoln funeral train 
passed over on its mournful journey from 
Washington to Springfield. 

Whether writing about Lincoln and 
the Emancipation Proclamation, the 
Chicago Stockyards or the cornfields in 
the noon heat Carl Sandburg was a giant 
among men. His work will stand the test 
of time. Through his efforts the man that 
was Abraham Lincoln will never really 
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die in the hearts of the American people. 

The Lincoln biographies captured all 
the important dates and events in his 
life, but could not capture the spirit of 
man. 


EISENHOWER POLICY OF “EVOLU- 


TIONARY LIBERATION” STILL 
BEST 
Mr. WYATT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 


unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. FINDLEY] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the Recorp 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Oregon? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, in the 
presidential campaign of 1952, Republi- 
can leaders attacked existing American 
policy toward communism as negative 
and self defeating, proposing to replace 
it with a policy of liberation. 

A number of critics of John Foster 
Dulles later distorted his policy suggest- 
ing that it was either containment by 
another name or else represented a reck- 
less attempt by Republicans to incite 
captive peoples to rise and revolt only 
to face sure slaughter. Mr. Zbigniew 
Brzezinski, one of the critics, wrote: 

Since neither the force nor the will to im- 
plement it were available, the proclaimed 
policy became merely another name for the 
initial policy of containment. 


This is an unrealistic view of the lib- 
eration policy. In the first place, Mr. Dul- 
les never advocated the use of force to 
bring about liberation, Mr. Dulles’ bi- 
ographer, John Beal, wrote: 

The liberation policy was not predicated 
on violent, one step revolt. 


Referring to the Hungarian revolu- 
tion, Mr. Beal wrote that Mr. Dulles pre- 
ferred “the evolutionary method adopted 
by the Poles, based on restrained deter- 
mination.” 

Secretary Dulles believed that propa- 
ganda and intensified political warfare 
could bring the desired results without 
requiring the use of force. His argument 
was that American policy, if sufficiently 
dynamic could make the enslavement of 
Eastern Europe so unprofitable that the 
Soviets would loosen their grip. By re- 
viving and stimulating liberating influ- 
ences American policies would set up 
strains and stresses in the Communist 
world which would make the Soviet 
leaders, “impotent to continue in their 
monstrous ways and mark the beginning 
of their end.” 

Mr. Dulles did not believe that changes 
would come only because of American 
policy, but he did believe that American 
policy must in every way encourage these 
changes. Dulles’ policy was summed up 
in the words of the 1956 Republican plat- 
form which declared: 

Every honorable means at our command 
has been exercised to alleviate the griev- 
ances and causes of armed conflict among 
nations ... Forces of freedom are at work in 
the nations still enslaved by Communist 
imperialism. 


But what were the specific aims of the 
liberation policy? Its goals were to keep 
the Soviets on the defensive, to force 
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them to make concessions, admit failure. 
To achieve these goals Dulles sought to 
sustain the hope for liberation and self 
determination of all nations; report inci- 
dents of Communist brutality and sup- 
pression, extend the purpose and ob- 
jectives of the Refugee Act of 1953 by 
providing a sanctuary for those who fied 
from their Eastern European homes; 
close gaps in the collective security agree- 
ments to which the United States was 
a party; continue to oppose the admis- 
sion of Communist China to the United 
Nations; expand the activities of the 
Voice of America and U.S. Information 
Agency; and use every diplomatic 
maneuver and pressure to secure greater 
independence in the nations in the Soviet 
sphere. 

What were the results of the libera- 
tion policy? First, South Korea, which 
at one time had been occupied almost 
entirely by soldiers of North Korea was 
liberated entirely by the 1953 Armistice. 
In 1954 the pro-Communist government 
in Guatemala was overthrown with U.S. 
assistance. At Geneva that same year the 
Communist agreed to sign the accords 
which saw the areas of Vietnam below 
the 17th parallel liberated from Com- 
munist control. In 1955 the Austrian 
State Treaty was signed and all Soviet 
troops removed. In 1956 Poland achieved 
a remarkable degree of independence 
from the Soviet Union and embarked 
upon a course of “national communism.” 
Almost all Soviet troops were withdrawn 
from Poland. 

Then in November 1956, Imre Nagy 
came to power in Hungary and withdrew 
that nation from the Warsaw Pact 
and reestablished the multiparty system. 
The Soviet Army intervened and crushed 
the Hungarian revolution, but the effect 
of international opinion on the Hun- 
garian Communist Party and the Soviet 
Union was so great that the Communist 
suffered their greatest propaganda de- 
feat since they took control in Russia. 

Within the Communist countries dur- 
ing the period there were significant 
changes. Yugoslavia continued on the 
independent road, the first seeds of the 
Sino-Soviet split were observed, the 
deStalinization campaign was inaug- 
urated, Albania became increasingly 
alienated, Malenkov had to promise the 
Russian people more consumer goods 
and the Soviet Union made concessions 
in East Berlin and Finland. There were 
spontaneous rebellions against Com- 
munist rule in Poznan, Tibet, East Ber- 
lin, and Tiflis. 

The liberation policy was strongly 
criticized following the Hungarian revo- 
lution of 1956 when charges were made 
that we incited the Hungarians to revolt 
and then refused to help them. There is, 
of course, no evidence to support this 
contention. In fact, the United States 
moved to assist the Hungarians in every 
possible way short of the use of force. 
The United States vigorously protested 
the invasion of Hungary, led the fight in 
the United Nations to censure the Soviet 
Union for the Hungarian invasion and 
to secure their withdrawal, and offered a 
sanctuary in the United States to more 
than 200,000 Hungarian refugees. 

The reason for the failure of the Hun- 
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garian Revolt lay not so much in Wash- 
ington, as in the deserts of the Sinai Pe- 
ninsula. The spectacle of Western forces 
committing aggression there may well 
have emboldened Russians to retract her 
proffered appeasement offer to Hungary. 
From the chronology the conclusion is 
inescapable that the two crises inter- 
acted to Hungary’s tragic disadvantage. 
Had the West not given the Russians an 
excuse the probability is that Hungary 
would have come out with at least the 
degree of independence within commu- 
nism that Poland and Yugoslavia 
enjoyed. 

President Eisenhower proclaimed “the 
peaceful liberation of captive peoples has 
been, is, and—until success is achieved— 
will continue to be a goal of U.S. foreign 
policy.“ 

But the present administration has re- 
ceded from this position. 

Its willingness to accept the status quo 
in Eastern Europe, a willingness exem- 
plified by its emphasis on dropping ex- 
port controls, extending credit, easing the 
monetary problems of Poland and other 
examples of one-way bridgebuilding. 

Its excessive emphasis on pleasant 
political relationships with the govern- 
ments, with the result that the appear- 
ance of change is accepted instead of 
substance. Available peaceful leverage 
has not been used to advance basic free- 
doms and national independence. 

The Eisenhower administration wisely 
and effectively used the policy of “reward 
and punishment”’—rewarding regimes 
for signs of internal liberalization or ex- 
ternal independence, and punishing them 
when the opposite occurred. 

The Johnson administration has re- 
placed “reward and punishment” with 
simply “reward” only. It apparently feels 
that unilateral economic concessions on 
our part must occur before we can expect 
any promising developments in the East. 

As a consequence, by extending con- 
cessions without a quid pro quo, the 
United States has sacrificed valuable lev- 
erage which could have been used to 
influence events to our advantage. 

The policy of evolutionary liberaliza- 
tion—in which “reward and punishment” 
play a key role—is still the best forward 
strategy for Eastern Europe. The great- 
est advances in religious tolerance, in- 
tellectual freedom, economic decentrali- 
zation, and external independence oc- 
curred when it was in effect. 

Since 1961 when the new “reward- 
only” policy began under the attractive 
euphemism “peaceful engagement,” the 
lines in Germany have hardened, Poland 
has slipped back from earlier advances, 
the Berlin wall has been built, and most 
of the regimes have followed the Soviet 
lead in engaging in war by proxy against 
US. forces in Vietnam. 


MEGATONS DO COUNT 


Mr. WYATT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from California [Mr. HOSMER] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Oregon? 
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There was no objection. 

Mr. HOSMER, Mr. Speaker, the fol- 
lowing report was made to the House 
Republican conference under date of 
July 23 by the chairman of its Commit- 
tee on Nuclear Affairs: 


From: Representative Craic Hosmer, Chair- 
man, House GOP Conference Committee 
on Nuclear Affairs. 

To: House GOP Conference. 

Subject: Megatons Do Count. 

On July 11 a study was revealed entitled 
“The Changing Strategic Military Balance, 
USA. vs. U.S.S.R.” It was prepared for the 
House Armed Services Committee by the Na- 
tional Strategy Committee of the American 
Security Council. It concludes that the Soviet 
Union will achieve a marked nuclear supe- 
riority over the United States in terms of 
deliverable nuclear megatons by 1971 unless 
steps are at once taken to improve American 
capabilities. By that time, the study asserts, 
the Soviet Union will have a delivery capa- 
bility in the range of 30,000 to 50,000 stra- 
tegic nuclear megatons while that of the 
United States will range from 6,000 to 15,000 
megatons. 

Secretary McNamara’s office made its 
standard response to the study, namely: de- 
liverable megatonnage does not count—it is 
not an accurate indicator of “true military 
capability.” 

In general, McNamara’s strategic nuclear 
philosophy of “assured destruction” places 
great reliance on larger numbers of missiles 
carrying smaller warheads—generally and 
unofficially considered to be in the range of 
around one megaton and less. In general, 
Soviet strategic nuclear philosophy stresses 
smaller numbers of missiles carrying larger 
warheads—assumed to be in the range of 
around 20 megatons and upward. 

As to Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) de- 
fenses, Mr. McNamara takes a generally cau- 
tious attitude about deployment, while the 
Soviets move rapidly ahead with these “dam- 
age limitation” devices. 

Is magatonnage the measure of firepower 
in the nuclear age? 

Should ABMs be deployed to reinforce our 
deterrence? 

Here are two basic issues vital to the na- 
tional defense and survival on which there 
is a clear cut division. The following hy- 
pothecation based on the use in anger of 
just eighteen 100 megaton warheads (1,800 
megatons total) may be helpful in your own 
analysis of these issues: 

SCENARIO * 
Two pm 

At precisely two o’clock in the afternoon 
of a clear fall day almost the entire states 
of Massachusetts, Rhode Island and New 
Jersey burst into flames. So did New York 
City, Hartford, Philadelphia, Baltimore and 
Washington, D.C. Essentially the entire East 
Coast from Portland, Maine, to Norfolk, Vir- 
ginia, up to 150 miles inland, became one 
raging, all consuming fire storm. 

At the same moment a 170 mile-wide, 
22,500 square-mile circle of flame erupted 
across southern portions of Louisiana, Mis- 
sissippi and Alabama from New Orleans and 
Baton Rouge through Biloxi to Mobile, de- 
stroying all within it. Detroit, Toledo, Cleve- 
land and half of Ohio met a similar single 
fate as did portions of Wisconsin, Illinois 
and Indiana from Milwaukee through Chi- 
cago, on to Gary and South Bend. 

On the Pacific Coast flames consumed 
Portland and Seattle and everything between 
them. A flery torch descended on Califor- 
nia’s northern population and industrial 


Based on AEC Release D-279 (Rev.) of 
Oct. 31, 1961, estimating possible effects of 
nuclear detonations up to 100 megatons, and 
“The Effects of Nuclear Weapons,” Samuel 
Glasstone, Ed., USAEC, April, 1962. 
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centers of San Francisco, Oakland, San Jose, 
Stockton, Sacramento and Vallejo. Simul- 
taneously nine million Southern Cali- 
fornians, including another major fraction of 
the nation’s scientific and industrial talent, 
were incinerated in a band of fire from Ox- 
nard, north of Los Angeles, to San Diego and 
the Mexican border. 

Three 100 megaton bombs, optimized for 
thermal (heat) radiation, had exploded at 
altitudes below 50,000 feet to create the East 
Coast conflagration and over each of the 
other six areas described one more had deto- 
nated. 

At the same instant eight 100 megaton 
monsters had burst in a spread over U.S. 
ICBM complexes in the triangle from Arkan- 
sas to Montana to Arizona, incidentally ig- 
niting Phoenix, Tucson, Little Rock, Wichita, 
Cheyenne, Kansas City, Great Falls and many 
more cities. The eighteenth hostile warhead 
exploded 4,000 feet below the waters of the 
Pacific on slopes of the Aleutian Deep. It 
created a tidal wave 28 to 70 feet high which 
speeded at over 200 MPH to destroy Alaskan, 
Hawaiian and otherwise undamaged Pacific 
Coast areas? 

Fire storms—a hundred times more intense 
than WW II's which consumed Hamburg and 
other German citles—raged in part or all of 
34 of the 50 States. Habitable portions of two 
more states were 80% destroyed by ocean 
waters. Neither fallout nor blast effects of 
the bombs added much damage. They were 
designed to kill with heat and fire. But con- 
siderable loss of life outside the fire storms 
occurred from suffocation. Major casualties 
also resulted from winds of more than hurri- 
cane proportions feeding oxygen to the 
blazes. In all, a fair portion of the continent’s 
oxygen was used up by combustion. Not 
enough was left in many places to support 
life. This lack eventually snuffed out many of 
the fire storms, too, 

Three of every five Americans were dead 
and the nation’s military-industrial back was 
broken. 

A very unusual survivor 

A shaken survivor recalled late Secretary 
of Defense Robert McNamara’s March 2, 1967, 
testimony to Congress* that 120,000,000 
American casualties would be suffered from 
a surprise, first strike nuclear attack. There 
really was no way—or no one—now to check 
the Secretary’s accuracy. 

The survivor also remembered McNamara 
telling Congress this kind of attack would be 
ruled out by our “assured destruction” capa- 
bility to inflict unacceptable retaliation, plus 
a “damage limitation” capability to reduce 
losses of our population and industrial ca- 
pacity. Twice the Secretary had overruled a 
unanimous plea by the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
to build Nike-X, and ABM e limiting 
system. He had pleaded “cost-effectiveness” 
and argued “the capability for assured de- 
struction must receive the first call on all 
our resources.“ * “I guess,” thought the sur- 
vivor, “the enemy didn't figure we had either 
capability.” 

When the bomb burst he was outside the 
area of complete ignition, but close enough 
to it (within 100 miles) to receive painful 
first degree burns on of his 
body. He was semi-blinded by its intense 
flash. As he groped for shelter against more 
injury from hurtling objects made dangerous 
missiles by the ever increasing wind he rea- 
soned: 

“The Secretary miscalculated. 

“He thought letting the enemy have nu- 
clear parity would create stability—a mu- 
tual standoff. But they got parity and didn’t 
stop. They went right on developing and 


2 See “Tidal Waves” Ency. Brit, (1959 Ed.) 
Vol. 23, p. 443 

House Committee on Armed Services, 
Hearings on Military Posture, p. 400 (90th 
Cong., Ist Sess.—1967) . 

*Ibid., p. 389. 
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ut megatons in their arsenal. They 
p a IK power while he talked cost-ef- 
fectiveness and played numbers games with 
his critics. The Secretary was thinking of 
‘assured destruction’ in terms of hardened 
silos and Polaris submarines and the effects 
of warheads we knew about before the Lim- 
ited Test Ban Treaty stopped us from learn- 
ing a lot more. They must have been think- 
ing and working in terms of newer and dif- 
ferent and more powerful things. Things 
about weapons and their effects they learned 
from their last string of over 50 uninhibited 
atmospheric and high altitude shots and we 
didn’t or couldn’t learn from our later un- 
derground tests. They had tight enough se- 
curity to pull them off with surprise. 

“Warning was given the Senate during 
ratification hearings on that treaty that this 
test series could have provided the enemy 
plenty of know-how to build ABMs and ex- 
otic high yield warheads beyond our knowl- 
edge. Of our knowledge Dr. John S. Foster, 
then Director of the Lawrence Radiation 
Laboratory and later DoD Research Director 
said, ‘the most serious void has to do with 
the effect that nuclear explosions have on 
the operation of the (weapons) system, 
whether it is an offensive or defensive ex- 
plosion or an offensive or defensive system.’ 
They went ahead and built their big ther- 
mal warheads. They went ahead and built 
their ABM system. They aren’t dumbbells, 
so they must have had confidence in them. 
Like Khrushchev said, ‘we can hit a fly in 


the sky!’ 
„And, like an editorial a long time ago 
described them: . . . and enemy and an ide- 


ology that are bent on world conquest. For 
the first time in history the United States 
finds itself confronted by the fierce rivalry 
not of an old empire but of a new one, ruth- 
less, technically proficient, unhampered by 
the conscience of democratic morality or 
the restraints of parliamentary govern- 
ment. 

„This very unusual survivor by now had 
wedged himself between something which 
gave some protection against the wind. It 
felt like two very large boulders, or possibly 
it was a covered culvert, He could not tell. 
He could not see and his sense of touch 
was numbed by his burns. He was having 
trouble breathing. It was not that he could 
not fill his lungs, but the air seemed to have 
less in it to feed them. He continued his 
recollections: 

“Back in 1961 the enemy fired a 57 mega- 
ton test device. Everybody said it could be 
scaled up to at least 100 megatons. They 
must have got wise to its thermal, fire storm 
potentialities. They may also have learned 
how to use its great, surging electromagnetic 
pulse (EMP) over the other fellows’ ICBM 
complexes attempting to jam communica- 
tion command circuits and firing circuits 
and interfere with launching retallatory 
missiles, to overwhelm missile guidance cir- 
cuitry and make missiles which do get away 
unguided, and to attempt to cause their nu- 
clear warheads to malfunction. 

“The enemy also had done a lot of anti- 
missile type testing—much more than us— 
so they may have got a lot more data to de- 
velop operational AMBs than we did. I guess 
that’s why they went ahead with them, de- 
spite Mr. McNamara’s broad hint they didn't 
really know what they were doing and prob- 


s Joint Committee on Atomic Energy Hear- 
ings on “Developments in Technical Capa- 
bilities for Detecting and Identifying Nu- 
clear Weapons Tests” p. 497 (88th Cong., 1st 
Sess.—1961). 

*Senate Preparedness Investigating Sub- 
committee Hearings on “Military Aspects 
and Implications of Nuclear Test Ban Pro- 
posal and Related Matters” p. 511 (88th 
Cong., 1st Sess.— 1961). 

New York Times Editorial, Jan. 7, 1960. 
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ably were wasting their money.’ I suppose 
that’s why they went ahead with their ABM 
system. They must have believed they got 
a handle on a way to use long ranging nu- 
clear radiation to knock out incoming mis- 
siles instead of trying to do it by pin-point 
interception with an explosion. It's like the 
difference between using a shotgun and a 


e. 

It all adds up to the enemy using different 
numbers and different calculations and 
different knowledge than Mr. McNamara who 
believed he could kill 120 million of them 
in retaliation for this attack“ They didn’t 
believe it would cost them even a small frac- 
tion of the 120 million. They must have fig- 
ured our silo-based retaliation would be 
pretty ragged after the fire storms and all 
that EMP and such from those 100 megatons 
blasts. They must have calculated their 
ABMs could pretty well handle it along with 
around 400 Polaris missiles—16 each from 
25 subs probably on patrol out of the fleet of 
41, the others being in for refitting, repair, 
stores and the like. 

“The enemy could only have believed that 
the price for launching this attack was low 
enough to pay. It’s over an hour since all this 
began—plenty of time for retaliation. I won- 
der how many of our missiles got off and how 
many got through? How many dead enemy 
are there? Could many SAC bombers get off? 
Can they get through even if missiles can- 
not? How badly have the enemy’s popula- 
tion, industrial and defense centers been 
pounded? 

“And, what if we did kill 120 million of 
them, or 200 million, and break their mili- 
tary-industrial back in retaliation? The 
whole point of our ‘assured destruction’ 
capability and our ‘damage limiting’ capa- 
bility was to deter their attack in the first 
place with the promise of swift and deadly 
retaliation. It was not important that Secre- 
tary McNamara believed we had these capa- 
bilities. Or even that we did, in fact, have 
them. What was important was that the 
enemy believed we had them and would use 
them. It was not important whether the 
enemy was right or wrong about believing 
that our retaliation could be suppressed with- 
in the limits of acceptable damage by the 
combination of its first strike damage and its 
ABM damage limitation system. If we had 
deployed ABMs too, their confidence in their 
own ABMs would have induced in them a 
confidence in our ABMs. They would have 
remained deterred and never have started 
all this killing and destruction in the first 
place. Our miscalculation on ABM deploy- 
ment gave them the opportunity to miscal- 
culate about launching a strike. I guess that 
is why it all started. We failed to add a new 
element to our deterrence which, whether or 
not cost-effective studies showed we needed 
it, was actually needed to impress the minds 
of the enemy’s decision makers and keep 
them deterred from pushing the button.” 

The survivor began coughing and gasping 
for breath and his ruminations on nuclear 
strategy ceased, 


Later—at northeastern sector command 
headquarters 


Maj. Gen. Vladimir Z. Rostanovich tackled 
the paper work before him in a gloomy mood. 
From the beginning he had hated this deso- 
late, alien post. 

“It’s like living in an old crematorium pop- 
ulated by zombies,” he frequently com- 
plained. 

Lately the large numbers of insects with 
which he shared it seemed to double in quan- 
tity, variety and harassment each day. Re- 


»Senate Committee on Armed Services 
Hearings on “Military Procurement Authori- 
zations for Fiscal Year 1968” p. 48 (90th 
Cong., Ist Sess,—1967) . 

See footnote 3. 
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ports from other sectors indicated the same 
thing was happening there. 

“Tt is the only life this blackened land will 
really support,” he thought, “and in the end 
these damn bugs may take it over even from 
us who conquered it.“ 

A sentry knocked and entered. He handed 
Rostanovich a charred, dirty bit of paper, 

“One of our soldiers on patrol found it, Sir. 
Security thought you ought to see it,” he 
said, 

The Commandant read: 

“Megatons do count, The numbers game 
wasn’t all, Nike-X should have been started 
when the Joint Chiefs said.” (signed) “Very 
Unusual Survivor” 

Murmured Rostanovich, “how true, how 
true—how very lucky for us.” 


On July 17 the Los Angeles Times com- 
mented editorially on the American Se- 
curity Council study referred to in the 
report to the Republican Conference 
warning against permitting Soviet lead- 
ers to miscalculate as to their strategic 
nuclear potential. The editorial follows: 

BETTER SAFE THAN Sorry 


Is the United States defense establishment 
strong enough to deter a nuclear attack by 
our potential enemies—or to destroy the at- 
tacking nation should deterrence fail? If the 
answer is yes, will we still be as safe in the 
1970's? 

Americans, like other democratic peoples, 
shrink from thinking too much about such 
grisly questions. Unfortunately, the totali- 
tarians who rule in Moscow and Peking are 
not so squeamish. 

It would be a mistake, therefore, to dismiss 
the warning by the American Security Coun- 
cil, a private organization, that the Soviet 
Union is well on the way to achieving a clear 
superiority in nuclear striking power by 1971. 

The group insists that, if a Soviet prepon- 
derance is to be avoided, Washington must act 
now to build up our own strategic capabili- 
ties, and to install an anti-ballistic missile 
defense system. 

Pentagon spokesmen rebut that this coun- 
try has, and will continue to have, more than 
enough atomic weapons to “convince any 
enemy that an attack . . would be suicidal.” 

The ASC study, prepared for the House 
Armed Services Committee, obviously does 
reflect the conservative bias of its authors— 
which include such retired officers as Gens. 
Bernard Schriever, Curtis LeMay and Thomas 
S. Power. 

Nevertheless, the group marshals some im- 
pressive evidence to back up its major pre- 
mise, which is: 

„. . the Soviet Union is succeeding in its 
massive drive toward strategic military su- 
periority and the United States is cooperat- 
ing in this effort by slowing down its side of 
the arms race.” 

There are some disturbing specifics. 

The United States has shut down several 
plants producing weapons-grade nuclear ma- 
terials, while expressing hope the Russians 
would do the same. Instead, Moscow has re- 
portedly increased its output. 

Both countries have agreed not to place 
nuclear weapons in orbit. Yet the Soviet 
Union has publicly displayed an orbital 
bomber (SCRAG), When queried, the Krem- 
lin blandly explained that the agreement 
barred the orbiting of such weapons, but not 
their development.“ 

Washington has urged Moscow to join in 
a moratorium on deployment of immensely 
expensive anti-missile systems. But the So- 
viets are going right ahead. 

Defense Secretary Robert McNamara has 
complete faith that the United States could 
absorb a Soviet first strike, and still destroy 
Russia with a retaliatory blow. But the ASC 
group, which includes Dr. Edward Teller, 
notes that we have no real way of knowing 
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the effect of the huge warheads tested by 
the Russians in 1961. 

“Many scientists,” the study reports, ex- 
press concern that very high-yield explosions 
may cause a total communications blackout 
and thus prevent the transmission of a pres- 
idential order to retaliate.” 

The layman, without access to secret de- 
fense information, is hard put to make & 
judgment in these matters. 

But it does seem clear that U.S. military 
preparedness must be based on sober assess- 
ments of Soviet capabilities, and not on op- 
timistic assumptions about the Kremlin’s 
peaceful intentions. 

The power struggle which is reported under 
way now between Soviet “hawks” and “doves” 
shows that it would be extremely foolish to 
bank on the real or imagined benevolence 
of a particular leader. 


IMPROVING OUR UNDERSTANDING 
OF CONSUMER WEALTH 


Mr. WYATT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. Curtis] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Oregon? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, the Federal 
Reserve Bank of Chicago, in its June 
1967 edition of Business Conditions, pre- 
sents some interesting data on consumer 
wealth holdings. The study is important 
for its contribution to advancing our 
knowledge of wealth holding in our so- 
ciety. 

One of the most useful features of the 
article is its careful description of the 
methodology of the study. The study was 
in the form of a sample survey of 2,557 
consumer units. With such a small sam- 
ple, the greatest danger is not having 
enough units in the highest wealth strata 
to provide reliable data. To correct this, 
the sample was structured to include a 
greater portion of those expected to own 
substantial wealth holdings. 

A wide variety of forms of wealth were 
studied. Nonetheless, several elements 
had to be omitted because their measure- 
ment was too complicated. 

This description of the methods used 
to compile data suggests some of the diffi- 
culties in improving our statistics on con- 
sumer wealth. In 1965, the Subcommittee 
on Economic Statistics of the Joint Eco- 
nomic Committee, under the chairman- 
ship of my distinguished colleague, Sen- 
ator WILLIAM PROXMIRE, held hearings 
on wealth statistics. We, too, learned that 
less information generally has been avail- 
able on wealth and the forms in which 
it is held than on other aspects of con- 
sumer finance. The approach of the Fed- 
eral Reserve Bank of Chicago seems to 
surmount some of the problems of 
gathering wealth statistics. 

Their article offers a method for gath- 
ering information on the amount, dis- 
tribution, and forms of consumer wealth. 
At the same time, its findings offer valu- 
able insights into the holding of wealth. 
They highlight the differences between 
the composition of the holdings of those 
with little wealth and of those with sub- 
stantial assets. A knowledge of these 
differences fosters greater understanding 
of the incidence of taxation. 
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Under unanimous consent I place this 
article in the Recor at this point: 


New FINDINGS ON CONSUMER FINANCES— 
Look aT THE WELL-TO-DO 

Sample surveys have long since demon- 
strated their usefulness as a means of ob- 
taining information on the economic be- 
havior and position of American consumers. 
Thanks to modern methods of sampling and 
questionnaire design, field interviews con- 
ducted with a small number of randomly 
selected family units often yield dependable 
descriptions of the whole consumer popula- 
tion. 

The problem of sample selection may be 
complicated, however, when such a survey 
seeks information on population character- 
istics that are unevenly distributed, such as 
wealth. While nearly all family units 
at least some wealth, the amounts vary 
widely; substantial holdings, of course, are 
largely concentrated among the relatively 
small number of the well-to-do. 

If a sample is no larger than is necessary 
to provide dependable information on the 
numerous family units in the lower and 
middle income and wealth ranges, it may be 
too small to include enough cases from the 
upper brackets to produce useful informa- 
tion for that group. Similarly, if the size of 
a sample is great enough to yield valid in- 
formation for the top-bracket families, it 
ordinarily will be far larger than is necessary 
to cover adequately those in other strata of 
the population. And, of course, the larger the 
sample, the greater the cost of a survey. 

Because of these factors less information 
generally has been available on consumer 
wealth and the forms in which it is held than 
on other aspects of consumer finance. Re- 
leased late in 1966, however, were results of 
a sample survey, conducted by the Federal 
Reserve Board with the cooperation of the 
U.S. Bureau of the Census, which was specifi- 
cally designed to provide meaningful infor- 
mation on consumers’ wealth and other 
financial characteristics, for the population 
overall and especially for the comparatively 
small number of families holding the bulk of 
individual wealth. 

A total of 2,557 consumer units (families 
and unrelated individuals in separate house- 
holds) were covered by field interviews con- 


Findings appear in the monograph, Sur- 
vey of Financial Characteristics of Con- 
sumers, by Dorothy S. Projector and Gertrude 
S. Weiss, available from the Board of Gov- 
ernors of the Federal Reserve System, Wash- 
ington, D.C. 20551 ($1.00 per copy). 
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ducted in the spring of 1963. Findings of the 
initial survey were checked by re-interviews 
held in the spring of 1964 in connection with 
another study, devoted to consumer saving in 
1963. The 1963 interviews dealt with the 
assets and debts of respondents as of Decem- 
ber 31, 1962, and income received during the 
year 1962. 

If a simple proportional sample of all 
households had been taken, only about 50 
with wealth of 100,000 dollars or more would 
have been included. Moreover, only a few of 
these would have had holdings as great as 
500,000 dollars. Obviously, so small a num- 
ber of such households could not be ex- 
pected to yield information that would pro- 
vide a basis for reliable estimates concern- 
ing the large wealth holdings of this group. 
Therefore, the sample was structured to 
include a greater proportion of those in the 
population expected to hold substantial 
wealth, Of the 2,557 interviews conducted, 
532 were with units having wealth of at 
least 100,000 dollars and almost half of these 
held at least 500,000 dollars. These numbers 
were great enough to produce dependable 
readings on certain features of the wealth 
profile of the well-to-do. 

The survey sought information on a wide 
variety of forms of wealth. But the infor- 
mation furnished by respondents on one of 
the major categories—equity in life insur- 
ance, annuities and retirement funds— 
proved undependable and therefore was 
omitted from the totals finally compiled. 
(Many persons have only the most general 
of impressions on their equities in such 
assets.) 

The various kinds of wealth and debt cov- 
ered were grouped under six major headings: 
homes, automobiles, business or professions, 
liquid assets (checking and savings accounts 
and U.S. savings bonds), investment assets 
(mainly marketable securities, investment 
real estate and mortgages) and a miscella- 
neous group made up principally of assets 
in trust funds, This enumeration excludes 
household goods, personal effects, jewelry and 
works of art, boats, sports equipment and 
the like—largely because of the virtual im- 
possibility of assigning consistent value esti- 
mates to such properties. 

Assets were valued for the most part at 
market, Wealth as used in the survey was an 
equity concept in that debt secured by assets 
was deducted from the asset values. Three- 
fourths of the debt thus deducted repre- 
sented home mortgages. Debts secured by au- 
tomobiles, marketable securities and invest- 
ment real estate also were deducted from 
related asset values. 


MAJOR FORMS OF WEALTH HOLDINGS 


Size of wealth (thousands of dollars) 


1 Less than $500. 


All wealth 


Home Auto Business Investment 


Liquid 
a assets 


Percent of wealth group having asset form 
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By its nature, a survey of consumer wealth 
ignores several elements that can play a role 
somewhat akin to that of wealth itself. One 
of these is the face value or the size of the 
stream of prospective benefits that may 
accrue under insurance and retirement in- 
come plans, including social security. The 
motive to acquire wealth as it is conven- 
tionally defined may be affected materially 
by the availability of such resources. Another 
factor is the family’s “credit line,” or its 
borrowing potential. Ready access to credit 
may be a good substitute for some portion, 
if not all, of financial savings. 


HIGHLIGHTS OF THE SURVEY 


Of the nation’s total of 57.9 million con- 
sumer units, 10 percent were estimated to 
have either zero or negative equity in the 
asset classes covered in the survey. Another 
16 percent had positive equities of less than 
1,000 dollars. In short, roughly one consumer 
unit in four had wealth of less than 1,000 
dollars; alternatively, three out of four of 
the units had wealth greater than this. 

For the big majority of units, the amount 
of wealth owned was the result of the size 
and the nature of past saving. In only 5 per- 
cent of all the cases had inheritances con- 
tributed substantially to the wealth held. 
Inherltances, however, were of considerable 
importance to the well-to-do. Thus, assets 
acquired in this manner constituted a sub- 
stantial portion of total assets to 34 percent 
of those units having total wealth of at least 
500,000 dollars and to 57 percent of those 
with income of 100,000 dollars or more. 

One or more of the forms of liquid assets 
(checking and savings accounts and U.S. 
savings bonds) were held by 79 percent of 
all consumer units and by virtually all of 
those with an income over 5,000 dollars and 
wealth over 10,000 dollars. Checking accounts 
at commercial banks were owned by more 
than 90 percent of those having an income 
of 15,000 dollars or more, or total wealth in 
excess of 50,000 dollars. 

The frequency of savings account holdings 
was the same as for checking accounts—59 
percent. But these, unlike checking accounts, 
were reported less frequently by the top in- 
come and wealth groups than by those in the 
middle range. In part, this reflects a sharp 
fall-off in the frequency of savings and loan 
share ownership as between the middle and 
upper income and wealth groups, although 
savings account holdings at banks also were 
less commonly reported by those with an 
income of 50,000 dollars or more than by 
those in the 10,000 to 50,000 dollar range. 
Top level wealth holders (those with assets 
exceeding 500,000 dollars), however, re- 
ported such holdings with about the same 
frequency as those in the 25,000 to 500,000 
dollar range. 

The survey results show a strong direct 
relationship between the level of income and 
amount of wealth, on the one hand, and the 
relative importance of investment assets on 
the other. By contrast, liquid assets, while 
widely dispersed among consumer units in all 
income and wealth categories, tend to dimin- 
ish in relative importance with greater in- 
come and wealth. Investment assets, of 
course, are exposed to fluctuation in market 


This and succeeding characterizations of 
the survey population, of course, are literally 
descriptive only of the small number of con- 
sumer units sampled in the survey. If all 
consumer units had been interviewed, re- 
sults undoubtedly would differ somewhat 
from those given here as well as in the full 
report. But the differences would be small,“ 
so that the sample results may be inter- 
preted as generally applicable to the popula- 
tion. For a discussion of the survey design 
and details on error ascribable to sampling 
variability and nonresponse, the reader is 
referred to the Technical Note included in 
the report. 


CXIII—— 1253 — Part 15 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE 


value, unlike liquid assets whose face values 
remain constant. The strong uptrend in com- 
mon stock prices during the postwar period 
undoubtedly accounted for a substantial 
portion of the wealth in investment asset 
form held by consumer units in the upper 
and upper-middle wealth ranges. 

In addition to liquid assets, homes and 
automobiles, of course, were found to be 
widely distributed among the consumer pop- 
ulation, with well over half of all units own- 
ing such assets. Corporate stock, investment 
real estate and business and professional 
equities, however, were much more highly 
concentrated, each of these categories being 
represented in the holdings of fewer than 
one-fifth of all units. 


FINANCIAL ASSETS OF THE WELL-TO-DO 


Substantially all—95 percent or more 
of all consumer units having total wealth of 
at least 10,000 dollars or income of 7,500 
held liquid and investment assets in some 
combination. Among the top three wealth 
and income strata (wealth exceeding 100,000 
dollars and income of 25,000 or more), 
portfolios of such assets were found almost 
universally. The ownership of investment- 
type assets, particularly common stocks and 
municipal securities, appeared to be strongly 
related to both wealth and income. The upper 
wealth and income groups clearly favored 
such assets, which considerably overshad- 
owed their holdings of the more liquid de- 
posit and deposit-type assets dominant in 
investment portfolios of the less well-to-do, 

Especially striking is the pronounced ap- 
peal of municipal bonds to the topmost in- 
come and wealth group. Two-thirds of all 
units with income exceeding 100,000 dollars 
and 41 percent of those having total wealth 
of at least 500,000 owned state and local 
government securities. The tax-exemption 
feature, naturally, explains this, the struc- 
ture of the Federal individual income tax 
making municipal obligations highly attrac- 
tive to upper-bracket taxpayers but quite 
unappealing to those in more modest cir- 
cumstances. 

Wealth in such other forms as mortgages, 
U.S. Government securities and mutual fund 
shares also displays a tendency to loom 
larger in relative importance the greater is 
total wealth or income. Holdings of real 
estate, direct investments in business and 
equities in company savings plans, however, 
taper off somewhat, relatively, within the 
upper wealth and income ranges, 


THE BERLIN WALL PROVES 
INEFFECTIVE 


Mr. WYATT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. Curtis] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Oregon? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, an edito- 
rial in the Washington Post on July 19, 
1967, pinpoints the hazards of the mis- 
chievous interest equalization tax. I have 
vigorously opposed this tax since it was 
first proposed. The experience in admin- 
istering it confirms my fears that this 
is America’s financial Berlin wall. 

The tax was first adopted as a tem- 
porary” measure in 1964. At that time, I 
expressed the opinion that it would be- 
come a permanent penalty on certain 
types of U.S. private investment abroad. 
Now, 3 years later, we are still anesthe- 
tized by this mere palliative and have 
made little progress in coming to grips 
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with the basic cause of the outflow of 
U.S. funds. In fact, a bill to extend and 
strengthen the tax for 2 more years is 
now before the Senate. 

I have also argued that the adminis- 
tration would have to resort to an in- 
creasingly stringent and more complex 
set of controls if it seriously intends to 
stem the outflow of private capital by 
this method. The Post documents the 
fact that this proliferation of neomer- 
chantilistic controls has occurred. 

Despite this increasing restrictiveness, 
the Post reports that there is “wholesale 
evasion of the IET by sharp operators.” 
The Treasury itself admits that illegal 
transactions may be running as high as 
$1 billion a year. As a result, the admin- 
istration is now asking for tighter rules 
requiring American sellers of foreign se- 
curities to obtain a “validation certifi- 
cate” to show that the IET had been 
paid. I doubt that even this will plug all 
cits ae and breaches in our Berlin 
wall. 

We are therefore faced with an anom- 
alous situation—though these controls 
are breeding new controls, private en- 
terprise continues to find ways of getting 
around this tax. Our isolationism in the 
credit markets has failed to curb our 
balance of payments deficit. The IET in- 
hibits the integration of international 
credit markets, engenders demands for 
additional bureaucratic controls, and 
hinders the search for fundamental 
solutions to our balance of payments 
problem. 

Notably as the Johnson administra- 
tion restricts private investment abroad 
it seeks further expansion of govern- 
mental investment. 

This Washington Post editorial calls 
attention to the ineffectiveness of the 
IET. It presents a brief but convincing 
case for striking down a tax which I 
characterized in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RecorpD, volume 110, part 4, page 4309, as 
“the worst I have seen in its implications 
for the future of our country.” 

Under unanimous consent I place this 
article in the Record at this point: 

A Miscurevous Tax 

Anyone who doubts that Government 
efforts to regulate international financial 
transactions can only lead to a proliferation 
of mercantilist controls would do well to 
consider the predictable history of the Inter- 
est Equalization Tax. 

Adopted as a “temporary” measure in 
1963, the IET places stiff levies on foreign 
stocks and bonds; and by making them less 
attractive to United States investors, it at- 
tempts to stanch one of the outflows of capi- 
tal that contributes to the balance of pay- 
ments deficit. But from the very outset this 
ill-disguised, partial devaluation of the dol- 
lar was a source of mischief. When the tax 
was first levied on stock and bonds, foreign 
borrowers negotiated long-term bank loans, 
After the bank-loan loophole was closed, the 
rise in European interest rates diminished 
the deterrent effect of the IET, and so the 
Administration requested broad and un- 
precedented authority to vary the rates. 

Now the Treasury reveals that there is 
wholesale evasion of the IET by sharp oper- 
ators. They buy securities abroad, where 
prices are lower than in this market and 
attach phony certificates of American own- 
ership. Subsequent transactions between one 
“American” and another are then not subject 


to the IET. 
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The Treasury, confronted by illegal trans- 
actions that may be running as high as $1 
billion a year, would require American sell- 
ers of foreign securities to obtain a “valida- 
tion certificate” to show that the IET had 
been paid. But ways will doubtless be found 
to evade that rule, especially if the illicit 
profits to be made are doubled by increasing 
the IET rates. 

The Finance Committee, which votes on 
the IET today, is confronted with two unat- 
tractive prospects. To the extent that the 
IET is effective, it inhibits the integration 
of international capital markets and per- 
petuates the very interest-rate differentials 
that force foreign borrowers into this mar- 
ket. To the extent that it is evaded, and it 
surely will be, the IET will engender demands 
for additional bureaucratic controls. The 
only correct course for the Committee is 
a vote to strike down this mischievous tax. 


EVALUATION OF THE CLARK DRAFT 
PANEL: CONTINUING THE DRAFT 
DIALOG 


Mr. WYATT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. Curtis] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the Recorp 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Oregon? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, in my con- 
tinuing study of the Selective Service 
System and draft inequities, I took the 
floor of this House on July 17 to discuss 
the question of occupational deferments 
and their relationship to the Nation’s 
civilian manpower needs. Today, I wish 
to comment on the report of the Civilian 
Advisory Panel on Military Manpower 
Procurement, the so-called Clark Panel, 
appointed by the House Committee on 
Armed Services to analyze and evaluate 
the equity and effectiveness of existing 
laws and policies relating to military per- 
sonnel procurement. 

It is appropriate, I believe, to assess 
the work of this Panel“ in terms of the 
procedures, methods, and scholarship 
which it employed to reach its conclu- 
sions, since the Congress. adopted these 
conclusions—practically point by point— 
into law—Public Law 90-40, the Military 
Selective Service Act of 1967. I was one 
of many Members of this House who 
urged this Congress to undertake a com- 
prehensive and detailed study of military 
manpower procurement before continu- 
ing the present Selective Service System, 
with its acknowledged inequities and in- 
efficiencies. 

Instead of undertaking the kind of 
study I have recommended in my reso- 
lution, House Resolution 422, which would 
include Representatives of the House and 
Senate committees most concerned with 
manpower utilization and procurement 
for the military and civilian sectors of 
our economy, we had only the studies of 
the Armed Services Committees aug- 
mented by the reports but not the study 
papers or testimony of the Marshall 
Commission and the Clark Panel. Since 
the legislative recommendations of the 
House Armed Services Committee cor- 
responded closer with the recommenda- 
tions of the Clark Panel, it is incumbent 
upon us to examine the work of the Clark 
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Panel to see on what data, if any, our 
legislation is based. 

On page 3 of the report of the Clark 
Panel, which is dated February 28, 1967, 
the Panel outlines the “philosophy un- 
derlying the Panel’s approach to its 
mission“: 

D. PANEL PHILOSOPHY 

The philosophy underlying the Panel's ap- 
proach to its mission was that— 

(1) military manpower is the ble 
ingredient of the defense of the United States 
in periods of limited war and all-out war, as 
well as in periods of peace. 

(2) the over-all effectiveness of a law is 
affected by the measure of public acceptance 
and support it receives, 

(3) while giving precedence to maintain- 
ing adequate armed strength to ensure the 
security of the nation, every reasonable effort 
should be made to achieve equitable shar- 
ing of the obligations and privileges of serv- 
ing in the armed forces and their Reserve 
components, and 

(4) the interest of the nation would best 
be served by conducting Panel deliberations 
in executive sessions and that selected ex- 
perts be requested to present their views to 
the Panel, either in person or in writing. 


Of especial interest to me is the fourth 
“principle,” that is, that the “interest of 
the Nation” would best be served by con- 
ducting the Panel’s work in “executive 
sessions,” which, translated, means se- 
cret sessions.” This “principle,” in my 
view, violates one of the cardinal princi- 
ples of our American democracy—the 
principle of open discussion and debate 
and popular decisionmaking by in- 
formed representatives. Under the guid- 
ing “principle” of secrecy, the Clark Pan- 
el presented the Congress with a slim, 
undocumented 25-page report—in con- 
trast, the Marshall Commission, whose 
proceedings were also clothed in secrecy, 
published a 63-page report with a 154- 
page appendix. From these few pages, the 
Congress found the “answers” to the 
problems of draft reform. 

In its report, the Panel states, “In its 
review of current military manpower 
procurement regulations and policies and 
their implementation, the Panel discov- 
ered a great deal of public misunder- 
standing.” This “misunderstanding” was 
hardly alleviated by a policy of keeping 
from the public the information, studies, 
and discussions which led to the Panel’s 
legislative recommendations. We in the 
Congress, as well as the American public, 
are still in the dark as to what these rec- 
ommendations were based on. 

In the preface to the report, the Panel 
talks about some “advance studies“: 

II. PREFACE 
A, Advance studies of panel 

From its study of available information on 
the subject of the current military manpower 
situation and the history of mobilizing mili- 
tary manpower in this country, from confer- 
ences with State Directors and Selective Serv- 
ice and local draft board personnel, from in- 
terviews with individual citizens interested 
in the subject, and from the extensive ag- 
gregate experience of Panel members with 
various phases of military manpower em- 
ployment, the Panel early in its initial formal 
meeting arrived at a consensus concerning 
its approach to accomplishing its mission. 


No records of such “studies” have ever 
been made available to the Congress. We 
cannot be sure who made the studies, 
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how extensive they were, how scientific 
were the methods used to collect the data 
relied on, or, in fact, whether any inde- 
pendent research was actually done. Un- 
der the heading of “Convening,” the 
Panel states. 
C. Convening 

The Panel functioned informally through 
correspondence and independent research on 
the part of Panel members until formally 
convened in Washington, D.C., on January 4, 
1967. During the period between November 1, 
1966, and January 2, 1967, the Panel Chair- 
man provided members of the Panel with a 
variety of background information on the 
procurement of military manpower and ten- 
tatively assigned subject areas in which Panel 
members were to become especially knowl- 
edgeable. At the same time, ideas and sug- 
gestions relating to the subject were ex- 
changed between the Chairman and the 
members, and, as a means of acquainting the 
Panel with local board procedures, the Chair- 
man initiated a series of interviews of local 
board chairmen by Panel members in their 
local areas, 


Neither the correspondence nor the 
“independent research” has been brought 
to light. The “background information” 
provided by the Panel Chairman is 
shrouded in the cloak of secrecy that has 
so far surrounded the Panel’s activities. 

In an attempt to procure the back- 
ground information, working papers, 
studies, and so forth, which formed the 
basis for the Panel's conclusions, I asked 
the chairman of the Armed Services 
Committee, during my testimony before 
the committee on May 3, whether such 
material would be made available to the 
Congress. At that time, the chairman 
said that such material would be made 
public. On May 16, I wrote to Chairman 
Rivers as follows: 

May 16, 1967. 
Hon. L. MENDEL RIVERS, 
Chairman, House Armed Services Committee, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Once again let me 
express my appreciation for the opportunity 
to appear before your Committee on May 3 
and testify on the Selective Service laws. 

As you may recall, during my testimony be- 
fore your Committee, we discussed the avail- 
ability of the “working papers” of both the 
Marshall Commission and the Clark Civilian 
Advisory Panel. My remarks were mainly di- 
rected at the shortcomings of the Marshall 
Commission in not making their research 
data and computations public so that those 
of us in the Congress could examine the as- 
sumptions upon which their conclusions 
were based. 

At that time it is my recollection that you 
offered to make available to me whatever 
similar working papers were used or pre- 
pared by the Clark Panel. My concern is 
chiefly with the data underlying the Panel's 
conclusion that a volunteer army is infeasi- 
ble. This would presumably include their 
cost estimates, estimates regarding re-enlist- 
ment motivation, any studies on the effects 
of increased pay and benefits on re-enlist- 
ments, studies relating to the possible re- 
placement of military personnel by civilians, 
and the subject of greater coordination of 
skills of the military and civilian sectors of 
our society, Any additional data the Panel 
may have found necessary to assimilate on 
this problem would also be of great interest. 

Thank you very much for your kind co- 
operation. 

Sincerely, 
THOMAS B. CURTIS. 


His reply, dated June 21, 1967, is as 
follows: 
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COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
Washington, D.C., June 21, 1967. 
Hon. THOMAS B. CURTIS, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Curtis: This is in response to 
your request for such “working papers” as 
were made available to the Clark Civilian 
Advisory Panel on the subject of a voluntary 
Army. 

The materials considered by the Clark 
Panel on the subject of a voluntary Army 
were, for the most part, reflected in the 
printed Committee hearings of the 89th Con- 
gress, Committee Document No. 75, a copy 
of which is enclosed herewith. 

In addition, I am advised that the Clark 
Panel received testimony from representa- 
tives of the Department of Defense on this 
subject; this oral testimony was however not 
made a matter of printed record, and there- 
fore is unavailable. 


Sincerely, 
L. MENDEL RIVERS, 
Chairman. 


As it can be seen, the Clark Panel did 
not undertake any independent study, at 
least on the subject of an all-volunteer 
military, but instead relied solely on the 
“report on a report,” the scant 24-page 
document presented by Assistant Secre- 
tary of Defense, Manpower, Thomas D. 
Morris at the June 1966, hearings of the 
Armed Services Committee, supple- 
mented with some of the supporting 
data, which may be found in appendix 
T-A, pages 9999 to 10052, of the published 
hearings of the Committee on Armed 
Services, No. 75. In addition, Chairman 
Rivers indicated that some oral testi- 
mony” on the subject of a voluntary 
army was received by the Panel from 
representatives of the Department of 
Defense. 

On July 10, I again wrote to Chairman 
Rivers regarding the availability of this 
material, requesting the confirmation of 
certain assumptions which I think can be 
fairly drawn concerning the Panel's 
scholarship. My letter follows: 

JULY 10, 1967. 

Hon, L. MENDEL RIVERS, 

Chairman, Committee on Armed Services, 
Rayburn House Office Building, Wash- 
ington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. CHARMAN: Thank you for your 
letter of June 21 regarding the materials 
considered by the Clark Civilian Advisory 
Panel on the subject of a voluntary Army. 
While I appreciate having another copy of 
the Committee hearings of the 89th Con- 
gress, I was distressed to hear that the testi- 
mony received by the Clark Panel was not 
made a matter of printed record. 

I had hoped that the statistics and other 
data used by the Panel to reach its con- 
clusion that a voluntary Army would be ex- 
orbitantly expensive” would be available so 
that new light could be thrown on this 
much-discussed problem. May I assume that 
the Clark Panel based their conclusions on a 
voluntary Army solely on the basis of the 
24-page testimony given by Assistant Secre- 
tary Thomas Morris to the Committee on 
June 30, 1967. Also, may I assume that no 
other witnesses testified before the Panel 
or submitted written studies to the Panel 
on the feasibility or non-feasibility of a vol- 
untary Army? If I am mistaken in these as- 
sumptions, could you please provide me with 
the names of those Department of Defense 
representatives who testified on the volunteer 
Army so that I can contact them directly. 

In “Appendix A” on page 27 of the Report 
of the Civilian Advisory Panel, there appears 
a list of experts who appeared before the 
Panel. Were any other witnesses invited to 
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submit oral or written testimony to the 
Panel? If so, are copies of any written testi- 
mony received by the Panel beyond that 
which is identical to the testimony received 
by the Committee during its 1966 hearings, 
available? I am very much interested in con- 
tinuing my studies in this area and would 
appreciate any assistance you can give me. 

Thank you very much for your kind 
cooperation. 

Sincerely, 
THOMAS B. CURTIS. 


In a reply, dated July 14, 1967, Chair- 
man Rivers reiterated his remarks of 
June 21, as follows: 

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 

Washington, D. O., July 14, 1967. 

Hon. Tuomas B. CURTIS, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 
Dran Mr. Curtis: This is in response to your 
letter dated July 10, 1967, relative to the 
backup material and working papers used by 
the Clark Panel in reaching its conclusions 
recommending against an all-voluntary 
Army. 

As I had previously indicated in my letter 
of June 21, 1967, the materials considered by 
the Clark Panel on the subject of a voluntary 
Army were, for the most part, reflected in 
the printed Committee hearings of the 89th 
Congress. I also indicated that the Clark 
Panel received oral testimony from repre- 
sentatives of the Department of Defense on 
this subject. This testimony was received 
from the departmental witnesses whose 
names appear in Appendix A on page 27 of 
the report of the Civilian Advisory Panel. 

I regret that I can add nothing further. 

Sincerely, 
L. MENDEL RIVERS, 
Chairman. 


I can conclude from this reply that my 
assumptions about the depth of scholar- 
ship and amount of independent re- 
search done by the Clark Panel were cor- 
rect as I stated them in my July 10 
letter. 

It should be noted here that the list of 
“experts” who appeared before the Clark 
Panel, as listed in appendix A, page 27, 
of the report, included solely represent- 
atives of the Selective Service System, 
the Department of Defense, and the 
Committee on Armed Services. No public 
witnesses appeared; no congressional 
witnesses, except for members of the 
Armed Services Committee, were invited 
to testify; and, as far as it may be deter- 
mined—and I have little doubt about 
this—no one else, except for the “heads 
of major veterans’ organizations,” pre- 
sented their views in writing to the Panel. 
I would like to include at this point the 
list of witnesses who did appear before 
the Panel: 

APPENDIX A 
EXPERTS WHO APPEARED AT THE REQUEST 
OF THE PANEL 

Mr. John R. Blandford, Chief Counsel, Com- 
mittee on Armed Services, House of Repre- 
sentatives. 

Col. Bernard R. Franck, III, Chief, Legisla- 
tion and Liaison, Headquarters, Selective 
Service System. 

Hon. Durward G. Hall (R-Mo.), member 
of House Committee on Armed Services. 

Lt. Gen. Lewis B. Hershey, USA, Ret., Director, 
Selective Service System. 

Lt. Col. Maxwell O. Jensen, USAR, Asst. Chief, 
Legislation and Liaison Hdqs., Selective 
Service System. 

Maj. Gen. Thomas A. Kenan, USA, Deputy 
Chief, Office of Reserve Components, De- 
partment of the Army. 
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Hon. Thomas D. Morris, Asst. Secretary of 
Defense (Manpower). 

Lt. Gen. Charles W. G. Rich, USA, Chief, 
Office of Reserve Components, Department 
of the Army. 

The Honorable L. Mendel Rivers, Chairman, 
Committee on Armed Services, House of 

Representatives. 

Mr. Frank M. Slatinshek, Counsel, Commit- 
tee no Armed Services, House of Repre- 
sentatives. 

Lt. Gen. Louis Truman, Commanding Gen- 
eral, Third U.S. Army. 

Col. Ralph L. Whitt, USA, Chief, Personnel 
Division, Office of Reserve Components, 
Department of the Army. 

Dr. Harold Wool, Director for Procurement 
Policy, Office of the Assistant Secretary of 
Defense (Manpower). 

Norre.—Although not invited to appear in 
Person before the Panel, the following heads 
of major veterans’ organizations were invited 
to present to the Panel, in writing, their 
views on military manpower procurement: 

Mr. John E. Davis, National Commander, 
The American Legion. 

Mr. Leslie M. Fry, Commander in Chief, 
Veterans of Foreign Wars of the U.S. 

Mr. A. Leo Anderson, National Commander, 
American Veterans of World War II and 
Korea. 

A similar invitation was extended to the 
Executive Director, American Veterans Com- 
mittee, in response to a letter she addressed 
to the Chairman of the Panel on Decem- 
ber 21, 1966. 


Mr. Speaker, I am reminded by this 
record of the Clark Panel of a remark 
made on the floor of the Senate by the 
distinguished Senator from Georgia, the 
chairman of the Senate Armed Services 
Committee, concerning this type of draft 
study commission. Senator RUSSELL 
said, on March 11, 1959: 

Usually we end by getting practically the 
same recommendations from the commis- 
sion that we have had from the Department 
of Defense on the same subject. It is merely 
a new way of asking for the views of the 
Department of Defense. 


The distinguished Senator’s comments 
appropriately describe the contribution 
of the Clark Panel to the current draft 
controversy. 

After hearing from the Department of 
Defense and excluding from their con- 
siderations any statements, studies, or 
testimony of any critics of our present 
draft policies, the Panel reported, on 
pages 16-17 of the report: 


P. ANALYSIS OF THE UNIVERSAL MILITARY TRAIN- 
ING AND SERVICE ACT 


1. After hearing the views of the Chair- 
man of the Committee on Armed Services; 
the Chief Counsel and Counsel of that Com- 
mittee; the Director of Selective Service; 
the Commanding General of the largest 
Continental United States Army; the As- 
sistant Secretary of Defense (Manpower); 
other representatives of the Departments of 
Defense and Army; State Directors of Se- 
lective Service; chairmen of local boards; 
and after reviewing the Hearings before the 
Committee on Armed Services, House of 
Representatives, June, 1966; the testimony 
members of both Houses of Congress pre- 
sented during those hearings; the conscrip- 
tion practices of several foreign nations; the 
Defense Department Study of the Draft, 
July, 1966; and many other primary ref- 
erence sources; the Panel concluded that 
fundamentally the Universal Military Train- 
ing and Service Act is an amazingly utili- 
tarian and democratic law under which mili- 
tary manpower essential to the security of 
the nation has been consistently provided. 
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Having reached this preordained 
conclusion by a judicious selection of 
the material it deigned to consider, the 
Panel goes on to dismiss any and all 
alternatives to the present system in a 
few short paragraphs. I quote, at this 
point, the Panel’s comments on the 
proposal, that Iand many other Members 
have advocated, to move toward an all- 
volunteer military force: 

S. A COMPLETELY VOLUNTARY MILITARY ESTAB- 
LISHMENT 

Manning all United States military or- 
ganizations with volunteers attracted by 
massive increases in compensation was stud- 
ied by the Panel. The Panel rejected this idea 
as an alternative to the draft on the grounds 
that in the opinion of the Panel it would: 

(1) risk jeopardizing the security of 
America by depending on an uncertain 
method of military manpower procurement, 
while abandoning the invaluable flexibility 
inherent in current military manpower pro- 
curement system (for example, if we had an 
all-volunteer military establishment tailored 
to the war in Vietnam or some other less- 
than-an-all-out combat requirement, we 
would need a draft mechanism to provide 
manpower quickly to meet additional con- 
fiicts which could be precipitated by enemy 
forces at a time and place of their choosing; 
and there appears to be no logical way of 
providing this needed flexibility solely 
through volunteer manpower), 

(2) be exorbitantly expensive, and in the 
final analysis reprehensible to the American 
psychology in that it would in effect place a 
monetary value on the lives of citizens, creat- 
ing the concept of defense of the nation by 
mercenaries, and 

(3) abandon the unifying influences of the 
nation placing its faith in its own citizenry 
to rally to its defense when the national 
security is threatened. 


These “conclusions,” based as they are 
on inadequate study, or perhaps no study, 
and supported by no substantive data or 
authoritative opinion, may be dismissed 
as mere rhetoric. To talk about the 
dangers of a “mercenary” army is mean- 
ingless when a mere 200,000 or less are 
currently drafted out of a total of 3.3 
million in military service. Obviously, if 
“paid soldiers“ are a danger to our 
society, we have already lost the battle. 
Point (3) above is completely backward, 
since conscription can only reflect the 
lack of faith in the American citizen's 
willingness to rally to its defense when 
the national security is threatened” that 
the Panel evidently feels. A voluntary 
military force depends to a degree on just 
the type of faith which the Panel states 
is a unifying factor for the Nation. 

It is interesting to note that on page 16 
of the Report, in dealing with involuntary 
assignment to Reserve units, the Panel 
recommends a voluntary Reserve pro- 
gram instead of the present involuntary 
one. The Panel’s comment is as follows: 

As a practical matter, the Army, which is 
the principal user of Reserve military man- 
power, does not require three years of invol- 
untary Reserve training. Present policy re- 
quires reservists involvuntarily assigned to 
Reserve training units to perform not less 
than two years of drill participation follow- 
ing completion of two years of active duty 
along with summer training. However, al- 
though in Fiscal Year 1966, more than 
141,000 Army inductees completed their two 
years of active military service and became 
available for involuntary transfer to Reserve 
drilling units, less than fourteen per cent of 
this number (or 19,400) were involuntarily 
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assigned to such Army Reserve drilling units 
with the net result that the remaining 
“obligors” were placed in the Ready Reserves 
pool with, for practical purposes, no further 
a training requirements (see Par. 

B.) 

The inequity of this system which selects 
individuals for involuntary assignments to 
Reserve training for an additional two years 
is heightened by the fact that the vast ma- 
jority of individuals who complete their stat- 
utory period of active service escape this ad- 
ditional Reserve training responsibility. 
The Panel, therefore, believes that some 
administrative device should be developed 
which would permit, to the maximum degree 
possible, a voluntary Reserve program. This 
would eliminate the inequity of involuntary 
selection for Reserve training and ensure 
that Reserve personnel were more receptive 
to training requirements with a resulting in- 
creased combat capability in Reserve units. 

The panel emphasized that it did not rec- 
ommend repeal nor modification of existing 
laws prescribing liability for possible recall 
to active service; i.e., a five-year Ready Re- 
serve liability, and a one-year Standby Re- 
serve liability. The Panel believed that these 
statutory periods of liability should con- 
tinue in order to ensure the availability of a 
reservoir of trained military manpower to 
meet national emergencies or wars. 

Panel did not propose a specific solution 
to the Reserve training requirements, but 
suggested that thorough consideration be 
given to employing a reenlistment bonus 
which would permit individuals who had 
completed two or more years of active service 
to be recruited into the Organized Reserve 
program on a career basis. The Panel, there- 
fore, recommends that the Committees on 
Armed Services of the Congress explore this 
problem with a view to achieving a complete- 
ly voluntary Reserve training program. 


What is true for the Reserve program 
should also be true for the active mili- 
tary force as well. 

From the material discussed above, I 
can only conclude, Mr. Speaker, that the 
study of the Clark Panel was totally 
inadequate. It was mainly a recitation of 
the views of the Department of Defense. 
This failure to study our military man- 
power procurement policies in depth il- 
lustrates even more clearly the need for a 
thorough congressional review of our 
manpower utilization policies, a review 
which is not wedded to the biases and 
position papers of the Department of 
Defense. My bill, House Resolution 422, 
which would set up a joint House-Senate 
committee to study the whole area of 
manpower procurement, would include 
members of the House and Senate Edu- 
cation and Labor Committees, Appro- 
priation Committees, and Armed Serv- 
ices Committees so that the necessary 
study will be broadly based. The failure 
of the Congress to undertake such a 
study before it continued the present in- 
equitable system for another 4 years is 
tragic; we cannot let these problems drift 
for another 4 years. 

I will continue my efforts to obtain 
information on these draft studies, both 
on the Clark Panel and on the Marshall 
Commission, which conducted its work 
behind closed doors as well. On June 
29, Congressman RuMSFELD and I wrote 
to the President renewing our request— 
as yet unfulfilled—for the working 
papers—including staff studies, studies 
by outside experts, and transcripts of 
oral testimony—used by the Marshall 
Commission. It is impossible to evaluate 
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the scholarship of the Commission with- 
out this material. I include, at this point, 
our letter of June 29 and an acknowl- 
edgment by Barefoot Sanders, legislative 
counsel to the President: 


HOUSE oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., June 29, 1967. 
Hon. LYNDON B. JOHNSON, 
President of the United States, 
The White House, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: On March 24, 1967, 
we wrote to you requesting the working 
papers—including staff studies, studies by 
outside experts, and transcripts of oral testi- 
mony—used by the National Advisory Com- 
mission on the Selective Service. On March 
28, we received a letter from your admin- 
istrative assistant, Mr. Henry Wilson, stating 
that our request “will be given prompt atten- 
tion.” 

In apparent response to our request, we 
on April 26, received a short note from Mr. 
Burke Marshall, Chairman of the National 
Advisory Commission, which stated that the 
Commission based its rejection of the vol- 
untary army concept on certain material 
supplied by the Department of Defense but 
that “flexibility,” not cost, was the major 
ground for the rejection of that idea. Mr. 
Marshall did not supply that material we re- 
quested. 

We are still very much interested in getting 
the material referred to in our letter of March 
24, and we would like to renew our request 
at this time. The Congress, in passing the 
draft extension bill, chose to ignore the rec- 
ommendations of the National Advisory 
Commission and continue the present Se- 
lective Service System virtually without 
change. However, we feel that the need for 
revision of our draft laws is still urgent, and 
we are hopeful that Congressional studies 
and consideration of this issue will continue. 
The Marshall Commission’s work, represent- 
ing a considerable period of study, should be 
one of the focal points for continued research 
into this subject, but the Congress and the 
American public cannot evaluate the work 
of the Commission without examining the 
working papers and background papers 
which led the Commission to its conclusions 
it produced. 

The concept of the volunteer military is 
one which we feel is in need of considerably 
more attention than it appears from Mr. 
Marshall’s letter was given to it in the delib- 
erations of the Commission. 

Dr. Harold Wool, Director of Procurement 
Policy and General Research (Manpower) of 
the Department of Defense, testified before 
the Joint Economic Committee on April 27, 
1967, that flexibility would not be lost with 
an all-volunteer force if stand-by machinery 
for conscription were available to meet 
emergency situations, Also, modernization of 
the Ready Reserve, as proposed by Secretary 
McNamara, could provide considerably more 
flexibility and reduce the requirement for 
increased conscription to meet Vietnam-type 
situations. These factors must be evaluated 
by the Congress in light of the studies by the 
DOD and the Marshall Commission. 

Also, we are interested in the coordination 
of military manpower needs with the man- 
power requirements of the civilian economy. 
The Marshall Commission's report did not 
go into this problem, other than to recom- 
mend abolition of occupational deferments. 
It is important, if we are to maintain the 
military establishment in a manner which 
does not adversely affect the civilian segment 
of the population, to coordinate the selec- 
tion, deferment and use of our nation’s lim- 
ited supply of skilled manpower so as to 
properly allocate available manpower be- 
tween the civilian and military sectors. The 
Congress must have access to the studies, 
data and opinions of the Marshall Commis- 
sion on this question if it is to meaningfully 
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evaluate the recommendation of the Com- 
mission to end occupational deferments. 

Recent reports in the press indicate that 
you plan to reactivate the Marshall Commis- 
sion in the near future. We are happy to see 
that consideration of the problems and in- 
equities which remain in the draft system 
will continue, even after the four-year ex- 
tension bill becomes law. We are sure that 
renewed efforts by the Commission will be 
fruitful, and helpful to Congress, if the Com- 
mission holds public hearings, with oppor- 
tunities for public cross-examination, re- 
buttal and debate. 

Congress, too, must continue its work in 
this area, as is the Constitutional responsi- 
bility of Congress to “raise and maintain” the 
armed forces of the United States. Thus it is 
imperative, if we are to have a meaningful 
reform of the draft, as you have advocated on 
various occasions, that all data and staff 
studies relating to these problems be made 
public for Congressional scrutiny. 

Therefore, we respectfully renew our re- 
quest of March 24, 

Sincerely, 
THOMAS B. CURTIS. 
DONALD RUMSFELD. 


Tue WHITE HOUSE, 
Washington, June 30, 1967. 
Hon. THOMAS B. CURTIS, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN: May I acknowledge 
your letter of June 29 to the President with 
further reference to your request for ma- 
terial studied by the National Advisory Com- 
mission on the Selective Service. 

Your continued interest is appreciated and 
your letter is receiving attention. 


Sincerely, 
BAREFOOT SANDERS, 
Legislative Counsel to the President. 


Mr. Speaker, I believe that reform of 
our inequitable, inefficient draft system 
is one of the most important issues to 
face the Congress this session. We must 
study and consider methods of coordi- 
nating military manpower needs with 
the needs of the civilian economy if we 
are to maintain the military establish- 
ment in a manner which does not ad- 
versely affect the civilian segment of the 
population. My remarks of July 17 illus- 
trate some of the problems here, and I 
am hopeful that they will stimulate the 
dialog necessary to useful action in this 
regard. Also, we should be working on 
ways to update and modernize the ready 
Reserve Forces so that they can fulfill 
their role as a combat-ready backup 
force, able to meet the needs of an ex- 
panded military force in a Vietnam-type 
situation. 

We must evaluate the utilization of 
manpower by the military in order to 
insure that we get the most efficient and 
economical use of our present military 
personnel. I hope to have some comments 
on this area in the near future. The ques- 
tions are broad, and they require a 
searching review and study. I hope that 
all interested Members will join with me 
in this effort to reduce inequity and pro- 
mote efficiency in the selection and 
utilization of manpower by the military. 


A BILL FOR THE RELIEF OF DAVID 
K. DAVOUDLARIAN, M.D. 


Mr. WYATT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. Curtis] may extend 
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his remarks at this point in the Recorp 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Oregon? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, I am intro- 
ducing a bill today on behalf of David K. 
Davoudlarian, M.D., a competently 
trained instructor in obstetrics and 
gynecology in St. Louis, Mo. This bill 
asks that Dr. David K. Davoudlarian 
Shall be held and considered to have been 
lawfully admitted to the United States 
for permanent residence as of July 7, 
1959. It would have the effect of provid- 
ing that the time he spent in this coun- 
try as a visitor will be considered in com- 
pliance with title 8, section 1427, of the 
United States Code, as it relates to resi- 
dence and physical presence. 

Dr. Davoudlarian was born in Syria, 
the son of a physician. He received his 
M.D. degree in 1959 from the French 
faculty of medicine, Beirut, Lebanon. He 
was admitted to this country at New 
York's Kennedy Airport as an “exchange 
visitor” on July 7, 1959. He served his 
internship at Muhlenberg Hospital, 
Plainfield, N.J, In June, 1964, after com- 
pleting his specialty training in OB-Gyn 
at Baylor University, his exchange visi- 
tor status ended. He went to Lebanon, 
but in September, 1965, he reentered the 
United States after his 2-year foreign 
residence requirement was waived. 

Because of the dilemma in the medi- 
cal practice laws in Missouri, and their 
interrelationship with the laws relating 
to naturalization of foreign-born per- 
sons, Dr. Davoudlarian must be a citizen 
of the United States before he can be- 
come eligible for a full licensure in OB- 
Gyn and obtain a Federal narcotic li- 
cense, extremely important in the prac- 
tice of his specialty. Dr. Davoudlarian 
has taken and passed the written part 
of the specialty examination given by 
the American Board of OB-Gyn; how- 
ever, he must be a citizen before he can 
take the oral part. 

John H. Woodbridge, director of med- 
ical education at Deaconess Hospital in 
St. Louis, speaks of Dr. Davoudlarian 
as a “tremendous asset” to the teaching 
program at the hospital. He is not re- 
Placing any American physician. His 
position is a critical one. Delay of his 
U.S. citizenship is a deprivation to other 
American citizens of his valuable special 
services and a limitation to his practice 
of essential abilities. 


A BILL TO INSURE TAX BENEFITS 
TO DISABLED WORKERS OF THE 
LOWEST INCOME GROUPS 


Mr. WYATT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. Curtis] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Oregon? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, I am intro- 
ducing today a bill designed to assist 
transportation and mobility for disabled 
workers, and will also provide an addi- 
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tional exemption for tax purposes for a 
taxpayer or spouse who is disabled. 

I have introduced legislation with a 
similar purpose in the past, as has the 
distinguished chairman of the Ways and 
Means Committee. The distinguishing 
characteristic of the bill I am introduc- 
ing today, from those introduced in the 
past, is that this bill is designed to in- 
sure that those people from the lowest 
income groups receive the full benefit of 
the deduction. Ordinarily, individuals 
with the lowest incomes who take the 
standard 10-percent deduction, enjoy no 
further benefit from the deduction for 
transportation. The automatic 10 per- 
cent absorbs the transportation allow- 
ance. 

My legislation treats transportation 
costs for the handicapped as a neces- 
sary cost for doing business. In other 
words, transportation costs up to $600 
will be deducted from gross income and 
the 10-percent deduction will then be 
taken on the adjusted income. 

I do want to point out that I am not 
opening a wedge for deductions in the 
name of “the cost of doing business.” 
This legislation is uniquely designed to 
aid the handicapped and ease the burden 
of their return to the labor force. 

Earlier this year I again sought to 
deal with one of the more obvious prob- 
lems of the handicapped by introducing 
legislation to permit tax deductions for 
transportation expenses to and from 
work. Certainly additional consideration 
is necessary if we are to truly approach 
our goal of equal economic opportunity 
for all of our citizens. The tax treatment 
provided by this legislation follows in 
line with my own policies of tax equaliza- 
tion. The two-part benefit provided the 
handicapped by this legislation not only 
assists the transportation and mobility 
of disabled workers, but it also allows the 
handicapped greater leeway for entering 
rehabilitation programs and job retrain- 
ing projects. 

My goal is to encourage all efforts to 
assist the disabled or handicapped per- 
sons in getting into the work force. This 
is not welfare; this is economic sense, and 
it is in accord with our concept of the 
dignity of the individual person, Welfare 
programs properly designed should al- 
ways contain as their ultimate objective 
putting people on their own economic 
feet. 


FORMER PRESIDENT EISENHOWER 
CALLS UPON CONGRESS TO TAKE 
A LOOK AT THE POSITION OF THE 
UNITED STATES IN VIETNAM 


The SPEAKER. Under previous order 
of the House, the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. FINDLEY] is recognized for 60 min- 
utes. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, Dwight D. 
Eisenhower, one of this country’s truly 
great Presidents and military leaders, re- 
cently called upon Congress to take a look 
at the position of the United States in 
Vietnam. He did so, obviously in light of 
the vastly changed conditions that have 
occurred in the past 3 years. 

I would like to quote directly from his 
paraphrased remarks, as reported in the 
Republican Congressional Newsletter of 
last Friday. He said: 
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Since we are sending American boys to 
fight and die for freedom in a hard, cruel 
war in Viet Nam, that war should have first 
priority. Other goals, however attractive, 
should take second place. 


And continuing the quotation: 

When you must use force to support a 
national aim, for example, in defense of an- 
other country’s freedom, there is no higher 
authority to which you can appeal. There- 
fore, you must win. To do that you need all 
the power you have and you must use it 
quickly and secretly so as to achieve surprise. 
You cannot win a war of gradualism. 


And continuing the quote: 

When President Kennedy came in we had 
735 officers in Viet Nam and the situtaion 
did not look bad. In 1962 when we sent 15,000 
troops over there, the character of the war 
changed. There was no thought given while 
he was in the White House * * * (that is 
while President Eisenhower was in the White 
House) to putting large scale American forces 
in Viet Nam. 


And continuing the paraphrased quo- 
tation: 

With 450,000 United States troops now in 
Viet Nam, it is time the Congress decided 
whether or not to declare that a state of war 
exists with North Viet Nam. Previous con- 
gressional resolutions of support provided 
only a limited authority. Although Congress 
may decide that the previously approved res- 
olution on Viet Nam given to President John- 
son is sufficient, the issue of a declaration 
of war should at least be put before the 
Congress for decision. 


In my view these words by the former 
President are significant. He was, of 
course, our wartime commander in Eu- 
rope who led our forces to victory, the 
man who served as the architect of the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization, 
served as its first supreme commander 
and who as President brought this great 
and grand alliance to its apex of power 
and influence, and he has spoken wisely 
to us here in the Congress. 

The fact is that the Congress has not 
given any thorough evaluation to the 
fundamental questions of policy in Viet- 
nam since the Gulf of Tonkin resolution 
of August 1964, which was 3 years ago. 

It is well for us to refresh our mem- 
ories as to the situation existing when 
the resolution was enacted. For example, 
we were in the midst of a presidential 
campaign. President Johnson was a can- 
didate for reelection. On September 25, 
1964, which was within a month after 
Congress enacted the Gulf of Tonkin 
resolution, President Johnson speaking 
of Vietnam in the course of the cam- 
paign had this to say: 

There are those who say you ought to go 


north and drop bombs to try and wipe out 
the supply lines. 


Then later in the same comment that 
day, he said: 

We do not want our American boys to do 
the fighting for Asian boys. We do not want 
to get involved in a nation with 700 million 
people and get tied down in a land war in 
Asia. 


And, about that time, if my memory is 
correct, our troop involvement in Viet- 
nam was about 15,000. 

As we think about the meaning of the 
Gulf of Tonkin resolution as enacted by 
the Congress, we ought to keep in our 
minds the situation, that is the military 
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situation, at that time, and what our 
Commander in Chief and President was 
then saying about military involvement 
in that part of the world. 

Given that context, I do not believe 
anyone can properly read into this res- 
olution authority to bring us to the pres- 
ent level of involvement. 

As President Eisenhower stated last 
week, this resolution provided only lim- 
ited authority. 

To me the implication is clear in what 
he said that it is time for the Congress 
to exercise its constitutional role, a con- 
stitutional role which it shares jointly 
with the Executive to decide these great 
fundamental questions of involvement in 
Southeast Asia. There cannot be any 
doubt whatever that the Constitution 
does commit the conduct of foreign pol- 
icy, particularly when it involves the use 
of troops, equally to the Congress as well 
as to the President. 

One of the great controversies during 
the Constitutional Convention of 1787 
was whether the Federal Government 
should even maintain a standing Army 
and Navy at all, or whether it should 
rely merely upon the State militias. It is 
significant that the Constitution in its 
final form contained a limitation so that 
money could not be appropriated for the 
purpose of maintaining military forces 
for a period of more than 2 years. The 
fear was that a Federal Army would en- 
danger the individual States, and thus 
the argument ran hot as to whether to 
give the Congress the power “to raise and 
support armies.” 

And, of course, that power was indeed 
given to the Congress and not to the 
President. The convention also specifi- 
cally gave the Congress the authority 
and the responsibility—not merely the 
right— to make rules for the govern- 
ment and regulation of the land and 
naval forces.” 

The Founding Fathers, of course, had 
a distrust of executive authority which 
resulted from experiences with the King 
of England. It is obvious from any read- 
ing of the Federalist papers that it never 
occurred to them that if such a power 
were to be given to the Federal Govern- 
ment, it would reside any place but in 
the hands of the Congress. The Presi- 
dent, of course, was to be Commander in 
Chief, but would serve in this capacity 
only after the Congress had made the 
fundamental decisions on policy and as 
to the regulation of the Armed Forces. 

President Jefferson in the first exer- 
cise of Presidential control over the de- 
ployment of American troops sent a 
squadron to Tripoli in the Barbary War, 
but the mission was limited in the very 
narrowest sense. He even ordered the 
liberation of a warship that American 
forces had captured because he felt he 
had no sanction from Congress to go be- 
yond the line of defense. 

Mr. BETTS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FINDLEY. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Ohio. 

Mr. BETTS. I know the gentleman is 
bringing up some points which are very 
stimulating and I think proper at this 
time. I would like to make an observa- 
tion which I think fits into the remarks 
the gentleman is making. The American 
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Bar Association, and I believe also the 
Library of Congress, have done some ex- 
tensive researching on the legal back- 
ground of the Vietnam situation. I mean 
the background is the research of the 
bar association and the Library of Con- 
gress. I think it might be well to note 
for the Recorp at this time that although 
the Constitution does give the Congress 
the power to declare war, still there is 
the implication that that is not the only 
way that we can conduct war. 

Furthermore, the Constitution recites 
that all treaties made in compliance with 
the Constitution shall be the supreme 
law of the land, which, I take it, puts it 
on a par with any act of Congress, so 
that when the Senate ratifies a treaty, 
such as the SEATO Treaty or the U. N., 
which gives the President authority to 
send troops into another country for any 
purpose that he sees fit, that is in effect 
another form of a legal declaration of 
war, and I know that can be debated in 
and out, but I think it is well just to 
insert that observation in the Recorp at 
this point because I think it fits well into 
the statement that the gentleman has 
made. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for his comments. He, like 
I, was here when this was enacted, and 
Iam sure his name was recorded in favor 
of it, as was mine. 

As of that time, did the gentleman feel 
this resolution gave the President the 
authority to go as far as he has now; 
namely, to put 465,000 combat troops in 
the field in a land war in Asia? 

Mr. BETTS. Mr. Speaker, I am not 
quite sure we would have to go that far. 
I interpret it as implementation of the 
decision for a military action under 
SEATO. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, may I ask 
for another point of clarification on the 
SEATO Treaty. I cannot provide at this 
moment the exact words, but it does 
differ substantially from the NATO 
Treaty. The NATO Treaty, for example, 
provides for automatic response to de- 
fend any NATO nation that is attacked. 
The only question left unresolved is the 
form and extent of the response, but the 
automatic character of the response is 
very clearly set forth in the NATO 
Treaty. 

But the CENTO and the SEATO Trea- 
ties differ from the NATO Treaty. As I 
recall, these treaties both provide only 
that in the event of an attack each mem- 
ber nation will consider the question of 
defense. There is no automatic commit- 
ment to come to the defense of any mem- 
ber of the treaty. There is a very definite 
difference in the language between the 
SEATO Treaty and the NATO Treaty. 

In saying this, I am not suggesting that 
the SEATO Treaty did not impose upon 
us some very serious obligations, but 
even though it could be interpreted— 
and I think the Congress has a responsi- 
bility to participate in the interpretation 
of treaties from time to time, as well as at 
the very time of enactment—even though 
we would interpret it that the SEATO 
Treaty gave the President the authority 
to act in the defense of South Vietnam, 
even so, would the gentleman not agree 
that the Congress does have a responsi- 
bility first of all to review the question 
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of whether or not that treaty did go that 
far, and, second, finding that it did, to 
review the extent of response and 
whether or not the President had actu- 
ally acted within the authority conveyed 
to him by Congress at the time the treaty 
was enacted? A defense with 20,000 
troops is one thing, and a defense with 
half a million is quite another. 

Mr. BETTS. Certainly I think the gen- 
tleman is right. The Congress does have 
the right to review it, but I think it is 
classified as legislative implementation. 
I am sure the gentleman would classify 
that, as well as the review, as implemen- 
tation. I must say I was not aware of 
the gentleman’s special order, and I do 
not recall all of the provisions of these 
treaties, but my only purpose in making 
these comments is to inject into the REC- 
orp the thought that there is this other 
angle or this other approach to the an- 
alysis of this situation. 

As I say, I think the gentleman’s re- 
marks are stimulating. My own purpose 
was to add this remark to them. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. FINDLEY. I do appreciate that 
very much. I have in mind in the course 
of my remarks, I might say to the gen- 
tleman, to propose that the Congress 
review the Gulf of Tonkin resolution and 
the manner in which it has been imple- 
mented. 

As President Eisenhower was quoted as 
having said: 

It may well be that after a review, a study 
by Congress, that Congress will decide that 
nothing further is needed, that what has 
been enacted is adequate. 


But I do hope the gentleman will agree 
that we do have a grave constitutional 
responsibility in this field. 

We have really not considered openly 
and squarely the fundamental questions 
of war policy in Vietnam, at least not 
since 1964. In view of the “gradualism” 
of commitment, as former President 
Eisenhower describes it, and the step-by- 
step involvement of more and more 
forces, particularly of combat troops, it 
would seem to me that, in the public in- 
terest, Congress should deal with this 
straight out and not duck the respon- 
sibility. 

I am sure the Congress has no desire 
to take on these heavy questions of peace 
and war, which involve the life and 
death of the young men of America—no 
human would welcome this task—but I 
believe under the Constitution, this bur- 
den is placed upon us and we cannot 
wisely or properly ignore it. 

Mr. Speaker, more than a century 
ago, Abraham Lincoln wrote to his 
law partner, William Herndon, and in 
that letter he discussed the war 
powers under the Federal Constitution. 
He had some comments which I believe 
ring true today. At that time the Mexi- 
can War was a topic of great interest. 
Lincoln was a dissenter in that war. He 
was a war critic. In fact, he brought upon 
his head the charge of being a second 
Benedict Arnold because he dared to 
question whether or not the United 
States was the aggressor in that war. 

In the course of his correspondence as 
a Member of the House of Representa- 
tives, to friends back home, he wrote this 
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letter to William Herndon, and in it he 
said: 

Allow the President to invade a neighbor- 
ing nation whenever he shall deem it neces- 
sary to repel an invasion, and you allow him 
to do so whenever he may choose to say he 
deems it necessary for such purpose, and 
you allow him to make war at pleasure. 
Study to see if you can fix any limit to his 
power in this respect, after having given him 
so much as you propose. If today he should 
choose to say he thinks it necessary to in- 
vade Canada to prevent the British from in- 
vading us, how could you stop him? You may 
say to him, “I see no probability of the Brit- 
ish invading us:“ but he will say to you, “Be 
silent: I see it, if you don’t.” 


Mr. CARTER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FINDLEY. I am glad to yield to 
the gentleman from Kentucky. 

Mr. CARTER. I was very interested 
in the gentleman’s mentioning of 
SEATO. As I understand it, before we 
went into Vietnam we were supposed to 
have gotten a majority vote of the 
SEATO members; is that not true? 

Mr. FINDLEY. Actually SEATO as a 
treaty organization can only act when 
all of its members agree to act. So far as 
I know, there has never been any agree- 
ment on any point in regard to the Viet- 
nam war among SEATO Treaty mem- 
bers. 

Mr. CARTER. In fact, there was dis- 
agreement as to the war. 

Mr. FINDLEY. I am sure that is the 
case. I would be glad to have the gentle- 
man amplify that. 

Mr. CARTER. The only way I could 
amplify it would be to say that the other 
members did not support our entrance 
into the war in Vietnam, This I regret 
to say. This is one of the reasons why 
we have had so much difficulty, because 
we went in without other SEATO mem- 
bers at that time. I regret this very much. 

Would the gentleman consider the 
President’s reaction to the Gulf of Ton- 
kin incident as the reaction of just an 
average man? Would that not be con- 
sidered so? 

Mr. FINDLEY. The President's reac- 
tion to the Gulf of Tonkin incident? 

Mr. CARTER. His retaliation after 
the Gulf of Tonkin incident. 

Mr. FINDLEY. As exemplified in the 
quotation I just gave from the speech? 
Is that what the gentleman alludes to? 

Mr. CARTER. I should term his ac- 
tion following the attack of the motor- 
boats from the Vietnamese, as being the 
action of an average man. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Yes, indeed. 

Mr. CARTER. And the retaliation in 
succeeding incidents I would classify as 
the reaction of an average man, until it 
has come to the point that our entire 
country now has 465,000 men stuck in 
Vietnam, almost as Br’er Rabbit and the 
Tar Baby; is that not true? 

Mr. FINDLEY. I say to the gentleman, 
I feel the President’s reaction to the 
Gulf of Tonkin incident was not only 
the reaction of an average man, but the 
proper response of a Commander in 
Chief. I have always felt the President 
has an inherent responsibility as well as 
a right to use our military forces with- 
out specific congressional authority to 
defend American citizens and property, 
and to repel an attack; that is an in- 
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herent responsibility of the Commander 
in Chief. So when an attack occurred on 
our vessels in the Gulf of Tonkin, he 
had not only the right but the responsi- 
bility to act in repelling that attack and 
in acting in the Gulf of Tonkin. 

It was my feeling at that time that we 
were enacting a measure in support of 
and to buttress his action in carrying 
out these inherent powers and author- 
ities of the Presidency. But I had no 
thought in my mind, when I voted “Aye” 
on that measure, that this would give 
the President himself sufficient authority 
to send 465,000 men into combat in a 
land war which in that very period of 
time in history Mr. Johnson was warning 
against. 

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield further? 

Mr. FINDLEY. Yes. I yield further to 
the gentleman from Kentucky. 

Mr. CARTER. Most of the actions of 
our Commander in Chief have been those 
of an average man I should say. But in 
times of a national crisis such as we have 
today we do not need an average man 
in that position. We need an extraordi- 
nary man and a great man. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Yes. I will say to the 
gentleman from Kentucky that I was 
not present when former President 
Eisenhower made the comments which 
he made to the group of freshmen Re- 
publicans which were paraphrased and 
published, but I did have the pleasure of 
being with him about a week later at 
Gettysburg. I was impressed with the 
vigor and spirit of the man. I felt very 
humble to be in the presence of a man 
who had done such a splendid job in 
foreign policy during the 8 years he was 
in the White House. These were years of 
peace, years in which the firm, clear 
voice of the United States convinced the 
Communists that we could not put up 
with any aggression in the cause of 


Mr. Speaker, the clarity of his voice 
and the force of his personality did bring 
about a situation of peace and stability. 
The tides of tyranny were held back. 

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will yield further, there were 
8 wonderful years, in my opinion, of 
peace and prosperity, and we shall not 
have another such 8 years to come to us 
in the future. 

Further, I should say, Mr. Speaker, 
with your permission, that I have sup- 
ported our men in Vietnam in every way 
possible, and I shall continue to do this. 
However, we have become tragically in- 
volved there. 

We have won every major battle in 
which we have been engaged. Undoubt- 
edly we have the finest men and the best 
trained soldiers in the world. It is time 
that we need and should obtain great 
leadership. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman 
from Illinois for yielding. 

Mr. FINDLEY. I thank the distin- 
guished gentleman from Kentucky, and 
I agree with him. I would like to state 
that in the next day or so I plan to intro- 
duce a resolution calling for hearings by 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs, since 
that committee would seem to be the ap- 
propriate committee, on the Gulf of 
Tonkin resolution and to consider 
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whether it provides adequate authority 
to the President for carrying forward 
our military opeations in Southeast Asia. 

It would seem to me that these hear- 
ings on the resolution, a resolution which 
the President so frequently has cited as 
the basis of his authority to act in South- 
east Asia, would be the appropriate way 
to explore this question of force levels, 
war declaration, priorities, and gradual- 
ism in military tactics. 

I think that one of the most significant 
comments of the former President had 
to do with priorities. He said that when 
we are at war, we have to put first things 
first, and I am sure that we all agree the 
needs of the war must be given first pri- 
ority even if it means setting aside a lot 
of things which we might otherwise like 
to see done. There is some question as to 
the priority which the war is being given. 
I have had some personal experiences 
that cause me concern. 

For example, last year the Congress 
enacted or adopted an amendment to the 
Agricultural Appropriation Act, an 
amendment which became known as the 
Findley amendment. 

The purpose of this was to shut off any 
form of aid to nations which engaged 
in any kind of trade with North Vietnam, 
yet despite the clear language of this 
amendment, and despite the accepted 
fact that Yugoslavia was at that time 
making shipments of important items 
such as medical supplies to North Viet- 
nam, even so the administration sought 
to ignore that congressional restriction, 
and did seek to sell wheat at concessional 
rates which were the equivalent of a sub- 
stantial grant-in-aid to that Govern- 
ment. 

Early this year the State Department, 
despite the plain fact that Poland had 
been actively aiding North Vietnam, de- 
spite the several actions and enactments 
of the Congress showing our desire to 
see aid to such countries shut off, even 
so, the administration insisted upon re- 
lieving Poland of the necessity of paying 
in dollars a $17 million debt. We had the 
right under a contract to ask for $17 
million in dollars, and instead we chose 
to let the Polish Government off the hook 
because, as our President explained in a 
speech last October, he was concerned 
about the monetary problems confront- 
ing Poland. The Polish Government has 
not only taken part in joint aid projects 
to North Vietnam, but is now acklowl- 
edged to be shipping weapons of war to 
North Vietnam. 

Those things caused me great concern, 
and to me showed the need for the Con- 
gress to get down to these hard, funda- 
mental questions. Once we have decided 
the fundamental questions of war policy, 
then get our priorities in the right order. 

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FINDLEY. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Kentucky. 

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Speaker, I certainly 
want to compliment the gentleman upon 
the amendment, and I want to say that 
it has the approval of 90 percent of the 
people in my district, and I feel sure it 
has the approval of the majority—the 
vast majority of the people of the United 
States. They do not want to give our 
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materials to people who trade with our 
enemies. This is quite definite. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. FINDLEY. I thank the gentleman 
for his contribution. 

President Eisenhower also called upon 
the Congress to reconsider the Gulf of 
Tonkin resolution to decide whether this 
“previously approved resolution on Viet- 
nam is sufficient” to give the President 
authority to act, or whether he might 
need a different resolution, or even a 
declaration of war to carry on our mili- 
tary effort. 

Make no mistake, General Eisenhower 
did not advocate that the United States 
declare war on North Vietnam, for as he 
has said: 

Congress may decide that the previously 
approved resolution on Vietnam given Presi- 
dent Johnson is sufficient. 


But Congress must decide whether it 
does give the President sufficient power to 
carry on our military operations there. 

I would like to call attention to one 
of President Eisenhower’s comments, his 
criticism of the war of gradualism. Just 
as our efforts toward peace have often 
been unclear in regard to the Vietnam 
war, so has our military position. We 
have interspersed statements that we will 
not be driven from Vietnam with pe- 
riodic cease-fires which have produced 
no realistic improvement in our position, 
and which have only given the enemy 
a chance to rearm and resupply its 
troops while committing hundreds of 
violations during these cease-fire periods. 
And I speak with great sorrow when I 
know that in the two recent cease-fires 
young men from my district met their 
death in Vietnam. 

So, to me, once again it is time for the 
Congress to consider our military posture 
in Vietnam, and the policies which have 
brought us to this point. 

No one wants this war. No one wants 
to send American boys over to Vietnam 
to fight and die, and I believe it is worth 
while for us to remember that when Pres- 
ident Eisenhower left office we had only 
735 advisers in Vietnam—no combat 
troops—we had no military combat 
forces there at all. We had 735 advisers. 
Today we have 465,000 American troops 
in Vietnam. 

The other day I read in the press that 
the Chief of State of South Vietnam was 
quoted as saying that South Vietnam 
does not need general mobilization. His 
attention had been called to the fact that 
a lot of young men were in civilian 
clothes in Saigon, so the question came 
up: “Why aren’t these men in uniform, 
fighting for their country?” And the 
South Vietnam Chief of State said, “We 
do not need general mobilization.” 

He said what we need are more Ameri- 
can troops. Obviously, he is getting them. 
I believe that the degree to which the 
war has become an American war, run 
by American commanders, and paid for 
with American dollars is a matter of deep 
concern and of proper concern for the 
Congress. We cannot wisely sit by and 
leave these fundamental questions un- 
touched year after year as we have been 
doing. 

Therefore, I shall introduce this reso- 
lution which I hope will receive consid- 
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eration so that we can at long last get 
to these fundamental questions. 

I think the present month is a very 
appropriate month for this consideration 
to be given to this matter because it is 
plain to everyone that a buildup in troops 
is imminent. General Westmoreland has 
asked for more troops. Secretary Mc- 
Namara has been over there and has 
come back with kind of evasive com- 
ments. But I think it is clear to everyone 
that more troops will be sent. What bet- 
ter time is there for the Congress to re- 
view the legal authority of the President 
to act in this arena to determine the ex- 
tent to which the Gulf of Tonkin resolu- 
tion has been implemented—and the pro- 
priety of the implementation, and what 
lies ahead than right now? 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. FINDLEY. I am glad to yield to 
the gentleman. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to ask the gentleman this question. Is 
there any reason why this country should 
be any more interested in the affairs in 
Vietnam than the other freedom-loving 
nations of the world? I noticed that the 
gentleman remarked that the Chief of 
State of Vietnam was more interested in 
obtaining American troops than in the 
total mobilization of his own country. 
Certainly, this would concern me. I would 
think that our interest in Vietnam would 
be secondary to the interest of the South 
Vietnam people themselves. I am just 
wondering if the gentleman has analyzed 
this: Why would the people of Vietnam 
be more interested in us fighting the war 
than in them fighting it themselves? 
Why would this country be more inter- 
ested in having its troops there than 
other freedom-loving nations of the 
world? Would the gentleman comment 
on that? 

Mr. FINDLEY. I will say to the gentle- 
man that the man whose remarks I 
quoted is himself a candidate for Presi- 
dent. He is running for office in South 
Vietnam. It could well be that he decided 
that this was the smart political thing 
to do just as our President apparently 
decided that there was poliical wisdom 
in leaving the inference before election 
day in 1964, that we were not about to 
let American boys fight a war on the 
Asian mainland. It may well be that the 
present Chief of State, who wants to be 
President of South Vietnam, and the 
election is just coming up, decided that 
it was smart politics if he would let the 
local people know that he was not going 
to call everybody into uniform. 

But I certainly agree with the gentle- 
man that it is a little bit hard for us to 
accept in this country when we realize 
even though we are halfway around the 
world, we are providing to them just 
about as many combat troops as is the 
local country. It does raise serious ques- 
tions about the real commitment and the 
interest of the people of that country in 
their own defense. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, if the gentle- 
man will yield further, my constituents 
have written numerous letters about the 
war in Vietnam, as I am sure the con- 
stituents of each Member of this House 
have written, and the consensus seems to 
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be that we should fight the war in Viet- 
nam on such terms as are necessary for 
victory or we should get out of Vietnam. 

Speaking of what is politically wise, if 
we are wise politically, it would seem to 
me that we should follow the dictates of 
the citizens of this country. That is not 
only the political thing to do but it is the 
proper thing to do; what the people of 
this country want us to do. 

Mr. FINDLEY. I thank the gentleman 


for his contribution. 


I want to say that there is concern 
over the somewhat lonely role that the 
United States has as an ally of South 
Vietnam. I feel that we have made a 
good many blunders in our policy in 
Southeast Asia, but the most serious of 
all in my view is that we have proceeded 
on a basis which has led step by step to 
an Americanization of the conflict. 

I think this is putting a priorities in 
the wrong order in that area. We should 
have instead insisted that whatever mili- 
tary operations were undertaken there 
that we are on a free world, team-work- 
ing basis even if this meant a substantial 
alteration in our techniques and our 
strategy in the region. 

To me it is a long-range, ominous dan- 
ger to our country that the United States 
has its neck stuck out this far almost 
by itself. I am afraid it is going to lead 
to such a bitter reaction eventually back 
here at home that we will perhaps see 
a revival of the old isolationist spirit. To 
me that would be a calamity. Whereas 
if we insist upon a teamwork arrange- 
ment, not only teamwork in providing 
money and men but also teamwork in 
deciding the tactics and strategy, then 
it would have been a situation today, I 
am sure, which the American people 
would have more gladly put up with. As 
it is now, there is wide unrest. I am sure 
the gentleman will agree with me. 

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FINDLEY. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Kentucky. 

Mr. CARTER. My constituents do not 
understand our strategy in Vietnam. 
They call it a war turned off and on. It 
is the first war they have seen in which 
we have had pauses and during which 
enemy strength has been built up. That 
has helped to cause great dissatisfaction. 
The people are not pleased. They do not 
think that our officers are fighting con- 
tinuously as they want to, and that they 
are being directed more from Washing- 
ton, and that they do not do their mili- 
tary work on their own initiative. 

I would like to ask, Mr. Speaker, if it 
is not true that our military leaders, 
before they go into military action, must 
first get the permission of the Command- 
ing General in South Vietnam, General 
Ky? Is that not true? 

Mr. FINDLEY. I do not have the an- 
swer to that question. I am sure the 
fighting men in that area are the finest 
we have ever had and have every desire 
to reach the military objective given 
them. But I am sure also that time and 
again, and even to this very day, unrea- 
sonable restrictions are imposed upon 
their use of available military forces, and 
this I regret, and I am sure they do, too. 

Mr. CARTER. It is true, according to 


CXIII—1254—Part 15 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE 


my understanding—and I have been 
there on two occasions and have talked to 
the officers there—that they must first 
get the approval of General Ky before 
engaging in military operations, and to 
me this can be disastrous. Many times on 
projected bombing runs the enemy is in- 
formed ahead of time as to our inten- 
tions, and frequently the Vietcong are not 
where they are supposed to be. 

Mr. FINDLEY. I thank the gentleman 
for his comments. 

In conclusion I wish to say that while I 
believe there have been serious errors 
and blunders in our war policy, and many 
of these have been made by the Execu- 
tive, the Congress should not place the 
full blame on the Executive. In fact, my 
purpose here is to try to kindle a little 
spirit of initiative within the Congress to 
assume its own proper responsibility in 
this field, a responsibility that it has 
neglected, and because of this neglect the 
Executive has naturally moved into that 
vacuum and has taken over this field of 
responsibility. 

Mr. WAMPLER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FINDLEY. I am glad to yield to 
the gentleman from Virginia. 

Mr. WAMPLER. I thank the gentle- 
man for yielding. It has been my policy 
for the last several Saturdays to visit 
my district in various counties and to 
hold a series of so-called open-door 
meetings at which citizens can come 
and discuss with me problems that I can 
be helpful with as their Representative 
in the Congress. And in addition to dis- 
cussing individual problems, I wish to 
say to the gentleman that the war in 
Vietnam seems to be the No. 1 concern 
of the people of the Ninth District of 
Virginia. I am sure that the gentleman 
in the well is aware that this great moun- 
tainous area of Virginia, Kentucky, West 
Virginia, Tennessee, and North Carolina 
has traditionally supplied the greatest 
and the best infantry soldiers in the 
world. We are doing that now. But there 
is a great deal of confusion in the minds 
of the people as to exactly what our ob- 
jectives and aims are in Southeast Asia. 
I merely wanted to say to the gentleman 
that this is the grassroots thinking of 
the people in the area that I am privil- 
eged to represent. They wonder why we 
do not use every reasonable means at our 
disposal to bring this war to a speedy 
halt and get our young men back home 
where they belong. 

So I just wanted to comment that this 
is a great problem and one that must be 
solved. I think we must face it realisti- 
cally. 

Mr. FINDLEY. I feel it would be a 
helpful first step if the Congress would 
take up the 3-year-old Gulf of Tonkin 
resolution and review it, and review the 
implementation of it, and consider 
whether or not this limited resolution 
still provides the adequate authority the 
Commander in Chief should have in 
order to pursue proper policies in South- 
east Asia. 

I thank the gentleman. 

Mr. MIZE. Mr. Speaker, while I am 
sure we are all sensing this growing 
frustration from our constituents about 
the situation in Vietnam, I think it is a 
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fine thing the gentleman is doing in in- 
troducing this resolution which would 
provide for a careful review of our posi- 
tion in Southeast Asia, but I wonder 
if we ought not to get in also a resolution 
to review our position in Europe? I know 
the gentleman is personally quite in- 
terested in the whole situation of NATO 
and the Atlantic alliance, and so on. I 
am wondering if the time has come when 
we should review very carefully the mat- 
ter of our troops in Europe, after we have 
rebuilt Europe with the Marshall plan. 
There seems to be some pretty inde- 
pendent thinking on the part of the 
European members of NATO. I would 
hope if we do conclude that we should 
review this whole matter, we will look 
into NATO and Europe as well as South- 
east Asia. 

Mr. FINDLEY. I certainly agree with 
the gentleman. In fact, if he is referring 
to our troop levels there, I have long felt 
they were excessive. Of course, six divi- 
sions would be only a fraction of the 
force needed in the event of attack, so 
they are really only a token of our pres- 
ence, to show our continuing interest in 
Western Europe, which, of course, is the 
area from which virtually all of our pop- 
ulation came and is the so-called cradle 
of civilization. They also show that in the 
event of trouble, again, our troops would 
be there. 

Of course, this would be but a token 
force, and in view of our ever-enlarging 
worldwide responsibilities, I think the six 
divisions are far more than we need 
there. I think one or two would certainly 
suffice, certainly in view of the troop 
commitments of other members of 
NATO. However, I think there is a way 
to do it that is good, and there is a way 
to do it that is bad. But the approach of 
Secretary McNamara has been a nib- 
bling approach, that we would readjust 
some combat units and thus get some 
personnel home, and at the same time 
insist that this is not a troop reduction 
at all. This has happened, I believe, two 
or three times. To me, this shows a with- 
drawal of our interest in NATO, and I 
am sure there is not any real funda- 
mental withdrawal of interest. 

What I would like to see is a heads of 
state meeting of NATO members. We 
have just had one in Latin America. At 
that time, we could get down to brass 
tacks about what kind of forces that are 
needed there, and what kind of arrange- 
ments are suitable in this decade and in 
the decade to come, and establish force 
levels for, hopefully, a 10-year period, 
force levels in which we would have a 
proper part. At that time we could 
present our arguments for a cutback to 
two divisions, or to one, and I think we 
could sell them. 

Mr. MIZE. I agree. I think the South- 
east Asia situation is where we are ac- 
tively engaged in military operations and 
it gives us more tension, and we should 
review our commitment in Southeast 
Asia; but I think if we are going to dig 
into the Southeast Asian situation, we 
should dig also into the European situa- 
tion. 

Mr. FINDLEY. I am in accord with 
that. 
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LEMAY ON VIETNAM: USE MA- 
TERIEL, NOT PERSONNEL—STOP 
THE WAR BY WINNING 
Mr. WYATT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the gentleman 

from Ohio [Mr. AsHBROOK] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Oregon? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, many 
persons have spoken out on the war in 
Vietnam and I think it valuable to add 
one more to the list of those who are 
against the “no-win” policies of the John- 
son administration—that of Gen. Curtis 
LeMay. 

In a speech before the Chamber of 
Commerce of Wichita, Kans., General 
LeMay developed a three-part “look” 
at the war which I believe warrants read- 
ing. This straight-thinking American 
began his remarks with these perceptive 
statements which put the war into proper 
context. 

To begin with, it is necessary to under- 
stand that Vietnam is a part of a much larger 
and much longer war—a war between the 
Communists and what we call the Free 
World, 

This larger war was declared by the Com- 
munists. It was declared by Karl Marx be- 
fore there was even one Communist country 
in the world. It was declared by Lenin. It 
was waged by Stalin. And it has been carried 
on relentlessly by every Communist since. 

It is a war waged simultaneously on many 
fronts and in many forms. It is a Cold War 
and a Hot War. An Economic War—and a 
Political War. A Propaganda War—and an 
Ideological War. It is waged by the Com- 
munists according to their own timetable 
and on battlefields of their own choosing. 
Although the war has many facets, it has 
but one objective: Communist control of 
the entire world. 

This is not my idea; it is theirs. It is not 
my definition of their goal. It is the Com- 
munist definition. They have stated it fre- 
quently and they believe it. I believe it, too. 


These are not the idle statements of 
some half-baked witchhunter but those 
of a trained military leader who has spent 
a lifetime studying the applications of 
Communist philosophy to concrete sit- 
uation and helping devise methods of 
countering them. 

It is thus no accident that he lines up 
with many other knowledgeable leaders, 
military and otherwise, in stating: 

Let’s stop the war in Vietnam by winning 
it... You can go ahead and clear up 
the situation in the South by stopping the 


aid from the North and can do this with 
air and naval power. 


In essence, General LeMay states that 
the United States should “use materiel, 
not personnel” to win the war. 

It is refreshing to find a person of this 
caliber who can size up the situation, 
summon to his command a background 
of vital information, reach a conclusion 
and state it in a straightforward, un- 
equivocating manner. 

The stand of General LeMay on vari- 
ous issues has caught the eye of a group 
of citizens in his native central Ohio. 
They have formed a Citizens’ for LeMay 
Committee which seeks to add his name 
to the list of potential Republican presi- 
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dential candidates for 1968. While he is 
one of many being considered, I would 
like to praise the efforts of members of 
this Mt. Vernon, Ohio-based group and 
state that even if their efforts fail, I hope 
General LeMay’s talents and good judg- 
ment will be called upon by the new 
Republican administration in 1969. 

For a short introduction to this man’s 
views I would like to include an article 
from the Dayton Daily News, on July 2, 
1967, forwarded to me by the citizen’s 
committee, which, incidentally, is based 
within the congressional district which I 
represent: 


[From the Dayton Daily News, July 2, 1967] 
On BOMBS AND CIGARS 


Gen, Curtis E. LeMay, USAF (Ret.), of- 
fered his views on a variety of current topics 
during a rare press conference at the Curtis 
hotel in Mt. Vernon June 22. Following are 

hts: 

Arab-Israeli war—The war was an example 
of the “proper use” of air power. Here is an 
example of turning the job over to profes- 
sional soldiers, which the Israelis did and 
we haven’t done.” 

Vietnam war Let's stop the war in Viet- 
nam by winning it... You can go ahead and 
clear up the situation in the South by stop- 
ping the aid from the North and can do this 
with air and naval power.” 

Bombing—‘“You don't attack the popula- 
tion. Start with the port of Haiphong—to 
stop things from coming in. You can destroy 
it, mine it, blockade. Let the commanders do 
it. Then you have to hit their most im- 
portant targets. Warn the people to get away 
so that you're not attacking them directly. 
Air power has not failed in North Vietnam. 
It has done just exactly what the profes- 
sionals said it would do... It has slowed 
down the supply of resources into the 
South...” 

Welfare I'm for welfare programs. We're 
the richest country in the world; we've got 
the best system ever devised—free enter- 
prise. It has produced riches and I think 
everyone should participate in the fruits of 
our efforts. However, I’m thoroughly against 
give-away programs . . I worry about some 
of the programs that we have—how we're 
going to pay forthem... 

“I'm for all of those programs, as many 
as we can get. Medicare, for instance. Cer- 
tainly this country ought to provide medical 
eare for everybody, but I don’t say the gov- 
ernment has to do it. I’m willing to help 
my neighbor who happens to be unfortunate 
and can’t take care of himself; and we have 
people like that—mentally retarded, people 
who are sick and can’t do anything about 
it, Certainly we have to care for these people. 
But there's a limit to how much money I’m 
willing to give to my neighbor to keep him 
from working.” 

National debt I know it’s the theories of 
the long-hairs to have debt after debt. I 
saw what inflation did to Germany after the 
war. Everybody started over with about $50. 
This is going to happen to us sooner or later 
if we don’t curb the debt. We have to have 
a balanced budget. I'm for balancing the 
budget.” 

Civil rights—“I can’t understand all the 
fuss about this civil rights business . All 
the racial trouble now is being caused by a 
bunch of professional no-goods, The Com- 
munists are trying to take advantage of this. 
They finance some of these rabblerousers. 
They thrive on it. They like this. The Negroes 
are the ones suffering—more than the white 
people—from these riots and illegal activi- 
ties . . Negro people are just as good citi- 
zens as you or I, and they love the country 
as much as you or I do. I think (the 
Communists) are up to their eyebrows (in 
the civil rights movement). As a matter of 
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fact, I know it. I’ve seen some of the reports. 
These reports were never made public. All 
of this unrest we're having now, a lot of it 
is Communist inspired.” 

The Senate 1 talked to the Republican 
organization in California about being a can- 
didate for the U.S. Senate. I insist that it 
goes no farther than that.” 

Political views IT feel I’m a political mod- 
erate. I want to march forward on a broad 
front—with sound planning, with sound fi- 
nancing and with sound leadership. I don't 
think you can give people something for . 
nothing. This is what I think a lot of these 
(administration) programs pretend to do.” 

Becoming a candidate I think when the 
time comes, if there’s enough interest, I will 
say I'm a candidate. I don’t know when that 
will be.“ 

Oigars—“ Sitting around here, 
smoke one all the time.” 


In addition, a short biographical 
sketch of General LeMay is prefaced to 
his Wichita speech, which I also include: 

Grn. Curtis E. LeMay, U.S. Am Force, 

RETIRED 


I would 


Curtis Emerson LeMay was born at Colum- 
bus, Ohio, on November 15, 1906. 

General LeMay, now chairman of the Board 
of Network Electronic Corp., Chatsworth, 
California, entered the Armed Services as a 
flying cadet in 1928, completed pilot training 
at Kelly Field Texas, and was commissioned 
a Second Lieutenant in the regular Army. 

Following many significant military accom- 
plishments, General LeMay was selected to 
command the U.S. Air Forces in Europe with 
Headquarters at Wiesbaden, Germany in 
1947. He organized air operations for the 
famous “Berlin Airlift.” A year later he re- 
turned to the United States, assumed com- 
mand of the newly formed Strategic Air 
Command, and established its Headquarters 
at Offutt Air Force Base, Nebraska. 

Commanding SAC for nearly ten years he 
built, from the remnants of World War II, 
an all-jet bomber force, manned and sup- 
ported by professional airmen dedicated to 
the preservation of peace. Under his leader- 
ship and supervision, plans were laid for the 
development and integration of an intercon- 
tinental ballistic missile (ICBM) capability. 

In July of 1957, the General was appointed 
Vice Chief of Staff of the United States Air 
Force. In July 1961, General LeMay was ap- 
pointed Chief of Staff of the U.S. Air Force. 

General LeMay was graduated from Ohio 
State University with a Bachelor of Civil En- 
gineering Degree and is a distinguished 
alumnus of the College of Engineering of 
that University. He holds Honorary Doctor of 
Law Degrees from John Carroll University, 
Kenyon College, the University of Southern 
California and the University of Akron; Hon- 
orary Doctor of Science Degrees from Tufts 
and the University of Virginia, and an Hon- 
orary Doctor of Engineering Degree from 
Case Institute of Technology. 


How To END THE Wan IN VIETNAM 
(By Gen. Curtis E. LeMay, USAF (ret.), a 


speech to the Chamber of Commerce of 
Wichita, Kans., April 10, 1967) 


That is a universal question. It is on the 
lips and in the heart of every American. It 
must be the major concern of our national 
leadership. The whole world is watching— 
and waiting—and wondering. 

I doubt that there has ever been a popular 
war. Not with the men who have to fight it, 
anyway. As a military man I can tell you 
that. But I doubt if there has ever been a war 
more unpopular than this one. Nor a war 
more criticized. No one is satisfied with the 
way the situation is going. Neither the doves 
nor the hawks, But it’s a war—and we're in it. 

It’s a very unsatisfactory kind of war. 
There are no bands playing. There are no 
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Red Stamps—no “C” cards, The other day 
they tore down the Hollywood Canteen. 

But it's a real war. And it’s rotten! 

It's real to the 8,000 American boys who 
have been killed there so far. And it’s real 
to their families. Very real. 

It's a real war that—as far as we can tell 
is costing us two billion dollars a month. 
Two billion in taxes—right off the top. 

It’s a real war to 400 thousand American 
men over there right now, More men that we 
had in Korea. 

It's real—and it's tragic—and it’s neces- 
sary. Worse—it’s no closer to the end than 
it was when it started. Five years—and eight 
thousand men—ago. Maybe it’s even farther 
away. 

So what do we do— 

That's what I came here to talk about. 

For a few minutes, let’s take a three-part 
look at the situation. First, let’s recall how 
we got there. Then, let’s see what we are 
doing there—and why. Finally—the big ques- 
tion—how can we end it. 

To begin with, it is necessary to under- 
stand that Vietnam is a part of a much larger 
and much longer war—a war between the 
Communists and what we call the Free 
World. 

This larger war was declared by the Com- 
munists. It was declared by Karl Marx be- 
fore there was even one Communist coun- 
try in the world. It was declared by Lenin. 
It was waged by Stalin. And it has been 
carried on relentlessly by every Communist 
leader since. 

It is a war waged simultaneously on many 
fronts and in many forms. It is a Cold War— 
and a Hot War. An Economic War—and a 
Political War. A Propaganda War—and an 
Ideological War. It is waged by the Com- 
munists according to their own timetable 
and on battlefields of their own choosing. 
Although the war has many facets, it has 
but one objective: Communist control of the 
entire world. 

This is not my idea; it is theirs. It is not 
my definition of their goal. It is the Com- 
munist definition. They have stated it fre- 
quently and they believe it. I believe it, too. 

On the international scale, Communism is 
not a political party: it is a way of life. Their 
announced intention is to extend this way 
of life to every part of the world—through 
force or through guile. This is not a scare 
phrase. It is a fact. And we must reckon with 
it. 

After the 1917 revolution, Communism was 
largely a Russian matter until World War II. 
However, little Finland did, you will recall, 
resist Communist infiltration and armed 
aggression but it was during and following 
World War II that Communist leadership 
began to be conspicuously successful in their 
international ambitions. 

Winston Churchill, the only world leader 
(except for Stalin) who understood Com- 
munist ambitions, tried to head them off. 
To keep eastern Europe from falling unop- 
posed into Russian domination. Churchill 
argued for invasion of Europe from the 
Southeast. “Through the soft and vulnerable 
underbelly” Sir Winston called it. 

But in Summit Meetings he was out-voted. 
And the Russians alone moved against Ger- 
many from the east. The result: a divided 
Germany—a sectored Berlin—and Russian 
occupation of eastern Europe. It is still that 
way—20 years later! 

At the end of World War II, the United 
States was tired for war. But we were the 
strongest nation in the world, and we were 
optimistic about the future. We turned our 
strength and our optimism to post-war 
problems. The rehabilitation of war-ravaged 
countries. The relocation of displaced per- 
sons. The application of wartime scientific 
discoveries to peace-time uses which would 
advance the world standard of living. We 
put together the United Nations. We were 
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confident that we could maintain world peace 
through international cooperation. 

As an American, I am proud that we as- 
sumed that kind of world leadership. 

But while the ink was drying on the 
United Nations Charter, Soviet military 
forces barricaded the communist-occupied 
world. They stripped eastern Europe and 
northern China of their industrial machin- 
ery. They set up communist puppet-govern- 
ments in most eastern European countries. 
The Communists were carrying through their 
announced plan of world domination. But 
we somehow could not believe it. These peo- 
ple were our allies! They were the heroes of 
Stalingrad. 

It took Sir Winston Churchill with his 
famed Iron Curtain speech at Fulton, Mis- 
souri, to shock us out of our naive com- 
placency. Clearly he explained the signifi- 
cance of Soviet actions. He warned of things 
to come. And America listened. 

A year later—when Greece was threatened 
by Communist-supplied insurgents and 
Russia was pressuring Turkey for control of 
the Bosporus—our passive reaction to Com- 
munist aggression ended. We spoke in a new 
voice. We offered the Greek and Turkish 
governments military and economic aid. The 
American President told the world of our 
determination (quote) “to help free people 
maintain their free institutions and their 
national integrity against aggressive move- 
ments that seek to impose upon them total- 
Itarlan regimes.” (end quote) 

This was the Truman Doctrine and it 
marked the turning point for America. It 
announced our decision to defend the Free 
World against the expansion of Commu- 
nism. It set the stage for the Marshall Plan. 
It was a beginning. 

During the late Forties, our practical edu- 
cation as to the true nature of the Com- 
munist threat and their policy of “Socialist 
Revolution” continued. In the Spring of 
1948, Czechoslovakia, the last free nation in 
eastern Europe, fell to a communist coup. 
In June, The Soviet army blockaded Berlin. 
A year later, Communist Chinese forced 
Chiang Kai-shek off the Asian mainland. 
Soviet-veto after Soviet-veto was hamstring- 
ing the UN. And in September, Russia de- 
tonated its first atomic bomb. 

Within nine months—with Soviet blessing 
and support, Communist North Korea in- 
vaded South Korea. Our announced role as 
ally to the nations of the Free World was 
being pointedly put to the test—as the 
world watched, 

In the meantime, however, we had not been 
inactive. Our expanded strategic nuclear 
forces had been deployed to forward bases 
in England. Here they posed a powerful 
counter-threat to any Soviet expansion into 
western Europe. Our commitment to Euro- 
pean defense was further underscored with 
the creation of the NATO Alliance and the 
stationing of U.S. forces on the continent. 

Our involvement in the Korean crisis was 
immediate and decisive. It served unmistak- 
able notice to the communist world that 
overt aggression anywhere would not be 
tolerated. Our strength—and our willing- 
ness to use it formed a strategic deterrent 
against Soviet agression—east and west. 

We can prevent major wars. 

Time and again the Communists tested us 
to make sure our policy had not weakened. 
They engineered confrontations—in Berlin, 
in Lebanon, in the Taiwan Straits, and in the 
Cuban Missile Crisis. In every case, we evi- 
denced our willingness to respond to the 
threat of direct conflict. 

It was time for the Communists to adjust 
their strategy. 

In 1961, Premier Khrushchev officially pro- 
claimed the new, preferred method of ad- 
vancing Communist control of the world 
with his endorsement of so-called “Wars of 
National Liberation.” His statement, with 
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similar encouragement from the leaders of 
Red China, give new impetus to the up- 
heaval then already in existence in South- 
east Asia. 

Normally, these Wars of Liberation take a 
recognized form. They are low intensity 
wars—fought by guerrillas against the 
established government—using techniques 
perfected in China against the Japanese and 
later against the Nationalists. 

The tactics involve a wide variety of en- 
gagements—some large, some small. There 
are border incidents—hit-and-run raids— 
sudden terrorist massacres—bloody am- 
bushes—and a continuous flood of propa- 
ganda, The tactics work. 

They were successful in Algeria, They 
brought Castro to power in Cuba but no- 
where were they more successful than when 
they forced the French to withdraw from 
Southeast Asia—creating a power vacuum 
and political chaos still not resolved. 

To counter this growing threat, we devel- 
oped a new military concept known as Flex- 
ible Response. In implementing this concept, 
we put together a package of land, sea and 
air power carefully adjusted and limited to 
the given level of provocation. Not too little 
and not too much. It stresses global mobil- 
ity. And because world tensions and inter- 
national politices are involved, direct and 
specific control of all military action is re- 
tained by our national leadership in 
Washington. 

It is this policy of Flexible Response that 
shapes our military activity in Vietnam to- 
day. 

And why are we there today? We are there 
because we were asked to come. First to ad- 
vise—then to assist—and now to fight. We 
were asked by the government of South Viet- 
nam which was under heavy pressure from 
a War of Liberation being conducted by the 
Viet Cong—inspired, directed and supplied by 
the Communists to the north. It is important 
to understand this. 

This is not a civil war. It is not a local 
war evolving out of local issues. It is not a 
peasant revolt—any more than the Red take- 
over of China was a peasant revolt. The war 
in Vietnam is a typical and clearly identifia- 
ble part of current Communist strategy for 
world domination. It is a calculated act of 
aggression. It is an act of aggression directed 
against you. And your brothers, and your 
sons, and your husbands are fighting in Viet- 
nam for you—against the Communist aggres- 
sion, 

What are they doing? What are we doing 
in Vietnam? 

We are implementing our policy of Flexi- 
ble Response. Let’s see what that means. 

Flexible Response introduces several new 
features to the use of American military 
power. Traditionally, the ultimate goal of 
military action is total defeat of the enemy. 
Even in Korea, despite severe restriction on 
the use of our airarm above the Yalu River, 
there were no holds barred within the com- 
bat zone. Flexible Response changes this ap- 
proach. 

Under this doctrine, military forces are 
still expected to eliminate their immediate 
adversaries. But only the precise increments 
of force believed needed to achieve limited 
objectives are committed to combat. The 
military objective is restricted to halting 
enemy aggression and punishing him enough 
to make him willing to negotiate. 

The underlying idea is to make it plain 
that we could destroy the enemy if we 
wanted to—and that he would prefer to 
negotiate a settlement once our determina- 
tion was clear. 

Our leaders in Washington are attempting 
to apply military power according to this 
new concept. They establish carefully con- 
trolled campaigns with limited political ob- 
jectives. They try to use military resources to 
apply subtle pressures—employing military 
power as a versatile and precise instrument. 


19896 


They want to bring the enemy to the con- 
ference table—without damage to our image 
in the mirror of world opinion. 

Let us realistically appraise the results. 

There are some positives. We have learned 
to fight guerrillas—and vo inflict heavy 
casualties on a capable, secret and swift 
enemy. We have developed ways to employ 
our superior technical and tactical weapons 
to give us mobility and deadly striking power. 
We have made it increasingly difficult and 
costly for the Communists to operate. And 
we have spent five years doing it. 

Our objective has always been the same— 
to make it clear to the Communist that he 
can’t win—and from our vantage point of 
obviously superior strength, to force him 
to the conference table through frustration 
and exhaustion. 

And what is the score at the five-year 
mark? 

Basically, I think it would be fair to say 
that the Viet Cong has gotten stronger— 
and we are the ones who are frustrated, The 
long, drawn-out conflict has created dissen- 
sion and dispute in America—and a greater 
sense of determination and purpose in North 
Vietnam. 

Every American instinct makes us want to 
jump in with both feet and get this un- 
pleasant job over with—as quickly as 
possible. 

Traditional oriental patience makes them 
willing to extend the struggle unto genera- 
tion after generation, if necessary. 

We are fighting the war with the com- 
modity most precious to us—and held much 
cheaper by the enemy—the lives of men. 

And toward what objective? 

Negotiation. 

I submit to you that it is not possible for 
us to lose the war. We are too strong. But 
it is more than possible for us to lose the 
negotiation. And the longer it is delayed, the 
more likely we are to lose it. 

After all what is there to negotiate? The 
separation of North Vietnam and South Viet- 
nam and the boundary between them has 
already been established by negotiation at 
the Geneva Convention. Any concessions to 
the Communists and any abridgement of 
freedom for the people of South Vietnam— 
will reward the Communists for their aggres- 
sion. We cannot allow aggression to be polit- 
ically profitable. This would encourage po- 
litical aggression in every corner of the 
world. Communist aggression must result in 
Communist disaster. 

And you won’t get that at the negotiation 
table. 

We must never forget that the world is 
watching us in Vietnam. Our national lead- 
ers are very right about that. We have an- 
nounced ourselves as the champions of free 
people everywhere—the ally of every country 
in the Free World. And every country in the 
Free World is watching to see just what kind 
of an ally we are. 

Can we—and will we—join with them to 
resist Communist aggression? To resist it— 
and repel it. We are the only force in the 
world capable of giving any country the 
strength to remain free from Communist 
domination. The world is watching us in 
Vietnam to see if we will put our money 
where our mouth is. It’s just that simple. 

We are not engaged in a world-wide popu- 
larity contest with the Communists. In all 
candor I must point out that the strong and 
the rich are seldom the popular. They are 
sometimes feared—and sometimes resented, 
but they are usually respected—if they de- 
serve it. So I thank God that we are rich and 
I thank God that we are strong. Because, I 
know, that it is for those reasons we are free. 
And it is our freedom and our strength and 
our riches that offer hope and encourage- 
ment to people everywhere. 

So—how do we end the war in Vietnam? 

The way to end the war in Vietnam is to 
win it. 
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We must revise our objective. Instead of 
negotiation, our objective must be to make 
the war so costly for the Communists that 
they will end it. The Communists started the 
war. The Communists must end it. 

We must fight the war from our strength— 
not theirs. 

We must fight it with the least cost to 
ourselves and at the greatest cost to the 
enemy. We must change the currency in this 
game from men to materiel. 

America's greatest strength in this military 
situation is our air and naval power. We 
must use it strategically. We must use it de- 
cisively. We must use it now. 

I also think it is important that we tell 
the world about this change in objective— 
so the world can correctly interpret our mo- 
tives and evaluate our results. And we will 
also tell the Communists. 

We will tell them that we are going to 
bomb increasingly costly targets in North 
Vietnam. They can decide how much they 
want to pay for the privilege of invading 
their neighbor, First, we must destroy the 
ability of the North Vietnamese to wage war 
and then, if necessary, their entire produc- 
tive capacity. 

We can pin-point the targets we will hit— 
and warn the civilians in advance to evacu- 
ate. In modern warfare—with modern warn- 
ing devices—there is little element of sur- 
prise in bombing raids. Hanoi, for example, 
is ringed with far more and far better anti- 
aircraft devices than were ever in Berlin in 
World War II. 

You will recall that North Vietnam is a 
rather recent arrival to Twentieth Century 
technology and industry. Her resources, by 
our standards, are meager and hard-earned. 
They are more valuable to her, in many re- 
spects, than human life, And North Viet- 
nam must be made to pay for this war with 
her dearest coins. 

The harbor at Haiphong—and the entire 
capacity to receive outside supplies. Elimi- 
nate it! 

The power system that fuels every war- 
making facility. 

The transportation system—trails, rolling 
stock, bridges and yards. 

Every factory and every industrial installa- 
tion, beginning with the biggest and best— 
and never ending so long as there are two 
bricks still stuck together. 

And if necessary the irrigation system on 
which food production largely depends. 

We must be willing to continue our bomb- 
ing until we have destroyed every work of 
man in North Vietnam if this is what it takes 
to win the war. 

We shall avoid the civilian population. 
And we shall warn the population. But we 
will destroy the capacity of that population 
to slaughter innocent people for political 
gain. 

I do not think it will be necessary to use 
nuclear weapons to accomplish this task. But 
I would not rule out any strength that we 
have, if the situation demanded it. 

Admittedly, there is one big question un- 
answered. If we adopted this policy, would 
Red China and Russia come directly into 
the fight? 

I don’t think so. 

The possibility, of course, exists. But in my 
opinion, Red China has plenty of internal 
trouble. And they don’t have the weapon 
strength to attack us. Yet. The longer we 
delay, the stronger Red China will become— 
and the more likely they might be provoked 
into direct involvement—later. 

Soviet Russia has indicated more than 
once that she does not want to project her- 
self into a showdown with the United States. 
Not now, anyway. I again call your attention 
to Berlin, Lebanon, Taiwan Straits and the 
Cuban crisis. 

I think we should also face the possibility 
that should this strategy fail—we might 
have to mount a land invasion, But that is 
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very remote, In my opinion, the Communists 
would seek and end to the war long before 
their country was destroyed. The Com- 
munists are realists. Much more so, I think, 
than we. They will not continue on a course 
whose only reward is total destruction. 

And I believe that the course I suggest 
will end the war quicker—with less loss of 
life on both sides. I'm sure it will cost fewer 
American lives. And those are my primary 
concern, 

The policy I suggest will not result in 
compromise. at the peace table. And it will 
not reward the Communists for their 
aggression. 

It will encourage our allies in all parts of 
the world. It will bolster the determination 
of free men everywhere to fight for their 
freedom. 

Ladies and Gentlemen: I have tried to 
bring out 3 points here today. 

1, The current situation in Vietnam is not 
a civil war or local disturbance into which 
we have immorally thrust ourselves—but it 
is a clearly identifiable and well documented 
act of aggression on the part of the com- 
munists to impose their way of life on this 
part of the free world by force. It would be 
immoral for us not to be there. 

2. Our present strategy in Vietnam has not 
produced the results we desire, but on the 
contrary has led the North Vietnamese to 
believe they can win. This has resulted in an 
ever increasing casualty list on both sides. 

3. The only solution I see is to use our 
strength, our air and naval power in the 
most humane manner possible to destroy 
North Vietnam's capability to wage war 
against the free people of South Vietnam. 

But the end of the war in Vietnam will 
not end the war with Communism. They 
have already probably developed the tactic 
to replace Wars of Liberation. And we will 
have to develop a counter-tactic to oppose 
that. 

For—like it or not—we ARE the leaders 
of the Free World. We are the world’s one 
hope to contain Communism and Commu- 
nist aggression—until it destroys itself. 

We must not fail that hope. We must not 
fail in Vietnam. We must not fail our allies. 
We must not fail ourselves. 

We must not fail the world. 


AN APPEAL FOR THE FREEDOM OF 
MOISE TSHOMBE 


Mr. WYATT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. ASHBROOK] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Oregon? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, dur- 
ing the past weekend, we learned 
through press accounts that the Supreme 
Court of Algeria had approved the re- 
quest from the Congo to extradite former 
Congolese Premier Moise Tshombe. 

President Mobutu has stated that 
Tshombe will be executed, without bene- 
fit of appearing in person in a new trial, 
and there seems to be little hope that 
Tshombe’s life will be spared by the 
present Congo leaders, let alone his free- 
dom granted, since, in the words of 
Mobutu, Tshombe is a traitor to the na- 
tion he once led—and the United States 
recognized—and “for us he is a dead 
man,” 

The press reports did bring some hope 
in the form of statements that Presi- 
dent Johnson has decided to intercede 
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privately with Mobutu to attempt to 
save Tshombe’s life. 

In this new light I would like to again 
state my personal request that all efforts 
be taken to aid this man who has stood 
with the United States and against the 
advance of communism in Africa dur- 
ing the violent years of the Congo’s 
independence. 

I call to the attention of the President 
a public appeal issued by the Tshombe 
Emergency Committee which calls for 
Tshombe’s freedom. 

The appeal, signed by 258 Americans, 
including academicians, clergymen, 
journalists, businessmen, and former 
diplomats, was originally directed to 
Algerian President Houria Boumedienne, 
but should exact even more thought from 
the President of the United States. 

Here is the text of the appeal, a partial 
list of those who signed and, in addition, 
a news article from the Philadelphia 
Inquirer of July 22, 1967, detailing the 
most recent events. Also, I include a 
statement from the World Youth Cru- 
sade for Freedom, Inc., urging release 
of Moise Tshombe: 


AMERICANS APPEAL TO ALGERIA TO FREE 
TSHOMBE, CALL FOR INTERNATIONAL PRES- 
SURE ON BOUMEDIENNE 


New York. N.Y., July 17, 1967.—Two hun- 
dred and fifty-eight Americans—including 
academicians, clergymen, former diplomats, 
journalists and businessmen—today issued a 
public appeal to Algerian President Houria 
Boumedienne to. . immediately release 
Moise Tshombe from custody and permit him 
to leave your country for whatever destina- 
tion he may voluntarily choose”. 

The signers of the appeal (which is being 
published in the July 17th issue of the inter- 
national edition of The Herald Tribune) 
also addressed their message to the people 
and leaders of other nations “. .. who are 
committed to the rule of law and to the 
right of asylum in the hope that they will 
take all appropriate action within their own 
countries and abroad to inform the Govern- 
ment of Algeria of their sentiments on these 
vital issues.” 

Among the signers of the statement were: 
Oscar A. De Lima, Chairman of the Execu- 
tive Committee of the United Nations Associ- 
ation of the USA; former State Department 
officials Joseph W. Ballantine, Spruille Bra- 
den, Paul C. Daniels, and Walter S. Robert- 
son; journalists William F. Buckley, Jameson 
G. Campaigne, John Chamberlain, George S. 
Schuyler and Ralph de Toledano; newspaper 
publisher, Eugene C. Pulliam; Chaplain of 
the U.S. Senate, Dr. Frederick Brown Harris; 
authors James Burnham, Max Eastman, Eu- 
gene Lyons and John Dos Passos; former 
Chief of Naval Operations, Arleigh Burke; 
former Congressmen August Johansen, Wal- 
ter H. Judd and Katharine St. George; at- 
torneys J. Daniel Mahoney, C. Dickerman 
Williams and Rene Wormser; clergymen And- 
hil Fineberg, David C. Head, Raymond J. de 
Jaegher, Edward A. Keller, Charles W. Lowry, 
Edmund A. Opitz and Alexander Turner; 
Professors Paul L. Adams, Lev E, Dobriansky, 
Stephen Enke, William Fleming, Magnus I. 
Gregersen, Will Herberg, Sidney Hook, Wal- 
ter Darnell Jacobs, Sylvester Petro, Stefan 
T. Possony and Karl A. Wittfogel; business- 
men Lammot Copeland, Jr., Patrick J. Fraw- 
ley, Minot K. Milliken, Henry Salvatori and 
H. Gregory Thomas; actor Efrem Zimbalist, 
Jr. 
The full text of the statement follows: 
“In the name of the international rule of 
law and the sacred tradition of political asy- 
lum, the undersigned American citizens re- 
spectfully address this appeal to President 
Houarie Boumedienne and the Government 
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of Algeria. Free Moise Tshombe. All people 
who believe that the observance of interna- 
tional law is one means of achieving world 
peace and security are greatly concerned over 
the abduction of Moise Tshombe and his de- 
tention by Algerian authorities, The abduc- 
tion itself is an act of piracy which must be 
considered illegal under all civilized systems 
of law. The detention of Mr. Tshombe, who 
has broken no Algerian law and has been 
brought into your country against his will, 
is both contrary to accepted precepts of in- 
ternational law and the right of asylum. For 
the Government of Algeria to participate in 
or condone an act of piracy and kidnapping 
is to set a dangerous precedent in interna- 
tional behavior and to lower Algeria's stand- 
ing in the community of nations, We ear- 
nestly believe that the undersigned American 
citizens represent the thinking of the Amer- 
ican people and people throughout the world 
when we urgently request the Government of 
Algeria to immediately release Moise 
Tshombe from custody and permit him to 
leave your country for whatever destination 
he may voluntarily choose. At the same time, 
we urge your Government to insure the safe- 
ty of Mr. Tshombe so long as he remains on 
Algerian territory and until that moment 
when he leaves. By so doing, the Government 
of Algeria will prove that it continues to re- 
spect international law and human decency. 
We also direct this message to the people and 
leaders of all nations who are committed to 
the rule of law and to the right of asylum 
in the hope that they will take all appropri- 
ate action within their own countries and 
abroad to inform the Government of Algeria 
of their sentiments on these vital issues.” 

Circulation and publication of the state- 
ment was sponsored by an ad hoc Tshombe 
Emergency Committee which was initiated 
early last week by a number of American 
friends of former Katanga President Moise 
Tshombe including columnists William F. 
Buckley, John Chamberlain, and Ralph de 
Toledano; Rep. John M. Ashbrook (R-Ohio) ; 
American Negro author Max Yergan; and 
former Secretary of the Navy, Charles Edi- 
son. Headquarters of the Committee is in 
Room 905, 79 Madison Avenue, New York, 
N.Y. 10016. 

A spokesman for the Committee said: 
We were surprised and amazed at the en- 
thusiastic and spontaneous public response 
in the United States and abroad to the an- 
nouncement of the organization of the 
Tshombe Emergency Committee. Three im- 
portant issues which are involved helped to 
produce this response: the fate and life of 
Moise Tshombe, a good friend of the United 
States and a leading African anti-Com- 
munist; concern that the rule of law was 
jeopardized by Algeria’s apparent condoning 
of an international act of piracy and kid- 
napping; and the belief in the right of politi- 
cal asylum. 

“The Tshombe Emergency Committee is 
in constant communication with individuals 
and organizations abroad who are working 
within their own countries to mobilize ap- 
propriate action which will convince the 
Algerian authorities to release Mr. Tshombe. 
We have called on all Members of Congress 
of the United States to urge the Secretary 
of State to make immediate representations 
to the Algerian Government to insure the 
safety and release of Mr. Tshombe. The 
Emergency Committee is in communication 
with various United Nations delegates and 
foreign diplomats in Washington in order to 
stimulate action on Tshombe’s behalf“. 


JOHNSON Set To INTERCEDE FOR TSHOMBE— 
ALGERIA HTH COURT ORDERS EXTRADITION 
TO CONGO CAPITAL 

(By David Kraslow) 
WASHINGTON, July 21.—President Johnson 
has decided to intercede privately with Con- 
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golese President Joseph Mobutu to try to 
save the life of former Congolese Premier 
Moise Tshombe. 

This was learned Friday after Algeria’s 
Supreme Court voted to approve the Con- 
go’s request for the extradition of Tshombe, 

Tshombe was condemned to death by a 
military court in absentia last March 13 on 
a charge of treason. He faces the prospect 
of execution by a firing squad upon his return 
to the Congo. 


MOBUTU NEGATIVE 


Mr. Johnson will not appeal to Mobutu, it 
was understood, unless the execution appears 
imminent, Although Mobutu was behind 
Tshombe’s ouster in October, 1965, and the 
treason trial, he could commute the sen- 
tence. 

However, a statement by Mobutu in 
Kinshasa after the Algerian verdict was an- 
nounced raised doubt whether he would þe 
lenient. Mobutu said Tshombe had been 
sentenced by the Congolese courts and “for 
us he is a dead man.” 

Mr, Johnson's appeal would be based pri- 
marily on humanitarian grounds. 


TSHOMBE BLAMES CIA 


It is expected the President also would 
advise Mobutu that Tshombe’s execution 
would unduly arouse political passions in 
a country that has been sundered by rebel- 
lion and economic chaos almost from the 
time it obtained independence from Belgium 
in 1960. 

Ironically, before the court announced its 
ruling in Algiers, Tshombe told the judges: 
“I’m the victim of an American CIA (Cen- 
tral Intelligence Agency) plot.” 

“If you decide to deliver me into the hands 
of the Congolese Government, I will accept 
your decision.” Tshombe said. “I am a man. 
I am a Chief of State. I will go. But the re- 
sponsibility for my fate will rest with this 
court.” 

CIA ROLE DENIED 


Asked about Tshombe’s contention re- 
garding the CIA, State Department spokes- 
man Robert J. McCloskey said: There is no 
truth whatsoever to that statement.” 

Tshombe, accused of fronting for Belgium 
mining interests when he attempted to seize 
power in the Congo, also has substantial 
backing among conservatives in this coun- 
try. 

The late President John F, Kennedy came 
under steady attack from American conserv- 
atives when the United States backed the 
Central Congolese Government in its war 
against the Tshombe-led secessionist move- 
ment. 

SECESSION CRUSHED 

The secession was crushed in January, 
1963. Tshombe returned from exile in Eu- 
rope in 1964, became Premier in July of that 
year and was recognized by the Johnson 
Administration. 

Mr. Johnson put Mobutu in his debt this 
month when he heeded Mobutu's plea for 
help during one of the Congo’s periodic re- 
Dellions. The dispatch to the Congo by Mr. 
Johnson of three Air Force transport planes 
and 126 servicemen evoked bitter criticism 
from Congressmen who felt the United States 
was involving itself in someone else’s busi- 
ness. 

PRESSURE BEGINS 

The pressure on Mr. Johnson to intercede 
in Tshombe’s behalf already has begun and 
is expected to intensify. 

“It would be a great disaster if (Tshombe) 
were executed,” Sen. Strom Thurmond (R., 
S.C.) said Friday in a Senate speech, in which 
he urged the President to make a personal 
appeal to prevent Tshombe’s extradition. 

In a 14-page statement on Thursday, Sen. 
Thomas J. Dodd (D., Conn.), long a staunch 
Tshombe supporter, said the United States 
has “an inescapable moral obligation to 
Tshombe.” 
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DEBT OF HONOR 

“Entirely apart from the debt of honor we 
owe Tshombe,” Dodd said, . . . his pro) 
extradition violates every concept of civilized 
law.” 

Dodd urged that we do everything in our 
powers to persuade the Congolese authori- 
ties to desist from their present course of 
action in seeking Tshombe’s extradition.” 

Asked at his news briefing about Thur- 
mond’s appeal to the President, White House 
press secretary George Christian replied that 
“I have no comment on that matter.” 

ANTI-COMMUNIST YOUTH GROUP URGES 

ALGERIA RELEASE TSHOMBE 


David A. Keene, American Secretary Gen- 
eral of the World Youth Crusade for Free- 
dom, an International anti-Communist 
Youth Organization headquartered at Madi- 
son, Wisconsin urged today that the United 
States and other free world nations unite to 
demand the release of Moise Tshombe, former 
President of Katanga who is awaiting ex- 
tradition from Algeria to the Congo where 
he faces a death sentence. 

Terming the Algerian abduction of 
Tshombe a flagrant breach of civilized in- 
ternational conduct, David Keene announced 
that all cooperating youth organizations 
around the World have been urged via wire 
to press for Tshombe’s early release. We are 
not so concerned with the domestic politics 
of the Congo as we are for the life of this 
man who was kidnapped by one country to 
be turned over to murderers in another. 
Human decency demands that we do all in 
our power to impress upon the Algerian Gov- 
ernment the need to observe the basic 
tenets of international law and civilized be- 
havior,” 

The World Youth Crusade was organized 
in late 1965 with a distinguished advisory 
board that includes men such as Barry M. 
Goldwater, William F. Buckley Jr., Eugene 
Lyons and John Dos Passos. 


TEXT OF WYCF CABLE 


Moise Tshombe, African Anti-Communist 
leader and former president of Katanga, has 
been abducted and is being held in Algeria 
in jeopardy of extradition to Congo where he 
is under sentence of death. American anti- 
Communist youth organizing massive sup- 
port for Tshombe. Strongly urge you and 
your organization also take immediate 
emergency action to mobilize public opinion 
and pressure in your country to convince 
Algeria to free him. This is situation which 
tests international anti-Communist solidarity 
and we know you will exert every effort. 

D. KEENE, 
Secretary-General, 
World Youth Crusade for Freedom. 


SELECT COMMITTEE TO INVESTI- 
GATE CAUSES OF RIOTS IN NEW- 
ARK, NJ., AND OTHER LARGE 
METROPOLITAN AREAS 


Mr. WYATT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from North Carolina [Mr. GARDNER] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Oregon? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Speaker, in re- 
cent weeks our Nation has been plagued 
with riots occurring in Newark, N. J., 
Durham, N.C., Detroit, Mich., Minne- 
apolis, Minn., and other metropolitan 
areas. It became necessary for several 
Governors to use National Guard troops 
to bring order to the riot-torn cities 
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and to prevent looting and property 
damage. 

Millions of dollars in damages have 
resulted from these riots, plus the many 
people who were killed and the hundreds 
wounded. All of this destruction and 
loss of life possibly could have been 
avoided. 

Just this morning news reports told 
of the strife in Detroit. National Guard 
troops have been employed, and the 
President has sent paratroopers to De- 
troit to assist in restoring peace. This 
situation is still very explosive, as are 
Newark, N.J., and Durham, N.C., and no 
city is immune from violence of this type. 

Much has been said about the causes of 
these riots, but the real truth is not 
known. The lack of job opportunities, 
housing, and educational facilities have 
been named as possible causes, but only 
a complete investigation will reveal the 
true facts. 

The citizens of our country are con- 
cerned over these riots and it is the 
responsibility of this Congress to cor- 
rect the causes of these civil disorders. 
It is for this reason that I have intro- 
duced today a resolution to create a 
select committee to conduct a full and 
complete investigation to determine the 
causes of riots which recently occurred 
in Newark, N.J., and other large metro- 
politan areas. 

Only in this way can Congress be fully 
appraised of the situation and act ac- 
cordingly. 

I insert the resolution to create a 
select committee to be printed in the 
RECORD: 

H. Res. 757 

Resolved, That there is hereby created a 
select committee to be composed of ten 
Members of the House of Representatives to 
be appointed by the Speaker, one of whom 
he shall designate as chairman. Not more 
than five members of the committee shall be 
members of the same political party. Any 
vacancy occurring in the membership of the 
committee shall be filled in the same manner 
in which the original appointment was made. 

The committee is authorized and directed 
to conduct a full and complete investigation 
to determine the causes of riots which re- 
cently occurred in Newark, New Jersey, and 
other large metropolitan areas. 

For the purpose of carrying out this reso- 
lution the committee, or any subcommittee 
thereof authorized by the committee to hold 
hearings, is authorized to sit and act during 
the present Congress at such times and 
places within the United States, including 
any Commonwealth or possession thereof, 
whether the House is in session, has recessed, 
or has adjourned, to hold such hearings, and 
to require, by subpena or otherwise, the 
attendance and testimony of such witnesses 
and the production of such books, records, 
correspondence, memorandums, papers, and 
documents, as it deems necessary; except that 
neither the committee nor any subcommittee 
thereof may sit while the House is meeting 
unless special leave to sit shall have been 
obtained from the House. Subpenas may be 
issued under the signature of the chairman 
of the committee or any member of the com- 
mittee designated by him, and may be served 
by any person designated by such chairman 
or member. 

The committee shall report to the House 
as soon as practicable during the present 
Congress the results of its investigation, to- 
gether with such recommendations as it 
deems advisable. Any such report which is 
made when the House is not in session shall 
be filed with the Clerk of the House, 


July 24, 1967 


CAPTIVE NATIONS WEEK, 1967, AND 
A SPECIAL HOUSE COMMITTEE ON 
CAPTIVE NATIONS 


Mr. WYATT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. DERWINSKI] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
RecorD and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Oregon? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, since 
the 1967 Captive Nations Week began this 
past third week of July, data has been 
flowing in steadily showing the scope and 
depth of a movement that has already 
assumed important international pro- 
portions. In the period ahead increasing 
amounts of such data will be received 
from both domestic and foreign sources. 

As in past years, one of the chief 
themes of the 1967 week was the neces- 
sary creation of a Special House Com- 
mittee on the Captive Nations. This 
action is long overdue. With the clear 
Russian penetration of the Middle East 
and its triggering of the Arab-Israel 
conflict, one would think that this action 
would have been spontaneously under- 
taken. Soviet Russian imperiocolonial- 
ism use a variety of techniques and 
subterfuges to extend the list of captive 
nations and thus expand its empire, in- 
cluding the technique of war by proxy, as 
seen in the Middle East. It is high time 
that we concentrated on the fundamen- 
tal power source of Soviet Russian im- 
periocolonialism, namely, the numerous 
captive non-Russian nations in the 
U. S. S. R. itself. And this would be one of 
the sterling accomplishments of the pro- 
posed special committee. 

Mr. Speaker, along with many other 
Members, I call again for the leadership 
to spur on the Rules Committee to con- 
sider now the measure for a Special Com- 
mittee on the Captive Nations. Also, I 
request that the following data on the 
1967 Captive Nations Week be printed at 
this point in the RECORD: 

First. July 17, New York Daily News 
editorial entitled “Captive Nations 
Week.” 

Second. Resolution of the Chicago 
Captive Nations Day festivity on July 15. 

Third. Chicago Tribune article of July 
16, entitled “50,000 See Annual Captive 
Nations March in State Street,” 

Fourth. Two letters on captive nations 
issues which appeared in the July 18 
Chicago Tribune. 

Fifth. July 13 release from the may- 
or’s office on the Chicago observance. 

Sixth. Article from July 18 edition of 
Cleveland, Ohio, Plain Dealer, entitled 
“4000 March for World Freedom.” 

Seventh, A letter which the Washing- 
ton Post refused to publish as a reply 
by Walter Pretka to its July 10 editorial 
on “Captive Congressmen.” 

Eighth. Article entitled “America’s 
Shame: The Captive Nations,” from 
Freedom’s Voice, a publication of the 
MacArthur Freedom Association. 

Ninth, July 24 press release from the 
National Captive Nations Committee 
commemorating the week at the Statue 
of Liberty. 

The material follows: 
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[From the New York Daily News, July 17, 
1967] 
CAPTIVE NATIONS WEEK 


The observance began yesterday. It was 
decreed by Congress in 1959, lest we forget 
the slave empire the Communists have over- 
run in the past 50 years. 

It is supposed to be accompanied by & 
ringing proclamation from our Chief Ex- 
ecutive. But as our Washington columnist, 
Ted Lewis, pointed out recently, this has 
been toned down to almost a behind-the- 
hand whisper by successive Presidents. 

Instead we talk of thaws, détentes, re- 
proachments and building bridges to these 
tyrants who have sworn to bury us. With 
wishful thinking and weasel words we try 
to transform the Communist Ogre into a 
Jolly Red Giant. 

Whenever we are tempted to take such 
pipe dreams seriously we should think of the 
millions of victims of our let's-get-along- 
with-the-Russians agreements at Yalta, 
Tehran and Potsdam. 

We talk of “peaceful coexistence.” What 
of their right to peaceful existence? And 
will the foundations for our “bridges” be the 
crushed spirits and broken hopes of those 
“huddled masses yearning to breathe free”? 


Cuicaco CAPTIVE Nations Day RESOLUTION, 
SATURDAY, JULY 15, 1967 

Whereas, the Senate and the House of 
Representatives have authorized the Presi- 
dent of the United States of America to 
proclaim a Captive Nations Week, and the 
same has been done for the past eight years; 
and 

Whereas, the Russian and Chinese Com- 
munist world continues on its road of perse- 
cution, aggression and enslavement, and 
through these means has succeeded to subju- 
gate many nations and ethnic groups, creat- 
ing a vast colonial empire; and 

Whereas, Communism continues to 
threaten the peace, security and independ- 
ence of the Free World, having succeeded in 
a complete take-over of Cuba, encouraging 
subversive conspiracies in Latin America and 
Africa, and conducting open, aggressive war- 
fare in South Viet-Nam, neighboring coun- 
tries of Laos and Cambodia, and most re- 
cently in the Middle and Near East; 

Now, therefore, be it resolved by the Chi- 
cago Captive Nations Week Committee, to 
urge the United States to adopt a national 
policy, which would encourage the aspira- 
tions and movements for national self-de- 
termination of all peoples enslaved by the 
communist imperialism, by an expressed and 
unequivocal commitment of the United 
States of America to support, by all means 
possible, such aspirations for national free- 
dom; 

Be it further resolved, that convinced of 
the indivisibility of freedom and peace, we 
consider the restoration of the sacred rights 
of all the nations based on principles of de- 
mocracy, self-determination and sovereignty 
within their respective ethnic boundaries, as 
of paramount importance for stability, free- 
dom and security of the entire world; 

Be it further resolved, that we support 
unreservedly the United States’ determined 
resistance to communist aggression in South 
Viet-Nam, and that we salute members of 
the United States and Allied Armed Forces, 
escapees from the Captive Nations, and their 
sons among them, fighting for men’s free- 
dom; and 

Be it further resolved, that the United 
States Ambassador to the United Nations, 
place on the agenda of the United Nations 
the following proposals: 

1. the abolishment of slave labor, mass 
deportations, and all concentration camps. 

2. the return to their countries all the de- 
ported and exiled who survived the commu- 
nist ordeal. 

3. free elections for all enslaved nations 
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under the supervision of United Nations 
Organization, 

Be it further resolved, that we oppose the 
admission of the Chinese Communist regime 
to the United Nations Organization; 

Be it further resolved, that we oppose 
“One-Way Bridges” and the establishment 
of Russian Consulate in Chicago; 

Be it further resolved, that special efforts 
must be made by the United States towards 
an awakening and strengthening of moral 
forces, particularly at a time when we are 
faced by an unparalleled loss of ethical con- 
cern and incredible callousness towards the 
enslaved, abandoned to their ordeal; 

Be it further resolved, to appeal to the 
United States authorities to undertake ut- 
most efforts in the interest of the preserva- 
tion of freedom, and of sacred values in 
educational institutions. In order to stop the 
spread of communist encirclement, it is not 
enough to give help to the underprivileged 
countries, but to correct the under-developed 
minds in our own country. It is appalling 
to see how free men let themselves be used 
in the service of the blood-stained Red 
Empire. 

Be it further resolved, that the United 
States government stop trading with the 
communist countries because in so doing, 
it helps them to tighten their grip on the 
enslaved. Whatever is gained at great risk 
by the desperate, enslaved men and women 
through sabotaging Soviet economy, is de- 
stroyed through trading. 

Be it further resolved, that this Committee 
reiterates its support for the establishment 
of the permanent Captive Nations Commit- 
tee (House Resolution 211) and Freedom 
Academy, which would demonstrate to the 
entire world that the United States of 
America will not cease in its efforts until 
all the Captive Nations are able to enjoy their 
God-given rights in their sovereign states. 

Viktors Viksnins, General Chairman; 
Prof. A. Voobus, Chairman of Reso- 
lution Sub-Committee; Mrs. Ulana 
Celewych, Secretary; Taras Shpikula, 
Ukraine Representative; Mrs. Vera 
Romuk, Bielarus’ Representative; 
Bernhard Averbeck, Germany Repre- 
sentative; Roksanda Panich, Serbia 
Representative; Vaslav Kubicek, 
Czechoslovakia Representative; Sandra 
Sela, Croatia Representative; Dimitry 
Gunia, Georgia Representative; H. 
Yeusuf Azem, Albania Representa- 
tive; Kit Shent Mui, China Repre- 
sentative; Hon. Paul Chung, Korea 
Representative; Birute A. Vindasius, 
Lithuania Representative; Anton On- 
drus, Slovakia Representative; Leonids 
Neimanis, Latvia Representative; Alex- 
ander Koepp, Estonia Representative; 
Ivan Klitnyj, Cossackia Representa- 
tive; Henryka Grajewska, Poland Rep- 
resentative; Georg Marinev, Bulgaria 
Representative. 


From the Chicago (Il.) Tribune, July 16, 
1967] 
Firry THOUSAND SEE ANNUAL CAPTIVE Na- 
TIONS MARCH IN STATE STREET 

Americans from captive nations carried 
flags of those nations down State street yes- 
terday along with signs calling for freedom 
of their native lands. 

They were marching in the annual Cap- 
tive Nations parade. American flags flew 
proudly at the head of each marching unit, 
and banners proclaiming support for United 
States service men in Viet Nam. 

FIFTY THOUSAND SEE PARADE 

A crowd, estimated by police at 50,000 per- 
sons, lined State street three and four deep 
to watch. 

Among the largest delegations in the 
parade of more than 10,000 persons were those 
from Korea and Lithuania. The Korean 
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Karate institute presented a demonstration 


in which one man pulled a car by a strap 
held in his teeth and another smashed a 
cement block with his head. 

Queens reigned over colorful floats, and 
women marched in native costumes of reds, 
blues, and greens. 


HONOR VIET VETERANS 


Men who have served in Viet Nam rode in 
cars near the front of the parade. The crowd 
at the reviewing stand cheered them as the 
United States Navy band played “My Coun- 
try "Tis of Thee.“ 

Robert Witcher, state commander of the 
Veterans of Foreign Wars, headed the VF. W. 
delegation which led the parade. 

In addition to Korea and Lithuania, the 
nations represented included Bulgaria, the 
Baltic states, Serbia, Slovakia, Estonia, 
Poland, Ukraine, Croatia, Bielarus, Albania, 
Latvia, Cossakia, Slovenia, Armenia, Geor- 
gia, Germany, Czechoslovakia and China. 

Rep. Roman C. Pucinski [D., Hl. J. told 
more than 200 persons attending a luncheon 
in the Hilton hotel after the parade, We 
are able to work together as Americans be- 
cause we have one bond that holds us all 
together—we are all free. 

“There were no draft card burners, no flag 
burners, on State street today. There were 
Americans who understand that Viet Nam 
is a battle in a continuing war against com- 
munism.. .” 

“God grant that the spirit you demon- 
strated today would become infectious and 
spread thruout the country and thruout the 
whole world. 

“God created men to be free and no Com- 
munist is going to change that.” 


[From the Chicago (IIl.) Tribune, July 18, 
1967] 


U.S. Toots For RUSSIA 


AURORA, July 6.—Willard Edwards’ “Capitol 
Views” column in today’s TRIBUNE is timely 
in revealing the mechanism and motives in- 
volved in moving the east-west trade bill 
thru Capitol hill. 

“Loyal opposition” leader in this particu- 
lar venture, Sen. Thruston Morton (R., Ky.) 
envisions prosperity for Kentucky as the 
United States steps up the sale of machine 
tools to the soviets. Morton says “Cincinnati 
is the machine tool center of the world. 
You'd be surprised to know how many Ken- 
tuckians cross the river to work over there.” 

Perhaps in November, 1968, Sen. Morton 
will be surprised to learn that Kentuckians 
choose not to trade loyalty to their fighting 
men for the tainted riches resulting from 
selling highly strategic machine tools to the 
communist enemy. 

Furthermore, it is hardly realistic to clas- 
sy such deals as sales,“ since the soviets 
require credit from the United States govern- 
ment Export-Import bank, and, in event of 
default, Mr. and Mrs. American Taxpayer will 
be picking up the tab for this aid to the 
enemy. 

Scrap iron to Japan was minor league 
compared with this operation. Remember 
Pearl Harbor! 

ROBERT M. GREGG. 


[From the Chicago (II.) Tribune, July 18, 
1967] 


EHRUSHCHEV’S REMARKS 


Curcaco, July 13.—I was shocked to read 
this morning of some remarks by the dis- 
credited Communist, Mr. Khrushchev, about 
former Presidents Eisenhower and Kennedy 
and former Vice President Nixon. I am sure 
that each of them, in their time, took care 
of the number one Communist when he was 
flying high. But I think red-blooded Ameri- 
cans who boiled as I did when reading Mr. 
Khrushchev’s remarks should write letters 
to the papers telling Mr. Khrushchev that 
Americans choose their own officers, and are 
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in no need of any outside influence [such as 
he claimed to have exerted in behalf of Mr. 
Kennedy] to elect or reject any candidate 
for office of this great nation. 
JAMES M. BURR, 
Deputy Sheriff, Cook County. 


RELEASE From OFFICE OF THE MAYOR, 
JULY 13, 1967 

Chicago’s Captive Nations Week Committee 
appointed by Mayor Daley to sponsor the 
Captive Nations Week program in Chicago 
including the annual parade on State Street 
to be held at 12:00 noon, Saturday, July 
15th, was announced today. 

Viktors Viksnins of the United Latvian 
Association was named Chairman and Mrs. 
Ulana Celewych of the Ukrainian American 
Association was named Secretary. 

Committee members named with others 
to be added are: 

HONORARY COMMITTEE 

Governor Otto Kerner, Mayor Richard J. 
Daley, the Honorable Edward J. Derwinski, 
the Honorable Daniel Rostenkowski, the 
Honorable Roman Pucinski, the Honorable 
Frank Annunzio, Professor Lev. E. Dobrian- 
sky, His Excellency Most Rev. Vincentas 
Brizgys, the Honorable Paul Chung, the Hon- 
orable Petras P, Dauzvardis, the Honorable 
Wei-min Lee, His Excellency Most Rev. Alek- 
sander Nowytzkyi, Colonel Jack Reilly, Jacob 
J. Wolf, Frank D. Savickas, the Honorable 
John C. Kluczynski, Mr. Frederick E. Mer- 
ritt, Mr. Joe Martin, Dr. L. B. Dzinich, Dr. 
Peter Hletko, Mr. Walter A. Kollacks, Dr. 
Chester Plekarczyk, Dr. V. Romuk, Mr. An- 
thony Rudis, Mr. Ray Soden, Mr. Paul 
Quirico, Rev. John Beretta, Mrs. Ulana Cele- 
wych, Mr. Juhon Holberg, Mr. Viktors 
Viksnins. 


ALBANIA 
Rev. Hafizi Yousuf Azem, Dr. Faton Gashi, 
Mr. Yaup Xhezaj, Dr. Isa Sejdinaj, Dr. Kugia. 
ARMENIA 
Mr. Art Kushdilian. 
BULGARIA 
Dr. George Paprikoff, Mr. Jordan Georgiev, 
Mr. George Marinov, Mr. Hristo Gelov, Mr. 
Anthony Bielenis, Mr. William Puntus, Mrs. 
Vera Romuk, Mr. Nick Zyznieuski, Mrs. 


Tania Novik. 
CHINA 


Mr. Kit Shent Mui, Mr. Pack H. Wong, 
Mr. Albert K. Leong. 
COSSACKIA 
Mr. Andrew Kozlow, Mr. Ivan Klitnyj, Mr. 
Andreas Mazanow. 
CROATIA 
Mr. Joe Stimac, Mrs. Ivanka Simatic, Mr. 
Martin Rukavina, Mrs. Sandra Sola. 
CUBA 
Mr, Arturo Olivera, M.D., Mr. Augustin Rey. 
CZECHOSLOVAKIA 
Mr. Vaclav Kubicek, Mrs. Vlasta Vraz. 
ESTONIA 
Professor Dr. A. Voobus, 
Koepp, Mr. Oskar Kookla. 
GEORGIA 
Mr. Dimitri Gunia. 
GERMANY 


Mr. Bernhard Averbeck, Mrs. Isabella Erbe, 
Mr. Dieter K. Schroeder. 


HUNGARY 


Dr. Frederick Nagy, Mr. Paul Quirico, Rev. 
Kornel Tessenyl. 


Mr. Alexander 


KOREA 
Mr. Ki Young Shim, Rev. G. K. Un, Mr. 
Song W. So. 
LATVIA 


Mr. V. Landmanis, Mr. Leonids Neimanis, 
Mr, A. Vanags, Mr. Voldemars Lagzdins. 
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LITHUANIA 


Mr. Karolis Avizienis, Mr. J. Ingaunis, Mr. J. 
Pakalka, Mr. Leon Pakusta, Mr, Leonas Pra- 
puolenis, Mrs. Biruta Vindasiena. 


POLAND 


Mr. Walter Stepien, Mr. Boleslaw Bilogan, 
Mr. Kazimierz Lukomski, 


SERBIA 


Mr. Robert Vyjovich, Mrs. 
Panich, Mrs. Joan Bulativich. 


SLOVAKIA 


Mr. Rudolf Bado, Mr. Milan Blazek, Mr. 
Anton Ondrush, Mrs. Anna Vizza. 


SLOVENIA 


Mrs. Gizella Hozian, Dr. Ludwig A. Les- 
kovar, Father Vendelin Spendow, O.F.M. 


UKRAINE 


Mr. Taras Shpikula, Mrs. Ulana Celewych, 
Dr. Wolodymyr Nechaj, Mr. Theodosij Nosie- 
wych. 


(From the Cleveland (Ohio) Plain Dealer, 
July 18, 1967] 
INITIATE CAPTIVE NATIONS WEEK: 4,000 MARCH 
FOR WORLD FREEDOM 


Four thousand Greater Clevelanders 
marched for freedom last night in Public 
Square. 

The colorful parade initiated Captive Na- 
tions Week ceremonies which drew more than 
25,000 persons to the Square. 

Members of 19 nationality groups, most 
from Central and Eastern Europe but also 
from Cuba, North Korea, Ireland and China, 
marched in orderly appeal for freedom and 
self determination for their native lands. 

The marchers assembled at Public Square 
for speeches by civic and religious leaders. 

Mayor Locher spoke of the “tragic fate” 
that had come to the nations behind the Iron 
Curtain. He predicted, “if we work together 
we may once again see the people of these 
nations leading free and productive lives.” 

Gov. Rhodes, scheduled main speaker, sent 
word from Columbus legislative matters had 
prevented him from attending. 

“The newspaper industry is synonymous 
with freedom,” said Thomas R. Guthrie, as- 
sistant to the publisher of The Plain Dealer 
and representing the paper at the ceremonies. 

Guthrie said the loss of a free press means 
the loss of freedom for a nation. 

County Auditor Ralph J. Perk, chairman 
of the Nationalities Movement of Cuyahoga 
County, sponsor of the rally, explained the 
purpose of the affair. 

“Our objectives,” said Perk, “are to unite 
the nationalities and to strengthen the 
whole movement so we can better influence 
U.S. policy in bringing freedom to the cap- 
tive nations.” 

A resolution by the Captive Nations Week 
Committee, read by Dr. Michael S. Pap, di- 
rector of the Institute for Soviet and East 
European Studies at John Carroll University, 
was adopted at the rally. 

The resolution urges President Johnson to 
take up the cause of the captive nations 
“until all these nations are free and inde- 
pendent again.” 

Mayors of several suburbs and Bishop 
Clarence G. Issenmann of the Cleveland 
Catholic Diocese were also on the platform. 


Roksanda 


To the EDITOR, 
The Washington Post. 

Dear Sir: In spite of the tremendous ex- 
penditures of blood and treasure our Na- 
tion is called upon to make daily in Viet- 
nam to prevent the fall of still another na- 
tion to Communism, the proponents of our 
bankrupt foreign policy continue to talk in 
terms of ‘“rapproachment,” detente.“ 
“bridge-building” and the like regarding our 
relations with the Soviet Union. These policy 
makers apparently fail to realize that it is 
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primarily Moscow that sustains Hanoi’s ef- 
fort to “liberate” South Vietnam to Com- 
munism in the same classical pattern which 
was long ago blueprinted in Moscow. 

Starting from the tiny Duchy of Muscovy 
in the 15th Century, the Russian Tsars using 
various excuses and employing the means of 
deceit, terror and ruthless conquest of na- 
tions, expanded the Russian Empire to the 
borders it occupied at the start of World War 
E 

Upon the occasion of the collapse of that 
empire, approximately a dozen non-Russian 
nations included therein proclaimed their 
independence, Imperial Russia, now 
shrunken to its ethnic borders and con- 
trolling the destiny of Russian subjects only 
who, incidentally, comprised less than half 
of the population of the original empire, 
embarked on its next phase of expansive 
conquest. 

Clothing historical Russian imperio- 
colonialism in the insidious disguise of Com- 
munism to both confuse resistance in the 
Free World and win support therein for 
World Communism, Russia, now “Soviet Rus- 
sia,” invaded and conquered its first victim, 
Ukraine, in 1920 and reincorporated through 
conquest the remaining non-Russian nations 
in the so-called Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics” by the beginning of World War 
II. Following the war and employing the tac- 
tics developed through centuries of experi- 
ence, nations of Eastern and Central Europe, 
Asia and finally Cuba, fell before this ruth- 
less enemy. 

Recognizing Soviet Russia as the chief 
enemy to world peace, courageous members 
of the House and Senate in 1959 enacted into 
law by a joint resolution of Congress the Cap- 
tive Nations Resolution (Public Law 86-90). 
The Resolution requests the President to is- 
sue a similar proclamation each year until 
such time as freedom and independence shall 
have been achieved for all the captive nations 
of the world. President Johnson, in comply- 
ing with this, has issued a proclamation 
designating the third week of July of this 
year (July 16-22) as Captive Nations Week. 
This is the ninth consecutive year the Presi- 
dent of the United States has issued such a 
proclamation. 

The Captive Nations Resolution not only 
names the nations of Eastern and Central 
Europe, but specifically recognizes and names 
the dozen non-Russian nations in the Soviet 
Union. The inclusion of the non-Russian na- 
tions in the Soviet Union in the Resolution is 
the reason for the bitter tirades and denun- 
ciations launched by Moscow against the 
Resolution each year since its passage. As 
Moscow knows the Captive Nations idea, 
properly implemented, forms the basis for a 
winning Cold War policy since it points up 
the key issue in achieving this end result— 
the “disunity” of the Soviet Union. 

Premier Kosygin, like all leaders in the 
Kremlin, trembles at the thought of Captive 
Nations Week. In the recent talks held at 
Glassboro it has been reported that Kosygin 
tried to prevail on President Johnson not to 
issue a proclamation this year in order to 
“improve” East-West relations. 

Recognizing the importance of Captive Na- 
tions Week observances a number of foreign 
countries now issue their own proclamations. 

The idea of the Week has transcended our 
own borders and promises to awaken count- 
less other individuals and nations to the 
historical character of Russian imperio- 
colonialism, Captive Nations Week is truly 
Soviet Russia’s nightmare and freedom’s 
hope! 

WALTER PRETKA. 


[From Freedom’s Voice] 
America’s SHAME: THE CAPTIVE NATIONS 


If ours were an enlightened self-interest, 
what would be the normal position to take 
on the captive nations? We would work con- 
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tinuously to promote their freedom and to 
publicize their present enslavement. 

Why? 

The captive nations are testimony to the 
fact that we cannot do business with Com- 
munists. Americans should remember that 
there is not a single nation or territory under 
Communism which did not have relations 
with the Soviets. Moreover, the more high- 
sounding the treaties and agreements made 
with the Soviet empire, the quicker and 
more absolute was the enslavement. By ex- 
ploiting the captive nations for the lessons 
they can teach, we learn that: 

1. Red Russia cannot be contained by dis- 
armament pacts, cultural exchanges, windy 
debates, give-and-take agreements, appease- 
ment, 

Rather, the seed of communism’s destruc- 
tion lies within itself. The conquered are 
longing and planning for their freedom. To 
shake hands with a Khrushchev, a Brezhnev, 
a Kosygin—or with the one who may soon 
replace them and start the cycle over again 
with friendly smiles and lofty proposals—is 
to snuff out the captive’s spark of resistance, 
a weapon against our own enslavement. Even 
for our own sake, therefore, we should work 
to keep Americans aware of the present state 
of the captive nations and of the best nat- 
ural hope for our victory which comes from 
them. 

2. The strongest advantages of the enemy 
are not military, but political and psycho- 
logical. 

It was not armed might that locked the 
galling chains about the necks of the cap- 
tive nations. Although Russia's greatest con- 
quests occurred in times of war, the armies 
came second, First there came subversion in 
government, education, and communica- 
tions. In government, the puppets of ap- 
peasement assured the people that peace, 
friendship, and freedom were to be the gifts 
of cooperation with the Reds. In education, 
traditional moral standards and patriotism 
were held up for examination as curiosities, 
and then suppressed. In communications, 
what the people could not know was not re- 
ported and what they could know was subtly 
distorted. 

The string about each nation’s throat be- 
came a cord, the cord became a rope and the 
rope eventually became an iron chain, The 
captive nations are watching the thread 
around America’s throat. If we but listen to 
their cries, perhaps we shall snap the string 
before it becames a chain. Certainly, we must 
be totally prepared militarily, but no amount 
of armed might will protect us if we rot 
from within. 

If all we know is what is in the refrigera- 
tor, what is on TV, how much gas is in the 
car, and which cigarette pleases most; if all 
we have time for is luxury, then we should 
hoard well our comforts, for we have not 
long to enjoy them. We must take time, in 
the name of enlightened self-interest, to 
learn and teach the lessons of the captive 
nations, to win this Soviet-declared war of 
politics and psychology. 

3. To work for our own preservation, we 
must work toward the liberation of the cap- 
tive nations. 

Communism is a cancer. A man who is told 
that he has lung cancer would be a fool to 
take steps to protect his heart with never a 
thought about curing the cancer. It is foolish 
to talk about keeping ourselves and the rest 
of the Free World from Communist domina- 
tion without planning the liberation of the 
enslaved nine hundred million Freedom 
Fighters. 

Declaring military war is not the way to 
free them. Waging ideological, political, and 
psychological war is the way. The Free World 
must become absorbed, in international deal- 
ings, with the subject of the captive nations. 
Every crack in the Iron Curtain must become 
an echo chamber for freedom’s voice. Every 
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reliable report of Red suppression of the en- 
slaved must become subject to investigation 
by the Free World. 

Next time one of the captive nations breaks 
the slavery chains, we should be ready to rec- 
ognize the new government and to send in 
American representatives and real “foreign 
aid.” It is our obligation to elect repre- 
sentatives who will do this. It is our obliga- 
tion to make the present representatives of 
the Free World aware of the need for non- 
violent aggresion on behalf of the captive 
nations. 

War is what will result from appeasement: 
war when we can only lose. A strong, unyield- 
ing stand today will make war unnecessary. 
From within and without their prisons, the 
people will rise to drive back to hell the 
father of lies with his false philosophy. 

The sufferings of the captive nations are 
beyond comprehension. Justice and charity 
demand that we preface any evaluation of 
“peaceful co-existence” with consideration of 
the plight of every captive nation. 

It is not practical, it is not just, it is not 
Christian to negotiate on other matters with- 
out insisting on freedom for the enslaved; 
for by doing so we write off the millions 
who look to us for help, we invite further 
Communist aggression, we become slowly 
reconciled to surrender by default. 

There is only one standard for America: if 
a policy advances the cause of freedom, let 
us pursue it vigorously; if it injures the 
cause of freedom, let us reject it vehemently. 
In the words of John Donne: 

“No man is an island unto himself. Every 
man is a piece of the continent. . a part 
of the main. 

“Every man’s death diminishes me because 
I am involved in all mankind. 

“Therefore, send not to learn for whom 
the bell tolls... it tolls for thee.” 

The American public has been conditioned 
to consider Communist “governments” as the 
legitimate representatives of their people. 

Neither our schools nor our press and tele- 
vision want to tell Americans the true his- 
torical facts behind the rise of communism: 

Of the part the USA played at Yalta, Pots- 
dam, and Teheran in betraying once-free 
peoples to Red slavery; 

Why the USA—with the mightiest war ma- 
chine the world has ever seen and in sole 
control of atomic power at the end of WWII— 
did not use its might to back up a demand 
that all the Reds return to their own borders. 
American boys shed their blood in Korea 
and Vietnam for this sin of their politicians; 

Why the USA has worked to keep Com- 
munist governments from falling apart by 
providing aid and trade; 

Of the immense regions of this world re- 
tained under the control of Red “govern- 
ments” only through torture, concentration 
camps, genocide, terrorism; 

Of the Red-enslaved areas marked with 
gibbets, crosses, prisons sanctified by the 
blood of so many Christian martyrs; 

Of the murder of almost 100 million hu- 
man beings by the Red Fascists; 

Of the reasons for the strange silence of 
the “United Nations” on these crimes that 
shout to heaven itself for retribution. 


CAPTIVE NATIONS AUTHOR LAUDS ISRAELIS FOR 
PREVENTING MORE CAPTIVE NATIONS IN MID- 
DLE EAST 
Supporting Arab interests as well as 

Israel's, the author of the Captive Nations 

Week Resolution (Public Law 86-90) stated 

yesterday, “All free men, including the vast 

majority of the Arab world, should laud the 

Israelis for preventing the emergence of cap- 

tive nations under Russian domination in 

the Middle East.” In a speech commemorat- 
ing the Ninth Observance of Captive Nations 

Week at the Statue of Liberty, Dr. Lev E. 

Dobriansky, a professor of Georgetown Uni- 

versity and chairman of the National Cap- 
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tive Nations Committee in Washington, told 
his audience, “If Israel were vanquished, the 
entire Middle East would have come under 
the imperio-colonialist control of Moscow. 
Israel's victory was a victory for national 
freedom generally and for free Arab oppor- 
tunity in particular.” 

Captive Nations Week is being observed 
during this period in all sections of the 
country and also abroad. Congress, which leg- 
islated the resolution in 1959, celebrated the 
event last Wednesday. President Johnson 
proclaimed the Week on July 12. 

The Georgetown professor urged the Ad- 
ministration to initiate debate in the U.N. 
on Soviet Russian imperio-colonialism, as 
called for by President Kennedy in Septem- 
ber 1961 and in part prepared by Adlai Ste- 
venson’s memo on the subject in November 
of that year. “Such a debate,” he said 
“would impress upon Arab leaders the scope 
of Russian colonialist exploitation of some 
40 million Muslim brothers in the USSR. 
Nasser, Arif and others are playing with fire 
in their dependence on the Red Empire to 
advance their insular goals.” 

Relating Vietnam, the Red Empire, and 
the Middle East adventure together, Dr. Do- 
briansky also urged Congressional hearings 
on U.S, policy toward the USSR. He pointed 
out, “Such hearings would be unprecedented 
because we've never had any since the USSR 
was founded in 1922-23.” Resolutions to this 
effect have recently been submitted in the 
House of Representatives. 

This year’s observance has highlighted the 
exposure of the fraudulent 50th anniversary 
of the Russian Bolshevik revolution, which 
takes place this November. The theme was 
underscored at the rally here by the adver- 
tised publication this October of Dobrian- 
sky’s book, The Vulnerable Russians, as an 
“American answer to the ‘50th.’” 


INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT BONDS 


Mr. KAZEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. GmgERTI may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GILBERT. Mr. Speaker, I am 
today introducing a bill “to provide that 
industrial development bonds are not to 
be considered obligations of States and 
local governments, the interest on which 
is exempt from Federal income tax.“ The 
bill is designed to correct a tax abuse 
which has been rapidly gaining momen- 
tum, that is, the use of public bonds for 
private profit purposes. 

The tremendous recent growth in the 
use of industrial development bonds and 
in other related abuses of the tax-exempt 
borrowing privilege extended to our State 
and local governments is a source of 
major concern to everyone interested in 
State and local government financing 
and to everyone interested in the integ- 
rity of our Federal taxing system. 

An industrial development bond is a 
debt obligation issued under the name of 
a State or local government for the bene- 
fit of a private industrial corporation. 
The typical case involves a municipality 
which issues bonds to finance the build- 
ing of a factory for a private corporation 
which in turn pays “rent” for that fac- 
tory set at the precise amount needed to 
pay the interest and amortize the princi- 
pal of the bonds. Characteristically, the 
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bonds are revenue bonds payable only 
out of the rent and the municipality as- 
sumes no obligation, direct or indirect, 
for their payment. Thus, such bonds 
of a private corporation, but because the 
municipality places its red seal on the 
bonds, it claims and passes on to the 
private corporation the full benefit of 
the lower interest rate attributable to 
the Federal tax exemption of interest on 
State and municipal bonds. 

Exempting the interest in such cases 
clearly amounts to a Federal subsidy to 
private industry. The lower interest 
rate—which is passed on to the private 
corporation in the form of lower rental 
charges—is only possible because of the 
tax-exempt status of the interest. The 
full benefit to private industry is at the 
direct expense of the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

As a subsidy, industrial development 
bonds are extremely inefficient for two 
reasons: First, the benefit frequently goes 
to corporations which would have built 
their plant in the same location without 
a subsidy, and second, the loss in Federal 
revenue considerably exceeds the finan- 
cial benefit to the recipient corporations. 
Even more significantly, unlike most Fed- 
eral subsidy programs, the subsidy in- 
volved is not a part of the Federal budget, 
is not subject to annual congressional 
scrutiny, and is not even passed on by a 
Federal agency. It is a forced subsidy, 
extended without any review or consid- 
eration by the payor of the subsidy of 
the amount, beneficiary, or use to which 
the borrowed funds are put. The sole 
decision as to whether or not to benefit 
a private corporation rests with the var- 
ious State and local governments and, 
because the granting of the benefits need 
cost these governments nothing, there is 
no apparent reason why any govern- 
mental unit would withhold its approval 
of any particular bond issue and of any 
subsidy. 

Industrial development financing was 
originally developed in 1936 as a means 
of attracting relatively small industrial 
concerns to rural areas. Even in 1960, 
when only 13 States authorized indus- 
trial development bonds, on the basis of 
available data the total of new issues in 
that year amounted to only $70 million. 
However, by 1966 the annual volume of 
new public issues increased over seven- 
fold to $500 million and the number of 
States which today sanction some form 
of this abuse has increased to 40. In ad- 
dition, private placement of bonds, as to 
which no reliable data are available, may 
involve more than twice the amount of 
publicly sold issues. Moreover, these 
bonds are now being used to create multi- 
million-dollar facilities for some of the 
largest and most affluent industrial cor- 
porations in the country. 

These facts make it clear that the use- 
fulness of industrial development fi- 
nancing as a means of attracting indus- 
try is rapidly disappearing, if indeed, it 
has not totally disappeared. However, 
even as the advantage of these bonds 
as an attraction for industry disappears, 
since they cost the issuing locality noth- 
ing, no locality can afford to deny any 
corporation the privilege of using their 
tax-exempt borrowing power for fear of 
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losing the industry to another area. This 
means that industrial development 
bonds will continue to be issued in ever- 
increasing amounts and they will not 
stop even when all 50 States authorize 
such bonds and there is not the slight- 
est competitive advantage to any one 

State over any other State in tolerating 

this waste of Federal tax dollars. 

The privilege exended to State and 
local governments to borrow through the 
use of traditional tax-exempt securities 
reduces the cost of financing govern- 
mental functions. The exemption was 
not intended to cover, nor should it be 
extended to cover, debt obligations of pri- 
vate corporations merely because they 
are marketed under the name of a State 
or local government. Indeed, industrial 
development bonds tend to defeat the 
basic purpose of the exemption. The very 
increase in the number of tax-exempt 
bonds which comes about from adding 
industrial development bonds to the al- 
ready sizable number of State and local 
bonds issued for legitimate governmental 
purposes is bound to drive up the interest 
rate on all tax exempts. In addition, 
many localities issuing water and sewer 
bonds, school bonds, and other types of 
legitimate governmental obligations will 
find themselves at a real disadvantage 
when they seek to compete with the 
multimillion-dollar corporate grants 
that are rapidly entering the tax-exempt 
capital market through the medium of 
industrial development bonds. These 
problems are recognized by many of our 
State leaders even as they are forced by 
competitive considerations to authorize 
industrial development bonds in their 
State. 

Unless the spread of industrial de- 
velopment bonds is checked, State and 
local governments will soon find that 
they have lost much of the cost advan- 
tage that the tax exemption provides 
them in their borrowings for traditional 
governmental purposes, 

Mr. Speaker, I wish to insert in the 
Recorp the following technical explana- 
tion of the bill I am proposing to amend, 
section 103 of the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1954 relating to industrial develop- 
ment bonds: 

TECHNICAL EXPLANATION OF BILL To AMEND 
SECTION 103 oF THE INTERNAL REVENUE 
CODE or 1954 RELATING TO INDUSTRIAL DE- 
VELOPMENT BONDS 
The proposed bill amends section 103 of 

the Internal Revenue Code by adding new 

subsection (c). Paragraph (1) of subsection 

(c) provides simply that an industrial de- 

velopment bond issued after December 31, 

1967, shall not be considered an obligation of 

a State or local government the interest on 

which is exempt from tax. The definitional 

aspects of the bill contains the major sub- 
stantive provisions. 

Paragraph (2) of new subsection (c) de- 
fines the term “industrial development 
bond” as any obligation the payment of prin- 
cipal and interest on which is either—(1) 
secured by an interest in property of a char- 
acter subject to the allowance for deprecia- 
tion or (2) secured (or to be derived pri- 
marily from) payments to be made with re- 
spect to money or property of a character 
subject to the allowance for depreciation— 
which is or will be used, under a lease, sale 
or loan arrangement, for industrial or com- 
mercial purposes. In the case of the typical 
industrial development bond the issuing gov- 
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ernmental unit uses the proceeds to con- 
struct a facility for lease to a private corpo- 
ration and an interest in the property is 
pledged as security for the rental payments. 
In other cases a deferred payment sale con- 
tract may be used instead of a lease but the 
substance of the transaction is not otherwise 
altered. In still other cases the bond pro- 
ceeds may be loaned directly to the private 
corporation as a working capital loan, to 
purchase equipment, or for similar purposes. 
However, irrespective of whether the trans- 
action takes the form of a loan, sale or lease, 
it is normal to secure payment of the bonds 
by pledging either the specific property in- 
volved or the payments to be made under 
the loan, lease or sale contract. Therefore, 
subparagraph (A) (i) and (ii) includes 
within the definition of industrial develop- 
ment bond all obligations the payment of 
principal or interest on which is secured by 
either (i) the specific property or (ii) an in- 
terest in the payments to be made with re- 
spect to money loaned or non-depreciable 
property leased or sold for industrial or com- 
mercial purposes. 

The essence of an industrial development 
bond is that it is a device for passing on the 
benefits of the interest exemption to a pri- 
vate industrial or commercial enterprise. By 
limiting the definition to cases in which such 
an enterprise uses the property under a 
lease, sale or loan arrangement and by also 
requiring that the property, or payment with 
respect to such property, be pledged as se- 
curity for the obligation, the bill carefully 
delineates those financial transactions which 
involve bonds issued for the purpose of fi- 
nancing industrial or commercial enterprises. 
Further, by limiting the property involved to 
cash loans and depreciable property the bill 
excepts transactions, such as many industrial 
parks, which involve unimproved land ex- 
clusively. The bill thus recognizes that there 
may be situations where, if land is to be used, 
a governmental unit must make initial prep- 
arations (such as filling a swamp or installing 
sewage facilities) that no private entre- 
preneur would be willing or capable of under- 
taking. However, if in addition to land de- 
preciable property, such as a factory or de- 
partment store is involved, and the issue is 
secured in part by such depreciable prop- 
erty the bonds will constitute industrial de- 
velopment bonds. 

In addition, if a local government creates 
a separate governmental authority to issue 
industrial development bonds, or if a non- 
profit corporation is used with authority to 
issue bonds on behalf of a local government, 
it is possible to achieve the effect of a se- 
curity interest in property without a direct 
pledge of the property involved. This would 
be true, for example, where an industrial 
financing authority was created and its 
powers limited so that its income was pri- 
marily derived from the lease or sale of in- 
dustrial facilities and its expenditures lim- 
ited in such a way that most of its income 
could only be expended on principal and 
interest payment for issued bonds. Since 
this situation would be tantamount to a 
security arrangement, the parenthetical 
clause of part (il) of subparagraph (A) in- 
cludes bonds issued in circumstances which 
demonstrate that repayment is primarily to 
be derived from payments on a lease, sale, or 
loan to a private corporation. This provision 
does not, of course, extend to obligations of a 
local government merely because, in addi- 
tion to performance of its normal govern- 
mental functions, the government also owns 
property which it happens to lease for in- 
dustrial or commercial purposes. 

The phrase “industrial or commercial pur- 
poses” is intended to have its customary 
meaning and is not specifically defined by 
the bill. Thus, for example, bonds issued to 
construct a facility for an exempt organiza- 
tion, such as a college dormitory, would not 
be an industrial development bond. In ad- 
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dition, subparagraph (B) of paragraph (2) 
provides that leases for certain specified pur- 
poses shall not be considered leases for in- 
dustrial or commercial purposes within the 
purview of the bill. Specifically enumerated 
are bonds issued to finance facilities which 
are leased for the purposes of providing en- 
tertainment or recreation; for holding of a 
convention, trade show or similar event; as 
an airport, dock, wharf or similar transpor- 
tation terminal; or in the furnishing or sale 
of electric energy, gas, water, or sewage dis- 
posal services. Thus, for example, bonds is- 
sued to finance a stadium run by the mu- 
nicipality and leased to various profit-mak- 
ing enterprises for baseball, football, and 
other similar events, would not be industrial 
development bonds, 

Subparagraph (B)(v) adds a more general 
exception to make it clear that bonds issued 
with respect to property used in an active 
trade or business owned and operated by a 
governmental unit will not be industrial de- 
velopment bonds. Thus, for example, if a 
municipality were to issue bonds to finance 
a large apartment building which was to be 
leased to a substantial number of different 
tenants with the length of the leases unre- 
lated to the life of the bonds, the municipal- 
ity would be engaged in the active conduct 
of a real estate rental business and the bonds 
in question would not be industrial develop- 
ment bonds within the meaning of this pro- 
vision. The present bill is confined to cases 
where the arrangement involves an attempt 
by a State or local government to pass on to 
private commercial enterprises the lower in- 
terest rates which result from the exemption 
of interest on State and local bonds. 

In accordance with paragraph (1) of new 
subsection (c) the bill is applicable to bonds 
issued after December 31, 1967, and applies 
with respect to taxable years ending after 
that date. However, since certain Federally 
assisted projects may involve the issuance of 
industrial development bonds, paragraph (3) 
of new subsection (c) provides as a limited 
transition rule for such cases that only 
bonds issued after January 1, 1969, will be 
considered industrial development bonds. 
Section (g) of the bill makes a conforming 
change in the Housing Act of 1949. 


A RESOLUTION CONCERNING 
RHODESIA 


Mr. KAZEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. BrycHam] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the Recorp 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I have 
introduced today a House resolution en- 
dorsing U.S. support for the United Na- 
tions program of economic sanctions 
against the illegal Smith regime in Rho- 
desia. I find great gratification in the fact 
that 57 of our colleagues, on a bipartisan 
basis, have introduced identical resolu- 
tions. This action demonstrates that this 
is not a party, or a sectional, or even a 
factional issue. 

When the Rhodesian front regime il- 
legally declared Rhodesia’s independence 
in November 1965, it was generally be- 
lieved that this extreme step was taken 
in an effort to perpetuate minority rule 
in the colony. Discussion within the Rho- 
desian front and statements by regime 
leaders since that time confirm that be- 
lief. Administrative actions and legisla- 
tive proposals make clear also that Rho- 
desia is moving down the road to a 
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form of racial segregation not unlike 
that of South Africa. In Rhodesia the 
franchise continues to be based on prop- 
erty, wage, and educational qualifications 
that the great majority cannot meet; the 
leadership of the opposition is in deten- 
tion; the press is censored; missionaries 
are deported without any reason being 
given but apparently for acts of con- 
science; land is unfairly distributed; the 
educational system discriminates against 
the majority; arrest is arbitrary and no 
trial is necessary for indefinite detention. 

The only restraints that can be applied 
within Rhodesia to this retrogressive 
movement are the courageous protests 
of some outraged whites and the implac- 
able opposition of the politically con- 
scious Africans, but both are largely in- 
effectual because of the press censorship 
and the detention or restriction of the 
African nationalist leadership. This cir- 
cumstance places a special responsibility 
on those friends of Rhodesia beyond its 
borders who favor the self-determination 
and orderly transition to majority rule 
contemplated by England. There is no 
international issue on which the world 
is so united as opposition to the illegal 
regime in Rhodesia. 

It is noteworthy that the extreme 
rightwing in the United States has 
taken up the Rhodesia issue in a major 
way, falsely comparing the breakaway 
from the British Crown by a minority 
group in Rhodesia to the American 
Revolution. They never mention the fact 
that not a single nation, not even South 
Africa, has recognized the Smith regime. 
At present, other parts of the world are 
in the spotlight. But, if nothing is done 
to correct the situation in southern 
Africa where white minorities are exer- 
cising totalitarian control over black 
majorities, sooner or later there is bound 
to be a disastrous conflict along racial 
lines. 

We believe that our Government’s 
steadfast opposition to the minority 
regime in Rhodesia and firm support for 
the United Nations sanctions directed 
against that regime are in the best 
American tradition, are morally right, 
and are in the national interest. We sup- 
port the President in his use of authority 
granted him by the Congress to carry 
out the sanctions program and we urge 
him to continue to pursue a policy look- 
ing toward an exercise of genuine self- 
determination by the Rhodesian people. 

Only by making clear our support for 
this principle and the U.N. resolutions 
that embody it can we meet our respon- 
sibility to the American people, to the 
UN., and to the African nations that 
look to us for help in this critical 
struggle. The African nations must not 
be given grounds for believing that the 
predominantly white nations take sides 
on international issues in terms of race. 
We must pursue policies that reflect our 
true belief that race should not be a fac- 
tor, that we oppose the perpetuation of 
minority rule everywhere, and that we 
will seek to counter it wherever the in- 
ternational community has the compe- 
tence and will to do so. If we pursue any 
other course, we will measurably in- 
crease the chances of global racial dis- 
trust, leading ultimately to a confronta- 
tion that could have only the most 
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tragic consequences for us and for the 
future of the world. 

Mr. Speaker, I insert the text of this 
resolution at this point in the RECORD: 
H. Res. 760 
A resolution concerning Rhodesia 


Whereas the President of the United States 
has said, “As a basic part of our national 
tradition we support self-determination and 
an orderly transition to majority rule in 
every quarter of the globe. These princi- 
ples . . . guide our policy today toward 
Rhodesia”; and 

Whereas the Security Council of the 
United Nations on December 16, 1966, havy- 
ing voted without dissent to apply economic 
sanctions against the present minority re- 
gime in Rhodesia; and 

Whereas the United States supported this 
action in the Security Council and the Presi- 
dent promulgated Executive Order No. 11322 
to initiate United States participation in the 
United Nations sanctions; and 

Whereas the success of the sanctions pro- 
gram would greatly enhance the future 
effectiveness of the United Nations in the 
maintenance of international peace and 
security: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That it is the sense of the House 
of Representatives— 

That it affirms its support for continuing 
United States participation in the program 
of sanctions voted by the Security Council 
of the United Nations; 

That it affirms its support for the principle 
of majority rule before independence for the 
people of Rhodesia. 


STATEMENT OF NEED FOR BILIN- 
GUAL EDUCATION BILL AS 
SUBMITTED TO THE GENERAL 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON EDUCATION 


Mr. KAZEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the gentleman from 
California [Mr. HOLIFELD] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HO . Mr. Speaker, I am 
happy to join with Congressman Co- 
HELAN in introducing H.R. 11490. This 
bill provides assistance to local schools 
to plan and develop a system of bilingual 
educational training. To meet the special 
educational needs of children from non- 
English-speaking backgrounds, this. bill 
will assure that funds will go to the areas 
of greatest need. In particular, these 
funds will go to children from non- 
English-speaking backgrounds who are 
from low-income families. 

The primary purpose of this legislation 
should be to give these unrecognized mi- 
norities, the largest of which are the 
Mexican Americans, a chance to develop 
the basic educational skills necessary to 
move forward to greater educational 
achievements and to make a greater con- 
tribution to American society. By the 
teaching of these fundamental lessons in 
both English and Spanish, it is my hope 
that we will provide a new bridge of edu- 
cational and economic opportunity for 
this largely neglected group within our 
population. 

In a recent report it was shown that 
children of Mexican-American back- 
ground start school with an inadequate 
grasp of the English language and slip 
into a vicious circle of intellectual stag- 
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nation. Falling behind their classmates 
in the first grade, they never really catch 
up. In each successive year of schooling, 
these children are subjected to the same 
low rate of achievement. The cause of 
this unequal progress is due primarily to 
an inability to understand their daily 
lessons which are taught in English. 
Compared to the median educational 
grade of Negroes 14 years and over in 
California of 10.5, the Mexican American 
child in California reaches a median 
grade level of 9.0. These figures should 
also be compared with a median grade 
level attainment of 11.9 years for the 
general population of California. Al- 
though many common elements in the 
history and cultural heritage of the 
English and Spanish speaking peoples of 
the Southwest United States should tend 
to bind them together, the differences in 
language, some aspects of tradition, and 
opportunity tend to propel them apart. 
Indeed, there has been much tragic and 
unjustified discrimination to which Mex- 
ican Americans have been exposed. 

The 2 million Mexican Americans liv- 
ing in California are not really able to 
enjoy the fullest and richest life within 
their capabilities as American citizens. 
We know that a combination of educa- 
tional, economic, and cultural factors in- 
fluence one’s standard of living. The 
exact relationship of these factors to 
one’s ability to achieve is still not fully 
known. I feel, however, that by attack- 
ing the linguistic barrier in primary and 
secondary schooling, the potential for 
higher educational achievements will be 
improved for Mexican Americans and 
other non-English-speaking persons. 

In supporting a bilingual system of 
education we have a chance to unify edu- 
cational experience while preserving 
and generating a rich cultural and lin- 
guistic pluralism. Revising curriculums 
and textbooks, as well as attracting and 
retaining teachers who can serve as the 
vital link of bilingual instruction, will be 
a significant step in strengthening the 
aspirations to finish high school and go 
on to college. Yet I feel very strongly 
that this bilingual educational program 
must not foster isolation nor separatism 
of language or cultural experience. I see 
bilingual education as a positive means 
to educate all Americans, of whatever 
national extraction, to a further partici- 
pation in the abundant opportunities of 
their society. To fully realize the letter 
and spirit of this legislation, we must in- 
sist on using the secondary language as a 
means to implement and facilitate the 
learning of English as our principal na- 
tional tongue. 

We have a great opportunity to gain 
much from the rich and pluralistic na- 
ture of our national composition. By re- 
moving unnecessary language barriers 
that still divide communities and impede 
growth and understanding we will be 
able to offer every child greater educa- 
tional opportunities and a greater share 
of participation in American society. 


A STATEMENT IN SUPPORT OF FED- 
ERAL ANTIRIOT LEGISLATION 


Mr. KAZEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the gentleman from 
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Florida [Mr. PEPPER] may extend his 
remarks at this point in the Recorp and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, it was 
urgent that this House pass H.R. 421, 
last week, the Federal antiriot bill which 
provides criminal penalties for traveling 
in interstate commerce with intent to 
incite to riot. 

As I stated to this body then that I 
had introduced similar legislation both 
in the last session and in the present ses- 
sion. I gave my earnest support to the 
bill introduced by my colleague in the 
Florida delegation [Mr. Cramer]. 

Opponents of this legislation pointed 
out that Federal intervention is unneces- 
sary, because riots are local in character 
and because the States have adequate 
legislative authority to punish those re- 
sponsible for violence in our cities. 

This argument failed to take into ac- 
count what for the Federal Government 
must be the most decisive factors. The 
first of these factors is that riots have 
erupted in cities throughout the country. 
This year alone, riots have hit 28 or more 
cities, including Los Angeles and San 
Francisco, Cincinnati and Dayton, Bos- 
ton and Philadelphia, Newark and De- 
troit, Tampa and Clearwater, Fla. The 
second of these factors is that rioters 
have used the same weapons and tactics. 
In city after city, rioters have fired 
buildings with homemade gasoline bombs 
and have sniped at police and firemen 
with small arms. This is evidence that 
the same people are training rioters in 
different cities. The third of these factors 
is that certain individuals like Stokely 
Carmichael and H. Rap Brown, the for- 
mer and present heads, respectively, of 
the Student Nonviolent Coordinating 
Committee, appear to have stimulated 
rioting in different cities. Moreover, we 
know that there are organizations like 
the Revolutionary Action Movement, 
which J. Edgar Hoover has described as 
an “all-Negro, Marxist-Leninist, Chinese 
Communist-oriented organization which 
advocates guerrilla warfare to obtain its 
goals,” and which is training guerrilla 
fighters in a number of cities in the 
North. And we know that Carmichael 
and Max Stanford, head of RAM, have 
been “in frequent contact,” to use Mr. 
Hoover’s words. 

These facts have been known to us all, 
Mr. Speaker, and these facts suffice to 
render Federal legislation necessary to 
suppress what appears to be an interstate 
conspiracy against public order. 

But the situation is more critical and 
dangerous than even these facts indi- 
cate. 

The essential purpose of our civil 
rights legislation in conjunction with 
such programs as manpower develop- 
ment and training and the economic 
opportunity program is to enable dis- 
advantaged minorities to have oppor- 
tunities equal to those of other Ameri- 
cans to earn community respect and 
recognition through productive effort. 

Despite their accomplishments, these 
laws and programs have failed to en- 
courage thousands upon thousands of 
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young Negroes immured in our central 
cities who feel deeply alienated and hos- 
tile toward American society. 

Such groups as the NAACP and the 
National Urban League have done their 
best to lead young Negroes to take ad- 
vantage of new opportunities and there- 
by to participate in the work and life 
of our national community. 

But there are other leaders who today 
persuade these alienated young Negroes 
to reject the goals of the NAACP and the 
Urban League. These leaders incite their 
listeners to unite with each other into 
urban masses on the basis of racial iden- 
tification in order to create the “black 
power” which they can exercise to make 
the white community pay attention to 
them and be responsive to them. 

These leaders exploit the sense of alien- 
ation among their listeners by offering 
them the sense of brotherhood which 
comes from being part of a group formed 
on the basis of racial identity. And these 
leaders exploit the hostility of their lis- 
teners by offering them a chance to 
strike at the white community. 

Moreover, the manifest appeal of 
such exhortation serves to encourage 
these spokesmen for black power. The 
inclination of thousands of aimless 
young people in urban ghettos to join 
the mass and to strike a blow at society 
is an incentive to such leaders to move 
in and create a following for themselves. 

It is these leaders, Mr. Speaker, who 
are swift to exploit the emotional ten- 
sions of urban mobs—it is these leaders 
who are the greatest danger. The pend- 
ing legislation is not aimed at the multi- 
tudes of rioters. It is aimed at these 
leaders whose activities are undoubtedly 
interstate in extent. And it will enable 
the Federal Government to track them 
down and send them to prison not only 
for trying to shatter the good order of 
our community but for seeking to betray 
the people of their own race. 

I hope, Mr. Speaker, that we shall also 
enact H.R. 2516 this year. This bill pro- 
vides adequate criminal penalties for 
seeking by force or the threat of force 
to prevent another from exercising any 
of several civil rights guaranteed by Fed- 
eral law. This bill should be a compan- 
ion to H.R. 421, because both bills are 
intended to protect the rights of Ameri- 
cans from violence. 


CONGRESSMAN CLAUDE PEPPER 
INTRODUCES AN AMENDMENT TO 
THE ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY 
ACT EARMARKING FUNDS TO BE 
USED FOR PROGRAMS TO ASSIST 
THE ELDERLY POOR 


Mr. KAZEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. PEPPER] may extend his 
remarks at this point in the Recorp and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, a primary 
emphasis of programs authorized by the 
Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 is to 
assist young people in gaining the edu- 
cation and training to enable them to 
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break out of the cycle of poverty and be- 
come self-supporting adults. The Job 
Corps, the Neighborhood Youth Corps, 
Project Headstart, Upward Bound—all 
of these focus on the children and youth. 
Certainly, this is a group which can, and 
must, be reached in the war against 
poverty. So also must we have programs 
like the work experience program under 
title V and the rural loan program, pro- 
grams geared to the family, to help the 
wage earner in that family become bet- 
ter prepared to support his wife and 
children. 

Although I would not suggest that 
these programs assisting young persons 
and family heads are not of the prime 
importance, I think they tend to ignore a 
sizable group of poor persons in our 
country—those over the age of 65. These 
are often persons who have worked hard 
all of their lives, but due to low wages, 
illness, or other unfortunate circum- 
stances have not been able to save enough 
to enjoy comfortable years of retire- 
ment. A large proportion, estimated at 31 
percent, of the aged in this country are 
below the poverty level. This means that 
5.4 million persons aged 65 and over do 
not have enough income to escape from 
being poor. 

Many of these persons would prefer to 
continue in the work force, but have had 
to retire and thereby give up a chance 
for self-sufficiency. Although the same 
case cannot be made for programs for 
the aged as can for those for younger 
persons, I think we have ignored their 
plight for too long. I am today proposing 
an amendment to the Economic Oppor- 
tunity Act which would earmark a total 
of $150 million to be used for programs 
to assist senior citizens who are poor. 

The outstanding success of the foster 
grandparent program, the major pro- 
gram to date which provides employ- 
ment for the aged poor, demonstrates 
what can be done with programs of this 
nature. As of March of 1966, 21 foster 
grandparent projects had been funded. 
This number has increased to a current 
level of 49 projects. Persons employed by 
this program usually work 20 hours a 
week providing personal care, love, and 
companionship to children living in in- 
stitutions and to mentally retarded and 
emotionally disturbed children. I would 
hope that this program will continue to 
expand as long as there are children not 
being served and elderly persons who 
would gladly devote their time and en- 
ergy to this worthwhile project. 

The foster grandparents program, 
along with the home health aide pilot 
training program and Operation Green 
Thumb, are the primary programs which 
serve the aged poor. It seems to me there 
are other types of programs which could 
be designed to give senior citizens a 
change for part-time work, a chance to 
earn much-needed income, and at the 
same time to perform a necessary task 
to help others who are in need. 

The earmarking of funds will focus 
the attention of those administering the 
community action programs and the 
work and training programs and the 
needs of the aged poor. As more pro- 
grams are conceived and implemented, 
we can anticipate a decrease in the num- 
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ber of older Americans who must spend 
the last years of their life in poverty. 


AMENDMENT TO THE ECONOMIC 
OPPORTUNITY ACT REQUIRING 
MAXIMUM USE OF SENIOR CITI- 
ZENS IN PROGRAMS AUTHORIZED 
BY THE ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY 
ACT 


Mr. KAZEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. PEPPER] may extend his 
remarks at this point in the Recorp and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, it has been 
almost 3 years since the Congress en- 
acted a piece of legislation which has 
resulted in significant steps in the di- 
rection of the elimination of poverty in 
this country. I have supported this leg- 
islation and all of the activities which 
have been made possible by it. I think 
that most of the programs deserve praise 
and continued support. 

But there is one area in which I do 
not think sufficient progress has been 
made. This is in the utilization of our 
senior citizens in the many programs 
authorized by the Economic Opportunity 
Act. Therefore, I am introducing legis- 
lation which would amend this act to 
require maximum use of senior citizens 
wherever possible. Section 610, which 
was added to the Economic Opportunity 
Act in 1965, specifies that it is the in- 
tention of Congress that whenever feasi- 
ble the special problems of the elderly 
poor should be considered in the devel- 
opment, conduct, and administration of 
programs under this act. I find no fault 
with this section, but I do have doubts 
as to whether it has been implemented 
to the fullest extent possible. 

Iam sure that in many cities, counties, 
towns, and villages there are many per- 
sons who fall within the age range of 
our so-called senior citizens who are 
vitally interested in the war on poverty. 
Not only are they interested, many of 
them have had special experience which 
could be effectively utilized in the many 
programs in effect. Many of them have 
worked as teachers, social workers, 
businessmen, and lawyers, thereby pos- 
sessing skills which are in great demand 
in such programs as Headstart, commu- 
nity action, neighborhood legal services, 
and adult education and training. 

The bill I am introducing today would 
amend section 610 of the Economic Op- 
portunity Act to require the maximum 
use of senior citizens in the programs au- 
thorized by this act. I do not feel it is 
justifiable to place a ratio or a percent- 
age into the legislation, saying com- 
munity action agencies must hire a cer- 
tain number of older persons. But I think 
that some specific requirements would 
encourage the community action agen- 
cies and others administering antipoverty 
programs to become aware of the re- 
sources which senior citizens may con- 
tribute. I would suggest that when the 
current contracts come up for renewal 
and examination, the Office of Economic 
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Opportunity require that the agency 
show that it has made an effort to hire 
qualified senior citizens in cases where 
they are interested in helping in the war 
against poverty. It may be that in some 
parts of the country there are relatively 
few of these men and women who would 
wish to be employed in this way. But I 
do know that in other places, such as my 
home district in Dade County, there are 
hundreds of persons who are talented, 
trained, and experienced, and who would 
be willing and able to work for com- 
munity action programs, for Headstart, 
for the adult work training programs, 
and for other efforts of this kind. 

We do not have to look far to find an 
excellent example of how effective older 
persons can be. As we all know, many of 
those who have volunteered to serve in 
the VISTA program are retired persons. 
These oldsters have shown that they can 
keep up with their younger counterparts 
and can contribute to the efforts of 
VISTA in such assignments as organizing 
day schools, directing neighborhood im- 
provement, teaching homemaking and 
family living skills, tutoring, and youth 
counseling. 

By fully utilizing this segment of our 
population we will make the war on 
poverty even more successful, first by 
securing the services of skilled employees, 
and second by involving still another 
group in the total community effort to 
eliminate poverty. 


CONGRESSMAN PEPPER’S AMEND- 
MENT TO THE ECONOMIC OPPOR- 
TUNITY ACT TO ENCOURAGE THE 
USE OF SENIOR CITIZENS AS 
VOLUNTEERS IN ADMINISTRA- 
TIVE AND ADVISORY CAPACITIES 


Mr. KAZEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. PEPPER] may extend his 
remarks at this point in the Recorp and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, the many 
new programs brought into being by the 
enactment of the Economic Opportunity 
Act in 1964 have called on many Ameri- 
cans for commitment of energy and re- 
sources in fighting the war on poverty. 
We have seen the application of many 
creative talents to this program and can 
look forward to a decline in the number 
of poor Americans. 

This war is being fought by social 
workers, teachers, doctors, lawyers, and 
the poor themselves. But the contribution 
made by volunteers cannot be over- 
looked. A recent publication from the Of- 
fice of Economic Opportunity states: 

This is a war of the volunteer-citizen—not 
the Federal agent . . Volunteer assistance, 
such as the poverty program has benefited 
from, helps to keep down administrative 
costs. 


One group of citizens whose potential 
contribution as volunteers in the anti- 
poverty program has been overlooked are 
the senior citizens. In order to correct 
this situation, I am today introducing an 
amendment to the Economic Oppor- 
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tunity Act to encourage the use of Senior 
citizens as volunteers particularly in ad- 
ministrative and advisory capacities. 

I think that the senior citizens in this 
country have a unique role to play ina 
volunteer capacity. Many of them are 
looking for activities of a worthwhile na- 
ture with which to occupy themselves. 
Many of our older Americans were pro- 
fessionals during their working years in 
a field directly related to the antipoverty 
programs. It seems to me that senior 
citizens might be particularly useful in 
some type of administrative or advisory 
function with community action pro- 
grams, Headstart, legal services, Neigh- 
borhood Youth Corps, or one of the other 
programs. 

There is an added benefit which will 
accrue from the increased use of senior 
citizens as volunteers. This is in the 
lowering of the costs of administering 
the programs. In a program such as the 
Economic Opportunity Act which is spe- 
cifically designed to eliminate poverty, 
we are especially conscious of the sums 
which are allocated to administer the 
programs. The ideal is to use as much of 
the budget as possible for direct assist- 
ance to the poor themselves, and not 
siphon off large amounts for overhead. 
The use of volunteer help at the admin- 
istrative level can prove to be of great 
value by securing talented persons with 
a commitment to the program, who are 
willing to contribute their time and en- 
ergy without compensation. 

This should not be a mandatory prac- 
tice. Rather, I conceive of it as a guide- 
line to those directing antipoverty pro- 
grams, to suggest one more way of im- 
proving the effectiveness of the program. 
Just as we would hope that the services 
of such persons as businessmen, religious 
leaders, and civic leaders could be do- 
nated to the efforts to fight poverty, so 
also should the talents of the older people 
in the community be applied to this 
worthy cause. 


VIETNAM ELECTION 


Mr. KAZEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. Wotrr] may extend his 
remarks at this point in the Recorp and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Speaker, the Mem- 
bers are aware of the importance of free 
elections in South Vietnam to the 
achievement of a viable and stable gov- 
ernment in that beleagured country. 

Thus I have introduced House Concur- 
rent Resolution 382 to send a team of 
nine congressional observers to Vietnam 
at the time of the September elections 
as one means of insuring that the people 
of Vietnam can vote freely for a Presi- 
dent and a Senate. 

The concern that prompted me to in- 
troduce my legislation is partially from 
the threats to the people of Vietnam 
from the Vietcong. 

As I have said previously, I am also 
concerned lest the military ticket of 
Nguyen Van Thieu and Nguyen Cao Ky 
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subvert the freedom of the election to as- 
sure their own victory. An article in the 
Washington Post last week added to my 
concern that freedom will not be per- 
mitted to reign in South Vietnam. 

The conciuding paragraph in an ar- 
ticle about the Constituent Assembly’s 
acceptance and rejection of certain can- 
didates for the presidency reports 
ominously that, the Assembly’s long de- 
bate and its decisions on who can run 
illustrated again that few political de- 
velopments in Vietnam disappoint or sur- 
prise the government” of Thieu and Ky. 
If these men use their military power to 
guarantee their election, the voting in 
Vietnam will be a sham. 

To further alert the Members to the 
possible encroachments on the voting in 
Vietnam, I wish to include in the REC- 
orp at this point the article from the 
Washington Post: 


ASSEMBLY ACCEPTS Ky-THIEU TICKET, BARS 
“Bic” MINH's PRESIDENTIAL Bip 
(By Lee Lescaze) 

Sargon, July 18.—After a day of artificial 
drama created more by pique than political 
conviction, South Vietnam’s Constituent As- 
sembly voted overwhelmingly early today to 
accept the presidential ticket of Chief of 
State Nguyen Van Thieu and Premier Nguyen 
Cao Ky after rejecting the bid of exiled Gen. 
Duong Van (Big) Minh. 

In addition to Minh, the hero of the 1963 
revolt against the Diem regime, “peace” 
candidate Au Truong Thanh and five others 
were refused places on the ballot. 

The day was one of surprises. It ended 
as most observers had predicted and, more 
important, as the military government had 
desired. 

The action began yesterday when it was 
leaked that the Assembly’s special commit- 
tee considering the qualifications of the 18 
aspirants for the presidency had voted to dis- 
qualify Thieu and Ky. 

However, the committee reconsidered and 
decided in a second vote that it would neither 
recommend that the full Assembly reject or 
accept the military ticket. 

When word of these votes got out, the 
Thieu-Ky government countered by putting 
the police on special alert and ordering one 
“special reserve” battalion into readiness”. 
At the same time, the ruling generals met. 

The alert and the meeting of the generals 
were enough to start discussion in Saigon’s 
cafes in terms of another crisis. The actions 
also carried the generals’ m. home to 
anyone who might have doubted the mili- 
tary’s resolve. 

Information Minister Gen. Nguyen Bao Tri 
put it succinctly, according to informed 
sources. “If the Assembly does not accept the 
candidacy of Thieu and Ky, the government 
will dissolve the Assembly,” Tri was reported 
to have said. 

FAILED TO APPEAR 


The committee’s rejection of Thieu and 
Ky was explained by well informed sources 
as largely a result of the way the two treated 
the group. While other candidates came in 
person to be interviewed, the military ticket 
sent its representative, Nguyen Van Loc, 
chairman of the People’s Armed Forces Coun- 
cil, who was slated to run as Ky’s vice presi- 
dential running mate before the two generals 
formed a single ticket. 

The committee sent Loc back to get official 
documents showing he represented the 
Thieu-Ky ticket, but he did not bother to 
return. The committee was miffed. 

In the Assembly debate on Thieu's and Ky’s 
eligibility today, the only objection was that 
they had not resigned their goverment posts. 
Supporters of the two argued that the As- 
sembly debate on the constitution last spring 
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had made it clear that the generals did not 
have to resign, as lower-ranking government 
officials are required to do if they become 
candidates. 

Speakers representing the southern bloc 
and the Dai Viet Party opposed Thieu and Ky, 
but the Generals were accepted as eligible by 
56 of the 70 deputies present for the vote. 

“Big” Minh's candidacy was opposed by 
54 of the deputies. The debate centered not 
on the popular, exiled former premier, but 
on Tran Ngoc Lieng, his running mate. 

Lieng was a French citizen from 1950 to 
1955 and the constitution stipulates that 
candidates for the presidency and vice presi- 
dency must be Vietnamese citizens from 
birth. The debate was short and uncompli- 
cated. The wonder was that someone in the 
Minh camp had not read the constitution 
more carefully. 

Thieu and Ky had made it clear that they 
would not allow Minh to return to Vietnam 
from Bangkok whether the Assembly ac- 
cepted his candidacy or not. 

THANH DISQUALIFIED 

Au Truong Thanh’s elimination as a candi- 
date is also certain to please the military gov- 
ernment. His peace slogans are anathema to 
Thieu and Ky, and the generals have made 
no secret of their belief that he is a neutralist 
or Communist sympathizer who seeks to 
sabotage the war effort. 

Thanh was disqualified on those grounds 
after several deputies attacked him as a 
danger to the state. Thanh was Minister of 
Finance and Economy under the Thieu-Ky 
government until last October. American of- 
ficials who worked with him say he was an 
able minister. American intelligence officials 
ned they have no evidence he is pro-Commu- 

t. 


LOAN SHOWS UP 


Gen. Nguyen Ngoc Loan, Chief of the Na- 
tional Police, arrived last night in time to 
hear the preliminary debate on “Big” Minh's 
candidacy. He left before Minh was dis- 
qualified, after talking to two of the deputies, 
but returned to hear the debate on Thieu 
and Ky. Loan then stayed until their can- 
didacy, last on the agenda, had been ap- 
proved. 

The elimination of Minh and Thanh leaves 
Tran van Huong the strongest civilian candi- 
date, in the opinion of most observers. It is 
likely that many supporters of Minh and 
Thanh, will work for Huong’s election, 

The odds on a civilian victory Sept. 3 are 
long, however. With the military behind them 
and the fruits of two years in power, Thieu 
and Ky seem assured of election. 

The Assembly’s long debate and its de- 
cisions on who can run illustrated again that 
few political developments in Vietnam dis- 
appoint or surprise the government. 


RESOLUTION ON RHODESIA 


Mr. KAZEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. FRASER] may extend his 
remarks at this point in the RECORD and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Speaker, today I 
have joined nearly 60 of my colleagues 
in both parties in introducing a resolu- 
tion that affirms our support, first, for 
continuing U.S. participation in U.N. 
economic sanctions against the Ian 
Smith regime in Rhodesia, and second, 
for majority rule before independence 
for the people of Rhodesia. 

I am pleased that so many Members 
have cosponsored this bipartisan reso- 
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lution backing a firm policy against the 
illegal minority regime of Rhodesia. 
President Johnson has soldily supported 
the sanctions imposed by the Security 
Council last December, and I hope he 
will continue to do so. 

Of particular importance is the princi- 
ple of majority rule before independence. 
By introducing this resolution, we are 
strongly endorsing that principle. 

But the present sanctions program 
may not be sufficient to bring about ma- 
jority rule. Above all, what is required 
is resoluteness on the part of the world 
to join Britain in assuring that the small 
minority now governing Rhodesia will 
not become permanently established. The 
right of the majority to gain the fran- 
chise must be protected. 


BILL TO PREVENT MIDAIR 
COLLISIONS 


Mr. KAZEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. Fascett] may extend his 
remarks at this point in the Recorp and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, last 
Wednesday’s airline crash which claimed 
the lives of 82 persons, including the 
newly-designated Secretary of the Navy, 
is a sorrowful reminder to all of us of the 
persistent problem of midair collisions. 

With the amount of air traffic stead- 
ily increasing day in and day out, the 
danger of midair collision and the threat 
to the lives of airline pilots and passen- 
gers is likewise mounting. In 1963, only 
4 years ago, there were a total of 14 mid- 
air collisions, none involving commercial 
air carriers. Thus far in 1967, there have 
already been 14 midair collisions, three 
of them, including last Wednesday’s, in- 
volving commercial air carriers. Last 
year there were a total of 25 collisions, 
and the unfortunate indications are that 
this figure will be equaled or exceeded 
again this year. These statistics make it 
clear that something must be done. 

Mr. Speaker, today I am introducing 
legislation which I am convinced will do 
something to reduce the hazard of mid- 
air collision and hopefully to eradicate 
this problem. The bill which I am intro- 
ducing amends section 312 C of the Fed- 
eral Aviation Act of 1958 to direct the 
Federal Aviation Administrator to de- 
velop and make available as soon as pos- 
sible a proximity warning device for use 
on all U.S. civil aircraft. Although under 
this section of the Federal Aviation Act 
the Administrator already has authority 
to carry out this kind of research, this 
bill enunciates congressional directive to 
immediately carry out specific objectives. 

The bill directs that the Administrator 
design a device which would give air- 
craft pilots adequate warning of the 
proximity of any other aircraft as well 
as its location and direction of flight so 
as to enable the pilot to avoid an in- 
flight collision. 

Over the years the Federal Aviation 
Agency has done an outstanding job in 
furthering air safety and has conducted 
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some research along the lines I am pro- 
posing today, but preliminary studies 
ended on findings of prohibitive costs. 
The evidence clearly shows, however, that 
the time has come for us to renew and 
redouble our efforts in this regard and 
embark on a crash program to prevent 
midair collisions. 

The problem of aircraft collision is not 
unique to large commercial planes or 
small private aircraft. It is a problem and 
a threat to all people who fly. 

Present information indicates that 
such a device can be produced at an esti- 
mated cost of $30,000 or $40,000, but any 
useful device must be within the financial 
reach of all, not just some aircraft own- 
ers and operators. Of the approximately 
107,000 civilian aircraft registered in the 
United States, only a little over 2,000 
are certificated commercial aircraft. The 
remainder are, for the most part, private 
planes used both for pleasure and for 
business. The pilots of these small pri- 
vate aircraft are clearly entitled to the 
fullest measure of air safety along with 
both the commercial airline pilot and 
passengers. My bill, therefore, specifically 
directs that the proximity warning de- 
vice to be developed must be designed so 
that it can be manufactured and sold at 
a cost sufficiently reasonable to be re- 
quired equipment on all civil aircraft 
without imposing an unreasonable eco- 
nomic burden on aircraft owners and op- 
erators, commercial or private. 

Because of the military’s present strict 
flight control procedures and closely con- 
trolled methods of operation, my bill does 
not specifically apply to military aircraft. 
Several recent collisions of large bomb- 
ers in Southeast Asia demonstrate, how- 
ever, that this device would probably also 
be of extreme benefit to the military. 

Increased air safety need not wait any 
longer. With specific congressional direc- 
tive and support for a larger allocation 
of resources and a renewed effort, I am 
convinced that American technology can 
substantially reduce, if not totally re- 
move, the threat of aircraft collision. 


LEGISLATION TO INSURE THAT 
PUBLIC BUILDINGS ARE ACCES- 
SIBLE TO THE PHYSICALLY 
HANDICAPPED 


Mr. KAZEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. Fascett] may extend his 
remarks at this point in the Recorp and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, I am 
proud of the many benefits available to 
those Americans who are physically 
handicapped. Through such programs as 
vocational rehabilitation and the activi- 
ties of the President’s Committee on the 
Employment of the Handicapped, we are 
beginning to see a time when those who 
suffer from handicaps can look forward 
to a full and productive life. 

However, there is one area of great 
importance to the handicapped which 
has been greatly neglected. Far too many 
of the buildings in this country are con- 
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structed in such a way as to make it im- 
possible or extremely difficult for those 
who are disabled to enter or utilize with 
ease. These architectural barriers affect 
a large percentage of the population. 
Across the Nation it is estimated that 
from 15 to 20 percent of our population 
is directly affected by architectural bar- 
riers and the lack of safety features. Not 
only are those in wheelchairs affected, 
but so also are those with leg braces, 
artificial limbs, and heart conditions, as 
well as the millions of Americans over 65 
years of age, many of whom have reduced 
mobility and limited physical strength 
and capacity. 

Those of us who are fortunate enough 
to have full use of our bodies may not 
fully realize the difficulties facing the 
handicapped. 

A recent report from the National 
Society for Crippled Children and Adults 
dramatically describes the problems with 
these words: 

[Plut yourself in a wheelchair for a mo- 
ment. Life is quite different from this new 
vantage point. You are a little over four feet 
tall. Your office building has doors that are 
too heavy to open by yourself. Or perhaps 
the door is too narrow. Only an inch, but a 
wheelchair cannot go through. The impres- 
sive flight of steps in front of a church 
might as well be a mountainside. You can't 
enter the library, the movie theatre or the 
courthouse either. Those steps again. The de- 
partment store has a revolving door. The side 
doors are locked unless you call ahead for 
someone to unlock them for you. 

It's a helpless feeling. And humiliating to 
be so dependent. You're the same person you 
were before. But your ease of mobility has 
been taken away. And with it, your oppor- 
tunity to be self-reliant. 


The existence of architectural barriers 
is not the result of deliberate callous- 
ness toward the handicapped. It is more 
a matter of a lack of public awareness of 
this as a major problem. Through the 
efforts of many public and private 
programs, thousands of persons have 
been been educated and trained to be- 
come productive citizens. But many of 
these persons are afraid to venture forth 
because of the architectural barriers they 
encounter. No matter what amount of 
public and private funds are allocated for 
rehabilitation services, the goal of re- 
storing an individual to his greatest de- 
gree of independence will be thwarted 
until architectural barriers are elimi- 
nated. 

This problem has received much at- 
tention in recent years, by both public 
agencies and voluntary organizations. 
Almost half of our States have already 
passed legislation which would require 
that buildings be so constructed as to 
eliminate architectural barriers to the 
handicapped. I would hope that this 
trend will continue until all States rec- 
ognize this problem and begin to elimi- 
nate it. State and local action, both 
public and private, should continue to be 
encouraged. But since the Federal Gov- 
ernment is directly involved in funding 
the construction of many buildings, we 
in Congress have a responsibility to take 
action to insure that Federal buildings 
and those financed by Federal funds be 
readily accessible to the physically hand- 
icapped. 
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Mr. Speaker, today I am introducing 
legislation which would require that all 
Federal buildings and all buildings con- 
structed with Federal funds be “so de- 
signed and constructed as to be ac- 
cessible to the physically handicapped.” 
Federal legislation to eliminate archi- 
tectural barriers is long overdue. Enact- 
ment of this bill will confirm Federal 
leadership in this area of national con- 
cern. It may also act to increase public 
awareness of this problem and thereby 
encourage the passage of similar legis- 
lation by those States which have not yet 
taken action. 

It gives me particular pleasure to join 
in sponsorship of this measure because 
the originator of this legislation is my 
good friend and colleague from Florida, 
Congressman CHARLES BENNETT. His un- 
paralleled devotion to the duties of his 
congressional office, despite his own 
handicap, is an inspiration to us all. His 
sponsorship of this legislation clearly 
shows that the handicapped of America 
have no better friend in Congress. 

I am also proud to point out to Mem- 
bers of the House that Congressman 
BENNETT’s bill has received the enthusi- 
astic backing of the Miami Dade County 
Chamber of Commerce, which passed a 
resolution favoring congressional pas- 
sage of H.R. 6589. The chamber’s support 
for this measure is another indication of 
the vital and progressive role the cham- 
ber plays in the life not only of Metro- 
politan Miami, but of all Florida. 

With concerted action at the Federal, 
State, and local level, we can look for- 
ward to continuing progress toward a 
time when the handicapped will have 
not just some, but the full range of op- 
portunities enjoyed by all American 
citizens. 


DICKEY-LINCOLN PROJECT 


Mr. KAZEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the gentleman from 
Maine [Mr. HatHaway] may extend his 
remarks at this point in the Recorp and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HATHAWAY. Mr. Speaker, the 
Dickey-Lincoln School hydroelectric 
project on the St. John River in Maine 
has been authorized by Congress and ini- 
tial planning funds have been appropri- 
ated. This year, we are witnessing another 
attempt by the opponents of this badly 
needed project to deny the budget re- 
quest of $1,676,000 for final engineer- 
ing and design. Dickey-Lincoln School is 
the first multipurpose hydroelectric proj- 
ect which has been authorized for the 
northeast region, an area where con- 
sumers of electricity are burdened by the 
highest electric rates in the Nation. 

The House Appropriations Committee, 
in the 89th Congress, directed its staff 
to extensively study the economic feasi- 
bility of the Dickey project. This study 
conclusively showed that Dickey-Lincoln 
was fully justified and feasible under the 
criteria used for all multipurpose proj- 
ects as set out in Senate Document No. 
97. The report of the Appropriations 
Committee states: 
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The extensive investigation conducted by 
the committee staff has confirmed that the 
project is economically feasible, with a bene- 
fit-to-cost ratio of 1.921 and would provide 
efficient hydroelectric power at reasonable 
rates for peaking purposes as well as firm. 


The Dickey project has received closer 
scrutiny than most multipurpose projects 
and still this project, which would be 
fully repayable, is again being attacked 
as unnecessary and a wasteful expendi- 
ture of money. 

Only last week, on July 18, the Federal 
Power Commission issued a report show- 
ing that the northeast region is the only 
area in the United States which has a 
deficit of reserve electric power with 
which to meet summer loads. This short- 
age is in the amount of 620 megawatts. 
Bulk power supply in the Northeast is 
supplied primarily by private power com- 
panies, who are leading the fight to deny 
funds for the Dickey project. These large 
private utilities have failed to engage in 
sound regional planning and coordina- 
tion in order to assure consumers in the 
Northeast of an abundant supply of low- 
cost power. Instead they have concen- 
trated their efforts in attempts to destroy 
the Dickey-Lincoln School project which 
will add 100 megawatts of firm power and 
650 megawatts of peaking power to the 
region at prices substantially lower than 
any alternative method of generation. 

The disastrous Northeast blackout of 
November 9, 1965, was a direct result of 
the failure to plan for meeting the power 
needs of this area. Again, in June of this 
year, some 15 million people in New Jer- 
sey, Pennsylvania, Delaware, and Mary- 
land suffered from a blackout, and this 
month Cape Cod, in the State of Massa- 
chusetts, was in darkness. The costs of 
such blackouts are enormous both in 
human and economic terms. Estimates of 
economic loss during the 1965 blackout 
ran as high as $100 million. Human costs 
are not susceptible to measurement. Even 
more important was the question of the 
Nation’s defenses when an entire region 
was left without power, including defense 
installations. 

Three major blackouts in less than 2 
years reflect the failure of the major 
private utilities to plan a high capacity 
transmission network between the three 
affected regions in order to transfer large 
blocks of power in case an emergency 
arises. The New England companies, act- 
ing through the company-sponsored 
Electric Coordinating Council of New 
England, have claimed that they are en- 
gaging in the type of long-range plan- 
ning which will enable them to supply the 
needs of the area. However, the Appro- 
priations Committee staff study said: 

Although representatives of the Council 
advised that they have planned to meet the 
problems of supplying the power needs of 
New England on a central coordinated basis, 
they have not produced any document sup- 
porting this central planning with the ex- 
ception of an advertisement that appeared 
in the public press in January 1966. The 
advertisement referred to the “Big-11 Power 
loop” program of construction by electric 
companies of New England for the period of 
1967 to 1972. 


Mr. Albert A. Cree, presently chairman 
of the Electric Coordinating Council of 
New England, in an appearance before 
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the Vermont Public Service Board on 
October 6, 1966, was asked: 

Is that full page ad of the Big Eleven Power 
Loop the only document that exists as to the 
study of the one-system basis in New 
England? 

His answer: 

So far as I know it is. 


In another attempt to show that the 
private companies in New England are 
engaging in planning, Mr. Cree sub- 
mitted a statement to the Public Works 
Subcommittee on Appropriations on May 
4 of this year which purported to show 
planning for the period of 1973 to 1990. 
On May 10, the staff of the subcommittee 
reported that the statement submitted 
by Mr. Cree, which was prepared by 
Ebasco Services Inc., “is not a definitive 
plan for generation and transmission of 
power for New England but is a prelimi- 
nary study of a single plan of develop- 
ment.” 

They said: 

It does not include any consideration of 
alternative sites, size and location of generat- 
ing units, amount and timing of pumped 
storage and alternative transmission plans. 
Ebasco Services, Inc., admits that alternative 
considerations are necessary for the proper 
evaluation of system reliability and costs, 
and that in the absences of such considera- 
tions they used their judgment. One of the 
major judgments of the Ebasco Services was 
in the selection of the sources of power sup- 
ply. This selection of sources of supply is at 
variance with positions taken by the Electric 
Coordinating Council and Mr. Cree, 


It seems that planning by the New 
England companies for a regional ap- 
proach for the period of 1967 to 1972 
consists of a newspaper ad, and that, for 
the next period of 1973 to 1990, no evi- 
dence of any reasonable planning is 
available. Yet, these companies have 
been subjected to two major blackouts, 
and charge the highest electric rates in 
the Nation, while they devote their ener- 
gies to defeat of the Dickey-Lincoln 
project, which offers a valuable source of 
low-cost power for the New England 
area. The building of the 11 new plants 
by these private utilities will not assure 
lower cost power, or system reliability, 
unless accompanied by sound planning. 

Dickey-Lincoln will, for the first time, 
bring the advantages of low-cost multi- 
purpose development to the New Eng- 
land area. Savings in power costs of 50 
percent will be realized by preference 
customers in Maine for firm power. Pref- 
erence customers and private utilities 
may purchase the 650 megawatts of 
peaking power at prices which are less 
than any other alternative means of 
generation. Private companies in New 
England have refused to plan for power- 
supply needs with their wholesale cus- 
tomers. These customers, municipals 
and cooperatives, are paying from 50 to 
100 percent more for their power than 
other wholesale customers in the Nation. 

Senator LEE METCALF, in testimony be- 
fore the Senate Commerce Committee on 
June 8 of this year, presented figures 
which showed that private power com- 
panies in the Northeast are overcharg- 
ing their customers by millions of dollars 
each year, and are realizing profits in ex- 
cess of what is considered reasonable for 
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public utilities which operate on a 
monopolistic basis. 

Mr. Speaker, the Dickey-Lincoln 
School project will be a major factor in 
reducing the costs of electric power in 
New England, and will, for the first time, 
offer the competitive influence of Fed- 
eral multipurpose development, and pro- 
vide the captive wholesale customers an 
alternative choice of power supply. 

On the basis of the study performed 
by the staff of the Appropriations Com- 
mittee, it seems clear that the private 
companies have not met their respon- 
sibilities in assuring reliable service at 
reasonable costs. Michael Collins, Wake- 
field, Mass., president of the Northeast 
Public Power Association, stated last 
week: 

Hydroelectric projects in other regions of 
the nation have proved to be one of the 
best Federal investments possible, as well 
as lowering the cost of electricity. It is no 
accident that the Northeast pays the nations’ 
highest electric bills when we have not had 
the competitive factor of Federal power 
which, in other regions, has stimulated the 
private sector of the industry to improve 
its performance. 


The companies of the Northeast have 
failed to meet their responsibilities, and 
I urge approval of the necessary funds 
for the Dickey project so that this valu- 
able national resource may be fully de- 
veloped. We cannot stand by and do 
nothing while electric consumers in the 
Northeast pay the highest electric bills 
in the Nation and face power shortages 
4 could lead to more major black- 
outs. 

Mr. Speaker, without a doubt, no other 
project included in the public works ap- 
propriations bill for fiscal 1968 has been 
subjected to as much debate, close scru- 
tiny and detailed evaluation as has the 
Dickley-Lincoln School hydroelectric 
project. 

The project, authorized by Congress 
on October 27, 1965, has been studied and 
developed over a period of many years. 
A huge body of engineering, construc- 
tion, and economic data developed dur- 
ing this period by the U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers, the Department of the In- 
terior, the Federal Power Commission, 
an International Joint Commission and 
others has firmly established the need, 
the desirability, the engineering and eco- 
nomic feasibility, and the vast benefits to 
be derived from construction of the 
project. 

It might have been expected that a 
project of such proven merit and value, 
one which would clearly serve the best 
interests of an important area of our 
Nation, would have enjoyed nearly 
unanimous support in the House of 
Representatives, but because the private 
utilities of New England have strenu- 
ously opposed the project and have 
lobbied mightily for its defeat, this has 
not been the case. 

The Congress authorized the project 
despite the objections of the private 
utilities. The Congress has appropriated 
funds for the fiscal years 1966 and 1967 
despite powerful lobbying efforts to 
prevent it from doing so. 

The fact that Dickey survived the on- 
slaughts of the private utilities in several 
tests on the House floor should satisfy 
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anyone of the reliability of the claims 
made for it and for the documentation 
which supports it. 

However, the persistent opposition of 
the private utilities succeeded, to raise 
doubt in some quarters. In order to clear 
the air of any doubt, and indirectly at 
the insistence of the project’s opponents, 
the Appropriations Committee directed 
that an independent inquiry be made by 
its staff to determine the economic feasi- 
bility and soundness of the project. 

This study has been completed, and 
the findings of the completely inde- 
pendent, objective, and painstakingly 
thorough review and evaluation of all 
pertinent facts have been reported. The 
Appropriations Committee staff report is 
favorable to Dickey, and prove it to be 
feasible and meritorious on all counts. 

Now the private utilities are back with 
new efforts to delay progress on the 
project. Now they are seeking to discredit 
the findings of the independent study 
they worked so hard to have conducted. 
They simply refuse to acknowledge the 
facts, the facts which indicate that 
Dickey should be constructed. 

Permit me to review, briefly, the find- 
ings of the Appropriations Committee 
staff study. The committee requested 
that the investigation include the fol- 
lowing: 

First. A review and appraisal of the 
completeness and adequacy of the study 
conducted by the Corps of Engineers and 
the Department of the Interior on which 
the report was based recommending the 
project for authorization. 

Second. An analysis of the soundness 
of the cost estimate of the project: 

Third. An analysis of the soundness of 
the estimated allocation of the annual 
project benefits to power, flood control, 
and area redevelopment. 

Fourth. An appraisal of the plans for 
the marketing of power, including the 
proposed power rates to be charged and 
the payout schedule. 

Fifth. A comparison of the estimated 
cost of power production under the proj- 
ect with costs under alternative means, 
including steam plants, nuclear plants, 
and pumped storage and nuclear com- 
binations. 

Sixth. An overall appraisal of the need 
and significance of the project, in meet- 
ing power requirements in the light of 
the expansion program planned by the 
New England utilities. 

The scope of the study was broad 
enough to satisfy even the project’s de- 
tractors. During the course of the in- 
quiry, all records studied and other ma- 
terial pertaining to the project were re- 
viewed and discussed with officials of the 
departments and agencies responsible for 
them. The private utilities, private en- 
gineering firms and others having a di- 
rect interest or relevant expertise in mat- 
ters pertaining to the project were con- 
sulted and given an opportunity to state 
their views. The staff study report should 
command the respect of everyone. 

STAFF STUDY FINDINGS 


First. The report reviews the numerous 
studies made prior to the recommenda- 
tion that the project be authorized and 
expressed no doubt that they were com- 
plete, adequate and fully documented. 
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Second. The report finds cost estimates 
as projected by the Corps of Engineers 
to be sound. In 1964 a cost of $227,311,000 
was projected. Since that time, a num- 
ber of adjustments have been made as a 
result of engineering refinements devel- 
oped in continuing studies. The current 
estimated cost figure stands at $229,313,- 
000, and this included the cost of in- 
terest during construction. The staff 
study report indicates that future ad- 
justments will tend to reduce this figure. 

Third, The study report indicates that 
the estimated project allocation for ben- 
efits to power, flood control, and area re- 
development are not only sound but con- 
servative. 

Fourth. The study report expresses 
satisfaction that an adequate and ready 
market will exist for the power to be 
generated by the project. 

Fifth. The staff study finds that Dickey 
will produce power at lower rates to 
consumers than any alternative which 
can be offered by the private utilities, 

Sixth. The staff study finds that the 
Dickey project as a source of peaking 
power for New England load centers and 
as a source of low-cost firm power for 
preference customs, will play a most sig- 
nificant role in meeting the future power 
requirements of New England. 

To summarize the Appropriations 
Committee staff, after studying in great 
detail the major issues raised by oppo- 
nents of the Dickey project, have found 
that the arguments previously used to 
attempt vo defeat it are without founda- 
tion. Once again, the arguments of the 
private utilties have been repudiated. 

I submit that it is time we stopped ar- 
guing with the utilities, and recognize 
that no amount of reasoning with them 
will alter their views or weaken their 
resolve to delay or destroy the Dickey 
project. 

Let us get on with the job of building 
a project which will greatly benefit the 
people of Maine and New England. 


INNOVATIONS PLANNED FOR 1970 
CENSUS 


Mr. KAZEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. ANNUNzIO] may extend his 
remarks at this point in the Recorp and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to call to the attention of my col- 
leagues a resolution passed by the Con- 
ference on Social Statistics which has 
been forwarded to me by Mr. Edward 
Marciniak, executive director of the Chi- 
cago Commission on Human Relations. 

I would also like to bring to the atten- 
tion of my colleagues an article written 
by Mr. Martin Tolchin of the New York 
Times on July 16, 1967. His article pro- 
vides an analysis of the conference’s 
resolution. 

I know that my colleagues will find 
this report extremely informative and 
they will be interested to learn that the 
Census Bureau is planning many innova- 
tions to insure that an accurate count is 
taken in the 1970 census. 
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The article and the resolution follow: 


RESOLUTIONS OF THE CONFERENCE ON 
SOCIAL STATISTICS 


The Conference on Social Statistics and 
the City, convened by the Joint Center for 
Urban Studies of the Massachusetts Institute 
of Technology and Harvard University, meet- 
ing in Washington, D.C., June 22-23, 1967, by 
general concurrence resolved the following: 


IMPROVING ENUMERATION OF NEGROES, PUERTO 
RICANS, AND MEXICANS 


1. While American population statistics are 
among the very finest in the world, papers 
presented to the Conference have established 
beyond reasonable doubt that the Decennial 
Census, the Current Population Survey, and 
to a lesser degree, the Vital Statistics of the 
United States, seriously and significantly 
under-enumerate or under-estimate the size 
of the Negro, Puerto-Rican, and Mexican- 
American populations. As much as 10 percent 
of the Negro population may not have been 
counted in the 1960 Census, and there is con- 
siderable probability that the Puerto Rican 
and Mexican-American were similarly under- 
counted. 

In 1960 as many as one Negro male in six 
within the age group of 20 to 39 years may 
have been omitted altogether. 

In a modern society statistical information 
is not only a primary guide to public and 
private actions, in itself it profoundly influ- 
ences patterns of thought and basic assump- 
tions as to the way things are and the way 
they are likely to be. Were national statistics 
merely inadequate, but uniformly so, the 
nation would be at a disadvantage, but no 
special injury could be claimed by any region 
or group. As it happens, however, where 
American population statistics are inade- 
quate, they will normally be found to be so 
in terms of the under-enumeration and 
under-estimation of minority groups, defined 
in terms of race, or national origin, and con- 
eentrated in specific neighborhoods, usually 
in densely populated central city areas. They 
are also, characteristically, defined by poverty. 
But a larger issue than that simply of effici- 
ency and convenience must enter the con- 
sideration of this subject. A constitutional 
issue enters. 

Article 1, Section 3, of the Constitution 
provides for the enumeration once each ten 
years of all persons residing within the 
United States. This enumeration is explicitly 
and primarily designed to provide the basis 
for representation in the House of Repre- 
sentatives. In the years since the adoption 
of the Constitution, the Census enumeration 
and other statistical programs, such as those 
conducted by the Bureau of Labor Statistics, 
have come to the basis for a host of public 
activities, and most particularly provide the 
basis on which public funds are allocated in 
a whole range of government programs at 
the national, state, and local level. In some 
cases funds are allocated on a straight “head- 
count” basis. In other cases, as for example 
the Economic Development Act, Title I of 
the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act, and in the Model Cities legislation, pub- 
lic funds are allocated on the basis of popu- 
lation together with a range of special eco- 
nomic and other information collected by 
government agencies. 

The record of these agencies, notably the 
Bureau of the Census, in gathering and 
compiling this information with the highest 
technical competence, the uttermost stand- 
ards of impartiality and integrity, and at the 
most modest cost is a matter of national 
pride. Typically it has been the Census Bu- 
reau itself that has been the most diligent 
in discovering and analyzing the problems 
of gathering statistics relating to minority 
groups. 

Nonetheless, the problem of under- 
enumeration of minority groups is likely to 
persist unless it becomes a matter of more 
general concern. We believe that what were 
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initially at least technical problems have by 
their very magnitude been transformed into 
social problems with powerful legal and 
ethical implications. Specifically, we hold 
that where a group defined by racial or eth- 
nic terms, and concentrated in specific po- 
litical jurisdictions, is significantly under- 
counter in relation to other groups, then 
individual members of that group are thereby 
deprived of the constitutional right to equal 
representation in the House of Representa- 
tives, and by inference in other legislative 
bodies. Further, we hold that individual 
members of such a group are thereby de- 
prived of their right to equal protection of 
the laws as provided by Section 1 of the 14th 
Amendment to the Constitution in that they 
are deprived of their entitlement to partake 
in Federal and other programs designed for 
re and populations with their character- 
cs. 

Injury, while general, is real; redress is 
in order, This would seem a matter of special 
concern to the nation in view of recent Su- 
preme Court rulings establishing the one- 
man, one-vote principle in apportioning leg- 
islatures, and in view of the extensive Con- 
gressional activity in the establishment of 
programs designed to improve the economic 
and social status of just those groups that 
appear to be substantially under-represented 
in our current population statistics. 

The Bureau of the Census, and other gov- 
ernment statistical agencies, have set a su- 
perb standard of public accountability in 
themselves calling attention to this problem. 
We feel it is incumbent on the Congress to 
provide the Bureau of the Census, the Na- 
tional Center of Health Statistics, the Bu- 
reau of Labor Statistics and such other agen- 
cies as are concerned, with the funds 
necessary to obtain a full enumeration of all 
groups in the population, and also to gather 
the usual information on special and eco- 
nomic characteristics that is necessary to im- 
plement the laws of the nation, 

2. The Conference likewise emphasizes that 
there is an obligation on the part of every 
resident to be enumerated. 

3. The Conference commends the Bureau 
of the Census for the innovative use of the 
Post Office for the purpose of insuring a more 
complete enumeration. The Conference be- 
lieves that the Post Office will contribute to 
the improvement of the coverage of the cen- 
sus not only in general, but particularly, in 
the central cities. 

4. The Conference wishes to encourage the 
Bureau of the Census to explore more flexible 
personnel procedures from the standpoint 
first, of enlarging the number of people who 
can be located to serve usefully as regular 
enumerators and, second, to employ people in 
various auxiliary roles to help insure com- 
pleteness of count. 

5. The Bureau of the Census, working in 
concert with other groups, public and pri- 
vate, should work to develop enumerator 
skills, particularly for conditions in the cen- 
tral cities, and to instill a professional spirit 
among enumerators. 

6. The Conference suggests consideration 
of the appointment of enumerators or super- 
visors by Presidential commission as a step 
to impress them with the seriousness of the 
task, 

7. The Conference wishes to encourage the 
Bureau of the Census to take an experimen- 
tal approach toward the use of various in- 
centives for respondents. 

8. The Conference is impressed with the 
extent to which improvements in close-out 
procedures? and procedures for following 


1 Close-out procedures determine the num- 
ber of calls an enumerator must make at a 
particular household in an attempt to gather 
information. If no information can be gath- 
ered after the specified number of calls, 
characteristics of the household are allocated 
by a computer. 
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back to apparently vacant housing units may 
contribute to the reduction of under-enum- 
eration. We put high priority, therefore, on 
changes in procedures and in allocation of 
resources that promise an improvement in 
this area. 

9. The Conference would like to urge fi- 
nancial support for further studies of under- 
enumeration in the 1970 Census as the study 
of 1960 under-enumeration by Jacob Siegel, 
extended to specific estimates of under- 
enumeration by age, sex, race, ethnic group, 
and residence. 


IMPROVING VITAL STATISTICS FOR NEGROES, 
PUERTO RICANS, AND MEXICANS 


1. We recommend that the Bureau of the 
Census and the National Center for Health 
Statistics study methods for improving the 
completeness and quality of Census data to 
enable the computation of vital rates for 
minority groups, particularly those groups 
which have been included with the white 
population in the past. 

2. We recommend that the National Center 
for Health Statistics through the mechan- 
isms of the Public Health Conference on 
Records and Statistics and the American 
Association of Vital Registrars and Public 
Health Statisticians ask state and local 
health departments to make more tabula- 
tions and classifications of vital records for 
minority groups. 

3. We recommend that the National Cen- 
ter for Health Statistics make known what 
material state and local health agencies 
collect, tabulate, and publish concerning 
vital rates for minority groups. 

4. We recommend that the Bureau of the 
Census and the National Center for Health 
Statistics conduct a birth registration and 
enumeration matching test in conjunction 
with the Census of 1970. The aims of this 
test should be: 

a. Test completeness of birth registration. 

b. Ascertain census under-enumeration of 
the young. 

c. Determine quality of both birth regis- 
tration and census data. 

d. Study differentials in infant mortality 
by characteristics in family or household. 

5. We encourage the National Center for 
Health Statistics to work through the Public 
Health Conference on Records and Sta- 
tistics and the American Association of Vital 
Registrars and Public Health Statisticians to 
assure that a question concerning legitimacy 
will appear on the birth certificate and cer- 
tificate of fetal death. This can be accom- 
plished by having this item in the confi- 
dential section as recommended for the 
standard certificates * for 1968. 

6. We recommend that the National Cen- 
ter for Health Statistics encourage record 
linkage studies utilizing birth, fetal death, 
marriage and divorce records. We recom- 
mend that the Bureau of the Census en- 
courage record linkage studies based on the 
1970 Census of Population and Housing. 

7. We encourage states to retain the ques- 
tion concerning race on the birth and death 
certificates and we encourage states to in- 
clude questions on race on marriage and 
divorce certificates. This can be accomplished 
by having this item in the confidential sec- 
tion as recommended for the standard cer- 
tificates of 1968. 

8. We urge the National Center for Health 
Statistics to continue and expand studies of 
the completeness of death registration and 
studies of the quality of data obtained on 
death certificates. 

9. We urge the National Center for Health 
Statistics to encourage local agencies to 
classify birth and death certificates by city 
block or census tract, perhaps using the ad- 


The standard certificate is that form 
which the National Center for Health Sta- 
tistics recommends to the States as most 
appropriate, 
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dress register being developed by the Bureau 
of the Census for the Census of 1970. This 
will make possible further studies of the 
vital rates of minority groups. 

10. We support efforts to obtain a quin- 
quennial census and we recommend that 
such a census obtain adequate information 
to permit study of the vital rates of minority 
groups. 

11. We urge states to affiliate as rapidly 
as possible with the Marriage and Divorce 
Registration Areas established by the Na- 
tional Center for Health Statistics. 

12. We encourage the National Center 
for Health Statistics and the Bureau of the 
Census to explore, support and conduct 
surveys of fertility expectations and perfor- 
mance. In particular, adequate information 
should be obtained for minority groups with 
distinctive fertility patterns. 


NEEDED ENLARGEMENT IN AVAILABLE SOCIAL 
STATISTICS FOR NEGROES, PUERTO RICANS, AND 
MEXICANS 
1. The Conference recommends that the 

Census Bureau continue to clearly identify 

Negroes, Puerto Ricans, Cubans, Mexicans, 

white persons of Spanish surname, and 

American Indians in the Census. For the 

specific groups for which more data are de- 

sired Census publications should replace 
the categories of white and non-white with 
more specific ethnic or racial designations; 
for example, Negro, American Indian, and 

Cuban. 

2. Federal statistical surveys should be 
designed from the beginning to provide 
data for specific minority groups. This may 
require special sampling and tabulation pro- 
grams in addition to specifications of con- 
tent appropriate to the social situation of 
minorities. 

8. The Bureau of the Census and other 
statistical agencies should continue to ex- 
periment with methods of identifying eth- 
nic groups; for example, by ethnic origin, 
language spoken in the home and birthplace 
of grandparents. 

4. The presentation of survey and census 
results should be expanded in two ways—in 
summary form for general users and in easily 
available special tabulations for professional 
users. 

5. The Conference recommends that the 
Census Bureau conduct frequent surveys 
to provide for individual cities and the mi- 
nority groups within cities data of the type 
included in the program of the Current 
Population Survey. 

6. A full census should be carried out more 
frequently than at present. A 5 year census 
should replace the present 10 year census. 


APPRISING ORGANIZATIONS ABOUT THE CENSUS 
AND OTHER SOURCES OF SOCIAL STATISTICS 


1. The Joint Center for Urban Studies of 
M.1.T. and Harvard should apprise organiza- 
tions interested ir social statistics, particu- 
larly those concerned with minority groups, 
of the proceedings of this Conference. 

THE 1970 Census PLANS A NONWHITE DRIVE— 
Wirt Try To Bar SHORT Count Sam To 
Deny THEM FUNDS 

(By Martin Tolchin) 

The Census Bureau is planning “irregular, 
unusual devices” in the 1970 census to over- 
come a 10 per cent short count of nonwhites 
said to have deprived them of their fair repre- 
sentation in Congress and their fair share of 
Federal funds. 

The nonwhites eluded census takers be- 
cause of unstable home lives, illegal living 
arrangements, and the lack of fixed resi- 
dences—sometimes living in missions, flop 
houses, and even all night movie houses, 
according to Jacob Siegel, chief of the bu- 
reau's National Population and Estimates 
branch. 

He said the new census tactics would in- 
clude enlistment of shopkeepers, canvassing 


. 
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during early morning hours, and the satura- 
tion of areas with census takers. The Census 
Bureau also intends to change its philosophy 
in ghetto areas by counting a maximum of 
residents instead of seeking to avoid 
duplication. 

SHORT COUNT FOUND 

A finding that the 1960 census had short 
counted by 10 percent the nation’s nonwhite 
population, and that nonwhites were thereby 
deprived of their constitutional rights, was 
made at a two-day conference last month 
held by the Joint Center for Urban Studies of 
the Massachusetts Institute of Technology 
and Harvard University. 

“In a modern society, statistical informa- 
tion is not only a primary guide to public 
and private actions; in itself it profoundly 
influences patterns of thought and basic 
assumptions as to the way things are,” the 
conference found. 

Prof. Daniel P. Moynihan, director of the 
Joint Center, said in an interview that 
“American scholars live off the census.” 

“More and more we depend on it,“ he said, 
“and we spend 10 years mining it.” 

The conference noted that the census was 
explicitly designed to provide the basis for 
representation in the House of Representa- 
tives, but had come to provide the basis on 
which public funds are allocated in a whole 
range of Government programs. 

Not only were nonwhite deprived of ade- 
quate Congressional representation, the re- 
port found, but also “they are deprived of 
their entitlement to partake in Federal and 
other programs designed for areas and 
populations with their characteristics.” 

This represents a deprivation of their right 
to equal protection of the laws, under the 
14th Amendment to the Constitution, the 
conference reported. 

Professor Moynihan noted that “every 
level of government has a dozen aid pro- 
grams that give money to neighborhoods on 
the basis of the number and kind of people 
who live there.” 

In some cases, funds were allocated on a 
straight head-count basis, the report found 
In others, including model cities and aid to 
education, the funds were allocated on the 
basis of both population and economic need. 

The short count was freely acknowledged 
by Jacob Siegel, who said that the July 1966, 
census reported 23,589,000 nonwhites out of 
a total population of 196,842,000. 

I'm satisfied that the figure is inaccu- 
rate,” Mr. Siegel said. He estimated that non- 
whites were under-reported by 9.5 per cent. 

Mr. Siegel disputed, however, the confer- 
ence’s report on the impact of the short 
count on either Congressional representation 
or Federal aid. 

“Their statement is too strong,” he said. 

Mr. Moynihan conceded that “we don’t 
know what Congressional seats or city coun- 
cil seats are malapportioned because we don’t 
know where the missing people are.” 

“But,” he added, we do know that they 
are missing, and wherever they are, the peo- 
ple in that neighborhood are not getting 
their share of legislative representation.” 

NEW APPROACH SET 

Mr. Siegel said the Census Bureau would 
take an entirely new approach in 1970. 

We're changing our philosophy of cov- 
erage,” he said. “In the past, we have been 
exceedingly careful to avoid duplication. If 
we found an individual on a sofa with his 
shirt off, and he said he didn’t live there, 
we didn’t count him in. 

“Now we're going to count him in.” 

He said that census-takers would have the 
assistance of auxiliary personnel—the man 
who owns the barbershop and the bar and 
grill,” to help identify neighborhood resi- 
dents. 

The census takers will make some of their 
calls “during early morning hours—about 
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7:15—before they get away to work,” Mr. 
Siegel said. 

The Census Bureau also is testing a “blitz 
enumerator” that consists of saturating an 
area with census takers. Such a program is 
now being tested in Memphis, Mr. Siegel 
said, but the results are not in yet. 


TEXTILE IMPORTS 


Mr. KAZEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. CABELL] may extend his re- 
marks at this point in the Rrecorp and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CABELL. Mr. Speaker, nothing is 
more important to the agricultural 
economy of my State than the produc- 
tion of animal and vegetable fibers. This 
production has to be supported by our 
domestic mills in processing these fibers 
into consumer textiles. 

Since the Committee on Ways and 
Means is presently considering legisla- 
tion to control textile imports, I consider 
it appropriate at this time to support 
the Informal House Textile Committee 
group in their sponsorship of this legisla- 

on. 

I also take this opportunity to enter 
into the Recor at this point Concurrent 
Senate Resolution No. 92 passed by the 
last session of the Texas Legislature in 
regular session dealing with this vital 
subject. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION No. 92 

Whereas, The Legislature of the State of 
Texas understands and accepts the need 
for a substantial volume of international 
trade in textile products; and 

Whereas, Current trade policies, however, 
have generated imports into this country 
in a volume at a rate of growth that seri- 
ously threatens the economic stability of the 
cotton farmer, of the primary U.S. textile 
industry, the apparel industry, the wool pro- 
ducers, the chemical and machinery indus- 
tries, and many other industries which sup- 
ply and serve the U.S. textile industry; and 

Whereas, Texas future well-being depends 
heavily on the economic stability and con- 
fidence of these industries; and 

Whereas, Texas is one of this nation’s lead- 
ing producers of cotton. In 1966 more than 
30 per cent of the nation’s cotton crop was 
produced in Texas. Texas cotton farms em- 
ploy about 160,000 persons and provide an 
annual payroll of more than $120-million; 
and 

Whereas, The apparel and primary textile 
industries of Texas employ 30,000 persons 
and have a combined annual payroll of more 
than $100-million. Including employment in 
gins, cotton seed oil mills, farm and gin 
machinery manufacturing and transporta- 
tion, more than 230,000 Texans are depend- 
ent on cotton and cotton textiles for their 
livelihood; and 

Whereas, Aside from cotton, Texas is the 
country’s leading producer of wool and mo- 
hair, and the Texas petrochemical industry 
is a leading supplier of materials used in 
the production of synthetic fibers; and 

Whereas, Texas heavy dependence on tex. 
tile and related industries is such that this 
legislature cannot ignore the tremendous 
flood of cotton, wool and man-made fiber 
textile goods that are devouring this coun- 
try’s domestic market; and 

Whereas, Ten per cent of the United States 
cotton textile market in 1966 was absorbed 
by imports of more than 1.8 billion square 
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yards of cotton textile goods. And imports 
in 1967 are running 11 per cent ahead of 
last year’s record total. 

Whereas, In 1966, 10 per cent of this coun- 
try’s man-made fiber textile market was ab- 
sorbed by imports of almost 800-million 
square yards of man-made fiber textiles. 
Man-made fiber textile imports have in- 
creased more than 600 per cent since 1961, 
and this year are running 25 per cent ahead 
of last year’s total; and 

Whereas, Twenty-five per cent of the 
United States wool market has been ab- 
sorbed by wool textile imports amounting to 
more than 179-million square yards; and 

Whereas, It has been estimated that cot- 
ton, wool, and man-made fiber textile im- 
ports have replaced jobs in the United States 
for 200,000 to 250,000 persons directly in tex- 
tile, plus another 100,000 to 150,000 in those 
industries which supply materials and serv- 
ices to textiles; and 

Whereas, The rapid and sharp increase in 
textile imports demonstrates clearly that 
present policies governing imports of textile 
products do not provide for the development 
of orderly trade; rather, they create extreme 
disruption in U.S. textile markets and de- 
prive hundreds of thousands of employ- 
ment. The textile tariff reductions negotiated 
during the recent Kennedy Round of the 
Geneva Agreement on Tariffs and Trade can 
only invite further increases in imports and 
resulting unemployment; now, therefore be 
it 

Resolved, That we strongly urge the execu- 
tive and legislative branches of the United 
States government to recognize the imme- 
diate urgency of the textile imports situation 
and move promptly to impose meaningful 
quantitative controls on imports of cotton, 
man-made fiber and wool textile imports, 
and that copies of this Resolution be for- 
warded to the President of the United States, 
the Secretary of State and the Texas delega- 
tion to the United States Congress. 


—— 
DICKEY-LINCOLN PROJECT 


Mr. KAZEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. CLARK] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. Speaker, the sub- 
stantial division of our own Appropria- 
tions Committee last week in considering 
the request for $1,600,000 for engineer- 
ing work on the proposed Dickey-Lin- 
coln School project in Maine speaks far 
more eloquently of the controversy sur- 
rounding this project than I could do. 

The history of this project, from orig- 
inal authorization to appropriation has 
been torturous indeed. Parliamentary 
procedure has been cast aside on occa- 
sion, courtesy between the two branches 
of the Congress has been strained, 
charges and countercharges have been 
flung, and I think now is the appropriate 
time to ask: Why? 

If this project has the alleged desir- 
able benefit-cost ratio claimed by its 
proponents, then why has the project 
been under such fire by so many Mem- 
bers of the House? If, 2 years ago when 
it was up for original authorization, we 
were told it was a good, solid project, 
then why, I ask, did not the Senate ad- 
here to the rules between our Houses 
and give the men and women in this 
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Chamber an opportunity to consider it? 
How do we find ourselves once again in 
the position of being asked for more ap- 
propriations when we have already re- 
jected the project three times? 

How can it be that the proponents 
are so sure that this project has a fa- 
vorable cost-benefit ratio when we have 
no idea—at this time and moment— 
how much the Senate will have to give 
away to Canada in the treaty that has 
not even been negotiated? Are the Mem- 
bers aware that this obsolete, unnec- 
essary Federal hydroelectric project 
cannot be built without the acquiescence 
of the Canadian Government and only 
after they have indicated how much of 
the benefits they want from the United 
States? 

Are the Members aware that some 
3,600 acres of the land to be flooded for 
this project lie in Canada? While this, in 
itself, is not particularly significant, what 
is significant is that they are the top- 
level land areas—the highest points from 
which the greatest power benefits are to 
be derived. It seems to me more than 
likely that our brothers across the north- 
ern border will be very much aware of 
this fact when they sit down to negoti- 
ate the necessary treaty. 

They will know, in point of fact, that 
this project cannot be built without their 
land. An enviable bargaining position for 
Canada but something less than enviable 
for the United States. How then, I ask, 
can anyone quote a meaningful benefit- 
cost ratio for this project until this treaty 
is negotiated? 

I agree wholeheartedly with my col- 
league, the distinguished Congressman 
from Massachusetts, WILLIAM H. BATES, 
when he reported to the House last week 
that this project has been categorically 
rejected by this House and then this 
House was treated to one of the worst 
legislative flim-flams to which it has 
ever been subjected. 

Are we to be subjected again this year 
to legislative slight-of-hand? Are we not 
in effect being asked to sign a blank 
check for a project whose cost-benefit 
ratio cannot be known? And then, after 
we have signed such a check, are we not 
entirely abdicating our constitutional 
prerogative of appropriation by handing 
to the other Chamber their sole approval 
of any treaty which will determine the 
cost-benefit of the project? For, as the 
Members of the House know, once this 
project is underway it will be the Senate, 
and the Senate alone, which will approve 
any treaty to be signed. 

I agree with Mr. Bars that the project 
is demonstrably inefficient, demonstrably 
unnecessary and, I add, clearly obsolete 
before it is built and having no benefits 
for the people of New England. I ask the 
Members, when have you before seen a 
public works project of such magnitude 
rejected on recorded votes by 20 out of 
the 25 Congressmen from the New Eng- 
land area that it is supposed to benefit? 

In a short time, it is expected that we 
will be asked to increase the taxes of our 
constituents. I, for one, could not face 
my constituents and say that they must 
bear a heavier tax burden, when part of 
that burden is to be a “solid-gold turkey” 
like Dickey-Lincoln School. 
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JOINT CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT- 
TEE FOR THE STUDY OF CRIME 


Mr. KAZEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. Dow] may extend his 
remarks at this point in the Recorp and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DOW. Mr. Speaker, today I have 
introduced a House joint resolution to 
establish a Joint Congressional Commit- 
tee for the Study of Crime. It is a reso- 
lution drafted originally by the distin- 
guished gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
PEPPER] as House Joint Resolution 1. 
This is offered in support of the increas- 
ing feeling in Congress that something 
must be done, that action must be taken, 
to gay our Nation’s increasing crime 
rate. 

The appalling crime statistics are be- 
coming only too familiar to all of us. 
Congress must lead the way in a nation- 
wide attempt to understand and control 
crime. We must, in this House, begin to 
work for a constructive solution. We must 
quell our anger and frustration enough 
at the problem today so as to prepare for 
the future. 

In introducing my bill today I hope 
to focus attention on the need for a ra- 
tional, sane initiative by this Congress. 
Let us stop rushing legislation through 
our fine committees and splitting legis- 
lation piecemeal to satisfy the emotions 
pent up in so many. 

The problems in the streets, in the ur- 
ban areas of our Nation, did not arise 
overnight. They took years to simmer be- 
fore they boiled. Now we are witness to 
the years of unconcern, of apathy. But 
hasty solutions will not work. The Pres- 
ident’s National Crime Commission has 
focused attention on the crime problem 
through its efforts. It is now time for 
Congress to settle down in sober thought 
and seek real solutions for a safer 
America. 


THE KENNEDY ROUND AND THE 
FUTURE OF U.S. TRADE POLICY: 
AN EVALUATION OF PROGRESS 
AND ISSUES IN THE SIXTH 
ROUND OF TRADE NEGOTIA- 
TIONS UNDER THE GENERAL 
AGREEMENT ON TARIFFS AND 
TRADE—PART IV CONTINUED— 
TEXTILES, ALUMINUM, PULP, AND 
PAPER 


Mr. WYATT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. Curtis] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Oregon? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, I include at 
this point a list of contents covering my 
remarks: 

List oF CONTENTS 
Textiles: 

Economic Outlook. 

Mill Consumption of Fibers, Consumer Ex- 

penditure for Clothing. 
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Some Specific Industry Indicators—Spin- 
dles. 

Orders and Inventories. 

Wool Prosperity—A Three-Year Cycle? 

Price Trends and Mills’ Profitability. 

The Special Problems of Man-Made Fiber. 

The Durable Press Revolution“ and Im- 
ports. 

Prices and New Uses. 

Profitability. 

Employment and Wages. 

The Employment Policy Question. 

Some Conclusions About the Economic 
Prospects of the Textile Industry. 

The Pessimistic View. 

The Optimistic View. 

The Two Faces of Textiles. 

Striking the Balanced View. 

What Is The Role of Imports in the Con- 
text of the Overall Economic Picture for 
Textiles? 

Some Pitfalls in the Measurement of Im- 
ports and Their Impact. 

Imports of Textiles are Declining. 

Ratio of Cotton Textile Imports to Cotton 
Textile Consumption. 

Wool Imports Decline Below 1965 Levels. 

Man-Made Imports Continue Higher— 
Mostly Yarns. 

Yarns Imported in Large Quantity 
throughout the Textile Industry. 

Ratios of Imports to Consumption: Wool. 

Ratio of Imports to Consumption: Man- 
Made Fiber. 

Continuing Claims for More Comprehen- 
sive Import Quota Controls. 

The Validity of the Continuing Political 
Commitment to Textiles. 

A Note on Industry Profitability and the 
Increasing Trend to Concentration. 

Kennedy Round Negotiations on Textiles— 
Ba und. 

The Kennedy Round Cotton Textile Pack- 


age. 

The Meaning for Developing Countries. 

The Need for Oversight and Review of the 
U.S. Program. 

Textile Imports and Exports—Some Spe- 
cial Concerns. 

Unfair Administrative and Other Barriers 
to U.S. Exports. 

Some Examples: South Africa. 

Philippines: A Trade Restriction of Justi- 
fied Customs Technicality? 

Venezuela: A Problem of Economic De- 
velopment. 

Panama: A Wise Infant Industry Case? 

The U.S, Response. 

Special Measures for Imports. 


International Action on Export Promotion 
Schemes. 

Unfair Practices and Countervailing 
Duties, 

Future Trade Policy and Future Negotia- 
tion. 

Aluminum: 
Primary Aluminum, Focus of Negotiations. 
Importance of EEC and Japan in Alumi- 


num Trade. 

The Norweigian and Canadian Export 
Interest. 

The United States and World Aluminum 


Trade. 

Kennedy Round Aluminum Sector Results. 

Anti-Dumping Agreement and Aluminum. 

Pulp and paper: 

World Production and Trade Patterns. 

United States Production of Pulp and 
Paper: Nature of the Industry. 

United States Trade Interests. 

The Interest of the European Community. 

The Growing ECC Paperboard Market. 

Aims of ECC Industry Affect Negotiating 
Situation. 

The Uneconomic Effects of Continued 
EEC Trade Restrictions. 

Effect of Scandinavian Pulp and Paper 
Production and Pricing on ECO. 
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The Kennedy Reund Pulp and Paper 
Negotiations. 

Results of the Kennedy Round in Pulp 
and Paper. 

Reaction of U.S. Industry. 

Non-Tariff Barriers—The Mullen Test“. 

New Concentration on Non-Tariff Barriers. 

TEXTILES 


Of the five industrial sectors treated in 
the Kennedy round none has had a 
greater importance for the developing 
countries than cotton textiles, with 
which the textile sector discussions were 
primarily concerned. Thus the major 
emphasis of this report will be the rela- 
tionship between U.S. textile policy and 
the trade and development problems of 
the developing countries; secondarily I 
will discuss the Kennedy round negotia- 
tions as they affect other “sectors” of the 
integrated U.S. textile industry—wool 
and manmade fibers. I find it necessary 
also to discuss the economic outlook for 
the domestic textile industry in relation 
to its claims for changes in U.S. textile 
trade policy. 

This report supplements the exposition 
of the problems of textiles and U.S. for- 
eign economic policy in a report to the 
House of Representatives and the public. 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, volume 112, part 
16, pages 20965 to 21003. In that report 
I presented the evidence I had obtained 
regarding the creation and operation in 
the United States of the long-term cot- 
ton textile arrangement, the umbrella 
international agreement which permits 
its signatory countries to place bilateral 
and unilateral controls on cotton textile 
imports that threaten to “disrupt” its 
domestic textile markets, and I related 
that evidence to U.S. foreign economic 
policy, with special emphasis on the ef- 
fects of the LTA on the developing 
countries. 

That cotton textile research report 
was intended to bring into the open the 
real and fancied dangers from imports— 
with the question raised whether or not 
the American textile industry might very 
well look for ways to phase out the im- 
port controls under the long-term ar- 
rangement. I argued that the industry 
certainly would be doing a disservice to 
its employees as well as its shareholders 
by expanding substantially its operations 
on what could be an artificial economic 
base. 

The year 1966 was a year of tight de- 
mand and good earnings. In that year 
the value of the textile industry’s ship- 
ments reached $20.4 billion, up more 
than 50 percent from $13.4 billion in 
1960. The large investment in moderni- 
zation and new capacity suggested that 
it might be the best time to begin to phase 
out the import quota restrictions, which 
by definition are artificial, and to re- 
introduce more fully the economic forces 
of the marketplace in American textile 
production. Grounds for this question- 
ing of the industry’s reliance on the 
special quotas provided by the long- 
term agreement is provided by economic 
data, such as the fact that, in terms of 
consumption of fiber, the industry has 
grown eight times faster than imports 
since 1960. 

The result of the report in the Con- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD on August 29, 1966, 
was, I felt, the beginning of a healthy 
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dialog with representatives of the textile 
manufacturers, their trade association 
and others. 

I indicated to the industry in that re- 
port, and subsequently, my willingness 
to assist in any way I can to promote in- 
ternational fair trade and to correct 
those substantiated problems which are 
bound to exist. The following discussion 
I hope will be an additional step in this 
process of exploration of the facts, which 
should become the basis for establishing 
our public policies. 

ECONOMIC OUTLOOK 


The American textile industry makes 
a point of the fact that it is an inte- 
grated industry: that is, that the same 
American textile companies and workers 
that use cotton fibers also use manmade 
fibers—the same companies in fact use 
all types of fibers and mixes to produce 
all types of textile goods, yarns, fabrics 
plain and “finished”, “made-up” goods, 
and apparel. 

It is necessary then at the outset to 
look at some of the economic indicators 
for the industry as a whole, and at the 
same time to keep in mind two important 
conditions: First, only the cotton sector 
of the textile industry is included in the 
long-term cotton textile agreement ex- 
tended as part of the Kennedy round 
for 3 years until October 1, 1970, and 
thereunder regulated by quotas on for- 
eign imported cottons; second, tariff 
rates on foreign imported textiles made 
of cotton, wool, manmade fibers, with 
their various mixes, and silk, are high 
and, even after the Kennedy round, will 
remain high in relation to other rates in 
the U.S. Tariff Schedules—see my re- 
port, CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, volume 112, 
part 16, page 20969. These rates were 
cut very selectively and on the whole 
very moderately in the Kennedy round. 
Some have indeed argued that all in- 
ee countries’ tariffs were left too 

When I reported to Congress my 
studies of the cotton textile situation in 
August 1966, the economic indicators of 
the textile industry, as presented by the 
industry’s own statistical compilations, 
showed that it was producing at nearly 
100 percent of capacity. 

In the last quarter of 1966 some of the 
demand pressure lessened. Order back- 
logs began to fall. This lessened demand 
brought on what has been called a 
slump—a readjustment to what might be 
more normal conditions. 

A review of some of the indicators of 
activity in the textile industry as a whole, 
however, shows a mixed picture—there 
are bright spots in the “slump.” Data re- 
garding spindle operating hours, loom 
hours operated, inventories in relation to 
unfilled orders, manmade fiber gray 
goods production versus offtake, fibers 
consumption, sales and inventories and 
employment, help to expose the economic 
picture. 

This evidence seems to indicate that 
the midwinter 1966-67 “slump” is really 
& kind of lull for adjustment after 2 years 
of “stormy,” though high level, demand 
and production. Interestingly, the 
“slump” that is now evident in textiles 
seems to be neglected equally throughout 
the economy in the last quarter of 1966 
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and first part of 1967, and there are now 
signs, and forecasts by some knowledge- 
able analysts, that present textile pros- 
pects along with the economy are im- 
proving, and that the future is quite 
bright—that overall, textiles is in fact 
now considered a growth industry. 

MILL CONSUMPTION OF FIBERS, CONSUMER 

EXPENDITURE FOR CLOTHING 

A perspective of the strengthening eco- 
nomic base of the integrated American 
textile industry is given by data on Amer- 
ican textile mills’ consumption of all tex- 
tile fibers. From 1956 to 1965 the total 
quantity of fibers consumed by mills has 
increased from 5.9 billion pounds in 1958 
to 8.5 billion pounds in 1965. In this pe- 
riod there has been considerable shift in 
the types of fibers consumed, however. 

The share of cotton in total fiber con- 
sumption by American mills has declined 
from 66.6 percent in 1956 to 52.7 percent 
in 1965 and has reportedly continued to 
decline. In fact, from 1961 to 1965—the 
beginning of the special cotton textile 
quota system the share of cotton con- 
sumed by mills has declined by 10 per- 
cent, whereas from 1956 to 1961 it 
dropped by only about 4 percent. 

This interesting development has led 
some observers to speculate that the 
quota program, by creating an artificial 
scarcity of cotton textiles, has brought 
a drop in the share of cotton consumed, 
Others believe that if artificial scarcities 
did result, they would have been reflected 
in higher prices which did not occur, 
Cotton wholesale prices have been quite 
stable since 1961, thus reflecting no scar- 
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city. It would seem that any scarcity in 
cottons, however, would be met by in- 
creased incentive to buy manmade fiber, 
and that cotton scarcities would not first 
be reflected in higher prices. Manmade 
fibers attractiveness was enhanced in 
1961 by the production of new polyester 
fibers for mass consumption. 

To counteract the declining share of 
cotton in the amount of fiber consumed, 
the United States has helped develop an 
international cotton promotion and ad- 
vertising effort. But it may be that the 
economic forces are such that cotton us- 
age will continue to decline whatever is 
done. My own judgment is that holding 
prices during periods of declining volume 
is tantamount to throwing up one’s hands 
and admitting that volume will continue 
to decline, thereby embracing a policy of 
getting the money you can out of the 
present investment, before it is rendered 
completely obsolete and unwanted by new 
and competing materials and products. 

As relative cotton use has dropped, 
likewise the share of wool has declined 
from 6.7 percent in 1956 to 4.5 percent in 
1965, but there has been an absolute in- 
crease in the quantity of wool consumed. 
And, though the share of wool has de- 
creased, this is not an indication, as it is 
often taken to be, that the mills produc- 
ing wool have suffered an equal decline in 
output. In the integrated American tex- 
tile industry the same mills that consume 
wool fiber also consume large quantities 
of manmade fibers, and total output has 
increased. 

Mill consumption of manmade fibers 


MILL CONSUMPTION OF FIBERS, 1956-65 
[Totals in millions of pounds} 
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has increased from a share of 7.4 percent 
in 1956 to 23 percent in 1965, and the 
increase has continued. Thus it is evident 
that the declining share of cotton and 
wool in terms of total fiber used has been 
lost to manmade fibers, even though the 
absolute quantities of cotton and wool 
consumed by mills have continued to 
rise. The increase in consumption of 
manmade fibers in recent years owes 
much to continuing innovation. Develop- 
ments such as the durable press process 
on which I will comment later have had a 
big impact on the use of polyester fibers 
and on high quality cotton. 

Certainly a major cause of the in- 
crease of domestic consumption of 
fibers is the growth of the American pop- 
ulation. But another phenomenon has 
occurred, no doubt as a result of the 
great strides in product development and 
marketing by the industry in the past 
several years, as well as the increased 
standard of living of our people reflected 
in increased purchasing power. That is, 
there are more American consumers, and 
these consumers are spending an in- 
creasingly larger proportion of their in- 
comes on textile products. Furthermore, 
it is expected that the key textile-con- 
suming age group of 20 to 39 years will 
increase by 1976 to represent 33 percent 
of the population. This is considered, at 
least by the McGraw-Hill publication 
Textile World of April 1967, to be a 
“whopping” increase, with great portent 
for the textile industry, which will also 
benefit from increases in consumer pur- 
chasing power. 


Cotton! 
Year 
Total Percent Total 
of fibers 

4, 362.6 66.6 440.8 
4, 060. 4 65. 1 368. 8 
3, 866. 9 64.8 331.1 
4.334. 5 63. 3 435. 3 
4,190.9 64.6 411.0 
4,081.5 62.1 412.1 
4. 188.0 59. 4 429, 1 
4,040.2 55.7 411.2 
4,244.4 54. 5 356.7 
4,476.3 52. 7 386.9 


Wool 2 


Rayon and acetate $ Noncellulosic Manmade fiber waste * Flax ¢ and silk? 
manmade fibers $ 
ie: ——| All fibers, 
total $ 
Percent Total Percent Percent Total Percent Total Percent 
of fibers of fibers of fibers of fibers of fibers 
6.7 1, 200.9 18.3 7.4 42.4 0.7 20.6 0.3 6, 551.2 
5.9 1,177.1 18.9 9.1 48.0 .8 15.5 2 6, 237.3 
5.5 1,127.3 18.9 9.6 61.7 1,0 9.4 82 5,971.6 
6.4 1.252. 5 18. 3 10.8 70.9 1.0 11.8 .2 6,846. 4 
6.3 1,055. 4 16.3 11.7 60.8 | 9 11.6 2 6, 491.5 
6.3 1, 128.0 17, 13.1 71.3 1.1 12.7 +2 6, 567.3 
6.1 1, 263.6 17.9 15.3 79.5 1.1 12.4 .2 7,048. 8 
5.7 1, 440, 3 19.9 17.3 90.1 1.2 13.1 2 7, 253. 1 
4.6 1,516.5 19.5 19.9 103, 2 1.3 14,2 2 7, 789.8 
4.5 1,550.7 18,2 23.0 118.0 1.4 13.3 .2 8,501. 0 


[j 


1 Mill consumption as reported by the Bureau of the Census. For American cotton, tare as reported 
by the Crop Reporting Board has been deducted; for foreign cotton, 3 percent a5 pounds) was 
educted È inning Aug. 1, 1958). Since 1950, data have been adjusted to year ended 


d 0 pounds 
Dec. 


2 includes apparel and carpet wool on a scoured basis. Data from wool consumption reports of 


the Bureau of the Census, 


3 Textile Organon, publication of the Textile Economics Bureau, Inc. Includes filament and staple 


consum n. 


® Preliminary. 


fibers. Data are U.S. producers’ domestic shipments, plus imports for consumption. 


SOME SPECIFIC INDUSTRY INDICATORS— 
SPINDLES AND LOOMS 

During 1966 spindle hours operated 
reached a peak in March at 12.9 billion 
hours. For the year 1966 the total, and 
average monthly, number of operating 
hours was much higher than 1965. In 
January 1967 monthly spindle operating 
hours declined to a low of 10 billion. In 
February they were down to 9.97 billion, 
but rose to 11.9 billion hours in March. 
Meanwhile, the weekly average of spindle 
hours operated has shown the same levels 
of fluctuation in the December—January 
slump period as in the previous 12 
months of boom. 


At the same time that monthly spindle 
hours operated show a certain decline, 
returning them to about the monthly 
levels of 1964 and 1965, a remarkable 
development is taking place in the num- 
ber of spindles in place. Spindles are the 
machines that make yarn from the raw 
fiber. 

In April 1967, the number of spindles 
in place in the cotton system—which also 
uses about 22 percent of its active spin- 
dles on other fibers—was 20.5 million, the 
highest in any period since 1958. And, no 
less important, the number of active 
spindles was 20.0 million, higher than 


4 Textile Organon. Nylon, orlon, glass fiber, etc. U.S. production less exports plus imports for 


§ Producers’ manmade fiber waste consumed by mills (excludes glass). 
® Flax. Imports and estimated production. 

7 Silk. Bureau of the Census. 

8 Totals made from unrounded data. 


any time in 1966 and higher than any 
time since at least 1957. 

The number of spindles as an indi- 
cator fails to point up increased produc- 
tivity per spindle. This increased pro- 
ductivity is difficult to measure but it is 
nonetheless well established that spin- 
dles are becoming more and more 
productive. 

In terms of loom hours operated per 
week, the cotton system performance is 
not as good as 1965 or 1966, but much 
better than 1964 and any previous year. 
Projected on an annual basis the figures 
for the first quarter of 1967 will bring 
a result somewhat lower than 1966, given 
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the traditional July 4 and Christmas 
mill holidays. But this projection for 
1967 is at best preliminary. For example, 
it could be increased by a sharp increase 
in 1967 fall orders which many expect 
to occur. 

Loom hours operated on cotton broad woven 

goods (average hours per loom per week) 


198882 ee a m  e e e r 120.1 
1967 — 2225544 115. 0 
1988 „„ 114. 6 
1989 nen nae enn 122.1 
o 2 121. 4 
Y ˖ A —n 118. 8 
rtur ppp aeae sai i mͥ —ů—ů— —ʒ 120. 8 
777 narn nennnmmpa 122. 0 
8 — — A EA a 126. 3 
G, „ 132. 0 
a IN a a Sih, Se aan, SEER 132.8 
cd T 131.3 


ORDERS AND INVENTORIES 


In general it would appear that the 
textile industry shares in the move to- 
ward increased inventories that was 
characteristic of many industries in the 
past two quarters. Forbes magazine of 
May 1, 1967, contained data presenting 
changes in inventory levels from 1966 to 
1967 as part of the overall corporate 
financial picture. The inventories trend 
in almost every one of the 11 industry 
groups analyzed by Forbes, not including 
textiles however, was strongly upward. 

Finished textile goods inventories have 
held fairly steady while orders somewhat 
declined in the midwinter period, 
though there is an encouraging upturn in 
orders from January to February 1967. 

In cotton and manmade unfinished 
goods there has been an increase in the 
ratio of inventories to unfilled orders 
from the very low 1966 levels, when in 
many items suppliers simply could not 
meet demands, even for military items, 
where some mandatory orders were is- 
sued. For cotton gray—unfinished— 
goods the ratio of inventories to produc- 
tion reached 30 percent in March 1967, 
from the lowest figure of 17 percent in 
March, April, and May, 1966. But, as is 
seen in the table below, even 30 percent 
is well below the more normal rates for 
the years 1961 through 1964. 

Ratio of inventories to unfilled orders— 
Cotton gray goods 


(Yearly average) 


1967 (through March) ---------=------ "30 
Inventories of manmade fiber gray 


goods—unfinished fabric—have, how- 


ever, shown a large increase this year. 
Manmade fiber gray goods 
(Yearly averages) 


1007 I wende 42 

In the manmade fibers area, how- 
ever, two manmade fiber gray goods in- 
dicators, offtake“ and new orders, are 
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both up from the December 1966 lows. 
“Offtake,” a way of measuring the draw- 
ing down of inventories, increased from 
the December low of 54.7 million linear 
yards to 72.4 million linear yards in Feb- 
ruary this year. New orders increased 
from the low of 48.9 million linear yards 
in December 1966 to 68.5 million linear 
yards in February of this year. Both 
offtake and new orders figures for Feb- 
ruary approach the high levels set in 1966 
for the two indicators. If this trend con- 
tinues manmade fiber production should 
rise. 
WOOL PROSPERITY—A 3-YEAR CYCLE? 


Data on woolen and worsted fabric 
production, as usually presented, tend to 
understate the production of the woolen 
and worsted system itself, because pro- 
duction data that are adjusted to meas- 
ure usage of wool fiber alone do not in- 
clude the manmade fiber that is used by 
the same producer. A better indicator of 
woolen and worsted mills’ activity is to 
measure the total amount of fibers con- 
sumed by them. This measure declined 
in 1966. Some seek to explain this down- 
turn—and past downturns—in terms 
of a 3-year cycle for wool production. It 
might be interesting to explore briefly 
here the 3-year cycle idea. 
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Mill consumption on woolen and worsted 


systems 
[Weekly averages in thousands of pounds] 
DA. Sy A ———— Stee ar 18, 460 
PPTP tis, alee Sp ne. 14, 207 
Be ee att hed kell ale T 14, 090 
TOW) oS a See 13, 527 
1966: Ss AS AS DL AT Roe 15, 019 
WBS Site. DSi ol vl eee 14, 271 
1967 (3-month average 12, 866 


The theory that production on the 
woolen and worsted systems follows a 3- 
year cyclical pattern has been developed 
by the Wool Products Importers Group 
of the National Council of American Im- 
porters. The theory is that wool textile 
production follows a 3-year cycle in 
which 1956, 1959, 1962, and 1965 have 
been the high years. Each cycle on aver- 
age supposedly represents greater pro- 
duction than the last. The importance of 
this method of analysis is that a yearly 
picture of the domestic wool and wool 
products industry is apt to be distorted— 
that the proper way to look at the eco- 
nomic picture for the industry is in the 
longer term. 

The following table presents data on 
consumption in the wool and worsted 
systems—except carpet and rug—by 3- 
year cycle and by system, from 1957 to 
1965: 


PART IV—KENNEDY ROUND—FIBER CONSUMPTION ON THE WOOLEN AND WORSTED SYSTEMS (EXCEPT CARPET AND RUG) 
BY 3-YEAR CYCLE, BY SYSTEM, 1957-65 


[in thousands of pounds} 
Ist cycle Totalcon- TCTWC ! N 8 less Worsted system Worsted m Woolen system 
sumption TCTWC | less TCTWC 25 

1 483,514 25, 200 ii 314 147, 044 336,470 

ö 448, 27, 800 146, 158 
i ERT PRET ES 3 ok MEST 536, 312 35, 300 s 012 178, 391 357,921 
1 r: E 1, 468, 679 2 300 1, 380, 379 471, 593 997, 086 
Average 489, 560 29, 433 460, 1 157, 198 332, 362 
ee O e ee 326, 353 
. 322,540 
338, 566 
4 . Er MELAR 987, 459 
dike Saree de 329, 153 
217, 506 321, 003 
235, 932 302, 122 
280, 238 326, 303 
733, 676 9, 428 
244, 559 316, 476 

Percent change: 
Lak to: 2it-cytle. < yes scema ERREALI at . AE i e eet i —1.0 
% ̃˙ ll ae og. y i aO, —3.9 
Ist to 3d cycle +14.6 +4.8 
Percent of total: 

Ist cycle. 100 67.9 
3d cycle 100 |. 56.4 


1 Top converted from tow without combing. 
2 Statistics for years 1960-62 not collected by Census Bureau. 


Source: Bureau of the Census, 1963 Census of Manufactures. 


The above table shows that total con- 
sumption on the wool and worsted sys- 
tems increased from the first through 
the third cycle by 4.2 percent if top con- 
verted from tow without combing— 
TCTWC—is excluded, and it increased 
by 14.6 percent if top converted from tow 
without combing is included. Tow is 
man-made fibers that are already lying 
parallel therefore do not need to be 
combed, as wool does. Tow converted to 
top is a major input of fiber in the 
worsted system. To have an accurate 
idea of total fiber consumption on the 
worsted system TCTWC should be in- 


cluded. Thus the latter figure of 14.6 per- 
cent is the more accurate measurement 
of growth of fiber consumption on the 
woolen and worsted systems. 

Most interesting is the change in the 
types of fibers used during the above 
“cycles,” a phenomenon mentioned 
above; that is, more manmade fibers in 
relation to wool fibers were being used. 
In terms of systems, production on the 
worsted system increased by 55.6 percent 
during the 1957-65 period, while produc- 
tion on the woolen system decreased by 
4.8 percent during the period. 

Is the cyclical trend being repeated in 
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1966? It would appear to be, from data 
presented by the American Textile 
Manufacturers Institute of Washington, 
D.C., which shows a decline in the con- 
sumption of wool and manmade fibers 
on the woolen and worsted systems dur- 
ing 1966, and the beginnings of a pickup 
on 1967. This is indicated by the table 
above titled “Mill Consumption on Wool- 
en and Worsted Systems.“ 
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PRICE TRENDS AND MILLS’ PROFITABILITY 


The wholesale price index for textile 
products shows slight weakening, but 
meaningful “weakness” only in the man- 
made fiber area, where there has been 
a fundamental downward price adjust- 
ment. The ability of manmade fiber 
prices to be dropped so sharply has led 
some observers to say that there was an 
“excess” margin of profit in those prices. 


WHOLESALE PRICE INDEX (MONTHLY AVERAGES) 
[1957-59 = 100} 


Textile products and apparel 
Cotton products 
Wool products 
Manmade fiber products. 


1967 


January | Febru- | March 
ary 


102.0 | 102.0 101.8 
102.5 | 101.8 101.3 
104.7 | 104.7 104.0 

87.1 87. 86.9 
105.7 | 105.9 106. 0 
105.8 | 106.0 106. 0 


Source: U.S. Department of Labor and American Textile Manutacturers Institute. 


For cotton products the wholesale price 
index has fallen by about 1 point from the 
monthly average of 102.5 for 1966. Thus 
in March this year the index of 101.8 was 
still higher than the average for 1965 of 
100.2, which was higher than 1964. 

For wool products, supposedly an area 
of tough import competition, prices 
nonetheless rose from an average of 98.2 
in 1960 to 106.0 in 1966, an increase much 
greater than the increase in the whole- 
sale price index for all industrial com- 
modities in the same period. But in the 
first 3 months of the current year, there 
has been a return of the wool products 
index to the levels of 1965. 

In the manmade area, there has been 
as indicated above, a sharp drop in prices, 
an event that has gained national atten- 
tion and has been reflected in lessened 
1966 earnings for large chemical corpora- 
tions that derive substantial income from 
sales of manmade fibers. The monthly av- 
erage wholesale price of 89.5 in 1966 was a 
drop from the average of 95.0 for 1965 
and 95.8 for 1964. The trend has con- 
tinued down in March this year, when 
it was 86.9. There is now some new hint of 
stabilization at about this March level, 
based on the index of about 87.0 for both 
January and February. 

The causes for this decline was quite 
complex, relating to several factors, 
among them excess capacity, and per- 
haps overproduction in areas where de- 
mand did not materialize as expected. 
It may also simply have occurred because 
prices in the supplying industry may 
have been too high, and the imports up- 
swing in the last 3 years forced this 
realization. 

Food for thought about prices in rela- 
tion to demand is given by reports about 
retailers’ experience with low prices for 
the same quality merchandise. For ex- 
ample, the Wall Street Journal of March 
2 reported the case of an Atlanta depart- 
ment store whose sharply cut prices re- 
sulted in sales of several thousand shirts 
in 2 days. The lesson of this experience 
may be that some downward price ad- 
justment may have a very healthy effect 
on textile sales—that is, that consumer 
demand will elastically respond to lower 
prices for textile items. 


THE SPECIAL PROBLEMS OF MANMADE FIBER 


During 1966, imports of manmade fiber 
textile products, including yarn, in- 
creased to 797.5 million square yards 
from 565.8 million square yards in 1965. 
This was an unusual increase, and it con- 
tinued the trend begun in 1964. 

At least part of the reason for in- 
creased manmade fiber imports in 1966 
seems to relate to the new “durable 
press” process. Durable press is a short- 
hand way of describing a process in which 
semipermanent creases are literally 
baked into garments. The durability of 
the creases is achieved through the use 
of a high proportion of the synthetic 
fiber called polyester to the cotton fiber. 
The ratio of polyester to cotton varies 
from about 50-50 to 65-35. 


THE DURABLE PRESS “REVOLUTION” AND IMPORTS 


The so-called durable press revolution 
came on the American textile scene in a 
very big way, perhaps in too big a way. 
In its initial stages, the durable press 
process was said to have been oversold 
it was shown to be not quite as good as 
first expected, and is now being im- 
proved. But the great expectations pro- 
duced by the advent of the new process, 
and its demonstrated appeal particularly 
to housewives, created a terrific initial 
demand and new orders far in advance 
of deliverable dates. The economic, and 
indeed social, significance of the durable 
press process for Americans is described 
in an article in the April 1967, Monthly 
Letter of the First National City Bank 
of New York, which I inserted in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of June 25, 1967, 
pages 17256-17257. 

The big rush to durable press had at 
least two important side effects. It in- 
creased the demand for American long- 
staple cotton to the point that most of 
the good cotton has been culled out of 
national stockpiles. The remainder in 
the Commodity Credit Corporation stock 
is unusuable for fabric. The New York 
City Bank article mentioned above 
clearly explains how the Department of 
Agriculture’s programs have limited the 
supply of long-staple cotton. The short- 
age of suitable cotton has resulted in an 
increase of acreage devoted to long- 
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staple cotton, and it appears to have 
caused a very small increase of long- 
staple cotton yarn imports. 

The second effect of durable press 
seems to have been a big jump in im- 
ports of man-made fiber. According to an 
article in the New York Journal of Com- 
merce of January 1, 1967: 

The future for polyester is held promising 
following a log jam which developed in the 
second and third quarters of 1966. 

Inventories were built up early as a result 
of a booming retail demand. Then as im- 
ports, ordered to avert a prospective short- 
age, began arriving, a huge cutback in poly- 
ester-cotton blends was made as mills shifted 
looms to all cotton fabrics for military 
needs. At the same time, a tight money 
situation developed which, in turn, forced all 
segments of the textile distribution chain 
to reduce their inventories and polyester 
purchasing came to a temporary halt. 


Thus a very complex domestic situa- 
tion developed, in which it appeared to 
many observers that imports were simply 
absorbing the domestic market, whereas 
the above account indicates they were 
legitimate orders to fill needs that could 
not be met at the moment for other rea- 
sons. This accounts for the increased 
mill inventories of manmade fibers and 
for downward pressure on prices. But far 
from being “knocked out” by imports, 
polyester is expected to boom. According 
to the same article: 


Polyester still holds the position of being 
the fastest growing man-made fiber in both 
percentage and in pounds. New uses, such as 
broadloom carpet, permanent press apparel, 
table linens and sheetings are expected to 
help polyester continue its growth from 
about 490 million pounds in 1965 to about 
one billion pounds in 1970. 


PRICES AND NEW USES 


The lower manmade fiber wholesale 
prices noted above have had an effect 
on the uses of all sorts of manmade fi- 
bers. According to Mr. Gomer H. Ward, 
retail marketing manager of the Textile 
Fibers Department of Du Pont, in a 
speech reported in the Daily News Rec- 
ord on April 14, 1967: 


We are seeing already . . . that lower 
prices of certain man-made fiber items are 
having the effect of opening new markets 
that previously were considered impregnable. 
There will be more and more of this kind 
of extension as time goes on and the man- 
made price index continues its downward 
trend. {Italics added.] 

He cited a 10 per cent increase in man- 
made fiber consumption in 1966, and 44 
per cent of the market during that year for 
man-made fibers (up 2 per cent). Those 1966 
figures describe a healthy growth over 1965,” 
he said, “and I'm willing to predict that the 
1967 figures are going to be even more im- 
pressive.” 

Along with the invasion of new fields, he 
said, fibers would be developed with per- 
formance characteristics that “sound incon- 
celvable“ today—such as thermo-reactive 
fibers for clothes that will be warm when 
it’s cold and cool when it’s warm, or fibers 
that change color from day to evening. 


In addition to these indications of fu- 
ture prosperity overall, industry special- 
ists point out that by 1968 the manmade 
fibers industry will have increased its 
capacity by 28 percent, on the basis of 
increasing demand for polyester, olefin, 
nylon, acrylic fiber, and even rayon, 
where demand has tended to lessen in 
the past several years. 
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PROFITABILITY 


One measure of the prosperity of cot- 
ton textile mills is the so-called mill 
margin, that is, the difference between 
the price mills pay for raw cotton and 
the price for which they sell the woven 
unfinished fabric. Ever since the so- 
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called one-price cotton Federal Govern- 
ment cotton program has come into ef- 
fect, in the cotton crop year beginning 
August 1964, the mill margin has shown 
a marked and continuing increase, even 
in April 1967, the midst of a so-called 
cyclical downturn for textiles. 


MILL MARGIN (PRICE OF UNFINISHED CLOTH, 20 CONSTRUCTIONS)—CROP-YEAR AVERAGES (YEAR BEGINS IN AUGUST) 
. ee ee ̃ — —— xʃ——— E, 


1966-67 1 
1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 5 
Ist 9 months | February | March | April 
average 
Average price 59.00 60.61 | 60. 52 61,54] 62.98 65.15 66.68 64.64 | 66.29 66. 01 
Mill margin 41.27 38.88 | 40,42 40. 09 


1 Revised data. 

2 I- price cotton effective. 

The mill margin has a special mean- 
ing. It is an indicator of the “take” of 
the cotton textile mills. During the hear- 
ings preceding the enactment of the 
one-price cotton legislation, mill repre- 
sentatives assured that the wind-fall 
profit they could receive would be in 
large part passed on to the consumer. 
Clearly this has not been the case. The 
wholesale price index of cotton products 
has increased, and so has the mill mar- 
gin, to the highest point reached in 
in the case of the textile industry it 
represents also higher profits on the base 
of a comprehensive cotton textile quota 
system. 

The higher mill margin and rising 
prices may be some of the reason why 
the share of cotton in U.S. fiber con- 
sumption has diminished. In its News 
Letter of February 27, 1967, the American 
Farm Bureau Federation expressed its 
official view that the current system of 
subsidy payments has allowed mills to 
get used to lower priced raw cotton, while 
not reducing prices of cotton mill pro- 
ducts. It said that— 

Since cotton textile prices have not de- 
clined under the payment programs, the 
domestic textile industry has not become 
more competitive with foreign producers. 
U.S, exports of textile products have re- 
mained low, but imports of such products 
have soared in the last two years. 


EMPLOYMENT AND WAGES 


Employment in textile and apparel 
industries has declined from the 1966 
peak of 2,346,000 but is still above 1965 
levels. Employment in all manufactur- 
ing industries rose from 1965 to 1966 by 
6.2 percent, whereas in textiles and ap- 
parel employment rose 3.5 percent. This 
was the second greatest annual increase 
in textile employment since 1961. 


EMPLOYMENT 


All manu- | Textiles 3 
facturing and Textiles | Apparel 
apparel 


e 921 1.354 
1966 951 1.395 
February 1966_ 937 1,391 
February 1967 933 1, 403 
March 1987 936 1, 393 
April 1967_.......- 933 „368 


Average weekly hours of work have de- 
clined throughout the economy from the 
highs of 1966. Average weekly hours 
worked in the textile industry show the 
same decline. But, on the basis of recent 
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26. 13 24.90 | 24.91 | 26.18 | 235.75 | 38.66 
U 


data compiled by the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics, weekly hours worked seem still 
to be at acceptable levels. 


AVERAGE WEEKLY HOURS WORKED 


All manu- | Textiles | Apparel 
facturing 
Se eee 41.2 41.8 36.4 
F 41.3 41.9 36.4 
February 1967 40.1 40.1 35.9 
April 1967 40.2 40.2 35.9 


Wages in textile mills have risen at a 
faster rate both during the short run 
and over the long run—5 years than in 
all manufacturing. But the rise has been 
in smaller absolute amounts. In apparel 
the increase tends to be less than the in- 
crease for all manufacturing, except in 
the short run the trend is sharply up, 
reflecting new wage settlements in the 
apparel industry. 


WAGES 


All manufac- Textiles 


turing 


Apparel 


Dollar Percent Dollar Percent Dollar Percent 
change change 


2.61 83 
KERET 2.71 | +3.8 | 1.96 | +4.8 | 1.89 | +3.3 
February 1966_| 2.67 Sey esata 85 
February 1967_| 2.78 | 4. 1 2.01 | -+4.7 1.98 +5.3 


The trend of increase in textiles is 
therefore faster, but it is a faster increase 
from a lower base. The lower base, it is 
effectively argued, stems from the nature 
and the locales of textile manufacturing 
industry employment. It is well known 
that, beginning in the early 1950’s there 
was an uprooting and transplanting of 
textile manufacturing from north to 
south. We now see the tail end of this 
movement in the closing, with fanfare, 
of the last few textile mills left in the 
State of Maine, closings ascribed to im- 
port competition. 

And, of course, it is common knowledge 
that the textile industry moved from its 
northeastern locations to the South for 
two primary reasons, The first was lower 
wage rates, the second was to abandon 
old manufacturing facilities. 

It should not be a source of wonder, it 
is therefore argued, that the base of wage 
rates in the textile industry is lower than 
for other manufacturing industries. 
These lower bases reflect the economic 
climate in the areas in which the textile 
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industry is now concentrated. To be 
meaningful as a representation of hard- 
ship, it would appear to me that the 
lower based wage rates in textile manu- 
facturing industries would have to be re- 
lated to price levels in such areas, It 
could well be that in the textile produc- 
tion locales consumer price levels are be- 
low those in urban, heavily industrial 
areas. Thus the apparent disparity be- 
tween textile production workers’ wages 
and those of workers in all manufactur- 
ing industries might not be as important 
as it might seem. 
THE EMPLOYMENT POLICY QUESTION 


There is evidence that the high em- 
ployment of 1966 was a strain on em- 
ployment and on the economies of the 
southern textile States. Robert J. Ken- 
dall, president of the Alabama Textile 
Manufacturers Association, predicted on 
January 3 as reported in the Journal of 
Commerce of January 4, 1967: 

1967 could top even 1966, regarded in in- 
dustry circles as one of their best years. 

“The manpower shortage,” Mr. Kendall 
said, “is significant since it comes at a period 
when the industry is automating as never 
before, but at the same time, growing so 
rapidly, sufficient help cannot be found to 
or after increased demands for skilled 

e p.” 


The Journal of Commerce went on to 
report: 

Russell Mills’ President, Tom Russell, said 
that last year every state in the southeast 
had experienced a tightening labor market 
with fewer desirable employees available than 
ever before. 


I would again pose the question: “Is it 
fair for the cotton textile industry, oper- 
ating on the artificial economic base of 
an import quota system, to draw away 
skilled employees needed by other indus- 
tries that do operate in terms of the com- 
petitive marketplace? Is it fair to the 
workers who are drawn away from learn- 
ing other skills; is it fair to other indus- 
tries?” 

SOME CONCLUSIONS ABOUT THE ECONOMIC 
PROSPECTS OF THE TEXTILE INDUSTRY 

The above data show mixed trends. 
There are indisputably some recent slight 
declines in production, prices, and em- 
ployment, in the above data, but there 
are also signs of stability and there are 
forecasts of future growth. The data 
seem to show readjustment from the 
strains of 1965-66, when defense demand 
put a final load on an industry that was 
doing all it could to meet consumer de- 
mand. In this period of high demand im- 
ports naturally rose, and now they are 
tapering off in most areas. What seems to 
emerge is that the industry is readjusting 
to something approximating its levels of 
activity in 1964 and early 1965, and that 
this adjustment is in keeping with the 
activity of other industries, and the econ- 
omy as a whole. 

THE PESSIMISTIC VIEW 


Some spokesmen for the textile indus- 
try, however, do not seem to draw the 
same conclusions from these same data. 
In presenting their case to Government 
they interpret their prospects for the 
future as uncertain and even grim. They 
indicate 1967 could be the worst year 
since 1961. Industrial and retail consum- 
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ers, they claim, are buying an inordinate 
amount of imports so that imports are 
growing at faster rates than domestic 
consumption. The great jump in yarn 
imports in 1965 and 1966 is cited as a 
bellwether that should indicate to the 
U.S. Government that tremendous ex- 
cess capacity” exists throughout the 
world, making the threat of “large and 
sudden surges in imports very real.” The 
downturn in textiles in the last several 
months of 1966 is seen as a “cyclical” 
downturn and the softness in the overall 
economy is expected to aggravate the 
textile downturn, prolong it, and hinder 
an upturn. In all, the current indicators 
of decline from the peak levels achieved 
during 1966 are read as absolute indica- 
tors of decline. There is a tendency not 
to put them in context with 1964 and 
1965. 

Whether these strongly pessimistic 
forecasts expressed by some industry 
spokesmen will be borne out, of course, 
remains to be seen. 

A forecast by Mr. Douglas Greenwald, 
chief economist of McGraw-Hill’s Eco- 
nomics Department, reprinted in the 
April 1967 edition of McGraw-Hill’s Tex- 
tile World magazine, contained a very 
bullish view of the industry’s future pros- 
pects. 

THE OPTIMISTIC VIEW 

Mr. Greenwald said that during the 10 
years—1956-66—production of textile 
mill products increased about 38 per- 
cent, as measured by Textile World’s in- 
dex of mill activity, and by 42 percent, 
as measured by the Federal Reserve 
Board’s index of textile production. He 
said: 

Thus, output of the industry has grown 
at an annual rate of about 3.5% per year for 
the full 10-year period but has nearly 
doubled that growth rate in the last three 
years... . We expect that the record of the 
industry over the next 10 years will sur- 
pass that of the past decade. 


This expectation is based on five major 
factors: 

First. A higher rate of industrial and 
general economic growth over the next 
10 years than the past 10. 

Second. A whopping increase in the 
key textile-consuming age group—20 to 
39 years. 

Third. Increasing incomes of families 
and individuals. 

Fourth. A stepup of research and de- 
velopment expenditures. 

Fifth. A continuation of the upward 
trend in spending for new plants and 
equipment. 

Of these factors, I would call special 
attention briefly to the fourth. It appears 
that textile industry expenditure on re- 
search and development does not repre- 
sent a very significant share of the tex- 
tile sales dollar, in relation to the shares 
of other industries in the United States. 
But this is a situation which is rapidly 
changing, I believe. 

Industry leaders have recognized these 
upward trends. Charles F. Myers, presi- 
dent of Burlington Industries, the largest 
textile manufacturer in the world, was 
quoted in the Daily News Record of 
March 29, 1967, as having said: 

While current business in textiles is gen- 
erally down from last year's record levels, 
improvement could come about before the 
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end of this year. Prices are not likely to fall 
below present levels; more likely we are on a 
platau from which an upturn can be antici- 
pated. Just how long this may take is de- 
pendent upon too many factors to warrant 
speculation. 


Softness has affected many other areas of 
the national economy too. Sometimes we in 
textiles tend to over-react, to our own detri- 
ment, and lose sight of the longer term 
trend—which is steadily upward. 

THE TWO FACES OF TEXTILES 


But, Mr. Myers’ statement presents 
only one of textiles’ two faces. Endless 
quotes could be adduced here to present 
the other side. For example, Senator 
Strom THURMOND of South Carolina who 
said in the May 8, 1967, CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD, page 11903: 

The Nation’s textile industry. . . is being 
knocked to its knees by a flood of foreign 
imports which are dealing severe blows across 
the whole spectrum of the industry. 


The American textile industry is a 
veritable Janus. The industry’s smiling 
face is turned toward the consumer, the 
investor, and the public at large; its 
scowling face is turned toward the Fed- 
eral Government, including the Con- 
gress, which is presented with statistics 
and complaints that, without the benefit 
of considerable background knowledge, 
appear to show that the textile industry 
is in very bad times. 


STRIKING THE BALANCED VIEW 


As in any complex economic matter, 
there is evidence on both sides. It can be 
presented pessimistically or optimisti- 
cally. The task of the policymaker is to 
achieve a balanced judgment. The bal- 
anced picture for textiles seems to be 
that the industry is going through a 
period of readjustment from the strains 
of 1966 just as is the rest of the economy, 
and this view is reiterated by many in- 
formed industry analysts. 

The June 1967, business indicators 
column of the trade magazine Textile 
World judges that— 

The leveling off of production is not unique 
within the [textile] industry, but follows the 
trend of the entire economy. Moreover, new 
textile plants and equipment (built up tre- 
mendously in 1965 and 1966) are now on 
stream and providing more than ample ca- 
pacity to meet present demands for products. 
The outlook; at least September before there 
is a moderate upswing. 


The balanced views shared by the De- 
partment of Economics and Statistics of 
the Wool Bureau, Inc., 360 Lexington 
Avenue, New York, in a report dated 
May 1967. This report addresses itself 
to the worrisome problem of inventories, 
which are considered by the industry to 
be too high. The report states: 

The cooling down of the economy last 
summer by means of anti-inflationary meas- 
ures caught all levels of industry with high- 
priced inventories. These are in the process 
of being worked off at a time when con- 
sumers are spending more cautiously than 
a year ago while production costs are rising 
and manufacturers’ selling prices are under 
competitive pressures. 

This cost-price squeeze is a universal phe- 
nomenon which will be corrected when in- 
ventory adjustments are complete. 

The textile industry, including products of 
all fibers, was one of the hardest hit by 
inventory excesses. At this time, insiders in 
various branches of the industry are suggest- 
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ing that the inventory adjustment is nearing 

its end and that the latter half of 1967 

should see an improvement, 

WHAT IS THE ROLE OF IMPORTS IN THE CONTEXT 
OF THE OVERALL ECONOMIC PICTURE FOR 
TEXTILES? 

To this point, this discussion has not 
mentioned imports as an economic prob- 
lem, only alluding to the existence of a 
special import quota program. Instead, 
it has discussed the industry in terms of 
its total economic performance: boom in 
1965 and most of 1966, adjustment in 
midwinter 1966-67, stability in the cur- 
rent term, and prognostications of fu- 
ture growth. I think I have shown at 
least by implication that imports are not 
the overwhelming concern that many 
present them to be. But this is not to 
indicate that imports are not economi- 
cally important. The problem, again, is 
to put the problem of imports in perspec- 
tive: first, to examine, as above, the 
basic economic trends, such as prices, 
that might influence imports, and then 
to treat the import problem fully but 
objectively. 

SOME PITFALLS IN THE MEASUREMENT OF 

IMPORTS AND THEIR IMPACT 

Measuring the relationship of imports 
to American textile production is a dif- 
ficult and sometimes treacherous task. 
There are pitfalls in the form of subtle 
differences among the methods of 
presentation of statistics for the various 
types of fibers. 

For example, the cotton import- 
production statistics are confused by the 
long-term cotton textile arrangement, 
which has a unique measurement year 
that begins October 1 and ends Septem- 
ber 30, and there is a complicated and 
fuzzy base period that confuses calendar 
year, fiscal year, and “LTA” year—Octo- 
ber 1 to September 30. The base periods 
for the measurement of the growth of 
cotton textile imports that are frequently 
presented by the Department of Com- 
merce and the textile industry are calen- 
dar year 1961 and “LTA” year 1961. Be- 
cause of the short-term cotton textile ar- 
rangement—predecessor of the long- 
term arrangement—imports in those 
two periods were significantly lower than 
the previous calendar year of 1960. If 
such base periods are used, the absolute 
growth of imports to the fourth LTA 
year which ended last October—1966— 
looks quite phenomenoal, even though in 
relative terms it might not seem so great. 

For wool, the most obvious pitfall in 
statistics as commonly presented is that 
wool as a fiber is treated exclusively. 
There is no attempt to put declining wool 
fiber consumption in context with in- 
creasing use of manmade fibers by the 
same worker in the same factories of the 
same companies. So, while it is true that 
the share of wool in relation to use of 
other fibers is declining, the amount of 
manmade fiber used in the woolen and 
worsted systems has increased by much 
more than the wool use has decreased. 
This relationship can be demonstrated 
in capsule as follows. According to Cen- 
sus Bureau bulletin MA 22E(66)-1 of 
June 5, 1967, woolen spinning spindles in 
place as of December 31, 1966, totaled 
516,985, a decline of 1 percent, compared 
with the 523,596 spindles in place on De- 
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cember 31, 1965. Worsted spinning spin- 
dles, which use large amounts of man- 
made fibers, in place as of December 31, 
1966, totaled 739,380. This represents an 
increase of 4 percent from the 713,626 
spindles in place on December 31, 1965. 

Further with regard to wool, the quan- 
tity of imports appears to be overstated 
in several ways. The result is that the 
narrowest base of domestic production 
is chosen against which to compare the 
largest quantity of wool imports. This 
problem will be discussed below. 


IMPORTS OF TEXTILES ARE DECLINING 


Just as the rise of textile imports— 
particularly yarns—in 1966 was an indi- 
cation of the general tautness in the 
economy, so their decline since Decem- 
ber 1966—January 1967 is indicative of an 
economy in period of readjustment to 
more normal demand conditions. 

The American Textile Manufacturers 
Institute, in its cotton textile import 
summary dated April 30, 1967, said: 

Cotton imports in April 1967 declined to 
118 million square yards, a 27% decrease 
from April 1966 and a 19% decrease from 
March 1967, All product groups except mis- 
cellaneous textile items decreased in April 
in comparison to both March 1967 and April 
1966. 


Average monthly imports in the fourth 
LTA year—October 1, 1965, to September 
30, 1966—were 143.7 million square yards, 
down to 139.4 million square yards 
monthly average in the first 7 months 
of the fifth LTA year. Data for the first 
third of calendar year 1967 indicate an 
accelerating decrease for most types of 
textile imports, including cotton. It is 
possible, therefore, that the average 
monthly imports in millions of square 
yards equivalent will be even lower than 
139.4 million square yards for 1967. 
Total U.S. general imports of cotton textile 

manufacturers—January through April 

total 
[In millions of square yards] 


r . ee ae 368. 7 
aß SEER Ean wwe a 439.7 
eT feed ape eee TTR SSS TE eae 596. 4 
Ly BTR tr iS tae nS) SS RR ee 541.6 
Imports of cotton yarns—January through 
April total 
[In thousands of square yards] 
1964 • w— 39, 692 
1965 20, 898 
1966 — 118, 524 
bile TREES . SRS: SL SUE 61, 270 
Imports of cotton fabrics—January through 
April total 
[Thousands of square yards] 
187, 725 
197, 299 
216, 397 
239, 017 


Note.—Of the 23 categories of fabrics im- 
ported only three, sheeting, twill and satin, 
and duck, have shown increases over pre- 
vious periods. All of the remaining 20 cate- 
gories have fallen. Continued military de- 
mand for these items could account for this 
phenomenon. 

Imports of cotton apparel—January through 
April total 
[Thousands of square yards] 


143, 460 
~--- 163, 234 
---- 187, 765 
161, 668 
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Imports of made-up and miscellaneous arti- 
cles—January through April total 


[Thousands of square yards] 


BO oe sence N em aero apr TA pio seca la ago 47, 869 
— . ie eo SRE NE 58, 296 
FTT Aa SPE a iy POS 73, 717 
TT 79, 684 


Norz.— Two items, sheets and pillowcases, 
show marked import increases in recent 
months. The remaining items in the “made- 
up” goods category show very slight increases 
or declines. 

RATIO OF COTTON TEXTILE IMPORTS TO COTTON 
TEXTILE CONSUMPTION 


Declining imports result in a stabiliz- 
ing ratio of cotton textile imports to con- 
sumption. The ratio for 1967 might still 
decline from that of calendar 1966. 


Calendar year: Ratio 
LP Ree ae ne, AM MT pla 2 3.0 
ROD Ses ert alin ear Pek on tenet 4.0 
e ee be eters ace hoon 6.0 
r 4. 7 
FCC 7. 2 
17777 7. 4 
e e 6.9 
. 7. 7 
T V 10. 0 
Year ending March 1967 10. 2 


WOOL IMPORTS DECLINE BELOW 1965 LEVELS 
For the first 4 months of each year 
since 1964 wool imports show the follow- 
ing trend: 
U.S. general imports of wool tertiles—Janu- 
ary through April total 
[Milions of square yards] 


bee aR SIRES BENE ALS BS E 32.8 
..... RL UES Se u YE da 42.5 
r 55. 0 
r dN oan aes anee 41.0 


In the first 4 months of 1967 cumula- 
tive imports of wool textiles have de- 
clined in all categories, most in fabrics 
and apparel, from 1966. In 1964 wool im- 
ports in millions of square yards were 
130.5, in 1965, 180.3, and in 1966, 175.3. 
Wool yarns imports increased from 1965 
to 1966, but have fallen in the first 4 
months of 1967 as compared to the first 
4 months of 1966. Wool fabric imports 
declined from 1965 to 1966, and have con- 
tinued to decline sharply, in 1967. Wool 
apparel imports show the same trend 
as do made-up and miscellaneous goods. 
1966 clearly was an exceptional year for 
wool imports. 

MANMADE IMPORTS CONTINUE HIGHER— 

MOSTLY YARNS 

Total imports of manmade fiber tex- 
tiles on a yearly basis have increased 
markedly: from 328.4 million square 
yards in 1964 to 797.5 million square 
yards in 1966. This increase continues in 
1967, measured in terms of the first 4 
months of each year since 1964. 

U.S. general imports of manmade fiber tez- 
tiles—January through April total, and 
the full years 1964, 1965, 1966 

[Millions of square yards equivalent] 


%% — — eee ee 88. 9 
T— chase S A 59.3 
1966_- 226.5 
8 333. 7 
1964 (full year) 328.4 
1965 (full year) - 565.9 
1966 (full year) 797.5 


The continuing increases in manmade 
fiber imports are concentrated in yarns, 
and secondarily, in apparel. By far the 
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largest increase is in yarns. The cate- 
gories of manmade fiber fabrics and 
made-up articles have declined in the 
January-April 1967 period. Thus in ex- 
amining the manmade fiber import 
problem, the first area for study should 
be to look into the real reasons behind 
the continuing surge of yarn imports, 
then of apparel imports. 

Imports of manmade fiber yarns—January 

through April total 


[Thousands of square yards equivalent] 


Bb RS SERA IP aE co Se ee cy 13, 983 
C7777 u en cin is 36, 795 
or 36, 527 
— —— nee 114, 641 


Imports of manmade fiber apparel—January 
through April total 


[Thousands of square yards equivalent] 


TCT 23, 314 
— — E EEE 41, 580 
— A Sake 7 ELSES. 65, 317 
6— tnd sos sh dosed Ses sine ee 107, 815 


YARNS IMPORTED IN LARGE QUANTITY THROUGH- 
OUT THE TEXTILE INDUSTRY 

In cotton and wool, and manmade 
fiber, 1966 was remarkable because of 
marked yarn import increases. These 
spurts in yarn imports are said to have 
been caused by the needs of the Ameri- 
can textile industry for the raw mate- 
rials to make fabric and apparel. Large 
yarn imports in 1966 could be considered 
the basic supplier that kept U.S. textile 
production and employment at high 
levels. 

RATIOS OF IMPORTS TO CONSUMPTION: WOOL 


As noted above, there seem to be some 
difficulties in measuring the ratio of im- 
ports to consumption for wool textile 
products. 

The Office of Textiles of the U.S. Com- 
merce Department publishes the follow- 
ing statistics. 

Wool textile products ratio of U.S. imports 


for consumption to apparent domestic 
market, 1958 to year ending February 1967 


The above ratios are used also by the 
industry. But they are probably most 
valid only as they indicate a trend, for 
the method of compilation of these ratios 
has been sharply criticized. According to 
the wool importers group: 

What domestic industry spokesmen have 
done is to compare only wool consumed on the 
woolen and worsted systems against chiefly 
wool imports, with certain questionable 
waste and adjustment factors. This figure so 
distorts reality that it is meaningless. Prop- 
erly qualified, it might have been used (with 
some technical improvements) in a very lim- 
ited sense: as an index, showing relative 
movements. However, it was represented as 
an accurate figure for imports as a percent 
of total domestic consumption, presumably 
to measure the share of the market ac- 
counted for by imports and the competitive 
impact of imports. 
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Taking these ratios as indication of a 
trend, then, they still seem to show that 
the wool import situation is not serious. 
The big growth in wool imports—as 
measured by the Commerce Depart- 
ment—came in 1958 through 1962. From 
1963 to 1967 the ratio of imports to con- 
sumption by this measurement has been 
quite stable. 

Another measurement is as follows: 
Consumption on the woolen and worsted sys- 

tems (except carpet and rug) compared to 

chiefly wool imports for consumption, 

1963-65 

[In millions of pounds] 
1963 1964 
Consumption on the 
woolen and worsted 
Chiefly wool imports 
consumption 
(manufactures plus 


1965 


538.5 538.1 606.5 


yarn and fabric) 1. 66.1 58.2 74. 9 
Ratio of imports to 
consumption 12.3 10.8 12. 3 


1 Unadjusted for waste. Does not include 
manmade fiber product imports possibly 
competitive with wool products. Fabrics in 
chief value wool but containing over 17- 
percent wool by weight or imports in part of 
braid or imports through the Virgin Islands. 


To conclude, the statistics on wool tex- 
tile imports, in relation to production, are 
at best only an indication of the trends in 
these areas. This difficulty underscores 
my observation that it is dangerous to 
draw definite conclusions from statistical 
presentations alone even though US. 
statistics are of very high quality. 

RATIO OF IMPORTS TO CONSUMPTION: 
MANMADE FIBER 

There is no official measurement of im- 
ports to production of manmade fibers. 
The Commerce Department has indicat- 
ed that it is working out a system for 
making such comparisons. The Council 
of Economic Advisers has said that be- 
tween 1964 and 1966, domestic manmade 
fabric output rose by 877 million square 
yards while fabric imports increased by 
214 million square yards, and apparel 
and miscellaneous by 161 million square 
yards. To gage the impact of imports a 
statistically valid official ratio of imports 
to consumption is needed, just as is much 
more intensive analysis of the reasons 
for increasing manmade yarn and ap- 
parel imports. 

CONTINUING CLAIMS FOR MORE COMPREHENSIVE 
IMPORT QUOTA CONTROLS 

The waning textile imports in 1967 in 
all categories but manmade fibers have 
not allayed the efforts of the textile in- 
dustry to obtain more comprehensive 
quotas. Such quotas are requested by the 
wool, manmade, and even the apparel 
industries. I add this emphasis to apparel 
because Department of Commerce data 
show that imports of apparel have sig- 
nificantly slowed in 1967. There has been 
a decline in imports of cotton and wool 
apparel, and increase only in manmade 
fiber apparel. 

Apart from whatever economic justi- 
fication can be made, the continuing re- 
quests for comprehensive quotas rest ul- 
timately on a political commitment. In 
April 1967, I had correspondence with 
then acting Commerce Secretary Alex- 
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ander Trowbridge in which he reiter- 
ated the political commitment as follows: 

President Kennedy’s textile program was 
comprehensive with regard to international 
agreements covering all textiles. Since this 
initial statement, the Administration’s posi- 
tion has been reaffirmed many times. It 
might be desirable for me to recount some 
of these for you. 

In December 1962, the Hon. W. Michael 
Blumenthal, then Deputy Assistant Secre- 
tary of State for Economic Affairs, told the 
International Wool Study Group in London 
that “There is in this (textile) program in 
fact a commitment by the President to the 
industry that ...the Administration will 
not permit excessively large imports or 
rapidly rising imports, which have a dis- 
ruptive effect, effectively to destroy the sta- 
bility and the survival of all sectors of this 
industry.” 

In September 1964 President Johnson re- 
affirmed U.S. Government policy regarding 
wool textile and apparel imports when he 
stated: “The Administration has made and 
will continue to make vigorous efforts to 
solve this problem. Wool textile and apparel 
imports must be kept at reasonable levels. 
For it is essential that the wool textile in- 
dustry be restored to good health. We have 
been trying to work out effective arrange- 
ments with other wool textile producing 
countries. Thus far, a multi-nation meeting 
has not been convened. But, we intend to 
continue our efforts vigorously.” 

In January 1966 Secretary of Commerce 
John T. Connor in a speech to the National 
Advisory Commission on Food and Fiber re- 
ferred to the wool textile industry brief un- 
der preparation in the Executive Branch. He 
said: “The Government feels that before 
making any further international approaches 
for a conference on wool textile trade it is 
important to prepare a document carefully 
setting forth the facts about the industry 
in the U.S., particularly in relation to im- 
ports. This is now being done by government 
and industry people, and we are hopeful that 
a report can be made to the Cabinet Com- 
mittee in the near future, I am confident 
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that when all the facts are assembled, and 
strong representations made to our friends 
abroad, agreement can ultimately be reached 
that will provide relief for wool textiles simi- 
lar to that provided for cotton textiles.” 

The joint government-industry wool textile 
brief . . . is designed as a tool to be used by 
government negotiators in their efforts to 
secure an international wool textile agree- 
ment, not as a basis on which to determine 
whether such an agreement should be 
sought. 


THE VALIDITY OF THE CONTINUING POLITICAL 
COMMITMENT TO TEXTILES 

There are other, less official, passages 
indicating that industry representatives 
and industry spokesmen in the Federal 
Government, believe the Kennedy polit- 
ical commitments of 1960-61 should 
continue to have force in 1967. However, 
in 1960 the textile industry was expe- 
riencing economic problems—refer tex- 
tile report, CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, Vol- 
ume 112, part 16, page 20967—-which no 
longer exist in 1967. The industry has 
experienced two or three quite good 
years and seems headed for more. The 
problems of the present and future do 
not resemble those of the immediate 
past. 
A NOTE ON INDUSTRY PROFITABILITY AND THE 

INCREASING TREND TO CONCENTRATION 

The point is made by the industry 
that, even in these good times its profit- 
ability is below the national average. 
Certainly this is an important matter, 
just as is the overall decline of the na- 
tional average of return on equity in- 
vestment in the United States. The Fed- 
eral Trade Commission-Securities and 
Exchange Commission data on profits 
for the textile industry as compared to 
the average for all manufacturing is as 
follows: 


CORPORATE PROFIT DATA, AFTER FEDERAL INCOME TAXES 


Per dollar of sales 1 (cents) 
(quarterly average or quarter) 


On stockholders’ equity (cents) 
(annual rates Total 


textile mill 
` A oe products net 

Period All manu- | Textile mill | Apparel and | All manu- | Textile mill | Apparel and | corporate 

facturing roducts related _ facturing pren related sales! 
industries industry 2 industries ? ndustry products | (millions) 
ndustry indust 

5.2 2.6 1.6 12.3 5.8 8.1 13, 191 
4.8 1.9 1.3 11.0 4.3 6.3 913.850 
4.1 1.6 9 8.6 3.5 4.9 11,970 
4.8 3.0 1.6 10.4 7.6 8.6 13, 762 
4.4 2.5 1.4 9.2 5.9 7.7 13, 254 
4.3 2.1 1.2 8.8 5.0 7.1 „398 
4.6 2.5 1.6 9.8 6.2 9.2 14, 449 
4.7 2.3 1.4 0.3 6.1 Wed, „092 
5.2 3.1 2.1 1.6 8.5 11.7 16, 249 
FFF pa ee 5.6 3.9 2.3 13.0 10.8 12.7 18, 028 
lst quarter É 5.4 3.7 1.9 12.1 9.9 9.5 4. 107 
2d quarter. 8 5.8 3.8 2.0 13.8 10.5 10.8 4,333 
3d quarter F 5,4 3.8 2.7 12.3 10.9 15.3 4,632 
4th quarter... à 5.7 4.1 2.5 13.7 12.0 15.0 4,956 
8 x 5.6 3.6 2.4 13.5 10.1 13.3 4,878 
Ist quarter f 5.6 3.4 2.1 13.0 9.4 11.0 4,779 
2d quarter_............- 5.9 3.9 2.5 14.7 10.9 13.8 5,032 
1 5.4 3.7 2.5 12.7 10.4 14.6 4,822 
4th quarter__.........-. 5.4 3.4 2.4 13.4 9.5 13.6 880 


1 Sales are net of returns, allowances, and discounts; groupings were revised beginning with 1958 financial data. 


2 Except newspapers. 
3 Annual data are quarterly averages. 
4 Industry. 


Source: U.S. Federal Trade Commission, Securities and Exchange Commission. 
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To put this data in context, some of 
the profit and competition factors in the 
textile and apparel industries should be 
considered. 

For years ownership in the textile mill 
products industry was widely dispersed, 
and the ratios of concentration were low 
especially as compared to most other U.S. 
manufacturing industries. 

There was a similar lack of concen- 
tration in the apparel industry. Accord- 
ing to Mr. Ellis Meredith, executive vice 
president of the American Apparel Man- 
ufacturers Association, in a speech in 
Brighton, England, on June 8, 1967: 

Our apparel industry is not yet dominated 
by multi-apparel-product giants. It is still 
characterized by a larger number of small 
firms: approximately 28,000 manufacturing 
units. 


Many small firms in an industry usually 
mean strong competition, and this is true of 
the apparel industry in the United States. 
The industry for years has been plagued with 
very low profits resulting from this competi- 
tion, and in recent years, there has been 
added the burden of competing imports. 
Keen competition has kept retail apparel 
prices down in the United States. 


For the textile mill products industry, 
the trend toward merger has been ex- 
tensive, coinciding with the movement of 
the industry to the South and its mod- 
ernization in the 1950’s and early 1960’s. 
Data prepared by the Bureau of Eco- 
nomics of the Federal Trade Commission 
indicate that the number of concerns 
acquired by textile mill products com- 
panies between 1955 and 1964 was 306. 

This trend has now come to public at- 
tention in the form of Federal Trade 
Commission investigations. According to 
a report in the June 1967, issue of Tex- 
tile World: 

The [FTC's] record show that the 11 lead- 
ing textile companies have acquired 122 com- 
panies in 15 years. In recent testimony be- 
fore the House Appropriations Committee, 
FTC Chairman Paul Rand Dixon said, “Much 
competition has already been eliminated, and 
the trend continues unabated.” Thirteen in- 
vestigations are under way, and FTC says 
it will probably decide whether or not to 
file complaints by July 1. Dixon said FTC 
has been investigating the trend in the in- 
dustry for several years. Before the mergers, 
he said, textiles had “always been a model 
of pure competition in operation.” FTC is 
also investigating three mergers in the ap- 
parel manufacturing industry. 


Though the move toward concentra- 
tion in the textile mill products indus- 
try may be worrisome from the stand- 
point Mr. Dixon’s concept of “pure com- 
petition,” in the views of others it has 
created a stronger industry. In Business 
Week magazine of March 25, 1963, Mr. 
Robert Stevens of J. P. Stevens, Inc., the 
second largest American textile products 
company said: 

Gradually we become less subject to those 
damaging ups and downs of the past. But 
the reason for that is, to a large degree, the 
mortality among textile companies. Why, 
in the woolen and worsted businesses alone, 
two-thirds of the firms operating in 1945 
have gone under? As they are liquidated or 
merged, one of the main causes of over- 
production—one of the great banes of the 
industry—starts to disappear. 


These data show that profit as a per- 
cent of equity, generally considered the 
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best measure of profitability for indus- 
tries, has risen appreciably both for 
apparel and for textile mill products in- 
dustries. The data show that in terms of 
profit per dollar of sales the textile prod- 
ucts industry and the apparel industry 
are, because of the nature of the high 
volume, low-cost type of product they 
sell, lower than the average for all manu- 
facturing industry. 

When these data on profit on sales are 
charted, the two textile industries fall at 
rather consistently fixed steps below the 
average, following roughly the changes 
in the average for all manufacturing, 
but always with a consistent differential 
among the three. 

There seems to be a continuing trend 
toward greater concentration in both the 
textile mill products and apparel indus- 
tries, though less so in the latter. At the 
same time it is evident from the data on 
employment and wages set forth above, 
that the number of employed, wage 
rates, and productivity are increasing. 
Fewer firms are employing more workers 
3 more goods at lower unit 


The effect of the greater concentra- 
tion of production on profits is not clear. 
Some argue that greater concentration 
has been one reason for increased profits 
in terms of return on equity. But in the 
apparel industry, where concentration 18 
still low and profits were quite high—2 
points above the average for all manu- 
facturing in the third quarter of 1966— 
this is not corroborated. 

Others claim that concentration has 
not diminished competition in the in- 
dustry, because competition is provided 
though in lessened form by imports and 
the still large number of smaller pro- 
ducers. These point out that the greater 
strengthen of firms in the textile industry 
has permitted much greater inputs of 
funds for research and development and 
that this greater corporate strength and 
greater emphasis on R. & D. has created 
a situation where imports become a much 
less worrisome matter. 

KENNEDY ROUND NEGOTIATIONS ON TEXTILES— 
BACKGROUND 

On April 3, 1967, after months of 
negotiations, the GATT Cotton Textiles 
Committee agreed to extend the long- 
term arrangement regarding interna- 
tional trade in cotton textiles for a 3- 
year period beginning October 1967, and 
ending September 30, 1970. The GATT 
Cotton Textiles Committee is the Com- 
mittee established in 1961 during the 
short-term cotton textile arrangement 
to be responsible for the negotiations in 
the long-term arrangement, and for 
reviews of the operation of the long- 
term arrangement, which was joined 
by the United States as an executive 
agreement. 

The extension of the long-term cotton 
arrangement—the so-called LTA—was 
only part of the Kennedy round settle- 
ment in the sector of textiles, which also 
included wool and manmade fibers. For 
cotton, however, a “package deal” in- 
corporating the “LTA” had been care- 
fully arranged by the United States with 
countries with which it had negotiated 
bilateral arrangements under the multi- 
lateral long-term arrangement. 
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The working and contents of the LTA 
are described in detail in my August 1966 
report—CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD, volume 
112, part 16, page 20971, passim. I should 
repeat here that the long-term arrange- 
ment is a body of “rules” under which 
the signatory importing countries can 
either unilaterally restrict the imports of 
other LTA signatories or nonsignatories, 
or do so bilaterally by mutual agreement. 
There is justified dispute about the de- 
gree to which the LTA rules are adhered 
to. 


THE KENNEDY ROUND COTTON TEXTILE PACKAGE 


The cotton textile package approach, 
conceived by GATT Director General 
Eric Wyndham-White, were pursued ac- 
tively by the United States at least since 
early 1966 had three elements. 

First, broadest possible tariff cuts 
would be made by Kennedy round par- 
ticipants; second, the operation of the 
long-term arrangement would be liber- 
alized—that is, quotas, would be in- 
creased by small amounts; third, and in 
return for the first two, the developing 
exporting countries would endorse the 
renewal of the long-term cotton textile 
arrangement without any change. 

The “Wyndham-White package” was 
in essence accepted on April 3, after ex- 
tended negotiations. Tariff cuts and 
quota liberalization had in principle 
been obtained from most of the negoti- 
ating countries in the sector, except 
notably the European Common Market, 
from which the United States, the United 
Kingdom, and the developing countries 
were unable to obtain agreement along 
the lines of the package. It was evident 
in the GATT meeting held especially to 
renew the long-term arrangement on 
November 30, 1966, that Common Mar- 
ket agreement would be difficult to ob- 
tain. Elements of the textile industry in 
the Common Market were as opposed to 
expansion of cotton textile imports as 
were certain textile spokesmen in the 
United States. 

Finally, agreement on textiles was 
reached. It takes the following form: 

First. Cotton. As noted the LTA was 
extended unchanged for 3 years, that be- 
ing the principal concession on the part 
of the exporting countries. In turn, on 
the importing side the concessions in- 
cluded a special one-time bonus quota, 
certain administrative reforms, and cot- 
ton textile tariff reductions averaging 21 
percent. The cut was less for apparel 
than for fabric, and more for yarns than 
for fabric. The EEC reduced cotton tex- 
tile tariffs by slightly less than 20 per- 
cent. 

Second. Manmade fiber. The United 
States agreed to a weighted average 
tariff reduction of 24 percent for man- 
made textile products. The duties on ap- 
parel, an item of continuing import in- 
creases in 1967, were cut only 6 percent; 
on fabrics the cuts averaged 18 percent, 
and in yarns the cuts in U.S. duties aver- 
aged 37 percent. 

Third. Wool. The United States agreed 
to very slight cuts in wool tariffs, aver- 
aging only 5 percent. 

In sum, the U.S. tariff cuts on all tex- 
tiles averaged only about 15 percent. In 
terms of the U.S. tariff this means that 
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textiles will continue to have a higher 
than average level of tariffs than for most 
other industries, as textiles, particularly 
wool textiles, have been exempted from 
tariff cutting in most of the trade nego- 
tiations since the 1930 Smoot-Hawley 
tariff. 


THE MEANING FOR DEVELOPING COUNTRIES 


The reactions to this news of limited 
textile cuts and LTA extension have been 
varied. I would quote one of them, the 
extemporaneous remarks of Gov. Averell 
Harriman at a conference in Brussels on 
June 8 as he later retold them: 

Among the points I made was that there 
had been less reduction in tariffs on textiles 
than on other manufactured products. There- 
fore, the developing countries failed to get 
any real advantage from the Kennedy Round. 
The developing countries must be helped to 
expand their exports, The logical production 
for them to develop was products having a 
high labor content of low skill. I said that 
I felt that all the industrial countries should 
pursue a policy of reducing their protection 
in these products. As far as the United 
States is concerned, I think the Government 
should help to retrain labor for more skill 
and therefore higher paid jobs. 


Governor Harriman’s comments sub- 
stantially reflect a large body of opinion 
in this country. 

THE NEED FOR OVERSIGHT AND REVIEW OF THE 
U.S. PROGRAM 

There is an urgent need for a new 
look at our policy in the area of cotton 
textiles. There is an equally urgent need 
for a new look at the way the United 
States administers the long-term ar- 
rangement. The proper congressional 
committees are the correct forum for 
doing so; in addition to the Agriculture 
Committees, this would include the House 
Ways and Means Committee. There are 
also certain administrative steps that 
could be taken to insure fairer, more ob- 
jective U.S. administration of the LTA 
bilateral and unilateral restraints under 
the LTA, 

The first of these would be the removal 
of the chairmanship of the ITAC from 
the Commerce Department and its place- 
ment in the Office of the Special Repre- 
sentative for Trade Negotiations. The 
special representative argues that he 
does not want to be burdened with the 
extremely complex, detailed, time con- 
suming problems surrounding the ad- 
ministration of the bureaucratically con- 
trolled trade program. If he does not, 
another, impartial chairman should be 
found. 

Second, there should be a counter- 
balancing force created to weigh against 
the influence in government textile de- 
cisionmaking of the Labor-Management 
Textile Advisory Committee. That means 
that the Textile Importers’ Advisory 
Committee should be invigorated, simply 
in order to bring about better decision- 
making. 

In a speech to the National Council of 
American Importers on May 12, 1967, I 
said that I thought it was important for 
importers to assert themselves through 
this committee in the administration of 
the quota programs, rather than to be 
lulled to sleep by them. The Textile Im- 
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porters Committee has responded in a 
letter dated June 22: 


NATIONAL CoUNCIL OF AMERICAN 
IMPORTERS, INC., 
New York, N.Y., June 22, 1967. 
Hon. THOMAS B. CURTIS, 
Longworth House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN CURTIS: We are writing 
you because of your remarks before the An- 
nual Meeting of the National Council of 
American Importers on May 12, and also be- 
cause of your interest and advocacy of ex- 
pansion of international trade. 

We are active members of the Textile Im- 

porters Advisory Committee, who were ap- 
pointed by the Secretary of Commerce to 
serve in an advisory capacity on textile im- 
ports. 
In your speech to the NCAI you stated, 
“Second, in reviewing the operation of the 
Cotton Textile Arrangement, I also came to 
the conclusion that the importing commu- 
nity, though theoretically, at any rate, deeply 
committed to expanding United States im- 
port and export trade, had been lulled to 
sleep. An Importers’ Advisory Committee to 
the Department of Commerce had been set 
up to balance the Labor Management Ad- 
visory Committee to the Department of Com- 
merce, which had been formed previously. 
But its members were lethargic. It had done 
nothing vigorously to create debate and dis- 
cussion—in fact to bring about a balance of 
interests—in cotton textile import policy, I 
asked myself and others why—and I learned 
that importers too like a certain assured 
share of the economic pie provided by an im- 
port quota system, even though the pie may 
be somewhat smaller than it could be. So 
I say to importers, too, look into your own 
houses to see how you can improve the proc- 
ess of fact-finding and decision making.” 

We can well understand your remarks that 
the members of the Advisory Committee have 
been “lethargic.” In fact, however, we have 
not been lethargic nor have we been dis- 
interested or inactive. The problem has been: 
(1) lack of knowledge on the part of some 
members as to the framework within which 
the committee operates, and (2) when mem- 
bers have raised controversial questions, it 
has been strongly indicated that it was not 
“proper” for them to raise these questions. 

It must be remembered that this commit- 
tee was established at the urgent request 
of NCAI (after the domestic Industry and 
Labor Advisory Committee had been formed) 
in order that the importers might have a 
say in the decisions made by the Department 
of Commerce. 

As a result, it has been the feeling of the 
members that the committee was only a step- 
child, and this has been reinforced by the 
fact that it has never really been called upon 
for assistance prior to any negotiations under 
the LTA. 

We have been told at our meetings only 
the accomplished facts, usually, after they 
had been published in the newspapers. As 
hard as it may be to believe, we have never 
been consulted on “market disruption” for 
any item which has been restricted in any of 
our numerous bilateral cotton textile ar- 
rangements and restraint orders. 

We feel that even by the sheer number of 
meetings, the Industry and Labor Advisory 
Committee has the edge over the importers 
by at least 3 to 1. However, in proportion, the 
importers are affected by the Government 
actions far more than the domestic industry 
or labor. We believe the importers should 
have an opportunity to agree or refute the 
claims of “market disruption” made by the 
domestic industry. After careful examination 
of both sides of the case, our government 
should make its decision, But, thus far, the 
government has not listened to the importer’s 
side before conducting its negotiations. We 


July 24, 1967 


are told summarily, after the fact, what was 
agreed upon in these negotiations. 

We admit that we are ineffective but our 
advice has not been sought. We, however, be- 
lieve strongly that we should be called upon 
for our advice and we could be of great sery- 
ice to our government in these textile nego- 
tlations. This belief is the sole reason why 
we remain on the Advisory Committee. 

We would appreciate any suggestion or 
help you can give us to make greater our 
contribution to decision making. 

Second, we would like to state that there 
is no question that some importers are in- 
terested in import quotas, but these are in 
the minority. As for ourselves, we are cate- 
gorically opposed to export or import quotas 
of whatever nature. Quotas are the most 
discriminatory form of trade barriers, and we 
cannot ever give our support to their use in 
regulating international trade. 

In closing, we would like to express our 
appreciation for your outspoken support of 
international trade. 

This letter has been concurred in by the 
following members of the committee: Sam 
Ishikawa, Leopold B. Lowy, Emanuel Mevo- 
rach, Alan M. Winnick and Monte A. Wolfson. 

Sincerely yours, 
EDWIN A. ELBERT. 
TEXTILE IMPORTS AND EXPORTS—SOME SPECIAL 
CONCERNS 


Since 1958 U.S. textile imports have in- 
creased considerably while exports have 
increased only slightly. 

U.S. textile trade, including all textile 
manufactures 
{In millions of dollars] 
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There is little doubt that the main 
causes of U.S. textile imports and exports 
trends are economic; that is, interna- 
tional differences in costs of production, 
demand, and supply. But there have been 
continuing charges that U.S. exports are 
hindered unfairly by foreign barriers, 
and that U.S. imports are stimulated 
unfairly by foreign countries’ export in- 
centive programs. 

These charges of unfair trade practices 
going beyond merely the tariff, which I 
believe is the most liberal form of meas- 
uring the international cost and com- 
petitive differentials that a government 
considers it important to measure, al- 
ways seem difficult to document. Charges 
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of “unfair trade practices” are quickly 
suspected and difficult to prove. But it is 
this area in which I have long thought 
government should concentrate just as 
heavily as it has in the area of tariffs. 
And it is here that I have asked the in- 
dustry to provide me with concrete data. 
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UNFAIR ADMINISTRATIVE AND OTHER BARRIERS 
TO U.S. EXPORTS 

An analysis of the composition and di- 

rection of U.S. exports for the first quar- 

ter of 1967 follows. It shows that the bulk 

of U.S. textile exports goes to the Western 

European OECD member countries, next 
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to Canada, then to Latin America, par- 
ticularly countries of the Latin American 
Free Trade Association. Of total U.S. tex- 
tile exports for the first 3 months of 
1967 valued at $275.2 million, exports of 
manmade fiber, yarns, and fabrics ac- 
counted for over $106 million. 


U.S. Exports (U.S. Census Bureau, FT 990% ARI 1967) 
TABLE E-7. DOMESTIC AND FOREIGN MERCHANDISE—END USE COMMODITY CATEGORY, BY WORLD AREAS: 1967, CUMULATIVE TO DATE (APRIL 1967) 


Western Hemisphere 


20 Latin American Republics 


3 Total 
CommodityZdescription all Central 
areas | Canada Amer- 
Total | ican 
Com- 
mon 
Market 
Industrial textile fibers, yarn, 
ric: 
Nonagricultural_........... 197.0 | 43.3 | 28.3 6.3 
Manmade fibers, yarns, and 
Waste.) a ieaie 57.4 7.0 | 10.3 »9 
Yarns, waste, etc., natural 
fibers, nonagricultural._..| 24,5 3.5 1.6 2 
Manmade fabrics... ......_. 48.8 9.8 | 7.1 2.7 
Cotton cloth and fabrics 49.8 | 18.0 6.8 1.9 
Industrial textile materials, 
n.e.c., finisbed ...-. 16.5 5.02.5 6 
Consumer textile products. 78. 2 6.9 14.1 1.9 


A detailed analysis of U.S. textile ex- 
ports and their composition from the 
middle fifties would be required in order 
to show important trends in the direc- 
tion and composition of textile export 
trade. The purpose of doing so would be 
to show how U.S. exports may have been 
affected by economic forces such as the 
building of textile industries in develop- 
ing countries and the tariffs and quotas 
created for “infant industries.” 

In the context of the present report, it 
may usefully serve to illustrate these 
problems by giving some examples of the 
types of administrative and other ob- 
stacles to trade that have a demon- 
strated adverse effect on U.S. textile 
exports. 

SOME EXAMPLES: SOUTH AFRICA 

South Africa was a major foreign 
market for U.S. cotton fabric; however, 
from 1964 to 1966 the value of U.S. ex- 
ports of cotton broadwoven fabric de- 
creased $3 million from $7.7 million to 
$4.7 million. In its concentrated efforts 
to build its own textile industry, South 
Africa has adopted higher tariffs and 
has introduced quotas which, according 
to American Embassy reports from 
South Africa, will effectively stop im- 
ports of low-price staple items like 
poplin, canvas and cotton cloth of most 
kinds, and certain synthetic fibers. These 
developments are described more fully 
by unclassified Department of State Air- 
gram from Pretoria dated March 15, 
1967. 

South Africa cannot be considered a 
developing country where the infant in- 
dustry justification for new import re- 
strictions could be considered valid. The 
U.N. considers South Africa developed, 
and South Africa is one of the 72 full 
GATT members. 

PHILIPPINES: A TRADE RESTRICTION OR JUSTIFIED 
CUSTOMS TECHNICALITY? 


Until 1966, the Philippines was United 
States’ largest market for textile rem- 


Western Europe 
OECD countries 
Other 
Latin West- Euro- EF TA countries Other 
Amer- em Total | pean West- 
ican Other Hemi- | includ-| Eco- ern 
Trade sphere ing | nomic | United Euorpe 
Asso- Other | Com- | King- | Other 
ciation OECD | munity) dom 
16.7 | 5.3 §.3 | 642] 40.9 94) 6.3 1.1 
9.3 wl +2) 26.1 | 189 2.2 1.1 3 
1.1 4 1 13.7 | 10.1 1.5 .5 
2.4 2.1 1.91 12.4 4.8 4.0 2.4 3 
2.6 2.3 2.2 8.4 5.4 Li} 1.2 4 
1.4 * 9 3.6 1.8 6 1,0 (2) 
8.93.4 8.7 | 23.2 10.3 1.5 7.5 -7 
nants, In 1963, U.S. exports of textile 


remnants to the Philippines were $17.2 
million. In 1966 they were only $3.5 mil- 
lion. The reason is that the Government 
of the Philippines issued an order in 
August 1966 requiring that all U.S. ship- 
ments of remnants be accompanied by 
Shippers’ Export Declarations, which 
U.S. law prevents from being turned over 
to foreign governments except in certain 
instances determined by the Secretary of 
Commerce. 

After having made an agreement with 
the Philippine Government regarding 
the problem of declarations, which the 
Philippine Government felt were needed 
in order to accurately value the imports 
for customs purposes, trade was ex- 
pected to resume. But, in practice only 
limited quantities of U.S. remnants have 
cleared Philippine customs since the 
agreement was concluded, according to 
the Department of Commerce. Discus- 
sions are underway between the two 
governments. In the meantime, several 
million dollars worth of U.S. export trade 
is stopped. The Philippines is not a mem- 
ber of GATT. 

VENEZUELA: A PROBLEM OF ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT 


In the first 3 months of 1967, as in 
the first 3 months of 1966, the United 
States bought from Venezuela much more 
than it sold to Venezuela: $191.1 million 
sold versus $358.8 bought from Venezuela 
in the first quarter of 1967—-very nearly 
the same in the comparable period of 
1966. Most of Venezuela’s exports of 
course consist of oil. Like many Latin 
countries, Venezuela is not a member of 
the General Agreement on Tariffs and 
Trade. 

Yet in July 1965 Venezuela put tem- 
porary duty increases and prior import 
licensing requirements on most textile 
products, and in September 1965 made 
those new restrictions permanent. Ac- 
cording to the U.S. Commerce Depart- 
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ment, the value of 1964 U.S. exports of 
textiles and apparel to Venezuela totaled 
$16.8 million. As a result of the series of 
import restrictions imposed by the Vene- 
zuelan Government, 1966 exports were 
only $11.5 million. According to State De- 
partment airgram A-269 from Caracas, 
dated October 2, 1965: 

While imported cloth has comprised only 
about 16 percent of the yardage consumed 
(in Venezuela) it represented 45 percent of 
the value of textiles sold in the local market 
» +. It is hoped that the protection will 
enable local mills to garner most of this high- 
priced market. At the same time, observers 
have pointed out that the expected import 
reduction will mean an annual revenue loss 
of about Bs, 22 million for the Government 
of Venezuela, However, the Minister of De- 
velopment has said that the growing textile 
industry, now representing an estimated Bs. 
560 million investment, will continue to ex- 
pand and yield increased indirect Govern- 
ment revenues. He also promised control“ of 
textile prices to preclude profiteering. 


Venezuela probably undertook the im- 
port control measures for reasons of eco- 
nomic development, as it saw it. As a non- 
GATT member the United States has no 
international legal recourse against the 
new restrictions, one reason why it is 
to the advantage of the United States 
and any other world trading nation to try 
to make the membership of GATT as in- 
clusive as possible. 

PANAMA: A WISE INFANT INDUSTRY CASE? 


According to information supplied by 
the Department of Commerce, Panama, 
not a GATT member, has created a quo- 
ta system limiting future imports of cot- 
ton thread and fabric into Panama to 
levels not to exceed average annual im- 
ports during 1965 and 1966. The action 
was taken at the request of Textiles Na- 
cionales, S.A., a local firm currently 
erecting a plant in Panama.” It seems 
unlikely that Textiles Nacionales, with 
136 looms, and employing approximately 
300 people, can economically manufac- 
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ture the variety of fabrics covered” in 
the nine categories of exports that will 
include almost the entire variety of fab- 
rics exported to Panama from the United 
States. Whether the new Panama tex- 
tile plant can economically supply the 
market may be unimportant. We may 
have to accept that the price of economic 
development is a period of some ineffi- 
ciency and higher cost. On the other 
hand, the infant industry case may not 
be genuine. These are the issues that 
must be explored as part of the U.S. re- 
sponse to these knotty problems. 

The irritation of the American textile 
exporter, who considers that his trade 
has been unfairly hit by these devices, 
is expressed by the president of an Amer- 
ican textile company in a recent letter, 
a copy of which was sent me. This letter 
would seem to sum up the feelings of 
American textile manufacturers toward 
certain Latin countries’ restriction on 
textile imports from any source: 

GREENWOOD MILLS, 
Greenwood, S.C., June 7, 1967. 
Mr. JOHN MCKNIGHT, 
Scarsdale, N.Y. 

Dran Mr. McKNicHT: Your letter of April 
25 has gone unanswered for several weeks 
because we were trying to discover why it 
was that we did so little business with the 
coffee-producing countries. 

We actually shipped goods to only eight 

of the countries which you listed, and the 
total for all eight in the year 1966 amounted 
to $44,000—an infinitesimal fraction of one 
per cent of Greenwood’s total volume of busi- 
ness. 
We started to investigate the situation 
with the five largest coffee producers who 
send us, combined, some 60% of our coffee 
imports. 

Brazil sends us 31% of our coffee, but takes 
no American textiles. Their system requires 
import licenses. These are virtually unattain- 
able. Should anyone finally obtain a license, 
they would be up against a 100% ad valorem 
duty for cotton cloth, and a 120% one on 
synthetics. 

Colombia supplies us with some 15% of 
our coffee imports. They permitted entry of 
less than m of 1% of America’s very small 
total of cloth exports. They, too, have a li- 
censing system of imports which makes 
licenses almost impossible to obtain, but 
when obtainable the importer must deposit 
in advance 120% of the value of the license. 
Customs duties are by comparison modest— 
35%. 

Mexico shipped us 54% of our 1966 coffee 
imports, They bought almost one-half of one 
per cent of our small total of textile exports. 
They, too, have difficult-to-obtain import 
licenses, Duties, however, range from a low 
of 100% ad valorem on denims to almost 
300% on synthetic cloth. 

Guatemala, Exchange controls are in effect, 
but not too difficult to work through. Duties, 
however, are again from 100% to 150% ad 
valorem. 

El Salvador. Import licenses are required, 
and exchange control prevails. The duties are 
relatively low—from 35% to 70%—but there 
is an increase in duty coming soon. 

We went no further. On the basis of reci- 
procity it looks as if the citizens of Green- 
wood should give up coffee, not buy more. 
It is easy to see the results you hoped for, 
and the use to which you expected to put 
them. However, in view of the fact that they 
turned out so dramatically opposite, I am 
taking the liberty of sending them to the 
representatives of all cloth and cotton pro- 
ducing states. 

Sincerely, 
J. C. SELF. 
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SCARSDALE, N. V., 
April 25, 1967. 
Mr. J. C. SELF, Jr., 


President, Greenwood Mills Co., 
Greenwood, S.C. 

Dear Mr. SELF: Each five years the Pan- 
American Coffee Bureau conducts a survey 
of United States exports to the coffee pro- 
ducing countries of Latin America, Africa 
and Asia. The purpose is to show the many 
towns and cities in the United States which 
contribute to this export market and which 
benefit from it in jobs, manufacturing wages 
and farm income, 

As a participant in international trade, you 
will realize the link between exports of cof- 
fee from the coffee producing countries and 
their ability to purchase goods and services 
from the United States. We hope that the 
findings of this survey will reinforce and 
bring up to date the local area impact of 
this vital connection. 

Would your company kindly indicate on 
the enclosed form the 1966 volume of its ex- 
ports to the coffee producing countries, to- 
gether with some indication of the area 
sources of these goods? 

Any data that are supplied will be held in 
strict confidence and used only to compile 
composite totals for the states and areas in 
the United States engaged in this trade. 

Your cooperation is deeply appreciated. A 
postage paid return envelope is enclosed. 

Sincerely yours, 


JOHN MCKNIGHT. 


To many manufacturers of textiles 
arguments about economic development 
and the universally accepted fact that 
textiles is one of the first stages of in- 
dustrialization, have little mollifying 
effect. They see their exports restricted 
unfairly when they are asked to allow 
imports to be expanded. 

THE U.S. RESPONSE 


In the variety of the above cases, what 
is to be the U.S. response? In the Com- 
merce Department there was organized 
in August 1966 an Exporters’ Textile Ad- 
visory Committee. This committee meets 
regularly to identify and direct responses 
to cases precisely like the above ones. The 
committee’s mandate is, more broadly, to 
identify all possible ways to increase U.S. 
textile exports. Acting through the State 
Department, the U.S. Government at- 
tempts to remove instances of irritation. 
But, to be realistic, there is probably 
little chance of removing the objection- 
able practices in most cases, for these 
reasons. 

First, the infant industry argument is 
considered a valid reason even in the 
GATT for certain types of import re- 
strictions. Second, where countries do 
not belong to the GATT, the GATT rules 
governing the imposition of new tariffs, 
and quotas, cannot be applied. Third, the 
United States is not in a position to be 
able to dictate economic development 
policy, even in cases where the infant 
industry argument is used spuriously to 
unwisely justify new trade restrictions. 
Fourth, the United States is on weak 
grounds of trade principle in trying to 
remove special foreign restrictions on 
textile exports, because of our own re- 
strictive cotton textile quota program. 

SPECIAL MEASURES FOR IMPORTS 


Charges of subsidization of imports to 
the United States are frequently heard. 
Documenting them, and then doing 
something about them, is a difficult mat- 
ter. Recently I have been given some 
concrete data that relate largely to 
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Japan, but include also Brazil and Pakis- 
tan; all are large textile exporters to the 
United States. I should make clear at the 
outset that I consider this data tentative 
and that if there is rebuttal I would like 
to have it. 

The types of export incentives used 
can be enormously varied. They can in- 
clude all types of governmental meas- 
ures, and they can also include private 
business arrangements that would be 
contrary to our concepts of fair business 
such as price fixing, market sharing ar- 
rangements, and other types of cartel 
practices. Or, what may initially appear 
to be export subsidies may actually be 
merely aggressive export selling. 


JAPAN 


Japan is too frequently accused of en- 
gaging in unfair trade practices. These 
accusations should be documented, I 
have requested and received from knowl- 
edgeable industry sources several specific 
cases that I would like to set out here. 

Japan’s export incentives as described 
in the document are summarized as: 
First, export insurance system—various 
types of export insurance, most of which 
seem not to be subsidies, though they are 
rather more extensive than those used in 
the United States; second, export for- 
eign exchange retention—exporters are 
allegedly permitted to reserve up to 5 
percent of their export proceeds for for- 
eign market development, which is tax 
deductible; third, special tax measures 
relating to exports—special depreciation 
rates for plant and equipment are al- 
legedly granted by the Japanese Ministry 
of Foreign Trade to enterprises con- 
cerned with export promotion. The for- 
mula is 80 percent of the normal rate 
times ratio of export sales to total sales“; 
fourth, special low-cost export financ- 
ing—mostly stimulants to Japanese in- 
vestment in Southeast Asia, Japan’s tra- 
dition “sphere of influence”; fifth, gov- 
ernment subsidies for overseas trade 
promotion—a combination of trade pro- 
motion and information measures, in- 
cluding trade fairs and market survey 
support. 

The two documents are summarized 
below: 

JAPAN 

A compilation of “export incentives” of 
one government agency for use in its work 
shows “none” for Japan! A recent publica- 
tion of the U.S. Department of Agriculture,? 
however, is more realistic and lists the fol- 
lowing as Japanese “export incentive schemes 
of the government .. that influenced the 
production and export of . . certain kinds 
of textiles”: (1) export insurance system; 
(2) export foreign exchange retention sys- 
tem; (3) special tax measures relating to ex- 
port earnings; (4) special low interest rate 
loans for export financing; (5) government 
subsidies for trade promotion overseas; and 


(6) financing of textile raw material 
supplies.* 


1Taylor, Philip, A. S. (1966) A New Dic- 
tionary of Economics. Rantledge & Mergan 
Paul, London. 

Allen, Julius W. (1965). Subsidy and Sub- 
sidy-effect Programs of the U.S. Govern- 
ment. Joint Economic Committee, U.S. Con- 
gress. 89th. 1st Session. 

2 Hornbeck, Bernice M., and Porter, Horace 
G. (1966). Cotton and Manmade Fibers 
Competition in Japan. Foreign Agriculture 
Report No. 128. U.S.D.A.-F.AS. 
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A very recent report on Japan's “compre- 
hensive system of inducements” to increase 
exports appeared in the Journal of the Amer- 
ican Chamber of Commerce in Japan: + 

Export Insurance System. Under Japan’s 
rather elaborate insurance plan for the bene- 
fit of exporters, the following are authorized 
by the Export Insurance Law of 1950 and ad- 
ministered by the Ministry of International 
Trade and Industry (MITI): 

1. Ordinary export insurance. 

2. Export price insurance. 

3. Export bill insurance—covering losses 
of foreign exchange banks which purchase 
documentary bills that are later dishonored. 

4. Export loan insurance—covering bank 
losses resulting from borrowers’ failure to 
repay. MITI has concluded contracts with 83 
banks. 

5. Consignment sale export insurance—cov- 
ering the exporter’s losses when a cargo is 
shipped on consignment and the exporter 
cannot collect the expense of export (collec- 
tion for losses stemming from failure of the 
consignee to remit the cost of goods is cov- 
ered elsewhere). 

6. Overseas advertising insurance—cover- 
age is up to 50% of advertising costs in direct 
proportion to the ratio between anticipated 
export volume and the actual export volume 
of a given product. 

7. Insurance on the principal of overseas 
investment—covers stocks and partnership 
assets in foreign organizations. Such pur- 
chases must have the approval of MITT. Cri- 
teria for approval seems to be a contribution 
to Japan's international balance of pay- 
ments. 

Export foreign exchange retention. Under 
reserve for foreign market development, ex- 
porters are permitted to reserve up to 5% 
of their export proceeds for foreign market 
development. This is a tax deductible ex- 
pense even if not spent. This, too, applies if 
the exporter is also the manufacturer ex- 
cept that in this case 1.5% of export con- 
tracts’ income may be placed in reserve to be 
written off five years after their establish- 
ment, Similar aids and benefits accrue to 
small or medium enterprises under the Small 
and Medium Enterprise Reserve for Foreign 
Market Development. MITI authorizes firms 
in this category to effect a tax deductible ex- 
pense up to 1.5% of foreign trade income if 
matching funds are contributed to the asso- 
ciation's foreign market development. 

Specal tax measures relating to exports. 
Special depreciation rates for plant and 
equipment are granted by MITI to enter- 
prises concerned with export promotion. The 
formula is 80% of the normal rate times ratio 
of export sales to total sales. 

A portion of entertainment expenses is 
tax deductible and manufacturers for export 
may be refunded part of import duties paid 
on raw materials used in products exported. 

Special low-cost export financing. The Jap- 
anese exporter receives special financial 
treatment through the Export Financing Sys- 
tem for Cooperatives, the Export Trade Bill 
System, the Foreign Exchange Fund Loan 
System maintained by the Bank of Japan, 
the Japan Export-Import Bank established 
in 1950, and the Overseas Economic Coopera- 
tion fund especially oriented to provide loans 
to Japanese firms engaged in development 
projects in Southeast Asia. 

The Japanese Development Bank furnishes 
funds for modernization of designated 
firms engaged in foreign trade while new 
equipment for smaller enterprises is provided 
by the Export Promotion Loan System for 
Designated Small Enterprises. MITI limits 
these loans to 15 industries, among which, 
clothing, fabrics, umbrellas, and knit goods 
are specified. 


Anon. (1966) Japan's Export Promotion 
Techniques.” The Journal of the American 
Chamber of Commerce in Japan, Vol. 3, No. 
12. Dec. 5, 1966. 
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Government subsidies for overseas trade 
promotion. The Japan Export Trade Organi- 
zation (formerly Japan External Trade Re- 
covery Organization), JETRO, appears to be 
the most effective agency promoting Jap- 
anese foreign trade. It is a government- 
owned organization and in 1965 received 62% 
of MITT’s budget for trade support activities. 

Under market research recent reports indi- 
cate 14 trade centers, 5 machinery centers, 
40 offices, and 27 stations managed jointly 
by JETRO and private domestic industrial 
groups. These 80 installations employ 500 
Japanese and 180 local people. The Trade 
Bulletin (Tsusho Koho) is published daily 
and The Overseas Market (Kaigai Shijo) is 
a monthly periodical by JETRO. 

JETRO collects information published 
abroad as well as samples of foreign products 
that compete with Japanese products. 

JETRO bears part of the travel and hotel 
expenses of persons sent by manufacturers’ 
or exporters’ associations for market surveys 
on condition that it have access to their 
reports. 

In 1955 JETRO was scheduled to partici- 
pate in 28 international special fairs (7 in 
the U.S.) and 55 exhibitions at the Trade and 
Machinery Centers (14 in the U.S.). JETRO 
bears 75% of the cost of foreign-sponsored 
exhibitions and offers space in its own ex- 
hibition halls to private Japanese firms at 
a rate of $500 per 10-day period. 

JETRO conducts all-expense-paid tours to 
Japan for influential business leaders and 
journalists from many countries. 

JETRO pays 50% of the expenses of 5 or 6 
designers sent to America and Europe an- 
nually for up to one year of study. These 
trainees make their services available to their 
industry for one year and then resume their 
normal employment. 

JETRO has a long-term contract with Dun 
& Bradstreet, Inc., under which Japanese 
firms may use D & B credit services by pay- 
ing JETRO 3,800 yen ($10.00) per reference. 

JETRO also has its own trade consulting 
Offices in 20 major cities in Japan. 

The details of JETRO's budget aren't pub- 
licly available, but the total for 1965 is esti- 
mated at 6 billion yen ($15 million). Of this 
more than half is attributable to MITI ap- 
propriation and the rest to subsidies from 
local governments, exhibition fees, member- 
ship fees, sales of publications, and miscel- 
laneous receipts. If textile exporters share 
proportionately in these subsidies, they would 
receive benefits worth about $3 million an- 
nually from JETRO. 

That these incentives to Japanese export- 
ers aren't all-inclusive is apparent from frag- 
mentary reports such as the following: 

“Early in 1966 the government increased 
maximum and minimum support prices for 
raw silk and cocoons. The government also 
is attempting to promote raw silk exports 
by granting bonuses to traders who exceed 
goals, These measures, however, have not at- 
tained the desired effects.“ 5 

“Nigeria reduced its duties on cotton, rayon 
and synthetic fabrics, and MITI announced 
it would apply a system of compensation to 
Japanese traders for imports from Nigeria in 
order to encourage resumption of trade with 
that country, suspended as a result of Ni- 
geria’s unfavorable balance of payments with 
Japan, Japanese textile traders were not too 
optimistic about the effect of elther measure 
on Japanese textile export volume,” ¢ 


The following is a brief summary of 
the second document received too re- 
cently to permit obtaining the views of 
the relevant interested parties, which I 
will request. 

This document, which will appear in 


5 Airgram 77 from American Consul, Kobe- 
Osaka, May 18, 1966. 

® Airgram 59 from American Consul, Kobe- 
Osaka, Mar. 18, 1966. 
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full in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, deals 
with a so-called “structural reform” 
sponsored by the Japanese Government. 
This program contemplates a joint in- 
dustry-Government organization to im- 
plement the scrapping of 2.9 million 
spindles. The organization would buy up 
300,000 spindles at 7,000 yen—$12.60— 
per spindle from operators willing to 
go out of business immediately. Gov- 
ernment and industry would share the 
cost. Government loans would finance 
the scrapping of the remaining 2.6 mil- 
lion spindles over a 5-year period. 

The Textile Industry Reform Promo- 
tion Institute is to be reorganized to 
carry out the program. The Government 
budget bill provides 180 million yen for 
subsidies for spinners and 240 million for 
weavers, MITI put up the initial 500 mil- 
lion yen—$1,400,000—for fiscal year 1966 
to begin the program and recommended 
a sum of 510 million yen for fiscal year 
1967. Industry would match the Govern- 
ment funds, 

Other types of Government loan as- 
sistance are being contemplated to con- 
solidate and modernize other aspects of 
the textile industry in Japan. The extent 
to which these practices are subsidy to 
industry is difficult to determine on the 
basis of this information alone. But this 
is the subject for discussion and for con- 
tinued examination. If such practices, 
elaborate as they may be, do not in fact 
constitute unfair trade practices but 
merely Government interferences in eco- 
nomics, the charge of unfair practice 
should be dropped. 

The full text of the document follows: 

JAPAN 

So far as could be determined the rather 
elaborate “system of inducement” outlined 
in the report of 2/5/67 are still very much in 
effect in Japan but have been insufficient to 
prevent a serious slump in textile exports. 

The subsidies stressed in current (May, 
1967) reports from Japan are those planned 
for use in further modernizing the textile 
industry so as to make it more competitive 
in the export market. This so-called struc- 
tural reform program seems certain to be 
subsidized by the Japanese Government. In 
fact, the extent of the Government's par- 
ticipation seems already to have been de- 
cided and present delays appear to be of an 
administrative (bureaucratic) nature. 

This program contemplates a joint indus- 
try-government organization to implement 
the scrapping of 2.9 million spindles. The or- 
ganization would buy up to 300,000 spindles 
at 7,000 yen ($12.60) per spindle from oper- 
ators “willing to go out of business imme- 
diately.” Government and industry would 
“share the cost.” Government loans would 
finance the scrapping of the remaining 2.6 
million spindles over a five year period.“ 

Committees have been established by the 
government to review applications from 
spinners who wish to sell at 6,000 yen per 
spindle.” (No offer received.) Also, similar 
offers of 80,000 yen ($224) per loom.? 

Some insight into the practicalities of this 
program is revealed by the following para- 
graph: “Some larger spinning companies are 
already buying up smaller ones. The larger 
companies do not want to scrap their equip- 
ment when ‘structural reform’ begins, 80 
they are offering slightly more than the pro- 
posed scrapping price, e.g. 7,100 yen. ... and 


1Airgram 80, American Consul, Kobe- 
Osaka, May 2, 1967. 

2 Airgram 58, American Consul, Kobe- 
Osaka, February 23, 1967. 
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when the time comes for the larger spinners 
to reduce their spindleage, they will cut out 
the equipment bought from the smaller 
spinner.” 2 

The Textile Industry’s Reform Promotion 
Institute is to be reorganized to carry out 
the program. The budget bill (apparently not 
yet approved in early May, 1967) provides 
180 million yen for subsidies for spinners 
and 240 million for weavers. (MITI put up 
the initial 500 million yen ($1,400,000) for 
FY 1966 to begin the program and recom- 
mended a sum of 510 million yen for FY 
1967.) Industry would match the Govern- 
ment funds. The 420 million yen for equip- 
ment scrapping would come out of these 
funds.’ 

The budget bill also contains 6.2 billion 
yen ($17,360,000) to finance modernization 
of the weavery industry through a “Small and 
Medium Enterprise Corporation.” The 
amount approved for financing the modern- 
ization of the spinnery industry was 4.5 bil- 
lion yen ($12,600,000) through the Japan De- 
velopment Bank. Also, in addition to the out- 
right payments for scrapping machinery, the 
Government would guarantee 2.4 billion yen 
for “emergency financing of surplus equip- 
ment scrapping.” 3 

Capital investments of the members of the 
Japan Spinner’s Association for 1967-1968 
are expected to be increased 20 per cent over 
those for the preceding year, which is the 
highest rate in 15 years. It is said that this 
will provide the “larger spinners” with “the 
latest weaving and continuous, automatic 
spinning machinery.” 1 

BRAZIL 


The Brazilian Government does not 
seem to have singled out textile exports 
or production for special subsidization. 
Nevertheless, available information 
shows that textile exports from Brazil 
are benefiting from various incentives of 
a general nature. 

Decree No. 59607 of November 28, 1966, 
regulating Law No. 5025 of June 10, 1966, 
established the National Foreign Trade 
Council, CONEX. This decree prescribed 
incentives for export industries, includ- 
ing income tax exemption through 1971 
on profits from exports of manufactured 
products and remission of electric power 
and fuel taxes that relate to production 
for export. 

A drop of 5 percent in exports of manu- 
factures in 1966 was attributed chiefly to 
the cruzeiro dollar exchange rate of Cr. 
2200 and rising production costs due to 
inflation.“ This situation has been at least 
partially remedied by devaluation on 
February 13, 1967, when the buying/sell- 
ing rate for the dollar went from 
Cr.2200/2220 to Cr.2700/2715. This 
change was accompanied by monetary 
reform which provided a new cruzeiro 
value at 0.372 cents—United States—or 
2.7 to the dollar. 

Brazilian mills have in the past evi- 
dently enjoyed some preferential treat- 
ment in cotton pricing, but it is currently 
reported that “domestic consumers will 
have to pay export prices and will have 
to compete with export buyers. They 
will probably press Government for 
favorable financing as generally speak- 
ing they are in a near recession and are 


*Airgram 62, American Consul, Kobe- 
Osaka, March 9, 1967. 

1 Airgram 727, American Embassy, Rio De 
Janeiro, Jan. 31, 1967. 

2Tbid. 

*Pitcher, Shackford (1967) Brazil: Quar- 
terly Cotton Report, AGR-57, USDA-FAS. 
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suffering from lack of working capital 
and difficulty of obtaining credit.” * 

The Costa e Silva Administration went 
on record “with its intention actively 
to pursue the export promotion policy of 
the previous government by announcing 
a 10-point program at the first meeting 
of the interministerial Foreign Trade 
Council, April 6, 1967.” Among other 
things, the new directives provided for a 
“drive to make Brazil’s industry inter- 
nationally competitive, expansion of 
previously established export financing 
facilities especially for manufactured 
goods exports.” * 

Effective January 15, 1959, the Gov- 
ernment of Pakistan, by public notice 
No. 3261/102/59-EP-III introduced an 
export “bonus scheme” which applies to 
all commodities and manufactured goods 
of Pakistan, except raw jute, raw cot- 
ton, hides and skins, wool and tea. Ex- 
porters included in the scheme are en- 
titled to receive “bonus entitlement 
vouchers” of value equivalent to 20 per- 
cent of f.o.b. value earned by the ex- 
port of cotton manufacturers, excluding 
cotton yarn and cotton waste yarn. The 
scheme is to remain in effect up to June 
30, 1970.“ 

A recent amendment to the scheme 
permits an additional 10 percent bonus 
on export of cotton cloth during the cur- 
rent fiscal year through June 30, 1967. 
This bonus is allowed only on such por- 
tions of a mill’s exports as is in excess of 
the global export quota fixed for it by the 
Government of Pakistan for 1966-67. Ex- 
ports to Afghanistan will not earn the 
additional bonus.’ 

These bonus certificates, currently 
equivalent to 30 percent of Pakistan's 
cotton textile exports in excess of mills’ 
global quota, are freely transferable and 
are quoted in a Karachi newspaper, On 
May 1, 1967, the quotation for Free 
Vouchers” closed at 166 rupees. At this 
rate a mill would have its cotton textile 
exports in excess of its global quota sub- 
sidized at about 20 percent of the f.o.b. 
export value. The mill would earn 100 
rupees for each 333 rupees f.o.b. value 
of exports—166 minus 100 equals 66—66 
divided by 333 equals 20 percent. On most 
of the mill’s output, however, the subsidy 
rate would approximate 13 percent. 
INTERNATIONAL ACTION ON EXPORT PROMOTION 

SCHEMES 

Among the above cases are instances 
where the line between export promotion 
of an unfair, or subsidized nature, and 
acceptable export promotion schemes is 
blurred. These cases underscore a grow- 
ing dilemma for U.S. policy, one that I 
have stressed in previous reports. That is, 
to what extent should governments com- 
petitively promote exports? Should the 
U.S. Government engage in export pro- 
motion schemes of a similar kind, or seek 
to persuade other governments to desist, 
in order that its industries are not at a 
competitive disadvantage in world export 
markets? 


‘Ibid. 

5 Airgram 979, American Embassy, Rio De 
Janeiro, May 2, 1967. 

*Alimad, Kamaluddin (1966) 
Trade, Publishers International. 

7 Airgram 244, American Embassy, Office 
Karachi, May 2, 1967. 
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This is a subject in need of interna- 
tional action, probably through the Gen- 
eral Agreement on Tariffs and Trade. It 
should be the subject of an effort to agree 
on uniform practices. In this effort, the 
problem of the developing countries 
should receive special attention. Because 
our basic policy should be trade, not aid, 
we are in general interested in seeing the 
developing countries develop their ex- 
port markets and their export sales. This 
may mean some special measures on 
their part. The developed countries may 
wish to consider and agree upon some 
special measures developing countries 
can temporarily employ to get them on 
their economic feet. 

But what is most important is that 
greater concerned effort be made to es- 
tablish the rules of the road for all ex- 
porting countries. This should be done in 
suitable international agencies and it 
should be one of the first items on 
the post-Kennedy round international 
agenda. 

UNFAIR PRACTICES AND COUNTERVAILING 
DUTIES 

In cases where a government’s pro- 
gram on behalf of exports amount to a 
grant or subsidy, the countervailing duty 
device, which is permissible in GATT 
and is provided in U.S. law should be 
used. I discussed the problem of counter- 
vailing duties more thoroughly in the 
chemicals sector of this speech, printed 
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, July 10, 
1967—pages 18202-18216. 

A countervailing duty is a special duty 
levied on the exports of a country that 
are subsidized or the subject of a grant. 
Recently the countervailing duty provi- 
sion of U.S. tariff law was used to impose 
a duty on imports of Italian steel trans- 
mission towers. This case involved the 
remission of a set of internal taxes, 
which were determined by the Treasury 
to constitute a grant or bounty in terms 
of the U.S. statute. The opposing argu- 
ment is that the Italian indirect taxes 
were not a bounty but were properly a 
part of the Italian indirect tax structure. 
It was pointed out that these taxes had 
been the subject of considerable discus- 
sion in the Organization for Economic 
Cooperation and Development, and that 
that body had determined them to be 
permissible. 

Without judging the merits of this 
argument, the point is clear. The inter- 
action between international organiza- 
tions must be given careful attention in 
these matters. If, as is tentatively agreed, 
the United States joins other GATT 
member countries in a conference on 
countervailing duty policy, the work of 
the OECD in this field must be given full 
consideration. 

FUTURE TRADE POLICY AND FUTURE 
NEGOTIATION 

The area of textiles, particularly 
cotton textiles, is one that, in the im- 
mediate period ahead, will be very im- 
portant. For it is now widely accepted 
that perhaps the most central concern 
of international trade policy in the next 
year will be the problems of the develop- 
ing countries. The long-term arrange- 
ment for cotton textiles has been too of- 
ten singled out as a major barrier to 
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developing countries’ exports to escape 
attention. 

Of nearly equal importance during the 
coming period will be the problems of 
nontariff restrictions on U.S. exports 
and unfair and/or competitive export 
promotion programs such as those men- 
tioned above. These problems are, of 
course, not special to textiles: textiles 
has merely provided an important ex- 
ample of the types of nontariff problems 
that are worrisome. All of these prob- 
lems will be given much greater atten- 
tion in the future. With the cooperation 
of American business and labor these 
problems can be more completely docu- 
mented, brought to Government atten- 
tion, and be resolved. 

The important hearings of the Foreign 
Trade Subcommittee of the Joint Eco- 
nomic Committee, which began July 11, 
provided an invaluable forum in which 
to examine many of these problems, 
which will be the concern of future trade 
policy and the subjects of future interna- 
tional trade negotiation. 

ALUMINUM 


The aluminum sector negotiations in 
the Kennedy round have been of less 
interest to the United States than to 
other trading nations, notably Norway 
and Canada. Therefore this discussion 
will be limited to an explanation of the 
most important elements making up the 
negotiating situation and shaping the 
outcome of the aluminum sector negoti- 
ations. 

The six participants in the aluminum 
sector accounted for 90 percent of free 
world aluminum production and 88 per- 
cent of free world consumption. They 
were Canada, European Economic Com- 
munity—EEC—Japan, Norway, United 
Kingdom, and the United States. 

The focus of the negotiations was pri- 
mary aluminum, or new metal manufac- 
tured from ore, as opposed to secondary 
aluminum which is remelted from waste 
and scrap, and as opposed to wrought 
aluminum, or aluminum advanced by 
manufacture into structural materials 
and into finished aluminum consumer- 
type products. 

PRIMARY ALUMINUM FOCUS OF NEGOTIATIONS 

Primary aluminum became the central 
concern of these negotiations first, be- 
cause the bulk of international alumi- 
num trade is of primary aluminum, and 
second, because of the partial excep- 
tions—less than 50 percent cuts offered— 
of the European Community and Japan 
on primary aluminum. The European 
Community and Japan also made partial 
cuts on some of their wrought aluminum 
imports, but these were of less impor- 
tance because of the smaller volumes of 
trade involved. The offers of participants 
and other details of the negotiations, as 
is often the case, have been widely 
known in Europe and reported. 

Of the six countries participating in 
the sector discussions, only Norway and 
the United Kingdom had bound zero du- 
ties on primary—unwrought—aluminum. 
Bound rates are tariff rates that can- 
not be increased under a GATT agree- 
ment. Canada had a specific rate of about 
1% cents per pound amounting to about 
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5 percent in ad valorem equivalent. The 
United States had a specific duty of 14% 
cents per pound or an ad valorem equiv- 
alent of about 5.5 percent. Canada and 
the United States offered the full 50-per- 
cent cut agreed as the optimum goal of 
the negotiations. The EEC offered merely 
to bind the existing common external 
tarifi—CxXT—rate of 9 percent, and to 
offer an annual tariff quota of 100,000 
metric tons at 5 percent. Japan offered 
a cut from the existing rate of 13 percent 
to only 10 percent. 

Thus it is clear that in unwrought 
aluminum, where the majority of world 
trade takes place and where the six sec- 
tor participants dominate free world 
trade, the EEC and Japan were the 
stumbling blocks to a completely success- 
ful negotiation. 

IMPORTANCE OF EEC AND JAPAN IN ALUMINUM 
TRADE 


That these two countries are very im- 
portant for trade in primary aluminum is 
demonstrated by comparative rates of 
per capita consumption of aluminum 
among the six sector participants. In 
1964, U.S. per capita consumption was 13 
kilograms, for the six EEC countries 5 
kilograms, for Japan 3 kilograms, for the 
United Kingdom 7 kilograms, for Norway 
6 kilograms and for Canada 8 kilograms. 
Thus it is anticipated that the existence 
of great potential demand in the EEC 
and Japan dictate the wisdom of their 
lowering duties on unwrought aluminum 
in order to feed their aluminum fabricat- 
ing industries which transform the 
aluminum. Certainly it makes them at- 
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tractive future import markets. It should 
be noted that even the 5 kilogram per 
capita consumption rate for the EEC is 
distorted by an unusually high consump- 
tion rate for Belgium, which occurs be- 
cause a large Belgium aluminum fabri- 
cating plant transforms large quantities 
of unwrought aluminum products for 
export. 

Another reason why U.S. aluminum 
exporters have an interest in achieving a 
reduction of EEC and Japan duties is 
that primary aluminum is sold around 
the world at a very nearly uniform de- 
livered price. In order for trade to exist, 
therefore, the producing-exporting firm 
must absorb costs of transportation and 
duties. For countries traditionally sup- 
plying unwrought aluminum to a high- 
duty country, achieving a substantial 
duty reduction would seem to be of di- 
rect dollar interest. 

EEC and Japanese exceptions were 
claimed allegedly because the primary 
aluminum industry is basic to their econ- 
omies, because they have higher energy 
costs which is a very large cost factor 
in aluminum production and therefore 
higher overall costs, and higher capital 
costs. It should be pointed out that the 
United States could have claimed excep- 
tions based on higher U.S. labor costs. 
To the United States and other partici- 
pants, therefore, the EEC and Japanese 
exceptions seemed inappropriate. 

Examination of the following table 
shows patterns of production, consump- 
tion, exports and imports, and imports 
among the six aluminum sector partici- 
pants in 1964. 


1964 ALUMINUM PRODUCTION, CONSUMPTION, EXPORTS, AND IMPORTS 
[In thousands of metric tons] 


Production primary 
Production secondary. 
Imports unwrought 
Exports unwtought 
Apparent consumption unwrought. 
Imports, wrough 

Exports, wrought.________-.._. -ii 
Apparent total consumption —— 


United Japan Canada ` Norw: 
Kingdom o * 

651 32 266 765 262 
302 172 104 19 9 
„ „„ „ od 
1, 161 529 385 169 21 
25 27 2 34 10 
127 48 17 26 5 
1,059 508 370 177 26 


THE NORWEGIAN AND CANADIAN EXPORT 
INTERESTS 

From the above table it is easily seen 
where greatest interest in successful 
negotiations to cut tariffs on unwrought 
aluminum lay. Norway exported almost 
as much as it produced, and Norway’s 
aluminum exports accounted for 10 per- 
cent of Norway’s export earnings in 1964. 
Canada exported in 1964 about 75 percent 
of its production that year. The next 
large exporter, the United States, ex- 
ported only 8 percent in terms of its 
production, but was nonetheless large in 
export terms in comparison with other 
exporters. Exports were 7 percent of 
Japan’s production. 

Thus, even though the United States is 
third largest exporter, in relative terms 
Norway and then Canada have a much 
greater economic interest in foreign mar- 
kets for unwrought aluminum. Since, of 
the three biggest import markets, the 
United States, United Kingdom, and 


EEC, the United States had offered a 
full 50-percent cut according to the Ken- 
nedy round optimums—and therefore 
could be expected to do no more—and 
because the United Kingdom already 
allowed duty-free entry, the EEC became 
the prime target. And, because the EEC’s 
largest traditional supplier after the 
United States was Norway, the Kennedy 
round aluminum sector “confrontation” 
was between the EEC and Norway. 

In conventional terms, Norway would 
be identified as the white knight, and 
the EEC the dragon: Norway had played 
the game straight by conforming to the 
rules and offering full 50-percent cuts on 
the whole range of its aluminum tariffs, 
and the EEC had made a large number 
of partial and total exceptions, including 
the “offer” of a tariff quota on unwrought 
aluminum. Thus the other exporters, 
Canada and the United States, sat in the 
bleachers, cheering the Norwegians to a 
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victory that unfortunately never quite 
occurred. 

The largest import markets were the 
United States, then the United Kingdom, 
and next the European Community. In 
relative terms, however, the picture is 
quite different. U.S. imports amounted 
to only 14 percent of consumption, in 
comparison to the United Kingdom 
where imports were 93 percent of con- 
sumption, and the EEC where imports 
in 1964 were 28 percent of consumption. 

A note on U.S. imports and exports 
is instructive. The import figures for 
the United States included the imports 
from Canada of a subsidiary of Alumi- 
num, Ltd., of Canada located in New 
York City. The subsidiary imports un- 
wrought aluminum from its Canadian 
parent and exports wrought aluminum 
to Canada, giving the United States the 
advantage of the value added by manu- 
facture. In 1964 the Canadian subsidi- 
ary’s exports are reported to have ac- 
counted for one-half of total U.S. 
wrought aluminium exports. 

THE UNITED STATES AND WORLD ALUMINUM 
TRADE 

In absolute terms the United States 
is a large exporter of both wrought and 
unwrought aluminum. We are the 
world’s largest wrought aluminum ex- 
porter. 

In relation to U.S. production and 
consumption of aluminum, our foreign 
trade interest in aluminum is not con- 
sidered to be very great. Even an im- 
port-consumption ratio of about 14 per- 
cent, which compares to 10 percent for 
the U.S. textile industry and 11 per- 
cent for the U.S. steel industry, is not 
considered a problem by the U.S. in- 
dustry, which, on the whole, has taken 
a very expansive attitude toward for- 
eign trade and has encouraged the trade 
negotiations even though U.S. duties on 
wrought and unwrought aluminum were 
being offered for a full 50-percent cut. 

One reason why the U.S. aluminum 
industry is not greatly concerned with 
imports is the nature of the domestic 
U.S. market. World aluminum use has 
expanded from 703,000 metric tons in 
1939 to 6.5 million metric tons in 1965. 
In the United States the increase may 
have been even greater. In the last 7 
years the rate of growth of aluminum 
consumption in the United States has 
accelerated over growth in the 1950’s. 

Thus, supplying the growing domestic 
market for established uses, and impor- 
tantly, forging into the markets of com- 
peting, or substitute, products such as 
steel, copper, paper, has absorbed alumi- 
num’s energies. As yet, it does not ap- 
pear that other materials have been de- 
veloped to seriously compete as a sub- 
stitute for aluminum, though, in the 
dynamic U.S. economy, this possibility 
may be “just around the corner“, and 
the competitor may be plastics. 

The U.S. aluminum industry consists 
of eight firms, of widely varying size in 
terms of production. The big three, Al- 
coa—Aluminum Co. of America—Rey- 
nolds, and Kaiser, produced respectively 
780,000, 660,000, and 590,000 out of the 
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2.4 million metric tons produced in the 
United States in 1964. Four smaller com- 
panies produced less than 100,000 metric 
tons each that year, and two of these are 
foreign owned. Of these eight firms, only 
Kaiser is reportedly seriously interested 
in foreign export markets. 

International pricing for primary 
aluminum appears to be highly oligo- 
polistic. There are about 27 companies 
in the six aluminum sector participating 
countries, and some of these are owned 
in whole or in part by others. For firms 
wishing to export, the best markets ap- 
pear to be those countries which have 
no primary aluminum production, 
where duties may be low and where the 
ae received will be more remunera- 

ve. 

KENNEDY ROUND ALUMINUM SECTOR RESULTS 

As reported by the Office of the Presi- 
dent’s Special Representative for Trade 
Negotiations, the results of the alumi- 
num sector bargaining follow. Because 
of the hard-line position of the Commu- 
nity, they are much less than could have 
been expected. 

The Community bound its 9-percent 
duty on unwrought aluminum and 
agreed to an annual tariff quote of 5 
percent on only 130,000 tons. The United 
States is making a token cut of 20 per- 
cent in its duty on ingot aluminum, 
which will be of no benefit, or at best 
very small benefit, to the European 
Community, and of most benefit to 
Canada and Norway. The United States 
made cuts of about 30 percent on other 
types of unwrought aluminum. On 
wrought aluminum products, the EEC 
partial cuts were not enlarged, and the 
United States, therefore, withdrew 
enough to come up to the level of cuts 
offered by the EEC. Japan improved 
its aluminum offers, and in general, the 
United States obtained larger cuts on 
wrought aluminum from other countries 
than it gave. These cuts could provide in- 
creased opportunities for U.S. wrought 
aluminum exports, which in 1964 were 
the largest of any of the six sector par- 
ticipants. 

ANTIDUMPING AGREEMENT AND ALUMINUM 


The International Antidumping Agree- 
ment signed by the United States 
and the other major negotiating coun- 
tries on June 30 is calculated to be of as- 
sistance to the U.S. aluminum industry. 
Because Canada until now has adminis- 


July 24, 1967 


tered its antidumping duties at the bor- 
der without any formal determination of 
injury to its aluminum industry, U.S. 
aluminum exports to Canada were effec- 
tively barred. It is hoped that the new 
agreement will change this situation to 
enable American firms to compete in the 
Canadian market as Canadian firms can 
compete here. 
PULP AND PAPER 

In the Kennedy round pulp and paper 
sector negotiations, as in the aluminum 
sector negotiations, the United States 
took a back seat. In pulp and paper, as 
in aluminum, the United States and 
Canada are important suppliers to the 
European Economic Community, which 
is the largest import market, but both 
Canada and the United States are less 
important suppliers than the Scandina- 
vians—Sweden, Norway, and Finland. 
Thus the main burden of negotiating 
with the EEC fell to the three Scandina- 
vian countries, with the active support 
of Canada and the United States. 

So while the sector negotiations had as 
nominal members the United States, the 
EEC, Canada, the United Kingdom, Swe- 
den, Norway, and Finland, the principal 
parties in the negotiations were the 
three Scandinavian countries and the 
EEC, and the negotiations in this sector, 
therefore, became essentially bilateral 
negotiations. The internal economic 
problems of the paper industries of those 
countries conditioned highly their re- 
sponses to the tariff negotiations. 

WORLD PRODUCTION AND TRADE PATTERNS 


The United States is the largest pro- 
ducer of paper and pulp in the world. 
Scandinavia—used here to mean Sweden, 
Finland, and Norway—is second in pro- 
duction of pulp and the EEC is second in 
the production of paper. Canada is third 
in production of both pulp and paper. 

Scandinavia is the largest exporter of 
pulp and Canada is the largest exporter 
of paper, most of which is paper of news- 
paper grade, “newsprint,” the bulk of 
which is exported to the United States. 
The United States is third in terms of 
exports both of pulp and paper. 

The EEC is the largest importer of 
pulp and second largest importer of 
paper. The United States is the largest 
importer of paper, 94 percent of which 
was newsprint from Canada. The follow- 
ing table presents production and trade 
in pulp and paper by leading countries 
in ranking order for 1964. 


PULP AND PAPER—PRODUCTION AND TRADE BY LEADING COUNTRIES IN RANKING ORDER, 1964 
Production 


Rank Short tons 


Rank 


Thousands 


ies 54 — 
Scandinavia. i 


NOVAN 


Footnotes at end of table. 


Japan 
Scandinavia 
United Kingdom 
U.S. S. R 


NOVAN 
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PULP AND PAPER—PRODUCTION AND TRADE BY LEADING COUNTRIES IN RANKING ORDER, 1964—Continued 
Exports 


Short tons 


Rank Short tons 


ss 


EEC 
United Kingdom. Š 
United States 4.. = a, 


2 UOUN= 


1 including paperboard. 
2 The bulk of these exports comprises newsprint. 


NONA UNS= 


1 5,965,000 tons of total U.S. imperis, or 94 percent, was newsprint, mostly from Canada. 


4 2,707,000 tons or 92 percent o 
Source: U.S. Tariff Commission. 


U.S. PRODUCTION OF PULP AND PAPER: NATURE 
OF THE INDUSTRY 

The United States is considered to have 
the most efficient pulp and paper indus- 
try in the world. This efficient industry 
has several bases of strength. First is raw 
materials supply. The United States is 
estimated to have sufficient fibrous raw 
materials to supply projected demand 
through the year 2000. According to a 
February 1965, publication of the U.S. 
Forest Service titled “Timber Trends in 
the United States,” the total pulpwood 
required to produce the pulp, paper, and 
board products consumed in the United 
States in 1962 was 52.8 million cords, and 
the projected year 2000 requirement will 
be 141.5 million cords, 89 percent of 
which it is estimated will be supplied 
from U.S. sources. In terms of relative 
importance, net imports have dropped 
from about a third of the total U.S. pulp- 
wood requirements in 1940 to about a 
fifth of the total in 1962, and a continu- 
ing decline is projected to about one- 
tenth of total U.S. demand in 2000. 

The availability of wood pulp has re- 
sulted in decreasing use of other types 
of fibers, such as cotton linters, hemp, 
straw, and so forth. Even the proportion 
of raw pulp material supplied by waste 
paper has declined, in part because of 
the increasing costs of the labor needed 
to collect and sort waste paper. 

The principal production area of the 
United States is the South, which rose to 
preeminence during the 1930’s with the 
discovery that the “kraft” pulping 
process could be successfully supplied to 
southern softwoods. “Kraft” paper is the 
tough, brown paper used for wrapping. 
Linerboard made from kraft pulp is pri- 
marily used for packing and shipping. 
Corrugated board or “medium” made 
from kraft pulp is also used for pack- 
aging. Total paper and board production 
by regions for 1964 in short tons follows. 
More recent data have not yet been tabu- 
lated by the Census Bureau. 


tal U.S. imports stems from Canada. 


U.S. PAPER AND BOARD PRODUCTION IN 
SHORT TONS, 1964 


Board 


Paper 


19, 622, 599 


2,673, 736 
3, 855, 508 
10, 291, 595 
60 


The five leading States in production 
were Georgia, Wisconsin, Florida, Wash- 
ington, and Louisiana, in order of im- 
portance. 

Besides availability of raw materials, 
the U.S. pulp and paper industry is ef- 
ficient and competitive partly because it 
is becoming more and more integrated; 
many paper companies are really forest- 
product companies. That is, they control 
their own sources of raw materials sup- 
ply and then manufacture not only pulp 
and paper products but lumber, plywood, 
particleboard, and so forth. 

Another strength of the U.S. industry 
is the availability of capital for expan- 
sion and modernization. Energy costs, 
while cheaper in the United States than 
other paper-producing countries, are not 
an important part of production costs. 

Wages are an important area of com- 
petitive difference, which nonetheless do 
not seem to put U.S. industry at a dis- 
advantage internationally. In the United 
States the average hourly wage cost for 
a production worker was $2.68 in 1963, 
for example, and the EEC average 1963 
hourly wage cost was an average of about 
$1—West Germany was the highest at 


19929 


$1.14 an hour, and Italy the lowest at 
93 cents an hour. These EEC wage costs 
include incentive, holiday pay, social se- 
curity and other social payments, costs 
of educational programs, family allow- 
ances, and so forth. EEC wage costs in 
the paper industry, as in other industries, 
seem to be rising rapidly, but from rela- 
tively low bases. 
U.S. TRADE INTERESTS 

Pulp and paper products are usually 
separated into three categories according 
to level of manufacture. The first cate- 
gory contains various types of wood 
pulps, including chemical wood pulps 
such as bleached and unbleached sul- 
fite and sulfate. The second category 
is paper and paperboard products which 
includes all types of finished paper prod- 
ucts such as kraft paper and linerboard, 
newsprint, and printing and writing 
papers. The third category is converted 
paper products, or paper advanced by 
manufacture into tablets, specially cut 
sizes such as cut cigarette paper, carbon 
paper, writing paper and envelopes, paper 
bobbins and spools and many other prod- 
ucts. 

The United States has a rapidly in- 
creasing interest in international trade 
in pulp and paper, an interest concen- 
trated on the export side. 

Primary U.S. export aims vary by mar- 
ket areas. The United States is competi- 
tive and has large export interests in the 
mass production items, wood pulps, liner- 
board, and kraft paper, in areas where 
there is a deficiency of raw materials, 
such as Western Europe and Japan. The 
U.S. pulp and paper industry exports to 
122 countries. 

The United States is also internation- 
ally competitive in specialty paper and 
“board items” and converted products in 
Canada, which specializes in such mass 
production items as newsprint and in- 
creasingly in linerboard. But the largest 
potential U.S. market, and the largest 
actual Canadian and Scandinavian mar- 
ket is the European Common Market. 
The U.S. interest in the Common Market 
is principally linerboard and pulp. The 
Canadian interest is newsprint and wood- 
pulp, and the Scandinavian export in- 
terest tends to concentrate in pulp, and 
kraft paper and board, though increas- 
ingly also converted products. 

U.S. PULP PRODUCTION, EXPORTS, AND IMPORTS, 1958 AND 


[In thousands of short tons] 


Production Imports Exports 
Ee 21,796 2,104 516 
i Bes Ga ROEN 30, 121 12,774 1,421 


1 All but 245,000 short tons of this amount was supplied b; 
Canada, pp y 


U.S. EXPORTS OF PULP BY PRINCIPAL BUYING COUNTRIES, 1958 AND 1963 
[In thousands of short tons} 


Germany 


Japan United Kingdom 
J. CES eS 24 132 
T 327 200 
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In the above tables it should be noted 
that between 1958 and 1963 U.S. pulp 
exports grew much faster than pulp im- 
ports. The following data demonstrate 
US. interest in paper and paperboard: 


U.S. PAPER AND PAPERBOARD PRODUCTION, IMPORTS 
AND EXPORTS, 1958 AND 1963 
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it is estimated, and there are estimates 
by industry specialists that pulp and 
paper exports will reach $1 billion by 
1970. Items identified by the Commerce 
Department, Tariff Commission, and in- 
dustry associations as of primary U.S. 
export interest are bleached and un- 


{In thousands of short tons} bleached sulphate and sulphite chemical 

woodpulps. There is only a limited po- 

Production imports Exports tential in newsprint exports to the EEC 

and to Japan, but very significant inter- 

1058) fete ce 30, 800 5,110 729 est in U.S. exports of kraft linerboard to 
i 39, 228 15,781 1,149 


1 All but 368,000 short tons of imports were of newsprint, and 
all but 190,000 short tons were imported from Canada. 

U.S. export of pulp and paper went up 
from $500 million in 1963 to over $700— 
including waste paper—million in 1966. 
No industry has done as well relatively, 


the EEC. There seems to be very little 
U.S. immediate export potential in the 
converted products category, because of 
stiff competition from other suppliers in 
third markets, including the competition 
from Scandinavia which benefit from 
3 ocean freight rates to EEC mar- 
ets. 


PULP, PAPER, AND PAPERBOARD: VALUE OF U.S. EXPORTS BY MAJOR TYPES AND PRINCIPAL MARKETS, 1963-66 
Un thousands of dollars} 


France 
Nethe: 
Belgium 


anada 
All other. 


“oe TO age a See 73 
73 
trance. 58 
Belglum 38 
Total of EEC 23, 474 27, 838 34, 829 
United Kingdom 31,7 0.065 27,450 
All other 32, 653 39, 808 60, 034 
. TNA BES STEA Gisela esol et 87,923 87,711 122, 323 
Kraft wrapping paper 

EEC countries: 
690 380 
France 767 637 
Netherlan 487 196 
Italy 527 60 
Belgium 49 19 
c 1,788 2,520 1,292 
% ˙ — v —— — 6 1,609 1,478 
FE A BE BES ARP De = ol 15, 187 16,644 16, 432 
% nn teal E »» m 17,632 19, 202 


Source: Compiled from official statistics of the U.S. Department of Commerce. 


THE INTEREST OF THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITY— 
PULP AND PAPER SHORTAGE 

The Kennedy round sector negotia- 
tions for pulp and paper were compli- 
cated by an essentialy bilateral problem 
the relationship of the Scandinavian 
countries to the EEC, and the potential 
effects of this complex trade relationship 
on the United States and Canada. 

From a position of limited self-suffi- 
ciency in paper—woodpulp in major 
quantities was always imported—in the 
early 1950’s the six countries that form 
the Common Market exceedingly large 
importers of paper and paperboard, im- 
porting 2.3 million tons of these ma- 
terials by 1963. Woodpulp imports in- 
creased sharply, with the United States 


increasing its share of the market. How- 
ever, the Community’s present shortage 
of pulp and mass-produced paper prod- 
ucts does not extend to finished and 
converted paper products. In converted 
paper products, the Community’s facili- 
ties are considered very modern and very 
competitive, and this is witnessed by the 
trade surplus in converted paper prod- 
ucts amounting to $53.1 million in 1963. 

The European Community has a severe 
import deficit in pulp and cruder grade 
of paper, These shortages relate to 
the availability of fibrous materials sup- 
plies in the Community, and to the na- 
ture of the Community’s paper industry. 

Pulpwood is in short supply in the 
Community and will become of shorter 
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supply as other land uses increase. In re- 
cent years, the Soviet Union and eastern 
countries have supplied pulpwood to the 
Community, but this supply is expected 
at least partly to dry up when the So- 
viet Union puts into production pulp and 
paper making and converting facilities 
that will make use of its own pulpwood. 
Even in Scandinavia, cuttings of wood 
are reaching the limits advisable for con- 
servation purposes, and Scandinavian 
pulpwood exports are expected to be re- 
stricted as it may become necessary to 
concentrate on supplying the paper for 
the finishing and converting industries of 
the three Scandinavian countries. There 
is no sign that the Community itself will 
be able to increase pulpwood output, be- 
cause of the land needs of a growing 
population. 

The EEC has inadequate pulpwood 
supplies, and it therefore also has limited 
“pulping” facilities; that is, facilities for 
converting pulpwood into pulp. In 1962, 
existing pulpmills were barely able to 
supply half of the pulp requirements of 
the Community, and imports of pulp rose 
to 4 million short tons in that year. This 
shortage has been traditionally supplied 
by Scandinavia, but the United States, 
with abundant pulpwood supplies, is ex- 
porting increasing amounts of pulp. 

THE GROWING EEC PAPERBOARD MARKET 


The shortage of domestic pulpwood 
and the need to import large quantities 
of pulp lie behind the Community’s 
shortages of those grades of paper and 
paperboard which are used in packaging, 
Such packaging uses have received a 
major impetus in recent years from the 
Community’s rapidly rising industrial 
production on one hand, but also from the 
Community’s increasing trend to Ameri- 
can-type self-service merchandising 
which has meant a change from bulk 
packaging to unit packaging. The trend 
toward unit packaging has accelerated 
as the mass distribution of food and 
other consumer goods begins to take 
place through large retail outlets like 
supermarkets. Five-sixths of the Com- 
munity demand for linerboard was met 
by imports by 1963. 

The Community’s paper manufactur- 
ing industry is dominated by a group of 
about 16 large firms, which account, for 
about 20 percent of the Community’s 
paper output. These large producers are 
said to have great influence on the poli- 
cies of their respective governments, and 
therefore on the tariff policies of the 
Community in the paper sector. These 
companies have been integrating by 
merging with pulp mills, and are begin- 
ning to expand their output of mass- 
produced grades such as linerboard and 
newsprint. 

AIMS OF EEC INDUSTRY AFFECT NEGOTIATING 

SITUATION 

But expansion of Community produc- 
tion of the mass produced paper grades 
is said to be inefficient. It will mean ex- 
pansion of basic paper output at the ex- 
pense of furnishing and converting op- 
erations—in which the Community is 
genuinely efficient—to produce grades of 
paper that the United States, for ex- 
ample, can produce much cheaper. But 
the expansion of the mass-produced 
cheaper paper and board grades would 
require woodpulp supplies that do not 
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exist, because pulping facilities are not 
large enough. It is apparent that the 
Community can obtain its pulp more 
cheaply elsewhere: in the United States, 
Canada, and Scandinavia. 

Nonetheless, it became clear in the ne- 
gotiations that the Commission had tak- 
en a position dictated by the few large 
paper producers at the expense of the 
many smaller paper producers. The EEC 
submitted a list of exceptions in the pulp 
and paper area that was very extensive. 
Maintaining existing tariff walls on pulp 
would enable the newly integrating larg- 
er manufacturers to continue to compete 
with imports of pulp, and maintaining 
the tariff on linerboard and other mass- 
produced items would enable these same 
manufacturers to continue to produce 
the mass-produced items on the higher 
base of the pulp costs. 

THE UNECONOMIC EFFECTS OF CONTINUED EEC 
TRADE RESTRICTIONS 

To the smaller, nonintegrated EEC 
paper companies, this protective plan 
was highly undesirable. They would 
either have to buy their pulp from the 
high-cost Community producers, or buy 
foreign pulp increased in price by the 
amount of the tariff. Their interest was 
definitely to see the price of pulp kept 
low, in order to retain and to improve 
their competitive ability in the fine-fin- 
ished and converted paper products in 
which they had greatest interest and 
greatest efficiency. Therefore, the United 
States and the other pulp and paper- 
board exporting countries felt that the 
Community’s inclination toward protect- 
ing the manufacture of linerboard and 
other packaging items would be econom- 
ically disadvantageous to the Community 
itself. Forcing Community merchandiz- 
ers to package with higher priced ma- 
terials could impel them to use substi- 
85 materials like plastic and metal 

oils. 

Therefore, the United States objective 
in the EEC negotiations was to obtain 
maximum cuts on pulp and on liner- 
board. Such cuts were presented in the 
negotiations with the Community as 
necessary for the United States and eco- 
nomically advantageous to the Commu- 
nity. The great potential for future con- 
sumption of the mass-produced, liner- 
board-type items in the Community 
made this thrust important for the 
United States, as for other suppliers of 
these basic pulp and paper products. 

EFFECT OF SCANDINAVIAN PULP AND PAPER 
PRODUCTION AND PRICING ON EEC 

The key determinant of the Commu- 
nity’s Kennedy round position, however, 
was the Scandinavian countries’ policies. 
Scandinavian pulp production is becom- 
ing increasingly expensive as the wages 
of forest workers rise—costs of Scan- 
dinavian pulpwood for this reason are 
said to be twice those of North America. 

It is becoming more and more attrac- 
tive for the Scandinavians to maintain 
high pulp prices and concentrate on 
manufacturing kraft and cheaper pro- 
duction papers as well as finished papers 
and converted paper products. The mix 
of Scandinavian paper exports to the 
EEC has reflected this trend. Pulp and 
paper prices in Scandinavia are said to 
be set by five producers’ cartels head- 
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quartered in Stockholm: Scan-pap, 
Scan-sulphite, Scan-kraft, Scan-grease- 
proof, Scan-fin. This cartel arrangement 
it should be noted that U.S. paper ex- 
porters are members of a Webb-Pome- 
rene association—The Pulp, Paper & 
Board Export Association of the United 
States. The 1918 Webb-Pomerene Act 
permits members of such associations to 
establish among themselves uniform ex- 
port prices. The paper association is said 
to have accounted for $120 million of 
exports in 1966, out of the $1,044,222,000 
of goods exported by all Webb-Pomerene 
associations in 1966—total U.S. exports 
in 1966 were about $30 billion. 

Community producers have objected 
strongly to this policy. They complain 
that they have to pay higher and higher 
prices for pulp from Scandinavia, but 
that the Scandinavians keep the costs of 
the finished paper items relatively stable, 
thus exerting a cost-price squeeze on the 
Community's papermakers. A major rea- 
son why the larger Community paper- 
makers have tried to integrate has been 
to lessen their dependence on Scandina- 
vian pulp supplies. The EEC’s objective 
therefore became elimination of the 
Scandinavian squeeze on the prices of 
finished goods, and the increasing Scan- 
dinavian competition in these types of 
products. 

THE KENNEDY ROUND PULP AND PAPER 

NEGOTIATIONS 

All the above factors resulted in the 
complex negotiations on pulp and paper 
in the Kennedy round. It soon became 
evident that the Community would ask 
for some kind of understanding with the 
Scandinavians about their pricing prac- 
tices before making meaningful offers. 
A bilateral understanding was asked for. 
The spokesmen for the dominant element 
in the Community industry devised a 
plan in July 1965 that would have set all 
internal EEC paper prices in fixed re- 
lationship to the price of Scandinavian 
pulp. Pulp import needs would be met 
under licenses granted to the EEC buy- 
ers, first to Scandinavia, then to the 
United States and Canada. In addition 
there might be a tax to bring import 
prices into line with the domestic prices. 

Naturally such a scheme would be un- 
acceptable, even in the above crude out- 
line. But the scheme was important be- 
cause it showed the extent to which the 
Community’s interests were influenced by 
the Scandinavian price saueeze. The last 
thing the United States would accept, 
however, would be a special EEC-Scan- 
dinavian arrangement that would allow 
favored Scandinavian access to European 
markets. 

In the Kennedy round, the United 
States also wished to obtain cuts in 
United Kingdom duties. Our exports of 
kraft and linerboard were discriminated 
against by the Canadian imperial pref- 
erence and the EFTA duty-free prefer- 
ence for Sweden and Finland, whereas 
the tariff against the United States was 
12.5 percent to 13.33 percent. 

RESULTS OF THE KENNEDY ROUND IN PULP AND 
PAPER 

In a June 30 memo to the members of 
the American Paper Institute, Morris 
Dobrow, API international trade consul- 
tant, said: 
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At the start of the Kennedy Round the 
French and other paper makers of the Com- 
mon Market vowed there would not even be 
a discussion of tariff cuts for pulp and 
paper. Also, a year ago there was an attempt 
to cartelize the entire pulp and paper mar- 
ket for the Common Market producers and 
the Scandinavians, This effort was success- 
fully opposed. 


In the Kennedy round the EEC re- 
duced its duties on mechanical and semi- 
chemical woodpulp from 6 percent to 3 
percent on the amount above the duty- 
free quota, which remains at 170,000 
metric tons. On chemical woodpulp of 
the sulphite and sulphate processes a 
duty-free quota amount of 1,935,000 
metric tons was set, and the duty was 
reduced from 6 percent to 3 percent. For 
kraft paper and paperboard the EEC re- 
duced its duty from 16 percent to 12 per- 
cent. On the whole the EEC’s cuts in its 
mass-produced items were reasonably 
large. But the depth of the cuts nar- 
rowed as the type of product became 
more highly manufactured. 

Thus in the final outcome the Commu- 
nity appeared to have been fairly re- 
sponsive to the broader economic inter- 
est of its economy. The 50-percent duty 
cuts in pulp demonstrate a concern for 
obtaining needed raw materials cheaply, 
even at the expense of the newly inte- 
grated EEC companies. The EEC cut on 
kraft paper and linerboard, though not 
the full 50 percent desired, was enough 
to have a commercial impact on EEC 
producers and to allow the world’s effi- 
cient producers greater access to the 
European market. At the same time, the 
chary cuts in the EEC rates on the con- 
verted and highly finished paper product 
seem to be an effort to protect the effi- 
cient sector of the EEC paper industry 
from competition from the Scandina- 
vians. The EEC’s cuts are estimated to 
average close to 25 percent. 

The United States will benefit from 
the EEC cuts in the items in which it 
has greatest interest. And, as noted 
above by Mr. Dobrow, there was no sepa- 
rate commercial arrangement between 
the Scandinavians and the EEC that is 
known of. 

The United Kingdom cut its duty on 
kraft liner-board from 13.3 percent to 
10 percent, but was extremely cautious 
in its overall cuts in the paper sector, per- 
haps as a reflection of the need to balance 
the totality of its offers with the EEC and 
the United States. 

Before the negotiations, Canada’s 
duties on paper and board products aver- 
aged about 22.5 percent. In the Kennedy 
round they were cut by about 33 percent, 
and in some cases Canada placed several 
articles on the free list” to match simi- 
lar U.S. concessions. Industry experts es- 
timate that these concessions will greatly 
benefit our market for paperboard and 
products in Canada, which was worth $87 
million in 1966. 

Switzerland cut its tariff charges on all 
types of wood pulp by about 43 percent. 
This cut could be of some interest to U.S. 
exporters, who sold $1.3 million of pulp 
in Switzerland in 1966. 

Japan made a wide range of fairly deep 
cuts in its tariffs on pulp and paper. 
Japan is a large market for these U.S. ex- 
ports. Pulp exports in 1966 were $50 mil- 
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lion and paper and board $6.6 million. In 
the latter category, meaningful conces- 
sions can open up this market still 
further. 

The United States cut its duties by 
about half, and in five cases where the 
U.S. tariff was previously at 5 percent or 
less, these rates were reduced to zero. 
After these cuts, staged over 5 years, are 
complete, U.S. tariffs in the pulp and 
paper sector will be very low indeed. 

REACTION OF U.S. INDUSTRY 


Overall, the reaction of the U.S. paper 
industry to the bargains struck in the 
pulp and paper sector of the Kennedy 
round is favorable. Elements of the in- 
dustry had approached the Kennedy 
round talks with trepidation, reacting 
from their experience in the previous 
five tariff negotiations, in which their 
tariffs had been cut by about half 
from the 1930 level, but in which little 
had been done to obtain pulp and paper 
tariff cuts from foreign countries. The 
industry, in general, believes that its 
strong requests for true reciprocity were 
only partially met, but that it was more 
successful than in all the previous five 
negotiations combined—that the pluses 
outweigh the minuses, and that new 
trade opportunities have been opened up 
for an industry that is, overall, very ag- 
gressive in export sales. 

NONTARIFF BARRIERS—THE MULLEN TEST 

I have discussed the “border equaliza- 
tion tax” or border tax at length in pre- 
vious sections of this report. In the re- 
port on chemicals, the first section of 
part IV of this five-part series, Con- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD pages 18202 to 
18216, I described the theory behind the 
border equalization tax. I said that it is 
possible that the border tax has a dis- 
criminatory effect on U.S. exports both 
to those countries that apply a border 
tax and to third markets, where U.S. 
exports must compete with exports from 
countries in which border taxes are re- 
bated. I said, and repeat here in this dis- 
cussion of pulp and paper, that the 
border tax and export rebate problem 
must be studied thoroughly and that its 
discussion should be taken up in inter- 
national conferences as soon as possible. 

Another more specific nontariff item is 
the German state-owned railways specifi- 
cations for quality of linerboard, which I 
describe here as a good example of the 
type of problem that will increasingly be 
of concern, This specification determines 
the quality of the board by a test known 
as the Mullen test, which is based upon 
bursting resistance against piercing. This 
test method has been abandoned in the 
United States and other countries as 
meaningless in determining the quality 
of fiber shipping containers. Industry ex- 
perts say that the Scandinavian board, 
without being of better quality than U.S. 
made board, is more resistant to the Mul- 
len piercing test than U.S. board, there- 
fore is discriminatory in its effects. The 
effect is that U.S. exporters who wish to 
maintain their position in the West Ger- 
man market must sell a thicker board at 
the price of a thinner one in order to pass 
the meaningless Mullen specification. 
NEW CONCENTRATION ON NONTARIFF BARRIERS 

This example of a nontariff impedi- 
ment to international trade is probably 
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only one example of many such practices. 
In the period ahead it will be necessary to 
concentrate on such nontariff barriers, 
which have only become really “visible” 
and important as tariffs have been low- 
ered. American industry, including the 
pulp and paper industry, can make an 
important contribution to the elimina- 
tion of nontariff barriers by making a 
special effort to bring them to the at- 
tention of Government. 

This section on pulp and paper con- 
cludes part IV of the five-part report on 
the Kennedy round begun on April 10 of 
this year, and it also includes my re- 
porting on the difficult industry sector 
negotiations in the Kennedy round. Part 
V of my report will deal with the area of 
nontariff trade barriers, and other 
obstacles to establishing fair competition 
in the international marketplace. 


BILINGUAL EDUCATIONAL 
OPPORTUNITY ACT 


Mr. KAZEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. GILBERT] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GILBERT. Mr. Speaker, I wish to 
call to the attention of my colleagues in 
the House my bill, H.R. 9487, the Bi- 
lingual Educational Opportunity Act, and 
similar proposals in both the House and 
Senate. I insert in the Recorp my testi- 
mony on last Friday, July 21, 1967, be- 
fore the Special Subcommittee on Bi- 
lingual Education of the Senate Com- 
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare con- 
ducting hearings in New York City on 
this legislation. My statement points out 
the major provisions of my bill and my 
reasons for wanting to provide equal ed- 
ucational opportunity for non-English- 
speaking children in our Nation’s schools. 

The testimony follows: 


TESTIMONY OF Hon, JacoB H. GILBERT, OF 
New YORK, BEFORE SPECIAL SUBCOMMIT- 
TEE. ON BILINGUAL EDUCATION 


Mr. Chairman and Members of the Sub- 
committee, I am happy to be here today to 
explore with you the urgent problem of pro- 
viding equal educational opportunity for the 
more than two million non-English speak- 
ing children in our Nation's schools and to 
express my full support for the bilingual 
education bill now before you (S. 428). I 
should also like to discuss the reasons why 
I have deeply committed myself to this ef- 
fort by introducing a similar bill in the 
House, H.R. 9487, the Bilingual Educational 
Opportunity Act. 

There are over 226,000 Spanish-speaking 
pupils in our New York City schools and as 
Representative of a Congressional District 
which includes more than 100,000 Puerto Ri- 
can residents, I am all too familiar with the 
plight of these youngsters. The child who 
comes from a Spanish-speaking home and 
enters a public school is, as Professor John 
M. Sharp of Texas Western College termed it, 
“a case of oil trying to mix with water.” The 
child’s parents have spoken little or no Eng- 
lish and the language is, to a large extent, 
foreign to him. Despite this situation, not 
only is the child expected to master English, 
he must, in addition, use it immediately to 
function as a pupil! Thus, at the same time 
that he is being introduced to the funda- 
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mentals of English sentence structure and 
vocabulary, he is being taught a lesson in 
arithmetic, social studies or science as if 
English were his mother tongue. 

As a result, the child who enters school 
eager to learn is quickly subjected to verbal, 
cultural and psychological setbacks. He 
watches his classmates progress as he neces- 
sarily falls behind. He becomes conditioned 
to failure and soon loses the enthusiasm with 
which he began his scholastic career. Is it 
any wonder why s0 many of these dejected 
youngsters leave school as soon as they turn 
sixteen years of age! 

With this in mind, Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to discuss some of the major provisions 
of my bill and the legislation which you 
and the distinguished members of this com- 
mittee are now considering. This legislation 
is designed to combine the efforts of federal, 
state, and local agencies in a cooperative ap- 
proach to bilingual education. Funds would 
be appropriated to assist local school districts 
in developing imaginative projects along the 
following guidelines: 

(1)—Intensive pre-school, Headstart-type 
programs would be established, specifically to 
orient and prepare Spanish-speaking chil- 
dren for smoother transition to the elemen- 
tary school environment. These young peo- 
ple truly do need a “headstart” since they are 
not equipped with the English vocabulary so 
essential for their advancement. Earlier en- 
trance into school will enable them to make 
greater progress when they join their English- 
speaking classmates in the regular academic 
year; 

(2)—On-going bilingual pr 
throughout the regular school curriculum, 
permitting English and Spanish to re-en- 
force each other in the learning process. The 
Spanish-speaking children would utilize their 
native tongue as a bridge to the learning of 
English and also as a medium of instruction 
in their other course work; 

(3)—-A revision of the present teaching 
procedures. To meet these needs, there is a 
provision for original research and demon- 
stration-pilot projects. In addition, experi- 
mentation in the effective use of tapes, me- 
chanical aides such as language laboratories, 
and textbooks is facilitated through grants 
to educational research institutes under the 
Cooperative Research Act; 

(4)—Programs to impart to students a 
knowledge of and pride in their ancestral 
language and cultural heritage. This provi- 
sion will help build the confidence which is 
so necessary for the child’s psychological and 
educational development; 

(5)—Aid for community efforts to estab- 
lish closer cooperation between the school 
and the home. The home environment is an 
essential stimulus to intellectual progress 
and must be considered in our efforts. In- 
cluded in these provisions are adult educa- 
tion programs which would directly involve 
the parents of the children who are partici- 
pating in the bilingual programs; 

(6)—Training and recruitment of quali- 
fied teachers for the Spanish-speaking chil- 
dren, This is a two-fold problem. The teacher 
should be trained to speak Spanish naturally 
and effectively; he or she must understand 
the differences and problems which a child 
faces with a foreign language as opposed to 
a native one; and, in addition, the teacher 
should fully understand the interrelation- 
ship between language and culture. In brief, 
what is needed is a truly bilingual teacher. 

As Dr. Theodore Anderson of the Univer- 
sity of Texas observed, it is certainly easier 
for a native speaker of Spanish to learn how 
to teach, than it is for a skillful English- 
speaking teacher to acquire a real mastery 
of Spanish. We must, therefore, identify 
promising children in the Spanish classes 
and bilingual programs and encourage them 
to think of teaching as a career. There is a 
need for workshops to train native-speakers 
and we must also establish bilingual teacher- 
training programs in the universities. 
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With this in mind, my bill and the one 
presently before you provide for programs to 
attract as teachers p individuals of 
Spanish-speaking ethnic or nationality back- 
ground. 

In order to further this plan, the legisla- 
tion provides for scholarship and loan oppor- 
tunities under the National Defense Educa- 
tion Act. 

(7)—Finally a nine man advisory commit- 
tee within the Office of Education would be 
established to counsel on overall bilingual 
education policies. At least four of the mem- 
bers of this committee would be of non- 
English speaking ethnic or nationality back- 
ground—people who are keenly attuned to 
the problems of these children and who 
have had academic experience with bilingual 
techniques. 

Mr. Chairman, I have been deeply grati- 
fied by the support which has been given 
to this important concept of bilingual edu- 
cation by my House colleagues on both sides 
of the aisle and by the numerous educators, 
community leaders and parents who have so 
enthusiastically expressed their approval of 
this proposal. I am aware of the many sug- 
gestions which have been made to expand 
the various provisions, especially in the areas 
of teacher and teacher-aide training. I am 
confident that under the progressive leader- 
ship of this committee all of these ideas will 
be thoroughly analyzed so that the best 
approach to the bilingual problem can be 
achieved. 

Of course, our ultimate objective is still 
the total assimilation of the Spanish-speak- 
ing people into our society. In the past, we 
have attempted to achieve this by requiring 
that the child of ethnic origin speak and 
write nothing but the English language in 
the classroom. However, when we survey the 
school population and see a large number of 
over-age children in the junior and senior 
high schools; when we see a large number of 
dropouts; and when we see a high correla- 
tion between these figures and those who 
have Spanish surnames, we must realize 
that our current methods are no longer 
meeting the needs of these children. 

It is indeed ironic that while we insist on 
the exclusive use of English, we are, at the 
same time, greatly expanding our efforts to 
teach foreign languages, such as Spanish, to 
our English-speaking students. Thus, we are 
paradoxically striving to make our mono- 
lingual student bilingual as we attempt to 
make our bilingual students monolingual! 

Mr. Chairman and distinguished Members 
of the Subcommittee, we live in an age where 
education is not a luxury—it is a necessity. 
With rapid advances in technology, a need 
for specialists has arisen in all occupations. 
Our greater awareness of the problems of 
our citizens in the areas of physical and 
mental health and social well-being has pro- 
duced vast opportunities in the service pro- 
fessions as well. These are the demanding 
and rewarding jobs of the future. We can be 
sure that they will not be filled by high 
school dropouts. Yet, the astounding fact is 
that there are 90,000 children in the New 
York City schools alone, who presently do not 
have a sufficient knowledge of English to en- 
able them to finish high school—let alone 
to obtain an education which would prepare 
them for college. Of these students, 70,000 
are Puerto Rican! 

Mr. Chairman, at a time when we are de- 
termined to help these people break the cycle 
of poverty, we must not deprive them of the 
most important tool for their task—a quality 
education. Any funds which we expend for 
this purpose will be returned to us a thou- 
sandfold as we transform prospective welfare 
recipients into educated and productive 
members of the community. I am confident 
that you and the distinguished members of 
this committee will provide the progressive 
leadership which is so urgently needed for 
this venture, and I strongly urge the passage 
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of S. 428 to help develop truly excellent bi- 
lingual education programs in our Nation’s 
schools. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


CAMPUS SUBVERSION EXPOSE 


Mr. KAZEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the gentleman from 
Louisiana [Mr. Rarick] may extend his 
remarks at this point in the Record and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. RARICK. Mr. Speaker, a nation- 
wide network of well-financed and mili- 
tantly disciplined anti-American organi- 
zations continues to harass our children 
on college campuses. 

No exception is to be found in my 
State. Poverty is not involved. In fact, 
the dupes of the atheistic, godless Com- 
mies ferreted out in Louisiana seem to 
be well educated and profiting from well- 
paying jobs. 

I follow my remarks with a report 
from the July 19, 1967, Daily Advertiser 
of Lafayette, La., covering the exposé of 
filthy, disloyal citizens identified by the 
Louisiana Joint Legislative Committee 
on Un-American Activities. 

All our colleagues should praise the 
splendid work of education of the dan- 
gers of these disturbing powers being 
performed by Mr. Jack Rogers, of Baton 
Rouge, La., the committee’s attorney, and 
the Lafayette Daily Adviser—for some 
unexplainable reason, one of the few 
daily newspapers to report Communist 
causation activity instead of the racial 
turmoil results. 

The article follows: 

Campus SUBVERSION: COMMUNIST ACTIVITY 
UNMASKED IN NEW ORLEANS 

Baton Rovuce.—Attempts of a Communist 
organization in New Orleans to recruit stu- 
dents from Louisiana universities and col- 
leges, and to exploit racial tension have been 
unmasked by a young police detective and a 
New Orleans attorney, the Louisiana Joint 
Legislative Committee on Un-American Ac- 
tivities revealed in a report released today 
covering an extensive investigation by the 
Committee. 

The Spartacist League, a revolutionary 
Communist group with Trotskite orientation 
and nationwide connections, was uncovered 
by Police Detective Sergeant David Roland 
Kent of the intelligence division of the New 
Orleans Police Department and Donald A. 
Meyer, a New Orleans attorney and unpaid 
volunteer police informant. 

The legislative committee also received 
testimony on the activities of the Spartacists 
from Joseph Henry, a New Orleans private 
investigator. Henry identified a former em- 
ployee of the War on Poverty Program from 
New Orleans as a Communist during hearings 
of the committee held in Lafayette in March. 

Sergeant Kent penetrated the Communist 
organization, worked his way to full mem- 
bership and the job of secretary and in his 
sworn testimony before the committee pro- 
vided minutes of secret meetings held in 
New Orleans. A function celebrating the 
Russian revolution was held by the Spar- 
tacist League in his New Orleans apartment 
during the six months that he was a mem- 
ber. Meyer was underground checking the 
activities of the organization for a period of 
about a year. Henry’s activities also took him 
into membership with the militant Deacons 
for Defense and Justice in Bogalusa. 


19933 


The legislative committee report shows 
Joseph Seymour Verret Jr., a mathematics 
instructor at Louisiana State University in 
New Orleans as an organizer and leader of 
the Spartacist League. Verret’s address was 
given as 622 Waldo Street, New Orleans. The 
League’s southern address is Box 1121, New 
Orleans, in the Gentilly section. 

Mark Klein, identified as an employee of 
the Times-Picayune; Richard Fluker, a res- 
taurant owner in New Orleans; Maedee Mc- 
Elveen, a former student at LSUNO and Meyer 
were named as Members of the Spartacist 
League by Sgt. Kent in his testimony. 

Marimar Benitez, a graduate student at 
Tulane University, was named as a former 
member who resigned to join the “New Or- 
leans Movement to End the War in Viet- 
nam,” by the police detective. This orga- 
nization later became the “New Orleans 
Movement for a Democratic Society.” In its 
conclusions, the committee, cited both orga- 
nizations as Communist fronts. 

John Joerg, a Loyola University professor, 
was also identified by Kent as a former mem- 
ber of the Spartacist League. Committee 
Counsel Jack N. Rogers testified that Joerg 
had cooperated fully with the Committee in 
its investigation, but had refused to appear 
as a formal witness. Kent further revealed 
that Robert G. Head, Jr., of New Orleans, 
was another former member who resigned in 
1966 to become involved in the New Orleans 
Movement for a Democratic Society. The 
wives of Verret and Head were named as being 
employed by the Michoud space agency in 
New Orleans and Kent said the two men 
brag about how their wives have access to 
magic marker pens at their respective em- 
ployers at Michoud and that they bring 
handsful of these pens home to write up the 
anti-Vietnam posters with!” 

Witnesses before the committee reported 
that the Spartacist organization was divided 
into labor union, campus, “police brutality” 
and other fractions and that it had liaison 
with the Southern Conference Educational 
Fund, the Southern Student Organizing 
Committee, the Progressive Labor Party and 
the Socialist Workers Party. 

The PLP and SWP are known communist 
organizations and the SCEF has been cited 
by congressional and legislative committee 
as a Communist front that moved its head- 
quarters from New Orleans to Louisville, Ky., 
a year ago. Douglas Hainline, Berkeley, Calif., 
organizer for the Spartacist League met with 
New Orleans Communists in the home of New 
Orleans attorney Jack Peebles, according to 
testimony from Meyer. 

Peebles and Virginia Collins were de- 
scribed as members of the SCEF. Mrs. Col- 
lins was the antipoverty worker named by 
Henry in Lafayette as a Communist who at- 
tempted to recruit him into the Spartacist 
League. According to Attorney Meyer, the 
SCEF gave $250 towards a workshop held in 
New Orleans last September. The workshop 
was attended by previously identified com- 
munists James Dombrowski, Mrs. Collins 
and Anne Braden, along with some ten 
other people named as Communists in the 
committee’s report. 

The police detective testified that he ac- 
companied Mrs. Collins, Klein and Fluker 
of Lake Charles in 1966 in an attempt to 
recruit people into national communist or- 
ganizations and met with Jack Brady, whom 
Kent said was former editor of the Lake 
Charles Beacon, a defunct weekly news- 
paper. He said that Brady knew his com- 
panions as Communists and that they ac- 
cepted Brady as a fellow Communist in his 
presence, addressing the former newsman 
as “Comrade.” 

Henry testified that Verret had corre- 
sponded with him in Bogalusa. Henry was 
surfaced by the Louisiana committee at 
Lafayette in March of this year. He told 
the legislative investigators that he saw Jack 
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Brady and Mrs. Collins together at the La- 
fayette hearings. 

Attorney Donald Meyer told the commit- 
tee that in addition to recruiting at LSUNO, 
the Spartacist League was active in enlist- 
ment attempts at Southern University in 
New Orleans and Baton Rouge, and has tried 
recruiting at other colleges in New Orleans. 
He testified that Fluker and Verret met with 
Stokely Carmichael at New Orleans Inter- 
national Airport recently and that the Stu- 
dent Non-Violent Coordinating Committee 
was dispatching two persons to New Orleans 
for the summer. He reported that in addition 
to attempts to infiltrate university cam- 
puses, the Spartacist organization sought to 
recruit members from among labor unions, 
particularly the Negro labor unions. 

In its report to the State Legislature the 
Un-American Activities Committee urged 
federal officials to enforce existing US laws 
concerning treason and subversive activity. 
The Committee also cautioned the LSU 
Board of Supervisors and the State Board of 
Education about the dangers of the Com- 
munist program to infiltrate Louisiana col- 
leges and universities. 

The lengthy and documented report went 
to the governor and members of the legis- 
lature today. 

AGENT Reports Reps SEEN IN LAFAYETTE 
THIS YEAR 


Communists ‘have been active in the La- 
fayette area during 1967, according to a re- 
port to the Louisiana legislature this week 
made by special committee. The July 14 ac- 
count is titled “The Spartacist League and 
Certain Other Communist Activities in South 
Louisiana.” 

A New Orleans police detective sergeant 
and a Negro private investigator made the 
allegations in sworn testimony before the 
Joint Legislative Committee On Un-Ameri- 
can Activities. 

The detective, Sergeant David Roland 
Kent, and the investigator, Joseph Henry, Jr., 
penetrated the Spartacist League, a revolu- 
tionary Communist organization in New Or- 
leans active in student subversion and ex- 
ploitation of the racial issue. 

A letter dated Jan. 14, 1967 written by Sgt. 
Kent for the Spartacist League in his capac- 
ity as secretary said: 

“In an attempt by the Spartacist League 
for a revolutionary regroupment in this coun- 
try, some of our members from New Orleans 
will be traveling into your area in hopes of 
meeting new friends and for the purpose of 
discussing the problems of the revolutionary 
movement in this country. 


LAFAYETTE INQUIRY 


“We are interested in meeting new people 
and establishing communication throughout 
Louisiana, so that we in New Orleans will 
have a broader outlook and a better insight 
into problems confronting other Louisiana 
cities and rural areas. We hope to be able to 
make our yisit during mid-January and 
would like to stop over in Lafayette and 
vicinity.” 

The letter asked that the Communist group 
be contacted at Box 8121, Gentilly Section, 
New Orleans. 

Speaking of Mark Klein, who had pre- 
viously been identified in sworn testimony 
by Kent as a Communist employed by the 
New Orleans Times-Picayune, the Negro pri- 
vate investigator testified that he saw three 
persons identified by Kent as Communists 
in Lafayette, Legislative committee attorney 
Jack N. Rogers asked Henry if he knew 4 
man by the name of Mark Klein, The follow- 
ing answers and questions are taken from 
Page 63 of the report: 

A—Yes, I know Mark Klein. 

Q—Please describe him for the committee. 

A—He’s a white male, about 25 years of 
age; about five feet four or five feet five, 
weighs about 140 pounds. 
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Q—Is he a member also of the Spartacist 
League? 

A—As far as I know he is. 

Q—Has he ever given you any literature 
concerning this organization? 

A—yYes, he has. He has even asked me to 
come to some of their meetings. 

Q—Have you ever seen him with either 
of these other three men? 

A—I ran across him one day in Lafayette. 
He was with Richard Fluker and Virginia 
Collins. They had just come back from Lake 
Charles. He had brought Virginia Collins up 
to Lake Charles and they stopped over in 
Lafayette at a meeting that they were going 
to have. 


EXPLOITATION OF BLACK 
AMERICANS 


Mr. KAZEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the gentleman from 
Louisiana [Mr. Rartck] may extend his 
remarks at this point in the Recorp and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. RARICK. Mr. Speaker, the explo- 
sive literary work—‘Communist Revolu- 
tion in the Streets,” by Gary Allen—is 
a must for our fellow colleagues and 
every American who questions the “why” 
and “how” of the bloodshed, looting, and 
violence taking place on the streets and 
avenues today. 

Poverty and ignorance are far less the 
causation that education and subsidiza- 
tion by anti-American forces. Education 
against the dignity of man and exploita- 
tion of his individual liberty play a key 
role. 

I follow my remarks with a review 
from the book called The Plan To Burn 
Los Angeles“: 

THE PLAN To Burn Los ANGELES 

(Nore—Gary Allen is a Los Angeles jour- 
nalist who has covered such affairs as the 
Watts insurrection, the pro-Vietcong pro- 
tests at Berkeley, and the Delano grape 
strike. He is now employed in the preparation 
of filmstrips on current affairs—the latest 
being Show Biz in the Streets. Mr. Allen has 
just finished his first book, Communist Rev- 
olution in the Streets, which will be released 
by Western Islands on July fourth, A gradu- 
ate of Stanford University, Gary Allen is mar- 
ried and the proud father of three young 
children.) 

While the Watts Rebellion and its after- 
math have been covered extensively by 
weepy sentimentalists, emotional sociologo- 
gists, and even a few misanthropic militants 
from the Constitutional underground, its 
meaning as a rehearsal for a nationwide rev- 
olution has never been recorded. Perhaps we 
shouldn’t try to record it now. Perhaps we 
too should back away from this incredible 
story and pretend it isn’t true. We cannot. 
We cannot because to do so with knowledge 
of what is happening would make a mockery 
of everything in which we believe. 


I 


Any professionally trained police officer will 
tell you that riots—those which last for more 
than a few hours anyway—are about as spon- 
taneous as the New Year’s Day Rose Parade. 
What occurred in Watts was no exception. 
The board of revolutionary strategy which 
planned, engineered, and instigated the 
Watts Rebellion was composed of some forty 
to fifty Negroes sent by the Communists into 
the Los Angeles area from all over the United 
States. Included in the group were Black 
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Muslims, Black Nationalists, representatives 
from the paramilitary Deacons for Defense, 
the Communist Revolutionary Action Move- 
ment (R. A. M.) and professionals from other 
such militant and Marxist groups. These men 
are not hoodlums or criminals in the ordi- 
nary sense, but are drawn from among an 
intellectual elite of the Negro community. 
Included are physicians, attorneys, business- 
men, professors, writers, and scholars.“ Yet, 
they represent the sort of racist and twisted 
intellects which stimulated the Nazi takeover 
of Germany. This small revolutionary group, 
which is referred to in Watts and by law en- 
forcement personnel simply as The Organi- 
zation,” has three common denominators 
among its members: high intelligence, ha- 
tred of The Man” (Caucasians), and a disci- 
plined commitment to the interests of the 
International Communist Conspiracy. It was 
this team of highly trained Communists— 
“The Organization”"—which planned and di- 
rected what happened in Watts.“ 

As a play is given a trial run in the bush- 
lands of Boston or New Haven before being 
presented in New York, or as a pugilist hones 
his attack by heavy sparring in the weeks 
before a championship bout, so also was 
Watts a trial run—a training exercise from 
which the revolutionaries sought to garner 
encyclopedic knowledge about colored and 


For seven years Miss Lola Belle Holmes 
worked inside the Communist Party for the 
F.B.I.—holding positions on both the Illinois 
State Committee and the Illinois State Exec- 
utive Board of the Communist Party. She 
provided the author with this exclusive state- 
ment: In 1958 or 1959 the Muslims directed 
and prepared 25,000 young ‘Fruit of Islam’ 
to wash the streets of America with blood. 
In 1961, Claude Lightfoot, the top Commu- 
nist in the State of Illinois and Assistant 
Director of the Negro Commission, stated 
that: “It is time we [the Communist Party] 
started utilizing or influencing that 25,000 
Fruits of Islam.’ Also in 1961, Communist 
Claude Lightfoot was instrumental in ar- 
ranging a merger of a Muslim group in New 
York. I was present at that meeting. In Oc- 
tober, 1962, Lightfoot announced at a state 
meeting that the Communist Party had de- 
cided to infiltrate the Muslims in Chicago. 
It was when the trained revolutionaries of 
the Muslims united with the organizational 
talents of the Communists that America be- 
gan to suffer these terrible riots that threaten 
to tear our country apart.” 

The Los Angeles Herald-Examiner of May 
16, 1967 quotes F.B.I. Director J. Edgar 
Hoover as having stated that Stokely Car- 
michael, who has made several appearances 
in Watts and has many followers there, “has 
been in frequent contact with Max Stanford, 
field chairman of the Revolutionary Action 
Movement, a highly secret all-Negro, Marx- 
ist-Lennist, Chinese-Communist-oriented or- 
ganization which advocates guerrilla war- 
fare to obtain its goals.” 

3 Life magazine in an article called “Plot- 
ting a War on “Whitey’ in its issue for June 
10, 1966 presents similar information: “What 
sort of men lead the extremists? A large per- 
centage have attended college—some are still 
students—and many have advanced degrees. 
Among them are writers, actors, lawyers, en- 
gineers, teachers, ministers, musicians, archi- 
tects, athletes and poets. .. Some have 
been Marxists or members of the Mao-admir- 
ing Progressive Labor Movement.” 

A report in the Los Angeles Herald-Exam- 
iner of October 7, 1965 (headlined “Reds 
Claim Riot Credit“) reveals: “Communists 
today claimed credit for successfully inspir- 
ing the Watts riots as a ‘class uprising, not 
a race riot.’ 

“Michael Laski, member of the Central 
Committee, Communist party of the United 
States (Marxist-Lenin), at a press conference 
said his group has spent the last two years 
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white reaction, law enforcement, and critical 
media response. Los Angeles was chosen as 
the stage for the rehearsal because “The Or- 
ganization” believed that if it could suc- 
cessfully trigger a full-scale rebellion in 
Watts the Communists could achieve the 
same results among Negroes in any major 
metropolitan area in the United States.“ 
“The Organization” well knew that Ne- 
groes are better off in Los Angeles than in 
any other large city in America. In a report 


working in the Watts area ‘toward agitation 
of the uprising.’” 

On September 13, 1965, under the head- 
line “Watts Riots Organized, Parker 
charges,” the Long Beach Independent 
noted: The Watts Insurrection “had been 
organized in its later stages, Police Chief 
William H. Parker told a Los Angeles City 
Council investigating committee today. Par- 
ker declined to state who provided the lead- 
ership, but hinted it might be the Black 
Muslim sect. . . . As proof of his contention 
that the riot became organized, the chief 
showed committee members what he called 
‘a very expertly made’ Molotov cocktail used 
to start incendiary fires. Parker also cited in- 
stances where rioters used ‘bullhorns’ to di- 
rect the mob, particularly in the destruction 
along 103rd Street.“ 

The Los Angeles Times of September 27, 
1965 quotes Ben Peery, a Negro real estate 
man in South Los Angeles, as saying that 
while in the riot area he personally talked 
to a Negro and two white youths from 
Berkeley who are known to him as revolu- 
tionary Communists.” He declared: There 
were certain evidences of white leadership in 
the riot.” 

Los Angeles City Councilman Gilbert Lind- 
say, a Negro, was quoted in the Los Angeles 
Times and later in Human Events of August 
6, 1966 in a reply to a query about Watts and 
other riots: “I would say without fear of 
challenge that the tense situation in Amer- 
ica is masterminded by foreign agents. Em 
talking about Communists. They would like 
to reduce our way of life. They are telling us 
to see what they could do in case of a world- 
wide war.” 

The Santa Ana Register of October 4, 1966 
reports that “Communist agitators and other 
extremists are working in Los Angeles to 
spark more violence like last year's Watts 
riots, Los Angeles Mayor Sam Yorty said 
Monday. 

“Communists, including Peking-oriented 
individuals, and Black Nationalists are dis- 
tributing extremely inflammatory material 
in Los Angeles, Yorty said. 

„Communist leaders were at the scene of 
an attempt in recent days to start other 
riots,’ he told newsmen. 

“He asserted that the Watts violence ‘was 
not a race riot. They were not fighting the 
whites.’ 

“While Communists and other agitators 
were not in Watts on the first day of the 
riot, he said, they quickly arrived on the 
scene. Also, he contended, Communists have 
carried on a long campaign charging police 
brutality that created the climate for an 
outbreak.” 

Los Angeles County Sheriff Peter Pitchess 
told a suburban service club in the San 
Gabriel Valley in October of 1965 that during 
the Watts Insurrection his officers had spotted 
at least 20 men known to them to be 
Communists. A handful of trained Commu- 
nist agitators can manipulate mobs of tens 
of thousands. 

s Since the holocaust in Watts, the Com- 
munists have engineered other riots. Chi- 
cago’s American of July 19, 1966, in an 
article headlined “Reveal Pro-Castro Ring 
Behind West Side Riots,” relates: The race 
riots which for 4 days turned the near west 
side into a glass-strewn, bullet-pocked 
shambles now appear to have been delib- 
erately fanned and spread by the Revolu- 
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released just one year previous to the Watts 
Rebellion, the Urban League rated American 
cities according to Negro housing, employ- 
ment opportunities, education, and other 
criteria for measuring achievement. Los An- 
geles led the list in virtually every category.“ 
Unemployment, perpetually pointed to by the 
Left as responsible for the “frustrations” 
which triggered the Watts holocaust was, 
according to the McCone Commission Re- 
port, surprisingly low even among those who 
were actually arrested during the insurrec- 
tion: Seventy-three percent of those arrested 
were employed—including many in skilled 
technical, and even government work.’ In 
Los Angeles, Negroes have access to virtually 
any job for which they are qualified (indeed, 
Civil Service positions are held dispropor- 
tionately by Negroes—including many Black 
Muslims). Negroes in Los Angeles can travel 
where they please, do whatever they have the 
talent and capacity to do, and take advan- 
tage of virtually unlimited free education. 
Ninety percent of the rest of the world would 
give a left ear to live in such misery. Is it 
any wonder that “The Organization” felt 
that if Watts could be exploded they could 
do it anywhere else in America? 

Of course The Organization” realized that 
before a riot of the magnitude which they 
planned for Watts could be unleashed the 
residents of that area must first be well con- 
ditioned.* For that process alone,” one police 
officer told us. The Organization’ allotted 
five full years. The idea was to condition the 
people of Watts to believe they are ‘exploited’ 
and the victims of ‘unjust laws’—which they 
are morally free to break.” “The Organiza- 


tionary Action Movement IR.A M.] 
During the riots, R.A.M. officials supplied 
gang members with weapons, ammunition, 
instructions on how to make Molotoy cock- 
tails, and—when spirits ran low—with wine 
and marijuana... . Police said the R.A.M. 
plan, developed for all cities, was used in 
New York City 2 years ago and in Chicago 
last summer.” 

After the Cleveland riots the Cleveland 
Grand Jury Report of August 9, 1966 re- 
ported: “This Jury finds that the outbreak 
of lawlessness was both organized, precipi- 
tated and exploited by a relatively small 
group of trained and disciplined professionals 
at this business. They were aided and abetted, 
wittingly or otherwise, by misguided people 
of all ages and colors, many of whom are 
avowed believers in violence and extremism, 
and some of whom are also members of or 
officers in the Communist Party... .” 

Watts was not the first riot triggered by 
the Communists. The Los Angeles Times of 
July 22, 1964, in an exclusive from the New 
York Daily News, notes: “A five-month in- 
vestigation by dozens of top detectives work- 
ing in close co-operation with the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation, has disclosed wide- 
spread Communist infiltration—so much 80 
that the Communists command 1,000 young 
fanatics dedicated to violence.” 

*The article describing this in the Los 
Angeles Herald-Examiner was headlined: 
“Housing, Employment, Income—L.A, Negro 
Standards ‘Tops.’” 

‘A report in the Los Angeles Times for 
September 1, 1966, headlined “State Offers 
Profile of ‘Average’ L.A. Rioter,” reports: 
“Employment: 73% employed when ar- 
rested 


»The Communists have been working in 
Watts for many years. Their machinations 
have been reported by the government time 
after time. In 1963 a Report of the House 
Committee on Un-American Activities, en- 
titled “United Front Techniques of the 
Southern California District of the Commu- 
nist Party,” revealed that there was extensive 
Communist activity in the Watts area of Los 
Angeles led by the Miranda Smith Section 
of the Communist Party and various other 
Communist Fronts. 
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tion” began by inundating Watts with 
printed propaganda disgorged by the balesful 
from the printing presses of revolution in 
basements and backrooms all over Los An- 
geles County“ Whether the press was run by 
the Students for a Democratic Society,” the 
Communist DuBois Clubs," the Muslims or 
other Black Nationalist groups, the theme 
was always the same: “Negroes are so brutal- 
ized and exploited that their problems can 
only be solved by violent revolution.” These 
inflammatory ravings were distributed all 
over the Watts area on street corners, in bars, 
barbershops, and even from door to door. 
Over the scheduled five-year period the Com- 
munists’ Black Nationalist handbills, news- 
papers, and other printed propaganda had a 
cumulative and terrible effect. 

The most important part of The Organi- 
zation’s” conditioning program was the con- 
struction of the myth of police brutality. 
(Until recent years misconduct by officers 
was known as police malpractice,” but you'll 
have to admit that phrase doesn’t make much 
of a slogan.) Five years ago, had you ever 
heard the phrase “police brutality’? Prob- 
ably not, unless you were a student of world 
revolution. For although the phrase has been 
used by the Communists for decades, it has 
become a part of the general lexicon only 
during the past few years, and only after a 
publicity campaign rivaling the Advertising 
Council’s promotion of Smokey the Bear,” 
It took five years of steady repetition before 
the stereotype of the policeman as a brutal 
sadist who derives joy from harassing the 
innocent came to be widely accepted in 
Watts. But the theme did take hold.” As 
a result, Many became so sure they were go- 
ing to be brutalized by the police that when 
arrested they would resist.“ Such resistance 


A sample from a Communist Progressive 
Labor Party flier in the author’s possession: 
“Murder by cops and death by unemploy- 
ment are methods of sytematic extermina- 
tion. This extermination isn’t going to be 
stopped by going to the court of the ex- 
terminator.... The concentration camp 
must develop its own court and its own 
method of trial... . Disarm the guards in 
the concentration camp.“ 

10 The Los Angeles Herald-Ezaminer of May 
16, 1967 quotes F. B. I. Director J. Edgar Hoover 
as stating that during the past year the 
Students for a Democrtaic Society “seized 
upon every opportunity to encourage agita- 
tion and foment discord among the youth of 
our nation.” 

un The DuBois Clubs are described by Di- 
rector Hoover as “a Communist-inspired 
Marxist-orlented youth group.” (Ibid) The 
current President of the DuBois Clubs is 
Franklin Alexander of Watts. The group is 
under order from the Justice Department to 
register as a Communist Front. 

12 According to the Los Angeles Herald- 
Examiner of August 17, 1965, Mayor of Los 
Angeles Sam Yorty commented on the Watts 
riots as follows: “The cry of police brutality 
has been shouted in cities all over the world 
by the Communists, dupes and demagogues 
irrespective of the facts. Such a campaign has 
been vigorously pushed here in Los Angeles.” 

1 Los Angeles Mayor Sam Yorty was quoted 
in the Santa Ana Register of October 4, 1966 
as having said that the Communists carried 
on a long campaign charging “police brutal- 
ity” in Los Angeles that created the climate 
for an outbreak. 

The Senate Internal Security Subcom- 
mittee’s Report entitled “The Plot Against 
the Free World Police” reveals on Pages 31 
and $2: “The Communists attack on the 
police of the free world is dangerous for two 
reasons: The first is that the attacks are 
fanatical, deceptive, and skilled in under- 
ground methods. The second element of 
Communist strategy and techniques is cen- 
tralization. A campaign against the police of 
one free country is not planned and directed 
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often gave the police no choice but to use 
force—and so the myth fed upon itself. A 
carefully created aura of hate and fear 
clutched at the people of Watts. 

When the climate was right, when the 
“conditioning” had been completed, “The Or- 
ganization” awaited only an “incident.” 15 
In South Los Angeles you can take your 
choice of dozens each day. Virtually every- 
one is now familiar with how “The Organiza- 
tion” finally used a simple arrest for drunk- 
enness as a rationale for igniting in Watts 
the most disastrous civil insurrection to oc- 
cur in America in the last hundred years. 

The police consider it significant that the 
riot did not start at the time or on the spot 
of the arrest which is claimed to have pro- 
vided the spark. In fact they note that all 
was quiet for a full three hours after that 
arrest, while “The Organization's” agitators 
did their job of priming teenagers for the 
orgy of bottle throwing, vandalism, and 
automobile burning that was to scorch the 
city2* The police have now learned that 
“The Organization” circulated outrageous 
rumors about the earlier arrest, charging 
“police brutality” and describing how a 
“white cop kicked a pregnant black woman.” 
It was the rumors which were most success- 
ful. The denizens of the area had been con- 
ditioned by the years of prior propaganda 
to accept such fairy tales without question. 
The riot could not have been touched off in 
front of those who actually witnessed the 
incident. They knew the rumors were not 
true. 

Now came the test of a five-year investment 
in systematic conditioning. Would the people 
of South Los Angeles respond? Would they 
follow “The Organization’s” leadership? 
Could agitators trigger a riot in Watts—the 
city the Urban League’s studies revealed to 
have provided the greatest opportunity for 
American Negroes? Of course, we all know 
the answer. A rebellion which the first night 
was confined to twelve square blocks mush- 
roomed within three days to cover sixty 
square miles. 

“The Organization” considered it vital to 
keep from the police and the inhabitants of 
the area the fact that the riots had been 
planned by expert leadership. During the 
second day, there were numerous reports of 
revolutionaries directing the chaos who were 
wearing red armbands and using electric 
megaphones (bullhorns) u Their orders were 
obeyed even though the rioters did not know 
their instructors. Most undoubtedly assumed 
they were being gifted by “spontaneous” 


by the Communist Party of that country; it 
is planned and directed by the strategists of 
International Communism.” 

15 Life magazine of June 10, 1966 quotes a 
member of the Communist R.A.M. organiza- 
tion concerning the use of young people to 
provide incidents to spark rebellion: “Once 
everything blows up, kids are indispensable. 
But not in the planning stages. They'll prob- 
ably provide the incident that sets it off and 
they'll sure as hell keep it going. There's 
never in history been an armed revolution 
without a lot of hot kids.” 

1 The issue of Life for June 10, 1966 quotes 
the Communist leader of R. A. M.: The weap- 
ons of defense employed by Afro-American 
freedom fighters must consist of a poor man’s 
arsenal. Gasoline fire bombs, lye or acid 
bombs .. can be used extensively. During 
the night hours such weapons, thrown from 
rooftops, will make the streets impossible for 
racist cops to patrol.” 

Life for June 10, 1966 quotes a revolu- 
tionary as stating: “Watts was a clear dem- 
onstration of how much hell a little organiz- 
ing can raise. 

18 Long Beach Independent, September 13, 
1965: “Parker also cited instances where riot- 
ers used ‘bullhorns’ to direct the mob, par- 
3 in the destruction along 103rd 

eet.” 
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grassroots leadership. But, when the arm- 
bands and bullhorns attracted comments in 
the Press, they disappeared. 

That the fire bombing campaign was “or- 
dered by the leaders” has now been confirmed 
by the police. Certainly it was not a hap- 
hazard, disorganized affair as would have 
been natural if the holocaust were the work 
of a roaming, unled mob. Law enforcement 
officers have learned that certain types of 
businesses were marked in advance for special 
attention. The police believe this accounts for 
the burning of nearly every building in some 
areas such as Central Avenue and 10rd 
Street, while in other areas only one or two 
stores per block were fired. 

Primarily four types of structures were 
put to the torch: liquor stores, supermarkets, 
pawn shops, and department stores. My 
sources inside the Far Left explained: 

Liquor stores were looted and burned for 
the obvious purpose of keeping the mob in- 
tozicated so it could be more easily led. 
Supermarkets were a target because the lead- 
ership wanted the residents of the area to 
suffer from lack of food—knowing that their 
wrath and anguish would not be vented on 
the rioters but on the police and “vested 
interests” and the “power structure.” The 
third primary target was pawn shops—in 

to acquire large supplies of firearms, 
one of the principal reasons for the riot. The 
last target was the area’s department stores 
where “The Organization” could acquire 
guns, ammunition, merchandise, and money. 

It is indicative of the careful planning 
that one of the first things the mob leaders 
went for upon entering a store was the files 
of accounts receivable. Police officers have 
confirmed that this was on direction from 
“The Organization.” The looters even got 
into a Savings and Loan Association where 
they methodically set about burning loan 
records.” 

“The Organization” structured its revolt 
to keep the fire department away from burn- 
ing businesses with sniper fire so that any 
potential police evidence would be consumed 
in the flames, and as a result the fire depart- 
ment finally refused to answer calls without 
National Guard protection. Yet, despite the 
thousands of rounds expended by snipers 
during the four-day mutiny, not one fireman 
or policeman was hit. Bad shooting? A Negro 
policeman assigned to Watts explained that 
the snipers were under orders to shoot to 
miss. While the snipers served to keep police 
and firemen from the area during the loot- 
ing, ‘The Organization’ knew that the kill- 
ing of police officers would have led to com- 
plete martial law and also to a house-to- 
house search, which would have cost the 
revolutionaries their guns and loot.” 

“One of the primary objectives of the 
riots,” he told me, “was loot. The leaders 
knew that a mob will loot during a disaster 
and they wanted law enforcement Officials to 
assume the ‘days of good stealing’ in Watts 
were a natural reaction to the events taking 
place, and that it was random looters who 
got the merchandise. The snipers were cov- 
ering the looters.” » Los Angeles law enforce- 
ment officers believe that as much as ninety 
percent of the firearms and money stolen 
during the riot went to “The Organization,” 
as did the bulk of the merchandise. It is 
true that ordinary looters took goods, but 


1 The Los Angeles Times of February 21, 
1967, in reporting an International Security 
Conference held in Los Angeles, says that 
Chief of Police for Los Angeles Thomas Red- 
den warned security officials from business 
and industry of this tactic: “Noting that 
credit records are ‘the first target of attack’ 
on business establishments, Reddin said 
duplicate sets of records should be kept at 
a remote location.” 

2 In the November 1965 issue of a Berkeley 
publication called Spider, two Black National- 
ists explained that since most Negroes have 
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the great bulk of the pillaged furniture and 
appliances were simply stacked on the side- 
walk until a panel or pick-up truck arrived 
to load the spoils. Nobody touched that mer- 
chandise while it sat there. It belonged to 
“The Organization” and the riot leaders 
made that very clear. 

While Watts burned, other riots flared very 
briefly in other cities around the country. 
Americans generally assumed that these 
were sympathy demonstrations for the 
“Brothers” in South Los Angeles. Police now 
know that they were more than that. “The 
Organization” was testing to see if it was 
possible to start a chain reaction of riots— 
and as soon as they were satisfied that they 
could, the infant rebellions in other cities 
were halted. 

The Watts insurrection, police informants 
say, was designed (1) to test the ability of 
the revolutionaries to start and maintain a 
large-scale riot; and (2) to acquire guns, 
merchandise, and money for nezt time. These 
aims were achieved. And, when the National 
Guard arrived on the scene, the sniping, 
burning, and looting were turned off like a 
water faucet lest martial law and a house- 
to-house search be effectively instituted. 

Los Angeles police officers have determined 
that, during the months succeeding the riot, 
“The Organization” moved to sell its stolen 
merchandise, for from ten to fifteen percent 
of its market value, throughout the Western 
United States and even in Canada. Would 
you like a color TV for $75, or a $200 suit for 
$30? See your local Black Muslim fence. Out 
of storage areas all over South Los Angeles 
poured washing machines, toasters, sewing 
machines, and literally a complete merchan- 
dise mart. Police are convinced that the cash 
from this bargain-basement distress sale, 
along with the money confiscated from su- 
permarket and department store safes, was 
poured into the purchase of more weapons, 
Although authorities estimate the revolu- 
tionaries acquired more than twenty-thou- 
sand guns from the riot (one gun dealer 
alone lost 2,500 firearms), these consisted 
mostly of hand guns or small-bore rifles and 
shotguns. Police investigators in the Watts 
area believe that “The Organization” in- 
vested its stolen cash and the proceeds from 
its fenced loot in semiautomatic rifles, full- 
automatic rifles, .30 caliber machine-guns, 
.50 caliber machine-guns, hand grenades, 3.5 
inch rocket launchers, and mortars. These 
weapons are available from government sur- 
plus stores in a condition of “deactivation”— 
which means only that an easily replaced 
firing pin has been removed. In fact, one 
policeman told me: “You can buy a tank, if 
you know how to buy it. Certainly, we can go 
to a surplus store over on Lankershim Boule- 
vard and I can show you where you buy mor- 
tars and anti-tank guns.” 


been in the Army, they know how to shoot 
when they want to hit something. 

In Page 4 of the Progressive Labor Party’s 
The Revolt In Watts And The Coming Bat- 
tle, the Communists say of the coming in- 
surrection: “Instead of aiming to miss, those 
who defend our black men, women and chil- 
dren against racist extermination cam- 
paigns—would aim to hit!” 

z In describing the revolutionary cadres in 
our large cities Life magazine of June 10, 
1966 reports: “There are groups with weapon 
caches—sniper rifles, sidearms, shotguns, au- 
tomatics, even bazookas... .” 

Robert Williams, the founder of the Com- 
munist Revolutionary Action Movement 
(R.A.M.) who fled to Cuba to avoid arrest by 
the F.B.I., advises on Page 6 of The Crusader 
for May-June of 1965 that: “Hand grenades, 
bazookas, light mortars, rocket launchers, 
machine guns and ammunition can be 
bought clandestinely from servicemen, an- 
xious to make a fast dollar.” The Crusader 
is published in Cuba and smuggled into the 
United States through Canada. 
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The obvious question is: Why didn’t the 
story of “The Organization” come out in the 
McCone Investigation? We have been unable 
to determine whether the late Chief William 
Parker gave information about “The Organi- 
zation” to the Committee. We have deter- 
mined that not all testimony given was re- 
leased. Whatever the answer, it is doubtful 
that Parker would have dared tell the Com- 
mission all he knew because of the proba- 
bility that his substantiating sources would 
have thereby been compromised to the revo- 
lutionaries. A potential leak, for example, 
could have been the “Reverend” James 
Jones, a member of the McCone Commission 
who had previously been elected to the Los 
Angeles City School Board with the full back- 
ing of the Communist Party. 

Ir 

But what now? What is “The Organiza- 
tion” planning for the future? That is the 
story about which law enforcement person- 
nel in Los Angeles are worried. 

That “The Organization” is preparing for 
next time is no secret. Spark, a widely cir- 
culated newspaper in Watts, has even gone 
so far as to publish a map marking indus- 
trial plants to be the special object of at- 
tack." The map is highly significant, as 
Spark is a publication of the Communist 
Progressive Labor Party.“ So concerned 
about the matter was Los Angeles Mayor Sam 
Yorty that he took the Communists’ map to 
the California Legislature, asking for special 
legislation to help protect Los Angeles when 
“The Organization” decides to move. That it 
plans to move is beyond doubt. Witness the 
words of Communist Progressive Labor prop- 
agandist Bill McAdoo in Spark of May, 1966: 

These factories are completely vulnerable 
and can be shut down with a minimum of 
preparation, personnel and effort. Once the 
weakest flank of the enemy is discovered, a 
million ways will be found to focus the full 
strength of resistance so that every blow 
drives straight to his heart. 

The black people of South Los Angeles 
possess a weapon more powerful than 
twenty-two thousand guns! And black peo- 
ple can choose their own time and places of 
battle. 

The above appeared directly to the left of 
the Communists’ target-marked map, There 
is no question about what it means. Nor is 
there any question about the fact that the 
Communist Progressive Labor Party is al- 
ready organizing for nest time. The follow- 
ing is from a P.L.P. appeal of December, 
1966: 


2 The Los Angeles Times of February 21, 
1967 reports: Police Chief Thomas Reddin 
said Monday that any future riots here 
probably would hit major industries and 
public utilities as well as the business estab- 
lishments burned and looted in 1965’s south 
Los Angeles rioting... . ‘It is essential to 
plan protective measures to prevent damage 
to business and industries in the event of 
future disorders,’ [said Reddin]. Again out- 
side his text, Reddin cited reported threats 
to the effect that ‘Next time (we'll hit) 
major plants, knock out the public 
utilities.’ ” 

The map and an accompanying article 
entitled The Revolt In Watts And The Com- 
ing Battle has been reprinted as a pamphlet 
and is available for five cents from the Com- 
munist Progressive Labor Party. Human 
Events of June 25, 1966 quotes a reference 
to this map by Los Angeles Mayor Sam 
Yorty: “. .. there has been a re-emergence 
of Communist activity on a much bolder 
scale, and so in Los Angeles now they are 
passing out highly inflammatory handbills, 
.. One, called ‘Spark,’ was especially in- 
flammatory because they published a map of 
the industrial heartland of the city ... and 
in not too carefully disguised words recom- 
mended this be burned down... .” 
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War is being waged against Afro-Amer- 
icans. A war that is unprecedented in its 
systematic viciousness. Black ghettos across 
the nation must be brought into a position 
of wartime readiness and vigilance, Criminal 
invaders who are sent in to murder and 
maim Black Americans must be repelled and 
annihilated. We must annihilate the enemy 
who invades our homes and we must punish 
the imperialists who sent them, In short, we 
must be prepared to defend ourselves in the 
most systematic and organized fashion pos- 
sible. ... We must organize door by door, 
house by house, block by block, ghetto by 
ghetto. 

Again, the revolutionary aim of the above 
is more than clear. As Communist Progres- 
sive Labor activist John Harris (Harris is 
now under indictment for “criminal syn- 
dicalism’’) declared late last year: “It is nec- 
essary to build a mass movement of the 
Black People. . who are willing to fight 
for the revolution at home.” Spark under- 
lined the same theme in its issue for Sep- 
tember: This is a Negro revolution. We want 
the world to know. We want to set a fire 
right here on Broadway rather than go to 
Vietnam and fight. We would rather fight for 
the Negro here.” 

What does all this really mean? Is it merely 
the brittle rant of impotent frustration? If 
more proof of its seriousness is needed, per- 
haps the following from one of the Commu- 
nist pamphlets being widely circulated on 
Watts street corners, and even door to door, 
will help to explain: 

The Communist Party of the United States 
of America (Marzist-Leninist) urges the for- 
mation of people’s defense groups, and points 
out that the only way to oppose reactionary 
violence is with reactionary violence. As was 
stated by M. I. Laski, spokesman for the 
Communist Party, U.S.A. (Marzist-Leninist) : 
“Our aim is to lead the working class in revo- 
lution, we will develop and encourage people’s 
defense groups for the defense of the working 
class against the terror of the ruling class.” 
The Party will assist all groups and individ- 
uals in the formation of people’s defense 
groups. 

You see, the revolutionary army for nezt 
time is already being organized and re- 
cruited—openly, blatantly. So much so that 
the Communists have even announced in ad- 
vance that their preparations are designed to 
meet the U.S. Army in open warfare. Witness 
the following, for example, from another 
Communist newspaper circulated in Watts: 

When people have the will to resist, they 
can keep the entire Army at bay. Since the 
government will use every weapon of terror to 
crush resistance, the people must build and 
train their own self defense organization 

Or, note this from a typical recruiting 
broadside for the Black Guerrilla Army of 
next time: 

We, the United Black Youth, will not be 
sold and join this “White Beast’s” army who 
will turn you into Uncle Toms, that will by 
his control will kill and kill his Black Brothers 
here at home and abroad. If you must join 
an Army, join your own Black Guerrilla Army 
and fight these warmongers and oppressors 
who rape, kill and plunder all Black People 
all over the world. ...If we shall spill blood, 
then let us do it killing this “White Beast.” 

No wonder Los Angeles law enforcement 
Officers are concerned. The Organization” is 
already armed to the teeth; guerrilla recruit- 
ment is already underway; and, organization 
on a block by block basis has been openly 
proposed and is being activated. Police in- 
formants are even now detailing the Com- 
munists’ preparations for the guerrilla war- 
fare being planned. Yes, there is certainly 
considerable room for concern. 

“The Organization's” specific plans are al- 
ready known to government agencies. Yet 
because the identities of the key members 
of “The Organization” and the location of its 
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armories are not yet known, there is very 
little the police and other law enforcement 
organizations can do until the Communists 
actually move. They are thus awaiting The 
riot, The revolution. The exact date, if it 
has been set, is known only to the Commu- 
nists and is a most highly guarded secret. 

Law officers have been well advised that, 
when it happens, the revolutionaries intend 
to begin by placing from Watts 100 to 150 
calls to the Los Angeles Police Department 
within a short period of time. This is not an 
exceptional number of calls for this sixty- 
square-mile area on a weekend night. The 
callers will report burglaries, family dis- 
putes—every sort of complaint imaginable, 
but nothing to put the police on alert so 
that they could send in all units at once. 

Police informants say that this time, when 
law enforcement officers arrive, “The Orga- 
nization’s” revolutionaries plan to be waiting 
for them: Somewhere in Watts an officer will 
walk into a house and a shotgun will be 
emptied at his head—just that quick. The 
police have learned that unlike the strategy 
of the previous insurrection, this time “The 
Organization” has made plans to kill as 
many police officers as it can in the shortest 
possible time. The Communists realize that 
this first phase can last only five or ten 
minutes before one of the officers enticed into 
the area is able to escape his assassins and 
radio for help. The result will be that units 
from all over Los Angeles will be dispatched 
into Watts—whereupon the revolutionaries 
intend to seal off the troubled section trap- 
ping as many policemen as they can. The 
officers, with two policemen to a patrol car, 
are armed with one shotgun with four rounds 
of ammunition and two pistols with eighteen 
bullets apiece. They will be facing high- 
powered automatic weapons. The revolution- 
aries hope to kill the encircled policemen— 
to the man. A grim fairy tale? Los Angeles 
police officers says it is not. They say it is 
already planned. They say it may well happen. 

“The Organization's” plans thus far known 
to the police require that, simultaneously as 
the trapped officers are being butchered in 
the sealed area, other insurgent units will 
destroy Central Division and Valley Services 
Division, the two sources of Los Angeles’ 
police communications. Whether the plan is 
to do this with an open attack using rocket 
launchers or by sabotage is not yet known. 
All that would be required would be for in- 
filtrators at these two stations to bring 
dynamite in their lunchboxes. If they can 
knock out operations at these two key di- 
visions, and the police officers who provided 
this information say there is no doubt that 
they can, communications between police 
cars will be eliminated, as these are the only 
two sources of transmission and the system 
is set up in such a way that one patrol car 
cannot directly radio another, Central Di- 
vision, Hollywood Division, Wilshire, Hollen- 
beck, University, Newton, Seventy-seventh 
Division, Highland Park, Rampart, and the 
Harbor Station all get their communications 
from Central Division, Van Nuys, West Val- 
ley, Foothill, and North Hollywood get their 
radio messages from Valley Services Division, 
With both knocked out, all police cars in Los 
Angeles will be without communications of 
any kind. 

The natural reaction for a policeman when 
he realizes his radio equipment is inoperative 
is to go to the nearest police call-box to tele- 
phone his headquarters to find out what has 
happened. The revolutionaries’ plans call for 
booby trapping some of these boxes and 
covering others with snipers.~ 


„One known leader is Max Stanford of 
the Communist Revolutionary Action Move- 
ment. 

Life magazine of June 10, 1966 quotes 
Communist Robert Williams: “Explosive 
booby traps on police telephone boxes can 
be employed. High-powered sniper rifles are 
readily available.” 
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The police have known for some time that 
militant Black Nationalist organizations in 
Los Angeles have a roster of all police per- 
sonnel in the City of Los Angeles. They also 
know that the revolutionaries have discussed 
sending assassins to the homes of individual 
policemen to kill officers who are off duty 
along with their families. Even if the officer 
is not at home, they expect he will be so 
stunned by the slaughter of his family that 
he will not report for duty. 

With the police department decimated, the 
“Burn Los Angeles, Burn” campaign will 
begin- Police know that “The Organiza- 
tion’s” plans now call for starting fires in the 
oil fields near the harbor and brushfires in 
the foothills which ring Los Angeles like a 
half moon. “The Organization” realizes that 
& mere fifty people, each with flve-gallon 
cans of gasoline, could start diversionary 
fires which would require thousands of fire 
fighters to extinguish." The strategy is to 
get as many firemen as possible out of down- 
town Los Angeles before attempting to put 
the Civic Center to the torch. Another 
primary target is the fashionable Wilshire 
area, only a Molotov cocktail’s throw away 
from the “ghetto.” Police informants re- 
port that “The Organization” hopes to herd 
its “ghetto” mobs into Beverly Hills, whose 
inhabitants own many of the businesses and 
rental properties in the “ghetto.” While this 
is a notoriously “Liberal” area (Jimmy Roo- 
sevelt was their Congressman), it is to the 
Black Nationalists an object of intense hate. 

As mobs circulate across the city “The Or- 
ganization’s” plans call for the shooting on 


Public utilities will also be a primary 
target (see Chief of Police Reddin’s state- 
ment in the Los Angeles Times, February 21, 
1967). Life magazine of June 10, 1966 re- 
veals: “*You can just about bet,’ said a 
special investigator from a large metropoli- 
tan police department, ‘that these people 
have the circuit diagrams of the underground 
power-cable systems in many of the major 
cities.’ Said a revolutionary, who has a de- 
gree in engineering, ‘These things are quite 
simple, you know—an idiot could almost do 
it. You only have to know what cable to cut, 
or what manhole cover to lift—and where to 
place the explosives.’ ” 

* A similar plan for suburban San Bernar- 
dino was discovered by law enforcement offi- 
cers and is recorded in a report, entitled 
“The Effect of Present Attitudes of Law En- 
forcement Personne] on Public Safety,” pre- 
pared by former State Investigator Richard 
Callaghan for top government officials in 
California. On Page 25 of the report Cal- 
laghan quotes a state officer: We gathered 
& lot of information last Spring about some 
subversive activities going on here locally. 
We found that these people we were checking 
on had the intention of setting 15 fires in the 
San Gabriel and San Bernardino Mountain 
ranges. They wanted to draw all fire equip- 
ment possible away from the valley area and 
tie up the Sheriff’s Office and the CHP [Cali- 
fornia Highway Patrol] on traffic control and 
evacuation of the mountain population. At 
sundown they planned to physically destroy 
all law enforcement and fire communication 
systems plus the Pacific Telephone micro- 
wave system. These people had the organi- 
zation and the capability to carry this out... . 
They had planned a seek and kill system 
against police contacted while this was 
going on.“ 

Police Chief Reddin is quoted by the Los 
Angeles Times of February 21, 1967 as having 
told the International Security Conference: 
“During a major disorder, the fire and police 
capabilities will be stretched to the complete 
breaking point and private security organi- 
zations generally will be ineffective. How best 
to protect property and to what extent to 
risk human safety. . is in the lap of man- 
agement.” Reddin called this the age of the 
Molotov cocktail.” 
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sight of all white men and children. The 
women are to be utilized as a reward for the 
insurrectionists. 

You are probably asking yourself, “But 
what do these people think the National 
Guard will be doing during all of this?” Re- 
member, it took the full strength of Cali- 
fornia’s National Guard to subdue Watts in 
August of 1965. What will the Guard be able 
to do when there are concurrent revolts in 
San Diego, Long Beach, Compton, Pasadena, 
Bakersfield, Fresno, San Francisco, Oakland, 
Richmond, and Sacramento? There are 
simply not enough Guardsmen to put down 
a great insurrection once the Communists 
have got it going. This is what the revolu- 
tionaries plan—a revolution which will start 
in Watts and spread to every major urban 
area in the country and throughout the rural 
South.“ Why will the revolution start in 
Watts, and not Harlem, or in some other 
major city? Because Watts has been made 
into a symbol for the Communists’ revolu- 
tionary Black Nationalists. It packs the same 
emotional wallop for the forces of Black 
Power that Pearl Harbor did to Americans 
during World War II. 

The police officers whose investigations 
support this story are convinced that nezt 
time, as the rebellion grows, the Communists 
plan to conduct a terrorist campaign within 
the Negro community itself—just as the 
FLN. did among the Moslems during the 
Communist takeover of Algeria. The revolu- 
tionaries know from experience that ten per- 
cent of the citizens of Watts, for one reason 
or another, will follow their leadership. The 
balance, as George Schuyler indicated in the 
March issue of AMERICAN OPINION, are fun- 
damentally decent and have rejected violence 
as any kind of answer to their problems. The 
revolutionaries intend to give this majority 
segment of the Negro community no choice 
but to join them. A chief weapon will be the 
assassination of Watts’ anti-revolutionary 
leadership and those who are considered to 
be “Black Bourgeois” and “Uncle Toms.” 

The Communists planning this horror have 
given extensive thought to the reaction of 
the white community to their Black Na- 
tionalist uprising. “The Organization” ex- 
pects, the police have learned, that as the 
holocaust builds it will occur to Whitey that 
he doesn’t have much chance alone if a mob 
shows up at his door; and that therefore 
whites will band together with their neigh- 
bors to keep invaders out of their neighbor- 
hood, and will then invade Negro neighbor- 
hoods in retaliation. That is exactly the reac- 
tion the Communists are hoping for. If they 
can infuriate and goad whites into invading 
Negro neighborhoods then the ninety percent 
of the Negroes who want no part of the 


Lift of June 10, 1966 quotes this dialogue 
between their reporter and a revolutionary 
Black Nationalist: “Q. Once a revolt starts, 
are all white men targets? A. Gotta be.” 

Information presented to the author 
since the first publication of this article 
indicates that an even more frightening sit- 
uation now exists. Much of the transporta- 
tion, automatic weapons, and radio equip- 
ment of the National Guard has been 
removed from local armories and sent to 
Vietnam, While it would be an exaggeration 
to say that in the event of another riot the 
National Guard would have to go to the 
battle ground in taxis, the ability of the 
Guard to make a strong and flexible response 
has been eliminated and our cities left 
largely defenseless except for our local police. 
During the Watts Rebellion it took the full 
strength of the National Guard from all over 
the state to restore order—the nearest ready 
troops were in Salt Lake City. Since the 
Guard has been severely weakened, what will 
happen if there is a chain reaction of riots 
in all major cities such as that which the 
Communists and Black Nationalists brag 
they are working to bring about? 
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revolution will have no choice but to get 
involved. The decent Negro has to protect 
his home and his family just like anybody 
else. If the Caucasians can be driven to attack 
the Negro community, “The Organization” 
reasons its revolution can be made to grow 
into a full-fledged race war; the very thing 
the Communists want most. 


mr 


I GRANT you that the story I have just 
related is incredible. I grant you even that it 
goes so far as to border on the fantastic.” 
But highly knowledgeable law enforcement 
officers in Watts believe it; and the Commu- 
nists and their Black Nationalist avatars 
have been carefully organizing and recruiting 
for it since well before the rehearsal we 
now call the Watts Rebellion.“ 

That the Communists are talking about 
this effort as a disruptive blow at the time of 
some nuclear ultimatum may be highly im- 
portant. That they see it also as a means of 
forcing the President to bring our troops 
home from Europe and Vietnam to maintain 
civil order in the United States may also be 
important. But, wherever and however it is 
planned to happen, unless action is taken to 
stop it before “The Organization” can move, 
it is going to happen.* 

It is long past the time that Americans 
should have demanded our police be al- 
lowed to put a stop to the paramilitary build- 
up in the “ghettos.” Federal aid won't do it. 
Enforcement of America’s sedition laws 
might. 


DICKEY-LINCOLN PROJECT 


Mr. KAZEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the gentleman from 
Maine [Mr. Kyros] may extend his re- 
marks at this point in the Recorp and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. KYROS. Mr. Speaker, private 
power companies in New England have 
been trying to convince Congress that 
the Federal Government should not 
make an interest-paying, self-liquidating 


& We can’t stress too strongly that if you 
react to the information contained in this 
article with racist anger you are falling into 
the Communists’ trap. They thrive on hate. 
We must face facts, but let’s put the blame 
where it belongs—on the Communists. 

*The tactics involved in this plan are not 
new. They have been used by the Communist 
all over the world for decades. A description 
of just such a holocaust as that now being 
Planned is contained in former Communist 
Jan Baldin’s book, Out of the Night, in 
which the author tells of his participation 
in a similar Communist uprising in Ham- 
burg, Germany, on October 22 and 23, 1923. 

3 It is virtually impossible to give the Com- 
munists or their Black Nationalist allies any 
new ideas on terror tactics. They have been 
studying the works of Mao Tse-tung and 
Che Guevara for many years and adding their 
own wrinkles. This one was described to re- 
porter Russell Sackett by a New York Com- 
munist: “. . . what do you suppose all those 
big Madison Avenue men would do if that 
train was to be derailed at 125th Street, or 
just before it came out of the ground at 
91st? .. . wouldn't they make some hos- 
tages?” 

% Life of June 10, 1966 states: “The major 
concern of responsible Negro elements is the 
speed with which the revolutionaries’ mes- 
sage is catching fire among the young in the 
teeming Negro compounds—the Harlems, 
Wattses, South Sides and levee districts of 
the land... .” 
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investment in the Dickey-Lincoln School 
hydroelectric project because the com- 
panies’ nuclear power plans represent 
the basis for a satisfactory scheme for 
solving the region’s future power supply 
problems. 

We have received a great many facts 
and figures from these companies, but 
there are some glaring gaps in the infor- 
mation which they chose to submit to 
Congress. Let us take a took at some of 
the things the companies did not tell us 
about their present and prospective use 
of nuclear power. 

While the companies complain bitterly 
about investment of Federal funds—all 
of which will be returned to the Treasury 
with interest—in power facilities for the 
Dickey-Lincoln School project, they fail 
to mention at all the fact that their nu- 
clear powerplant plans are feasible only 
because of a multimillion-dollar expendi- 
ture by the Federal Government to ad- 
vance development of this techology. 

Nor do the companies comment on the 
fact that two nuclear plants—Yankee 
Atomic and Connecticut Yankee—lo- 
cated in New England and owned by the 
companies are the direct recipients of 
sizable Federal subsidies. Congress ap- 
proved expenditure of Federal funds to- 
taling $8 million for construction and 
operation of the Yankee Atomic plant 
at Rowe, Mass., and $13 million in tax- 
payers’ money was allocated to the Con- 
necticut Yankee plant. Unlike moneys 
appropriated for power features of the 
Dickey-Lincoln School project, the funds 
given to Yankee Atomic and Connecti- 
cut Yankee will never be repaid by the 
companies. 

In addition, these and other private 
power company atomic sanctions benefit 
from low-cost Government liability 
insurance, price-protected fuel reproc- 
essing arrangements established by the 
Government, a Government-supported 
market for byproduct plutonium, and 
enrichment of uranium in Government 
facilities. 

The companies have expressed a great 
deal of concern about the impact of price 
escalation on the ultimate cost of con- 
structing the Dickey-Lincoln School 
project, but they have said nothing about 
the startling upward trend of their own 
projected costs for nuclear powerplants 
which they propose to build. 

For instances, earlier this month an 
official of the Vermont Yankee Nuclear 
Power Corp. indicated in a proceeding 
before the Vermont Public Service Com- 
mission that the estimated cost of that 
utility firm’s 540-megawatt atomic sta- 
tion, exclusive of fuel, has jumped from 
$88 to $99 million—an $11 million or 12.5- 
percent increase. As recently as January 
of this year, Vermont Yankee promoters 
were predicting average production costs 
of slightly over 4 mills per kilowatt-hour 
from their proposed plant. But during the 
first 10 years of operation, figures cited 
by the company this month reveal a 10- 
percent increase in anticipated produc- 
tion costs. 

In the case of the proposed 800 mega- 
watt Maine Yankee plant. the president 
of the company predicted last year that 
the initial decade of operation would see 
production costs of 3.79 mills per kilo- 
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watt-hour. But this month figures quoted 
for Maine Yankee were 4.36 mills per 
kilowatt-hour—a 15-percent price rise. 

The companies have not always 
guessed very well on the scheduling of 
projects either, although this has not 
prevented them from criticizing the Gov- 
ernment construction timetables. The 
Yankee Atomic plant, put into operation 
in 1961, was originally scheduled for 
completion in 1957. And the final cost 
computation was 26 percent above orig- 
inal cost estimate. 

The New England companies try to 
tell us that they have an unlimited fu- 
ture supply of 4-mill power in the bag, 
and that they can produce it at will. 
They evidently have not been reading 
the trade press. Nuclear Industry maga- 
zine reported this month: 

Prices of nuclear steam supply systems 


have risen 30 to 50 per cent during the past 
year. 


Nucleonics Week stated in its July 20 
issue: 

The uranium market has tightened no- 
ticeably—although expectably—in recent 
months and potential buyers, especially the 
smaller ones, are meeting considerable re- 
luctance to quote on the part of suppliers. 


Perhaps the New England companies 
should also take a look at the nuclear 
power equipment industry, as the Joint 
Committee on Atomic Energy did re- 
cently. In its June 23 report on the an- 
nual AEC authorization bill, the commit- 
tee pointed out: 

Problems are already materializing in the 
form of delays in completion of some nuclear 
power plants. In view of the planned major 
dependence on nuclear power to meet the 
Nation’s need for new generating capacity 
in the early 1970’s ... any significant delays 
or failures to meet required nuclear plant 
availability factors could have adverse ef- 
fects on the availability of electric power 
in certain parts of the Nation, possibly lead- 
ing even to failure to meet increasing power 
demands, 


Yet, despite the facts pointed out by 
the Joint Committee, plus repeated dem- 
onstrations over the past 2 years that 
reserve generating equipment is needed 
in the Northeast to insure reliability of 
service and to prevent blackouts, the 
New England companies seek to kill cre- 
ation of a major hydroelectric project 
capable of supplying rapid-responding 
reserves to supply needed peaking capac- 
ity and to deal with emergency situa- 
tions. 

The companies are not omnipotent in 
their predictions. They have obviously 
been wrong in the past. Their fear of the 
yardstick of competition which Dickey- 
Lincoln School would provide in New 
England may well have blinded them to 
the facts concerning nuclear power. 

The Joint Committee pointed out that 
significant delays may be encountered in 
completing the large number of nuclear 
powerplants now on order because of 
problems encountered in getting sat- 
isfactory components. Have the New 
England private power companies taken 
this possibility into account? After all, 
if the companies wish to carp about how 
much it will cost the Corps of Engineers 
to move a cubic yard of earth at the 
Dickey-Lincoln Schoo] site, it seems to 
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me that they owe Congress an answer as 
to how they intend to deal with the prob- 
lem of faulty parts. 

The New England companies have a 
great fondness for accusing the Corps of 
Engineers of failing to pinpoint cost 
figures, all the way down to the price of 
meals for construction workers, There- 
fore, it was interesting to me to learn 
of the testimony of a vice president of 
the well-known Stone & Webster Service 
Corp, last year before the Massachu- 
setts Department of Public Utilities when 
he was examined on the subject of the 
Maine Yankee nuclear plant. Mr. Her- 
bert A. Murphy was asked about advice 
he had given Eastern Utilities Associates 
relative to purchase of power and energy 
from the Maine plant. He pointed out 
that it was confidently believed that 
power could be obtained from the plant 
at a figure approaching 4 mills. He 
continued by stating that: 

However, there was no preciseness about 
it, nor were there any economic or arithmet- 
ical calculations to arrive at the four mills. 


A state commissioner had a question: 
Did you base your confidence on any data, 
or was it a guess, estimate, or hope? How 
did you arrive at that? How did you become 
confident if you have no data or no study? 


The answer: 

You read, you talk, and you learn by ex- 
perience from what others have done. You 
learn from your own experience. 


This is apparently the casual fashion 
in which one New England private power 
group approached a major economic 
decision on nuclear power. It is difficult 
to see how it could lodge a legitimate 
complaint against the carefully worked 
out plans of the Corps of Engineers for 
the construction of Dickey-Lincoln 
School. 

Mr. Speaker, officials of private power 
companies in New England like to leave 
the impression with Members of Con- 
gress that the wisdom which they bring 
to a question such as funding of the 
Dickey-Lincoln School project somehow 
transcends that of other qualified tech- 
nicians. Obviously this is nonsense. Vir- 
tually all Members of Congress have 
projects in their districts built by the 
Corps of Engineers to meet professional 
engineering standards. There is no doubt 
of the integrity and ability of the corps, 
whatever the New England private power 
companies may think. 

The corps has studied this project, 
found it fully feasible, and designed the 
required facilities. The Interior Depart- 
ment, the Federal Power Commission, 
the Atomic Energy Commission, and the 
Bureau of the Budget have all ratified 
the decision. An independent review by 
staff of the House Appropriations Com- 
mittee has confirmed the findings of the 
executive branch. 

I urge the House to support that 
$1.676 million provided by the House Ap- 
propriations Committee for work on 
Dickey-Lincoln School in fiscal year 
1968, and I urge the New England private 
power companies to go home and check 
their nuclear power figures and advise 
us as to why they have escalated so 
severely in recent months. 
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REMARKS BY MAYOR FRANK MANN 


Mr. KAZEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Rooney] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
RecorD and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ROONEY of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, recently I had the privilege to 
attention the Market Square dedication 
ceremonies in Alexandria marking the 
conclusion of a major phase of that city’s 
renewal program. What has been accom- 
plished in Alexandria is a fine example 
of what can be done to rejuvenate the 
downtown areas of America’s cities. 

I have been very favorably impressed 
by the strides made in Alexandria under 
the ambitious administration of Mayor 
Frank E. Mann and the effective legis- 
lative assistance of the Alexandria City 
Council. In fact, Mr. Speaker, I was so 
impressed by what has been done in 
Alexandria that I suggested to represent- 
atives of the chamber of commerce in 
Bethlehem, Pa., that they might want to 
examine for themselves the realization 
of a fine renewal effort. 

A delegation from Bethlehem will be 
in Alexandria Thursday touring Market 
Square and other renewal areas. They 
will be interested to learn, firsthand, how 
Alexandria overcame an element of citi- 
zen opposition—a factor which so fre- 
quently can spell doom for renewal and 
revitalization plans—and went on to 
mount a program of broad community 
and citizen participation in the planning 
and development of Alexandria’s future. 

Mayor Mann has since concluded his 
public service in Alexandria. But his re- 
marks on the occasion of the dedication 
of Market Square relate the trials en- 
countered by the former mayor and 
members of Alexandria City Council, as 
the city embarked on this renewal pro- 
gram and describe how the obstacles 
were overcome. I respectfully include the 
remarks of former Mayor Mann in the 
RECORD: 

REMARKS BY MAYOR FRANK E. MANN 

Mr. Chairman, Secretary of the Treasury 
Fowler, Fellow Councilmen, Members of the 
Housing Authority and staf, City Urban 


Renewal Staff, Distinguished Guests— 
Friends. 

Six years ago, August 8th, a newly elected 
Mayor and Council was faced with a decision 
to make on Urban Renewal. 

It was whether to take the easy way and 
abandon all plans for renewing and revitaliz- 
ing the rundown parts of our city— 

Or whether to face up to stern and un- 
happy reality—to admit that substantial 
portions of our community were in slum 
condition—and to begin the difficult task of 
rebuilding. 

I do not need to tell you what the decision 
was. Around you here today—and in Mud- 
town—and in Jefferson Village—and at Ad- 
kins Homes you can see the results of that 
decision to go ahead. No—I do not need to 
tell you that we decided to go ahead—but I 
do need to remind you how difficult the 
decision was. 

All around us then and during the six 
years—and even now—were swarms of de- 
tractors—those who became instant experts 
on every phrase of renewal under the sun. 
From these self-proclaimed experts infor- 
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mation was freely and frequently given— 
about architecture, decor, design, feasibility, 
economy, impossibility, you name it and we 
got it. 

But then, as now, despite all the volunteer 
help, the ultimate responsibility and decision 
making power had to rest with the Council— 
and I say we should be thankful these past 2 
councils had the necessary courage to start 
the rebuilding of our city. 

Lest some strangers in our midst think 
that we have none but those who scoff at 
Progress in Alexandria, let me now tell you 
that the scoffers are in the minute minority, 
and I know I echo the Council’s words when 
I take this opportunity to sincerely thank 
the hundreds of citizens who gave freely of 
themselves to the many projects we accom- 
plished together. Im sure the Housing Au- 
thority and staff and the City Manager and 
staff join us in these thanks. 

And I want to personally thank those many 
fine citizens whose dedication and commu- 
nity service gave us All-American City dis- 
tinction—those citizens— 

Who steadfastly chose the route of equal 
opportunity; 

Who freely chose to open all public facili- 
ties to all citizens regardless of race; 

Who agreed that city employment should 
be on the basis of merit and not color of 
skin; 

Who adopted school integration without 
riot or march or violence; 

Who happily accepted our growing pains 
as we passed the Hundred Thousand popu- 
lation mark and looked for more things to 
do; 

Who had their own Head Start Program, 
Day Care Center and Neighborhood Services 
Project before most of the rest of the nation; 

Who volunteered by the hundreds to work 
on our boards, committees and commissions; 

Who insisted on a strong, responsible, pro- 
fessionally staffed local government; 

And who backed the Mayor and Council 
in all the moves we made in those and many 
other things. 

But, back to renewal briefly and let us 
count what you have accomplished: 


Market Square and Tavern 
Square: 


Private developer investment. $5, 100, 000 
City of Alexandria invest- 
1 $976, 656 
Federal Government invest- 
TCT $1, 735, 738 
N 87. 803, 394 
Annual city tax increase 8128, 000 
Additional parking spaces (un- 
done,, ae 546 
Newly created office and com- 
mercial space (square feet) 172, 000 
New Park in front of city hall 
(nee 
Mudtown development: 
New T. C. Williams High 
TTT 86, 200, 000 
City of Alexandria Invest- 
Coo 8210, 000 
Federal Government Invest- 
Doo ooo E 8725, 000 
A $7, 135, 000 
Additional new homes 
Jefferson Village (middle in- 
come housing) : 
Private developer investment. $1,000, 000 
City of Alexandria invest- 
WRG ine a eee $50, 000 
— Ü— Fee i 81, 050, 000 
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Adkins home (public housing) : 
Federal Government invest- 
wer Vͤ— 81, 800, 000 
Annual city tax increase 8810 
Additional new housing 90 


First & Citizens Bank Building 
(private)—this land was 
taken out of urban renewal 
and developed by the bank 
to urban renewal specifica- 
tions, thus saving taxpayers’ 
money: 
Private developer investment. $2, 800, 000 
Annual city tax increase $30, 000 
Additional parking (under- 

enn!!! cae eee 90 
Newly created office and com- 


mercial space (square feet) 80, 000 


Gadsby renewal, phase II (in 
process) : 
Private developer investment. $12, 700, 000 
City of Alexandria invest- 


nn odeeen eee $1, 097, 000 
Federal Government invest- 
nt! deed $3, 348, 000 
Tt! $17, 146, 000 
Annual city tax increase $202, 300 
Additional parking (under- 
ground) leks se 800 
New office and commercial 
space (square feet 430, 000 


To date then urban renewal can show over 
$20,000,000 of New Public and Private con- 
struction in our city, a private investment of 
$9,000,000, a Federal Government Investment 
of $5,500,000, new educational facilities of 
$6,000,000 and a City investment of $1,000,000, 
an annual City Tax Revenue increase of 
$130,000, new housing to the number of 188 
and new parking places in the downtown to 
the number of 546. 

Phase II of renewal calls for a $17,000,000 
investment with a tax revenue increase of 
$202,300 and increased parking spaces to the 
number of 800. All of the above will also pro- 
duce an estimated additional annual sales 
tax of $165,000. 

This is an imposing list of accomplishments 
that any city anywhere could be proud of. 

But I would not be the Mayor you have 
known for six years if I did not list in closing 
some of the many things we have not yet 
done—some of the things we need to do: 

We need more housing for our middle in- 
come citizens, and housing for the elderly. 

We need to get on with the King Street 
renewal. 

We need to clean up the waterfront. 

We need to eradicate all our slums. 

We need to demolish or renew all our sub- 
standard housing. 

We need to provide improved and enlarged 
medical and hospital facilities. 

We need to carefully preserve and protect 
all our historic places. 

We need to solve our traffic and transpor- 
tation problems. 

We need to eliminate air and water pollu- 
tion. 

We need to solve our flooding problems. 

We need to accelerate our Beautification 
Program. 

There’s a partial list of things for us to 
do—they should keep us all busy for years 
to come. 

Let us then dedicate this Tavern Square 
and Market Square to us, the citizens with 
justifiable pride in our past accomplish- 
ments—and when we have finished compli- 
menting ourselves today, let us remember 
tomorrow—and the many things we have yet 
to do. 

I will not be your Mayor too much longer, 
but I will always be a proud Alexandrian— 
and I am looking forward to working with 
you on the many difficult but rewarding 
tasks that lie ahead. 
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PRESIDENT JOHNSON APPLAUDED 
BY BOTH PARTIES FOR HIS PEACE 
EFFORTS 


Mr. KAZEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. Price] may extend his 
remarks at this point in the Recorp and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
President Johnson’s peace efforts have 
been justly applauded by citizens repre- 
senting both major political parties. 

Popularity polls have shown approval 
for his foreign policy increasing across 
the country. 

At the summit meeting in Glassboro, 
N.J., President Johnson and the Premier 
of Russia were applauded by the towns- 
people. 

In Los Angeles, President Johnson was 
recently given a standing ovation at a 
political dinner. 

In Baltimore, the national convention 
of the Junior Chamber of Commerce 
gave the President one of his most rous- 
ing receptions. 

Differing in political parties, ideology, 
and economic status, these three repre- 
sentative American organizations under- 
stood the President’s intention to explore 
every avenue to peace. 

I believe there is a strong feeling by 
the people that President Johnson has set 
a determined course for peace—peace 
with honor and dignity. 

That is why the response to the Pres- 
ident’s efforts has been bipartisan and 
has crossed party, economic, and social 
lines. 

The American people know very well 
the difficulties involved in forging peace- 
ful links in a world filled with conflict 
and suspicion. 

They know that the peace-seekers can 
never rest. 

They recognize President Johnson as a 
peace-seeker, and they applaud his tire- 
less efforts on behalf of humanity. 

I should like to insert in the RECORD 
an editorial from the Detroit News of 
July 2, 1967, which describes popular sup- 
port for the President’s peace efforts 
across the country: 

LBJ WINS APPLAUSE FROM BOTH PARTIES FOR 
PEACE EFFORTS 
(By J. F. Ter Horst) 

WASHINGTON.—If President Johnson won- 
ders how much an outbreak of peace would 
cleanse Americas political soul, he need only 
remember the faces of his audiences after 
the summit at Glassboro. 

The answer was there. 

He spoke to the townsfolk of Glassboro, 
N.J., and to Democrats in Los Angeles fol- 
lowing his first meeting with Alexei Kosygin. 
He talked briefiy again to Glassboro residents 
after the second summit conference and 
delivered a 30-minute stemwinder to 5,000 
Jaycees in Baltimore two days later. 

Each of the groups was different, not only 


in location and composition but in economic 
complexion and political backgrounds. 

The people in Glassboro were a cross-sec- 
tion of small town U.S.A., mothers with 
young children, shirt-sleeved menfolk, fac- 
tory workers, summer college students, teen- 
agers, weekend visitors to the Jersey shore. 
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The Los Angeles Democrats were the West 
Coast fat cats, contributors of $100 or more 
to the Presidents Club, business and labor 
executives, political professionals. 

Baltimores audience was the national con- 
vention of the Junior Chamber of Commerce, 
the Jaycee 21-36 age group of young busi- 
nessmen and their wives, tomorrows ty- 
coons, 

Yet in spite of group differences, their 
reaction and radiant response to Mr. John- 
son’s appearance and words were almost 
identical. 

He came in the spirit of Hollybush, with 
a message of hope. He could not assure them 
of peace in Vietnam and the Mideast or even 
of better relations with the Soviet Union. 

But he could demonstrate that he had been 
working at peace in his talks with Kosygin. 
His listeners in each instance voiced em- 
phatic approval. Their aching, deep yearn- 
ing for an end to both hot and cold war was 
almost childlike in its transparency. 

In Glassboro, a Republican pocket of New 
Jersey, the crowd waited through heat and 
rain to cheer Mr. Johnson and Kosygin. They 
clung hungrily to Kosygin’s assurances that 
the Soviet people want only friendship with 
America. 

Repeatedly they chanted, “We want John- 
son.” And they roared assent to the Presi- 
dent’s verdict that the meetings had gone 
well and would prove to be useful in the 
search for peace. 

At Los Angeles, dissident Democrats vir- 
tually staged a love-in for a President they 
have never really liked. Their appreciation 
for his meeting with Kosygin—and its im- 
plications for peace—literally transformed 
the blase Californians. 

At one point, the entire audience of 1,000 
rose to its feet and give Mr. Johnson an 
impromptu, rousing ovation that lasted sev- 
eral minutes. Some had tears in their eyes. 

The mood could have been different in 
Baltimore’s civic center. The summit was 
then two days old, Kosygin again had be- 
rated the United States at his UN news con- 
ference and was at that very moment with 
Fidel Castro in Cuba. The spirit of Holly- 
bush could have lost its luster. 

But the Jaycees, always politically con- 
servative were jumping on the chairs. They 
whistled, yelled, clapped, cranked sirens 
and gave the President a conquering hero's 
welcome. 

The polls statistically show that most 
Americans approve Mr. Johnson’s handling 
of the war in Vietnam. But the faces of his 
audiences following Glassboro are living evi- 
dence that the country might well become 
delirious with admiration if he can find an 
honorable way to end it. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


By unanimous consent, leave of ab- 
sence was granted to Mr. FARBSTEIN (at 
the request of Mr. Huncare), for the 
week of July 24, 1967, on account of of- 
ficial business. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
extend remarks in the CONGRESSIONAL 
Recor, or to revise and extend remarks 
was granted to: 

Mr. FEIGHAN in two instances. 

Mr. MACHEN. 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. Wyatt) and to include ex- 
traneous matter:) 

Mr. QUIE. 

Mr. MCCLURE. 

Mr. HOSMER. 

Mr. DENNEY. 
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(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. Kazen) and to include ex- 
traneous matter:) 

Mr. BLATNIK. 

Mr. WOLFF. 


SENATE BILL REFERRED 


A bill of the Senate of the following 
title was taken from the Speaker’s table 
and, under the rule, referred as follows: 

S. 1909. An act to provide for the strik- 
ing of medals in commemoration of the one 
hundredth anniversary of the completion of 
the first transcontinental railroad; to the 
Committee on Banking and Currency. 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. KAZEN. Mr. Speaker, I move that 
the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; according- 
ly at (1 o’clock and 11 minutes p.m.) 
the House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Tuesday, July 25, 1967, at 12 o’clock 
noon. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu- 
tive communications were taken from 
ze Speaker’s table and referred as fol- 
ows: 


943. A letter from the Secretary of the 
Army transmitting a letter from the Chief 
of Engineers, Department of the Army, dated 
September 8, 1966, submitting a report, to- 
gether with accompanying papers and an 
illustration, on Sweetwater River, San Diego 
County, Calif., in partial response to an item 
in the Flood Control Act approved August 18, 
1941 (H. Doc. No. 148); to the Committee on 
Public Works and ordered to be printed with 
an illustration. 

944. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
of the Interior, transmitting a report of soil 
survey and land classification of the lands 
in the Auburn-Folson South unit, American 
River division, Central Valley project, Cali- 
fornia, pursuant to the provisions of Public 
Law 83-172; to the Committee on Appropria- 
tions. 

945. A letter from the President, Board 
of Commissioners, District of Columbia, 
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation 
to authorize the Commissioners of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia to fix and collect rents for 
the occupancy of space in, on, under, or 
over the streets of the District of Columbia, 
to authorize the closing of unused or unsafe 
vaults under said streets and the correction 
of dangerous conditions of vault in or vault 
openings on public space, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

946. A letter from the Comptroller General 
of the United States, transmitting a report 
of review of financial administration of Fed- 
eral grants for health services made to the 
State of Washington, Public Health Service, 
Department of Health, Education, and Wel- 
fare; to the Committee on Government Op- 
erations. 

947. A letter from the Acting Director, Bu- 
reau of Land Management, Department of 
the Interior, transmitting a report of nego- 
tiated sales contracts for the disposal of ma- 
terials, during the period January 1 through 
June 30, 1967, pursuant to the provisions 
of Public Law 87-689; to the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. 

948. A letter from the Chairman, Federal 
Power Commission, transmitting a publica- 
tion, Statistics of Electric Utilities in the 
United States, 1965, Publicly Owned, and a 
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map entitled “Major Natural Gas Pipelines, 
December 31, 1966”; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB- 
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 


Mr. CAREY: Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. S. 1281. An act to authorize 
the appropriation of funds to carry out the 
activities of the Federal Field Committee for 
Development Planning in Alaska (Rept. No. 
506). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado: Committee on 
the Judiciary. H.R. 2834. A bill to amend the 
act of June 10, 1938, relating to the partici- 
pation of the United States in the Interna- 
tional Criminal Police Organization; with 
amendment (Rept. No, 507). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union. 

Mr. POAGE: Committee on Agriculture. 
House Concurrent Resolution 413. Concur- 
rent resolution on a World Farm Center; 
with amendment (Rept. No. 508). Referred 
to the House Calendar. 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 


By Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama: 

H.R. 11644. A bill to provide for orderly 
trade in textile articles; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin (for him- 
self, Mr. Abpanno, Mr. BROYHILL of 
Virginia, Mr. BUSH, Mr. COLLIER, Mr. 
CONABLE, Mr. Curtis, Mr. Davis of 
Wisconsin, Mr. GILBERT, Mr. Kas- 
TENMETIER, Mr. Lamb, Mr. MURPHY of 
New York, Mr. O’Konsk1, Mr. Nrx, 
Mr. Reuss, Mr. ScHADEBERG, Mr. 
SCHNEEBELI, Mr. STEIGER of Wiscon- 
sin, Mr. THOMSON of Wisconsin, Mr. 
Urr, and Mr. ZABLOCKI) : 

H.R. 11645. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide that indus- 
trial development bonds are not to be con- 
sidered obligations of States and local gov- 
ernments, the interest on which is exempt 
from Federal income tax; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

Br. Mr. BOLAND: 

H.R. 11646. A bill to provide for orderly 
trade in textile articles; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CORMAN: 

H.R. 11647. A bill to amend the Federal 
Aviation Act of 1958 to authorize aircraft 
noise abatement regulations, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. CURTIS: 

H.R. 11648. A bill to provide a deduction 
for income tax purposes, in the case of a dis- 
abled individual, for expenses for transpor- 
tation to and from work, and to provide an 
additional exemption for income tax pur- 
poses for a taxpayer or spouse who is dis- 
abled; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. DIGGS: 

H.R. 11649. A bill to encourage and as- 
sist private enterprise to provide adequate 
housing in urban poverty areas for low in- 
come and lower middle income persons; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

H.R. 11650. A bill to provide incentives for 
the creation by private industry of additional 
employment opportunities for residents of 
urban poverty areas; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 
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By Mr. EVERETT: 

H.R. 11651. A bill to provide for orderly 
trade in textile articles; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. FASCELL: 

H.R. 11652. A bill to insure that public 
buildings financed with Federal funds are 
so designed and constructed as to be acces- 
sible to the physically handicapped; to the 
Committee on Public Works. 

By Mr. FISHER: 

H.R. 11653. A bill to provide for orderly 
trade in textile articles; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania: 

H.R, 11654. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to restore the pro- 
visions permitting the deduction, without 
regard to the 3-percent and 1-percent floors, 
of medical expenses incurred for the care 
of individuals 65 years of age and over; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HARSHA: 

H.R. 11655. A bill to reclassify certain 
positions in the postal fleld service, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. HOLIFIELD: 

H.R. 11656. A bill to amend the Elemen- 
tary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 
in order to provide assistance to local edu- 
cational agencies in establishing bilingual 
educational opportunity programs, and to 
provide certain other assistance to promote 
such programs; to the Committee on Edu- 
cation and Labor. 

By Mr. HUTCHINSON: 

H.R. 11657, A bill to amend title II of the 
Social Security Act to provide for cost-of- 
living increases in the benefits payable there- 
under; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. JOELSON: 

H.R. 11658. A bill to encourage and assist 
private enterprise to provide adequate hous- 
ing in urban poverty areas for low income 
and lower middle income persons; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

H.R. 11659. A bill to provide incentives 
for the creation by private industry of 
additional employment opportunities for 
residents of urban poverty areas; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. KAZEN: 

H.R. 11660. A bill to regulate imports of 
milk and dairy products, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. KEITH: 

H. R. 11661. A bill to provide for orderly 
trade in textile articles; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. KYROS: 

H.R. 11662. A bill to provide for orderly 
trade in textile articles; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. LENNON: 

H.R. 11663. A bill to provide for orderly 
trade in textile articles; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. McCLURE: 

H.R. 11664. A bill to require fresh potatoes 
purchased or sold in interstate commerce to 
be labeled according to the State in which 
such potatoes were grown; to the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. MOORHEAD: 

H.R. 11665. A bill to provide full and fair 
disclosure of the nature of interests in real 
estate subdivisions sold through the mails 
and instruments of transportation or com- 
munication in interstate commerce, and to 
prevent frauds in the sale thereof, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. MORRIS: 

H.R. 11666. A bill to assist in the promo- 
tion of economic stabilization by requiring 
the disclosure of finance charges in connec- 
tion with extension of credit; to the Com- 
mittee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. NICHOLS: 
H.R. 11667. A bill to provide for orderly 
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trade in textile articles; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 
By Mr. O'NEAL of Georgia: 

H.R. 11668. A bill to amend the Commu- 
nications Act of 1934 in order to provide that 
product advertising shall not be deemed to 
constitute the discussion of issues of public 
importance; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. ROYBAL: ‘ 

H.R. 11669. A bill to provide Federal as- 
sistance to courts, correctional systems, and 
community agencies to increase their capa- 
bility to prevent, treat, and control juvenile 
delinquency, to assist research efforts in the 
prevention, treatment, and control of juve- 
nile delinquency, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. SPRINGER: 

H.R. 11670. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to increase from $600 
to $1,000 the personal income tax exemptions 
of a taxpayer (including the exemption for 
a spouse, the exemptions for a dependent, 
and the additional exemptions for old age 
and blindness); to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. WAMPLER: 

H.R. 11671. A bill to amend the Commu- 
nications Act of 1934 in order to provide that 
product advertising shall not be deemed to 
constitute the discussion of issues of public 
importance; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. VANDER JAGT: 

H.R. 11672. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to restore to indi- 
viduals who have attained the age of 65 the 
right to deduct all expenses for their medi- 
cal care, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

H.R. 11678. A bill to promote the general 
welfare, foreign policy, and national security 
of the United States; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BATES (for himself, Mrs. 
HECKLER of Massachusetts, and Mr. 
St GERMAIN): 

H.R. 11674. A bill to provide for orderly 
trade in textile articles; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois: 

H.R. 11675. A bill to abolish the Subversive 
Activities Control Board; to the Committee 
on Un-American Activities. 

By Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia: 

H.R. 11676. A bill to suspend for a tem- 
porary period the import duty on 2,4,5- 
trichlorophenoxy acetic acid; to the Commit- 
tee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. FASCELL: 

H.R. 11677. A bill to amend section 312(c) 
of the Federal Aviation Act of 1958, relating 
to research and development, to require the 
Federal Aviation Administrator to provide 
for the development of a proximity warn- 
ing device for use on all civil aircraft of the 
United States in the interest of safety in air 
commerce; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. GUBSER: 

H.R. 11678. A bill to abolish the Subver- 
sive Activities Control Board; to the Com- 
mittee on Un-American Activities. 

By Mr. McCLORY: 

H.R. 11679. A bill to provide for uniform 
annual observances of certain legal public 
holidays on Mondays, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. PEPPER: 

H.R. 11680. A bill to amend the Economic 
Opportunity Act of 1964 to encourage the use 
of senior citizens as volunteers in adminis- 
trative and advisory capacities; to the Com- 
mittee on Education and Labor. 

H.R. 11681. A bill to amend the Economic 
Opportunity Act of 1964 to require that 
maximum use be made of senior citizens in 
carrying out programs under that act; to 
the Committee on Education and Labor. 

H.R. 11682. A bill to amend the Economic 
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Opportunity Act of 1964 to prescribe the 
amount to be expended on programs for 
senior citizens who are poor; to the Com- 
mittee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. ROSENTHAL: 

H. R. 11683. A bill to amend the National 
Housing Act to require disclosure of the ap- 
plicable FHA-approved rent schedule and 
related information to tenants and prospec- 
tive tenants of certain FHA-insured multi- 
family rental housing, and to require a pub- 
lic hearing before approval of any rent in- 
crease above the level specified in such 
schedule; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

By Mr. ROYBAL: 

H.R. 11684. A bill to amend the National 
Labor Relations Act, as amended, so as to 
make its provisions applicable to agricul- 
ture; to the Committee on Education and 
Labor. 

H.R. 11685. A bill to amend the Fair La- 
bor Standards Act of 1938 to extend the 
child labor provisions thereof to certain 
children employed in agriculture, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Edu- 
cation and Labor. 

H.R. 11686. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to encourage the con- 
struction of housing facilities for agricul- 
tural workers by permitting the amortiza- 
tion over a 60-month period of the cost, or a 
portion of the cost, of constructing such 
housing facilities; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

H.R. 11687. A bill to amend the act of June 
6, 1933, as amended, to authorize the Secre- 
tary of Labor to develop and maintain im- 
proved, voluntary methods of recruiting, 
training, transporting, and distributing ag- 
ricultural workers, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Education and Labor. 

H.R. 11688. A bill to provide for the estab- 
lishment of a council to be known as the 
National Advisory Council on Migratory La- 
bor; to the Committee on Education and 
Labor. 

By Mr. SMITH of Iowa: 

H.R. 11689. A bill to amend title 37 of the 
United States Code in order to provide cer- 
tain enlisted members and commissioned 
officers of the Armed Forces with transporta- 
tion to and from the homes of their next 
of kin; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. TEAGUE of Texas: 

H.R. 11690. A bill to authorize the Secre- 
tary of the Army to make certain changes 
in the roads located in the Wolf Creek Park 
area of the Navarro Mills Reservoir, Tex.; to 
the Committee on Public Works. 

By Mr. VANDER JAGT: 

H.R. 11691. A bill to encourage improve- 
ments in the machinery of judicial ad- 
ministration by establishing within the 
Department of Justice the Office for Judicial 
Assistance, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CORMAN: 

H. J. Res. 736. Joint resolution to author- 
ize the President to designate October 31 
of each year as National UNICEF Day; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. DOW: 

H. J. Res. 737. Joint resolution creating a 
Joint Committee To Investigate Crime; to 
the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr, HUTCHINSON: 

H. J. Res. 738. Joint resolution proposing an 
amendment to the Constitution relating to 
terms of Judges of the Supreme Court of the 
United States; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey: 

H. J. Res. 739. Joint resolution to authorize 
the President to issue a proclamation desig- 
nating the first full week of October as Spring 
Garden Planting Week; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ERLENBORN: 

H. J. Res. 740. Joint resolution relating to 

the effective date of Reorganization Plan No. 
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3 of 1967; to the Committee on Government 
Operations, 
By Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania: 

H. Con. Res. 422. Concurrent resolution to 
express the sense of Congress with respect to 
an investigation and study to determine the 
potential of railroad passenger and mail 
transportation in the United States; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce. 

By Mr. LIPSCOMB: 

H. Con. Res. 423. Concurrent resolution ex- 
pressing the sense of the Congress in re the 
Panama Canal Zone; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. BOW: 

H. Res. 753. Resolution to express the sense 
of the House of Representatives on the im- 
portance of continuation of U.S. operation 
of the Panama Canal; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania: 

H. Res. 754. Resolution looking toward a 
stable and durable peace in the Middle East; 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. HALPERN: 

H. Res. 755. Resolution providing for a 
thorough review of U.S. policy toward the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. HARSHA: 

H. Res. 756. Resolution expressing the sense 
of the House of Representatives that certain 
social security and railroad retirement 
benefits shall not be made subject to Federal 
income taxes; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. GARDNER: 

H. Res. 757. Resolution creating a select 
committee to conduct an investigation of the 
cause of recent riots in large metropolitan 
areas; to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. ADDABBO: 

H. Res. 758. Resolution concerning Rhode- 

sia; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
By Mr. ANDERSON of Tennessee: 

H. Res. 759. Resolution concerning Rhode- 

sia; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
By Mr. BINGHAM: 

H. Res. 760. Resolution concerning Rhode- 

sia; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
By Mr. BLATNIK: 

H. Res. 761. Resolution concerning Rhode- 

sia; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
By Mr. BOLAND: 

H. Res. 762. Resolution concerning Rhode- 

sia; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
By Mr. BOLLING: 

H. Res. 763. Resolution concerning Rhode- 

sia; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
By Mr. BRADEMAS: 

H. Res. 764. Resolution concerning Rhode- 

sia; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
By Mr. BRASCO: 

H. Res. 765.—Resolution concerning Rho- 

desia; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs, 
By Mr. BROWN of California: 

H. Res. 766.—Resolutlon concerning Rho- 

desia; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs, 
By Mr. BURTON of California: 

H. Res. 767.—Resolution concerning Rho- 

desia; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
By Mr. BUTTON: 

H. Res. 768.—Resolution concerning Rho- 

desia; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
By Mr. COHELAN: 

H. Res. 769.—Resolution concerning Rho- 

desia; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs, 
By Mr. CONTE: 

H. Res. 770.—- Resolution concerning Rho- 

desia; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
By Mr. CONYERS: 

H. Res. 771.—Resolution concerning Rho- 

desia; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
By Mr. CORMAN: 

H. Res. 772. Resolution concerning Rho- 

desia; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
By Mr. CULVER: 

H. Res. 773. Resolution concerning Rho- 

desia; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
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By Mr. DIGGS: 

H. Res. 774. Resolution concerning Rho- 
desia; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
By Mr, EDWARDS of California: 

H. Res. 775. Resolution concerning Rho- 
desia; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
By Mr. EILBERG: 
H. Res. 776. Resolution concerning Rho- 
desia; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
By Mr. FRASER: 
H. Res. 777. Resolution concerning Rho- 
desia; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
By Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN: 
H. Res. 778. Resolution concerning Rho- 
desia; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
By Mr. GILBERT: 
H. Res. 779. Resolution concerning Rho- 
desia; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs, 
By Mr. GONZALEZ: 
H. Res, 780. Resolution concerning Rho- 
desia; to the Committes on Foreign Affairs. 
By Mrs. GREEN of Oregon: 

H. Res. 781. Resolution concerning Rho- 
desia; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
By Mr, GREEN of Pennsylvania: 

H. Res. 782. Resolution concerning Rho- 
desia; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
By Mr. GUDE: 
H. Res. 783. Resolution concerning Rho- 
desia; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
By Mr. HALPERN: 
H. Res. 784. Resolution Concerning Rho- 
desia; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs, 
By Mr. HAWKINS: 
H. Res. 785. Resolution concerning Rho- 
desia; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
By Mr. HELSTOSKT: 
H. Res. 786. Resolution concerning Rhode- 
sia; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
By Mr. HORTON: 
H. Res. 787. Resolution concerning Rhode- 
sia; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
By Mr. KARTH: 
H. Res. 788. Resolution concerning Rhode- 
sia; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
By Mr. KASTENMEIER: 
H. Res. 789. Resolution concerning Rhode- 
sia; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
By Mr. LONG of Maryland: 
H. Res, 790. Resolution concerning Rhode- 
sia; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
By Mr. McCARTHY: 
H. Res. 791. Resolution concerning Rhode- 
sia; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
By Mr. MATSUNAGA: 
H. Res. 792. Resolution concerning Rhode- 
sia; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
By Mr. MOORHEAD: 
H. Res. 793. Resolution concerning Rhode- 
sia; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
By Mr. MORSE: 
H. Res. 794. Resolution concerning Rhode- 
sia; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
By Mr. MULTER: 
H. Res. 795. Resolution concerning Rhode- 
sia; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
By Mr. NEDZI: 
H. Res. 796, Resolution concerning Rhode- 
sia; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
By Mr. NIX: 
H. Res. 797. Resolution concerning Rhode- 
sia; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
By Mr, O'HARA of Illinois: 
H. Res. 798. Resolution concerning Rhode- 
sia; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs, 
By Mr. O'HARA of Michigan: 
H. Res. 799. Resolution concerning Rhode- 
sia; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs, 
By Mr. OTIINGER: 
H. Res. 800. Resolution concerning Rho- 
desia; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
By Mr. REID of New York: 
H. Res. 801. Resolution concerning Rho- 
desia; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
By Mr. RESNICK : 
H. Res, 802, Resolution concerning Rho- 
desia; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
By Mr. REUSS: 
H. Res. 803. Resolution concerning Rho- 
desia; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
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By Mr. RODINO: 
H. Res. 804. Resolution concerning Rho- 
desia; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
By Mr. ROSENTHAL: 
H. Res. 805. Resolution concerning Rho- 
desia; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
By Mr. ROYBAL: 
H. Res. 806. Resolution concerning Rho- 
desia; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
By Mr. RYAN: 
H. Res. 807. Resolution concerning Rhode- 
sia; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
By Mr. ST. ONGE: 
H. Res. 808. Resolution concerning Rhode- 
sia; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
By Mr. SCHEUER: 
H. Res. 809. Resolution concerning Rhode- 
sia; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
By Mr. TENZER: 
H. Res. 810. Resolution concerning Rhode- 
sia; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
By Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey: 
H. Res. 811. Resolution concerning Rhode- 
sia; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
By Mr. TUNNEY: 
H. Res. 812. Resolution concerning Rhode- 
sia; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
By Mr. WOLFF: 
H. Res. 813. Resolution concerning Rhode- 
sia; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 


MEMORIALS 


Under clause 4 of rule XXII, 


263. The SPEAKER presented a memorial 
of the Legislature of the State of California, 
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relative toa treaty between the United States 
and the Republic of Panama, which was 
presented to the Committee on Foreign Af- 
fairs. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. ADDABBO: 

H.R. 11692. A bill for the relief of Alberto 

Cori; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. ANNUNZIO: 

H.R. 11693. A bill for the relief of Everado 
Aranda-Acosta; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. BRASCO: 

H.R. 11694. A bill for the relief of Cologero 
Badalamenti; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

H.R. 11695. A bill for the relief of Marco 
Pezzino and Rosaria Pezzino; to the Commit- 
tee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia: 

H.R. 11696. A bill to provide for the free 
entry of a pipe organ and parts imported for 
the use of the Christ Lutheran Church of 
Washington, D.C.; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts: 

H.R. 11697. A bill for the relief of Chara- 
lambe Zafiris Sandras; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CURTIS: 
H.R. 11698. A bill for the relief of Dr. David 
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K. Davoudlarian; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 
By Mr. FRASER: 

H.R. 11699. A bill for the relief of Ole Erik 

Larsen; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. HORTON: 

H.R.11700. A bill for the relief of Dhiya 
Namiq Takie; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

By Mr, JOELSON: 

H.R. 11701. A bill for the relief of Sp4c. Os- 

car Perez; to the Committee on the Judiciary, 
By Mr, PUCINSKI: 

H.R. 11702. A bill for the relief of Mr. and 
Mrs. George Kotsomitis; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

H.R. 11703. A bill for the relief of John W. 
Benekos; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. RYAN: 

H.R. 11704. A bill for the relief of Constan- 
tinos Pittas and his wife, Angela Pittas; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions 
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk 
and referred as follows: 


130. By the SPEAKER: Petition of Henry 
Stoner, Portland, Oreg., relative to tenure of 
Members of the House and Senate; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

131, Also, petition of the City Council, 
Miami Beach, Fla., relative to the establish- 
ment of a joint committee to investigate 
crime throughout the United States; to the 
Committee on Rules. 


EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 


Letters From Average Americans 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
oF 


HON. JAMES A. McCLURE 


OF IDAHO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Monday, July 24, 1967 


Mr. McCLURE. Mr. Speaker, I am be- 
ginning to get a great deal of mail from 
people who are not associated with any 
political or economic group—the persons 
we speak of when we refer to the average 
American. Their statements are spon- 
taneous rather than organized, and the 
message is invariably the same; reduce 
Government spending, quit coddling the 
criminal, stop building bridges to the 
Communist bloc. 

Typical of the letters I have received 
is one that came in last week from con- 
stituents of mine in Boise. They say they 
are not— 

Members of any group, just concerned 
Americans. We are tired of the socialis- 
tic, power-grabbing, free-agency thiev- 
ing type of government we are getting. 
Please do all you can while in your high 
position to rectify this tide of brotherly 
love toward communism and free hand- 
outs to those who are too lazy to even 
seek employment. I think we should take 
the money from the giveaway programs 
and return it to the people in the form of 
tax relief where it can be put to proper 
use in private enterprise. Thank you 
from an Idaho voter, Ira C. and Eunice 
Buchanan. 

I think that many of those who hold 
responsible positions in the Government 


fail to recognize the depth of the unrest 
sweeping across this country. Those who 
so delude themselves are not likely to 
hold those positions a great deal longer. 


Kudos for Transportation Department, 
Customs, Immigration, and Public 
Health Services 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. CRAIG HOSMER 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Monday, July 24, 1967 


Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Speaker, a consid- 
erable number of international charter 
flights were scheduled to use the Long 
Beach, Calif., airport as port of depar- 
ture and port of entry this year. Al- 
ready congested Los Angeles Interna- 
tional Airport, 40 minutes away on the 
freeway, could not handle these flights 
without considerable delay and incon- 
venience to passengers, But to use the 
Long Beach facility required the con- 
currence of the Customs, Public Health 
and Immigration Services, each opera- 
ting as a part of a separate department 
of the Government. Although these 
agencies could agree on the matter of 
processing nighttime arrivals, they could 
not as to daytime arrivals. Funds avail- 
able to these services to carry on their 
responsibilities have been lamentably 
short in relation to increasing workload 
caused by burgeoning international 
traffic. 


I called upon Secretary Allan Boyd 
of the new Department of Transporta- 
tion to use his good offices to see if, 
somehow, arrangements could be made 
and concurrence obtained to meet the 
needs and convenience of the many 
hundred international passengers af- 
fected. Secretary Boyd immediately re- 
sponded and assigned the task to his 
able Assistant Secretary, Donald Agger. 
Secretary Agger went to work at once 
with considerable skill and diplomacy. 
Commissioner of Customs, Lester D. 
Johnson repsonded with equal skill and 
alacrity, as did other responsible officials 
of the Customs Immigration, and Public 
Health Service both in Washington and 
southern California. Within the space 
of 7 short days the necessary road 
blocks were cleared away and the re- 
quired arrangement made to process the 
fights involved. 

This is an outstanding example of ex- 
cellence, understanding, cooperation and 
leadership on the part of all the fine 
public servants involved. They deserve 
the highest commendation and I take 
this means to offer it to them. 


War Against the Farmer 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
HON. ROBERT V. DENNEY 


OF NEBRASKA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Monday, July 24, 1967 
Mr. DENNEY. Mr. Speaker, as the rep- 
resentative of the First Congressional 
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District in Nebraska, I am particularly 
proud and privileged to have a large 
number of farmers in my constituency. I 
have long been very impressed with the 
contribution that rural communities 
make to our total American society. 
Foremost among these contributions is 
the belief that a man should be mainly 
self-sufficient. 

It is therefore very distressing to wit- 
ness the plight of the farmers in my dis- 
trict and in America. War has been de- 
clared against poverty, crime and rats 
by the Johnson administration. 

Now, sadly, it appears that President 
Johnson and Secretary Freeman have 
declared war against the farmer. 

A constituent’s views are always 
strongly considered in my office. Recent- 
ly, I received the views of a farmer from 
a very productive area in my district. It 
is on farmers like this one that our Na- 
tion’s agricultural strength is firmly 
based. I include the text of his letter in 
the Recorp at this point: 

How do you think a farmer lives? Hard 
work and no food? Machinery is too high 
and livestock and grain too low. Livestock 
should be kept up all the time. Why is 
everyone trying to push a small farmer off 
the farm? He could be the happiest person 
if prices were good enough so he could live 
decent without high land taxes and income 
tax. When will all this end? We will be next 
to leave the farm. Wages in town are good 
but farm prices are always low. Why did 
food stores go up again? Our prices didn’t. 


Mr. Speaker, our Nation runs the risk 
of losing the stability and self-sufficiency 
that our farmers have afforded us. We 
must come to their assistance. If we do 
not, the road ahead for the farmer now 
caught in the price-cost squeeze must be 
in one of two directions: A losing of his 
self-sufficiency and the subsequent heav- 
ier dependence on governmental pro- 
grams or moving to the urban centers 
and adding to their congestion and com- 
plexities. 


Mrs. Marie Hart, National President of the 
American Gold Star Mothers 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. MICHAEL A. FEIGHAN 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Monday, July 24, 1967 


Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to call to the attention of my col- 
leagues that one of my constituents, Mrs. 
Marie Hart, recently has been elected 
national president of the American Gold 
Star Mothers, Inc. I congratulate her on 
this recognition. 

The American Gold Star Mothers, Inc., 
is a national, nondenominational, non- 
profit, and nonpolitical organization 
incorporated in 1929. The founding 
group was composed of women who had 
lost a son or daughter in World War I. 
Later, the membership was opened to 
mothers who had lost a son or daughter 
in World War II and was again opened 
after the Korean conflict. Presently, 
mothers of Vietnam casualties too are 
eligible for membership. 
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The primary objectives of this organi- 
zation are— 

To keep alive and develop the spirit that 
promoted world service, to maintain the ties 
of fellowship born of that service and to as- 
sist and further all patriotic works, to in- 
culcate a sense of individual obligation to the 
Community, State, and Nation, to assist 
veterans and their dependents whenever 
possible, and to aid, in any way ... men 
and women who were wounded or incapaci- 
tated, to perpetuate the memory of those 
whose lives were sacrificed, to extend needful 
assistance to all Gold Star Mothers, and to 
maintain true allegiance to the United States 
of America. 


In summation, the American Gold Star 
Mothers is a group dedicated to carrying 
on the work of their sons and daughters 
who died to make this world a better 
place in which to live. 

The philosophy of the Gold Star Moth- 
ers is commendable. Rather than the 
sense of personal loss attributed to 
mourning symbols, the gold star is a 
symbol of honor and courage. The gold 
star indicates that one has offered the 
supreme sacrifice to his country and to 
his family. 

Thus, these women provide a great 
service to the United States. They repre- 
sent great personal fortitude and dedica- 
tion at a time usually marked by over- 
whelming personal grief. They possess 
that high degree of character necessary 
to suppress individual sorrow and strive 
collectively for the common good of our 
Nation. I am deeply impressed with the 
1 of this most worthy organiza- 

on. 

I am confident that Mrs. Hart, who 
first joined the American Gold Star 
Mothers in 1945 and who has since oc- 
cupied both the local and national offices, 
will very capably carry on the laudable 
work and attain the goals of her 
organization. 


Conservation Through Cooperation 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. LESTER L. WOLFF 


OF NEW YORE 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Monday, July 24, 1967 


Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Speaker, on Sunday, 
July 16, I had the privilege of attending 
a ceremony dedicating 58-acre Powell 
Pond, in Glen Cove, N.Y., for the pur- 
pose of perpetual conservation. 

The funds and initiative for assuring 
the perpetual preservation of this beau- 
tiful location in the Third Congressional 
District were solely private. It is indeed 
rewarding and encouraging to see sev- 
eral groups of private citizens work to- 
gether in the valuable effort for con- 
servation of our remaining green spots 
and unimproved waterways. 

Involved in the conservation of Pow- 
ell Pond were: The North Shore Bird and 
Game Sanctuary, which has assumed re- 
sponsibility for maintaining the pond 
and its shoreline; the East and West Is- 
land Associations of Glen Cove; and the 
Matinecock Rod and Gun Club. Special 
mention for private efforts went most ap- 
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propriately to Mrs. Junius P. Morgan, of 
Glen Cove; and Miss Jane Powell, who 
officially dedicated the pond in the mem- 
ory of her parents—Mr. and Mrs. Fran- 
cis Powell. Besides the involvement of the 
groups and individuals mentioned there 
were also individual contributions to en- 
able the bird and game sanctuary to 
purchase the property from approxi- 
mately 200 people. 

If such selfiess private efforts for con- 
servation could be realized throughout 
the United States we would be much more 
successful, much more rapidly in our ef- 
fort to assure the maintenance of our 
valuable natural resources. I commend to 
my colleagues’ attention the fine work 
done by interested and active citizens to 
conserve the valuable resource of Powell 
Pond, in Glen Cove, N.. 


Conference Report on Senate Joint Reso- 
lution 81—Providing for Settlement of 
Railroad Labor Dispute 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. HERVEY G. MACHEN 


OF MARYLAND 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Monday, July 24, 1967 


Mr. MACHEN, Mr. Speaker, this House 
has passed the rail strike legislation 
which it had earlier rejected. 

I voted for the bill. At this point, I 
could see no other choice. However, I 
think it was proper for the majority of 
this body to have rejected the same legis- 
lation earlier, for we had every right to 
expect reason and responsibility from the 
bargaining parties. We know now that 
this was not the case. 

The effects of the strike were quickly 
felt. Beginning late Saturday night, 
paralysis spread quickly throughout the 
Nation’s rail network, and by Monday 
morning the work stoppage’s potential 
for creating economic havoc was evident. 
It also became increasingly clear that 
it posed a threat to the national security. 

Conditions imposed by the strike were 
more than inconvenient for commuters 
and other passengers. In the Washington 
area alone, some 5,000 commuters were 
stranded, and the nearly 30,000 rail pas- 
sengers who normally use Union Station 
on weekends were fighting for already 
overloaded airplane, bus, and highway 
facilities. Mail service across the Nation 
was sharply curtailed, and industry was 
girding itself for a severe economic 
shock. 

The Secretaries of Defense and Trans- 
portation calculated the danger posed to 
the war effort in Vietnam, and the possi- 
bilities of substitute modes of freight 
transport. They estimated that over 40 
percent of the freight shipped by the 
Department of Defense, excluding petro- 
leum products transported by pipeline, 
is moved by rail. 

During the first 9 months of fiscal year 
1967, Defense rail shipments totaled 5.4 
million tons. This came to about 20,000 
tons or some 625 carloads per day and 
traffic scheduled for the next few weeks 
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was estimated to reach over 3,000 car- 
loads; all in ammuntion, weapons, vehi- 
cles, rations, and other supplies for our 
men in Vietnam. 

Secretary of Transportation Alan S. 
Boyd, declared that a system of priorities 
for freight shipments and efforts to use 
other forms of transport would not suf- 
fice. He said that the other modes could 
be expected to absorb only 10 percent of 
the normal rail traffic at best, and traffic 
was expected to be heavier than usual. 

In these circumstances, with the Na- 
tion’s rail traffic ground to a virtual halt, 
crops threatened with spoilage, indus- 
tries threatened with shutdowns, and 
supplies and ammunition for our men in 
Vietnam stalled in transit, we had no 
choice but to take immediate action to 
end the strike. 

As a conscientious member of the 
House Committee on Armed Services, my 
choice was clear. Having on one occasion 
voted to authorize funds, and later to 
appropriate the funds to sustain the men 
we have committed to war, I could not 
on another, ignore conditions which 
would deprive them of material support. 
We had to act. 

The question is why was this thrust so 
precipitously upon the Congress? The 
answer lies in the threefold impasse 
which had plagued these negotiations 
from the start. 

First there was the virtual breakdown 
of collective bargaining. A small segment 
of labor, some 40,000 workers out of over 
500,000 railroaders, refused to temper its 
demands, in the hopes of Government 
seizure to prevent the effects of a strike. 
Management was unconcerned about the 
wage demands, had applied to the ICC 
for rate increases to cover anticipated 
costs, and sat back, in the words of news- 
paper columnist Joseph Kraft, hardly 
engaging in collective bargaining at all.” 
They wanted Congress to impose a per- 
manent system of compulsory arbitration 
which would eliminate their responsibil- 
ity to engage in collective bargaining. 

Second, I must say quite candidly that 
there was a stalemate in the Congress. 
There were those who adamantly stuck 
to the administration’s proposal for a 
one-shot emergency compulsory arbitra- 
tion bill—there is no other word for it. 
This became the Senate version of the 
bill. 

The House measure omitted the provi- 
sion of compulsory arbitration for a final 
settlement, and when the bill went to 
conference, the Senate refused to budge; 
knowing full well that the rail strike 
which loomed on the horizon would 
create sufficient pressures to ram the 
Senate version through the House. 

A number of my colleagues have com- 
mented on this, both in the Chamber 
and in private. Of course, we harbor no 
bitterness, but to my way of thinking 
this method of handling the matter left 
much to be desired. 

It just was not right. A bill which a 
majority of my distinguished colleagues 
had seen fit to support was not given due 
consideration. 

In the end, the Members of this great 
legislative body deferred to the Senate 
when there was no alternative—for cer- 
tainly some legislation was preferable to 
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none. We upheld the national interest. 
Surely this act of statesmanship was the 
highest form of honor to ourselves as 
legislators, and to the dignity of the 
House. 

Third, the most disconcerting, was the 
absence of permanent legislation which 
could have been applied to the labor- 
management dispute. Surely, the Presi- 
dent’s state of the Union message in 1966 
gave us reason to expect comprehensive 
and permanent legislation on the prob- 
lem. With all appreciation of the neces- 
sarily complicated features of such a pro- 
posal, I must express deep concern that 
the measure has not been forthcoming. 

In summary, the present act provides 
no permanent solution. It is not even the 
best short-term one, for it imposes wage 
restraints on the workers without touch- 
ing the profits of the railroads. Thus it 
would tend, over a prolonged period, to 
favor one side in the dispute over the 
other. 

It should be noted here that this does 
not imply any personal preference on my 
part for the position of either party to 
the dispute. My only concern is for the 
basic concept of fairness in the settle- 
ment of industrial disputes which has be- 
come so deeply embedded in our tradi- 
tion of free collective bargaining. Cer- 
tainly we must preserve this system, and 
in cases involving the national security 
if we do intervene, we must keep in mind 
the essence of its evenhandedness. 

Let us not lose sight of the continuing 
need for legislation which will either 
safeguard the public interest in collec- 
tive bargaining, or provide a system of 
arbitration which would artificially in- 
duce the conditions of a strike on both 
bargaining parties, while maintaining 
rail service. 


Captive Nations Week 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. MICHAEL A. FEIGHAN 


OF OHIO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Monday, July 24, 1967 


Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Speaker, the 
Greater Cleveland community observed 
Captive Nations Week on the Public 
Square in Cleveland the evening of July 
17. The following is my statement on that 
occasion: 

CAPTIVE NATIONS WEEK 
(Statement. of the Honorable MICHAEL A. 
FEIGHAN, U.S. Representative) 

The compelling issue of our times is peace, 
that is, peace with justice for all nations and 
all people. 

Mankind has witnessed the ruthless march 
of imperial Russian communism for almost 
half a century. This march has overrun and 
occupied no less than a score of once free 
and independent nations. Three other na- 
tions have been forcibly divided by this Red 
tyranny. Nearly one-third of all humanity is 
now enchained against their will behind the 
iron and bamboo curtains. The Russian Com- 
munists boldly assert they will not stop their 
march until all the world is their captive 
empire. This situation is responsible for the 
dangerous tensions which grip the world and 
threaten another armed conflict. 
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In our quest for Peace with Justice we 
have tens of millions of allies within the 
Russian Communist empire. These are the 
people, the common man, of the captive, 
non-Russian nations. They call out to us 
for emancipation from the tyranny and God- 
less system which has been imposed upon 
them by subversion, terror, and military 
force. Their political goals are the same as 
ours—liberty, freedom, and national inde- 
pendence. 

The aspirations of the people of the cap- 
tive, non-Russian nations stand as a power- 
ful deterrent to war. The non-Russian people 
comprise the overwhelming majority of the 
population behind the iron and bamboo cur- 
tains. No Red dictator will dare to launch a 
new world war in the certain knowledge these 
captive peoples are firmly allied with free- 
dom’s cause. 

It is, therefore, imperative that we keep 
alive the aspirations of the people of the 
captive nations, to manifest our concern for 
their present plight and to strengthen our 
alliance with them. The official observance 
of captive nations week by the people of 
Greater Cleveland is a fitting way to express 
our support for the just aspirations of these 
people. 

Great numbers of citizens in our commu- 
nity have family ties in many of the captive 
nations, particularly Poland, Hungary, 
Ukraine, Lithuania, Latvia, Estonia, East 
Germany, Armenia, and Croatia. They know 
well the plight of their friends and relatives 
living under Communist rule. It is necessary 
that all Americans understand the plight of 
the captive nations and the aspirations of the 
people of these nations for freedom and na- 
tional independence. For it is in this under- 
standing that we, as a nation, shall find the 
key to peace and justice. 


Fifteen Thousand Respond to Poll by 
Congressman Albert H. Quie 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. ALBERT H. QUIE 


OF MINNESOTA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Monday, July 24, 1967 


Mr. QUIE. Mr. Speaker, every year 
since being elected a Member of Con- 
gress in 1958, I have distributed a public 
opinion questionnaire to my constitu- 
ents in the First District of Minnesota. 
The responses from constituents on 
major issues facing the United States 
have proved to be extremely valuable. 

This year the number of constituents 
answering the questionnaire exceeded 
15,000 which illustrates the great con- 
cern they have with such overriding is- 
sues as the war in Vietnam, congres- 
sional ethics, and the rising cost of the 
Federal Government. ‘ 

For example, I asked my constituents: 
“Please choose the one alternative you 
most favor for conducting the war in 
Vietnam.“ The answers were: A. Con- 
tinue war at the present level—12.7 per- 
cent. B. Increase bombing of North Viet- 
nam—69.6 percent. C. Leave at present 
level—17.7 percent. The fact that 69.6 
percent of those replying to the question- 
naire are in favor of increasing the bomb- 
ing of North Vietnam, I believe, reflects a 
general feeling that the war should be 
brought to a conclusion. 

Another question dealt with the way 
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President Johnson is handling his job. 
Only 19 percent approved while 63.6 per- 
cent disapproved of his job perform- 
ance. I believe this is especially signifi- 
cant. 

The responses also reflected a strong 

sentiment to reduce nonmilitary spending 
while we are conducting a war in Viet- 
nam. 
Mr. Speaker, I should like to place in 
the Recor the 10 questions and the an- 
swers in my 1967 public opinion ques- 
tionnaire: 


1. Viet Nam War: Please choose the one 
alternative you most favor: A. Continue 
war at present level— 12.7%; B. Increase 
bombing of North Viet Nam—69.6%; C. Stop 
bombing of North Viet Nam—i7.7%. 

2. Social Security: Benefits should be: 
A. Raised to match the rising cost of living 
with no tax increase—48.7%; B. Raised by 
20% with a tax increase—13.7%; C. Left at 
present levels—37.6%. 

3. Congressional ethics: The Powell and 
Dodd cases have reflected on the integrity of 
Congress, In these or similar cases, Congress 
should consider: A. Removal from the Con- 
gress— 74.5%; B. Censuring but retention of 
seat—13.8%; C. Leaving problem to the 
voters—11. 7%. 

4. Farm: There has been some discussion 
about a ceiling on price support payments for 
larger farms. What do you most favor? A. 
Payment limitation—43.3%; B. No limit on 
size of payments—4.5%; C. An end to pay- 
ments—52.2%. 

5. Anti-ballistic missiles: The U.S. should: 
A. Build a complete $40 billion anti-missile 
defense system—31.9%; B. Protect part of 
the U.S. at less cost—23%; C. Negotiate with 
Russia to stop her anti-missile build-up— 
45.1%. 

6. LBJ’s job rating: Do you approve or 
disapprove of the way President Johnson is 
handling his job? A, Approve—19%; B. Dis- 
approve—63.6%; C. Don’t know—17.4%. 

7. Drop in defense spending: When mili- 
tary spending drops, the U.S. should: A. Ex- 
pand Federal domestic programs—9.5%; B. 
Return revenue to states—26.2%; C. Reduce 
Federal taxes—64.3%. 

8. Postal rates: To reduce continuing def- 
icits, the Post Office Department should: 
A. Raise rates on all classes of mail—5.6%; 
B. Raise rates only on so-called “junk” 
mail—74.4%; C. Become a non-profit gov- 
ernment corporation—20%. 

9. Draft: What change in Selective Service 
do you most favor? A. Adopt lottery sys- 
tem—23.5%; B. Keep present policies but 
tighten student deferments—59.5%; C. 
Change to a professional military corps— 
17%. 

10. Federal deficits: The best way to hold 
down Federal deficits is to: A. Reduce domes- 
tic spending—70.6%; B. Reduce military 
spending—24.7%; C. Raise taxes—4.7%. 


Remarks of Vice President Hubert Hum- 
phrey at Desalinization Plant Dedica- 
tion, Key West, Fla., July 20, 1967 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. JOHN A. BLATNIK 


OF MINNESOTA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, July 24, 1967 


Mr. BLATNIK. Mr. Speaker, our en- 
ergy-filled, dedicated Vice President, 
HUBERT H. HUMPHREY, has again given 
of his tremendous abilities in dedicat- 
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ing the Westinghouse Desalinization 
Plant at Key West, Fla. Westinghouse 
and the Vice President are to be con- 
gratulated for their part in this his- 
toric event. 

This is another example of industry 
and government cooperation to build a 
better America. This is the first time a 
U.S. municipality has looked to the sea 
for its entire supply of fresh water. 
President D. C. Burnham and his West- 
inghouse team should be saluted for this 
pacesetting step forward and I com- 
mend this speech for all to share, as 
follows: 

REMARKS OF VICE PRESIDENT HUBERT HUM- 

PHREY, AT DESALINIZATION PLANT DEDICA- 

TION, Key WEstT, FLA., JuLY 20, 1967 


I am happy to be here with you today to 
join in the dedication of this magnificent 
new desalting plant. 

And I am privileged to bring you this 
special message from the President: 

“The dedication of Key West’s new desalt- 
ing plant is an event of historical signifi- 
cance. The occasion marks the first time 
that a U.S. municipality has turned to the 
sea for its water supply. The plant to be 
placed in operation today incorporates the 
latest technology that scientists and engi- 
neers from both Government and industry 
have been able to devise. Through their 
wise application of new technology, the citi- 
zens of Key West will have their own local 
supply of fresh water, at a fair and eco- 
nomical cost. 

“Your new plant represents more than 
just the sweet taste of clear water for an 
entire local community. It is also a splendid 
example of Federal, State, and private indus- 
trial cooperation to meet the needs of our 
people. Other nations will also look to this 
plant as a prototype to help advance their 
own technology in the urgent search for a 
low cost supply of fresh water. 

“While this is the first municipal sea water 
conversion plant in the United States, in- 
land communities are already desalting 
brackish water and putting it to use. Before 
this decade is ended, I am confident that 
desalting plants will have greatly increased 
the quantity and quality of fresh water in 
the United States and around the world, The 
operation of this fine new plant thus marks 
a turning point in mankind’s desperate need 
for vast new sources of life-sustaining water. 
I extend my best wishes to the citizens of 
the State of Florida, the people of Key West, 
and the members of the Florida Keys Aque- 
duct Commission for their demonstrated 
leadership in this practical and history-mak- 
ing achievement.” 

Ladies and gentlemen, this is indeed a 
happy occasion for Key West, for the Florida 
Keys Aqueduct Commission, and for the 
Westinghouse Electric Corporation. 

The plant we are now dedicating is the 
largest single-unit desalting installation in 
the world today. 

It represents a giant step forward in a 
brand new technology which is destined, I 
believe, to yield benefits for mankind at least 
as great as those bestowed by the develop- 
ment of electricity. 

As Chairman of the National Council on 
Marine Resources and Engineering Develop- 
ment, I have Kept in close touch with prog- 
ress in the desalinization field. It has been 
nothing less than sensational. 

Indeed, Mr. Koenig, the very name of your 
Commission is a measure of the pace of this 
progress. When it was established a few years 
ago, people were still thinking in terms of 
aqueducts, a technological concept thou- 
sands of years old. 

Today, that Commission is engaged in 
doing what once occurred only in miraculous 
legends—bringing forth fresh water from 
the sea. 
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The need for new sources of fresh water 
is acute and increasing all over the world 
today. 

Right here in the United States there are 
more than a thousand communities making 
do with brackish water which is hardly fit 
either for human consumption or for indus- 
trial use. 

Still more communities experience fre- 
quent water shortages from natural causes— 
droughts or storms like Hurricane Donna, 
which disrupted your water supply in 1960. 

Here we see the beginnings of a whole new 
industry, serving an immense market—and, 
I understand a highly competitive one. 

As a staunch believer in our free enter- 
prise system, I welcome this competition. I 
say—let all companies interested in this field 
tug ee ane 9 vigorously. That is 

y the interests of the nati 
rales Mh ation will best 

This plant gives Key West a great distinc- 

ay eet urge you to enjoy that distinc- 
you can, because there are 
bigger things to come. ore 

There is already planned, for 1973—, 

, ust 
six years from now—a desalting plant — 
coast of California that will deliver 150 mil- 
mae andona of varor a day. It will use nu- 

wer, and will generate great quan- 
bp of electricity as wen. k 
e experts tell us that by 1980—on]: 
years away—we will have SER PRR alle 
plants capable of turning out a Dillion gal- 
lons of fresh water daily, at a cost of 10 
cents per gallon. 

This is good news for America. Our 

i water 
consumption is increasing so rapidly that by 
2 el N Say have reached the limits 

e water su 
DA pply from traditional 
This nation has taken the lead in th 
e fleld 
of de niention, a fact of which we can 


And we can be especially proud th 
have determined to share this life-giving 
8 freely with other nations. 

ident Johnson has many times reaf- 
firmed his determination that, Lwe here will 
do our share, and do more, to see that the 
peaceful promise of nuclear energy is ap- 
plied to the critical problem of desalting 
SAE and pening to make the desert bloom.” 

e are, for example, currently engaged 

gether with Mexico and the TACNA IGNAT 
Atomic Energy Agency in a joint study for 
a nuclear-powered fresh water and electricity 
plant. It will serve the needs of California 
and Arizona, north of the border, and Sonora 
and Lower California south of it. 

Water—and the need for water—overflows 
all ideological barriers. 

The United States and the Soviet Union, 
under an agreement recently renewed, have 
A ae information and experts in this 

eld. 

A “Water for Peace” Conference held in 
Washington this spring was attended by 64 
hundred delegates and observers from 94 
nations. 

We are establishing, in the Department of 
State, a Water for Peace Office to lead and 
coordinate this nation’s efforts for world- 
wide progress in the development of pure 
water resources. 

The need is everywhere, but particularly 
in the developing countries. Paul Hoffman, 
who heads the United Nations Development 
Program, has said: 

“At least 60 of the under-developed coun- 
tries and territories associated with the 
United Nations face forms of water shortage 
which in time can only be met from non- 
traditional sources: That is, from brackish 
and salt-water sources. 

Water shortage in these countries, where 
the vast majority of the people live on tire 
land, means that tens of millions of poten- 
tially fertile acres can not be tilled. 

It means that oppressive landlord-peasant 
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relationships are inescapable—that millions 
of humble cultivators cannot experience the 
pride of tilling their own farms. 

And it means starvation. 

But consider this exciting possibility: 
Economical nuclear desalting on a large scale 
produces, as a byproduct, vast quantities of 
electricity. 

In many arid regions, there is at present 
no market for this electricity. But the pro- 
duction of fertilizer, another essential in- 
gredient for successful agriculture, requires 
a great deal of electrical energy. 
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Our Atomic Energy Commission is there- 
fore considering a comprehensive plan for 
the establishment of massive multi-purpose 
atomic energy centers which would produce 
both fresh water and fertilizer, as well as 
other chemicals. 

The electricity could also be used for 
pumping and as power for other industrial 
enterprises. 

This idea is only in its initial stages. But 
at the present rate of technological progress, 
multipurpose atomic energy centers will be 
a practical possibility by 1975 or 1980. 
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Bold programs such as this could convert 
the semi-arid regions of the world into 
flourishing agricultural and industrial areas, 
providing food, employment and prosperity 
for millions of people. 

In a world fraught with tension, the new 
technology of desalinization provides a 
beacon of hope. For it is truly a technology 
of peace, It has no military application what- 
soever. 

It can be used only for the fulfillment of 
age-old human needs, and therein lies its 
revolutionary promise. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


TuEspAy, JuLy 25, 1967 


The House met at 12 o’clock noon. 

Rev. George A. Wilson, St. James 
Presbyterian Church, San Gabriel, 
Calif., offered the following prayer: 


O Gracious God of the Nations, we 
ask that Thou would look with compas- 
sion upon these people and the awful 
assignment given them. 

Let the judgments of this House be 
given with great perception and con- 
stant precision. Help us to see in this 
crucial moment that a nation’s life 
comes not in the abundance of things 
that it possesses for we have large and 
wealthy cities full of hopelessness and 
despair. 

Give these people ears to listen in a 
message-drowned world, voices to speak 
a costly word. Let the burden of per- 
sonal sacrifice be felt. 

O God, who provides new models and 
forms for this changing age, help us to 
be cocreators with Thee as we seek 
to uphold the dignity of mankind. Let 
a word of peace be spoken, understood, 
acted out. Amen. 


THE JOURNAL 


The Journal of the proceedings of yes- 
terday was read and approved. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate by Mr. 
Arrington, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate agrees to the report of 
the committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill 
(H.R. 10368) entitled “An act making 
appropriations for the legislative 
branch for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1968, and for other purposes.” 


ACTION OF PRESIDENT JOHNSON 
IN SENDING FEDERAL TROOPS 
INTO DETROIT IS SOUND AND 
PROPER 


Mr. McCORMACKE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my 
remarks, and to include a partial text 
of President Johnson’s statement of last 
night on the Detroit riots. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 

usetts. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, the 
action of President Johnson in sending 


Federal troops into Detroit is sound and 
proper. With the inability of the local 
and State governments to cope with the 
situation, and with the request of Gov- 
ernor Romney, joined in by the mayor 
of Detroit and other officials, for Fed- 
eral troops, President Johnson acted 
promptly and courageously. 

What happened in Detroit can take 
place anywhere else in our country—a 
small minority with evil minds engag- 
ing in unlawful acts, creating mob 
psychology leading to riots and defiance 
of the law, killing, wounding, looting, 
and the burning and destruction of 
property. 

Defiance of the law cannot be toler- 
ated and must be met with speed and 
firmness. 

“where law ceases, tyranny 
starts.” 

President Johnson well stated that law 
enforcement is a local matter and the 
Federal Government should not inter- 
vene unless requested by a Governor, 
and when State and local governments 
are unable to maintain and restore 
order. 

The request of Governor Romney for 
Federal troops meant that State and lo- 
cal government in his opinion were un- 
able to control the situation and restore 
law and order in Detroit. 

President Johnson is to be com- 
mended. 

The great majority of the American 
people will support the President in his 
decision and action. 

The partial text of President John- 
son’s statemen* follows: 

L. B. J.: “CRIMINAL IN CONDUCT” 

In the early morning today Governor 
Romney communicated with Attorney Gen- 
eral Clark and told him of the extreme dis- 
order in Detroit. The Attorney General kept 
me advised throughout the morning. 

At 10:56 this morning I received a wire 
from Governor Romney officially requesting 
that Federal troops be dispatched to Michi- 
gan. This wire had been sent at 10:46 a.m. 

At 11:02 this morning I instructed the 
Secretary of Defense to initiate the move- 
ment of the troops which the Governor had 
requested, 

At the same time, I advised the Governor 
by telegram that the troops would be sent 
to Selfridge Air Base just Northeast of De- 


troit and would be available to support and 
assist the 8,000 Michigan National Guards- 
men and the several thousand State and 
local police under the command of Governor 
Romney and the Mayor of Detroit. I advised 
the Governor that these troops would arrive 
this afternoon. 

I also advised the Governor that immedi- 
ately Mr. Cyrus Vance as Special Assistant 
to the Secretary of Defense and others would 
proceed to Detroit for conferences with the 
Governor and other appropriate officials. 

This plan proceeded precisely as scheduled. 


Approximately 5,000 Federal troops were on 
their way by airlift to Detroit within a few 
hours. Mr. Vance, General Throckmorton, 
and others were in Detroit and in confer- 
ence with Governor Romney by the middle 
of the afternoon. 

Their initial report was that it then ap- 
peared that the situation might be con- 
trolled without bringing the Federal troops 
from the Selfridge Air Base into Detroit. 
They, therefore, recommended to me that 
the troops be maintained on a 30-minute 
alert and they advised me that they would 
be in continual touch with the situation 
and with Secretary McNamara and me. 

At approximately 10:30 this evening, Mr. 
Vance and General Throckmorton reported 
to me by telephone that it was the unani- 
mous opinion of all the State and Federal 
Officials who were in consultation—includ- 
ing Governor Romney, Mr. Vance and Gen- 
eral Throckmorton—that the situation had 
developed in such a way in the few inter- 
vening hours as to make the use of Federal 
troops to augment the police and Michigan 
National Guard imperative. They described 
the situation in considerable detail, includ- 
ing the violence and deaths that had oc- 
curred in the past few hours, and submitted 
as the unanimous judgment of all con- 
cerned that the situation was totally beyond 
the control of the local authorities, 

On the basis of this confirmation of the 
need for participation by Federal troops, and 
pursuant to the official request made by 
Governor Romney in which Mayor Ca- 
vanagh joined, I forthwith issued the nec- 
essary Proclamation and Executive Order as 
provided by the Constitution and statutes. 

I advised Mr. Vance and General Throck- 
morton to proceed immediately with the 
transportation of the Federal troops from 
Selfridge Air Base to places of deployment 
within Detroit—a movement which they had 
already provisionally begun, pursuant to 
their authority. 

I am sure the American people will realize 
that I take this action with the greatest re- 
gret—and only because of the clear, un- 
mistakable and undisputed evidence that 
Governor Romney and the local officials have 
been unabie to bring the situation under 
control. 

Law enforcement is a local matter. It is 
the responsibility of local officials and the 
Governors of the respective states, The Fed- 
eral Government should not intervene—ex- 
cept in extraordinary circumstances. 

The fact of the matter, however, is that 
law and order have broken down in Detroit. 

Pillage, looting, murder, and arson have 
nothing to do with civil rights. They are 
criminal conduct. The Federal Government 
in the circumstances here presented had no 
alternative but to respond since it was called 
upon by the Governor of the State and pre- 
sented with proof of his inability to restore 
order. 

I call upon all of our people, in all of our 
cities, to join in a determined program to 
maintain law and order—to condemn and 
combat lawlessness in all of its forms—and 
firmly to show by word and deed that riots, 
looting and public disorder will not be tol- 
erated. 
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RIOTS IN MICHIGAN 


Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
I rise for the purpose of indicating my 
full support for the action which was 
taken by Mayor Cavanagh, Governor 
Romney, and the President. The situa- 
tion required the full mobilization of 
local, State, and Federal efforts to meet 
the crisis which faced the State of 
Michigane 

Mr. Speaker, I also concur with the 
observations made by the distinguished 
Speaker when he said that the action 
in Detroit was precipitated by a small 
minority with evil minds. 

May I add one postscript to this. As 
an outgrowth of the situation in Detroit 
there have been sporadic local disturb- 
ances in other Michigan cities, including 
my own. I talked to the mayor and the 
city manager of Grand Rapids this morn- 
ing and the facts are that some 20 or 
more carloads of outsiders sought to 
come into Grand Rapids, a city of ap- 
proximately 220,000. These outsiders 
were of the hoodlum element. 

During the course of less than 18 
hours there have been outbreaks and 
there has been some damage to stores 
and local businesses. I am glad to report 
to the Congress and to this body that 
the mayor and the local law enforcement 
officials have taken forthright, strong, 
but fair action against this hoodlum ele- 
ment and they have in the process closed 
all bars and prohibited the sale of any 
packaged liquor. They have also pro- 
hibited the sale of gasoline except into 
automobile tanks. They are closing all 
gasoline stations after 6 o’clock tonight. 
They have mobilized the full law enforce- 
ment authority locally, and they intend 
to take the firmest kind of law enforce- 
ment action against the small minority 
who is seeking to spread anarchy in this 
community. 


THE PRESIDENT HAS PROMPTLY 
AND PROPERLY RESPONDED TO 
GOVERNOR ROMNEY'S REQUEST 
FOR FEDERAL TROOPS TO TERMI- 
NATE DETROIT’S HORRENDOUS 
RIOT AND CIVIL DISORDERS 


Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I join in 
what has been said up to now with re- 
spect to the serious situation which con- 
fronts the people of the city of Detroit, 
but, Mr. Speaker, I was amazed to read 
in this morning’s papers that the Re- 
publican leadership at its highest levels 
is playing politics with this explosive 
situation at the very moment when re- 
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sponsibility and statesmanship are 
needed the most. This time, though, the 
Republicans have outdone themselves. 
They have used the bloody riots in De- 
troit—riots that their own Governor 
Romney was unable either to prevent or 
to quell—to discredit the President of the 
United States. 

I would say that the attempt to put the 
responsibility upon the President for the 
terrible and criminal rioting now going 
on in our urban centers is not only a 
hoax, but is idiotic. 

Has anyone tied Republican hands? 
Why is it that the Republicans in Con- 
gress cannot wake up to the times and 
support legislation which strikes at the 
root of this evil of civil discord? 

Our distinguished Speaker summed up 
this situation yesterday afternoon when 
he said: 

There are those among us, who have al- 
ready turned their backs on the evils of pov- 
erty and illiteracy, unemployment and 
despair that are so deeply rooted in our sub- 
standard areas across the Nation. . Those 
who today speak piously of anarchy in the 
streets have not hesitated to strike down 
some of the most progressive laws aimed at 
these problems. 


A few weeks ago the Republican lead- 
ership in this body boasted that it was 
going to gut the rent supplements pro- 
gram. Last week it saw only humor in 
the administration’s rat extermination 
program. 

It is ridiculous to suggest that Lyndon 
B. Johnson has not dealt responsibly in 
helping Governor Romney deal with the 
riot in his State. It is false and ridiculous 
to suggest that he has not also sought 
to deal with the basic conditions which 
lead to riots. 

If the Republican Party would serve 
this country, it should recommend sup- 
port of the President’s fair housing bill, 
antipoverty program, rent supplement 
effort, model cities, and Federal aid to 
education, instead of engaging in politi- 
cal demagoguery. The blame for the 
bloody riots—in Detroit—cannot be 
shifted to the President of the United 
States who has responded not only to 
Detroit’s crisis but whose legislative pro- 
gram responded to human needs before 
pressure built up and blew off the lid. 

The President moved courageously 
when requested to send troops into the 
Detroit area. Why was Governor Rom- 
ney so slow in making his request? Was 
it because he was afraid of losing sup- 
port in his attempt to become our next 
President? 

There is certainly one thing the Re- 
publicans can always do. They can in 
an hour of national crisis endeavor to 
shift the blame for conditions which 
were in the making a long time ago, dur- 
ing Republican as well as Democratic 
administrations. 

I, for one, will support any legislation 
which will help bring rioting to an end 
sre bring to justice those who promote 

ots. 

I will also support legislation to create 
jobs for the unemployed of our Nation 
and to lift the skills of those who are 
not now employable in industry. 

The old saying is—and it is still true— 
Por devil finds work for idle hands to 

O.“ 
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I call upon my Republican friends in 
the House of Representatives to join 
the President and to join me in enact- 
ing legislation which will really cope with 
the problems which have provoked wide- 
spread rioting. If this very necessary 
action is taken, it will be done prin- 
cipally by the Democrats who have acted 
to meet such problems in the past. Re- 
publican cooperation has been notice- 
able by its absence. Again the Republican 
Party, has taken the role of critic—not 
creator. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ALBERT. I yield to the distin- 
guished minority leader. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I appreciate 
the gentleman from Oklahoma yielding 
at this point. 

As I indicated following the remarks 
of the distinguished Speaker of the 
House, I fully concur in the actions which 
were taken by Mayor Cavanagh and 
Governor Romney and the President. 

But I think it is a little difficult to fol- 
low the rationale of the distinguished 
majority leader when he says on the one 
hand that local law enforcement is the 
way that this problem should be han- 
dled and on the other hand accuses Gov- 
ernor Romney of not acting quickly 
enough and not asking for aid promptly. 
It is my understanding that Governor 
Romney and Mayor Cavanaugh, Mayor 
Cavanaugh being a Democrat, acted in 
concert and did all they could with both 
local and State law enforcement bodies 
to handle the situation. 

Mr. ALBERT. May I say to the distin- 
guished minority leader that I compli- 
ment him on the statement he made this 
morning. 

But what I do not understand is the 
political action of a large number of Re- 
publican leaders yesterday who were try- 
ing to make political hay out of a serious 
national problem. 

I am not criticizing the gentleman 
for what he is saying now. I am criticiz- 
ing those who participated in a state- 
ment in which they tried to cast the 
blame for these riots, if I understand the 
press releases correctly, upon the should- 
ers of the President of the United States, 
who has shown, within the last few 
hours, that he will live up to his responsi- 
bilities to help enforce the law of the 
land. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Will the dis- 
tinguished majority leader yield further? 

Mr. ALBERT. Surely I yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I would like to 
make one further comment. The Presi- 
dent did not condemn the riots and 
rioters until last night. The Republican 
Coordinating Committee statement was 
issued Monday afternoon. I was up last 
night about midnight when the President 
made his nationwide television state- 
ment. I listened very carefully to the 
words that the President used. 

In my judgment, the way the President 
described the action the Governor took 
indicated that the President himself was 
getting this tragedy involved in the polit- 
ical arena. It seems to me the crisis is so 
serious that it should not get involved 
with politics. 
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I hasten to add that from time to time 
allegations have been made that riots 
in cities like Detroit are due to rejection 
of a Democratic bill by the Congress. In 
fact, President Johnson implied recently 
that rioting would result from refusal of 
the House to take up the rat eradication 
bill. Interestingly enough, it so happens 
that Detroit has a model rat eradication 
program which was cited in the com- 
mittee report on the rat bill. Detroit is 
a virtually rat-free city and yet has ex- 
perienced the worst riot yet. This fact 
proves that it was President Johnson 
who used the riots for partisan purposes 
in his remarks about riots, the rat bill, 
and the Republican Party. This morning 
an editorial in the Washington Post 
pointed out beyond any doubt that in 
Detroit there was no evidence of a lack of 
concern about social problems. The 
mayor has been one of those who have 
sought to do the most in this area. In 
my opinion the Governor has done the 
most in the field of open housing by 
writing an open-housing provision into 
Michigan’s new constitution. 

The labor unions in Detroit have 
sought over a long period of time to at- 
tack social problems. Unemployment is 
down; employment is up. There was no 
reason whatsoever, economically, for the 
tragedy that occurred in Detroit. 

The majority leader accuses Governor 
Romney of being tardy in asking the 
President for Federal troops to quell the 
riot. Other Democrats criticize the Gov- 
ernor because local police and Mich- 
igan’s National Guardsmen were unable 
to restore law and order without Federal 
help. I would ask why Mr. Johnson kept 
the troops he sent to Michigan waiting 
at Selfridge Field before allowing their 
use in Detroit. 

Mr. ALBERT. I will answer the distin- 
guished gentleman by asking him to 
what political party did those gentleman 
belong who were the first to charge that 
leaders of the Democratic Party should 
be held responsible for the riots in De- 
troit and other urban centers? Who in- 
jected politics into an issue which in- 
volves the maintenance of law and order 
in this land? 

I would like to say further that if the 
gentleman and his party had supported 
the things which the President said 
might have prevented rioting—and they 
have failed to do so—then the gentle- 
man and his party would reveal less irre- 
sponsibility in criticizing the President 
for failure. 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. ALBERT. I yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

Mr, HAYS. I saw the television last 
night when Senator Dirksen read the 
statement which purported to speak for 
all the Republican leaders, and it was 
the most blatant piece of political prop- 
aganda that I have seen in my lifetime. 

I just want to say that I do not think 
the American people are going to be 
fooled. I think the image of “gorgeous 
George” in Michigan has been sadly tar- 
nished by the way in which he has failed 
to handle this problem. There is a way 
to stop riots. He can do it if he wants 
to. But he is playing presidential poli- 
tics. 
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PRESIDENT JOHNSON’S FIRM LEAD- 
ERSHIP AGAINST THOSE PRO- 
MOTING SOCIAL ANARCHY 


Mr. PATTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from California [Mr. HOLIFIELD] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
Record and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, there 
are many explanations about the riot- 
ing taking place in Detroit and other 
cities this summer—but there can be no 
ample justification for it. 

As President Johnson told the Nation 
last night: 

Pillage, looting, murder and arson have 
nothing to do with civil rights. They are 
criminal conduct. 


It is a shocking commentary on what 
is happening this summer when Ameri- 
can troops are called in to maintain law 
and order in an American city. But the 
record will show that President Johnson 
had no alternative but to accede to the 
request of Governor Romney to reinforce 
the 8,000 Michigan National Guardsmen 
on the scene. 

I think President Johnson can be as- 
sured of the full support of the Nation 
in this action. There is no place in our 
society for mob rule or anarchy. Nor, may 
I add, is there any room for those who 
use a legitimate struggle for civil rights 
for inciting citizens to riot and plunder. 

The President has made clear our Na- 
tion’s determination to act swiftly and 
decisively against these irresponsible ele- 
ments in our society. 

The President’s firm leadership in this 
struggle is an inspiration to us all. 

I was shocked when I read today’s 
issue of the Washington Post and noted 
the attempt of Republican leaders of the 
legislative bodies to tie the responsibility 
of urban riots to the President of the 
United States. 

In my opinion the problem of urban 
riots is far too serious to the people of 
the United States to be thrown into the 
arena of partisan politics. I do not be- 
lieve that the people of our country will 
be fooled by such cheap partisan state- 
ments. 

This problem of urban riots in racial 
ghettos cannot be solved by partisan re- 
crimination. If solved, it will be solved 
by the combined action of Federal, State, 
and local officials. 

The temptation to use these basic flaws 
in our society for expedient political ad- 
vantage may be strong, but it is danger- 
115 to the perpetuation of our way of 

e. 

Criminal acts by frustrated, bitter, and 
hopeless people cannot be condoned. 
They are overt acts which undermine a 
system of laws which have proven their 
worth since 1780. 

It is time for the Congress to bring its 
best minds and best capabilities to find- 
ing the basic causes behind the frustra- 
tion and bitterness which has caused 
these criminal acts in our cities, Until 
those basic causes are analyzed and re- 
medial legislation is passed, we must use 
every means available to restore law and 
order to our cities. 
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If local police cannot handle these 
criminals, then the National Guard forces 
must be used. If local and State forces 
fail to restore order, I am confident that 
Federal troops will be made available by 
the President under proper requests by 
the Governor of the area affected. 


BLAME FOR THE RIOTS 


Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Louisiana? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, In view of 
the fact that the President’s remarks 
were earlier included in your remarks, I 
shall not now ask that they be printed 
in the Record, I witnessed, as did the 
majority leader and the distinguished 
gentleman from Ohio, the telecast last 
evening of the conference of our distin- 
guished minority leaders. I also read the 
press reports in the newspapers this 
morning and in the afternoon news- 
papers about some of the assertions made 
at that press conference and some of 
the answers given to the questions that 
were asked, 

I believe that all Americans resent any 
implication that the problems that have 
arisen in our cities can be blamed on 
the President of the United States or 
blamed upon any political party. We all 
know better. 

In fact, the deadly and bloody riots 
that struck Newark last week happened 
under the Democratic administration of 
Governor Hughes. I watched Governor 
Hughes on a nationwide television pro- 
gram on Sunday. He did not seek to 
blame Republicans who might be mem- 
bers of his legislature or to blame politi- 
cal parties or political factions. He said, 
without hesitation that law and order 
would be preserved, and he preserved it, 
and, I might say, incidentally, without 
calling for Federal troops. 

A couple of days later the Governor of 
Michigan, a Republican Governor, had 
similar troubles and he in his good judg- 
ment decided that he did need Federal 
intervention. He asked for it and he got 
it. Now at the same time for people who 
represent that State to accuse the Presi- 
dent of the United States of being re- 
sponsible for these events in my judg- 
ment is the very height of irresponsi- 
bility. 

As I see it, Mr. Speaker, we do have in 
every sense of the word a national crisis, 
and these riots must be stopped and they 
will be stopped. They will not be stopped 
by people acting as Democrats or as 
Republicans, but they will be stopped by 
people acting as Americans, because law 
and order is not the prerogative of any 
political party. It is the duty and re- 
sponsibility of every officeholder regard- 
less of his politics. 

As Governor Hughes said: 

There can be no bargaining in any way 
with the integrity, the sanctity of law and 
order, and it doesn’t make any difference 
what the underlying causes are. 


The President made it absolutely clear 
in his remarks last evening that lawless- 
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ness will not be tolerated and that the 
National Government will give all of the 
aid and assistance necessary to maintain 
law and order. 

I might also add that we can debate 
for many years and many days the basic 
cause for these disturbances that are 
occurring in so many of our American 
cities, but I say that some things are 
elementary; that we take steps to clean 
up our slums, to provide more job op- 
portunities, to provide better educational 
facilities, to prevent health hazards— 
such as something so simple as the so- 
called rat bill, which was here for con- 
sideration last week. 

And the need for responsible citizen- 
ship has never been more acute. 

So, Mr. Speaker, let us hope that this 
matter will not be a partisan one, but 
that we will have the support of all 
Members of this body in preventing vio- 
lence and lawlessness wherever they may 
occur and in seeking out constructive 
solutions. 


ACTION TODAY TO RESTORE LAW 
AND ORDER 


Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Missouri? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, this will 
be my 19th year of service in this House, 
and I think this is the first time I have 
asked for the privilege of making a 1- 
minute speech. 

I would not presume to tell any Mem- 
ber of this House what I think he ought 
to do about a matter of conscience. I 
would not presume to tell a Member that 
I knew I was right in my position on so- 
cial legislation—antiriot bills, flag bills, 
or what have you. I do not care what 
EVERETT DIRKSEN and GERRY Forp said 
yesterday. I care what GERRY Fon said 
today. I am not the least bit interested 
in sitting here and hearing each of us 
take our position on the past. 

What I know is that today is today, 
and the situation that faces us, not only 
in cities but in many other parts of the 
country, is a situation that faces each of 
us and all of us. All I am interested in 
seeing is that the House of Representa- 
tives and its Members do nothing today 
and tomorrow to exacerbate the situa- 
tion, to make worse the situation that 
now exists. I see no purpose in our de- 
ciding “Who shot John?” who is more 
responsible than anybody else for what 
is going on. We can debate that later. 
We can debate at length, and no doubt 
we will disagree. 

But today one thing is clear. It does 
not make any difference whether we 
come from the South, the North, the 
East, or the West. It does not make any 
difference whether we are liberal Re- 
publicans or conservative Republicans, 
or liberal Democrats or conservative 
Democrats. Every single one of us in this 
Chamber believes in law and order, and 
every single person in this country must 
know that the law of the land will be 
protected, will be enforced. On this there 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE 


is no debate between us. We agree. Let 
us agree out loud. 


A STRONG NATIONAL GUARD 


Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
South Carolina? 

are was no objection. 

. Mr. Speaker, the action 
on ithe part of the Congress in recent 
years in support of a strong National 
Guard has never been more justified than 
now. Our vision was prophetic, not politi- 
cal. This is not the time to play politics. 

What has happened in the past few 
days should be a fair warning, Mr. 
Speaker, to all Governors, in every single 
State, that the National Guard of the 
United States is also a State militia. 
Never has the Guard, Mr. Speaker, faced 
a greater challenge than now, against 
these organized mobs, which, Mr. 
Speaker, I call organized interstate 
insurrection. 

The President is to be commended for 
responding with Federal troops when the 
Governor of Michigan cried for help. But, 
Mr, Speaker, we cannot and must not 
send Federal troops into every State the 
minute somebody sees smoke of lawless 
rising. 

The National Guard, Mr. Speaker— 
400,000 strong—was designed and cre- 
ated by the Founding Fathers as the 
Army of the Governors, to promote and 
protect the people’s interest and to keep 
down riots, insurrections, and to guard 
property, lives, liberty, and guarantee the 
right to the pursuit of happiness. 

I did not like to see Federal troops 
enter Mississippi under another admin- 
istration. I did not like to see Federal 
troops sent into Little Rock under an- 
other administration, I did not like to see 
Federal troops sent into Alabama. 

These things must not happen unless 
and until the Governors cry for help. 

At least 10,000 National Guard troops 
are in Michigan; they should be used to 
the fullest. If they cannot cope with the 
situation, and that has been demon- 
strated, then the Federal Government 
must respond, as the President did, 
promptly. 

Mr. Speaker, I noted that General 
Throckmorton, a combat general, de- 
ployed his troops to Michigan in re- 
sponse to this request by the Governor 
in the fastest possible time. Further- 
more, these troops have conducted them- 
selves in the highest tradition and order 
of the dignity and restraint of our Amer- 
ican boys in uniform. 

Mr. Speaker, let me say this: The Na- 
tional Guard must keep order, and the 
Governors of the States must deploy 
and use the Guard in protecting the peo- 
ple of this country. 

I commend the President for his 
forthright and timely action, when the 
Governor of Michigan asked for aid. I 
applaud the Guard—the President— 
and the U.S. Army. I condemn those 
who made it necessary to use this means 
of trying to maintain—or at least at- 
tempting to restore law and order. 
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THE LATE ALBERT JOHN LUTHULI 


Mr. O’HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and ex- 
tend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
America and the world of peace and 
brotherhood mourn the untimely death 
of Albert John Luthuli, one of the giants 
in the changing and uneasy period in 
which we live, a man of genius and of 
fame who over the years steadfastly re- 
fused to trade expediency for principle. 

“Chief” Luthuli, as he was known 
everywhere in South Africa by black, 
white, and colored alike, died last Fri- 
day of injuries suffered when, half blind, 
he wandered from an area around his 
home, where he was confined, and was 
run down by a train. He was perhaps the 
greatest South African of contemporary 
times, Certainly there lived none more 
Christian, tolerant, or forgiving. 

In 1961, he traveled to Oslo to receive 
the Nobel Peace Prize, an award richly 
deserved. Acclaimed on the world scene, 
he could have climaxed the presentation 
of this prize by a triumphant tour of the 
free world to preach his gospel of racial 
justice through nonviolence. Instead he 
chose to return to his people, firmly and 
quietly, an eloquent advocate of a posi- 
tion which he was convinced was correct 
and would succeed in the end. 

This humble man of God was born in 
Rhodesia of Zula Christian missionary 
parents and educated at Adam’s College, 
an American missionary school in Dur- 
ban, where he himself taught for 15 
years. He was elected a chief by his own 
people and when he became president of 
the African National Congress in 1952 
and shortly afterwards led a passive re- 
sistance campaign against discrimina- 
tory laws, he was told by the Govern- 
ment to choose between his chieftan- 
ship and the African National Congress. 
He resigned his chieftanship, but he con- 
tinued to be known simply as “Chief.” 

To Luthuli, his politics was his prac- 
tical interpretation of the gospel. No bit- 
ter word of the racial problems of his na- 
tive land, or of his confinement, ever es- 
caped his lips. To him, nonviolence was 
a thing of the spirit, not one simply of 
organized protests and demonstrations. 
It is not surprising that a government, 
such as that which has maintained its 
grip on South Africa for two decades, 
found it necessary to circumscribe his 
activities. Had he been given the unre- 
stricted freedom of speech and move- 
ment, he might well have commanded 
the following of a Messiah. 

It is significant to note that in today’s 
world of strife the Nobel Peace Prize, 
which was given to him a year late be- 
cause of exhaustive research into his 
qualifications, was bracketed with the 
1961 prize, posthumously given to Dag 
Hammarskjold. The committee ex- 
plained that Albert John Luthuli was 
their choice “because in his fight against 
racial discrimination, he has always 
worked for nonviolent methods.” 

I express the heartfelt condolences of 
the Congress of the United States, of the 
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people of America, of the peace-loving 
citizens throughout the world and of my- 
self, to the citizens of his native land, 
both black and white, and to his followers 
everywhere. 

We can be grateful that the young of 
this troubled era have had an example 
in the “Chief.” His name will live in the 
immortality of unselfish nobility. 


THE CAUSE OF RIOTING 


Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Mississippi? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Speaker, the 
remarks this morning on the riots, in- 
surrection, and lawlessness that have be- 
set this country have been rather 
interesting. But up to now no speaker 
has touched on the genuine facts. We 
have been entertained with some political 
shadow boxing. 

We recall there has been much lamen- 
table history recorded in this Capital 
City, this Capitol Building and the White 
House during the past 10 or 12 years. 

Perhaps I should not make this speech, 
but I believe it ought to go on the rec- 
ord. We need to set things straight, talk 
about the facts and lay the finger of re- 
sponsibility exactly where it should be 
laid without political overtones. 

One political side of the House has just 
accused the other of being responsible for 
this horrible state of lawlessness in 
which we find ourselves. Then, in turn, 
the other side accuses the other. And 
here it goes. 

Well, you know who is responsible. 
Both sides are responsible. It all goes 
back through two or three Presidents— 
Democrat and Republican—and down 
through six or seven Congresses, Demo- 
crat and Republican. This is not some- 
thing which has just happened in the last 
few days. It has been in the building 
political building, if you please—for 10 
or 12 years, or more. 

Both sides, both political parties, and 
the members thereof, have been in a 
bidding contest around here for about 14 
years, in an attempt to curry favor with 
these people, and you know it. 

For several years some of you actually 
cultivated rebellious incidents in my part 
of the country—the Deep South. And 
every time the slightest difference be- 
tween the races would break out in poor 
little old Mississippi, from where I come, 
or some other southern State, many of 
you would pack your shabby old valises 
and head down to revel in the activity, 
issue press statements from Jackson, or 
Little Rock, or Montgomery, or Selma 
about how horrible things were down 
that way. Even now, some of you are 
accusing us of starving the Negro people 
to death, all at a time when the colored 
in your own areas are burning you to the 
ground. You have more trouble with this 
issue in one northern State than you 
will find in all of the South combined. 
Some of you who have made Southern 
civil rights junkets to get your pictures 
made and be seen on television are sitting 
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on this floor at this moment. And you 
are as quiet as the grave. 

Then we have seen some of our former 
Attorneys General—Kennedy, Brownell, 
and Katzenbach—make their journeys 
down to straighten out those old mean 
folks” down there. Another great south- 
ern tripping expert has been the pres- 
ent Dr. Doar, a specialist in the Justice 
Department on civil rights. One thing 
for sure, he is avoiding Detroit and 
Newark just now. 

In fact I do not seem to be seeing any 
of these civil rights experts from the De- 
partment of Justice or the Congress 
headed for Detroit, for Newark, for 
Spanish Harlem, for Cambridge, Md., or 
one of the other score of cities now 
burning from riotous racial conduct. 

Presidents Eisenhower and Kennedy 
sent the military in to Little Rock and 
Oxford on the slightest sort of disturb- 
ance. But President Johnson sort of held 
back until Detroit was on its knees. I 
doubt it would have taken him so long 
if this had happened in the South. But, 
he got in on the act. The facts are that 
in no instance should the military have 
been sent to either. The National Guard 
and police of each State were in each 
instance fully capable of handling the 
situation. Governor Romney, another 
civil rights “expert,” piddled around with 
the problem before putting the full force 
of his Guard on duty. 

But getting back to the main point, 
you know who is to blame for the racial 
mess America finds itself in today. We 
all know, and you know, it is because of 
the political bidding contest the two 
political parties have been engaged in 
in their all-out effort to get the minority 
racial vote. And the bid we will all re- 
member the longest was the one made 
by President Johnson when he insisted 
a year or so ago on delivering a mes- 
sage to a night session of this Congress. 
Ah, the drama that was packed into that 
night. Remember his joining the chant 
“We shall overcome.” That was to be the 
night to sew up the racial minority vote 
from then on and forevermore. But it 
did not hold long. The black power boys 
came back for more, and more, and more, 
and more. 

You know I am telling you the truth. 
This is a sad day. But you brought it 
upon all of us playing racial politics. 
It has all been done right here in the city 
of Washington. Every time you bid, the 
black power interests raised the price. 
You have laid every gift, grant, conces- 
sion, lure and bid you could think at their 
doorstep and at their feet. You have done 
so much of this you are just about out of 
something to hand them. You just can- 
not think of anything else. You would if 
you could. They demand more and more 
and they have told you they are going 
to burn this country down if they do 
not get it. 

Now, here the leaders of the two par- 
ties find themselves engaged in a “blam- 
ing“ contest, all at a time when this 
Nation is being leveled to the ground. 
For years now, you have sown the wind 
and you have reaped the whirlwind, and 
you know it. 

Lay the blame where it belongs—in the 
White House, in the Congress and in the 
headquarters of the two political parties. 
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You are right in blaming one another. 
You are both to blame. 


DEMAGOGUERY OR RESPONSIBLE 
GOVERNMENT? 


Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, an 
incredible charge has been leveled 
against President Johnson that he is re- 
sponsible for the disorder and rioting 
that afflicts our cities. The hypocrisy of 
this Republican Party salvo cannot go 
unanswered or unchallenged. This bla- 
tant attempt to make a political issue out 
of a basic social problem that requires 
the energies and cooperation of all to de- 
velop a solution does little credit to the 
Republican Party in its role of construc- 
tive opposition. 

Indeed, the Republican coordinating 
committee has resorted to demagoguery 
of the cheapest sort, seeking to make 
political hay out of social disorder and 
human misery. It escapes me how the 
GOP can take itself seriously in its latest 
caper. What alternatives has it offered. 
Only some pious statements that law and 
order must be maintained. To this we all 
agree, but there is little evidence that the 
GOP has come up with any feasible rec- 
ommendations or any substantial sup- 
port for those programs which have been 
offered for helping to solve our urban 
problems, 

I ask, Mr. Speaker, where were the 
Republican critics when funds for the 
model cities program were voted? Where 
were the Republicans on the question of 
rent supplements, aid to education? And 
where were they when the House con- 
sidered the rat abatement bill last 
week? No, Mr. Speaker, the Republican 
sham cannot be ignored. It strikes at the 
very heart of responsible government in 
a two-party system. 


CONCERN FELT BY THE PREPON- 
DERANT MAJORITY OF OUR 
NEGRO COMMUNITY IN BEING 
TARRED WITH THE SAME BRUSH 
AS IS THE LAWLESS MINORITY 


Mr. CABELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my 
remarks, and to include an editorial. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CABELL. Mr. Speaker, in recent 
months our news media have carried 
much concerning Negro riots, looting, 
arson, and sniping. All of this represents 
one of the darkest periods in our history. 

However, the whole story has not been 
told. That has to do with the concern 
felt by the preponderant majority of our 
Negro community which is being tarred 
with the same brush as is the lawless 
minority. 

Understandably, this majority, which 
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is comprised of God-fearing, home- 
loving, and law-abiding citizens, resent 
being classed with the others. 

They feel that their voices have not 
been given appropriate recognition. 

One such courageous voice is that of 
the editor of the Post Tribune of Dallas, 
Tex., with a large, predominantly Negro 
circulation. 

In his editorial of Saturday, July 22, 
he expressed the feeling of this responsi- 
ble, respectable, and law-abiding ma- 
jority. 

Mr. Speaker, I place in the Recorp at 
this point the text of this editorial, with 
the hope that all Members will read it 
and that our media people will pick up 
the cudgel on behalf of objective and 
factual reporting: 

CoLuMN 1 

A reliable source (which we will not di- 
vulge) informs us that Stokely Carmichael 
plans to visit Dallas next month. I'll bet dol- 
lars against donuts, that the news media 
will permit themselves to be used to spread 
his personal propaganda, I doubt that Stoke- 
ly would perform in this manner that he 
does, if he were not stimulated by the pres- 
ence of reporters and cameramen, 

People have tendencies to over-perform in 
front of the press and the “action” auto- 
matically pick-ups, when the first flash bulb 
explodes. 

I contend that many disturbances would 
never develop, if the news media were not 
present to report every utterance and ac- 
tions, Trouble can be avoided, if the news 
editors could bring under control, the tend- 
ency to print everything and anything the 
racial radical has to say. Equally as danger- 
ous to the racial situation is the “Dale Car- 
neigh” type, who doesn't want to hurt any- 
body’s feelings and says the things his au- 
dience wants him to say. 

I have had the darnest time trying to 
convince people that neither speaks for the 
ordinary Negro. 

The racial situation would be a lot simpler 
if some attention was given to the ordinary 
Negro. 

The man, who gets up in the a.m., eats 
breakfast, kisses his wife, goes to work, comes 
home, eats a soul dinner and gets a good 
night's sleep, knows what he wants and 
doesn't need a black power advocate or an 
Uncle Tom to speak for him. The ordinary 
Negro’s voice has too long been ignored, 
while far too much attention has been given 
to the radicals and the Uncle Toms. 

Adding to this problem has been the re- 
luctance of non-radical Negroes (in between 
radical and Uncle Tom) to say what they 
think. They are afraid of being labeled by 
the militant as Uncle Toms and by the 
Uncle Toms as militants, 

When it comes to performances before an 
audience, the radicals and militants have 
learned how to “up stage” their views and 
dramatize their opinions, whereas moderate 
opinions by their very nature lack appeal 
and consequently they don’t receive as much 
attention. As for this paper, we will not per- 
mit ourselves to be used to publicize any- 
one’s personal propaganda. Let's hope others 
follow suit. 


AIR TRAFFIC CONTROL ONE OF 
THE COUNTRY’S MOST CRITICAL 
PROBLEMS 


Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my 
remarks, and to include extraneous 
matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from North 
Carolina? 
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There was no objection. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, the recent 
air tragedy near Hendersonville, N.C., in 
the congressional district which I rep- 
resent points up one of the country’s 
most critical unsolved problems—air 
traffic control. 

The threat of midair collisions is in- 
creasing each day as more commercial 
planes and more planes owned by private 
individuals and corporations circle above 
airports. Crowded air lanes are becoming 
as hazardous as crowded highways. 

I quote from a letter which I received 
today from Robert K. Morgan, pilot of 
the famous Memphis Belle during World 
War II. This was the first bomber to 
make 50 successful bombing flights over 
Germany and was later the subject of 
the movie of the same name. Mr. Morgan 
has 18,000 pilot-hours in the air and flies 
the instrument course into the Asheville 
Airport regularly. 

It is not safe today to have any commercial 
airport in the United States where airlines 
and private planes are operating, particularly 
at an airport as busy as Asheville is now and 
particularly in a location that it is operating 
in, to operate without radar, 

Radar would have prevented this accident. 
Transponder equipment on both airplanes 
and Asheville having radar would have 
easily prevented it. 

These should be absolute requirements. No 
man should be allowed to fly an airplane 
today in any kind of marginal weather or 
instrument weather without transponder 
and DME equipment. No airport should be 
allowed to be without radar. Certainly it 
costs money, but look what it has cost us all 
by this accident. 


FAA Administrator McKee in testify- 
ing before the House Interstate and For- 
eign Commerce Committee yesterday 
stated that it would cost approximately 
$900 million to equip all U.S. “airline” 
airports with radar and modern towers 
and that operating costs would run be- 
tween $150 and $250 million per year. He 
also stated that of the 547 U.S. airports 
served by airlines, 434 lack airport sur- 
veillance radar. 

Equipping these commercial airports 
with radar costs money—much money, 
but tragic accidents such as the one at 
Hendersonville cost more than money. 
The people of this Nation are entitled to 
have airline flights made as safe as pos- 
sible. Immediate consideration should be 
given by the FAA and by Congress to the 
installation of surveillance radar at the 
Asheville Airport and at similar airports 
in our country. 


MOB VIOLENCE AND RIOTING AN 
OUTRAGE TO EVERY LAW-ABID- 
ING CITIZEN 


Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and ex- 
tend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
agree wholeheartedly with our majority 
leader that it is highly regrettable that 
leaders of the opposition party have at 
this time attempted to make political 
— ee out of this tragic Detroit situa- 

on. 
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There is about as much reason to at- 
tribute the Detroit riots to President 
Johnson as to blame the draft riots in 
New York City during the Civil War on 
President Lincoln. I do not believe the 
people are going to be fooled, 

I also agree wholeheartedly with the 
gentleman from Missouri that we should 
call a halt to political haymaking on this 
matter and get on with the urgent busi- 
ness of finally restoring law and order 
and respect for law and order. 

There is no place in our society for 
violent upheavals of the type we are ex- 
periencing in some of our cities. Looting, 
shooting, and arson are criminal acts no 
matter how or why they are committed. 
Mob violence and rioting are an outrage 
in the eyes of every law-abiding citizen 
of this Nation. 

We do have conditions in some of our 
cities which are not good and which must 
be corrected. Lawlessness, however, is not 
going to end these conditions and, in fact, 
works to delay efforts to correct them. 

The fact is that we have unlawful mob 
action, and the first order of business is 
to put a stop to it. I certainly commend 
President Johnson for his prompt action 
in sending Federal troops into Detroit 
and his determination to end this waste- 
ful violence. When the rioting stops and 
only then can we turn our full attention 
to measures which might prevent a re- 
currence in the future. 


WHAT ARE THE CAUSES OF THE 
RIOTS? 


Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and ex- 
tend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Louisiana? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. WAGGONNER., Mr. Speaker, when 
you as Speaker of the House stood here 
in the well at the beginning of this ses- 
sion today you began your remarks by 
making the statement that what has 
happened and is continuing to happen 
in Detroit can happen elsewhere in these 
United States, you spoke words of wis- 
dom for nothing could be truer than that 
statement, because what is going on in 
Detroit is, if we can judge the future by 
the past, going to occur in other parts 
of this country before this summer is 
over and in the weeks and months which 
lie ahead. 

A number of other Members have fol- 
lowed our distinguished Speaker in the 
well under the 1-minute rule today and 
almost all of their remarks have been 
appropriately directed to the current an- 
archy in Detroit. 

The gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
BoLLING] made a very profound state- 
ment. The gentleman from Mississippi 
[Mr, ABERNETHY] spoke the truth when 
he spoke as he did. 

If we are going to meet the crisis which 
has now arisen and to some which seems 
almost to defy solution, we must ask our- 
selves as Members of this legislative body 
and as Americans some questions. We 
should first ask ourselves why Detroit, 
why Newark, and why other similar sit- 
uations around over this country in 
times gone by. I can only say that New- 
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ark has come to pass and Detroit exists 
because we Americans and we especially 
here in this U.S. Congress have been 
attempting to give preferential con- 
cern to a segment of our people and 
legislate benefits without attempting to 
require responsibility of the so-called 
beneficiaries of this legislation that we 
have been so hell bent to write into pub- 
lic law. We have been condoning and en- 
couraging such riots and we have at- 
tempted to justify their actions by say- 
ing they are in need. We have aggravated 
the situation by saying riots will occur if 
Congress doesn’t act and this is just en- 
couragement to the squeaking wheel to 
increase the noise. As a result, as the 
gentleman from Mississippi has said, we 
are now reaping the whirlwind, having 
sown the wrong seed, 

So we must ask ourselves now another 
question: Who is to blame, not just why, 
but who is to blame, for present circum- 
stances? 

I will tell you who is to blame—not 
alone but among others—the U.S. Con- 
gress is as much to blame as anybody 
else. Both Democrats and Republicans 
have dirty hands from playing politics 
with the Negro vote, and I stand here as 
a Democrat. We are all to blame because 
we all have had some share in creating 
the situation that exists around this 
country now. As a body we have not acted 
or reacted to the needs of this great 
country but have reacted out of fear to 
political expediency. This Congress has 
not faced the facts. 

I commend the President for sending 
troops to Detroit. They were needed but 
he shares the responsibility for these riots 
because of his failure to act early enough 
and let the world know the law would be 
enforced. People want and demand ac- 
tion—not words. Thus far, however, we 
have had few words of force and no 
action. 

Governor Romney is to be commended 
for asking for help but he has helped 
create the riots by putting his head in 
the sand one day and publicly marching 
with protestors and demonstrators the 
next. As Governor, he should know better. 

Percentagewise, more Republicans have 
supported efforts to appease Negroes 
since I have been in Congress than have 
Democrats by voting for civil rights bills 
but this proves nothing except that both 
parties are responsible for the riots. Some 
are going to cry crocodile tears soon for 
more appeasement and more civil rights 
legislation but where are they today? 

What is the answer I ask? I say recog- 
nize that the Communists are exploiting 
the race issue and admit that these riots 
involve only Negroes and not whites. En- 
force the law with whatever force is 
needed. Demand responsibility, go hand 
in hand with rights. Let reward be 
merited but quit playing politics with 
the Negro vote. Return to a sense of 
moral values 


PERMISSION TO COMMITTEE ON 
RULES TO FILE CERTAIN PRIV- 
ILEGED REPORTS 


Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Rules may have until midnight to- 
night to file certain privileged reports. 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis- 
sissippi? 

There was no objection. 


THE CAUSE FOR RIOTING 


Mr. HEBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Louisiana. 

There was no objection. 


Mr. HEBERT. Mr. Speaker and Mem- 
bers of the House, I regret very much 
that somewhat of an acrimonious debate 
has entered on a political level in this 
all too tragic situation. 

If we were to adhere to the admonish- 
ment of the testament, “Let him who is 
without sin cast the first stone.”—there 
would not, in justice and fairness, be one 
pebble thrown from one side of the aisle 
to the other. 

My political philosophy is well known 
and I do not care to rehash the past or 
to say, “I told you so.” But I must at the 
same time plead, as the gentleman from 
Missouri, and my colleague from New 
Orleans, La., has pleaded with you— 
let us not consider this situation as Re- 
publicans or as Democrats. This is in- 
deed times that try the souls of all 
Americans. Let us close ranks. I do ad- 
mire and pay tribute to the President of 
the United States for his prompt action 
in sending Federal troops into Michigan 
at the request of its Governor. But I can- 
not help but refer to the fact that when 
the so-called antiriot bill was before this 
House, only last week, those who opposed 
it said that maintaining of law and order 
is the responsibility of the State. But the 
ery for Federal assistance came when 
rioting and looting raged out of control 
in Detroit. 

Who planted this seed—and what kind 
of seed? This seed was not planted to- 
day or yesterday. It was planted some 
10 or 12 years ago and from that little 
seed has grown this great oak of dis- 
sension. 

What is the difference between the 
riots and demonstrations and the so- 
called nonviolence movement? In both 
instances people throw themselves in 
front of military trains, halt traffic, and 
disrupt bus service. What is the differ- 
ence between what has gone on in New- 
ark and Detroit and what went on in 
Watts? 

There is one difference—some people 
were killed. Others were not killed be- 
cause they were under the protection 
of the law. 

It is high time now that this Con- 
gress join together and demand action 
on the part of the military in the vari- 
ous States which is the National Guard. 
My distinguished colleague, the gentle- 
man from South Carolina, indicated 
that the National Guard is the instru- 
ment of the State for the enforcement of 
the law. It is also time that the Congress 
demand that the Department of Justice 
of the United States enforce the laws 
that are on the books, and not plead un- 
familiarity with those statutes. 

Yes, I agree with that great man who 
we learned about in our schoolbooks— 
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that great patriot, Patrick Henry—who 
said, “Give me liberty or give me death.” 

He said, “I have but one lamp by which 
my feet are guided, and that is the lamp 
of experience. I know of no way of judg- 
ing of the future but by the past.” 

Let us be guided by that and let us 
not look for any panacea or utopia. The 
only solution is to face realities that 
exist with a determination to maintain 
law and order by use of whatever force 
necessary, and I mean whatever force 
necessary. 


RATS 


Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Speaker, there are 
many problems that face the heavily ur- 
banized areas of our Nation, and it is my 
opinion that the constant increase in the 
rat population is one serious problem 
worthy of recognition by the Congress of 
the United States. 

The Cleveland Press feels as I do, as 
indicated by an excellent editorial in that 
newspaper on July 24, 1967. Under leave 
granted I include the editorial for the 
benefit of my colleagues: 

[From the Cleveland Press, Juy 24, 1967] 

Rats 

The opponents of President Johnson's 40- 
million-dollar rat extermination program, 
laughed and chuckled as they argued against 
the measure in the House of Representatives 
last week. 

They jokingly labeled it the “civil rats” 
bill and charged that the funds would be 
spent for a “rat corps” and create a “rat 
bureaucracy.” 

Reporters noted that the laughter quickly 
faded when Cong. Martha Griffiths (D-Mich.) 
told her colleagues that rats have killed more 
persons than all the generals in history. 

“And they carry the most deadly of diseases 
do you think that's funny?” she asked. 
“If you're going to spend 79 billion dollars 
to kill off a few Viet Cong, I'd spend 40 mil- 
lion to kill off the most devastating enemy 
that man has ever had.” 

In spite of Cong. Griffiths’ plea the bill was 
defeated 207-176. 

But her deadly serious plea still makes 
sense. 

There’s nothing funny about the rats that 
infest the slums of the nation’s big cities, 
and even find their way into the more coni- 
fortable suburbs. 

Last year, Cleveland Rotary Club and the 
City Health Department cooperated in an all- 
out drive to rid a Hough area of rats. They 
learned that rat bites send at least 80 Cleve- 
landers, mostly children, to hospitals each 
year. That rats cause $4,000,000 damage a 
year in this city alone. 

Rat control is a massive problem: 99% of 
Cleveland’s blocks have rats in at least one 
property. 

The defeat of the Federal Government’s 
efforts to join cities in their clean-up efforts 
is a mistake. The rat extermination bill 
should be reconsidered by the House. 

This time with less laughter and fewer 
puns. 


THE AMERICAN PEOPLE STAND 
WITH THEIR PRESIDENT IN THE 
DETROIT TRAGEDY 


Mr. BURLESON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
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for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BURLESON. Mr. Speaker, what 
has happened in Detroit and other cities 
this summer is truly an American trag- 
edy. Last night, President Johnson spoke 
for all the American people when he 
said: 

We will not tolerate lawlessness. We will 
not endure violence. It matters not by whom 
it is done or under what slogan or banner. 
It will not be tolerated. This nation will do 
whatever is necessary to suppress and punish 
those who engage in it. 


Our people understand how repug- 
nant it is for the President to send Fed- 
eral troops into an American city. But 
they support this action. 

They support it because they realize 
it was made only after Governor Rom- 
ney and other officials on the scene made 
it clear that these troops were desper- 
ately needed to maintain law and order. 

They support it because the Governor 
and the mayor of Detroit notified the 
President that the 8,000 Michigan Na- 
tional Guardsmen and thousands of lo- 
cal and State police could not stem the 
tide of violence without Federal troop 
reinforcements. 

The President’s action emphasizes 
our Nation’s determination to thwart 
mob violence and social anarchy when- 
ever and wherever it occurs. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, it seems obvious 
that none of us know the answer but it 
is just as obvious that the answer to 
these riots is not more handouts in the 
form of bribes for good behavior. It has 
not worked and it will not work. This 
business of providing the good things of 
life to everyone did not save the Roman 
Empire and it will not save this country. 
It is proposed here in the Congress to 
entertain the hoodlums with sporting 
events to keep them occupied. In fact it 
is already being done in places with free 
movies and other entertainment—the 
Romans tried the same thing with free 
circuses. 

Some very fine statements have been 
made here this morning and some by 
Members who have supported measures 
attempting to placate and mollify the 
teeming thousands who demand every- 
thing without commensurate responsi- 
bility. It seems to me it should be a harsh 
and cruel reminder that something for 
absolutely nothing is not the way of 
America and too many have sounded the 
“uncertain trumpet.” In today’s circum- 
stances even when the “certain trum- 
pet” is sounded it is drowned in the call 
of the drums. 

As long as the idea prevails in our of- 
ficialdom that everyone must be sup- 
ported by Government, no solution is in 
sight. This is what we hear and this is 
what is reported in the daily liberal 
press. The Monihan report takes a 
somewhat different view and how much 
publicity has anyone seen on it? Very 
little indeed and in fact, there is reason 
to suspect it has been deliberately sup- 
pressed. 

Again, Mr. Speaker, I commend the 
President in taking the action he has in 
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meeting the crisis in Detroit. At the 
same time this country and those of us 
in positions of responsibility in it, bet- 
ter put our politics aside for awhile and 
stop listening to the clamorous voices of 
the dreamers and irresponsible and do 
that which protects our citizens from 
these outrages. 


THE SUPREME COURT AND THE 
RIOTING 


Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Mississippi? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr, Speaker, we have 
all listened with a great deal of interest 
to the statements that have been made 
here today. Certainly the immediate 
situation is such as to occasion comment, 
and not only comment, but action, and 
not only action by the State and the Na- 
tional Guard, but under the circum- 
stances by all the power at our command. 

But in view of some of the statements 
that have been made here, I feel I should 
also add my part that we may keep a 
balance. All the students of government 
will have to agree that what has hap- 
pened could easily have been foreseen 
many years ago when the Supreme Court, 
which under the Constitution is only one 
of three equal and coordinated branches 
of government equal only to the execu- 
tive and legislative department. When 
the Supreme Court took unto itself the 
right to make law, and to set itself above 
the executive and the legislative 
branches, when the Judges of the Su- 
preme Court set aside that principle that 
has been the bulwark of English juris- 
prudence during the years, the principle 
that the individual had to conform to 
certain rules adopted for the protection 
of society as a whole. 

At that time when the Supreme Court 
set that rule aside and put the newly 
found rights of the individual ahead of 
the rights of society, gave to the indi- 
vidual the right to violate the property 
and personal rights of others, and, yes, 
when your Attorney General and your 
Department of Justice, instead of being 
in the courts asking that society be pro- 
tected by the conviction of the individual 
criminal, we found them, appearing as 
the friends of the court—amicus curiae, 
if you please—supporting or leading the 
court to go counter to every rule that any 
organized society has always had to have 
if society, itself was to exist. 

Mr. Speaker, I repeat it is sad to see 
what has happened and is happening, 
but if you look backward, you see it has 
been in the making for at least 10 or 
12 years. It is to be hoped that now, 
when the judges themselves see what 
is happening the Supreme Court will 
return to the place intended by the 
Constitution: return to the rules that 
the guilty shall be punished; that the 
rights of society as a whole will again 
become paramount, and in this, I hope 
we may find a change of heart, a rever- 
sal of attitude by the Department of 
Justice, for it is clear to me, Mr. Speaker, 


19955 


that if we are to save our Government, 
if we are to save our people, both the 
Supreme Court and the Justice Depart- 
ment will have to change their attitude. 
If they do not then it shall be the duty 
of the Congress as representative of the 
people to take such course as will bring 
the Court and the Justice Department 
back to the place fixed for them in the 
Constitution as equal and coordinate 
only to the Congress, and the people 
which Congress represents. 

Dealing with the riots and rioters is 
to treat the results. While we do that, we 
must seek out and correct the cause 
which lies with courts and the Justice 
Department, 


DETERRING RIOTERS 


Mr. WYMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
Hampshire? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. WYMAN. Mr. Speaker, Congress 
cannot order judges to be firmer in deal- 
ing with rioters. Congress cannot legis- 
late the shameful lack of personal re- 
sponsibility or constructive cooperation 
between the races that exists in many 
troubled areas in this country today. But, 
Mr. Speaker, Congress can act to impose 
penalties on those who intentionally aid, 
abet, provoke or participate in riots in 
this country. One such penalty was sug- 
gested by this body the other day when 
it passed the bill to make it a crime to 
cross a State line to incite a riot. 

We in Congress should come up with 
some legislative answers. There is an- 
other way that I believe will help to de- 
ter rioters. This is to take away from all 
persons who aid, abet, assist or partici- 
pate in riots in this country all Federal 
benefits that they may be receiving or 
to which they may become entitled in 
the future. I am today introducing a bill 
by the terms of which persons convicted 
of rioting or participating in rioting, in 
either a State or Federal court, shall 
lose their Federal benefits, including such 
things as social security, unemployment 
compensation, and a host of other bene- 
fits. They also lose their entitlement to 
such benefits in the future. 

This bill makes it a criminal offense for 
a State or Federal official to pay or cause 
to be paid any benefits derived wholly or 
in part from Federal funds to any person 
convicted of rioting in any court in the 
land. The bill also provides that such 
benefits shall be cut off upon conviction 
and during an appeal. If the defendant 
wins the appeal they will be restored 
retroactively. 

Mr. Speaker, this is drastic legislation 
but it is necessary in the atmosphere 
which prevails in this country today. No 
one knows with any degree of certainty 
how effective as a deterrent such a law 
will be, but there can be no doubt of the 
fact that it will be a substantial deter- 
rent. Properly publicized, I am sincerely 
hopeful that Congress will enact such a 
law and that it will help in restoring law 
and order in this country. There will be 
law and order and it is our responsibility 


19956 


to help to achieve and maintain it in a 
responsible manner. This bill, in my 
opinion, is a constructive step in this 
direction, 

Persons who participate in riots should 
know in advance that if they do they 
will get nothing from Uncle Sam for the 
rest of their lives. Upon reflection this 
is bound to be a powerful deterrent to 
rioting. 

The bill is as follows: 

H.R. 11747 
A bill to cut off Federal benefits for con- 
viction of rioting and prohibiting entitle- 
ment to such benefits thereafter 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House 
of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That 

1, Any person who shall be convicted under 
either State or Federal law of rioting, or aid- 
ing, abetting, participating in or inciting to 
riot, by any court State or Federal, shall upon 
such conviction be thereafter permanently 
ineligible to receive any Federal payment or 
assistance whatsoever. 

2. Said permanent ineligibility shall be- 
come effective upon such conviction and shall 
continue thereafter whether or not an appeal 
is taken. Provided, however, that if such 
conviction shall be set aside on appeal, re- 
instatement of entitlement shall be retro- 
active to the date of said conviction. 

3. Any State or Federal official, or other 
person having notice of such conviction, who 
shall pay or cause to be paid, or in any man- 
ner assist in the payment of any Federal 
benefit prohibited by this Act, shall be im- 
prisoned for not more than twelve (12) 
months, and fined not more than five thou- 
sand ($5,000) dollars or both. 


IF WE WON’T SUPPORT OUR MEN IN 
VIETNAM, THEN LET’S GET OUT 


Mr. GUBSER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks, 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GUBSER. Mr. Speaker, the Tues- 
day, July 18, issue of Aviation Daily, a 
most reliable publication, states that 
Secretary McNamara will defer about $1 
billion in aircraft purchases in an ap- 
parent political move to make the mili- 
tary budget more palatable.” 

According to the article, the Air Force 
will cancel the purchase of 100 A-7D’s 
and 245 F-4E’s which it had requested 
and have been authorized and funded by 
Congress. In addition, the Air Force will 
seriously curtail its procurement of RF- 
4C’s, A-37’s and Minuteman missiles, 
according to Aviation Daily. 

As a member of the Armed Services 
Committee and as one who has seen our 
operations from Thailand and in Viet- 
nam, I know we have a critical shortage 
of certain types of aircraft, including 
some of those which have been deferred. 
In particular, we need the all-weather 
and night capability of the proven A-T 
which Secretary McNamara has com- 
pletely eliminated. 

Mr. Speaker, there are almost 500,000 
American men committed to combat in 
Vietnam by order of the President of the 
United States. To me it is unthinkable 
that we should cut back on critically 
needed support for these men while this 
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administration flounders along dreaming 
up new and wild-spending programs 
each day which have political appeal, 
but result in nothing more than bureau- 
cratic tangles of inefficiency which do 
not meet the intended purpose. 

I have not been critical of the adminis- 
tration’s policy in Vietnam, but I cannot 
remain silent when vitally needed air- 
craft are canceled while domestic 
squandering and waste continue. 

The time has come, Mr. Speaker, when 
this administration must exhibit some 
true courage. If we will not support men 
committed to combat with everything 
we can give them, then let us get out of 
Vietnam. I will support an honest effort 
to accomplish our mission there, but I 
will not support unnecessary risk to 
American boys to serve a political pur- 
pose. 


PRESIDENT’S COMMISSION ON 
CIVIL DISORDER NEEDED IM- 
MEDIATELY 


Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to address the House for 
1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Washington? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, death, fire, 
and looting stalk the streets of many 
American cities during these summer 
nights of 1967, and a new city seems to 
be added to the list each night. It would 
be simple to sit back, call this a social 
issue, appropriate money for poverty 
programs, and close our minds to the 
stark reality of rioting; but, Mr. Speaker, 
we must face this lawlessness for ey 
what it is, and we must move 
ately. It appears to me that from the 
number of cities where there have been 
riots there is a pattern of conspiracy and 
investigation may well bring out such in- 
formation as revealed by the July 28, 
1967 issue of Life magazine, that snipers 
have been transported across State lines, 
as the magazine states they were to 
Newark. And, only last night, H. Rap 
Brown, national chairman of the Stu- 
dent Nonviolent Coordinating Commit- 
tee made a farce of the title of his own 
organization, by standing 100 miles from 
this Nation’s Capital, and stating: 

If America doesn’t come around, we should 
burn it down. 


Brown moved into Cambridge, Md., 
last night, from Philadelphia, to incite a 
riot. And, Mr. Speaker, he achieved his 
purpose. He is not alone in crossing State 
lines to incite riots, however. Snipers 
have been reported in riot areas as hav- 
ing moved in from California, Mississippi, 
Ohio, and Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker, the 
House recently passed the antiriot bill, 
which had the purpose of making it a 
crime to cross State lines for the purpose 
of inciting riots or committing overt acts. 
I supported that legislation, and I hope 
it is promptly passed in the Senate. How- 
ever, we, today, are faced with an urgency 
far greater than this measure. The estab- 
lishment of a Senate Select Committee 
on Civil Disorder has been suggested, 
however, we need prompt and expedi- 


July 25, 1967 


tious action. I suggest instead, a Presi- 
dent’s Commission on Civil Disorder to 
immediately begin an investigation of 
these tragic riots. We cannot wait months 
for a report. Mr. Speaker, I urge immedi- 
ate hearings and interim reports, no later 
than 30 days from now. The pattern of 
exploitation of people living in slum con- 
ditions is becoming more and more evi- 
dent, and immediate action is necessary, 
through proper study by a President’s 
Commission on Civil Disorder. 


CIVIL UNREST IN THE COUNTRY 


Mr. CEDERBERG. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CEDERBERG. Mr. Speaker, I join 
with other Members in expressing con- 
cern about what is happening in our 
cities around the country. I do not care 
what our political affiliations are, we all 
decry this kind of mob action. 

It seems to me what is happening is 
too well planned to be accidental. I think 
the time has come, as the gentleman from 
Washington has said, for some kind of 
action to be taken by an existing com- 
mittee of the House or by a commission 
appointed by the President to determine, 
what forces may be behind these riots. 

There are problems within our major 
cities, but these incidents seem to be too 
well planned, happening week after week 
in Newark, New York, and Detroit and 
many other places, and now is the time 
when Congress ought to take some in- 
vestigative action. The FBI should be 
assigned a very specific role in this, hear- 
ings should be held, and then a determi- 
nation can be made as to what some of 
the causes are. 

If there is one thing the Congress and 
the administration has done, it is that we 
have promised far more than can be de- 
livered. We cannot deliver as much as 
we promise, and we create an expectancy 
in these people, and when they fail to 
receive what we have promised, they 
are open prey to agitators who are roam- 
ing around the country. We see what 
happened in Cambridge, Md., not far 
from here, just last night. We see the 
black power conference that took place 
in Newark. We see this kind of black 
power conference dedicated to the de- 
struction of the ideals we all stand for. 

Tragically, so many of the very fine 
people who live in these areas, receive 
the brunt of the punishment. It is tragic 
that this could happen in our country. I 
would hope, that the Speaker in coopera- 
tion with other leaders of the House will 
start an investigation of this matter 
now. 


THE NEED TO SPEAK OUT AGAINST 
RIOTING 


Mr. GOODELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
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the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GOODELL. Mr. Speaker, I lis- 
tened to the remarks of the majority 
leader with reference to the involvement 
of politics in this matter, and I listened 
to him as I have heard other spokesmen 
of the Democratic Party in recent weeks 
refer to specific bills in this Congress 
that should be passed that would help 
cure the root causes of riots. 

I would simply ask the leadership, the 
majority leader, who controls the Con- 
gress of the United States? Which party 
controls today? 

For the past 2 years this country has 
been treated to a very unusual Congress. 
It mass produced palliatives and pan- 
aceas widely heralded to solve all prob- 
lems not tomorrow or today but yester- 
day. It raised high hopes that were in- 
evitably to be dashed for those who were 
in need. 

I believe it is important that we not 
sacrifice the needs of the many because 
of the irresponsibility of the few. 

In this morning’s paper, on the front 
page, a former colleague of ours, the 
mayor of Newark, a Democrat, indicated 
that one of those programs which we 
passed might have been a little better, 
perhaps, and he made the charge that 
poverty workers were involved in the 
riots in Newark. This charge should be 
investigated. We should know whether 
this is true or not. I hope it will be 
investigated. 

Yesterday the Republican leadership 
spoke out, as we have a responsibility to 
speak out. We said something I believe 
had to be said. 

We hear too much of excuses for riots. 
Everybody is to blame except the rioters 
themselves, apparently. Society is to be 
blamed. This is a philosophy that creates 
the matrix of riots. 

Yesterday the Republican leadership 
I believe said what had to be said, what 
all of us should say regardless of party, 
that this country and this Congress will 
not reward violence and rioting. 

I went to the slums, looking into the 
poverty program last year, after Watts. 
Do the Members know what they were 
saying? We are going to have a Watts; 
then you will pour millions of dollars 
into our area.” 

And we did pour millions of dollars 
into Watts, because they rioted, and that 
is an area, I say to you gentlemen, which 
has better houses than most of the areas 
in your districts. We went in there and 
we did reward rioting. 

This year I guess the hue and cry 
will be, We are going to have a Newark,“ 
or We are going to have a Detroit.” 

Let all public officials at every level 
of government speak out and say, “This 
government will not take away from the 
needy who are law respecting and give 
it to the rioters.” 


ARMED INSURRECTION 


Mr. ZION. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to address the House for 
1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
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the request of the gentleman from 
Indiana? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ZION. Mr. Speaker, it has been 
suggested that the armed insurrections 
witnessed in 11 U.S. cities last night are 
the result of poverty and that the Fed- 
eral Government should become more in- 
volved in eliminating this scourge. Yet 
nobody knows how many overlapping 
agencies, bureaus, and departments are 
already set up to accomplish this goal, 
and the Bureau of the Budget cannot tell 
us within a billion dollars how much is 
now being spent for this purpose. 

The facts are that there is a direct 
correlation between increased criminal 
activity and increased Government in- 
volvement in these areas. 

We were all appalled last night, of 
course, to see the lawlessness, to see the 
breaking and entering. This is all sup- 
posedly a desire for increased education 
and job opportunity, yet I do not believe 
any of us saw a single library being en- 
tered. 

Somehow it seems incongruous that 
the people who are rioting in order to 
increase their job opportunity, are doing 
so with top priority being given to the ob- 
tainment of liquor and guns and house- 
hold appliances. 


WHO'S STOKING THE FIRE? 


Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my 
remarks, and to include extraneous 
matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Alabama? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Speaker, it has 
been claimed on the floor of this House 
that the riots now sweeping the coun- 
try are not a partisan matter. This may 
be so, but the responsibility lies with this 
administration. 

As has been said, it may not be a 
partisan matter, but— 

First, two summers ago the people of 
Watts, Calif., rioted, and as a con- 
sequence the Federal Government en- 
couraged further riots by pouring in mil- 
lions of Federal funds to placate the 
populace. 

Second, the following summer, which 
also was a “long, hot” one, the Vice 
President of the United States, HUBERT 
HumpuHrey, said during a speech in New 
Orleans, and I quote: 

You'd have more trouble than you have 
had already, because I've got enough spark 
left in me to lead a mighty good revolt under 
those (slum) conditions. 


Third, complaints from city officials 
charging that antipoverty workers, paid 
with Federal funds, have played major 
roles in inciting some of the recent 
riots. The latest charge comes from 
Newark Mayor Hugh J. Addonizio, who 
has demanded a Federal investigation of 
the contribution that poverty workers 
played in the bloody riots in that city. 

Now that the dead and injured have 
been counted, I wonder if Vice President 
rap a would be so anxious to lead 
a riot? 


19957 


BUREAU OF RECLAMATION RE- 
QUEST FOR FUNDS FOR THE 
345-KILOVOLT LINE 


Mr. DENNEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my 
remarks, and to include extraneous 
matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Nebraska? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DENNEY. Mr. Speaker, because of 
the critical power shortage in Nebraska 
it would be my hope that the other body, 
when it considers the Bureau of Recla- 
mation’s request for funds, will be able 
to add funds for the 345-kilovolt line 
to the appropriation. 

In the meantime, I would also hope 
that the distinguished gentleman from 
Colorado [Mr. AsPrnaLL] and his com- 
mittee will have an opportunity to report 
out for our consideration H.R. 8775. 
When that bill comes before us for con- 
sideration, I urge my colleagues to vote 
in favor of it so that this worthwhile 
and vitally needed project can be imple- 
mented. Therefore, I will not offer an 
amendment today to the pending bill to 
fund this project but will rely on this 
body to pass H.R. 8775 which will con- 
stitute the necessary authorization, and 
will exert all of my efforts to push for 
this authorization bill. 


JOINT CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT- 
TEE SHOULD BE ESTABLISHED TO 
INVESTIGATE THE ENTIRE MAT- 
9570 OF CRIME, INCLUDING RIOT- 

G 


Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I have 
supported every civil rights bill which 
has come before this body since I have 
had the honor to become a Member here. 
But, of course, I share with my colleagues 
the revulsion and the shock of the Amer- 
ican people with reference to the crime, 
lawlessness, and rebellion which has 
swept over so many large areas of our 
great American cities. All of us are 
united behind the President in our de- 
termination that whatever force is nec- 
essary on the part of the Federal Gov- 
ernment, in conjunction with the State 
and local governments, must and shall 
be applied in order to make law and 
order a prevalent condition in the cities 
of our country. 

But, Mr. Speaker, all of us recognize 
that this matter of crime and rioting of 
a serious and extensive nature, demands 
the fullest inquiry, the most careful 
scrutiny and the most dedicated under- 
standing of the Members of the Congress 
and the citizens of the country. 

I was very much gratified last evening 
to see on the television the able minority 
leader of the House and the distinguished 
minority leader of the other body, call- 
ing for the setting up of a joint congres- 
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sional committee to investigate this en- 
tire matter of crime, including rioting, of 
course, in the cities of our country. I say 
I was gratified, because on January 10 
of this year I introduced House Joint 
Resolution 1 to set up a joint committee 
to investigate crime, including all as- 
pects and segments of crime, and in- 
cluding the effect of crime and disturb- 
ances in the metropolitan urban areas 
of our country. 

I am proud to say that 47 of my col- 
leagues, including the able majority 
whip, the gentleman from Louisiana 
[Mr. Boccs] and five distinguished com- 
mittee chairmen, have joined in the 
introduction of this resolution or given 
me assurance of their strong support 
of it. In the other body on the 23d of 
June the distinguished Senator from 
Utah, Mr. Moss, accompanied by 16 other 
Senators, four of whom belong to the 
majority party, introduced a compan- 
ion bill, Senate Joint Resolution 94. 

I was told by the able Senator from 
Maryland, Mr. Typrincs, last week there 
were 21 Senators who had already con- 
curred in the introduction of our resolu- 
tion. 

Mr. Speaker, I think the time is now 
for this Congress to set up a joint com- 
mittee in Congress showing the con- 
cern of the whole Congress to make a 
thorough and full inquiry into all the 
causes of these riots and crime in gen- 
eral and to make to legislative commit- 
tees of the Congress appropriate and 
due recommendations as to how this 
Menace and danger can best be met. I 
hope we shall have an early opportunity 
to consider this resolution on the floor 
of this House. I am proud that we have 
shown some prescience in appreciating 
the danger of this situation by offering 
in both houses of the Congress, with sup- 
port by both parties, these resolutions. 


RIOTS AND RESPONSIBILITY 


Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to address the House for 
1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, I find appall- 
ing and myopic the congressional re- 
sponse to the tragic and senseless acts 
of violence which have erupted in our 
major cities. Yesterday there was the 
blatantly partisan Republican statement 
laying the blame on the President of the 
United States, released by the Senate’s 
Republican leader who was in the fore- 
front and largely responsible for the de- 
feat of the civil rights bill of 1966 which 
we passed in this body last year. Today 
there was the statement echoed by sev- 
eral of our colleagues that the Supreme 
Court of the United States was to blame. 
Then there was also the incredible sug- 
gestion that Congress deny to anyone 
caught up in this maelstrom his benefits 
under Federal law, be it social security 
benefits, be it welfare benefits, be it 
health benefits, or benefits under any 
other Federal programs—as though this 
would stop riots. 
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Mr. Speaker, how can we be so blind? 
How can we fail to see—and here the 
gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. Wac- 
GONNER] is right for entirely wrong rea- 
sons—that we must lay much of the 
blame on the doorstep of Congress—not 
for the spurious reasons he raised but 
because this Congress has defaulted in 
responding adequately to the unmet 
needs of our society. It has not confront- 
ed the problems of our cities; it has not 
confronted the need for decent housing; 
it has not confronted the need for ade- 
quate health care; it has not confronted 
the need for decent jobs. The fact is that 
11 percent of our population is excluded 
from the mainstream of American life. 

In the ghettos of our cities alienation 
and hopelessness prevail. Where people 
do not feel they have a stake in our so- 
ciety, they can hardly be expected to 
respect its institutions. It must be our 
task to develop new approaches to the 
underlying ills and restructure our so- 
ciety so that it serves all of our people. 


FORCE NEEDED TO STOP THE 
RIOTING 


Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker. I ask unani- 
mous consent to address the House for 
1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Ohio? > 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speakcr, I did not hear 
anybody yesterday blaming the Repub- 
lican Governor of Michigan for the riots 
in Detroit, and I do not think he is 
responsible any more than I think the 
President of the United States is re- 
sponsible, as the Republican leaders are 
accusing him of being. I do say, how- 
ever, that riots can be put down and riots 
can be stopped if we use enough force 
and use it properly. I think it is high 
time that we did just that. 

If the Governor of Michigan does not 
know how, then let me suggest he put out 
a 9 o’clock curfew and anybody who is 
on the street after that is subject to 
whatever force needs to be applied to get 
him off the street. 

As to the remarks of the gentleman 
from New York that we have not done 
enough to give these hoodlums benefits, 
let me disagree with that. There is a pic- 
ture on the front page of the Washington 
Post this morning showing a looter tying 
a television set on the back end of an 
expensive convertible and the license 
number is there. Have the authorities in 
Michigan sent out a warrant for his 
arrest, and if they have not, why have 
they not? It would be pretty easy to find 
out who he is. 

I think we need more law and order 
and less excusing of these people, be- 
cause these riots are led by a small mi- 
nority of gangsters who want something 
for nothing. I do not know why we have 
not arrested this so-called Rap Brown 
who went down to Cambridge, Md., last 
night and incited a riot there. 

What this country needs is not more 
legislation to give people more benefits 
right now, but it needs some law enforce- 
ment by people who are not afraid for 
political purposes to enforce the law. 


July 25, 1967 


If I were the Governor of Michigan, I 
would forget about my political future 
and I would enforce the law. If he does 
that, his political future will take care 
of itself. 


A TIME FOR ORDER, CALM, AND 
SUPPORT OF OUR PRESIDENT 


Mr. CAREY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to address the House for 
1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CAREY. Mr. Speaker, I must state 
that I share some of the conviction of 
my distinguished colleague, the gentle- 
man from Ohio. I regret that my dis- 
tinguished colleague, the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. Ryan] saw fit to 
lay the blame on this Congress—as 
he put it—for defaulting in our obliga- 
tion to the American people. 

With his support and with the leader- 
ship of a number of my colleagues, the 
House Committee on Education and 
Labor, this Congress in the past 6 or 8 
years has passed more legislation for the 
good of minorities and indeed for the 
good of all Americans than any Con- 
gress in history. If that is the kind of 
defaulting that he is speaking about, 
then we need more of that kind of de- 
faulting. 

We have lived up to our obligations. 
Of course we have not done everything. 
But I do not believe that this democracy 
was ever meant to be the kind of gov- 
ernment where the Government does 
everything for everybody. 

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. CAREY. I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. RYAN. Was the gentleman here 
last Thursday when the House of Rep- 
resentatives refused to consider the rat 
control bill? 

Mr. CAREY. If the gentleman will 
read the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD he will 
know that I was here and I voted to 
consider the rat control bill. He knows 
that I want to do what can be done to 
remedy the situation. I hope that we can 
get together and maybe put in a rat con- 
trol program under the poverty program 
where it is now being carried on in many 
places. 

The Congress should not be blamed 
nor should the President be blamed. This 
is not a time to be blaming anybody for 
this situation. This is the time to get be- 
hind the leaders in this Nation and the 
President of the United States, and 
strengthen his hands and strengthen 
their hands to cope with this un-Ameri- 
can situation. 

I say this is not the time to blame any- 
one but it is the time to try to handle the 
situation. It is a time for cool heads. 

If we want to make it safe for the peo- 
ple in public service, people like firemen 
and policemen, to go about their duties 
with a sense of security and to carry out 
the law, one way to do it is to give the 
President and the appropriate officials, 
State and local governments, emergency 
powers to put an embargo on arms and 
ammunition going into these areas of 
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violence. It does not make sense to me 
that when an area is threatened with 
violence, or if there is rioting that a per- 
son can still buy a sniper rifle or arms 
and ammunition in these cities to carry 
on sniping and armed assault on the 
established authorities. 

If we want to get together to strength- 
en the hands of the President, then let 
us talk about an emergency resolution 
giving the President the power to place 
an embargo on arms and ammunition 
shipments into areas of violence or po- 
tential violence. Then perhaps, with the 
help of the National Rifle Association, 
we would have the marksmen on the 
right side. 

This is not the time to fan the flames 
of discontent. 

This is, rather, the moment to think 
of the restoration of our cities, and the 
restoration of the people’s faith in the 
Government’s ability to maintain law 
and order. 

There have been some recent public 
statements by high political leaders to 
the effect that cuts in the President’s 
urban programs did not cause the riots. 

That is true. But continued opposition 
to urban improvement programs; con- 
tinued inveighing against human rights 
and housing programs, decent living, 
and rat extermination control measures, 
only feeds the fires of desperation which 
we saw explode across the land. 

The man who has a stake in his city 
and his society and his country—is not 
going to tear it down. 

The man who feels that he can walk 
into the open door of American life, 
assuming its burdens and its benefits, 
is not the man to lead a looter’s charge 
on a shop, 

We must support our President in his 
national call for law and order. 

And we must support our President as 
he calls again for programs to prevent 
riots. 


PROPER LAW ENFORCEMENT 


Mr. HANNA. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my 
remarks, and to include extraneous 
matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HANNA. Mr. Speaker and gentle- 
men, I am sure you will have heard from 
every spectrum or type of reaction ap- 
propriate in this great body about the 
problems besetting our Nation. 

I should like to add just one additional 
one. Perhaps it will not be making too 
great a contribution, but as I have said 
before in addressing this House and as I 
will say again, I think we learn very lit- 
tle from history when we are too ready 
to react just like the man in the street, 
by giving vent to feelings with words ap- 
propriately expressed in a manner sug- 
gesting that politicians have to meet a 
problem. But that does not solve the 
problem. It does not put us ahead one 
whit. It does not show that we have 
learned anything from history. 

Let me just say this. There have been 
other times in the history of the Nation 
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when the community structure was weak 
and when there was a sense of lawless- 
ness. In perspective what does this 
mean? 

It means today, more important than 
at any other time the concept of the con- 
sent of the governed should be taken into 
consideration. Consent of the governed 
includes citizen responsibility for the en- 
forceable aspects of the law, and if we 
disregard that, then there is a movement 
toward a police state. Let’s turn to our 
history if you doubt the importance of 
citizen responsibility. 

In old San Francisco when the situa- 
tion deteriorated because of the influx of 
people, there was disunity and the com- 
munity could not absorb the people and 
their problems. What happened? The 
vigilantes came in and brought the law. 
A lot of it was not on the books and not 
enforced by any responsible law-en- 
forcement agency in California and in 
our Nation. But there was law enforced 
by the community. 

I will tell you where we are missing the 
boat and why the gentleman from Flor- 
ida is so correct that we need a new 
approach. We must understand that 
America has to be improved on the com- 
munity level. The people in the commu- 
nity must feel responsible for enforcing 
law. Unfortunately the Negro in the 
ghetto does not have a “community” 
strong enough to provide the kind of 
American reaction that demands the 
consent of the governed for assuming the 
responsibility for upholding the unen- 
forceable aspects of law; the willingness 
to live, and to operate under a law. 
Tragically this community identification 
for good reason has not yet developed 
in the Negro ghetto, and we have 
not had the programs that have ad- 
dressed themselves to what I have indi- 
cated to you is the crux of the problem: 
the horizontal improvement of the com- 
munity, without which the vertical im- 
provement of the individual does not 
mean a thing. 

We will have improvement of the 
individual because we have individuals 
born with the guts, the knowledge and 
the will to get ahead. There will be im- 
provement of the individual, but there 
will not be improvement of the commu- 
nity unless we begin to address ourselves 
to this particular problem. Until we do 
address ourselves to the problem of com- 
munity self-pride, improvement, and 
confidence, we may expect a continuation 
of the abrogation of the responsibility 
that should insist upon upholding the 
law within the present formless Negro 
ghettos that shamefully dot America. 

What is happening today is the same 
experience in the unstable communities 
of the new West, when the lawless “fast 
gun”—exploited in lawlessness and vio- 
lence the inability of the local community 
to either control or exclude these ele- 
ments of destructive conduct. What they 
encourage in absence of sensible com- 
munity action is reactions of lawless vio- 
lence of another equally disturbing 
type—the lynch mob or the vigilante. 

Sober considerations see these con- 
clusions: First, the violence of the law- 
less exploiter of community instability 
brings maximum suffering on the very 
community and its individuals which 
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needs strength and stability. Second, it 
discourages assistance from the very 
source which must provide encourage- 
ment and motivation. Third, in a violent 
explosion of unreason it demands an im- 
possible performance from the stable 
majority, to wit, that on a basis of how 
the improved communities of America 
must reduce their status and quality to 
accommodate an unqualified community 
of Negroes. This will not happen, and the 
purveyors of riots will therefore become 
its most tragic victims. Fourth, and fi- 
nally, it calls for a sober re-evaluation of 
our approach and our understanding. 
The Negro and the other components of 
America must devise prograins which 
eliminate the readily exploitable condi- 
tions in the existing ghettos that have 
invited and tolerated the lawless leaders. 
Yet these programs must not patronize 
nor demean the citizens of the communi- 
ties to be improved. 

The sad fact is that the experience of 
this summer does not only disastrously 
set back the cause of the Negro, it also 
casts an appalling and ominous shadow 
over the great American experiment of 
& self-governing nation of free and re- 
sponsible men. 


THE HONORABLE J. ARTHUR 
YOUNGER 


Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from West 
Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
express my deep sorrow and my sense of 
personal loss in the untimely passing of 
our distinguished and esteemed col- 
league, the Honorable J. Arthur Younger, 
a Representative of the great State 
of California. I have had the honor 
of serving with him on the Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce Committee for many 
years, and I have learned to value highly 
his keen analysis of the problems that 
have come before the committee, his fine 
judgment in separating the important 
from the inconsequential, and his com- 
plete devotion to the service of his State 
and the Nation. An indication of his 
character is found in his determination 
to rise from a sickbed of pain and suffer- 
ing to contribute his best thought to an 
important matter then before the 
committee. 

Congressman Younger has been a 
blessing to his generation in many ways 
during his long and honorable career. He 
served as an officer overseas in the First 
World War and conducted himself with 
gallantry on the battlefield. In private 
life he has had a long record of integrity 
in the field of finance. He has given his 
time and his talents to numerous social 
and business organizations, and also to 
his church and to the American Legion. 
Many people will miss him as they go 
about their usual tasks and pleasures. 

To his State and Nation I want to ex- 
press my esteem and respect for his con- 
tributions to their needs, and my regret 
that they will no longer have him as a 
wise counselor. 
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To his bereaved family I want to ex- 
press my most sincere condolences, and 
the thought that they may find comfort 
in the assurance that he has been a good 
and faithful servant of his age, and is 
entitled to the rewards that await the 
just employer of his talents. 


THE PRESIDENT RESPONDS TO UR- 
GENT REQUEST OF MICHIGAN OF- 
FICIALS FOR HELP IN RESTORING 
LAW AND ORDER 


Mr. O’HARA of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for 1 minute and to 
revise and extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. OHARA of Michigan. Mr. Speak- 
er, President Johnson acted resolutely 
and wisely last night as he acceded to the 
requests of Michigan officials for help 
in restoring law and order in Detroit. 

The President rightly pointed out in 
his statement to the American people 
that law and order is fundamentally 
a local responsibility, and that the Fed- 
eral Government should act only when 
it is clear that local officials have been 
unable to maintain order. 

This is the situation in Detroit today, 
and that is why the President correctly 
has dispatched Federal troops to the 
area. There are in addition 8,000 mem- 
bers of the Michigan National Guard 
already on duty. 

The restoration of law and order is 
the first priority, but it will not end the 
troubled situation in Michigan or in 
other States. 

The Congress must also look to the 
future and to those programs which we 
must necessarily expand and begin to 
assure us that riot conditions will not 
develop again. 

The President has his duties in crises. 
He has fulfilled them ably and well. 

The Congress has its duties, too, and 
they go beyond the passage of antiriot 
legislation. 

I urge this body to use the riots as 
a starting point for meaningful pro- 
grams designed to eliminate riot condi- 
tions forever. 

I urge this body to support the Presi- 
dent—who has stood forthrightly for law 
and order—but has also stood for prog- 
ress, enlightenment, and compassion for 
those warped by the discrimination and 
bigotry of the past. 


THE ANTIRIOT LAW TO SET POLICY 
THAT RIOTING IS NOT A LEGITI- 
MATE MEANS TO ANY END; CON- 
GRESSIONAL STUDY OF ALL RIOT 
PROBLEMS AND CAUSES CALLED 
FOR 
Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to address the House 

for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. Mr. Speaker, so far as 
I am concerned the Congress of the 
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United States and all leaders have a 
fundamental responsibility and that is 
to preserve law and order. There are 
those in America who are preaching and 
there are many, far too many, who be- 
lieve that riots are a legitimate means 
to an end. 

If you question that statement, sup- 
pose you read the resolution that was 
passed at the black power“ conferences 
in Newark, N.J., as reported yesterday. 
Here, as reported in the Washington 
Post, July 25, 1967, is what it said: 

One resolution called upon the Govern- 
ment to enact a guaranteed wage or face 
“a massive disruption of the economy” by 
black America. 


Perhaps you should read what H. Rap 
Brown, director of SNCC, just said yes- 
terday at Cambridge, Md., after crossing 
State lines from Newark, N.J., from the 
black power meeting, and caused a riot 
which would be clearly a violation of the 
antiriot bill. My bill's passage would 
serve notice on America as a statement 
of policy by the Congress of the United 
States, hopefully backed by the so far 
opposing Attorney General and Presi- 
dent of the United States, that rioting 
is not a legitimate means; however le- 
gitimate the ends might be, rioting is 
not a legitimate means; however legiti- 
mate ends that may be involved be they 
jobs, housing, increased earnings, or 
whatever is being demanded. And this is 
where those who call for massive social 
programs miss the mark, because if 
rioters ever gain the impression that 
they can force guaranteed annual in- 
comes for instance through riots, an- 
archy, looting, killing and anarchy then 
the legislative process and law and order 
are both destroyed. 

Here is what Rap Brown is preaching 
throughout this country, preached in 
Cambridge, Md., and a riot resulted. 
There is no question but what some of 
these riots are caused in this manner 
and this is the latest proof. He said, ac- 
cording to the wire services today: 

Get a gun. I don’t care if it is a bee bee 
gun and with poisoned bee bees. America 
has got to come around or black people are 
going to burn it down. 


There is no doubt that anarchy, and 
violation of the law, is being preached. 
There is no doubt about the fact that 
Stokely Carmichael is reported to be on 
his way to Hanoi and intends to visit 
Havana. There is no doubt about the 
fact that he is thus consorting with the 
Communist enemy. So I say we have a 
responsibility in Congress, every public 
official has a responsibility to see that 
rioters shall not be rewarded, No. 1. 

Second, rioting must be condemned, 
outlawed and thus everyone will know 
that violence is not a legitimate means to 
an end. The Congress of the United States 
can speak out, in no uncertain terms 
now, and for all time in the future, by 
the other body, the Senate, doing what 
this body did in passing the antiriot bill. 
Congress will thus say that rioting has no 
place in America and say it beyond a 
doubt. 

Third, Congress should enact the 
joint House Senate committee resolu- 
tion I have cosponsored to investigate 
causes of riots, persons involved and 
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possible answers to problems inherent 
in the Nation’s No. 1 challenge, to quell 
rioting and anarchy in the streets. A 
copy of that resolution that I drafted in 
concert witi Senator DIRKSEN—pUr- 
suant to the request of the Republican 
coordinating committee which called for 
. a congressional investigation —fol- 
ows: 
H. Con. RES. 425 
Concurrent resolution to establish a joint 
congressional committee to investigate 
riots and violent civil disorder 


Whereas the first duty of government is to 
maintain order and promote domestic tran- 
quillity; and 

Whereas widespread rioting and violent 
civil disorder have grown to a national crisis; 
and have resulted in loss of life and untold 
property damage in city after city through- 
out the Nation; and 

Whereas riots and violent civil disorder 
affect the economy of Federal, State, and 
local governments and disrupt the free flow 
of interstate and foreign commerce through- 
out the Nation; and 

Whereas the root causes of discontent evi- 
denced in riots and violent civil disorder is 
of immediate and continuing concern to all 
Americans; and 

Whereas weapons have been procured by 
the rioters to murder police and firemen in 
performance of their duty to protect the 
community; and 

Whereas the violence of the few must not 
be allowed to injure the cause of many; and 

Whereas riots and violent civil disorder 
evidence an open defiance and disrespect for 
the fundamental American principle of rule 
by law and pose an increasing threat to the 
public welfare, social order, and domestic 
ayo a of the Nation; Now, therefore, 

Resolved by the House of Representative 
(the Senate concurring), 


ESTABLISHMENT OF COMMITTEE 


Section 1. There is established a joint 
congressional committee to investigate riots 
and violent civil disorder (hereafter in this 
concurrent resolution referred to as the 
“joint committee“) to be composed of eight 
Members of the Senate appointed by the 
President of the Senate, four of whom shall 
be members of the minority party appointed 
after consultation with the minority leader, 
and eight Members of the House of Repre- 
sentatives appointed by the Speaker, four 
of whom shall be members of the minority 
party appointed after consultation with the 
minority leader. 

FUNCTIONS 

Sec. 2. The joint committee shall investi- 
gate and study— 

(1) the elements, causes, and extent of 
riots and violent civil disorder throughout 
the Nation; 

(2) the adequacy of Federal, State, and 
local laws to deter and control riots and 
violent civil disorder; 

(3) the adequacy of State and local law 
enforcement to prevent and control riots 
and violent civil disorder; 

(4) evidence as to the times and places 
of the occurrence of such civil disorders 
which may indicate the existence of any 
conspiracy to incite or provoke such civil 
disorders and evidence which may indicate 
that such civil disorders have been or may 
be organized, instigated, or encouraged by 
any Communist or other subversive organi- 
zation; and 

(5) the effect of riots and violent civil dis- 
order in urban areas; 

(6) the effect of riots and violent civil 
disorder on the economy and commerce of 
the Nation; 

(7) community attitudes in places at 
which such riots and violent civil disorders 
have occurred or may occur; 
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(8) means and measures to prevent, re- 
duce, and control riots and violent civil dis- 
order and render assistance to victims of 
riots and violent civil disorder; 

(9) means and measures to increase re- 
spect for law and order throughout the Na- 
tion; and 

(10) such other factors as the Joint Com- 
mittee may consider material to a determina- 
tion of the causes and effects of such civil 
disorders and contribute to the adoption of 
appropriate measures for the termination of 
such civil disorders. 

In addition, the joint committee may col- 
lect and disseminate data and information 
on riots and other violent civil disorder. 


REPORT 


Sec. 3. The joint committee shall submit 
an interim report to each House of Congress 
as to the results of its investigation and 
study as soon as possible after the date of 
approval of this concurrent resolution, and 
not later than one year after such date shall 
submit a final report to each House of Con- 
gress with respect to its activities, investiga- 
tions, and studies under this concurrent res- 
olution, together with such recommenda- 
tions (including specific recommendations 
for legislation) as it determines appropriate 
in the light of the investigations and studies 
conducted under this concurrent resolution, 


VACANCIES; SELECTION OF CHAIRMAN AND 
VICE CHAIRMAN 


Sec. 4. Vacancies in the membership of the 
joint committee shall not affect the power of 
the remaining members to execute the func- 
tions of the joint committee, and shall be 
filled in the same manner as in the case of 
the original selection, The joint committee 
shall select a chairman and a vice chairman 
from among its members. 


HEARINGS; SUBPENA POWER 


Sec. 5. For the purpose of carrying out 
this concurrent resolution the Joint commit- 
tee, or any subcommittee thereof authorized 
by the joint committee to hold hearings, 
is authorized to sit and act at such times 
and places within the United States, in- 
cluding any Commonwealth or possession 
thereof, whether either House is in session, 
has recessed, or has adjourned, to hold 
such hearings, and to require, by subpena 
or otherwise, the attendance and testi- 
mony of such witnesses and the production 
of such books, records, correspondence, mem- 
oranda, papers, and documents, as it deems 
necessary. Subpenas may be issued under the 
signature of the chairman of the joint com- 
mittee or any member of the joint commit- 
tee designated by him, and may be served 
by any person designated by such chairman 
or member. 


PERSONNEL AND UTILIZATION OF SERVICES OF 
AGENCIES AND ORGANIZATIONS 

Sec, 6. The joint committee is empowered 
to appoint and fix the compensation of such 
experts, consultants, technicians, and cleri- 
cal and stenographic assistants, to procure 
such printing and binding, and to make such 
expenditures, as it deems necessary and ad- 
visable. The joint committee is authorized to 
utilize the services, information, and facili- 
ties of the departments and establishments 
of the Government, and also of private re- 
search agencies. 

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 

Src. 7. The expenses of the joint committee 
shall be paid from the contingent fund of 
the House of Representatives on vouchers 
signed by the chairman or vice chairman of 
the joint committee. 


MORALITY, NOT ALIBIS 


Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the RECORD. 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Iowa? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, this Nation 
is in a crisis resulting from a cynicism, a 
belief in pure political expediency, and 
an attitude that crime does pay. The re- 
sponsibility for these attitudes rests on 
the White House and on President Lyn- 
don B. Johnson. 

There is one belief shared by Negroes, 
college students, and by most political 
figures in both parties. This is an admin- 
istration that will promise altogether too 
much to gain political advantage, and 
deal in political expediency. With this 
administration it is not necessarily a 
question of what is right, but it is more 
likely a question of how to hoodwink or 
arm twist various elements in society to 
stay in line. 

That path of political expediency can 
seem to be a successful one for many 
months, but we are now seeing that it 
can eventually create cynicism, confu- 
sion, and chaos. What we need today is 
assurance that there is more simple in- 
tegrity at the top of our Government, 
and less of the political hanky-panky 
that has characterized the domestic 
scene from the poverty program to those 
of race relations. 

It is time for the Johnson administra- 
tion to stand up and speak in a forth- 
right manner on the importance of law 
and order and the responsibility of all 
citizens to obey the laws. 

A year ago the President was clear and 
tough in denouncing “the hooded bigots” 
of the Ku Klux Klan in connection with 
the murder of Mrs. Liuzzo. It was the 
right thing to say, but it also happened 
to be the politically expedient thing to 
say. 

In past weeks and months there has 
been no similar unequivocal condemna- 
tion of those who are going about the 
country inciting violence that has caused 
death and destruction in many of our 
largest cities. Why has there been such 
reluctance to call a crime a crime in race 
riots in Baltimore, Cincinnati, Newark, 
and Detroit. Lawlessness is to be deplored 
and condemned whether it involves the 
White Klan or the Black Klan, the 
American Nazi Party, or SNCC. 

It is time for the President to try to 
speak in a forthright manner in con- 
demning crime. It is time to end the 
wheeling-dealing doubletalk that tells 
us that rioting is bad, but that somehow 
it is probably justified by economic con- 
ditions. 

Long overdue is a statement by the 
President that makes it clear that there 
is no justification for wanton arson, 
bombing, and killing in our streets. This 
Nation is in a serious domestic crisis and 
firm action is needed. 


THE LESSON OF NEWARE 


Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, Thur- 
man Sensing, the executive vice presi- 
dent of the Southern States Industrial 
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Council, has hit the nail right on the 
head when it comes to an understanding 
of what is happening in the devastating 
riot-prone cities of our Nation. There can 
be little doubt that a general breakdown 
in law and order is imminent unless these 
lawbreakers are curbed. 

A series of liberal court decisions 
hampering law enforcement, rewarding 
rioters rather than punishing them, 
sociological gobbledygook which gives a 
rationale for plunder and lawlessness, 
lax law enforcement by politically moti- 
vated public officials who are overly solic- 
itous about the Negro vote, and a supine 
Congress which refuses to act have com- 
bined to make rioting a way of life fora 
small minority of city Negroes. Martin 
Luther King, Stokely Carmichael, and 
Rap Brown have developed a philosophy 
that the Negro is justified in taking to 
the streets to redress his grievances. 

Decent citizens, be they white, Negro, 
the haves or the have-nots, deserve the 
protection of their life and property 
from rampaging mobs, Over the past few 
years the liberal community has let the 
line push further and further toward 
lawlessness because of a basic weakness 
of their philosophy. The time has come 
to draw the line and tolerate no more 
snipers, arsonists, and looters. If we al- 
low this situation to continue to degen- 
erate out of a softness and weakness, the 
next logical step will be to stand back as 
these mobs kidnap the mayor and hold 
him until their demands are met. 

While every effort must be made to in- 
voke needed social reforms, lawlessness 
cannot be tolerated.. The Kings, Car- 
michaels, and Browns must be held ac- 
countable for the logical consequences of 
their incendiary rantings. Governors of 
the States and the President must deal 
firmly with anarchy. Looters should be 
treated as they always have been and be 
shot on sight. 

Mr. Sensing’s column follows: 

THE LESSON OF NEWARK 
(By Thurman Sensing) 

These past several days in Newark, N. J., 
running from July 12 to July 17, 1967, saw 
rioting, arson, looting and murder almost un- 
paralleled in the history of American cities. 
A UPI story on Saturday morning July 15th 
said, “Gov. Richard J. Hughes declared a state 
of emergency and roaming bands of Negroes 
battled police and the state militia.” 

The story proceeded to say, “In declaring 
the state of emergency, Hughes called the 
situation ‘very dangerous’ and deteriorating. 
Hughes said earlier the rioting and wide- 
spread looting ‘can only be classified as open 
rebellion—just like wartime.’ ” 

The story that morning went on to say, 
“Democratic Goy. Richard J. Hughes said a 
third of the city was under seige, cordoned 
off by police and National Guardsmen and 
in the grip of what he termed ‘criminal in- 
surrection.’ He declared it a disaster area, 
in an attempt to enforce rules to quell the 
lawlessness. 

“Street mobs built up in size before sun- 
down after a wild daylong orgy of looting, 
and police sharpshooters dueled with rooftop 
snipers.” 

Gov. Hughes went on to say, This amounts 
to criminal insurrection against society. ... 
There is no order to shoot and kill but police 
have the authority to defend themselves.” 

It was right here, perhaps, that Gov. Hughes 
made his worst mistake. Looting has tradi- 
tionally been recognized as one of the worst 
crimes that can be committed, because those 
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engaged in looting are not only breaking 
secular and religious laws by stealing, they 
are at the same time through mob rule prey- 
ing upon the misfortunes that have befallen 
others. 

It has been traditional in this country, 
therefore—where the rights of individuals 
are protected—for the mayors of the cities 
and the governor of the state to give the 
police and the militia orders that when they 
find looting taking place, they are to shoot 
first and ask questions later. This order 
would apply regardless of race—black or 
white—and it is to be believed that such 
an order is more likely to prevent looting 
and stop looting than any other order that 
might be given. 

But what happened in the case of Newark? 
The Saturday morning story went on to say, 
“Looters moved openly and defiantly in and 
out of smashed and burned stores, beneath 
the gaze of the governor. The Governor said 
he was appalled by the bizarre holiday air 
of the indefatigable looters—surging gangs 
of laughing men, women and children. They 
hauled food, clothing and furniture from 
smashed stores.“ 

The story said that Hughes invoked the 
state’s emergency defense law which per- 
mits him in a civilian role to lay down any 
rules needed to protect life and property in 
an area of natural or man-made disaster. 
It differs from martial law, which would 
grant Hughes similar power, but in his role 
as commander-in-chief of the National 
Guard. It was understood that Hughes con- 
sidered the civilian measure less likely to 
further inflame Newark Negroes.” 

It is this attitude of hesitancy, this atti- 
tude of fear on the part of city and state 
rulers that enables them to look on with 
equanimity while looters “laughingly” steal 
the property that belongs to the store owners 
and their stockholders. This attitude cannot 
continue in any city or in any state of the 
union if we are to remain a nation that re- 
spects law and order. In other words, if we 
are to remain a civilized nation, law and 
order must be observed by all people alike. 

Only to the extent that the mayors of our 
cities and the governors of our states have 
learned their lesson from what happened in 
Newark, N.J. can we be said to have made 
any progress toward a more peaceful and a 
more just nation. 


BREAKDOWN OF LAW 
ENFORCEMENT 


Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I deplore 
the breakdown of law enforcement in 
this country. There is no doubt in my 
mind that these riots that are now taking 
place are not going to solve any of our 
problems, but will merely add to the 
numerous problems we already have. 

I approve of the strong and determined 
position that the President is taking. 

It is unfortunate that we must use 
Federal troops to protect innocent per- 
sons from personal attacks, and from 
looting and burning. It seems to me that 
there has been far too much permissive- 
ness practiced in our country and that 
the conditions we witness today are the 
result of a lack of vigorous and deter- 
mined prosecution of those who feel they 
can take the law into their own hands 
to solve what appears to them to be a 
problem. 
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Laws dealing with the protection of 
persons and property have historically 
been preserved by vigorous law enforce- 
ment and prosecution at the local level. 
It is a sad day in our history when this 
great tradition is forfeited and the re- 
sponsibility of dealing with these prob- 
lems begins to center in Washington. 

It is my belief that those responsible 
for law enforcement will contribute im- 
measurably to the restoration of law and 
order if their jobs are carried out with 
vigor, determination, and dispatch. Riot- 
ing, burning, and looting is a violation 


of law and punishment should be swift 


and firm. 


TRANSFER OF SPECIAL ORDER 


Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the special order of 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
ReEsNIcK] may be transferred to July 26. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 


AUTHORIZING THE OPERATION OF 
AN AMATEUR RADIO STATION BY 
PARTICIPANTS IN THE XILI WORLD 
BOY SCOUT JAMBOREE AT FAR- 
RAGUT STATE PARK, IDAHO, 
AUGUST 1 THROUGH 9, 1967 


Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of Senate Joint Resolution 
88, authorizing the operation of an 
amateur radio station by participants in 
the XII World Boy Scout Jamboree at 
Farragut State Park, Idaho, August 1 
through 9, 1967, now on the House 
Calendar. 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
joint resolution. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from West 
Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the Senate joint reso- 
lution, as follows: 

S. J. Res. 88 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, That nothing in the 
Communications Act of 1934, as amended, or 
in any other provision of law shall be con- 
strued to prohibit participants in the XII 
World Boy Scout Jamboree, to be held in 
Farragut State Park, Idaho, during the period 
from August 1 through August 9, 1967 (both 
dates inclusive), from operating at such 
jamboree during such period any amateur 
radio station licensed by the Federal Com- 
munications Commission, but any such op- 
eration shall be subject to such rules and 
regulations as the Federal Communications 
Commission may deem necessary. 


Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, Senate 
Joint Resolution 88 has been unanimous- 
ly reported by the Senate Committee on 
Commerce and by the Committee on In- 
terstate and Foreign Commerce with the 
recommendation that the joint resolu- 
tion do pass. It passed the Senate unan- 
imously on June 12, 1967. 

Mr. Speaker, may I add that the joint 
resolution authorizes the operation of an 
amateur radio station by participants in 
the XII World Boy Scout Jamboree at 
Farragut State Park, Idaho, August 1 
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through August 9, 1967, subject, how- 
ever, to such rules and regulations as the 
Federal Communications Commission 
may deem necessary. 

The resolution waives certain provi- 
sions of the Communications Act of 1934 
and regulations thereunder in order to 
permit qualified official participants in 
the XII World Boy Scout Jamboree to 
operate amateur radio equipment located 
at the site of the jamboree, to commu- 
nicate with their colleagues in their own 
countries, 

The Federal Communications Com- 
mission states that it has no objection to 
the adoption of this resolution. In this 
connection, it should be noted that there 
is precedent for this legislation. House 
Joint Resolution 257, passed by the 86th 
Congress in 1959 authorized the opera- 
tion of an amateur radio station by par- 
ticipants of the Ninth Plenary Assem- 
bly of the International Radio Consulta- 
tive Committee held in Los Angeles in 
that year. 

Furthermore, arrangements similar to 
those provided in Senate Joint Resolution 
88 have been made by the jamboree’s host 
country at earlier world Boy Scout jam- 
borees when those countries have had 
restrictions similar to those of the Com- 
munications Act. 

Our colleague from Missouri, the Hon- 
orable Durwoop Hat, introduced a 
companion bill which was referred to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. He has been the main force 
in getting this bill enacted into law and 
is to be commended for his enthusiastic 
support of this worthwhile project. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to extend my remarks at 
this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Missouri? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I wish to com- 
pliment the House leadership and Chair- 
man HARLEY Staccers for bringing up 
under unanimous consent the bill au- 
thorizing the operation of an amateur 
radio station by participants in the XII 
World Boy Scout Jamboree at Farragut 
2 Park, Idaho, which begins next 
week. 

Passage of this measure will make it 
possible for radio amateurs among the 
Scout groups of all nations coming to the 
jamboree, to operate a special amateur 
short-wave radio station for the purpose 
of communicating with other amateur 
stations throughout the world. It was 
necessary to expedite action on the bill 
which I introduced in the House as 
House Resolution 587 in order to secure 
the required exemption in time to coin- 
cide with the opening of the jamboree. 

The Scout jamboree is one of the out- 
standing events that contributes to pre- 
paring youth for tomorrow’s leadership 
and I want to express by best wishes and 
congratulations to the adult leaders and 
to the Scouts from all over the world who 
will participate in this event. I know the 
bill which passed the House today will 
contribute to the success of the program. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the 
Senate joint resolution. 

The Senate joint resolution was 
ordered to be read a third time, was read 
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the third time, and passed, and a motion 
to reconsider was laid on the table. 


PUBLIC WORKS AND ATOMIC EN- 
ERGY COMMISSION APPROPRIA- 
TION BILL, 1968 


Mr. KIRWAN. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the consideration 
of the bill (H.R. 11641) making appro- 
priations for certain civil functions ad- 
ministered by the Department of De- 
fense, the Panama Canal, certain agen- 
cies of the Department of the Interior, 
the Atomic Energy Commission, the At- 
lantic-Pacific Interoceanic Canal Study 
Commission, the Delaware River Basin 
Commission, Interstate Commission on 
the Potomac River Basin, the Tennessee 
Valley Authority, and the Water Re- 
sources Council, for the fiscal year end- 
ing June 30, 1968, and for other purposes; 
and pending that motion, Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent that general 
debate be limited to 2 hours, the time 
to be equally divided and controlled by 
the gentleman from Arizona and myself. 


CALL OF THE HOUSE 


Mr. MORRIS of New Mexico. Mr. 
Speaker, I make the point of order that 
a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is 
not present. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I move a 
call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the 
following Members failed to answer to 
their names: 


[Roll No. 179] 

Andrews, Ala. Fisher Nedzi 
Ashley Fraser Resnick 
Broomfield Galifianakis Riegle 
Brown, Calif Herlong St Germain 
Buchanan Hunt Scheuer 
Conyers Irwin Sisk 
Cowger Jones, Mo Taft 
Cunningham Lukens Teague, Calif. 
de la Garza Mailliard Teague, Tex. 

iggs Moorhead Wampler 
Dingell Morse, Mass. Whitener 
Dole Morton Williams, Miss. 
Esch Murphy, Ill. 
Farbstein Murphy, N.Y. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. AL- 
BERT). On this rollcall 393 Members have 
answered to their names, a quorum. 

By unanimous consent, further pro- 
sie under the call were dispensed 


PUBLIC WORKS AND ATOMIC EN- 
ERGY COMMISSION APPROPRIA- 
TION BILL, 1968 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The ques- 
tion is on the motion of the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. KIRWAN]. 

The motion was agreed to. 

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con- 
sideration of the bill H.R. 11641, with 
Mr. AsPINALL in the chair. 
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The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

By unanimous consent, the first read- 
ing of the bill was dispensed with. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the unani- 
mous-consent agreement, the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. Kirwan] will be recog- 
nized for 1 hour and the gentleman from 
Arizona [Mr. RHopEs] will be recognized 
for 1 hour. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. KIRWAN]. 

Mr. KIRWAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, we have here today the 
public works and atomic energy appro- 
priation bill for consideration. I hope the 
Committee of the Whole will give due 
and careful consideration to this bill. 

I thank the members of the subcom- 
mittee who worked on this bill. We 
made every effort to come up with a bill 
that would be responsive to the many 
needs and yet hold down expenditures. 

I have listened with interest to the dis- 
cussion here a while ago about what is 
going on in America today. When some 
of the Members have idle moments, I 
suggest they read the CONGRESSIONAL 
Recor, not for today but since the turn 
of the century. History will show that we 
talked about our problems, but we have 
fallen far short of taking the necessary 
action to make this a better country. 
And as we take up this bill today, con- 
cerning the water resource development 
of our country, I hope we will be able to 
achieve at least a little more progress in 
solving the problems that face all of us 
in that field. 

This is a good bill for the Atomic 
Energy Commission, but I regret that I 
cannot say that it is a good bill for the 
water resource development of our coun- 
try. Of the total recommended in the 
bill of $4.6 billion, 54 percent, or $2.5 
billion, is for the atomic energy program. 
Of the increase in the bill of $294 million 
over fiscal year 1967, 94 percent is to 
meet the increased requirements of the 
Atomic Energy Commission. This con- 
sists primarily of an increase of $147 mil- 
lion for the weapons program, largely 
for the supplemental testing program, 
and $170 million required in new appro- 
priations in fiscal year 1968 to replace 
carryover balances and revenues that 
were available to fund the program in 
1967. 

REDUCTION IN PUBLIC WORKS PROGRAM 


For the other agencies covered by the 
bill, there is a net increase of only $21 
million, or 1 percent, over 1967. Except 
for the water pollution program, which 
has been increased by $61 million, all of 
the other major agencies show a decrease 
below 1967 and below the budget request. 

Last Wednesday, the New York Times 
carried a headline that this bill was the 
largest in the last four years and pro- 
ceeded to attribute this to the provision 
of increases for “pork barrel” projects. 
Nothing could be further from the truth. 
Actually, the funds for construction of 
projects by the Corps of Engineers and 
the Bureau of Reclamation is less in this 
bill than they have been in each of the 
fiscal years since 1964. In this year’s bill 
the construction programs of these two 
major agencies in the water resource 
development of our country are $64 mil- 
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lion below 1967 and $40 million below 
the 1968 budget. 

Realizing the need to hold down capi- 
tal expenditures at this time, our com- 
mittee has approved only 23 new con- 
struction starts for the Corps of Engi- 
neers. This compares with an annual 
average of 63 new construction starts 
funded by Congress over the last 4 fiscal 
years, Only $9,363,000 is included in the 
bill to initiate construction on these new 
Starts, which have an average total cost 
of only $5 million and involve a total cost 
of only $117,298,000. Seventeen of the 
23 new starts have a total cost of less 
than $3 million. 

As the corps is completing 51 projects 
in fiscal year 1968, with a total estimated 
cost of $735.5 million, there will be a 
reduction of $623.2 million in the level of 
the construction pipeline of the corps. 
For the Bureau of Reclamation, the bill 
includes only the two new construction 
starts requested in the budget. 

Perhaps this appropriation bill, be- 
cause it reflects both the defense expend- 
itures required under the atomic en- 
ergy program, as well as the funds for 
water resource development, best dem- 
onstrates that we cannot afford to fight 
a war with its tremendous expenditures 
and at the same time make provision for 
even the most essential current require- 
ments for the development of our own 
Nation. It means that we are going to 
have to pay a very large price in the 
future and I hope it will not be too late. 
The large annual losses due to flood 
damages, the critical water and power 
supply situation facing many areas, and 
the increasing problems arising from 
water pollution are known to all of us. 

Unless it is possible at an early date to 
make provision within the national 
budget for the funding of the most essen- 
tial projects to help alleviate these con- 
ditions, the Nation will be faced with a 
most serious situation necessitating a 
most costly and inefficient crash pro- 
gram. We now have a backlog of over 
300 authorized projects in the active 
civil works program of the Corps of En- 
gineers on which construction has not 
yet been started. This includes 168 proj- 
ects on which initial planning funds 
have not even as yet been appropriated. 

Probably the best evidence of the 
magnitude of our water-resource prob- 
lems is the fact that the committee in 
connection with this year’s bill heard 
testimony from over 1,500 witnesses re- 
questing funds for unbudgeted projects 
and for increasing the amounts on budg- 
eted projects. This included over 150 
Members of Congress who proposed in- 
creases in the budget for fiscal year 1968 
totaling $171.8 million, involving 278 
projects. These are sincere requests aris- 
ing from serious current problems of 
flood control, water shortage, water pol- 
lution, and so forth. 

Each year these requests become more 
urgent and greater and yet sympathetic 
as our committee is, it is compelled to 
appropriate less and less. I am convinced 
that something is going to have to give 
in the immediate years ahead or almost 
every area of our country will be faced 
with most critical water problems. These 
projects cannot be studied, planned, and 
constructed overnight. They take on an 
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average of over 10 years. So we must not 
expect miracles to happen when we sud- 
denly are faced with critical water- 
resource situations. 

In an effort to make at least some 
progress in the development of some 
major projects on which planning has 
been completed, the committee has 
adopted a new policy in regard to land 
acquisition. 

The committee has heretofore adhered 
to a policy of deferring the appropria- 
tion of funds for land acquisition on 
pending projects until it was in a position 
to also fund the actual initiation of con- 
struction. After a thorough investigation 
of the question, the committee has con- 
cluded that in certain instances, where 
planning is completed but the initiation 
of construction should be deferred to a 
later date because of the budgetary 
situation, it would be expedient to at 
least proceed with land acquisition. The 
committee studies have indicated that, 
depending on the particular areas in- 
volved, extensive delay in land acquisi- 
tion is causing considerable hardship to 
the property owners involved and is re- 
sulting in serious escalation of land 
costs. The committee is therefore recom- 
mending the limited application of this 
new policy and has made provision in 
the bill for funds to initiate land acquisi- 
tion on a total of 11 projects, including, 
as outlined below, the conversion of four 
new budgeted construction starts to land 
acquisition starts to reduce the future 
commitment for construction funds. 
CONSTRUCTION GRANTS FOR WASTE TREATMENT 

WORKS 

The committee gave serious considera- 
tion to the extensive testimony received 
in support of funding the full authoriza- 
tion of $450,000,000 provided in the Clean 
Water Restoration Act of 1966 for grants 
to stimulate and assist in construction of 
waste treatment facilities. However, in 
the light of the obligation experience 
under the program during fiscal year 
1967 and the current critical budgetary 
situation, the committee did not feel that 
an increase in the budget request was 
warranted. With an estimated carryover 
of $44,300,000 in unobligated balances 
from fiscal year 1967, a total of $247,- 
300,000 will be available in fiscal year 
1968 for the Federal grant program. This 
represents an increase of $118,300,000 
over the $129,000,000 obligated for grants 
in fiscal year 1967. With local matching 
funds varying from 45 to 70 percent of 
project costs, the total funds available in 
fiscal year 1968 for construction of waste 
treatment facilities should result in 
major progress in the solution of the 
water pollution control problem. It 
should be noted that any carryover 
balances of fiscal year 1967 funds which 
have not been utilized by December 31, 
1967, by the States to which originally 
allocated will be available for realloca- 
tion to those States which are ready to 
match additional Federal funds. 


LAKE ERIE-OHIO CANAL 


I regret that it was necessary for me to 
recommend to the committee the dis- 
allowance of the funds proposed in the 
budget to continue planning of the navi- 
gation features of the Lake Erie-Ohio 
River Canal project. I had no alternative 
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as the Governor of Pennsylvania advised 
the Corps of Engineers on May 19, 1967, 
that the State will not provide the local 
cooperation required for the project. As 
you know it has been a long-established 
committee policy to discontinue funding 
whenever notification is received from a 
local jurisdiction that it will not furnish 
assurances of local cooperation. 

The committee, at my suggestion, has 
therefore directed the Corps of Engineers 
to terminate immediately all planning 
incident to the navigation elements of 
the project. 

I am gratified that the committee has 
included $750,000 to proceed with plan- 
ning of the Grand River Reservoir, for 
even without the transportation feature 
it will bring urgently needed benefits to 
the area. The Corps of Engineers, as part 
of its planning work, has been directed 
to reanalyze the reservoir’s design and 
operation to make maximum provision 
for water supply storage, municipal in- 
dustrial water, water quality control in 
the absence of any requirements for navi- 
gation purposes, I still hope that at some 
future date the waterway may become a 
reality for it is vital not only to the 
economy of the area but to the Nation. 
Without the transportation advantages 
the canal would bring to this great steel 
producing area, both the economy of 
Ohio and Pennsyvania will continue to 
decline because it cannot compete favor- 
ably with areas, foreign and domestic, 
enjoying cheap water transportation for 
the movement of coal and iron ore. 

EXPENDITURES 


I certainly hope that you will not sup- 
port any amendments that might be of- 
fered to make further reductions in the 
bill. 

In making its recommendations for the 
funding of the programs covered by the 
bill, the committee has given special con- 
sideration to the impact of the budget 
requests for new appropriations on ex- 
penditures both during fiscal year 1968 
and subsequent fiscal years. With the ex- 
ception of the allowances made for the 
Atomic Energy Commission and the Fed- 
eral Water Pollution Control Adminis- 
tration, the major programs in the bill 
have been decreased below the funding 
level for fiscal year 1967, including a re- 
duction of $64.9 million, or about 5 per- 
cent, in the appropriations for construc- 
tion of water resource projects, including 
power. 

Of the total of $1.2 billion included in 
the bill for construction of projects by 
the Corps of Engineers and the Bureau 
of Reclamation, less than $15 million, or 
about 1 percent, is for new construction 
starts. The balance is required to con- 
tinue the financing of construction costs 
on projects approved in prior years. 

It should also be noted that the allow- 
ance for each construction appropria- 
tion item, as indicated in the project 
tables, reflects a general, lump sum re- 
duction, averaging 11 percent, to be ap- 
plied against the individual amounts 
programed for the projects. Although 
a portion of these reductions, totaling 
$171.9 million, will be met from carryover 
funds, the balance will have to be made 
up through slippages and delays in 
construction schedules, including a 
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stretching out of contract awards, with 
the resultant reduction in the expendi- 
ture requirements for fiscal year 1968. 

Our committee has worked for weeks 
to ferret out every reduction that we 
thought could be made without actually 
crippling the activities covered by the 
bill. I repeat, any further reductions 
would affect projects now under con- 
struction which are already underfunded 
for fiscal year 1968 and would only re- 
sult in further delays and stretchouts of 
contracts resulting in greater inefficien- 
cies and higher costs. There is less than 
$15 million in this bill for new construc- 
tion starts by the Corps of Engineers and 
the Bureau of Reclamation and I think 
the water resource programs of this 
country are more than paying their price 
in this bill because of the current fiscal 
situation. 

Every dollar contained in this bill rep- 
resents an investment in America, and 
the benefits come back to us one hun- 
dredfold. These benefits, Mr. Chairman, 
come back to us because this is the great- 
est country on this earth. 

It is the handiwork of God. 

Mr. Chairman, man in this country 
has done just about everything in his 
power to retard its development down 
through the years. 

I hope today you will not support any 
amendments to delete projects that will 
help build America. You may find some- 
one attempting to put an amendment in 
this bill with reference to matters far 
remote from his own area in an effort to 
serve local interests. This is not the way 
America was built or the way it will con- 
tinue to prosper. 

Until we fully realize that the Con- 
gress of the United States has a respon- 
sibility to stand firm in the development 
of our natural resources and to preserve 
them, we shall continue to make the 
me mistakes as we have made in the 
past. 

Mr. Chairman, I am indeed grateful 
for the patience of the Members in lis- 
tening to my remarks. I hope you will 
n the committee's action on the 
bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 
Ohio has consumed 16 minutes. 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield myself 15 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, the able gentleman 
from Ohio, the chairman of the sub- 
committee, has said this is a good bill, 
and I concur in that. It is a good bill. 

I want to commend the gentleman 
from Ohio on the hard work he has done, 
and to thank him for the consideration 
he has shown to the other members of 
the subcommittee and to me. I think he 
has done a very workmanlike job for 
our consideration today. 

Mr. Chairman, in my opinion the 
people of the United States owe MIKE 
Kirwan a debt of gratitude. I do not 
know of anyone who has tried harder 
and more successfully to help the people 
of this country develop their natural re- 
sources than has the gentleman from 
Ohio, Mrxe Kirwan. It has been a real 
pleasure for me to have been associated 
with the gentleman through all these 
years in bringing this bill to the floor 
of the House. And I say in my opinion he 
has in this bill particularly exercised not 
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only good judgment but in at least one 
very important situation an act of states- 
manship for which I congratulate him. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a bill which in 
my opinion should not be cut. The com- 
mittee has already done a good job in 
cutting it. It has been called a pork bar- 
rel bill, but just let me explore that item 
with you a little bit. 

In the first place although the bill is 
above last year’s appropriations in toto, 
all of the increases are either in water 
pollution, which is a new program for 
this subcommittee, or in the Atomic En- 
ergy Commission. 

I do not think there are any Members 
of the House who have any doubt about 
the importance of the water pollution 
program. We will undoubtedly have an 
amendment offered to increase this par- 
ticular item, because the amount author- 
ized was approximately twice as much as 
the amount which was included in the 
budget. We included everything in this 
which in general was in the budget for 
water pollution. We appropriated the full 
amount budgeted, but we did not go over 
the budget. We felt that at this particu- 
lar time in the history of the Republic, 
in view of the budgetary crisis, all pro- 
grams need to tighten their belts. We 
have joined the President in asking this 
vey worthwhile program to tighten its 

lt. 

The Atomic Energy Commission ap- 
propriation exceeds that of last year. It 
is over last year for two very good 
reasons. 

In the first place, and I think the mem- 
bers of the committee will agree with me, 
last year we probably cut a little bit 
deeper than we should have cut. We as- 
sumed that there would be some slip- 
pages in the program of the Atomic En- 
ergy Commission, which did not occur, 
or did not occur in the magnitude that 
we thought they might occur. 

Second, the work of the Atomic Energy 
Commission has picked up rather con- 
siderably in the last year because of the 
advent of the requirement for new and 
more sophisticated warheads to defend 
our Nation against nuclear threat from 
the Communist bloc. 

Again, Mr. Chairman, I do not know 
of anyone who wants to stint on this par- 
ticular activity. I do not know of anyone 
who feels that we should cut where 
money is going to defend the very lives, 
property and destiny of our American 
people. This is certainly true of the 
Atomic Energy Commission appropria- 
tion for this particular year. 

We have the Poseidon missile, the new 
Navy missile that is coming along. We 
have the Minuteman III. We have many 
other atomic energy applications for the 
art of war in this latter part of the 20th 
century which I feel must not be stinted. 

We have reactor developments that 
are ongoing programs and which are 
very meaningful. We must try very 
hard—not to get further ahead—just 
to keep up with the rest of the world in 
this very important technology. 

It is important that we give the Atomic 
Energy Commission the sinews that are 
required for research and development in 
all these things that are so important. 

Included in the bill will be some money 
for reactor development for a very large 
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desalinization plant which has been re- 
cently authorized to be constructed 
on the Pacific Ocean, off southern 
California. 

This desalinization plant when com- 
pleted will have a daily output of fresh 
water which will be enough to supply a 
city the size of San Francisco. 

This is getting desalinization to the 
point many of us have hoped for years 
that it would attain. It has not arrived 
but it is getting there. It is getting to the 
point where it is economical now to pro- 
duce water from sea water and brackish 
water for municipal and industrial uses 
and it is getting economical to do this 
because of the very advanced technology 
that has resulted from the efforts of the 
Atomic Energy Commission. 

The new reactors, the new concepts— 
these are the breakthroughs that have 
allowed us to even dream of a plant to 
take the salt out of sea water in the 
magnitude that I mentioned. 

The advanced reactors, as they come 
along in the years to come, those which 
employ uranium as a fuel and sooner or 
later those which employ hydrogen 
atoms as a fuel—these will bring forth 
the day of real abundance in this world. 
They are now being borne in the research 
and development laboratories of the AEC 
and its contractors. 

Former President Eisenhower has 
espoused a project which I think is very 
important to the whole world, partic- 
ularly to the Middle East. The General 
feels that one way to bring peace in the 
Middle East is to construct there a plant 
for the desalinization of salt and brack- 
ish waters for the purpose of making the 
deserts of the Middle East bloom, and to 
provide an abundance for the Arab and 
Jewish populations which would hope- 
fully cause them to see that it is much 
more to their advantage to work together 
for abundance than it is to fight over the 
penurious type of existence which they 
must put up with day after day after day. 

So to me these peaceful applications 
of atomic energy are very important to 
the future. We should consider the need 
for this type of development as we vote 
on this appropriation bill today. 

That part of the bill that deals with 
the Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of 
Reclamation—that is the part that peo- 
ple say is the pork barrel. But, Mr. Chair- 
man, this is the part of the bill that also 
provides water for navigation purposes. 

It also provides water for waterpower. 
It also provides water for irrigation. It 
provides water for the use of our mu- 
nicipalities and our industries and prob- 
ably, even more important, it provides 
the works which are necessary to prevent 
the destructive type of floods which we so 
often see in this country. 

This is what people call pork barrel, 
and I cannot think of any case in the 
history of legislation where legislation 
has been more misnamed. 

My good friend from Ohio calls this 
the All American bill because it helps 
develop all America. I would much rather 
adopt that definition than that which is 
used by people who are detractors of this 
program. I have talked to some of those 
people. It is rather amusing to get them 
down to the point where you say, “All 
right, assume for the sake of argument 
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that this is pork barrel. Where would 
you begin to cut it? They can very seldom 
give a good answer. 

I submit to you that the money which 
is spent in this bill is much more of an 
investment than it is an expenditure. If 
you do not believe it, then look at the 
material on page 6 of the committee re- 
port, for which, incidentally, I commend 
the members of our staff. It is a very fine 
document. 

Looking at page 6, we see that the esti- 
mate of flood damage prevented by the 
work of the Corps of Engineers is $15 bil- 
lion. Against that the expenditures for 
flood control facilities are $6 billion. 

Water supply benefits show gross 
revenues of $572.7 million. 

But reclamation is most interesting to 
me because I happen to come from a 
reclamation State. Get this: Federal in- 
come tax payments on reclamation proj- 
ects since 1940 have been about $7 billion, 
and they exceed the total appropriation 
since 1902 of $6.7 billion by $300 million. 

That is not the whole story, because 89 
percent of that $6.7 billion appropriated 
will be repaid by the immediate bene- 
ficaries, most of it with interest. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I would like to sub- 
mit that there are not very many invest- 
ments made by Members of Congress 
which have as good a return to the 
American people as do the investments 
made in the activities of the Corps of 
Engineers and the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion. 

Before I sit down I would like to point 
out an innovation in this bill which I 
think bears some comment. You will note 
that certain projects we have financed 
for land acquisition only. This is a new 
concept. We have always before not dif- 
ferentiated between construction funds, 
insofar as their uses are concerned. This 
year we have done it for two reasons: 
One reason is because of the budgetary 
situation, because of the economic situa- 
tion, where we have an inflationary con- 
dition. We felt it well to slow down some 
of the construction for Corps of Engi- 
neers and Bureau of Reclamation proj- 
ects, and by appropriating money only 
for land acquisition we have accom- 
plished this. 

The second reason is that year after 
year when we have the hearings—and 
this subcommittee has over 2 weeks of 
public hearings—we have people come in 
and complain, and complain with good 
reason, of the hardships they are experi- 
encing by the fact that their land lies in 
the path of some sort of project. The 
Government has not wanted to buy the 
property right away. However, everyone 
knows that it will be eventually taken. 
The owners cannot sell it or develop it. 
They can do very little with it and usual- 
ly have no money to leave it and relocate. 
They ask, Won't you please appropriate 
money to buy our property so we can re- 
establish our economic lives.“ 

We think this is a hardship which 
should not be visited upon the citizens 
of the United States whose land and 
property may be in the path of an ir- 
rigation or flood control project. 

So I hope, Mr. Chairman, that this 
concept will be developed in the future. 
I think it is right, particularly now, but 
I think it is also right for the long run. 
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We need more resource development. 
In my opinion, this is a good bill and an 
adequate bill for this particular period 
of time, but it is not adequate for the 
future of the country. The gentleman 
who is occupying the chair in the Com- 
mittee of the Whole often comes every 
year before our subcommittee—and 
makes a very cogent statement. The 
burthen of it is that we are not invest- 
ing enough money, that there are many 
authorized projects which have not been 
started. He is correct. There are now 300 
authorized projects where construction 
has not been started, and on 168 of these 
there has been no planning. 

The people of the United States will in 
time demand that we go at a faster 
pace than we have been going in devel- 
oping our national resources, but in this 
year with a war on, with a record budget 
deficit in prospect, certainly nobody 
could conscientiously ask that we appro- 
priate more money than we have in this 
bill. 

The bill, however, as I repeat, is not 
adequate and in the future it will de- 
volve upon the Congress to do a better 
job than we have been doing in pro- 
viding not only for the safety of our 
people but for their future needs insofar 
as water is concerned, and insofar as 
recreation is concerned, and insofar as 
our requirements for future needs and 
happiness of our people. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? è 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. I yield to 
the gentleman from Nebraska. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Chairman, I com- 
mend the subcommittee for the excellent 
job they have done in bringing this bill 
to the floor, and I commend the work of 
the subcommittee chairman and the 
ranking minority member of the subcom- 
mittee. 

As the gentleman will recall, I ap- 
peared before the subcommittee in sup- 
port of the appropriation for the 345-kv. 
transmission line from Fort Thompson 
to Grand Island, Nebr. 

Unfortunately, due to the fact that 
authorization has not as yet passed the 
Congress, no appropriation was made in 
the bill before us today. 

I would like to read one paragraph 
from page 69 of the report in regard 
to this: 

The net reduction $9,168,000 made in the 
budget request includes deletion of the $10,- 
850,000 requested under the transmission 
division of the Missouri River Basin project 
for construction on the Fort Thompson- 
Grand Island, Nebraska 345 kv transmission 
line pending passage of authorization for the 
appropriation, 


I understand the Interior and Insular 
Affairs Committee, under the Chairman 
of the Committee of the Whole who is 
presiding this afternoon, has this au- 
thorization bill in committee at the pres- 
ent time. If this project and the spend- 
ing of these funds is authorized by the 
Congress before the other body takes fi- 
nal action on this appropriation bill, 
would the conferees give favorable con- 
sideration to the including of these funds 
in the final appropriation bill? 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr. Chair- 
man, I would like to say to my good 
friend from Nebraska that if the situa- 
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tion occurs as he states—in other words, 
if the authorization is passed and be- 
comes law and the other body puts 
money in the public works appropri- 
ation bill for this project—certainly we 
will give consideration to any amend- 
ment the other body puts in the bill. 

When the gentleman from Nebraska 
appeared before the committee, he made 
a very powerful argument for the line. 
He was impressive and his facts were 
relevant. 

I can say to the gentleman we will 
certainly give this every consideration 
in the world. I cannot say that the con- 
sideration will be favorable. I wish I 
could. 

Mr. MARTIN. I appreciate that. 

I thank the gentleman for his answer. 

I should like also to call attention to 
the fact that we have had several black- 
outs in Nebraska because we are in a 
very serious—in fact, even a desperate— 
situation in regard to having sufficient 
power to take care of the needs of the 
State. Unless construction of the line 
begins in the very near future we are 
going to be in a very, very bad condition 
within a year or two in Nebraska so far 
as power is concerned. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. I thank the 
gentleman. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. I yield to the 
gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

I note that the appropriation for the 
Panama Canal is about $342 million more 
than for last year, fiscal year 1967. Is 
any money included in this bill, by any 
chance, for what some are pleased to 
describe as implementation of the pro- 
posed treaty, or any phase of the pro- 
posed sellout of the Panama Canal? 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. I say to my 
friend from Iowa that there is nothing 
in the appropriation to the Canal Zone 
Government which is earmarked to im- 
plement any features of the treaty to 
which the gentleman refers. Of course, 
the treaty has not been ratified. 

Mr. GROSS. That is right. 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Presumably 
there could not be any expenditures 
authorized by this bill for the purposes 
of this treaty. 

Mr. GROSS. There are no funds set 
aside of any nature that the gentleman 
knows of, and there were no hearings 
held alluding in any way to the matter 
of finances for this proposed treaty? 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Not for the 
treaty to which I believe the gentleman 
refers. However, I would point out to the 
gentleman that there are funds to be ap- 
propriated for the Atlantic-Pacific Inter- 
oceanic Canal Study Commission. 

Mr. GROSS. Yes. 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Which one 
could you say would be spent for the con- 
tinued survey of a route for a sea level 
canal, which refers to another one of the 
treaties which I understand has been 
concluded, in the series of treaties. 

Mr. GROSS. The appropriation for 
this interoceanic canal study is some $2 
million plus above that of last year. 
Could the gentleman give the House 
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some explanation as to why this is in- 
creased, and what amount of money has 
already been spent on the studies for a 
new canal? 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. The reason 
for the increase this year is the fact that 
it is very expensive to survey these sites. 
The commission has pretty well zeroed 
in on about two routes, and they are 
spending a lot of money in cutting 
through the jungle, building roads and 
doing all the things necessary to survey 
the routes. 

Mr. GROSS. There have been a good 
many millions spent on this study 
through the years, is that not true? 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Yes, I be- 
lieve that is correct. I would have to 
yield to my chairman to tell me exactly 
how much has been spent by this canal 
commission. I would imagine it would 
be something less than $10 million. 

Mr. GROSS. I believe at one time we 
authorized—perhaps we did not appro- 
priate the money—of $17 million. I could 
be wrong. This has been some years ago. 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. It is my rec- 
ollection that the amount that has been 
spent this year is the most that has been 
spent in any given year. 

Mr. GROSS. Did the committee in 
connection with the Panama Canal 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Arizona has again expired. 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield myself 2 additional minutes. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield further? 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. I yield fur- 
ther to the gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. Did the committee, in 
connection with the Panama Canal, take 
cognizance of the fact that the Pana- 
manians have failed to pay the U.S. Gov- 
ernment, or the Panama Canal Com- 
pany, some $2 million to $3 million for 
water which they are supposed to pur- 
chase from the United States? 

Was there any discussion of that be- 
fore your committee? 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. No; there 
was no discussion of any amounts due 
the United States from the Panama Ca- 
nal Company, except the debt which of 
course still exists from the days of the 
construction. It was our understanding, 
and in fact, I think the record will show, 
the payments from the Canal Company 
to the U.S. Government are up to date. 

Mr. GROSS. I was surprised to learn 
recently that the Panamanian Govern- 
ment apparently refuses to pay for the 
water which they get, apparently under 
some kind of contract—good, pure wa- 
ter provided by the U.S. Government— 
and that there is a bill outstanding for 
between $2 million and $3 million. 

It would be my hope that in the con- 
sideration of the bill next year the gen- 
tleman’s committee will make inquiry 
into this situation. This would practi- 
cally take care of the increased appro- 
priation. It would make, at least, a good 
downpayment. 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. There is an 
arrangement for the furnishing of wa- 
ter to Panama under a contract. If the 
contract is delinquent as far as pay- 
ment is concerned, then the gentleman 
from Iowa is telling me something I have 
never heard before. We shall certainly 
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look into it, I can assure the gentleman. 

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman 
from Arizona. 

Mr. KIRWAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
10 minutes to the gentleman from Ten- 
nessee [Mr. Evins]. 4 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair- 
man, the distinguished chairman of our 
committee, the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. Kirwan], has spoken on the overall 
funding contained in this bill, and the 
gentleman from Arizona [Mr. RHODES], 
the distinguished minority member, has 
also spoken at length on the bill. 

However, Mr. Chairman, I would like 
to make a few additional observations re- 
garding some of the outstanding features 
of this public works appropriation bill. 

This is a significant bill. 

This is an important bill. 

This is a vital bill—vital to this Na- 
tion. 

I wish the American people could be 
told the true story of the importance of 
this measure. 

There are those who describe this 
measure as a pork barrel bill. 

There are those who ridicule it. 

The fact is that this bill represents 
capital investments in America—capital 
investments that will pay rich dividends 
in the future growth and development of 
our country. 

This bill represents a capital invest- 
ment in terms of the continuing develop- 
ment of needed hydroelectric power— 
flood control — reclamation — conserva- 
tion—and progress in terms of ecomonic 
development and a better quality of life 
for our people. 

This bill is a capital investment in 
terms of the funding of the Atomic 
Energy Commission, with its defense- 
related and peacetime functions. 

This bill represents a capital invest- 
ment in terms of the saving of lives by 
flood control measures throughout the 
United States. 

Testimony before our committee dis- 
closed that with an investment of some 
$4.4 billion, some $14 billion has been 
saved in flood damages from facilities 
funded through public works appropria- 
tion bills. 

This bill represents a capital invest- 
ment in terms of urgently needed water 
supplies provided by water reservoirs 
built by public works appropriations. 
Water supplies for our people constitute 
one of the great needs of our Nation. 

This bill represents a capital invest- 
ment in terms of the expansion of our 
network of internal waterways, providing 
expanding means of transportation and 
more economic transportation and ship- 
ping for business and industry. 

This bill represents a capital invest- 
ment in terms of the accelerated eco- 
nomic development which has resulted 
from these investments in water resource 
projects. 

This is the real story of progress that 
underlines the importance of this bill. 

This is the story that should be told. 
aea is the real significance of this 

Public works have provided the sinews 
of much of our national strength 
throughout our history. 

Public works have made America great 
and strong. 
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The Panama Canal, Hoover Dam, 
Grand Coulee Dam, the St. Lawrence 
Seaway—all of these great projects stand 
as enduring landmarks in our country’s 
steady progress toward broader frontiers 
of opportunity. They are symbols of our 
country’s vast creative capacity. 

TVA, in my own State, has won world 
recognition and acclaim as a comprehen- 
sive development in a seven-State area 
of the South. 

We have built massive dams in the 
Northwest and other regions of our 
country to harness power and control 
floods. 

As one stands on the bridge of Grand 
Coulee Dam, he feels a thrill, recogniz- 
ing the surging power of the turbines 
generating, the tremendous energy and 
power of this great development. 

We have turned wastelands into fruit- 
ful gardens through irrigation projects. 

We have built levees along the mighty 
Mississippi, cleared river channels, 
dredged harbors. We have developed 
America. 

I ask, Mr. Chairman, how better could 
these Federal funds have been spent? 

Our mighty Nation can well afford to 
invest in the conservation and develop- 
ment of its previous natural resources. 

It can never afford to neglect public 
works, 

Mr. Chairman, the distinguished col- 
league, the gentleman from Arizona [Mr. 
RxuopEs] called attention to the excellent 
report. I would like also to emphasize 
for consideration the many benefits 
pointed out on page 6 of this report. For 
example, the navigation benefits are 
shown at $1.237 billion. Flood control 
benefits provided by the Corps of En- 
gineers, the TVA and the Bureau of 
Reclamation exceed $15 billion in sav- 
ings of property alone in the United 
States. 

In water supply benefits, reservoirs 
constructed with Federal support furnish 
about 2,000 billion gallons of municipal 
and industrial water to over 14 million 
people annually. 

Annual power benefits in gross reve- 
nues returned into the U.S. Treasury 
more than $572 billion. 

Recreation benefits are incidental 
benefits flowing from these projects are 
estimated to be some $281 billion plus. 
So the benefits to the public are indeed 
enormous. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I repeat, this is vital 
and important to our Nation and should 
be passed. 

I want to commend our chairman for 
his patience, his dedication, his diligence, 
and his devotion to this Nation and to 
this important area of resource develop- 
ment and conservation. 

He has pondered a tremendous service 
again this year, as he has done for many 
years. 

The chairman is a man with vision—a 
man who can see far beyond the near- 
sighted perspective of his critics and his 
detractors. 

While this bill provides funds to main- 
tain our Nation’s growth and expand its 
waterways and reservoirs—it is, at the 
same time, a prudent bill. 

Each line item was carefully examined 
and its importance carefully weighed. 
Our committee weighed this bill with 
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the needs and requirements of our de- 
fense needs to support and back our 
troops and forces in Vietnam. 

Cuts and reductions totaling $243 mil- 
lion were made in this bill on budget 
estimates. 

The appropriations recommended are 
$314 million more than appropriated in 
fiscal 1967. 

And so this is a reasonable bill—cuts 
and reductions were made—and yet suf- 
ficient funds were included to maintain 
our forward momentum in internal im- 
provements, 

A quick look at the main provisions of 
this bill indicates clearly the close scru- 
tiny and the careful balancing of costs 
and justifications which went into the 
consideration of each item. 

To go forward with the Atomic En- 
ergy Commission’s vital work for defense 
and for perfection of atomic energy for 
peaceful uses, this bill provides $2,492,- 
733,000. This is an increase of some $293 
million over the previous year’s appro- 
priation but more than $153 million be- 
low the budget request. 

For rivers and harbors projects and 
flood control work in all parts of the 
country, $1,261,845,000 is recommended 
some $29 million under the appropria- 
tion for fiscal year 1967 and nearly $46 
million under budget estimates. 

For the Bureau of Reclamation, $304,- 
356,000 is recommended—a reduction 
of some $21 million from the previous 
year’s appropriation and some $11 mil- 
lion under the budget estimate. 

Power agencies and related items of 
the Department of the Interior are al- 
located $137,125,000—an increase of 
some $4 million from the previous year 
but some $12 million under the fund re- 
quest. 

For continued expansion of the great 
TVA program, the bill provides $60 mil- 
lion in new funds—a decrease of $3.7 
million from the previous year and some 
$2 million under budget estimates. Most 
of this saving is make possible by a gen- 
eral reduction of $2 million for antic- 
ipated delays and savings in the agency’s 
capital outlay program. 

The TVA power program is self-sus- 
taining and self-supporting. It is paying 
back full Federal appropriations on 
power investments. 

So. Mr. Chairman, our committee has 
been prudent in it’s recommendations. 

I understand that two amendments 
will be offered to this bill today, one to 
delete one item from the bill and one 
amendment to increase an item of ap- 
propriation in the bill. 

To me, Mr. Chairman, this is a real 
tribute to our committee. Out of several 
hundred items in the bill there are only 
two items in dispute, for which amend- 
ments will be offered. I think we should 
stand by the committee and not increase 
the one amount or delete the other item 
from the bill. I urge support of the bill 
as reported by the Committee on Ap- 
propriations. 

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. I yield to 
the gentleman. 

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to commend the gentleman in the 
well and this great subcommittee of ap- 
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propriations for the tremendous job they 
have done on this bill, as they always 
have done. I have one city in my district, 
which would have received serious flood- 
ing this spring, because we had one of 
the wettest years in California since the 
turn of the century, if it had not 
been for a dam which was constructed 
through the efforts of this committee. 
They added it to this bill in 1958 which 
was vetoed by the President, and this 
House and the other body overrode that 
veto. If it had not been for that dam, 
which was begun in that fashion by this 
committee, that city would have been 
damaged by many millions of dollars. 

Mr. Chairman, this is just one example 
of the manner in which this committee 
has built America. I for one wish to ex- 
press my apprecpiation to the commit- 
tee and to the House. 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair- 
man, I thank my friend for his com- 
ments and his observations. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 
Tennessee has consumed 7 minutes. 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield such time as he may con- 
sume to the gentleman from Kentucky 
(Mr. SNYDER]. 

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to take just a few minutes to men- 
tion to the House a project which is not 
in this bill—the Falmouth Dam. The 
gentleman from Arizona has mentioned 
the large number of authorized unfunded 
projects in the Nation. Kentucky’s 
Fourth Congressional District has three 
such projects, which is more than its 
share. 

Of utmost concern to us along nine 
counties of the Ohio River is the Fal- 
mouth project. Falmouth was authorized 
by the Flood Control Acts of 1936 and 
1938. This project has a benefit-cost 
ratio of 1.5 to 1. The proposed dam site 
is on the Licking River in Pendleton 
County, Ky., approximately 60 miles 
south of its confluence with the Ohio 
River at Cincinnati. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a flood control 
project. Serious floods have occurred 
since the authorization of this project in 
1937, 1939, 1948, 1950, 1961, and 1964. 
The Corps of Engineers estimated that 
had this project been built prior to the 
1964 flood that damages totaling $7.5 
million would have been avoided in that 
year alone. In addition to the justifiable 
flood control aspect of this project, I 
would mention that the hearings are full 
of testimony as to the necessity of this 
project as a water storage facility for the 
Greater Cincinnati area. The gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. Tarr], the mayor of 
Cincinnati, and other officials from the 
area appeared to support this aspect of 
the project. The Governor of Kentucky 
put Falmouth in his statement as the No. 
1 priority project in the State. 

Several members of the Kentucky dele- 
gation testified in favor of Falmouth in 
addition to the gentleman from Ohio. 
Both of Kentucky’s Senators are on rec- 
ord in support of this project as evi- 
denced in the hearings. 

Mr. Chairman, I know the subcommit- 
tee worked hard to come up with a good 
bill. I am aware of the pressures they 
must labor under. It is my hope that the 
other body may see fit to include the 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE 


small but meaningful and helpful $175,- 
900 for preconstruction planning in the 
bill. Should this occur, I would urge the 
House conferees to concur. 

I shall not attempt to include this 
money in the bill on the floor of the 
House today. My experience is that this 
is not the way to get things of this 
nature done—and this deed must be 
done. It is too vital to too many to be 
shelved any longer. 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield such time as he may con- 
sume to the gentleman from California 
(Mr. Don H. CLAUSEN]. 

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Chairman, 
I rise in support of this legislation and 
also to express my appreciation to the 
chairman and members of the commit- 
tee for their very courteous considera- 
tion of my many requests. 

Certainly, they are most familiar with 
the needs of my district relating to water 
conservation, flood control, reclamation 
and river and harbors development. 

Money spent for these justifiable proj- 
ects will pay many dividends. Water is 
becoming more and more valuable with 
each passing year. Water is wealth and 
worth whatever it costs to develop it and 
will have a direct effect on the economic 
development of this Nation. 

Expenditures of this type are deserving 
of top priority by the Congress and I 
hope the House will pass this legislation 
overwhelmingly. 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield such time as he may con- 
sume to the gentleman from Oregon 
(Mr. WYATT]. 

Mr. WYATT. Mr. Chairman, there are 
several items reported in this bill of in- 
terest to my constituents, only two of 
which I will now mention. 

The sum of $500,000 has been added 
by the Appropriations Committee for a 
new construction start for the south 
jetty at the mouth of Tillamook Bay, 
Oreg. This appropriation will insure the 
actual start of construction of this proj- 
ect. It will insure to residents of Tilla- 
mook County that this desperately need- 
ed harbor improvement will actually be 
built. The record will show that five of 
my constituents traveled from Oregon to 
our Nation’s Capital to testify before the 
subcommittee relative to the need now 
for this project. 

Tillamook County has a great future 
as a center for our timber products in- 
dustry, for sports and commercial fish- 
ing, and for recreation. However, without 
a south jetty, mere passage in and out 
of the bay is only possible occasionally. 
The future growth of this entire area 
hinges on the completion of this fine 
project. 

Mr. Chairman, the bill as reported also 
contains an appropriation of $249,000, 
which I am advised will fully fund all 
preconstruction planning and engineer- 
ing for the Tualatin Federal reclamation 
project, also known as Scoggin Dam, lo- 
cated near Forest Grove, Oreg. 

This great water project will provide 
desperately needed water for agriculture, 
industrial development, and for munici- 
pal purposes. There are fish and wildlife 
benefits as well as flood control features. 
The recreation uses for the reservoir are 
boundless. 
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Many people feel that we have a great 
surplus of water in western Oregon each 
month of the year. Nothing could be fur- 
ther from the truth. In the late summer 
and early fall this area is bone dry. Con- 
sequently, during the best part of the 
growing season there is no water. Row 
crops cannot be grown without the irri- 
gation which will be provided by this 
project. 

The Tualatin project, when built, will 
be a model reclamation project, and an 
excellent example of what man can do, 
economically, to alter his environment 
favorably. The project will literally make 
the dry lands bloom. Expansion of the 
area involved into row crop production 
will be a terrific boost to our farmers. 
The agricultural development will bring 
in new industry, which in turn will boost 
the economy of the entire area. 

It is clearly needed, and will alter an 
area which cannot now grow much more 
into an area which will be a hub of mag- 
nificent and viable activity. 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield such time as he may require 
to the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. 
BrorzMan]. 

Mr. BROTZMAN. Mr. Chairman, to- 
day we are considering H.R. 11641, the 
public works and Atomic Energy Com- 
mission appropriation bill for fiscal year 
1968. This bill contains an appropriation 
of $10,725,000 for the Chatfield Reservoir 
on the South Platte River in Colorado. 

It is vitally important that these funds 
be appropriated. 

The Chatfield project was first author- 
ized in the Flood Control Act of 1950. 
The purpose of the project is to provide 
flood protection for the fast growing 
areas of metropolitan Denver and 
downstream. 

The project now seems to be moving 
slowly but surely ahead. Preliminary 
planning is completed, and acquisition of 
land and relocation of highways and 
utility facilities has begun. 

Mr. Chairman, I seriously doubt that 
@ more pressing requirement for funds 
exists anywhere in the Nation. The 
strongest argument for this appropria- 
tion for the Chatfield project in fiscal 
year 1968 is the tremendous destructive 
potential of the Plum Creek and South 
Platte River. 

My district is blessed with some of 
the finest climate and scenery in the 
world. Beautiful mountain streams spill 
out onto a fertile and productive plain 
which, in recent years, has grown up with 
modern industry and sprawling and at- 
tractive housing developments. 

But this fertile, productive, and popu- 
lous plain has another dimension—one 
which has not been entirely clear until 
recent years. We now know that, several 
times each century, a weather phenom- 
enon peculiar to the eastern edge of the 
Rocky Mountains occurs. 

Storm systems of incredible intensity 
will, in the space of 6 hours or so, dump 
a veritable waterfall onto a relatively 
broad watershed. 

As a matter of fact, the town of El- 
bert, Colo., which is located just out of 
my district in the general area, is be- 
lieved to hold the record of rainfall in 
6-hour period in the United States. In 
May 1935, a total of 24 inches of rain 
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fell in 6 hours, according to US. 
Weather Bureau records. 

Such a rainfall would cause disaster 
wherever it occurred. But falling into 
a hilly country—with the deluge being 
concentrated very quickly in valleys 
which slope steeply toward the plains— 
the results are devastating. The destruc- 
tion in the path of onrushing flash floods 
is comparable to that of severe earth- 
quakes and tornadoes. 

Such a storm occurred on June 15, 
1965, in the watershed of Plum Creek 
and other South Platte River tribu- 
tarles. Rainfall of 12 to 14 inches in a 
6-hour period was common, 

I am sure, Mr. Chairman, you will 
recall the headlines, because in a mat- 
ter of a few hours 13 lives had been lost 
in the Denver area and downstream as 
far as western Nebraska, and property 
damage estimated by the Corps of En- 
gineers at $509,325,000 was inflicted. 

Today, 2 years later, the scars of the 
flood still are in evidence and the repair 
work goes on. There also is fear in the 
South Platte River Valley—fear brought 
out by the fact that cloudbursts like the 
ones of June 1965 not only can happen 
again but will happen again. The rela- 
tively brief Weather Bureau history in 
the area, plus physical evidence in the 
flood plain, indicate this. The question, 
then, is not “if” there will be another 
great floodcrest, but when.“ 

Mr. Chairman, the Army Corps of En- 
gineers and the U.S. Congress acted 
swiftly following the 1965 fiood. Funds 
were authorized for the Chatfield flood 
control project, principal feature of 
which is the dam and reservoir at the 
confluence of the South Platte River and 
Plum Creek upstream from metropoli- 
tan Denver. 

Mr, Chairman, in view of this past 
history of devastating and rampaging 
flooding, you can well understand why 
the people of Colorado and particularly 
those of my district and the city of Den- 
ver are so deeply concerned about any 
further delays in completion of the 
Chatfield project. 

I urge that the House give favorable 
consideration to this appropriation. 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield such time as he may require 
to the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. 
SHRIVER]. 

Mr. SHRIVER. Mr. Chairman, we are 
all well aware of the importance of the 
conservation and development of our 
Nation’s natural resources. Despite a 
growing Federal budget that demands 
legislative scrutiny of all appropriations, 
we must realize the priority of the pub- 
lie works appropriations proposed in 
H.R. 11641. 

The last few years in Kansas have un- 
derscored the necessity of water re- 
sources development and flood control. 
In 1965 heavy rainfall threatened flood- 
ing in much of the State. Fortunately, 
damages were kept to a minimum in 
those areas where reservoir control was 
available. In 1966 the State was faced 
with the problem of lack of precipitation 
but the almost one million acre-feet of 
water in conservation storage available 
in 16 completed reservoirs provided the 
needed water to supplement municipal 
and industrial shortages. 
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Recent flooding has once again demon- 
strated the value of Federal flood con- 
trol efforts. Damages in my district so 
far this year alone amounted to $553,- 
000 due to heavy rainfall. The Kansas 
City Star recently reported: 

Damages in unprotected areas. .. are esti- 
mated by the Army Engineers to have reached 
more than 234, million dollars (for the en- 
tire State.) But the Corps figures that an 
additional 190 million dollars in flood dam- 
ages would have occurred without any pro- 
tection projects in place. 


The Kansas programs which are in- 
cluded in this bill have evolved through 
a careful deliberative process starting 
at the local, advancing to our Kansas 
Water Resources Board and the Gover- 
nor, and finally into the legislative proc- 
ess here in Washington. In Kansas we 
have a deep interest, motivated by ex- 
perience, to join hands with the Federal 
Government in the conservation and de- 
velopment of water resources and the 
planning of protection against disastrous 
floods. 

H.R. 11641 provides $778,000 for com- 
pletion of the Marion Dam and Reservoir 
in my district. This $13,600,000 project, 
authorized for construction by the Flood 
Control Act of 1950 with preconstruction 
planning beginning in fiscal year 1960, 
got underway in June of 1964 and the 
1968 appropriation will complete it. 

Recent flooding also demonstrated the 
value of this particular installation. Al- 
though the project was not complete, the 
Army Engineers estimated that it pre- 
vented at least $177,000 worth of damage. 
If Marion Reservoir and the upstream 
installations had been complete, the 
total savings would have been at least 
$515,000. 

The legislation also includes $105,000 
for a study from Great Bend, Kans., to 
John Martin Dam, Colo., and $100,000 
for an investigation from Great Bend, 
Kans., to Tulsa, Okla. Both studies are 
to determine the feasibility of further 
protective projects, and the latter in- 
vestigation has been broadened to de- 
termine the feasibility of navigation. 

Mr. Chairman, recent experience in 
Kansas convinces me that appropria- 
tions for flood control measures are a 
most vital part of the development of our 
natural resources. I support H.R. 11641 
and believe it deserves high priority. 

Mr. Chairman, my colleague the gen- 
tleman from Kansas, the Honorable Bos 
Do tg, is on an Official trip to the Middle 
East with other Members of this body 
reviewing the need for continued Public 
Law 480 shipments of food and food 
products to that area. Because he is 
representing this body and has to be 
away on another important matter, I 
have asked permission to include his 
statement regarding the bill before us 
today in the Recorp at this point. It 
follows: 

STATEMENT BY CONGRESSMAN BoB DOLE, OF 
KANSAS 

Mr. Chairman, the Committee on Appro- 
priations is to be commended for the bill it 
has reported to the House. It seems to me the 
committee has brought forth a bill which 
will insure the continued progress on proj- 
ects in which our citizens already have a 
heavy investment and from which they will 
eventually derive the expected benefits. The 
bill is $243,215,000 below the budget esti- 
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mates presented by the Administration for 
the fiscal year 1968. I am especially pleased 
to see a suggested appropriation of $105,000 
for much-needed investigations on the 
Arkansas River between Great Bend and 
John Martin Dam, Colo. This area was the 
scene of the devastating flood in June of 
1965 which inflicted millions of dollars of 
damage to farms and towns along the river. 
It has been my hope work could proceed 
more rapidly, with the view to authorization 
by Congress at the earliest possible time of 
a project to provide the necessary protection 
against a recurrence of the 1965 disaster. 
Also included is a funding for investigations 
on the Cimarron River and its tributaries 
that have been in progress for a number of 


years. 
Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this oppor- 
tunity to voice my support for the bill. 


Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield such time as he may require 
to the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. 
DENNEY]. 

Mr. DENNEY. Mr. Chairman, today we 
are being called upon to vote on the 
public works appropriation bill for fiscal 
year 1968. For the most part it is a good 
bill, but I do feel that I should point out 
to my colleagues the omission of a vitally 
needed project, reference made on page 
69 of the report. 

The State of Nebraska has been in- 
volved in four blackouts during the past 
4 years. The most serious of these oc- 
curred in July 1966. Unless interconnec- 
tions are affected and large generation 
added, the State of Nebraska could be 
subjected to a successive series of brown- 
outs and blackouts with a resulting loss 
of millions of dollars and curtailing of 
crop production, which affects peace in 
the world. With this thought in mind, it 
was the unanimous opinion of all major 
suppliers of electrical energy in Nebraska 
that interconnections with large sources 
of electrical power are imperative for the 
successful operation of the Nebraska 
system. 

The Federal electrical system located 
in the Dakotas has a surplus of electrical 
energy available both to Nebraska and 
the Dakotas. The peak in Nebraska is in 
the summertime, the Dakota’s peak is in 
the winter time. Because of this diver- 
sity, electricity produced in the Federal 
system can be maximally utilized 
through proper connections. 

Last year engineering studies were con- 
ducted for planning a 345-kilovolt line 
from Fort Thompson, S. Dak., to Grand 
Island, Nebr. Based on the studies con- 
ducted by the Bureau of Reclamation 
which showed the feasibility and desir- 
ability of the project, the Bureau re- 
quested in their fiscal 1968 budget $10,- 
850,000 for starting the construction and 
site acquisition for this project. 

Mr. Chairman, as my colleagues know, 
Public Law 89-515 limits funds author- 
ized to be appropriated for fiscal years 
1967 and 1968 to the sum of $60 million 
for projects in the Missouri River Basin. 
The addition of the 345-kilovolt line 
would require raising the ceiling to $69 
million. This can be accomplished 
through passage of H.R. 8775. Hearings 
have been held on that bill by our In- 
terior and Insular Affairs Committee 
some weeks ago, but the committee has 
not yet had an opportunity to mark up 
the bill. 

Authorization should be fast in the 


19970 


House of Representatives through 
prompt passage of H.R. 8775. 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr. Chair- 
man, I ask unanimous consent that the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. SPRINGER] 
may extend his remarks at this point. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
m support of the bill. 

I congratulate the gentleman from 
Ohio, our good friend MIKE Kirwan, for 
bringing this measure to the floor. 

His able counterpart from my party, 
the gentleman from Arizona, JOHN 
RHODES, as well as all members of the 
committee, merit the commendation of 
the House for their splendid work. 

Anyone reading the committee report 
cannot fail to be impressed by the mag- 
nitude and the complexity of the issues 
that confronted our colleagues and by 
their wisdom in resolving them. 

This bill obviously is no “pork barrel“ 
although news articles using that deri- 
sive term appear ritualistically at this 
time of year like the groundhog stories 
in February and those about the swal- 
lows returning to Capistrano. 

I read one wire service story that re- 
ferred to the “annual so-called pork bar- 
rel measure” and said it provided $4.6 
billion to finance the “vast public works 
programs” of the Army Engineers and 
the Bureau of Reclamation, with projects 
in most congressional districts, and for 
the activities of several other agencies.” 
The story rambled on in this fashion for 
more than a half column without once 
mentioning that among the “several 
other agencies” is the Atomic Energy 
Commission which gets considerably 
more than half the $4.6 billion in the bill. 

We Members of Congress customarily 
call this measure the public works appro- 
priations bill, or sometimes the rivers 
and harbors bill. Both terms are misno- 
mers. The official title The Public 
Works and Atomic Energy Commission 
Appropriation, 1968’’-—is more descrip- 
tive but even it does not tell the whole 
8 


For besides providing around 2½ bil- 
lion for the Atomic Energy Commission, 
we are also appropriating substantial 
funds for such diverse activities of the 
Federal Government as the Panama 
Canal, the Tennessee Valley Authority, 
our national cemeteries, the various 
power agencies of the Interior Depart- 
ment, and, through the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Administration, for 
construction of sewage treatment sys- 
tems in numerous towns and cities 
throughout the United States. 

The committee achieved a reduction of 
$243.2 million from the budget requests 
for all these agencies. The committee 
cut $45.8 million from the budget re- 
quests for public works projects of 
the Army Engineers. Even so, the com- 
mittee went beyond the budget requests 
in allocating some money to buy land 
in project areas where land values are 
escalating rapidly. 

This was a farsighted decision. I am 
personally aware of the situation in 
Macon County. The preconstruction 
Congress has appropriated $1.2 million 
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in planning funds for the Oakley Dam 
and Reservoir north of Decatur, Ill., in 
Macon County. This preconstruction 
planning phase was completed June 30. 
Because of the tight fiscal situation, the 
President failed to include construction 
funds for Oakley in his fiscal 1968 bud- 
get. In testifying before the committee 
I pointed out if the budget recommenda- 
tions were allowed to stand, the ultimate 
cost of the Oakley project inevitably 
would increase because of rising prices 
for land in the area. The committee sent 
investigators to Decatur. They ques- 
tioned a lot of people—local officials, 
bankers, real estate men, and landown- 
ers. The information they obtained con- 
firmed what I and other Members of 
Congress have been saying for some time, 
that the price of land all over America 
is going up and up. But let the committee 
report speak for itself: 

The committee has heretofore adhered to 
a policy of deferring the appropriation of 
funds for land acquisition on pending proj- 
ects until it was in a position to also fund 
the actual initiation of construction. After 
a thorough investigation of the question, 
the committee has concluded that in certain 
instances, where planning is completed but 
the initiation of construction should be de- 
ferred to a later date because of the bud- 
getary situation, it would be expedient to 
at least proceed with land acquisition. The 
committee studies have indicated that de- 
pending on the particular areas involved, ex- 
tensive delay in land acquisition is causing 
considerable hardship to the property owners 
involved and is resulting in a serious escala- 
tion of land costs. 


This is sound policy, it is farsighted 
policy and it is a policy that will save the 
taxpayers money. 

Besides the $450,000 included in the 
bill for the purchase of land for Oakley, 
there is an appropriation of $150,000 to 
complete the preconstruction planning 
of Lincoln Reservoir on the Coles-Cum- 
berland County line near Charleston, III. 
The bill also provides $10,000 for the 
initiation of a flood control survey along 
the Upper Sangamon River in Piatt and 
Champaign Counties, Ill. These two 
projects were budgeted for the same 
amounts, representing the full engineer- 
ing capability of the Corps of Engineers 
for both Lincoln Reservoir and the Upper 
Sangamon survey. 

I am deeply grateful to the commit- 
tee for including these projects in the 
bill. They will contribute to the economic 
growth of our region. They will make our 
land a better place in which to live, to 
work and to play. 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield 15 minutes to the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. Davis]. 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair- 
man, there is much good that can be said 
about this bill and a great deal of good 
has already been said about it. I have 
heard nothing that would be contrary to 
my own overall impression that there is 
much good in this bill. 

It is a better and more responsible 
bill—a bill more in keeping with our awe- 
some, overall fiscal problems than either 
of the public works appropriation bills 
of the 89th Congress. 

For those who are skeptical of the need 
for the appropriations in this measure, 
I would suggest that they turn to page 
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5 of the report and read the paragraph 
with reference to the need for water re- 
sources development. 

Of course—and naturally—every Mem- 
ber of the House thinks that the project 
in his area or in his State or in his 
district is at least as important as are 
the projects to be found anywhere. But 
our problem is that all of the projects, 
judged by reasonable, objective, and na- 
tionwide standards, just are not that 
good. 

The construction agencies are not al- 
ways completely objective—any more 
than the Members of Congress are. 
Sometimes they try to please organized 
groups and Members of Congress just as 
the Members of Congress like to please 
their constituents and their people. So 
there are some projects included in this 
bill that just do not quite measure up to 
the objective and nationwide standards 
that need to be applied. 

It is true, unfortunately, that over the 
years this bill has become, in its original 
draftsmanship and in its submission to 
the committee, has become an instru- 
ment of power politics, and the means 
for the executive branch to reward its 
friends and punish its enemies. 

But, second, our problem is com- 
pounded by the difficult fiscal situation 
in which our country finds itself. 

We face, and I think it is reasonable 
to anticipate, a 1968 fiscal deficit in the 
neighborhood of $25 billion. 

The President has repeated his de- 
mand for a tax increase and we hear 
from all sides, “Oh, don’t raise the 
taxes—reduce the spending. That is the 
only acceptable alternative.“ 

Well, every person here knows that if 
we did what we know we ought to do in 
every place outside of the defense ap- 
propriations, in making those reductions, 
we simply would not get close to closing 
that $25 billion gap. So even with a tax 
increase, every project in this bill has 
to be built with borrowed money—bor- 
rowed money that we all know in this fis- 
cal year of 1968 cannot be borrowed at 
rates of interest used in computing the 
cost of the projects that are included 
in the bill. 

But having said this, and attempting 
to pinpoint to some degree the difficult 
problem that our committee did have, I 
would like to point out some of the ways 
in which the subcommittee has grappled 
with those problems. 

The unbudgeted projects are mini- 
mum in number and minimum in cost. In 
the 2 years that I handled this bill on 
the floor of the House there were no un- 
budgeted projects included, But as I look 
back upon it now, I feel that this general 
policy was a mistake. It was a mistake 
for two reasons, First, the budget is made 
up months before, and critical situations 
do develop in those intervening months 
that the budget does not take into con- 
sideration. 

Second, the Bureau of the Budget 
plays politics with this bill and Congress 
must, in justice to its Members and 
within the boundaries of restraint and 
responsibility, prevent some of the fa- 
voritism, some of the retribution, that 
may be involved in a politically drafted 
document by the Bureau of the Budget. 

And so this year there were some crit- 
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ical projects that developed after the 
preparation of this budget of which the 
subcommittee took cognizance and took 
some resolving action. I can think of 
three in Florida, one in Texas, two in 
Oregon, two in California, for instance, 
where it was necessary for the subcom- 
mittee to correct mistakes or oversights 
in the budget that was submitted to us. 

The subcommittee, in attempting to 
grapple with the problems that con- 
fronted us, enunciated a new policy with 
respect to land acquisition. You might 
call it a stage in between the planning 
and construction. This policy makes a 
great deal of sense. It helps to save money 
because we all know what happens to 
land values in the immediate area of a 
project once the word goes out that the 
project is going to be built. 

It alleviates hardship for the residents 
of that immediate area, the uncertainty 
for the landowner who knows that his 
land sometime in the future is going to 
be taken from him by condemnation. 

This bill also avoids future commit- 
ments in projects of great concern— 
concern with justifications, concern with 
the size of commitments for spending in 
the near future, and we could point out 
some of those by way of illustration. The 
Tocks Island Reservoir in Pennsylvania, 
New York, and New Jersey, for instance. 
I do not think anybody can give you any 
idea today of what that will cost, and we 
do not know today how the cost will be 
divided between the National Park Serv- 
ice and the Corps of Engineers. 

I would have been happier if we had 
cut the whole project out and had told 
them to go back and start over and come 
back to the subcommittee. But at least 
we did serve notice, as the report indi- 
cates, in no uncertain terms that they 
had better know what their commit- 
ments will be. They had better have an 
allocation that is meaningful before 
they expect appropriations to be made 
for continuance in the subsequent fiscal 
years. 

One of the projects that caused us 
great concern was the Lake Erie-Ohio 
River project. I submit it was a great 
act of forbearance on the part of the 
chairman of our subcommittee, to re- 
lieve all of us of our concern as well as 
embarrassments that might have pre- 
vailed if the subcommittee had not, 
under the leadership of the chairman, 
taken the action which it did in this 
report. 

The committee refused to provide the 
means for Government domination of 
both policies and constructions in trans- 
mission lines in two particular areas. In 
the Bonneville power area for one, where 
the line into southern Idaho has been 
placed in abeyance, and in the South- 
west Power Administration area for 
another, where we had the testimony of 
an administrator, in which all of us had 
great confidence, that the proposal which 
had been agreed upon between him and 
the utilities in the area represented the 
best contract of its kind in his ex- 
perience, and here is a man with decades 
of experience. But somebody downtown 
decided to put the quietus on it, and 
there it sits in stalemate, but at least 
our committee has pretty well let the 
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world know where we think it stands 
and what we feel ought to be done. 

As another pinpointing example, the 
subcommittee has placed its finger on 
the revolving fund of the Corps of Engi- 
neers. This is the revolving fund that 
permits the corps to go out and tool up— 
which is as good a phrase as I can use— 
which permits them to go out and pre- 
pare, and permits them to set up pools 
of heavy equipment and other necessary 
facilities for construction, and in serving 
that purpose, efficiency in administration 
is effected. 

But the record shows that they have 
not always used it for that purpose. 
There were some administration facili- 
ties constructed out of this fund without 
checking with the committee, which 
greatly opened up a question. Here again 
the committee has put its finger on that 
potential source of abuse. 

The committee has held the line for 
the grants in connection with the Clear 
Water Restoration Act. Every dollar re- 
quested in the budget has been provided, 
but I am sure all of the Members have 
been importuned by their people and 
their State governments and communi- 
ties, urging what they refer to as full 
funding. 

Full funding would mean the top figure 
that has been authorized by the Con- 
gress for this purpose. While I know that 
the temptation will be there—and is 
there—to attempt to provide what is re- 
ferred to as full funding—and I suppose 
all of us here are somewhat enthusiastic 
about this program as a whole—never- 
theless, I think if we will read the report 
and read the excerpts from testimony in- 
cluded in the report, we will all be satis- 
fied—as I was, coming from a State that 
has aggressively pursued this program, 
as much as any State in the Union, and 
whose State administrator of the pro- 
gram was here to testify for the commit- 
tee—I believe all will be satisfied, as I 
am, that because there are some States 
not aggressively pursuing this program 
as much as others, there will be chances 
for major reallocation of funds, so that 
aggressive States can anticipate receiving 
more than is shown in the original ten- 
tative allocation, and those States which 
do not pursue the program in accordance 
with the conditions at the beginning of 
the fiscal year, will lose that money, and 
that will be transferred to States that do 
a better job of it. 

So it seems to me in this bill there is 
much more that I approve than there is 
that I disapprove, but there are some 
things of course that I believe justify and 
merit disapproval, and I wanted to men- 
tion just a few of them. I suppose that 
some amendments will be offered to 
strike some of these particular projects 
which I think merit disapproval. 

I mentioned two of those projects, on 
page 103 of the report. I will not bore the 
committee by repeating my comments 
with respect to those. There are a num- 
ber of projects in here that are pri- 
marily—if not entirely—recreational in 
their justification. In their time and 
place, I have no objection to developing 
the recreational potential of this coun- 
try, but I must submit that at this time 
in our current fiscal problems, this sim- 
ply is not the time, and that we must 
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make a choice between providing the ma- 
teriel for our commitments elsewhere 
and proceeding with an expanded recrea- 
tional program. I think we have to place 
our emphasis upon the former. 

The Trinity River bridges problem is 
one that Members will all have some in- 
terest in and concern about, or at least 
ought to. I believe that basically what 
has been done here is to put off the hard 
decision which needs to be made. I be- 
lieve we must reach the decision that 
this is not a legitimate project and we 
had better cut it off. 

This report does not commit us in full 
to that project, but it goes too far in 
that direction. 

Members will find included in the list 
of approved projects one called Rays- 
town, where $17 million of the cost is 
stated to be entirely as a result of recrea- 
tional benefits to be received. This is a 
project which started out in one par- 
ticular location, and now seems to be 
somewhere else close by. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Wisconsin has expired. 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield the gentleman 2 additional 
minutes. 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr, Chair- 
man, I believe this is one of those things 
which ought to go back to the Public 
Works Committee, so that they can look 
at it before funds are appropriated for 
its continuance. 

Last year I offered 14 separate amend- 
ments to strike particular projects such 
as these from the bill—projects or groups 
of projects. On page 104 of the report, 
in my separate views, in the next to the 
last paragraph, Members can read what 
happened to those amendments. 

This year I intend to leave to others 
the amendments relating to specific 
projects. For my own part, because of 
my strong feeling of priorities, I shall 
attempt to amend to deal with the prob- 
lem of projects which are primarily rec- 
reational in their justification, and I 
shall offer an amendment also to reduce 
by 5 percent the appropriations for the 
various headings included in the bill. 

Some will say, “That is not the way to 
cut this bill.” To some extent I have to 
agree with that, but I must point out 
to the Members that many of the major 
reductions already covered in the report 
are based entirely upon the principle of 
slippages and unobligated balances and 
the fact that they will not be using all 
of the money otherwise allocated. 

I submit that it is much sounder for 
us to deal with this particular problem 
on an appropriation basis rather than 
on an expenditure basis, because I have 
no doubt that the President is going to 
cut back on the expenditures in this 
area. He must if he is going to come any- 
where near the announced target of re- 
ductions in expenditures which he fre- 
quently mentions. 

If we do not reduce the appropriations, 
we will simply be adding to the $120 
billion backlog of unexpended but ap- 
propriated funds now in the hands of 
the executive department. 

Mr. KIRWAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
10 minutes to the gentleman from Mis- 
sissippi [Mr. WHITTEN]. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, for 
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many years I have served next to the 
great American, the gentleman from 
Ohio, Mike Kirwan, chairman of the 
subcommittee who presents this bill here 
today. I have come to love him and to 
appreciate his great contributions to our 
Nation. It has been and is my pleasure 
to look forward to working with him in 
the years ahead. He is one of the best 
informed men, one of the best educated, 
and one of the most honored in our Na- 
tion; for MIKE Kirwan earned his edu- 
cation, and in the process he has won 
appreciation for his knowledge and 
achievements, for he holds honorary de- 
grees from more universities than any 
American in public life today. 

It is a sad commentary that MIKE 
Kirwan, who has done and is doing so 
much for present and future generations, 
should have his efforts so grossly mis- 
represented, as they were in an article 
appearing in an international magazine 
a few months ago. My colleagues, you, 
like me, know that such shortsighted, 
“take care of today and forget the 
needs of tomorrow” attitude is one 
which Mrxe Kirwan has successfully 
fought all his life; and he can and will 
handle this one. And contrary to their 
present beliefs, vested interests will pros- 
per increasingly, along with those who 
develop new wealth and new prosperity, 
for thus it has always been. 

Where would we be today if it were 
not for Bonneville Power, the Columbia 
River Development, Southwest Power, 
the St. Lawrence Seaway, the TVA? 
What would be our economic condition 
if we had let the harbors of New York 
City and San Francisco, of Newport 
News, of Houston, of Seattle, of New Or- 
leans, and now of Biloxi, Gulfport, Pasca- 
goula, and all the rest go to pot? 

Where would we be if we had neglected 
to protect our people and our productive 
capacity from the ravaging flood waters 
of the Ohio, the Missouri, the Arkansas, 
and the Mississippi, great rivers all, or if 
we had neglected the hundreds of smaller 
streams which could be just as devas- 
tating, the only difference being that a 
smaller area would be damaged, or if we 
had failed to develop and maintain the 
hundreds of smaller harbors equally im- 
portant on a smaller scale but all vital 
to the well-being of the Nation. Just 
think what a sad state of affairs would 
exist if we had failed to keep our rivers 
open for internal navigation. 

You can get a fair idea when you read 
page 6 of our report, for our navigation 
system handles 1,237,000,000 tons annu- 
ally; the TVA Corps of Engineers and 
reclamation dams have saved us from an 
estimated $15 billion in flood damage pre- 
vented; water supply benefits of over 
2,000 billion gallons which benefit over 
14,000,000 people annually have been 
provided; reclamation benefits go to 
9,600,000 acres which produce crops 
worth $1.5 billion each year; gross re- 
turns from electric power are approxi- 
mately $572.7 million; and of course rec- 
reation benefits are estimated at $281 
million. Now without all of that added 
wealth on which annual taxes to the Fed- 
eral Government exceed the cost, we 
would see a drastic drop in our stand- 
ard of living. 

Mr. Chairman, on the face of present 
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conditions it is plain that we must keep 
forever conscious of the vital need in 
the years ahead for a continuing na- 
tional effort for flood control, navigation, 
and other resource development. If we 
are to meet the increase of 150,000,000 
people expected in the next 34 years, we 
must give more attention to our own 
country, to its protection and its devel- 
opment. Only by such a course can we 
hope to maintain our high standard of 
living. 

To meet this need is the great respon- 
sibility and objective of the House Com- 
mittee on Appropriations for Public 
Works, of which our Mike Kirwan is 
chairman, and on which I have the 
privilege of serving as a member. 

I would like to quote to you some ex- 
cerpts from Mrke’s speeches, made on 
this floor down through the years: 


I am sure that all of you present appre- 
ciate that it is essential that we take all 
reasonable steps to conserve and develop the 
water resources of the Nation in the imme- 
diate years ahead. Fundamental to the con- 
tinued growth of our Nation is adequate 
provision for flood control, water supply, 
navigation, reclamation, and power develop- 
ment. Without the investment that has been 
made to date in these programs, it would 
not have been possible to achieve the great 
progress that this country has enjoyed and 
expanded programs must be fully supported 
in the future, if the Nation is to continue 
to develop and prosper. For example, during 
the Civil War they used to run steamboats 
between Harrisburg and Wilkes-Barre, Penn- 
sylvania, but now they could not run a 
canoe up there. And that applies to many 
rivers in this Nation. We have neglected our 
country. 

When we stop and look at what is going 
on in this country today it is hard to under- 
stand how some can refer to the Public 
Works Appropriations Bill, which provides 
the essential funds to construct projects to 
protect our citizens and property, as the 
“pork barrel bill.” The record on the thou- 
sands of projects that have been built down 
through history is ample proof that they 
were a good investment. Only 5 have failed 
and 3 of these were due to age. 

If there is any man or woman on the floor 
of Congress today who thinks Khrushchev 
was foolish when he said, We will bury 
America,” let us reflect that we may be con- 
tributing to this ourselves by our failure 
to adequately prepare our country not for 
defense or war but to defend itself against 
floods and other natural disasters, and to 
provide adequate water supply and other 
resource development. 

You hear a lot of people talk about what 
creates prosperity, whether it is the automo- 
bile industry, the railroad industry, the utili- 
ties, and so on. There is only one place that 
prosperity comes from and that is from the 
wood and the land and the water. That is 
where prosperity comes from. It starts with 
our natural resources, not from Ford, not 
from General Motors or the product as fin- 
ished. The investment we have made in pro- 
tecting our resources has come back many 
times and we should increase our expendi- 
tures if we are going to maintain and in- 
crease our prosperity. So that is the point 
that I am trying to stress and bring home to 
you. That our prosperity starts down on that 
land and wood and water, in agriculture, in 
the forests, and in the minerals of our land. 
Every bit of it is down there and that is what 
the Public Works Appropriations bill means. 

The whole Nation benefits from these proj- 
ects, not just the locality. Yet we hear some 
say, “Oh, do not spend all that money; the 
budget cannot stand it and the Treasury can- 
not stand it.“ 
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In every way that you can think of, for 
every dollar that is spent, it comes back one 
hundred fold. I spent about ten years bum- 
ming all over this country—and I mean bum- 
ming over it and not riding the Pullman cars 
although I might have been on top of the 
Pullman car or under it. What I am trying to 
tell you now is that I have seen America like 
very few people have seen it, and there were 
times I got more education around a hobo 
jungle campfire at night when we got talking 
about America than I have gotten on the 
floor of Congress. Now I mean that sincerely. 
The groups that I traveled with really saw 
and knew America, 

A short time ago I said, and I say it again, 
that before issuing a passport for anybody to 
go abroad, I would question them as to how 
much they have seen of America and if the 
person had not seen a good part of it, he 
would have to pay a $200 penalty before he 
got his passport. If the people had a better 
understanding of our problems, we would be 
starting work on more of these projects than 
we are speaking about here today. I mean 
that. I have seen Europe several times since I 
came to Congress and once before in 1917. 
But there is nothing in all of Europe put 
together to equal this country. If you see 
America, you will have no desire to go to 
Europe. 

When the time comes to appropriate 
money for America, don’t be haggling about 
it. Say a prayer, if you will tonight, and make 
a fair confession that we have not been true 
to our country. I know that down through 
the years in the time that I have been in the 
Congress I have been in favor of giving what 
they have asked for to this Country. My only 
regret, as I have said many times, is that the 
annual Public Works Bill, which is for the 
benefit of America, is not for $3 billion in- 
stead of only about $1.5 billion for rivers 
and harbors and reclamation. It should be 
$3 billion to try to make up for our abuse 
and the neglect of our country down through 
the years. 

At the rate we are going, in 1975, only 9 
years from now, we are going to wake up 
some morning and there will be no water. 
Look at what happened last year in droughts 
all over the Nation. Just stop and think. 
People on many occasions are not allowed to 
use water for certain purposes all over this 
country. But take 225 million people 91% 
years from now in this country. Every time 
they build a house, a garage, a drive, and a 
street out in front of it we cannot get that 
water in the storm sewer fast enough to get 
it to the river and on its way to the sea. 
We have made little effort since the begin- 
ning of time to preserve that water. All we 
have done is to see how fast we can destroy 
ourselves by getting it into a storm sewer. At 
the rate we are going there will be only one 
answer, we will wake up some morning to 
our own destruction, unless we do a better 
job of passing bills and putting more money 
into building America. We are building the 
rest of the world, but any time they try 
to do something in and for this country you 
have the toughest job anybody has had. 
Everybody is in the way at every turn of the 
road. 

We cannot go forward without adequate 
waterway transportation, flood control, and 
reclamation. We need cheaper and better 
transportation like the rest of the world. 
That is going to cost money. It is not going to 
be done for a couple of dollars but we want 
to compete with the rest of the world and 
keep the people employed and not on the 
dole, It must be and it is going to be done. 
Every dime that is spent on this country of 
ours will come back because this is the 
greatest country in the world. Nobody can 
doubt that. All you have to do is to look and 
see the streams and the mountains and the 
climate and the soil. Everything God ever 
put into a country he has done for America 
and we have not done the best job in this 
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country. We robbed and looted it for 300 
years. It will take a long time to catch up. 

I again repeat—we had better stop, look, 
and listen. I have said many times that every 
dollar invested in America will come back one 
hundred percent. It cannot fail, but all the 
money being invested all over the world— 
very little of that is going to come back home 
to do you any good. I urge every one here to 
do something for your country. God gave 
us this country. God gave us the soil, the 
rocks, the mountains, the woods, the streams. 
Let us do a good job protecting and preserv- 
ing them. And let this be one of the few 
times in history that we do something in and 
for America. 


That, my colleagues, has been and is 
the philosophy of MIKE Kirwan, a man 
with whom I stood shoulder to shoulder, 
along with 17 other members of the Ap- 
propriations Committee when we saved 
more than 60 new starts in 1959. Every 
word comes from excerpts of the famous 
speeches made down through the years 
by this great man in presenting and sup- 
porting the annual Public Works Appro- 
priations bills on the floor of Congress. 

These words reflect the heart and soul 
of Mike Krrwan, Congressman from 
Ohio but Congressman of the United 
States. 

My colleagues, I know you will like to 
refiect upon these words of wisdom, 
which MIKE has used so effectively. 

I shall later discuss the provisions of 
the bill before use. 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield 15 minutes to the gentle- 
man from New York [Mr. ROBISON]. 

Mr, ROBISON. Mr. Chairman, I shall 
try to keep my preliminary remarks on 
this bill as brief as possible, using the 
privilege of extension in certain areas 
that I believe deserve further comment 
for the record. 

By and large, this is a good bill. It rep- 
resents a substantial amount of hard 
work on the part of this subcommittee— 
on which it is my pleasure to serve. 

It also represents, as all such meas- 
ures inevitably do, a considerable amount 
of compromise on the part of those who 
bring it to you—for it contains projects 
or program amounts that one or another 
of us has reservations about, just as it 
fails to contain projects or program 
amounts that one or another of us 
worked to have added to it. 

And, Mr. Chairman, as the Members 
of the House examine its details I am 
sure that many of them will experience 
similar reservations or similar feelings of 
disappointment. 

This is, of course, also the bill that is 
annually attacked by some as being the 
“pork barrel” bill—based, apparently, on 
the idea that many of the items funded 
herein are appropriated, as the New 
York Times story of last Thursday al- 
ready referred to said, “for the purpose 
of local patronage.” 

Mr. Chairman, I used to share that 
critical attitude prior to beginning my 
service on this subcommittee, but I no 
longer do. 

Oh, this is not to say that certain in- 
fluential Members of this, or the other 
body, do not have more success than 
others of us in getting this subcommit- 
tee—or this Congress, not to mention 
the administration downtown—to con- 
sider the relative priority of projects in 
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their particular district, but, with rare 
exception, the public works projects that 
eventually find their way into a bill such 
as this are perfectly capable of standing 
on their own merits and, together, they 
contribute to the strength of this Nation. 

The benefits that flow from such proj- 
ects are national, rather than local in 
nature. We are one people—the riots we 
have been talking about to the contrary 
notwithstanding—and the damages 
caused by ravaging floodwaters any- 
where damage all of us, just as the effects 
of a serious water shortage anywhere in 
the Nation are ultimately felt through- 
out all its parts. 

Besides this, for far too long, as a 
people, we have tended to accept the 
prosperity inherent in our abundance of 
natural resources as a gift that did not 
require cultivation. We are beginning to 
discover how shortsighted such an atti- 
tude really was for—as we face up to the 
ever-expanding needs of our fast- 
growing Nation—we find that when this 
gift is exhausted or despoiled we must 
deal with problems before solutions for 
them have been found or, sometimes, 
even before they are sought. This is es- 
pecially true with respect to life’s more 
basic resources—the air we breathe, the 
soil we till, and the water we drink. 

This bill—and call it a “pork barrel” 
bill if you wish—apart from the moneys 
for the Atomic Energy Commission and a 
few other programs, deals in large meas- 
ure with the latter two basic resources, 
though its primary impact, of course, is 
in the water resource field. 

The same great newspaper that, last 
Thursday, saw fit to attack this bill— 
and thus indirectly the judgment of 
those of us who bring it to you—has 
strongly supported the national attack on 
polluted waters, and is also an ardent ad- 
vocate of water conservation matters, 
though it evidently forgot this fact in 
publishing its critical account and later 
a critical editorial about the reporting of 
this bill. 

The bill does, of course, carry a sub- 
stantial total—even though we have 
managed a cut of $243 million below the 
President’s budget, or almost exactly 5 
percent. 

At the same time, despite that cut— 
and I have no doubt the bill can be fur- 
ther cut—we must admit that the bill 
calls for a level of spending at a rate of 
$314 million over the 1967 fiscal year 
level for the same purposes but—and 
please note this—all major programs 
other than those of the Atomic Energy 
Commission and the new Federal Water 
Pollution Control Administration, either 
of which would be difficult to character- 
ize as “pork barrel” operations, are 
funded at levels below that 1967 level. 
Perhaps the Times considers the AEC 
operation or the vastly important water 
pollution program as “pork barrel” oper- 
ations, but I doubt it, and we may 
eventually find it writing an editorial 
criticizing the subcommittee for not pro- 
viding enough money for the water pol- 
lution control program. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I do believe this 
subcommittee has faced up to its fiscal 
responsibilities, to the best of its ability, 
in this difficult budgetary year. 

For, despite the fact that we heard 
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from some 1,500 witnesses, including 
about 150 Members of Congress, all urg- 
ing the need for funding of unbudgeted 
items, or for increasing budgeted items 
in the water resource field, we agreed to 
hold new construction starts under the 
Corps of Engineers program, for in- 
stance, to 23, as compared to an average 
of 63 such new starts over the past 4 
fiscal years. 

Nine such new starts were budgeted, 
but we converted four of these to funding 
for land-acquisition purposes only and 
then added 18 unbudgeted items to the 
remaining five for the total of 23. 

Two of those 18 unbudgeted construc- 
tion items are in New York—one for a $1 
million start on improving the deepwa- 
ter anchorages in the harbor at the port 
of New York, the Nation’s largest port, 
and the other a $2 million item to resume 
beach erosion work along the south shore 
of Long Island from Fire Island Inlet to 
Montauk Point. 

It is also worth noting—as is detailed 
on page 4 of the report—that we have at- 
tempted to hold all such new construc- 
tion starts to the relatively smaller proj- 
ects insofar as total cost is concerned, 
thus taking care not to overload the 
budgets we will have to deal with in the 
years immediately ahead which, I am 
sure, few of us feel will be any less diffi- 
cult than the current year. 

As the report further shows—page 4— 
the average completion costs of the con- 
struction projects started under this bill 
is $5 million. The total cost to complete 
the same is slightly over $116 million, 
and this means—with the Engineers 
scheduled to complete during this fiscal 
year projects having a total estimated 
cost of $723.8 million—a reduction of 
about $600 million in what might be 
called the Corps’ construction pipeline 
in the years immediately ahead. 

We have also followed a similarly re- 
strictive policy in connection with new 
planning starts and engineering studies, 
having made an attempt again to hold 
new planning starts to the relatively 
smaller projects even though we are well 
aware that, in doing so, we are building 
up a substantial backlog of work that 
will have to be done someday when more 
favorable budgetary conditions prevail. 

Finally, before going on to specific 
items, I would like to call your attention 
to the fact that we have begun to follow 
a new policy, in this bill, in connection 
with projects where construction is being 
deferred for one reason or another. We 
have found, as a result of a staff study 
that I urged be made, that in many such 
instances the cost of acquiring land has 
been escalating rapidly; one of the best 
examples of this being the Tocks Island 
project, in New Jersey, where land costs 
are now estimated at $54.3 million as 
compared to the original estimate of 
$24.8 million at the time of authorization 
of this project. 

Accordingly we have funded 11 proj- 
ects under the bill for land-acquisition 
purposes, only, one of these being Tocks 
Island, itself, which was so budgeted, 
another being the so-called Tioga-Ham- 
mond Reservoir, in Pennsylvania, an un- 
budgeted item providing downstream 
flood-protection benefits in New York, 
plus five other such unbudgeted projects 
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in addition to which we have converted 
four other projects that were budgeted 
for actual construction to projects funded 
for land-acquisition purposes, only. 

In my judgment, and that of the sub- 
committee, this is a policy that will, in 
the long run, save the taxpayers a sub- 
stantial sum of money and avoid, as well, 
the severe hardships to which many in- 
volved property owners are put when 
the inevitable taking of their land is too 
long delayed. 

Now, what about the amount allowed 
for the construction grant program for 
waste-treatment works. As everyone 
knows, this is an extremely popular pro- 
3 and one for which there is a real 
need. 

This is no “giveaway” program, for 
it can be demonstrated that the Federal 
investment in it generates far greater 
State and municipal expenditures. Ac- 
cordingly, the program has gained a good 
deal of momentum, especially now that 
more and more States—as my State 
has—are beginning to come into the pro- 
gram, many of those now following New 
York’s lead or seeking to take advantage 
of the incentive for them to do so that 
was one of the major features of last 
year’s Clean Water Restoration Act, an 
incentive long urged by the minority 
on the House Public Works Legislative 
Committee, on which I used to serve. 

As we all know, the heart of this pro- 
gram is the Federal construction grant 
feature for waste-treatment works. Last 
year’s act, in recognition of the national 
backlog of municipal needs, increased 
the authorization for construction grants 
from $150 million to $450 million for 
fiscal 1968, and also provided sharply 
escalated authorizations in subsequent 
years—to $700 million in fiscal 1969, $1 
billion in fiscal 1970, and $1.25 billion in 
fiscal 1971. 

It therefore came as a considerable 
disappointment to those of us who have 
supported this program—and I doubt if 
anyone on this subcommittee yields to 
any other Member of this body in that 
respect when the President's budget for 
this fiscal year only called for $200 mil- 
lion in construction grant money, plus an 
additional $3 million for the same pur- 
poses through the Appalachian program. 
I know that I, for one, felt at the outset 
that the administration had gotten its 
sense of priorities mixed up, again. 

However, the subcommittee went into 
this matter carefully—very carefully— 
with both Mr. Di Luzio, the new Assist- 
ant Secretary of the Interior for Water 
Pollution Control, and with our former 
colleague, James M. Quigley, who is 
Commissioner of the Water Pollution 
Control Administration. 

And it eventually was our unanimous 
judgment, I believe, that the amount we 
have allocated to this purpose—$203 
million—will, when added to the esti- 
mated carryover of about $44 million for 
this program from the 1967 appropria- 
tion, be adequate to the need for con- 
5 grant moneys during fiscal 

Since it is not difficult to anticipate the 
temper of this House concerning a pro- 
gram with such proper political appeal 
as this one, let me explain that I am 
using that word “adequate” in the sense 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE 


that Webster defines it, that is: Equal to 
or sufficient for some specific require- 
ment.” 

The $247.3 million, all told, that we 
suggest for this program will, in my 
judgment, be adequate to the Water 
Pollution Control Administration’s re- 
quirements during fiscal 1968. It is an 
increase of $118.3 million over the $129 
million obligated for grants in fiscal 1967. 
We believe, as Mr. Di Luzio told us, that 
the States and local municipalities— 
even those States that have been the 
most aggressive in this attack on pollu- 
tion—simply cannot “tool up” at any 
faster rate than this, during this fiscal 
year, finishing establishing their water- 
quality standards for interstate waters 
as they are required to do under the 1965 
act, reviewing their water resources and 
the best use they can make thereof on a 
river-basin basis, as they are also now re- 
quired to do, and formulating their com- 
prehensive plans to attack the sources of 
water pollution on such a basis as well as 
arranging their portion of the necessary 
financing requirements in cooperation 
with their local municipalities. 

On the other hand, I would not argue 
that this amount would represent “ade- 
quate” progress toward reducing that 
backlog of need—but, here we are talk- 
ing about two different things: What we 
should be doing, as compared to what, 
realistically, we can do. 

Undoubtedly, we ought to be moving 
ahead at a faster rate than this—and 
this House, in its wisdom, may very well 
move here today to try to accelerate the 
administration’s pace by voting more 
money for this program. But, there are 
times, you know, when “crash” pro- 
grams only prove wasteful both in terms 
of money and effort, and we feel this 
may very well be one of those times. 

This is why, Mr. Chairman—and this 
appears in the report on page 81—we 
were inclined to agree with Mr. Di Luzio 
when he said to us that he felt quite cer- 
tain “that the apparent severity of the 
reduction from the authorization in the 
coming fiscal year’s waste-treatment 
grants program is not in the ratio of $200 
million to $450 million as many seem to 
assume.” 

And, of course, it is not when one con- 
siders the carryover of available funds. 

At the same time, however, the sub- 
committee also recognizes—as did Mr. Di 
Luzio—that, in his words: 

Now, there may be a psychological reaction 
to a lower level of financing than the total 
$450 million authorization ... (and that) 
this might be used as evidence that we are 
not pushing as hard as we should. 


Then Mr. Di Luzio declared; “But we 
are”—and so is this subcommittee, I be- 
lieve, in its recommendation to you, even 
though we did, of course, hear from wit- 
ness after witness representing inter- 
ested organizations and from numerous 
distinguished Members of Congress, as 
well, all telling us that it will, in effect, 
be virtually impossible to get the nec- 
essary State support for this construc- 
tion program if Congress gives any evi- 
dence of something less than a total com- 
mitment to the $450 million figure. 

Though I recognize the sincerity with 
which such fears were presented to us, 
I personally do not believe that this will 


July 25, 1967 


be the case, especially if we of the sub- 
committee here express as—all other 
things being equal—I now do, our per- 
sonal sense of commitment to this pro- 
gram at or near its authorized level when 
such an amount of Federal funds can 
efficiently and properly be used. 

At this point, Mr. Chairman, I do not 
know whether an effort will be made 
later on this afternoon to increase this 
item in our bill or not; if it is, I would 
hope that such an effort can be resisted, 
not because we of the subcommittee know 
we are right, but because we believe we 
are. 

And to those on my side of the aisle 
who have heretofore been critical of the 
administration downtown, and who have 
said they felt it had its sense of priori- 
ties mixed up and was spending too much 
on some programs and not enough on 
others, let me urge you to stay with the 
subcommittee in this instance despite 
the undeniable political appeal of what- 
ever amendment might be offered to in- 
crease our recommendation. I say this 
because I believe that this administra- 
tion has tried to face up to the budgetary 
realities of this particular situation— 
when it, too, might well have gone in 
the other direction—and that we ought 
to commend and support it whenever it 
gives evidence of doing so. 

Briefly, now, in other areas, as others 
have said the other spot where the bill 
carries major programs at levels sub- 
stantially above those of fiscal 1967 is in 
the appropriations for the Atomic Energy 
Commission. And this, in large part, as 
the report indicates, is because of the 
fact that in fiscal 1967 we took advan- 
tage of the AEC’s carryover of substan- 
tial funds from fiscal 1966—carryovers 
which are no longer available to us. This 
would account for approximately $152 
million of the AEC’s $293 million in- 
crease over fiscal 1967—and another 
near $18 million of that increase is due 
to AEC’s declining revenues from var- 
ious sources, an item that necessarily 
varies from year to year. 

Then, another $37 million portion of 
that overall increase is in AEC’s weapons 
program—where we get into a classified 
field—but the necessity for such in- 
creases were made obvious to the sub- 
committee, no matter how much anyone 
of us might wish that we lived in a world 
where it would be otherwise. 

I suppose it goes without saying that 
it is extremely difficult for those of us 
on the subcommittee—and this applies 
to most of us, I fear—who do not have 
the technical and scientific knowledge we 
should have, to even begin to understand 
what the highly talented and competent 
scientific and research-oriented people 
on the Commission, or its staff, are talk- 
ing about when they come before us to 
explain and justify their programs. 

We do the best we can, under the cir- 
cumstances, and the AEC people are very 
patient with us, especially when they 
lead us into what, for most of us, is of 
an “other world” nature. One of the best 
examples of this is AEC’s program of re- 
search into what is known as “high- 
energy” physics—into which the new 200 
= 5 now planned for Weston, 

It is certain that there will be fruits 
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from the Commission’s research into this 
largely unknown field—important devel- 
opments of value as man’s knowledge 
widens—but even those who will be look- 
ing for those fruits are unable, as I found 
out, to tell us exactly what it is they are 
looking for, and they are unable to tell us 
with any certainty that what they ulti- 
apa find will have practical applica- 
ons. 

I tried to dig into this a little bit dur- 
ing our hearings this year—asking Dr. 
McDaniel, Director of AEC’s Division of 
Research, whose program’s costs seem 
to be going up year after year, if he felt 
it was all worth while. 

Dr. McDaniel was, I thought, very hon- 
est in his answers. Among other things, 
he said that: 

The practical spinoffs from the high-energy 
physics program are real (but) I would not 
say that they justify the expenditures which 
people have put in the program over the past 
several years, 


I know that this answer is partly taken 
out of context and, in using it, I intend 
neither the good Dr. McDaniel or his 
program any harm, but I cite it merely 
as an example of the difficulties we all 
face, today, in attempting to determine 
the relative priorities between, say, a 
$118 million, highly sophisticated re- 
search program of this sort and the ob- 
vious need for the application of our 
dwindling supply of Federal dollars else- 
where. 

Therefore, much that the subcommit- 
tee has decided on in this area is based 
pretty much on faith—faith that the dis- 
coveries made under such a program will 
eventually have important applications 
in the biomedical field, or even such a 
slightly more practical faith, perhaps, as 
that of the scientist, Michael Faraday, 
who when asked by a representative of 
his government why he was conducting 
all the experiments he was then making 
supposedly replied: 

I do not know, but I am sure that some 
day your successors will levy a tax on it. 


It was a much more understandable 
problem that I looked at, during the 
Easter recess, at the Everglades National 
Park, in Florida. My attention had been 
drawn to the park’s potential water prob- 
lem by a Marquis Childs column in the 
March 21 issue of the Washington Post, 
relating how a Corps of Engineers canal 
leading to a rocketmotor testing plant 
near the park threatened, when opened 
to the sea, to allow salt water at flood- 
tide to spill over into the park upsetting 
its vital ecological balance. 

Our subcommittee took some testi- 
mony concerning this problem right after 
the Easter recess, and I am glad to note 
that we were instrumental in helping to 
bring about a solution, agreed upon by 
the corps and the National Park Service, 
under which an earthen plug“ will be 
kept in the canal in question, with gated 
culverts built into it designed to elimi- 
nate the threat of excessive salinity in- 
trusion up the canal—thus protecting the 
Everglades National Park, and its rare 
birds and animals, from potential dam- 
age. I was pleased to have a part in this, 
no matter how small, for my visit to the 
park amply demonstrated to me what a 
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unique and invaluable asset it is to every 
American. 

This could also be cited as but one 
example of how difficult it sometimes is 
to obtain coordination between Federal 
agencies that ought to be seeking to find 
ways to cooperate with one another. An- 
other area where better cooperation 
ought to exist, I believe, is that related 
to our Nation’s future needs for an abun- 
dance of electric power. We are moving, 
now, into a national network of pooled 
power from a variety of sources ranging 
from the hydroelectric plants with which 
this subcommittee has, through the years, 
built up such a familiarity, complicated 
by the introduction of power from ever 
more efficient and larger steam and, now, 
nuclear-powered plants. 

The old issue between public and pri- 
vate power sources remains—as we may 
hear later this afternoon in a discussion 
of the so-called Dickey-Lincoln School 
project, in Maine. But the number and 
complexity of Federal—and thus con- 
gressional—decisions on the right kind 
of mix“ of electrical energy sources we 
ought to have increases every year, as the 
demand for power inevitably grows and 
the competitive situation constantly 
changes. 

Since joining this subcommittee, I have 
not yet heard anything to convince me 
that the Federal establishment is prop- 
erly coordinating its farflung influence 
and competing programs into producing 
that proper kind of “mix.” There appar- 
ently are communications, of a sort, be- 
tween the various Federal agencies and 
departments interested in this problem, 
but nowhere near the kind of cooperation 
and coordination there ought to be. Thus, 
I was glad to note the President’s an- 
nouncement, earlier this year, to the ef- 
fect that he was directing his science 
adviser and the Office of Science and 
Technology to sponsor a thorough study 
of energy resources, and to engage the 
necessary staff to coordinate energy 
policy“ on a Government-wide basis. 
This, we ought to have had long ago— 
but, better late than never, I suppose. 

I have also previously strongly ex- 
pressed by concern over a similarly ap- 
parent lack of coordination in the Fed- 
eral water-resource field. Perhaps as a 
result, in a small way, of those expres- 
sions of mine, the representatives of the 
new Water Resources Council did pro- 
vide our subcommittee, this year, with a 
carefully detailed account of the efforts 
they were making to take the first steps 
toward a full-scale national assessment 
of our Nation’s long range water man- 
agement problems and to coordinate the 
multihued Federal effort into a care- 
fully aimed attack on those problems. I 
believe this to be all to the good, though 
again overdue—and I also believe that 
recent House action to establish a Na- 
tional Water Commission, for which I 
was glad to vote, may be of help through 
creating an independent and comprehen- 
sive review board to assist the Council in 
its efforts. 

I have no complaints to make about 
the efforts, to date, of the Council—but 
it must be understood that it is made up 
of the heads of the existing Federal de- 
partment already involved, in some way, 
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in the water resource field and, there- 
fore, somewhat competitive one to the 
other no matter how hard they try to 
cooperate one with another and to co- 
ordinate their programs. I express the 
hope that, with the review authority of 
an independent Commission, the pur- 
poses for which the Council was estab- 
lished will be substantially advanced, 

Finally, while we are speaking about 
reviews, I cannot close without a per- 
sonal reference to the comprehensive re- 
view—or restudy—being made by the 
Corps of Engineers of the Susquehanna 
River which is of more than passing 
importance to me and to the residents of 
the area I am honored to represent. 

I was disappointed to learn from the 
corps, during the hearings, that it had 
been unable, to complete, as planned, its 
interim report on the progress of its 
work so as to deliver the same to Con- 
gress during fiscal 1967. This report 
would have shown us—and will show us, 
when completed—the outline of a ten- 
tative basinwide development plan for 
our Susquehanna River, and would have 
identified the locations and general con- 
figurations of the central projects that 
would be integral parts of that plan. 

We can now expect such a report some- 
time this fiscal year, and—although I 
have not lost my interest in behalf of 
my constituents in those previously au- 
thorized but as yet unconstructed res- 
ervoirs upstream of the Binghamton, 
N. V., area—it did not seem appropriate 
to press for any subcommittee consider- 
ation of the same until such report and 
recommendations were available to us. 

It takes time to develop basinwide de- 
velopment plans for any river—often it 
seems as if it takes far too much time— 
but I remain convinced that this is the 
proper way, and really the only way, to 
make sure we know that what we do is 
the right thing to do, not only for those 
who live in the affected area today, but 
for those untold generations who will in- 
habit those areas in future years and 
will, we hope, be the beneficiaries of our 
wise planning. 

Mr. MATHIAS of Maryland. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROBISON. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Maryland. 

Mr. MATHIAS of Maryland. Mr. 
Chairman, no committee in the history of 
the Congress has had a more difficult job 
than this Subcommittee on Public Works 
of the Committee on Appropriations. In 
a declared war we expect public works to 
be curtailed. In a period of normal peace- 
time we expect a normal competition be- 
tween different public works projects. But 
today we have the conflicting claims of 
myriad projects competing in our econ- 
omy with the demands of a growing war 
in Vietnam. The committee has done a 
great job. 

The members of the committee have 
not only recognized the need for econ- 
omy, but have had the courage to define 
economy realistically and properly. They 
have acknowledged the economic fact of 
life that it costs more in the long run to 
stop construction totally and then start 
it again. They know from experience that 
construction costs are rising at least 5 
percent per year- They are aware that it 
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is false economy to delay completion of 
projects already underway for which 
there is a demonstrated, urgent need. 

A case in point is the appropriation of 
$2 million for land acquisition to begin 
construction of the Bloomington Dam 
and Reservoir on the north branch of the 
Potomac River in Maryland and West 
Virginia. 

This project is the first major attempt 
to control and regulate the flow of the 
Potomac River. As such, it promises great 
benefits to Maryland, to the Washington 
metropolitan area, and to the Potomac 
Basin as a whole. The industrial growth 
of western Maryland, the population 
growth of the Washington area, the ex- 
pansion of recreational opportunities 
along the main stem of this great river— 
all depend, to a very real degree, on the 
flood control, pollution abatement, and 
iier supply which this project will pro- 
vide. 


The Congress has given strong, con- 
sistent support to the Bloomington Dam 
in the past. Funds for preconstruction 
engineering have been provided as need- 
ed by the Corps of Engineers ever since 
the project was authorized in 1962. Last 
year, the Congress appropriated a total 
of $1,265,000, which was $600,000 above 
the budget request, to accelerate engi- 
neering work and hasten the completion 
of the dam. 

Iam very pleased that the great Com- 
mittee on Appropriation, with wisdom 
and foresight, has recommended the ap- 
propriation of $2 million to begin con- 
struction in fiscal 1968. The chairman 
and members of the Public Works Sub- 
committee, especially, cannot be com- 
mended too highly for the enlightened 
consideration they have given to this 
project, and to the requests of the Corps 
of Engineers, the entire Maryland con- 
gressional delegation, and many repre- 
sentatives of groups in the Metropolitan 
Washington area. 

Mr. Chairman, it has been stated 
countless times in this Chamber that 
this is a year for prudence. Certainly our 
present economic situation, clouded by 
the immense demands of Vietnam and 
the likelihood of a large and continuing 
Federal deficit, makes careful review and 
the assessment of priorities imperative. 
In this context, it is even more signifi- 
cant that the Appropriations Committee, 
after a complete examination of the facts 
and forecasts, has concluded that to de- 
lay the Bloomington Dam would be un- 
wise, and could, in fact, undermine the 
future prosperity and orderly growth of 
the vast area this project will serve. 

When completed, the Bloomington 
Dam will be one of the major public 
works in the East. The dam itself will be 
296 feet high and 2,130 feet long, and 
will include 12 million cubic yards of 
rolled earth and rock fill, over three 
times as much material as was used in 
the Great Pyramid. The reservoir 
created by the dam will have a total 
capacity of 130,900 acre-feet, with an av- 
erage surface area of 952 acres in the 
summer, and 645 acres in winter. 

The flood control features of the proj- 
ect will reduce by 42 percent the aver- 
age annual flood damages along the 
north branch of the Potomac. The res- 
ervoir’s low flow augmentation features 
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will increase the dependable water sup- 

ply at Luke, Md., for example, by 

about 228 percent, from 60 million gal- 

= per day to 197 million gallons per 
ay. 

As the Corps of Engineers has noted, 
the importance of low flow augmentation 
is dramatized by the fact that there is 
already a shortage of at least 43 million 
gallons per day in the North Branch area 
at periods of lowest flow. In the Wash- 
ington area, possible demand also al- 
ready exceeds predictable supply, and 
the shortage is growing rapidly. The 
supplemental flow provided by the 
Bloomington Dam will meet the pre- 
dicted needs of the north branch area 
through 1990, and in addition will par- 
tially meet the requirements of the 
Washington area, and all other upstream 
cities and towns which must rely on the 
unreliable Potomac for their industrial 
and municipal water supply. 

In addition to these benefits, the res- 
ervoir at Bloomington will create a new 
recreational area for boating, water ski- 
ing, picnicking, and camping, which is 
estimated to attract at least 50,000 visi- 
tor-days per year when opened. Surely 
such a facility, in the strikingly beauti- 
ful country of Appalachian Maryland, 
will greatly enhance the recreational at- 
traction of this already popular area. 

I might note in this connection that 
some questions have been raised about 
the effect of acid mine drainage on the 
recreational potential of the reservoir. 
This is a serious problem, not only at 
Bloomington but along the entire north 
branch and its tributaries, and I regret 
that the Federal Water Pollution Con- 
trol Administration has not shown more 
initiative and speed in developing feas- 
ible demonstration projects in this re- 
gion. Such projects, I am convinced, 
would both reduce the level of pollution 
in the river, and increase our techno- 
logical capabilities for meeting this seri- 
ous problem throughout the Nation, Ac- 
cordingly, I will continue to press for 
vigorous action by FWPCA in this 
regard. 

Mr. Chairman, the State of Maryland 
has shown its great support for this proj- 
ect by enacting legislation this year au- 
thorizing the State Department of Water 
Resources to contract with the Corps of 
Engineers to pay the Maryland share, 
$21.9 million, of the total of $24.4 mil- 
lion in non-Federal contributions allo- 
cated to water supply. This Maryland 
pledge amounts to more than 89.6 per- 
cent of the total non-Federal share. In 
addition, the Commissioners of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia have given firm assur- 
ances of their intent to pay the District’s 
$294,000 share of initial costs, and I have 
introduced legislation, H.R. 11183, au- 
thorizing the Commissioners to negotiate 
a contract for this payment. 

Mr. Chairman, one need only look at 
the Potomac as it flows through Wash- 
ington to see the need for action on this 
mighty river now. At times it is a great 
current, threatening to rise over its 
banks near the Lincoln Memorial, and 
actually flooding the lowlands upstream 
next to the C. & O. Canal. At other times 
it is a shrunken stream, anxiously 
watched and closely rationed. At all 
times it is poisoned, discolored, and clut- 
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tered by pollution, sediment, and debris. 

The Bloomington Dam will not, by 
itself, solve these problems, but the prob- 
lems cannot be attacked now without the 
project’s aid. In short, this is a situation 
in which delay would be extremely costly, 
both in increased construction expenses 
and in loss of benefits and continuation 
of present problems. Approval of the 
funds in this bill, on the other hand, is 
responsive to the very real and imme- 
diate needs of the Potomic Basin, and is 
completely consistent with the previous 
actions of Congress and the hopes for 
the Potomac which have been expressed 
by the President, many Members of Con- 
gress, and concerned citizens throughout 
the basin. 

Mr. ROBISON. I appreciate the gen- 
tleman’s remarks. 

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROBISON. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Minnesota briefly. 

Mr. NELSEN. I, too, wish to add my 
thanks to the gentleman and the com- 
mittee. I note in the report that the Min- 
nesota River studies and the Mankato 
flood control project. Most of you will 
recall the devastating flood that we had 
in the Mankato area. This, of course, is 
in the Minnesota River Valley. 

These projects are recognized as in 
need of attention, and the committee has 
acted promptly. I wish to thank them. 

Mr. ROBISON. I appreciate the gen- 
tleman’s comments. 

Mr. WINN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROBISON. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Kansas. 

Mr. WINN. Mr. Chairman, I want to 
go on record in support of this bill. The 
committee should be commended for 
their thorough investigations of indi- 
vidual projects. 

Their recommendation for $75,000 for 
planning for the Hillsdale Dam in Kan- 
sas proves the committee’s cognizance of 
a regular trouble spot in the midwest. 

From my own experience with the 
Hillsdale Dam and the surrounding 
areas, I was called home to view and 
meet with city, State and Health officials 
at the Edgerton, Kans., Reservoir. We 
found less than 30 days water there. In- 
spection of surrounding water reservoirs 
revealed only 30 to 90 days of water. 
After arrangements were made with the 
Corp of Army Engineers to secure pipe 
and pumping equipment, new efforts were 
made to urge my additional support for 
authorization for Hillsdale planning. 

Then less than 30 days later, emer- 
gency calls were placed to me and to the 
Governor for protection from floods and 
ensuing flood damage. 

Mr. Chairman, Hillsdale Dam planning 
money is a must. The people of this area 
live in constant terror of drought or flood. 
Hillsdale Dam is the answer to the end 
of that terror. 

I urge the House to retain the $75,000 
Hillsdale planning money in this appro- 
priation. 

Mr. McDADE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the pending bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to take this oc- 
casion to commend the committee for its 
work on this appropriations bill, and I 
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hope I may point to one particularly ju- 
dicious decision which the committee 
made. 

In its budget for fiscal 1967-68, the 
administration had failed to include any 
money for work on the Tioga-Hammond 
Dam in Tioga County, in the northern- 
most part of Pennsylvania. I felt that 
this was a serious gap in the public 
works planning in this Nation, because 
this dam would have a significant effect 
on the control of the Chemung, the Cow- 
anesque, the Tioga, and the Susque- 
hanna Rivers. I consulted with State 
Representative Warren Spencer of 
Tioga County on this project, and after 
lengthy discussions we agreed that I 
should appear before the Subcommittee 
to ask that funds for the Tioga-Ham- 
mona Dam be added to the appropria- 
tions. 

I pointed out to the committee that 
the long history of this watershed was 
replete with serious flooding problems. 
Lives had þeen lost, and millions of dol- 
lars worth of property. damage had been 
done, principally along the banks of the 
Susquehanna River. 

The subcommittee, in its wisdom, 
added $1,000,000 to the Public Works 
Appropriations, and I want to commend 
my colleagues for this act of statesman- 
ship. The use of taxpayers money at this 
time to move forward on this project will 
prove to be one of the most prudent in- 
vestments made by this subcommittee. 
The timing in such a matter is always 
most important, and this is the perfect 
time to go forward on this matter. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
KIRWAN]. 

Mr. KIRWAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
10 minutes to the gentleman from Con- 
necticut [Mr. Gramo]. 

Mr. LANDRUM. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GIAIMO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
to the gentleman from Georgia. 

Mr. LANDRUM. Mr. Chairman, the 
fundamental purpose of all public works 
bills is to develop our natural resources 
for the benefit of all Americans. 

I join with other members of this 
committee in paying my respects to the 
one member who has contributed as 
much as—and perhaps more than—any 
other American to this, and that is the 
distinguished chairman of this Appro- 
priations Subcommittee, Mr. MIKE KIR- 
wan of Ohio. Mr. Kirwan and the dis- 
tinguished chairman and other distin- 
guished members of this committee do 
a great work in presenting a program for 
the further development of our natural 
resources, 

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. GIAIMO. Mr. Chairman, I too pay 
my respects to the distinguished chair- 
man of the subcommittee, the honorable 
gentleman from the State of Ohio, Mr. 
MR Kirwan, who for many years has 
rendered this Nation a great service in 
the work he has done on this committee 
and on the subcommittee. 

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GIAIMO. I yield very briefly, Mr. 
Chairman, because of the lack of time. 

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, I too 
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want to make some effort to extol the 
virtues of one of the greatest Members 
who ever has served in this Congress, Mr. 
MIKE KIRWAN. 

Mike Kirwan has done more for more 
people—more for the conservation of the 
natural resources of America than any 
chairman of any committee in the long 
history of America. A kindly, knowledge- 
able patriot, Kirwan has lived during the 
days of “laissez faire.“ He has seen the 
forces of indifference and greed lay waste 
to some of our precious natural treasures. 
When the day comes, Mr. Chairman, that 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KIRWAN] 
leaves this body, the vast out of doors of 
America will lose her greatest friend, her 
most zealous defender, and her greater 
champion. 

Mr. GIAIMO. Mr. Chairman, I too pay 
my respects, as I said, to the gentleman 
from Ohio for the great work he has 
done. We have heard a great deal of dis- 
cussion on the floor of this House about 
this bill which has come out of the com- 
mittee, and there has been such an at- 
mosphere and air of agreement on the 
part of all speakers, that I hesitate to 
east any voice or note of disagreement. 

I feel that I must, because there is dis- 
agreement concerning this bill which 
comes before you today, and the particu- 
lar project which causes this disagree- 
ment is a hydroelectric multipurpose 
dam, so-called, in the State of Maine, 
the Dickey-Lincoln hydroelectric power 
project. 

I must state my reasons for moving to 
strike at the appropriate time the pro- 
posed appropriation of $1,676,000 to com- 
plete the planning for that construction. 

The Dickey-Lincoln power project may 
commence in calendar year 1968. The 
House will recall that when the authori- 
zation for this costly power project was 
before this body less than 2 years ago it 
was categorically rejected by a voice vote 
and record votes on the grounds that it 
would be unconscionable to impose its 
huge cost on the taxpayers and on the 
ground that the cost of its output would 
exceed the cost of power from new tax- 
paying plants in the central and south- 
ern New England markets that Dickey- 
Lincoln would be built to serve. 

Notwithstanding, Mr. Chairman, and 
due to a series of circumstances over 
which this body had little if any control 
the Dickey-Lincoln project was author- 
ized, and to date we have been con- 
strained to support appropriations total- 
ing $1.9 million for its preconstruction 
planning. In supporting these appropri- 
ations, however, we made it expressly 
clear in each instance that our action 
did not mean an irrevocable commitment 
by this body to the Dickey-Lincoln proj- 
ect, that the House reserved its freedom 
to work its own will on the project if 
subsequent studies showed its enormous 
taxpayer cost would not be justified. 

Mr. Chairman, I will offer my amend- 
ment for the reason that the study re- 
ferred to has now been completed. I will 
offer it for the reason that the study re- 
ferred to shows that it is not justified. 
It makes no recommendations, but very 
clearly from a careful study of the com- 
mittee’s report one must arrive at the 
conclusion that it is not justified. 

I will offer it for the reason that when 
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truly analyzed it shows conclusively that 
Dickey-Lincoln would be an inherently 
inefficient means of producing power, 
that the cost of its output would exceed 
the cost of equivalent power from the 
new taxpaying plants in the New Eng- 
land markets, and for the reason it 
would not provide the citizens of Maine 
or the taxpayers of the rest of the Na- 
tion with any redeeming water resources 
development benefits to compensate for 
its enormous cost, now estimated at a 
third of a billion dollars, and for its 
continuing loss of more than $3 million 
a year in tax revenues to Federal, State, 
and local governments. 

Now, the committee’s report states 
that the project would have a benefit-to- 
cost ratio of 1.9 to 1. I can assure the 
Members that this was achieved only by 
materially understating actual project 
power costs and by materially overstat- 
ing the actual power project benefits 
as ascertained by the committee’s in- 
vestigative staff. 

Mr. Chairman, it is unnecessary for 
me to demonstrate the falsity of the 
claimed benefit-to-cost ratio of 1.9 to 1, 
although I am prepared to do so, for the 
reason that the experts’ report states, 
and the Department of the Interior ad- 
mits, that the Dickey-Lincoln project 
fails to meet the far more fundamental 
test prescribed for Federal power proj- 
ects by Senate Document 97—that is, 
the economic efficiency or comparability 
test. The document requires that reports 
proposing the construction of hydro- 
electric power projects also show what 
the cost of providing equivalent power 
by alternative Federal plants would be. 
It is this test which is known as the 
economic efficiency test. 

As some of the Members know, its 
purpose is not to determine whether the 
Government should construct these 
plants but rather to ascertain whether 
the hydroelectric project would be an 
efficient or inefficient means of producing 
power. 

According to the committee experts’ 
report, Dickey-Lincoln would be a hope- 
lessly inefficient means of producing 
power. If it could be constructed at the 
agencies’ estimate of its 1966 construc- 
tion cost—$312 million—and the com- 
mittee’s experts tell us it cannot be, the 
annual cost of providing its power at 
market would be $14 million a year. If it 
could be constructed at what the experts 
indicate its actual cost will be if com- 
pleted in 1975—$380 million—its annual 
cost of providing power would be $16.9 
million. The annual Federal cost of pro- 
viding equivalent baseload and peaking 
power from an alternative nuclear and 
pumped storage plant, Mr. Chairman, 
would be much less than $14 million. 

Mr. Chairman, with inefficiency of 
this magnitude, is it any wonder that 
private industry can provide equivalent 
power at less cost, including taxes, than 
Dickey-Lincoln? Even the Department 
of the Interior, which would market the 
output of this obsolete extravagance, 
admits that Dickey-Lincoln would be an 
inherently inefficient means of produc- 
ing power. I would like to quote the com- 
mittee experts’ report on this point, Mr. 
Chairman, because it also serves to make 
vividly clear another crucial aspect of 
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this matter of which the membership 
should be appraised. I quote: 

Interior officials admitted Government 
power can be generated by alternate methods 
(nuclear, conventional steam, and pumped 
storage) cheaper than the Dickey-Lincoln 
project, but they contended that these alter- 
nate methods will not produce the area re- 
development and flood control benefits of 
the Dickey-Lincoln project. According to 
these officials, the Dickey-Lincoln project is 
essential to the comprehensive development 
of the Saint John River. (At 427.) 


Mr. Chairman, according to the in- 
vestigative experts’ report, the only water 
resource purpose Dickey-Lincoln would 
serve other than power—fiood control 
would account for two-tenths of 1 per- 
cent of total claimed project benefits, in- 
cluding downstream power. According to 
the Assistant Secretary of the Interior 
for Water and Power, this claimed flood 
control benefit “is not significant“ 
hearings at 405. It could be provided in- 
dependently at a total cost of $1 million. 
No other water resource benefits have 
been introduced by Interior—at 406. 

In short, Mr. Chairman, Dickey-Lin- 
coln thus would provide no redeeming 
water resource development benefit to 
Maine or the rest of the region to com- 
pensate for its enormous taxpayer cost 
of more than one-third of a billion dol- 
lars, and its continuing tax loss to Fed- 
eral, State, and local governments of 
over $3 million annually. 

Mr. Chairman, inasmuch as the 
Dickey-Lincoln project, if built, would 
provide “less than 2 percent of the en- 
ergy required in the New England re- 
gion for 1975—at 427—it might properly 
be asked why we should exercise our- 
selves so strenuously over the question 
of whether its output would be low cost 
or high cost. To those who view the prob- 
lem in this light, my answer—apart from 
my studied conviction that Dickey-Lin- 
coln can only provide high-cost power— 
is that I cannot lightly acquiesce in what 
to me is a demonstrable waste of over a 
third of a billion taxpayer dollars. 

There is one final point I would like to 
cover, and I will do so briefly. You have 
heard, and you will hear this afternoon, 
much talk and much criticism of the 
high cost of power in New England. Mr. 
Chairman, I dare say I could add much 
more to that talk than you will hear from 
its sudden professional critics this after- 
noon. The problem of high-cost power in 
New England is a problem on which I 
have worked for many years. I am not 
recently come to Congress on the 
strength of my position for or against 
the Dickey-Lincoln project, or the issue 
of high-cost power. To those interested 
in the solution of this problem, rather 
than its exploitation, I am prepared to 
recite in detail the long list of specific 
steps that the industry of that region 
has and is continuing to take to reduce 
that cost, and the success it has achieved 
in doing so. 

I will not take the time of this body to 
do so, Mr. Chairman, but I will point out 
that long, long before the problem of 
Dickey-Lincoln was raised in this body, 
private industry in New England was 
pioneering in the construction and op- 
eration of low-cost nuclear power. One 
of their so-called conventional steam 
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plants was acknowledged by the Federal 
Power Commission to be “the most effi- 
cient generating plant in the United 
States during 1964.” According to the 
investigative experts—at 425: 

The Federal Power Commission’s National 
Power Survey, published in 1964, forecasts 
a probable reduction in power rates of 30 
percent for the Northeast reigon of the 
United States, and up to 42 percent for other 
regions of the country where the average 
price of electricity as found by the FPC is 
greater than in the Northeast (National 
Power Survey, Part I, at 281). 


Mr, Chairman, in this connection, I 
must point out that if the average price 
of electricity for all New England con- 
tinues to drop at the rate at which it 
declined during the period 1962-67, the 
cost of power there will reach its pre- 
dicted reduction goal of 30 percent long, 
long before the year 1980. 

Accordingly, for these and the other 
reasons stated, I will move at the appro- 
priate time that all funds requested for 
the preconstruction planning of Dickey- 
Lincoln be stricken from the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Connecticut has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. KIRWAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
10 minutes to the gentleman from Maine 
(Mr. HATHAWAY]. 

Mr. HATHAWAY. Mr. Chairman, I 
appreciate this opportunity to talk to 
you briefly here in general debate against 
the proposed amendment which the gen- 
tleman from Connecticut has just an- 
nounced he will offer. 

I think those of us who have read the 
report will see that the answer to his 
argument lies therein. 

The gentleman stated at the outset 
of his remarks that this project has been 
rejected by a record vote in the House 
of Representatives. If my memory serves 
me correctly—and I did check this with 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD before I came 
here today—lI do not recall any vote that 
rejected the Dickey-Lincoln hydroelec- 
tric project. 

It is true that an amendment put off 
the possible construction of the Dickey- 
Lincoln project until the Corps of Engi- 
neers had an opportunity to study it fur- 
ther and then report back to the Con- 
gress. This was an amendment to the 
Dickey-Lincoln project. It passed the 
House in that form and went to the 
Senate and the Senate did not accept it. 
The other body sent it back to us and 
we accepted the other body’s version and 
did authorize the Dickey-Lincoln School 
project in 1965. 

At the same time we appropriated 
$800,000 to start the initial planning. 
There was a close vote on this, to be sure, 
but it was not rejected. There was a rec- 
ord vote on that first appropriation. 

Last year we had a second appropria- 
tion of $1.1 million, and this was passed 
by the House by, I believe it was, a voice 
vote. This is the third appropriation for 
this project, which has been studied over 
and over again back as far as 1955. 

I would think that by this time all 
doubts about the project would have 
been dispelled, especially, since last year, 
in view of the fact that many of the 
Members had some reservations about 
the merits of the project, the Committee 
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on Appropriations authorized an inde- 
pendent staff study to find out what the 
merits of this project actually were. 

This independent staff study was con- 
ducted by people who had no ax to grind 
either way. They were not in favor of the 
project and they were not against the 
project. They spent several months dur- 
ing last fall and last winter and reported 
back to the Subcommittee on Public 
Works of the House Appropriations Com- 
mittee. And when they reported back 
they reported back in favor of the proj- 
ect on all of the counts they were asked 
to look into. 

They reported back that the cost esti- 
mated by the Corps of Engineers was 
not $380 million that the Members have 
heard here on the floor today but $229 
million. That figure took into consider- 
ation the estimates by the Corps of En- 
gineers as to what the future cost of con- 
struction was going to be over the period 
of time it would take to construct this 
project. It took into consideration the 
interest cost. It took into consideration 
the amount of money we would have to 
pay Canada for the lands we are going 
to flood up there. It took into considera- 
tion every possible factor. It came out 
with the conclusion it can be built for 
$229 million. 

It concluded also that there will be a 
market when the project is finished for 
the electricity this project will produce. 

It included that the benefits which 
the gentleman from Connecticut has 
mentioned, the ARA benefits and the rec- 
reation benefits, were conservatively 
estimated and they were in line with 
what the Corps of Engineers had set 
forth initially. 

It concluded that the studies that had 
been carried on by the Corps of Engi- 
neers, by the Department of the Interior, 
and by every other agency that has been 
involved with this project have been car- 
ried on throughout and carried on well. 

And they concluded finally that the 
Dickey-Lincoln School hydroelectric 
project will furnish electricity to con- 
sumers in New England at a lower cost 
than any private alternative. And this is 
right in the independent staff study re- 
port which I have right here in front of 
me, and if anyone wants to look at it, I 
will be glad to show it to him. 

If the staff study report is not enough 
to convince the Members that this 
project does have merit, then I ask the 
Members simply to turn to page 48 in 
the committee report which states that 
the project has a benefit-to-cost ratio of 
1.9 to 1. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not know what 
someone from the Department of the In- 
terior might have testified to during the 
hearings, As the gentleman from Con- 
necticut has pointed out, someone from 
the Department of the Interior testified 
to the effect that the project did not 
have a good cost-benefit ratio. However, 
the committee concluded from all of the 
testimony that was presented that the 
benefit-to-cost ratio was 1.9 to 1, That 
is better than 60 percent of all of the 
public works projects authorized by Con- 
gress since 1965. So if you are going to 
reject this project, you should also re- 
iect 60 percent of the projects that have 
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already been authorized and already 
have had appropriations made and which 
will probably not be attacked at all today 
on the floor of this House. 

I think it is grossly unfair to pick on 
this project which has such a high bene- 
fit-cost ratio. 

Let me say finally, this project is really 
no good, as its opponents have said—if 
this is really the boondoggle that they 
are trying to make it out to be—why are 
the private utilities so worried about it? 

Mr. Chairman, I will have another 
opportunity to talk to you at the time 
the amendment is offered. But I hope 
that you will consider the staff study, 
the independent staff study, conducted 
by the Committee on Appropriations be- 
cause it has the seal of approval upon 
this project on all counts. 

I hope that you will recall this project 
has a benefit-cost ratio of 1.9 to 1 which 
means simply that for every dollar we 
invest, we are going to get back $1.90. 

I think if you consider these factors, 
you cannot help but vote to reject the 
amendment and to support the Dickey- 
Lincoln School hydroelectric project. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 
Maine [Mr. HatHaway] has yielded back 
3 minutes. 

Mr. KIRWAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentlewoman from 
Washington [Mrs. Hansen]. 

Mrs. HANSEN of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I join with my colleagues 
today in supporting the public works ap- 
propriations bill. I would particularly 
like to salute my distinguished colleague, 
Congressman MICHAEL KIRWAN, the able 
chairman of this subcommittee who has 
worked so long and hard for the preser- 
vation and development of America. 

As I have said many times on the floor 
of this House, in this bill lies the eco- 
nomic backbone for a large segment of 
America. My district, like many others, 
does not have its economic support in 
military installations or large military 
contracts. Instead, we rely upon ship- 
ping, commerce, and the transportation 
of our natural resources. Without this 
work on our dikes and our rivers and 
ports, the economy of the district would 
come to a halt. 

This bill is often misleadingly listed in 
the papers as the pork barrel bill. In- 
stead, this should be called the Ameri- 
can service bill. 

I am going to give you one small illus- 
tration. For 1968 there is a proposed ap- 
propriation of $30,000 for studies of nav- 
igation and beach erosion at Willapa 
Bay, Wash. What is this beach erosion 
project all about? Very simply, it is a 
step taken finally and at last to save 
part of the American terrain. Ever since 
1887 beach erosion has continued at this 
area. My predecessors in Congress paid 
little or no attention to it. Finally, Con- 
gressman Kirwan did, and last year 
$30,000 was appropriated. This year there 
is $30,000 requested. Answers must be 
found as to why erosion conditions exist, 
the results of channel dredging, the re- 
sults of changing tides. 

Three thousand acres of taxable land, 
have vanished into the sea. Within 15 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE 


years at the present rate of destruction, 
erosion will wash $4 million worth of 
property into the ocean. In addition to 
private land—beach homes, clam 
beaches, oyster beds, and recreation 
areas are being destroyed. One hundred 
and fifty feet of land per year is covered 
by water. The grange hall has been 
washed away, homes are gone, a section 
of State highway is now threatened by 
the tidal flow and will have to be rebuilt 
on higher ground. Area cranberry grow- 
ers are fearful of losing their cranberry 
bogs. 

Newspapers in the West have had 
critical headlines. Only the Congress of 
the United States through MIKE Kirwan 
and the Public Works Committee re- 
sponded to these 79 years of erosion. 

There are no short-time remedies. Des- 
perate citizens erected a barrier of old 
cars. This has failed to stem the tides. 
Realizing that temporary solutions could 
not solve the problem, the Corps of 
Army Engineers finally agreed with me 
and requested funds to study long-term 
improvements for this erosion control. 

This, Mr. Chairman is only one small 
reason for supporting this public works 
appropriation bill today. But it is not 
“pork barrel“; it is saving our land from 
destruction; it is legislation to help 
America retain its American terrain. 

Mr. KIRWAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Okla- 
homa (Mr. EDMONDSON]. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, 
there is no greater investment the people 
of this Nation can make in their future 
than an investment in the development 
of our tremendous water resources. All of 
us here have seen the industrial growth, 
jobs and prosperity which have followed 
the Federal investment in the Tennes- 
see River Valley and the Ohio River 
Valley. 

In Oklahoma, already, we are begin- 
ning to see this same growth along the 
Arkansas River, even though completion 
of the navigation project on the river is 
still 3 years away. Our ports are being 
built, and industrial parks are being 
developed along the banks of this river. 

The Arkansas River passes through the 
Ozarks region of Oklahoma and Arkan- 
sas, à region which is lagging behind the 
rest of the Nation in economic growth. 
The poorest counties in Oklahoma are 
along or near this river where it enters 
Oklahoma. These counties are working 
hard to be ready for river navigation 
when it comes, and they stand to become 
the most prosperous counties in our 
State. 

Development of the Arkansas Basin— 
both now, while it is being constructed, 
and in the future when the permanent 
jobs come with the industry—is the best 
possible attack on poverty in our area. 
River navigation will bring more positive 
improvements to northeastern Oklahoma 
than any other development in our his- 
tory. 

The dramatic progress the Nation is 
making in development and conservation 
of water resources is a growing monu- 
ment to the gentleman from Ohio, Chair- 
man Mike Kirwan, and to the great com- 
mittee which he leads. He has fought for 
this development skillfully and success- 


19979 


fully often in the face of harsh criticism. 
Millions of Americans owe him their 
gratitude and thanks for leading us in 
these efforts, and millions of Americans 
are looking to Congress to pass this bill 
today by an overwhelming vote. 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield the remaining 3 minutes to 
the gentlewoman from Washington 
(Mrs. May]. 

Mrs. MAY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of this bill. 

Mr. Chairman, the committee has rec- 
ommended an appropriation of $304,- 
356,000 for the Bureau of Reclamation 
for fiscal year 1968. This is a reduction 
of $21,654,000 from the Bureau's appro- 
priation for fiscal year 1967, and is a 
reduction of $11,191,000 below that rec- 
ommended by the administration for 
fiscal year 1968. 

We can all appreciate the tremendous 
task the committee has had this year, 
attempting to present the House of Rep- 
resentatives with a responsible public 
works program, and, at the same time, 
to take into consideration the extremely 
difficult budgetary situation facing our 
Government. The tremendous costs of 
the Vietnam war and the competition 
for dollars of the other activities of Gov- 
ernment have made the choices of the 
committee exceedingly difficult. I do not 
envy the committee in this work. And 
because of this, I do not feel I am in a 
position to complain if in an instance or 
two my congressional district has not 
fared as well as it might in public works 
development were our national budgetary 
problems not so great. 

I would, however, like to address my 
colleagues for a few moments on the 
general subject of reclamation develop- 
ment in the United States. I believe that 
the full development of reclamation, 
when proved feasible, is a matter of the 
highest priority. 

Mr, Chairman, I would like to compli- 
ment my colleague, the gentleman from 
Arizona [Mr. Ruoprgs], on the remarks 
he made earlier to the Committee and 
the statement that he presented to us 
on the economic benefit of reclamation 
in the return on the investment to the 
United States of America. 

In this regard I would like to speak to 
another point. 

As a member of the Committee on 
Agriculture I am acutely aware, as are a 
great many of my colleagues, of what 
has become to be known as the world 
food and population crisis. The Commit- 
tee on Agriculture last year heard expert 
witnesses on this subject, and the specter 
of food shortages and famine in many 
areas of our world are grim. 

The President’s Science Advisory Com- 
mittee, which recently made public the 
results of its study of the world food 
problem, also takes an extremely serious 
view of the situation. The Committee re- 
port addresses itself to what it terms 
“the grim reality of the food shortage 
that will occur during the next 20 years,” 
and warns that the world food problem 
must be solved. 

An even more pessimistic picture is 
presented in a thought-provoking and 
frightening new book by two brothers, a 
former foreign service officer and an 
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agronomist who have had considerable 
experience with food problems in the de- 
veloping countries of the world. Its title, 
“Famine 1975!” comes from the authors’ 
thesis that in just 8 years the world will 
be faced with mass famine in many coun- 
tries of Asia, Africa, and Latin America, 
and that tens of millions of people will 
die of starvation. Our technology, they 
contend, will be unable to increase food 
production in time to avert this world 
catastrophe. 

I do not take an altogether pessimistic 
view of the situation, Mr. Chairman, be- 
cause I believe that certain steps can 
be taken by and in the United States to 
help minimize the impending food short- 
age situation. One of these steps is to 
develop our own reclamation projects on 
a stepped-up schedule in tune with the 
time when maximum production will be 
required in the United States and other 
parts of the world. 

For some time now, Mr. Chairman, I 
have felt that the state of the art of 
growing food and fiber to feed and clothe 
our expanding populations demands 
much more attention than we have been 
giving it. The “old” days of not so many 
days ago, when surpluses choked U.S. 
storage warehouses are gone. Concern is 
being expressed that we may well find 
U.S. food production insufficient to meet 
our own future demands, let alone to help 
fill voids in other parts of the world. 

It is true that we do not wish to again 
put ourselves in the position of produc- 
ing surplus crops that cannot be utilized. 
This could happen again through unwise 
planning. 

Reclamation development, 
does not raise such a problem. 

At the time when we had our national 
crop surpluses, reclamation projects did 
not aggravate or significantly contribute 
to the national crop surplus problem. The 
reasons are these: 

The availability of irrigation water in- 
creases the production potential of an 
appropriate area and enables the proj- 
ect farmer to grow high-value, nonsur- 
plus crops for the market. No such al- 
ternative is available to the dryland 
farmer who must, year after year, grow 
the same costly interdependent crops 
which, until a very few years ago, were 
straining the capacity of our warehouses, 
grain elevators, and storage bins. In 
other words, the irrigation farmer on 
reclamation projects throughout the 
West is free to grow the crops which yield 
him the highest net return. And when he 
grows wheat or feed grains to fatten his 
livestock for a favorable market, these 
grains cannot be classed as surplus be- 
cause they are consumed in the process 
of production and put no burden on the 
taxpayer. Irrigation projects have thus 
made inroads upon our crop surpluses 
and have served the national effort to 
regain a balanced agricultural economy. 

The Columbia Basin project in the 
State of Washington is a prime example. 
The production of livestock and of many 
diversified crops on the Columbia Basin 
project provides job and investment op- 
portunities, and economic stability and 
growth impossible to achieve in a one- 
crop economy. And strong and stable 
local and regional economies through 
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food production are essential to our total 
national ability to cope with impending 
food shortages. 

As authorized by the Congress, Mr. 
Chairman, the Columbia Basin project 
is now at about the midway point of 
development. In recent years dwindling 
appropriations have caused a slowdown 
in development, and projections of the 
completion date have been extended and 
extended again. This time lost may never 
be recovered, Mr. Chairman, but I do not 
believe it to be in the interest of the 
people of the United States, nor in the 
interest of humanity, to continue to fail 
to recognize the desperate need to 
strengthen and develop our abilities to 
cope with future food shortages and 
famine. 

This development of which I speak 
cannot be accomplished overnight. A 
number of years are required before crops 
can be produced from drawing-board 
plans. The time to begin is now, and the 
need for moving ahead is urgent. We 
cannot afford a reclamation standstill. 

Mr. MURPHY of New York. Mr. Chair- 
man, we have before us today a compre- 
hensive public works appropriations bill 
with recommendations totaling more 
than 84% billion. I congratulate the 
House Appropriations Committee for 
their fine work on this bill. 

As a Representative from Staten Is- 
land, N.Y., I am especially interested in 
items affecting my own district and the 
Port of New York. Because of its strate- 
gic location in the center of the Port of 
New York and its 57 miles of shoreline, 
Staten Island is strongly maritime 
oriented and vitally concerned with har- 
bor improvements. 

I am therefore pleased to note that $1 
million is recommended for the widen- 
ing of the entrance to the Kill Van Kull. 
Plagued by treacherous tidal flows and 
heavy cross-traffle from deepwater ships, 
harbor craft, and ferry movements, this 
has long been the scene of many acci- 
dents. The $1 million will enable the proj- 
ect to be completed. 

A second equally important harbor im- 
provement is the deepening and expan- 
sion of the Lower Red Hook Flats deep- 
water anchorage. There has been a tre- 
mendous increase in the size of ships 
using the harbor since this anchorage 
was last improved in 1933, and the pres- 
ent facilities are no longer adequate. 
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has 
recognized the need to improve the an- 
chorage and the Congress authorized 
the project in 1965. 

However, of the estimated $11 million 
needed for the project, only $1 million is 
recommended in the bill before us today. 
Since there was no recommendation for 
this project in the 1968 Budget, the $1 
million is a step in the right direction, 
but a small step at best. 

The third project affecting the Port of 
New York is a study of the possibility 
of reclaiming the New York-New Jersey 
Meadows. The U.S. Army Corps of Engi- 
neers has already started this project, 
but $387,000 is still needed to complete 
the study. The $100,000 recommended by 
the bill will enable the study to continue, 
but will unnecessarily prolong its com- 
pletion. 

Mr. Chairman, I am well aware of the 
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fact that fiscal economy dictates cuts in 
spending. I am concerned, however, over 
the priorities considered in those cuts. 
Last year the Port of New York ac- 
counted for 26 percent of the total value 
of U.S. exports and 31 percent of the 
value of its imports; I think the appro- 
priations for port improvements should 
reflect these facts. 

Mr. ROONEY of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, the appropriations measure 
before us today contains funds for sev- 
eral public works projects in my congres- 
sional district. One of these projects ex- 
tends far beyond my district. It is the 
Tocks Island Reservoir project, and the 
related Delaware Water Gap National 
Recreation Area. 

In its report on the appropriations bill, 
the Public Works Committee expressed 
alarm about the rapily rising costs of this 
project. The committee cited a 41-percent 
increase of the cost estimate within the 
past year, and said it plans to initiate a 
staff investigation of this cost rise. Cer- 
tainly, if such an investigation can serve 
to hold down or reduce costs while ad- 
vancing the project, I will give it my 
strong endorsement. 

At the moment, Mr. Chairman, I am 
concerned that this investigation may 
help to propel the costs of the Tocks 
Island project to an even higher plateau. 
My concern is based on the fact that the 
Public Works Committee has declined to 
increase the Tocks Island appropriation 
from $4 million to $5 million, a moderate 
increase which would have permitted 
final design of the Tocks Island dam to 
be completed during fiscal year 1968. 

This means that design will be delayed 
a year longer. This means that subse- 
quent stages of development will be de- 
layed a year longer. And this means that 
in the long run, the cost of the project 
undoubtedly will increase a great deal 
more than the $1 million which the com- 
mittee determined it would not put in 
the bill this year. 

This additional $1 million was urgently 
requested by the Delaware River Basin 
Commission. Resolutions to this effect 
were submitted to the Corps of Engineers 
by the Governors of Pennsylvania, New 
Jersey, New York, and Delaware. 

The impact of this project is already 
evident in an economic boom which has 
begun in the area surrounding the reser- 
voir and national recreation area. The 
impact of this project also is evident in 
some brazen cases of land speculation in 
the project area. 

Last week, the Pocono Record news- 
paper in Monroe County, Pa., ran a 
three-part series on this project. The 
final article of the series pointed out that 
one 375-acre tract in the project area 
already has soared $300,000 in 3 years 
and that this price increase will go far 
higher by the time all of the 375 acres 
are in the hands of the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

I include this article, which shows how 
one tract has increased in price by more 
than 150 percent in 3 years, in the Recorp 
for examination by my colleagues. 

Yes, Mr. Chairman, we can pare funds 
from public works projects. We can re- 
fuse to add $1 million to the Tocks Island 
appropriation to complete final design of 
the dam in 1968 rather than 1969. We 
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can refuse to honor the commitment to 
our local communities to provide $450 
million in this year’s bill for waste treat- 
ment facilities, thereby stalling our pro- 
gram to combat water pollution and pro- 
longing exposure of millions of Ameri- 
cans to pollution and filth which breed 
disease 


We can stall these appropriations with 
the intent of saving a few million dollars 
today. But these delays will be back to 
haunt us in the form of escalated prices 
in the years ahead, not to mention the 
inconvenience and hardships and haz- 
ards they will pose for our citizens in the 
interim. 


Tracr Cost $180,000 IN 1963: HIDDEN LAKE 
Cost Corps $483,000 anD Is Gorne UP 
(By Robert S. Van Fleet) 
Srnoupsnund.— A congressional delay of 
three years in acquiring for the Delaware 
Water Gap National Recreation Area 
(DWGNRA) the 375-acre Hidden Lake tract 
in Middle Smithfield Township has already 
cost the U.S. government more than $300,000 

because of increased values. 

The ultimate cost of Hidden Lake is certain 
to be even higher. 

By June 30, the U.S. had laid out $483,000 
for only a tiny part of the tract bought for 
$180,000 in 1963 by a development company. 

And Hidden Lake is only one of the de- 
veloped areas the government must purchase 
for its $200 million, 58,000-acre park and 
reservoir, 

Another—Blue Mountain Lakes—is on the 
New Jersey side of the project in Sussex 
County where development of recently open 
land may be even further advanced than at 
Hidden Lake. 

The government, through the U.S. Corps 
of Engineers, has just begun buying at Blue 
Mountain Lakes. 

Most of the acquisition at Hidden Lake 
in Monroe County is completed, however, and 
it is possible to make some evaluation of the 
impact of development on the cost of federal 
acquisition. 

The history of the tract went like this: 

A deed dated, July, 1963, at the Monroe 
County Courthouse in Stroudsburg shows 
that the tract of nearly 375 acres was sold for 
about $180,000. 

About this time the proposal for the 
DWGNRA, its boundaries generally known 
although not legally fixed, was before Con- 
gress. The plan was not formally approved 
until 1965. 

The purchaser of the 375 acres was Western 
Heritage Properties Limited, Inc., a Canadian 
company with home office in Ontario and New 
York offices at 2 Wall St., New York City. 
Western Heritage is also the operator of Hem- 
lock Farms, a plush development in Pike 
County. 

The seller was the Summit Corp. of 100 
West Poplar St., Scranton. 

Western Heritage set about developing the 
lake and selling its surrounding land, all of 
which ultimately was marked for acquisition 
by the Corps of Engineers, 

The company’s representatives acknowl- 
edged, as they sold subdivided lots starting 
late in 1963, that the property was in the 
then informally drawn DWGNRA. 

By 1965 when Congress acted, nearly 100 
lots had been sold at prices ranging from 
$945.25 up toward $5,000. 

Official records show that purchasers paid 
Western Heritage almost $234,000 for the 
lots, which aggregated 44 acres of the origi- 
nal 375—about 12 per cent of the entire 
tract. 

The U.S. negotiated with the 79 purchasers 
and paid them, either through amicable 
settlement or court condemnation, a total 
of $483,000 for the same 44 acres. 
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Most of the owners settled, 67 reaching 
agreement. However, 13 of them with 14 
properties the government valued at $52,000 
have disagreed and been taken to federal 
court. 

Fifteen of the lots were improved, one 
with a foundation and 14 with homes of vary- 
ing prices. 

The engineers bought at prices ranging 
from $1,000 (for a $945.25 lot) to $28,500 (of 
a property consisting of three lots and a 
modern home). 

While the total U.S. cost of the subdivision 
thus far is $483,000, it will run considerably 
higher before all the accounting is com- 
pleted. 

Reports are circulating that Western Herit- 
age and the engineers are in disagreement 
over the value of the remaining 329 acres 
still held by the Canadian company. This 
includes the lake, itself, and the roads that 
were built in the subdivided portion of the 
tract. 

Thus, added to the $483,000 will be what- 
ever is paid to Western Heritage. Any ac- 
counting must also consider the surveying, 
mapping, title searching, and court costs 
that have been incurred. 

It may not be unreasonable, then, to pre- 
dict a $600,000 cost of Hidden Lake. 


AMICABLE SETTLEMENT 


Here is a list of Hidden Lake owners show- 
ing (first figure) what they paid Western 
Heritage and what they got from the engi- 
neers in an amicable agreement: 

Charles Armitage, Saylorsburg $2,660— 
$6,175. 

Oren F. Shively, E. Stroudsburg, $2,470— 
$3,250. 

Wm. C. Harvey, Easton, $1,700—$1,900. 

Frank A. Riccobono, Brooklyn, $1,250— 
$1,450. 

Kenneth O. 
$1,852.50—$2,050. 

Stephen R. Rives, Springfield, Pa., $3,600— 
$4,350. 

Kennard Lewis, E. Stroudsburg, $3,150— 
$4,400. 

Howard Huber, Parsippany, N.J., $2,100— 
$2,400. 

Daniel E. Scavone, Staten Island, $1,330— 
$1,650. 

John Shupper, 
$3,250. 

Peter 
$2,050. 

Frank R. Nataro, Westbury, L.I., $2,300— 
$2,600. 

Benito Sampedro, Forest Hills, N.Y., 
$5,605—$6,490. 

John K, Sarer, E. Stroudsburg, $995— 
$1,100. 

Ranier C. DeIntinis, Dumont, N.J., $2,755— 
$3,250. 

Joseph Colavita, Philadelphia, 82.351 
$2,500. 

Caesar Calafa, Brooklyn, N.Y., $2,858.75— 


Williams, Stroudsburg, 


Cranford, N. J., $2,755— 


Budicker, Stroudsburg, $1,600— 


$2,700. 
Nicholas Monjello, Hempstead, N. L., 
$2,550—$2,800. 


John E. Duryea, Middletown, N.J., $1,600— 
$2,100. 

Carl Ognibene, Brooklyn, N.Y., $1,803.75— 
$1,950. 

Michael Scotto, Brooklyn, N.Y., $2,497.50— 
$2,800. 

Jerry Pinna, Brooklyn, N. T., $2,200—$2,800. 

Norman Borra, E. Northport, L.I., $945.25— 
$1,150. 

Theodore L. Meyers, Bethlehem, $1,250— 
Primrose, Monroe County, 
$3,400—$4,400. 

Sprague J. Fuller, Parsippany, N.J., $3,800— 
$4,300. 

Joseph A. Riccobono, Iselin, N.J., $1,600— 
$1,950. 

Frank Milone, Bronx, N.Y., $4,085—$5,000. 

Bernard L. Benoski, Somerville, NJ. 
$3,610—$5,000. 
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John P. Ciminelli, Brooklyn, N. T., $3,700— 
$5,000, 

Stanley Radziejowski, 
$4,180—$4,800. 

Robert Florio, 
$15,000 (house). 

Joseph F. Ulla, Brooklyn, N.Y., $1,250— 
$1,610. 

Raymond A. Fox, Parsippany, N.J., $3,500— 
$4,200. 

William H. Murdoch, Jr., Broomall, Pa., 
$13,000 (paid to Charles F. Primrose) —$14,- 
100 (Primrose paid Western Heritage an 
estimated $3,500). 

Allan Paulson, N. Arlington, N.J., $3,800— 
$11,300 (house). 

Mary C. Flory, Ambler, Pa., $1,520—$2,150. 

Adelaide Boguszekska, Passaic, N.J., $1,- 
947.50—$2,300. 

William W. Dunn, Langhorn, Pa., $3,400— 
$19,400 (house). 

Emil W. Bellocchio, Brooklyn, N.Y., $2.- 
682.50—$3,105. 

Edward H. Borgnaes, Lincoln Park, N. J., 
83.200 83,500. 

Lawrence V. Bernhard, Fairless Hills, Pa., 
83,800 84.500. 

Richard Immler, Moorestown, N. J., $3,- 
605.25—$4,200. 

John Burroughs, Brigantine, N.J., $2,900— 
$3,150. 

Olaf A. Aase, Hackensack, N.J., $2,200— 
$2,900. 

Frank L. Ross, Piscatawny, N.J., $4,400— 


S. Orange, N. J., 


Brooklyn, N.Y., $1,250— 


84,800. 

William Kestner, Ridgewood, N. J., 
$947,25—$1,100. 

Frederick Ostergren, Somerset, N. J., 


84.000 —84. 700. 

Gerald E. March, King of Prussia, 84.750 
85,450. 

Richard L. Gunning, Bethlehem, $1,600— 
$2,200, 

Louis A. Ostrander, Uniondale, N.Y., $3,- 
500—$18,500 (house). 

Ronald Gillespie, Bloomfield, N.J., $3,800— 
$17,300 (house). 

Helmut Krauth, Union, N.J., $3,515—$19,- 
800 (house), 

Herman Schmidt, W. Wantagh, N.Y., $4,- 
460.25—-$19,500 (house). 
ga M. LaPenna, Brooklyn, N.Y., $2,350— 

James J. Donovan, Fort Lee, N.J., $1,600— 
$15,400. 

William J. Burke, S. Plainfield, N. J., 
$1,520—$2,200. 
oe Borra, E. Northport, N.Y., $4,133— 
j oe Hart, Brooklyn, N.Y., $1,852.50—$18,- 
. Pignoni, Westwood, N.J., $3,325— 

Albert W. Neff, Philadelphia, $2,237.50— 
$17,800 (house). 

Herbert H. Kresge, Bangor, $3,500—$22,500 
(house). 

Henry A. Weiler, Highland Park, N. J., $1,- 
852.50—$2,215. 

Joseph Fitrzyk, E. Stroudsburg, $9,500— 
$28,500 (house). 

Lajos Mihalovics, Bloomfield, N.J., $5,520— 
$9,600. 

Josiah F. Buzzard, Altoona, $2,375—$3,100. 

Joseph V. Grasso, Staten Island, N.Y., 
$3,700—$21,500 (house). 

CONDEMNATIONS 

Here is a list of Hidden Lake owners who 
could not agree with the Corps of Engineers 
on value and have gone to court. First fig- 
ure is amount owner paid Western Heritage, 
second is government value deposited with 
the court: 

Gilbert J. Davies, N. Bellmore, N. L., $4,540— 


$4,850. 

Harold G. Kortea, Hempstead, N.Y., 
$5,930—$4,400. 

Harold G. Kortea, Hempstead, N. L., 
$2,570—$3,000. 


Bernard Gay, Allentown, $3,600—$4,400, 
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Harvey Burch, E. Stroudsburg, $3,325— 
$4,400. 

Stanley A. Mruk, New Providence, N.J., 
$4,275—$4,350. 

Charles J. Smith, New Brunswick, N. J., 
$3,895—$4,300. 

Paul R. Burns, E. Brunswick, N.J., 34,100— 
$4,300. 

John C. Sonne, Merion, $4,100—$4,300. 

William M. Batz, Maywood, N.J., $7,220— 
$4,000. 

Morton E. Fleischer, 
$3,800—$4,000. 

James C. Litts, E. Stroudsburg, $3,500— 
$4,300. 

Michael A. Jakubik, Hillside N.J., $1,350— 
$1,400. 


Mr. ICHORD. Mr. Chairman, I intend 
to support H.R. 11641 as I know the Pub- 
lic Works Committee has put in long 
hours of hard work and has felt the 
piercing augur of pressure from all sides 
before this bill was finally reported. 

The Meramec Park Reservoir has been 
advanced to the construction stages; 
$1,400,000 has already been invested by 
the Federal Government in preliminary 
planning and engineering. The basin lies 
in an area where unemployment and un- 
deremployment are rampant because of 
declining industrial opportunities, and 
flooding of the Meramec River makes an 
already bad situation worse. This is defi- 
nitely a project of great importance to 
the economy of Missouri. 

Upon completion and fullest utiliza- 
tion Meramec Park Reservoir will be a 
most welcome catalyst to improving local 
social, and economic conditions by creat- 
ing directly and indirectly job oppor- 
tunities, by providing a great impetus to 
the tourist and recreation industry in 
the area and by saving thousands of dol- 
lars annually through flood control bene- 
fits to area farmers. Funding this project 
will be an initial installment in reaching 
potential economic growth through 
proper development of water resources 
and through development of recreational 
facilities. 

The committee has reported that Mer- 
amec Park is one of the four projects 
which the committee has indicated in its 
report where committee funds would not 
be used within the next 2 years; and in 
the interest of the current fiscal situa- 
tion, the initiating construction funds 
have been deleted, leaving only land ac- 
quisition funds and additional engineer- 
ing and design moneys for 1968. 

I realize the very serious demands 
which Vietnam is now making on the 
Treasury, and, I hope that lack of avail- 
able funds will not be the cause of any 
further delay in the beginning of con- 
struction. 

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Chairman, I deeply 
appreciate the opportunity of com- 
mending my good friend, the distin- 
guished chairman of the Subcommittee 
on Appropriations for Public Works, 
Hon. Mike Kirwan, of Ohio, and the 
members of his committee for the out- 
standing job they have done in bringing 
out the bill now before us. We frequently 
hear the charge by certain of the news 
media that this bill is a pork barrel“ 
bill. It is indeed unfortunate that these 
people who make such charges would 
not take the time to see a devastating 
flood or watch farmers haul water dur- 
ing periods of drought or see barges and 
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other types of water-going vessels backed 
up for miles waiting to go through 
some antiquated lock and dam, such as 
we have on the Ohio River. 

Many of the flood control and naviga- 
tion projects that have been approved 
for southern Illinois have already saved 
the Government and the taxpayers far 
more than their cost. I am proud to call 
Mr. Kirwan and his committee “builders” 
because they have helped to build a 
stronger America and I have nothing 
but praise and support for their work. 

I deeply appreciate the committee’s 
allowing $17,578,000 for 12 fiood control, 
water supply, navigation, and recrea- 
tional projects for the 21st Congressional 
District in southern Illinois. Although 
these 12 projects, when completed, will 
cost approximately $500 million, we al- 
ready have pledged this amount in pri- 
vate capital investment long before the 
projects have been completed. When our 
lakes, canals, and other improvements 
are all in place, we expect to turn eco- 
nomically distressed southern Illinois 
into a land or new opportunity. Instead 
of relief checks, we will be providing 
paychecks. We will be alleviating hu- 
man suffering and untold benefits will 
be brought to millions of people through- 
out the Midwest and the Nation, who 
will enjoy these new improvements. The 
Federal Government will recoup many 
times over in taxes, the cost of these 
programs. 

I again want to salute MIKE KIRWAN 
and every member of the House Com- 
mittee on Appropriations who has sup- 
ported these funds to continue the de- 
velopment of our natural resources in 
southern Illinois and throughout the 
Nation. I also want to commend the very 
able and outstanding staff members in- 
cluding Mr. Gene Wilhelm, who is al- 
ways courteous and extremely knowl- 
edgeable. The people of southern Illinois 
join me in these remarks of thanks. 

Mr. LANGEN. Mr. Chairman, I should 
like to express my compliments to my 
colleagues on the Appropriations Com- 
mittee for their actions in providing 
funds in the public works appropriation 
bill for acutely needed river basin studies 
in northwestern Minnesota and the sur- 
rounding area. This has been a matter 
of grave concern to me and I have 
pointed out this need repeatedly in con- 
ference with the Army Engineers and 
the committee. 

Residents of the Red River Valley and 
on the banks of streams tributary to the 
Red River of the North, are indeed grate- 
ful that a coordinated and comprehen- 
sive study can now go forward. They 
have met every spring season with a 
dread of damaging floods. 

These citizens have not stood idly by 
and watched the swollen rivers take their 
toll of poverty, moving away some of the 
richest topsoil to be found anywhere in 
the world, but every man, woman, and 
older child in many communities in 
Minnesota, as well as their neighbors to 
the north and west, has taken his turn 
in the sandbag brigade. Many have built 
their own earth dikes. Buildings in the 
path of danger have been moved. On the 
basis of the need for flood control alone, 
after many personal visits to these strick- 
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en areas, and contact with the people 
concerned, I know that the study of the 
Red River Basin and survey of the 
Souris-Red-Rainy region will result in 
the moneys being well spent. 

Of equal importance are the future 
water needs of the area. If we are to 
meet these needs, effectively offer solu- 
tions to flood and pollution problems, and 
provide for water resource development 
and conservation, surveys such as this 
combined study are essential. A definite 
plan of action must be formulated. Our 
committee has recognized this, and has 
provided these funds to expedite a so- 
lution. 

The coordinated effort covering the 
entire basin will eliminate duplication 
and overlapping of agencies working on 
a comprehensive plan for this network 
of waterways. The Departments of Agri- 
culture, Interior, Health, Education, and 
Welfare, U.S. Geological Survey, and all 
Government agencies having an interest 
in water problems, will cooperate and 
participate in the survey. 

After years of talking, we have now 
achieved the first real step toward a pro- 
gram of action for solving the water 
problems in this region. I thank my col- 
leagues for their thoughtful considera- 
tion of the matter. 

Mr, CULVER. Mr. Chairman, the leg- 
islation we are considering in the House 
of Representatives this afternoon con- 
tains projects of vital importance to the 
Second Congressional District of Iowa, 
and to our continued effort to convert the 
major rivers of our area from instru- 
ments of destruction into tools for prog- 
ress and development. 

DUBUQUE 

The largest item in the measure for my 
district is $1.2 million for construction of 
a permanent flood wall in Dubuque. Last 
year, the Congress gave its overwhelming 
support to this project by approving not 
only the planning funds included in the 
President's budget, but an additional sum 
to begin the actual construction work on 
the wall itself. 

I am pleased to report to you that the 
city of Dubuque has already sold $1 mil- 
lion in general obligation bonds to fi- 
nance the local cost of the project, and is 
acquiring title to the property for the 
flood wall according to the instruction of 
the Corps of Engineers. Both the corps 
and the city are prepared to move ahead 
with construction, if Congressional ap- 
proval is obtained for the present appro- 
priation request. 

Mr. Chairman, you will recall my de- 
scription for the House of Representa- 
tives last year of the disastrous effects 
of the 1965 spring floods on the Missis- 
sippi in Dubuque. More than $8 million 
was lost that year, in spite of the com- 
bined heroic efforts of local officials and 
volunteers, the Red Cross and Salvation 
Army, the Corps of Engineers, and the 
National Guard. 

Again this year, the city was forced 
to spend nearly half a million dollars in 
its fight against the rampaging Missis- 
sippi. 

Expenditures at at least this level can 
be expected every year until permanent 
protection for the city is provided, and 
only if we are fortunate will we avoid 
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another flood of the proportions of the 
1965 disaster. 

The city of Dubuque and its residents 
have lost over $15 million from past 
floods, and the Corps of Engineers es- 
timates future damages of at least $22 
million unless permanent protection is 
provided. 

Local, State, and Federal governments 
combined are now called upon to supple- 
ment private and individual efforts in 
meeting these expenses. I do not think 
there can be much question of the eco- 
nomic wisdom of the investment of this 
$1.2 million for Dubuque. 


GUTTENBERG 


A smaller, but equally important, per- 
manent local protection project is now 
underway at Guttenberg, Iowa, and H.R. 
a includes $200,000 for that flood 
wall. 

This spring, Guttenberg, a town of 
2,000 people, was called upon to spend 
more than $16,000 of its limited local 
revenues to fight the Mississippi—an 
expenditure which, proportionately, was 
perhaps even more burdensome than the 
costs some larger communities were 
forced to bear. No city of that size can 
afford this kind of annual expense, and 
by providing funds for the flood wall, 
we can bring these seasonal sacrifices to 
an end for Guttenberg. 

FUTURE FLOOD CONTROL 


The Corps of Engineers is presently 
conducting further flood control studies 
on the Mississippi, Iowa, and Cedar 
Rivers, which affect Cedar Rapids and 
Clinton as well as a number of smaller 
communities in Eastern Iowa. H.R. 11641 
includes $120,000 for these studies, and 
we can ill afford to interrupt them at 
this stage by refusing to approve these 
funds. 

NAVIGATION ON THE MISSISSIPPI 


Finally, this legislation includes $150,- 
000 for investigation of a 12-foot chan- 
nel on the Mississippi and $485,000 for 
a comprehensive study of the Upper Mis- 
sissippi River Basin. These are projects 
of major importance, not only for Iowa, 
but for Minnesota, Wisconsin, Illinois, 
seg Dakota, Indiana, and Missouri as 
well. 

These studies can lead to expanded 
use of the Mississippi River as a major 
transportation artery, and will open new 
opportunities for industrial growth and 
development in the entire seven-State 
area. 

Mr. Chairman, I would point out that 
we are requesting appropriations for no 
new projects this year, nor are we ask- 
ing for funds beyond the budget esti- 
mates. We are merely seeking the ex- 
peditious progress of projects which have 
had the past support not only of local 
officials and the Corps of Engineers, but 
of the Congress itself. 

I urge the favorable action of the 
House on these vitally important appro- 
priations. 

Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Chairman, I pro- 
pose to support the amendment to the 
public works bill restoring the appropria- 
tion for sewerage facilities construction 
under the Water Control Pollution Act. 

While the House authorized $450 mil- 
lion in October 1966, by a 247-to-0 vote, 
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the committee has cut this figure to $203 
million, or less than half the original rec- 
ommendation of the House. 

In my opinion, this is a massive, totally 
unjustified cut, and I urge that the House 
reject it and vote for the $450 million 
originally authorized. It appears to me, 
with due respect to our great Appropria- 
tion Committee, that to cut this partic- 
ular appropriation at this time would 
seriously hamper and set back the well- 
organized, extensive program we have 
developed to combat the great national 
plague of pollution. 

I can conceive of few objectives of 
higher priority in this body than the 
elimination of existing pollution 
throughout the Nation in so many places 
and in so many forms, constituting a 
menace to the health of the American 
people creating unimagined handicaps 
to recreation, general well-being, de- 
structive of the beauty of our country- 
side, spreading polluted pools of filth and 
stench that bedevil and besmirches so 
many communities from coast to coast. 

In my judgment, Mr. Chairman, these 
terrible social evils in our Nation must 
be combated with militant vigor and to- 
tally eliminated as soon as we can pos- 
sibly do the job. 

While primary responsibility must rest 
with local communities and the several 
States for tackling these problems, Con- 
gress has now taken the leadership in 
laying down the guidelines, drawing the 
lines of battle, so to speak, providing the 
organic law, the machinery and the 
money for total, massive war on foul pol- 
lution which will rid the Nation of this 
ghastly, detestable plague. Obviously, 
sewer facilities are a primary require- 
ment of the antipollution program, They 
are necessary for the public health and 
to obliterate abominable conditions in a 
host of places and areas. 

The Federal Government has pro- 
moted standards of water quality and 
enforcement machinery, which our 
States are accepting and trying hard to 
implement. Many plans of local and re- 
gional sewerage authorities are pending 
to construct new sewerage systems with 
the assistance of Federal grants, which, 
we are reliably informed, would utilize 
the full $450 million authorized for fiscal 
year 1968. Planning money has already 
been allocated for many of these projects 
and this next year was intended to 
launch a large scale program of con- 
struction grants, and even larger 
amounts of money to be provided for 
the years through 1971. 

It is very clear, Mr. Chairman, that 
to slash these funds at this time would 
not only set back the antipollution pro- 
gram in many States, but actually would 
impose frightening handicaps upon this 
most constructive, antipollution pro- 
gram, which we have inaugurated and 
are pressing forward with such com- 
mendable vigor and effectiveness, 

I do not accept the postulate that the 
States cannot use more than the $203 
million that is appropriated by this bill. 
Actually, the States can use much more 
money to cope with pollution, and I think 
that most of us will agree that this is a 
fact that can readily be substantiated in 
our own districts. The strenuous efforts 
being made to eliminate the pestilence 
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throughout the country indicate unmis- 
takably that very large sums are neces- 
sary for this program, and if anything, 
even the $450 million is inadequate and 
should be much more. 

Some well-informed, competent au- 
thorities have recommended over $100 
billion to do the total job of pollution 
eradication in this country, and that 
figure is considered by experts to be en- 
tirely sound and well-documented. I am 
not seeking at this time that the Con- 
gress appropriate such funds this year. 
Of course, anything that this Congress 
does in this regard would have to be 
spread over a period of years, but the 
More we can economically spend each 
year, naturally, the better results we can 
secure. 

The needs are great, the conditions 
complained of are atrocious and unbear- 
able, and this great Nation cannot af- 
ford to tolerate any longer the disagree- 
able elements of foul, polluted waters, 
rivers, lakes, ponds, byways and high- 
ways, which are a terrible reflection upon 
the Nation, a burden upon its people, and 
the Congress that tolerates such condi- 
tions for so long without making massive 
efforts to get rid of them will certainly be 
misunderstood if it does not respond 
speedily and effectively to this crying 
need. We must make war on pollution. 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Chairman, I 
will vote for passage of H.R. 11641, the 
public works appropriation bill, but I am 
disappointed that it does not provide for 
the funding of the Waikiki Beach im- 
provement project in Hawaii. The mod- 
est sum of $82,000 would have been suffi- 
cient to enable the Corps of Engineers 
to proceed in the current fiscal year with 
advance engineering and design work on 
the project, exclusive of the so-called 
Kuhio segment authorized by the 1965 
Rivers and Harbors Act. 

The distinguished Governor of Hawaii, 
the Honorable John A. Burns, a former 
Member of this body, has stated that: 

Waikiki Beach is one of Hawall's most im- 
portant resources. During the past year, the 
beach has become increasingly important as. 
@ recreation center for military personnel on 
R and R from Vietnam. This, coupled with 
the great influx of tourists, has created a 
greatly overcrowded condition at Waikiki 
Beach. It is of vital importance to us that 
restoration of Waikiki Beach move forward 
without delay so that the many users are 
provided an adequate recreational beach 
area, 


I regret that the Committee has taken 
the unrealistic position that all recrea- 
tion projects can wait. 

Certainly, as it has been succinctly 
stated in the editorial columns of one 
of Honolulu’s dailies, “Recreation has 
moved to a station in America that 
makes it a matter of welfare—not frivol- 
ity.” In the case of Waikiki Beach it is 
a major economic factor as well. The 
benefit-cost ratio of the Waikiki Beach 
project is 16.9, one of the highest for any 
civil works project. 

It is my sincere hope that this body 
will take a more realistic view the next 
time around and approve a sufficient sum 
next year to make it possible for work 
to advance as expeditiously as possible to 
save the world-famous Waikiki Beach 
from irreparable damage. Waikiki is no 
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longer the responsibility of Hawaii alone, 
for it now belongs to and is enjoyed by 
the people of the entire Nation. 

Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, I should 
like at this time to commend my dis- 
tinguished colleague, the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. Kirwan] and his sub- 
committee for their work on the public 
works and Atomic Energy Commission 
appropriations bill. 

The public works and Atomic Energy 
Commission appropriations bill has 
added significance for me since a num- 
ber of the programs contained in this 
bill affect my district in northwestern 
Missouri. Furthermore, the recent floods 
in this area emphasize the need to fur- 
ther implement the flood control and 
watershed projects in northwestern 
Missouri. 

In the past few months approximately 
645,000 acres in this area were covered 
by floodwaters from the Platte, Grand, 
Chariton, and Missouri Rivers. Estimated 
damage due to the flooding by these 
rivers totaled $56 million. Damage by 
the Platte, Grand, and Chariton Rivers 
to farmland in the Sixth Congressional 
District of Missouri, my district, 
amounted to $8 million and according 
to the Corps of Engineers only $350,000 
in damages was prevented by existing 
Federal projects on these rivers. 

The Corps of Engineers further esti- 
mated that $5,370,000 in damages from 
flooding on the Grand, Platte, and 
Chariton Rivers could have been pre- 
vented had the present authorized flood 
control project been complete. Yet, such 

as I have just quoted cannot 
measure the bitterness and frustration 
which have been left in the wake of the 
floods. Farmers have seen their corn, 
wheat, tobacco and soybeans carried off 
in the floods. Families have been forced 
to flee their homes before the approach- 
ing waters. Furthermore, who can calcu- 
late the secondary damages wrought by 
these floods—the reduction in income 
which must be borne this year by farm- 
ers in this region, the business loss suf- 
fered by merchants in the towns of the 
flooded areas, and the reduced tax col- 
lection which will be realized by the 
various governments, municipal to Fed- 
eral. 

A prominent woman in my district 
eloquently expressed the sentiments 
common to the people who have seen 
their lands and homes devastated year 
after year while Government protective 
measures were slow in coming. She said: 

People here know that war and poverty— 
that’s a fighting word—cost; but they also 
know that that excuse is not good enough, 
for all they have to do is turn on their 
televisions and hear people in the Admin- 
istration say, We will help every under- 
developed country.” They know too that 
much of North Missouri is under-developed, 
despite the fact it has what many a country 
yearns for—water, open spaces, places for 
industry, room for people to live, breathe 
and play. But it seems all this is expendable, 
and its people will be forced to join the 
misery of the already teeming dirty cities. 


The Appropriations Subcommittee’s 
recommendation of an appropriation of 
slightly more that $1.5 million will allow 
the Army Corps of Engineers to begin 
work on these flood control projects in 
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northwestern Missouri and will demon- 
strate to the people of this area the Fed- 
eral Government’s concern for their 
plight. Granted this appropriation is no 
small sum, yet I respectfully submit that 
there exists a pressing and continued 
need to fully implement these projects. 

I realize that there must be priorities 
in our spending, this year in particular. 
Yet, in considering these and future flood 
control appropriations, I would remind 
you that one of our highest priorities in 
the allocation of funds must be for flood 
control programs which aid people who 
are at the mercy of flooding rivers, not 
just occasionally, but in many cases such 
as in the Platte and Grand River basins, 
annually. 

I am happy to see that Mr. KIRWAN’S 
subcommittee report has confirmed that 
we will not, nor ever will, fail to respond 
to the plight of citizens, such as those 
in northwestern Missouri, who are at the 
mercy of floods and disasters beyond 
their control. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. Chairman, de- 
spite the fact that in 1965 the Dickey- 
Lincoln project was rejected in the 
House by a record vote, it also came in 
for heavy criticism in 1966, another at- 
tempt has been made to fund it in the 
Public Works and Atomic Energy Com- 
mission Appropriation Act for 1968. 

I cannot, in good conscience, support a 
proposal which I do not consider eco- 
nomically feasible. A statement made by 
the Electric Coordinating Council of New 
England last month that the project 
would mean both higher rates and higher 
taxes, plus the fact that the House Ap- 
propriations Committee staff report had 
“no recommendation” would seem to sub- 
stantiate the contention of “economi- 
cally unsound,” and thus vindicate our 
position. 

According to one of my worthy col- 
leagues, who has made a painstaking 
and careful study of the project, it also 
would require a treaty with the Govern- 
ment of Canada to compensate them for 
flooded lands. Canada undoubtedly would 
demand some of the benefits, and until 
we could know just how much we would 
have to give our neighbor north of the 
border, no cost-benefit figures are real- 
istic. 

Mr. Chairman, we are faced with a 
huge Federal deficit and an ever-mount- 
ing cost of the tragic war in Vietnam. We 
cannot in justice deny our men over there 
anything which is needed for their sur- 
vival, so we must pare to the bone all 
unnecessary spending at home. My ef- 
forts to defeat this project are predi- 
cated upon the need to save the taxpay- 
ers’ money by refusing to fund a pro- 
posal where they would not get adequate 
returns for the amount expended. 

Mr. KIRWAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


TITLE I—DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE— 
CIVIL 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
CEMETERIAL EXPENSES 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 


For necessary cemeterial expenses as au- 
thorized by law, including maintenance, oper- 
ation, and improvement of national ceme- 
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teries, and purchase of headstones and mark- 
ers for unmarked graves; purchase of three 
passenger motor vehicles for replacement 
only; maintenance of that portion of Con- 
gressional Cemetery to which the United 
States has title, Confederate burial places 
under the jurisdiction of the Department of 
the Army, and graves used by the Army in 
commercial cemeteries; $21,200,000, of which 
$6,040,000 shall remain available until ex- 
pended for special construction at Arlington 
National Cemetery: Provided, That this ap- 
propriation shall not be used to repair more 
than a single approach road to any national 
cemetery: Provided further, That this ap- 
propriation shall not be obligated for con- 
struction of a superintendent’s lodge or fam- 
ily quarters at a cost per unit in excess of 
$17,000, but such limitation may be increased 
by such additional amounts as may be re- 
quired to provide office space, public comfort 
rooms, or space for the storage of Govern- 
ment property within the same structure: 
Provided further, That reimbursement shall 
be made to the applicable military appropria- 
tion for the pay and allowances of any mili- 
tary personnel performing services primarily 
for the purposes of this appropriation, 


Mr. JONAS. I move to strike out the 
last word. 

Mr. Chairman I do not intend to dis- 
cuss the bill because I did not serve on 
the subcommittee that conducted the 
hearings and therefore did not have an 
opportunity to interrogate the witnesses. 
But I have read the report of the com- 
mittee and have listened to the general 
debate and will state that I am not as 
enthusiastic about this bill as some of 
those who have spoken. In view of the 
budgetary situation we face, I think 
deeper cuts should have been made. 

What I rise to do is to call attention 
to the report of a task force appointed by 
the President of the United States en- 
titled “A Unified National Program for 
Managing Flood Losses.“ This report was 
transmitted to the Speaker of the House 
last August by the President and it was 
printed as House Document No. 465 by 
the 89th Congress, second session. It fills 
46 pages, and contains some very inter- 
esting and important information, I 
think. 

I looked through the committee hear- 
ings and did not find any reference to 
this report nor do I remember that the 
House Committee on Public Works has 
taken any action, although I am not a 
member of that committee and, of course, 
cannot speak for it. But I think the con- 
tents of this report of the President's task 
force, which was produced after consid- 
erable study, is deserving of the atten- 
tion of the Congress and committees of 
jurisdiction over the subject matter. 

The chairman of the task force was 
Dr. Gilbert F. White, of the University 
of Chicago. I am not acquainted vith 
him or with the other members of the 
task force, although I understand the 
members were all outstanding men. 

My attention was directed to the con- 
tents of this report and to the action of 
the task force by a series of articles cur- 
rently running in the Knight newspa- 
pers. Two of those papers are published 
in Charlotte, N.C., in my congressional 
district. The first of the series appeared 
on July 23, and the second on July 24. 

I have not talked with the reporter, 
but I assume from the way he closed his 
second installment that additional in- 
stallments are to follow. 
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I would call the attention of the Com- 
mittee today, and particularly the atten- 
tion of this subcommittee for its future 
consideration, to some of the contents 
of this task force report. For example, 
the following quotations from the task 
force report, admittedly taken out of 
context, but generally reflecting, I think, 
a fair sample of the points made by this 
report, are quoted for the information of 
all interested in this subject: 

Despite substantial efforts, flood losses are 
mounting and economic uses of the Na- 
tion's flood plains are inadvertently encour- 
aged. * * * Modest additional expenditures 
over the next ten years and reorientation 
of government effort would greatly reduce 
flood losses and demands for Federal relief. 


Reporter Don Oberdorfer, who wrote 
the articles to which reference has been 
made, credits the task force with making 
the point that while the flood control 
program presently being carried out and 
is accomplishing a great deal, it is itself 
partly responsible for the soaring dam- 
age from floods and needs to be re- 
oriented. 

The point is made by the task force 
that the current flood control program 
itself is partly to blame for the soaring 
damage from floods, because no effort 
is made to rezone flood plains or to pre- 
vent people from investing money in 
areas that are undoubtedly going to be 
flooded in the future. 

Another statement in the task force 
report is worthy of mention and is lifted 
from the conclusions: 

The Nation faces continuation of a dis- 
mal cycle of losses, partial protection, further 
induced (though submarginal) development, 
and more unnecessary losses. 


In conclusion, I would suggest that 
the committees of jurisdiction give some 
consideration to the contents of this 
task force report. I think the recommen- 
dations of this Presidentially appointed 
task force are deserving of consideration 
and hope that this will follow. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL 


For the prosecution of river and harbor, 
flood control, shore protection, and related 
projects authorized by law; and detailed 
studies, and plans and specifications, of proj- 
ects (including those for development with 
participation or under consideration for 
participation by States, local governments, 
or private groups) authorized or made eligi- 
ble for selection by law (but such studies 
shall not constitute a commitment of the 
Government to construction); $936,750,000, 
to remain available until expended: Pro- 
vided, That no part of this appropriation 
shall be used for projects not authorized by 
law or which are authorized by law limiting 
the amount to be appropriated therefor, ex- 
cept as may be within the limits of the 
amount now or hereafter authorized to be 
appropriated: Provided further, That $580,- 
000 of this appropriation shall be transferred 
to the Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wild- 
life for studies, investigations, and reports 
thereon as required by the Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act of 1958 (72 Stat. 563-565) 
to provide that wildlife conservation shall 
receive equal consideration and be coordi- 
nated with other features of water-resource 
development programs of the Department of 
the Army. 


AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GIAIMO 


Mr. GIAIMO. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 
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The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Grarmo; On 
page 4, lines 16 and 17, after “commitment 
of the Government to construction) ;” strike 
out “$936,750,000" and insert in lieu thereof 
“$935,074,000,” 


Mr. GIAIMO. Mr. Chairman, the pur- 
pose of this amendment is to knock out 
the planning fund for the Dickey-Lin- 
coln hydroelectric plant in the State of 
Maine. 

As I stated earlier, this project does 
not meet the economic efficiency test. 
The Interior Department admitted to our 
staff that it was not efficient, that it 
could have been constructed by cheaper 
methods, but they justified it on the 
basis that it was a multipurpose dam. 
The multipurpose aspects of this project 
are insignificant, according to the testi- 
mony of the Corps of Engineers in the 
hearing. It involves $1 million for flood 
control and less than half a million dol- 
lars for area redevelopment. 

Let me make one point very clear. It 
has been stated here that the staff re- 
port made a recommendation in favor 
of this project. The staff report did an 
excellent job, but it did not make recom- 
mendations for, or suggestions of disap- 
proval concerning this project. It merely 
tried to ascertain the facts, and it did. 

For example, on the question of the 1.9 
benefit to cost estimate of the Corps of 
Engineers, the Department of the In- 
terior stated a different ratio, namely 
1.59 to 1. The private utilities figure is 
0.85 to 1, and our staff, which did a good 
job, suggests that it is 1.39 to 1. 

I submit even this is high, because 
the staff, in figuring the benefit-to-cost 
ratio, used the 1966 cost estimates of 
$312 million, when their own investiga- 
tion indicated from discussions with TVA 
and from discussions with the Perini Co., 
one of the largest contractors in the Bos- 
ton area, that we can expect cost in- 
creases of from 4 to 5 percent per year. 

This dam is not going to be built until 
1975. So we can see that by using the 
1966 cost estimates they get a benefit- 
to-cost ratio favorable to Dickey-Lin- 
coln. Also, they did it by using the 100- 
year method of payback. That is all right 
in the case of multipurpose dams, but it 
is not in accordance with the law in the 
case of a hydroelectric plant, the cost of 
which must be repaid in 50 years. If they 
had applied that figure, the benefit-to- 
cost ratio would not have been 1.39 to 1, 
as the committee staff suggests, but 
something less than 1 to 1, and it cer- 
tainly would not be a project approved 
by the Congress. 

In addition, the staff also used some 
hypothetical factors, in my opinion, 
which increased the cost at which pri- 
vate power companies could have sup- 
plied the power, thereby contributing to 
a better appearing benefit-to-cost ratio. 

Let us get on to this question of the 
cost, since it has been said that the costs 
are $212 million. Our own staff study 
shows that if this were built in 1966 it 
would cost $229 million for the Dickey- 
Lincoln Dam plus $82 million for the 
construction of the transmission system, 
or a total cost of $312 million. 

Our staff went to greet length in deter- 
mining that we can expect a 4- to 5-per- 
cent increase per year until the time it is 
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completed. This is clearly spelled out in 
our staff report and in our staff investi- 
gation. 

In addition, we have testimony from 
the Corps of Engineers before the other 
body. On many of their projects they 
were told to look into the questions of 
cost to see what the actual escalation 
costs were, and from the time of the 
original estimates, their testimony indi- 
cates that the costs had increased any- 
where from 30 to 67 percent. 

I daresay there is not a Member sit- 
ting in this House who does not know 
full well what a tremendous increase in 
escalated cost there will be for any proj- 
ect from the day Congress authorizes it 
until the day it is completed. 

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GIAIMO. I am delighted to yield 
to the gentleman from North Carolina. 

Mr. JONAS. Would it be fair to say, if 
this project is approved today or if the 
gentleman’s amendment is defeated, we 
will be committing the taxpayers of the 
United States to spend around $375 mil- 
lion on a project which the gentleman 
has demonstrated today in the sound 
arguments he has advanced is not a good 
project for the country? 

Mr. GIAIMO. There is no question 
about that in my mind. 

Let me say something else about the 
future power needs of New England. This 
project at best would contribute 2 per- 
cent of the needs of New England from 
now until 1980. The private power indus- 
tries right now are constructing and 
have in the works 11 power projects de- 
signed to produce six and a half million 
kilowatts of electricity by 1975, at a much 
cheaper cost than this inefficient method 
of producing power. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the amendment and move to 
strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I am sure that the 
patience of the Members must be sorely 
tried by this time by the continual re- 
consideration of this project that has 
been rejected by this House three times. 
My own patience has worn thin but I 
intend to be very brief in opposing this 
obsolete, unnecessary, inefficient, and 
wasteful project. 

For more than 2 years now I have 
joined with the vast majority of the New 
England delegation in opposing this gross 
waste of the taxpayers’ money. What 
could be more clear to the Members of 
the House, that a project has little merit 
when it has been consistently rejected by 
the Members of the region where it has 
been proposed. 

Why should we force the taxpayers of 
the United States to spend a half billion 
dollars for a project that the area Con- 
gressmen do not want. How can any of 
us face our constituency, and ask, later 
in this session, that they accept an in- 
crease in their tax burden, when part of 
that increase is to be such a bad public 
works project. Here and now, we have a 
classic vote for economy, that can be 
challenged by no one. 

The recent study by the Appropriations 
Committee clearly demonstrates that the 
project will have little or no effect on 
the electric rates of New England. It 
would ultimately call for close to a half 
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No one, I repeat no one, can quote a 
meaningful cost-benefit ratio for the 
project since we must, in time, give some 
benefits to Canada in a treaty, since they 
control the high ground, so necessary for 
this project. 

How much will the Senate have to 
give away in this treaty? We do not know. 
How will the power from the project get 
to southern New England? We do not 
know. Who will buy the power? We do 
not know. If it is such a good project, 
why did the Senate not properly return 
it to us for a vote 2 years ago, after we 
had rejected it? We do not know. 

There are so many things that we do 
not know about this project, that they 
would fill a book. For 2 years, I have been 
trying to get answers, but all I hear is: 
“We do not know.” 

But I know a bad project when I see 
one. And I know that I, for one, do not 
propose to saddle the people of my dis- 
trict with a half billion dollars in tax 
bills for a project that New England does 
not want. 

I join happily in supporting my dis- 
tinguished colleague from Connecticut in 
removing this item from the bill. I urge 
all of my fellow Members to exercise our 
constitutional responsibility for appro- 
priations, let us not sign a blank check, 
for a project, whose benefits can only 
ultimately be determined by a treaty, 
over which we will then have no control. 
I fully and sincerely support the motion 
of the gentleman from Connecticut as 
one designed for the best interest of the 
country as a whole. 

Mr. ROONEY of New York. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the distinguished gentleman 
from Pennsylvania yield? 

Mr. CLARK. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York at this time and then I 
shall yield to the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts [Mr. Bates] later. 

Mr. ROONEY of New York. I wish 
the distinguished gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania would refresh my recollection. 
I believe the gentleman opposed this 
same project last year, and at that time 
stated to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union or 
the House, that he would abide by the 
report on the project. Now, we have the 
report on the project, and the report re- 
flects a benefit-to-cost ratio of 1.9 to 1, 
which is a pretty good cost-benefit ratio. 

Am I correct in my recollection? 

Mr. CLARK. That is right, but the 
gentleman from New York did not quite 
state the facts. I said, if there was a 
good, sincere committee report, where I 
knew they were getting everything right, 
then I would support the project. But 
as my distinguished colleague, the gentle- 
man from Connecticut [Mr. Grarmol, 
has already said, this was not done. 
Therefore, I oppose it. 

Mr. BATES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CLARK. I yield to the distin- 
guished gentleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. BATES. First, Mr. Chairman, I 
want to congratulate the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania. As one who comes from 
New England, I want to say that the vast 
majority of the Members of Congress 
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from the State of Massachusetts and the 
balance of New England do not want this 
project. 

Here we are, this year, faced with a 
possible $25 billion deficit. This is the 
estimated deficit facing this Nation. If 
there were ever an easy economy vote 
for any Member of Congress, this is it. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, for many years I 
have been trying my best to bring about 
low electric power rates in New Eng- 
land. As a matter of fact, one of the prin- 
cipal reasons why I wanted to become a 
member of the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy was to do what I could to 
further the development of the peaceful 
uses of atomic energy toward the end of 
producing cheap power. We have been 
highly successful in our efforts. Revolu- 
tions are taking place in the civilian pow- 
er field. Let me summarize some of the 
important things that are happening: 

Our first prototype central station nu- 
clear power reactor, the Shippingport re- 
actor, went into operation in 1957. The 
average rate of starts on new central sta- 
tion nuclear plants in the 8-year period— 
1957-64—has been about one plant per 
year. In 1965 a revolution in the central 
station nuclear power business started 
to occur. In 1965 seven nuclear plants 
were started, and in 1966 20 nuclear 
plants were started. In 1966, I might add, 
more than half of all the powerplants 
ordered by the Nation’s utilities—be they 
oil, gas, coal, or nuclear fueled—were 
nuclear plants. Significantly, thus far 
this year the rate of nuclear plant addi- 
tions exceeds even last year’s phenomenal 
rate. As of the present time, the box score 
for nuclear plants in the United States 
is as follows: 

Approzimate capacity for nuclear plants 


Megawatts 
In operation (14 plants) 2. 345 
Under design or construction (55 
plants) 
Announced as planned but not yet 
contracted for (11 plants) 9, 600 


Total (80 plants) 51, 000 


It is indeed gratifying to observe the 
fruits of our research and development 
efforts in the civilian nuclear power field 
already being put to use. It must be 
recognized though that we still have not 
attained our ultimate goal. We are well 
on our way but we still must develop 
breeder reactors. If we are successful in 
developing breeder reactors, we will at- 
tain a virtually limitless supply of ener- 
gy, since these reactors will generate or 
“breed” more nuclear fuel than they use. 

Now let us look at New England in 
particular since New England is taking 
the lead in the move to nuclear power. 
The promise nuclear power holds for 
New England is greater than most any 
other area of the country. New England 
is an area of high fossil fuel costs and 
one of the main reasons for this is the 
need for transporting fuel into the New 
England area. Since nuclear fuel is the 
most concentrated fuel known, transpor- 
tation is a very minor problem. Erasing 
the energy cost difference places New 
England in a competitive cost position as 
far as power costs are concerned with 
most other parts of the Nation. 

Let me tabulate the moves New Eng- 
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lang is making in the nuclear. power 
field: 

Yankee nuclear power. station. of 
175,000 kilowatts which has been operat- 
ing in Massachusetts since 1960. 

Connecticut Yankee plant of 462,000 
kilowatts which started up last week. 

Millstone nuclear plant of 549,000 
kilowatts which is under construction 
and another of 800,000 kilowatts is 
planned at the same location. 

Pilgrim nuclear station of 620,000 kilo- 
watts which has been contracted for in 
Massachusetts. 

Vermont Yankee nuclear plant of 
514,000 kilowatts which is under contract 
for construction in Vermont. 

Main Yankee nuclear powerplant of 
800,000 kilowatts which is under con- 
tract for construction in Maine. 

Public Service of New Hampshire has 
announced plans to build an 800,000- 
kilowatt nuclear plant, 

The Haddam Neck plant in Connecti- 
cut, which started up last week, is the 
largest civilian power reactor in opera- 
tion in the United States. 

New England recognizes the benefits 
of nuclear power and, as the above plans 
indicate, is doing something to take ad- 
vantage of this new energy source. It is 
my intention, as a member of the Joint 
Committee on Atomic Energy, to con- 
tinue to work for this important peaceful 
use of nuclear energy. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania has expired. 

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to make my 
position perfectly clear. The Committee 
of the Whole can do with this project 
what it wants, but as far as I am con- 
cerned I will support the Dickey-Lincoln 
project as reported by the committee. 
The committee recommends the expendi- 
ture of $1,676,000 to complete planning 
on what has been a very highly con- 
troversial project, one that I guess has 
had more lives than the proverbial cat. 
Be that as it may, it is here. 

A year ago and for the past couple of 
years I, together with a number of the 
members of the New England delegation 
have expressed opposition to the project. 
My opposition was predicated upon the 
fact that this project had, in my judg- 
ment, started either rightly or wrongly 
too rapidly and that it had been given 
treatment that no other project that 
I am aware of had been given in all the 
time that I have been serving on the Sub- 
committee on Public Works of the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations. I felt this 
project should not be treated any dif- 
ferently than others. 

At the time I opposed the project I 
indicated my opposition was predicated 
on a number of points but principally 
upon the point that the project had not 
been studied separately and that it had 
come in as part of the package of the 
Passamaquoddy project with which 
many Members of the House are familiar, 
So, as I repeat, I opposed the project 
along with a number of other Members 
of the House and a number of my col- 
leagues from New England. 

Last year to get at some of the basic 
figures that have been presented both 
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by the opposition and those who are in 
favor of the project, I recommended to 

an Kirwan and the other mem- 
bers of the committee that a staff study 
be made to determine whether or not 
Dickey-Lincoln was in fact a feasible 
project and whether or not it ought to 
go forward. The committee recom- 
mended that a staff study be made. That 
staff was composed of some knowledge- 
able men who were recruited from 
various departments and the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation. It was their job 
to go out and talk with the people on 
both sides of this controversy to deter- 
mine where the facts really lay and what 
the figures are relative to this project. 
And they did do exactly this. They went 
out and talked with over 100 people in- 
volved with this project both from the 
private and public sectors. They talked 
with the electric coordinating commit- 
tee of New England that represents the 
private power people. They talked with 
persons from the Federal Power Com- 
mission. They talked with people from 
the Bureau of Reclamation and with 
people from the Corps of Engineers. And 
after a painstaking study of the situa- 
tion we now have the complete study. 
This is one of the few times a staff study 
has ever been reported in its entirety in 
the committee hearings. But we were 
willing to do this because this is a proj- 
ect that abounds with controversy. 

So the staff study made its findings 
of what they believe to be the facts. They 
made no recommendations. They did not 
say the project ought to be built. All they 
said was that it was a feasible project. 
And they did say it was feasible despite 
what has been said by others who are 
concerned about the project. They also 
indicated that the benefit-to-cost ratio 
was perhaps not 1.9 to 1 but was in the 
neighborhood of 1.5 to 1. 

In the time that I have been sitting 
on this committee and have been voting 
for worthy projects all over America, 
some much larger than this, I have said 
to myself that if we in New England 
could come up with a feasible project 
with a favorable benefit-to-cost ratio 
and that the project is feasible, then I 
was going to support it. That is my 
position. 

It is possible that this project might 
never have come before us, because a 
couple of years ago this committee voted 
for a study of this project. It went over 
to the Senate and was restored. Because 
the papers were lost to the Senate it no 
longer became a matter of controversy. 
The House could not vote that particu- 
lar project up or down because it had to 
vote for the entire bill, so it voted for 
the entire bill, because it included lit- 
erally hundreds of projects that many 
Members were interested in other areas 
throughout the United States. 

Again I say, because of my position in 
requesting that this committee have a 
staff study made, and because in my 
judgment the staff study does represent 
fair recommendations and because in my 
judgment the figures that are presented 
to the committee are fair and are rea- 
sonable, I am going to vote against this 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen- 
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tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Bo- 
LAND] has expired. 

Mr. GIAIMO. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Massachusetts may proceed for 5 
additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Con- 
necticut? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, again I 
say this is a matter for the members of 
the Committee to look at and to deter- 
mine for themselves as to what they 
want to do. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I am delighted to 
yield to the gentleman from Connecticut 
(Mr. Grarmmo]. 

Mr. GIAIMO. Mr. Chairman, of course, 
the gentleman knows of the great affec- 
tion I have for him and always have had 
and will continue to have. 

I do want to make one point and that 
is as to your statement that the staff 
study found that this was economically 
feasible. 

I would like to point out that the staff 
study suggested that this was so. But in 
so doing, the staff study reached a bit. 
Because what they did was, they esti- 
mated, to arrive at the annual power 
cost, which the staff said would be $14 
million. per year, they figured this on a 
retirement cost of the total project in 
50 years on the original $312 million esti- 
mate at 1966 prices. If they increase this, 
as the staff says we must, at 4 percent 
or 5 percent, we will find the cost will be 
closer to $380 million and to have an 
annual recovery of that on the basis of 
4.5 percent which the staff says is the 
figure, it would be close to $16.9 million 
annual cost. When you get to that figure, 
even giving the staff all the benefits of 
the doubt, when you figure the cost 
which the staff says the private utilities 
will pay, it is about $16.4 million annual 
costs. 

If we remove some of those figures in 
spite of some of the hypothecations that 
they had in there, and if you add $15.8 
million to even them out, it becomes 
plain that under the taxes yielded that 
very clearly the private utilities, or the 
taxes that they will bear, that they can 
do this much cheaper and much better 
than the Dickey-Lincoln project. 

Mr. BOLAND. The gentleman has 
stated his case. 

I think the Members of the House 
themselves will have to make up their 
own minds. But based on the favorable 
staff investigation of our committee, the 
committee approved the budget request 
of $1,676,000 for this year to complete 
planning of the project. 

There are no construction costs in- 
volved here. 

The fact is that the project is eco- 
nomically feasible. It will pay back the 
cost with interest to the Government over 
a period of 50 years and it will provide 
power at a reasonable rate. 

It is well established that hydroelec- 
tric power provides the cheapest power 
for peaking purposes, meeting the heavy 
8 during the peak hours of each 

ay. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I wanted to make 
my position clear and that is my position. 
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I reluctantly differ from my friend and 
colleague, the gentleman from Connecti- 
cut ope Grarmol, and oppose the amend- 
ment. 

Mr. KIRWAN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word and rise in 
opposition to the pending amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe that I know 
quite a bit about public and private 
power from my many years as a member 
and chairman of the subcommittees 
handling the power projects of the De- 
partment of the Interior and the Corps 
of Engineers. 

I have observed many power projects 
over the years and the Dickey-Lincoln 
project compares most favorably with 
those which we have constructed. 

Although you have been told today 
that the staff investigation carried on by 
your Appropriations Committee was un- 
favorable to the project, I want to re- 
iterate that after this very thorough staff 
investigation was completed it was evi- 
dent that the project was a good one, 
with a benefit-cost ratio of 1.9 to 1. 

I would also like to remind my col- 
leagues that the funds in the bill are for 
completion of planning only on the proj- 
ect and that the committee will have an 
opportunity to review the project again 
before construction is initiated. 

I believe everyone in this Chamber 
knows that New England has the highest 
power rates in the country—25 percent 
above the national average. 

Of course, the reason the private power 
interests are fighting so hard in an effort 
to delete the project is that they do not 
want to have a yardstick in the area. 
They would like to continue to hold New 
England back of the rest of the coun- 
try—which is enjoying a lower and more 
reasonable rate for power. 

I repeat, the detailed report of the 
committee’s investigations staff, printed 
in full in the hearings, part 1, page 382 
and following, definitely confirms that 
the project has a favorable benefit-to- 
cost ratio; that the benefits and cost 
estimated by the Corps of Engineers and 
Bureau of Reclamation are reasonable; 
that the project cost will be repaid with 
interest in 50 years; and verifies the esti- 
mates of the Federal Power Commission 
that the proposed private alternatives 
are more costly. 

So I hope you will support the budget 
estimate app-oved by the committee and 
vote down the amendment. 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr. Chair- 
man, I move to strike the requisite num- 
ber of words. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 
Arizona is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr. Chair- 
man, this is a hydroelectric power proj- 
ect in the State of Maine. As has been 
stated by other speakers, it is a very con- 
troversial project. There was doubt as to 
the correct benefit-to-cost ratio, and be- 
cause of that the Appropriations Com- 
mittee had study made by its staff to de- 
termine what the benefit-to-cost ratio 
actually was. 

I have read the staff study rather care- 
fully. I think it is a workmanlike job. I 
should say in the next breath, however, 
that I am not at all sure that I would 
have adopted some of the criteria which 
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the staff used in determining the benefit- 
to-cost ratio. Nevertheless, I could not 
say definitely that I am right and they 
are wrong. They did use criteria which is 
frequently used. I just happen to think 
in this case they would have been well 
advised to have given more weight to the 
apparent refusal of the private power 
companies to contract for Dickey-Lincoln 
power. 

But using their criteria, they did find 
that there was a 1.9-to-1 benefit-to-cost 
ratio on this project. 

To me, the question seems to hinge 
on the timing of building Dickey- 
Lincoln for several reasons. One certainly 
has to do with the budgetary situation. 

In this particular bill there is $1.676 
millions to complete planning. This is not 
a lot of money as it affects the overall 
budget. But at the same time it is an 
amount of money that in the future will 
balloon to a total expenditure of some 
three-quarters of a billion dollars. Any- 
one who believes that the budget situa- 
tion which we see this year is likely to be 
temporary is, I think, sadly deluded. I 
would imagine that the budgetary situ- 
ation next year will be just as tough, 
maybe tougher than the one this year. 

So I think in deciding whether to ap- 
propriate this money or not we should 
look ahead and see that this is really 
the top of the iceberg above the water, 
and the great bulk of the expenditure is 
yet to come. 

Another reason I think we should look 
at this project is to decide whether this 
is really the best means, although it is 
an economical means, whether it is the 
best means of providing peaking power 
for New England. I happen to think that 
hydropower is probably the best peaking 
power in the world. I do not know of 
any other way to get peaking power quite 
as efficiently as through hydro. You do 
not have to heat any boilers; you do not 
have to worry about any atomic pile. 
You only have to turn on the water 
faucet and you have power on the line. 
It is very efficient. 

However, it is my understanding from 
the staff study that a certain portion of 
the power from Dickey-Lincoln must be 
used as firm power by preference cus- 
tomers. I am not at all sure that firm 
power from hydro power is the way that 
we should proceed in satisfying prefer- 
ence customers in New England or any- 
where else. The time has probably passed 
when we could build a preference cus- 
tomers’ supply system for electric power 
based on hydropower alone. 

So it seems to me the difficulties in- 
volved here are two: First, you have hy- 
dropower being used as firm power for 
serving preference customers; and, sec- 
ond, you have the utility companies of 
the area which do not want to bid on 
this power, leaving some doubt as to 
marketability. 

I ask the question: How do we get 
power to preference customers when pri- 
vate companies indicate they will not 
cooperate? We can build transmission 
lines at Federal expense, but there is no 
study or estimate as to the cost for such 
transmission lines. I suggest that if we 
work transmission lines into this equa- 
tion, the present estimated cost of three- 
quarters of a billion dollars is not the 
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whole cost. I do not know what the cost 
will be, but I imagine several million dol- 
lars more will be needed in the event 
power from Dickey-Lincoln would have 
to be sent out on transmission lines to 
be built by the Federal Government. 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. I yield to the 
gentleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair- 
man, I simply want to corroborate and 
reiterate the impressions of my colleague 
from Arizona, the ranking minority 
member on this subcommittee. I was 
rather surprised to find that our investi- 
gation conducted by the staff of our 
committee did find the favorable benefit- 
to-cost ratio that it did find, but never- 
theless I think this in itself helps to aug- 
ment the points made by our colleague 
from Connecticut earlier. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Arizona has expired. 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin, Mr. Chair- 
man, I move to strike the requisite num- 
ber of words. 

Mr. Chairman, it does serve to aug- 
ment the comments that were made by 
our colleague from Connecticut earlier, 
when he did point out that some new 
doctrines of benefits have been initiated 
within the past few years, where dollar 
figures are used to attempt to measure 
area redevelopment, where dollar figures 
are used to measure recreational benefits. 
So we have to look very carefully at some 
of the measures used in the way of bene- 
fits in order to arrive at a more tradi- 
tional evaluation of the figures that are 
used in connection with it. 

So, even though we might conclude 
that the favorable benefits-to-cost ratio 
does exist by reason of some of these new 
elements that have been injected, it does 
bring us back to the critical point men- 
tioned by the gentleman from Arizona 
as to the timing of this planning that 
will bring the project into construction 
in the years that lie immediately ahead, 
years in which we can foresee no better- 
ment of our overall fiscal position. 

I submit to my colleagues of the Ap- 
propriations Committee that in other 
areas of appropriations this year we have 
through sheer necessity, through our 
grave concern with our fiscal situation, 
had to defer projects of greater import 
to the development of this country than 
the one that faces us here today. Here 
is a project that has been kicking around 
for years, where many valid questions 
have been asked, and I think in deference 
to the situation in which we find our- 
selves, this is not the time to flash the 
green light for a project of this 
proportion. 

Mr. ROBISON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. I yield to 
my colleague from New York. 

Mr. ROBISON. Mr. Chairman, I ap- 
preciate the gentleman yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to asso- 
ciate myself with the remarks of the 
gentleman from Wisconsin, and also to 
point out to the Committee that there 
is a serious question as to whether or 
not there is a workable marketing plan 
for power from this project, and even 
over whether a market exists for such 


July 25, 1967 


power if and when that power comes 
on the line. 

As I understand the situation, the in- 
vestigating staff of the House Appro- 
priations Committee asked the chair- 
man of the Electric Coordinating Coun- 
cil of New England to contact the seven 
major electric utilities companies in 
southern New England, to find out 
whether they would be interested, if this 
power came on the line in 1974 or 1975, 
in purchasing it at the price given them 
by the investigating staff based on the 
price estimates made by the Department 
of the Interior. 

It is my information that all seven 
companies of New England that were 
solicited in this fashion responded in the 
negative, advising that they were not 
interested in this power at that price, 
that they could not use it, and they felt 
there were sources for this power at a 
more economical rate than this project 
could provide. 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair- 
man, I thank the gentleman. 

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts. 
Mr. Chairman, I move to strike the 
requisite number of words. 

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts. 
Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. BOLAND]. 

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, for the 
purpose of commenting on the comments 
of the gentleman from New York with 
respect to the marketability of the power, 
the record also shows that despite the 
fact that all private utilities may refuse 
to use any power and are not interested, 
the preference customers and all munic- 
ipalities will purchase and use all the 
power that can be generated by this 
project in 1975. 

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts. 
I thank the gentleman. 

I should like to say, I am not from 
Maine but I am from New England and 
therefore I have an interest in this bill 
which is deep rooted. I believe I made 
that clear a year ago, and 2 years ago. 

I quite agree with the gentleman from 
Wisconsin that this bill has been kicking 
around too long. I sometimes wonder 
what is the foot or the hand that lends 
itself to making this bill become a politi- 
cal football. It should not be. 

I should like in a very short period of 
time to outline why I believe this should 
not be a political football but should be 
put in the realm of benefit to the people 
of New England. 

These are facts; these are not only 
my opinions. 

In the first place, the electric rates of 
New England are the highest in the 
country. The record shows that New 
England’s private utilities have done 
little to reduce these rates. 

Over a period of several years—if not 
to use the phrase used at a national 
political convention, Oh, how long“ 
the Dickey project has been studied in 
great detail by numerous Federal de- 
partments and agencies. Engineering 
feasibility and economic justifications 
for the project have been demonstrated 
beyond any possible doubt. 

The Dickey project as designed is 
suited to fulfill the role it is destined to 
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play in providing power to New England 
consumers. The project will provide elec- 
tricity at the lowest cost possible to 
these consumers of our New England 
States. 

As just said by my colleague, the dis- 
tinguished gentleman from Massachu- 
setts [Mr. Botanp], a market presently 
exists for the power that Dickey will 
generate. In fact, the peaking power to 
be available for shipment out of Maine 
is already oversubscribed by consumers. 

In conclusion I wish to say that the 
Dickey-Lincoln project is by all odds and 
by any standards the best means possible 
to reduce electric rates in New England. 

I repeat, these are not just my opin- 
ions, but the considered judgment of all 
Federal agencies, expert on the matter 
and of the very committee which has 
been considering this matter. 

I am completely satisfied with the 
merits of this proiect and I lend my full 
support to it. I urge the Members of this 
committee to do so. 

In final summation I should like to 
say, because it has been stated that New 
England is not for this project, that I 
have an editorial which was published in 
yesterday’s Boston Globe, which is sold 
throughout all New England. I quote the 
editors in saying: 

The Dickey project won approval from Con- 
gress for its initial stage a year ago, and 
since then a staff investigation has conluded 
that the project is “economically feasible.” 

Surely, in view of what the Tennessee Val- 
ley Authority has done to lower electric rates 
in its area, Congress ought to vote this year 
to go ahead with the Dickey project. 


Therefore, I urge my friends from the 
various parts of the United States, and 
especially those from the South, whom 
the New England voter Members of this 
body have helped throughout the years 
on their projects, to stop taking a paro- 
chial view of this very wonderful, far- 
reaching economic project which will 
help all of New England. 

Mr, WILLIAMS of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the requisite 
number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
amendment. 

After studying the Dickey-Lincoln 
hydroelectric project in its most under- 
standable form and after reviewing my 
responsibilities to my taxpaying constitu- 
ents in this matter, I must state my op- 
position to this project. It represents 
nothing more than a form of tax relief 
to a few preferred customers in New Eng- 
land and comes at a time when my con- 
stituents and the rest of the Nation are 
deeply concerned with the prospect of 
increased taxes and a deficit that may 
reach $30 billion. 

Mr. Chairman, this legislation would 
require my constituents to pay increased 
income taxes for the purpose of con- 
structing a one-third billion dollar proj- 
ect for the sole purpose of providing tax 
free power. I vigorously oppose the ex- 
penditure of tax dollars on tax exempt 
projects that compete unfairly with pri- 
vate business. According to the blandish- 
ments of the Department of Interior, the 
tax saving for these few preferred cus- 
tomers could exceed $5 million yearly. 

Mr. Chairman, this is unconscionable. 

CXIII——1260—Part 15 
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It is inequitable. I ask the House to sup- 
port the amendment of the honorable 
gentleman from Connecticut. 

Mr. HATHAWAY. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I spoke at length dur- 
ing general debate upon the merits of 
this project. I do not wish to repeat my- 
self, but I would like to say briefly, in 
summary, what I said during general de- 
bate, for the benefit of those who were 
not here, that this project was author- 
ized, first, in 1965, after being endorsed 
by President Johnson and it received an 
initial appropriation in 1965 in the sum 
of $800,000. The second appropriation, 
last year, was in the sum of $1.1 million. 

This year, the administration has 
recommended an appropriation of 
$1,676,000 and the Committee on Ap- 
propriations has seen fit to approve this 
figure. 

Now, last year, on the floor of the 
House, I know that many of us will re- 
member that the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania, who spoke in favor of this 
amendment and against the project, as 
well as others, requested that a staff study 
be made, and if the staff study turned 
out to be favorable, they would support 
this project. 

Well, Mr. Chairman, this staff study 
was made. This staff study did turn out 
to be favorable. I feel, however, that it 
has been grossly misinterpreted by some 
Members here on the floor of the House 
today. 

There were several questions submitted 
to the staff. By the way, this was a staff 
study composed of Members who had no 
ax to grind. They concluded that a thor- 
ough study of the hydrology of the St. 
Johns River had been carried on since 
1955. They concluded that the project 
was economically feasible, that there was 
a market for the power, and that this 
project the Dickey-Lincoln School proj- 
ect, would produce power at a lower rate 
than any private alternative could do in 
the New England area. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HATHAWAY. Yes, I am happy to 
yield to the gentleman from Vermont. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, I ap- 
preciate the gentleman yielding, because 
I have felt for some years that the needs 
for electric power in the northeastern 
portion of the United States were criti- 
cally outstripping all sources of genera- 
tion of whatever nature, whether hydro- 
electric, fuel generated, or atomic energy. 

Mr. Chairman, I say that the funds 
programed for planning of the Dickey- 
Lincoln project in past years—and feel- 
ing the same way this year—I shall sup- 
port the funds contained in the bill for 
planning and development of this proj- 
ect. 
Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I join with 
the distinguished gentleman from Maine 
(Mr. HatHaway] in urging the defeat of 
the pending amendment. 

Mr. HATHAWAY. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from Vermont. 

There is one point that was made in 
the debate that has not been covered. 
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Someone pointed out the fact that the 
Dickey-Lincoln School project would 
only serve a small percentage of the elec- 
trical demand in New England. 

This is true, Mr. Chairman, but we 
have other Federal hydroelectric proj- 
ects in other sections of the country 
which also furnish a small percentage of 
the electrical requirements of their areas. 

But, Mr. Chairman, the point is this: 
It is not so much a question of the 
amount of electric power that the 
Dickey-Lincoln School project will fur- 
nish in the New England area but the 
fact that we will have a yardstick in 
the New England area for the first time 
in history, the same kind of a yardstick 
which has been used in the Northwest, 
the Southwest, the Southeast, the TVA 
project, and other federally sponsored 
projects as an inducement toward bring- 
ing the cost of electricity down. 

Why do they bring the cost of elec- 
tricity down? They bring the cost of 
electricity down because the public then 
realizes that electricity can be produced 
and distributed at a much lower cost than 
they are paying now. This in turn brings 
pressure upon the private utilities so that 
they somehow or other, through exam- 
ining their costs and coming up with 
innovations, find it possible to lower the 
cost of electricity. 

Now, the tangible proof of this is the 
fact that 2 years ago, in 1965, when the 
Dickey-Lincoln School project was be- 
fore the House Committee on Public 
Works for the first time since the Elec- 
trical Coordinating Council of New Eng- 
land has been formed in 1947—this is a 
group of private utilities in New Eng- 
land—they came up with some innova- 
tions and what prompted this were the 
hearings indicating the possibility that 
the Dickey-Lincoln School project might 
be built. This caused the private utilities 
in New England to make plans to lower 
their rates on the cost of electricity. 

So I say to the Members that even 
though the project will not serve to sup- 
ply a large percentage of the electrical 
requirements in New England, it will still 
serve to force private utilities to bring 
down their rates so that the rates will 
be somewhat in line with those in the 
rest of the country, because at the time 
they are the highest in the country. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
amendment. 

Two years ago in the debate on this 
project I remarked that one of the pur- 
poses of the Great Society as I under- 
stood it and as I understood their welfare 
programs was to make taxpayers out of 
taxeaters. I said then that was sound 
doctrine. I think it is still sound doctrine 
today. I think generally that when the 
need for electricity can be fulfilled by 
taxpayers, that should be our course of 
action, instead of creating a taxeating 
uneconomical monster to do the job. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I would like to 
address myself to just one phase of this 
problem. 


In northern New Hampshire, Mr. 
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Chairman, there was a proposal that was 
substantially similar to the Dickey-Lin- 
coln Dam. This was known as the Pon- 
took Dam in northern New Hampshire. 
Two years ago the Corps of Engineers 
wrote a report stating that the Pontook 
Dam was feasible; it made economic good 
sense. Now just last month the Corps of 
Engineers has reported that the Pontook 
Dam in northern New Hampshire on the 
Androscoggin River is not feasible. The 
people of New Hampshire have accepted 
that report with good grace. Our Demo- 
cratic Governor and our Democratic Sen- 
ator and our Republican Senator and our 
Congressmen have accepted that report. 
The corps pointed out the project would 
have cost less than $250 per kilowatt, 
whereas the Dickey-Lincoln school proj- 
ect is $375 per kilowatt to construct. The 
main reason for turning down the Pon- 
took project, and I quote, “Since the 
separable cost for power is greater than 
the least costly alternative, the addition 
of hydroelectric power to the project is 
not justified and the project is unwar- 
ranted”—Pontook report; dated June 22, 
1967, volume 1, page 29, first paragraph. 

Now let me tell you what they used 
for cost of the alternate to the project. 
They used $10.30 per kilowatt-year plus 
44 mills for energy. Now, the Dickey- 
Lincoln School project was authorized 
using $23.50, or over twice as much as 
the $10.30, in arriving at the benefit-to- 
cost ratio of 1.86 to 1—Dickey report; 
dated July 1965, page 4, middle of page. 

Both the Dickey-Lincoln School proj- 
ect and the project in my State were 
about 95 percent electric power and they 
would both produce mostly peaking power 
for the same market. 

That is typical of the unsound prac- 
tices and estimates that are underpin- 
ning this unsound proposal. 

The gentleman from Vermont referred 
to the fact that there may be some 
power shortage in New England. Both of 
these projects that I am talking about, 
the one in northern New Hampshire and 
the Dickey-Lincoln project are designed 
to create peaking power and will not add 
appreciably to total available electric en- 
ergy in New England, economically or 
where it is needed. 

Mr. GIAIMO. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CLEVELAND. I yield to the gentle- 
man, 

Mr. GIAIMO. Mr. Chairman, in refer- 
ence to peaking power at the Dickey- 
Lincoln Dam designed to give 650,000 of 
its 750,000 kilowatts to the Boston area 
and feed it into the grid as peak power, 
is the gentleman aware that the electric 
companies in New England are building 
the Northfield Mountain Pump Storage 
Plant which is a peaking power plant 
with a capacity of 1,000,000 kilowatts, 
which can also be increased to 1,500,000 
kilowatts, and that they are planning to 
build it at a cost of $72 million and not 
$380 million? 

Mr. CLEVELAND. I am aware of that. 
I also remind the Committee that the 
project in Massachusetts will pay taxes, 
and it will not just consume taxes as this 
project up in northern Maine will. 

Mr. KIRWAN. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to ask unanimous consent to close de- 
bate on this amendment. 
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If anyone can name one project where 
a public power project failed, then it 
would be all right to keep on talking 
about this, but nobody can name one. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent that all debate on the pending 
amendment, and all amendments there- 
to, close in 10 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes 
the gentleman from New Hampshire [Mr. 
Wyman]. 

Mr. WYMAN. Mr. Chairman, some- 
what regretfully I rise in support of this 
amendment. I say regretfully because I 
would like to see a big Federal project 
up in northern New England just as much 
as would all of our New England delega- 
tion. 

But as a member of the Committee on 
Appropriations, and on the basis of the 
report of the committee staff and with 
due regard to my duty to the House of 
Representatives, and in the public in- 
terest, I must say this project is too ex- 
pensive and wasteful to be warranted. 

This project has utilized figures for 
cost-benefit ratios that grossly misrepre- 
sent actual cost for this power. 

For example, and I call this to the at- 
tention of my colleagues because money 
is short now and there is a war going on, 
and it is our responsibility to avoid waste, 
it is going to cost approximately $375 a 
kilowatt at Dickey-Lincoln to build these 
two dams and to have 750,000 kilowatts 
available but not for about 8 years. It 
will take this long to build and flood 
the reservoirs. On the other hand there 
can be built alternate peaking power 
sources for approximately $70 a kilowatt 
hour in any one of five or six sites closer 
to Boston, Mass., where most of the power 
is to be used, by some 200 miles. 

At the Bow power station in New 
Hampshire on the Merrimack River just 
below Concord, they are putting in an 
alternative peaking power facility for 
one-fifth the cost of kilowatts at Dickey- 
Lincoln, This consists of two jet engines 
hooked up to generators. They will pro- 
duce all the peaking power necessary on 
that circuit for $73 a kilowatt. 

I urge my colleagues to reject this ex- 
ceedingly wasteful proposal and to put 
no more money into planning for this 
project. We should support the amend- 
ment of the gentleman from Connecticut 
(Mr. Grarmo]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Maine [Mr. 
Kyros]: 

Mr. KYROS. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
my distinguished colleagues from Maine 
and Massachusetts [Mr. HATHAWAY, Mr. 
Botanp, and Mr. Macponatp] for their 
straightforward and convincing state- 
ment on the Dickey project, and proudly 
associate myself with their remarks. 

I note that their statement is an ap- 
peal to reason, based on fact. Their sup- 
port of Dickey is requested on the 
grounds that it is a needed project; one 
which will fulfill an important function, 
and one for which no equally sound 
alternative has been advanced. 

Compared with many other project 
appropriations included in the Public 
Works and Atomic Energy Commission 
appropriation bill of 1968 now under 
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consideration, that for the Dickey proj- 
ect is quite modest and yet, while most 
other appropriations will be adopted 
with little or no floor discussion and 
without opposition, the Dickey appro- 
priation is again to be the focal point of 
much attention and controversy. 

Why should this be so? Is the Dickey 
project a frivolous make-work project 
of little value or merit? A White House 
task force, after years of study, reported 
otherwise. Several Federal departments 
and agencies have reported otherwise. 
Recently, an independent and objective 
study designed to remove all doubts 
about the project and conducted by the 
investigative staff of the House Appro- 
priations Committee reported otherwise. 
Dickey is a project of proven merit, that 
will serve a vital purpose. 

Not only will this hydroelectric proj- 
ect provide an increase in available base 
power, and the peaking power essential 
to modern industry and consumers, but 
will protect the New England area from 
future disruptive power blackouts by 
generating spinning power. 

Is the project costly beyond reason, 
and does it appear economically unfeasi- 
ble? Indeed no, each study reports it 
well within the acceptable economic 
guidelines for a project of its kind. 

Why, despite the many favorable re- 
ports and studies, is Dickey again sin- 
gled out for such intense scrutiny and 
such searching inquiry? The reason, sim- 
ple and clear, is that Dickey has at- 
tracted the powerful and unyielding op- 
position of New England’s private elec- 
tric utilities. In an effort to preserve a 
comfortable monopoly, they have pledged 
themselves to destroy the Dickey project. 

I am intimately familiar with the un- 
remitting hostility the private power in- 
terests have displayed in opposing this 
project, for I have served as counsel to 
the Maine Public Utilities Commission. 
Since 1947, the private utilities in Maine 
have come before the commission time 
and time again to ask for higher electric 
power rates, despite the fact that Maine 
already had some of the highest power 
rates in the continental United States. 

Yet, the Congress has patiently enter- 
tained the objections of those private 
utilities, and has given careful considera- 
tion to each of their arguments and con- 
tentions. It was at the insistence of op- 
ponents of the project that the Appro- 
priations Committee staff study was un- 
dertaken. Surely the private utilities have 
no cause to say that they have not re- 
ceived every consideration. 

Having, as I say, received a full and 
fair hearing, the arguments against con- 
struction of the Dickey project have each 
in turn been discredited and repudiated. 
Even the independent staff study which 
the private utilities insisted upon found 
the Dickey project to be sound in every 
way and found, also, that no alternative 
plan offered by the New England private 
utilities is competitive with Dickey. 

Now the private utilities seek to dis- 
credit the conclusions of the study it 
worked so hard to bring about. I submit 
that the report of the Appropriations 
Committee staff study should be the final 
word, Its emphatic endorsement of the 
Dickey project leaves no room for fur- 
ther doubt. 
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This project has had the bipartisan 
support of Maine’s Governors, her legis- 
lators, and her Representatives in the 
Senate and in the House. They have no 
doubt that the Dickey project is the best 
means for meeting New England’s future 
peaking power requirements and for re- 
ducing electric rates. Nor should you. 

Maine is a small State. I ask you to 
give her people their long-deserved relief 
from oppressive electric power rates. I 
ask you to join with me in voting down 
this amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment of the gentleman from 
Connecticut [Mr. Grarmo]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the nays ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. GIAIMO. Mr. Chairman, I demand 
tellers. 

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair- 
man appointed as tellers Mr. Grarmo and 
Mr. WHITTEN. 

The Committee divided, and the tellers 
reported that there were—ayes 139, noes 
113. 

So the amendment was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BETTS 


Mr. BETTS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. BETTS: On page 
5, line 4, strike the period, insert in lieu 
thereof a colon, and the following: 

“Provided further, That none of the funds 
provided herein shall be used for planning, 
land acquisition or construction of the Alum 
Creek project in Ohio.” 


Mr. BETTS. Mr. Chairman, I dislike 
objecting to an item which has been put 
into the bill by my longtime friend and 
colleague from Ohio [Mr. KIRWAN], but 
in this instance I must. 

The purpose of this amendment ac- 
tually is to strike from the bill an appro- 
priation for $1.4 million in connection 
with a proposed project known as the 
Alum Creek project, which appears on 
page 38 of the committee report. 

I am opposed to this project for several 
reasons. 

In the first place, the proposed project 
is located in Delaware County, which is 
in the congressional district I represent 
in Ohio. Alum Creek flows south through 
the county into Franklin County. The 
county seat of Franklin County is Co- 
lumbus. This is the capital of the State. 

The alleged purpose of this project is 
to furnish water for the city of Colum- 
bus. 

I should like to point out that never— 
never in the negotiations concerning this 
project have the officials of Columbus 
ever gone to the county commissioners 
of Delaware County and asked if some- 
thing could be worked out. All they did 
was go to the Corps of Engineers and ask 
that something more than 11,000 acres 
of land be appropriated for this purpose. 
The result has been what the gentleman 
from Wisconsin mentioned in his re- 
marks before the committee in the de- 
bate on the bill. 

This project, alleged to be for water 
only, has mushroomed until it has be- 
come one for conservation, for fishing, 
and for recreation purposes, clear out of 
all proportion to what was originally in- 
tended. 
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I suspect that if the officials of Colum- 
bus had gone to the officials of Delaware 
County and had sat down and talked, 
this could have been worked out before 
it mushroomed to this proportion. 

This is important. I should like for 
the membership to think about it. 

In the second place, there are already 
three dams and three reservoirs in con- 
nection with them in this little rural 
county in Ohio, and all for the purpose 
of Columbus. 

That is not all. This proposal would 
make four lakes, four reservoirs, four 
dams, four projects in the county of 
Delaware. 

In addition to this, they are proposing 
still another. 

If the people of Columbus, who want 
water, have their way, the county of Del- 
aware will, as I said before the subcom- 
mittee when I appeared, become nothing 
more nor less than a storage tank for 
water for the city of Columbus. 

There is another reason, which is in- 
teresting. Already in Franklin County 
there is a project known as Darby Creek. 

This is somewhat of a mystery to me. 
Perhaps someone can explain it. 

There is already a project called Darby 
Creek. I believe it is a year old. It was 
authorized at least 1 year ago, perhaps 
2 years ago. For some unexplained 
reason the request of the engineers for 
money for construction of this project 
was dropped in this bill and switched 
over to Alum Creek in Delaware County. 
It is the same amount of money. 

And, so, I ask, and I feel that it is 
worth consideration by this committee, 
why is the county of Franklin able to 
get rid of a project which has already 
been authorized, a project which was 
instituted and requested by the Corps of 
Engineers, but switched up to this small 
rural county of Delaware County which 
is located in my congressional district? 

Mr. Chairman, I submit that if water 
is so important for the city of Columbus, 
that instead of foisting not only three, 
but four or five reservoirs upon Delaware 
County, they could at least afford to have 
one in their own county, Franklin 
County. 

Mr. Chairman, it appears to me that 
this is imposing upon the good people 
of this county and reduces the tax du- 
plicate of Delaware County, which I re- 
peat is a small rural county. 

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I ask that 
this amendment be adopted. 

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I find myself in a most 
embarrassing situation today. 

The gentleman who just preceded me 
in the well is one of my closest friends 
in the Congress of the United States. 
The gentleman had the courtesy to call 
me this morning at my office to tell me 
that he was going to offer this amend- 
ment to strike $1.4 million out of this 
bill, designed to fund the construction of 
the Alum Creek Reservoir. I can cer- 
tainly understand the gentleman’s con- 
cern. I can understand why he has 
offered this amendment, because the 
physical situs of the dam would be in 
Delaware County, a rural county, that 
has just recently been attached to the 
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congressional district which the gentle- 
man from Ohio [Mr. Berrs] represents, 
and has so ably and honorably repre- 
sented for many years. 

However, Mr. Chairman, we are facing 
a fact of life, and every Member of this 
body knows that we cannot repeal the 
law of gravity and further knows that 
water will not run uphill. 

Mr. Chairman, the area which the dis- 
tinguished gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
Betts] represents happens to be located 
immediately north of Franklin County. 
The Alum Creek flows from north to 
south. 

Mr. Chairman, the need here has been 
demonstrated time and again. Further, I 
will tell the members of the Committee 
that the Corps of Engineers—and this 
has been proved out by the corps—filed a 
capacity of $2.4 million for this dam to 
provide, first, a water supply for the city 
of Columbus; second, flood control; and, 
as a residual recreational area. 

Chairman, the Bureau of the 
Buddet knocked this project out because 
of the Vietnam conflict. We then went 
before the Subcommittee on Public 
Works, and pointed out the need of 
nearly 1 million people in the Franklin 
County area to have an adequate water 
supply. The members of the committee 
in their wisdom restored the sum of $1.4 
million. The parent committee, the full 
Committee on Appropriations, approved 
this sum of $1.4 million, and it is now 
pending before the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union 
today. 

If any members of the Committee have 
any questions about the logic of this par- 
ticular argument, I would invite their 
attention to the last two paragraphs of 
page 998 of the hearings, and the com- 
mittee report which I feel spells this out 
in detail. 

I urge the defeat of this proposed 
amendment. 

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, the distinguished gen- 
tleman from Ohio [Mr. Devine] has 
stated the case as it is. 

This is a project which was put in by 
the committee and was put in by the 
committee after very careful considera- 
tion. 

The amount appropriated this year or 
recommended for appropriation is $1.4 
million, purely for land acquisition. 

It has been the finding of the commit- 
tee that over the past few years the cost 
of land has been rapidly escalating. 

Mr. Chairman, this project involves 
flood control, water supply, and recrea- 
tion, with over 50 percent of the benefits 
being attributed to flood control alone. 

It is a water supply project for the city 
of Columbus and it is a project which 
was backed by a great number of the 
Members from Ohio in that particular 
area, and it is also backed by the Demo- 
cratic mayor of Columbus. It is a project 
that the committee believes to be one of 
the best projects that we have recom- 
mended in this year’s budget. It is a proj- 
ect which has a benefit-to-cost ratio I 
think of 3.3 to 1. 

Also, Mr. Chairman, let me say in 
answer to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
Betts], for whom I have the highest re- 
gard and whom I find it very difficult to 
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oppose on any subject, that the reason 
we took out the Big Darby Reservoir is 
because—and this is specifically detailed 
in the committee report—there has been 
an extensive delay in the initiation of 
construction due to foundation problems. 
So it was decided to delete this project 
from the Alum Creek Reservoir project 
for this year. 

Mr. Chairman, I oppose this amend- 
ment. 

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, the necessity for the 
construction of another dam and water 
reservoir in Franklin County, Ohio, 
to impound water has been known 
since about 1954 or 1955 about the time 
another dam and reservoir was con- 
structed known as the Hoover Dam. The 
reason it was known was because the 
projected population figures of Franklin 
County indicated that by 1970 the popu- 
lation of this county would be almost 
one million people. 

Now, people need water. That is an 
absolutely essential commodity that we 
all need. Alum Creek happens to run 
through the district which Congressman 
DEVINE represents and adjoins the dis- 
trict which I represent. Incidentally, I 
should like to be associated with the 
remarks of Congressman DEVINE. 

The population of Columbus and 
Franklin County is now increasing at a 
rate of 35.7 percent whereas the popula- 
tion of the State of Ohio and our country 
is increasing by only 6.5 percent. So you 
can see there is a tremendous increase 
in the population of this county which 
Congressman Devine and I represent. 
This also reflects the need for this 
project. 

The question was asked by the gen- 
tleman from Ohio [Mr. Berrs] why 
would the Appropriations Committee re- 
move money from the budget for the big 
Darby Creek project in this county and 
appropriate the same amount for the 
Alum Creek project. That question has 
been answered by the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. Bo.anp], a member 
of the committee to some extent. An- 
other answer is that the Big Darby Res- 
ervoir project is not a water-impound- 
ing project; it is to be a recreation and 
flood control facility. 

The Alum Creek project is designed to 
impound water for a drinking water sup- 
ply for the people of the city of Colum- 
bus and Franklin County. It is also a 
necessary dam for a flood control proj- 
ect for the Scioto River Valley in cen- 
tral Ohio. And, third, it is to be used 
for recreational purposes. 

The Corps of Engineers in its judg- 
ment has determined that this project 
should go ahead. 

It has been mentioned that this project 
has a benefit-cost ratio of 3.4 to 1. 

We have gone to the Appropriations 
Committee and asked that a token ap- 
propriation be advanced for this project 
so that the city of Columbus can go 
ahead with construction. The city of 
Columbus is prepared to go ahead and 
would have gone ahead with its own 
money except that we needed the ap- 
proval of the Federal Government. We 
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asked for an appropriation to be placed 
in the budget so the city of Columbus 
would have a contract with the Federal 
Government, in effect, and the city of 
Columbus cculd thereby be reimbursed 
on a matching fund basis for any of its 
own moneys it used. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge the members of 
this House to oppose this amendtment. 

Mr. HARSHA. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of words, 
and I rise in opposition to the amend- 
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, I certainly hesitate and 
I am deeply sorry that I have to get up 
here and oppose my good friend Jackson 
Betts, because I do not think anybody 
holds him in any higher regard than I 
do. I certainly do not find fault with 
him for more than adequately repre- 
senting his district. He is a very capable 
and highly regarded Member of this 
body. If I were in his shoes, I know I 
would be doing the same thing. Unfor- 
tunately, in my particular case, the shoe 
is on the other foot. 

Let me give you an example of what 
this project, although it is not located 
in my congressional district, means to 
the district I have the honor of repre- 
senting and to the people of the State 
of Ohio. 

The project will cost roughly $29 mil- 
lion. It has annual recreational benefits 
which include fish and wildlife of $918,- 
000. It has annual water supply benefits 
of $577,000. Incidentally, these are re- 
coverable by the Federal Government 
from the local users. 

The annual flood control benefits are 
$2,551,000. That makes a total of annual 
benefits for this one project alone in 
excess of $4 million. 

Figuring this project at a 100-year 
lifespan as the corps does, this means 
simply that over $400 million of benefits, 
less the operating expenses, accrue to the 
people of the State of Ohio because of 
the initial construction costs of a $29 
million project. 

Now the greatest good for the greatest 
number of people obviously will be served 
by the construction of the Alum Creek 
project. 

In addition, I would like to point out 
to the Committee, in the recurrence of 
the January 1959 flood, the Alum Creek 
Reservoir would have reduced the dam- 
ages in the metropolitan area of Colum- 
bus by $2,560,000, and the balance of the 
damages in the Scioto River would have 
been reduced by over $9 million. 

In the March 1963 flood had Alum 
Creek Reservoir been in operation, it 
would have reduced damages in the met- 
ropolitan area of Columbus by $1,310,000 
and in the balance of the Scioto River 
Basin, it would have reduced the dam- 
ages by $290,000. 

In the Ohio River Basin, it would have 
reduced damages by some $80,000. 

That makes a total of $1,680,000. 

Now to deny these benefits and to say 
that the savings t^ the people in the met- 
ropolitan area of Columbus and along 
the 100-mile span of the Scioto River 
Basin and then down the Ohio River 
Basin seems a little unreasonable under 
the circumstances. 

In addition, the local flood protection 
project at Chillicothe, Ohio, which is in 
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my congressional district, would be com- 
pletely jeopardized. 

This project has been authorized by 
Congress but it is contingent upon the 
construction of certain upriver reser- 
voirs, one of which is the Alum Creek. 
Without the construction of the Alum 
Creek project, this local flood protection 
levee cannot be constructed, resulting in 
many millions of dollars of damages to 
the residents and to the city of Chilli- 
cothe. 

During the January flood of 1959, the 
damages to Chillicothe alone amounted 
to $2,800,000. 

Had these reservoirs been in operation 
and local protection projects function- 
ing, these damages would have been re- 
duced to less than $50,000 in Chillicothe, 
Ohio, alone, 

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I hope you 
will see as I see, the enormous benefits 
to be derived from the construction of 
the Alum Creek Reservoir and that these 
benefits are of such a nature and in- 
volve the welfare of so many people that 
they greatly outweigh the objections 
raised here today by my good friend, the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. BETTS]. 

Furthermore, Mr. Chairman, water is 
one of our most precious assets and un- 
less we act now to conserve it we may 
well rue the day we failed to respond to 
this crisis. And, make no mistake about 
it, we are in a water crisis. The fact that 
the funds did not appear in the budget 
request is of no moment. This body is a 
coequal branch of the Government and 
certainly can act on its own initiative in 
response to the welfare of this Nation. It 
must and should maintain its inde- 
pendence. The appropriations committee 
is to be commended for its foresight in 
placing funds in this bill for Alum Creek 
and I urge the defeat of this amend- 
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Ohio [Mr. BETTS]. 

The amendment was rejected. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. STANTON 


Mr. STANTON. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. STANTON: On 
page 4, lines 16 and 17, strike out “$936,- 
750,000“ and insert in lieu thereof “$936,000,- 
000”. 

Mr. KIRWAN. Mr. Chairman, I make 
a point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. Will the gentleman 
please state his point of order? 

Mr. KIRWAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
to the gentleman from Mississippi. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, it is 
my understanding that the amount has 
already been amended, and having been 
amended, a second amendment for the 
same purpose would not lie at this time. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
withdraw his amendment? 

Mr. STANTON. No. The Clerk read the 
wrong amendment. I have another 
amendment at the desk. 

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair rules that 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Ohio which has just been read is 
out of order and sustains the point of 
order. 
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AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. STANTON 


Mr. STANTON. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. STANTON: On 
page 4, line 22, after the colon insert: Pro- 
vided further, That no part of this appropria- 
tion shall be used to continue the planning 
of the Grand River Reservoir project.” 


The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 
Ohio is recognized. 

Mr. STANTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
know all the Members of the House share 
my concern for our $326 billion national 
debt, our budget deficit which will exceed 
$15 billion in the next fiscal year, our 
defense budget of $70 billion and the tax 
increase we may be asked to impose on 
our constituents as a result of all this. 

Today, I am giving each of you the op- 
portunity to save your constituents 
$750,000 by supporting my amendment 
to strike this amount for the planning of 
the Grand River Reservoir from the 
public works appropriation bill that is be- 
fore us. 

The proposed Grand River Reservoir 
would be located in Ashtabula County, in 
my district in northeastern Ohio. Until 
now, the reservoir has been the key 
feature of the proposed Lake Erie to Ohio 
River Canal. However, the committee, in 
reporting this bill, eliminated the funds 
requested for the navigation purposes of 
the canal, citing the refusal of the Gov- 
ernor of Pennsylvania to assure the local 
cooperation required for water resource 
projects. The committee directed the 
Corps of Engineers to terminate all navi- 
gation planning. 

The $750,000 requested by the com- 
mittee is to be used for planning a 
reservoir for the purposes of recreation, 
fish and wildlife, flood control, water 
supply, and water-quality control. Mr. 
Chairman, I want to point out that this 
project is neither needed nor wanted. 
Every major civic organization in the 
area is on record in opposition to it. In 
a recent survey by the Grand River 
Reservoir Association of the property 
owners in the area to be inundated by 
the proposed reservoir, 90 percent of 
them opposed the project. 

This proposal would cause the loss of 
jobs, drive thousands from their homes, 
mean the loss of millions of dollars from 
the tax base, and inundate thousands 
of acres of rich farmland, bringing fi- 
nancial disaster to this area. The reser- 
voir will force the relocation of the many 
cemeteries, roads, schools, and public 
buildings. It will produce a barrier divid- 
ing Ashtabula County in two, creating 
immediate increased costs in school 
transportation, fire protection, and police 
protection. 

While some property owners are in- 
evitably hurt as the result of progress, 
the proposed Grand River Reservoir does 
not qualify for this description in any 
sense of the word. 

Mr. Chairman, serious question has 
arisen over whether the Grand River 
Reservoir project has ever even been au- 
thorized by the Congress. While the Lake 
Erie to Ohio River Canal proposal was 
authorized in 1935, no hearings have ever 
been held on the Grand River Reservoir 
as a separate project. 

The Corps of Engineers justified the 
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canal project on the basis that it would 
provide three major benefits: navigation, 
flood control, and recreation. There 
would be no navigation element in the 
absence of the canal. There would also 
be no flood control benefit because this 
feature was contingent upon resources 
that the canal would provide. Further- 
more, the proponents of the reservoir 
have failed to demonstrate a need for a 
flood control project in this area; the 
citizens have surely never requested one. 
Finally, the Corps of Engineers has 
never even claimed any water supply or 
water quality control benefits for the 
reservoir. 

This then leaves only recreation bene- 
fits as the sole justification for this proj- 
ect to be considered on a separate basis. 
This is ridiculous. The land under con- 
sideration for the reservoir is already a 
fine recreational area. There are nearly 
150 miles of streams offering good fish- 
ing. There are at least 200 acres of farm 
ponds. This land is described as one of 
the best deer and grouse ranges in Ohio 
by the Federal Government. Along the 
Grand River are numerous permanent 
camps offering recreation to thousands 
of Boy Scouts, Girl Scouts, Campfire 
Girls, and church groups. To take away 
land, turn the title over to the Federal 
Government, and charge a fee to the citi- 
zens to use what is already their own for 
recreational purposes is absurd. 

The corps has never fully disclosed 
the basis for its estimate of recreation 
benefits. We do know that for the pur- 
poses of their computations, they set an 
arbitrary figure of 50 cents per visitor as 
a general admission to the reservoir area 
and charges of up to $4.50 a day for vari- 
ous fishing and hunting activities. The 
corps has also stated that its estimates 
were based upon an ultimate general 
recreation visitor-day count of 20 million 
per year. 

I would like to point out to the Con- 
gress that, already located in Ashtabula 
County is the Pymatuning Reservoir 
State Park, a joint venture of the States 
of Pennsylvania and Ohio, which is the 
largest manmade reservoir available to 
Ohioans. This park has been a recrea- 
tional area since 1950 and a conservation 
area since 1935, yet even in this last 
year’s season, the revenue from users 
was a mere $75,000, which fell short of 
operating expenditures of $88,000. Does 
this demonstrate a need for additional 
recreational facilities to accommodate 20 
million visitors? There is also the serious 
question as to the capacity of the pro- 
posed facility to accommodate the num- 
ber of visitors envisioned by the Corps of 
Engineers. 

Mr. Chairman, it would seem to me 
that the Congress must have accurate 
answers to these questions if we are to 
properly evaluate this request for funds. 
So far, we have not been provided with 
this information, because, as I men- 
tioned earlier, neither the committee nor 
the Congress has had the opportunity to 
consider the Grand River Reservoir as a 
separate project. Without its original 
navigation feature, the entire nature of 
the project has changed sufficiently to 
require separate consideration by the 
corps and the Public Works Committees 
of Congress. This consideration has not 


19993 


been given. There has been no evidence 
in the public record to support the com- 
mittee’s assertion that the reservoir is 
urgently needed and is fully justified as 
a separate facility. 

The prudent expenditure of public 
money involves many considerations, 
among them are need, cost, and benefits. 
At a time when our cities are sick with 
crime and deterioration, our people are 
breathing polluted air, our mental hos- 
pitals are overcrowded and understaffed, 
as are all our medical facilities, when our 
schools are facing constant crises caused 
by ever increasing enrollments and costs, 
and at a time when we are fighting a war 
that has already cost over 12,000 lives 
and $70 million a day, I cannot justify 
voting for a recreation project for my 
district that is neither needed nor want- 
ed, I ask that you support my amend- 
ment to strike this wasteful and unnec- 
essary project from the public works 
appropriation. Thank you. 

Mr. KIRWAN. Mr. Chairman, on 
May 8, 1967, Congressman STANTON, a 
good friend of mine and a good fellow, 
appeared before the Public Works Sub- 
committee and introduced Mr. John D. 
Hadden, chairman of the board of coun- 
ty commissioners of Lake County, Ohio. 
Mr. Hadden stated: 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, prompt ac- 
tion on the part of the U.S. Government in 
entering into the construction of the Grand 
River-Mahoning Reservoir portion of the 
Lake Erie-Ohio Interconnecting Waterway 
is imperative for increased industrial effi- 
ciency, full employment, sound economic 
expansion, and wholesome outdoor recrea- 
tional facilities. The delay of this project 
would insure us of frequent floods, a con- 
tinued water pollution problem, and lack 
of adequate outdoor recreational facilities, 
a stream that dries in summer, and a lack 
of commerce which we could enjoy. A delay 
would keep Northeastern Ohio from realiz- 
ing its full potential. 


So it appears that at least a portion of 
the gentleman’s district fully supports 
the Grand River Reservoir. I appreciate 
that the families in the reservoir area 
who would have to be relocated oppose 
the project. Land acquisition, unfor- 
tunately, is a requirement of every res- 
ervoir project. We will do all we can to 
hold the land requirements to the mini- 
mum. 

But this is an essential project and 
should be built. The Department of Na- 
tional Resources of the State of Ohio 
concluded in its Ohio water plan inven- 
tory as follows: 

Even without the transportation feature, 
the Grand River Reservoir should be bullt 
on its merit as a complete solution for the 
area’s problems in water supply, low flow 
regulation, flood control, and recreation. A 
reservoir of such proportions would meet the 
water needs of the Mohoning-Grand River 
Basins for many years and probably for all 
time assuring economic growth and a long 
period of prosperity for the area. 


So I hope you will support me and the 
committee in providing planning funds 
for the project and vote against this 
amendment. 

Mr. VIGORITO. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the amendment. 

I would like to praise my colleague, the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Stanton] for 
offering this amendment. I do not believe 
this Grand River Reservoir is necessary. 
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I believe it is strictly to get a foot in the 
door to build this 80,000-square-acre 
reservoir, so later on they can construct 
a Lake Erie-Ohio Canal. This reservoir 
is not needed. 

It was stated recently in the Youngs- 
town, Ohio, newspaper, the Youngstown 
Vindicator, that the only reason—and 
I am sure they referred to me—I oppose 
this Lake Erie-Ohio Canal is because it 
is not located in Pennsylvania. I would 
like to state now for the record that I 
am against this canal because it is eco- 
nomically unsound and not necessary. I 
am opposed to any proposed future canal 
in the State of Pennsylvania. I will fight 
that canal in my district just as much 
as I have opposed the canal from Lake 
Erie to the Ohio River by way of the east- 
ern part of Ohio. 

Mr. VIGORITO. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to revise and extend 
my remarks and include extraneous 
matter. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope I may have the 
attention of the Committee. My friends, 
the matter before us has to do with the 
navigation project sponsored by our 
chairman last year. In my opinion this is 
one time I feel the whole membership of 
this body would want to turn down this 
amendment. 

Notwithstanding the deep interest the 
chairman of our subcommittee, the gen- 
tleman from Ohio, Mike Kirwan, had 
in the navigation project, when the Gov- 
ernor of Pennsylvania and other officials 
of Pennsylvania were unwilling or did 
not support this project, MIKE Kirwan, 
out of the bigness of his heart, despite 
his position on the committee and de- 
spite the fact that the subcommittee, in 
my opinion, would have stayed with him, 
took it on himself to withdraw the navi- 
gation project in view of the opposition 
of the Governor and other officials of the 
State of Pennsylvania. 

We retained the flood control and 
other features which are entirely in 
Ohio. 

The amendment here would provide 
for cutting out that part which MIKE has 
in his own district and in his own State. 

It is my belief, in view of the tremen- 
dous number of projects the committee 
has provided for the State of Pennsyl- 
vania in this bill—and in doing that we 
were only doing what is right in the 
process of developing a fair program for 
the 50 States—it ill befits some people, 
since Mix has been most cooperative 
and has withdrawn his own project be- 
cause of opposition from some, to carry 
the matter one step further and to try 
to cut out that part of the project which 
is in his own State. 

I do hope the Members will go along 
with the committee in opposing this 
amendment. 

I plead with the Members at this time 
to stand by the chairman of the sub- 
committee. We have tried to accede to 
the feelings of the people of Pennsyl- 
vania. We did so at the request of our 
chairman, MRE Kirwan. For goodness’ 
sake, let us not let him down on the part 
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in his own State, because our Pennsyl- 
vania friends are not satisfied to cut out 
their own. They want to go across the 
State line and cut out an Ohio project. 
Let us see they do not succeed. 

Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. WHITTEN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Ohio. 

Mr. BOW. I agree with what the gen- 
tleman has said. I hope the committee 
will support the committee report on 
this reservoir. 

The State of Ohio, through its water 
resources board, has issued its own re- 
port on its need. 

There is a water control provision and 
provision for pollution control. This is 
very much needed. 

There is one other thing which has 
not been pointed out. There is another 
dam there on which a great deal of rec- 
reation is involved. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Mississippi has expired. 

Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

There is boating and other recreation 
at what is known at Berlin Dam. 

If this reservoir is built it will not only 
make a great recreational area around 
this particular reservoir but also it will be 
helpful for water control and the preser- 
vation of Berlin Dam. 

Aside from the recreation aspect, I 
may say that in the city of Youngstown 
and the surrounding area there is a 
necessity for pollution control and there 
is a necessity for water control. This will 
also assist in flood control in the area. 

I support the committee report and I 
commend the gentleman from Ohio, my 
colleague [Mr. Kirwan] for his tenacity 
in keeping this portion of the project in 
the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. Stanton]. 

The amendment was rejected. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GALLAGHER 


Mr. GALLAGHER. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. GALLAGHER: On 
page 4, lines 16 and 17, after the amount 
“$935,074,000" insert the following: “and in 
addition there shall be appropriated $1,000,- 
000 for the Newark Bay project.” 


Mr. GALLAGHER. Mr. Chairman, the 
1966 Rivers and Harbors Act authorized 
$12.9 million for an urgently needed 
navigation project in Newark Bay and 
the Hackensack River. The project con- 
sists of widening and deepening the ex- 
isting channels, construction of turning 
basins and widening the entrances to 
Elizabeth-Port and Port Newark. The 
sum of $12.9 million is small when com- 
pared to the total amount of commerce 
flowing through the New York port area 
and when viewed in light of the private 
investment that has flowed consistently 
into improving the port facilities. 

Mr. Chairman, over $13 billion in 
goods flowed through the port of New 
York during 1966. During the same 
period 24,271 ships moved in and out of 
the port—2,167 of these traveled through 
Newark Bay. 

To date, the State of New Jersey, the 
Port of New York Authority, and private 
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industries have invested $175,000,000 in 
Elizabeth-Port and $87,000,000 in Port 
Newark. Further expansion plans are 
already on the drawing boards, ready 
for implementation. 

The channels being used at this very 
moment by ships plying the waters of 
Newark Bay are inadequate, dangerous 
and threaten to someday disrupt the 
economy of the entire port area complex. 
There are 13 million people living and 
working in the New York Port area. One 
in three is directly affected by the op- 
eration of the port. 

The present channels and entrances 
were constructed for the ships of 20 years 
ago. Today’s ships are twice as long and 
twice as wide—in some cases more. The 
new containerships are being built even 
bigger than this and in the near future 
500,000 barrel tankers will be common- 
place. The number of deep-draft vessels 
using Ports Elizabeth and Newark have 
doubled since 1954 and are expected to 
double again by 1975. 

With this terrific increase in the size 
and number of ships the accident hazard 
will soon become unacceptable. There 
have been 39 major shipping accidents 
since 1954 in Newark Bay, and no wonder 
with channels as narrow as 400 feet in 
some stretches. The tragic and unneces- 
sary collision between the Teraco Mas- 
sachusetts and the Alva Cape a little 
more than a year ago resulted in the loss 
of 39 lives and inestimable property 
damage. That collision demonstrated 
the clear and unmistakable need for im- 
provements in navigational channels in 
the Newark Bay. 

I am offering an amendment to in- 
clude, $1,000,000 in this appropriation 
bill to allow a beginning on the Newark 
Bay-Hackensack River project. I offer 
this increase out of a deep concern for 
the safety and welfare of the areas sur- 
rounding Newark Bay and for the people 
who live in those areas. Without adequate 
and safe channels, turning basins, and 
port entrances the development of land 
facilities and the production of more and 
better ships will go for naught. The 
Newark Bay channels are the life lines 
of the area. Without improvement we 
will begin to strangle in the very near 
future. I ask your support for this 
amendment. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I am sure that all 
members of the subcommittee and all 
members of the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the 
Union realize the interest of the gentle- 
man from New Jersey in the project that 
he has mentioned here, 

But, Mr. Chairman, may I say to the 
Committee that this was submitted with- 
out budget approval, and that it would 
involve an estimated cost of about $15.5 
million. Involved in this amendment is 
the fact that you would set a precedent 
which might lead to the request for 150 
similar projects in the future throughout 
the United States. 

Mr. Chairman, there are some 300 au- 
thorized projects. The committee tried 
to hold this bill in line with the budget 
requests. However, this matter of widen- 
ing harbors and getting ready to handle 
these huge tankers to which the gentle- 
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man from New Jersey referred represents 
a nationwide problem, The committee 
felt that with all of the conditions in- 
volved, moneywise and otherwise, at this 
time, we would not be able to start this 
program of the widening of these har- 
bors, so that this heavy tonnage could go 
in to them at this time. 

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I would hope 
the Committee would turn down this 
amendment at this time, because it would 
be giving an unfair advantage to this 
area in this instance, since we on the 
committee intend to deal with the over- 
all subject matter in the future. 

I take this view though as you know 
I have been one of the strongest sup- 
porters of domestic public works, in other 
words the development and protection of 
our resources. 

At this time I would like to review 
with you what is in this bill. 

Mr. Chairman, in 1959, when I stood 
shoulder to shoulder with the gentleman 
from Ohio, MIKE Kirwan, and 17 other 
members of the Appropriations Commit- 
tee and we successfully overrode Presi- 
dent Eisenhower’s veto of the public 
works appropriations bill, saving more 
than 60 new public works projects, the 
only time this has ever been successfully 
done, I had this to say: 

The more we owe, the greater our inter- 
national involvement, the more imperative it 
is that we look after our own country, for it 
is our own country which is the base on 
which all the rest depends, 


That statement remains sound today. 
Mr. Chairman, if through the years our 
committee and the Congress had not had 
vision and the willingness to fight to put 
the development and protection of the 
resources of our own country first, where 
would we be today? 

Where would we be if it were not for 
the Bonneville Power Administration, 
the Columbia River Development, South- 
west Power, the St. Lawrence Seaway, 
the TVA? What would be our economic 
condition if we had let the harbors of 
New York City, San Francisco, Newport 
News, Houston, Seattle, New Orleans, 
and now Biloxi, Gulfport, Pascagoula, 
and all the rest go to pot? 

Where would we be if we had neglected 
to protect our people and our productive 
capacity from the ravaging flood waters 
of the Ohio, the Missouri, the Arkansas, 
and the Mississippi, great rivers all, or if 
we had neglected the hundreds of smaller 
streams which can be just as devastating, 
the only difference being that a smaller 
area is damaged; or if we had failed to 
develop and maintain the hundreds of 
smaller harbors equally important on a 
smaller scale but all vital to the well- 
being of the Nation. Just think what a 
sad state of affairs would exist if we had 
failed to keep our rivers open for internal 
navigation. 

You can get a fair idea of what public 
works programs have meant to our coun- 
try when you read page 6 of our report, 
for our navigation system handles 1,237,- 
000,000 tons annually; the TVA, Corps 
of Engineers and Reclamation dams have 
saved us from an estimated $15 billion in 
flood damage prevented; water supply 
benefits of over 2,000 billion gallons 
which benefit over 14,000,000 people an- 
nually have been provided; reclamation 
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benefits go to 9,600,000 acres which pro- 
duce crops worth $1.5 billion each year; 
gross returns from electric power are 
appoximately $572.7 million; and of 
course recreation benefits are estimated 
at $281 million. Now without all of that 
added wealth on which annual taxes to 
the Federal Government exceed the cost, 
we would see a drastic drop in our stand- 
ard of living. 

Mr. Chairman, it is a sad commentary 
that Mixx Kirwan, chairman of this 
subcommittee, who has done and is doing 
so much for present and future genera- 
tions, should have his efforts so grossly 
misrepresented, as they were in an article 
appearing in an international magazine 
a few months ago. My colleagues, you, 
like me, know that such shortsighted, 
“take care of today and forget the 
needs of tomorrow” attitude is one 
which MIKE Kirwan, our chairman, as 
well as our committee, has successfully 
fought for years. And contrary to their 
apparent beliefs, established interests 
will prosper increasingly, along with 
those who develop new wealth and new 
prosperity, for thus it has always been. 

Mr. Chairman, I covered many aspects 
of this bill in general debate. Here I 
would like to mention some items of spe- 
cial interest to my section. 

TENNESSEE-TOMBIGBEE 

Last year our committee provided 
funds for planning this project “upon re- 
ceiving a favorable report.” We received 
such favorable report in March this year 
and our committee immediately made 
funds available for planning for 1967 
68. The report of the Corps of Engineers 
shows a cost benefit ratio of 1.24 to 1. 
Thus, this project compares favorably 
with most projects such as the Cross- 
Florida Barge Canal which is 1.1 to 1 and 
the Arkansas River and tributaries navi- 
gation which started as 1.08 to 1 and is 
now 1.5 to 1. 

This project when constructed as 
planned will take its place with those 
projects and the St. Lawrence Seaway, as 
a vital link in the internal development 
of our growing country. 

YELLOW CREEK 

Our committee provided the following 
instructions to the TVA: 

The committee requests the TVA to ex- 
pedite its feasibility analysis of the river port 
development on the Yellow Creek Embay- 
ment of the Pickwick Reservoir. In making 
such analysis, it is suggested that TVA 
evaluate and include potential benefits from 
industrial development, increased employ- 
ment and income, the economic effects of a 
railroad extension to the port site, redevelop- 
ment benefits and identifiable stimuli to the 
economy of the affected area which may be 
— 3 5 to result from such a river develop- 
ment. 


It is hoped that this will lead to a 
favorable report and to the development 
of port facilities which would mean so 
much to the counties of Tishomingo, Al- 
corn and all northeast Mississippi. 

HATCHIE RIVER 

For study of the Hatchie River, Missis- 
sippi and Tennessee, $20,000. This work 
is coordinated with that of the Soil Con- 
servation Service. 

TOMBIGBEE AND TRIBUTARIES, FLOOD CONTROL 

For continuing this work we have pro- 
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vided $525,000 and $25,000 for investiga- 
tions. 
LOWER MISSISSIPPI AND TRIBUTARIES 


Through the years we have learned if 
you don't take care of the Mississippi 
River to prevent floods as you go along, 
it will cost you much more in the long 
run. For that reason we restored $6 mil- 
lion of the funds which the Bureau of 
the Budget would have cut from the low- 
er Mississippi and its tributaries. 

YAZOO BASIN 


Here we provided $100,000 for con- 
struction of road crossings of the Panola- 
Quitman Floodway at Crowder and at 
Paducah Wells, and $80,000 for protec- 
tion of the Sheley Bridge on the Talla- 
hatchie River. In addition we provided 
$20,000 for a study of bank caving on the 
Tallahatchie River and its tributaries, 
Here it is the intention of the committee 
that the Corps of Engineers shall coor- 
dinate their study and plans with those 
of the Soil Conservation Service. 

RESERVOIRS 


For recreation facilities at reservoirs 
we have provided $35,000 at Arkabutla, 
$40,000 at Sardis, $25,000 at Enid and 
$40,000 at Grenada. 

The corps has assured the committee 
the collection of fees will be limited to 
those places where the facilities fur- 
nished exceed $25,000 in cost and pro- 
vide accommodations of special benefit 
which should limit collections to only one 
place at each reservoir. Others are to be 
open to the public without charge. The 
legislative committee is studying the 
whole problem. 

Mr, Chairman, also our committee, in 
its report, instructed the corps as fol- 
lows: 

Appropriate attention should be given to 
maintenance of water levels at a higher level 
for recreation and other use as long as it does 
not endanger flood control requirements, 


I shall not enumerate the various items 
for other parts of the Mississippi Delta. 
Central Mississippi, and the gulf coast. 
Suffice it to say that our committee has 
provided for essential projects in all 
these areas, as it has throughout the 50 
States. 

Again, the funds we spend in this bill 
for flood control, navigation and the 
rest, plus those for watersheds and con- 
servation in the bill for Appropriations 
for Agriculture, is less than one-half that 
which we spend annually trying to get a 
man to the moon. 

Mr. Chairman, as we develop and pro- 
tect our resources, the basis for all the 
rest, mine is a great privilege, for in ad- 
dition to serving on this Subcommittee 
on Appropriations for Public Works, I 
serve as chairman of the Appropriations 
Subcommittee which handles programs 
for watershed protection and flood pre- 
vention, for school lunch, school milk, 
extension, food inspection, rural housing, 
water and sewerage and the many other 
programs for the benefit of our people 
and country. 

Truly, mine is a great opportunity to 
put our own country first. This we have 
done in this bill. I feel sure we shall have 
your support. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from New Jersey [Mr. GALLAGHER]. 
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The amendment was rejected. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DAVIS OF 
WISCONSIN 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair- 
man, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Davis of Wis- 
consin: On page 5, line 4, strike out the 
period and insert a colon and add the fol- 
lowing: “Provided further, That none of the 
funds appropriated herein shall be allocated 
for general investigations of projects for 
which the justifications are 60 percent or 
more for recreational purposes.” 


Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair- 
man, the purpose of this amendment is 
to place us on record as establishing 
something in the way of priorities on 
spending at a time when we face a critical 
deficit and when we must establish some 
priorities in spending. 

Mr. Chairman, I referred to this mat- 
ter in the general debate on this bill, 
and I said then, as I reiterate now, that 
I have no objection to recreational facili- 
ties as such, but when we are in a critical 
fiscal situation, when we are, subject to 
diminution by increased revenues if we 
do increase taxes, as the President has 
requested, that subject to that, we are 
facing a deficit in this fiscal year of 
something in excess of $20 billion, and 
that means we are going to have to bor- 
row whatever amount we use for these 
recreational facilities in this year, then 
it seems that we ought to ask ourselves 
can we now justify borrowing money for 
recreational projects or ought we in re- 
sponsibility and in good sense defer these 
enjoyable but nonessential projects until 
we have the money to provide for them? 

Today we are being asked to provide 
additional revenues through higher tax 
rates. We hear everyone say “Well, we 
can cut spending as an alternative.” But 
we are well along in the appropriation 
bills for this year and we must all face 
the reality that we have not cut spending 
anywhere near what it would have to be 
cut in order to close this deficit gap. 

So it seems that we must establish 
some priorities in spending. Finally it 
occurs to me that recreational facilities 
ought to be low on anyone’s list of priori- 
ties at this time. 

As far as I know, this amendment 
would affect primarily the planning of 
new projects. It might affect one or two 
new construction projects which are pre- 
dominantly recreational in their justi- 
fication, but so far as I know from going 
through the justifications I can find no 
instances where this would affect con- 
struction projects which are now well 
along. 

I think we ought to demonstrate at 
this time that we mean what we say when 
we talk about priorities, that we do rec- 
ognize the difficult fiscal situation in 
which we find ourselves, and that we do 
make this demonstration to ourselves 
and to the people of this country that we 
are willing to forgo some of these en- 
joyable but nonessential frills at a time 
when we simply do not have the money 
to pay for them. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, it is very difficult to 
differ with members of my own subcom- 
mittee, particularly with my good friend 
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from Wisconsin, who is one of the able 
Members of this body. However, this 
committee held hearings covering many, 
many months, and may I say that I do 
not know just how far-reaching this 
amendment would be. The gentleman 
from Wisconsin has said that in his 
judgment from his study that he does 
not believe it would reach certain con- 
struction projects, but, of course, he has 
to agree that he is not entirely sure. 

I would like to say to the members of 
the committee that several years ago the 
Congress provided the type of benefits 
that should be counted in determining 
whether a project was justified, and the 
Congress in that law set out the various 
things that would be counted, such as 
flood control and all the rest, including 
navigation and recreation. 

I say to the Members that every proj- 
ect that would be affected by this amend- 
ment first has been authorized by the 
Congress; second, it has been justified 
by the Budget Bureau, and it has been 
approved by the subcommittee and by 
the full Committee on Appropriations. 
And having gone through those succes- 
sive steps and not knowing what proj- 
ects would be affected, whether this dis- 
trict, that district, or the other district, 
numerically not knowing how many 
would be involved, and since and I re- 
peat again they have all been author- 
ized and approved by the Bureau of the 
Budget, by the Committee on Appropri- 
ations, and all the rest, I feel that we 
should defeat this amendment so that 
we will not be doing something that to 
a great degree would be overriding the 
successive steps which have been taken 
and do something the effect of which we 
do not know as to when it would be felt 
and in what districts or projects it would 
be felt and as to what projects it would 
apply. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope the amendment 
will be defeated. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. Davis]. 

The amendment was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

CONSTRUCTION GRANTS FOR WASTE TREATMENT 
WORKS 

For grants for construction of waste treat- 
ment works pursuant to section 8 of the 
Water Pollution Control Act, as amended, 
to remain available until expended, $203,000,- 
000. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HOWARD 


Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Howarp: On 
page 22, beginning on line 4, after the com- 
ma, after the word “expended”, delete “$203,- 
000,000” and insert in lieu thereof 450.000. 


Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment does nothing more than re- 
store the fiscal 1968 funds which Con- 
gress last year deemed vitally necessary 
and authorized for a nationwide program 
of construction of sewerage facilities to 
stem the menace of water pollution. 

Last fall, Congress recognized that 
pollution of our waters has reached crisis 
proportions which halfway measures will 
not diminish. On October 17, 1966, with 
the full support of the American people, 
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we in this House, by a 247 to 0 vote, 
endorsed an all-out war on water pollu- 
tion. We moved with vision and boldness, 
and we offered the States the vigorous 
and intelligent leadership which the 
Federal Government should provide. 

We told the States that we would pro- 
vide them with resources—$450 million 
for fiscal year 1968—and we encouraged 
the States themselves to act, to establish 
and invigorate their own programs, to 
set standards. 

The States have done what we have 
asked them to do. They have spent their 
own money, established their own pro- 
grams, committed themselves and their 
resources to the fight against water pol- 
lution. Mayors and municipal councilmen 
throughout the United States, acutely 
aware of water pollution, are meeting and 
mobilizing to combat the pollution threat. 

The States and the municipalities, re- 
lying on Congress, are ready to go. 

Congress is committed, Mr. Chairman, 
and rightly so. We must not now permit 
the soberly determined will of Congress, 
and the public need, to be ignored, while 
blinding ourselves with wishful but spe- 
cious professions of faith that half- 
measures will suffice for a little while 
longer. 

We are told that budgetary limitations 
demand that we tighten our belts, that 
cuts in spending are required. Perhaps 
that is so, but commonsense tells us 
that reductions in domestic spending 
must come in nonessential programs, not 
in the essential ones. Water pollution 
control is not the place to tighten our 
belts, for it is most essential. Indeed, it 
is crucial. For in this area, our people, 
our children, our future will pay dearly 
later for what we fail to do now. 

Who among us, from North, South, 
East or West, will tell those we represent 
that water pollution control and abate- 
ment are not now essential? Who among 
our constitutents will accept the relega- 
tion of water pollution control to a 
“Maybe Later” category? Certainly not 
the parents of the four New York chil- 
dren who died after eating a water- 
melon fished from the Hudson, a river 
so rife with filth as to be useless to the 
millions who were affected by the great 
northeastern drought, a river too foul 
to drink and too thick to purify. Nor the 
California citizens of Riverside, where 
epidemic and death followed the subter- 
ranean contamination of the city water 
supply; nor the citizens in my own State, 
where the polluted Raritan River and 
Sandy Hook Bay produced a fearful hep- 
atitis epidemic in 1961. 

From coast to coast, in every State, 
our people are acutely conscious of 
water pollution, and they fear it. For 
water pollution threatens every Ameri- 
can, his children, and his grandchildren 
with direct physical harm—indeed, even 
rationing of water may be necessary— 
in the near future. 

This amendment asks each of us 
where he stands on water pollution. The 
amendment asks, is water pollution con- 
trol an essential domestic program, or 
is it a nonessential program deserving 
a crippled appropriation. 

At present, Mr. Chairman, our Nation 
is using enormous resources and energy, 
and, most tragically, sacrificing Ameri- 
can lives to meet our obligations and 
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commitments overseas. Let us also meet 
our commitments to our own people, 
to our children, and to the future of our 
Nation, 

Mr. Chairman, I wish to reemphasize 
that this amendment does not ask for 
new money. It simply asks this House 
to do what last October we said we 
would do. 

The limited funds proposed by the Ap- 
propriations Committee must—by any 
dispassionate analysis—be judged gross- 
ly inadequate. We must restore funds we 
have authorized and make our actions 
commensurate with the magnitude of 
the problem at hand. That is our respon- 
sibility. I earnestly hope we meet it. 
I repeat, this is a vote to determine 
whether we feel water pollution control 
is essential or nonessential. I urge the 
adoption of the amendment. 

Mr. MINSHALL. Mr. Chairman, I en- 
dorse and urge adoption of the amend- 
ment to restore the full $450 million 
unanimously authorized last year by the 
House and Senate to combat water 
pollution. 

It is almost inconceivable that the 
same administration which told us on 
January 27, 1966, in the economic mes- 
sage, “despite budgetary stringency, ex- 
penditures for this purpose will be given 
high priority,“ should now have more 
than halved the authorized amount Con- 
gress deemed essential to carry out an 
effective pollution control program. 

The President, last year, was exceed- 
ingly eloquent, and correct, in his public 
appeals for congressional action. In his 
1966 state of the Union message he told 
us: 

Of all the reckless devastations of our 
natural heritage, none is more shameful 
than the continued poisoning of our rivers 
and our air. We must undertake a coopera- 
tive effort to end pollution in several entire 
river basins—making additional federal 
funds available to help draw plans and con- 
struct the plants that are necessary to make 
the waters of the entire river systems clean— 
and make them a source of pleasure and 
beauty for all of our people. 


Again, in his February 23, 1966, nat- 
ural beauty message, I was particularly 
struck by his remarks, since they touched 
on the deplorable conditions in Lake 
Erie. The President said, and I quote him 
at some length to demonstrate the 
emphasis he placed on the importance 
of water pollution control: 

“Pollution teaches us all. We are at the 
same time polluters and sufferers from pollu- 
tion, Today, we are certain that pollution 
adversely affects the quality of our lives. In 
the future, it may affect their duration.” 

These are the words of the Environmental 
Pollution Panel of the President’s Science 
Advisory Committee. They were written in 
November 1965. 

At that time, every river system in America 
suffered some degree of polution . . 

At that time, discharges into our rivers 
and streams—both treated and untreated— 
equalled the raw sewage from almost 50 mil- 
lion people. Animal wastes and waste from 
our cities and towns were making water unfit 
for any use. 

At that time, rivers, lakes and estuaries 
were receiving great quantities of industrial 
chemicals—acids from mine runoff—deter- 
gents and minerals that would not ‘break 
down’ in the ordinary life of the water. These 
pollutants were re-entering domestic and in- 
dustrial water supplies. They were killing 
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fish. They pose hazards to both human and 
animal life. 

By that time, on Lake Erie six of 32 public 
recreation and swimming areas had been 
closed down because the water was unsafe 
for human beings. The blue pike catch in 
the lake had fallen from 20 million pounds 
in 1937 to 7,000 pounds in 1960. The oxygen 
that fish need for life was being rapidly de- 
voured by blooms of algae fed by pollutants. 

I have placed these comments in the past 
tense, not because they are no longer true. 
They are more tragically true today than they 
were four months ago. 

I seek instead to make them a benchmark 
in restoring America’s precious heritage to 
her people. 

I seek to make them that point in time 
when Americans determined to resist the flow 
of poisons in their rivers and streams. 

I seek to make them ancient history for the 
next generation. 

And I believe the conditions they describe 
can become just that—if we begin, now, to- 
gether, to cleanse our rivers of the blight 
that burdens them. 

They will require increased expenditures. 
In a year of few increases for urgent domestic 
programs, we shall make them. 


That was the President speaking in 
1966. 

Congress responded without a dissent- 
ing vote by authorizing $450 million for 
water pollution control. 

Where is the President in 1967? 

About the only comment he has made 
this year was in his 1968 fiscal budget 
message when he said, 

Action must be taken now to: reduce water 
pollution in our lakes, rivers and estuaries, 
insure an adequate supply of pure water. 


And thereupon he cut the authorized 
sum of $450 million by more than half, 
reducing it to $203 million. 

In 1966 the President voiced his dis- 
tress at the wretched conditions which 
exist in Lake Erie as a result of pollution. 

In 1967 he wipes out the funds which 
for the first time would have given my 
city of Cleveland Federal assistance in 
our local battle to clean up the lake. 

Ohio’s share of last year’s authoriza- 
tion would have given the State of Ohio 
$22,149,650. This amount was cut to 
$8,799,900 in the President’s budget. 

When we in Congress unanimously 
voted the Water Pollution Control Act of 
1966, we did so in full faith that the ad- 
ministration would vigorously support its 
repeated promises to clean up the Na- 
tion’s polluted waters. 

The sound and fury of the 1966 
speeches stressing the urgency of a 
strong pollution control program have 
dwindled away at the White House. 

It is a strange new credibility gap. 
Taxpayers expected the administration 
to live up to its hard-sell program against 
pollution. Surely we in Cleveland, with 
Lake Erie at our shores, did not need to 
be sold.“ We have long been acutely 
aware of the problem. We expected the 
administration to live up to its pledge to 
join with States and cities to conquer 
an enemy which is destroying our nat- 
ural resources, jeopardizing our national 
health and costing us countless millions 
of dollars. 

The situation at our Cleveland area 
beaches this summer is deplorable. 

Coliform bacteria, which come from 
sewage and plant debris, are so far above 
minimal safety standards that swimming 
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has been banned as unsafe in Lake Erie 
in the Cleveland area. 

The lake is the most contaminated 
body of water on our continent, perhaps 
in the world, literally rotting away and 
taking with it priceless fishing and rec- 
reational facilities. 

Erie’s commercial fishermen are suffer- 
ing severe financial losses. Their total 
catch is down by nearly 50 percent. Five 
species of fish have disappeared from the 
lake altogether. Only one top game fish, 
the perch, remains and it, too, is on the 
way to extinction. 

There is not a Clevelander who pours 
a glass of tap water who is not reminded 
by its discoloration, of the sickening con- 
dition of Lake Erie. 

Those of us who fly over the lake, as 
I frequently do, have a dramatic bird’s- 
eye view of the terrible corruption which 
is laying waste to this once beautiful in- 
land sea. More than 4,000 square miles 
of Erie are absolutely dead, all life 
strangled by the algae. 

One of the major issues in the cam- 
paign last fall, one of the chief problems 
listed by my constituents in response to 
my opinion poll, and one of the topics 
most frequently mentioned in letters 
from home, is the matter of water pollu- 
tion. Cleveland is desperately concerned 
about the crisis condition in Lake Erie, 
in the Cuyahoga River, and in the other 
rivers and streams in Ohio. We recognize 
the problem as not unique to us, although 
experts have stated that Erie is the most 
contaminated body of water in existence. 
It is a national problem. 

The Water Pollution Act, which had 
my energetic support in the 89th Con- 
gress, and which continues to have my 
support, encouraged Americans to be- 
lieve that help was on the way. 

I would like to invite the President to 
fly over Lake Erie and see for himself 
the tragic condition of that once beauti- 
ful body of water. 

I would like to invite him to visit the 
beaches marked “Closed” because the 
water is too foul for those who wish to 
escape the oppressive heat of the city. 

I would like to ask him to smell and 
taste the lake water Clevelanders get 
from their water taps. 

And then I would like to ask him if 
he really thinks that the millions he has 
asked us to spend on various beautifica- 
tion programs, on farm subsidies, and 
the estimated $425 million his depart- 
ments and agencies spend annually in 
their self-glorification public relations 
sections really are of more urgent im- 
portance than the $222 million we are 
asking to be restored to this appropria- 
tion bill. 

Twice this year I have testified before 
House committees asking for the full 
amount authorized last year by the Con- 
gress. I urge the House most strongly 
to do so today. 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair- 
man, I rise in opposition to the amend- 
ment. The Committee on Appropriations 
has made an overall cut in this bill of 
$243 million. The gentleman’s amend- 
ment, which is for $247 million, would 
more than wipe out the entire cut in the 
bill. The budget carries $203 million for 
water pollution control, which is the full 
budgeted amount. The committee has 
provided the full amount in this bill 
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recommended by the budget. The amend- 
ment would exceed the budget and go 
far beyond the budget. It would wipe out 
the entire savings made in the bill. 

Because of carryover funds, there will 
be available a total of $247,300,000 for 
waste treatment facilities grants for 
fiscal year 1968. 

I repeat, Mr. Chairman, that there will 
be $247,300,000 for this program for next 
year. This is $118,300,000 more than last 
year. So the committee has not been 
penurious in recommending funds for 
this program. 

We know that water pollution is popu- 
lar, but a crash program for this purpose 
is inefficient. 

Mr. Chairman, I repeat there would be 
an increase of $118.3 million for con- 
struction of waste treatment facilities, 
and unused carryovers can be reallocat- 
ed from State to State. These projects 
are matched on a project basis, varying 
from 45 percent to 75 percent in local 
funds. Many of the States are not avail- 
ing themselves of funds. There is a large 
carryover. We have provided the full 
budget amount recommended. Thus, the 
amendment should be defeated. They are 
not really tooled up to handle these funds 
in the full amount. They have not had 
much experience on the program. There 
is a carryover. The proposed amount 
would be wasteful. I urge defeat of the 
amendment. 

Mr. BLATNIK. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I am as mindful as 
any man or woman who is a Member of 
this House of what we do when we ask 
for an addition of $200 million at a time 
when we are perhaps in one of the most 
difficult financial crises certainly in 
peacetime history, or in semipeacetime 
history. 

Let me say that those of us who have 
been in this battle for over 10 years and 
who have battled with the other body to 
hammer out one of the soundest pro- 
grams of joint effort involving the 
Federal Government, broadening the 
participation of the States, prodding the 
States and inducing the States to action, 
as we tried to do, getting the municipali- 
ties which have already for years carried 
85 percent of the burden, and lightening 
their burden to a reasonable proportion, 
getting the industry people conscious of 
this enormous problem—I say, Mr. 
Chairman and friends here this after- 
noon, that we have succeeded—and we 
have succeeded—in bringing about not 
only public awareness, but public support 
and public demand for this enormous 
program that is a must. 

It is a multimillion dollar program, it 
is true. It is a highly expensive program, 
but it is a must. We can delay it a little, 
but all we do is increase the cost and the 
damage. It has already gone too far in 
polluting the lakes and rivers and 
streams of our great country. 

I am saying this after thorough con- 
sideration of a program that has run its 
course for 10 years on a very modest and 
reasonable level, which has thoroughly 
proven itself. 

The Public Works Committee of the 
House and the committee of the other 
body have spent weeks and weeks of the 
session during the last 4 years in hear- 
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ings and they have come to their respec- 
tice bodies having a unanimous rollcall 
vote for 2 years in succession, in 1965 
and 1966. 

We hammered this out with the other 
body and hammered them back, because 
they wanted to start at $600 million for 
the first year and then jump up close to 
$1 billion, and then $1.25 billion and 
then $1.50 billion. We cut it back last 
year as I recall, by almost $2.5 million. 
After a long hard-fought battle, we 
reached an honest agreement, and it was 
set at $450 million. I say this with all 
respect to my very dear friend, the 
chairman of the subcommittee, the gen- 
tleman from Tennessee. This is no crash 
program. 

From a $100 million level, we are going 
up to $450 million. 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr, Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLATNIK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
to the gentleman from Tennessee. 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair- 
man, out of the 50 States, only two and 
the District of Columbia have used their 
full entitlement to date, under this pro- 
gram, and there is a $44 million carry- 
over in the fund, I will say to my friend. 

Mr. BLATNIK. That is true. The weak 
link in this program has been the States. 
We wanted the States to share in the 
funds. We put inducements in. We com- 
pelled them to come forth with a water 
pollution criteria. We wanted them to 
share in financing on a Federal and State 
as well as local basis. 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. The gentle- 
man realizes, I am sure, that with the 
$44 million carryover, we have appropri- 
ated the full budget amount requested. 

Mr. BLATNIK. That is true. But it 
was not until this past January, this past 
spring, that 45 of the 50 State legisla- 
tures were in session. Many were in ses- 
sion this spring. 

Some legislatures are still in session. 

For the first time the States have be- 
gun to reorganize their own State water 
agencies, to elevate them and to give 
them authority such as we have given 
to the Federal Water Agency by giving it 
subcabinet status. 

For the first time the States are be- 
ginning to share in financing with the 
municipalities. 

The State of New York, by a 4-to-1 
vote of the people in a statewide refer- 
endum, adopted a billion dollar bond 
issue, in which the State will join in par- 
ticipating with the Federal Government 
5 help the municipalities on this prob- 
em. 

This will take everything we have. 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. If the gen- 
tleman will yield further, the gentleman 
knows it is not customary in the first 
year of a new program to fund 100 per- 
cent of all the authorization. Many 
States have not passed bond issues au- 
thorizing participation in this program 
so they really cannot use all of the money 
at this time. There is a large carryover 
in available funds for water pollution 
grants, in addition to the new appropri- 
ation which the committee is recom- 
mending. 

Mr. BLATNIK. That is exactly the 
point. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Minnesota has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. BLATNIK 
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. BLATNIK. Mr. Chairman, that is 
exactly the point. That is what gives us 
concern. 

We have reached a level of public 
awareness and of public support, which is 
a high level. Just at the critical time, 
when the State legislatures are all in 
session and the Federal Government is 
taking initiative with the municipalities, 
we pull back. We pull back on them. 

What will happen is that in most States 
and in most cities, or at least in many, 
they require votes on bond issues, and 
this takes at least 2 years. 

Perhaps they will say to themselves, 
The Federal Government does not really 
mean this. They have been crying ‘Wolf’.” 

We have started a slippage. The States 
will hold back. They will say, The Fed- 
eral Government does not really mean it. 
They authorize $450 million but only ap- 
propriate $203 million. We will wait 
awhile to see what they really mean. We 
will wait until next year or the year 
after.” 

Most of the legislatures will not meet 
until 2 years from now. The municipali- 
ties require at least 2 years for bond 
issues to take effect. If they knew now 
that the money was available, if it were 
not used up in the fiscal year not a penny 
would be lost. The municipalities and the 
States could start right now to plan for 
the future, at least 2 years in advance. 
They could say, We know how much as- 
sistance we can get from the Federal 
Government, and we will proceed.” 

We would do this whole program great 
harm and great damage, if we do as sug- 
gested. It would be a great setback. It 
would take an enormous effort to start all 
over again to raise this program to the 
level where it now stands. 

In passing this Clean Water Restora- 
tion Act, I believe we entered into a com- 
pact with the people of this country to 
move forward at a rapid pace with the 
number one domestic issue—that of 
cleaning up our waters. How can we be 
true to this compact unless we provide 
all the funds unanimously passed by both 
the House and the Senate? 

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLATNIK., I yield to the gentle- 
man from California. 

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Chairman, 
I rise in support of the amendment and I 
associate myself with the comments of 
the gentleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. HORTON, Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the amendment and move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

I concur in the statement made by the 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. BLAT- 
NIK] with regard to the need for the 
committee to adopt the full authoriza- 
tion, because many States and munici- 
palities are planning for the future. It is 
important, I believe, for us to indicate to 
the States our willingness to go forward 
with this program. 

The House and the Senate have en- 
acted antipollution programs which are 
beginning to take effect throughout the 
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United States, and it is important for us 
at this time to follow through on them. 
Last year, Congress committed the 
Federal Government to increasing its 
continuing support of the construction 
of sewage treatment facilities by local 
governments. Our commitment at that 
time took the form of a public works 
authorization which approved Federal 
expenditures this year of $450,000,000. 

The funds authorized for treatment 
facilities grants were authorized by a 
Congress well aware of the dangers of 
postponing effective action on this front. 
I supported this authorization bill, and 
in fact, sponsored legislation that would 
provide such effective antipollution ac- 
tion in the equally important area of 
research. 

Many cities and States, acting in re- 
liance on this commitment, have ac- 
celerated their planning and construc- 
tion of these much needed treatment fa- 
cilities. To halt or greatly cut Federal 
matching funds at this time would leave 
many of these States and local govern- 
ments in dire financial straits. The nat- 
ural consequence of this financial crisis 
will be the termination or stretching out 
of many vital projects. 

As the ranking minority member of 
the Natural Resources and Power Sub- 
committee of the House Government Op- 
erations Committee, I have viewed first 
hand the staggering pollution problem 
that is faced by our citizens in almost 
every area of the Nation. Problems are 
particularly acute in areas—such as my 
own district—which abuts the eastern 
Great Lakes. 

It is imperative that the Federal Gov- 
ernment act now to encourage local and 
State governments to undertake vigor- 
ous antipollution programs, before the 
public again becomes apathetic about 
the problems of pollution. 

While it is essential that all unneces- 
sary and low-priority Federal expendi- 
tures be eliminated in order to conserve 
our overburdened financial resources, 
I feel that action to conserve our most 
vital natural resource—water—is of the 
highest necessity and priority. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HORTON. I yield to the gentle- 
man from New York. 

Mr. McCARTHY. I thank the gentle- 
man for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in enthusiastic 
support of the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from New Jersey. 

Mr. Chairman, this hot summer has 
been marked by many worthwhile but 
pathetic efforts by cities to cool it“ by 
turning on fire hydrants. 

I say pathetic because virtually every 
one of these cities stands astride or 
fronts on a majestic body of water. New 
York has its Hudson, Washington its Po- 
tomac, Buffalo its Niagara, Detroit its 
Detroit River, Cleveland its Cuyahoga, 
St. Louis its Mississippi. 

The efforts to turn on fire hydrants 
and build swimming pools are mocked by 
the filth and pollution that makes these 
majestic rivers unswimmable. 

Imagine how different it might be this 
summer if teenagers in Washington could 
swim in the beautiful Potomac. 
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My own home city of Buffalo is seek- 
ing land from the Federal Government 
for a beach a few short blocks from one 
of the most congested areas in the city. 
But it will be useless to the city until the 
pollution is halted, because Lake Erie at 
this point is so grossly polluted that 
swimming is prohibited. 

Manhattan is an island surrounded by 
water but nowhere on its banks can a 
14-year-old boy swim with safety. Public 
beaches of Rochester, N.Y., on beautiful 
Lake Ontario, recently were closed be- 
cause pollution has risen to a dangerous 
level. 

Urban, industrialized rivers and lakes 
need not be unsafe from swimming. Ger- 
mans of all ages swim safely within the 
very shadow of huge manufacturing 
plants in the waters of one of the most 
industrialized rivers in the world. 

So I enthusiastically support the 
amendment of the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. Howarp] to restore the ap- 
propriation for waste treatment facili- 
ties construction in H.R. 11641 to $450 
million. 

There are many other reasons, Mr. 
Chairman, why this should be done. But 
I can think of no more compelling reason 
than that of eliminating pollution in 
the waters adjacent to most of America’s 
great cities. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of words. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 
Michigan is recognized. 

Mr. KIRWAN. Mr. Chairman, I should 
like to ask for a limitation of time. 

Mr. DINGELL. I love my good friend 
from Ohio, but I do not want this time 
to come out of my time, if I can avoid 
it, because I know how liberally time is 
used when we begin to discuss time. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not see how in good 
faith, I can yield to my good friend, if 
he wants to get a limitation of time. He 
can do so on his own time. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to congratulate 
the Committee on Appropriations, and 
particularly the gentleman from Ohio, 
for the great job that has been done in 
bringing to the House, the public works 
appropriations bill for fiscal year 1968. 
The vast array of programs encompassed 
within this measure requires of the com- 
mittee and its members the greatest gare 
and judgment in balancing the needs of 
our country against the financial re- 
sources available. 

Because of my great respect for the 
committee and because of my great af- 
fection for Chairman Manon, as well as 
Chairman Kirwan, and all of the mem- 
bers of the Subcommittee on Public 
Works, I find it difficult to differ with 
a recommendation of the committee. 
However, I do feel compelled to join 
in urging that the House go beyond the 
committee’s recommendation for fund- 
ing of the Clean Water Restoration Act’s 
program of grants to stimulate and as- 
sist in construction of waste treatment 
facilities. 

In approving this act in 1966, Congress 
authorized $3.55 billion for a 5-year pro- 
gram, beginning in fiscal year 1967, of 
construction grants. For fiscal year 1967, 
Congress provided the full authorization 
of $150 million. The act authorized $450 
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million in fiscal year 1968, $700 million 
in fiscal year 1969, $1 billion in fiscal year 
1970, and $1.25 billion in fiscal year 1971. 

However, for fiscal year 1968, the ad- 
ministration requested an appropriation 
of only $200 million, instead of the $450 
million authorized. As I told the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations in a statement 
submitted on May 9, 1967, I believe that 
this is a completely shortsighted econ- 
omy move. 

In signing the Clean Water Restora- 
tion Act of 1966, the President said: 

Our attack must be comprehensive and 
it must be total. Pollution is not a problem 
of individual cities, or even individual states. 
It is the problem of entire watersheds and 
river basins. And there is where it must be 
fought. 


Mr. Chairman, I believe that the evi- 
dence is clear that unless we provide 
$450 million for this program in fiscal 
year 1968, we will be walking away from 
the fight. I do not think it is wise to do 
this from either a budgetary view or from 
a natural resource view. 

It is conservatively estimated that out- 
lays of at least $20 billion will be required 
during the next 5 years in order to pro- 
vide secondary sewage treatment in those 
urban areas containing some 80 percent 
of the country’s population. The Clean 
Water Restoration Act authorizes only 
$3.55 billion for this purpose over a 5- 
year period. 

While the act provides for local match- 
ing funds varying from 45 percent to 70 
percent of project costs, the obligation 
of the Federal Government remain sub- 
stantial. Even with full funding over the 
5-year program provided by the act, the 
full need for waste treatment facilities 
will not be met. 

It is argued that experience during the 
first year of the program indicates that 
not all of the $450 million can be obli- 
gated during fiscal year 1968. This is 
probably true. However, the act provides 
for a carryover of appropriated funds, 
and I am sure that any funds left over 
will be rapidly utilized as the States and 
localities gear up to full-scale operations 
during calendar years 1968 and 1969. If 
we provide only $200 million, that will be 
the level at which States and municipali- 
ties will make their plans. If we provide 
$450 million, they will make their plans 
at the higher level, and we will be that 
much nearer to the day when our lakes, 
streams, and estuarine areas will be re- 
stored to an acceptable degree of purity. 

I am sure that we are all painfully 
aware of the fact that the Federal Gov- 
ernment is having severe budgetary 
problems. However, I do not believe that 
it is a wise or proper policy to allow such 
problems to stand in the way of arriving 
at a solution to our even more serious 
problems of water pollution. 

By failing to provide adequate funds 
now, we might make the fiscal year 1968 
budget look a little better. However, this 
would be accomplished at the expense 
of much increased outlays in the future. 

Any avoidable delay in controlling and 
abating water pollution will also inflict 
upon our people the continuing loss of 
the invaluable right to have available for 
their use, clean lakes, streams, and 
estuarine areas. 
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Mr. Chairman, 2 years ago this House 
of Representatives passed, by an over- 
whelming vote, legislation authorizing 
expenditure of $450 million during this 
fiscal year. And, it was recognized at that 
time that this was only a small portion 
of the needs that this country faces in 
terms of providing clean water, restoring 
our water quality, and protecting the 
health of our people. The Congress recog- 
nized that bill and the funds provided in 
it dealt with one of our most important 
natural resources, clean water. 

And, Mr. Chairman, if the member- 
ship of this body wants to look at what 
happens when a nation defiles and wastes 
its water resources, one can only look at 
the Middle East—the sands of the deserts 
in the Middle East are scattered with the 
bones of civilization and the remains of 
once prosperous cities that have now 
vanished and have long become vacant 
because of the waste of water or the loss 
of water. 

Mr. Chairman, in 1966 the Senate Pub- 
lic Works Committee issued a committee 
print carrying a very modest and con- 
servative estimate of $20 million which 
would be needed to clean up our water 
and eliminate our waste problems 
through fiscal 1972. That level of spend- 
ing would provide for a secondary sewage 
treatment program in areas containing 
80 percent of our population. 

Mr. Chairman, let me make it very 
plain: Secondary sewage treatment is a 
must in all parts of this country today, 
because we reuse water right now as 
many as 10 times. Ohio River, as it goes 
past Cincinnati today, in every gallon of 
water is contained 1 quart in every 4 
that has been through a kitchen sink, a 
sewer, a mine, a dump, a flush toilet, or 
a variety of facilties of one kind or an- 
other. 

Mr, Chairman, the needs of 100 major 
cities at this time represent better than 
$1.3 billion. This figure, however, ignores 
the total budget of the Nation. 

A late estimate of the cost of clean up 
of the Detroit River to save the western 
end of Lake Erie from becoming the 
largest cesspool one could imagine, has 
been estimated as high as one-half bil- 
lion dollars. 

Mr. Chairman, last year the Congress 
changed its approach and acted to pro- 
vide for a new formula which eliminated 
the dollar ceiling on projects in the State 
of Michigan and around the Nation, I 
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give these figures so my colleagues can 
see what the circumstances are in their 
own particular State. 

Mr. Chairman, there is a request now 
pending for 98 projects and a total de- 
mand has been made for Federal grants 
of $60 million, $33 million alone are for 
grants under Public Law 660, as amended 
during the last session. But, in the State 
of Michigan, even if we authorized the 
full $450 million that we voted so en- 
thusiastically for during the past session 
of Congress, will only receive $17 mil- 
lion, a little over one-fourth of the de- 
mands for projects now present. 

Mr. Chairman, let me assure the mem- 
bers of the Committee that every other 
State faces a similar problem and de- 
mand, and a similar shortage of funds. 

I will say to my good friend, the gen- 
tleman from Tennessee, for whom I have 
the most high regard, has indicated the 
fact that there will be a $44 million 
carryover, that $44 million carryover 
can be used just in the State of Michi- 
gan, and I am sure there are many other 
States that can use it. 

Mr. Chairman, perhaps, I should ad- 
dress myself to the reason for the carry- 
over, because this is a point that should 
be considered by the Committee. 

The reason we have the carryover is 
the fact that that money was late com- 
ing forth under last year’s appropria- 
tion and because the legislation author- 
izing the fund was slow coming to 
passage. 

Mr. Chairman, had this Congress 
acted earlier, the State legislatures would 
have had an abundance of time in which 
to formulate programs to participate in 
this overall problem. The State legisla- 
tures are now meeting and are begin- 
ning to act in an effort to take advantage 
of this program. 

Mr. Chairman, if we want to make and 
carry forward the impetus and if we 
want to meet the $20 billion worth of 
need, that has to be met between now 
and 1972, the only fair way is for this 
body today, to appropriate the full au- 
thorized level of $450 million. 

The greatest crisis the country faces 
today in the resources field is pollution, 
pollution in the air, pollution in the 
water, and we offer today an amendment 
which gives the country a chance to meet 
one of those through a cleanup of the 
polluted waters of this Nation. 

I insert into the Recor at this point a 
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letter received from the water pollution 
authorities of the State of Michigan 
pointing out how badly needed is the 
full level of funds, $450 million author- 
ized. Certainly using Michigan’s experi- 
ence as a yardstick we can infer a simi- 
lar broad and compelling national need. 
STATE OF MICHIGAN, 
DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION, 
July 7, 1967. 
Hon, JoHN D. DINGELL, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Mr. DINGELL: Enclosed is a state- 
ment on the effect of the 1966 Clean Water 
Restoration Act (amending P.L. 660) on the 
Michigan construction grant program, Also 
enclosed is a priority assignment in recom- 
mended order of priority as adopted by the 
Water Resources Commission at its June 28, 
1967, meeting. 

If any additional information would be 
helpful, please let me know. 

Very truly yours, 
WATER RESOURCES COMMISSION, 
Lorine F. OEMING, 

Executive Secretary, 


EFFECT ON MICHIGAN PROGRAM OF 1966 
AMENDMENTS TO FEDERAL LAW 


This year the Commission is operating 
under new provisions of Federal law which 
drastically change the allocation of Federal 
grant funds among projects. 

1966 amendments to P.L. 84-660 removed 
the dollar ceiling on Federal grants available 
to individual projects, and they also in- 
creased the percentage of eligible project cost 
which will be assumed by the Federal gov- 
ernment under certain conditions. 

This means that the Federal funds allo- 
cated to Michigan may be exhausted by a 
smaller number of projects at the top of the 
priority list than could have been funded 
under the system used in previous years, or 
conceivably even by a single project if the 
applicable percentage of its eligible costs ex- 
ceeds the available Federal allocation for 
Michigan projects. Removal of the dollar 
ceiling will, alone, produce this effect. 

The dollar ceilings were removed by Con- 
gress for the deliberate purpose of provid- 
ing greater benefits to larger cities and their 
larger projects. 

Under the law, the Water Resources Com- 
mission has no authority to limit the grant 
payment for any project to less than the ap- 
plicable percentage of its total eligible cost. 
It may only determine the eligibility of ap- 
plicant projects for Federal grant funds and 
establish the relative priorities among those 
projects. These priorities are established on 
the basis of priority points which are 
awarded according to detailed rules that the 
Commission has developed, following public 
hearings, to conform with the requirements 
of the Federal law. 


STATE OF MICHIGAN WATER RESOURCES COMMISSION—CONSTRUCTION GRANT PROGRAM 1967-68, FEDERAL WATER POLLUTION CONTROL ACT, PRIORITY ASSIGNMENT IN 


RECOMMENDED ORDER OF PRIORITY, JUNE 28, 1967 


Proj- | Total | Project cost | 30 percent | Cumulative || Order Proj- Project cost | 30 percent |Cumulative 
of ar Applicant ect points estimate grant grant of pri- Applicant ect estimate grant grant 
0 No. total ority No. total 
1 | Wayne County (Huron Town- 16 | Oakland County Fos Orion). 1101 | 16.8 506, 200 
ship et alo. AENGUS, 1166 | 24.4 | $1, 464, 000 $439, 2 , 200 17 | Genesee County (Otis ville) 1182 | 16.8 310,000 | 83, 000 
r 23.2 111, 500, 000 | 33, 450, 000 33, 889, 200 18 | Kent County (Gaines Township)_| 1201 | 16.6 83,100 | 224.930 An 
3 | Grand Rapids 23.0 | 1,028,000 308,000 19 | Luna Pier. 1134 | 16.0 498.000 149, 400 
m1 Port . . — 23.0 185, 450 S 20 ene h 16.0 123,000} 36. 900 
5 | Kent County (North Kent sew- 21 | Oaklan 
age disposal system) 21.6 | 2,091,900 627,570 Oakland) 15.6 | 15,297, 500 
6 „ P 21.0 429, 600 128, 880 22 | Dimondale 15.4 288, 000 
7 | Delta Township, Eaton County 19.0 7. 000 152, 100 23 | Allouez Townshi 
8 | Genesee County (Linden). 19.0 | 1,800,000 540, 000 Count: 14.8 580, 000 
9 | Genesee County (Goodrich). 19.0 | 1,087,000 326, 250 24 | Jonesville 14.8 800, 000 
10 | Kalamazoo__.__--.-.-.---.---- 18.6 640, 000 i 2 25 | Wayne County (Brownstown 
11 | Crystal falls 18.2 420, 000 168, 000 ownship) EEE M 1169 | 14.2 132,500] 39.250 
12 | Oakland County (Walled Lake- 26 | Genesee County (Grand Blanc)..| 1177 | 14.0 969,302 | 290,790 
(| NE ES EE 1104 | 18.2 791, 400 237, 420 |. 27 | Forsyth Township, Marquette 
13 | Montcalm Community College 1121 | 18.2 272,990 66,897 County. 1103 | 13.8 285,600 | 35,680 
14 | Wayne County (Flat Rock) 1167 | 17.2 50, 000 45, 000 28 13.4 3,126,000} 937, 800 2.222 
15 | Genesee County (Grand Blanc 29 13.4 BI 2 a 
Township) 1175 | 17.2 4,995,000 | 1, 498, 500 30 13.4 207,000 
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STATE OF MICHIGAN WATER RESOURCES COMMISSION—CONSTRUCTION GRANT PROGRAM 1967-68, FEDERAL WATER POLLUTION CONTROL ACT, PRIORITY ASSIGNMENT IN 
RECOMMENDED ORDER OF PRIORITY, JUNE 28, 1967—Continued 


Order Proj- | Total | Project cost | 30 percent |Cumulative || Order ye Total | Project cost | 30 percent [Cumulative 
of 12 Applicant ect points] estimate grant rant of pri- Applicant ect points] estimate grant rant 
ority No, otal ority No. tal 
31 | Genesee county (Genesee 69 Wayna County (Rockwood). .-._ 1168 | 8.2 150, 000 45, 000 2 
Township) 1178 | 13.0 | $4,950,000 | 1, 485, 000 o = Sle, fees, 1112 | 8.2 83, 000 24,900 ‘fo. . 
32 | Kent i County Soca al 88 1202 | 12.8 208, 000 62, 400 71 Bongsoo County (Flint Town- 
33 | Chesterfield Township Mema, ip). . o 1180 | 8.0 3,887, 500 1, 166, 250 
County ---------- 1188 | 12.4 | 1,147,000 344, 100 72 Gay ‘ounty (Kawkawlin and 
34 | Genesee County (Fenton) 1172 | 12.4 145, 390 43,617 raser Townships: 1150} 8.0 105, 000 o 
35 | Northpor ttt 1132 | 12.2 145, 430 43,629 73 | Genesee County ( 
36 | Vermontville. 1137 | 12.0 111, 6 33, 480 ton, Flint, Flush 
37 | Bellevue... 11.6 202, 040 60, 612 Morris Townshi 
38 11.4 116, 300 34, 890 Flushing)_ 1181 | 7.8 5,515,200 
39 11.4 150, 300 45, 090 74 | Kinde. 1153 | 7.6 141, 600 
40 11.2 455, 000 136, 500 75 | Mayviſſe. 1185 | 7.6 155, 
41 11,2 316, 780 95, 034 76 | Litchfield 1198 | 7.4 158,200 
42 11.2 124, 000 37,200 77 | Galesburg.. 1105 | 7.2 126, 700 
43 11.2 290, 350 87,105 78 | Middleville. 1148 | 7.2 300, 000 
44 11.0 318, 000 5, 4 79 | Manton.. 1156 | 7.2 141,700 
45 80 | Southern Michigan Prison 1108| 7.0 „000 
10.8 155, 000 N ceca tee 164 | 7.0 110, 000 
46 22 Nokias e e nanai 1149 6.8 85, 400 
10.8 250, 000 83 | Genesee County (district No. 6. 
47 10,8 400, 000 F nek kta 1184 | 6.6 12, 168,000 | $3,650,400 |.......... 
48 10.8 166, 000 84 
49 6.6 84, 000 26, 20.9 
ip). 10.8 | 7,884,510 85 
50 e 1113 | 10.4 120, 000 6.4 49, 800 14,940 
51 | Mulliken.. 1144 | 10.4 218, 000 86 6.4 164, 900 49, 470 
52 Concord 10.4 93, 100 87 
53 10.0 74,760 6.4 110, 000 
54 10.0 95, 000 88 6.2 91, 400 
55 10.0 600, 89 5.8 146, 000 
56 10.0 60, 300 90 
57 9.8 44, 000 5.8 93, 000 
58 91 5.6 156, 200 
9.6 | 1,282,900 92 5.2 220, 100 
59 9.6 120, 000 93 5.2 118, 860 
60 090 9.6 63 94 
61 ity. 9.6 171, 000 phase 1 k) 5.0 2. 567, 000 
62 Hesperia 1197 | 9.4 170, 000 95 | Macomb County (Washington 
63 | Coleman 1139 | 9.0 $169, 500 Township) 1160 | 4.8 97,600 
64 | North Branch 1151 | 8.8 257,780 96 | Millington 2... 2.22... 1186 | 4.4 153, 300 
65 | Centreville... 1205 | 8.6 201, 000 97 | Genesee County (Mount Morris, 
66 ooo e 1162 | 8.4 | 2,844,000 Mount Morris Township) 1170 | 4.0 319, 500 
67 | Grass Lake 1199 | 8.4 172, 600 98 | Leoni Township, Jackson County. 1165 | 3.0 449, 140 
68 8 Township, Marquette — -— 
oe Gc etl 1159 | 8.4 288, 000 r ANES PERTON Na, EN eos 202, 479, 480 


MOTION OFFERED BY MR. KIRWAN 


Mr. KIRWAN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that all debate on this amendment 
close in 10 minutes. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
FEIGHAN]. 

Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Chairman, the 
drastic reduction of more than 50 per- 
cent recommended by the Committee on 
Appropriations will have grave effects on 
the efforts of Ohio as well as many other 
States in cleaning up their waterways. 

Under the grant provisions for waste 
water treatment works in 1967 Ohio was 
allocated the sum of $6.13 million, al- 
though cities in Ohio had submitted 
grant requests amounting to nearly $12 
million. Cleveland’s Mayor Ralph Locher 
says the city received no Federal match- 
ing funds in 1967, and this seriously cur- 
tailed construction of sewage treatment 
plants. 

If the recommendations of the ad- 
ministration and the Committee on Ap- 
propriations are followed, Cleveland 
again might not benefit from Federal 
funds allocated to Ohio in 1968. 

Cleveland voted $12 million for treat- 
ment plant bonds in the fall of 1966. A 
wastewater treatment plant construction 
program of $15,328,000, including antici- 
pated grant funds, has been tentatively 
scheduled for fiscal year 1968. The people 
of Cleveland passed this bond issue re- 
lying upon Federal participation as set 
forth in the 1966 Clear Water Restora- 
tion Act. 

Moreover, the Ohio Legislature pres- 
ently is considering the issuance of bonds 


that would provide several hundred mil- 
lion dollars for construction of treat- 
ment facilities. The Ohio Legislature, too, 
is relying on Federal grants to aid them 
in their fight to abate water pollution 
in Ohio. 

Ohio has submitted comprehensive 
water quality standards to the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Administration. 
These standards will force Cleveland 
and other communities throughout Ohio 
to move quickly with costly construction. 

Unfortunately, if the appropriations 
are not restored, Cleveland will be in a 
desperate position. It will have no choice 
but to cut back its tentative treatment 
plant construction program. Such action 
will make it very difficult to meet the 
water quality standards submitted to 
the Federal agency. 

The dilemma confronting Cleveland 
and other cities can only be avoided by 
a restoration of the appropriations to 
the $450 million figure. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
Esch]. 

Mr. ESCH. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentlemen from Texas [Mr. 
WRIGHT]. 

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of this amendment, and I 
would ask the Committee for its support. 

When we voted without a single dis- 
senting vote last year to establish this 
schedule of expenditures, we, in effect, 
promised the States that we would match 
their funds to this extent. We need to 
stick with our word. 


We know the need to clean up the wa- 
terways of our country. Every day in the 
United States 20 billion gallons of water 
are wasted due to pollution. That is more 
than one-fourth of the Nation’s total 
pure water needs. 

We also know the clear benefits of the 
water pollution program. It is tangible 
and proven. It is not ethereal. Moreover, 
these funds have a great multiplier ef- 
fect, as they 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen- 
tleman has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. Bow and 
Mr. BoLaxp yielded their time to Mr. 
Manon.) 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Arizona [Mr. 
RHODES]. 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr. Chair- 
man, there is nobody in this room who 
would not do whatever was necessary to 
control water pollution. There is not a 
one in the House of Representatives who 
would not end water pollution tomorrow 
if he could. The President of the United 
States wants it ended, also. 

In determining his budget for this year, 
the President of the United States said 
that $203 million out of that total budget 
should be spent for this purpose this 
year. 

The subcommittee backed him and put 
every cent of the budgeted amount into 
this bill. The $203 million is there; $44 
million is left over from fiscal year 1967. 

That makes $247 million that is avail- 
able for fiscal year 1968, which is twice 
as much as was spent in fiscal year 1967. 

Now this is a good increase. It is not 
picayunish. It is absolutely necessary 
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that in this, as in all programs, we walk 
before we run. I think the President was 
well advised when he decided what to put 
into his budget, and I intend to support 
him. I hope the Committee will vote down 
this amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
Manon]. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, this is a 
critical amendment. The Committee on 
Appropriations, after months of hear- 
ings, cut the budget requests for this bill 
by about 5 percent. 

We have heard much about economy. 
If this amendment is adopted, Mr. 
Chairman, the whole reduction will be 
eliminated. 

As the gentleman from Arizona [Mr. 
RuopeEs!] has pointed out, they will have 
available about twice as much, on a 
funds-available basis, this year as they 
had last year. 

Mr. Chairman, we are in the midst of 
a war. There is talk about a tax increase, 
and I do not have any doubt but that 
there will be a major effort to secure a 
tax increase in view of the present fiscal 
situation. It does seem to me that we 
should not now reverse our record of try- 
ing to hold down spending as much as 
We reasonably can by an amendment 
adding about a quarter of a billion dol- 
lars at this time. 

Of course, many of us voted for the 
water pollution authorization bill last 
year, and if the war had abated and ex- 
penses had been reduced, we would be 
in a much better position to consider the 
full amount. But, unhappily, that is not 
the situation at this time. 

The President just this past year with- 
held from expenditure some $3 billion of 
appropriations made available to him— 
some of it involving funds added above 
the budget requests. He later released 
some of that when inflation pressures 
eased. He is, in my opinion, going to 
have to do the same sort of thing again. 
In my opinion, there is no likelihood 
that the additional funds in the amend- 
ment would be spent if they should be 
approved unless there should be an end 
to the war. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I appeal to the 
Members of the House—and we are all 
in favor of doing something about wa- 
ter pollution—to stay within the amount 
in the bill for the program, which is the 
full amount of the budget request. 

Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. MAHON. I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, the gentle- 
man is correct when he states that the 
committee cuts the requests by about 5 
percent. I join with the gentleman from 
Texas in the position that he has taken. 

This is the amount requested by the 
President and in addition to that there is 
& carryover of $44,300,000. If we were 
cutting it, that would be one thing. But 
we have not cut the President’s budget, 
after the committee study of the budget, 
and the rest of the group down there. So 
it seems to me that the House ought to 
go along with the committee on this par- 
ticular appropriation. 

Mr. MAHON. I thank the gentleman. 
We cut the other major programs in this 
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budget, but this particular item was not 
reduced by one dime, and it is above 
last year. 

I do hope that in the circumstances, 
all Members will support the committee's 
position at this time. 

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MAHON. I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, is it not 
important to note also that this is not 
the only program that we have in this 
field, The Department of Housing and 
Urban Development is active in this field 
as other agencies of the Government are. 
This does not represent the entire effort 
of the Federal Government in the field of 
water pollution. 

Mr. MAHON. The gentleman is cor- 
rect. 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MAHON. I yield to the gentleman 
from Tennessee. 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. The adminis- 
trator of the program indicated that it 
was not a question of the amount of 
money, but it was a question of the States 
passing their required bond issues—and 
it is not needed at this time. 

Mr. MAHON. The gentleman is correct. 

I am sure all my colleagues want this 
program to rest on a firm footing. So I 
hope that the pending amendment is 
defeated. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
Kirwan]. 

Mr. KIRWAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
for a vote on the amendment. 
PREFERENTIAL MOTION OFFERED BY MR. WRIGHT 


Mr, WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
a preferential motion. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read 
the preferential motion offered by the 
gentleman from Texas. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Wricut moves to strike the enacting 
clause. 


Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, this is 
a kind of dirty trick to offer a preferen- 
tial motion at this time. I know that, and 
I beg your indulgence because in 13 years 
I never before have done this to get extra 
time. There are two or three things that 
I really do think need to be said and 
understood about this water pollution 
control program. 

One of those things is that this is one 
program which has a tremendous multi- 
plier effect. The first $500 million that 
the Federal Government invested in the 
water purity program generated local 
and State expenditures in excess of $3 
billion. The ratio is about 6 to 1. 

So, conversely, if we reduce the pro- 
gram that we held out to the States last 
year by a unanimous vote of this House 
and of the other body, by $200 million 
below that which we gave the States 
reason to anticipate on a matching basis, 
we may be reducing the total nationwide 
effort in this overall race against the 
pollution of the waters of the country 
by close to $1 billion in 1 year. 

What I am asking and what the gentle- 
man from New Jersey is asking, is the 
amount of money which this House, the 
Senate, and the conference committee 
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between them agreed upon last year, and 
which every Member voting on the days 
of those votes in the House and in the 
Senate agreed upon. 

Thirty-three of the States have said 
that they could use every penny allocated 
under that fund. 

What does it cost, after all? And how 
much is pure water worth? I know we 
have to cut down on nonessential expend- 
itures. But what is more essential than 
water when you need it? We are running 
out of water. In 1900 we used 40 billion 
gallons a day in the whole country. This 
year we are using 400 billion gallons. 

Let me say this one thing more and 
then I will yield the floor. I apologize to 
the House for having taken this extra 
time. But I think this is worth consider- 
ing. Compare the need and the worth of 
pure water with this $450 million, the 
total amount that we are asking for. 
Divided by our population, it would cost 
the average citizen of the United States 
only about $2.25 a year; $2.25 a year will 
not buy a carton of cigarettes. It will not 
buy a fifth of scotch. My colleagues, it 
will not today buy 10 gallons of gasoline. 

But I submit to you that this program, 
of all programs, is well worthy of this ex- 
penditure. We ought to reassert the initi- 
ative of this House and the Senate, which 
created this program last year. It was a 
congressionally created program. This 
amendment would say to the Nation, “We 
are going full speed ahead. We will not 
slow down one bit in our fight to stop 
the pollution of our streams.” 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WRIGHT. I yield to the gentleman 
from Michigan. 

Mr. DINGELL. By 1980, this Nation will 
use every drop of water that falls upon 
this continent. 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr. Chair- 
man, I rise in opposition to the amend- 
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 
Arizona is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr. Chair- 
man, I want to reiterate a few facts 
which have been stated by members of 
the committee. 

First, let me say again that the com- 
mittee appropriated every cent that the 
President asked for. Now, I do not think 
that the President made any great mis- 
take as far as asking for funds where 
water pollution is concerned. They have 
studied this subject very carefully down- 
town. This is the amount that they have 
asked for. 

It is well known in the House that we 
do not always appropriate all the money 
which has been authorized the first year. 
You go through the appropriation proc- 
ess and try to determine what amount 
will do the job in the year in which the 
program is to be undertaken. This proc- 
ess was gone through by the Bureau of 
the Budget, the President, the subcom- 
mittee, and the full committee. We have 
determined that $203 million is about 
right. 

The gentleman from Minnesota may 
well be right—maybe there will be re- 
quests for participation in this program 
of a volume greater than we now antici- 
pate. If we are wrong, the people down- 
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town have demonstrated through the 
years that they know perfectly well how 
to get to the Capitol with a supplemental 
appropriation request. If they send up a 
supplemental request, I can assure the 
gentleman from Minnesota and I can 
assure every Member of this House that 
the Appropriation Committee will con- 
sider it just as rapidly as possible. 

Because, believe me, nobody wants to 
continue to put up with polluted water 
any longer than necessary. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. I yield to 
the distinguished gentleman from Texas 
LMr. Manon]. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, is it not 
true that when we voted for the water 
pollution authorization last year, the cost 
of the war was not as fully known as it 
now is? Now, we are faced with a budget 
deficit that could go as high as $30 bil- 
lion, a circumstance far different from 
the situation and the outlook at the time 
the authorization was passed. Is it not 
therefore unwise to consider adding a 
quarter billion dollars above the budget 
to this bill at this time? 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr. Chair- 
man, the gentleman is quite correct. 

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona, I yield to the 
gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, in my 
home State of Illinois, which certainly 
has all the problems of water pollution 
and to the extent that any other State 
in the Union has, a request was made 
for only 79 percent of the funds appro- 
priated to our State for fiscal year 1967. 
In fiscal year 1967 the Illinois’ share was 
$6,233,000. If this bill passes in is pres- 
ent form, Illinois, this year, will receive 
$9 million, which is nearly $3 million 
more than it could prudently use last 
year. 

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. I yield to the 
gentleman from North Carolina. 

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, are not the 
chances very good, if we can judge the 
future from the past, that the President 
would not even spend the money if we 
add it over his budget? He did not do it 
last year. 

Mr, RHODES of Arizona. That is cor- 
rect. 

Mr. JONAS. He did not spend all we 
appropriated for basic water and sewer 
grants, and yet there is a backlog in ap- 
plications of more than $1 billion in the 
pipeline. 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona, I yield to the 
gentleman from Tennessee. 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair- 
man, I believe it pertinent to point out 
that in addition to the waste treatment 
funds in this bill, there is also some $90 
million in research funds in the bill re- 
lating to water pollution, so this particu- 
lar appropriation does not represent the 
full amount being appropriated. 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr. Chair- 
man, I hope the House will continue to 
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support water pollution control, but will 
vote against this amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the preferential motion offered by the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. WRIGHT] to 
strike the enacting clause. 

The preferential motion was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The vote is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. HOWARD]. 

The question was taken; and on a di- 
vision (demanded by Mr. Howarp) there 
were—ayes 47, noes 135. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk proceeded to read the bill. 

Mr. KIRWAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that further reading 
of the bill be dispensed with and that it 
be open for amendment to any remain- 
ing section. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any points 
of order to be made? 

Are there any amendments to be of- 
fered? 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair- 
man, I move to strike the last word. 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin, I yield to 
the gentleman from Arizona. 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr. Chair- 
man, I ask unanimous consent that the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. FUL- 
Ton] may extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Arizona? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, I strongly support the provi- 
sion of the current public works appro- 
priation bill for $500,000 for construction 
costs this year for the Chartiers Valley 
flood control project in Allegheny Coun- 
ty and Washington County, Pa. This is 
the figure which is included in the budget 
for fiscal year 1968, and approved by the 
House Public Works Committee. This fig- 
ure appears on page 41 of the committee 
report under the designation Flood 
Control—Chartiers Creek.” 

The $500,000 figure will be applied to 
construction contracts to carry on the 
program already commenced by the U.S. 
Army Engineers. This appropriation of 
$500,000 for fiscal year 1968 to continue 
the flood control program in the Char- 
tiers Valley area is urgently needed to 
prevent future disastrous flooding in this 
large industrial area. 

The Chartiers Valley flood control pro- 
gram is a necessary and urgent program 
which is long overdue because of many 
delays. The families, homes and busi- 
nesses in this area in Allegheny County, 
as well as many U.S. defense industries, 
have been endangered by the many re- 
curring devastating floods in the area. 

The Chartiers Valley area in Allegheny 
and Washington Counties contains 
276.67 square miles, has 217,592 popula- 
tion in Allegheny County and 98,984 
population in Washington County. The 
total number of Chartiers Valley indus- 
tries is approximately 6,500 in the Car- 
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negie-Bridgeville region, Allegheny 
County, and approximately 4,000 in the 
Canonsburg-Houston region, Washing- 
ton County. It is apparent that the Char- 
tiers Valley area is an important part of 
the economy of western Pennsylvania. 
These recurring annual floods in the 
valley have caused great damage and loss 
to many people and industries in a large 
geographical area. 

It has been a privilege to cosponsor, 
with my friend, the late Senator Edward 
Martin, of Pennsylvania, the original 
resolutions for the study of the flood con- 
trol program in the Chartiers Valley 
area in 1955. I urge the inclusion of this 
$500,000 for the Chartiers Valley flood 
control program recommended by the 
U.S. Army Engineers, in the public works 
appropriation bill for fiscal year 1968 to 
carry on this vitally necessary project. 
A flood now could endanger essential war 
production which is vital to carrying on 
the war effort in Vietnam and backing 
our U.S. servicemen. 

As Congressman for the 27th Congres- 
sional District of Pennsylvania, repre- 
senting the Chartiers Valley area in Al- 
legheny County, I have been working for 
the passage of this propect with my good 
friend and colleague, Congressman Tom 
Morgan, of Washington County, as well 
as with our two U.S. Senators for the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, Sena- 
tor JOSEPH CLARK and Senator HUGH 
Scott. We have urged that construction 
proceed promptly to eliminate further 
disaster and hardships in this important 
industrial and business region. 

The studies have been fully completed, 
investigation and estimates as well as 
test borings have been made, and it is 
now necessary to continue without in- 
terruption this worthwhile flood control 
project. Not to proceed would run the 
risk of endangering many lives of useful 
US. citizens, established businesses and 
war production industries. It must be re- 
membered that in 1956 the flood in the 
Chartiers Valley district was so severe 
that it was declared a national disaster. 

In the past 50 years there has been an 
average of nearly one damaging flood per 
year, and there have been a number of 
disastrous and damaging floods of great 
size which have caused millions of dollars 
of damage to homes, industrial plants, 
fabricating and manufacturing plants, 
boro and township streets and sewers 
and municipal facilities, as well as rail- 
roads, power lines, transit lines, and pub- 
lic facilities. 

The benefits of this flood control proj- 
ect both in safety and in dollars are great 
compared to the costs involved. The 
small local boros and townships, along 
with the city of Pittsburgh, all have 
agreed to make their contribution toward 
the cost of construction. The citizens of 
Allegheny County which includes the 
city of Pittsburgh have authorized a 
bond issue of $3 million which has al- 
ready passed. The Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania through the administra- 
tion of Gov. William W. Scranton and 
then Lt. Gov. Ray Shafer has made a 
commitment of approximately $3,600,000 
to assist in the construction costs. 

This shows the fine community and lo- 
cal cooperation and a willingness to take 
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full part and fair share with the Federal 
Government in this vital construction 
work. 

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. I yield to the 
gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Chairman, I had in- 
tended this afternoon to offer an amend- 
ment to restore some $268,000 in moneys 
recommended in the administration 
budget for the San Gabriel River project, 
which is a part of the Brazos River 
Basin project. 

This was to provide funds to carry out 
a faster and orderly progress of this 
flood control project which has been 
under active consideration for over 20 
years, 

Several years ago, a consensus was 
struck and final plans were approved. 

And this year the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers and the administration budget 
both recommended that $1.8 million 
be appropriated for fiscal 1968. 

Included in this amount was $768,000 
for land acquisition, $655,000 for engi- 
neering, $91,000 for administration and 
$268,000 for the building of access roads 
and the relocation of existing county 
roads in the project area. 

The $268,000 was cut under a new 
committee policy which allows advance 
land acquisition but deletes funds for 
initial full-scale construction. 

I have talked with the chairman of 
the subcommittee and with other mem- 
bers of the committee and I understand 
why all the projects offered could not be 
fully funded this year. 

In fact, the committee is to be com- 
mended for toeing-the-line on this bill. 

But I hasten to say that to deny funds 
for the construction of access roads while 
allowing so much for land acquisition 
will disrupt the pattern of progress and 
I think that it is reasonable to ask that 
this sum be added in the other body. 

The access roads are preliminary to 
any real construction. If the amount is 
restored to this year’s appropriation, and 
funds loosen up next year, then the proj- 
ect can proceed as planned. 

On the other hand, if funds are not 
available next year, the project is no 
more committed because of the construc- 
tion of these roads than it would be 
through the acquisition of land. 

The amount needed here is small, by 
comparison, but it is most important to 
the progress of the project and to giv- 
ing my constituents the flood protection 
they so sorely need. 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair- 
man, I have offered the pro forma 
amendment for the purpose of explain- 
ing briefiy the motion to recommit, 
which is at the Clerk’s desk. 

The motion to recommit would pro- 
vide an across-the-board cut in appro- 
priations otherwise provided of 5 per- 
cent. This is the effort I believe we ought 
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to make to deal with the present fiscal 
crisis of our country. 

In my opinion, there is no place in this 
bill that a 5-percent cut, in the light of 
that fiscal crisis, cannot be reasonably 
applied. 

This motion to recommit will do every- 
thing that the Bow amendment normal- 
ly would do, and in my opinion do it 
more effectively on this particular bill. 

In this bill, which covers every facet 
of construction, we appropriate annual- 
ly. Until this year that was not true of 
the Atomic Energy Commission. There 
was total project funding, but this has 
been brought into conformity with the 
other construction projects in the bill 
this year. 

In bills which provide for substantial 
carryovers, the Bow amendment limit- 
ing expenditures is particularly effective. 
In this bill, the appropriation cuts of 5 
percent have already been made, so be- 
cause the unobligated balances have been 
taken into account, that cut has already 
been made, and the appropriation reduc- 
tion would be more effective than an ex- 
penditure reduction in this particular 
bill. 

If the Members are convinced—and I 
hope they are—that we must provide a 
demonstration of restraint, I believe this 
is the one bill as to which we can pro- 
vide that demonstration, and I believe 
the people expect us to do so. 

The obligation authority here has al- 
ready been cut about 5 percent. The ad- 
ditional 5 percent provided in the motion 
to recommit even then would not be 
sufficient to reach the target which our 
Appropriations Committee has set in 
terms of appropriation reductions, or to 
meet the target which the President has 
set and which he has announced as to 
reducing expenditures for the current 
fiscal year. 

If we fall short of that target, if we 
leave it up to the President, where is he 
going to look? He is going to look right 
at this bill, the civil functions appropri- 
ation bill. 

In this motion to recommit, however, 
we can set the reductions by item, by 
heading, and by project rather than hav- 
ing the reductions made in the judg- 
ment of the people downtown after we 
have lost control over them. 

If we dump it into that $120 billion of 
unexpended funds downtown, then we 
permit the President and his appointees 
to let it go or to hold it back in selec- 
tive cases. If it is not held back then it 
will add more to the $120 billion resting 
in the executive department, over which 
we have lost control. Further, the finger 
will be pointed at us for appropriating 
more money than the President feels can 
be justified in the current fiscal year. 

And, so in my opinion, because we are 
falling short of the targets in reductions 
that are necessary in this war year, it is 
my opinion that the President will not 
spend the entire appropriation that would 
otherwise be provided in the absence of 
this motion to recommit. 

This permits the Congress to protect 
its prerogatives of cutting the funds at 
the source, at the appropriation level, 
rather than having them cut in a selec- 
tive fashion down in the executive de- 
partment. 
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This in my opinion is a reasonable, ef- 
fective and necessary action of restraint, 
permitting the Congress to perform its 
normal function in the reduction of its 
appropriations. 

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. I shall be 
happy to yield to the gentleman from 
Louisiana. 

Mr. WAGGONNER. Do I understand 
the gentleman’s motion to recommit to 
be one that now calls for a 5-percent 
reduction, item by item, in the proposed 
appropriation and in reducing each item 
by 5 percent, this 5-percent reduction 
would be in addition to the cuts already 
recommended by the committee to the 
Congress? 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. That is cor- 
rect. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Wisconsin has expired. 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair- 
man, I move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the motion to recommit with the addi- 
tional 5-percent reduction. 

Mr. Chairman, this motion to recom- 
mit, if adopted, would cut every investi- 
gation, it would cut every planning proj- 
ect, it would cut every construction item. 
Further, it would cut every rehabilitation 
project and would even cut every pro- 
gram of the Atomic Energy Commission. 
It would cut the weapons program for 
defense at this time, during this period 
of war emergency. 

Mr. Chairman, the Committee on Ap- 
propriations has gone far in its reduc- 
tions. The reduction in the general in- 
vestigations program already has been 
11 percent. However, the proposed motion 
to recommit which I understand will be 
offered by the gentleman from Wiscon- 
sin, would cut all projects even further. 

Mr. Chairman, in the other programs 
the committee has made a 12-percent 
reduction. In the rehabilitation program 
of many of the older projects, we have 
already made a 9-percent reduction. In 
other areas we have made a 14-percent 
reduction. 

So, Mr. Chairman, the committee feel 
that this is going entirely too far and 
that the recommital motion should be 
defeated. 

Mr. KIRWAN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that the Committee do now rise and re- 
port the bill back to the House with an 
amendment, with the recommendation 
that the amendment be agreed to and 
that the bill, as amended, do pass. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. AsprNALL, Chairman of the Commit- 
tee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
(H.R. 11641) making appropriations for 
certain civil functions administered by 
the Department of Defense, the Panama 
Canal, certain agencies of the Depart- 
ment of Interior, the Atomic Energy 
Commission, the Atlantic-Pacific Inter- 
oceanic Canal Study Commission, the 
Delaware River Basin Commission, 
Interstate Commission on the Po- 
tomac River Basin, the Tennessee 
Valley Authority, and the Water Re- 


July 25, 1967 


sources Council, for the fiscal year end- 
ing June 30, 1968, and for other purposes, 
had directed him to report the bill back 
to the House with an amendment, with 
the recommendation that the amend- 
ment be agreed to and that the bill, as 
amended, do pass. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the 


previous question is ordered. 
There was no objection. 


The SPEAKER. The question is on the 


amendment. 


Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
on that I demand the yeas and nays. 


The yeas and nays were ordered. 


The question was taken; and there 
were—yeas 233, nays 169, not voting 30, 


as follows: 
[Roll No. 180] 
YEAS—233 

Abernethy Fulton, Pa. Morgan 
Adair qua Morton 
Anderson, Il. Galifianakis Mosher 
Andrews, ardner Myers 

N. > Gettys Nelsen 
Arends Giaimo O’Konski 
Ashbrook Goodell O'Neill, Mass. 
Ashmore Patten 
Ayres Gray Pelly 
Bates Griffiths Pettis 
Battin Gross Philbin 
Belcher Grover Pickle 

ell Gubser Pike 
Berry Gude Pirnie 
Betts Gurn Poff 
Bevill Hall Pollock 
Biester Halleck Price, Tex 
Blackburn Halpern ie 
Bolton Hammer- Quillen 
Bow schmidt Rallsbac! 
Bray Hansen, Idaho Randall 
Brock Hardy Reid, III 
Brotzman Harrison Reid, N.Y 
Brown, Mich. Harsha Reinecke 
Brown, Ohio Harvey Rhodes, Ariz. 
Broyhill, N.C. Hays Robison 
Broyhill, Va. Hébert Rooney, Fa. 
Buchanan Heckler, Mass. Roth 
Burke, Fla. Henderson Roudebush 
Burke, Mass. Horton Rumsfeld 
Burleson Hosmer Ruppe 
Burton, Utah ‘ull Sandman 
Bush Hutchinson Satterfield 
Button Ichord St. Onge 
Byrnes, Wis. Irwin Saylor 
Cahill Jarman Schadeberg 
Carter Joelson Scherle 
Casey Johnson, Pa. Schneebeli 
Cederberg Jonas Schweiker 
Chamberlain Jones, N.C. Schwengel 
Clancy Keith Scott 
Clark King, N.Y. Selden 
Clausen, Kleppe Shriver 

Don H. Kornegay Skubitz 
Clawson,Del Kupferman Slack 
Cleveland Kuykendall Smith, Calif. 
Collier Kyl Smith, N.Y. 
Colmer Laird Smith, Okla. 
Conable Langen Snyder 
Conte Latta Springer 
Corbett Lennon Stanton 
Cowger Lipscomb Steiger, Ariz. 
Cramer Lloyd Stratton 
Cunningham Lukens Stuckey 
Curtis McClory Talcott 
Daddario McClure Taylor 
Davis, Wis. McCulloch Teague, Calif. 
Dellenback McDade Thompson, Ga. 
Denney McDonald, Thomson, Wis. 
Derwinski Mich, Tuck 
Devine McEwen Utt 
Dickinson McMillan Vander Jagt 
Donohue MacGregor Watkins 
Dorn Mailliard Watson 
Dowdy Marsh Whalen 
Downing Martin Whalley 
Duncan Mathias, Calif. Widnall 
Dwyer Mathias, Md. Wiggins 
Edwards, Ala. May Williams, Pa. 
Erlenborn Mayne Wilson, Bob 
Esch Meskill Winn 
Eshleman Michel Wolff 
Fallon Miller, Ohio Wyatt 
Findley Mi Wydler 
Fino Mize Wylie 
Flood Monagan Wyman 
Ford, Gerald R. Montgomery Zablocki 
Fountain oore Zion 
Frelinghuysen Moorhead Zwach 
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NAYS—169 

Adams Green, Pa Passman 
Addabbo Hagan Pepper 
Albert Haley Perkins 
Anderson, Hamilton Poage 

Tenn. Hanley Pool 
Annunzio Hanna Price, III 
Ashley Hansen, Wash. Pryor 
Aspinall Hathaway Pucinski 
Baring Hawkins Purcell 
Barrett Hechler, W. Va. Rarick 
Bennett Helstoski Rees 
Bingham Hicks Reifel 
Blanton Holifleld Reuss 
Blatnik Holland Rhodes, Pa. 
B Howard Rivers 
Boland Hungate Roberts 
Bolling Jacobs Rodino 
Brademas Johnson, Calif. Rogers, Colo. 
Brasco Jones, Ala. Rogers, Fla. 
Brinkley Karsten Ronan 
Brooks arth Rooney, N.Y. 
Burton, Calif. Kastenmeier Rosen 
Byrne, Pa. n Rostenkowski 
Cabell Kee Ro 
Carey Kelly Roybal 
Celler King, Calif. Ryan 
Cohelan Kirwan St Germain 
Corman Kluczynski Shipley 
Culver Kyros Sikes 
Daniels Landrum Smith, Iowa 
Davis, Ga Leggett Stafford 
Dawson Long, La. Steed 
Delaney Long, Md Stephens 
Dent 0 Stubblefield 
Dingell McFall van 
Dow Macdonald, Teague, Tex. 
Dulski Mass. Tenzer 
Eckhardt Machen Thompson, N.J. 
Edmondson Madden Tiernan 
Edwards, Calif. Mahon Tunney 
Edwards, La. Matsunaga Udall 
Eilberg Meeds 
Evans, Colo, Miller, Calif Van Deerlin 
Everett Mills Vanik 
Evins, Tenn Minish Vigorito 
Fascell Mink Waggonner 
Feighan Morris, N. Mex. Waldie 
Flynt Oss Walker 
Foley Multer Watts 
Priedel Murphy, N.Y. White 
Fulton, Tenn. Natcher Whitten 
Gallagher Nichols Wiison, 
Garmatz Nix Charles H 
Gathings O'Hara, III Wright 
Gibbons O'Hara, Mich. Yates 
Gilbert Olsen Young 
Gonzalez O'Neal, Ga. 
Green, Oreg. Ottinger 

NOT VOTING—30 

Abbitt Fraser Staggers 
Andrews, Ala. Herlong Steiger, Wis. 
Broomfield Hunt Taft 
Brown, Calif. Jones, Mo. Wampler 
Conyers Morse, Mass, Whitener 
de la Garza Murphy, II. Williams, Miss. 
Diggs Nedai Willis 
Dole Patman 
Farbstein Resnick 
Fisher Riegle 
Ford, Scheuer 

Wiliam D. Sisk 


So the amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 

Mr. Riegle for, with Mr. Murphy of Illinois 
against. 

Mr. Hunt for, with Mr. Farbstein against. 

Mr. Steiger of Wisconsin for, with Mr. 
Conyers against. 


Until further notice: 

Mr. Willis with Mr. Taft. 

Mr. Fraser with Mr. Broomfield. 

Mr. Andrews of Alabama with Mr. Dole. 

Mr. Brown of California with Mr. Morse of 
Massachusetts. 

Mr. Whitener with Mr. Wampler. 

Mr. Nedzi with Mr. Diggs. 

Mr. Resnick with Mr. Williams of Mis- 
sissippli. 

Mr. Scheuer with Mr. Sisk. 

Mr. Staggers with Mr. Herlong. 

Mr. Abbitt with Mr. Fisher. 

Mr. William D. Ford with Mr. Patman. 


Messrs. ABERNETHY, O’NEILL of 
Massachusetts, DON H. CLAUSEN, and 
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Mrs. HECKLER of Massachusetts 
changed their vote from “nay” to “yea.” 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the 
rp pei and third reading of the 

The bill was ordered to be 
and read a third reading time, and was 
read the third time. 

MOTION TO RECOMMIT 


Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair- 
man, I offer a motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman from 
Wisconsin opposed to the bill? 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. In its present 
form I am, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the motion to recommit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Davis of Wisconsin moves to recom- 
mit the bill H.R. 11641 to the Committee on 
Appropriations with instructions to that 
committee to report it back forthwith with 
the following amendment: On page 33, im- 
mediately following line 10, insert a new 
section as follows: 

“Sec. 510. Each appropriation item con- 
tained in this Act shall be reduced by 5 
per centum which shall be applied uniform- 
ly to each item, project, and activity funded 
under each appropriation item.” 


The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
the previous question is ordered on the 
motion to recommit. 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the 
motion to recommit. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
on that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The question was taken; and there 
were—yeas 166, nays 239, not voting 27, 
as follows: 


[Roll No. 181] 
YEAS—166 

Abernethy Davis, Wis. Lloyd 
Adair Dellenback Lukens 
Anderson, Ill. Denney McClory 
Arends Derwinski McClure 
Ashbrook Devine McCulloch 
Ashmore Dickinson McDonald, 
Ayres Dorn Mich, 
Bates Dwyer McEwen 
Battin Edwards, Ala. Macdonald, 
Bell Erlenborn Mass. 
Bennett Esch MacGregor 
Berry Eshleman Mailliard 
Betts Findley Mathias, Calif. 
Biester Fino Mayne 
Blackburn Ford, Gerald R. Meskill 
Blanton Frelinghuysen Michel 
Bolton Fulton, Pa. Miller, Ohio 
Bow Gardner Min: 
Bray Gathings Mize 
Brock ell Mosher 
Brown, Mich. Goodling Myers 
Brown, Ohio ross O'Konski 
Broyhill, N. C. Grover Ottinger 
Broyhill, Va. Gubser Pelly 
Buchanan Gurney Pettis 
Burke, Fla Haley Pirnie 
Burton, Utah Hall Poft 
Bush Halleck Pollock 
Button Halpern Price, Tex 
Byrnes, Wis. Hanley Quie 
C Harsha Rallsback 
Cederberg Harvey Rarick 
Chamberlain Hosmer Reid, III 
Clancy Hutchinson Reid, N.Y. 
Clawson, Del Joelson Reinecke 
Cleveland Johnson, Pa. Robison 
Collier Jonas Roth 
Colmer Keith Roudebush 
Conable King, N.Y. Rumsfeld 
Conte Kupferman Sandman 
Corbett Kyl Saylor 
Cowger Laird Schadeberg 

er Langen Scherle 

Latta Schneebeli 

Curtis Lipscomb Schweiker 


Scott Talcott Watson 
Shriver Taylor Whalen 
Skubitz Teague, Calif. Whalley 
Smith, Calif. Tenzer Widnall 
Smith, N.Y. Thompson, Ga, Wiggins 
Snyder Thomson, Wis. Williams, Pa. 
Stafford Tuck inn 
Stanton Utt Wolff 
Steiger, Ariz. Vander Jagt Wydler 
Stratton Vigorito Wylie 
Stuckey Watkins Wyman 
NAYS—239 
Green, Pa, Nix 
Addabbo Griffiths O'Hara, Ill 
Gude O'Hara, Mich. 
Anderson, Hagan Olsen 
Tenn. Hamilton O'Neal, Ga 
Andrews, Hammer- O'Neill, Mass. 
N. Dak. schmidt Passman 
Ann Hanna Patman 
Ashley Hansen, Idaho Patten 
Aspinall Hansen, Wash. Pepper 
Baring Hardy Perkins 
Barrett Harrison Philbin 
Belcher Hathaway Pickle 
Bevill Hawkins Pike 
Bingham Hays Poage 
Blatnik Hébert Pool 
Boggs Hechler, W. Va. Price, Ill. 
Boland Heckler, Mass. Pryor 
Bolling Helstoski Pucinski 
Brademas Henderson Purcell 
B Hicks Quillen 
Brinkley Holifield Randall 
Brooks Holland Rees 
Brotzman Horton Reifel 
Burke, Mass. Howard Reuss 
Burleson ‘ull Rhodes, Ariz 
Burton, Calif. Hungate Rhodes, Pa. 
Byrne, Pa chord Rivers 
Cabell Irwin Roberts 
Carey Jacobs Rodino 
Carter Jarman Rogers, Colo. 
Casey Johnson, Calif. Rogers, Fla. 
Celler Jones, Ala. Ronan 
Clark Jones, N.C. Rooney, N.Y 
Clausen, Karsten Rooney, Pa. 
Don H. Karth Rosenthal 
Cohelan Kastenmeier Rostenkowski 
Corman en Roush 
Culver Kee Roybal 
Daddario Kelly Ruppe 
iels King, Calif. Ryan 
Davis, Ga. Kirwan St Germain 
Dawson Kleppe St. Onge 
Delaney Kluczynski Satterfield 
Dent Kornegay Schwengel 
Dingell Kuykendall Selden 
Donohue yros Shipley 
Dow Landrum Sikes 
Dowdy Leggett Slack 
Downing Lennon Smith, Iowa 
Dulski Long, La. Smith, Okla, 
Duncan Long, Md. Springer 
Eckhardt McCarthy Staggers 
Edmondson McDade Steed 
Edwards, Calif. McFall Stephens 
Edwards, La. McMillan Stubblefield 
Eilberg Machen Sullivan 
, Colo, Madden Teague, Tex. 
Everett Mahon Thompson, N.J. 
Evins, Tenn. Marsh Tiernan 
on Martin Tunney 
Mathias,Md. Udall 
Feighan Matsunaga Ullman 
ood May Van Deerlin 
Flynt M Vanik 
Foley Miller, Calif. Waggonner 
rd, ls Waldie 
William D. Minish Walker 
Fountain Mink Watts 
Friedel Monagan White 
Fulton, Tenn. Montgomery Whitten 
Fuqua oore Wilson, Bob 
Galifianakis Moorhead Wilson, 
Gallagher Morgan Charles H. 
Garmatz Morris, N. Mex. Wright 
Gettys Morton Wyatt 
Giaimo Moss Yates 
Gibbons Multer Young 
Gilbert Murphy, N.Y. Zablocki 
Gonzalez Natcher Zion 
Gray Nelsen Zwach 
Green, Oreg. Nichols 
NOT VOTING—27 
Abbitt Fisher Riegle 
Andrews, Ala. Fraser Scheuer 
Broomfield Herlong Sisk 
Brown, Calif. Hunt Steiger, Wis. 
Conyers Jones, Mo Taft 
de la Garza Morse, Mass. Wampler 
Diggs Murphy. Il. Whitener 
Dole Nedzi Williams, Miss. 
Parbstein Resnick Willis 
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So the motion to recommit was re- 


jected. 


The Clerk announced the following 


pairs: 


On this vote: 
Mr. Riegle for, with Mr. Murphy of Illinois 


against. 


Mr. Hunt for, with Mr. Farbstein against. 

Mr. Steiger of Wisconsin for, with Mr. 
Conyers against. 

Mr. Taft for, with Mr. Resnick against. 


Until further notice: 


Mr. 
ler. 


Mr, 


sippi. 
Mr. 


. Willis with Mr. Dole. 
. Brown of California with Mr. Diggs. 

. Abbitt with Mr. Fisher. 

. Herlong with Mr. Sisk. 

Whitener with Mr, Williams of Missis- 


Andrews of Alabama with Mr. Wamp- 


. Fraser with Mr. Broomfield. 
Scheuer with Mr. Morse of Massachu- 


Nedzi with Mr. de la Garza. 


Mr. PHILBIN changed his vote from 
yea“ to “nay.” 
The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the passage of the bill. 
Mr. KIRWAN. Mr. Speaker, on that I 


demand the yeas and nays. 


The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The question was taken; and there 
were—yeas 376, nays 26, not voting 30, 


as follows: 


Brown, Mich, 
Brown, Ohio 
Broyhill, Va. 
Buchanan 
Burke, Mass. 
Burleson 
Burton, Calif, 
Burton, Utah 
Bush 


Button 
Byrne, Pa. 
Byrnes, Wis. 
Cabell 


[Roll No. 182] 


YEAS—376 


Cahill 

Carey 

Carter 

Casey 
Cederberg 
Celler 
Chamberlain 


Collier 
Colmer 
Conable 
Conte 
Corbett 
Corman 
Cowger 
Cramer 
Culver 
Cunningham 


Delaney 
Dellenback 
Denney 
Dent 


Fountain 


Garmatz 
Gathings 
Gettys 
Giaimo 
Gibbons 
Gilbert 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Gray 
Green, Oreg. 
Green, Pa. 
Griffiths 
Gross 
Gubser 
Gude 
Gurney 
Hagan 
Haley 
Hall 
Halleck 
Halpern 
Hamilton 
Hammer- 
schmidt 


Hechler, W. Va. 
Heckler, Mass. 


Helstoski 
Henderson 


Hicks 
Holifield 
Holland 
Horton 
Howard 
Hull 
Hungate 
Ichord 
Irwin 
Jacobs 
Jarman 
Joelson 
Johnson, Calif. 


Kuykendall 
K 


Mathias, Calif. 
Matsunaga 


Betts 

Brock 
Broyhill, N.C. 
Burke, Fla. 
Cleveland 
Curtis 

Davis, Wis. 
Eshleman 
Ford, Gerald R. 


July 25, 1967 


NAYS—26 


Goodell 
Grover 
Harvey 
Hutchinson 
Jonas 
Kupferman 
MacGregor 
Miller, Ohio 
Ottinger 


Utt 
Vanik 


Wiggins 
Williams, Pa. 
Wilson, 


NOT VOTING—30 


Riegle 
7 Sein 


isk 
Steiger, Wis. 
Taft 
Van Deerlin 
Wampler 
Whitener 
Williams, Miss. 
Willis 


Abbitt Fraser 
Andrews, Ala. Herlong 
Broomfield Hosmer 
Brown, Calif. Hunt 
Conyers Jones, Mo. 
de la Garza Morse, Mass. 
Diggs Murphy. Il. 
Dole Nedzi 
Farbstein Resnick 
sher Rhodes, Pa. 
So the bill was passed. 
The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 
On this vote: 


Mr. Taft for, with Mr. Hunt against. 
Mr. Hosmer for, with Mr. Riegle against. 
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Mr. Murphy of Illinois for, with Mr. 
Steiger of Wisconsin against. 


Until further notice: 


Mr. Willis with Mr. Wampler. 

Mr. Farbstein with Mr. Morse of Massa- 
chusetts. 

Mr. Rhodes of Pennsylvania with Mr. 
Broomfield. 

Mr. Andrews of Alabama with Mr. Dole. 

Mr. Resnick with Mr. Conyers. 

Mr. Van Deerlin with Mr, Diggs. 

Mr. Whitener with Mr. Williams of Mis- 
sissippi. 

Mr. Abbitt with Mr. Brown of California. 

Mr. Fraser with Mr. Fisher. 

Mr. Scheuer with Mr. Nedzi. 

Mr. Herlong with Mr. de la Garza. 


The result, of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND 


Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent that all Mem- 
bers may have 5 legislative days in which 
to extend their remarks on the bill just 
passed and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Tennessee? 

There was no objection. 


FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE 
SENATE 


A further message from the Senate by 
Mr. Arrington, one of its clerks, an- 
nounced that the Senate had passed, with 
amendments in which the concurrence 
of the House is requested, a bill of the 
House of the following title: 

H. R. 6098. An act to provide an extension 
of the interest equalization tax, and for other 
purposes, 


The message also announced that the 
Senate insists upon its amendments to 
the bill (H.R. 6098) entitled “An act to 
provide an extension of the interest 
equalization tax, and for other purposes,” 
requests a conference with the House on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
thereon, and appoints Mr. Lone of Louisi- 
ana, Mr. SMaTHERS, Mr. ANDERSON, Mr. 
WILLIAMS of Delaware, and Mr. CARLSON 
to be the conferees on the part of the 
Senate. 


THE SUBVERSIVE ACTIVITIES 
CONTROL BOARD 


Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Louisiana? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Speaker, last week 
certain developments took place which, 
I believe, should cause concern to all of 
us who have an interest in our national 
security and resistance to domestic Com- 
munist operations designed to undermine 
our Nation. I am referring to the reac- 
tion of a few Members of the Congress 
to the President’s latest appointment to 
the Subversive Activities Control Board. 
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Certainly, I do not question the right 
of any Member of the Congress to criti- 
cize appointments made by the Presi- 
dent. One of the things we are here for 
is to protest appointments when we be- 
lieve we have a valid reason for doing 
so. At the same time, however, I believe 
we should all analyze most carefully any 
suggestion made which, rather than 
affecting an appointment as such, would 
affect the agency concerned and thus the 
operations of our Government. This is 
particularly true when the national 
security is involved. 

The suggestion that the Subversive 
Activities Control Board be abolished 
disturbs me deeply. This Board was 
established by the Internal Security Act 
of 1950 to perform an important quasi- 
judicial function. It was set up to hold 
hearings, as the act provides, on Com- 
munist-action, Communist-front and 
Communist-infiltrated organizations and 
on the membership of individuals in 
Communist-action groups, to publish re- 
ports of its findings, and to issue orders 
of registration for the organizations and 
individuals concerned. 

For a period of 17 years the Board has 
done a good job, the best job it could pos- 
sibly do. Its proceedings and reports 
have been highly informative and above 
criticism. We must remember that the 
Board is not a free agent. It is limited 
in its actions by the provisions of the 
statute creating it. In addition, its opera- 
tions are controlled and regulated by 
other agencies. Specifically, it can do 
nothing except on petition by the At- 
torney General. Moreover, once the At- 
torney General has initiated a proceeding 
involving the Board, its actions and 
orders are subject, of course, to rulings 
of the courts. 

Such inactivity as the Board has been 
accused of is in no way its own fault. 
Every time a petition of an Attorney 
General has given it the opportunity to 
function, it has acted with dispatch. For 
8 years—from 1953 to 1961—the Board 
was frustrated by legal maneuvers in- 
itiated by the Communist organizations 
which had been the subjects of its pro- 
ceedings and also by decisions of the 
courts which have had the effect of 
delaying or nullifying its work. 

After the Supreme Court upheld the 
constitutionality of the basic provisions 
of the Internal Security Act in 1961, it 
was believed the Subversive Activities 
Control Board would be able to proceed 
vigorously with the duties imposed on 
it by the act. It was prepared to do so. 

Unfortunately, things did not work 
out this way. Through a variety of suits 
and motions, the Communists succeeded 
in having the effectiveness of various 
Subversive Activities Control Board 
proceedings nullified and, in other cases, 
tremendously delaying the Board’s work. 
The Board, for example, has been trying 
to hold hearings on the W. E. B. DuBois 
Clubs of America since March 1966 when 
the Attorney General requested it to do 
so. By one legal maneuver after another 
the Communists have succeeded in frus- 
trating the Board on this issue for a year 
and a half. And from the looks of things 
now, it will be several more months be- 
fore the courts will rule one way or an- 
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other and let the Board either proceed 
with its work or invalidate the proceed- 
ing instituted by the Attorney General. 

Certainly, we should not blame the 
Board for this. The fact of the matter 
is that the Internal Security Act, in the 
light of a number of decisions which 
have been handed down by the courts 
since 1961, needs amendments. 

It is regrettable that it has not already 
been amended and that the Board has, 
therefore, been forced into periods of in- 
activity. The reality of the matter, how- 
ever, is that, prior to this Congress, it 
would have been extremely difficult to 
enact a bill that would cure this situa- 
tion. The Committee on Un-American 
Activities has been studying the prob- 
lem right along. The difficulty has been 
that, after the courts have ruled on one 
provision of, or on an issue related to, 
the Internal Security Act, the Commu- 
nists have brought other issues before 
them. We could not be certain that an 
amendment designed to plug one loop- 
hole in the act resulting from a court de- 
cision would be effective or upheld as 
constitutional until the Court had ruled 
on a pending related issue. 

A few weeks ago, I introduced a bill, 
H.R. 10390, which, I believe, will plug the 
loopholes now existing in the Internal 
Security Act and enable the Subversive 
Activities Control Board to function ef- 
fectively. I am proud to say that 24 of 
my colleagues from the Democratic 
Party have joined me in sponsoring this 
bill and that the ranking Republican 
on the Committee on Un-American Ac- 
tivities, the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
AsHBROOK], has introduced an identical 
bill, H.R. 10391, which is cosponsored by 
24 Members from the Republican side 
of the aisle. The committee will hold 
hearings on this bill within a few weeks, 
and it is my hope that the bill will be 
passed in this Congress—with the sup- 
port of those Members of Congress who 
have criticized the Board’s inactivity. 

Meanwhile we should realize that abol- 
ishing the Subversive Activities Control 
Board now, or cutting its appropriation 
so that its members and staff could not 
be paid, would be like abolishing our 
courts because, at the moment, no cases 
were pending before them. 

The Board has a vital role to play in 
protecting our national security and 
should be preserved. It is apparent to all 
that Communist activities generally are 
on the increase and that this is no time 
to weaken or eliminate any law, regula- 
tion or body that can serve to protect our 
country from those who are trying to 
subvert it. 


THE CASE FOR FREE CHINA 


Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, the 
Communists—whether they are of the 
Russian, Chinese, Cuban, or other va- 
riety—continue to show their true di- 


20008 


abolical nature, yet some Americans do 
not seem to believe them. The liberal 
press continues to strain its editorials 
and news in an effort to make us believe 
the unbelievable, that the Communists 
have changed and will continue to mel- 
low.” More aid, more trade, fewer mili- 
tary victories, and smaller armaments 
on our part, will cause the Reds to 
change heart, the liberals tell us. And, 
the liberal pundits further advise that, 
if only Red China were admitted to the 
U.N., she would assume the respectable 
responsibility of dealing humanely with 
her people and other nations. [Just a few 
days ago a former White House em- 
ployee revealed that American policy on 
this issue came dangerously close to a 
drastic change last summer. The inner 
guard intellectuals had almost sold the 
administration on admitting Red China 
into the U.N. This was just before the 
U.N. vote that defeated Red China on 
the question last fall. Apparently only 
the clock and the calendar saved us.] 

Some sincere Americans have appar- 
ently accepted this line, but I can only 
believe that they do not have the rele- 
vant facts and clear logic available so 
they can form judgments more nearly in 
line with reality and moral principles. 

If this is the problem, there is now an 
answer. Dr. Anthony T. Bouscaren, of 
Le Moyne College, has compiled a most 
useful document entitled “The Case for 
Free China.” The book is published by 
Crestwood Books, Post Office Box 2096, 
Arlington, Va. 22202, at $3.45 per copy. 
Through compilation of statements by 
eight China experts, Dr. Bouscaren has 
brought the China problem into sharp 
focus and placed it within the historical 
perspective of aggression verus accom- 
modation. Some of this valuable mate- 
rial has been presented to committees of 
the House. In addition, the Vietnam is- 
sues are presented in a new light and 
Red Guard activities given a new mean- 
ing. “The Case for Free China” is in 
handy form, and up-to-date material 
provides the reader with a veritable 
handbook on the subject. 

One of the contributors, the esteemed 
former Member of this body, the Honor- 
able Walter H. Judd, brings personal 
experience and scholarship of more than 
a quarter of a century to bear in the sec- 
tion, “Containment of Red China.” As 
an example, he states: 

For us to negotiate with the Vietcong, 
as has been suggested, would undermine and 
demoralize the Government of South Viet- 
nam as surely as negotiation with the 
Chinese Communists at Yenan in the 1944 
46 period undermined the Chinese Govern- 
ment in Chungking. 


Then, he continues: 


It is trouble in North Vietnam, not killings 
in South Vietnam, that are likely to in- 
fluence Hanoi, 


This, of course, is what the South 
Vietnamese have wanted to do for a 
long time, but our misguided doves will 
not let them do it. Dr. Judd’s contribu- 
tion alone is worth the price of the book. 

Two excellent chapters have been pre- 
pared by Dr. Bouscaren. One is an 
analysis of the meaning for us of the 
murderous Red Guard uprising, Written 
while he was in Taiwan at the height of 
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the activity, it is the result of first-hand 
study and observation. He states that 
“Mao’s myth is shattered” and shows 
why. The other chapter is “An Answer 
to the Quaker Report.” 

It has always seemed strange to me 
that a handful of leaders among these 
fine and sincere people should be so 
blind to reality and oblivious to the dis- 
service they are performing in giving 
comfort to the Communists. Dr. Bous- 
caren takes each of their eight devious 
arguments and shatters it with logic and 
fact. The eight Quaker arguments in 
their “New China Policy” to which he 
addresses himself are: 

1. The Peiping regime, although some- 
times using harsh methods, is essentially 
progressive, has uplifted its people, and is 
supported by them. 

2. U.S. policies before 1950 contributed to 
the hostility of the Chinese Communists. 

3. U.S. policies since the Korean war have 
engendered a fierce nationalistic pride which 
has made the Chinese Communists even 
more warlike. 

4. U.S. policies during the Korean war 
made the Chinese Communists warlike. 

5. The answer to Communist militarism 
is not resistance, but good works, sympathy, 
and offers of aid and trade. 

6. Taiwan threatens the mainland. 

7. Peiping should replace the Republic of 
China in the U.N. Security Council. 

8. The people of Taiwan should be hence- 
forth ruled by the Peiping dictatorship 
under international guarantees for funda- 
mental human rights and a measure of 
freedom. 


It is high time these spurious asser- 
tions are fully answered and Dr. Bous- 
caren ably does the job. In stating that 
these arguments should be given no 
weight in our foreign policy, Dr. Bous- 
caren concludes: 

If the Quakers insist on looking at Peiping 
through rose-colored glasses, that is their 
business. The rest of us are concerned with 
the realities of East Asia, and the hopes and 
aspirations of its people to live in an atmos- 
phere free of Mao-ist terror. 


Dr. Franz Michael, George Washing- 
ton University, is equally clear in his 
chapter “Ignore Communists Purpose at 
Our Risk.” He, like the other experts, has 
lived and worked in China. Each para- 
graph has meaning for all Americans, 
even though quite contrary to those who 
paint the Russians as leaning to the 
West. The following is but a sample: 

This type of warfare [i.e. wars of libera- 
tion] focused today in Vietnam, is the 
strategy that the Soviets have as much ap- 
proved as the Chinese. If they are somewhat 
more reluctant to go all out for it as the 
Chinese Communists do, it is in order not to 
compromise the peaceful coexistence strategy 
for which they want to be known. In my 
view, Ho Chi Minh has not only from the 
beginning received Soviet support, but will 
be backed as long as the Soviets believe that 
this particular national liberation war looks 
favorable. The Chinese Communists, how- 
ever, have gone all out for this strategy. 


In spite of the persistent warlike and 
antisocial behavior of Red China, their 
lobby continues to build a favorable atti- 
tude to permit her acceptance into the 
U.N. on the next try. 

Mr. Walter S. Robertson, who served 
under three Presidents, representing 
both political parties, brings this experi- 
ence to bear in his contribution, Viet- 
nam Dilemma Is Rooted in Red China.” 
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He summarizes the reasons for keeping 
Red China out of the U.N. as follows: 

Recognition of Red China by the United 
States would bring prestige and power to a 
regime that threatens every principle to 
which America gives allegiance; it would in- 
crease its capacity for making war at a time it 
is planning war; it would be a bitter blow to 
Asian allies, living in the shadow of Com- 
munist aggression, who have had the courage 
to withhold recognition; it would darken the 
future of millions suffering from or threat- 
ened by Peiping tyrannies; it would greatly 
magnify our own problem of resisting Com- 
munist expansion. 


Dr. David N. Rowe of Yale, with similar 
convictions growing out of his 20 years 
experience in the Far East and his studies 
since, deals with the U.N. admittance 
issue in the chapter “Oppose Red China’s 
Admission to the U.N.” He tersely recalls 
what the liberals like to forget—the blun- 
der of our postwar policy. One paragraph 
gives the clue to the hard-hitting facts 
the reader of this volume will have: 

Our immediate postwar policy toward the 
U.S.S.R. was not one of containment, but of 
surrender. Eastern Europe and Outer Mon- 
golia were surrendered to the U.S.S.R. with 
the connivance of the United States and even 
with the highest pressures being brought to 
bear by the United States on our Allies to 
surrender to the U.S. S. R. landgrabs, as in the 
case of Nationalist China and of Mongolia, 
This was an effort to appease Stalin and get 
him to accept this as his price for cooperating 
with us. He took the price, but did not co- 
operate. 


Dr. George E. Taylor, University of 
Washington, removes the halo placed on 
the Communists by their apologists in his 
calm, closely reasoned, but, devastating 
chapter, “Know Chinese Reds for What 
They Really Are.” He disposes of the 
argument that the Red Chinese are only 
acting as Chinese nationalists—to protect 
their interests and culture. Dr. Taylor 
says: 

There is nothing about Chinese nation- 
alism that calls for the hate campaign of the 
Chinese Communists against the United 
States, for the militarization of a quarter of 
the people of the earth, for the racial invec- 
tive that pervades so much of their propa- 
ganda, even in Hong Kong, or for the support 
of revolutionary movements in Southeast 
Asia, Africa, and Latin America spelled out 
in the Central Committee decisions of 1963 
and reaffirmed in the Lin Piao statement. A 
true nationalism would call for attention to 
domestic problems and would certainly avoid 
@ quarrel with a powerful neighbor. 


I also commend two other statements to 
the Members of this body. One, by Presi- 
dent Chiang Kai-shek and the other by 
the Minister of Foreign Affairs of the 
Republic of China. Their statements 
round out this volume for the reader by 
giving them the exact unexpurgated po- 
sition of those directly effected by what 
our policy is in respect to free China. 
This should serve to eliminate any and 
all cries that no one knows the stand 
of the Republic of China. 

In addition, Dr. Bouscaren has in- 
cluded a statement of mine which ap- 
peared in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 
June 28, 1966, entitled “The Red China 
Lobby,” in which I identify portions of 
this perennial group. 

Iam certain that anyone who has even 
the slightest interest in our foreign pol- 
icy and our own security will find this 
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book of great value. Surely, if they study 
it, they can no longer claim that they 
stood by the Communists because they 
were taken in by the liberal experts, since 
here is a compilation of expert testimony 
by professional people of competence and 
experience that can match and surpass 
the best the China Lobby can dig up. It 
simply remains to be read, studied, and 
acted upon. 


OPPRESSION OF JEWS IN U.S. S. R. 


Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to extend my remarks at 
this point in the Recorp and include 
extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, reports 
emanating from the Soviet Union show 
that pressure has been brought on the 
Jewish population to organize protest 
meetings against Israel. It is not dif- 
ficult to remember the harsh treatment 
of the Jews in other days when Russian 
rulers encouraged pogroms against the 
Jews in their midst who were forced to 
live in ghettos. This, despite great ac- 
complishments by Yiddish groups in the 
fields of literature, the theater, and sci- 
ence in Russia. 

With the advent of communism, it 
appeared there would be a relaxation of 
the feelings of the Russian leaders 
toward the Jews. In fact, many early 
Communist leaders were of Jewish ex- 
traction. However, early conflicts in 
ideology developed when the Jews 
sought to cling to their true religion. In- 
stances of Jewish persecution are be- 
coming more and more frequent. 

In their efforts to prevent adherence 
to the Jewish faith to the point that it 
is a force in Russia, synagogues are not 
allowed to remain open or to be active 
except in the larger cities. These and 
other places of worship frequently are 
required to remain in disrepair. Prayer- 
books and other religious articles are 
lacking. Foreign Jews who have attended 
services in the Soviet Union report that 
younger persons are discouraged from 
attending. The Soviet Government re- 
fuses to allow the sale of “matzos,” the 
unleavened bread which is eaten by the 
Jews on Passover. 

It is estimated that there are about 
3,000,000 Jews yet remaining in Russia. 
Many would like to emigrate and, of 
course, Israel is high on the list of pre- 
ferred countries. Apparently, the Soviet 
Union does not want to lose the scholars, 
scientists, and artists and the well edu- 
cated among its Jewish population. Con- 
sequently, few are permitted to emigrate. 

There have been indications of a re- 
birth of the Jewish spirit among the 
younger Jews despite the fact that the 
religious and other demonstrations are 
frowned on by the Russian leaders. The 
capabilities of the Jewish people are well 
known. In Russia’s search for ways to 
impress the world, it would appear that 
a deliberate effort would be made to take 
advantage of the skills and knowledge of 
this group. World Jewry obviously would 
welcome relaxation of restrictions 
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against the Jews within Russia. Russia 
has much to gain by allowing greater 
freedom of expression among its Jewish 
citizens. 

I have noted a thoughtful discussion 
on the problem of the Russian Jews in a 
recent issue of the Christian Science 
Monitor. I include it for reprinting in the 
Recorp at this point: 

(By Paul Wohl) 


A cloud hangs over the Soviet Union's 3 
million Jews. Tel Aviv’s broadcasts are 
jammed, The sleek cars of the Israeli Embas- 
sy with the star of David have disappeared. 
The few score Jews with emigration visas for 
Israel cannot leave. 

In the hour of its military triumph, Israel 
for Soviet Jews has become a hostile country. 
To express sympathy for Israel would be be- 
traying the Soviet fatherland, says the press. 
What does it mean to express sympathy for 
Israel? No one knows for certain. A word may 
be sufficient, a letter to a friend... . 

Solomon B. Dolnik, a retired geodesic en- 
gineer and a Jew who in February was sen- 
tenced to be shot as a traitor for having “dis- 
seminated anti-Soviet as well as Zionist pam- 
phlets,” may still be executed. 

Surely Soviet Jews have grounds for worry, 
but they have not demeaned themselves. 
More than one month after the outbreak of 
the Israeli-Arab war, Soviet officials still have 
not been able to produce a declaration of 
rabbis and Jewish intellectuals condemning 
Israel. 

The pressure was great. Beginning in 
March, officials of the few remaining syna- 
gogues were urged by state security organs to 
start a letter-writing campaign denouncing 
Israel. By the end of June the campaign had 
not come off. 


ONLY ONE PROTEST 


Only in Dushambe, Tadjikistan, did a Jew- 
ish congregation—a congregation without a 
rabbi—issue an anti-Israel statement. The 
large Jewish communities of Moscow (285,- 
000), Leningrad (165,000), Kiev (220,000) 
and Odessa (250,000) remained silent. 

Organized religious communities in the 
Soviet Union are supposed to support the 
policies of party and state. Ever since the 
war, in matters of foreign policy, the Rus- 
sian Orthodox Church and the Kremlin have 
been one. Soviet Baptists and Lutherans con- 
sistently declare their Soviet patriotism. 

The Soviet Union’s religious Jews consist- 
ing mostly of pensioners, are one of the 
smallest, poorest, and least favored of orga- 
nized religious communities. That they, to- 
gether with the many prominent Jewish 
artists, scholars, and writers should have 
remained silent so long, is a sign that some- 
thing has changed in the condition of Soviet 
Jews. 

Either the Kremlin has not used its enor- 
mous powers or Soviet Jews have gained a 
measure of self-respect which is something 
new in the history of the complex relations 
between the Jews and Russian and Soviet 
society. 

Like the Armenians, of whom there are 
only a few hundred thousand more in the 
Soviet Union, the Jews are at the same time 
a religious community and a nationality. 
Like Soviet Armenians, the great majority 
of Soviet Jews, especially the Communist- 
educated younger and middle generations, 
are not religious. But unlike the Armenians, 
they neither have a national republic nor a 
common language. 

Fewer than 10 percent of the inhabitants 
of the Jewish autonomous province of Biro- 
bidzhan in the Far Eastern region are Jews. 

Were it not for the ancient Russian legis- 
lation according to which everyone must reg- 
ister as a member of one of the more than 
a hundred different ethnic groups of the em- 
pire, the Jews as a nationality might have 
disappeared. 
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NATIONALITY OPTIONAL 


There was much intermarriage in the first 
decades of Soviet power. At the age of 16, 
children from mixed marriages could, and 
still can, opt for the nationality of either 
parent. Because of surviving anti-Semitism 
the party expected that virtually all chil- 
dren of mixed marriages would choose non- 
Jewish nationality. 

It did not work out that way. The number 
of mixed marriages declined sharply. And 
more and more children of these marriages 
registered as Jews, even though they knew 
neither Yiddish nor Hebrew and were al- 
most totally ignorant of Jewish history and 
cultural traditions. 

Quite a few American Jews visiting the 
Soviet Union were astonished to meet blond, 
barrel-chested Russian sailors who had the 
word “‘Yevrei,” meaning Hebrew or Jew, writ- 
ten on their identification papers or internal 
passports, which are compulsory for all So- 
viet citizens just as they were under the 
czars, 

Case after case has become known in the 
United States or half-Jewish relatives in the 
Soviet-Union, who as grown men and women 
requested the authorities to change their 
nationality from, say, Russian or Latvian 
into Jewish. 

Almost none of these young “voluntary 
Jews” belongs to a Jewish religious congre- 
gation, but on joyous Jewish feast days many 
of them go to the synagogue and sing and 
dance in the yard or on the surrounding 
streets; among them young men in Army 
uniform with military decorations, 

A Russian-speaking American, Rabbi She- 
lomo ben-Israel, recently returned from the 
Soviet Union. He has told in a series of ar- 
ticles published under the title “Russian 
Sketches” by the American Jewish Commit- 
tee, how he asked one such boy why he went 
to the synagogue on Simhat Torah, the feast 
celebrated after completion of the annual 
reading of the books of Moses. 

“I don’t know how to explain it,” said the 
boy, “I’m Jewish. I feel Jewish. I can’t re- 
cite the prayers and I can’t read Yiddish or 
Hebrew. So I go to the synagogue to be with 
other Jewish people and have a good time 
with my friends. Once a year I want to show 
everyone I’m Jewish, so I dance and sing 
with all the others.” 

For anyone acquainted with the condition 
of the Jews in czarist days this is new and 
heartening. Although the Jews under the 
czar had a Jewish cultural life with books, 
newspapers, and schools of their own, they 
frequently suffered violence and persecution. 

In their great majority the Jews were lim- 
ited to the pale and forbidden to live in such 
cities as Moscow and St. Petersburg (now 
Leningrad). Hence the ordinary Jews among 
gentile Russians were withdrawn and 
anxious, Nothing would have been more for- 
eign to a young Jew under the czar than 
the present-day easy-going joyous public 
demonstration of Jewishness in metropolitan 
cities. 

Even party members are proud of their 
Jewishness. When this writer questioned a 
Soviet biologist, an acquaintance of long 
standing, about his knowledge of the Bible, 
he disclosed that he was a Jew. As a young- 
ster before the revolution he had gone to a 
Jewish school, was fluent in Yiddish and had 
studied classical Hebrew. An Army officer 
with a fine record during the war, he was a 
long-time party member. 

His daughters, who married Jewish Com- 
munist Army officers, also studied Hebrew. 
As loyal party members they reject Zionism. 

PECULIAR PHILOSOPHY 

How did this Soviet scholar explain his 
attachment to Jewish nationality? Could 
there be a Jewish national culture without 
& separate language and a land? 

The explanation seems to lie in the pecu- 
Mar Russian and Soviet philosophy accord- 
ing to which everyone must have an ethni- 
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cal identity, in other words belong to a na- 
tion or tribe. To be a citizen of the state is 
not enough. Citizenship per se to Russians 
is an abstract concept. 

Although Soviet Communists do not criti- 
cize their party in front of non-Communists, 
it is evident that my friend would have wel- 
comed more leeway for Jewish cultural 
activities. 

Today there is not a single daily Jewish 
newspaper in the Soviet Union. Only seven 
books in Yiddish were published in the past 
five years. A Yiddish magazine, Sovietish 
Heimland,” appears more or less regularly 
every month in a limited edition. Only two 
books in Yiddish were published last year 
with more copies sold abroad than in the 
Soviet Union. 

There are no Jewish schools. Hebrew is 
taught at Moscow University but until last 
year only four students were assigned to the 
Hebrew course; all non-Jews. Moscow used 
to have a famous Jewish theater; there was 
a Jewish theater in Kiev. Now there are only 
a few itinerant theater groups performing 
in Yiddish. 

In the spring of last year one Josip Chor- 
nobilsky was arrested for collecting signa- 
tures on a petition asking for the establish- 
ment of a Jewish national theater in Kiev. 


TWO REASONS FOR POLICY 


There are two reasons for this restrictive 
policy. One is Soviet anti-Zionism, the other 
is the fear that Jewish cultural activities 
might revive the Jewish religion, 

Both reasons are ambivalent. The Soviet 
Union as a member of the Security Council 
of the United Nations cosponsored the estab- 
lishment of the state of Israel 20 years ago. 
The Kremlin’s present policy toward Israel 
is related to Moscow’s wooing of the Arab 
states and to the fact that Israel firmly sides 
with the West. 

As a capitalist country, depending finan- 
cially largely on the United States, the 
Soviets have come to regard Israel as an 
American bastion in a Middle East which 
they would like to turn into their sphere 
of influence. Yet, Soviet Premier Alexei N. 
Kosygin has stated at the United Nations, 
that the Soviets, unlike the Arabs, are not 
opposed to Israel's existence, 

Even if the Soviets were able to reach an 
agreement with Washington about collabora- 
tion in the Middle East, they are unlikely to 
establish close relations with Israel, because 
it might lead to a mass exodus of Soviet 
Jews. 

Once Jews are allowed to emigrate in large 
numbers, a demand for the right to emigrate 
might spread to other nationalities. The 
“closed society” of Soviet communism would 
have to open and the Soviet state would 
cease to be a centrally governed citadel. 

Soviet concern about a revival of Jewish 
cultural activities also has two sides. Jewish 
culture is permeated with religions tradition. 
A revival of Jewish religious life in the Soviet 
Union might strengthen all religions, espe- 
cially the smaller groups, where religious 
life is most intense and therefore most chal- 
lenging to communism. 

In the case of the Jews, the Soviets also 
distrust Judaism’s many international as- 
sociations. This may explain why Jewish 
rabbis, alone among the representatives of 
recognized religions in the Soviet Union, 
never have been allowed to attend interna- 
tional congresses. 

Behind these rational considerations there 
are the age-old popular prejudices against 
the Jews, which the party officially fights. 
Anti-Semitism is a crime acording to Soviet 
law. But anti-Semitism still permeates the 
thinking of many party and state officials in 
the provinces up to the middle echelon. 
Some of the top leaders have bowed to these 
prejudices. l 

This explains why former Premier Nikita 
S. Khrushchev chided Yevgheni Yevtushenko 
for his poem, Babiy Yar, which evoked the 
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tragedy of the 200,000 Jews of Kiev—slaugh- 
tered by the Nazis, and deplored the survival 
of anti-Semitism among Russians. Mr. Khru- 
shchev was not alone. General Secretary 
Leonid I. Brezhnev in Kiev on Oct. 23, 1965, 
spoke of “the mass murder of Soviet citi- 
zens ...in Babiy Yar” without once men- 
tioning the martyrdom of the Jews. 

Also related to these prejudices is the poor 
representation of the Jews in the Soviet 
political structure. Thus there are only 13 
Jews among the 5,761 members of the su- 
preme soviets or Legislatures of the 15 Soviet 
republics and only 11 Jews among the 2,842 
members of the supreme soviets of autono- 
mous republics. It is the same thing in the 
local soviets. The local soviets, according to 
the monthly of the central statistical admin- 
istration (No. 3 of 1967) had 2,010,540 mem- 
bers and only 8,124 were Jews, a little more 
than one third of 1 percent. The total num- 
ber of Jews in the Soviet population is close 
to 14% percent. 


HIGH PROFESSIONAL RATIO 


It is different in the professions, The num- 
ber of Jews among artists, mathematicians, 
physicists, economists, philosophers, sociolo- 
gists, writers, and journalists is several times 
their share in the population. 

There are few Jews, however, among high 
Soviet officials and none among responsible 
party leaders. Deputy Premier Venyamin E. 
Dymshits, whom Premier Kosygin mentioned 
at his recent press conference at the United 
Nations, is an exception. 

Like everything in the Soviet Union to- 
day, the condition of the Jews is in flux. 
Premier Kosygin on December 3, in Paris said 
that the Soviets would do “everything pos- 
sible” to facilitate a reunification of Jewish 
families and, “if some of them want to leave 
us, to open the road. This does not raise any 
problem of principle, and will not raise any.” 

The Premier’s promise was promptly pub- 
lished in Izvestia and Komsomolskaya 
Pravda; only the words “everything possible” 
were missing. In practice, opposition cropped 
up very soon. 

The Kremlin is aware of the enthusiasm 
with which visiting Israeli artists were re- 
ceived last year and did not like it. 

Soviet authorities are very concerned about 
popular Jewish response to visiting Israeli 
artists. Three persons arrested in Riga last 
July for obstructing the police when the 
Jews jammed the street in front of the thea- 
ter where Israeli artists were performing, 
were given two-year prison sentences. 

Although it is by no means certain that 
the majority of Soviet Jews would prefer to 
live in Israel rather than in the Soviet Union, 
the cultural attraction of Israel worries the 
suspicious Soviets. But, intent on seeking a 
modus vivendi with the West, the Kremlin 
neither wants to give further cause to those 
Western Communists and Communist-sym- 
pathizers who have publicly accused the So- 
viet Union of anti-Semitism nor does it want 
to exasperate its already stirred up Jews. 

This may explain why the pressure on So- 
viet Jews to come out against Israel was not 
so strong as to break every resistance, as 
would have been the case in former years. 


“THE PHILLIPS REPORT'S TOR- 
TURED TRAIL”—THE CONGRESS 
SHOULD RESUME THE APOLLO 
HEARINGS 


Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to extend my remarks at 
this point in the Recorp and include 
extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, in the May 13, 
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1967, issue of Science News, an article 
concerning the significance of the Phil- 
lips Report expressed confidence that this 
vital document—and all that it revealed 
and implied—would be “examined in- 
tently in the light of NASA's action” by 
1125 House Subcommittee on NASA Over- 
sight. 

This confidence was unwarranted—the 
Phillips Report afforded many news- 
paper headlines, but in actual fact very 
little followup investigation has taken 
place, so that neither Congress nor the 
public have knowledge of NASA’s internal 
activities subsequent to the release of 
this report. As Science News pointed out: 


The Phillips Report is shockingly similar 
to that of the Apollo accident investigators 
(dated 13 months later). . NASA thus knew 
about North American’s incredible mishan- 
dling of its job, yet did little or nothing 
about it. 


This statement by Science News can 
be documented at length as I did in a 
speech on the floor of the House on 
April 26. Here are just a few brief ex- 
amples of the close relationship between 
the Phillips Report of December 19, 1965, 
and the Apollo Review Board Report of 
April 5, 1967, taken from my earlier 
presentation. 


Phillips report: The condition of hard- 
ware shipped from the factory, with thou- 
sands of hours of work to complete, is un- 
satisfactory to NASA. S&ID must complete 
all hardware at the factory and further im- 
plement, without delay, an accurate system 
to certify configuration of delivered hard- 
ware, properly related to the DD 250.” 

Apollo Review Board: “Two revisions were 
made to the original Command Module DD 
Form 250. The first (original) DD 250 did not 
reflect the true status of the Command 
Module in that it did not include all of the 
actual part shortages nor did it list the 
equipment removed to facilitate shipment. 
To correct the status of the Command Mod- 
ule, the second CM DD 250 was written. 
After shipment, additional discrepancies 
were discovered in the ‘as shipped’ hardware 
configuration status ... The third CM DD 
250 was written to correct the status of 
the Command Module... items requiring 
Downey action which were not completed at 
NAA-Downey were transferred to KSC on 
the DD 250.” 

Phillips report: “NAA quality is not up 
to NASA required standards. This is evi- 
denced by the large number of ‘correction’ 
E.O.’s and manufacturing discrepancies. 
This deficiency is further compounded by 
the large number of discrepancies that 
escape NAA inspectors but are detected by 
NASA inspectors. NAA must take immediate 
and effective action to improve the quality 
of workmanship and to tighten their own 
inspection. Performance goals for demon- 
strating high quality must be established, 
and trend data must be maintained and 
given serious attention by management to 
correct this unsatisfactory condition.” 

Apollo Review Board: “... As a result 
of review of open work, it was found that 
a large number of engineering changes (had 
to be) incorporated into the S/C at KSC. 
Many of these changes resulted from non-fit 
or non-function problems . .. The large 
number of changes made it difficult to es- 
tablish the vehicle configuration.” 

Phillips report: “Poor workmanship is evi- 
denced by the continual high rates of rejec- 
tion and MRB actions which result in re- 
work that would not be necessary if the 
workmanship had been good. A practi- 
cal system of measuring work accomplished 
vs. work planned must be implemented and 
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used to gauge and to improve the effective- 
ness of the labor force.” 

Apollo Review Board, Review of test find- 
ings, August 19, 1966: “Failure of ECS Meas- 
urements. The water-glycol pump package 
pressure measurements was found defec- 
tive ...The transducer for water-glycol 
pump inlet pressure measurement was not 
replaced and NAA's request for waiver was 
granted. CO2 Partial Pressure Gage. When 
power was turned on, the gage went to full 
scale deflection and triggered the caution 
and warning system. Additional testing was 
accomplished prior to shipment and gage 
operation was determined to be satisfactory 
although Automatic Checkout Equipment 
readouts did not correspond. The master 
caution and warning light triggered with no 
visible indication on the individual display 
when the glycol evaporator steam backpres- 
sure was operated. The problem was found 
to be a switch which was removed and re- 
placed. A retest with the new switch was 
not performed and was transferred as open 
work to KSC. . . Use of Velcro and other 
materials in the CM was not considered 
desirable and was unsatisfactory for flight. 
Investigation of the CM crew compartment 
was performed with identification of unde- 
sirable materials listed prior to shipment of 
the spacecraft.” 


More than 2 months after the pub- 
lication of the article in Science News 
little progress has been made in learning 
whether NASA has begun a serious effort 
to improve its management procedures. 
What is more, without further congres- 
sional investigation we will learn little 
in the future, and the prospect of re- 
newed hearings grows more unlikely 
every day. 

Faced with serious evidence about 
abuse of public funds, Congress must 
not stop short of taking the necessary 
steps to protect that investment. It 
should exercise adequately its investiga- 
tive and oversight powers in order to in- 
sist that the space program more truly 
maintain our national prestige, which it 
is intended to support, by being of the 
highest possible quality. 

This issue is particularly crucial today 
when Federal funds for urgently-needed 
domestic programs are in short supply 
and the budget-cutters and tax-raisers 
are both hard at work performing varie- 
ties of surgery and financial therapy on 
the Nation’s economy. Can we afford to 
have NASA waste its funds and escalate 
the cost of our space effort? Is it not a 
mockery to say that we cannot afford a 
few million dollars here or there for the 
poor, yet let the cost of the S-II rocket 
more than triple unnecessarily and con- 
tinue to pay this bill without question or 
pause? Are we willing to leave unan- 
swered serious questions which have 
been raised about waste, mismanage- 
ment, technical deficiency, political pres- 
sure, and so forth, in a publicly support- 
ed annual $5 billion civilian space pro- 
gram? 

Once again I urge that Congress fully 
assume its responsibility in connection 
with NASA and renew the Apollo hear- 
ings in order to focus in depth on the 
problem of NASA management. 

I include the May 13 article from 
Science News at this point in the 
RECORD: 


THE PHILLIPS REPORT'S TORTURED TRAIL 


It was the most mysterious piece of writ- 
ing since the Dead Sea Scrolls. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE 


Within days after the Jan. 27 fire that 
killed three astronauts in an Apollo space 
capsule, guarded references began appearing 
to a scathing report sent more than a year 
before from the National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration to the prime Apollo 
contractor, North American Aviation, Pro- 
duced by a NASA team under program direc- 
tor Gen. Samuel Phillips, the elusive docu- 
ment reportedly blasted North American for 
the same shoddy work and poor engineering 
that the accident investigators found 13 
months later, 

Yet Congressional investigators were un- 
able to dig the report up. North American 
President J. Lee Atwood testified under oath 
that “Gen. Phillips has not given us a copy 
of any report.” Even NASA head James Webb, 
notorious for his loud protestations that he 
always gives Congress whatever it needs, pro- 
duced only a watered-down summary when 
pressed by the House Science and Astro- 
nautics Committee. 

In the 10 days that followed, the Phillips 
report was sought unsuccessfully both by 
Congress and the press. Then on April 26, 
came the climax: Representative William 
Ryan (D.-N.Y.) announced that he, at last, 
had a copy. Declining to reveal his source, he 
gave NASA three days to make the entire re- 
port public on its own, which it tacitly re- 
fused to do. When Ryan revealed the docu- 
ment himself neither NASA nor North Amer- 
ican would comment on its authenticity, but 
prompt signs of life in both organizations 
gave it weight. 

On the same day, NASA announced a 
series of conferences with half a dozen other 
large space companies to work out “a revised 
plan for the Apollo program” that almost 
certainly meant the space agency was think- 
ing of taking some of its business elsewhere. 
Included among the conferees was the newly- 
merged McDonnell-Douglas Corp. McDonnell 
built both the Mercury and Gemini space- 
craft. 

That was on a Saturday. North American 
waited until the weekend was over to an- 
nounce a high-level shakeup in which the 
head of its Apollo-building Space and In- 
formation Division, conveniently on sick 
leave at the time, was replaced by William 
B. Bergen, one-time head of Martin-Marietta 
Corp., who had been with North American 
for scarcely three weeks. At the same time, 
the division’s executive vice president was 
kicked downstairs to the new post of assist- 
ant vice president, while the vice president 
formerly in charge of manufacturing took 
over his seat. 

Ryan’s “Phillips Report” should have been 
enough to curdle blood all over North Ameri- 
can’s California domain. Complete with a 
signed letter dated Dec. 9, 1965 and addressed 
to company president Atwood, the 20-page 
document accused the company of feather- 
bedding, submitting misleading reports to 
NASA, delivering unfinished hardware and 
being more interested in money than in 
performance. 

Even though the company was on the re- 
ceiving end of the NASA report, the space 
agency is likely to fry as well. Though it is 
written in harsher terms, the Phillips report 
is shockingly similar to that of the Apollo 
accident investigators (SN:4/22). NASA thus 
knew about North American's incredible mis- 
handling of its job, yet did little or nothing 
about it. The Phillips report recommended 
strongly that North American come up with 
some good excuses within about six weeks, 
and said that the investigators would prob- 
ably return a month after that to see what 
was done. 

But what happened? Someone knows and 
isn’t telling, so Congress has to start prying 
again, giving the Phillips report what 
amounts to its own investigation. Webb is 
scheduled to appear this week before the 
House Subcommittee on NASA Oversight, 
and several of the other past witnesses from 
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the weeks of hearings on the Apollo fire are 
likely to face return bouts. 

Representative Ryan, who belongs to the 
House space committee, but not its NASA 
Oversight Subcommittee, will unfortunately 
be on the outside looking in at the hearings. 
He has been frustrated before in his over- 
seeing attempts, such as when subcommittee 
head Olin E. Teague (D.-Tex.) invited him 
to accompany the subcommittee to Cape 
Kennedy in the course of the accident in- 
vestigation. Ryan’s plan was vetoed by com- 
mittee chairman George Miller, a Democrat 
from North American’s home state of Cali- 
fornia, who said that only subcommittee 
members could go on such trips. Miller also 
has the power to appoint new subcommittee 
members. 

When the Oversight subcommittee does 
take up the Phillips report, the document’s 
specific criticism and recommendations will 
be examined intently in the light of NASA’s 
action on them since they were made. Here 
are some of the report’s points. 

„ . . continued failure to meet com- 
mitted schedule dates . 

„ . . late, incomplete and incorrect en- 
. releases 

the main level of corporate interest 
appears to be... financial . 

. programs can be done, and done bet- 
ter ‘with fewer people 

“|. . there is little confidence that NAA 
will meet its schedule and performance com- 
mitments within the funds available for this 
portion of the Apollo program .. .” 


PANAMA CANAL 


Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to address the House for 
1 minute and to include extraneous 
matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Missouri? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HALL. Mr, Speaker, I insert at this 
point in the Record my testimony of yes- 
terday before the Subcommittee on 
Inter-American Affairs of the House 
Committee on Foreign Affairs, regarding 
the infamous but now proposed new 
Panama Canal Zone Treaty: 


STATEMENT BY CONGRESSMAN DURWARD G. 
HALL, REPUBLICAN OF MISSOURI, SUBCOMMIT- 
TEE ON INTER-AMERICAN AFFAIRS OF HOUSE 
5 ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS, JULY 24, 
Mr. Chairman, as the Committee knows, 

I introduced H. Con. Res. 389 expressing the 
“Sense of Congress” in favor of maintain- 
ing United States sovereignty over the Pan- 
ama Canal Zone, and this resolution or iden- 
tical resolutions were signed by well over 
130 Members of the House. I appreciate the 
fact that our colleagues in the other body 
are charged with the Constitutional respon- 
sibility of either ratifying or rejecting the 
proposed treaty between the United States 
and the government of Panama, I also know 
the people (and hence their Representa- 
tives), are vitally interested in freedom of 
access, freedom of the seas and maintenance 
of our property rights! 

I think all Members of this House have a 
vital interest in the status of the Canal Zone 
and as a Member of the House Committee on 
Armed Services I am particularly concerned 
about the possible effect of this treaty on 
both national security and hemispheric de- 
tense. The Panama Canal is one of the most 
vital links in our national defense. There 
is no one in this room, certainly not myself, 
who can predict with any accuracy what 
future governments may come to power in 
the Republic of Panama. But of this we can 
be absolutely certain. United States sur- 


20012 


render of its sovereignty in the zone, will 
not placate the Communists. It will only 
intensify their desire to further lessen United 
States influence and control over the Canal 
Zone and elsewhere, and this effort will be 
accelerated by their ability to say “look what 
we've already been able to accomplish,”— 
with just a riot or two. 

All of us are aware of the effort made by 
Fidel Castro in Cuba to embarrass and isolate 
the United States in regard to its naval base 
at Guantanamo. Cutting off our water, and 
Cuban employees; were only a few of the di- 
visive tactics used. Guantanamo may be an 
important naval installation but its strategic 
value is as nothing compared to the Panama 
Canal, although it's vital to the Caribbean 
defense area triangle, and a future hostile 
government in Panama could cause the 
United States no end of grief. 

Mr. Chairman, I never thought the day 
would arrive when a Member of Congress 
would be testifying before a House Sub- 
Committee advocating a resolution that pre- 
serves and protects American sovereignty in 
the Panama Canal Zone. I am equally con- 
fident that the great majority of the Ameri- 
can public never thought in their wildest 
dreams, that this day would arrive. It has 
arrived and we must awake to the harsh 
realities of the ominous situation at hand. 

The harshest reality, which is similar to 
being hit in the side of the head by a flying 
brick, is that under the new proposed treaty 
affecting our status in the Canal Zone, the 
United States surrenders sovereignty in this 
vitally strategic area. 

I certainly hope that the Administration, 
before it signs the proposed treaty, and the 
other body before it ratifies the proposed 
treaty, will become cognizant of several harsh 
realities and hard facts concerning the im- 
portance of the Panama Canal Zone, and 
weigh judiciously against possible purchased 
good will. 

Harsh reality number one: The Canal 
Zone’s importance in the area of hemispheric 
defense is so vital that it almost defies words. 
The ability of a potentially hostile govern- 
ment in Panama denying access of our trans- 
ferring our naval forces from the Atlantic 
Ocean to the Pacific Ocean, and vice-versa, 
would be disastrous. 

Harsh reality number two: A Communist 
or hostile government could conceivably 
close the Canal to all U.S. shipping, or for 
that matter to all world shipping. 65% of all 
shipping passing through the Canal annually 
either originates or terminates in U.S. ports. 
The added shipping costs, as well as the cur- 
tallment of shipping would be astronomical 
in the event this facility should be denied for 
one reason or another. We are all aware of 
the effect of Nassar’s closing of the Suez 
Canal. 

Harsh reality number three: The surrender 
of an aggregate investment of $4,839,000,000 
would constitute the biggest single give-away 
recorded in history. I cannot concede that 
the American taxpayers, whose tax dollars 
paid for this investment, wish to write off 
this public asset without some reasonable and 
tangible compensation in return. 

Mr. Chairman, there are other harsh 
realities and hard facts relating to the Canal 
Zone and I shall not take up the Committee’s 
valuable time in further elaborating upon 
them. No doubt others appearing before you 
will do this. 

However, there are two final matters I wish 
to call to your attention: One is the fact that 
our chief negotiator, Mr. Robert Anderson 
appeared before you in closed session. This 
indeed seems strange. The text of the pro- 

Treaty and its implications have been 
made public. Why a closed and secret hear- 
ing? Are there other provisions to this Treaty 
that the Administration does not wish to 
reveal to the American public? Are they 
afraid of adverse public opinion? Or to put 
it more bluntly, just what are they trying 
to hide? 
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Finally, Mr. Chairman, this House Concur- 
rent Resolution has been sponsored by more 
than one-fourth of the House membership. 
Since the House by its very nature is the 
most receptive Federal branch, to the will 
of the people; then it follows that a large 
segment of the population is opposed to any 
further surrender of sovereignty in the Canal 
Zone. Therefore, Mr. Chairman, we will 
truly be performing our job of representing 
the people by adopting House Concurrent 
Resolution 389. 


TREATY NEGOTIATIONS AFFECT- 
ING THE PANAMA CANAL 


Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the Recorp. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, I have pre- 
sented a statement to the Subcommittee 
on Inter-American Affairs which sub- 
stantiates my support toward House 
Concurrent Resolution 389, and reflects 
my position on the treaty negotiations 
affecting the Panama Canal. I include 
my views at this point in the RECORD: 


STATEMENT BY THE HONORABLE JOHN P. SAY- 
LOR, BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTER- 
AMERICAN AFFAIRS ON RESOLUTIONS RELA- 
TIVE TO TREATY NEGOTIATIONS 
Mr. Chairman, I should like to go on record 

in unequivocal opposition to both the pro- 
posed relinquishment of this nation’s juris- 
diction over the Panama Canal and any com- 
promise thereof. To yield would be to 
betray the many who gave their lives in the 
construction of the canal, the few but vali- 
ant men who in recent years died in defense 
of our sovereignty there, and the thousands 
upon thousands of our servicemen who to- 
day are engaged in a battle to protect South- 
east Asia from Communist takeover. 

Unless the Panama Canal has less military 
value than South Vietnam in the U.S. de- 
fense program, the proposed agreement to 
share sovereignty over the Canal Zone is 
conspicuously ill-timed. There is no consist- 
ency in a policy that commits our troops to 
a war ten thousand miles away while relin- 
quishing a strategic base less than three 
hours from our border. 

The canal was built at great cost in men 
and money. It required foresight, courage, 
initiative, and fortitude, and it should always 
remain in our possession as a monument to 
American ingenuity and determination as 
well as a practical waterway vital to our com- 
merce and our security. The Hay-Bunau- 
Varilla Treaty provided permanent and ex- 
clusive U.S. use and control of the Canal 
Zone, and in my estimation, we have already 
granted unnecessary and inequitable con- 
cessions to satisfy the demands of uncon- 
scionable politicians and Communist-inspired 
rioters. 

Whether the government of Panama can 
continue to rebuff attempts of Castro to ex- 
port Communism into the isthmus is a gam- 
ble that no reasonable American should be 
willing to take. It is no secret that in 1964 
Communist-inspired riots were permitted to 
endure on the theory that the incidents 
would terrorize Washington into revising the 
treaty which made possible the construction 
of the canal, It is a matter of record that 
four American soldiers were killed and $200 
million in U.S. property destroyed or looted 
under the assault of five thousand Pana- 
manian students in and around the Canal 
Zone. 

In the light of such recent deplorable 
treatment, it is inconceivable that this great 
nation would be willing to succumb to the 
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threats of the country for which we have 
done so much. The canal, with its thousands 
of American personnel and continuous flow 
of visitors from ships in transit, has given 
Panama City and Colon a vibrant economy. 
If Panama is going to attempt to deceive 
this Administration into believing that she 
has been mistreated, then these considera- 
tions must be brought to the attention of 
our citizenry. 

There is no justifying the treaty to which 
the Administration is presumably set to 
agree. There is no more reason to grant con- 
cessions on the canal’s ownership and con- 
trol than there would be to renegotiate with 
Russia over the purchase price or ownership 
of Alaska. Panama, it should be recalled, was 
once a province of Colombia and became free 
because United States Marines prevented Co- 
lombian troops from coming in to crush 
the revolution of independence. If the pro- 
posed current negotiations are to be based 
upon the sophistry of original possession 
without regard to ensuing agreements, then 
Colombia could raise serious questions no less 
valid than the Panamanian overtures. 

We cannot tolerate the plan to share this 
nation’s sovereign rights over the Canal Zone. 
The House must indicate opposition by en- 
acting House Concurrent Resolution. 


BEN COLE REFLECTS ON COAL 


Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the Recorp and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, an article 
in the May 28, 1967, issue of the Arizona 
Republic should be of interest to all 
Members of Congress from the West and 
Southwest. 

For those whose constituencies are 
blessed with resources of bituminous coal 
and lignite—and there are a half-trillion 
tons of minable reserves lying on the 
other side of the Mississippi River—the 
article reflects the great economic oppor- 
tunity imbedded in those seams of heat 
and energy. To power consumers, Mr. 
Cole points out that a steam-electric 
plant in the Four Corners is already sup- 
plying energy—a Far West phenomenon 
that can be repeated over and over 
instead of flooding out additional acres of 
scenic and productive land to obtain 
hydroelectric sites. 

Mr. Cole’s article is reprinted below 
under unanimous consent: 

SAYLOR AN ARIZONA HERO? 
(By Ben Cole) 

WasHINGTON.—Since the House of Repre- 
sentatives is the focal point of every sec- 
tional and parochial interest in the country, 
there’s nothing wrong about a coal-state 
congressman opposing hydropower dams, 

Rep. John P. Saylor, R-Pa., is against 
hydropower dams as much as a man can be. 


He is against them 24 hours a day, seven 
days a week, forever and ever. 

He is against hydropower dams because 
they ostensibly do violence to pretty canyons. 

But he also is against them because they 
allegedly compete with coal-fired electric 
plants fed by his state’s mines and by the 
vote-casting coal diggers who live in his 
district. 

And he wouldn't be much of a congress- 
man if he was any other way, either. 

But, just for fun, pretend that Rep. Say- 
lor’s adamant opposition to Hualapai Dam 
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prevents that $529 million project from com- 
ing into being. 

And think a little further about how the 
Central Arizona Project is inevitable unless 
the state is bent on economic suicide, which, 
boy-oh-boy, it surely isn’t. 

Dream a little about that coal-fired elec- 
tric plant idea the administration has cooked 
up. And about how the Arizona Public Serv- 
ice Co. is already wallowing away in coal up 
at the Four Corners area. 

Think of all the possibilities of the Nav- 
ajo coal field is really opened up, like, for 
instance: 

Industry moving west from Pennsyl- 
vania to use that good, plentiful coal and 
much-available Indian labor. 

Coal operators searching for new mar- 
kets and finding how they can pipe or ship 
coal by rail to Pacific Ocean ports or inland 
to the midland river ports for trans-ship- 
ment to foreign markets. 

If you let your fancy race just a little bit, 
you can see a new Pittsburgh rising in the 
West, belching smoke and making money. 

And you can see a delegation of prominent 
Arizona citizens building a statue to Rep. 
John Saylor, the Pennsylvania coal-minded 
congressman who generously provided the 
impetus for moving lots of industry from 
the weary East to the eager West. 


Mr. Speaker, I am happy to be a part 
of the effort that is meant to protect 
the Nation’s beauty and the taxpayer's 
dollar against further unnecessary ex- 
tension of the public power program. We 
in the East are particularly enthusiastic 
about the new era that features private 
investment in utility complexes that will 
generate increasing volumes of electric- 
ity without destroying more of the nat- 
ural attractions which we think are a 
natural heritage and should be pre- 
served for the enjoyment of all Ameri- 
cans. 

The possibility of opening more and 
more job opportunities to Navajo In- 
dians is also a welcome development, for 
the coal industry—through long-term 
contracts with powerplants—is now able 
to provide steady employment at wages 
far above the industrial average. 

Mr. Cole has presented an excellent 
analysis, but if he should sometime find 
it possible to visit one of the new mine- 
mouth generating stations in Pennsyl- 
vania’s 22d Congressional District, he will 
learn that modern technology has pro- 
vided equipment and techniques that can 
practically eliminate smoke in the com- 
bustion of coal. He will also come to see 
that industry in the East has already 
discovered the economy of Pennsylvania 
coal as a source of energy and is con- 
tracting to take advantage of its abun- 
dance for a long, long time to come. 

We are going to need the coal reserves 
of both the East and the West to satisfy 
the energy demands of the future. And 
when dreams come true for those who 
want to visit the Grand Canyon, they will 
rejoice that its majesty and splendor 
have been preserved because a people 
learned that—through use of coal—it 
is possible to supply all the electricity 
that is needed without having to rely 
on uneconomic and destructive dam sites. 


THE EXTENSIVE ROLE OF TELEVI- 
SION IN THE COVERAGE OF THE 
WAR IN SOUTH VIETNAM 
Mr. ICHORD. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to address the House 
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for 1 minute, to revise and extend my 
remarks, and to include extraneous 
matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Missouri? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ICHORD. Mr. Speaker, I take this 
opportunity to get back to a more peace- 
ful subject than riots and politics; 
namely the war in South Vietnam. Some 
time ago I spoke out critically in regard 
to the nature and quality of news and 
television coverage of the war in South 
Vietnam. 

Part of the problem at that time was 
due to shortcomings of the press itself. 
Another part was due to the failure of 
the Department of Defense to properly 
administer accreditation procedures. 
Since that time the situation has much 
improved due to steps taken by the De- 
partment of Defense and the press liv- 
ing up to its own responsibilities. 

Mr. Speaker, all who are familiar with 
the problem are aware of the fact that 
the extensive role of television in the 
coverage of the war in South Vietnam 
created some real and difficult problems 
for the news media. This is the first 
armed conflict in the history of the 
United States in which television has 
had a substantial role to play in report- 
ing the news. As a communications 
medium there is no question that the 
television has an impact far stronger 
and more immediate than anything else 
ever used before. This provides an op- 
portunity for vivid and “on-the-scene” 
reporting from battle zones—reporting 
which is unprecedented in wartime news 
coverage. 

The American people take great pride 
in our traditional freedom of the press,” 
however, in singular exceptions it can 
bring needless agony and anguish unless 
great care and caution is exercised by 
the press. A recent editorial printed in 
the Rolla Daily News, one of Missouri’s 
prominent daily newspapers, pointedly 
demonstrates this fact. 

MORAL ISSUES ARE INVOLVED IN THE TV 
COVERAGE OF VIET Wan 

The wonders of modern science have 
wrought another first—viewing a war from 
your living room almost as it happens. 

And with hand-held mobile television units 
and communication satellites promising live 
coverage in the near future, the inevitable has 
already occurred. A Georgia couple watching 
a news broadcast saw their own son step on 
a land mine, so plainly, as his mother put it, 
“I could almost touch him.” 

Fortunately, this episode appears to have 
a happy ending. The young GI expects to 
recover fully from his leg and abdominal 
wounds. 

It is reasonable to assume that if live war 
actually comes to the home screen, more of 
the same can be expected, and much, much 
worse. With no time for editing, what of the 
strategically placed hand grenade, the sniper's 
bullet coming off cue, the booby trap swing- 
ing down from a hut roof and impaling 
Cousin Richard waist-high while he is on- 
camera? 

Live television coverage aside, is a moral 
issue involved in graphic coverage of the war 
even as it now stands? Are we chancing un- 
necessary torment to the families of the 
combat soldier? It was two days after seeing 
the explosion envelop their loved one before 
the Georgia couple and the young GI’s wife 
learned that he was still alive. 
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Is it indelicate for some to lounge near the 
air conditioner sipping a Scotch and soda 
while watching their young countrymen face 
death in a Far Eastern jungle? 

On the other hand, is there not some bene- 
fit in having the horrors of a remote war 
brought home for complacent countrymen to 
see, uncensored? 

The eagerness of a sheltered society to view 
all aspects of life will probably demand the 
realism continue. But questions arise as, 
trapped by our own genius and curiosity, we 
plunge toward authenticity in its most 
graphic forms. 


JAMES M. MOLER, PRESIDENT- 
ELECT, KIWANIS INTERNATIONAL 


Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the Recorp and 
include extraneous material. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
West Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr, STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, a few 
days ago Kiwanis International, at its 
52d annual convention in Houston, Tex., 
elected James M. Moler, of Charles 
3 W. Va., as its international presi- 
dent. 

Mr. Moler has been a personal friend 
and a close associate of mine since we 
were boys. Both of us took an early fling 
as educators, and we have been interest- 
ed in that field ever since. Later, Jim be- 
came a prominent banker and a strong 
supporter of numerous public programs. 
It was quite natural for him to take an 
active part in a service organization such 
as Kiwanis. Now his ability and his en- 
thusiasm have won him worldwide rec- 
ognition as head of that important order. 

Kiwanis is one of a group of organiza- 
tions sometimes called service clubs, or 
luncheon clubs. They enlist public- 
spirited business and professional men 
of every shade of political and religious 
belief, and their main purpose is to im- 
prove local conditions. The motto of 
Kiwanis is, I believe, “We build.“ The 
success of Kiwanis is attested by its 
membership of 275,000 enrolled in 5,500 
clubs scattered over the United States, 
Canada, and 21 foreign countries. 

A résumé of Mr. Moler’s activities is 
found in the accompanying sheet I am 
inserting in the RECORD. 

Mr. Speaker, it is by no means a novel 
experience to hear that a West Virginian 
has gained prominence and distinction 
in the business or professional world. 
Nevertheless, every new reminder that 
some of us do very well in life gives 
us pride in our background and in our 
social institutions. The avenue to success 
is not necessarily paved with gold, as we 
have found. 

James M. Moler, Charles Town, West Vir- 
ginia school administrator and banker, was 
elected president of Kiwanis International 
at the organization’s Fifty-second Annual 
Convention in Houston, Texas, Wednesday 
June 28th. He takes office on August 1. 

As leader of the international service or- 
ganization, Moler will be spokesman for its 
275,000 members in 5,500 clubs throughout 
the United States, Canada, Mexico, the Carib- 
bean, the Far East, Western Europe, Central 
America, New Zealand and Australia. He suc- 
ceeds Dr. R. Glenn Reed, Jr., Marietta, 
Georgia dentist, who has held the presidency 
since August 1, 1966. 
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Moler has been a Kiwanian for twenty- 
eight years. Prior to becoming president of 
Kiwanis International, he served one year as 
president-elect, one year as vice-president, 
and two, two-year terms as a member of the 
International Board of Trustees. He has also 
served as president of the Kiwanis Club of 
Charles Town, and as lieutenant governor, 
treasurer, and governor of the West Virginia 
Kiwanis District. He has been chairman of 
@ number of West Virginia District and 
Kiwanis International Committees. 

Moler is executive vice-president of Shep- 
herd College Foundation, Inc. and past- 
president of the West Virginia Education As- 
sociation. He is listed in “Who’s Who in 
American Education.” He is also a member 
of the National Bankers Association. 

His civic and service activities—in addi- 
tion to Kiwanis—include a former member- 
ship on the West Virginia Centennial Com- 
mission (1961-63), and a membership on the 
Governor's Task Force on Conflict of Interest 
Legislation, and on the Special Advisory Com- 
mittee for Legislation on the Extension of 
the School Year for the State. He is a mem- 
ber of the Little White House Conference. 
Moler is a director of the Charles Town 
Chamber of Commerce. He served for seven 
years as the Chamber's secretary. He is also 
a director of the National Mother's Day 
Shrine; and is chairman, board of trustees, of 
his Methodist Church. 

Moler takes over the presidency in one of 
Kiwanis’ most dramatic periods. Since 1962, 
the organization, which previously had 
served only in the United States and Canada, 
has moved into 21 additional countries. 

In February of this year, Moler presented 
plaques to the Ambassadors of 14 of these 
(all which clubs existed at that time) thank- 
ing the ambassadors, as representatives of 
their respective nations for their assistance 
in making Kiwanis a possibility there. 


KIWANIS INTERNATIONAL PRESIDENT JAMES M. 
MOLER, CHARLES TOWN, W. Va. 


QUALIFICATIONS IN KIWANIS EXPERIENCE 
Positions in club 


Present: Chairman, Committee on Mem- 
bership and Attendance. 
Past: Director, Treasurer, Secretary, Presi- 
dent. 
Positions in district 


Past: Treasurer, Lieutenant Governor, Gov- 
ernor, Chairman, various committees includ- 
in Finance (2 years). 

Positions in Kiwanis International 


Present: President-elect. Member, Execu- 
tive Committee; Finance Committee. Mem- 
ber, Executive Committee of The Kiwanis 
Foundation, Inc. 

Past: Vice-President. Trustee (4 years). 
Member, Executive Committee. Chairman, 
Board Committees on Extension; Property 
and Supplies; Public Relations; Sponsored 
Youth Organizations. Member, Board Com- 
mittees on Administration and Structures; 
Golden Anniversary (2 years); Leadership; 
Leadership and Council; Membership Devel- 
opment (2 years); Program Development; 
Property and Supplies; Special Club Services; 
Sponsored Youth Organizations. Chairman, 
International Committees on Boys and Girls 
Work; Vocational Guidance. Member, Inter- 
national Committee on Vocational Guidance; 
Special International Committee on Golden 
Anniversary (3 years). 

How long a Kiwanian? 28 years. 

Of what Kiwanis Club first a member? 
Charles Town, West Virginia. 


QUALIFICATIONS IN GENERAL 


Business or Profession: Educator, Banker. 
57. 
Sip AETR B.A., Berea College. M.A., Duke 
University. D.Ed., University of Virginia. 
Personality, Ability, etc.: Pleasing person- 
ality and a soft clear voice which combine to 
bring attention and respect. Thinks logically, 
plans thoroughly and acts carefully, 
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Positions in or Service to 

City: Director, and Past Secretary, Cham- 
ber of Commerce. 

State; Member, West Virginia Centennial 
Commission, Governor's Task Force on Con- 
flict of Interest Legislation. 

Trade or Professional Organizations: Past 
President, West Virginia School Principals 
and West Virginia Education Associations. 
Who's Who in American Education. Director, 
Blakeley Bank and Trust Company. President, 
Blakeley Investment, Incorporated. Executive 
Vice-President, Shepherd College Foundation. 

Civic, Philanthropic and other organiza- 
tions: Director, National Mother’s Day Shrine. 

In what specific ways and for what specific 
reasons could he add strength to and be of 
service on the International Board of Trust- 
ees: His leadership ability in business and 
in the field of education is outstanding. He 
has an enviable record as an administrator. 
He reflects an executive image of vision, cour- 
age and enthusiasm. Jim’s total Kiwanis ex- 
perience has provided and uniquely equipped 
him with important experiences in leadership 
training, program development and Kiwanis 
administration. One of his outstanding at- 
tributes is his ability to work harmoniously 
with people. He is a leader who listens and 
respects the opinions of others and promotes 
growth and strength through cooperation and 
encouragement. His tireless efforts for service 
stimulate people to work not only by instruc- 
tion but also example. These outstanding 
qualities, coupled with a dedication to Ki- 
wanis, and his leadership, initiative, willing- 
ness to serve, dignity and poise of a gentle- 
man will enable Jim to serve Kiwanis well in 
keeping with its best and highest traditions. 

General Facts: Jim is genuinely interested 
in all that he undertakes whether it be at 
local, state, national, or international level. 
He is aggressive in his many endeavors and 
is highly respected in business and profes- 
sional circles. Jim and Katherine are active 
members of the Methodist Church. 


HAS SILVER SHED ITS SHACKLES? 


Mr. MONAGAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the Recorp and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Connecticut? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MONAGAN. Mr. Speaker, I con- 
sider it a distinct privilege to have the 
headquarters of the International Silver 
Co. in my district, and an honor to count 
as one of my friends the executive vice 
president of that company, Mr. John B. 
Stevens. Mr. Stevens is.a highly respected 
expert within the silver industry and he 
serves as the chairman of the executive 
committee of the Silver Users Associa- 
tion. 

On July 14, 1967, John Stevens de- 
livered an outstanding address to the 
convention of the Idaho Mining Associa- 
tion, which was meeting in Wallace, 
Idaho. His speech is an excellent analysis 
of the present state of the silver in- 
dustry, as well as a frank discussion of 
problems facing the industry. In view of 
the important questions currently be- 
ing debated and resolved involving the 
silver industry, I strongly recommend 
Mr. Stevens’ speech to Members of this 
body. 


Almost three months ago when Simon 
Strauss informally asked me whether I 
might be available to accept an invitation 
to speak to the Convention of the Idaho 
Mining Convention—and a little later when 
the official invitation came from Al Teske— 
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I was both flattered and pleased—fiattered 
because I am sure it was obvious that some 
of my remarks might be controversial— 
pleased because this is the first time since 
the Silver Users Association was formed 
more thar 20 years ago that a representa- 
tive has appeared before a mining group such 
as yours. Perhaps for too long we have dealt 
with one another through the press or in 
the halls of Congress. And so it is indeed a 
great pleasure to appear before you to dis- 
cuss a subject which is of vital interest to 
you, to me, and to those whom I represent. 

First of all, let me express my deep ap- 
preciation for the opportunity—and also for 
the extremely interesting morning I spent 
yesterday visiting Hecla’s Lucky Friday mine. 
This was of great significance for me be- 
cause I have been exposed to silverware 
fabrication all my life as were my forebears 
for three generations back. Seeing silver 
mined has added a new dimension to my 
knowledge and understanding. 

Silver has always been to me the “Queen 
of Metals” and she still remains so. This 
point is made so that there will be no feeling 
on anybody’s part that in what I will say I 
am trying to tarnish the image of silver. Far 
from it. In fact, silver prestige and its pos- 
ture as a precious metal are vital attributes 
to one of the products my company makes 
sterling silver. But more and more, silver 
must be accepted as a vital commodity, es- 
sential to many industries in greater and 
more significant quantities. 

For you who may not be familiar with the 
composition of the Silver Users Association, 
I would like to name the members. In the 
photographic materials area, we have East- 
man Kodak, General Aniline & Film Corpo- 
ration, Kilborn Photo Paper Co., Minnesota 
Mining & Manufacturing Co., Powers 
Chemco, Inc., and the Xerox Corporation. 

In the silverware manufacturing group 
there are the Gorham Corporation, Interna- 
tional Silver Co., Samuel Kirk & Son, Inc., 
Lunt Silversmiths, Oneida, Ltd., Reed & 
Barton, the Stieff Company, Tiffany & Com- 
pany, Towle Manufacturing Co., and Wallace 
Silversmiths (a subsidiary of the Hamilton 
Watch Company). 

The members in the field of fabricated 
and industrial products are the Cinch Manu- 
facturing Company, Dixie Bronze Company, 
Engelhard Industries, the General Numis- 
matics Corporation, and Handy & Harman, 
The chemical group consists of the Ames 
Chemical Works, Inc., and Catalyst Develop- 
ment Corporation. Our dental supplies mem- 
ber is the L. D. Caulk Company. 

We also have three national associations 
as members—the Manufac Jewelers & 
Silversmiths of America, the National Asso- 
ciation of Mirror Manufacturers, and the Re- 
tail Jewelers of America, Inc. 

From this list, you can easily see that the 
silver using industry is made up of much 
more than just the New England silverware 
manufacturers. 

A major purpose of the Association is to 
keep its members and the public informed 
on the pertinent developments in the field 
of silver such as production, consumption, 
availability, uses, prices and other matters. 

It is estimated that members of the Silver 
Users Association account for approximately 
75% of all silver consumed by the arts and 
industry in the United States. Last year as 
most of you know, consumption has been 
estimated to be 150 million ounces. The dis- 
tribution by usage is estimated as follows: 


Million ounces 
Photographic film and pape 46.5 


Electrical and electronics 36. 0 
Silverware and jewelry 25. 5 
Brazing alloys and solders - 18.0 
Batteriós liioin ho bn wae 10.5 
Dental and medical———— 4.5 
A 3.0 
Mlscelansous ~. = a eae ewes 6.0 

Total . eee, ee 150.0 
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I might point out to you that in the Min- 
eral Industry Surveys of the Department of 
Interior for March, 1967, the total estimated 
consumption in 1966 is considerably higher 
than the figure I have just given you. The 
total net industrial consumption, according 
to that publication is 184 million ounces, as 
compared with the Handy & Harman estimate 
of 150 million ounces. The Bureau of Mines 
indicates that this difference may be ac- 
counted for by the inclusion of scrap in its 
consumption figure, 

The scrap item is not insignificant. For 
example, in the silverware industry, the 
manufacture of flatware, generates approxi- 
mately 50% scrap. In other words, the strip 
from which we stamp out knives, forks, and 
spoons is only 50% consumed, In cases where 
we do not manufacture our own strip mate- 
rial, it is returned to the fabricator for re- 
cycling. 

I would like to stress one thing. We are 
very much interested in the silver mining 
industry. Your production is our lifeblood. 
We are concerned with your problems and 
will support you in your efforts to obtain any 
necessary assistance you need from the goy- 
ernment. We fully realize that silver does not 
grow on trees. 

The demands of the arts and industry are 
increasing. Uses are expanding. We may use 
upwards of 160 million ounces this year. Last 
year U.S. production was only 42 million 
ounces, 

Let us now consider the subject, ‘Silver 
Sheds Its Shackles.” Has it? We are talking 
about prices. The price of silver in the Lon- 
don or World market yesterday was $1.71 per 
ounce. The futures prices in New York are 
yo-yoing. The price for those who cannot ob- 
tain silver from the Treasury is somewhere 
near the London figure. Some of you are 
selling your silver abroad. Has silver truly 
shed its shackles? Is it free? We think not. 

What effect will the supply-price situation 
have on the users of silver? It is too early 
to determine the full impact on the users. 
Those who qualify are still able to obtain 
free silver from the Treasury at $1.293 per 
ounce. Others must pay almost 50% more for 
silver. This two price market is a confusing 
element which makes most difficult any anal- 
ysis of the future for silver. 

The manufacturers of sterling silver prod- 
ucts—which include my company—will be 
seriously affected. Approximately two-thirds 
of the manufacturing costs of these products 
is for silver. While it is true that my company 
has broadly diversified, there are those who 
will be in serious difficulty if the price ex- 
ceeds a figure somewhere near $1.55 per ounce. 

My old college classmate and close friend, 
Senator Peter Dominick of Colorado, who in 
spite of our differences on this subject in my 
opinion represents his state and country well, 
has referred time and again to the lack of 
essentiality of the silverware industry. He 
has, by implication, indicated that the Treas- 
ury policy on silver, in effect, subsidizes the 
New England silversmiths. In his testimony 
before the Senate Banking and Currency 
Committee on May 4, he said. . . the time 
is past due for placing our national defense 
requirements for silver ahead of silver can- 
dlesticks, platters and trinkets.” With that 
statement I understand well the Frenchman 
who once pleaded, “Defend me from my 
friends; I can defend myself from my 
enemies,” 

Senator Dominick further stated, “I would 
urge that some provision be made to insure 
that there will be an adequate supply of 
silyer available for use in coining the new 
half dollars. The American people are en- 
titled to a prestige coin,” My own reaction is 
that a 40% silver coin can hardly be called 
prestige and that the situation would be bet- 
ter served by either discontinuing the half 
dollar or use base metal completely if its 
continued use is deemed essential. 

Silver today is an industrial commodity; 
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silver a hundred years ago was a monetary 
metal. The technological demands of the 
20th century have forced the abandonment 
of the last remnants of the monetary tradi- 
tions of the 19th. 

Naturally, we are all in accord that na- 
tional defense comes first—ahead of all other 
needs—but photographic films, dental sup- 
plies—yes, sterling knives, forks and spoons 
are more important to the American people 
than 40% silver coins. 

There is no substitute for silver at this 
time in some uses such as photographic film 
and paper. However, every price increase re- 
sults in more intensive search for substitutes. 

What is the silver situation? First of all, 
you are all well aware of the fact that con- 
sumption exceeds new production, The ex- 
tent of this shortage is variously estimated. 
However, the best estimates from your peo- 
ple and mine, and the government, are that 
new production cannot be increased suffi- 
ciently to overcome the deficit. 

One of the substantial uses of silver has 
been greatly reduced. I refer to coinage. The 
United States government has eliminated 
Silver in subsidiary coins, with the single 
exception of the half dollar, which is now 
composed of 60% copper and 40% silver. 

We in the silverware industry are sorry to 
see the use of 900-fine silver discontinued in 
the minting of subsidiary coins. They were 
almost sterling in quality. However, in our 
coins we can no longer afford the luxury of 
using silver—a vital commodity in short sup- 
ply. 

Other nations have already discontinued 
or are in the process of discontinuing the 
use of silver in coins. The United Kingdom 
ceased using silver in 1947. The latest coun- 
try to follow this example is Canada which 
only recently announced the shift from silver 
in coins to the use of nickel on a crash pro- 
gram basis. Thus, the use of silver in coins 
outside the United States is dropping to per- 
haps in the neighborhood of 40 million 
ounces a year. The elimination of this usage 
will not result however, in enough silver to 
eliminate the deficit. 

As already stated, we feel very strongly 
that the United States Treasury should im- 
mediately discontinue the minting of half 
dollars. If this coin is needed as a medium 
of exchange, it should be made of material 
without silver. The cupro-nickel material 
now used in our quarters and dimes is prov- 
ing to be satisfactory. Perhaps, the 
Commission will recommend some other ma- 
terial. Forty-one million ounces of silver were 
used in the minting of the half dollar in 
1966. This sum amounts to approximately 
the United States newly mined production 
during that year. In 1967, already more than 
30 million ounces have been consumed in 
this operation. I understand that on Wednes- 
day Congressman Conte of Massachusetts 
and Congressman Reuss of Wisconsin intro- 
duced a bill in the House to remove silver 
from the half dollar. 

In connection with the use of silver in 
coins, I would like to call to your attention 
the experience of the French with their ten- 
franc piece. About 20,000,000 of these hand- 
some coins were issued over two years ago. 
Since that time, they have disappeared from 
circulation. Where have they gone? Possibly, 
they are being hoarded as savings. However, 
the coins have been issued almost exclu- 
sively to the old folks when they collect their 
weekly pensions. The majority quickly find 
their way into the shops. Thus, it appears 
that the French shopkeepers are the num- 
ber one hoarders of the ten-franc piece. 

It seems to me that the situation in France 
directly parallels that existing in our own 
United States with the Kennedy half dol- 
lar. It doesn’t really matter who is doing 
the hoarding—the fact is that the Kennedy 
coins are virtually out of circulation. They 
are not doing the job a half dollar was meant 
to do—circulate as a medium of exchange; 
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therefore, this silver—so vitally needed by 
industry—is lying idle in the quart jars of 
collectors throughout the country. 

We in the silver using industry have great 
respect for tradition and links with the past, 
but we feel that 41 million ounces of silver 
an important commodity in short supply—is 
completely unjustified. 

How will we obtain enough silver to make 
up the deficit? At present, with the state of 
confusion existing in the world silver mar- 
ket, it is difficult to establish the actual 
deficit. In fact, for the last two years, we 
know that a considerable amount of silver 
has gone into speculative holdings. Certainly, 
at some price, this silver will come into the 
market. I should like, however, to point out 
that in the words of my colleague, Simon 
Strauss, silver is in “strong hands.” It is 
generally supposed that silver is costly to 
hold. It is costly to purchase. At least some 
or, perhaps many have to borrow money to 
buy silver and thus incur what may be 
heavy carrying charges. The silver must then 
be stored. This costs money. However, some, 
if not many, of the holders of silver do not 
have to worry about cost. This is particularly 
true of governments, wealthy corporations, 
groups or individuals. We have learned too 
that there is a group of holders of silver, for 
whatever reason, who cannot be classed truly 
as speculators. They just like to have and 
hold silver in any form. So, it would appear 
that high prices do not necessarily entice 
silver into the market. 

There is a considerable amount of silver 
above ground which is generally referred to 
as secondary silver. We have been told that 
there are billions of ounces in India, Cer- 
tainly, there are substantial amounts of sil- 
ver in other countries. Demonetized coins 
furnish still another source, We are in a 
period of confusion and, until the dust clears 
away, we cannot predict what the silver 
market situation will be with regard to either 
supply or price, I should like to point out 
again, however, that a market price in excess 
of $1.55 an ounce will present difficulties to a 
large segment of the silver using industry. 

This country is normally a net importer of 
silver. You, the mining industry, may pro- 
duce in excess of 40 million ounces a year, 
but this year, as I stated earlier, it is esti- 
mated that the arts and industry in the 
United States will require possibly in excess 
of 160 million ounces. Normally, the remain- 
ing 120 million ounces would be imported. 
If the difference had to be made up this year 
by imports at current prices, our Balance of 
Payments would be adversely affected in the 
amount of $200,000,000, This is a substantial 
sum, While our Balance of Payments situa- 
tion remains critical, we must obtain as 
much silver as possible from within this 
country for our industrial needs. This means 
that the Treasury should make available to 
industry all of its silver in excess of the 
stockpile requirements and we should obtain 
as much secondary silver in this country to 
keep the deficit in balance of payments low. 

Finally, I should like to read to you the 
position recently adopted by the Silver Users 
Association. 


STATEMENT OF POSITION ON SILVER 


1. The Silver Users Association supports 
the silver policies of the United States which 
call for the recognition of silver as a com- 
modity vital to industry, and its withdrawal 
from our monetary system both as backing 
for paper currency and from use in coins. 
Legislation to this effect has been enacted by 
the Congress except for the use of 40% silver 
content in the half dollar, 

2. The Association calls for immediate dis- 
continuance of the minting of the half dol- 
lar containing silver. Should it be deemed 
necessary to continue the half dollar as a 
medium of exchange, provisions should be 
made for the use of some material without 
silver, 
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3. The Resolution under which the Silver 
Users Association operates calls for the recog- 
nition of silver as a commodity freed from 
governmental measures which retard its free 
flow in commerce at prices governed by com- 
petition operating under the ordinary laws 
of supply and demand. 

4. The discontinuance of the use of silver 
as backing for silver certificates has resulted 
in the freeing of such silver for useful pur- 


ses. 

5. The following actions are urgently rec- 
ommended: 

(a) As long as it is necessary to protect 
the coinage of the United States and until 
such time as the United States should cease 
to maintain the price of silver, the present 
Treasury policy, selling free silver to the do- 
mestic market at 81.293 per ounce, must be 
continued. 

During this period, every measure must be 
taken to protect existing Treasury supplies: 

(1) Continue present end-use certificates; 

(2) Add certification by all users that 
scrap or other waste material generated in 
production will be recycled and will not be 
sold for export or for premium prices; 

(3) Export controls on silver and processed 
silver products as may be deemed necessary 
but permitting continuation of normal ex- 
port trade. 

(b) When it is no longer necessary to pro- 
tect the coins of the United States and when 
the United States ceases to maintain the 
price of silver: 

(1) Discontinue the prohibition against 
melting or treating of coins of the United 
States; 

(2) Dispose of free silver supplies and all 
900-fine coins still in the Treasury in such a 
manner as to permit an orderly transition 
from a market influenced by government 
sales to a free market for silver. 

6. At the end of one year, all silver stocks 
in the Treasury become free. At this time, 165 
million ounces must be transferred to GSA 
for stockpiles as provided by law. Any re- 
maining balance of silver should be dis- 
posed of by the Government. 

7. Disposal of the remaining balance should 
be made in such a manner as to provide an 
orderly transition from a market influenced 
by Government sales to a free market for 
silver. Thereafter, disposal should be made 
in such a manner as to avoid interference 
with the orderly functioning of a free mar- 
ket. 

8. All 900-fine silver coins, other than those 
unfit for circulation, shall be left outstand- 
ing and outside the Treasury. 

In closing, I should again like to pose the 
question to you—has silver truly shed its 
shackles? Governments and speculators are 
manipulating the silver markets. Unless the 
United States abandons completely the use 
of silver in its coins, the Treasury will be 
forced to go into the silver market and bid 
against us—industry—for the already short 
supply of silver. 

Let me reiterate—we are most sympa- 
thetically interested in your problems. We 
hope you feel it is to your advantage to be 
interested in ours. 


TUNNEL BUILDER WORKS EVERY 
DAY AT YOUTHFUL 85 


Mr. MONAGAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the Recorp and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Connecticut? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MONAGAN. Mr. Speaker, last 
week, July 19, the New York Times car- 
ried an excellent article on a remarkable 
New Yorker, Mr. Ole Singstad. Mr. Sing- 
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stad, who is 85 years old and a native of 
Norway, continues to work in his office 
each day and is one of this country’s 
greatest tunnel experts. Trained as a 
civil, mechanical, and electrical engineer, 
Ole Singstad played a dominant role in 
the construction of the Holland, Brook- 
lyn-Battery, Baltimore Harbor, Lincoln 
and Queens-Midtown tunnels, as well as 
numerous tunnels and bridges through- 
out the United States and other coun- 
tries in the world. One of his major 
works is a bridge between New London 
and Groton, Conn. Ole Singstad has been 
honored by many States and countries. 
He is one of this country’s most dis- 
tinguished engineers. His tunnel designs 
and engineering innovations have added 
greatly to vehicular and traffic conveni- 
ence and progress. 

I include the New York Times article 
describing his distinguished career: 
PIONEER DESIGNER OF TUNNELS HERE BEMOANS 

ALL THOSE Cars 
(By Edward C. Burks) 

From his small corner office overlooking 
the Battery, Ole Singstad has a good view of 
the ventilation towers of the Holland and 
Brooklyn-Battery tunnels and a dim view of 
the thousands of cars that stream out of the 
tunnels every day. 

“I think we've overdone it” he says. “The 
city is choking itself to death with autos.” 

Coming from almost any of New York City’s 
nine million monoxide sufferers, such a state- 
ment would hardly be startling. But the 85- 
year-old Singstad is no casual commentator. 
He had a major part in building both tunnels. 

However, Mr. Singstad has little time for 
gazing out the window. He is too busy over- 
seeing the complex engineering plans for 
major tunnels in several parts of the coun- 
try. 

SUGGESTIONS FOR CITY 

As for New York, which has been his home 
for more than a half centry, the Norwegian- 
born engineer says: 

“The city should build more subways. 
Do you realize that we have had no subway 
construction to mention since the nineteen- 
thirities? There ought to be an East Side 
subway. We should have parking facilities 
at outlying subway stations. We should 
build more rail tunnels under both the Hud- 
son and East Rivers.” 

In 1927, when Babe Ruth hit 60 home 
runs and Charles A. Lindbergh flew the 
Atlantic, Mr. Singstad put the finishing 
touches to the Holland Tunnel for a Novem- 
ber opening. A minute after midnight on 
Nov. 18, the parade of trucks and cars 
started through. 

President Calvin Coolidge had formally 
opened the tunnel by pressing a button on 
his yacht in the Potomac, ringing a big brass 
fire-alarm type of bell in the tunnel. That 
alarm, shiny as ever, is carefully preserved 
in Mr. Singstad’s office. 

Originally he was the designing engineer 
for the tunnel. After the death of Clifford 
M. Holland, chief engineer on the project, 
and his successor, Mr. Singstad became the 
chief. He designed the ventilation system to 
eliminate exhaust fumes, for it was the first 
vehicular tunnel long enough to require 
ventilation. 

The ventilation system, designed after 
2,000 tests, became the standard for vehic- 
ular tunnels the world over. 

Mr. Singstad was later a consulting engi- 
neer for two of the three tubes of the Lin- 
coin Tunnel. Then came his toughest job, 
supervising the designing and building of 
the Queens-Midtown Tunnel under the 
treacherous, porous bed of the East River. 

The four local tunnels that he has helped 
design—the Holland, Lincoln, Queens-Mid- 
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town and Brooklyn-Battery—are used by 
nearly 100 million vehicles a year. 
NO PLANS TO RETIRE 

Mr. Singstad has also helped design many 
underwater tunnels in others parts of the 
United States as well as in Europe and South 
America. 

Retire? “No,” he says. I've had so many 
friends who retire, and then about 18 months 
later you go to their funeral. I like to work, 
and that’s why I'm in pretty good shape.” 

As chief partner of Singstad & Kehart, 
consulting engineers, Mr. Singstad is on the 
job daily in the firm’s ninth-floor suite at 17 
Battery Place. 

Yesterday was an exception. He was on a 
flying trip to Detroit for consultation on a 
six-mile tunnel that will be bored by ma- 
chine 225 feet below the surface of Lake 
Huron to increase the city’s water supply. 

He is also in charge of engineering plans 
for a second vehicular tunnel under the Bal- 
timore harbor, a highway tunnel through a 
mountain in Virginia, and a bridge between 
New London and Groton, Conn. 

Sharp of wit and nimble on his feet, Mr. 
Singstad is in good health. He has large 
strong hands, although he is rather short. 

Each evening he has a taxi drop him off 
on Central Park West, and he walks across 
the park to his home at Fifth Avenue and 
93d Street. He continues this even though 
he was attacked and knocked down by a 
young mugger last winter. 

Mr. Singstad is also an avid fisherman, 
both in mountain streams and in the surf, 

About his only concession to advanced age 
is a hearing aid. 

After obtaining a degree in civil engineer- 
ing in Norway in 1905, he came to this coun- 
try. He has been a citizen since 1911. 

Before the United States entry into World 
War I he had worked on design of the Hud- 
son-Manhattan railroad tubes and had de- 
signed stations and long stretches of IRT 
subway, including the underwater tunnel 
from Manhattan to Brooklyn. 

He is licensed as a civil, electrical or me- 
chanical engineer in 17 states. The wall be- 
hind his desk is covered with more than a 
dozen engineering diplomas and certificates 
of appreciation for his work. 


HONORED BY KING 


The late King Albert of Belgium honored 
him with the Order of the Crown for design 
work on tunnels under the Scheldt River at 
Antwerp. Maryland made him an honorary 
citizen a decade ago after he designed the 
world’s first twin tube to be sunk (in 300 
foot sections) in a trench on the bottom of 
Baltimore harbor. 

The only major emergency in his long ca- 
reer was a stubborn 13-hour fire in the 
Queens-Midtown tube, extinguished when he 
ordered the air pressure lowered to permit 
the river to seep in. 

A major Singstand dream is a cross-Man- 
hattan vehicular tunnel linking the Lincoln 
and Queens-Midtown tubes. But the posi- 
tioning of the third Lincoln tube may have 
made this connection too costly, he fears. 

From 1935 to 1945 he was chief engineer of 
the former New York City Tunnel Authority. 
Mr. Singstad is a widower and the father of 
two children. 


FEDERALIZING THE NATIONAL 
GUARD UNITS 


Mr. HAGAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Georgia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HAGAN. Mr. Speaker, the Detroit, 


July 25, 1967 


Mich., area is currently the setting for 
what can best be described as “A state 
of warfare.” The toll in dead and 
wounded and millions of dollars in prop- 
erty damage is appalling. 

To prevent any further loss of life or 
property, I strongly urge the administra- 
tion to federalize the Michigan National 
Guard. 

The persons who are perpetrating 
these crimes are as well organized in 
their guerrilla warfare, as the Vietcong. 
We are sending troops yonder in South 
Vietnam to fight the Vietcong—I see no 
reason on earth why we cannot exert 
the same effort in taking care of our own 
cities here in America. 

And whether these riots, which follow 
a simultaneous, well-coordinated pat- 
tern, are Communist inspired or not, 
they certainly follow the Communist 
line of undermining law and order and 
creating anarchy. 

If these riots continue, I feel strongly 
that the administration should be pre- 
pared to mobilize whatever additional 
national guard and Army units are 
necessary to restore law and order. 


APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON 
H.R. 6098, EXTENSION OF THE 
INTEREST EQUALIZATION TAX 


Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to take from the Speaker’s 
table the bill (H.R. 6098) to provide an 
extension of the interest equalization tax, 
and for other purposes, with Senate 
amendments thereto, disagree to the 
Senate amendments, and agree to the 
conference asked by the Senate. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ar- 
kansas? 


The Chair hears none, and appoints 
the following conferees: Mr. MILLS, Mr. 
Kine of California, Mr. Boccs, Mr. 
Byrnes of Wisconsin, and Mr. Curtis. 


PERMISSION FOR THE COMMITTEE 
ON THE JUDICIARY TO SIT DUR- 
ING GENERAL DEBATE 


Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Judiciary may be permitted to sit dur- 
ing general debate on July 26. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ok- 
lahoma? 

There was no objection. 


PERMISSION FOR THE COMMITTEE 
ON AGRICULTURE TO HAVE UNTIL 
MIDNIGHT TONIGHT TO FILE A 
REPORT ON H.R. 10915, IMPORTA- 
TION OF EXTRA LONG STAPLE 
COTTON 


Mr. ALBERT. Mr, Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Agriculture may have until midnight 
tonight to file a report on H.R. 10915, 
the importation of extra long staple 
cotton. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 
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HOUR OF MEETING ON JULY 26, 1967 


Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the House 
adjourns today, it adjourns to meet at 
11 o’clock tomorrow. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 


LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM FOR BAL- 
ANCE OF THE WEEK 


Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for one 
minute for the purpose of making an 
announcement. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I take this 
time to advise Members of the House 
that the two bills scheduled for tomor- 
row and the balance of the week will 
be brought up in the following order: 

First, H.R. 9547, the Inter-American 
Development Bank Act Amendments of 
1967, and then H.R. 8630, to extend the 
authority for exemptions from the anti- 
trust laws. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ALBERT. I yield to the distin- 
guished gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
is it the intention of the majority to 
bring up and conclude the first bill to- 
morrow and then to schedule the re- 
maining one for Thursday? 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, that is 
our plan. 


CAPTIVE NATIONS WEEK 


Mr. WYATT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. DERWINSKI] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Record and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Oregon? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, as a 
further indication of the significance 
and importance of Captive Nations 
Week, which we observed last week, I 
insert in the Recor at this point several 
items which appeared in various publi- 
cations commemorating this event: 

[From the Polish American] 
CAPTIVE NATIONS WEEK 

Last Saturday, Chicago’s State Street was 
the scene of a colorful parade marking the 
start of Captive Nations Week—an event at- 
tended by an estimated 20,000 to 50,000 spec- 
tators. 

This yearly “celebration”, whose purpose 
it is to remind the world of the continuing 
existence of communist imperialism, had its 
birth in 1959 when President Dwight Eisen- 
hower signed a Congressional resolution call- 
ing for the third week in July to be officially 
known as “Captive Nations Week.” The dec- 
laration concluded with this stirring affir- 
mation: 

“I invite the people of the United States 
of America to observe such week with ap- 
propriate ceremonies and activities and I 
urge them to study the plight of the Soviet- 
dominated nations and to commit themselves 
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to the support of the just aspirations of the 
people of those captive nations.” 

This declaration, inspired by the Assembly 
of Captive European Nations (ACEN), was 
soon to receive its greatest publicity from 
Nikiti Khrushchev, whose anger upon hear- 
ing of the Congressional resolution was 
echoed by a lengthy editorial in Pravda ac- 
cusing the United States of undertaking a 
provocative campaign against the Soviet 
Union. And thus has Captive Nations Week 
come to stay... 

In the time since its establishment eight 
years ago, however, we have come to view 
this annual observance with certain mixed 
feelings. 

On the one hand, it is an occasion for a 
parade. And everyone loves a parade. (Last 
week’s festivities in Chicago, for instance, 
featured a karate exhibition by members of 
the Korean unit: performers broke bricks 
with their hands, and one of them pulled 
with his teeth an auto bearing the consul 
general of Korea, Dr. Paul Chung.) 

The Week also provides an excellent op- 
portunity for our congressmen and senators 
to make stirring addresses calling for the 
independence of the Eastern Europe satel- 
lites, and condemning the Soviet Union for 
its nasty imperialism. And what congress- 
man can pass up the opportunity of making 
a speech—particularly when the risks to his 
political career are nil? 

On the other hand, Captive Nations Week 
has come, more and more, to take on the ap- 
pearance of a sham and a farce. As, in a 
sense, so it has always been. 

For was not this yearly observance begun 
in 1959 by the same President Eisenhower 
who, less than three years before, refused 
to aid the Hungarian Freedom Fighters in 
the most gallant insurrection ever to rock 
the Soviet imperium? 

In addition to the fact that the procla- 
mations and speeches characteristic of the 
Week have failed to accomplish anything 
whatever for the Captive peoples, much of 
this kind of “anti-communist” and “anti- 
Soviet“ noise-making may actually be harm- 
ful—at least to the extent that it serves as a 
gigantic cloud cover which obscures the basic 
sterility of America’s foreign policy towards 
the Captive Nations. 

Are the American people actually so gulli- 
ble and naive as to believe that speeches and 
parades will, in any way, alleviate the plight 
of the Eastern Europeans? 

Ever since the ignominious betrayal of the 
Hungarian Revolution in 1956, it should be 
clear to every thinking American that the 
Federal Government, and especially the State 
Department, has made no genuine effort of 
any kind in helping the Captive Nations re- 
gain their freedom and independence. 

The parades and speeches characteristic 
of this Week may provide us with a momen- 
tary diversion, but they should not blind us 
to the fact that the “liberation” of the Cap- 
tive Nations continues to occupy a very low 
rung on the ladder of American foreign 
policy priorities. 


[From the Elgin Daily Courier News, July 
18, 1967] 
BEFORE “CAPTIVE NATIONS” 
(By Dumitru Danielopol) 

WaAsHINGTON.—This is Captive Nations 
Week. And 1967 is the 50th anniversary of 
the Bolshevik Revolution. 

The combination caused me to realize that 
half a century ago my two brothers and I 
were in Moscow playing under the shadows 
of the Kremlin. 

Truncated Romania was expecting a big 
German offensive that summer and my par- 
ents thought we would be safer in Russia, 
nominally still an ally, but already disinte- 
grating as a military power. 

There were no “captive nations.” There 
was not one Communist regime in the world. 
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The czar had been overthrown in March 
1917 and Russia was experiencing its only 
taste of democracy. 

Alexander Kerensky, the Prime Minister, 
visited Moscow during our stay. (The capital 
of Russia was still Petrograd—or Leningrad, 
as the Communists call it.) 

Guarded by loyal Cossack troops and cadets 
from the Officer's Academy on beautifully 
groomed horses, Kerensky addressed a huge 
meeting in White Square (which was later 
to become Red Square.) 

‘Zaftra Budiet Harascho,” Kerensky said. 

“Tomorrow all will be well.” 

He was wrong. 

Already Bolsheviks were rallying to the 
leadership of Lenin and Trotzky. One could 
hear rifle shots in the night in the streets of 
Moscow as snipers attacked police and army 
units. 

In November, Lenin staged his coup d’etat. 
Though he had only 105 seats out of some 
640 in the Duma (National Assembly), he 
seized power and Russia became the first 
captive nation. 

I had left Moscow by that time, The Ger- 
man offensive had been broken in the battles 
of Marasesti and Marasti in August and my 
family made its way back to Odessa on the 
Black Sea and then to Romania’s World War 
I capital of Jassy. 

How well I remember that trip. 

We traveled for days on trains jammed to 
the rooftops with deserting Russian soldiers. 
I didn’t know it then, but I was watching the 
collapse of a nation. 

The Russian soldiers thought they were 
running home to freedom. Instead they ran 
into a prison that had swollen in 50 years 
until it holds one billion people, one third 
of the world’s population. 

Not one country willingly chose commu- 
nism, but communism came by force of arms, 
trickery, intimidation, blackmail and 
murder. 

The pattern set in 1917 has remained the 
same throughout the years. The ingredients 
are the same—terror, hunger, pillage, rapine, 
torture, murder and finally a numbing de- 
spair, an acceptance of the inevitable. After a 
generation or two the raw wounds congeal 
but the numbness stays. The reason for be- 
ing is gone. 

Liberty is a gift, not a right. It is doled out 
by a bunch of thugs whose sole aim is to stay 
in power by whatever means and to subvert 
the rest of the world. 

Some Americans grow tired of the eastern 
European ethnic groups’ annual observance 
of Captive Nations Week. Some think the 
exiles’ plight is overstated. He lives on 
dreams, critics say. refusing to face reality. 

Perhaps. But, the West, too, tends to 
dream. 

Communism would never have succeeded 
had it not been for the lack of understand- 
ing and wishful thinking of Western nations. 

The Reds never made a secret of their in- 
tentions. But the West couldn’t believe 
them. It stood by and saw country after 
country become enslaved. 

It was 1947 before America and President 
Truman finally understood. Perhaps the 
Russians appreciate best what that meant. 

“The bourgeoisie had been able to retain 
domination over the remaining part of 
Europe to a considerable degree only by rely- 
ing on the military, political and economic 
help of the United States,” complained Le- 
onid Brezhnev, secretary-general of the 
Soviet Communist party, in a recent speech 
in Karlovy Vary. 

But have Soviet ambitions been tamed? 
Have they given up hope of world conquest? 

“The historic aim of our movement is 
socialism and communism,” said Brezhnev 
in the same speech. “We are convinced that 
the working class and peoples of West Europe 
will sooner or later set out on the road to 
socialism.” 

To do this, the Reds must destroy NATO, 
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get the American forces out of Europe and 
eliminate American economic strength. 

“Detente” is one of their weapons. 

“In conditions of slackened international 
tensions the pointer of the political barom- 
eter moves left,” said Brezhnev . . . “the in- 
crease in the influence of the West European 
Communist parties is most directly corre- 
lated with the reduction of tension which 
has taken place in Europe.” 

There was still time in July 1917 when 
those rifle shots broke the night on Moscow 
streets. But no one used it. 

There is still time today for the United 
States. 

That’s what Captive Nations Week is all 
about. It is not an exercise in self pity. It’s a 
plea to America to stop, look and listen. 


[From the Manion Forum, July 16, 1967] 
THE FLOUTED AND ALMOST FORGOTTEN C- 

TIVE NATIONS” RESOLUTION—ADMINISTRA- 

TION POLICY EFFECTIVELY REVERSES CON- 

GRESSIONAL DECLARATION 

(By Dean Clarence E, Manion) 

This is Captive Nations Week. I am sure 
that President Johnson and his militant, 
dedicated, anti-Communist staff at the White 
House will want you to be reminded of the 
fact, so let us not fail to oblige. 

I repeat, therefore, that this, by the unani- 
mous vote of both Houses of Congress, is 
Captive Nations Week; that the same Con- 
gressional resolution authorizes and requests 
the President to issue a suitable proclamation 
announcing Captive Nations Week each year 
“until such time.as freedom and independ- 
ence shall have been achieved for all of the 
Captive Nations of the world.” 

When the resolution was passed by Con- 
gress on July 17, 1959, President Eisenhower 
followed it immediately with a ringing procla- 
mation which read in part as follows: 

“Whereas many nations throughout the 
world have been made captive by the imperi- 
alistic and aggressive policies of Soviet Com- 
muntsm . . and their peoples... have 
been deprived of their national independence 
and their individual liberties . . . Now there- 
fore I, Dwight D. Eisenhower, President of the 
United States . . invite the people of the 
U.S.A. to observe such (Captive Nations 
Week) with appropriate ceremonies and 
activities, and I urge them to study the 
plight of the Soviet dominated nations and 
to recommit themselves to the support of the 
just aspirations of the peoples of those Cap- 
tive Nations.” 

What Communist subjugated nations was 
President Eisenhower talking about? In its 
Captive Nations Resolution, Congress named 
22 of them, beginning with Poland and end- 
ing (did you guess it?) yes, with North Viet 
Nam. Congress went on to say that these sub- 
merged nations “look to the United States 
as the citadel of human freedom for leader- 
ship in bringing about their liberation and 
independence and in restoring to them the 
enjoyment of their religious freedoms and of 
their individual liberties.” That was eight 
years ago. 

In the meantime, what progress have we 
made toward the accomplishment of this firm 
unanimous resolution to lead the people of 
these Communist-dominated countries out 
of their bondage and back to freedom? Un- 
fortunately our progress has been made in 
reverse. 

Cuba was taken over by the Communists 
before the ink was dry on our bold Captive 
Nations Resolution. To dissolve the Cuban 
missile crisis in 1962, President Kennedy 
agreed with Nikita Khrushchev that the 
United States would protect Communist 
Cuba from a liberating invasion by anybody, 
and our Government is still enforcing that 
agreement to the letter. 

For instance, last November 1, the legis- 
lature of Costa Rica unanimously agreed to 
permit Costa Rican territory to be used as a 
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base for Cuban exiles to operate against 
Cuba and to get supplies to anti-Castro 
groups working inside.Cuba. Immediately 
thereafter the U.S. Ambassador to Costa 
Rica notified the President of Costa Rica that 
if this was done, all U.S. aid to Costa Rica 
would be immediately cut off. (Manion 
Forum Broadcast No. 657 and No. 658.) 

Our brave Captive Nations Resolution to 
the contrary notwithstanding, it is our de- 
clared policy now to protect the continued 
domination of Communist tyranny in every 
country that it controls while we fondly hope 
that their gangster governments will recip- 
rocate by leaving us in peace. 

The most scandalous example of this re- 
versal of our Captive Nations Resolution is 
our war policy in Viet Nam. In the Viet Nam 
war we are spending hundreds of precious 
young American lives each week to repel a 
vicious military aggression by the Commu- 
nist tyranny of North Viet Nam against the 
territory, government and freedom of the 
people of South Viet Nam. Our Defense De- 
partment tells us that this terrible toll of 
loss and lives must now be increased and 
continued indefinitely. 

This is to say that the United States, 
which in World War II drove the two great- 
est military powers then on earth into un- 
conditional surrender in less than four years, 
has no hope today of achieving its military 
objective against a pint-sized Communist 
despotism presently controlling a primitive 
nation of 12 million people. 

Why? Because President Johnson and Sec- 
retary Rusk have repeatedly expressed their 
determination not to destroy or seriously dis- 
turb what they euphemistically call the 
“government” of North Viet Nam. Yet, in the 
official cognizance of the United States, there 
is no such thing as a recognizable govern- 
ment in or of North Viet Nam. 

In the official cognizance of the United 
States, as expressed in the unanimous dec- 
laration of Congress, North Viet Nam is a 
“captive nation” which has been “sub- 
merged” and “subjugated” by the “direct 
and indirect aggression of Communist Rus- 
sia,” In this official cognizance of the United 
States, the desire for liberty and independ- 
ence by the overwhelming majority of the 
people” of the submerged nation of North 
Viet Nam “constitutes a powerful deterrent to 
war and one of the best hopes for a just and 
lasting peace.” 

In this same Congressionally expressed 
policy of the Government of the United 
States, it is resolved that “‘we clearly mani- 
fest to the people of North Viet Nam the 
historic fact that the people of the United 
States share with them their aspirations for 
the recovery of their freedom and independ- 
ence.” 


L. B. J. PUTS HOPE IN RED TYRANT 


Up to the time that this broadcast is being 
recorded, President Johnson has never mani- 
fested to the people of North Viet Nam this 
historic fact that we share with the people of 
North Viet Nam their aspirations for the re- 
covery of their freedom and independence. 
On the contrary, President Johnson gives re- 
peated public assurances that his only pur- 
pose in the Viet Nam war is to get the North 
Viet Nam forces out of South Viet Nam. 

He has expressed no interest in the freedom 
and independence of the North Vietnamese 
people and he reinforces this lack of interest 
by public assurances that he will do nothing 
militarily or psychologically to disturb the 
continuity of the Communist tyranny in 
which the will of the North Vietnamese peo- 
ple is now submerged. 

In other words, President Johnson and Sec- 
retary Rusk have effectively reversed the 
policy declared by Congress in the Captive 
Nations Resolution. They have despaired of 
our hope officially expressed in 1959, that the 
“desire for liberty and independence by the 
overwhelming majority of the people” of the 
submerged nations in general and of North 
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Viet Nam in particular “is the best prospect 
for a just and lasting peace.” 

For this Congressionally expressed hope, 
President Johnson has substituted his per- 
sonal conviction that he can end the war in 
Viet Nam and establish the future security 
of South Viet Nam by persuading a Com- 
munist tyrant who calls himself Ho Chi Minh 
to sit down and reason with him, How much 
does President Johnson really know about 
Nguyen Ai Quoc, alias Ho Chi Minh? Here is 
the estimate of an authority on the Far East 
who has made two recent surveys in Viet 
Nam at the request of the President and the 
Defense Department. 

“Ho Chi Minh is a completely disciplined, 
dedicated, ruthless Communist leader... 
He is one of the most experienced conspira- 
tors alive, having escaped from police traps 
in many countries on dozens of occasions. 
During all these years he took his orders 
directly from the Comintern in Russia. 
Throughout the 1930’s he returned to Viet 
Nam occasionally to direct the popular front 
against the French. In the spring of 1941 
he was summoned to Moscow and it was at 
this time that he took his permanent alias, 
Ho Chi Minh (which means) The Enlight- 
ened One.’ 

“Those who think they can change Ho's 
mind merely by ‘reasoning together’ with 
him, or by writing him a letter, simply do 
not understand the Communist mentality.” 
(Reverend Daniel Lyons, “Our Sunday Visi- 
tor,” August 29, 1965.) 

Nevertheless, President Johnson is a pa- 
tient man, who is sure that in due time Ho 
Chi Minh will melt into a morally-conscious, 
justice-loving leader, and as such, join our 
President at the conference table. Mean- 
while, the Viet Nam war with its politically 
limited objectives will go on as presently 
conducted and infiexibly planned. And what 
a war it is, my friends! 

For a firsthand description of it I refer 
you to “a voice from the dead,” a letter 
written to his mother last February 28 by 
Captain Brooke Shadburne, of Plano, Texas, 
just à few weeks before he was killed in ac- 
tion. With the permission of Mrs. Helen Shad- 
burne this letter is reprinted in full in the 
June 30 edition of the respected biweekly 
newsletter, Counterattack, (250 West 57th 
Street, New York, New York) I urge you to 
get it and read it in its entirety and, if 
possible, to have it published in your local 
newspaper. 

Captain Shadburne was disgusted with 
our deliberate failure to fight this war to 
victory. Among other things, he wrote: 

“I’ve seen both winter and summer in Viet 
Nam. As a UH. I. E. Pilot I've flown and worked 
from the DMZ down to and into the South 
and West to Laos... I have covered the area. 
I’ve worked hand in hand with both troop 
and cargo helos and all of the attack jets 
as well. Operation Hastings on the DMZ was 
a large and important operation. Since that 
time I haven't seen a total effort by any- 
one except small isolated ground units, and 
then usually because the VC found them, not 
the other way around. 

“Night before last, South Viet Nam's sec- 
ond largest city of Da Nang had about 130 
(Russian made) rockets fired at it from a 
position not more than five miles from our 
large air base there. The rockets killed 13 
U.S. soldiers and gravely wounded 40 more. 
Untold numbers of Viet civilians were killed 
when five Russian rockets flattened and 
burned their village five miles from the run- 
way. 

“To this date, I haven't seen any effort 
being put into the war. What War? It’s a 
little hard to believe until one goes into 
the hospital to help hand out the Purple 
Hearts every week and sees the legless, arm- 
less, eyeless cripples, . . These people are sit- 
ting, waiting to get hit by new Russian weap- 
ons while the General attends the New Year's 
Sports Festival. 
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“What we are currently trying to do is ex- 
pand our area of responsibility and control 
the people inside that area. We help them 
build a model village and a school. The idea 
is to gradually push out the Viet Cong— 
prove that we are good white people—not 
bad like the French. 

“Sounds great, but 14 mile south of our 
helo base at Da Nang is a typical tiny village 
that within the last year has lost two mayors. 
The first was kidnaped, the second killed 
along with his family. The present one had 
his young son’s fingers all broken by the 
Viet Cong and his finger nails pulled out one 
by one. He is still the mayor. Today there 
was a three year old girl in the hospital— 
daughter of a town chief who with his wife 
was beaten and killed in view of the child 
who was then beaten with rifle butts and 
left for dead. 

“How can we educate during the day 
when in the night the VC come in with a 
new Russian submachine gun to cast their 
own type of veto to any local election. .? 
Stability? Education? Reform? We can’t win 
hearts. Let's win a war. Cut off all of North 
Viet Nam's sources of supply, sea, land and 
air, Bring them to their knees to stop the 
inflow of men and arms to South Viet Nam. 
Stop all international commerce by putting 
a Cuba style blockade by Haiphong Harbor, 
Stop their air by destroying the runway at 
Hanoi. ... Rather than risk another single 
aircraft over North Viet Nam's murderous 
antiaircraft fire, use naval gun fire as we 
did during and prior to the Pacific island 
invasions. Practically every military target 
in North Viet Nam is within range of the 
battleships’ 16 inch guns. 

“Por the price of aircraft lost in a single 
day, several battleships, now in moth balls, 
could be refitted and rearmed—and not cost 
a single life. We should stop all commerce 
with pro-Communist nations aiding North 
Viet Nam and we should threaten a total 
boycott of all NATO nations trading with 
North Viet Nam. 

“These moves sound harsh, but so is being 
shot through the chest with a Chi-Com AK- 
47 in South Viet Nam. If we took a really 
firm stand we would be respected as a na- 
tion, Our largest criticism, for which we are 
so constantly attuned, would undoubtedly 
come from the lunatic fringe from within,” 

Thirty-six days after writing this letter, 
Captain Shadburne was killed by a 250 
pound bomb planted in the night by the 
Viet Cong in a landing zone for helicopters. 
But Captain Shadburne’s frank analysis and 
his logical recommendations may prove to be 
the most valuable legacy he could have left 
to his country if President Johnson can be 
persuaded to accept it and use it before it 
is too late. 

John Kenneth Galbraith, Chairman of the 
Americans for Democratic Action, has al- 
ready moved to give weight and respecta- 
bility to the withdrawal theory of Senator 
Robert Kennedy and his pack of parading 
peaceniks. “Stop the fighting,” says Gal- 
braith, let the Communists keep the large 
portions of South Viet Nam which they un- 
doubtedly control. Let us confine our mili- 
tary activities to the protection of Saigon 
and other places where the natives may 
choose to flee from Communism. In other 
words, let the far-flung, terror-torn area of 
the Captive Nations now be further enlarged 
by roughly two thirds of the size of South 
Viet Nam. 

The longer President Johnson continues 
to sacrifice American lives while he waits for 
Ho Chi Minh to come to the conference 
table, the better for the plausibility of the 
Galbraith thesis, the political fortunes of 
Robert Kennedy, and the proliferation of 
what Captain Shadburne called our “lunatic 
fringe” of opposition to the war. 

But the President is reported to be irreyo- 
cably determined to wait for Ho Chi Minh, 
In that case, let us hope that in the mean- 
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time he will muster the candor and the 
courage to ask Congress for the formal re- 
peal of its brave but futile Captive Nations 
Resolution. 
[From the Washington Post] 
LETTER TO THE EDITOR 

July is always a particularly interesting 
month for The Washington Post editorials. 
Since the third week in July commemorates 
the annual national and international ob- 
servance of Captive Nations Week, man’s 
humanism toward fellow-man, one waits with 
curiosity for the Post's yearly antithesis to 
freedom, This year’s “Captive Congressmen” 
supersedes previous editorials, Because legis- 
lators have continuously shown interest in 
every man’s God-given right of individual 
self-determination and self-realization, they 
are termed “captive.” 

The Post's arrogant ignorance toward Idel- 
Ural, Turkestan, White Ruthenia and “good 
old Cossackia” would hold little hope for its 
understanding of so-called anti-Russian 
feelings on the part of Ukrainians, which the 
Post feels privileged to single out. Ukrainians 
are not anti-Russian; they are anti-Russian 
imperio-colonialist as are the Latvians, 
Lithuanians, Estonians, Georgians, Arme- 
nians and, lest we forget, the Cossacks, or the 
other non-Russian peoples of Central and 
Eastern Europe, the mainland Chinese, the 
Cubans in our own Western Hemisphere, who 
comprise the long list of captive nations. And 
this is a vast difference! As regards the dif- 
ferent type of captivity of the Russian people, 
they tragically enough, have been captive for 
five centuries to their barbaric political in- 
stitutions. 

Only the Post could conjure up a “hy- 
phenated citizen.” Benjamin Franklin, one 
of this country’s founding fathers, is credited 
with the view that anyone ashamed of his 
forebears could add little to our country. 
This would certainly discredit hyphenated 
citizenship, not to mention the editor’s 
mythical non-ethnic origins. 

Russian anxiety over Captive Nations Week 
observances has been continuous from Khru- 
shchey down to Kosygin who, at the Glass- 
boro meeting just last month, asked the 
President whether a Proclamation would be 
forthcoming since to his way of manipula- 
tion this would be a deterrent to “detente” 
and “peaceful coexistence.” He too fears the 
identity, recognition and liberation aspira- 
tions of the captive non-Russian peoples. 
The Proclamation was issued on July 12. In- 
deed, President Johnson has stressed Ameri- 
can support for the “just aspirations” of 
peoples everywhere, but not in the facetious 
manner of the Post’s interpretations. What 
nation doesn’t want it? 

The National Captive Nations Committee 
is in the forefront of a people-to-people pro- 
gram for peace and stability—much more so 
than the Post—for NCNC dares to mention 
the forgotten people—those in the USSR! 
This extends far beyond the Post’s “Captive 
Congressmen.” 

Vera A. DowHan. 


From the Chicago (III.) Tribune] 
TEN THOUSAND To Manch, Nore "CAPTIVE 
Nations” WEEK 

About 10,000 Chicagoans of foreign ances- 
try will march in a parade Saturday in State 
street observing Captive Nations week. 

The parade will begin at noon from Wacker 
drive down State street to Van Buren street. 
Mayor Daley has been invited to serve as 
parade grand marshal. Floats will follow the 
dual themes of the parade Fredom for all 
Nations” and “A Salute to Fighting Men in 
Viet Nam.” Viet Nam veterans in Great Lakes 
hospital have been asked to participate, said 
Viktors Viksnins, a Chicagoan of Latvian de- 
scent who is chairman of the observance 
here. 

Mayor Daley has proclaimed the week be- 
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ginning Saturday as Captive Nations week. 
Persons from 21 nations are expected to par- 
ticipate. A luncheon observing the week will 
be held at 2 p.m. Saturday in the Conrad 
Hilton hotel. Rep. Frank Annunzio ID., II.] 
will be among the officials to speak. 

[From the St. Paul (Minn.) Wanderer, July 

13. 1967] 
CAPTIVE NATIONS WEEK 
(By Robert Morris) 

In the early 1950s when it was not popular 
to be a Communist or to support Communist 
causes in the United States, I was often im- 
pressed by the firm convictions expressed by 
individual Communists who moved into the 
spotlight of the Congressional committees or 
other definitive pedestals of political import. 
They stood up for their beliefs with courage. 

Now, of course, the tide has turned and 
these people are prospering, economically and 
politically, and the anti-Communist, in- 
stead of the Communist, is more and more 
assuming the role of the politically unfash- 
ionable personage. One glance at the political 
stance of our political figures who have 
changed their ideological wearing apparel, 
dramatically in some cases, bears this out. 

The story is not written yet, but it seems 
to me this same steadfast determination is 
not being reflected by the anti-Communists 
as their ranks dwindle. 

A good litmus test of the political phenom- 
enon is the reaction to “Captive Nations 
Week.” 

Eight years ago Congress unanimously 
passed a resolution setting aside the third 
week of July to recommit the Nation to the 
cause of freedom in the twenty-one captive 
nations. The purpose was good and even 
lyrical. The ideal of liberty for struggling 
people with all its exciting religious and po- 
litical ingredients was an ideal aspiration for 
@ politician. He could express his real feel- 
ings and yet suffer no effective political op- 
position. 

With the passing years the billion or more 
people of the twenty-one nations are still in 
bondage, In fact, Cuba has been added. The 
cause is still as glittering, in the moral firma- 
ment, as it was then. But I am afraid the 
interest is waning in this high purpose. 

Ted Lewis, the New York Daily News col- 
umnist, has done a column on this issue and 
he tells how Presidential implementation of 
the resolution has become increasingly pale 
in the passage of time. Mr. Lewis writes: 

“President Eisenhower's follow-up procla- 
mation in 1959 simply called on all citizens 
‘to study the plight of the Soviet-dominated 
nations’ and to recommit themselves to the 
support of ‘the just aspirations of all people 
for national independence in freedom.’ 

“John F. Kennedy followed an even softer 
verbiage line in his proclamations, such as 
that in 1963 ‘inviting the people of the 
United States to observe such a week with 
appropriate ceremonies and activities.’ 

“Last year President Johnson similarly used 
the soft pedal, with four whereases citing 
how the United States since its founding ‘has 
firmly subscribed to the principles of na- 
tional independence and human liberty.’” 

This need not be. I write this column to 
support Captive Nations Week. Professor Lev 
E. Dobriansky of Georgetown University in 
Washington, D.C., who is the chairman of the 
National Captive Nations Committee and is 
persevering in his effort to keep the cause of 
liberty uppermost in people’s minds during 
the third week in July, needs support. 

It should not be embarrassing for good 
men and women to do something during that 
week to show their political leaders that 
they do care for the freedom of their brothers 
groaning in bondage. 

Dr. Dobriansky further makes the point 
that this year the observance will spotlight 
the “plight of the seventeen million captive 
North Vietnamese.” He says, “It is strange 
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indeed that few of our leaders even discuss 
this troublesome subject. Yet, it is crucial 
to our winning the war in South Vietnam,” 


THE TRUTH ABOUT GREECE 


Mr. WYATT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. DERWINSKI] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Record and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Oregon? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, the 
Greek Star, of Chicago, which carries 
the banner the Voice of American Hel- 
lenism, has very thoroughly and objec- 
tively carried in depth news reports on 
the truth of the situation in Greece. Its 
Saturday, July 22, editorial very effec- 
tively called for proper U.S. evaluation 
of the situation and, under leave, I insert 
it in the Recorp at this point: 


Tue TRUTH ABOUT GREECE 


The Greek Government released last week 
certain documents, which, according to the 
official communique, establish beyond any 
doubt, close cooperation of a segment of the 
Union of the Centre, the strongest of the 
Greek political Parties, and several Commu- 
nist deputies. This co-operation was to se- 
cure more votes for the U.C. in exchange for 
the recognition of the outlawed Communist 
party, and the return from behind the Iron 
Curtain of its leadership, Andreas Papan- 
dreou, the former economics professor of 
UCLA and a deputy of the Union Centre 
(now imprisoned for subversive activities 
against the state) is a prominent figure in 
this alliance which was to secure privileges 
to the communists after the elections that 
were to be held last May. 

These elections were never held. The mili- 
tary takeover on April 21, which installed a 
new government in Greece of no political 
affiliation, put an end to the endless party 
manipulations, struggle for power and ir- 
responsibility of the parties, which had led 
the country to a chronic political crisis that 
netted five different governments in the last 
two years. 

This newspaper, during the long years of 
its service to the community has fought for 
and stood firmly by the ancient ideals of 
Democracy and freedom. It has never 
changed its philosophy and is not doing it 
now. But it is forced to accept an objective 
evaluation of the situation which prevailed 
prior to the establishment of the military 
rule in the country. The history of the last 
twenty years in Greece is a picture of endless 
fights among politicians as well as of heavy 
suffering in life and material wealth due 
mainly to the communist aggression. 

There are instances in the life of a nation 
that demand drastic changes, which are 
forced by the necessity to protect the best 
interest of its people. And, we believe, such 
has been the situation that drove to power 
the military. This history making event did 
not just happen. It took political instability 
and corruption of many years, fights that 
injured the nation and delayed its economic 
advancement, unrest and many bloody riots. 
But most of all, the increasing infiltration of 
the governmental machine by the ever- 
present Moscow agents who were happy to 
weaken the existing political system and pre- 
pare methodically a new insurrection. 

Among the heartening facts, in this sad 
situation of the present affairs in Greece, is 
the formation of a Constitution Committee, 
which by revising the law of the land and 
separating the Legislative branch of the Gov- 
ernment from the Executive, will secure po- 
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litical stability, and, the strong effort for a 
speedy return to parliamentary rule by the 


The professional Democrats, who lament 
for the setback of the Republic of Greece, do 
not bother with the facts that forced the 
change. They profess high ideological mo- 
tives in their efforts to rally support in their 
fight against the present Government of 
Greece, However, the near future may prove 
that the military, as so many times in the 
past, saved Greece from bloodshed, and 
helped restore a well functioning democracy 
in the place of its origin. 

The record reveals that Greece, is in fact 
the most reliable ally that America could 
ever count on. Throughout the history of 
these United States, Greece and America 
have always been found facing the common 
enemy together. 

Therefore, if in fact, the U.S. has stopped 
shipments of heavy military equipment to 
Greece, we urge that the Government re- 
leases it to Greece soon, in order that this 
faithful ally will not be found inequitably 
equipped in the event of another crisis in 
this strategic NATO area. 


INDIA’S SACRED SKELETONS 


Mr. WYATT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from South Dakota [Mr. Berry] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
Record and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Oregon? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BERRY. Mr. Speaker, an excellent 
article on the food problem in India, 
specifically the problems caused by 
India’s venerated cattle, has been 
brought to my attention. The article is 
by Dr. R. O. Whyte, the Asian regional 
representative for the Food and Agricul- 
ture Organization. It details the frustra- 
tion and waste which is generated by 
India’s attitude toward cattle which 
permits the widespread destruction of 
food and land in the face of a starving 
population, 

The article also compliments an in- 
depth study which I inserted into the 
Record on June 7 of this year which was 
prepared by Dr. Raymond W. Miller. 

While the Indian people do have the 
right to hold whatever beliefs, religious 
and traditional, that they may choose, 
they do not have the right to expect the 
nations of the world with food surpluses 
to continue burying their problems with 
grain and cash when the Indians refuse 
to take drastically needed steps to tap the 
resources at hand or at least check the 
rampant destruction which their tradi- 
tions are permitting. I call special at- 
tention to Dr. Whyte's article which ap- 
peared in the September 8, 1966, issue 
of the Far Eastern Economic Review 
and, under unanimous consent, include 
it in the Recorp at this point: 

INDIA’S SACRED SKELETONS 
(By Dr. R. O. Whyte) 

Anyone who, with his Indian colleagues, 
has tried for fifteen years to do something 
constructive with the cattle of India, who 
has tried to help in designing an economic 
milk production industry, and who has sav- 
oured the true dimensions of hopelessness in 
these respects, can feel nothing but profound 
disgust at the cynical g of the cow 
that occurs in election years in India. Follow- 
ing the faked emotional outburst last month 
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in the Lok Sabha, The Times Delhi Corre- 
spondent showed up how the Indian Gov- 
ernment is evading the awkward issue by 
pointing out that any ban on cow slaughter 
lies within the constitutional prerogatives of 
the States, and that, therefore, the Centre 
cannot respond to the demand for an all- 
India ban on slaughter. 

The Constitution of India contains, as one 
of its Directive Principles of State Policy, 
Article 48, Part IV, which states “The State 
shall endeavour to organise agriculture and 
animal husbandry on modern and scientific 
lines and shall, in particular, take steps for 
preserving and improving the breeds, and 
prohibiting the slaughter of cows and calves 
and other milch and draught cattle”. 

No more unscientific and contradictory in- 
struction could possibly be invented for the 
administrators of State policy. As a result, 
some half of the Indian States, mostly those 
in the more bigoted north, have passed legis- 
lation to ban cow slaughter. Thus we have a 
situation of general hypocrisy, in which those 
who profess some concern for the nutrition 
of the vulnerable sections of the community 
are trying to breed and feed superior milch 
animals, while at the same time, the villages 
and countryside are cluttered up with sacred 
skeletons that it would be a kindness to 
destroy. 

India’s cattle issue is the most intractable 
problem of the whole of the developing 
world. The preservation of the cow in India 
represents cruelty to dumb animals on a scale 
never yet invented by man. Any attempts 
to discuss the problem in an objective and 
technical manner are met with a veil of 
mediaeval secrecy and a smokescreen of 
moral superiority. Yet no country that is so 
dependent upon foreign aid and upon colla- 
boration for modernising one aspect of its 
agriculture (cereal production) can expect to 
evade the issue of the cow. India is a member 
of the world community, not an intellectually 
backward and remote country still living in 
an atmosphere of primitive taboos and super- 
stitions, What she says and does and believes 
is of the greatest interest and significance 
to the other members of the community. 
whose duty it will be to keep India alive 
in the coming decades. These donor coun- 
tries are quite justified in asking what India 
proposes to do about the cattle problem. They 
would also be justified in demanding that 
the Indian Government initiates a more ra- 
tional policy as a prior condition to further 
aid and assistance from abroad. 

Jawaharlal Nehru had little patience with 
what he called “the legitimate and illegit- 
imate offspring of religion . . . No country 
or people who are slaves to dogma .. . can 
progress, and unhappily our country and our 
people have become extraordinarily dogmatic 
and little-minded . . . Religion as practised 
in India has become the old man of the 
sea for us, and it has not only broken our 
backs but stultified and almost killed all 
originality of thought and mind. Like Sin- 
bad the Sailor, we must get rid of this terri- 
ble burden before we can aspire to breathe 
freely, or do anything useful.“ 

Dr. V. Kurien, Manager of the Kaira Milk 
Union which operates the Anand milk proc- 
essing factory in Gujarat, and hence one 
of India’s leading milk men, told the In- 
dian Council of Agricultural Research in 
New Delhi last May: “Surplus unproductive 
cattle are the main factor hampering dairy 
development in India ... The surplus cattle 
population is growing like the human pop- 
ulation at the rate of 2% per annum, and 
its maintenance in an unproductive state is 
an important cause of rural indebtedness 
and consequent lack of progress. The prac- 
tice of birth control among cattle has little 
scope because if there are no calves, there 
will be no milk. The second solution is the 
killing of calves (allowing them to die of 
starvation), but this removes the better 
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animals because the bad ones have a greater 
tolerance and can live on waste material 
such as paper. The only way left to cope with 
the surplus cattle population is to slaughter 
them. Such a solution affects public senti- 
ments, and no democratic government can 
afford to ignore the public reaction. Nonethe- 
less, the diary industry cannot survive if 
we retain this sentiment much longer.” 
And the sentiment is not limited to cows. 
The soils of Rajasthan are so riddled with 
the holes of desert rats that it is frequently 
impossible to walk without stepping on one, 
but the Jains will not permit the massive 
gassing operation that would eliminate both 
rats and the State grain and fodder deficit 
in one fell swoop. The villagers of Thinnai- 
thirayampatti village, Pudokottai Taluk in 
Madras State, first petitioned the State 
Government to destroy the flying foxes that 
had settled in the banyan trees in the 
Ayyanar temple, but when arrangements had 
been made, they changed their minds and 
protested on sentimental grounds, saying 
that if the bats were killed the children and 
the cattle in the village would die. “Kill us 
before you kill the bats,” they demanded. 


The cattle balance sheet 
Million 


Total bovine population, 1961 Census 225 
Buffaloes 45 
Cattle, male and female_--.----------- 
Males (50 percent, there being no 
slaughter) 
Males, percentage strong enough for 
work (cultivation and draught), not 
more than 50 percent_-------------- 
Males required as bullocks to cultivate 
350 million acres of land at one pair 
per 10 acres (excluding those needed 
for draught which are decreasing with 
the growth of motor transport) 70 
Females, 50 percent of total.-..------- 
Females (cows) with a sufficient poten- 
tial milk production for use in a dairy 
industry, not more than 10 percent-. 9 
Females needed to provide 6 oz. (one- 
sixth of a litre) per head of human 
population per day (i.e. 80 million 
litres per day, from cows giving 2,000 
litres per lactation (All-India average 
at present 250 litres per lactation)-- 64 


Indians who live in the cities and travel 
from one to the other in Caravelles or over- 
night trains are completely unaware of the 
true situation that exists in the deep coun- 
tryside that is real India, where millions of 
starving cattle wander like peregrinating 
vermin in search of food in the forests, the 
grazing lands and among the cultivated 
crops. These people use the pat phrase, The 
cattle wealth of India. In reality, we are 
faced with the paradoxical situation in 
which, in a country with a quarter of the 
world’s cattle population, there are not suffi- 
cient strong male animals to cultivate the 
land, nor sufficient productive females to pro- 
duce the milk so urgently needed to correct 
chronic malnutrition in the vulnerable sec- 
tions of the community—children and preg- 
nant and nursing mothers. 

The cattle poverty of India is revealed in 
the accompanying table—a deficiency of at 
least 25 million strong males to cultivate the 
land, and 55 million cows to produce milk 
more economically than is possible from the 
buffalo, which at present produces 80% or 
more of the milk in India. As the Indian 
Dairyman pointed out earlier this year, the 
buffalo has too many idle, unproductive years 
in its life cycle to give an economic return 
on the investment in feeding. As soon as pos- 
sible, it must be replaced by the crossbred 
European-indigenous cow in those parts of 
India to which this superior animal is 
adapted. 

In this situation one tends to talk rather 
freely about cattle slaughter, without fully 
considering all it would entail. In the first 
place, as soon as such a policy was approved, 
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it would be found that all the apparently 
stray animals belonged to someone, The 
amount of money involved in compensation 
would be very large, but would be recovered 
at least partly by the return from hides and 
skins and possibly also blood and bone fer- 
tilisers. The main problem would undoubt- 
edly be the replacement of all the dung at 
present used for fuel for cooking and also 
for an indigenous plaster with cleansing 
properties. As a fuel, it is a very important 
commodity produced by the cattle popula- 
tion, and of good quality as it arises from 
the grazing of fibrous jungle grasses, An in- 
dustry based on fewer dairy cattle fed on 
green fodder would not produce dung cakes 
of the same quality because of the more fluid 
nature of the droppings. The problem of fuel 
for rural cooking would therefore have to be 
solved before cattle slaughter could be in- 
troduced. Any precipitate action would lead 
to a great increase in the cutting down of 
trees and shrubs, and so to a further disas- 
trous increase in erosion and general desic- 
cation of the environment. 

Persistent administrative actions and a 
massive programme of education to change 
public opinion are essential if the situation 
is to be saved. Let us attend first to preju- 
dice, false sentiment and superstition and 
their cynical manipulation by politicians. 
When in the 1970's and 1980's, the food situ- 
ation gets really tough, those who are still 
alive may look back with nostalgia to the 
halcyon days of the 1960's, when India was 
still sleeping, when people could put on their 
acts of hypocritical hysteria in the Lok 
Sabha, when the yellow-robed sadhus 
(whom some call social parasites with no 
social conscience) could camp outside Par- 
liament House, and when the Union Home 
Minister could still tell them that his heart 
was with their cause. 

The cattle problem of India is no longer 
a national problem but an international 
problem of the first magnitude. The coun- 
try is still receiving massive aid in the form 
of grain, plus equipment for its dairy indus- 
try, from international and bilateral agen- 
cies, but the milk refuses to flow from these 
millions of useless bovines. The animal ge- 
neticists of India should be asked how they 
propose to reconcile the first part of Article 
48 with the latter part—a quite impossible 
task. In the programme of crossbreeding be- 
tween European and indigenous cows which 
seems to be the only hope for the dairy in- 
dustry, up to two-thirds culling by slaughter 
is necessary to remove the runts and low- 
producers in the first and subsequent gen- 
erations. The Government of India must be 
asked how it proposes to cope with this 
situation. 

The usual Hindu reply to the protagonists 
for cow slaughter is: “Would you slaughter 
your mother because she is unproductive?” 
In the modern context, the question to put 
to the Government of India must be: “If 
your cow and your mother are both starving 
to death, which would you save?” If the 
answer is still the cow, then India will have 
forfeited forever the sympathy of all those 
countries who are willing to help her in her 
present and future predicaments. 


FUNDS CUT FOR WEATHER MODI- 
FICATION ACTIVITIES 


Mr. WYATT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from South Dakota [Mr. Berry] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Oregon? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BERRY. Mr. Speaker, my purpose 
in addressing the House is to request 
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that this body restore $250,000 to the 
funds cut by the Committee on Appro- 
priations for weather modification ac- 
tivities. The sum being sought is for 
$4,750,000 for Bureau of Reclamation 
activities dealing with weather modifi- 
cation. The Senate has asked for $10 
million for these vital investigations, and 
hopefully we can at least restore the 
funds which the Bureau has requested 
for the coming fiscal year. Any cutback 
at this time could spell delay in this im- 
portant area. 


DEATH OF WHARTON HOCH, EDI- 
TOR-PUBLISHER, MARION COUN- 
TY, KANS., RECORD 


Mr. WYATT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Kansas [Mr. SHRIVER] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Oregon? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SHRIVER. Mr. Speaker, it was 
with deep personal regret that I learned 
over the weekend of the untimely pass- 
ing of Mr. Wharton Hoch, the editor 
and publisher of the Marion County, 
Kans., Record. 

Mr. Hoch was a good friend of mine 
and I valued his counsel and opinions 
on many subjects. He gave high priority 
to the welfare and progress of his com- 
munity. Only a few days before his pass- 
ing he conveyed a message to me 
through my administrative assistant of 
his concern over the need for expediting 
flood-control measures around Mud 

Marion. 

Today, we are considering the final 
appropriations for completion of the 
Marion Dam and Reservoir which also 
is a project for which Wharton Hoch 
had ardently crusaded. 

Some of the Members in the House 
may recall that Homer Hoch, father of 
Wharton, served in the Congress from 
1919 to 1933. 

Wharton Hoch was a native Kansan. 
He was born in Topeka and graduated 
from Northwestern University School of 
Journalism. He was past president of the 
Kansas Press Association and at his 
death was legislative chairman of KPA. 

Mrs. Shriver and I join in extending 
our heartfelt sympathy to Mrs. Hoch 
and her children on the great loss of a 
devoted husband, a hard-working editor, 
and an outstanding Kansan. 


DANGER FACING NATION'S 
SCHOOLS 


Mr. WYATT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Virginia [Mr. BROYHILL] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Oregon? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Mr. 
Speaker, Dr. Carl Hansen, Superintend- 
ent of Schools in Washington, D.C., since 
1958, and one of this Nation’s foremost 
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educators, granted an interview to a re- 
porter of the U.S. News & World Report 
magazine, which appeared in the July 
24, 1967, edition, with regard to the 
school situation in Washington and the 
judicial decision which made it impossi- 
ble for him to continue in office. 

In view of the importance of this 
matter not only to the people of the 
District of Columbia, but to the Congress 
of the United States and all the citizens 
of this Nation, I include the interview in 
full at this point in the RECORD; 


DANGER FACING NATION’s ScHOOLS?—INTER- 
view WITH SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS IN 
NATION's CAPITAL 


(Federal control of local schools is the 
danger a prominent educator sees in U.S. 
court orders and the agitation of “social ac- 
tivists.” It is time, he says, to “get off the 
racist binge” and return the schools to their 
basic job of teaching children. Dr. Carl F. 
Hansen won praise for desegregating Wash- 
ington schools 13 years ago. Now he is retir- 
ing in protest against a court ruling that 
orders still more changes in the school sys- 
tem. In this interview, held in the conference 
room of “U.S. News & World Report,” Dr. 
Hansen tells why Washington’s school prob- 
lems raise basic issues of importance to the 
entire nation.) 

Q. Dr. Hansen, you have had 13 years of 
experience with integration in Washington 
schools, Out of that experience, what is 
the major conclusion that you have drawn? 

A. I think the main conclusion is that 
integration is a possibility if we forget about 
race in relation to it. What we have to deal 
with, I think, is people—people having dif- 
ferent degrees of development and capacity 
to improve themselves. And I think we 
should get off the racist binge that we've 
gotten into the last few years. 

Q. What has stimulated this “racist binge,” 
as you call it—the Government? 

A. It seems to me that Government is in- 
volved to some extent in apparently en- 
couraging—particularly through the anti- 
poverty activities—a response that is based 
pretty much on economic status and race. 
So, in this respect, the Federal Government 
may be quite heavily responsible for what is 
going on. 

A possible outcome in this situation, I 
think, is class warfare—class in terms of 
money, status, economics—the idea that 
I've got more money than you, therefore I 
should share some of it—and race. 

The most unwholesome part of the cur- 
rent racist emphasis is that it discourages 
the process of integration. 

Q. What is integration? 

A. In my judgment, integration is simply 
defined as the capacity of people to be to- 
gether without being conscious of race—the 
appreciation of each other regardless of race 
or economic status or religion. 

Q. Are Washington schools integrated? 

A. I would maintain they are, in that no 
child is ever denied a place or any activity 
because of race or creed or any other external 
condition. The children are all subject to the 
same rules and regulations in respect to 
where they attend school. And there is actu- 
ally some degree of biracial membership in 
most of our schools. As many as 85 per cent 
of Washington children attend schools in 
which there are some children of the other 
race. 

Now, of course, in sOme cases there may 
be only three or four white children in a 
school that’s otherwise Negro. The integra- 
tion factor there is not very strong if you 
think of integration as requiring some kind 
of arbitrary balance—for example, 50 per 
cent white and 50 per cent Negro. 

Q. What do you think of this idea of seek- 
ing an arbitrary racial balance? 
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A. In my judgment, this is a ridiculous 
concept. And it’s foolhardy, too, because you 
can never achieve it. You can't by edict de- 
clare that you white folks are going to have 
to send your children to this school and you 
Negro parents are going to have to send your 
children to that school to get a racial bal- 
ance.” 

Q. What do you see as wrong in this idea 
of moving children around for racial bal- 
ance? 

A. The basic flaw in this particular prac- 
tice—I was about to call it philosophy, but 
I don’t think it justifies that kind of term— 
is that the sociologist or whoever it is who 
conjures up such grandiose schemes is ex- 
ploiting the children to accomplish what 
the adults are not willing to accomplish 
themselves. 

In so-called ghetto areas, for example, par- 
ents often say, “Don’t move us; move the 
children.” 

Q. In city after city, you find complaints 
about schools, and demands being made for 
changes in schools. Why is this? 

A. The public schools are being made 
scapegoats, not only in Washington, but in 
New York, Chicago, Kansas City, Detroit, 
Cleveland. You can’t escape the very clear 
evidence that the social and economic prob- 
lems of the poor in the larger cities are being 
transferred to the systems of public educa- 
tion in those cities. 

Schools are being asked to do what they 
cannot do. 

Schools cannot remake a family, except, 
perhaps, by affecting the next generation. 
It’s almost impossible for any sociologist, 
really. to reconstruct a family that has de- 
teriorated. 

Now, I have another belief which I can't 
really document, but which I think is fun- 
damental and important: 

It seems to me there is very clear evidence 
that the concerted attack upon public edu- 
cation around the country may be motivated 
by the desire of people in high political office 
in Washington to set the pattern from 
which they would like to have education cut 
throughout the country. 

Q. Do you mean their aim is for federal 
control over the local schools? 

A. I think it is very clearly that—to break 
down regional and local control, to take the 
schools out of the hands of the people and 
centralize their management on a national 
scale. 

Q. Who are the people who want to do 
this? 

A. There are people who sit in the offices 
of the Office of Economic Opportunity and 
in the Office of Education who believe that 
they have a kind of omniscience—that they 
can see and do what ought to be done for 
the good of the whole country. They have 
said that to me, in conferences at the Office 
of Economic Opportunity where I protested 
certain requirements which intruded upon 
the rights of boards of education to make 
appointments and to conduct the operation 
of the Head Start pro 3 

These men—well-intentioned, I am sure— 
say to me: “We can’t be sure that boards of 
education will do these things right.” So in 
the quiet of their offices they make patterns 
for education around the country. 

The intention may be good, but I think 
the objective is tremendously dangerous to 
the very essence of our freedom, which is 
that schools be decentralized and locally op- 
erated. 

Q. These people sitting in their quiet of- 
fices who, you say, are planning these 
things—what kind of people are they? 

A. In my contacts with people from the 
Office of Education and HEW [Department 
of Health, Education, and Welfare] I am im- 
pressed by the—let me put it in the most 
pleasant term—by the innovative aspect. of 
their approach to education. For them, the 
old ways won't do. Just simply to have a 
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teacher to teach youngsters to read in a 
direct manner—that’s not acceptable. 

They want change. These men are brought 
into these offices because they’ve got some 
kind of reputations for being innovators, for 
being imaginative. Put that label on any 
school man, and he can go any place he 
wants in the Office of Education. 

In addition to that, it seems to me that 
we are seeing the social activists rising to 
dominance. Some of my severest critics here 
in Washington are social activists who are 
employed by HEW. 

Q. What are social activists? 

A. These are people, in my judgment, who 
first seem to make it their business to cre- 
ate disturbance—not physical violence, but 
disturbance; to be constantly critical of the 
establishment, the school system; to be in- 
volved in all kinds of group activities in 
stimulating very small numbers of parents 
to participate in the social revolution. 

Now, I don’t know what the people propose 
to do in terms of social revolution, but they 
seem to be bent on accomplishing change 
without, sometimes, being too much con- 
cerned about what that change is going to be. 

Q. Is it only from appointed officials that 
these attacks on our educational system 
come? 

A. Antagonisms sometimes come from very 
prominent Senators—whom I won't name 
who give me the impression that their at- 
titude toward free public education in the 
American style is so negative that they never 
miss a chance to deride it, to speak of it as 
a failure. 

ABUSE OF EDUCATION 


Q. What could be the end result of all 
this? 


A. There is no one party in power nation- 
ally that can now use the schools to per- 
petuate itself in power. So you ask: Why this 
attack on public education? 

I think there’s a definite motive to disturb 
confidence in public education and in boards 
of education so that there can be an accumu- 
lation of controls in Washington. This may 
be a kind of benign despotism to start with, 
but I think ultimately it could be misused 
for such as Hitler used education 
in Germany. You may remember that the first 
thing he did was to take over education of 
the young. Mussolini did this [in Italy]. The 
Russians have done it. The totalitarlans per- 
petuate themselves in control through the 
use of the education of the child. 

I have anxiety about this. It seems to me 
that these things ought to be thought about. 

Q. Is Federal money being used to break 
down local control over education? 

A. Of course. The money from the poverty 
program—I’m talking here about Operation 
Head Start—has to be spent in accordance 
with guidelines laid down by the Economic 
Opportunity office. 

There is some flexibility in the Office of Bd- 
ucation funds right now because I think that 
office is running a little bit scared at this 
time—they’re frightened, But there are guide- 
lines set down there, too—and I’m not talk- 
ing here about desegregation. 

I think schools ought to be completely de- 
segregated in term of de jure segregation 
[segregation by law or Official policy]. But, 
even in this case, it seems to me that the 
guidelines for local people to follow are be- 
ing set down by people who are a long way 
from the battlefield. 

Rules of such as U.S. Judge J. Skelly 
Wright has set down for the schools of the 
District of Columbia [on June 19] are ac- 
tually a demonstration of judicial control 
over education, 

Q. What do you think is going to be the 
effect of Judge Wright’s ruling on the Wash- 
ington schools? 

A. The immediate effect is going to be in- 
consequential, because most of the things 
he ordered were already in the process of be- 
ing done 
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Judge Wright ordered abandonment of the 
track system of assigning pupils to courses 
of study according to their learning abilities. 
The school board obviously was going to 
abandon the track system anyway. Judge 
Wright did not have to tell them to do it. 

The judge ordered busing of children from 
Negro neighborhoods into schools of the 
Northwest part of the city [a predominantly 
white area]. The board is already busing chil- 
dren into Northwest schools to relieve over- 
crowding. 

The Judge ordered the elimination of 
optional zones [in which pupils have a 
choice of schools to attend]. The board al- 
ready had received proposals to eliminate the 
optional zones—not because we regarded 
them as racist in nature, but just because we 
don’t need them now. 

So, in terms of the court’s decrees, the 
board was on the way to enacting them. 
But the long-term effect of the Wright deci- 
sion is the hazard—the effect of every school- 
board decision being checked by the court, 
of the school board having to go to Judge 
Wright to get clearance on major policy 
questions allegedly involving desegregation. 
This is the hazard. 

Whether the board can function effec- 
tively this way in the long run is a ques- 
tion. You don’t know how many years this 
court control might last. It may last as long 
as Judge Wright is on the bench here, be- 
cause there is no apparent end to this con- 
trol. 

So, in my judgment, it is inevitable that 
the Washington schools will suffer uncer- 
tainty and chaos. I’m sure the principals 
must be wondering what is going to happen 
this autumn. They must be wondering how 
to organize. 

Q. Do you think that one effect of all 
this might be an increase in the movement 
of white children out of the Washington 
public schools? 

A. It is already accelerated. The private 
schools are being swamped by applications. 
There's a panic in those areas of the city 
affected, particularly in the Northwest sec- 
tions—also among teachers who wonder what 
is going to happen to them. 

Q. Are teachers thinking of quitting? 

A. Yes—because, you see, under the judge’s 
order to get more integration of faculties 
there may be an arbitrary transfer of many 
teachers. In a predominantly white school 
such as Eaton, for example, they may take 
50 per cent of the white teachers out of 
that school and say to them, arbitrarily, 
“You go to this school or that school” which 
has mostly Negro pupils. And there would 
be the moving of a similar number of Negro 
teachers into mostly white schools. 

This is the most unbelievable employment 
practice I could imagine. 

Whether teachers will quit or not—vwell, 
some cannot afford to quit, because they 
have too much at stake in retirement bene- 
fits. But many will quit. Those who can 
retire will retire. Some are doing it now. 

So, by this measure, it’s going to be quite 
a different school system, even in September, 
than it was in June. 

Q. Is all this going to make integration 
even more difficult in schools that are al- 
ready 91 per cent Negro? 

A. It destroys any possibility of integra- 
tion, obviously. 


VIOLENCE AMONG STUDENTS 


Q. Enrollment records show that there are 
$1,317 fewer white pupils in Washington 
public schools now than there were 13 years 
ago, when the schools were first desegregated. 
What is the reason? Why are so many white 
families leaving Washington? 

A. The main reason is that a school is the 
children in it, more than anything else. This 
is a concept that is hard to make clear. 


Woodrow Wilson High in Washington is a 
great school because it has fine, middle- 
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class, intelligent, concerned, well-motivated 
youngsters in it. 

Now, the tendency of a parent is to regard 
this as a good context for the education of 
his child. This is not necessarily snobbish- 
ness or racism. It is a feeling that, first of all, 
the child will be fairly safe. He’s not likely 
to be beaten or robbed—that sort of thing. 

Q. Do such things go on in some Washing- 
ton schools? 

A. There is a great deal of that, yes. Not 
in the classrooms, actually. They are gen- 
erally under good order. It is when children 
leave the classrooms that they get into these 
troubles—occasionally in the hallways or the 
playgrounds, but generally while going to 
and from school. Groups of children will 
waylay an individual child on the route to 
school. One of the Southwest schools had 
8 or five incidents of that within a week's 


Q. What causes this lawless behavior? 

A. It tends to become a way of life, where 
even survival requires the capacity to fight 
back. I've had reports that mothers who go 
off to work tell their children to “hit back, 
fight back.” Sometimes these children carry 
small weapons in order to protect themselves. 
It’s a defensive kind of thing. 

Then, apparently, when people live in great 
congested units, such as in public-housing 
units, feuds develop. Children are fighting 
battles in the halls, going into each other’s 
apartments and committing acts of vandal- 
ism. They become hostile toward each other. 

This is not a racial thing, you see, It’s a 
condition of intense hostility, bitterness and 
anger which permeates the relationships of 
many children, particularly in congested 
housing—real slum dwellings, where there is 
nothing but anger surrounding them. 

Q. How can you isolate pupils from this 
element? 

A. Parents whose children are not capa- 
ble of survival in this kind of situation want 
them in a school setting where they will be 
challenged mentally—not by the threat of 
physical violence. They want schools where 
they will be stimulated by others who are 
anxious to work and make good, by children 
who are motivated. They want schools where 
their children will not be held back by other 
children whose parents have not inspired 
them to perform. 

Both Negroes and whites want that kind of 
school—and not solely the affluent or middle 
class, but also often the poor Negro and the 
poor white. A great majority of the poor want 
a school that is orderly and safe for children 
and where they will have a chance to learn. 

Q. If Washington schools deteriorate, what 
is going to be the effect on the Negro middle 
class? Are they going to be squeezed out of 
the Washington schools, too? 

A. They’re already leaving as fast as they 
can—for the same reasons that the white 
middle class is leaving. 

Q. If both white and Negro middle-class 
people are going to be fleeing these schools 
in even greater numbers, are we going to wind 
up here in Washington with schools attended 
exclusively by lawless elements, leaving the 
schools a “blackboard jungle”? 

A. I want to avoid any impression that the 
schools are blackboard jungles. If you visit 
schools you'll find the classes are in good 
order. Occasionally you may find a teacher 
having some trouble with the pupils, But 
the school itself is not a dangerous environ- 
ment. 

What is dangerous is that so many of the 
children are unmotivated, with poor atti- 
tudes toward work or learning, so that mid- 
dle-class Negroes and middle-class whites 
who want a more stimulating environment 
for their children spend every effort to get 
their children into private schools or go out 
into the suburbs of Maryland or Virginia. 

DIFFERENCES OF ABILITY 

Q. Are there important differences of abil- 

ity among children? 
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A. I suspect that even going back to the 
very earliest history this has been recog- 
nized as a fact. 

There have always been generals and there 
have always been privates. Some people are 
capable of developing constitutions, Others 
are best able to build dams or repair ma- 
chines. Ability differentials are taken for 
granted. We have very bright Negro children; 
we have very bright white children. We have 
very slow Negro children; we have very slow 
white children. 

Let me give you an illustration: A white 
mother came to me about a year ago and 
said: 

“I’m grateful to you for the track system. 
I'll tell you why. I have a very bright child, 
and this youngster is in the honors cur- 
riculum. I have a very slow child, and he is 
in the basic curriculum. The track system 
is supplying the needs of my entire family.” 

She was saying in effect, what everyone 
knows: that the differential can occur within 
a family, by nature, by accident. There can 
be a child who needs special attention in 
terms of his limited intellectual capacity, 
and another child who needs special atten- 
tion because he is very bright. 

So the existence of differential in ability 
is extremely important in education. 

Q. Is your so-called track system an at- 
tempt to deal with these differences? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Has it worked? 

A. I think it has, but few now in control 
of schools seem to believe me. 

Q. What is the track system? How does it 
work? 

A. Actually, it’s a very simple system based 
upon one primary principle, which is that 
every youngster needs to be taught strongly 
in the fundamental skills, whether he is in- 
tellectually gifted or whether he is intel- 
lectually handicapped. 

In a class, you have to reduce the range 
of differences so the teacher can teach a 
narrower target—teach the child who has 
a handicap in reading some of the simplest 
reading techniques, but teach the child who 
can read 750 words a minute not just how 
to read but how to improve the quality of 
his thinking in terms of getting the mean- 
ing out of what he reads. This is the dif- 
ference. 

So we have four tracks—four sequences 
of study. There is a program for children 
with severe retardation which we call the 
basic program, It stresses the basic skills. 

The regular, or general program—where 
really the bulk of the children are—offers 
the usual variety of school subjects, but 
again the stress is on the academics, or fun- 
damentals, which I think every child must 
have if he’s going to be competent as a 
citizen, 

For children who are planning to go on 
to college, there is the college-preparatory 
program. 

Then there's the honors curriculum. If 
the child is gifted, willing to work, we offer 
him especially challenging courses, such as 
three years of mathematics—the top-quality 
math, not the easy stuff—four years of a 
foreign language, and so on. 

Q. Can a child move from one track to 
another? 

A. Of course. Many do. About 7 or 8 per 
cent a year made a significant improvement 
and moved up from the basic to the regular 
curriculum. 

Q. Then why have some Negroes charged 
that the track system was used to freeze 
segregation? 

A. The charge is one of the patently dema- 
gogic elements in the attack charging de- 
segregation on the basis of race. In a school 
system which is 91 per cent Negro, how can 
you do that? What we were actually doing 
was to try to find means by which to im- 
prove the quality of learning. 

Q. Why do Negroes say this system is un- 
fair to Negroes? 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE 


A. We want to make this clear; It is chiefly 
the civil-rights leaders who say this. I think, 
actually, if the rank and file of the Negro 
parents really knew what the track system 
is, they would vote to keep it. But now the 
track system has been so belabored—it’s 
made a scapegoat for every problem a child 
has—that I think the track system is useless 
in Washington. 

Q. Is the criticism based on the idea that 
more Negroes than whites are in the basic 
track? 

A. The contention has been that a princi- 
pal would predetermine what a youngster 
was capable of doing by placing him in a 
certain slot—like mail. But this is not how it 
operates. There is a continuous guidance 
program. We have more guidance than ever 
before, more testing, more evaluation of 
pupils—and we are learning more about how 
to teach slow learners than ever before. 
Incidentally, there are special problems in 
learning how to teach gifted youngsters. 

I would say that all of this is going to go 
by the board when the track system is 
eliminated. 

Q. Is there some other form of grouping 
that might work and be accepted? 

A. There probably will still be some form 
of ability grouping, but I’m not able to 
imagine what it will be. I’m going to have 
to leave that to the bright minds that are 
now guiding the board of education. I don’t 
know what they are going to propose. 

There are those, apparently, who dream of 
putting children together completely hetero- 
geneously, 

Q. Isn't there some form of ability group- 
ing in nearly every American school? 

A. Even within the elementary schools 
there is ability grouping. I think that people 
who believe that it is possible to avoid 
knowledge of the level at which school work 
is being done by dropping titles are naive. 

ENCOURAGING MEDIOCRITY 

Q. What is likely to be the effect of elimi- 
nating the track system? 

A. The sad part about the loss of the 
honors curriculum is that this system identi- 
fies and stimulates high-level scholarship. 
I used the word “honors” deliberately when 
I introduced the program in 1955. Education 
had gone through a period when scholar- 
ship was rather unfashionable. The bright 
child was afraid to be too smart. Scholarship 
was not honored. The “honors” system put 
the spotlight on scholarship—gave it distinc- 
tion. I think it’s been a good thing, because 
our honors students have performed very 
well on the basis of every standardized test 
given them. 

Now all of this is to be submerged in 
mediocrity, where a bright child doesn’t dare 
to be too bright, and where a slow youngster 
is pacified into believing that he’s doing 
well, 

When we took over the integrated schools 
in 1955, I found chemistry classes in the 
high schools that were offering no more 
than the simplest general science. The sub- 
ject was called chemistry, and everybody was 
happy. But the pupils were living in a fool’s 
paradise. As soon as they knocked on a 
college door, they were disillusioned. 

So here is the dilemma: I don't believe 
that you can, in the long run, safely sub- 
merge the importance of scholarship. And 
I am sure you cannot submerge in anonymity 
the hazard of retardation. If you do, you 
let the children slip by and get a high-school 
diploma unchallenged by the fact that they 
really have not moved along, educationally, 

Q. Why is it that some children just can't 
be brought up to advanced levels in school? 

A. You're asking me a question that gets 
to the problem of nature, and how nature 
makes people. 

Genetically, there are always people who 
have intellectual limitations. This is not a 
racial thing. We are talking here about a 
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group of people—perhaps no more than 10 
per cent of the total school population— 
who never actually are going to be able to 
do abstract mathematics, for example. I have 
taught youngsters like this. I have taught 
slow high-school students who were wholly 
unable, for example, to get the concept of 
agreement between subject and verb. The 
only way you could teach them would be to 
say, repetitively, “You were,” not “You was”; 
and “They are,” not “They is.” 

There’s a point of view that asks: “Why 
can't you develop all youngsters into the 
genius class? Why can’t you get them all 
ready for college?” 

The answer is that you can’t. This is simply 
the way things are. So the schools must de- 
velop a program which is geared to the way 
children actually learn. 

Q. Is this a problem of home environment? 

A. Some of this may be environmental. But 
we have tried to separate the child who has 
a cultural, environmental handicap from the 
child who has apparently a genetic, intellec- 
tual handicap. The child who has the en- 
vironmental handicap can respond to more- 
abstract instruction, and he is placed in the 
regular programs but given special assistance 
and special enrichment courses. 

Q. What happens if you try to teach these 
slow learners in the same classes with fast 
learners? 

A. The teacher has to make a choice. If she 
gives the kind of attention to the slow learner 
that he needs to make progress, then she’s 
going to neglect the faster learner. 

In this kind of heterogeneous class, what 
the teacher really does is teach the middle 
group—the average. She believes “the bright 
child will learn anyway”—and the very slow, 
she can't do much with—just lets them drag 
along. 

Some people dream that if the slow child 
sits beside the bright one that some kind of 
osmosis will take place and he will become 
able to learn. 

Q. What about the idea that Negroes will do 
better in school if they sit beside white 
pupils? 

A. I think that is racist nonsense. It pre- 
supposes that the Negro is by nature in- 
ferior to the white man. 

The so-called Coleman report [on a feder- 
ally financed survey of educational opportu- 
nity] has been cited by the Office of Educa- 
tion as justifying the conclusion that a 
Negro child in a middle-class white school 
does better than a Negro child in a Negro 
school. The report does not justify such a 
conclusion at all. There is not sufficient evi- 
dence to do that. 

Q. Then you don’t think that just mixing 
the races in the classroom is the answer to 
Negroes’ educational problems— 

A. No, not arbitrary mixing. The color of 
children’s skin should not be a factor in 
deciding what children go to school together. 


REAL NEED: BETTER SCHOOLS 


Q. Would it be more effective to pour more 
money and more teaching skills into the 
schools as they are, rather than trying to 
change the complexion of the schools? 

A. This is exactly the only solution—im- 
proving the quality of schools in the poverty 
areas. 

This is something we have been trying to 
do for the last 20 years in Washington. And 
we have succeeded to some extent, despite 
the common assumption that every school in 
downtown Washington is a rotten school. 
We have been putting in more teachers, giv- 
ing children greater opportunities than they 
have ever had before. The idea that a child is 
being isolated in so-called ghetto schools is 
stupid. 

Q. Where did Judge Wright get the idea he 
expressed in his decision—that Negro chil- 
dren and children in the low economic group 
have been discriminated against in terms of 
educational expenditures in Washington? 
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A. He misused statistics. Let me explain 
this: * 

We have a very limited number of schools 
in the far Northwest section of Washington 
where the pupil-teacher ratio is low because 
the enrollment is small. These are small 
schools. 

Q. Are these predominantly white schools? 

A. Yes. But some of the so-called white 
schools actually have a majority of Negroes, 
because the Negroes have come in on the 
open-school basis. For example, one small 
school with a $600-per-capita expenditure 
is predominantly Negro. 

The point is that the cost of operating a 
building and supplying the principalship di- 
rection, the administrative cost, is measured 
against the number of pupils. 

Apparently the judge took a half dozen of 
the small schools of the type that I have 
mentioned that were predominantly white 
and computed the per capita expenditure in 
those schools. Then he computed the per 
capita expenditure in other schools, larger 
schools, that are predominantly Negro. And 
he found a differential of, I think, $100 in per 
capita spending. 

Now, statistially, this sounds overwhelm- 
ing, and editorial writers have said: “Look, 
you are discriminating against Negro chil- 
dren in favor of whites.” 

But these few schools are statistically in- 
significant in relation to the total 85,000 
youngsters in our elementary schools. And 
there is a really more accurate measure of 
school resources. That is: What are you doing 
for the schools in terms of adjunct services? 

Most of the schools in the so-called pov- 
erty areas are receiving additional adminis- 
trative aid in terms of assistant principals, 
counselors, librarians, and so forth. They get 
special reading instruction, other free sery- 
ices, and food—tfree lunches—none of which 
is computed in the per capita cost. 

So we see here statistical analysis being 
misused to form a conclusion which is ut- 
terly unsound. The judge failed to point out 
that there are certain schools in Negro sec- 
tions where the per capita costs exceed any- 
thing in any school in the most affluent sec- 
tion of the city. He also failed to point out 
that Woodrow Wilson, a high school in our 
most affluent area, is receiving less in terms 
of dollars and services than many high 
schools which are predominantly Negro. 

Q. Does it cost more to educate children 
from poor, predominantly Negro areas than 
it does to educate children from more-af- 
fluent white neighborhoods? 

A. There has to be what everybody calls 
compensatory education. A youngster with a 
handicap has to receive more attention. I'd 
like to point out that this is not a new con- 
cept in American education, For example, it 
is always more expensive to educate a blind 
child or a physically handicapped child. 

The same, I think, can be said of the child 
who is handicapped by a lack of proper food 
and clothing, or by a poorly structured home, 
or by situations in which he has not been 
properly developed or stimulated or moti- 
vated. 


We have argued and worked—in Congress 
and every other source—for more money for 
the children with these special needs. 


GENEROSITY OF CONGRESS 


Q. Congress appropriates the money for 
Washington schools, Has Congress been re- 
sponsive to your pleas? 

A. Extremely responsive. The average an- 
nual increase for operating costs for the past 
five years was three times higher than for the 
five years before I became superintendent. In 
terms of construction, the capital outlay in 
the last three years has been about 18 mil- 
lion dollars. In the three years before I be- 
came superintendent the average was about 
3 million dollars. You would think that peo- 
ple who were really working for the Negro 
and the poor would say: “This kind of sup- 
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port is pretty good. Let’s be careful we don’t 
lose it.” 

Q. What about the charge that Southern 
Congressmen are holding the purse strings 
and cutting down on the D.C. school budget? 

A. This is a name-calling device which de- 
means the civil-rights movement and the 
people who use it. I reject the concept that 
the Southerner is automatically opposed to 
good education. It is pretty clear that the 
Congress has given an extraordinary amount 
of concentration and energy on improvement 
of education in Washington. 

Q. How do Washington expenditures for 
schools compare with those in other major 
cities? 

A. We are next to New York in per capita 
expenditure. We are above all the other major 
cities. This year the estimated expenditure 
per capita here will be $750. In 1957-58 it 
was something over $300. Spending has more 
than doubled. 

Q. One of the things that Judge Wright 
questioned in his decision was the system 
of neighborhood schools. He suggested that, 
as presently administered at least, they result 
in harm to Negro children that cannot con- 
stitutionally be fully justified. Do you think 
neighborhood schools should be broken up 
to get more racial integration? 

A. They should not be broken up, because 
a neighborhood school is the best educational 
device yet developed, just from the educa- 
tional point of view. To break them up in 
order to get integration is a will-o’-the-wisp 
operation. 

When you put Negro children in a forced 
mixture with white children whose parents 
are fearful, don’t want them there, those 
parents are going to move their children 
out—even if they have to build private 
schools of their own to do it. Enforced in- 
tegration of this kind does not work. 


IF SCHOOLS GET TOO BIG 


Q. What about the idea of such integra- 
tional devices as educational parks, making 
them community centers? 

A. You are talking about contradictory 
terms. I am strongly in favor of the com- 
munity-centered school, and we have moved 
in this direction, with five of them partially 
organized. I have talked for 10 years about 
the 7-to-11 type of school—open at 7 in the 
morning until 11 at night. That is a commu- 
nity-centered school, where the community 
actually can come in and use it. 

An educational park is the exact opposite. 
When you put a lot of children—as many as 
15,000 of them—in a big school cluster, you 
separate them from their community. I'm 
utterly opposed to this. 

Q. Another idea suggested by Judge Wright 
was that D.C. school officials explore the pos- 
sibility of co-operation with the suburbs— 
a sort of merger of city and suburban schools 
to bring together Negroes from the city and 
whites from the suburbs. Would this really 
help? 

A. I doubt that it would. We might get 
better racial statistics out of it. Instead of 
a school system 91 per cent Negro, it might 
be 50 per cent Negro and would look better 
on paper. 

But I’m beginning to think that bigness is 
not a virtue, that it is a good thing to have 
smaller jurisdictions running their own 
schools. And I certainly cannot conceive of a 
totalitarian system of artificially moving 
children around by race, forgetting every- 
thing else that should be considered. 

Q. In the light of the recent federal court 
decisions, do you see the time coming when 
such changes might be forced upon the 
schools of this country? 

A. Unless there is a reawakening of public 
responsibility with respect to what is going 
on. The inertia is terrific. 

Even my desire to appeal this ruling of 
Judge Wright’s is causing me great anxiety. 
Should I or shouldn’t I appeal? With my an- 
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nounced retirement as superintendent, will 
I be accepted as an appellant? Many people 
have said they would like to appeal, but don’t 
quite know how to do it. 

Many people in all walks of life think that 
Judge Wright’s decision is a disgrace to the 
bench, but they don’t know what to do 
about it. 

So unless there is some way that people 
can express their attitudes on these prob- 
lems, it is very possible that courts will be 
running public schools around the country. 

Q. One nationally known Negro leader said 
recently that the idea of improving schools 
is gaining priority among Negroes over in- 
tegrating schools. Do you see any evidence 
of that trend of thinking? 

A. Yes. There seems to be a definite trend 
in the direction of building quality schools 
where the children are. I see a great deal of 
evidence of that here in Washington. 

For example, I have had an association 
with a group of Negro ministers who have 
been visiting with me periodically. These 
are ministers of local churches—not the 
civil-rights type of minister, such as you 
often find in Washington. They are com- 
pletely opposed to busing for racial mixing. 
They want the type of school where children 
will be taught in a disciplined, structured 
way. They don’t want this innovation non- 
sense, as they call it. They just want the 
children to be taught. And I believe they 
speak the mind of the bulk of Negro parents 
in saying: “Teach our children where they 
are, and teach them in the basic style.” 

Q. Yet this idea seems to be rejected by 
many Negroes— 

A. You are listening to the voices of a few 
who have maneuvered themselves into con- 
trol. They represent an extremely limited 
number of people. 

Q. How did they get in control? 

A. Through manipulation and behind-the- 
scenes activity. There is no question about 
it. I think other cities have not seen the 
change in the quality of their boards of 
education that has occurred here in the last 
two years. 


ACTS OF INTIMIDATION 


Q. Where do the average Negroes fit into 
this picture? 

A. The good Negro, like the good white, is 
being tyrannized by fear. We have an at- 
mosphere of intimidation in Washington 
such that the Negro who believes in hold- 
ing to a line of strong, structured education 
is afraid to speak up. 

I have received letters—anonymous letters 
from purportedly Negro teachers—who say 
that they are very sorry to see me and my 
methods leave the school system, but are 
afraid to say anything about it. 

There is a level of intimidation now among 
some members of our own school board that 
is almost unbelievable. 

I know of a principal who has been called 
late at night and castigated for an alleged 
error in administration. 

Q. Called by whom? 

A. By a member of the board of education. 

I have seen letters written by an individual 
member of the board to principals and other 
school staff in which the school-staff mem- 
bers were severely taken to task for some ac- 
tion of which that board member disap- 
proved. 

At a recent board meeting, I am told that 
one of the new board members said to mem- 
bers of the school staff—highly respected 
educators: 

“When we want you to talk, we will call 
on you. All you are to do is to carry out our 
orders.” 

Q. What kinds of organizations are in- 
volved in this intimidation? 

A. Well, the only Negro rights group—and 
I'm not sure that it deserves this kind name 
is the so-called ACT group headed by a man 
named Julius Hobson, who has a coterie of 
extrao personalities around him— 
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many of them white. [Mr. Hobson brought 
the suit that produced Judge Wright's rul- 
ing.] For example, after a Negro board mem- 
ber voted for my reappointment, members 
of this group approached him in a threaten- 
ing manner and called him an “Uncle Tom.” 
Recently a Negro minister who spoke in my 
behalf before the board was surrounded and 
followed, with the group booing and yelling 
epithets at him. 

Now this is a small group. But rational 
people are being silenced by a very small 
group of people. 

Q. If their numbers are so small, why 
aren’t they the ones who are being hooted 
down? 

A. Because there is nobody there to hoot 
them down. It is coming to the point where 
the only people who come to board of edu- 
cation meetings are those in this little group 
of activists. 

Q. Why is there so much question about 
the possibility of appealing Judge Wright's 
ruling? 

A. The board of education has ordered me 
not to appeal. It said in effect, “If you appeal 
you will have to leave our employ—we will 
fire you.“ So I have submitted my resigna- 
saat which the board seemed happy to re- 
ceive. 

Q. Why are you so anxious to appeal the 
Wright ruling? 

A. Because it is my deepest conviction that 
there are basic issues involved which should 
be tested in the highest court in the land. I 
have put my job on the line to back this 
conviction. 

Q. What are the issues you think should 
be tested? 

A. First, there is the court’s challenge to 
the authority of the local board of education 
to run the local schools. For example, the 
order to abandon the track system is an in- 
vasion of the board’s authority to decide how 
to organize the teaching system. 

Judge Wright has now become, in fact, the 
board of education and the superintendent 
of schools. And I believe that the principle 
involved here is so deep that it has to be 
tested out—whether our local board has to 
run to Judge Wright with hat in hand with 
every proposal it is considering. 

Unless this trend is checked, local manage- 
ment of schools is out. 

Q. Do you mean that judges will become 
the rulers of the schools in this country? 

A. Yes, by this means. I am sure the Wright 
decision will be a landmark decision for other 
court decisions. 

I also want a higher court to check on 
Judge Wright’s misuse of facts and the mis- 
conclusions he has drawn. 

Then there is the question of de facto 
segregation. Without explicitly saying de 
facto segregation is unconstitutional, the 
decision so treats the question as to require 
the board of education to come to Judge 
Wright with plans for increasing racial inte- 
gration. 

The question of whether there is such a 
thing as unconstitutional segregation by 
economic class is also left vaguely handled 
in the decision. But the question is there. 
‘This could be the most far-reaching kind of 
determination that one could imagine. Will 
children have to be moved around for an 
economic mix as well as a racial mix? 

These are questions of fundamental im- 
portance that one judge should not be al- 
lowed to settle alone. 


OVERLOOKING THE STUDENT 


Q. Dr. Hansen, in this country we are 
spending more money than ever on education. 
Do you think we are getting better education 
for our money? 

A. I don’t think we are now, because we are 
not getting adjusted to using the additional 
resources. I think Washington schools are a 
ease in point. We have tripled our super- 
visory and administrative staff and our ad- 
junct-service groups because we have the 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE 


money to do it now. But we have robbed the 
classrooms of our best teachers. This has 
been a loss, though I think a temporary loss. 

But what we are suffering from is a de-em- 
phasis on the importance of the individual 
in the learning process. 

We have lost sight of this very simple fact: 
When all is said and done, it is the learner 
himself who must do the learning, must 
supply the energy. You cannot supply that 
motivation by external social change. 


A MARINE’S VOICE FROM VIETNAM 


Mr. WYATT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. Devine] may extend his 
remarks at this point in the Recorp and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Oregon? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Speaker, those of us 
in the Congress, charged with the re- 
sponsibility of the affairs of Government 
from a legislative standpoint, and the 
executive branch of the Government 
with administrative matters and foreign 
policy, would do well to pay heed to the 
voices of the young men who are out 
in the field of battle, thousands of miles 
away. 

Although the fighting men are totally 
occupied in their efforts to honor the 
commitment of this administration in 
Vietnam, together with survival in a 
conflict of cloudy objectives and fuzzy 
direction from the Secretary of Defense, 
they are still solid, basic, patriotic Amer- 
icans who recognize that their country is 
the best in the world, and they hope 
to keep it that way, even though the 
questionable domestic policies as well 
as foreign policy are areas of deep con- 
cern, 

A letter has come into my hands from 
a young marine stationed near the so- 
called demilitarized zone, and his com- 
ments are of such a nature that all 
Members of the Congress, the President 
and his Cabinet, and indeed all Ameri- 
cans should read them and weigh them 
with serious concern. I have edited those 
portions of the letter which might lead 
to identification of this marine enlisted 
man for obvious reasons: 

TUESDAY, JULY 18. 

Dear S : Sorry for my tardiness in 
corresponding but things have been hectic 
over here. My unit has moved north to with- 
in miles of the DMZ and as a result 
I’m being kept busy keeping my head down. 
I've come through ten months so far and 
with but two and a half months to go I'd 
hate to spoil my record. We... are involved 
in quite a bit of action now, much more 
at any rate than we were. Night before last 
we got hit here at our base camp with 250 
140mm rockets launched inside North Viet- 
nam. Believe me it wasn’t fun. were 
killed and 30 some wounded. We work dur- 
ing the day on operations of a search and 
destroy nature and re-supply runs. At night 
we stand perimeter guard. All in all it has 
become pretty rough over here. 

One man I had gotten to know quite (well) 
and we had become good friends was killed 
last night while out on patrol. To make (it) 
worse he was killed by one of the members 
in his patrol. Apparently he . . got separ- 
ated from the main body of the patrol and 
when they came across him he was in front 
of them. It was dark and he was mistaken 
for the V.C. One must remember that any- 
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where in Vietnam, anything that moves dur- 
ing the hours of darkness is fair game and 
is shot, no questions asked. The whole busi- 
ness is pretty unpleasant and Tul be glad to 
come home. Please don't mention any of 
what I’ve been talking about to my parents 
as it would probably upset them. 

I'll now change my theme to something 
not quite as gruesome but equally unpleas- 
ant and just as important, the Marine Corps. 
Daily I am b more convinced of the 
improbable and almost miraculous success 
of the so called organization of the “Corps” 
and the government as a whole, Men of in- 
ferior and unqualified intelligence and ability 
are placed in positions of authority and 
responsibility. To work for, rather to suc- 
cumb to the often obvious lunacy depresses 
me more than you know. 

I am also perplexed by the continued spiral 
of spending and overall inflation of prices. 
This is not to mention the ever continuing 
depreciation of quality of goods. This de- 
preciation can be evidenced to include also 
the goals of values of many if not most. To 
settle, in the long run, for something less 
than what one is capable of indeed to fail 
to aspire to goals higher than one’s capa- 
bilities is a trend too apparent in people. It 
sickens me to the very pit of my mind and 
heart to see that the government actually 
believes I am so stupid as to think deficit 
spending can continue unabated without 
disaster. As some wise economist said “how 
can the government continue to take in three 
and give out four.” He was speaking of the 
U.S. savings bond programs. 

Anymore I just shake my head when I 
read in the news such things as I en- 
countered a week or so ago: Congress voting 
to increase the national debt ceiling. What 
good does it do to have a ceiling if you 
arbitrarily erase it every time you're in danger 
of surpassing that ceiling? I tell you, it’s 
beyond me. 

I apparently just don’t understand or am 
misinformed about a lot of things because 
the majority of Americans are complacent 
and content with the whole situation—his- 
tory has taught them nothing. It's like a 
2nd Lt. I know who read someplace that 
when you come up on the enemy you are 
to gain fire superiority and then proceed to 
overrun their position. Following the book to 
the T“ he ordered his platoon to charge two 
machine (gun) emplacements in a wooded 
area about 20 miles south of Da Nang. 
Results out of a platoon of 26 men, 12 were 
alive and of the twelve left 5 more were 
wounded, The lieutenant came out without 
a scratch. 

This is just an example and it doesn't 
happen very often. But the fact remains 
sickeningly clear that it does happen and 
shouldn't. 


PS. days and I'll be out of this “hell 
on earth”. 


CAPT. HARRY F. GUGGENHEIM 
SPEAKS OUT ON VIETNAM 


Mr. WYATT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. Grover] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Oregon? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GROVER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to bring to the attention of my 
colleagues and the American people an 
excellent essay on the war in Vietnam 
written by Capt. Harry F. Guggenheim, 
publisher of Newsday. 

Captain Guggenheim, a member of 
one of America’s most famous families, 
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a former Ambassador, a newspaper pub- 
lisher and philanthropist, writes with 
great wisdom and historical perspective 
on this most difficult crisis: 
TRUTH AND VIETNAM 
(By Harry F. Guggenheim) 

Where lies the truth in the war of words 
between the Vietnam hawks and doves? 

Truth is always difficult to come by be- 
cause there is no absolute truth. It varies 
with time and knowledge. Men reach their 
conclusions not by logic alone but by an in- 
tricate process entwined with emotions and 
personal experiences. These experiences are 
all very different, even for men living at one 
time and in the same place. 

For example, one man is born in abject 
poverty and one with a silver spoon; there 
is the boy who fought nature on the farm 
and one who fought gangs on the city 
streets; there are the black and yellow and 
white men; the Protestants, the Catholics 
and the Jews; the ones who were reared in 
happy homes and the ones from broken 
homes; there are the men who are weak and 
the men who are the strong natural leaders. 
Each arrives at “truth” in his own way. 

Most of our opinion-makers are men of di- 
verse origins. They are to be found in the 
fields of politics, publishing, industry, small 
business, labor, jurisprudence, engineering, 
science, medicine, theology and the military. 
Moreover, they tend to approach important 
questions from the viewpoint of the par- 
ticular field in which they are engrossed. 

How, indeed, can they all reason together 
and hope to come to mutual conclusions? 

This is especially difficult in the fleld of 
politics where men of diversity compete in 
the marketplace of public opinion for the 
support of the American people. Here, an- 
other impediment to common agreement 
emerges: the combativeness of politics. 


THE PRESIDENTIAL YEAR 


In the U.S., we elect a federal administra- 
tion for a term of four years. Immediately 
after an election, the administration enjoys 
a brief honeymoon. At first, due to the popu- 
larity of a new President, opposition is 
guarded and reserved. But with the passage 
of time, the opposition party strikes out 
boldly to probe every weakness of the admin- 
istration. A year before the election, it be- 
come open season on the President, and the 
political forces begin their most violent 
maneuvering. We are now in such a season, 
and there is little hope of reasoning together. 

The war in Vietnam is the great political 
issue of the coming campaign both for am- 
bitious and unhappy Democrats and for Re- 
publicans aspiring to take over the federal 
government. Seeking the truth in the war of 
words that will be heard between now and 
November 1968 is a task the average citizen 
will find baffling. 

If, as Talleyrand once said, war is too im- 
portant to be left to the generals, it is also 
too important to be left only to politicians. 
In our democracy, important decisions 
should be shaped by public discussion and 
opinion. That is why free speech must not 
be denied or otherwise impaired. The good 
judgment of the American people cannot be 
ignored in determining the truth about 
Vietnam, 

Four federal administrations, three Demo- 
cratic and one Republican, concluded that 
Asia was in danger of being taken over by 
international communism. The present ad- 
ministration determined to act with sufi- 
cient force to prevent Communist success in 
South Vietnam. Our policy stemmed from 
the desire to protect a small country under 
attack, to draw a line behind which New 
Zealand, Australia, the Philippines, Thal- 
land, Malaysia, Japan and other small but 
independent Asian nations could flourish in 
safety, and to insure the security of our 
flank in the Pacific from a potentially bel- 
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ligerent China, When our Vietnam action 
began in force, we were called “paper tigers” 
and we were warned that we faced over- 
whelming defeat like the French, Now, after 
two years, we have forestalled a Communist 
takeover and are being called “murderous 
imperialists.” 


SECURITY AND PROGRESS 


There have been valuable side benefits 
arising from our stand in Vietnam. Her own 
neighbors are far less fearful today of Chinese 
expansion. Malaysia, having cleaned its own 
jungles of Communist guerrillas after a bitter 
12-year battle, feels secure to develop in- 
ternally as a free nation. Indonesia rose up 
against Communist infiltrators and pro- 
vocateurs. Burma, which had maintained 
good ties with China, is now at odds with 
Peking. 

We are accused in Vietnam of interfering 
in a civil war. After throwing the French out 
of Indochina, Ho Chi Minh with Chinese 
backing imposed a Communist state on North 
Vietnam. More than 1,000,000 refugees fled 
south, only to discover in 1959 that Ho had 
designs on South Vietnam as well. Mean- 
while, South Vietnam had been taken over 
by warlords with anti-Communist tenden- 
cies. They offered promises of eventual demo- 
cratic action. They appealed to us for help in 
securing their independence. We responded, 
in a cause we considered just and for our 
our self-interest in the Pacific. 

We have repeatedly been told by some 
critics of our military action that there is no 
“real” Communist threat in Southeast Asia, 
that we are obsessed with this notion and 
that the struggle in Southeast Asia is one of 
nationalism and not communism. If this is 
so, is it not because our military, political 
and economic aid to the South Vietnamese 
helped to rebuff the Communist threat? 

Critics of our military policy say that we 
must negotiate a peace. There have been in- 
numerable attempts to bring about a cease- 
fire and a conference. But the consequences 
of some of the critics’ proposals would, in 
effect, mean that after winning the war, we 
could lose the peace. 

We are told that we must make a new ap- 
proach in our Asian policy; we must improve 
cultural, political and trade relations with 
China, Have we not undertaken this ap- 
proach with only rebuffs from China? The 
latest evidence was our offer to send medical 
supplies to alleviate an epidemic of cholera 
in China. This was rudely refused and 
branded as an “American imperialist dirty 
trick.” We must persist in our attempts to 
establish better communications with the 
Chinese people who have long ties of friend- 
ship with Americans. But we must not relax 
our vigilance toward the dangers of the 
regime led by dictator Mao, who has de- 
manded “wars of liberation” for Southeast 
Asia and the rest of the world. 

In addition to those with special motiva- 
tions for wanting us to abandon our posi- 
tion, there are millions of people both here 
and throughout the world who are deeply 
moved by the horrors of war and demand an 
end to all war. This is a yearning in mankind 
that has become increasingly evident in 
modern times, and at this moment in par- 
ticular. But how to end war? Surely not by 
shouting: No more war. Stop the bombs. 
Yankees go home.” 

Because of the opposition of the Commu- 
nist countries, the United Nations has no 
way to bring about a cease-fire. There can 
be no unilateral armistice, nor can there be a 
peace conference to bring justice to South- 
east Asians, unless all the interested states 
participate. As long as there are in the world 
dictators intent on power, maintained by 
demagoguery, a unilateral cease-fire cannot 
bring peace. 

There is no power today other than armed 
force to say to nations determined to sub- 
jugate their neighbors: You may go this far, 
but no further. 
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Critics also have expressed fear that our 
attempts to shorten the war by increasing 
military pressure on Hanoi may lead to a 
nuclear war. If China had the nuclear power 
and thought she might destroy the U.S., per- 
haps she would undertake such a mad adven- 
ture. This is not within China’s present 
ability. 

PEACE THROUGH STRENGTH 

It is also apparent that Russia does not rel- 
ish World War III any more than we do. 
She wants us out of Southeast Asia but not 
at that price. We can, however, continue to 
expect trouble from the Soviets. They demon- 
strated this at the recent sessions of the 
United Nations called in the hope of prevent- 
ing an Arab-Israeli war. Russia and her sup- 
porters were not interested in a peaceful solu- 
tion of problems in the Mideast. Their ob- 
jective was to gain a dominant influence in 
Arab affairs, at Israel's mse, if necessary. 
Only the initiative, spirit and military elan 
of Israel saved that small nation from 
extinction. 

Russia refused to join with the U.S. in 
keeping the peace in the Mideast, just as 
she refuses to join the US. in establishing an 
honorable peace in Southeast Asia for the 
benefit of the suffering humanity in that 
part of the world. 

This war has been called a dirty war and 
the war of a great power against a small 
underdeveloped nation. All wars are 
wars. We yearn for that day when war will 
be something from the barbaric past. The 
U.S. forces have used great restraint and 
their military actions have been carried out 
in an attempt to protect civilians in a man- 
ner never practiced before by a military 
power. Nevertheless the horrors of the Viet- 
nam war are before us daily, dramatized to 
a far greater degree than that of any pre- 
vious war. 

In a world not ready for the management 
of international affairs by reason, we must 
not abandon our position of strength. There 
is no shortcut to peace, as there is no short- 
cut to the gradual civilization of men intent 
on pilfering and murdering their neighbors. 
Until men of good will from all nations, 
regardless of their political, economic and 
religious ideology, demand a cessation of all 
war, mankind must suffer wars. Wars, sought 
or unsought, are won only by the strong. 


REORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 3 


Mr. WYATT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. ERLENBORN] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Record and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Oregon? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ERLENBORN. Mr. Speaker, yes- 
terday I introduced House Joint Resolu- 
tion 740 which would postpone the effec- 
tive date of President Johnson’s plan for 
reorganizing the District of Columbia 
government. 

As you know, the President’s plan is 
now before the Executive and Legislative 
Reorganization Subcommittee of the 
House Committee on Government Op- 
erations, and I believe it is a good plan. 
It would do away with the present three 
Commissioners. In their place, the gov- 
ernment would be headed by a single 
commissioner, and there would be a 
nine-member city council. 

In the normal course, this change 
would become effective August 10, but 
there is a resolution to disapprove it now 
before the Reorganization Subcommit- 
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tee. It seems to me that, without my 
resolution, one of two things may 
happen: 

First, we may approve the President’s 
Reorganization Plan No. 3, in which case 
the effort toward a good home rule bill 
for the District of Columbia may be re- 
garded as superfluous; or 

Second, we may disapprove the re- 
organization plan, only to find that Con- 
gress cannot agree on a superior home 
rule bill. 

My resolution would postpone the 
effective date of the President’s reorgani- 
zation plan for an additional 60 days. 
During that time, Congress can consider 
the various home rule bills. 

One of these has been introduced by 
my colleague, Representative CLARENCE 
Brown, JR., of Ohio, and I believe it holds 
much promise. It is now before the Dis- 
trict of Columbia Committee. 

Let us say to the District Committee 
that it has a limited but ample time to 
produce an acceptable home rule bill for 
the District of Columbia. If the commit- 
tee fails in that endeavor, then I believe 
the President’s plan should be permitted 
to take effect, without any objection 
from Congress. 


HOUSE COMMITTEE ON UN-AMERI- 
CAN ACTIVITIES MUST INVESTI- 
GATE RIOTS 


Mr. WYATT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from South Carolina [Mr. Watson] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Oregon? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. WATSON. Mr. Speaker, in the in- 
terest of national survival I am today 
urging the House Committee on Un- 
American Activities, on which I am privi- 
leged to serve, to conduct an immediate 
and extensive investigation of subversive 
activities in the riots taking place in 
America’s cities. 

The active campaigns by black power 
extremists to change the social order in 
this country by violent means constitutes 
a grave national crisis. In fact, I feel that 
the most important issue of national con- 
cern today is the anarchy taking place in 
the streets of our Nation’s cities. The 
gravity of the situation cannot be over- 
emphasized, because we are sitting on a 
virtual powder keg. 

While we are all concerned, very deeply 
concerned, about the course of the war 
in Vietnam, at this very moment, I am 
fearful that unless we curtail these riots, 
this Nation will be faced with a full-scale 
racial conflict—a conflict so terrible that 
combat units may have to be diverted to 
the riot areas to establish order. 

The Committee on Un-American Ac- 
tivities has been conerned for some time 
with the extensive role being played by 
subversive persons and groups in the ra- 
cial disorders throughout this country. I 
now feel that we must thoroughly ex- 
amine the subversive elements behind 
these disorders and recommend the nec- 
essary steps to stop them. In this connec- 
tion I am contacting my fellow members 
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of the committee to urge immediate 
hearings on this critical situation. 

There are groups presently at work 
who are actively fostering a racial revo- 
lution in this country. In fact, one of 
the leaders taking part in the recent 
black power conference in Newark was 
so bold as to place a timetable on when 
the revolution would begin. It should now 
be obvious to everyone that this will be 
a violent revolution. Watts, Harlem, 
Rochester, Tampa, Newark, Detroit—to 
mention only a few—are just a few minor 
skirmishes in this revolution. 

The law-abiding people of this Na- 
tion—black and white—have a right to 
expect an end to this violence, and Con- 
gress has a responsibility to see that our 
streets are free from this strife. One 
could question whether there are ample 
laws regarding rebellion, sedition, insur- 
rection, and advocating the overthrow of 
the Government, because the Justice De- 
partment has not made one positive step 
to prosecute an offender, 

Of course, we all know there are laws 
governing these un-American and crimi- 
nal activities, but the Attorney General 
is obviously afraid to act. While I would 
applaud the affirmative remarks by the 
President in a nationwide address aimed 
at bringing peace to Detroit, I am ap- 
palled that his Attorney General is not 
enforcing the laws as he was sworn to do. 
Ramsey Clark obviously does not have the 
stomach to enforce the law. In the inter- 
est of justice and the protection of the 
American people, he should resign and 
take up a job teaching sociological juris- 
prudence at some university. The Amer- 
ican people have a right to expect some- 
one with a genuine respect for the law 
as their Attorney General, rather than 
someone who spends his time analyzing 
the so-called sociological causes of crime. 
Those who would resort to any means to 
overthrow the Government are per- 
petrating these riots, and they must be 
exposed and brought to justice imme- 
diately. This will be the purpose of the 
committee investigation, and this is why 
I consider it imperative to hold hearings 
now. 


IRRESPONSIBLE CITIZENSHIP 


Mr. WYATT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Alabama [Mr. Epwarps] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Record and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Oregon? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. Mr. 
Speaker, violence and death are rampant 
in Detroit; Federal troops have been 
called in. Law and order has broken 
down and American is fighting Amer- 
ican. 

I am sick and tired of hearing excuses. 
There is no excuse for irresponsible citi- 
zenship. There is no excuse for bombing, 
looting, shooting, and the destruction 
that is taking place in our cities’ streets. 
The time is long passed for treating the 
rioters like poor children. Why should 
we allow a criminal act to take place be- 
cause it is done by a mob, when we 
would jail the criminal if he were alone? 
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What is taking place in Detroit and 
Newark and across this country must be 
stopped. The cities, the States and, un- 
fortunately, the Federal Government 
must find the way to end these unbe- 
lievable atrocities. But we cannot do it 
with social reformers. It must be done 
by dealing fast and with certainty wher- 
ever trouble breaks out. 

It is my great hope that the Senate 
will quickly pass the antiriot bill that 
we passed in the House last week. This 
law says to those who travel around that 
country stirring up riots—the Stokely 
Carmichaels, the Rap Browns and the 
others—that the country is not going to 
put up with it any longer. It is time to 
quit acting like the problem is going 
away. We must face up to it. 

We cannot tolerate the lawlessness, 
the violence, the murder that is going 
on—and we will not tolerate it. 


GAO REPORT ON CCC WHEAT 
EXPORT SUBSIDIES 


Mr. WYATT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. FINDLEY] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the Recorp 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Oregon? 

There was no objection. 

Mr, FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, I feel the 
Department of Agriculture should scrap 
its costly, confusing, and unnecessary 
wheat export subsidy program. 

A report to Congress released today 
by the General Accounting Office makes 
it clear that establishment of export 
subsidy payments by USDA is not based 
on any written guidelines or formula 
and that there is inadequate documen- 
tation for the day-to-day changes in 
rates. 

This is a slipshod way to run a pro- 
gram which has cost billions of dollars 
since its inception. The GAO report 
shows that the wheat export subsidy 
program cost $155 million in fiscal year 
1965, about $385 million in fiscal 1966, 
and approximately $100 million during 
the first half of fiscal 1967. 

With that kind of money involved, 
it seems to me that much tighter regula- 
tions should have been applied to the 
program in the past. This is a most com- 
plex matter, however, and in all fairness 
it should be noted that it is probably 
impossible to adopt precise criteria for 
the establishment of completely fair and 
justifiable export subsidy payment rates. 

During the last year, U.S. wheat prices 
have tumbled by as much as 40 cents 
per bushel. This has brought the current 
export subsidy payment down to zero for 
Soft Red Winter wheat and to only one or 
two cents per bushel for Hard wheat. As 
a result, the program is virtually mean- 
ingless now. This provides the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture with an opportunity 
to scrap the entire system of export pay- 
ments with a minimum of inconvenience 
to everyone concerned. 

On October 24, 1966, I asked the Comp- 
troller General of the United States to 
determine whether there is a need for 
the Department of Agriculture to pay a 
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subsidy to exporters to move U.S. wheat 
into world markets. I raised a further 
question as to whether the criteria used 
by USDA in setting day-to-day subsidies 
resulted in discrimination against soft 
red winter wheat exports. 

It is now clear that USDA has not 
maintained adequate documentation of 
the criteria used in fixing subsidy pay- 
ments. The GAO report says the Acting 
Administrator of the Agricultural 
Stabilization and Conservation Service 
has stated the Department will take cer- 
tain action to improve this documen- 
tation. 

The report says GAO was unable to 
“conclusively determine whether or not 
the subsidy rates established by the De- 
partment have been discriminatory 
against soft red winter wheat“ but found 
no indication that the rates in effect 
from July through December, 1966 were 
set at levels intended to discourage ex- 
portation of this class of wheat. 

The GAO report also said it appeared 
that payment of export subsidies tends to 
strengthen U.S. wheat prices by protect- 
ing them from the influences of world 
supply. 

I wish to commend GAO for its excel- 
lent and exhaustive study of this compli- 
cated problem. So far as I know, this is 
the first time that the wheat export sub- 
sidy program has ever been explored and 
explained in depth. 


MILITARY AID TO VIETNAM RE- 
SPONSIBLE FOR LOSS OR DAM- 
AGE TO 40 U.S. PLANES 


Mr. WYATT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. FINDLEY] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Oregon? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, an Asso- 
ciated Press dispatch from Warsaw on 
June 25 carried a report indicating that 
Poland was now supplying military 
weapons to our enemy in North Vietnam. 
The report quoted a member of the Pol- 
ish Communist Party Politburo, Mr. 
Zenon Kliszko, widely regarded as sec- 
ond in command to Mr, Gomulka, to the 
effect that Poland pledged full assist- 
ance to the Vietnamese Communists 
“until complete victory.” 

Mr. Kliszko was quoted as saying: 

We are glad that Polish guns are bringing 
concrete results to you in your fight. We are 
giving and we will continue to give material, 
political, and military aid. 


While in North Vietnam during his 
5-day visit, he reportedly addressed a 
Hanoi antiaircraft unit which has been 
armed with “equipment furnished by 
Polish workers, technicians, and engi- 
neers.” The Associated Press reported 
that this one antiaircraft unit has shot 
down or damaged 40 American planes. 

There has been no denial of the truth 
of Mr. Klisko’s remarks from either the 
Polish Communist Party or the Foreign 
Minister of Poland. Presumably, then, 
the report is accurate. 

Here we have a situation in which 
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Poland is now supplying—and will con- 
tinue to supply—military arms and other 
defense material to North Vietnam. This 
assistance is no token assistance to a 
sister Communist nation. Klisko’s re- 
marks are not political rhetoric designed 
to appease Moscow or Hanoi or even the 
more militant Communist leaders in 
Poland. His statement is plain and the 
meaning unequivocal: Poland is now 
arming North Vietnam and will continue 
to arm her in the future. Indeed, as a 
result of Polish military assistance over 
40 American planes have been shot down 
or damaged. 

In light of these developments, I urged 
the President on June 30, 1967, to lift 
Poland’s status as a most favored nation 
under our tariff laws until such time as 
he determines she is no longer supplying 
our enemy with arms. I insert at this 
point in my remarks the complete text of 
my letter to the President: 


June 30, 1967. 

Dear MR. PRESIDENT: I urge that you with- 
draw “Most Favored Nation” status to Poland 
under United States Tariff laws because that 
country is delivering military hardware—in- 
cluding arms to North Vietnam, As you may 
have been informed, the shipments were con- 
firmed by Zenon Kliszko, a member of the 
Politiburo of the Polish Communist Party 
and widely regarded as second only to Mr. 
Gomulka in party control. Poland is the only 
nation supplying arms to the North Viet- 
namese which has the advantage of “Most 
Favored Nation” treatment. 

The tariff concession of “Most Favored Na- 
tion” treatment has been the most significant 
factor in Poland’s favorable balance of trade 
with the United States. In 1959 for example, 
the last year before MFN was restored, Po- 
land’s exports to the United States amounted 
to $31.8 million and her imports from us 
were almost $75 milion, an unfavorable dol- 
lar deficit to Poland of $43 million. However, 
in 1966 Poland's exports to the United States 
were $82.9 million and its imports only $53.0 
million resulting in a favorable balance to 
Poland of $29.9 million, 

Poland's favorable balance of trade with the 
United States, a direct result of its status as 
a Most Favored Nation” is a major factor in 
building up its dollar and gold reserves and 
depleting our own. Indeed as a result of “Most 
Favored Nation” treatment Poland’s exports 
to the US. have increased almost three-fold. 

I find it difficult to comprehend a policy 
that extends an unusually attractive eco- 
nomic concession to Poland at the same time 
that country increases economic, military 
and political support for the North Viet- 
namese and the National Liberation Front. 

If Poland is permitted to continue to enjoy 
MFN status with impunity, other nations may 
decide they too can initiate arms shipments 
and other forms of assistance to our enemy 
without fear of economic reprisal on our 
part. 

Most Favored Nation status was extended 
to Poland in 1960 by President Eisenhower 
as a reward for the internal liberalization 
within the country and with the hope it 
would give Poland some economic basis for 
greater independence from the Soviet Union. 

However, a realistic appraisal of the in- 
ternal situation in Poland today reveals a 
retrogression of basic human freedoms, and 
greater restrictions on the two elements in 
Polish society, the intellectuals and the 
Catholic Church, which exercise some re- 
straining influence on the aggressive hard- 
liners within the government. 

For our policy vis-a-vis Poland to ignore 
these adverse developments serves to retard— 
not promote—Polish liberalism, independence 
and neutrality. 
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United States influence in Poland should 
not be measured in terms of our personnel, 
English language schools, attractively de- 
signed magazines or economic concessions. 
but rather in terms of progress in increasing 
the natural desire of the Polish people for 
greater independence in foreign and domestic 
policy. 

You have requested the Congress to enact 
the “East-West Trade Bill” which would au- 
thorize the Executive, in its discretion, to ex- 
tend “Most Favored Nation” treatment to 
certain Eastern European countries when 
such a move would be in our national inter- 
est.” In that respect I agree with Mr. Zbig- 
neiew Brenzinski, formerly director of the Re- 
search Institute on Communist Affairs at 
Columbia University and now a member of 
the State Department Policy Planning Coun- 
cil who wrote in 1965 that “whenever a coun- 
try increases the scope of its external inde- 
pendence from Soviet control, it should be re- 
warded ... whenever an opposite trend de- 
velops, the U.S. should be prepared to dis- 
continue its assistance, withdraw special 
privileges such as the most favored nation 
clause (a matter of vital importance to East 
Europeans) and should not hesitate to indi- 
cate the political motivation involved.” I 
strongly urge you to consider this advice of 
one of the top policy planners in the State 
Department. 

If this policy is not followed, by withdraw- 
ing “Most Favored Nation” status from Po- 
land, the already-substantial opposition to 
giving the Executive discretion in regard 
to trade concession in the proposed legisla- 
tion will undoubtedly increase. 

On the other hand, withdrawal from 
Poland of this trade advantage, would be 
beneficial notice to the Congress, as well as 
to the rest of the world, that the Executive 
will use trade concession as an effective tool 
of policy—to reward those who cooperate and 
to punish those who do not. 

Economic concessions certainly have not 
been used to the maximum. In fact, I cannot 
recall one single instance in which the Ex- 
ecutive has withdrawn, or threatened to 
withdraw, an economic concession from an 
East European country regardless of the cir- 
cumstances. Quite the contrary, there have 
been several unilateral economic concessions 
granted to Communist countries when their 
local political conditions did not justify this 
action. An example was the Executive's au- 
thorization of credit guarantees last Octo- 
ber to Hungary and Czechoslovakia. 

This experience has led Congress to exer- 
eise its own influence by limiting presiden- 
tial discretion, as it did last year in shelving 
the East-West trade bill and by enacting my 
amendment to the Agricultural Appropria- 
tion Act, and a similar amendment to the 
Food-for-Peace Act. 

I sincerely feel the action against Poland 
would be in the national interest, and at the 
same time would serve to reassure those 
members of Congress who now are reluctant 
to provide Presidential discretion. 

I bring this to your attention, because I 
am convinced that the manner in which our 
Government responds to the disclosure of 
Polish aid to our enemy may have far-reach- 
ing impact on Congressional attitudes. This 
impact may be felt on the Export-Import 
Bank authorization and other measures, as 
well as the East-West Trade bill which is 
now before the Ways and Means Committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
PAUL FINDLEY, 
Representative in Congress. 


Today I received a reply to my tele- 
gram from the Honorable William Ma- 
comber, Assistant Secretary of State for 
Congressional Relations, and I include 
the text of his letter—along with his ac- 
companying memorandum—in my re- 
marks at this point. 
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JULY 24, 1967. 
Hon. PauL FINDLEY, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN FINDLEY: Thank you 
for your letter of July 6 in which you suggest 
that the President take away Most Favored 
Nation status from Poland because of the 
recent information that has appeared in the 
press about Polish arms shipments to North 
Viet-Nam. 

We do not believe that it would be in the 
national interest to withdraw MFN from 
Poland at the present time. Our reasons for 
maintaining MFN status for Poland are 
similar to the reasons given in the Presi- 
dent's determination of March 26, 1964, justi- 
fying MFN at that time. There is enclosed 
that section of the determination pertaining 
to Poland. Withdrawing MFN would be con- 
trary to the policy objective of the last three 
administrations to encourage independence 
in Poland and Eastern Europe. It could seri- 
ously undermine the progress we have made 
thus far in expanding the American presence 
in those countries. While we certainly do not 
approve of Polish arms shipments to North 
Viet-Nam, we do not believe that withdraw- 
ing MFN from Poland would have the effect 
of easing our task in Viet-Nam. 

At the time when MFN treatment was 
granted to Poland in 1960 it was understood 
that this action was a key factor in inducing 
Poland to make its $40 million claims settle- 
ment with the U.S. concluded in July of that 
year. Furthermore, it is an important ele- 
ment in Poland’s ability to pay an average of 
over $20 million annually on its other long- 
term obligations to the U.S. Government. We 
will be glad to discuss this matter with you 
at greater length if you wish. Psychologic- 
ally, taking MFN away from Poland would 
be an indication to the great majority of 
Poles who are pro-American that we have 
lost interest in them. Finally, it would weaken 
the hands of those in Poland who are in favor 
of relaxation of tensions and peaceful ex- 
changes with the West, and strengthen the 
position of those who favor a closed society 
and a more militant and troublemaking for- 
eign policy. 

Withdrawal of Most Favored Nation status 
from Poland really involves a much larger 
issue, that is, our trade with Eastern Europe, 
since Poland is our largest trading partner 
in the area (with the exception of Yugo- 
slavia) and the other East European coun- 
tries aspire to Poland’s favored status. Re- 
gardless of whether one may feel that this 
is an appropriate time for expanding such 
trade, a dramatic backward step such as 
withdrawing MFN from Poland would make 
it appear that we are turning our backs on 
Eastern Europe for the foreseeable future. It 
would not affect in any significant way the 
area’s economic position or its attitude 
toward Viet-Nam. In effect it would be 
against our interests because it would for- 
feit the opportunity to influence the direc- 
tion toward market socialism in which those 
countries are moving. Western Europe on the 
other hand is already deeply involved in 
trade with Eastern Europe, and our with- 
drawal would do no more than abandon 
the area to West European commercial 
competition. 

There is clearly merit in Mr. Brzezinski's 
statement that we should either reward a 
country which increases its independence 
from the Soviet Union and liberalize its do- 
mestic system, or withdraw special privi- 
leges, such as MFN, whenever an opposite 
trend develops. However, we do not believe 
that this is the time for so drastic an action 
as the withdrawal of MFN from Poland be- 
cause the evidence is not conclusive that an 
opposite trend has developed from that 
which is described in the attached Presi- 
dential determination on Poland. 

I am glad to have the opportunity to give 
you our views. Needless to say, I would be 
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happy to have any further comments you 
may wish to make on this subject, and will 
be glad to arrange for Department officers to 
discuss this matter with you. 

Sincerely yours, 

WILLIAM B. MACOMBER, Jr., 
Assistant Secretary for Congressional 
Relations. 


MEMORANDUM FROM PRESIDENT JOHNSON * 
MARCH 26, 1964. 


Memorandum for: The Secretary of State; 
The Secretary of the Treasury. 


Subject: Determination under Section 231(b) 
of the Trade Expansion Act of 1962, as 
Amended, Permitting Continuation of Non- 
discriminatory Trade Treatment for Poland 
and Yugoslavia. 

Pursuant to section 231(b) of the Trade 
Expansion Act of 1962, as amended, I hereby 
determine that extending the benefits of 
trade agreement concessions made by the 
United States to products, whether imported 
directly or indirectly, of the Polish People’s 
Republic and the Socialist Federal Republic 
of Yugoslavia, both of which were receiving 
trade concessions on December 16, 1963, will 
be important to the national interest and 
will promote the independence of these two 
countries from domination or control by in- 
ternational communism. The reasons for this 
determination are contained in the attached 
statement. 

The Secretary of State is directed to report 
this determination and the reasons therefor 
to the Congress, as required by section 231(b) 
of the Trade Expansion Act of 1962, as 
amended. 

The Secretary of the Treasury is directed 
to inform the Commissioner of Customs of 
this determination. 

LYNDON B. JOHNSON, 


‘Text OF STATEMENT 
B. POLAND 


Poland has not achieved the degree of 
independence from Moscow that Yugoslavia 
has. Nevertheless, since the events of 1956, 
Poland has attained a large measure of auton- 
omy both in internal affairs and in foreign 
relations. 

After 1956, Poland reversed its policy to- 
ward collectivization of agriculture. Today, 
87% of the arable land of Poland is privately 
held. 

A far greater degree of freedom of speech 
has been permitted in Poland since 1956, and 
intellectual activity remains stimulating and 
lively. Poland has discontinued jamming 
broadcasts of the Voice of America and Radio 
Free Europe and has participated in certain 
USIA programs by which American books and 
periodicals have been made available to the 
people of Poland. Poland has also permitted 
relatively free emigration to the West and 
has regularly permitted Poles to come to the 
United States to visit. 

Finally, basic freedom of worship is possi- 
ble in Poland today. Poland permits religious 
education for children as well as a Catholic 
university and seminaries. A number of reli- 
gious holy days are observed as naticnal holi- 
days. While religion remains anathema to the 
Communists, and the Gomulka regime has 
probed for ways of bringing the Church under 
some control, Catholicism in Poland remains 
a potent force and an obstacle to complete 
communist domination. The regime, well 
aware that an all-out attack on the Church 
would prejudice its beneficial relationship 
with the West, must show restraint so long 
as there is anything to gain in Poland's 
relation with the West. 

The United States and Poland have made 
good progress in resolving outstanding fi- 
nancial and economic problems. Over the 
past seven years the volume of trade has 
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grown and there are good prospects for 
steady growth in the future. 

Nondiscriminatory treatment for Poland 
products permits that country to earn dol- 
lars with which it can buy American goods 
and meet its substantial financial obliga- 
tions to the United States Government and 
to private American citizens. Poland’s pay- 
ments on these obligations have reached al- 
most $11 million annually and will increase 
to over $20 million in 1967. These debts in- 
clude, among others, the obligations arising 
from the settlement of claims of United 
States nationals whose properties were na- 
tionalized in Poland, and the obligations to 
repay in dollars for previous purchases of 
surplus agricultural commodities under PL 
480. Cutting off trade on the present non- 
discriminatory basis would impair Poland's 
ability to meet these obligations. 

As a consequence of the Polish events of 
1956, Secretary of State Dulles determined, 
for purposes of section 107 of the Agricul- 
tural Trade Development and Assistance Act 
of 1954, as amended (PL 480), that Poland 
was not a nation dominated or controlled by 
the foreign government or foreign organiza- 
tion controlling the world communist move- 
ment. Since that determination the United 
States has kept the Polish situation under 
close and continuing scrutiny. In November 
1961 Secretary of State Rusk reaffirmed the 
determination of 1956. This is still our judg- 
ment today. 

CONCLUSION 

Continuation of nondiscriminatory trade 
treatment for the products of Yugoslavia 
and Poland is important to our national in- 
terest. The maintenance of commercial trade 
relations between the United States and 
these countries will further the objective 
of encouraging and promoting their inde- 
pendence from domination or control by in- 
ternational communism. 


I am disappointed to learn that the 
President will not exercise his discretion 
and lift this economic concession to 
Poland. However, I am not surprised. Ac- 
cordingly, I believe that it will be neces- 
sary for the Congress to express its opin- 
ion on this matter and lift Poland’s status 
by the appropriate legislative action. I 
am therefore preparing an amendment to 
the foreign aid authorization bill (H.R. 
7099) which will amend the Foreign As- 
sistance Act of 1961 to suspend MFN for 
Poland until the President determines 
that she is no longer supplying military 
arms to North Vietnam. Members will 
recall that Poland’s status as a MFN 
was restored by the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961 by a provision in the 1963 
authorization bill. My amendment seeks 
to amend that provision in the 1963 legis- 
lation. 

It is inconceivable to me that we should 
continue an economic concession to Po- 
land when she is supplying defense ma- 
terial that is already responsible for the 
loss or damage of 40 U.S. planes. Poland 
is not under attack in Vietnam. Indeed 
she is a member of the International 
Control Commission charged with the 
responsibility of maintaining the pro- 
visions of the 1954 Geneva Convention. 
Therefore her position should be one of 
careful neutrality. By becoming involved 
in the conflict, Poland damages her 
future position as a “neutral”. The 
issues at stake in Vietnam do not con- 
cern her security either directly or in- 
directly. A number of Communist coun- 
tries do trade with North Vietnam, some 
extend economic assistance. But others, 
such as Yugoslavia, restrict their ac- 
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knowledged assistance to medical sup- 
plies. Poland could have followed this 
more independent course in Vietnam, but 
she has not. She has supplied weapons 
knowing the action would bring forth ex- 
pressions of contempt in the United 
States. What does Poland have to gain 
by the shipment of weapons to Vietnam? 

I have been told by various embassy 
officials of Communist countries in 
Washington that there can be no im- 
provement in their relations with the 
United States until a political settlement 
is reached in Vietnam. The Vietnam war 
is used as an excuse for their unwill- 
ingness to improve political relations 
with us. Turnabout is fair play. They 
should expect that their assistance to 
North Vietnam is going to affect our re- 
lations with them. 

Poland must learn that there is a limit 
to our patience in this matter. What is 
at issue here is not the status of internal 
liberalization in Poland, but whether we 
will continue to extend to her a very at- 
tractive economic concession—one that 
is worth millions of dollars to her each 
year—while she turns around and is re- 
sponsible for killing American boys in 
Vietnam. 

Ambassador Macomber's letter con- 
tains a number of observations that are 
irrelevant to the issue at hand. I will dis- 
cuss these and his other points. First, 
however, I draw Members’ attention to 
the fact that apparently the State De- 
partment recognizes the validity of the 
reports of arms shipments, because the 
Ambassador says: 

We certainly do not approve of Polish 
arms shipments to North Vietnam. 


So let us understand from the outset 
that there is no dispute over whether 
the arms are being sent. Warsaw has not 
disclaimed the report and neither has 
the Defense Department or the State 
Department. 

The Ambassador’s letter begins by ob- 
serving that the administration feels it 
is not in our national interest to with- 
draw MFN from Poland at the present 
time. If one places the continuation of 
our less than satisfactory relations with 
Poland above the question of cutting off 
arms shipments to North Vietnam, then 
the national interest requires a continu- 
ation of the MFN status. 

But one must inquire what are to be 
our priorities. This war might have been 
resolved a long time ago if we had placed 
the resolution of the conflict as our num- 
ber one priority in foreign policy and re- 
lated all other aspects of our policy to 
the one question, “Will this action con- 
tribute to or retard the settlement of 
the Vietnam conflict?” But we have not 
done this and nothing demonstrates this 
more clearly than our relations with Po- 
land. The number one priority must be 
to end the Vietnam war, and friend—as 
well as foe—must understand this. Less 
than this is a betrayal to the men in 
Vietnam and to our whole policy there. 

I do not maintain that lifting Poland’s 
MFW status will halt all shipments of 
arms to Vietnam. But I do think Poland 
should be punished economically for her 
actions. I think lifting Poland’s status 
may well cause other countries who now 
aid our enemy in Vietnam—or who may 
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be tempted to increase their assistance— 
to stop and pause. They may well ask 
themselves, Which is more important, 
trading or aiding Vietnam or maintain- 
ing the present status of our relations 
with the United States?” 

Mr. Macomber’s letter states the lift- 
ing of MFN to Poland could result in 
several adverse reactions. He believes the 
lifting of MFN would endanger our re- 
lations with East Europe, but I would 
argue that it may well save lives in Viet- 
nam. Poland’s MFN status may be an 
important factor in her ability to fund 
her debts, but she must recognize that 
also. Accordingly I believe for that very 
reason she would halt her military as- 
sistance. Presumably the leaders of Po- 
land are rational men who seek first to 
promote the national interest of Poland. 
Should Poland have to default on her 
debts or claim settlements because of a 
scarcity of dollars her standing in the 
international political and financial 
community would be seriously crippled. 
Poland would find it almost impossible 
to obtain financing or loan guarantees 
for her industrial development. The 
stigma of debt default would be hers to 
bear for years to come. 

Furthermore, our economic assistance 
to Poland was designed to help her be- 
come independent from Moscow, as- 
suming she wanted to. However, if we 
refuse to lift MFN because of a fear that 
Poland may cancel payment and serv- 
icing of her debt and claims settlement 
then we do not have leverage with Po- 
land, she has leverage with us. She then 
can say, Don't cut off MFN because we 
will stop paying our debts.” It would 
appear that our MFN extension to Poland 
has provided her with a valuable leverage 
in which to influence us rather than the 
other way around. 

I seriously question whether the “great 
majority of Poles who are pro-American 
would feel that we have lost interest in 
them.” I question whether one Pole in a 
thousand knows Poland has MFN status 
in the United States. If the government 
has told them as much about MFN as 
they did about the children’s hospital we 
financed, then I doubt whether even one 
in one thousand knows about MFN. Fur- 
thermore, the average Pole has many 
contacts with American ideas. There 
have been welfare programs under Public 
Law 480. U.S. exhibits at Polish trade 
fairs, UNRRA shipments, cultural ex- 
changes, distribution of Ameryka Mag- 
azine, radio programs from VOA and 
RFE are directed to Poland, various lec- 
ture programs, exhibits, book fairs, text- 
book translations, and medical and social 
welfare research programs including the 
construction of the children’s hospital. 
These and many other information serv- 
ices, too numerous to mention here, are 
what influence our relations with the 
Polish people. We need not attempt to 
buy the loyalty of the Polish people to 
our ideas. Poland has looked West, not 
East, for 1,000 years. Her people will not 
turn against the West because MFN is 
lifted. Indeed if all our programs were 
lifted and removed in Poland the pres- 
sures and strains created by the removal 
of any contact with the West would 
probably result in another serious inci- 
dent, like that which occurred in 1956. 
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The question of East-West trade is 
only incidentally involved here. I have 
been in favor of East-West trade con- 
ducted on a normal commercial basis— 
not involving strategic goods—for many 
years. I feel that trade is a way to in- 
fluence events in our direction, if prop- 
erly used. Poland is moving toward 
market socialism not because of our 
MFN, although it may be a factor, but 
because her internal economic condi- 
tions require it. Western Europe’s trade 
and contacts with Poland would not 
be affected seriously by our lifting MFN. 

I could comment in detail on other as- 
pects of Mr. Macomber's letter, but I 
will restrict myself to these points: 

First, it is true that three adminis- 
trations have supported MFN to Poland, 
but it is also true that under two of these 
administrations, Eisenhower and Ken- 
nedy, Poland was not shipping arms to 
North Vietnam. Therefore, to say that 
the present policy is a continuation of 
the Eisenhower and Kennedy policy is 
misleading. Considering President Eisen- 
hower’s remarks last week to the fresh- 
men Republican Congressmen there is 
no question but he would lift MFN for 
Poland were he President. 

Second, a realistic appraisal of the 
President's determination in 1964 would 
indicate that many of the promising fac- 
tors in Poland which he then believed 
present are no longer present. Many 
responsible scholars and commentators 
on Poland have recognized the change 
in internal conditions. Indeed, the State 
Department’s January 1966 report on 
the status of Communist Parties 
throughout the world contained this ob- 
servation regarding Poland, “In recent 
years the Polish regime has been tighten- 
ing its internal controls in order to in- 
sure that stability remains unimpaired.” 
To maintain that the situation today, in 
Poland is similar to that in March 1964— 
over 344 years ago—is to fly in the face of 
history. To say with a straight face that 
“intellectual activity remains stimulating 
and lively” when dissendents are expelled 
from the party, their publications cen- 
sored, their private clubs closed, and 
their passports canceled is stretching 
the imagination. To say that Poland per- 
mits religious education is to again alter 
the facts. The Government has back- 
tracked on the 1956 modus vivendi with 
the church which promised that reli- 
gious education would be held on a vol- 
untary basis in the classrooms. The Pol- 
ish Primate was last year denied a pass- 
port and Catholic request to build more 
churches have been blocked or vetoed. 
Perhaps the most significant differences 
between the 1964 memorandum—which 
the Department indicates realistically 
describes the situation in Poland today— 
concerns the item reference to the fact 
that in 1967 Poland would be paying the 
United States over $20,000,000 for her 
debts. Of course, this payment is being 
made in part by local currency—which 
can’t be used except in Poland. So the 
net gain to the Treasury is microscopic. 

I invite the State Department to sup- 
port its statement that Poland “has at- 
tained a large measure of autonomy both 
in internal affairs and in foreign rela- 
tion”. I ask the Department of State to 
furnish the Congress or make available 
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to Members through the Foreign Affairs 
Committee—by depositing a confidential 
memorandum—a statement which will 
support its assertion. Can the Depart- 
ment name one major significant differ- 
ence in the foreign policy position be- 
tween Poland and the Soviet Union? 
Other than informal chitchats between 
Polish and Soviet leaders where was such 
disagreement—if any—expressed—in the 
U. N., in published statements? Where? 
I ask the Department to prove that there 
is greater internal freedom in Poland to- 
day than in January of 1957. Can the 
Department show how our economic as- 
sistance—other than perhaps Public Law 
480 shipments—has in fact made Poland 
or tended to make Poland independent of 
the Soviet Union. Where are the internal 
freedoms in Poland? Certainly, peasants 
may have the right to pray in church on 
Sunday, but what good does that accom- 
plish in the long run if the regime is 
doing everything in its power to limit 
the influence of the church and interfere 
with the observances of religious holi- 
days. What good does it do if two intel- 
lectuals can criticize the government over 
a cup of coffee in a Warsaw restaurant if 
they can not publicly express their point 
of view in meetings or through publica- 
tions. It may be true that 87 percent of 
the arable land of Poland is privately 
held—and this is to the credit of the 
Polish Government—but it is also true 
that this is so only because the Govern- 
ment realizes it could not collectivize the 
peasants without a serious internal 
problem. 

In February I prepared an extensive 
report detailing specific incidents and 
events to rebut the myth that Poland 
permitted a significant degree of inter- 
nal freedom. I have yet to see the State 
Department answer those basic points. 
To maintain that Poland today is the 
Poland of 1956 or even of March 1964, 
is to close one’s eyes to the realities of 
history. 

Third, even assuming Poland were in- 
ternally free, I believe we should suspend 
MFN. If Brazil shipped weapons to North 
Vietnam I would favor lifting MFN. But 
the fact remains that Poland is the only 
country who receives MFN treatment 
that sends military equipment to North 
Vietnam. Accordingly I believe the Con- 
gress should act to suspend this economic 
concession until such time as the arm 
shipments have stopped. The statement 
has been made that one cannot force na- 
tions to act this way. It has been said 
one cannot publicly threaten a nation, 
but the fact of the matter is we have. In 
1946 we threatened to lift foreign aid to 
the nationalist government of China un- 
less it would negotiate with the Com- 
munists. We forced a rightwing Prime 
Minister of Laos to establish a neutralist 
government by suspending aid for 4 
months under the Kennedy administra- 
tion, and we threatened to suspend aid 
to President Diem in South Vietnam un- 
less he made certain changes. Publicity is 
one of the most effective—not ineffec- 
tive—tools in foreign policy. 

I ask that the Associated Press report 
I referred to earlier and a commentary 
over Radio Warsaw be inserted in my 
remarks at this point: 
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Warsaw, June 25 (AP).—Poland pledged 
full assistance Sunday to the Vietnamese 
Communists “until complete victory” and 
disclosed that Polish firearms already have 
been sent to Hanol. 

“We are glad that Polish guns are bringing 
concrete results to you in your fight,” Polish 
Communist Politburo member Zenon Kliszko 
was quoted as saying in a Polish Press Agency 
account of his just-completed five-day visit 
to North Vietnam. 

“We are giving and we will continue to 
give material, political and military aid,” he 
said. 

Kliszko, regarded as the top Polish Com- 
munist next to party leader Wladyslaw Go- 
mulka, was addressing a Hanoi antiaircraft 
unit which has been armed with “equipment 
furnished by Polish workers, technicians and 
engineers,” and has shot down or damaged 
40 American planes, the agency said. 

(Poland has received United States aid 
since 1957 under a policy intended to reduce 
Warsaw's dependence on the Soviet Union. 
Total aid through June 30, 1965, was $979 
million. Some $425 million in food and ma- 
chinery was provided between 1957 and 1960 
alone. Last January, President Johnson an- 
nounced he was ready to help Poland ease 
the burden of its debt to the U.S. involving 
$500 million for surplus food deliveries.) 

Kliszko returned to Warsaw on Saturday 
night after talks in Moscow with Soviet Com- 
munist Party chief Leonid I. Brezhnev. 

The first disclosure of Polish arms in Viet- 
nam coincided with publication of a Polish- 
North Vietnamese communique harshly as- 
sailing not only the American military effort 
but also “the deceitful maneuvers of the 
Johnson Administration for so-called peace 
negotiations without any initial conditions.” 

KLISZKO Trip ILLUSTRATES SUPPORT FOR 

VIETNAM 


Dziennik Ludowy carries a commentary by 
M. Owezarczyk, entitled “Never Alone,” which 
deals with the visit of the Polish party del- 
egation to the DRV. It says in part: 

A friend in need is a friend indeed, says 
a proverb. The Vietnamese nation struggling 
against U.S. aggression knows today the 
meaning of internationalist friendship, which 
links it above all with the socialist states. 
It has not been deceived; it is not and 
will not be alone in face of the onslaught of 
large imperialist power. Socialist states has- 
ten with all-round military, material, polit- 
ical, and moral assistance to the fighting 
Vietnamese; they place at their disposal all 
indispensable means to repel the aggression. 
Poland is one of these states. 

The recently concluded visit of the PZPR 
delegation, headed by Zenon Kliszko, to the 
DRV and the text of the communique pub- 
lished after the visit was new evidence of the 
Polish support and deep sympathy for the 
struggle of the Vietnamese nation. 

Poland’s assistance and support declared 
in the communique stem not only from a 
sense of duty and reason. We know as well 
as anybody in Europe what the fate of a state 
and nation is like when it has to face alone 
an overpowering imperialist power. We went 
through it in 1939. We know the pride and 
the bitter taste of fighting for “our and your 
freedom,” such as the Vietnamese are doing 
today. 

Dziennik Ludowy goes on to say: when 
addressing the General Assembly, Premier J. 
Cyrankiewicz pointed out that the Middle 
East conflict should not be examined sepa- 
rately from the whole international situa- 
tion. The aggressive forces in Washington 
believe, and try to put this belief into effect, 
that it is worth while to take the risk of 
limited wars under the cover of a “nuclear 
umbrella” in order to attain by force ad- 
vantageous solutions otherwise unattainable 
by diplomatic maneuvers. The aggressive 
Israeli war against the Arab states proceeds 
from this concept. Opposing U.S. aggression 
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in Vietnam, the Vietnamese people are 
thwarting those concepts and plans, the 
successful implementation of which would 
lead directly to a search for new victims. 

That is why aggression cannot be sanc- 
tioned anywhere, neither in Vietnam, the 
Middle East, nor any other region, From this 
assumption, from this conviction stems our 
solidarity with the nations fighting against 
the policy of force and aggression, above all 
with the struggle of the Vietnamese nation, 
concludes Dziennik Ludowy. 


It may well be that there are liberaliz- 
ing forces in Poland which hopefully 
will have the impact of an Oskar Lange 
or Adam Schaff. But we must deter- 
mine our priorities and resolving the 
Vietnam conflict should be the first pri- 
ority. In 1956 President Eisenhower said 
he would support any U.N. action—in- 
cluding the use of force—to preserve the 
integrity of the Gomulka regime and 
Polish independence from Soviet domi- 
nation. Accordingly it is not inappropri- 
ate or unreasonable to demand the 
Polish Government cease any shipment 
to Vietnam and withdraw MFN should 
they refuse. 


BILL TO PROVIDE RECOMPUTATION 
OF MILITARY RETIRED PAY 


Mr. WYATT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from California [Mr. Bop Witson] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Oregon? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BOB WILSON. Mr. Speaker, I am 
today introducing legislation to provide 
for the recomputation of military re- 
tired pay. 

In 1958 and 1963 Congress broke faith 
with our retired military when the time- 
honored retirement formula was 
changed. Until 1958, retired pay was tied 
directly to active duty pay, and when 
active duty members received a pay in- 
crease, retired members did likewise. 
Public Law 85-422 in 1958, however, in- 
creased active duty pay by 10 percent, 
but retired pay by only 6 percent. Then 
in 1963 Congress in Public Law 88-132 
tied future retired pay increases to a rise 
in the cost-of-living index as main- 
tained by the Labor Department. As 
presently stated, the law provides that 
the retired military basic pay rate 
will be adjusted when the CPI—Con- 
sumer Price Index—shows an increase 
of at least 3 percent for 3 months. Let 
us consider, for a moment, just how this 
system works. Each retired member's pay 
is based at present upon the pay scale at 
the time of his retirement. Thus, we now 
have many situations with retirees at the 
same grade and years of service—and the 
same hardships endured—drawing seven 
different rates of pay, dependent upon 
the date of retirement. The ironic twist to 
this situation is that these men enlisted 
and reenlisted in the military service 
over the years on the assurance of the 
pre-1958 retirement system. They were 
promised that, although active duty pay 
was low, a meaningful retired pay system 
would help offset the cleavage between 
civilian and military pay. These men 
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surely fulfilled their part of the bar- 
gain—they gave long years of faithful, 
devoted service in war and peace. How 
shameful that we in Congress have 
reneged on our obligation. 

I am deeply disturbed to find that the 
Department of Defense, as spokesman 
for the Johnson administration, main- 
tains its adamant opposition to the re- 
computation bills which have been intro- 
duced during this Congress to attempt to 
correct the disgraceful retirement for- 
mula. Frankly, it is incomprehensible 
that we would continue to pour millions 
of dollars into “social giveaway pro- 
grams” while we refuse to meet our moral 
obligations to live up to the terms prom- 
ised the military for so many years. 

The time for action is now and I sin- 
cerely hope that Congress will consider 
these recomputation bills at the earliest 
possible moment, in spite of executive 
department opposition. We should not 
condone this additional example of the 
Administration’s ever-growing credibili- 
ty gap. 


LEGISLATION TO TAX INTEREST 
FROM ARBITRAGE BONDS 


Mr. WYATT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Oregon [Mr. Byrnes] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Oregon? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Speaker, I have already introduced a bill 
to amend section 103 of the Internal Rev- 
enue Code in order to take away the tax 
exemption presently enjoyed by the so- 
called industrial development bonds. I 
have today introduced another bill deal- 
ing with the arbitrage bond. The prob- 
lem is similar to that presented by the 
industrial development bond. 

My bill would amend section 103 of 
the Internal Revenue Code in order to 
exclude from the exemption granted to 
State and municipal obligations, those 
bonds which are issued for the purpose 
of investing the proceeds in U.S. Treas- 
ury obligations bearing a higher rate of 
interest. This is known in the trade as 
“arbitrage.” 

The mechanics of an arbitrage bond 
are simple. A State or local government 
issues bonds and agrees to invest the 
proceeds in Federal bonds which are 
then placed in escrow for the payment 
of interest and principal on the State or 
local bonds. The investor in these bonds 
has a certificate which represents 
neither more nor less than an interest 
in Federal bonds, but because the inter- 
est payments made by the Federal Gov- 
ernment pass through the hands of the 
State or local government it is argued 
that the interest is exempt. The local 
government thus makes a profit from 
the interest differential that exists be- 
tween the taxable Federal securities and 
the nontaxable securities which it pur- 
ports to issue. 

Last year the Treasury Department 
announced that the Internal Revenue 
Service would not rule on extending the 
interest exemption to arbitrage trans- 
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actions under existing law. I am con- 
vinced that this action is correct. Arbi- 
trage bonds really represent an agree- 
ment by the issuer to act as a conduit or 
trustee for passing interest on Federal 
bonds to private persons and they are 
not “obligations” of a State or local gov- 
ernment within the meaning of existing 
law. While the Treasury Department is 
considering further guidelines to imple- 
ment the arbitrage ruling, to avoid any 
misunderstanding in this area, I have 
introduced a bill to make it doubly clear 
that the interest in arbitrage bonds is 
not entitled to exemption from Federal 
income tax. 

I am inserting a copy of my bill to- 
gether with a technical explanation at 
this point in the RECORD: 


H.R. 11757 


A bill to amend the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1954 to provide that arbitrage bonds are 
not to be considered obligations of States 
and local governments the interest on 
which is exempt from Federal income tax 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That (a) 
section 103 of the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1954 (relating to interest on certain gov- 
ernmental obligations) is amended by re- 
lettering subsection (c) as subsection (d) 
and by inserting after subsection (b) the fol- 
lowing new subsection: 

„(e) ARBITRAGE BoNDS.— 

(1) Subsection (a) (1) not to apply.—Any 
arbitrage bond (as defined in paragraph (2)) 
shall not be considered an obligation de- 
scribed in subsection (a) (1) 

(2) ‘ARBITRAGE BOND’ DEFINED.— 

„(A) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this 
subsection, the term ‘arbitrage bond’ means 
any obligation if, under the terms of the 
obligation or any underlying agreement, any 
portion of the proceeds of the issue of which 
the obligation is a part may be invested, 
directly or indirectly, in any securities (other 
than obligations the interest on which is ex- 
cluded from gross income under subsection 
(a) after the application of this subsection) 
which yield a higher return (taking into ac- 
count any discount or any premium) than 
the obligation being issued, and such secu- 
rities are required to be held as security for 
any obligations the interest on which is ex- 
cluded from gross income under subsection 
(a) before the application of this subsection. 

(B) Exceprions.—Subparagraph (A) shall 
not apply to an obligation— 

“(i) if under the terms of the obligation 
or underlying agreement all of such securities 
(other than those described in (ii) and (ili) 
below) in which the proceeds may be in- 
vested may not be held longer than two years 
from the date of the issuance of the ob- 
ligations; 

„(u) if the obligation or an underlying 
agreement limits the amount of the proceeds 
which may be invested in such securities as 
of the beginning of any annual accounting 
period provided for in the obligation or un- 
derlying agreement to not more than the 
amount of interest and principal payments 
required to be made with respect to such 
obligation within such annual accounting 
period and the accounting period following 
such annual accounting period; 

“(ili) to the extent that the proceeds of 
such obligation are to be used to construct 
a facility the actual construction of which 
(other than acquisition of land) must com- 
mence within two years from the date of 
such issuance if under the terms of the ob- 
ligation or underlying agreement the portion 
of the proceeds to be used in connection with 
such construction may not be invested in 
such securities for a period in excess of five 
years from the issuance of such obligation, 
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“(8) SPECIAL SERIES OF OBLIGATIONS.—At the 
request of an organization described in sub- 
section (a)(1), the Secretary is authorized 
under the Second Liberty Bond Act, as 
amended (31 U.S.C., sec. 752 and following) 
to provide for the issuance of a special series 
of obligations of the United States the yields 
on which shall not exceed the yields 
on obligations described in paragraph (2). 

“(b) The amendment made by subsection 
(a) shall apply only with respect to interest 
on bonds issued after the date of the enact- 
ment of this Act.” 


TECHNICAL EXPLANATION OF PROPOSED 
AMENDMENT TO SECTION 103 OF THE IN- 
TERNAL REVENUE CODE OF 1954 RELATION 
TO ARBITRAGE BONDS 
The proposed bill amends section 103 

of the Internal Revenue Code by adding new 

subsection (c). Paragraph (1) of subsection 

(c) provides that an arbitrage bond shall 

not be considered an obligation of a State 

or local government the interest on which is 
exempt from tax. 

Paragraph (1) of new subsection (c) de- 
fines the term “arbitrage bond.” Subpara- 
graph (A) provides that a bond will only be 
considered an arbitrage bond (1) if under 
the terms of the issue, the State or local 
government may invest the proceeds of the 
issue in taxable obligations yielding a higher 
rate of interest than the issue in question, 
and (2) if the portion of the proceeds so 
invested is required to be held as security 
for the payment of the issue in question or 
any other bond issue the interest payments 
on which are exempt from Federal income 
tax. 

This definition and the several exceptions 
discussed below have been drafted in a man- 
ner that will permit a prospective purchaser 
to determine from the terms of the obliga- 
tion and underlying agreement that a given 
obligation is not an arbitrage bond. By the 
same token an issuing governmental unit, 
by carefully drafting the bond agreement, 
can insure that a bond will not come within 
the definition of an arbitrage bond. This as- 
pect of the bill as well as the exceptions con- 
tained in subparagraph (B) will allow State 
and local governments unfettered freedom to 
engage in any financing arrangement neces- 
sary to achieve the basic purpose of a par- 
ticular bond issue. Subparagraph (B) ex- 
cludes from the definition of an arbitrage 
bond certain common situations which may 
require a limited investment of the proceeds 
in taxable securities and it is anticipated 
that these exceptions will render the bill in- 
applicable to the vast majority of govern- 
mental bond issues, It is also recognized, 
however, that certain abnormal situations 
may prompt the issuance of bonds which re- 
quire an investment exceeding the specified 
limitations. A municipality, confronted with 
such an abnormal situation, may avoid the 
provisions of the bill if it confines any in- 
vestment exceeding the specified limits to 
securities which do not yield a higher rate of 
interest than the bonds being issued. Para- 
graph (3) of the new subsection (c) author- 
izes the Secretary of the Treasury to pro- 
vide for the issuance of special federal ob- 
ligations which will meet this requirement 
for municipalities which are unable to pur- 
chase bonds yielding the same or a lower 
interest rate as the issue in question on the 
open market. 

For example, municipalities often find it 
desirable to engage in advance refunding 
transactions in order to insure an orderly 
transition between an outstanding issue ap- 
proaching maturity and a new issue which 
is to replace the maturing bonds. The mu- 
nicipality will invest the proceeds of the 
new issue in securities to be held in escrow 
for the benefit of the outstanding bonds. 
Subparagraph (B) (i) of the new subsection 
(o) (3) provides a general two year exception 
which would exclude advance refunding 
issues from the definition of an arbitrage 
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bond if the proceeds could not be invested 
in higher yield taxable securities for longer 
than two years. The two year limitation con- 
tains the investment profit within tolerable 
limits and insures that any profit that re- 
sults is primarily a by-product of the trans- 
action rather than its essential purpose. 

On the other hand, in certain unusual 
cases it may be desirable to invest the pro- 
ceeds of an advance refunding issue for a 
period exceeding two years. An oft cited 
example involves revenue bonds which were 
issued to build a bridge and which contain 
a restrictive convenant prohibiting the 
erection of a second bridge in the same area. 
A municipality may engage in an advance 
refunding transaction in order to secure a 
release from the restrictive covenant and 
simultaneously raise revenues to build a 
second bridge. If the portion of the proceeds 
which are to be held in escrow for the out- 
standing bonds are to be held for a period in 
excess of two years (because the outstanding 
bonds are not callable) the newly issued 
bonds will constitute arbitrage bonds under 
the bill unless the municipality also agrees 
that the proceeds will not be invested in 
bonds yielding a higher rate of interest than 
the advance refunding bonds once the two 
year period is past. If it is necessary, to 
comply with such an agreement, the mu- 
nicipality may request the Secretary of the 
Treasury to issue a special series of federal 
bonds whose yields will not exceed the in- 
terest on the advance refunding issue. In 
this way the bill provides maximum flexi- 
bility for all state and local government 
financing needs while limiting the amount 
of unjustified profit that may be realized 
through arbitrage trading on the interest 
differential between taxable and nontaxable 
obligations, 

In addition to a general two year excep- 
tion, subparagraph (B) (ii) permits a State 
or local government to set aside out of the 
proceeds of a new issue and invest an amount 
equal to that needed to pay the interest 
and principal (if any) during a two year 
period after the date of issue of the obliga- 
tion. The fund so set aside and invested as 
a debt service reserve must be reduced in 
future years as bonds are paid off and the 
interest and principal requirements needed to 
meet payments during successive two year 
periods becomes smaller. Part (iii) of sub- 
paragraph (B) provides an additional excep- 
tion for bonds issued to construct new fa- 
cilities. Under that provision, if construction 
is to commence within one year of the bond 
issue, the proceeds borrowed to permit con- 
struction may be invested in taxable obliga- 
tions yielding a higher return for up to five 
years from the date of the bond issue. 

As in the case of the advance refunding 
bonds, if a municipality finds it necessary to 
have a larger debt service reserve or to have 
a longer construction reserve, the bonds will 
not constitute arbitrage bonds if the munic- 
ipality confines the investment which ex- 
ceeds the specified amount or period to 
securities which do not yield a higher rate 
of interest than the interest called for by 
the bonds in question. 


SENATOR ROBERT F. KENNEDY 
SPEAKS AT THE HOLY CHILD 
SCHOOL COMMENCEMENT 


Mr. WYATT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. Conte] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Oregon? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, I was 
pleased to attend commencement ex- 
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ercises recently at the School of the Holy 
Child in nearby Potomac, Md. My two 
eldest daughters graduated from the 
school on that occasion, so naturally, it 
was a proud and memorable moment 
for me. 

Main speaker for the program was our 
most able and distinguished colleague on 
the other side of the Capitol, Senator 
ROBERT F. KENNEDY, of New York. For a 
great many reasons, the junior Senator 
from the great Empire State has a tre- 
mendous appeal to young people 
throughout the world, as well as to their 
elders. 

His remarks are very timely, and be- 
cause I am sure his words to the 1967 
graduating class of the School of the 
Holy Child will be of interest to all Mem- 
bers of Congress, as well as Americans 
everywhere, I place the text of Senator 
KENNEDY’s speech at this point in the 
RECORD. 

The speech follows: 


I am very pleased to be here at your 
graduation ceremony. 

Daniel Webster once said of his college, 
Dartmouth, that “It is a small school, yet 
there are those who love it”. 

This is a small school too; yet not only 
are there also many who love it; but I for 
one am sure that as its graduates increase in 
number and you come to full participation 
in society—as students and teachers, as 
workers and writers, eventually as wives and 
mothers—that by your conduct and your 
contributions, by the credit you will reflect 
on this school, that you will bring many 
others to love it as well. 

From time almost beyond memory, it has 
been customary for graduating seniors to 
hear a lecture from someone whose own 
graduation took place long before; indeed, 
there are those—I know you are not among 
them—who think the best speakers are those 
whose graduation took place before you were 
born. 

These lectures, although they take place 
on the occasion of your graduation, are called 
“commencement”—beginning. 

And a beginning is what this is. 

This is a beginning of greater independence 
from home and parents and the groups of 
your friends—and therefore the beginning 
of the loneliness of independent choice. 

This is a beginning of participation in the 
affairs of your country—for young people 
can and do have an influence on this nation 
long before they reach the legal voting age of 
21. 

This is a beginning of contribution—the 
time when you begin the long process of 
“paying your dues’’—giving of yourself to 
others, as others, your parents and teachers 
and all those who have worked and sacrificed 
to build this nation and our entire civiliza- 
tion, have given to you. 

This then is commencement—the begin- 
ning of your adult life; you have new free- 
dom and new responsibility. 

What kind of world is it that you are now 
joining? And what are the responsibilities 
you are being asked to assume? 

Above all, this is a world of change— 
swirling, constant change. 

This is more clear perhaps to your elders 
than to you; for we have in our lifetimes 
passed already through two major wars, and 
now into a third; from passive acceptance 
of segregation, through a civil rights move- 
ment, into a new crisis of conflict between 
the races; from a bitter peace after World 
War Two, through a massive confrontation 
with the Soviet Union, into a tentative pe- 
riod of easing tensions—and now again into 
a time of uncertainty, and the rise of the 
Empire of China. 
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But even for you, the children of this 
time of change, there is much ahead that 
will be challenging—and dangerous—and 
hardest of all to understand. 

For the world in which you take your 
place is a world in revolution, a world aflame 
with the desires and hatreds, the passions 
and dreams, of multitudes which will double 
in size just within our lifetimes. 

Around the world—from the Straits of 
Magellan to the Straits of Malacca, from the 
Nile Delta to the Amazon Basin, in Jaipur 
and Johannesburg—we can hear the voice 
of the dispossessed, the insulted and injured 
of the globe. 

For uncounted centuries, they have lived 
xia hardship, with hunger and disease and 
ear. 

For the last four centuries, they have 
lived under the political, economic, and 
military domination of the West—of Europe 
and in more recent years, of the United 
States. 

We have shown them that a better life 
is possible; but we have not done enough 
to make it a reality. 

We live in a country where people diet— 
but most of the world starves. 

We buy 8 million new cars a year—while 
most of the world goes without shoes. 

You are the healthiest generation of Amer- 
icans in history, and you can expect to live 
far longer than the biblical threescore and 
ten—but half of the people buried in Latin 
America are under the age of four. 

We and the other developed nations spend 
over $100 billion a year on armaments;— 
while the poor countries cannot obtain the 
$10 billion they need to help two billion 
people begin to develop their economies. 

And therefore this revolution is directed 
against t the powerful and the 
rich and the mighty, against the established 
order of which we are the principal part. 

Yet it is a revolution carried out in the 
name of ideals we also share—social reform 
and political freedom, internal justice and 
international independence. 

We can the rightness of these 
ideals—for they were the ideals of our own 
revolution. 

We can recognize their power—for they 
have sustained us throughout our history. 

But in most of the world today, these are 
subversive ideals, subversive of the estab- 
lished order of power and privilege. 

Political freedom is subversive in Russia, 
where writers go to prison for a metaphor. 

Social reform is subversive in Brazil, where 
a great Archbishop is called a communist, 
and his students thrown in jail, because he 
wants land for the peasants—peasants who 
now work 12 hours a day for less than 2 
dollars a week. 

Internal justice is subversive in South 
Africa, where a Nobel Peace Prize winner is 
imprisoned because he is black—and a Nobel 
Prize-winning writer, who is white, is re- 
stricted because he wishes justice for his 
black compatriot. 

International independence is subversive 
in Angola and Mozambique, where one of 
our own allies retains colonies by force of 
modern arms and jet airplanes. 

Thus our choice, in your lifetimes, will be 
whether to support the status quo, or the 
forces of change; whether to sit content in 
our storehouses, or share our wealth with 
our fellow human beings around the world; 
and, in the last analysis, whether to recog- 
nize the rights of others to the ideals for 
which we have fought so long—even when 
they can be achieved only in opposition to 
the status quo in which we ourselves are so 
comfortable. 

As this is true for our nation in the world, 
so it is true for us as the fortunate within 
our own nation. 

Here in the United States, I have seen 
children starving. 

Here in the United States, here in the 
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city of Washington, I have seen children 
living in rat-infested tenements, going to 
overcrowded and inadequate schools, with- 
out books to study or fathers to lean on, 
without a chance and without hope itself. 

These people, too, demand change. 

These people, too, demand hope for their 
children, 

These people, too, demand to know why we 
spend less on programs to help people out 
of poyerty—about $2 billion—than we spend 
to take care of our dogs, on which we spend 
$3 billion. 

These people, too, demand a revolution, as 
profound as the revolution which gave our 
nation birth. 

They ask: which side are we on? 

Which side are you on? 

If you were four years older, if you had 
graduated four years ago, the answers to 
these questions would have seemed simpler 
than they are today. 

Your older brothers and sisters joined the 
Peace Corps and the Civil Rights movement, 
they worked in Appalachia and Harlem, Mis- 
sissippi and Mauritania, with a firm belief 
in their power and ability to shape a world to 
the standard of their ideals. 

But now our colleges, many of our best 
young now, seem to have turned from en- 
gagement to disengagement; from politics to 
passivity; from national purpose to personal 
satisfaction; from hope to nihilism; and all 
too often, from confrontation with the suf- 
fering of their fellows—toward forgetfulness 
in the self-absorption of drugs. 

What has disillusioned so many of them, 
will face you as well. 

They are perplexed and resentful of the 
war in Vietnmam—and it will perplex and 
trouble you as well. 

They are disappointed with the slow pace 
of progress in civil rights, and with the new 
bitterness and potential violence which frus- 
tration has brought in the Negro—and you 
will be disappointed and frightened as well. 

They are scornful of all the hypocrisies 
and shabby compromises of the world—of 
drug companies that experiment on unknow- 
ing patients, of public officlals who impugn 
the morality of young people while too often 
themselves skirting the boundaries of the 
law; of government public information offi- 
cers who assert the right to lie to the pub- 
lic; of university officials more interested in 
new buildings than education; above all, of 
ideals self-righteously proclaimed and then 
violated whenever that seems to advance 
what we think to be our own selfish interest. 

And all these hypocricies, all these every- 
day violations of the ideals we have tried to 
teach you, will repel and disappoint and 
anger you as well. 

But whatever your disillusionment, what- 
ever your disappointment, you cannot lose 
heart; for too much depends on you. 

As President Kennedy said, Our problems 
are man made—therefore they can be solved 
by man”. 

But they cannot be solved, the cruelties 
and obstacles of this world will not yield, to 
obsolete dogmas and outworn slogans, to 
those who have failed in the past. 

I believe that injustice and want and 
human degradation can be lessened, that a 
better world can be built, that we can meet 
our challenges at home and abroad; but to 
do so we must rely on our young people, and 
especially on that privileged minority who 
are the educated young people of America. 

This is the time, and yours is the genera- 
tion, that cannot only remedy the mistakes 
of the past—but can transcend them. 

“There is“, said an Italian philosopher, 
“nothing more difficult to take in hand, more 
perilous to conduct, or more uncertain in its 
success than to take the lead in the intro- 
duction of a new order of things.” 

Yet this is the measure of the task of your 
generation and the road is strewn with many 
dangers. 
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First, is the danger of futility; the belief 
there is nothing one man or one woman 
can do against the enormous array of the 
world’s ills—against misery and ignorance, 
injustice and violence. 

Yet many of the world’s great movements, 
of thought and action, have flowed from the 
work of a single man. 

A young Italian explorer discovered the new 
world, a young general extended an empire 
from Macedonia to the borders of the earth 
and a young woman reclaimed the territory 
of France. 

It was the 32 year old Thomas Jefferson 
who proclaimed that all men are created 
equal—and a young Nazarene who died for 
all mankind. 

“Give me a place to stand,” said Archi- 
medes, “and I will move the world.” 

These men moved the world, and so can we 
all. 

Few will have the greatness to bend history 
itself; but each of us can work to change a 
small portion of events, and in the total of 
all those acts will be written the history of 
this generation. 

Thousands of Peace Corps volunteers are 
making a difference in isolated villages and 
city slums in dozens of countries, 

Thousands of unknown men and women 
in Europe resisted the occupation of the 
Nazis and many died, but all added to the 
ultimate strength and freedom of their 
countries. 

It is from numberless diverse acts of cour- 
age and belief that human history is shaped. 

Each time a man stands up for an ideal, 
or acts to improve the lot of others, or strikes 
out against injustice, he sends forth a tiny 
ripple of hope, and crossing each other from 
a million different centers of energy and dar- 
ing those ripples build a current which can 
sweep down the mightiest walls of oppres- 
sion and resistance. 

The second danger is that of expediency; 
of those who say that hopes and beliefs must 
bend before immediate necessities. 

Of course, if we would act effectively we 
must deal with the world as it is. 

We must get things done. 

But if there was one thing President Ken- 
nedy stood for that touched the most pro- 
found feelings of young people across the 
world, it was the belief that idealism, high 
aspirations and deep convictions are not 
incompatible with the most practical and 
efficient of programs—that there is no basic 
inconsistency between ideals and realistic 
possibilities—no separation between the 
deepest desires of heart and mind and the 
rational application of human effort to hu- 
man problems, 

It is not realistic or hard-headed to solve 
problems and take action unguided by ul- 
timate moral aims and values. 

It is thoughtless folly. 

For it ignores the realities of human faith 
and passion and belief; forces ultimately 
more powerful than all the calculation of 
economists or generals. 

Of course to adhere to standards, to ideal- 
ism, to vision, in the face of immediate 
dangers takes courage and self-confidence. 

But we also know that only those who 
dare to fail greatly, can ever achieve greatly. 

A third danger is timidity. 

Few men are willing to brave the disap- 
proval of their fellows, the censure of their 
colleagues, the wrath of their society. 

Moral courage is a rarer commodity than 
bravery in battle or great intelligence. 

Yet it is the one essential, vital quality for 
those who seek to change a world which 
ylelds most painfully to change. 

Aristotle tells us that “At the Olympic 
games it is not the finest and the strongest 
men who are crowned, but they who enter 
the lists . . So too in the life of the hon- 
orable and the good it is they who act rightly 
who win the prize.” 

I believe that in this generation those 
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with the courage to enter the moral con- 
flict will find themselves with companions 
in every corner of the world. 

For the fortunate among us, the fourth 
danger is comfort; the temptation to follow 
the easy and familiar paths of personal am- 
bition and financial success so grandly 
spread before those who have the privilege 
of education. 

But that is not the road history has 
marked out for us. 

There is a Chinese curse which says “May 
he live in interesting times.” 

Like it or not we live in interesting times. 

They are times of danger and uncertainty; 
but they are also more open to the creative 
2 of men than any other time in his- 

ry. 

And everyone here will ultimately be 
judged—will ultimately judge himself—on 
the effort he has contributed to building a 
new world society and the extent to which 
his ideals and goals have shaped that effort. 

In your hands, not with Presidents or 
leaders, is the future of your world and the 
8 ent of the best qualities of your own 
spirit. 


RURAL JOB DEVELOPMENT ACT 


Mr. WYATT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Kansas [Mr. Mize] may extend his 
remarks at this point in the Record and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Oregon? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MIZE. Mr, Speaker, last Friday, 
my colleague, the junior Senator from 
Kansas [Mr. Pearson] took the leader- 
ship in that body in the introduction of 
the Rural Job Development Act, a piece 
of sound legislation which, in the light of 
today’s conditions, merits prompt con- 
sideration by the Congress. Senator 
PEARSON was joined by some two dozen 
of his Senate colleagues in joint spon- 
sorship of the bill. 

It is my privilege today to introduce 
the Rural Job Development Act in the 
House of Representatives. I commend it 
to the study of my colleagues. I am sure 
that they will recognize the urgent need 
for this legislation that I do. 

Briefly, what the bill is designed to do 
is to encourage the development of new 
job-creating industries in rural areas. It 
provides for a series of tax incentives to 
encourage private investment in rural 
America so that there will be jobs for 
people in the thousands of smaller com- 
munities across the land. They will not 
have to leave the pleasant, uncompli- 
cated way of living in these communities 
and move to the cities to find work. We 
will keep more people from crowding in- 
to the overpopulated urban areas where 
the pressures keep magnifying every day. 

Under the terms of the legislation, the 
Secretary of Agriculture would designate 
economically deficient rural areas. Busi- 
ness enterprises wishing to set up plants 
in these areas would receive tax credit 
against investment in plant and ma- 
chinery. They would also be eligible for 
accelerated depreciation schedules for 
that investment and, in additon, would 
receive extra deductions for wages paid 
to low-income persons. Another incentive 
would be assistance in training the 
workers. 

In return for these benefits, the busi- 
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ness enterprise would have to demon- 
strate that its operation would create 
new jobs and provide employment for a 
specified percentage of its labor force 
from the community where the plant is 
located and especially from the low- 
income categories among the residents. 

Mr. Speaker, it has been my conten- 
tion for a long time that rural America 
offers an ideal way of life for the millions 
of Americans who are caught up in the 
frustrating rat race“ of modern day 
living in our centers of population. 

People do not seek crowded streets and 
highways; traffic tie-ups; contaminated 
air; littered streets; congested apartment 
dwelling and all of the hundreds of in- 
conveniences that crowded urban life 
imposes. They are forced into this type 
of living because they have to be near 
their place of employment. They would 
prefer, I am sure, the more leisurely life 
of the smaller communities where there 
is more room, more friendliness, more 
recreation and less congestion, less con- 
tamination, less traffic and less strife. 

Over the past few years we have wit- 
nessed a decrease in our farm population. 
With mechanization has come larger 
farms, populated by fewer people. As the 
young people left the farms and the 
farming communities, they have gone to 
the metropolitan areas to make their 
livelihoods. In many cases, they have 
gone reluctantly. They would not have 
gone at all, I am sure, if gainful employ- 
ment could have been found in their 
home communities. They would come 
back just as fast as they left if the jobs 
envisaged in the Rural Job Development 
Act were to open up. 

The adoption of this legislation offers 
us a golden opportunity to solve many of 
the sticky problems which are plaguing 
us today. Jobs in the rural areas will keep 
people from crowding into the cities 
where there is little or no room. The 
paramount problem of too many people 
in too small a space will be eased, and 
with this easing will come the elimina- 
tion of most of the other city-bred 
problems. 

We will have a revitalization of rural 
communities; people will be happier and 
they will be healthier. They will find that 
they can live in peace and harmony with 
their neighbors. They will learn about all 
of the good things that can be enjoyed 
when the “pressure is off“ and there is 
time for living. 

I see great things for all of us in the 
implementation of the Rural Job Devel- 
opment Act. I would hope that hearings 
can be scheduled while we are still in ses- 
sion this year, so that this vital legisla- 
tion can come up for debate before the 
90th Congress adjourns. I am sure it will 
be adopted. 


FOREIGN DAIRY INSPECTION ACT 


Mr. WYATT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. Hatt] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the Recorp 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Oregon? 

There was no objection. 
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Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, for too long 
a time, the American dairy farmers and 
processors have been the victim of a 
double standard regarding the sanitary 
requirements that they must meet. 

They have invested millions of dollars 
in new pipeline milkers, bulk tanks, cool- 
ers, and milkhouses, so as to meet local, 
State, and Federal health regulations. 
However, the American consumer has no 
assurance that foreign dairy farms and 
plants, whose products are imported to 
the United States, operate under com- 
parable sanitary requirements. 

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, at this time I 
wish to introduce the Foreign Dairy In- 
spection Act, which would require foreign 
dairy farms and plants producing dairy 
products for importation to the United 
States to meet sanitary standards estab- 
lished by the U.S. Government. 

To correct this gross injustice to our 
American dairymen and to protect our 
consuming public from this health haz- 
ard, quality controls on dairy imports 
are very much needed. 

A major factor leading the dairy farm- 
er’s low return on his investment of capi- 
tal and labor is rising production costs. 
Much of these present production ex- 
penses are directly related to the neces- 
sity of meeting and maintaining the high 
standards required by various local, 
State, and Federal Government agencies. 

Mr. Speaker, it has been brought to 
my attention that a dairy farmer with a 
40-cow herd pays out around $1,000 for 
a basic milking system. A new pipeline 
milker can run well over $3,000. The cur- 
rent trend to the utilization of a bulk 
tank for every-other-day milk pickups 
costs the farmer $4,000. An adequate 
milkhouse, which must be constructed 
away from the barn, can easily run 
$1,500 to $2,500. Other required equip- 
ment and material in many cases add up 
to several more thousand dollars. 

These figures clearly demonstrate that 
compliance with domestic sanitary re- 
quirements means a tremendous produc- 
tion expense to our domestic dairymen. 
Thus, to impose this tremendous burden 
upon them, without any comparable re- 
quirements on the producers of foreign 
products which directly compete with 
Americans products, is totally unfair and 
discriminatory. 

Mr. Speaker, the following are but a 
small sample of contaminated and un- 
sanitary imported dairy products pro- 
vided by the FDA: 

Some 4,050 pounds of Cheddar cheese 
from Canada contained live mites; 5,752 
pounds of Pecorino-Romano cheese from 
Italy contained insect filth; 5,891 pounds 
of Kashkaval Kasseri cheese from Yugo- 
slavia contained insect fragments and 
manure; 3,465 cartons of frozen cream 
from New Zealand contained rodent 
hairs; 200 cartons of cheese from Italy 
contained fly eggs and maggots; 14,339 
pounds of Sardo cheese from Argentina 
contained an unsafe food additive, ben- 
zene hexachloride; and two cases of 
cheese spread from Norway contained a 
E substance and pesticide chem - 
cals. 

It is disgraceful to have these dairy 
products, which are earmarked for fam- 
ily dinner tables, coming to our shores 
in such an unhealthy form. 
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In conclusion, these foreign dairy 
products are produced under conditions 
on farms and in plants of which we have 
no knowledge. If we are going to provide 
even the most fundamental of safeguards 
against such an invasion of unsanitary 
food products, we must require those for- 
eign farms and plants that wish to ex- 
port dairy products to the United States 
to meet the minimum sanitary standards 
established by our Government. 

The Foreign Dairy Inspection Act will 
provide this safeguard and make sure 
that the health of our Nation is not 
jeopardized by substandard conditions 
in other countries. 


DOLE WILL HELP POOR BOYS PLAY 


Mr. WYATT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Kentucky [Mr. SNYDER] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Oregon? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Speaker, recently 
the Kentucky Post and Times-Star car- 
ried an article written by their Washing- 
ton correspondent, Mr. Arlo Wagner. 
that disclosed another Great Society 
program. The article which I will include 
at the end of my remarks tells of a new 
program providing poor boys with an 
allowance of $50 a month to “live and act 
more like their peers.” As I understand 
it, in return for this $50 allowance, the 
only thing these youths have to do is be 
poor. 

The article goes on to explain that the 
peer group referred to is that group of 
“teenagers from families who can af- 
ford college or vocational school.” I have 
two observations in this regard: first, I 
wonder how many of these teenagers 
whose “families can afford college or 
vocational school” have families who can 
afford to dole out to their children $50 
every month for spending money. It has 
been my experience that many college 
students earn not only their own spend- 
ing money but also all or a portion of 
their educational fees. This situation is 
in part responsible for the co-op work 
programs instituted by many colleges and 
universities and also student placement 
services on college campuses that provide 
part-time and full-time employment for 
students. 

Of particular significance is the fact 
that $50 a month is $600 a year, or ex- 
actly the same amount that the families 
who can afford college or vocational 
school” are permitted to deduct from 
their income tax for feeding, clothing, 
and educating their child; yet this is the 
figure that the government feels poor 
youths need to spend for play.“ I ask 
simply—which group is the “neglected” 
group in this Great Society? And if I 
may be so bold as to answer my own 
question, I would suggest that the answer 
is the taxpayer. We have only two groups 
in this country today, those who pay and 
those who receive. The paying group is 
being neglected and misused. 

This latest program points out the 
success of the Great Society in removing 
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the pockets of poverty from the Amer- 
ican scene. Instead, poverty today has 
become a big and thriving business. 
More, not fewer, want to claim this status 
classification. Bureaucrats are paid good 
salaries to be concerned about and to 
help the poor; something that was once 
expected of all good Christian people. 
Even more pronounced are the hordes of 
Americans now being paid to be poor. 

Stripped of their initiative and dignity, 
the only thing that is expected of these 
people for their welfare income is for 
them to remain poor. 

Mr. Speaker, the news article to which 
I have previously referred follows: 

[From the Kentuck Post] 
DoLE WILL HELP Poor Boys PLAY 
(By Arlo T. Wagner) 

WASHINGTON. —Some of Uncle Sam's latest 
$434,228 dole to Kentucky will be spent to 
show the girls a good time. 

The money will be in the form of $50-a- 
month allowances to poor boys. 

It may also be spent for movies, laundry, 
haircuts, eating out and entertainment, ac- 
cording to the family service division of 
Health, Education, and Welfare Department. 

The idea is to help poor youths live and act 
more “like their peers,” the teen-agers from 
families who can afford college or vocational 
school. 

Family service information officer Sid 
Leigh said the grant is to perpetuate a 
“higher education” project begun by the 
Kentucky Department of Economic Security 
last year as a demonstration to other states. 

A SUCCESS 

“It experienced considerable success in as- 
sisting promising youths of impoverished 
families to make a successful transition from 
high school to college and vocational schools,” 
related Leigh. 

The project also provides counselors to the 
poor youths “in time of stress. . . tutoring 
for those who have academic difficulties.” 

However, the $50 allowances comprise a 
small portion of the $434,228, said Leigh. He 
could not estimate how many youths will be 
enrolled. 

ON FAMILIES 

More than $295,000 is Kentucky's regular 
welfare share and will probably be spent on 
the youths’ families, he said, while $114,966 
will pay the salaries of 26 persons conducting 
the project. 

Salaries range from $5000 to $7500 annually 
for counselors, clerks, psychologists, tutors 
and psychiatrists. 


DICKEY-LINCOLN SCHOOL POWER 
PROJECT 


Mr. WYATT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Connecticut [Mr. MESKILL] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
Record and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Oregon? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MESKILL. Mr. Speaker, I support 
the amendment to strike out requested 
funds for pursuit of the Dickey-Lincoln 
School power project on the St. John 
River in Maine. 

It should be noted that yesterday, at 
Haddam on the Connecticut River, the 
world’s largest atomic powered generat- 
ing plant produced power for the first 
time. In October, it is scheduled to go 
into commercial production with a ca- 
pacity of 550,000 kilowatts. 
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Northeastern Utilities, the House 
should also know, is planning to spend 
half a billion dollars on new plant and 
equipment between now and 1970. Other 
investor-owned, taxpaying companies in 
New England have similar plans. 

In a few years, then, private industry 
will provide more than enough electric 
power at cheaper rates for the projected 
needs of the northeast region. In my 
opinion, it would be folly to allow the 
Lincoln-Dickey project to go forward at 
vast public expense, paying no taxes and 
when complete, generating power by an 
obsolete method to fill needs which are 
being adequately met by private enter- 
prize. 


REASONS FOR RIOTS 


Mr. WYATT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from North Carolina [Mr. GARDNER] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Oregon? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
very pleased to note that so many of my 
colleagues are expressing deep concern 
over the recent riots in our major cities. 
The report from Detroit today is shock- 
ing and unbelievable. Much has been 
said about the causes of these riots, but 
the real truth is not known. 

The citizens of our country are deeply 
concerned over these riots, and it is the 
responsibility of the Congress to investi- 
gate the causes of these civil disorders 
and then take some constructive action 
to correct the situation. As you realize, I 
introduced a resolution yesterday to 
create a select committee to conduct a 
full and complete investigation to de- 
termine the causes of riots which re- 
cently occurred in Newark and Detroit 
and other large metropolitan areas. Sev- 
eral Congressmen have contacted my 
office today expressing a desire to co- 
sponsor this legislation. I call on all of 
my colleagues to join in this effort now 
and help pass this needed legislation. 

As you all realize, I have repeatedly 
expressed concern over the involvement 
of antipoverty workers in political ac- 
tivity. Such activity can soon exceed 
the limits of reasonable involvement in 
community affairs. I have thoroughly 
documented the involvement of anti- 
poverty workers in potentially explosive 
demonstrations in Durham, N.C., which 
resulted in violence. This situation did 
not develop into another Watts or New- 
ark as was threatened because of the 
swift action of the local authorities. 

Mr. Speaker, I repeatedly ccntacted 
Sargent Shriver to warn of this danger. 
He saw fit to take absolutely no action 
but to deny the facts. I presented on 
the House floor a copy of a telegram sent 
by Mr. Dominic Spena, police commis- 
sioner of Newark, N. J., to Sargent 
Shriver on May 25, 1967, asking for him 
to curtail the actions of antipoverty 
workers or the result would be “riots and 
anarchy.” Mr. Shriver gave Mr. Spena 
the same type brushoff that he has given 
me. Now we have millions of dollars of 
damage and 26 persons killed in Newark. 
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Gentlemen, I have been to Newark. 
Mr. Spena expressed a real concern 
which possibly could have prevented the 
riots and destruction. The riots im- 
mediately followed a community action 
meeting. Now, after the needless de- 
struction, Mr. Shriver is going to 
Newark. He is reacting to criticism by 
the mayor and other city officials. What 
a shame that Mr. Shriver did not react 
to Mr. Spena’s telegram. 

The Education and Labor Committee 
today passed a resolution to send in- 
vestigators to Newark to discover the 
complicity of antipoverty workers in the 
riots. Good. I have been to Newark and 
I know what they will find. It will not 
be a pleasant or a comforting sight. 

Now Congress as a whole must act to 
condemn the actions of a few individ- 
uals who show no respect for law and 
order. Nothing justifies the looting of 
stores, the burning of large sections of 
cities, and the taking of the life of an- 
other. Our public officials must take 
swift and strong action to avert such 
developments in the future. At the same 
time Congress must attempt to discover 
the causes of past riots and act accord- 
ingly on legislation. 


IS LAW AND ORDER A HOLLOW 
TERM? 


Mr. WYATT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. MILLER] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Oregon? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, our 
Nation reels under the realization that 
law and order in no fewer than a dozen 
of our cities is a hollow term. 

Law enforcement officers brace them- 
selves for the worst as they wonder from 
which quarter the next attack will come. 
The victims of the lawlessness can do 
nothing but look helplessly at the de- 
struction. And the lawmakers feel the 
necessity of their responsibility to bring 
this country back to its senses. 

In the wake of this emotional and ex- 
plosive situation it is easy to profess 
noble thoughts and seek rather than a 
solution, a place to lay the blame. How- 
ever, the situation will get better only 
when we stop blaming and start solving 
the problem. 

There is no cause being served in the 
current insurrections save the satisfac- 
tions of a bunch of vicious arsonists, 
murderers, snipers and plunderers. They 
are pirates without a ship, rebels with- 
out a cause. 

As I see it, we do not need more legis- 
lation. We do not need new laws. We 
do not need more welfare and assistance 
programs. 

What we do need is enforcement of 
existing laws. We need to reevaluate the 
give-away programs that have lulled a 
downtrodden element into the belief that 
society owes them a living. 

What we need is a firm hand on the 
reigns of our society. Those who choose to 
disregard the laws of society must feel 
the strong arm of law and order. 
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JOINT SELECT COMMITTEE ON 
CIVIL DISORDER 


Mr. WYATT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. Rem] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Oregon? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. REID of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
Iam introducing today a joint resolution 
to establish a Joint Select Committee on 
Civil Disorder. This measure is similar 
to that introduced yesterday in the other 
body by the Senator from Massachusetts 
LMr. BROOKE], and I commend his initia- 
tive in proposing swift and concrete ac- 
tion to identify the causes and implement 
the solutions to the tragic riots which are 
ravaging far too many of our cities. 

I deplore lawlessness and violence and 
the actions of looters and snipers who 
breed anarchy in our cities. Congress 
bears the responsibility to deal swiftly 
and effectively with the basic reasons 
for such violent acts. The toll in lives 
lost, in property damaged, and in prog- 
ress toward a better life, setback need 
not be recounted here to underscore the 
imperative need for effective and mean- 
ingful action. 

As Senator Brooke has pointed out, 
constructive action is not likely to result 
unless we have an understanding of the 
nature of the disorder which has occurred 
and the causes of that disorder. While 
others have suggested different causes of 
the violence, I share Senator BROOKE’S 
view that “the seeds of violence are to 
be found in the political, social, and eco- 
nomic disadvantages which have been 
imposed on so many Americans.” Indeed, 
hunger, bad housing, ill health and lack 
of work are sufficient of themselves to 
create an atmosphere that breeds vio- 
lence; they need no allies. 

Among the functions of the joint com- 
mittee will be the investigation of the 
causes and effects of the riots, the exami- 
nation of community attitudes in places 
in which riots have occurred or may oc- 
cur, and the investigation of responses 
of certain State and local governments 
to community grievances. The commit- 
tee will also be mandated to recommend 
legislation to deal with these basic is- 
sues. The resolution requires that the 
committee submit a series of interim re- 
ports, the first to be filed no later than 
3 months after the passage of this reso- 
lution, 

Senator Brooxe’s resolution would 
have set up a Select Senate Committee 
on Civil Disorders while my measure 
would establish a joint committee for the 
same purpose. This is a domestic prob- 
lem of the first magnitude and should be 
subject to the searching scrutiny of 
Members of both the House and the Sen- 
ate. I would hope that the larger size of 
the joint committee, and the necessity for 
cooperation between the two bodies, 
would not delay the start of the most im- 
portant work of this group. Only when 
we have satisfied ourselves and the Na- 
tion that we know why the riots have 
occurred will we be able to take such 
action as may be appropriate to alleviate 
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those conditions and to assist construc- 
tively the people of the ghettoes in ob- 
taining the opportunities to which all 
Americans are entitled—within the clear 
framework of law and order. 


FIFTEENTH ANNIVERSARY OF 
PUERTO RICAN CONSTITUTION 
DAY 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
Hacan). Under a previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. Ryan] is recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, July has 
been a significant month for our fellow 
citizens of Puerto Rico. Fifteen years ago 
today Puerto Rico was formally estab- 
lished as a Commonwealth. This unique 
status is more precisely conveyed by the 
Spanish expression, which literally 
translates “free associated State.“ 

Last Sunday in a special referendum 
the residents of Puerto Rico over- 
whelmingly voted to retain this special 
status. This outcome was a vindication of 
the vision of Puerto Rico’s outstanding 
statesman, Luis Mufioz-Marin, who 
served as the island’s first popularly 
elected Governor from 1949 to 1965. 

The plebiscite was foreshadowed by 
the work of the United States-Puerto 
Rico Commission on the Status of Puerto 
Rico, which was established in 1963 
through legislation which I cosponsored. 

The Commission on the Status of 
Puerto Rico concluded in its report last 
August: 

All three forms of political status—the 
Commonwealth, Statehood, and Independ- 
ence—are valid and confer upon the people 
of Puerto Rico equal dignity with equality 
of status and of national citizenship . . . 

A first step toward any change in political 
status must be taken by the Puerto Rican 
people acting through constitutional 
processes, 


Acting upon this conclusion, the 
Legislature of Puerto Rico last December 
took the initiative of calling a plebiscite, 
which has resulted in a firm endorsement 
for the continuation of the Common- 
wealth status. 

Mr. Speaker, the people of Puerto Rico 
have acted. Our distinguished colleague, 
the Resident Commissioner of Puerto 
Rico, SANTIAGO PoLANCO-ABREU, told the 
House on July 24: 

Now political leaders in the island should 
stop distracting the people from their real 
and urgent task, and the Puerto Rican people 
should be free to devote their energies to 
solving the important problems which face 
them—to go forward with industrialization, 
to eliminate poverty, to create jobs, to pro- 
mote education, and to provide a better way 
of life for all the people. 


The Commonwealth form of govern- 
ment is a device well suited to these pur- 
poses. It constitutes a unique hybrid, ly- 
ing midway between statehood and out- 
right independence. The present consti- 
tution traces its origins to July 1950, 
when President Truman signed an act— 
Public Law 600 of the 81st Congress 
authorizing the people of Puerto Rico to 
draft their own Constitution to supplant 
the Organic Act of 1917. In June of 1951, 
Puerto Ricans voted their approval of 
Public Law 600. In August of that year, 
they again went to the polls to select dele- 
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gates to a Constitutional Convention. The 
Convention assembled September 17, 
1951, and concluded its deliberations on 
February 6, 1952, submitting for popular 
approval the “Constitution of the Com- 
monwealth of Puerto Rico.” The U.S. 
Congress agreed to this Constitution, 
adding minor amendments, which were 
accepted in a subsequent referendum. 
That Constitution went into effect on 
July 25, 1952, and today marks its 15th 
anniversary. 

It is interesting to note that in 1953 
the General Assembly of the United Na- 
tions concluded that Puerto Rico had ex- 
ercised its right of self-determination in 
choosing free association with the United 
States through the commonwealth con- 
cept. 

The results of last Sunday’s referen- 
dum show that the commonwealth status 
is the choice of the majority of Puerto 
Rican people. 

Under the present system Puerto Rico 
now elects its own Governor, appoints its 
own judges, the officials of its executive 
branch, sets its own educational policies, 
determines its own budget, and amends 
its own civil and criminal code. This is 
done entirely independently of the Fed- 
eral Government. While Federal laws are 
generally applicable, exemptions are 
granted taking account of the special 
needs of the island, and usually accruing 
to its benefit. 

The economic benefits of this system 
have been perhaps the most spectacular. 
As a result Puerto Rico’s growth rate has 
been among the highest in the world. 

In. the words of the Commission 
report: 

Neither Statehood nor Independence is 
likely to assure the required continued eco- 
nomic development, because economic 
growth under Commonwealth results from a 
successful blend of economic integration 
(e.g. common market, common currency) 
and economic autonomy (e.g. partial exemp- 
tion from Federal wage and tax legislation). 
One or the other parts of this unique mix- 
ture must inevitably disappear during a tran- 
sition to another status alternative. 


The extraordinary economic gains are 
a tribute not only to the wisdom of this 
constitutional arrangement, but to the 
energies of the Puerto Rican people. 
Puerto Rico’s average family income in- 
creased from $644 to $4,244 between 1940 
and 1966. In this same period, the gross 
product has risen tenfold—from $287 to 
$2.757 billion. Exports also rose by a fac- 
tor of 10 from $92 to $974 million. 

In the last 10 years, per capita income 
has doubled; in 1966 it was $977 an- 
nually, the highest in Latin America. 

Much of the economic success has been 
assisted by the massive investment of 
mainland companies. Approximately $1.2 
billion has been invested since the 
launching of Operation Bootstrap in 
1945. 

In this period, some 1,400 factories 
have opened. 

In addition to the operations of main- 
land companies, a large number of pub- 
licly held companies native to Puerto 
Rico are also successfully contributing to 
the island’s development. The largest 
and best known of these is the Common- 
wealth Oil Refining Co., or “Corco.” 
The petrochemical industry promises to 
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be of great significance in the coming 
decade. 

The record of progress under Opera- 
tion Bootstrap, can be traced socially and 
educationally as well. Life expectancy has 
risen from 46 years to 70 years since 
1940; public school enrollment has tri- 
pled; today an astonishing 27 percent of 
the island’s population attend school. 
The enrollment at the University of 
Puerto Rico has increased by a factor 
of 8 to 36,834. All told, education is 
allotted nearly 30 percent of the Com- 
monwealth’s budget. 

Education is the wisest of investments. 
It is not only a condition of economic 
success but a pillar of Puerto Rico’s sec- 
ond great operation—Operation Sereni- 
dad, launched a few years before Gov- 
ernor Mufioz-Marin’s voluntary retire- 
ment from executive office. Its aim is “to 
remind us that man is man and not just 
a consumer; a society in which Opera- 
tion Serenity has been successful would 
use its economic power increasingly for 
the extension of freedom and knowl- 
edge, rather than for a multiplication of 
goods in hot pursuit of a still more dizzy 
multiplication of wants.” 

This expression of spiritual concern, 
so characteristic of Puerto Rico’s His- 
panic heritage is also reminiscent of the 
pursuit of happiness called for in the 
great North American manifesto of free- 
dom, the Declaration of Independence. 

And so the successful partnership is 
expressed in congruence of spiritual as- 
pirations as well as mutual economic 
benefit. As Puerto Rico celebrates this 
15th anniversary of her constitution, 
with new assurance that her people ap- 
prove of the form of government, I want 
to pay tribute to the inspired political 
leadership of the architect of modern 
Puerto Rico, Luis Mufioz-Marin. I also 
want to commend our colleague, San- 
TIAGO POLANCO-ABREU, for the valuable 
contribution he is making to the delibera- 
tions of the House of Representatives. 
The people of Puerto Rico are fortunate 
to be so ably served by a dedicated public 
servant. 


A PLEA FOR THE LONG-SUFFERING 
COMMUTER 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle- 
man from New York [Mr. HALPERN] is 
recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
speak in behalf of the long-neglected 
commuter, who must use mass transpor- 
tation facilities to get to and from his 
daily job. 

He faces constantly increasing costs 
and decreasing comforts as he struggles 
valiantly against enormous odds to get to 
the place where he earns his daily bread. 

The increasing cost of traveling to and 
from work is an offshoot of the persist- 
ent neglect and paralysis afflicting metro- 
politan transportation. It is invariably 
the commuter who must pay the price in 
terms of higher fares and steadily de- 
teriorating service. 

Early this year, with two of my col- 
leagues on the Banking and Currency 
Committee, the gentlemen from New 
York [Mr. BINGHAM and Mr. Mutter], I 
introduced a bill to provide $1.5 billion in 
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Federal grants for urban transit im- 
provements over a 5-year period. This 
could help a great deal in providing the 
kind of service which is generally not 
being offered to the hapless, harried com- 
muter. 

Today, I am introducing a bill which 
can serve as a form of indirect assistance 
to urban transit. It would grant the com- 
muter a yearly deduction of up to $200 
for expenses incurred in traveling to and 
from work. 

It will help to offset the growing finan- 
cial burdens on commuters who depend 
upon mass transportation. At the same 
time, it will offset, to some extent, the 
loss of business suffered by mass transit 
systems each time the fare is raised. 

In many suburban areas, such as in 
my home County of Queens and in Nas- 
sau, Suffolk, and Westchester Counties, 
many commuters must use their cars for 
work-bound transportation. 

My bill would also give them the bene- 
fit of a tax deduction for the costs of 
gasoline, oil, auto insurance, mainte- 
nance and repairs attributable to travel 
to and from their jobs. 

It is about time for the Congress to 
recognize the fact that transportation 
costs to and from work are, in essence, a 
legitimate business expense, and like 
other business expenses, should be de- 
ductible from income taxes. 

The Congress owes it to the commuter 
to give this long-overdue relief its close 
and prompt attention. 


UTILIZING SERVICES OF PHYSI- 
CALLY HANDICAPPED AND MEN- 
TALLY RETARDED 


Mr. PATTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from California [Mr. Burton] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BURTON of California. Mr, 
Speaker, the Federal Government has 
long been concerned because of the huge 
economic waste that results from our 
failure to utilize the services of the phys- 
ically handicapped and the mentally re- 
tarded. 

This has been a concern of Congress. 
It is no less a concern of President John- 
son, who is carrying on the tradition of 
his predecessors in trying to fill posi- 
tions with handicapped people where 
their talents can be utilized to the maxi- 
mum. 

Many private employers have learned 
that it is good business to hire the handi- 
capped in occupations they have the ca- 
pacity to fill. 

The Civil Service Commission has been 
playing an active role in hiring the 
handicapped for suitable jobs in Federal 
agencies and departments. 

One Federal agency, the Small Busi- 
ness Administration, has been very ac- 
tive in this important program, Bernard 
L. Boutin, the retiring SBA Adminis- 
trator, recently informed me that a re- 
port from the Pacific coastal area brings 
the total number of handicapped peo- 
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now employed by the SBA to almost 

When one considers that SBA is small 
by Federal Government standards, with 
some 4,300 employees, I think this is a 
commendable record. I am confident, al- 
so, that SBA will continue to improve 
these figures. The handicapped person- 
nel employed on SBA prove their worth 
each working day of every week. 

The most valuable commodity any Na- 
tion may have is that of its human re- 
eee To waste these resources is utter 
folly. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to emphasize 
my point by outlining for my colleagues 
the progress being made by the area office 
of SBA in San Francisco. 

This area, under the able direction of 
Area Administrator William Schumacher 
has on its staff 24 handicapped em- 
ployees. The figure of 24 is even more 
significant when viewed in light of the 
total work force of 485. 

One of the handicapped persons em- 
ployed by SBA works in the San Fran- 
cisco regional office in the supply room. 
She is mentally retarded but is being 
trained to do a useful job. 

Here, Mr. Speaker, is an example of 
putting brainpower to work and utiliz- 
ing a talent that could all too easily be 
overlooked and wasted. 

The Small Business Administration is 
also extending its efforts on behalf of 
the mentally retarded. In recent years, 
much medical advancement has been 
made in this fleld. We know that many 
mentally handicapped can be trained to- 
day to lead useful and rewarding lives. 

The supervisors of the handicapped 
employees in SBA’s Pacific coastal area 
report that they are doing good work and 
perform well in their respective jobs. 

Not only does the Small Business Ad- 
ministration give encouragement to the 
handicapped by offering them employ- 
ment, it also encourages and assists 
small businesses that hire handicapped 
persons. 

The outstanding record of the Pacific 
coastal area of the Small Business Ad- 
ministration is but one example of what 
is being done by one agency of the Fed- 
eral Government in utilizing the capabili- 
ties of handicapped persons. 

SBA is to be congratulated for its ef- 
forts on behalf of the handicapped, and 
I know that this agency will continue to 
be one of the leaders in this important 
endeavor. 


JACL. PRESIDENT JERRY ENOMOTO 
URGES APPLICATION OF LESSONS 
LEARNED IN WARTIME EVACUA-~ 
TION TO TODAY’S CIVIL RIGHTS 
PROBLEMS 


Mr. PATTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Hawaii [Mr. MATSUNAGA]: may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Record and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
‘objection to the request of the gentleman 
from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Speaker, I had 
the honor earlier this month, on July 
13, 1967, of accompanying national lead- 
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ers of the Japanese-American Citizens 
League to the White House to pay a 
courtesy call on President Johnson. The 
JACL, whose motto is “For better Amer- 
icans in a greater America,” is a multi- 
racial organization which promotes 
racial harmony and international under- 
standing. The JACL has chapters and 
members in 32 States of the Union, and 
it has become traditional each biennium 
for the national president to visit Wash- 
ington to call upon the President or Vice 
President. 

This year’s national president is Mr. 
Jerry Enomoto of Sacramento, Calif., 
and the dignitaries who visited with him 
at the White House were Mr. Kaz Horita 
of Philadelphia, governor of the Eastern 
District Council; Mr. Joe Ichiuji of 
Washington, D.C., vice governor of the 
Eastern District Council; Mr. Kaz Oshiki, 
chairman of the Washington, D.C. Chap- 
ter; and Mr. Mike Masaoka, the long- 
time Washington representative of the 
league. 

Another highlight of this year’s visit 
to the Nation’s Capital was the JACL’s 
eastern district council banquet, held at 
the Ambassador Hotel on June 15, 1967. 
The able toastmaster for the event was 
Mr. Harry Takagi, and included on the 
program were three former officials of 
the War Relocation Authority, each of 
whom spoke on the subject “My Most 
Difficult Problem in WRA and How It 
Was Resolved.” 

I believe it pertinent at this point, Mr. 
Speaker, to recall that during the fear- 
filled days of 1942 following the outbreak 
of World War II, 110,000 Japanese were 
evacuated from their homes and were re- 
quired to live behind barbed-wire fences 
in relocation centers extending from Cal- 
ifornia to Arkansas. Most of them, an 
estimated 70,000 in number, were US. 
citizens by birth, and were charged with 
nothing more than an accident of birth— 
that of having Japanese ancestors. 

This shocking episode in our Nation’s 
history was the subject of a book by re- 
tired Navy Capt. Allan R. Bosworth, en- 
titled “America’s Concentration Camps, 
and it is a devastating account of war- 
time hysteria and violation of civil rights 
on a mass scale. 

It is significant, Mr. Speaker, to note 
that the current president of the Japa- 
nese American Citizens League, Mr. Jerry 
Enomoto, spent most of his teen years 
behind the barbed wire fences of those 
so-called relocation centers—or what 
Captain Bosworth refers to in his book as 
“concentration camps.” 

The amazing thing about Jerry Eno- 
moto—like all Americans of Japanese 
ancestry—is that he harbors no bitter- 
ness against his Government because of 
the treatment he received during that 
period. This is borne out in the remarks 
of Allan Bosworth in the dedication of 
his book: 

To the past and present members of the 
Japanese American Citizens League. Through 
precept and example and their wholehearted 
devotion to an ideal, they could teach other 
Americans a great deal about Americanism. 


With this background, Mr. Speaker, 
my colleagues will find of particular 
interest and value Mr. Enomoto’s speech, 
“Lessons for JACL,” which he delivered 
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at the July 15 banquet, and which I sub- 
mit for the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD: 
Lessons For JACL 
(By Jerry Enomoto) 

After hearing from the foregoing array of 
distinguished Americans who played major 
roles in the wartime evacuation, it is my 
charge to discuss the lessons learned by the 
Japanese American Citizens League since 
those difficult years. 

Dealing in hindsight and retrospect, while 
often easy, is apt to be equally futile. Yet, it 
must be admitted by those who knew the 
temper and politics of the west coast of that 
time, that the evacuation was inevitable. 
Therefore, some may say, the stand we took 
then was of little practical consequence. 
Others say, and a surprising number in 
California to this day maintain, that the 
JACL “sold us down the river,” by failing to 
taken an aggressive stand against evacua- 
tion. No one knows what the results of such 
a stand might have been. One can only 
speculate, but the speculation poses some 
grim possibilities. 

We do know that the cooperation urged by 
our JACL leaders of that era, established the 
beginning foundation upon which was to be 
built the success story of the Japanese in 
America, 

Before we speak of the lessons learned by 
JACL, I think it is vital that we think about 
the lesson that lies in the evacuation for all 
Americans. Simply and coldly, this was the 
deprivation of property and freedom of 
American born citizens, in flagrant violation 
of the United States Constitution, presuma- 
bly as a military necessity, at a time when 
our judicial processes were in full operation. 
A subsequent decision of the United States 
Supreme Court has held this action to be 
constitutional, As Captain Allan Bosworth 
says in his book, “America’s Concentration 
Camps”, and as was pointed out in the CBS- 
Prudential Life Insurance television presen- 
tation of the evacuation in “20th Century”, 
this decision is indeed a loaded weapon, ly- 
ing around to be picked up and aimed at any 
American minority group. This then, is the 
first and basic lesson for all Americans, that 
no citizen group should ever again be sub- 
jected to that kind of deprivation of consti- 
tutional rights, 

One reason why the only practical recourse 
open to us in 1942 was cooperation with 
evacuation was, that we were a political non- 
entity. The public relations we had was bad. 
Our image was of the “buck toothed”, 
“sneaky Jap“, variety. Although there was a 
JACL, it was weak in number, lacking in 
support, financially inadequate and disor- 

. The old adage, if you can’t help 
yourself, nobody else can, certainly applied 
to us in those crisis filled years. No minority 
group ever learned a harder way, that the 
price of freedom is constant vigilance and 
aggressive self representation, From then un- 
til now, thinking Americans of Japanese an- 
cestry have recognized the value of a strong, 
articulate and financially solvent national 
organization, like the JACL. 

Therein, I am sure, lies the first major les- 
son for us and JACL. However, in this lesson 
lies a number of important variables. It is 
not enough that we have a national organi- 
zation, The organization nationally and lo- 
cally, through its chapters, must carry the 
image of Japanese Americans as loyal, law- 
abiding, civic-conscious citizens. In brief, it 
must be an effective public relations tool for 
our ethnic group. 

In order to minimize the still felt effects 
of an alien identification, it must accentuate 
and perpetuate the now accepted and re- 
spected culture of Japan, through its pro- 
grams. To this end, projects as the Japan Air 
Lines—JACL summer fellowship program, the 
soon-to-depart national JACL sponsored Ja- 
pan goodwill tour, and the general activities 
of the Japan American Cultural Relations 
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Committee play tremendously important 
roles. 

Not to be forgotten in this same vein is 
the great need for our fellow Americans to 
be well acquainted with who we are, and 
how we come to be Americans, despite our 
slanted eyes and black hair. To accomplish 
this, the JACL created and nurtured the 
Japanese American research project, which 
will soon take the form of a historical and 
a popular novel of the Japanese in America. 
The sociological study of the Japanese in 
America, which is a direct result of JACL’s 
origination of this project, promises to be 
an invaluable historical and sociological con- 
tribution. 

Political ineffectiveness is a handicap that 
no ethnic minority can afford in these times. 
Although a small group in number, we 
Americans of Japanese ancestry have been 
blessed with remarkable political visibility 
and influence, first through the yeoman work 
of Mike Masaoka, our able and ageless Wash- 
ington representative, and later by the ac- 
complishments of our distinguished repre- 
sentatives from the State of Hawaii, Senator 
Daniel Inouye, Congresswoman Patsy Mink, 
and Congressman Spark Matsunaga. You 
here in Washington, D.C., need no speech to 
appreciate Mike. As national president, I 
want to pay my respects to him for his con- 
tinuing JACL leadership, and I want to 
thank him personally for his always helpful 
counsel. 

Another lesson that we surely cannot for- 
get is that, at times of greatest travail ap- 
pear some of our truest friends. We have 
indeed been fortunate in the kind of friend- 
ship we have enjoyed from many great Amer- 
icans and organizations during our most 
difficult times. 

Last month a symposium on the evacua- 
tion, titled “It Did Happen Here,” was pre- 
sented on the campus of the University of 
California at Los Angeles. The statements of 
an old schoolmate and now college professor, 
Dr. Harry Kitano, at that symposium have 
generated a considerable amount of reaction 
from many Nisei quarters. Most of the heat 
was generated by the suggestion that most 
of us Americans of Japanese ancestry might 
passively resubmit to another evacuation, 
were the exclusion orders again to appear on 
the streets of west coast cities. While recog- 
nizing that the atmosphere of California in 
1967 would probably make such a happening 
highly unlikely, Dr. Kitano, I suspect, was 
stretching credibility to make a psychologi- 
cal point. After all, his role was to examine 
the evacuation from a social-psychological 
viewpoint. The psychological point that was 
stressed is the so-called “enryo syndrome”, 
a Nisei trait having to do with extreme mod- 
esty, shying away from open displays of 
acquisitiveness or self-assertion, denial of 
ambition, difficulty in accepting praise grace- 
fully, etc. Although the social, political, eco- 
nomic, and military aspects of that time 
made evaculation inevitable, the Nisei per- 
sonality undoubtedly made its passive ac- 
ceptance also inevitable. It has been said 
that those who are outraged at the sugges- 
tion that we would submit to that indignity 
again without a fight, might speculate upon 
what the Nisei reaction would be were a 
fight to become necessary. 

Suppose demonstrations, marches, sit-ins 
were called for. A Nisei columnist asks, how 
many of us would be dragged bodily out of 
our homes in defense of our constitutional 
rights? Perhaps it is not too far out to sug- 
gest that injustices like the evacuation can 
be resisted in more than one way. If it ever 
did happen again to any group, other than 
us, would lawful and active resistance be 
fully supported by us? At least it is interest- 
ing speculation. 

This brings me to the most important 
lesson of all, and one that I am afraid all of 
us have not learned in JACL. As an ethnic 
minority which has known the degrading and 
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bitter impact of race prejudice, Japanese 
Americans should individually and col- 
lectively speak and act out against the same 
treatment accorded anyone. As members and 
officers in an organization that has done so 
much for our acceptance, JACL's should be 
very much behind an all out effort to help 
all minorities gain full acceptance. Un- 
fortunately, some of us have not learned this 
lesson well enough. We find Nisei who 
honestly believe that legislation outlawing 
housing discrimiation is an unjust depriva- 
tion of property rights. These are JACL’s who 
believe that the resources of JACL should be 
used only to deal with “Japanese” problems. 
It is not rare to find a presumptuous Nisei 
who advises other minorities to be like us, if 
they want to succeed. If Japanese Americans, 
JACL’s or not, have learned anything at all 
in these 25 good, as well as lean, years since 
the evacuation, it should have been that we 
cannot stand tall, until all minority groups 
in this country stand tall. In that spirit, as 
national president of the Japanese American 
Citizens League, I express the hope that every 
member will try in his, or her, own way to 
exemplify daily the spirit of American 
democracy that was once denied us. This is 
the only really meaningful way in which the 
proud heritage, that has been the JACL’s 
during these 25 years, can be truly carried 
forward to future generations of Americans 
of any ethnic derivation. 


RATS ARE LOTSA LAUGHS 


Mr. PATTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. DANIELS] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DANIELS. Mr. Speaker, I have 
served for 8 years in this body, and I 
consider the opportunity for service in 
the House of Representatives the great- 
est honor that can be granted to any 
American. 

Feeling as I do it comes as a great 
source of embarrassment to me to have 
this House held up to the kind of de- 
served criticism that has come about as 
a result of last Thursday’s vote when 
the House refused to consider the Rat 
Extermination Act of 1967. 

Perhaps there are some in this House 
who feel that the problems of rats in 
our urban areas is a kind of joke. If it 
is a joke, then I say that it is on a par 
with Marie Antoinette’s jibe at the starv- 
ing Parisian street mobs when she an- 
swered their pleas for bread by urging 
them to eat cake. 

Mr. Speaker, this unfortunate vote of 
last week has been the stimulus for much 
press criticism throughout those parts of 
the Nation where poverty is a fact of life. 

In the 14th Congressional District of 
New Jersey, the Jersey Journal, a highly 
respected voice for better government, 
has made it known where it stands on 
those who find a bill to control the spread 
of rats a source of merriment. In an 
excellent editorial published on Satur- 
day, July 22, 1967, this fine old news- 
paper articulated the voice of the people 
of Hudson County who do not feel that 
rats are a laughing matter. 

Mr. Speaker, I insert this editorial 
in the Recorp at this point: 
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Rats ARE LOTSA LAUGHS 


Some members of that august legislative 
body known as the United States House of 
Representatives were just as cute as could 
be, the other day, on the subject of rats. The 
occasion was the Rules Committee’s con- 
sideration of a bill to control rat popula- 
tions in city slums, and a few of the boys 
made the most of it. 

They were led in this jolly endeavor by 
the committee chairman, Rep. William M. 
Colmer of Mississippi. He set the tone of the 
proceedings by dubbing the proposal the 
“civil rats bill.“ That got such a big yuck 
from fellow legislators that Colmer sought to 
top it with. Why not subsidize cats instead?” 

Rep. James Quillen of Tennessee got into 
the act. “Has anybody,” he asked deadpan, 
“considered importing blacksnakes to handle 
the job?” Whereupon Rep. Delbert L. Latta of 
Ohio chimed in with this helpful thought: 
“How about including mice? Every housewife 
has trouble with mice.” It was, as they say, 
lotsa laughs. 

Lotsa laughs that there are an estimated 
90 million or more rats in the United States, 
a large proportion of them in poor city dis- 
tricts. Lotsa laughs that every year more 
than 14,000 Americans, mostly babies and 
small children, are bitten—some of them 
fatally—by rats. Lotsa laughs that rats are a 
filthy, disease-bearing, food-destroying, psy- 
chologically destructive part of daily life for 
millions of our fellow Americans. 

Yes, it was all lotsa laughs until Rep. Wil- 
liam Barrett of Pennsylvania and Rep. Wright 
Patman of Texas pointed out that rats were 
no laughing matter but a serious problem. 
It looked as though Congress would come to 
its senses when the Rules Committe did send 
to the floor finally a measure to authorize 
spending $40 million over the next three 
years to help cities get rat control eradica- 
tion programs under way. But the optimism 
did not last long. 

Thursday, 148 Republicans and 59 Demo- 
crats could see only laughs or politicking in 
this bill which would have represented a 
national, broad scale attack on a grave urban 
public health problem. They voted it down. 


DEMOCRATS FOR THE PEOPLE— 
REPUBLICANS AGAINST THE 
PEOPLE 


Mr. PATTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. THOMPSON] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, the overwhelming 79 percent 
Republican vote against the administra- 
tion's Rat Extermination Act proves one 
thing. 

The Republican Party, for the most 
part, is against the people who live in 
cities. It is against the elderly. It is 
against those who must suffer the 
agonies and the fears of rat infestation 
and rodent-borne disease. 

But the Republicans did not merely 
defeat one badly needed and overdue 
urban program. 

They were aiming their cannons at the 
entire complex of urban aid and as- 
sistance programs which Democrats and 
President Johnson have worked so hard 
to move forward. 

Mr. Speaker, in voting against what 
appeared to be a simple rat extermina- 
tion or rat control measure, the Repub- 
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licans have really voted against improved 
housing conditions in the cities. 

They have voted against improved 
health standards in cities. 

They have voted against the known 
facts of an alarming increase in the 
number of rat bites in many of our large 
cities. 

And they voted against control of food 
and property damage done by rats. 

President Johnson made a very strong 
statement after he heard of the Repub- 
lican defeat of the Rat Extermination 
Act. He said that we vote Federal funds 
to take care of animal health, but we 
will not vote funds to prevent human 
disease, illness, and injury resulting from 
rat problems. 

Mr. Speaker, Republicans would prefer 
to vote funds for animals, rather than 
for people. 

Republicans would prefer to give 
votes to geographic areas and cows, 
rather than to people. 

Republicans would lavish all their at- 
tention on what they call “property 
rights” but forget about the very people 
whose human rights are affected by 
property rights. 

In short, as with the Rat Extermina- 
tion Act and other laws, you can always 
expect the Republicans to line up against 
the people. 

There is still time to reconsider, Mr. 
Speaker. We need the Rat Extermina- 
tion Act. It is a modest investment in 
health and people. Let us have another 
vote, and pass this important measure. 


THE J. P. STEVENS CASE AND THE 
NEED FOR ADDITIONAL REME- 
DIES FOR THOSE DENIED RIGHTS 
GUARANTEED BY THE NATIONAL 
LABOR RELATIONS ACT 


Mr. PATTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. THompson] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter, 

The SPEAKER, pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise to continue the dialog 
concerning the J. P. Stevens case and 
its implications. 

I, THE LABOR BOARD ORDER 


The Members of the House will recall 
that a little more than a year ago, on 
March 22, 1966, the National Labor Rela- 
tions Board ruled unanimously that the 
J. P. Stevens Co. had set out “to crush 
the union movement in its plants with 
small regard for the means employed” 
and in the process had discharged 71 
wee because of their union ac- 

i 3 


II. DIALOG ON THE HOUSE FLOOR 


Two days later, without waiting to 
read the decision, a distinguished for- 
mer Labor Committee member de- 
nounced it on this floor. That member 
claimed that the Labor Board decision 
“infringes upon a fundamental right of 
every American employer.” 

The gentleman from South Carolina 
[Mr. Dorn] joined in this attack on the 
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Labor Board decision, characterizing it 
as “an attack upon our free enterprise 
system.” The gentlemen from South 
Carolina [Mr. Rivers and Mr. McMi- 
LAN] associated themselves with these 
remarks. 

On April 27 of last year, the gentle- 
man from Virginia [Mr. Tuck] joined 
the attack. He described the decision as 
“base,” “unwarranted,” and “reprehen- 
sible.“ He went so far as to claim that 
those responsible for the Labor Board 
decision “have undoubtedly become ex- 
posed to the methods employed by Com- 
munists.“ 

By May 24, I had had an opportunity 
to study the 117-page opinion, and the 
remarks of my colleagues, and I felt im- 
pelled to put the matter in perspective. 

I reviewed some facts about the J. P. 
Stevens Co.; that it is a giant in the tex- 
tile industry with its headquarters in 
New York and some 40,000 workers em- 
ployed in more than 60 mills through- 
out the Carolinas. I told about the pros- 
perous condition of the company—net 
income had more than doubled in the 
past 10 years—and the low wage scale— 
$62 for a 40-hour week. 

I told about the union organizing ef- 
forts which began in the spring of 1963, 
and the provisions of the Wagner Act 
which guaranteed the right to self-orga- 
nization and protected this right by 
making it unlawful for an employer to 
discharge an employee because of union 
activities. I discussed the pattern of com- 
pany opposition to the union organizing 
drive—discharging all known union 
members—and some specific illustra- 
tions. I told the stories of Jess Cudd, 
fired after 50 years of employment for 
inefficiency; about William Sibley, fired 
after 20 years for inefficiency; about 
Horace Anderson, fired after 20 years for 
inefficiency. 

I told what “inefficiency” meant in the 
case of Shirley Hobbs. Her job to sort 
about 8,500 napkins a day into “firsts” or 
“seconds” and count them into bundles 
of 100. She joined the union and at- 
tended an open meeting on October 3. 
On October 6, the general overseer of her 
plant recounted all her bundles, found 
one bundle one napkin short and dis- 
charged her for inefficiency. This was her 
first, and only “writeup.” 

After discussing these and other de- 
tails of the case, I pointed out that the 
J. P. Stevens Co. had appealed the deci- 
sion to the court of appeals. My speech, 
as I said, was on May 24 of 1966. 

On April 13 of this year, while the case 
was pending in the court of appeals, the 
gentleman from South Carolina [Mr. 
Rivers] inserted in the CONGRESSIONAL 
Record an open letter from the J. P. 
Stevens Co., and stated that the Board 
decision in that case was nothing short 
of a national disgrace.” 

III. THE COURT OF APPEALS DECISION 


On July 7, of 1967, the court of appeals 
handed down its long-awaited decision. 
It did not agree that the Board decision 
was a national disgrace. To the contrary, 
the court unanimously affirmed the 
Board. 

The court held that— 

The evidence of antiunion action is over- 
whelming— 
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And concluded that— 
there is no room for doubt of the Board’s 
ultimate conclusion: 

“The company through its plant superin- 
tendents acting in collaboration, initiated, 
and pursued a pattern of conduct the purpose 
of which was to crush the union movement. 
With scant regard for the means employed 
other than their effectiveness, it interfered 
with, restrained, and coerced its employees 
in the exercise of their rights under the act, 
flagrantly, cynically, and unlawfully.” 


The court reviewed the evidence con- 
cerning the discharge of the 71 em- 
ployees, and ordered their reinstate- 
ment. It said that the company’s attack 
on the Board order in this matter “is 
insubstantial,” “entirely frivolous,” and 
“without merit.” 

The court enforced the Labor Board 
order in this complex case “with minor 
modifications.” The court, as noted, af- 
firmed the Board order that the 71 em- 
ployees be reinstated. The court also af- 
firmed the Board order that the company 
post notices in all of its 43 plants in the 
Carolinas; the ccurt affirmed the Board 
order that the company also mail this 
notice to the employees at their plants. 
But the court held that the notices need 
only be read by company officials at the 
20 plants where unfair labor practices 
occurred, not at all 43 plants in the area. 
The court also refused to enforce the 
Board order granting company bulletin- 
board access by the union—because the 
Board failed to make an adequate show- 
ing that the company’s bulletin boards 
are necessary to the union in its orga- 
nizational campaign.” 

IV. NEED FOR LEGISLATIVE ACTION 


The Court of Appeals thus, 4 years 
after the event, has ordered the restora- 
tion of the status quo ante. And I pre- 
dict that the J. P. Stevens Co. will ask 
the Supreme Court to review the court 
of appeals decision; and that some time 
next November or December, the Su- 
preme Court will deny the petition for 
certiorari. This will gain the company 
6 months more delay. The Board order 
of March 1966 ordering the restoration 
of the situation as it was in the spring 
of 1964 will thus be enforceable in the 
early spring of 1968. But this obviously 
will be impossible. One cannot unscram- 
ble the egg. The 71 discharged employees 
will be reinstated, with back pay—less 
what they earned elsewhere in the in- 
terim—but the chilling“ of the union 
drive cannot be unfrozen. The case will 
have “precedential value” only; and there 
are already ample precedents for this 
type of situation. 

The 1966 annual report of the National 
Labor Relations Board informs us that 
in that fiscal year, some 15,000 or more 
employees were ordered restored to their 
former jobs with back pay after illegal 
discharge. The Labor Board report fur- 
ther informs us that only a fraction of 
these employees actually went back; and 
the delay of 2 or more years between 
discharge and court affirmance of Board 
order is relevant tc this fact. 

I think it is time to give some realistic 
protection to those who are discharged 
from their jobs for exercising rights 
guaranteed by the Federal labor law. 

Accordingly, I am today introducing 
a bill to increase the effectiveness of the 
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remedies for those discharged in viola- 
tion of sections 8(a) (3) or 8(b)(2) of 
the National Labor Relations Act. 

V. THE BILL 


The bill is neither promanagement 
nor prolabor. It is designed to increase 
the effectiveness of the remedies for the 
15,000 or more employees discharged 
each year because they exercise their 
statutory rights to engage in union ac- 
tivity—a violation of section 8 (a) (3)— 
or are discharged because they exercise 
their statutory rights to refrain from 
engaging in union activities—a violation 
of section 8(b) (2). 

Currently, an employee discharged for 
exercising his rights under Federal law 
gets his reinstatement and back pay— 
less what he earns in the interim—only 
after a delay of approximately 2 years— 
and this delay to an unemployed worker 
can be fatal. The case begins with a 
hearing before a trial examiner where 
the factual disputes are resolved. Fol- 
lowing this comes an appeal to the Labor 
Board, and then another appeal to the 
Federal court of appeals. Since the trial 
examiner is the only person who sees 
the witnesses at firsthand, his findings 
of fact are generally accepted by the 
Board, and the Board findings of fact 
are in turn accepted by the courts. 

My bill will increase the effectiveness 
of the remedies which now lie at the end 
of this long road in three respects. 

A. DELEGATION 


Section 1 gives the Labor Board the 
authority to delegate to the trial exam- 
iner final authority over the run-of-the- 
mill situation, reserving to the parties 
the right to seek Labor Board review in 
the unusual or more difficult case. If the 
Labor Board declines review, the losing 
party can appeal directly to court. A 
Similar delegation of authority to the 
Board by the 1959 Landrum-Griffin 
amendments in election cases cut down 
the administrative time by over a half, 
with apparent satisfaction to all 
concerned. 

B. STAY ORDERS 

Section 2 of my bill is designed to cut 
down on the hardships now caused by the 
delay of the year or more it now takes the 
reviewing courts to decide these cases. 
When the issues are predominantly fac- 
tual, and when the Labor Board unani- 
mously affirms the factual findings of the 
trial examiner, section 2 directs the re- 
viewing courts not to stay an order of 
reinstatement—the courts may stay 
other aspects of the order such as back- 
pay awards—except for good cause 
shown. 

C. ROTATING LOAN FUND 


Many employees discharged for the ex- 
ercise of their Federal rights are unable 
to get a job in the community or are 
otherwise unable to last out the 2-year 
effort to get reinstatement. Section 3 of 
the bill would authorize the Labor Board, 
when it thinks the case is a good one, to 
advance to the employee an amount not 
in excess of his weekly wage rate. Upon 
completion of the case, the employee 
would repay the Board out of his back- 
pay award. If the employee lost, then he 
or his sureties—usually his union—would 
be required to repay the loan. 

The committee plans to explore these 
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and related issues with independent ex- 
perts, Government officials, individuals 
who have gone through the ordeal of 
discharge, labor union organizers, and 
management representatives. 

It is our hope that, after hearing these 
witnesses, some way will be found to 
effectuate the provisions of the act which 
have been on the statute books since 
1935, but which are now—as in the case 
of J. P. Stevens—largely an illusion. 

ADDENDUM 


The bill I am introducing relates to im- 
proved remedies for those discharged 
from their jobs either because they en- 
gage in union activities, or because they 
refused to engage in union activities. 

This bill deals with an important prob- 
lem under the National Labor Relations 
Act, as amended, but naturally it does not 
deal with all the important problems. 

It does not deal with the difficult prob- 
lems of defining what is meant by “good 
faith” bargaining, or with the problems 
of remedies for those who suffer when an 
employer or a union violates the provi- 
sions of the law which require good faith 
bargaining. 

I note that the Labor Board is now 
looking into the problem of remedies in 
four pending cases: Ex-Cell-O Corp., 
Zinke's Foods, Inc., Herman Wilson Lum- 
ber Co., and Rasco Olympia, Inc. The 
issue in these cases is whether a com- 
pany found guilty of refusing to bargain 
should be required to pay its workers the 
wages and benefits they would have 
achieved if the company had acted in 
good faith from the outset. 

I do not think it appropriate to com- 
ment on the merits of these cases. I 
would, however, like to compliment the 
Labor Board on its approach to this 
problem. 

The Board scheduled 2 days of oral 
argument, and invited a broad range of 
interested groups to augment the argu- 
ments of the parties in the four cases. I 
am informed that the AFL-CIO, the In- 
ternational Brotherhood of Teamsters, 
the chamber of commerce, and the Na- 
tional Retail Merchants Association are 
among those who have taken advan- 
tage of this opportunity to present briefs 
and oral presentations. I am sure that 
the Labor Board will benefit by hearing 
this greater range of arguments on what 
is a most difficult and perplexing prob- 
lem. This problem, however, must be re- 
solved in some way or another if the 
“good faith bargaining” requirements 
of the act are to be given substance as 
well as sound. 


ADDRESS BY GOV. RICHARD J. 
HUGHES, OF NEW JERSEY, BE- 
FORE THE 75TH ANNIVERSARY, 
CONVENTION OF THE INTERNA- 
TIONAL LONGSHOREMEN’S AS- 
SOCIATION, MIAMI BEACH, FL A., 
JULY 20, 1967 


Mr. PATTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. THOMPSON] may 


extend his remarks at this point in the 
Record and include extraneous matter. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
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objection to the request of the gentleman 
from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, we have all been shocked and 
saddened by the violence that has 
wracked our cities and towns in the past 
few weeks. Much has been said and 
written about these events, including a 
good deal by persons who have not had 
to bear the terrible responsibility of 
bringing order out of chaos. I am proud 
to place before the House a recent ad- 
dress by Gov. Richard J. Hughes, of my 
home State of New Jersey, in which he 
shared with the International Long- 
shoremen’s Association the impressions 
and thoughts which he obtained while 
combating the recent disorder in New- 
ark. The Governor’s speech is as 
follows: 


ADDRESS By Gov. RICHARD J. HUGHES, OF NEW 
JERSEY, BEFORE THE 75TH ANNIVERSARY 
CONVENTION OF THE INTERNATIONAL LONG- 
SHOREMEN’S ASSOCIATION, MIAMI BEACH, 
FLA., JULY 20, 1967 


When I first accepted the gracious invi- 
tation of your fine President, my good friend 
Teddy Gleason, to come down here to Flor- 
ida and address this 75th Anniversary Con- 
vention, I had planned to talk with you a 
little about the needs of our times and the 
responsibilities which they give to all of us 
as fellow citizens of this great nation to work 
together toward the common good. Now, re- 
cent events in my State of New Jersey give 
added emphasis, added significance, and 
added urgency to what I was going to say. 

In 1831, Alexis de Tocqueville, a French- 
man who had come to the United States 
to observe at first hand the workings of 
our democratic system, observed: 

“As soon as several of the inhabitants of 
the United States have taken up an opin- 
ion or feeling which they wish to promote 
in the world, they look out for mutual as- 
sistance; and as soon as they have found 
each other out, they combine. From that 
moment, they are no longer isolated men, 
but a power seen from afar, whose actions 
serve as example, and whose language is 
listened to.” 

These words are still true today, and they 
apply to the International Longshoremen’s 
Association, 75 years ago, a group of men, 
out of common need and common desires, 
banded together to found this Association. 
From that time on you have no longer been 
isolated men but the kind of power to which 
de Tocqueville referred, whose actions, what- 
ever they may be, serve as an example for 
other men and whose voice is heard. This im- 
plies for all of you as members of this 
Union a special responsibility, for the Asso- 
ciation’s actions affect not only its members 
but also society as a whole. Today, in this 
nation we face complex and difficult chal- 
lenges which profoundly touch the lives of 
all of us and, therefore, require all of us— 
and especially those of us who by virtue of 
public office or affiliation with private or- 
ganizations have a special ability—to lend 
our efforts and our resources to effect con- 
structive social change. So I come before 
you today to enlist your aid and your sup- 
port—and the aid and support of all good 
men—in doing what must be done for the 
good of this nation and all its people. 

There is presently manifesting itself in 
our society a polarization of thought and 
action. By this I refer to that phenomenon 
wherein small segments of the general popu- 
lation who hold extreme views are making 
themselves heard and their presence felt 
above and beyond the reasonable voice of 
the majority. This nation was founded upon 
the principle of reasoning together and it is 
a great nation today because throughout 
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its history men have reasoned together, have 
demonstrated attitudes and actions which 
contribute to the benefit of society as a 
whole. Today, all this is threatened by a 
small minority—perhaps 1% or less of the 
American people—and it is now time for the 
other 99% of Americans to speak up, to 
act, to counter the damage which is being 
wrought against the common good. 

The events of last weekend in my State's 
largest city of Newark, like similar events 
in other cities throughout the nation in 
recent years, are outgrowths of a very real 
crisis which faces us in America today—one 
that has been termed by some the “crisis of 
the cities.” Newark is not unique. On the 
contrary, for good or ill, its problems are the 
very same problems which face so many of 
our cities. Therefore; all good Americans 
need to feel a grave concern for what hap- 
pened in Newark and all of us must seek 
out the causes. For in this way, I think we 
can develop an understanding, an aware- 
ness which will enable us to meet the ur- 
ban needs which comprise the most serious 
domestic challenge facing this nation at the 
present time. 

The criminal participants in the riots in 
Newark—the ambushers of firemen, the kill- 
ers of children, the mass looters—amount to 
approximately 1% of the Negro population of 
that city. In the same way, the whites who 
do their best to make such situations worse— 
the haters, the advocates of slaughtering in- 
nocent Negroes, the drunks bearing meat 
cleavers and bent on killing—all of these 
amount to an equally small percentage of the 
white population. This is true throughout the 
nation—a vocal, militant, anti-American mi- 
nority, comprising again a small percentage 
of the population, violently forces its will on 
the vast majority of good Americans, 

This small percentage is not composed of 
white men who hate black men or black men 
who hate white men, but of criminals who 
hate the things for which America stands, 
and, having contempt for their fellow man, 
reject the law and its authority and the free- 
dom which all Americans should enjoy in 
raising their families and living their lives in 
peace, 

We cannot afford to tolerate such a thing. 
It is time to extinguish the flame of violence 
and to keep the flame of justice, freedom and 
liberty alive in this land. It is a time to insist 
on the rights of all Americans, a time for all 
of us to work together to create an America 
where all can get decent employment, decent 
shelter and decent education. It is a time for 
us to face the truth about the massive prob- 
lems which we face and to find new and 
imaginative approaches to solving them, 

Our first task in the face of a riot situa- 
tion is, of course, to demonstrate unequiv- 
ocally that we will not tolerate disregard for 
law and order and violence, whether on the 
part of Negroes or whites, that endangers the 
lives of innocent people. That is why, when 
the Mayor of Newark called for my help in 
that City, I called in the National Guard and 
the State Police to assist local law enforce- 
ment officers in restoring peace and protect- 
ing the lives and property of all innocent 
citizens, Negro and white alike. 

But while force is often necessary in the 
immediate face of violence, it cannot be the 
primary answer to our problems, As in the 
midst of the rioting in Newark we immedi- 
ately talked to hundreds of people including 
leaders of all segments of the community— 
Negro as well as white—in an attempt to re- 
solve immediate differences and moved to 
meet immediate public needs such as criti- 
cal food shortages, so, too, must we now im- 
mediately recognize the fact that many of our 
problems are the inevitable results of decades 
of neglect, apathy and indifference and take 
bold actions to remedy deficiencies which 
plague our society. 

Now that the violence, the sniping, the 
arson and the looting in Newark have sub- 
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sided, all of us must take a long hard look 
to find the real causes of this situation and 
similar situations elsewhere. We are living 
in a time of unprecedented prosperity which 
is shared by the greatest numbers of our 
people. Yet, trapped in the ghettoes of our 
cities are vast numbers of people who can- 
not share in this abundance. They have no 
resources to purchase the material 
which are displayed before them everywhere 
in store windows and advertisements on tele- 
vision and in the mass news media. They 
cannot even break out of the ghettoes to ob- 
tain the education or the employment which 
would enable them to begin to live as their 
fellow citizens live and as they deserve to 
live. Instead, they are trapped in hopeless- 
ness and futility and, for some, a deep re- 
sentment which festers slowly until it is 
ignited by the slightest spark. 

The real villains in the Newarks, the 
Watts, the Harlems, in the overall deteriora- 
tion of our communities, are greed, indif- 
ference and, perhaps, all of us who are con- 
tent in our complacency to avoid thinking 
about the situation until it is forcibly 
brought to our attention by events like 
those which occurred in my State last week. 

In the last two years much has been done. 
Consider for example, the fine programs of 
the war on poverty. I am proud that my 
State of New Jersey can boast of the best 
anti-poverty program in the nation, and I 
remember escorting the First Lady of our 
nation on a tour around our urban areas 
and showing her just what can be done 
through such efforts. I am proud to tell 
you that my State of New Jersey can also 
boast of one of the strongest and most com- 
prehensive civil rights laws in the nation. 
Not long ago this law was extended to pro- 
hibit discrimination in the sale and rental 
of virtually all housing—a measure which 
I must point out was enacted only after 
decades of opposition and only through the 
enlightened and courageous action of the 
political party to which I have the honor of 
belonging. Not long ago, New Jersey en- 
acted an optional rent control law which 
enabled municipalities to curb slum land- 
lords who feel no shame in charging those 
who least can afford to pay exhorbitant rent 
for dilapidated and often rat-infested shel- 
ter. And we have done much more, not 
only in New Jersey but in the nation as a 
whole, 

And yet, in the aftermath of Newark I 
think there can be no doubt that much, 
much more remains to be done. Perhaps out 
of the tragedy of the Newarks will come en- 
couragement for the intensive efforts that 
are already going forward to meet the crisis 
of our cities. 

I want to take this opportunity to express 
publicly my personal appreciation and the 
appreciation of my State to our great United 
States Attorney General Ramsey Clark who 
met admirably our after-midnight calls for 
his assistance. For example, he quickly ar- 
ranged for aid to the victims of the rioting 
from the American Red Cross and for a 
mobilization of assistance from the Small 
Business Administration. Later, he met for 
several hours with our New Jersey Com- 
missioner of Community Affairs, Paul Yivisa- 
ker, to review the entire situation in our 
State, giving much thought not only to how 
he could help New Jersey meet our immedi- 
ate needs but also to what he and other 
federal officials might learn and apply to 
prevent further such outbreaks elsewhere in 
the nation. The Attorney General also was 
instrumental in enlisting the full coopera- 
tion and assistance of high ranking officials 
of other federal departments which has re- 
sulted in the most constructive joint effort 
New Jersey has ever experienced with the 
federal government. 

Neither New Jersey nor the federal govern- 
ment is in a position to forget riots. Rather, 
we must repair the grave damages brought 
against the innocent and we are already at 
work to find the causes of the disturbances 
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and effect constructive remedies. John For- 
rer, an extremely capable young man who 
formerly worked with the United States Bu- 
reau of the Budget and who is now on the 
staff of the Department of Community Af- 
fairs, is coordinating, from an office in Wash- 
ington, federal-state efforts and will soon— 
perhaps within twenty-four hours—an- 
nounce specific grant in aid programs. We 
have met with leaders of our New Jersey 
Congressional Delegation, who have pledged 
their full cooperation. Our State govern- 
ment, primarily through the Department of 
Community Affairs, is working closely with 
our local Mayors of both the communities 
involved in the disturbances and those with 
similar problems. In an effort to serve as a 
conciliator and, in some cases, as a receiver, 
dispenser, and expediter of grants and other 
assistance. For, we have a unique oppor- 
tunity and a vital need to bring about con- 
structive action without delay, and, if we 
fail to do so, we jeopardize in a very real way 
the future of our society. 

A great President and former Governor of 
New Jersey, Woodrow Wilson, once said, 

“Liberty does not consist in mere general 
declarations of the rights of men. It consists 
in the translation of those declarations into 
definite action.” 

We can no longer afford to equivocate. 
Rather, it is imperative that such definite ac- 
tion be undertaken without hesitation or 
delay. So I ask your help and the help of 
all good men—I want to enlist the energies 
and the efforts of all responsible Americans 
in working together to create an America 
wherein our ideals are become realities. For 
the ultimate test of our society, the ultimate 
test of America’s greatness, is in the quality 
of the lives of each and every one of our 
people, 


CONCERNING INTRODUCTION OF 
LEGISLATION TO PROVIDE EQUI- 
TABLE TAX TREATMENT FOR 
SAMOANS 


Mr. PATTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentle- 
woman from Hawaii [Mrs. MINK] may 
extend her remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

Mrs, MINK. Mr. Speaker, I am today 
introducing a bill to provide tax exemp- 
tions for dependents of those Samoans 
who are liable for Federal income taxes. 
This legislation is designed to correct an 
inequity in our tax laws whereby Sa- 
moans who incur such tax liability are 
precluded from treatment accorded resi- 
dents of the 50 States, the Virgin Is- 
lands, Guam, and Puerto Rico. Residents 
of the latter three territories are con- 
sidered citizens of the United States, and 
as such, are allowed the same tax deduc- 
tions and exemptions as all other Amer- 
icans. Samoans, however, are by birth 
nationals of the United States, owing 
their allegiance to this country without 
having the right to vote in national elec- 
tions and without the obligation of pay- 
ing Federal tax on income earned in 
Samoa. 

It has been brought to my attention, 
Mr. Speaker, that some Samoans do find 
themselves in situations where they be- 
come liable for Federal income taxes, 
for example, by serving in the US. 
Armed Forces, but they also find that 
they cannot claim deductions for their 
dependents if those dependents are also 
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noncitizen nationals, which is usually the 
case. My bill then, Mr. Speaker, will 
amend section 152(b) (3) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow Samoan 
nationals the same tax treatment as all 
other citizens of the United States under 
the law, including those who are resi- 
dents in other noncontiguous territorial 
possessions. The Department of the In- 
terior has recommended the adoption of 
this legislation to extend fairplay to Sa- 
moans, and the Bureau of the Budget 
has also indicated that it has no objec- 
tion to such legislation. I, therefore, urge 
early favorable consideration of this bill 
for equitable treatment of noncitizen na- 
tionals who pay taxes on the same basis 
as bona fide citizens of this country. 


LEGISLATION TO SUBSTANTIALLY 
AMEND THE FEDERAL CIGARETTE 
1 AND ADVERTISING 


Mr. PATTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from California [Mr. Moss] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the Recorp 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Speaker, I am today 
introducing legislation substantially 
amending the Federal Cigarette Label- 
ing and Advertising Act. 

When the act was reported from the 
House Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
Committee, I filed a minority view point- 
ing out that— 

A closer examination of the bill will show 
that it does little to act as a remedy to curb 
the cigarette health hazard. 


On July 13, 1965, I voted to reject ac- 
ceptance of the conference report on S. 
559. At that time, 102 of my colleagues 
also voted their opposition to the ac- 
ceptance of the report because, Mr. 
Speaker, the legislation, while of sub- 
stantial benefit to the cigarette industry, 
failed to protect the consuming public. 
More importantly, it tied the hands of 
the Federal Trade Commission for 3% 
years in any further steps to protect the 
citizenry regardless of information that 
might subsequently be developed. 

Upon passage of the legislation, I vigor- 
ously requested the President to exercise 
his veto power. I was joined in that re- 
quest by Representatives JOHN A. BLAT- 
NIK, RICHARD BOLLING, and Morris K. 
UDALL; and Senators Paul H. Douglas, 
JOSEPH S. CLARK, GAYLORD NELSON, and 
ROBERT F. KENNEDY. 

Now that the test of time has been ad- 
ministered, the results are tragic. 

I include at this point in the RECORD 
the FTC report to the Congress issued 
on June 30, 1967. 


FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION 
(Report to Congress pursuant to the Federal 
Cigarette Labeling and Advertising Act, 
June 30, 1967) 


FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION, 
Washington, D.C. 
The PRESIDENT OF THE SENATE. 
The SPEAKER OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTA- 
TIVES 
To THE CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES: 
It is a pleasure to transmit herewith a re- 
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port concerning (A) the effectiveness of 
cigarette labeling, (B) current practices and 
methods of cigarette advertising and pro- 
motion, and (C) recommendations for legis- 
lation which are deemed appropriate. This is 
a report directed by Section 50d) (2) of the 
Federal Cigarette Labeling and Advertising 
Act. 


PAUL RAND DIXON, 
Chairman. 
FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION REPORT TO 
CONGRESS 


On July 27, 1965, the Congress enacted 
Public Law 89-92, known as the “Federal 
Cigarette Labeling and Advertising Act”, 79 
Stat. 282 (1965), 15 U.S.C. § 1331. The Act 
became effective on January 1, 1966. 

Section 5(d)(2) of the Act states that 
“the Federal Trade Commission shall trans- 
mit a report to the Congress not later than 
eighteen months after the effective date of 
this Act, and annually thereafter, concern- 
ing (A) the effectiveness of cigarette label- 
ing, (B) current practices and methods of 
cigarette advertising and promotion, and 
(C) such recommendations for legislation 
as it may deem appropriate.” 

Pursuant to said provision of the Act, the 
Federal Trade Commission respectfully sub- 
mits the following report to the Congress. 

INTRODUCTORY NOTE 

In preparing this report, the Commission 
has used as source material the results of 
three surveys. One was conducted by the 
Commission (hereinafter referred to as 
“Commission Survey“) and the results which 
are pertinent to the subject of this Report 
are set out in Appendix A. The other two 
were national surveys of Smoking Behavior, 
Attitudes and Beliefs of Adults conducted 
under the direction of the United States 
Public Health Service in 1964 and 1966. 
Parts of these surveys which are pertinent 
to this report have been incorporated into 
one document (hereinafter referred to as 
“Public Health Survey“) which is attached 
hereto as Appendix B. 

The Commission Survey was conducted 
in April 1967 and consisted of a question- 
naire sent to approximately 450 persons and 
organizations actively engaged or interested 
in the subject of smoking and health Close 
to sixty percent responded. The selection of 
addressees was somewhat arbitrary and did 
not include the entire scientific community. 
However, an effort was made to include per- 
sons who had indicated opposition to gov. 
ernmental regulation in the area of cigarette 
smoking, although such persons were clearly 


1 Actually, the questionnaire was sent to 
ten selected categories of persons, agencies 
and institutions. The categories and bases 


I. State Health Officers—(Every state and 
the District of Columbia.) 

II. State Interagency Councils on Smoking 
and Health—(Every council of record.) 

III. Municipal Health Officers—(The 
twenty (20) most populous cities.) 

IV. Chairmen, Departments of Preventa- 
tive Medicine of Various Medical Schools— 
(Two-thirds of the schools, selected at 
random.) 

V. Schools of Public Health—(All which 
were readily ascertainable.) 

VI. Health, Education and Youth Leader- 
ship Agencies—(Those most active and con- 
cerned with smoking and health.) 

VII. Psychologists; VIII. Health Educators; 
IX. Researchers; X. Surgeons and Internists— 
(Those most concerned with smoking and 
health based upon past participation in 
Commission and Congressional hearings and 
a review of the medical literature on this 
subject, including in these categories those 
who took positions in opposition to any 
warning statement in labeling or advertising. 
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in the minority. It should be noted that the 
Commission Survey asked for the opinions 
of the respondents, rather than for factual 
information or for the results of scientific 
inquiry. (E.g., one of the questions was: 
“Do you feel that the current cautionary 
labeling statement is sufficient to warn peo- 
ple of the hazards of smoking?’’) Many of 
those responding emphasized that they had 
no hard facts to support their answers. 
Nonetheless, the Commission considers the 
opinions of scientists, active in the field of 
cigarette smoking and health to be pertinent 
to its report, and is presenting them here 
as an indication of the views of the part of 
the scientifc community that was 
surveyed. 

The Commission has also obtained much 
factual data from the cigarette manufac- 
turers through the use of compulsory proc- 
ess under Section 6 of the Federal Trade 
Commission Act. Orders to file Special Re- 
ports served upon members of the industry 
elicited information regarding sales volume, 
advertising expenditures, samples of current 
advertising and other pertinent data. 

The Commission also carried on continu- 
ous monitoring of cigarette advertising and 
promotional practices and vigilant scrutiny 
of trade and industry publications, public 
health journals and the general press. Close 
liaison has also been maintained with ex- 
perts in the field of smoking and health, in 
such organizations as the Public Health 
Service, American Cancer Society, Rosewell 
Park Memorial Institute and Sloan-Ketter- 
ing Institute for Cancer Research. 

A. The effectiveness of cigarette labeling 

Section 4 of the Federal Cigarette Labeling 
and Advertising Act requires that each pack- 
age of cigarettes manufactured, imported or 
packed for sale or distribution within the 
United States bear the following statement: 

“Caution: Cigarette Smoking May Be 
Hazardous to Your Health.“ 

This warning statement must be placed “in 
a conspicuous place on every cigarette pack- 
age” and “appear in conspicuous and legible 
type in contrast by typography, layout, or 
color with other printed matter on the 
package.” 

The Act became effective on January 1, 
1966, and to the knowledge of the Com- 
mission all cigarette manufacturers have 
complied with the labeling provisions. In 
most cases the warning statement has been 
placed on the side panel of the package. No 
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action for violation of the Act has been 
brought by the Justice Department, which 
has sole responsibility for its enforcement. 

There is virtually no evidence that the 
warning statement on cigarette packages has 
had any significant effect, 

If cigarette sales are viewed as an index 
of the effectiveness of the warning statement, 
one finds that in 1966 more cigarettes were 
sold than ever before. Even during January 
and February 1966, the first two months that 
the warning appeared on cigarette packages, 
cigarette sales were higher than they had 
been during the same months of the pre- 
ceding year. Of course, there is no way of 
knowing how many cigarettes might have 
been sold in the absence of the warning. Yet 
the inadequacy of the warning statement 
becomes clear by comparing the sharp drop 
in cigarette sales following publication of the 
Surgeon General's report with continuing rise 
in sales after the warning statement ap- 
peared on cigarette packages. 

The Commission’s evaluation of the in- 
effectiveness of the warning statement on 
packages is shared both by the scientists 
surveyed by the Commission and by the 
members of the public interviewed by the 
Public Health Survey. Eighty-two percent of 
those responding to the Commission Survey 
indicated that they did not feel that “the 
current cautionary labeling statement is 
sufficient to warn people of the hazards of 
smoking” as against only 10% who felt that 
it was sufficient? And more than 70% of 
those responding thought that the warning 
neither discouraged present smokers from 
continuing to smoke, nor discouraged non- 
smokers from starting.“ According to the 
Public Health Survey, 80% of the inter- 
viewees thought that only “a few” or no 
smokers at all “might quit smoking ciga- 
rettes because of this warning label”.5 And 
87% of the Public Health Survey inter- 
viewees answered “no” to the question “Do 
you think this health warning label on ciga- 
rette packages might affect you in any way?” s 
(Emphasis in original.) (However, it should 
also be noted that the Public Health Surveys 
indicated that between 1964 and 1966, the 
number of former smokers among adults in- 
creased by one and one-half million.) 

Total sales figures for the years 1963 
through 1966 have been obtained from the 
cigarette manufacturers. These figures sub- 
mitted to the Commission under oath, dis- 
close the following: 


[Dollar amounts in billions] 


1963 


Amount 


305. 0 58 
220.0 42 


Percent 


1964 1965 1966 


Amount | Percent | Amount | Percent} Amount | Percent 


367 68 
172 32 
* 


314.0 61 
200.0 39 


The subtotal figures above for filter ciga- 
rette sales and regular cigarette sales have 
been rounded off to the nearest billion, and 
thus do not add up to precisely the overall 
total listed at the top of the chart. 

Thus, cigarette sales have continued to in- 
crease each year except for 1964, when they 
declined by 10.7 billion or about 2%. As 
noted above, the decline in 1964 is probably 
due to the publicity that accompanied the 
publication of the Report of the Surgeon 
General's Advisory Committee on Smoking 
and Health on January 11, 1964. In fact, of 
the 10.7 billion total decline from 1963 to 


1964, 10 million occurred in the months of 
January and February and the March sales 
figures were generally higher in 1964 than in 
1963. 

In 1965, sales continued their upward 
swing by jumping 16 billion (about 3.1%) 
and in 1966 they reached a new all-time high 
of 539 billion units. 


Commission Survey, Ques. 1. 
Commission Survey, Ques. 5(b). 
Commission Survey, Ques. 5(a). 

5 Public Health Survey, Part A, Ques. 4. 
*Public Health Survey, Part A, Ques. 7. 
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The statistics on per capita consumption 
of cigarettes for persons 18 years of age and 
over reflect the statistics on total sales, In 
1963, per capita consumption reached a high 
of 4345 cigarettes and then dropped to 4195 
in 1964, increased to 4259 in 1965 and rose 
to its second highest level of 4290 cigarettes 
in 1966. (Tobacco Situation, U.S. Department 
of Agriculture, March 1967.) 

Figures on cigarette shipments for the first 
three months of 1967, as noted in the Wall 
Street Journal of May 23, 1967, indicate that 
there was a 4.2% gain in January over last 
year, but there was a 7.1% decline in Feb- 
ruary and a 7.4% drop in March. 

The latest figures available from the Al- 
cohol and Tobacco Tax Division of the In- 
ternal Revenue Service show that cigarette 
shipments for April, 1967 increased 10.7% 
over April, 1966. 

Another factor to be noted is the prolifera- 
tion of brands and types within the various 
brands of cigarettes. Whereas in 1963 there 
were approximately 40 brands and types on 
the market, the number has risen to over 140 
in 1966. As should be expected, practically all 
recent introductions are in the filter field. 
There have been few if any new nonfilter 
cigarettes introduced in the past several 
years. 

The most recent trend has been the ex- 
tension of several existing brands into the 
extra-long 100 millimeter length type of ciga- 
rette. This has resulted from the success in 
1966 of the extra-long Benson & Hedges and 
Pall Malls. 

This trend is of a serious and disturbing 
nature since these extra-long cigarettes also 
expose the smoker to greater amounts of 
tar and nicotine, making them potentially 
more hazardous than the shorter length 
cigarettes. 

The failure of the warning statement on 
packages to have any discernible effect on 
cigarette consumption is easily explainable. 

The warning statement on the package 
alone has proved to be ineffective, mainly 
because few people seem to pay attention 
to it. 

Despite the fact that little attention is 
paid to the warning statement, its mere ap- 
pearance on the cigarette package by man- 
date of Congress has served to convince some 
people, who might otherwise be in doubt, 
that smoking is in fact dangerous. Also, it 
has been used by educators in the schools as 
“proof” of the health hazards of smoking. 
An investigator engaged in an anti-smoking 
educational program advised the Commis- 
sion: 

“A statement that I do not encounter since 
the cautionary label, is, ‘if it were really so 
dangerous the government would do some- 
thing about it.“ (Edgar E. Filbey, Chief 
Investigator, Smoking Project, Methodist 
Hospital, Indianapolis, Indiana.) 

If the public is to be effectively warned of 
the health hazards of cigarette smoking, the 
Commission is convinced that the present 
cautionary statement on cigarette packages 
is not sufficient to accomplish the result. The 
motivations for smoking—physiologically, 
psychologically and sociologically—are com- 
plex, and a mere reminder of the hazards on 
the cigarette package cannot compete with 
the forces that promote cigarette smoking. 

In considering methods of adequately com- 
municating the health hazards of cigarette 
smoking, one must distinguish between two 
groups: smokers and nonsmokers, Because 
cigarette smoking is so strongly habit-form- 
ing, it is unlikely that a mildly phrased cau- 
tionary statement will have any effect on 
confirmed cigarette smokers. For the infor- 
mation of cigarette smokers, the Commission 
favors mandatory labeling of tar and nico- 
tine content on cigarette packages and in 
cigarette advertisements and other measures 
that will prompt cigarette manufacturers to 
develop less hazardous cigarettes. Also, the 
Commission believes that continual repeti- 
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tion of the warning statement in all ciga- 
rette advertisements and on the package will 
serve as a constant reminder of the health 
hazards; and further believes that the warn- 
ing statement should be strengthened. 

Because, once started, the cigarette smok- 
ing habit is so difficult to break, the Commis- 
sion believes that people should be educated 
as to the health hazards before they reach 
the age when they are likely to begin smok- 
ing. Since most cigarette smokers start 
smoking during the middle and late teen- 
age years,’ educational programs should be 
heavily emphasized and substantially in- 
creased in the schools, Now, due in part to 
the cumulative effect of cigarette advertising 
over the years—advertising that shows ciga- 
rette smoking to be an enjoyable and pleas- 
urable activity and ignores the suffering and 
early death that it causes—many youngsters 
consider cigarette smoking to be an accept- 
able and socially desirable activity. They 
tend to view cigarette smoking as a visible 
mark of maturity, a passport to adulthood. 
Because the health dangers of cigarette 
smoking are not brought home to them in 
an effective and meaningful way, many teen- 
agers take up the smoking habit.“ 

To develop an informed attitude toward 
cigarette smoking will be a formidable task. 
Every day new youngsters are becoming 
habituated smokers. Current cigarette ad- 
vertising constitutes a strong force in our 
society to persuade teenagers to overcome 
their initial distaste for cigarettes. To coun- 
teract these forces may ultimately require 
either termination or drastic alteration of 
cigarette advertising on radio and television, 
and will certainly also require a vast educa- 
tional campaign to negate the image of cig- 
arette smoking as harmless and satisfying. 
The Commission feels it can be done. A step 
in this direction was taken by the Federal 
Communications Commission in requiring 
broadcasters to afford both sides a fair op- 
portunity to be heard on the subject of 
cigarette smoking and health, 

B. Current practices and methods of ciga- 
rettes advertising and promotion 
1. Cigarette Advertising and Promotional 
Expenditures by Media 

Expenditures on cigarette advertising and 
promotions increased each year during the 
period 1963-66, reaching nearly 300 million 
dollars in 1966. More of this money was 
spent on television than on all other media 
combined. Television expenditures, as a per- 
centage of total cigarette advertising and 
promotional expenditures, amounted to 
60.8% in 1963, 65% in 1964, 67% in 1965, and 
66.6% in 1966. The next most utilized media 
after television were newspapers and maga- 
zines (taken as a single medium) and then 
radio. Supporting figures (in million of dol- 
lars), based on information supplied to the 


™William Haenszel, Michael B. Shimkin, 
and Herman P. Miller, Tobacco Smoking Pat- 
terns in the United States, Public Health 
Monograph No. 45, Government Printing Of- 
fice, Washington, D.C. 1956, p. 56. (Table re- 
printed in Trade Regulation Rule for the 
Prevention of Unfair or Deceptive Advertis- 
ing and Labeling of Cigarettes in Relation to 
the Health Hazards of Smoking, p. 44.) Al- 
though none of the more recent studies of 
the age at which people start smoking are 
as thorough as the one cited which was con- 
ducted in 1956, its conclusions have been 
borne out by more recent, but more limited, 
studies. See, e.g., the studies cited in Smok- 
ing and Health, Report of the Advisory Com- 
mittee to the Surgeon General of the Public 
Health Service, p. 362; Salber, Goldman, 
Buka, and Welsh, “Smoking Habits of High- 
School Students in Newton, Massachusetts,” 
265 The New England Journal of Medicine 
970 (Nov. 16, 1961). 

8 Smoking and Health, supra, p. 371-373. 
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Commission by the cigarette manufacturers, 
are as follows: 


S 
oon 
* 


It has been reported that in 1966, an esti- 
mated $2,765,000,000 was spent on television 
advertising.“ Thus, in 1966, cigarette televi- 
sion advertising accounted for approximately 
7.2% of total television advertising expendi- 
tures. 


2. Cigarette Advertising and Promotional 
Expenditures by Type of Cigarette 

Throughout the period 1963-66, approxi- 
mately three-fourths of total cigarette ad- 
vertising and promotional expenditures were 
on filter-type cigarettes, I. e., on plain filters, 
charcoal filters, and menthol filters. Also, 
during this period the domestic market share 
of filter-type cigarettes increased from 58% 
in 1963 to 68% in 1966. A more comprehensive 
statement is as follows: 


[In percent] 

Total Domestic 

advertising market 

Year outlays share of 

filter-type 

ciga 

58 
61 
64 
68 


These figures were calculated from infor- 
mation supplied to the Commission by the 
cigarette manufacturers. The figures indi- 
cate that the cigarette companies were even 
more quick to promote filter cigarettes than 
was the American public to purchase them. 


8. Cigarette Advertising: The Size and 
Composition of Its Audience 

What do the cigarette manufacturers re- 
ceive for their substantial advertising ex- 
penditures and particularly for that two- 
thirds portion spent on television? 

During the single month of January 1967, 
eighty-seven network television programs 
were sponsored in whole or in part by ciga- 
rette products of the six major cigarette 
manufacturers.** Demographic data relating 


° Printer’s Ink, February 24, 1967, page 10. 

10 It has been stated that cigarette adver- 
tising accounts for 2.1% of total advertising 
revenues, for 7% of the television industry's 
revenues, for 314% of the radio industry's 
revenues, and for 3% of the advertising in- 
come of magazines. See Frederick C. Decker, 
“The Economic Effect of Reduced Cigarette 
Consumption on Advertising,” American 
Journal of Public Health, December, 1966, 
page 32. 

u During 1965 and 1966, many regular 
brands introduced filter-type cigarettes and 
thus filter-type and regular-type cigarettes 
were sold under common brands. In a number 
of such instances, advertising expenditures as 
between the two types were apportioned in 
direct ratio to the sales of each type. This 
basis fails to allow for the start-up costs of 
introducing new filter cigarettes and for this 
reason, it is likely that the 77.3% and 75% 
figures for 1965 and 1966 are low. 

12 BAR Network TV, January 1967, white 
section under the headings: American To- 
bacco Co., Brown & Williamson, Liggett & 
Myers, P. Lorillard Co., Philip Morris, Inc., 
and R. J. Reynolds. Published by Broadcast 
Advertisers Reports, Inc. 
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to 60 of the 87 programs was obtained for 
the week commencing January 11, 1967.” 
This data is set out in Appendix C of this 


report. 

An estimated 1.1685 billion viewers watched 
the 60 programs during the week com- 
mencing January 11, 1967. In this context, 
a person who watched ten of the 60 pro- 
grams counts as ten viewers. This means 
that on the average, each of the 197 million 
inhabitants of the United States “ viewed 
5.9 cigarette-sponsored programs during the 
week in question (1.1685 billion + 197 mil- 
lion = 6.9). 

Among the estimated total number of 
viewers were 125 million tuned into sport- 
ing event programs. Included among the 60 
programs were eleven sponsored by two or 
more cigarette manufacturers. Fifty-six of 
the programs appeared either weekly or 
daily and so of course were repeated on suc- 
cessive weeks. In addition, cigarette com- 
panies invested substantial sums in spot 
television advertising.” 

Thus, an insight into the extent of ciga- 
rette advertising is gained—the audience 
reached during one week by one segment of 
one of several media employed is numbered 
cumulatively in excess of one billion. The 
Commission has previously described the 
ubiquity of cigarette advertising in the fol- 
lowing terms: 

“Cigarette advertising reaches virtually all 
Americans who can either read, or under- 
stand the spoken word. Cigarettes are ad- 
vertised on both network and spot television, 
on radio, in magazines and newspapers, in 
outdoor media, and by means of many types 
of point of sale advertising aids. So perva- 
sive is cigarette advertising that it is vir- 
tually impossible for Americans of almost 
any age to avoid cigarette advertising. For 
example, the morning radio news broadcasts 
are often preceded or followed by a spot an- 
nouncement for a cigarette brand. Outdoor 
billboards, trains, and buses carry advertis- 
ing visible to both children and adults on 
their way to work or school. Restaurants and 
drug stores often have advertising decals for 
cigarettes on entrance doors and a variety of 
other display material such as wall clocks 
and change counter mats. Many of the day- 
time and evening television programs are 
sponsored by cigarette manufacturers; and 
numerous magazines and newspapers read 
by the whole family contain cigarette adver- 
tising.” 19 

As stated above, youth is also exposed to 
cigarette advertising. During the week of Jan- 
uary 11, 1967, the aforementioned 60 net- 
work programs (sponsored in whole or in 
part of cigarette products) played before 
322.7 million viewers who were under 21 years 
of age. These included 151.1 million viewers 
aged 2-12 and 141 million viewers aged 13-17. 
This means that on the average, each of the 
eighteen million inhabitants of the United 
States aged 13-17," viewed 7.8 of the pro- 
grams during the week in question (141 mil- 
on - 18 million). This represents a substan- 
tial increase over the 5.9 programs viewed on 
the average by persons without distinction 
of age. Intentional or fortuitous, teenagers 
appear to be a prime target for televised ciga- 
rette advertising. 

Also during the week of January 11, 1967, 


18 Network Television Target Audience, Jan- 
uary 1967, published by American Research 
Bureau, Inc. 

u Population Estimates (Series P-25, No. 
352), November 18, 1966, Bureau of the Cen- 
sus, U.S. Department of Commerce. 

15 Advertising Age, April 3, 1967, page 106. 

“Trade Regulation Rule for the Preven- 
tion of Unfair or Deceptive Advertising and 
Labeling of Cigarettes in Relation to the 
Health Hazards of Smoking And Accompany- 
ing Statement of Basis and Purpose of Rule, 
Federal Trade Commission, June 22, 1964. 
(hereinafter referred to as Trade Regulation 
Rule) p. 47. 

Population Estimates, supra footnote 14. 
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an estimated 37.2 million viewers under 21 
years of age watched sports events spon- 
sored by cigarette products. In addition, per- 
sons under 21 years of age comprised 45% 
or more of the audience of three cigarette 
product-sponsored programs shown during 
the week, viz., Beverly Hillbillies (45%), 
Rango (47%), and Dick Van Dyke (49%). 

While no data has been secured concern- 
ing the size and composition of audiences 
reached by cigarette radio advertising, the 
great potential of radio as a medium for 
reaching teenagers should be recognized. The 
following statements appearing in a Radio 
Advertising Bureau, Inc. press release help 
assess this potential—* 

Teenage boys surveyed averaged 4.3 hours 
of radio listening daily; teenage girls sur- 
veyed averaged 5.3 hours; 

in every half-hour segment from 8:00 
P.M. until 11:00 P.M. radio delivers a min- 
imum of 24.1% of all teenagers”; and 

“87.9% of teenage boys” and “89.5% of 
teenage girls hear radio on the average day.” 
Under these circumstances, it would appear 
difficult to advertise on radio without reach- 
ing a substantial teen audience. 

Whatever effect this exposure of youth to 
cigarette advertising may have, it Is a fact 
that in this country the general trend is to- 
ward starting smoking at an ever earlier age. 
The only national survey on the subject, 
conducted in 1955 by the Bureau of Census 
under the auspices of the United States Pub- 
lic Health Service, revealed that the median 
age at which males began smoking cigarettes 
was 19.3 for those born prior to 1890; 18.4 
for those born in the decade 1901-1910; and 
17.9 for those born during 1921-1930. The 
female experience has been even more pro- 
nounced, the median ages for the three pe- 
riods being respectively 39.9, 26, and 20.7 

More recent surveys, each confined to a 
single metropolitan area, indicate a signifi- 
cant amount of cigarette smoking by teen- 
agers. Illustrative of this fact and of these 
surveys are the 1958 Portland, Oregon, sur- 
vey o and the 1959 Newton, Massachusetts, 
survey. The results of these surveys with re- 
spect to the percentage of high school stu- 
dents who smoke regularly may be summa- 
rized as follows: 


Percent 
female 
smokers 


Percent | 
male 


Name of survey 
smokers 


grade 


2 Sen 
- 
DSReg Ss 

8 
D 
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rr 


18 The statements are based on surveys con- 
ducted in Chicago during May of 1963 and in 
Philadelphia during August of 1964 by Mar- 
ket Dynamics, Inc., Princeton, New Jersey. 

19 Tobacco Smoking Patterns in the United 
States (Public Health Monograph No. 45), 
1956, Public Health Service, U.S. Department 
of Health, Education, and Welfare, page 18 
(Table C). 

*® Horn, Courts, Taylor, and Solomon, 
“Cigarette Smoking Among High School Stu- 
dents,” American Journal of Public Health, 
November 1959. See page 1498 (Table 1). 

s Salber, Goldman, Buka, and Welsh, 
“Smoking Habits of High School Students in 
Newton, Massachusetts,” The New England 
Journal of Medicine, November 16, 1961. See 
page 970 (Table 1). American Cancer Society 
statisticians have projected the Newton re- 
sults nationally and have determined (as- 
suming the Newton results to be representa- 
tive) that during 1962, an average of 4,000 
persons per day aged 12-17 took up cigarette 
smoking, for a total during the year of just 
under 1.5 million. See Cancer, July-August 
1962, page 164 (Chart B). 
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Thus, teenage smoking appears to be wide- 
spread; youth are apparently smoking at 
ever earlier ages; and everyone, particularly 
teenagers, is constantly exposed to cigarette 
advertising. The messages contained in this 
advertising are discussed next. 


4. Current Advertising and Promotional 
Themes 


In its Trade Regulation Rule and accom- 
panying statement published on June 22, 
1964, the Commission reviewed themes and 
appeals appearing in then current advertis- 
ing. It found such advertising to contain two 
principal elements—a portrayal of the de- 
sirability of cigarette smoking and assurances 
of the relative safety of smoking. Desirability 
was portrayed in terms of the satisfactions 
engendered by smoking and by associating 
smoking with attractive people and enjoy- 
able events and experiences.” Thus, cigarette 
smoking was depicted as being satisfying in 
itself; associated with desirable persons and 
pleasurable activities; and carrying relatively 
little risk. 

As noted earlier, the Commission recently 
received representative specimens of current * 
cigarette advertisements from the various 
cigarette manufacturers. These submissions 
were checked against files maintained by the 
Commission in connection with its monitor- 
ing program. Comparison of the current ad- 
vertising with the advertising reviewed in 
1964 in conjunction with the Commission’s 
Trade Regulation Rule proceeding shows 
that there has been no significant change in 
the basic appeals made. Advertising con- 
tinues to depict smoking as an enjoyable 
activity while ignoring completely the health 
hazards, 

Following is a review and analysis of the 
advertising submitted by the cigarette com- 
panies and monitored by the Commission. 

The satisfaction theme 

Portrayal of satisfaction, particularly oral 
satisfaction, continues to be an important 
element of cigarette advertising. As a Win- 
ston filter ad stated, “the name of the game is 
flavor.” 

Taste or flavor of cigarettes is most often 
described in terms of mildness: Tareyton 
filters, Camel regulars, and Carlton filters all 
taste mild“; Montclair menthols have 
“mildness” of taste and Carlton filters pos- 
sess “exceptional mildness”; the flavor of 
Lucky Strike filters and Pall Mall filters are 
“milder”; and Chesterfield kings are “mild- 
est.“ Similarly, the taste of Tareyton filters, 
Pall Mall kings, Newport menthols, and 
Lucky Strike menthols are either “smooth,” 
“smoother” or “smoothest.” Carlton filters 
taste “light,” while the flavor of King Sano 
filters is “light, bright.” 

Despite the growth in sales of filter ciga- 
rettes, the taste of the tobacco leaf has not 
been eliminated as an advertising theme. 
Raleigh filters, Newport menthols, and Vice- 
roy filters have “real tobacco” or “true to- 
bacco” flavors. Salem menthols have “rich 
tobacco” flavor and Philip Morris filters pos- 
sess great tobacco” taste. Furthermore, the 
zest of flavor is still proclaimed, with some 
brands previously described as being mild 
and smooth, also included among the zestful. 

Thus, Chesterfield kings have “true” flavor, 
the taste of L & M and Tareyton filters is 
“rich” and that of Lucky Strike filters and 
Chesterfield kings “great.” Viceroy filters 
have “the taste that’s right”; Kent and Duke 
of Durham filters have “more” taste; Camels, 
regular or filter, have “real” flavor; and L & M 
and Lucky Strike filters have respectively 
“good, round” and “plenty of” flavor. The 
taste of Winston filters is not only “good”; 
it is the “best.” 

Invariably, the taste of menthol cigarettes 
is either cool, fresh, and/or refreshing (‘‘cool- 


* Trade Regulation Rule, page 53. 

*The request was for all advertisements 
disseminated during the year preceding 
March of 1967. 
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est flavor,” Lucky Strike Green; forest-fresh 
taste ... cooler tasting,” Pall Mall; “as fresh 
as you like it,” Philip Morris; most refresh- 
ing coolness,” Kool; “fresher,” Newport; 
“fresh menthol flavor,” Camel; “Springtime 
fresh“ and “refreshes your taste,” Salem; “a 
full, fresh taste,” Chesterfleld). The impres- 
sion forms that “menthol taste” relieves 
smoking irritation, albeit “smoking irrita- 
tion” is never expressly stated. 

In addition to oral satisfaction, generalized 
satisfactions are occasionally mentioned. Pall 
Mall kings are “pleasing”; Camel regulars 
“satisfy longer”; and as for Chesterfield kings, 
quite simply “they satisfy.” 

It is noted that the products mentioned in 
connection with the preceding review ac- 
counted for an estimated 71.4% of the 1966 
domestic cigarette market. 


The associative theme 


Associating cigarette smoking with per- 
sons, activities, places, and things likely to be 
admired, respected or emulated, i.e., endow- 
ing cigarette smoking with a positive associa- 
tive image, continues unabated in current ad- 
vertising. Through their diligence on this 
score, cigarette advertisers may have already 
achieved an important role as social arbiters. 

Outdoor activity of an athletic nature, 
engaged in by youthful, fit and personable 
appearing models, serves as a positive back- 
drop to many cigarette advertisements. This 
activity also suggests that the smoking de- 
picted in the foreground, if not conducive 
to rousingly good health, is certainly not in- 
compatible with it. 

In this connection, the most prevalent 
outdoor activity in current cigarette adver- 
tising is sailboating (Tareyton, Pall Mall, 
Parliament and Viceroy filters). To a lesser 
extent, fishing (Viceroy filters and Camel 
menthols), tennis (Chesterfield filters), 
hunting (Camel filters), golf and outdoor 
cooking (Viceroy filters), and bowling and 
“sandbathing” (Winston filters) are all 
“in.” It is perhaps not astounding therefore 
that an estimated 58% of the public feel 
that current cigarette advertising leaves the 
impression that smoking is a healthy thing 
to do. 

In addition, social events abound in which 
the viewer is brought into the wholesome, 
jolly company of cigarette smokers. There is 
singing aboard the old paddle wheel steamer 
(with Pall Mall kings); costume parties and 
county fairs (with Winston filters); pick- 
nicking (with Camel filters); and coffee 
klatching (with Winston filters). There is 
also that innocent form of larceny at the 
hunting lodge known as “flavor grabbing” 
(L & M filters). 

Further, frequent appeals are directed to 
vanity: 

Be discriminating: “Particular about taste 
I'm particular” (Pall Mall kings); They 
like the style of this cigarette” (Parliament 
filters). Be exclusive: “America’s most hard 
to get cigarette” (Duke of Durham); “ex- 
clusive plastic pack” (Philip Morris filters 
and menthols); There's no other cigarette” 
(Lark filters). Be “on the In”: “the filter 
that’s in” (Parliament filters); “the smokers 
who know” (Camel filters). Be a success: 
“tastes rich, good, rewarding” (Viceroy fil- 
ters); “This man was born rich” (Camel 
filters). Be a social success: “Come up to 
the taste of Kool” (Kool menthols); “find 
something better” (Old Gold filters). Be in- 
dependent; “break away from the crowd . 
the cigarette for independent people” (old 
Gold filters); “stands out from the crowd” 
(Salem menthols). Associate with important 
people: “Chairmen are never bored with 
them” (Benson & Hedges filters); the char- 


This figure is based upon addition of the 
appropriate market share figures appearing 
in Printer’s Ink, December 9, 1966, at pages 
12 and 13. 

Public Health Survey, Part C, Ques. 2. 
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ter boat skipper who has “got a good ship, a 
good crew and a good breeze“ (Camel regu- 
lars). 

There is in all of the array of positive 
images an element of escape from actuality. 
Some cigarette advertising transcends mere 
image association and projects its own sep- 
arate and unique world. Examples include 
“Salem Country,” a land in which romantic 
couples romp and preen through shifting, 
sylvan settings; the “Night People,” whose 
post evening encounters can lead to smoking 
Parliament filters; and “Marlboro Country,” 
where there daily unfolds the simple male 
heroic virtues of the “Old West.“ Worry over 
health has been vanished from these 
Shangri-las. 

It is noted that the brands and types of 
cigarettes mentioned in connection with the 
review of associative themes accounted for 
an estimated 73.5% of the 1966 domestic 
cigarette market. 

Assuaging anxiety 

During 1957-59, the theme that filter cig- 
arettes substantially reduce the tar and nico- 
tine content of cigarette smoke was promoted 
extensively.” It has been stated that this 
promotional campaign, termed the “tar 
derby,” coupled with concern over the haz- 
ards of smoking, suggested “that the mere 
addition of a filter to a cigarette is, in and 
of itself, some kind of claim or assurance re- 
lating to the health aspects of smoking.“ * 
The belief appears to be widely held that 
filter cigarettes are less hazardous to health 
than regular cigarettes“ A recent study by 
the Roswell Park Memorial Institute indi- 
cates, however, that many of the most popu- 
lar brands of filter cigarettes contain as 
much or more tar and nicotine as many 
brands of nonfilter cigarettes. 

The public’s concern over the health haz- 
ard and its belief that filter cigarettes mini- 
mize that hazard is evidenced by the in- 
creasing sales of filter cigarettes as compared 
to nonfilter cigarettes. Between 1963 and 
1966 the market share held by filter cigarettes 
jumped from 58% to 68%. And, in 1964, 
when cigarette sales declined by about 10.7 
billion, the sales of regular cigarettes dropped 
20 billion while filter cigarette sales in- 
creased almost 10 billion. 


See footnote 24, supra. 

2% Trade Regulation Rule, page 60-63. 

Id, page 60. 

Public Health Survey, Part C, Ques. 1. 

* Moore, Bross, Shamberger and Bock, 
“Tar and Nicotine Retrieval from Fifty-six 
Brands of Cigarettes,” Cancer, March, 1967. 
Roswell Park, a leading cancer research in- 
stitution, reported that (1) of 56 different 
types of cigarettes tested, the 28 with the 
lowest tar content were all filter-type ciga- 
rettes but (2) that Chesterfield regulars, the 
cigarette containing the least tar and nico- 
tine among the regular cigarettes tested, con- 
tained less tar than 11 other filter cigarettes 
and less nicotine than 28 other filter ciga- 
rettes tested (3) that Pall Mall filters con- 
tained more tar than 54 of the cigarettes 
tested, including 16 different regular ciga- 
rettes, and (4) with respect to the Pall Mall, 
Camel, Lucky Strike and Chesterfield brands, 
the regular cigarettes of each brand con- 
tained less tar and nicotine than the filter 
cigarettes of each corresponding brand. Ros- 
well Park’s testing procedures, although not 
the results, have been attacked by five of the 
six major cigarette manufacturers (see 
Hetsko, Yeaman, Haas, Smith and Ramm, 
A Critique of the March, 1967 Roswell Park 
Memorial Institute Report on Cigarette 
Testing, April 10, 1967. It is noted that on 
May 15, 1967 the Commission established its 
own laboratory for testing tar and nicotine 
content—hopefully, the operation of this 
laboratory will serve to eliminate the type 
of controversy surrounding the Roswell Park 
tests. 
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On March 25, 1966, the Federal Trade 
Commission advised the cigarette industry. 
that it would not object to disclosure of tar 
and nicotine content in cigarette labeling 
and advertising, provided that no health 
claims were made. Despite this opportunity, 
the industry has made only limited use of 
tar and nicotine disclosures, The only brands 
making such disclosures in current advertis- 
ing are Carlton, True, Marvel, Cascade, King 
Sano, and Duke filters, all of which have 
relatively low tar and nicotine yields. With 
the exception of True, these brands ac- 
counted for an insignificant share of the 
1966 market.” 

True cigarettes present an interesting case 
study and provide evidence of the public’s 
desire to smoke a less hazardous cigarette. 
Introduced nationally in August, of 1966, 
True experienced phenomenal sales for a new 
brand, and based on total cigarette sales for 
the year 1966, True ranked 22 among all 
brands of cigarettes. The probable reason 
for True's popularity is the fact that in late 
August 1966, shortly after True was intro- 
duced, the Roswell Park Memorial Institute 
published the results of tests it had con- 
ducted on the tar and nicotine levels of 12 
brands and types of cigarettes. On the basis 
of those tests, True ranked lowest in tar and 
nicotine.™ Following publication of the test 
results, P. Lorillard, the manufacturer of 
True, made use of the study, distributing 
display cards to retail outlets that listed the 
brands and types of cigarettes tested by Ros- 
well Park in order of tar and nicotine con- 
tent, and sales of True immediately spurted. 

The only other comparatively overt at- 
tempts to allay health anxieties have been 
made by manufacturers of charcoal filter cig- 
arettes. These attempts have consisted of 
pictorial details of the filters in question, 
creating the impression that these filters 
prevent the passage of tars and gaseous effu- 
sions (Tareyton, Lucky Strike, Tennyson, 
er Harbor, King Sano, Tempo, Duke and 

rk). 

For the most part, however, assuaging of 
smoker anxiety has been in a very low key. 
As previously indicated, the belief that filter 
cigarettes are less hazardous appears to be 
widespread. It may be assumed therfore that 
to people holding this belief, the word “filter” 
itself connotes “less hazard”. And through 
addition of suitable adjectives to the word 
“filter”, this impression of relative safety 
can be enhanced. Thus, in current advertis- 
ing there are “recessed filters” (Benson & 
Hedges and Parliaments), “white filters” 
(Yorks), “menthol filters” (Springs) and 
“filters with coconut shell charcoal” (Philip 
Morris). 

By far the greatest use of the word “filter” 
and whatever charisma it projects has been 
in connection with the taste theme. For to 
enjoy cigarette taste in comparative safety 
is in this day and age to have your cake and 
eat it too. 

On the other hand, acclaiming the taste 
of filter cigarettes is not an all downhill task, 
as is attested to by the following excerpts 
from current advertising: “Show me a filter 
cigarette that really delivers taste and I'll eat 
my hat“ (Lucky Strike filters); “can't stand 
filters with no flavor ... why smoke then?” 
(Old Gold filters); “They like a mild smoke 
but just don’t like filters” (Chesterfield 
kings). 

One approach for associating taste with 
filters is to emphasize the safety factor while 
reminding the viewer that the cigarette is 
not devoid of taste. This approach is illus- 


3i See Federal Trade Commission News Re- 
lease dated March 25, 1966. 

32 See footnote 24, supra. 

* Maxwell, Jr., Winston Passes Pall Mall 
to become Number One”, Printer’s Ink, De- 
cember 9, 1966, p. 11. 

* News releases of Roswell Park Memorial 
Institute, August 29, 1966. 
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trated by “only Lark’s filter has two outer 
sections plus an inner chamber of charcoal 
granules. For a taste people really like.” The 
L & M filter ad “flavor through the white 
filter” represents a somewhat more equal 
balance between safety and taste. The Win- 
ston filter ad “up front and the tobacco end 
the flavor comes from the filter-blend” re- 
flects a subtle approach. 

The word “filter” is present with its as- 
surance to the smoker that he has indeed 
shopped around for a “safe” cigarette. How- 
ever, to the word “filter” is adjoined blend,“ 
a word associated with taste, t.e., tobacco 
blends. “Filter-blend” then indicates “safe- 
taste.” This “taste” is enhanced by the omis- 
sion of any reference to smoke traveling 
through the filter—enjoy safe, tobacco taste, 
without a trace of cardboard or cellulose. 
Finally, by underplaying the function of the 
filter, the risk of frightening jittery viewers 
is avoided. The ad contains just enough 
“safety” and quite a lot of cigarette taste. 

Possibly because the word “filter” standing 
alone can have negative implications regard- 
ing taste, euphemisms for filter taste are 
sought. No euphemism is more frequently 
used in this connection than the word 
“mild.” Thus, Carlton filters have “Good mild 
taste . . . created for those who are inter- 
ested in the amount of tar and nicotine in 
the smoke of their cigarette”; similarly, 
“Montclair (menthol filter) cigarettes are 
made especially for smokers who seek excep- 
tional mildness” and “(Lucky Strike filters) 
with charcoal and rolled tobacco in the tip 
to give you a milder taste.” 

The word “mild” is also used as a euphem- 
ism for cloaking the dangers of increased cig- 
arette smoking Tou get Pall Mall's famous 
extra length of fine tobaccos ... and a filter 
tip. Result? A new longer length, a full 100 
millimeters long and a new milder taste” 
and “(Chesterfield kings) made to taste even 
milder through longer length.” 

Apart from euphemism, cigarette manu- 
facturers desirous of avoiding the negative 
implications to taste of the word “filter,” 
have urged (1) that the filter lets the flavor 
through (although presumably filtering out 
other substances in the smoke): “We get a 
tip of charcoal we get a white one too... 
to bring all the flavor through” (Tareyton 
filter) and “lets real tobacco taste come 
through” (Newport menthol); (2) that the 
filter improves the flavor: “Your taste is en- 
hanced by a charcoal filter” (King Sano 
filter) and “charcoal top. It actually improves 
the flavor” (Tareyton filter); or (3) that spe- 
cial tobaccos have been used: “filter-blend ... 
bright golden tobaccos specially selected for 
the best taste in filter smoking” (Winston 
filter) and “in a completely different way, 
Camel filters were born rich—rich in... 
real taste and quality.” 

Some filter cigarettes are not only sup- 
posed to taste good but they are supposed 
to taste good each time they are smoked, 
e.g., “for good taste every time“ (Winston 
filter). In such advertisements, it is not 
always clear whether it is the lasting quality 
of the taste or the lasting quality of an 
implied immunity to the ill effects of smok- 
ing, which is being promoted. Examples of 
this ambiguity include “taste extra cool- 
ness everytime you smoke” (Kool menthols) 
and “right anytime of the day . . anytime 
you light up” (Viceroy filter). 

It is noted that products mentioned in 
connection with the preceding review of 
assuaging of anxiety themes in current ad- 
vertising accounted for an estimated 52% of 
the 1966 domestic cigarette market. 

Miscellaneous themes 

In addition to the satisfaction, associative, 
and assuaging of anxiety themes, a “loyalty” 
theme and a “bonus” theme exist in current 
cigarette advertising. This last includes pro- 


3 See footnote 24, supra. 
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moting longer cigarettes at popular prices, 
as well as coupon promotions. 

Representative of advertisements which 
extol loyalty to a particular cigarette brand 
are the following: “Right then I know I was 
sticking” (Kool menthols); “change to Win- 
ston and change for good”; “I’ve changed 
to Tempo”; and “come on over to the L & 
M side.” Tareyton filter advertising copy 
features the most intransigent loyalty—“the 
unswitchables” who would “rather fight 
than switch.” 

The purchase of Raleigh cigarettes has 
long been rewarded with coupons redeem- 
able for goods. Today, Belair menthols, Old 
Gold filters, York filters, Spring menthols, 
and Domino filters also carry coupons re- 
deemable for goods. Menthol and filter 
Chesterfields and Philip Morrises carry cou- 
pons redeemable for more cigarettes, 

Obtaining free cigarettes may or may not 
result in more smoking. The intention be- 
hind much 100 millimeter cigarette advertis- 
ing leaves no doubt on this score, however— 

“3, 4, maybe 5 puffs longer than king 
size ... the extra puffs are on us“ — Benson 
& Hedges. “And look Luckies are longer now. 
A full 100 millimeters long. That's a lot 
more Lucky.” At the utterance of this last 
word, the television camera cuts to a man 
smoking a cigarette, i. e., a full 100 milli- 
meters long. That’s a lot more Lucky [Smok- 
ing!“ (emphasis added), Winston 100 milli- 
meter menthols are said to “outlast any or- 
dinary size filter.” Most candid of all is the 
Pall Mall 100 millimeter ad which states 
“smokes longer because it is longer.“ 


With a definite relationship having been es- 
tablished between amount of cigarette smok- 
ing and incidence of lung cancer and other 
diseases,” a fitting motto for the 100 milli- 
meter cigarette campaign might be “extra 
health hazard at no extra cost.” * 


5. THEMES THAT ARE NOT USED IN CIGARETTE 
ADVERTISING 

As mentioned many times in this report, 
cigarette advertisements totally ignore the 
health hazards posed by smoking, Another 
aspect of cigarette smoking that is also ig- 
nored, and has vital implications in terms of 
health hazard, is the fact that cigarette 
smoking is strongly habit-forming. Cigarette 
advertisements associate cigarette smoking 
with pleasurable activities but nowhere dis- 
close that few people can limit their smoking 
to such moments. There is no indication in 
any advertisement that after a person 
smokes cigarettes regularly for a while, 
smoking is no longer a matter of choice for 
him, but becomes a matter of need. (The 
need may not be physiological as in the case 
of addictive drugs, but it is nonetheless a 
compelling psychological force.) 


* The following information is from Smok- 
ing and Health—Report of the Advisory 
Committee to the Surgeon General of the 
Public Health Service, 1964, Public Health 
Service, U.S. Department of Health, Educa- 
tion, and Welfare (referred to herein as ACR) 
and Hammond, “Smoking in Relation to the 
Death Rates of One Million Men and 
Women,” Epidemiological Approaches to the 
Study of Cancer and Other Chronic Diseases, 
January 1966, Public Health Service, U.S. 
Department of Health, Education and Wel- 
fare (referred to herein as Hammond). The 
information consists of statistics relative to 
incidences of death, in the form of ratios 
between the nonsmokers of a given group 
and the smokers of various numbers of ciga- 
rettes in that same group. 

* In addition to brands already mentioned, 
the major cigarette companies have recently 
introduced 100 millimeter cigarettes under 
the following brand names: Dover, L & M, 
50-50, York, Spring, Colony, Kent, Tareyton, 
and Salem, with others appearing almost 
daily. 

3 Surgeon General’s report, supra, page 351. 
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After the Surgeon General's report was 
published, cigarette clinics (some similar to 
Alcoholics Anonymous) were formed 
throughout the country to help people stop 
smoking. Yet, most of them have now been 
dissolved because of the poor results. Ad- 
vertisements for cigarettes never show this 
side of smoking. They never show an habitu- 
ated cigarette smoker with a hacking cough, 
groping for a cigarette upon awakening in 
the morning. They never suggest the tension 
felt by a chain smoker when he runs out 
of cigarettes. In terms of public understand- 
ing of the health hazards, knowledge of this 
aspect of smoking is essential. Only when 
one realizes that cigarette smoking cannot 
automatically be stopped and started at will, 
can he fully understand how dangerous it 
is even to start. In making a decision on 
whether to start smoking, youngsters espe- 
cially have a right to know that once they 
start, they may never be able to stop. A 
viewer of cigarette commercials and adver- 
tisements would never hear of this aspect 
of smoking, 


6. Self Regulation of Cigarette Advertising 

The cigarette industry and the radio and 
television industries have each adopted 
voluntary regulations relating to aspects of 
cigarette advertising. Producers of approxi- 
mately 89% of today’s output of domestic 
cigarettes have placed themselves under the 
“Cigarette Advertising Code” (hereinafter 
referred to as the Cigarette Code), which 
went into effect on January 1, 1965. The 
radio and television networks, as well as a 
number of independent stations, have sub- 
scribed for some time to either “The Radio 
Code” or “The Television Code.” 

The Cigarette Code (Article IV, Section 
1(a) (i) ()) prohibits cigarette advertising 
directed primarily to persons under 21. It 
was reported in May of 1966 that when 45% 
or more of an audience consists of persons 
under 21 (as ascertained by two successive 
Nielsen Reports), then that audience is di- 
rected “primarily” to persons under 21.” 
As previously indicated, the American Re- 
search Bureau reported that during the week 
of January 11, 1967, each of three network 
television programs carrying cigarette com- 
mercials® had an audience at least 45% 
of which was composed of persons under 
21. During May of 1967, two of these three 
programs continued to carry cigarette com- 
mercials.“ More importantly, in view of the 
fact (previously alluded to) that 322.7 mil- 
lion viewers under 21 watched cigarette prod- 
uct-sponsored television during a single 
week, it would seem that other criteria than 
percentage composition of an audience 
might be appropriately considered under 
Section 1(a) of the Cigarette Code. This 
is all the more so when it is remembered 
that the average American teenager sees more 
cigarette commercials on network television 
than does the average American. 

Article IV, Section 1(a) (ili) of the Ciga- 
rette Code prohibits cigarette advertising in 
school, college or university media and Sec- 
tion 1(c) of the same Article prohibits pass- 
ing out cigarette samples on school, college 
or university campuses. A survey of 1,232 
institutions of higher learning indicates that 
there has been compliance with these pro- 
visions. Also, the Commission’s review of 
current cigarette advertising indicates com- 
pliance with the Radio and Televison Codes’ 


% Advertising Age, May 23, 1966, pages 3 
and 82. 

“ However, only two of these programs 
were sponsored by cigarette companies which 
were subject at the time to the Cigarette 
Code. 

“ BAR Network TV, May 1967. 

“Harold S. Diehl, College and University 
Policies on Cigarette Smoking, March 8, 
1967. 
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“Guidelines” “ and the Cigarette Code’s pro- 
visions interdicting the use of prominent 
athletes in cigarette commercials. 

A closely related prohibition—forbidding 
depiction of smokers participating in or ap- 
pearing to participate in athletic activity re- 
quiring physical exertion—is contained in 
both the Guidelines and in the Cigarette 
Code. Great debate centers over the degree 
of physical exertion that is proscribed. How- 
ever, so long as the smoker is not a promi- 
nent athlete and does not appear to partici- 
pate in a rigorous sport or in rigorous ac- 
tivity, there are virtually no limitations on 
the use of sporting themes in cigarette com- 
mercials. It is arguable that even these 
boundaries can be crossed through sponsor- 
ship of sporting events. That cigarette com- 
panies sponsored televised sporting events 
viewed by 125 million in one week lends sup- 
port to this view. 

The Cigarette Code states “cigarette adver- 
tising shall not represent that cigarette 
smoking is essential (emphasis added) to so- 
cial prominence, distinction, success or sex- 
ual attraction.” The wording would appear to 
permit indicating that smoking may con- 
tribute to or even cause success, sexuality, 
etc., provided there is no representation that 
cigarette smoking must be present for these 
results to occur. A more serious attempt to 
regulate “acceptance by association” appears 
in the Radio and Television Codes, which 
prohibit representations to youth (most rep- 
resentations on television and radio are 
viewed by substantial numbers of youths) 
“That the use of cigarettes contributes to in- 
dividual achievement, personal acceptance, 
or is a habit worthy of imitation.” However, 
as was pointed out in the preceding discus- 
sion of associative themes, the current adver- 
tising of cigarette brands accounts for 73.5% 
of domestic consumption does represent 
smoking to be a habit worthy of imitation. 
This is accomplished by featuring cigarette 
smoking in connection with respected, liked 
or desired persons, places and things. 

The Radio and Television Codes prohibit 
stating that the presence or construction of 
a filter is beneficial to health or well being. 
Under the Cigarette Code, advertising con- 
cerning the filters in cigarettes should not 
be deemed a representation with respect to 
health” unless the Code’s Administrator 
holds otherwise. Whether filter advertise- 
ments, regardless of their explicitness, con- 
stitute representations with respect to health 
and well being, can best be judged by the 
following: 44% of the public and 57% of 
filter cigarette smokers believe that filters 
reduce the health risk in cigarette smoking.“ 

Although minor changes have been made 
in some advertisements since promulgation 
of the Cigarette Code, their themes and basic 
impact remain unchanged. Cigarette adver- 
tising continues to promote the idea that 
cigarette smoking is both pleasurable and 
harmless. On their face, the various adver- 
tising codes may appear to set proper guide- 
lines for cigarette advertising, but in practice 
it is possible for cigarette manufacturers to 
comply with the codes without making 
known the health hazards of smoking or 
diminishing in any way the appeal of their 
advertisements. 

For example, Article IV, Section 1(e) of 
the Cigarette Code states in part that “Na- 
tural persons depicted as smokers in cigarette 
advertising shall be at least twenty-five years 
of age and shall not be dressed or otherwise 
made to appear to be less than twenty-five 
years of age.” Although advertisers have 
complied with this provision, they continue 
to use models who may be just over 25 years 
old and show them smoking cigarettes while 
engaged in activities (such as strolling 


“Cigarette Advertising Guidelines, effec- 
tive October 6, 1966. 
See footnote 29, supra. 
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through woods and picnicking, etc.) that 
have special appeal to younger people. Thus, 
the prohibition of use of young people mod- 
els has not resulted in elimination of ad- 
vertising aimed at young people. The most 
startling example of an advertisement that 
does not violate any of the specific prohi- 
bitions of the Cigarette Code is the Lucky 
Strike jingle that states: “Lucky Strike sep- 
arates the men from the boys—but not 
from the girls.” In which category—with 
“the men“ or with “the boys’—would any 
normal teenage male want to place himself? 


7. The U.S. Public Health Survey and the 
Commission Opinion Survey as They Re- 
late to Cigarette Advertising and Promo- 
tion 


With respect to the Public Health Survey, 
69% of those surveyed in 1966 (as opposed 
to 63% of those surveyed in 1964) felt that 
a warning statement should be required in 
cigarette advertisements to the effect that 
smoking may be harmful.“ With respect to 
those surveyed in 1966, 64% felt that adver- 
tising of cigarettes should be controlled or 
limited but only 34% of all sampled agreed 
that such advertising should be stopped 
completely.” 

With respect to the Commission Survey, 
78% of those surveyed felt that the cau- 
tionary labeling statement now required un- 
der the Federal Cigarette Labeling and Ad- 
vertising Act should be required in cigarette 
advertising and promotion as well. In the 
event that a stronger cautionary labeling 
statement were adopted, 71% favored re- 
quiring the statement to be in cigarette ad- 
vertising and promotions.“ 

Eighty-one percent felt that the overall 
impressions fostered by recent cigarette ad- 
vertising has been that it is less hazardous 
to smoke filter than regular cigarettes. 
Seventy-one percent felt recent cigarette ad- 
vertising has encouraged young people to 
smoke and 70% felt it has encouraged peo- 
ple who already smoke to continue smok- 
ing.“ 

On the question of placing controls on 
cigarette advertising, 66% felt that cigarette 
advertising should be restricted as to such 
things as types of programs or hours; 64% 
felt it should be prohibited from 
media (the illustrative examples were “tele- 
vision or magazines whose principal appeal 
is to youth”); 46% felt cigarette advertis- 
ing should be prohibited completely; and 
52% would require tar and nicotine content 
information in all advertising and promo- 
tions. 

SUMMARY 


The Commission believes that the warning 
label on cigarette packages has not suc- 
ceeded in overcoming the prevalent attitude 
toward cigarette smoking created and main- 
tained by the cigarette companies through 
their advertisements, particularly the bar- 
rage of commercials on television, which 
portray smoking as a harmless and enjoyable 
social activity that is not habit forming and 
involves no hazards to health. 

It appears to the Commission, from the 
switch toward filter cigarettes and the popu- 
larity of low tar and nicotine cigarettes, 
that a substantial segment of the public is 
most concerned about the health hazards 
of cigarette smoking. Many smokers would 
like to give up the habit, but don’t and 
won't. Some of these have switched to brands 
that they believe, often erroneously, to be 
less hazardous. The Commission favors giv- 
ing smokers as much information about the 
risks involved in smoking as is possible and 


4 Public Health Survey, Part B. Ques. 4. 

“Public Health Survey, Part B, Ques. 5 
and 6. 

“ Commission Survey, Ques. 2 and 4. 

* Commission Survey, Ques. 6 and 8. 

“ Commission Survey, Ques. 9-12. 
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to that end favors mandatory disclosure of 
tar and nicotine content, as measured by a 
standard test. Until this is done, millions of 
smokers will continue to be deceived by 
false claims of mildness“ and misleading 
portrayals of filters. 

Non-cigarette smokers, particularly the 
teenagers who constitute an ever-increasing 
class of potential customers, seem in large 
part to have been unaffected by the warning 
on the package alone. The cigarette adver- 
tisements, especially on television and radio, 
that are more frequently viewed and heard 
by teenagers than other segments of the 
population, have been successful in their 
subtle but effective attempts to persuade 
teenagers to smoke despite the known health 
hazards. To protect this group the Commis- 
sion feels it imperative that adequate health 
warnings be included in all cigarette adver- 
tising. 

Cigarette smoking today poses a very great 
but preventable public health menace. It is 
strongly habituating, and habitual smokers 
subject themselves to a number of debilitat- 
ing illnesses and early death.” Despite this, 
cigarette companies have spent billions of 
dollars (in 1966 almost $300 million) on in- 
ducing the people to take up this habit so 
dangerous to health. In the interest of fair- 
ness to the adults of tomorrow, advert 
without an adequate warning should not be 
permitted to continue. Self-regulation by 
the industry has proved to be ineffectual. 

Cigarette commercials continue to appeal 
to youth and continue to blot out any con- 
sciousness of the health hazards, Cigarette 
advertisements continue to appear on pro- 
grams watched and heard repeatedly by mil- 
lions of teenagers. Today, teenagers are con- 
stantly exposed to an endless barrage of 
subtle messages that cigarette smoking in- 
creases popularity, makes one more mascu- 
line or attractive to the opposite sex, en- 
hances one’s social poise, etc. To allow the 
American people, and especially teenagers, 
the opportunity to make an informed and 
deliberate choice of whether or not to start 
smoking, they must be freed from constant 
exposure to such one-sided blandishments 
and told the whole story. 


C. Recommendations 


The Commission believes that legislation 
accomplishing the following objectives is 
necessary: 

(1) Section 4 of the Federal Cigarette 
Labeling and Advertising Act should be 
amended by changing the required warning 
statement to read: 

“Warning: Cigarette Smoking is Danger- 
ous to Health And May Cause Death From 
Cancer And Other Diseases.” 

(2) The warning statement should be re- 
quired to appear in all advertisements as well 
as on all cigarette packages; 

(3) A statement setting forth the tar and 
nicotine content of each cigarette should be 
required to appear on the package and in all 
cigarette advertising; ™ 

(4) Increased appropriations should be 
made to the Department of Health, Educa- 
tion, and Welfare for education of the pub- 
lic (especially young people) as to the health 
hazards of smoking; 

(5) Appropriations should be made for re- 
search under the direction of the National 
Institutes of Health on the development of 
less hazardous cigarettes. 


w Cigarette Smoking and Health Character- 
istics, Public Health Service Publication No. 
1000—Series 10, No. 34, May, 1967. See also 
footnote 36 above. 

* The Commission is of the belief that fur- 
ther scientific study may warrant extension 
of this requirement to include a statement 
listing the results of quantitative and quali- 
tative analyses of hazardous components in a 
cigarette’s smoke. 
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CONCURRING STATEMENT OF COMMISSIONER 
ELMAN 


While concurring fully in the Commis- 
sion’s Report, I regret that the Commission 
has not also recommended to the Congress 
that (1) cigarette advertising be banned en- 
tirely on television and radio, and (2) the 
“super-king size“ 100 mm. cigarettes, now 
being extensively promoted by the industry, 
be banned from interstate commerce as too 
dangerous for human consumption. 

x. 

Unlike other products sold to the consum- 
ing public, Congress has found that ciga- 
rettes, in their normal and ordinary intended 
use, are so dangerous to health that the 
product must carry a warning statement. In 
this crucial respect, cigarettes cannot be com- 
pared with such products as automobiles, 
butter or candy. 

“Cigarette smoking is, without question, 
the greatest single public health problem 
this nation has ever faced.” The United 
States Public Health Service estimates that 
as many as 300,000 people may die prema- 
turely each year because they have smoked 
cigarettes. The cost to society of cigarette 
smoking, in human terms, is staggering. 

Yet, while cigarette smoking poses an ever- 
increasing menace to the public health, it is 
a menace that can be substantially reduced, 
if not eliminated. “Many of the diseases ag- 
gravated by cigarette smoking can be allevi- 
ated and those caused by smoking can be 
prevented.” * The Secretary of Health, Educa- 
tion, and Welfare has stated that until haz- 
ardous substances can be removed from cig- 
arette smoke, the only effective means avail- 
able to eliminate the health hazards asso- 
ciated with smoking is an educational pro- 
gram designed to inform people of the haz- 
ards and encourage people to stop or not to 
start smoking.” * The message that should be 
brought home to the American people is 


1 Dr. Charles A. Ross, Chief of Thoracic 
Surgery, Roswell Park Memorial Institute; 
Assistant Clinical Professor of Surgery, State 
University of New York (quoted in Medical 
Bulletin on Tobacco, May 1967). 

2 Ibid. 

Letter to Senator Warren G. Magnuson, 
dated January 10, 1967, reprinted in Con- 
gressional Record, Vol. 113, p. 12949. 


summarized in the warning statement now 
recommended by the Commission to Con- 
gress: “cigarette smoking is dangerous to 
health and may cause death from cancer and 
other diseases”. 

Instead, the public is subjected to an end- 
less barrage of radio and television commer- 
cials that keep pounding away on a single 
theme: cigarette smoking is a pleasant and 
satisfying habit which healthy and attrac- 
tive people can enjoy, Each year, the industry 
spends vast sums of money to saturate the 
airways with such advertising. In 1966 about 
$229 million was spent on cigarette advertis- 
ing on television and radio; and the figure 
will undoubtedly be higher in 1967. Subtly 
but effectively, the message delivered by all 
these commercials, whatever the variations 
in words or pictures, is that the health haz- 
ards of cigarette smoking are exaggerated or 
nonexistent. Especially to those who want to 
delude themselves that continuing to smoke 
involves no serious risks, the advertising nul- 
lifies the effect of the warning statement re- 
quired by Congress. 

The airwaves constitute a public resource. 
The holders of broadcasting station licenses 
are trustees for the public, licensed by the 
Federal Government on the condition that 
they operate their stations in the public in- 
terest. The airwaves should not be used to 
encourage the sale, for private gain, of a 
product which the Health Commissioner of 
the State of New York has called the “‘most 
serious known lethal agent today“. Congress 
should not allow broadcasters to carry ad- 
vertising which is designed to make people 
forget or ignore the health dangers of cig- 
arette smoking, and encourages them to start 
or continue smoking. It is an intolerable 
abuse of a public resource that it should be 
exploited for private profit to aggravate “the 
greatest single public health problem this 
nation has ever faced.” 

It ought not to be necessary for Congress 
to enact legislation taking cigarette adver- 
tising off the air. Such a result could be ac- 
complished easily and immediately by the 
voluntary action of the broadcasting indus- 
try, especially the three major networks. 
Broadcasters are not public utilities, required 
by law to carry all advertising offered for 
every product. Indeed, the industry’s own 


New York Times, March 13, 1967, p. 33. 
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Codes recognize the impropriety of advertis- 
ing hard liquor and firearms on television 
and radio. It is taken for granted, without 
requiring an Act of Congress, that the air- 
waves should not be used to promote the 
sale of such potentially harmful and danger- 
ous products. This industry’s failure to place 
cigarettes in the same category as hard liquor 
and firearms is hard to understand. The in- 
dustry recognizes that “Television and all 
who participate in it are jointly accountable 
to the American public for respect for the 
special needs of children, for community re- 
sponsibility, * * * and for propriety in ad- 
vertising. * * * Each television broadcaster 
should refuse his facilities to the advertise- 
ment of products and services, or the use of 
advertising scripts, which the station has 
good reason to believe would be objectionable 
to a substantial and responsible segment of 
the community.” One wonders how indus- 
try leaders can reconcile the high standards 
of public responsibility and obligation, which 
are acknowledged in the NAB Television and 
Radio Codes, with the continuing and in- 
creasing use of the airwaves to advertise a 
product which is not only “objectionable to 
a substantial and responsible segment of the 
community” but has been specifically found 
by Congress to be dangerous to health. 

While I support the Commission’s recom- 
mendation for a required warning statement 
in all advertisements, it would be 
better to deal with the matter directly and 
forthrightly. Obviously, if the required warn- 
ing were really hard-hitting and effective, 
cigarette advertising would disappear from 
the airwaves. Television and radio commer- 
cials are very expensive, and no manufac- 
turer will spend a lot of money to broadcast 
a commercial whose effect is to dissuade the 
public from buying his product. The only 
cigarette commercials worth putting on the 
air, from the industry’s standpoint, will be 
those in which the adverse effect of the 
warning has been obliterated. 

If a warning in advertising is required, we 
can be sure that all cigarette commercials 
will be skillfully written to blot out the ef- 
fect of the warning. If a commercial con- 
taining the required warning is broadcast, it 
will only be when the advertiser believes its 
net effect will be to encourage, not discour- 
age, smoking. For example—and the inge- 
nuity of advertising copy writers will doubt- 
less produce an infinite variety of other ex- 
amples—the warning might be accompanied 
by a suggestion that cigarettes should be 
smoked only by mature adults. Like the 


claim that Lucky Strike separates the men 


from the boys—but not from the girls”, such 
@ suggestion would be positively guaranteed 
to sell the product to adolescents. One way 
or another, we can count on it that cigarette 
advertisements, even with a warning, will 
continue to get across the same basic mes- 
sage that smoking is satisfying and attrac- 
tive, and can be enjoyed in good health. 

It is doubtful whether any warning state- 
ment, no matter how it is worded, would be 
effective in regard to the young people who 
are most in need of protection. As every 
parent knows, it is exceedingly difficult to 
convince adolescents of the gravity of the 
health dangers of cigarette smoking. The 
psychology of teenagers being what it is, and 
living as they do under the “illusion of im- 
mortality”, even the most bluntly-worded 
warning may not be effective in overcoming 
the pressures to take up, or continue with, 
a habit that has been made to symbolize a 
passport to adulthood”, 

The best and simplest approach—and the 


ë Television Code, National Association of 
Broadcasters (11th ed., Aug. 1966), pp. 2, 3, 
14. Similar provisions appear in the NAB 
Radio Code (12th ed., Aug. 1966) pp. 2-8. 
10-11, 
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one most urgently required by the public 
interest—is to ban cigarette advertising en- 
tirely on television and radio, and to require 
a clear, conspicuous, and forthright warning 
statement in all advertisments in other 
media and in all point-of-sale promotional 
materials. 
Tr. 

The available evidence indicates a direct 
relationship between tar and nicotine con- 
tent and the health dangers of cigarette 
smoking. As found by the group of scien- 
tists convened by the Surgeon General, “The 
preponderance of scientific evidence strongly 
suggests that the lower the ‘tar’ and nicotine 
content of cigarette smoke, the less harm- 
ful are the effects.” Moreover, since tobacco 
also acts as a filter, tar and nicotine yield 
is not consistent throughout the length of a 
cigarette but increases disproportionately as 
it is smoked. The longer the cigarette and 
the farther down it is smoked, the bigger 
the intake of tar and nicotine and the greater 
the health hazards. 

Thus, a cigarette which “smokes longer be- 
cause it is longer” is also longer in danger. 
In a cigarette, “extra long” and “extra puffs” 
means extra hazards. The Public Health 
Service Technical Report on “Tar” and Nico- 
tine states: “The potential benefit to the in- 
dividual consumer who might shift to a 
lower tar and nicotine cigarette would be 
negated if this shift were accompanied by an 
increase * in the length of each ciga- 
rette used.“ 

It would seem, therefore, that from the 
standpoint of the public interest in develop- 
ing a “less hazardous” cigarette, the industry 
should promote shorter cigarettes yielding 
fewer puffs and less tar and nicotine. Instead, 
the industry has moved in the opposite di- 
rection. In recent months, its advertising 
efforts have concentrated on promoting the 
new “super-king size” 100 mm. cigarettes. 

The Rosewell Park Memorial Institute has 
recommended that the sale of “extra long” 
100 mm. cigarettes be banned until it can be 
shown that they are a safe product for 
human consumption.’ I concur in that rec- 
ommendation. 

SEPARATE STATEMENTS BY COMMISSIONER 

MACINTYRE 

This separate statement should be re- 
garded as a supplement to the Commission’s 
report which is being made to Congress as 
required by Section 5(d)(2) of the “Federal 
Cigarette Labeling and Advertising Act.” As 
has been noted, the report was expected to 
concern itself with “(A) the effectiveness of 
cigarette labeling, (B) current practices and 
methods of cigarette advertising and pro- 
motion, and (C) such recommendation for 
legislation as it may deem appropriate.” 

To the extent the report has limited and 
concerned itself with the matters Congress 
expected in the reporting of the facts and in 
the making of appropriate recommendations, 
I have concurred in the Commission’s deci- 
sion to submit the report. However, it seems 
to me that the report gets into opinion- 
making in the areas of sociology, education 
and philosophy. These are matters, it seems 
to me, that would be best left to the agencies 
of government expected to report on educa- 
tion and social problems, To the extent that 
the effectiveness of cigarette labeling and 
current practices of cigarette advertising and 
promotion present problems that may be 
considered by the Commission under its 
jurisdiction of unfair and deceptive acts and 
practices in advertising, it appears appro- 
priate for the Commission to consider and 


*Quoted by Senator Magnuson, Congres- 
sional Record, Vol. 113, p. 12949. 
7 Ibid. 


8 Letter of Dr. George E. Moore, Director, to 
the Federal Trade Commission, June 8, 1967. 
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report on such problems. I assume other 
agencies having jurisdiction over problems 
in the areas of sociology, education, philos- 
ophy and health will be reporting to the Con- 
gress with appropriate recommendations. I 
question whether it is appropriate for the 
Federal Trade Commission to attempt to do 
that for other policy-making agencies of the 
Federal government. I know what the policy 
of the Federal Trade Commission is in its 
determination to eliminate unfair and de- 
ceptive acts and practices in advertising. My 
position of adherence to that policy is clear. 
It should be kept in mind that when that 
policy has been fulfilled, the Commission has 
acted to the limits of its jurisdiction under 
existing law regarding the matters involved 
here. Also, it is my view that when other 
public policy matters entrusted to other 
agencies are involved, such as health, educa- 
tion, social problems and related matters, 
the Federal Trade Commission should defer 
to the judgment of such agencies regarding 
their needs and the program of the President 
in the discharge of their responsibilities. 
This is the usual practice of the Federal 
Trade Commission in reporting on needs for 
legislation. 

CONCURRING STATEMENT OF 

JONES 


While I concur in the Commission’s Re- 
port, I believe that the Commission should 
have gone further and recommended to the 
Congress that cigarette advertising be 
banned on television. 

On the basis of the public record to date, 
the hazard to health presented by cigarette 
smoking and the high incidence of teenage 
smoking is far greater than that associated 
with liquor consumption. Yet every state has 
instituted rigorous controls on all advertis- 
ing of liquor and no hard liquor advertise- 
ments appear anywhere on TV. I believe that 
the evidence at hand supports the institu- 
tion of a similar ban on cigarette advertising 
at least in so far as TV is concerned, 
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FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION SURVEY ON CER- 
TAIN ASPECTS OF SMOKING AND HEALTH 


CoMMISSIONER 


1. Do you feel that the current cautionary 
labeling statement is sufficient to warn peo- 
ple of the hazards of smoking? 


2. Do you feel that the current caution- 
ary statement now required in labeling 
should also be required in advertising and 
promotions, e.g. in television and radio com- 
mercials as well as in newspaper and mag- 
azine advertisements? 


r fo. a Se Sas 77.9 
W ͤͤ . 11.9% 
No opinions s.. 10.2% 


3. Do you feel that a stronger statement 
than the current cautionary labeling state- 
ment should be adopted? 


E TS ES a oe ae 
pe. AAA ee ae ee 
NO Opinion? O12 22n<..-2 4s cae tak 

4. In the event that you feel that a 
stronger cautionary labeling statement 


should be adopted, do you feel that such 
statement should be required in advertising 
and promotions? 

.. a i Pees ak ote hm 
JJ 


5. Do you feel that the cautionary state- 
ment on the package has (a) discouraged 
young people from starting to smoke ciga- 
rettes, (b) discouraged people who are al- 
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ready smoking cigarettes from continuing to 
smoke? Why do you feel this way in these 
matters? 


r LS SN 14.3% 
NO ie SE Jo „ 70.9% 
No opinion: 56— taniga 23.0% 
6 11. 9% 
72 ES See 72.1% 
No opinion: 39— usna 16. 0% 


6. Do you feel that the overall impression 
fostered by recent cigarette advertising is 
that it is less hazardous to health to smoke 
filter cigarettes than cigarettes which do not 
have filters? 


ps: tales SPR TIE gE Yes 81.2% 
INOS(, 14 / v 5.7% 
No men:; T——ñ8, 13. 1% 


7. Do you feel that current cigarette ad- 
vertisements and promotions tend to negate, 
contradict or dilute the import of the cau- 
tionary statement on the package? 


Teen... cea 18.7% 
No: 21. a a 8.6% 
No opinion: 11 ? 12. 7% 


8. Do you feel that recent cigarette ad- 
vertising has (a) encouraged young people 
to smoke (b) encouraged people who are al- 
ready smoking to continue? 


(a) Tes: ... oe 71.3% 
be I" y ERS SE 1 to aA 11.1% 
No opinion: 3. 17. 6% 
ch de . ee Laas 70. 1% 
No: 8 —1! 8 12.3% 
No opinion: 43_..-...-..---._-. 17.6% 


9. Do you feel that cigarette advertising 
should be restricted, e.g. that its use be re- 
stricted to certain types of programs or hours 
on television? (If so, please indicate the ex- 
tent to which you would restrict.) 


West) 100. T 65.6% 
No: 14 ee 16.8% 
No pon 8 8 17. 6% 


10. Do you feel that cigarette advertising 
should be prohibited as to certain media, 
e.g. prohibited on television or in magazines 
whose principal appeal is to youth? (If so, 
please indicate the media.) 


ed eg by A ꝛ ˙ anys 64.4% 
o ff renee 17.6% 
No‘ opinion’: :? e 18.0% 


11. Do you feel that cigarette advertising 
should be completely prohibited? 


LAPE bo PE eh a aa l i 45.9% 
e 41.0% 
r 13. 1% 


12. Do you feel that additional informa- 
tion such as tar and nicotine content of 
cigarette smoke should be required (a) on 
the package and (b) in advertising and pro- 
motions? Why do you feel this way in these 
matters? 


(a) Les: 0 ĩð 53.3% 
Not G02 2525 ea 32.8% 
No opinion: 34—— 22 13.9% 

A 52. 1% 
Nor oo ee ce 33.6% 
No ‘opinions 884... 14.3% 


APPENDIX B 
NATIONAL SURVEYS OF. SMOKING BEHAVIOR 
ATTITUDES AND BELIEFS CONDUCTED UNDER 
THE DIRECTION OF THE U.S. PUBLIC HEALTH 
SERVICE IN 1964 anp 1966 
PART A 
The following data regarding public opinion 
about the warning label on cigarette pack- 
ages were gathered from our 1966 (May, June, 
July) national suryeys of adults and in- 
volved the taking of approximately 4,100 
actual interviews. 
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After weighting, the total number in- 
volved became 5,777 of which 2,437 were 
classified as current cigarette smokers, 929 
as former cigarette smokers, and 2,404 as 
never* having smoked cigarettes. 

1. Have you seen or heard about the health 
warning label that is required on the out- 
side of each package of cigarettes? 


[In percent] 

Total | Current | Former | Never 
smokers 
N.. 79 93 82 65 
— ee 20 7 18 33 
Don’t know and no 
‘answer 2 oo 528d. 1 10) (9) 2 
Ton e 100 100 100 100 
1 Less than 1 percent. 

2. This warning label says: “Caution: 


Cigarette Smoking May Be Hazardous to Your 
Health.” Would you say that this warning 1s: 


Un percent] 


Total Never 


Current | Former 
smokers 


100 100 


8. How many cigarette smokers do you 
think might cut down their smoking be- 
cause of this warning label? Would you say: 

[In percent] 


Some of them. 
A few of them. 


no answer 


1 Less than 1 percent. 

4. How many cigarette smokers do you 
think might quit smoking cigarettes be- 
cause of this warning label? Would you say: 


[In percent] 
Total | Current | Former | Never 
smokers: 
All of them 
Most of them ® 1 8 8 © 1 
Some of them. 14 12 16 15 
A few of them. 48 50 48 
None of them. 32 36 31 29 
Don't know, refused, 
no answer 5 3 3 7 
ft be ee 100 | 100 100 100 


1 Less than 1 percent. 


1The sample plan called for a random 
selection of one adult in each sample house- 
hold to be interviewed and then all current 
and former cigarette smokers identified by 
the first respondent were also to be inter- 
viewed. Those identified by the first respond- 
ent as having never smoked were (after con- 
firmation of this) not interviewed. 

It was necessary to weigh the sample in- 
terviews so that the interviews taken with 
the first respondent and subsequent re- 
spondents could be added, and also to assure 
proper distributions by age and sex. 

Those who had never smoked cigarettes 
at all or who had not smoked at least 100 
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5. How many cigarette smokers do you 
think might increase their smoking because 
of this warning label? Would you say: 


[In percent] 
Total | Current | Former | Never 
smokers: 

All of them 1 1 009 1 
Most of them 1 1 1 1 
Some of them. 6 6 4 6 
A few of them. a 14 14 17 12 
None of them 70 72 71 69 

Don’t know, refused, 
no answer. 8 6 7 11 
N.. 100 100 100 100 


Less than 1 percent. 

6. How about people who otherwise might 
have taken up cigarette smoking? How many 
do you think this warning label might keep 
from starting? Would you say: 


{In percent] 
Total | Current | Former | Never 
smokers 
All of them. 1 r 
Most of them 5 S 4 9 5 
Some of them 26 24 28 28 
A few of them. 4l 40 44 42 
None of them 20 23 19 16 
Don't know, refused, 
no answer 7 6 5 9 
Total ir 100 100 100 100 


1 Less than 1 percent. 


7. Do you think this health warning label 
on cigarette packages might affect you in 
any way? 

[Percent] 
Never 


Total purren Former 


smokers 


7 

92 

no answer 1 2 1 1 

Jet 100 100 100 100 
PART B 


The following data regarding public reac- 
tion to various “remedial action” proposals 
were gathered from various surveys of adults 
and are designated in this matter in the fol- 
lowing tables: 

% 1964: Refers to data from the (October, 
November) 1964 national sample based on 
some 4700 interviews. After weighting the 
total became 5794, with 2337 classified as 
current cigarette smokers, 783 as former 
cigarette smokers, and 2674 as never 
smoked. 

% 1966: Refers to the 1966 national surveys 

described in Part A. 
These questions asked for an opinion with 
choices ranging from strongly agree to 
strongly disagree. For simplicity of analysis, 
categories are collapsed and presented in 
terms of the per cent of opinion favorable 
to the smoking control point of view. 

1. It is not the Government’s business to 
do something about cigarette smoking. 


Un percent] 
Disagree 1964 1966 
Total sample.........----.-- 60 61 
Current smokers. Š 51 54 
Former smokers. K 65 66 
[ | ARR mAn P DN E Reh ar ee 65 66 


2. Cigarette companies should be required 
to put on the package the amount of tar and 
nicotine in their cigarettes, 


cigarettes were classified as “never smoked 
cigarettes.” 


[In percent] 
Agree 1964 1966 
Total sample 78 77 
Current smokers. 70 71 
8l 80 
85 81 


3. Cigarette manufacturers should not be 
required to put on the outside package a 
warning label like: 

(1964): “Cigarette smoking is dangerous 
to health.” 

(1966): “Caution: Cigarette smoking may 


be hazardous to your health.” 
[In percent] 
Disagree 1964 1966 
Tota! sample. 61 75 
Current smokers 50 69 
Former smokers_ 66 82 
69 78 


4. Cigarette advertising or commercials 
should not be required to carry a warning 
statement to the effect that smoking may be 
harmful. 


{In percent] 
Disagree 1964 1966 
63 69 
52 61 
66 75 
71 76 


5. The advertising of cigarettes should not 
be controlled or limited. 


1966 


2 
8822 


6. Cigarette advertising should be stopped 
completely. 


Agree 


Percen Percen 
1964 1966 8 


There was practically no change from 1964 
to 1966. 

PART C 

The following information, represents pre- 
liminary data from our 1966 (May, June, 
July) national survey of adults. It is pre- 
liminary mainly in the sense that it is based 
upon only one of the two national samples 
which were to be combined to fo-m our final 
national sample. Nevertheless, the 2,073 
actual interviews reported here do represent 
a national probability sample. 

After weighting,? the total number involved 
became 3,001 of which 1,273 were classified 
as current cigarette smokers, 453 as former 
cigarette smokers, and 1,275 as never having 
smoked cigarettes. 

1, Filters reduce the health risk in ciga- 
rette smoking. 


Percent agree 
r oo ⁰ð A E 44 
G 51 
f... ðß?é(ĩdßßß ᷣͤ . ͤ—ͤ—0 43 
OVER E OSSA 38 
Filter smokers 57 
Nonfilter smokers 39 


See Part A for discussion of weighting 
procedures. 
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2. Current cigarette advertising leaves the 
impression that smoking is a healthy thing 
to do. 


Percent agree 


PART D 
The figures which follow were derived from 
the complete mid-1966 National Survey of 
adults, There are presently an estimated 49 
million adult cigarette smokers, 19 million 
former smokers, and 48 million who have 
never smoked cigarettes. This represents 
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about 1 million more smokers and about a 
million and a half more former smokers than 
estimated by the survey conducted in late 
1964. The percentages indicate a small de- 
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crease in the proportion of male smokers, and 
increases in the proportion of female smokers 
and in the proportion of both male and fem- 
ale smokers. 


DISTRIBUTION OF CIGARETTE SMOKING HABITS IN UNITED STATES, ADULTS (21 AND OVER) 1966 


Male (percent) 


Current cigarette smokers 


Female (percent) emale Both 


Male Fi 
(millions) | (millions) | (millions) 


2 — 51.8 percent (52.9 in 1984). 33.6 percent (31.5 in 1964). 28.9 20.3 49.2 

Former cigarette smokers 23.6 percent 85 in 1. a 9.6 percent (7.4 in 1954). 13.8 5.8 19.0 

Never smoked cigarettes. 24.6 percent (24.9 in 1964). . 56.8 percent (61.1 in 1964). 13.7 34.2 48.0 

—: DP RE a . ĩ ͤ A be SS es Er 55.8 60.3 116.2 
APPENDIX C 


AUDIENCE DATA FOR NETWORK TELEVISION PROGRAMS SPONSORED IN WHOLE OR IN PART BY CIGARETTE MANUFACTURERS, JANUARY 1967 (IN MILLIONS) 


The following programs carrying cigarette commercials appeared during the period January 11-17, 1967, for which audience data were 
available: 


Program Total 


audience 


Big Valley. 
Holl 


ABC 


Serbe 
æ 


11. Fugitive. 
12. Iron Horse 


16. Felony Squad 
17. NBA Pro Basketball- 

18. Phyllis Diller. 

19. Pro Bowlers Tourn: 
20. That Girl 
. CBS Friday Night Mo 
Mg apa Night Movie... 


n 
— 


Seer ....... 
To Tell the Truth — 
To Tell the Truth (night). 

Super Bow! pregame, CBS 
. Super Bow! postgame, CBS 


SSSR 


2 
== 
az 
se 
re 

8 


32. Evening News (Cronkite)... 
33. Saturday Evening News, CBS 


o£? BaP SwSRSSSrePv~EhRaSSRSSSREENNH 
mom Be DT OO HO WI CON SIO OOOO BIO OR ENO 


1 47 percent. 
245 percent. 


The following programs carrying cigarette 
commercials did not appear during the 
audience survey period, but did appear dur- 
ing the month of January, 1967: 

64. Rounders. 

65. Sonny-Money & the Merger. 

66. Man Who Never Was. 

67. Pruitts of Southhampton. 

68. NFL All Pro Team? 

69. NFL Runner-up Bowl Preview. 

70. NFL Championship Game. 

71. NFL Pro Bowl Game. 

72. NFL Runner-up Bowl.’ 

73. CBS Playhouse. 

74. AFL All-Star Game. 

75. AFL Championship Game. 

76. Hero. 

77. ABC Early Evening News. 

78. Orange Bowl Game. 

79. Senior Bowl Game. 

80. Sugar Bowl Game. 

81. NFL Today. 

82. CBS Sports Spectacular.’ 

83. Peyton Place II. 

84. American Sportsman. 

85. NBC Afternoon News. 


Subsequent to the receipt of that re- 
port the Secretary of Health, Education, 


and Welfare issued the following state- 
ment: 


1 Sports programs. 


Under 
21 


Tee: Children, 
13to1 2to12 


5.2 2.7 1.5 
4.7 1.6 2.5 
4.4 2.4 2 
3.7 1.9 8 
5.5 3.2 1.5 
11.6 5.9 4.3 
8.5 3.6 4.4 
6.6 2.9 3.9 || 41. Red Skelton. .........--.- 
2.7 1.1 1,2 || 42. Art Linkletter’s House Party 
6.5 2.5 3.5 || 43. Dean Martin... 
4.1 2.1 1.0 || 44. 
4.6 1.2 3.0 
1,0 4 -4 
111.0 3.1 7.4 
4.6 1.8 2.2 
4.3 2.3 1.2 
2.3 1.3 8 
6.7 2.6 3.7 

8 8 -3 
6.3 3.3 2.4 
12.2 5.4 5.7 
7.8 5.0 1.7 
2.8 1.4 1.2 
6.6 3.3 2.6 
15 6 7 
9 2 5 
1.4 5 8 
6.5 2.6 3.6 
5.0 2.2 2.5 
214.8 4.4 9.6 
7.4 3.9 3.1 
1.8 9 -6 
1.2 6 3 


249 pe 
4 Rati 


rcent. 
not obtained. 


SECRETARY’s REPORT TO CONGRESS ON SMOKING 
AND HEALTH 

Public Law 89-92, The Federal Cigarette 
Labeling and Advertising Act of 1965,” re- 
quires that the Secretary of Health, Educa- 
tion, and Welfare “shall transmit a report to 

not later than 18 months after the 
effective date of this Act, and annually 
thereafter, concerning (a) current informa- 
tion on the health consequences of smoking 
and (b) such recommendations for legisla- 
tion as he may deem appropriate.” 

The 1964 report of the Advisory Commit- 
tee to the Surgeon General affirmatively 
answered the question, “Does cigarette smok- 
ing cause disease?” Attention and inquiry 
have since shifted to more precise studies of 
how much death and disability is associated 
with cigarette smoking, how much illness 
and mortality would be averted by cessation 
of smoking, and on the mechanism by which 
ingredients in cigarette smoke induce harm- 
ful effects on the human body. 

Stimulated to a great extent by the 1964 
report to the Surgeon General, more than 
2000 research studies have been completed 
and reported in the biomedical literature 
throughout the world in the intervening 
three and one-half . This compares 
with the total of about 3000 studies reported 
in all the years prior to 1964. The Depart- 
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare, 
through the Public Health Service, has con- 
tinued to expand its support for smoking- 
and-health research. Much of this additional 


Children, 
2 to 12 


17.2 3.7 2.0 14 
6.9 33.4 +6 2.5 
36.8 11.1 4.9 5.6 
28.0 8.9 3.8 4.5 
32.4 11.3 4.2 7.5 
37.8 10.2 2.9 6.7 
14.4 5.2 2.6 1,9 
38.1 11.5 3.5 7.8 
10.3 1.4 2 1.0 
27.4 2.9 1.6 8 
13.4 3.9 1.8 1.1 
31.3 10.1 5.1 4.1 
16.7 2.9 1.5 9 
21.2 2.7 1.7 .5 
25.4 7.1 2.4 4.1 
23.4 5.3 2.7 1.6 
25.8 7.1 3.8 24 
9.5 3.2 1.7 1.3 
7.0 5 3 0 

25.8 3.9 1.9 1.9 
21.2 4.2 2.9 5 
15.1 6.1 2.0 3.4 
15.9 2.3 1.4 4 
20,1 8.2 3.7 3.9 
17.5 2.3 1.1 8 
18.2 8.1 3.5 4.0 
4.4 4 1 +2 


research effort has focused on the gaps in 
knowledge identified in 1964. The principal 
thrust of these studies has been to 
strengthen the conclusions reached in 1964 
and to determine more precisely the extent 
of death and disability attributable to cig- 
arette smoking. 

Principal features of the additional epi- 
demiological information now available are: 

1. The extension of the time period of fol- 
low-up on smokers and non-smokers; 

2. Increased data available for specific age 
groups among men; and 

3. The inclusion of substantial data on 
women, 

A large number of studies have been de- 
voted to questions of behavioral patterns as- 
sociated with smoking and to the mech- 
anisms of disease-production. These are pro- 
viding basic information on smoking patterns 
that may be important in developing means 
to aid in breaking the cigarette habit, or in 
eliminating or counteracting the effects of 
harmful ingredients in cigarette smoke. 

The Surgeon General’s summary report, 
which has been incorporated with this re- 
port, contains detailed information on the 
health consequences of smoking. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare believes that the present warning 
label on cigarette packages is inadequate. To 
say that smoking “may be hazardous” is to 
ignore the overwhelming evidence that ciga- 
rette smoking is clearly hazardous to health. 
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Furthermore, as amply shown in the re- 
cent report of the Federal Trade Commission, 
the present warning has not been a signifi- 
cant deterrent to cigarette smoking. Also, the 
Warning on the package does not have any 
impact on the many children and young 
people who are daily exposed to cigarette 
advertising. 

Furthermore, the accumulated evidence 
strongly suggests that the lower the “tar” 
and nicotine content of cigarette smoke, the 
lower the harmful effect. Information on the 
“tar” and nicotine content of the smoke of 
each brand of cigarette should be put before 
the smoker and the potential smoker. The 
consumer would thus be able to make an 
informed choice of product. 

Our recommendations, based on the above 
considerations, are: 

1. The warning statement required by the 
Federal Cigarette Labeling and Advertising 
Act to be placed on each package of cigarettes 
should be strengthened to state more spe- 
cifically and positively that cigarette smok- 
ing is a hazard to health. 

2. This warning should be required in ad- 
vertisements as well as on cigarette packages. 

3. The cigarette package label and adver- 
tising should be required to contain infor- 
mation on the “tar” and nicotine levels in 
the smoke of the cigarette, and the identity 
and quantity of such other substances or 
agents in the smoke as may subsequently be 
found by the appropriate Federal agency to 
contribute to the health hazards of smoking. 

Technical information on the research 
findings discussed above will be available as 
an addendum to the Surgeon General’s Re- 
port. All the technical data, and the recom- 
mendations presented by the Federal Trade 
Commission, will be made available to the 
Lung Cancer Task Force being established 
at the National Cancer Institute and the 
Smoking and Health Task Force to be des- 
ignated by the Surgeon General. 


These documents, together with the 
myriad points developed by discussions 
appearing in a broad range of publica- 
tions, point without question to the need 
for immediate enactment of the legisla- 
tion I am introducing today. 

The methods by which cigarettes are 
today being peddled to the consuming 
public, and particularly our young peo- 
ple, 5,000 of whom start smoking each 
day, fail to disclose the very real and 
present danger of cigarette smoking. It 
is true we have much to learn about how 
damage to the human body is accom- 
plished by smoking but it is proven be- 
yond any reasonable doubt that the 
damage does in fact occur. 

The public trust with which the Con- 
gress is endowed demands that we cease 
procrastinating about smoking hazards 
and take immediate steps to provide for 
a fully informed public. 

The measure which I am introducing 
follows: 

HR. 11717 
A bill to amend the Federal Cigarette Label- 
ing and Advertising Act with respect to the 
labeling of packages of cigarettes and for 
other purposes 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House 
of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 
4 of the Federal Cigarette Labeling and Ad- 
vertising Act (15 U.S.C. 1333) is amended— 

(1) by inserting “(a)” immediately after 
“Sec, 4.”; 

(2) by striking out “‘Caution: Cigarette 
Smoking May Be Hazardous to Your Health.“ 
and inserting in lieu thereof “ ‘Warning: 
Cigarette Smoking is Dangerous to Health 
and May Cause Death from Cancer and Other 
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Diseases’; or the package of which fails to 
state the average tar and nicotine yields per 
cigarette in such package as determined by 
a method approved by the Secretary of 
Health, Education, and Welfare.”; and 

(3) by striking out “Such statement” in 
the second sentence thereof and inserting in 
lieu thereof “Each such statement”; and 

(4) by adding at the end thereof the fol- 
lowing new subsection: 

“(b) It shall be unlawful for any person 
to disseminate or cause to be disseminated 
any advertisement which is intended to in- 
duce, directly or indirectly, the purchase of 
any cigarettes in commerce, unless there is 
included as a part of such advertisement the 
statement Warning: Cigarette Smoking is 
Dangerous to Health and May Cause Death 
From Cancer and Other Diseases’, and a state- 
ment of the average tar and nicotine yields 
per cigarette (as determined by a method ap- 
proved by the Secretary of Health, Educa- 
tion, and Welfare) of the cigarettes referred 
to in such advertising.” 

Sec. 2. Section 5 of the Federal Cigarette 
Labeling and Advertising Act (15 U.S.C. 1334) 
is amended— 

(1) by striking out the caption and sub- 
sections (a), (b), and (c) of such section and 
inserting in lieu thereof the following: 


“REGULATION OF LENGTH OF CIGARETTES, REPORTS 


“Sec. 5. (a) If the Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare determines that 
longer cigarettes increase the risk to per- 
sons smoking such cigarettes of incurring 
or aggravating any disease or diseases or other 
debilitating physiological condition or condi- 
tions, he may, in cooperation with the Fed- 
eral Trade Commission, after notice and 
opportunity for a hearing, prescribe rules 
establishing a maximum length or maxi- 
mum lengths for cigarettes. 

“(b) It shall be unlawful for any person to 
manufacture, import, or package for sale or 
distribution within the United States any 
cigarette which is longer than the maximum 
length for such cigarette under rules pre- 
scribed pursuant to subsection (a) of this 
section.”; and 

(2) by striking out “(d)” and inserting in 
lieu thereof “(c)”. 

Sec. 3, Section 10 of the Federal Cigarette 
Labeling and Advertising Act (15 U.S.C. 1339) 
is repealed. 

Sec. 4. The amendments made by this Act 
shall take effect on the 181st day after the 
date of enactment of this Act. 


ENRICO FERMI NUCLEAR 
ACCELERATOR 


Mr. PATTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. ANNUNZIO] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, I am in- 
troducing in the Congress today a bill 
which would provide that the nuclear 
accelerator to be constructed at Weston, 
II., be named the Enrico Fermi Nuclear 
Accelerator” in memory of the late Dr. 
Enrico Fermi, 

I can think of no recognition more ap- 
propriate than this to honor the memory 
of one of the world’s greatest atomic 
physicists whose experiments resulted in 
the first self-sustaining nuclear chain re- 
action ever to take place. 

This historic event, which ushered in 
the atomic age, took place on December 
2, 1942, in a squash court under the 
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stands of the unused University of Chi- 
cago stadium. There, under the direction 
of Dr. Fermi, the first atomic reactor was 
built and the discovery of uranium fis- 
sion took place. 

Uranium fission constitutes the basic 
principle underlying the atomic bomb as 
well as the atomic powerplant. Its dis- 
covery opened the door to greater prom- 
ise and greater threat than any the world 
has known since the beginning of time. 
I want to emphasize, however, that Dr. 
Fermi’s epochmaking contribution was 
not confined to the building of military 
weapons. It went far beyond that, to the 
harnessing of the atom for peacetime 
uses to benefit all of the people. 

The University of Chicago stadium, 
where this historic event took place, is 
only 30 miles from Weston, III., the site 
chosen on which to construct the world’s 
largest atomic accelerator capable of ac- 
celerating protons to an energy of 200 bil- 
lion electron volts. 

Those of you who have had the oppor- 
tunity to visit the University of Chicago 
may have seen the plaque near the 
bleachers where Dr. Fermi conducted his 
experiments. The plaque reads, “On De- 
cember 2, 1942, man achieved here the 
first self-sustaining chain reaction and 
thereby initiated the controlled release of 
nuclear energy.” 

Few men, if any, have played a greater 
role than Enrico Fermi in the harnessing 
of nuclear energy for both war and peace. 
At the age of 25 he was a professor of 
physics at the University of Rome where 
he began his experimental work. His suc- 
cess in producing artificial radioactivity 
won for him the 1938 Nobel Prize in 
physics. The 1938 Nobel Prize Committee 
commended Dr. Fermi “for his discovery 
of new radioactive elements produced by 
neutron irradiation, and for the discov- 
ery of nuclear reactions brought about by 
slow neutrons.” 

Shortly after winning the Nobel Prize, 
Dr. Fermi exiled himself from the op- 
pression and terrorism of Mussolini’s 
Italy. He came to the United States, and 
in 1944 became an American citizen. He 
worked first at Columbia University, 
where he began the design of the nuclear 
reactor, then at the University of Chi- 
cago, where he completed the construc- 
tion of this reactor, and finally at Los 
Alamos, where he contributed to the de- 
sign of the first atomic bomb. In 1946, 
he returned to the University of Chicago 
as a member of the Institute of Nuclear 
Studies. 

Dr. Fermi died of cancer in 1954, at the 
early age of 53. Had he been spared a few 
more years, he might have been saved 
by medical techniques derived from his 
own discoveries. 

Our Nation is indebted to Dr. Enrico 
Fermi for its present eminence in the nu- 
clear field. Dr. Fermi, the Italian immi- 
grant, gave his life to science and to his 
adopted country. His achievements have 
contributed not only to the good of the 
American people, but to all humanity. 

Designating the nuclear accelerator in 
Weston, III., as the “Enrico Fermi Nu- 
clear Accelerator” would be a fitting trib- 
ute to this great man who gave his life 
in order to achieve scientific advance- 
“iar of immense significance to all man- 

nd. 
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The authorization legislation for the 
$375 million atomic accelerator has al- 
ready been passed by the Congress and 
sent to the President for signature. 

I commend my colleague, the gentle- 
man from Illinois, Hon, MELVIN PRICE, 
and the other distinguished members of 
the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy 
whose efforts contributed to the passage 
of this measure. It is my hope that in 
the early future the Congress will pass 
legislation providing the appropriations 
to begin planning the construction of 
this accelerator which will make the 
Chicago area an international center for 
high energy physics research. 

I urge that the 90th Congress com- 
plete its outstanding action in this mat- 
ter by passing the resolution I am intro- 
ducing today to pay tribute to the inter- 
nationally famous Dr. Enrico Fermi— 
the architect of the atomic age. 


IN COMMEMORATION OF PUERTO 
RICAN CONSTITUTION DAY 


Mr. PATTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. ANNUNZIO] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, 15 years 
ago today a concept unique in American 
and world history became a reality. On 
that day the Governor of Puerto Rico, 
with the approval of the Federal Govern- 
ment, proclaimed the establishment of 
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico. 

Thenceforth, this paradise isle in 
America’s southern area was to be ac- 
corded all but the last full measure of 
political maturity while retaining the 
economic concessions so vital to an ex- 
periment that has dismayed the collec- 
tivists and inspired the free. 

Two days ago, on Sunday, July 23, a 
plebiscite was held in Puerto Rico to de- 
termine whether Puerto Rico should seek 
independence, ask for statehood, or con- 
tinue as a commonwealth. In tribute to 
the commonwealth form of government 
which has worked so successfully over 
the past 15 years, the Puerto Ricans de- 
livered an overwhelming 60.5-percent 
vote for continuing the Commonwealth. 

Mr. Speaker, I wish to congratulate 
Hon. SANTIAGO Potanco-Asrev for the 
fine statement he made on the floor 
of the House yesterday on the determi- 
nation of the Puerto Ricans to continue 
the Commonwealth. I wish to associate 
myself with the remarks made by the 
distinguished Resident Commissioner 
from Puerto Rico and to commend him 
for the yeoman service he has given in 
representing the best interests of the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico in the 
Halls of Congress. And I want to wish the 
people of Puerto Rico continuing success 
in a relationship which has proven to be 
fruitful for both the United States and 
Puerto Rico. 

Neither a State nor an incorporated 
Territory, Puerto Rico still reflects the 
dignity of a free people: its citizens, who 
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are citizens of the United States, enjoy 
practically all the privileges of state- 
hood except that of national suffrage 
while being free of Federal taxation; and 
in local affairs its autonomy is complete. 

In Puerto Rico the Governor is 
popularly elected; this privilege was 
never extended to the people of either 
Alaska or Hawaii until those incorpo- 
rated Territories became States. 

Thus, in terms of democratic fulfill- 
ment, Puerto Rico occupies the highest 
rank ever attained by an American ter- 
ritory prior to admission to the sister- 
hood of States. 

What, then, is the Commonwealth of 
Puerto Rico? No precise definition has 
yet been coined, because there are no 
precedents to guide us, but for me, the 
Commonwealth represents an inspired 
design for living adapted to the needs of 
a people not yet fully prepared to meet 
the economic demands of statehood, 
but who deserve the right to govern 
themselves. They cannot vote for Presi- 
dent, but they have a Resident Com- 
missioner to represent them in the Con- 
gress. This representation has been most 
ably provided by Honorable SANTIAGO 
PoLaNco-ABREU since he was elected on 
November 3, 1964, to serve a 4-year term. 

Inasmuch as the Puerto Ricans pay 
no Federal income taxes—since they are 
residents neither of a State nor of an 
incorporated Territory—perhaps it is 
only fair that they are denied the privi- 
lege of participating in national elec- 
tions. Yet, the men of Puerto Rico have 
the same military obligation that is in- 
cumbent upon their fellow citizens in 
the States; and they have served honor- 
ably and with distinction in our armed 
forces since World War I, when they first 
acquired citizenship. 

More than 91 percent of the Puerto Ri- 
cans engaged in the Korean conflict were 
volunteers, and they fought with great 
valor. The famed 65th Infantry Regi- 
ment, “Puerto Rico’s own,” went into the 
line in September of 1950 along the Pu- 
san perimeter, where they immediately 
proved they could fight like the coura- 
geous Americans they are. By the end of 
the Korean conflict in 1953 the Puerto 
Rican men at arms had been awarded, 
among other testimonials, four Distin- 
guished Service Crosses, 155 Silver Stars, 
and more than 900 other combat awards 
including a multitude of Purple Hearts. 
Considering the size of an infantry regi- 
ment, this is truly an impressive record. 

In peaceful pursuits, the Puerto Ri- 
cans have exhibited the courage, the 
tenacity, and the spirit that have marked 
their behavior in battle. In 2 decades 
they have transformed the “poorhouses 
of the Caribbean” into a relatively thriv- 
ing community that serves as a showcase 
for democracy to underdeveloped na- 
tions the world over. Under the re- 
nowned “Operation Bootstrap,” begun in 
1945 and still partially in effect, dramatic 
economic and social advances have been 
recorded. As of now, the gross product of 
Puerto Rico is nine times greater than it 
was in 1940; and its annual growth rate, 
9 to 11 percent, is one of the highest in 
the world. Per capita income is higher 
than that of any Latin American repub- 
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lic except, possibly, Venezuela. And life 
expectancy—70 years—is longer than it 
is in the States. 

Today, on the 15th anniversary of the 
Commonwealth, I want to congratulate 
the Puerto Rican people on the tremen- 
dous progress they have made during 
this short span of time. I have a particu- 
larly warm feeling in my heart for the 
Puerto Ricans, for I have the privilege of 
representing many of them who reside in 
the Seventh Congressional District of 
Illinois. They have made valuable con- 
tributions, in the United States as well 
as in Puerto Rico, to the advancement of 
mutual beneficent aims, and I want to 
take this opportunity to extend my best 
wishes to the people of the Common- 
wealth of Puerto Rico for continuing 
peace and prosperity in the years ahead. 


A BILL REQUIRING CAPITALIZATION 
OF CITRUS DEVELOPMENT COSTS 


Mr. PATTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. HERLONG] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Record and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HERLONG. Mr. Speaker, for many 
years the Internal Revenue Service has 
permitted deduction of development 
costs related to immature citrus trees. 
While this rule may be proper when ap- 
plied to groves which have been in pro- 
duction for many years or which are 
acquired for the purpose of replacing 
such groves, it permits a taxpayer not 
previously engaged in the citrus business 
to deduct amounts which are capital ex- 
penditures. Until the productive state is 
reached, a new grove does not represent 
an income-producing asset, and the costs 
of maintaining and caring for it are, in 
effect, preoperating capital expenditures 
which should be added to the basis of the 
grove and depreciated over the life of 
the grove. 

It is with this in mind that my dis- 
tinguished colleague, the Honorable 
James A. Haey, of Florida, and I are to- 
day cosponsoring legislation which will 
require that the taxpayer capitalize all 
amounts incurred in planting and caring 
for immature groves until 4 years after 
the close of the taxable year in which the 
planting occurred. This bill also provides 
an exception to the required capitaliza- 
tion where the grove is planted or pur- 
chased to replace a grove or a part of a 
grove lost by reason of forces not in the 
taxpayer’s conrtol, such as drought, dis- 
ease, freeze, pests, or casualty. In such 
case, the development costs may be de- 
ducted if they are deductible under pres- 
ent law. The bill will also require that 
expenses incurred after its enactment be 
capitalized. 


A TRIBUTE TO PUERTO RICO ON 
THE OCCASION OF CONSTITUTION 
DAY 


Mr. PATTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
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from New York [Mr. FARBSTEIN] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Record and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. FARBSTEIN. Mr. Speaker, the 
story of Puerto Rican progress is re- 
markable in every detail. Until recent 
decades, the land of the sugarcane, the 
coffee bean, and poverty, Puerto Rico has 
advanced within a generation, into a 
position of economic stability, to the 
benefit of everyone concerned. 

In 1897, Luis Munoz Rivera, the George 
Washington of Puerto Rico, won from 
Spain the Charter of Autonomy,” which 
gave the island dominion status. In 1899, 
under the terms of the Treaty of Paris, 
Puerto Rico became an American pos- 
session and in 1917, Puerto Ricans be- 
came American citizens with a consider- 
able measure of local autonomy. 

The American era brought with it a 
dramatic development in the sugar in- 
dustry, a broadening of the public educa- 
tion system, and the beginnings of a 
comprehensive public health program. 
But a marked population increase, with- 
out corresponding industrialization, re- 
sulted in serious unemployment. The 
island became the so-called poorhouse 
of the Caribbean.” Then, in the 1940’s, 
Puerto Ricans made a dramatic shift 
from “Operation Lament” to Operation 
Bootstrap,” fundamentally an industrial- 
ization program. Since then, Puerto Rico 
has become a laboratory of economic and 
social development for the other less- 
developed areas of the world. 

In the days when Puerto Rico was 
poor, as recently as the World War II 
period, the average per capita income 
was only $121 a year. Now, the annual 
per capita income exceeds $900; and for 
the second successive year—the first 
time in history—Puerto Rico’s net in- 
come has surpassed the $2 billion level. A 
thousand highly diversified and modern 
manufacturing plants are established on 
Puerto Rican soil and new ones are going 
into operation at the rate of 100 or more 
a year. Manufacturing has outstripped 
agriculture as the leading source of 
wealth and a thriving tourist industry 
has developed. 

Under Operation Bootstrap, rivers and 
streams have been harnessed to provide 
pure water supplies and electric power 
for farm and home, factory and office. 
Thermal power stations have been added 
to the hydroelectric system. 

Puerto Rico has a modern highway 
network; and one of the hemisphere’s 
finest and most beautiful air terminals 
is only 15 minutes’ drive from downtown 
San Juan. Served by 10 airlines, San 
Juan has become the center of air traf- 
fic in the Caribbean with links to most 
other islands, every part of the Western 
Hemisphere, and the major cities of 
Europe. 

The people of Puerto Rico are working 
hard, probably as hard as any people 
have ever worked, to improve their stand- 
ard of living. But their goal is not just 
material wealth. Rather it is the com- 
bining of economic progress with social 
and political freedom. 
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The achievements of the Common- 
wealth of Puerto Rico are many. Its solid 
economic growth is a tribute to the vi- 
tality of a free democratic society. The 
close ties that exist between the United 
States and the Commonwealth of Puerto 
Rico are built upon this freedom. May 
her progress continue to the same re- 
markable extent in the years ahead. 

I am introducing today, in conjunc- 
tion with Puerto Rican Constitution Day, 
a joint resolution designating July 25 of 
each year as “Puerto Rican Day in the 
United States of America.” I can think 
of no better time to introduce this reso- 
lution than the the 25th of July. I fur- 
ther believe that it is right for us to 
set aside this date in order to pay our 
national respect to these citizens who 
have contributed so much to the welfare 
of our Nation and to the Commonwealth 
of Puerto Rico. 

I support this measure out of deep per- 
sonal respect and affection for the many 
loyal and productive Americans of Puerto 
Rican origin, who reside in New York 
City, and particularly within the 19th 
Congressional District. 


ACCENT ON YOUTH 


Mr. PATTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the Recorp and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PATTEN. Mr. Speaker, it comes as 
no surprise to me when I read of the 
excellent work done at the local level in 
the Neighborhood Youth Corps and Of- 
fice of Economic Opportunity programs. 
We are aware that the constructive in- 
volvement of young people in the com- 
munity is one of the surest ways to keep 
employment high and damage low. 

It is particularly gratifying, then, to 
read of the work done in this realm in 
Woodbridge, N.J. Early in May, Wood- 
bridge Mayor Dr. Ralph P. Barone met 
with various student leaders of all the 
youth-oriented service organizations of 
the area’s seven junior and senior high 
schools and with township officials to 
determine what were the main problems 
confronting the youth over the summer 
months. Lack of recreational facilities 
and employment opportunities were con- 
sistently the strongest complaints. As has 
been demonstrated all too convincingly, 
this idleness can lead to restlessness and 
to trouble. To deal with this problem, 
then, the mayor established an Advisory 
Committee on Youth Activities to begin 
a two-pronged attack on the problem 
over the summer: by keeping teenagers 
busy through a schedule of meaningful 
employment and full recreation. 

The mayor established two new em- 
ployment programs—the youth employ- 
ment service and the office of the may- 
or—to supplement already-existing job 
plans. By July 12, Mayor Barone had an- 
nounced that through YES, the office of 
the mayor, the recreation department 
and the NYC, employment was found for 
over 500 young people. 
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The YES program, under the direc- 
tion of George Bustin, serves as a re- 
ferral agency engaged in job develop- 
ment for summer employment of 16-to- 
18-year-olds; the office of the mayor, 
under the direction of Martin Weisman, 
serves those over 18. The NYC, led by 
William Buglovsky, employs young peo- 
ple between 16 and 21 who meet fi- 
nancial requirements and are still at- 
tending school. Each of these programs 
is designed to give teenagers a chance 
to “earn and learn” while occupied with 
constructive work during the summer 
months. 

The second phase of the Mayor’s cam- 
paign dealt with recreation. First, a 
booklet entitled Where the Action Is” 
was published. This booklet provided the 
youth of the area with information on 
various activities scheduled for the sum- 
mer by systematically listing the time, 
description and place of each event. The 
booklet is being kept timely by the town- 
ship public library which also serves as 
a youth activities clearinghouse. 

Next, the township recreation pro- 
gram expanded to include weekly name- 
band block dances, held in various parts 
of the township. Also established were 
bowling leagues, softball leagues, arch- 
ery and rifle instructions and various 
playground programs—all designed to 
expand and fully implement the recrea- 
tion program. The library further aug- 
mented this portion of the mayor’s cam- 
paign by developing a sports and film 
classic series. The sports shorts include 
both newsreels of great moments” and 
film clips of skill demonstrations; the 
film series includes theater classics such 
as “High Noon” and “The Great Train 
Robbery.” All these films are shown at 
township facilities free of charge. Town- 
ship officials estimate more than 10,000 
young people participate in these events. 

The results of these programs in job 
development and recreation have been 
extremely successful. Mayor Barone has 
stated: 

Our “Accent on Youth” program has thus 
far been very successful. There is always 
room for more action, though, and we are 
constantly exploring new avenues with 
which to develop our youth’s potential. I 
am confident that this program will con- 
tinue with the same degree of success as 
has been attained thus far. 


Iam glad to hear Mayor Barone's con- 
fidence in the future success of this 
program. If it can be carried over to 
adjoining and neighboring communities 
we will succeed in both enriching the 
summer of the young people of our coun- 
try and in improving living conditions in 
each community. 


RATS ARE NOT FUNNY 


Mr. PATTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. JoELSON] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. JOELSON. Mr. Speaker, I take this 
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opportunity to insert in the CONGRES- 
SIONAL ReEcorpD an article by Jimmy Bres- 
lin. I hope that it will be read by all of 
my colleagues who think that the subject 
of rat control is so hilarious. 

The article follows: 


HARLEM’S ENDLESS BATTLE: THE RATS COME 
Every NIGHT 
(By Jimmy Breslin) 

New Lokk. —At eight o’clock at night, the 
rats come up from the spaces around the 
sewer pipes under the boiler room where 
they have slept all day. They cling to the big 
rusted pipe and come up into the boiler 
room and then they start up the pipes which 
are inside the walls of the five-story tene- 
ment. The rats come for food and water in 
the apartments where the people live. 

As the rats crawled through the building, 
many of the people who live at 220 East 111th 
st. in the part of New York called East Har- 
lem were out on the sidewalk. Many of them 
talked about the trouble of the night before, 
when a man with a knife was killed by a 
cop up at the corner. 

The neighborhood made the first motions 
towards a riot, then stopped when Mayor 
Lindsay arrived and plunged into the crowd. 
Now, two games of dice were played by men 
standing in semi-circles around the bottom 
of the stoop. Four men sat on milk boxes 
around a card table playing dominoes. Pedro 
Perdomo, in a yellow polo shirt and floppy 
field worker's hat, sat on a car fender and 
pounded a bongo drum held between his 
Enees. 

“Yare, yare,” he sang out. 

“Caro,” four people yelled back. 


TAKES OFF SHOE 


Upstairs, in apartment three on the third 
floor, Cathy Marrero shrieked. Her husband 
Ebro broke in a smile. They had just chased 
two rats from under the kitchen sink and 
the rats had run into the bathroom and 
Ebro had slammed the door on them. Now, 
Ebro said. Now I have them. The rats always 
stay in the bathroom, licking water from 
the tub. They never crawl out of the room. 
Ebro bent down and took off his left shoe. 

“Ha,” he said. 

“Here,” his wife said. She handed him a 
flatiron. Ebro shook his head no. He held 
the shoe up in his right hand and opened the 
bathroom door slowly, and slid inside. He 
slammed the door behind him. He began 
shouting, “Ho, ha, ho,” while he beat the 
two rats in the bathtub to death with the 
shoe. The shoe sounded hollow against the 
sides of the bathtub. 

Ebro opened the door and came out, his 
face and arms glistening with sweat. He 
pointed to the rats inside, in the bathtub. 
They were very small rats for East Harlem. 
They were much larger than mice, but still 
very small for East Harlem, where rats are 
very big. 

“You came just in time,” Ebro said. 

“Do you chase them like this every night?” 
he was asked. 


DOING THE DISHES 


“Every night? how could you work in the 
morning if you do this?” He said. “They just 
came this time right out under the sink 
while my wife is doing the dishes. She 
started chasing them. So I chase too.” 

His wife came in with a handbrush and 
a paper bag. She swept the two dead rats 
into a paper bag. She reached over and emp- 
tied the two dead rats out of the paper bag 
and into the toilet. She flushed the toilet. 
She put the paper bag into the bathtub. 
Ebro lit a match and set the bag on fire. 
After the paper bag burned away, his wife 
took a bottle of disinfectant from the shelf 
and poured it all over the bathtub. The 
disinfectant smelled strong and Ebro left. 

He walked out to the living room while 
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his wife scrubbed the bathtub. To get to 
the living room you go first into the kitchen, 
then through two rooms that have no doors 
or windows. A bed, and a crib next to it, was 
in each room. You come out into a small 
front room that has a linoleum floor. A 
broken couch, two rocking chairs and a 
stuffed chair covered with a plastic filled the 
small room. 

A framed Army discharge certificate and 
pictures of John F. Kennedy and the Sacred 
Heart were on the wall over the couch. The 
two sooty windows were open to the hot air 
of the street and the sound of the bongo 
drum. 

“The rats come every night?” Ebro was 


“All night long,” he said. “You see into 
the kitchen from here? See the refrigerator? 
I have two by four wood holding it up. That 
is so we can get underneath it with a broom 
to chase the rats when they get under it.” 

Don't you use a rat trap or poison?” 

“The children,” he said. Tou cannot have 
traps and poison around with babies. No. 
Nobody uses traps because everybody has 
babies. Have you ever smelled a rat when he 
dies under the floorboards or between the 
walls? No way to get him out.” 

“Why don’t you try cats?” 

CAT DISAPPEARS 

He smiled. “The janitor got this big cat 
and put him in the boiler room. One morn- 
ing he told me to come and look. There was 
cat fur all around the boiler room. And no 
cat. Huh. There are rats in the boiler room 
bigger than any cat.” 

“A dog then?” “Sometimes dogs are good, 
sometimes they're not. Is more trouble than 
it’s worth anyway. There are so many rats 
in this neighborhood for anything to work.” 

Ebro is 27. He works for the Railway Ex- 
press Agency. His wife came into the room 
with cans of beer. Ebro and his wife sat and 
drank from the cans. 

“Our baby is only three weeks,” she said. 
“We keep him in bed with us. The other two, 
we have the crib set up high. No rats come 
there so far. But you still can’t leave a baby 
alone.” 

“Has anybody been bitten by them?” 

“Who hasn’t?” Ebro said. 

“What do you do when you get bitten?” 

“Nothing,” he said. Oh, some people have 
had to go to the doctor. But with me, only 
nips.” 

“Come into the kitchen and be quiet and 
you hear them,” his wife said. 


SOUNDS IN THE WALLS 


We went into the kitchen and drank beer 
from the cans and listened for what seemed 
like a long time but was only 10 minutes. 
Then there was this sound in the walls. A 
scratching sound. The tumbling, scrambling 
sound when one of the rats moved quickly. 

It is a sound by itself. And when you are 
young, and you sleep on the side of the bed 
next to the wall and the rats scratch against 
the wall at your ear, you carry the sound 
with you for the rest of your life. It is some- 
thing that is heard by people in every poor 
neighborhood in every city in the Nation. 
And it is one of the reasons why this is our 
longest of summers. Last week, the House 
of Representatives thought it all was a cause 
for laughter. 


RESPONSIBILITY FOR RIOTING 


Mr. PATTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. HOLLAND] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from New Jersey? 
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There was no objection. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. Speaker, last night 
I listened with amazement to a speech 
by a nationally known recording artist, 
whose name and public position the rules 
of comity preclude me from mentioning. 
This outstanding American baritone was 
reading an announcement that indicated 
that he and his chorus found President 
Johnson wholly responsible for the riot- 
ing that has plagued the Nation in recent 
days. President Johnson was too busily 
involved in furnishing Federal troops to 
cope with such a riot, which had become 
too much for Governor Romney to han- 
dle, to engage in debate with this little 
band of hindsight experts, but I do think 
they require some response. 

Where were they—or most of them— 
when President Johnson was pointing out 
that the grinding poverty of our slums 
were a clear and present danger to all 
of us? Today—or most of them—were 
busy advising the Nation that it “costs 
too much” to strike at the conditions 
that give rise to riots. Where were they 
when legislation was pending to tear 
down the artificial barriers that have 
turned so many of our central cities into 
lands of no hope and no escape for the 
urban poor? They were filibustering 
against it. 

But now, we are advised, in the most 
musical tones of which those splendid 
tonsils are capable, they have evidence“ 
of plots, of clandestine munitions fac- 
tories, of “timetables.” But they will not 
tell an anxious republic what their evi- 
dence is. They prefer to wait, we are told, 
“until a more dramatic moment.” When, 
Mr. Speaker, will the Pied Piper of the 
prairies tell us ordinary citizens what his 
“evidence” is? When will the “more 
dramatic moment” come? When he is 
satisfied with the design of the record 
jacket? 


“THE RATS COME EVERY NIGHT” 


Mr. PATTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. HOLLAND] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. Speaker, last 
week, in my remarks against the so- 
called antirat bill, I commented: 

The passage of this bill will do great harm 
if we fool ourselves into thinking that we 
have accomplished something by passing it. 


The next day, this House voted to de- 
feat consideration of a bill to help ex- 
terminate rats in the Nation’s slums. I 
was mistaken in my remarks, Mr. Speak- 
er. We will not fool ourselves—we will 
not fool anyone—into thinking this 
House intends to do anything about the 


appalling conditions that give rise to 
riots and disorders. 

Mr. Speaker, I listened to the debate 
on the rat bill; I listened to the exquisite 
humor with which so many of our col- 
leagues justified their opposition to rat 
control. 


I have been, Mr. Speaker, a Member 
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of this House for 14 years. I have never, 
until last Thursday, been ashamed to say 


that. 
Tue Rats Come Every NIGHT 
(By Jimmy Breslin) 

New Yorx.—At eight o'clock at night, the 
rats come up from the spaces around the 
sewer pipes under the boiler room where they 
have slept all day. They cling to the big 
rusted pipe and come up into the boiler 
room and then they start up the pipes which 
are inside the walls of the five-story tene- 
ment. The rats come for food and water in 
the apartments where the people live. 

As the rats crawled through the building, 
many of the people who live at 220 East 111th 
st. in the part of New York called East Har- 
lem were out on the sidewalk. Many of them 
talked about the trouble of the night before, 
when a man with a knife was killed by a 
cop up at the corner. 

The neighborhood made the first motions 
towards a riot, then stopped when Mayor 
Lindsay arrived and plunged into the crowd. 
Now, two games of dice were played by men 
standing in semi-circles around the bottom 
of the stoop. Four men sat on milk boxes 
around a card table playing dominoes, Pedro 
Perdomo, in a yellow polo shirt and floppy 
field worker's hat, sat on a car fender and 
pounded a bongo drum held between his 
knees. 


“Yare, yare,” he sang out. 
“Caro,” four people yelled back. 


TAKES OFF SHOE 


Upstairs, in apartment three on the third 
floor, Cathy Marrero shrieked. Her husband 
Ebro broke in a smile. They had just chased 
two rats from under the kitchen sink and the 
rats had run into the bathroom and Ebro 
had slammed the door on them, Now, Ebro 
said. Now I have them. The rats always stay 
in the bathroom, licking water from the tub. 
They never crawl out of the room, Ebro bent 
down and took off his left shoe. 

“Ha,” he said. 

“Here,” his wife said. She handed him a 
flatiron. Ebro shook his head no, He held 
the shoe up in his right hand and opened 
the bathroom door slowly, and slid inside. 
He slammed the door behind him. He began 
shouting, “Ho, ha, ho,” while he beat the two 
rats in the bathtub to death with the shoe. 
The shoe sounded hollow against the sides 
of the bathtub. 

Ebro opened the door and came out, his 
face and arms glistening with sweat. He 
pointed to the rats inside, in the bathtub. 
They were very small rats for East Harlem. 
They were much larger than mice, but still 
very small for East Harlem, where rats are 
very big. 

“You came just in time,” Ebro said. 

“Do you chase them like this every night?” 
he was asked. 

DOING THE DISHES 

“Every night? how could you work in the 
morning if you do this?” He said. “They just 
came this time right out under the sink 
while my wife is doing the dishes. She 
started chasing them. So I chase too.” 

His wife came in with a handbrush and a 
paper bag. She swept the two dead rats into 
a paper bag. She reached over and emptied 
the two dead rats out of the paper bag and 
into the toilet. She flushed the toilet. She 
put the paper bag into the bathtub. Ebro lit 
a match and set the bag on fire. After the 
paper bag burned away, his wife took a bot- 
tle of disinfectant from the shelf and poured 
it all over the bathtub. The disinfectant 
smelled strong and Ebro left. 

He walked out to the living room while his 
wife scrubbed the bathtub. To get to the 
living room you go first into the kitchen, 
then through two rooms that have no doors 
or windows. A bed, and a crib next to it, was 
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in each room. You come out into a small 
front room that has a linoleum floor. A 
broken couch, two rocking chairs and a 
stuffed chair covered with a plastic filled the 
small room. 

A framed Army discharge certificate and 
pictures of John F. Kennedy and the Sacred 
Heart were on the wall over the couch, The 
two sooty windows were open to the hot air 
of the street and the sound of the bongo 
drum. 

“The rats come every night?” Embro was 
asked. 

“All night long,” he said. “You see into the 
kitchen from here? See the refrigerator? I 
have two by four wood holding it up. That 
is so we can get underneath it with a broom 
to chase the rats when they get under it.“ 

“Don’t you use a rat trap or poison?” 

“The children,” he said. “You cannot have 
traps and poison around with babies. No. 
Nobody uses traps because everybody has 
babies. Have you ever smelled a rat when he 
dies under the floorboards or between the 
walls? No way to get him out.” 

“Why don't you try cats?” 

CAT DISAPPEARS 


He smiled. “The janitor got this big cat 
and put him in the boiler room, One morning 
he told me to come and look. There was cat 
fur all around the boiler room. And no cat. 
Huh. There are rats in the boiler room big- 
ger than any cat.” 

A dog then? “Sometimes dogs are good, 
sometimes they’re not.” “Is more trouble 
than it’s worth anyway. There are so many 
rats in this neighborhood for anything to 
work.” 

Ebro is 27. He works for the Railway Ex- 
press Agency. His wife came into the room 
with cans of beer. Ebro and his wife sat and 
drank from the cans. 

“Our baby is only three weeks,” she said. 
“We keep him in bed with us, The other two, 
we have the crib set up high. No rats come 
there so far. But you still can’t leaye a baby 
alone.” 

“Has anybody been bitten by them?” 

“Who hasn’t?” Ebro said. 

What do you do when you get bitten?” 

“Nothing,” he said. Oh, some people have 
had to go to the doctor. But with me, only 
nips.” 

“Come into the kitchen and be quiet and 
you hear them,” his wife said. 


SOUNDS IN THE WALLS 


We went into the kitchen and drank beer 
from the cans and listened for what seemed 
like a long time but was only 10 minutes. 
Then there was this sound in the walls. A 
scratching sound, The tumbling, scrambling 
sound when one of the rats moved quickly. 

It is a sound by itself. And when you are 
young, and you sleep on the side of the bed 
next to the wall and the rats scratch against 
the wall at your ear, you carry the sound 
with you for the rest of your life. It is some- 
thing that is heard by people in every poor 
neighborhood in every city in the Nation. 
And it is one of the reasons why this is our 
longest of summers. Last week, the House of 
Representatives thought it all was a cause 
for laughter. 


RATS NO LAUGHING MATTER 


Mr. PATTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. GALLAGHER] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GALLAGHER. Mr. Speaker, last 
week the House of Representatives took 
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two very significant actions. We passed 
an antiriot bill, which we hoped would 
keep people inside their ghetto apart- 
ments. We then laughed off the floor an 
antirat bill, which would have shown 
our determination to make those apart- 
ments free from rats. 

The World Health Organization has 
recently released a report on the world 
population of rats, which is equal in 
number to the world human population. 
This report points out that in order to 
fight the rat menace effectively, action 
must be taken in a total living environ- 
ment rather than by killing individual 
rats. The bill, sponsored by President 
Johnson, recognized this fundamental 
truth and outlined ways in which a 
national effort could be made to rid 
America of these loathsome creatures. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to introduce 
into the Recorp at this point an editorial 
from the Jersey Journal of July 22, which 
echoes the disgust felt by millions of 
residents of urban areas about the 
“cheesy” style of the debate which denied 
the bill a chance for full and complete 
consideration. I would also like to bring 
to my colleagues’ attention an article 
by Jimmy Breslin, which appeared in the 
Washington Post of July 25. Mr. Breslin 
brings into all too human terms the con- 
stant struggle of ghetto dwellers in their 
competition for living space with the 
rat population and points up the crucial 
importance of enacting this bill into law. 
I would urgently request those who find 
humor in this situation to imagine their 
own families involved in such guerrilla 
warfare with rats each and every day 
and to try to imagine how much “out- 
side agitation” it would take to bring 
them into a mood for riot. 

From the Jersey Journal, July 22, 1967] 

Rats ARE Lotsa LAUGHS 

Some members of the august legislative 
body known as the United States House of 
Representatives were just as cute as could 
be, the other day, on the subject of rats. 
The occasion was the Rules Committee's 
consideration of a bill to control rat popula- 
tions in city slums, and a few of the boys 
made the most of it. 

They were led in this jolly endeavor by the 
committee chairman, Rep. William M. Col- 
mer of Mississippi. He set the tone of the 
proceedings by dubbing the proposal the 
“civil rats bill.” That got such a big yuck 
from fellow legislators that Colmer sought 
to top it with, “Why not subsidize cats in- 
stead?” 

Rep. James Quillen of Tennessee got into 
the act. “Has anybody,” he asked deadpan, 
considered importing black-snakes to handle 
the job?” Whereupon Rep. Delbert L. Latta 
of Ohio chimed in with this helpful thought: 
“How about including mice? Every house- 
wife has trouble with mice.” It was, as they 
say, lotsa laughs, 

Lotsa laughs that there are an estimated 90 
million or more rats in the United States, a 
large proportion of them in poor city districts. 
Lotsa laughs that every year more than 
14,000 Americans, mostly babies and small 
children, are bitten—some of them fatally— 
by rats. Lotsa laughs that rats are a filthy, 
disease-bearing, food-destroying, psycholog- 
ically destructive part of daily life for mil- 
lions of our fellow Americans. 

Yes, it was all lotsa laughs until Rep. 
William Barrett of Pennsylvania and Rep. 


Wright Patman of Texas pointed out that 


rats were no laughing matter but a serious 
problem, It looked as though Congress would 
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come to its senses when the Rules Commit- 
tee did send to the floor finally a measure to 
authorize spending $40 million over the next 
three years to help cities get rat control 
eradication programs under way. But the 
optimism did not last long. 

Thursday, 148 Republicans and 59 Demo- 
crats could see only laughs or politicking in 
this bill which would have represented a 
national, broad scale attack on a grave urban 
public health problem. They voted it down. 

They also gave the answer to that ques- 
tion you hear so often: “Why is it they can 
spend billions on the war or on getting a 
man to the moon, but cannot spend any- 
thing on cities?” 

One answer is that the congressional ma- 
jority would rather laugh at, than fight the 
rat menace. 

[From the Washington Post, July 25, 1967] 
HARLEM’S ENDLESS BATTLE: THE Rats COME 
Every NIGHT 
(By Jimmy Breslin) 

New Yorx.—At eight o'clock at night, the 
rats come up from the spaces around the 
sewer pipes under the boiler room where 
they have slept all day. They cling to the big 
rusted pipe and come up into the boiler room 
and then they start up the pipes which are 
inside the walls of the five-story tenement. 
The rats come for food and water in the 
apartments where the people live. 

As the rats crawled through the building, 
many of the people who live at 220 East 
111th st. in the part of New York called 
East Harlem were out on the sidewalk. Many 
of them talked about the trouble of the night 
before, when a man with a knife was killed 
by a cop up at the corner. 

The neighborhood made the first motions 
towards a riot, then stopped when Mayor 
Lindsay arrived and plunged into the crowd. 
Now, two games of dice were played by men 
standing in semi-circles around the bottom 
of the stoop. Four men sat on milk boxes 
around a card table playing dominoes. Pedro 
Perdomo, in a yellow polo shirt and floppy 
field worker's hat, sat on a car fender and 
pounded a bongo drum held between his 
knees. 

“Yare, yare,” he sang out. 

“Caro,” four people yelled back. 


TAKES OFF SHOE 


Upstairs, in apartment three on the third 
floor, Cathy Marrero shrieked. Her husband 
Ebro broke in a smile. They had just chased 
two rats from under the kitchen sink and 
the rats had run into the bathroom and 
Ebro had slammed the door on them. Now, 
Ebro said. Now I have them, The rats always 
stay in the bathroom, licking water from the 
tub. They never crawl out of the room. Ebro 
bent down and took off his left shoe. 

“Ha,” he said. 

„Here,“ his wife said. She handed him a 
flatiron. Ebro shook his head no. He held 
the shoe up in his right hand and opened 
the bathroom door slowly, and slid inside. 
He slammed the door behind him. He began 
shouting, “Ho, ha ho,” while he beat the two 
rats in the bathtub to death with the shoe. 
The shoe sounded hollow against the sides of 
the bathtub. 

Ebro opened the door and came out, his 
face and arms glistening with sweat. He 
pointed to the rats inside, in the bathtub. 
They were very small rats for East Harlem. 
They were much larger than mice, but still 
very small for East Harlem, where rats are 
very big. 

“You came just in time,“ Ebro said. 

“Do you chase them like this every night?” 
he was asked. 

DOING THE DISHES 


“Every night? how could you work in the 
morning if you do this?” He said. “They 
just came this time right out under the sink 
while my wife is doing the dishes. She started 
chasing them. SoI chase too.” 
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His wife came in with a handbrush and 
a paper bag, She swept the two dead rats 
into a paper bag. She reached over and 
emptied the two dead rats out of the paper 
bag and into the toilet. She flushed the 
toilet. She put the paper bag into the bath- 
tub. Ebro lit a match and set the bag on fire. 
After the paper bag burned away, his wife 
took a bottle of disinfectant from the shelf 
and poured it all over the bathtub. The dis- 
infectant smelled strong and Ebro left. 

He walked out to the living room while 
his wife scrubbed the bathtub. To get to the 
living room you go first into the kitchen, 
then through two rooms that have no doors 
or windows. A bed, and a crib next to it, 
was in each room. You come out into a small 
front room that has a linoleum floor. A 
broken couch, two rocking chairs and a 
stuffed chair covered with a plastic filled 
the small room. 

A framed Army discharge certificate and 
pictures of John F, Kennedy and the Sacred 
Heart were on the wall over the couch. The 
two sooty windows were open to the hot 
air of the street and the sound of the bongo 
drum. 

The rats come every night?“ Ebro was 
asked. 

“All night long,” he said, “You see into 
the kitchen from here? See the refrigerator? 
I have two by four wood holding it up. That 
is so we can get underneath it with a broom 
to chase the rats when they get under it.” 

“Don’t you use a rat trap or poison?” 

“The children,” he said. Tou cannot have 
traps and poison around with babies. No. 
Nobody uses traps because everybody has 
babies. Have you ever smelled a rat when 
he dies under the floorboards or between the 
walls? No way to get him out.“ 

“Why don’t you try cats?” 

CAT DISAPPEARS 


He smiled. “The janitor got this big cat 
and put him in the boiler room. One morning 
he told me to come and look. There was cat 
fur all around the boiler room. And no cat. 
Huh. There are rats in the boiler room big- 
ger than any cat.” 

“A dog then?” “Sometimes dogs are good, 
sometimes they’re not.” “It’s more trouble 
than it’s worth anyway. There are so many 
rats in this neighborhood for anything to 
work.” 

Ebro is 27. He works for the Railway Ex- 
press Agency. His wife came into the room 
with cans of beer. Ebro and his wife sat and 
drank from the cans. 

“Our baby is only three weeks,” she said. 
“We keep him in bed with us. The other two, 
we have the crib set up high. No rats come 
there so far. But you still can’t leave a baby 
alone.” 

“Has anybody been bitten by them?” 

“Who hasn't?“ Ebro said. 

“What do you do when you get bitten?” 

“Nothing,” he said. “Oh, some people have 
had to go to the doctor. But with me, only 
nips.” 

“Come into the kitchen and be quiet and 
you hear them,” his wife said. 


SOUNDS IN THE WALLS 


We went into the kitchen and drank beer 
from the cans and listened for what seemed 
like a long time but was only 10 minutes. 
Then there was this sound in the walls. A 
scratching sound. The tumbling, scrambling 
sound when one of the rats moved quickly. 

It is a sound by itself, And when you are 
young, and you sleep on the side of the 
bed next to the wall and the rats scratch 
against the wall at your ear, you carry the 
sound with you for the rest of your life. It 
is something that is heard by people in every 
poor neighborhood in every city in the Na- 
tion. And it is one of the reasons why this 
is our longest of summers. Last week, the 
House of Representatives thought it all was 
a cause for laughter. 
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THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN 
FIREARMS LICENSING LAWS AND 
CRIME RATES 


Mr. PATTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. DINGELL] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Record and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, the first 
comprehensive statistical study ever 
made on the relationship of firearms 
availability to crime with firearms has 
just come to my attention. It is an eval- 
uation of the effectiveness of licensing 
laws in the 36 States which regulate the 
acquisition and/or carrying of firearms 
by determining the correlation, if any, 
between these laws and crime rates in 
the various States. 

The study begins with the hypothesis: 
States with firearms licensing laws have 
lower crime rates than States not having 
such laws. The result of the study was a 
rejection of the hypothesis and a con- 
clusion that there is no statistically sig- 
nificant difference in crime rates be- 
tween States that have firearms licens- 
ing laws and those that do not.” 

I believe the following study points 
out important facts that must be borne 
in mind in the consideration of restric- 
tive firearms legislation: 


A STATISTICAL STUDY OF THE RELATIONSHIP 
BETWEEN FIREARMS LICENSING LAWS AND 
CRIME RATES 


(By Alan S. Krug, economist, Regional Anal- 
ysis Center, Institute for Research on Land 
and Water Resources, the Pennsylvania 
State University, University Park, Pa., 
Mar, 27, 1967) 

Thirty-six of the fifty states regulate the 
acquisition and/or carrying of firearms i by 
some form of licensing or prohibition, pre- 
sumably with a view to prevent the misuse 
of firearms in crime, An evaluation of the 
effectiveness of these licensing laws neces- 
sarily entails a statistical analysis to de- 
termine the correlation, if any, between the 
licensing laws and crime rates in the various 
states. 

A rather comprehensive study on the pos- 
sible relationship of firearms legislation 
(regulation) and crime rates was accom- 
plished by the Wisconsin Legislative Refer- 
ence Library for the Wisconsin State Legis- 
lature in 1960 (19). The results of this study 
indicated that there is no demonstrable cor- 
relation between firearms regulations and 
crime rates. The study noted that other 
factors, such as geography, homogeneity of 
population, density of population, median 
school years completed, and per capita per- 
sonal income, do appear to be significantly 
related to crime rates. The study also noted, 
interestingly, that firearms legislation (reg- 
Ulation) does seem to be related to a “great 
deal of paper work, particularly on the part 
of the retailer.” 

In the present study, current data have 
been analyzed by statistical methods in or- 
der to ascertain if there is any statistically- 
significant difference in crime rates for the 
license and non-license states at the present 
time. 

Table 1 shows the level of licensing in the 
36 license states: 


For the most part, “handguns.” 
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TABLE 1.—LEVEL OF LICENSING IN THE 36 LICENSE STATES 
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State Manufac- Retailer 


wale 


Person 
possessing purchasing] carrying 


Person Person 


Manufac- 
turer 


Whole- 
saler 


Retailer Person Person Person 


possessing purchasing carrying 


Oregon. 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island —— 2 
South Carolina 16. 


N KKK DK 
= 
o 
2 
7 
o 
J 
x 
o 
cy 
* 


Washington 
West Virginia. 


x 
x 
x 
X Virginia... 
X 
X 
* 


Wyoming 


NN OK OK OK OX 
æ 


xxx 


xxx 
— 


1 No permit to purchase, but administrative procedure of required waiting period between 
ofa handgun constitutes the equivalent of such a permit. 


purchase and delive: 
2 Jacksonville and Miami. 
Columbus and Savannah. 


4 Hawaii requires the registration of all handguns with the police. 


5 New Orleans, 


e No license to carry required, but carrying of a handgun concealed on the 
7 Mississippi requires all firearms having a muzzle velocity of more than 2,000 feet per second 


to be registered with the county sheriff 
Optional by cities or counties, 


In connection with the licensing of fire- 
arms dealers and purchasers, it is to be noted 
that all firearms dealers, regardless of their 
state of residence, must keep complete rec- 
ords of all transactions as required by the 
Secretary of the Treasury under the provi- 
sions of the Federal Firearms Act of 1938 
(United States Code, Title 15, Chapter 18). 
These records must include the make, model, 
type, calibre or gauge, and serial number, if 
any, of each and every firearm (rifle, shotgun 
or pistol) received or sold, the date such 
firearm was received or sold, and the name 
and address of the person or business from 
whom the firearm was received, or to whom 
the firearm was sold, as the case may be (18). 

In addition to these records, which must 
be kept for ten years from the date of the 
transaction and made available to law-en- 
forcement officers upon request, there are 
certain records which must be maintained 
under the firearms laws of several of the 
states, In most cases, however, the latter 
merely duplicate the former. 

Table 2 presents data on murder and non- 
negligent manslaughter for each of the li- 
censing and non-licensing states. Tables 3 
and 4 present similar data for the crimes of 
robbery and aggravated assault, respectively. 
These are the three crime categories in which 
the misuse of a flrearm may be involved. 

Table 5 depicts the rate of serious crimes,” 
as defined by the F.B.I., for each of the fifty 
states (17). These are (1) homicide; (2) forc- 
ible rape; (3) robbery; (4) aggravated as- 
sault; (5) burglary; (6) larceny ($50 and 
over); and (7) auto theft. 


TABLE 2.—Murder and nonnegligent man- 
slaughter rates, by State, 1965 


Connecticut 
Delaware 


Maine 
Massachusetts 
Michigan ae 


PAIANSCA PER OUTONDOHAGAP 


Footnote at end of tables. 


10 South 


u Carrying prohibited. 
u Salt Lake City. 


more than 1 


rson is prohibited. 4 
a permit. 


9 Philadelphia bill 560-A requires a license to purchase any firearm (rifle, shotgun, or pistol). 
arolina law forbids any person, firm, or corporation to “manufacture, sell, offer for 
sale, lease, rent, barter, exchange, or transport for sale into this State any pistol.” 


u Virginia 8 a permit to purchase a handgun in counties having a population density of 
per square mile. 


e cities of Arlington, Norfolk, and Richmond also require such 


Source: Individual State and local statutes. 


TABLE 2.—Murder and nonnegligent man- 
slaughter rates, by State, 1965—-Continued 
License States—Continued 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey „„ 


A g 


Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 


Virginia 
Washington 
( ceatcnieenntes 4. 
Wyoming 2 


—— 2 —„—ᷣ—¼ ne ee eee 


. 3 

0 

. 9 

2 

7 

. 38 

7 

4 

4 

1 

6 

4 

«5 

WHACORGR: | Si escca ce o ananman 1.5 
Rone Aenean bp oel 4.1 


t Offenses per 100,000 of population. 
Sources: FBI Uniform Crime Report, 1965, 
pp. 56-70. 


TABLE 3.—Robbery rates i by State, 1965 


License States: 
TVT 28. 7 
CCC eS ed 113.3 
. ̃ ⅛ A Ä 0” 54. 5 
Sonne Ä 19. 3 
Delaware 54. 9 
Florida 88. 6 
Georgia 29. 8 
SEW RE ec e nue naa IS, ORTE 18.7 
ato EN e ONS PEE S S E A R SEE SE 10.1 
Indiana 55.9 
TTT ch ——T—T—T—T0—0—TTT AS 12.8 
1800 ̃ ͤũͤF!h—ᷣ— —T— 8 51. 3 
C0 ²ͤ A ⅛˙•—— 4. 0 
Massachusetts a 40.0 


TABLE 3.—Robbery rates, by State, 1965— 
Continued 
License States—Continued 
Michigan 


— 
om 
93888 


Nan 
Pera 


e aie re eccrine 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island. 


BESoPSES 


39.9 

55.7 

23.7 

64.8 

24.0 

36.7 

83,0 

40.3 

TPG 21. 9 
.. T 42. 7 
TTT 51. 6 
TTT 38.0 
A T a Foca cies ns on eee 4.5 
ee. 11. 5 
c ee 45. 6 


1 Offenses per 100,000 of population. 
Source: FBI Uniform Crime Report, 1965, 


pp. 56—70. 
TABLE 4—Aggravated assault rate i by State, 
1965 


License States: 


/ sean 149. 1 
%% ͥ AA ³ AA 142. 9 
ü Ab 78. 6 
SOD ¶ :: 43. 5 
TT ( 28. 1 
ty Cs SSSR SEIU eR ER Sr eRe fe 188. 6 
000 147. 0 
ora uie o 46.3 
A h preter aetna gece oe teenie See ate 53.6 


Taste 4.—Aggravated assault rate by State, 
1965—Continued 
License States—Continued 
po ee a E 62 


Moras e n e A 


Mean 
1 Offenses per 100,000 of population. 
Source: FBI Uniform Crime Report, 1965, 
pp. 56-70. 


TABLE 5.—Total offense (serious crime) rate? 
by State, 1965 


D 8 


Footnote at end of tables. 
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TABLE 5.—Total offense (serious crime) rate 
by State, 1965—Continued 


License States—Continued 


o S ess 


c 

1 Offenses per 100,000 of population. 

Source: FBI Uniform Crime Report, 1965, 
pp. 56-70. 

All of the data in Tables 2 through 5 were 
taken from the 1965 F. B. I. Uniform Crime 
Report (17, pages 56-70), and are the latest 
available. 
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STATISTICAL ANALYSIS 

The statistical hypothesis to be tested in 
this study is: States with firearms licensing 
laws have lower crime rates than states not 
having such laws. 

The mean crime rates for the various crime 
categories are listed in Table 6. It is immedi- 
ately apparent that in the cases of murder, 
aggravated assault, and serious crime, the 
states with firearms licensing laws do not 
have lower crime rates than the non-licens- 
ing states. However, in order to test the 
hypothesis in terms of the robbery rates, it 
is necessary to apply a “t-test” (Student’s 
t-Distribution) to determine if the differ- 
ence in mean robbery rates for the li 
and non-licensing states is statistically sig- 
nificant or is merely due to random variation 
(chance). 

The formula for the appropriate “t-test” is 


2 


1 1 
es 1 t N: 

where X is the mean crime rate of the licens- 
ing group of states, Y is the mean crime rate 
of the non-licensing group, N, is the number 
of licensing states, N, is the number of non- 
licensing states, and s is the “pooled esti- 
mate of the standard deviation” (the as- 
sumption is here made that the two groups 
of states have unknown, albeit identical 
standard deviations). 


TABLE 6:—SUMMATION OF RESULTS: STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF CRIME RATES FOR LICENSING AND 


NONLICENSING STATES, 


Licensing 
States 
Arithmetic means: 
n 4.8 
Robbery tate 38.8 
Aggravated assault rate 86.1 
Serious crime tate 1, 255.1 


Nonlicensing Is difference 
States t-value ical iy 
significant 
REWA OF ets ee ee ees 
45.6 No. 
Aer is fut eS 
1, 199. 0 


The formula for s is 


(2x)? (ZY)? 
3 


s= 
Ni +N2-2 


where X and Y are the variates of the licens- 
ing and non-licensing states, respectively, 
and the term N,-+N.—2 constitutes the num- 
ber of degrees of freedom. Alder and Roessler 
define the latter as (1): “the maximum 
number of variates which can freely be as- 
signed (I. e., calculated or assumed) before 
the rest of the variates are completely de- 
termined; that is, it is the total number of 
variates minus the number of independent 
relationships existing among them.” 

The number of degrees of freedom is ordi- 
narily designated by v. 

Substitution of the robbery data into these 
formulae yields a value for /t/ of 0.6618. For 
v=48, t. 1.679. Since /t/=0.6618, which is 
less than 1.679, we conclude that the proba- 
bility of selecting from two populations with 
identical means and identical standard devia- 
ations two samples whose means differ by 
more than 6.8 (in absolute value) is con- 
siderably more than 10%, which indicates 
that the result is not significant. Therefore, 
the difference between mean robbery rates 
of the license states and the non-license 
states is not sufficient to warrant the con- 
clusion that one is lower than the other. 

These results indicate that the statistics 
hypothesis States with firearms licensing 
laws have lower crime rates than states not 
having such laws must be rejected. 

DISCUSSION 

Statistical analysis of F.B.I. crime data 
reveals no significant difference in crime 
rates between states which have firearms li- 
censing laws and those which do not. In all 


probability, there are a number of interact- 
ing forces which define this situation. 

Table 7 shows the relationship of firearms 
to other weapons used in the commission of 
serious crimes in the United States in 1965. 
Crimes in which firearms were misused con- 
stitute only three percent of the total. In 
view of this, laws which were designed to 
reduce the misuse of firearms in crime could 
not, from a statistical standpoint, have an 
appreciable influence on the overall crime 
rate, even if such laws were highly effective. 
The degree of effectiveness of these firearms 
laws would, of course, determine the extent 
to which they might eliminate crimes in- 
cluded in the three-percent figure (7). 

In 1965, firearms were misused in 57 per- 
cent of all homicides, 17 percent of all ag- 
gravated assaults, and 38 percent of all rob- 
beries (Table 7). 

Perhaps the most detailed study of homi- 
cide that has been accomplished to date is 
that of Professor Marvin E. Wolfgang, Grad- 
uate Chairman of the Department of So- 
ciology at the University of Pennsylvania. 
Dr. Wolfgang’s study dealt with the 588 
criminal homicides which occurred in the 
city of Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, between 
January 1, 1948, and December 31, 1952. 

One segment of the work dealt with the 
weapons which offenders used in carrying 
out their acts of criminal homicide. The re- 
sults of this study led Dr. Wolfgang to con- 
clude: 

“It is probably safe to contend that many 
homicides occur only because there is suffi- 
cient motivation or provocation, and that 
the type of method used to kill is merely 
an accident of availability; that a gun is 
used because it is in the offender's possession 
at the time of incitement, but that if it were 
not present, he would use a knife to stab, 
or fists to beat his victim to death. 
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TABLE 7.—RELATIONSHIP OF FIREARMS! TO OTHER WEAP- 
ons USED IN THE COMMISSION OF SERIOUS CRIMES, 


e 
Blunt objects 
Miscellaneous (un- 


ns as so 
ortunately, 


1 Firearms including the so-called gangster wea 
classified under the National Firearms Act of 1934. Un 
data breaking down firearms into gangster weapons or sporting 
firearms is not available (5). 


Source: FBI Uniform Crime Report, 1005, pp 368 and 10 
r 


(17), and supplemental letter from the Di of the FBI (4). 


“The world around us abounds in avail- 
able means to inflict death. Everyone has 
access to many cutting and piercing instru- 
ments or to solid, heavy objects that can be 
used to bludgeon a victim. From the Phila- 
delphia police files such common household 
items as an electric iron, a floor lamp, and 
a pencil were uniquely listed as homicide 
weapons, 

“Several students of homicide have tried 
to show that the high number of, or easy 
access to, firearms in this country is causally 
related to our relatively high homicide rate. 
Such a conclusion cannot be drawn from 
the Philadelphia data. Material subsequently 
reported in the present study regarding the 
place where homicide occurred, relationship 
between victim and offender, motives, and 
other variables, suggest that many situations, 
events, and personalities that converge in a 
particular way and that result in homicide 
do not depend primarily upon the presence 
or absence of firearms. While it may be 
true both that the homicide rate is lower 
in Europe and that fewer homicides abroad 
involve use of firearms, it does not necessarily 
follow that the relatively high homicide rate 
im this country is merely due to greater 
accessibility of such weapons. 

“Comparison of a general homicide rate 
with percentage use of firearms is not an 
adequate comparison. Unless all methods and 
weapons used in homicide are compared be- 
tween two areas or communities, the propor- 
tionate use of firearms compared in isolation 
is not convincing evidence of a causal rela- 
tion between a high homicide rate and the 
number of shootings. Moreover, comparison 
of like cultural areas having similar homi- 
cide rates but vastly dissimilar proportions 
of deaths caused by firearms would tend to 
reject an hypothesis of a causal nexus be- 
tween the two phenomena. By way of exam- 
ple, Brearley noted for the years 1924-1926 
that Pennsylvania had a homicide rate of 5.9 
per 100,000 population. Using Philadelphia 
victim data to correspond to Brearley’s use 
of mortality statistics, we see that the rate 
during 1948-1952 for criminal homicide 
deaths was 5.7, and for all homicides—crim- 
inal and non-criminal—the rate was 6.1. 
Despite the closeness of these Philadelphia 
rates with the Pennsylvania rate reported by 
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Brearley, use of firearms in Pennsylvania 
amounted to 68 per cent of all methods, while 
use of firearms in Philadelphia was only 33 
per cent. The fact that Brearley's figures are 
for an earlier period of time has no effect on 
the conclusion. Thus, while the homicide 
rates for these two population units are sim- 
ilar, the proportionate use of firearms is quite 
dissimilar, being over twice as high for the 
state as for the city. The hypothesis of a 
causal relationship between the homicide rate 
and proportionate use of firearms in killing 
is, therefore, rejected. 

“More than the availability of a shooting 
weapon is involved in homicide. Pistols and 
revolvers are not difficult to purchase—le- 
gally or illegally—in Philadelphia, Police in- 
terrogation of defendants reveals that most 
frequently these weapons are bought from 
friends or acquaintances for such nominal 
sums as ten or twenty dollars. A penknife or 
butcher knife, of course, is much cheaper 
and more easily obtained. Ready access to 
knives and little reluctance to engage in phys- 
ical combat without weapons, or ‘to fight it 
out,’ are as important as the availability of 
some sort of gun. The type of weapon used 
appears to be, in part, the culmination of 
assault intentions or events and is only su- 
perficially related to causality. To measure 
quantitatively the effect of the presence of 
firearms on the homicide rate would require 
knowing the number and type of homicides 
that would not have occurred had not the of- 
fender—or, in some cases, the victim—pos- 
sessed a gun. Research would require deter- 
mination of the number of shootings that 
would have been stabbings, beatings, or some 
other method of inflicting death had no gun 
been available. It is the contention of this 
observer that few homicides due to shootings 
could be avoided merely if a firearm were not 
immediately present, and that the offender 
would select some other weapon to achieve 
the same destructive goal. Probably only in 
those cases where a felon kills a police officer, 
or vice versa, would homicide be ayvided in 
the absence of a firearm.” 

Dr. Wolfgang also rejects the idea that 
homicide rates are higher in the United 
States than in England because of easier ac- 
cess to firearms. 

A second very comprehensive study of 
criminal homicide, which has just been pub- 
lished, is one dealing with the 640 instances 
of this crime which occurred in the State of 
California during the year 1960. This study 
was done in the California Department of 
Justice, Bureau of Criminal Statistics. The 
author, Crime Studies Analyst Romey P. 
Narloch, reached much the same conclusions 
as did Dr. Wolfgang in regard to the relation- 
ship between the availability of firearms and 
the commission of criminal homicide (10): 

“One of the clear conclusions of this re- 
search is that the mere availability of weap- 
ons lethal enough to produce a human mor- 
tality bear no major relationship to the 
frequency with which this act is completed. 
In the home, at work, at play, in almost any 
environmental setting a multitude of objects 
exist providing means for inflicting illegal 
death. Though the true number of times 
criminal homicide was attempted during 
1960 cannot be known, and in spite of im- 
proved medical services, it is undoubtedly 
much more reasonable to conclude that the 
low yearly incidence of unlawful slayings is 
largely the product of human inhibitions to 
kill » 


While there are apparently no statistical 
studies which have successfully linked fire- 
arms with criminal homicide in a casual 
relationship, the above mentioned studies are 
among numerous others which have placed 
the blame on various socio-economic prob- 
lems of the day. Bensing and Schroeder, in 
their detailed study of homicide in the Great- 
er Cleveland, Ohio, area during the years 
1947-53, state (2): 

“Homicide is not accidental. Nor is the 
fact that some areas have a high rate and 
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others a low rate a matter of coincidence. 
The almost invariable association of a high 
homicide rate with so many other symptoms 
of social ill-health and economic need shows 
almost conclusively the socio-economic basis 
of homicide.” 

If these conclusions are indeed correct, 
then there would be little reason to expect 
firearms laws to reduce homicide rates. Ag- 
gravated assault (assault with intent to kill) 
would presumedly be subject to the same fac- 
tors as noted above. 

Robberies and felony murders are usually 
committed by prior offenders. Law-enforce- 
ment Officials seem to have little hope that 
firearms laws will keep guns out of the hands 
of such individuals. J. Edgar Hoover, Direc- 
tor of the Federal Bureau of Investigation, 
has said (6): 

“True, hoodlums and criminal gangs will 
obtain guns regardless of controls. During 
1962, there were almost 700 felonious mur- 
ders committed during the course of other 
crimes, such as burglary and robbery. This 
total also included gangland slayings and 
juvenile gang killings. Of this number, 52 
percent were by gun. There were 39 juvenile 
gang killings, 19 of which were by gun. Of 
the 112 law enforcement officers who died 
from criminal action during the last 3 years, 
108 were murdered with guns Murders com- 
mitted during the commission of other crimes 
will always be a problem. Usually, hardened 
criminals are involved, For these individuals, 
certain punishment is the only language 
they understand, Mandatory penalties, over 
and above the sentence for the substantive 
Offense, for using a gun while committing a 
felony should be a certainty.” 

In writing about extremist organizations, 
Mr. Hoover said (3): 

“But laws pertaining to owning and carry- 
ing firearms, which vary from state to state, 
bother few, if any, Klansmen, and weapons 
are illegally carried by them.” 

Lt. Col. Paul A. Rittelmann, acting com- 
mander of the Pennsylvania State Police, said 
in response to an interview question about 
the effectiveness of firearms legislation (22): 

“The criminal will get hold of a gun, re- 
gardless of any law passed.” 

In testifying before a House District of 
Columbia legislative committee on the sub- 
ject of proposed firearms legislation, Wash- 
ington’s Chief of Police, Robert V. Murray, 
had this to say (9): 

“If I felt that we could take the guns out 
of the hands of the criminal with this bill 
or any other bill, I would be a hundred per- 
cent for it. But a criminal who is going to 
set out to hold up a place or assault some- 
body with a gun, the carrying of a gun is 
not going to deter him. He is a criminal any- 
how, and he cannot lawfully possess a gun. So 


When an examination is made of the 
prior criminal histories of those involved, it 
is found that 76 percent had been arrested 
on some criminal charge prior to the time 
they became participants in the police mur- 
ders and, of even more significance, over 
one-half of this group had been previously 
arrested for assaultive-type crimes such as 
rape, robbery, assault with a deadly weapon, 
assault with intent to kill, etc. In fact, the 
record discloses 9 individuals had been 
charged on some prior occasion with an of- 
fense of murder. Seven of these had been 
paroled on the murder charge, one was an 
escapee having fled confinement while serv- 
ing time for murder, and one was an escapee 
who fled while waiting trial for murder. 
Sixty-eight percent of the 362 persons who 
Were responsible are known to have had prior 
convictions on criminal charges and more 
than two-thirds of this group had received 
leniency in the form of probation or parole 
on at least one of these convictions. More 
than 1 of every 4 of the murderers was on 
parole or probation when he killed a police 
Officer (17, pages 37, 38). 
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a law on the books that he cannot have a gun 
in his possession is not going to deter him. 

“It may be argued that any legislation 
that would reduce the number of pistols in 
circulation would substantially reduce the 
mumber of aggravated assaults. The argu- 
ment rests upon two mistaken premises. 
First, it assumes that restrictive legislation 
will prevent criminals from obtaining guns. 
The fact is that experience has shown that 
legislation such as the Sullivan Law (New 
York state—ed.) does not reduce the number 
of pistols in the hands of criminals. Second, 
the argument assumes that handguns are 
used in most aggravated assaults, whereas 
the fact is that pistols are used in only a 
small percentage of assaults. 

“Legislation imposing further restrictions 
on the ownership and possession of hand- 
guns is not the answer to our law-enforce- 
ment problem. Attention should be focused 
on the criminal, not the gun.” 

Compounding the problem in robberies and 
felony murders is the large number of fire- 
arms which are stolen annually, many by 
individuals who will later misuse them in 
some criminal act. The fact that criminals 
do steal firearms for use in crimes naturally 
reduces the anticipated effectiveness of exist- 
ing firearms control laws. 

While the F.B.I. has not made a practice 
of collecting data on stolen firearms (5), in- 
formation on some 20,000 stolen or missing 
guns is contained in the FBI’s new National 
Crime Information Center (15). 

Senator Hugh Scott of Pennsylvania re- 
cently secured data from the U.S. Depart- 
ment of Defense regarding the number of 
firearms stolen from the U.S. Army, Navy, 
Marine Corps, and Air Force, for each of the 
years 1954 through 1964 (16). In this eleven- 
year period, some 15,848 guns were stolen, an 
average of 1,440 per year (7, pages 10-12). 
In making this request in connection with 
proposed federal firearms legislation, Sen- 
ator Scott said (13): 

“Certainly, there are no more stringent 
regulations covering the control of firearms 
than those put into effect by the military, 
and for this reason, I thought this informa- 
tion would be particularly helpful.” 

In Washington, D.C., police reported that 
“hot” guns (those sold illegally) were in- 
volved in nearly all the 223 shootings and 18 
gun murders recorded in that city during 
the year ending June 30, 1957 (14). “Hot” 
guns were used, too, in probably 20 percent 
of the year’s 937 robberies, according to Dep- 
uty Police Chief Edgar E. Scott, chief of de- 
tectives. Suspects in crimes involving a gun 
most commonly explain that they “found it” 
or “bought it from a friend.” Detectives who 
know the illicit market say the price of a 
pistol may vary from $5 for a model whose 
ability to fire is questionable to $35 or $40 for 
a “sleek” specimen (8). These prices are, of 
course, much less than the cost of a new 
handgun purchased from a firearms dealer. 

In New York City, where the most restric- 
tive firearms laws in the nation are in effect 
(it is necessary to have a police permit to 
possess a handgun even in one’s own home), 
police reported that in 1966, not a single 
NYC homicide involved a licensed firearm 
(11). Since 1944, New York City police have 
taken possession of 28,409 illegally-possessed 
pistols (12). 

The Los Angeles County District Attorney’s 
Office conducted a statistical survey de- 
signed to provide information on where peo- 
ple involved in crimes obtain their weapons 
(21). This 1966 survey covered the investiga- 
tion of 4,045 criminal complaints, 263 of 
which involved possession of a firearm by 
involved parties. 

A total of 222 guns were recovered by the 
police. The remainder, according to the 
police, were destroyed by the suspects, sold 
or given to other persons, or in many 
instances the suspect denied ever possessing 
a gun. Of the firearms recovered, 39 were 
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stolen, 39 were obtained from private par- 
ties, and five were found. In 102 cases, police 
could not determine the source of the gun. 
In only 37 instances were the recovered fire- 
arms purchased from a local retailer. 

All of these data indicate that firearms 
laws seem to have little effect in preventing 
the illegal acquisition of firearms for use in 
illegal activities. 


CONCLUSION 


This study tested the statistical hypoth- 
esis States with firearms licensing laws 
have lower crime rates than states not having 
such laws. Statistical analysis of the latest 
F.B.I. crime data resulted in this hypothesis 
being rejected. The conclusion was reached 
that there is no statistically significant dif- 
ference in crime rates between states that 
have firearms licensing laws and those that 
do not. 

An attempt was made to explain the results 
of the statistical analysis by reviewing the 
studies which have so far been made in this 
field. 

Some of the theses advanced were: 

1. Crime is caused by socio-economic prob- 
lems, not by firearms. (2, 17, page vii). 

2. Firearms are involved in only 3% of all 
crimes in the United States. Therefore, fire- 
arms licensing laws, even if highly effective, 
would not be likely to cause any appreciable 
decrease in the overall crime rate (3, 7). 

8. Firearms laws have varying degrees of 
effectiveness. The degree of effectiveness de- 
termines the effect on the crime rate. There- 
fore, enactment of firearms laws is not auto- 
matically refiected in a reduction of crime 
rates (7). 

4. The incidence of non-felony homicide 
is not related to the availability of firearms; 
when human inhibitions to kill are over- 
come, whatever weapon is readily available 
will be used (10, 20). The easy availability of 
firearms does not make murder easy (7). 

5. In the case of robbery and felony mur- 
der, experience of law-enforcement officials 
has shown that criminals are not deterred in 
their quest for firearms by firearms laws, and 
such individuals persist in carrying weapons 
regardless of any law which has so far been 
enacted (3, 6, 8, 9, 11, 12, 14, 21 and 22). 

6. Many firearms are stolen and available 
to the criminal through illicit channels (8, 
13, 14, 15, 16, 20, 21 and 22). This limits the 
effectiveness of any law which regulates the 
acquisition of firearms through legitimate 
channels. 

7. Criminals will substitute other wea- 
pons in the commission of crimes when fire- 
arms are not available. Legislation which 
prevents criminals from purchasing firearms 
is altogether irrelevant to the crime problem 
unless it can be shown that the end result 
was an actual reduction in crime, not just a 
reduction in the number of firearms pos- 
sessed by the criminal element (7). 
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AFL-CIO 


Mr. PATTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. GONZALEZ] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, the fine 
work done by the AFL-CIO in other 
eountries is well known, but the par- 
ticular way in which leaders of the 
American labor movement work with 
American business leaders to build dem- 
ocratic trade unionism in Latin America 
is not fully realized. George Meany, pres- 
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ident of the AFL-CIO, discussed this 
subject in a recent talk to the National 
Press Club here in Washington. 

Mr. Speaker, so that all of us should 
know more about what is being done to 
achieve more prosperous, progressive, 
and peaceful nations south of the border, 
I include Mr. Meany’s address in the 
Recorp at this point: 


ADDRESS BY GEORGE MEANY, PRESIDENT, 
AFL-CIO 


President LeRoy, my good friend Win 
Booth, members of the Press Club, ladies and 
gentlemen. I’m very glad that the president 
told you the ground rules in regard to the 
questions, because I think if he hadn’t I 
would have had all of my questions on the 
AIFLD. Frankly, I don’t think I can keep 
within the time limit and do justice to this 
subject, so I'll give you just an outline in 
the time allotted to me of what the AIFLD 
is all about and what we hope it will be 
about in the future. 

Let me first give you the purpose of the 
AFL-CIO in setting up the American Insti- 
tute for Free Labor Development. Its pur- 
pose is very simple: to try to build in Latin 
America strong, democratic trade unions, to 
build up the standards of life of the workers 
in these countries and at the same time 
make a contribution to the economic health 
of each country. 

You might ask: What kind of unions? 
Well, we did not and do not desire them to 
pattern their unions after the United States 
unions. We do expect and hope, however, 
that they will build unions that are able to 
stand on their own feet, unions that will be 
economically strong, capable of representing 
the workers of these countries and not de- 
pendent on outside elements for improving 
the conditions of these workers. 

There have been unions in Latin America 
for many years. And, I can say to you very 
frankly that over the years by our standards 
they have not been very effective. None of 
these unions that I've known over the years 
was completely independent in the sense 
that they depended on their economic 
strength and on the strength of their mem- 
bership in order to improve their conditions 
of life and of work. Many of them were de- 
pendent on some political leader, some politi- 
cal boss, and in a good many they depended 
on the whim of someone who had dictatorial 
tendencies. 

I think a case in point describing some of 
the problems that we have would be the 
case of the Argentine where Peron ruled for 
many years. I was in Argentina some few 
years back and I was amazed at the attitude 
of the unions toward the government. I was 
amazed at the attitude of the unions toward 
Peron even though he had been in exile for 
a few years. The membership of many of 
these unions looked upon Peron as the great 
deliverer, the great man insofar as workers 
were concerned, The reason was quite simple. 
Any improvement that they had ever had 
during the Peron years was given to them by 
Peron from his balcony. He would stand on 
the balcony and decree a raise in wages. He 
would tell them when they were going to get 
paid holidays. They looked to him as their 
benefactor. If, in the meantime, he hap- 
pened to ruin the economy of the country, 
that didn’t seem to bother the workers. They 
didn’t seem to understand that. 

So, in all of these countries we have had 
a problem where the unions had to have a 
political champion, someone who took care 
of them, instead of their taking care of 
themselves. This situation was one reason we 
felt we could interest them in the American 
type of trade unions, We hope we could also 
put them in a situation where they could 
make a contribution to the economic life of 
their own country. Now you might ask. Why 
do we have this interest? Why would Amer- 
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ican unions have an interest in the situa- 
tions in Latin America, in the workers of 
Latin America?” 

Well, we've always had an interest in 
workers in all parts of the world. We have 
a particular interest these days because we 
see the world divided with two types of gov- 
ernments—the dictatorial type of govern- 
ment and the free type. And, of course, our 
stake here in America is in the continuance 
of a free society, having a free type of govern- 
ment. We see that where workers lose their 
freedom, where they go under the control of 
a dictatorship or a tyrannical government of 
any kind, this represents a threat to us. 
It represents a menace to our way of life. 

Perhaps, in order to bring this matter 
closer to home, where would our standing 
be as a free society if all of Latin America 
went the way of Castro’s Cuba? Let me say 
that as far as I'm concerned, there is no 
misunderstanding on may part as to what 
the intent of the Soviet Union was when 
they backed Castro. I don’t think that they 
are satisfied just to have Cuba go into the 
Communist orbit. I think they have designs 
on all of Latin America. 

So we feel we have a stake in freedom. We 
have a stake in freedom of workers all over 
the world, This is the reason for our interest 
in the ICFTU. This is the reason that we 
sent people to Germany immediately after 
World War II to try to rebuild a free trade 
union movement in that country and I can 
say that effort was successful, we made quite 
a contribution there. We made a contribu- 
tion in Italy and France and many other 
places because we felt that there was a men- 
ace to our way of life—a definite menace to 
our future that is inherent in all dictator- 
ships—that, we really had a stake in main- 
taining and extending freedom throughout 
the world. 

So naturally when we looked to Latin 
America, our closest neighbors in the trade 
union field, we felt that we had to do some- 
thing there. Now I’m not going to tell you 
that we performed any miracles, Latin Amer- 
ica is still a problem. We are trying to make 
a contribution to building democratic so- 
cieties through trade unions there, but the 
Latin American countries have still got a 
long way to go. There is still too much money 
being spent for military hardware in these 
countries and too little being spent on the 
welfare of the people, 

This idea was presented to the AFL-CIO 
Executive Council in August of 1960 by Vice 
President Joe Beirne. We appropriated $20,- 
000. We got a young professor from the Uni- 
versity of Chicago to make a feasibility 
study. We gave considerable time to the proj- 
ect and finally we incorporated the American 
Institute for Free Labor Development, in the 
latter months of 1961. 

The trustees of this organization are rep- 
resentatives of American labor, American 
business, Latin American labor and they in- 
clude some outstanding people from Latin 
America from the academic world. I might 
say to you quite frankly that this institution 
is set up so that the labor people are in the 
majority. We hold the largest number of 
seats on the board of trustees and we are 
going to keep it that way. 

But you might ask: Why American busi- 
ness? Why did we want American business 
in this?” Well, we gave a lot of thought to 
this. We gave a lot of time to it. And, the 
Executive Council finally decided unani- 
mously that we should bring American busi- 
ness into this institution on the theory that 
they should have the same stake, that they 
should have the same interest in the build- 
ing of free societies in Latin America as we 
have. They want to do business there, they 
certainly want to do business with countries 
that have viable economies and we feel that 
you can't have a successful economy unless 
you have the cooperation of all segments of 
the society and especially those who are the 
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most important aspects insofar as produc- 
tion is concerned. So we went to American 
business and we told them what we thought 
they should do. We thought that they should 
have an interest. And we got a very, very en- 
couraging response. 

The result is that we have some outstand- 
ing American businessmen contributing to 
the work of the AIFLD. We have several out- 
standing American businessmen sitting on 
the board of trustees. And, I might say to 
you that in going to these businessmen ask- 
ing that they share our interest in this work 
of building unions and, of course, this, we 
told them quite frankly, this is what we 
wanted to do—we wanted to build unions— 
that we did this without regard to whether 
or not the particular American businessman 
had relations with unions here or not. That 
did not enter the picture. In fact we have 
some American businessmen who do busi- 
ness with unions and some who do not. 

Now, let me get to the actual work of the 
AIFLD. It falls into two categories. One, is 
workers’ education. The second category is 
the Social Projects Division set up to im- 
prove workers’ standards under the Alliance 
for Progress. This was not in the picture 
when we first set up the AIFLD, it came into 
the picture after President Kennedy set up 
the Alliance for Progress. The AIFLD is now 
an agency of the United States government 
so far as its social projects work is 
concerned. 

Let me go first into the educational 
phases of the Institute. Small groups of 
trade unionists from Latin American coun- 
tries, carefully screened and selected by un- 
ions in these countries and covering every 
country in Latin America except Cuba, Haiti 
and Paraguay, are brought to Washington 
for a three-month intensive training course. 
These young trade unionists come here and 
are given courses in basic economics and 
trade union procedures. They also travel 
around the United States to get a look at the 
industrial complex here and to get an idea 
of how American workers live and how our 
trade unions operate. The wages and ex- 
penses of these students are paid for by the 
AIFLD here in Washington. 

Then they go back home and for nine 
months more in their home countries their 
wages and expenses are again paid for by the 
AIFLD as they act as instructors for trade 
union education for rank-and-file workers 
in their home countries. These people spend 
some 12 weeks here in the United States. We 
call this an advanced teacher-training pro- 
gram, because the people we train here go 
back and act as teachers. 

Incidentally, we have just graduated our 
16th class. Over 500 young men and women 
from all these Latin American countries have 
gone through what we call our Washington 
school and those instructed through local 
training courses in their home countries— 
19 or 20 countries—are well over 60,000. 

Those who are brought to Washington 
come here to enable them to become teach- 
ers, so they can go back to their respective 
countries and do this job. We find that we 
get sort of a multiplier effect in this way, 
teaching one man who in turn can teach 
many others. During the first week that they 
are here we have two very prominent pro- 
fessors from the George Washington Uni- 
versity who teach them the techniques of 
modern adult education—the psychology of 
training adults, how to use visual aids, class- 
room techniques and so forth. They then go 
right from this into the subject matter. 
They are taught the history of the labor 
movement, collective bargaining, labor leg- 
islation, social security and all the benefits 
that should be provided for workers through 
social security programs. In other words, they 
go through the whole range of trade union 
problems. Since 1962, as I said, over 500 grad- 
uates have gone through our Washington 
schools and over 60,000 students—worker 
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students—have participated in the educa- 
tional programs in these countries. 

Now this work of the Institute is expan- 
sive. We started a new venture recently. 
Last month we graduated 15 Latin American 
trade union leaders who completed an 
AIFLD nine-months course on labor eco- 
nomics at the university level. This course 
was conducted at Loyola University in New 
Orleans under the sponsorship of the AIFLD. 
We expect that these particular graduates 
will go back to Latin America and act as 
labor economists for the various unions down 
there, 

All this is an effort to make these unions 
& more important part of the economy and 
the society in which they live. We don’t feel 
that there is going to be any real 
in Latin America until the great masses of 
the people in these countries have a greater 
purchasing power which, in the final analysis, 
adds up to a modern economy. 

I could go much further into the academic 
side, but time is a factor here that I have 
to x x 

The Social Projects Division of AIFLD came 
into being after the Alliance for Progress 
program was announced by President Ken- 
nedy and under the arrangements we have 
made with the government, the Social 
Projects Division is in a sense a working 
agency of the United States government— 
working with its expenses paid by AID and 
used to channel American aid under the 
Alliance to union-sponsored projects in Latin 
America. 

This came about right after President Ken- 
nedy announced the Alliance for Progress. 
There was a meeting over at the White House 
and we told the President what we thought 
of the whole idea. I remember we stressed 
very strongly that we were going to help the 
countries of Latin America and that the 
money that we were spending was not just 
to be channeled to the established societies 
of these various countries—that would mean 
that the rich would get a little richer and 
there would be really no differenec insofar as 
the conditions of the great mass of the work- 
ers in these countries were concerned, So we 
convinced him that we had a part to play, 
that some of this money, instead of all of it 
being channeled to business institutions or 
through banks or through governments, that 
some of it should be channeled through 
trade unions, that trade unions should spon- 
sor projects which are to be financed under 
the Alliance. 

Under this arrangement we set up what 
we call the Social Projects Division of the 
AIFLD. Now what are we doing? We're build- 
ing credit unions in Latin America. We have 
established what we call rural cooperatives. 
We have established workers’ banks. The 
American Institute for Free Labor Develop- 
ment is now the largest builder of worker- 
sponsored, low-cost housing in Latin Amer- 
ica, We have already completed housing 
programs in nine different countries to date 
and we have quite a program and quite a 
Ways to go. 

Our first big housing project was in Mexico 
City—the John F. Kennedy housing project 
which presently houses 20,000 people who 
formerly lived in the slums of Mexico City. 
This project was financed by the AFL-CIO 
with a $10 million loan over a 20-year period 
with an interest rate of 5½ percent. This is 
for workers who have never had any decent 
housing. The project is owned and was spon- 
City. by the Graphic Arts unions of Mexico 

Now speaking about interest rates, the 
going interest rate, I believe, today in Mexico 
City is something like 17 percent. You can 
get a mortgage on your house, a private home 
for 17 percent and you have to renew the 
mortgage in four or five years and then the 
percentage goes up to 20. 

We are able to offer 544% money, And this 
is American labor money, this is not govern- 
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ment money. This is mortgage money from 
American labor. It consists of money taken 
from welfare and pension funds under a 
100% guarantee by the federal government. 
Now a few weeks ago we broke ground for a 
housing project in Georgetown in Guyana, 
where there is to be built 568 low-cost work- 
ers’ homes costing upward of $2 million. The 
American unions have a loan on this proj- 
ect for $2 million and this project is spon- 
sored by the Guyana TUC and I am happy 
to see that the president, Dick Ishmael of 
the Guyana TUC is here in the audience 
today. 

On these housing projects the AIFLD pro- 
vides all technical assistance in all phases of 
planning and carrying out the work. We have 
a workers’ housing bank in Latin America 
set up with the assistance of AIFLD in Lima, 
Peru. This is the fastest growing savings and 
loan association in Lima today with 7.800 
depositors and while it is less than 2 years 
old it already has several million dollars out 
on housing programs. This is something 
really new in Latin America, workers setting 
up something similar to our building and 
loan associations using their own money and 
loaning it out at reasonable interest rates 
for housing. 

We have campesino programs going on in 
many areas of Latin America—educational 
programs, vocational training, legal assist- 
ance and all that sort of thing. We have 
three of these now in northeast Brazil and 
we have one being set up in Colombia. 

In addition to housing and other projects 
which call for AID money we have what we 
call AFL-CIO Impacts Projects. They are car- 
ried out by the AIFLD. These are programs 
through which we either loan or grant up to 
$5,000 for small projects that help workers 
in various parts of Latin America, The money 
that is loaned becomes part of a revolving 
fund and keeps on working. 

Now I could go on, of course, at great 
length. This is a subject which takes a lot 
of time, but I think it might be well to give 
you a sample of what is going on, to give 
you the highlights of AIFLD’s weekly report 
for the week of June 19. In Central America, 
in Costa Rica, the report tells of graduation 
of 22 Transport workers from a seminar in 
that country. Here is a report of a seminar 
graduating 30 trade unionists in the prov- 
ince of Colon in Panama, one of 23 unionists 
graduating from a seminar in Santo Do- 
mingo 


In Honduras, a $3,300 Impacts Projects 
loan was approved for the federation there 
to construct a model house on a construction 
site to help determine exact construction 
costs for the units of a housing development. 
In the Caribbean area in the Dominican Re- 
public, an Impacts Projects grant has been 
approved for the sugar workers of Guaymate 
to purchase sewing machines for use by their 
wives and daughters and to a campesino pro- 
gram in LaVega to buy materials to convert 
an existing spring into a protected sanitary 
water system for the community. In Brazil, 
the report shows the 11th resident course 
began May 15 at our institute in Sao Paulo. 
In Chile, seminars are being completed in 
Chuquicamata, Concepcion and Antofagasta. 
In Colombia, a two-weeks course for cam- 
pesinos at Sabanalarga and another one at 
Tibacuy. In Ecuador, courses have been com- 
pleted by 45 members of the Chauffeurs’ 
union in a trade union seminar. In Guyana a 
course for shop stewards was completed in 
Georgetown on the 20th of May. 

In Peru a joint AIFLD-PTTI—that’s a 
trade union secretariat in the postal field— 
seminar in Piura graduated 39 communica- 
tions workers on May 27. In Uruguay, 55 
workers graduated May 19 from the 12th 
national course in that country. In Vene- 
zuela, a seminar was completed for 28 union- 
ists at Cabimas. In Brazil, a $1,400 Impacts 
Projects loan has been approved by the tele- 
phone workers of Recife to help them repair 
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their flood-damaged homes. In Bolivia, the 
Hotel and Restaurant Workers Union of 
Oruro has received approval of an Impacts 
Projects loan to repair the union’s mauso- 
leum in the city’s cemetery. Just think of 
that one. 

In Colombia, the Workers Union of Valle 
have received approximately $1,200 from the 
Small Projects program for repairs to their 
Workers’ University. An Ecuador Impacts 
Projects grant was approved for the cam- 
pesinos of Alaques to purchase materials 
needed to construct two additional class- 
rooms for the town school. In Peru alone, 
some $347,800 has been approved by the 
Peruvian Housing Bank under the provincial 
program for the oil workers of Talara to 
build 117 houses. An Impacts Projects loan 
of $1,760 was approved for the purchase of 
cutting and perforating machines for the use 
of a printing co-op run by the former mem- 
bers of the printers unions of Piura. 

This gives you an idea of some of the 
activity that is going on down there. This 
has been only an outline of what we are 
doing, but we are trying to help the workers 
in these countries and to help the countries 
themselves, because Latin America will never 
come into the 20th century unless and until 
the mass purchasing power of the people of 
these countries is raised. The idea that you 
can build a successful society on the basis of 
wages that are so low that people can’t pur- 
chase the things that you can make is, of 
course, of the last century. We hope to change 
that. 

There are still many problems in Latin 
America, still too many military establish- 
ments in power, The wages are still too low. 
The gap between the very poor and the very 
rich indicate that we have a very long way to 
go. However, we think that we have a pro- 
gram that will bring progress in the long 
run. We hope we are making a contribution 
that will help the Latin American workers 
over the long haul. We think we are on the 
right track. I am rather proud of my part in 
it. 

We now have 76 acres down on the shores 
of the Shenandoah River in Front Royal. We 
have a very lovely old house there, We fixed 
it up a little bit. We are going to enlarge it, 
and I am sure this is going to be a permanent 
institution and that eventually it will not 
just be a seat of learning for our Latin 
American friends, it will be a worker uni- 
versity that will serve all the workers, not 
only of Latin America, but also our own 
people here in the United States. 


QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS 


Question: Is AIFLD supported in whole or 
in part by the CIA? 

Meany: AIFLD is supported in whole or in 
part by AID, which is the Agency for Inter- 
national Development, and not by one cent 
from the CIA. It is supported in whole or in 
part by American business and American 
labor. And, so there will be no misunder- 
standing, it is supported by quite a large sum 
of money by AID under a contract—and we 
can show you a copy of the contract—signed 
by myself as the president of the American 
Institute and signed by the Agency for Inter- 
national Development. I think that our share 
of AID funds for fiscal 1966 was $4 million. 
So when you get that kind of money, why 
do you have to run to the CIA? 

Question: Do you think it will be possible 
to expand the AIFLD program to Africa and 
Asia? 

Meany: Well, actually, we have already set 
up an African program—we call that the 
African-American Labor Center. It’s set up 
in New York. We are financing it with AFT 
CIO money and with some assistance from 
AID. 

However, Africa presents an entirely dif- 
ferent problem. There have been unions in 
Latin America for many, many years. Latin 
America has had some trade union experi- 
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ence, In Africa—and we have a staff work- 
ing on this now—in these newly emerging 
countries we find they don’t have unions. In 
fact, all you had in most of these colonial 
countries were the white settlers and the 
so-called native labor. We are working on this 
and actually our work in Africa at the pres- 
ent time is not so much to try to build 
unions—we help there, we helped them by 
what they need mostly—transportation— 
Land Rovers, as they call the British answer 
to the American Jeep. They need multi- 
graphing machines and loudspeakers and 
things like that. Most of our work in Africa, 
up to the present time, is vocational train- 
ing. We are running a sewing school in 
Kenya; we have a chauffeurs school in Lagos 
and this sort of thing. It will be some time 
before we will get things in shape in Africa 
where we could embark on a program similar 
to the AIFLD program in Latin America, But, 
I can say to you quite frankly, when that 
time comes, I am quite hopeful that we will 
set up an institute for Africa. 

Question: Do you feel that perhaps your 
training program in Latin America is too 
sophisticated for the average Latin American 
labor movement worker? Is the training pro- 
gram geared properly to the level of educa- 
tion you are trying to reach? 

Meany: We have found out that it is not 
too sophisticated. We have found out that 
the Latin Americans are wonderful students 
and, as I said before, I could not go into all 
phases of this work. We make a survey as we 
graduate young men. We make a survey to 
see what happens to them to see where they 
go. Frankly, we lose a few. Very few. Very 
few go back and find employment outside the 
trade union movement. I would say 9 out of 
10 boys that we have graduate since 1962 
from the school have gone to work for their 
trade unions, 

And I am sure Dick Ishmael can tell you 
and vouch for this—that in the struggle for 
free unions in Guyana, the struggle which 
was engaged in between Communist dom- 
inated unions and free unions—we had eight 
graduates from AIFLD who played a very, 
very prominent part in the struggle. 

I don’t think our program is too sophisti- 
cated. We find that most of the people that 
they send up to us here have high school 
educations so there is no problem there, We 
had no trouble getting 15 trade unionists 
with college educations that we sent to 
Loyola for our special course in labor 
economics. 

So the answer to the question is that our 
program is not too sophisticated. 

Question: Mr. Meany, do you feel that 
further strike turmoil in the United States 
this year will put Congress in the mood for 
some general labor law reform? In other 
words, strengthening of the Taft-Hartley Act, 
etc.? 

Meany: I think Congress is already in that 
mood. And, as far as I am concerned, we are 
going to fight any labor control legislation 
that is compulsory. And we are going to look 
with a great deal of suspicion on any former 
friends who tell us that it is good for us. 

Question: Hoffa has been convicted. Is 
there a plan afoot to bring the Teamsters 
and their 1½ million members back into the 
AFL-CIO? 

Meany: No comment. No comment. 

Question: What is the AFL-CIO doing to 
compel craft unions to accept meaningful 
numbers of Negro apprentices and journey- 
men? 

Meany: I would say that from what I know 
about the craft unions that they are ready 
to accept meaningful numbers of Negro ap- 
prentices and journeymen, but the problem 
here is, and I'm sure you can verify this by 
going around the country and making a little 
inquiry, that we don’t seem to get Negro ap- 
prentices. They seem to feel that there is 
some other way to get into the craft unions. 

Now when I was a whole lot younger there 
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was another way to get in the craft unions, 
You just decided you wanted to work as a 
plumber or do electrical work or something 
else, and you went and got yourself a job as 
a helper or an apprentice. But that is no 
longer possible. You cannot become an ap- 
prentice at these trades unless you have a 
high school education. You can’t possibly 
qualify for the trade unless you have a high 
school education. 

So what some of our Negro organized 
groups fail to understand is that the only 
way you can come into these trades and make 
the grade is through apprenticeship train- 
ing. You take someone who has been a handy 
man and put him in my union, give him 
a full-fledged card and at the end of a 
couple of years he would be telling you that 
he couldn’t get any work and of course he 
wouldn’t get any work unless he was quali- 
fied. 

We have thousands of men at Cape Ken- 
nedy in my union. 

The electrical workers have thousands of 
men, iron workers, sheet metal workers, and 
the type of work that they do there bears 
absolutely no relation to the work that we 
used to do in the building line. My union, 
the Plumbers International Union, has 700 
full-time instructors in this country—700 
full-time instructors for their apprentices. 
They use Purdue University every summer 
for a two-week course to upgrade their in- 
structors and they spend more money for 
apprenticeship training than does the United 
States government—this one union. So the 
way into apprentice training is with proper 
qualified apprentices and the sooner the 
Negro organizations and do-gooders under- 
stand it, the better for all concerned. That is 
the only way they can come into these trades 
and there is no shortcut. 

Question: A related question, sir. The U.S. 
Negro soldier has been outstanding in Viet- 
nam, When these Negro soldiers return to the 
States what plans are you making to welcome 
them into your craft unions if they do have 
equal skills? 

Meany: Any of them who have equal skills 
will come right in. There will be no problem 
there at all. 

Question: Sir, would you give us your views 
on Secretary Boyd’s proposal to build U.S. 
merchant ships in foreign yards? 

Meany: Maybe we should get our Secretary 
of Transportation from some foreign yard. 
The answer to that is obvious. U.S. merchant 
ships—U.S. means United States merchant 
ships. And if they are U.S. merchant ships, we 
have plenty of people in the United States 
ready, able and willing to build them. Im 
against building them in foreign yards. 

Question: Sir, what do you predict for the 
future of the National Farmers Union? 

Meany: What do I predict for the future 
of the National Farmers Union? I have no 
prediction, 

Question; The Edward P. Morgan radio 
program recently finished after 12 years on 
the air at a cost of $1 million to your orga- 
nization. What are the chances that this 
type radio program might be discontinued 
as an economy measure? 

Meany: This program was not discontinued 
as an economy measure. We were very happy 
with the program and had no intention of 
discontinuing. However, when Ed Morgan de- 
cided to take the offer of a new venture in 
educational television, financed I believe by 
the Ford Foundation or one of the founda- 
tions, it gave us an opportunity to study the 
whole question of our public relations: 
whether using radio or television or what 
have you was best and we decided that we 
would let this period go. Now what I want 
to point out is that we had this question 
under study last February. A committee of 
the Council was appointed to study this 
question. We had no intimation at the time 
that Morgan was considering any other offer, 
was thinking of going any other place, so 
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while we were in the process of studying it, 
as to just what our future would be in the 
field of radio and television, Morgan came 
along and decided that he would accept this 
offer. We, of course, had to agree and I say 
this with a great deal of regret. 

We think that this man made a real con- 
tribution to radio broadcasting and we think 
that he was an intelligent analyst of the news 
and certainly I would say from my point of 
view, a liberal analyst of the news. We are 
not happy to see him go. However, this gave 
us, in a sense, a breather where we could 
spend the next few months looking this situ- 
ation over and then deciding whether we 
wanted a Morgan-type program again or 
whether we wanted to go into something 
of a different type; in other words, perhaps 
we might want to go into something that 
would be less neutral than what the Morgan 
program was in which we just acted as 
sponsor. But it wasn't economy because we 
ea not short of money at all. We're doing 

e. 

Question: The Press Club will be around 
to see you just after this program. Mr. 
Meany, U.N. Ambassador Arthur Goldberg 
is an alumnus of your legal staff. What do 
you think of his performance in the U.N. 
debate over the Mid-East Crisis? 

Meany: Well, I thought he did marvelous, 
I really mean that. And I wish Abba Eban 
hadn't followed him. 

Question: Sir, a sentimental question. A 
sentimental sort of a question. You could 
write your own ticket on this and I think 
you might, but I hope you will elaborate on 
it. Give us some of your recollections of the 
old-time union leaders such as Phil Murray 
and John L, Lewis. 

Meany: Well, I can give you some recol- 
lections of John and of Phil. Phil Murray, 
of course, I was very friendly with him. I 
admired him a great deal. He was a very fine 
gentleman. Of course I knew John. I thought 
you were going to ask me to include Dan 
Tobin in this. Is he included? 

Answer by questioner: Yes. 

Meany: Well, you newspaper boys will get 
a kick out of this. In 1940, in February, Dan 
Tobin and Bill Hutcheson got into a very 
violent quarrel in the Executive Council 
meeting room. Mr. Green was very, very much 
disturbed. He said, “Oh, this is terrible.” I 
mean they got into a real shouting match 
and he was very much disturbed and he cau- 
tioned everybody, “Now please keep this 
quiet.” The next morning the New York 
Herald Tribune had a blow-by-blow story of 
the whole hassle written by a little fellow 
by the name of Paul Tobenkin—I don’t know 
if any of you remember him. He was writing 
Labor at the time. He afterwards wrote music. 
He became a music critic. 

Anyway, Mr. Green was very, very much up- 
set and he said, “How did they find out what 
went on inside that room?” So Bill had an 
assistant by the name of Frank Weikel and I 
said to Frank Weikel, Why don’t you ask 
Paul Tobenkin. That might be a good way of 
finding out.” So he went to Paul and said, 
“Paul, where did you get that story?” He 
said, “I got it from Dan Tobin. He and I had a 
drink together yesterday afternoon.” So he 
got it from one of the participants. 

I think that one of the best stories about 
John Lewis was one of Fred Perkins old 
stories about John having a conference with 
two or three newsmen and down the hall 
there was four or five fellows standing there 
talking and John got up from the desk and 
walked down to the door and stuck his head 
out and he said, “Fellows, cheese it.” And 
that ended the conference that they were 
having. 

Now, as I say, I knew Phil Murray quite 
well and of course I know John and have 
known John for many years. I’ve admired 
John for the things that he did for the 
miners and I have often said that John could 
have played a very, very important part in 
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the American trade union movement. I think 
that he had the ability to do that. I think he 
was temperamentally unsuited for it because 
John couldn’t play on a team. John was not 
a team player. John just was John and that’s 
all there was to that. However, as I say, I 
think he made a great contribution to his 
union and to the American trade union move- 
ment over the years. 

Question: Before our final question, Mr. 
President, I would like to present you with 
this certificate of appreciation to commemo- 
rate this day and the many kindnesses you 
have shown the Washington press corps over 
the years. 

Meany: Thank you very much. Thank you. 

Question; Also, sir, the official silk necktie 
of the National Press Club which we hope 
you will wear and enjoy. 

Meany; Thank you. 

Question: Mr. Meany, the final question, 
which I might say is representative of about 
half a dozen questions of this sort which I 
have received and I don’t know whether I 
should ask it and duck or not, but I'll ask it 
and see. Do you and Walter Reuther see eye 
to eye as well as you did a week ago or a year 


ago? 

Meany: I think that we see eye to eye now 
just as we did a week ago and just as we did 
a year ago and just as we did 20 years ago. 
He's still Walter and I’m still George, I guess. 
Oh, I don’t want to comment on this. You 
people know as much about this particular 
caper of Walter's as I do. He put it all in the 
papers. All I can say about it is that we have 
an organization—just as you have a Board of 
Governors here at the Press Club, we have an 
Executive Council. We have conventions, we 
have a General Board and we have provisions 
for special conventions and special meetings 
of the Executive Council. We're old-fashioned 
enough to believe that when any member— 
group or individual—has a complaint against 
the people in charge of things, that the place 
to go is to the machinery that is provided 
under the constitution. You have it here and 
we have it, of course, under our constitution. 
And if, as and when Walter wants to come 
and use that machinery, I'll be there waiting 
to welcome him. 


NONPROFIT NEIGHBORHOOD COR- 
PORATIONS IN URBAN AREAS 


Mr. PATTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. GonzaLEez] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I am to- 
day introducing a bill which would en- 
courage and assist the development of 
nonprofit neighborhood corporations in 
urban areas. 

I believe my bill is a prime example of 
self-help legislation. Modeled on the 
highly successful East Central Citizens 
Organization—ECCO—of Columbus, 
Ohio, it envisions neighborhood corpora- 
tions choosing the most needed programs 
and administering these programs— 
whether Federal, State, or local; rang- 
ing from recreation to job retraining. 

My bill would authorize the Office of 
Economic Opportunity to assist in or- 
ganizing neighborhood corporations, and 
to ward grants covering organizational 
and administrative expenses for a period 
of not more than 2 years. 

It seems to me that we either believe 
in our form of representative democracy 
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or we do not. Either we encourage citi- 
zens to assume some control and re- 
sponsibility for their neighborhood, or we 
admit that self-government “is not for 
them.” 

I had drafted legislation of my own to 
encourage the ECCO approach, but de- 
cided to introduce a version of Senator 
ABRAHAM RIBICOFF’S bill into the House. 
The Ribicoff bill, S. 1433, is among those 
bills on which the Senate Housing and 
Urban Affairs Committee is conducting 
hearings. In my bill I have lowered the 
population minimum for an eligible 
neighborhood from 1,500 to 1,000 persons, 
an alteration designed to make the bill 
available to the less-dense neighborhoods 
of San Antonio and other Southwest 
cities. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to quote a 
sentence from the statement of policy 
and purpose of this legislation: 

Citizen involvement at the neighborhood 
level must develop to determine community 
needs, mobilize the human resources of the 
neighborhood, and coordinate them with 
public and private resources for effective 
and acceptable community development 
efforts. 


TRIBUTE TO CARL SANDBURG 


Mr. PATTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. GonzaLez] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, it is 
only fitting that this House pay a special 
tribute today to the memory of the be- 
loved poet Carl Sandburg. Mr. Sandburg, 
who died this weekend at his home in 
South Carolina, was a true American, 
steadfastly dedicated to the American 
dream and believing in the destiny of 
democracy. 

Born in Galesburg, II., in 1878, he was 
the son of August and Clara Sandburg, 
recent immigrants from Sweden. At 13, 
Sandburg became a milk-wagon driver; 
later he was a barbershop porter, a 
scene shifter in a theater, and a truck 
operator in a brick kiln. When he was 
17 he went West—riding freights, work- 
ing in Kansas wheatfields, and washing 
dishes in city hotels. 

This hard life as a young man left 
vivid images of the men who worked in 
the fields and the factories, and provided 
the realism of experience that he later 
used in portraying the impulse of Amer- 
ican unity. 

After serving his country proudly in 
the Spanish-American War, he worked 
his way, though without a high school 
diploma, through Lombard College in 
Galesburg. At Lombard he was captain 
of the basketball team, editor of the col- 
lege monthly and annual, and won sev- 
eral prizes in declamation. 

After graduation from Lombard, he 
held various jobs in all parts of the 
country; then worked as associate editor 
of System magazine, and later as edito- 
rial writer for the Chicago Daily News. 

While in college, Sandburg had begun 
writing poetry, and in 1914 won Poetry 


July 25, 1967 


magazine’s Levinson Prize for his poem, 
“Chicago.” His first collection of poetry, 
“Chicago Poems,” published a year later, 
shocked many readers with its crude 
verse; slang that Sandburg himself 
called “a language that rolls up its 
sleeves, spits on its hands, and goes to 
work.” 

The poems of Chicago were rich with 
the talk of the workingman and his dig- 
nity, fortitude, and hopes. A rebel “made 
of granite and flame,” he put the rough, 
simple life into verse and made the songs 
of Chicago, his “hog-butcher of the 
world,” the songs of America. The force 
with which his poetry awakened the 
common man to the power of words will 
forever endear him to the American 
people as an innovator—a creative genius 
from the prairies of the Midwest. 

Further volumes of poetry followed: 
“Corn Huskers,” 1918; “Smoke and 
Steel,” 1920; “Slabs of a Sunburnt 
West,” 1922; and “The People, Yes,” 
1936, all utilizing the theme of hard work 
and the simple, honest life. 

In 1940 Sandburg was awarded the Pu- 
litzer Prize in history for his biography: 
“Abraham Lincoln: The War Years.” 
The four volumes of this work, along 
with the two volumes of “The Prairie 
Years” constitute a masterpiece that 
critics have called: 

A magnificent piece of history, and epic 
story of the most stirring period of national 
life and a narrative which for decades will 
hearten all believers in the stability of de- 


mocracy and the potentialities of democratic 
leadership, 


The best suited of American writers to 
construct a touching biography of one of 
the greatest Americans; like Sandburg, 
a simple, honest man of the plains, he 
combined vividly recreated scenes and 
force of detail to restore Lincoln to the 
common people to whom he belongs.” 

A distinguished public servant for 
many years, greatly revered by Mr. 
Sandburg, the late Adlai Stevenson 
wrote of his poetry: 

His is the earthiness of the prairies, the 
majesty of the mountains, the anger of the 
deep inland seas. In him is the restlessness 
of the seeker, the questionner, the explorer 
of far horizons, the hunger that is never 
satisfied. 


It is only fitting that we join the late 
Mr. Stevenson in praising a man we can- 
not match in eloquence; an American 
who wrote psalms lauding the beauty of 
a land he loved. 


KAZEN SAYS CONGRESSIONAL 
BATTLE BREWING OVER OEO 


Mr. PATTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. GonzaLez] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, the Of- 
fice of Economic Opportunity under Sar- 
gent Shriver’s able direction has 
emerged as an effective and articulate 
advocate for the Nation’s poor. And yet, 
Mr. Speaker, there are some who would 
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deny this important necessity to those of 
our citizens who continue to live in pov- 
erty. They would do this by dismantling 
the OEO, reducing its effectiveness, and 
cutting its appropriations. 

Anyone who has visited the Job Corps 
camps, Headstart schools, or VISTA 
volunteer projects knows the excellent 
work that these and other OEO pro- 
grams are doing on behalf of the millions 
of Americans who live in rural and urban 
poverty today. 

One man who has seen the OEO at 
work in his own State and district, and 
who knows about its great national sig- 
nificance, is Congressman ABRAHAM Ka- 
ZEN, JR., from Laredo, Tex. 

The Laredo-Times recently ran a news 
article about “CHICK” Kazen’s interest 
in the OEO program which mentioned 
some of the important benefits OEO has 
made to Texans and which also serves to 
remind us of the necessity for keeping 
the OEO the unified and effective pro- 
gram it is today. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to include 
this article from the Laredo-Times of 
July 10, written by Mr. Ramon Garces, 
which describes some of the OEO pro- 
grams that “CHICK” Kazen” and others 
believe is in the best interests of all of 
our people: 

Kazen Says CONGRESSIONAL BATTLE BREWING 
Over OEO 
(By Ramon Garces) 

Congressman Abraham (Chick) Kazen Jr. 
favors keeping the Office of Economic Oppor- 
tunity intact as an agency handling problems 
of poverty in the U.S., he told The Times 
Friday on a visit to Laredo. 

He said some Republican lawmakers favor 
abolishing the OEO, directed by Sargent Shri- 
ver, and turning over its War on Poverty 
programs to other existing agencies. He said 
a battle is shaping up in Congress over the 
issue. 

“The OEO is an agency for the poor and 
it’s needed,” he said. 

Kazen added that many persons who at 
first had been critical of the war on poverty 
as handled through the OEO favor its con- 
tinuation. He mentioned evangelist Billy 
Graham as one of those persons. 

Congressman Kazen was in Laredo briefly, 
ending a July Fourth holiday, and returned 
to Washington late Friday. 

During the week, Kazen was taken on a 
helicopter tour of both the San Antonio 
River and Guadalupe-Bianco River Authori- 
ties’ watersheds in the 23rd Congressional 
District. 

Officials, including Tom Moore of the Texas 
Water Development Board, showed the Con- 
gressman plans being developed along the 
rivers and tributaries. Dams are being 
planned in an effort to solve water problems 
faced by people in that part of the district. 

During the tour, Kazen was presented a 
citation of honor Monday in Seguin by 
Seguin Mayor Al Koebig. 

He also visited Goliad, a county which will 
be added to the 23rd District next year. In 
Goliad, he was made an “Honorary Citizen” 
and given a certificate signed by Mayor H. 
P. Clarke, County Judge Robert L. Person 
and Chamber of Commerce president Warner 
L. Bego. 

A breakfast was held at La Bahia Mission 
in Goliad, where General Ignacio Zaragoza, 
known as the Washington of Mexico, was 
born, 

Kazen also visited Karnes City, Kenedy, 
Stockdale, Floresville and other parts of the 
district. Receptions and barbecues were held 
in many of the places in Kazen’s honor. 

In Laredo, Kazen said that since January, 
when he first went to Congress, until June 
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30, a total of $6,759,989 in Federal grants and 
loans have been approved for Webb County. 

This includes $535,000 for the Laredo Jun- 
ior College, $1,130,998 in Title I funds for 
the Laredo schools, and $1,090,000 for the 
proposed Health and Welfare Center in 
Laredo. 

Over-all, a total of $1,940,928 in Economic 
Development Administration funds have 
been approved for Webb County (including 
$385,726 for the Municipal Airport terminal), 
and $3,438,032 from the Department of 
Health and Welfare. 

Also, $419,563 from OEO, $148,024 from 
Housing and Urban Development, $729,492 
from the Labor Department (mostly for the 
Neighborhood Youth Corps programs), $63,- 
300 from the Department of Interior, and 
$20,650 from the Department of Agriculture. 

One of the most recent programs approved 
is $502,630 Operation Mainstream which is 
aimed at making adults “fully employable” 
and at the same time developing two beau- 
tification projects in the Santo Nino and 
Buenos Aires areas. 


MANUEL REYES’ ELOQUENT TESTA- 
MENT TO FREEDOM 


Mr. PATTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. Pepper] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, we all 
know what the Fourth of July means to 
the people of the United States. We often 
forget, however, that this is also a very 
memorable day for the peoples of many 
other countries who have struggled and 
are continuing to struggle for their na- 
tional freedom. Thus, it was appropriate 
for the Cuban Teachers in Exile Asso- 
ciation to celebrate July 4 in Miami 
and to have as their speaker, Mr. Manuel 
J. Reyes, the distinguished director of 
Latin American news for television sta- 
tion WTVJ in Miami. 

As a most eloquent speaker and a pas- 
sionate opponent of the terrible Castro- 
Communist regime in Cuba, Mr. Reyes 
set forth in inspiring fashion, the inti- 
mate friendship of the people of Cuba 
and the people of the United States and 
their mutual and undying love for lib- 
erty. I place Mr. Reyes’ address in the 
Recorp so that my colleagues can have 
the benefit of his inspiring words: 


In a day like today—Liberty Day—my first 
thought is for those in all latitudes who 
have died in the struggle for the conquest 
of liberty. For those imprisoned in political 
prisons, or who suffer tyranny or oppression.. 

Their sacrifice will never be in vain. 
Thanks to them man’s dignity will shine 
again with its best carats, there where they 
have been eclipsed. 

With the utmost courtesy, I want to give 
my sincere thanks to the National School of 
Cuban Teachers in exile and to its Presi- 
dent, Dr. Rolando Espinosa, for having in- 
vited us to make the central speech in this 
act in which two countries, United States 
and Cuba are united in the best of their 
traditions. 

And it is precisely the teaching class 
which has the responsibility of forming 
men and creating countries, those who spon- 
sor this reunion today. With no false mod- 
esty, which in definitive is hypocrisy, I con- 
fess that there are many Cubans much 
more able to face the responsibility which 
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has been delegated to me by means of The 
Cuban Teachers in Exile, but as we have 
never been and never will be remiss in an 
appointment regarding Cuba, invoking 
God's favor, we begin our speech. 

Archimedes, the great ancient master, 
said: “Give me a lever and I shall move the 
world.” 

This lever is Faith. 

Without faith the human being becomes 
atheist and materialistic. 

Without faith in liberty, 
country. 

Without faith at home, there is no family. 

Without faith in our fellow beings, there 
is no friendship. 

And precisely tonight, we are gathered 
here in Miami, with a group of the highest 
American federal authorities of these areas, 
as well as with prominent American citizens 
and a group of Cuban exiles, without country, 
but with faith in liberty—to reaffirm before 
the world our traditional friendship between 
Cuba and United States. 

As a paradox reflecting light and darkness, 
Cubans and Americans are sitting together 
today to talk about a date of great emboss- 
ment for the dignity of the human being, 
they with the glow of having a free coun- 
try ... we, with a Cuba in darkness, ob- 
scured by the shadows of evil men, but with 
light in our forehead inherited from our an- 
cestors, that will glow with its utmost bril- 
liance as long as our lives are dedicated to a 
supreme ideal: Cuba’s liberty. 

Bodies may die but the spirit of liberty 
survives, and has to survive in the conscience 
of our sons. Because exile is rebellion, not 
cowardice. 

Every exile’s heart is a tortured eagle. It 
is the country’s liberty wanting to break its 
chains and fly high .. very high. Only 
those capable of being born twice in the 
same life can face exile. 

July 4th is a liberty date which changed 
the course of a nation and of humanity. 

In 1776, fifty-six American patriots pro- 
claimed the liberty of the thirteen colonies 
and solemnly swore that they would not rest 
until they had achieved their liberty. 

Maybe then those fifty-six patriots were 
said to be utopic or dreamers. Who would be- 
lieve possible that those thirteen colonies 
would be free from powerful England? 

And there were apathetics, negligents, and 
pessimists and traitors. There is no peak 
without slope. There is no future without 
the dreamers of the present. Because the 
future realities begin to cement on today’s 
dreams. 

On July 4, 1776 the world heard of the 
Declaration of Independence of the United 
States. As dozens of years went by, the 
apathetics, the negligents, the pessimists and 
the traitors did not pass on to history. They 
became anonymous. It is the never-ending 
lesson of history that all read through time 
and space and very few learn. 

Nevertheless, today, after two hundred 
years, this Declaration is the monolithic base, 
the marble stone, where the marvelous struc- 
ture of the first potency of the world stands, 

Why? Because it encloses the soul of those 
fifty-six patricians, who carried an ideal to 
hundreds and hundreds of consciences ... 
And this ideal created a mystic, an unbreak- 
able faith in liberty transmitted from father 
to son, as the right and fundamental duty 
of life. 

And on behalf of this ideal there were 
imprisonments, battles, exile, executions, 
disgregated families and lost fortunes. 

But the dedication of those who embraced 
the Declaration of Independence of the 
United States was so complete, so sincere, so 
unselfish, so full of faith, that its content 
of liberty became a reality. 

Much more valuable is a grain of liberty 
than a mountain of injustice. 

The Declaration of Independence of the 
United States has not only served as a guide 
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to its citizens, but it has also stimulated 
and inspired other men and other countries 
either in liberty or in oppression to follow 
its ideal. 

Proof of all this is the Congressional Rec- 
ord of the United States, official document 
of the United States Congress in Washing- 
ton, where in February 16, 1966, Congress- 
man Claude Pepper reproduced the Declara- 
tion of Liberty signed by 1500 Cubans in Key 
West on January 27, 1967, one year after it 
had been promulgated. This Declaration, 
with the signature of prominent Cubans in 
exile unites in itself not a group nor an or- 
ganization but a mental state of opinion in 
order to obtain Cuba’s liberty based in the 
principles of belief in God’s existence, in the 
country, in the home and in the respect for 
the law as the first national truth. Once 
more, United States and Cuba would unite 
their destiny in a Declaration of Independ- 
ence or in a Declaration of Freedom. 

And at this point we refer to the tradi- 
tional friendship between our countries, 

Many believe that friendship between Cuba 
and United States began during the Liberty 
Flights or maybe during the Spanish-Ameri- 
can War. Our friendship came long before 
that. 

For the Cubans, May 19th is a date of great 
historic meaning. In this day in 1895, in Dos 
Rios, in Oriente province, there died under 
the bullets, he who was guide and propulsive 
brain of the second war of Cuba’s independ- 
ence, Jose Marti. 

But in another May 19th, this time in 1850, 
a Cuban of generous heart, General Narciso 
Lopez, landed in Cardenas, province of Ma- 
tanzas, to try to liberate Cuba. 

It was the first liberty cry that became a 
reality, in the mounting fight the Cubans had 
to obtain their independence. 

Some 500 men went with Lopez in this 
adventure to Cardenas ... which for geo- 
graphical reasons and as a curiosity of des- 
tiny is located several miles from Playa Ciron. 

Cardenas was taken over by Lopez’s forces 
and there for the first time, free and sov- 
ereign, undulated the Cuban flag, that of the 
solitary star. 

Together with Lopez landed a retired 
Colonel from the United States army, a West 
Point graduate. That American Colonel 
named Crittenden together with several re- 
tired United States soldiers, fought for 
Cuba's liberty or died while doing so. Days 
later, after the first alternative of the war 
was accomplished, Colonel Crittenden died 
together with Narciso Lopez, both killed by 
Spanish troops. 

There in Cuban soil, sealed with Cuban 
and American blood, a friendship arose 
which would grow stronger as time went by. 

Later in 1895, the Cuban patriots were 
again ready for their liberty war after 17 
long years in exile. The permanent open 
wound which the exile carries in his soul 
can only be closed by the conquest of his 
faraway land. And it did not matter how 
much time passed, even though a year in 
exile is like 100 years of normal life. 

The Cuban patriots were set to conquer 
their liberty in 1895. 

You all know that the American public 
opinion then, according to some newspapers 
from that date, was not moved to help the 
Cubans in exile nor to free their country. 

You all know of the sad disaster of the 
Fernandina, in Florida, where the United 
States government had to take action on 
account of Spanish agents denouncements, 
who constantly watched Marti and con- 
fiscated the three ships that had been bought 
and equipped for the liberation war with 
great sacrifice. One of them was supposed 
to go to Costa Rica to get General Antonio 
Maoeo, another would go to Dominican Re- 
public to get General Maximo Gomez, and 
the third would go to Cuba with Jose Marti. 

Nevertheless, people inside Cuba upraised 
in arms in the historic Baire, and thus 
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started the second war for the independence 
of Cuba, while Marti, Gomez and Maoeo made 
good their promise by landing in Playitas, 
for the reunion in the “La Mejorana” farm. 

On May 19th, Jose Marti died in combat. 

Once more the bonds of friendship be- 
tween United States and Cuba became tighter 
with the editorial from The Sun” newspaper 
in New York on May 23, 1895 which read: 

“We have heard with grief the news of Jose 
Marti’s death while in battle. Marti was a 
well-known leader by the Cuban revolu- 
tionaries. We knew him well and deeply 
esteemed him. For a long period of time 
which dates back to twenty years ago, he 
collaborated in “The Sun”, writing about all 
things related to the arts. His comments 
Were always solid and intense, and his ideas 
and conclusions, original and brilliant. He 
was a man of temperament, of imagination, 
of faith and courage, one of those Spanish 
descendants whose birth and American in- 
stincts gave him the revolutionary heritage 
that the modern Spanish inherits. His heart 
warm and affectionate, his opinions, flery and 
inspirated, he died like a man should, as he 
wanted to die, in the struggle for liberty and 
democracy. There are not many heroes like 
him in the world, and his grave in a battle- 
field, stands, even in an era of positivism and 
materialism, as one who gave everything for 
his beliefs without thinking in selfish re- 
turns. Honor to Jose Marti’s memory, and 
peace to his generous and manly soul.” 

Up to here we have quoted several of the 
paragraphs from the editorial of “The Sun” 
newspaper in New York on May 23, 1895. 

Benjamin Franklin once said: My home is 
where liberty reigns.” And Thomas Paine 
added: “My home is where there is no lib- 
erty.” 

Making these statements good, the people 
of the United States, backed by their govern- 
ment, began to worry on account of the 
tyranny imposed on Cuba, and about the 
unproportioned struggle which the Cuban 
liberators held against fresh and well trained 
Spanish troops. 

A little after the Maine’s explosion in Ha- 
vana's Bay, before the beginning of the Span- 
ish-American war, once more the traditional 
friendship between Cuba and United States 
renewed its vows, when on March 17, 1898, 
Senator Redfeld, Proctor in the Hemicycle of 
Washington's Cabinet, said after an unofficial 
trip to Cuba: “For me, the greatest appeal 
does not flow from the barbarous deed prac- 
ticed by Weyler, nor from the loss of the 
Maine’s armored ship, even though both in- 
cidents are terrible, but from the spectacle 
of seeing a million and a half of Cuba’s total 
population fighting for their liberty in order 
to liberate themselves from the worst gov- 
ernment I have ever heard of.” 

Up to here the pronouncements made by 
the Proctor Senator. 

Once more there was proof that Cuba was 
not forgotten and thus began the Spanish- 
American war, in which the American forces 
joined the Cuban rebels, fighting together 
with them in the “Loma de San Juan”, on 
the Caney, a part of the indomit province in 
the West side of Cuba. 

Many Americans and Cubans died. 

But the Pearl of the Antilles became free. 
American and Cuban blood fused in Cuban 
s0il so that the solitary star would undulate 
free and sovereign, as it so happened on May 
20, 1902. 

Because of this, year after year, with the 
heart full of respect, appreciation and friend- 
ship, we Cubans get together in the old Miami 
cemetery on Memorial Day, to render tribute 
to those of Teddy Roosevelt’s “Rough Riders” 
who still live, and who though old, stand 
erect when they hear the bugle call as a 
reminder of all who died in Cuba and of all 
those who year after year start their eternal 
journey. While in the cemetery’s solitude we 
have often thought of those already dead for 
the liberty of Cubu and of those dead in 
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exile. And for each one that dies in exile, our 
entrails move. Because exile develops peo- 
ple's entrails. 

And how well do we understand that the 
exile’s grave is a grave with no rest. Soil may 
fall upon the open grave, but for those who 
live, this grave will only be closed when the 
exile can rest in his faraway land. 

And thus we arrive to the present days in 
which the friendship between Cuba and 
United States stands as never before. 

Friendship based on mutual faith. United 
States has shown its faith in the Cuban ex- 
iles receiving and treating us like brothers. 

The American people have opened their 
doors so that we may come to a land of 
liberty during the painful time of exile. 
They have opened their doors for work so 
that we may honestly support our families. 

They have opened their hospitals so that 
we may cure our ailments. They have opened 
their schools, so that while we have been 
forced to abandon our beloved land, where 
all our roots remain, we may feel welcome 
and needed. 

We cannot forget that when one is alone, 
exile is hard. When a family is in exile they 
start again the Golgotha path. 

On October 3, 1965, President Lyndon B. 
Johnson, officially stated, making unique 
history in the American Continent, that he 
would receive in United States almost half 
a million Cubans. In front of the Statue 
of Liberty, in New York, he extended an 
invitation to all Cubans who wanted to come 
to this nation. 

From then on more than 70,000 Cubans 
have arrived to this land of liberty. These 
Cubans are like ambassadors of their coun- 
try in exile. In eight and a half years they 
have made history by their good conduct, 
decency, honesty, with no rational index of 
criminality, with no juvenile delinquency, 
besides contributing with the richness of the 
Cuban culture wherever they have arrived. 
Cubans are men of principles. Proof of this 
is the painful period they faced in the seven- 
teen long years of exile in the past century 
from 78 to 95 and the one they now face 
from 59 to 67. Yesterday as today, we left 
for exile on account of our principles. And 
we will return only when those principles 
may be exercised freely. Let no one think 
that the Cubans are ungrateful because they 
carry constantly the love for their land in 
their soul. Those who do not hear the cries 
from their far away land have no exile’s 
heart. 

An exile will render its true fruits when 
the trees get back to their roots. When in the 
sacred soil of our land the separated families 
embrace again. That is why the Cuban in 
exile, though with deep gratefulness for this 
nation, tries to maintain in his home an 
altar for his faraway land. The land lives 
in the exile’s home, for the sap of the prin- 
cipal trunk will be lost if not infused in 
the minor trunk. 

In the last eight and a half years Cubans 
and Americans united, have made history 
showing the world what together they could 
do to assure a present for those fleeing op- 
pression and tyranny. 

Of course, we are humans and as humans 


we are subject to fatigue . . . to short pauses 
in the hard road of exiles. Because exile 
without sacrifice is not exile. 


The hard blows we have suffered make us 
talk this way; Giron was one of those blows, 
But we continued forward. 

The October crisis, was another blow, for 
tyranny remained in Cuba, and yet we went 
forward. 

Eight and a half years have gone by and 
we go forward, as liberty missionaries—while 
seven million of our brothers anxiously 
await for their redemption. But how difficult 
it is for those not in exile to understand us. 
It is easy for the sight to get lost in the 
grassy plains when the eyes are not accus- 
tomed to the woods. 
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Nevertheless, we must go forward. Exile is 
example and inducement. It is as a warning 
lighting that enlightens the sleepy or lethar- 
gic consciences of those who were born and 
live in liberty. Never was the storm best an- 
nounced than by the stroke of thunder. But 
as we said in the beginning of these words, 
without faith in our fellow beings there is 
no friendship. And we, United States and 
Cuba are friends, for we have faith in each 
other. Together with the Cubans, thirteen 
million human beings have also fled, all 
throughout the world from materialism’s op- 
pression. Many of them are here, in this na- 
tion, source of democracy, and are spectators 
of this 4th of July in which United States 
celebrates the fundamental rights of a na- 
tion, liberty. 

And in order that this liberty may be main- 
tained throughout the world, Cubans and 
Americans are today fighting together again. 

In the remote jungles in Vietnam, Cuban 
and American youth have united their efforts. 
Let us hear tonight the voice of one of those 
brave liberty fighters. With his twenty years 
of age he wrote to me from the battlefield 
in Vietnam: 

“I am not sorry I came. Seeing the door 
closed for open war in Cuba, and the military 
service being an obligation, I have no objec- 
tion at all. I feel it is our duty to place our 
effort in restricting the Red invasion that 
only wants to convert Vietnam into another 
beachhead for the hammer and the sickle. 

“In this unfortunate country there are 
more Cubans than it seems, refugees, resi- 
dents, citizens from all parts of Cuba. There 
are Cubans from Miami, New York, New 
Jersey, California, in fact from all parts of 
the United States .. real Cubans fighting 
arm to arm next to young Americans, white, 
black, Chinese, from all races and religions 

together as brothers . . . against the 
common enemy.” 

There is no better proof to ratify before 
the world the traditional friendship between 
Cuba and United States. 

Friendship requires sacrifices . . . but hav- 
ing mutual faith, the day will come in which 
those sacrifices will culminate in the definite 
triumph of liberty. 

There, in another part of the globe, in 
Southeast Asia ... and here ninety miles 
from United States, in the heart of our 
America 

And we will achieve it .. Together as 
brothers against the common enemy. 


BETRAYAL AT PANAMA MUST BE 
PREVENTED 


Mr. PATTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Louisiana [Mr. Rarick] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Record and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. RARICK. Mr. Speaker, in a state- 
ment to the House on May 22, 1967, on 
the Panama Canal, I quoted two Dan 
Smoot reports dealing at length with the 
proposed surrender by the United States 
of its sovereignty over our constitution- 
ally acquired territorial possession desig- 
nated as the Canal Zone. 

Since then dramatic events in the Near 
East close by the other great interoceanic 
waterway, the Suez Canal, which events 
the President of the United States him- 
self has declared as “potentially ex- 
plosive” and capable of being disas- 
trous to the cause of peace,” have again 
emphasized the vital importance of re- 
tention by the United States of its undis- 
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puted sovereignty over the Panama Canal 
for the security of the Western Hemi- 
sphere. 

Thus, it was a most timely service to 
the Nation that the Defenders of the 
American Constitution, Ormond Beach, 
Fla., have issued a highly perceptive 
“alert” on the proposed surrender by the 
United States of its sovereignty over the 
Canal Zone to the mob-dominated and 
Communist-infiltrated Government of 
Panama, emphasized by the completion 
of negotiations for new treaties that 
would surrender the Panama Canal to 
Panama, 

Because of the importance of this 
“alert” being read by every Member of 
the Congress, especially those assigned to 
cognizant committees of both Senate and 
House, I quote it as part of my remarks: 


CALLING ALL PATRIOTS: BETRAYAL AT PANAMA 
Must BE PREVENTED 


(By P. A. Del Valle, president, Defenders 
of the American Constitution) 


FACTS 


(1) The Canal Zone is a U.S. Government 
reservation over which the United States 
acquired a grant of sovereignty in perpetuity 
under the 1903 Treaty with Panama by an 
overall indemnity of $10,000,000 and specific 
ownership by purchase from individual prop- 
erty owners for the construction of the 
Panama Canal and its perpetual mainte- 
nance, operation, sanitation and protection. 
The total investment by U.S. taxpayers 
from its inception to June 30, 1966, is 
$4,889,151,000. 

(2) The first serious weakening of the 
U.S. position on the Isthmus was the 1936- 
89 Treaty with Panama, which set in a 
process of piecemeal erosions of U.S. au- 
thority. 

(3) In 1946, Alger Hiss, a Soviet agent 
(afterward convicted and punished for 
perjury concerning his alleged Soviet con- 
nections), while head of the office for United 
Nations’ Affairs in the Department of State 
and over the protests of the Assistant Secre- 
tary of State for Latin American Affairs, re- 
ported on the Canal Zone to the UN. as “an 
occupied territory”, which meant that the 
United States did not have complete title to 
it. 

(4) This monstrous assault on United 
States sovereignty over the Canal Zone was 
followed by the 1955 Treaty with Panama 
(Eisenhower-Remon) and a series of Execu- 
tive actions further injuring our position and 
culminating in January 1964 in Red led 
Panamanian mob assaults on the Canal Zone 
based upon the false claim that it was 
Panamanian territory in complete disregard 
of the facts heretofore stated and thus re- 
quiring the use of the U.S. Army to defend 
the lives of our citizens and the Canal itself. 

(5) On September 24, 1965, the Presidents 
of the United States and Panama announced 
that the 1903 Canal Treaty (Hay-Bunau- 
Varilla) would be abrogated and a new treaty 
negotiated that would recognize Panama’s 
sovereignty over the Canal Zone, which pro- 
posal would be in clear violation of the 1901 
Treaty with Great Britain (Hay-Pauncefote) 
and the 1914-22 Treaty with Colombia 
(Thomson-Urrutia) as well as the 1903 Trea- 
ty with Panama; and would immediately an- 
nul a great body of laws enacted by the 
Congress with respect to the Canal since 
1904 and substitute therefor the laws of 
Panama. 

(6) Wresting control of the Panama Canal 
from the United States has been a Soviet 
objective since 1917 and has long been a 
key purpose of the communist revolutionary 
conspiracy for conquest of the Caribbean. 

(7) m an address on April 29, 1967, the 
President of Panama, following his confer- 
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ence in Punta del Este in April with the 
President of the United States, stated that 
the Panama Canal treaty negotiations will 
be concluded “‘sooner than you think.” 

(8) The Legislature of South Carolina and 
the House of Delegates of Virginia have 
adopted resolutions strongly opposing the 
relinquishment by the United States of its 
sovereignty over the Canal Zone and Panama 
Canal and calling upon their respective dele- 
gations in the Congress to continue present 
treaty provisions in force as regards these 
subjects. 

(9) The President has been grossly mis- 
informed and sadly misled by his trusted ad- 
visors—a betrayal for which in history there 
are unfortunately many precedents. 


SIGNIFICANCE 


(1) Ratification of the proposed Panama 
Canal treaty or treaties would give sover- 
eignty over this vital waterway to an un- 
stable, Red-infiltrated government in a land 
of endless bloody revolution and political 
instability, “aus furnishing a major prece- 
dent for revolutionary takeovers of other 
Latin countries, 

(2) Such ratification, being in direct 
violation of United States treaties with 
Great Britain and Colombia by which our 
country holds exclusive responsibility as 
regards the maintenance, operation, sanita- 
tion and protection of the Panama Canal, 
would thus cause unsolvable complications, 
including indemnity for Colombia. 

(3) Also, such ratification will inevitably 
bring about the entire loss of the Canal Zone 
and the Panama Canal with all property 
installations, worth billions of American tax 
dollars, and its takeover by Red power, thus 
constituting one of the grossest and most 
shameful betrayals in United States history. 


ACTION INDICATED 


(1) Write your Senators and Representa- 
tives in the Congress opposing ratification of 
the projected Panama Canal treaty or trea- 
ties and the resulting give away of our hard 
earned tax dollars, enclosing a copy of this 
Alert and calling for full Congressional in- 
vestigations of the subjects involved. 

(2) Demand of members of your State 
Legislature and your Governor the adop- 
tion of resolutions as was done in South 
Carolina and Virginia. 

(3) Reproduce this Alert and give it the 
widest possible circulation not only to in- 
dividual, patriotic, civic and fraternal or- 
ganizations but also through your State and 
local newspapers and other communications 


LAKE ERIE-OHIO RIVER 
WATERWAY 


Mr. PATTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Kentucky [Mr. PERKINS] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, in the 
June 1967 issue of Reader's Digest there 
was published an article entitled “MIKE 
Kirwan’s Big Ditch,” violently attack- 
ing the proposed Lake Erie-Ohio River 
Waterway, impugning the motives of 
Congressman Kirwan and the many 
other Members of Congress who sup- 
ported this project, and calling into 
question the competence and integrity 
of the Corps of Army Engineers and the 
evaluation and review procedures of the 
Congress and its committees. This type 
of attack, short on fact and long on 
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invective and distortion, tends to create 
in the public’s mind an impression of ir- 
responsibility, waste and extravagance 
with respect to the entire water resource 
development program. This is a great 
disservice, especially at a time when the 
public interest urgently calls for an ex- 
panded program of development of this 
vital resource to meet rising national 
needs. 

The Ohio Valley Improvement Asso- 
ciation, a stanch supporter of water re- 
source development in the Ohio Valley 
for more than 70 years, by a letter of 
July 17, 1967, to the editor of the Read- 
er’s Digest, has called attention to the 
numerous factual errors in the article 
and has convincingly defended the in- 
tegrity, competence, and conservatism of 
the Corps of Engineers and the Congress 
in this field. Believing that the Ohio 
Valley Improvement Association has 
made an outstanding contribution to the 
cause of sound water resource develop- 
ment, I insert the full text of OVIA’s 
letter in the Recor at this point: 


OHIO VALLEY IMPROVEMENT 
ASSOCIATION, IN., 
Cincinnati, Ohio, July 17, 1967. 
Mr. HOBART Lewis, 
President and Executive Editor, 
The Reader's Digest, Pleasantville, N.Y. 

Dear Mr. Lewis: The Ohio Valley Improve- 
ment Association vigorously objects to the 
article entitled Mike Kirwan’s Big Ditch” by 
William Schulz, which appeared in your 
June, 1967, issue. This Association, founded 
in 1895, is dedicated to the development and 
more effective use of water resources in the 
Ohio River Basin. Its membership includes 
hundreds of industrialists, bankers, mer- 
chants, public officials, private individuals, 
and farm organizations from the 1,000-mile 
length and breadth of the Ohio Basin. We 
are seriously concerned lest the article in 
question prove damaging to public under- 
standing and confidence in the nation’s water 
resource program. 

The piece is marred by numerous errors. 
For example, the article states that the 
Hoover Commission commented unfavorably 
on the Lake Erie-Ohio River Canal project. 
This is incorrect. The quotation cited was 
taken, not from the Hoover Commission, but 
from one of the task force reports, with 
which the Commission expressed no concur- 
rence. The article repeats the unfounded 
assertion that the project would “lower the 
level” of Lake Erie. In fact, the project is de- 
signed to make possible a slight rise in the 
level of Lake Erie. The author refers to “the 
$4-billion public works budget.” The current 
public works budget now pending before 
Congress for Bureau of Reclamation and 
Corps of Engineers projects and certain other 
matters is not $4 billion but $2.1 billion, the 
difference being the funds proposed for the 
Atomic Energy Commission. Additional errors 
could be cited. 

The article fails to utilize abundant and 
authoritative source materials which are 
readily at hand, The Pittsburgh District Of- 
fice of the Corps of Engineers engaged in an 
elaborate three-year study of the project, cul- 
minating in a five-volume, 700-page report. 
The article makes no reference to the con- 
tents of this report. Just as one example of 
the numerous resulting inaccuracies, the 
area to be inundated by the Grand River 
Reservoir is overstated by 11,000 acres, The 
wording implies that this land is especially 
valuable and densely settled, including, in 
the words of the article, “some of the na- 
tion’s finest dairy farms.” The facts are that 
only 5 percent of this land is residential and 
that 57 percent is in timber, pasture, brush, 
and wasteland. 
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The Pittsburgh District report was sub- 
jected to meticulous reviews, first, by the 
Ohio River Division of the Corps, and, sub- 
sequently, by the Board of Engineers for 
Rivers and Harbors. Reference to the report 
would have avoided an even more striking 
error. Your article states that the Corps of 
Engineers, having hired a “private econo- 
mist” to estimate barge rates, “blithely 
slashed his figures 25 to 35 percent.” This is 
entirely incorrect. 

The so-called “private economist” was 
actually Mr. C. R. Horton, Jr., one of the 
nation’s foremost authorities on water 
transport operations. The Pitsburgh District 
of the Corps incorporated 22 pages of solidly- 
packed data prepared by Mr. Horton into its 
report and stood squarely on his estimates. 
Only by the reviewing agencies were the 
‘estimates of barging rates changed, and 
they were changed, not by “slashing” them, 
but by raising them substantially, with the 
effect of impairing the estimated benefits of 
the canal project. The publication of 80 
striking an error cannot fail to mislead the 
public as to the responsibility of the Corps 
personnel. 

The Corps of Engineers commissioned Ar- 
thur D. Little, Inc., to study the potentials 
of the Lake Erie-Ohio River Canal, With 
respect to the Little study, Mr. Schulz states: 

“The Company reported that the water- 
way would have little long-range beneficial 
effect on the area.“ 

In direct contradiction to this, the over- 
all summing up by Arthur D. Little, Inc. 
was as follows: 

“In conclusion, other than the transporta- 
tion cost savings involved, we consider the 
major transportation contribution to be 
made by the proposed canal to be the pro- 
vision of an alternative mode of transporta- 
tion for steel industry raw materials that 
would insure needed reductions in raw mate- 
rals cost disadvantages—reductions which 
would benefit a regional economy which 
has serious long-term economic problems.” 

The foregoing instances are sufficient to 
indicate the potentials for injury to public 
understanding and confidence, particularly 
in the agencies responsible for the nation’s 
water resource development programs. Per- 
mit me to review the seriousness of these 
potentials. 

The article emphatically communicates 
the impression that the Corps of Engineers, 
U. S. Army, is incompetent and irresponsible. 
It likens the motivations of the officers of 
the Corps to those of a five-year-old child, 
identifies their calculations as “juggled fig- 
ures,” and accuses them of major errors on 
elementary points. We wonder if you have 
reflected what the admission to your pages 
of this intemperate attack means to the pub- 
lic interest. 

The Corps of Engineers, as a branch of the 
U. S. armed forces, bears a vital responsi- 
bility for the nation’s security. Many of the 
officers and other Corps personnel whose 
competence and integrity your author im- 
pugns are men who served in the Pacific 
and European campaigns of World War II 
and Korea. Their fellow-officers and their 
commands serve in Vietnam today. If your 
author genuinely believes they are as bun- 
gling and dishonest as he says, he should ad- 
dress his words to the really critical impli- 
cations, to those of a nation in danger from 
alleged incompetence of battlefield com- 
mand, implications to which any water re- 
source project would be secondary, indeed. 

The Corps of Engineers is also responsible 
for all navigation improvements and main- 
tenance and operation of navigation facilities 
in American waters, including the ocean 
harbors and channels and the Great Lakes, 
as well as the navigable coastal and interior 
rivers. The Corps has carried this responsi- 
bility since 1824. For many years the similar 
authority with respect to flood control has 
been vested in the Corps. The officers and 
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other Corps personnel who evaluated the 
Lake Erie-Ohio River project are the same 
men upon whom Congress relies for evalua- 
tion of every other water resource project 
in the country which involves flood control 
or navigation, from New York Harbor and 
the Hudson River to the Golden Gate. 

The article implies that the Corps officers 
have juggled figures to distort their findings, 
and have presented to the Congress a report 
replete with errors. The broadcasting to 
millions of American readers of these serious 
implications throws into question the profes- 
sional judgment of every harbor and chan- 
nel development, both past and prospective, 
in the country. Are you ready to assert that 
the existing facilities of New York Harbor, 
Hampton Roads, the Delaware River, and 
countless other navigation developments are 
the wasteful products of childish and ir- 
responsible mentality? 

Many interests who oppose the Lake Erie- 
Ohio River project are, at the same time, 
vigorous supporters of other navigation and 
flood control projects elsewhere in the coun- 
try. The railroads are among these, favoring 
harbor improvements to enhance their traf- 
fic and flood protection for their rights of 
way which often lie in flood plains. All of 
these projects, without exception, have been 
analyzed and evaluated by the Corps of En- 
gineers. You cannot have it both ways. If 
the Corps of Engineers is highly qualified 
with respect to the projects you favor, it is 
equally qualified with respect to those you 
oppose, The immoderate attack in your pages 
on the qualifications of the Corps casts a 
pall of doubt and confusion over the entire 
water resource development program of the 
country, from Maine to Hawaii, and from 
Alaska to Florida. 

The article has done equally serious dam- 
age to public understanding by its attack on 
the legislative processes of the Congress, Its 
parody of legislative procedure is a shock- 
ing indictment of the democratic process. 
The piece quotes with solemn respect those 
congressmen and senators who oppose the 
project. But, according to your author, these 
“courageous” men are a small minority, 
“shouted down” by the pack of irresponsible 
colleagues who cynically advocate the waste 
of taxpayers’ money on a “fantastic extrava- 
gance” and offer “gushing tribute” to Con- 
gressman Kirwan to win his favors, 

Contrary to this theme, the congressmen 
and senators who favor any particular proj- 
ect do so out of motives which are as fully 
and as seriously concerned with the public 
interest as those who oppose it. The United 
States Congress has served this country for 
178 years and is one of the oldest and most 
brilliantly effective legislative bodies in the 
world. I can only express the hope that this 
violent attack upon congressional integrity 
does not find its way into your foreign 
language editions. 

Your author calls Congressman Kirwan 
the “Prince of Pork”, making much of this 
congressman's alleged power as Chairman of 
the House Subcommittee on Public Works. 
Contrary to the implications of this expres- 
sion, no subcommittee chairman can make 
his views prevail without the concurrence 
of (1) a majority of his subcommittee, (2) 
a majority of the full committee, and (3) 
a majority of the House and Senate. No com- 
mittee chairman, much less a subcommittee 
chairman, has power remotely approaching 
that attributed by your article to Congress- 
man Kirwan. 

The facts are that Mr. Kirwan stands in 
the great tradition of senators and congress- 
men who have distinguished themselves as 
builders of America, from Webster, Clay and 
Calhoun to George Norris, Alben Barkley, 
Robert Kerr and many other members of 
Congress, past and present. The record of the 
Congress in fostering a wisely conceived pro- 
gram of essential public improvements under 
sound standards of professional evaluation 
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deserves the Nation’s gratitude, not the 
carping and uninformed criticism of small- 
minded men. 

For over 70 years, the Ohio Valley Im- 
provement Association has served as a com- 
munity catalyst for water resource develop- 
ment in the Ohio Basin. We have long ob- 
served the work of the Corps of Engineers, 
U.S. Army, and regard this work with the 
highest respect. The studies and reports of 
the Corps officers and other personnel have 
invariably been characterized by the highest 
professional standards, by meticulous and 
elaborate attention to detail, and by a con- 
servatism which, if anything, has been too 
cautious. In its evaluation of proposed water 
improvement projects, the Corps consist- 
ently has underestimated prospective bene- 
fits and on major projects has regularly esti- 
mated costs with remarkable accuracy. All 
project studies are subjected to repeated re- 
views and progressive refinements of data 
and findings before submission to the Con- 
gress. Indeed, the standards for evaluation 
of water resources programs are far more 
strict than those applicable to other federal 
programs such as the highway program, 
urban renewal, aid to agriculture, and for- 
eign aid, involving much larger public 
expenditures. 

Our Association regards the Congressional 
structure of decision and legislative pro- 
cedure with the highest respect. The profes- 
sional findings of the Corps of Engineers and 
other agencies of the Executive Branch are 
fully considered. All elements of the com- 
munity receive extensive hearings. All Corps 
of Engineers projects are subjected to 
searching review by four Committees of Con- 
gress, the Public Works and Appropriations 
Committees of both Houses, before submis- 
sion of funding proposals to debate on the 
floor. 

In the Ohio Valley the result of these 
processes, followed over many years, repre- 
sents a brilliant record of water resource de- 
velopment. Many of our communities, once 
ravaged by floods, have now been made se- 
cure with resulting saving of lives and prop- 
erty, industrial development, and rising prop- 
erty values—benefits far exceeding the fed- 
eral cost of the works which produced them. 
Commercial navigation and improved water 
supply on the Ohio River and its tributaries 
have proven a principal factor in economic 
growth. From 1950 through 1966, $25.3 billion 
has been invested in major plant construc- 
tion and expansion projects in counties 
bordering the Ohio River and its navigable 
tributaries. The results in expanding com- 
munity employment opportunities and in- 
comes and in improving the quality of our 
local government and civic services have 
been excellent. Portions of the Ohio Valley 
lie in the Appalachian Region, and the pros- 
perity of the water-based communities of 
Appalachia has been one of the bright chap- 
ters in that otherwise depressed region. 

Writing, therefore, in behalf of the Ohio 
Valley Improvement Association, I must ex- 
press my shock and dismay that a Journal 
as widely circulated and as highly respected 
as The Reader’s Digest would have opened 
its pages to an attack so lacking in modera- 
tion and balance upon the integrity of insti- 
tutions which, over generations, have con- 
tributed so much to the development of the 
extensive region whose interests this associ- 
ation represents. You have done the cause 
of sound water resources development in the 
United States a grave disservice. 

Sincerely yours, 
PauL W. GRUBBS, 
Executive Vice President. 


BILINGUALISM: AN AMERICAN 
RESOURCE 


Mr. PATTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
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from California [Mr. Brown] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Record and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from New Jersey? 

There was no objection, 

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Speak- 
er, more than 30 Members of this House 
have introduced legislation designed to 
implement a program of bilingual edu- 
cational instruction wherever it might 
be applicable and desired in this country. 

H.R. 8177, the bilingual education bill 
which I have introduced, seeks to pre- 
serve the best of our many languages and 
cultures, while, at the same time, it seeks 
to hasten the participation of all Amer- 
icans in the grand scheme of America— 
individual fulfillment and community 
endeavor. 

I grant you, there are some substantive 
and technical differences in the various 
bilingual education bills, but I am con- 
fident, Mr. Speaker, that there are few 
disagreements over the fundamental 
principles and long-range purposes of 
this legislation. 

In my opinion, Mr. Speaker, bilingual 
education is designed to facilitate learn- 
ing by and for those students who find 
that they are better equipped to learn in 
another language. May I stress that the 
key word, with respect to what I am say- 
ing, is “learn.” I say this because, as I 
stated before, our chief aim is to facili- 
tate learning. 

There is one criticism or concern relat- 
ing to this legislation which I want to 
dispel. It should be clearly understood 
by all that this legislation does not seek 
in any way or form to create divergent 
or isolated societies within the context 
of the larger society; conversely, our aim 
is unity. We seek, instead, to foster un- 
derstanding, through education. Experi- 
ence has taught us that education fos- 
ters understanding, and that under- 
standing fosters tolerance. With toler- 
ance comes acceptance of healthy com- 
petition, and the demise of ignorance 
and social frustration. 

Senate hearings under the chairman- 
ship of the able Senator from Texas, the 
Honorable RALPH YARBOROUGH, have been 
held in Texas and California, and are 
soon to take place in New York. I am 
confident that these hearings will serve 
to strengthen the content, as well as the 
chances for passage, of this important 
legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, it is evident that there is 
widespread acceptance and support for 
bilingual education legislation. Letters 
continue to come to my offices, both from 
my constituents and from persons living 
outside my district, regarding the present 
focus upon bilingual instruction in our 
schools. I offer for the perusal of my col- 
leagues, Mr. Speaker, a sample of the 
correspondence which I have received: 

EMBASSY OF THE 
UNITED STATES oF AMERICA, 
Mexico City, June 27, 1967. 
Representative GEORGE Brown, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Brown: It was most gratifying 
to read in this morning’s newspaper here in 
Mexico City, of your proposed legislation 
supporting bilingual Spanish-English edu- 
cation in select United States schools. 


20073 


As a Foreign Service officer charged with 
carrying out the government’s language 
policy in U.S. installations throughout Mid- 
dle America, I believe I am in a position to 
appreciate the great need our Country has 
to produce bilingual Americans who will be 
capable of communicating effectively with 
Latin Americans. 

Though our language position at present 
is much improved over that of even ten 
years ago, we still have much ground to 
cover. I would estimate that language-wise 
our Foreign Service effectiveness in com- 
munication still remains under 70% of its 
potential. Greater emphasis on learning 
Spanish in our public schools would both 
stimulate interest in and create a more 
ample reservoir of Americans from which the 
United States could choose its future For- 
eign Service personnel, 

As is well known by linguists and laymen 
alike, a language learned in one’s youth is 
a much more useful tool for effective com- 
munication than when learned during 
adulthood. 

I would like, therefore, to register my 
hearty approval of your most timely legisla- 
tion, feeling certain within myself that its 
meager cost will be well repaid within a very 
few years in more effective Spanish com- 
munication among today’s youth who are 
to become tomorrow’s ambassadors. 

Sincerely, 
J. DALE MILLER, 
Regional Language Supervisor. 


THE INNER Crry CULTURAL CENTER, 
Los Angeles, Calif., June 26, 1967. 
Congressman GEORGE Brown, Jr., 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN BRowN: We whole- 
heartedly endorse your position that Span- 
ish in many areas be the primary language 
used in the educational program. We urge 
you to do everything in your power to see 
that appropriate legislation is passed by the 
Congress of the United States. 

Sincerely yours, 
O. BERNARD JACKSON, 
Executive Director. 
NATIONAL EDUCATION ASSOCIATION, 
West Coast REGIONAL OFFICE, 
June 6, 1967. 
Congressman GEORGE Brown, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear GEORGE: We have noted with great 
appreciation that you have introduced a 
Bilingual Education Act by which you hope 
to give better direct aid to children who 
enter our Anglo-oriented schools out of 
homes which speak another language. This 
will of course have its greatest impact on our 
vast numbers of Spanish-speaking children. 

As you probably know, NEA and its affil- 
iates in the five Southwest states have been 
investing considerable time and effort on 
this issue for the last few years. In your 
interest and that of several other members 
of the Senate and House, we begin to have 
high hope for a breakthrough in this difficult 
area of American education. As you know it 
has not been easy to overcome several well- 
intrenched myths, along with local prej- 
udices, against the use of Spanish as a 
medium of instruction and the urgent need 
for new programs to give these children 
something like equality of educational op- 
portunity. 

Although you may have them already, we 
wanted to be sure that your file has avail- 
able materials including the enclosed prints 
from the efforts of our organizations to get 
this subject moving. We would be pleased, 
moreover, to assist your staff in any possible 
Way with testimony at hearings, inquiries 
from local schools or teachers, or in any 
other way within our capacity. 

Yours sincerely, 
MONROE SWEETLAND. 
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Los ANGELES, CALIF., 
June 25, 1967. 
Hon. RALPH YARBOROUGH, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR YARBOROUGH: I wish to take 
this opportunity to thank you, Senator 
George Murphy, and Los Angeles County 
Supervisor Ernest E. Debs for arranging and 
conducting hearings on your Bi-lingual Edu- 
cation Bill, SB 428, in Los Angeles on June 
24, 1967. I know that the great majority of 
Spanish-speaking citizens throughout the 
nation join me in wishing you and the other 
members of your Subcommittee success in 
this long neglected area of national educa- 
tion. Your Bill, along with HR 8000 intro- 
duced by Congressman Edward R. Roybal, 
and a Bill introduced by Congressman 
George E. Brown, Jr., will be a monumental 
step in the right direction. 

As Congressman Roybal brought out in 
the hearings, there are too many areas in our 
national life that have been sorely neglected. 
One such vital area exists in our Diplomatic 
Corps. Our State Department seems to be 
quite consistent in sending Diplomatic per- 
sonnel to Latin America who “took” S 
in college and who are not fluent in said lan- 
guage, do not have the necessary background, 
are too often not of the Catholic faith, too, 
too often arrive on the Latin American scene 
with an air of superiority, and, by their 
mere presence and actions, destroy what they 
have set out to accomplish—the promotion 
of goodwill between the United States and 
Latin America. Yes, these type of people are 
sent abroad while natural talent goes to 
waste at home. 

This Bill, SB 428, is a very constructive 
beginning. Senator Yarborough, you and 
Senator Murphy showed great interest in 
moving forward with this Bill. You did not 
hurry the hearings along, everyone that was 
scheduled to speak, spoke. You had the great 
courtesy of allowing unscheduled speakers to 
testify at the hearings. Thank you very much 
for your interest in the behalf of the Spanish- 
speaking citizens of this country. 

Very respectfully, 
WILLIAM T. Baca. 


CENTER FOR APPLIED LINGUISTICS, 
June 21, 1967. 
Hon. GEORGE E. Brown, Jr., 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear CONGRESSMAN Brown: Since you have 
recently co-sponsored legislation on bilingual 
education, I would like to call to your atten- 
tion a matter which would seem to have im- 
portant consequences for bilingual educa- 
tion: It is a dismal fact that we simply do 
not know how many speakers of foreign lan- 
guages there are in the United States, what 
these languages are, or where the speakers 
live. (The 1960 Census asked questions about 
languages only of the foreign-born.) 

For almost a year now the Center for Ap- 
lied Linguistics has been trying to convince 
the appropriate people that questions as to 
what language a person speaks are as im- 
portant to the nation as (for instance) how 
many refrigerators he owns. We feel strongly 
that such questions should be asked during 
the 1970 Census, and we hope that you are 
of the same opinion since the information 
sought would be of primary usefulness to 
the Congress and agencies of the Federal 
Government. 

Professor Joshua Fishman of Yeshiva Uni- 
versity and a member of the Center’s Advis- 
ory Council on Programs called the Bureau 
of the Census while attending a meeting 
here last week and was told that the ques- 
tionnaire is now complete and that no addi- 
tional questions can be included. 

The Center for Applied Linguistics had 
proposed the inclusion of three questions 
(see enclosure) feeling that these questions 
are the minimum number requisite to pro- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE 


vide information necessary for informed and 
intelligent educational legislation and im- 
plementation during the 1970's. If we fail, 
today’s first graders will either be college 
freshmen or school drop-outs by the time 
we get the next chance. 

Every day that passes reduces the possi- 
bility of getting these questions included, Is 
there anything your office could do to help? 

Sincerely yours, 
A. Hoop Roserts, Ph. D., 
Associate Director. 

THE COLLEGE OF ARTESIA, 
Artesia, N. Mex., July 6, 1967. 

Hon. GEORGE Brown, 

House of Representatives, 

Washington, D.C. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE BROWN: You might 
be interested in knowing that The College of 
Artesia, America’s newest college, will be the 
first bilingual college in this country. The 
speaking of Spanish is a graduation require- 
ment for all students regardless of major 
area. To my knowledge, the only other college 
in this part of the world that could be con- 
sidered bilingual is Laval University in 
Quebec, Canada. 

Our decision to become a bilingual school 
was reached about one and a half years ago 
when the initial founders of the college were 
working on the details. I am enclosing a copy 
of our latest college newspaper that will give 
you some idea of our bilingualism. You will 
also note that we plan to be a college based 
on private enterprise and are hoping to 
on our project without federal or state 

I heartily endorse the idea of bilingualism 
in this country. It is time that we as Ameri- 
cans realize that there are other nations and 
other people who speak languages other than 
ours. For this reason, we should prepare our- 
selves in more than one language proficiency. 

Sincerely, 
THOMAS C. STEVENS, 
President, 


WHO SHALL CARE FOR THE HOLY 
CITY? 


Mr. PATTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. Mutter] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, Pope Paul 
recently expressed his hope that Jerusa- 
lem will become internationalized so that 
all religious places would be carefully 
cared for. 

The Pope's concern is appreciated by 
everyone, but Jerusalem has been an 
internationalized city since 1947, and 
yet no Jew was permitted during the 
intervening years to enter the Jewish 
sacred shrines in the old city. 

Instead of caring for all religious 
places, the Arabs desecrated most of the 
Jewish sites, leaving Moslem and Catho- 
lic places untouched. Recent investiga- 
tions have disclosed just how “well” these 
Jewish shrines have been kept. 

The Tomb of Simon, the Righteous, 
and the Sanhedrin Caves in the Kidron 
Valley were used as lavatories for the 
military police in that area. The en- 
trance to the Tomb of the Patriarch was 
mined, and the Hebron cemetery, a mass 
grave of those murdered in an Arab 
pogrom in 1929, was reduced to a mar- 
ketplace. A wall stands in the city of 
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Hebron which is made from the up- 
rooted tombstones of the cemetery. 

The Arabs were not to be trusted in 
the past, and they cannot be trusted 
with any control of the Holy City in the 
future. The only way the holy places of 
Jerusalem will remain interna 
is if the city remains in the hands of the 
Israelis, The Jews have fought too hard 
and suffered too dearly to give up the city 
around which their entire history re- 
volves. 

Israel has already proved her trust by 
establishing a policy of religious freedom 
to all faiths. She has also demonstrated 
her sincerity in promising to keep the 
city holy by the death of 180 Israel 
soldiers who refused to use any but small 
arms when they took the city. 

The only way the Pope’s wish will be 
fulfilled is for the Holy City to remain 
in the hands of Israel. 


LYNDON B. JOHNSON: THE EDUCA- 
TION PRESIDENT 


Mr. PATTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from California [Mr. Corman] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Record and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Speaker, the White 
House recently announced that during 
the school year just ended at least 900,000 
college students received help from Fed- 
eral programs to pay their tuition and 
expenses. Without this help many of 
these students would not be on campus. 

The President has called this accom- 
plishment dramatic evidence of the de- 
sire and ability of this country to help 
its young people attain their aspirations.” 

He is right, of course. And next year 
nearly 1.2 million college students will 
receive similar assistance. 

This help is not only a dramatic 
evidence of our national commitment to 
good education, but also of our Presi- 
dent’s lifelong commitment to help 
achieve quality education for all Amer- 
icans. 

The record will show that no other 
President has done as much for educa- 
tion as has President Johnson. Under 
his leadership, four historic programs are 
now helping tens of thousands of young 
Americans to become the skilled and edu- 
cated leaders of the future. 

These four programs are: 

The Higher Education Act of 1965. 

The Elementary and Secondary Edu- 
cation Act of 1964. 

The Higher Education Facilities Act 
of 1963. 

The Vocational Education Act of 1963. 

These programs testify to President 
Johnson’s concern that: 

If we cannot educate today’s youth, what 
will we do in 1970 when elementary school 
enrollment will be five million greater than 
in 1960? High school enrollment will rise 
by five million. College enrollment will in- 
crease by more than three million. 


And so the President has taken the 


steps necessary to insure that today’s 
youth will receive a quality education, 
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while making certain that the building 
blocks for future educational needs are 
being constructed today. 

Lyndon Johnson is President of the 
richest and most powerful country in the 
history of mankind. Our industrial out- 
put and technological development are 
unrivaled in the world. And our stand- 
ard of living is unprecedented. 

Yet, it seems to me, one of the most 
remarkable facts of our national life has 
little to do with our national wealth, but 
much to do with our national character: 
And this is the fact that today one-fourth 
of our population—more than 54 million 
young people—is in school. 

Sixty-five years ago, when our popu- 
lation was 76 million, only 6 percent of 
our youth were graduated from high 
school and only 4 percent of the college- 
age youth were enrolled on campuses. 
Today with the population grown to 195 
million, fully 71 percent are receiving 
their high school diplomas and 30 per- 
cent of our college-age students are on 
campus. 

These statistics not only indicate a 
national commitment to education, but 
also, I think, demonstrate President 
Johnson’s leadership to provide the 
means to maintain quality education in 
the face of an enormous, spiraling stu- 
dent enrollment. 

Many of us well remember last Novem- 
ber when President Johnson visited the 
scene of his start in public service—at 
Catulla, Tex., where he was a school- 
teacher. 

The President told the students there: 

If your education falters or fails, every- 
thing else that we attempt as a nation will 
fail. If you fail, America will fall. If our 
schools and our students succeed, we will 
succeed. If you succeed, America will suc- 
2 It is just as simple and as difficult as 


It is obvious, I believe, that President 
Johnson and his administration in part- 
nership with Congress and the American 
people are doing everything in their 
power to insure that we do not fail. 

American education has never counted 
for more or stood for more in our na- 
tional life than it does today. This is our 
great hope for the future. And it is Lyn- 
don Johnson’s legacy to the country he 
serves, 

I insert into the Recorp the White 
House statement on current efforts to 
help needy students obtain a college edu- 
cation: 

During the school year just ended at least 
900,000 young people received help from 
four Federally-supported programs to pay 
their college educational expenses, Secretary 
of Health, Education and Welfare John W. 
Gardner reported to President Johnson to- 
day. 

Secretary Gardner told the President that 
during the next academic year these pro- 
grams are expected to assist an estimated 
1,175,000 undergraduate and graduate stu- 
dents in colleges and universities. This is 
nearly one-third more than in 1966-67, and 
more than double the 500,000 students 
helped during the 1965-66 academic year. 

„These figures,” President Johnson said, 
“are dramatic evidence of the desire and abil- 
ity of this country to help its young people 
attain their aspirations. The statistics sug- 
gest that in only one generation we can at- 
tain a once-impossible goal: that every 
American boy and girl will have the oppor- 
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tunity to move up the educational ladder as 
far as individual desire and ability permit.” 

If they follow a pattern established during 
the past few years, many of these students 
will be attending college with a combination 
of a loan, a grant and a job. This assistance 
is available for study in any field. 

The Educational Opportunity Grants pro- 
gram, which began operation in the fall of 
1966, is the newest of the Federally-sup- 
ported programs. Outright grants of $200- 
800—matched by the college—are made to 
students who. without this help, could not 
attend college. Last year 134,500 students 
were awarded grants totaling more than $58 
million. Next fall an estimated 221,000 stu- 
dents will receive grants totaling $110 mil- 
lion. 

This is not a scholarship program as such, 
President Johnson emphasized. The awards 
are intended for students who generally have 
come from the poorest schools and need help 
to catch up with their better prepared class- 
mates. The program is the first in American 
education intended specifically for disadvan- 
taged young people who have the ability to 
benefit from higher education. 

Since January 1965, some 300,000 students 
have had an opportunity to help themselves 
through school under the College Work- 
Study program. They have earned a total of 
$228 million. 

During the past college year 184,000 under- 
graduate students earned more than $150 
million. Their number is expected to increase 
during the 1967-68 school year to more than 
200,000 and their earnings to more than $164 
million. 

The students work 15 hours a week while 
in school and can work up to 40 hours a week 
during summer or other vacation periods. 
They work on-campus in libraries, labora- 
tories, or in any capacity that advances the 
purposes of the college. Off-campus, they 
work in public or nonprofit organizations 
such as hospitals, schools, or community ac- 
tion programs, 

The National Defense Student Loan Pro- 
gram during the Fiscal Year 1967 alone, made 
$190 million available to about 435,000 needy 
students. Next year, 377,000 students are ex- 
pected to borrow $230 million. 

These loans are made on generous terms. 
Interest at three percent does not accrue 
until nine months after the borrower has 
ceased his studies, and a ten-year repayment 
period is provided. Borrowers who become 
teachers are eligible for cancellation of all 
or part of their loans. Through Fiscal Year 
1966, more than 298,000 student borrowers 
had become teachers, cancelling a total of 
$24.7 million. 

The Guaranteed Loan Program, which got 
underway last summer, has thus far provided 
about $360 million in loans from private 
commercial sources to an estimated 430,000 
students, For students whose adjusted family 
income is less than $15,000 a year, the Federal 
Government pays the interest. Repayment 
does not begin until after the student leaves 
school, For the 1967-68 college year, the pro- 
gram is expected to benefit more than 675,000 
students by providing loans totaling more 
than $570 million, 

The President also called attention to the 
“Talent Search” program, which began last 
summer. Under 49 contracts with the Office 
of Education, consortiums of colleges and 
universities; departments of education, and 
organizations of social concern began a na- 
tionwide search for talented young people, to 
tell them of new opportunities under Fed- 
eral and other programs for higher educa- 
tion and training, and to convince them of 
their own worth. During the coming year 
the program will expand and continue its 
search throughout rural America and the 
slums of the cities. 

“There is no telling how many thousands 
of young people, now and in the future, will 
be reached and rescued by this program,” 
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President Johnson said. “But we do know 
that thousands are in college right now as 
a result of it.” 

President Johnson called upon the Ameri- 
can people to aid in the nationwide search 
for talented young people who need help, to 
inform them of opportunities awaiting them, 
and of the larger role they can play in the 
American future. 

“If every American,” he said, would keep 
an eye out for the boy next door, or the girl 
down the road, more of our Nation’s talent 
would be uncovered and developed.” 


ARBITRAGE BONDS 


Mr. PATTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. GILBERT] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GILBERT. Mr. Speaker, I am to- 
day introducing a bill dealing with the 
problem of “arbitrage bonds,” to comple- 
ment the bill I introduced yesterday, H.R. 
11645, dealing with industrial develop- 
ment bonds. 

In providing that interest on State and 
local obligations is exempt from Federal 
income tax Congress has provided a 
method of permitting State and local 
governments to reduce the cost of their 
borrowing for governmental functions. 
This cost saving arises only because the 
interest on most obligations, both cor- 
porate and Federal Government obliga- 
tions, is fully subject to tax and State and 
local governments are therefore able to 
market their exempt bonds at lower in- 
terest rates. 

However, in recent years there have 
been two different developments which 
threaten to destroy the basic purpose 
that underlies the tax exemption of in- 
terest on State and local bonds. One de- 
velopment is that through the device of 
industrial development bonds many cor- 
porations who would otherwise borrow in 
their traditional capital markets have 
been able to finance their business facil- 
ities with tax-exempt bonds. A second de- 
velopment, which is in some ways more 
dangerous than the first, is that several 
governmental units have proposed to is- 
sue so-called arbitrage bonds in order to 
earn a profit from the difference in in- 
terest rates between taxable and tax- 
exempt obligations. 

Consider for the moment the situation 
that would come to pass if this Congress 
were suddenly to exempt the interest on 
all Federal Government bonds from the 
Federal income tax. This country’s entire 
capital market would be drastically al- 
tered and, of course, the cost of all State 
and local bonds issued for governmental 
purpose would skyrocket. Now, while I 
agree that neither this nor any other 
Congress is likely to exempt the interest 
on Federal Government bonds, if the type 
of arbitrage transactions that have been 
proposed were allowed to exist, we could 
end up with very much the same disas- 
trous upheaval that would follow from 
a change in our tax laws exempting the 
interest on Federal bonds. 

The mechanics of an arbitrage bond 
are simple. A State or local government 
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issues bonds and agrees to invest the pro- 
ceeds in Federal bonds which are then 
placed in escrow for the payment of in- 
terest and principal on the State or local 
bonds. The investor in these bonds has a 
certificate which represents neither more 
nor less than an interest in Federal 
bonds, but because the interest payments 
made by the Federal Government pass 
through the hands of the State or local 
government it is argued that the interest 
is exempt. The local government seeks to 
make a profit from the interest differ- 
ential that would exist between the tax- 
able Federal securities and the non-tax- 
able securities which it purports to issue. 

If this characterization of the arbi- 
trage transaction were accepted, it would 
mean that any governmental unit in the 
country, nu matter how small, could issue 
millions upon millions of dollars worth of 
tax-exempt bonds. In these circum- 
stances it is not hard to imagine that in 
a very short span of time the interest on 
virtually all Federal obligations would be 
filtered through local governmental units 
with much the same results that would 
follow from this Congress’ deciding to 
make Federal bonds exempt. 

The potential effects of arbitrage 
transactions on the market for State and 
local bonds are not based on theoretical 
considerations. The matters at stake are 
very real and are well recognized by 
many of the practical individuals and 
firms tha’ are directly connected with 
creating and servicing the market for 
tax-exempt bonds. 

As I mentioned yesterday in connec- 
tion with my statement on industrial 
development bonds, last year the Treas- 
ury Department announced that the 
Internal Revenue Service would not rule 
on extending the interest exemption to 
arbitrage transactions under existing 
law. My review of the matter convinces 
me that this action is correct. Arbitrage 
bonds really represent an agreement by 
the issuer to act as a conduit or trustee 
for passing interest on Federal bonds to 
private persons and they are not obli- 
gations” of a State or local government 
within the meaning of existing law. I 
understand that the Treasury Depart- 
ment is considering further guidelines to 
implement the arbitrage ruling but I 
consider it so important to avoid any mis- 
understanding in this area that I am 
today introducing a bill that makes it 
doubly clear that the interest on arbi- 
trage bonds is not exempt from Federal 
income tax. 

The bill would stop the pure“ arbi- 
trage transaction that I have described 
and would limit certain other types of 
more complicated transactions to pre- 
vent them from being used to create 
arbitrage profits. I urge that this bill be 
enacted promptly. 

Mr. Speaker, for the Rrecorp, I would 
like to insert the following technical ex- 
planation of my proposed amendment to 
section 103 of the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1954, relating to arbitrage bonds: 
‘TECHNICAL EXPLANATION OF PROPOSED AMEND- 

MENT TO SECTION 103 oF THE INTERNAL 

REVENUE CODE oF 1954 RELATING TO ARBI- 

TRAGE BONDS 

The proposed bill amend section 103 of the 
Internal Revenue Code by adding new sub- 
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section (c). Paragraph (1) of Subsection (c) 
providts that an arbitrage bond shall not be 
considered an obligation of a State or local 
government the interest on which is exempt 
from tax. 

Paragraph (1) of new subsection (c) de- 
fines the term “arbitrage bond.” Subpara- 
graph (A) provides that a bond will only be 
considered an arbitrage bond (1) if under 
the terms of the issue, the State or local 
government may invest the proceeds of the 
issue in taxable obligations yielding a higher 
rate of interest than the issue in question, 
and (2) if the portion of the proceeds so in- 
vested is required to be held as security for 
the payment of the issue in question or any 
other bond issue the interest payments on 
which are exempt from Federal income tax. 

This definition and the several exceptions 
discussed below have been drafted in a man- 
ner that will permit a prospective purchaser 
to determine from the terms of the obliga- 
tion and underlying agreement that a given 
obligation is not an arbitrage bond. By the 
same token an issuing governmental unit, by 
carefully drafting the bond agreement, can 
insure that a bond will not come within the 
definition of an arbitrage bond. This aspect 
of the bill as well as the exceptions con- 
tained in subparagraph (B) will allow State 
and local governments unfettered freedom 
to engage in any financing arrangement 
necessary to achieve the basic purpose of a 
particular bond issue. Subparagraph (B) ex- 
cludes from the definition of an arbitrage 
bond certain common situations which may 
require a limited investment of the proceeds 
in taxable securities and it is anticipated 
that these exceptions will render the bill in- 
applicable to the vast majority of govern- 
mentai bond issues. It is also recognized, 
however, that certain abnormal situations 
may prompt the issuance of bonds which re- 
quire an investment exceeding the specified 
limitations. A municipality, confronted with 
such an abnormal situation, may avoid the 
provisions of the bill if it confines any in- 
vestment exceeding the specified limits to 
securities which do not yield a higher rate 
of interest than the bonds being issued. 
Paragraph (3) of the new subsection (c) au- 
thorizes the Secretary of the Treasury to 
provide for the issuance of special federal 
obligations which will meet this requirement 
for municipalities which are unable to pur- 
chase bonds yielding the same or a lower in- 
terest rate as the issue in question on the 
open market. 

For example, municipalities often find it 
desirable to engage in advance refunding 
transactions in order to insure an orderly 
transition between an outstanding issue ap- 
proaching maturity and a new issue which 
is to replace the maturing bonds. The mu- 
nicipality will invest the proceeds of the new 
issue in securities to be held in escrow for 
the benefit of the outstanding bonds. Sub- 
paragraph (B) (i) of the new subsection (c) 
(3) provides a general two year exception 
which would exclude advance refunding is- 
sues from the definition of an arbitrage bond 
if the proceeds could not be invested in 
higher yield taxable securities for longer 
than two years. The two year limitation con- 
tains the investment profit within tolerable 
limits and insures that any profit that re- 
sults is primarily a by-product of the trans- 
action rather than its essential purpose. 

On the other hand, in certain unusual 
cases it may be desirable to invest the pro- 
ceeds of an advance refunding issue for a 
period exceeding two years, An oft cited ex- 
ample involves revenue bonds which were 
issued to build a bridge and which contain a 
restrictive covenant prohibiting the erec- 
tion of a second bridge in the same area. A 
municipality may engage in an advance re- 
funding transaction in order to secure a re- 
lease from the restrictive covenant and 
simultaneously raise revenues to build a sec- 
ond bridge. If the portion of the proceeds 
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which are to be held in escrow for the out- 
standing bonds are to be held for a period in 
excess of two years (because the outstanding 
bonds are not callable) the newly issued 
bonds will constitute arbitrage bonds under 
the bill unless the municipality also agrees 
that the proceeds will not be invested in 
bonds yielding a higher rate of interest than 
the advance refunding bonds once the two 
year period is past. If it is necessary, to com- 
ply with such an agreement, the municipal- 
ity may request the Secretary of the Treasury 
to issue a special series of federal bonds 
whose yields will not exceed the interest on 
the advance refunding issue. In this way the 
bill provides maximum flexibility for all state 
and local government financing needs while 
limiting the amount of unjustified profit that 
may be realized through arbitrage trading 
on the interest differential between taxable 
and nontaxable obligations. 

In addition to a general two year exception, 
subparagraph (B) (ii) permits a State or local 
government to set aside out of the proceeds 
of a new issue and invest an amount equal 
to that needed to pay the interest and prin- 
cipal (if any) during a two year period after 
the date of issue of the obligation. The fund 
So set aside and invested as a debt service 
reserve must be reduced in future years as 
bonds are paid off and the interest and prin- 
cipal requirements needed to meet payments 
during successive two year periods becomes 
smaller. Part (ili) of subparagraph (B) pro-. 
vides an additional exception for bonds issued 
to construct new facilities. Under that pro- 
vision, if construction is to commence with- 
in one year of the bond issue, the proceeds 
borrowed to permit construction may be 
invested in taxable obligations yielding a 
higher return for up to five years from the 
date of the bond issue. 

As in the case of the advance refunding 
bonds, if a municipality finds it necessary to 
have a larger debt service reserve or to have 
a longer construction reserve, the bonds will 
not constitute arbitrage bonds if the mu- 
nicipality confines the investment which ex- 
ceeds the specified amount or period to se- 
curities which do not yield a higher rate of 
interest than the interest called for by the 
bonds in question. 


MARINE SANCTUARIES STUDY 
ACT 


Mr. PATTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from California [Mr. TUNNEY] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. Speaker, today I 
am introducing the Marine Sanctuaries 
Study Act in order to protect a variety 
of natural, commercial, recreational, 
esthetic, and other resources of immedi- 
ate and potential value to the present 
and future generation of Americans. 
Commercial and industrial development 
can destroy many areas unless we pre- 
serve and protect them in order to ben- 
efit all of the people. 

This bill will provide for studies by 
the Secretary of the Interior to deter- 
mine which areas should be designated 
as marine sanctuaries for sport and com- 
mercial fishing, wildlife conservation, 
outdoor recreation, and scenic beauty. 
This bill will allow us to consider all 
points of view and consequently deter- 
mine the best use for the areas, while 
there is still time to act with foresight. 
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CRIME CONTROL 


Mr. PATTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from California [Mr. TUNNEY] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Record and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. Speaker, I am in- 
troducing two bills today which I feel 
will be helpful in reducing the rising 
crime rate in our Nation. 

The first would create a joint congres- 
sional committee to investigate crime. I 
believe that there should be continuing 
studies and investigations of all facets of 
the crime problem in the United States, 
including as first priority the recent 
riots which have ravaged many of our 
major cities. This proposed joint com- 
mittee would be created to initiate such 
action. 

The riots in our cities are not caused 
by any single factor and it is naive to iso- 
late any one thing and say that it was 
the cause of the riot. The riots are the 
result of many things—slums, unemploy- 
ment, inferior education, and unfortu- 
nately a lack of concern for law and 
order on the part of a few criminals who 
exploit the situation to their own ad- 
vantage. No individual has the moral 
right to steal, burn, or pillage, and it is as 
wrong for the poor to do it as for the 
rich. Laws are passed to be obeyed in 
order that we may have an orderly so- 
ciety in which to live. It is not an exercise 
in civil rights to kill, maim, and destroy 
and that cloak should not be used in an 
attempt to hide criminal conduct. 

It is not fair to the overwhelming ma- 
jority of people who work for civil rights 
and who do it within the framework of 
an orderly society. The person who com- 
mits a crime must be punished for vio- 
lating our laws. But those laws must be 
just, reasonable, fair, and constitutional 
and the committee created by this bill 
would be able to recommend just such 
laws, along with recommendations of 
steps to be taken to prevent crime wher- 
ever possible in the future. 

The second bill provides for Federal 
assistance to courts, correctional sys- 
tems, and community agencies to in- 
crease their capability to prevent, treat, 
and control juvenile delinquency. Such 
action is imperative if we hope to sig- 
nificantly reduce the rising national 
crime rate. In 1965, according to the 
President’s Crime Commission a major- 
ity of all arrests for major crimes 
against property were of people under 21. 
This legislation would assist State and 
local communities in the preparation 
and implementation of crime prevention 
plans. 

It is my hope that these measures will 
make significant contributions toward 
curbing our Nation’s alarming crime 
rate. 

From 1960 to 1965, the number of seri- 
ous crimes committed each year in- 
creased 46 percent while the population 
increased only 8 percent. Crimes against 
property increased by 47 percent and 
crimes of violence by 35 percent. During 

CXITI——1265—Part 15 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE 


1965, five serious crimes were committed 
each minute. One murder was committed 
every hour, one robbery every 44% min- 
utes, one auto theft each minute, one 
burglary every 27 seconds, and one forc- 
ible rape every 23 minutes These are 
hardly comforting statistics. And yet the 
FBI's preliminary report for 1966 indi- 
cates that the situation worsened last 
year. The President’s Crime Commission 
estimated that the cost of crime each 
year totals at least $21 billion, or ap- 
proximately $105 for every man, woman, 
and child in this country. The Crime 
Commission points out that these figures 
are considerably lower than the true 
loss. The actual amount of crime, ac- 
cording to the Commission, is several 
times that reported to the police. Also, it 
is difficult to assign a dollar value to the 
suffering and loss of human life resulting 
from criminal acts. And finally, it is im- 
possible to assess the economic value of 
the many wasted lives spent in crime, 
lives that might in other circumstances 
have been productive. 

The malignancy of crime eats away 
at the very heart of American society. It 
breeds fear among us—fear for our- 
selves, for our loved ones, and for the 
material possessions we have worked 
hard to accumulate. 

In many of our cities people are afraid 
to go out after dark, afraid of being 
robbed, beaten, raped, or mugged. This 
kind of fear breeds distrust among peo- 
ple—distrust which negates the very 
meaning of democracy. 

Of course, the solution to the crime 
problem is as many-faceted as the cause 
of crime. Some of the factors that have 
been generally agreed upon as tending 
to breed crime are poverty, unemploy- 
ment, inadequate housing, poor educa- 
tion, and discrimination. All these lead 
almost inevitably to a sense of frustra- 
tion and hopelessness. When society has 
not lived up to its duty to provide equal 
opportunities for all its citizens, those 
citizens are not likely to feel much re- 
spect for society and its law. Nor will 
they look up to its authorities. Too often 
the slumdweller regards the police as 
his natural adversary, not as his pro- 
tector. 

This country has belatedly become 
concerned enough about poverty and dep- 
rivation to start trying to improve the 
conditions and the opportunities of its 
poor. The war on poverty has only be- 
gun; and it cannot be won overnight. 
But the war on poverty is one of the 
most promising weapons we have against 
crime. Certainly there are other weap- 
ons, and we are trying to find more, but 
poverty programs strike at the very 
taproot of crime. In order to be ulti- 
mately succesful in our efforts, we must 
remove the factors that give rise to law- 
lessness. We must give all our people a 
stake in society, a will to succeed as a 
nation. Without this, nothing else we 
can do will have any real, lasting effect. 
As long as people have nothing to gain 
by obeying the law, they will feel that 
they have very little to lose by disobey- 
ing it. 

Legislation by itself, however, cannot 
solve the problem. No law, however good 
it may be, will be effective unless it is 
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enforced. And enforcement of laws de- 
pends to a great extent on the attitudes 
of citizens. When people demand strong 
law enforcement and work to achieve it, 
they can get it. The ordinary citizen 
must bear part of the responsibility for 
law enforcement. He must respect his 
policemen and let them know it. He must 
cooperate with the police in every way. 

Several cities have local crime preven- 
tion programs, but success is wholly de- 
pendent on active participation by the 
citizens. Most police departments would 
gladly institute local programs, but first 
there must be evidence that the people 
whom the police serve really want such 
programs and will be willing to cooperate. 
Public apathy is probably the most valu- 
able ally criminals have, and it is cer- 
tainly the greatest deterrent to effective 
law enforcement. 

There is no simple solution, no panacea 
for the crime problem, but it can be 
solved. It will require time and money 
and dedication and hard work; most of 
all, it will require a concerned citizenry, 
willing to become involved. No longer 
can we afford, if indeed we ever could, to 
flounder in apathy, which is a form of 
selfishness, We cannot allow ourselves to 
bury our heads in the sand, refusing to 
see or to care what happens to our 
neighbors. We cannot sit idly by and ex- 
pect our already overburdened police to 
solve all our problems. 

We have to be willing to report any 
violations of the law that we see. We 
must be willing to testify in court. We 
must be willing to serve on juries. Police- 
men must be paid a salary commensurate 
not only with their training and ability 
but also with the risks they take in the 
performance of their duties. Law enforce- 
ment must keep pace with our advances 
in other fields. The profession must be 
made attractive to capable, bright, well- 
educated young people. We must demand 
higher salaries for policemen. 

We must afford them the status and 
respect of professional people, the same 
respect we demand for ourselves. And we 
must acknowledge our own responsibility 
for the enforcement of laws. For just as 
the citizens are responsible for the men 
and women they choose to make the laws, 
and for the laws those elected repre- 
sentatives enact, so the citizens are at 
least partially responsible for seeing that 
those laws are enforced effectively. 

The significant reduction of crime in 
America will require a massive assault 
at all levels—the Federal, State, and local 
governments, local organizations, police 
departments, and private citizens. Espe- 
cially private citizens. This point cannot 
be overemphasized. Ours has been called 
the age of apathy. 

If we are not ourselves victimized by 
crime, we tend to ignore the problem, 
or at best shake our heads and yearn for 
the good old days and wonder what is 
wrong with everybody. But I refuse to be 
pessimistic. I refuse to believe that Amer- 
icans really do not care. I think that we 
all care, but that we just feel that there is 
nothing we can do alone, and even if 
there were something we could do, we 
don’t know what it is. 

It is imperative to keep ourselves in- 
formed on the particular problems in our 
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own city. We must know what our own 
local problems are before we can even 
begin to solve them. Second, we can find 
out whether our city has a local program 
of crime prevention. If it does, partici- 
pate in it as a citizen volunteer. If there 
is no program, try to stimulate interest 
in organizing one. 

Many. law enforcement officials, in- 
cluding J. Edgar Hoover, have been 
quoted as saying that the most valuable 
single weapon in the crime fight is an 
alert, well-informed, concerned citizenry. 
Third, we can see to it that the salaries 
and the standards of our police depart- 
ments are brought up to a truly profes- 
sional level. We must improve the quality 
of law enforcement if we are to reduce 
the quantity of crime. We can also de- 
mand that our police forces be equipped 
with the latest scientific and technologi- 
cal devices available. Of course, this de- 
mand will have little effect unless we also 
insist on an adequate operating budget 
for the police. Most of the cities in our 
country have no police laboratories for 
criminal investigation. They must either 
depend on other cities’ facilities or those 
of the FBI, or they must do without. 

Legislation entitled the “Safe Streets 
and Crime Control Act” is now pending 
before the Congress. This bill provides 
for several different kinds of Federal sup- 
port to local law enforcement agencies 
through training, education, recruit- 
ment, modern equipment and laboratory 
facilities, high-speed information sys- 
tems, and crime-prevention programs. 

If the Safe Streets and Crime Control 
Act becomes law, it will of course help in 
this direction, but it will be only a be- 
ginning. Local governments will have to 
continue and expand and improve upon 
what the Federal Government begins. 
Next, we can support our local police in 
every way, and we can let them know 
about it. The gratitude and approval of 
private citizens can act as a great morale 
booster. It can also make the police 
aware that we expect the best from them. 

Finally, we can realize that although 
the crime problem is national in scope, 
it is local in nature. If crime is to be 
fought and defeated, in the last analysis 
it will have to be on the local level. Cer- 
tainly the Federal and State Govern- 
ments can provide funds and equipment, 
support, information, and ideas about 
methods of dealing with crime, but it 
will have to be the local citizens who 
eventually solve the local problem. 

And we can do it. Americans have al- 
ways risen to the occasion in our hours 
of need, and that hour is upon us, We 
can win our war against crime because 
we must. The only alternative is chaos— 
and the end of our dreams of a workable 
democracy. 


WISHING GOVERNOR WALLACE, OF 
ALABAMA, SPEEDY PROGRESS 
TOWARD A COMPLETE RECOVERY 


Mr. PATTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Alabama [Mr. NicHoLs] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
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objection to the request of the gentleman 
from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Speaker, it is with 
mixed emotions that I inform the House 
that my State of Alabama today has a 
new chief executive. I say mixed emo- 
tions, first, because of the circumstances 
that has caused Governor Wallace to be 
out of the State for 20 days, but I am 
pleased to inform the House that the 
young man who has assumed the duties 
of Governor is a fine gentleman and an 
experienced public official. Lt. Gov. 
Albert Brewer has served three terms in 
the State house of representatives, one 
of those terms as speaker of the house. 
At 38, Governor Brewer has a bright 
future ahead of him. 

Second, Mr. Speaker, it is with a great 
deal of prayerful gratitude that I tell the 
Members that Governor Wallace is fly- 
ing to Montgomery from Houston this 
afternoon to continue her convalescence. 
Upon arrival, she will again assume the 
official duties which she relinquished at 
midnight last night. I know I speak for 
the House when I wish Governor Wallace 
continued speedy progress toward com- 
plete recovery. 


THE RATS COME HOME EVERY 
NIGHT 


Mr. PATTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. BARRETT] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Speaker, the 
Washington Post this morning carried a 
poignant story on what is an everyday 
incident for all to many American fam- 
ilies. It describes the blight of one fam- 
ily condemned to life in a rat infested 
building. As the story says: 

Then there was this sound in the walls, a 
scratching sound, a tumbling, scrambling 
sound when one of the rats moved quickly... 


You carry the sound with you for the rest 
of your lite. 


It is a disgrace that in modern Amer- 
ica such conditions can exist. And it 
should weigh heavily on our consciences 
that the writer was able to conclude his 
article with this statement: 


Last week, the House of Representatives 
thought it all was a cause for laughter. 


The article referred to follows: 


HARLEM’S ENDLESS BATTLE: THE RATS 
COME Every NIGHT 
(By Jimmy Breslin) 

New YorRK.—At eight o'clock at night, the 
rats come up from the spaces around the 
sewer pipes under the boiler room where they 
have slept all day. They cling to the big 
rusted pipe and come up into the boiler room 
and then they start up the pipes which are 
inside the walls of the five-story tenement. 
The rats come for food and water in the 
apartments where the people live. 

As the rats crawled through the building, 
many of the people who live at 220 East 111th 
st. in the part of New York called East Har- 
lem were out on the sidewalk. Many of them 
talked about the trouble of the night before, 
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when a man with a knfe was killed by a 
cop up at the corner. 

The neighborhood made the first motions 
towards a riot, then stopped when Mayor 
Lindsay arrived and plunged into the crowd. 
Now, two games of dice were played by men 
standing in semi-circles around the bottom 
of the stoop, Four men sat on milk boxes 
around a card table playing dominoes, Pedro 
Perdomo, in a yellow polo shirt and floppy 
field worker's hat, sat on a car fender and 
pounded a bongo drum held between his 
knees, 

“Yare, yare,” he sang out. 

“Caro,” four people yelled back. 


TAKES OFF SHOE 


Upstairs, in apartment three on the third 
floor, Cathy Marrero shrieked. Her husband 
Ebro broke in a smile. They had just chased 
two rats from under the kitchen sink and 
the rats had run into the bathroom and 
Ebro had slammed the door on them. Now, 
Ebro said. Now I have them. The rats always 
stay in the bathroom, licking water from the 
tub. They never crawl out of the room. Ebro 
bent down and took off his left shoe. 

“Ha,” he said. 

“Here,” his wife said. She handed him a 
flatiron. Ebro shook his head no. He held the 
shoe up in his right hand and opened the 
bathroom door slowly, and slid inside, He 
slammed the door behind him. He began 
shouting, “Ho, ha, ho,” while he beat the 
two rats in the bathtub to death with the 
shoe. The shoe sounded hollow against the 
sides of the bathtub. 

Ebro opened the door and came out, his 
face and arms glistening with sweat. He 
pointed to the rats inside, in the bathtub. 
They were very small rats for East Harlem. 
They were much larger than mice, but still 
very small for East Harlem, where rats are 
very big. 

“You came just in time,” Ebro said. 

“Do you chase them like this every night?” 
he was asked. 


DOING THE DISHES 


“Every night? how could you work in the 
morning if you do this?” He said. They just 
came this time right out under the sink 
while my wife is doing the dishes. She started 
chasing them. So I chase too.” 

His wife came in with a handbrush and a 
paper bag. She swept the two dead rats into 
a paper bag. She reached over and emptied 
the two dead rats out of the paper bag and 
into the toilet. She flushed the toilet. She 
put the paper bag into the bathtub. Ebro 
lit a match and set the bag on fire. After the 
paper bag burned away, his wife took a bot- 
tle of disinfectant from the shelf and poured 
it all over the bathtub. The disinfectant 
smelled strong and Ebro left. 

He walked out to the living room while 
his wife scrubbed the bathtub. To get to the 
living room you go first into the kitchen, 
then through two rooms that have no doors 
or windows. A bed, and a crib next to it, 
was in each room, You come out into a small 
front room that has a linoleum floor. A 
broken couch, two rocking chairs and a 
stuffed chair covered with a plastic filled 
the small room. 

A framed Army discharge certificate and 
pictures of John F. Kennedy and the Sacred 
Heart were on the wall over the couch. The 
two sooty windows were open to the hot air 
of the street and the sound of the bongo 
drum. 

“The rats come every night?” Ebro was 
asked. 

“All night long,” he said. “You see into 
the kitchen from here? See the refrigerator? 
I have two by four wood holding it up. That 
is so we can get underneath it with a broom 
to chase the rats when they get under it.” 

“Don’t you use a rat trap or poison?” 

“The children,” he said. Lou cannot have 
traps and poison around with babies, No. 
Nobody uses traps because everybody has 


July 25, 1967 


babies. Haye you ever smelled a rat when 
he dies under the floorboards or between the 
walls? No way to get him out,” 
“Why don’t you try cats?” 
CAT DISAPPEARS 


He smiled. “The janitor got this big cat 
and put him in the boiler room. One morning 
he told me to come and look. There was cat 
fur all around the boiler room. And no cat. 
Huh, There are rats in the boiler room bigger 
than any cat.” 

“A dog then?” “Sometimes dogs are good, 
sometimes they're not. Is more trouble than 
it’s worth anyway. There are so many rats in 
this neighborhood for anything to work.” 

Ebro is 27. He works for the Railway Ex- 
press Agency, His wife came into the room 
with cans of beer. Ebro and his wife sat and 
drank from the cans. 

“Our baby is only three weeks,” she said. 
“We keep him in bed with us. The other 
two, we have the crib set up high. No rats 
come there so far. But you still can't leave 
a baby alone.” 

“Has anybody been bitten by them?” 

“Who hasn't?“ Ebro said. 

“What do you do when you get bitten?” 

“Nothing,” he said. “Oh, some people have 
had to go to the doctor. But with me, only 
nips.” 

“Come into the kitchen and be quiet and 
you hear them,” his wife said. 


SOUNDS IN THE WALLS 


We went into the kitchen and drank beer 
from the cans and listened for what seemed 
like a long time but was only 10 minutes. 
Then there was this sound in the walls. A 
scratching sound. The tumbling, scrambling 
sound when one of the rats moved quickly. 

It is a sound by itself. And when you are 
young, and you sleep on the side of the bed 
next to the wall and the rats scratch against 
the wall at your ear, you carry the sound 
with you for the rest of your life. It is some- 
thing that is heard by people in every poor 
neighborhood in every city in the Nation. 
And it is one of the reasons why this is our 
longest of summers. Last week, the House of 
Representatives thought it all was a cause 
for laughter. 


ILL-WILL TOUR 

Mr. PATTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Louisiana [Mr. Boccs] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I should 
like to call to the attention of my col- 
leagues in the House, and the Members 
of the Senate, a responsible editorial in 
the Evening Star of July 25, 1967. I com- 
mend the editorial to all of my col- 
leagues: 

ILL-WILL Tour 

With the unerring accuracy of a sadistic 
dentist, Charles de Gaulle has drilled straight 
to the most sensitive nerve in Canada’s do- 
mestic anatomy, and has proceeded to probe 
it gleefully at every possible occasion during 
his current official visit. 

Canada’s abiding problem is the division 
that exists between English and French- 
speaking Canadians. Since the British took 
Canada from the French more than 200 years 
ago, the French Canadians have remained 
firm in their conviction that they have been 
getting the short end of the stick. 

They have clung steadfastly to their lan- 
guage and to their French cultural heritage 
down the years, resisting any taint of an- 
glicization. Today, the moderate French 
Canadian insists as strongly as ever on his 
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cultural independence, while a growing num- 
ber of extremists demand secession and the 
creation of a separate French-speaking na- 
tion. On occasion, those demands have been 
dramatized by the placing of bombs in pub- 
lic places. 

Into this situation strode Charles de 
Gaulle, president of France and self-ap- 
pointed adviser to the world. There was no 
suggestion from him that perhaps the French 
Canadians should consider letting a two-cen- 
tury bygone be bygone and should start 
thinking of themselves as unprefixed Cana- 
dlans. 

On the contrary, De Gaulle praised the 
separatists and hinted broadly that France 
was prepared to back their cause. It is nat- 
ural, he said, that “a people wishes to take 
its destiny in its own hands.” France and 
French Canada, he said, “are linked by a 
past we will never forget. We are linked in 
the present, and will be linked in the future 
because what we have to do, we will do to- 
gether.” 

And last night, on arrival in Montreal, De 
Gaulle harangued the crowd by shouting the 
separatist slogan: “Long live Free Quebec.” 

Having thus fanned the flames of insur- 
rection, the French president did his best to 
disrupt the extraordinary friendship that ex- 
ists between the United States and Canada. 
Canadians, he warned, must find ways to 
protect their independence from contamina- 
tion from Canada’s “colossal neighbor” to 
the south. 

He did not, however, suggest what Canada 
should do about nutty foreign visitors who 
take it upon themselves to meddle in Can- 
ada’s internal affairs. And along about now, a 
good many Canadians would probably wel- 
come some advice along those lines. 


EMPTY SEATS IN THE COCKPIT 


Mr. PATTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. Wo.Lrr] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Speaker, air-passen- 
ger traffic, which is expected to double in 
the next 5 years, will require U.S. air- 
lines to find 4,300 new pilots this year 
alone to meet the increased demand. At 
the same time fewer military pilots are 
turning to airline careers, and the $4,000 
needed to earn a commercial license dis- 
courages many qualified young men 
from even beginning on the long road 
toward becoming a pilot. 

This situation, if left unsolved, is going 
to lead us very shortly to an acute pilot 
shortage which will have serious conse- 
quences on our national defense system. 

This is a prospect none of us can af- 
ford to face, and one I hope will be 
avoided by the passage of my bill, H.R. 
1449, to create a Government-sponsored 
Civilian Air Academy, on a par with the 
Merchant Marine Academy, to train men 
in this critical skill. 

An excellent statement of the problems 
is contained in the June issue of Reader’s 
Digest which I would like to include in 
the Recorp at this point to further in- 
form my colleagues of the urgency of 
this situation. The article follows: 

Empty SEATS IN THE COCKPIT 
(Condensed from Air Facts by Gary Jennings) 

For the first time in their history, the 
world’s airlines are being forced to plead 
for pilots. 
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“We'll pay you $1 million to fly for 
United!” trumpets one airline’s advertise- 
ment, stressing the amount a senior pilot 
can earn over a 35-year career. Early this 
year, U.S. airlines, which together employ 
some 23,300 pilots, estimated that they would 
need 4300 new recruits during 1967 alone. 

More planes are needed in the sky each 
year. Air-passenger traffic (not to mention 
air-cargo transport) is expected to double 
in the next five years. The big question: 
where are the pilots going to come from? 

A decade ago, the source for 98 percent 
of airline pilots was World War II veterans. 
But today, as many of these men approach 
retirement age, there is a scarcity of military- 
trained fliers to replace them. 

A major problem of recruitment is that 
many young men who could qualify as pilots 
are also in demand in other fields, such as 
electronics and engineering, which offer 
them higher immediate salaries than the 
airlines. The starting salary of an airline 
student pilot is about $7000 a year. 

Furthermore, the necessary preliminary 
flying lessons are so expensive—up to $4000 
to earn a commercial license—that many 
sky-minded youngsters are discouraged from 
even beginning. The private flight schools 
report that the majority of their students 
are the over-30 men and women who can 
afford to take up flying purely as a sport, 


LONG RAINBOW 


Some U.S. airlines now send recruiters to 
college campuses to persuade promising 
young men to take private flying lessons, 
with a job guaranteed as soon as they qualify. 
United Airlines started, and others have 
imitated, a program whereby the line ar- 
ranges a bank loan to finance the training— 
and then lets the recruit repay it in install- 
ments once he’s working. 

But this is only a stopgap measure. Even- 
tually, the airlines will probably heed the 
urging of the Air Line Pilots Association 
(ALPA) that all the lines cooperate—as 
BOAC and British European Airways have 
done in England—to set up a centralized 
training school to flight-train raw recruits 
from the ground up. Still, many young men 
see a long rainbow to traverse—intensive 
training, accumulation of experience and 
seniority—before they reach the pot of gold 
pictured in the advertisements: a captain’s 
top salary of some $35,000 a year. 

Of the pilots who do apply for airline posi- 
tions, only one out of 20 is accepted. The 
airlines cannot grab just any sky-jockey who 
aspires to a captain's stripes. As one execu- 
tive told me, “Our minimum acceptable level 
of competence for a pilot is ‘highly profi- 
cient.’” In general, minimum requirements 
are: age, 21 to 35; height, five-foot-six to six- 
foot-four; weight, 140 to 210; perfect health; 
and 20/20 vision, The applicant usually must 
have at least two years of college, a com- 
mercial pilot’s certificate and instrument 
rating, and about 200 hours of previous fly- 
ing time. 

In addition to meeting these basic require- 
ments, the candidate must endure a veri- 
table inquisition by an airline superintendent 
to prove that he has the dedication neces- 
sary to be a good command pilot. Then he 
must undergo an exhaustive physical exam- 
ination, during which doctors try to predict 
his long-range health expectancy, and a day- 
long battery of psychological tests. Finally, 
the candidate’s dossier is seen by the line's 
review board. 

If he passes, the recruit goes to the line’s 
flight school to begin training. And begin is 
the word. Whether he’s a novice with just a 
few hundred hours in the air, an experienced 
pilot transferring from another line, or even 
a former Air Force pilot who has been 
trusted to fly nuclear bombs in a massive, 
eight-engine B-52—he now begins training. 


ATTENTIVE STUDENTS 


Not long ago I visited a typical 12-week 
training course at American Airlines’ flight 
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school at Fort Worth, Texas. For the first 
eight weeks, the student attends ground 
classes five days a week, for a total of 268 
classroom hours. This schooling not only 
takes him over familiar fundamentals such 
as “the theory of flight“ and “basic meteor- 
ology” that he had to learn when he first 
began to fly—it covers everything from com- 
pany and Federal Aviation Agency regula- 
tions to the specific systems and operation 
of the plane he is qualifying to fly. 

There are classes in cockpit procedures, 
radio navigation, radar reading, electrical 
systems, flight radio communications—even 
the proper way to address passengers over 
the cabin intercom. The ground school 
utilizes the latest in training aids, such as 
giant motor-driven replicas of the plane's 
instrument panel, Every student is quick 
with questions, perpetually taking notes— 
intent on knowing—preparing for that day 
when a multimillion-dollar plane, and the 
lives of all its passengers, will be in his 
hands. He even studies “off campus.” If, for 
example, he is qualifying for the three-jet 
94-passenger Boeing 727, his dormitory wall 
is hung with charts showing every instru- 
ment and dial on the 727’s dashboard, floor 
console, overhead panel and flight engineer’s 
board. In every spare moment, he memorizes 
their location and function. 

At the conclusion of his ground school- 
ing—assuming that he is not one of the 
meager minority (only three out of 1800 
recruits hired by American since 1964) who 
wash out during training—he takes a seven- 
hour written FAA examination to qualify for 
certification as a flight engineer (second offi- 
cer). Now he gets to sit in the pilot’s seat of 
a real cockpit, though not a real plane. 

American’s two-million-dollar 727 simu- 
lator does everything an actual 727 does ex- 
cept get off the ground. It looks like the 
sawed-off nose end of that plane, mounted 
on a cat’s-cradle of rockers, beams and 
pistons. Inside, it is a perfect mock-up of 
the 727 flight deck; as the student operates 
the controls, the simulator turns, banks, 
noses up or down just as the real plane 
would. 

Computer-controlled television screens set 
into the windshield show the sky and the 
world outside exactly as they would look 
from whatever altitude and attitude the stu- 
dent is “flying.” If he makes a hard “land- 
ing” in the simulator, he'll both feel and see 
his jouncing along the runway. After three 
or four sessions in the simulator, the trainee 
feels right at home when he finally steps into 
the cockpit of a real 727. 


TRYING HIS WINGS 


A typical training flight carries an in- 
structor-pilot, a student in the co-pilot’s 
seat, an instructor-engineer and a student 
at the flight engineer's board. The flight 
begins as every regular flight does. First there 
is “walk-around” inspection of the plane’s 
exterior; then, in the cockpit, the student 
pilot and student engineer go through the 
pre-start checklist. 

Once the engines are started, they go 
through an even lengthier, pre-flight check- 
list. By radio, the instructor-pilot gets the 
airport tower’s permission to taxi out and 
take off. When a safe altitude is attained, 
the instructor begins to put the student- 
pilot through his paces. After reviewing all 
the normal flight procedures, he gets some 
abnormal problems to deal with. 

For example, he must cope with engine, 
rudder and hydraulic system “failures,” with 
a simulated fire, with the complicated in- 
flight restarting of an engine. He must learn 
to handle deliberately induced stalls and to 
make an emergency descent in case cabin 
pressurization suddenly fails. 

After dealing with these extraordinary sit- 
uations, the student pilot makes a routine 
landing approach, practices holding an ellip- 
tical flight pattern in case of a traffic jam 
at the airport, and finally lands and taxis up 
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to the ramp. During subsequent workouts he 
flies at night, practices visual and blind (in- 
strument) landing approaches, learns to 
bring his plane in under such abnormal con- 
ditions as having only one engine working. 

But even after the student has passed his 
final flight test and won his wings, he doesn’t 
yet move into the pilot’s seat. With Amer- 
ican Airlines, for example, he starts flying as 
a flight engineer; then, as co-pilot vacancies 
occur, he is promoted to first officer. Former- 
ly, the newly promoted co-pilot had to serve 
seven to ten years before he got his captain's 
stripes. Nowadays, with the urgent demand 
for new pilots, his wait may be three years or 
less. 

Still, even the most senior of pilots remains 
a student. Twice a year he undergoes pro- 
ficiency tests and refresher training. To qual- 
ify to fly a different type of plane, he must 
begin virtually from scratch. At frequent in- 
tervals, an inspector will check his perform- 
ance on a routine flight. In addition, the FAA 
requires twice-a-year physical exams, and 
most airlines require others of their own. 
As TWA explains, “A single defect that would 
mean ‘slow down’ to the average citizen 
means ‘finished’ to a pilot’s career.” 

Youth ys. Experience. How much do a pilot's 
capabilities diminish with the passing years? 
Is the best pilot a youngster, full of pep, with 
catlike reflexes? Or an older man with an 
accumulation of experience, lore and wis- 
dom? “The ideal is doubtless in between,” 
says one pilot. “But I'd rather fly with the 
oldest than the youngest. The youngster may 
depend too much on his snappy reflexes to 
get him out of trouble. 

The oldtimer will take precautions to stay 
out of trouble. For every move he makes, he 
has always got an alternate move in mind. 

The ALPA maintains that the FAA rule 
calling for compulsory retirement at the age 
of 60 is arbitrary and illogical. If a man 
meets the physical qualifications and passes 
the necessary checks and tests, there should 
be no reason why he can’t stay in the pilot’s 
seat until he’s 65 or even older. This would 
immensely ease the shortage of pilots. 

However, the airlines are going to need 
not just more pilots but more and better 
pilots. Tomorrow's aircraft will be vastly big- 
ger—Lockheed’s commercial version of its 
military C-5A, for example, will carry up to 
900 people. The planes will be faster, too— 
the supersonic transport will fly at speeds 
around 1800 m.p.h.. And it will be incredibly 
more complicated to operate. “The SST will 
not take off and land,” says one aviation ex- 
pert. Like a spacecraft it will, in effect, be 
‘launched’ and ‘recovered.’ ” 

Thus tomorrow's pilot will have to be of 
near-astronaut qualifications. It is that sort 
of man that airlines’ recruiters are scanning 
the skies and combing the earth to find. 


HIGHWAY SAFETY STANDARDS 


Mr. PATTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Montana [Mr. OLsen] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. OLSEN. Mr. Speaker, another di- 
mension to our concern for the American 
highway user was added when Secretary 
of Transportation Alan Boyd announced 
Federal standards for State highway 
safety programs. The Congress has la- 
bored diligently in the past 2 years to 
enact legislation which would make our 
highways and vehicles safer for the trav- 
eling public. The new standards, coupled 
with the vehicle safety standards issued 
earlier this year, are the results of that 
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work. Now we must await the effect they 
will have on this country’s rising high- 
way death rates—hopefully those effects 
will be evident in the not too distant fu- 
ture. 

The Department of Transportation, 
which has taken the lead in public safety, 
will be continuously working to imple- 
ment the new standards as well as to 
promote a more safety conscious Amer- 
ica. As Secretary Boyd pointed out in 
announcing the standards, this is but a 
beginning to even greater safety efforts. 

The 13 standards represent goals the 
States are eventually to reach. The time- 
table for doing so cannot be set at this 
time due to the need for firm cost esti- 
mates and actions by the State legisla- 
tures. But timetables and enforcement, 
which incidentally the Secretary says he 
foresees absolutely no need for, are sec- 
ondary to the significance and imple- 
mentation of these standards. The pri- 
mary significance is that the standards 
have been promulgated, the States can 
begin working to implement them, and 
every State has so far shown every inten- 
tion of doing so. I personally cannot 
comprehend a lack of good faith on the 
part of any party involved when it comes 
to trying to save lives. 

It is gratifying to me to see the State 
and Federal Governments working hand 
in hand to achieve the singularly desired 
objectives. Surely, this cooperation is in 
the spirit of creative federalism—a spirit 
which President Johnson has injected 
into all of his administration’s programs 
and one which offers great incentive for 
our 50 State governments. 

In describing the major roles of the 
new Department of Transportation in 
March of 1966, President Johnson listed 
as a primary point the improvement of 
“safety in every means of transporta- 
tion.” 

This factor has since been a major ele- 
ment in every deliberation, every public 
speech, and every legislative program of 
the new Department. Secretary Boyd 
has obviously accepted the President’s 
challenge and shares the President’s 
concern. The highway safety standards 
are another in a growing list of examples. 

This governmental leadership now of- 
fers the perfect opportunity for the citi- 
zens of America to participate in a pro- 
gram of direct benefit to themselves and 
to each other. I have every confidence 
that they will participate and that every 
State government will assume the lead- 
ership needed to insure a totally effec- 
tive program. 


PROTECT THE WILDERNESS 


Mr. PATTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Montana [Mr. OLSEN] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. OLSEN. Mr. Speaker, many Mem- 
bers of the Congress from my State of 
Montana, the State of Idaho, and other 
States of the Pacific Northwest have 
been deeply concerned about proposals to 
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road and log the wilderness of Idaho’s 
Upper Selway River. This unit, known 
as the Magruder Corridor, was until 1963 
a part of the great Selway-Bitterroot 
Primitive Area which lies in Idaho and 
Montana. Protected as a part of the Na- 
tional Forest Wilderness System since 
its establishment in 1936, this unit had 
been, until the administrative reclassi- 
fication in 1963, one of the largest units 
of wilderness in the United States. Be- 
cause of its size and richly diversified 
scenic and wildlife resources, conserva- 
tionists over the Nation reacted strongly 
to the 1963 administrative removal from 
wilderness protection of nearly one 
quarter million acres in the Upper 
Selway. 

A recent editorial from the New York 
Times, “An Island Saved,” and news 
items from the New York Times and 
Washington Daily News, report the re- 
sults of the historic decision of Sec- 
retary of Agriculture Orville L. Freeman 
to reexamine this decision in response to 
the widespread concern which has been 
expressed by people over the Nation over 
proposals to log and road this unique 
area. 

It is a heartening reflection on our 
Democratic processes that the Secretary 
has ruled recently that there be an in- 
definite stop order on logging and road- 
ing in this area, following the recom- 
mendations of a high-level study com- 
mittee which he appointed to review this 
matter under the able and distinguished 
leadership of Dr. George Selke, nation- 
ally recognized conservationist and edu- 
cator. The committee and the Secretary 
have given a solid frame of reference 
and ample scientific documentation to 
justify the future placement of the ma- 
jor back country units of this wilderness 
corridor in the national wilderness pres- 
ervation system. 

It should be noted, Mr. Speaker, that 
the concern became widespread because 
of the untiring efforts of an inspired 
group of conservationists in Idaho and 
Montana, who through their organiza- 
tions—the Save the Upper Selway Com- 
mittee, Montana Wilderness Association, 
Idaho Wildlife Federation, and others— 
brought the issue of the Upper Sel- 
way to the attention of conservation- 
ists throughout the country. I mention 
only a few names—Mrs. Doris Milner, 
housewife of Hamilton, Mont.; Miles 
Romney, editor of the Western News, 
Hamilton; Don Aldrich, Missoula, presi- 
dent of the Montana Wildlife Federa- 
tion; Ken Baldwin, Boseman, past presi- 
dent of the Montana Wilderness Asso- 
ciation, immediate past president of the 
Montana Wildlife Federation, and vice- 
president of the Federation of Western 
Outdoor Clubs; Morton Brigham and 
Harry Palmer of Lewiston, Idaho, lead- 
ers of the North Idaho Wilderness Com- 
mittee; Bruce Bowler of Boise, Idaho 
Wildlife Federation; Art Manley of Coeur 
d’Alene, president of the Idaho Wildlife 
Federation; and T. R. Mager, leading 
conservationist, Pocatello. There were a 
great many others, in the Northwest re- 
gion and elsewhere, who took their citi- 
zen responsibilities seriously and have 
now been assured that the Upper wilder- 
ness will be spared destructive roading 
and clear cut logging. 
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Mr. Speaker, under unanimous con- 
sent, I include the editorial and news 
reports from the New York Times and 
the Washington Daily News in the 
Recorp following these remarks: 

[From the New York Times, June 13, 1967] 
AN ISLAND SAVED 


Although completely landlocked, the 
Upper Selway region in north central Idaho 
is in many ways an island. It is an island 
of America’s past where the visitor can still 
follow centuries-old Indian trails. 

It is, in the words of one scientist, “a great 
biological museum, the only exhibit of pris- 
tine America in its class.” Because of its steep 
mountain walls and highly erosive soils, the 
area is ecologically very fragile. Any logging 
or highway building would cause the streams 
to silt up and ruin their natural quality. 

Four years ago, when Secretary of Agri- 
culture Freeman administratively upgraded 
the status of the Selway-Bitterroot region 
from that of “primitive area” to the more 
highly protected “wilderness area,“ he ex- 
cluded a considerable section, the so-called 
Magruder Corridor, because it already had a 
road and, in the Forest Service’s judgment, 
had commercially valuable timber that could 
be developed by the building of additional 
roads. However, after reviewing a report by 
non-governmental experts, Secretary Free- 
man has now turned down the specific plan 
developed by the Forest Service to build log- 
ging roads and begin cutting timber. 

It is not often that an entrenched bu- 
reaucracy like the Forest Service is overruled 
in its own domain. Secretary Freeman merits 
praise for accepting the committee report 
and for directing the service to prepare a 
new plan consistent with the area’s primary 
value as a watershed, a spawning ground and 
a scene of unique history and beauty. Logic, 
however, should impel him to go one step 
further and ask Congress to give the Ma- 
gruder Corridor statutory protection as a 
wilderness area. This unique “island” de- 
serves no less. 


{From the New York Times, June 2, 1967] 


FREEMAN BLOCKS LOGGING IN WILDERNESS 
AREA—ORDERS INTEGRATED PLAN FOR IDAHO 
Forest Corripor—Actrs To PROTECT AND 
DEVELOP “PRIMARY VALUES” OF LAND 


(By William M. Blair) 


WASHINGTON, June 1.—A Forest Service 
plan to permit commercial logging in the 
midst of one of the largest wilderness areas 
in the country was halted today by Secre- 
tary of Agriculture Orville L. Freeman. 

Mr. Freeman directed the Forest Service 
to prepare “a new integrated plan for the 
orderly development and management” of 
forest land in the 173,000-acre Magruder Cor- 
ridor in north central Idaho. 

The new plan, he said “shall reflect and 
maintain wild land conditions consistent 
with the primary values of the Corridor: 
watershed-fisheries, historical and recrea- 
tional resources.“ 

Conservationists feared that logging op- 
erations as planned by the Forest Service 
would destroy the fragile wild area and 
harm the Selway River, which they hope 
will become a part of the national wild rivers 
system. Chinook salmon are beginning to 
return to the river as a spawning ground. 


SENATORS LEAD FIGHT 


Senators Frank Church, Democrat of 
Idaho, and Lee Metcalf, Democrat of Mon- 
tana, led the fight to force the Forest Serv- 
ice to take special care of the Corridor, which 
lies between the Selway-Bitterroot Wilder- 
ness and the Salmon River Breaks Primitive 
Area. The Corridor is not a part of the 
wilderness system. It is named for the small 
settlement of Magruder. 

Senator Church said he was “particularly 
pleased” with Mr. Freeman's order because 
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“this will mean that there will be special 
precautions taken to improve and protect 
the watershed and fisheries in the upper 
Selway River basin.” 

Mr. Freeman based his decision on recom- 
mendations of a special committee of non- 
Government members who were critical of 
the Forest Service and its plans to build log- 
ging roads into the area, which is in the 
Selway-Bitterroot National Forest. The com- 
mittee was headed by Dr. George A. Selke, 
former chancellor of the University of Mon- 
tana and former Commissioner of Conserva- 
tion in Minnesota. 

Mr. Freeman said there was no need for 
a road as planned by the Forest Service. 
He also held that the Selway River road 
should be maintained primarily as a recrea- 
tion and administrative service road and 
that it be improved promptly for stabiliza- 
tion and safety. 

The Forest Service was directed to delay 
any timber harvesting until commercial tim- 
ber and timberland values were more spe- 
cifically and comprehensively evaluated. 
Conservationists contended that the timber 
was of low quality and that it has to be 
trucked at least 1,000 miles to market. 

Secretary Freeman also told the Forest 
Service to determine where and how cutting 
could be reasonably done without impairing 
the esthetic landscapes in areas of public 
use for travel and recreation. 

The Forest Service was also charged with 
developing a strengthened research program 
to help assure that the most advanced 
knowledge would be used in planning land 
management to control erosion and stream 
sedimentation in the Corridor. 


[From the Washington Daily News, June 1, 
1967] 


WOODMAN, SPARE THAT TREE—FREEMAN CHOPS 
Down FOREST LOGGING PLAN 


(By William Steif) 


Agriculture Secretary Orville L, Freeman 
today rejected a Forest Service plan to per- 
mit commercial logging in the heart of the 
largest remaining wilderness area in the con- 
tinental U.S. 

At stake was a 173,000-acre area known as 
“The Magruder Corridor” which bisects a 1.5 
million-acre wilderness in north-central 
Idaho. The corridor was named for a tiny 
settlement, Magruder, near the headwaters 
of the Clearwater river. 

Conservationists, led by Sens. Lee Metcalf 
(D. Mont.) and Frank Church (D., Idaho), 
hailed Mr. Freeman’s decision as an impor- 
tant victory in their four-year fight to save 
the mountain wilderness. 

WILDLIFE 

The area's silt-free streams furnish spawn- 
ing grounds for steelhead trout and Chinook 
salmon and its high country is the home of 
remnant populations of mountain goats, elk 
and other wild species. 

The Forest Service sought to turn over the 
Magruder Corridor’s acreage to loggers, altho 
the timber is of low quality and quantity and 
would have to be trucked 1000 miles to mar- 
ket, conservationists said. The Forest Service 
plan would have doomed the Clearwater 
river—mentioned prominently in President 
Johnson’s program for a scenic rivers sys- 
tem—to pollution. 

Conservationists protests had slowed the 
Forest Service, but as late as last fall it was 
making plans to build logging roads in the 
area. 

GROUP PROBE 

Sens. Metcalf and Church demanded that 
Mr. Freeman appoint an impartial group out- 
side the Forest Service to study what should 
be done with the Corridor. The group’s six 
members, headed by former Minnesota Con- 
servation Commissioner George A. Selke, sent 
Mr. Freeman their report six weeks ago. It 
was highly critical of the Forest Service. 
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As a result, Mr. Freeman today ordered the 
Forest Service to: 

Make plans for the 173,000 acres “conso- 
nant with the primary values” of the Corri- 
dor. Mr. Freeman named the primary values 
as “watershed, fisheries, historic and recrea- 
tional.” 

Forget about building logging roads, 

Delay all logging until it’s decided what 
commercial value the area's timber has, and 
then permit logging only where it is con- 
sistent with maintaining esthetic land- 
scapes.” 

Develop a better research program for the 
area, 


COPS AND NEGROES 


Mr. PATTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. O’Hara] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. O’HARA of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, the issue in Detroit today is 
basically a question of law and order. 
The plain fact of the tragic situation in 
Detroit is that the lawless elements have 
had free rein in large sections of the 
city. Law and order has completely 
broken down. 

The distinguished columnist, Mr. 
Joseph Kraft, has written a trenchant 
analysis of the problem of urban rioting 
in this summer of 1967 which I com- 
mend to my colleagues’ attention. 

Mr. Speaker, I include Mr. Kraft’s 
column, which appeared in today’s 
Washington Post, and which is of in- 
terest to everyone concerned with this 
grave crisis, at this point in the RECORD; 

Cops AND NEGROES 
(By Joseph Kraft) 

Cops and Negroes is the name of the game. 

Detroit, Newark, Watts and dozens of lesser 
episodes show that the critical element in 
the Nation's race troubles is the vexed re- 
lationship between police authorities and 
ghetto dwellers. Something is seriously 
wrong, and major change is obviously re- 
quired. 

But not, at least not preeminently, in the 
direction of softening and diluting police 
effort as religiously prescribed by the liberal 
rhetoric. On the contrary, the major em- 
phasis has to be on improving police pro- 
tection in the Negro slums. 

To grasp the problem, it is first necessary 
to understand the high level of ghetto law- 
lessness. All studies indicate the unusual 
prevalence of all kinds of crime in the down- 
and-out Negro quarters of the big cities. 

Far more than in white neighborhoods of 
comparable income level, murder, assault, 
robbery, drug peddling, prostitution and the 
numbers racket are part of the scene. As the 
most authoritative source on the subject, the 
President’s Crime Commission report, 
pointed out: 

“A much greater proportion of Negroes 
than whites are the victims, as well as the 
perpetrators, of crime.” 

No doubt the reasons for ghetto crime 
are complex. Bad housing, poor job oppor- 
tunities and inadequate schools are involved. 
So is the breakdown of the Negro family. 

But another vital cause is the deficiency of 
police protection in the ghetto areas. While 
even the Crime Commission seems not to 
have studied the matter, the poor quality of 
law enforcement in the Negro slums is mas- 
sively attested. 
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For one thing there is the testimony of 
whites living in integrated areas of Chicago 
and Denver which I have just visited. The 
whites in those parts of town indicate that 
the arrival of Negroes was first accompanied 
by a perceptible slacking off in the police 
performance, as if crime was expected where 
Negroes lived. In order to make integration 
work, in order to prevent the usual exodus 
to the suburbs, white leaders have had to 
make special efforts to sustain police per- 
formance at the level customary in middle 
class neighborhoods. 

More important is the testimony of the 
ghetto dwellers. A study of Cleveland by the 
Federal Civil Rights Commission found that 
among Negroes “the most frequent complaint 
is that of permissive law enforcement and 
that policemen fail to provide adequate pro- 
tection and services in areas occupied by 
Negroes.” Evidence along the same lines is 
implicit in recent surveys made in Watts, 
Washington and Harlem. A Cincinnati sur- 
vey of Negro boys found 83 percent agreeing 
that “without police there would be crime 
everywhere,” 

Indifferent police performance in the 
ghetto finds its worst expression in the 
toleration of a small minority of undoubted 
hoodlums. This hoodlum element, by as- 
saulting people, peddling narcotics, robbing 
and defacing buildings exerts a severe nega- 
tive drag on all the various programs in edu- 
cation, housing and racial understanding 
designed to ameliorate ghetto conditions. It 
is the hoodlums, moreover, who come to 
the fore, in leading others to the burning 
and looting and shooting which has marked 
recent riots. 

In addition, the inadequacy of the police 
effort in the Negro slums means that the 
law enforcement agencies are not really part 
of the scene, not in touch with the forces 
at work in the ghetto. When the police do 
come in, even on routine patrol, they tend 
to come in as ignorant outsiders. They are 
all the more prone to treat people they ap- 
prehend with undue severity—which only 
works to breed more tension between police 
and Negroes. 

The right remedy for these tragedies is a 
major effort to improve police performance 
in the ghettoes—a program for police satu- 
ration of the Negro slums aimed at holding 
down crime. No doubt some items on the 
liberal agenda are relevant to this effort. 

Minority groups must figure more import- 
antly in manning and running police forces. 
Better community relations, that is to say 
ties between the police and the ghettoes, are 
required. So is training to equip policemen 
with the background necessary to treat with 
juvenile offenders. And some device whereby 
complaints against the police can be aired 
may be useful. 

But that is not where the emphasis be- 
longs. The emphasis belongs on policing the 
ghettos in order to contain and to eliminate 
the hoodlum elements. 

For it is the hoodlum elements which are 
chiefly responsible for the riots, It is the 
hoodlums who undo the best-meant pro- 
grams for improving the quality of Negro 
life, It is the hoodlums who, by forcing the 
white exodus, make the ghetto the ghetto. 


RIOTS IN DETROIT, NEW YORK, 
NEWARK, AND OTHER CITIES 


Mr. PATTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Arizona [Mr. UDALL] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. UDALL Mr. Speaker, I am only 
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one observer today among 200 million 
viewing with shock and sadness the 
tragic events occurring in Detroit, New 
York, Newark, and other cities. I do not 
pretend to know all the causes of the 
riots which have erupted in these places. 
I think I know some of them. 

As I try to assess what is happening 
in our urban ghettoes, I realize that I 
share a responsibility with all other per- 
sons in public office to avoid fanning the 
flames of hatred and thereby encourag- 
ing more of the devastation and death so 
widespread in recent days. I see these 
events as neither minor nor isolated. I 
believe we are seeing the beginnings of a 
major social upheaval in this country. 
And I believe all of us in the Congress 
and in public life must either deal with 
these events responsibly or reap the fruit 
of our irresponsibility. Of course law and 
order must be upheld, This has the high- 
- priority, murder and looting must 

p. 

Mr. Speaker, reading the newspapers 
and listening to the statements of public 
men on radio and television in the past 
24 hours I have been appalled at the 
irresponsibility of some of the things I 
have heard. In particular, I have been 
shocked by the willingness of the top 
leaders of the Republican Party in this 
Congress to play politics with these riots, 
hoping to pick up a few votes with the 
“big lie“ technique, hoping to convince 
the confused and ignorant that some- 
how the President of the United States is 
responsible when a rock is thrown in 
Detroit or a “Molotov cocktail” is set 
off in Newark. This is disgraceful politics 
and can win for the Republican Party 
nothing but the contempt of decent and 
fairminded citizens. 

Mr. Speaker, I have said I do not know 
what all the causes are of these distur- 
bances. But I firmly believe that some of 
them are high unemployment in our big- 
city ghettoes, a long history of discrimi- 
nation in various forms, deplorable 
health conditions, and grinding poverty 
that has gotten too little attention from 
our otherwise affluent society. I am sure 
there are other cases as well. 

As a member of the affluent portion 
of our society and as a public official I 
am willing to concede that I share part 
of the responsibility for the conditions 
which have led to these outbreaks. I have 
supported programs to help alleviate 
some of them, but perhaps I should have 
tried harder. However, I note no such 
sense of responsibility on the part of the 
Republican leaders I saw on television 
last night or whose words I read in to- 
day’s newspapers. Their explanation is 
simple: It is all Lyndon Johnson’s fault. 
He should have come up with some law 
to put these rioters in their place. A 
piece of paper, they seem to be telling 
us, would have prevented all these 
troubles. Just shake a big stick and the 
poor, poverty-stricken and hopeless 
masses of our ghettoes will stay in their 
place. 

This is cruel, it is wrong, and, coming 
from these leaders of the Republican 
party, it is ironic. It is ironic because 
these same leaders are the men who have 
fought so long and so hard against meas- 
ures which would get at some of the real 
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and pressing problems of this Nation's 
urban ghettoes. 

Just last week we saw an outstanding 
example of this blindness to human suf- 
fering and need. I speak of the defeat 
of the Rat Extermination Act of 1967 at 
the hands of the Republican leadership. 

Recall, Mr. Speaker, the hilarious col- 
loquy—or so it seemed to many of our 
Republican colleagues—that preceded 
defeat of the rule on that bill. They sug- 
gested that children who are bitten by 
rats could just as well be bitten by squir- 
rels. Should we exterminate squirrels, 
one member asked? They joked about the 
possibilities of “rat patronage” and “rat 
bureaucrats.” And they even offered the 
services of a certain tomcat that has 
“an enviable reputation in the rat- 
catching department.” It was a day of 
mirth and merriment among our Repub- 
lican colleagues—and another day of 
ignoring the awful and disgraceful con- 
ditions in the big cities of our country. 

This performance, and the eagerness 
to play politics with civil strife, are made 
the more sad by reflections on the reports 
of recent days about the “new” Repub- 
lican Party. We were told this “new” 
Republican Party was the party that 
cared about the city dweller. It was the 
party that welcomed the minority group. 
It was the party that sought to form a 
broader base for its policies. 

Mr. Speaker, that Republican Party is 
a myth. It never existed, and the deeds 
and words of this past week prove it. 

The “new” Republican Party is a myth, 
Mr. Speaker, when the same leaders who 
accuse the President of causing riots 
whip their members into line in opposi- 
tion to rent-supplement housing for the 
poor, medicare, unemployment insur- 
ance, minimum wage, and other pro- 
grams designed to ameliorate the suf- 
fering and deprivation of many of our 
people. 

The “new” Republican Party is a myth 
when, at a time calling for high reson- 
sibility, the leaders of that party choose 
to speak irresponsibly. 

The vote last week against the rat- 
control program is but another milestone 
in a long trail of votes cast by the Re- 
publican leadership against meaningful 
solutions to problems of our urban pop- 
ulations. And the remarks of the Repub- 
lican leadership today are yet another 
evidence that the “old” Republican Party 
is still with us, trying hard to put on a 
new image but without success. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope our Republican 
colleagues will reconsider their opposi- 
tion to the rat-control program, and I 
most certainly hope they will reconsider 
their intemperate, unfounded, and irre- 
sponsible attacks on President Johnson. 
If, and only if, they do so will I accept the 
notion that theirs is a new“ party look- 
ing to the future and seeking to serve the 
real, live, and urgent needs of the United 
States of America in the years lying im- 
mediately ahead. 


HARLEM’S ENDLESS BATTLE: THE 
RATS COME EVERY NIGHT 


Mr. PATTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Indiana [Mr. BrapEMAs] may ex- 
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tend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, one of 
the most moving comments I have yet 
seen on the vote of the House of Repre- 
sentatives last week against considera- 
tion of a bill to help exterminate rats in 
the urban slums of our great cities is 
the following article from the Washing- 
tion Post of July 25, 1967, by Jimmy 
Breslin. 

The article entitled, “Harlem’s Endless 
Battle: The Rats Come Every Night,” 
follows: 


HARLEM’S ENDLESS BATTLE: THE Rats COME 
Every NIGHT 
(By Jimmy Breslin) 

New YorK.—At eight o'clock at night, the 
rats come up from the spaces around the 
sewer pipes under the boiler room where 
they have slept all day. They cling to the 
big rusted pipe and come up into the boiler 
room and then they start up the pipes which 
are inside the walls of the five-story tene- 
ment. The rats come for food and water in 
the apartments where the people live. 

As the rats crawled through the building, 
many of the people who live at 220 East 
111th St, in the part of New York called East 
Harlem were out on the sidewalk. Many of 
them talked about the trouble of the night 
before, when a man with a knife was killed 
by a cop up at the corner. 

The neighborhood made the first motions 
towards a riot, then stopped when Mayor 
Lindsay arriyed and plunged into the crowd. 
Now, two games of dice were played by men 
standing in semi-circles around the bottom 
of the stoop. Four men sat on milk boxes 
around a card table playing dominoes. Pedro 
Perdomo, in a yellow polo shirt and floppy 
field worker’s hat, sat on a car fender and 
pounded a bongo drum held between his 
knees. 

“Yare, yare,” he sang out. 

“Caro,” four people yelled back. 


TAKES OFF SHOE 


Upstairs, in apartment three on the third 
floor, Cathy Marrero shrieked. Her husband 
Ebro broke in a smile. They had just chased 
two rats from under the kitchen sink and 
the rats had run into the bathroom and 
Ebro had slammed the door on them. Now, 
Ebro said. Now I have them. The rats always 
stay in the bathroom, licking water from 
the tub. They never crawl out of the room. 
Ebro bent down and took off his left shoe. 

“Ha,” he said. 

“Here,” his wife said. She handed him 
a flatiron. Ebro shook his head no. He held 
the shoe up in his right hand and opened 
the bathroom door slowly, and slid inside. 
He slammed the door behind him. He began 
shouting, “Ho, ha, ho,“ while he beat the two 
rats in the bathtub to death with the shoe. 
The shoe sounded hollow against the sides 
of the bathtub. 

Ebro opened the door and came out, his 
face and arms glistening with sweat. He 
pointed to the rats inside, in the bathtub. 
They were very small rats for East Harlem. 
They were much larger than mice, but still 
very small for East Harlem, where rats are 
very big. 

“You came just in time,” Ebro said. 

“Do you chase them like this every night?” 
he was asked. 

DOING THE DISHES 

“Every night? how could you work in the 
morning if you do this?” he said. “They 
just came this time right out under the 
sink while my wife is doing the dishes. She 
started chasing them. So I chase too.” 
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His wife came in with a handbrush and 
a paper bag. She swept the two dead rats 
into a paper bag. She reached over and 
emptied the two dead rats out of the paper 
bag and into the toilet. She flushed the 
toilet. She put the paper bag into the bath- 
tub. Ebro lit a match and set the bag on 
fire, After the paper bag burned away, his 
wife took a bottle of disinfectant from the 
shelf and poured it all over the bathtub. 
The disinfectant smelled strong and Ebro 
left. 

He walked out to the living room while 
his wife scrubbed the bathtub. To get to the 
living room you go first into the kitchen, 
then through two rooms that have no doors 
or windows, A bed, and a crib next to it, was 
in each room, You come out into a small 
front room that has a linoleum floor. A 
broken couch, two rocking chairs and a 
stuffed chair covered with a plastic filled the 
small room. 

A framed Army discharge certificate and 
pictures of John F. Kennedy and the Sacred 
Heart were on the wall over the couch, The 
two sooty windows were open to the hot air 
of the street and the sound of the bongo 
drum. 

“The rats come every night?” Ebro was 
asked. 

“All night long,” he said. “You see into 
the kitchen from here? See the refrigerator? 
I have two by four wood holding it up. That 
is so we can get underneath it with a broom 
to chase the rats when they get under it.” 

“Don’t you use a rat trap or poison?” 

“The children,” he said. “You cannot have 
traps and poison around with babies. No. 
Nobody uses traps because everybody has 
babies. Have you ever smelled a rat when 
he dies under the floorboards or between the 
walls? No way to get him out.” 

“Why don’t you try cats?” 

CAT DISAPPEARS 


He smiled. “The janitor got this big cat 
and put him in the boiler room, One morn- 
ing he told me to come and look. There was 
cat fur all around the boiler room. And no 
cat. Huh. There are rats in the boiler room 
bigger than any cat.” 

“A dog then?” “Sometimes dogs are good, 
sometimes they’re not. “Is more trouble than 
it’s worth anyway. There are so many rats in 
this neighborhood for anything to work.” 

Ebro is 27. He works for the Railway Ex- 
press Agency. His wife came into the room 
with cans of beer. Ebro and his wife sat and 
drank from the cans. 

“Our baby is only three weeks,” she said. 
We keep him in bed with us. The other two, 
we have the crib set up high. No rats come 
there so far. But you still can’t leave a baby 
alone.” 

“Has anybody been bitten by them?” 

“Who hasn’t?” Ebro said. 

“What do you do when you get bitten?” 

“Nothing,” he said. “Oh, some people have 
had to go to the doctor, But with me, only 
nips.” 

“Come into the kitchen and be quiet and 
you hear them,” his wife said. 


SOUNDS IN THE WALLS 


We went into the kitchen and drank beer 
from the cans and listened for what seemed 
like a long time but was only 10 mintues. 
Then there was this sound in the walls. A 
scratching sound. The tumbling, scrambling, 
sound when one of the rats moved quickly. 

It is a sound by itself. And when you are 
young, and you sleep on the side of the bed 
next to the wall and the rats scratch against 
the wall at your ear, you carry the sound 
with you for the rest of your life. It is some- 
thing that is heard by people in every poor 
neighborhood in every city in the Nation. 
And it is one of the reasons why this is our 
longest of summers. Last week, the House of 

tatives thought it all was a cause 
for laughter. 
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GOVERNOR SMITH ADDRESSES THE 
AMERICAN LEGION 


Mr. PATTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from West Virginia [Mr. HECHLER] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr. 
Speaker, the State American Legion 
convention at Morgantown, W. Va., was 
honored last weekend by visits by many 
celebrities. West Virginia’s senior U.S. 
Senator, JENNINGS RANDOLPH, shared the 
platform on Saturday night with the 
main banquet speaker, U.S. Senator 
STUART SYMINGTON, of Missouri, who de- 
livered an eloquent address. 

On Friday, July 21, West Virginia’s 
Gov. Hulett C. Smith won praise from 
the convention delegates by an inspiring 
address, the text of which I include by 
unanimous consent: 


REMARKS OF Gov. HULETT C. SMITH, STATE 
AMERICAN LEGION CONVENTION, MORGAN- 
TOWN, W. Va. 

I recently received a letter from a young 
man who is now stationed in Viet Nam. 
This West Virginia youth—he had worked 
for us last summer at the State Capitol— 
had some very telling points about his first 
experiences in Viet Nam, and I'd like to 
quote from his letter: 

“The war is being won everyday clearly 
in combat areas,” he wrote, “but our paci- 
fication program is still at a low peak. 

“If the American people will just take a 
little pride and patience to understand this 
conflict along with our top political officials, 
I am sure eventually we will reap the prize 
of victory or mutual compromise. I must 
say that this trip is an experience I will 
never forget. It has given me the opportunity 
to join in with fellow Americans in battling 
for a just cause. And also, I have a better 
understanding of the actual facts concern- 
ing this conflict. 

I think now—while we're all assembled 
here in convention—is a good time for all 
of us, like our fellow West Virginian in Viet 
Nam, to try to get a better understanding 
of the facts about Viet Nam. 

Our President, thank God, has had the 
courage to do what he believes is right, and 
has not attached the pricetag of political 
popularity to his determination that we 
cannot retreat from the fundamental issues 
of peace and war, 

There has been a great deal of dissent on 
the Viet Nam issue. 

And the right of dissent is a precious right 
in America. There is also the right of ad- 
vocacy—of stating your position as you see 
it—and that is what I am going to do this 
morning. 

I think we should take a look at history, 
and apply that history to the situation in 
Viet Nam. 

Twenty years ago, Joseph Stalin said he 
was going to take the upper provinces of 
what is now Iran. America stood firm. Harry 
Truman gave him five days to get out. Mr. 
Stalin left. 

The same thing happened in Turkey. 

And again in the Dardanelles. 

And when he said he was going to take 
Greece, we did not say, Take it.” We stood 
firm in Greece. We stood firm in Iran, We 
stood firm in Turkey. We have taken a firm 
stand in Berlin, and we must stand firm in 
Viet Nam. 

In 1961, Khrushchev said he would change 
Eastern Europe by the use of force. We told 
him no. 
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In 1962, we were within hours of a nuclear 
war over Cuba, but President Kennedy was 
determined that we would stand firm. And 
we did. 

In Korea, we did not say to the Commu- 
nists, “Here is Korea—it’s yours.” Harry Tru- 
man said we would stay. And today Korea 
represents the greatest breakthrough in eco- 
nomic development in all of Asia. 

I bring these examples to mind today be- 
cause, as Vice-President Humphrey recently 
pointed out in Washington, “Aggression un- 
checked is aggression unleashed,” and by 
now, history should have taught us that 
lesson. 

Where it has gone unchecked, turmoil] has 
resulted. Who knows, for example, whether 
we might have avoided World War II if Hitler 
had been stopped in the Rhineland .. . and 
if Japan had been stopped in Manchuria. 
Maybe there would never have been a Pearl 
Harbor. 

But that is all history. 

Today, we find ourselves immersed in a 
conflict in Viet Nam. 

And there are many who say we should get 
out of Viet Nam. 

But there’s one question that hasn’t been 
answered for me yet: 

What happens to South Viet Nam if we 
pull out? 

No one has yet answered that question for 
me. 

Do you think we can pull all of our forces 
out, and then hide our heads in the sand, 
ignoring what will follow? 

Is there anyone who seriously believes that 
if we pull out of South Viet Nam, this small 
country will not be overrun by the terrorists 
and saboteurs of the North? 

I don’t think anyone believes that our re- 
treat from South Viet Nam will bring about 
peace for those people. In fact, I think just 
the opposite is true—the conflict will expand 
into the rest of Asia, and we will have re- 
gretted not standing firm in South Viet Nam. 

If we were to pull out, I dread the horrible 
feeling we would have as news dispatches 
came in hourly about the communists crush- 
ing this country in Southeast Asia. How 
would we feel then? I remember how we felt 
about Hungary. 

Gentlemen, you do not satisfy the appe- 
tites of an aggressor by handing him pieces 
of territory. We tried it with Hitler, and it 
didn’t work. 

We are in Viet Nam because we are signa- 
tors to a treaty in which we agreed to come 
to the aid of a country in danger of tyranny. 
And the President of the United States must 
uphold our commitments under our treaties. 

If we had pulled out of Viet Nam in 1965, 
that country today would be gone—all of it. 

Today, there are those who are saying that 
if we stopped the bombing in the north, we 
will have peace. 

Believe me, if our President thought this 
were so, he would—as Vice-President Hum- 
phrey pointed out—he stopping the bombing 
so fast you wouldn’t know what happened. 

But would this bring peace? 

There wasn’t a single bomb dropped in the 
north from 1963 to 1965. Yet what happened? 
Open aggression—armed and directed out of 
Hanoi. 


And the unwillingness of our government 
to stop the bombing in the north does not 
indicate, by any degree of the imagination, 
that we do not seek peace. 

Heaven knows we want peace. No man in 
the world wants peace more than the Presi- 
dent of the United States. I know this for a 
fact. 

All the world today should know by now 
who it is that wants peace . . and who it is 
that prolongs war. The exchange of letters 
between President Johnson and Ho Chi Minh 
has revealed this. 

Our President appealed for peace one hun- 
dred times between 1963 and 1965. 
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In Canada, a member of the International 
Control Commission begged for peace. 

But did North Viet Nam come to the con- 
ference table? 

No. We paused for five days in May of 1965 
because we were asked to. We were asked 
to by the Eastern European Communist 
countries. They said this could bring North 
Viet Nam to the peace table. 

And after only the second day—after we 
had granted their request—we were told by 
an Official of one of the Iron Curtain coun- 
tries: “This is an insult. This is like an 
ultimatum. We will not knuckle down to 
vou.“ 

We paused in the bombing. But it was 
useless. The aggression continued. And many 
of our boys went into battle without the sup- 
port of air power, Many of them were lost. 

Then they said, “If you will only pause 
for fourteen days, we think we can bring 
North Viet Nam to the peace table.” 

So we paused 14 days. 

At the end of the 14 days, no North Viet 
Nam. 

They came to the President, and said give 
us seven more days. 

Alright, said the President—seven more 
days. 

Finally, 21 days had passed. They said 
they needed another six. Twenty-seven days. 
At the end of that, they came back and 
said, “It is useless.” 

We held up for ten more days. 

But nobody came. 

In the meantime, the supplies kept mov- 
ing southward. 

In the meantime, our boys were once 
again without the maximum air support 
they needed. 

Every time we have paused, there has 
not been a shred of evidence that the enemy 
is willing to reciprocate. The infiltration of 
men and supplies increased every time. Down 
the coastlines cames thousands of men; 
thousands of supplies. 

We were willing to talk. 

We have always said we wanted to take 
the conflict from the battlefield to the con- 
ference table. We have been asking for the 
peace table every day. But North Viet Nam 
has never guaranteed it would show up at 
any peace table. They said they might, pos- 
sibly, consider it—under this condition or 
under that condition. But they have never 
said they would come. 

Today we are in Viet Nam to preserve the 
territorial integrity of South Viet Nam and 
to bring about a lasting peace. 

If we could do it with no bombing, I be- 
lieve our President would stop the bomb- 
ing immediately. 

If we could get it through a cease-fire, 
I know our President would order a cease- 
fire. But it is useless to have a cease-fire 
when the other side continues to fire at 


ou. 
5 How do we stand in Viet Nam today? 

We know that the enemy cannot win. The 
Viet Cong is in retreat. 

Secondly, the government there is much 
more stable than it was two years ago. They 
have had a great election in South Viet Nam 
for a Constituent Assembly. Skeptics said it 
would never work. 

Yet, eighty per cent of the eligible voters 
cast a ballot ...a record better than West 
Virginia’s. 

And everyone said it would be fixed. 

Vice-President Humphrey says 400 report- 
ers from this country went to Viet Nam to 
observe that election. .. to try to find mis- 
takes. He said they came home heartbroken. 

They have written a constitution. 

And they are bringing about this stable 
condition under the pressure of war. It is 
not an easy task. 

The more I hear about the Viet Nam con- 
flict . . . the more I hear in security briefings 
in Washington ... the more I am convinced 
that Hanoi thinks it can win this war not on 
the battlefields of Viet Nam, but in Wash- 
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ington, D.C., and Charleston, West Virginia, 
and Morgantown. 

They think they can divide—by public 
opinion—and conquer. 

We do not want to escalate this struggle. 
But I must tell you that I feel it is absolutely 
essential that we persevere. 

And I hope that we will be able to find an 
honorable peace. 

There is only one thing worse than war— 
and that’s tyranny. 

And the story of the conflict in Viet Nam 
is a story of tyranny—it has been from the 
beginning. And it is tyranny initiated in 
the north against the people of South Viet 
Nam—the people who have a right to free- 
dom. 

Those are my feelings on this conflict. 

I have one other point to make. And that 
is simply this: Lyndon Johnson is the elected 
President of the United States of America. 

He was elected to this position in a free, 
open political election under our system of 
government. 

In the matter of war and peace, he deserves 
our support. 

I would ask you to remember these words 
of columnist Bob Considine, which I will 
quote in part: 

Let's everybody lay off LBJ this weekend. 

He didn’t start the war in Viet Nam. All 
he’s trying to do is stop it. 

He didn’t raise the cost of living. You did. 

He didn't make money tight. He's trying 
to stretch it. 

He'd leap at any fair proposition (for 
peace). There’s only one American more dis- 
gusted with the war in Viet Nam than you 
are. Him. 

So he's sensitive to criticism. Look who's 
talking. 

So he may have to raise taxes. That’s been 
done before. 

So he doesn't come across on TV like Perry 
Como. Lincoln’s critics called him a baboon. 

Have a heart. Here’s a man who can count 
on distressing or alienating the affections of 
tens of millions of fellow Americans every 
time he makes a move that pleases other 
tens of millions. 

Here’s a man who must say yes or no, and 
put a positive end to 10,000 arguments pro 
and con, The yes or no can make or break 
the country he loves, preserve the man him- 
self as a titan among the great presidents or 
consign him to the limbo of Harding. 

Give the man a chance. 

Destiny decreed that he be saddled with 
the hardest job in the world. 

He’s the first man to admit he doesn’t 
have all the answers. But he keeps looking 
around for somebody who does. Maybe you're 
the guy he’s been searching for. Drop every- 
thing and offer your services. 


GREEN ACRES 


Mr. PATTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from West Virginia [Mr. HECHLER] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
Record and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr. 
Speaker, “Green Acres” is the name of 
a facility for the mentally retarded 
which is being developed a dozen miles 
north of Huntington, W. Va., along the 
Ohio River. In the future, it will include 
a training center, comprising a sheltered 
workshop, greenhouse, classrooms and 
other facilities. The groundbreaking for 
this project will take place this fall. 

The story of how Green Acres came 
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into being is an inspiring one which in- 
volves the lives and efforts of many dif- 
ferent people and organizations. The 
work of almost all of these is detailed in 
the enclosed article published in the July 
23 issue of the Huntington Herald-Ad- 
vertiser. The article does justice to many 
of those who worked hard on this proj- 
ect. But it cannot do justice to the author 
of the article himself, C. T. Mitchell, 
who put in many unselfish hours of effort 
to bring this wonderful dream toward 
reality. 

The Federal Government is putting up 
61 percent of the construction costs, the 
article points out. The stirring effort of 
so many people to obtain the difficult 39 
percent is told very well in the accom- 
panying story. My colleagues in the Con- 
gress will appreciate the fact, I am sure, 
that it is also through their efforts that 
the major proportion of the funds were 
made available for this worthy project. 

I hope that this article will not only 
inspire other communities to enlist the 
kind of local effort which is producing 
the Green Acres project, but will also in- 
spire the Congress to continue to sup- 
port the funding of projects like these. 
This is a case where Federal, State, local 
and private organizational effort have 
effectively joined hands to produce some- 
thing of value which also ennobles the 
spirit of those who have worked on it. 
Under unanimous consent, I include the 
fine article by C. T. Mitchell: 

GREEN ACRES 
(By C. T. Mitchell) 

The warm summer wind blows gently 
across the land, leaving waves of tall grass 
weaving in its wake. 

The scattered buildings, in their peeling 
cloaks of white paint, present an aura of 
abandonment. 

Across the busy highway, almost concealed 
in its cluster of trees, the weathered old 
farmhouse looks down on the flat, verdant 
acres below. 

Thus it has been for 10 long years. 

There’s something tragic about the deser- 
tion of land that for so long produced life 
and growth, something tragic about watck -~ 
ing it lie fallow and forgotten for a decade. 

And so it is especially rewarding to know 
that soon, very soon now, life will be re- 
stored to the land, that it will be given new 
purpose and will nourish life and growth of 
another sort. 


PROPERTY UNUSED FOR 10 YEARS 


That land, nearly 25 acres of it, sprawls 
alongside Ohio River Rd.—W. Va. 2—about 
12 miles north of Huntington. Once it was 
a productive farm. Later it brought forth 
life as the state-owned Lesage Tree Nursery. 
For the last 10 years it has produced nothing 
but grass, havested occasionally by nearby 
farmers as hay. 

But now it is Green Acres, And behind that 
transition lies quite a story ... 

It is the story of a cause. 

It is the story of a small group of people— 
a curious combination of tough-minded do- 
gooders who’d push your face in if you dared 
speak of them as do-gooders. 


LIVES BEING WASTED, NEEDLESSLY 


They saw a need, an honest, real need, They 
saw lives being wasted and they saw a way 
to salvage those lives. 

They saw around them a society which 
didn’t care particularly. 

They saw hard work ahead and, almost 
literally, a fight. 

Nearly two years ago—Sept. 26, 1965—The 
Herald-Advertiser published an “Off the 
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Beat“ column about a Huntington nurse and 
her dream. 

Thus we meet the first of the ready-to- 
fight do-gooders. Her name is Sadie McGhee 
and she has been involved in the struggle 
to help the mentally retarded for more than 
two decades, 

In 1965, Sadie McGhee’s dream was just 
that—a dream, a hope. 

It was a dream about a place—a place 
which would provide all the facilities and 
services necessary to meet the many needs 
of the mentally retarded, 

In the 22 months since then, many things 
have happened. The dream has glowed, it 
has faded and returned to glow ever brighter. 

Late in 1965, Gov. Hulett C. Smith was 
asked to include in his call to the 1966 Leg- 
islature a bill to make available the old 
tree nursery for development as a facility for 
the mentally retarded. 

He agreed. Further, he threw his active 
support into the movement. 


THREE BIG ORGANIZATIONS LEND SUPPORT 


Others, many others, individuals and 
groups, caught some of the fire and united 
behind the proposal. Three strong, politically 
significant state organizations put muscle 
into the effort—the 61,000-member West Vir- 
ginia Labor Federation, AFL-CIO, the West 
Virginia Federation of Women’s Clubs and 
the Izaak Walton League. 

Enter another of the tough do-gooders. 
He is David H. McGinnis, crane inspector at 
the Huntington plant of International Nickel 
Co., recording secretary of Local 40 of the 
United Steelworkers, ex-Marine, father of 
three, It was McGinnis who swung the con- 
vention of the State Labor Federation be- 
hind the proposed legislation. 

The Legislature went about its work. The 
amateur lobbyists rounded up support as 
best they could. Perhaps the most effective 
of these was Grover C. (Zip) Little Jr., then 
president of the state division of the Izaak 
Walton League and one of those pressing for 
Green Acres from the start. 


LONG-AWAITED OPPORTUNITY IS REALIZED 


Then, almost suddenly, it was over. Both 
houses of the Legislature passed the tree 
nursery transfer bill unanimously. And the 
Cabell County Council for Retarded Children 
had the land and the opportunity it had 
sought for so long. 

It was ill-prepared for the challenge. 

There were no plans, just the dreams. There 
was no money. 

Tt was obvious the job had only begun. 
The hard-boiled do-gooders, their numbers 
slowly growing, rolled up their sleeves and 
went to work. 

They met with their old friend, Dr. Allen 
Blumberg, the Marshall University special 
education director who had become planning 
coordinator for the new State Commission 
on Mental Retardation. 

Al Blumberg will never be classed hard- 
boiled, but do-gooder he is. He pointed out 
federal money was available and helped draw 
up plans to obtain it. 


ONLY $400 IN THE BANK 


The group met with federal officials. Sure, 
the government would put up 61 per cent of 
construction costs. But the other 39 per 
cent would have to come from local sources. 

The dream flickered, nearly died. The 
Council for Retarded Children had some- 
thing like $400 in the bank. 

Weeks passed, and one evening a few of 
the faithful were gathered. Al Blumberg was 
there. Something he said triggered an idea 
in Dave McGinnis. 

A couple of days later the youthful-look- 
ing steelworker was dressed in his best busi- 
ness suit, standing before the receptionist 
in Governor Smith’s office. He had no ap- 
pointment, but the governor welcomed him, 
anyway. 
~ McGinnis quickly outlined his proposal. 
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Just as quickly, the governor agreed to it. 
He’d put up part of the matching money 
from his contingency fund, request addi- 
tional help through the Appalachian Re- 
gional Commission. 

But by then it was late April, and more 
than $100,000 allocated West Virginia for 
construction of mental retardation facilities 
would be “sent back” to Washington if it 
were not “encumbered” by July 1, 1966. 
Nobody had applied for it. If the Cabell 
group got its application in by June 30, full 
cooperation would be assured. 


APPLICATION A BUREAUCRATIC NIGHTMARE 


Again the dream faded. The application 
was complex—a four-phase bureaucratic 
beauty which included everything down to 
the architect’s working drawings. As for co- 
operation, it often left much to be desired. 

It became obvious the deadline couldn’t 
be met. So Paul Crabtree, the governor's ad- 
ministrative assistant, got on the telephone. 
Soon he had obtained a special exception and 
the June 30 deadline had been waived. 

Final approval of the architectural draw- 
ings wound its way through the bales of red 
tape a year later. 

Meanwhile, the effort continued in other 
directions, Community support and money 
had to be obtained to help with operating 
costs. 

Women’s and civic groups, as always, came 
through. “Fantasies” became an annual 
event sponsored by a number of such 
groups—14 of them this year. The show pro- 
duced solid cash. 


ANTIPOVERTY AGENCY PROVIDES AID 


Cabell County Community Action, Inc., 
obtained a $45,000 federal anti-poverty grant 
to help get the struggling Sheltered Work- 
shop—one day to be part of the Green Acres 
complex—onto its feet financially. Credit 
Cornelius Williams, another tough do- 
gooder, with that one among his many valu- 
able contributions. 

Local 40 and the Beverly Hills Woman’s 
Club, two of the stalwarts in the Green Acres 
effort, sold more than $1,500 worth of tickets 
to a movie premiere to raise funds. 

The Cabell County Court came up with 
$5,000, then allocated another $10,000, 

Cabell-Wayne United Community Services 
accepted the Council for Retarded Children 
and provided $5,400 from United Fund drive 
proceeds toward Green Acres. 

The council built its membership to 250. 

CENTER TO SERVE FOUR COUNTIES 

Since Green Acres will serve four counties— 
Cabell, Wayne, Lincoln and Mason—the 
Wayne County Court voted to allocate its 
fiscal 1967 “SB 176” money—$9,400—to Green 
Acres. Otherwise, the money would have had 
to go to the State Department of Mental 
Health. 

On June 11, Richard A, Kelly became the 
council’s executive director and the Green 
Acres project administrator. 

Council leaders had looked for several 
months to find the man they wanted for the 
job. He had to be an unusual man, capable 
of obtaining and maintaining additional 
community support, an administrator, a 
planner and developer. In Kelly they found 
their man, a former journalist who had 
worked for several years with F. Ray Power 
the aging administrator who had made West 
Virginia’s Division of Vocational Rehabili- 
tation one of the outstanding “rehab” 
agencies in the nation. 

FOUND PROJECT GATHERING DUST IN DESK 

In less than three weeks on the job he 
had “unsnagged” the $200,000 Green Acres 
Phase I project which had been gathering 
dust in a Charleston office. He had examined 
the proposal, covering two residential units, 
an administrative building and a sewage 
treatment plant—and decided it was time to 
get Phase II under way. 

Before July 1 he had produced plans and 
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application, down to the architect’s pre- 
liminary drawings, for a $300,000 training 
center, including sheltered workshop, green- 
house, classrooms and other facilities. 


MANY TASKS REMAIN TO BE DONE 


Kelly has his work cut out. There are 
Phases III, IV and V to get under way—the 
long range goals to make Green Acres a com- 
prehensive center for the mentally retarded. 

There's a groundbreaking ceremony to ar- 
range for this fall. 

Lincoln County and Mason County officials 
must be brought into the picture to cooper- 
ate with those in Cabell and Wayne counties 
in their support of the project. 

Huntington and other municipalities must 
be drawn into the effort. 

Cooperative ties must be established with 
existing agencies. 

The Green Acres story must be told to 
many community groups. 

And where does this leave that small band 
of hard-boiled do-gooders? 

Their ranks have grown considerably. 

And they’re working harder than ever. 


VIRGINIA MAE BROWN: FIRST 
WOMAN TO SERVE ON THE ICC 


Mr. PATTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from West Virginia [Mr. HECHLER] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
ReEcorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr. 
Speaker, West Virginia is honored by the 
distinguished service being performed 
by Virginia Mae Brown, who graces the 
Interstate Commerce Commission by her 
membership on that regulatory agency. 
I am particularly proud that Mrs. Brown 
is a constituent of mine who grew up in 
Pliny, Putnam County, W. Va. 

The July 21, 1967, issue of Enginemen’s 
Press contains an excellent article on 
Commissioner Brown, which I include 
under unanimous consent: 

COMMISSIONER Brown—A “LOGICAL MIND” 
ON THE ICC 
(By Bill Midcap) 

A certain Peach from West Virginia would 
make a lot of Georgia Peaches blush with 
envy and that same West Virginia Peach has 
stirred up a lot of the fuzz that always seems 
to be clogging the wheels of logic in the staid 
old halls of the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission in Washington, D.C. 

The peach to whom I refer is the vivacious 
and charming Virginia Mae “Peaches” Brown, 
first woman ever to serve on the Interstate 
Commerce Commission, the 78-year-old fed- 
eral regulatory body which reaches into 
nearly every facet of commerce and industry 
city and region in the United States. 

To read of her accomplishments before 
meeting the Commissioner is no help in pre- 
paring to meet the lady who would auto- 
matically be mistaken for one of the chic sec- 
retaries who do the 9-till-5 routine in the 
department. Her flashing eyes, brilliant 
smile, and radiant personality would make 
her a mighty refreshing addition to any 
bureaucratic organization, but since hers is 
the ICC, these attributes seem magnified a 
thousand-fold. 

Now, add to these attributes a brilliant 
mind, a born leadership quality, a lot of 
good common horse sense, and a soft South- 
ern manner, and you have an efficient, glam- 
orous ICC Commissioner whose presence in 
this group can do nothing but enhance it. 


Being first is no longer a surprise—if 
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indeed it ever really were—for Mrs, Brown; 
she’s been first in so many categories in the 
world of government that she indeed qualifies 
as a trail blazer. 

Her “firsts” started back in 1961 when she 
became the first and only assistant attorney 
general of the Mountaineer State. Later she 
became the first woman in the United States 
to be appointed a state insurance commis- 
sioner, after which she was appointed the 
first and only Public Service Commissioner 
in West Virginia. 

Virginia Mae has always been a gal on the 
move. So, it was not too surprising when, 
after a year and a half as a high school 
teacher, she set her sights on yet another 
profession, that of law. 

Her moves onward and upward came swiftly 
and in each job her ability to produce results 
brought on greater challenges and ever 
greater demands on her time. By the time she 
became state insurance commissioner, she 
was solely responsible for regulating the 670 
insurance companies in West Virginia and 
for establishing qualifications for insurance 
agents. 

The next move, to the state's Public Utili- 
ties Commission, set the stage for her present 
position. She was in the wings awaiting the 
call—a call that seemed destined to come. 

Not surprising to those who know her was 
the call from President Johnson (although 
she says it was the greatest surprise of her 
life) that eventually placed her on the 11- 
member Interstate Commerce Commission 
and gave her more say on national transpor- 
tation policy than any other woman in 
history. 

A jump such as this would be staggering 
to just about anyone, but typically, Virginia 
Mae's attitude was Where's the work; let's 
get at it.“ 

And at it she got! Literally bushels of it 
in the form of voluminous records of rail- 
road mergers were awaiting her. With 
precious little time before decisions would 
be forthcoming, she commenced by review- 
ing and studying the 15,000-page report on 
the N&W-Nickle Plate merger plans and was 
able to vote on it with the full Commission 
a scant 60 days after assuming office. 

If President Johnson had in mind the 
appointment of a commissioner who would 
bring a fresh new outlook to the agency, he 
could not have made a better choice. 

Virginia Mae has a penchant for work, an 
athlete’s pride in competition, and an evan- 
gelist’s zeal for the protection of the public 
interests. This last trait was soon to bring 
her new attention upon taking her seat on 
the ICC. 

Mrs. Brown believes in free competition, 
in good transportation for passenger service, 
and in balanced regulation—in other words, 
a common-sense approach to the problems 
she faces. 

Not long after assuming office, she figured 
prominently in a decision which denied the 
Monon Railroad a combined rail-water route 
for transporting coal to steel mills in the 
Chicago area. The Wall Street Journal de- 
scribed her actions by stating, “She is cer- 
tainly giving her male colleagues some 
powerful competition in the art of common 
sense.” 

While she has played an ever increasing 
role in the affairs of the Commission, help- 
ing to decide such matters as the Penn- 
Central merger plan—a 40,000-page record 
in itself—her principal assignment is on the 
agency’s Division 1, which is often referred 
to as the paper factory. Fifteen thousand 
motor carriers come under the jurisdiction 
of Division 1. 

Just recently, Commissioner Brown and 
two colleagues on the Commission rendered 
a decision which orders the C&O Railroad to 
continue the operation of six of its passenger 
trains, although the railroad had urgently 
requested permission to discontinue all these 
trains. 
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The railroad had said it was losing about 
$2.2 million a year on the service because of 
insufficient traffic. Mrs. Brown, in a sharp 
rebuttal to these claims, charged the rail- 
road, in fact, with highly questionable book- 


“The computation of savings and deficits 
always is within the control of the railroad. 
Too often, expenses are allocated in such a 
manner that passenger service could never 
show a profit, irrespective of the num- 
ber of fare-paying passengers,“ Commissioner 
Brown em š 

Further pointing out the practices used by 
the railroads to prove deficits, the lady com- 
missioner stated, “Here, for example, labor 
(crew wages) constituted 20 per cent of the 
total estimated savings; however, under un- 
ion contracts and agreements, employes are 
protected and their wage expense would con- 
tinue to be incurred by C&O even with dis- 
continuance. 

“The savable expenses for depreciation and 
operation of equipment are also questionable 
because the equipment will continue to be 
used on other trains. In short, there is little 
basis for a finding that the savings are rea- 
sonably related to these passenger trains,” 
she stated in her dissent, 

“Obviously, the forgotten people who want 
to travel by train have found a champion in 
Virginia Mae Brown, the West Virginian 
whom President Johnson appointed to the 
Interstate Commerce Commission,” wrote 
Harry W. Ernst in the Charleston Gazette, in 
commenting on the C&O decision. 

What new fields are there for Virginia Mae 
to conquer? 

Well, already there is talk about a Supreme 
Court appointment. “Looking ahead to a 
growing workload of cases involving regu- 
lation, it would be a boon to have a pro- 
fessional neutral—like an ICC commis- 
sioner—on the bench,” a recent editorial in 
the Traffic Management monthly said, sug- 
gesting further that “she (Mrs. Brown) is 
eminently qualified, according to her ex- 
perience and performance record” to serve 
on the high court. 

What about the Presidency? Well, she 
certainly has one vociferous booster for the 
job and that is BLF&E State Legislative 
Chairman Jack Holt. 

Holt, a long-time friend, says quite frankly, 
“We in West Virginia want her in an elective 
office. She is the best qualified lady in the 
whole United States today to run for office— 
high office. She has the ability to do any 
job there is in government and do it well.” 

Holt predicts, with an air of absolute con- 
fidence, Don't worry, you're going to be 
hearing a lot more about Virginia Mae as 
time goes on.” 

This writer has to agree. 


LADY COMMISSIONER 

Virginia Mae Brown works in a man’s 
world, but to questions about gender in her 
dealings with her colleagues, she says, “The 
way I’ve always handled it is to operate as 
if there’s no resistance there at all. Whether 
you're a Man or a woman, you have to keep 
up and be as well informed as possible. Solid 
accomplishment is much the best way for 
me.” 

Solid accomplishment is a way of life with 

Mae. She grew up in a speck of a 

town, Pliny, W. Va., and one of her first ac- 
complishments was becoming a good shot... 
she has been hitting her mark ever since. 

Two stints at the University of West Vir- 
ginia gave her, first, the nickname Peaches“ 
which has stuck with her, an AB degree in 
education, and a husband with the same last 
name, James V. Brown. The second tour of 
duty at U. of W. Va. brought her a degree in 
law and set the stage for a phenomenal rise 
on the political scene. 

Today she lives with husband James and 
daughters Vicki and Pamela Kay in Alexan- 
dria, Virginia, a short distance from her 
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Offices in the ICC Building in Washington, 
D.C. 

Walk into those offices and you will be im- 
mediately impressed by the beautiful decor 
and the efficiency of the staff. The decor is 
Peaches“ own creation with red carpets, 
red-and-white drapes, off-white walls and 
white furniture. She would make her mark 
in interior decorating if she chose. 

A hearty handshake, that radiant smile, 
and a cheery “won’t you sit down?” makes 
the stranger a stranger no longer. You learn 
very quickly that here is a lady who knows 
her business, no matter what the subject, 
and her sweeping personality tells you why 
and how she accomplishes that which she 
sets out to accomplish. 

On the wall in her impressive office is a 
picture of President Johnson on which he 
inscribed: “To Mrs. V. M. Brown, a lady of 
charm and tact.” 

Meet Mrs. Brown and you will say, “Presi- 
dent Johnson knows what he is talking about 
this time.” 


“FIND ROACHES, FILTH IN PACKING 
PLANT TOUR” 


Mr. PATTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Iowa [Mr. SmirH] may extend his 
remarks at this point in the Recorp and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, the 
House Agriculture Subcommittee on 
Livestock and Grains has been holding 
hearings on two meat inspection bills 
which I introduced. Some enlightening 
news article have been carried in the 
Des Moines Register. I have placed them 
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD so that all 
who read the Recorp may have access to 
this information. Another one published 
July 23 is as follows: 

FIND ROACHES, FILTH In PACKING PLANT TOUR 


WASHINGTON, D.C.—Federal investiga- 
tors have discovered shocking sanitary con- 
ditions not only in small meat packing 
plants, but also in several plants operated 
by prominent national meat firms. 

The Register obtained investigation re- 
ports last week from all 50 states made by 
Agriculture Department meat inspectors 
who looked into conditions in slaughtering 
and processing plants not under federal in- 
spectio.. 

Fifteen per cent of meat slaughtering and 
25 per cent of processing—enough meat to 
feed 30 million persons—does not come un- 
der federal inspection because the meat does 
not cross state lines. 

FIVE YEARS AGO 

The only Agriculture Department survey 
of non-federally inspected plants was made 
five years ago. The detailed investigation 
reports never became public until last week's 
congressional committee debate over bills 
designed to strengthen federal and state 
meat inspection. 

Representative Neal Smith (Dem., Ia.) be- 
lieves few persons realize that some of the 
large national firms operate plants on an 
intrastate basis to meet state and local com- 
petition, and that these plants are not fed- 
erally inspected. 

The federal investigators looked at rela- 
tively few intrastate plants operated by the 
large national firms, but the following were 
some of their findings: 

At a Louisiana plant operated by one of 
the largest firms: Meat barrels were rusty. 
Boning boards were old and caked with fats 
and meat juices.” 
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At a Florida plant operated by the same 
firm: “We could only open the door and 
look in the holding cooler since the room 
was filled to capacity. Since the cooler was 
so congested, footprints were present on the 
bellies.” 

At a Florida plant operated by another na- 
tional firm: “This branch house is old and 
rundown. The sanitation is poor. Evidence 
of rats and mice were present on the second 
floor in the dry storage area.” 

At a national firm's Virginia plant: “Some 
cockroaches were observed in the curing cel- 
lar where exposed meat is handled and 
stored. Meat grinder bearings had much en- 
crusted putrid material ...sausage was 
hung on unclean aluminum smoke sticks 
and no attempt had been made to clean the 
sausage mixer ... some beef cuts hanging 
in the cooler showed evidence of soilage and 
had not been reconditioned by removing the 
soiled portions.” 

At a Texas plant operated by the same na- 
tional firm: “Numerous carcasses and tubs 
of meat were observed to be contaminated 
with drippings from the ceiling. Paint, scale, 
rust, and plaster were scaling down from 
the walls and ceiling on the products 
through the plant. 

“A majority of the hogs contained a great 
number of beater wounds on them which 
were grossly contaminated with tub water 
and hair. Other carcasses were found to have 
large chronic wounds on them.” 

The investigators also reported good con- 
ditions in some of the non-federally inspected 
branch plants operated by national firms. 

Congressman Smith, the author of two bills 
designed to broaden federal inspection and 
strengthen presently inadequate state in- 
spection, commented: 

“Some of the big companies have set up 
these intrastate branch plants strictly for 
the purposes of meeting local competition. 
They have been forced to resort to inferior 
practices. They can't compete without oper- 
ating as the local plants do.” 

Dorothy Wheeler, an official of a large con- 
sumer co-operative, also expressed concern 
about the national firms as she testified in 
support of the Wholesome Meat Act before 
the House Agriculture Livestock Subcom- 
mittee. She said: 

“We are quite concerned over the fact that 
many large packing plants carefully retain 
their status as intrastate businesses so as to 
avoid federal-inspection. This is even true of 
individual plants operated by some of the 
largest packing corporations in the country 
in states that have no inspection laws. We 
question the intent of such a practice.” 


INPECTION LAWS 


Only 25 states have laws requiring manda- 
tory inspection of slaughtering and process- 
Ing. The USDA investigation showed abuses 
and inadequate inspections in many of these 
25 states. 

The administration bill would tighten pro- 
cedures to insure that unwholesome meat 
doesn’t get into channels of human con- 
sumption and would provide matching funds 
and technical help to states willing to come 
up to federal standards in their own inspec- 
tion systems. 

Smith also is sponsoring another bill which 
would bring far more large packers under 
federal inspection. This bill would require 
federal inspection of all firms considered in 
interstate commerce under provisions of the 
Taft-Hartley Act. 

The American Meat Institute, represent- 
ing the large packers, has indicated its dis- 
pleasure at both bills, and offered a series of 
amendments which Smith says would destroy 
the effectiveness of the proposed legislation. 

There are indications, however, that some 
of the largest national firms might urge pas- 
sage of bill before publicity from the USDA 
investigation reports leads to a general scan- 
dal. 
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A spokesman for Armour and Co, said in an 
interview that his company supports the ad- 
ministration bill with only minor reserva- 
tions. He was unable to detail these reserva- 
tions completely before checking Monday 
with legal counsel for the firm. He also said 
he would check to see whether his company 
agrees with the position presented by the 
American Meat Institute. 

He said that all Armour plants, regardless 
of inspection, meet all federal standards. 


THE RAT EXTERMINATION ACT OF 
1967—A TESTING GROUND FOR 
THOSE WHO ARE FOR THE PEOPLE 


Mr. PATTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. RESNICK] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. RESNICK. Mr. Speaker, a few 
moments after the Rat Extermination 
Act of 1967 bit the dust, temporarily, at 
the hands of Republican crusaders, the 
President of the United States said it 
was “a cruel blow to the poor children of 
America.” 

The President lamented that the Con- 
gress did not see fit to spend a relatively 
small amount of money—$40 million in 
2 years—to undo the national shame re- 
sulting from rat infestation, especially 
in large cities. 

Indeed, the next day in a speech before 
the National Institutes of Health, the 
President again hoped publicly for the 
day that the Congress would act as in- 
telligently on programs for our children 
as it does on programs to maintain the 
health of farm animals. 

The United States will not cease to 
exist because the Rat Extermination Act 
was not passed and funded on the first 
try. 

But, Mr. Speaker, it is an indication of 
a lack of interest, especially by Repub- 
licans, in the daily problems of millions 
of people who live in the cities across this 
Nation. 

The stakes are very great, President 
Johnson said when referring to this 
measure. 

Mr. Speaker, the rat problem is a 
growing urban problem. It is a health 
problem. 

It aggravates housing problems. It is 
a nationwide problem, and it is not being 
checked by the use of local resources 
alone. 

The President has now asked Con- 
gress to join the cities in their fight 
against rats. 

In the same manner, Mr. Speaker, the 
President has asked the Congress to join 
in the fight against urban deterioration, 
against poverty, against tuberculosis, 
against crime, against illiteracy. 

These are all local problems. Yet they 
are all national problems, too. 

The resources of the U.S. Government 
should be used for rat control as much as 
for polio control. 

There is no difference as far as human 
beings are concerned. 

Mr. Speaker, the ultimate object of 
every one of President Johnson’s urban 
programs is people—human beings, chil- 
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dren, families, sons, daughters, and 
mothers and fathers. 

I urge the House to reconsider its ill- 
a a a vote on the Rat Extermination 
Act. 


AMERICAN PAVILION AT EXPO 67 


Mr. PATTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Roonry] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
obiection ta the reauest of the gentleman 
from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ROONEY of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, during the recent holiday re- 
cess I had the occasion to visit Montreal, 
Canada, and there to tour the current 
world exposition—“Expo 67.” Needless to 
say, the publicity surrounding sharp 
criticism of the United States pavilion 
at Expo 67 led me to our exhibit in 
Montreal and prompted me to examine 
closely the examples of Americana on 
display there. 

The 20-story-tall geodesic bubble 
which is the American pavilion has been 
widely acclaimed as one of the most at- 
tractive—if not the most attractive— 
buildings at Expo 67. Its interior is filled 
with many unique and eye-catching ex- 
hibits which are truly indicative of the 
American scene. 

Certainly, the visitor to Expo 67 from 
another land is familiar with our coun- 
try’s early inhabitants—the American 
Indians—and have ooohhed and aahhhed 
many times at wild west movies shown 
in their homelands. The cowboy and In- 
dian are part of America—part of Amer- 
ica visitors to our pavilion enjoy seeing. 

Few if any international tourists are 
not familiar with America’s Hollywood 
and American screen stars. And Holly- 
wood is present in the American pavilion. 

There are many fine examples of 
American folk art and culture. At the 
American pavilion visitors can see the 
household art of quilting which is still 
practiced by rural families and church 
groups in my own congressional district. 

U.S. achievements in outer space have 
been heralded the world over and at 
Expo 67 the international traveler can 
see evidence of the planning, and testing, 
and equipment development and space 
capsules and vehicles which have been 
and are being utilized in American space 
efforts. 

I agree with the position of the U.S. 
Information Agency when it determined 
ours would not be a product show. Any- 
one who visited the Russian pavilion at 
the Brussels World’s Fair can attest to 
the boredom experienced by visitors as 
they viewed huge piles of textiles and a 
clutter of unexciting machinery which 
made up a large part of the Russian dis- 
play there. What did attract visitors to 
the Russian pavilion in Brussels? The 
opportunity to view one exhibit which 
stirred excitement—the Russian sputnik. 

It is my observation that the Ameri- 
can pavilion at Expo 67 in one which 
long will be remembered by visitors from 
other nations, including Canada, our 
neighbor to the north. We Americans are 
wrong if we try to measure its effective- 
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ness by the degree of appeal to ourselves 
and fellow Americans. The USIA has at- 
tempted to portray the many-faceted 
American scene and, I believe, has 
achieved its objective with finesse. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


By unanimous consent, leave of ab- 
sence was granted to: 

Mr. Dore (at the request of Mr. GERALD 
R. Forp), for the balance of the week, 
on account of official business. 

Mr. WAMPLER (at the request of Mr. 


Mr. Hunt (at the request of Mr. GERALD 
R. Forp), for today, July 25, on account 
of official business. 


SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legis- 
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

Mr. Ryan, for 10 minutes, today; to 
revise and extend his remarks and to 
include extraneous matter. 

Mr. Dent (at the request of Mr. AL- 
BERT), for 60 minutes, today; to revise 
and extend his remarks and include 
extraneous matter. 

Mr. PucInsk1, for 60 minutes, on July 
26; to revise and extend his remarks and 
include extraneous matter. 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. Wyatt) and to revise and 
extend their remarks and include extra- 
neous matter:) 

Mr. HALPERN, for 10 minutes, today. 

Mr. KupFerman, for 30 minutes, on 
July 26. 

Mr. ScHWENGEL, for 30 minutes, on 
July 26. 

Mr. GOODELL, for 30 minutes, today. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
extend remarks in the CONGRESSIONAL 
Recorp, or to revise and extend remarks 
was granted to: 

Mr. MCMILLAN. 

Mr. SHRIVER to include a personal ex- 
planation by Mr. DOLE. 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. Wyatt) and to include ex- 
traneous matter:) 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. 

Mr. BUSH. 

Mr. O’KonskI1. 

Mr. REINECKE. 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. PATTEN) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Mr. Murpuy of New York. 

Mr. HOWARD. 

Mr. RODINO. 

Mr. RaRICK. 

Mr. HANNA. 

Mr. Brasco. 


ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 


Mr. BURLESON, from the Committee 
on House Administration, reported that 
that committee had examined and 
found truly enrolled a bill of the House 
of the following title, which was there- 
upon signed by the Speaker: 
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H.R. 10368. An act making appropriations 
for the legislative branch for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1968, and for other purposes. 


SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 


The SPEAKER announced his signa- 
ture to an enrolled bill of the Senate of 
the following title: 

S. 1191. An act to provide for the distribu- 
tion of judgment funds among members of 
the Confederated Bands of the Ute Indian 
Tribes. 


BILL PRESENTED TO THE 
PRESIDENT 


Mr. BURLESON, from the Committee 
on House Administration, reported that 
that committee did on this day present 
to the President, for his approval, a bill of 
the House of the following title: 

H.R. 10368. An act making appropriations 
for the legislative branch for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1968, and for other purposes. 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. PATTEN. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord- 
ingly (at 7 o’clock and 59 minutes p.m.) 
under its previous order, the House ad- 
journed until tomorrow, Wednesday, 
July 26, 1967, at 11 o’clock a.m. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 


949. A letter from the Ladies of the Grand 
Army of the Republic, Inc., Silver Spring, 
Md., transmitting the annual report of the 
Ladies of the Grand Army of the Republic, 
Inc., pursuant to the provisions of Public 
Law 86-47; to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 

950. A letter from the Comptroller Gen- 
eral of the United States, transmitting a re- 
port of review of certain aspects of the wheat 
export program conducted by the Commodity 
Credit Corporation, Department of Agricul- 
ture; to the Committee on Government Op- 
erations. 

951. A letter from the Secretary of the 
Interior, transmitting a report of an applica- 
tion for a supplemental loan and grant from 
the St. John Irrigating Co., of Malad City, 
Idaho, pursuant to the provisions of section 
10 of the Small Reclamation Projects Act of 
1956; to the Committee on Interior and In- 
sular Affairs. 

952. A letter from the Secretary of the 
Interior, transmitting a report of activities 
carried on by the Geological Survey during 
the reporting period January 1 through June 
30. 1967, pursuant to the provisions of Public 
Law 87-626; to the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado: Committee on 
the Judiciary. H.R. 8629. A bill to amend the 
act of July 4, 1966 (Public Law 89-491); with 
amendment (Rept. No. 509). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union. 
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Mr. ANDERSON of Tennessee: Committee 
on Rules. House Resolution 814. Resolution 
providing for the consideration of H.R. 2158, 
a bill to regulate and foster commerce among 
the States by providing a system for the tax- 
ation of interstate commerce (Rept. No. 510). 
Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. POAGE: Committee on Agriculture. 
H.R. 10915. A bill to amend section 202 of the 
Agricultural Act of 1956; with amendment 
(Rept. No. 511). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. ADAMS: 

H.R. 11705. A bill to provide for scenic de- 
velopment and beautification of the Federal- 
aid highway systems; to the Committee on 
Public Works. 

By Mr. BARING: 

H.R. 11706. A bill for the establishment of 
a commission to study and appraise the orga- 
nization and operation of the executive and 
legislative branches of the Government; to 
the Committee on Government Operations. 

By Mr. BERRY: 

H.R. 11707. A bill to provide for orderly 
trade in textile articles; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BOGGS: 

H. R. 11708. A bill to provide assistance to 
certain States bordering the Mississippi River 
in the construction of the Great River Road; 
to the Committee on Public Works. 

By Mr. EILBERG: 

H.R. 11709. A bill to amend title VII of the 
Housing Act of 1961 to authorize Federal 
grants under the open-space land program 
for the development and redevelopment of 
exsiting open-space land and for the acquisi- 
tion of outdoor and indoor recreational 
buildings, centers, facilities, and equipment, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Banking and Currency. 

H.R.11710. A bill to amend the prevailing 
wage provisions of the Davis-Bacon Act to 
include subsistence allowances; to the Com- 
mittee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. GILBERT: 

H.R. 11711. A bill to provide a deduction 
for income tax purposes, in the case of a 
disabled individual, for expenses for trans- 
portation to and from work, and to provide 
an additional exemption for income tax pur- 
poses for a taxpayer or spouse who is dis- 
abled; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HALPERN: 

H.R. 11712. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a deduction 
for income tax purposes of expenses incurred 
by an individual for transportation to and 
from work; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. HERLONG (for himself and Mr. 
HALEY): 

H. R. 11713. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to require the capital- 
ization of certain costs incurred in planting 
and developing citrus groves; to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. IRWIN: 

H.R. 11714. A bill to incorporate Pop War- 
ner Little Scholars, Inc.; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. KARTH: 

H.R. 11715. A bill to provide assistance to 
certain States bordering the Mississippi Riv- 
er in the construction of the Great River 
Road; to the Committee on Public Works. 

By Mr. MATSUNAGA: 

H.R. 11716. A bill to provide a deduction 
for income tax purposes, in the case of a dis- 
abled individual, for expenses for transpor- 
tation to and from work, and to provide an 
additional exemption for income tax pur- 
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poses for a taxpayer or spouse who is dis- 
abled; to the Committee on Ways and Means, 
By Mr. MOSS: 

H.R.11717. A bill to amend the Federal 
Cigarette Labeling and Advertising Act with 
respect to the labeling of packages of cig- 
arettes and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 

By Mr. MIZE: 

H.R. 11718. A bill to provide incentives for 
the establishment of new or expanded job- 
producing industrial and commercial estab- 
lishments in rural areas; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr, MULTER: 

H. R. 11719. A bill to provide for the estab- 
lishment of a program under which tickets 
to professional, semiprofessional, and ama- 
teur baseball, football, basketball, hockey, 
and soccer games will be furnished at no 
cost by local police officers and fireman to 
individuals under the age of 19, particularly 
such individuals who are economically un- 
derprivileged; to the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. 

H.R. 11720. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide that indus- 
trial development bonds are not to be con- 
sidered obligations of States and local gov- 
ernments, the interest on which is exempt 
from Federal income tax; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. O’KONSKI: 

H.R. 11721. A bill to amend the tariff 
schedules of the United States with respect 
to the rate of duty on honey and honey prod- 
ucts and to impose import limitations on 
honey and honey products; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. RIVERS: 

H.R. 11722. A bill to authorize certain con- 
struction at military installations and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

By Mr. SIKES: 

H.R. 11723. A bill to provide for orderly 
trade in textile articles; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. STEIGER of Arizona: 

H.R. 11724. A bill to provide for orderly 
trade in textile articles; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means, 

By Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey (for 
himself, Mr. O'Hara of Michigan, 
Mr. ScHEUVER, and Mr. WILLIAM D. 
FORD) : 

H.R. 11725. A bill to amend the National 
Labor Relations Act, in order to increase the 
effectiveness of the remedies; to the Commit- 
tee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. ANNUNZIO: 

H.R. 11726. A bill to provide that the nu- 
clear accelerator to be constructed at Weston, 
III., shall be named the “Enrico Fermi Nuclear 
Accelerator” in memory of the late Dr, 
Enrico Fermi; to the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy. 

By Mr. BATTIN: 

H.R. 11727. A bill to amend the tariff 
schedules of the United States with respect 
to the rate of duty on honey and honey prod- 
ucts and to impose import limitations on 
honey and honey products; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

H.R. 11728. A bill to provide for orderly 
trade in textile articles; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BROTZMAN (for himself and 
Mr. ROGERS of Colorado): 

H.R. 11729. A bill to authorize the Mount 
Carbon project for flood protection and other 
purposes on the Bear Creek in Colorado; to 
the Committee on Public Works. 

By Mr. CONTE: 

H.R. 11730. A bill to provide for orderly 
trade in textile articles; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. =: 

By Mr. HALL: 

H. R. 11731. A bill to amend section 6(a) 
(1) of the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938 
to delay for 1 year the effective date of the 
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minimum wage rate of $1.60 an hour; to the 
Committee on Education and Labor. 
By Mr. JOELSON: 

H.R. 11732. A bill the amend the Federal 
Firearms Act so as to require that certain 
firearms transported in interstate or foreign 
commerce must be consigned to the recipi- 
ents through local law enforcement officers; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. JONES of North Carolina: 

H.R. 11733. A bill to amend the Com- 
munications Act of 1934 in order to provide 
that product advertising shall not be deemed 
to constitute the discussion of issues of pub- 
lic importance; to the Committee on Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. McMILLAN: 

H.R. 11784. A bill to amend the Commu- 
nications Act of 1934 in order to provide that 
product advertising shall not be deemed to 
constitute the discussion of issues of public 
importance; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

H.R. 11735. A bill to provide for orderly 
trade in textile articles; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. MacGREGOR: 

H.R. 11736. A bill to amend the Federal 
Aviation Act of 1958 to authorize aircraft 
noise abatement regulations, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. MAILLIARD: 

H.R. 11737. A bill to establish the Fort 
Point National Historic Site in San Fran- 
cisco, Calif., and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. MILLS: 

H.R.11738. A bill to amend the tariff 
schedules of the United States with respect 
to the rate of duty on certain watch move- 
ments; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mrs. MINK: 

H.R. 11739. A bill to amend section 152 
(b) (3) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 
for the purpose of including nationals of 
the United States within the definition of 
the term “dependent” in connection with 
deductions for personal exemptions; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. MORRIS (for himself and Mr. 
WALKER) : 

H.R. 11740. A bill to provide an additional 
investment tax credit for potash mining 
equipment; to the Committee on Ways and 


Means. 

H.R. 11741. A bill to amend the tariff 
schedules of the United States with respect 
to the rate of duty on potassium chloride or 
muriate of potash; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. REID of New York: 

H.R. 11742. A bill to amend the college 
work-study program with respect to institu- 
tional matching and permissible hours of 
work; to the Committee on Education and 
Labor. 

By Mr. SISK (for himself, Mr. BETTS, 
Mr. Burke of Massachusetts, Mr. 
Jounson of California, Mr. MATHIAS 
of California, Mr. Teacve of Cali- 
fornia, Mr. Tunney, Mr. TALCOTT, 
Mr. Moss, Mr. MeFaLL, Mr. GUBSER, 
Mr. Leccerr, and Mr. Don H. 
CLAUSEN) : 

H.R. 11743. A bill to amend the tariff 
schedules of the United States with respect 
to the rate of duty on olives packed in cer- 
tain airtight containers; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. ` 

By Mr. UTT: 

H.R. 11744. A bill to amend Public Law 
874, 81st Congress, to include federally con- 
nected children living in institutions; to the 
Committee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. WATKINS: 

H.R. 11745. A bill to repeal the authority 
fór the current wheat and feed grain pro- 

and to authorize programs that will 

permit the market system to work more ef- 
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fectively for wheat and feed grains, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Agri- 
culture. 

H.R. 11746. A bill to control unfair trade 
practices affecting producers of agricultural 
products and associations of such producers, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Agriculture. 

By Mr. WYMAN (for himself and Mr. 
DENNEY): 

H.R. 11747. A bill to cut off Federal bene- 
fits for conviction of rioting and prohibiting 
entitlement to such benefits thereafter; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BEVILL: 

H.R. 11748. A bill to provide for orderly 
trade in textile articles; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. DOW: 

H.R. 11749. A bill to clarify and otherwise 
amend the Meat Inspection Act, to provide 
for cooperation with appropriate State agen- 
cies with respect to State meat inspection 
programs, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Agriculture, 

By Mr. GETTYS: 

H.R. 11750. A bill to provide for orderly 
trade in textile articles; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. RIVERS: 

H.R. 11751. A bill to provide for orderly 
trade in textile articles; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. STEPHENS: 

H.R. 11752. A bill to provide for orderly 
trade in textile articles; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

H.R. 11753. A bill to assist in the promo- 
tion of economic stabilization by requiring 
the disclosure of finance charges in connec- 
tion with extension of credit; to the Com- 
mittee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. BOB WILSON: 

H.R. 11754. A bill to amend title 10, United 
State Code, to equalize the retirement pay 
of members of the uniformed services of 
equal rank and years of service, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Armed Serv- 
ices. 

By Mr. ANDERSON of Tennessee: 

H.R. 11755. A bill to regulate imports of 
milk and dairy products, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Ways and Means, 

By Mr. BRINKLEY: 

H.R. 11756. A bill to provide for orderly 
trade in textile articles; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin (for 
himself and Mr, GILBERT): 

H.R. 11757. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code cf 1954 to provide that ar- 
bitrage bonds are not to be considered obli- 
gations of States and local governments, the 
interest on which is exempt from Federal 
income tax; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. BUCHANAN: 

H.R. 11758. A bill to determine the claims 
of certain prisoners of war permanently dis- 
abled, and to confer jurisdiction upon the 
Court of Claims in the event of disagree- 
ment as to such claims; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CARTER: 

H.R. 11759. A bill to amend the Communi- 
cations Act of 1934 in order to provide that 
product advertising shall not be deemed to 
constitute the discussion of issues of public 
importance; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. DONOHUE: 

H R. 11760. A bill to provide for orderly 
trade in textile articles; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HALL: 

H.R. 11761. A bill to assure the purity and 
quality of all imported dairy products for 
the purpose of promoting the dairy industry 
and protecting the public health; to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 
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By Mr. KORNEGAY: 

H.R. 11762. A bill to provide for orderly 
trade in textile articles; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. MARSH: 

H.R. 11763. A bill to provide for orderly 
trade in textile articles; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. MATSUNAGA: 

H.R. 11764, A bill to amend section 1575 
of title 10 of the United States Code in order 
to clarify the type of assistance which per- 
sons receiving exemplary rehabilitation cer- 
tificates are entitled to receive; to the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. POLLOCK: 

H.R. 11765. A bill to provide incentives for 
the establishment of new or expanded job- 
producing industrial and commercial estab- 
lishments in rural areas; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr, RARICE: 

H. R. 11766. A bill to prohibit the redemp- 
tion in gold of any obligations of the United 
States for, and to prohibit the sale of any 
gold of the United States to, any nation 
which is indebted to the United States; to 
the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. RIVERS: 

H.R. 11767. A bill to authorize the Secre- 
tary of the Navy to adjust the legislative 
jurisdiction exercised by the United States 
over lands comprising the U.S. Naval Station, 
Long Beach, Calif.; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

By Mr. SNYDER: 

H. R. 11768. A bill to cut off Federal benefits 
for conviction of rioting and prohibiting en- 
titlement to such benefits thereafter; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 


By Mr. TUNNEY: 

H.R.11769. A bill to authorize the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to study the most feasible 
and desirable means of estab certain 
portions of the tidelands, bays, and estuaries, 
Outer Continental Shelf, seaward areas, and 
Great Lakes of the United States as marine 
sanctuaries and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Merchant Marine and Fish- 
erles. 

By Mr. Z WACH: 

H.R. 11770. A bill to amend the tariff 
schedules of the United States with respect 
to the rate of duty on honey and honey 
products and to impose import limitations on 
honey and honey products; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. DERWINSEI: 

H.R.11771. A bill for the establishment of 
a commission to study and appraise the or- 
ganization and operation of the executive 
and legislative branches of the Government; 
to the Committee on Government Opera- 
tions. 

H.R. 11772. A bill to incorporate Pop 
Warner Little Scholars, Inc.; to the Commit- 
tee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. FOLEY: 

HR. 11773. A bill to amend the Consoli- 
dated Farmers Home Administration Act of 
1961 to permit financing of water and waste 
disposal facilities in resort areas; to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. GONZALEZ: 

H.R. 11774. A bill to encourage and assist 
in the formation of local organizations by 
residents of urban neighborhoods for the 
purpose of improving the physical, economic, 
and social conditions prevailing in such 
neighborhoods; to the Committee on Bank- 
ing and Currency. 

By Mr. GREEN of Pennsylvania: 

H.R.11775. A bill to amend the National 
Housing Act to establish a new program of 
mortgage insurance and counseling as- 
sistance to aid low-income families to 
achieve the goal of homeownership; to the 
Committee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. KUPFERMAN: 
H.R. 11776. A bill to amend section 202 of 
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the Agricultural Act of 1956; to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. TUNNEY: 

H.R. 11777. A bill to provide Federal as- 
sistance to courts, correctional systems, and 
community agencies to increase their capa- 
bility to prevent, treat, and control juvenile 
delinquency, to assist research efforts in the 
Prevention, treatment, and control of 
juvenile delinquency, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. SCHEUER: 

H.R. 11778. A bill to authorize the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture and the Surgeon General 
of the United States to provide food and 
medical services on an emergency basis to 
prevent human suffering or loss of life; to 
the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia: 

H.R. 11779. A bill to authorize the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to designate within the 
Department of the Interior an officer to 
establish, coordinate, and administer pro- 
grams authorized by this act, for the reclama- 
tion, acquisition, and conservation of lands 
and water adversely affected by coal mining 
operations, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. BEVILL: 

H. J. Res. 741. Joint resolution creating a 
Joint Committee To Investigate Crime; to 
the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. DENT: 

H. J. Res. 742. Joint resolution to authorize 
the President to designate October 31 of 
each year as National UNICEF Day: to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr, FARBSTEIN: 

H. J. Res. 743. Joint resolution designating 
July 25 of each year as Puerto Rican Day in 
the United States of America; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. PICKLE: 

H. J. Res. 744. Joint resolution proposing an 
amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States relative to equal rights for 
men and women; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. STAGGERS: 

H.J. Res. 745. Joint resolution creating a 
Joint Committee To Investigate Crime; to 
the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. FLOOD: 

H. J. Res. 746. Joint resolution proposing an 
amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States requiring the advice and con- 
sent of the House of Representatives in the 
making of treaties; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. REID of New York: 

H.J. Res. 747. Joint resolution to establish 
a Joint Select Committee on Civil Disorder; 
to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. TUNNEY: 

H. J. Res. 748. Joint resolution creating a 
Joint Committee To Investigate Crime; to the 
Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. GUBSER: 

H. Con. Res. 424, Concurrent resolution 
expressing the sense of the House of Repre- 
sentatives concerning military forces in the 
Congo; to the Committee on Foreign Af- 
fairs. 

By Mr. GERALD R, FORD (for him- 
self, Mr. ARENDS, Mr. Lamp, Mr. 
CRAMER, Mr. Porr, Mr. RHODES of 
Arizona, Mr. Bos Wītson, Mr. 
GOODELL, Mr. SMITH of California, 
Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois, Mr. 
MARTIN, Mr. Latra, and Mr. QUIL- 
LEN): 

H. Con. Rec. 425. A resolution to estab- 
lish a joint congressional committee to in- 
vestigate riots and violent civil disorder; to 
the Commttee on Rules. 

By Mr. BUTTON: 

H. Con. Res. 426. Concurrent resolution 
relative to military forces in the Congo; to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. MYERS: 

H. Con. Res. 427. Concurrent resolution 
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relative to military forces in the Congo; to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
By Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN: 

H. Res. 815. Resolution to create a select 
committee to investigate the cause of riots 
in large metropolitan areas; to the Commit- 
tee on Rules. 

By Mr. GALLAGHER: 

H. Res. 816. Resolution concerning Rho- 

desia; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
By Mr. ASHLEY: 

H. Res. 817. Resolution to create a select 
committee to investigate causes of riots in 
large metropolitan areas; to the Committee 
on Rules. 

By Mr. HOLLAND: 

H. Res. 818. Resolution concerning Rho- 

desia; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally referred as follows: 


By Mr. BENNETT: 
H.R. 11780. A bill for the relief of Dr. Jorge 
R. Guerra; to the Committee on the Judi- 


ciary. 
By Mr. BROWN of California: 

H.R. 11781. A bill for the relief of Dea 
Lay-Hong; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

By Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN: 

H.R. 11782. A bill to authorize and direct 
the Secretary of the Interior to accept allot- 
ment relinquishments, approve a lieu allot- 
ment selection, and issue appropriate patents 
therefor to the heirs of Dolly McCovey; to 
the Committee on Interior and Insular Af- 
fairs. 

By Mr, COHELAN: 

H.R. 11788. A bill for the relief of Bessie 

Williams; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. GOODLING: 

H.R. 11784. A bill for the relief of Kim 
Young Nam; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

By Mr. HANLEY: 

H.R. 11785. A bill for the relief of Gaetano 
Di Marco, Benedetta Di Marco, and Gustavo 
Di Marco, husband, wife, and minor child; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

H.R. 11786. A bill for the relief of Vito 
Williams; to the Committee on the Judi- 
clary. 

By Mr. JOELSON: 

H.R. 11787. A bill for the relief of Dr. Con- 
rado Gonzalez-Nunez; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. KAZEN: 

H.R. 11788. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 
Gisela Haller; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

By Mr. LONG of Maryand: 

H.R. 11789. A bill for the relief of Dr. 
Domingo A. Garcia, his wife, Purificacion 
Romoso Garcia, and their children, Margaret 
Garcia and Virginia Garcia; to the Commit- 
tee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MORSE: 

H.R. 11790. A bill for the relief of Rosa- 
mond H. Campopiano; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ST GERMAIN: 

H.R. 11791. A bill for the relief of Ana 
Adelina Machado; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. TENZER: 

H.R. 11792. A bill for the relief of Livia 

Villano; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, 

132. Mr. STRATTON presented a petition of 
the Center for Human and International Re- 
lations, Geneva, N.Y., urging Congress to ap- 
propriate funds, commensurate with the 
importance and magnitude of the problems 
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to be coped with, to implement the 1966 In- 
ternational Education Act and to support an 
effective, long-range foreign aid program, 
which was referred to the Committee on Ap- 
propriations. 


SENATE 
TuEspDAY, JuLx 25, 1967 


The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian, 
and was called to order by the President 
pro tempore. 

Rev. Edward B. Lewis, D.D., minister, 
Capitol Hill Methodist Church, Washing- 
ton, D.C., offered the following prayer: 


O God of peace, good will, and under- 
standing love, we bow before Thee in re- 
pentance for our sins. Today we see in our 
own cities brother fighting against 
brother, neighbor against neighbor, even 
children against parents. We have 
strayed from our intended creation. We 
are not living in touch with each other or 
Thee. We do not know the serenity of 
peace, good will and understanding love. 
In fact, dear Lord, reason and intelli- 
gence have taken second place to venge- 
ance. 

Look upon us in our frustrations and 
bewilderment with a quickening of new 
faith, hope, and love. Keep steady and 
enlighten the leadership of this Nation. 
Give pause to its citizens as we contem- 
plate the consequences of irresponsibility. 

Bring peace to the streets of our cities. 
Help us to learn together what has caused 
our plight and show us the path to a 
better life for all coming from the trage- 
dies we have brought on ourselves. We 
pray in the Master’s name. Amen. 


MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 


Messages in writing from the President 
of the United States submitting nomina- 
tions were communicated to the Senate 
by Mr. Jones, one of his secretaries. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives by Mr. Hackney, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
House had agreed to the amendment of 
the Senate to the amendments of the 
House to the bill (S. 1191) entitled “An 
act to provide for the disposition of a 
judgment against the United States re- 
covered by the Southern Ute Tribe of 
the Southern Ute Reservation in 
Colorado.” 


THE JOURNAL 


On request of Mr. Lone of Louisiana, 
and by unanimous consent, the reading 
of the Journal of the proceedings of 
Monday, July 24, 1967, was dispensed 
with. 


ORDER OF BUSINESS 


Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi- 
dent, under the unanimous-consent 
agreement entered yesterday, the Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts [Mr. Brooke] 
is to be recognized for 30 minutes, and 
the Senator from Arizona [Mr, Fannin] 
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is then to be recognized for 20 minutes. 
I believe that the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts is necessarily absent, and I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senator 
from Arizona be recognized at this time. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. 

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, I wish to 
express my appreciation to the Senator 
from Louisiana for this privilege. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Arizona yield to me for 2 
minutes? 

Mr. FANNIN. I am pleased to yield to 
the distinguished Senator from Kansas. 


THE JOE ANDERSON PLATOON 


Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, tonight, 
at 10 p.m., the CBS television network 
will have a special program which I urge 
all Senators and friends to watch. It 
is a rare opportunity to gain a little bet- 
ter understanding of what U.S. partici- 
pation in Vietnam involves for the young 
American men who are fighting in that 
war. 

The program is entitled “The Joe 
Anderson Platoon,” and is a rerun of a 
program presented earlier this month. 
The program was filmed by a French 
company and was first shown in Europe. 
I understand that it had a very favorable 
and widespread effect on the Europeans 
who had the opportunity to see it. 

A good portion of the film was taken in 
actual combat situations in the northern 
zone of South Vietnam. I am sure Sena- 
ators will agree with me that it contains 
some of the finest pictures ever taken 
of combat action. 

The program has already won wide 
acclaim for its presentation of the con- 
flict in Vietnam, and for this reason, 
I recommend it to everyone. 

But I have a more personal interest 
in recommending the film. The featured 
individual in the program, Lt. Joe An- 
derson, is from Topeka, Kans.; and when 
I appointed him to West Point in 1961, 
he was the first Negro ever appointed 
from Kansas to a service academy. 

Lieutenant Anderson had a record of 
outstanding achievements long before 
the film was produced. He was an honors 
graduate and captain of the Topeka High 
School football team. He was an out- 
standing graduate of the Military Acad- 
emy. Then, at the Army Ranger School, 
he was No. 1 in his class. 

In July of 1966, Lieutenant Anderson 
was sent to Vietnam. Only days after 
arriving, he and his platoon were given 
the assignment of rescuing another pla- 
toon which had been nearly wiped out 
by a North Vietnamese battalion. Despite 
heavy fire from the numerically su- 
perior enemy troops, Lieutenant Ander- 
son’s platoon forced the North Vietnam- 
ese battalion to withdraw. The enemy 
took heavy casualties, eight members of 
the platoon were saved, and Anderson’s 
platoon suffered only one injury. 

For his leadership and for his heroism 
in constantly exposing himself to enemy 
fire in this action, Lieutenant Anderson 
was awarded the Silver Star. Later acts 
of heroism by Lieutenant Anderson 
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earned him the Bronze Star and an Oak 
Leaf Cluster. 

There is an interesting footnote to this 
fact. The superintendent at West Point 
when I appointed Lt. Joe Anderson to 
the academy was General Westmoreland, 
our present commander in Vietnam. 
When I was in Vietnam earlier this 
month, General Westmoreland reminded 
me of this and told me of the outstand- 
ing work done by Lieutenant Anderson 
when he was at West Point and the won- 
derful job he has done for his country in 
Vietnam. 

I urge everyone to observe this very 
fine film this evening. 

I thank the Senator from Arizona. 

Mr. FANNIN. I commend the distin- 
guished Senator from Kansas for his 
suggestion. I support his position, and I 
trust that many of our colleagues will 
have the opportunity to see the film. 


ORDER OF BUSINESS 


Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi- 
dent, will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. TAL- 
MADGE in the chair). Will the Senator 
from Arizona vield? 

Mr. FANNIN, I am happy to yield to 
the distinguished Senator from West 
Virginia. 


RIOTS VERSUS LAW AND ORDER 


Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi- 
dent, yesterday morning at 10:56, Gov- 
ernor Romney notified the President that 
the State of Michigan was unable to 
maintain order in Detroit. 

At 11:02—just 6 minutes later—the 
President instructed Secretary McNa- 
mara to begin moving troops to an air 
base outside the city. Within a few hours, 
approximately 5,000 troops were on the 
base—ready to move if they were needed. 

Late yesterday afternoon, it was 
thought that State and local forces 
could maintain order in Detroit. But the 
troops remained on 30-minute alert. 

At 10:30 last night, the situation had 
seriously worsened. Acting on the unani- 
mous advice of all concerned—the Gov- 
ernor, the mayor and his advisers on the 
spot—the President ordered the troops 
into Detroit. 

He did this with the greatest reluc- 
tance, for it is the solemn duty and re- 
sponsibility of local authorities to insure 
the peace in their communities. Only in 
extraordinary circumstances, where the 
local authorities offer proof that they 
cannot insure that peace or enforce the 
laws, should Federal troops be deployed 
in civil situations. 

The President acted deliberately, 
prudently, but forcefully. He acted out of 
respect for the American Federal sys- 
tem—and in the interest of law and 
order. 

Last night, addressing the Nation, the 
President sternly warned that 

We will not tolerate lawlessness. We will 
not endure violence. It matters not by whom 
it is done or under what slogan or banner. 
It will not be tolerated. This nation will 


do whatever is necessary to suppress and to 
punish those who engage in it. 
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He put the riots in perspective. He 
said: 

Pillage, looting, murder and arson have 
nothing to do with civil rights. They are 
criminal conduct. 


Our Nation is going through a time 
of crisis in its cities. It shocks and dis- 
turbs every man and woman, white and 
Negro, who loves this country, and who 
wants to see it prosper in unity and 
peace. 

This crisis will pass if we act with wis- 
dom and cool heads. It will pass if we set 
about healing the wounds it has caused. 

When it does pass, we shall be grateful 
for the wise and forceful leadership the 
President has shown in this hour of 
crisis. 

Mr. President, I thank the distin- 
guished Senator from Arizona for his 
kindness in yielding to me. 

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, I com- 
mend the Senator from West Virginia for 
the statement he has made and for the 
position he has taken, not only in this 
instance but also for his continuing de- 
sire to be of assistance in that regard. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I thank 
the Senator. 


ALTERNATIVES TO HIGHER TAXES 
ARE AVAILABLE 


Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, the Con- 
gress faces a critical economic decision. 
Very soon it will have to decide the fate 
of a proposed surtax increase, a measure 
wholly and enthusiastically supported by 
the administration. Hardly a day goes by 
now when one of its spokesmen is not 
dinning the Nation’s ears with justifica- 
tions for still higher taxes. 

Initially, the justification was alto- 
gether economic, as the President him- 
self voiced in his 1967 state of the Union 
message: a modest surtax increase was 
necessary, we were told, to head off infla- 
tion, which then, as now, was a serious 
national problem. But many Americans, 
myself included, were unconvinced. The 
economy even then showed telltale signs 
of needing a fiscal stimulant more than 
a depressant, and the likelihood of a re- 
cession was hardly more attractive than 
inflation, especially for the thousands of 
Americans who would face the very real 
prospect of being unemployed. 

But the adminstration was not to be 
denied. It quickly altered its rhetoric to 
fit the new situation, a situation in which 
economic theory became secondary: 
these are moral reasons, we were re- 
proved, why in wartime the homefront 
should be called upon to make additional 
sacrifices. One respected journalist, who, 
by the way, very much opposes U.S. in- 
volvement in Vietnam, went so far as to 
write, “To raise taxes in time of war is 
the moral and decent and self-respect- 
ing thing to do.” The fight for higher 
taxes was thereby anointed a holy war, 
with the advocates of higher taxes fight- 
ing alone to preserve duty, honor, and 
country. Or so they would have us be- 
lieve. 

But the claim is patently false, wholly 
ridiculous. Logically, if it is moral to 
raise taxes in time of war, it is immoral 
to keep them at high levels in peacetime. 
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But logic, unfortunately, seldom is the 
guiding spirit of political discourse. The 
somewhat overlooked fact is that Ameri- 
cans already turn over to government— 
local, State and Federal—as high a per- 
centage of our income as we did in 1943 
and 1952, the years when defense costs 
for World War II and Korea were 
enormous. The point I am making here 
is not that Americans cannot pay more 
in taxes, and for the most part do so 
willingly, to finance the war—should the 
administration ever present evidence that 
more money is required for that purpose. 
But this the administration has not done. 

This Nation is most assuredly con- 
fronted with a crisis in its fiscal affairs. 
And Congress must make the decision 
which, rightly made, could assure eco- 
nomic stability and progress or, wrongly 
made, could retard business growth and 
usher in a period of recession coupled 
with inflation. Needless to say, this is a 
fateful decision—one which the Con- 
gress, unlike the administration, cannot 
rightly make by closing its eyes to cer- 
tain economic realities. 

One such reality is that a tax increase 
is not the only weapon, and certainly not 
the best weapon, for limiting inflation 
or for regulating the national economy. 
A far more sensible approach is to re- 
duce expenditures, at least to the level 
where Federal spending matches tax 
receipts. But this approach the adminis- 
tration has not proposed; nor, regret- 
fully, does Congress appear willing to 
enforce. 

The deficit for the fiscal year just 
ended was a staggering $11 billion, an 
amount exceeded only by the deficits 
recorded during World War I, World 
War II and fiscal 1959. Moreover, the 
planned deficit for fiscal 1968 is $13.6 
billion—a level that can be maintained 
only if the costs for Vietnam do not grow 
and if the administration wins its sur- 
charge increase. The most reliable esti- 
mates now are that the 1968 deficit will 
total far more than that, perhaps as high 
as $30 billion. 

Now I realize it is fashionable in new 
economics circles to question whether 
deficits cause inflation, and it does de- 
pend in part on the method of financing. 
Still, deficits can help swell the money 
supply, and it is not unfair to say that 
easy money has played a significant part 
in the drastic decline of the dollar’s pur- 
chasing power. For example, the U.S. 
dollar that was worth 100 cents in 1941 
has today become a 45-cent dollar in 
terms of the goods and services it will 
buy. Also, huge and uncontrolled Fed- 
eral spending can be itself inflationary, 
especially when it operates in conditions 
of labor shortage and generally high use 
of plant capacity. And, at least until very 
recently, these conditions for the most 
part dominated the economy. 

Of course, another chief cause of infla- 
tion is organized labor’s excessive wage 
and benefit demands, which have no re- 
lationship whatever to increased produc- 
tivity. Yet in light of this, the adminis- 
tration cowardly abandoned its former 
wage-price guideposts of 3.2 percent. 
Now, as the economy rises, as costs con- 
tinue to climb, as productivity increases, 
it is only right that labor share in the 
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general well-being. But the administra- 
tion is only opening the anti-inflation 
dike by not setting strong barriers 
against the granting of wage demands of 
6 or even 8 percent. Therefore, if it is 
inflation that concerns the administra- 
tion, it could take an effective step by re- 
establishing and enforcing realistic 
wage-price guidelines. 

It is unnecessary to point out the tragic 
effects of inflation, especially on indi- 
viduals on fixed incomes, whether they 
are wage earners, bondholders, pension- 
ers, or creditors. That fact is well known. 
But inflation also is costly for Govern- 
ment, which finds itself obligated to pro- 
tect those groups—at least the most po- 
litically powerful—whose incomes cannot 
keep pace with the rise in the cost of liv- 
ing. This is happening now not only in 
social security but in welfare and relief 
programs of all kinds. 

We have had a budget deficit in each of 
the past 7 years and 31 deficits in the 
last 37 years. And these results have not 
been accidental. So large has the na- 
tional debt become, at its present level 
of $322 billion, that 10 cents of every tax 
dollar goes just to pay the interest on it. 
In fact, as one writer pointed out, the 
estimated $14.2 billion interest charge on 
the debt in 1968 is more money than 
Congress will appropriate to operate the 
Departments of State, of Labor, of In- 
terior, of Justice, of Commerce, and of 
Agriculture, as well as to finance the 
Atomic Energy Commission and the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. 

But, again, the size of the debt is not 
a concern of the new economists, who 
repeatedly remind us that the Federal 
debt in real per capita terms has ac- 
tually dropped during the last 20 years, 
from $1,817 at the end of the 1946 cal- 
endar year to $1,641 in 1965. Very well. 
But what those statistics do not reveal is 
that the per capita debt burden for all 
governments—Federal, State, and lo- 
cal—actually increased from $1,932 to 
$2,163 during the same period. The ad- 
vocates of the new economics also con- 
veniently overlook the rise in personal 
debt, which has jumped more than 500 
percent in the past 20 years. Now, if the 
personal indebtedness merely reflected a 
tendency to keep up with ones neigh- 
bors, we could perhaps dismiss it out of 
hand, though that would in no way les- 
sen its burden on the individuals them- 
selves. The simple fact is, however, that 
a significant amount of personal in- 
debtedness can be tied to such vital na- 
tional needs as higher education, and is 
therefore hardly a frill. Rather than con- 
cern themselves only with the Federal 
debt, public planners should take into 
account total per capita debt, which has 
jumped to an alarming $7,250 in 1966, or 
approximately double its $3,130 level of 
20 years earlier. Clearly, every American 
man, woman, and child already is 
shouldering a heavy burden, 

Of course, the administration has 
sought to tie the deficits and its record 
budgets to higher defense costs. But this 
is not the case. Since 1960, annual Fed- 
eral expenditures have increased 83 per- 
cent, with expenditures for national de- 
fense—including $22 billion this year for 
Vietnam—up 68 percent and nondefense 
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expenditures up 97 percent. Further- 
more, spending for national welfare and 
health programs has increased 210 per- 
cent during the same 8-year period. This 
indicates, therefore, as former Budget 
Director Maurice Stans noted, that the 
major thrust of higher Federal spending 
since 1960 is not due to Vietnam, but is in 
the civilian nondefense activities of the 
Government. 

Naturally, should the Nation’s military 
commitment increase in Vietnam, we 
would perhaps be left with no alternative 
to a tax increase. But higher taxes should 
not come before nonessential spending is 
cut to the lowest possible level. As my 
distinguished colleague Senator WIL- 
LIAM PROXMIRE said: 

If the government has to allocate more of 
the national resources to defense purposes, 
we should cut down on the government's 
other claims on resources. Why should the 
government go on consuming more than ever 
when it asks the private sector to do less? 


And therein lies the illogic of the new 
tax proposal. On one hand the Govern- 
ment is pursuing inflationary policies, 
which obviously penalize the people; 
then, precisely because of those mis- 
guided policies, it wants to impose fur- 
ther penalties on the people in the form 
of stiffer taxes. The one economic reality 
it refuses to consider, or even to recog- 
nize, is a cutback on its own ballooning 
nondefense spending. No one denies the 
existence of problems for which large 
amounts of money, no less than imagina- 
tion, are needed. But impatience to cor- 
rect these ills is not sufficient reason to 
abandon basic economic truths. A sur- 
charge of 6 percent, while imposing a 
heavy burden on individuals and cor- 
porations, would raise approximately $6 
billion during this fiscal year, and then 
only if it were made retroactive to July 1. 
Therefore, while giving the illusion of 
sound fiscal policy; namely, an attempt 
to bring the budget into balance, the 
higher tax would make no more than a 
small dent in the estimated deficit. It 
would be far more sensible to cut back 
spending by the $6 billion figure, espe- 
cially in light of expert testimony that 
even greater cuts can be made without 
harming those who truly need and de- 
serve our help. 

Specifically, substantial savings can 
be effected by reducing our present mili- 
tary troop strength in noncombat the- 
aters, primarily Western Europe. Recent 
breakthroughs in war technology, cou- 
pled with the Western European nations’ 
ability to provide for more of their own 
defense, greatly lessens the necessity for 
a substantial U.S. manpower commit- 
ment, even as high as the administra- 
tion’s proposed level of 225,000 troops. 
This is particularly true in light of Great 
Britain’s recently announced cuts in its 
overseas military obligations. 

A second area for budgetary savings 
is the Nation’s space program, at least 
those phases not wholly tied to national 
defense or military security. Obviously, 
we cannot and should not abandon 
efforts to learn more about our environ- 
ment, but neither should we, in this criti- 
cal fiscal period, proceed as though 
money were no problem whatever. 

Third, big cuts can be made in the 
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administrative costs of the poverty war, 
which is topheavy with high-paid exec- 
utives and consultants. 

Another area in which to bring about 
savings is the personnel costs of the 
executive agencies. This can be accom- 
plished by setting and enforcing numeri- 
cal employee levels above which Federal 
agencies cannot hire. For example, 1960 
civilian employment in the Federal Gov- 
ernment has grown by 25 percent while 
U.S. population has increased by only 
10 percent. This trend must and can be 
stopped. 

These are by no means the only areas 
in the budget for savings. But they do, 
I believe, support the belief that the 
budget can be cut, and cut significantly. 
A respectable reduction in spending 
would invalidate any need for higher 
taxes. 

There is, of course, also the important 
question whether a tax increase is by 
itself an effective remedy for reducing 
deficits. As our experience with the in- 
vestment tax credit and the 1964 tax 
reduction should have proved, business 
activity is largely responsible for the big 
flow of tax money into the Government. 
But tax receipts increase when business 
activity is expanded, not when new bar- 
riers to the sale of goods are imposed. 
If a tax increase is voted now, the result 
might be to slow down business to such 
a degree that tax receipts would rise 
very little in spite of the higher rates 
imposed. Or, also, if the tax rate is in- 
creased, it seems as likely as not that the 
administration would use the additional 
revenues to expand inflationary spend- 
ing, thereby adding to the Nation’s al- 
ready great fiscal problems. 

Also open to question is the wisdom 
of constantly juggling taxes in accord- 
ance with someone’s view of how the 
economy should be performing. I do not 
mean to imply that the level of taxation 
should be necessarily static, never to be 
revised upward or down, That position 
would be illogical. But frequent tax 
changes are unsettling to business plan- 
ning as well as to family and even Gov- 
ernment budgets. And until such time 
that Government economists perfect 
their ability to produce a thriving econ- 
omy, free of both inflation and recession, 
tax juggling will remain a real and valid 
objection. 

A remedial step Congress could take, 
at least to protect against the high defi- 
cits which prompt calls for higher taxes, 
would be to demand honest budget re- 
quests from all agencies, military as well 
as civilian. In its annual budget message 
to Congress, the administration has time 
and again underestimated expenditures 
and overestimated receipts—the end re- 
sult of which is the need for supple- 
mental appropriations and far bigger 
deficits than first estimated. This prac- 
tice must end. First, the administration 
must start presenting a realistic budget 
request to the Congress, perhaps setting 
aside a $10 billion contingency fund to 
provide for higher-than-estimated ex- 
penses or lower-than-estimated tax re- 
ceipts. Second, the military and civilian 
agencies of Government should be re- 
quired to live within their budgets, unless 
it can be proven that by so doing the 
national security is being jeopardized. 
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But should all nonessential spending 
not be cut, or should our commitment to 
Vietnam increase, it will doubtless be 
necessary for Congress to head off the 
potentially disastrous effects of a huge 
Federal deficit. That, however, should 
be the last, not the first, step. And should 
a higher tax come, in whatever form, 
Congress has a responsibility to label it 
“temporary” and to provide for its termi- 
nation at the end of 1 year. In no case 
should the new tax be used to support 
a generally higher level of spending. 

A decision to cut and postpone spend- 
ing is admittedly not an easy one to 
make. But it is the course favored by 
most Americans. Both the Harris and the 
Gallup polls recently reported that as 
many as two-thirds of the public favor a 
cut in spending over yet higher taxes, a 
finding completely borne out by my cor- 
respondence. And, most surprisingly of 
all, a recent poll of union members re- 
vealed that their foremost concern was 
not for more benefits, but against higher 
taxes. Surely this tends to confirm the 
belief that most Americans are finding 
it very difficult to pay more than they 
presently do toward the cost of Govern- 
ment. 

The time has come for the Congress to 
put restraints on the excesses that we 
ourselves have permitted. Our choice in 
the weeks ahead, our decision either to 
raise taxes or to cut spending, will affect 
the Nation’s economy for a long time 
to come. Either it will continue to move 
ahead, or it will not. Either it will permit 
us to operate from a position of economic 
strength, or it will not. Either it will help 
us improve the lot of all Americans, or 
it will not. The choice is ours. And we 
must make it now. 


ORDER OF BUSINESS 


Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, it is 
my understanding that the distinguished 
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
Brooke], who had 30 minutes allocated 
to him today, has vacated his request. 
Therefore I ask unanimous consent that 
I may proceed for not to exceed 10 min- 
utes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


SUMMER OF DISSENT AND 
VIOLENCE 


Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, this 
is the summer of dissent and violence in 
our country. It does no good to point the 
finger of blame at an administration, a 
political party, the Congress, or State 
and local authorities. All of us, I daresay, 
must assume a share of that burden. 
Neither does it do any good to raise the 
cry of “police brutality” on each and 
every occasion when a disturbance oc- 
curs. 

It does no good in times of difficulty 
to put in false alarms, to commit arson 
or to plague the work of those who are 
charged with the keeping of the public 
safety in the cities where these outbreaks 
occur. The police in almost all instances 
are seriously undermanned and under- 
paid. The respect which they should and 
must have to uphold the law has been, 
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all too often, made the mark of the 
demagog. 

No citizen of this country has the right 
to riot. There are ways and means 
through lawful procedures to redress 
grievances, and those grievances wher- 
ever they exist must be given the most 
serious and prompt attention. Where 
legitimate, all citizens have a right to 
expect that every effort will be made to 
correct them. 

The pattern of violence which has, still 
is, and will perhaps continue to plague 
our Nation throughout this simmering 
summer, barely a month old, must be 
faced at the local level where it occurs, 
at the State level when it gets out of 
control, and at the national level when 
the Governors of the State, for good and 
valid reasons, petition the Federal Gov- 
ernment for assistance. 

There is much that can be done at 
the local and State level, and that should 
be the first recourse. But there is much 
which has been done and still can and 
must be done at the national level. 

The difficulties which confront us call 
for a united effort on the part of both 
parties in the Congress. We must work 
together to pass necessary legislation and 
to do so in a spirit of understanding and 
cooperation rather than with the voice of 
the demagogue. 

I would urge the Senate, therefore, 
to give prompt consideration to Presi- 
dent Johnson’s proposals on safety in 
the streets, to the providing of funds to 
combat poverty, to the passing of anti- 
riot legislation which at the same time 
will protect the rights of all our citizens, 
to. consider legitimate gun control leg- 
islation, and to report out as expedi- 
tiously as possible proposals seeking to 
set up a special joint committee or com- 
mission to investigate the reasons for 
the civil disorders and spreading discon- 
tent in our cities and to recommend 
remedies. 

I commend the President for the many 
proposals he has made to the Congress 
seeking to alleviate the difficulties of our 
less fortunate citizens of all races, colors, 
and creeds, and I urge the Congress to 
give as prompt consideration as possible 
to the proposals he has suggested to it 
this year. Instead of blaming the Presi- 
dent for what has occurred in various 
parts of our Nation and which will be 
a continuing occurrence unless attended 
to, I would recall to my colleagues the 
old truism that while the President pro- 
poses, the Congress disposes. 

This is not the time for any of us to 
find fault with the other party, nor is it 
the time for any of us, regardless oc 
party, to find fault with the President. 
The situation calls for as much of a 
meeting of the minds as is possible. In 
this travail which affects all of us di- 
rectly, we must try to work together and 
pass the legislation necessary to meet the 
difficulties in these areas of discontent, 
dissension, and disillusion. 

The price we have already paid is very 
high. If we do not work together regard- 
less of politics, the price will go far high- 
er. The consequences of inaction and 
avoidance of responsibility by all con- 
cerned in government will be as a 
shadow lengthening over our land. 
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It is time also for our citizens to rec- 
ognize that, individually as well as col- 
lectively, they have a bounden duty to 
respect and cooperate with the law, to 
accept the responsibilities which go with 
citizenship, in order to see to it that a 
very small minority will not run rampant 
over all rights in the areas which have 
been plagued or are threatened by riots, 
murders, and looting. 

This Republic will survive this sum- 
mer and other summers which will come. 
I hope, however, that it will survive on 
the basis of dignity, mutual respect, and 
adherence to the law. There can be no 
yielding to the demagoguery of any in- 
dividuals or any group, or the days of the 
Republic would, indeed, be numbered. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield. 

Mr. MORSE. I rise to commend the 
Senator from Montana, our majority 
leader, for once again making a state- 
ment of great leadership here on the 
floor of the Senate. It is a further dem- 
onstration of his statesmanship. I quite 
agree with him that there is not the 
slightest basis for the entry of partisan- 
ship into the consideration of the great 
crisis that faces the Republic. 

As I said on the floor of the Senate 
yesterday afternoon, in my judgment the 
President of the United States is demon- 
strating courage and leadership that de- 
serve the thanks of every American, ir- 
respective of the politics of that Ameri- 
can. 

I regret that there has been some ref- 
erence to partisanship in regard to the 
matter and criticism of the President by 
some newspapers because he vetoed, for 
example, some crime legislation. But he 
vetoed the crime legislation, as he made 
perfectly clear, because of the obvious 
unconstitutionality of various sections 
of it. He took the same oath we took to 
uphold the Constitution. In my judg- 
ment, he should have vetoed that legisla- 
tion. It is up to Congress to pass legisla- 
tion that complies with the decisions of 
the Supreme Court in regard to constitu- 
tionality. We do not help solve the crime 
problems in this country by passing leg- 
islation that is certain to be declared 
unconstitutional. 

Certainly, the President of the United 
States would not be acting in keeping 
with his responsibilities as President of 
the United States if he did not follow the 
advice of his Department of Justice, 
which, in that instance, pointed out to 
him its views as to the unconstitution- 
ality of that act. 

I am for passing legislation to control 
crime; but let it be constitutional. I raise 
my voice in defense of my President for 
having the courage to carry out his re- 
sponsibility to veto that legislation and 
any other legislation to which reference 
has been made by newspapermen in re- 
cent hours. 

Here is a President who, in my judg- 
ment, will be remembered in history for 
proposing one piece of legislation after 
the other to come to the assistance of the 
underprivileged, of the people who need 
jobs, who need better education, who 
need housing, who need assistance for 
rent supplements so they can live in de- 
cent quarters. Let us face up to the fact 
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that there is a need for legislation to 
provide domestic aid in behalf of the un- 
derprivileged among our citizenry. 

President Johnson concentrated on the 
situation in Detroit yesterday—as he 
should have. He refused to be diverted by 
the partisan attacks. He is the President 
of all of the American people responding 
to their needs and rights in an hour of 
great crisis in our country’s history. To 
throw political brickbats at him at a 
time when all Americans should rally be- 
hind him is but a form of political riot- 
ing by shortsighted partisans. 

Some of the congressional political 
critics have voted methodically against 
every program of relief and rehabilita- 
tion for our cities. Just last week some 
of them tried to laugh a bill off the floor 
of the House, that would have helped 
families living in dehumanizing ghettos 
to fight the rats that attack their chil- 
dren. 

Not long before that, some of his politi- 
cal detractors helped kill a plan to create 
more low-income housing for the poor, 
in the cities. They voted against a rent 
supplement bill. They joined in reducing 
the appropriation for model cities from 
$600 million this year to $200 million. 
They oppose any form of a gun control 
bill, that just might have kept a few 
rifles out of the hands of snipers. If they 
were allowed to have their partisan way, 
they would gut the poverty program. 
They have hacked and thrown political 
bricks at and pummelled, the safe streets 
bill that would give our cities better tools 
for fighting crime and enforcing order. 

Yet they have the political effrontery 
to blame the Johnson administration for 
the riots that are exploding in our cities. 

What is their program? More artillery? 
More tanks? Air strikes on the cities? It 
is hard to tell. 

They seem to support one bill, anyway: 
a bill to seize those persons, whoever 
they may be, who cross State lines under 
the blanket charge that they plan to in- 
cite a riot. They give the impression that 
they would rather pick off rabble-rousers 
than deal with the problems of under- 
privileged tens of thousands in our cities. 
They would rather swat a mosquito than 
drain the ghetto swamps that breed 
thousands of social problems. They would 
rather build a bigger jail than help people 
stay out of the ones we have. 

They demonstrate political irresponsi- 
bility in an hour of great peril by feed- 
ing flames of disunity in a partisan at- 
tempt to place the blame for the unrest 
in our cities on this administration, and 
to charge the President with neglect— 
with “totally failing to recognize the 
problem.” 

I am sure the overwhelming majority 
of the American people will call them to 
the bar of public opinion for their unfair 
attack on the President. They should be 
asked why they have steadfastly fought 
the programs that would relieve the con- 
ditions that feed the riots. They should 
be challenged on their bookkeeping— 
these great defenders of budgetary pru- 
dence. Do they prefer to see an American 
city lose $150 million in 2 days of riot, 
than to spend $20 million to help rid our 
city slums of rats? 

So I rise to support every word that 
the majority leader has uttered. We are 
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in an hour of great crisis, and this is 
the time, in my judgment, for us to rally 
in a nonpartisan fashion behind our 
Government. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
agree with what the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Oregon has said about the 
crisis which confronts us and agree with 
him that the President has not ignored 
this problem. 

I point out that the legislation which 
the President has been accused of veto- 
ing, and, which he did veto, was vetoed 
on constitutional grounds, as the Senator 
from Oregon has indicated. But apart 
from that and to demonstrate the ir- 
relevance of that presidential veto to the 
present crisis, it was legislation which 
applied only to the District of Columbia, 
as I recall, and not to the Nation as a 
whole. 

The President has also been accused 
of being against antiriot legislation. To 
the best of my knowledge, the President 
has never issued a statement on such 
legislation, because it originated in Con- 
gress, and he was letting Congress work 
its will. 

I would, of course, hope that if and 
when antiriot legislation is considered 
in the Senate the constitutional safe- 
guards guaranteed to all our citizens will 
be maintained. 

Then, of course, we know that the 
President, who can only propose, did 
send to Congress legislation having to 
do with housing, model cities, rent sup- 
plements, safety in the streets, and a 
number of other proposals. The difficulty 
is that Congress has not acted on those 
proposals. 

Therefore, I cannot see how the Presi- 
dent can be blamed for Congress not 
acting, when the responsibility for 
carrying out the proposals which he has 
advanced, seeking to face up to these 
problems in the cities and the urban 
areas, have not been taken up by com- 
mittees nor brought to the floors of Con- 
gress for consideration. 

So I join with the Senator from Ore- 
gon in commending the President for the 
action which he has taken. It was most 
difficult. He did so only in response to 
a request from a Governor of a State. He 
had no other choice, if he was to exer- 
cise his leadership as the Chief of State 
of this Nation. 

I only hope that out of this travail 
through which we are all passing, there 
will come some peace and stability, some 
recognition of the needs of these people, 
who are underprivileged, undernour- 
ished, dispossessed, disillusioned, and 
discouraged. 


LIMITATION ON STATEMENTS DUR- 
ING THE TRANSACTION OF ROU- 
TINE MORNING BUSINESS 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, there will now be a 
period for the transaction of routine 
morning business, with statements lim- 
ited to 3 minutes. 


COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING 
SENATE SESSION 


On request of Mr. BYRD of West Vir- 
ginia, and by unanimous consent, the 
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following committees were authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
today: 

The Committee on Banking and Cur- 
rency; 

The Committee on Government Op- 
erations; 

The Subcommittee on Juvenile Delin- 
quency of the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary; 

The Military Construction Subcom- 
mittee of the Committee on Armed Serv- 
ices; 

The Subcommittee on Education of the 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare; 
and 

The Subcommittee on Business and 
Commerce of the Committee on the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. 


EXECUTIVE SESSION 


Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate proceed to executive session, for 
action on nominations. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from West Virginia? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider executive business. 


EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be- 
fore the Senate messages from the Pres- 
ident of the United States submitting 
sundry nominations, which were referred 
to the appropriate committees. 

(For nominations this day received, 
see the end of Senate proceedings.) 


EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 


The following favorable reports of 
nominations were submitted: 


By Mr. MAGNUSON, from the Committee 
on Commerce: 

Grant E. Syphers, of California, to be an 
Interstate Commerce Commissioner; 

Ashton C. Barrett, of Mississippi, to be a 
Federal Maritime Commissioner; and 

Dale Wayne Hardin, of Illinois, to be an 
Interstate Commerce Commissioner. 

By Mr. FULBRIGHT, from the Committee 
on Foreign Relations: 

Benjamin H. Oehlert, Jr., of Georgia, to be 
Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipoten- 
tiary to Pakistan; and 

Kennedy M. Crockett, of Virginia, a For- 
eign Service officer of class 2, to be Ambassa- 
dor Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary to 
Nicaragua. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
be no further reports of committees, the 
clerk will state the nomination on the 
Executive Calendar. 


NATIONAL MEDIATION BOARD 


The legislative clerk read the nomina- 
tion of Leverett Edwards, of Oklahoma, 
to be a member of the National Media- 
tion Board. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Without 
objection, the nomination is confirmed. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia, Mr. Presi- 
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
President be immediately notified of the 
confirmation of this nomination. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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LEGISLATIVE SESSION 


On request of Mr. Byrp of West Vir- 
ginia, and by unanimous consent, the 
Senate resumed the consideration of leg- 
islative business. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be- 
fore the Senate the following letters, 
which were referred as indicated: 


REPORT ON PROPERTY ACQUISITIONS OF 
EMERGENCY SUPPLIES AND EQUIPMENT 


A letter from the Acting Director of Civil 
Defense, Department of the Army, report- 
ing, pursuant to law, on property acquisi- 
tions of emergency supplies and equipment 
by that Department, for the quarter ended 
June 30, 1967; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 


REPORT OF LADIES OF THE GRAND ARMY OF THE 
REPUBLIC 


A letter from the District of Columbia 
Representatives, Ladies of the Grand Army 
of the Republic, Inc., transmitting, pur- 
suant to law, a report of that organization 
for their national convention, held at Grand 
Rapids, Mich., in 1966 (with an accompany- 
ing report); to the Committee on the Ju- 
diclary. 


REPORT OF PROJECTS COMMITTEE, NATIONAL 
RIVERS AND HARBORS CONGRESS 

A letter from the executive vice president, 
National Rivers and Harbors Congress, Wash- 
ington, D.C., transmitting for the informa- 
tion of the Senate, report of the Projects 
Committee of the National Rivers and Har- 
bors Congress prepared following public 
headings on May 31, 1967, at the 54th an- 
nual convention of the association (with 
accompanying papers); to the Committee on 
Public Works. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 

By Mr. SPONG, from the Committee on 
the District of Columbia, with amendments: 

H.R. 8718. An act to increase the annual 
Federal payment to the District of Columbia 
and to provide a method for computing the 
annual borrowing authority for the general 
fund of the District of Columbia (Rept. 
No. 406). 

By Mr. MAGNUSON, from the Committee 
on Commerce, with an amendment: 

S. 1003. A bill to amend the Flammable 
Fabrics Act to increase the protection af- 
forded consumers against injurious flamma- 
ble fabrics (Rept. No. 407). 


BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION 
INTRODUCED 


Bills and a joint resolution were intro- 
duced, read the first time, and, by unan- 
imous consent, the second time, and 
referred as follows: 

By Mr. KUCHEL (for himself and Mr. 
MURPHY): 
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S. 2159. A bill to establish the Fort Point 
National Historic Site in San Francisco, 
Calif., and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

(See the remarks of Mr. KUCHEL when he 
introduced the above bill, which appear 
under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. ERVIN: 

S. 2160. A bill to amend title 18, United 
States Code, to make a misdemeanor the 
flight, in interstate or foreign commerce, by 
any person who is the parent of a minor 
child or who is a married man, if such person 
so flees with the intent of evading his legal 
responsibilities with respect to the support 
or maintenance of his minor child or of his 
wife; and 

S. 2161. A bill to confer jurisdiction upon 
the U.S. Court of Claims to hear, de- 
termine, and render judgment upon the 
claim of Sue Crawford Robinson; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BIBLE: 

S. 2162. A bill to amend the act of Janu- 
ary 17, 1936 (49 Stat. 1094), reserving certain 
public domain lands in Nevada and Oregon 
as a grazing reserve for Indians of Fort Me- 
Dermitt, Nev.; to the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. PASTORE: 

S. 2163. A bill to remove the authority of 
the Secretary of the Treasury to prohibit, 
curtail, or regulate the melting or treating 
of coins of the United States; to the Com- 
mittee on Banking and Currency. 

(See the remarks of Mr. Pastore when he 
introduced the above bill, which appear 
under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. YARBOROUGH (for himself 
and Mr. Town) (by request): 

S. 2164. A bill for the amendment of the 
patent laws, title 35 of the United States 
Code, to eliminate delay in the issue of pat - 
ent applications caused: (a) by protracted 
prosecution due to the filing of successive ap- 
plications on the same subject matter, 
namely; divisions, continuations, and con- 
tinuations-in-part, and due to interferences, 
and due to appeals; (b) by congestion of the 
Patent Office due to Government-sponsored 
and other defensive patent applications, and 
due to multiple applications on several simi- 
lar or related inventions more easily exam- 
ined together, and (c) by delayed filing of 
applications, thereby to promote the prog- 
ress of the useful arts; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

(See the remarks of Mr. YARBOROUGH when 
he introduced the above bill, which appear 
under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey: 

S. 2165. A bill for the relief of Rene E. 
Montero; and 

S. 2166. A bill for the relief of Yeung Yi 
San, also known as Lee Cheung On; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HOLLAND: 

S. 2167. A bill for the relief of Dr. Rolando 
Pozo y Jimenez; and 

S. 2168. A bill for the relief of Dr. Pedro 
Pina y Gil; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

By Mr. DOMINICEK (for himself and 
Mr, ALLOTT) : 

S. 2169. A bill to authorize the Mount Car- 
bon project for flood protection and other 
purposes on the Bear Creek in Colorado; to 
the Committee on Public Works. 

(See the remarks of Mr. Dominick when 
he introduced the above bill, which appear 
under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. TOWER (for himself and Mr. 
ALLOTT, Mr. BENNETT, Mr. COTTON, 
Mr. DIRKSEN, Mr. DoMINicK, Mr. 
EASTLAND, Mr. GRUENING, Mr. FAN- 
NIN, Mr. Fone, Mr. KENNEDY of New 
York, Mr. Kuchl, Mr. MCCARTHY, 
Mr. MONDALE, Mr. Morron, Mr. 
Moss, Mr. Murpuy, Mr. PELL, Mr. 
Provury, Mr. RIBICOFF, Mr. Scott, Mr. 
SPARKMAN, and Mr. YARBOROUGH): 
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S. 2170. A bill to amend title 10, United 
States Code, to equalize the retirement pay 
of members of the uniformed services of 
equal rank and years of service, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

(See the remarks of Mr. Tower when he 
introduced the above bill, which appear 
under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. HARRIS (for himself, Mr. Mon- 
DALE, Mr. MONRONEY, Mr. TyDINGs, 
Mr. Lonc of Missouri, and Mr. Bun- 
DICK): 

S.J. Res. 97. Joint resolution establishing 
a Joint Commission on Civil Strife; author- 
izing the Commission established to investi- 
gate riots and civil strife in the cities and 
urban centers of the United States and to re- 
port and make recommendations on an 
emergency basis for the prevention of such 
riots and the elimination of the causes there- 
of; to the Committee on Government Opera- 
tions, by unanimous consent order. 

(See the remarks of Mr. Harris when he 
introduced the above joint resolution, which 
appear under a separate heading.) 


CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 


ESTABLISHMENT OF A JOINT CON- 
GRESSIONAL COMMITTEE TO IN- 
VESTIGATE RIOTS AND VIOLENT 
CIVIL DISORDER 


Mr. DIRKSEN (for himself, Mr. 
Brooke, and Mr. Percy) submitted a 
concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 34) 
to establish a joint congressional com- 
mittee to investigate riots and violent 
civil disorder, which was referred to the 
9, eg on Rules and Administra- 

on. 

(See the above concurrent resolution 
printed in full when submitted by Mr. 
DIRKSEN, which appears under a sep- 
arate heading.) 


FORT POINT NATIONAL 
HISTORIC SITE 


Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, on behalf 
of my distinguished colleague, Mr. Mur- 
PHY, and myself, I send to the desk, for 
appropriate reference, a bill authorizing 
the establishment of the Fort Point Na- 
tional Historic Site in San Francisco, 
Calif. 

Just under the south tower of the 
Golden Gate bridge, at the entrance of 
the San Francisco Bay, stands a classic 
example of a coastal fortification of the 
mid-19th century. It is one of the best 
examples of such military architecture 
in the United States and certainly the 
finest on the west coast of North Amer- 
ica. Fort Point has been standing since 
1861, but all too few people have noticed 
it, or even know of its existence. To me, 
this seems to be a waste of historical 
value, and for this reason, I am propos- 
ing this legislation to bestow on it the 
designation it so richly deserves. 

So that the historical significance of 
Fort Point, known to some as Fort Win- 
field Scott, can be realized, I would like 
briefly to give its history. In 1776, long 
before Fort Point was even thought of, 
the Presidio at San Francisco Bay was 
founded by Spanish settlers to serve the 
dual function of controlling the Indians, 
and serving as a base for the great Span- 
ish expeditions that explored the interior 
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and northern areas of the San Francisco 
Bay region. After 1792, the Presidio be- 
came the northernmost stronghold of the 
Spanish Empire, and the chief barrier 
against the British, Russian, and Ameri- 
can expansion on the west coast. 

The advances by the Russians, English, 
and Americans into the northern coast 
of California alarmed the Spanish; and, 
when Capt. George Vancouver, in the 
first non-Spanish ship to enter the San 
Francisco Bay, the Discovery, sailed 
through the Golden Gate on November 
14, 1792, the Spanish began to realize 
how poorly the Golden Gate was being 
defended. This prompted the Spanish 
Viceroy, Revilla Gigedo, to build a new 
fort at the San Francisco Presidio. It was 
located about 144 miles northwest of the 
original Presidio, 100 feet above the 
shoreline of the Golden Gate, and named 
Castillo de San Joaquin. 

The news that Mexico had won its in- 
dependence from Spain arrived in Cali- 
fornia in March 1822, and on April 13, 
the soldiers and citizens in San Fran- 
cisco took the oath of allegiance to the 
Mexican Government. This marked the 
end of the Spanish Empire in California. 

Mexico was more careless than Spain 
in her military establishments in Cali- 
fornia. From 1822 to 1835, the Mexicans 
watched the adobe walls of the Presidio 
and Castillo de San Joaquin disintegrate 
as a result of the rainy weather, and poor 
maintenance, Under the command of 
Mexican Lieutenant Vallejo, most of the 
Presidio garrison was transferred to the 
newly established frontier post of So- 
noma, leaving only seven artillerymen to 
guard the ruined Presidio and Castillo de 
San Joaquin. 

The city of San Francisco, then called 
Yerba Buena, was founded in 1835. By 
the end of 1836, all troops from the Pre- 
sidio had been withdrawn, and all that 
remained were a few retired soldiers and 
their families. The forts were in ruins 
by 1840. 

Six years later Captain John Charles 
Fremont led about 20 American settlers 
in an attack on Castillo de San Joaquin, 
met little resistance, and took possession 
of the town of Yerba Buena for the 
United States. Two years later, in 1848, 
the war ended between the United States 
and Mexico, and the Presidio and the 
Castillo were formally ceded to the 
United States. The Fort by this time was 
rubble. 

When the United States troops finally 
came to occupy the Presidio, the old 
Spanish forts were reconstructed and 
put into a suitable condition. Two new 
forts were erected, one on Alcatraz Is- 
land, and the other at the entrance of 
the Bay where the ruined Castillo de San 
Joaquin once stood. They named the 
latter Fort Point. 

During the Civil War, the Presidio and 
Fort Point were standing by to meet any 
attacks which might come their way. 
However, the war ended without any of 
the Bay’s defensive works having fired a 
shot. Fort Point served its defensive mis- 
sion simply by existing. After the Civil 
War, the old war guns in Fort Point were 
transferred to permanent Army posts 
for ornamental use, In 1905, the Fort was 
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declared obsolete and 9 years later was 
completely abandoned. 

Today, the granite and brick of the 
fort is practically in the same condition 
as it was when it was built in 1861. Un- 
fortunately, all of the iron work has rust- 
ed badly, and the mortar pointing of the 
masonry is eroded. Edward B. Page pres- 
ident of the Fort Point Museum Associa- 
tion, estimated it would cost $300,000 to 
restore the fort and turn it into a mu- 
seum. This historical landmark is con- 
sidered by many to be one of the finest 
examples of military architecture in the 
United States; and, as stated on a bronze 
tablet which was placed at Fort Point 
on June 24, 1966, by the Fort Point Mu- 
seum Association, it is the only major 
building constructed in San Francisco 
before the Civil War which has remained 
basically unchanged. 

This Congress has the opportunity to 
restore and preserve this historic edifice. 
My bill would transfer approximately 29 
acres from the Army to the Secretary of 
the Interior without the transfer of any 
funds. As indicated, a relatively small ex- 
penditure will restore the fort and pro- 
vide the necessary visitor services. I 
strongly recommend favorable consider- 
ation of this bill, and hope it may meet 
with very prompt and early action. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and appropriately re- 
ferred. 

Mr. KUCHEL, Mr. President, has the 
bill been referred? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes. 

Mr. KUCHEL. To the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
the committee to which it would be re- 
ferred. 

The bill (S. 2159) to establish the Fort 
Point National Historic Site in San Fran- 
cisco, Calif., and for other purposes, in- 
troduced by Mr. Kucuet (for himself 
and Mr. MurPHY), was received, read 
twice by its title, and referred to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Af- 
fairs. 


INTRODUCTION OF A BILL TO PER- 
MIT THE MELTING DOWN OF US. 
COINS 


Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I send 
to the desk, for appropriate reference, a 
bill to remove the authority of the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury to prohibit, curtail, 
or regulate the melting or treating of 
coins of the United States. 

This bill involves silver and the consu- 
mer—the people who use silver products, 
essential in everyday life. They are not 
luxuries. The silver in an X-ray film may 
save your life. This bill is in protest 
against the fantastic increase in the mar- 
ket price of silver—an increase brought 
about by the decision of the Treasury 
to get out of the business of selling silver. 
I do not object to this decision. I object 
strenuously to the effect it has had on 
the market price of silver. The price of 
silver has soared from $1.29 to $1.85 an 
ounce—an increase of 45 percent. 

An important segment of industry in 
my State and all over the country is 
threatened with extinction unless some 
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immediate action is taken. Not only is 
the industry threatened, but thousands 
of Americans and their families, thou- 
sands of jobs are in jeopardy. 

About 10 days ago, the Joint Commis- 
sion on the Coinage, of which I am a 
member, met for the second time to make 
recommendations to the Secretary of the 
Treasury. 

We were informed that the Treasury 
had minted sufficient new coins so that it 
would no longer be necessary to sell sil- 
ver at a price which would make it un- 
profitable to hoard or melt down our old 
coins. This price was $1.29 per ounce. In- 
stead of selling silver at this price, the 
Treasury now proposes to sell up to two 
million ounces a week at the going mar- 
ket price through sealed bids. 

The first of the Treasury’s sales will 
be announced on August 4. In the mean- 
time, the market price of silver has risen 
to $1.85 per ounce. There is nothing to 
stop the price from going higher except 
an action which the Treasury did not 
take and that was to lift the prohibition 
against melting and treating 0.900 fine 
silver coins. 

The Treasury has informed us it has 
successfully completed its new coinage 
program. My congratulations to the mint 
upon the successful completion of the 
most costly crash coinage program in 
the history of coinage. 

The Coinage Act of 1965 states that 
whenever, in the judgment of the Secre- 
tary of Treasury, such action is neces- 
sary—to protect the coinage, I repeat, to 
protect the coinage of the United 
States—he is authorized to prohibit, cur- 
tail, or regulate the melting or treating 
of any coin of the United States. 

The silver in our old coins is the last 
readily available supply of silver above 
ground. There is an ever increasing defi- 
cit between supply and consumption. 
The Treasury is attempting to make up 
a portion of this deficit through the sale 
of its excess supply. This is commendable 
but insufficient. 

The Treasury must immediately lift 
the prohibition against melting or treat- 
ing of old silver coins. This would make 
available to the market a portion of the 
3 billion ounces taken away by the Gov- 
ernment in the last 30 years, and more 
particularly, the three quarters of a bil- 
lion ounces wastefully minted into coins 
since 1962. 

I believe that the availability of this 
silver in the market would stabilize the 
price at a free market level. The bill I 
have introduced would make the silver 
in our old coins available—now. 

For this reason, I urge speedy enact- 
ment of this bill to permit the melting 
down of our silver coins and to reduce 
the price of silver on the open market. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and appropriately re- 
ferred. 

The bill (S. 2163) to remove the au- 
thority of the Secretary of the Treasury 
to prohibit, curtail, or regulate the melt- 
ing or treating of coins of the United 
States; introduced by Mr. PASTORE, was 
received, read twice by its title, and re- 
ferred to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 
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PATENT LAW CHANGE 


Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, I 
join with my colleague from Texas, Sen- 
ator Tower, in introducing in the Sen- 
ate a bill amending and reforming the 
patent laws. This bill has been drafted 
by the Houston Patent Law Association 
and is presented as an alternative to the 
administration-backed bill, S. 1042, now 
before the Senate Judiciary Committee. 
It is a revised version of H.R. 10027, by 
Mr. Casey, and H.R. 10006 by Mr. 
BUSH. 

My colleague and I offer this bill so 
that these alternatives may be before the 
Judiciary Committee when this subject 
is considered. This bill incorporates the 
recommendations of the Houston and the 
Texas Patent Bars and is expected to 
parallel the recommendations of the 
American Bar Association. 

I ask unanimous consent that the text 
of the bill be printed at this point in the 
RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and appropriately re- 
ferred; and, without objection, the bill 
will be printed in the RECORD. 

The bill (S. 2164) for the amendment 
of the patent laws, title 35 of the United 
States Code, to eliminate delay in the 
issue of patent applications caused: (a) 
by protracted prosecution due to the fil- 
ing of successive applications on the 
same subject matter, namely, divisions, 
continuations and continuations-in-part, 
and due to interferences, and due to ap- 
peals; (b) by congestion of the Patent 
Office due to Government-sponsored and 
other defensive patent applications, and 
due to multiple applications on seyeral 
similar or related inventions more easily 
examined together; and (c) by delayed 
filing of applications, thereby to promote 
the progress of the useful arts; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary, introduced 
by Mr. YARBOROUGH (for himself and Mr. 
Tower) (by request) was received, read 
twice by its title, referred to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary, and ordered to 
be printed in the Recorp, as follows: 

S. 2164 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House 
of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That title 35 
of the United States Code, entitled “Patents” 
is hereby amended by adding new sections 
as follows: 

“§ 123. Joinder of inventions and applicants 

“A plurality of inventions that are related 
or similar or both, and which have been made 
by the same or different inventive entities at 
the same or different times, may be combined 
in a single application, subject to such limi- 
tations as the Commissioner may prescribe: 
Provided, That no limitation shall be based 
on the fact that plural inventive entities have 
joined in one application. No patent claim 
shall be invalidated because less than all of 
the inventors named in the application con- 
tributed to the invention defined by such 
claim so long as at least one of the named 
inventors so contributed. Unless otherwise 
agreed, applicants joining in one application 
shall thereby be joint owners of the entire 
claimed subject matter of the application 
and any divisions or continuations thereof 
and any patent or patents issued based on 
any such applications. 

“§ 124. Filing by assignee 

“One claiming to be the assignee of the 

inventor may file a patent application in- 
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stead of the inventor: Provided, That such 
assignee names the inventor in the applica- 
tion and the inventor makes the oath re- 
quired as in the case of an application by the 
inventor or the assignee makes an oath on 
information and belief as to the fact of in- 
vention by such inventor: And provided 
further, That the assignee shall present prior 
to the issue of any patent thereon sufficient 
evidence to make a prima facie showing of 
legal or equitable ownership of the subject 
matter claimed iu the application, and in the 
case of an invention made outside of the 
United States such evidence of such owner- 
ship of a corresponding foreign patent appli- 
cation may be accepted in place of such evi- 
dence relative to the United States applica- 
tion. 


“§ 136. Order of examination of applications 

“As near as may be possible consistent with 
the orderly operation of the Patent Office, 
each patent application shall be taken up for 
initial examination and for reexamination 
in the order of the earliest alleged effective 
United States filing date of any claim con- 
tained therein. Applicants shall identify such 
date for each claim presented; but the entire 
application shall be examined according to 
the earliest date for any claim. 
“$155. Issue pending appeal 

“Whenever an applicant shall have ap- 
pealed to the Board of Appeals he shall be 
required promptly to correct all informal- 
ities in his application, whereupon a notice 
of allowance shall be given or mailed to the 
applicant. Proceedings thereafter shall be the 
same as in the case of an ordinary notice of 
allowance except that the rejected claims 
that have been appealed will be included, 
along with any claims considered allowable, 
and so identified, in the issue patent, but 
such rejected claims will be ineffective unless 
and until held allowable by the Board of Ap- 
peals or in subsequent proceedings. 
“§ 156. Issue pending interference 

“Regardless of whether interference pro- 
ceedings are in progress, ex parte prosecution 
of all the interfering applications shall con- 
tinue through and including final action, al- 
lowance and issue, and other proceedings, 
as the case may require, the same as absent 
such interference, except that claims which 
are the subject of pending interference pro- 
ceedings or whose allowability is held to de- 
pend upon winning such pending interfer- 
ence, shall be conditional claims and 
treated in the manner hereinafter provided. 
Interfering applications and patents shall 
not be references against each other with re- 
spect to conditional claims during ex parte 
prosecution until such interference is re- 
solved. Ex parte proceedings in connection 
with such conditional claims shall be the 
same as for other claims, except that the 
conditional claims shall be so identified and 
will be ineffective unless and until the 
patentee’s priority has been established in 
an interference. 


“§ 157. Term of activated claims 

“The term of any rejected or conditional 
claim activated into effectiveness as provided 
in section 155 or section 156 hereof shall 
begin at the date of such activation and ex- 
pire ten years from the date of activation or 
on the same date as would an ordinary claim 
if one is or were contained in the patent, 
whichever is the later. 


“§ 158. Issue of dedicated applications 
“Whenever during the pendency of an 
application the owner of the entire right, 
title, and interest shall file a dedication to 
the public of all the subject matter claimed 
therein, the owner shall be required 
promptly to correct all informalities in the 
application whereupon a notice of allowance 
shall be given or mailed to the applicant. 
Proceedings thereafter shall be the same as 
in the case of an ordinary notice of allow- 
ance except that conspicuous notation shall 
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appear on the patent that the claims have 
been so dedicated. If the dedication is filed 
prior to the first examination of the appli- 
cation, the issue fee shall be reduced by the 
amount of the filing fee already paid. Own- 
ers of applications which have been dedi- 
cated and of the patents issued on such 
applications shall have the same rights of 
interference as other persons as to claims 
found allowable in other applications but 
claims won in interference by such dedicat- 
ing owners shall likewise become dedicated 
to the public. The dedication by an owner 
of his own claimed subject matter shall not 
affect the rights of other claimants to such 
subject matter.” 
“§ 159, Issue to first applicant 

“Notwithstanding the provision of Section 
156, conditional claims in a patent based on 
the first application disclosing the subject 
matter of such conditional claims shall be 
conditional only to the extent of being 
subject to cancellation pursuant to section 
135 and shall have the same term and im- 
mediate effectiveness as ordinary patent 
claims.” 

Sec, 2. This amendment shall take effect 
ninety days after enactment but shall not 
affect appeals already pending. 


MOUNT CARBON DAM 


Mr. DOMINICRK. Mr. President, on 
behalf of myself and my senior colleague 
from Colorado [Mr. ALLOTT], I am in- 
troducing a bill to authorize the Mount 
Carbon project for flood protection and 
other purposes on Bear Creek in Colo- 
rado. Under the provisions of this bill the 
Secretary of the Army, acting through 
the Chief of Engineers, would be author- 
ized to prosecute the project on Bear 
Creek substantially in accordance with 
the recommendations of the Board of 
Engineers for Rivers and Harbors in its 
report dated April 14, 1967. A companion 
measure to this bill is being introduced 
today in the House of Representatives by 
Congressmen BrotzMan and ROGERS. 

Mr. President, Bear Creek is a tribu- 
tary of the South Platte River and has 
its confluence with the South Platte 
within the area comprising the south- 
western portion of Metropolitan Denver. 

You may recall, Mr. President, that in 
June 1965, another upstream tributary 
of the South Platte River, Plum Creek, 
dumped an unprecedented volume of 
water into the river just above Denver. 
Extensive flooding followed and resulted 
in the loss of 13 lives and damage of over 
$500 million. As a consequence, plans for 
the construction of Chatfield Dam were 
reactivated and initial construction will 
soon be underway. But even with the 
construction of Chatfield Dam and the 
existing Cherry Creek Dam on another 
upstream tributary over 30 percent of 
the entire drainage area above the 
downstream limits of Metropolitan Den- 
ver remains uncontrolled. 

Mr. President, Bear Creek has already 
been the subject of extensive study by 
all affected agencies of the Federal Gov- 
ernment due to the intense local concern 
of citizens of the Denver metropolitan 
area to avoid further destruction due to 
flooding. This creek has unique charac- 
teristics which has made it one of the 
most dangerous tributaries within the 
State of Colorado. 

Ninety percent of the tributary basin 
lies in the rugged mountainous terrain 
above Denver. In the course of approxi- 
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mately 34 miles Bear Creek falls over 
8,500 feet onto the rich alluvial plains 
outside Denver. In some areas the creek 
plummets 500 feet per mile. Before its 
confluence with the South Platte River 
it flows through a residential and com- 
mercial area which has experienced rapid 
development marked by increased capi- 
tal and personal investment by the citi- 
zens of my State. 

Mr. President, this tributary has a 
calamitous history of flooding. Twenty- 
two torrents of water have raged through 
the basin taking the lives of 45 Colo- 
radans. Certainly the people of Colo- 
rado do not need another flood to con- 
vince them that now is the time to 
shackle Bear Creek. “Tame the Bear” 
has been the local banner of the citizens 
who have tried through personal en- 
deavor to enlist the efforts of the Federal 
Government to provide adequate flood 
protection as soon as possible. 

I had the good fortune to be able to 
be at the first public meeting concerning 
the Mount Carbon Dam with the resi- 
dents of the Bear Creek area. Since that 
time, I have attended a series of meetings 
with the Corps of Engineers in Denver. 
I have yet to receive any objections to 
the project from any of the citizens living 
in the vicinity. 

Mr. President, the passage of this bill 
will insure these citizens a measure of 
safety which has long been a source of 
great anxiety. It will also refiect the con- 
cern of Congress that the people of Colo- 
rado be afforded every measure of pro- 
tection we can provide. I should like to 
point out also, Mr. President, that al- 
though the primary purpose of the 
Mount Carbon project is flood control, 
the proposed dam would be a multipur- 
pose project, since provision has been 
made for general recreation, fish and 
wildlife activities. 

Mr. President, my colleague and I are 
convinced that there is a sense of ur- 
gency about the construction of Mount 
Carbon. This sense of urgency compels 
us to exert every effort toward the final 
completion of this vital project for the 
citizens of our great State. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and appropriately re- 
ferred. 

The bill (S. 2169) to authorize the 
Mount Carbon project for flood protec- 
tion and other purposes on the Bear 
Creek in Colorado, introduced by Mr. 
Dominick (for himself and Mr. ALLoTT), 
was received, read twice by its title, and 
referred to the Committee on Public 
Works. 


COMPUTATION OF MILITARY RE- 
TIREMENT PAY ON THE BASIS OF 
ACTIVE DUTY PAY RATES 


Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I intro- 
duce today a bill providing for the com- 
putation of military retirement pay on 
the basis of active duty pay rates. This 
bill is essentially the same bill I asked 
be reprinted in the Recorp on May 25. 
Inadvertently, the bill was accorded a 
number and printed. The legislation is 
being introduced today for myself and 
22 other Senators who are sponsoring the 
legislation with me. 
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In 1963 by enactment of the Uni- 
formed Service Pay Act of 1963—76 
Statute 456—the Congress provided for 
an automatic adjustment in the retired 
pay of former members of the Armed 
Forces to reflect changes which occur in 
the cost of living. This was done by pro- 
viding that when the Consumer Price 
Index went up by as much as 3 percent, 
the retired or retainer pay of retired 
military personnel would be increased by 
that amount. Such adjustments were at 
first made on an annual basis but the 
law was subsequently amended to pro- 
ve for adjustments on a quarterly 

asis. 

The legislation I introduced today 
would repeal the provisions of the law 
providing for adjustments in retired and 
retainer pay as just described and would 
provide by law that retired military per- 
sonnel—with a few exceptions—would 
have their retired or retainer pay re- 
computed to reflect increases in the basic 
pay of persons serving on active duty. 
In other words, whenever the basic pay 
of active military personnel is increased, 
the retired or retainer pay of a retired 
member would be recomputed on the 
basis of the new pay rate for the grade 
in which he was serving at the time of 
his retirement instead of being computed 
on the basis of the pay rate of the grade 
in which he was serving at the time of 
his retirement, as is now the case. 

Section 4 of the bill provides that no 
change would be made by the bill in the 
pay and allowances currently being paid 
to five-star officers. These officers are, by 
law, considered to be on active duty at 
all times. That section would also pro- 
vide that no change would be made in 
the pay and allowances of certain four- 
star officers whose pay and allowances 
are prescribed by special acts of Con- 
gress. 

The bill, if enacted, would become ef- 
fective on the first day of the first cal- 
endar month beginning after enactment. 

Mr. President, a number of Senators 
have inquired concerning the cost of 
recomputation. 

Accordingly, I wrote to the Depart- 
ment of Defense and requested an es- 
timate of the cost and an estimate of 
the number of retirees who would be 
affected under this legislation. 

The Department furnished me with 
a table which contains this information. 
I ask that the table, entitled “Projected 
Number of Military Personnel Receiving 
Retired Pay and Annual Disbursements, 
Including Recomputation,” be printed at 
this point in the Recor so that Senators 
may have this information. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and appropriately re- 
ferred; and, without objection, the table 
will be printed in the RECORD. 

The bill (S. 2170) to amend title 10, 
United States Code, to equalize the re- 
tirement pay of members of the uni- 
formed services of equal rank and years 
of service, and for other purposes, intro- 
duced by Mr. Tower (for himself and 
other Senators), was received, read twice 
by its title, and referred to the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services. 

The table, presented by Mr. TOWER, 
is as follows: 
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—PROJECTED NUMBER OF MILITARY PERSONNEL RECEIVING RETIRED PAY AND ANNUAL 
DISBURSEMENTS, INCLUDING RECOMPUTATION 


[Disbursements in millions of dollars] 


nnd Assuming no future pay or price increases | Assuming future pay and price increases! 
e Se Ss eS Se 
receiving { 8 
Fiscal year retired With recomputation for— | | With recomputation for— 
— Present | Present 
(thou- law | law 
sands)! All Category | Category | All Category | Category 
persons A? Bs | persons Ai B? 
567 $1,780 $2, 061 $1, 188 $1,829 $1,780 $2,127 $1,948 $1, 888 
722 „291 2, 556 2,393 2,337 2,500 2,925 2,704 2,630 
949 52 3,171 3, 206 2,977 3,603 „309 3.942 3.818 
1.151 3.589 3.790 3,666 3,624 4,996 6,117 5,534 „338 
327 4.160 4.324 4.223 4.189 6,616 8, 289 7,418 7,127 
1,472 4,640 4,767 4,689 4,662 8, 485 10, 853 9,621 9, 208 
585 „023 5.114 5, 058 5, 039 10,621 13, 828 12,159 600 
1,665 „305 5, 364 5,328 §,315 13, 052 17.227 15,055 14.326 
216 , 4 5.530 5.509 5,502 15.819 20,998 18, 303 , 400 
744 5,610 5,626 5.616 5,613 8,953 25, 067 1, 888 20, 823 
757 5,670 5,676 5,672 5,671 „820 29, 451 5, 844 24, 636 
762 „69 5, 699 5, 698 5,697 ; 34,176 30,210 28, 880 
764 5,708 5,708 5,708 5,708 31,109 „252 35,020 33, 598 
765 5,710 5,710 5,710 5,710 36, 212 44,709 40, 288 „805 
765 5,712 5.212 5,212 5.212 41.878 50,525 45. 026 44.517 
765 5,712 5,712 5,712 5,712 „102 56, 643 52, 199 0. 709 


Number of persons receiving retired pay at the end of the fiscal year. t j 
2 Category A consists of all personnel retired for disability, all nondisability retirements with 30 years of service, and all mandatory 


retirements with less than 30 years of service. 


3 Category B consists of all persons retired with 30 rons of service and all mandatory retirements with less than 30 years of service. 


pay rates are assumed to increase by 3.2 percen 


in fiscal year 1967, then by 344 percent annually to the year 2 


„ and then to 


increase at a rate declining to 2½ percent in 2040. The price index is assumed to increase by 144 percent annually to the year 2000 


and then to increase at a rate declining to 0 in 2040. However, the retired pay of personnel already retired is assumed to 


increase 


at the 114 percent rate beyond the year 2000 to avoid increasing the disparity between the average active and retired pay. 


Note: Projections this far into the future can be accomplished only at the expense of a certain amount of rigidi 


in the technique. 


The effect of a number of relatively small factors is necessarily omitted. Consequently the results should be taken only as indicative of a 


gensral trend, 


JOINT COMMITTEE TO INVESTI- 
GATE CIVIL DISORDERS 


Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, out of 
order, I submit a Senate concurrent res- 
olution—a concurrent resolution has also 
been introduced in the House today—to 
create a joint committee to investigate 
every aspect and facet of the present civil 
disorders in the United States, and I ask 
for its appropriate reference. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The con- 
current resolution will be received and 
appropriately referred. 

The concurrent resolution (S. Con. 
Res. 34) was referred to the Committee 
on the Judiciary, as follows: 

S. Con. Res. 34 

Whereas the first duty of government is 
to maintain order and promote domestic 
tranquility; and 

Whereas widespread rioting and violent 
civil disorder have grown to a national crisis; 
and have resulted in loss of life and untold 
property damage in city after city through- 
out the Nation; and 

Whereas riots and violent civil disorder 
affect the economy of Federal, State, and 
local governments and disrupt the free flow 
of interstate and foreign commerce through- 
out the Nation; and 

Whereas the root causes of discontent 
evidenced in riots and violent civil disorder 
is of immediate and continuing concern to 
all Americans; and 

Whereas weapons have been procured by 
the rioters to murder police and firemen in 
performance of their duty to protect the 
community; and 

Whereas the violence of the few must not 
be allowed to injure the cause of many; and 

Whereas riots and violent civil disorder ev- 
idence an open defiance and disrespect for 
the fundamental American principle of rule 
by law and pose an increasing threat to the 
public welfare, social order, and domestic 
tranquility of the Nation: Now, therefore, be 
it 


Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep- 
resentatives concurring.) 


ESTABLISHMENT OF COMMITTEE 


SECTION 1. There is established a joint 
congressional committee to investigate riots 
and violent civil disorder (hereafter in this 
concurrent resolution referred to as the 
“joint committee”) to be composed of five 
Members of the Senate appointed by the 
President of the Senate, two of whom shall be 
members of the minority party appointed 
after consultation with the minority lead- 
er, and five Members of the House of Rep- 
resentatives appointed by the Speaker, two 
of whom shall be members of the minority 
party appointed after consultation with the 
minority leader. 

FUNCTIONS 

Sec. 2. The joint committee shall investi- 
gate and study— 

(1) the elements, causes, and extent of 
riots and violent civil disorder throughout 
the Nation; 

(2) the adequacy of Federal, State, and 
local laws to deter and control riots and vio- 
lent civil disorder; 

(3) the adequacy of State and local law 
enforcement to prevent and control riots and 
violent civil disorder; 

(4) evidence as to the times and places 
of the occurrence of such civil disorders 
which may indicate the existence of any 
conspiracy to incite or provoke such civil 
disorders and evidence which may indicate 
that such civil disorders have been or may 
be organized, instigated, or encouraged by 
any Communist or other subversive organi- 
zation; 

(5) the effect of riots and violent civil 
disorder in urban areas; 

(6) the effect of riots and violent civil dis- 
order on the economy and commerce of the 
Nation; 

(7) community attitudes in places at 
which such riots and violent civil disorders 
have occurred or may occur; 

(8) means and measures to prevent, re- 
duce, and control riots and violent civil dis- 
order and render assistance to victims of 
riots and violent civil disorder; 

(9) means and measures to increase re- 
spect for law and order throughout the Na- 
tion; and 

(10) such other factors as the joint com- 
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mittee may consider material to a determi- 
nation of the causes and effects of such civil 
disorders and contribute to the adoption of 
appropriate measures for the termination of 
such civil disorders. 
In addition, the joint committee may col- 
lect and disseminate data and information 
on riots and other violent civil disorder. 
REPORT 

Sec. 3. The joint committee shall submit an 
interim report to each House of Congress as 
to the results of its investigation and study 
as soon as possible after the date of ap- 
proval of this concurrent resolution, and 
not later than one year after such date shall 
submit a final report to each House of Con- 
gress with respect to its activities, investi- 
gations, and studies under this concurrent 
resolution, together with such recommenda- 
tions (including specific recommendations 
for legislation) as it determines appropriate 
in the light of the investigations and studies 
conducted under this concurrent resolution. 
VACANCIES; SELECTION OF CHAIRMAN AND VICE 

CHAIRMAN 

Sec. 4. Vacancies in the membership of 
the joint committee shall not affect the 
power of the remaining members to execute 
the functions of the joint committee, and 
shall be filled in the same manner as in the 
case of the original selection. The joint 
committee shall select a chairman and a 
vice chairman from among its members. 

HEARINGS; SUBPENA POWER 

Sec. 5. For the purpose of carrying out this 
concurrent resolution the joint committee, 
or any subcommittee thereof authorized by 
the joint committee to hold hearings, is au- 
thorized to sit and act at such times and 
places within the United States, including 
any Commonwealth or possession thereof, 
whether either House is in session, has re- 
cessed, or has adjourned, to hold such hear- 
ings, and to require, by subpena or other- 
wise, the attendance and testimony of such 
witnesses and the production of such books, 
records, correspondence, memoranda, papers, 
and documents, as it deems necessary. Sub- 
penas may be issued under the signature 
of the chairman of the joint committee or 
any member of the joint committee des- 
ignated by him, and may be served by any 
person designated by such chairman or 
member. 


PERSONNEL AND UTILIZATION OF SERVICES OF 
AGENCIES AND ORGANIZATIONS 

Sec. 6. The joint committee is empowered 
to appoint and fix the compensation of such 
experts, consultants, technicians, and cler- 
ical and stenographic assistants, to procure 
such printing and binding, and to make 
such expenditures, as it deems necessary 
and advisable. The joint committee is au- 
thorized to utilize the services, information, 
and facilities of the departments and es- 
tablishments of the Government, and also 
of private research agencies. 

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 

Sec. 7. The expenses of the joint com- 
mittee shall be paid from the contingent 
fund of the Senate on vouchers signed by 
the chairman or vice chairman of the joint 
committee. 


Mr. BYRD of West Virginia subse- 
quently said: Mr. President, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the resolution which 
was introduced by the distinguished 
minority leader [Mr. DIRKSEN] earlier 
today, providing for the investigation 
of riots, be referred to the Committee on 
Rules and Administration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF 
RESOLUTION AND BILLS 


Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that, at its next 
printing, the names of the Senator from 
California [Mr. KuUcHEL] and the Sena- 
tor from New York [Mr. Javits] be added 
as cosponsors of the resolution (S. Res. 
146) establishing a Select Committee on 
Civil Disorder. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi- 
dent, on behalf of the Senator from 
Washington [Mr. Macnuson], I ask 
unanimous consent that, at its next 
printing, the names of Senators BART- 
LETT, BREWSTER, CANNON, COTTON, HART, 
HARTKE, Morton, Moss, PASTORE, PROUTY, 
LAUSCHE, and Scott be added as cospon- 
sors of the bill (S. 1003) to amend the 
Flammable Fabrics Act to increase the 
protection afforded consumers against 
injurious flammable fabrics. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I ask unani- 
mous consent that, at the next printing 
of the bill (S. 2131) to authorize the re- 
habilitation of navigation structures and 
appurtenant works of the St. Lawrence 
Seaway, the names of the Senator from 
Indiana [Mr. HARTKE], and the Senator 
from New York [Mr. Javrrs] be added as 
cosponsors. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the name of the 
Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLARK] 
be added as a cosponsor of the bill (S. 
2122), the Highway Beautification Act of 
1967, at its next printing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that, at the next 
printing of the bill (S. 1796) to impose 
quotas on the importation of certain tex- 
tile articles, the names of the Senator 
from Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY], the 
Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
Mounot], the Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. McGee], the Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. Younc], and the Senator 
from Missouri [Mr, SYMINGTON] be added 
as cosponsors. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that, at the next 
printing of the bill (S. 2134) the Rural 
Job Development Act, the name of the 
Senator from Michigan [Mr. Hart] be 
added as a cosponsor, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


NOTICE OF RECEIPT OF NOMINA- 
TIONS BY THE COMMITTEE ON 
FOREIGN RELATIONS 


Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, as 
chairman of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations, I desire to announce that to- 
day the Senate received the following 
nominations: 

Edward M. Korry, of New York, to be 
Ambassador Extraordinary and Pleni- 
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potentiary of the United States of 
America to Chile. 

Martin J. Hillenbrand, of Illinois, a 
Foreign Service officer of the class of 
career minister, to be Ambassador Ex- 
traordinary and Plenipotentiary of the 
United States of America to Hungary. 

In accordance with the committee rule, 
these pending nominations may not be 
considered prior to the expiration of 6 
days of their receipt in the Senate. 


THE NEGRO AND THE CIVIL WAR 


Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, on April 21, 
1966, Col. John R. Hood, Jr., USAF, re- 
tired, a native of North Carolina and a 
descendant of the fighting Confederate 
Gen. John Bell Hood, made an address 
entitled The Negro and the Civil War” 
before the Civil War Round Table of 
Southern California at Los Angeles. 

Since this address manifests much his- 
torical research in a phase of the Civil 
War with which the country at large has 
little acquaintance, it merits wide dis- 
semination. For this reason, I ask unani- 
mous consent that it be printed in the 
body of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE NEGRO AND THE CIVIL Wan 


(A talk given before the Civil War Round 
Table of Southern California, April 21, 
1966, by Col. John R. Hood, Jr., USAF) 


In order for us to consider the subject of 
the Negro and the Civil War in its proper 
prospective, let us review together some of 
the history of this country and slavery, and 
the events that led up to our Civil War. 

Horace Greeley once said that slavery was 
older than any religion in the world, and he 
was correct. Slavery dates back to before the 
recorded history of mankind, and probably 
came into existence when man first discov- 
ered that he could obtain a more lasting 
material benefit by making his conquered 
enemy a slave to work for him than he could 
get from the fleeting satisfaction of killing 
him. Slavery was in existence before Biblical 
times, and continued through the Greek and 
Roman Empires, in Arabia, North Africa, and 
elsewhere. Later in Africa, it is interesting 
to note that it was not the white man who 
rounded up the slaves to be sold to America, 
but the Africans themselves, 

Slavery through the ages was not all on the 
negative side. Children, without parents to 
look after them, went to the family of the 
head tribesman, or chief of a caravan, where 
they were able to obtain food, clothing, and 
security, and in turn worked for their mas- 
ters. Likewise, old people, with no one to 
provide for them, sought some tie with a 
family or tribal chief and willingly became 
“slaves” to their masters and did not seem to 
mind being “owned” by them. 

The “master” or owner of slaves had a 
considerable responsibility. The master“ 
had to care for his slaves at all times; when 
the slave was young, when sick, and when 
the slave was too old to work. The master“ 
had to feed him, clothe him, provide him 
shelter, to minister to all his basic needs, 
and in short, to treat him almost as a mem- 
ber of the family. The “master” had the re- 
sponsibility to teach the slave his religion, 
a skill; how to work, how to care for himself, 
and maybe teach the slave Christianity, if he 
was a Christian. Most Southern slave holders 
did this. 

The first slave was brought to this coun- 
try about 250 years before the Civil War 
started. Remember, slaves were brought here 
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in chains against their will, in slave ships. 
These ships generally were owned and sailed 
by people of the New England and the other 
Northern States, They found that slave trad- 
ing was indeed a very profitable undertaking, 
but later realized that slavery in the North, 
as it existed during the Revolutionary War, 
was unprofitable and as a result, most of 
them sold all their slaves to the South. It 
is interesting to note that all the thrifty 
New Englanders did not free their slaves, 
which would have been the same as giving 
something (property) away, but that most 
of the New Englanders sold their slaves for 
as high a profit as the market would bear. 

This imported African slave was put to 
work clearing our forests to make fields for 
plowing and for growing crops; digging 
canals and ditches to drain our swamps. He 
helped to build roads, plantation homes, and 
our railroads. He helped build our cities. His 
efforts contributed to America’s wealth. His 
women looked after the white man's chil- 
dren, nursed them and did the dirty work; 
washing and cleaning, and they took care of 
the master when the master was sick. He 
gave us his music; the Negro spiritual, Dixie- 
land jazz; and the banjo. His children pro- 
vided playmates to the master’s children as 
they grew up together. The Negro contrib- 
uted a lot to America’s culture, and today 
we are much better off because of him. 

When this country finally came to the 
point of declaring its independence from 
England, and our forefathers wrote our 
Declaration of Independence, all of the 13 
colonies had slaves, and slavery was not re- 
ferred to in our Constitution in any moral 
manner. The Constitution did provide that 
slaves would be counted on a 3/5 basis of 
the population in determining the number 
of representatives to the House of Repre- 
sentatives in Congress. It also stated that 
“All men are created equal.” There were men 
then in the North and South, who believed 
that all men are created equal, but some 
men are more equal than others. 

Later, Southerners argued that since our 
founding fathers did not condemn slavery in 
our Constitution, they must have approved 
of it and expected it to grow and be extended 
into all states which might later come into 
the Union. However, a look into the back- 
ground of the writing and framing of this 
document will reveal that slavery was the 
subject of a lot of argument between the 
representatives of the New England states 
and the representatives of the Southern 
states. They finally agreed not to refer to it 
in our Constitution, as the Northern states 
believed that slavery would eventually die 
of its own accord, even in the South, as it 
was doing in the North. They later agreed 
that the importation of slaves would be pro- 
hibited by 1807, and legally it was stopped. 
In spite of this, many slave ships continued 
to bring in slaves to the South. The ban on 
importation of slaves caused the price and 
value of slaves to increase, and created an 
inducement to breed more of them here in 
our country. 

This was the situation up until about 1860, 
just before the Civil War started. The point 
I want to emphasize here is that nobody 
then living in America was responsible for 
bringing slavery to this country or starting 
it. They found it a going thing, accepted it, 
and in the South, realized they needed 
slavery to keep their way of life going as 
they found it. The Southerners needed the 
slave labor to produce the cotton and other 
crops on their vast plantations and land 
holdings. 

Actually, not a majority, but a minority 
of the Southerners were large land owners 
and slave owners. Many other Southerners, 
who could not afford to buy land in the 
East, went west into Tennessee, Kentucky, 
West Virginia; into regions where the hills 
precluded the making of large plantable 
fields, They set about farming small clear- 
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ings themselves. Most of them did not have 
enough money to buy a slave, which sold 
for about $400 to over $1,000. They had 
found that there was no land for sale in 
small lots in the flat farming areas in the 
eastern parts of the South. Many of these 
settlers later moved further west; from Ken- 
tucky and Tennessee into Southern Ohio, 
Indiana, Illinois, ete., and from Texas into 
the southern parts of New Mexico and Cali- 
fornia. 

Later, in the Confederate Army, a very 
large number of the soldiers were from fam- 
ilies of this type, but not all of them. This 
gave rise to the saying that—“It was a rich 
man’s war, but a poor man’s fight.” On the 
other hand, many examples can be cited of 
very wealthy and socially prominent men 
going into the Confederate Army as privates 
from such cities as Charleston, New Orleans, 
etc., with their slaves as body servants. Some 
of these men felt they were above their of- 
ficers socially, and refused to say sir“ to 
them. 

A fairly large number of Southerners took 
their body servants to war with them to serve 
as servants, cooks, and to help them with 
their work. One colored Negro mammy sent 
her young son, who had grown up as a play- 
mate with the son of their “master”, off 
to war with him. The mammy loved 
both of them very much, and when they left, 
the white boy as a soldier, and his colored 
namesake as a servant, the mammy told her 
son “to look after him; to take care of him” 
and “don’t you let anything happen to him— 
and don’t you dare return home without 
him!” They finally did return, together. 

From about 1820 to 1860 our statesmen 
argued and debated about what to do about 
slavery in the new territories coming into the 
Union. During the early part of this period, 
the Southern slave-holding states had a ma- 
jority in Congress and could pretty well make 
their desires the law of the land. In 1820 
these arguments produced the Missouri Com- 
promise which allowed Missouri to come into 
the Union as a slave state, but which pro- 
hibited slavery above the 36° 30’ parallel. 
If you will look at your map, you will see 
that this line extended west to the Pacific 
Ocean included Southern California, New 
Mexico, etc. 

In the 1840's, we had a war with Mexico. 
Lincoln had just won a seat in Congress. He 
felt that the war was all wrong and was 
being pushed by the Southerners in Con- 
gress to get more land so that slavery could 
be extended into Mexico, and even Cuba. 
Lincoln voted for funds to support our 
soldiers, but he was very critical of the ad- 
ministration for pursuing the war with 
Mexico, Incidentally, this war provided an 
opportunity where men who would later be- 
come famous in our Civil War could obtain 
some experience in real warfare. Some ex- 
amples are: Col. Robert E. Lee, Lt. Thomas 
Jackson, Lt. U.S. Grant, Maj. Braxton Bragg, 
and George McClellan. Lt, William Tecumseh 
Sherman was doing duty at that time in 
California and hating it. 

In 1854, the Nebraska-Kansas Act, after 
much debate, was passed by Congress. This 
Act allowed the people of that territory to 
establish slavery if they so decided. Notice 
this area is much north of the 36th parallel. 
Also after this time (in 1856), the United 
States Supreme Court handed down the Dred 
Scott Decision. The Court decided that even 
a slave freed by his owner could not become 
a citizen of the United States with the right 
to move from state to state, enjoying all the 
rights which white men enjoyed. 

Gold was discovered at Sutter's Mill near 
Sacramento, California in 1848. Lt. Sherman 
personally visited the area and sent a report 
to the War Department which was used by 
President Polk to announce this gold dis- 
covery. This started the flood of people from 
all over the United States to the mine fields 
of California. 
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California applied for admission into the 
Union in 1849, but with a provision in their 
state constitution prohibiting slavery. Since 
the 36th parallel left a large part of Southern 
California available for slavery, the South- 
erners in Congress were able to turn down 
California's bid for admission. However, Con- 
gress later worked out an arrangement 
whereby the Fugitive Slave Law was made 
more effective; and Utah and New Mexico 
could come into the Union as slave states 
or free states, as the people there so chose; 
and slave trading would be abolished in the 
District of Columbia. So things were settled 
for the time being, with California coming 
into the Union on 9 September 1850 as a free 
state. 

Lincoln's view of slavery was quite clear. 
Earlier, on a flatboat trip down the Missis- 
sippi River to New Orleans, he had seen 
slavery firsthand and had developed a re- 
vulsion to it. He believed it morally wrong 
and he never changed his personal opinion. 

In the 1850's, there occurred the famous 
Lincoln-Douglas debates. In his famous 
“house divided” speech, Lincoln aroused the 
South with his statement that this country 
could not go on half slave and half free. The 
Southerners took this to mean (since Lin- 
coln was known to be against slavery and 
the extension of slavery) that he would make 
the “house” free. Later, when Lincoln was 
elected President, and the Southern states 
started leaving the Union, beginning with 
South Carolina in December, 1860, Lincoln 
very carefully pointed out to the South that: 
“You think slavery is right and ought to be 
extended; while we think it is wrong and 
ought to be restricted. That, I suppose, is 
the rub. It certainly is the only substantial 
difference between us.“ He tried to make it 
clear that he did not intend to upset the 
“peculiar institution“ mot to touch it—but 
he wanted it to remain where it was and not 
be extended to other states. As a lawyer, Lin- 
coln realized that slaves in the South were 
considered legally as property, valued at 
about four billion dollars, and as a practical 
matter, he could not ask the people of the 
South to voluntarily abolish this four billion 
dollars worth of property. 

By 1860, the South’s majority in the United 
States Congress had changed. They were in 
the minority, and they feared the worst. 
However, in the North, a free Negro could 
only vote in the state of Maine. In almost 
all of the other northern states, he could 
not hold any public office, serve on a jury, 
or testify in court against a white man. In 
most northern states, there was a prohibi- 
tion against any Negro who had been a slave 
or who was a descendant of a slave, from 
becoming a citizen. In short, he was not ac- 
cepted as a fellow-man in the North. A lot 
of working people in northern states worried 
about the southern Negro becoming free and 
moving in to take over manual labor jobs at 
lower pay and putting them out of work. 

Even as late as 1862, Illinois, Lincoln’s 
home state, while Lincoln was President, 
passed a law prohibiting a Negro from set- 
tling there. The Negroes so accused and con- 
victed were fined and sold to the highest bid- 
der as slaves, to pay the fines and cost. Short- 
ly afterwards however, the state repealed the 
law. It seems that it was tough to be a col- 
ored man at that time, North or South! 

Let me digress again. About 35 miles south- 
east of Cincinnati, Ohio, up the Ohio River, 
east of the place where General Grant was 
born, there is a small town named Ripley, 
Ohio. It is on a hilly place, and overlooks the 
Ohio River. Here occurred an event in one of 
the winters before the Civil War, of the trials 
of an escaped slave from Kentucky crossing 
the river on ice floes. In the town of Ripley, 
on top of a hill, lived a Presbyterian minister, 
John Rankin, and the Rankin house remains 
today, preserved by the Ohio Historical So- 
ciety, of which I am a member. Rankin’s 
home was one of the first stops on the un- 
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derground railroad for escaped slaves. From 
his windows, signals were flashed by lamps 
to those who were watching from the Ken- 
tucky side of the river. Harriet Beecher Stowe, 
whose father was also a Presbyterian minis- 
ter and an abolitionist, accompanied her 
father on a visit to the Rankins and heard 
the story of this escaped slave. The result was 
“Uncle Tom’s Cabin,” a book that had a 
tremendous impact on the northern people 
and their attitude toward slavery. 

Now we come to that affair at Harpers Fer- 
ry. John “Ossawatomie” Brown, after a turbu- 
lent career in Missouri, showed up in Vir- 
ginia with two of his sons and a few mis- 
guided Negroes, plus a Wagon load of crude 
Weapons. He hoped he could persuade the 
slaves in Virginia and the rest of the South 
to rise up in insurrection against their mas- 
ters and start a slave revolt against their 
bondage. The slaves did not rise up and do 
this horrible thing. Many slaves knew that 
such a move was wrong. These black people 
had had a foreign religion foisted upon them, 
and they, by and large, had become Chris- 
tians. Then, as well as during the war and 
after, they had obtained their freedom, they 
never sought revenge against anyone who had 
wronged them. 

Col. Robert E. Lee was sent from Washing- 
ton in command of a handful of U.S. Ma- 
rines; enough, however, to put this insur- 
rection down. Lt. J. E. B. Stewart was in 
Washington at that time trying to get the 
government to adopt a new saber carrier 
he had devised when all of this happened 
and went along on the train with Lee, his old 
Superintendent at West Point, and the Ma- 
rines, and was active in capturing John 
Brown and his men at the engine house. 

The spot is well-marked at Charlestown, 
West Virginia, where they hung John Brown, 
but not, I think, from a sour apple tree. I 
have stood on that spot and looked over the 
fields of West Virginia to the ring of the 
distant hills on the horizon as Brown must 
have looked at them. They have not changed. 
And I tried to wonder what he was thinking 
about at that moment. Maybe he knew his 
soul would go marching on. In any event, 
it did. 

A few more names which later became 
famous were involved here. Thomas Jonathan 
Jackson, an odd-ball professor at the Virginia 
Military Institute, had his corps of cadets 
drawn up into a square with a couple of 
cannons present at the hanging. Threats had 
been made that balloons from the Midwest 
would land there with people determined to 
free John Brown. 

Also present in a Virginia State Militia 
organization was a short-term Confederate 
soldier by the name of John Wilkes Booth 
who observed the hanging. His zeal for the 
Army and the hanging must have vanished 
thereafter, as he soon became a civilian 
again. This was apparently enough soldiering 
for him. He later claimed that as a Con- 
federate soldier, he had been wounded by a 
bullet in his neck and that a doctor had re- 
moved the bullet. A doctor did lance a boil 
on the back of his neck, which left a scar. 
That doctor later was called upon to identify 
Booth when he was dead and lying on a 
monitor on the Potomac in Washington. At 
another time Booth did get a pistol shot in 
the rear while horsing around with a fellow 
actor and a gun in Montgomery, Alabama. 
Too bad his headquarters were not where 
his hindquarters were. But the significant 
point to make from all of this Harpers Ferry 
affair is that the Negro just did not arise 
against his owner, 

Jackson was teaching a Sunday school 
class of Negro children during this period. 
However, it was illegal in the South at that 
time to teach a Negro slave to read or write. 

The firing upon Fort Sumter on 12 April 
1861 was the start of the War. Men, both 
North and South, knew a real war was com- 
ing and the patriotic fever was high. They 
started drilling and enlisting and hoped the 
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war would not end before they had a chance 
to fight. In the North, the free Negro men 
reacted the same. Many colored organiza- 
tions, church groups, lodges, etc., formed 
companies and started drilling and offered 
their services to the United States Govern- 
ment. They were turned down cold. No Negro 
units or individual soldiers were accepted or 
desired. This situation existed in spite of the 
pleadings of such men as Horace Greeley and 
Frederick Douglas, a leading Negro states- 
man 


So the Civil War started. With a white 
population in the nation of about 26,000,000 
and a population of 3,953,000 slaves, all in the 
South, both sides put a formidable army in 
the field. 

And a fair question may now be asked, 
“What was the Civil War fought about?” or 
“What did they go to war over?” The North 
said, “To save the Union.” The South said, 
“To preserve the Constitution and States 
Rights.” The South believed in the basic 
democratic idea that the Government de- 
rived its power to govern by the consent 
given it by those governed, the people; and 
when those people so governed chose not 
to be so governed, they could as freely with- 
draw that right. In other words, a State 
could withdraw from a union it had helped 
to form whenever it believed it was the best 
thing to do. The Southern states firmly be- 
lieved the Constitution guaranteed them 
this right and so they believed they were 
within their constitutional rights by se- 
ceding. This was the so-called “States 
rights” they were fighting for. 

I recently looked up the history of the 
5ist North Carolina Regiment to see what 
they had written about one battle, and the 
old fellow who wrote this regimental history 
in 1890 started off by presenting a long argu- 
ment about what they were fighting over, 
“States and Constitutional rights, not slav- 
ery,” which he made clear. 

The Civil War was fought over many 
things. Was it fought over slavery? Many 
Northern boys did not enlist to abolish slav- 
ery. Most of Lee’s soldiers never owned a 
slave, as General Lee himself did not own 
one. He said he drew his sword only in de- 
fense of his native state, Virginia, and not 
in defense of slavery. However, I think that 
if slavery had not existed in this country, 
the Civil War would never have occurred. 
Carl Sandburg, the famous Lincoln biog- 
rapher, said the Civil War was fought over 
one word. He said that before the Civil War, 
all U.S. treaties with other countries con- 
tained the phrase: “The United States are,” 
and after the Civil War this phrase was 
changed to “The United States is’—it is 
still so. 

What was it really fought over? Why did 
it have to happen? Was it necessary? From 
the of the establishment of our 
Union by the original 13 colonies, or states, 
after winning their independence from Eng- 
land, that Union was based upon the central 
idea that the people could decide what was 
best for them. The idea that a government 
by the people was then a novel one, untried 
before in the history of man in the long 
struggle of mankind for freedom. 

England, after losing the Revolutio: 
War with the colonies, one of the Sei — 
wars she ever lost, to this day is reluctant 
to admit that it happened. (History books 
that English children study do not devote 
much time and space to this affair in Eng- 
land’s history.) England felt then that such 
an idea was preposterous: that the people 
could determine their own form of govern- 
ment and elect its leaders. England be- 
leved that sooner or later the whole thing 
would collapse by the very absurdity of the 
idea. The coming and start of the Civil War 
appeared to bear out England's dire predic- 
tion. As a result, England found itself in 
sympathy with the South, which was appar- 
ently bent upon destroying the “Union” and 
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proving England’s point. Also, England’s 
textile mills depended upon the cotton fields 
of the South. However, always looking out 
for herself, England also foresaw what might 
happen and starting stockpiling cotton sev- 
eral years before the Civil War began so 
that she would not be forced to pay a high 
price for it. 

The border states of Missouri, Kansas, Ken- 
tucky, Tennessee, Maryland, Delaware, found 
it profitable to hold some slaves and repro- 
duce Negroes and sell them to the cotton 
states at a high profit. Remember “My Dar- 
ling Nelly Gray”? These states vigorously 
opposed the re-opening of the African slave 
trade, as this would lower the price and value 
of a slave. All in all, it seems that most men’s 
actions and reactions, both North and South, 
to everything involving slavery and affecting 
it, was a direct result of the impact upon 
their pocketbooks and not upon their moral 
conscience of the right or wrong of it. Slave 
trader ships had never been run by South- 
erners but this had been a prime endeavor 
of the sea captains sailing from New Bedford 
and all the other New England ports as long 
as this could be done. A Southerner later 
summed up some of this when on 22 Decem- 
ber 1886, before the New England Society of 
New York City, Mr. Henry Wm. Grady, Man- 
aging Editor of the Atlanta Constitution of 
Atlanta, Georgia, said, (with General William 
Tecumseh Sherman in the audience) “—and 
that the chattel in human flesh ended for- 
ever in New England when your fathers—not 
to be blamed for parting with what did not 
pay—sold their slaves to our fathers—not to 
be praised for knowing a paying thing when 
they saw it.” Later, I will again refer to his 
talk. 

Through all of these mental gyrations of 
men both North and South, the one thing 
that was crystal clear to the Negro, both 
North and South, was that the war was going 
to have a tremendous impact upon the status 
of the slave. The Negro knew instinctively 
what it was all about; it was about the slaves’ 
freedom. And it seems all Negroes sensed this 
and did their best to help with this cause in 
the face of discouragement, turndowns, frus- 
trations, outright rejections, etc. They all 
kept trying to help the Union and refused 
to lose faith. 

Lincoln was personally opposed to slavery 
as he felt it was morally wrong. He said then 
and later that—as he would not choose to 
be a slave, he could not choose to be a 
master. Later, he said that if the color of 
a man’s skin determined whether he was to 
be a slave, then: “Look out for the man 
whose skin was lighter than yours, or you 
would wind up being his slave.” Or on the 
basis of intelligence: “If you had a right 
to enslave a person not as smart as you, then 
look out for the man who was more intelli- 
gent than you, for on this basis, he had a 
right to make you his slave.” 

All during the war from the beginning to 
the end, Lincoln worried over what to do with 
the freed Negro. He often stated that he did 
not feel that the Negro and the white could 
even become socially equal. He thought the 
best thing to do would be to return the 
Negro to his native Africa, and proposed many 
schemes and legislations to Congress to do 
this. Nothing much was ever done along these 
lines. His idea of “colonization” resulted in 
some effort on the part of some Negroes to 
return to Africa, but on the whole, it did not 
seem to work. One Negro delegation called 
upon Lincoln in the White House, and when 
Lincoln brought up his idea of colonization 
they stated it just would not work; that if the 
Negro failed to obtain recognition as a human 
being in America, he would never obtain it 
anywhere else in the world. The American 
Negro would stay in America, his native land, 
and work to achieve this recognition. 

Earlier, during President Monroe's admin- 
istration, a group of Americans helped the 
American Negro establish Liberia in North 
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Africa. The name honors “liberty.” They 
named the capitol Monrovia, after Presi- 
dent Monroe. Also, the present town of 
Freetown was established in Sierra Leone 
by returned freed slaves, to honor their 
freedom. The present President of Liberia, 
Mr. Tubman, is a graduate of a small college 
in Pennsylvania and is the grandson of a 
freed slave from Georgia. And talk about 
discrimination—the descendants in Africa of 
the returned slaves from America consider 
themselves better than the native African. 
There must be something about being an 
American, or a descendant of one, that 
makes one feel that he is better than anyone 
else on the face of the earth. 

On many occasions during the war, Lin- 
coln proposed to Congress, and to the 
Southern States that Congress appropriate 
the money to buy the slaves from their 
owners and set them free. Congress later 
actually passed such a resolution. Lincoln 
urged the slaveholders to agree with this, 
that is, to decide and agree now to free their 
slaves, although they would have until 1900 
to actually free them, but could receive pay 
for their slaves now. Even until three months 
before the Civil War ended, Lincoln still 
held out to the Southern States his offer to 
pay them for their slaves if they would 
only free them and cease fighting against 
the Union and return to the Union. He 
reasoned that the war was costing one-half 
to one million dollars a day to fight, and 
if he could bring it to an end sooner, it 
would be as cheap to buy off all the slaves 
and save many soldiers’ lives. He especially 
appealed to Maryland. No slave states accept- 
ed the offer and as a result, they lost both 
their slaves and the potential money when 
the Federal armies finally defeated the 
Southern armies. 

I still have my great-grandfather McNeil’s 
account book, listing the names of his slaves, 
their children, and their birthdays and 
deaths, The list contains about 100 names. 
They are listed only by their first name, for 
as slaves, they had no family or last name. 
There are such listing as: John, son of Delta, 
After the war, most of the freed slaves 
adopted the family name of their owners. 
As a result, I have many colored “relatives” 
by the name of McNeil in North Carolina. 
But, the point I want to make here is that 
my great-grandfather, Colonel Archibald A, 
McNeil, in leaving his list of slaves with 
my grandmother, told her to keep and save 
this list, as he was sure the United States 
Government would eventually reimburse the 
slave owners for the valuable property they 
were deprived of. We are still following his 
advice and have the list available but are 
about convinced that the old man was doing 
a lot of wishful thinking. 

Now, back to the earlier days of the war 
and a look at how both North and South 
used the Negro in the conflict, In the South 
he was used by some soldiers as a personal 
servant, by some companies as a cook, and 
by the engineers as a laborer in building 
fortifications. I have a receipt for some of my 
great-grandfather’s slaves who were used 
in working on the defenses for Wilmington, 
North Carolina. Both the North and South 
used them as teamsters, About one hundred 
thousand served the Northern armies as 
teamsters. 

In 1861 during the Peninsula Campaign, 
Major General George Brinton McClellan, 
who was a Democrat, issued special orders to 
his troops dealing with the Negro. Whenever 
any runaway slave appeared in a Union 
Camp, he was to be promptly returned to his 
owner by the Union soldiers. McClellan also 
had very strong feelings about protecting 
the property of Southerners. He forbade his 
men to use fence rails for their fires and 
he placed guards around plantation homes, 
including one belonging to General Lee’s 
folks. These actions did not serve McClellan 
very well, for later when he was under fire 
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for his conduct of the war, he was accused 
of being basically in sympathy with the 
South, and some went so far as to accuse 
him of treason. Most of his soldiers did not 
care for the Negro and surely had not en- 
listed to fight for their freedom. The average 
Northern soldier had a distaste for anything 
pertaining to the Negro. They also resented 
being used as tools to enforce the Fugitive 
Slave Law. 

Down at Fortress Monroe, in Virginia in 
early 1861, the General in command at that 
time was Ben Butler, a lawyer who was later 
to become known as “Beast Butler“. This 
nickname was acquired as a result of the 
edicts he issued while in command at New 
Orleans. Then, as later, Negro slaves ap- 
peared at the Union lines seeking freedom. 
Many showed up at Fortress Monroe and 
presented General Butler with a very real 
problem. He realized that they were valuable 
property, valuable to the South and valuable 
to the Northern forces as a source of labor. 
He knew that the Southern armies used the 
Negro to build defenses, to grow food for 
the Confederacy, etc., and he was reluctant 
to return them to the South. He created a 
new term for these runaway slaves, a name 
that remains today. He considered them to be 
“contraband of war,” as was other property 
of the Southerners, and the name Contra- 
band” was born. Later, escaped slaves showed 
up in Union camps saying “I’se contraband.” 
Butler kept the slaves and would not return 
them to their owners. 

There is one recorded incident at Fortress 
Monroe where a Confederate major came 
forward with a flag of truce and demanded of 
the Union commander that he return the 
slaves who had escapted and who belonged 
to his colonel. He reinforced his demand by 
citing the Fugitive Slave Law. The Union 
Officer in charge coolly informed the Con- 
federate major that the Fugitive Slave Law 
applied only to citizens of the United States 
and if the colonel was prepared to swear 
allegiance to the United States and prove 
his citizenship, the commander was pre- 
pared to return his property, his slaves. The 
major left, and that was the end of this 
incident. 

On the 22 September 1861 in Kansas, Gen- 
eral John Charles Fremont, the command- 
ing Union officer in that area, issued a 
proclamation to the effect that all persons 
in rebellion against the Union would have 
their property seized, and that their slaves 
would be freed forever. This gave Lincoln 
much pain. He was in sympathy with the 
basic humanitarian idea, but he had to keep 
Kansas, Missouri, Kentucky, and all the 
border states in the Union cause. Lincoln 
asked Fremont to modify his proclamation, 
and Fremont refused to do this. Thereby, 
Lincoln himself had to issue a proclamation, 
nullifying Fremont’s statement. 

Down in South Carolina, on the 9th of 
May 1862, Union General David “Black” 
Hunter, on the islands off Charleston, was 
having a problem of what to do with all the 
slaves who were coming to his camp. On that 
date he issued an order declaring that all 
slaves in Georgia, Florida, and South Caro- 
lina were free. Again, Lincoln had to nullify 
this order, as at that moment Congress was 
giving favorable consideration to one of his 
proposals, that Southern states be given fi- 
nancial assistance if they would agree to 
gradual abolishment of slavery, and a Con- 
gressional Joint Resolution resulted. 

In 1862, Lincoln was worried over the way 
the war was going, and about the Negro. After 
the disastrous defeat at Bull Run in 1861 
and the failure of McClellan’s Peninsula 
Campaign, and the second Union failure 
at Bull Run (or second Manassas) in 1862, it 
appears he looked to God for guidance, Lin- 
coln was not thought to be, by some, much 
of a religious man; he had never joined a 
church, much to the regret of his wife, Mary, 
who worried very much about this. However, 
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he said many things which indicated he had 
a deep abiding faith in God. At this time it 
appears he indicated that if the Lord would 
help him restore our Union, he would free 
His people. Earlier, at Springfield, Illinois, 
on February 11, 1861, Lincoln had said in his 
farewell address to those gathered to see him 
off to Washington, D.C.: “Without the assist- 
ance of the Divine Being, who ever attended 
him (Washington), I cannot succeed. With 
that assistance I cannot fail. Trusting in 
Him, Who can go with me, and remain with 
you and be everywhere for good, let us con- 
fidently hope that all will yet be well.” 

On 19 August 1862, when things looked 
very bad for the Union, Horace Greeley, pub- 
lisher of the New York Herald Tribune, took 
Lincoln to task in an open letter entitled, 
“The Prayer of Twenty Million,” complain- 
ing of the way Lincoln was treating slavery 
in the South and in the border states. Lin- 
coln replied: 

“I would save the Union. I would save it 
the shortest way under the Constitution. The 
sooner the National authority can be restored, 
the nearer the Union will be ‘the Union it 
was’! If there be those who would not save 
the Union, unless they could at the same 
time save Slavery, I do not agree with them. 
If there be those who would not save the 
Union unless at the same time destroy 
Slavery, I do not agree with them. My para- 
mount object in this struggle is to save the 
Union, and is not either to save or destroy 
Slavery. If I could save the Union without 
freeing any slave, I would do it, and if I 
could save it by freeing all the slaves, I 
would do it; and if I could save it by free- 
ing some and leaving others alone, I would 
also do that. What I do about Slavery, and 
the colored race, I do because I believe it 
would help to save the Union, I shall do less 
whenever I shall believe what I am doing 
hurts the cause, and do more whenever I 
shall believe doing more will help the cause. 
I shall try to correct errors when shown to be 
errors; and I shall adopt new views so far 
as they shall appear to be true views.” 

“I have here stated my purpose according 
to my view of oficial duty; and I intend no 
modification of my oft-expressed personal 
wish that all men everywhere could be free.“ 

Later he said: “I shall do nothing in malice. 
What I deal with is too vast for malicious 
dealings.” 

Even before answering Greeley, Lincoln was 
doing something about slavery. One night 
in the summer of 1862, Lincoln wrote out a 
draft of The Emancipation Proclamation. 
Then, after calling a special Cabinet meet- 
ing on July 22, 1862, he told his cabinet of 
his intention to issue the Proclamation and 
of his conviction that it was the right thing 
to do, not only as a war measure but right. 
He said he did not want their advice about 
whether or not he should do this, as he had 
already made up his mind, but he wanted 
their advice on the contents of his Procla- 
mation. All the Cabinet members read it 
and generally agreed. However, the Secretary 
of State Seward pointed out that the timing 
was not right; that after so many military 
defeats, the world might think this a cry in 
the wilderness from weakness, from the low 
ebb of the Union cause. Seward suggested 
that it be held and issued after a Union 
victory. Lincoln agreed and thanked Seward 
for his counsel. 

After Second Manassas in September 1862, 
Lee’s grey legions moved into Maryland. At 
a little town named Sharpsburg, on Antietam 
Creek, a terrible battle was fought, in which 
more men were killed in a single day than 
have ever been killed before or since in any 
battle on the American continent. At best it 
was a draw. But really it was a Union victory. 
While McClellan did not overwhelm him, Lee 
finally had to withdraw his troops to Vir- 
ginia. As a result of the battle, on 22 Sep- 
tember 1862, exactly a year to the day after 
Fremont’s proclamation in Kansas, Lincoln 
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issued a preliminary version of his famous 
Emancipation Proclamation, freeing all slaves 
forever. As an old Negro I know in North 
Carolina stated: “With one stroke of the 
goosequill he freed all slaves forever.” 

Lincoln did this after calling a special 
Cabinet meeting that day. When all the 
Cabinet members were present, Lincoln 
started off by reading to them a chapter 
from humorist Artemus Ward’s book about 
“High Handed Outrage at Utica.” Lincoln 
apparently sought a moment of relief in time 
of trial. Stanton and Secretary of Treasury 
Chase did not try to hide their disgust. Then 
Lincoln again read his preliminary Emanci- 
pation Proclamation and told them he would 
issue it. 

It was a strange document. It did not free 
any slaves then. It only held out the promise 
to free some slaves on the Ist of January 
1863; those held by the states in rebellion 
against the Union. It did not free any slaves 
in the border states, in the District of Co- 
lumbia, nor in any area occupied by Federal 
troops in Louisiana or South Carolina. Spe- 
cial exceptions were made for this, In short, 
it declared all slaves free next year in those 
areas where the Union Army was not in con- 
trol and, as a practical result, the Federal 
Government could not really enforce it. How- 
ever, the Negroes knew this was at long last 
their freedom from bondage. 

It was later made official by the Thirteenth 
Amendment to our Constitution, which was 
ratified by Congress on December 18, 1865, 
setting over four million slaves free. Neither 
slavery nor involuntary servitude, except as 
a punishment for crime whereof the party 
shall have been duly convicted, shall exist 
within the United States, or any place sub- 
ject to their jurisdiction,” 

The most significant immediate result of 
the Battle of Antietam and the Emancipation 
Proclamation, however, was the effect it had 
on the European powers, particularly Eng- 
land. England had abolished slavery in 1883. 
The great hope of the South had been that 
England, desiring cotton and believing that 
a government by the people, for the people“ 
could never work, would grant formal recog- 
nition to the Confederacy and enter the war 
on the side of the South and break the 
blockade. This was Jefferson Davis’ key hope. 
The Emancipation Proclamation changed the 
whole nature of the conflict, from the politi- 
cal basis of restoring the Union to the moral 
basis of human freedom. The people of Eng- 
land had no liking for slavery, and while 
England was seriously considering recogniz- 
ing the Confederacy before Antietam, the 
issuance of the Emancipation Proclamation 
put an end to this matter. After that, the 
South really never had a chance. 

Now let’s consider the Negro as a soldier. 
He possessed many characteristics of a good 
soldier. These characteristics included loy- 
alty, obedience, and rhythm. He could also 
fight, being descended from savages. At the 
time of the Civil War, most people seemed 
to have overlooked this, and there were no 
Negro soldiers in the Union Army at the 
beginning of 1861. However, Negro soldiers 
fought, bled, and died in the Revolutionary 
War, helping this nation gain its independ- 
ence from England. One of the first Ameri- 
cans to die was Crispus Attucks on Kings 
Street in Boston during the attack upon 
the British soldiers. It was 5 March 1770. 
He was a Negro. During the Battle of Bunker 
Hill, British Major Pitcain, who had led his 
troops at Lexington and Concord, was killed 
by Peter Salem of Colonel Nixon’s regiment 
of the Continental Army. Peter Salem was 
a Negro. Salem Poor of the Colonel Frye's 
regiment fought so conspicuously that no 
less than fourteen officers of General Wash- 
ington’s army called the attention of Con- 
gress to his merits for courage and bravery. 
Salem Poor was a Negro. 

During the War of 1812, Negroes served, 
fought and won with Admiral Perry on Lake 
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Erie and with Andrew Jackson in New 
Orleans. 

Among the first Americans to die in the 
Civil War was a cook from Ohio serving with 
the 7th New York Regiment. He was killed 
when his regiment was attacked and stoned 
by a mob when passing through Baltimore 
on the way to Washington, D.C. in the early 
part of 1861 to help defend our National 
Capitol. He was a Negro. 

I have already related how at the begin- 
ning of the war, Negroes in the North formed 
companies, organized, and drilled, etc., only 
to have their offered services refused by the 
government. However, late in 1862, when 
things looked pretty bad for the Union, Lin- 
coln finally decided to try using Negro troops, 
even though he did have doubts about what 
kind of soldiers they might make. The first 
official announcement relating to this offered 
the Negro troops the same pay and allow- 
ance being given the white troops. 

There is still some debate about which 
Negro regiment was the first one. In Septem- 
ber 1862, General Ben Butler in New Orleans 
decided to use the freed slaves as troops and 
formed one regiment, the Louisiana Native 
Guards, and requested arms and uniforms 
for three others. However, these additional 
arms, uniforms, etc., were not furnished and 
the regiment was never mustered into the 
Federal service. Some opposition was raised 
among the Negroes about joining this regi- 
ment. The men joining were told by other 
Negroes that Yankees would use them as 
mules and they would not be paid. They 
weren’t used as mules, but neither were they 
ever paid. 

At about that same time, October 1862, 
Union General Saxton, commanding in the 
Department of the South, formed the First 
South Carolina Regiment from contraband. 
This regiment was commanded by Col. 
Thomas Wentworth Higginson, a white officer 
who later wrote a book entitled “Army Life 
in a Black Regiment,” a collector's item to- 
day. This regiment saw quite a bit of service 
and gave a good account of itself and re- 
sented having its name changed from the 
“Pust South” to the 33rd United States 
Colored Troops (USCT) when it was later 
mustered into Federal service. Also, in the 
summer of 1862, Colonel James Williams, in 
Kansas, organized the First Kansas Colored, 
but this regiment was never formally mus- 
tered into the Federal service. 

On 26 January 1863, Governor John An- 
drew of Massachusetts obtained permission 
from Secretary of War Stanton to organize 
the first Negro regiment in the Northern 
states, as Massachusetts was hard pressed 
to find enough white soldiers to fill her new 
quota. Since there were not enough free col- 
ored men in Massachusetts to form a regi- 
ment, Governor Andrew sent several distin- 
guished men, including Frederick Douglas, 
an outstanding Negro spokesman, to Ohio, 
Pennsylvania and to other states to make 
talks and recruit Negro soldiers. The Massa- 
chusetts regiment soon had its complement 
of 1,000 men, and became the 54th Massa- 
chusetts Volunteer Infantry. Governor An- 
drew requested that Capt. Robert Gould 
Shaw, a member of a very distinguished 
Boston family, serving then as a Captain in 
the 2nd Massachusetts Regiment, be pro- 
moted to Colonel and placed in command of 
the regiment. It was done; Shaw was only 25 
years old and became Known as the “Boy 
Colonel.” He was idealized by his men. All 
the commissioned officers were white men 
and the non-coms were Negroes, one being 
Frederick Douglas’ youngest son. 

This regiment was somewhat of an ex- 
periment. It was the first regiment made up 
of free Negroes in the North and attracted 
the attention of many people. It was on the 
spot, for depending upon how it performed 
would determine whether any other colored 
regiments would be raised. These extra troops 
were badly needed by the Union. The men in 
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this regiment knew how much depended 
upon their performance. They excelled in 
drilling and in presenting a soldierly appear- 
ance. Desertion was unknown. They learned 
the drills faster than the average white re- 
cruit. When the regiment marched down 
the streets of Boston with their band play- 
ing and flags flying, to embark upon trans- 
ports for the South, it presented such a 
strange and stirring sight that the thousands 
of people who watched never forgot it as 
long as they lived. Frederick Douglas was 
one of the proud spectators. I will have more 
to say about the 54th Massachusetts Regi- 
ment later. 

It was because of this regiment that I be- 
came keenly interested in the Negro Civil 
War soldier. One day in 1961, at Wright Pat- 
terson Air Force Base, in Dayton, Ohio, my 
secretary, Mrs. Beverly Day, a wonderful Ne- 
gro lady and fine secretary, learned of my in- 
terest in the Civil War and showed me some 
old letters she had which had been written 
to her grandmother when her grandmother 
was a young girl, by Negro soldiers serving 
in the 54th and 55th Massachusetts Regi- 
ment. I was very impressed. The writings, 
thoughts, and the lack of hatred toward the 
rebels made a deep impression upon me. 
All of these soldiers were from Ripley, Ohio, 
the site of the inspiration of Uncle Tom's 
Cabin. I had Beverly reproduce these letters. 
Copies were made and sent to various his- 
torical societies, libraries, etc. Another prized 
possession I have is a book written about 
Colonel Shaw and the 54th Massachusetts— 
“A Brave Black Regiment“ —given to me by 
Robert Younger, of Dayton, Ohio, He is a 
renowned Civil War book collector, an au- 
thority on the subject, and a proud descend- 
ant of the Younger brothers of the Jesse 
James era. I am proud to know him. 

It is of interest to note that Ohio even- 
tually furnished over 6,000 Negro soldiers 
who served in the Union Army in addition 
to over 200 white regiments. Later the 55th 
Massachusetts Regiment was formed, also a 
Negro regiment which included many Ohio 
Negroes. Ohio's first Negro regiment was the 
127th Ohio Volunteer Infantry. The next 
one, the 128th OVI, was a white regiment 
mustered into service to be the guard force 
at the Confederate Officer’s Prison at John- 
son's Island near Sandusky on Lake Erie. 
The 127th OVI’s designation was later 
changed to the ist U.S. Colored Troops, 
which was quite an honor. That is one reason 
the First South Carolina had to take the 
33rd USCT designation later. Eventually, all 
of the Northern states furnished Negro regi- 
ments for the Union Army. 

The number of Negro units in the Union 
Army eventually amounted to 167 organiza- 
tions, which included 186,097 soldiers, plus 
over 150,000 teamsters and laborers. These 
Negroes gave a real meaning to that rousing 
Civil War song: “We are Coming Father 
Abraham, 300,000 More.” 

What kind of soldier was the Negro? He 
was outstanding in loyalty and obedience. 
He was proud to be a soldier, and his drill 
and dress reflected this. He was brave and 
courageous. He knew he was being watched 
to see what he could do; that he was being 
judged. But most of all, he knew what he 
was fighting for. Negro regiments vied for 
key positions in attacks and were mostly not 
given this. They were chaffing to prove they 
could be good soldiers and men. I have 
never found any incident where Negro troops 
panicked or ran when confronted by the 
enemy. Many white regiments from the North 
and South panicked or ran when they first 
encountered the enemy in combat. As a mat- 
ter of fact, one of the top fighting units in 
Lee’s Army of Northern Virginia, General 
John Bell Hood’s Texas Brigade, panicked 
one night when an army mule got loose and 
ran through the camp knocking over pots 
and pans. The men woke up and bolted 
through the woods, thinking the Yankees 
were about to gobble them up. This was 
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something they kidded each other about and 
laughed about then and at their later 
reunions, 

Quite a number of non-coms and other 
officers in white regiments were eager to 
transfer to Negro regiments so they could get 
promoted. It appears that the Negro soldier 
preferred white officers. There are references 
to incidents where negro officers were told 
by their men: “Don’t you play the white man 
over me.” However, quite a number of Negroes 
were commissioned as officers in their regi- 
ments and served with distinction. 

I read somewhere about an account of a 
Negro soldier who was wounded at Spotsyl- 
vania Court House. He was told to go to the 
rear for medical attention. Later, he was 
seen limping along the road to the Union 
hospital on the Potomac, carrying his haver- 
sack, gear, and his musket. It was obvious 
that he was badly wounded, and the person 
who saw him felt sorry for him and told him 
to throw away his heavy rifle and gear so 
he could walk more easily. He refused to 
throw anything away, and said that he 
wanted the folks at the hospital to know that 
he was a real soldier, wounded in battle, and 
not some teamster or cook looking for medi- 
cal treatment. He had a right to be proud of 
his red badge of courage and he kept his 
musket beside him in the hospital. 

General Grant, as we all know, was some- 
what careless about his appearance and his 
uniform. Very often he wore an enlisted 
man's coat, without the shoulder straps or 
his stars. There is an interesting account of 
an event that occurred on the docks at City 
Point, Virginia, a supply base for Grant's 
campaign against Richmond in late 1864 and 
early 1865. There had been a disastrous ex- 
plosion of ordnance stores on the docks, 
Some thought the Confederates had caused 
it. Anyway, orders were issued that no smok- 
ing would be allowed on these docks and 
these docks were patrolled by Negro soldiers. 
One day General Grant was sitting on the 
docks calmly smoking his cigar. He was wear- 
ing an enlisted man’s uniform, A Negro sen- 
tinel walked up to him and told Grant in no 
uncertain terms to put out his cigar. Grant 
did so and left. Later the soldier’s Sergeant 
asked the soldier about the incident and 
whether he knew he had been speaking to 
General Grant. The soldier was astounded, 
especially when his Sergeant told him that 
General Grant wanted the soldier to report to 
him. Trembling from head to toe and expect- 
ing the worst, he presented himself to Gen- 
eral Grant at Grant’s tent. General Grant 
asked him his name, complimented him for 
doing his duty, gave him a promotion, and 
made him an aide and guard at Grant’s head- 
quarters. The soldier remained thereafter 
with General Grant throughout the war. 
What a story he had to tell his children and 
grandchildren in later years! 

Of the 29,000 men in the U.S. Navy, one- 
fourth of them were Negroes. I do not have 
to explain to you the outstanding role played 
by the Navy in clamping the Blockade on the 
Southern ports and literally strangling the 
Confederacy to death. The outstanding 
role played by the Navy gunboats on the 
rivers of our country is a subject worthy 
of a book itself. The Navy’s cooperation with 
the Army in the river campaigns is some- 
thing we can all be proud of. General Grant 
and Admiral Porter developed the ground- 
work for land-sea cooperation that was a 
model we followed in World War II in the 
Pacific. The Navy has never been given 
the credit it deserves for the contribution it 
made to saving our Union. Without the US. 
mo the Union would have lost the Civil 

ar. 

Negro troops participated in 449 battles 
and skirmishes. Thirty-three thousand 
Negroes gave their lives for our Union, the 
Union of our states that you and I and our 
children enjoy today. Not all of them died in 
combat, It seems that the Negro soldier was 
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more susceptible to some diseases than was 
the white soldier. Measles and smallpox took 
their great toll. The death rate of the Negro 
soldier in the hospitals was several times 
higher than that of the white soldier. The 
army rations of pork and hardtack were diffi- 
cult for them to adjust to, especially for the 
freed slave, who had never left the planta- 
tion and was used to eating peanuts, mo- 
lasses, corn, and cornbread. The Negro sol- 
dier fought, bled, and died for something 
warth Aping far. 

Major General Lorenzo Thomas was placed 
in charge of organizing the United States 
Colored Troops. The organization of 167 units 
was a result. Whole divisions of colored in- 
fantry added their weight to the Union 
cause. One of these units, known as the Afri- 
can Brigade, was commanded by Brig. Gen- 
eral Vogdes and included the 55th Massachu- 
setts, commanded by Col. Norwood P. Hallo- 
well. They played an important role in the 
siege operations at Charleston, S.C., during 
the period of August and September 1863. 
The brigade also included the ist North 
Carolina Colored, commanded by Capt. John 
Wilder. 

The 54th Massachusetts Volunteer Infan- 
try was stationed on the islands off Charles- 
ton, South Carolina. On Morris Island, the 
Confederates had built a fortification known 
as Fort Wagner, or Battery Wagner. This 
was a formidable place with earthworks and 
cannons and a moat. It was manned by sev- 
eral Confederate regiments, one being the 
5ist North Carolina, recruited from the 
counties near my home. On 11 July 1863, 
the Union forces attacked this stronghold. 
Colonel Shaw was given the opportunity by 
his General to lead this attack with his col- 
ored regiment. His men were tired from an 
all-night and day march. They had had noth- 
ing to eat all day; but they jumped at the 
chance to show the supporting white regi- 
ments what they could do. At the appointed 
time, late in the day, the 54th Massachusetts 
deployed in a line of battle and with Colonel 
Shaw leading, they walked to within 100 
yards of the Fort; then they charged with 
their bayonets. The terrain forced them to 
bunch up on the beach and the Confed- 
erate guns cut them down like wheat. They 
went on, over the moat, over the parapet and 
breastworks, and into the Confederate de- 
fenders, fighting hand-to-hand combat. 
Colonel Shaw stood upon the parapet, waving 
his sword, and called upon his men to keep 
on coming. He was shot down by three Min- 
nie balls. His men came on and fought, 
killing the rebels left and right and in turn 
being killed. Some laid against the breast- 
works, firing at the rebels as fast as they 
could load. Some fought hand-to-hand in 
the rooms of the Fort. But their support, 
the white regiments, fell back from the in- 
tense fire from the Fort. It became hope- 
less for the Negroes. The 54th Massachusetts 
flag bearer, Sgt. William Carney, carried the 
U.S. flag over the moat, and over the breast- 
works, and planted it on the parapet. He 
was shot in the arm, leg, and one other place, 
but he laid down on the ground and held 
the flag up with his hands. Later, when 
it was obvious that the Negro troops had to 
fall back, he crawled back, on his hands and 
knees, still holding the flag aloft. The Mas- 
sachusetts soldiers cheered him and later 
he could and did tell them: “The old flag 
never touched the ground, boys.” For this 
he was one of the first Negro soldiers to re- 
ceive the Congressional Medal of Honor. 

They did not win that battle, but the 
fault was not theirs, but the failure of the 
white regiments to support them. They proved 
to the world that the Negro soldier was a real 
soldier, willing to give his all for his country. 

Many of the 54th Massachusetts Regiment 
were killed at Fort Wagner. The Confed- 
erates stripped Colonel Shaw’s body of his 
personal effects, including his fine watch. 
Efforts to recover these later failed. The 
Confederates buried him in a common grave 
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with his Negro soldiers and bragged about 
having buried him “with his niggers.” There 
he lies today at his family’s insistence. His 
troops wanted to do something about this. 
Later, when Fort Wagner was eventually 
taken by the Union forces, his men sub- 
scribed over five thousand dollars to raise 
a monument for him, On their second 
thought, they realized that the people of 
South Carolina might tear down any monu- 
ment to a Yankee officer after the troops 
lest. Bs they Good tho ene W coms 
a school for Negro children in Charleston, 
South Carolina, naming it the Robert Gould 
Shaw School. Later the people of Boston 
did erect a monument to Colonel Shaw and 
his men on the Boston Common. It stands 
there today. 

The “Swamp Angel” story is really a story 
within a story. In their desperate attempts 
to get at Charleston, the birthplace of seces- 
sion, the Yankees, after occupying the is- 
lands off the coast, wanted to place a large 
gun there which could shell the city. Gen- 
eral Gillmore, who was in overall command, 
gave Colonel Sherrill the job to place such 
a gun. Colonel Sherrill assigned the task to 
one of his lieutenants. With the longest 
range gun available to them, an 8-inch Par- 
rott Rifle, they had to cross a swampy area 
to their front to get to a place where the 
gun could reach Charleston. The lieutenant 
did not think the job could be done, that is, 
transferring such a heavy gun over a bot- 
tomless swampy area and setting it up in a 
bog. He immediately presented Colonel 
Sherrill with a requisition for “20 men, 18 
feet tall, to do duty in 15 feet of mud.” He 
was dismissed and the job given to an engi- 
neering officer. After a remarkable engineer- 
ing task, the gun was finally in place. At 
1:30 a.m, on the 22 of August 1863, the first 
200 pound shell was fired into Charleston. It 
took 20 pounds of black powder to fire the 
gun, and it was given the enduring name of 
“Swamp Angel.’’ The shells raised havoc in 
Charleston. It kept firing away for days, but 
later a large charge of powder burst its bar- 
rel. The shelling of Charleston by the 
“Swamp Angel” had many repercussions. A 
“Swamp Angel” insignia, showing the gun, 
was printed on the envelopes used by the 
Negro soldiers there on the letters they sent 
home. One of the letters Beverly Day has, 
shows one of these and is reproduced in the 
copies I have. A monument to this gun was 
erected at the corner of Perry and Clinton 
Streets in Trenton, New Jersey and still 
stands there today, I believe. 

But the gun shelled the Yankee prisoners 
being held in Charleston, including the Ne- 
gro soldiers captured during the attack on 
Fort Wagner. These men were not sold or 
put into slavery, but the Confederates did 
not treat them as normal prisoners of war. 
They were held in the civilian prison cells 
normally used to hold the most hardened 
criminals, or Negroes accused of the worst 
crimes. They were rarely allowed to leave 
their cells to go out into the prison yard for 
fresh air and sunshine as were the white 
prisoners. They were made to do all the dirty 
work, including cleaning out the toilets of 
the other prisoners. They did this without 
complaint and the white prisoners then and 
later expressed their sorrow for the treat- 
ment given them. The Negroes themselves 
were more worried about their families want- 
ing them to know that they were still alive. 
One of them gave a list of the names of the 
54th Massachusetts men being held as pris- 
oners to a white prisoner being exchanged, 
and when this list was published in the 
Northern newspaper, it was the first word 
received by the families of the 54th that 
some of their missing men were still alive. 

To try to stop the shelling of Charleston, 
the Confederates moved a number of Yankee 
officers who had been taken prisoner into the 
Charleston area. In retaliation, the Yankees 
shipped a number of Confederate officers 
they had taken as prisoners to these offshore 
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islands within range of the Charleston guns 
shelling the islands. I do not believe any 
Yankee nor any Confederate prisoners of 
war were killed by this shelling, but it shows 
how high the feeling was running on both 
sides at that time. 

The real point to note is that the rebels 
did not kill or put into slavery the first 
Yankee Negroes they captured, although 
they did not treat them on the same basis 
as they did the white prisoners. This later 
probadiy became one of the factors influenc- 
ing the exchange of prisoners. The South 
refused to admit that the Negro captives 
they held were legitimate prisoners of war 
and refused to exchange them. This attitude 
may have influenced the North to stop 
exchanging prisoners and the South suf- 
fered. First, they badly needed the exchanged 
manpower to put them back into the fight- 
ing ranks, and secondly, it was a demoral- 
izing blow to the Confederate soldiers held 
in Northern prison camps whose primary 
hope was in being exchanged. However, it 
backfired on the Yankees. Those northern 
men being held at Belle Island, Anderson- 
ville, and Salisbury, N.C. were also demoral- 
ized upon learning that the exchange of 
prisoners had stopped. With this loss of hope, 
the only thing sustaining many of them, 
many of them died. 

The South’s reaction was violent when 
the North began to use Negro troops. Presi- 
dent Davis stated that any Negro soldier 
captured would not be treated as a soldier, 
but as a slave in insurrection, and would 
be sold as a slave. Further, any white officer 
captured while leading Negro troops would 
be shot immediately for leading an insur- 
rection of slaves against white people. In 
Spite of these fiery words, this was in fact 
never done. However, at the time, this meant 
that the Negro soldiers and their officers 
fought with a rope around their necks, but 
this did not stop them. 

This attitude on the part of the North 
and South towards the Negro soldier might 
shed some light on what happened at Fort 
Pillow, Tennessee on 12 April 1864. General 
Nathan Bedford Forrest’s attack was re- 
ported by northern sources, and repeated in 
General Grant’s memoirs, that Forrest's men 
slaughtered the Negro troops after they had 
surrendered. I have tried to get all the facts 
about this, and I find that Grant wrote his 
version from reports made by Yankees who 
were not actually there. The accounts in 
the northern newspapers were also not based 
on firsthand information and can be labeled 
as war propaganda. Grant wrote that Gen- 
eral Forrest had said he would “teach them 
to use Negro soldiers” and that “no quarters 
would be given.” I must align myself with 
Confederate General S. D. Lee’s official re- 
port of the affair. 

Fort Pillow was north of Memphis on the 
Mississippi River. At the time of Gen. For- 
rest’s attack, while General Sherman was 
conducting his Atlanta campaign, Fort Pil- 
low was garrisoned by some Northern Ten- 
nessee regiments of infantry and cavalry, 
mainly white troops, 557 strong under the 
overall command of Major Lionel Booth. 
These troops included a Negro unit which 
had with it the wives and children of some 
of the Negro soldiers. At the time of For- 
rest’s attack there were several Yankee 
transports up the river bringing more soldiers 
to reinforce the garrison at Fort Pillow. These 
troops observed the action from the river 
boats and most Union accounts of what 
happened are based upon these observations, 

After his cavalry surrounded Fort Pillow, 
General Forrest sent a message to Major 
Booth informing him of his hopeless situa- 
tion and requested his surrender. Booth took 
his time about replying, apparently hoping 
the transports would land the reinforcements 
to strengthen his command. Finally, Booth 
sent a written message back to General For- 
rest which stated: “Negotiations will not 
obtain the desired object.” Forrest’s patience 
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was duly tried. He was a man of action, not 
words, and Booth’s delay in replying, the 
ambiguity of the reply, plus the nearing of 
the transports, him. He rode out on 
his horse to talk to the Union soldier who 
had brought Booth’s message and told him 
he was General Forrest and that he only 
wanted to know one thing from Booth: would 
he surrender or fight? Yes or No? He said 
he would give Booth twenty minutes to make 
up his mind. No word came in twenty min- 
utes, so one hour later Forrest ordered his 
men to attack. The Confederates drove back 
the defenders at the first line of defense of 
the Fort, overran the defenses and drove the 
defenders below the bank of the river. Booth’s 
troops put up a stiff fight. The Negro soldiers 
especially knew what was in store for them 
if they surrendered. A Confederate cavalry- 
man, seeing the Union flag still flying, cut 
the flagpole ropes with his saber, causing the 
Union flag to fall. The Union troops aboard 
the transports saw this and with the so- 
called striking of the colors, assumed that 
Fort Pillow had surrendered, which was not 
the case. The defenders, under the river- 
bank, did not see the flag fall. They kept on 
fighting and so did Forrest’s men. Reports 
from observers on the transports gave rise to 
the later tales that Forrest killed the Negro 
soldiers after they had surrendered. This was 
not so, The fighting raged. When it became 
apparent to the defenders that their situa- 
tion was hopeless, they did surrender. After 
that, no one was killed. General Forrest took 
a total of 237 prisoners including 70 Negro 
soldiers and 40 of their women and children. 
They were all made prisoners of war. I hope 
this will help to set the record straight. 

At the Battle of Crater at Petersburg in 
late July 1864, it was first planned to use 
Negro troops of General Edward Ferrero’s 
Div. to make the assault after the explosion 
of the mine under the Confederate fortifica- 
tions. These Negro troops were pleased and 
proud of the role assigned them and prac- 
ticed and drilled to perfection just how 
they would carry out this assault. At the 
last minute someone (Meade)? in the local 
high command learned that Negro troops 
had been assigned this vital assault role and 
recommended to Gen. Grant that white 
troops be used. Gen. Grant agreed, and the 
order was countermanded. General Ledlie’s 
white division, unprepared, was to perform 
the role of first vital assault. In the resulting 
confusion, the unprepared attack failed, and 
the Negro troops followed. In the stymied 
attack, they were shot down like dogs in the 
crater. They moaned about this as long as 
they remembered. The Negro did not fail, 
the high command did. 

One aspect of using Negro troops which 
turned into a very embarrassing situation for 
Lincoln and our nation, was the pay the 
Negro troops received or were offered. Stan- 
ton’s first authorization provided that the 
Negro soldier would receive the same pay, 
clothing allowance, etc., as the white troops. 
However, for some odd reason their pay was 
actually set as the same as Negro laborers; 
$10 per month, versus $13 per month the 
white soldier received. To a man, the Negro 
regiments refused to accept their $10 per 
month pay, believing this would equate them 
with the colored hired laborer (although 
they did perform laborers’ tasks that the 
white troops were not called upon to do). 
The Negroes felt they were real soldiers, and 
were doing their best to prove it, and were 
entitled to a real soldier’s pay. 

As Secretary of War Stanton had promised 
them equal pay, the Negro soldier believed, 
when they enlisted, that the War Department 
would follow through on its promise. How- 
ever, this did not happen. Pay-day after 
pay-day rolled around, and no Negro soldier 
stepped forward to draw his $10 pay. This 
infuriated the paymaster and, in turn the 
government. The Negro soldier quietly in- 
sisted upon his right. However, one regiment 
was almost court-martialed when they laid 
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down their guns (they actually stacked 
arms), and refused to obey orders, since they 
did not receive the $13 per month pay. Some 
of their leaders were tried for mutiny and 
were sentenced to be shot. 

Finally, the Massachusetts State Legis- 
lature, realizing the unfairness of the situa- 
tion, voted to pay their Negro regiments the 
$3 difference between the U.S. Government 
pay of $10 and $13. However, the Negro troops 
refused to accept even this. They were fight- 
ing for equality as well as for the Union. 
They felt that if they could not get recog- 
nition as real American soldiers, they could 
never thereafter gain acceptance as fellow- 
men in America. 

This situation existed for over 18 months. 
As a result, they and their families suffered 
many hardships going without money. The 
Negro soldiers’ letters during this period to 
their families at home were pathetic as they 
tried to explain their inability to send money 
home. 

Colonel Shaw and other white officers wrote 
many letters to Congress and to the editors 
of their local papers explaining the situation 
and the inequalities and begged that some- 
thing be done. Some Congressman got very 
upset over it and took the War Department 
to task over this. After a long hard struggle, 
the War Department gave in and finally paid 
the Negro troops the back pay of $13 per 
month. All that money was windfall to the 
colored troops. Most of them gave it to 
their officers and Generals to hold for them, 
after sending some to their families. One 
General set up a bank for these funds. 
However, due to mismanagement and other 
factors, this bank later failed, and many of 
the Negro soldiers lost most of their savings. 

The South’s attitude about using Negro 
troops in the Confederate army was paradox- 
ical. In 1861 it was unthinkable. In April 
1862, all white men in the South between 
the ages of 18-35 were considered eligible for 
the army. In September on that year the 
age limit was raised to 45. By February of 
1864, the South broadened this to include all 
white men from 17 to 50, robbing both the 
cradle and the grave. Such was the man- 
power shortage in the Confederate Army 
late in 1864. 

On 11 January 1865, General Lee, in a pri- 
vate letter to President Davis, proposed that 
the South recruit and put under arms the 
Negro slaves as Confederate soldiers, promis- 
ing the Negroes and their families freedom 
after the war. Other Southerners had earlier 
suggested this, but these suggestions were 
never taken seriously. However, realizing the 
desperate condition of the manpower in Lee's 
army at that time, President Davis and the 
Confederate Congress finally decided to use 
Negro troops. Several units were organized 
and were drilling in Richmond at the time 
Richmond fell in April 1865. They were obey- 
ing their Masters’ orders. One prominent 
Southerner, upon hearing of the Confeder- 
ate’s decision to use Negro troops said: “The 
day we make soldiers out of them is the 
beginning of the end of the revolution. If 
slaves will make good soldiers, then our whole 
theory is wrong.” 

When Lincoln heard of this decision he 
said: 

“If he (the Negro) shall now really fight to 
keep himself a slave, it will be a far better 
argument why (he) should remain a slave 
than I have ever before heard. He, perhaps, 
ought to be a slave, if he desire it ardently 
enough to fight for it. Or if one of four will, 
for his own freedom, fight to keep the other 
three in slavery, he ought to be a slave for 
his selfish meanness. I have always thought 
that all men should be free; but if any 
should be slaves, it should be first those who 
desire it for themselves, and secondly, those 
who desire it for others.” 

But Lincoln need not have worried. No 
Southern Negro troops wearing the Confed- 
erate uniform ever fought in battle. 

Stanton, who was not famous for words of 
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praise, did praise the efforts of the Negro 
troops after the final assault on Petersburg. 
He said: “The hardest fighting was done by 
the black troops. The ports they stormed were 
the worst of all. After the affair was over, 
General Smith went to thank them, to tell 
them he was proud of their courage and 
dash. He says they cannot be exceeded as 
soldiers,” 

After General Robert E. Lee was forced to 
evacuate Richmond and Petersburg early in 
April 1865, President Lincoln entered Rich- 
mond with some Negro troops and he was 
almost mobbed by the Negro people there, 
as were the Negro troops, to the disgust of the 
white people watching. A few days later, on 
April 9, 1865, Lee had to surrender his army 
at Appomattox Court House to General 
Grant, and the Civil War came to an end. 

Now let us take a final look at some of the 
Southerners’ attitudes toward the Negro. 
Mary Johnston, the author of the book en- 
titled: The Long Roll, a realistic account of 
Jackson’s troops in the Civil War, was the 
wife of Major John William Johnston, of the 
CSA Artillery, and was a relative to CSA Gen- 
eral Joseph Eggers Johnston. She emphasized 
in her book that she hoped the Southerners 
would remember the loyalty and devotion of 
the Negro slave to the Southerners, and that 
the South in years to come should remember 
this and treat the Negro with the respect due 


Recently I was in Montgomery, Alabama 
and visited their State Capitol and stood on 
the bronze star in the floor where President 
Jefferson Davis was sworn in as the first 
President of the Confederacy, and where 
every governor of Alabama has been sworn in 
since. In the Alabama Hall of History, which 
I visited later, there is a tremendous collec- 
tion of Civil War items. Battle flags of Ala- 
bama were exhibited there, many of which 
had been returned by the Northern states 
whose troops have captured them. There was 
a remarkable statue of General Joseph 
Wheeler. General Wheeler was an outstand- 
ing Confederate cavalry commander and he 
has a soft spot in my heart for what he did 
for my relatives. After the Battle of Averys- 
boro, in North Carolina, March 1865, he 
escorted my mother’s great aunt across the 
Cape Fear River near my home. She put his 
picture in her scrapbook with the above 
notation. I still have it. 

As Alabama produced such men as Major 
General Joseph Wheeler, I would like to re- 
mind you that Alabama has also produced 
such men as George Washington Carver. 

Let us consider General Wheeler further. 
He later became another Major General in 
the United States Army. There was a poem 
about him which goes like this: “Say Phil, 
(General Sheridan), have you heard the 
news? Joe Wheeler has joined the Blues.” 
So did Confederate General S. D. Lee, and 
many others. Later, during the war with 
Spain, Major General Wheeler (U.S.) com- 
manded another calvary unit, the 10th U.S. 
Calvary, a Negro unit. They fought with dis- 
tinction, and took every objective assigned 
them, including San Juan Hill. Teddy Roose- 
velt got the credit, but Wheeler’s Negro 
troops really won the battle, but received no 
credit. The Alabama general wrote an in- 
troduction to a book, written by those Ne- 
groes, detailing the history of the 10th U.S. 
Calvary. Wheeler was lavish in his praise for 
the Negro troops, especially mentioning 
loyalty, “...a loyalty touching in its beauty 
and simplicity; and unselfish devotion.” 
Wheeler pointed out that the Negroes cov- 
ered themselves with glory. 

And finally, William Henry Grady, the edi- 
tor of the Atlanta Constitution, in his speech 
in New York on that cold December day in 
1886 which I referred to earlier, summed up 
our feelings for the Negroes by saying: 

“We remember with what fidelity for four 
years he guarded our defenseless women and 
children, whose husbands and fathers were 
fighting his freedom. To his eternal 
credit, be it said that whenever he struck a 
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blow for his own liberty, he fought in open 
battle; and when at last he raised his black 
and humble hands that the shackles might 
be struck off, those hands were innocent of 
wrong against his helpless charges and 
worthy to be taken in loving grasp by every 
man who honors loyalty and devotion.” 
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PACEM IN TERRIS CONFERENCE 


Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, at 
the recent meeting in Geneva of the 
Pacem in Terris Conference, Mr. Robert 
M. Hutchins, president of the Center for 
the Study of Democratic Institutions, 
summarized the activities of the confer- 
ence in a very incisive and perspective 
manner. I ask unanimous consent that 
the remarks he made on that occasion be 
printed at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the remarks 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

CLOSING REMARKS BY ROBERT M. HUTCHINS, 
PRESIDENT, THE CENTER FOR THE STUDY OF 
DEMOCRATIC INSTITUTIONS 
James Roosevelt is so good at his job of 

Secretary General, there are signs that he is 

going to make a career of it. Now what I am 

afraid of is that his great name will become 
synonymous with the suppression of free 
speech. There will be a new verb—“to Roose- 
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velt’—which will mean to hit anybody on 
the head who speaks more than five minutes. 

Under his direction this has been a great 
occasion—it has been an historic occasion. 
We have been privileged to be present at the 
first public discussion between the represent- 
atives of the two Germanys which has been 
held since the war and there is every indica- 
tion that this is the beginning of a new day. 
We have seen an informal spontaneous 
grouping of the nations of Southeast Asia 
which may have very far reaching implica- 
tions for the future. And we have seen one 
after another the representatives of seventy 
nations—different colors, languages, reli- 
gions, ideologies and costumes—who have ex- 
pressed their deep common concern for the 
great problems that confront the human 
race. I think there is a certain area of agree- 
ment, and it is only the area of agreement 
I propose to touch on, for I have already tres- 
passed too long on your time and patience. 
I think there are eleven points—a rather 
large number of rather large points—on 
which this assembly has, in effect, expressed 
a consensus. 

The first is that the United Nations must 
be strengthened and made more independent. 

The second is that the membership of the 
United Nations must be universal. 

The third is that the war in Vietnam is, 
at best, a mistake. I consider that I may 
include the distinguished jurist from New 
Zealand as assenting to this proposition since 
his objection was only to the allegation of 
wickedness by the United States and not to 
its wrongness. 

The fourth is that Southeast Asia must be 
neutralized. 

The fifth is that the Cold War must be 
ended. It poisons every well and this means 
that the great myth of the communist con- 
spiracy on which I was brought up and the 
great myth of capitalist imperialism, on 
which our socialist colleagues were brought 
up, must both be seriously modified if not 
abandoned. 

The sixth point of general agreement is 
that racial discrimination is intolerable. 

The seventh is that aid to the developing 
countries must be given by those which are 
better off, and this aid must be, or ought 
to be, multilateral, If the Pope’s fund to be 
derived from taxation on armaments can be 
established, the Convocation, it seems to me, 
is for it, with only a tentative objection 
from Mr. Hoffman, who has a competing 
charity of his own. 

The eighth point of genera] agreement is 
that the terms of trade are intolerable for 
the developing countries and that the ratio 
of industrial products to the prices of pri- 
mary products must receive the most earnest 
explicit and immediate attention. 

The ninth point is that no military solu- 
tions are adequate for the present day. 

And the tenth is that no national solu- 
tions are adequate for the present day. 
Hence, we are brought back to the necessity 
of the first point—the United Nations must 
be strengthened and made more independ- 
ent and steps to the development of that 
organization into a new plane of interna- 
tional government must be taken. 

Finally, it seems to me, that we have 
agreed that coexistence is a necessary but 
not sufficient condition of human life. Sur- 
vival is not, perhaps, an ignoble aim, but it 
is not a noble one either. We must move 
onward and upward from coexistence to 
what Pope John called the universal common 
good. This is an aim worthy of humanity and 
it will require the organization of the world 
for continuous peaceful change and a revi- 
sion of the status quo without war. 

Now if I were asked to characterize the 
spirit of this Convocation in one word, I 
would use the word “generosity.” And I must 
in this connection file an official protest 
against the use of the term “hypocrisy” by 
one of our Participants when referring to an- 
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other. I can only hope that he was carried 
away. This is, I think, the only instance in 
which there was an impugning of the verac- 
ity or integrity of any member of this group 
by any other. 

Senator Joseph Clark of Pennsylvania said, 
“Ladies and gentlemen, do not despair of 
the United States of America.” The answer 
is, of course, that you should not despair 
of the United States of America because it 
produces men like Joe Clark. And on the 
same basis we can say, do not despair of a 
world when it produces people like you. But 
of course the problem is not the absence of 
men and women like you. The problem is 
that the world consists of structures of 
power. And the question is how to reform 
and re-direct these structures. This is the 
task that Pacem in Terris set for all men 
of goodwill. To this task many suggestions 
made here will contribute. But the per- 
formance of the task depends on the main: 
tenance and expansion and extension of the 
spirit you have shown here. From the main- 
tenance and extension of this spirit the 
greatest practical results may ultimately be 
expected. Let us, therefore, each in his own 
country, in his own sphere, press forward 
in the spirit of Pacem in Terris II. 

Ladies and Gentlemen, on behalf of the 
Center for the Study of Democratic Institu- 
tions, I thank you for the contribution you 
have made to the common cause of all man- 
kind. 


EQUAL RIGHTS AND EQUAL OPPOR- 
TUNITY—A RECORD FOR ALL 
AMERICANS DURING THE JOHN- 
SON YEARS 


Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, of all 
the historic proposals which have become 
realities during the past 3 years, none, I 
believe, has given President Johnson and 
the Democratic Party more honor or 
satisfaction than our solid record of ac- 
complishment in equal rights and equal 
opportunity. 

Lyndon B. Johnson, of Texas, is the 
great civil rights President in American 
history. This fact is a matter of deep 
satisfaction to the President himself, to 
the Democratic Party he leads, and to 
all Americans of goodwill. 

From its first days in office the John- 
son administration has been character- 
ized by an unyielding commitment to 
first-class citizenship and first-class op- 
portunity for all Americans. 

Eight months after assuming office, 
Lyndon Johnson put his signature to the 
most comprehensive, most forward-look- 
ing civil rights act since the Emancipa- 
tion Proclamation. 

It was a fitting climax to efforts fos- 
tered by the Democratic Party for more 
than 20 years. 

A little over 3 years ago, the Johnson 
administration began a concerted effort 
to pass civil rights laws, expand job op- 
portunity for the poor, improve educa- 
tion for the deprived, and expand mi- 
nority group representation in the Fed- 
eral Government. 

Many “firsts” were achieved: The Eco- 
nomic Opportunity Act, the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act, the Hous- 
ing and Urban Development Act, the 
Civil Rights Act of 1964, the Voting 
Rights Act of 1965, the Child Nutrition 
Act, the Economic Development Act, the 
Fair Labor Standards Act of 1966, and 
the Model Cities Act. 


All of these were in their way “firsts” 
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along the road to equal or improved op- 
portunity for millions of poor, deprived, 
or disadvantaged Americans. 

I am proud to say that the Govern- 
ment took the lead in providing such 
opportunity within its own ranks. 

Robert Weaver became the first Negro 
Cabinet officer in history. 

Thurgood Marshall became the first 
Negro to be nominated to the Supreme 
Court. 

Vicente Ximenes became the first 
Mexican-American member of the U.S. 
Equal Employment Opportunity Com- 
mission. 

Mrs. Constance B. Motley became the 
first Negro woman Federal judge. 

Mrs. Patricia Harris became the first 
Negro woman ambassador from the 
United States. 

These are typical of the kinds of Amer- 
icans for whom President Johnson has 
reached out into the community to bring 
into the Federal service. 

There were many others appointed as 
judges, ambassadors, and top-level ad- 
ministrators. 

One need only read the morning news- 
paper to see that the struggle for equal 
opportunity in America is far from 
finished. It is clear that civil rights is a 
matter of concern beyond the so-called 
long, hot summer. It is a year-round 
struggle that continues to demand a na- 
tional commitment to fulfill the rights 
of Negro Americans who desire nothing 
more than to live useful and productive 
lives in mainstream America. 

President Johnson is not content to 
stand on yesterday’s record of achieve- 
ment in civil rights. And I do not think 
that the 90th Congress can ignore its 
continuing responsibilities, either. We 
have an unfinished agenda of important 
business to enact. 

The President has proposed vital leg- 
islation on a broad range of matters di- 
rectly affecting the welfare and security 
of the Negreo community. 

Now, I have heard some white Ameri- 
cans say: Haven't they got enough? 
What more do they want?” 

The answer is simple—Negro Amer- 
icans, Indian Americans, Mexican Amer- 
icans, and all the other minority groups 
in our land, want to be full and produc- 
tive citizens of this country; nothing less 
and nothing more. 

The United States, in the 1920s, 
thought it was time for normalcy, time 
for a pause. And it took us three decades 
to pull out of that one. 

I cannot conceive of more false reason- 
ing than that which suggests that it is 
time to stop, time for a pause in our 
quest for equal justice. For when we 
pause, we do not just frustrate needed 
programs; we frustrate the legitimate 
aspirations of millions of our fellow 
citizens. 

Equal opportunity will not produce 
equal results if the Congress and the 
country are content to rest on their 
accomplishments. 

There are now before the Congress a 
series of civil rights laws which should be 
enacted. They will guarantee equality in 
housing, fairness in jury selection, and 
improved protection to civil rights work- 
ers. 
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And there are other measures which 
will continue and expand the significant 
opportunity battle which this adminis- 
tration has waged since 1963. 

Yes, the struggle is far from finished. 

Equal rights and equal opportunity are 
goals that demand the best from us—not 
just some of the time, but all of the time. 


A SURVEY OF AMERICAN FERTILIZ- 
ER FIRMS ON THE OPPORTUNI- 
TIES AND PROBLEMS OF INVEST- 
MENT IN INDIA 


Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, many 
of us have long believed in the desirabil- 
ity of expanded investment by American 
private business in the economies of the 
less developed nations. Such a stepped- 
up investment program would not only 
stimulate the economic growth in the 
recipient countries, but would also serve 
to ease the burden on the U.S. taxpayer 
who must foot the bills for our economic 
aid programs and, if well carried out, 
would constitute an effective demonstra- 
tion of the value of the private enterprise 
system. 

There have been many barriers to the 
expansion of American private invest- 
ment abroad. Many of the less developed 
nations have been reluctant to encourage 
such investment out of fear of excessive 
foreign influence and also because of the 
political attitudes which tend to favor 
public over private investment efforts, 
whether foreign or domestic. Also, due 
in part to the above, there has been no 
comprehensive policy by the U.S. Gov- 
ernment designed to encourage and facil- 
itate American investment. And finally, 
American enterprise’s unfamiliarity with 
the economic, political and cultural cli- 
mate of the less developed nations has 
retarded this type of investment effort. 

However, within the past year or so 
there has been a shift in conditions and 
attitudes. This new climate is particu- 
larly apparent in the area of food produc- 
tion. There is growing evidence that the 
American Government, and the govern- 
ments receiving U.S. aid programs, and 
the efforts by the food deficient nations 
themselves may be incapable of solving 
the food shortage problems in sufficient 
time to prevent a massive crisis. 

Thus, the world food crisis and the 
climate of opportunity it is helping to 
generate constitutes a challenge and an 
opportunity for American private inves- 
tors. A challenge to illustrate that Amer- 
ican private investment and technology 
can contribute to the realization of goals 
which we all share by means acceptable 
to all, and the opportunity to establish 
new market areas with reasonable rates 
of profit—the lifeblood of private enter- 
prise. 

Mr. President, the mobilization of 
American public and private resources 
to effectively prosecute the war on world 
hunger is one of the truly great chal- 
lenges of the day. The success with which 
we prosecute this war will significantly 
influence the type of world we will live in 
10 and 20 years from now. 

Perhaps the food crisis is as great in 
India today as anywhere else in the 
world. The gap between production and 
consumption needs must be closed not 
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only for humanitarian reasons, but also 
because until this problem is solved, the 
question of whether this great Asian 
country can demonstrate to the world 
the possibility of maintaining a political 
democracy and a mixed economy will re- 
main unanswered. 

One of India’s most pressing needs is 
the necessity to sharply expand the pro- 
duction and effective use of agricultural 
fertilizers. The Indian Government has 
established as one of its highest priorities 
the expansion of fertilizer production 
through a major public and private effort. 
Part of this effort has heen to encourage 
foreign private investment. Much has 
been accomplished, but much more is 
needed. 

Because I am so vitally concerned with 
the overall food deficit problem and par- 
ticularly the problems now being experi- 
enced by India, I undertook, this spring, 
to survey American firms which have the 
capacity to develop fertilizer plants in 
India in an effort to develop more de- 
tailed information about the types of 
problems that have been experienced, 
what we may expect in the future, and 
how we and the Indian Government as 
well can best proceed to increase the pro- 
duction and use of fertilizer in the In- 
dian economy. I limited my inquiries to 
India, not only because the problems 
there are pressing, but because it was 
necessary to narrow the scope of the ini- 
tial survey. However, I did ask the com- 
panies surveyed to comment on the prob- 
lem of increased private investment in 
underdeveloped countries in general. 
Also, I believe that much of the infor- 
mation concerning India can be applied 
to other Asian countries. 

I received replies from 44 firms. Of 
these, 12 had either seriously explored 
the possibility of investing in the Indian 
economy or actually have plants in op- 
eration there. 

Mr. President, the variety and detail 
of the responses to my questions are such 
that they cannot be conveniently and 
properly evaluated in a few words. 
Therefore, I have prepared a report list- 
ing the questions which I asked, followed 
by a detailed summary of the responses, 
and I ask unanimous consent that this 
report be inserted in the Recor at the 
conclusion of my remarks. 

However, drawing upon conversations 
with several corporation officers as well 
as the return correspondence there are 
several points that I wanted to give par- 
ticular emphasis to. 

First, I was impresed with the num- 
ber of American firms who were defi- 
nitely interested in investment in un- 
derdeveloped nations. It is my distinct 
impression that there has been a decided 
shift in the attitude on the part of 
American firms in this respect within 
the past 2 or 3 years. Many of the firms 
that responded, while indicating that 
they did not have any definite commit- 
ments as yet, were now beginning to 
seriously explore the possibilities of in- 
vestment in underdeveloped nations. In 
addition, among those companies with 
operational projects in being, most indi- 
cated plans not just to continue those 
projects but, hopefully, to expand them 
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Thus, more specifically in regard to 
India, the announced intentions of the 
Indian Government to further encour- 
age greater American investment and 
participation in the production of agri- 
cultural fertilizers has been warmly 
received by American corporations, 

As the detailed report indicates, Amer- 
ican businessmen continue to stress the 
difficulties, from their point of view, that 
they often encounter in their negotia- 
tions with the Indian Government. How- 
ever, there have been changes in the 
past year and the Indian Government 
has shown more flexibility which has 
helped speed up the negotiations process, 
It should also be pointed out that an- 
other factor here is that as American 
investors and the Indian Government 
Officials have become more familiar with 
each other the shared experience has 
made negotiation easier and simpler. 

Despite the changes that have oc- 
curred the American firms continue to 
identify bureaucratic red tape and 
lengthy, costly negotiation processes as 
one of the major difficulties that they en- 
counter. They also believe that present 
Indian tax laws and tariff regulations are 
too restrictive and that they would like to 
see changes in these areas. 

In regard to the specific problem of the 
production, distribution, and use of fer- 
tilizers, all the corporations emphasized 
that the building of a fertilizer plant was 
only the first step and they emphasized 
that there was a great need for signifi- 
cant improvement in the distribution 
system, both in terms of physical trans- 
port and also in terms of the commercial 
institutions necessary to finance proper 
distribution and use of fertilizer. Thus, 
for example, most argued that, particu- 
larly in the case of India, Indian farmers 
needed access to low-rate credit to fi- 
nance fertilizer purchases. Closely re- 
lated to this, most American corporation 
representatives also emphasized the need 
for an intensification of farmer educa- 
tional programs. 

I think it is also interesting to note 
that most American firms indicated that 
they preferred a joint venture operation 
in cooperation with Indian private cor- 
porations. Only a few indicated they pre- 
ferred to develop fertilizer production 
facilities entirely on their own. 

Mr. President, beyond these specific 
observations, let me say that this survey 
served to reemphasize both the neces- 
sity of action to improve the food pro- 
ducing capacities of the underdeveloped 
nations and the enormity of the prob- 
lems that are and will be encountered in 
realizing that goal. 

Thus this survey was both enlighten- 
ing and sombering. The responsibilities 
that face the American Government and 
the American businessmen are formida- 
ble. I believe that we have the will to 
meet those responsibilities. We must be 
diligent in our pursuit of the means to 
fulfill those responsibilities. 

I ask unanimous consent that this 
summary be printed in the RECORD at 
this point. 

There being no objection, the summary 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
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SUMMARY OF RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS ASKED 
OF AMERICAN FIRMS CAPABLE OF DEVELOPING 
FERTILIZER FACILITIES IN INDIA 


1. In regard to your efforts to date, what do 
you consider to be the most serious diffi- 
culties you have encountered? 

(a) Bureaucratic red tape and cautious, 
sometimes hostile, attitude toward American 
firms, resulting in lengthy negotiations and 
costly delays; 

(b) Lack of a free market for fertilizer; 
existing fertilizer marketing pools tend to 
subsidize the inefficient plant at the expense 
of the efficient plant; and concern that pri- 
vately financed plants might be competi- 
tively undercut by Government; 

(c) Present inadequacy of the distribu- 
tion and transportation system; 

(d) High tax levels; 

(e) Custom tariffs and an imposition of a 
40 percent tariff on imported capital at the 
beginning of a construction project; 

(t) High building costs and controls on 
import of raw materials which must be im- 
ported as a result of nonavailability in India; 
serious delays in obtaining construction 
licenses; and the uncertainty as to whether 
or not a fertilizer plant in India can obtain 
a long term (ten year) commitment by the 
Indian Government to make available foreign 
exchange for the importation of raw ma- 
terials including semi-finished raw materials 
such as Diammonium Phosphate; 

(g) Limited stability of local (Indian) 
currency which may require further de- 
valuation; 

(h) Shortage of personnel with commer- 
cial and/or skilled knowledge, 

2. What changes, if any, would you like 
to see the Indian Government make? 

(a) Simpler and consistent negotiation 
procedures with the Indian Government 
through a coordinator, or single authority, 
with whom or through whom negotiations 
with the several state governments and 
agencies could be conducted; and the need 
to reduce the number of approvals a for- 
eign investor must obtain by making a grant 
of a basic industrial license which would 
eliminate many of the subsidiary approvals 
now required; 

(b) A change in the present repressive tax 
laws; currency exchange guarantees; and 
protection against further unnecessary tax 
increases, as well as tax concessions on man- 
ufacturing plant earnings, personal income, 
property tax, and other taxes that might 
otherwise eliminate project profitability; 

(c) Recognition of the need for construct- 
ing economically feasible plants whose size 
must be realistically related to the market 
forecast; a more realistic evaluation of the 
potential supply of indigenous equipment 
for plant construction including—design, 
materials of construction, availability, delays 
involved, possible foreign exchange savings, 
increased engineering cost involved in sur- 
veys of shops, etc.; and the importation and 
use of labor saving devices during construc- 
tion; bulldozers, cranes, etc.; 

(d) Permit free worldwide purchase of raw 
material for plant feed and source of in- 
digenous raw materials; eliminate the re- 
quirements that a portion of the output be 
sold to the Indian Government at a negoti- 
ated price; and explore the feasibility of 
granting a ten year assurance of foreign 
exchange to import needed raw materials; 

(e) Rapid expansion of the infra-struc- 
tures needed to market the fertilizer; 

(f) Greater willingness to accept foreign 
Management with a realistic program for 
gradual replacement of management by 
Nationals. 

3. What types of actions could the United 
States Government take to encourage and 
facilitate this type of foreign investment 
project? 

(a) Our government should work more 
closely and constructively with the Indian 
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Government in establishing the infra- 
structure; 

(b) Provide the necessary money and 
technical help to assist in the development 
of irrigation projects, teaching of agronomic 
and farm management practices, and estab- 
lishing adequate farm credit institutions; 

(c) Simplify the procedure and shorten 
the time required to obtain extended risk 
guarantees (both equity and debt) under 
AID programs; and AID should consider 
liberalizing their terms for subordinating 
Cooley Fund rupee loans (destined for fer- 
tilizer projects) to hard currency loans from 
private investors (and the IFC) in buying 
hard currency debt or equity securities of a 
private sector projects; 

(d) U.S. Government should guarantee 
investments with regard to war risks and 
currency convertibility; and whenever loans, 
gifts, grants, and incentives of any type are 
given, they should serve to promote the free 
enterprise concept in the private sector; 

(e) Asource of funds might be made avail- 
able to cover project construction cost over- 
runs; 

(f) Minimize the risk of investors by em- 
phasizing to the Indian officials the need 
for starting small and gradually building up 
to a completely integrated plant on a tim- 
ing schedule that fits in with the ability 
to market the large quantities of fertilizer 
eres to support a completely integrated 
P 3 

4. In carrying out such a project, would 
you prefer to have total control or would 
you prefer a joint effort? 

(a) Respondents generally prefer a joint 
effort; however, there are pros and cons to 
both means of control and the details of a 
specific project determine the better ap- 
proach. Generally speaking, total control 
assures an American company of the right 
to make all of the decisions and the right 
to furnish adequate technical and mana- 
gerial talent in the early critical construc- 
tion period and early years of operation. 
However, a joint effort with the host govern- 
ment, or with national business interests, is 
generally considered to assure cooperation. 
In all cases where companies reported they 
preferred a joint effort there was a prefer- 
ence for majority control in the effort. 

5. If you prefer a joint effort, should this 
be a partnership between you and the 
United States Government, between you 
and the Indian Government, between you 
and private Indian business organizations, or 
a broader based consortium arrangement? 

(a) Most American businessmen respond- 
ing prefer a joint effort with an Indian 
partner in the private sector of the econ- 
omy. Several also indicated they would pre- 
fer broadbased consortiums, possibly involv- 
ing several American, European and Indian 
firms. 


6. The actual building of a fertilizer plant 
is, of course, only the first step. What sug- 
gestions do you have for steps that need to 
be taken to assure that fertilizers produced 
by these plants will be distributed and ef- 
fectively used to the end that food produc- 
tion in India will be substantially increased? 

(a) Assurance that there will be an ad- 
equate infra-structure to enable distribution 
and marketing of the fertilizer, which should 
include improved storage facilities, and ware- 
house outlets and equipment; 

(b) Broad farmer education and provisions 
for technical services; use of technically 
qualified personnel who will provide dem- 
onstrations, advice on seed programs, lec- 
tures, literature, and the supporting services 
of a soil analysis laboratory; and the most 
effective use of available waters for irrigation 
and guidance to prevent water-logging and 
salinity problems; 

(c) Easing of credit restrictions; and the 
commencement of an in-depth study on the 
feasibility of loaning Cooley Fund rupees to 
the proper agencies or financial institutions 
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for use in extending credit to Indian fer- 
tilizer dealers and farmers. 


CAPTIVE NATIONS WEEK 


Mr. RIBICOFF., Mr. President, July 
16-22, was Captive Nations Week, as es- 
tablished by an act of Congress, Public 
Law 86-90, unanimously approved by 
Congress in 1959. Thus, for nearly a 
decade, 1 week of each year has been so 
designated. 

So it is with admiration and with sad- 
ness that we pause once again to honor 
the desire of brave, long-suffering peo- 
ples to be truly free. 

Periods of darkness and oppression 
have at times shaded large portions of 
the globe and the spirit of justice has at 
times seemed extinct in the hearts of 
men. Yet we must remember that it is 
in just such times that the conscience 
of man has been stirred—that the forces 
of oppression have either crumbled or 
been overthrown by righteous anger. 

In recognition of the plight of these 
peoples, the Governor of the State of 
Connecticut, the Honorable John Demp- 
sey, issued a proclamation on Captive 
Nations Week. I ask unanimous consent 
that it be printed at this point in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the official 
statement was ordered to be printed in 
the Recorp, as follows: 

[An official statement by His Excellency John 

Dempsey, Governor, State of Connecticut] 

CAPTIVE NATIONS WEEK, JULY 16-22, 1967 

Public Law No. 86-90, unanimously ap- 
proved by the Congress of the United States 
in 1959, authorized the designation of an 
annual Captive Nations Week until such 
time as freedom and independence shall have 
been achieved for all the captive nations of 
the world. 

The observance of Captive Nations Week 
takes place this year from July 16 through 
22. It is an occasion which again calls public 
attention to the plight of millions of people 
in Europe and Asia who are subject to the 
oppressive influence of Communist Russia. 

Deprived of their national independence 
and their individual liberties, the residents 
of the captive nations live in hope that their 
rightful freedom will one day be restored. 

As citizens of a nation long committed 
to the principles of independence, freedom 
of thought and human dignity, we share the 
aspirations of our freedom-loving brethren 
in the captive nations. 

Mindful of the worthy objectives of Cap- 
tive Nations Week, let us observe this oc- 
casion with appropriate ceremony in the 
State of Connecticut. 

JOHN DEMPSEY, 
Governor. 


Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, fur- 
thermore, the Connecticut Committee for 
Captive Nations, representing various 
nationalities as Estonian, Latvian, 
Lithuanian, Cuban, Polish, Hungarian, 
Ukrainian, and others, observing Captive 
Nations Week in Hartford, Conn., on 
Sunday, July 16, 1967, also adopted a 
resolution, which I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the resolu- 
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

RESOLUTION, CAPTIVE NATIONS WEEK, 1967 

Whereas, the imperialistic policies of Rus- 
sian Communists methods (direct or indi- 
rect), through deceit and fraud, through 
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force and murder, have led to the subjuga- 
tion and enslavement of the peoples of Po- 
land, Hungary, Lithuania, Ukraine, Czecho- 
slovakia, Latvia, Estonia, White Ruthenia, 
Rumania, East Germany, Bulgaria, Mainland 
China, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia, North 
Korea, Albania, Idel-Ural, Serbia, Croatia, 
Slovenia, Tibet, Cossackia, Turkestan, North 
Vietnam, Cuba, Mongolia, and others; 

Whereas, the Russian Communists are ac- 
tively and vigorously supporting aggressive 
oppression in many parts of the world, in- 
cluding armaments for the war against South 
Vietnam, arms and technicians for the Syr- 
ians, Iraqi, and Egyptians to foment war 
in the Middle East, supporting Egyptian op- 
pression of the freedom-loving Yemeni in- 
cluding the atrocities of gas warfare, and 
the active development of Russian bases in 
Somaliland, Algeria for the purpose of defeat- 
ing the desires and aims of freedom-loving 
Africans, Arabs and South Koreans; 

Whereas, Russian aggression since 1917 and 
treacherous violation of almost all of its 
international pledges and agreements; 

Whereas, the Russian Communists have 
created the greatest colonial empire in his- 
tory, this being accomplished by the forcible 
dominance of the majority by a small minor- 
ity; 

Whereas the observance of Captive Na- 
tions Week enables us to speak for the many 
millions of people who are under the heel 
of this Communist tyranny; 

Now, therefore, we strongly urge the full, 
thoughtful, and prayerful observance of 
Captive Nations Week and we further urge 
and demand that a review of the United 
States’ policy be made with respect to the 
USSR and its Communist empire before the 
United States finds itself to be one of the 
captive nations under the influence and 
domination of the USSR. To accomplish this 
urgent review, we strongly support the Res- 
olution of Congressman Edward J. Derwinski 
H. Res. 666, calling for a Congressional re- 
view of United States’ policy toward the 
USSR. 

This Resolution was introduced and 
adopted at the official gathering of repre- 
sentatives of Captive Nations as signed 
below: 

Thadiker Malizewski, Joyce A Wiegabi, 
Erich Suswals, Lagle Kaive, Martha 
D. SSiosuas, Regina S. Ziurys, E. J. 
Ziurys, Jr., Adolfe Stoffler. 

John Straedal, August Hinnon, Mate 
Kaiwan, Aaron Feremisco, A. Rind- 
fil, J. Alpomy, Margo Luz Telauo- 
wur, Leonard Inb Idermom, E Phuer. 

Alexander Pupohlan, Luayt Petro, Gich- 
oel Spurport, A T Momroley, R Tyler, 
Peteris Aports, Z Cmolex, Hlewandos 
Bohitronis. 

Dr Jose Amat, Fred Cuban, Elizabeth 
Zub Zdanowiz, K Alexandree, Slazi 
Tamm Plueson, Jan Musial, T. Topeloh, 
Walter Mayvell. 


GRAVITY METER SEQUEL 


Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, over the 
weekend, in the July 21, 1967, edition of 
the Chicago Tribune, the able journalist, 
Willard Edwards, unfolded still another 
chapter in the story of our Government’s 
incredible zeal for West to East traffic in 
strategic materiel. 

It is reassuring to learn that some of 
our industrialists remain adamantly op- 
posed to selling vital strategic equipment 
to the Communist bloc countries. In this 
instance, Dr. Lucien LaCoste, of LaCoste 
& Romberg, refused to sell a seaborne 
gravity meter, which would have fulfilled 
a major military requirement, even 
though the State Department informed 
him that the buyer should be regarded 
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as no different from a West European 
customer. 

Mr. President, in order to make this 
story available to the wide readership of 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, I ask unani- 
mous consent that it be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 


as follows: 
CAPITOL Views 


(By Willard Edwards) 


WASHINGTON, July 21.—From Texas comes 
another extraordinary story of government 
policy in trading with the enemy. 

Except for the patriotic refusal of a Texas 
manufacturer to profit thru communist 
trade, a deadly missile warfare device would 
now be in the hands of communist Yugo- 
slavia. 

This hitherto unsung hero is Lucien La- 
Coste of LaCoste and Romberg, Austin, Tex., 
@ manufacturer of gravity meters, scientific 
instruments measuring the force of gravity. 
They are vital to the provision of data in 
improving the accuracy of guided missiles. 

LaCoste resisted government urging and 
rejected a purchase order from Yugoslavia 
for three of these instruments, It took cour- 
age because most of his business is with 
government agencies. 

Only last week, the commerce department, 
under pressure from a half-dozen senators 
and a score of representatives, agreed to the 
withdrawal of a license to export a missile- 
guidance device to communist Poland. 

Sen. Karl Mundt [R., S. D.], who exposed 
the issuance of the license, had branded the 
incident as incredible. Sen. John Tower IR., 
Tex. J, to whom Lacoste appealed, noted that 
LaCoste’s experience revealed a continuing 
danger in the Johnson administration’s ex- 
port control policy. 

As disclosed here a month ago, Mundt 
spotted the scheduled shipment to Poland of 
a gravity meter. In response to his request 
for information on its military value, Rauer 
H. Meyer, director, office of export control, 
wrote, defensively, that the meter in ques- 
tion was for use only on land. 


READS STATEMENT WITH CONSTERNATION 


“The major military requirements today 
are concerned with the effects of gravity on 
seaborne inertial navigation and seaborne 
fire control systems,” Meyer said. 

His implication was clear, Only the sea- 
borne type of gravity meter was of interest 
to missile experts. Presumably, the com- 
merce department would never dream of 
authorizing export of this type. 

LaCoste read this statement with conster- 
nation. His firm makes a shipboard gravity 
meter for use at sea. In October, 1964, he 
received an order from Rudar, a firm in Za- 
greb, Yugoslavia, for “three gravity meters— 
shipborne and for submarine measurements.” 

“Our customer needs the instruments ur- 
gently,” the letter said. Kindly let us have 
your shortest delivery terms.” 

LaCoste did not hesitate. We regret to in- 
form you,” he wrote the Yugoslav firm, “that 
we have made it a policy not to deal with 
any of the communist countries because we 
believe it is against the best interests of the 
United States.” 

IMPLIES REPROOF OF OBDURATE STAND 

He notified Tower of the exchange. Tower 
asked the commerce department about Ru- 
dar and was informed it was a licensed Yugo- 
slay government export-import firm. 

A letter from Robert L. McNeill, acting 
assistant secretary, implied reproof of La- 
Coste’s obdurate stand, Trade with Yugo- 
slavia, he wrote, was no different than trade 
with western Europe, “including the licens- 
ing of certain strategic commodities.” 

For guidance, McNeill included a state- 
ment by Secretary of State Dean Rusk which 
praised the maintenance of friendly relations 
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with Yugoslavia and stated that its treat- 
ment as a member of the Russian bloc 
“would be sterile and defensive, without the 
promise of real gain.” 

LaCoste was quite plainly being told that 
he had made a mistake but he refused to 
change his stand. Yugoslavia did not get the 
instruments now described by the commerce 
department as containing “the major mili- 
tary gravity requirements today.” 


SUPPORT OF DICKEY-LINCOLN 
SCHOOL HYDROELECTRIC PROJ- 
ECT 


Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, before 
and since Congress authorized the Dick- 
ey-Lincoln School hydroelectric project 
on Maine’s St. John River in 1965, tra- 
ditional and selfish opposition to the 
project by the privately owned public 
utilities has created confusion about 
Dickey’s benefits. The private utility 
lobby clearly has tried to obscure and 
misrepresent the truth about Dickey. 

In an attempt to reduce the confusion, 
the Public Works Subcommittee of the 
House Appropriations Committee last 
year ordered a staff evaluation of Dickey. 
Earlier this year, the results of the sub- 
committee study were made public, and 
they decisively substantiated Dickey’s 
value. The staff found that every $1 in- 
vested will generate $1.90 in benefits to 
consumers in New England. 

A recent editorial in the Providence, 
R. I., Evening Bulletin summarizes the 
staff endorsement of Dickey. Among 
other observations, the Evening Bulletin 
notes that in the last 4 years, Congress 
has approved seven hydroelectric proj- 
ects with lower benefit-cost ratios than 
Dickey’s. The editorial concludes that 
the report “establishes a basis for the 
thesis that getting on with the project 
makes good sense. Congress should take 
the hint.” I agree, and I ask unanimous 
consent that the editorial be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

{From the Providence (R.I.) Evening 

Bulletin, June 8, 1967] 
A SENSIBLE PROJECT 

Congress is in a sound position to proceed 
with the Dickey-Lincoln public power proj- 
ect in Maine now that the thicket of con- 
tradictory statements about its economic 
value has been cut away. 

The controversial hydroelectric project 
conceived to relieve New Englanders from 
the highest power rates in the country was 
authorized in 1965, but getting planning 
appropriations through Congress has been 
like pulling teeth. 

The reason was that Congress did not 
know whom to believe. Federal agencies like 
the Federal Power Commission and the Army 
Corps of Engineers have said right along that 
the project is economically feasible, whereas 
the Electric Coordinating Council of New 
England has reported that private utilities 
could produce base power for the Maine area 
with a nuclear plant cheaper than the federal 
government could with Dickey-Lincoln. 

Under instructions from Congress, the 
staff of the House appropriations committee 
has completed a review of studies by public 
and private agencies concerning the po- 
tential of Dickey-Lincoln, In the process, it 
has discredited many statistics submitted by 
the council which represents private power 
groups opposing the project. 

The staff reports that federally financed 
nuclear or fossil-fuel plants in Boston and 
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Maine would produce cheaper power than 
Dickey-Lincoln, but that privately financed 
sources of power—subject as they are to 
higher debt costs and taxes—would not. On 
the other hand, says the staff, the Dickey 
project would afford flood protection and 
create new recreation centers which would 
not be the case with either federally or pri- 
vately financed nuclear or conventional 
plants. 

The staff clears up another disputed point 
in finding that the project would have a 
favorable benefit-cost ratio; that is, the 
dollar value of its benefits would exceed the 
dollar cost of operating it. The council had 
reached the opposite conclusion—that cost 
would exceed the value of benefits—but the 
staff contends the council erred in that con- 
clusion by figuring the life of the project at 
50 years instead of 100 years. 

Clearing up the point is vital because 
Congress puts much weight on benefit-cost 
ratio in helping it decide which public proj- 
ects to undertake. In the last four years, it 
has approved seven hydroelectric projects 
with lower benefit-cost ratios than the one 
figured by the staff for Dickey-Lincoln. 

The staff report does not presume to ad- 
vise Congress what should be done, but by 
removing contradictions that have obscured 
Dickey-Lincoln’s worth, it establishes a basis 
for the thesis that getting on with the proj- 
ect makes good sense. Congress should take 
the hint. 


BELOIT DAILY NEWS SUPPORTS 
BILINGUAL AMERICAN EDUCA- 
TION BILL 


Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 
the Daily News of Beloit, Wis., is an- 
other of the daily newspapers which is 
supporting the Bilingual American Edu- 
cation bill. This fine paper has a large 
circulation in northern Illinois and 
southern Wisconsin, where it has earned 
the reputation of being independent and 
e in facing up to today’s prob- 
ems. 

I ask unanimous consent that the edi- 
torial from the July 12, 1967, Beloit 
Daily News be printed at this point in 
the RECORD. 


There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


LANGUAGE Is ANOTHER CIVIL RIGHTS PROBLEM 


Although many Americans equate the 
drive for civil rights with Negroes, there is 
and always has been evidence of prejudiced 
attitudes and behavior toward other ethnic 
minority groups. This was pointed up when 
Senator Yarborough of Texas recently de- 
cried the treatment of Mexican-Americans 
in our public schools, 

One of the major problems facing Mexi- 
can-American children lies in language 
usage. In many cases the use of Spanish, 
which they hear in their homes, is forbid- 
den to them and they are forced to struggle 
along in English. It is highly significant that 
50 percent of Spanish-speaking children in 
California, for instance, drop out of school 
by the eighth grade. The language difficulty 
is blamed as the major cause. 

Senator Yarborough has introduced a bill 
providing for 15 million dollars yearly for 
support of Spanish as a native language and 
English as a second language in selected 
schools where such a problem exists. It is time 
this step was taken. Americans are notori- 
ously lacking in language facility as well as 
concentration on languages other than Eng- 
lish in public school curricula. It is ironic 
that Spanish, which was essentially the “na- 
tive“ tongue in some parts of the country 
long before English-speaking peoples settled 
there, should be relegated to the status of 
just another foreign language. 
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Senator Kuchel of California stated it 
well: “We must treat the ability to speak 
Spanish and other languages as an as- 
set ... The United States can no longer 
pretend that it can communicate with other 
peoples with but one tongue, no matter how 
widely the English language is spread over 
the earth.” 


SHALE OIL 


Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, the July 
1967 issue of Agenda published by the 
AFL-CIO, contains a most interesting 
article entitled “Shale Oil: New Petro- 
leum Frontier.” 

I ask unanimous consent that it be 
printed in the Record at this point in 
my remarks. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

SHALE OIL: New PETROLEUM FRONTIER 

(By Ray Davidson) 

(Nore.—Ray Davidson is director of public 
relations for the Oil, Chemical & Atomic 
Workers International Union, and president 
of the International Labor Press Association. 
The suggestions concerning government 
policy on shale oil represent his personal 
viewpoint.) 

Suddenly, oil shale is in the news. 

It made headlines during Senate Antitrust 
Committee hearings last spring and again 
when Secretary of Interior Stewart L. Udall 
promulgated a new set of regulations regard- 
ing the leasing of federally owned shale lands 
to private developers. 

Superlatives fly. Shale from which oil can 
be extracted in substantial volume underlies 
16,000 square miles of mostly semi-arid, 
sparsely-populated land in Colorado, Wyo- 
ming and Utah. Eighty percent of this land 
is federally-owned. 

Some say there are 2,000 billion barrels of 
oil in that rock, five times the world’s known 
reserves of petroleum and 70 times the proven 
reserves in the United States! 

At present market prices, that much oil 
would be worth five thousand billion dol- 
lars—or $25,000 for each man, woman and 
child in the nation. But that is a mis- 
leading figure; the shale presently is worth 
nothing, and of course the oil cannot be 
extracted free of cost. 

Why the sudden burst of oil shale into 
the news? Oil shale is found in various places 
in the world; it already has been exploited 
from time to time in nations short of petro- 
leum. United States engineers have experi- 
mented with it for decades, and since World 
War II the U.S. Bureau of Mines has con- 
ducted substantial experimental programs on 
extraction of oil. For several years, various 
private companies have carried on experi- 
ments and pilot plant operations. 

In the oil and mining industries and in the 
western shale regions, there long has been 
the matter-of-fact knowledge that America 
has a great reservoir of fuel in that shale 
and that sooner or later it would be devel- 
oped. 

The unanswered question has been: when 
will that happen? 

The “when,” in this profit-oriented econ- 
omy, mainly has depended on economics— 
that is, when the difficult process of extract- 
ing the oil from the shale could be done 
at a price competitive with the price of 
petroleum, and when  gasoline-guzzling 
America would need shale oil to supplement 
petroleum. 

But in the oil world, economics are never 
simple. This is a price world which bears no 
relationship to that of a pair of drug stores 
on opposite corners of an intersection en- 
gaging in a cut-rate war. Oil is an economic 
arena so complex that honest economists go 
mad trying to dissect it. And, as in many 
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other complex situations, it is an arena in 
which many partisans spout forth glib 
answers, 

Suffice it to say in this short article that 
there is a considerable measure of price- 
fixing in the petroleum world, both interna- 
tionally and domestically, through processes 
so involved that not even the participants 
knows entirely how they work. Not all this 
price-fixing is for crass purposes and some 
of it may be necessary for the general welfare. 

At any rate, interest in oil shale is quick- 
ening now because it is verging on a com- 
petitive position with petroleum for price 
and other reasons. 

Shale oil now appears to be somewhat more 
expensive than crude petroleum—as petrol- 
eum prices are now pegged—but some cred- 
ible experts say shale oil can be produced 
cheaper, at least for certain key markets, 
than petroleum. This is hard to prove, for 
no commercial-scale extraction of oil from 
shale has been carried out in the United 
States. Pilot plants still seek to find the 
best solution to the tough problem of getting 
the oil out of the rock, 

Note that other reasons than price are in- 
fluencing industry attitudes toward oil shale 
development. The most important of these 
can be expressed in one word: reserves. 

The oil company prospers in relation to 
proven reserves of oil it has in the ground. 

Today’s production, today’s efficiency in 
refining, today’s markets all influence the 
company’s profits—but the real asset is oil 
owned in reserve under the ground. With 
that asset, the company can endure the 
vicissitudes of the market place, for sooner 
or later that asset can be withdrawn and 
used, like money in a savings account. 

Presently the United States, and each oil 
company, depend on two basic sources for 
oil—and oil is America’s leading energy 
source. These are domestic production and 
foreign imports of liquid petroleum. 

The U.S. produces about 8.6 million barrels 
daily from under its own soil, and imports 
about 2.8 million barrels daily (as of June 1. 
1967.) 

Those few big international companies 
with extensive foreign crude reserves find 
this a most comfortable way of life. But even 
the big companies which depend largely on 
their domestic production are worried, for 
the U.S. domestic reserves are dwindling, 
with old fields gradually being pumped dry 
and new discoveries both fewer and leaner. 

This nation sooner or later will need the 
fuel available from shale oil, Now the point 
has arrived when many oil companies believe 
they had better go to work on shale in 
order to bolster their own sources and re- 
serves. For a number of reasons, neither the 
nation nor many companies can afford to 
depend on foreign petroleum. 

So it seems that the “when” for which peo- 
ple in the oil shale states have long waited 
may be at hand. 

Oil shale appears to be on the verge of de- 
velopment. It will not be a quick and dra- 
matic thing. Most knowledgeable observers 
guess that it will be a decade before sub- 
stantial commercial production comes from 
the shale—and perhaps two or three decades 
before shale accounts for a goodly percentage 
of America’s oil. 

In addition to the technical problem of ex- 
tracting the oil from the shale there are other 
handicaps. The shale, lying just west of the 
Rocky Mountains on the eastern edge of the 
Inter-Mountain Desert, is about as poorly 
located in relation to major markets as any 
point in the nation. 

There is a shortage of water for industrial 
purposes, because the shale beds underlie 
mostly semiairid country. So the theoretical 
$25,000-per-citizen heritage in the shale 
lands is far from realization. 

The very fact that development will be 
slow provides the nation—if it is vigilant—an 
opportunity to make sure that the public in- 
terest is protected. Most raw material ex- 
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ploitation in the past has been carried out 
on a catch-as-catch-can basis, with waste 
and unfair division of the fruits sort of slip- 
ping up on the public. In the case of oil 
shale, care can be exercised from the begin- 
ning. 

Protection of the public interest in oil shale 
has several facets. First, there is the question 
of whether development should be by public 
or private agencies, or by a combination of 
the two. 

Some recommended that a public corpo- 
ration, similar to TVA, do the work. Oth- 
ers suggest that the government run a com- 
mercial-scale program to serve as a yard- 
stick to keep private developers honest. 
American values and politics being what they 
are, the shale is likely to be exploited by 
private companies. 

If shale oil is brought under private de- 
velopment, monopoly must be avoided, and 
in this area many Americans profoundly dis- 
trust the oil industry. 

There is the further problem, under pri- 
vate exploitation, of establishing a fair divi- 
sion of the economic pie between the public, 
which owns most of the shale, and the com- 
panies which develop it. To understate the 
point, not all that $25,000-per-person lode 
can ever go into public coffers; slice it any 
way you wish, a high percentage will go to 
the cost of extracting the oil out of the 
otherwise worthless shale. The question is, 
“What percentage?” 

(The standard cut of the petroleum pie in 
the U.S. is that the land-owner gets one- 
eighth of gross production plus varying, but 
generally small, lease payments, while the 
oil company gets seven-eighths. In some pro- 
lific foreign flelds, the division is 50-50. But 
there is an entirely different set of circum- 
stances in shale, so petroleum practices can- 
not be used as a guide.) 

On May 6, Secretary of Interior Udall pro- 
posed regulations for private development of 
federally-owned shale, 

He proposed that not more than 30,000 
acres—a trivial area, over-all—be leased to 
companies or organizations for research pur- 
poses. Any technical discoveries would be- 
come public property rather than private 
patents. No research lease would extend more 
than 10 years and the lease-holder would 
have to carry on an active research program. 

Then, commercial leases would be granted 
as commercial operations became feasible. No 
company or individual could lease more than 
5,120 acres—a limit set by a law passed in 
1920 and, by implication, a size still deemed 
to be fair. 

The government would be paid a minimum 
royalty of three percent of gross value at 
point of shipment of minerals extracted 
(there are some minor minerals of value 
available as well as oil). Royalties would 
scale upward to a maximum of 50 percent 
of net profits on lease-holders making more 
than 20 percent return on investment. 

The Udall plan provides that leases will 
contain “such provisions as necessary” to pre- 
vent air and water pollution, conserve scenic 
beauty and protect surface resources. 

Is the Udall plan adequate to protect pub- 
lic interest while encouraging private devel- 
opment of this potentially rich resource? 

Criticism of the Udall plan, both from the 
oil industry and from non-industry groups 
such as organized labor, has fallen mostly 
in bits and pieces, and has tended to be over- 
simplified. Industry says. “Just leave it to 
us,” and critics of industry say, “You can’t 
trust ’em.” 

Except on a purely theoretical basis no one 
has offered a complete formula. The fact is, 
no one can. The matter is too complex for 
anyone to understand it all. There are too 
many unknown factors. 

This writer offers the private opinion that 
protection of the public interest in oil shale 
depends not on any plan which can be writ- 
ten down now, but on vigilance as future 
developments occur. 
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It is in the fine print of the Udall pro- 
posal—or of any other proposal that might 
be offered—that loopholes can be developed. 
It is in the bureaucratic (or administrative, 
if you prefer a gentler word) application of 
the Udall proposal or any other that the 
public can be protected, or robbed. The 
phrase that leases shall contain “such pro- 
visions as necessary” shows up more than 
once in the Udall document. 

The Senate Antitrust Committee hearings 
rendered a great service by throwing the 
spotlight on oil shale. That spotlight must be 
kept in focus and burning brightly to pro- 
tect the public interest. 

One thing is sure; the United States De- 

ent of Interior cannot be trusted to 
police the oil industry, and at the moment 
that department is pretty much the only 
policeman on the scene. This department 
long has been dominated by the industry. 

It is not a question of the personal integ- 
rity of any Secretary of Interior; the gimmick 
lies in the fact that Interior, like all agencies, 
is substantially guided by its staff employees, 
and oil company executives more or less on 
temporary leave from their home offices have 
dominated the staff of the Oil and Gas Divi- 
sion of Interior for a long time. 

The public needs a strong Oil Shale Ad- 
visory Committee to police the development 
of shale oil, independent of the Interior De- 
partment and other agencies. Such commit- 
tee should contain representation from con- 
servation, consumer and labor interests as 
well as from government and industry. 

Still more importantly, this Advisory Com- 
mittee should be underpinned with an ade- 
quate and competent staff of technical ex- 
perts independent of domination by any of 
the selfish interests involved. In a subject so 
complex, the members of the Advisory Com- 
mittee who spend only part time on the job 
can be only as wise, and as unbiased, as the 
staff studies they work with. 

Even with this protective agency, other 
spotlights should be kept on the action. Con- 
gressional committees should have occasional 
open hearings, for example. At no time should 
the excuse of “national security” be used to 
shield oil shale activities, as has necessarily 
happened in the case of atomic energy and 
has probably resulted in many deaths be- 
cause of inadequate safety regulations. 

We, the people, have time in this case to 
exercise scrutiny and care. Oil shale develop- 
ment is an all but virgin field, thus far not 
spoiled by previous errors, and the develop- 
ment is due to be quite slow, indeed. 


WIRETAPPING AND EAVESDROP- 
PING: PROS AND CONS 


Mr. LONG of Missouri. Mr. President, 
the July 1967 issue of the magazine Cur- 
rent History contains an excellent com- 
prehensive analysis of the pros and cons 
of electronic eavesdropping, written by 
Prof. Herman Schwartz, of Buffalo. 

Professor Schwartz, who worked for 
the Senate a few years ago, is one of the 
country’s leading experts in the field of 
law dealing with electronic eavesdrop- 
ping. Although he is not highly opti- 
mistic about the enactment of Federal 
legislation at this time, his article is well 
worth study. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
article be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

WIRETAPPING AND EAVESDROPPING: PROS AND 
Cons 


(By Herman Sehwartz, professor of law, 
School of Law, State University of New 
York at Buffalo) 

Once upon a time a man could retire into 
his home, free from prying eyes and ears, 
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with distance between himself and his neigh- 
bors. That day is gone. Parabolic micro- 
phones, wiretaps, bugs, hovering cameras, 
apartment house living—all these have com- 
bined to make it almost impossible for a man 
to get away from a determined spy or eaves- 
dropper. The right of privacy, cherished by 
free men and protected by the common law 
and by our Constitution, now requires spe- 
cial legislation and extraordinary scientific 
devices for its preservation. 

Invasions of privacy result from the pres- 
sures of urban life and of advancing tech- 
nology, from concern about a growing crime 
problem and from fear of foreign enemies. 
The issue thus posed is the perennial prob- 
lem of the free society; how to balance lib- 
erty against security, how to achieve the 
optimal amount of each without excessively 
sacrificing the other. The answer depends 
not only on facts, but also on values— 
some people cherish privacy more than oth- 
ers while some people think our police are 
already hnadcuffed excessively. Although an 
exploration of the problem can do little to 
affect such bedrock attitudes, it can bring to 
light some of the realities and ramifications 
which must be faced. 

Before turning to the issues, a few prelimi- 
nary matters can be resolved quickly. First, 
almost no one believes that private wire- 
tapping or eavesdropping is to be tolerated. 
The controversy relates exclusively to wire- 
tapping and eavesdropping for purposes of 
law enforcement. Second, it is agreed by 
almost everyone that even if law enforce- 
ment wiretapping is permitted, it cannot 
be left completely in the hands of the law 
enforcement officers—with one notable ex- 
ception to be discussed below—but must 
be strictly controlled by the courts. Third, 
distinctions must be drawn between wire- 
tapping and eavesdropping by state officers, 
and the same practices by federal officers. 
The ultimate conclusion may be the same in 
both instances, but different considerations 
are relevant and must be kept in mind. 

The right to privacy is deeply imbedded in 
American history; unfortunately, invasions 
of privacy are even more deeply imbedded. 
As early as the sixteenth century, the power 
to search and seize indiscriminately was 
used to stamp out seditious libel and writ- 
ings “contrary to the form of any statute, 
act or proclamation made or to be made.“ 

Later, in the American colonies, Parlia- 
ment granted colonial revenue officers com- 
plete discretion to search in suspected places 
for smuggled goods by means of writs of as- 
sistance. The struggle against these writs 
was described by John Adams as “the first act 
of opposition to the arbitrary claims of Great 
Britain.” Revulsion against general warrants 
and writs of assistance led the Founding 
Fathers to include in the Fourth Amendment 
to the Constitution this express ban on gen- 
eral warrants: “no warrants shall issue, but 
upon probable cause... and particularly 
describing the place to be searched and the 
person or things to be seized.” 

In the early years after the Revolution, 
Americans guarded their privacy closely. 
Professor Alan Westin, director of one of the 
most thorough studies ever made on the 
right of privacy and the dangers it faces to- 
day, has stressed the hostorical tie in early 
America between freedom of speech and the 
right to privacy This period of protection 
was short-lived, however, and so far Ameri- 
can law has been unable to cope satisfac- 
torily with the problem. 

The modern dilemma started in 1928 when, 
in the Olmstead case, a 5-4 majority of the 


For a thorough analysis of the interests 
involved and the issues raised, see Alan 
Westin, “Science, Privacy and Freedom: Is- 
sues and Proposals for the 1970's,” Parts I, 
If, Columbia Law Review, vol. 66 (1966), pp. 
1033, 1205. 

2 Olmstead v. United States, 277 U.S. 438 
(1928). 
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Supreme Court held that wiretapping was 
not prohibited by the Fourth Amendment 
because, among other things: (1) the Fourth 
Amendment protected only tangible things 
and not verbal utterances; and (2) the 
amendment could not be violated where the 
building itself was not physically penetrated. 
This rigidly unrealistic approach, which 
would have made protection of the right to 
privacy impossible in today’s world, was 
sharply criticized when the case was de- 
cided, and it is clear that time and wisdom 
were more on the side of dissenting Justice 
Louis D. Brandeis, who wrote: “time works 
changes, brings into existence new conditions 
and purposes. ... The progress of science in 
furnishing the Government with means of 
espionage is not likely to stop with wire- 
tapping. Ways may some day be developed 
by which the Government, without remov- 
ing papers from secret drawers, can re 
duce them in court... . Can it be that the 
Constitution affords no protection against 
such invasions of privacy?” 

Unfortunately, until now, the Supreme 
Court has allowed the answer to Mr. Justice 
Brandeis’ question to remain ‘Yes"—the 
Constitution affords no protection against 
eavesdropping which does not penetrate the 
physical enclosure and almost none at all 
against wiretapping. Despite almost unani- 
mous criticism, this aspect of Olmstead has 
not been overruled to date (although it is 
now clear that private verbal utterances are 
protected). 

This does not mean, however, that wire- 
tapping or eavesdropping have remained 
legally unrestricted. In 1934, Congress en- 
acted the Federal Communications Act, sec- 
tion 605 of which prohibited the intercep- 
tion and divulgence of any wire or radio com- 
muication or the use of any such communi- 
cation. This was construed by the Supreme 
Court in 1937 to prohibit wiretapping and 
to exclude from federal trials any evidence 
obtained tł rough the use of a wiretap on any 
phone either directly or indirectly. For a 
while it looked as if significant federal re- 
strictions would be imposed. 

These hopes were short-lived. A few years 
later, under wartime pressures, the Supreme 
Court began to show a more permissive atti- 
tude toward wiretapping and other forms of 
electronic eavesdropping. Unwilling to over- 
rule Olmstead, the Court held that a detecta- 
phone placed against (but not into or 
through a wall) did not come within the 
protection of the Fourth Amendment, thus 
eliminating all constitutional regulation of 
such a practice. In 1952, the Court further 
held that evidence obtained by state wire- 
tapping could be admitted in a state court, 
regardless of the illegality of such wiretap- 
ping.“ And in the 1957 Rathbun decision, the 
Supreme Court further declared that one 

to a telephone conversation could 
validly authorize a detective to listen in on an 
extension phone, In addition, the federal De- 
partment of Justice has argued that under 
the statute, it is only illegal to intercept and 
divulge, not to intercept alone, and that so 
long as it does not use wiretap evidence in 
court, it does not “divulge.” 

The department’s position and these Su- 
preme Court rulings have resulted in an al- 


The story of the Olmstead case is told in 
Walter F. Murphy, Wiretapping on Trial: A 
Case Study in the Judicial Process (New 
York: Random House, 1965). The book, avail- 
able in paperback, contains a good summary 
of the law and the issues in general while 
concentrating on Olmstead. 

This decision was based upon an analogy 
with the then controlling decision of Wolf v. 
Colorado, 338 U.S. 25 (1949), which held that 
state courts could consider evidence seized 
by state officials even though such seizure 
was unconstitutional. Although Wolf has 
been overruled (Mapp v. Ohio, 367 U.S. 643, 
1961), this overruling has not been extended 
to wiretapping. 
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most complete nullification of the prohibi- 
tions of section 605, at least insofar as wire- 
tapping by law enforcement officials is con- 
cerned, Many state and local officials have 
continued to tap to this day, with complete 
impunity. Indeed, despite the clear prohibi- 
tion of section 605, New York and other states 
have enacted statutes purporting to author- 
ize law enforcement wiretapping and the use 
of the evidence so obtained. Federal officials 
have engaged in widespread electronic eaves- 
dropping, even where such activities are 
clearly and flagrantly illegal.* 

In 1961, however, the tide seemed to turn 
again. The Supreme Court held that the in- 
troduction of a spike microphone into a wall 
was sufficient to comply with the physical 
penetration requirement of Olmstead, even 
though in one case the penetration was no 
greater than the length of a thumbtack and, 
in the other, less than an inch,“ In 1967, 
the Court agreed to pass on New York State’s 
eavesdropping statute. The revelations of 
widespread federal legal and illegal electronic 
eavesdropping caused the Department of Jus- 
tice to drop several cases where there was 
clear and flagrant illegal eavesdropping. And 
in February, 1967, President Lyndon B. John- 
son called for legislation outlawing all wire- 
tapping and eavesdropping except in national 
security cases, and even there under nar- 
rowly restricted circumstances, Shortly there- 
after, legislation to effectuate the President’s 
proposal was introduced by Senator Edward 
V. Long of Missouri, whose subcommittee had 
exposed much of the illegal federal wire- 
tapping and eavesdropping.’ 

Today, the legal situation is in complete 
chaos, There is a federal law on the books 
banning all wiretapping, but it is ignored 
openly by the states. Eavesdropping which 
involves even a trivial physical penetration 
is forbidden by the Fourth Amendment, but 
if there is no such penetration, there is no 
constitutional protection, no matter how 
gross or great the invasion of privacy. 


WIRETAPPING AND ELECTRONIC EAVESDROPPING: 
con 


The right to privacy is indeed the most 
comprehensive of all rights. A soclety which 
cherishes liberty and human dignity cannot 
do without it; a society which seeks to sup- 
press freedom cannot tolerate it. 

Wiretapping and electronic eavesdropping 
deeply endanger privacy. The mere possibil- 
ity that someone may be eavesdropping on 
a conversation with one’s wife or lawyer or 
business associate will discourage full and 
open discourse.’ Indeed, government officials 


The most thorough disclosure of the In- 
ternal Revenue Service and other govern- 
mental agencies’ eavesdropping practices ap- 
pears in Hearings before the Senate Admin- 
istrative Practices and Procedures Subcom- 
mittee on Invasions of Privacy, Parts 1-6 
(1965-1966); The Wall Street Journal of 
March 6, 1967, carried a good summary of 
the revelations of the FBI’s eavesdropping 
activities. A great many of the arguments 
for and against wiretapping appear in the 
recent congressional hearings on wiretapping 
in 1961 and 1962 before the Senate Constitu- 
tional Rights Subcommittee (1961) and Sen- 
ate Judiciary Committee (1962). 

*See Clinton v. Virginia, 377 U.S. 158 
(1964); Silverman v. United States, 365 U.S. 
505 (1961). 

*S. 928, 90th Cong., Ist Sess. (1967). At 
the same time, Senator John McClellan in- 
troduced a bill which permits wiretapping 
by federal and state officers under a court or- 
der system, except in national security cases, 
where presidential authorization can dis- 
pense with a court order. S. 675, goth Cong., 
Ist Sess. (1967); Senator James O. Eastland 
has also introduced a bill to allow federal 
officers to wiretap. S. 634, goth Cong., Ist 
Sess. (1967). 

8 This was ironically demonstrated by the 
United States Attorney General’s office in 
Washington, D.C. in 1963, when a hidden 
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who are in office for a period of time can 
build up a substantial body of information 
on other public officials and representatives, 
which can seriously impair the working of 
representative democracy.“ 

Moreover, even though the Supreme Court 
has held until now that citizens are not pro- 
tected against wiretapping and non-physical- 
entry eavesdropping by the Fourth Amend- 
ment, this aspect of these rulings is accept- 
able to no one, Part of the reason the Court 
so held, however, is that wiretapping and 
electronic eavesdropping cannot easily be 
prohibited by that amendment. The found- 
ers of our nation established the protections 
of the Fourth Amendment because they had 
seen their homes subjected to unlimited in- 
vasions and searches and they wanted to 
ensure that such unlimited searches and 
general warrants would never be repeated. 
Government Officials were therefore to be al- 
lowed only specific warrants, particularly 
describing, in the words of the Fourth 
Amendment, the “place to be searched” and 
the “thing to be seized.” 

Wiretapping and electronic eavesdropping 
cannot, however, be so limited. Any autho- 
rization for such practices would necessarily 
be general, rather than covered by a specific 
warrant limited to specific objects and places, 
for it would necessarily permit a general 
exploratory search for evidence in aid of 
prosecution. This is because such devices in- 
evitably pick up all the conversations on the 
wire tapped or room scrutinized. Thus, not 
only is the privacy of the telephone user in- 
vaded with respect to those calls relating to 
the offense for which the tap is installed, 
but (1) all his other calls are overheard, no 
matter how irrelevant, intimate or otherwise 
privileged—such as conversations with his 
lawyer, or doctor—and thus all persons who 
respond to his calls have their conversations 
overheard; (2) all other persons who use his 
telephone are overheard, whether they be 
family, business associates or visitors; and 
(3) all persons who call him, his family, his 
business, and those temporarily at his home 
are overheard, Thus, in the course of tap- 
ping a single telephone a police agent re- 
corded conversations involving, at the other 
end, the Juilliard School of Music, the Brook- 
lyn Law School. Consolidated Radio Artists, 
Western Union, the Mercantile National 
Bank, several restaurants, a drug store, a 
garage, the Prudential Insurance Company, 
a health club, the Medical Bureau to Aid 
Spanish Democracy, dentists, brokers, en- 
gineers and a New York police station ae 

Electronic eavesdropping is even more 
penetrating and indiscriminate. In the 1961 
Silverman case, a spike microphone was 
driven into a wall until it contacted the 
plumbing system and made the system into 
a giant and pervasive listening device. In 
another case, a microphone was placed in a 
bedroom. Thus, any assumption that wire- 
tapping and eavesdropping affect only crim- 


microphone was found in a room in the May- 
flower Hotel. Shortly thereafter it was re- 
ported in the Washington Post that “the 
United States Attorney General’s office which 
is investigating the mysterious Mayfiower 
‘bugging’ case has had some quiet checks 
made of its own telephone lines against 
electronic eavesdropping. . . . The security 
drive has spread to almost everyone con- 
nected with the Mayflower case. Lawyers and 
private detectives in the case have had their 
telephones checked or have checked them 
personally in search of tapping devices.” 

For reports of such tapping, see William 
J. Fairfield and Charles Clift, “The Wire- 
tappers,” The Reporter, December 23, 1952, 
pp. 19-22, and the recent hearings before the 
Senate Administrative Practices and Pro- 
cedures Subcommittee, Feb: 1965. 

Westin, The Wiretapping Problem,” 
Columbia Law Review, vol. 52 (1952), pp. 165, 
188 n, 112 (emphasis added). 
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inals and criminal activities is totally un- 
warranted. Indeed, there are indications that 
friends of a suspect may also have their 
phones tapped in hopes that he may Call 
them. 

Wiretapping's broad sweep is even more 
apparent where public telephones are tapped. 
Of 3,588 telephones tapped in 1953-1954 by 
New York police, 1,617, almost half, were 
public telephones." The same holds true for 
taps on hotel switchboards, large companies, 
law firms. It is inevitable that in these cases, 
only an infinitesimal number of the inter- 
cepted calls are made by the suspect or by 
anyone even remotely connected with him; 
yet the privacy of numerous other callers is 
invaded, many of whom may have resorted 
to a public telephone precisely in order to 
obtain a privacy not obtainable at their 
homes or businesses. 

The arguments against state wiretapping 
and eavesdropping authority are even 
stronger. In the first place, telephone com- 
munication is frequently interstate; per- 
mitting each state to decide for itself whether 
to authorize its law enforcement officers to 
wiretap will inevitably result in wiretapping 
the telephone conversations of people who 
reside in states where law enforcement officers 
may not wiretap. Thus, if someone in the 
District of Columbia, Illinois, Pennsylvania, 
California or Michigan is called by someone 
or makes a call to someone in New York or 
Massachusetts, and the latter’s telephone is 
being tapped, the privacy of the former will 
be invaded even though he did nothing but 
place or answer a telephone call, and this 
no matter how irrelevant the conversation 
may be to the purpose of the tap. 

Furthermore, the record is full of abuses 
of the right to wiretap by state and local 
officials. Most bills authorizing state wiretap- 
ping set either no limit or the broadest of 
limits on the crimes for which a tap may be 
imposed. 

Moreover, the legitimation of wiretapping 
will inevitably produce an increase in the 
number of states where wiretapping is used. 
At present, most states prohibit wiretapping 
for law enforcement and other purposes. 
Testimony before the United States Senate 
Judiciary Committee in 1962 indicated, how- 
ever, that if the bill passed, wiretapping au- 
thority would immediately be sought in other 
states, such as Pennsylvania, Florida and 
Connecticut. The reductio ad absurdum was 
reached when a district attorney from Iowa 
testified that although there was no real 
problem of organized crime in his state, wire- 
tapping would be a valuable tool in Iowa 
to help us in solving some of the crimes that 
we have.” 


ARGUMENTS FOR WIRETAPPING 


The arguments favoring wiretapping turn 
essentially on a few propositions: 1. wire- 
tapping is necessary to fight organized crime, 
particularly gambling, which is the lifeblood 
of organized crime; 2. In recognition of the 
dangers to privacy, wiretapping is used very 
sparingly; 3. There are no abuses to speak 
of, especially under a system of strict judicial 
control such as we have for more conven- 
tional searches and seizures. 

Interestingly enough, there have been few 
statements defending the use of electronic 
eavesdropping. 

District Attorney Frank S. Hogan of New 
York, certain other prosecutors, Chief Judge 
J. Edward Lumbard of the United States 
Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit, and 
others have long contended that wiretapping 
is indispensable to fighting organized crime. 
District Attorney Hogan has named many 
racketeers and gangsters who, according to 
him, could not have been brought to justice 
without wiretapping, and Judge Lumbard 
has declared: 


u Note, “Wiretapping in New York,” N. v. U. 
Law Review, vol. 31 (1956), pp. 197, 210 n. 96. 
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“In New York’s prosecutions against orga- 
nized crime, commencing in 1935 with the 
Special Rackets Investigation under Thomas 
E. Dewey and continuing under District At- 
torney Frank S, Hogan, the single most val- 
uable weapon has been electronic surveil- 
lance. And the President’s Commission [on 
Law Enforcement and Administration of 
Justice] notes that “Only in New York have 
law enforcement officials achieved some level 
of continuous success in bringing prosecu- 
tions against organized crime.“ 12 

The need for wiretapping is based in part 
on the nature of the crimes involved, The 
leaders of organized crime do not dirty their 
own hands with public acts of criminality. 
Instead, they use telephones and other mod- 
ern scientific devices to plot and direct crime. 
Moreover, gambling is the lifeblood of orga- 
nized crime and it can be fought effectively 
only by wiretapping. And as to other crimes 
like bribery, extortion and the like, wiretap- 
ping is equally essential. As examples, Dis- 
trict Attorney Hogan has given the following: 
„. . . state wiretapping has been the only 
means available, in many instances, to un- 
cover major larcenies and frauds, in which 
the telephone served as the instrument of the 
crime. Wiretaps were used by my office in 
successfully prosecuting a half-million dol- 
lar stolen bond ring led by one Irving 
Mischel, who acted as broker for burglars 
specializing in stolen securities, His system 
of marketing these securities was devious and 
complex. The telephone was an important 
instrument in his operations. He operated 
with forgers and other underworld char- 
acters, including Irving Nitzberg, an alum- 
nus of Murder, Inc, A wiretap on Mischel's 
home phone was the prime factor in bring- 
ing about his indictment, conviction, and 
a ten to twenty year prison sentence. In addi- 
tion, Nitzberg and eight others were arrested 
and indicted. All pleaded guilty to charges 
of grand larceny and forgery. 

“Wiretap evidence is probably the indis- 
pensable weapon in any attempt to deal with 
fake charity racketeers who operate multi- 
phone boiler rooms, so-called, from which 
solicitations of funds bring in fantastic 
amounts from the gullible public. We have 
had a great number of such cases and con- 
tinue to get them. 

* kd * . * 

“I cite one investigation conducted by my 
office to demonstrate the value of intercep- 
tion in dealing with mob-controlled gam- 
bling. 

“Wiretaps enabled us to break up an in- 
tricate conspiracy involving a ring of crooked 
policy operators who succeeded in fixing the 
figures upon which their game was based, so 
as to reduce their payoffs on winning num- 
bers to a minimum. 

“This scheme depended to a large extent 
upon manipulations of daily clearance 
figures of the Cincinnati Clearing House and 
upon a network of daily telephone calls be- 
tween Ohio, New Jersey, and New York. The 
use of the telephone to further the criminal 
conspiracy proved to be the gangsters un- 
doing—and they were gangsters, not just 
gamblers,” * 

National security also appears to be an area 
where wiretapping is claimed to be impor- 
tant. Thus, even the Right of Privacy bill, 


#2 Testimony before Senate Subcommittee 
on Criminal Laws and Procedures, March, 
1967. 

18 Testimony before Senate Judiciary Com- 
mittee, 1962. It should be noted that law en- 
forcement officers are not uniform in their 
praise of wiretapping. Thus, the Attorney 
General of the United States, Clark, 
has declared that wiretapping is not indis- 
pensable. For the views of others see Her- 
man Schwartz, The Wiretapping Problem 
Today: A Report by the American Civil Lib- 
erties Union (1965). 
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which seeks to outlaw most wiretapping and 
eavesdropping, allows these practices for na- 
tional security purposes; in 1967 some 38 
such taps were said to be in effect. Moreover, 
such taps have been installed without judi- 
cial approval and any attempts to impose 
such judicial controls have been resisted by 
all attorneys general, though some state 
prosecutors who generally favor wiretapping 
have criticized the exception from judicial 
control for national security eavesdropping 
as unnecessary and unwise.** 

It has been urged further that wiretapping 
and eavesdropping are simply additional in- 
vestigative techniques, more effective but no 
different in kind from more conventional 
methods like the use of informers, conven- 
tional searches and personal eavesdropping, 
and the like. And, it has been argued, if we 
allow such methods—and law enforcement 
purportedly cannot do without them—we 
should not hesitate to allow more modern 
and effective devices. But it seems clear that 
the differences in degree are so great as to 
be differences in kind. 

Despite its alleged utility, however, those 
who favor its use contended that wiretapping 
is used quite sparingly. The statistics pub- 
lished by the district attorneys of New York 
and Kings Counties show an average of 
about 110 orders per year for the period 
1950-1959, with 21 orders in 1964 in Kings 
County covering 29 phones. The New York 
City police obtained 124 orders in 1958, 225 in 
1959, 451 in 1963 and 671 in 1964. 

These figures do not really seem small. 
The enormous increase in police wiretapping 
is especially obvious and startling. Thus, at 
least 385 orders were obtained in New York 
City in 1959, covering more than 500 tele- 
phones, for an order frequently covers more 
than one telephone. Since one tap catches 
many, many people per day, especially taps 
on business and public telephones—and per- 
haps 45 to 50 per cent of the telephones 
tapped are such public or business phones— 
these orders produced an invasion of the pri- 
vacy of thousands of people every day.“ 

Moreover, there is ample evidence of much 
unauthorized police wiretapping throughout 
the country.“ Much of this unauthorized 
eavesdropping is resorted to as surveillance 
and sampling tapping, on the basis of which 
an application for an order can be framed if 
the tap turns up useful information. Indeed, 
the very vigor of the claims for the indispens- 
ability of wiretapping by New York District 
Attorneys Hogan, Silver and O'Connor makes 
it difficult to understand their claims of in- 
frequent use. At one point, District Attorney 
Hogan called wiretapping “the single most 
important weapon in the fight against orga- 
nized crime” and declared that without it 
“law enforcement in New York is virtually 
crippled in the area of organized crime.” 
He then submitted a table showing use in 
only 20 to 22 investigations a year for 10 
years, even though his office handled some 
34,000 matters a year during that period. It 


See testimony of former Brooklyn Dis- 
trict Attorney Edward S. Silver, in 1955 
House Judiciary Committee Hearings on 
Wiretapping, at pp. 97-98. 

16 The statistics and their sources appear in 
Schwartz, op. cit. supra n. 13, at p. 15. 

See Samuel Dash, Robert E. Knowlton 
and Richard F. Schwartz, The Eavesdroppers 
(New Brunswick, N.J.: Rutgers Univ. Press, 
1959), pp. 39-73. 122, 151, 168, 217, 247; Fair- 
field and Clift, “The Wiretappers,” The Re- 
porter, December 23, 1952 and January 6, 
1953; Westin, “Wiretapping: The Quiet Rev- 
olution,” Commentary, May, 1960, pp. 333, 
887; Westin, “The Wiretapping Problem,” 
Columbia Law Review, vol. 52, pp. 195-96; 
also Attorney General Robert Kennedy, Look 
Magazine, March 28, 1961. The Eavesdroppers 
is the most thorough study yet made of wire- 
tapping practices in the United States. 
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is thus easy to understand New York Con- 
gressman Emanuel Celler's trenchant com- 
ment: 

“If you have a method which is so easy... 
I cannot conceive how in ordinary circum- 
stances the police wouldn’t avail themselves 
of that very facile method of detecting 
crime.” 
on the other hand, it is argued that the 
availability of legal wiretapping will cut 
down the amount of illegal wiretapping and 
put it under judicial control. Moreover, a 
clear legitimation of the law enforcer’s right 
to tap will make it easier for him to go after 
the illegal tapper. And, it is urged, there are 
no complaints in New York of either abuse 
of wiretapping authority or of the conviction 
of an innocent person because of wiretap- 
ping. 

It is urged also that judicial controls are 
adequate, although an extensive two-year 
study concluded that: “the experience of the 
statutes throughout the country providing 
for judicial supervision has been very bad. 
Law enforcement officers have had no diffi- 
culty obtaining a court order when they 
wanted it. Judges who are “tough” are just 
bypassed. In addition, police officers have 
shown. . . impatience with the . . . system 
and... engaged in wiretapping without a 
court order. 

The law enforcement officers have argued, 
however, that since the conventional search 
is adequately controlled by a court order 
system, wiretapping and eavesdropping can 
also be adequately controlled. This analogy 
to conventional searches seems dubious, 
however, In the first place, a search warrant 
can limit a conventional search to a specific 
place or object. Usually, other evidence that 
is seen, no matter how relevant, cannot be 
seized, unless its possession constitutes a 
crime or it is closely related to the items 
specified. But a wiretap cannot possibly be 
so limited, for there is no way of limiting 
the person, place or conversation to be seized, 
even though the particular telephone is spec- 
ified. 

Moreover, the greatest spur to careful 
judicial control of searches is the virtual 
certainty that if anything useful turns up, 
the propriety of the order will be challenged; 
a conventional search cannot be kept secret. 
But a wiretap can remain secret and thus 
the propriety of the order is likely never to 
be tested, for it is usually almost impossible 
for a defendant to find out if he was sub- 
jected to a tap. This inevitably makes and 
has made for lax judicial scrutiny of the 
applications, especially where judges are 
overworked and otherwise unable to make 
a close study. 

The real issue is whether the needs of law 
enforcement justify a good deal of relatively 
uncontrolled wiretapping. This problem will 
not easily be resolved. The present bills in 
Congress seek such a resolution in a variety 
of ways: the administration proposal seeks 
to bar most wiretapping and eavesdropping 
and the manufacture and sale of equipment 
to be used primarily for such uses, Other 
bills permit varying amounts of wiretapping 
and eavesdropping under varying degrees of 
judicial control. It is highly unlikely, how- 
ever, that any of these bills will be enacted; 
so, once again, we will have to rely on judi- 
cial solutions. Here, there are some hopeful 
signs that in the future the courts will face 
the problems more realistically. 

Nore.—Herman Schwartz is the author of 
The Wiretapping Problem Today, a 1965 
American Civil Liberties Union report, and 
other publications on criminal law and civil 
rights. 


1 Testimony of Samuel Dash before the 
1962 Senate Juidiciary Committee Hearings 
on the Attorney General’s Program on Wire- 
tapping, at pp. 104-05. 
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COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING 


Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, today, in 
testimony on proposed housing and 
urban development legislation before the 
Housing and Urban Affairs Subcommit- 
tee of the Committee on Banking and 
Currency, the Chamber of Commerce of 
the United States offered some useful in- 
sights and constructive comments on the 
value of comprehensive planning at all 
levels of government. I note with pleasure 
the favorable references in the chamber’s 
statement to my proposed Comprehen- 
sive Planning and Coordination Act of 
1967, introduced last February as S. 799 
and offered last April as amendment No. 
165 to S. 1445. I ask unanimous consent 
that the section of the chamber’s state- 
ment dealing with planning be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the section 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


PLANNING AND IMPLEMENTATION 


The National Chamber recognizes the vital 
need for comprehensive planning as a valua- 
ble tool to be used by local citizens in help- 
ing them to attain their goals for their area. 
Certainly, as our society becomes increasingly 
complex, the need for comprehensive plan- 
ning becomes even more apparent. 

While comprehensive planning is still rela- 
tively new, sufficient experience has been de- 
veloped to provide some principles of sound 
planning upon which there is widespread 
agreement among planners and non-planners 
alike. Since we are considering several bills 
dealing with comprehensive planning today, 
a brief review of some of these principles may 
be in order. 

1. Since community problems encompass 
social and cultural needs, as well as physical 
needs, and since these needs are highly in- 
terrelated, it is generally agreed that public 
planning must go beyond simply planning 
for physical needs, 

2. Problems do not recognize govern- 
mental boundaries. Often several govern- 
mental jurisdictions are seeking solutions to 
interrelated problems. Therefore, sound pub- 
lic planning may need to encompass broader 
geographic areas—at the least, the planning 
of the several jurisdictions should be well 
coordinated. 

8. Obviously, plans must be implemented 
if they are to serve a useful purpose. Imple- 
mentation is highly dependent upon the plan 
being acceptable to the people. While there 
are various ways of gaining this acceptance, 
the National Chamber believes that one of 
the best ways is to involve local citizens in 
the development of the plan. Over three 
thousand local chambers of commerce in the 
United States have long recognized that 
greater support for implementation of their 
programs is attained if the majority of mem- 
bers have been involved in the formulation 
of the program. We believe that this same 
principle has application to comprehensive 
planning. At the very least, the plans de- 
veloped should refiect the needs and desires 
of the people of the area. This implies the 
necessity for public planning to be per- 
formed by the levels of government closest 
to the people. Where Federal financing of 
planning is involved, the actions of the local 
people should not be unduly restricted, 

4. Comprehensive planning involves the 
systematic analysis of the needs and oppor- 
tunities of the area and the establishment 
of priorities based on an objective analysis 
of the costs and benefits of each proposal. 
Emphasis on qualifying for Federal planning 
assistance may, in some cases, result in the 
inclusion of certain proposals in local plans 
that would otherwise have a low local prior- 
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ity. Thus, proposals to provide Federal plan- 
ning assistance should involve a minimum 
amount of Federal requirements to qualify 
for the assistance. One means of accomplish- 
ing this objective would be using an alter- 
nate approach, such as block grants or rev- 
enue sharing, as a substitute for Federal 
categorical urban development grant-in-aid 


programs. 

5. Continuity of effort seems to be of sig- 
nificant importance to the development and 
implementation of a sound comprehensive 
plan. 

The attainment of sound comprehensive 
planning is not an easy task. The coopera- 
tion and financial support of all levels of gov- 
ernment may be required. Unnecessary and 
unduly restrictive requirements presently in- 
cluded in government planning programs 
ought to be eliminated. 

States should act, where necessary, to en- 
sure that entire metropolitan areas can exer- 
cise competent planning and implementing 
authority; that related political jurisdictions 
can proceed jointly on mutual interests; and 
that, in order to meet the needs of non-ur- 
banized areas and of regions, the states play 
central roles in coordinating comprehensive 
planning activities and in channeling federal 
financing. 

The present basic federal comprehensive 
planning legislation, Section 701 of the Hous- 
ing Act of 1954, requires some substantive 
changes in order to facilitate the develop- 
ment and implementation of sound com- 
prehensive plans. Some of these changes are 
proposed in Housing and Urban Develop- 
ment amendments of 1967 (Title II of S. 
1445). 

First. Section 209 of S. 1445 proposes 
changes in the language of Section 701 to 
recognize the fact that, in practice, compre- 
hensive planning grants have been made to 
units of governments other than cities. In 
view of the second principle of sound plan- 
ning, discussed above, this trend towards 
multi-jurisdictional or district planning ap- 
pears to be a healthy one, and one which 
should be encouraged. Accordingly, we sup- 
port those changes in Section 701 encourag- 
ing the establishment of planning districts. 

Secondly, we believe that language changes 
proposed for Section 701 which, in effect, 
expand the scope of comprehensive planning 
to encompass social and cultural needs as 
well as physical needs will make the program 
more consistent with the broad needs of the 
community. Therefore, we support these 
changes. 

The present 701 program is superior to 
many federal categorical grant-in-aid pro- 
grams in placing reliance on state and local 
decisions, Even so, the qualifying restrictions 
still appear to be excessive. Moreover, the 
amendments proposed in S. 1445 appear to 
open the opportunity for more rather than 
less federal involvement and control and 
thus would tend to further reduce the in- 
volvement of local citizens in the develop- 
ment and implementation of comprehensive 
plans. 

Therefore, we recommend certain ch 
in the legislation before this Committee: 

1. We recommend deletion of the last two 
sentences of Subsection 1(e) of the revised 
Section 701 which state, “He shall particu- 
larly consult with the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture prior to his approval of any district 
planning grants under Subsection (a)(6). 
The Secretary of Agriculture may provide 
technical assistance, with or without re- 
imbursement in connection with the estab- 
lishment of such districts and the carrying 
out of such planning.” 

The responsibility to provide, or to make 
arrangements to provide, technical assistance 
to district and regional planning agencies 
should remain with state planning agencies. 
This assistance is already being provided in 
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most states and there is no need for a Fed- 
eral agency to perform this function. 

2. To place greater reliance on state and 
local governments, the boundaries of multi- 
unit districts and regions for comprehensive 
planning should be determined by state 
planning agencies. 

While the language of Section 209 of S. 
1445 implies such a determination, we sug- 
gest that this point be clarified. Reliance on 
state planning agencies for the determina- 
tion of these boundaries is the most effective 
way to coordinate state and Federal programs 
and to avoid unnecessary duplication and 
overlapping. Moreover, only the state gov- 
ernments are in a position to determine the 
appropriate designations. Specifically, we 
recommend that the term, “and acceptable 
to the administrator,” in Section 1(a) (2) be 
deleted and that clarifying language be added 
to the final paragraph of Secton 1(a). 

The adoption of these two recommenda- 
tions along with the amendments to Section 
701 proposed in S. 1445 would result in sig- 
nificantly improved federal legislation for 
comprehensive planning. However, even 
more substantive changes are needed if we 
are to attain the goal of making the most 
efficient and effective use of comprehensive 
planning as a tool for progress. 

Amendment No. 165 to S. 1445 providing 
for a new title, Comprehensive Planning and 
Coordination, goes much further in provid- 
ing realistic federal legislation to encourage 
comprehensive planning. For instance reli- 
ance is placed upon state and local direction 
and control. There is heavy emphasis on pro- 
viding a framework of goals, policies, and 
standards within which planning for vari- 
ous functions can be directed and coordi- 
nated. Systematic analysis, consistent with 
the federal government's program, planning, 
and budgeting program, is encouraged 
through the use of supplementary grants. 
Coordination of plans is achieved at the 
state level and at the district level by re- 
view of separate plans. Development of 
statewide comprehensive planning and area- 
wide comprehensive planning in metropoli- 
tan areas is encouraged through the annual 
allocation of federal funds to these units. 
Continuity of the planning process is also 
encouraged through this device. 

Amendment No. 165 also calls for better 
coordination of planning grants at the fed- 
eral level. Certainly this is vitally needed. 
In our judgment, the amendments to Sec- 
tion 701 contained in S. 1445 tend to in- 
crease coordination problems at the federal 
level. Certainly, mandating that the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture be brought in on the 
establishment of districts is a move away 
from better coordination and toward heavier 
federal control and more fragmentation. 

Section 2 of S. 1589 makes Section 201 of 
the Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan 
Development Act of 1966 applicable to rural 
as well as metropolitan areas. To the extent 
that the demonstration cities program is im- 
plemented, we see little justification for 
limiting the application of this section to 
urban areas. Certainly, rural areas should be 
treated equitably. However, we want to em- 
phasize that the entire demonstration cities 
program could be improved by lessening the 
Federal “strings” in the existing categorical 
grant-in-aid programs that have proven 
to be unsatisfactory. Here, again, considera- 
tion should be given to alternatives, such as 
block grants or revenue sharing, in lieu of 
these categorical grants-in-aid. 

One of the principles listed at the begin- 
ning of this section dealt with the impor- 
tance of determining costs and benefits if 
rational choices were to be made from 
among alternate approaches to solving prob- 
lems. This, we believe, is a relevant perspec- 
tive from which to examine S, 2100, the Ur- 
ban Development Act of 1967. 
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Costs under this bill—which certainly 
represents a new line of approach to big city 
housing problems—do not seem to be clearly 
evaluated. These costs involve not only the 
direct government expenditures, but also 
the revenue losses stemming from reduced 
tax collections. 

Knowledge of the extent to which tax re- 
ceipts might be reduced (at federal, state, 
and local levels) by property tax abate- 
ments, tax credits, and depreciation changes 
would be helpful in evaluating this pro- 


posal. 


CONNECTICUT’S DIRECTOR OF 
ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY 


Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, the 
poverty program needs friends to see that 
it is administered effectively on the State 
level. In Connecticut it has such a 
friend—Joseph P. Dyer, director of the 
Connecticut Office of Economic Oppor- 
tunity. Mr. Dyer has done an outstand- 
ing job as a spokesman for all those con- 
cerned with the problems of poverty. He 
deserves recognition for his fine work as 
a friend of the poverty program and 
more importantly as a friend and active 
worker for the poor, Under unanimous 
consent I include an article, “War on 
Poverty a Clean Fight,” by Charles 
Morse, of the Hartford Courant, to be 
printed at this point in the Recorp. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Wan ON POVERTY A CLEAN FIGHT 
(By Charles F. J. Morse) 

While the War on Poverty has run into 
scandal and bitter political fire fights in other 
states, Connecticut has thus far remained 
clean and progressive. 

No one can take greater credit for the 
state’s record than Joseph P. Dyer of Man- 
chester, director of Connecticut's Office of 
Economic Opportunity. 

And no one is more aware that the situa- 
tion could change over-night. 

Dyer is tough, fearless and totally com- 
mitted to the fight against poverty. He has 
fought both political machines in various 
communities and has taken on the so-called 
“establishment” in others. 

Connecticut, thus far, has remained clean. 

Dyer is a man who makes waves. His pub- 
lic criticism has won him enemies. He is a 
rough fighter for the poor. They need such a 
man. 

Last week Dyer was invited to present his 
views on the War on Poverty to the House 
Committee on Education and Labor in Wash- 
ington. He gave it to them straight. 

“WAR” VETERAN 

“I am a 33-month veteran of the Poverty 
War, appointed by Gov. Dempsey with a 
mandate to insure that federal poverty dol- 
lars coming into Connecticut were properly 
spent. 

“I have attempted, with a staff of four, to 
play watch-dog on funds coming to individ- 
ual communities, agencies and institutions, 
amounting to nearly $33 million,” he told the 
congressional committee. 

“I am known as a curmudgeon within the 
Office of Economic Opportunity (OEO), and 
it is to their credit I have been tolerated,” 
he added. 

Dyer’s major recommendation to Congress 
was to give more control to the states over 
local poverty spending. He stressed that the 
only control at present is a governor’s veto, 
which can be over-ridden by the national 
director, and the press. 
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LITTLE CONTROL 

He expressed concern that so much 
money—$33 million—can pour into Con- 
necticut with so little state control. 

“For example, no contract was made with 
any Connecticut state official regarding the 
allocation of the state’s share of $75 million 
in special money this Congress appropriated 
in May for special summer programs. 

“Our state was accorded $235,000 in five 
locations. This same allocation, in our opin- 
ion, to a larger number of localities might 
have more properly attained the ends you 
seek,” he told the committee. 

The Neighborhood Youth Corps, adminis- 
tered in the U.S. Labor Department but using 
OEO money “has also become infected with 
this state by-passing tactic and is making 

ents on the basis of its own determi- 
nation without recourse to any state office,” 
he reported. 
LESS MUSCLE 

Dyer stressed that under the Economic Op- 
portunity Act a state director, such as him- 
self, “has little muscle to impose regulations, 
has no responsibility for evaluating results 
and is considered as an afterthought by most 
OEO Washington and regional office person- 
nel. 
“There has never been a formal calling to- 
gether of the 50 state technical directors,” he 
reported. “Despite the pleas of many of the 
directors of New England, we have never been 
called together in the Region 1 Office in New 
York,” he added. 

And yet, $33 million has flowed into Con- 
necticut since the War on Poverty began. 

This bugs Dyer. Should some of this money 
end up illegally in the pocket of a local OEO 
official it will be the state director and the 
governor who will take the blame and swing 
for it, not the federal OEO program and the 
system. 

Connecticut’s OEO chief was also critical 
of the failure on the part of Community Ac- 
tion boards to take advantage of volunteers 
agencies which could reduce costs and great- 
ly enhance the spirit of dedication of paid 
staff members. 

“To attempt to fight poverty by ignoring 
the efforts of the many thousands of volun- 
teers associated with church groups, youth 
groups, fraternal and civic organizations and 
the business sector has proved to be the 
greatest weakness of current Community Ac- 
tion in Community,” he told the committee. 

Dyer has long maintained the position that 
the less money spent for administrative sal- 
aries means the more money for the poor. He 
has been challenged for this view but he re- 
fuses to budge. 


FAVORS VOLUNTEERS 


He also feels that there could be a lot 
less spent for staff salaries if Community Ac- 
tion groups turned to volunteers. 

Dyer told the committee that Mrs. Chase 
Going Woodhouse of the Women's Service 
Bureau of Hartford and a former congress- 
men “has worked with us in urging the use 
of volunteers by Community Action groups, 
and whose bureau could muster the volun- 
teer hands needed.” 

Almost at the same time Dyer was stressing 
this point to the congressional committee, a 
local Community Action body announced the 
hiring of 30 people for summer work. 

Included in his remarks to the committee 
was his interpretation of the goals of the War 
on Poverty as set by Congress: 

“To get people off welfare roles; to stand 
a man and his family not on the moon, mere- 
ly on their own feet, by improving them 
skillwise and educationally so they can com- 
pete equally with their neighbors in the job 
world; to loosen them from the bonds of dis- 
crimination which have kept them at the 
bottom of the job ladder and to so improve 
the education of the young that they will 
have a real Head Start instead of the late 
start the economically disadvantaged were 
getting. 
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“A final congressional goal seems to us to 
be for poverty agencies to serve as a voice of 
the poor,” he declared. 

Dyer, himself, has been the poor’s most ef- 
fective voice in this state. 

Connecticut has thus far remained clean. 


THE RENT SUPPLEMENT PROGRAM 


Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, without 
resolute support by the Senate for the 
rent supplement program, this promis- 
ing new concept for meeting the housing 
needs of poor Americans may be lost. 
With it would go the aspirations of thou- 
sands of slumdwellers. Left would be 
frustration and anger, not only in those 
persons for whom the program was de- 
signed, but also in hundreds of city halls 
across the country. 

In 1965, when the rent supplement 
program was authorized, and in 1966 
Congress appropriated a total of more 
than $30 million for 405 projects in more 
than 250 communities. When completed, 
the projects will contain nearly 35,000 
dwelling units for more than 100,000 
persons. 

This year, President Johnson requested 
$40 million in additional funds to house 
another 100,000 persons. At best, this 
represented only a modest extension of 
the program. However, the House Appro- 
priations Committee cut the request to 
$10 million, and the House itself elimi- 
nated even that. 

Mr. President, the appropriation 
sought by President Johnson for this 
program would represent only 0.0003 of a 
percent of total Federal spending for 
the year. Housing is one of the most 
personal and immediate needs of any 
family. If a public investment of this 
fractional amount can materially im- 
prove the quality of life for 100,000 of 
America’s most impoverished citizens, 
that benefit is worth every cent of the 
investment. 

Furthermore, if we allow this program 
to expire, after Congress has funded it 
for 2 years and after the initial re- 
sponse to it has been positive and encour- 
aging, what Federal program is safe 
from irresponsible appropriations cuts? 
How can we expect cities to support other 
urban programs of social rehabilitation? 

The most discouraging aspect of the 
House action is that it came after the 
program has begun to generate genuine 
enthusiasm and progress. Positive reac- 
tion to the program has been reported in 
newspapers across the Nation. 

For example, last May 19 the Paterson, 
N.J., Morning Call said: 

The rent-supplement proposal is worth a 
decent trial ... At zero, which is what the 
House has now voted, it is a demonstration 
of the democratic process to encourage sum- 
mer heat, slums and cynicism, 


Here in Washington, the Post, on the 
same day, said: 

The House has broken faith with mayors 
and city councils all over the United States. 
.. The issue now is whether the Federal 
Government intends to uphold any part of 
the bargain that it has offered the American 
cities in the last three years’ legislation cre- 
ating massive and complex joint ventures 
in social renewal. 


On May 22, the Washington Evening 
Star made this appraisal: 


The rent supplement program’s goal is to 
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encourage a wholly new approach to sub- 
sidized public housing—a sounder, healthier 
and possibly cheaper approach than the huge 
institutionalized public housing projects. 


Mr. President, many other favorable 
editorials and stories on the need for and 
progress of the program have been pub- 
lished in metropolitan newspapers across 
the country. I ask unanimous consent 
that a sample of these, from Denver, New 
York, Minneapolis, Lorain, Ohio, and 
elsewhere, be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the items 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


[From the Washington Post, May 19, 1967] 
BROKEN BARGAINS 


The Nation’s housing policy has been se- 
verely damaged by the votes in the House 
of Representatives this week. The House has 
broken faith with mayors and city councils 
all over the United States. Last year, in pass- 
ing the Demonstration Cities bill, it prom- 
ised them broad new sources of Federal aid 
to carry out what amounts to social renewal 
of the slums. Now, in passing the appropri- 
ations, it has reduced the actual funds to 
a point at which they amount to little more 
than a derisory gesture. 

No doubt the Senate can increase some- 
what the money for Demonstration Cities, 
perhaps it can even revive the rent supple- 
ments, But the real damage has been done. 
Congress obviously does not understand it, 
and even the Administration seems to per- 
ceive it only dimly, but the massive new 
Federal-urban programs are turning out to 
be very dangerous for the cities. The Federal 
Government keeps reneging on its promises 
of money, leaving the big-city mayors with 
staffs, plans and local commitments that 
they cannot sustain. It is the mayors, not 
the Appropriations Committees, that will 
pay the political price for the failures. 

Building cities is not like building dams 
or aircraft carriers. Cities are not Federal 
operations to be authorized today and car- 
ried out whenever money becomes available. 
Under the Demonstration Cities Act, a city 
must sign a binding agreement that will run 
a decade or more into the future. It must 
commit itself to a plan that will run beyond 
housing to involve new roads, transit, 
schools, parks or hospitals. It commits local 
budgets and local bond issues, The plan will 
specify new social policies that may seem, 
to the mayor's constituents, highly unortho- 
dox. He can justify them politically only 
with the additional Federal funds that they 
will bring. When Congress whacks off the 
appropriations, the mayor is stuck with all 
of the policy and all of the commitments but 
none of the money. 

Most of the votes against the housing ap- 
propriation were Republican, but the most 
influential opposition came from Congress- 
man Mahon of Lubbock, Texas, who thinks 
poorly of investing public money in Demon- 
stration Cities or, for that matter, in any 
cities, The voting in the House this week was 
particularly disquieting because these roll 
calls were the first and precedent in a series 
that will include the destructive Quie 
Amendment to the Education Act next week, 
and beyond that the appropriations for the 
Education Act and all of the annual legisla- 
tion for the war on poverty. These three 
great programs bring essential resources to 
the distressed centers of the big cities. The 
central cities are not heavily represented in 
Congress; reapportionment is mainly benefit- 
ting the suburbs. 

The war on poverty is currently being 
funded at hardly more than half the level 
that the cities had originally been told to 
expect. Now, after some 200 cities have signed 
plans under the Demonstration Cities Act, 
the money is cut to barely a third of Con- 
gress’s own promise last fall. The coming 
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battle over allocation of school money has 
been gathering momentum in the House for 


The issue now is whether the Federal Gov- 
ernment intends to uphold any part of the 
that it has offered the American 
cities in the last three years’ legislation cre- 
ating massive and complex joint ventures in 
social renewal. The present pattern of con- 
gressional votes forces the cities to ask them- 
selves whether any of these vast Federal- 
urban operations are viable under the tra- 
ditional capricious style of congressional ap- 
propriation. 


From the Denver Post, May 18, 1967] 


DENVER To FEEL EFFECT oF RENT PLAN’S 
DEATH 
(By John Toohey) 

Denver’s elderly and poor will suffer if Con- 
gress fails to pass a rent supplements bill, 
Denver Urban Renewal Authority (DURA) 
oficials and others concerned with the prob- 
lem agreed Thursday. 

Lee Johnson, special aide to Mayor Tom 
Currigan on urban renewal, called the House 
scuttling of the rent subsidies bill Wednes- 
day “a tragic thing, especially for the old 
people in the Skyline area. 

“We were just beginning to function in 
this area (rent supplements) ,” Johnson said. 
“But now, with the program cut out for next 
fiscal year, it will be most difficult to carry 
on.” 

AVONDALE, WHITTIER 

J. Robert Cameron, DURA executive direc- 
tor, said rent subsidies in the Avondale and 
Whittier School urban renewal areas will be 
saved because reservations for supplements 
have been made under present funding. 

Cameron said the Good Americans Orga- 
nization already has made application to 
the Federal Housing Authority (FHA) to 
build housing in the Avondale district with 
the financial help of Mortgage Investments 
Co. of Denver. 

He said DURA and FHA also have been 
working with a group in the Whittier area 
for subsidies there. 

Robert Boucher, a vice president of Mort- 
gage Investments Co., confirmed his com- 
pany has been working with the Good Amer- 
icans Organization on an application for 
rent supplements in Avondale. 

“From our standpoint as mortgage bank- 
ers.” Boucher said, we support rent sup- 
plement programs, because they provide an 
alternative for private enterprise to take part 
in the serious problem of housing for the 
poor. 

“Needless to say, we were very disappointed 
to see the program beaten down Wednesday,” 
he said. 

The problem of providing housing for the 
poor and elderly “is there and it won't go 
away” without a great deal of constructive 
action, Boucher said. 

LAST ALTERNATIVE 

The only alternative left now, Boucher 
said, is for federal government financing of 
public housing “to which mortgage bankers 
are philosophically opposed. The program 
would subsidize people, not real estate. 

“What precipitated this drastic attitude in 
Washington, I don’t know.” Boucher said. 

He said he was going to Washington next 
week to discuss the problem with Sen. Gor- 
don Allott, R-Colo., and with other congres- 
sional leaders. 

Cameron said, “Our concern in DURA is 
that this may have far-reaching effects on 
any efforts we may make for the poor and 
elderly in Skyline.” 

Rent supplements, he said, were supposed 
to be the answer for private enterprise to 
get involved in the problem of housing. 

“We're going to house these people and 
do it decently,” he said, but added that most 
of the work now must come through federal 
public housing loans at 3 per cent interest 
over 50 years. 
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“This action is most unfortunate for those 
who need it the most,” he said. 


[From the Washington Evening Star, May 22, 
1967] 


Empty VICTORY 


On its third annual try, the House Re- 
publican leadership has finally managed to 
shoot down the administration’s rent supple- 
ment program—and it is a victory in which 
no one has gained anything. 

The rent supplement program's goal is to 
encourage a wholly new approach to sub- 
sidized public housing—a sounder, healthier 
and possibly cheaper approach than the huge 
institutionalized public housing projects 
which too often in the past have proved to 
be dead-ends for the poor. It does not 
broaden the scope of public responsibility 
for the housing needs of the poor. It does 
not, as Representative Scott of Virginia fool- 
ishly charged during the House debate, con- 
stitute a threat to “home ownership” or to 
“family life.” And it surely does not, as 
Representative Ford, the minority leader, 
implied, impose an oppressive additional bur- 
den on the national economy. 

The full extent of the “burden,” as cur- 
tailed by the House Appropriations Commit- 
tee, would have been a $10-million bequest 
for all of next year. Ironically, this modest 
sum was part of a multibillion-dollar appro- 
priation bill that provided no less than $275 
million in new dollars to finance traditional 
forms of public housing—and the larger 
amount was never so much as questioned. 

During its three-year life, however, rent 
supplementation has been a constant source 
of confusion and controversy in the House. 
The basis of opposition, in our view, is en- 
tirely invalid. But the fact is that the dis- 
sention was sufficient to make this element of 
the Great Society program singularly vul- 
nerable to attack. And the Republican leader- 
ship, with a coalition of solid southern sup- 
port, could hardly wait to cut it down. 

This is a strange way to build an image of 
Republican interest in urban problems, and 
to break the party’s coalition with southern 
Democrats in Congress. Both goals were 
loudly proclaimed by Gerald Ford no less 
than a week ago. 

The victims of the House action that con- 
cern us are not politicians, however, but the 
cities which have counted on the rent sup- 
plement program’s continuation. New appli- 
cations for participation are pouring into 
Washington at the rate of 5,000 a week, and 
the small sums made available previously to 
get the program started are all committed. 
The only hope of salvage rests now with the 
Senate. 

[From the Paterson (N.J.) Morning Call, 

May 19, 1967] 
No RENT MONEY 


Only a few days ago the Republicans were 
trumpeting that as a theoretical proposition 
they are going to end their coalition with 
Southern Democrats. Strategy for next year’s 
elections, they explained. Now, as a practical 
matter, they haye joined with Southern 
Democrats in the House to defeat the nig- 
gardly rent-supplement program. The pro- 
gram would enable the Department of Hous- 
ing and Urban Development to make com- 
mitments to nonprofit sponsors of new or re- 
habilitated housing projects under which the 
agency would pay a portion of the rent of 
poor tenants. The tenant would commit at 
least a quarter of his monthly income to rent, 
and the difference would be met with federal 
funds. The bill defeated in the House 232 to 
171 carried an appropriation of $10 million— 
remember what Vietnam is costing—which 
was $30 million less than President Johnson 
sought. The 232 votes to defeat the bill came 
from 163 Republicans and from 69 Democrats 
of whom 63 were from 11 Southern States. 

If we are going to eliminate slums and 
long hot summers, if we are going to give 
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thoughtful young people reasons for embrac- 
ing the principles of the society so many of 
them now reject, an attack on subhuman 
living conditions is imperative. President 
Johnson's rent-supplement plan was small 
even at $40 million. At $10 million it was 
hardly more than a tentative nod at a criti- 
cally important problem. At zero, which is 
what the House has now voted, it is a demon- 
stration of the democratic process to encour- 
age summer heat, slums, and cynicism. Yet 
it does have a rationale. New Jersey’s repre- 
sentative on the board of the National As- 
sociation of Manufacturers, John F. Betts, 
put it this way: 

“The predominant need, in the face of 
Vietnam and economic hazards at home, is 
for a stricter definition of today’s neces- 
sities. We must abandon the crash psy- 
chology that we can solve all human ills by 
massive doses of instant money.” 

Mr. Betts was dealing with the situation 
in general, not with the rent-supplement 
proposal, and the kernel of his plaint was 
that more of us ought to be writing our con- 
gressmen demanding frugality. 

The slums are not good enough for the peo- 
ple who are caught in them. The rent-sup- 
plement proposal is worth a decent trial. We 
can still hope that the Senate can save the 
program and provide the House a chance to 
redeem itself. As Mr. Betts suggests, a note 
to Senator Williams and Senator Case might 
be in order, 


[From the Washington Afro-American, Feb. 
25, 1967] 
RENT SUPPLEMENTS KEY ro HOUSING 

There are many groups in the Washington 
area which like to provide decent housing for 
the unfortunate. The federal rent supple- 
ment program in the District still has funds 
available. 

The Federal Housing Administration 
(FHA) has some $128,000 on hand for use in 
the Washington area. Any non-profit, limited 
dividend or cooperative organization is eligi- 
ble for these funds. 

The funds will be used to pay a portion 
of the tenant’s rent and will permit FHA 
to contract with sponsors of privately owned, 
low-income housing. 

Rent supplement is the key word in this 
program. FHA allows the family that would 
not ordinarily be able to get decent housing 
at low rates to do so and pay only 25 per cent 
of its total income in rentals. 

FHA will see that the landlord gets the 
balance. Two groups that have already capi- 
talized on the program are a United Church 
of Christ unit in Silver Spring, and the 
Presbyterians Incorporated to Conserve Hous- 
ing (PITCH). 

PITCH has won approval for $27,600 in 
rent supplement funds for a 26-unit apart- 
ment building it is renovating in the 1400 
block of W St., NW. 

The apartment house, known as The Sus- 
quehanna, will feature spacious and redeco- 
rated units, with modern kitchens and baths. 

t date for the completion of the 
renovation project, which started February 
1965 is next September. Some residents still 
live in the building, while other apartments 
are being remodeled. 

PITCH—comprised of groups from the 
Fifteenth Street and Georgetown Presby- 
terlan Churches—hopes to renovate more 
housing, after the Susquehanna is com- 
pleted. 

But the next supplement program is not 
restricted to remodeling. The Church of 
Christ group is engaged in construction. 

With bright colored interiors and modern 
equipment PITCH does not feel that its sole 
responsibility is the provision of shelter. 

With Mrs. Clarence McMillan appointed as 
chairman of a Tenant Relations Committee, 
the group has seen fit to see that tenants 
take pride in their residence. 

Mrs. McMillan said she will work with 
them on the many ways to keep their homes 
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looking attractive. Only in very serious cases, 
she said, will any one be evicted for failing 
to care for the apartments. 

All the PITCH personnel are optimistic 
about their project, anxious for the day 
when work is completed and tenants are 
actually benefited, 

Others interested in sponsoring low-in- 
come housing through the rent supplement 
program may contact Mrs. Gwendolyn 
Brooks, at the FHA Issuing Office, 400 First 
St., N.W., Washington, D.C., 20412; telephone 
386-6146. 

“This new supplement program,” said Fred 
A. Mann, FHA District Insuring Director, 
“will give many low income people a chance 
to live in decent, safe and sanitary housing 
without being isolated from the rest of the 
community and without threat of eviction, 
when their incomes increase to the level 
where they no longer need assistance.” 

He said the housing units will be insured 
under the FHA’s Section 221(d3) program 
and will be privately built, owned and man- 
aged by nonprofit limited dividend or co- 
operative organizations. 

Housing for the elderly under this pro- 
gram may also be financed under a Section 
202 direct loan program or under the FHA 
Section 231. 

“We are looking,” said Mann, “for a sub- 
stantial amount of private capital to flow 
into the construction of low income hous- 
ing under the program, which President 
Johnson has described as the most crucial 
new instrument in our effort to improve the 
American city.” 

To be eligible, a project must contain at 
least five dwelling units located in detached, 
semi-detached, row, walkup or elevator struc- 
tures. The housing may be new construction 
or major rehabilitation of existing struc- 
tures. 

All rent supplement projects must meet 
the FHA Minimum Property Standards. Also, 
they must be of modest design in order to 
keep construction costs at a minimum. 

Basic maximum limits on gross rentals for 
units of different sizes have been established 
as follows: $85 for no-bedroom units, $105 
for one-bedroom units, $120 for two-bed- 
room units and $140 for units with three or 
more bedrooms, 

In areas where suitable housing can be 
produced for lower rentals and the basic 
limits, this will be done. In high cost areas 
the maximum rentals may be increased up 
to 25 per cent above the basic limits where 
necessary. 


From the Minneapolis Star, Jan. 20, 1967] 
RENT SUPPLEMENT PLAN FINDS TAKERS 
(By Dick Caldwell) 


Several Minnesota organizations have been 
quick to take advantage of the rent supple- 
ment program now getting under way across 
the country. 

Eight existing housing projects in the state 
are already in the program and proposals for 
three new projects are being reviewed by the 
Minneapolis office of the Federal Housing 
Administration (FHA), the agency responsi- 
ble for the program. 

All three proposed projects would be in the 
Twin Cities. One of them, still quite tenta- 
tive, would be built by a labor union and 
consist of about 200 units. Another, of 96 
units, would be church- sponsored. The third, 
141 units, would be built by a limited- 
dividend corporation. 

Several other applications were submitted 
to the Minneapolis office Thursday, an FHA 
representative reported. 

The rent supplement program is one of 
President Johnson’s Great Society favorites. 
He once described it as “the most crucial 
new instrument in our effort to improve the 
American city.” 

It is tailored for low-income families and 
individuals. They must pay 25 per cent of 
their income for rent and the government 
then makes up the difference between this 
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amount and the full market rent for the 
unit in question. The Federal payments are 
made directly to the project owners, who 
can be a private nonprofit organization, a 
co-operative housing corporation or a lim- 
ited dividend mortgagor. 

The eight Minnesota projects that have 
come into the program all house elderly per- 
sons. Most are sponsored by religious orga- 
nizations and all were built under a Depart- 
ment of Housing and Urban Development 
program for the elderly, financed by 50-year 
loans at 314 per cent interest. 

Two of the projects, Redeemer Arms and 
Central Towers, are located in St. Paul. The 
others are in Duluth, Elk River, Glenwood, 
Montevideo, Litchfield and Austin. 

Because they were not built under the rent 
supplement program, only 20 per cent of the 
148 units involved are eligible for the sup- 
plements. A project started under the pro- 
gram can obtain supplements for all eligible 
tenants, but it is hoped that sponsoring 
organizations will open 40 to 50 per cent of 
their units to tenants who can pay the full 
market rent. 

One reason for this is that the architects 
of the program would like a good “mix” of 
tenants of various ages, racial and ethnic 
backgrounds and income levels. They would 
like, as one FHA official put it, to “assimilate 
people of lower income groups into the main- 
stream society.” 

It may be that some experienced devel- 
opers will be altruistic enough to participate 
in the program, but they will be tangling 
with a lot of restrictions. Their earnings 
will be limited, as in the 221(d)3 program 
for low and moderate income families. 

The rent supplement program has a maxi- 
mum rent limitation of $140 a month for a 
unit of three or more bedrooms. 

The program requires that all projects be 
of “modest design,” free of such frills as 
swimming pools and air conditioning units. 
There can be no more than one bathroom 
per unit and elevators will be permitted only 
where the project gets special tax treatment 
and/or reduced land costs.” 

At the same time, the projects “should in- 
corporate good design principles and not have 
features that will contribute to premature 
obsolescence.” 


{Letter to the editor, Pittsburgh Post- 
Gazette, Mar. 17, 1967] 
RENT SUPPLEMENT PROGRAM WOULD HELP 
Low-INcoME FAMILIES 


Your editorial of March 13, entitled “Hous- 
ing for the Poor,” has performed a real pub- 
lic service to your readers by pointing out 
the need for public subsidy if the problem 
of ridding our cities of slums is to be solved. 
We concur, 

The editorial has given clear dimensions 
to the problem of providing good housing 
for the poor by reporting the sad economic 
experience of a New York civic group which 
tried, unsuccessfully, through time-worn 
conventional methods, to prove that an 80- 
year-old tenement building could be rehabil- 
itated and rented for a profit. 

The lesson of this experience, once again, 
only points up the necessity of bringing new 
ideas, new forces, and new techniques into 
action to solve the problem and eradicate 
slums in Pittsburgh and other cities of the 
nation. 

In a previous Post-Gazette editorial on 
January 24, entitled “Save the Neighbor- 
hoods,” you reviewed ACTION-Housing’s 
proposal for large-scale housing rehabilita- 
tion which is aimed directly at revitalizing 
declining neighborhoods and ridding the 
inner cores of our cities of their cancerous- 
like slums. This proposal pays particular at- 
tention to the needs, desires and well-being 
of the people now living in blighted and slum 
areas. 

Unlike the New York experience, it rec- 
ommends the formation of a joint corporate 
venture, capitalized at $3,000,000 to $4,000,- 
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000, to engage in the rehabilitation of struc- 
turally sound but deteriorating housing in 
the Pittsburgh Metropolitan Area, on a 
profit-motivated basis, in cooperation with 
local, state and federal agencies. 

It suggests a partnership between private 
enterprise and the public sector. Partici- 
pating companies would purchase common 
stock or convertible debentures with policies 
established by a board of their selection. 

The participating companies would create 
a development corporation on a limited- 
profit basis for the rehabilitation of old but 
structurally sound housing. 

As an integral part, this development cor- 
poration would also create a nonprofit re- 
search organization to bring new materials, 
products and innovative construction sys- 
tems into application. 

If the proposal for a development corpora- 
tion for rehabilitation of housing is to work 
successfully, it must achieve two objectives: 
renovate old housing at rents or sales prices 
that people of low and moderate income can 
afford to pay; and provide a limited profit 
return to the corporation. 

One way in which both of these objectives 
could be achieved would be to use the “Rent 
Supplement ” which became avail- 
able to private developers about a year ago. 
Use of this program would work this way: 

The amount of rent supplement is the 
difference between the normal economic rent 
required and 25 per cent of gross family in- 
come. For example: a family with a gross 
income of approximately $35 a week (annual 
income of $1,820) would be eligible for a 
two-bedroom dwelling that would normally 
rent for $120. A family with a gross income 
of approximately $48 a week (annual income 
of $2,496) would be eligible for a three- 
bedroom dwelling which would normally rent 
for $140. 

The Urban Redevelopment Authority of 
Pittsburgh would play an important role in 
assisting the development corporation by 
acquiring and selling the old houses to the 
corporation. Such URA assistance is now pos- 
sible under present legislation. After acqui- 
sition, the corporation would renovate the 
dwellings on a limited profit basis. 

The corporation could then transfer titles 
to nonprofit organizations approved for mort- 
gage insurance purposes by the Federal Hous- 
ing Administration. 

In addition, federal legislation has also 
been passed to make it possible to sell the 
rehabilitated houses to individual buyers, al- 
though so far appropriation of funds has only 
been authorized—not made. 

After intensive review of our January 24 
proposal, now being carried out by financial 
representatives of the various interested com- 
panies, as well as federal, state and local 
government representatives, the proposal will 
be revised for another presentation to top 
echelons of industry and government. It is 
our hope that, for the good of all, it is ac- 
cepted and becomes operable. 

The success of this proposal will have great 
bearing on the future of the so-called Model 
Cities Program. 

J. STANLEY PURNELL, 
Chairman of the Board and President, 
ACTION-Housing, Ino. 
PITTSBURGH. 


[From the Baltimore News American, 
July 10, 1966] 
FHA Rent SUBSIDY To CHANGE LIFE OF 
FAMILY 

New York, July 9.—One day later this 
summer, Mrs. Carmen Cambrelen will fill 
out Federal Housing Administration form 
2501 and sign her name in the box at the 
bottom. 

With that, this pleasant, roundfaced 
mother of four will become one of the first 
ordinary citizens to benefit from the contro- 
versial new federal rent supplement 

Many critics in Congress and out have 
attacked these “rent subsidies”—government 
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payments for a share of your rent—as a 
“boondoggle” and a “step toward socialism.” 

Mrs. Cambrelen doesn’t see it that way. 
Standing on the steps of the stifling, grimy- 
brick tenement in East Harlem, where she 
has struggled to raise her family for the last 
10 years, Mrs. Cambrelen said in a soft Puerto 
Rican accent: 

“I think it is wonderful. At least we will 
have a more decent place to live, All the 
people here are very happy.” 

Next door, at 319 East 102d Street, work- 
men chopped away the crumbling interior 
of an identical, six-story tenement. 

By fall, No. 319 will be almost completely 
rebuilt. Only the 80-year-old exterior walls 
of the original structure will be left. 

Inside, instead of 30 cramped hovels, there 
will be 17 roomy apartments with modern 
equipment and simple but attractive decor. 

By Christmas, if Mrs. Cambrelen’s hopes 
are realized, she and her family will be living 
in one of the new apartments—despite a 
rental far beyond her means. 

Rent supplements—a new Great Society 
program launched by Congress this spring— 
will make the difference. 

Here's how the program will work for 
Mrs. Cambrelen and eventually thousands 
of others like her: 

At present, Mr. and Mrs. Cambrelen and 
the four children occupy four wretched 
rooms at 317 East 102d, an “East Side Story” 
neighborhood where Negroes and Puerto 
Ricans jostle each other in heat, dirt, and 
discontent. 

The Cambrelens pay $45 a month rent for 
their quarters in what a New York housing 
Official called “one of the most ghastly slums 
in the city.” 

When No. 319 is ready, the Cambrelens 
will be assigned to a five-room apartment. 
They will pay about $75 a month rent—one 
fourth of Cambrelen’s wages as a factory 
worker. 

„That's a $30 a month jump in rent but 
even that falls far short of the real, so-called 
“economic rent“ —the sum it takes to pay 
for the land, building, improvements, op- 
eration, and management of the property. 

The actual cost of the Cambrelens’ new 
quarters will be about $140 a month, even 
with no profit for their landlord, a non- 
profit association of churches and private 
charitable organizations. 

The gap will be made up by the taxpayers 
in two ways: 

Federal rent supplement payments esti- 
mated at $50 a month will be paid by the 
FHA directly to the Cambrelens’ landlord, 
Metro Northeast Harlem Housing Society. 

The city of New York has granted a 100 
percent tax exemption to the six buildings 
in the project. City officials estimated this is 
worth about $16 a month on the Cambrelen 
apartment. 

Three doors away, in an already rebuilt 
ex-tenement at 307 East 102d, Zion Paige 
was relaxing in his spic-and-span, newly 
remodeled apartment after his all-night job 
as a stationary fireman for the city. 


[Letter to the editor New York Times, 
June 14, 1967] 
Rent SUPPLEMENT FoR LOW-INCOME GROUPS 
To the Eprror: 

The May 27 article by Arthur Krock of 
The Times was highly critical of President 
Johnson’s proposed rent-supplement plan for 
low-income facilities. As Chairman of the 
House subcommittee on housing, I feel an 
obligation respectfully to disagree with Mr. 
Krock so that your readers will have a bal- 
anced picture of this important new plan 
which the President has called “the most 
crucial new instrument in our effort to im- 
prove the American city.” 

Mr. Krock quotes extensively from the mi- 
nority report on the housing bill signed by 
eight Republican members of the commit- 
tee (two other highly respected Republicans, 
William B. Widnall of New Jersey and Sey- 
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mour Halpern of New York, voted for rent 
supplements). 

The minority report is written quite 
frankly as an attack on this proposal and 
naturally gives a very one-sided point of 
view, one which I believe is unfair and mis- 
leading. As Mr. Krock himself noted, the ir- 
responsible cry of “socialism” is “a doctrinal 
attack.” 

PRIVATE HOUSING 

The rent-supplement plan is essentially 
quite simple. The housing would be privately 
built, privately financed, and privately 
owned. It would be rental and cooperative 
housing financed under Federal Housing Ad- 
ministration Section 221(d)(3). The spon- 
sors would be private nonprofit or limited 
dividend corporations or cooperatives. 

The families to be aided would be those 
whose incomes are so low that they cannot 
afford decent housing by paying not more 
than one-fourth of their total income, and 
who are elderly or handicapped, displaced 
by government action, or now living in slum 
housing. The aid would be the difference be- 
tween one-fourth of their income which they 
would pay as rent and the fair market rental 
on the unit, and the supplement payments 
would end when the family’s income rose to 
the point where it could pay the rent on 
its own. 

There are too many distortions in the mi- 
nority report to go into all of them here. As 
one example, it is charged that the proposal 
would “kill the incentive of the American 
family” to improve its circumstances. In sup- 


port of this claim, the statement says that 


no family making $3,000 a year would aspire 
to purchase their own modest $7,500 home, 
but would instead seek to be a renter in a 
$100 a month apartment for which the Fed- 
eral Government would pay $37.50 while the 
family paid only $62.50. 


FALSE ASSUMPTION 


The fallacy of this argument lies in the 
assumption that a $7,500 home is available 
for purchase by a family earning $3,000 in 
the same community where $100 a month is 
the rent required for a decent unit. In this 
hypothetical community where a good home 
could be bought for $7,500, no rent supple- 
ment would be available for families earn- 
ing $3,000. 

On the other hand, in communities where 
decent housing could only be obtained for 
$100 a month, the rent supplement program 
would enable the family to occupy a good 
unit with only 25 per cent of its modest in- 
come instead of 40 per cent. 

I see nothing in this very promising pro- 
posal to justify the extravagant alarm of 
those who have singled it out for attack. It 
would add to the supply of decent housing 
available to low-income families. It would 
take advantage of the energy and imagina- 
tion of public spirited citizens—churches, 
cooperatives, and the thousands of civic or- 
ganizations—who are deeply concerned about 
slums, 

And it would offer low income families a 
healthy third choice to the alternative of 
slums or regular public housing. 

WILLIAM A. BARRETT, 
Chairman, Housing Subcommittee on 
Housing. 
WASHINGTON, June 1, 1965. 


[From the New York Times, Feb. 13, 1966] 
RENT SUBSIDY TEST IN CAPITAL HAILED—MOST 
FAMILIES SHOW GAINS IN HOUSING EXPERI- 

MENT 

(By Joseph A, Loftus) 

WASHINGTON, Feb. 12.—Rent supplements, 
or subsidies, have upgraded the housing and 
environments of 50 poor Washington families 
in an experiment that Government officials 
pronounce successful. 

Only two of the families caused adverse 
reactions in their new neighborhoods. One 
man had his friends over for beer too often 
and failed to discipline his children and 
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maintain the property. “We had to transfer 
him,” said Hamilton Smith of the National 
Capital Housing Authority. 

The other case of adverse reaction is not 
being taken too gravely. The man of the 
house prayed so loudly his neighbors com- 
plained. The Government cracked down— 
ever so lightly. The complaints ceased. 

INTEGRATION NOT AN ISSUE 

The housing authority had $194,470 for 
what the law calls a demonstration grant, 
the point being to show the feasibility, ad- 
vantages, and costs of leasing existing struc- 
tures for sublease to low-income families, 
The grant covered the difference between the 
rentals charged by the private owners and 
the amount the tenants could afford, Similar 
experiments are being made in Boston, New 
Haven and Chicago. 

Forty-nine of the families were Negro, but 
the upgrading raised no problems of racial 
integration. “There were no extreme cases of 
integration,” said Mr. Smith. “The economics 
didn’t allow us to make integration a point. 
We were limited to old housing. Our concern 
was price.” 

With seven thousand families petitioning 
for public housing, or rent subsidies, the 50 
that were accommodated were about the 
equivalent of a toothpick in a forest. Most of 
them were about to be, or had been, bull- 
dozed out of their quarters to make way for 
expressways or some other public conven- 
lence or because of building code enforce- 
ment. One family of seven had lived in a long 
basement room and sloshed around in an 
inch of water when the rains came, 

The lucky families ranged from six to 14 
persons. The Housing authority’s big job in 
a tight rental market was to find houses of 
three to seyen bedrooms outside blighted 
neighborhoods. 

Mr, Smith reported enthusiastic coopera- 
tion by public and private housing interests. 
The owner of each house brought the prop- 
erty up at least to building code standards, 
spending as much as $1,500 on it. The hous- 
ing authority guaranteed the owner his rent, 
averaging $165 a month. 

MOST INCOME ROSE 

The occupant agreed to pay the housing 
authority at least 22 per cent of his income 
and to report increases in his income, His 
rent payments ranged from $34 to $110. 

Private agencies made contributions of 
cash and services. Mothers learned more 
about homemaking and how to make social 
adjustments for themselves and their chil- 
dren. They joined block clubs in their neigh- 
borhoods, 


[From the Washington Evening Star, Jan. 6, 


1967] 
RENT-SUBSIDY Success 
Washington’s so-called “scattered-site” 


public housing experiment seemed a natural 
from the start. And the most recent analysis 
of its results, conducted by the Washington 
Center for Metropolitan Studies, assuredly 
justifies the program’s expansion here. 

The program’s premise was quite simple: 
Instead of attempting to concentrate public- 
housing-eligible families entirely in large, 
institutional-like “projects,” why not lease 
individual homes in existing neighborhoods, 
and charge eligible families amounts they 
can afford to pay toward the rent? Well, the 
initial 50-home experiment has worked—so 
well, in fact, that the National Capital Hous- 
ing Authority now is in the process of leas- 
ing an additional 300 homes. 

One great advantage of this approach is 
the ability to house large families—the most 
difficult to accommodate in the standard- 
type projects. The Washington Center analy- 
sis also found that the placements of these 
families in established private neighbor- 
hoods presented no insurmountable social 
problems. And most encouraging of all, it 
found that the incomes of public-housing 
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eligible families living in these more normal 
circumstances have tended to rise, with the 
result that the amount of the public rental 
subsidy required has dropped from an initial 
average of $91.11 a month to approximately 
$81. 

The Washington Center’s proposal that 
the NCHA should seek to extend the pro- 
gram beyond the city limits to the suburbs 
is entirely reasonable in theory, but hardly 
practical as an immediate step. Legally, the 
NCHA’s authority ends at the District line. 
More important than that, however, the 
housing of low-income District residents in 
the suburbs is not likely to occur until sub- 
urban jurisdictions are ready to accept 
them. We believe that discussions leading to- 
ward that degree of acceptance should be set 
in motion. But it does not exist, as a practical 
matter, as yet. 

What has been demonstrated is that the 
rent-subsidy concept is one of several useful 
tools in attacking the problem of low-income 
housing. There are many possible variations, 
as yet unexplored, in applying the concept. 
And Washington can take pride in the fact 
that the success of the local experiment is 
stimulating similar programs in other com- 
munities throughout the country. 


[From the Washington Post, May 25, 1967] 
AREA GETS $277,329 In RENT FUNDS 
(By Carol Honsa) 

Federal rent-supplement funds of $277,329 
have been earmarked to help pay the bills of 
low-income families in the Washington area 
so far this year. 

The Federal Housing Administration said 
this amount will benefit 247 families living 
in new or rehabilitated housing projects 
sponsored by private non-profit organiza- 
tions. 

Under the rent-supplement program, low- 
income tenants pay a quarter of their in- 
come toward rent, with the Government 
making up the difference between their pay- 
ments and the going rate. 


APPLICATIONS APPROVED 


The FHA’s District of Columbia Insuring 
Office is still taking and considering appli- 
cations for fiscal 1967 rent-supplement funds 
from private sponsors of low-income housing. 
These applications have been approved: 

A $248,767 allocation to the Washington 
Conference of the African Methodist Episco- 
pal Church for a 200-unit project at 7100 
Central Avenue, District Heights, Prince 
George’s County. Tenants in 198 of the 200 
housing units to be built by the church 
group will be covered by the rent-supplement 


A $15,600 allocation to Presbyterian In- 
corporated to Conserve Housing for rent sup- 
plements covering all units in a 26-unit re- 
habilitated apartment building at 1430 W 
St. NW. 

A $12,962 allocation to the United Church 
of Christ to cover partial rents of 23 families 
in its new 124-unit home for the elderly at 
620 Pershing dr., Silver Spring. April rent 
supplement of $294 were paid for five fami- 
lies there who have been certified as eligible, 
an FHA spokesman said. 

To qualify for rent supplement, tenants 
may not have incomes higher than $3900 an- 
nually for a family of four. They must also 
either be displaced by Government action, be 
living in substandard housing be physically 
handicapped, be 62 or older, or be currently 
or formerly residing in housing damaged or 
destroyed in a natural disaster. 

DIRECT PAYMENT 

Rent-supplement payments are paid di- 
rectly to the housing owners rather than 
through the tenants. Tenants are selected by 
the owners. 

Among the rent-supplement projects still 
under consideration by the D.C. Insuring 
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Office are a 250-unit housing development 
near Gonzaga High School sponsored by the 
Bible Way Church and a 199-unit develop- 
ment adjacent to the old Sibley Hospital site 
sponsored by Sursum Corda, a corporation 
formed by area Catholic institutions. 

The FHA spokesman said there was no 
fixed limit on rent-supplement grants in the 
Washington area. He said the U.S. Depart- 
ment of Housing and Urban Development 
had $32 million available for rent supple- 
ments this year, with $30.5 million from that 
sum already earmarked for rents on 33,000 
housing units in 271 communities. 

The House of Representatives last week 
rejected a request for $10 million to expand 
the program. The Johnson Administration 
had sought $40 million. Current rent-sup- 
plemental contracts, however, will remain 
in effect. 


[From the Machinist, May 25, 1967] 
WHO KILLED RENT SUPPLEMENTS? 


Conservative Republicans and Southern 
Democrats joined forces last week to cripple 
one of the Great Society’s most promising 
housing programs, rent supplements. 

The vote in the House of Representatives 
was 232 to 171. All but 12 House Republicans 
voted against funds for rent supplements. Of 
the 69 Democrats lined up against the pro- 
gram, 63 were from the South. A complete 
state-by-state record of the rollcall vote ap- 
pears below. 

Rent supplements were first authorized by 
Congress in 1965 with strong labor supports. 
They were designed to stimulate construc- 
tion of private, low-cost rental housing as an 
alternative to public housing projects. 

The system has worked this way: 

The government makes commitments to 
non-profit sponsors of new and rehabilitated 
housing projects to pay part of the rent of 
low-income tenants. 

The government payments go to the proj- 
ect, not to the tenants. Size of the payments 
is the difference between the amount the 
project sponsors need to break even and one- 
fourth of the tenant’s monthly income. 

Prior to this year, Congress appropriated 
more than $30,000,000 for 405 projects in 
more than 250 communities. When com- 
pleted, the projects will contain nearly 
35,000 dwelling units for more than 100,000 
persons. 

This year, President Johnson requested 
$40,000,000 in additional funds to house an- 
other 100,000 persons. The House Appropria- 
tions Committee cut the request to 
$10,000,000. 

Last week’s vote eliminated even that. 

U.S. Rep. Glenn Davis of Wisconsin, a Re- 
publican, offered the motion to kill rent sup- 
plements, arguing that “It is wrong to be 
taxed to provide a better home for the man 
next door.” 

Democratic supporters of the program, led 
by U.S. Rep. Joe Evins of Tennessee, argued 
in vain that rent supplements are an im- 
proved private enterprise alternative to pub- 
lic housing. 

House Majority Leader Carl Albert of Okla- 
homa declared that the Republicans had 
shown themselves to be “the same old party 
of opposition.” He charged that those who 
voted to end rent-supplements had “turned 
their backs on millions of residents of our 
metropolitan areas” and had taken the first 
step to “dismantle and sabotage the humane 
and progressive programs” enacted by the 
last Congress. 

Robert Weaver, Secretary of Housing and 
Urban Development, who has administered 
the rent supplement program, also attacked 
the Republicans. 

“The Republican leadership in the House 
of Representatives,” Weaver declared, “has 
again vicitimized the poor, By spearheading 
the attack upon appropriations for rent sup- 
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plements, they took a major step toward 
denying decent housing for some 200,000 
Americans,” 

Although last week’s vote ends expansion 
of the rent supplement program, the House 
did approve a $5,000,000 appropriation to 
enable the government to honor past com- 
mitments to pay rent supplements. 

The Administration will try to get the rent 
supplement cuts restored in the Senate. But 
some Washington observers give the program 
little chance in this session of Congress. 


From the Niagara Falls Gazette, 
May 22, 1967] 
GOVERNMENT LEADERS PONDER NEW VIEW OF 
CITY PROBLEMS 


A key problem of life in America confronts 
the National Conference on Social Welfare 
at its six-day session on “Humanizing the 
City” which opened Sunday in Dallas. 

Some venturesome programs intended to 
combat the physical blight and social malaise 
in urban slums have been slashed back sharp- 
ly by the House of Representatives. Funds for 
model cities have been cut from $400 million 
to $249 million and Rep. Henry P. Smith III, 
of this Congressional district, was one of 
those who voted to eliminate all the funds 
except $12 million for planning. Funds for 
new rent subsidy projects have been refused. 
Urban planning, open spaces and related 
programs are taking a similar beating. 

At the same time, Congress is being 
to look at the plight of the cities from a 
wholly new standpoint. Lewis Mumford, the 
social critic who has made a life-long special 
study of urban problems, on April 19 told 
the Senate Government Operations subcom- 
mittee: 

“If you are not to do far more damage than 
good in establishing a new housing policy, 
you must first prepare to rebuild the effec- 
tive organs for regional planning and region- 
al government on a state and interstate basis, 

“Unless human needs and human interac- 
tions and human responses are the first con- 
sideration, the city, in any valid human sense, 
cannot be said to exist, for, as Sophocles long 
ago said, ‘The City is people.“ 

What Mumford is getting at is that urban 
redevelopment and all the related programs 
that deal with urban blight, poverty and the 
stifling of the poor are mechanistic, techni- 
cal operations if they are not aimed directly 
at the needs of man himself. President John- 
son in his remarks to a recent Conference 
of Women in the War on Poverty said: 

“The seeds of aspiration—of the will to 
succeed—have been planted in the slums and 
the ghettos and the hollows of America.” 

By the mid-1970’s, it has been estimated, 
we will be spending $130 billion a year on 
new housing, schools, streets, sewers, water 
systems and other urban facilities. How much 
of this should go into research on better 
ways to do the job? Dr. Donald F. Horning, 
science adviser to the President, says, “We 
are all participants in a dramatic and mas- 
sive experiment which will test whether 20th 
century man—richly endowed and highly 
educated—can find a way to live together in 
large metropolitan areas with human dig- 
nity.” 

Dr. Rene Dubos, biologist who has con- 
cerned himself with the effect of environ- 
ment on human life, asserts: 

“The total response of man to man is, I 
think, an absolutely essential part of human 
development. And if our cities fail to pro- 
vide that—and there’s a danger that they 
are beginning to fail to provide that—I think 
we'll bring about such a gross impoverish- 
ment of human development that our civili- 
zation will eventually die.” 

City worries are immediate as well as long 
term. As one contemplates another long hot 
summer it’s disturbing to be reminded that 
urban poverty is at the heart of the race 
problem. 
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{From the Lorain (Ohio) Journal, Jan. 13, 
1 


THE RENT Sussmyy AND How Ir WORKS: 
LORAIN Is FIRST IN THE UNITED STATES 
(By Frank Dobisky) 

“I don’t know of any other place I have 
lived that I have been as happy and content 
as I’ve been here.” 

The woman’s eyes danced with joy, her 
lively spirit was infectious, as she sat in her 
small but comfortable apartment at Fire- 
lands Retirement Center. 

The reason for her happiness? 

She is one of 16 persons now living at the 
retirement center, at 1025 West Erie Avenue, 
who qualified for federal rent supplement 
program that began in November. 

The program is experimental and residents 
at the retirement center in Lorain are the 
first in the nation to benefit from it. And one 
of the reasons they are first is the effort ex- 
pended by Mrs. Dorothy Duke, long active in 
the field of housing for the elderly, and Mrs. 
Pearl Trotter, manager of the center. 

The woman who expressed her delight at 
the program receives $89 a month from social 
security. That’s all. She has some savings but 
admits without rent supplement she would 
soon have exhausted her savings. 

Under federal law, persons receiving this 
assistance cannot be identified. But two of 
the qualifying women residents agreed to 
discuss the programs as long as their identify 
was not revealed. 

One of the things that impressed both resi- 
dents was that everyone in the building— 
and they range from people with low incomes 
receiving rent supplement to people with 
high incomes who are financially independ- 
ent—really care about the others. 

“If you enjoy being with people you can 
have that here,” said one of the women. “But 
if you want to be alone you can go into your 
own apartment and shut the door.” 

Mrs. Duke recalled talking to a resident, a 
man, who had been ill. During his sickness, 
women in the building bustled around him 
like mother hens watching over their broods. 
The man was taken aback and told her, after 
his recovery: 

“I was nearly chicken-souped to death!” 

Mrs. Duke feels the concept of rent sup- 
plement is “not to supplement or be in con- 
junction with public housing but it is in 
addition to public housing.” 

The center is operated by a non-profit cor- 
poration which has much of its backing from 
the United Church of Christ. 

Prospective residents, however, do not have 
to be members of that church. And this is 
where the Firelands program differs from 
many other church-sponsored housing pro- 
grams for the elderly. 

No effort is made to determine a resident’s 
religion before he moves in. There is no pro- 
vision in the application to indicate a re- 
sident’s race. The only basic requirement, to 
qualify under the federal rent supplement 
program, is that the person be 62 years or 
older (although handicapped persons can be 
younger and qualify), be an American citi- 
zen and be self-sufficient. 

Also, to qualify, a single person must not 
have an income exceeding $2,600 a year or 
more than $5,000 in assets. A married cou- 
ple's income can’t exceed $3,600 and their as- 
sets cannot be more than $5,000. The center 
checks out the individual’s bank account, in- 
vestments, if any, and life insurance policies 
to determine the extent of assets. 

Mrs. Duke fought long and hard for the 
federal program, administered by the Hous- 
ing and Urban Development Department. 

The bill passed Congress in the spring of 
1965, signed by President Johnson in August 
of that year (one of the pens used in the 
signing is on display in the Firelands lobby) 
1 Was given appropriations in July 
o F 
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Firelands filed applications for the pro- 
gram a day after President Johnson signed 
the bill even though funds weren't avail- 
able. A waiting list from John F. Kennedy 
Plaza, the public housing for the elderly 
center on Broadway in Lorain, was made 
available to Firelands. From this list, the 
names of prospective residents were obtained. 
These people were contacted, interviewed and 
told they would be notified when the pro- 
gram went into action. 

On Oct, 21, 1966, Firelands was informed 
their program had been approved and four 
days later a 40-year contract was signed with 
the federal government. Between Oct. 25 and 
Nov. 1, the prospective residents were called 
in, signed their applications and many moved 
in by Nov. 1. 

The first rent supplement check—for 
8819—was received last month. 

Residents pay 25 percent of their income 
for rent and the federal government pays the 
balance or up to 70 percent of the total 
rent. Rents for the 15 units under the federal 
program ranges from $80 to $125 a month. All 
the units are studio apartments. Each res- 
ident furnishes his or her own apartment. 

One of the women interviewed lives on $76 
a month—part of it social security and the 
balance from the Lorain County Welfare De- 
partment. In addition, she buys food stamps 
from the welfare department ($16 worth of 
stamps can buy $22 of food). 

The two women were interviewed separate- 
ly, neither knowing the other was discussing 
the program. 

And the second woman, echoing the first 
woman's sentiments, said: 

“I love it. I have never been as happy in 
all my life as I am now. All I can say is 
I’m very happy.” 

She said, “Everybody is warm, kind and 
outgoing. They always offer to help one an- 
other. The atmosphere is very warm. And the 
bullding—well, the building is simply beau- 
tiful.” 

How this woman came to Firelands is an 
example of Ecumenical spirit. 

She said she was Catholic and that a 
friend referred her to a Methodist minister 
who helped with arrangements for her to 
enter the center. 

Although the application blanks don’t re- 
veal the information, Mrs. Duke and Mrs. 
Trotter said that from casual conversations 
with residents they know there are Catholics, 
Jews and Protestants in the building. There 
also are Negroes. 

Mrs. Duke said there still are small bugs 
in the program, nothing serious, and that it 
appears the rent supplement idea will catch 
on. 

“The whole idea is to be able to help these 
people without giving them the impression 
they are charity cases. We want to preserve 
their dignity. That is important to these peo- 
ple,” Mrs. Duke said. 


THE LORAIN EXPERIMENT 


The Federal government is helping pay the 
rent of 13 elderly people living at Firelands 
Retirement Center here in Lorain. 

It is the nation’s first payment under an 
experimental rent supplement program 
passed by Congress after much controversy. 

Since it is an experiment, it would be wise 
for all of us to take a good, hard look at it 
with an open mind. It still goes 
American principles when you give some- 
thing for nothing. 

But we're giving millions to feed, cloth, 
uplift many strangers in far away lands. 

Let’s try to take an objective look at this 
program, without in any way exposing the re- 
cipients to public ridicule or embarrassment. 

And let's again give credit to the one per- 
son more than anyone else who pushed this 
experiment through—Mrs. Norman G. 
(Dorothy) Duke. She made Lorain number 
one in a social experiment that could change 
our way of life. 
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EHRUSHCHEV GIVES NIXON AN 
UNINTENDED BOOST 


Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, in his 
recent interview with a correspondent 
for the National Broadcasting Co. as it 
was recently telecast and subsequently 
carried throughout the Nation as an 
Associated Press story, Communist Rus- 
sia’s Nikita Khrushchev has given Amer- 
ica’s Dick Nixon an unintentional boost 
and has paid a tribute to Nixon’s realism 
and knowledge of world affairs which is 
without precedent in Russian-American 
relations. 

By the same token, in the same inter- 
view, Khrushchev, in his usual arrogant 
manner, dealt a blow to the prestige of 
former President Kennedy and the 
Democratic National Committee which 
I am sure is undeserved. I allude to 
Khrushchev’s boastful blast in giving 
praise to Kennedy when he said: 


I told him the fact that you became Presi- 
dent was due to us. We made you President. 


I ask unanimous consent that the text 
of this curious interview be printed at 
this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


KHRUSHCHEV Says REDS THWARTED NIXON 
In 1960 

New Tonk, July 11.—Nikita Khrushchev 
claims the Kremlin thwarted Richard M. 
Nixon’s election in 1960, and made“ John F. 
Kennedy President of the United States. He 
calls the former Republican Vice President a 
“good for nothing—an unprincipled puppet.” 

The former Soviet Premier, now in forced 
retirement, says Nixon sought to gain votes 
by obtaining the release of U-2 Pilot Francis 
Gary Powers from a Soviet prison. Khru- 
shchev maintains the Russians saw through 
the plan and ignored Nixon's request. 

In a National Broadcasting Co. television 
program tonight, Khrushchev called Presi- 
dent Eisenhower a good man, but too easily 
swayed by advisers. 

Khrushchev reserved his greatest praise for 
Kennedy, and said that were he alive today 
“he would never let his country get into such 
a sticky situation as it now is in Vietnam.“ 

Speaking from his dacha, or country house, 
near Moscow, Khrushchev recounted a con- 
versation he said he had with Kennedy in 
Vienna in 1961: 

“I told him, The fact that you became 
President was due to us. We made you Presi- 
dent.’ He asked me how should he understand 
that. I said, ‘I’ll tell you how. 

“You collected 200,000 more votes than 
Nixon. Nixon asked us for Powers, the U-2 
pilot, to be released. . . and if we had done 
it, he would have received half a million 
votes just for that.. . because that would 
have shown that Nixon could have estab- 
lished better contacts with the Soviet Union. 

But we guessed his plans. We decided 
not to give him any answer, and just to give 
it to you when you moved into the White 
House. So what do you think of that?’ I asked 
Kennedy. 

“He said, ‘I agree with you entirely. If you 
had not acted the way you did, Nixon would 
definitely have got his 200,000 votes.’ 

“So I said. ‘That is the way I voted for you 
and our votes pulled you over the line.’ And 
this is a fact, And Nixon wanted it. There 
were all sorts of hints. 

“Lodge, Nixon’s running mate, told me 
straight out, ‘Don’t you pay any attention 
to what we say during the elections, I+ will 
all be thrown overboard and we will have an 
excellent relationship with you.’ But I didn't 
believe it.” 
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Actually, Powers was not released until 
1962. NBC says it was the captured RB-47 
filers whom Khrushchev released when Ken- 
nedy entered the White House. 

Edwin Newman, narrating the program, 
“Khrushchev in Exile—His Opinions and 
Revelations,” said Nixon declined comment 
on the story, and said he was sure he never 
made the remark attributed to him by Khru- 
shehev. 

The tape and film for the one-hour pro- 
gram were obtained, NBC said, from private 
sources inside the Soviet Union and other 
countries, NBC also acknowledged the co- 
operation of Parade Magazine, which last 
weekend printed a word picture of Khru- 
shchev’s life in retirement. 

[In the Parade article, which was carried 
by The Washington Post, Editor Jess Gorkin 
reported that “Khrushchev regards the Cuba 
crisis of 1966 as his proudest accomplish- 
ment. 

[“Although he was deeply humiliated when 
the U.S. forced him to withdraw Soviet mis- 
siles from Cuba, he exacted a commitment 
from Kennedy not to invade Communist 
Cuba.” 

[On the NBC program, Khrushchev said 
that “after President Kennedy’s death, Presi- 
dent Johnson, who took over, assured us that 
he would stick to the promises made by 
President Kennedy. So far, they have not 
been violated.”] 

Speaking of President Eisenhower, Khru- 
shchev was quoted as saying: 

“If I were to compare the two American 
Presidents whom I met, the comparison would 
obviously not be in favor of Eisenhower. 

“Judging from the opinion of people who 
knew Eisenhower as a military leader and 
as a statesman, they did not hold him in 
much respect either in one field or in the 
other. 

“They considered him a mediocre general 
and a weak President, because of the soft- 
ness of his character, and one must admit 
that he is a good man. He easily fell under 
the influence of his aides and his subordi- 
nates. Obviously being a President and ruling 
the country was a great burden for him. 

“Eisenhower, when we had any more or 
less important negotiations would, at every 
question I put forward, immediately turn 
to his advisers and aides demanding explana- 
tions or answers to my questions. 

“When I came to the States and met Eisen- 
hower in the White House, the first thing I 
did was begin to attack Nixon. Eisenhower 
looked at me in embarrassment. Nixon, that 
good-for-nothing, had given an interview 
saying all sorts of things. Eisenhower later 
admitted that he hadn't seen it. 

“Nixon was pushed along by (the late Wis- 
consin Sen. Joseph R.) McCarthy, and when 
McCarthy began, during his lifetime, as one 
might say, to fade, Nixon turned his back on 
him. He is an unprincipled puppet and that 
is dangerous. 

“Mr. Kennedy made a very strong impres- 
sion on me, both as a man and as a states- 
man, I like the way he, unlike Eisenhower, 
had his personal opinion on all questions we 

“Kennedy was entirely different from 
Eisenhower and had a precisely formulated 
answer to every question. Apparently he had 
thought them out before and they corre- 
sponded to his main line of thought, to his 
personal point of view. 

“I liked his face, sometimes stern and at 
other times lightened by a good-natured 
smile... 

“Kennedy was a real statesman . . 
Neither he nor I wanted war, so during the 
Caribbean crisis we established direct com- 
munication between the Kremlin and the 
White House. Kennedy had a talent for solv- 
ing international conflicts by negotiation. I 
had proof of this during the so-called Cuban 
crisis. 


xe think if Kennedy had been alive today 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


we would have had an excellent relationship 
with the United States because he would 
never have let his country get into such a 
sticky situation as it is now in Vietnam.“ 


Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I am sure 
all thoughtful and knowledgeable Amer- 
icans will agree that neither Khru- 
shchev’s bitter criticism of Nixon nor his 
boastful effort to claim the major credit 
for Kennedy’s election is anything more 
than the cantankerous comments of a 
bitter and discredited old man who has 
become sullen in the silence of his exile. 

It should be noted, however, that the 
fact that the former Communist dictator 
goes to such lengths to discredit our for- 
mer colleague and Vice President clearly 
indicates that Richard M. Nixon is one 
American leader whose perceptiveness 
and understanding of the menace of mil- 
itant, aggressive world communism 
made such a sharp impression on Nikita 
Khrushchev that he would like to make 
certain that Dick Nixon never again 
holds a position of influence in the 
Government of the United States. As 
one Senator put it so well at lunch 
the other day, “With enemies like that, 
Dick Nixon has little need for friends.” 

In this connection, Mr. President, 
John Chamberlain wrote a highly sig- 
nificant column the other day. I ask 
unanimous consent that it be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Nrxon’s SIN: He Was ON TO KHRUSHCHEV 
(By John Chamberlain) 

Nikita Khrushchev, emerging briefly from 
his obscurity the other night to make a tele- 
vision appearance, called former Vice Presi- 
dent Dick Nixon a “good for nothing” (which 
may have been a polite translation of a 
rougher term) without causing an interna- 
tional crisis. After all, the once-feared Nikita 
is just a powerless old man, and Nixon, for 
his part, is only a private citizen. Even so, 
the American reaction to the insult will be 
worth watching. It could tell us a lot about 
ourselves. 

The really important question in the world 
today is just how far gone this country is in 
its tired unwillingness to face the realities 
of Soviet foreign policy, which is interested 
in peace for Communist Eastern Europe in 
order to gain a free hand for subversive ac- 
tion in Southeast Asia, in the Middle East, 
along the south shore of the Mediterranean, 
and very possibly in Greece. If Khrushchev’s 
insult to Nixon provokes a rise in the latter’s 
poll ratings, it will be a sign that there is 
still some healthy ability to react in the 
American body politic. If nothing happens, 
it will mean that U.S, citizens have lost the 
prai to think in terms of their own sur- 

val, 

Khrushchev, in that television appearance 
on a National Broadcasting Company pro- 
gram, boasted that his refusal to answer 
Nixon’s request for the release of U-2 pilot 
Francis Gary Powers resulted in the election 
of John F. Kennedy to the presidency. The 
logic of this claim may seem far-fetched, 
but, since foreign powers aren’t supposed to 
stick their finagling mitts into U.S. elections, 
the boast should be resented even by the pro- 
Kennedy Americans who may have benefited 
from Khrushehev's actions. The special fa- 
vor of Communists is not something that any 
good Democrat or Republican would ever 
think of mentioning as a campaign recom- 
mendation, At least not openly. 

Khrushchev’s real objection to Nixon was 
not that he was “an unprincipled puppet” or 
a “good for nothing.” What really stuck in 
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Nikita’s craw was Nixon’s pertinacity in 
standing up for good American principles. 

Before going to Moscow in 1959 to open a 
US. exhibition of consumer goods, Nixon had 
briefed himself thoroughly on Soviet strategy 
and tactics. 

John Foster Dulles had told him that when 
Communists talk of “peaceful co-existence,” 
they mean that “while a revolution against 
a non-Communist government is proper and 
should be supported, a revolution against a 
Communist government is invariably wrong 
and must be suppressed.” Dulles’ last words 
to Nixon were that the peaceful co-existence 
which the Russians advocate “represents 
peace for the Communist world and constant 
strife and conflict for the non-Communist 
world.” The Middle East crisis shows us that 
nothing has changed in this respect since 
Dulles died. 

Armed with true insight, Nixon was able 
to take Khrushchev on in the famous 
“Kitchen Debate” at the American Consumer 
Goods Exhibition in Moscow's Sokoliniki 
Park. “Don’t give me your ultimatum,” Nixon 
shouted at Khrushchev in full view of both 
American and Soviet Audiences. 

Bob Considine, a great reporter, gives an 
unforgettable eye-witness picture of the con- 
frontation in this recent autobiography, “It’s 
All News to Me.” When Nixon said to 
Khrushchey, “Listen, for every word you 
print in your papers from a speech by our 
president, we print a hundred words of your 
speeches,” Considine found himself suddenly 
yelling, That's telling him, Dick!” 

This picture of Nixon as the defender of 
U.S. interests is what Americans should have 
recalled when Khrushchev called Nixon a 
“good for nothing” the other night. For what 
Khrushchev was saying was actually some- 
thing quite different. He was tacitly admit- 
ting that Nixon was a knowledgeable Ameri- 
can patriot, not a supine character who could 
be manipulated by the Kremlin to its own 
subtle ends. 


EDUCATION MEANS INNOVATION 


Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, my atten- 
tion has been called to a very interesting 
article which appeared in the June 1967 
issue of California School Boards, en- 
titled, “Fountain Valley: Education 
Means Innovation.” 

Dr. Edward W. Beaubier, district su- 
perintendent, and his associates of the 
Fountain Valley School District, as evi- 
denced by the article, exemplify what 
can be done by dedicated educators in 
bringing into being programs and serv- 
ices to those young people in such areas 
pcr meet the needs of the boys and 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the article to which I have 
alluded be printed at this point in my 
remarks. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

FOUNTAIN VALLEY EDUCATION MEANS 
INNOVATION 

The time is coming, if it is not already 
here, when danger signals are flashing—sig- 
nals that say something is out of phase, that 
most public schools may be lavishing vast 
and increasing amounts of time and energy 


preparing students for a world that no longer 
exists. 

Though this has been a time of educa- 
tional research, the real reforms that might 
be expected have as yet only touched a small 
portion of our schools. While such stable or- 
ganizations as banks and insurance com- 
panies have been altered almost beyond rec- 
ognition, today’s classroom—in physical lay- 
out, method and content of instruction— 
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still resembles the classroom of 30 years or 
more ago. 

The demands of an electronic technology 
preclude the status quo. By the time this 
year’s babies have become 1989's college grad- 
uates, schooling as we know it now may only 
be a memory. 

Resistance to change is understandable 
and perhaps unavoidable in an endeavor as 
complex as education, particularly as it deals 
with human lives. However, it is precisely 
because it deals with human lives that ed- 
ucation takes on such an urgent need for 
action. 

The line of action for education lies in 
capitalizing on and developing human 
powers—powers such as “time-binding”—the 
use of which makes each man unique from 
all others. This momentous power is the 
means by which one individual can benefit 
from all the knowledge, the wisdom and the 
experience of other persons throughout his- 


tory. 

Just as the needs of civilization and so- 
ciety are complex and ever changing, the 
potential of the individual as a “‘time-binder” 
will vary widely. It is a significant function 
of education to strengthen to its highest 
degree this power in each individual so that 
he may contribute as an active participant, 
not a passive onlooker, to the fulfillment of 
society's needs as well as to his own fulfill- 
ment. 

What kinds of programs accomplish these 
objectives? California school boards asked 
this question, and among the responses was 
invariably the Fountain Valley School Dis- 
trict in Orange County. Evidence of that 
district’s success is its selection as the first 
demonstration center for the National Edu- 
cation Association, and demonstration center 
for the Kettering Foundation’s League of 
Cooperating Schools, such films as The Cut- 
ting Edge of Teaching” produced by the 
U.S. Office of Education, and Make a Mighty 
Reach” produced by the Kettering Founda- 
tion, which feature the district, awards from 
the California Psychologists Association for 
“Educational Excellence“, the Exchange 
Club for American Heritage Programs, and 
special recognition from the California State 
Department of Education for building de- 
sign. Fountain Valley was asked to present 
feature presentations by the California Ele- 
mentary School Administrators Association, 
the Department of Elementary School Prin- 
cipals (NEA), Individualized Instruction 
Conference in San Diego, and the Third In- 
ternational Curriculum Conference, St. Cath- 
erine’s College in Oxford, England. 

The district personnel are enthusiastic 
about their programs, of course, but we asked 
“Why?” of legislators, congressmen, school 
board members, the mayor, educator, and 
others. Their answers will help to explain 
why this district has been singled out so 
often. 

Solutions to the perplexing problem of 
keeping education in step with a fast chang- 
ing world have been analyzed by the board 
and administration of Fountain Valley who 
believe that the following questions must 
be answered to plan an educational program 
for the future: 

It is one that is life-oriented and there- 
fore geared toward the development of prob- 
lem solving, analysis, inquiry, and decision- 
making skills? 

Will it be one in which the student is 
actively and intimately involved as a par- 
ticipant rather than being spoon-fed a pack- 
age of facts which may very early become 
obsolete? 

It is built on a student’s successes as an 
individual rather than on his failure at a 
rigid norm? 

Will it be one that is designed with the 
involvement of the community and will it be 
in step with the community’s demands? 

“The Fountain Valley School District has 
been the most rapidly growing area in Orange 
County during the past 10 years—at a rate 
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of 2,380%. During the last three years the 
board, staff and community have really 
‘pulled together’ to provide quality educa- 
tion while faced with the huge task of build- 
ing schools, employing personnel and es- 
tablishing teaching programs... . There has 
obviously been a great deal of time and 
energy invested in developing this school 
district. The County Board of Education, and 
the County Schools staff is certainly proud 
of the leadership Fountain Valley has shown 
in Orange County. 
“Dr. D. S. SryLIanou, 
“President, Orange County Board of Ed- 
ucation.” 

“Fountain Valley has demonstrated effec- 
tively that it is possible to cope with unusual 
problems and still engage in forward-looking, 
innovative educational activity. Unfortu- 
nately, some school systems in America have 
used rapid growth, overcrowding, and diffi- 
culties in securing competent teachers as 
excuses for not keeping abreast of the times 
in developing educational programs. Super- 
intendent Beaubier and his staff have come 
to grips with these problems aggressively, 
while moving forward toward the frontiers 
of new practices in education 

“JOHN I, GOODLAD, 
“Director, Research and Development 
Division, Institute for Development of 
Educational Activities.” 
COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT 

In developing the school district and its 
educational program, the Board of educa- 
tors have worked with the community in & 
sincere interest to solicit and actively involve 
community leaders and groups, associations, 
and service organizations in the planning 
and affairs of the district. In addition, the 
Parent-Teacher groups, the Superintendent/ 
Parent Council, President’s Round Table, and 
Citizens Advisory Committee meet for orien- 
tation workshops and study sessions at the 
school and district levels. 

“The community of Fountain Valley has 

the importance and the values of 
the work being done in their schools and has 
actively supported in every way, and par- 
ticularly in regard to financing, the efforts 
of their school district personnel. In times 
of financial difficulty this strong community 
support represents the highest type of ac- 
colade for public education. 

“Dr. ROBERT PETERSON, 

“Superintendent, 
“Orange County Schools.” 

An integral part of this involvement with 
the community is a public information pro- 
gram which has been developed with the co- 
operation of three local newspapers, to il- 
lustrate features of the total program—new 
methods, techniques, organization, design, 
financing, awards and general information. 

BUILDING PROGRAM 

“There are several features of the Foun- 
tain Valley School District’s program that 
make it outstanding among the nation’s 
school systems. The buildings, themselves, 
for example, each constructed on plans de- 
veloped cooperatively by architects and 
school personnel, are especially well adapted 
to meeting the needs of all the children, No 
child or groups of children has to wait for 
some moments before or after school to get 
help. He goes at once to the center room 
where an especially able teacher and one or 
two students or adult sub-professionals are 
available. 

“GERTRUDE Noar, 
“Educational Consultant, Anti-Defa- 
mation League of B’nai B'rith.” 

The 11 schools in the district, all construc- 
ted since 1963, have reorganized the use of 
space so that six to eight classrooms are 
clustered about a core room called a Learn- 
ing Center. The Learning Center is used as 
a resource and teaching center for maximum 
utilization of the buildings to implement the 
instructional program. 

In addition, the schools are so designed 


20125 


that areas can be converted for use as com- 
munity centers to be used by church groups, 
scouts, service groups, associations, and civic 
groups for their meetings and activities. 

In each building, provisions have been 
made for moveable walls, vinyl covered cork 
walls, moveable desks, cabinets and case 
work on casters to provide for flexibility in 
organizing classroom areas for special centers. 
Construction for the total program utilizes 
brick, steel, glass, ceramic tile and plastics to 
limit maintenance costs. 


INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM 


“Individual needs for students are given 
the highest priority in planning and pro- 
graming by the board, administrators, and 
staff of the FV school district. Mutually, they 
have developed a program along with com- 
munity participation which encourages 
teachers to recognize the individual differ- 
ences of students, and which provides the 
facilities and aid needed by teachers to fol- 
low through so that their youngsters are 
actually educationally challenged at their 
different levels. 

“Dr. PETERSON.” 

“In the past year I have visited many 
schools in the U.S. in search of innovative 
practices in staff utilization and staff de- 
velopment, We have selected 160 demonstra- 
tion centers for our national project. The 
Year of the Non-Conference—Emphasis: The 
Teacher and His Staff. In these centers 
teachers and administrators are testing out 
new and more efficient and effective ways to 
utilize the talents available in a school and 
community and to develop the kind of school 
and community environment which helps 
teachers teach well and children learn. 

“The FV school district was the first dem- 
onstration center selected....The ad- 
ministrative leadership is imaginative and 
sound; the teaching staff participates in a 
genuine and helpful way in planning and 
carrying out the program; parents are di- 
rectly and appropriately involved as volunteer 
aides; the community is providing strong 
support for the school system. 

“However the most exciting and significant 
thing happening in the FV schools is that 
each child is getting more individual help 
and attention and the talents of the teachers 
and other staff members are being utilized 
more effectively and efficiently than they 
are in the conventional school programs. 

“Dr. Don DAVIES, 
“Executive Secretary, National Commis- 
sion on Teacher Education and Pro- 
fessional Standards, NEA.” 

The first casualty in this changing proc- 
ess has been one of the whole business 
of teacher-led instruction—the shift has 
been from teaching to learning. Instruction 
here is personalized through techniques of 
pupil placement, academic diagnosis, pre- 
scription, and constant evaluation. The 
prime effort is to match the student with 
the necessary and appropriate materials, con- 
cepts, and people to provide for individual- 
ized instruction. 

“The district’s looking ahead was not con- 
fined only to the enlargement of the student 
population, but in the field of education. 
They embarked on a program of individual- 
ized instruction and other new innovations 
that have not only been the talk of the 
County, but its impact on the educational 
community has been felt throughout the 
State. 

“I am proud to represent a district whose 
people, teachers, administrators, and school 
board members have the courage and self- 
determination to accept the local responsi- 
bility of improving the educational system, 
and who have therefore contributed so much 
to the continued quality education in 


California. 
“ROBERT H. BuRKE, 
“Assemblyman, Seventieth District.” 
“Taking up the new tools of our modern 
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technology and adapting the techniques, the 
materials and even the building facilities to 
make these tools effective, FV is showing all 
of us how we can do in an improved and 
more relevant manner the job of educating 
our youngsters. . . . We have surveyed their 
plants, tasted of the spirit of those involved 
and witnessed the results in the performance 
of their pupils. It moves us to say to the 
other districts in California: Go you and do 
likewise. 
“RICHARD T. HANNA, 
U.S. Congressman, 34th District of 
California.” 


THE CLASSROOM PROGRAM 


Working in a nongraded school district, 
the teacher may be operating in a flexibly 
grouped class or multi-grade but with multi- 
level basal systems, books, materials, reading 
labs, science labs and electronic equipment. 

The class grouping arrangement allows the 
teacher to spend more than one year with 
the children in order to expand and more 
personalize the program. 

Such equipment as the tape recorder with 
headsets function much as a “second 
teacher” to provide skill lessons in phonics 
or mathematics, spelling or enrichment ma- 
terials. Tapes are prepared by the teacher 
for immediate skill lessons, provided by the 
districts for more general needs, or commer- 
cially prepared. 

Self-contained projector and screen units 
with headsets provide additional opportunity 
for individualizing instruction. Students 
may take a self-selected or teacher pre- 
scribed film to this self-loading projector 
and view it in the classroom without dis- 
turbing children involved in other learning 
experiences. 

Pupil-teacher conferences are conducted 
during class time for the purpose of iden- 
tifying academic problems or successes and 
to prepare a foundation for individual and 
small group assignments or lessons, These 
individual conferences permit personal eval- 
uations in the form of an analysis for 
growth. This analysis can be converted into 
an ongoing profile developed on each child 
to continue effective personalized prescrip- 
tions. 

Cooperative teaching provides for addi- 
tional grouping of children to capitalize on 
teachers’ strengths for in-depth instruction. 

Self-directed learning activities include 
individual contracts, self-selected reading 
with follow-up and evaluation, small group 
discussion with summary and evaluation, 
research, experimentation, creative drama- 
tization, projects, debate, that place more 
responsibility for learning with the individ- 
ual child. 

LEARNING CENTER 


The Learning Center functions (for 6-8 
teachers) as an extension of the regular 
classroom and operates as a resource center 
for diagnostic materials, electronic teaching 
devices, tape banks, test banks, science cen- 
ters, a rotating library system, audio-visual 
equipment, reference and resource mate- 
rials. Additionally, it operates as a teaching 
center supervised by a Coordinating Teach- 
er who also conducts individual, small 
group, and cooperative teaching programs. 


COORDINATING TEACHER 


The Coordinating Teacher is selected on 
the basis of being a master teacher and an 
expert in interpersonal relations. Ten per- 
cent additional salary is paid for assuming 
this responsibility. The Coordinating Teach- 
er is not assigned to a regular classroom but 
works with the teachers and children in the 
classroom cluster by cooperatively diagnos- 
ing the academic programs for the children, 
evaluating pupil progress, and scheduling 
children for instructional purposes. She de- 
velops and participates in cooperative teach- 
ing programs, implementing new methods 
and special programs. 
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AUXILIARY PERSONNEL 

In the Learning Center is a teacher aide 
who serves as a secre and non-instruc- 
tional assistant to the Coordinating Teacher 
and other cluster teachers. Her responsibili- 
ties include clerical work, filing, duplicating, 
circulating and retrieving materials, record- 
ing systems, and operating audio-visual 
equipment. 

In addition to this paid aide program is a 
volunteer program of approximately 1,000 
parents who work in service capacities to 
the schools and district for approximately 
four hours each day. 

Curriculum Materials Center Aides fill re- 
quests by using hand tools to make teach- 
ing devices, visual aids, and instructional 
games. 

Library Aides assist the central library staff 
with such tasks as pasting pockets in books, 
shelying books, filing catalogue cards, check- 
ing books in and out, and circulating re- 
quested books. 

Health, Welfare and Safety Aides assist 
the school nurse with vision and hearing 
tests, immunization programs, health proj- 
ects and programs, safety programs and pup- 
pet shows for primary children. 

CURRICULUM MATERIALS CENTER 


In a program geared to the needs and in- 
terests of individual children, it is essential 
to have a storehouse of ideas, materials, and 
equipment, In FV the Curriculum Materials 
Center operates an in-service, dissemination 
and work area for the teachers and teaching 
programs of the district. It is staffed with 
certificated and classified personnel who are 
highly skilled in the areas of curriculum im- 
plementation and human dynamics. 

“The FV school district staff, with the 
liberal use of a variety of audio-visual aids, 
described certain features of their program 
at the recent California Elementary School 
Administrators Association state conference. 
Following the meeting, one prinicpal wrote 
on his evaluation sheet... Fountain Valley! 
Who do they think they are?” The ques- 
tion was relevant, although the writer’s in- 
ference was clear. He was, as a proper ‘tra- 
ditionalist,’ offended by the confidence and 
skill with which these professionals discussed 
their solutions to educational problems, 
There appeared in them no hesitation, no 
doubt that they had the answers, and right 
answers at that. 

“Two things are clear to me after close 
inspection of the operation of their school 
district: (1) they have a substantive, excit- 
ing and productive program for boys and 
girls, successfully implemented by an out- 
standing staff, and (2) no reluctance to sell 
this program to their community and any- 
one else who will listen. This is a rare and 
valuable combination of characteristics, 
unique in our school Establishment. 

FV. . not only knows who they are but 
they know what they're doing! They deserve 
a thoughtful look, encouragement and com- 
mendation from their colleagues. 

“Txomas D. Woon, 
“Executive Secretary, CESAA.” 


PRE-EMPLOYMENT SEMINAR 


A seminar is conducted each summer in 
order to assist teachers new to the district 
in orienting themselves to new teaching 
techniques and methods in FV educational 
program. The emphasis for this program is 
placed in five major areas: (1) the mechan- 
ics of classroom organization and district 
point of view; (2) methods of individualiz- 
ing the curriculum; (3) use of materials and 
audio-visual equipment in individualizing 
instruction; (4) cooperative teaching; (5) 
use of the Curriculum Materials Center and 
district services. 

A 12 month school year with four week 
summer sessions also provides an oppor- 
tunity for new teachers to observe demon- 
strations given by regular classroom teach- 
ers. 
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“There is much talk in American schools 
about innovation. One school system which 
has taken national leadership in actually 
accomplishing innovation is the FV school 
district, under the leadership of Dr. Edward 
A. Beaubier. It is a pleasure for me to salute 
the FV school district and Ed Beaubier for 
their very substantial contribution toward 
a better educational system. 

“Don WHITE, 
“Executive Vice President, National 
Audio-Visual Association, Inc.” 

“Our City of Fountain Valley is very proud 
of the FV Elementary School District. I be- 
lieve the success of the District is due to a 
combination of circumstances which begin 
basically with the people of the community 
and their fine attitude toward education. 
» .. this district is an outstanding example 
of modern educational programming which 
makes the best use of the talents of its school 
children. 

“ROBERT D. SCHWERDTFEGER, 
“Mayor.” 

“Conversation ten years ago, or even five 
years ago, about FV seemed to always bring 
the question, ‘Where is it?’ This year hun- 
dreds of school board members, administra- 
tors, teachers, and educational research peo- 
ple have come to our schools from as far away 
as Hawaii and New York and also such coun- 
tries as Japan, Germany, England, Canada, 
and Israel. Recently, the Director for the 
Texas Governor’s Committee on Public Ed- 
ucation and committee members spent the 
day analyzing our program. 

“Before growth first started in 1963 (250 
enrollment), the school board and adminis- 
tration organized a master plan for the 
school district and agreed upon the type of 
educational program that would provide the 
best possible basic education for the children 
coming to FV. (Current enrollment is 6,700.) 

„. . . Our community has given a great 
amount of support during these few short 
years in passing bond and tax elections along 
with considerable interest in the various 
teaching programs. The number of parents 
and the work they do without pay in health 
and safety areas, in library materials, and 
making aids for the teachers is truly in- 
spiring. 

“Mrs. NAOMI JONKMAN, 
“Clerk, Board of Trustees.” 


TEXTILE IMPORTS BILL 


Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr. 
President, I am glad to join as a co- 
sponsor of S. 1796, introduced by the 
distinguished junior Senator from South 
Carolina [Mr. HoLLINGs] and cospon- 
sored by more than 30 Senators. 

Last March 1, I joined with a number 
of Senators in a discussion in the 
Senate of the problems our domestic 
textile industry faces from ever-rising 
imports. These problems are still with 
us, and they involve plant closings, lay- 
offs, and other situations of grave con- 
cern to those of us concerned with the 
welfare of the working man and his 
family. 

The bill introduced by Senator Hot- 
LINGS would meet this problem by en- 
couraging negotiations on voluntary 
agreements. Then, if agreements could 
not be consummated, a system of quotas 
on the importation of certain textile ar- 
ticles would be imposed. If, however, 
there exist or later come into existence 
any bilateral or multilateral agreements 
governing textile imports, then the Presi- 
dent is given the authority to modify 
the quota system to reflect the terms of 
the agreement. 

It is my belief, Mr. President, that our 
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best textile import policy is one based 
on voluntary agreements. This is the 
guiding principle of our Federal textile 
policy, and it has been so since 1961. I 
think that the existence of viable trade 
agreements, effectively enforced, is the 
best guarantee that we will have both a 
healthy trade expansion policy and a 
healthy textile industry. 

I invite attention, at this point, to the 
bill introduced in the House by the dis- 
tinguished chairman of the Committee 
on Ways and Means, Representative 
Witsur Mitts. His bill, the proposed 
Textile Trade Act of 1967, would author- 
ize the President to undertake negotia- 
tions looking to the consummation of 
agreements to provide orderly trade in 
textile articles. If after 180 days follow- 
ing the passage of the bill there remained 
certain categories of textile articles not 
covered by agreement, then these arti- 
cles would be subject to the imposition 
of quotas. 

We in the United States have tried 
to enter into workable agreements with 
those countries whose imports to this 
country are large, but without much suc- 
cess. I would hope, now that the Ken- 
nedy round is concluded, that the ad- 
ministration would redouble its efforts 
to win bilateral and multilateral agree- 
ments. This is the key to an orderly 
international trade in textile articles, 
and I hope that we can greatly enlarge 
our participation in them. 


DR. LORAN B. MORGAN OF WYO- 
MING FIGHTS THE “OTHER WAR” 
IN VIETNAM 


Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, the 
people-to-people aspect of the war in 
Vietnam—the so-called other war 
which is fought in the schools and hos- 
pitals, rather than on the battlefields, has 
been waged for the past 60 days by Dr. 
Loran B. Morgan, an ophthalmologist 
and ophthalmic surgeon from Torring- 
ton, Wyo. 

I have had a number of exchanges of 
correspondence with Dr. Morgan during 
his tour in Vietnam, and he has favored 
me with a copy of his April-May report, 
in which he makes a number of recom- 
mendations which I feel are deserving of 
implementation. 

In his report, Dr. Morgan alludes to 
“two serious practical problems” which 
were and are present as an impediment 
to the treatment of patients in Vietnam. 
The first is the difficulty of transporta- 
tion; the second is the lack of a smoothly 
functioning supply system for medical 
needs 


I would hope that when this matter is 
brought to the attention of the Pentagon 
and the Department of State, some cor- 
rective steps might be taken along the 
lines recommended by Dr. Morgan. 

The people of Wyoming and the Na- 
tion can be very proud of volunteer doc- 
tors, teachers, scientists, and other 
civilians who willingly go to Vietnam, ex- 
posing themselves to many of the dan- 
gers found in any combat area which 
has neither front nor rear lines. 

I commend Dr. Morgan for leaving his 
practice and community to go to Viet- 
nam for what he has called “the most 
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challenging and hardest job I have ever 
done, but one to which I hope to apply 
myself again.” 

I ask unanimous consent that the re- 
port be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the report 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

OPHTHALMOLOGY VIETNAM, APRIL-MAY 1967 


To write a report on the sixty day “tour of 
duty” as a volunteer ophthalmologist in Vinh 
Long, Vietnam, is an almost insurmountable 
task. In one sentence, it is the most gratify- 
ing experience of my life; the most chal- 
lenging, hardest job I have ever done, but 
one to which I hope to apply myself again. 

The patient load and the working condi- 
tions have been covered well by previous re- 
ports. I would like to add only two profes- 
sional observations and two practical ob- 
servations. 

Professionally, corneal transplants can be 
done in unlimited numbers. Preserved cor- 
neae are there now and will be resupplied 
by the International Eye Foundation on re- 
quest. Most cases require penetrating kerato- 
plasty, however, and the equipment for an 
eye bank is there now. I have been assured 
by the Medicine Chief of the Vinh Long Hos- 
pital, Bac Si Phung, that fresh eyes can be 
obtained without trouble. I would hope a 
corneal transplant team would see fit to 
take a tour there. The political impact would 
be tremendous, The State Department of the 
United States would do well to consider this 
possibility. 

The perforated cornea is a daily clinical 
problem. Many of these eyes can be saved by 
the flush fitting scleral lens. I assembled a 
kit—in an ordinary attache case—that 
worked very nicely. I would recommend any 
future volunteer to spend some time con- 
sidering this before he goes. 

Two serious practical problems exist. I 
spent hours trying to solve them, but after 
one month, my replacement says they are 
still present. 

First, the only transportation available is 
obtained by begging. Doctors by nature are 
independent people and are reluctant to beg 
for rides to meals, hospital, Px, Church, etc. 
My work output could have doubled if I 
had had my own transportation. Vietnamese 
civilians, State Department personnel, and 
Allied Forces are all driving American mo- 
tor vehicles furnished free of charge. The 
ophthalmologist should have his own vehicle 
24 hours a day. 

Second, the need for a smooth running 
supply system is urgent. All of us have had to 
beg for anesthetics, suture, antibiotic solu- 
tions—yes, even caps and gowns. Surgical in- 
struments are only what you bring yourself, 
and I am still waiting—now 6 weeks—for 
mine to return. This is of considerable worry 
to me. The lack of proper refraction equip- 
ment and frames and lenses, especially for 
the aphakia we create, is most frustrating. 

However, each one of us has improved the 
situation. I urge constant communication 
between all past, present, and future 
ophthalmologists in the program, This duty 
can be the greatest experience in your entire 
personal and professional life. And, who 
knows, maybe this program could actually 
change, and shorten, the whole course of the 
War, and thus the history of the world. Few 
men have the opportunity to contribute to a 
program with such high ideals and unques- 
tionable motives. 


THE DEVELOPMENT OF A NUCLEAR 
NAVY 


Mr, JACKSON. Mr. President, in the 
past on this floor and in the meeting 
rooms of the Senate Armed Services 
Committee and the Joint Committee on 
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Atomic Energy, I have voiced my strong 
9 for a greater American nuclear 
eet. 


Congress has provided the leadership 
in getting the Navy to use nuclear pro- 
pulsion in its submarine and surface 
fleets. We are finally getting on with our 
second nuclear propelled aircraft carrier 
and the Department of Defense has re- 
quested advanced funding for a third 
nuclear carrier. 


Congress is pushing for additional first 
line warships to support these carriers, 
eliminating some conventionally fueled 
warships from the DOD budget and sub- 
stituting nuclear-powered ships. 

Still, we are not moving far enough or 
fast enough in the development of a nu- 
clear Navy. This point is well taken in 
editorials recently published in news- 
papers in my home State, in the Seattle 
Times and the Tacoma News Tribune. 

I ask unanimous consent that these 
editorials be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorials 
were ordered to be printed in the Recorp, 
as follows: 


[From the Seattle Times, June 16, 1967] 
Ir Pars To LISTEN TO ADMIRAL RICKOVER 


Vice Adm, Hyman G. Rickover, the crusty 
Navy officer who pioneered the nuclear 
Polaris submarine program, has renewed his 
undeclared philosophical war against the 
Pentagon’s cost-analysis approach to weap- 
ons development. 

The controversial admiral, whose running 
battles with anyone who doesn’t agree with 
him make for exciting moments, once again 
has turned to his faithful ally, Congress, to 
support his recommendation for several 
nuclear-powered surface ships to escort nu- 
clear aircraft carriers. 

The cost accountants, who Rickover says 
run the Pentagon, want oll-fueled ships be- 
cause their computers report they can get 
more ships for the least money, 

The admiral contends the Pentagon’s cost- 
effectiveness policies are wrong in that they 
emphasize getting the most, not necessarily 
the best. Nuclear ships, the admiral is fond 
of pointing out, can operate far from refuel- 
ing points for months at a time while oil- 
fueled ships have to refill their tanks 
frequently. 

Rickover recalls that the same arguments 
posed by the Pentagon’s present generation 
of cost-analysts were used against the de- 
velopment of nuclear submarines 20 years 
ago. 

The admiral is a gadfly whose persistent 
buzzing about faults he finds in defense 
policies annoys his superiors in the Pentagon 
no end. But he has been right so many times 
in the past in defense areas in which this 
nation cannot afford to be wrong that his 
recommendations merit more than 


pass 
attention both by public officials and 22 
public. 


From the Tacoma News Tribune and Sunday 
Ledger, July 2, 1967] 
SHOULD WE INCREASE Nuctgear Navy? 


America is a maritime nation, although 
currently she seems to be letting the title go 
by default. Wherever you examine this area 
of our national interest today—fishing, mari- 
time commerce, Navy—we seem to be re- 
treating. 

Should this trend continue, the United 
States will suffer, because we are a have-not 
nation in respect to many natural resources. 
Many metals and raw materials vital to our 
security as well as to our prosperity are no 
longer available within our continental 
borders. Among these are the bulky raw 
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materials which must come to us over free 
sea lanes. 

In this framework the Navy has played a 
historical role in maintaining the freedom 
of the seas. This is a phrase with a very real 
meaning. We have witnessed at the Gulf of 
Aquaba how suddenly this freedom can be 
threatened. 

Yet there has been a reluctance on the part 
of Defense Secretary Robert Strange Mc- 
Namara to keep the Navy as modern as it 
could be. It must be admitted that Sercetary 
MacNamara has the supremely difficult job 
of assuring adequate defense at a cost we 
can pay, and such things as nuclear ships are 
not purchased in a bargain basement. Never- 
theless, there are some things which can be 
said for accelerating nuclear construction. 
Today, on the eve of our national birthday, 
it might be well to consider them: 


WORRISOME THING IN THE DEEP 


Russia today has an estimated 50 nuclear 
and 350 conventional submarines. And high 
U.S. Navy officials are concerned that we are 
lagging behind in our submarine warfare 
program. 

The Officials are concerned about the cur- 
rent building program for attack submarines, 
about the advanced age of the eight anti- 
submarine warfare carriers in the fleet, and 
about delays and soaring costs in develop- 
ment of better anti-submarine torpedoes. 

Well they might. The Soviets are basing 
most of their naval strength on their sub- 
marine fleet, and they are constantly im- 
proving it. 

However, the Navy has not received much 
sympathy from Defense Secretary McNa- 
mara. The Navy wanted five nuclear attack 
submarines in 1968 and several more each 
year thereafter. Mr. McNamara decided the 
Navy was to have three in 1968 and three 
more in 1969. 

In the meantime, Vice Admiral C. B. Mar- 
tell, director of the anti-submarine warfare 
program, told Congress that the current 
building program of nuclear attack sub- 
marines is “entirely inadequate; the sub- 
marine building program cannot be turned 
on and off like a spigot of water.” 

Vice Admiral Hyman G. Rickover told Con- 
gress that he considers the submarine build- 
ing program technically deficient. 

“The way things are going,” Admiral Rick- 
over told Congress, the technical proficiency 
of the Navy is being reduced every day. If 
this trend continues, and the Russians take 
advantage of it, they may get ahead of us in 
nuclear submarines. That is my opinion, and 
I will stick to it.” 


PETROLEUM HAS DEFENSE DRAWBACKS 


One major shortcoming of petroleum- 
powered fighting ships is the necessity for 
frequent refueling. This problem became 
acute in World War II and the Navy devel- 
oped refueling at sea for its huge carrier task 
forces. Nevertheless, the very amount of fuel 
needed to keep such a force going strained 
our supply lines. In contrast, nuclear ships 
can operate for years without refueling. 

The fact has been brought forcefully to 
mind by the Arabians, who have moved to 
cut our Middle East oil supply. Ships operat- 
ing in Vietnam have been getting their fuel 
from this comparatively nearby and con- 
venient source. The same source has been 
supplying our land forces. 

While there is plenty of oil available else- 
where in the world, it will take 60 instead of 
25 tankers to keep our force supplied, The 
strain on our supply line will be considerable. 

The total requirement would have been 
reduced had the Navy been operating with 
nuclear powered ships. And although nu- 
clear fuel has a high first cost, over the long 
haul there might be a real economy, com- 
pared to the cost of millions of gallons of 
petroleum used to fuel a regular carrier for, 
say, 10 years. 

In the event we are ever called upon to 
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wage another two-front war as we did from 
1941 to 1946 it is quite possible that our sup- 
ply of overseas oil would be severely cur- 
tailed. In this event, having a navy substan- 
tially powered with nuclear fuel certainly 
would materially ease our defense supply 
problem. 


CASE FOR A BALANCED TASK FORCE 


Today the U.S. Navy has only four nu- 
clear powered ships: the carrier Enterprise, 
cruiser Long Beach and frigates Bainbridge 
and Truxton. Under the circumstances, it 
has been necessary for these ships to operate 
with conventionally fueled ships. 

Thus, when the Enterprise started home 
from Vietnam last year, she could be accom- 
panied only by the U.S.S. Bainbridge, which 
could keep up with the carrier without re- 
fueling. With only one escort, the com- 
mander placed the Bainbridge in the most 
likely direction a Russian reconnaissance 
plane would approach from. But a Russian 
long range bomber happened to approach 
from a different direction and was not picked 
up until it got within range of the Enter- 
prise’s radar. It should be obvious how seri- 
ous this would be under combat. 

In time of war a carrier task force is ringed 
by a protective fleet of supporting ships: 
cruisers and destroyers who keep a sharp 
watch for enemy aircraft and submarines. 
They must be able to keep up with the 
carrier, 

Although an atomic destroyer costs about 
50 per cent more to build than a conven- 
tional destroyer, when one considers the 
long-range fuel savings, the increased effi- 
ciency of a nuclear task force and—in fact— 
the absolute necessity to give our expensive 
nuclear carriers adequate protection in time 
of war, it seems only logical that the Sec- 
retary of Defense would support the Navy’s 
recommendation for a balanced fleet. 


THE CONTINUING COMMITMENT OF 
PRESIDENT JOHNSON AND THE 
DEMOCRATS TO AMERICA’S OLD- 
ER CITIZEN 


Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr. 
President, as we review the accomplish- 
ments of the Johnson administration and 
two great Democratic Congresses, one 
fact becomes clear: The programs we 
have achieved will touch the lives of 
every American man, woman, and child 
for generations to come. 

Certainly the commitment we have 
made to older Americans would, in itself, 
stand as a monument to human progress 
and human compassion. 

This fact has not been lost on the ma- 
jority of our people. They know that, his- 
torically, the Democratic Party has been 
associated with every effort to raise the 
dignity of the citizen over 65, and to 
insure his economic and physical se- 
curity. 

And our generation of Democrats has 
been true to that tradition. 

On July 1, President Johnson reminded 
us of just how much we have accom- 
plished by issuing a statement marking 
the first birthday of the national health 
posrami known as medicare. He told us 


Benefits of $2.4 billion were paid to 4 
million older Americans who entered 
hospitals during the past year alone. 

Two hundred thousand older patients 
received home health services. 

Almost three-fourths of a billion dol- 
lars were paid out to those in the volun- 
tary insurance phase of medicare. 

These are the statistics of accomplish- 
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ments. Though we may never be able to 
measure the full degree of psychological 
security which millions of American citi- 
zens have realized through medicare, we 
can certainly feel pride and accomplish- 
ment in the public and editorial opinion 
which has pronounced medicare an un- 
qualified success on its first birthday. 

On the same day the President issued 
his first year’s progress report on medi- 
care. He also signed the Older Americans 
Act of 1967. It was my privilege and 
honor to introduce this legislation in the 
Senate. This act extends the Nation’s 
commitment to provide new community 
and other specialized services to 19 mil- 
lion Americans over 65, through their 
States and through their own local com- 
munities. 

Little do we realize the revolution im- 
plicit in these two historic acts. 

That revolution was succinctly ex- 
pressed by the President in his message 
to the Congress on Older Americans in 
January, where he wrote: 

We should look upon the growing number 
of older citizens not as a problem or a bur- 
den for our democracy, but as an opportu- 


nity to enrich their lives, and, through them, 
the lives of all of us. 


I need not tell you here how long it 
took such a statement to be accepted by 
many in this country as national policy. 

I need not tell you how long the 
Democratic Party, from Roosevelt to 
Johnson, fought to have the older person 
treated as something more than an un- 
wanted object, fit only for the scrap heap 
or the poorhouse. 

Today, we accept medicare, the Older 
Americans Act, Federal aid to hospitals, 
and social security, just as we accept the 
air we breathe. 

But how long did it take the original 
Social Security Act to triumph over 
the narrow opposition of the 1920’s and 
1930's? 

It was only the popularity of Franklin 
Roosevelt and the spectacle of a nation- 
wide economic breakdown which got it 
through over the opposition of many 
whose voices—if not votes—are still 
heard in this Chamber. 

The U.S. Social Security Commis- 
sioner reported a few months back that 
one out of every nine Americans—22 mil- 
lion—received monthly social security 
benefits in 1966. They shared in benefits 
of $20 billion. 

And how long was medicare in the 
coming? It took almost 20 years from the 
day President Truman first proposed it 
until the day President Johnson finally 
signed it into law. 

When President Johnson signed the 
Older Americans Act of 1967, it seemed 
like a simple act. Yet how many years of 
fighting by the Democratic Party for the 
older citizen preceded that? How many 
years of speaking out for low-rent hous- 
ing for senior citizens, for community 
and health programs for senior citizens, 
for employment opportunities? How 
many years of advocating civil rights 
laws to prohibit discrimination because 
of age? 

Yet there is still more to be done. There 
are programs now before the Congress to 
be acted on. 

There is the proposed increase in social 
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security benefits by President Johnson, 
so badly needed because of rising costs 
of living. 

There is the proposal to permit older 
citizens to earn more money without 
sacrificing social security benefits. 

There are new housing and community 
programs which will help the older citi- 
zen. 

There is the preventicare health pro- 
posal which would help to prevent ill- 
ness and disease before they become a 
serious or debilitating problem. 

The record of Democratic Presidents 
and Democratic-led Congresses on re- 
sponding to the needs of the older citi- 
zen is public. 

I am proud to have played a part in 
these programs. I am deeply proud that 
we have a President who cares and feels 
for the older citizen. 

I am deeply proud to belong to a party 
that cares for people. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the Recorp recent statements 
of President Johnson on medicare and 
the Older Americans Act of 1967, and a 
recent column by Marquis Childs, com- 
menting on the first anniversary of 
medicare. 

There being no objection, the items 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

STATEMENT BY THE PRESIDENT ON THE FIRST 
ANNIVERSARY OF MEDICARE 

The success of the Medicare Program in 
its first year has surpassed even the expecta- 
tions of some of its staunchest supporters. 
The program is fulfilling the promise that 
older Americans and their families will be 
free of the fear of major financial hardship 
because of illness. 

Secretary John Gardner submitted a re- 
port to me today in which he advised that 
in the past year under Medicare: 

Four million older Americans entered 
hospitals, and $2.4 billion in hospital bills 
was paid out. 

$640 million for other medical services, 
primarily physicians’ services, was paid out 
for the elderly enrolled in the voluntary 
medical insurance part of the program. 

200,000 people have received home health 
services. 

Since January 1, 1967 another 200,000 
people have received care in professional 
nursing homes. The impact of Medicare goes 
far beyond what can be learned from a re- 
cital of statistics. The program has triggered 
deep and beneficial changes in American 
life: 

In the past, many aged Americans received 

the medical care they needed as ward 
patients or on a charity basis. Today they 
receive care on a private patient basis, with 
the dignity and freedom of choice that goes 
with the ablity to pay provided by Medi- 
care. 
Millions of aged Americans now have the 
peace of mind that comes from the knowl- 
edge that health care will not entail deep 
financial distress. They know they will not 
have to ask their children or other relatives 
to assume the responsibility of their medi- 
cal bills. Before Medicare only a little over 
half of the aged had any health insurance, 
and less than one-half of those had broad 
protection against hospital costs. 

As a result of Title VI of the Civil Rights 
Act as applied to Medicare, members of 
minority groups in many communities have 
access to quality hospital care previously 
barred to them. Over 95 percent of the na- 
tion’s hospitals are now in compliance. 

Medicare has been a powerful force in up- 
grading the level of health care available to 
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all Americans. Today, 6,800 hospitals, con- 
taining 98.5 percent of the bed capacity of 
non-federal general care hospitals in the 
United States, meet the quality standards of 
Medicare. For several hundred of these hos- 
pitals considerable upgrading was required in 
order to participate. In addition, the partici- 
pation of 320 psychiatric institutions, 4,000 
extended care facilities and about 1,800 home 
health agencies is also conditioned on their 
ability to provide quality care. 

Medicare has stimulated the development 
of alternatives to hospital care: hospital out- 
patient services, post-hospital extended care, 
home health care, as well as physicians’ serv- 
ices in the hospital, office or home. This wide 
range of Medicare alternatives makes it pos- 
sible for the doctor, patient or family to 
make a realistic choice of the service which 
best meets the patient’s needs. In 1963, only 
about 250 home health agencies in the coun- 
try could have met Medicare standards. To- 
day 1,800 agencies are certified for Medicare 
participation. 

The comprehensiveness of Medicare cover- 
age sets a standard against which all age 
groups measure the scope of their health in- 
surance coverage. Medicare is stimulating 
improved health insurance coverage in the 
private sector for the entire population. 

Improving Operations: 

Medicare is an enterprise involving many 
millions of people and thousands of orga- 
nizations. In setting up a program of such 
magnitude, there were many unprecedented 
administrative and procedural problems to 
be solved. 

For the most part, the administration of 
hospital benefits has gone well. Most hospi- 
tals are reimbursed on a timely basis. Some 
simplifications are possible and are being 
pursued, but the administrative problems in 
this area are no longer substantial. 

The payment of out-patient hospital bene- 
fits continues to present problems, We have 
recommended to Congress a major simpli- 
fication of these benefit provisions. 

On a national basis, insurance carriers had 
a backlog of nearly eight weeks work after 
the first two months of the opening of the 
program. By the first of this year, this had 
been cut to five weeks. Today, it is down to 
about 2.3 weeks. 

In 51 of 59 carrier service areas, serving 
90 percent of the Medicare beneficiaries, phy- 
sicians’ bills are being processed on an aver- 
age of less than 21 days, and in 14 of these 
areas the average bill processing time is 10 
days or less, Our goal is that all insurance 
carriers should achieve the processing time 
that these 14 carriers have attained. 

Carriers are continuing to reduce proc- 
essing time, although bills are still 
in at a rate of over 700,000 a week. Reduc- 
tions result from the introduction of elec- 
tronic data processing equipment by the 
carriers, increases in staff and improve- 
ments in training, and simplifications in 
policies and procedures. The informational 
efforts of the carriers and the Social Se- 
curity Administration have also led to a bet- 
ter understanding of the program by phy- 
sicians and beneficaries, reducing the pro- 
portion of improperly filed claims that had 
to be returned. The rate of claims returned 
by carriers for additional information is 
down from an earlier 30 to 40 percent to 
4½ percent. 

One major current problem concerns how 
the patient can be relieved of the hardship 
caused by large bills submitted by a physi- 
cian who is unwilling to take payment on 
assignment, thereby forcing the patient to 
pay the physician out of his own funds be- 
fore Medicare can make payment. 

Nearly 57 percent of the physicians in the 
country accept assignments, at least part of 
the time. However, some patients of the other 
43 percent may suffer serious hardships. We 
are studying ways to relieve the patient of 
unnecessary burdens, without increasing in- 
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flationary pressures on the size of the physi- 
cian’s fees. 

Medicare goes into its second year on a 
sound administrative basis. Many of the diffi- 
culties that arose have been ironed out and 
the entire process is being carefully reviewed 
to assure that it operates at maximum effi- 
ciency and with minimum difficulty for all 
who are involved in or affected by it. 

During the first year of Medicare, superior 
health care has been provided for millions 
of aged Americans, and health standards have 
been raised for all Americans. This has come 
about because of cooperation between the 
federal government, physicians, insurance 
carriers and the states. It would not have 
been possible without the strong support of 
each of these groups. We have forged a part- 
nership for a healthier America. 

STATEMENT BY THE PRESIDENT UPON SIGNING 

THE OLDER AMERICANS ACT AMENDMENTS OF 

1967 


Today, we honor in law our continuing 
commitment to the 19 million older Amer- 
icans among us. 

The bill I am signing—The Older Ameri- 
cans Act Amendments of 1967—builds re- 
spected tradition. 

In Franklin D. Roosevelt’s day, the hand 
of justice was extended when the first social 
security act was passed. Now we need to 
bring that act up to date, with the greatest 
increase in benefits in more than 30 years. 

In our own time, we have extended the 
hand of hope—through Medicare. That his- 
toric program is one year old today. 

All the doubts and dire predictions have 
vanished in the glow of its success. Millions 
have already benefited. And this year we hope 
to make Medicare even stronger and better. 

In our day too, we have taken another 
progressive step. The Older Americans Act 
which we passed in 1965 reaffirmed a nation’s 
sense of responsibility and respect for the 
dignity of age. 

For the first time, states and communities 
in a true home town effort were able to plan 
and develop special programs to enrich the 
later years. 

Here is the record of accomplishment: 

550 communities in 44 states have launch- 
ed programs to improve the quality of life 
for their aged. 

60 community organizations are carrying 
forward research and pilot projects, to put 
new life into later years. 

2,000 specialists are being trained in col- 
leges and universities to work with the 
elderly. 

But the full meaning—and the hu- 
manity—of this effort cannot be found in 
these statistics alone. 

These programs have ignited a sure sense 
of usefulness in lives once lost to loneliness 
and boredom. Thousands of older people 
have found friendship, education and recrea- 
tion. Thousands more have volunteered their 
still valuable services to their community. 

The legislation I am signing today will 
strengthen this great work. 

The $43 million it authorizes will greatly 
increase our efforts of the last two years by: 

Adding 275 new community projects such 
as establishment of centers for senior citi- 
zens for recreational, educational and coun- 
seling activities to the 550 already started. 

Making possible a comprehensive national 
study to determine what kinds of specialists 
are needed—and how they can be better 
trained—to work with the elderly. 

Carrying forward research programs such 
as research to develop new roles for retired 
persons to participate in full time, part time 
or volunteer community activities, including 
75 new pilot projects. 

I know of no better way to sum up the 
vitality and the hope of our programs for 
older Americans than to report the words 
of a volunteer worker: 

“We are enabling men and women in their 
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years of retirement to plow their goodness 

back into the world they helped to build.” 
With the bill I sign today, we are return- 

ing some of that goodness to the world. 


[From the Washington (D.C.) Post, July 7, 
1967] 


MEDICARE’S YEAR: A Happy BIRTHDAY 
(By Marquis Childs) 

At least two cheers should go up for the 
anniversary just past. Medicare is one year 
old and, despite some delays and disloca- 
tions, it has been instituted with remark- 
able success. To put 19 million people under 
a program entirely new to American medical 
practice and resisted by a large part of the 
0 medical profession as a socialist 
intrusion on the free way of life was no 
small task. As President Johnson has said, 
this is the greatest single civilian undertak- 
ing since World War II. 

Small wonder that Social Security Com- 
missioner Robert M. Ball is proud of what 
he and his staff have been able to accom- 
plish. His report on the first 12 months 
bulges with impressive statistics—4 million 
persons for in-patient hospital services; $2.4 
billion paid to hospitals for these services; 
25 million doctor bills for which $640 million 
was paid out. 

The gloom and doom opponents of Medi- 
care predicted that so many people over 65 
would rush to the hospitals for free service 
that hospital care would inevitably break 
down. This has not happened. The expected 
increase has been within reasonable lim- 
its, according to Ball. There has been a 15 
to 20 per cent increase in hospital use by 
those qualifying under Medicare but this 
has resulted in less than a 5 per cent in- 
crease in total hospital use. 

The President with his extraordinary ca- 
pacity for spreading his interest far and 
wide, together with his driving energy, has 
helped to nurse the program along. He was 
determined to bring into active cooperation 
groups, such as the American Medical As- 
sociation, that had fought Medicare. Under 
his direction Social Security contracted with 
Blue Cross, Blue Shield and 27 commercial 
insurance companies to administer both the 
hospital and the doctor's service phases. 

Not the least of the achievement is the 
integration of the hospitals as required un- 
der the Civil Rights Act before they could 
benefit from Medicare. Of 6550 hospitals 
throughout the country only 146 cannot 
qualify. Of the latter 43 are in Mississippi, 
21 in Alabama and the rest scattered 
throughout the South. 

This is a revolution in custom and be- 
havior. Blacks and whites share rooms in 
Southern hospitals. Where Negro doctors 
qualify they serve on hospital staffs. 

At the start of Medicare delays in the re- 
payment to individuals for what they had 
paid out to doctors, unwilling to accept 
responsibility for collecting directly from 
Social Security, caused hardships. Older peo- 
ple on small incomes had to borrow money 
to meet these obligations while they waited 
often for months to be reimbursed. Ball says 
that the waiting time has now been reduced 
to days instead of weeks in virtually every 
state. There are still problems in adminis- 
tering certain outpatient phases of Medicare, 
with the need perhaps to make minor changes 
in the law. 

With these minor qualifications the over- 
whelming fact is that millions of Americans 
are getting quality medical care, many of 
them for the first time in their lives. They 
are getting it as a right grounded in the So- 
cial Security System and not, as the Ameri- 
can Medical Association would have it in its 
swing toward reaction, as a privilege. Nor is 
there evidence that the program has con- 
tributed substantially to the spiraling costs 
of medical care. 

Pride of achievement to one side, when 
measured against need this is a small revo- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


lution indeed. Sargent Shriver produced the 
other day appalling figures to show how an 
affluent America with the highest medical 
standards in the world roughly one-third of 
the Nation has little or no share in the bene- 
fits of medicine or dentistry. 

Two black marks on the record point this 
up. One is the high proportion of rejections 
in the draft for physical reasons. The second 
is the fact that the rate of infant mortality 
in the U.S. stands seventh or eighth in the 
list of nations, below countries with far more 
scarce resources. 

It was so long in coming with Harry Tru- 
man denounced as a dangerous radical for 
daring to propose it, that Medicare must 
seem the successful end of the road rather 
than merely a beginning. The pinch of the 
cost of the war in Vietnam and the threat of 
a big government deficit, together with the 
increasingly conservative temper of Con- 
gress, seems to put a period to any further 
advance, Shriver is battling to save his pov- 
erty program from destruction with the odds 
against him. 

Yet Medicare proved what can be done. 
And history has shown that revolutions can 
rarely be checked in midcourse. 


COMMENCEMENT ADDRESS DELIV- 
ERED BY SENATOR MONDALE 


Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, the public 
community college as a member of the 
family of institutions of higher educa- 
tion may be comparatively young but it, 
like the youngsters in our human fami- 
lies, is growing rapidly and filling out. 
It carries the bloom of youth and the ex- 
uberance of youth with it, and its poten- 
tialities for service to our young people 
are tremendous. It is hard to believe that 
in the spring of 1960 there were nation- 
ally only 310 public junior and com- 
munity colleges with an enrollment of 
but 348,538. The latest figure I have 
found shows that as of the fall of 1966, 
the public and junior community col- 
leges in our country numbered 565 and 
were educating 1,316,980 young men and 
women. I am confident that the rate of 
growth in 1968 and 1969 will continue to 
increase sharply, since 200 new ones are 
now in the planning stages and 50 per 
year or more start operation. 

I am moved to make these comments, 
Mr. President, because I have recently 
been privileged to read the commence- 
ment address of the distinguished junior 
Senator from Minnesota, which was 
given at Anoka-Ramsey Junior College 
in Minnesota on June 9, 1967. I con- 
gratulate my distinguished colleague 
upon the remarks he gave at that occa- 
sion. 

The questions he asked in it are ques- 
tions which are being asked in campus 
after campus through the country. They 
are questions which, in my own State of 
Oregon, are being asked at Clatsop Com- 
munity College, Lane Community Col- 
lege, and each of the other new members 
of the system in the State. These insti- 
tutions will, I am sure, find the answers 
to the questions he has posed through 
the service each will give to the com- 
munity they grace. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the address to which I have 
alluded be printed in the Recor at this 
point in my remarks. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
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ANOKA-RAMSEY JUNIOR COLLEGE COMMENCE- 
MENT SPEECH BY SENATOR WALTER F. MON- 
DALE, JUNE 9, 1967 


Dean Wilken, distinguished members of the 
faculty, students, and friends of Anoka- 
Ramsey State Junior College, Iam proud to 
be here tonight at the first commencement 
exercises at this college. Those of you who 
are graduating tonight after two years of 
study, and those of you who have contributed 
the buildings of your school district to this 
new college, and those of you who have built 
curriculums and courses, those of you who 
have encouraged your sons and daughters, 
and those of you whose support of this new 
college has come in many other ways—you 
are all part of a great new experiment, What 
goes on here tonight is the first fruit of an 
exciting thrust in education, for Minnesota 
and for the nation. 

Four short years ago, while I was Attorney 
General of the State of Minnesota, I was 
pleased to help work for passage of a brief 
law which carried the seed for a revolution 
in junior college education in this state. 
The law began: “Not to exceed fifteen state 
junior colleges are hereby established under 
the management, jurisdiction, and control of 
a state junior college board which is hereby 
created.” 

The State had previously been economi- 
cally involved with Minnesota’s junior col- 
leges through special state aid formulas. But 
the passage of that law affirmed the dedica- 
tion of the people of Minnesota to a state- 
wide program of opportunity for young 
people. To the local effort that had pre- 
viously brought eleven junior colleges into 
operation since 1915, the state now added 
its broad economic and administrative pow- 
ers. Except for Fergus Falls in 1960 and Will- 
mar in 1962, no new junior colleges had been 
established in the state since 1940. Since 
1965, colleges have developed at International 
Falls, Thief River Falls, and here in the Twin 
Cities Metropolitan area. More are on the 
way. 

I certainly do not need to tell most of you 
what a tremendous effort it has taken to es- 
tablish this college and the other new junior 
colleges and to move the existing colleges un- 
der a central administration. You have been 
a part of it. The cooperation of the legisla- 
ture has been consistent with its 1963 au- 
thorization. The State Junior College Board 
has demanded and received tremendous ef- 
forts from its appointed members and its 
staff, and a fine record of planning and de- 
velopment has been established. 

Of course, there have been frustrations. Of 
course the temporary facilities have some- 
times been inadequate. Of course there has 
been a scramble for staff. 

But here you are, the 1967 graduating class 
of Anoka-Ramsey State Junior College, and 
over west there on the Mississippi a per- 
manent home is being completed for occu- 
pancy next fall. This event tonight is a mark 
of the success that can be obtained when 
dedicated individuals, organized local com- 
munities, and a forward-looking state gov- 
ernment combine their efforts in a common 
cause. 

It is important to consider that cause and 
these forces very briefly, for what is happen- 
ing in Minnesota in the state junior college 
program can be—I hope it will be—the first 
stages of a truly different kind of institution. 

There is an opportunity here—and 
throughout the United States where various 
experiments with two-year colleges are tak- 
ing place—for community colleges which 
truly serve their communities. That will not 
happen unless someone tries to make it hap- 
pen—but it is possible. We need pioneers 
with vision and courage to devote them- 
selves to a task which will be fully achieved 
only after many years. 

A number of opportunities are built into 
the structure of the Minnesota state junior 
college system, First of all, an attempt has 


July 25, 1967 


been made to preserve the unique local re- 
sponsiveness of the former junior colleges, 

Although they have the advantages of cen- 
tral management procedures, each college is 
relatively autonomous, The law which 
created these schools provided for local, ad- 
visory boards. These will eventually be as 
effective as the local community and the 
school administration want them to be, but 
the possibilities are there. 

This means that a community college can 
truly be a community resource. Let’s talk to- 
night about what it can be. 

It can offer education to adults as well as 
to 18-year-olds. It can offer non-academic 
programs as well as academic programs. Its 
library can be a community library as well as 
a college library. It can serve part-time stu- 
dents as well as full-time students. It can 
feed students to universities and technicians 
to local businesses and institutions, 

There is a marvelous flexibility which is 
possible and partly realized in nearly every 
junior college in this state. It is limited only 
by the imagination and effort which is pres- 
ent in its staff, among its advisors and plan- 
ners, and in its students, who are potentially 
the entire community. 

Another special possibility for the com- 
munity college arises from the conception 
that there should be many of them and they 
should be located strategically for the con- 
venience of their students. Minnesota is not 
the only place where these colleges are devel- 
oping rapidly. There are now nearly 850 two- 
year colleges in the United States, and they 
are being created at the rate of one per week. 

Partly this is happening everywhere—in- 
cluding Minnesota—because we have a huge 
population of young people who cannot be 
accommodated physically by the existing col- 
lege structures. But partly it is happening 
because of a growing feeling that education 
beyond the high school should be located 
conveniently for all—that the educational 
needs of the society demand that most young 
people have more education than the twelve 
years we have been providing, and that they 
should be able to obtain this education as 
conveniently as possible. We now are behav- 
ing as if we felt that colleges should come to 
our young people instead of young people 
going to our colleges. 

Not too many years ago, this would have 
been impossible. But today, even in a state 
with the geography of Minnesota and the 
sparsely settled nature of many of its areas, 
transportation is such that the borders of a 
community have been greatly expanded. This 
has made it possible in Minnesota for the 
State Junior College Board to prepare a plan 
for location of two-year colleges that puts 
the great majority of our people within com- 
muting distance of higher education, And 
these schools will come to these communi- 
ties, for our commitment to increased educa- 
tion is clear. 

When they do come, these two-year col- 
leges have the potentiality to interact with 
their communities in more than the tradi- 
tional ways that educational institutions 
change communities. 

If we put these two characteristics to- 
gether—the unique commitment of the two- 
year college to respond to the local situation 
and the convenient location of these col- 
leges for the great majority of our citizens— 
the possibilities expand tremendously. 

Within our state we will soon have the 
opportunity for community colleges to serve 
as unique social institutions, as community 
resources to unite separated citizens and 
carry on a continuous seminar on the needs 
and opportunities of people who live 
together. 

I see no reason that this community col- 
lege and the others in this state should not 
become centers of community action—orga- 
nizations that concern themselves with gen- 
eral community needs in a pattern similar 
to that served by the Community Action Pro- 
grams of the war on poverty. 
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Perhaps they can become resources for 
the Community Action Programs that now 
exist, but this is much too narrow a con- 
ception of what it is possible to do. There 
are all kinds of poverty around us besides 
economic poverty, and the projected two- 
year college program in Minnesota provides 
an opportunity to deal with them. 

Why shouldn’t this community college and 
others like it become the instrument for 
analyzing the unique individual and co- 
ordinating needs of governments in its sub- 
urban setting—or rural setting as the case 
may be? 

Why shouldn't this community college 
examine the needs and wishes of the citizens 
of this community for continuing education 
for adults—for the study of international 
relations, for home and neighborhood im- 
provement, for additional technical train- 
ing, for the study of art and literature and 
music? 

Why shouldn’t this community college 
become a resource for citizens, young and 
old, who need help in adjusting to life in 
the suburbs—who need to learn how to 
buy, how to borrow, how to get along with 
husbands and children and neighbors and 
village councils? 

Why shouldn’t this community college 
study the transportation needs of a com- 
munity where the great majority of its 
citizens commute to work on inadequate 
streets and highways and travel miles to 
shopping centers? 

Why shouldn't this community college be- 
come the place where the solution is finally 
found to the needs of racial balance in the 
metropolitan community—to plan for ac- 
ceptance and educate citizens in the human 
relations problems that we are all going to 
face with greater and greater intensity? 

Why shouldn't this community college be- 
come the place where people learn to grow 
old gracefully and retire without tension? 
This week I have conducted hearings in my 
subcommittee on Retirement and the In- 
dividual. 

I am frightened by what I am finding out 
about our lack of preparation of people for 
a period which is going to become a larger 
and larger portion of our life span. In a 
young community, it is easy to ignore age 
because there is so little of it to be seen 
around; but it is coming and it is going to 
swamp us if we are not ready for it. 

This is only a sample of what a com- 
munity college can do if it sets out to be- 
come truly a community resource. And it 
can adjust to any kind of local situation be- 
cause it has that flexibility built into its 
conception, And it can deal with these prob- 
lems because it is convenient to the area it 
serves. 

Last fall I heard a prediction that by 
1985, one-third of our population between 
the ages of 20 and 30 will be unemployed, if 
we use present definitions of unemployment 
as a criterion for judgment. Community 
junior colleges are a way of dealing with that 
problem by extending education beyond the 
years that we have traditionally established. 

But if they see their function entirely as 
an educational resource for 18-year-olds and 
19-year-olds who go on to universities or 
jobs, they will be missing a great opportunity. 
These colleges can become community 
centers that deal with the new kind of life 
we are all facing, that recognize that the 
day is coming when a 65-year-old man or 
woman will be physiologically equivalent to 
a 45-year-old man or woman today and will 
try to do something to wipe out the horrible 
poverty of spirit that such a citizen may 
face. 

Those of you who are graduating tonight 
are the first formal products of a new experi- 
ment in education that can help to trans- 
form community lfe. Wherever you go from 
here, I hope you will remember all of the 
possibilities that this experiment can 
produce. 
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And I hope that you will watch this com- 
munity college grow, and help it grow, so 
that wherever you may spend your life in 
Minnesota or elsewhere, community resources 
like Anoka-Ramsey Junior College will con- 
tinue to serve you, your families, and your 
neighbors as you are entitled to be served 
and as community colleges are uniquely 
equipped to do. 


THE IRSTON BARNES REVIEW OF 
JUSTICE DOUGLAS’ “THE VANISH- 
ING WILDERNESS,” SUPPORTS 
THE BIG THICKET NATIONAL 
PARK BILL 


Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, in 
the July 20 Washington Post, Mr. Irston 
R. Barnes reviewed Justice William O. 
Douglas’ eloquent book on Texas, “Fare- 
well to Texas, the Vanishing Wilder- 
ness.” By this review, Mr. Barnes, who 
is chairman of the Audubon Naturalist 
Society, an organization devoted to the 
promotion of conservation in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, joins the ranks of 
praisers of Justice Douglas as “the most 
forthright and independent spokesman 
for recognition of, and prompt action to 
preserve, our heritage of natural values,” 

The Big Thicket region of eastern 
Texas is part of “the great and varied, 
although fragile and easily destroyed, 
natural beauty” of the Lone Star State 
which Justice Douglas writes about. He 
praises the Big Thicket as an “area of 
speciation” remarkable for its plant 
communities and calls for Federal rec- 
ognition of the area in order that the 
once great forest now reduced to one- 
tenth of its original size be adequately 
preserved—in time. My bill S. 4, creating 
the Big Thicket National Park was in- 
troduced to accomplish this purpose. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have printed in the Recorp the 
book review of Mr. Justice Douglas’ book 
to which I have referred, entitled 
“Where the Ahabs Devour,” written by 
Mr. Irston R. Barnes, and published in 
the Washington Post of July 20, 1967. 

There being no objection, the book 
review was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

WHERE THE AHABS DEVOUR 
(By Irston R. Barnes) 

With the appearance of “Farewell to 
Texas,” Justice William O. Douglas becomes 
the most forthright and independent spokes- 
man for recognition of, and prompt action 
to preserve, our heritage of natural values. 

To Justice Douglas, as to most Americans, 
Texas was synonymous with dry plains and 
oil field wastelands. But after six years of 
exploring its vanishing wilderness, he gives 
us an authoritatively minted, two-sided coin: 

Texas was originally a state of great and 
varied, although fragile and easily destroyed, 
natural beauty, and much that remains is 
worthy of preservation. Texas also presents 
the ultimate of all the forces working to 
destroy the natural values of the American 
scene. Conservationists in Texas are “a lonely 
lot.” 

Texas has one national park in full opera- 
tion, another in process of creation and a 
third proposed. 

Big Bend National Park has its challenging 
Rio Grande canyons, its relic forests in the 
Chisos Mountains and its dramatic geology 
everywhere, but these were only part of the 
reason for its creation. The ranchers who had 
worn out the land with overgrazing wanted 
to be “bailed out” by the Government. Thus 
Big Bend is also “a monument to free enter- 
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prise that was unrestrained and private initi- 
ative that knew no standard except greed.” 

In far western Texas, the Guadalupe Na- 
tional Park is in process of establishment, 
having been started with important gifts of 
land by some Texans and strong support 
from others. It is indeed a geological wonder- 
land. But this area, like Capote Falls (which 
Douglas recommends as the core of a wilder- 
mess area) can never stand the human 
erosion through overuse which has become 
characteristic of some of our most famous 


parks. 

The third potential national park, deline- 
ated in a bill sponsored by Sen. Yarborough, 
is the Big Thicket region of eastern Texas. 
The Big Thicket is an “area of speciation” 
which is remarkable for its plant communi- 
ties. Justice Douglas would have liked to 
see it a wilderness area, but no single area 
of 5000 acres remains. The quality of the 
opposition to this park may be judged by 
the poisoning of a 1000-year-old magnolia, 
reportedly to make the area less attractive 
for a park. 

How Justice Douglas came to be the voice 
of conservation is a story in itself, tracing 
back to hig hoyhood days as described in “Of 
Men and Mountains.” He writes from direct 
personal observation and experience, not with 
poetic descriptions of landscapes or philo- 
sophical speculations but with the outdoors- 
man's response to the full spectrum of the 
natural world. 

Borrowing from the Old Testament, Doug- 
las has given us a new word—the “Ahabs,” 
referring to the king who despoiled his sub- 
ject's vineyards (I Kings, Chapter 12)—for 
all the anticonservationists who, by putting 
profit ahead of other considerations, are de- 
stroying the Nation’s heritage. 

Ahabs are strongly entrenched in Texas 
(and elsewhere). They are the lumber barons 
who are destroying the Big Thicket at the 
rate of 50 acres a day; the stockmen whose 
cattle, sheep and goats are still converting 
range into deserts; the oil companies which 
are creating wastelands with pollution. 

They are also the public utilities and the 
pipelines, whose rights of way scour the 
countryside, and the dam builders, particu- 
larly the Bureau of Reclamation tribe. And 
perhaps most surprising, the Ahabs are in 
the saddle in the National Park Service, with 
its new slogan of “Parks for people,” moving 
ruthlessly ahead with overdevelopment pro- 
grams. 

A reviewer may dissent on details. I should 
reject outright the proposition that the gold- 
en eagle causes substantial damage to live- 
stock. But all must applaud the vigor and 
accuracy with which Justice Douglas identi- 
fies what must be done and where the oppo- 
sition lies, 


GOVERNMENT INJUSTICE TO 
BUSINESS 


Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, the junior 
Senator from New York [Mr. KENNEDY] 
has written a very interesting and in- 
formative article on the need for re- 
forming the procedures followed by Fed- 
eral administrative agencies. 

Senator KENNEDY stresses the far- 
reaching effect exerted on business and 
private rights by regulations and deter- 
minations of some three-score Federal 
agencies. 

Although the Senate approved a bill 
last year, which was designed to improve 
the administrative process, it was not 
acted upon by the House of Representa- 
tives during the 89th Congress. Again, 
this year the Senate Subcommittee on 
Administrative Practice and Procedure 
has before it a measure which would re- 
vise the Administrative Procedure Act of 
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1946. Extensive hearings on this meas- 
ure have been held under the chairman- 
ship of the Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
Lone], and careful consideration has 
been given to the divergent viewpoints 
expressed by public officials, various or- 
ganizations, and a number of individual 
citizens. 

Senator Kennepy has drawn upon his 
extensive knowledge of the governmental 
process, in particular his experience as 
Attorney General, to point out a number 
of current problems in the area of ad- 
ministrative rulemaking and adjudica- 
tion. He cites a number of examples of 
delay and suggests several guidelines for 
impartial and equitable settlements. 

Mr. President, it is important that 
every effort be made to insure that Fed- 
eral statutes assist rather than hinder 
the establishment of expeditious and 
consistently fair administrative proce- 
dures. Because of the significant contri- 
bution which the Senator from New 
York has made to the consideration of 
this important topic, I ask unanimous 
consent that his article, entitled “Gov- 
ernment Injustice to Business,” which 
was published in the June 1967 issue of 
Nation's Business, be printed at the con- 
clusion of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


ROBERT KENNEDY ON GOVERNMENT INJUSTICE 
TO BUSINESS 


We are properly concerned today about the 
rights of indigents, of those accused of crime, 
and of individuals suing and being sued in 
civil court cases. But we should also be con- 
cerned about federal administrative agency 
action against business, large and small. 

The importance of these agencies in the 
day-to-day business affairs of American com- 
panies can hardly be overstated and may not 
be fully appreciated by the public. 

And, despite giant strides in recent years 
in the quality of justice dispensed by these 
agencies, we still have not achieved the high 
degree of fundamental fairness to which 
business concerns are entitled. 

People differ, of course, about what is fair. 
Administrators differ, just as businessmen 
do. In fact, one of the few times I have heard 
businessmen all of one voice on this subject 
was after the Big Steel price controversy of 
1962, when they apparently agreed to a man 
that what this country needed most was a 
new Attorney General. 

Today, there are some 55 to 60 federal 
administrative agencies with rule-making 
and adjudicative powers affecting private 
rights. Virtually every business in the coun- 
try is subject, or potentially subject, to one 
or more of them. 

Matters in dispute range from a few dollars 
or a single product to millions of dollars, 
thousands of employees, dozens of mergers 
and huge stock offerings. 

There are approximately twice as many 
agency hearing examiners as there are Fed- 
eral District Court judges. And yet these 
agencies, despite their importance, remain 
what a Presidential committee called them 
almost 30 years ago, “a headless ‘fourth 
branch’ of the Government.” 

The progress made in recent years in im- 
proving agency processes has come about in 
part through internal, self-induced reform, in 
part by legislative edict and in part through 
pressures by the bar. 

Since the passage of the Administrative 
Procedure Act 14 years ago, most agencies 
have been acutely aware of their own short- 
comings and have instituted reforms. 

The fact remains, however, that the law 
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administered by these agencies is still not as 
fair, equitable and expeditious as we have a 
right to expect. 

I here discuss only two aspects of needed 
reform, although many could be mentioned. 
The first is delay in adjudication, and the 
other is a more precies and universal applica- 
tion of the simple rules of ordinary justice 
that have long been enforced by our courts. 


TOO MUCH DELAY 


Delay is a relative factor. More than 48 
hours to process the claim of a veteran’s 
widow may be too long, whereas 18 months 
to place in hearing the location of interstate 
pipelines might be so short a time as to prej- 
udice the right of parties to intervene and 
to gather and present evidence. 

But we can generalize about delay at least 
to this extent: The agencies take far too long 
to decide some cases. A couple of examples 
will suffice. 

On June 16, 1952, the Federal Trade Com- 
mission issued a complaint against Pillsbury 
Mills, Inc. (now the Pillsbury Co.), charging 
it with violating Section 7 of the Clayton 
Act (the so-called “anti-merger” section) by 
its acquisition of Ballard & Ballard. The com- 
plaint was later amended to include a charge 
relating to the additional purchase of the 
Duff Baking Mix Co., a Division of American 
Home Foods. 

Hearings in the case began on Sept. 23, 
1952. The Commission completed its direct 
case in January, 1953, and in April of that 
year the hearing examiner ruled that the 
Commission had failed to make a case. 

This decision was reversed by the full Com- 
mission in December, 1953, and thereafter 
Pillsbury began putting on its evidence. This 
was not completed until June, 1957. Rebuttal 
hearings by the Commission ended in Jan- 
uary, 1958. 

In other words, it took almost six years 
for the case to be tried. By then, the testi- 
mony totaled more than 32,000 pages and ex- 
hibits accounted for many thousands more, 

Thereafter, the FTC did not rule until Dec. 
16, 1960, when it held that Pillsbury’s acqui- 
sitions violated the Act. Years passed be- 
fore both sides had designated the portions 
of the record to be printed, the printing had 
been completed and the case was ready for 
argument in the Fifth Circuit Court of Ap- 
peals. 

The Court decided the case on Jan. 7, 1966, 
holding that Pillsbury had been denied a fair 
hearing because Congressional subcommittees 
had interrogated Commission members about 
the case before the Commission had reached 
the merits. 

At this point, the Commission was faced 
with the decision of whether to take new 
evidence against Pillsbury, to review the out- 
dated record again with new Commission 
members, to start all over or to dismiss the 
complaint. 

It dismissed the complaint. 

Thus, more than 13 years elapsed between 
the filing and the dismissal of this complaint. 
The substantive issues at stake in the case 
were never finally decided. 

I do not pass judgment, of course, on the 
merits of this case, nor do I lay the blame 
for the delay at anyone’s door. I merely point 
out that no matter how complex, a case 
which takes 13 years to decide (and even 
then is not decided on the merits) is an ex- 
ample of the administrative process gone 
awry. 

THE PENNSY MERGER 

A second example is the proceeding before 
the Interstate Commerce Commission in- 
volving the merger of the Pennsylvania Rail- 
road Co. and the New York Central Railroad 
Co. The joint applications for merger were 
filed in that case on Mar. 9, 1962. Hi 
lasted from August, 1962, until October, 1963, 
with a brief reopening for further testimony 
in September, 1964. 

In all, there were 129 hearing days, 291 


July 25, 1967 


prepared statements, 450 witnesses, 20,051 
pages of transcript (five million words) and 
approximately 20 bound volumes of addi- 
tional exhibits. 

The two hearing examiners ruled in favor 
of the merger on Mar. 29, 1965. The Commis- 
sion did the same on Sept. 19, 1966, and sub- 
sequently ruled on petitions for rehearing. 
Applications for an injunction were filed in 
court by intervenors, and the case was re- 
cently remanded by the Supreme Court for 
further review by the ICC. 

In other words, this important merger 
between two huge railroads has not finally 
been approved or disapproved more than 
four years after the applications were filed. 

I certainly do not mean to imply that 
cases like this, which involve many parties, 
tremendously complex facts, and numerous 
legal issues, can be or should be decided over- 
night. Obviously, the development of a 
proper record for the adjudication of some 
cases necessarily takes a substantial amount 
of time. But just as obviously, businessmen 
are entitled not to have their cases bogged 
down in red tape, irrelevant facts, unneces- 
sary haggling, and the like. 


FAIRNESS ALSO AN ISSUE 


Another area of concern is whether the 
agencies, even today, are being as fair and 
impartial in all their dealings with business- 
men as simple justice requires. 

We often hear that the agencies were de- 
signed to decide cases more informally than 
courts and that they are not strictly bound 
by the rules of evidence or other strictures 
enforced in a court of law. 

This is partly true. 

But an informality of procedure can never 
serve as an excuse for the denial of basic 
rights. That is why it is important to re- 
state certain trulsms that should govern all 
agencis in the decision of cases. 

1. A case should be decided only on the 
basis of a public record after all the facts 
have been presented, It should never be 
prejudged. 

In an airline case a few years ago, the 
Civil Aeronautics Board issued an order in- 
stituting an investigation to determine 
whether two-carrier or three-carrier service 
between Seattle and Fairbanks would not be 
preferable to the then prevailing four-carrier 
service, 

The result of such a decision would have 
been to terminate Pan American’s certificate 
to serve the route. 

In its order, the Board stated the issue to 
be whether certificates should not be termi- 
nated or amended “in accordance with the 
tentative conclusions set forth in the at- 
tached study.” 

Both the attached study and the ordering 
paragraph ot the order itself included de- 
tailed recitals of facts, reasons and conclu- 
sions. 

On review the court pointed out that, in 
effect, “The Board made an ex parte decision 
in camera, and then set hearings, giving an 
opportunity to the affected parties to show 
cause why the decision should not be carried 
into effect.“ 

Such a procedure was illegal, said the 
court, for it is an “indispensable principle 
that a case must not be prejudged by the 
tribunal that is going to hear and decide 
W 

2. Each case must be decided without bias, 
and the appearance as well as the fact of im- 
partiality is essential to a fair result. 

In a 1966 case, the court pointed out that 
the chairman of the Federal Trade Commis- 
sion, prior to his appointment, had been 
chief counsel and staff director of the Senate 
subcommittee that had investigated the 
manufacture and sale of tetracycline. 

While with the subcommittee, he had 
been responsible for statements to the effect 
that tetracycline prices quoted by various 
drug companies were artificially high and 
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collusive and that there had been improprie- 
ties in the transfer of patent rights between 
two of these companies. 

These same issues and same companies 
were subsequently involved in a case decided 
by the Federal Trade Commission and par- 
ticipated in by the chairman. 

Since the court concluded that the chair- 
man had formed an opinion as to the facts 
before hearing the evidence in the Commis- 
sion case, his participation in the decision 
constituted a denial of due process, even 
though his vote was not necessary for a 
majority. 

The court remanded the case for a new 
hearing without the participation of the 
chairman. 

3. Agencies should be relatively consistent 
in their rulings or at least prepared to ex- 
plain why inconsistency is warranted. 

A Federal Communications Commission 
case reflected a subsequent chapter in the 
well-known television scandal of 1960 in- 
volving rigged quiz shows. Two producers of 
these shows owned stock in WGMA, a radio 
station in Hollywood, Fla. As the result of a 
hearing to determine whether the station’s 
license should be renewed, the examiner 
found that while the producers had engaged 
in censurable conduct, they had violated no 
law then in effect and WGMA itself had pro- 
vided outstanding service. 

Therefore, the examiner recommended 
renewal of the license. 

The Federal Communications Commission 
reversed on the ground that the producers 
lacked the requisite character qualifications 
to be licensees, 

It developed, however, that while the 
WGMA case was proceeding, the Commis- 
sion was also considering applications for 
the renewal of operating licenses by the 
National Broadcasting Co., the network 
which had carried, and for a time owned, 
the same quiz shows involved in the WGMA 
case. 

The examiner in the NBC proceeding 
found that the network had framed its con- 
duct in regard to these shows in response 
to business necessity rather than public 
morality. Nevertheless, he too recommended 
renewal of NBC’s licenses. 

The Commission denied a request for re- 
consideration of its WGMA ruling. 

One week later it affirmed the examiner in 
the NBC case and renewed NBC's licenses 
without any mention of the network's role 
in the deceptive quiz shows. 

The Court of Appeals reversed and re- 
manded the WGMA decision, pointing out 
that “the Commission’s refusal at least to 
explain its different treatment of [WGMA] 
and NBC was error.” 

4. Agencies should adopt reasonable stand- 
ards by which parties can anticipate future 
action. 

Several years ago, the Civil Aeronautics 
Board discontinued Eastern Airlines’ service 
between New Haven and New York City, and 
further held that Allegheny Airlines’ service 
to New Haven and Bridgeport should be con- 
solidated at the Bridgeport airport. 

The cities of New Haven and Stratford 
(where the Bridgeport airport was located) 
appealed. The Court of Appeals found that 
the Board had totally failed to develop stand- 
ards by which interested parties could pre- 
dict with any assurance what decision could 
be expected in such cases. The Board had 
also reached its decision “with prolific in- 
difference” to its own earlier policy state- 
ment. 

The court concluded that the Board had 
acted in an arbitrary and capricious man- 
ner. 

5. Agencies should not use overly technical 
and unrealistic interpretations of rules and 
regulations in such a way as to destroy prop- 
erty rights. 

An example is an Interstate Commerce 
Commission case involving several moving 


20133 


companies. The Commission issued an order 
which interpreted the term “household 
goods” in its rules. A group of motor carriers, 
each of which possessed a certificate of public 
convenience and necessity designating them 
as carriers of “household goods,” brought a 
suit to enjoin the Commission on the ground 
that the traditional understanding in the 
industry of “household goods” had been sub- 
stantially changed by the order, and the 
companies’ property rights had been nar- 
rowed, without a hearing and therefore with- 
out due process of law. 

The court agreed. 

The court pointed out that the “interpre- 
tative” order required a change of dwelling 
of a householder or a change of location of 
a business establishment. This requirement 
was nonexistent prior to the order, and there- 
fore the Commission had injected a new con- 
cept into the meaning of “household goods.” 

6. Each agency must allow the correction 
of errors or mistakes which are not the fault 
of the party against whom they operate. 

In 1960, Clark Tank Lines Co. applied to 
the Interstate Commerce Commission for a 
certificate to transport fertilizers between 
points in Washington and in interstate and 
foreign commerce. 

The Williams Co., which already held such 
a certificate, indicated to the Commission by 
letter that it intended to oppose the appli- 
cation. 

However, prior to the hearing, Clark’s at- 
torney called Williams’ attorney and agreed 
to an amendment which would have the 
effect of eliminating Williams’ interests in 
the proceeding. 

As a result of this stipulation Williams was 
not represented at the hearing on Olark's 
application, and the examiner granted a por- 
tion of the authority requested, but not au- 
thority between points in Washington. 
Thereafter, the Commission, without notice 
to Williams, increased the authority recom- 
mended by the examiner to include trans- 
portation of fertilizers from and to points 
in Washington, 

Williams did not learn of this develop- 
ment until it found Clark soliciting its ship- 


pers. 

Williams promptly requested hearing as to 
the relevant facts, including whether the no- 
tice of the stipulation had actually been in 
conformity with the agreement between 
counsel. This petition was denied by the 
Commission without a hearing. 

7. Such traditional rights and privileges 
as the attorney-client relationship should be 
carefully protected. 

Not many years ago a Court of Appeals 
had to reject a contention by the Civil Aero- 
nautics Board that documents exchanged be- 
tween the Air Transport Association and its 
attorneys were nevertheless subject to pro- 
duction by subpoena. The court quite prop- 
erly observed that “The very existence of the 
right of counsel necessitates the attorney- 
client privilege in order that a client and his 
attorney may communicate between them- 
selves freely and confidentially.” 

EXCEPTIONS TO RULE 

I want to emphasize that by the use of 
these few examples I do not mean to reflect 
in any way upon the over-all operation of 
the administrative agencies. These cases 
are, instead, exceptions to the high 
standard of fairness established by the 
agencies themselves. The point is that 
as long as these exceptions do exist—as long 
as the agencies do have unmet problems— 
we should acknowledge them and attempt to 
improve the administrative process. 

Actually, the vehicle by which many of 
these problems can be met and ameliorated 
is already at hand. 

President Kennedy sent a “Special Message 
on Regulatory Agencies” to the Congress on 
Apr. 13, 1961. He announced an executive 
order calling for a conference of agency per- 
sonnel, the bar and university faculties. 
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He said the conference would consider 
questions concerning the effective dispatch 
of agency business, “along with the desira- 
bility of making this conference, if it proves 
itself, a continuing body for the resolution 
of these varied and changing procedural 
problems.” 

The conference, which totaled some 175 
members, studied and experimented, with 
the finest professional assistance procurable, 
for almost two years. It produced a recom- 
mendation as to how the delay, procedure 
and expense in administrative proceedings 
in government could best be attacked. 

I was the President’s executive agent in 
the venture, taking part in the preparation 
of the executive order and in the selection 
of the group’s members. I believed in what 
the conference was trying to establish then, 
and I still do. In particular, I supported the 
creation of a permanent Administration Con- 
ference so that a continuing effort could 
be made to solve these troublesome and 
frustrating agency problems. 

Congress passed and President Johnson 
signed a bill in 1964 which established a 
permanent Administrative Conference. The 
Act pointed out that “the protection of pub- 
lic and private interests requires continu- 
ing attention to the administrative proce- 
dure of Federal agencies. . . .” 

The conference was to consist of not more 
than 91 and not fewer than 75 members, to 
be drawn not only from the agencies them- 
selves but from outside sources. The confer- 
ence would study administrative procedure, 
make recommendations to the individual 
agencies and also to the President, collect 
relevant information and see that the infor- 
mation was interchanged between agencies. 

Perhaps most importantly, the Act pro- 
vided for the appointment of a full-time 
conference chairman, to serve for a five-year 
term. 

NEEDED: A SPARK PLUG 

The importance of this provision lies in 
the fact that at present, no one within gov- 
ernment has an overall, continuing respon- 
sibility to see either that the agencies im- 
prove their own procedures or that improve- 
ments are imposed upon them. The agencies 
themselves, of course, are concerned about 
their own affairs; various Congressional 
committees exercise some degree of super- 
vision; the President has the ultimate 
responsibility. 

But no one man goes to work each morn- 
ing with the single responsibility of strength- 
ening the processes of all the agencies. 

As yet, despite continuing and persistent 
efforts by the Administration, a suitable 
man has not been found to take on the 
important task of chairman of the Adminis. 
trative Conference. 

Yet the need for such an individual is as 
great now as when the Act was passed. For 
while the ombudsman of Norway, Sweden, 
Finland, Denmark, New Zealand and Britain 
may not be an approriate innovation insofar 
as our agencies are concerned, there is no rea- 
son why we should not make a single ofi- 
cial responsible for bringing about as many 
improvements as possible in administrative 
procedure, 

The chairman of the Administrative Con- 
ference would seem to be the logical official 
to undertake such a task, especially since, 
under the Act he can receive complaints and 
render reports on his own. 

A permanent Administrative Conference 
undoubtedly will not be the only answer. 
The agencies are capable of much self-help. 
The rendering of advisory opinions by the 
Federal Trade Commission is the type of step 
in the right direction that does not require 
intergroup action. 

But experience has also shown that with- 
out such a conference, many needed improve- 
ments will not be achieved. 

It is well worth the effort, at least, because 
business, large and small, is entitled to the 
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finest quasi-judicial mechanism we can ad- 
vise to protect rights, expedite hearings and 
assure fair and equitable results. 

It is only when business is satisfied that 
law is being administered both with dis- 
patch and with complete fairness to all that 
we can be fully satisfied with our “fourth 
branch” of government. 


SENATOR EDWARD BROOKE LEADS 
THE SENATE IN OUR PRESENT 
DOMESTIC CRISIS 


Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, the Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts [Mr. BROOKE] 
introduced Senate Resolution 146 to 
establish a Select Senate Committee on 
Civil Disorder. 

Today, I want to express publicly, as 
I have often done in private, my feelings 
of great respect for Senator Brooke and 
my deep sympathy for the effort which 
it is his to make in the Senate. 

Senator BROOKE and I have been here 
only a short time. But there is no Sena- 
tor who has made a greater impression 
on me, and I am sure on others of this 
body, than Epwarp BROOKE. His intellec- 
tual honesty and his unstinting energy 
have repeatedly brought enlightenment 
to the debates in which we have en- 
gaged, both in and out of the Senate. 

Yesterday, Senator BROOKE said: 

We are dividing the Nation at a time when 
unity is crucial. We are erecting almost in- 
superable barriers to the achievement of that 
society of equal opportunity which America 
has promised. 


Senator Brooxe is one of the many 
men of good will who have spoken out 
recently on the domestic crisis posed by 
rioting and violence in our northern 
cities. Yesterday and today, three of this 
country’s great newspapers editorialized 
on this crisis. These editorials, from the 
New York Times, the Wall Street Jour- 
nal, and the Washington Post, remark 
on different aspects of the common prob- 
lem, but they are all marked by a high 
degree of sensitivity, forthrightness, and 
a dedication to find some solution to the 
conditions giving rise to the problem. 
I can find much to agree with in all of 
these editorials. 

I ask unanimous consent that the edi- 
torials be printed at this point in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorials 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

[From the New York Times, July 25, 1967] 
RULE or Law 

In a country ruled by law, maintenance of 
civil authority and protection of life and 
order are absolute requisites, the premises on 
which the social fabric rests. While suppres- 
sion is obviously no cure for the root causes 
of the rioting that has shaken Detroit, New- 
ark and other American cities in recent days, 
the arsonists and the looters have to be dealt 
with as the criminals they are. And if Fed- 
eral troops have to be called in, as they were 
to the Detroit area, then there can be no 
hesitation in calling them to restore and 
preserve the peace, 

The firebombers and snipers—and the 
leaders of radical Negro organizations who 
provoke and excuse lawbreaking—are harm- 
ing not only innocent white persons and 
their homes but the majority of Negroes 
trying to break out of the slum life, turn- 
ing back in suicidal anger the forward thrust 
of community confidence and civil rights 
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legislation, damning themselves and their 
larger cause, 

The fires must be extinguished, the rifles 
taken from the hands of rioters, and punish- 
ment meted out to fit the crimes. While 
stores burn and rocks are thrown at fire- 
men, the cries of police brutality sound 
feeble as excuses for inexcusable criminal 
conduct. Police and firemen must be sup- 
ported in their painful assignments—and re- 
sponsible Negroes, it should be pointed out, 
have protected them in some neighborhoods. 

But it was the irresponsible Negroes who 

prevailed at the National Conference on 
Black Power in Newark—and sent forth a 
drumbeat of hostility around the country. 
The violent elements there preached hatred, 
separatism and revolution. They have seri- 
ously harmed the constructive aims—eco- 
nomic self-improvement and full exercise 
of political rights—of the black power move- 
ment itself. They have betrayed the potential 
of that conference as a positive force for 
good, 
Here is where an immediate need exists for 
responsible Negro leadership in the United 
States to speak forth quickly and uncompro- 
misingly. The Negro leaders who have labored 
in the ghettos of the northern cities, on the 
marches in the Deep South, and in the vine- 
yards of Congress and the Supreme Court 
now have the responsibility to condemn the 
violence and the lawbreaking. The saner 
voices of the Negro community must be 
heard with greater fervor than those of the 
sick nationalists, first, to support the forces 
of law and, second, to recapture the non- 
violent leadership that is the only cause 
for a genuinely forward advance of the Ne- 
gro people. 

Lack of equality and opportunity in jobs, 
housing, education are underlying causes of 
social unrest. Governor Rockefeller under- 
scored this theme yesterday while condemn- 
ing the violence. 

“We have to understand the causes of this 
frustration and eradicate them,” he declared. 
“When a child of a Negro family has his nose 
and ears chewed up by rats, the family loses 
hope in the society. . . . At its deepest and 
most fundamental level, this is a human 
problem and must be met with a human 
effort.” 

But until the rule of law—and, as im- 
portant, respect for the law as the strongest 
weapon in safeguarding rights of Americans 
regardless of color—prevails in riot-torn 
cities, the basic and essential human effort 
to improve these conditions can only be 
distracted, distorted and delayed. 


[From the Wall Street Journal, July 24, 1967] 
RIOTS AND MORAL AUTHORITY 


The time has come for a few second 
thoughts about the folk wisdom that the 
only cause of racial riots worth talking about 
is intolerable conditions in urban slums. 

In the last few weeks, after all, disturb- 
ances have rocked not only Newark but sev- 
eral more idyllic places. Molotov cocktails 
suddenly appeared in Waterloo, Iowa. In 
sleepy Nyack, N.Y., a crowd of Negro youths 
responded with a window breaking 
when police ordered them not to loiter. 

In these places—as David Paul Garino 
recently documented on this page with re- 
spect to Waterloo—no one can really blame 
the violence on high unemployment, inferior 
schools or oppressive housing. Doubtless 
these factors are critical in the far more 
brutal rioting in places like Newark; but out- 
bursts elsewhere indicate other causes are 
also operating. 

Important among those other causes, there 
is every reason to fear, is the force of ex- 
ample and fashion. Part of the problem is 
that Negro riots are in style. 

If this is so, the folk wisdom produces a 
highly inapproprate reaction to the rioting. 
For while perhaps no outsider can reach the 
truly alienated among Negro youths, dis- 
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couraging a vogue of violence is a task of 
moral authority. And many of those in a 
position to express such authority have been 
perfunctory in their reproach to violence and 
eloquent in their sympathy for the high 
motives they attribute to rioters. 

When reporters asked President Johnson 
to comment on the Newark riots, for ex- 
ample, his first reaction was to plug his 
legislative proposals for rent supplements, 
model cities and poverty wars. The general 
thrust of his comments was that the rioters 
were reacting, though in a misguided way, to 
the legitimate needs of the Negro 
community. 

The gravest hint of reproach in the Presi- 
dent’s remarks was, “No one condones or 
approves—and everyone regrets—the diffi- 
culties that come in the Wattses, the New- 
arks and the other places.“ Many comments 
in the press and by moderate civil rights 
leaders showed similar combinations of care- 
fully hedged regret, profuse sympathy for 
Negro grievances, and implicit or explicit 
blame for anyone who did not back the latest 
welfare proposals. 

This view, of course, is not without a cer- 
tain foundation. Conditions in Newark are 
pretty beastly. While it seems fatuous to 
blame whites because Newark's city council 
does not refiect the city’s Negro majority, 
political leadership there has not always 
been foresighted. And, while reasonable men 
can differ on the efficacy of many programs 
to help slum residents, they clearly do need 
help. 

Even so, drawing a close connection be- 
tween these causes and the riots undeniably 
tends to justify the rioters. We question 
whether any good p is served by drap- 
ing the mantle of civil rights around loot- 
ers and burners, 

We further question whether the argu- 
ment that riots prove the need for social 
legislation advances such proposals in any 
meaningful way. If any particular program 
does help cure slums, it would be desirable 
even without riots. And no riot will be pre- 
vented by any program so ineffective it can- 
not stand on its own merits. Indeed, in- 
effective programs no doubt help breed riots 
by raising false hopes. 

Connecting riots and social uplift pro- 
grams, moreover, allows new p to be 
pictured as rewards for rioting. Similarly, 
linking looting with legitimate grievances 
maligns the vast bulk of Negroes who share 
the grievances but are victims rather than 
perpetrators of violence. 

Finally, blurring the distinction between 
rioting and expressing legitimate grievances 
dilutes the reprobation that moral author- 
ity should attach to violence. It is not es- 
pecially comforting to know that the Pres- 
ident of the United States does not “approve 
or condone” rioting. In of fire- 
bombers and police killers, we’d think, he 
might at least escalate to a verb like con- 
demn.” 

New Jersey Governor Richard Hughes, who 
was appalled by the holiday atmosphere 
he personally saw among Newark rioters, 
caught the right tone in saying the riot “was 
plain and simple crime and not a civil rights 
protest.” Certainly rioting is at most a 
grotesque debasement of anything to do with 
civil rights, and the Governor usefully as- 
serts the authority of a responsible man’s 
utter abhorrence of mass violence. 

Governor Hughes’ attitude, we hasten to 
add, certainly does not prevent him from 
advocating programs to meet slum griev- 
ances, nor from also raising the voice of 
moral authority to exhort white citizens who 
still too frequently retain residuals of racial 
prejudice. The important thing is that he 
does his advocating and exhorting at another 
time and in another context. 

While public authorities should condemn 
rioting forthrightly, their reactions could 
also usefully reiterate one more positive 
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point. The most striking thing in our Mr. 
Garino’s exploration of Negro attitudes in 
Waterloo was that the youths had low self- 
images and expectations. These attitudes 
hardly seem justified at a time when many 
Negroes are in fact escaping the slums. Pub- 
lic spokesmen should stress that while riots 
can accomplish nothing, there is an alterna- 
tive that demonstrably does succeed for Ne- 
groes as well as whites. The alternative is 
personal effort. 

No comments by public figures, it’s true, 
are likely to prevent all the riots the nation 
is now experiencing. But to the extent the 
riots are spread by fashion and example, 
leaders should try to combat them by re- 
acting with untempered condemnation and 
emphasis that responsible alternatives do 
Work. 

Even if it has no discernible effect on fu- 
ture violence, that reaction would at least 
be a more responsible discharge of moral 
authority than praising rioters with faint 
reproach. 

[From the Washington Post, July 24, 1967] 
On BLACK POWER 


Black power is, more than a slogan, an 
idea with many very promising uses for Ne- 
groes and for the country generally. The hys- 
terical reaction that generally greets the 
phrase speaks poorly of American common 
sense. 

Lower class big-city politics in this coun- 
try has almost always been ethnic politics. 
If there is to be strong leadership and real 
political power in the Negro wards, it will 
have to be, necesarily, black power. One very 
strong element in the grievances that lead 
to rioting is the powerlessness and the lead- 
erlessness that leaves the Negro population 
disastrously underrepresented in a city like 
Newark where most of the people, but only 
two of the nine city councilmen, are Negro. 
The remedy has to come from within these 
voiceless communities. If the idea of black 
power assists the internal organization of 
political strength in the Negro slums, then 
it will have served a very useful national 
purpose indeed. 

Currently a vigorous struggle is under way 
among Negro organizations over the posses- 
sion of the copyright to the label “Black 
Power.” The phrase appeared, certainly, at a 
time when the country was greatly preoccu- 
pied with the ghetto riots. Now a group of 
Negro leaders, styling themselves a Black 
Power Conference, have unfortunately cho- 
sen to meet in Newark while the ashes of the 
riot are still warm. They hope, no doubt, to 
establish an identification between them- 
selves and the people of the Newark slums. 
But while these visitors are for the Newark 
slums, they are not of the Newark slums. 
The Negro slums of Newark have very few 
genuine spokesmen of their own, and that 
constitutes a very large part of the city's 
tragic collapse into anarchy. 

Some of the people at the Newark confer- 
ence, certainly, have continued to use the 
phrase “black power" as a threat of further 
violence. But to be truly powerful, the 
spokesmen of the slums will discover, like 
other ethnic politicians, that they need firm 
alliances with other constituencies. For this 
reason it is suicidally destructive to hint 
that power means riot and arson. On the 
other hand, it is a perfectly legitimate use of 
black power to threaten the mayor of New- 
ark with a recall referendum, as Mr. McKis- 
sick of CORE is threatening him. Recall is a 
weapon written into the law for precisely 
the purpose that Mr. McKissick proposes to 
make of it. There is power in the law, and it 
is there for black as well as white to grasp. 

It is ironic that in the world’s most power- 
ful country the very word “power” should 
have such a strong connotation of evil and 
violence. Power politics means, for example, 
amoral politics. The phrase “Catholic power” 
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usually appears in arm-waving rhetorical 
attempts to prove that the Vatican is trying 
to take over the country. Talk of Jewish 
power is a constant staple of anti-Semitism. 
And now we have black power with its strong 
overtones, in most Americans’ minds, of riot 
and gunplay. Black power will never exist 
as a monolithic national force, but there is 
room for many kinds and degrees of black 
power in this country. 

Negro intellectuals and the theorists of the 
civil rights movement have been debating 
for some time whether their future lies with 
integration or with black power. The answer 
is, of course, that it lies with both. There is 
no need to choose between them. 

More Negroes than ever before, in the next 
decade, will move into the predominantly 
white suburbs and into the predominantly 
white world of high salaries and security. 
But the great paradox is that, simultane- 
ously, more Negroes than ever before will 
live in the heavily Negro inner city pre- 
cincts. For these citizens a great avenue to 
opportunity lies through black power, exer- 
cised legally but forcefully at the polls, in 
the market place, in the councils of govern- 
ment, in the national tradition of the use 
of power, 


Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, for my 
own part, I can bring to the Senate no 
complex formula for understanding or 
dealing with this problem. But I merely 
wish to state my conviction that the path 
to a better life for all Americans lies not 
through anger, violence, and the threat 
of separatism. 

The first tenet of democracy rests upon 
a willingness of all citizens to observe 
and respect the law. Progress of civilized 
mankind is best assured through the 
maintenance of order. The whole thrust 
of cooperative effort among and within 
nations has been based upon the recog- 
nition that violence and war are im- 
proper means for the achieving of civ- 
ilized ends. 

We must always insist upon observ- 
ance and respect for the law. This is our 
first and foremost duty and responsi- 
bility. 

Further, I am convinced that real 
progress can only be achieved by men 
of good will who are able honestly to 
tell of their peoples’ grievances and op- 
pressions and who will then work re- 
sponsibly for their relief. 

I am also convinced that the U.S. Sen- 
ate must have the courage to lead out in 
this effort. Criticism is not enough. The 
Senate cannot satisfy itself with merely 
decrying the misguided efforts of black 
power advocates if we do not provide a 
forum where the responsible political 
leaders of our Nation’s minorities might 
be welcomed and heard. Good faith re- 
quires a recognition of the common 
problem in the Congress as much as in 
the street. 

In today’s New York Times, one expert 
on urban and racial problems, former 
Assistant Secretary of Labor Daniel Pat- 
rick Moynihan, is reported to have said: 

It was possible to foresee what was com- 
ing, but we couldn’t get the country to get 
serious about it. 


That may be true. 

I ask unanimous consent that today’s 
New York Times article entitled Moyni- 
han Blames Low Status, Not Race, for 
Riots” be printed at this point in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
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was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


MOYNIHAN BLAMES Low Srarus, Nor Race, 
FOR RioTs—SocioLocist ANGERED No ONE 
Saw VIOLENCE CoMING—UPRISINGS LAID TO 
UNHAPPY, DISORGANIZED COMMUNITY 

(By Paul Hofmann) 

“It was possible to foresee what was com- 
ing, but we couldn’t get the country to get 
serious about it. I am angry.” 

The speaker was Daniel Patrick Moynihan, 
& leading expert on urban problems, a for- 
mer Assistant Secretary of Labor under Pres- 
ident John F. Kennedy and President John- 
son, and the director of the Joint Center of 
Urban Affairs of Harvard University and the 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology in 
Boston. 

Interviewed yesterday about the rash of 
riots around the country, the 40-year-old 
sociologist said that he believed that class, 
rather than race, was at their root. 

“Race interacts with everything in 
America,” Dr. Moynihan said. But he empha- 
sized that in his view the present violence 
was essentially caused by “a large, desper- 
ately unhappy and disorganized lower-class 
community” in American cities that hap- 
pened to be prevalently nonwhite. 


VIOLENCE A WAY OF LIFE 


Dr. Moynihan was speaking from his farm 
near West Davenport in Delaware County, 
N.Y. He is using a vacation to write a book. 

“Violence is a routine way of life with 
destroyed and broken families,” he said. The 
sociologist recalled Karl Marx’s term of 
lumpenproletariat (ragged proletariat) to 
denote a very low stratum in the class struc- 
ture that is essentially anarchistic rather 
than revolutionary. 

“Curiously,” Dr. Moynihan observed, “life 
patterns among the lower class in East Har- 
lem and the jet set of the East 50’s are 
almost identical—they like their dances, take 
existence casually.” 

The chasm between the lower class and 
the real working class is, in his view, widen- 
ing. He said: “The boy who works in the post 
office at $5,900 a year, who holds down a 
second job parking cars to pay interest on a 
home in Queens, the working class fellow 
who tries to keep the family together, to 
lead a decent life—he takes life pretty seri- 
ous. He cannot understand this [lower class] 
behavior and resents it. He keeps saying 
‘What do they want'?“ 


THE “MOYNIHAN REPORT” 


In 1965, Dr. Moynihan wrote a government 
report, entitled The Negro Family: The Case 
for National Action,” which became widely 
and controversially known as the “Moynihan 
Report.” The document argued that the true 
cause of the American Negro’s plight was not 
so much segregation or lack of political power 
as an unstable family structure “approach- 
ing complete breakdown.” The causes, Dr. 
Moynihan insisted, are the result of centuries 
of discrimination and economic starvation. 

The report pointed to the absence of a hus- 
band from nearly two million of the nation’s 
five million Negro families and contended 
that Negro children reared in fatherless 
homes found it hard to adjust to the coun- 
try’s essentially patriarchal society, especially 
when they were confronted also with poverty 
and racial injustice. 

The sociologist, who himself grew up in 
@ broken home and knew poverty in East 
Harlem, recalled yesterday that when he had 
submitted the information to the White 
House “the President accepted it, but the 
civil rights movement said ‘No, no, you can’t 
talk about that'!“ 

President Johnson planned to use the re- 
port, which offered no solutions, as a basis 
for discussion at the White House Confer- 
ence on Civil Rights in Washington in July, 
1966. However, according to Dr. Moynihan, a 
barrage of criticism from Negroes and whites 
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prompted the President to disassociate him- 
self from the study, and the Negro family 
structure wasn’t mentioned at the confer- 
ence. 

Critics of the report called it “glib” and 
even “racist.” One civil rights leader, Floyd 
McKissick, said: “My major criticism of the 
report is that it assumes that middle-class 
American values are the correct values for 
everyone in America.” 

Since then, Dr. Moynihan has formulated 
recommendations to strengthen ghetto socie- 
ty, including a system of family allowances 
and Federal guarantees of jobs for the under- 
privileged. He has proposed, for example, 
that the post office be put back on two resi- 
dential mail deliveries a day, thereby provid- 
ing jobs for 50,000 needy men. 

DUE PROCESS OF LAW 

Yesterday the sociologist declared himself 
appalled by Negro nationalists and white 
liberals who were advocating or condoning 
ghetto violence. 

“They'll have an awful lot to explain,” he 
said, “because the one thing the American 
Negro now has is due process of law.” 

The present outbreaks endanger constitu- 
tional safeguards for ghetto dwellers, Dr. 
Moynihan asserted. 

He suggested that a continued wave of riots 
would lead to “repression that gets more 
savage.” He feared that United States society 
might “lapse into reaction, as happened in 
France.” 

Dr. Moynihan deplored the fact that “we 
have become accustomed to employing troops 
in our cities—that is the great symbol of 
totalitarianism in the world.” 


Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, Dr. Moy- 
nihan is also quoted as saying “I am 
angry.” 

I am sure that is true. But the natural 
feeling of anger displayed by all of us 
throughout the country today, yester- 
day, and a week ago will bring us no per- 
manent relief. 

Rather, let us examine the facts and 
then stand ready to change those things 
which need changing. 

Thus will America be strengthened. 
The inspired and quiet but forceful lead- 
ership of Massachusetts’ newest Senator 
7 great hope to the country in this 
c 5 


WATER POLLUTION 


Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr. 
President, the reduction in appropria- 
tion for sewage facility construction 
grants under the Water Pollution Con- 
trol Act which is embodied in H.R. 11641, 
the Public Works and Atomic Energy Ap- 
propriation Act, is a matter for serious 
concern to all Americans. 

Our Nation’s lakes and streams, a 
heritage of limitless value, are being 
turned into running sewers. Once beau- 
tiful waterways are useless for water 
supply and recreation and are avoided 
as dangerous to the touch. They are pol- 
luted with industrial waste and raw 
sewage. 

The Water Pollution Control Act has 
offered a program of accelerating Fed- 
eral grants for sewage facility construc- 
tion as a partial solution. This act has 
spurred many States, including New 
Jersey, to initiate bold and comprehen- 
sive pollution abatement programs in 
cordination with Federal and local ef- 
forts. Many States have set water quality 
standards and some have enacted grant 
programs of their own. These are de- 
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signed to supplement and stimulate use 
of the Federal program by municipal 
and regional sewer authorities. 

But, nonetheless, it is an unfortunate 
fact that even with this encouragement, 
sewage treatment plant construction is 
barely beginning to meet our rapidly 
increasing needs. The hard-core and 
long-term pollution problems remain 
untouched. 

Last year we tried to make this pro- 
gram more effective. We estimated that 
more than $600 million would be needed 
in 1968 to begin to implement an effec- 
tive program, and we authorized that 
amount. We are removed a grant ceiling 
thereby encouraging large-scale attacks 
on our most severe sewage problems. The 
House cut the authorized figure to $450 
million. 

Last Thursday, the House Appropria- 
tions Committee reported the adminis- 
tration’s recommendation—$203 million, 
which is less than half the amount of 
the authorization. Experts tell me that 
this means that fewer sewage treatment 
plants will be built this year than were 
last year. 

Representative Howarp, of New Jer- 
sey, has offered an amendment to this 
bill which would restore the program to 
its authorized amount of $450 million. 
I think this is a very wise move. 

Water pollution control is an essential 
program in our industrial society. While 
cleaning up polluted rivers is expensive, 
it will be more expensive in the future. 
As the water of a river turns to a lifeless 
carrier of waste and decay, the loss be- 
comes complete. Rehabilitation will be 
hard, slow, and very expensive. Experts 
state that this critical juncture has now 
been reached in many areas. If we solve 
our problem now, we can prevent this 
accelerating physical destruction. 

The loss of psychological and human 
momentum is just as serious. 

A slowdown in Federal action will be 
multiplied in the States. State legisla- 
tures which have been waiting to enact 
new enabling legislation will wait until 
next session—2 years in many States. 
Where standards have already been 
planned, and where project plans have 
been developed, bond issues will be de- 
layed and financing lost. As of May, the 
Federal Water Pollution Control Ad- 
ministration had a backlog of 1,884 ap- 
lications on hand, which required over 
$2.8 billion in Federal funds to imple- 
ment. There was but $76 million left to 
meet this demand. The year 1968 will be 
more drastically out of balance. 

New Jersey has already submitted 22 
applications for Federal aid in 1968 total- 
ing over $13 million. More applications 
are being prepared. The already sub- 
mitted projects alone will draw forth 
over $29 million in non-Federal funds. 
Yet less than half of these urgently 
needed projects will be funded should the 
appropriation be cut. The situation is 
similar in most other States. The States 
have counted on Federal money to imple- 
ment their programs. They have planned 
on this basis. Fluctuating and uncertain 
appropriations will kill the enthusiasm 
and momentum which has been gen- 
erated and the Water Pollution Control 
Act will be a dead letter. 
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Last year, Congress assigned a high 
priority to water pollution control. We 
recognized that this is a problem which 
must be solved if we are to live under 
tolerable conditions, and we made a com- 
mitment to the States. The American 
people want clean water and are pre- 
pared to pay for it. Therefore, I com- 
mend Representative Howarp’s effort to 
appropriate the full $450 million and, 
should it not be successful, I pledge to 
take up the effort in the Senate. 


THE FINANCING OF HIGHER 
EDUCATION 


Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, the 
Honorable Joseph W. Barr, Under Sec- 
retary of the Treasury, had occasion on 
June 18, 1967, to address the Sixth An- 
nual International Conference for Credit 
Union Executives at the Americana 
Hotel in Miami Beach, Fla. 

The address was entitled “Problems 
and Perspectives in the Financing of 
Higher Education.” 

It is a very interesting exposition of 
a problem which is of interest not only 
to the Treasury but certainly to the 
higher education community. 

Because I feel it can be helpful to 
Senators at the time further amend- 
ments are made to the insured loan pro- 
gram I ask unanimous consent that it 
be printed at this point in my remarks. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

REMARKS BY THE HONORABLE JOSEPH W. Bann, 
UNDER SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY, AT THE 
SIXTH ANNUAL INTERNATIONAL CONFERENCE 
FOR CREDIT UNION EXECUTIVES 

PROBLEMS AND PERSPECTIVES IN THE FINANCING 

OF HIGHER EDUCATION 

I appreciate the opportunity to meet with 
you today. I expect that I shall surprise 
you—but I hope that in the end I shall not 
disappoint you—if I do not address my re- 
marks to the usual subjects that Treasury 
officials discuss. Such topics as Government 
and private finance, tax and monetary pol- 
icy, the balance of payments, and the eco- 
nomic outlook, for example, certainly are as 
interesting to me as they are to you. But I 
believe it is imperative for the financial com- 
munity—both public and private—occasion- 
ally to turn its attention to less parochial 
matters, particularly when we may have 
something useful to contribute to the de- 
velopment of ideas in other fields. 

The example I should like to pursue to- 
day is the financing of higher education. 
Here is a topic that both private financial 
officials and Treasury officials do not, at 
first blush, consider part of their direct re- 
sponsibility. Yet I would suggest that for 
several reasons this is a subject that should 
be of concern to us. 

First, we are involved with finance, and 
higher education poses on important and 
growing financing problem in this country. 
To illustrate: In 1930, total expenditures on 
higher education in the United States were 
about $630 million. In 1950 the figure had 
multiplied more than four times over—to 
about $2.7 billion. In the current year, 1967, 
these expenditures are expected to reach a 
level of approximately $16.8 billion, or over 
25 times the 1930 level. Financing of this 
magnitude should not be ignored by those 
whose job it is to concern themselves with 
the nation’s financial needs. 

Second, precisely because the financing of 
education has received relatively little atten- 
tion from the financial community, there is 
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a distinct possibility that we may have 
fresh ideas to contribute. The talent and 
ingenuity that characterize the financial 
institutions of this country—and our credit 
unions, which are one of the fastest-growing 
segments of the financial community—surely 
should be brought to bear upon this, one of 
the most basic problems facing the United 
States. 

Finally, and most personally, the problem 
of college costs is one that will affect most 
of us individually. With costs continually 
rising, the vast majority of American fami- 
lies are finding it a burden to bear the college 
expenses of their sons and daughters. 

I therefore propose to subject you to a 
few observations on this topic, I shall first 
review with you a recently enacted program 
that serves as a good example of the poten- 
tial benefits of a cooperative public and 
private effort in meeting this problem. Then 
I should like to set before you some of the 
broader questions that all of us will have 
to consider, 

Let me start from first principles. I believe 
that perhaps the most significant and unique 
characteristic of this country is our histori- 
cal commitment to equality of opportunity. 
This is a nation built on the talents and 
energies of its people. It has derived its un- 
precedented strength from a commitment 
to give every young man and woman the 
opportunity fully to realize his or her poten- 
tial. 

In the United States of 1967, this com- 
mitment requires us to provide an increas- 
ing number of our young people with the 
higher education that is so vital in a so- 
phisticated economy. At the same time, with 
rising college costs, higher education is an 
ever-increasing financial burden to Ameri- 
can families. 

In this important sense, then, financial aid 
for higher education is a critical national 
problem. It is these circumstances that neces- 
sitated a renewed commitment to the goal 
that no young American who is admitted to 
college shall be deprived of an education for 
lack of the necessary financial resources. 

We have accepted that goal. The issue is, 
How do we achieve it? 


I. The guaranteed student loan program 


In the Higher Education Act of 1965, the 
Congress established a new approach to the 
problem of assisting students to meet col- 
lege costs. Basically the program contains no 
radical departures from sound practices in 
other areas of finance. Rather it involves the 
application of experience gained in other 
areas to this vital problem. The program 
works as follows: 

A college student applies to borrow up to 
$1500 per year from his local credit union, 
bank, savings and loan association, or other 
lending institution. The terms of the loan 
provide for 6 percent interest, with no re- 
payment of principal while the student is in 
school, and up to 10 years thereafter to repay. 
These are the sort of terms that students 
really need, and the basic concept here is 
that the acquisition of a college education 
is at least as sound a reason to borrow money 
as the acquisition of a house, an automobile, 
or a television set, 

Although the loan and its terms may be 
just what the student needs, the credit union 
or other lender normally would not be able 
to extend such liberal credit to a student. 
To make the transaction feasible for the 
lender, the program provides for the loan to 
be guaranteed by a state or private nonprofit 
student loan guarantee agency. During the 
current academic year—the first year that 
this program has been in operation—the Fed- 
eral Government advanced $17.5 million in 
“seed money” to these guarantee agencies 
across the country, to provide the initial re- 
serves that they would need to back up their 
guarantees. If the student should default on 
the loan, the guarantee agency promptly 
makes good to the lender. 
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For many students, even the loan terms 
that I have described would not be favorable 
enough. Accordingly, under this program the 
Federal Government provides an interest sub- 
sidy for students from families with income 
below about $20,000 (the precise level vary- 
ing with the size of the family). In these 
cases, the Government pays all of the inter- 
est while the student is in school and one- 
half of the interest after he leaves school. 

As you can see, this is a cooperative effort 
in which the Federal Government, the State 
governments, and the private financial com- 
munity all play a part. 

The lending community, with its vast re- 
sources, supplies the actual funds, 

The state governments, with their familiar- 
ity with local conditions, administer the 
guarantee arrangements, 

The Federal Government, with the best 
credit rating in the world, stands ready to 
supply the ultimate backing and subsidizes 
part of the borrowing costs for lower and 
middle income families. 

This is an example of what President John- 
son refers to as “creative federalism.” 

Any new program requires a little time 
before it can be functioning smoothly—and 
particularly where a cooperative effort such 
as this is involved. To make sure that this 
loan would progress satisfactorily, 
the President directed us a few months ago 
to study its operations and recommend any 
appropriate improvements, I was assigned the 
responsibility for coordinating the inter- 
agency study. 

If I say so myself, we did a fairly diligent 
piece of work. We reviewed all of the data 
available. We consulted not only with ex- 
perts within the Government, but also with 
representatives of the credit unions, the 
banks, the savings and loan associations, the 
colleges, and the state and private guarantee 
agencies, among others. 

Our basic conclusion was that the pro- 
gram was well-conceived and had gotten off 
to a promising start, with an expected total 
by June 30, 1967 of $400 million in loans to 
480,000 students. 

There were, however, some problems that 
required resolution. These problems did not 
lie in the area of student demand for loans. 
There seems little doubt that, as the pro- 
gram becomes known to students, they are 
finding it sufficiently attractive and useful. 

The problems seem to relate to the other 
two parties to the arrangement—the lender 
and the guarantor. 

With a fixed 6 percent interest rate, it ap- 
peared that the program was a loss opera- 
tion for a great many lenders. The combina- 
tion of high interest rates and tight money 
last year, plus the administrative costs in- 
volved in this program, discouraged many 
lenders. 

The long-term nature of these loans also 
presents a potential problem. Smaller lenders 
such as some of the credit unions, and in the 
long run larger lenders as well, could face 
liquidity problems if too much of their funds 
became tied up in these loans. 

Guarantee capacity generally has been ade- 
quate up to now, but we could see clearly 
that it would not continue to be adequate 
in a number of states for the coming year. 
The reserves of some of the state and private 
agencies had consisted solely of the Fed- 
eral “seed money” advances that I have men- 
tioned. With these funds exhausted, the 
states would have to supplement the guar- 
antee reserves, or the Federal Government 
would have to provide additional support in 
some fashion. 

We are convinced that these problems can 
be dealt with successfully, and we are mov- 
ing to deal with them. Here are the steps 
that are in progress. 

1. Since we cannot expect the private fi- 
nancial community to support a major loan 
program on a loss basis, we have proposed 
an amendment to the law that would author- 
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ize the Federal Government to pay loan 
placement and conversion fees in amounts 
up to $35. The amount of the fees would be 
adjusted from time to time, to take ac- 
count of varying costs of money and admin- 
istrative costs. Basically, however, the fee 
authority would assure lenders that they 
should not have to take a loss on these loans. 

2. The paperwork involved in the program 
also can and should be reduced to cut costs. 
We are substantially simplifying the appli- 
cation forms and procedures, and we have 
proposed a statutory amendment that would 
provide, at the lenders option, a simplified 
method of collecting the interest subsidies 
due from the Federal Government. Along 
the same lines, we have proposed to reduce 
administrative expenses by combining the 
two separate loan programs for vocational 
and college students. 

8. The interest rate and credit situation 
generally in the economy have eased sig- 
nificantly. Although of course, we have many 
other reasons to encourage that trend, we 
are hopeful that it will facilitate increased 
lender participation in this student loan 


program. 

4. These changes should encourage sub- 
stantially increased participation in the pro- 
gram by all types of lending institutions. 
This will, we expect, spread the student loan 
business around quite a bit. However, to 
assist smaller lenders and in anticipation 
of a substantially increased volume of loans, 
we are exploring the feasibility of establish- 
ing arrangements for pooling lending re- 
sources, and the possibility of creating a 
secondary market in these education loans. 
We intend to find out, for example, whether 
some of the insurance companies might pro- 
vide a secondary market for student loans 
made by credit unions. 

5. On the guarantee side, we plan to move 
administratively, with maximum cooperation 
with the states, to assure the guarantee 
capacity that will be needed. A number of 
states are taking care of their own needs in 
this area most admirably. We have been in 
touch with each of the Governors, and have 
been pleased with the wide-spread support 
for this program. But where necessary, we 
can extend direct Federal guarantees—prefer- 
ably to be administered by the existing state 
loan guarantee agencies—to make certain 
that students are not denied loans for lack 
of guarantees to back them up. 

As you can see, this involves some fairly 
technical matters. There is, however, a fairly 
simple observation that I hope you will bear 
in mind: A cooperative effort of this type 
obviously cannot succeed without full co- 
operation. The colleges and the students are 
ready and willing. The state and private 
guarantee agencies are generally performing 
quite admirably. And the Federal Govern- 
ment is doing its very best to play its proper 
role in the endeavor. The program cannot 
function, however, without the support of the 
private lending community. 

I do not mean to imply that the support 
of our private financial institutions has been 
lacking. Despite some initial problems, the 
loan program got off to a promising start. I 
am also very much aware of the limitations 
that arose from the extraordinary credit 
conditions that prevailed last year. But now 
that the problems are being eliminated, I 
hope that we can look forward to substan- 
tially increased support from all quarters. 

I particularly hope that this program will 
commend itself to the nation’s credit unions. 
We have appreciated CUNA’s support, advice, 
and encouragement in developing this pro- 
gram and resolving some of the problems it 
has presented. We know that you have his- 
torically been committed to serving the 
needs of your members—and that by doing 
so, you have become one of the fastest-grow- 
ing elements on the financial scene. I be- 
lieve that this program provides an oppor- 
tunity for increased service to your members 
in an area in which they are, and increasingly 
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will be, in need of assistance. I am confident 
that you will rise to that task. 


II. Some broader perspectives 


I have taken your time to review the status 
of the guaranteed loan program because it is 
the program that is currently on the books, 
and because it illustrates several of the more 
basic issues in this area. 

As I have mentioned, this program at- 
tempts to proceed through the extension of 
assistance directly to students. And it at- 
tempts to do this through a public and pri- 
vate, state and Federal effort. I believe that 
there is wide-spread agreement that this 
program is a sensible and practical approach 
to the problem. The assumptions upon which 
the program proceeds, however, have im- 
plications that warrant examination. 

Much has been said about the fantastic 
increase in recent years in the size of our 
college population; but this has been only 
the beginning. In 1965, full-time enrollment 
in our colleges stood at 5.5 million students. 
By 1975, we expect the total to reach nearly 
9 million students. 

I think we must assume that the need for 
financing higher education in this country 
is going to grow at least as rapidly as college 
enrollment. I think we must also accept the 
fact that this need is going to be met, one 
way or another. 

We are then discussing just what is the 

best way of moving financial resources to 
this particular area of need. This is the sub- 
ject that deserves some attention from all of 
us. 
The loan program aims at assisting stu- 
dents—not colleges—to carry the costs of 
higher education. In the long run, is this 
the right road to travel? In our elementary 
and secondary schools, we basically assume 
that the cost of education should be borne 
by the tax-paying public at large, and the 
education should be provided free of cost 
to the student. Our system of higher educa- 
tion has been and still is something of a hy- 
brid in this respect, since we have public 
universities at which some of the expenses 
are covered by tuition fees; and private col- 
leges which depend largely on tuition and 
alumni support for their financing, but for 
which Government assistance has become in- 
creasingly significant in recent years. 

There are some who believe that we should 
move in the direction of extending the pub- 
lic education concept to virtually all of our 
colleges and universities. This view is 
grounded in large part upon principle, and 
upon the contribution that education makes 
to the national well-being. Although the pri- 
mary benefits of higher education accrue to 
the student, there also are important bene- 
fits to the economy and the Nation as a 
whole. The public education concept also 
finds support in the concern that many feel 
about the ability of young people to assume 
heavy debt responsibility, and the social and 
economic effects of such debts, in terms of 
other uses of credit and the formation of 
families, for example. 

At the same time, it can be argued that 
the logical basis for tax-supported public 
education must be the near-universal avail- 
ability and use of the educational system. 
The overwhelming majority of our young 
people do go to elementary and secondary 
schools, but a great many do not go on to 
college. It may be unfair to tax them and 
their families to support the expansion of 
public higher education. 

It also has been pointed out that the tax- 
support arrangement is inefficient and in- 
equitable in the sense that it requires all of 
us to pay for the college education of students 
who can well afford to pay their own way. 
This viewpoint obviously has not been al- 
lowed to stand in the way of public elemen- 
tary and secondary education, but some feel 
that it has greater force in the context of 
higher education. 

As you can see, these financing questions 
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bring us unavoidably to some of the most 
basic issues in the field of higher education. 
Indeed, the choice between putting the bur- 
den upon the studentin effect, a user meth- 
od of financing—and putting the burden 
upon the tax-payers generally, is an issue 
with vast social, economic, and political im- 
plications, and one to which there is no 
easy answer. 

The guaranteed loan program proceeds on 
the assumption that the major resources to 
be utilized in financing the expanded needs 
of higher education will be at least in this 
instance, supplied by the private financial 
community, In the context of this particular 
program, this is, I believe, quite clearly a 
sensible and constructive approach. It does 
lead us, however, to more fundamental ques- 
tions as to the method of moving resources 
in this area. I, for one, believe that methods 
can be devised for increasing the involvement 
of the private financial sector. This, of 
course, depends upon the ingenuity of the 
decisionmakers as well as the willingness of 
the financial institutions of this country to 
explore new financing possibilities. The ob- 
vious alternative is for Government—Fed- 
eral, state, and local—to tax the resources out 
of the private sector and directs them where 
they are needed, either in assistance to stu- 
dents or assistance to colleges. 

Finally, the student loan program pursues 
policies of “creative federalism.” It relies upon 
a division of responsibility between the 
states and the Federal Government. This is 
a basic approach which President Johnson 
has committed himself to follow, whenever 
possible. And in this instance, it appears that 
it can and will do the job in an effective 
manner. 

The broader implications here again are 
obvious. As I have indicated, the needs of 
higher education in this country are going 
to be met. I believe that much of the re- 
sponsibility should be assumed by state and 
local government, but whether this can and 
will be done depends upon the interest and 
energy of state, local, and community lead- 
ers—such as yourselves—in grasping the 
problems and devising methods to cope with 
them. We must recognize that, whether we 
like it or not, if the job is not done at the 
state and local level, there will be irresist- 
ible pressure to try to do it from Washing- 
ton. 

III. Conclusion 


You no doubt have noticed that I am 
much better at posing tough questions than 
at providing easy answers. That is the na- 
ture of this problem. 

I have tried to put two tasks before you. 
In reverse order, they are, first, to apply 
your own talent and experience to some of 
these vital problems in the area of financing 
higher education; and second, to give sup- 
port, if you can, to one immediate effort that 
is underway to meet these needs—the guar- 
anteed student loan program. 

The history of this Nation proves again 
and again how much can be accomplished 
by the effort of our people. I hope that you 
share with me the conviction that no en- 
deavor is more worthy of our effort than the 
education of our children. 


THE WAR IN VIETNAM—SERMON 
BY REV. ROYALD V. CALDWELL 


Mr, MORSE. Mr. President, the Rev- 
erend Royald V. Caldwell, pastor of the 
First Congregational Church in Port- 
land, Oreg., has delivered a memorable 
sermon on the subject of the war in 
Vietnam. It was given in his church on 
July 9, 1967, and I ask unanimous con- 
sent that it be printed in the Recorp. 

There being no objection, the sermon 
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp, 
as follows: 
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PEACE BEFORE PIECES 


(Sermon preached by Royald V. Caldwell, 
Pastor, First Congregational Church, 
Portland, Oregon, July 9, 1967) 
Scripture: Jeremiah 6:1-15 
Several weeks ago, I was visiting in a 

convalescent home and there was an aged, 

confused, woman sitting in a wheel-chair 
in the hallway. She was chanting, over and 
over again, “Peace on earth.” 

There are millions of people who are not 
aged, who are not confused, who are pray- 
ing earnestly that there might be peace on 
earth and good will toward men. There are 
people like Pope Paul, like President Arthur 
Flemming of thè University of Oregon and 
President of the National Council of 
Churches. There are people in the World 
Council of Churches, in the Portland Coun- 
cil of Churches and in our own denomination. 
There are the Senators representing us in 
Washington, D. C., and millions of other 
people who want to have peace come before 
mankind and all that man feels is precious 
has been blown to pieces. 

The people who are considered dissenters, 
generally, are against escalation in this war, 
against the bombings in North Vietnam, and 
against the terrible war atrocities. 

Does anyone need to be persuaded that 
wars are futile? The most recent interna- 
tional conflict in the Middle East shows us 
how Israel and the Arabs are set against 
each other and in conflict now. Why? Back 
up, and one sees 1956 when that conflict did 
not settle the tensions in the Middle East. 
Back up to 1948 when the conscience of the 
world felt that the people who had been 
persecuted ought to have someplace to live, 
and Israel was carved out of the Arabic na- 
tions. Go back farther than that to World 
War II when the civilized world decided 
that they were going to try to stop the mad- 
man of Germany. Go back even farther to 
World War I and see that World War II was 
predicated because after that terrible war, 
which was to make the world safe for demo- 
cracy, there was an unjust peace, and we, 
who thought that we were preparing the 
world for democracy, did not support that 
infant democracy. And you can go back- 
ward and backward and backward into 
history and see that really the conflicts of 
men are based upon some of the injustices 
of precedent events. 

So there are people who are against the 
kind of war we are now involved in and 
against escalation of this war. Winston 
Churchill said to the United States and 
Great Britain in 1954, “Do not enter this 
conflict.” The British listened; we did not. 

It is not only the Church that is say- 
ing that there should not be this kind of 
war or escalation in it. The United States 
Army Chief of Staff, General Harold K. John- 
son said it would be foolish to expand the war 
and destroy Vietnam’s economic and military 
capabilities since this would only double 
the price of the war. And he is joined in this 
by Generals Gavin and Ridgway. 

Why raise questions like this anyway in 
a Church? 

1. I suppose we could say, like Martin 
Luther King did, “I oppose war in Vietnam 
because I love America. I speak against it 
not in anger, but with anxiety and sorrow, 
and above all to see my Country stand as 
a moral example of the world. I speak out 
against this war because I am disappointed 
with America, There is no great disappoint- 
ment where there is no great love.” 

2. We have a political duty to ask, “Are 
we working for peace?” Richard A. Falk, the 
Milbank Professor of International Law at 
Princeton University—a consultative coun- 
sel of the Lawyers’ Committee on America’s 
Policy toward Vietnam—stated: The State 
Department’s assertion, ‘At no time has the 
Security Council taken action to restore 
peace and security to Southeast Asia’ over- 
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looks some relevant information. First of all, 
neither South Vietnam nor the United States 
ever brought a complaint about the alleged 
aggression by North Vietnam before the Se- 
curity Council. Secondly, the United States 
circumvented the Security Council action by 
its unilateral war action.” 

3. Are we stopping Communism’s spread? 
Influential Buddhist Monks signed a state- 
ment on February 18 of this year: “The more 
the war goes on, the stronger communism 
becomes, and the more American colonialists 
and our people are destroyed.” 

So we ask these kind of questions. Are we 
stopping Communism? 

In a speech at Harvard University by Rob- 
ert Vaughan, The Man From Uncle—and 
after he finished his speech there was a 
standing applause for five minutes—it was 
he who said: “In our fervor to halt the po- 
tential spread of totalitarianism, what in- 
credible precedent are we setting in Viet- 
nam? Is this the way we intend to conquer 
Communism? Are we to oppose inevitable 

popular revolutions when they 
don’t meet with our fancy, and by our op- 
position totally ignore the will of the people 
involved? Are we to prevent the spread of 
Communism by g the principles 
of democracy? Oppose them by disseminating 
lies to our own people; oppose them by 
clandestine and illegal plotting in order to 
set up puppet militarist governments; by 
breaking treaties, by giving no heed to inter- 
national law, by marching our legions 
through the countryside of foreign conti- 
nents, burning homes, laying waste to the 
land, and indiscriminately killing friend and 
foe alike in the zealous pursuit of our own 
ends? Can we possibly imagine that this 
bloody insanity will prove that the demo- 
cratic way of life is more fulfilling than 
Communism? 

“If we think our methods are righteous, 
we are fooling no one but ourselves. Cer- 
tainly not the rest of the world! And cer- 
tainly not history!” 

What do we say about these things? We are 
saying that we ought to try to find a way for 
peace before we find this world blown to 
pieces. 

Probably we ought to look at a brief his- 
tory of what is going on in this conflict. In 
1945, Vietnam proclaimed its independence 
and quoted our Declaration of Independence, 
and we did not support it. We supported 
France, which attempted to recapture its 
colony; hence we are called colonialists. This 
went on for nine years, and at the end we 
were paying 80% of France’s bills. 

In 1954, the Geneva Accord was drawn, and 
it was done against our will; and what we 
don’t like, apparently we disregard. 

Then, we helped Diem, who betrayed the 
Geneva Accord, Thereafter, we have sup- 
ported dictatorships. There was an insurrec- 
tion to overthrow Diem, and we were led to 
believe that Hanoi was behind the revolt, 
when really it was a civil conflict. 

Now we are engaged in an undeclared war 
with over 500,000 United States troops. It 
costs us over $300,000 to kill an enemy—while 
we feel that $53.00 is too much to spend per 
person to fight the war on poverty. We begin 
to think about this, and we begin to ask some 
questions. 

The symbol of all our opposition is Ho Chi 
Minh. We probably ought to look at him. He 
is a Marxist and has always been a Marxist. 
He was a Marxist when he stood with us 
against the Japanese and helped rescue air- 
men shot down over Vietnam, He resisted 
France's attempt to retake her colony and 
became thereby a national hero. He agreed 
to the Geneva Accord. Our President Eisen- 
hower wrote that he had the support of 
80% of the natives. 

Senator Hatfield, in the Saturday Review 
of July ist, refers to Joseph Buttinger's pro- 
file of Ho and says that Ho is a Vietnamese 
Nationalist and has never really been in- 
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terested in international communism. I was 
interested to learn that he is a brilliant com- 
municator, and he communicated to Wood- 
row Wilson, David Lloyd George, and Clem- 
enceau at the Versailles Treaty in 1919. He 
speaks perfect English, French, Russian, 
Mandarin Chinese, and several Vietnamese 
dialects as well as German, This man is the 
symbol of the kind we oppose. 

So we keep on asking, How can we achieve 
peace before the world goes to pieces?” Why 
are we interested in this, anyway? Because 
we are, I pray, humanitarians. If you will 
read what Senator McGovern of South 
Dakota said after his visit to Vietnam, you 
will see that there are some inhumane things 
going on. He said, “I visited a civilian 
casualty hospital in Danang. The poorly 
equipped wards were jammed with terribly 
burned, broken and torn men, women and 
children—innocent victims of our bombs, 
napalm and artillery. They lay silently—two 
persons on each cot.” And he goes on to say 
that “There is a growing resentment toward 
doubters and dissenters. The impression is 
being created that while freedom of con- 
science and expression are desirable theoreti- 
cal principles, they are too dangerous to prac- 
tice in wartime. It is still a truism that truth 
is the first casualty in wartime.” 

Near the end of his speech he said, “I have 
never regretted my service as a bomber pilot 
in World War II when we stopped the mad- 
man Hitler . . I do not believe Vietnam 
is that kind of a testing ground. It is a con- 
fusing civil conflict. I do not want to see 
my son or other boys die in that doubtful 
struggle.” 

If we still believe that we are humani- 
tarian, we ought to read the speech of Sena- 
tor Gruening of May 4, of this year, where 
he points out many inhumanities that are 
going on. And if you want a shock that will 
stir your conscience and make you sick at 
heart, read the paperback co-edited by re- 
sponsible people like Robert McAfee Brown, 
Rabbi Abraham Heschel and Michael Novak. 
It is called Vietnam: Crisis of Conscience” 
and in it you will find reports of incredible 
brutalities inflicted by our men. 

We plead for peace before our world is 
blown to pieces, and we plead for it because 
we are Christian. We are a nation that put 
into our pledge of allegiance “Under God“. 
Do we really mean it? Do we mean the God 
who is the God of love? Do we really mean 
the God who teaches us that we ought to 
believe in the brotherhood of all, that we 
ought to be the respecter of a person who 
holds a different point of view, so that if 
he conscientiously does not want to kill, we 
understand why he so desires not to kill. 

Do we recognize the need for having peace 
before mankind uses his great implements 
of destruction? I read with horror about 
the new Russian shell that can penetrate 
eleven inches of steel, and our tanks have 
no way of standing up against it. 

What happens now? Are we now going to 
resort to other weapons that we have in our 
arsenal? Are we now going to use inter- 
continental ballistic missiles? Are we going 
to resort to atomic bombs? Will we turn 
loose biological warfare upon people? You 
see, as war begins to escalate, the danger for 
all mankind increases. 

What, then, is the solution for us? In a 
democracy we share in the decisions of this 
nation, Therefore we must seek to know the 
facts about what is going on. We need to 
read, and we need to enter into discussions 
such as those proposed by our own Commis- 
sion on Social Action in order that we may 
gain the facts. How many of us who speak 
so glibly about this have bothered to read 
very much to get facts? If you will read what 
our Senator Hatfield has said in The Satur- 
day Review, you will find many books re- 
ferred to, and if you will read only one, you 
will have some insight into what is happen- 
ing. Therefore, when we know our facts in a 
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democracy, we must of course make our feel- 
ings felt to those who represent us. 

It seems to me we must urge international 
law and that the United Nations be strength- 
ened. Sovereignty must be expanding. No 
longer can we be content to have our sover- 
eignty in our city or in our state or in our 
nation. As we are growing in our international 
relationships, so must the sovereignty of peo- 
ple be yielded to a greater and an universal 
kind of direction for us all. We must be 
ready to help after the conflict in the restor- 
ing of what victims and vanquished suffer in 
the times of war. We always have—and I pray 
we always will. 

It is necessary for us to forget and to for- 
give. And some people think this is difficult. 
It is not. If you go back fifty years, how many 
of the nations who are now our friends were, 
during that period, our foes. They vacillate. 
They flip-flop. There are those who were our 
bitterest enemies who now are our most 
trusted friends, 

We must cease the bombing, and we must 
move from the battlefield to the conference 
table. And we must urge our President to 
wipe out his “conditions” for the conference 
that he says he is willing to hold, or else 
neither the South Vietnamese nor the North 
Vietnamese will go to the conference table, 
nor will we. 

We must support peace efforts—of the 
Pope, of the World Council of Churches, of 
the National Council of Churches, of our own 
denomination, of all groups who are working 
toward peace. And above all we must use 
peaceful means for peaceful ends. 

We must, as Christians, say our prayers— 
and this is more than just lighting a candle 
or saying a few Hail Marys. It is more than 
Bible reading. This means applying what we 
know of the Christian Gospel, where we are 
seeking to “love our enemies and to pray for 
them“, where we seek to “feed our enemies”, 
where we know that “God makes of one 
blood every nation to dwell upon the face 
of this earth.” We are those who cannot be 
“conformed” to this world but we must be 
“transformed by the renewal of our minds” 
so that we will seek to “overcome evil with 
good.” 

We are the ones who ought to know that 
“the Lord He is God and not we ourselves.” 
I have not much patience with the people 
who want to scare me into peace by saying 
that there is an Armageddon on the way. 
Who knows when that day is? Jesus Christ 
said he didn’t, and I doubt if any other 
mortal man does. The last days are in the 
hands of God—in the hands of a moral God, 
in a moral universe. In this kind of a uni- 
verse where we always reap what we sow, 
we must begin to live by some universal 
absolutes. We must begin to respect the 
worth of others and what they hold as their 
own. When Ahab, the king, decided he was 
going to take Naboth’s vineyard, he was 
warned by the prophet, “You will die for 
this,” and he did, 

Why will we not learn to respect the other 
man, to respect what he has? Do we want to 
have the kind of a world where strength is 
always going to be right? Is might always 
going to be right? Or do we believe in the 
integrity of the person? If we are going to 
live by the law that we can take whatever 
we want, then if I am stronger than you, I 
will take of yours what I want and I'll keep 
it. We can't live in a world such as this at 
all. We must begin to live in the world that 
the prophet talked about. 

I agree with what Martin Luther King said 
in Riverside Church: The past is prophetic 
in that it asserts loudly that wars are poor 
chisels for carving out peaceful tomorrows.” 
So I pray and plead that we may use what- 
ever energies we have to find peace before 
this world and all of us go to pieces in it. 
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SHERMAN, TEX., DEMOCRAT POINTS 
OUT AMERICA’S FAILURE TO PRO- 
MOTE TOURISM AS ERROR IN 
ECONOMICS 


Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 
in the Sherman, Tex., Democrat of June 
15, 1967, a column was printed which 
contained insight into a problem which 
has long been of concern to me. As one 
of the original supporters of the 1961 
legislation which created the U.S. Travel 
Service, I have worked long for an in- 
creased tourist industry for America, for 
the purpose of bolstering our economy as 
well as increasing the understanding of 
nation for nation. 

It is a tragic mistake to spend mil- 
lions of dollars in building and beauti- 
fying our country, millions of dollars in 
aid to countries abroad, but spend al- 
most nothing to provide information 
about our country to the rest of the 
world. And this is a land with more than 
enough to be proud of—the unrivaled 
grandeur of the Grand Canyon, the 
soaring, modern buildings of New York 
City, the tropics of the South, the maj- 
esty of the Rocky Mountains in the 
West—and Texas. 

As the writer of the article in the Dem- 
ocrat points out, Texas, herself, only 
lately began to realize the potential she 
has for becoming a tourist attraction, 
and has greatly benefited from the at- 
tention at last being applied to the 
tourist industry. I think that the Nation 
would do well to follow the example of 
Texas in this new campaign, and to in- 
crease her efforts to bring people from 
other nations of the world to the United 
States to see this vast and beautiful land 
we live in. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that this article from the Sherman 
Democrat of June 15, under the title 
Let's Promote Tourism,” be printed at 
this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


LET'S PROMOTE TOURISM 


Sylvia Porter, financial writer whose col- 
umn appears regularly on this page, made a 
valid point recently by criticizing the admin- 
istration and Congress for failure to act posi- 
tively in the travel gap. 

As she pointed out, the difference in what 
Americans spend abroad and what tourists 
from foreign countries spend here is playing 
havoc with our balance of payments. This 
year's difference is expected to be $2 billion. 

Congress made the right start six years 
ago when it created the U.S, Travel Service. 
But Congress has refused to finance the 
service adequately. 

Texas has been through the same process. 
For years the Legislature refused to do any- 
thing so radical as use state funds to pro- 
mote tourism. It failed to recognize that 
using tax money to help create an expand- 
ing economy under which all persons bene- 
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fit is one of government’s most practical 
functions, But in recent years Texas has been 
promoting tourism and the results are ap- 
parent in the Texas economy. 

Congress ought to realize that tourism 
must be promoted. If we want to close the 
travel gap, U.S. Travel Service offices must be 
financed, so that advertising, brochures, in- 
formation and service can be provided to 
lure travelers to our shores, Simply saying 
“y'all come” and expecting a flood of visitors 
is not enough. The competition today for 
the travel dollar is too tough. Other nations 
have long been doing what we are failing to 
do, 

Here is an opportunity to get a practical 
return on tax dollars. As Miss Porter points 
out, every $1 spent on travel becomes as much 
as $3 on its trip through the economy. We 
are missing a golden opportunity to close 
the travel gap because of government's fail- 
ure to give the U.S, Travel Service the 
means to do the job. 


DR, ETHEL PERCY ANDRUS 


Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr. 
President, the death of Ethel Percy 
Andrus on July 14 ended a long life of 
dedication to youth and more recently 
to the elderly. Educator, organizer, writ- 
er, she excelled in all these, not for per- 
sonal prestige, but for the benefits which 
might accrue to others. This was espe- 
cially true in the years when she might 
have relaxed and rested in retirement. 

The National Retired Teachers Asso- 
ciation, which she founded and led for 
the past 20 years, and its companion or- 
ganization, the American Association of 
Retired Persons, have pioneered many of 
the services and benefits now commonly 
enjoyed in retirement. Through her in- 
spiration members of both associations 
have given generously in retirement of 
their time as volunteers nationally and 
in their own communities in serving 
others. 

The loss of her leadership may well be 
mourned, but the organizations she 
founded will continue as living monu- 
ments to her ideals of “purpose, inde- 
pendence and dignity” in the later years. 
Her challenge of continuing service will 
insure the ongoing of the programs to 
which she dedicated her life. Truly, she 
has had a major role in altering social 
trends for the betterment of mankind in 
maturity. 

An article published in the New York 
Times of July 7 described Dr. Andrus’ 
contributions to our society. I ask unani- 
mous consent that it be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

ETHEL P. ANDRUS, AIDE OF AGED, DIES—ACTIVE 
LOBBYIST ON BEHALF OF RETIRED TEACHERS, 
82 
Dr. Ethel Percy Andrus, founder and presi- 

dent of the National Retired Teachers Asso- 

ciation and the American Association of Re- 
tired Persons, died Thursday in Long Beach, 

Calif. Her age was 82. 

A stately auburn-haired woman with blue 
eyes, Dr. Andrus won fame after her retire- 
ment, She began teaching in 1903 and from 
1916 to 1944 was principal of Lincoln High 
School in Los Angeles. But, in spite of her 
long service, her pension on her voluntary re- 
tirement turned out to be $60 a month. 

Although she had some money of her own, 
she began to wonder how the rest of the na- 
tion’s thousands of retired teachers were able 
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to exist. She found out there was no national 
organization to speak for retired teachers and 
decided to become their spokesman. 

She traveled all over the country. By 1947 
she had interested enough persons to start 
the National Retired Teachers Association, 
aimed “at putting dignity back into the life 
of the penniless former teacher.” 

She set up branches in every state and is- 
sued many pamphlets and periodicals. She 
persuaded thousands of former teachers to 
take up jobs as tutors, counselors or con- 
sultants to children’s courts, to visit the 
sick in veterans hospitals and to serve the 
handicapped and disabled—anything to keep 
active. 

Her favorite advice to people thinking with 
dread of retirement was: Don't retire; have 
a second career.“ The advice was based on her 
own experience. 

In 1958 Dr. Andrus organized the American 
Association of Retired Persons to broaden the 
scope of her work with the aging. One of its 
first undertakings was to organize 12 tours to 
Europe. 

Dr. Andrus and her members—they say 
they number more than a million—have 
lobbied for bills to enable ex-teachers to work 
as substitutes, to improve pension plans and 
generally to benefit older people. She ap- 
peared at Congressional and subcommittee 
hearings to speak in favor of health programs 
for the elderly. 

In 1958 she instituted for her members a 
group insurance plan and the following year 
opened a non-profit drug-buying service to 
provide pharmaceuticals at low cost. 

She worked almost 16 hours a day to make 
the word “retirement” lose its terrors. 

“As it is,” she said, in an interview in 1954, 
“when you leave a job, they often just give 
you a gold watch and all you can do is look 
at it and count the hours until you die. Yet 
think of all the grand things we can do that 
youth can’t. Think of all the things we al- 
ready have done. Some day, the retired teach- 
ers in this country will have the dignity they 
deserve.” 

Dr. Andrus was born in San Francisco and 
received a Ph.D. from the University of 
Southern California in Los Angeles. Her 
pupils at Lincoln High School included 
Robert Preston, Robert Young and Gen. 
James Doolittle. 

She had served as executive secretary for 
the American School for Girls, Damascus, 
Syria, as a member of the national advisory 
committee for the White House Conference 
on Aging in 1961, and as a member of the 
advisory board of the American Association 
of Homes for the Aged. She edited 22 publica- 
tions and spoke widely. 

In 1954 she was chosen as national teacher 
of the year by the International Senior 
League. Last month she received an award 
for excellence in educational journalism from 
the N. R. T. A. Journal for her editorial, 
“The Good Samaritan,” published last Janu- 
ary. 
Dr. Andrus lived in Long Beach, Calif. 


HUMAN RIGHTS HAVE OCCUPIED 
SPECIAL PLACE IN AMERICAN HIS- 
TORY—CVII 


Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the 
Human Rights Conventions on Forced 
Labor, Freedom of Association, Genocide, 
Political Rights of Women, and Slavery 
all embody fundamental principles which 
distinguish our concept of government 
from all forms of tyranny. 

No principle, no tradition is more con- 
sistent with our Constitution ard our 
laws than human rights, and no cause 
has stirred the American people to arms 
so often as a threat to the freedom and 
the rights of men. 
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On February 23 of this year Ambas- 
sador Arthur Goldberg, in testimony be- 
fore the Senate Foreign Relations Com- 
mittee, declared that concern for the wel- 
fare of all peoples is a principal feature 
of our foreign policy. Throughout our 
history the United States has considered 
human rights in other countries to be a 
matter of our deepest interest and con- 
sonant with the profound commitment to 
the heritage of freedom which has nour- 
ished us. Examples abound of our Gov- 
ernment’s humanitarian intervention in 
behalf of oppressed religious and ethnic 
minorities in other lands. 

The United States has intervened on 
behalf of oppressed religious minorities 
of the Ottoman Empire in 1840; in Mo- 
rocco in 1863; in Rumania in 1872; and 
in Poland in 1918-19. 

Illustrative of this commitment was the 
action taken by President William Taft 
in 1911 in abrogating a trade treaty with 
ezarist Russia because of the latter’s dis- 
criminatory practices directed against 
Jews. Distinguished Senators and Repre- 
sentatives, together with prominent civic 
and religious leaders, were then active in 
expressing the conscience of the Amer- 
ican public and providing the President’s 
initiative with vigorous support. It is ap- 
propriate to recall that, at that time, an 
American Jewish leader, Jacob H. Schiff, 
commented that the day would come 
when the quality of all religions in trea- 
ties between States would become an in- 
ternational truism. 

America’s historic commitment to the 
protection of human rights found fur- 
ther expression in the efforts of Presi- 
dent Taft in 1913 to obtain guarantees 
for minority rights in the peace treaties 
that followed the Balkan wars. President 
Woodrow Wilson urged a similar course 
in the peace treaties of 1919 involving 
central and east European countries. 

It was this distinctive humanitarian 
character of American tradition in for- 
eign affairs that enabled American 
statesmen to be the first to recognize 
during World War I that the ultimate 
consequence of internal suppression of 
freedom was external aggression, and 
therefore, that peace and human rights 
are necessarily and inextricably linked 
together. In President Kennedy’s words 
so well remembered, Peace in the last 
analysis is basically a matter of human 
rights.” 

Let the Senate move positively toward 
both peace and international securing 
of human rights by ratifying the Human 
Rights Conventions on Freedom of Asso- 
ciation, Forced Labor, Genocide, Polit- 
ical Rights of Women, and Slavery. 


THE DEFICIT AND THE INFLATION 
THREAT 


Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, the July 
8 issue of Business Week contains a 
trenchant assessment of the deficit and 
the inflation threat. It amplifies remarks 
I made on the recent occasion of fiscal 
New Year’s Eve, June 29. I commend it 
to the attentior of Senators on both 
sides of the aisle and ask unanimous con- 
sent that it be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
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was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


THE DEFICIT AND THE INFLATION THREAT 


Once again, these are unmistakable signs 
that the U.S. economy is expanding credit 
too fast—blowing up the money supply and 
inviting a new round of inflation. 

This time, however, it is monetary expan- 
sion with a difference. In 1965 and 1966, 
excessive demand for credit arose from the 
fact that the economy was growing at an 
unsustainable rate. The way to deal with the 
problem was clear to most economists, if not 
to the government policy makers. Since the 
pressures came from excessive demand, the 
solution should have been to raise taxes and 
take some of the heat out of the economy. 

This year, it is not so simple. Business 
still is somewhat soft, and most industry is 
operating well below capacity. Yet, in the 
first six months of 1967, corporations have 
gone into the bond market for about $8- 
billion—almost as much as they borrowed 
in the whole of 1966, which was itself a 
record year. Interest rates have been driven 
back up almost to last summer’s peaks in 
spite of the Federal Reserve’s easy money 
policy. And the Fed has been forced to pump 
new reserves into the b system at a 
rate that no central bank should keep up 
indefinitely. 

Part of the trouble seems to be that cor- 
porations are borrowing far beyond current 
needs in an effort to build liquidity and en- 
sure against a new credit squeeze in the 
future. This is entirely understandable after 
the manhandling that many corporate treas- 
urers endured in last year’s credit pinch. But 
if the process goes too far, it will be self- 
defeating. 

If the wild scramble for liquidity continues, 
it will bring tight money regardless of Fed 
policy. It would be much the better part 
of wisdom for business to limit its borrowing 
voluntarily to what it actually needs for 
current spending programs. Otherwise, the 
over-eager borrowers may find that they have 
created a credit crisis without realizing 
what they were doing. 


SPENDING AND TAXES 


It would be a great mistake, however, for 
Administration policymakers to conclude 
that nothing is wrong except an excess of 
forehandedness on the part of corporate 
treasurers. For the government’s own budget- 
ary policy is what has sent so many corpora- 
tions rushing into the securities market in 
the first half of 1967. 

The size of the federal deficit forecast for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1968, has 
risen in a succession of jumps ever since the 
budget was first presented last January. 
From an original estimate of $8.1-billion, it 
now has climbed to $13.6-billion. And many 
analysts think that $5-billion or so higher 
than that is much more plausible. 

A deficit of these dimensions would far 
exceed anything that the country ever before 
has handled under peacetime conditions. 
The prospect of it hangs over the securities 
market like a threatening cloud—even be- 
fore the inflationary impact on the economy 
as a whole has made itself felt. In this situ- 
ation, it’s no wonder that corporations have 
been scrambling to get money while they 
could. Later this year and in 1968, the Treas- 
ury’s needs may well sop up everything that 
the market can supply and more. 

The government's problem is complicated 
by the fact that the case for a tax increase 
now is by no means as strong as it was at 
the start of 1966. With business dragging, a 
tax boost might well slow down the expan- 
sion of the economy and actually reduce tax 
yields rather than swell them. The timing of 
a tax increase will have to be handled skill- 
fully so that it comes into play after the 
economy is launched on a vigorous expan- 
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sion but before inflationary forces have got 
out of hand. 

The most important thing that the Admin- 
istration can do at this time is to get the 
expenditure side of the budget under con- 
trol. Ordinarily, old hands in Washington 
are cynical about budget cutting, and his- 
tory suggests that they have good reason to 
be so. But these are not ordinary times, and 
it should not be impossible for both the Ad- 
ministration and Congress to recognize that 
fact. 

In simplest terms, the Administration is 
asking too much of the economy. It is trying 
to fight what has become a major war and 
expand its Great Society programs at the 
same time. The non-defense portion of the 
budget has increased by more than $10-bil- 
lion from fiscal 1966 to the level requested 
for fiscal 1968. Even in the military budget, 
there is substantial new spending that has 
nothing to do with Vietnam. 

Supporters of all these programs will pro- 
test that they can't be cut without hurting. 
They are right: that’s what budget cutting 
means. But there comes a time when budget 
cutting is what has to be done. 

Obviously, the Administration should be 
getting its plans for a tax increase in order. 
As economist Paul Samuelson told Congress 
last week, “The time has come to cock our 


But before President Johnson pulls the 
trigger on that gun, he owes it to the coun- 
try to see that everything that can be done 
has been done to scale down and stretch out 
the programs that are producing the deficit. 


— — — 


EAST-WEST TRADE 


Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, last Fri- 
day the Senator from Colorado [Mr. 
Dominick] addressed himself to the 
question of East-West trade in a speech 
in this Chamber. The Senator quite ac- 
curately reported the position of Presi- 
dent Johnson, which is that the result 
of expanded trade in nonstrategic ma- 
terials will be to relax tensions and foster 
a closer understanding between the East- 
ern and Western Worlds. Conceding that 
these are goals that are desired by every 
Member of the Senate, the Senator 
raised the question: Are they realistic? 

The answer, in my judgment, is clearly 
yes. What the opponents of the Presi- 
dent’s trade bill forget is that—to quote 
from an editorial in Life magazine, a 
periodical with unimpeachable creden- 
tials when it comes to anti-commu- 
nism— 

By restricting our trade we forfeit the 
chance to influence, in a thousand small 
ways, the direction in which East European 
countries will move. 


I ask unanimous consent that this 
editorial from the April 7, 1967, issue of 
Life magazine be printed at the conclu- 
sion of my remarks. I also ask unanimous 
consent that an editorial from the Balti- 
more Sun of May 29, 1967, on the same 
subject be printed at the conclusion of 
my remarks. 

There being no objection, the editorials 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

[From Life magazine, Apr. 7, 1967] 
SHORTSIGHTED VIEW OF TRADE 

The East-West bridge builders have run 
into some construction snags. While the 
Congress has finally agreed to ratify the con- 
sular treaty with the Soviet Union, the out- 
look now seems less hopeful for an equally 
important link—the East-West trade bill. 

The men who oppose trade with East Eu- 
rope—as long as the Vietnam war contin- 
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ues—speak from the emotions of the hour. 
But their opposition hinders our own actions 
far more than those of the other side—and 
unnecessarily restricts the President's dip- 
lomatic maneuvering room. 

It is easy to protest that we should not 
deal with any nation that helps arm our 
enemy. But in the case of East Europe, we 
should apply the test of logic, not of 
emotion, to that policy, and ask, “What does 
it accomplish?” If the prime reason for our 
refusal to expand trade with East Europe is 
to force those countries to side with us 
against North Vietnam, then we are accom- 
lishing nothing. 

No Communist country is so independent 
of the others that it could side openly with 
us against a fraternal regime and we cannot 
expect this. But by restricting our trade we 
forfeit the chance to influence, in a thou- 
sand small ways, the direction in which East 
European countries will move. 

Yugoslavia stands out as an example of 
what can happen when a country has options 
other than being locked inside the Commu- 
nist bloc, Our continuance of normal trade 
with Yugoslavia was a vital support to that 
country after its split with the U.S.S.R. in 
1948. Now 65% of Yugoslavia’s trade is with 
non-Communist countries, its citizens can 
work and travel abroad, and while the gov- 
ernment proclaims itself as stoutly Commu- 
nist. as other East European countries. Yugo- 
slavs have recently been treated to the expe- 
rience of seeing a vote of non-confidence 
against a regional government. 

To help speed the development of other 
East European countries along Yugoslav 
lines, we need at least the East-West trade 
bill proposed to Congress last year by Presi- 
dent Johnson, The bill’s key provision would 
extend ‘“most-favored-nation” status—al- 
ready in force with Poland and Yugoslavia— 
to other East European countries. While the 
phrase “most-favored-nation” is a little mis- 
leading, it means, simply, that the goods of 
such a nation will not be assessed higher 
tariffs on entering this country than the 
goods of any other nation—as long as the 
reverse applies and our exports are not dis- 
criminated against at their end. 

Without such a provision, it is nearly im- 
possible for East Europeans to trade with us. 
With no backlog of the hard currency on 
which we now insist, they must nearly bal- 
ance their trade accounts, exporting as much 
as they import. To buy from us, they must 
at the same time sell to us, And their goods 
cannot compete in our markets with others 
that have come in from West Europe under 
lower tariffs. We do not really, by our pres- 
ent policy, keep them from getting Western 
goods. There is hardly an item we make that 
East Europeans cannot buy from our West 
European allies. 

The East-West trade bill, restricted as it is 
to the question of most-favored-nations, for- 
tunately steers clear of other areas of trade 
with Communist nations which might be 
more open to argument. Congress, in its last 
session, voted two amendments to our food 
programs that prevent subsidized sales of 
commodities to countries that trade with 
North Vietnam or sell strategic items to Cu- 
ba. Since subsidized sales or guaranteed cred- 
its can be classed as forms of aid, they raise 
more questions than does the simple exten- 
sion of “most-favored-nation” status. 

There is no logic to cutting off what could 
be the normal trade of nations. And particu- 
larly so when, in the words of Secretary of 
State Rusk, “we need to make unmistakably 
clear to the Communist nations of Eastern 
Europe that their best interests lie in eco- 
nomic development and peaceful trade, not 
in support of futile attempts to gain advan- 
tage through the use of force,” 


[From the Baltimore Sun, May 29, 1967] 
EAST-WEST TRADE 


The debate about the President’s proposals 
for easing trade with the Soviet and the So- 
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viet bloc should be held as closely as possible 
to a debate about trade. There are, obvi- 
ously enough, political overtones, which is to 
say, diplomatic and even military overtones, 
to a trade debate simultaneous with expand- 
ing war in Vietnam and potential war in the 
Near East, But the debater who puts politics 
before trade in a trade debate may end up 
with neither political nor trade advantages. 
So far the hard-line Republican opposition 
to the President's proposals puts politics 
first—and it may be that a like error is made 
by some on the other side and from the 
opposite point of view. 

But if there are commodities which the 
American economy needs from the Commu- 
nist nations, then they ought to be bargained 
for, as, indeed, they have been bargained for 
under the harsher terms which the President 
would ease. One thinks immediately of the 
gold which Russia produces and exports from 
time to time. American gold reserves are de- 
clining and to the direct or indirect extent 
that Russian purchases in the West are fi- 
nanced by Russian exports of gold, the whole 
free world trading complex, of which gold is 
the basic credit energizer, is strengthened. 

More narrowly, the American foreign pay- 
ments deficits require us, other considera- 
tions favoring, to expand our sales abroad 
and so our foreign dollar earnings wherever 
possible. Other considerations do not favor 
if foreign sales will hurt us militarily, a point 
which all parties readily accept. To capsule 
the whole debate on the President’s pro- 
posals—we should trade wherever there is 
economic advantage not neutralized by 
political or military disadvantage. And clear 
eyes and tough minds are needed in reckon- 
ing the balance. 


PUERTO RICO DAY AND THE 
PUERTO RICAN PLEBISCITE 


Mr. KENNEDY of New York. Mr. 
President, today is Puerto Rico Day, a 
day when all of us who are friends of 
the Commonwealth give special recog- 
nition to the contribution which its peo- 
ple have made to our culture, our arts, 
and our economy. And Puerto Rico Day 
comes at a time which is especially 
significant for the Commonwealth. For 
last Sunday the voters of Puerto Rico 
clearly indicated their will as to the is- 
land’s future, so we mark the results of 
the plebiscite as we celebrate Puerto 
Rico Day. 

Like others, I avoided comment during 
the plebiscite campaign because the is- 
sue was for the people of Puerto Rico to 
determine. But the people have now 
spoken decisively about the future of 
their relationship with the United States, 
and I pledge my full support for their 
decision. Now that the status issue is 
settled, all of us who are interested in 
the future of the Commonwealth of 
Puerto Rico must unite to help it move 
forward in its continuing effort to insure 
economic well-being and social justice to 
all of its people. 


PART V: EISENHOWER-REMON 
TREATY, 1955 


Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, in 
four previous statements to the Senate, 
I discussed and quoted from the three key 
treaties that form the basis for U.S. 
authority regarding the Panama Canal. 
I also spoke of a fourth treaty in which 
the process of the breakdown of that au- 
thority was begun. Today, I shall discuss 
briefly and quote the major portions of a 
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fifth treaty that advanced the process of 

weakening our juridical structure on the 

Isthmus—the Eisenhower-Remon Treaty 

of 1955, which was described optimisti- 

cally on the floor of the Senate as a “good 
treaty” that should “endure for many 
years.” 

The ink was hardly dry on this treaty 
before agitation and violence broke out, 
aimed at getting another treaty. This 
agitation culminated in the January 
1964 Panamanian mob assault on the 
Canal Zone that required the use of the 
Armed Forces to defend our citizens and 
the canal] itself. 

Specifically, the 1955 treaty provided 
for the following: 

First. Increased the annuity from 
$430,000 to $1,930,000. 

Second. Contemplated the liquidation 
of the Panama Railroad. 

Third. Ceded to Panama valuable real 
estate and property in the cities of Pan- 
ama and Colon, including the terminal 
yards and passenger stations of the Pan- 
ama Railroad, all without consideration 
and without provision for replacement. 

Fourth. Modified the boundary agreed 
upon in the boundary convention of 
September 2, 1914. 

Fifth. Abrogated the 1903 treaty pro- 
vision giving the United States respon- 
sibility for enforcement of sanitary ordi- 
nances in the terminal cities of Panama 
and Colon. 

The effect of the 1955 treaty was to 
complete the withdrawal of the United 
States to the boundaries of the Canal 
Zone. The $1,500,000 increase to the an- 
nuity was added to the Department of 
State budget by an act of Congress. 

Another interesting provision con- 
templated the liquidation of the Panama 
Railroad, and the transfer to the Re- 
public of Panama of the railroad’s prop- 
erty within the boundaries of the Re- 
public. While the President, with the 
advise and consent of the Senate, agreed 
to this provision, the House of. Repre- 
sentatives conducted an independent 
study and refused to assent to the liqui- 
dation of the railroad within the zone. 
Thus the main line was saved, but the 
terminals in Colon and Panama City 
were abandoned. We now have a rail- 
road with the two ends. 

Mr. President, in order to make the 
text of the Eisenhower-Remon Treaty 
easily available for study in connection 
with the overall subject, I ask unani- 
mous consent that it be printed at this 
point in the Recorp. I also ask unani- 
mous consent that the interim report 
and the final report on the abandonment 
of the Panama Railroad, published by 
the House Committee on Merchant Ma- 
rine and Fisheries on March 13, 1956, 
and January 3, 1957, respectively, be 
printed in the Recorp following the 
treaty. 

There being no objection, the items 
were ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

11. Panwama—1955: Treaty OF MUTUAL UN- 
DERSTANDING AND COOPERATION WITH MEM- 
ORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDINGS REACHED 
(Signed at Panama January 25, 1955; Rati- 

fication Advised by the Senate July 29, 1955; 

Ratified by the President August 17, 1955; 

Ratified by Panama August 15, 1955; Ratifi- 

cations Exchanged at Washington August 
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23, 1955; Proclaimed August 26, 1955; En- 

tered into Force August 23, 1955.) 

[TIAS 3297; 248 UNTS 211; 6 UST 2273] 

ARTICLES 

I. Annuity to Panama; method of pay- 
ment; supersedure of 1936 Treaty, Ar- 
ticle VII. 

II. Panamanian taxes on income of cer- 
tain employees; exemptions and ex- 
ceptions. 

III. Renunciation of right of monopoly for 
trans-Isthmian communications sys- 
tem by railroad; abrogation of certain 
exclusive road rights; exclusion of third 
country or its nationals from con- 
struction or operation; maintenance of 
Panama Railroad operations, 

IV. Abrogation of 1903 Treaty, Article VII, 
second paragraph, relating to sanitary 
ordinances in cities of Panama and 
Colon. 

V. Conveyance of certain lands and im- 
provements to Republic of Panama. 

VI. Boundary line between Colon and 
Canal Zone. 

VII. Abrogation of 1914 Boundary Conven- 
tion, Article VII, second paragraph; 
Manzanillo Island landing pier. 

VIII. Reservation of certain area for ma- 
neuvers and military training; exemp- 
tion of United States armed forces per- 
sonnel from Panamian taxes; other 
stipulations. 

IX. Waiver by Panama of rights in respect 
to free transportation by railway. 

X. Right of United States to prohibit or 
restrict use of part of strategic high- 
way, with respect to certain busses and 
trucks. 

XI. Sales at post exchanges to military per- 
sonnel of friendly third countries. 

XII. Exclusion of certain persons from mak- 
ing purchases or importations; imposi- 
tion of Panamanian duties and other 
charges upon goods destined or con- 
signed to certain persons. 

XIII. Ratification; entry into force. 


{$ 121] The President of the United States 
of America and the President of the Republic 
of Panama, desirous of concluding a treaty 
further to demonstrate the mutual under- 
standing and cooperation of the two coun- 
tries and to strengthen the bonds of under- 
standing and friendship between their 
respective peoples, have appointed for that 
purpose as their respective Plenipotentiaries: 

The President of the United States of 
America: Selden Chapin, Ambassador, Extra- 
ordinary and Plenipotentiary of the United 
States of America to the Republic of Panama, 

The President of the Republic of Panama: 
Octavio Fabrega, Minister of Foreign Rela- 
tions of the Republic of Panama, 
who, having communicated to one another 
their respective full powers, found in good 
and due form, and recognizing that neither 
the provisions of the Convention signed No- 
vember 18, 19031, nor the General Treaty 
signed March 2, 19367, nor the present 
Treaty, may be modified except by mutual 
consent, agree upon the following Articles: 

Article I 

{§ 122] Beginning with the first annuity 
payable after the exchange of ratifications 
of the present Treaty, the payments under 
Article XIV of the Convention for the Con- 
struction of a Ship Canal between the United 
States of America and the Republic of 
Panama, signed November 18, 19033, as 
amended by Article VII of the General Treaty 
of Friendship and Cooperation, signed 


For the 1903 Convention, see App. III, 
§ 61 et seq. 

For the 1936 Treaty, see § 31 et seq., ante. 

For Art. XIV of the 1903 Convention, see 
App. III. § 75. 
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March 2, 19364, shall be One Million Nine 
Hundred Thirty Thousand and no/100 Bal- 
boas (B/1,930,000) as defined by the agree- 
ment embodied in the exchange of notes of 
March 2, 19365, between the Secretary of 
State of the United States of America and 
the Members of the Panamanian Treaty 
Commission. The United States of America 
may discharge its obligation with respect to 
any such payment in any coin or currency, 
provided the amount so paid is the equivalent 
of One Million Nine Hundred Thirty Thou- 
sand and no/100 Balboas (B/1,930,000) as 
so defined. 

On the date of the first payment under 
the present Treaty, the provisions of this 
Article shall supersede the provisions of Arti- 
end * ot the General Treaty signed March 2, 

936. 

Nothwithstanding the provisions of this 
Article, the High Contracting Parties recog- 
nize the absence of any obligation on the 
part of either Party to alter the amount of 
the annuity. 

Article II 


[$ 123] (1) Notwithstanding the provisions 
of Article X of the Convention signed No- 
vember 18, 1903° between the United States 
of America and the Republic of Panama, the 
United States of America agrees that the Re- 
public of Panama may, subject to the pro- 
visions of paragraphs (2) and (3) of this 
Article, impose taxes upon the income (in- 
cluding income from sources within the 
Canal Zone) of all persons who are employed 
in the service of the Canal, the railroad, or 
auxiliary works, whether resident within 
or outside the Canal Zone, except: 

(a) members of the Armed Forces of the 
United States of America. 

(b) citizens of the United States of Amer- 
ica, including those who have dual national- 
ity, and 

(c) other individuals who are not citizens 
of the Republic of Panama and who reside 
within the Canal Zone. 

(2) It is understood that any tax levied 
pursuant to paragraph (1) of this Article 
shall be imposed on a non-discriminatory 
basis and shall in no case be imposed at a 
rate higher or more burdensome than that 
applicable to income of citizens of the Re- 
public of Panama generally. 

(3) The Republic of Panama agrees not to 
impose taxes on pensions, annuities, relief 
payments, or other similar payments, or pay- 
ments by way of compensation for injuries 
or death occurring in connection with, or 
incident to, service on the Canal, the rail- 
road, or auxiliary works paid to or for the 
benefit of members of the Armed Forces or 
citizens of the United States of America or 
the lawful beneficiaries of such members or 
citizens who reside in territory under the 
jurisdiction of the Republic of Panama. 

The provisions of this Article shall be 
operative for the taxable years beginning on 
or after the first day of January following 
the year in which the present Treaty enters 
into force. 

Article III 


[$ 124] Subject to the provisions of the 
Succeeding paragraph of this Article, the 
United States of America agrees that the 
monopoly granted in perpetuity by the Re- 
public of Panama to the United States for 
the construction, maintenance and opera- 


Were Art. VII of the 1936 Treaty, see § 38, 
ante. 

For the 1936 Agreement referred to, see 
App. VIII, §§ 61, 62. 

*For Art. X of the 1903 Convention, see 
App. III. § 71. 

* Agreement by United States that the term 
“auxiliary works”, as used in this Treaty, in- 
cludes the armed forces of the United States, 
see item 11 (§ 148, post) in the Memorandum 
of Understandings Reached, which accom- 
panied this Treaty. 

8 See footnote 55, ante. 
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tion of any system of communication by 
means of canal or railroad across its territory 
between the Caribbean Sea and the Pacific 
Ocean, by Article V of the Convention signed 
November 18, 1903, shall be abrogated as of 
the effective date of this Treaty in so far as 
it pertains to the construction, maintenance 
and operation of any system of trans- 
Isthmian communication by railroad within 
the territory under the jurisdiction of the 
Republic of Panama. 

Subject to the provisions of the succeeding 
paragraphs of this Article, the United States 
further agrees that the exclusive right to es- 
tablish roads across the Isthmus of Panama 
acquired by the United States as a result 
of a concessionary contract granted to the 
Panama Railroad Company shall be abrogated 
as of the date of the entry into force of this 
Treaty, in so far as the right pertains to the 
establishment of roads within the territory 
under the jurisdiction of the Republic of 
Panama. 

In view of the vital interest of both coun- 
tries in the effective protection of the Canal, 
the High Contracting Parties further agree 
that such abrogation is subject to the under- 
standing that no system of inter-oceanic 
communication within the territory under 
the jurisdiction of the Republic of Panama 
by means of railroad or highway may be fi- 
nanced, constructed, maintained, or oper- 
ated directly or indirectly by a third country 
or nationals thereof, unless in the opinion of 
both High Contracting Parties such financ- 
ing, construction, maintenance, or operation 
would not affect the security of the Canal. 

The High Contracting Parties also agree 
that such abrogation as is contemplated by 
this Article shall in no wise affect the main- 
tenance and operation of the present Pan- 
ama Railroad in the Canal Zone and in ter- 
ritory subject to the jurisdiction of the Re- 
public of Panama. 

Article IV 

18 1251 The second paragraph of Article 
VII of the Convention signed November 18, 
1903 1, having to do with the issuance of, 
compliance with, and enforcement of, sani- 
tary ordinances in the Cities of Panama and 
Colon, shall be abrogated in its entirety as 
of the date of entry into force of this Treaty. 


Article V 


[$126] The United States of America 
agrees that, subject to the enactment of leg- 
islation by the Congress, there shall be con- 
veyed to the Republic of Panama free of cost 
all the right, title and interest held by the 
United States of America or its agencies in 
and to certain lands and improvements in 
territory under the jurisdiction of the Re- 
public of Panama when and as determined 
by the United States to be no longer needed 
for the operation, maintenance, sanitation 
or protection of the Panama Canal or of its 
auxiliary works,“ or for other authorized 
purposes of the United States in the Repub- 
lic of Panama. The lands and improvements 
referred to in the preceding sentence and the 
determinations by the United States of 
America respecting the same, subject to the 
enactment of legislation by the Congress, are 
designated and set forth in Item 2 of the 
Memorandum of Understandings Reached ¥ 
which bears the same date as this Treaty. 
The United States of America also agrees 


For Art. V of the 1903 Convention, see 
App. III, § 66. 

2° For Art. VII of the 1903 Convention, see 
App. III, § 68. 

u Agreement by United States that the 
term “auxiliary works”, as used in this Treaty, 
includes the armed forces of the United 
States, see Item 11 (§ 148, post) in the Mem- 
orandum of Understandings Reached, which 
accompanied this Treaty. 

For Item 2 of the Memorandum referred 
to, which accompanied this Treaty, see § 139, 
post. 
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that, subject to the enactment of legislation 
by the Congress, there shall be conveyed to 
the Republic of Panama free of cost all its 
right, title and interest to the land and im- 
provements in the area known as Paitilla 
Point and that effective with such convey- 
ance the United States of America shall re- 
linquish all the rights, power and authority 
granted to it in such area under the Conven- 
tion signed November 18, 1903. The Repub- 
lic of Panama agrees to save the Government 
of the United States harmless from any and 
all claims which may arise incident to the 
conveyance of the area known as Paitilla 
Point to the Republic of Panama.“ 
Article VI 

[§ 127] Article V of the Boundary Conven- 
tion, signed September 2, 1914 u, between the 
United States of America and the Republic 
of Panama, shall be replaced by the following 
provisions: 

“It is agreed that the permanent boundary 
line between the City of Colon (including 
the Harbor of Colon, as defined in Article VI 
of the Boundary Convention of 19141, and 
other waters adjacent to the shores of Colon) 
and the Canal Zone shall be as follows: 

Beginning at an unmarked point called 
“E”, located on the northeasterly boundary 
of the Colon Corridor (at its Colon extrem- 
ity), the geodetic position of which, referred 
to the Panama-Colon datum of the Canal 
Zone triangulation system, is in latitude 
9° 21’ N. plus 0.00 feet (0.000 meters) and 
longitude 79° 54’ W. plus 356.09 feet (108.536 
meters). 

Thence from said initial point by metes 
and bounds: 

Due East 2662.83 feet (811.632 meters), 
along North latitude 9° 21’ plus 0.00 feet 
(0.000 meters), to an unmarked point in 
Folks River, called “F”, located at longitude 
79° 53’ W. plus 3700.00 feet (1127.762 meters) ; 

N. 36° 36’ 30“ E., 2616.00 feet (797.358 
meters), to an unmarked point in Manzanillo 
Bay, called “G”; 

N. 22° 41’ 30” W., 1192.00 feet (363.322 
meters), to an unmarked point in Manzanillo 
Bay, called “H”; 

N. 56° 49’ 00 W., 777.00 feet (236.830 
meters), to an unmarked point in Manzanillo 
Bay, called “I”; 

N. 29° 51’ 00” W., 2793.00 feet (851.308 
meters), to an unmarked point in Manzanillo 
Bay, called “J”; 

N. 50° 56’ 00“ W., 3292.00 feet (1003.404 
meters), to an unmarked point in Limon 
Bay, called “K”; 

S. 56° 06’ 11” W., 4258.5 feet (1298.100 
meters), to an unmarked point in Limon 
Bay, called “L”, which is located on the 
northerly boundary of the Harbor of Colon. 

Thence following the boundary of the Har- 
bor of Colon, as described in Article VI of the 
Boundary Convention signed September 2, 
1914, to monument D“, as follows: 

N. 78° 30’ 30” W., 2104.73 feet (641.523 
meters), on a line to the light house on Toro 
Point, to an unmarked point in Limon Bay, 


a For the 1903 Convention, see App. III, 
§ 61 et seq. 

For subsequent legislation of Congress 
authorizing the conveyance to the Republic 
of Panama of the lands and improvements 
referred to in this article and in Item 2 
(§ 139, post) of the Memorandum of Under- 
standings Reached, see Act Aug. 39, 1957, 
Pub. Law 85-223, 71 Stat. 509. 

For prior agreement with respect to the 
transfer, to the Republic of Panama, of rail- 
road lots in the cities of Panama and Colon, 
and the removal of the terminal facilities of 
the Panama Railroad in Panama, see points 
2 and 10 of the General Relations Agreement 
of May 18, 1942 (§ 61, ante). 

13 For Art. V of the 1914 Boundary Con- 
vention, see App. II, § 36. 

1 For Art. VI of the 1914 Boundary Con- 
vention, see App. II, § 37. 
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called M“, located 330 meters or 1082.67 
feet easterly and at right angles from the 
centerline of the Panama Canal; 

S. 00° 14° 50” W., 3074.46 feet (937.097 
meters), parallel to and 330 meters or 1082.67 
feet easterly from the centerline of the 
Panama Canal, to an unmarked point in 
Limon Bay, called “N”; 

S. 78° 30’ 30“ E., 3952.97 feet (1204.868 
meters), to monument “D”, which is a con- 
crete monument, located on the easterly shore 
of Limon Bay. 

Thence following the boundary between 
the City of Colon and the Canal Zone, as 
described in Article V of the Boundary Con- 
vention signed September 2, 1914, to monu- 
ment “B” as follows: 

S. 78° 30’ 30’’ E., 258.65 feet (78.837 meters) 
through monuments Nos. 28 and 27 which are 
brass plugs in pavement, to monument “D” 
which is a concrete monument, the distances 
being 159.96 feet (48.756 meters), 28.26 feet 
(8.614 meters), and 70.54 feet (21.467 meters), 
successively, from beginning of the course; 

N. 74° 17’ 35” E., 533.60 feet (162.642 
meters), along the centerline of Eleventh 
Street, through monuments Nos. 26, 25, 24 
and 23, which are brass plugs in the pave- 
ment, to “C”, which is an unmarked point 
beneath the clock pedestal on the centerline 
of Bolivar Avenue, the distances being 95.16 
feet (29.005 meters), 91.02 feet (27.743 
meters), 166.71 feet (50.813 meters), 158.66 
feet (43.360 meters) and 22.05 feet (6.721 
meters), successively, from beginning of the 
course; 

S. 15° 58’ 00“ E., 965.59 feet (294.312 
meters), along the centerline of Bolivar Ave- 
nue, through monuments Nos. 22, 21, 20 and 
19, which are brass plugs in the pavement, 
to monument “B”, which is a brass plug, the 
distances being 14.35 feet (4.374 meters), 
143.13 feet (43.626 meters), 238.77 feet (72.777 
meters), 326.77 feet (99.600 meters) and 
242.57 feet (73.935 meters), successively from 
beginning of the course. (Monument “B” is 
the point of beginning referred to in Article 
I of the Convention between the United 
States of America and the Republic of 
Panama regarding the Colon Corridor and 
certain other Corridors through the Canal 
Zone, signed at Panama on May 24, 1950 u.) 

Thence following the boundary between 
the City of Colon and the Canal Zone, to 
monument “A”, as described in Article I of 
the Corridor Convention referred to in the 
next-preceding paragraph: 

S. 15° 57’ 40“ E., 117.10 feet (35.692 meters) 
along the centerline of Bolivar Avenue to 
Monument No. A-8, which is a brass plug 
located at the intersection with the center- 
line of 14th Street projected westerly, in 
North latitude 9° 21’ plus 1356.18 feet (413.- 
364 meters) and West longitude 79° 54’ plus 
1862.57 feet (567.712 meters) ; 

N. 73° 59’ 35” E., 172.12 feet (52.462 meters) 
along the centerline of 14th Street to Monu- 
ment No. A-7, which is a brass plug located 
at the intersection with the line of the west 
curb of Boundary Street projected northerly 
in North latitude 9° 21’ plus 1403.64 feet 
(427.830 meters) and West longitude 79° 54’ 
plus 1697.12 feet (517.283 meters); 

Southerly along the westerly curb of 
Boundary Street and its prolongation to 
Monument No, A-4, which is a brass plug 
located at the intersection of two curves, in 
North latitude 9° 21’ plus 833.47 feet (254.- 
042 meters) and West longitude 79° 54’ plus 
980.94 feet (298.991 meters) (this last inen- 
tioned course through a curve to the 
left with a radius of 40.8 feet (12.436 meters) 
and the intersection of its tangents at point 
A-6 in North latitude 9° 21’ plus 1306.23 feet 
(398.140 meters) and West longitude 79° 54’ 
plus 1669.37 feet (508.825 meters), and a 


For Art. I of the Convention of 1950 re- 
garding the Colon Corridor and certain other 
corridors, see App. II, § 72. 
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curve to the right with a radius of 1522 feet 
(463.907 meters) with the point of inter- 
section of its tangents at point A-5 in North 
latitude 9° 21’ plus 958.14 feet (292.042 
meters) and West longitude 79° 54’ plus 
1105.89 feet (337.076 meters) ); 

Through a curve to the left with a radius 
of 262.2 feet (79.919 meters) and the inter- 
section of its tangents at point A-3 in North 
latitude 9° 21“ plus 769.07 feet (234.413 
meters) and West longitude 79° 54’ plus 
955.43 feet (291.216 meters); a curve to the 
right with a radius of 320.0 feet (97.536 me- 
ters) and the intersection of its tangents at 
point A-2 in North latitude 9° 21’ plus 673.38 
feet (205.247 meters) and West longitude 79° 
54’ plus 836.40 feet (254.935 meters); and a 
curve to the left with a radius of 2571.5 feet 
(783.795 meters) and the intersection of its 
tangents at point A-1 in North latitude 9° 
21’ plus 302.15 feet (92.096 meters) and West 
longitude 79° 54’ plus 680.96 feet (207.557 
meters) to Monument No. “A”, which is a 
1% inch brass plug located in the old sea 
wall, in North latitude 9° 21’ plus 45.60 feet 
(13.899 meters) and West longitude 79° 54’ 
plus 487.65 feet (148.636 meters) ; 

S. 21°34'50’’ W., 29.19 feet (8.897 meters), 
to an unmarked point called #1; 

Southeasterly, 23.26 feet (7.090 meters), 
along a curve to the left with a radius of 
2596.48 feet (791.409 meters) (the chord of 
which bears S. 3728/20“ E., 23.26 feet (7.090 
meters) to an unmarked point called #2, lo- 
cated on the southwesterly boundary of the 
Colon Corridor at North latitude 9°21’ plus 
0.00 feet (0.000 meters) ). 

The directions of the lines refer to the true 
meridian. 

The above described boundary is as shown 
on Panama Canal Company drawing No. 
6117-22, entitled “Boundary Line Between 
the City of Colon and the Canal Zone”, scale 
1 inch to 600 feet, dated December 23, 1954, 
prepared for the Canal Zone Government, 
attached as an annex hereto and forming a 
part hereof.” “ 

Article VIII of the General Treaty signed 
March 2, 1936, as amended by Article III of 
the Convention between the United States 
of America and the Republic of Panama re- 
garding the Colon Corridor and certain other 
corridors through the Canal Zone, signed 
May 24, 1950, is hereby modified by remov- 
ing from the Colon, or westerly, end of the 
Colon Corridor the portion thereof lying 
north of North latitude 9°21’ and incorpo- 
rating such portion within the boundary of 
the City of Colon as described above. 

This Article shall become effective upon 
completion of the withdrawal by the United 
States of America from the sections of the 
city of Colon known as New Cristobal, Colon 
Beach and the de Lesseps Area, with the ex- 
ception of the lots retained for consulate 
purposes, except that it shall in no case 
become effective prior to the exchange of the 
instruments of ratification of this Treaty a 
and the exchange of instruments of ratifica- 
tion of the Convention signed May 24, 1950, 
referred to in the preceding paragraph. 


Article VII 


[$128] The second paragraph of Article 
VII of the Boundary Convention signed 
September 2, 1914, between the United States 


18 A reproduction of drawing No. 6117-22, 
referred to, will be found in Vol. 6, UST, fac- 
ing page 2308. 

1 For Art. VIII of the 1936 Treaty, see § 39, 
ante. 

For Art. III of the 1950 Convention re- 
garding the Colon Corridor and certain 
other corridors, see App. II, § 74. 

= The instruments of ratification of this 
Treaty were exchanged August 23, 1955. 

=The instruments of ratification of the 
1950 Convention regarding the Colon Corridor 
and certain other corridors were exchanged 
April 11, 1955. 
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of America and the Republic of Panama.” 
shall be abrogated in its entirety as of the 
date of entry into force of the present Treaty. 

The landing pier situated in the small cove 
on the southerly side of Manzanillo Island, 
constructed pursuant to provisions con- 
tained in the second paragraph of Article VII 
of the Boundary Convention of 1914 between 
the two countries, shall become the property 
of the Government of the Republic of Pan- 
ama as of the date of entry into force of the 
present Treaty. 

Article VIII 


[$129] (a) The Republic of Panama will 
reserve exclusively for the purpose of ma- 
neuvers and military training the area de- 
scribed in the maps (Nos. SGN—7-54 and 
SGN-8-54, each dated November 17, 1954) 
and accompanying descriptions prepared by 
the Comision Catastral of the Republic of 
Panama, attached as the Annex hereto, and 
will permit the United States of America, 
without cost and free of all encumbrances, 
exclusively to utilize said area for the indi- 
cated purpose for a period of fifteen (15) 
years, subject to extension thereafter as 
agreed by the two Governments. This au- 
thorization includes the free access to, egress 
from, and movements within and over, said 
area. This utilization will not affect the 
sovereignty of the Republic of Panama, or 
the operation of the Constitution and the 
laws of the Republic over the mentioned 
area. 

(b) The United States Armed Forces, the 
members thereof and their families actually 
residing with them, and United States na- 
tionals who, in an official capacity, are serv- 
ing with or accompanying the Armed Forces 
of the United States and members of their 
families actually residing with them will be 
exempted within the said area from all taxa- 
tion by the Republic of Panama or any of its 
political subdivisions. 

(c) Prior to the expiration of the period 
envisaged in this Article and within a rea- 
sonable time thereafter the United States 
shall have the right to remove from this 
training and maneuver area, or otherwise to 
dispose of, without limitation or restriction 
all structures, installations, facilities, equip- 
ment and supplies brought into, or con- 
structed or erected within this training and 
maneuver area by or on behalf of the United 
States. The Republic of Panama will not 
be required to reimburse the United States 
for any structures, installations, facilities, 
equipment and supplies not removed or 
otherwise disposed of as provided herein. 

(d) The United States shall be under no 
cbligation to restore this training and ma- 
neuver area or the facilities and installations 
thereon to their original conditions upon the 
termination of this Article, except for the 
landing strip which will be returned in at 
least as good conditions as that obtaining 
at the time of coming into effect of this Ar- 
ticle. 

(e) The provisions of this Article shall in 
no manner terminate or modify the provi- 
sions concerning the holding of military 
maneuvers in the Republic of Panama estab- 
lished by the Notes ancillary to the General 
Treaty signed March 2, 1936. other than as 


For Art. VII of the 1914 Boundary Con- 
vention, see App. II, § 38. 

* Reproductions of maps Nos. SGN-7-54 
and SGN-8-54, referred to, will be found in 
Vol. 6, UST, facing page 2308. The descrip- 
tions of the area, also referred to, which ac- 
companied the maps, are set out herein fol- 
lowing this Treaty ($$ 135, 136, post). 

The Agreement referred to was effected 
by exchange of notes signed February 1, 1939, 
and it is ancillary to the General Treaty of 
March 2, 1936 (§31 et seq., ante), also re- 
ferred to. Points 2 and 3 of such Agreement, 
which relate to military maneuvers, and ac- 
tion in sudden emergency, are set out in 
footnote 32, ante, 


20145 


provided herein for this training and ma- 
neuver area. 
Article IX 


[$ 130] The Republic of Panama hereby 
waives the right under Article XIX of the 
Convention signed November 18, 1903,% to 
transportation by railway within the Zone, 
without paying charges of any kind, of per- 
sons in the service of the Republic of Pan- 
ama, or of the police force charged with the 
preservation of public order outside of the 
Canal Zone, as well of their baggage, muni- 
tions of war and supplies. 


Article X 


[$131] The High Contracting Parties 
agree that, in the event of the discontin- 
uance of the Panama Railroad, and of the 
construction or completion by the United 
States of a strategic highway across the 
Isthmus lying wholly within the Canal Zone 
intended primarily for serving the operation, 
maintenance, civil government, sanitation 
and protection of the Panama Canal and 
Canal Zone, and notwithstanding anything 
to the contrary in Article VI of the Conven- 
tion signed November 18, 1903," the United 
States of America may in its discretion either 
prohibit or restrict the use, by busses or 
trucks not at the time engaged exclusively 
in the servicing of, or the transportation of 
supplies to, installations, facilities or resi- 
dents of the Canal Zone, of that portion of 
such highway which lies between Mount 
Hope, Canal Zone and the intersection of 
such highway with the Canal Zone section of 
the Trans-Isthmian Highway referred to in 
the Trans-Isthmian Highway Convention be- 
tween the United States of America and the 
Republic of Panama, signed March 2, 1936.“ 


Article XI 


[$ 132] The Republic of Panama agrees, 
notwithstanding the provisions of Article III 
of the General Treaty signed March 2, 1936 w, 
that the United States of America may ex- 
tend the privilege of purchasing at post ex- 
changes small items of personal convenience 
and items necessary for professional use, to 
military personnel of friendly third countries 
present in the Zone under auspices of the 
United States. 

Article XII 


[$1338] The United States of America 
agrees that, effective December 31, 1956, there 
will be excluded from the privilege of making 
purchases in the commissaries and other 
sales stores in the Canal Zone as well as the 
privilege of making importations in the Canal 
Zone all those persons who are not citizens 
of the United States of America, except mem- 
bers of the Armed Forces of the United 
States, and who do not actually reside in the 
Canal Zone but who are included in the 
categories of persons authorized to reside in 
said Zone; it being understood nevertheless 
that all personnel of the agencies of the 
United States of America will be permitted 
under adequate controls to purchase small 
articles such as meals, sweets, chewing gum, 
tobacco and similar articles near the sites 
of their jobs. 

The United States of America further 
agrees that, effective December 31, 1956, and 
notwithstanding the provisions of the first 
paragraph of Article IV of the General Treaty 
signed March 2, 1936*, the Government of 
the Republic of Panama may impose import 
duties and other charges upon goods destined 
or consigned to persons, other than citizens 


For Art. XIX of the 1903 Convention, see 
App. III, § 80. 

* For Art. VI of the 1903 Convention, see 
App. III, § 67. 

233 For the 1936 Trans-Isthmian Highway 
Convention, see App. X, Highways. 

For Art. III of the 1936 Treaty, see § 34, 
ante. 
For Art. IV of the 1936 Treaty, see § 35, 
ante. 
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of the United States of America, included 
in class (a) in Section 2 of Article III of 
said Treaty u, who reside or sojourn in terri- 
tory under the jurisdiction of the Republic 
of Panama during the performance of their 
service with the United States of America 
or its agencies, even though such goods are 
intended for their own use and benefit. 
Article XIII 

[$ 184] The present Treaty shall be sub- 
ject to ratification and the instruments of 
ratification shall be exchanged at Washing- 
ton. It shall enter into force on the date of 
the exchange of the instruments of rati- 
fication. 

In witness whereof, the Plenipotentiaries 
have signed this Treaty in duplicate, in the 
English and Spanish languages, both texts 
being authentic, and have hereunder affixed 
their seals. 

Done at the City of Panama the 25th day 
of January 1955. 

For the United States of America: 

SELDEN CHAPIN. 

[SEAL] 

For the Republic of Panama: 

OCTAVIO FABREGA. 

[SEAL] 


MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDINGS REACHED * 


[$137] In connection with the 1953-1954 
negotiations between representatives of the 
United States of America and the Republic 
of Panama, which have resulted in the signa- 
ture of a Treaty between the two countries, 
the following understandings have been 
reached: 

On the part of the United States of Amer- 
ica: 

[$ 138] 1. Legislation will be sought which 
will authorize each agency of the United 
States Government in the Canal Zone to con- 
form its existing wage practices in the Zone 
to the following principles: * 

(a) The basic wage for any given grade 
level will be the same for any employee elig- 
ible for appointment to the position without 
regard to whether he is a citizen of the 
United States or of the Republic of Panama. 

(b) In the case of an employee who is a 
citizen of the United States, there may be 
added to the base pay an increment repre- 
senting an overseas differential plus an al- 
lowance for those elements, such as taxes, 
which operate to reduce the disposable in- 
come of such an employee as compared with 
an employee who is a resident of the area. 

(c) The employee who is a citizen of the 
United States will also be eligible for greater 
annual leave benefits and travel allowances 
because of the necessity for periodic vaca- 
tions in the United States for recuperation 
purposes and to maintain contact with the 
employee’s home environment. 

Legislation will be sought to make the 
Civil Service Retirement Act uniformly ap- 
plicable to citizens of the United States and 
of the Republic of Panama employed by the 
Government of the United States in the 
Canal Zone.™ 


* For Art. III of the 1936 Treaty, see § 34, 
ante. 

2 Ratifications were exchanged at Washing- 
ton on August 23, 1955. 

This Memorandum is related, and was 
attached, to the Treaty of Mutual Under- 
standing and Cooperation, which was signed 
at Panama January 25, 1955 (§ 121 et seq., 
ante). See second paragraph of § 152, post, 
and footnote 99, post. 

„For legislation of Congress pursuant to 
that part of this item relating to wage and 
employment practices, see § 141 et seq. of 
Title 2, Canal Zone Code, and derivation 
notes thereunder. See, also, section 13 of Act 
July 25, 1958, Public Law 85-550, 72 Stat. 
410 (5 U.S.C. § 2252 note). 

For legislation of Congress pursuant to 
this paragraph, see § 181 of Title 2, Canal 
Zone Code, and derivation note thereunder, 
particularly subsec. (c) of such section. 
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The United States will afford equality of 
opportunity to citizens of Panama for em- 
ployment in all United States Government 
positions in the Canal Zone for which they 
are qualified and in which the employment 
of United States citizens is not required, in 
the judgment of the United States, for se- 
curity reasons. 

The agencies of the United States Govern- 
ment will evaluate, classify and title all posi- 
tions in the Canal Zone without regard to 
the nationality of the incumbent or pro- 
posed incumbent. 

Citizens of Panama will be afforded oppor- 
tunity to participate in such training pro- 
grams as may be conducted for employees by 
United States agencies in the Canal Zone. 

[$ 139] 2. With reference to that part of 
Article V of the Treaty signed today“ which 
deals with the conveyance to the Republic 
of Panama free of cost of all the right, title 
and interest held by the United States of 
America or its agencies in and to certain lands 
and improvements situated in territory under 
the jurisdiction of the Republic of Panama, 
steps will be taken as provided in this Item. 

(a) Legislation will be sought to authorize 
and direct the transfer to the Republic of 
Panama of all the right, title and interest 
held by the United States or its agencies in 
or to the following real property :* 

1. The J. N. Vialette and Huerta de San 
Doval tracts in the city of Panama and the 
Aspinwall tract on the Island of Taboga. 

2. Las Isletas and Santa Catalina Military 
Reservations on the Island of Taboga. This 
transfer will include the cable rights-of- 
way which have a width of 20 feet (6.10 
meters) and extend between the Ancon 
Cove Military Reservation and the Santa 
Catalina Military Reservation, and between 
the El Vigia Military Reservation and the 
Las Isletas Military Reservation. 

8. The lot in Colon now reserved for con- 
sulate purposes. 

4. Certain lands on the westerly shores of 
the city of Colon described roughly as ex- 
tending from the southerly boundary of the 
de Lesseps area (4th Street extended) to the 
Colon-Canal Zone boundary and bounded on 
the east by the east wall of the old freight 
house and, below that structure, by a line 
25 feet (7.622 meters) west of the center line 
of the most westerly railroad track. This 
transfer will include the certain improve- 
ments consisting of the old freight house 
and Colon Pier Number 3. 

(b) Legislation will be sought to author- 
ize and direct the Panama Canal Company 
to remove its railway terminal operations 
from the city of Panama and to transfer to 
the Republic of Panama free of cost all of 
the right, title and interest of the Panama 
Canal Company in and to the lands known 
as the Panama Railroad Yard, including the 
improvements thereon and specifically in- 
cluding the railway passenger station. This 
action will also relieve the Government of 
the Republic of Panama of its obligation 
under Point 10 of the General Relations 
Agreement between the United States of 
America and the Republic of Panama signed 
May 18, 1942 to make available without cost 
to the Government of the United States of 
America a suitable new site for such terminal 
facilities. 

(c) With respect to those areas in the city 
of Colon known as de Lesseps, Colon Beach 
and New Cristobal (with the exception of two 
lots in the de Lesseps area which the United 


% For Art. V of the Treaty (1955), see § 126, 
ante. 
* For legislation of Congress authorizing 
transfer of the properties referred to in all 
paragraphs and subparagraphs of this item, 
enacted pusuant to this item, see Act Au- 
gust 30, 1957, Public Law 85-223, 71 Stat. 509. 

Regarding the legislation referred to, see 
footnote 85, ante. For point 10 of the General 
Relations Agreement of May 18, 1942, referred 
to, see § 61, ante. 
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States intends to use for consulate pur- 
poses), legislation will be sought to authorize 
and direct the gradual withdrawal from these 
areas and the conveyance or transfer to the 
Republic of Panama free of cost of all the 
right, title and interest of the United States 
and of its agency, the Panama Canal Com- 
pany, in and to the lands and improvements 
thereon. Under this process of gradual with- 
drawal the United States Government, and/or 
its agencies, will not be obligated to install 
any new structure in such areas and, as sever- 
able parts of the areas cease to be needed, the 
lands and improvements would be conveyed 
or transferred. The severability of parts of 
the areas depends upon a number of practical 
considerations including those having to do 
with the present obligations of the United 
States, with respect to the subject areas, con- 
cerning water and sewerage facilities, street 
cleaning and paving, water supply, et cetera, 
as stipulated in the Instrument of Transfer 
of Water and Sewerage Systems, executed be- 
tween the Governor of the Panama Canal 
and the Foreign Minister of Panama on De- 
cember 28, 1945. 

(d) With respect to the railroad passenger 
station and site in the city of Colon, legisla- 
tion will be sought to authorize and direct 
the withdrawal from such site and structure 
at such time as the withdrawal from the 
areas known as de Lesseps, Colon Beach and 
New Cristobal, contemplated by the next 
preceding subparagraph, shall have been 
fully completed, and the conveyance to the 
Republic of Panama free of cost of all the 
right, title and interest of the United States 
and of its agency, the Panama Canal Com- 
pany, in and to such site and structure. How- 
ever, the railroad tracks and trackage area in 
Colon, being required for switching purposes 
serving the Cristobal piers, will be retained 
for such purposes. 

(e) All transfers or conveyances of lands 
and improvements contemplated by this 
Item, subject to legislative authorization and 
direction, will necessarily be made subject to 
any leases which may be outstanding in the 
respective areas, and will also contain pro- 
visions fully protecting the Government of 
the United States of America against any 
claims by lessees for damages or losses which 
may arise as a result of such transfers or 
conveyances, 

(f) The transfers or conveyances contem- 
plated by this Item, subject to legislative 
authorization, are in addition to the con- 
veyance of Paitilla Point as specifically cov- 
ered by Article V of the Treaty signed today, 
and to the transfer of real property effected 
by Article VI of said Treaty. 

[$ 140] 3. Articles, materials, and supplies 
that are mined, produced or manufactured 
in the Republic of Panama, when purchased 
for use in the Canal Zone, will be exempted 
from the provisions of the Buy American 
Act. 

[$ 141] 4. Referring to the exchange of 
notes dated March 2, 1936, accessory to the 
General Treaty between the United States 
of America and the Republic of Panama 
signed on that date, relative to the sale to 
ships of goods imported into the Canal Zone 
by the Government of the United States of 
America®, the United States of America 
agrees, effective December 31. 1956, and in 
benefit of Panamanian commerce, to with- 
draw wholly from, and thereafter to refrain 
from, any such sales to ships, provided that 
nothing in this Item shall apply: 

(a) to sales to ships operated by or for 


™See point 1 of the General Relations 
Agreement of May 18, 1942 (§ 61, ante), and 
footnote 35, ante. 

For Arts. V and VI of the Treaty (1955), 
see §§ 126, 127, ante. 

“ See 41 U.S.C. §§ 10a-10c. 

“The notes dated March 2, 1936, referred 
to, which were accessory to the Treaty of that 
date, are set out in footnote 17, ante. 
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the account of the Government of the 
United States of America, 

(b) to the sale of fuel or lubricants, or 

(c) to any sale or furnishing of ships 
stores which is incidental to the perform- 
ance of ship repair operations by any agency 
of the Government of the United States of 
America. 

[§ 142] 5. Legislative authorization and 
the necessary appropriations will be sought 
for the construction of a bridge at Balboa 
referred to in Point 4 of the General Rela- 
tions Agreement of 1942.4 

[$143] 6. The United States of America 
agrees, effective December 31, 1956, to with- 
draw from persons employed by agencies of 
the Government of the United States of 
America in the Canal Zone who are not 
citizens of the United States of America 
and who do not actually reside in said Zone 
the privilege of availing themselves of serv- 
ices which are offered within said Zone ex- 
cept those which are essential to health or 
necessary to permit them to perform their 
duties. 

[$ 144] 7. It is and will continue to be 
the policy of the Panama Canal agencies and 
of the Armed Forces in the Canal Zone in 
making purchases of supplies, materials and 
equipment, so far as permitted under 
United States legislation, to afford to the 
economy of the Republic of Panama full 
opportunity to compete for such business. 

[$ 145] 8. In general connection with the 
matter of the importation of items of mer- 
chandise for resale in the sales stores in the 
Canal Zone, it will be the practice of the 
agencies concerned to acquire such items 
either from United States sources or Pana- 
manian sources unless, in certain instances, 
it is not feasible to do so. 

[$ 146] 9. With respect to the manufacture 
and processing of goods for sale to or con- 
sumption by individuals, now carried on by 
the Panama Canal Company, it will be the 
policy of the United States of America to 
terminate such activities whenever and for 
so long as such goods, or particular classes 
thereof, are determined by the United States 
of America to be available in the Republic 
of Panama on a continuing basis, in satis- 
factory qualities and quantities, and at rea- 
sonable prices. The United States of America 
will give prompt consideration to a request 
in writing on the part of the Government of 
Panama concerning the termination of the 
manufacture or processing of any goods cov- 
ered in this Item as to which the Govern- 
ment of Panama may consider the criteria 
specified in this Item to have been met. 

[$ 147] 10. Prompt consideration will be 
given to withdrawing from the handling of 
commercial cargo for transshipment on Canal 
Zone piers so soon as Panamanian port fa- 
cilities are in satisfactory operation in 
Colon. 

[$ 148] 11. The United States agrees that 
the term “auxiliary works“ as used in the 


“For point 4 of the General Relations 
Agreement referred to, see § 61, ante. For sub- 
sequent legislation of Congress on the subject 
of a bridge over the Panama Canal at Balboa, 
see §§ 471 and 472 of Title 2, Canal Zone, and 
derivation notes thereunder. Construction of 
the bridge has been completed. 

For note of March 2, 1936, ancillary to the 
General Treaty of Friendship and Coopera- 
tion of that date, relating to limitation on use 
of Canal Zone facilities, see that part of foot- 
note 17, ante, headed: “United States Note — 
Limitation on Use of Canal Zone Facilities”. 

For note of March 2, 1936, ancillary to the 
General Treaty of Friendship and Coopera- 
tion of that date, relating to the conduct by 
the Government of the United States of a 
bonded warehouse business in the Canal 
Zone, and to the continuance of the “hold for 
orders” business in the terminal ports of the 
Canal, see that part of footnote 17, ante, 
headed: “United States Note-—Bonded Ware- 
house and ‘Hold for Orders’ Businesses”. 
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Treaty includes the Armed Forces of the 
United States of America.“ 

On the part of the Republic of Panama: 

[$149] 1. The Republic of Panama will 
lease to the United States of America, free of 
all cost save for the recited consideration of 
one Balboa, for a period of 99 years, two par- 
cels of land contiguous to the present United 
States Embassy residence site, as designated 
on the sketch (No. SGN-9-—54, dated Novem- 
ber 19, 1954) and accompanying descriptions 
prepared by the Comision Catastral of the 
Republic of Panama, attached hereto.” 

[$ 150] 2. The Republic of Panama assures 
the United States of America that the prop- 
erty, shown and described on the attached 
map (No, SGN-6—54, dated October 1954) and 
accompanying description prepared by the 
Comision Catastral of the Republic of Pan- 

in front of the United States Embassy 
office building site and between the Bay of 
Panama and Avenida Balboa as it may be 
extended between 37th and 39th Streets, will 
be preserved permanently as a park and not 
developed for commercial or residential pur- 
S. 

[$151] 3. So long as the United States of 
America maintains in effect those provisions 
of Executive Order No. 6997 of March 25, 1935 
governing the importation of alcoholic bev- 
erages into the Canal Zone,” the Republic 
of Panama will grant a reduction of 75 per- 
cent in the import duty on alcoholic bev- 
erages which are sold in Panama for importa- 
tion into the Canal Zone pursuant to such 
Executive Order. 

[$ 152] 4. In connection with the authori- 
zation granted to the United States of Amer- 
ica in Article VIII of the Treaty,” the United 
States shall have free access to the beach 
areas contiguous to the maneuver area de- 
scribed in said Article VIII for purposes con- 
nected with training and maneuvers, subject 
to the public use of said beach as provided 
under the Constitution of Panama. 

The provisions of this Memorandum of 
Understandings Reached shall enter into 
force upon the exchange of instruments of 
ratification of the Treaty signed this day 
by the United States of America and the 
Republic of Panama. 

Done in duplicate in the City of Panama, 
in the English and Spanish languages, this 
25th day of January 1955. 

For the United States of America: 

SELDEN CHAPIN, 
Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipo- 
tentiary of the United States of Amer- 
ica to the Republic of Panama, 

For the Republic of Panama: 

OCTAVIO FABREGA, 
Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Repub- 
lic of Panama. 

[SEAL] 


For use of the term “auxiliary works” in 
the Treaty (1955), see pars. (1) and (3) of 
Art. II (§ 123, ante), and Art. V ( 126, ante), 
thereof. 

* A reproduction of sketch No. SGN-9-54, 
referred to, will be found in Vol. 6, UST, fac- 
ing page 2350. The descriptions accompany- 
ing the sketch, also referred to, are set out 
herein following this Memorandum of Under- 
standings Reached (§§ 153, 154, post). 

“A reproduction of map No. SGN-6-54, 
referred to, will be found in Vol. 6, UST, fac- 
ing page 2360. The descriptions accompany- 
ing the map, also referred to, are set out 
herein following this Memorandum of Under- 
standings Reached (§ 155, post). 

With respect to Exec. Order No. 6997 of 
March 25, 1935, referred to, see note under 
section 731 of Title 2, Canal Zone Code. 

© For Art. VIII of the Treaty (1955), see 
§ 129, ante. 

1 The instruments of ratification of the 
Treaty (Treaty of Mutual Understanding and 
Cooperation, § 121 et seq., ante), which was 
signed at Panama January 25, 1955, were ex- 
changed at Washington August 23, 1955. The 
Treaty entered into force on August 23, 1955. 
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[84th Congress, 2d Session, House of Repre- 
sentatives, Report No. 1878] 
INTERIM REPORT ON ABANDONMENT OF PANAMA 
RAILROAD 


Pursuant to the authority contained in 
House Resolution 118, the Panama Canal 
Subcommittee of the House Committee on 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries undertook 
an investigation of the Panama Railroad. 

The Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries has adopted and ordered reported 
the report of the subcommittee. 

Early in 1954, the Panama Canal Company 
indicated its intention to abandon the rail- 
road and substitute a new highway on its 
roadbed. In connection with its plan, the 
Company caused an economic study of rail- 
road transportation of its own freight and 
passengers to be made, in which the conclu- 
sion was drawn that construction and use of 
the proposed highway would result in lower 
transportation costs for the Company. The 
report stressed the loss of business by rea- 
son of the fact that other Government agen- 
cies, notably the military, had substituted 
the use of trucks for freight movements, as 
had the Company-Government itself, and 
that the future trend of strictly commercial 
business was downward. Subsequently, the 
ratification of the treaty between the Re- 
public of Panama and the United States, 
with its surrender of all terminal properties 
located in Panama on both sides of the 
isthmus to that country, placed further ob- 
stacles in the course of continued railroad 
operation. 

The Governor of the Canal Zone, at a hear- 
ing held by this subcommittee in June 1955 
stated his intention to abandon the railroad 
and cited as his authority section 249 of the 
Panama Canal Company Act, which sets 
forth the specific powers of the Panama 
Canal Company and includes, among others, 
the provision that the Company “may con- 
struct, maintain, and operate a railroad 
across the Isthmus of Panama.” According 
to his reasoning, the word “may” is permis- 
sive and implied therein is the discretion on 
the part of the Company to cease operations 
without seeking the approval of Congress. 
When it was pointed out to him that the 
Company’s authority to operate the canal 
was expressed in the same permissive form, 
he disclaimed any belief on his part or that 
of his Directors that the canal could be 
abandoned without action by Congress. It 
is the view of the subcommittee that the au- 
thority of the Panama Canal Company to 
abandon operation of the railroad, in the 
light of the history of the legislation under 
which it operates, is at least questionable. 

The railroad is the only means of land 
transportation across the Isthmus of Panama 
located wholly within the Canal Zone. Its 
abandonment would entail either the con- 
struction of a road within the zone or use 
of the existing transisthmian highway in 
the Republic of Panama. For a number of 
reasons, the latter course would not be de- 
sirable from the point of view of the best 
interests of the United States. The cost of 
the new highway has been variously esti- 
mated at $9 million to $35 million. 

Since World War II, traffic on the railroad 
has been steadily declining. There are a num- 
ber of causes for this, the first in point of 
time being the opening of the Boyd-Roose- 
velt Highway across the isthmus in 1943. 
This road, connecting the terminal cities 
of the railroad, has diverted some freight and 
passengers to a truckline and a busline. 
Then too, aside from housing, large-scale 
construction, with the need for transporta- 
tion of quantities of materials, has largely 
been completed in the Canal Zone. In addi- 
tion, use of the railroad by the military has 
virtually ceased and the Company’s use of 
its own facility has been steadily declining. 
The management of the railroad has made 
little or no effort to meet this problem of 
developing business. The views of the Sec- 
retary of the Army, who is responsible for the 
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operations of both the Army and the Panama 
Canal Company, will be sought by the com- 
mittee. 

The subcommittee has held a number of 
hearings both in Washington and the Canal 
Zone and has heard both from Company 
witnesses and those interested in continuing 
operation of the railroad. A considerable 
amount of the testimony was necessarily 
conflicting and would require the services 
of an expert to evaluate properly. It is the 
opinion of the subcommittee that the op- 
eration of the railroad should be continued 
pending an examination and report by quali- 
fied railroad experts. In addition to other 
matters, the subcommittee desires a report 
on the physical condition of the railroad, its 
traffic potential, an estimate of the prob- 
able overall cost of operaton as compared 
with a highway and, if its retention is recom- 
mended, a statement of the steps required to 
reduce the losses in operation presently be- 
ing incurred. 

Until such report is made and the subcom- 
mittee has had opportunity to consider it, 
it is recommended that operation of the 
railroad be continued at present levels of 
service and equipment and that the Panama 
Cana] Company consider the advisability of 
utilizing the railroad for a larger part of its 
own transportation needs. 


[84th Congress, 2d Session, House of Repre- 
sentatives, Report No. 2974] 


ABANDONMENT OF PANAMA RAILROAD 
LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, COM- 
MITTEE ON MERCHANT MARINE 
AND FISHERIES, 
Washington, D.C., January 3, 1957. 
Hon. RALPH ROBERTS, 
Clerk of the House, 
The Capitol, Washington, D.C, 

Deak Mr. Roserts: There is transmitted 
herewith to be filed in the House, while it 
is not in session, a report of the Committee 
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, which 
was this day ordered reported to the House, 
pursuant to House Resolution 118, by the 
full committee in executive session. 

I request that the report be printed. 

Sincerely yours, 
T C. BONNER, 
Chairman, 

Pursuant to the authority contained in 
the House Resolution 118, the Panama Canal 
Subcommittee of the House Committee on 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries undertook 
an investigation of the Panama Railroad. 

Early in 1954, the Panama Canal Company 
indicated its intention to abandon the rail- 
road and substitute a new highway on its 
roadbed. In connection with the plan, the 
Company caused an economic study to be 
made of railroad transportation of its own 
freight and passengers. As a result of this 
study, the conclusion was drawn that con- 
struction and use of the proposed highway 
would result in lower transportation costs for 
the Company. The Company’s report stressed 
the loss of business by reason of the fact that 
not only the Panama Canal Company and 
Canal Zone Government, but other Govern- 
ment agencies, notably the military, had 
substituted the use of trucks for freight 
movements in lieu of use of the railroad, 
and that the future trend of strictly com- 
mercial business by rail was downward. Sub- 
sequently, the ratification of the treaty 
between the Republic of Panama and the 
United States, with its surrender of all 
terminal properties located in Panama on 
both sides of the isthmus to that country, 
placed further obstacles in the course of 
continued railroad operation. 

The Governor of the Canal Zone, at a 
hearing held by this subcommittee in June 
1955, stated his intention to abandon the 
railroad and cited as his authority section 
249 of the Panama Canal Company Act, 
which sets forth the specific powers of the 
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Panama Canal Company and includes, 
among others, the provision that the Com- 
pany “may construct, maintain and operate 
a railroad across the Isthmus of Panama.” 
According to his reasoning, the word “may” 
is permissive. Accordingly, there is implied 
discretion on the part of the Company to 
cease operations without seeking the ap- 
proval of Congress. When it was pointed out 
to him that the Company's authority to op- 
erate the canal was expressed in the same 
permissive form, he disclaimed any belief on 
his part or that of his Directors that the 
canal could be abandoned without action by 
Congress, 

It is the view of the subcommittee that 
the Panama Canal Company, in view of the 
legislation under which it operates, has no 
authority to abandon operation and scrap 
the railroad without specific authorization 
of Congress. 

The Committee on Appropriations of the 
Senate, in its report accompanying the De- 
partment of Commerce and related agencies 
appropriation bill, 1956, included the fol- 
lowing: 

The committee directs that no action be 
taken to abandon the Panama Railroad until 
the appropriate committees of Congress have 
investigated the proposal and indicated their 
approval. 

Mr. Merle Whitman, Secretary of the Pan- 
ama Canal Company, at the hearing held by 
this subcommittee on June 17, 1955, in re- 
sponse to a question as to the authority of 
the Company to abandon, stated: 

I think we can say that we consider that 
at this time we are bound not to proceed 
with that until the Congress in one way or 
another has authorized us to proceed. 

On March 13, 1956, the committee sub- 
mitted an interim report to the House (H. 
Rept. 1878) in which it recommended the 
retainer of qualified railroad experts to ex- 
amine the problem. Thereafter, the commit- 
tee retained Mr. John T. Ridgely, former 
official of the Pennsylvania Railroad, to 
make a survey of the operation of the rail- 
road and to render an expert opinion as to 
the desirability of its abandonment. This 
entailed a comprehensive study of the pres- 
ent operation, the heads of the various Gov- 
ernment agencies involved, the prospective 
requirements of the Republic of Panama, 
costs of operation of trucks as against the 
railroad and what, if any, action could be 
taken to eliminate the losses presently being 
suffered by operation of the railroad. Need- 
less to say, this involved many intricate and 
complex problems and relationships as well 
as a number of intangibles. 

In order to appreciate the situation, it is 
necessary to realize that the principal con- 
signees who receive freight and who likewise 
require passenger service are (1) the Panama 
Canal Company and Canal Zone; (2) the 
Armed Forces; and (3) the Republic of Pan- 
ama, All three are now served by (1) rail- 
road; (2) trucks and buses; and (3), to a 
certain extent, the Panama Canal. 

The Panama Canal Company, due to its 
multiplicity of operations, is the most com- 
plex, having to serve its commissaries which 
feed and clothe its employees, deliver sup- 
plies to its storehouses, handle machinery 
and equipment for its maintenance and re- 
pair departments of the canal proper, furnish 
the materials for its streets, highways, sewer 
and water departments and housing, etc., 
and last, but not least, the transportation of 
its employees and their families. 

The Armed Forces are faced with similar 
operations in their own departments. 

The Republic of Panama, up until 1942, 
Was required to make use of the Panama 
Railroad to a very great extent, as it was the 
only avenue for traffic between the Atlantic 
and Pacific, and vice versa. Even with the 
construction of Boyd-Roosevelt Highway in 
1942, connecting Colon and Panama City, 
very little use was made of it freightwise 
until 1949, when a trucking line called Ter- 
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minales Panama S. H., owned and operated 
by Panamanians, entered the field. Due to 
various reasons, this company was unable to 
actively compete with the railroad until 
1952. Since this date it has made serious in- 
roads into the tonnage handled by the rail- 
road across the isthmus. 

In order to properly analyze these prob- 
lems, & brief outline is herewith made of the 
various forms of transportation mentioned 
above: 


(1) THE PANAMA RAILROAD COMPANY 


This line was completed in 1855, the first 
transcontinental railroad in the Americas. 
It is 47.64 miles in length with numerous 
passing sidings and spurs to all the impor- 
tant traffic destinations, a total of approxi- 
mately 142 miles of track. It is laid with 
90- and 100-pound rail to a 5-foot gage, 
stone ballasted, and operated by train orders 
and automatic signals. Its highway and street 
crossings are protected by automatic gates 
and flashing light signals. It is well main- 
tained and fairly well operated, The equip- 
ment is a mixture of old and fairly modern, 
but all well maintained, List attached in- 
cludes freight cars and mahogany passenger 
cars built from 1915 to 1945, said list marked 
“Exhibit A.” The locomotives in use are 
diesels acquired in 1942: 9 are class 900, 
1,500 horsepower, and 5 are class 400, 1,000 
horsepower. The latter being used in yard 
service and for extra road service, both 
freight and passenger, and are in good order. 
Both locomotive and car equipment is main- 
tained under standards used on railroads in 
the States. 

The supervisory force are United States 
citizens, and the following are likewise in 
this classification: dispatchers, agents opera- 
tors, car and enginehouse foremen, conduc- 
tors and enginemen, machinists, car inspec- 
tors, and track foremen. There are 86 persons 
in this group. The balance of the railroad 
force consists of 322 Panamanians (local 
rate), who fill positions of clerks, locomotive 
firemen, brakemen, freight and passenger, 
helpers in the enginehouse and carshops, and 
in the signal department, and track laborers 
and truckers in the freight houses. The rail- 
road through its track layout on the piers 
on both the Atlantic and Pacific Coasts, and 
its spur tracks leading to the principal points 
of delivery for cargo, is properly equipped to 
deliver all types of freight, heavy or light. It 
depends, of course, on volume for its maxi- 
mum economic results. It naturally requires 
the use of trucks to locations in the terminals 
not provided with spurs or sidetracks. The 
same situation and conditions apply to its 
passenger transportation. A comparison is 
shown herewith of both freight and pas- 
sengers carried in fiscal year 1954, the last 
year in which the railroad incurred no finan- 
cial loss, and before competition with trucks 
really began, and fiscal year 1956, when a 
loss of $281,249 was experienced from the 


truck and bus competition: 
Total freight | Total passen- 
tonnage gers carried 
Fiscal year: 
Nie eng -d 186, 576 420, 366 
SS 110, 603 417,229 
n 76, 973 3,147 


Further analysis will be shown later, but it 
must be realized that there was handled in 
both years a considerable tonnage not shown 
which was handled by the railroad in each 
terminal in what is known as switching serv- 
ice at a very low rate per freight car handled. 
This freight is in volume, and is at a rate 
that is not profitable to trucks. This includes 
freight from pier No. 8 to Mount Hope, the 
main commissary warehouse on the Atlantic, 
as well as to certain Army installations in 
that district, also on the Pacific side between 
pier No. 18 and Panama City freight station 
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and, likewise, from this pier to the United 
States Army cold-storage building and Army 
warehouses. 


(2) TRUCK AND BUS TRANSPORTATION 


Prior to construction of the transisthmian 
Boyd Roosevelt Highway at a cost of $9,735,- 
000, by the United States in 1942, joining the 
city of Panama on the Pacific with Colon on 
the Atlantic, the railroad was supreme. How- 
ever, by 1949, several Panamanian truckers 
began operations. The most important being 
the firm of Terminales, a corporation owned 
by important Panamanians. This company 
purchased excellent equipment and is well 
operated, but was unable until 1952 to obtain 
any of the through-bill freight between Cris- 
tobal and Panama City being carried from 
the east-coast cities of the United States by 
Panama Canal Company boats. Since that 
privilege has been obtained, their business 
has grown tremendously, with resulting 
losses to the railroad. 

A decision just prior to 1954 was also made 
by the Panama Canal Company, after a 
rather perfunctory study, to start operating 
trucks in transisthmian service in direct 
competition with the railroad, the principal 
freight to be handled being frozen foods and 
commissary commodities. This required the 
purchase of insulated trailers and a number 
of tractors. A decision was made at this time 
not to revamp some of the refrigerator cars 
with rather inexpensive mechanical refrig- 
eration equipment costing installed $4,000 
per car. This decision definitely denied the 
railroad the opportunity to handle frozen 
foods and resulted in the Armed Forces like- 
wise acquiring semi-insulated trailers and 
hauling their own frozen foods. 

The decision to enter into truck transpor- 
tation, I feel, was dictated also on the premise 
so widely publicized in the States that rail- 
roads are unable to compete with trucks in a 
50-mile haul. This theory in the States is 
based on the heavy terminal expense experi- 
enced by the railroads due to high cost of 
land, excessive taxes, and the difficulties and 
expense necessary to reach many industrial 
Plants with track sidings. This is further 
augmented by the necessity of maintaining 
and owning their own right-of-way, while 
trucks operate on roads and highways owned 
and maintained by the public. 


(3) THE PANAMA CANAL 


Transportation via the canal is only in- 
volved in this study insofar as it furnishes 
service to the Panama Canal Company, the 
armed services, and Republic of Panama. 
This covers cargo landed at either end of the 
canal for use of operations immediately ad- 
jacent thereto. There is no benefit to the 
consignee, as rates are the same as those 
charged for ship and rail transshipment. 
Some barging is done on the canal by the 
Company but, in general, only for heavy 
cargo to points not reached by the railroad. 

To further expand on the users of the 
transportation operations enumerated 
above— 

(1) The Panama Canal Company and 
Canal Zone do not have the largest tonnage, 
but do have greatest diversity of operation. 
These include the steamship terminals on 
both the Pacific and Atlantic, all piers being 
served by reailroad tracks which are also 
available to handle railroad cars on which to 
place cargo too heavy for any but the ship’s 
own derrick to handle. Much of this cargo 
is in- transit“ in nature. The cargo received 
at these piers in addition to the “in-transit” 
is (a) through cargo; (b) local cargo; or (c) 
cargo destined to the immediate territory or 
that adjacent to the terminals. 

(a) Through cargo is shipment landed 
from steamship at one terminal but en route 
to the opposite side of the isthmus, on which 
the land carrier receives 20 percent of the 
total revenue. 

(b) Local cargo is freight unloaded at one 
terminal but destined to either the opposite 
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side of the canal or to intermediate points on 
which revenues are derived from payments of 
prescribed tariffs. 

(c) The cargo destined to locations in the 
territory immediately contiguous to the 
terminals and handled by switching rates or 
local trucks. The points beyond the im- 
mediate terminals into which cargo is de- 
livered are the main commissary warehouses 
at Mount Hope, Cristobal, Camp Bird, and 
Rainbow City on the Atlantic and Balboa, 
Tivoli, La Boca, and Gamboa, as well as a 
cold-storage facility at Corozal, which are all 
served by railroad spurs, but which are also 
equipped for truck loading or unloading. In 
addition are a number of service clubs and 
smaller retail stores not served by tracks, 
but solely dependent on truck deliveries. 
There are various storehouses for material 
and equipment, large maintenance bases at 
Gatun, Gamboa, Pedro Miguel, Mira Flores, 
and Balboa. 

(2) The Armed Forces receive a larger 
cargo than the Canal Company, but are 
located at points which are more inaccessible 
for rail deliveries, Sidetracks do serve the 
quartermaster warehouse and the United 
States cold storage warehouse at Corozal 
on the Pacific side, from which Albrook Field, 
Fort Clayton, Fort Amador, as well as Rod- 
man Naval Station and Fort Kobbe, are all 
reached by trucks. The railroad also has 
tracks to the ammo storage and Signal Corps 
warehouses at Madden and Fort Davis on the 
Atlantic side, but Fort Sherman, Fort Ran- 
dolph, as well as Fort Gulick and France 
Field can be only reached by trucks. 

(3) Republic of Panama has an extremely 


France Field did have a railroad track, 
but this was removed in 1955. 


1 includes 21,933 tons of freight from commissary at Mount Ho 
only $1.50 per car-mile or $1.66 per ton is estimated as revenue on 
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large important commercial cargo of freight 
which inbound travel on fairly attractive 
rates, either through or local, from foreign 
countries and the United States, and is 
handled primarily from piers at Cristobal and 
Balboa in the Canal Zone. The major por- 
tion of through traffic is now being handled 
on Panamanian trucks, the balance being 
handled through the Canal Company freight- 
house at Panama City, after being trans- 
ferred from pier No. 18 by rail on a switching 
tariff of 75 cents per ton. This rate is con- 
siderably less than would be the rates by 
trucks. 
CONCLUSIONS 


The following tonnage was received over 
the docks at Cristobal and Balboa in the 
year 1956: 


Cristobal Balboa | Total 


— — 164,357 | 6,784 71,141 

SESS eres -| 31,786 | 79,183 | 110, 
Canal Zone commercial 15, 813 723 | 16,536 
Republic of Panama 204,941 | 52,580 257, 521 


— 316, 897 |139, 270 | 456, 167 


1 See footnote 2 to the table following. 


This tonnage is broken down into subdi- 
visions showing (1) tonnage transported by 
rail across the isthmus; (2) tons handled 
by Canal Company trucks across the isth- 
mus; (3) amount handled by military trucks 
across the isthmus; and (4) amount hauled 
by Panamanian trucks. The remaining ton- 
nage was delivered either to intermediate 
points or to destinations in territory in close 
proximity to the docks on either the Atlantic 
or Pacific sides. 


Railroad Company trucks Military Other trucks 
a) Q2) @) (4) 
1 36,667 

77 


le ee “| aos 


* 


„ Atlantic side, to Balboa commissary on Pacific side, on which 
asis of 21,933 tons. (Actually there is almost double this tonnage, 


as there are 72,576 car-miles, but only 48,384 car-miles are paid for by the Company.) No explanation was offered for this. 
2 Cargo shown handied by Canal Company trucks, 24,700 tons, includes ve moved from Mount Hope commissary to commis- 


at Balboa and cold storage warehouse at Corozal on Pacfic side, and inclu 

and furniture. The cost of haning this tonnage is $103,987, or $4.21 per ton. Of the 64,357 tons of cargo un 
5 tons are moved by cars from di 

s service is a direct loss to the Railroad Company and is part of the loss of $281,000. Trucks could not 


r ton. This likewise applies to 5,005 tons 


the Panama Canal Company, 42,3 
$7.50, or 21 cents per ton. Thi 
handle this tonnage for less than $1.75 


es frozen foods, bread, pastry, groceries, clothing, 
ns unloaded at Cristobal for 
s to Mount Hope commissary on a switching rate per car of 


to storekeeper, 2,905 tons to Mindi Dairy, and 960 


tons to miscellaneous points, or a total of 51,255 tons at a total revenue of $12,265 in lieu of $38. 500, if a rate of 75 cents per ton 
were received, similar to that paid for commercial tonnage from pier No. 18 on the Pacific side to Panama City. 4 

3 Of the traffic moved for the military or Armed Forces there was also 12,500 tons moved in switching service from pier No. 18 on 
the Pacific side to quartermaster storehouse and cold-storage warehouse at Corozal at switching rates. This likewise would cost trucks 
$1.75 per ton in lieu of $7.50 per car, or 21 cents per ton credited to railroad. 

Commercial freight for Republic of Panama landed at pier No. 18 is moved primarily by railroad cars at 75 cents per ton to Panama 
City for redistribution by trucks in the city. This freight could not be moved profitably by trucks for less than $2 per ton. This tonnage 


amounts to 52,580 tons. 


The Navy likewise moved approximat 


5,000 tons of freight from Balboa and Cristobal piers under contract with the Panamanian 


el 
firm Terminales at a cost of $2 per ton. This is done because of unsatisfactory trucking by thë Army trucks. 8 
No accurate costs are available from the Armed Forces on the cost of trucking or the tonnage handled figures used were furnished 


by the military. 


From the above facts it is evident that the 
railroad through lack of understanding of 
management is being penalized and fails to 
receive credit for the following services. These 
are as follows and would tend to decrease, if 
not eliminated, the deficit of $281,000 in fiscal 
year 1956: 


(a) Revenue credited railroad for 
48,384 car-miles—Mount Hope 
to Balboa for commissary ton- 
nage—when actual car mile- 
age is 72,576, at $1.50 per car 
mile—rate itself is low and 


(b) Revenue credited railroad for 
switching movement from 
Cristobal piers to Mount Hope 
commissary of $7.50 per car, 
or 21 cents per ton for 42,385 


tons, as well as further mis- 
cellaneous tonnage also han- 
died at switching rates of 
$7.50 brings total to 51,255 
tons, which rate should be 
adjusted to 75 cents per ton, 
an increase to railroad of- 
(e) Revenue from military on Pa- 
cific side, 12,500 tons at a rate 
of $7.50 per car, should be 
increased 75 cents per ton, re- 
sulting in additional revenue 
in the amount of------------ 
(d) Canal Company should elimi- 
nate competitive traffic by 
truck on Transisthmian High- 
way, which is costing mini- 
mum of $4.21 per ton for 
24,700 tons, or---.-.-----.-- 104, 087 


$26, 235 


6, 750 
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(e) Military should discontinue 
trucking from coast to coast 
of 28,656 tons at a cost of 
$4.21 per ton, which is cost of 
Canal Company trucking. 120, 641 
(f) Consider revising upward cost of 
handling commercial cargo 
from pier No. 18 to Panama 
freight station by 50 cents per 
ton for 52,580 tons 26, 290 


Total 


This can be accomplished by proper direc- 
tive and an expenditure of $4,000 per car for 
reconverting 10 refrigerator cars to low tem- 
perature by mechanical refrigeration. It will 
involve a change of freight-train schedules 
with very little increase in operating costs. 


Bus operation 


The Canal Company has buses furnished 
by a concessionnaire operating in both the 
Atlantic and Pacific areas of the Canal Zone. 
They do not operate across the isthmus nor 
do they extend into the Republic of Panama. 
They are solely for the purpose of furnishing 
transportation to the various communities 
in the zone and serving various labor concen- 
tration, as means of bringing employees to 
and from their homes to places of employ- 
ment. The concessionnaire receives no re- 
compense from the Canal Zone Government, 
nor does he pay rental to the Government 
for the use of the streets and highways. The 
fares charged users are regulated by the 
Canal Zone Government. 

The Canal Company does use its own pas- 
senger cars and pickups for handling em- 
ployees in competition with the railroad. 
This includes transporting pilots and their 
crews and doctors and their families, and 
for other similar services. This service and 
the cost thereof should be more closely 
policed and the cost accurately determined. 
Some is undoubtedly necessary. 

The Armed Forces use buses as well as 
other vehicles for transportation across the 
isthmus, many times in direct competition 
with the railroad. The buses are those used 
in transporting children to and from schools 
as part of their assignment, but no accurate 
cost of mileage, maintenance, and deprecia- 
tion are available. 

It can readily be seen that it is possible, 
as in the use of trucks for transisthmian 
hauling, that the most economical means 
are not being employed. 


Proposed highway from Gatun to Gamboa 


This 2-lane 32-mile highway which is pro- 
posed to be built between Gatun and 
Gamboa on the right-of-way of the railroad 
if it is abandoned, will cost an estimated $9 
million, although detailed investigations may 
increase this cost. A portion of the railroad 
right-of-way between mileposts 12 and 16, a 
distance of 4 miles, is narrow, and in places 
rather unstable, particularly in the vicinity 
of Monte Lirio, and requests frequent resur- 
facing. Whether this condition will be elim- 
inated or augmented by construction of a 
highway is a question that can only be 
answered by further tests. 

The estimate of $2,000 per mile for mainte- 
nance is very questionable, as the Boyd- 
Roosevelt Highway now costs $2,700 per mile, 
and will very likely increase with the heavier 
trunk tonnage. A more realistic estimate 
would be at least $2,500 per mile. The road 
should be depreciated in 25 years, as this is 
the life of a two-lane highway carrying the 
proposed traffic. This would mean $360,000 
per year for depreciation, and interest at 
2% percent would involve an additional 
$225,000 if the cost does not exceed $9 mil- 
lion, a total yearly charge including mainte- 
nance of $665,000. 

At least 20 percent of the cost should be 
charged to truck and bus operation, or an 
amount of $133,000. In addition, an amount 
of $7 million, the present value of the rail- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


road, would be washed out with very little 
return in salvage. A very heavy price to pay 
for a substitute for an existing means of 
moving freight and passengers simply be- 
cause the method has shown a loss, 

The intangibles in this study are due pri- 
marily to the terms of the treaty. Under 
the treaty the United States has agreed to 
the following items, each of which create 
some cost and one at least is the question of 
proper location for the displaced facilities. 

(1) The present passenger station, now 
located on land in the Canal Zone adjacent 
to Colon, is to be deeded to the Republic of 
Panama. This station can be relocated a 
short distance from its present site to one in 
the Canal Zone at 13th and 14th Streets, 
west of Bolivar, at a cost of approximately 
$31,500. 

(2) The present passenger station and 
freight station, as well as the supporting yard 
tracks in Panama City, but on land owned 
by the Canal Company, must be relocated 
further north on other property owned by 
the Canal Zone. This primarily because the 
switching of these facilities interfere with 
the street traffic on Central Avenue, one of 
the main thoroughfares of the city and, fur- 
ther, the present layout and ownership di- 
vides the city’s ownership. 

A number of prominent Panamanians, who 
would prefer to remain anonymous, stated 
they would prefer to have the railroad re- 
main; one of these is the president of the 
trucking firm Terminales. They all claim it 
is a stabilizing influence on traffic rates. Also, 
that they prefer using passenger service 
rather than using the highway because of its 
grades and curves which are hazardous dur- 
ing the rainy season, together with the added 
danger from fogs. 


RECOMMENDATIONS 


The Panama Railroad should be retained 
due to the fact that it does perform the most 
economical form of mass transportation, re- 
gardless of the fact that it showed a deficit 
of $281,000 in the fiscal year 1956. 

The importance of the railroad in the 
event of a national emergency should not 
be underestimated, 

Insofar as the deficit is concerned, this 
can be reduced, if not eliminated by the fol- 
lowing actions: 

(1) Make reductions in railroad costs in 
line with the following suggestions: 

(a) Reduce overhead by decreasing the 
number of supervisory officers. At present 
there is a superintendent, a master of trans- 
portation, and a roadmaster. A capable super- 
intendent could handle all three positions; a 
savings of at least $20,000. This railroad is 
less than 50 miles in length and is not oper- 
ated to near capacity. 

(b) Eliminate agent operators at passenger 
stations, saving of $18,000. Replace the agent 
operator at Colon by installing train dis- 
patchers in the station where he can dis- 
patch trains and perform station agent’s 
duties, as well as other functions to be as- 
signed, At Panama City use a clerk for the 
station operations, Train orders can be taken 
by conductors, thereby eliminating trans- 
mission by telegraphy. 

(c) Reduce maximum speed from 60 to 50 
miles per hour, all other speeds to remain 
as specified in the timetable. This will not 
materially affect operation, but will give op- 
portunity for greater saving in maintenance. 

(d) Use weed killer in lieu of cutting and 
pulling grass and weeds along right-of-way, 
resulting in reduction in size of track gangs, 
saving at least $10,000 annually. 

(e) Reschedule freight trains Nos, 31 and 
$2 and eliminate freight trains Nos. 41 and 
42. Have train No. 31 leave Mount Hope not 
later than 5:30 a. m., to move all loads and 
empties accumulated to that time for early 
placement on the Pacific side before 7 a.m. 
This should regain some of the traffic lost to 
trucks. Have 32 rescheduled to leave at a 
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convenient later time to handle all loads and 
empties from the Pacific to the Atlantic side 
and also do all local work en route. It is pos- 
sible this setup will reduce yard operations. 

(J) Study passenger-train schedules, mak- 
ing checks of number of passengers handled 
per train, with the idea of eliminating some 
non-paying service. Also consider elimination 
of round-trip fares, which will serve to in- 
crease the rate per passenger by approxi- 
mately 20 percent. 

(2) Methods to be used to regain traffic 
now being handled by trucks and buses 

(a) Study the placing of trailers on flat- 
cars by using blocking used by circus opera- 
tion. Large temporary blocks and iron plates 
to be swung between cars will perform a 
fairly adequate substitute for more expensive 
methods employed in the States. It is indi- 
cated that a rate of $15 per trailer, plus $8 
for loading and unloading, would be reason- 
able. This is to be done only if the Canal 
Company and Armed Forces cannot be pre- 
vailed upon to return the business now han- 
died unprofitably by trucks to the railroad. 
All this tonnage, both refrigerated and other 
now costing at last $4.21 per ton by trucks, 
can be handled by rails at a lesser cost. This 
will require no more than 10 refrigerated cars 
converted to freezing temperatures by addi- 
tion of mechanical units of $4,000 per car. 

(b) The Panama Canal Company and the 
Armed Forces consider the desirability of giv- 
ing the railroad traffic now handled by trucks. 

(c) The confiscatory rates, such as the 
81.50 per load car-miles for commissary, the 
switching rate of $7.50 per car, and the rate 
of 75 cents per ton, pier No. 18 to Panama 
City freight station, be reviewed and cor- 
rected. 

(d) That cost of bus operation by Armed 
Forces and the cost of handling 73,800 per- 
sons annually by the Canal Company with 
3 sedans and 11 pickups be further studied; 
that accurate costs be assembled for return 
of this traffic to the rails. 


(3) Miscellaneous recommendations 


(a) That records of operating statistics 
be maintained of trucks and buses in trans- 
isthmian operation, showing tonnage han- 
dled per truck or trailer by numbers, num- 
ber of light moves per trailer and/or tractor, 
original cost, depreciated value, mileage and 
hours operated, gasoline and oil consumed, 
cost of repairs, tire cost, labor in operation 
and repairs, cost of parts used, depreciation, 
interest on investment, cost and deprecia- 
tion of repair facilities and garages. This to 
be kept on monthly and yearly basis, both by 
Canal Company and the Armed Forces. 

(b) That the railroad division keep, in 
addition to their present statistics, the load- 
ed cars per yard engine-hour, empty cars per 
yard engine-hour, the passenger cars per 
yard engine-hour, the number of cars han- 
dled between piers and various consignees 
within switching limits. 

(c) That accurate records be kept of ton- 
nage handled by trucks, divided between 
that dispatched from piers located on either 
the Atlantic or Pacific side to points con- 
tiguous to the terminals, as well as across 
the isthmus. This tonnage being further di- 
vided between that consigned to the Canal 
Company and the Canal Zone Government, 
Armed Forces, and the Republic of Panama. 
Similar information as to tonnage to be as- 
sembled for cargo handled on railroad cars. 

(d) That the Panama Canal Company 
should give consideration to placing in the 
cost of both truck and bus transportation a 
portion of the cost of maintenance and de- 
preciation of highways and streets in the 
Canal Zone, amounting to $550,843 in fiscal 
year 1956, and of $156,972 maintenance on 
Boyd-Roosevelt Highway. The railroad was 

in fiscal year 1956, $233,706 for 
maintenance of its right-of-way. Both oper- 
ations are owned by the same Government— 
United States of America. 
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EXHIBIT A 
Car equipment: Roster—Active service 
„/ ost 7 
Passenger coaches: 
»» 22 
„ ee eae ee 13 
Total passenger equipment 42 
Box cars: 
Woge —f 
Steel, 0 ten 


Gondola cars, steel, 50-ton- 


Sons 4 
Flat cars 
35-foot, 50-ton 22 
50-foot, 50-ton 55 
Refrigerator cars. 18 
Stock cars, wood, 40-ton 5 
Qu me 6 
Wrecker: cars 5 
Ballast cars; steel 6 
Total freight equipment 395 


In the cost of operation of the railroad, no 
allowance for cost of Canal Zone Govern- 
ment overhead was included. While the 
Comptroller General has stated that this 
should be included, it should be pointed out 
that the various figures involving exclusive 
use of trucks likewise omitted any such item. 
The addition of such a figure to both esti- 
mates would not change the relationship of 
the results nor affect the conclusion that 
the railroad offers the more economical 
method of transportation. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON PANAMA CANAL, 
EDWARD A, GARMATZ, Chairman. 
Leonor K. SULLIVAN, 

JAMES A. BYRNE. 

T. James TUMULTY. 

JOHN J. ALLEN, Jr. 

Francis E. Dorn. 

WILLTIAu K. Van PELT. 

WILLIAM S. MAILLIARD. 


COMMENCEMENT ADDRESS BY ROY 
NISHI TO HIGH SCHOOL CLASS, 
MITCHELL, OREG. 


Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, the North- 
west Ruralite is published in my State 
of Oregon principally for matters of in- 
terest to rural electric co-ops and users 
of public power in the Northwest. Its edi- 
tor is Hank Alderman. 

In a recent issue, the editorial column 
was devoted to a commencement address 
given a year ago to a graduating high 
school class in Mitchell. Oreg. 

Mr. Alderman believed that that com- 
mencement address, delivered by Roy 
Nishi, was so appropriate for the Fourth 
of July that he saved it for reprinting 
this year in the Ruralite. I ask unani- 
mous consent that Mr. Nishi’s remarks 
and with the introduction to them by Mr. 
Alderman be printed in the Recor, to be 
followed by a letter from a man who 
heard the Mitchell commencement cere- 
mony, Mr. Ned Norton, of Mitchell. 

There being no objection, the items 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD 
as follows: 

Roy NIsur’s FATHER AND THE FOURTH OF JULY 

(About this time a year ago, the eight grad- 
uating seniors at the Mitchell, Oregon, high 
school chose Mr. Roy Nishi, a field officer for 
the Bonneville Power administration, to be 
their commencement speaker. They knew Mr. 
Nishi through the Columbia Power co-op 
which supplies their school and town with 
electricity. Ruralite didn’t get a copy of the 
speech until end of summer; and since we've 
hung onto it since then, thinking it would be 
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something to print around July 4. It’s a pity 
that we’ve had to prune some to fit it into 
this space, but here is most of it.) 

To be asked to share this moment of re- 
joicing and anticipation by your graduating 
class is an honor for which I will always be 
grateful and shall remember forever. 

During the past eight years, I have vis- 
ited the Monument, Kimberly, Spray, and 
Mitchell areas as an official representative of 
the Bonneville Power administration. Don’t 
let anyone ever tell you about the hospitality 
of the deep South or of the big cities. I have 
been in the deep South, and I have lived in 
some of the larger cities. They can't begin 
to match your hospitality, nor can they com- 
pete with your ability to make strangers 
feel at home. Cherish this ability for it will 
stand you well in the future. 

When I graduated from Washington State 
University in 1951, my goal in life was to be 
as successful as my father. He characterized 
everything in life that I thought was ideal— 
all except raising children—there were eleven 
children in our family. 

Before the turn of the century, at the age 
of 16, my father migrated to this country 
from Japan. With only an eighth grade edu- 
cation, he landed in Seattle, Washington, fac- 
ing a new world, a strange world, a world 
without a family, a world of strange lan- 
guages. To meet this challenge, my father 
enrolled in the Seattle public school system 
to learn English. With the scant knowledge 
that he acquired, he went to work near Mu- 
kilteo, Washington, north of Seattle, as a 
cook for a railroad section gang. From Mukil- 
teo, he moved to the Yakima valley where he 
farmed everywhere from Naches, near Yak- 
ima, to the lower valley near Mabton, Wash- 
ington. He could not purchase any farmland 
because the Washington State laws prohibited 
aliens owning property. He accepted and con- 
quered this challenge. My dad became a suc- 
cessful farmer and established a reputation 
as an expert in raising watermelons. 

Not only was he able to harvest the lands, 
but he asked each of his sons and daughters 
to harvest the knowledge from the public 
school systems here in the United States. 
Years have gone by since he passed away, but 
I am glad today that he encouraged us to go 
to school. Today, all of his sons and daugh- 
ters are reaping the benefits of his foresight. 
He realized that an education such as you 
have achieved through hard work prepares 
you for the tasks which lie ahead. 

Sometimes I wonder if even I appreciate 
the challenges which my father faced. Was I, 
for instance, denied the right to be a citizen 
of this country? No, but his family was placed 
behind barbed-wire fences during World War 
II. Have any of my belongings been confis- 
cated as property of the federal government? 
No, but his belongings were. 

My father took all of these things in 
stride, and I cannot recall that he expressed 
any bitterness or recriminations. Yet he saw 
four of his sons march off to war during the 
forties. The war which saw him moved from 
his home in the Yakima valley to a relocation 
center, the war which classified his family as 
enemy aliens, the war which was to end all 
wars. Before he passed away, he saw a fifth 
son return from the Korean War. This to me 
represented courage, tolerance, faith, and 
loyalty to his adopted country. 

But wait! You are not here to listen to 
tales about the past. You are here tonight to 
embark on a future; a future which no one 
seems to fully comprehend; a future that is 
moving so rapidly that we find it difficult to 
keep pace; a future which should be blessed 
with the past, but is still plagued by war. 

Relating the story of my father’s will and 
determination illustrates the same traits 
which I hope prevail in each of you. Each of 
you should have faith; faith in your fellow 
man, whether he be black, yellow, red, or 
white. Each of you should have the will and 
desire to succeed and overcome the obstacles 
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that you face. Each of you should strive to 
become an asset to your family, to your com- 
munity and to your country. Each of you 
should still believe in the flag and not hesi- 
tate to wave it, even though this may not be 
considered in“ or “camp”. 

Each of you should do your utmost to pre- 
serve the freedoms which we enjoy as a God- 
given right. Let me dwell on this point a 
little. Freedom is not an unabridged license 
to do as one pleases. Recently, Attorney 
General Nicholas Katzenbach pointed out 
that freedom to protest “doesn’t mean that 
any number of people can do it any time, any 
place they choose.” 

Freedom means many things to many 
people. Freedom is the right to criticize your 
government, but freedom does not give you 
license to betray your government. Freedom 
is the right to criticize your supervisors, but 
freedom is not a license to libel and defame 
your supervisors. Freedom is the right to 
move from place to place, but freedom is 
not a license to occupy the property of others. 
Freedom is the right to acquire what one 
wishes, but freedom is not a license to steal. 
Too often we who preach and wish for free- 
dom forget that in no country and in no 
society can we live without laws, without 
policing, without moral restrictions, or with- 
out the firm belief in a Supreme Being. 

In essence, then, freedom is a God-given 
right to be preserved by you through your 
actions. We ask you, the graduating class 
of 1966, to share this responsibility. 

I believe that you students here have de- 
veloped more human understanding than 
those students in the large cities. From my 
own personal experience I will always stack 
up the talents of a boy or girl who has grown 
up on the farm or in the rural areas against 
those who have grown up in the city. I have 
seen graduate engineers from the city who 
could hardly use a wrench. I have seen women 
in the city who believe the same as my four- 
year-old daughter—she thinks milk comes 
from a carton. 

Perhaps I am prejudiced, but young peo- 
ple from the farms and rural areas learn 
the practical facts of life which can be of 
value in the future. If or when you leave 
Mitchell to go to the larger cities, be proud 
of your heritage, of your up-bringing, and 
of Mitchell, Oregon. Certainly, there will be 
things that your city cousins may know 
more about, but you’ll know more about the 
important things of life. Don't be alarmed 
if some people consider you a simple country 
boy or girl. Prove to them through excellence 
in everything that you do that the nation 
can look to the rural areas for examples in 
leadership, integrity, and moral fibre. 

The graduates of Mitchell High School 
should be proud. Be proud that you are citi- 
zens of the United States—proud that you 
can face the future knowing that our repub- 
lican type of government has prevailed and 
can prevail under adverse conditions—proud 
that you grew up in the country close to the 
soil. We, who are witnesses to this great 
event tonight, share this pride. We are proud 
that graduates of your calibre will help 
shoulder our great responsibilities. 


Norton on NISHI 

After hearing Mr. Nishi’s address, Ned 
Norton, of Mitchell, a retired rancher who 
writes correspondence for some eastern Ore- 
gon papers, sent the following note to Ben 
Spain, manager of Columbia Power co-op: 

“Dear Ben: I am sending you part of my 
column of graduation week. I had never seen 
or heard of Roy Nishi before and I probably 
will never see him again, but he made the 
best graduation speech here that I ever heard 
or expect to hear. I'll go even farther and say 
that it was the best damned speech I ever 
heard anywhere. Furthermore, everyone I 
talked to agreed with me, which is some- 
thing unusual to say the least. 
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“The years of my life are lengthening be- 
hind me at an ever faster pace. I have 
learned at least a few truths, among them 
the utter uselessness of human hatred. By his 
own example and that of his family Nishi 
put that truth before those kids in a manner 
that I do not think they will ever forget. 
In any political, economic and social insti- 
tution as vast as the United States it is not 
always possible to render strict and impar- 
tial justice to every individual and I think 
that most of us have known injustice to a 
greater or lesser degree at some time in our 
lives. It’s inescapable, It is an unpleasant 
thing for us to remember that we perpe- 
trated one of the greatest injustices of the 
ages in our treatment of hundreds of loyal 
Japanese-Americans during the second 
World War when we unthinkingly condemned 
a whole people for the offenses of a few of 
their leaders. Well, anyway as far as I am 
concerned, they’re getting revenge with 
these Hondas that aggravate me day and 
night. 

“Sincerely 
“NED NORTON.” 


THE PENTAGON TAKES FIRST STEP 
TOWARD TIGHTENING ENFORCE- 
MENT OF TRUTH IN NEGOTIA- 
TIONS ACT 


Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the 
Economy in Government Subcommittee 
of the Joint Economic Committee, of 
which I am chairman, discovered during 
a 4-day inquiry last May into Federal 
procurement and inventory management 
procedures that the Pentagon’s lax ad- 
ministration of the Truth in Negotiations 
Act was costing the taxpayers billions of 
dollars in overcharges on defense con- 
tracts. 

I was, therefore, gratified to learn that 
new administrative regulations have re- 
cently been proposed by the Defense De- 
partment that, if adopted, will represent 
a significant step toward translating the 
directives of the Truth in Negotiations 
Act—Public Law 87-652—which was put 
on the books over 4 years ago—into 
effective administrative action. 

Public Law 87-653, which requires that 
contracting officers obtain current, accu- 
rate and complete cost data from con- 
tractors, is the taxpayer’s only defense 
against the establishment of unreason- 
ably high cost levels in negotiated con- 
tracts. And it should be noted that such 
contracts, in contrast to those based on 
advertised competitive bidding, account 
for some 85 percent of the huge sums 
spent on defense procurement annually. 

An estimate placing the loss to the 
taxpayers due to the loose enforcement 
of this law by the Pentagon in the bil- 
lions of dollars is not unreasonable when 
in very minimal spot checking the Gen- 
eral Accounting Office found overcharges 
totaling some $130 million on defense 
contracts. 

The proposed revisions in the Armed 
Services Procurement Regulation would 
clarify the requirement for submission 
of cost of pricing data by contractors. 
These new rules would make it clear that 
the law calls for actual submission or 
specific identification of the data in 
writing rather than simply making the 
books and records available for inspec- 
tion. They would make the contractor 
justify his prices by going on record with 
supporting data. Pentagon procurement 
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officials would be under orders to de- 
mand such documents. 

The regulations would include a re- 
quirement that the contracting officer 
request a postaward audit if, after the 
award, he obtains information which 
leads him to believe that the data fur- 
nished may not have been accurate. 

In general, the regulations, if adopted 
and followed, would be an important 
first step in improving enforcement of 
the Truth in Negotiations Act and 
thereby lead to immeasurable savings to 
the taxpayer. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that a letter from the Comptroller 
General of the United States, analyzing 
the proposed new regulations, and a 
letter from the Deputy Director of the 
Bureau of the Budget, summarizing the 
status of efforts to tighten enforcement 
of the Public Law 87-653 be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letters 


were ordered to be printed in the Recorp, 
as follows: 


COMPTROLLER GENERAL 
OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, D.C., July 17, 1967. 
Hon. WILLIAM PROXMIRE, 
U.S. Senate. 

DEAR SENATOR PROXMIRE: In response to 
your interest in the implementation of Pub- 
lic Law 87-653 by the Department of Defense, 
we are offering our views on proposed revi- 
sions to the Armed Services Procurement 
Regulation, dated May 16 and June 9, 1967. 
(Copies enclosed.) 

In our opinion, important changes in- 
cluded in the proposed revision of May 16 
are substantially in agreement with positions 
of the General Accounting Office previously 
taken and reported to the Department of 
Defense. 

In a letter dated April 19, 1965, to the Sec- 
retary of Defense, we recommended that the 
regulation be amended to require the con- 
tract negotiator to document the file to in- 
dicate the extent to which reliance was placed 
on cost or pricing data submitted. This re- 
quirement was adopted in February 1966. 

The letter of April 19, 1965, also recom- 
mended that the regulation be amended to 
include a requirement for price adjustment 
under Public Law 87-653 to give full effect 
to the amount of overstatements later found 
in data submitted, where the record of nego- 
tiations does not reflect any indication of 
nonreliance upon the certified data. This re- 
quirement is included in the proposed revi- 
sion of May 16, 1967. 

Our report to the Congress (B-39995, Jan- 
uary 16, 1967) contained the following pro- 
posals for revisions to the Armed Services 
Procurement Regulation implementation of 
Public Law 87-653, which have been included 
by the Department of Defense in the pro- 
posed revision of May 16, 1967. 

1. The requirement for submission of cost 
or pricing data has been clarified to include 
either actual submission or specific identi- 
fication of data in writing to the contracting 
Officer. Also, it is indicated that the mere 
making available of books, records, and other 
documents for verification purposes does not 
constitute submission of cost or pricing data. 

2. The certificate of current cost or pricing 
data has been revised to recognize that it 
covers cost or pricing data specifically iden- 
tified or actually submitted. 

The proposed revision also includes a re- 
quirement that the contracting officer re- 
quest a postaward audit if, after the award, 
he obtains information which leads him to 
believe that the data furnished may not 
have been accurate, complete, or current. 
This revision was recommended in our re- 
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port to the Congress (B-158193, February 23, 
1966). 

The Department of Defense has also in- 
cluded in the proposed revision other im- 
portant guidance related to the implementa- 
tion of Public Law 87-653. This includes 
clarification of such matters as (1) the time 
when cost or pricing data were reasonably 
available, so that determination can be made 
as to whether data submitted were current 
as certified, (2) the treatment of understated 
cost or pricing data in arriving at a price 
adjustment, and (3) the Government’s rights 
to price adjustments under varying circum- 
stances where subcontractors furnished de- 
fective cost or pricing data. 

It should be recognized that copies of the 
proposed revisions to the Armed Services 
Procurement Regulation are distributed to 
various interested industry associations and 
Government agencies for comment and that 
they may be revised on the basis of discus- 
sions and comments received. 

The formal comments of the General Ac- 
counting Office on the proposed revisions 
have not as yet been submitted to the De- 
partment of Defense. 

Sincerely yours, 
ELMER B. STAATS, 

Comptroller General of the United States. 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESI- 
DENT, BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D.C., July 10, 1967. 
Hon. WILLIAM PROXMIRE, 
Chairman, Joint Economic Committee, 
U.S. Congress, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr, CHARMAN: This will refer to 
your letter of June 29, 1967, concerning the 
recent hearings before the Subcommittee on 
Economy in Government of the Joint Eco- 
nomic Committee, with particular reference 
to the Truth-in-Negotiation Act, P.L. 87-653. 

We note that present plans call for the 
Subcommittee to review the foregoing sub- 
ject, among others, during October of this 
year. 

As stated in our letter of May 23, 1967, in 
response to a question raised at the hearings 
on May 16, 1967, we investigated the criti- 
cisms cited by the General Accounting Office 
in its report to the Congress regarding De- 
partment of Defense compliance with P.L. 
87-653. We found at that time that the De- 
partment of Defense had initiated actions to 
improve its management in this area of con- 
tracting and that satisfactory progress was 
being made. This effort is continuing at the 
present time in close cooperation with staff 
of the General Accounting Office. It con- 
tinues to be our belief that satisfactory prog- 
ress is being made. In view of the current 
close working relationship of the two agen- 
cies and the effort that is being made toward 
corrective action, we believe it would be in- 
appropriate and untimely for the Bureau to 
initiate an extensive independent review 
and, in effect, go over the same ground that 
DOD and GAO have been and are now cover- 
ing. 
More specifically, and as related in our 
previous letter, a special study group was 
established by DOD to review the complete 
GAO report and as a result revisions to the 
Armed Services Procurement Regulation 
were developed and transmitted to the GAO, 
as well as to industry, for review and com- 
ment. These revisions are under active re- 
view and discussion by the two agencies and 
it appears that regulations satisfactory to 
both agencies will be promulgated. These 
revisions to the regulations should minimize 
to some degree the problems cited by the 
GAO. On the other hand, the Department 
of Defense readily recognizes that the cor- 
rection of other problems cited in the report 
depends to a large extent on internal ad- 
ministrative actions by the Department of 
Defense. These actions would be directed 
toward assurance that appropriate fiscal 
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documentation is being obtained in the first 
instance in compliance with P.L. 87-653, and 
secondly that the documentation becomes a 
part of the back-up record for the contract 
action. Our investigation discloses that DOD 
has a number of planned actions to improve 
this management aspect of its contracting. 
In addition, and as cited in our previous let- 
ter, some of the problems have to do with 
GAO and DOD differences in the interpre- 
tation of certain aspects of the statute which 
we believe can best be settled by discussion 
between the two agencies. Discussions on 
this particular phase of the problem are 
being held and we believe the prospects for 
agreement are good. 

All in all, it appears to us that a conscien- 
tious and effective effort is being made to 
correct the cited difficulties. We are keeping 
informed of current developments and ac- 
tions and will ascertain and evaluate the 
final results of the joint DOD-GAO effort. 
We are sure that DOD and GAO will be ina 
position to present to you the results of 
their efforts and we also will be prepared 
to relate to you our views on the overall re- 
sults at such time as hearings are scheduled. 

With respect to the request in the last par- 
agraph of your letter, the Bureau of the 
Budget was not asked to report on H.R. 5532 
or related bills which resulted in the enact- 
ment of P.L. 87-653. 

Sincerely, 
PHILLIP S. HUGHES, 
Deputy Director. 


CIVILIAN MARKSMANSHIP 
PROGRAM 


Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr. 
President, as many Senators know, I 
have, over the past several weeks, carried 
on an extensive correspondence with 
Secretary McNamara regarding the civil- 
ian marksmanship program of the De- 
fense Department and especially the 
National Rifle Match at Camp Perry, 
Ohio. In the Department’s most recent 
letter, I was informed that they were re- 
viewing the entire marksmanship pro- 
gram, and the matches in particular, to 
see whether the Federal expenditures in 
this area remain justifiable. While the 
Army concluded that it was too late to 
call off the Camp Perry matches this 
year, as has been done in other times of 
warfare and budgetary restraint, they 
promised to complete the restudy of the 
program in time to use the results in 
deciding whether to hold the national 
matches in 1968. They also agreed to co- 
operate in making Camp Perry available 
for training and recreation programs for 
urban use next summer, as I had sug- 
gested in support of a similar suggestion 
made by Representative VANIK. 

Mr. President, I think the entire ex- 
change of correspondence and especially 
Secretary McNamara’s strong endorse- 
ment of amendment 90 to S. 1, the ad- 
ministration gun bill, may be of interest 
to all Members of Congress. I ask unani- 
mous consent that it be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the corre- 
spondence was ordered to be printed in 
the Recor, as follows: 

JUNE 13, 1967. 
Hon. ROBERT S. MCNAMARA, 
Secretary of Defense, 
Pentagon, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: The Washington Post 
performed a distinct public service this 
morning by drawing attention to the Defense 
Department’s involvement with and support 
of the National Rifle Association. This is a 
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matter which has long concerned me and 
which I have discussed at length with of- 
ficials of your Department. It is also a sub- 
ject which the members of the Senate Juve- 
nile Delinquency Subcommittee expect to 
look into next month when the Department 
and N.R.A. witnesses testify on the proposed 
State Firearms Control Assistance Act of 
1967 and other weapons control proposals. 

I have serious doubts about the justifica- 
tion for continuing the entire Civilian Marks- 
manship Program in this nuclear age, and 
especially about the privileged position given 
the N.R.A. under that program despite cer- 
tain developments in the N.R.A.’s finances, 
purposes, and activities. These questions 
will certainly be reviewed at our hearings. 
But there is one facet of this problem which 
should be resolved immediately and to which 
I wish to draw your attention at this time, 
namely, the appropriateness of holding the 
National Rifle Matches this year in light of 
the pressure of the Vietnam conflict on the 
personnel and budget of the Defense Depart- 
ment, and in light of alternative possible uses 
for its facilities and equipment. 

I understand that the National Matches, 
held annually at Camp Perry, Ohio, in con- 
junction with the N.R.A., cost the Defense 
Department $2,717,300 in 1965. This was 
broken down as $197,150 for the office of the 
Director of Civilian Marksmanship, $1,816,- 
250 for the Second Army, $36,000 for the 
Army Materiel Command, $272,800 for other 
Army sources, $234,900 for the Navy, and 
$160,200 for the Air Force. These expenditures 
were applied to the rental of Camp Perry; 
the provision of support personnel; supplies 
and equipment to house and feed the com- 
petitors and service personnel; travel ex- 
penses and subsistence for civilian competi- 
tors, service personnel, and officers and staff 
of competing teams and the N. R. A.; and 
ammunition and other firearms supplies. I 
would assume that this estimate is con- 
servative since it does not include deprecia- 
tion of non-expendable equipment used for 
the matches. The most recent figures I have 
seen indicate that about 3,000 members of 
the armed forces are assigned for support 
duty alone at the matches, but again the 
total would be significantly higher if mili- 
tary participants were included, perhaps as 
high as 5,000. 

Camp Perry itself is a facility of great size 
and flexibility, capable of providing room and 
board for about 10,000 people for the 
matches. It is reserved during the months of 
August and September exclusively for the 
matches, and no other activties are pro- 
grammed for that period. 

It seems to me that it is impossible to 
justify the use of 5000 military men and $3 
million dollars and a large military facility 
for the purpose of a weapons competition 
during the present Vietnam conflict. In the 
month of August you have asked that 29,000 
American men be drafted, and it seems pat- 
ently unfair to ask these young men to in- 
terrupt their lives when 5000 men in uniform 
are assigned to what must be considered 
non-essential, if not unproductive, duties. 
Moreover, the President has asked that ex- 
penditures for all non-essential activties and 
programs be curtailed to alleviate the budg- 
etary strain of the Vietnam conflict. Cer- 
tainly the rifle matches are such an activity, 
and there is precedent in the suspension of 
the matches during World War I, the De- 
pression, World War II, and part of the Ko- 
rean War. 

On the other hand, the nation does have a 
pressing need for the space and facilities at 
Camp Perry during the summer months. 
A great deal has been acocmplished to pro- 
vide training and employment programs for 
our urban youth, particularly through the 
Youth Opportunities Campaign under the 
leadership of the Vice-President. But these 
programs offer little in the way of recreation 
of self-improvement to those under the age 
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of 16, who form a substantial part of the 
urban youth population and who have been 
deeply involved in some of the urban dis- 
turbances over the recent years. 

I know that Congressman Vanik of Cleve- 
land has ascertained that there are over 
12,000 children in this group in the Hough 
area of Cleveland alone. He has suggested 
that the local government, citizen groups, 
and others in Cleveland are prepared to pro- 
vide financial and staff support for a pro- 
gram of recreation and training outside the 
city if a site can be obtained. I am sure 
there are other cities in the Midwest which 
could prepare similar programs. 

It would appear to me that such programs 
would certainly constitute a much more 
sensible use of Camp Perry this summer than 
the holding of weapons competitions re- 
quiring great expenditures of military funds 
and manpower. I would, therefore, most ur- 
gently suggest and request that the matches 
be cancelled this year and that the camp be 
turned over to nearby cities for youth pro- 
grams. I am confident that the N.R.A., with 
its traditional concern for our military 
efforts and its new concern for problems of 
urban tension, would gladly support such a 
change in plans, and might perhaps be able 
to assist in providing youth counselors and 
other aid from its membership. 

I want to emphasize that I would cer- 
tainly support the rescheduling or relocation 
of any activities carried on in connection 
with the national matches which are an in- 
tegral part of conventional battle training for 
members of the armed forces on active duty. 
I understand, however, that any such purely 
military part of the program would require 
only a small fraction of the expense, man- 
power, and facilities used for the national 
matches, and could be held at a time other 
than the summer or at another training 
facility. 

Of course fast action is necessary if the 
cities are to be able to prepare their pro- 
grams, and I look forward to hearing from 
you promptly. 

Sincerely, 
Epwarp M. KENNEDY. 
THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
Washington, D.C., June 27, 1967. 
Hon. EDWARD M. KENNEDY, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear TED: I have considered with care the 
points you raise in your letter of June 13. 

In my view, the central responsibility in 
this whole matter lies with Congress, What 
is fundamentally at issue here is the respon- 
sible use of firearms. 

I frankly am shocked that Congress has 
been so remiss in enacting the necessary 
controls to assure that the sales and use of 
weapons are effectively kept out of the hands 
of those who use them to threaten the right 
of free dissent. 

There have been a number of gun control 
proposals before Congress during the past 
three years, but wholly without final effect. 

The matter dragged on through the 89th 
Congress, and never emerged from committee 
in either the House or the Senate. 

The current Administration proposals, in- 
corporated in H.R. 5384, and in Amendment 
90 to S. 1, are sound, but languish on with- 
out decisive action. 

Even in the case of the National Matches, 
and the N.R.A.’s involvement in them, Con- 
gress has circumscribed the issues by statute, 
in 10 U.S. C., paragraphs 4312 and 4313. If 
Congress is dissatisfied with these statutes, 
then it clearly has the responsibility to 
change them. 

But in any event, while Congress deliber- 
ates we now face the prospect of another 
summer which may well witness more blood- 
letting in our streets with weapons—from 
whatever source—that have found their way 
into the hands of bigots and extremists. 
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The absence of sensible gun control legis- 
lation is not only unreasonable; it is an open 
and permanent invitation to violence and 
disorder. 

I would hope that you would continue to 
use your influence in Congress to bring an 
end to this serious legislative deficiency. 

Sincerely, 
Rosert S. McNamara. 
JUNE 30, 1967. 
Hon. ROBERT S. McNamara, 
Secretary of Defense, 
Department of Defense, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Mr. SECRETARY: I was very pleased 
to receive your response to my letter of June 
13. It is encouraging to have your enthusias- 
tic support for S. 1—The State Firearms 
Control Assistance Act of 1967. I hope that 
when we hold hearings on this bill in the 
coming weeks, you will find it possible to 
attend and to express your support for this 
legislation in person. 

I am also glad to have your acknowledg- 
ment of the need for a Congressional review 
of the Defense Department's Civilian Marks- 
manship Program. In the light of the vastly 
changed circumstances since this program 
was initiated, I believe that the 90th Con- 
gress should undertake a thorough recon- 
sideration of the statutory provisions in this 
area. 

Since it appears that you have not yet 
made a final decision as to whether the Camp 
Perry shooting matches should be suspended 
as they have been in prior times of warfare 
and budgetary restraint, and whether the 
leased premises at the Camp should be made 
available for summer recreation and train- 
ing programs for urban youth from Midwest 
cities, I would like to point out three devel- 
opments since my last letter which may bear 
on your decision. 

First, on June 20th your Department an- 
nounced the cancellation of Exercise Kitty 
Hawk, a large military combat training ma- 
neuver planned for August and involving 
military units which might well be called up- 
on to utilize such training in the near future. 
The reason given by the Department spokes- 
man for the cancellation was the need for 
curtailing the Department budget because 
of the rising cost of the War in Vietnam. 
I should think that it necessarily follows 
that the National Matches, involving nearly 
$3 million and consuming the time and ener- 
gies of three thousand uniformed personnel 
for support purposes alone, but producing 
only the most marginal and tenuous con- 
tribution to military preparedness, should 
also be cancelled this year. 

Second, on June 21st your Department 
agreed to make available to the City of New 
York military facilities in that area for 
summer youth programs. This is certainly 
an exciting and promising break-through 
and should surely be extended as expedi- 
tiously as possible into a nation-wide effort 
this summer to provide the urban youth of 
America with an opportunity for self-ex- 
pression and self-improvement away from 
the city streets. In particular, the children 
of Cleveland and other Midwestern cities 
should surely be given an opportunity to 
use Camp Perry during the periods it is 
leased to the Federal Government but is 
not being fully utilized for purely military 
purposes. 

Third, also on June 21st, the New York 
City Police arrested 16 members of a ter- 
rorist group, known as the Revolutionary 
Action Movement (RAM), who had al- 
legedly been plotting to assassinate national 
civil rights leaders. The group was charged 
with forming the Jamaica Rifle and Pistol 
Club as a cover and front for illegal posses- 
sion of weapons. This Club apparently was 
affiliated with and received a certificate of 
endorsement from the National Rifle As- 
sociation, and thus under present regula- 
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tions was entitled to participate in the ci- 
vilian Marksmanship programs of the De- 
partment of Defense. As a result the Club 
was issued 22 caliber rifles and M-1 rifles, 
free of charge, by the Department of the 
Army, and was given access to National 
Guard Armories for the purpose of weapons 
practice. Its members were also given the 
opportunity, exclusively reserved to N.R.A. 
members, to purchase surplus military weap- 
ons at cost from the Department of the 
Army, and at least one of the arrested per- 
sons had availed himself of this opportunity. 
About a third of the weapons which were 
seized by the police when the arrests were 
made had originated in the Department of 
Defense Civilian Marksmanship > 

While I am aware that the Director of 
Civilian Marksmanship and the N.R.A. have 
cooperated fully with Federal and local in- 
vestigatory agencies during the past several 
months in an effort to assure both the safety 
of the alleged targets of the group and the 
arrest of the alleged conspirators, the fact 
is that for over a year this group had the 
approval and endorsement of the National 
Rifle Association and thus the right to par- 
ticipate fully in your Department’s equip- 
ment, facilities, sales, and competitive pro- 
grams. I am also fully aware that the vast 
majority of the N.R.A. and D. C. M. affiliated 
firearms groups are made up of highly re- 
putable sportsmen, competitors, and hobby- 
ists, and that the officials of the N.R.A. and 
of the Office of the Director of Civilian 
Marksmanship are dedicated and sincere in- 
dividuals who do their assigned duties in the 
utmost good faith. 

Nevertheless, the New York incident is not 
the first instance of use of the N.R.A—D.C.M. 
program by extremist groups. In the past 
similar circumstances have developed in- 
volving the Minutemen and the Ku Klux 
Klan. The New York disclosure merely em- 
phasizes the need for much more careful 
screening of participating groups so long as 
the program continues, and for an immedi- 
ate re-screening of existing groups to get the 
very few questionable ones out of the pro- 
gram. It would seem that it would be im- 
possible to complete such a re-screening be- 
fore August, and, on the other hand, that if 
the officials of the N.R.A. and the D.C.M. were 
relieved of the necessity for preparing for 
the National Matches, they would be able to 
address themselves fully and deliberately to 
the re-screening task. 

Once more let me express my sincere ap- 
preciation for your support for effective con- 
trols on the unfettered flow of firearms in 
the United States and my hope that you will 
seriously consider the suggestion that Con- 
gressman Vanik and I have made that Camp 
Perry be made available to city youths this 
summer, 

With warmest regards, 

Sincerely, 
Epwarp M. KENNEDY. 
SECRETARY OF THE ARMY, 
Washington, July 10, 1967. 
Hon. EDWARD M. KENNEDY, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

Dax SENATOR KENNEDY: In Secretary 
McNamara’s absence, I am replying to your 
30 June 1967 letter to him renewing your 
suggestion that the National Matches be 
cancelled. 

After reviewing the status of preparation 
for the Matches and considering the large 
number of competitors who have already 
forwarded entries, I have determined that 
cancellation of the Matches, scheduled to 
begin on August ard, is simply not practical 
at this time. 

As for the use of Camp Perry for a sum- 
mer youth p: instead of the National 
Matches, the State of Ohio owns the property. 
The Army uses it for the Matches in August 
each year on & leased basis. We would be 
pleased to work with the state to reschedule 
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or relocate the Matches in future years if a 
different August use of Camp Perry were 
desired by the state. 

However, we are reviewing the scope of the 
support furnished to the National Matches, 
together with other aspects of the Civilian 
Marksmanship . This review will be 
completed in time to use its results in mak- 
ing decisions about the holding of National 
Matches in 1968, 

Sincerely, 
STANLEY R. RESOR, 
Secretary of the Army. 
JULY 15, 1967. 

Hon. ROBERT S. MCNAMARA, 

Secretary of Defense, 

Department of Defense, 

Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Mn. SECRETARY: In your absence, Sec- 
retary Resor was kind enough to respond to 
my letter of June 30th regarding the National 
Rifle Matches. He stated that he felt it was 
too late to cancel this year’s matches, but 
that the Army would cooperate in making 
Camp Perry available for Urban Youth Pro- 
grams next summer, He also stated that the 
Department will review the level of Depart- 
ment support for the matches, and will re- 
consider the entire civilian marksmanship 
program as well. 

It is regrettable that Secretary Resor has 
concluded that it is too late this year to 
suspend the Matches. I have noted with in- 
terest the reports of your desire to “shrink” 
the water“ out of the Defense Department 
Budget, and certainly the Matches and the 
Marksmanship program should be prime can- 
didates for shrinking during the current pe- 
riod of budgetary pressure. 

On the other hand, I was extremely pleased 
to hear that you are undertaking a review of 
the entire Civilian Marksmanship Program 
and especially your Department’s extensive 
support for the National Matches. It seems 
apparent to me that most of the recipients 
of the government’s largesse are beyond the 
age where they will ever serve in the armed 
forces. Moreover the day has long since 
passed when an armed, unorganized, citi- 
zenry might have been an appropriate sup- 
plementary force for the defense of America’s 
shores against foreign enemies, and thus to 
the extent that the Defense Department’s 
marksmanship program stems from such a 
concept, it is clearly obsolete. 

I also particularly welcome your willing- 
ness to join in making Camp Perry available 
next summer for recreational and training 
programs for urban youth. I hope that you 
can begin right now to plan for such pro- 
grams not only at Camp Perry but also at 
other Defense installations throughout the 
country. This is an idea which needs plan- 
ning and preparation, and I hope we can 
begin now to think about what we can 
arrange for next summer. 

Again my thanks for your continuing con- 
cern and assistance. 

Sincerely, 
EDWARD M. KENNEDY. 


Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. 
This morning in the Juvenile Delin- 
quency Subcommittee we heard the testi- 
mony of Under Secretary of the Army 
David McGiffert. His presentation was 
eloquent evidence of the responsible man- 
ner in which the Army has approached 
what is, at best, an anachronistic man- 
date from Congress. Unfortunately, the 
members of the National Rifle Associa- 
tion, who are the primary beneficiaries 
of the civilian marksmanship program, 
have found it necessary to make exag- 
gerated and unsupportable claims about 
the contribution of the program to mili- 
tary preparedness. Mr. McGiffert should 
be complimented for his frank admis- 
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sion that the program affects only a 
miniscule proportion of Army recruits 
and draftees, that the DCM assistance 
goes in large part to people who are too 
old ever to serve in the military, and that 
marksmanship training is but one of the 
many qualities necessary in a good fight- 
ing man. In addition, it is clear from the 
discussion we had this morning that rifie 
preparation can be obtained just as well 
from individual hunting, target firing 
and other shooting activities as it can 
from DCM Club membership. In fact 
it is plain that large numbers of recruits 
come to the Army with such non-DCM 
shooting backgrounds. There is no reason 
to believe that these boys, whose num- 
bers are up to 20 times greater than the 
number of DCM boys, would not still 
enter the Army in substantial numbers 
even if there were no DCM program at 
all. 

I am confident that the Army will do a 
careful, objective, and dispassionate cost- 
effectiveness analysis of this program. 
The information that is available at this 
point indicates to me that it will be hard 
to find any continuing justification for 
the many millions of dollars being 
poured into the civilian marksmanship 
program, but I shall certainly look for- 
ward to seeing the Army’s conclusions in 
this regard. 


SUCCESS IN THE CARIBBEAN 


Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, I wish 
to express my satisfaction at the out- 
come of the recent plebiscite in Puerto 
Rico. Now the Commonwealth can turn 
all of its considerable energies away from 
debate on what their status shall be vis- 
a-vis the United States. It can apply 
these ever-growing energies to the task 
of making this island commonwealth the 
finest showpiece of democracy and free 
enterprise in the Caribbean. 

I cannot praise too highly the people of 
Puerto Rico, who have done so much to 
help themselves. In a few short years 
they have almost completely remade the 
face of their Commonwealth. 

Where there were slums, there are now 
modern housing units. Where there was 
the constant menace of disease, there 
are now healthy, active citizens. Where 
there was poverty, there is now a throb- 
ping, active and growing economy. What 
a lesson to those who seek the answer to 
all problems through the gun and ter- 
rorist act. Enormous credit is due the 
people of Puerto Rico who have supplied 
brains, initiative, sweat, and muscle. 

But no tribute to Puerto Rico can be 
given without mentioning one of Latin 
America’s alltime true democrats and 
men of vision; Luis Mufioz-Marin. 

Tirelessly, patiently, and brilliantly he 
has led the people of Puerto Rico to a 
greater group awareness and a sense of 
political maturity to go with their eco- 
nomic growth. The intelligence of their 
decision in the recent plebiscite is not 
only due to the care he has taken and 
efforts he has put in, but also to the bril- 
liance of his arguments as he stumped 
the island on behalf of the common- 
wealth concept. 

There are so many men today who 
take pleasure in destroying. They roam 
our world like birds of evil passage, leav- 
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ing terror, fear, turmoil, and death in 
their wake. How refreshing it is to see a 
builder of nations and a happy, prosper- 
ous and advancing people for a change. 

Mr. President, it is my belief that as 
Puerto Rico has reaffirmed its faith in its 
commonwealth status, it will continue to 
move ahead toward its eventual goal of 
a totally new life for all its people. 

In microcosm, Puerto Rico represents 
what all of Latin America can and should 
be. Mufioz-Marin has blazed a trail along 
with men like Romulo Betancourt and 
Eduardo Frei. 

Democracy and popular representation 
can and do work when they are given 
the proper conditions. 


CHILDREN BORN IN VIETNAM OF 
ASIAN MOTHERS AND AMERI- 
CAN FATHERS 


Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, although 
it is not a memorial formally adopted by 
the Oregon State Legislature, I have re- 
ceived a memorial petition signed by a 
great many members of the Oregon State 
Legislature. I think it deserves the at- 
tention of the Congress because it deals 
with an aspect of the war in Vietnam 
that Congress and the American people 
have preferred to ignore ever since our 
involvement began. 

It concerns the children born in Viet- 
nam of Asian mothers and American 
fathers. The situation there is reminis- 
cent of that which prevailed for many 
years in Korea, and still causes consider- 
able anguish in that country. Harry 
Holt, of Creswell, Oreg., undertook a 
magnificent program to bring these or- 
phans of American fathers back to the 
United States for adoption. Mr. Holt’s 
program was remarkably successful. Yet 
no similar program has been undertaken 
for the Vietnam war orphans. 

In order that this subject may receive 
some thought on the part of the Con- 
gress and the American public, I ask 
unanimous consent that the memorial, 
which was introduced in the Oregon Leg- 
islature, be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the memorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

MEMORIAL TO CONGRESS 

To the Honorable Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America, in Congress assembled: 

We, your memorlalists, members of the 
Fifty-fourth Legislative Assembly of the 
State of Oregon, most respectfully represent 
as follows: 

Whereas children of Asian mothers are be- 
ing born in Southeast Asia, fathered by 
members of our American Armed Forces; and 

Whereas in Asia countries a child belongs 
to the father, never the mother, and lacking 
a father, has no family, no one authorized 
to register his birth, and is, therefore, almost 
universally denied the rights of schooling 
and, later, of access to normal employment; 
and 

Whereas such an Amerasian child is a 
stateless person, one without a country, and, 
hence, a special kind of orphan, condemned 
to anger and bitterness at his lot, and, usual- 
ly to the company of those like him, who 
often form roving bands of juveniles; and 

Whereas these children generally prove to 
be individuals of real ability and talent, with 
potential for normal and wholesome per- 
sonality development, and the possibility of 
making real contributions to society; and 
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Whereas such organization as Fathers 
Anonymous, founded by Nobel prize-winner, 
author, and former Asia missionary, Pearl 
Buck, seek to contact the fathers of these 
children and discreetly arrange their volun- 
tary support; and 

Whereas the government is responsible for 
the presence of our young men in Southeast 
Asia and for their being uprooted from home, 
family, and other community restraints; 
now, therefore, 

Be it resolved by the undersigned mem- 
bers of the Fifty-fourth Legislative Assembly 
of the State of Oregon: 

(1) The Congress of the United States is 
memorialized to appropriate funds needed to 
aid in the care, support, and later adoption 
of Amerasian children within the United 
States. 

(2) A copy of this memorial shall be trans- 
mitted to the presiding officer of the Sen- 
ate and of the House of Representatives of 
the United States and to each member of 
the Oregon Congressional Delegation. 

(Signed by 71 members of the Oregon State 
Legislature.) 


CRAFT POLL OF AFL-CIO UNION 
MEMBERS ON PUBLIC ISSUES 


Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 
the AFL-CIO Committee on Political 
Education recently made an extensive 
survey of the attitude of trade union 
members on political and other issues. 
Alexander E. Barkan, director of COPE, 
has written a report on this survey for 
the forthcoming issue of the American 
Federationist, the official monthly maga- 
zine of the AFL-CIO. 

In view of the interest that has been 
expressed in this survey, I ask unani- 
mous consent that Mr. Barkan’s report 
be printed in the Recorp. 

There being no objection, the report 
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp, 
as follows: 


CRAFT POLL or AFL-CIO UNION MEMBERS ON 
PUBLIC Issues 


(By Alexander E. Barkan, Director of the 
AFL-CIO, Committee on Political Education) 
Union members today would vote over- 
whelmingly for President Jonnson’s reelec- 
tion against any potential Republican can- 
didate. They support the President's legis- 
lative achievements and endorse the legis- 
lative goals of the AFL-CIO and the Pres- 
ident. Yet there is some uncertainty and 
unease among unionists, notably concerning 
jobs and economic security, some areas of 
civil rights and Viet Nam, though the vast 
majority of union members support the 
President’s conduct of the war there. 

These are among the major general find- 
ings of a survey taken among union mem- 
bers by professional pollster John Kraft. 
Those inteviewed did not know the poll was 
just of union members or who sponsored the 
poll. 

Behind these generalities are a host of 
specifics that point up the attitudes of union 
members toward their unions and their gov- 
ernment in the mid 1960s. 

The scientific accuracy of the poll is above 
question. It was conducted among a cross- 
section of 1,700 union members represent- 
ing 12 separate international unions—in- 
dustrial, craft and service. An accurate age, 
sex, regional and racial sampling was in- 
volved. 

Though 1,700 may appear to be a small 
figure among an overall AFL-CIO member- 
ship of some 13.5 million, in the world of 
opinion polling it is actually a large 
sampling, far more generous than most. 
Major national polls—Harris, Gallup and 
others—normally rely on a sampling of only 
between 2,000 and 4,000 in forecasting the 
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outcome of presidential elections among a 
potential vote of more than 110 million. 

The Kraft survey was commissioned by 
the AFL-CIO Committee on Political Educa- 
tion. Its findings refiect the feelings and 
opinions of members as of January 1967, 
when the poll was conducted. 

From the survey, this general profile 
emerged of the trade union member today: 

82 percent of union families are in the 
$5,000 to $7,500 a year income range (figures 
embrace total family income of the union 
member, thus including in many cases the 
working wife of a member and/or working 
offspring) ; 

46 percent are in the $7,500 to $15,000 a 
year income range; 

25 percent of union members are less than 
30 years old; 

nearly 50 percent are less than 40 years 
old; 

nearly 50 percent of all members now live 
in suburbs; 

nearly 75 percent of members under 40 live 
in suburbs; 

about 20 percent of union members are 
women; 

about 13 percent of union members are 
Negro, and 4 percent are Mexican, Oriental 
or other; 

25 percent of present members have be- 
longed to their union for 5 years or less; 

54 percent have belonged to their union 
for 10 year or more; 

58 percent identify themselves as Demo- 
crats, 16 percent as Republicans, 17 percent 
as independents and 9 percent are not sure. 

When the union members were asked their 
choice for President, they declared themselves 
emphatically for the reelection of Lyndon 
Johnson against any GOP contender, For 
example, the President would defeat former 
Vice-President Richard Nixon 55-22, Michi- 
gan Governor George Romney 46-30, Cali- 
fornia Governor Ronald Reagan 60-16, and 
New York Governor Nelson Rockefeller 55-20 
(see box). 

It should be kept in mind the Kraft poll 
was conducted in January, when the Presi- 
dent’s popularity as reflected in national 
polis generally was lower than today. The 
Louis Harris poll in January showed only 
43 percent who gave the President a good 
job rating. By June, it had soared to 58 per- 
cent. Any increase in his popularity among 
the public-at-large inevitably would be ac- 
companied by a like, or greater, increase in 
his standing among union members. In the 
January findings of the Kraft poll, among 
only one group of unionists did the President 
trail any potential GOP opponent. Union 
members under 30 at that time favored 
Governor Romney over LBJ, 47-42. 

When members were asked how they voted 
in the presidential election of 1964, they re- 
sponded Johnson over former Senator Barry 
Goldwater by 60-12. Asked how they would 
vote today if the same two were paired, mem- 
bers declared 56-15 for Johnson, a remarkably 
slight slippage given the President’s length 
of time in office and the momentous events 
of his tenure. 

The President’s popularity as a candidate 
is mirrored in the widespread acceptance of 
his legislative achievements and goals, most 
of which are supported by the AFL-CIO. 

Members were queried on the major na- 
tional issues of recent years as to their degree 
of support or opposition. From medicare to 
pollution control, they backed by huge mar- 
gins the achievements and aims of the Ad- 
ministration and projected improvements in 
most progressive programs already on the 
books (see box). 

For example, when asked if medicare cover- 
age should be expanded, 74 percent re- 
sponded yes.“ Asked if they supported fed- 
eral efforts toward water pollution control, 
94 percent said “yes” and 91 percent were 
for air pollution control programs. On ex- 
panding the scope of workmen’s compensa- 
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tion, 76 percent said yes.“ Ninety-one per- 
cent backed truth-in-packaging legislation 
and a like percentage supported truth-in- 
lending. 

There were lower, but still substantial, 
percentages of support for expanded federal 
aid to education, 67 percent, and a minimum 
wage increase, 71 percent. 

Support for repeal of Taft-Hartley Section 
14(b) was 2-1 among members, with 54 per- 
cent agreeing 14(b) should be repealed, 23 
percent disagreeing and 23 percent not sure. 
Support for repeal was strongest where 
awareness of the “right to work” issue was 
highest. In states where an open shop law 
prevails, and in states where it has been a 
live issue, union members overwhelmingly 
reject it and want 14(b) repealed. 

The strongest support for AFL-CIO posi- 
tions on almost all major issues occurred 
among women members. 

Interestingly, a mild division between 
younger and older members crops up in the 
degree of support evidenced for certain is- 
sues. More recent prominent issues—like air 
and water pollution control and consumer 
legislation—achieve a slightly higher degree 
of support among younger than among older 
members. Conversely, issues that dwelled in 
Congress for years—issues with roots in the 
1930s, 40s and 50s—garner higher support 
among older than among younger members. 
Medicare for example, gets 75 percent sup- 
port from members in their 40s and 78 per- 
cent from members 50 and over, while it gets 
70 percent support from members under 30, 
many of whom apparently view it as a prob- 
lem that won’t crop up for them until far 
down the road. 

Despite their clear approval of President 
Johnson’s performance and program, union 
members—like other Americans—do not 
view contemporary America as Elysium. 
They’ve got problems and in their minds 
the problems are big ones, 

Members polled were asked this question: 
“What are the big problems on your mind— 
the things that bother you and should be 
getting attention?” The issues clearly up- 
permost in their minds were those involving 
jobs and economic security, the war in Viet 
Nam and civil rights. 

Fifty-three percent of all members listed 
economic problems ranging from the cost 
of living and taxes to the employment pic- 
ture and wages. Forty-two percent listed the 
war in Viet Nam, with the largest percent- 
age of these supporting the President's 
policies there. More than 33 percent listed 
civil rights as a major issue. While most 
members supported civil rights progress in 
voting and public accommodations, support 
for open housing was slightly below the 50 
percent point. 

Beyond these, concern about many other 
issues reflected the members’ special in- 
dividual problems, For example, one of the 
biggest problems for members in their 40s 
and early 50s turned out to be education. 
It is they, after all, who have children in 
the schools and nearing, or at, college age. 

Members were asked what problems the 
President should wrestle with and which 
ones are in the province of congressmen and 
senators. The weight of responsibility for 
action on almost all major issues, in the 
eyes of members, falls on the shoulders of 
the President. The White House, in their 
view, is where the action is. 

Finally, in terms of issues, Kraft found 
that suburban living naturally has directed 
members’ attention to suburban problems, 
often in higher priority than national is- 
sues. Members in the suburbs share their 
neighbors’ concern about local tax assess- 
ments, zoning, sewage and garbage disposal, 
street repairs, transportation and school 
bond issues. It is not that they change 
from liberal Jekylls to conservative Hydes 
the moment they cross they city line into 
the suburbs; it is that in many cases their 
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roster of interest in shuffied and becomes 
more locally-oriented. 

In his polling, Kraft found most union 
members—64 percent of them—dquickly re- 
ferred to their membership when asked to 
list affiliations with various public, private, 
church or job-related organizations. All of 
those sampled answered affirmatively when 
asked directly if they are union members. 

Yet though their status as members is 
clearly in the forefront of their conscious- 
ness, this is no guarantee of member partici- 
pation. Nor does it assure that the member 
is always listening when the union speaks. 
These facts became apparent when Kraft 
asked a related question about attendance 
at meetings and attention paid to union 
publications. 

The poll revealed that about 20 percent 
of members reported attending almost every 
local union meeting—a surprisingly high 
figure—and that an additional 14 percent 
attend “quite frequently.“ However, some 
36 percent attend “rarely.” Members under 
30 years of age rate highest in regular at- 
tendance, while this age group also has the 
largest percentage attending meetings only 
rarely. 

Some 63 percent of all members answered 
that they read their union publications “a 
lot.” The highest readership was among 
members 50 years and older, 77 percent of 
whom answered they pay a lot of attention 
to their union publications. (Four percent 
reported they receive no union publication, 
which suggests a problem in union adminis- 
tration or the age-old problem of keeping 
mailing lists up-to-date.) 

The entire area of communications 
emerged as one of the most interesting sec- 
tions of the poll. For, though members by 
and large read their union journals, they 
appear to rely generally on television, daily 
papers and magazines—in that order—as 
their most trusted sources of information. 

Forty-seven percent responded that TV 
is their most reliable source (small wonder— 
the poll found that 58 percent of members 
spend 10 or more hours per week in front of 
the tube); 31 percent look to the daily news- 
papers and about 9 percent to weekly news 
magazines. Radio ran a poor fourth; only 6 
percent of members consider it the most 
reliable information source. 

Despite the overwhelming competition of 
the mass media, however, it was clear that a 
fair portion of members still look to union 
sources as helpful, reliable providers of in- 
formation, From a list of sources of informa- 
tion, only President Johnson, a leading 
nightly network TV newscaster and a major 
weekly news magazine came before AFL-CIO 
President George Meany as the most help- 
ful source for information,” Considered in 
context, this is an excellent showing. The 
regularity of national exposure for the Presi- 
dent, a nightly network broadcaster and a 
news magazine obviously far exceeds the ex- 
posure President Meany achieves on a na- 
tional platform. Of those who named Presi- 
dent Meany, 78 percent did so because he 
“represents my interests, levels with me, tries 
to solve problems.” This was a far higher 
percentage of identity of interest between 
the persons polled and the information 
source selected than any other listed source 
achieved. 

The Kraft poll on the whole is encourag- 
ing. It indicates that the policy positions 
adopted by the AFL-CIO convention ac- 
curately reflect the feelings of union mem- 
bership, with the single exception of open 
occupancy housing. This has 43 percent 
overall support and 48 percent support 
among members under 30. 

Yet there are warning signals. Where sup- 
port appears least strong generally is among 
younger members and more and more the 
trade union movement is becoming a 
younger movement. 

While two-thirds of members over 30, for 
example, said they pay a lot of attention to 
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their union publications, only half of those 
under 30 do. 

Though members under 30 were more em- 
phatic in believing their union should take 
a stand on important issues, they responded 
generally in lower percentages in supporting 
their union’s positions. 

Though a higher percentage of young 
members reported they attend union meet- 
ings “nearly always,“ a higher percentage of 
them also answered they “never” attend. 

On some basic union positions in support 
of old-line, though still crucial, matters it 
is the younger members whose support is 
softest. (This problem, it should be pointed 
out, is not unique to the labor movement. 
Throughout all groups in society today, it is 
the younger members who are most restive.) 

It is the younger members who are both 
less informed and less concerned with these 
issues. The tribulations of 30 years ago are 
remote from a young member's experience. 
The Depression is a moment of history and 
the issues it spawned are tangential to his 
own life or unrelated to his problems. To 
younger members, Franklin D. Roosevelt, 
who was a live inspiration to many of us, 
is but a name in the history books and his 
great achievements a matter for the archives. 

The 1960s and their unique problems are 
what is right now to the younger member 
and the problems of yesteryear seem to bear 
little if any relationship to the problems he 
sees today and tomorrow. 

As with the younger member, so with the 
suburban member. There is no minimizing 
the impact of local issues on the life of a 
suburbanite. In his mind, the issues are 
deeply important and, in fact, they are. They 
involve his welfare as intimately as most of 
the larger national issues. They involve his 
home, his money, his child’s education, his 
security, his recreation. In effect, we compete 
with these problems when we attempt to cap- 
ture the member's attention and these are 
problems which from a national level are 
hard to articulate and even harder to engage. 

It indicates that for many members we 
have not yet succeeded in showing that na- 
tional issues have as great an impact on their 
daily lives and welfare as local ones. 

In all, the problems faced are far easier 
to define than to deal with and the Kraft 
poll projects more questions than answers. 

For example, in terms of labor’s political 
efforts, is there a way to channel the subur- 
ban member’s natural interest in local af- 
fairs and candidates to constructive action in 
the COPE program, which is geared primarily 
to national issues and candidates? Can COPE 
organize in the suburbs first around local 
issues? Can it then branch out to involve 
suburban members in national issues and be- 
hind COPE-endorsed national candidates? We 
now have pilot projects seeking ways to reach 
and involve members in the suburbs. 

Most importantly, can the labor movement 
in its political and all other aspects keep the 
commitment and loyalty of its younger mem- 
bers, who make up an ever larger part of 
the movement? There is evidence that most 
of them enter with commitment. Some in- 
ternational unions are making efforts now 
through new-member programs to fan the 
commitment and keep it burning. A COPE 
program with building trades apprentices is 
attempting to interest them in labor's politi- 
cal activities and to involve them in the po- 
litical life of their communities. Is there 
more we can do? 

These and other questions suggest them- 
selves as a result of the Kraft poll’s findings. 
The final question is: Can we find the 
answers? 

Speaking for COPE, I say we must and we 
will. 

HOW MEMBERS VIEW THE ISSUES 

Following is the degree of union member 
support, expressed in percentages, on some 
of the major issues of today: 
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[In percent} 
| 
Age group 
Total j 
Under 30 to 50 and 
0 49 over 
Expanding medicare: 
Agree 74 70 75 78 
13 15 14 9 
13 15 11 13 
Water pollution 
Agree 94 98 94 91 
A A a eli A 3 3 
Not sure 4 2 3 6 
Truth in lending: 
91 93 91 
4 4 5 
5 3 4 


Improved workman’s 


compensation: 
76 77 78 
11 15 10 
13 8 12 
91 92 93 
3 2 3 
6 6 4 
71 72 73 
21 23 20 
8 5 7 
67 71 70 6l 
20 19 21 21 
13 10 18 
43 48 4l 39 
Disagree. — 1 46 48 48 43 
Not sure.....-.--- ll oF 11 18 


WHAT MEMBERS SEE AS PROBLEMS 

The Kraft poll asked union members this 
question: “What are the big problems on 
your mind—the things that bother you and 
should be getting attention?” 

The three big issues on their minds and 
how they feel about them follow. The figure 
in parentheses represents the percentage of 
those polled who mentioned the issue. Per- 
centages under it represent those who felt 
the listed aspect of the overall issue was most 
important. 


{In percent} 
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Other. 
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HOW MEMBERS WOULD VOTE 


The Kraft poll revealed that, as of January 
1967, union members would have voted for 
President Johnson’s reelection overwhelm- 
ingly against any of the prominently-men- 
tioned potential Republican candidates, Since 
January represented a low ebb in the Presi- 
dent’s popularity with the public at large 
and since recent public opinion polls show a 
sharp upturn in his popularity, inevitably 
this would reflect an even higher standing 
for the President among union members than 


the following figures show: 
[In percent] 
Age group 
Total 
Under 30 to 50 and 
30 49 over 

55 55 53 55 
22 25 21 21 
15 12 18 14 
8 8 8 10 
46 42 43 51 
30 47 29 25 
19 10 25 17 

5 1 3 
60 57 62 59 
16 23 16 13 
17 15 16 20 

7 5 6 
55 58 55 55 
20 27 18 19 
18 8 2i 17 
7 6 9 


HOW THE PRESS DISTORTED THE POLL 


Before being released, the Kraft poll was 
the subject of a spate of newspaper stories— 
most of them completely distorted. 

On the basis only of hearsay, The Wall 
Street Journal ran a lengthy article on the 
poll last month. One press service picked 
up, and provided wider distribution for, the 
Journal piece. In an article crowded with 
distortions and inaccuracies, some of the 
worst of them were these: 

The Journal claimed the poll showed: 
“Labor’s traditional legislative goals are far 
out of line with union members’ main in- 
terests. . . The AFL-CIO's No. 1 goal in this 
session of Congress—boosting social secu- 
pid payments—draws more boos than 

cheers. 

The fact is: The poll reflected overwhelm- 
ing support among union members for AFI 
CIO legislative positions with the single ex- 
ception of open occupancy housing. Further, 
a social security per se was not included as 
a question in the poll. Medicare was, and 
members’ support for expanded medicare 
was 74 percent. 

The Journal claimed: “A surprisingly high 
proportion of rank-and-fllers won't readily 
admit they belong to a union.” They “owned 
up to being union members only when 
pressed. 

The fact is: Sixty-four percent of mem- 
bers quickly identified themselves as such 
when asked to name their associations from 
a list of various church, civic, social and job- 
related organizations. The rest, when asked 
if they were members of a union, answered 
affirmatively without hesitation. The loaded 
phrases in the Journal article, won't read- 
ily admit” and “owned up.“ make it appear 
many members view their membership as 
something sinister and to be hidden at all 
costs. This was not the case. 

The Journal claimed: The poll’s political 
findings were stunning... It quoted “one 
incredulous union man” as saying, “It 
showed almost anyone could beat Lyndon 
Johnson in 1968, even (Illinois Republican 
Senator) Charles Percy.” 

The fact is: President Johnson was an 
overwhelming favorite for reelection among 
union members when pitted in the poll 
against the most prominently mentioned 
potential Republican candidates, Michigan 
Governor George Romney, former Vice-Pres- 
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ident Richard Nixon, California Governor 
Ronald Reagan and New York Governor 
Nelson Rockefeller. Senator Percy’s name did 
not even figure in the poll. 


CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 


Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. 
President, is there further morning busi- 
ness? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further morning business? If not, morn- 
ing business is concluded. 


INTEREST EQUALIZATION TAX EX- 
TENSION ACT OF 1967 


Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. 
President, I move that the Senate pro- 
ceed to the consideration of the unfin- 
ished business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H.R. 
6098) to provide an extension of the in- 
terest equalization tax and for other 
purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the motion of the 
Senator from West Virginia. 

The motion was agreed to, and the 
Senate resumed the consideration of the 
bill. 


ORDER OF BUSINESS 


Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent that, 
notwithstanding the provisions of rule 
VIII, I be permitted to speak out of 
order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. 
President, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent that 
the order for the quorum call be re- 
scinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


RIOTS IN THE CITIES 


Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres- 
ident— 
A thousand years scarce serve to form a 
state; 
An hour may lay it in the dust. 
(Byron—Childe Harold). 


Mr. President, the city of Detroit has 
now been added to the scores of U.S. 
cities that have recently been plagued 
with destructive race riots. The Wash- 
ington Evening Star of yesterday re- 
ported that Michigan Gov. George Rom- 
ney and Mayor Jerome Cavanagh had 
“asked President Johnson for 5,000 Fed- 
eral troops as Negro rioting raged into its 
second day and claimed its fourth life.“ 
The Washington Star also stated that the 
request was “the second for Federal help 
that Romney and Cavanagh had made in 
the wake of the worst racial rioting to hit 
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Detroit since 1943.“ The Star story stated 
that— 

Romney withdrew the earlier request mo- 
ments after making it believing that Federal 
troops might be needed in other areas of the 
country hit by racial strife over the week- 
end, 


The Star indicated that 1,000 State 
and local police and 6,000 National 
Guardsmen were already on the scene. 

Mr, President, Iam fully in accord with 
the idea that Federal troops should be 
used if and when a situation involving in- 
surrection has gotten entirely out of 
hand and if the troops are requested by 
appropriate authorities. However, I am 
against the use of Federal troops to pre- 
serve peace until such time as the sit- 
uation has gone entirely beyond the 
power of a State to control it, and, from 
the facts as stated by the Star on yes- 
terday, it is not entirely clear that the 
Governor had utilized all of the forces at 
his disposal before asking for U.S. troops. 
It seems to me that with 10,000 Army Na- 
tional Guardsmen in Michigan, in addi- 
tion to the hundreds of city and State 
policemen, the rioters could have been 
subdued. 

If I were the Governor of a State, I 
would feel it my duty to utilize, to the 
utmost, all of the forces at my command 
before calling upon, as a final resort, the 
Federal Government to intervene with 
military force. This is not to say that I 
am against the use of Federal troops, if 
necessary. I say that Federal troops 
should be used only as a last resort. 

News reports having stated that 6,000 
National Guardsmen were on the scene, 
it would appear that the full utilization 
of forces available at the State level had 
not been made, but the facts may have 
been otherwise. In any event, I hope that 
the President of the United States will 
insist upon the full application of maxi- 
mum forces available at the local and 
State levels before allowing Federal 
troops to be sent into a State situation. 
In other words, I do not want to see Fed- 
eral troops used upon the slightest of 
pretexts, and this is what could ulti- 
mately develop at some future time if we 
do not carefully guard against it, and 
the best insurance is for a Governor to 
utilize the police and military strength 
which are available to him at the local 
and State levels to the fullest extent be- 
fore he acts to involve the President of 
the United States and the forces at his 
command. 

I would be the first to criticize Fed- 
eral authorities for sending Federal 
troops into a State except at the request 
of the appropriate State authorities; 
but, at the same time, I feel that State 
authorities have a responsibility of fully 
using the instrumentalities at their dis- 
posal before sending out an SOS involv- 
ing the Commander in Chief. 

Under the circumstances, the Presi- 
dent did everything he could do. He had 
no other choice but to act as he did in 
sending Federal troops to Detroit, for 
“lawlessness, if not checked, is the 
precursor of anarchy.” 

MEET FORCE WITH GREATER FORCE 

Mr. President, it is later than we think. 
Hoodlums, looters, snipers, and the crim- 
inal element involved in such riots should 
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no longer be handled with kid gloves. 
Any mayor who is confronted with a riot 
should order his police department to 
meet force with force, and when the 
situation has gotten out of hand to the 
extent that a Governor must send in his 
National Guardsmen, they should be 
given orders to put down such insurrec- 
tions with all of the force available. 
Firemen should be equipped with arms 
with which to protect themselves if nec- 
essary, and orders should be issued to 
the police and National Guardsmen to 
shoot adult looters, snipers, and brick 
and bottle throwers. 

It is absolutely unbelievable to read of 
looters driving pickup trucks loaded 
with everything from floor mops to new 
furniture with price tags still dangling 
from the merchandise. I recall one news- 
paper story concerning the recent New 
Jersey riots which stated that the “old 
folks were looting while the young folks 
were shooting.” Regarding the Detroit 
riots, the story is the same as with other 
recent riots: 

Looters filled cartons and shopping bags 
and backed their autos up to stores stuffing 
goods into the trunks and back seats. 


In Detroit the police, at first, were 
ordered to withhold gunfire. Then ac- 
cording to the press story, Mayor Cava- 
nagh asserted— 


Their safety is at stake and if they must 
return fire, it must be. 


Mr. President, as long as these mobs 
feel that they can loot and pillage and 
burn and destroy and maim without get- 
ting shot in return for their crimes, they 
will commit these acts increasingly. 
These insurrections should be put down 
with determined force, and the hood- 
lums and criminal element should be 
warned that police and National Guards- 
men will not wait until fired upon before 
firing their own weapons. Adult looters, 
ous in the act, should be shot on the 
spot. 

A policeman has always been under a 
duty to use whatever force is necessary 
to prevent a felony from being commit- 
ted in his presence, and the looting of 
business places and the stealing of valu- 
able property, depending on the amount, 
of course, constitute a felony. Were it 
only a situation in which one individual 
were attempting to rob a business estab- 
lishment, then there would be every rea- 
son for the use of force only as a last re- 
sort. But where mobs are roaming the 
streets, breaking the windows of business 
establishments, dragging innocent people 
from automobiles, setting fires to build- 
ings, and carrying away valuable mer- 
chandise to which they have no just 
claim, they should be made to under- 
stand that they do so at the peril of 
losing their own lives. Government has 
a right to survive. There is only one way 
to deal with rioters who are bent upon 
the wanton destruction of property and 
life and that is to deal with them swiftly 
and forcefully. So long as public offi- 
cials, local, State or Federal, temporize 
or vacillate or show hesitancy in dealing 
with the rioters, the rioters will run 
amuck and endanger the lives and prop- 
erties of law-abiding citizens. When, on 
the other hand, the rioters are made 
clearly to understand that the patience 
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of a nation is coming to an end and that 

those who are caught in the act of looting 

and destroying will be shot on the spot, 
they will stop this mad mockery of the 
law. 

POVERTY, GHETTOS, SLUMS, AND DISCRIMINATION 
ARE THE USUAL EXCUSES FOR, BUT ARE NOT 
THE BASIC CAUSES OF, RIOTS AND VIOLENT 
CRIMES 
Mr. President, the usual excuses are 

being made for violence in the streets. 

They are the same excuses that were 

trotted out in the wake of the Watts 

riot. We hear that slums constitute a 

basic cause. Yet, Plainfield, N.J., is not 

a slum, with its tree-lined streets and 

two-family apartments. Watts was not a 

slum. 

No slum was ever deliberately planned 
to be a slum. No slum was ever delib- 
erately built. Slums develop as a result 
of the carelessness of the inhabitants. 
Slums are developed by slummy people. 
The people may be taken out of the 
slums, but the slums cannot be taken out 
of some people. As long as people throw 
their trash into the hallways, and throw 
their beer cans and their whiskey bot- 
tles and their rotting garbage into the 
yards and onto the streets, there will 
continue to be slums. And wherever these 
same people go, the slums will follow 
after them. As long as they insist upon 
ripping up the steps and the bannisters, 
tearing off the wallpaper, punching holes 
in the walls, kicking the panels out of the 
doors, breaking the windows, and rip- 
ping loose the plumbing fixtures, there 
will be slums, and the landlord can 
scarcely be blamed for his reluctance to 
repair such destruction. 

As to the ghetto, a ghetto need not be 
a slum. It depends upon the inhabitants 
thereof. 

Many immigrants who have entered 
our country have been housed in ghettos, 
but, for the most part, they have taken 
a personal interest in their surroundings 
and have sought to keep the ghettos 
clean. They have not considered this to 
be an excuse or justification to riot, but 
rather they have sought to make their 
surroundings livable and they have 
sought to improve those surroundings. 

There are those who blame the riots 
on poverty. Yet, poverty-stricken white 
Americans outnumber poverty-stricken 
Negroes, but white Americans have not 
resorted to violence in the streets. More- 
over, there are millions of poor Negroes 
in America today who deplore the riots. 

If poverty were an excuse for rioting, 
Abraham Lincoln would have been the 
Stokely Carmichael of his day and 
Booker T. Washington would have been 
the Floyd McKissick of his time. 

I remember the depression of the early 
1930’s. Thousands of men and women 
and children in West Virginia were in- 
adequately clothed, fed, and sheltered, 
but they did not attempt to take the law 
into their own hands. Negroes and whites 
saw hunger in the mining communities, 
but they did not find in this an excuse 
to burn and loot and destroy. The min- 
ing communities where I lived as a boy, 
and during my early adult years, were 
areas of grinding poverty. 

I have seen men wearing hemp sacks 
around their feet in the wintertime be- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


cause they lacked shoes. I have seen 
Christmases come and go without a 
stick of candy in many a home. I have 
seen children without shoes and tables 
without food. I have seen men without 
jobs, and I have seen rat-infested houses, 
As to plumbing fixtures, there were none. 
Air conditioning was unheard of. Few 
people could boast of owning a radio or 
a refrigerator, and fewer still possessed 
an automobile. 

There were times when an owner of 
an old automobile could not afford the 
cost of a new license plate. Running 
water in the houses was but a dream. 
A washtub constituted the bathing fa- 
cilities. Yet, these poor people, as a gen- 
eral rule, kept their floors scrubbed and 
their steps clean. Here and there they 
planted a flower or a piece of shrubbery. 
Their few bits of clothing were washed 
on a scrubboard in a No. 3 tub. They 
could not afford the luxury of a washing 
machine. Yet, these people, Negro and 
white, were law-abiding citizens and they 
taught their children to obey the law and 
to respect governmental authority. 

Negroes and whites got along well to- 
gether. I often visited in Negro churches 
and Negro homes when I was a young 
man. Whites and Negroes respected one 
another. They worked together, and they 
helped one another during difficult days. 

As I indicated in a Senate speech re- 
cently, I formerly worked in a coal com- 
pany store as a produce clerk and as a 
meat cutter. Many times I placed an 
empty flour barrel at the end of the meat 
counter and started off a “pounding” for 
a stricken Negro miner. Whites and Ne- 
groes lining up at the counter contri- 
buted lard and bacon, meal and flour, 
pinto beans and potatoes to the stricken 
family. People tried to help one another 
rather than to hurt one another. People 
sought to give, even when they had little 
to give, instead of taking that which was 
not rightfully theirs. And, believe it or 
not, people did not have to lock their 
doors at night and bar their windows. 
Nobody ever heard of homes being bur- 
glarized, of women being raped, of old 
men being knocked to the ground and 
robbed, and of pockets being picked in 
those communities. 

So, Mr. President, I cannot have much 
sympathy with those who attempt to 
blame the riots upon poverty. Strangely 
enough, many of these so-called poverty- 
stricken rioters seem to be mainly inter- 
ested in looting the liquor stores. Accord- 
ing to the news reports, these are the 
establishments that are first looted. 

Some would have us believe that these 
rioters want jobs. I happen to believe 
that most of them would not hit a lick at 
a snake. They are allergic to work, and 
as the old saying goes, a drop of their 
sweat would cure the leprosy. 

One has only to look at the job oppor- 
tunities in the Washington Metropolitan 
area, or in any other city, to see that 
many jobs go begging for want of people 
te fill them. The Eastern Panhandle of 
West Virginia is a great apple-growing 
area, and it is but a few miles from the 
Nation’s Capital. Yet, fruit pickers have 
to be imported every year to help harvest 
West Virginia apples. There are reported 
to be between 7,000 and 8,000 individuals 
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here in the city of Washington who sup- 
posedly constitute the hard core unem- 
ployed, and yet, heretofore, it has been 
impossible to recruit people from this 
area who are willing to travel to the apple 
orchards, just a few miles away, to help 
harvest the fruit. 

Look at the classified section in the 
Washington newspapers on any day of 
the week, and one will find advertise- 
ment after advertisement calling for 
domestic help. Most of these domestics 
can get $12 for 8 hours’ work and their 
transportation paid and lunch provided, 
but all too many of the employable 
women do not want to work, and so the 
jobs are not filled. Many of these people 
would rather draw welfare checks than 
to go to work. 

All that one has to do is to travel about 
six blocks from the Capitol building, 
wherein I am now speaking, in any one 
of three directions, and look at the 
young, defiant hoodlums who are con- 
gregated on the street corners and listen 
to their vulgar language, and one will 
readily understand the reluctance of em- 
ployers to give them jobs. The element 
about which I speak would constitute a 
danger to the employer, in the first place, 
and, in the second place, they are ab- 
solutely untrustworthy. 

When a man heaves a brick through a 
store window and makes off with a tele- 
vision set or other loot, he thereby brands 
himself as an irresponsible individual 
who is not worthy of employment and 
one whom no sensible employer would 
want to hire. 

Discrimination, some say, is the cause 
of the riots. I referred earlier to millions 
of foreign immigrants who have come to 
this country, immigrants who could not 
even speak the English language and 
who were thus placed at great disad- 
vantage as against people born here. 
They were Germans, they were Poles, 
they were Hungarians, they were Italians, 
Jews, Lebanese, Greeks, and other na- 
tionalities. They were discriminated 
against. Even the Irish were discrimi- 
nated against in earlier years. But these 
people did not riot. They went to work 
and lifted themselves up by their own 
bootstraps, so to speak. If they could 
not find work, they peddled papers or 
fruits and vegetables, or opened their 
own shops. Many of them walked the 
country roads in my State or the streets 
of big cities and peddled laces, liniments, 
and other wares, until they could get 
enough money to establish a shop. They 
contributed to the communities in which 
they lived, and they proved themselves to 
be responsible citizens and thereby 
earned the respect of other people. They 
did not resort to violence in the streets, 
to rioting and looting and burning. 

The same can be said of many of our 
Negro citizens. They, too, have shown 
themselves to be worthy of respect. They 
have worked hard and saved a little here 
and there and bought themselves a 
home. They, too, have lifted themselves 
up through their own initiative. Many of 
these responsible Negro citizens have 
been the first to suffer in Detroit and 
other cities at the hands of rioters. Many 
of their homes have been burned by the 
raging fires. 
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So, Mr. President, many people, Ne- 
groes and whites, have been subjected to 
discrimination through the years, but 
they have not joined the mobs in the 
streets. No, discrimination is not an ex- 
cuse. Moreover, there are more laws on 
the statute books today against discrimi- 
nation than ever before in the history of 
our country, while at the same time there 
is more unrest, more crime, and more 
violence in the streets. The Federal Gov- 
ernment is doing more today than it has 
ever done before to wipe out discrimi- 
nation. 

In recent years, Federal policies, and 
congressional statutes, have, in actual 
practice, often favored Negro jobseekers 
and Negro jobholders. Federal agencies 
go out of their way to employ Negroes. 

Look at the Post Office Department, 
and you will see that Negroes have been 
employed in increasing numbers. Civil 
service standards have, in some in- 
stances, been Jowered in order to accom- 
modate Negro applicants. But even in the 
face of these things riots are increasing 
and have become the order of the day. 

The charge is often made that police 
brutality is at the root of the growing 
unrest in our cities. One is at a loss, how- 
ever, to understand how this can be the 
case, when the vastly overwhelming 
majority of such charges have been 
proved untrue and utterly unfounded. 
Our Nation has come to a sad state of 
affairs when a police officer cannot make 
an arrest in the proper performance of 
his duty, and in properly enforcing the 
laws of the community, without being 
immediately surrounded by a jeering, 
threatening mob shouting “Police bru- 
tality.” It has become virtually a pattern 
throughout the country, and the fuse to 
many of the recent riots has been ignited 
by an arrest properly executed. What is 
going to happen to law and order if the 
community is unable, through its prop- 
erly constituted authorities, to enforce 
the law? Anarchy will result. Mob rule 
will prevail. Every man will be a law un- 
to himself. And every man will arm for 
his own protection and for the protection 
of his own family. 

Society based on the rule that each one is 
a law unto himself would soon be con- 
fronted with disorder and anarchy. (Justice 
Harlan, U.S.S.C.) 


No, Mr. President, police brutality is 
not the cause of the unrest sweeping over 
the Nation. I do not condone police bru- 
tality, and I do not believe that much of 
it can be found to exist. It is reasonable, 
however, to believe that the citizen who 
obeys the laws and who conducts him- 
self properly will need have no fear of 
police brutality. All too often, the in- 
dividual who charges police brutality has 
been guilty, first, of breaking the law, 
and then of resisting the officer who 
made the arrest. The policeman is more 
often abused and mistreated than is the 
person who cries “Police brutality.” 

Where would we be, Negro and white, 
without the policeman? Society would be 
at the mercy of the hoodlum, the arson- 
ist, the murderer, the rapist. 

Laws are made to be obeyed by all of 
the people all of the time. Respect for 
the law is the basis for orderly govern- 
ment, and law-abiding and peace-loving 
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citizens, regardless of race, need to rally 
around the police, who, too often, play 
a thankless role in riotous and difficult 
and dangerous situations. 

Some people say the riots result from 
the slow pace of integration and poor 
educational facilities. But one does not 
have to have an integrated, interracial 
education to have a good education. If 
this were so, it would be impossible to 
get a good education in many European 
schools. If it were true, few Americans, 
relatively speaking, would have had a 
good education over the years. 

Moreover, most people of my age in 
America can remember the one-room 
school, the two-room school, the school 
without running water and without 
plumbing fixtures, the school with a 
Burnside stove. I am not advocating that 
we go back to that, but more moneys 
are being spent today, and rightly so, to 
educate people in these troubled areas 
than were ever spent before. Whereas 
most of our parents had to furnish our 
books when we went to school, the State 
and Federal Governments today supply 
these and other necessities. Libraries, 
gymnasiums, air-conditioned school- 
rooms, modern teaching aids, free text- 
books—all of these and more are pro- 
vided at great cost—and I support 
them—to many in the areas which are 
being beset by riots. 

Of course, not all of the schools in the 
crowded cities are the best—no one would 
maintain that to be the case—but they 
are rapidly being replaced with new and 
modern facilities, and even the oldest 
and worst of the city schools today are 
often better than many of those in which 
most Americans my age and older ac- 
quired their education. Yet, poor school 
facilities were never heretofore consid- 
ered an excuse or justification for rioting. 

After all, it is not the school so much, 
perhaps, as it is the student himself. We 
can only provide the opportunity for an 
education, but if the student shows no 
inclination to take advantage of the op- 
portunity, he will not become educated. 
Education cannot be administered as a 
drug through a hypodermic needle. It 
cannot be absorbed by osmosis. It re- 
quires effort. And many people will never 
put forth the effort, regardless of how 
modern the school may be. Some people 
simply are allergic to study just as some 
people are allergic to work. 

No, Mr. President, “There is no such 
things as a vested right to do wrong.” 
These words were spoken by a former 
Justice of the U.S. Supreme Court. In 
the context of the riots which are fast 
becoming commonplace in our American 
cities, the words are worth repeating. 

In a degree, however, it is understand- 
able that the rioters would harbor the 
idea that they have a vested right to do 
wrong because they have sometimes been 
encouraged to believe this. They have 
been so encouraged by those who say that 
poverty or discrimination or lack of jobs, 
et cetera, are the causes for riots. Public 
officials, if they are forced by recent 
events to deplore the riots, often do so 
in one sentence, but, almost invariably, 
they immediately embark upon a speech 
wherein they seek to excuse the violence 
and excuse those who perpetrate it by 
placing the blame upon a society which 
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has been unable fully to eradicate pov- 
erty, discrimination, and unemployment. 
Little wonder that the rioters are en- 
couraged to do violence. 

Mr. President, I do not maintain that 
poverty and slums and unemployment 
are to be ignored, or that we should close 
our eyes to these things. Indeed, we 
should take feasible action to effectively 
deal with them. I do say, however, that 
they are not a justification for insurrec- 
tion and riot. They are not an excuse for 
violence. Most people have had to work 
for what they own. Most people are will- 
ing to work for what they receive. Most 
people have demonstrated the patience, 
the initiative, and the effort to get where 
they are, and the obstacles they have had 
to overcome have often been great. 

The issue here is whether any minor- 
ity group in the country should be able 
to bring such pressure to bear on Gov- 
ernment by the threat of violence that it 
can exact funds from the Public Treas- 
ury. 

If democracy means anything at all, it 
means that the taxpayers’ money—that 
the people’s property which has been 
taken for public purposes—shall be spent 
only in accordance with laws and pol- 
icies determined by the people’s repre- 
sentatives. And if democracy means any- 
thing at all, it means that such laws and 
policies are formulated and adopted only 
through a process whereby the people’s 
representatives are persuaded to support 
them by rational arguments presented in 
democratic debate. 

To shortcut the process of debate by 
threatening violence is to attack democ- 
racy itself. Whoever takes up and uses— 
however indirectly—the threat of vio- 
lence, is guilty of something like black- 
mail. And it may behoove us all to re- 
member Mr. Justice Frankfurter's ad- 
monition: “Respect for law cannot be 
turned off and on as though it were a 
hot-water faucet.” 

Increasing numbers of public leaders 
are attempting to persuade Congress to 
vote more funds for various urban and 
antipoverty programs by warning Mem- 
bers of Congress of the violent conse- 
quences that will occur should Congress 
not fund such programs. It might be said 
that this is a most effective argument. 
In fact, it is not an argument at all. 

An effective argument is made by rea- 
son. Violence is not reason—it is the very 
opposite of reason. To use the probability 
of consequent violence as a means of 
argument is to corrupt the democratic 
process of persuasion through debate. I 
am appalled, Mr. President, that pre- 
sumably responsible men of influence in 
our public life should fail to see the cor- 
ruption they work when they use the 
implicit threat of violence as a means of 
persuasion. 

To make such an argument is equiva- 
lent to saying: “Fund these programs in 
the amounts we ask for, or else.“ 

When he was elected national direc- 
tor of the Congress of Racial Equality 
last July, Floyd McKissick stated: 

You can interpret this any way you want, 
but all I am saying is that the black man’s 
cup is running over in the ghetto and you 
can no longer expect him to remain non- 
violent. 


Iam not going to condemn him if he does 
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become violent, either, because I have been 
pleading and begging for positive action 
from the government. (Washington Star, 
July 3, 1966: A-3). 


When he was asked recently by the 
U.S. News & World Report about the pos- 
sibility of summer riots in 1967, McKis- 
sick replied in this manner: 

Hardly any community in this country can 
call itself immune to trouble this coming 
summer. 


Pointing to particular cities, McKis- 
sick said: 

Cleveland stands out like a very sore 
thumb. Nearly every city in New Jersey is 
in trouble. I bet that New Jersey will never 
get through the summer without trouble. 


He was right, Mr. President. 

Continuing McKissick’s reply: 

Among other cities, I name New York, De- 
troit, Omaha, Kansas City, St. Louis, and es- 
pecially East St. Louis, Chicago, Gary, In- 
diana, San Francisco and Oakland, Los An- 
geles, of course, and also Washington, D.C. 
(U.S. News, May 1, 1967: 42). 


According to McKissick, he had begged 
and pleaded in vain “for positive action 
from the Government,” and so he would 
not blame the Negro if he resorts to 
violence. 

Last April, the Reverend Dr. Martin 
Luther King, Jr., said: 

Tl still preach nonviolence with all my 
might, but Im afraid it will fall on deaf 
ears. 


And he continued: 

I'm sorry to have to say this, but the in- 
tolerable conditions which brought about 
racial violence last summer still exist. 
(Washington Star, April 17, 1967: A-6). 


These words do not seem to fit a win- 
ner of the Nobel Peace Prize. And they 
have the same persuasive character as 
a blackjack. 

The same kind of “argument”—if we 
can call it such—was made by Ernest 
Cooper of the Urban League—a fore- 
most civil rights organization—in Cleve- 
land, Asked by an interviewer from the 
U.S. News whether violence might hit 
Cleveland this summer, Cooper stated 
that the prospect looks very dismal un- 
less a number of things happen soon to 
indicate that Cleveland is going to be 
responsive to the needs of its people.” 
U.S. News, May 1, 1967, page 44. 

William G. Robinson, director of pub- 
lic welfare in Cook County, III., when 
asked about the situation in Chicago by 
the U.S. News, asserted that, unless the 
State legislature passes an open-housing 
bill, “we will be in for trouble.” Same 
issue, page 45. 

It is even more subversive of the 
democratic process when the put- up- 
or-else” argument is offered to Congress. 
The Subcommittee on Executive Reor- 
ganization of the Senate Government 
Operations Committee was confronted 
by this kind of shotgun persuasion sev- 
eral times in the course of its hearings 
last year on the Federal role in urban 
affairs. 

Bayard Rustin, who organized the 
1963 March on Washington and who is 
presently executive director of the A. 
Phillip Randolph Institute, testified last 
year, Iam informed, before the Subcom- 
mittee on Executive Reorganization. He 
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cited two instances—the riot in Chicago 
and the riot in Watts—in which young 
Negroes stated that they got what they 
wanted from the city government only 
after they resorted to violence and not 
before. The moral that he drew from this 
for the members of the subcommittee 
was clear. Mr. Rustin said: 


If these two instances are not clear il- 
lustrations of the extent to which the con- 
duct of the society creates and nourishes 
the despair and violence among Negro youth, 
then I do not know of any. 

I maintain, therefore, that unless a forth- 
right master plan is executed, one that sees 
the problem of housing, schools, jobs, and 
the psychology of the ghetto, as a single prob- 
lem, then this society will have to acknowl- 
edge that it is indirectly saying to the young 
dispossessed in this Nation that if they want 
something, the only way they can get it is 
not to depend on leaders who are temperate, 
leaders who advocate nonviolence, but that 
they themselves must take the law into their 
own hands. 

This is a tragedy, and I ask you to see it 
as a tragedy which is being assisted and 
deepened by the inability of this society to 
produce or facilitate victories for the dis- 
possessed so that they can maintain their 
faith in this Nation, in law and order, and 
in the cement of society, which is nonviolent 
action. (Hearings: 1855). 


And so the Government, says Rustin, 
must come up with a master plan to meet 
the problems of housing, schools, jobs— 
and why must it do so? That is the point 
about his testimony. Why must the Gov- 
ernment undertake this planning and ex- 
penditure? To forestall violence, and to 
keep Negro young people from taking the 
law into their own hands. This is the kind 
of argument which is tantamount to 
blackmail, 

I am advised that A. Phillip Randolph, 
an outstanding Negro labor leader and 
president of the institute that bears his 
name, offered the same kind of argu- 
ment to the subcommittee. He referred 
to “these teenagers who throw the 
Molotov cocktails, who set stores and 
houses afire, who turn over automobiles, 
who create disorder in the streets, and so 
forth.” And he went on to say about 
them: 

Well, now, I am definitely of the belief 
that these youngsters can be rescued, but 
they have not been touched as yet. You go 
through Harlem or Detroit or St. Louis or 
Chicago. You will find them standing on the 
street corners, standing on the stoops, some 
shooting crap, some engaged in this and that 
thing, but not any work is visible. They 
have nothing to do, and this is the tragedy, 
because idle hands and idle minds naturally 
flow into antisocial activities. 


Mr. Randolph continued by saying: 

We have got to reach the unreached. They 
are the young teenagers who represent the 
explosive force in every community, and with 
that chemistry of the loss of hope and the 
loss of jobs, or no possession of jobs, and 
with the belief that society is against them, 
that is the chemistry out of which you have 
social and racial explosions. (Ibid: 1994, 
1995). 


So Mr. Randolph offered Congress the 
alternatives of Federal funding of vast 
programs or “social and racial explo- 
sions” complete with Molotov cocktails, 
the burning of stores and houses, and the 
overturning of cars, and so on. 

The same alternatives were presented 
to the subcommittee by Robert C. Weav- 
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er, Secretary of the Department of Hous- 
ing and Urban Development. Mr. Weaver 
cited the problems of American cities, 
and then said to the members: 

Now that there is violence in the streets 
to bring these problems to our attention 
more forcefully than ever before, I simply 
want to identify . . . root causes of our dif- 
ficulties. (Ibid.: 182). 


We are evidently to assume, from what 
Mr. Weaver says—and, incidentally, oth- 
ers have implied or said the same thing— 
that violence in the streets is to be re- 
garded as a means of bringing social 
problems to our attention more force- 
fully than ever before. Indeed, in con- 
cluding his testimony, Mr. Weaver said: 

The most immediate domestic problem fac- 
ing us is the unrest and violence in our 
cities, I need not labor the point before this 
Committee that these dangerous occurrences 
are but surface manifestations of deeper and 
more enduring ills. Nor is it necessary for 
me to urge upon you support for remedial 
action to deal with this unfinished business 
of democracy. (Ibid.: 214). 


Presumably, it is not necessary for Mr. 
Weaver to urge remedial action upon us 
because the violence in our cities should 
be urging enough. 

Even Mr. Nicholas Katzenbach, who 
was then Attorney General, offered the 
threat of urban violence as a prime argu- 
ment for funding Federal programs of 
urban assistance. Testifying before the 
subcommittee, Mr. Katzenbach said that 
the Justice Department had investigated 
recent city riots and found that the 
riots—and I am quoting his words— 
“were indeed fomented by agitators— 
agitators named disease and despair, 
joblessness and hopelessness, rat-in- 
fested housing and _ long-impacted 
cynicism. These sources of agitation are 
not the product of Communists or Black 
Nationalists or terrorists. They are the 
product of generations of indifference by 
all the American people to the rot and 
rust and mold which we have allowed to 
eat into the core of our cities.“ C. O. 
Almanac 1966: 232. 

R. Sargent Shriver, Director of the 
OEO, imported the threat of violence into 
the argument for Federal aid to the 
cities. Shriver said to the subcommittee: 

The urban ghettos of this Nation are cry- 
ing out for help in a voice desperate to be 
heard and to be understood. In Watts a year 
ago, we had not heard. Or if we heard, we 
did not heed. When we finally listened, it 
was to the crack of exploding firebombs and 
sniper fire. (Ibid.: 233). 


In a similar vein, A. V. Sorensen, may- 
or of Omaha, told the subcommittee that 
the riots in Omaha and in other cities 
were partly the result of maladministra- 
tion of Federal programs or urban as- 
sistance. Mayor Sorensen said: 

The Negro wants first class citizenship now 
and he is tired of headline promises from 
government. (Ibid.: 236). 


I suppose the mayor intends that we 
draw from this statement the implication 
that either the Federal Government 
comes through on its promises or the 
Negro will take to the streets. 

Jerome P. Cavanagh, who is mayor of 
Detroit, also raised the specter of the 
violent city mob in order to add urgency 
to his argument for a total approach by 
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Congress toward urban problems. In his 
criticism of the present administration 
of Federal aid which divides such aid 
among many agencies for different prob- 
lems, Mayor Cavanagh cited a catalog of 
Federal programs issued by OEO which 
is over 400 pages long. Then the mayor 
added these words: 

But the sad fact of the matter is that the 
so-called angry young man standing on a 
ghetto street today is seldom reached by the 
content of that catalog. And that young man 
today is the symbol of a national and very 
great national domestic crisis. (Hearings: 
619.) 


Let me say again, Mr. President, that 
the public leaders whom I have cited 
should understand that they have a re- 
sponsibility to maintain the integrity of 
the democratic process of persuasion 
through reasoned debate. And this sense 
of responsibility should prevent them 
from replacing reasoned argument with 
the kind of blackjack “argument” of 
which I have given numerous examples. 

And I earnestly hope that Members of 
Congress, when they are considering 
programs of aid to disadvantaged groups 
of citizens or to urban areas, will be fully 
aware of the difference between support- 
ing such programs out of reasoned con- 
viction of their usefulness in promoting 
the general welfare, and supporting 
them out of apprehension of the threat- 
ened violence that might occur in the 
absence of such programs. 

I have worked for years to improve the 
lot of the poor and to better their condi- 
tions. I have supported most housing pro- 
grams, most of the social welfare and 
economic programs designed to help peo- 
ple, and I want to see all of our people 
enjoy a better life if they will work for 
it and if they will shoulder the responsi- 
bilities that are a part of living in a free 
society. But I also believe that people 
have to do a few things for themselves. 
The Government cannot do everything 
for them. And pouring more and more 
money into more and more programs is 
not going to stop these people from riot- 
ing, because those who are doing the 
rioting are not the solid Negro citizens. 

It is the criminal element—the hood- 
lums and the irresponsible hooligans who 
have an apparent obsession for trouble 
and mischief. They will only stop it when 
they are made to fully understand that 
the local, State, and Federal governments 
mean business, and that violence will not 
be tolerated any longer, and that force 
will be overcome with greater force. 
SO-CALLED CIVIL DISOBEDIENCE AND DEMONSTRA- 

TIONS HAVE SET THE STAGE 

Mr. President, there is no single cause 
for the riots. I believe, however, that the 
wave of civil disobedience and demon- 
strations which swept over this country 
during the last few years laid the founda- 
tions for today’s violence. The wind was 
then sown and today we are reaping the 
whirlwind. Laws were broken, court 
orders were flaunted, towns were overrun, 
and police were made helpless. Lawless- 
ness has begotten anarchy. 

SOME STEPS WHICH SHOULD BE TAKEN 


Likewise, there is no easy or simple 
or single solution to the street violence 
and the riots. They are obviously not all 
ignited by outside agitators, and they are 
not all Communist inspired, if, indeed, 
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any of them are so inspired. But of one 
thing we can be sure. They cannot be 
tolerated if our people are to remain a 
free people under a government of laws. 

Peaceful assembly is protected by the 
Constitution and so is the right to peti- 
tion the Government against grievances. 
But willful violation of the law—whether 
the law be municipal, State, or Federal— 
should not be tolerated. The civil rights 
of all Americans are guaranteed by the 
Constitution and the Bill of Rights, and 
the individual whose rights are denied 
should seek redress in the courts rather 
than in the streets. For, as a great Asso- 
ciate Justice of the Supreme Court, Louis 
Brandeis, once said: 

All rights are derived from the purposes of 
the society in which they exist; above all 
rights rises duty to the community. 


Every effort should be put forth to 
stamp out illiteracy, and the emphasis, 
for every individual, should be upon edu- 
cation. Education for the sake of educa- 
tion, rather than integration for integra- 
tion’s sake, is the important thing. Edu- 
cation will light the paths to mutual re- 
spect, cooperation, and better under- 
standing. Education is the cornerstone 
for amicable race relations. 

Booker T. Washington, one of the 
greatest of American Negroes, lived as a 
boy in Malden, W. Va., where he toiled 
in the salt works and in the mines. In 
later years, when he had become a great 
educator, he made a statement, the wis- 
dom of which can benefit not only the 
Negro boy or girl, but also the white 
youth who is desirous of making a suc- 
cess in life: 

When a Negro girl learns to cook, to wash 
dishes to sew, to write a book, or a Negro 
boy learns to groom horses, or to grow sweet- 
potatoes, or to produce butter, or to build 
a house, or to be able to practice medicine, 
as well or better than someone else, they will 
be rewarded regardless of race or color. 


Moreover, every man should have the 
opportunity for employment on the basis 
of merit, and he should expect to be 
chosen only on the basis of merit, educa- 
tion, training, experience, industry, and 
character—not the color of his skin. 
Nor should the color of one’s skin be a 
badge for preferential treatment in hir- 
ing and promotion any more than it 
should be a badge for discriminatory 
treatment. 

Also, family planning is imperative, 
and civil rights organizations should 
make intensive efforts to promote such. 
The high birth rate among low-income 
Negro families simply cannot be over- 
looked. For, whatever importance may be 
assigned to unemployment as a factor in 
riots and other developments which have 
racial overtones, the fact is that, in this 
age of automation, cybernation, and ad- 
vancing technology, the problem of un- 
employment will always be with us, and 
no amount of Government largess and 
costly poverty programs will constitute a 
panacea therefor as long as the birth 
rate is permitted to soar, unchecked and 
uncontrolled, among those families least 
prepared and least able to provide for 
large numbers of children who, in later 
years, will be unprepared candidates for 
jobs which no longer exist. 

Additionally, the problem of illegiti- 
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macy must be dealt with. In New York 
City’s Harlem, where Negro rioting has 
flared in the past, one out of every five 
Negro children is illegitimate. An indi- 
cation of the concomitant social evils 
can be seen in the fact that there were 
12 times as many cases of venereal disease 
per 100,000 people in Harlem as there 
were per 100,000 people in New York 
City as a whole. 

Illegitimacy is, more and more, becom- 
ing a frightening factor in this whole 
equation. How the Nation can continue 
to close its eyes to this disturbing fact 
is beyond comprehension. Something 
will have to be done about it, or the 
burden of crime, riots, and the dole will 
ultimately become unbearable. Militant 
civil rights groups should stop blaming 
the white power structure for all of the 
ills that are visited upon the Negro 
community. 

Negroes must themselves take the lead 
in doing something constructive for 
themselves; and they can do this by 
waging war upon the evils of illegitimacy 
as one important beginning. 

The Negro’s lot can be infinitely bet- 
ter in the future if something is done 
now to encourage and promote planned 
parenthood and parental responsibility. 
This is not to say that illegitimacy is 
nonexistent among white, but the sta- 
tistics show clearly where the problem is 
greatest, and it should there be attacked 
most intensely. 

Finally, Mr. President, no amount of 
Government paternalism can take the 
place of drive and ambition when it 
comes to developing the substantial and 
upright citizen. Hard work, perseverence, 
and self-accomplishment breed inde- 
pendence and strength, and courage and 
resourcefulness in the man or woman. 
Somehow the glory of honest toil is going 
to have to be restored if this Nation is 
going to survive all of the domestic dan- 
gers that confront it. There is no ques- 
tion but that the Central Government 
has a responsibility to assist, a respon- 
sibility to provide certain services, but if 
that Government is to endure, the people 
must not be encouraged more and more 
to depend upon the Government for the 
supplying of every want and every need. 
A nation on the dole can never hope to 
maintain the moral fiber, the spiritual 
strength, and the rugged resourcefulness 
to keep her people free. 

Easy money, easy living, laziness, 
shiftlessness—all these go hand in hand 
with irresponsibility, a disordered soci- 
ety, and ultimate decay. 

Disobedience to law and acts of vio- 
lence by a few can hurt the just cause 
of the many. Not alone this. The perpet- 
uation of ours as a government of laws 
depends upon the preservation of the 
constitutional process through which the 
rights of minorities can be safeguarded 
and only through which the freedoms of 
all our citizens will endure. 

It may be a tedious process, a long and 
painstaking process, but, like the mills of 
the gods, it grinds exceedingly fine. And 
anything that is antithetic to that con- 
stitutional process, whether it be the 
street riot or the lynchman’s noose, or 
whether it be the false doctrine of self- 
determination by one’s conscience as to 
what laws should be obeyed or disobeyed 
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does violence to this Republic and to 
constitutional American liberty. 

In the words of a former Supreme 
Court Justice: 

The foundation of a republic is the virtue 
of its citizens. They are at once sovereigns 
and subjects. As the foundation is under- 
mined, the structure is weakened. When it is 
destroyed, the fabric must fall. Such is the 
voice of universal history. (Swayne, U.S.S.C.) 


Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I yield to 
the able and distinguished senior Sena- 
tor from Virginia. 

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President, 
I feel that the Senator from West Vir- 
ginia has rendered a conspicuous service 
to his fellow Americans by his strong 
plea in the Senate today for law and 
order. 

The Senator’s speech is well reasoned, 
provocative, and restrained; yet he puts 
his finger on many basic facts that need 
to be brought before the American 
people. 

With the rioting that is taking place 
all over the United States, it is vitally 
important that men in public life speak 
out frankly and strongly for law and 
order. That is what the Senator from 
West Virginia has been doing today. 

It seems to me that what is necessary 
is that those in administrative positions 
and in high public office, charged with 
enforcement of our laws, enforce them 
without fear and without favoritism. 

The speech of the Senator from West 
Virginia today is not the first that he has 
made on this subject. The current issue 
of U.S. News & World Report publishes 
excerpts from another speech made by 
the distinguished Senator from West 
Virginia, on July 17. In that speech, he 
ended with these words: 

We cannot stand idly by and tolerate the 
shameful rape of democracy in our Republic. 
Those who choose to step outside the law 
must be punished. And those who insist 
upon force must be met with a greater force. 
Mobs must not be permitted to prevail. 


That speech of the Senator from West 
Virginia was made prior to the rioting 
which recently occurred in New Jersey 
and prior to the rioting which has been 
taking place over the past weekend and 
is perhaps even now continuing in the 
city of Detroit. 

Although the speech of the distin- 
guished Senator from West Virginia on 
July 17 was made on the floor of the 
Senate, I think it is so provocative and 
so well reasoned that I ask unanimous 
consent that the article entitled 
“Poverty; Phony Excuse for Riots? ‘Yes,’ 
Says a Key Senator,” published in the 
U.S. News & World Report of July 31, 
1967, be printed at this point in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Poverty: PHONY EXCUSE ror Riots? “Yes,” 
SAYS A KEY SENATOR 

Just being poor or being part of a mi- 
nority group is no excuse for rioting, says 
Senator Robert Byrd. His philosophy: People 
should take pride in themselves and their 
surroundings, be considerate, work together 
and be orderly. 

If they do this, he believes, the laws will 
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protect them. But if they do not obey the 
laws and resort to force, they must be met 
with greater force, he declares. 

The West Virginia Democrat—who lived 
amid poverty as a youth and is now chair- 
man of the Senate subcommittee which ap- 
propriates millions of dollars in funds for 
the District of Columbia—made his remarks 
in a Senate speech on July 17. Here are ex- 
cepts from the speech: 

“We hear the usual excuses for the riots. 
They are the same excuses that were trotted 
out in the wake of the Watts riot. The 
ghettos are blamed; yet, people of all races 
have lived in ghettos in the past, but they 
have not rioted. 

“Poverty is blamed for the riots; yet pov- 
erty-stricken whites outnumber poverty- 
stricken Negroes in America, but they are not 
rioting. Moreover, there are millions of poor 
but upstanding Negro citizens who deplore 
violence and disorder and who do not sub- 
scribe to riots. 

“If living in poverty reposes in one a duty 
or a right to riot, then Abraham Lincoln 
would have been the Stokely Carmichael of 
his day. 


HOW SOME MINORITIES REACT 


“Discrimination, we hear, is back of the 
riots; yet millions of lowly immigrants have 
come to this country, immigrants who could 
not even speak the English language and who 
were thus placed at an additional great dis- 
advantage. The Lebanese, the Germans, the 
Italians, the Poles, the Greeks, the Jews, and 
others—they too were discriminated against, 
but they did not react with violence in the 
streets. 

“They also lived in ghettos, but they kept 
their ghettos clean. Their ghettos did not be- 
come slums. 

“The immigrants reacted to the discrimina- 
tion against them in a totally different way. 
When they could not find work, they created 
it by setting up their own little shops. Their 
ghettos did not become slums. They became 
homes where they gave thanks for what they 
had earned. These immigrants did not believe 
that they had a right to demand hand- 
outs . . to plunder or to burn or to de- 
stroy or to kill. 

“Eradicate the slums, we are told, and 
this will prevent riots. Yet, Watts was not a 
slum. Slums are not built. They develop as 
a result of the careless living of people—peo- 
ple who throw their trash in the hallways 
and on the stairways, into the yards and onto 
the streets. If people are irresponsible and 
dirty in their way of living, and have no de- 
sire to put forth the effort to improve their 
surroundings, then we will have slums with 
slovenly people residing in them. 

“For years I lived in the coal-mining com- 
munities of West Virginia. I recall the de- 
pression of the 1930s. Poverty was every- 
where. It was everyone’s cOmpanion. Yet, 
West Virginians, whether white or Negro, 
did not riot. They were law-abiding citizens, 
as they are today. One may explain, “But 
there were no large urban ghettos.” True. 
But there was poverty—grinding poverty. 
That was before the days of collective bar- 
gaining, Social Security and welfare checks, 
or even unemployment compensation. 

“Yet those people did not burn and plun- 
der and loot and engage in mass anarchy. 
They believed in an orderly society. And even 
though they were poor, most of them, Negro 
and white, were not willing to leave their 
floors umscrubbed or a step unrepaired. Of 
course, there were no plumbing fixtures to 
worry about. Many of those poor people... 
took pride in their surroundings. Their floors 
were clean, their yards were clean. Here and 
there they planted a flower or a piece of 
shrubbery. 

“And best of all, white and Negro, they 
got along well together. If a Negro became 
unable to work, whites and Negroes would 
try to help. If a white miner became ill or 
was injured in the mines, Negroes and whites 
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would try to help. There were many times 
when I, as a meatcutter or produce clerk in 
the company store, placed a large flour bar- 
rel at the end of the meat counter and 
started a “pounding” for a sick Negro miner 
or a sick white miner. At the end of the 
day, the barrel would be filled with flour, 
meal, bacon, pinto beans and other provi- 
sions and ready to deliver to the stricken 
family. 

“So, Mr, President, people may be poor and 
yet considerate of others. They may live in 
poverty and yet take pride in their humble 
surroundings. Poverty neither provides a 
license for laziness nor for lawlessness. 

“We can take the people out of the slums, 
but we cannot take the slums out of the 
people. Wherever some people go, the rat- 
holes will follow. Wherever some people go, 
the slums will follow. All the housing, and 
all the welfare programs conceivable, will 
not stop the riots or do away with the slums. 
People first have to clean up inside them- 
selves. They must stop tearing off the wall- 
paper, breaking the windows, ripping up the 
banisters and the stairs, and destroying the 
plumbing fixtures of rented properties be- 
fore they can properly take care of their 
own. The rats will not be kept away as long 
as the garbage is tossed into the yard instead 
of into the garbage can. 

JUDGED BY THEIR CONDUCT 

“Moreover, men will not deserve or enjoy 
the respect and approbation of their fellows 
except by earning it. It cannot be acquired 
in any other way. They will be largely judged 
by their conduct. If they conduct themselves 
in an orderly way, they will not have to worry 
about police brutality. If they obey the laws, 
the laws will protect them. But a Govern- 
ment of laws cannot tolerate disrespect for, 
and violation of, its laws. To do so would 
herald the first evidence of society's de- 
cay. ... 

“We cannot stand idly by and tolerate the 
shameful rape of democracy in our republic. 
Those who choose to step outside the law 
must be punished, And those who insist upon 
force must be met with a greater force. Mobs 
must not be permitted to prevail... .” 


Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President, 
I commend the distinguished Senator 
from West Virginia for the excellent 
address he has made this afternoon. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I thank the distinguishd Senator 
from Virginia for his kind and gracious 
contribution. 

Mr, LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I yield. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, 
as the Senator so well knows, it was the 
States of the Union which created the 
United States, rather than the other way 
around. 

It was fundamental to government 
even before the creation of the United 
States of America that it was the duty 
of a government to maintain law and 
order and to provide for the protection 
of person and property within the area 
over which that government was re- 
sponsible. 

That principle predated the United 
States of America. And it is fundamental 
to government that citizens of any com- 
munity have a responsibility to one 
another. 

As the Senator has so well indicated, 
that is a part of citizenship—the duty of 
being a good neighbor and respecting the 
rights of others and helping to defend 
and protect them. 

I was dismayed to see in this morning’s 
newspaper a picture of a looter running 
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off with a valuable piece of property, ob- 
viously stolen from an innocent business- 
man’s store, while a group of perhaps 30 
or 40 adult citizens were simply stand- 
ing by as observers. 

I have noticed that some of those peo- 
ple who have been shot were shot by 
businessmen, presumably small mer- 
chants trying to protect their property, 
much of which is subject to mortgages 
and severe indebtedness. 

The duty of good citizenship seems 
to escape a lot of people. 

It would seem that one of the first 
things that should be impressed upon 
citizens—not only adults, but also people 
of all ages—is that they have a responsi- 
bility to help their neighbors defend 
their families and their property. That 
seems to be escaping some people in 
large cities. It is their responsibility and 
duty to help their neighbors in the same 
block or down the street. 

Furthermore, the local law enforce- 
ment should be adequate to meet the 
local disturbances that arise. That does 
not mean that the police force should be 
large enough to do this on all occasions, 
but there certainly should be a police 
reserve that can be called up to assist in 
times of emergency. 

I hope that in every community the 
civic clubs and businessmen and neigh- 
boring people will become so organized 
that they can assist local law enforce- 
ment officers in times of emergency. Vet- 
erans’ organizations and other organiza- 
tions can make a contribution. Civic 
clubs can make a contribution. 

It would be well that, instead of the 
leaders of certain groups stressing the 
fact that the members of those groups 
have been deprived of their rights and 
are entitled to something additional, 
they should be stressing the fact that 
the responsibilities of citizenship go 
along with the privileges. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that an article entitled Insight and 
Outlook—Cops and Negroes,” written by 
Joseph Kraft, and published in the 
Washington Post of today, be printed at 
this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

INSIGHT AND OUTLOOK: Cors AND NEGROES 
(By Joseph Kraft) 

Cops and Negroes is the name of the game. 

Detroit, Newark, Watts and dozens of lesser 
episodes show that the critical element in 
the Nation’s race troubles is the vexed rela- 
tionship between police authorities and 
ghetto dwellers. Something is seriously 
wrong, and major change is obviously re- 
quired. 

But not, at least not preeminently, in the 
direction of softening and diluting police 
effort as religiously prescribed by the liberal 
rhetoric. On the contrary the major emphasis 


has to be on improving police protection in 
the Negro slums. 


To grasp the problem, it is first necessary 
to understand the high level of ghetto law- 
lessness. All studies indicate the unusual 
prevalence of all kinds of crime in the down- 
and-out Negro quarters of the big cities. 

Far more than in white neighborhoods of 
comparable income level, murder, assault, 
robbery, drug peddling, prostitution and the 
numbers racket are part of the scene. As the 
most authoritative source on the subject, the 
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President’s 
pointed out: 

“A much greater proportion of Negroes 
than whites are the victims, as well as the 
perpetrators, of crime.” 

No doubt the reasons for ghetto crime are 
complex. Bad housing, poor job opportunities 
and inadequate schools are involved. So is 
the breakdown of the Negro family. 

But another vital cause is the deficiency 
of police protection in the ghetto areas. 
While even the Crime Commission seems not 
to have studied the matter, the poor quality 
of law enforcement in the Negro slums is 
massively attested. 

For one thing there is the testimony of 
whites living in integrated areas of Chicago 
and Denver which I have just visited. The 
whites in those parts of town indicate that 
the arrival of Negroes was first accompanied 
by a perceptible slacking off in the police 
performance, as if crime was expected where 
Negroes lived. In order to make integration 
work, in order to prevent the usual exodus 
to the suburbs, white leaders have had to 
make special efforts to sustain police per- 
formance at the level customary in middle 
class neighborhoods. 

More important is the testimony of the 
ghetto dwellers. A study of Cleveland by the 
Federal Civil Rights Commission found that 
among Negroes “the most frequent com- 
plaint is that of permissive law enforcement 
and that policemen fail to provide adequate 
protection and services in areas occupied by 
Negroes.” Evidence along the same lines is 
implicit in recent surveys made in Watts, 
Washington and Harlem. A Cincinnati sur- 
vey of Negro boys found 83 per cent agreeing 
that “without police there would be crime 
everywhere.” 

Indifferent police performance in the 
ghetto finds its worst expression in the tol- 
eration of a small minority of undoubted 
hoodlums. This hoodlum element, by as- 
saulting people, peddling narcotics, robbing 
and defacing buildings exerts a severe nega- 
tive drag on all the various programs in edu- 
cation, housing and racial understanding de- 
signed to ameliorate ghetto conditions. It 
is the hoodlums, moreover, who come to the 
fore, in leading others to the burning and 
looting and shooting which has marked re- 
cent riots. 

In addition, the inadequacy of the police 

effort in the Negro slums means that the law 
enforcement agencies are not really part of 
the scene, not in touch with the forces at 
work in the ghetto. When the police do come 
in, even on routine patrol, they tend to come 
in as ignorant outsiders. They are all the 
more prone to treat people they apprehend 
with undue severity—which only works to 
breed more tension between police and 
Negroes. 
The right remedy for these tragedies is a— 
major effort to improve police performance 
in the ghettoes—a program for police satura- 
tion of the Negro slums aimed at holding 
down crime, No doubt some items on the 
liberal agenda are relevant to this effort. 

Minority groups must figure more impor- 
tantly in manning and running police forces. 
Better community relations, that is to say 
ties, between the police and the ghettoes, are 
required. So is training to equip policemen 
with the background necessary to treat with 
juvenile offenders. And some device whereby 
complaints against the police can be aired 
may be useful. 

But that is not where the emphasis be- 
longs. The emphasis belongs on policing the 
ghettoes in order to contain and to elim- 
inate the hoodlum elements. 

For it is the hoodlum elements which are 
chiefly responsible for the riots. It is the 
hoodlums who undo the best-meant pro- 
grams for improving the quality of Negro 
life. It is the hoodlums who, by forcing the 
white exodus, make the ghetto the ghetto. 


Crime Commission report, 
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Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres- 
ident, I thank the distinguished major- 
ity whip for his observations which, in 
my judgment, are very timely, pertinent, 
and appropriate. 


INTEREST EQUALIZATION TAX 
EXTENSION ACT OF 1967 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H.R. 6098) to provide an ex- 
tension of the interest equalization tax, 
and for other purposes. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I hope that we can vote on the 
pending amendment sometime in the im- 
mediate future, and I hope that there 
will not be further requests to dispense 
with the germaneness rule after the quo- 
rum call which I am going to propose, 
knowing that the large absenteeism is 
due in considerable measure to the fact 
that there is a meeting of the Policy 
Committee on the other side of the aisle, 
a committee of which all members of the 
Republican Party are presumed to be 
members. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. TAL- 
MADGE) in the chair. Without objection, 
it is so ordered. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I have very 
grave reservations about the measure be- 
fore us. I must say that this is a con- 
sistent position for me. I have had these 
reservations before, and I shall certainly 
support the 1-year extension amendment 
which has been offered by the Senator 
from Delaware [Mr. WILLIAMS]. 

However, I also wish to deal with the 
substantive aspects of the bill before us, 
in a strictly public policy sense; and I 
point out that I speak from a double 
vantage point. 

First, I represent the principal finan- 
cial market of the country. I use those 
wor ss advisedly, because it is not neces- 
sarily the principal source of money or 
the richest place in the country. It is 
the principal financial market of the 
country, which has a certain asset value 
to our Nation, as it results in the mark- 
ing of the overwhelmingly large amount 
of domestic financing as well as foreign 
financing, such as it is, which is floated 
to investors in the United States. 

Second, I have spent a great part of 
my life as a lawyer engaged in small and 
large financial transactions, and I know 
something, in a personal sense, about 
the banking business. 

Upon both grounds, I have very grave 
concern about interest equalization tax 
and whether or not it is counter pro- 
ductive. 

I point out, first, that the basic justi- 
fication for the bill is that it cuts private 
capital outflows which we are concerned 
about as being of a critical nature. Two 
aspects of that matter are very impor- 
tant. One is the capital outflow, which is 
represented by overseas private invest- 
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ment. This it does not cut at all, because 
that is the subject of a voluntary re- 
straint program which affects both the 
banks and American investors abroad. 
But it does affect—at least, it seeks to 
affect—the amount of capital flotations 
in the country by foreigners by really 
putting a penalty upon them. 

The main objection I have to the bill 
is that we have now had this tax on 
the books for 4 years, and we have little, 
if anything, to show for it, except the 
fact that the United States has been im- 
paired as the major capital market of 
the world; and there is a great asset 
value in being the major capital market 
of the world. That asset value is not only 
in commissions and fees which are 
earned for being the originator of capi- 
tal issues, but also, it is an insurance in 
many other types of services, from ad- 
vertising and public relations to more 
technical and engineering services, all 
of which introduce very worthwhile in- 
come in the United States, important to 
our balance of payments; because in 
many cases it is money which is paid 
here by foreign concerns in their own 
currency, which is of critical impor- 
tance to us. 

I point out that our balance of pay- 
ments, while we have had this interest 
equalization tax, has not necessarily been 
improved, but has gone the other way. 
I do not lay that at the door of the in- 
terest equalization tax, but I simply point 
out that it has not had any major or 
material effect upon the situation. 

In 1966, we had a balance of payments 
against us in the area of $1,357 million. 
In the first quarter of 1967, we are 
running at the rate of roughly $2,176 
million a year. So I do not see that we 
have had any real result in terms of 
the overall aspect of the matter, which 
interests us, with respect to imposing 
this tax. 

Another important aspect is that it 
represents—the leaders of the free world 
in terms of capital and capital move- 
ment—a restriction on trade and capi- 
tal movement. Therefore, it represents a 
great disadvantage to the system which 
we have sought to establish in the world 
since the end of World War II, on the 
theory that, as the most important pro- 
duction center and financial center in 
the world, it is much better for us to have 
a minimum of restrictions on trade and 
capital movement, rather than contribute 
to it ourselves, as we have in this inter- 
est equalization tax. 

The third point is—and it has been 
developed during the course of the de- 
bate—that the tax is being avoided on a 
large scale, thereby nullifying its effects, 
through various contrivances, including 
the charade about the securities being 
bought and sold as between Americans, 
about which we have heard much in the 
course of the debate. 

What is interesting in that regard is 
that it is freely anticipated and predicted 
that even if we pass the provisions which 
are contained in the bill to tighten up on 
the avoidance, there is bound to be found 
yet another way in which to avoid the 
tax, thereby contributing to nullify it to 
major part. 

Next, it is clear that there is consider- 
able opposition to the bill. The National 
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Association of Security Dealers is op- 
posed; the Investment Bankers Associa- 
tion is opposed. It seems to me that these 
are the people who are most intimately 
affected, and therefore would have a very 
interesting viewpoint with respect to 
what is to be done about the bill. 

I ask unanimous consent that the tes- 
timony given by Mr. Henri L. Froy, 
chairman of the Foreign Committee of 
the National Association of Securities 
Dealers, Inc., and Mr. Robert F. Seebeck 
testifying for the Foreign Investment 
Committee of the Investment Bankers 
Association of America. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ments were ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 


STATEMENT OF HENRI L. FROY, CHAIRMAN OF 
THE FOREIGN COMMITTEE OF THE NATIONAL 
ASSOCIATION oF SECURITIES DEALERS, INC., 
ON H.R. 6098 BEFORE THE SENATE FINANCE 
COMMITTEE, JuLY 17, 1967 


Mr. Chairman, I am Henri L. Froy, Chair- 
man of the Foreign Committee of the Na- 
tional Association of Securities Dealers, Inc. 
and a General Partner in Abraham & Co., a 
member of the New York Stock Exchange and 
broker in domestic and foreign securities. I 
am accompanied today by Frank J. Wilson, 
Associate General Counsel of the Association. 

I have testified before this Committee sev- 
eral times in the past on this Association's 
behalf and I feel certain the respective mem- 
bers of the Committee are aware of the back- 
ground, nature, purpose and function of the 
Association. Suffice it to say, therefore, that 
the Association is nationwide in scope and 
is composed of approximately 3,659 member 
broker/dealers actively engaged in the in- 
vestment banking and securities business 
and has registered with it approximately 
90,575 securities salesmen. The Association is 
organized and registered with the Securities 
and Exchange Commission as a national se- 
curities association pursuant to the provi- 
sions of Section 15A of the Securities 
Exchange Act of 1934, and has the responsi- 
bility under that Act of enforcing upon its 
members just and equitable principles of 
trade for the protection of the public. It is 
the means by which the principle of self- 
regulation has been effectuated in the over- 
the-counter securities market. Virtually all 
foreign securities transactions are executed 
by its members. 

In February, I testified before the Commit- 
tee on Ways and Means of the House of Rep- 
resentatives and at that time noted that 
ever since an interest equalization tax was 
first proposed by the late President John F. 
Kennedy, the Association has expressed its 
opposition thereto. That opposition has been 
expressed to the respective Committees of 
the House and the Senate every time the 
matter has been before them and, while the 
members of the Association and the Foreign 
Committee are in complete agreement with 
the government’s efforts to curb the con- 
tinuing balance of payments deficit, we must 
again reiterate our opposition to the tax be- 
cause we do not believe it is a proper way to 
attack the problem. 

We have previously pointed to the prob- 
lems inherent in the job of enforcing this so- 
called tax which, as this Committee knows, 
was proposed as a deterrent and not as a 
revenue producing agent, Recent articles in 
the press dramatized and, in my opinion, 
have given credence to that concern. Those 
articles reported that simple schemes, al- 
most worldwide in scope have been invented 
to circumvent this levy. These schemes are 
apparently perpetrated by paying U.S. per- 
sons abroad, and at home, for their signature 
which is then affixed to a Certificate of 
American Ownership for delivery in the 
United States market. The securities are 
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thereafter sold at a premium, but below the 
total price had the tax been paid. In view of 
the provisions of the existing law, the broker- 
dealer who received the security with an 
American ownership certificate attached can 
rely upon the certificate as being conclusive 
proof of prior American ownership of the 
security unless he has actual knowledge to 
the contrary. The buyer does not, therefore, 
pay the tax and the purpose of its imposi- 
tion is defeated by increasing rather than 
decreasing the outfiow of funds. 

The Association became gradually aware 
several months ago of possible wrongdoing of 
the type I have just described. It is not the 
type of thing which one immediately discov- 
ers, because of the nature of the evasion. 
The awareness of its existence arises over 
a period of time as a result of occurrences 
which one suspects while conducting his 
business. It becomes manifestly clear, 
though, when one learns that a small dealer 
or dealers, who had previously done little if 
any business in foreign securities, suddenly 
have unlimited amounts of a given foreign 
security or of several different foreign securi- 
ties, American owned. The Association is not, 
of course, in a position to police a scheme as 
grandiose as this one appears to be and the 
action it can take is rather limited because 
of the nature of the law and the language of 
our rules. As a result of action of the For- 
eign Committee, however, this Association in 
March sent, over the signature of its presi- 
dent, Mr. Robert W. Haack, a notice to all 
of its 3,659 members warning them of the 
possible criminal consequences of such ac- 
tions. This notice is attached hereto as Ap- 
pendix A and I should be appreciative if it 
is made part of the record here. Also, in- 
formation which had come to us during the 
course of our investigations was referred to 
the Internal Revenue Service pursuant to a 
previous informal agreement between the 
Service and the Association. I cannot say that 
all broker-dealers have lived up to their re- 
sponsibility by not consummating transac- 
tions which had all sorts of “red flags” flying 
to warn them of possible wrongdoing, but I 
can assure you that the National Association 
of Securities Dealers has and will continue 
to live up to its responsibilities, and will 
take whatever action it can under the law 
and its rules. 

The Association is on record as opposing 
the concept of an interest equalization tax. 
We also oppose the increase in the maximum 
tax to 22½ % as provided for in H.R. 6098, 
now before this Committee, and the exten- 
sion of the tax for two more years. We, there- 
fore, urge the bill’s rejection. 

Recognizing the strong possibility of pas- 
sage, however, the Association expressed its 
desire to the Treasury Department and the 
Internal Revenue Service to cooperate in ev- 
ery way possible with them in attempting to 
stop this evasion of tax and if possible to 
close the loopholes in the law which give 
rise to it. I reiterate that offer at this time 
and I also hope that if a situation arises 
whereby the expertise of the members of my 
committee (all of whom are experts in the 
field of foreign securities) can be utilized, 
they will be called upon for assistance. They 
are willing to give it. We did in fact partici- 
pate in meeting last week, but regret that 
none of our advice was taken. 

At this point, I think I should state that 
my committee had agreed, notwithstanding 
our strong opposition to the tax itself, to go 
on record that we will support any reasonable 
proposals outlined by the Under Secretary of 
the Treasury on Friday, July 14, 1967, in try- 
ing to plug these loopholes. I have, how- 
ever, the gravest doubts that the additional 
bookkeeping, controls and reporting proce- 
dures would achieve the desired result. The 
whole tax concept looks to the world as a 
type of uncontrollable foreign exchange con- 
trol. 


Since studying the contents of Mr. Dem- 
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ing’s statement, we feel, however, we would 
fail in our duties to the United States, to 
the American investor and to the members 
of this Association, if we did not take issue 
with the statement by the Under Secretary 
of the Treasury and I quote, “The United 
States trade position is improving but 
in view of the cost of the Vietnam war “we 
have no recourse but to continue to moder- 
ate the flow of our capital exports, The LE.T. 
helps us to do this.“ 

The Under Secretary tries to make a strong 
case for the need for the I.E.T. on account 
of discrepancies of interest rates, I will leave 
the answer to this statement to the chair- 
man of the I.B.A. Foreign Committee. He is 
more qualified to answer this. It is not quite 
clear to us what the Under Secretary means 
in his statement that the effect of the LE.T. 
on the outflow of U.S. capital in the form of 
bank loans is impressive. If all these favor- 
able factors apply, what need is there for 
continuation of I.E.T.? 

We further learn, The Interest Equaliza- 
tion Tax and the Voluntary Cooperation 
Program have worked in tandem and have 
complimented each other as measures for 
correcting the balance-of- payments def- 
icit. . .. Failure to extend the Interest 
Equalization Tax would have adverse bal- 
ance of payments consequences and would 
place undue strain on other elements of the 
administration’s economic program,” May we 
ask at this point, where the Interest Equal- 
ization Tax on outstanding equities has as- 
sisted the United States in the balance of 
payments deficit? We agree with the views 
of the Under Secretary of the Treasury that 
the tax is not a revenue producing measure 
nor an absolute deterrent for the purchase 
of foreign securities. It is neither one nor the 
other as can be demonstrated. We are further 
told that the existing presidential discre- 
tionary provisions of the I.E.T. law has re- 
sulted in substantial gains for the balance 
of payments position. Is it in view of these 
gains that the LE.T. rate needs an upwards 
change? 

There are other means of controlling the 
inflow of outstanding securities less trouble- 
some and more effective than the hurriedly 
prepared recommendations of the Treasury. 

In my presentation to the Ways and Means 
Committee, I pointed out that a differenti- 
ation between the treatment under the IE. T. 
law of outstanding equities and debt secu- 
rities would be justified. The name given the 
impost—interest equalization tax—itself im- 
plies such a differentiation since interest can 
never be attributed to equities. 

We urge this Committee to take cognizance 
of our request for a differentiation between 
equity and debt securities. At the very least, 
the Treasury Department should be requested 
to justify its failure to support a differenti- 
ation in spite of our urging. The bill calls for 
amendment of Section 4911 of the Internal 
Revenue Code to provide the President with 
the authority to vary the amount of tax be- 
tween 15% and 22½ , such authority com- 
mencing 30 days after the enactment of the 
Act. Notwithstanding our comments before 
the House Ways and Means Committee giv- 
ing limited support to the proposed presi- 
dential discretion, the members of my Com- 
mittee clearly feel that such a flexibility 
would create, here as well as abroad, a new 
and dangerous indicator as to our monthly 
balance of payments fluctuation. Should, 
however, this Committee feel that such flex- 
ibility would serve a useful purpose, I sub- 
mit that the discretion to be given to the 
President should permit him to raise or lower 
the rates of tax individually by category and 
downwards to zero. As presently written, any 
change in rate must be proportionate as to 
each rate of tax, that is, it must apply to the 
rate imposed on the stock category as well as 
the sliding scale rate on the debt obligations 
and commercial bank loan categories and 
the discretion is limited to between 15% and 
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2214 . House Report No. 68, accompanying 
H.R. 6098, on page 15 states the same per- 
centage increase or decrease would have to 
apply to all categories. We in the securities 
business do not feel such is wise because we 
believe a valid case can be made now for the 
reduction or complete elimination of the tax 
on equity securities. We, therefore, urge this 
Committee to amend the bill to give the 
President authority to vary the rate by cate- 
gory down to zero. 

As securities dealers, we naturally are con- 
cerned with the effect of the proposed in- 
crease in the tax on our market making 
ability as well as on our businesses. We are 
also concerned about the image of the 
United States in the marketplaces abroad and 
especially in the eyes of foreign investors 
and institutions. 

The United States securities industry and 
American broker-dealers have done a fabu- 
lous selling job in placing American securi- 
ties with foreign investors. Their research 
and know-how have been so successful that 
there are now no foreign stock exchanges 
which function on a par with those of this 
country. The result of this marketing effort 
has created a considerable commission in- 
come in the form of foreign currency which 
has become a permanent asset in our bal- 
ance of payments picture. In fact, the United 
States securities markets have become a 
model, but more importantly, a haven for 
foreign capitalists. The Foreign Investors Tax 
Act signed by the President on November 13, 
1966, in addition to the recommendations of 
the Fowler report issued April 27, 1964, have 
helped us in our task. 

The inactivity of foreign stock exchanges 
and the many economic problems which for- 
eign investors have, resulted in a completely 
negative approach by the United States per- 
sons to those markets. 

Foreigners look up to the United States 
for their economic example and freedom of 
trade. They are extremely disturbed by this 
so-called tax and they believe it is basically 
a levy on foreign exchange or a levy on the 
import of securities rather than a tax. This 
is especially so in the case of outstanding 
equity securities since, in respect to them, 
there is, as I said before, no interest to equal- 
ize. Should this Committee against our ad- 
vice and taking fully into consideration our 
balance of payments problem still decide in 
its wisdom not to reject this levy, we shall 
urge the President—if he is given the au- 
thority by Congress—to reduce the tax on 
equity securities to zero. If he is given this 
discretion, he would also be in a position to 
order a change upward promptly if such was 
found necessary thus diluting the possibility 
that the elimination of the tax would ad- 
versely affect our balance of payments for 
any length of time. The securities industry 
would certainly be in a considerably im- 
proved position in placing American securi- 
ties abroad if this threatening levy on for- 
eign equity securities were eliminated. 


CONCLUSION 


In conclusion, I would like to reemphasize 
the opposition of the Foreign Committee of 
the National Association of Securities Dealers 
to the Interest Equalization Tax and espe- 
cially to increasing the tax since the need 
for that action has in no way been demon- 
strated and we do not believe it can be 
demonstrated. Indeed, we feel the tax should 
be allowed to expire on July 31, 1967, which 
will occur if this Committee takes no action. 

In any event, whether the rates are in- 
creased or left the same the President should 
be given discretion, clearly spelled out in the 
bill, to vary rates of tax as to one or the other 
of the categories, individually. 

Also, in the event the Congress desires to 
continue the tax, the Association pledges its 
cooperation with the Treasury Department 
and the Internal Revenue Service to stop 
the evasion scheme which we understand 
has been running rampant. Again, I offer 
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the services of the Association and the For- 
eign Committee toward accomplishing that 
goal, 

In addition, Mr. Chairman, the Association 
would also like to request that the Commit- 
tee hold the record open so that it can sub- 
mit a supplemental statement specifically 
directed toward that section of the Treas- 
ury's proposals designed to prevent a con- 
tinuance of the tax evasion problem. 

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF SECURI- 
TIES DEALERS, INC., 
Washington, D.C. 
Re Improprieties in foreign securities trans- 
actions. 


IMPORTANT NOTICE TO NASD FOREIGN 
SECURITIES DEALERS 


The Association's Foreign Committee 
strongly urges members of the Association 
to use special caution when transacting busi- 
ness involving foreign securities with banks, 
brokers or private clients located or residing 
outside of the United States. To fully pro- 
tect yourselves, it may sometimes be advis- 
able to attempt to trace the history of the 
security in question prior to trading and 
prior to introducing the security into the 
United States. By doing so, all suspicion of 
wrongdoing on your part can be relieved if 
subsequent events reveal wrongdoing by 
others. It should be remembered that viola- 
tions can be criminal in nature and if the 
situation is such that you knew or should 
have known of improper activity on the part 
of others, or that a “Certificate of American 
Ownership” was fraudulently executed, and 
you continued to participate with the wrong- 
doer, you possibly could be charged criminal- 
ly. An example of a situation where you 
might want to investigate further would 
be a case in which a United States person 
seems to have an unlimited amount of many 
foreign securities. 

Members should also be aware that a 
“signature guarantee” guarantees the signa- 
ture of the signer only and in no way guar- 
antees the validity of a “Certificate of Amer- 
ican Ownership.” In this connection, mem- 
bers should be aware of their responsibilities 
under the Interest Equalization Tax Act 
and regulations promulgated pursuant 
thereto Rule 147.5-1 of the referred to reg- 
ulations requires members to “maintain 
records sufficient to identify the United 
States owner for whom the stock or debt 
obligations were held and to establish the 
status of such owner as a United States per- 
son eligible to execute a certificate of Amer- 
ican ownership for purposes of section 
4981 (a).“ Thus, you are required to have as 
part of your records proof of the status of 
a signer of a “certificate” as a United States 
person. 

The Administration has proposed to ex- 
tend the Interest Equalization Tax Act, due 
to expire July 31, 1967, to July 31, 1969. It 
now appears that the maximum rate of tax 
will be increased from 15% to 22% , and that 
the President of the United States will be 
given discretion to make certain changes in 
that rate within specified limitations if he 
determines such changes will be consistent 
with the balance of payments objectives of 
the United States. In view of the expected 
continuation of the Interest Equalization 
Tax Act, it is appropriate to again empha- 
size that members use the prudent business- 
man’s approach in transactions involving 
foreign securities. 

The Foreign Committee wishes, therefore, 
to take this opportunity to advise you to 
familiarize yourself fully with the require- 
ments of the above-mentioned Act. Previous 
notices have drawn members’ attention to 
this measure and its implications and the 
Committee reiterates them at this time. 

Very truly yours, 
ROBERT W. Haack, 
President. 
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[Hearings by the U.S. Senate Finance Com- 
mittee on Interest Equalization Tax Exten- 
sion Act of 1967, July 17, 1967] 

STATEMENT OF ROBERT F. SEEBECK, FORMER 
CHAIRMAN, FoREIGN INVESTMENT COMMIT- 
TEE, INVESTMENT BANKERS ASSOCIATION OF 
AMERICA 


Mr, SEEBECK., I am Robert F. Seebeck, a vice 
president and director of Smith, Barney & 
Co., Inc. Until approximately 1 month ago, 
I was chairman of the Foreign Investment 
Committee of the Investment Bankers Asso- 
ciation of America, when a change of my 
responsibilities within my firm caused me 
to pass this position to Stephen Kellen, presi- 
dent of the firm of Arnhold & S. Bleichroeder, 
Inc. of New York. Mr. Kellen planned to be 
present but a rescheduling of hearings pre- 
vented him from being here, Also Mr. Steven- 
son, our special counsel, had prior commit- 
ments to be in Europe. 

I have adapted this statement somewhat 
from the one before you, and I request that 
it be included in the record. I can give the 
reporter this copy. It varies only somewhat. 

Senator McCartnuy. Thank you. 

Mr. SEEBECK, At the outset, I should like 
to reiterate our association’s previously ex- 
pressed opposition in principle to the interest 
equalization tax which we view as a form of 
control that impairs the position of the dollar 
and the longstanding U.S. espousal of the 
principle of freedom of capital movements. 
Representatives of the IBA testified at the 
initial hearings in 1963 when the tax was 
first proposed and again in 1964 when it was 
first enacted. I would like to repeat for the 
record our belief that much better answers 
can and must be found which deal more di- 
rectly with the fundamentals of the balance- 
of-payments deficit. 

The investment banking industry is not 
unaware of the basic causes of this deficit 
which have resulted in such strains on the 
dollar. We are not unaware, for example, of 
the difficulties inherent in seeking to decrease 
the deficit through reduced military expendi- 
tures abroad, through a larger trade surplus, 
through reduced allocations of foreign aid 
with increased amounts of such aid tied to 
exports, and through attempts to reduce the 
net exchange loss, now nearing $2 billion 
annually, resulting from greater expendi- 
tures by American tourists abroad than by 
foreign tourists in the United States. Finally, 
we are not unaware of the economic and 
political considerations involved in monetary 
and budgetary policy which bear on the im- 
portant subject of the competitive interna- 
tional position of the United States. 

With these longer terms considerations in 
mind, our first recommendation is that the 
proposed extension of the interest equaliza- 
tion tax be limited to 1 additional year or 
until July 1, 1968. We are of the opinion that 
sufficient changes may occur within the next 
year that it will be in the national interest 
to review a question of this magnitude at 
that time. Though it seems unlikely right 
now, the military phase of the Vietnam con- 
flict could be reduced or could terminate; 
our trade surplus could increase; the admin- 
istration’s attempt to induce Americans to 
“see America first” may result in less Amer- 
ican spending for travel to other countries; 
foreign aid outlays not restricted to exports 
may be further reduced; support of their 
own foreign military establishments at home 
by foreign creditor countries should increase 
in the years ahead, Not the least important 
reason for seeking only a 1-year extension is 
that this measure was adopted as a tempo- 
rary expedient. A 2-year renewal would mean 
that the tax had existed for 6 years, hardly 
a temporary period. For these many reasons, 
we therefore believe that a review of the in- 
terest equalization tax is not only warranted, 
but imperative sooner than 2 years from now. 

Our second recommendation relates to the 
proposed increase in the tax on foreign 
equity securities from 15 to 22½ or 30 per- 
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cent as recently mentioned on Friday. The 
Treasury Department figures, which we have 
seen and which were referred to by Under 
Secretary Deming in his remarks to you last 
Friday, indicate that Americans for the 
fourth year in a row were net sellers of for- 
eign equities in 1966; that is, they were not 
purchasers of foreign equities on balance, but 
rather the reverse. 

This obviously means there was a dollar 
inflow on foreign equity portfolio account. 
We do not believe that increasing the levy 
on the purchase of foreign equities will sig- 
nificantly increase this “disinvestment.” 

The administration is presently attempt- 
ing, and properly so we think. to induce more 
Europeans to become interested in the Amer- 
ican equity market. To the extent that this 
drive is successful, it will stimulate an in- 
flow of dollars—a positive approach to the 
deficit problem—and one which we there- 
fore enthusiastically applaud and are sup- 
porting by our own efforts. A substantial in- 
crease in the tax is certainly not likely to 
attract more foreign buying. European re- 
action to the current proposal is under- 
standably anguished, particularly in light of 
the recommendations, for example, of a meet- 
ing earlier this year sponsored by the At- 
lantic Institute and the Business and In- 
dustry Advisory Committee to the OECD at- 
tended by representatives of 10 Western 
European nations, Japan, Canada, and the 
United States. Among the recommendations 
made by this group after their deliberation 
were the following: 

(IX.) To assure the most effective use 
of available resources, measures should be 
taken aiming at the complete liberalization 
of international capital flow... 

(X.) The use of restrictions on interna- 
tional capital movements to correct eco- 
nomic disturbances originating in areas other 
than capital markets should be avoided as 
such practices result in fragmented na- 
tional capital markets.“ 

We believe it is neither wise nor desirable 
to turn a deaf ear to the adverse points of 
view that are being expressed from abroad 
about this legislation. The implications of 
H.R. 6098 are giving concern to many of 
these people—they wonder whether, in terms 
of finance, the dollar is truly a fully con- 
vertible currency, The question was raised in 
an editorial earlier this year in the London 
Times, a copy of which is appended to this 
report. We believe adequate evidence exists to 
support the contention that a 15-percent 
rate has been sufficient to implement the 
IET as it was passed. We do not feel that 
doubling or increasing the rate by 50 percent 
will be an additional deterrent, and question 
the purpose that would be served by so 
doing. 

In light of the testimony on last Friday 
by Under Secretary of the Treasury Deming, 
I would like to depart very briefly from the 
text of my statement which was mailed to 
each member of this committee. These re- 
marks are obviously for inclusion in the 
record, 

In brief, your committee is being asked to 
consider an increase in, and extension of, the 
interest equalization tax, By its very designa- 
tion, interest equalization, it should simply 
not have anything to do with equity securi- 
ties. As I will point out later, we in the in- 
dustry believe the administration’s concern 
about the dollar outflow was prompted origi- 
nally by the aggregate amount of foreign 
borrowings through the sale of debt securi- 
ties. The Under Secretary has satisfactorily 
shown that these figures were in fact large 
when the tax was first proposed and have in 
fact declined substantially during the time 
the tax has been in existence. His later re- 
marks concerning the growth of the interna- 


1 Atlantic Institute, B.. A. C., “Recom- 
mendations, Capital Markets Conference, 
Cannes,” Jan, 22, 1967. 
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tional capital market refer solely to the in- 
creased ability of the European market to 
handle a large volume of debt securities, 
international bond issues, But we have been 
told that Americans have been net sellers of 
foreign equity securities for the past 4 years. 
If the tax“ has contributed to this state of 
affairs, what reason is there to believe that 
a larger tax would be more effective? 

The point I am trying to make is that 
wholly different considerations govern wheth- 
er an investment manager or an individual 
invester will place his funds in a debt or 
equity security. He will generally invest the 
funds going into debt obligations of similar 
quality and safety in the one paying the 
higher return. When considering equity in- 
vestments, he almost invariably will seek 
capital appreciation or growth. If the growth 
potential of an equity security were suffi- 
ciently attractive, there is no real reason 
why the investor would not accept a 30-per- 
cent handicap, for example, if he felt the 
security in question offered the possibility 
of doubling over a given period. This has 
been proved in the past by British investors 
who, despite a premium of 20 percent or more 
on “investment dollars,” have still been im- 
portant purchasers of U.S. equity securities. 

Looking at the question from the point 
of view, of the issuer, on the other hand, 
there are several reasons why debt capital 
would be more desirable than equity capital, 
and this has been the case as the figures you 
have heard point out. In the first place, the 
treatment of interest charges in many coun- 
tries has a tax advantage to the borrower 
much as is true here in the United States, 
Thus the real cost of money is less than the 
apparent rate which is indicated by the 
coupon on the issue, Perhaps more impor- 
tantly, the issuer who chooses to sell a new 
equity security must consider the effects of 
dilution on the company’s earnings, as these 
earnings are spread over a larger number of 
outstanding shares. Both considerations 
would tend to favor his selling a debt obli- 
gation. Thus, as we have said, we are more 
sympathetic to the Treasury's concern about 
the prospective dollar outflow through debt 
issues than we are by way of new equity 
offerings or the trading in outstanding 
equities, 

Our original recommendation was that the 
least disruptive approach would be to ex- 
tend the present 15-percent tax on foreign 
equities purchased from foreigners for only 
1 year, at which time we would have asked 
a review with this committee of the then 
current picture. However, as Mr. Froy just 
told you, we are aware that members of the 
NASD Foreign Committee have been work- 
ing closely with the Treasury in order to 
evolve an effective way of dealing with out- 
standing equity securities. We believe the 
NASD to be competent to deal satisfactorily 
with this problem and support in principle 
their recommendations, 

I would like to turn now to what we be- 
lieve is a wholly different question, and that 
is the tax as it affects debt financing, which 
may have been the original, and was cer- 
tainly the principal, intent of the interest 
equalization tax. 

At the time the administration requested 
the tax be doubled retroactive to January 25, 
1967, it was apparently concerned that an- 
ticipatory borrowing would occur in this 
market prior to the passage of legislation 
extending the IET which had been due to 
expire in July of this year. For a variety of 
reasons, not the least important of which 
is the fact that interest rates in the United 
States have returned to a very high level 
historically after a substantial decline early 
in the year, such borrowing has, in fact, not 
taken place nor would it have done so even 
without the request publicly for an increase 
in the IET. 

As a matter of fact, relative stability in 
the foreign dollar market has permitted a 
substantial amount of financing to take 
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place in Europe, at quite attractive rates 
until a very recent reversal in the long-term 
market. 

As we mentioned in our appearance before 
the House Ways and Means Committee in 
testimony about this bill on February 16, 
1967, the decline in rates for high-grade 
domestic borrowers from mid-January until 
about March was not transmitted to the 
same extent either to companies with lower 
credit standings or the securities of foreign 
issuers. We said in that statement: 

“e + * sufficient improvement in rates 
here in the U.S. for foreign bonds over rates 
abroad has not manifested itself, nor, for a 
variety of reasons, is it likely to do so in the 
foreseeable future; second, the Guidelines 
for institutional investors, combined with 
both a sympathetic psychological, or if you 
will, ‘patriotic’ reluctance to lend to for- 
eigners and appealing rates on domestic 
financing have tended to limit interest in 
such foreign loans here.” 

This statement is still true today. On the 
other hand, strength in the market abroad 
permitted the foreign subsidiaries of some 
American companies to borrow at long term 
with interest rates of 6 percent or less, the 
lowest such coupons since February of 1966. 
A continuing strong demand for long-term 
capital both here and abroad to date has 
caused interest rates in both markets to rise 
once again, essentially preserving the relative 
spread in rates that have existed. The U.S. 
market has, therefore, not become any more 
appealing in the recent past to prospective 
foreign borrowers. The availability of funds 
is what governs the investment decisions of 
investors, both individual and institutional. 
The continuing heavy demand for funds over 
the next several months on the part of do- 
mestic corporate and municipal borrowers 
is likely to preclude foreign obligors from 
obtaining significant amounts of capital in 
the U.S. market. 

While we understand the administration's 
rationale in seeking to extend this tax, we 
suggest that the tax on debt obligations be 
continued at existing rates until July 31, 
1968. We do, however, subscribe to the Treas- 
ury’s proposal that a desirable element of 
flexibility be added by giving the President 
the right to vary the rate applicable to debt 
securities in such a way that the differential 
could be as little as zero or as much as 1% 
or even 2 percent, if conditions warranted. 
It is our hope, of course, that the administra- 
tion will react as promptly in reducing the 
tax when appropriate as it will in raising the 
levy when such a deterrent seems advisable. 

In order to further increase the Secretary 
of the Treasurer's ability to permit the U.S. 
capital market to function in as normal a 
manner as possible within the limits deter- 
mined by him to be compatible with the U.S. 
balance-of-payments position, we advance 
again a suggestion made before the Ways and 
Means Committee of the House of Repre- 
sentatives in July of 1964 by the then Chair- 
man of the Foreign Investment Committee 
of the IBA regarding the enactment of the 
interest equalization tax. It was stated that, 
for many years, there had been a history of 
interest on the part of Europeans in buying 
dollar bonds of foreign obligors even when 
these issues were registered under the Securi- 
ties Act of 1933 and originally offered only in 
the United States (pre-IET days). Such in- 
terest still exists, of course. The IBA Com- 
mittee’s proposal is that any debt or equity 
issue of a foreign issuer or obligor acquired 
by a U.S. underwriter would be exempt from 
the interest equalization tax if it can be 
shown that not more than 25 percent of the 
principal amount of debt obligations or of 
the shares of stock of the aggregate issue had 
been sold to U.S. persons. The Secretary of 
the Treasury would have the authority, in his 
discretion, to increase or decrease the speci- 
fied percentage applicable to all issues from 
time to time, in accordance with the Treas- 
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ury’s view of the U.S. balance-of-payments 
position. If an amount in excess of this speci- 
fied percentage were sold to U.S. persons, this 
provision could be implemented by requiring 
that an interest equalization tax equal to 150 
percent of that normally due be paid on the 
excess amount. In order to avoid a possible 
“flowback” to the United States of securities 
sold to foreigners, the exemption would apply 
only to the initial distribution or placement 
and not to the security itself; that is, a sub- 
sequent resale to a U.S. person by a foreign 
purchaser would be subject to the tax. If the 
number of issues contemplated on this basis 
became too large, the percentage which must 
be sold abroad could be increased up to 100 
percent. Such an arrangement has the essen- 
tial elements of flexibility and ease of super- 
vision, and would give the U.S. investment 
banking industry a chance to participate 
more actively in international dollar financ- 
ing. 

In 1964 we also proposed the exemption 
from the tax of new issues of securities the 
proceeds of which are used to pay U.S. per- 
sons for goods or services. The financing of 
the purchase of U.S. goods or services does 
not adversely affect our balance of payments. 
On the contrary, it is an effective means of 
carrying out the administration's objective of 
stimulating exports and reversing the 3-year 
downward trend in our merchandise trade 
surplus. We then proposed, in order to give 
assurances to the Treasury that the proceeds 
of a particular foreign issue for which exemp- 
tion was claimed would, in fact, be used for 
purchases from U.S. persons, that the pro- 
ceeds be escrowed with a bank subject to 
withdrawal only in order to make payment 
to U.S. persons for goods and services. We 
believe that the proceeds of a foreign bond 
purchase should be escrowed with a bank 
subject to withdrawal only in order to make 
payment to U.S. persons for goods and serv- 
ices. We believe that the proceeds of a bond 
issue for a foreign borrower could readily be 
escrowed with a U.S. commercial bank and 
released against documents evidencing ship- 
ment of U.S. goods abroad, and thereby qual- 
ify for exemption from the IET on the 
grounds of financing U.S. exports. We again 
recommend that such an exemption be con- 
sidered and would be pleased to work with 
the Treasury and the staff of the committee 
in developing effective administrative pro- 
cedures in this area. 

In the interest of saving the valuable time 
of this committee as requested of me by Mr. 
Tom Vail, I will not read certain technical 
recommendations we have made for liberaliz- 
ing this legislation. This does not mean that 
we feel any less strongly about these pro- 
posals, and I respectfully request that this 
committee study these suggestions which are 
contained in my written statement. 

In , we urge again that your com- 
mittee think of this legislation not as a sub- 
stitute for the admittedly more difficult yet 
decidedly basic policy question which ad- 
versely affect the balance of payments and to 
give careful consideration as to reactions 
the proposed legislation is engendering 
abroad. Europeans are assuming that the 
situation in the United States is more critical 
than it may really be. It is a serious matter 
when the judgment is made by responsible 
Europeans that the dollar is no longer a fully 
convertible currency. U.S. prestige declines 
when defensive measures of this type are 
unduly prolonged or made more drastic than 
our conditions warrant. It is our committee’s 
view that the Congress should think more in 
positive terms of stimulating a dollar inflow 
through such measures as the Foreign In- 
vestors Tax Act (which we believe could have 
gone even further in eliminating taxes on 
foreign holders of U.S. securities) rather than 
in perpetuating existing controls or creating 
new ones. We in the industry are desirous of 
restoring to the U.S. capital market its proper 
role as the financial capital of the free world. 
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The worldwide demand for funds for projects 
which are truly sound and forward looking is 
enormous; it is impossible to conceive of 
these projects proceeding without drawing on 
the huge pool of American capital. We must 
strive to free our market, and other markets, 
of controls—not extend them. Thank you, 
gentlemen. 


Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, the final 
point—to me, the most important point 
with respect to the measure—is that 
the administration can do many things 
other than those contained in the pro- 
posed legislation, which would be much 
better alternatives, considering the 
amount involved. 

Mr. President, this seems to me to be 
very self-defeating in terms of the in- 
terest of the United States in continuing 
to be the major capital market of the 
world. Yet we justify this measure on 
the balance-of-payments grounds. 

Let me give, for example, an alterna- 
tive on balance-of-payments grounds 
that we could adopt in this bill, One of 
the major contributors to the imbalance 
of our payments is the excess of expendi- 
tures by American tourists abroad over 
what is spent by foreigners in the United 
States. This amount was close to $2 bil- 
lion per annum as of the last fiscal year. 
Yet our Government is not taking any 
real positive steps to bring tourists in 
greater numbers to the United States 
notwithstanding this imbalance. 

The best estimate which I have indi- 
cates that it is entirely practical to boost 
tourist expenditures in the United States 
by an intelligent system of tourist pro- 
motion adequately financed—and I em- 
phasize the words “adequately fi- 
nanced”—by perhaps $1 billion a year 
which would have a greater impact on 
our balance of payments than this self- 
inhibitory ordinance, the interest equali- 
zation tax. Right now, we absolutely 
starve the U.S. Travel Service and give it 
$3 million a year to encourage foreign 
tourism in the United States. which is en- 
tirely impractical. The United States 
should be the leading tourist country in 
the world. Instead, it is far down the 
line, and we neglect the situation. In his 
Economic Report this January, the Presi- 
dent announced that he is establishing a 
Presidential task force on travel to make 
recommendations on how to make U.S. 
travel policy more effective. It has not 
yet been appointed—6 months later. 

I have proposed legislation for 2 years 
now to significantly expand the US. 
travel service. Action on the bill has been 
blocked for one reason or another since 
then. 

This is one of the most neglected areas 
of American life in which the course I 
have described could be very materially 
reversed. 

I ask unanimous consent that an edi- 
torial which appeared in the July 8 issue 
of the Christian Science Monitor, en- 
titled The Travel Gap” as well as a bill 
I introduced in the 89th Congress which 
would increase the effectiveness of the 
U.S. Travel Service, with explanatory re- 
marks, be printed in the Recor at this 
point of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the editorial, 
the bill, and the accompanying state- 
ment, were ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 
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From Christian Science Monitor, July 8, 
1967 


THE TRAVEL GaP 


Another boom year in foreign travel by 
Americans is in the making. This is fine from 
the standpoint of promoting international 
understanding but bad from the standpoint 
of the U.S. balance of payments. In her 
column in The Herald recently, economist 
Sylvia Porter predicted the “travel gap” may 
hit $2 billion this year. The gap is the dif- 
ference between what Americans spend in 
other countries and what foreign visitors 
spend in the U.S. 

The deficit is becoming so serious that 
Sen. Jacob Javits, New York Republican, has 
warned: “. . . if we cannot deal with our 
travel deficit through positive measures, then 
we will have no alternative but to consider 
the imposition of restrictions on travel, 
which would result in damaging conse- 
quences.” 

Indeed it would, Americans should have 
no limits on their right to travel. What form 
such restrictions might take is open to specu- 
lation. Special taxes? Ceilings on the dollars 
citizens could carry out of the U.S.? What- 
ever, the restrictions would not be popular. 

The fact is that the U.S. has never really 
concentrated on what Javits calls “positive 
measures.” Our efforts to attract foreign visi- 
tors are limited. There is the U.S. Travel 
Service, charged with promoting tourism in 
our nation, but its budget is inadequate— 
$3 million for the current fiscal year. The 
agency repeatedly has asked—and been de- 
nied—the full $4.7 million appropriation au- 
thorized by the act that created it in 1961. 
The travel service has had to get along on 
about .003 per cent of the U.S. federal bud- 
get. Spain devotes almost half of 1 per cent of 
its budget to tourism. So does Greece, Mexico 
allots .26 per cent, Switzerland .23, France 
02. 

Beyond the question of dollars, however, 
is the fact that it is in our national interest 
to have Americans travel abroad and citizens 
of other nations visit the U.S. Travel is an 
educational process. It serves to inform 
Americans about other countries and about 
the U.S. role in the world. If our nation is 
to be a world leader, it needs citizens who 
are knowledgeable about other countries. 
And any foreigner who visits America—who 
sees how we live and how our economy and 
system of government work—is less likely to 
misjudge the intentions and capacity of our 
land. Before taking any negative steps to 
limit American travel because of a concern 
for the balance of payments, our govern- 
ment should take more positive steps to en- 
courage foreign travel in the U.S., starting 
with a beefed-up U.S. Travel Service.— The 
Boston Herald. 


Masor U.S. TOURISM EFFORT ESSENTIAL 


Mr. Javrrs. Mr. President, I send a bill to 
the desk to expand the U.S. Travel Service 
in order to increase domestic travel, and to 
make it the focal point for all U.S. activities 
related to the expansion of domestic and 
international travel. It will be remembered 
that the U.S. Travel Service is confined to 
encouraging foreign travelers to travel in the 
United States. 

I wish to pay tribute to the Vice President 
of the United States, who has taken an ex- 
traordinary leadership in this matter and 
brought about an arrangement for voluntary 
private action, through the “See the USA” 
program, providing $500,000 from private 
enterprise, in the so-called Discover America 
project which is to develop a nationwide 
campaign to publicize travel within the 
United States. 

The reason for introducing the bill is that 
it is very clear to me that the problem is very 
much greater than this voluntary effort, 
standing alone, would develop, and it needs 
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action, at a far greater increase in terms of 
time and on a broader scale than would be 
the result of the efforts for which the Vice 
President has been responsible to date. 

The bill is necessary because: 

First. The present U.S. effort to close the 
so-called travel gap, which adversely affects 
our balance of payments to the extent of an 
estimated $1.6 billion annually is not ade- 
quate; foreign visitors here do not find the 
advanced facilities for foreign guests that 
are available in practically all major travel 
centers of the world. 

Second. Funds now being spent by a dozen 
agencies of the Government for the encour- 
agement and promotion of tourism within 
the United States are not coordinated suffi- 
ciently. 

Third. There is a great need for a national 
inventory of domestic travel and tourism 
needs, and for the development of plans for 
the future development of this, the third 
largest industry in the Nation. 

Fourth. Extensive State and local efforts 
in the field of domestic travel and tourism 
need to be coordinated and facilitated. 

The bill introduced today would: 

First. Provide for an expanded U.S. Travel 
Service with a director appointed by the 
President, with the advice and consent of 
the Senate, and responsible directly to the 
Secretary of Commerce. The director would 
have two deputies, one responsible for the 
promotion of foreign travel to the United 
States, and the other responsible for the ad- 
ministration of the domestic travel program. 
The functions of the new domestic travel 
program would be to develop a coherent na- 
tional travel policy; to coordinate present 
Federal travel-related activities; to encour- 
age construction of new tourist facilities 
within the United States and, to coordinate 
and act as the Federal Government’s liaison 
with State and private tourist organizations. 

Second. Increase funds for the national 
travel program to $15 million; $10 million to 
be allocated to encourage foreign tourists to 
visit the United States and $5 million to begin 
the proposed domestic travel program. 

Third. Authorize a national inventory of 
domestic travel resources to lay the ground- 
work for a long-term national travel pro- 
gram. The bill calls for the creation of a 15- 
member National Tourism Resources Review 
Commission to be appointed by the Secretary 
of Commerce among private citizens knowl- 
edgeable and experienced in the travel field. 

I hope very much the administration and 
my congressional colleagues will study this 
bill with the greatest care, and will support 
it. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to 
introduce the bill out of order. I ask also that 
the bill lie at the desk for a week to permit 
other Members of the Senate an opportunity 
to cosponsor it. 

The PRESDING OFFICER. The bill will 
be received and appropriately referred; and, 
without objection, the bill will lie at the desk 
as requested. 

The bill (S. 2305) to amend the Inter- 
national Travel Act of 1961 in order to pro- 
mote travel in the United States, introduced 
by Mr. Javits, was received, read twice by its 
title, and referred to the Committee on Com- 
merce. 

Mr. Javits. Mr. President, I have a few brief 
remarks on this subject. One of the big prob- 
lems facing our country is the problem of the 
balance of payments. I have addressed my 
self to that problem many times. One of the 
biggest efforts we can make to reduce our 
balance-of-payments deficit is to reduce the 
difference between what the United States 
earns from and what it pays out for inter- 
national travel, which in 1964 added 81.6 
billion to that deficit. This is the so-called 
travel gap. That imbalance of payments, 
though we are not undergoing it at the 
present time, will soon show up again, ac- 
cording to expectations and probabilities. 
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The time has now come to mount a major 
national effort with an eye on the overall 
aspects of tourism, both as it pertains to 
the effort of attracting foreign tourists to our 
shores and as it touches upon a need, which 
is becoming clearer every day; namely, to 
gear up this Nation for increasing travel by 
Americans in America. 

The travel industry has hardly touched its 
potential: 80 percent of our people have 
never been in an airplane; 80 million Ameri- 
cans took no trip anywhere last year; and 
more than half of our people have never been 
more than 200 miles from home. 

The U.S. travel industry, composed of 
thousands of hotels, motels, resorts, airlines, 
national parks and forests, gas stations, sea- 
shores, restaurants, is one of the most im- 
portant national resources. It is a $30 billion 
industry, ranking as third largest behind 
manufacturing and agriculture. It is vitally 
important as an employer of 6 million in- 
dividuals, 3 million directly and an additional 
3 million indirectly, many of them unskilled 
and semiskilled; as a source of profits to in- 
vestors and owners, as a source of tax revenue 
both to the States and the Federal Govern- 
ment. A vigorous domestic travel industry is 
also vital as the most effective means of 
dealing with the so-called tourism gap—the 
difference between money spent by U.S. 
tourists overseas and foreign tourists in the 
United States. 

By promoting foreign and domestic travel 
effectively at the National, State, and local 
levels, we will be in a much better position to 
attract foreign tourists, confident, for 
example, that when they arrive they will be 
able to convert their currency easily at points 
of entry and in the larger cities, that they 
will be able to find officials and employees in 
the hotel and transportation field capable of 
speaking their language, that the natural 
and manmade wonders of our country will be 
made available to them with the least pos- 
sible difficulty. In short, that they will find 
facilities awaiting them, similar to the fa- 
cilities and services available to foreign 
visitors in Europe for the last half century. 

The responsibility to own, invest in, and to 
promote and manage our travel industry be- 
longs to the private sector. The responsibility 
to encourage, assist, and to act as a catalyst 
and spearhead for our travel industry rests 
with the National, State, and local govern- 
ments in cooperation with private industry. 

Since the end of World War II, European 
countries, Canada, and Japan, as well as de- 
veloping countries, have embarked on large- 
scale efforts to increase foreign travel to their 
countries, as well as to increase travel within 
their borders. They realized early the 
enormous earnings potential of travel and 
as a source of employment and tax revenues. 
With this realization in mind, budgets for 
travel promotion have risen each year. 

A few statistics will demonstrate what is 
at stake here: In 1963, international travel 
accounted for $8.355 billion in the flow of 
world trade, of which U.S. tourism generated 
$3.19 billion, Western Europe, $4.05 billion 
and the rest of the globe $1.015 billion. Close 
to 8 million Americans spent this $3.19 billion 
in Canada, Mexico and to a lesser extent in 
Europe and the Mediterranean. Some 90 mil- 
lion foreign visitor arrivals were recorded by 
68 countries in 1963, including 6 million in 
the United States earning for the United 
States $1.05 billion in that year. Here it must 
be noted that of the 8 million Americans 
traveling abroad, 6 million traveled in 
Canada; and of the 6 million visitors here, 
5 million were Canadians, 

The United States is a late starter in the 
competition for the foreign traveler. It was 
not until the creation of USTS in June 1961 
that the United States Government seriously 
started to promote foreign travel to our 
shores. This effort has been extremely suc- 
cessful as is demonstrated by the steep rise 
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in foreign travel to the United States since 
the USTs went to work. On a budget that 
has reached $3 million only in the current 
fiscal year. the USTS has succeeded in in- 
creasing foreign travel to the United States 
by 17 percent in 1962, 22 percent in 1963, and 
by over 30 percent in 1964. 

According to information supplied by 
John Black, the director of the USTS, to the 
House Banking and Currency Committee on 
November 30, 1964, the estimated number 
of foreigners whose income level would per- 
mit a visit to the United States is 3.5 to 4 
million as compared to the 1 million or 80 
who have visited this country from over- 
seas, excluding Canada. It is therefore quite 
clear that the USTS budget should be sharp- 
ly increased if an effective travel promotion 
campaign is to be mounted by the United 
States. 

It is rather obvious that before an effective 
national effort can ve mounted to fully ex- 
ploit the potential of travel in the United 
States there must be developec. a focal point 
within the Federal Government to orches- 
trate the activities of the Government in 
travel and tourism. 

If anyone today attempts to discuss the 
problem of improving our American travel 
resources with official Washington he would 
find it impossible to find any one agency 
involved with the broad aspect of travel. 
There is an agency to promote foreign travel 
to this country, another to encourage out- 
or . Department is encourag 

The culture me - 
ing farmers to build campsites. Interior is 
helping Indian reservations to create tourist 
attractions. ARA is lending money for tourist 
development in distressed areas. Interior has 
National Parks, and Agriculture, National 
Forests. The Commerce Department estab- 
lished transportation policy and so do & 
number of independent agencies. 

More than a dozen Federal departments 
and agencies spend millions of dollars on 
travel and tourism functions. Departments 
or agencies not already named include the 
Forest Service, the U.S. Army Corps of Engi- 
neers, the Tennessee Valley Authority, the 
Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife, the 
Bureau of Outdoor Recreation, the Civil 
Aeronautics Board, the Interstate Commerce 
Commission, the Bureau of Public Roads and 
the Armed Forces. The need is obviously 
great for a central coordinating body which 
can at least think about the overall state 
of the American travel industry. 

Providing the specialized facilities and 
services needed by foreign and domestic visi- 
tors must also be considered, There is a great 
need for taking a national inventory of our 
national travel resources and assessing its 
adequacy over the next decade. A new initia- 
tive must be taken to establish a close rela- 
tionship between our national efforts to pro- 
mote domestic and foreign travel in the 
United States and the efforts of the States. 

Such an inventory would be the respon- 
sibility of the National Tourism Resources 
Review Commission which is authorized by 
the bill I introduce today: The Commission, 
whose members would be experienced in the 
tourism and travel industries, would bring 
into focus our current resources and facil- 
ities and help draft long-range plans for the 
future, 

Under my bill, the Commission would be 
provided with a budget of $2.5 million and 
would be ordered to report to the President 
and the Congress within 2 years. The staff of 
the U.S. Travel Service would be authorized 
to assist the Commission, but expert con- 
sultant hire would also be authorized. 

Among the problems that should be con- 
sidered by the Commission in the course of 
its study are two which are of vital interest 
to the travel industry itself: Whether a sepa- 
rate Federal agency should be created to 
consolidate and coordinate the tourism re- 
search, planning and development now han- 
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dled by many different departments, offices, 
and agencies; and whether it would be prac- 
tical to establish a matching-fund program 
to assist the States in developing their own 
promotion and facilities improvement pro- 
grams. 

The administration has recently started to 
deal with this problem in earnest. In March 
1965, President Johnson appointed Vice 
President HUMPHREY as Chairman of a spe- 
cial Cabinet task force on travel to develop a 
Positive program to encourage foreign travel- 
ers to come to the United States and to stim- 
ulate greater travel by our own citizens. The 
task force supported an increase in the 
budget of U.S. Travel Service from $3 million 
to $3.5 million. The House cut this request 
to $3 million, and U.S. Travel Service is now 
attempting to get $500,000 restored in the 
Senate. It also supported legislation to re- 
duce from $100 to $50 the duty allowance of 
returning travelers, I believe that this piece 
of legislation was uncalled for, would have 
been of little consequence in balance-of- 
payments terms, but could have caused great 
harm to international travel. As a result of 
strong opposition in both the House and the 
Senate—in which I played an active part— 
the duty-free allowance of returning travel- 
ers was left at $100 retail and the law was 
made permanent. 

Congress also authorized the President in 
August 1964 to appoint an unpaid national 
chairman to coordinate the efforts of pri- 
vate industry in carrying out the purpose of 
the “See the U.S.A.” program. The chairman 
of the program, Robert Short of Minneap- 
olis, was appointed in May and with strong 
support from the Vice President mounted 
the Discover America, Inc. project which will 
publicize travel within the United States 
with $500,000 in contributions obtained from 
key segments of the travel industry. 

Efforts by private organizations to cope 
with this enormous and complex industry 
have been commendable but successful only 
in a limited area—public relations, advertis- 
ing and publicity within the United States. 
This is a job which under our constitutional 
form of government should be left in pri- 
vate hands. This is how objectives of the 
U.S, Travel Service are carried out and this 
is how “See the U.S.A.” program is imple- 
mented, 

At the same time I want to make it en- 
tirely and unmistakably clear that I do not 
think that public relations job financed with 
$500,000 in private contributions can ever 
solve our travel problems nor could it pro- 
vide for an adequate national travel pro- 
gram. This is a job which calls for Federal 
initiative and financial support. It is a job 
that calls for an inventory of our travel re- 
sources and needs so that our private travel 
industry can invest and make its own plans 
with a clear idea of where the opportunities 
lie in the decade ahead. 

This, I feel the bill I am introducing to- 
day will do, and I urge that it receive the 
closest attention of the Congress. 

I am offering this measure as a result of 
a longstanding interest, for I cosponsored, 
with the Senator from Washington [Mr. 
MAGNUSON], chairman of the Commerce 
Committee, the bill to establish the U.S. 
Travel Service in 1961. It followed a long- 
time effort in which I had been engaged in 
since 1953, when I was chairman of a sub- 
committee of the Foreign Affairs Committee 
of the House of Representatives on interna- 
tional economic cooperation, which devel- 
oped the whole aspect of travel as a major 
element in our international financial af- 
fairs in respect to foreign policy. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
that various exhibits relating to this matter 
be made a part of my remarks in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the exhibits 
1 5 ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 

ollows: 
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"EXHIBIT 1—TRAVEL PROMOTION EXPENDITURES OF 20 
COUNTRIES AS COMPARED TO THEIR GROSS NATIONAL 
PRODUCT AND GROSS EARNINGS FROM TRAVEL! 


Travel pro- Gross 
“Country motion ex- GNP earnings 
penditures from travel 
$892, 000 $7,666, 000,000; $503, 000, 000 
2, 000, 000) 13, 900, 000, 000: 990 
3,700, 000 15, 375. 000. 0000 609. 000, 000 
600,000) 7,970, 000. 164, 000, 000 
700, 000 5, 810. 000, 000 930 
4. 500. 000) 79. 380, 000, 000 808. 000, 000 
Germany:... 1,500, 000| 94, 200. 000, 000 888, 000, 000 
Great Britain... 7,000,000) 84. 170. 000. 000 619, 000, 000 
2,400,000} 4. 367, 000, 000 91. 000, 000 
3, 100, 000 2. 255, 000, 0000 165, 000, 000 
2,900, 000 45, 100, 000, 000) 1, 000, 000, 000 
92, 000 525, 000, 000, 000 2) 
500, 000} 15,375, 000. 000 658, 000, 000 
870, 000) 14, 400, 000, 000 990 
Nory 360, 000] _ 5,638, 000, 000 78, 000, 000 
Spin 2,000,000) 14. 970, 000, 0000 939. 000, 000 
Sweden 481.000 15, 560, 000, 000! o 
Switzerland.-..| 2,000, 000| 11,630, 000,000) 560, 000, 000 
urkey_.......| 2. 000, 000 6, 975, 000, 000 8, 300, 000 
United States... 3, 400, 000/583, 900, 000, 000) 1, 005, 000, 000 


‘i Information as pertains to the year 1963. 
“2 Not available. 
“2 Including hotel maintenance costs. 


“Source: OECD report, 1964, U.S. Travel Service.” 


“EXHIBIT 2 


“Budgets of Federal agencies dealing with 
some aspects of travel, fiscal year 1966+ 


Fish and Wildlife Service_._... $52, 169, 500 
Bureau of Indian Affairs..... 206,264,000 
Bureau of Land Management- 64, 236, 000 
National Park Service 119, 668, 000 
Bureau of Reclamation (esti- 

mate — 327, 883, 000 
Army Corps of Engineers civil 

works program, fiscal year 

1966: c actu Eos 1, 258, 748, 200 
Bureau of Outdoor Recrea- 

enn rs ee eee 128, 398, 000 
Area Development Adminis- 

tration 73, 200, 000 
Forest Service 360, 000, 000 


Funds available for travel promotion or 
facilities used by travelers are contained 
within these budgets.” 

“EXHIBIT 3. EXPENDITURES OF STATE GOVERNMENTS FOR 
TRAVEL PROMOTION, 1964 


“State Biennial 


budget 


Annual 
budget 


96, 310 

Montia. S2a48 . eet 126, 000 
Nebraska. 125, 000 64, 500 
( E a | 50,000 
New Hampshire 274, 500 
New Sareny A R E ees 149, 000 
New, e 216, 639 
New Vork 720,635 
North Caroli 450, 000 
North Dakota , 500 
hio. None 
Oklahoma. „000 
Oregon 600, 000 
Pennsylvania. i222 212222..-.i22. fee. 6, 000 
Rhode Island_. .....22-22--22 4 123, 070 
South Carolina 4 , 000 
Sodth eee 408, 000 
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“EXHIBIT 3. EXPENDITURES OF STATE GOVERNMENTS FOR 
TRAVEL PROMOTION, 1964—Continued 


Annual 
budget 


Biennial 
budget 


“State 


Texas: 
Texas Tourist Development Agency. 
Texas Highway Department, Travel 

Information Division 


West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 


“1i Paid by State to Hawaii Visitors Bureau. 
“2 For advertising and promotion. 

“3 No budget. 

“4 Approximate. 


“Source: ‘1964 Development Advertising Reports,’ edited 
hy Ruth H. Long.“ 


“EXHIBIT 4 
“PARTIAL LIST OF PRIVATE TRAVEL ORGANIZA- 
TIONS PROVIDING PRIMARY TRAVEL INDUSTRY 
FUNCTIONS IN THE UNITED STATES 


“American Automobile Association 
(A. A. A.) 

“American Hotel & Motel Association 
(A.H. & M. A.) 

“American Motor Hotel Association 
(A. Mx. H. A.). 


“American Petroleum Institute (A P. I.) 
“Air Transport Association of America 


(A. T. A.). 
Managers Association 


“Hotel 
(H.S.M.A.). 

“National Association of Motor Bus Owners 
(N. A. M. B. O.). 

“National Association of Travel Organiza- 
tions (N.A.T.O.). 

“Rail Travel Promotion Agency (R. T. P. A.) 

“Trans-Atlantic Passenger Steamship Con- 
ference, 

“Trans-Pacific 
(steamship). 


“EXHIBIT 5,—U.S. TRAVEL SERVICE BUDGET AND STAFF 


Sales 


Passenger Conference 


Num- 
ber of 
offices 


ff in | Over- 


Budget seas 


“Fiscal year 


coon 


“Source: U.S. Travel Service.“ 


Mr. Javirs. Mr. President, I ask unanimous 
consent that the text of the bill may also 
be printed in the Recorp as a part of my 
remarks. 

The PRESmINd OFFICER. Without objection, 
it is so ordered. 

The bill (S. 2305) is as follows: 

8. 2305 
“A bill to amend the International Travel Act 
of 1961 in order to promote travel in the 

United States 

“Be it enacted by the Senate and House 
of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled. That the 
International Travel Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 
2121-2126) is amended— 

“(1) by striking out the first and second 
sections and inserting in lieu thereof the fol- 
lowing: 

That it is the p of this Act to 
strengthen the domestic and foreign com- 
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merce of the United States, and promote 
friendly understanding and appreciation of 
the United States by encouraging foreign 
residents to visit the United States and by 
facilitating international travel generally, 
and by otherwise encouraging and facilitat- 
ing travel within the United States (includ- 
ing its possessions for the purpose of this 
Act). 

“ ‘Sec. 2. In order to carry out the purpose 
of this Act the Secretary of Commerce (here- 
inafter in this Act referred to as the ‘Sec- 
retary’) shall— 

“*(1) formulate for the United States a 
comprehensive policy with respect to domes- 
tic travel; 

“*(2) develop, plan, and carry out a com- 
prehensive program designed to stimulate 
and encourage travel to and within the 
United States for the purpose of study, cul- 
ture, recreation, business, and other activities 
and as a means of promoting friendly under- 
standing and good will among peoples of 
foreign countries and the United States; 

“*(3) encourage the development of tourist 
facilities, low cost unit tours, and other ar- 
rangements within the United States for 
meeting the requirements of all travelers; 

4) foster and encourage the widest pos- 
sible distribution of the benefits of travel at 
the cheapest rates between foreign countries 
and the United States and within the United 
States consistent with sound economic 
principles; 

“*(5) encourage the simplification, reduc- 
tion, or elimination of barriers to travel, and 
the facilitation of travel to and within the 
United States generally; 

“*(6) collect, publish, and provide for the 
exchange of statistics and technical informa- 
tion, including schedules of meetings, fairs, 
and other attractions, relating to travel and 
tourism; and 

“*(7) establish an office to be known as 
the Office of Travel Program Coordination, 
which shall assist the Secretary in carrying 
out his responsibilities under this Act for the 
purpose of (A) achieving maximum coordi- 
nation of the programs of the various de- 
partments and agencies of the United States 
Government to promote the purposes of this 
Act, (B) consulting with appropriate officers 
and agencies of State and local governments, 
and with private organizations and agencies, 
with respect to programs undertaken pur- 
suant to this Act, and (C) achieving the 
effective cooperation of Federal, State, and 
local governmental agencies, and of private 
organizations and agencies, concerned with 
such programs.’; 

“(2) by inserting before the period at the 
end of section 3(b) the following: ‘and shall 
not otherwise compete with the activities of 
other public or private agencies’; 

“(3) by inserting ‘(a)’ after ‘Sec. 4’, and 
by inserting at the end of such section 4 a 
new subsection as follows: 

„) The Secretary may appoint two as- 
sistant directors for the purpose of this Act. 
Such assistant directors shall be compen- 
sated at the rate provided for GS-18 in the 
Classification Act of 1949."; 

“(4) by redesignating sections 5, 6, and 7 
as sections 6, 7, and 8, respectively, and by 
inserting after section 4 a new section as 
follows: 

“ ‘Sec. 5. (a) The Secretary shall establish 
a National Tourism Resources Review Com- 
mission. Such Commission shall be composed 
of 15 members appointed by the Secretary 
from among persons who are informed about 
and concerned with the improvement, de- 
velopment, and promotion of the United 
States tourism resources and opportunities 
or who are otherwise experienced in tourism 
research, promotion, or planning. The Sec- 
retary shall appoint a chairman from among 
such members. The Commission shall meet 
at the call of the Secretary. 

b) The Commission shall make a full 
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and complete study and investigation for the 
purpose of— 

61) determining the domestic travel 
needs of the people of the United States and 
of visitors from other lands at the present 
time and to the year 1980; 

“*(2) determining the travel resources of 
the Nation available to satisfy such needs 
now and to the year 1980; 

“*(3) determining policies and programs 
which will insure that the domestic travel 
needs of the present and the future are 
adequately and efficiently met; 

“*(4) determining a recommended pro- 
gram of Federal assistance to the States in 
promoting domestic travel; and 

“*(5) determining whether a separate 
agency of the Government should be estab- 
lished to consolidate and coordinate tourism 
research, planning, and development activi- 
ties presently performed by different exist- 
ing agencies of the Government, 

The Commission shall report the results 
of such investigation and study to the Sec- 
retary not later than two years after the 
effective date of this section. The Secretary 
shall submit such report, together with his 
recommendations with respect thereto, to 
the President and the Congress, 

“*(c) The Secretary is authorized to en- 
gage such technical assistance as may be nec- 
cessary to assist the Commission, and the 
Secretary shall in addition, make available 
to the Commission such secretarial, clerical, 
and other assistance and such pertinent data 
prepared by the Department of Commerce as 
the Commission may require to carry out its 
functions, 

d) Members of the Commission, while 
serving on business of the Commission, shall 
receive compensation at a rate to be fixed by 
the Secretary, but not exceeding $100 per 
day, including travel time; and, while so 
serving away from their homes or regular 
places of business, they may be allowed 
travel expenses, including per diem in lieu 
of subsistence, as authorized by section 5 
of the Administrative Expenses Act of 1946 
(5 U.S.C. 73b-2) for persons in the Govern- 
ment service employed intermittently. 

e) There is authorized to be appropri- 
ated not to exceed $2,500,000 for the purpose 
of this section.’ 

“(5) by striking out 84, 700, 000“ in the sec- 
tion redesignated as section 7 and inserting 
in lieu thereof ‘$15,000,000’; and 

“(6) by striking out ‘International Travel 
Act of 1961’ in the section redesignated as 
section 8 and inserting in lieu thereof ‘In- 
ternational and Domestic Travel Act’.” 

Mr. Javits. Mr. President, I thank the ma- 
jority leader for his great consideration in 
allowing me to interrupt a quorum call so 
that I might present this matter . 

The bill is sponsored by Mr. Javits, Mr. 
HARTKE, Mr. LONG, Mr. MCGEE, Mr. Scort, 
Mr. CANNON, Mr. WiLLiAMs of New Jersey, 
Mr. BREWSTER, Mr. PEARSON, Mr. BIBLE, and 
Mr. CLARK. 


Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, there are 
other aspects with respect to the balance 
of payments far more pertinent, direct, 
and meaningful to the cause of the im- 
balance than the self-defeating interest 
equalization tax. 

One of the great strengths—even 
political strengths of the United States— 
until the interest equalization tax came 
along, was the fact that it was the prin- 
cipal capital market in the world. There 
is tremendous leverage in that, because 
foreign nations are deeply concerned 
about the acceptability of their capital 
issue by the leading underwriters in the 
world. We have literally dragged the 
American underwriting and banking 
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community down from its pinnacle in 
the world by assessing the interest equal- 
ization tax which does not gain us a 
great deal in connection with the imbal- 
ance of international payments and it 
costs us so heavily. 

Mr. President, for all of those reasons, 
I believe the measure is counterproduc- 
tive and ill-advised to be continued. It 
was originally begun as a temporary 
measure, and it has now been on the 
books for 4 years. Now we propose to put 
it on the books for 2 more years. Unless 
we accept the amendment of the Senator 
from Delaware [Mr. WILLIAMS], which I 
support, it looks as if it will be built in as 
a constant aspect on the American scene, 
with its effect on the American banking 
opportunities. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that an editorial which appeared in 
the July 19, 1967 issue of the Washington 
Post entitled “A Mischievous Tax,“ as 
well as a June 30 article from the Wall 
Street Journal entitled ‘“Stock-Tax 
Dodge,” be printed in the Recor at the 
conclusion of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
and the article were ordered to be 
printed in the Recorp, as follows: 


[From the Washington (D.C.) Post, July 19, 
1967] 


A MISCHIEVOUS Tax 


Anyone who doubts that Government ef- 
forts to regulate international financial 
transactions can only lead to a proliferation 
of mercantilist controls would do well to 
consider the predictable history of the Inter- 
est Equalization Tax. 

Adopted as a “temporary” measure in 1963, 
the IET places stiff levies on foreign stocks 
and bonds; and by making them less attrac- 
tive to United States investors, it attempts to 
stanch one of the outflows of capital that 
contributes to the balance of payments def- 
icit. But from the very outset this ill-dis- 
guised, partial devaluation of the dollar was 
a source of mischief. When the tax was first 
levied on stock and bonds, foreign borrowers 
negotiated long-term bank loans. After the 
bank-loan loophole was closed, the rise in 
European interest rates diminished the de- 
terrent effect of the IET, and so the Admin- 
istration requested broad and unprecedented 
authority to vary the rates. 

Now the Treasury reveals that there is 
wholesale evasion of the IET by sharp oper- 
ators. They buy securities abroad, where 
prices are lower than in this market and at- 
tach phony certificates of American owner- 
ship. Subsequent transactions between one 
“American” and another are then not sub- 
ject to the IET. 

The Treasury, confronted by illegal trans- 
actions that may be running as high as $1 
billion a year, would require American sellers 
of foreign securities to obtain a “validation 
certificate” to show that the IET had been 
paid, But ways will doubtless be found to 
evade that rule, especially if the illicit profits 
to be made are doubled by increasing the 
IET rates. 

The Finance Committee, which votes on 
the IET today, is confronted with two unat- 
tractive prospects. To the extent that the 
IET is effective, it inhibits the integration 
of international capital markets and per- 
petuates the very interest-rate differentials 
that force foreign borrowers into this mar- 
ket. To the extent that it is evaded, and it 
surely will be, the IET will engender demands 
for additional bureaucratic controls, The 
only correct course for the Committee is a 
vote to strike down this mischievous tax. 
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[From the Wall Street Journal, June 30, 1967] 


Srock-Tax DopGe: UNITED STATES FEARS 
MANY SKIRT 15 PERCENT LEVY ON PURCHASES 
OF FOREIGN SECURITIES—SHARES INVOLVED 
May TOTAL $1 BILLION A YEAR; CRIMINALS 
SEEN PROFITING BY PRACTICE—COLLEGE 
Bors, Skip-Row Bums 


(By Lee Silberman and Norman C. Miller) 


An intensive Government investigation is 
turning up strong evidence that a tax on 
purchases of foreign stocks by Americans is 
being evaded on a gigantic—and still grow- 
ing—scale. 

The scheme is complex. It involves dum- 
my accounts in Canada and England, skid- 
row derelicts, college boys and probably the 
Mafia. Government officials now suspect the 
evasion has been going on ever since the 
15% tax was enacted in September 1964 to 
slow the flow of dollars out of the U.S., and 
they say that it now involves annual stock 
purchases totaling $250 million to $1 billion. 

Thus, the Government is being gypped 
out of about $40 million to $150 million in 
taxes a year, assuming the purchasers would 
have bought the stock legally had the il- 
legal opportunities not existed. In addition, 
international rings of crooks are taking as 
their cut some $15 million to $60 million a 
year. 

Top Officials of the Treasury Department 
and the Internal Revenue Service have 
known that the tax was being evaded to 
some extent from the very start. But for 
reasons that can best be described as burea- 
cratic bumbling Washington officialdom has 
until recently been ignorant of the size of 
the fraud. 


IS WALL STREET INVOLVED? 


Officials still don’t know for sure who is 
masterminding the operation, though Can- 
ada appears to be the main center for the 
illegal activity. One investigator says the 
scheme is so complex it rivals “a medieval 
cathedral in magnificence of size and de- 
sign.” And it is said that some Wall Street 
securities concerns aren’t necessarily inno- 
cent dupes. It’s believed that some traders 
for big-name firms are at least condoning— 
if not fostering—the practice, though they 
remain within the letter of the law them- 
selves. 

The tax itself is simple. The law merely 
provides that if an American buys a foreign 
security from a foreigner, he must pay a 
15% levy to the Government to deter the 
outflow of dollars caused by his transaction. 
If he buys the same foreign-company shares 
from an American, though, he needn't pay 
the tax—because the dollars involved in the 
transaction theoretically don’t leave the 
country. 

The question, though, is how can the Gov- 
ernment tell if a seller of the foreign shares 
is an American or a foreigner. The Treasury, 
after conferring with the securities indus- 
tries, decided that foreign stocks sold by an 
American had to be accompanied by a “‘cer- 
tificate of American ownership,” signed and 
attested to by the seller. 


HOW THE SCHEME WORKS 


And that’s where the crooks come in. They 
obtain the blank affidavit forms (which are 
readily available at most of the 60 IRS of- 
fices) and then solicit signatures from 
drunks, derelicts and anyone else needing 
the $10 to $35 that the crooks are willing 
to pay. 

Then they buy the foreign stock abroad— 
where it sells cheaper than it does in the 
U.S. because of the tax—and attach the af- 
fidavits. The crooks then sell these shares, 
at, say, an 8% to 10% markup, to small se- 
curities firms in the United States. These 
firms, which must be members of the Na- 
tional Association of Securities Dealers in 
order for the scheme to work, then sell the 
stock in the open market in the U.S. at a 
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price equivalent to the going price in the 
U.S. Their profit is the difference between 
the slightly cut rate they paid the crooks for 
the stock and the U.S. market price. 

The securities firms apparently have no 
trouble reselling the shares to other brokers 
specializing in foreign stocks. The law pro- 
vides that only the first American securities 
firm buying American-owned foreign securi- 
ties must receive the affidavit. A subsequent 
purchaser, if a securities firm, doesn’t need 
the affidavit so long as the selling firm is a 
member of the NASD, which regulates over- 
the-counter trading. 


ENTER THE BIG NAMES 


Here is where the big-name securities 
houses enter the picture. Many traders know 
which little houses have hot supplies of what 
stocks, so they can—and, apparently, often 
do—just phone these little houses and place 
their orders at the market price or, perhaps, 
just a shade below it. 

Why would a big trader order from a small, 
unethical house? The answer: Because he is 
assured of a supply for which he and his firm 
don't have to bother with the documenta- 
tion. He receives the stock on a “clean con- 
firmation” basis. 

The affidavits are kept on file by the little 
securities firms that buy the stock from the 
crooks. When and if the Government audits 
these firms, it checks the names on the slips 
to see if these people paid the tax, which is 
known formally as the interest equalization 
tax. The person signing the slip—not the 
brokerage—is responsible for paying the tax. 
The U.S., however, has a slim chance of col- 
lecting millions of dollars from derelicts. Or 
from the college boys who signed phony 
papers while on vacation in Nassau not so 
long ago. Or from the $4,800-a-year Ameri- 
can milkman in Canada who regularly sells 
his signature. 

It would seem that even the little securities 
firms are within the letter of the law. But 
that isn’t necessarily so. Some of these firms 
are knowingly buying the stock with the 
phony affidavits, and they thus are as vulner- 
able as the suppliers of the affidavits. 

They may be more vulnerable, in fact. Even 
if investigators finally penetrate the maze of 
screens protecting the masterminds, it is 
doubtful they will be able to prosecute them. 
Members of the ring aren’t violating the laws 
of Canada or other countries where they find 
Americans willing to sign. 

Moreover, foreign authorities have little 
reason to sympathize with the U.S. The in- 
terest equalization tax is widely despised 
by other governments because it has almost 
choked off their access to new capital in the 
big New York money market. 

“We find ourselves in a very difficult posi- 
tion,” says John B. Doran, a commissioner of 
the Quebec Securities Commission. “There 
are known undesirables in this scheme, and 
we don't like that. But we might be criticized 
(by fellow Canadian politicians) if we showed 
concern for the enforcement of another 
country’s law.” Nonetheless, Canadian au- 
thorities and stock exchange officials say they 
have brought informal pressure on their 
brokers to turn down suspicious business. 


A KEY MAN VANISHES 


The whole thing leaves U.S. authorities in 
a muddle. About all they can do is periodi- 
cally audit the files of small securities firms 
suspected of cheating. If they find an inordi- 
nate number of “affidavits,” they can investi- 
gate further. That’s what is happening in- 
ly, and they are turning their findings 

over to a Federal grand jury in New York. 
But so far there have been only two indict- 
ments. Last December four men were indicted 
for evading more than $7 million of taxes in 
foreign stock—but the key figure in that in- 
dictment has vanished. In February 1966, an 
indictment was handed up against Stone, 
Ackerman & Co., a New York over-the- 
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counter firm, charging the evasion of $522,160 
of taxes. The firm and two cited officials deny 
the charges. 

There are maneuverings on the selling side 
that are just as complex as those on the buy- 
ing side. The Canadians or others who sell the 
stock to the small U.S. securities firms get 
their own supplies through dummy accounts 
in various nations. These dummy accounts, 
which are used to conceal the identity of the 
real buyer, purchase the shares on various 
markets throughout the world. 

Vast sums of money are required to finance 
these purchases. Since the criminals behind 
these dummy accounts understandably pre- 
fer not to deal with banks, they frequently 
turn to loan sharks. Although the identity 
of the loan sharks isn’t known, it is assumed 
they have Mafia ties. 

LOST IN THE BUREAUCRACY 


Ironically, top officials of the Treasury and 
Internal Revenue Service believed for some 
time that the interest equalization tax was 
working smoothly precisely because they 
were not collecting much revenue. In more 
than three years, only $54 million in taxes 
was paid by Americans buying foreign se- 
curities from foreigners, and officials tended 
to regard this low total as evidence that they 
had succeeded in discouraging purchases. 

The warnings sent repeatedly to Washing- 
ton by investigators in the field apparently 
were lost in bureaucratic pigeonholes. For 
one thing, IRS officials, many of whom don’t 
understand the intricacies of the stock mar- 
ket, simply didn’t grasp the potential for 
profiteering by evasion. 

At the Treasury, officials were concerned 
with the balance of payments, and the tax 
seemed to be working for their purposes. So 
they ignored warning signs, Workers at the 
Securities and Exchange Commission pos- 
sessed the stock market savvy—but they 
lacked direct jurisdiction over tax problems. 

Now that the dimensions of the evasion 
scheme finally have caught the attention of 
top-level officials, their underlings are strug- 
gling into action in all-but-desperate at- 
tempts. to avoid taking the rap. 

THE OPPOSITE EFFECT 


Ironically, the tax law so far has had just 
the opposite effect on stocks of what was in- 
tended. It has actually worsened the U.S. 
deficit in the balance of payments. When the 
tax was first enacted, the price of many for- 
eign-owned foreign stocks fell about 15% 
below the price of the same stocks held by 
Americans, reflecting the new tax. 

But as the crooks began to flood the US. 
market with foreign stocks bought at the dis- 
counted foreign price but intended for sale 
at the higher U.S. price, the U.S. price of 
these stocks began to fall, too. In effect, the 
price differential became whatever the crook- 
ed suppliers thought the traffic would bear. 
At the moment, it generally is 8% to 10%. 

This lower price, coupled with a general 
decline in stock prices abroad, has made 
some foreign stocks look like bargains to U.S. 
investors, so they have been turning increas- 
ingly to them—sending their money outside 
the U.S. and hurting the balance of pay- 
ments. Federal officials who keep track of 
the balance of payments—which is the dif- 
ference between the amount of money the 
U.S. spends, lends and gives away abroad and 
the amount it takes in from foreigners—have 
been bewildered by the international securi- 
ties figures. 

After three quarters in which Americans 
had been net sellers of foreign securities, in 
this year’s first quarter they become net buy- 
ers. Of course, it is impossible to say to what 
extent this change has been prompted by the 
tax-evading scheme. 


ADDING TO THE PROBLEM 


Government officials have unwittingly 
prompted an increase in the evasion in re- 
cent months. The House has passed an Ad- 
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ministration-sponsored bill that would in- 
crease the tax to 22 ½ from 15% and the 
Senate has been expected to approve the in- 
crease routinely. Under the House bill, the 
rise would be retroactive to Jan. 25. 

The differential between the U.S. and the 
foreign prices of some stocks has widened in 
recent months on the assumption the bill 
will be passed. This has allowed the illegal 
suppliers to increase their markup—and take 
more money out of the U.S. 


Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, for all of 
those reasons, I am opposed to the bill, 
and I shall support the amendment 
which is proposed. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I con- 
cur in the remarks which have just been 
made by the senior Senator from New 
York. 

I think the Achilles heel of our Gov- 
ernment is the weakness in which we 
find ourselves through the annual ad- 
verse imbalance of payments by our 
country. This subject has been discussed 
and it has been reiterated. 

It has been pointed out that since 1957, 
when the total treasury of gold was 
about $23 billion, the amount has 
dropped to $13.5 billion. In 1957 we had 
short-term foreign creditors to whom we 
owed about $15 billion. In 1967 those 
short-term creditors of foreign nations 
have credits that we owe to them of $30 
billion. 

We have taken the silver out of our 
coins. We have taken the gold support 
out of the fortification of the deposits 
made by the Federal Reserve Banks in 
the Federal Reserve System. It is now 
recommended that we remove the gold 
support from the paper Federal Reserve 
notes that are issued by the U.S. Gov- 
ernment. 

Tf one will look into his pocket and 
find a $10 bill, he now knows that that 
paper is secured by 25 percent in gold. 
It is proposed to remove that 25 percent 
support of the currency with the gold 
that we have. 

I merely point out these figures to es- 
tablish the grave problem confronting 
us without people of the Nation recog- 
nizing it; that our paper currency will 
soon be without substantial gold sup- 
port. 

Mr. President, I made the statement 
a moment ago that in 1957 the short- 
term creditors in foreign countries, who 
had the ability to demand payment of 
their credits in gold, amounted in the 
aggregate to $15 billion. Today that 
amount is $30 billion. In 1957, we had 
$23 billion in gold in the Treasury. To- 
day we have $13.5 billion. 

Mr. President, the question is: What 
would happen if there were a flight of 
confidence in the American dollar and 
our short-term foreign creditors ask for 
the payment of $30 billion in short-term 
debts, when we have only about $8 billion 
of free gold to meet it? 

I stated a moment ago that I subscribe 
to the argument made by the Senator 
from New York. We have been talking 
about this subject, but we have not taken 
any action that is realistic and sound 
to solve it. The interest equalization bill 
is one of them. It is an inconsequential 
part of the remedy that is needed. 

The President has called upon the U.S. 
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investors in foreign enterprises to vol- 
untarily impose restrictions in making 
investments. There has been a favorable 
response to that request. He has called 
upon the banks to quit buying foreign 
bonds, thus sending American dollars 
into foreign countries and further en- 
dangering the stability and value of the 
dollar. 

The lenders of our Nation have re- 
sponded favorably to that course. But 
the query is: How long shall that vol- 
untary restraint continue? Cracks are 
already beginning to appear in the pro- 
gram. 

The Senator from Wew York men- 
tioned that one of our gravest losses of 
dollars comes from the fact that more 
dollars are spent by American tourists in 
foreign countries than are spent by for- 
eign tourists coming to the United 
States. My understanding is that $2.1 
billion more is being spent by Americans 
in foreign countries than by foreign 
tourists in America. The tourist outflow 
of dollars is one of our great difficulties. 

I believe it was 4 years ago that I stated 
on the floor of the Senate I thought the 
principal service which could be ren- 
dered with regard to the loss of American 
dollars by American tourists going 
abroad would be a well-publicized pro- 
gram urging Americans to see America. 

But, what is the situation today? 

Every day we read in the newspapers 
about our leading citizens leading the 
way as tourists to foreign nations. I shall 
not identify those who are setting the 
example. But, do we not have enough 
historic shrines here, enough places of 
geographic interest, enough places re- 
flecting the heroism of American boys 
on the battlefield, for Americans to want 
to visit their own country and thus help 
solve the imbalance in payments? 

The appropriation of moneys allocated 
to the agency of government in the Com- 
merce Department which has the respon- 
sibility of promoting the program of in- 
viting tourists from abroad to come here 
is inadequate, that we are spending less 
than Ireland, Canada, Greece, India and 
other nations in trying to induce foreign 
tourists to come to our shores. The 
amount we are giving to that agency 
which was established, I believe, in 1963, 
is inadequate. But over and above the 
effort to bring foreign tourists to Amer- 
ica, it would seem to me that our ener- 
gies should be directed towards acquaint- 
ing the American people with the immi- 
nent danger confronting the American 
dollar and urging them to stay within 
the boundaries of the United States and 
spend their tourist money. 

Mr. President, what have we done to 
protect the American dollar and prevent 
its immediate collapse? 

We have begged our foreign debtors to 
advance payments on the long term debts 
they owe us. We have begged our foreign 
purchasers to make advance payments 
on the contracts which they make for the 
purchase of goods even before those 
goods are delivered to the buyer. Our bal- 
ance with respect to sales—that is, sales 
of American goods to foreigners and the 
purchase of foreign goods by Americans— 
has shown approximately a $5 billion 
favorable balance to the United States. 
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I repeat that: The balance as between 
exports and imports shows a favorable 
balance to the United States of $5 bil- 
lion. But that favorable balance is being 
reduced. It is being reduced primarily 
because of our inability to compete with 
foreign vendors in the sale of American 
goods. I do not know yet what the Ken- 
nedy round agreement will do but on the 
basis of what I heard, no confidence 
should be placed in the Kennedy round 
that it will improve our imbalance of 
payments. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Ohio yield? 

Mr. LAUSCHE. I yield. 

Mr. COOPER. The Senator mentioned 
efforts made to secure advance payments 
on contracts and advance payments on 
debts. Let me mention to the Senator 
that we have also resorted to another 
effort to secure payments, and that is 
through arms sales. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Yes; the Senator is 
correct. The argument has been made 
that if we sell more arms we will get 
back more dollars. 

The answer to that argument is: Shall 
we become the principal arms seller to 
the world, selling to countries who are 
in bitter conflict with each other and 
finding them eventually at war, with the 
question being asked. Who supplied the 
arms? 

We have also taken the step in our 
foreign aid program to give money to 
foreign countries provided they use it to 
buy American goods. 

There have been a number of other 
steps taken, but I say to the Senator 
from Kentucky that my final thinking 
is, none of these remedies lead to a solu- 
tion of the problems that we have. 

Why did we take the silver out of 
coins? Why did we take the 25-percent 
support from bank deposits in the Fed- 
eral Reserve? Why are we now going to 
take out the 25-percent support on paper 
dollars? 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Ohio yield? 

Mr. LAUSCHE. I yield. You answer 
the questions, Senator MILLER, 

Mr. MILLER. The Senator well knows 
that I agree with much of what he has 
been saying. Earlier this year, at a hear- 
ing of the Joint Economic Committee, I 
asked the Secretary of the Treasury 
whether there were any plans afoot to 
come over and ask Congress to take off 
the 25-percent cover from our Federal 
Reserve notes. The answer of the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury was that there were 
no such plans to do so. 

I thought the Senator might like to 
know the answer the Secretary of the 
Treasury gave during the hearings of 
the Joint Economic Committee. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. I thank the Senator. 
Let me add to that, that the Senator 
from Indiana [Mr. HARTKE] has intro- 
duced a bill to remove the 25-percent 
gold support on the paper currency that 
we have. McChesney Martin, to my great 
surprise, has supported him. I cannot 
understand the support of McChesney 
Martin except that he finds himself in a 
most desperate situation and concludes 
that “Though I do not like it, it is the 
only thing we can do.” 

Mr. MILLER. May I suggest that, in 
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light of the testimony before the Joint 
Economic Committee, we might expect 
the Secretary of the Treasury to oppose 
the Hartke bill. I hope he will. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. I doubt that he will. 
With McChesney Martin supporting it 
and Senator Hartke presenting it, I 
anticipate that Fowler will have to go 
along with it. 

Mr. MILLER. Surely the Secretary of 
the Treasury would not change his mind 
so rapidly on planning to ask Congress 
to repeal the gold cover. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. When water begins to 
run down his throat, he cannot help but 
begin to gulp. 

Mr. MILLER. One way would be to re- 
peal the gold cover contrary to the com- 
mitment. The other would be to do some- 
thing about deficit spending the Govern- 
ment has been engaging in through the 
years. I know the Senator from Ohio 
agrees with those of us who have advo- 
cated stopping deficit spending. Un- 
fortunately, we have been voices crying 
in the wilderness. But the day of reckon- 
ing is coming. 

I noticed in the press reports that the 
President has issued a directive to sev- 
eral agencies to impound a goodly 
amount of their appropriations. If Con- 
gress does not have the willpower to cut 
down on domestic spending, the only 
hope is for the President to take action. 
I hope that will be forthcoming. That 
would be the better route to take than 
to repeal the gold cover and then let the 
printing presses pour out cheap money. 
I know how strongly the Senator feels 
about it, but I do not think we are neces- 
sarily forced into that unpleasant 
Position. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. I regret to state that 
I am of the feeling that we are beyond 
the point where we can avoid damaging 
results. It is a fact that we have had 
deficit operations for 27 out of the last 
33 years. The foreign creditors, who have 
$30 billion of callable obligations, will be 
watching how we continue to operate on 
a deficit basis. If they see no retrench- 
ment in spending, we can expect them 
to begin to call for the payment of their 
debts in gold and not in paper dollars. 

I may say to the Senator from Ken- 
tucky [Mr. Cooper] that there is another 
phase of this subject which should be 
mentioned, The Treasury Department 
has completely changed the method of 
keeping its books. It considers as national 
obligations of the United States to for- 
eign creditors only these dollars that are 
held by the central banks of the foreign 
nations, and not the dollars that are 
held by individual enterprises. It tries to 
find solace in the fact that only the dol- 
lars held by the central banks are call- 
able in gold. The truth, however, is that 
every dollar held by an enterprise or in- 
dividual in a foreign country can be 
turned over to the central bank and the 
aggregate demands held in the possession 
of the central bank thus increased. 

I spoke of the Achilles heel. I point 
out that our gravest and most painful 
weakness now is the racial riots. We have 
civil insurrection. We have rebellion and 
civil war, and we seemingly refuse to 
recognize it. In my judgment, our prob- 
lem economically is going to come when 
we have to face up to the tremendous 
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decrease in our gold reserves and we are 
faced with the tremendous increase in 
obligations to foreign creditors and the 
inevitable result that, because of the 
South Vietnamese war our deficit will 
grow. 

Mr. MILLER. And inflation will grow 
with it. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Yes. Talking about in- 
flation, in Cleveland the building crafts- 
men have been granted a 40-percent 
wage increase—I did not say 4 percent; 
I said 40 percent—over a three-year 
period. That would mean 13% percent a 
year. The statement was issued that the 
cost of building a school in Ohio will rise 
by 25 percent this year. If the building 
craftsmen are getting an increase of 1344 
percent a year, what chance is there for 
an ordinary individual with an ordinary 
income ever buying a house? 

Rent subsidies are asked for. Rent 
subsidies to go to whom? The present 
wage is $5.20 an hour. With that 40 per- 
cent increase, it will be about $7.30 an 
hour. It will cost about $58 a day to hire 
a plumber or painter or bricklayer to 
work on one’s house. Who is going to 
provide the houses with that situation? 
The Government and the taxpayer. That 
should not be. 

Mr. President, I shall vote for this 
measure, but I think it is just a picayune, 
inconsequential, meaningless instrumen- 
tality in attempting to solve the grave 
problem confronting the people of the 
United States because of the constant 
adverse imbalance in payments in our 
international relations and its conse- 
quent outflow of our meager gold pos- 
sessions. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the amendment. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
not a sufficient second. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres- 
ident, I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware and Mr. 
LONG of Louisiana requested the yeas 
and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres- 
ident, I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres- 
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


THE DETROIT RIOT 


Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, following 
President Johnson’s order, which was 
finally issued shortly before midnight 
last night, sending Federal paratroops 
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into the riot-torn Detroit area, a state of 
relative calm has been restored. Every- 
one hopes and prays that this is not 
merely a daylight lull before another 
storm. 

Earlier today, some reference was 
made to the chronology of President 
Johnson’s action last night. In the after- 
noon editions of Detroit’s only afternoon 
paper, the Detroit News, the following 
story appears: 

The Presidential order to use federal troops 
followed by 15 minutes a telephone call to 
the White House in which Rep. Charles 
Diggs, Detroit Democrat, threatened to go 
on television and denounce the President for 
“playing politics” unless he acted. 

The incident was reported by negro lead- 
ers this morning, and was, in essence, veri- 
fled by Diggs. 

“I outlined the situation in pretty strong 
language,” he said. 

“The situation was obviously out of hand. 
That was admitted by the Governor and the 
Mayor, and Representative John Conyers 
had issued a statement saying the same 
thing. Still Washington was hanging back.” 

“It was obvious that there were political 
implications, Governor Romney did not want 
to expand the use of the National Guard. As 
I understand it, he had more guardsmen 
available, but the best trained units were 
already in Detroit and he was afraid as to 
what might happen if he brought in units 
that were not so disciplined.” 

“I certainly agreed that it would have been 
awful to start injecting unsophosticated 
people into this fight.” 

“It should have been obvious to every- 
body we needed federal troops right then. I 
told the White House that in very strong lan- 
guage and, whether or not I had anything 
to do with it, I got a phone call back in 15 
minutes saying the President was going to 
move.” 


Mr. President, I commend President 
Johnson for finally taking action. I be- 
lieve, without seeking to characterize his 
motives, that it was unfortunate such a 
considerable period of time elapsed be- 
tween the time the Federal troops actu- 
ally arrived at Selfridge Air Force base— 
about 3 o’clock in the afternoon—and the 
time President Johnson actually decided 
to issue the order sending troops to the 
riot scene. During that period of time, 
as might have been expected, additional 
lives were lost, property damage mounted, 
and rioting and looting continued. In the 
morning hours today, we found that be- 
cause of this riot, which has raged 48 
hours, 24 people now lie dead and prop- 
erty damage is in the hundreds of mil- 
lions of dollars. 

We are holding our breaths, hoping 
that the worst is over. 

Because some reference has been made 
to chronology, I wish to add this: As I 
understand it, in the very early hours of 
Monday morning, the Governor of Mich- 
igan, Mr. Romney, and the Attorney 
General, Mr. Ramsey Clark, held con- 
versations, and it was Governor Rom- 
ney’s understanding that upon request, 
Federal troops would be sent in if needed. 

Later in the morning, shortly before 
10 a.m., the Governor's office learned 
from the office of the Attorney General 
that certain statutory requirements 
would have to be met. There followed a 
long telegram from Governor Romney to 
Attorney General Clark and President 
Johnson. I ask unanimous consent that 
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the wire from Governor Romney to Presi- 
dent Johnson, which was sent between 
10 a.m. and 11 a.m. Monday, July 24, 
and the telegram in response from Presi- 
dent Johnson to Governor Romney, 
which according to United Press Inter- 
national was sent at 11:42 a.m., be 
printed in the Recorp at this point. 

There being no objection, the tele- 
grams were ordered to be printed in the 
REcorD, as follows: 

WIRE From GOVERNOR ROMNEY TO THE 

PRESIDENT 

With further reference to present Detroit 
problem covered in my earlier telegram to 
the Attorney General. 

As Governor of the State of Michigan, I 
do hereby officially request the immediate 
employment of Federal troops into Michigan 
to assist State and local authorities in re- 
establishing law and order in the city of De- 
troit. I am joined in this request by Jerome 
P. Cavanagh; mayor of the city of Detroit. 
There is reasonable doubt that we can sup- 
press the existing looting, arson and sniping 
without the assistance of Federal troops. 
Time could be of the essence. 

GEORGE ROMNEY, 
Governor of Michigan. 


TELEGRAM FROM THE PRESIDENT TO GOVERNOR 
ROMNEY 

In response to your official request, joined 
by Mayor Cavanagh, that federal troops be 
sent to assist local and state police and the 
8000 Michigan National Guardsmen under 
your command, and on the basis of your rep- 
resentation that there is reasonable doubt 
that you can maintain law and order in De- 
troit, I have directed the troops you 
requested to proceed at once to Selfridge 
Air Force Base, Michigan. There they will be 
available for immediate deployment as re- 
quired to support and assist police and the 
Michigan National Guard forces. These 
troops will arrive at Selfridge this afternoon, 
Immediately, I have instructed Cyrus Vance, 
Special Assistant to Secretary of Defense Mc- 
Namara, to proceed to Detroit for confer- 
ences with you and to make specific plans 
for providing you with such support and 
assistance as may be necessary, 

LYNDON B. JOHNSON. 


Mr. GRIFFIN. Governor Romney was 
advised, following the sending of the 
telegrams, that troops would be dis- 
patched to Selfridge Air Force Base and 
would be held there pending further or- 
ders by the President. The Governor’s 
office was advised that Mr. Cyrus Vance, 
a special assistant to the President, 
would arrive in Detroit at 2 p.m. to con- 
fer with the Governor and with Detroit 
Officials. Actually, Mr. Vance arrived at 
approximately 4:30 p.m. It was immedi- 
ately apparent to those at the scene that 
Mr. Vance did not intend, or was not 
ready, to commit troops when he arrived 
at 4:30. He spent from 5 p.m. to 7 p.m., 
approximately, on an inspection tour. At 
7, he met with Negro leaders in the De- 
troit area, most of whom urged him very 
strongly to recommend to the President 
that the troops be sent in immediately. 

As dusk fell at 8:30 p.m., Mr. Vance 
was still reappraising the situation. At 
10:30 p.m., some of the troops were 
finally moved from Selfridge Air Force 
Base to the State fairgrounds. It was not 
until after President Johnson took to the 
air waves shortly before midnight, how- 
ever, that the troops were finally called 
into action. 

Mr. President, in some ways the situa- 
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tion yesterday is reminiscent of a situa- 
tion 24 years ago, the last time Federal 
troops were dispatched, at a Governor’s 
request, to assist in putting down a riot 
which also occured in Detroit. 

On that occasion, it took about 11 
hours to move Federal troops into ac- 
tion, even though they were already in 
place in the Detroit area. The 728th Mili- 
tary Police Battalion was actually in 
River Rouge Park, and two provisional 
military police battalions were at Self- 
ridge Field. 

In their book, “The Detroit Race 
Riot—A Study in Violence,” Robert 
Shogan and Tom Craig, point out that 
Detroit authorities—at that time Mayor 
Jeffries and Police Commissioner John 
Witherspoon—had thought they had 
firm assurances from military authori- 
ties and the Federal Government con- 
cerning a plan for the use of Federal 
troops if needed. 

When the situation demanded it— 


Said Mayor Jeffries— 
I was to ask the Governor for troops. The 
Governor was to phone the military com- 
mander of the Sixth Service Command in 
Chicago. He was to give the order by phone 
to Colonel Krech in Detroit, and Colonel 
Krech was to bring the troops in. 


The authors proceed to recount how, 
on that occasion, there was a delay: some 
11 hours elapsed before the troops were 
actually put into service, despite the fact 
that they were standing by, trained and 
equipped. 

Mr. President, some reference has 
been made on the floor to the com- 
petency of the Michigan National Guard. 

The Michigan National Guard, which 
I had the opportunity to review at Camp 
Grayling in Michigan only last Satur- 
day, is a very efficient and effective mili- 
tary force. 

They were unable to cope with the 
situation in Detroit not because of any 
lack of competency, but merely because 
of lack of numbers and the fact that this 
particular riot spread out over such a 
very large area. 

The assigned strength of the Michi- 
gan Guard is 12,167, which includes 
9,988 Army guardsmen and 2,179 air 
guardsmen. Approximately 8,000 Army 
guardsmen were mobilized late Sunday 
and arrived on the scene in Detroit on 
early Monday. 

Thus, of the 9,988 Army guardsmen, 
8,000 were sent into the turbulent city. 
The remainder of the Army guardsmen 
were either in high-priority air defense 
units or stationed out of State in the 
performance of their 6-month active 
training duty. 

Furthermore, it is significant to recall 
that Detroit is not the only city in 
Michigan which, unfortunately, has been 
struck by riots. 

Of the 8,000 guardsmen sent into De- 
troit, approximately 5,000 had been in 
field training status at Camp Grayling 
at the time of their mobilization. The 
remaining 3,000 had performed their 
field training during the month of June. 

Mr. President, to put the situation in 
perspective, the riots last week in New- 
ark and 2 years ago in the Watts area 
of Los Angeles each lasted 5 days. The 
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riot in Detroit has so far lasted only 2 
days. But Detroit has suffered more 
devastation than occurred in either of 
the other two cities. 

It is remarkable—thank God—that 
the most important statistic, that 
of people killed, is at this time only 
one more than the number of deaths 
that occurred in Newark. 

In Watts, 34 persons were killed in 5 
days. In Newark, 23 persons were killed 
in the same length of time. Twenty-four 
people have been killed in Detroit—but 
in a period of 48 hours. 

In Watts 1,032 were injured. About 
1,200 were injured in Newark. The total 
in Detroit is already 1,500 persons. 

In Watts 3,927 people were arrested. 
In Newark, about 1,600 people were ar- 
rested. In Detroit, there have been 2,100 
arrests so far. 

A President’s Crime Commission Task 
Force report on “Crime and Its Impact— 
an Assessment” recites that in Watts, 
200 buildings were destroyed, 720 more 
were looted or damaged, and $40 million 
worth of property was destroyed. 

In Newark, the total estimated dam- 
age was much lower—something in ex- 
cess of $15 million. 

The property damage in Detroit in 
the last 2 days, according to estimates, 
is moving toward $200 million. 

California’s 13,400 National Guard 
troops in Watts supplemented some 1,000 
State and local officers there for a total 
of something under 15,000 men to quell 
a riot in a city of 2,479,000 population. 

In Newark, with a current population 
of about 400,000, 1,700 State and local 
police were joined by 3,000 National 
Guardsmen, for a total of 4,700. 

In Detroit, a city with a population 
of 1,670,000, according to the 1960 cen- 
sus—or a city four times as large as 
Newark—there were 10,000 Michigan- 
based men when the 1,500 active and 
3,200 standby Federal troops arrived. 

I recite these figures only to put the 
Detroit riot in perspective so that it 
might be better realized why, although 
Governor Romney and Mayor Jerome 
Cavanagh had done everything possible 
and used every law enforcement resource 
at their command, they found it neces- 
sary to call for Federal assistance. 

I hope that my report will not have to 
be supplemented with similar statistics 
tomorrow. I hope that we can begin the 
job of rebuilding and restoring the 
great city of Detroit. 

I intend to leave later this afternoon 
to go to Detroit for an inspection tour 
and to be on the scene tonight. I hope 
that we will not see any more violence 
take place in that city. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, we all hope 
that we shall see no more violence to- 
night. 

The first order of business is to assure 
that all action necessary to reestablish 
law and order in Detroit and Michigan 
is taken and taken in time. We will then 
consider the agonizing problem of re- 
construction and the reestablishment of 
normal relations. 

I have been in constant contact with 
the White House, as I am sure that my 
distinguished junior colleague has been. 

Let me report from the President him- 
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self that he issued the order to put the 
Federal troops on the streets promptly 
upon receiving recommendations from 
those Federal officials on the scene who 
were responsible for making that de- 
cision. 

I hope that their judgment as to the 
appropriate time to do so was sound. 

As my junior colleague has said, fol- 
lowing the riot in 1948, experts evaluated 
that situation and filed an opinion. 

I hope, when law and order are re- 
established, that such an objective eval- 
uation of the evidence will occur and a 
judgment reached as to the soundness of 
the decisions made. 

However, I have the feeling that mak- 
ing that judgment at the height of an 
emotional crisis is not the most prudent 
thing to do. 

The very first obligation of society is to 
protect each individual in that society. 

What has happened in Detroit, as I 
have heard, is mindless mob action of the 
worst irresponsible sort, devastation be- 
yond one’s imagination, callousness, 
cruelty, and, in terms of the conse- 
quences, action of incredible stupidity. 
For who will suffer the most? It will be 
the men and women in the core of De- 
troit. 

Let us get law and order reestablished. 

I have asked the President for swift 
transportation to Detroit, and have 
asked my junior colleague to accompany 
me in order that we can get there while 
there is as much daylight as possible so 
we can personally survey the devastation 
that has occurred. More important we 
should make sure, so far as we can, that 
Federal troops in the number required 
and the Federalized National Guard are 
on the streets of Detroit to protect and 
reassure our citizens. 

While, as I understand, the decision 
was made not to bring the Detroit Police 
Department under the command of Gen- 
eral Throckmorton, inquiry should be 
made as to the deployment of the police. 
I hope—and I believe—that we will dis- 
cover that all elements are deployed 
fully. If they are not, then we should 
make very clear that anything less 
than full deployment fails the expecta- 
tions of all Americans. 

The danger is that our visit will be 
misunderstood and might contribute to 
confusion and turmoil, rather than con- 
tribute to reestablishment of tranquility. 
We have made our judgment that, on 
balance, it is clear that we should go. 

As I have said, I have been told by the 
President that once Mr. Vance; the Dep- 
uty Attorney General, Mr. Christopher; 
General Throckmorton; Roger Wilkins 
of the Federal Community Relations 
Service and the representatives of J. Ed- 
gar Hoover had concluded that the intro- 
duction of Federal troops and the fed- 
eralization of the Guard were in order, 
the President signed the order. 

But in addition to subsequent evalua- 
tion of the sequence of events, historians 
will remind us of something of which we 
should be acutely aware at this moment: 
Whatever our emotional reactions may 
be, let us remember that it was not a 
group that was responsible for what hap- 
pened at Detroit. There was an indi- 
vidual who threw a rock; there was a par- 
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ticular person who fired a gun; there 
was a hand attached to a particular indi- 
vidual who reached in and stole whiskey. 
Not everybody west of Woodward or ev- 
erybody east of Woodward did it. 

Let us discipline ourselves to recognize 
that the judgment we want passed on 
ourselves—namely, am I a good or a 
bad citizen, in terms of my individual 
conduct?—must be accorded by each of 
us to everyone else. For everyone has the 
right to demand that this type of indi- 
vidual judgment be made with respect to 
him. We must have none of this business 
that everybody who spells his name a 
certain way, or bears a certain color that 
God gave him, or who goes to a particular 
church, or who lives on a particular side 
of the railroad tracks, is guilty. Our 
judgments in this situation, as in every 
other, must be based on the individual 
conduct of a particular person. And when 
the particular person whose conduct is 
in violation of law is identified, whether 
he is black, white, or pink, the law should 
take its course—and promptly. If we 
miss this point, we shall delay still fur- 
ther the development of a community 
where such lawlessness will not occur. 

There is this lesson of history that we 
need not wait for historians to remind 
us of, which is critically important at a 
moment such as this, 

In Detroit, one fact is clear about the 
nature of the violence. This was not a 
civil rights demonstration under any 
kind of definition; it was massive crimi- 
nal action. 

Indeed, if I could say it without ap- 
pearing to be glib in a tragic situation, 
Detroit saw integrated looting. There was 
a lawless man, a couple of lawless men— 
four in one situation—looting a store. I 
do not know how they spelled their 
names, or where they went to church, or 
what side of the railroad tracks they 
came from; but two were white and two 
were black. f 

I hope that when Senator GRIFFIN and 
I return, we will be able to report a 
quieter night. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HART. I yield. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. May I ex- 
press my sympathy to the distinguished 
senior Senator from Michigan and the 
distinguished junior Senator from Michi- 
gan with regard to the regrettable events 
that have occurred at Detroit. 

It seems to me, and I believe to most 
of us, that with regard to a tragedy of 
this nature, as the Senator has so well 
stated, we do better to make judgment 
on who is to blame, who is not to blame, 
and what society at all levels can do about 
it, after we have had an opportunity to 
analyze the tragedy, and to study it in 
calmer times. 

May I say to the Senator that he will 
find, when he makes his trip to his State, 
as I found when disasters had hit the 
State of Louisiane, that there is really 
not much he can do about it. He will be 
able to report back. I believe he will find 
that those who are in charge are doing 
the very best they can with a difficult 
and unfortunate situation. 

When the junior Senator from Michi- 
gan issued the statistics on the property 
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damage in Detroit—approximately $200 
million—it brought to my mind a recent 
disaster in Louisiana—Hurricane Betsy— 
in which the property damage was up- 
ward of $1 billion, which, by property 
damage standards, is much greater. The 
loss of lives ran into several hundred. 

Prior to that, we were caught by sur- 
prise in the western section of the State, 
when Hurricane Audrey brought great 
disaster—not nearly as great property- 
wise, but over 400 people were killed. 

When events such as these occur, we 
must think in terms of first things first. 
I believe the Senator will discover that 
insofar as the Federal Government is 
concerned, it is doing the best it can with 
the disaster in Detroit; and I believe that 
on hindsight he will find that we have 
reason to be grateful for our Federal 
Government and its agencies, in the way 
they react to disasters such as these. This 
is a different type of occurrence than a 
tropical hurricane, but I remind the Sen- 
ator that the deaths in those tropical 
hurricanes exceeded by hundreds the 
number that were caused by the riots 
in Detroit. 

Although tens of thousands of people 
were displaced from their homes, the 
help we received was immediate, sympa- 
thetic, and beneficial. Without it, many 
more people would have suffered need- 
lessly, and many more would have died. 

I believe the Senator from Michigan 
will find that the Federal Government, so 
far as it is concerned, will do a good job 
of helping the citizens of Detroit and of 
Michigan through this trying period. 
Very little was left to be desired in the 
assistance that came to us from our Fed- 
eral Government when those two tragic 
disasters struck the State of Louisiana. 

We may talk in days to come about 
what can be done at all levels of govern- 
ment—indeed, at all levels of society— 
to try to prevent occurrences of this na- 
ture in the future. I believe it will be 
found that the civil defense and the 
armed services are doing everything they 
can to assist the State of Michigan to 
quell the disturbance and to solve the 
problem. I hope that when the Senator 
returns to his State, he will find that the 
rioting has subsided and that law and 
order have been restored. 

Mr. HART. I thank the Senator from 
Louisiana, 


THE FOUR BARDHA BROTHERS 
OF DETROIT 


Mr. HART. Mr. President, we some- 
times let ourselves be convinced that the 
days of “America, land of opportunity,” 
are over and that the journey from the 
bottom to the top is almost impossible 
to travel in as dramatic a way as 
formerly. 

On July 6 of this year, the Detroit 
News published a story about the four 
Bardha brothers, penniless immigrants 
from Albania 10 years ago and today 
successful businessmen with their own 
homes. Their years of frugal living, hard 
work, and training have paid off. 

This modern Horatio Alger story is 
good medicine for all of us. I ask unani- 
mous consent that it be printed in the 
RECORD. 
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There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

BROTHERS STYLE A SUCCESS STORY 
(By Luise Leismer) 

Many Horatio Alger success stories seem 
dull in comparison to the rise to prominence 
of four Birmingham businessmen, who were 
penniless refugees just 10 years ago. 

The four Bardha brothers, whose high 
fashion beauty salon at 911 Haynes in Bir- 
mingham attracts more customers daily 
than their large staf of stylists can accom- 
modate, arrived in Detroit with big dreams 
but empty pockets in 1957, after fleeing the 
Communists in their native Albania. 

They have since made good a promise to 
their widowed mother who reluctantly came 
with them: That they would buy her a lovely 
home in the land of freedom and help her 
forget the nightmare of three years in 
crowded refugee camps. 

They also have their own homes, a $200,000 
salon in Birmingham and are about to open 
a branch salon in Southfield’s plush North 
Park Towers. 

Eric, 34, business manager for the Bardha 
team, credits determination and hard work 
for their success. 

“When we arrived in Detroit, we had little 
more than the price of a telephone call to 
our uncle, who worked in a restaurant in 
Wayne,” he refiected. 

They also owed $2,000 to a relief agency 
for their passage to the United States. 

Within a few days, all had jobs and, by 
living frugally and pooling their wages, were 
able to pay off their debt six months later. 

Eric, then 24, was employed in a factory; 
20-year-old Agim worked in a florist shop; 
Niazi, 29, and Myfit, 22, found jobs in a car 
wash and restaurant. 

“Niazi, Myfit and I were satisfied with our 
jobs and content just to be together,” said 
Agim. “But Eric had great ambition, not just 
for himself but for all of us.“ 

Eric detested factory work. He had at- 
tended the Bavarian Beauty School in Mu- 
nich, Germany, for a short time and his 
goal was to become a hair stylist. 

He worked days in the factory and en- 
rolled in night classes to complete training 
as a beautician. After getting a job in a 
beauty shop, he encouraged Agim to begin 
similar studies. 

“He convinced me that someday we would 
be partners in a fashionable shop of our 
own,” said Agim. “It was a fascinating 
dream for a couple of young foreigners who 
had never been off our farm in Albania 
until we escaped across the border into 
Greece.” 

When Agim received his diploma, he and 
Eric approached their idol, the coif stylist 
Nino, and asked for jobs in his Birmingham 
salon. 

“He didn’t want to hire two inexperienced 
brothers,” said Eric. “We told him we would 
stay at least four years and work very hard 
for him.” 

Four years later, Eric and Agim were given 
a party by their boss prior to launching their 
own salon on Haynes street. 

“Friends who had laughed at our penny- 
pinching were impressed with our building 
and all of the going without seemed worth- 
while,” said Eric. 

“I had driven an old rattletrap of a car 
and we had saved our money with a venge- 
ance for so long it seemed wonderful to 
splurge on the best of everything in furnish- 
ing our salon,” he added. 

Eric's crusade for beauticians in the fam- 
ily also was joined by his wife of eight years, 
Lumteri. They met in the Detroit Albanian 
community, where she had lived since child- 
hood. Except for brief intermissions during 
the birth of her three children, she has 
worked at her husband’s side. 

The immediate success of their venture 
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88 Erie and Agim to lure their other 
two brothers into the business. 

Niazi and Myfit were moderately success- 
ful partners in a painting and decorating 
business. Both had married Albanian girls 
and had families and were unhappy about 
the seasonal slumps of their trade. 

“We are as enthusiastic now as the other 
two about hair styling,” said Myfit. 

Agim, the only bachelor of the Bardha 
brothers, lives with his mother, Mrs. Bule 
Bardha, 

Mrs. George Romney is among their “reg- 
ulars,” which also includes a host of secre- 
taries and housewives. 

“We've come a long way from the refugee 
camps in Greece and Germany,” said Eric. 
“This is truly a land of opportunity.” 


PROGRESS IN THE WAR ON 
POVERTY 


Mr. HART. Mr. President, wars are 
undertakings so large with instances of 
failure, and examples of stupidity are to 
be found in the most successful of them. 
On occasion we have had examples of 
failures in our war on poverty, reported 
in sharply critical terms. I hope where 
the criticism is valid, that the responsible 
agency takes the action which will avoid 
repetition of such mistakes. Congress, 
too, should learn from such lessons. Ex- 
amples of success in the war on poverty 
are always less exciting, less dramatic, 
harder to sell in terms of praise and pub- 
lic attention. It is always the turmoil and 
strife which gets the headlines, but the 
truth is that there are many more ex- 
amples of men and women cooperating 
with each other in seeking to improve our 
society. I think this is the case in the 
war on poverty. The success stories are 
the more frequent, though less exciting. 

Last Saturday night I had the privilege 
of sharing in the culmination of one 
dramatically successful effort in the war 
on poverty. I attended the graduation 
exercises of the Area Training Center at 
Northern Michigan University, at Mar- 
quette, Mich. It celebrated the fifth anni- 
versary of the Center. 

The Center has trained more than 
1,650 unemployed, underemployed, or 
undereducated men and women, almost 
all of whom have been placed in jobs. 
This success story is reported and its 
healthy implications analyzed in the edi- 
torial of the Mining Journal of Friday 
July 21, 1967. 

Because I believe it is important, in- 
deed it is essential, that our successes in 
these efforts to help Americans help 
themselves, which is labeled the “war on 
poverty,” be known, I ask unanimous 
consent that the editorial be printed at 
the conclusion of my remarks in order 
that it may have widespread national 
attention. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, at the grad- 
uating ceremonies, I congratulated 
Northern Michigan University on its 
willingness to sponsor and lend its aca- 
demic prestige and leadership to these 
programs, and I would like to repeat 
this here for the Record. I congratulated 
also the men who put 11 months as stu- 
dents into the training program, and 
their families for encouraging them to 
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do what in many cases must not be 
easy—going back to school after a good 
many years away from the classroom 
discipline. In reading their names, one 
is struck by the fact that they are drawn 
from most of the nations which have 
contributed their sons to the growth of 
this land. I ask unanimous consent that 
their names be printed in the Recorp. 

There being no objection, the names 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

MACHINE SET-UP OPERATOR 

John M. Bellaire Chester M. Karney 
Richard J. Bellaire Edward J. Karney 
William R. Bellaire Michael R. Lummukka 
Alfred W. Borchers Gerald L. Lundin 
Lloyd R. Brannstrom Albert E. Marohnic 
Alex B. Cameron Larry J. Metz 
Ohester E. Dahl Robert J. Pangrazzi 
James J. DePotsie James T. Pascoe 
Raymond L. Durocher Phillip L. Passamoni 
Wayne C. Fleming Renwood W. Pilarski 
William J. Germain Kenneth W. Quinnell 
David C. Hudson David J. Rautanen 
Robert P. Illikainen Robert F. Ristanen 
Gary J. Jaakola Domenic Signorin 
Ralph R. Jaasko Robert S. Swienty 
Lawrence W. Jandron Richard J. Teigen 
Gerald D. Johnson Dennis D. Valenti 
William A.Johnson George Williams 


AUTOMOTIVE MECHANICS 


John J. Bouillion James A. Negrinelli 
George E. Curtis Bruce A, Olson 
John E. Demaray Leonard C. Peterson 
Gerald R. Duschaine Alfred G. Rowledge 
Larry J. Elsner Albert F. Ruby 
Donald J. Fletcher Thomas P. Silver 
John A. Gallo Bruce A. Sischo 
Robert F. Gilbertson James S. Stewart 
Wilbert H. Grawien Dennis J. Turner 
Alvin J. Laurin Joseph P. Urbis 
Ernest L. McKinstry Lauri L. Waisanen 
Ivan N. Mohn 


AUTO BODY REPAIR 


Wesley R. Aho Robert W. Harris 
Michael T. Blahnik David B. Jacobson 
Dow C, Cribb William O. Lahti 
Gary L. Edwards John E. Lemire 
John G. Fair Glenn D. Matheson 


James W. Feltner Daniel H. Ostwald 
Theodore I. Hammar Gary J. St. John 
WELDER, COMBINATION 
Wayne E. Anderson Johannes L. Hurkmans 
Thomas P. Ball Gerald A. Johnson 
Sylvester A. Barbeaux Eugene J. Joslin 
Robert M. Bozile Richard L. Kaiser 
Robert A. Bruning Peter E. LeClaire 
Colby M. Cousineau Summer V. Lee 
John W. Crafard Karl E. Reed 
Marston R. Croff Robert E. St. Andrew 
John J. Domzalski Charles R. Sandstrom 
Edward Garcia Eugene L. Williams 
Richard T. Gustafson Douglas D. Wilson 
Axel J. Harju Gregory D. Wollangur 


ELECTRICAL APPLIANCE REPAIR 


Andrew P. Aho Richard W. Laituri 
William Besaw Gustaf O. Linja 
Jack S. Brown William J. Mellon 
Arnold W. Jenks Edward A. Parkkila 
David E. Kemppainen Jacob H. Syreini 


EXHIBIT 1 
From the Mining Journal, July 21, 1967] 
NMU AREA TRAINING CENTER 


One of the most successful battles in the 
War on Poverty has been waged by Northern 
Michigan University’s Area Training Center. 
Established in 1962, the center has trained 
an estimated 1,675 unemployed, underem- 
ployed or undereducated men and women— 
90 per cent of whom have been placed in jobs. 
In other words, more than 1,500 Michigan 
residents hold jobs today who might well be 
unemployed if it weren't for the NMU center. 
Many of these people might now be recipients 
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of public funds had they not received train- 
ing at the center. Instead, they now are gain- 
fully employed and contributing to the na- 
tional economy. 

At the same time, graduates of the training 
center have helped to solve manpower short- 
ages in some Upper Peninsula industries. 
The ATC program has given trainees the op- 
portunity to develop new skills in 15 occupa- 
tions in which there has been a demand for 
more workers. 

Some of the training programs were 
tailored specifically for a certain industry. 
For instance, the first program to be con- 
ducted with a grant under the Manpower 
Development and Training Act was a welding 
course designed for the LoDal Corp. of Nor- 
way, Mich. The ATC later conducted a bull- 
dozer training course for the Cleveland-Cliffs 
Iron Co., which was in the market for per- 
sons with this skill to help operate the com- 
pany’s expanding open pit mining, and a 
series of aircraft welding programs for the 
Enstrom Corp. of Menominee, a new Upper 
Peninsula industry engaged in the manufac- 
ture of helicopters. Trainees who completed 
the LoDal, CCI and Enstrom programs, as 
well as others not enumerated here, were 
thus able to begin employment with those 
corporations immediately upon graduation. 

The NMU center was the first of its kind in 
Michigan. Since its establishment, more than 
100 training programs, supported by federal 
grants totaling more than $2,000,000, have 
been conducted at the center. The programs 
have provided training in sales, screw ma- 
chine operation, appliance, radio and tele- 
vision repair, welding, bulldozer operation, 
refrigeration, air conditioning and heating, 
automotive mechanics, general clerical work 
and stenography. In addition, a basic educa- 
tion program for adults was instituted this 
year as part of the center’s functions. 

“Northern is firmly committed to a phi- 
losophy of helping people to help themselves 
through education and application of knowl- 
edge and skills,” Dr. Edgar L. Harden, NMU 
president, has said, and nothing is more il- 
lustrative of this than the training center 


rogram. 

y It has meant the opportunity to compete 
successfully for jobs in a climate of tech- 
nological change. It has meant the opportu- 
nity for people to develop their talents and 
thereby help to establish the worth of each 
individual. It has meant a steady job instead 
of a welfare dole. And it has meant a bol- 
stering of the economy of the Upper Penin- 
sula. 

Graduation ceremonies will be conducted 
Saturday night for the latest group of ATC 
trainees. These same ceremonies will signal 
the fifth anniversary of the center, a truly 
impressive achievement in education. 


RIOTING AND REBELLION 


Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, all of 
us awakened this morning to tragic and 
alarming headlines in the newspapers. 
Violence is spreading across the country 
like a rampant fever; Newark last week, 
Detroit this week, Cambridge last night, 
and next week, nobody knows where. 

This situation is intolerable. Riot has 
developed into open rebellion. All force 
necessary must be employed to end the 
violence and to protect the lives and 
property of those who have been caught 
in the rebellion’s path. All means within 
the law must be directed to the restora- 
tion of order. Public order comes first, 
and the short-term remedy must take 
precedence over the long-term solutions 
until the street fighting ends. 

The events of the last few days show 
that the violence is getting worse, and 
that none of our cities, large or small, 
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is immune. Those of us who represent 
big cities that have not yet erupted would 
be fooling ourselves if we did not realize 
that what has happened in Detroit can 
happen in any city at any time. The riot- 
ing and rebellion know no limits, and, as 
the situation in Detroit proves, no ra- 
tional cause. Unfortunate though it may 
seem, plain force must be used on the 
side of law and order in times like these. 

In Maryland last night there occured 
an incident that gives a perfect example 
of the volatile situation we now find our- 
selves in. A black power advocate, fresh 
from the black power conference in 
Newark, arrived in Cambridge, Md., 
where the troubles of 1963 have not been 
forgotten, and delivered a fiery, pro- 
black power speech to a crowd of about 
350 assembled in a parking lot. Before 
midnight, gunfire was heard once again 
in Cambridge; two men had been shot. 
The black power speaker was one of 
them. 

I commend the Cambridge and Mary- 
land authorities for the efficient way in 
which they handled the situation. 
Quickly, the scene of the shootings was 
sealed off, and a National Guard con- 
tingent, under the very able command 
of the Adjutant General of Maryland, 
Maj. Gen. George Gelston, moved in. 

Now Cambridge is calm, but how long 
will it stay that way? The black power 
advocate, whose speech brought on the 
trouble, is nowhere to be found, although 
I understand there is a warrant out for 
his arrest. Who knows where he will 
speak next, hurling cries of “Get a gun,” 
“Burn a school,” “An eye for an eye, a 
tit for a tat” into a restless crowd of 
deeply resentful people. Who knows 
where next the gunshots will be heard, 
and in what other States a Governor and 
an attorney general will be awakened 
after midnight for the long drive to the 
trouble spot? 

We do not want traveling troublemak- 
ers in Maryland or anywhere else in this 
Nation. We believe in the Constitution, 
and we will uphold it, but make no mis- 
take: the right of freedom of speech 
does not extend to the preaching of re- 
bellion. Those who do preach rebellion 
must be made to learn this lesson. They 
must be brought to understand that in 
this country reason will prevail, reason 
restored by force, if necessary. 

To do otherwise would be to allow 
demagoguery to overrule law. Where it 
takes force, force must be used to sup- 
press the hollow rebellion of the black 
power leader, and show him up as the 
* friend to his people that he really 


Black power is a false friend to the 
Negro. It will do him more harm than 
bigotry ever could do at this point. It is, 
in itself, the most arrogant form of 
racism. This, together with its theme of 
rebellion, is why I am entirely against 
black power. I oppose black power, white 
power, green power, pink power, or any 
power but the power of law and order. 

I do not mean to advocate police bru- 
tality. Nor do I mean to ignore the 
deeper remedies to the problems of the 
urban ghettos. In the last 3 years, Con- 
gress has done more than ever before 
to deal with the causes of poverty, ig- 
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norance, and disease in the slums. The 
most creative energies of our Government 
have been directed to the solution of 
urban problems. But results do not come 
overnight, and I do not think it is ask- 
ing too much to expect the Negro to 
place his faith in law and order to pro- 
tect the civil rights of all Americans, and 
to attack poverty through legal means. 
Riot and destruction help no one, and 
only advance the causes of slum con- 
ditions. >j 

Mr. President, I believe that in times 
like this, commonsense, reason and su- 
perior force will demonstrate the utter 
uselessness of black power to the cause 
of civil rights and Negro advancement in 
America. Black power is the opiate of a 
radical, immature, and unthinking mi- 
nority who must be prevented as quickly 
as possible from undoing the great ac- 
complishments of the more reasonable 
Negro leaders in this country. 

But today, there is one thought upper- 
most in my mind: every effort must be 
made to restore law and order and pro- 
tect the lives and property of our citi- 
zens. Right now, today, public order 
comes first. 

Mr. President, this matter is discussed 
most capably in editorials published 
today in the Washington Post and Balti- 
more Sun. I ask unanimous consent that 
they be printed in the Recorp. 

There being no objection, the edito- 
rials were ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

[From the Baltimore Sun, July 25, 1967] 
DEMAGOGUERIES 

If the firebrands who speak for what they 
call “the black revolution” would pause for 
a moment, and consider what they are say- 
ing and doing, they could see a startling, 
ugly resemblance to the racists who for years 
have been preaching white supremacy. 

Demagoguery knows no racial barriers. 
Negro citizens, too, can be led up the blind 
alley of racial conflict, unthinking mob ac- 
tion and, disregard for law and order. There 
is a way to a black revolution in which 
Negro citizens exercise their full political 
rights and assert their economic power, but 
it is not the way of violence which begets 
violence, of black racism which promotes 
white racism. What we have been seeing in 
the excesses of the black power conference in 
Newark, in the riots in Detroit, Minneapolis 
and other cities is simply self-defeating. 
Shooting, smashing windows, looting and 
rioting will inevitably be put down—with 
armed force, if necessary—by the responsible 
representatives of the millions of Americans, 
of all colors, who believe in the ultimate 
power of law and order. 

The tragedy of all this is written not only 
in lost lives and destroyed property. It is a 
dark blot on our entire structure, which is 
being spread by the very persons who claim 
to be trying to expunge it. It is a common- 
place of our political history that moderate, 
commonsense Americans in the South, deep- 
ly conscious of the need to meet their acute 
racial problems, were intimidated and de- 
terred by the white demagogues who ex- 
ploited the race issue. Now we see a minority 
of Negroes in the North exploiting the race 
issue and shouting down the many moderate 
Negroes who have shown by their own ac- 
tions that there is a way out of the ghetto 
and who want to show the way to others. 

There should be no doubt, in any minds, 
about the immediate outcome of this tur- 
moil. Law must be respected; order must be 
maintained. Riot and disorder offer no solu- 
tions; all Americans suffer and, worst of all, 
those most in need of help. 
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[From the Washington Post, July 25, 1967] 
THE GREATEST TRAGEDY OF ALL 


This country is now coming into a bad 
time. In this fourth summer of slum riots, 
the sense of despair is beginning to rise 
steeply amidst a Nation struggling for 
remedies. Americans know only that the 
traditional rules are no longer holding, that 
the present solutions are not enough, and 
that a great deal depends upon the speed 
with which we can respond to a protest that, 
for all its urgency, is as incoherent as it is 
demonically destructive. 

If these riots continue, it will be a very 
bad time indeed for civil rights, for social 
legislation, and for the prosperous develop- 
ment of the great cities. The movement for 
racial equality has been forced onto the de- 
fensive. If the disorders persist, public 
authorities can be expected to resort to in- 
creasingly crude methods of repression, as 
the wanton use of firearms by police and 
National Guardsmen in Newark suggests. The 
contagion of riots will assuredly end in the 
re-establishment of order, throughout the 
Nation, but it may be order at a terrible 
price. 

The Detroit riot is the greatest tragedy of 
all the long succession of Negro ghetto out- 
bursts. In other cities it has been possible 
to seek causes in the ineptitude of govern- 
ments, the hostility of employers and unions, 
the destitution of the slum’s people. But De- 
troit is different. 

For years Detroit has been the American 
model of intelligence and political courage 
applied to the governance of a huge indus- 
trial city. Mayor Cavanagh has gone further, 
over a longer period of years, to respond to 
the people of the slums than any other big- 
city mayor; and now Mr. Cavanagh is doubt- 
less destroyed as a political leader. Detroit’s 
gifted young Congressman Conyers, one of 
six Negroes in the House, was booed and 
pelted by the crowd. 

Detroit’s poverty program has been re- 
peatedly cited as the most effective in the 
United States. Its police force is considered 
a model of temperate restraint. Its inner 
city schools are one of the country’s lead- 
ing examples of forceful reform in education. 
The United Automobile Workers have done 
more for racial equality than any other 
union in the history of American labor, and 
they have been met with the steady co- 
operation of the automobile manufacturers. 
Whatever the deprivations of Detroit, there 
is no shortage of well-paid industrial jobs 
free of racial discrimination. The city of 
Detroit was badly shocked by its fearful 
race riot in 1943. Over the past decade there 
has been no other large American city in 
which government, business and labor have 
devoted as much skill and effort to the cause 
of the Negro and the poor. 

The sources of these riots lie beyond any 
easy explanations in the social and eco- 
nomic statistics. They are painfully similar 
to the riots currently endemic in under- 
developed countries. They are similar to the 
riots in the European cities of a century or 
two ago. It is never easy for cities to absorb 
large and sudden tides of rural immigra- 
tion. That, of course, is the long view: the 
riots are a stage of social transformation, and 
the cities will ultimately pass through it. 

But the long view is not good enough. Talk 
of social transformation is very thin comfort 
to those who died, and to those whose homes 
and shops were burned and looted. This 
country, never long on patience in crises, 
now needs an immediate course of action. 

Public order necessarily comes first. It is 
simply recognizing reality to say that every 
deeper remedy will be pushed aside until 
order has been reliably protected in Detroit, 
Newark, Plainfield, Waterloo, and every other 
American city, large or small. Everyone who 
lives in cities needs to understand that con- 
tinued street fighting will ineluctably lead 
to the increased militarization of the police. 
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That process of militarization can even be 
justified on the evidence of Newark, where 
frightened and vengeful police and over- 
armed National Guardsmen appear to have 
gone far beyond any permissible limits in 
their use of automatic weapons. This news- 
paper recently reported that one body con- 
tained 39 bullet holes, a number difficult to 
explain by any rational policy. Those 39 
bullet holes suggest the atmosphere now 
prevalent in some of the less well run urban 
police forces as the wave of rioting pro- 
gresses. 

Clearly, police need new weapons for riot 
control. Revolvers are not very useful to con- 
trol crowds; the National Guard’s machine 
guns and carbines ought never to be used in 
areas where women and children are likely to 
be caught in the crossfire. Some police au- 
thorities have experimented with temporarily 
debilitating chemicals that can be sprayed or 
hosed from a distance. Certainly police need 
training in riot control. Here are areas where 
the present Federal effort can be heavily ex- 
panded with great profit. And, of course, 
sniping will always be a danger as long as 
Federal and state law makes it possible for 
every criminal and every maniac on the con- 
tinent to get a gun. 

The continued riots, particularly in De- 
troit, will no doubt lead to renewed political 
attacks on the public programs of community 
action, job training, improved education and 
expanded housing. They have not prevented 
riots, it will be argued. But the answer is 
that they are all slow, difficult jobs in which 
the profit only appears over the long haul. 
The country is going in the right direction 
with its campaigns to end poverty and to 
build model cities. The country needs steady 
hands in this moment, and cannot let itself 
be baited or distracted by the black insur- 
rectionaries or the white reactionaries who 
are, not for the first time, singing in close 
harmony. 

The riots have done immense and irrepara- 
ble harm to the fabric of the cities, and to 
the march for civil rights. The question is not 
whether order will eventually be ensured; 
certainly it will be ensured. It is the manner 
in which this is done that must be our first 
concern. The real question is the oldest ques- 
tion of the American republic, one that has 
been met many times, one that is always 
answered in a different way, and at a new 
cost. The question is whether a nation of 
free men can achieve order and social justice 
as well. 


ORDER OF BUSINESS—RULE OF 
GERMANENESS 


Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi- 
dent, in view of the enormous interest 
in the riot situation that has been dis- 
cussed here, particularly by those who 
discussed it, I have not insisted on ad- 
herence to the germaneness rule. How- 
ever, I am constrained to do so from this 
point forward, at least until we vote on 
the pending amendment. 


INTEREST EQUALIZATION TAX 
EXTENSION ACT OF 1967 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H.R. 6098) to provide an ex- 
tension of the interest equalization tax, 
and for other purposes. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I have discussed with the Senator 
from Delaware the method of consider- 
ing his amendment. We have informally 
agreed that we would address ourselves 
to the amendment briefly, in the hope 
that we might vote thereafter, inasmuch 
as this is the only amendment on which 
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there will be a rollcall vote, as far as 
I know. 

Mr. President, I wish to point out that 
the interest equalization tax is certainly 
one of the most important measures that 
has been enacted by Congress to meet 
the very difficult problem which we have 
facing us in connection with the gold 
outflow from this country and the bal- 
ance of payments problem with which 
we have been plagued for a great num- 
ber of years and which worsened begin- 
ning in 1958. 

Mr. President, the significant fact, 
more than any single item, is that in- 
terest rates abroad are higher than in- 
terest rates here. 

Personally, I very much dislike to see 
Americans paying 612 percent interest on 
FHA home mortgages. They are paying 
something more than that, and about 
the same rate of interest on mortgages 
which are not FHA mortgages. I dislike 
to see taxable Government bonds yielding 
interest of 4.8 percent and for 3 to 5 
years issues of Government securities to 
yield as much as 5.14 percent. I dislike 
very much to think that interest rates 
would be even higher, that interest on 
housing loans might well be as much as 
7.5 percent were it not for this equaliza- 
tion tax. If we did not have this tax, the 
demand for our capital in Western 
Europe, Canada, Japan, and elsewhere, 
would cause American interest rates to 
go up and the homeowner would be pay- 
ing 7.5 percent instead of 64% percent. 
I say this because the present differ- 
iential between United States and Euro- 
pean bonds is now slightly over 1 per- 
centage point. 

If one dislikes seeing Americans hav- 
ing to pay interest rates to that extent, 
if he dislikes seeing the Government 
having to pay an extra $3 to $5 billion a 
year on the national debt in interest for 
which no additional service is made 
available, then he would like to hold 
interest rates down. The interest equali- 
zation tax which, in effect, makes up the 
difference between what bonds yield in 
Europe, Japan, Canada and certain other 
areas, as compared to what they earn 
here, helps us to keep the interest rates 
here at a level where they do not injure 
the American consuming public any 
more than they do. We should keep in 
mind that the public and private debt 
runs $1 trillion, 600 billion. One percent 
interest on that amount of money comes 
to about $16 billion a year which, in the 
last analysis, is a burden which the con- 
suming public, the rank and file of our 
people, would have to bear. 

Yet that is what we would save if we 
did not have this interest equalization 
tax today. There are a number of ways 
the tax could be eliminated. One would 
be for the interest rates in Europe 
gradually to come down to meet the levels 
here. I would like to see that. I think 
that would be most desirable. 

Another way would be for American 
interest rates to go up to meet the in- 
terest rates of the other developed coun- 
tries of the world, such as Europe, Japan, 
Canada, and others. I have indicated 
what the effect would be, under those 
circumstances. 

So the alternative, then, is to have this 
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interest equalization tax, to tax the dif- 
ference between what the money earns 
here and what it earns in the other de- 
veloped countries of the world. 

On page 5 of the committee report, 
Senators will note the difference between 
the balance of payments in those years 
in which we have had the interest equal- 
ization tax and the balance of payments 
in those years in which we did not have 
the interest equalization tax. The tax 
went into effect in 1963. If we take the 
3 years immediately prior to that and 
compare them with the 3 years after 
1963, it would appear that our balance- 
of-payment situation is improving by 
about $1 billion a year. The Treasury De- 
partment has estimated that much of 
this improvement is attributable to the 
interest equalization tax. 

I heard the Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
Lausch] refer to the fact that not 
enough is being done to meet the bal- 
ance-of-payments problem. I would 
agree that more should be done. I would 
like to see more done. Let me say that 
this tax does much of the job. If we 
look at the unfavorable balance of pay- 
ments we have had since the tax went 
into effect, shown in the first column of 
the table on page 5 of the committee re- 
port, it would appear that our unfavor- 
able balance of payments has been about 
$7 billion since the enactment of the tax. 
It could well have been $3 to $4 billion 
worse had we not had this tax. So we 
might say that the tax has done about 
one-third the job of helping with our 
balance of payments. 

But insofar as portfolio investments 
in countries where the tax applied are 
concerned, during the period the tax has 
been in effect, the balance has been 
actually favorable to the United States. 
There has been more money from these 
developed nations flowing toward the 
United States in the form of portfolio 
investments than has been flowing away 
from the United States. 

Thus, insofar as this flow of capital 
is concerned, the tax has developed a 
favorable flow to the United States. If we 
can bring under control this flow of 
capital and also other things that ad- 
versely affect the balance of payments, 
perhaps we might eventually eliminate 
this unfavorable balance altogether. But 
this tax is one of the essential elements. 
It is absolutely necessary, if we are to 
permit the American people to enjoy a 
relatively lower level of interest rates 
than in other developed countries in the 
world. 

The alternatives it would seem to me, 
are higher interest rates or an increased 
international deficit of $3 to $5 billion a 
year. The higher interest rates would 
cause an increase in interest charges on 
the national debt. There also would be 
problems with the higher mortgage pay- 
ments that people would have to pay, and 
the additional burden on businesses— 
small borrowers and others—that would 
be imposed by higher interest rates. This 
it would seem to me would be a less sat- 
isfactory answer to our problem than 
to continue this tax. 

Any improvement which can be made 
in the administration of this tax can be 
presented as it is worked out and either 
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acted upon as a bill by itself or added to 
another tax bill being considered by the 
tax committees. There is no need to pro- 
vide a 1-year extension merely to assure 
the reexamination of the rative 
provisions. I am sure with the consider- 
ation given this matter already, the 
Treasury will promptly call our attention 
to any needed measures in this area. 

On the overall question as to whether 
the tax will be needed for a period of 2 
years or more, I really think there is 
little doubt that it will. You will recall 
that one of the principal reasons why it 
was thought necessary to provide this 
tax in the first place was the fact that 
the European capital markets had not 
developed to the stage of the American 
capital markets and that as a result Eu- 
ropeans were borrowing funds over here 
because of the greater efficiency of our 
markets. While there have been improve- 
ments in the European capital markets, 
I think it is clear that a 2-year period 
will nevertheless still be required before 
they are sufficiently developed to handle 
a larger portion of European financing. 

I should also point out that, in any 
event, if it should become possible to re- 
duce or eliminate the tax, that a feature 
the Finance Committee added to the bill 
makes it possible to take this action by 
the administrative route. I refer to the 
fact that we have given the President the 
discretionary authority to move the rate 
up to an interest cost equivalent of 2 per- 
cent or down to zero. Should the tax no 
longer be needed within this 2-year 
period, this discretionary authority un- 
doubtedly will be used to reduce the tax 
to zero, however long an extension we 
may provide at this time. 

The Senate should also recognize that 
a 1-year extension of this act, when a 2- 
year extension has been requested by the 
administration, might well have the 
effect of suggesting to the security mar- 
ket that the Senate is displeased with 
the provisions included in this bill to stop 
evasion and avoidance of the tax. It 
seems to me that, quite to the contrary, 
the will of the Senate is to completely 
stop tax evasion and to provide the Treas- 
ury with all of the tools necesary to 
finish this job. I think the best way we 
can express our confidence in the loop- 
hole-plugging provisions in this bill is to 
give the Treasury the 2-year extension 
requested. 

Still another factor which should be 
considered is the unsettling effect on the 
security market which a mere 1-year ex- 
tension might bring about. A l-year ex- 
tension would, of course, indicate dis- 
pleasure on the part of Congress with 
the tax and with the present program for 
restraining capital outflows from this 
country. I believe it would be unfortunate 
if the security market were to assume 
from a 1-year extension that Congress 
was not favorable to the restraint of 
capital outflow and looked, forward in 
the very near future to abandoning this 
policy. The best way we can overcome 
such possible implications as these is to 
extend the tax for the full 2-year period 
requested by the administration. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Louisiana yield? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield. 
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Mr. MILLER. I am looking at table 2 
on page 7 of the committee report, which 
gives a breakdown of the U.S. balance 
of payments. I am trying to ascertain 
from that table how the interest equali- 
zation tax has had a helpful impact. 

I notice that, about midway, capital 
outfiows of a direct investment nature 
have increased rather dramatically in the 
last 4 years. New issues of foreign securi- 
ties seem to have gone up substantially. 

I am wondering how the Senator from 
Louisiana can reconcile his statement 
that the interest equalization tax has 
been helpful in light of this table. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I believe the 
Senator would do best to look at table 
4 on page 11 of the report. The table to 
which the Senator refers includes both 
capital investments which are subject to 
tax and those which are not. The Sena- 
tor will notice that, in terms of those 
types of investments that are subject to 
the interest equalization tax, there has 
been a very dramatic change, even 
though, as to those types which are not 
subject to the interest equalization tax, 
there has not. With regard to the in- 
crease, most of which involves Canada, 
we have an agreement with that govern- 
ment as to the extent to which they will 
seek capital from the U.S. market. 

Mr. MILLER. I ask the Senator to 
clarify the table because I am looking at 
those items subject to the interest equal- 
ization tax, which show that for 1965 the 
figure was $80 million, and for 1966 it 
was $9 million. What does that indicate? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. If the Sen- 
ator will look at the line immediately 
above that, he will see the subtotal for 
all countries subject to the interest 
equalization tax. This is in terms of new 
issues. He will see that in 1962, the figure 
was $356 million. The tax went into ef- 
fect in the second half of 1963. In the 
first half of that year, the issues were 
$343 million. In the second, they fell to 
$110 million. In 1964, they were down to 
$20 million. In 1965, the figure was $132 
million. In 1966, it was $19 million. 

Mr. MILLER. It looks like we are pos- 
sibly talking, in round numbers, about a 
decrease of upward of $300 million in 
1964 and 1966 and perhaps $200 million 
in 1965. Is that correct? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. That refers to 
new security issues. If the Senator will 
look at the next page of the report, page 
12, table 5, he will see that the average 
outflow was $274 million from 1960 to 
1963. That has been reversed from the 
second half of 1963 forward to an aver- 
age inflow of $238 million a year through 
1966. If the Senator will add those to- 
gether, it will give him $512 million of 
improvement. That refers to the out- 
standing issues. 

Mr. MILLER. I understand the de- 
crease in the outflow, but I do not under- 
stand why the interest equalization tax 
would necessarily be accompanied by the 
change in the inflow. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana, The point is 
that these are net figures that the Sen- 
ator is looking at—taking into account 
inflows and outfiows. A further point is 
that a great deal of money is being re- 
patriated because it would be subject to 
tax if reinvested in foreign securities. If 
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an American citizen sells securities he 
holds in a foreign country, the tax goes 
into effect if he reinvests it in foreign 
securities. It is therefore to his advan- 
tage to reinvest it in American securities 
which are not subject to the tax. Thus 
the tax has had the effect of bringing 
some money home, repatriating it, and 
helping our balance of payments. 

By adding the two figures together, the 
Senator will see the situation has im- 
proved by about $500 million a year with 
regard to outstanding issues and over 
$300 million a year with regard to new 
issues. 

Bank loans are not listed here, but if 
bank loans were added to those figures, 
we would come to the figure of about the 
$1 billion which I mentioned. 

Mr. MILLER. I think the Senator has 
answered that point reasonably well; but 
now I come back to table 2, which shows 
direct investment and capital outflow. 
The Senator said he did not want to take 
that table into consideration because it 
was a mixture of the items subject to the 
interest equalization tax and the items 
not subject to the interest equalization 
tax. If the Senator will look at the figures 
he mentioned he will see that the total 
in 1963 was nearly $2 billion, and in 
1966, it was about $3.5 billion. There is 
a $1.5 billion increase in capital outflow 
on direct investments. It looks to me like 
the situation, as far as that is concerned, 
has got worse. Maybe it has got better as 
far as the interest equalization items are 
concerned, but it is worse as to the 
others. That leads to the conclusion that, 
because of the interest equalization tax, 
the outflow capital is going into other 
items. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. That includes 
direct investments which are not sub- 
ject to the interest equalization tax. 

Mr. MILLER. That is correct. My 
point is that where investments are sub- 
ject to the interest equalization tax, in- 
vestors quite apparently reduced their 
purchases there, but it looks like they 
put their capital into the exempt areas, 
which have gone up very substantially. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The direct in- 
vestments are under the voluntary pro- 
gram handled by the Department of 
Commerce. These direct investments are 
being held down by the voluntary agree- 
ments under that program. In the ab- 
sence of this tax, there would be even 
more money flowing out, in the form of 
portfolio investments. 

Mr. MILLER. Much as I dislike to con- 
tradict the Senator, they are not being 
held down. As I pointed out, in 1963, 
when this interest equalization tax went 
into effect and when the voluntary pro- 
gram was supposed to have gone into 
effect, the total capital outflows on direct 
investment amounted to about $2 billion. 
Last year it was up to about $3.5 billion. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The volun- 
tary agreements did not go into effect 
until 1965. If the Senator will 

Mr. MILLER. It looks like 1965 and 
ne were about $1.2 billion worse than 
1964. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. That item is 
unfavorable if you look only at direct 
capital outflows but not if you also take 
into account the investment income 
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flowing the other way. This is getting 
smaller, and it would be much less favor- 
able if we did not have this law to help 
with portfolio investments. 

Mr. MILLER. I do not wish to labor 
the point, but it is not getting smaller. It 
Me getting worse. In 1954, it was $2.4 mil- 

on. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Is the Senator 
looking only at capital outflow, or at 
investment income as well as capital 
outflow? 

Mr. MILLER. I am looking only at 
capital outflow. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The Senator 
should look at the line just below it, 
which is investment income. That would 
be money coming this way. For example, 
in 1966, we had capital outflow of $3,462 
million, and investment income of 
$4,045 million. That would be a favorable 
balance. 

In other words, if we simply subtract 
the capital outflow from the investment 
income, the figure that results is $583 
million of direct benefit. 

Mr. MILLER. I was going to say 
roughly $600 million by way of a favor- 
able balance. But compare that to 1963, 
when the favorable balance was about 
$1.2 billion. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. That is $583 
million coming in our direction. 

Mr. MILLER. I understand. But com- 
pare that to 1963, when we had twice as 
much coming our way. That is why I 
question the Senator’s suggestion that 
the situation is improving. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The situa- 
tion is improving in the area where this 
tax applies. The direct investment has 
to do with how much money is put 
abroad by the large companies in their 
subsidiaries. It really has nothing to do 
with the purpose we are trying to achieve 
under this tax. 

Mr. MILLER. That is just the point I 
am making. My point is that if one looks 
at 1963, on this direct investment, he will 
find a favorable balance of approxi- 
mately $1.2 billion. Looking at 1966, he 
finds a favorable balance of half that 
amount; and he will further find that di- 
rect investment has gone up from about 
82 billion in 1963 to about $3.5 billion 
in 1966. 

The point is that the circumstantial 
evidence, at least, would seem to indicate 
that because of the diminished amount 
of investment in interest equalization 
tax securities, the capital has gone else- 
where into channels which are not sub- 
ject to the interest equalization tax. 

Iam wondering whether, while we may 
point with great pride to the reduction 
in interest equalization tax securities on 
the one hand, on the other hand the cap- 
ital is going out of the country under 
other conditions. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. As I say, the 
situation would be much worse if we did 
not have this tax. Of course, as the Sena- 
tor can see, direct investments are an 
area where, on balance, dollars are mov- 
ing toward the United States, not as 
rapidly as formerly, but the situation 
would be worsened if we had to add to 
this a big deficit in the case of portfolio 
investments. 

Mr. MILLER. I know that is what the 
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Senator is arguing, and I hope he is 
correct. But I point out that while per- 
haps capital is being blocked here, it 
looks to me as if it is going out in other 
areas, and I am not so sure that we have 
put a control on it. If this area, outflows 
of capital, has worsened by $1.5 billion 
in 3 years, it would seem that some of 
that capital, at least, that would have 
been going into these securities has been 
going into other investments. So while we 
may hope that this has reduced some of 
the outflow, I do not know that we can 
necessarily conclude that, in view of this 
table. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The direct in- 
vestments were largely investments by 
big companies seeking to get their plants 
operating on an expanded basis in Eu- 
rope. The Senator knows of some of them. 
They were trying to get their plants op- 
erating in the Common Market area, 
where they felt they would lose the sales 
otherwise. Even in this area we have a 
voluntary agreement to limit the out- 
flow. 

If we applied this tax to direct invest- 
ments we could certainly keep a lot of 
direct investment money from leaving 
the country. But it has been felt that we 
should not go any further than we are 
going with the voluntary program in this 
area in view of the fact that in this area, 
considering the investment income, we 
still had a favorable balance to the extent 
of $583 million last year. In the first 
quarter of this year the balance was $301 
million. If it continues as well as in the 
first quarter, that may mean a very 
favorable figure by the end of the year. 
It may be almost as good as the figure to 
which the Senator referred in the year 
1963. 

Mr. MILLER. I thank the Senator for 
his response. The thing that concerns me 
is that when all of these figures are taken 
into account, the picture is not too 
bright, and I have had the uneasy feel- 
ing that too much credit is being given 
this interest equalization tax in the face 
of these other figures. 

I know that some large corporations 
are sending their investments overseas, 
but I would feel a lot better about it if 
we had a good breakdown of the capital 
outflows, to see whether or not the point 
I made is borne out—namely, that in- 
vestors are blocked because of the inter- 
est equalization tax on the one hand, so 
they put their money into direct capital 
outflows of some other nature on the 
other hand. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. This direct 
outflow is by large corporations which 
are operating plants which they own 
overseas. 

Mr. MILLER. Is it entirely that? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Yes, it is en- 
tirely investments in controlled subsidi- 
aries. American companies are expand- 
ing their operations overseas. For in- 
stance, they are manufacturing in for- 
eign countries automobiles which we 
could not export. 

If we consider the investment income 
which is coming our way as a result of 
that, it causes us to have, on balance, a 
favorable figure. For example, even the 
worst year that occurred in direct in- 
vestments showed a surplus of $545 mil- 
lion for the United States. If the remain- 
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ing three-quarters of this year are as 
favorable as the first quarter, the surplus 
might be as high as $200 billion. Nat- 
urally, I cannot guarantee that will 
happen. 

Mr. MILLER. I am pleased to hear 
that. I have one further question, and I 
apologize for asking it, because I know 
the Senator from Louisiana has many 
complex data with which to concern 
himself. It may take some digging to 
respond to some of the questions. How- 
ever, I am wondering whether the Sen- 
ator knows whether the investments sub- 
ject to the interest equalization tax have 
been made in any substantial measure 
by some of the corporations which are 
making the foreign investments to which 
we have just been referring. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Of course, the 
Senator knows that the tax applies when 
one purchases portfolio securities. It does 
not apply to direct investments. 

Mr. MILLER. I understand. I am won- 
dering to what extent corporations have 
been involved in such purchases. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. They would 
be covered by the tax, if these companies 
increase their portfolio investments. 

Mr. MILLER. That is my understand- 
ing. Are any of those corporations which 
have been making the direct capital out- 
flows, to which we have been referring, 
the same companies that had been in- 
vesting in these securities to which the 
investment tax credit is applicable? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Those com- 
panies generally speaking are not buying 
securities. They simply are investing in 
foreign subsidiaries in which they own 
more than 50 percent. 

Mr. MILLER. I understand that, but I 
would still like to know whether any of 
these securities have in the past been 
purchased by the same corporations. If 
they have been, then the point I have 
been making would be valid, that they 
would no longer be buying these secu- 
rities, but would be sending their capital 
out of the country in other ways. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. We do not 
think they would generally be buying 
portfolio securities because they might 
very well then be subject to the accumu- 
lated earnings tax if they were doing so. 

It is our best information that, while 
there may be some, there would be very 
little of it. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, the 
Senator does not mean to say that there 
might not be a few cases in which that 
would have been done. The number 
would be very small. There is a built-in 
device to cover it. As the Senator from 
Louisiana has pointed out, the accumu- 
lated earnings tax would begin to run 
against them. We would say: Lou peo- 
ple are putting your money into that 
security. You will have to bring that 
money back.” Very little of that would 
occur. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator for his patience in answer- 
ing these questions. I do think they are 
important. 

A number of us have the feeling that 
the interest equalization tax has been 
oversold. We do not say that it has not 
had some effect. But I think that the 
effect may not be as dramatic as the 
proponents have stated. And I think a 
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number of us are still uneasy about the 
reaction that has taken place and we 
wonder whether this tax will be bene- 
ficial to our balance of payment in the 
long run. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I tried to indicate to the Senator 
how we arrived at the figure. I tried to 
indicate how we arrived at the estimate 
showing how we have improved our bal- 
ance of payments by approximately $1 
billion a year, 

That is the estimate of the Treasury 
Department, 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres- 
ident, the interest equalization tax was 
first enacted in 1963, and the pending bill 
would extend this act for another 2-year 
period. 

My amendment would limit that exten- 
sion to 1 year. 

I do not think there is any question 
but that the interest equalization tax on 
the short-term basis has been beneficial, 
but there is a question in the minds of 
many as to whether the long-range bene- 
fits will be good as they relate to our 
country and its future balance of pay- 
ments. 

I agree with what the Senator from 
Iowa said. This act has been greatly over- 
sold by the administration as to the ef- 
fect it has had on our balance of pay- 
ments, our interest rates, and our gold 
reserves. 

They pull the magic figure of $1 bil- 
lion out of the air. It sounds nice to say 
that they have saved that much money 
in 1 year. If that is true certainly the 
bill would be meritorious, but I point out 
that figures and statistics furnished by 
the Treasury Department, as shown on 
page 12, table 5, do not include intra- 
government transactions. 

During the past 4 years, some govern- 
ments, as the result of negotiations, have 
made their payments in advance. On 
the other hand, the Treasury Depart- 
ment has borrowed sizable amounts— 
several hundreds of millions of dollars— 
from various governments, money that 
was borrowed in order to stem the out- 
flow of gold and encourage those coun- 
tries not to convert the dollars into gold. 

Those transactions are not taken into 
consideration or included in this tabu- 
lation. We do not know what effect it 
would have on the answer if all of these 
transactions were included. 

As to the argument that this measure 
has caused a tremendous inflow of money 
in the past 4 years compared to what 
happened in the preceding 4 years, that 
may or may not be true. Let us not at- 
tribute all of the cash inflow to the in- 
terest equalization tax. Let us not forget 
that the interest rates in this country 
are about 144 percent or 2 percent higher 
than they were 4 years ago, and as a 
result of these high interest rates we are 
encouraging the investment by foreign- 
ers in this country. 

What the result would have been if 
the interest rates had not advanced so 
high in this country is a question which 
is again open to speculation, but cer- 
tainly it would have made a difference. 

Concerning the argument that this 
measure has held down the interest rates 
in this country, certainly the measure 
cannot be passed on the ground that it 
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holds down the interest rates because the 
interest rates in the last 4 years in this 
country have consistently advanced. To- 
day they are at the highest level in 40 
years. So, if we want to examine the 
actual results, one could say that the 
interest equalization tax has caused high 
interest rates in this country rather than 
low interest rates. I do not think such 
was the case, but one is certainly not 
proving anything when he refers to pres- 
ent interest rates. 

I am surprised that the administration 
even mentions them because I would not 
think the administration was very proud 
of its record as far as interest rates are 
concerned. 

Getting back to the pending bill, the 
reason I think it should not be extended 
for more than 1 year at the very most is 
that in this bill for the first time in his- 
tory we are delegating to the President 
of the United States the authority to 
raise taxes on these securities at rates 
ranging from 0 to 30 percent. 

Under the pending measure the Presi- 
dent regulates this tax. It could be 10, 
15, 20, 30 percent, or 0 at his discretion. 

This is the first time that Congress has 
delegated to the President the authority 
to regulate the tax rates in any category. 
I question the wisdom of taking that first 
step. Iam not unmindful of the fact that 
the President has asked that he be given 
similar power with reference to our do- 
mestic tax policy. If such power is ever 
granted to the President I think it will 
be disastrous for this country. 

Fixing tax rates is the responsibility of 
Congress. 

I would be more receptive to this bill 
if it embraced a fixed rate of tax, and 
then if Congress wishes to change the 
tax we can change it. Nevertheless, that 
is a provision in the bill, and as we vote 
upon the bill we should not be unmind- 
ful of that precedent. 

The question again arises: Do we need 
this law, and what was its purpose? 

In the beginning the law was recom- 
mended on the basis that it would help 
us with respect to the balance of pay- 
ments and would stop the outflow of gold. 
As I have said, I believe that on a short- 
term basis it has been successful. 
Whether it will be equally successful over 
a long period of time or whether we will 
lose more than we make, that, too, is 
a question. There are inany in this coun- 
try who believe that the long-range effect 
of the enactment of this bill will be to 
the disadvantage of the economy. 

The next question is, Has it served its 
purpose? I have referred to the claims 
that have been made, and, as the Senator 
from Iowa has pointed out, I believe the 
claims have been greatly oversold and 
exaggerated. 

With respect to this being the only 
measure that we have with which to cope 
with the large deficits, I would agree 
that it is the only measure that the ad- 
ministration has adopted, but it is not 
the only measure or the most construc- 
tive measure that we could enact to help 
solve the fiscal problems in this country. 
Fiscal sanity in this country can be re- 
stored only by reducing our expenditures 
at home. That action would contribute 
greatly toward the protection of our 
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dollar, and the reduction of interest 
rates. 

There are other reasons why I believe 
the law should be extended not to ex- 
ceed 1 year. The enforcement provisions 
of the act are very important. There is 
no question but that the law, as it has 
been in effect for the past 4 years, has 
not been enforced. The Treasury Depart- 
ment has said that that has been due to 
the fact that the law was inadequate. 
But what disturbs me, as I said yester- 
day, is the fact that it took them 4 years 
to find out that the law had loopholes, 
and it took them 4 years to make recom- 
mendations to Congress with respect to 
amendments which would close those 
loopholes. Their recommendations for a 
change in the law were not sent to Con- 
gress until the scandalous record with 
respect to enforcement was exposed in 
the public press. 

I am disturbed that the Treasury De- 
partment apparently knew nothing about 
the widespread evasion or the avoidance 
of the tax law that was taking place. It 
has been estimated that the now-recog- 
nized evasion has cost us millions. 

Treasury Department representatives, 
in testifying before our committee with 
respect to this legislation a few weeks 
ago, insisted that they did know about 
the loopholes. Treasury claims that it 
knew about the evasion in March 1967 
and that it was in the process of taking 
steps to correct it when the news articles 
appeared. Its representatives gave the 
full committee the strong impression, on 
repeated questioning, that they did not 
know about this evasion prior to the 
spring of this year. 

The fact is that the Department was 
alerted in 1966. It was alerted in 1965, 
as I quoted from memorandum that I 
placed in the Recorp yesterday—memo- 
randum that were filed with the Depart- 
ment in Washington in 1965 stating that 
the evasion of this law was so widespread 
that instead of contributing toward our 
balance of payments, instead of stopping 
the outflow of gold, the law was actually 
increasing the outflow of capital as a re- 
sult of the evasion tactics. Certainly that 
was warning enough. 

The Treasury Department has in- 
formed us that the amendments it rec- 
ommends—16 pages of them—which are 
incorporated in the pending measure, 
will plug these loopholes. I hope they will, 
but I am not sure that they will. I do not 
question the good intention of the Treas- 
ury Department when it submitted the 
amendments, but I point out again that 
the 16 pages of amendments submitted 
to our committee were before us less than 
48 hours before we adopted them. I ask 
Senators to read the bill, and I wonder 
how many can analyze these amend- 
ments in the short time we have. 

In that connection, I point out that at 
this moment the Treasury Department 
is preparing another amendment, which 
it circulated to the chairman of the com- 
mittee and to me yesterday while we 
were discussing the bill. The purpose of 
this amendment is to close a loophole in 
this law—an amendment we are to con- 
sider on another bill. 

They are preparing amendments to 
this law before it is even enacted. 
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In light of such widespread evasion as 
has been disclosed in the press and which 
I discussed yesterday we should not ex- 
tend the act for more than 1 year. At 
the end of 1 year it should be reexamined 
and the representatives of the Treasury 
Department should appear before our 
committee. Let the Treasury come before 
the committee and tell us how the law 
is working. I hope that when they make 
the report they can state that these 
amendments are adequate and that the 
law is functioning properly. But if the 
law is not functioning properly we cer- 
tainly do not want it to continue another 
2 to 4 years before we find it out. 

While I respect the American press, 
and I congratulate it upon having alerted 
the Treasury Department to the fact 
that there was evasion of a law that the 
Treasury Department was supposed to 
be administering, I do not believe that 
neither the Congress nor the Treasury 
should depend entirely upon the press. 
The Treasury Department has a respon- 
aii They should have known about 

We as members of our committee have 
a responsibility to examine these laws a 
little more carefully than we have done 
in the past. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Is it the position of the 
Senator from Delaware that inasmuch 
as failure to pay taxes continued over 
a protracted period through loopholes, 
and after the Senator from Delaware 
had called attention to the fact that 
loopholes had been found, no action was 
taken by the Treasury Department until 
the amendments which now are included 
in the bill before us were submitted? 
And is it the judgment of the Senator 
from Delaware that in face of that error 
on the original bill, we should have an 
opportunity to take a look at it again 
in 1 year, rather than in 2 years? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. We 
should have an opportunity to look at 
it after it has been operating 1 year, 
rather than in 2 years. 

However, to keep the record straight, 
I point out that I did not call this wide- 
spread evasion to the attention of the 
Treasury Department. As one member 
of the committee, I had no knowledge 
of any evasion of this law until I read 
about it in an article that appeared in 
the Wall Street Journal on June 30, 
1967. Prior to that time, to my knowl- 
edge the Treasury Department had not 
alerted our committee or the committee 
in the House that such a condition exist- 
ed. If the Treasury Department knew 
about it it was keeping it confidential. 

Representatives of the Treasury De- 
partment testified in favor of this bill 
before the House committee in February 
of this year, and the bill was passed by 
the House and sent to the Senate. At 
that time I saw nothing in the record of 
those hearings indicating that the Treas- 
ury Department witnesses told the House 
committee that any amendments were 
needed to close loopholes or that the law 
was being evaded. 

After the disclosure of the scandals 
in the Wall Street ‘ournal the Treasury 
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Department in its testimony before our 
committee said, “We have amendments 
that we recommend you put on this 
House bill to correct these loopholes.” We 
accepted them. 

The point that disturbs me is why, 
after 4 years, they did not know about it 
before. If they did know about it why 
did they not tell the Ways and Means 
Committee and try to have the amend- 
ments included there? 

The chairman of our committee was 
most anxious to get every amendment in 
the bill that he thought would tighten 
up on the enforcement. The committee 
supported that position, and we put in 
this bill every provision that we believed 
would tighten up the enforcement pro- 
visions. I do not claim that the provi- 
sions will not work, but I say that we 
do not know. What is wrong with coming 
back in a year and finding out whether 
or not they do work? 

I do know that the Treasury Depart- 
ment was alerted in 1965 and in 1966, 
yet they did not seem to be too concerned 
about the evasion. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. How were they alerted 
in 1965? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. They 
were alerted by their own Department 
interoffice memorandums. 

I should point out that there have 
been two indictments, I think, in New 
York. They claim they are bringing more 
of these cases to the grand jury, but why 
the delay? 

However, the point is that until 10 
days ago we had no indication that these 
extra amendments were needed. Con- 
gress should accept this proposal reduc- 
ing the extension to 1 year. Then the 
Treasury Department and the commit- 
tees can review the matter next year and 
determine whether or not it is working. 

It is important that we proceed on 
this measure on the basis of 1 year and 
come back next year and see whether it 
is working. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I shall address myself to only one 
point made by the Senator from Dela- 
ware, and that has to do with the prob- 
lem of tax violations. 

There have been some violations. I do 
not believe that anyone in this Chamber 
is capable of dealing with tax laws in- 
volving many billions of dollars and 
drafting them so that corrupt and dis- 
honest people will not seek to violate 
them and, therefore, become subject to 
whatever procedure we have for the 
punishment of those who do not pay 
their taxes or those who try to illegally 
evade a tax. 

The Treasury Department found in 
1965 that there was some effort to vio- 
late this interest equalization tax. My 
understanding is that the amount of the 
violation was not regarded as involving 
a great deal of money but it was re- 
garded as a very serious matter in view 
of the fact that it could very well lead 
to a large-scale violation if it were not 
prosecuted. 

Mr. President, the Treasury sought 
grand jury indictments and some of 
these people were indicted. It was felt 
that it would be better to indict them 
through grand jury indictments because 
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it would give more publicity than if the 
U.S. attorney filed a bill of information. 
It was felt at that time that the indict- 
ments served their purpose because there 
were no more violations detected until 
this year. 

In the spring of this year the Treasury 
Department became aware of some vio- 
lations. Those violations came to the 
knowledge of the Treasury after the 
House of Representatives passed this bill. 
It was mainly in April and later that 
this information came to the attention 
of the Treasury Department. When an 
article appeared in the Wall Street Jour- 
nal the staff of the Committee on In- 
ternal Revenue Taxation, which helps 
the Committee on Finance and the House 
Committee on Ways and Means, inquired 
immediately of the Treasury as to the 
basis of the articles. The Treasury De- 
partment confirmed that the articles had 
some substance to them and that the 
Treasury was working on the problem 
and preparing amendments to recom- 
mend to us to stop any future violations. 

This bill did not have loopholes, and 
it does not really have any loopholes now. 
These people violated the law, but by 
being outside the country and doing busi- 
ness through foreign dealers, it is very 
difficult for this Nation to reach them. 
However, we are assured that whatever 
power this Government has to reach 
these people outside the Nation who have 
conspired and contrived to violate this 
tax, those people will be punished to the 
full extent of the law, as far as the 
Treasury Department is concerned. The 
Treasury Department proposed exten- 
sive amendments which they feel will 
stop future violations of this law. 

In the past the law could be violated 
with some impunity because we were re- 
lying upon the “know your customer 
rule” that exists among stockbrokers. 
It was felt they could inform the Treas- 
ury as to whether there was any tax 
when people were purchasing stocks and 
bonds or selling them; the broker would 
know whether they were Americans or 
foreign citizens who were doing so. 

However, when a foreign dealer is in- 
volved, it was found in the spring of this 
year that we simply could not safely rely 
upon the “know your customer rule.” 
Therefore, we amended the bill so that 
when persons certify they are American 
citizens selling securities, unless we have 
a reputable participating dealer, well 
known to the Treasury, who has sub- 
stance behind him, the Internal Revenue 
Service would have to certify this per- 
son to be an American holding foreign 
securities and therefore, not subject to 
the tax because he always held them. We 
think that takes care of the violation 
problem. 

The Senator did mention a so-called 
loophole plugger to plug a loophole. In 
the first place, there was no loophole. 
No one escaped through a loophole. They 
only escaped in violating the law be- 
cause they are, perhaps, beyond Ameri- 
can law enforcement. We have strength- 
ened the enforcement procedure in such 
a manner that we believe the bill cannot 
be successfully evaded in the future. 

The so-called additional amendment 
being drafted was the suggestion of the 
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security dealers because they feel there 
are better ways in which they can co- 
operate with the Treasury, in abiding by 
the tax provision and in paying the tax 
when it is due. They feel they can reduce 
the burden on the security dealers. 

Mr. President, I am certain that if a 
procedure can be perfected which is to 
the advantage of the stock exchanges and 
the American security dealers, everyone 
on the committee will welcome the sug- 
gestion and we will promptly enact it. 
Until that time we would do well to stay 
by the carefully studied procedure. 

(At this point, Mr. BURDICK assumed 
the chair.) 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, I shall be but a moment more. 

I would point out that the Treasury 
Department tried to make the same argu- 
ment to the committee—that there were 
no loopholes in the existing law. They 
had scarcely gotten that out of their 
mouths before they turned around and 
submitted 16 pages of amendments to 
correct what they referred to as defects 
in the law. Certainly they recognized 
that there were loopholes. 

I understand that altogether the 
Treasury has collected about $55 to $60 
million in taxes under this act. This was 
not a revenue measure. It was to stop the 
outflow of capital, but nevertheless it is 
administered as a tax. In addition to 
this collected tax there was another $27 
million of tax that has been assessed, but 
all expectations never will be collected 
because the securities were sold by this 
group under the name of shell corpo- 
rations, which had absolutely little or no 
assets. They filed tax returns and re- 
ported their tax liabilities of $2 or $3 
million, but made no payments. When 
the Treasury Department went to collect 
they said that they had no assets. In 
some instances the total assets were $100, 
and in others they were as much as $500. 
Treasury could take the corporation and 
what was left. Let us face it—these 
multimillion-dollar tax assessments are 
not worth the paper they are written on. 

Yesterday I placed in the CONGRES- 
SIONAL RECORD several examples showing 
how this tax avoidance scheme operated. 

Certainly there have been violations, 
and the Treasury knew about it as far 
back as 1965. I quote from a 1965 report 
prepared by officials of the Treasury 
Department: 

Information developed to date indicates 
that certain individuals are employing a 
scheme to violate the interest equalization 
tax and defeat the purpose of the law. As 
you know, the interest equalization tax act 
was designed to discourage the purchase of 
foreign securities by United States citizens 
and curtail capital outflow. However, the 
scheme employed by these violators, has 
actually stimulated the sales of foreign 
securities in the United States. 


Mr. President, that quotation was 
taken from a Treasury Department re- 
port prepared in 1965. They were warned 
again in 1966 and warned again in 1967. 
Maybe they have got it all corrected. If 
they have, they have performed a 
miracle. But, nevertheless, it will do Con- 
gress and the committees good next year 
to examine this one miracle which the 
Treasury Department may have per- 
formed. 
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Mr. President, the amendment should 
be adopted. 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I support 
the amendment now pending, offered by 
the able, perceptive Senator from Dela- 
ware [Mr. WILLIAMS] to the interest 
equalization tax bill. As is usual in debate 
on the Senate floor, he has contributed a 
very valuable perspective to the legisla- 
tion at hand. His amendment to reduce 
the extension of the present law from 
the 2 years called for in the bill to 1 year 
deserves the consideration and support 
of all Senators. 

The original justification for this legis- 
lation was largely based on the fact that 
US. interest rates were well below those 
of Western Europe. There was a strong 
incentive for European borrowers to en- 
ter the U.S. capital market. 

Today the situation is quite different. 
U.S. interest rates are at levels that are 
nearly competitive with those in Europe. 
The need to close the interest rate gap 
through the interest equalization tax is 
thus less urgent. 

I join previous speakers in emphasiz- 
ing that this tax should not be considered 
as anything more than an emergency or 
stopgap measure. It has had some bene- 
ficial effect in curbing the purchase of 
new European securities by Americans, 
although there have been serious eva- 
sions of the law which the present bill 
is designed to correct. My only concern 
is that this type of legislation may simply 
alleviate symptoms and reduce pressure 
on the administration to take steps to 
strengthen our fundamental balance-of- 
payments position, First and foremost, 
this means restoring cost and price 
stability in the American economy. 

Mr. President, few laws defy revoca- 
tion or recision as stubbornly as tax 
laws, even notwithstanding that their 
primary purpose may not be to raise 
revenue. Accordingly, I join the Senator 
from Delaware in urging that the pro- 
posed 2-year extension be cut in half, 
so that we may better evaluate the 
effect—and effectiveness—of these so- 
called perfecting amendments to this 
temporary law. I do so also in the hope 
that this measure will not remain on the 
books longer than is wise and necessary 
to accomplish its limited purpose. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of 
the Senator from Delaware [Mr. 
WILLIAMS]. 

On this question the yeas and nays 
have been ordered; and the clerk will 
call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I announce 
that the Senator from Alaska [Mr. BART- 
LETT], the Senator from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. CLARK], the Senator from North 
Carolina [Mr. Ervin], the Senator from 
Indiana [Mr. HARTKE], the Senator from 
New York [Mr. KENNEDY], the Senator 
from Montana [Mr. METCALF], the Sen- 
ator from Utah [Mr. Moss], the Sena- 
tor from Rhode Island [Mr. PELL], and 
the Senator from Florida [Mr. SMATHERS] 
are necessarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Alaska [Mr. GRUENING], the Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. Hart], and the Senator 
from Georgia [Mr. RUSSELL] are absent 
on official business. 
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I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Pennsyl- 
vania [Mr. CLARK], the Senator from 
North Carolina (Mr. Ervin], and the 
Senator from Florida [Mr. SMATHERS] 
would each vote “nay.” 

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the 
Senator from Michigan [Mr. GRIFFIN] 
and the Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
HATFIELD] are absent on official business. 

The Senator from Tennessee [Mr. 
Baker] is necessarily absent. 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from Tennessee [Mr. Baker] and the 
Senator from Oregon [Mr. HATFIELD] 
would each vote “yea,” 

The result was announced—yeas 34, 
nays 51, as follows: 


[No. 196 Leg.] 
YEAS—34 
Aiken Fannin Murphy 
Allott Fong Pearson 
Bennett Hansen Percy 
Boggs Hickenlooper Prouty 
Brooke Hruska Scott 
Carlson Javits Smith 
Case Jordan, Idaho Thurmond 
Cooper Kuchel Tower 
Cotton Lausche Williams, Del. 
Curtis Miller Young, N. Dak. 
Dirksen Morton 
Dominick Mundt 
NAYS—51 
Anderson Holland Montoya 
Bayh Hollings Morse 
Bible Inouye Muskie 
Brewster Jackson Nelson 
Burdick Jordan, N.C. Pastore 
Byrd, Va. Kennedy, Mass. Proxmire 
Byrd, W. Va Long, Mo. Randolph 
Cannon Long, La. Ribicoff 
Church Magnuson Sparkman 
Dodd Mansfield Spong 
Eastland McCarthy Stennis 
Ellender McClellan Symington 
Fulbright McGee Talmadge 
Gore McGovern Tydings 
Harris McIntyre Williams, N.J. 
Hayden Mondale Yarborough 
Monroney Young, Ohio 
NOT VOTING—15 
Baker Gruening Metcalf 
Bartlett Hart Moss 
Clark Hartke Pell 
Ervin Hatfield Russell 
Griffin Kennedy, N.Y. Smathers 


So the amendment of Mr. WILLIAMS of 
Delaware was rejected. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE— 
ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives by Mr. Hackney, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
enrolled bill (H.R. 10368) making ap- 
propriations for the legislative branch 
for he fiscal year ending June 30, 1968, 
and for other purposes; and it was 
signed by the Vice President. 


INTEREST EQUALIZATION TAX 
EXTENSION ACT OF 1967 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H.R. 6098) to provide an ex- 
tension of the interest equalization tax, 
and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to further amendment. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, 
I send to the desk a number of technical 
amendments and ask unanimous con- 
sent that they be considered en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
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objection to the consideration of the 
amendments en bloc? Without objec- 
tion, it is so ordered. 

The amendments offered en bloc by 
Mr. Lone of Louisiana, are as follows: 

Page 18, line 9, after the semicolon insert 
“or”. 

Page 18, line 10, strike out “his” and in- 
sert “its”. 

Page 26, line 6, after “if” insert “either”. 

Page 34, line 18, strike out “Transfer of 
Custody Certificates” and insert “transfer of 
custody certificates”. 

Page 42, line 21, strike out “amendment” 
and insert “amendments”, 

Page 43, line 4, strike out “4717(d)” and 
insert ”4917(d)”. 

Page 43, line 6, strike out “Amendments” 
and insert “Extension”. 

Page 43, line 12, strike out “amendment” 
and insert “amendments”. 

Page 56, line 12, before “maintains” insert 
“and”. 

Page 56, line 18, strike out the comma, 

W 57, Une 23, strike out of this sec- 

tion“. 


Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres- 
ident, I understand these are technical 
amendments. 

ae: LONG of Louisiana. That is cor- 
rect. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques- 
= is on agreeing to the amendments en 

oc. 

Mi The amendments were agreed to en 
oc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill is 
open to further amendment., 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk and ask that 
it be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Minnesota will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read the amend- 
ment, as follows: 

On page 36, line 15, strike out “or”. 

On page 36, line 20, strike out “decedent, ” 
and insert “decedent, or“. 

On page 36, after line 20, insert the follow- 
in — 


g: 

„(U) a United States person who after 
July 18, 1963, transferred such property 
(whether or not for consideration) to a trust 
created by him for the benefit of the mem- 
bers of his family (within the meaning of 
section 318 (a) (1)), if such trust is the per- 
son acquiring such obligation.” 


Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, this 
amendment was considered by the com- 
mittee and action was postponed pend- 
ing further study by the Treasury. We 
received a letter from the Treasury dated 
July 24, which supports the amendment. 

The amendment extends to trusts upon 
living persons essentially what is extend- 
ed to trusts involved in estates. It pro- 
vides that interest equalization shall not 
apply on the assumption of a debt lia- 
bility when property is put into trust and 
then the trust sells it. 

If the amendment is adopted, there is 
a likelihood of a sale of approximately 
$2 million that will be made in a foreign 
country, all of which, as I understand, 
eventually will be repatriated to the 
United States. This money will be sub- 
ject to the capital gains tax of the Unit- 
ed States. 

If this amendment is not adopted, ex- 
tending the same kind of exemption to 
this kind of trust obligation that we have 
already applied to testamentary trust ob- 
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ligations, there will be no discouragement 
for reinvestment in foreign investments 
or no inducement for repatriation of the 
funds. 

I therefore urge, with the support of 
the Treasury of this particular amend- 
ment, that it be adopted at this time. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi- 
dent, as the Senator has stated, this 
amendment was not agreed to in com- 
mittee for the reason that more informa- 
tion was wanted on it. This amendment 
applies to a situation which will actu- 
ally improve the balance of payments for 
this country. The amendment relates to 
a situation in which property outside the 
country is to be sold and the person who 
is expected to buy it is a foreign citizen. 
This would cause money to flow to this 
country, to the extent of the cash re- 
ceived and still more later on as the 
mortgage note is paid off. 

The House bill took care of this situa- 
tion with regard to American citizens 
who prior to the effective date of this 
act in 1963, owned property and wanted 
to sell it to foreigners who would give a 
note for it and in turn pay it off to the 
American who sold it. 

The Senate committee amended the 
bill to provide that if, instead of being 
a living person, it were a testamentary 
trust—in other words, a trust created by 
a will—the same result would occur. The 
Senator’s amendment applies to an inter 
vivos trust set up by a person who was 
living at the time the trust was estab- 
lished. 

There is no real basis for disagreeing to 
the amendment in view of the fact that 
we provide that an American citizen or 
a U.S. testamentary trust would have the 
same consideration the Senator seeks to 
grant to the inter vivos trust. The amend- 
ment the Senator offers would actually 
help with our balance of payments, and 
therefore help what we are trying to ac- 
complish, in that it would apply to a 
transaction in which American-owned 
real property would be disposed of to a 
foreign person, with the result that the 
money paid for the property would flow 
to this country. In that respect, it would 
help our balance of payments. 

There are so many different things in- 
volved in these international transactions 
that it is impossible for the Treasury to 
foresee each transaction, and to say 
whether they would be for it or against 
it, if it were desired to amend the act. 

But the Treasury Department did send 
me a letter which stated that the Treas- 
ury does not object to the amendment. 

The letter says: 

Such extension of the exclusion, if applied 
on a prospective basis, as are the other ex- 
tensions in the bill, falls within the spirit of 
the extensions already agreed to, and would 
not be objected to by the Treasury. 


In other words, the Treasury sees no 
problem with the principle involved in 
the amendment. 

I hope that the amendment will be 
agreed to. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres- 
ident, I cannot support the amendment. 
For 2 days we have been hearing the 
argument that this tax should be ex- 
tended because it would help our balance 
of payments. We now are hearing the 
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argument in reverse. This amendment, if 
adopted, would exempt from that tax one 
individual, and one individual alone, and 
the amount of tax involved is around 
$350,000. 

Let us face what is being proposed. 
The Senate has just decided that it 
wishes to extend this tax for 2 years. 
Now, the pending amendment, if agreed 
to, would exempt one person, one person 
only from that tax on a $2 million sale. 
I understand that the tax involved is a 
minimum of $325,000, and it could be a 
maximum $445,000 tax. 

J repeat, let the Senate understand 
what this amendment does. As for the 
Treasury Department’s letter, the Treas- 
ury Department is not always right. It 
oftimes operates on both sides. This is 
not prospective; in effect this is retroac- 
tive tax relief in that it describes but one 
taxpayer, and it involves a property 
transaction that took place between 1963 
and 1967. 

I oppose the amendment. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, once again 
we see an amendment offered from the 
floor on a bill out of the Committee on 
Finance, without the approval of the 
committee, accepted by the chairman of 
the committee. This is a practice that 
has led the Senate to a sad end before. 

This is not a good amendment. I ask 
for a rollcall. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr, President, may I 
ask the Senator from Delaware a ques- 
tion? Do I understand correctly that this 
is an amendment that will apply to only 
one individual? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. It is my 
understanding that that is the situation. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Has anyone denied the 
claim of the Senator from Delaware that 
it would apply as a special tax exemp- 
tion? 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield, this is prospective. 
It will apply only to trusts selling prop- 
erty and taking a note for it in the 
future. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. In the 
future it would apply prospectively, but 
this is retroactive. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana, Mr. President, 
it is only prospective as to the time of 
taking the debt and selling the prop- 
erty. It will apply to any trust arrange- 
ment of this kind, which is similar to 
what we have already granted as related 
to estates, to testimentary trusts, and to 
individuals. This amendment would pro- 
vide that inter vivos trusts would be sub- 
jected to the same exemption. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, the fact 
that an amendment is prospective lends 
no merit to it. It just opens up a loop- 
hole to be taken advantage of. That is 
what prospective means. 

This amendment should be defeated. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, 
the Senator from Tennessee was not 
present in the committee room when the 
committee discussed the amendment. I 
regret that he was not present. At his 
place there was a pamphlet which ex- 
plained the amendments. It indicated 
that the Treasury had no objection to 
the amendment. 

The Treasury has subsequently sent 
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us a letter to explain that the Treasury 
is of that view. I regret that the Senator 
from Tennessee did not read it, or was 
not in the room at the time it was dis- 
cussed, 

What we were dealing with was simply 
the problem that when an American 
wishes to sell property ouside this coun- 
try, and a foreigner will pay him for that 
property, that helps with our balance of 
payments. We put the tax on securities 
which Americans acquired from foreign- 
ers. So if an American sells a property, 
and he takes a mortgage note, the mort- 
gage note is subject to the interest 
equalization tax, just as though he had 
bought any other foreign security, such 
as stock in a foreign company. 

That being the case, we already had a 
House-passed provision that said if an 
American owned this property—just an 
ordinary American; if Russell Long 
owned a piece of property in a developed 
country prior to 1963, and wanted to sell 
it, and take a note and let a Frenchman 
or an Englishman pay him the money 
over a period of time, the transaction 
was exempt. The Treasury saw no prob- 
lem with the amendment, because it was 
felt that it would help with the balance 
of payments problem by making money 
flow in this direction. The Treasury said, 
“If that is what your problem is, we have 
no problem with it.” 

So the bill came to us, and during our 
consideration, someone pointed out, 
“Wait a minute, that is all fine, but sup- 
pose someone left this property in a will, 
or it winds up in a trust which was set 
up by a will, and the trustees would like 
to sell the property and achieve exactly 
the same result? Why should it not apply 
to a testamentary trust also?” 

The committee said, “Fine.” That was 
unanimously agreed to. 

The only difference here in the amend- 
ment before us is that the trust was set 
up by a gift inter vivos, rather than a 
trust by testament. What is different in 
saying that every living American and 
every trust set up by a will would be 
treated alike? On what basis would you 
treat it differently if it was a trust inter 
vivos, if the man was living and wanted 
to set up a trust for his children? It is 
all the same. 

That in effect is what the Treasury 
letter says. If Senators can think of any 
other category of persons who might fit 
this type of situation, we would be in 
2 of treating them the same way 
also. 

This is a situation which has not yet 
been consumated, and probably will not 
be consumated, because of the interest 
equalization tax, if the amendment is not 
agreed to. If the amendment is agreed to, 
it would mean some additional money 
would come this way. 

It does not affect any of my constitu- 
ents in Louisiana, and is of no particu- 
lar moment to me, but I say it is right. 
There is a Treasury letter saying much 
the same thing. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. May I add 
that the procedure employed with ref- 
erence to this amendment is perfectly 
proper and no one is trying to put any- 
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thing over on anyone. This amendment 
was suggested to the committee in a 
statement which is a part of the printed 
hearing of the committee on this bill. 
The amendment was explained to the 
committee members by our staff during 
our deliberations on the bill. When some- 
one on the committee said he wanted 
additional information on it, the amend- 
ment was passed over, but it was agreed 
that the amendment might well be of- 
fered on the Senate floor with the com- 
mittee’s blessing after the necessary in- 
formation had been obtained and the 
Treasury had reviewed the matter. That 
information was obtained, Treasury did 
review the matter and posed no objection 
to the amendment and thus a distin- 
guished member of the committee has 
offered it as a floor amendment. With 
this background, it is perfectly proper 
for the Senator from Louisiana to ac- 
cept the amendment on behalf of a ma- 
jority of the committee members. 

It is a prospective amendment, No one 
knows what the revenue involved would 
be. The Treasury thinks there is nothing 
wrong with the amendment, and I agree. 
They said so before the committee. I 
think to fail to agree to the amend- 
ment would be doing somebody an injus- 
tice, because the fact that a gift was an 
inter vivos gift would not mean that it 
differed essentially from a trust by testa- 
ment, 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I remember 
another prospective amendment which 
went into the law—a provision by which 
a rich man in the United States, even in 
contemplation of death, could liquidate 
his holdings and invest in real estate in 
any foreign country on earth, and then 
his heirs could sell that property, bring 
the money home, and completely avoid 
the payment of any tax whatsoever, in- 
come or estate. 

Fortunately, I led a fight to repeal that 
provision. It was repealed. 

The Treasury Department, contrary 
to the statement of the distinguished 
chairman of the committee, does not 
recommend this provision. It does not 
say it is a good thing. I read the last 
sentence, which is the conclusion: 

Such extension of the exclusion, if ap- 
plied on a prospective basis, as are the other 
extensions . . falls within the spirit of the 
extensions already agreed to. 


It does not say that the others al- 
ready agreed to are good things. 

It falls within the spirit of the other 
extensions and would not be objection- 
able to the Treasury. That is not a rec- 
ommendation. That is an acquiescence. 

What I really object to is the writing 
of tax amendments ad hoc here on the 
floor of the Senate. 

It is immaterial that I was not pres- 
ent at the particular hour of the day 
when this matter was before the com- 
mittee and the committee took no ac- 
tion, What is important is that we are 
about to write into law here an amend- 
ment, the sole virtue of which is that it 
is prospective. That is true of all tax 
amendments. They are all prospective. 

It is a prospective windfall for some- 
body who is in a position to take advan- 
tage of it. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield for a question? 
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Mr. GORE. Not just now. I will yield 
in a moment. 

I think that this is not good practice. 
What Senator really knows the extent 
to which this may be a windfall? Even 
the Treasury does not make an estimate. 
It is unable to do so. The chairman of 
the committee does not make an esti- 
mate. The author of the amendment 
does not make an estimate. 

What is the fiscal effect of this? Who 
will be the beneficiary? Let us wait until 
the committee acts and the Senate can 
then act on the advice of one of its duly 
constituted committees and not by an 
impromptu procedure on the floor of the 
Senate. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Is the Sena- 
tor aware of the fact that the other 
amendments to which the letter refers 
would fall in the same category and the 
Treasury did recommend them? 

Mr. GORE. I am aware that there are 
other exclusions in the bill. However, I 
am not aware that the Treasury recom- 
mends this. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The other 
two amendments were recommended by 
the Treasury, and the letter says that 
they fall in the same category. 

Mr. GORE. Similarity is a loose term 
in tax law. There is nothing precise or 
exact in this recommendation except 
that it does not express recommenda- 
tion. I would call it acquiescence. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield. 

Mr, PASTORE. Mr. President, the Sen- 
ator made the statement that if the 
pending amendment is not agreed to, this 
transaction will probably not be con- 
summated. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The Senator 
is correct. 

Mr. PASTORE. We are talking about 
the disposition of property in a foreign 
country. Does the Senator mean that the 
American will not sell that property if 
he has to pay the tax? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I mean that 
the property will not be sold to a foreign- 
er and therefore no tax will be owed, If 
the property can be sold to a foreigner by 
this American trust, the money would 
then flow this way. However, if the tax 
were to apply, the probabilities are that 
the property would not be sold to a 
foreigner. 

If the property is sold to an American, 
no tax would be owed. 

Mr. PASTORE. If an American were 
to buy the property, would he not have to 
pay a tax on it? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. He would not 
have to pay a tax if he buys it from an 
American. If an American buys it from 
another American, no interest equaliza- 
tion tax would be owed. If a foreigner 
were to buy it from an American, he 
would not owe a tax at that point. How- 
ever, if he gives the American a note for 
the property, and the American accepts 
that note, a tax is then owed on the note. 

Mr. PASTORE. What if he gives him 
cash? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. There would 
be no tax owed. This is what is involved. 
The House considered the problem and 
the House said with regard to everybody 
that if an American citizen wanted to 
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sell property to foreigners and take back 
notes and money for it, that would help 
our balance of payments. Otherwise the 
transaction would not occur. If the trans- 
action did not occur, that would not help 
our balance of payments. 

So, the House sent us a bill and recom- 
mended that if an American wanted to 
sell his property which he held before 
July 18, 1963, and take a note for it that 
would be all right because it would bring 
money back here and help with our bal- 
ance of payments. We are for that, and 
the Treasury recommended that. 

When the measure got to our side, the 
committee agreed without objection on 
a matter concerning almost exactly the 
same problem—that if an American 
owned the property and transferred it 
by will to a trust which then sold the 
property to a foreign person, the answer 
would be the same. The said 
that they agreed with that. 

Nobody suggested it in the House. The 
trust which acquired the property from 
an American citizen by will ought to be 
treated the same as the American citi- 
zen who had owned the property con- 
tinuously. 

The committee agreed to that at a 
time when we had sparse attendance in 
the committee room. One Senator said 
that he would like to go into the matter 
further with regard to an inter vivos 
trust which, as the Senator knows, is set 
up when a person is still alive. That is 
the only difference between a testamen- 
tary trust and an inter vivos trust. One 
is set up when a person is living. 

The Treasury saw no problems with 
the inter vivos trust. 

Mr. PASTORE. If there is a testamen- 
tary disposition of the property, there 
would be an exclusion. But if this were 
something done during one’s lifetime, he 
would not have an exclusion. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The Senator 
is correct. 

Mr. PASTORE. This would equalize it 
in both cases. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The Senator 
is correct. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield. 

Mr. HOLLAND. What is the signifi- 
cance of the 1963 cutoff date by which 
property must be acquired? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. That is the 
date that the tax went into effect. They 
said, “All right, if you owned the prop- 
erty before 1963, the date that the tax 
went into effect, and you want to sell it 
and take a note for it, we will not subject 
that note to the interest equalization tax 
because the transaction actually helps us 
with our balance of payments. However, 
if you acquired it after the 1963 date, we 
might then be dealing with funds that 
you took out of the United States after 
the tax went into effect. In that event, 
there might be a different answer.” 

Mr. HOLLAND. The purpose of the 
cutoff date is to prevent trading after 
the date on which the law itself went 
into effect? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The Senator 
is correct. 

Mr. HOLLAND. It is to apply the ex- 
clusion only to property that had been 
acquired before the date of the law. 
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Mr, LONG of Louisiana. The Senator 
is correct. 

Mr. HOLLAND. The exclusion, if 
adopted, would apply only to property ac- 
quired prior to the 1963 cutoff date and 
deeded to someone as a trust inter vivos. 

Mr, LONG of Louisiana. The Senator 
is correct. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres- 
ident, the amendment itself does have 
retroactive features. Let us face it. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, the Senator 
is saying that this amendment is both 
prospective and retroactive. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Yes, it 
has a retroactive feature. This is an 
amendment to cover just one case. There 
is no question about it. In order to con- 
fine the amendment to one case it reads: 

A United States person who after July 18, 
1963, transferred such property (whether or 
not for consideration) to a trust created by 
him for the benefit of the members of his 
family (within the meaning of section 318(a) 


(1)), if such trust is the person acquiring 
such obligation. 


That defines one specific trust. This 
property was transferred to the trust 
after July 18, 1963, but before this date. 
It had to be retroactive to take care of 
this one case. 

It is true, as the Senator from Loui- 
siana pointed out, that the tax itself 
would be prospective because if they sell 
it next month the tax would be due next 
month but gives a retroactive description 
of just one piece of property. There is no 
question but that if the pending amend- 
ment is agreed to it would mean a tax 
saving of a minimum of $325,000 and a 
maximum of $450,000. And it deals only 
with one particular transaction and in- 
volves one person. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. What is the name of 
the trust that is involved? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I do not 
have the name of the trust. It is not men- 
tioned in the Treasury letter. This was 
discussed in the committee, and there is 
just one case involved. 

It involves a $2 million transaction, 
and without the amendment the tax 
would be between $325,000 and $400,000. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, 
the date of 1963 is in this amendment 
for the same reason that it was in the 
House amendment and in the committee 
amendment that was agreed to—because 
the Treasury Department wants to be 
sure that the money involved is not 
money that was taken outside the United 
States after that date. 

Mr. President, I do not know the peo- 
ple involyed. But the principle here is 
right. We had done the same thing for 
everyone else except where there was an 
inter vivos trust. I cannot see why we 
should not do it in this case too. 

This matter is described on page 239 of 
the committee hearings. Anyone who 
wishes to look at it can do so. There is 
a statement submitted by Mr. Roger 
Carter. 

In the committee the Senator from 
Delaware said he wanted more time to 
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study it, and he has now had as much 
time as we can allow to study it. 

It is difficult for me to understand why 
the Senator would think this is special 
interest legislation. The amendment 
would make this treatment available for 
an inter vivos trust on the same basis as 
for a trust by testament. It would seem 
to me to be exactly the same. I do not 
understand why he did not make such 
a fervent stand against the committee 
amendment that was agreed to unani- 
mously. I do not know who was inter- 
ested in that one, except that it made 
sense, and the Treasury Department 
thought it was right, and it was agreed 
to on that basis. I still would not know 
who would be the beneficiary of this 
amendment, and the Senator from Min- 
nesota has informed me that he does not 
know. But I think it is right, and so does 
the Treasury Department. 

It is a matter of tax inequality if you 
do not give these people the same con- 
sideration that the House and the com- 
mittee gave to the others. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, in order to 
complete the record, may I say that the 
case was presented, as the chairman has 
said, by a lawyer named Roger M. Car- 
ter. It involves an estate in real estate 
property in the Bahamas—cottages, 
beach property—of considerable trust 
holding. The estimates given to the com- 
mittee in executive session are in the 
order of $2.5 million. 

The amendment, however, is not con- 
fined to special treatment of this case. 
It provides the same special treatment 
for any case that happened to fall within 
the provisions of the amendment, I be- 
lieve it is inequitable insofar as it affects 
this particular taxpayer. I do not know 
how inequitable it might be in circum- 
stances of which we do not now know 
but for which we make provision pro- 
spectively. What I seriously object to is 
the procedure of writing technical tax 
amendments on the floor of the Senate, 
without adequate consideration in the 
committee. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr, Presi- 
dent, the Senator was not in the com- 
mittee when the amendment was con- 
sidered. I am sorry he was not. I am sure 
he would have voted against it. The Sen- 
ator wanted to be recorded against all 
amendments and for the bill, which is 
all right with me. But the Constitution 
says that any citizen has a right to peti- 
tion Congress; and if we in the commit- 
tee who were present to consider it and 
vote on it, and we on the floor who are 
present to consider legislation and vote 
on it were to take the view that we are 
simply against any petition that a tax- 
payer brings in—when even the Treas- 
ury Department said it creates no 
problem—if we are going to say that be- 
cause we believe there is merit to a tax- 
payer’s suggestion we are voting special- 
interest legislation, the provision in the 
Constitution that assures a taxpayer the 
right to petition Congress is indeed 
meaningless. 

To the same extent, it is our duty to 
consider any American’s problem—any 
taxpayer, even a nontaxpayer—and if 
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his cause is meritorious and he deserves 
some sympathetic consideration by his 
government, he is entitled to be treated 
fairly and to be treated as others are 
treated. 

If we pass legislation to benefit one 
taxpayer, we should think carefully of 
the precedent with regard to others and 
be prepared to treat others similarly, 
under similar circumstances, on the basis 
that everyone has equal rights under the 
Constitution and under the laws of this 
country. So far as I am concerned, this 
is what I have done. I have studied this 
matter; I understand it. 

Iam not casting any aspersion or sug- 
gesting any improper motive on the part 
of those who might not agree with me. 
But I believe, as one who does the best 
he can, as the Lord gives him the light 
to see it—and sometimes the light may 
not be very good—we should do our best 
to treat taxpayers fairly in considering 
this legislation; and to this day I do not 
know who would be benefited by the pro- 
posed amendment. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield. 

Mr GORE. I do not know what merit 
is added to the discussion by the able 
chairman referring to the fact that I was 
not present when the committee con- 
sidered the proposed amendment. It is 
not important, but let the record show 
that I did attend the committee that day, 
from 10 to approximately 12 o’clock. I 
had to leave. I left my proxy with the 
chairman to report the bill, but to vote 
me against the amendment and some 
other amendments which I had consid- 
ered. My staff had submitted to me a 
memorandum with respect to this par- 
ticular amendment, and I left my proxy 
with the chairman, after 2 hours in at- 
tendance, to be recorded against it. So I 
do not know why the chairman three 
times states to the Senate that I was 
not present. It certainly does not add 
anything to the merit of the debate. 

The Senator has said that he does not 
impute any improper motives to anyone. 
Nor do I. I question the validity and the 
wisdom of this type of procedure, how- 
ever—of bringing an amendment to the 
floor of the Senate for the benefit of one 
taxpayer, of which we have knowledge, 
but prospectively for any other taxpayer 
who may or may not come under these 
particular circumstances. This is not 
questioning motives. It is questioning the 
prudence and wisdom of such procedure. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. This amend- 
ment is prospective since there is no 
tax owed. 

Mr. GORE. It is tailormade for this 
taxpayer, but others might qualify. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Any inter 
vivos trust that made a similar sale and 
took an obligation in return would come 
under the amendment. This sale has 
not been consummated. The amendment 
is prospective so far as the taxpayer is 
concerned. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield. 

Mr. PASTORE. Apart from the inter- 
est equalization tax, is this subject to 
a capital gains tax? 
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Mr. LONG of Louisiana. That is my 
understanding. 

Mr. PASTORE. I understand from 
what the Senator from Louisiana has 
said that, in the event that this trans- 
action is consummated, the payment is 
to be made in American dollars, both on 
what is paid as a deposit and what is 
paid on the obligation notes. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The Senator’s 
understanding is correct. 

Mr. PASTORE. And this money comes 
back to the United States and the trans- 
action is subject even then to a capital 
gains tax? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. It is. 

Mr. PASTORE. In other words, if a 
profit has been made between the pur- 
chase price and the selling price, they 
have to pay a capital gains tax, and that 
would be paid to the American Treasury. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Yes. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. PASTORE. I yield. 

Mr. GORE. That would be true 
whether the money comes back or not. 

Mr. PASTORE. If they are paying in 
foreign currencies, there would be no 
obligation to the United States. 

Mr. GORE. That is speculative. 

Mr. PASTORE. This is paid in Ameri- 
can dollars. 

Mr. GORE. The Senator is making the 
point that if the American citizen earns 
a profit as a result of this, he brings the 
money back and pays taxes on it. As a 
matter of fact, he would have his tax 
liability waived whether he brought it 
back or did not bring it back. 

Mr. PASTORE. That may be true, but 
if you allow the property to deteriorate, 
there would be no tax payable to the 
Treasury. The profit is in foreign land, 
and we would have no control over it. 
You keep it there and, if it goes to waste 
and deteriorates, no profit is made by 
the Treasury. If you facilitate the trans- 
action not only would American dollars 
come back—this does have to be done 
in American dollars; is that right? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I am not sure 
about that. 

Mr. PASTORE. That is the presenta- 
tion made by this lawyer. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. It probably 
would be paid in dollars because it comes 
back here. 

Mr. PASTORE. And you have to pay a 
tax on any profit you make. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I shall yield 
in a moment, but first I wish to make the 
following comment. 

The Senator from Tennessee said he 
objects to a procedure whereby a Mem- 
ber in this Chamber offers an amend- 
ment and the chairman of the commit- 
tee says that he supports the amend- 
ment. Mr. President, that statement 
seems incredulous. Since the day I came 
to the Senate, I have seen Senators come 
to committee chairmen and say, “Here 
is an amendment; I want to offer it; I 
hope you will agree to it.” And I have 
seen the committee chairmen, accept 
these amendments. Since I have been 
handling bills on the floor, Senators have 
come to me and said, “I hope you will 
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agree.” Ordinarily if someone came to 
me with a floor amendment I would sug- 
gest that they show it to the Senator 
from Delaware [Mr. Wutu1ams], the 
ranking minority member, and let him 
consult with those on his side, and I 
would consult with those on my side, be- 
cause unless it is shown to the Senator 
from Delaware he would probably object 
to it. 

Mr. President, with regard to this 
amendment, it was well known what the 
position of the Senator from Delaware 
was going to be. He was prepared to 
speak with respect to the amendment. As 
far as I am concerned, I understood the 
amendment, perhaps not as well as the 
Senator from Delaware, but I had an 
understanding of it; it had been dis- 
cussed in the committee, by the Treas- 
ury, and it had the favorable response of 
the Treasury. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres- 
ident, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres- 
ident, the Senator from Louisiana did 
advise me earlier today that he thought 
this amendment was going to be offered, 
and he told me that if it was he thought 
he would support it. I told him I thought 
I would oppose it. I was aware what was 
one on. I oppose the amendment. 

. MILLER. Mr. President, will the 
SN yield? 


Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I shall yield 
in a moment. 

The committee had before it a great 
number of proposals—as a guess, about 
10—that had some Treasury objection to 
them, and the committee saw fit to agree 
to only one of them. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, 
I yield to the Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I wish to 
propound two questions to the Senator 
from Louisiana. 

Does the Senator from Louisiana know 
whether or not any profit will be made 
if this property is sold? I mention this 
because the Senator from Rhode Island 
seemed to lay great emphasis on the fact 
that if it were sold there would be capi- 
tal gains and some tax, but that is only 
if a profit is made on the transaction. 
Does the Senator from Louisiana know 
whether or not there will be a profit? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I honestly do 
not know. 

Mr. MILLER. Does any member of the 
committee know? 

Mr. MORTON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield. 

Mr. MORTON. Mr. President, I under- 
stand the property has not been sold. 
It will be sold if the amendment is 
agreed to, and at a profit. If the amend- 
ment is not agreed to the property will 
probably remain in its present state of 
ownership. I believe it is income-pro- 
ducing property but if it is sold it will 
be at a profit and the attorney so testi- 
fied; and it then will be a capital gains 
recovery. 

Mr. MILLER. I thank the Senator. Will 
the Senator from Louisiana yield for a 
further question, which perhaps the 
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Senator from Kentucky can answer, if 
the Senator from Louisiana is unable to. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield. 

Mr. MILLER. I assume that the U.S, 
individual is still living. This was an inter 
vivos trust which was set up in 1964. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I am advised 
that the person is living: yes. 

Mr. MILLER. My question is: The 
interest equalization tax was enacted in 
1963. In 1964, this individual set up the 
inter vivos trust. In 1967, there is a prob- 
lem regarding the application of this tax 
and the possible exemption. 

Does the Senator know why this trust 
was established in 1964? Why did not the 
U.S. individual hang onto this property? 
Why was the trust established? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, 
I understand this person set up the trust 
in 1964 for the benefit of his children 
and grandchildren. It was the same type 
of trust that one can set up as a testa- 
mentary trust which is provided for 
under the committee amendment. 

Mr. MILLER. There was no attempt 
to avoid the interest equalization tax? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. None whatso- 
ever. I wish to add that if this person who 
is here involved had simply made the 
sale himself, instead of putting it in trust 
for his children, or if the trust had owned 
the property before July 1963, there 
would be no problem. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, the ob- 
scurity of the true facts, as reflected by 
the debate that has gone on, clearly indi- 
cates that it would be most ill advised to 
try to vote on this measure. I do not 
know, nor has the Senator from Louisi- 
ana been able to answer many of the 
questions that have been propounded. 
The committee members refused to act 
on the measure. We are now asked, with 
all this confusion, to declare that what 
has been proposed by proponents of the 
measure is clear and understandable. 

Mr. President, I put the question to my 
colleagues: How many of my colleagues 
are clear as to what the proposal means? 
Yes. I was on the bench for 10 years. I 
practiced law for 10 years. Somebody 
may well take advantage of this, but my 
mind is in a complete state of confusion 
in trying to find out what the situation is. 

Mr. President, I shall vote against the 
proposal. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, 
I shall only take 1 more minute. 

I wish to say to the Senator from Ohio 
that here is the working document, which 
is well prepared, from which the commit- 
tee worked. It is established custom to 
proceed in this fashion. We proceed first 
with Treasury Department recommenda- 
tions and we tried to determine what we 
thought about them. I believe we agreed 
to the Treasury recommendations with- 
out exception. Next we studied those 
proposals on which the Treasury had no 
objection. Then, we studied those which 
were opposed by the Treasury Depart- 
ment and looked at them. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. They said, “We have 
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no objection.” I have listened to those 
words so long that I have been com- 
pelled to understand that there is a clear 
difference between “we support” and we 
have no objection.” 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Senator, let 
me say that there is a distinction without 
it, especially where the Treasury recom- 
mended it with regard to this set of tax- 
payers and that set of taxpayers. These 
fall in the same category. They said, we 
have no objection, in this instance. In 
my judgment, that means they do sup- 

rt it. 

Vr, MILLER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Louisiana yield? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield. 

Mr. MILLER. I would like to ask the 
Senator from Louisiana a question. As I 
understand it, here is a property which 
was acquired in 1963. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Before 1963. 

Mr. MILLER. Before 1963. Now the 
interest equalization tax was on the 
books in 1964, and in 1964 the trust was 
transferred to the inter vivos trust, and 
this individual held onto it but he could 
sell it without any application of the tax; 
is that not correct? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Under the 
provision of the House bill before us. 

Mr. MILLER. So the rationale is that 
this is not the kind of transaction at 
which the tax was originally directed. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Exactly. 

Mr. MILLER. The tax is not directed 
at that kind of transaction. They own 
some property and they want to sell it. I 
can understand that that should not be 
subject to tax, therefore; whereas, if 
they want to invest some money in the 
property after 1963, that is something 
else. As I understand it, that is the rea- 
son for the particular amendment be- 
fore us. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. That is right. 

Mr. MILLER. Let me say that after 
that, I would raise my hand, too, that I 
do understand. I thought I did, but Iam 
sure I do now. 

I thank the Senator from Louisiana. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. MCCARTHY]. 

On this question the yeas and nays 
have been ordered, and the clerk will 
call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I announce 
that the Senator from Alaska [Mr. 
BARTLETT], the Senator from Pennsylva- 
nia [Mr. CLARK], the Senator from 
North Carolina [Mr. Ervin], the Senator 
from Indiana [Mr. HARTKE], the Senator 
from New York [Mr. KENNEDY], the Sen- 
ator from Montana [Mr. METCALF], the 
Senator from Utah [Mr. Moss], the Sen- 
ator from Rhode Island [Mr. PELL], and 
the Senator from Florida ([Mr. 
SmaTHERS] are necessarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Alaska [Mr. Grueninc], the Senator 
from Michigan [Mr. Hart] and the Sen- 
ator from Georgia [Mr. RUSSELL] are ab- 
sent on official business. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I announce that the 
Senator from Michigan [Mr. GRIFFIN] 
and the Senator from Oregon [Mr. Har- 
FIELD] are absent on official business. 


CONGRESSIONAL’ RECORD — SENATE 


The Senator from California [Mr. 
Kucuet] is detained on official business. 

The Senator from Tennessee [Mr. 
BAKER] is necessarily absent. 

On this vote, the Senator from Ten- 
nessee [Mr. Baker] is paired with the 
Senator from Oregon [Mr. HATFIELD]. 
If present and voting, the Senator from 
Tennessee would vote “yea,” and the 
Senator from Oregon would vote “nay.” 

The result was announced—yeas 45, 
nays 39, as follows: 


[No. 197 Leg.] 
YEAS—45 
Anderson Javits Muskie 
Bayh Jordan, N.C Nelson 
Bible Long, Mo Pastore 
Byrd, W. Va Long, La. Percy 
Dirksen Magnuson Proxmire 
Dodd Mansfield Randolph 
Eastland McCarthy Ribicoff 
Ellender McClellan Sparkman 
Harris McGee Spong 
— 1 Stennis 
e 5: m 
Holland Miller Talmadge 
Hollings Mondale Williams, N.J 
Inouye Montoya Young, N. Dak, 
Jackson Morton Young, Ohio 
NAYS—39 
Aiken Cotton Monroney 
Allott Curtis 
Bennett Dominick Mundt 
Boggs Fannin ‘urphy 
Brewster Fong Pearson 
Brooke Fulbright Prouty 
Burdick e Scott 
Byrd, Va. Hansen Smith 
Cannon Hickenlooper Thurmond 
Carlson Tower 
Case Jordan, Idaho ‘dings 
Church Kennedy, Mass. Williams, Del. 
Cooper usche Yarborough 
NOT VOTING—16 

Baker Hart Moss 
Bartlett Hartke Pell 
Ema e ax. Saat 

rvin nnedy, N.Y. thers 
Griffin Kuchel 
Gruening Metcalf 


So Mr. McCartuy’s amendment was 
agreed to. 


LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM—ORDER 
FOR ADJOURNMENT TO THURSDAY 


Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, prior to 
the third reading of H.R. 6098, I should 
like to ask the majority leader about 
the schedule for tomorrow and the bal- 
ance of the week. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, an- 
swering the question of the distinguished 
minority leader, I first ask unanimous 
consent that when the Senate completes 
its business today, it stand in adjourn- 
ment until 12 o’clock noon Thursday 
next. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BREWSTER in the chair). Without objec- 
tion, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. On Thursday, the 
business before the Senate will be the 
District of Columbia revenue bill, the 
flammable fabrics bill, and, following 


— measures, the Export-Import Bank 


INTEREST EQUALIZATION TAX 
EXTENSION ACT OF 1967 


The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H.R. 6098) to provide an ex- 
tension of the interest equalization tax, 
and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
are no further amendments to be offered, 
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the question is on the engrossment of 
the amendments and the third reading 
of the bill. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed, and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques- 
tion now is on passage of the bill. 

The bill (H.R. 6098) was passed. 

Mr. COOPER subsequently said: Mr. 
President, I state for the Recorp that 
had I arrived in the Chamber in time, 
on the passage of H.R. 6098, I would 
have voted “yea.” 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, 
I move to reconsider the vote by which 
the bill, H.R. 6098, was passed. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I move 
to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the bill, 
H.R. 6098, to provide an extension of the 
interest equalization tax, and for other 
purposes, as amended, be printed with 
the amendments of the Senate numbered 
and that in the engrossment of the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill the 
Secretary of the Senate be authorized to 
make all necessary technical and clerical 
changes and corrections, including cor- 
rections in section, subsection, and so 
forth, designations, and cross references 
thereto. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I move that 
the Senate insist on its amendments and 
ask for a conference with the House on 
the disagreeing votes thereon, and that 
the Chair appoint conferees on the part 
of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. Lone of 
Louisiana, Mr. SMATHERS, Mr. ANDERSON, 
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware, and Mr. CARL- 
son conferees on the part of the Senate. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President for 
more than a day now the Senate has been 
witnessing the outstanding talents and 
unsurpassed abilities of the junior Sena- 
tor from Louisiana [Mr. Lone] who han- 
dled so capably this measure which ex- 
tends the Interest Equalization Act for 
an additional 2 years. Undoubtedly, as 
chairman of the Finance Committee, 
Senator Lone has demonstrated consist- 
ently one of the broadest and most pro- 
found understandings of this Nation’s 
tax structure. His strong efforts in as- 
suring the success of this measure are 
greatly appreciated. It is hoped that its 
effect in assisting our balance-of-pay- 
ments problems will continue and indeed 
will be enhanced by the modifications 
offered. 

Joining Senator Lone to assure this 
success was the junior Senator from 
Florida [Mr. SMATHERS] who has a simi- 
larly vast appreciation of the complexi- 
ties of our financial structure. He, along 
with the senior Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. McCartuy], played a vital role in 
assuring final passage by an overwhelm- 
ing margin. 

The Senate is also grateful for the 
splendid cooperation exhibited by the 
senior Senator from Delaware [Mr. WIL- 
LIAMS] during the consideration of this 
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measure. As the ranking minority mem- 
ber of the committee, his views are al- 
ways provocative and always most wel- 
come. Similarly, the Senator from 
Tennessee [Mr. Gore], the Senator from 
Iowa [Mr. Mutter], and the Senator 
from New York [Mr. Javirs] are to be 
commended for offering their keen anal- 
ysis and their provocative views. 

The Senate may indeed be proud of an- 
other achievement in adopting this bill 
with dispatch and with full consideration 
for the views of every Member. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Hackney, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
House had passed, without amendment, 
the joint resolution (S.J. Res. 88) au- 
thorizing the operation of an amateur 
radio station by participants of the XII 
World Boy Scout Jamboree at Farragut 
State Park, Idaho, August 1 through 
August 9, 1967. 


INTER-AMERICAN HIGHWAY DEDI- 
CATION IN PANAMA, JULY 15, 1967, 
SYMBOLIZES COOPERATION OF 
THE AMERICAS IN VITAL TRANS- 
PORTATION SYSTEM AND ECO- 
NOMIC PROGRESS—FINAL LINK IS 
COMPLETED AND OPENED TO 
TRAFFIC 


Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, on 
July 15, 1967, a delegation from the Con- 
gress joined our Ambassador to Panama, 
Charles W. Adair, Jr., the Governor of 
the Panama Canal Zone, Gen. Wal- 
ter P. Leber, and representatives of our 
Bureau of Public Roads at a celebration 
incident to the inauguration of the 2812- 
mile Inter-American Highway project 
which completes the Panamanian por- 
tion of that vital road, and is the final 
link in the entire highway. 

The ceremony was attended and parti- 
cipated in by the President of Panama, 
the Panamanian Ambassador to Wash- 
ington, Ricardo Arias, and other high 
officials of that host country, as well as 
by the ambassadors to Panama from 
Great Britain, Japan, the Dominican 
Republic, Colombia, Venezuela, Uruguay, 
Honduras, San Salvador, Nicaragua, and 
Costa Rica, and the ministers of public 
works from most of the Central Amer- 
ican countries, and other government 
and industry leaders. 

As chairman of the Committee on 
Public Works and its Subcommittee on 
Roads, I joined with our delegation from 
the Congress composed of the Senator 
from Ohio [Mr. Youne], chairman of 
our Public Works Subcommittee on 
Flood Control-Rivers and Harbors; Rep- 
resentative JOHN C. KLUCZYNSKI of Illi- 
nois, chairman of the House Public 
Works Subcommittee on Roads; and 
Representatives ROBERT C. McEwen of 
New York and Rocer H. Zron of Indiana, 
of the Public Works Committee of the 
House. 

Mr. President, in a statement issued in 
Panama for the significant July 15 event, 
I said it was a privilege to be a guest 
because of my long interest in and asso- 
ciation with the development of the In- 
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ter-American Highway, beginning in 
1934. And I suggested that the opening 
of that highway to traffic, even though 
not quite completed 4 years ago, marked 
the realization of a dream of all of the 
Americas, and strengthened the ties be- 
tween North America and Central Amer- 
ica. It has taken 40 years to make the 
dream a reality, but in that time we 
have learned more than how to build 
highways through the jungle and over 
mountains. We have learned the lesson 
of cooperation. It has been only through 
the cooperative efforts of the govern- 
ments involved and the people who make 
up those governments that this highway 
has come into being. Together we have 
crossed the peaks and separated the 
jungles, and in doing so we have brought 
to the peoples of the Americas an in- 
dispensable tool for achieving economic 
progress. 

At approximately the same time the 
basic idea for this Inter-American high- 
way was being developed, the United 
States was beginning its own national 
highway program. It does not take 
sophisticated studies to prove that all- 
weather roads are absolutely basic to the 
peaceful and prosperous development oi 
a nation. The farmer must be able to 
move his produce to market and the 
manufacturer must be able to distribute 
his goods, 

On April 27 of this year, the Senate of 
the United States enacted the extension 
and revision of the Appalachian Re- 
gional Development Act of 1965. The 
basic thrust of that legislation is to 
stimulate the economic revitalization of 
a large area which has not kept pace 
with the growth of the Nation as a 
whole. The failure of the Appalachian 
region to match the pace of the rest of 
the United States has in part been due 
to its physical isolation from the rest of 
the country, We are attacking that part 
of the problem through the construction 
of a 2,700-mile developmental highway 
system. 

This road network, designed to high 
engineering standards, will facilitate the 
free flow of people and goods in and out 
and through this area. These highways 
are viewed as the skeleton on which the 
sinews of economic health for the region 
will be grown. The 2,700 miles of major 
highways will be supplemented and sup- 
ported by the construction of 2,000 miles 
of local access roads. These roads will 
open many hitherto remote places. 

Without good roads, it makes little 
difference how fertile the soil or how rich 
the natural resources. If the product of 
the farm and mine cannot be transported 
to centers of production and consump- 
tion, they mean little in terms of improv- 
ing the well being of people. 

I am particularly happy to be with you 
in Panama because I have been deeply 
interested in and concerned with the 
Inter-American highway and its devel- 
opment since I first entered the Congress 
of the United States in 1933. I have con- 
tributed in my years in the Congress 
support to the development of roads both 
in the United States and in nations which 
are bound to us with ties of friendship 
and economic interdependence. 

The 304 miles of highway which have 
been completed in Panama will, I believe, 
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prove to be one of your basic natural re- 
sources, It will be the backbone of any 
transportation system designed to facili- 
tate your domestic economic growth, It 
will provide a means for your people to 
move about, to improve themselves so- 
cially and culturally, as well as economi- 
cally. It will give to them the oppor- 
tunities for freedom of movement which 
the citizens of my country now take for 
granted. 

I hope that we will have opportuni- 
ties to meet often to celebrate the re- 
sults of our cooperative efforts. I believe 
that when friends join together to mu- 
tually advance their best interests that 
there is no goal too difficult to achieve, 
no ambition which cannot be realized. 

Mr. President, the Panama Division of 
our Bureau of Public Roads related to 
us these facts: 

The inauguration of project 18-B of 
the Inter-American Highway from El Pa- 
jal to Guabala is of major significance 
not only to Panama but to the Central 
American Republics of Costa Rica, Nic- 
aragua, Honduras, El Salvador, and 
Guatemala and, indeed, to all of the 
Americas—North, Central, and South 
of the Western Hemisphere—and es- 

to the Republic of Mexico and 
the United States of America. For with 
the completion of this project, travel 
within and between these countries can 
now be accomplished on a continuous 
highway some 3,142 miles in total length 
from Panama City to Laredo, Tex, Of 
this mileage 304 miles lie in Panama, 
1,251 miles in the Central American Re- 
publics and 1,587 miles in Mexico. While 
several final asphalt surfacing projects 
in southern Costa Rica and northern 
Guatemala are yet to be completed, the 
highway is fully open, with an all-weath- 
er surface. 

The opening of this final link is the 
culmination of the dream of an inter- 
American highway that dates from as 
far back as 1884, when such a proposal 
was made in the U.S. Congress. The 
Fifth Conference of American States 
held in Santiago, Chile, in 1923, recom- 
mended that an Automobile Road Con- 
ference be held looking toward the con- 
struction of automobile highways within 
and between different countries of the 
Americas. This is considered the genesis 
of the Pan American highway idea, of 
which the Inter-American Highway is a 


part. 

The initial fund of $1,000,000 made 
available by the U.S. Congress in 1934 to 
be expended on the Inter-American 
Highway saw the commencement of ac- 
tual construction toward the fulfillment 
of that dream. This fund, used largely to 
build bridges, was accomplished as a co- 
operative project, with the United States 
furnishing technical assistance and ma- 
terials such as steel—purchased in the 
United States—and the Central Ameri- 
can Republics furnishing local materials 
and labor. The stately suspension bridge 
over the Chiriqui River is a product of 
that cooperative endeavor. 

Now, with the ribbon cutting some 33 
years later, and with the expenditure by 
the cooperating Republics and the United 
States which will total some $304,000,000, 
the Inter-American Highway is an ac- 
complished fact. The magnitude of this 
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cooperative program is unmatched either 
in expenditure or as a living example of 
cooperativeness between the United 
States and its neighbors in Central Amer- 
ica and Panama. The highway officials 
and engineers of the cooperating coun- 
tries can be proud of the roles they have 
played in this program and the final na- 
tional asset which has resulted. Cer- 
tainly, the officials, engineers, and tech- 
nicians of the U.S. Bureau of Public 
Roads are justly proud of the roles they 
have played in the administration of the 
U.S. funds and in rendering technical 
guidance and assistance. 

Through the years, some engineers 
have devoted the bulk of their profes- 
sional careers to this vast program. Pan- 
ama is superbly represented in this group 
by Don Tomas Guardia, whose entire 
adulthood has been devoted to both the 
idea and to the accomplishment of the 
Inter-American Highway. Twenty-one of 
his years were spent as chief engineer of 
the Carretera Interamericana. Such was 
his zeal and dedication to this cause that 
he has fittingly been accorded in Panama 
the affectionate title of “The Father of 
the Inter-American Highway” by his host 
of longtime friends and admirers. While 
he is unable, due to health, to participate 
on this occasion there can be no doubt 
that his spirit and achievements are 
hallmarks of this ceremony. I have been 
privileged to have his personal friend- 
ship for many years, as have other citi- 
zens of the United States. 

Panama can well be proud of Don 
Tomas Guardia. 

Invited to the ceremonies as an hon- 
ored guest was another old timer, Edwin 
W. James. Now retired, and 90 years 
young, Mr. James was the guiding hand 
for the Inter-American Highway pro- 
gram for many years, and was the first 
Chief, Inter-American Regional Office, 
Bureau of Public Roads. He had planned 
to participate, but at the last minute his 
doctor recommended against the trip. 

Pressure of official duties prevented 
Francis C. Turner, Director of Public 
Roads, from making the trip, Mr. Turner 
cabled Chief Engineer Mendez the follow- 
ing greetings and congratulations to 
Panama: 

ERASMO MENDEZ, 
Chief Engineer, 
Panama, R.P.: 

The Bureau of Public Roads extends warm 
greetings and congratulations to Panama on 
the occasion of the inauguration of the 
Inter-American Highway. This accomplish- 
ment is an outstanding tribute to the high 
respect and cooperation that has long existed 
between Panama’s Carretera Interamericana 
and the United States Bureau of Public 
Roads, My bureau wishes to commend the 
dedicated personnel of the Carretera Inter- 
americana that have so successfully com- 
pleted this important program. I sincerely 
regret that I will not be able to join you for 
this momentous ceremony. 

F. C. TURNER, 
Director of Public Roads. 


Among honored guests representing 
the U.S. Bureau of Public Roads were: 
Angelo F. Ghiglione, Deputy Director for 
Operations, Washington, D.C., and pres- 
ident and U.S. delegate of the Darien 
Subcommittee; with whom I journeyed 
over the road in 1961, Norman B. Wood, 
Federal Highway Projects Engineer from 
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Portland, Oreg., and past chief, Inter- 
American Highway Region, with whom I 
made a trip over the partially finished 
road in 1946 when I was a member of 
the then House Roads Committee, and 
Perry Leaming, present regional engi- 
neer, Inter-American Highway Region, 
San Jose, Costa Rica. 

The 305 miles of Inter-American High- 
way construction in Panama, from 
Panama City to the Costa Rica Frontier, 
commenced when the Panama Canal 
Company constructed the first section 
within the Canal Zone to Arraijan, com- 
pleted in 1930. The next 11 miles to 
Chorrera were completed by Panama in 
1939. During World War II years the 
construction of the next 55 miles of con- 
crete pavement between Chorrera and 
Rio Hato was commenced by Panama 
and completed in 1942 by the U.S. Public 
Roads Administration. 

After the war, and as a result of an 
exchange of letters in January 1951, be- 
tween the U.S. Secretary of State Dean 
Acheson and Ambassador of Panama Don 
Rodolfo F. Herbruger, an Inter-American 
Regional Project Statement and Memo- 
randum of Understanding was executed 
by His Excellency Alcibiades Arosemena, 
President of the Republic of Panama and 
Mr. Thomas H. MacDonald, Commis- 
sioner, U.S. Bureau of Public Roads, for 
continuing, to completion, the Inter- 
American Highway in Panama from Rio 
Hato to the Costa Rica Frontier, as funds 
became available. Working under that 
agreement projects were progressively 
constructed westward from Rio Hato and 
both easterly and westerly from David 
until, in 1964, there remained only this 
28 % -mile virgin section to construct. 
This project was let to contract in August 
1964, with construction time so set as to 
permit completion of the concrete pave- 
ment in the dry season of 1968. By virtue 
of the capability of Contractor Morrison- 
Knudsen International and the close co- 
operation maintained between the con- 
tractor, the Panamanian engineers and 
Bureau of Public Roads engineers, this 
$10 million contract was completed in 
record time, thus permitting the travel- 
ling public the use of the entire section 
of new highway from Santiago to 
Guabala, some 63 miles in overall dis- 
tance, approximately 9 months ahead of 
schedule. 

In accomplishing this creditable per- 
formance Morrison-Knudsen Interna- 
tional proposed the use of the ultra- 
modern slip-form paving equipment to 
construct the Portland cement concrete 
pavement. This proposal was approved 
by the Panama Carretera Interamericana 
and the Bureau of Public Roads. The 
entire 2814 miles of pavement were con- 
structed by the slip-form paving sub- 
contractor J. W. Vickrey Inc., of Alamo, 
Calif., in the 3-month period between 
February 6 and May 5, 1967, another 
Inter-American Highway record. This 
was the first use of the slip-form paving 
method in Central or South America. 
In quality and riding smoothness the 
product is superior to any previous con- 
crete placed in Panama. 

The total cost of the construction of 
the Inter-American Highway in Panama 
from Rio Hato to the Costa Rica border 
is approximately $55,200,000, of which 
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the Republic of Panama has contributed 
approximately $26,200,000 or 47.5 per- 
cent and the United States has contrib- 
uted approximately $29 million, or 52.5 
percent. Panama’s election to pay from 
their own funds the extra cost to con- 
struct Portland cement concrete pave- 
ment rather than the bituminous surfac- 
ing used in the other Inter-American 
countries results in Panama’s contribut- 
ing considerably more than the minimum 
one-third required by the memorandum 
of understanding. 

This fine new highway project, the 
final link of the Inter-American High- 
way, is likewise unsurpassed as an ex- 
ample of the accomplishment that can 
result when serious and dedicated offi- 
cials cooperatively embark on a worthy 
undertaking for the betterment of the 
peoples of our hemisphere. 

Mr. President, the remarks on behalf 
of the United States of America were 
those of our Ambassador, the Honorable 
Charles W. Adair, Jr., and I ask unani- 
mous consent to have them printed in 
the Recorp, with the speech of Republic 
of Panama President Marco Aurelio 
Robles at the Los Ruices event in the 
Province of Veraguas. 

There being no objections, the 
speeches were ordered to be printed in 
the Recorp, as follows: 


REMARKS BY AMBASSADOR CHARLES W. ADAIR, 
In. AT INAuUGURATION oF Last LINK OF 
INTER-AMERICAN HiGHway, Juty 15, 1967 


This inauguration today marks the culmi- 
nation of a dream of an Inter-American 
highway which dates at least as far back as 
1884, when such a proposal was made in the 
United States Congress. 

The genesis of the Pan American Highway 
idea, of which the Inter-American Highway 
is a part, is credited to the Fifth Conference 
of American States held in Santiago, Chile 
in 1923, which recommended that an Auto- 
mobile Road Conference be held to consider 
construction of automobile highways within 
and between different countries of the 
Americas. 

This 2814 mile stretch of the Inter-Amer- 
ican highway which we are inaugurating 
today is the final part of a 3,142 mile high- 
way from Panama City to Laredo, Texas. 
While several final asphalt surfacing projects 
in Southern Costa Rica and Northern Guate- 
mala are yet to be completed, the highway is 
fully open, with an all-weather surface. 

After 33 years of construction, an ex- 
penditure of some 304 million dollars, and 
fine cooperation among the Central Amer- 
ican Republics, Panama and the United 
States, the Inter-American Highway is an 
accomplished fact. 

Citizens of Panama and the United States, 
as well as those of the Central American 
Republics, may well be proud of this im- 
pressive cooperative effort. Not only has it 
accomplished its purpose of providing a 
remarkable road for intercommunication 
among our peoples, but it has developed 
stronger spiritual ties among us and augurs 
well for greater and greater ties within the 
Hemisphere in the years ahead of us. We 
can well congratulate one another and re- 
solve that we will accomplish even greater 
things together in the future. 

On the United States side, specifically, the 
Officials, engineers and technicians of the 
Bureau of Public Roads are justly proud of 
the roles they have played in the admin- 
istration of the U. S. financial contribution 
and in rendering technical guidance and 
assistance. Contractor Morrison-Knudsen 
International may be deservedly proud of 
the job they have done on this last stretch 
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of highway. Through their efforts along with 
those of engineers of Panama and the Bu- 
reau of Public Roads, the sector of the road 
is being opened approximately nine months 
ahead of schedule. 

On the Panama side, I want to compli- 
ment especially the Panamanian engineers, 
many of whom have devoted their entire 
adulthood to the idea and accomplishment 
of the Inter-American Highway. Special 
mention is due to Don Tomás Guardia who 
spent 21 years as Chief Engineer of the Car- 
retera Interamericana. His zeal and dedica- 
tion to this project deserve the thanks of 
all of us. While he is unable, due to health, 
to be with us today, I am sure he is with us 
in spirit. 

Compliments also are due to Ing. Erasmo 
Méndez Icaza who last year succeeded Don 
Tomas Guardia and has guided this project 
through its completion in Panama. 

The interest and encouragement given 
this project, as given to many projects in 
the interior, by President Robles is as satis- 
fying to him as it is to those who will ben- 
efit directly from regular use of this splendid 
artery of communication. 

I hope, and I am sure that all of you here 
hope, that this highway will bring a new 
prosperity to the provinces of the interior 
and will accelerate the economic develop- 
ment of the entire country. 


SPEECH BY REPUBLIC OF PANAMA PRESIDENT, 
Marco AURELIO ROBLES, AT Los RUICES, 
PROVINCE OF VERAGUAS, AT THE OFFICIAL 
OPENING OF THE FINAL LINK OF THE INTER 
AMERICAN HicHway, JULY 15, 1967 


The project we are inaugurating today is 
a legitimate achievement of the Panama- 
nian nation, and it is, at the same time, a 
contribution of extraordinary significance to 
the integration of Central America. It could 
well be said that the paving of this final link 
of the Pan American Highway, extending 
from the border which unites us with our 
sister Costa Rican nation to our capital city, 
is doubly symbolic of the integration reality: 
because it unites us in a manner that is more 
comfortable, secure and rapid with the coun- 
tries of Central and North America, and be- 
cause it also unites, internally, the different 
regions of our Republic. 

Many years have gone by since the Pan- 
amanian people began its efforts to build 
what was then called the Central Highway, 
initiated during the administration of Dr. 
Belisario Porras and continued by Mr. Ro- 
dolfo Chiari and Mr, Ricardo J. Alfaro. Great 
was the effort involved in the initiation of 
the project from Mensabé and Aguadulce, 
in a creative action which opened the nation 
to progress, development and the utilization 
of its natural and human resources. 

Since then, organizations such as the Of- 
fice of the Inter American Highway and the 
U.S. Bureau of Public Roads have partici- 
pated in the process of constructing the 
Central Highway. The financing and con- 
struction of this project is evident proof of 
the effective configuration that international 
cooperation can achieve. 

We hereby wish to express our acknowl- 
edgement of the decisive and valuable aid 
the Government of the United States has 
given towards the financing of this magnifi- 
cent feat, the extension of which, from Rio 
Rato to the Costa Rican border, is 370 kil- 
ometers and represents an investment of 
fifty five million, one hundred eighty seven 
thousand dollars, to which Panama con- 
tributed the sum of twenty six million, one 
hundred eighty one thousand dollars, and 
the United States, twenty nine million 
dollars. 

I must mention the valuable participation 
of Mr. Enrique A. Jimenez, under whose gov- 
ernment the studies starting at Rio Hato 
began in October, 1945, as well as of those 
who succeeded him in office, who at all times 
gave ample backing to the project, which 
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constitutes one of the highest and most im- 
portant investments of the country. Worthy 
of special mention is the outstanding per- 
formance of Mr. Tomas Guardia who, with 
his consecration, dedication and enthusiasm, 
contributed as much as anyone else to the 
realization of this project. The Nation owes 
this meritorious citizen a special acknowl- 
edgement for his contribution to the devel- 
opment of the Panamanian road system. I 
must recall also the efforts of such civic 
organizations as the Lions Club and the 
Rotary Club, which promoted a national 
campaign to obtain the contribution of the 
private sector in the paving of a sizeable por- 
tion of the highway in the provinces of 
Chiriqui and Coclé. 

The inauguration of this concrete high- 
way, to be followed by the construction of a 
new highway between Chorrera and Panama 
which my administration proposes to under- 
take, will open ample opportunities of more 
efficient communication and insures new in- 
centives for the progress of the nation. 

Building roads means shortening the dis- 
tances between peoples and nations. The 
more extensive and wider the roads that ex- 
tend their routes through our countries, the 
more united we will be, the more we will 
understand each other, deeper, more sincere 
and closer will be the relationship of our 
friendship. These paths, which progress turns 
into solid streaks of cement for the transpor- 
tation of products and commercial trade, are 
also incentives for the embracing of cultures, 
for learning customs, and for the finding of 
formulas of understanding and harmony for 
political and social ideals agreements. 

When nations, as well as people, have the 
opportunity of converting into amicable 
knowledge between neighbors the relations 
heretofore separated by distance and time, 
they begin to discover their true realities. 
And this mutual understanding brings forth 
the affinities and sympathies, as differences 
and disagreements tend to disappear, above 
all in the case of communities that, as those 
on our continent, are united by roots of com- 
mon origin, of similar history and of paral- 
lel cultures. 

Political divisions, geographic boundaries, 
frontiers of one kind or another, even though 
they do not constitute material demarca- 
tions, tend always to estrangement and mis- 
understanding. If, besides the existence of 
such dividing landmarks, there is also the 
separation caused by the absence of means of 
communication which permit and facilitate 
direct inter-communication, and the easy 
access over the solid and firm reality of the 
earth, the efforts that governments and pri- 
vate initiatives can make to seek closer re- 
lationships yield little positive and lasting 
results. It is these highways, over which the 
common and ordinary man can transit with- 
out making great efforts nor costly sacrifices, 
that truly not only shorten distances but also 
affirm understanding and turn into tangible 
and practical realities the ideals of brother- 
hood and integration such as those set forth 
by the visionary genius of the Liberator 
Simon Bolivar, 

For Panama, this project means that the 
efforts made during several decades to open 
its doors to her sister nations of Central and 
North America now begin to be an effective 
reality. With its termination, we are saying 
to the neighboring and friendly governments 
and peoples that, with the same sincerity 
with which we opened the soil of our coun- 
try in order to shorten marine distances and 
facilitate communications between conti- 
nents, we also open, wide open, the frontiers 
of the nation so that through them those 
who wish to know us and enjoy our cordial 
friendship and our humble but warm hos- 
pitality, may come to the very soul and heart 
of Panama. 

The termination of this section of the Pan 
American Highway, which is the main avenue 
of the land communications of the country, 
also means that Panama is advancing firmly 
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towards its own internal integration, to- 
wards a positive association of all regions 
and all sectors with the active life of prog- 
ress and socio-economic and political growth 
that is on an accelerated march towards a 
future of welfare and prosperity for our 
people. 

May I be permitted to render heartfelt 
tribute to the thousands of laborers, artisans, 
professionals and technicians, both national 
and foreign, who have contributed their ef- 
forts over a period of several decades to the 
realization of this project. They fought to 
open trails through the jungles, to span the 
bridges over rivers, to build the road that 
today stands as a hope materializing into im- 
pressive reality, and running through Pana- 
manian territory. They have proven that in 
our country there is the capacity and the 
natural and human resources to solve the 
most difficult problems and to undertake the 
most complex tasks, the duties of greatest 
responsibilities to ourselves and to the out- 
side world. 

I am sure that I interpret the deepest and 
most sincere feeling of my people when I 
express great satisfaction over the fact that 
representative personalities from Central 
and North American countries have attended 
this inaugural ceremony. Having them with 
us on this transcendental occasion means 
that not only today do we have, as always, 
their solidarity and loyal friendship, but also 
that these ties will grow and strengthen as a 
logical consequence of the process of im- 
provement and development to which coun- 
tries like ours are dedicated. 


Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, it is 
fortunate that this monumental and use- 
ful highway will, in the words of Pres- 
ident Robles, contribute to the “process 
of improvement and development” of the 
Americas. 


ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF 
SENATOR COOPER ON THURSDAY 


Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that at the conclu- 
sion of the reading of the Journal on 
Thursday next, the distinguished Sena- 
tor from Kentucky [Mr. Cooper] be 
recognized for not to exceed 20 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


TO ESTABLISH A SPECIAL COMMIS- 
SION ON CIVIL STRIFE 


Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, jointly 
with the distinguished junior Senator 
from Minnesota [Mr. MONDALE], for our- 
selves and on behalf of the senior Sena- 
tor from Oklahoma [Mr. Monroney], 
the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. 
Burpick], the Senator from Maryland 
[Mr. Typrncs], and the Senator from 
Missouri [Mr. Lone], I introduce today a 
joint resolution establishing a Special 
Commission on Civil Strife, authorizing 
the Commission established to investi- 
gate riots and civil strife in cities and 
urban centers of the United States, and 
to report and make recommendations 
on an emergency basis for the preven- 
tion of such riots and the elimination of 
the causes thereof. 

Mr. President, since 1961, according 
to information compiled for me by the 
Library of Congress, there have been 
about 128 riots of national importance 
in the United States. Some have involved 
Negroes; some have involved whites; 
some have involved both. 

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi- 
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dent, that the text of the proposed joint 
resolution be printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Joint 
resolution will be received and appro- 
priately referred, and, in accordance 
with the request of the Senator from 
Oklahoma, will be printed in the RECORD. 

The joint resolution (S.J. Res. 97) 
establishing a Special Commission on 
Civil Strife; authorizing the Commission 
established to investigate riots and civil 
strife in the cities and urban centers of 
the United States and to report and 
make recommendations on an emer- 
gency basis for the prevention of such 
riots and the elimination of the causes 
thereof, introduced by Mr. Harris (for 
himself and other Senators), was re- 
ceived, read twice by its title, referred 
to the Committee on Government Opera- 
tions, and ordered to be printed in the 
ReEcorD, as follows: 

S.J. Res. 97 


Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, 


DECLARATION OF POLICY 


Secrion 1. Riots and civil strife in many 
of the cities and urban centers of the United 
States constitute a domestic crisis which 
must be met and dealt with on an emer- 
gency basis. 

Sec. 2. Lawlessness and violence cannot 
be tolerated or condoned in the American 
society, founded on law. 

Sec. 3. Equality of social, economic and 
political opportunity is the foundaticn of 
American society and must be made real, 
immediately, for all American citizens. 


ESTABLISHMENT OF COMMISSION 


Sec. 4. In accordance with the above-stated 
Declaration of Policy, there is hereby created 
a Special Commission on Civil Strife to be 
composed of nine members, appointed by 
the President of the United States. In making 
such appointments, the President shall give 
due consideration to the need for representa- 
tion on such Commission of the Executive, 
Legislative, and Judicial Branches of the 
Federal Government, Municipal and State 
authorities and informed citizens, and he 
shall also give consideration to appropriate 
representation from racial groups and politi- 
cal es. 

Sec. 5. It shall be the duty of the Commis- 
sion to report and make recommendations, as 
hereinafter provided, to the President of the 
United States and the House of Represent- 
atives and Senate of the United States, for 
urgent action to accomplish the following ob- 
jectives: (a) the establishment immediately, 
of regular and orderly procedures within the 
Executive Department of the Federal Gov- 
ernment, with a permanent office to be lo- 
cated in the Office of Emergency Planning or 
as may determined, for advisory services and 
appropriate Federal action, in cooperation 
with local and state authorities, to prevent 
or quell riots and accompanying lawlessness 
and violence immediately upon eruption or 
threatened eruption of the same, which 
procedures could be called into operation 
rapidly enough in the earliest stages of such 
disorder or threatened disorder as to ef- 
fectively prevent or limit the same; (b) im- 
mediate action required for the elimination 
from American life of the root causes of 
long-standing bitterness and hostility re- 
sulting from existing racial discrimination 
and inequality of social, economic and po- 
litical opportunity; and (c) immediate ac- 
tion required for assistance to state and 
local authorities to carry out the provisions 
of this section and the above-stated Declara- 
tion of Policy. 

Sec. 6. The Commission shall make its first 
preliminary report and recommendations, as 
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herein provided, within one (1) month from 
the effective date of this Act and shall make 
its final report, as herein provided, not later 
than six (6) months from the effective date 
of this Act. 


ORGANIZATION AND OPERATION 


Sec. 7. The Commission shall elect a 
Chairman and Vice Chairman from among 
its members. 

Sec. 8. (a) The Commission shall have 
power to appoint and fix the compensation 
of such personnel as it deems advisable, in 
accordance with the provisions of the civil 
service laws and the Classification Act of 
1949, as amended. 

(b) The Commission may procure, with- 
out regard to the civil service laws and the 
classification laws, temporary and intermit- 
tent services to the same extent as is author- 
ized for the departments by section 15 of 
the Act of August 2, 1946 (60 Stat. 810) but 
at rates not to exceed $75 per diem for indi- 
viduals. 

(c) The Commission is authorized to ne- 
gotiate and enter into contracts with private 
business and nonprofit research organiza- 
tions, including universities and other edu- 
cational institutions, to conduct such stud- 
ies and to prepare such reports as the 
Commission feels necessary in order to dis- 
charge its duties. 

(d) Financial and administrative services 
(including those related to budgeting, ac- 
counting, financial reporting, personnel, and 
procurement) may be provided the Commis- 
sion by the General Services Administration, 
for which payment shall be made in advance, 
or by reimbursement, from funds of the 
Commission in such amounts as may be 
agreed upon by the Chairman of the Com- 
mission and the Administrator of General 
Services: Provided, That the regulations of 
the General Services Administration for the 
collection of indebtedness cf personnel re- 
sulting from erroneous payments (5 U.S.C. 
46d) shall apply to the collection of erro- 
neous payments made to or on behalf of a 
Commission employee, and regulations of 
said Administrator for the administrative 
control of funds (31 U.S.C. 665(g)) shall 
apply to appropriations of the Commission: 
And provided further, That the Commission 
shall not be required to prescribe such 
regulations. 

Sec. 9. Five members of the Commission 
shall constitute a quorum. 


COMPENSATION OF MEMBERS OF THE 
COMMISSION 

Sec, 10. (a) MEMBERS or ConGREsS.—Mem- 
bers of Congress who are members of the 
Commission shall serve without compensa- 
tion in addition to that received for their 
services as Members of Congress, but they 
shall be reimbursed for travel, subsistence, 
and other necessary expenses incurred by 
them in the performance of the duties vested 
in the Commission. 

(b) MEMBERS FROM THE EXECUTIVE 
BRrANcH.—The members of the Commission 
who are in the executive branch of the Gov- 
ernment shall serve without compensation in 
addition to that received for their services in 
the executive branch, but they shall be reim- 
bursed for travel, subsistence, and other 
necessary expenses incurred by them in the 
performance of the duties vested in the Com- 
mission. 

(c) MEMBERS From PRIVATE Lire.—The 
members from private life shall each receive 
$100 per diem when engaged in the actual 
performance of duties vested in the Commis- 
sion, plus reimbursement for travel, sub- 
sistence, and other necessary expenses in- 
curred by them in the performance of such 
duties. 

POWERS OF THE COMMISSION 

Sec. 11. (a) HEARINGS AND SESSIONS—The 
Commission, or any member thereof, may, 
for the purpose of carrying out the provisions 
of this Act, hold such hearings and sit and 
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act at such times and places and take such 
testimony, as the Commission or such mem- 
ber may deem advisable. Any member of the 
Commission may administer oaths or affirma- 
tions to witnesses appearing before the Com- 
mission or before such member. 

(b) OBTAINING OFFICIAL DATA.—The Com- 
mission is authorized to secure directly from 
any executive department, bureau, agency, 
board, commission, office, independent estab- 
lishment, or instrumentality information, 
suggestions, estimates, and statistics for the 
purpose of this Act; and each such depart- 
ment, bureau, agency, board, commission, 
Office, independent establishment, or instru- 
mentality is authorized and directed, to the 
extent permitted by law, to furnish such in- 
formation, suggestions, estimates, and statis- 
tics directly to the Commission, upon request 
made by the Chairman or Vice Chairman. 


EXPENSES OF THE COMMISSION 
Sec. 12, There are hereby authorized to be 


appropriated such amounts as may be neces- 
sary to carry out the provisions of this Act. 


TERMINATION OF COMMISSION 


Sec. 13. The Commission shall cease to 
exist thirty days after submitting its final 
report as required by this Act. 


Mr. HARRIS. I further ask unanimous 
consent to have printed in the RECORD 
at this point the list of riots compiled by 
the Library of Congress, with attached 
news reports and other articles relating 
to that list. 

There being no objection, the list and 
attachments were ordered to be printed 
in the Recorp, as follows: 


From the Library of Congress, Legislative 
Reference Service] 
Riots: 1961 To SEPTEMBER 25, 1966 
1961 

Birmingham, Alabama, May 14—a white 
mob attacked “freedom riders.” 

Anniston, Alabama, May 14—a white mob 
stoned and burned a bus carrying “freedom 
riders.” 

Montgomery, Alabama, May 20—a white 
mob attacked “freedom riders.” 

Chicago, Illinois, June 27—a white mob 
threatened to destroy a Lutheran Church to 
which the Red Cross had brought Negro fire 
refugees; the Negroes were taken to a Negro 
church, 

Monroe, North Carolina, August 27—a 
fight occurred between white persons and 
Negroes after demonstrators, including free- 
dom riders,” began to picket the courthouse. 

McComb, Mississippi, November 29—a 
white mob attacked Negroes attempting to 
desegregate the city bus terminal. 

1962 

Los Angeles, California, April 27—a battle 
occurred between police and Black Muslims 
after a policeman was attacked when he 
questioned an individual in the street. 

Oxford, Mississippi, September 30-October 
1—a white mob attacked U.S. marshals en- 
forcing compliance with court orders for the 
registration of James Meredith, a Negro, at 
the University of Mississippi; rioting was 
suppressed by Federal troops. 

Kialoch, Missouri, September 23-25—riot- 
ing by Negroes in an all-Negro village oc- 
curred after a Negro policeman shot to death 
a Negro youth. 

Florence, South Carolina, October 13—Ne- 
groes rioted when a Negro policeman ar- 
rested a Negro woman. 

Washington, D.C., November 22—Negro 
students attacked white spectators and po- 
lice after a football game at D.C. Stadium. 


1963 


Birmingham, Alabama, May 12—Negroes 
rioted after a home and a motel owned by 
Negro leaders were bombed. 


Lexington, North Carolina, June 6—Ne- 
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groes and white persons battled; racial “high 
tension” was reported as the cause, 

Savannah, Georgia, June 20—Negroes at- 
tacked police and damaged property after 
800 Negro demonstrators were arrested, 

Savannah, Georgia, July 11—Negroes rioted 
after 70 Negro demonstrators were arrested. 

Cambridge, Maryland, July 12—white 
people reacted violently to one of a series of 
demonstration marches; white persons in- 
vaded the Negro area; shooting became wide- 
spread throughout the city. 

Charleston, South Carolina, July 17—Ne- 
groes attacked police after the latter ar- 
rested demonstrators. 

Cambridge, Maryland, July 20—white per- 
sons assaulted National Guardsmen in an at- 
tempt to invade a Negro area. 

Chicago, Illinois, July 29-August 2—spo- 
radic violence by white persons and Negroes 
occurred after three Negro families moved 
into a white neighborhood. 

Chicago, Illinois, August 12—Demonstrat- 
ors attacked police attempting to clear a con- 
struction site of obstructive demonstrators. 

Birmingham, Alabama, August 20—Ne- 
groes attacked police after a bomb exploded 
in the garage of a Negro leader. 

Folcroft, Pennsylvania, August 30—white 
persons protesting against admission of a 
Negro family into a housing development 
damaged the family’s house and attacked 
police. 

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, October 29— 
Negroes rioted after a policeman shot to 
death a Negro who attacked him with a 
knife. 

1964 

Jacksonville, Florida, March 24 and days 
following—after conviction of Negro sit-ins 
and shooting to death of a Negro woman by 
a sniper, Negro gangs fought police, attacked 
white persons, damaged property; riot 
marked first major use of Molotov cocktails 
in race riots. 

Cleveland, Ohio, April 7—Negroes attacked 
police with stones and other missiles after a 
white minister, demonstrating at a school 
construction site, was run over and killed by 
a bulldozer. 

Cambridge, Maryland, May 26—Negroes 
attacked National Guardsmen with missiles 
when the soldiers prevented them from fight- 
ing with a group of white persons. 

St. Augustine, Florida, June 25—segrega- 
tionists broke through police line and at- 
tacked integrationist demonstrators. 

Henderson, North Carolina, July 12—Ne- 
groes and white persons fought when Negroes 
sought service at a truck-stop restaurant. 

New York City (Harlem and Brooklyn), 
N.Y., July 18-23—after a police lieutenant 
shot to death a Negro who attacked him 
with a knife, Negroes attacked police, dam- 
aged property, and looted. 

Rochester, New York, July 24-25—Negroes 
attacked police, damaged property and 
looted after police attempted to arrest a dis- 
orderly Negro. 

Jersey City, New Jersey, August 2-4—Ne- 
groes rioted after police arrested two Negro 
women for figh > 

Elizabeth, New Jersey, August 11-13—Ne- 
groes attacked police with Molotov cocktails, 
damaged property; not sparked by any ap- 
parent incident. 

Paterson, New Jersey, August 11-14—Ne- 
groes damaged property; no apparent reason 
for rioting. 

Dixmoor, Illinois, August 15-17—Negroes 
picketed a liquor store whose white owner 
had accused a Negro woman of stealing a 
bottle; the picketing degenerated into vio- 
lence in which both Negroes and white peo- 
ple took part. 

Keansburg, New Jersey, August 28—white 
persons and Negroes fought after a young 
white man insulted and attacked a Negro. 

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, August 28-31— 
a Negro policeman, later aided by two other 
Officers, forcibly arrested a Negro woman for 
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public disorder; a Black Nationalist leader 
excited a crowd against the police by charg- 
ing police brutality; Negroes attacked police, 
damaged property, and looted. 

1965 

New York (Brooklyn), N.Y., February 17 
18—hundreds of Negro students taking part 
in a school boycott conducted by the City- 
wide Committee for Integrated Schools at- 
tacked police with bricks, and damaged 
property. 

Waterbury, Connecticut, March 26—Ne- 
groes attacked police after an officer arrested 
a Negro youth who, with two others, was 
blocking a sidewalk and refused to move on 
when ordered to do so. 

District of Columbia, April 23—Negroes at- 
tacked two policemen when they arrested two 
Negroes for disorderly conduct. 

Bogalusa, Louisiana, May 20—white per- 
sons attacked Negroes attempting to inte- 
grate a city park. 

Paterson, New Jersey, May 28—Negroes at- 
tacked two policemen when they arrested a 
Negro driver for speeding and hitting parked 
cars, 

Bogalusa, Louisiana, May 29—white per- 
sons fought with Negro demonstrators, 

Bogalusa, Louisiana, July 17—white per- 
sons attacked Negro demonstrators. 

Danbury, Connecticut, July 24—Negro and 
white youths fought at a drive-in restaurant. 

Sodus, New York, August 1—Negroes at- 
tacked two policemen when they shot in the 
leg a Negro who had attempted to shoot an 
officer and had tried to flee after his gun mis- 
fired. 

Los Angeles (Watts), California, August 
11-17—rloting broke out after policemen ar- 
rested a Negro for drunken driving and re- 
sisting arrest and his brother and mother 
for attacking them, and after arresting a 
young Negro woman for spitting at them and 
a man for inciting to violence. Negroes at- 
tacked police and white persons, damaged 
property, and looted. 

Chicago, Illinois, August 12—18—Negroes 
attacked white persons with bottles, bricks, 
and rocks, and damaged property. The sec- 
ond night’s rioting occurred after a fire 
truck hit a traffic standard that fell and 
killed a Negro woman. 

Elizabeth, New Jersey, August 25-26 (one 
night)—Negroes broke store windows, hurled 
fire bombs, and threw rocks and other mis- 
siles at fire trucks; an incident said to have 
sparked disturbances was (falsely) alleged 
failure of police ambulance to answer 
quickly emergency call for Negro. 


1966 


Birmingham, Alabama, January 11—Negro 
students stoned police after civil rights 
workers urged them to leave classes and 
join a demonstration. 

Tuskegee, Alabama, January 15—Negro 
students damaged property after a Negro 
student was arrested for fighting. 

Los Angeles (Watts), California, March 
15—Negroes attacked white persons, dam- 
* property, and looted. 

Lorman (Alcorn A and M College), Mis- 
sissippi, April 4—Negro youths attacked 
police acting to halt a demonstration. 

Washington, D.C., April 11—Negro stu- 
dents stoned police cars, ambulances and 
private cars, and other property after visit- 
ing Glen Echo Amusement Park. 

Los Angeles (Venice, Willowbrook), Call- 
fornia, May 8—Negroes attacked police with 
rocks and bottles. 

Bakersfield, California, May 22-23—Negroes 
threw rocks and firebombs. 

Los Angeles (Watts), California, May 23— 
Negroes attacked police and white persons 
after police arrested a Negro for throwing 
a rock at a police car. 

Philadelphia, Mississippi, June 21—White 
persons attacked demonstrators; later, at 
least one shot was fired by a white man into 
a group of Negroes, and Negroes fired back. 
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Cleveland, Ohio, June 24—Negroes threw 
rocks at cars and damaged other property; 
white motorists shot and wounded a Negro 
youth. 

Cordele, Georgia, June 29—Negroes and 
white youths exchanged gunfire for 90 min- 
utes; tension had risen after a racial con- 
frontation at an integrated swimming pool 
several days before. 

Omaha, Nebraska, July 2-6—Negroes threw 
rocks at police cars, damaged property, and 
looted; no initial incident reported. 

Des Moines, Iowa, July 4-6—Negro youths 
threw rocks in a public park on two succes- 
sive nights. 

Chicago, Illinois, July 12-15—Rioting be- 
gan after police turned off fire hydrants in 
a Negro area. Negroes claimed hydrants were 
left on in adjoining Italian area—police had 
turned off hydrants in both areas, but resi- 
dents in Italian area turned them back on 
at night. Negroes attacked police and fire- 
men with firearms, firebombs, and other mis- 
siles, damaged property, and looted. 

South Bend, Indiana, July 17—Rioting oc- 
curred in a Negro neighborhood, involving 
throwing of stones, bricks, bottles; not 
evidently sparked by any incident. 

Jacksonville, Florida, July 18-19—a Negro 
demonstration developed into a riot in which 
Negroes attacked white persons and damaged 
property with rocks and firebombs. 

Cleveland, Ohio, July 18-22—Negroes at- 
tacked police and firemen with firearms, dam- 
aged property with missiles and firebombs, 
and looted; rioting was apparently spon- 
taneous. 

Brooklyn, New York, July 21-23—Negroes 
fought white people and police with firearms, 
firebombs, and other missiles; rioting was 
preceded by outbreaks of violence one to two 
weeks previous. 

Baltimore, Maryland, July 28-29—white 
youths invaded a Negro area and attacked 
residents; battles between Negroes and whites 
ensued, 

North Amityville, New York, July 28—Ne- 
groes threw stones and bottles at police after 
a meeting to improve police-community re- 
lations; violence was apparently spontaneous. 

Perth Amboy, New Jersey, July 30-August 
2—Puerto Rican youths threw rocks and bot- 
tles in the streets for four consecutive nights; 
no triggering incidents reported. 

Los Angeles (Watts), California, July 31— 
aon attacked police with bricks and bot- 

es. 

Pacoima, California, July 31—Negroes at- 
tacked police with rocks and bottles. 

Chicago, Illinois, July 30, 31, August 3, 5, 
T—white people attacked police and marchers 
demonstrating for open housing with rocks 
and bottles, and set fire to demonstrators’ 
cars. 

Providence, Rhode Island, August 1-2— 
fighting between Negroes and police occurred 
on two nights after Negroes held a “black 
power” meeting. 

Minneapolis, Minnesota, August 3-4—Ne- 
gro youths damaged property on consecutive 

ts 


Menlo Park, California, August 5—Negro 
youths attacked police with rocks and bottles. 

Lansing, Michigan, August '7-8—white 
youths attacked Negroes, and Negroes re- 
acted by damaging property with bricks and 
other missiles, throwing firebombs at passing 
cars, and attacking white youths. 

Detroit, Michigan, August 9-10—Negro and 
white youths fought each other in a racially 
mixed neighborhood; bricks and firebombs 
were thrown. 

Grenada, Mississippi, August 8-10—white 
persons hurled cherry bombs, pieces of metal 
and other missiles at civil rights demonstra- 
tors. 

Muskegon, Michigan, August 13—a large 
crowd, mostly Negroes, gathered around a 
police car answering a call at a hotel where 
Negroes reportedly attacked white persons; 
@ police officer was struck in the face; after 
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police dispersed the crowd, a group damaged 
property and looted. 

District of Columbia (Anacostia), August 
13—Negro youths roamed streets throwing 
rocks after arrest of a robbery suspect; 
August 16—Negro youths threw rocks, bot- 
tles, fireworks at llth Precinct Police Sta- 
tion House after police arrested a youth; 
Negro youths threw bricks at passing cars 
and buses. 

Waukegan, Illinois, August 27-28 (three 
nights, with two riots in one 12-hour pe- 
riod) —Negroes attacked cars with firebombs 
(six passengers in a passing car were burned) 
and other missiles and damaged other prop- 
erty; triggering incident was apparently the 
arrest of a Negro youth for throwing a bottle 
in the street. 

Los Angeles (Watts), California, August 
29—Negroes attacked policemen who sought 
to question them; other Negroes attacked 
policemen when they tried to stop a fight. 

Dayton, Ohio, September 1—Negroes stoned 
buses, damaged property, and looted, after 
motorists, reportedly white, shot to death a 
Negro. 

Jackson, Michigan, August 31-September 
1—Negroes and white men fought each other, 
and cars and other property were stoned. 

Atlanta, Georgia, September 6—Negroes 
damaged cars, including two police cars, 
after a policeman shot and wounded a Negro 
suspected of car theft; September 10-12— 
Negroes threw rocks and firebombs on three 
consecutive nights after a white motorist 
shot a Negro to death and wounded another. 


[Summarized from press reports] 


RIOTS IN THE UNITED STATES—SEPTEMBER 27, 
1966-JUNE 22, 1967* 

San Francisco, California, September 27, 
1966: Several hundred Negroes set fires, 
broke store windows, looted stores and threw 
rocks at police cars, following a white police- 
man’s shooting of a Negro youth running 
from a stolen car, Three policemen, a fireman 
and a grocer were hurt by flying rocks and 
bottles. (Police shooting of the young Negro 
was later declared by a coroner’s jury to be 
justifiable.) 

San Francisco, California, September 28, 
1966: Riots spread to other parts of the city. 
One newspaper reported They are shooting 
at anyone that is white”. National Guard 
troops were used to restore some order. More 
than 80 persons were injured. 

St. Louis, Missouri, September 28, 1966: 
Roving Negroes threw rocks and smashed 
store windows following the shooting of a 
Negro prisoner by a policeman. (An inte- 
grated coroner’s jury later found the shoot- 

Ing to be “justifiable homicide.” 

Oakland, California, October 19, 1966: Bands 
of Negroes smashed store windows, looted, 
started fires with gasoline bombs, and as- 
saulted passersby after arrest of a Negro 
woman for a traffic violation. Forty-seven 
business firms were damaged, 5 whites were 
beaten in East Oakland. Five white teachers 
and 3 white students were beaten in Castle- 
mont High School. 

Clearwater, Florida, November 1, 1966; An 
estimated 400 Negroes engaged in vandalism 
and threw rocks at cars driven by white 
persons. 

Ossining, New York, November 1, 1966: 
About 400 Negro youths rioted, smashed 
store windows, stomped one policeman un- 
conscious and injured 6 other policemen,. 

Tuskegee, Alabama, December 9, 1966: 
About 700 Negro students at Tuskegee Insti- 
tute looted a liquor store, smashed windows 
and rioted for 3 hours. The Negroes were 
said to have been “unhappy” over court 
acquittal of a white man accused of fatally 
shooting a student of the Institute. 


* Supplementing a list prepared in the Leg- 
islative Reference Service of the Library of 
Congress covering the period 1961 to Septem- 
ber 25, 1966. 
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Nashville, Tennessee, April 10, 1967: 
Several hundred Negro students of Fisk Uni- 
versity and Tennessee A. and I. State Uni- 
versity rioted on the nights of April 8, 9, and 
10. Snipers fired at policemen. At least 17 per- 
sons were injured. On April 10 the Tennes- 
see House of Representatives, the Nashville 
Banner and some Negro leaders blamed the 
riots on the presence of “black power” advo- 
cate Stokeley Carmichael. Two of his aides 
were arrested for inciting to riot. The Ten- 
nessee House of Representatives passed a 
resolution asking the U.S. Immigration and 
Naturalization Service to deport him to 
Trinidad, his birthplace. 

Cleveland, Ohio, April 16, 1967: Violence 
erupted on the northern boundary of Cleve- 
land’s East Side Hough area (predominantly 
Negro). A rash of rock throwing, store win- 
dow smashing and looting was reported. 

Louisville, Kentucky, April 20, 1967: Po- 
lice fired tear gas into a crowd of more than 
1,000 hostile whites who were taunting open 
housing demonstrators. The mob retaliated 
by hurling a barrage of bricks and bottles. 

Washington, D.C., April 28, 1967: Three 
white persons riding in a truck which gave 
out of gas, and a Negro who tried to help 
them, were “severely beaten” by a gang of 
about 60 Negroes in Northeast Washington. 

Wichita, Kansas, May 10, 1967: A gang of 
Negroes beat two white high school athletes 
and set fire to a business establishment. 

Jackson, Mississippi, May 11, 1967: Nation- 
al Guard infantry was used to quell a riot 
raised by 1,000 Negroes at Jackson State 
College in protest against the arrest of a 
speeding motorist by two Negro policemen. 
One Negro was fatally wounded. 

San Francisco, California, May 15, 1967: 
Gangs of roving Negro youths stoned auto- 
mobiles. Other incidents of violence and 
vandalism, including breaking of store win- 
dows and theft, were reported, also assault 
on white students by Negro youths in two 
high schools. 

Houston, Texas, May 16 and 17, 1967: Hun- 
dreds of students rioted at predominantly 
Negro Texas Southern University. One po- 
liceman was killed and two others shot. The 
foreman of the grand jury said the trouble 
was caused by “a few agitators.” 

Chicago, Illinois, May 21, 1967: A crowd of 
Negroes threw stones and bottles at police 
during a two-hour disturbance following a 
memorial service for the Black Nationalist 
leader Malcolm X. Three policemen and other 
persons were injured. Thirty persons were 
charged with inciting to riot. 

Clearwater, Florida, June 4, 1967: About 
200 rock-throwing Negroes rioted following 
an attempt by a white policeman to aid a 
Negro police officer trying to break up a fight 
between two Negro men. 

Boston, Massachusetts, June 5, 1967: A “sit- 
in“ by a group of women welfare recipients 
erupted into a 4-night riot as more than 
1000” persons hurled stones and bottles, and 
fired and looted stores in a predominantly 
Negro neighborhood. About 75 persons, in- 
cluding 29 policemen, were injured. 

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, June 11, 1967: 
Brick-and-bottle-throwing rioting in a Negro 
section followed a dispute over a rug. Four 
policemen were injured. 

Prattsville, Alabama, June 12, 1967: Negroes 
angered by the arrest of Stokely Carmichael 
exchanged gunfire with police for 3 hours. 
Ten Negroes were charged with inciting a 
riot. 

Tampa, Florida, June 13, 1967: Two nights 
of rioting in a 60-square-block Negro district 
occurred after a policeman shot and killed 
a Negro burglary suspect who refused to halt. 
Rioters set fire to an entire block, smashed 
windows and raided stores, including a gun 
shop, in a 4-block area, and shot at police. 
Roving mobs chanted “Get Whitey, get 
Whitey”. (The shooting of the burglary sus- 
pect was later ruled justifiable by the states 
attorney.) 
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Cincinnati, Ohio, June 13, 1967: “Thou- 
sands” of teen-agers and young adults rioted 
in three of the city's predominantly Negro 
sections, hurling Molotov cocktails, smash- 
ing store windows, looting, and starting 
fires. Eight persons, including 2 policemen 
and 2 firemen, were reported injured. Dam- 
age was estimated at more than $1 million. 

Dayton, Ohio, June 14, 1967: Gangs of 
Negro youths smashed shop windows and 
threw rocks following a speech by Rap 
Brown, head of the Student Nonviolent 
Coordinating Committee. 

Atlanta, Georgia, June 22, 1967: Violence 
erupted on 6 blocks of the predominantly 
Negro Dixie Hills section during the nights 
of June 18-21 inclusive. Snipers shot at po- 
lice and roving bands of Negroes tossed bricks 
and bottles, set fires and looted stores after 
black power advocate Stokely Carmichael 
exhorted those attending a rally, telling them 
“we need to be beating heads.“ One Negro 
man was killed and 3 other persons were in- 
jured during a clash between police and 
residents. Militant advocates of black 
power” branded as “traitors” Negro youth 
patrols that were organized to help the peace. 


[From the Washington Post, July 18, 1967] 
Masor 1967 Rrors—19 Crries Hir By Vio- 
LENCE BEGINNING IN May 

Outbreaks of Negro violence in the Nation 
during 1967: 

Omaha—About 200 Negro youths smashed 
windows, looted stores and damaged police 
cars April 1-2 in ghetto shopping center. 
Twenty-one persons arrested. 

Houston—One policeman was killed and 
two others injured in rioting on campus of 
Texas Southern University, a predominantly 
Negro school, May 16-17. Police arrested 489 
students in mass campus roundup. 

Chicago—Ten persons, including three 
policemen, injured in May 21 melee touched 
off when two white women tried to partici- 
pate in Black Nationalist ceremony honor- 
ing late Malcolm X. Twenty-two persons ar- 
rested. Police arrested 37 persons in May 30 
racial battle in suburban forest preserve. 

Nashville—Students of three predominant- 
ly Negro colleges, charging police brutality, 
rioted for three nights starting April 8. Two 
persons wounded in rock and bottle attacks 
on police. 

Jackson, Miss.—Police arrest of a Negro 
student sparked two nights of rioting near 
Jackson State College May 12-13. One Negro 
was killed in sporadic gunfire. National 
Guard restored order. 

Boston—One hundred persons injured dur- 
ing four days of racial violence in Roxbury 
district June 2-5, Police arrested 73 persons. 
Damage estimated at $1 million. 

Tampa, Fla.—A white policeman shot a 
Negro burglary suspect June 11 and Negro 
mobs stormed through streets, smashing 
windows, setting fires, stoning motorists. 
More than 100 persons arrested. Damage esti- 
mated at $2 million before peace restored by 
National Guard. 

Prattville, Ala—Snipers exchanged gun- 
fire with police after arrest of Stokely 
Carmichael for disturbing the peace on June 
11. Three policemen and a dog handler 
wounded. National Guardsmen arrested 10 
persons. 

Cincinnati—National Guard called out to 
quell Negro rioting June 12-16 that brought 
365 arrests, one death, six injuries and $2 
million in damage. Violence flared again July 
3-5, bringing 19 arrests and $1 million dam- 
age. 

Lansing, Mich.—Negro gangs on West Side 
hurl rocks and bottles at police, injuring 
three persons. Two youths arrested. 

Atlanta—Rioting broke out in Dixie Hills 
June 19 after address by Carmichael at rally 
protesting shooting of Negro youth by Negro 
policeman. One Negro killed and three others 
injured in three nights of street skirmishing. 

Buffalo—More than 100 persons injured 
and 240 arrested during three nights of 
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Negro rioting June 27-29. Conservative dam- 
age estimate from fires, looting and vandal- 
ism was $250,000. 

Des Moines—Rock and bottle throwing 
melee involving Negro gangs July 2 resulted 
in six arrests. Recurrence of violence July 16 
brings 17 arrests. 

Kansas City, Mo.—Police used tear gas to 
disperse 150 Negroes July 9 at a park after 
crowd dented police cars and broke windows 
with rocks and bottles. Eleven persons ar- 
rested, one injured. 

Waterloo, Iowa—Negroes stoned passing 
cars and looted some stores July 10 in an 
outgrowth of two previous nights of minor 
disturbances. Five persons were injured. 

Erie, Pa.—Negro youths, apparently after a 
police breakup of a street-corner dice game, 
smashed car windows and threw bottles at 
police July 12-13. Nine youths arrested. 

Hartford, Conn.—Eleven policemen were 
injured in Negro flareups July 12-13. Bricks 
and Molotov cocktails thrown through six 
store windows. Twenty persons arrested. 

Newark—Twenty-four persons, all but two 
of them Negroes, died in a flareup of racial 
rioting highlighted by sniping and looting. 
More than 1600 persons were arrested in the 
rioting which broke out Wednesday night 
and entered its sixth day Monday. 

Plainfield, N.J.—A policeman was shot to 
death with his own pistol Sunday in the 
third day of racial violence in which more 
than 50 persons have been arrested or in- 
jured. 

Waterloo, Iowa. 

Detroit, Mich. 

Cambridge, Md. 


[From the U.S. News & World Report, 
June 26, 1967] 

Riot Season—How Hor WILL Ir Ger? 

Violence spread across America, breaking 
out in city after city. This time, much of it 
was accompanied by angry talk of race 
war, threats of more to come from riot 
leaders. There were signs that this riot season 
might become the worse one yet. 

THE SPREAD OF RACIAL VIOLENCE 


These 27 cities have been hit by outbursts 
of racial violence in 1967: 


East 
Boston, Mass. Rochester, N.Y. 
Philadelphia, Pa. 
South 
Tampa, Fla. Houston, Tex. 
Prattville, Ala. Jackson, Miss, 


Nashville, Tenn. 
Baton Rouge, La, 


Montgomery, Ala. 
Clearwater, Fla. 
Louisville, Ky. 


Midwest 
Cincinnati, Ohio Massillon, Ohio 
Chicago, II. Dayton, Ohio 
Cleveland, Ohio Youngstown, Ohio 
Wichita, Kans. Maywood, III. 
Lansing, Mich. Middletown, Ohio 
West 


Los Angeles, Calif. 
San Francisco, Calif. 
Sacramento, Calif. 


In a single week in mid-June— 

Negroes rioted, burned and looted in 
Cincinnati, Ohio, and Tampa, Fla. 

Negroes fought a gun battle with police in 
Prattville, Ala., and marched against police 
barricades in Alabama’s capital city, Mont- 
gomery. 

Gangs of Negro youths rampaged in the 
streets of Dayton, Middletown and Youngs- 
town, Ohio, and Maywood, III., threw rocks 
at police in Lansing, Mich., and Philadel- 
phia, Pa. 

Negroes hurled bricks and bottles at fire- 
men on the fringes of Watts, the Los Angeles 
riot area of 1965. 

National Guard troops were called to ac- 
tion in Tampa, Prattville, Montgomery and 
Cincinnati. 


San Diego, Calif. 
Vallejo, Calif. 
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“If fired upon, return fire and shoot to 
kill,” was the order given to National Guards- 
men in Ohio. 


SPREADING VIOLENCE 


By June 17, outbreaks of racial violence 
had occurred in 27 cities—with the predicted 
“long, hot summer” still ahead. 

Inyolved in the spreading outbreaks of 
June were Stokely Carmichael, militant 
agitator for “black power,” and the Student 
Nonviolent Coordinating Committee (SNCC) 
which he once headed. 

Mr. Carmichael was arrested in Prattville, 
June 11, where police quoted him as saying: 
“We came here to tear this town up and 
we re going to tear it up.” 

The next day, the new SNCC chairman, 
Rap Brown, said: 

“We recognize and accept yesterday’s ac- 
tion by racist white America as a declara- 
tion of war. . . We are calling for full re- 
taliations from the black community. across 
America.” 

Rap Brown and the man he calls his 
“minister of defense,” Willie Ricks, turned 
up in Dayton just before Negro violence 
erupted there on June 14, Mr. Brown told 
a Negro gathering. ; 

“How can you be nonviolent in America, 
the most violent country in the world? You 
better shoot that man to death; that’s what 
he’s doing to you.” 

“Defense Minister” Ricks, after the meet- 
ing, informed newsmen that he and Mr. 
Brown were in Dayton “to make white men 
get on their knees. 


TOWARD A RACE WAR? 


Mr. Brown told “The Dayton Daily News” 
that the U.S. “seems headed for a race war 
between the blacks and the whites.” 

On June 15, Mr. Brown turned up in riot- 
torn Cincinnati and told a cheering audience 
of Negroes: 5 

“SNCC has declared war.” 

As violence spread from city to city, sigm 
appeared of more violence to come. 

The National Welfare Rights Movement 
announced it will promote demonstrations in 
25 cities on June 30 to protest alleged inade- 
quacies of welfare payments. One such dem- 
onstration by an affiliated group touched off 
four days of Negro rioting in Boston in early 
June. 

A “New York Times” survey found: 

“Throughout upstate New York, New Jer- 
sey and Connecticut, dissatisfaction and 
pent-up anger scar Negro communities on 
such issues as schools, jobs, housing and, less 
often, police relations.” 

Officials in many cities moved to detect 
rumblings of trouble in Negro neighborhoods 
and head off the development of large-scale 
riots. 

President Johnson, on June 13, expressed 
concern and said: “We are trying to do every- 
thing we can in co-operation with the cities, 
the counties, the States and private employ- 
ers to minimize the tensions that exist.” 

Ohio’s Republican Governor, James A. 
Rhodes, criticized the Federal Government’s 
programs against racial unrest as “haphazard 
and inept.” 

Official attitudes hardened as Negro atti- 
tudes grew more belligerent. 


STRONG STAND IN OHIO 


Governor Rhodes declared that Ohio will 
not permit “professional agitators, looters 
and hoodlums” to run riot. He announced 
that in the future the Ohio National Guard 
will be called out to quell disturbances 
whether such action is requested by local 
officials or not. 

In Congress, three Southern Representa- 
tives moved to force an antiriot bill out of 
committee onto the House floor for an early 
vote. 

“How much more looting and killing is 
going to take place before we act?” asked 
Representative Willlam Cramer (Rep.), of 
Florida. 
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Mr. Cramer cited Mr. Carmichael’s pres- 
ence in Alabama and said that representa- 
tives of the Congress of Racial Equality 
(CORE) had been in Tampa. He told the 
House: 

Let's not kid ourselves. This is a national 
conspiracy. These things don’t just happen.” 


SUMMIT CONFERENCE 


In the midst of the June rioting, nine civil- 
rights leaders came together in a “summit 
conference” and announced the nearest ap- 
proach to unity that they have achieved in 
years of dissension. 

They agreed to co-operate in a joint attack 
on what they called the “underlying causes” 
of unrest: “inequality and injustice.” 

Cleveland, highly regarded as a. potential 
riot spot, was picked by the civil-rights lead- 
ers as their No. 1 target. There, they said, 
they hope to provide a “working model” for 
co-ordinated programs in other trouble 
spots. 

This is the fourth consecutive summer to 
be marked by Negro riots. Seldom if ever 
before has trouble broken out in so many 
spots in so short a time. 

Violence began on Sunday, June 11, in 
Prattville, a county seat near Montgomery, 
Ala. It was set off by the arrest of Mr. Car- 
michael on a charge of disorderly conduct 
after he allegedly threatened a police officer 
outside a civil-rights rally at a church. 


GUARD MOVES IN 


Shots were fired at patrol cars. Three offi- 
cers and a dog handler were wounded. A gun 
fight developed and 150 National Guardsmen 
were sent to the scene. They surrounded a 
house that appeared to be a center of resist- 
ance and arrested 10 of its 25 occupants. 
The fighting ended. 

Negroes then marched on the State capitol 
in Montgomery. National Guards turned 
them back one day, police barricades stopped 
them the next. 

Mr. Carmichael told the marchers: 

“These white-helmeted cops are your 
enemies.” 

Tampa exploded on June 12, after a police- 
man shot a Negro youth running from the 
scene of a burglary. 

For three nights, Negroes by the hundreds 
rampaged through the city’s slum areas, 
setting fires, looting stores and beating white 
persons. 

Florida’s Governor Claude Kirk sent in 500 
National Guardsmen to aid 350 police and 150 
armed deputies in battling the mobs. 


NEGROES HELP END RIOT 


Tampa officials credited a squad of 150 
young Negroes with helping to end the vio- 
lence. The youths toured the Negro areas, 
telling potential troublemakers: “We don't 
need no more trouble.” 

When the battle of Tampa ended, more 
than 100 Negroes had been arrested, 20 per- 
sons injured, several buildings burned and 
looted. 

An official inquiry brought the ruling that 
the shooting which started the trouble was 
“justiflable homicide.” 

Cincinnati also erupted on June 12. That 
trouble followed the murder conviction of a 
Negro and the arrest of a picket protesting 
the conviction. 

Roving gangs of Negroes set fires with 
“Molotoy cocktails,” threw bricks and rocks 
through store windows, looted stores, at- 
tacked automobiles. 

After National Guardsmen with bayonets 
and policemen with riot guns broke up the 
mobs, Negroes switched their tactics to hit- 
and-run raids. 

In Cincinnati’s four days of violence, 
dozens of persons were injured, more than 
260 were arrested. Damage was estimated at 
nearly 2 million dollars. 


FROM CITY TO CITY 


From Cincinnati, trouble spread to Dayton, 
Youngstown and Middletown, Ohio. 
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In Dayton, city officials said a show of 
police strength prevented vandalism from 
turning into a riot. Last year it took National 
Guard troops to put down a riot in Dayton. 

The Negro rampage in Maywood, Ill., was 
interpreted as a demand by Negro youngsters 
for a swimming pool. 

At mid-June, Los Angeles and Philadel- 
phia, scenes of major riots in the past, had 
escaped with comparatively small outbursts. 

In Warren, Mich., there was racial trouble 
of another kind. White neighbors hurled 
rocks and epithets at the home of a Negro 
man and his white wife until police cordoned 
off the house. 

June’s violence left no doubt that the 
1967 riot season has begun. The only ques- 
tion is: How hot will it get? 


Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, in view of 
the fact that there have been so many 
instances of lawlessness, violence, and 
civil disorder in the cities and urban 
centers of the United States, and es- 
pecially because of the recent, most un- 
fortunate riots in Newark, Detroit, and 
Cambridge, Md., I think that we cannot 
continue in this country simply to be 
surprised each time that kind of law- 
lessness and disorder occurs. I think we 
need to realize that this matter of civil 
strife, lawlessness, and violence has be- 
come a serious national domestic crisis, 
and that action is required immediately 
on several fronts to meet that national 
crisis. 

Each time such a riot occurs, there is 
call for action throughout the country 
and in the Halls of Congress. Some calls 
for action are repressive, some permis- 
sive, in nature. This resolution, we think, 
is neither, but meets the urgency and 
immediacy of the crisis in the manner 
which the situation deserves and de- 
mands. 

I discussed this resolution earlier in 
the day with the distinguished majority 
leader [Mr. MansFrietp], who has had to 
leave the Chamber to attend a meeting 
at the White House. I note, Mr. Presi- 
dent, that he has stated today to the 
press, following our discussion, that he 
feels that a Presidential commission sim- 
ilar to the Warren Commission, and as 
set forth in this joint resolution, may be 
the best means of getting at this national 
crisis and the problems inherent in it. 

Actions which have been recom- 
mended by some, involving prohibitions 
against interstate movement of persons 
who may agitate for riots, or which seek 
to find some common, organized cause 
for such riots, however well intentioned, 
in my judgment, do not go deep enough, 
nor do they recognize the national crisis 
nature of the situation, 

The proposed resolution states, in its 
declaration of policy: 

First. That “riots and civil strife in 
many of the cities and urban centers of 
the United States constitute a domestic 
crisis which must be met and dealt with 
on an emergency basis.” 

Second. That “lawlessness and violence 
cannot be tolerated or condoned in the 
American society, founded on law.” 

Third. That “equality of social, eco- 
nomic and political opportunity is the 
foundation of American society, and 
must be made real, immediately, for all 
American citizens.” 

Mr. President, I applaud the legisla- 
tive measures which have been intro- 
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duced yesterday and today in the Sen- 
ate, one calling for a select Senate com- 
mittee on civil disorder. I think that that 
action certainly is laudable; it calls at- 
tention to the problem and attempts to 
seek the proper answer. But I think that 
a Senate committee, alone, will not be 
able to achieve the kind of action which 
is appropriate and necessary. 

I also applaud the introduction in the 
Senate and in the House of Representa- 
tives today of a measure which would 
establish a joint committee of the House 
and Senate on this same problem. I think 
Congress must accept responsibility to 
get at this national crisis. 

But I think that the situation deserves 
and demands more than that. I believe, 
as has been stated by the majority 
leader, that we need a blue-ribbon com- 
mission which can command the atten- 
tion, not only of Congress but of the ex- 
ecutive department as well, and which 
can call together leaders from Congress, 
from the executive and judicial branches 
of the Federal Government, from mu- 
nicipal and State authorities, and from 
informed citizens. 

That is what this resolution would do. 
It would authorize the President to ap- 
point a nine-member on on 
Civil Strife, giving due regard to the 
need for representation from the execu- 
tive, legislative, and judicial branches of 
the Federal Government, municipal and 
State authorities, and informed citizens, 
and also giving due regard to appropri- 
ate representation from racial groups 
and political parties. 

The resolution requires that the Com- 
mission, acting under the urgency which 
I think is necessary in this situation, give 
@ first preliminary report to the legisla- 
tive bodies and to the executive branch 
of the Government, for appropriate 
legislative and administrative action, 
within 1 month from the creation of 
the Commission; and it requires a final 
report of the Commission not later than 
6 months from the effective date of the 
act. 

The resolution states that it shall be 
the duty of the Commission to make such 
reports and recommendations to the 
President of the United States and to 
the Senate and House of Representatives 
for urgent action, as will accomplish the 
following objectives: 

First. The establishment immediately 
of regular and orderly procedures within 
the executive department of the Federal 
Government, with a permanent office to 
be located in the Office of Emergency 
Planning, or as may be determined, for 
advisory services and appropriate Fed- 
eral action, in cooperation with local and 
State authorities, to prevent or quell 
riots and accompanying lawlessness and 
violence immediately upon the eruption 
or threatened eruption of the same, 
which procedures could be called into op- 
eration rapidly enough, at the earliest 
stages of such disorder or threatened dis- 
order, as to effectively prevent or limit 
the same. 

Mr. President, in connection with sub- 
section (a), I think we can ill afford to 
delay, through discussions of responsi- 
bility, the quelling or the prevention of 
riots as between the Federal Government 
and the State government, though, of 
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course, the State government and the 
local governments must make requests 
before Federal action can be taken or 
Federal assistance given, insofar as law 
enforcement is concerned; I think that 
is quite appropriate. But, nevertheless, 
we should have a permanent office in the 
executive department of the Federal Gov- 
ernment and regular procedures that can 
routinely be called into play so that there 
will not be, each time, need for discus- 
sion of a new departure in procedure and 
a lot of talk back and forth between State 
and Federal officers before the appropri- 
ate action is taken on the local level and 
a given by the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

I think, after 128 riots as detailed by 
the study by the Library of Congress 
which I have had inserted in the RECORD, 
it is time that we become ready to meet 
these situations on an orderly and rou- 
tine basis. I think we ought to have a 
sort of “ready room” within the execu- 
tive department of the Federal Govern- 
ment, so that we will not just wake up 
to a new situation every time such a 
riot occurs, but we can proceed in an 
orderly and planned fashion. 

Mr. MONDALE. Mr, President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HARRIS. I yield. 

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I think 
the point just made concerning the need 
for what the Senator has accurately 
called a ready room is well taken, and 
the creation of such an institution at 
the Federal level is long overdue. 

Such a ready room, as I envisage it, 
could be immediately contacted by any 
local community which feared civil strife 
or was in the midst of civil strife. That 
local community could call upon this in- 
stitution which would have the benefit 
of the multiple experience and back- 
ground of such specialists as are neces- 
sary to assist the local communities. The 
institution could assist the local com- 
munities by informing them of all the 
available and relevant information they 
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from the Federal level and from other in- 
stitutions, public and private. It would, in 
essence, be an office to which they could 
turn immediately in case of need. 

This institution could keep all avail- 
able information on file so that it might 
be distributed in the event of similar sit- 
uations elsewhere. 

We have, in effect, in the Office of 
Emergency Planning a ready room to 
assist in case of natural disasters. 

We now know that in the event of a 
tornado or a flood, we can call upon 
this office for assistance of an emergency 
nature to rebuild houses and homes and 
to get businesses started again and to 
assist in case of health hazards and every 
kind of conceivable problem that arises 
in the event of a natural disaster can 
be properly brought before the Office of 
Emergency Planning. 

Strangely enough, despite evidence of 
the number of occurrences of civil strife 
to which this study makes reference, we 
have no similar agency to which the 
Government can turn at the time of an 
occurrence such as we have seen in De- 
troit and other communities which have 
very serious problems. 
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I think that communities which ex- 
perience civil strife need the assistance 
of such an office even more than is the 
case in natural disasters. 

I think this is an institution that is 
long overdue and, if created, can be of 
immediate and critical importance and 
assistance to these communities. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I cer- 
tainly agree with what the distinguished 
Senator from Minnesota has said. To 
digress, the reason behind our joint in- 
troduction of this resolution today is the 
bill sponsored by the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Minnesota, and cosponsored 
by me, that is now pending in the Sub- 
committee on Government Research, of 
which I am the chairman, to create a 
Council of Social Advisers, provide for 
an annual social report, establish in Con- 
gress a Joint Committee on the Social 
Report, and to set up procedures by 
which we may have national social goals 
and some indicators or measurements as 
to the degree those goals have been 
achieved in our society and to measure 
the quality of American life. 

The Subcommittee on Government Re- 
search has been holding hearings on this 
measure and, quite necessarily, in con- 
nection with it the subcommittee has 
been hearing testimony from a good 
many experts and informed witnesses on 
the very serious problems of the major 
cities of the country. 

Those hearings will continue on 
Wednesday, Thursday, and Friday of this 
week, and they will, this week particu- 
larly, focus attention on problems of 
riots in our major cities. 

We will be hearing from Mr. Whitney 
Young, of the National Urban League, 
= others, with respect to this prob- 
em. 

It is because of this experience, the 
testimony received in those hearings, and 
our interest in that bill, that the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Minnesota and 
I.have joined as cosponsors of this 
measure. 

I think, following what the distin- 
guished Senator from Minnesota has 
said, that, if the National Guard is to be 
called up from time to time, as it was in 
the Newark situation and in other riots, 
we ought to be better prepared with the 
proper kind of training for the members 
of the National Guard who may be called 
upon in riot situations. 

I think that if, as in the request of the 
chief executive of Michigan, the Presi- 
dent is to send in national troops—as we 
did in that situation, and may do in other 
situations—there ought to be some prep- 
aration and training for the troops who 
would go in to deal with the riot. 

I and all of us have read with much 
dismay and sadness of some innocent 
people who were killed in the Newark 
riot. Perhaps by planning in advance and 
setting up orderly procedures, we may 
be able to help the local law enforcement 
officials, and, on the Federal level, if our 
troops are called in by the Governor of 
a State, we can provide training in ad- 
vance for those troops which would in- 
sure that no more force than necessary 
is used and guard against innocent peo- 
ple being killed or injured as is so often, 
unfortunately, the case in this type of 
lawlessness and violence. 
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Subsection (b) of section (5) of the 
resolution requires the report of the 
Commission to the President and the 
recommendations of the Commission to 
the President, to the House of Repre- 
sentatives and the Senate of the United 
States, to accomplish the objective of 
“immediate action” required “for the 
elimination from American life of the 
root causes of longstanding bitterness 
and hostility resulting from existing ra- 
cial discrimination and inequality of so- 
cial, economic, and political oppor- 
tunity.” 

Mr. President, I think equal weight by 
the Commission, as is provided for in 
this resolution, should be given to sub- 
section (a) and subsection (b). 

I think that we should not only rec- 
ognize the urgency and the immediacy 
required for action under subsection (a) 
of section 5, but also the urgency and 
immediacy required under subsection 
(b) of section 5. Subsection (e) of sec- 
tion 5 provides for recommendations to 
accomplish the objective of immediate 
action required “for assistance to State 
and local authorities to carry out the 
provisions of this section and the above 
stated declaration of policy.” 

Subsection (c) would not only, I hope, 
result in action which would help with 
advance training for local law-enforce- 
ment officials and for those others who 
may be called in to help with riot situa- 
tions, but might also encompass the type 
of recommendations for legislative action 
that are involved in the legislation pres- 
ently pending in Congress, recommended 
by President Johnson—the safe streets 
legislation. 

Most of all, this resolution would, with 
the passage by both Houses of Congress 
and signature by the President of the 
United States, recognize the national 
crisis that riots and civil strife constitute, 
and would commit this Nation, on an 
emergency basis, to do something about 
meeting the problem of riots and pre- 
venting them, and also eliminating the 
root causes thereof. 

Mr. President, I am happy at this time 
to yield to the joint author of the joint 
resolution, the distinguished Senator 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished Senator from Okla- 
homa for his most effective statement 
upon the introduction of our proposed 
Special Commission on Civil Strife. I 
commend him for his continued leader- 
ship in trying to bring sense and under- 
standing to bear on the great social 
problems of our country. 

I believe it is already becoming evident 
that perhaps the chief legislative instru- 
ment today in Congress which has been 
exploring the potential of modern 
knowledge available for the social sci- 
ences, to improve the way of American 
way of life, is the Subcommittee on Goy- 
ernment Research, chaired by the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Oklahoma; and 
his leadership in the introduction of this 
resolution is an example of that fact. 

The totals of death and destruction in 
our cities is growing, and it is clear that 
Minneapolis, Detroit, Newark, Buffalo, 
and the others are local centers of a na- 
tional crisis. Years of deprivation have 
brought distress, distress has brought 
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disaffection, and disaffection has 
brought disaster. We are now counting 
our losses in hundreds of millions of dol- 
lars and scores of lives, and the question 
of whether there will be more violence 
has become instead a question of where 
there will be more violence. 

Mr. President, I believe the situation 
is very grave. A society based on law 
cannot condone lawlessness. A society 
based on freedom from fear cannot live 
in terror. But these are principles that 
cut two ways. There are those among 
us for whom the protection of law and 
the absence of fear have long been a 
mockery. 

Unfortunately, we have found it diffi- 
cult to learn as we should from our ex- 
periences. That is what hurts. We do 
not know what we should about civil 
strife, and we are frantic when we should 
be responding both to the immediate 
Ramana and to the long-range frustra- 

ons. 

That is why this bill is particularly 
appropriate at this time. It clearly sets 
out the principles on which our action 
should be based—the absolute neces- 
sity of law and order. Beyond that, it 
establishes a body to examine the 
evidence of our immediate tragedy and 
to place it in the perspective of our long- 
range problems. And it charges this body 
with recommending procedures to deal 
swiftly and effectively with violence 
when it occurs. 

Last week, Mr. President, I heard an 
eminent opinion analyst testify before 
the Subcommittee on Government Re- 
search on my proposed legislation, the 
Full Opportunity and Social Accounting 
Act of 1967. He lamented the absence of 
institutional machinery to predict 
danger points and recommend preven- 
tive action. What Senator Harris and I 
are proposing today is a temporary meas- 
ure, but it may help to lay the ground- 
work for a permanent establishment. It 
is the best we can do now, and I hope 
that it will be established quickly. 

Earlier today, the distinguished major- 
ity leader and the distinguished minority 
leader called for a joint congressional 
investigation of rioting in our cities. I 
applaud this recommendation, and I 
hope that such an investigation will pro- 
ceed promptly. But the Special Commis- 
sion on Civil Strife which Senator Harris 
and I are proposing will provide a much 
more broadly based investigation, with 
representatives from the executive, leg- 
islative, and judicial branches of the 
Federal Government, from State and 
city governments, from private citizens 
and civil rights constituencies. 

We need to tap the resources of all 
these areas of our society if we are to get 
at the sources of discontent and violence 
and provide the intergovernmental ma- 
chinery to prevent disorder where pos- 
sible and to deal with it quickly and ef- 
fectively when necessary. The prelimi- 
nary report this Commission will provide 
within 30 days of its approval by Con- 
gress and the final report to be provided 
within 6 months will be developed by a 
group representing all the sectors of our 
society which are involved in our current 
urban crisis. 

I suppose one of the first reactions to 
this proposal is, “Here we have a grave 
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national problem, and our answer is one 
more study, and surely by now this mat- 
ter has been studied to death.“ 

I believe that one of the problems we 
have in responding to the current spate 
of civil distress is that we have not, sur- 
prisingly, explored the fundamentals re- 
sulting in these examples of civil strife 
and have not come to a national under- 
standing of what they involve. 

One cannot read the major columnists 
in our papers or the statements of our 
major public officials without finding a 
surprising disagreement and uncertainty 
over what is bringing about this disgrace- 
ful national phenomenon. 

I would hope that this study would 
help disclose to the American people— 
and would help create a consensus—the 
enormous character of the social prob- 
lem we are facing. I believe that this 
Nation is as sick as it has ever been. 
I-believe that one of the first and neces- 
sary steps to its cure is an understanding 
of the vast character of the problem 
that lies ahead of us. It literally involves 
the remaking of our Nation. Unless we 
understand that, unless we approach it 
with that in mind, I fear that all our 
remedies will fall far short of the mark. 

We need a fair housing law which de- 
clares that it should be national policy 
that no realtor and no homeowner can 
discriminate in the sale or rental of 
housing on the basis of race, creed, or 
color; because so long as we consign the 
vast majority of colored America to a 
few crowded blocks of rotting cores of 
our major cities, it will drive up the 
prices artificially and will create condi- 
tions that are bound to lead to human 
explosions. 

We must deal with the problems of 
employment, for the unemployment 
levels in our slums clearly show that 
their unemployment rate is at least 
double that of the rest of American so- 
ciety, and it is growing worse. 

We must deal with the problems of 
providing adequate housing, for today 
it is estimated that over 8½ million 
families in those communities are living 
in substandard and unsanitary housing. 

We must deal effectively for the first 
time with the problems of law enforce- 
ment. A magnificent analysis of that 
problem appeared this morning in a 
column by Joseph Kraft, pointing out 
how little we know and how little is be- 
ing done to create an understanding of 
an adequate system of law enforcement 
to deal in the ghettos of America. 

Mr. President, we need to be sure that 
public services which are necessary, such 
as fire departments, garbage collection, 
street cleaning, and so forth, are ade- 
quate for this need. We have to be sure 
that the children who grow up in the 
ghettos are given an education that is 
adequate not only for the world in which 
we live but that it is especially adequate 
in light of the social conditions in which 
they begin life. This involves adequate 
funding of manpower training programs 
and other programs to assist in this 
area. 

Mr. President, some people believe that 
the problems of today could best be 
solved by the passage of an antiriot bill, 
and that the problem will go away if we 
pass an antiriot bill. Some persons say 
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that if we change the emphasis from 
public to private, that something magic 
will flow from that and that the prob- 
lem will disappear. Some say that a spe- 
cial alchemy flows from homeowner- 
ship, and that all that is needed is to 
change the legal ownership and people 
will be changed overnight. 

Mr. President, I suggest that the truth 
was probably best epitomized by the car- 
toon by Herb Block which appeared in 
the Washington Post of yesterday morn- 
ing which showed Congress armed with 
a popgun shooting at an enormous lion 
entitled The Slum Lion.” 

This effort will require the best that 
everyone in society can provide, the best 
of the private and the public sectors, 
the best of local and State governments, 
the best of private foundations, unions, 
cooperatives, churches, and all of the 
other organizations and sectors of Amer- 
ican society. 

We have now begun to pay the price 
of at least a winter of social neglect. The 
answer cannot be simply found in the 
suppression of the riots as important and 
indispensable as that is because, as the 
Washington Post editorial stated this 
morning: 

The question is whether a nation of free 
men can achieve order and social justice as 
well. 


Therefore, I would ask, Mr. President, 
to have printed in the Recorp the edi- 
torial which was published in the Wash- 
ington Post this morning. This is a bril- 
liant editorial indicating the problems in 
Detroit and showing that despite all that 
the citizens of Detroit did, despite the 
magnificent and inspired leadership of 
one of America’s great mayors, Mayor 
Cavanagh, and despite one of the finest 
antipoverty programs in the country, we 
still have as eloquent an example of the 
outrage that can come from a frustrated 
people, the outrage of death, human in- 
jury, and property damage as this coun- 
try has seen, apart from a civil war. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE GREATEST TRAGEDY OF ALL 

This country is now coming into a bad 
time. In this fourth summer of slum riots, 
the sense of despair is beginning to rise 
steeply amidst a Nation struggling for reme- 
dies. Americans know only that the tradi- 
tional rules are no longer holding, that the 
present solutions are not enough, and that 
a great deal depends upon the speed with 
which we can respond to a protest that, for 
all its urgency, is as incoherent as it is 
demonically destructive. 

If these riots continue it will be a very bad 
time indeed for civil rights, for social legis- 
lation, and for the prosperous development 
of the great cities. The movement for racial 
equality has been forced onto the defensive. 
If the disorders persist, public authorities 
can be expected to resort to increasingly 
crude methods of repression, as the wanton 
use of firearms by police and National 
Guardsmen in Newark suggests. The con- 
tagion of riots will assuredly end in the re- 
establishment of order, throughout the Na- 
tion, but it may be order at a terrible price. 

The Detroit riot is the greatest tragedy of 
all the long succession of Negro ghetto out- 
bursts. In other cities it has been possible 
to seek causes in the ineptitude of govern- 
ments, the hostility of employers and unions, 
the destitution of the slum’s people. But 
Detroit is different. 
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For years Detroit has been the American 
model of intelligence and political courage 
applied to the governance of a huge indus- 
trial city. Mayor Cavanagh has gone further, 
over a longer period of years, to respond to 
the people of the slums than any other big- 
city mayor; and now Mr. Cavanagh is doubt- 
less destroyed as a political leader. Detroit's 
gifted young Congressman Conyers, one of 
six Negroes in the House, was booed and 
pelted by the crowd. 

Detroit's poverty program has been re- 
peatedly cited as the most effective in the 
United States. Its police force is considered 
a model of temperate restraint. Its inner city 
schools are one of the country’s leading ex- 
amples of forceful reform in education. The 
United Automobile Workers have done more 
for racial equality than any other union in 
the history of American labor, and they 
have been met with the steady cooperation 
of the automobile manufacturers. Whatever 
the deprivations of Detroit, there is no short- 
age of well-paid industrial jobs free of racial 
discrimination. The city of Detroit was badly 
shocked by its fearful race riot in 1943. Over 
the past decade there has been no other 
large American city in which government, 
business and labor have devoted as much 
skill and effort to the cause of the Negro 
and the poor. 

The sources of these riots lie beyond any 
easy explanations in the social and eco- 
nomic statistics. They are painfully similar 
to the riots currently endemic in underde- 
veloped countries. They are similar to the 
riots in the European cities of a century or 
two ago. It is never easy for cities to absorb 
large and sudden tides of rural immigration. 
That, of course, is the long view: the riots 
are a stage of social transformation, and the 
cities will ultimately pass through it. 

But the long view is not good enough. 
Talk of social transformation is very thin 
comfort to those who died, and to those 
whose homes and shops were burned and 
looted. This country, never long on patience 
in crises, now needs an immediate course of 
action. 

Public order necesarily comes first. It is 
simply recognizing reality to say that every 
deeper remedy will be pushed aside until 
order has been reliably protected in Detroit, 
Newark, Plainfield, Waterloo, and every other 
American city, large or small. Everyone who 
lives in cities needs to understand that con- 
tinued street fighting will in-eluctably lead 
to the increased militarization of the police. 
The process of militarization can even be 
justified on the evidence of Newark, where 
frightened and vengeful police and over- 
armed National Guardsmen appear to have 
gone far beyond any permissible limits in 
their use of automatic weapons. This news- 
paper recently reported that one body con- 
tained 39 bullet holes, a number difficult to 
explain by any rational policy. Those 39 
bullet holes suggest the atmosphere now 
prevalent in some of the less well run urban 
police forces as the wave of rioting pro- 
gresses. 

Clearly, police need new weapons for riot 
control, Revolvers are not very useful to con- 
trol crowds; the National Guard's machine 
guns and carbines ought never to be used in 
areas where women and children are likely 
to be caught in the crossfire. Some police au- 
thorities have experimented with temporary 
debilitating chemicals that can be sprayed 
or hosed from a distance. Certainly police 
need training in riot control. Here are areas 
where the present Federal effort can be 
heavily expanded with great profit. And, of 
course, sniping will aways be a danger as 
long as Federal and state law makes it pos- 
sible for every criminal and every maniac 
on the continent to get a gun. 

The continued riots, particularly in De- 
troit, will no doubt lead to renewed politi- 
cal attacks on the public programs of com- 
munity action, job training, improved edu- 
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cation and expanded housing. They have not 
prevented riots, it will be argued. But the 
answer is that they are all slow, difficult jobs 
in which the profit only appears over the 
long haul. The country is going in the right 
direction with its campaigns to end poverty 
and to build model cities. The country needs 
steady hands in this moment, and cannot 
let itself be baited or distracted by the black 
insurrectionaries or the white reactionaries 
who are, not for the first time, singing in 
close harmony. 

The riots have done immense and irrepar- 
able harm to the fabric of the cities, and to 
the march for civil rights. The question is 
not whether order will eventually be en- 
sured; certainly it will be ensured. It is the 
manner in which this is done that must be 
our first concern. The real question is the 
oldest question of the American republic, one 
that has been met many times, one that is 
always answered in a different way, and at a 
new cost. The question is whether a nation 
of free men can achieve order and social 
justice as well, 


Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I would 
hope that this commission would be ap- 
pointed on a nonpartisan basis and that 
it would be composed of some of the 
finest minds we can bring to bear to 
work in connection with the problem so 
that the Nation can gird all of its forces 
to an adequate extent to deal with this 
incredibly difficult and compellingly 
unique problem. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished Senator from Min- 
nesota, and I compliment him on his 
statement and on his interest in this 
subject, which is so vital to the well- 
being of our Nation. 

Mr. President, I have cleared the re- 
quest I am about to make with the dis- 
tinguished majority leader [Mr. Mans- 
FIELD], who has been called to the White 
House and who is not in the Chamber 
at this time. I am authorized to make the 
request in his absence. I ask unanimous 
consent that this joint resolution be 
referred to the Committee on Govern- 
ment Operations. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears no objection, 
and it is so ordered. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, while I 
think it is vital that this resolution be 
adopted immediately by the Congress in 
order to express the sense of the Con- 
gress as to the urgency involved, never- 
theless, in addition to pressing for im- 
mediate Senate and House action, I 
might say that the Senator from Min- 
nesota and I will this afternoon dispatch 
a copy of the resolution to the President, 
urging him, as I now do, pending adop- 
tion of the resolution in Congress, to 
proceed at once by executive order to 
create this blue-ribbon commission and 
set it to its work. 

Moreover, now that the resolution has 
been referred to the Committee on Gov- 
ernment Operations, I intend to confer 
this afternoon with the distinguished 
chairman of that committee, of which 
I am a member, the Senator from Ar- 
kansas [Mr. MCCLELLAN], and, if the 
resolution is to be kept in the full com- 
mittee I shall urge him to hold immedi- 
ate hearings thereon; if it is to be re- 
ferred to the Subcommittee on Govern- 
ment Research, of which I am chairman, 
we shall hold hearings on the resolution 
during the balance of this week. 


PERMISSION TO FILE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES, TOGETHER WITH 
MINORITY, INDIVIDUAL, AND SUP- 
PLEMENTAL VIEWS UNTIL NOON 
ON THURSDAY NEXT 


Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I ask unanimous consent that fol- 
lowing the adjournment of the Senate 
today until noon on Thursday next, all 
committees of the Senate be permitted 
to file their reports, together with mi- 
nority, individual, or supplemental views, 
if desired. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


ADJOURNMENT UNTIL THURSDAY 


Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi- 
dent, if there is no further business to 
come before the Senate, I move, in ac- 
cordance with the previous order, that 
the Senate stand in adjournment until 12 
o’clock noon on Thursday next. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 6 
o’clock and 16 minutes p.m.) the Senate 
adjourned until Thursday, July 27, 1967, 
at 12 o’clock meridian. 


NOMINATIONS 


Executive nominations received by the 
Senate July 25, 1967: 
DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE 


Martin J. Hillenbrand, of Illinois, a For- 
eign Service officer of the class of career min- 
ister, to be Ambassador Extraordinary and 
Plenipotentiary of the United States of 
America to Hungary. 

Edward M. Korry, of New York, to be Am- 
bassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary 
of the United States of America to Chile. 

IN THE COAST GUARD 

The following-named officers to be perma- 
nent commissioned warrant officers of the 
Coast Guard in the grade of chief warrant 
officer, W-4: 

Michael Baron, Jr. 

Jackie S. Thornhill 

The following-named officers to be perma- 
nent commissioned warrant officers of the 
Coast Guard in the grade of chief warrant 
officer, W-2: 

John R. Carlile, Jr. Lawrence J. Murphy, 
Anthony G.Kasparian Jr. 
Larry E. Sartin 

The following-named officers to be perma- 
nent commissioned officers of the Coast 
Guard in the grade of lieutenant (junior 
grade): 

John McDonald 
Alfred T. Wilcox 
John T. Keating 
Hugh A. Dayton 
Edward L. Weilbacher 
Roger R. Roznoski 
Richard R. Bock 


Galen R. Siddal 
Steven A. Pope 
Wayne I. Smith 
Sperry C. Storm 
James T. Fenner 
Walter B. Ferm 
David R. Van Dreumel 
Alfred W. Harrell Richard G. Evans 
James L. Van Horn John R. Carlile, Jr. 
William A. Swansburg Thomas L. Osborne 
Thomas V. Fielding, Gerald J. Pounds 

Sr. Richard G, Johns 
Donald P. Billings David F. Orszak 
Robert D. Weddell Robert L. Zeller 
Donald J.Strathern Gary A. Rogers 
Jack W. Wroton James E. Cornell 
Dennis R. Kay Lawrence R. Rodgers 
Milford G. Gillam, Jr. James D. Crisp, Jr. 
David A. Meadows William H. Rollins, 
David C. Newton Jr. 
Richard G. Gobble Charles C. Williams 
Robert C. Wright Richard H, King 
Harold D. Willis Larry P. Scarborough 
Delbert L. Hemphill Rene N. Roussel 
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Robert H. Miller 
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Roy E. Henderson 


Anthony G. Kasparian James L. Golden, Jr. 


Jimmie H. Hobaugh 
Bernard W. Ching 


Ted B. Bryant 


The following-named officers of the Coast 
Guard for promotion to the grade of 


lieutenant: 

John McDonald 
Alfred T, Wilcox 
John T. Keating 
Hugh A. Dayton 


William E. Remley 

Martin C. Miller 

James W. 
Featherer, Jr. 


Edward L. Weilbacher Walter C. Reissig 


Roger R. Roznoski 
Richard R, Bock 
Alfred W. Harrell 
James L. Van Horn 


Larry A. Murdock 
William M. Senske, Jr. 
Timothy V. Johnson 
James M. Landt 


William A, Swansburg Terrance R. Pietenpol 


=e V. Fielding, 
T. 
Donald P. Billings 
Robert D. Weddell 
Donald J. Strathern 
Jack W. Wroton 
Dennis R. Kay 
Milford G. Gillam, Jr. 
David A. Meadows 
David C. Newton 
Richard G. Gobble 
Robert C. Wright 
Harold D. Willis 
Robert L. Armacost 
Kurt G. Zimmerman 
John N. Naegle 
Ronald A. Walrod 
Harold J. Capell 
Morris D. Helton 
David E. Clements 
Norman T. Saunders 
John R. Harrald 
James C. Card 
William E. Wheelock 
Richard S. Jarombek 
William R. Wilkins 
George E. Watts 
John H. McGowan 
Richard D. Herr 
Richard W. Hawkins 
Michael B, Stenger 
Stephen P. Plusch 
Kenneth W. 
Thompson 
Lewis W. Parker IT 
Peter K. Valade 
David N. Arnold 
Robert Bates 
James R. Sherrard 
Robert L. Sundin 
Fred H. Halvorsen 
Raymond E. 
Cunningham, Jr. 
Philip R. Laut 
Robert T. Dailey 
Michael J. Meehan 
Richard J. Beaver 
Harry E. Budd, Jr. 
Berne C. Miller 
Richard E. 
MacDonald 
Leo J. Black, Jr. 
Peter J. Heistand 
Harold G. Reed 
Alan D. Rosebrook 
Jerry J. Surbey 


David Zawadzki 
Robert J. Heid 
Richard B. Ralph 
Thomas Rutter 
George A. Bachtell 
Steven C. Martin 
Paul T. Potter 
Frank R. Long 
Paul W. Needham, Jr. 
Earl J. Meiers, Jr. 
Richard C. Waterman 
William G, MacDonald 
Burton F. Folce, Jr. 
Thomas H. Galligan 
Jerry C. Bacon 
Martin L. Lindahl 
Charles W. Murray 
Richard V. Butchka 
Donald G, Campbell 
William R. Ladd 
Walter F. Bodner, Jr. 
Gary C. Nelson 
Kenneth W. Bates 
Ronald J. Davies 
Joseph J. Wehmeyer 
Grant W. Risinger 
James A. Monahan 
Larry R. Hyde 
Gilbert T. George 
John R. Carlile, Jr. 
Ralph C. Yetka 
Stephen R. Edmond- 
son 
Thomas Nunes 
David L. Priddy 
F. Michael Kien 
William W. Furrer 
Robert R. Dudley 
Stephen H. Davis 
James W. Kunkle 
William H. Thompson 
Andrew F. Hobson 
James M. Sharpe, Jr. 
Delbert L. Hemphill 
Galen R. Siddal 


‘Steven A. Pope 


Wayne I. Smith 
Sperry C. Storm 
James T. Fenner 
Walter B. Ferm 

David R. Van Dreumel 
Richard G. Evans 
Thomas L. Osborne 
Gerald J. Pounds 
Richard G. Johns 
David F. Orszak 


Robert E. Hammond Il Robert L. Zeller 


James M. Loy 
Gordan G. Piche 
Edward V. McGuire 
John A. Gloria 
Frank E. Rockwell 
Arnold H. Litteken, 
Jr. 
Joseph M. Maka 
Paul A. Martin 
Thomas A. Welch 
Anthony J. Lutkus 
Thomas J. McCarthy 
Richard L. Anderson 
Donald F. Potter 
Robert L. Hanna, Jr. 
Gary Russell 
Douglas B. Engel 


Gary A, Rogers 

James E. Cornell 
Lawrence R. Rodgers 
James D. Crisp, Jr. 
William H. Rollins, Jr. 
Charles C. Williams 
Richard H. King 
Larry P. Scarborough 
Rene N. Roussel 
Robert H. Miller 
Anthony G. Kasparian 
Jimmie H. Hobaugh 
Bernard W. Ching 
Roy E. Henderson 
James L. Golden, Jr, 
Ted B. Bryant 
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In THE ARMY 

The following-named officers for temporary 
appointment in the Army of the United 
States to the grade indicated under the pro- 
visions of title 10, United States Code, sec- 
tions 3442 and 3447: 

To be major generals 

Brig. Gen. Glenn David Walker, 033282, 
Army of the United States (colonel, US. 
Army). 

Brig. Gen. John Russell Deane, Jr., 024835, 
Army of the United States (colonel, US. 
Army). 

Brig. Gen. Donald Harry Cowles, 035735, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

mth Gen. Charles Marsden Duke, 021753, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Brig. Gen. Roland Merrill Gleszer, 023278, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Brig. Gen. Walter Philip Leber, 025130, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Brig. Gen. John Scarborough Hughes, 
034271, Army of the United States (colonel, 
U.S. Army). 

Brig. Gen. George Marion Seignious, II, 
047226, Army of the United States (lieuten- 
ant colonel, U.S. Army). 

Brig. Gen. Howard Francis Schiltz, 038956, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Brig. Gen. Wendell John Coats, 022964, 
3 the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Brig. Gen. Walter Martin Higgins, Jr., 
021987, U.S. Army. 

Brig. Gen. Vernon Anthony Walters, 
01284614, Army of the United States (colo- 
nel, U.S. Army Reserve). 

Brig. Gen. Samuel William Koster, 024873, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Brig. Gen. William Albert Becker, 024267, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Brig. Gen. Paul Alfred Feyereisen, 039089, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Brig. Gen. Livingston Nelson Taylor, 
021853, U.S. Army. 

Brig. Gen, Charles Thompson Horner, Jr., 
023530, Army of the United States (colonel, 
U.S. Army). 

Brig, Gen. Roger Merrill Lilly, 021924, 
United States Army. 

Brig. Gen. Lloyd Brinkley Ramsey, 023553, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Brig. Gen. Robert Charles Forbes, 024511, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 
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Brig. Gen. Edward Harleston deSaussure, 
Jr., 023790, Army of the United States (colo- 
nel, U.S. Army). 

Brig. Gen. William Merle Fondren, 032481, 
U.S. Army. 

Brig. Gen. Phillip Buford Davidson, Jr., 
021969, U.S. Army. 

Brig. Gen. Leonard Burbank Taylor, 
083589, Army of the United States (lieu- 
tenant colonel, U.S. Army). 

Brig. Gen. Gilbert Hume Woodward, 
023102, Army of the United States (colonel, 
U.S. Army). 

Brig. Gen. Charles McNeal Mount, Jr., 
021849, Army of the United States (colonel, 
U.S. Army). 

Brig. Gen. Charles Martin Gettys, 044181, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Brig. Gen. Walter MacRae Vann, 021812, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Brig. Gen. James Joseph Gibbons, 025355, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Brig. Gen. Henry Alfred Rasmussen, 
040502, Army of the United States (colonel, 
U.S. Army). 

Brig. Gen. Leonidas George Gavalas, 
031569, U.S. Army. 

Brig. Gen. John Clifton Dalrymple, 031509, 
U.S. Army. 

The following-named officer for appoint- 
ment in the Regular Army of the United 
States to the grade indicated, under the 
provisions of title 10, United States Code, 
sections 3284 and 3306: 

To be brigadier generals 

Brig. Gen. Howard Francis Schiltz, 038956, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Brig. Gen. Charles Marsden Duke, 021753, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Brig. Gen. Robert Mabry Williams, 021801, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Brig. Gen. Walter MacRae Vann, 021812, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Brig. Gen. Charles McNeal Mount, Jr., 
021849, Army of the United States (colonel, 
U.S. Army). 

Brig. Gen. Charles Martin Gettys, 044181, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Brig. Gen. David Stuart Parker, 022907, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Brig. Gen. Wendell John Coats, 022964, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Brig. Gen. Raymond Leroy Shoemaker, Jr., 
022978, Army of the United States (colonel, 
U.S. Army). 
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Major Gen. Woodrow Wilsom Vaughan, 
023004, Army of the United States (colonel, 
U.S. Army). 

Brig. Gen. Thomas Henderson Scott, Jr., 
023030, Army of the United States (colonel, 
U.S. Army). 

Brig. Gen. Gilbert Hume Woodward, 023102 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Brig. Gen. Osmund Alfred Leahy, 023106, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Brig. Gen. Roland Merrill Gleszer, 023278, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Brig. Gen. Charles Thompson Horner, Jr., 
023530, Army of the United States (colonel, 
U.S. Army). 

Brig. Gen. Lloyd Brinkley Ramsey, 023553, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Brig. Gen. Henry Alfred Rasmussen, 040502, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Maj. Gen. Paul Francis Smith, 033169. 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Maj. Gen. Keith Lincoln Ware, 033181, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Maj. Gen. Raymond Chandler Conroy, 
033276, Army of the United States (colonel, 
U.S. Army). 

Brig. Gen. Glenn David Walker, 033282, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Maj. Gen. Melvin Zais, 033471, Army of the 
United States (colonel, U.S. Army). 

Maj. Gen. William Charles Gribble, Jr., 
023695, Army of the United States (colonel 
U.S. Army). 

Maj. Gen. George Philip Seneff, Jr., 023738, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Maj. Gen. Edward Leon Rowny, 023744, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Brig. Gen. Edward Harleston deSaussure, 
Jr., 023790, Army of the United States 
(colonel, U.S. Army). 

Maj. Gen. John Norton, 023858, Army of 
the United States (colonel, U.S. Army). 

Maj. General George Bibb Pickett, Jr., 
023932, Army of the United States (colonel, 
U.S, Army). 


CONFIRMATION 
Executive nomination confirmed by 
the Senate July 25, 1967: 
NATIONAL MEDIATION BOARD 


Leverett Edwards, of Oklahoma, to be a 
member of the National Mediation Board for 
the term expiring July 1, 1970. 


EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 


Pythian Boys Camp in Glen Spey, N.Y. 
EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. FRANK J. BRASCO 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, July 25, 1967 

Mr. BRASCO. Mr. Speaker, all of us 
are deeply concerned over the strife that 
has been evident in underprivileged sec- 
tions of many cities this summer. It is 
unfortunate that the turbulence that has 
stricken these cities has tended to ob- 
scure continuing efforts by the private 


sector of society as well as by Govern- 
ment to develop programs that will bring 
new hope into the lives of the disadvan- 
taged. 

There are many organizations from 
coast to coast that are concentrating 
their efforts among young people, as they 
recognize full well that the youth of 
today must assume positions of responsi- 
bility tomorrow. 

One such organization is the 87,000- 
member Grand Lodge of the Knights of 
Pythias, which for the past 26 years had 
provided free 3-week camping vacations 
for underprivileged boys at its Pythian 
Camp in Glen Spey, N.Y. Here, on a 250- 
acre site, more than 1,000 boys of every 


race, creed, and color take part in a well- 
Planned, supervised camping program 
every summer. 

The camp offers wholesome recrea- 
tional, athletic, and cultural programs 
for deprived boys who might otherwise 
be forced to spend the summer months 
in idleness on hot city streets. 

The success of this camp has been due 
in great measure to the able leadership 
of William Goldfine, the president of the 
camp’s board of managers, and A. Mar- 
tin Lerner, grand chancellor of the 
grand lodge, men of vision who recog- 
nize the importance of instilling in 
campers an understanding of the value 
of teamwork and good sportsmanship. 
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Perhaps the most unique aspect of the 
Pythian Camp philosophy is the desire to 
encourage every boy to recognize the 
ability and the finer qualities of his play- 
mates. This is in line with the guiding 
principle at Pythian Camp, a “sound 
mind in a sound body.” 

To properly understand the contribu- 
tions made by Pythian Camp, we must 
remember that childhood is a time when 
the fundamental ideas of tolerance and 
fair play can be implanted. 

Pythian Camp, therefore, offers an ob- 
ject lesson in democratic principles in 
action, where all barriers of race, creed, 
and color are nonexistent. 

The youngster returning home from 
a rewarding vacation at Pythian Camp 
does so with the realization that there 
are people who care about him, about his 
future, and about the general well-being 
of his family. 

I therefore submit that we take cogni- 
zance of the excellent work of the Py- 
thian Camp, which is so typical of orga- 
nizations that are doing so much to en- 
rich the lives of the underprivileged. 


Cigarette Advertising 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
or 


HON. JOHN L. McMILLAN 


OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, July 25, 1967 


Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to associate my remarks with the 
remarks made on the floor of the House 
by my colleague, the gentleman from 
North Carolina, Mr. Horace Kornecay, 
and several other leading Members of the 
House of Representatives, concerning a 
ruling recently made by the Federal 
Communications Commission on ciga- 
rette advertising. 

I certainly want to commend the 
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
Kornecay] for securing time for the 
Members to bring this important matter 
to the attention of all the Members of 
Congress. 

It is rather difficult to understand why 
any Government agency would, at a time 
when the country is in dire need of addi- 
tional funds, use its efforts to cut off one 
of its main tax sources. 

At the present time the Federal Gov- 
ernment collects approximately $3 billion 
in taxes from tobacco products; and, on 
the other hand, the Federal Government 
is spending several millions of dollars 
annually in an effort to block this im- 
portant source of revenue. 

Personally, I did not think the Federal 
Communications Commission had suffi- 
cient authority, under the present law, to 
require private enterprise to give free 
time to those who do not agree with the 
advertisements which are paid for by the 
advertiser. 

I hope this matter can be thoroughly 
investigated to see if the Federal Com- 
munications Commission has been 
granted authority of this magnitude by 
the Congress. 

It has only been a few years since we 
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all joined our colleague, the gentleman 
from Arkansas, Congressman Oren Har- 
ris, who was chairman of the Interstate 
Commerce Committee at the time, in pre- 
venting the Federal Communications 
Commission from issuing similar orders 
requiring the word “poison” and a draw- 
ing of crossbones to be placed on every 
package of cigarettes. 

Again I want to state that I am 
astounded and surprised to learn that our 
own Government is continuously trying 
to block one of our main sources of 
revenue. 


Theater, Inc. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. GEORGE BUSH 


OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, July 25, 1967 


Mr. BUSH. Mr. Speaker, I think it is 
most appropriate at this time for the 
Congress to be cognizant of a particular 
lady and her theater in Texas in light of 
the fact that we are presently consider- 
ing amendments to the National Foun- 
dation for the Arts and Humanities Act 
of 1965. 

This lady is Mrs. Johnny George, and 
the institution, of which she is perma- 
nent director, is Theater, Inc., of Hous- 
ton, Tex. For nearly 14 years now, she 
has devoted all of her efforts as a pro- 
fessional director of the performing arts 
to her theater in Houston. I think that 
it is interesting to note that she has 
never been paid a salary for her work 
nor has she requested one. In fact, Mrs. 
George has refused many high-salaried, 
executive positions with national foun- 
dations, local and national institutions 
for the performing arts, and other 
equally notable organizations in which 
the creative and performing arts are 
concerned. 

A sad interlude in the gleaming his- 
tory of Theater, Inc., however, has oc- 
curred; the physical plant of the theater 
was almost totally destroyed by a fire last 
summer and Mrs. George was stricken by 
cancer. Fortunately, this great lady has 
almost completely recovered from the op- 
eration necessary to arrest the disease. 
She is, in cooperation with her fine board 
of directors and members of the private 
community, planning to rebuild the 
theater at a new location and, hopefully, 
she will have a totally modern plant in 
which she can continue her work in the 
community. She is considered by many 
to be the “first lady of Houston theater,” 
and her endeavors in the past, with 
their unique aspect of artistic and finan- 
cial success, are so widely applauded by 
the community that I am sure that the 
building and development program upon 
which the future of the theater depends, 
with appropriate support from all possi- 
ble sources, will be another success for 
Mrs. George and her theater. 

It is also very interesting to note that 
Theater, Inc., under the wise and very 
businesslike management of Mrs. George 
and her husband, Lorraine M. George— 
a Houston construction company presi- 
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dent and banker—has never requested 
any support for its activities. The theater 
has carried on its operations with a lim- 
ited budget obtained from only one 
source, the box office. In light of the 
Rockefeller Foundation report on the 
performing arts, in which it is carefully 
noted that almost none of the arts in- 
stitutions in the country are able to sup- 
port themselves by box office receipts 
alone and that they should not be ex- 
pected to do so, I certainly believe that 
this fine lady has done an amazing job 
of attaining a high degree of success in 
a field where stapility, financial, and 
otherwise, is the exception to the rule. 

As I said before, Theater, Inc., has 
never accepted, in behalf of the theater, 
any public or private monies for any pur- 
pose. That was, however, before the fire 
which destroyed the theater, and it has 
always been an accepted fact in their 
planning program that should the the- 
ater decide to expand its operation, it 
would be necessary to seek outside sup- 
port in order to accomplish this expan- 
sion. I would certainly hope that others 
would benefit from Mrs. George’s ex- 
perience in operating an organization 
noa as this. Her record is worthy of 
notice. 


Animal Welfare: An International 
Program 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. ED REINECKE 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, July 25, 1967 


Mr, REINECKE. Mr. Speaker, it is in- 
deed a pleasure for me to bring to the 
attention of the House of Representa- 
tives information about a unique pro- 
gram of international relations being 
launched by my good friend Mr. George 
Crosier, general manager of the Los 
Angeles Society for the Prevention of 
Cruelty to Animals. 

In just a few weeks Mr. Crosier will be 
embarking on an extended tour to the 
Far East. He will visit the Philippines, 
Formosa, India, Thailand, South Viet- 
nam, Hong Kong, and Japan. 

He will be meeting with leaders in gov- 
ernment, agriculture, animal sciences, 
business, and education to discuss this 
unusual and pioneering program. 

The purpose of the international re- 
lations program of the Los Angeles SPCA 
is to assist in the promotion of a better 
understanding of the basics in the animal 
welfare field, to aid and counsel with all 
countries desirous of further developing 
and expanding the standards in their 
particular countries as it relates to man- 
agement, animal control and general 
welfare, and to further devise methods 
for a mutual understanding in developing 
a worldwide program of general animal 
welfare acceptable to all who participate 
in its development. 

The basics of such a program will be 
developed in such a manner that they 
will conform to Government rules and 
regulations covering the operation of 
such a program on a voluntary basis. 
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The world today has grown smaller due 
to the jet age and with our rapid growth, 
the animal welfare field must develop its 
cause on a unified basis in order that all 
countries interested in the field of ani- 
mal welfare will be able to work jointly 
in a program of unification, making a 
general animal program a mutual effort 
throughout the world. This effort can 
only be accomplished by first studying 
and understanding problems existing in 
other countries. 

We in the United States are expected 
to take the forward step in most phases 
of government and social economics. 
With the precedent already established, 
we are able to converse with people in 
other countries on all aspects of animal 
welfare with no fear of the implication 
that we are trying to force our policies 
or procedures on them. Such an animal 
welfare program will enjoy success in all 
countries participating in its develop- 
ment, thereby elevating to a new high 
the field of animal welfare throughout 
the world. 

The pilot program which Mr. Crosier 
is developing will be accomplished by 
personal contact with leaders in various 
countries. He will seek to encourage their 
interest in the animal welfare field. He 
will seek to discuss voluntary programs 
within the existing laws of each 
country. The development of public edu- 
cation programs, the training of tech- 
nical personnel, and the raising of funds 
for private action will be explored by 
him in these meetings. He will seek to 
develop basic standards for the trans- 
portation of animals throughout the 
world with particular emphasis on wild 
and exotic animals. 

George Crosier has been in close con- 
tact with officials of the U.S. Department 
of Agriculture, with administrators of 
the international AID program, and with 
the U.S. Department of State. He has 
received the endorsement of these people 
for his efforts. During a recent visit to 
Washington, D.C., he conferred with the 
appropriate officials in each of the em- 
bassies of the nations he will be visiting. 
Their response to his ideas was enthu- 
siastic 


Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to report on 
this program, and wish to extend to Mr. 
George Crosier the best wishes of myself 
and my colleagues in this House. 


The 50th Anniversary of Company H, 3d 
Infantry Regiment, New Jersey Na- 
tional Guard 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
oF 


HON. JAMES J. HOWARD 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, July 25, 1967 


Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, it is in- 
deed a great honor—and a great pleas- 
ure—for me to bring to the attention of 
my colleagues the 50th anniversary of 
Company H, 3d Infantry Regiment, New 
Jersey National Guard. This group of 
brave men, 50 years ago, played a central 
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role in American history which none of 
us will ever forget. 

Five decades ago, on the battlefield of 
France, they fought the war which, more 
than any other historical event, shaped 
this 20th century. 

In the summer and fall of 1918, each 
member of Company H, 3d Infantry, New 
Jersey National Guard, offered his coun- 
try the greatest sacrifice a man can offer. 
The men of Company H risked their lives, 
and 25 gave their lives, to make the world 
safe for democracy—to preserve that 
which is at the heart of the American 
way of life—tiberty. 

The beginnings of Company H are 
found before the turn of the century. The 
earliest seed of Company H was the Mc- 
Knight Rifles, the first semimilitary or- 
ganization in the city of Asbury Park, 
N.J. Members of the group, in 1896, be- 
came Company A, 3d Infantry, the first 
State unit. 

At the outbreak of the Spanish-Ameri- 
can War, Company A embarked for Sea 
Girt, N.J., to join the main regiment. 
These troops reached Rome, Ga., when 
the war ended, and returned to Sandy 
Hook, where they were mustered out in 
February 1899. 

However, upon return to Asbury Park, 
the men of Company A reorganized and 
took the name which they would garnish 
with honor and fame: Company H, 3d 
Infantry, National Guard of New Jersey. 

In 1915, with Europe engulfed in a bit- 
ter and growing war, Company H began 
an era of vigorous military preparation. 
The company expanded. Between 1915 
and 1917 recruiting was at its peak. In 
those years it was the ambition of every 
youth of military age in the shore area 
to be a member of Company H. 

As the flames of war raged in Europe, 
President Wilson tried vainly to lead the 
belligerent nations to peace. However, 
German U-boat atrocities increased and 
U.S. shipping was rayished on the At- 
lantic. Finally, after the sinking of the 
Lusitania with great loss of American 
lives, on April 6, 1917, with the security 
of the United States threatened, and 
with liberty in Europe at stake, the 
United States declared war on Germany. 

Fifty years ago today, by order of the 
President of the United States, the men 
of Company H left the armory in Asbury 
Park for Camp Edge, Sea Girt, for induc- 
tion into. Federal service. It was a proud 
day for the citizens of the shore area 
who turned out to bid their boys farewell. 

The march down Lake Avenue and 
Cookman Avenue to the railroad station 
was the beginning of a journey that 
would end on the battlefield of France 
for 25 members of the company—a jour- 
ney which would leave many of the others 
with the scars of war. 

Following a training period and a sea 
voyage aboard the Pastores and Wilhe- 
mina, the men of Company H arrived in 
France. There, in a short time, they re- 
ceived their first casualties by poison 
gas—a horror spared fighting men in 
wars since then. In October 1918, the 
company suffered its heaviest casualties. 
I will not try to describe the battles Com- 
pany H fought or try to name and list 
its heroes and the decorations they won. 
They have been inscribed on the pages 
of history, a testament to the men of 
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Company H—one for their descendants 
to inherit with pride. 

The gallantry and valor they displayed 
was a source of inspiration and pride to 
the families and friends who greeted 
them on their return. Every member of 
the company had brought distinction 
upon the community in which he lived, 
but the members of the company did not 
rest upon their past record. From the 
ranks of Company H came many of the 
business and political leaders of the shore 
area. The courage and dedication they 
displayed on the battlefield was trans- 
ferred to combating problems which 
arose from a rapidly developing modern 
society. 

I am happy to have the opportunity to 
commend to my colleagues this group of 
fine men. 


The Hope for the Future 
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HON. JOHN B. ANDERSON 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, July 25, 1967 


Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. 
Speaker, one of the larger gatherings 
during the Captive Nations Week just 
past was held in Kenosha, Wisi, at St. 
Therese’s Park last Sunday, in celebra- 
tion of Wisconsin’s Lithuanian Day. Our 
colleague who represents that congres- 
sional district, HENRY C. SCHADEBERG, de- 
livered the main address at the park, 
and the text of his speech was very well 
received. I would like to place Congress- 
man’s SCHADEBERG’s remarks in the CON- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD so that we may all 
benefit from them: 

THE HOPE FOR THE FUTURE 


I want you to know that I deeply appre- 
ciate the invitation you have extended to 
me to share with you this occasion which 
gives me the opportunity to renew friend- 
ships and to touch base again with that 
segment of the people of the First District 
who through their own intimate experiences 
and those of loved ones have witness to make 
and a unique contribution to make to our 
great land as we speak on behalf of freedom 
and its extension to all in the world. 

I'm sure that many of you here today of 
Lithuanian birth or descent are familiar 
with the little prayer book entitled “Mary 
Save Us.” For those of you who are un- 
familiar with it, it is a small booklet of 
prayers written by four young Lithuanian 
girls who were prisoners in Northern Siberia. 
The booklet was smuggled out of Russia, 
translated and printed here in the United 
States. The prayers tell us a sad tale of four 
young people far away from their homeland 
who ask God’s blessing on their families and 
their nation and for mercy for their captors. 
Where these young ladies are today we do 
not know. We do not even know if they are 
still alive for the booklet is dated 1953. 

Similar cases are known to many of you 
here today. When one reads reports of the 
Select Committee on Communist Aggression 
of the U.S. House of Representatives which 
were issued in 1954, one’s imagination is 
staggered by the brutality inflicted on vast 
numbers of human beings by the Communist 
aggressors. 

But I did not come here today to talk 
about tragedy or to tell you what you already 
know. It is my purpose to instill hope by 
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recommending specific courses of action. 
The cause of returning to the victims of 
Communist enslavement their God-given 
rights is a moral and just cause and is cer- 
tainly worthy of our persevering efforts. 

As many of you know, this year is the 50th 
Anniversary of the Bolshevik Revolution. Al- 
ready a concerted propaganda drive is under 
way from Moscow to tell the world of its 
fruits and benefits to mankind of the Octo- 
ber Revolution of 1917. Two major state- 
ments, one on January 4 and the other on 
June 25, have been issued by the Central 
Party of the Soviet Union extolling the great 
gains to humanity of the 50 years of Com- 
munist progress, Listen to this excerpt from 
the June 25 statement: 

“The strength of communism is inexhausti- 
ble, on its side is the truth of life. Only com- 
munism can solve the fundamental problems 
of social development, deliver mankind from 
oppression and exploitation, from hunger 
and poverty, from militarism and war, and 
establish on our planet democracy, peace and 
friendship between peoples, a life that is in 
keeping with the dignity of man.” 

Propaganda you say. Certainly. But the 
danger is in dismissing the determination 
and dedication contained in this passage to 
eventually bring about a world wide Com- 
munist society. One newspaper editorial, 
commenting on this June 25 statement of 
the CPSU, classified the various references 
to the doom of capitalism and U.S. criminal 
aggression in Vietnam as just hackneyed 
propaganda. The editorial then went on to 
conclude that, under certain conditions, 
there may possibly be a chance for continued 
peaceful co-existence. Just as in the case of 
the excerpt I just quoted, there are other 
statements in the June 25 document which 
tell the free world that there is only one 
way, only one solution, and that is an in- 
ternational Communist society. Yet some edi- 
torial writers, like the one just referred to, 
do not choose to believe that the Commu- 
nist leaders are serious. 

Here is where friends of the captive peo- 
ples can plan an important role in this im- 
portant year. Their experiences and those 
of their friends and relatives under Com- 
munist aggression can help dispel and neu- 
tralize the avalanche of propaganda which 
the Soviets will be churning out this year. 
Letters to the editors’ columns of local news- 
papers can recount the first-hand experi- 
ences of life under Communism. They can 
demonstrate for the uninformed and mis- 
informed in this country what the true 
legacies of the October Revolution and the 
past fifty years truly are. When the Soviets 
mention their success in delivering mankind 
from oppression and exploitation, the brutal 
truth of Soviet oppression can be refuted. 
Every inhuman excess committed by the 
leaders of Communist governments is a true 
legacy stemming from the October Bolshe- 
vik Revolution, Imagine the wealth of ma- 
terial which is available for this important 
year: Soviet colonization and imperialism; 
terror as an instrument of Communist policy; 
famine and hunger; deportation; the slave 
status of labor; the right to vote; their fall- 
ure to keep their word—deliberate breaking 
of their treaty obligations with other nations; 
their persecution of religion. The material 
is almost inexhaustible. 

Then too organizations can pass resolu- 
tions and issue statements concerning the 
true legacies of the Revolution, for the vari- 
ous press media and for their elected officials 
whether local, state or national. The voices of 
friends and relatives of the captive peoples 
can be extremely valuable this year because 
they have learned by bitter experience the 
true nature of the Communist menace. How 
much more effective is the actual suffering 
of one victim of Communism in contrast 
to the views of some scholar lacking prac- 
tical experience who claims that the Com- 
munists are mellowing while millions of 


CxIt7——1273—Part 15 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


human beings continue to languish in Com- 
munist chains? 

You might ask, O, what's the use? Didn't 
those in the free world see the butchery of 
Budapest in 1956 on film, in magazines and 
newspapers. Haven’t Congressional commit- 
tees publicized the tragedies of the Katyn 
Forest, Vinnitsa, the Korean atrocities? These 
are a matter of record for all to see and 
if they wanted to believe it they would. 

I certainly can't blame you if you are so 
disheartened, for it would seem that many 
have forgotten the history of the past fifty 
years. Let me suggest that the Communist 
practice the same policies the Nazi did—Tell 
a lie often enough and the people will be- 
lieve it. Let's you and me tell the truth often 
enough—repeat it and repeat it until the 
people believe it for what it is—The Truth. 
Let me briefly relate a case which I recently 
learned about in which hope and persistent 
action did pay off to a certain extent. 

The Chicago Tribune of May 8, 1966, car- 
ried an exclusive report on prisoners of war 
in the Soviet Union entitled, “250,000 Still 
In Red Slave Camps.” The article recounted 
a campaign to bring pressure to bear on 
both the Polish and Soviet regimes to return 
to their homeland thousands of Poles exiled 
to the Soviet Union during and after World 
War II. Approximately 4,000 questionnaires 
were sent to German prisoners of war who 
were returned to Germany from the U.S.S.R. 
when Chancellor Adenauer told the Soviets 
that normal relations between the Soviet 
Union and West Germany were impossible 
until the German p.o.w.’s were returned from 
Soviet Camps. 

Radio Free Europe, through the question- 
naires, received the names of prisoners from 
countries all over the world who were still 
languishing in Soviet camps. The Polish 
Division then initiated broadcasts into Po- 
land, giving the names of Poles still being 
held in the Soviet Union. As you may sur- 
mise, the Polish Government at first ignored 
the broadcasts, for up until that time the 
party line had always been that the Soviet 
Union held no more Polish prisoners of war. 
More and more Polish citizens began to ques- 
tion the Communist officials about the valid- 
ity of the charges. Even Russian soldiers, 
observers and advisers, then stationed in 
Poland in great numbers, were asked about 
the charges. 

Finally in October 1955 Radio Warsaw re- 
ferred to a certain number of repatriates 
from Russia, and a few weeks later stated 
that “Poles have been returning from the 
U.S.S.R. for several months now.“ In addi- 
tion, the station added: 

“We are certain that the number of re- 
turnees will increase in the near future.” 

The persistent action of Radio Free Europe 
finally began to show results. By the end of 
1955, a total of 6,429 Poles were repatriated. 
The next year the figure jumped to 30,786 
and in 1957 to a record 93,872. 

Nor was this the end of the repatriation. 

In 1958—13 years after the war ended— 
85,865 Poles were returned from Soviet de- 
tention, and in 1959, 28,400 more. 

While the results of this venture were 
certainly encouraging, Radio Free Europe be- 
lieved that many more Poles were still being 
held in Soviet camps, even though the Polish 
government had stated that the repatriation 
had been completed. 

Radio Free Europe went back to work 
again. In 1959 they again began assembling 
information on Polish p.o.w.’s still in Soviet 
camps. Finally, in February, 1966, the 
Polish Division Radio Free Europe deter- 
mined that there was sufficient information 
to begin broadcasting again. According to 
the Chicago Tribune article, at the last count 
forty broadcasts had been made without 
any recognition from the Polish Government. 

Although this case is by no means closed, 
and I intend to pursue it further, the num- 
ber of Poles returned by the fine efforts of 
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Radio Free Europe demonstrate what results 
can be achieved in the face of a discourag- 
ing situation. 

According to data assembled by Radio Free 
Europe, also included among the inmates of 
the Soviet camps are Czechs, Hungarians, 
Germans, Russians, Latvians, Lithuanians, 
Estonians, Ukrainians, Finns, Jews, Bul- 
garians, Rumanians, and Kulmuks. The fate 
of these peoples is certainly a matter of great 
concern at any time, but especially during 
this 50th Anniversary year of the October 
Revolution when the Soviet Union is claim- 
ing credit for so many benefits to mankind, 

This case is of special interest to me be- 
cause in 1964 I submitted legislation, along 
with other members of Congress, which 
would instruct our Ambassador to the United 
Nations to seek to place on the agenda of the 
U.N. for consideration the issue of self-deter- 
mination for the Captive Nations, including 
mainland China and Cuba. Part of this legis- 
lation sought to return to their respective 
homelands all political prisoners and exiles 
now in slave labor and prison camps. Need- 
less to say, this legislation gathered dust and 
was never considered, This year I have again 
proposed similar legislation and I fully in- 
tend to do whatever I can to correct this 
basic error in our policy toward the captive 
peoples. 

You would be justified in asking yourself 
what possible reason is there for not bring- 
ing to the attention of the world through 
the United Nations the moral right of the 
captive peoples of self-determination and 
freedom? When it is considered that the 
United Nations was founded to protect the 
cherished principles of self-determination 
and individual freedoms, your question would 
be fully justified. 

Also, when it is remembered that the ques- 
tion of the admission of the brutal regime 
of Red China to the U.N. has been on the 
U.N. agenda a number of times over the past 
few years, why should not the free nations 
of the world at least insist on the considera- 
tion of freedom for the captive peoples, who 
have suffered so much in the last fifty years? 

I cannot answer for all of the free nations 
in the U.N., but the United States has given 
an answer as to why we have not used our 
influence to have this issue discussed. Here is 
the answer given by the State Department 
to another Member of Congress who had in- 
troduced this legislation and who had asked 
for State’s views on the merit of this pro- 
posal. 

Here is what the State Department said: 

“The Department of State believes that in 
the United Nations Soviet imperialism is 
most effectively exposed by timely and per- 
tinent statements that relate Soviet im- 
perialistic activities to a concrete issue being 
discussed before a major United Nations 
forum. United States representatives have 
delivered forceful and detailed attacks on 
Soviet imperialism during debates on the 
general question of colonialism. On numbers 
of occasions they have also called attention 
to Soviet imperial practice by linking a spe- 
cific Soviet act or policy of repression with 
an individual item being discussed before a 
United Nations body.” 

I continue to quote the State Department 
statement: 

“The essential problem facing the United 
States is to adapt existing capabilities most 
realistically and effectively to serve the in- 
terest of the United States in opposing and 
combatting Soviet imperialism. The proposed 
resolution, in the judgment of the Depart- 
ment of State would not further this ob- 
jective.” 

Removing the meaningless diplomatic 
verbiage in the statement translated it 
means simply this—the State Department 
does not intend to recognize the danger of 
these Soviet Colonial policies which prevent 
the extension much less the preservation of 
freedom in the world. 
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If the State Department has delivered, as 
it says, “forceful” and “detailed” attacks on 
Soviet imperialism, these attacks have been 
State’s best kept secrets. When was the last 
time you heard or read of a U.S. attack in 
the U.N. on the enslavement of Latvia, Lith- 
uania, or Estonia? Do you remember the last 
time we deplored and called to world atten- 
tion in the U.N. the deprivation of human 
rights in Russia, Hungary or in Bulgaria? 

But I’m sure you remember that last year, 
as in years gone by, the subject of the ad- 
mission of Red China to the U.N. made head- 
lines in our newspapers and on our tele- 
vision newscasts. 

The case of our policy toward Rhodesia is 
another good case in point. The United States 
has joined other nations in the United Na- 
tions in imposing sanctions on Rhodesia be- 
cause the right to vote in that country is 
not extended to all its citizens. Our Ambassa- 
dor to the United Nations has stated that in 
the case of Rhodesia there is definitely a 
moral issue involved. Without going into the 
merit of the Rhodesian issue, I am compelled 
to ask what has become of the moral issue 
in the case of the captive nations in which 
there are no free elections at all? 

When we consider the tragic inconsisten- 
cies of our foreign policy in relation to the 
nations under Communism, we cannot blame 
anyone for despairing of just treatment for 
Communism’s victims. 

But as I said at the outset, I have come 
here today to recommend positive courses 
of action and not to sow seeds of despair. 
In the field of positive action we might well 
take a cue from the Communists themselves 
in their use of political action to bring 
about a predetermined goal. 

Their takeover of Czechoslovakia provides a 
prime example of the use of popular opinion 
and action to bring about the comparatively 
peaceful fall of a free world government. I’m 
sure some of you are familiar with the docu- 
ment of Jan Kozak, the historian of the 
Communist Party of Czechoslovakia, which 
details how the Czech parliament was manip- 
ulated to play an important role in the 
downfall of the Czech nation, This document 
was reproduced by a House Committee 
(HUAC) and was entitled “The New Role 
of National Legislative Bodies in the Com- 
munist Conspiracy.” 

The principle of coordinated action from 
“above”, that is from the parliament or leg- 
islative body, coupled with the pressure from 
“below,” that is through the use of popular 
protests by means of fronts and clever prop- 
aganda, combined to help topple the Czech 
government. The Communists in Czechoslo- 
vakia carried out a principle expounded by 
V. I. Lenin as early as 1905. 

Here is what Lenin said: 

“To restrict, as a principle, revolutionary 
actions to pressure from below and to forego 
pressure from above, is anarchism.” 

Kozak elaborated on Lenin's principle in 
these words: 

“A preliminary condition for carrying out 
fundamental social changes and for making 
it possible that parliament be made use of 
for the purpose of transforming a capitalist 
society, into a socialist one, is (a) to fight for 
a firm parliamentary majority which would 
ensure; and develop a strong pressure from 
“above,” and (b) to see to it that this firm 
parliamentary majority should rely on the 
revolutionary activity of the broad working 
masses exerting pressure from below.” 

Now don’t get me wrong. I am not advo- 
cating revolution or the use of devious means 
to gain an end. But I am sure that you can 
see the application of the above“ and be- 
low” principle as it might be used here in the 
United States. Activity from above consists 
primarily in spelling out in definite terms a 
particular issue and implementing it with 
definite proposals or legislation. This is the 
specific vehicle around which the citizens, the 
below group, can rally around, It is then up 
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to them to make their wishes known to the 
“above” faction and to strive to encourage 
others to do the same. It is necessary for in- 
dividual citizens to inform their sisters, and 
their cousins, and their aunts of the need for 
cooperative action, As stated before, letters to 
the editors of newspapers, if published, can 
alert the local readers to the existence of such 
legislation and the need for widespread sup- 
port. 

In those organizations in which resolutions 
on current issues are permitted, resolutions 
of support enhance the cause by putting 
whole bodies on record as being in agreement. 

Letters to your representatives, local, state 
and national, help such officials to learn the 
sentiments and wishes of their constitu- 
encies. 

By these legitimate means, a legitimate 
issue is supported in a real and active fashion. 

In the case of self-determination for the 
Captive Nations, the Assembly of Captive 
Nations in New York City has, for a number 
of years, been recommending the use of the 
United Nations agenda to bring the plight 
of the enslaved peoples to the attention of 
the whole world. As I have just previously 
stated, a number of Members of Congress 
had implemented this recommendation by 
drawing up and submitting concrete legisla- 
tion for the consideration of Congress. In 
fact, one of the Presidential candidates in 
1964 was a sponsor of this legislation, 

Yet, how many voters outside of the 
friends of the Captive peoples even knew 
this legislation had been proposed? How 
many citizens would have been happy to 
endorse it and work actively in its behalf? 

In another year we will again be in the 
midst of a presidential election. You will 
again be asked to make a selection of the 
best candidate to run this country for an- 
other four years. What will be your criteria 
for making your choice of the most suitable 
candidate for such an all-important posi- 
tion? Will a true concern for the captive peo- 
ples be one of your standards in making 
your selection? It is not too early to begin 
making inquiries. It is not a day too early 
to begin writing letters to those who might 
possibly be candidates. 

At this point I should like to mention one 
definite obstacle to individual action. In a 
country in which the population is ap- 
proaching 200 million, one might be tempted 
to ask just how effective is his little effort, 
or his individual letter to an official. Well, 
as you know, a congressman’s main contact 
with his constituents is through the mail. 
Each day thousands of letters arrive on 
Capitol Hill, bringing messages to Members 
of Congress from all parts of the country. 
Some letters ask for help in solving a per- 
sonal problem; others state their position 
on specific legislation; while still others pro- 
vide information which in some cases proves 
useful to their representative. In each of 
these cases the correspondent believes that 
his or her problems or views are worthy of 
consideration. 

But, on the other hand, consider the citi- 
zen who believes that his little letter or effort 
doesn't count. He can hardly blame the next- 
door neighbor who believes the same way. 
And neither of them can ridicule the third 
neighbor for holding the same view. Multiply 
this indifference over and over and the re- 
sult is apathy. 

Again I must say that I cannot blame you 
if you have become discouraged at the little 
progress made in extending the areas of free- 
dom to those now under Communist domi- 
nation. But, believe me, you are not alone. 
Take, for instance, veterans organizations. 
Although I haven’t taken a survey of all such 
organizations, I know that the American 
Legion in which I served for many years as 
Post Chaplain, County and District Chap- 
lain and Department Chaplain of the State 
of Wisconsin in 1957-1958, the Veterans of 
Foreign Wars, of which I am also a member 
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and the Disabled American Veterans have 
passed resolutions at their national conven- 
tions last year supporting the Captive Na- 
tions, These three organizations alone have 
a membership of nearly four million Ameri- 
can citizens. Let me read to you part of the 
American Legion resolution on the subject 
of United Nations. Relationship to Captive 
Nations. This resolution was passed at the 
annual convention of the American Legion 
in Washington, D.C. last year. 

The resolving clause of the resolution 


reads: 

“Resolved, by the American Legion in Na- 
tional Convention assembled in Washington, 
D. O., August 30-September 1, 1966, that the 
American Legion urges the President of the 
United States to instruct the U.S. Ambassa- 
dor to the United Nations to demand, at the 
earliest possible date, that the United Na- 
tions enforce its Charter provisions regarding 
self-determination of all peoples, and that 
the Soviet Union, as the controlling power in 
world communism, be called upon to with- 
draw all of its troops, agents, colonialists and 
other controls from the Captive Nations, and 
to return to their respective homelands all 
political prisoners and exiles now in slave 
and prison camps within the U.S.S.R.” 

So you see that the fate of the Captive 
Nations has not been forgotten, I’m sure 
there are other organizations which are con- 
cerned about this issue and have so stated 
in their organizational statements. Here 
alone is a huge bloc of American citizens 
which can be counted on for help in work- 
ing for the eventual release of the victims 
of Communist aggression. In turn, friends of 
the captive peoples can acquaint themselves 
with the policies of organizations, such as 
the veterans groups, and help them in what- 
ever ways possible. 

Another illustration of the policies of 
freedom which are supported by most vet- 
erans organizations is Resolution 14 passed 
by the Veterans of Foreign Wars at their 
1966 national convention in New York City. 
The resolution concerned resisting commu- 
nism and assisting our loyal allies in restor- 
ing freedom. Resolution 14 consisted of 21 
recommendations to carry out this policy. 
Here is a sampling 

1, Full support of Captive Nations Week. 

2. Carry out whatever measures are neces- 
sary to win in South Vietnam. 

8. Aid to those who have refused to be- 
come Communist slaves in their own coun- 
try and have become refugees from Red op- 
pression, and encouraging restoration of 
freedom in their homelands by U.S. recogni- 
tion of the free governments in exile. 

4. Oppose all forms of trade, commerce, 
and financial assistance that will strengthen 
Communist nations. 

5. Oppose any form of diplomatic recog- 
nition of Red China or Red Cuba. 

These are just a few of the recommenda- 
tions which the V.F.W. offered last year at 
their national convention to combat the 
global aggression of the Communist move- 
ment. 

In the final analysis, regardless of the 
number of bills and resolutions or the vari- 
ous strategies which are devised to bring 
freedom to the captive peoples, the moral 
fiber of the American people will be the 
determinant of victory or defeat. I fully 
realize that for you here today, who are 
intimately acquainted with the brutality of 
Communism, the reliance on Divine assist- 
ance is of prime importance. When the pro- 
tection of one’s country and perhaps one’s 
family have been taken from him, the only 
alternatives are usually recourse to the 
Divine Protector—or despair. 

How a strong religious faith serves as an 
impenetrable suit of armor in adversity was 
graphically illustrated recently in South 
Vietnam. The syndicated columnist, Ray 
Cromley, writing from Vietnam, described 
the exasperation experienced by the Viet 
Cong in trying to subdue and win over Com- 
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munities where religious faith was strong. 
In a secret document captured from the Viet 
Cong, a Red Viet Cong official talked of his 
Many successes in consolidating important 
areas of South Vietnam for the Communist 
cause. But what concerned him deeply was 
his lack of success with hamlets controlled by 
religious people. The officer stated in the cap- 
tured document that their efforts to win over 
the religious elements of the population had 
met with many difficulties. Columnist Crom- 
ley, in traveling through rural South Vietnam 
in 14 provinces, agreed that in communities 
where the people themselves have a strong 
and dynamic sense of religion, the Commu- 
nists make no headway. 

This is an excellent example for all Amer- 
ica. We must realize that regardless of our 
military might, if we are to persevere in this 
fight for true peace with justice and freedom, 
it is mandatory that we recapture the zeal 
and dedication which motivated the Found- 
ing Fathers of the United States almost 200 
years ago. 


South Africa: A Sociopolitical Problem 
EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. JOHN R. RARICK 


OF LOUISIANA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, July 25, 1967 


Mr. RARICK. Mr. Speaker, in the in- 
terests of peace, and to keep our boys 
out of unnecessary global wars, I was 
greatly surprised to learn that an Army 
major, a former instructor at the US. 
Military Academy, provided assistance 
in preparation of the controversial book, 
“Apartheid and United Nations Collec- 
tive Measures—An Analysis,” printed by 
the Carnegie Endowment for Interna- 
tional Peace, United Nations Plaza, New 
York, N.Y. See my remarks in the Recorp 
of April 20, page 10432, April 24, page 
10544, and May 18, page 13140. 

Admittedly the major’s participation 
was “intended as an analysis of socio- 
political problems which eventually may 
have to be confronted” as a result of the 
Department of the Army’s policy to en- 
courage their officers’ outside scholarly 
activities. 

Regretfully I have been unable to de- 
termine if the major has also prepared 
an analysis of Cuba, Red China or Rus- 
sia. 

So that our colleagues may be ap- 
praised of the cooperative ventures of at 
least one of our military officers, I ask 
consent to here insert in the Recorp my 
letters to the Department of the Army 
and replies from Maj. Gen. Melvin Zais: 

May 16, 1967. 


Gen. EARLE G. WHEELER, 
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
The Pentagon. 

DEAR GENERAL WHEELER: As representa- 
tives of the Joint Chiefs of Staff attended the 
November 7, 1966, address on “Southern Af- 
rica in World Strategy” before the Cosmos 
Club by Dr. Robert Gayre of Edinburgh, 
Scotland, a copy of my remarks to the House 
of Representatives referring to it is attached 
for the information of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff. 

The publication criticized by Dr. Gayre in 
his address is the booklet, Apartheid and 
United Nations Collective Measures—An 
Analysis, edited by Amelia C. Leiss under the 
auspices of the Carnegie Endowment for In- 
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ternational Peace, United Nations Plaza at 
46th St., New York, N.Y. 

Among those whose assistance in prepar- 
ing the general staff type of war plan against 
South Africa, a friendly country strongly 
anti-communistic in one of the key strategic 
areas of the world, is Major Sam C. Sarkesian, 
who is reported to be on the faculty of the 
US. Military Academy at West Point, N.Y. 
in the Department of Social Sciences. 

The fact that a member of the West Point 
faculty should lend himself to an effort of 
this character is certainly incomprehensible 
and ought to cause more than a raising of 
eyebrows. Is not an Army investigation in 
order? 

Sincerely, 
JOHN R. Ra RICK, 
Member of Congress. 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, OFFICE 
OF THE DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF 
FOR PERSONNEL, 
Washington, D.C., June 5, 1967. 
Hon. JOHN R. RARICK, 
House of Representatives, 
New House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C, 

Dear Mr. Rarick: General Wheeler has 
asked that I reply to your letter of 18 May 
1967 in reference to the participation by 
Major Sam C. Sarkesian, a former instructor 
at the United States Military Academy, in 
providing assistance in preparation of the 
booklet Apartheid and United Nations Col- 
lective Measures—An Analysis. 

Major Sarkesian’s participation in this 
study was a result of the Department of the 
Army's policy to encourage the officers who 
are on the faculty at the Academy to engage 
in outside scholarly activities which serve to 
enrich their background and broaden their 
perspective. Following this policy, it can be 
expected that some of these activities might 
deal with problems which are marginally con- 
troversial. It is considered that controversial 
problems of this type should not be the cause 
for limitation which would regulate scholarly 
endeavors for research. However, Department 
of the Army is deeply aware of its responsi- 
bility to insure that such outside activity by 
Officers is in the best interest of scholarly 
research. 

It appears that the Carnegie study was in- 
tended as an analysis of socio-political prob- 
lems which eventually may have to be con- 
fronted, rather than as a study for overt 
action. While the preparation and conclusion 
of such a voluminous report will always be 
subject to the interpretation placed upon 
them by the readers, it was certainly not the 
intention of Major Sarkesian, when he par- 
ticipated in the project, to assist in any way 
in developing a plan which would advocate 
the use of military force against South Africa. 

I trust that this information will be of as- 
sistance to you. 


Sincerely, 
MELVIN Zats, 
Major General, GS, Director of Individual 
Training. 


Jone 16, 1967. 
Re Major Sarkesian, and Apartheid and 
United Nations Collective Measures—An 
Analysis.” 
Maj. Gen. MELVIN Zars, 
Director of Individual Training, 
Department of the Army, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear GENERAL ZAIS: I am happy to have 
your letter explaining Major Sarkesian’s role 
in providing assistance to the preparation of 
the Carnegie booklet, Apartheid and United 
Nations Collective Measures—An Analysis, 
and to have your assurance it was intended 
as an analysis of socio-political problems 
which may have to be confronted rather than 
as a study for overt action of military force 
against South Africa. 

Since the invasion and occupation of 
Soviet Russia likewise presents a pedagogical 
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socio-political problem which may eventually 
have to be confronted for defense of America 
and peace in the world, I would appreciate 
your advising me of the names of all military 
experts who have engaged in such an analysis 
and where I may obtain same. 
Sincerely, 
JOHN R. RARICK, 
Member of Congress. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, OFFICE 
OF THE DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF 
FOR PERSONNEL, 
Washington, D.C., June 23, 1967. 

Hon, JOHN R. RARICK, 
House of Representatives, 
New House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. RarIcK: This is in reply to your 
letter of June 16, 1967, in reference to the 
participation of Major Sam C. Sarkesian in 
providing assistance in the preparation of 
the booklet, Apartheid and United Nations 
Collective Measures—An Analysis. 

There appears to be some misinterpreta- 
tion of my letter to you of June 5, 1967, on 
the above subject, Nowhere in my letter was 
it indicated or implied that the referenced 
study was one that presents a pedagogical 
socio-political problem which may eventual- 
ly have to be confronted “for defense of 
America and peace in the world.” I am, there- 
fore, quite puzzled about your concern in 
reference to which military experts have 
engaged in such studies. 

Furthermore, it would be quite in error 
to draw the inference from my letter of 
June 5 that an “invasion and occupation of 
Soviet Russia” falls within the definition of 
a socio-political problem, and I want to as- 
sure you that I have no intention of con- 
veying such an idea. 

An analysis of Soviet Russia, similar to 
that made of South Africa, may have been 
accomplished at some educational institu- 
tion; however, I am sure you can visualize 
the enormous task involved in canvassing 
the many colleges and universities through- 
out the United States. 

I regret, therefore, that due to the magni- 
tude of the problem, I cannot be of more 
assistance to you on this particular subject. 

Sincerely, 
MELVIN Zars, 
Major General, GS, Director of Individ- 
ual Training. 


Captive Nations Week 
EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. PETER W. RODINO, JR. 


OF NEW JERSEY 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, July 25, 1967 


Mr. RODINO. Mr. Speaker, last week 
we in Congress joined all Americans in 
the observance of the ninth annual Cap- 
tive Nations Week. 

In his 1967 proclamation, President 
Johnson noted that the United States 
“from its founding as a nation has had 
an abiding commitment to the principles 
of national independence and human 
freedom.” 

Our celebration of Captive Nations 
Week is an occasion for Americans to 
remember that millions of people living 
behind the Iron Curtain are deprived 
of these basic freedoms. 

The Communists have not, however, 
been able to destroy the desire of these 
captive peoples for their liberty. In fact 
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more and more each year the Com- 
munists have been forced to respond to 
both an individual and national impulse 
toward freedom. The forces of polycen- 
trism have made impossible the type of 
complete control over these nations that 
the Soviet Union once had during Stalin's 
era. Now the rulers of the Eastern Euro- 
pean countries often follow policies based 
on their perception of the national in- 
terests of their own countries. For ex- 
ample recently Czechoslovakia estab- 
lished trade relations with West Ger- 
many despite the angry protests of East 
Germany and the Soviet Union. In the 
recent U.N. debates on the Middle East 
crisis Rumania did not follow the Soviet 
line. 

For the individual citizen, life under 
communism has improved since the days 
of Stalin’s tyranny. More attention has 
been accorded the consumer needs of the 
people. The excesses of the secret police 
have been curbed in some of the nations. 
Recently Rumania established a com- 
mittee to oversee the operations of its 
police force, reputedly the most repres- 
sive in East Europe. 

Despite these gains the people of the 
Communist-dominated countries still are 
deprived of the right of free speech, press, 
and religion. They still do not have the 
right to choose who will govern them; 
nor can they hold their rulers responsible 
for policies and administration. 

History has made it clear that men 
will not accept forever the abridgement 
of their individual freedoms and national 
liberty. We in the free world must pledge 
ourselves to help these captive people in 
their constructive efforts to win their 
eventual freedom. 


High Interest Rates Mean High Unemploy- 
ment, Expert Warns 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
o; 


HON. ALVIN E. O’KONSKI 


OF WISCONSIN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, July 25, 1967 


Mr. O'KONSKI. Mr. Speaker, the tight 
money doctors are peddling their patent 
medicine again. Early this year, they 
were in hiding, as interest rates were 
falling. This summer, more than 3 mil- 
lion are unemployed. Yet the money- 
changers are back in control of the tem- 
ple of America. They preach that high 
interest is helping fight the old devil— 
inflation. But high interest does not fight 
inflation, it feeds inflation. It does not 
help the economy, it adds to unemploy- 
ment. The new higher interest policy is 
uneconomic, unnecessary, unfair, and 
tragic for America. 

It is uneconomic because interest is a 
cost of production. Increasing the price 
of money raises prices just as does raising 
the price of steel. Production is down, 
unemployment is up. The threat of infla- 
tion is a phony argument for a policy 
that hurts the worker, but helps the 
banker. 

If rates had been lower last year, the 
Nation could have built another half mil- 
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lion housing units despite the Vietnam 
war. This would have given jobs to an- 
other million men: for one-site construc- 
tion, materials and supplies, and house- 
hold appliances and goods. This would 
not have interfered with any other vital 
activity. America would have been more 
prosperous. 

Instead, those who bought homes paid 
heavily for high interest, and for the 
“points” on the mortgage. Points“ are 
a discount on the mortgage. At 7 points, 
you sign for $10,000, but get only $9,300. 
The builder adds as much as $1,000 to the 
cost of the house to cover this discount. 
Each 1-percent increase in interest rates 
raises the interest charge on a $15,000 
mortgage by $150 a year. 

If you can get a 6.5-percent loan for 25 
years today, total interest payments will 
be higher than the actual mortgage it- 
self. A $15,000 mortgage will cost $101.29 
a month, or $30,387 to retire. If rates 
were back at the old and reasonable price 
of 4.5 percent, the $83.38 monthly cost 
would be $5,373 lower over the 25 years. 

So fewer people can now afford houses. 
Fewer are built. Fewer workers are em- 
ployed. And the economists too often 
bless this by calling it a “trade-off” be- 
tween full employment and inflation. 
Some trade. And the worker whose job 
is being “traded-off” is not allowed at 
the bargaining table. Nor is the guy who 
wanted to buy a house, but could not af- 
ford the higher interest. The money 
rer do all the trading for them 

th. 

The higher interest charges are also 
unnecessary. Three million unemployed 
is not full employment. And if we had 
it, and needed to cut back on borrowing, 
there are better answers than higher in- 
terest. Economists and Government of- 
ficials are equally guilty of failing to dis- 
cuss the alternatives. Higher downpay- 
ments would restrain borrowing. So 
would shorter length loans that must 
be repaid faster. And banks could be- 
come more strict in granting loans. And 
when the economy approaches full em- 
ployment, the Nation can also raise 
taxes. 

High interest is unfair. It takes more 
from the workers, the farmers and the 
small businessmen. Most of the big com- 
panies are using their own money, so 
they are not hurt. The interest payments 
go to the wealthy few, and to the banks. 
The high interest goes to the 5 percent 
who own 85 percent of the Government 
bonds, for instance. It is the young and 
the minority groups who suffer most of 
the unemployment that high interest en- 
courages. 

But most of all, high interest is tragic 
for America. The billions that go to 
interest,“ as Ed Hart, founder of the 
National Council, has warned, mean 
that America cannot afford the money 
needed for schools, for urban renewal, 
for mass transit, for recreation and con- 
servation. The more we have to pay 
moneylenders, the less we have for es- 
sential national services.” This is even 
more true today with the cost of the 
Vietnam war. 

Americans were promised a war on 
poverty. The hopes of tens of millions 
were raised by promises of good hous- 
ing, better education, more jobs. As in- 
terest rates rise, these hopes fall. And 
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it is no secret that the long, hot sum- 
mers of protest and riot are the fruits 
of past delay and neglect. High inter- 
est rates lengthen the delay, encourage 
the neglect. They feed the resulting 
tragedies. The tight-money doctors are 
making America sicker, not healing her. 


Western Washington State Achieves Suc- 
cess in Upward Bound 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. RICHARD T. HANNA 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, July 25, 1967 


Mr. HANNA. Mr. Speaker, my own in- 
terest has been drawn to the success of 
the Office of Economic Opportunity’s 
community action program at Western 
Washington State College called Up- 
ward Bound,” and I take this opportu- 
nity to share that success with my col- 
leagues. 

Western’s program was one of 18 pilot 
projects designed to test the effectiveness 
of precollege programs for poverty high 
school students. It began by bringing to 
the campus in the summer of 1965, 50 
11th grade students from Seattle and 
Tacoma ghettos and Washington State 
Indian reservations. Of the 50, 18 were 
Negro, 17 were white, 12 were American 
Indians, and 3 were oriental. The aver- 
age high school grades for the group was 
a C—, clearly not typical of the typical 
college-bound American student. 

The summer project consisted of an 
intensive academic program developed 
around subjects which are histo: 
the most difficult for college freshmen. 
This was coupled with an equally inten- 
sive program of cultural enrichment. 

During the regular school year, the 
college Upward Bound staff organized 
tutorial centers in the high school dis- 
tricts and staffed them with volunteers 
from interested community action agen- 
cies, school district teachers, graduate 
students, employees of the Bureau of 
Indian Affairs, and by VISTA personnel. 

At the end of their senior year, 49 of 
the students returned to the campus for 
the second summer. The program was 
essentially the same except that each stu- 
dent was enrolled in one regular college 
class for which they were given credit 
for successful completion. No record was 
made in case of failure. 

Western’s trustees, sighting this proj- 
ect as one of the most important ever 
undertaken by the college, pledged ad- 
mission to all Upward Bound students 
who successfully completed the program. 
Forty-four enrolled for their freshman 
year—four married, one enlisted in the 
Navy, and one transferred to nurse train- 
ing—after considerable effort was made 
to provide adequate financial support. It 
is significant to note that under regular 
entrance requirements only four would 
have been eligible, and even they would 
have been unable to afford the costs. 

The college’s students responded to 
these youngsters by organizing a special 
tutoring society which proved most suc- 
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cessful. Faculty members were available 
to the students as counselors. The admin- 
istration reduced the minimum course 
joad for Upward Bound youngsters who 
were in academic difficuliy. 

Everyone aggressively sought sources 
of financial support from service clubs, 
lodges, and private industry as well as 
Federal and State sources. 

Perhaps the key to the success of this 
project was the enthusiastic support it 
received from all the elements of West- 
ern’s college community. Western’s stu- 
dents, faculty, administrators, and mem- 
bers of the community made possible this 
outstanding success. 

Indeed it is hoped that the success at 
Western will generate the same sort of 
significant and remarkable change 
throughout American higher education. 

Mr. Speaker, I take great pleasure in 
congratulating Western Washington 
State College for its efforts and suc- 
cesses in reaching these young people 
who have consistently been overlooked 
and for mobilizing all available commu- 
nity resources to propel them out of pov- 
erty for good. Upward Bound has proved 
itself at Western, and it is my sincere 
hope that it will serve as a positive ex- 
ample to the rest of the Nation. 


Captive Nations Week 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
or 


HON. JOHN M. MURPHY 


OF NEW YORE 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, July 25, 1967 


Mr. MURPHY of New York. Mr. 
Speaker, in commemoration of Captive 
Nations Week, I include herewith the 
text of my remarks before the Ameri- 
cans To Free Captive Nations, Inc., cele- 
bration at the Statue of Liberty on July 
23, 1967: 

REMARKS OF REPRESENTATIVE JOHN M. Mon- 
PHY, AMERICANS To FREE CAPTIVE NATIONS, 
INC., JULY 23, 1967 
This nation was founded on the prin- 

ciple that “all men are created equal, that 
they are endowed by their Creator with cer- 
tain unalienable rights, that among these 
are Life. Liberty, and the Pursuit of Happi- 
ness.” These words, and the principle they 
set forth, although written in a declaration 
of one nation’s independence, are a uni- 
versal expression of the independence of 
all mankind. 

It is fitting, therefore, that we celebrate 
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Captive Nations Week in the United States, 
because the independence we were able to 
secure over 150 years ago is the independence 
that has been denied hundreds of millions 
of people throughout the world; our com- 
mitment to their freedom should be no less 
than our commitment to freedom at home. 

It is not that some people do not desire 
freedom, for freedom is one of the most 
basic of human desires. Where freedom is 
absent in the world we find without excep- 
tion that it has been replaced—with force 
or deceit—by some form of tyranny. No one 
voluntarily or willingly chooses to be en- 
slaved. 

The Russian subjugation of Eastern 
Europe began behind the facade of a mutual 
defense assistance pact in World War II, 
twenty-five years ago. But any hope for 
Russian cooperation faded before the ink 
was dry on the pact. With unbelievable bru- 
tality and a total disregard for human suf- 
fering the Russians occupied the Eastern 
European nations. Throughout the war, the 
Soviets stripped the area of its entire in- 
dustrial structure, even dismantling entire 
factories for shipment to Russia. After the 
war, what little doubt remained of Soviet 
intentions in Eastern Europe was quickly 
shattered. Instead of withdrawing their 
troops, the Russians began mass deportation 
of Eastern Europeans, and their replacement 
through Russian immigration. This process 
of Russification included the substitution 
of Russian language, laws, and customs—in 
effect, the total obliteration of the national 
identity of the Captive Nations. The result 
of the Russian tyranny is that today over 
one hundred million Eastern Europeans are 
enslaved. 

This same process of enslavement has 
since occurred in other nations throughout 
the world, including Cuba, China, North 
Korea and North Vietnam. 

The Soviets, of course, always have a ready 
justification for their illegal action. They 
often point to the “elections” held in the 
captive nations as evidence of popular sup- 
port. But we all know, and the Soviets know, 
that an election with only one slate of can- 
didates is no election at all. 

They may claim that the elections show 
popular support, but there are plenty of 
signs to show that popular support is a myth. 
The Hungarian Revolt in 1956 is one exam- 
ple. No one can forget the brave Hungarian 
patriots who were viciously crushed beneath 
the cold steel tread of Soviet tanks, Nor can 
we forget the brave Poles who met a similar 
fate in the Polish October Days. Berlin is still 
another example; where else in the world 
can a government claim such popular sup- 
port that it must build a wall to keep the 
population from deserting. 

These are just a few examples of the spirit 
of freedom that still burns in the hearts of 
citizens of the captive nations. We must not 
let that flame die out, for a flame that can 
withstand the brutality of Russian tyranny 
and still survive must surely someday tri- 
umph. 

But while we celebrate Captive Nations 
Week we should remember another reason 
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for our commitment to freedom. We should 
be mindful of the many contributions to this 
country by people from captive nations. The 
greatness of the United States is founded 
on the many talents of a diverse people; we 
have benefitted from their skills and their 
culture and their devotion to freedom. There- 
fore, our celebration today should renew 
our spiritual ties with the people of Eastern 
and Central Europe. 

I think this yearning for freedom which 
periodically slips over the Berlin Wall in the 
dark of night or rises up in the streets in 
armed protest will eventually prove to be the 
trojan-horse of Soviet dominated Eastern 
Europe. Russia can physically oppress the 
people, it can wall them in, but it can never 
defeat the will to be free. As long as this will 
is alive, there is hope. 

But we must do our part. We must give the 
captive people reason to hope. As President 
Kennedy once stated: “This country must 
never recognize the situation behind the Iron 
Curtain as a permanent one, but must, by 
all peaceful means, keep alive the hopes of 
freedom for the people of the captive na- 
tions.” 

We must never let them stand alone. Our 
strongest weapons in this struggle are truth, 
facts and ideas. The Voice of America and 
Radio Free Europe are vital to our purpose. 
Captive Nations Week is another way of 
showing our support. In addition, the United 
Nations must also be encouraged to press 
for freedom behind the Iron Curtain. We 
must never cease to work for their freedom. 

A second task, of equal importance to free- 
ing the people of captive nations, is to pre- 
vent other nations from being enslaved. This 
is our task today in Vietnam. We are taking 
a firm stand in this distant nation so that 
one nation will not impose its will on an- 
other. We must not, and will not, fail in this 
endeavor. In a larger sense, the struggle for 
freedom in Vietnam is a struggle for freedom 
everywhere. Regardless of the name of the 
country, we are committed to the proposi- 
tion that all people shall have the right of 
self-determination. Today the line is drawn 
in Vietnam; who knows where it might be 
drawn tomorrow? 

Therefore, as we celebrate Captive Na- 
tions Week, let us remember that our cause 
is freedom. whether it be for those who are 
enslaved, for those who are fighting to avoid 
enslavement, or for those who are already 
free, Our policy should be not only total op- 
Position to tyranny in any form, but en- 
couragement to free nations everywhere, es- 
pecially those emerging nations for whom 
freedom is new and not yet firmly estab- 
lished. Our policy should be that once stated 
by Thomas Jefferson, when he said: “I have 
sworn eternal hostility against any form of 
tyranny over the minds of man.” 

It is in the spirit of Jefferson’s words that 
we celebrate Captive Nations Week. Let us 
remember that our celebration must last 
more than one week a year if our cause is to 
triumph. We should use this week not as a 
one-shot celebration, but as the beginning 
of a full time commitment to the cause of 
freedom. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
WEDNESDAY, JULY 26, 1967 


The House met at 11 o’clock a.m. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Edward G. Latch, 
D.D., offered the following prayer: 


Let love be genuine; hate what is evil, 
hold fast to what is good. Romans 12: 9. 
Eternal Father of our spirits, we pray 
that in this sacred minute of prayer we 
may receive guidance for the day, wis- 
dom for each hour, and good will for 


every moment. Help us to think more 
and talk less; to pray more and procras- 
tinate less; to live more by high prin- 
ciples and less by low prejudices. Make 
us so dissatisfied with ourselves that we 
may turn away from loud professions 
to quiet practice, from friendly looks to 
friendly lives, and from speaking excel- 
lent words to speeding excellent works. 
So we pray this morning that Thou 
wilt renew a right spirit within us and 
send us out into this day with gracious 
thoughts, good words, and a great spirit. 
In the Master’s name we pray. Amen. 


THE JOURNAL 


The Journal of the proceedings of yes- 
terday was read and approved. 


PERMISSION FOR THE COMMITTEE 
ON ARMED SERVICES TO FILE BY 
MIDNIGHT TONIGHT A REPORT 
ON H.R. 11722 


Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent that the Committee on 
Armed Services may have until mid- 
night tonight to file a report on the bill 
H.R. 11722. 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
South Carolina? 

There was no objection. 


PERMISSION FOR THE SUBCOMMIT- 
TEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON 
ARMED SERVICES INVESTIGAT- 
ING THE M-16 RIFLE TO SIT DUR- 
ING GENERAL DEBATE TODAY 


Mr. ICHORD. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Subcom- 
mittee on Armed Services Investigating 
the M-16 rifie be permitted to sit today 
during general debate. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Missouri? 

There was no objection. 


SUBCOMMITTEE ON MERCHANT 
MARINE OF COMMITTEE ON MER- 
CHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES— 
PERMISSION TO SIT DURING 
GENERAL DEBATE TODAY 


Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Subcom- 
mittee on Merchant Marine of the Com- 
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fish- 
eries may be permitted to sit while the 
House is in session during general de- 
bate today. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 


CALL OF THE HOUSE 


Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Speaker, I make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently, a quorum 
is not present. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I move a 
call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol- 
lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 


[Roll No. 183] 

Anderson, Edwards, La. Kastenmeier 

Tenn. Eilberg Long, La. 
Andrews, Ala. Everett 
Ashley Farbstein Morse, Mass. 
Blackburn Fisher Murphy, Il. 
Blatnik Ford, Nedzi 
Broomfield William D. Nichols 
Brown, Calif. Fraser Resnick 
Burke, Fla Fulton, Tenn. Riegle 
Burton, Utah Gardner Scheuer 
Conyers Giaimo Sisk 
Cowger Goodell Steiger, Wis. 
Cramer Heckler, Mass. Taft 
de la Garza Herlong Tiernan 
Dent Holifiela Vander Jagt 
Diggs Hunt Williams, Miss. 
Dole Jones, Mo. Willis 


The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 384 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum, 

By unanimous consent, further pro- 
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 


CARMICHAEL—TRAITOR 


Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to address the House for 
1 minute, to revise and extend my re- 
marks, and to include extraneous matter. 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Speaker, a news- 
paper report in the paper this morning 
stated that Stokely Carmichael has ar- 
rived in Cuba “with a clarion call for 
the organization of guerrilla groups in 
US. cities.” 

This person who claims to be an 
American, who has called for America 
to be burned down, said “It is going to 
be a struggle to the death.” 

I am informed that he is breaking no 
law. There are no statutes on the books 
to hamper the travel nor the activities of 
this traitor. While American boys are 
being killed in the jungles of Vietnam, 
this filthy excuse for a human being 
advocates that these same forces over- 
turn the Government of the United 
States. 

Languishing in our Judiciary Com- 
mittee is a measure which would have 
made it an offense for this traitor to 
travel in foreign lands so freely and un- 
hampered in his efforts to destroy the 
United States. 

How long will we slumber? 

Firemen and policemen are shot down 
in our streets by snipers who might well 
have been trained and indoctrinated by 
this very same activity. I think it time 
for the Congress to wake up, for the 
courts to rule in favor of preserving 
some semblance of reason in controlling 
those who seek to destroy the very 
foundation of freedom—particularly in 
light of the laws we have which send 
young men to fight and die for the pres- 
ervation of freedom in Vietnam. 


PAY UP OR SHUT UP, MR. DE GAULLE 


Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to address the House for 
1 minute, to revise and extend my re- 
marks, and to include extraneous 
matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Speaker, this week, 
in a flagrant and irresponsible abuse of 
diplomatic courtesy, President de Gaulle 
encouraged the separatist movement in 
Canada. 

While meddling in the affairs of this 
hemisphere, De Gaulle, always a debtor, 
continues to ignore the $6 billion owed 
this hemisphere and the United States 
since World War I. Even more striking, 
he has constantly ignored the debt of 
blood shed by American boys in two 
World Wars. This debt of blood and lives 
is the only reason France and De Gaulle 
survive today. 

Also De Gaulle has impeded our efforts 
to secure a just peace in Vietnam. Were 
it not for the vacuum left by France, we 
would not be in Vietnam today. 

There is too much unrest in the world 
today to permit troublemakers like De 
Gaulle to stir up more unrest. He is al- 
ways present with open hand and open 
mouth—but he is deaf when called upon 
to meet his international responsibilities. 
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SUMMER 1967 OUTBREAKS OF 
VIOLENCE 


Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute, to revise and extend 
my remarks, and to include extraneous 
matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
the rioting and domestic violence 
throughout the Nation must be stopped 
immediately by whatever force local, 
State, and Federal governments find 
necessary. 

There will be time enough after order 
is restored to seek out the causes and 
assess the blame. Now is not the time to 
sit back and debate social issues or ap- 
propriate more money. Actually, in ex- 
cess of $40 million had been spent in 
Detroit on poverty programs alone. 

Just a look at the list of the occurrences 
of violence this summer indicates the 
scope of the problem: 

April 1: Omaha, Nebr. 

April 8: Nashville, Tenn. 

May 12: Jackson, Miss. 

May 16: Houston, Tex. 

May 21: Chicago, III. 

May 30: Chicago, III. 

June 2: Boston, Mass. 

June 11: Tampa, Fla. 

June 11: Prattyille, Ala. 

June 12: Cincinnati, Ohio. 

June 19: Atlanta, Ga. 

June 27: Buffalo, N.Y. 

July 2: Des Moines, Iowa. 

July 3: Cincinnati, Ohio. 

July 10: Waterloo, Iowa. 

July 12: Newark, N.J. 

July 12: Hartford, Conn. 

July 12: Erie, Pa. 

July 16: Des Moines, Iowa. 

July 17: Plainfield, N.J. 

July 19: Nyack, N.Y. 

July 21: Minneapolis, Minn. 

July 22: Youngstown, Ohio. 

July 23: New York, N.Y. 

July 23: Detroit, Mich. 

July 24: Cambridge, Md. 

July 24: Rochester, N.Y. 

July 24: Toledo, Ohio. 

July 24: Pontiac, Mich. 

July 24: Flint, Mich. 

July 24: Lansing, Mich. 

There is only one urgent course of ac- 
tion now—to stop the violence. Not just 
in Newark. Not just in Detroit. Every- 
where. Now. 


STORM OF PROTEST OVER POSTAL 
RATES 


Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for 1 minute, to re- 
vise and extend my remarks, and to 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
West Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr. 
Speaker, it was reported this morning 
that the Postal Rates Subcommittee 
voted a very mild, three-step increase in 
third-class postal rates to extend over 
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@ 3-year period. After 3 years, the rate 
for bulk third class mailings will go up 
to 3.5 cents a piece. 

Coming on top of the recommenda- 
tions of the Postal Rates Subcommittee 
to raise first class rates to 6 cents, post 
cards and postal cards to 6 cents and air 
mail to 10 cents, this action will produce 
a storm of protest from all over the Na- 
tion if Congress swallows these postal 
rates. I will fight to the finish on the 
House floor this brazen attempt to sad- 
dle millions of taxpayers with the cost 
of the subsidies to the junk mailers. If 
Congress accepts an absurdly low rate of 
3.5 cents, after 3 years, for bulk rate 
third class mail, it will be knuckling 
under to the junk mail lobbyists. 

The administration proposed an im- 
mediate third-class bulk-rate increase 
to 3.8 cents—as against the 3.5 cent, 
three-step increase recommended by the 
committee. I feel that the administration 
proposal was too modest, and have rec- 
ommended a 4.5-cent rate, which would 
enable third-class mail to pay its way. 
I believe the American people would sup- 
port that principle. 

Passage of the proposal of the Postal 
Rates Subcommittee would be a bitter 
defeat for the average American, who is 
tired of having his tax dollars frittered 
away to feed those profitmaking con- 
cerns cluttering up everybody’s mailbox 
with their junk. 

Mr. Speaker, how can anybody even 
mention a tax increase when so much 
subsidy is already going to third-class 
mailers and the postal deficit is running 
so high? 


RIOT BLAME 


Mr. HAGAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my 
remarks, and to include extraneous 
matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Georgia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HAGAN, Mr. Speaker, much of the 
blame for this rampant civil disobedi- 
ence this country is experiencing must 
be laid at the doorstep of the two major 
parties, who vie for the minority vote 
necessary to win a national election with- 
out regard for the welfare of the ma- 
jority. 

If we do not halt these riots at once, 
if we do not renew the faith of the 
American people, I predict we will wit- 
ness a political upheaval throughout the 
Nation that will shake the foundations 
of the buildings on this Hill and on 
Pennsylvania Avenue. 

Much of the blame for this mess in 
which we now find ourselves must be 
laid at the doorstep of irresponsible po- 
litical leaders who look to the vote rather 
than to the values of our Nation. 

And we must blame the irresponsible 
Negro, who inflames his people to vio- 
lence with no thought of the conse- 
quences and then reflects his true po- 
litical colors with a visit to a Communist 
leader. The responsible Negro citizen has 
been betrayed. 

There is no nice way to stop a riot, to 
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end looting, and killing and maiming. 
This shame in our communities must be 
stopped by all force necessary—and it 
must be ended at once. 


MANY AGENCIES OF GOVERNMENT 
HAVE A RAT EXTERMINATION 
PROGRAM 


Mr. HALEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HALEY. Mr. Speaker, a great deal 
has been said about the so-called rat bill 
that we had here and which was sub- 
stantially defeated on the floor of this 
House the other day. For the informa- 
tion of Members of the Congress and our 
friends in the press gallery, I would like 
to inform them that we now have four 
agencies of the Government that have 
such a program, provided their author- 
ity is extended a little bit. They are the 
Office of Economic Opportunity, which 
has a program; the Department of the 
Interior, which has a program; the De- 
partment of Health, Education, and Wel- 
fare, which has a program; and the De- 
partment of Agriculture, which has a 
program. So I say that what we were 
attempting to do here the other day in 
considering the so-called rat bill was 
just trying to build another department 
in the Government and to put layer on 
top of layer of similar programs. 

Mr. HAGAN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HALEY. I yield to the gentleman 
from Georgia. 

Mr. HAGAN. Does not the gentleman 
think that it is high time we spent our 
efforts to eradicate some of these two- 
legged rats rather than the four-legged 
rats over the country? 

Mr. HALEY. I would go along with 
such a program. 


RAISE SOCIAL SECURITY BENEFITS 


Mr. MONAGAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the Recorp. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Connecticut? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MONAGAN. Mr. Speaker, since 
the turn of the century the life expect- 
ancy of the average American has in- 
creased 23 years. Today, one out of 10 
American citizens is 65 years of age or 
older. 

As President Johnson stated in his 
January message to Congress, one of 
the tests of a great civilization is the 
compassion and respect shown to its 
elderly citizens. In the United States, 
the record of compassion began in 1935 
with the passage of the first Social Se- 
curity Act. The purpose of social secu- 
rity was and is to provide a means by 
which the elderly could avoid living out 
their years in dependency. 

Despite consistent and almost con- 
stant review and revision the social se- 
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curity program has not been able to 
meet this goal for today’s elderly, prin- 
cipally because of our changing econ- 
omy. In the last 13 years the cost of 
living has risen 23 percent while social 
security benefits have increased 14 per- 
cent. Many of those now entitled to 
social security have made significant 
contributions to the growth of the eco- 
nomic and material welfare of this 
country, It is only just that they now be 
able to participate in the benefit of this 
growth. They cannot do this effectively 
when the average social security bene- 
fit amounts to $84 a month. This figure 
is inadequate in today’s high-powered 
economy, 

It is imperative that social security 
benefits be increased so that the golden 
years can be a time of enrichment. H.R. 
5710, now before the Ways and Means 
Committee, in part provides a more real- 
istic schedule of benefits. Although this 
bill may have many controversial facets, 
there is no difference of opinion about 
the need for increased benefits for our 
senior citizens, 

Istrongly support the recommendation 
to raise the amount of social security 
benefits to the elderly, and I hope that 
the Ways and Means Committee will 
promptly report an adequate bill. 


PROXIMITY WARNING DEVICE FOR 
AIRCRAFT 


Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, the recent 
airplane crash between a commercial 
liner and a private aircraft, with the 
horrible loss of life, pointed out once 
again something we have known for a 
long time, and that is the dire necessity 
to come up with some safety device, 
method, or procedure to improve safety 
of the increasing air traffic in this coun- 


I do not claim to have all the answers 
on this subject, but I have introduced 
a bill, which I hope will be helpful 
toward a solution of that problem. This 
bill which would give congressional di- 
rection to the Administrator of the FAA 
to spend such moneys for research as 
may be necessary for research and de- 
velopment of a proximity warning device 
at a reasonable cost, reasonable enough 
so that it can be used not only on the 
2,000 commercial airliners we have but 
also on the over 100,000 private aircraft 
we have. 

There is some evidence that such a 
device can be manufactured, but that it is 
so costly—in the $30,000 to $40,000 class— 
that the Federal requirement for its use 
is impractical. There is also some con- 
jecture that such a device at a reason- 
able cost has been developed but for some 
unexplained reason it has not been made 
available to the American public. I do 
not know whether that is true, but I 
know this is true: American ingenuity 
and American technology, given the op- 
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portunity, direction and money can pro- 
duce an electronic device to go in all 
aircraft, at a cost reasonable enough to 
be feasible, which will give a warning of 
another aircraft in flight and give the 
distance and direction of that other air- 
craft. 

I trust that the appropriate commit- 
tees of the Congress and the industrial 
groups themselves—such as the pilot as- 
sociations, the commercial carriers, and 
the private aircraft operators—will all 
get behind this effort to develop and pro- 
duce such a proximity warning device. 

Such a device used on all aircraft, 
commercial and private, could go a long 
way to assure air traffic safety, prevent 
midair collisions and save lives of pas- 
sengers, crew and pilot. 


CALL OF THE HOUSE 


Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, I make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is 
not present. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I move a 
call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol- 
lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 


[Roll No. 184] 

Anderson, Dingell Jones, Mo. 

Tenn. le 
Andrews, Ala. Farbstein Morse, Mass 
Blanton Fisher her 
Blatnik Ford, Murphy, III 
Broomfield William D. O'Hara, Mich 
Brown, Calif. Fraser ick 
Burke, Fla. Pulton, Tenn, Rumsfeld 
Burton, Utah Gardner Scheuer 
Cleveland Hansen, Wash. Steiger, Wis 
Conyers Heckler, Mass, Taft 
Cramer Herlong Williams, Miss 
de la Garza Hunt Willis 
Dent Ichord Zion 
Dickinson Irwin 


The SPEAKER. On this rollcall, 387 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum. 

By unanimous consent, further pro- 
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 


INTER-AMERICAN DEVELOPMENT 
BANK ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1967 


Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Speaker, by direction 
of the Committee on Rules, I call up 
House Resolution 748 and ask for its im- 
mediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- 
lows: 

H. Res. 748 

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 
resolution it shall be in order to move that 
the House resolve itself into the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the consideration of the bill (H.R. 
9547) to amend the Inter-American Develop- 
ment Bank Act to authorize the United 
States to participate in an increase in the 
resources of the Fund for Special Operations 
of the Inter-American Development Bank, 
and for other purposes. After general debate, 
which shall be confined to the bill and shall 
continue not to exceed two hours, to be 
equally divided and controlled by the chair- 
man and ranking minority member of the 
Committee on Banking and Currency, the 
bill shall be read for amendment under the 
five-minute rule. At the conclusion of the 
consideration of the bill for amendment, the 
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committee shall rise and report the bill to 
the House with such amendments as may 
have been adopted, and the previous ques- 
tion shall be considered as ordered on the 
bill and amendments thereto to final pas- 
sage without intervening motion except one 
motion to recommit. 


The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Texas is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr, ANDERSON] for purposes of debate, 
pending which I yield myself such time 
as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 748 
provides an open rule with 2 hours of 
general debate for consideration of 
H.R. 9547 to amend the Inter-American 
Development Bank Act to authorize the 
United States to participate in an in- 
crease in the resources of the Fund for 
Special Operation of the Inter-Ameri- 
can Development Bank, and for other 
purposes. 

The Inter-American Development 
Bank was established in 1959 and has a 
membership consisting of the member 
countries of the Organization of Ameri- 
can States, with the exception of Trini- 
dad and Tobago. The purpose for which 
the Bank exists is to contribute to the 
acceleration of the process of economic 
development of its member countries. 
Since it began operations in 1961, the 
so-called Bank of the Alliance has as- 
sumed a role of rapidly increasing im- 
portance in the planning and financing 
of economic and social development in 
Latin America. 

The Bank carries out its operations 
through two lending windows“: the Or- 
dinary Capital Fund of the Bank ex- 
tends economic development loans on 
conventional terms; the Fund for Spe- 
cial Operations provides financing for 
economic and social development proj- 
ects “on terms and conditions appro- 
priate for dealing with special circum- 
stances or with respect to specific 
projects.” 

H.R. 9547 amends the Inter-American 
Development Bank Act to authorize the 
U.S. Governor of the Bank—the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury—to vote in favor 
of the resolution of the Governors of the 
Bank entitled “Increase of $1,200,000,- 
000 in Resources of Fund for Special Op- 
erations.” The bill also authorizes, upon 
adoption of the resolution of the Gover- 
nors of the Bank, the payment into the 
Bank, without fiscal year limitations, of 
a U.S. contribution to the Fund for Spe- 
cial Operations of the Bank in the 
amount of $900 million. Pursuant to an- 
nual appropriations, the United States 
would make payment of $300 million per 
annum as its contribution to the FSO 
during fiscal years 1968, 1969, and 1970. 
Each of these three annual payments 
would be made in the form of a letter 
of credit, and budgetary expenditures 
would coincide closely with the actual 
use of the funds in loan disbursements 
out of the FSO. The resolution of the 
Governors of the Bank also provides for 
$300 million equivalent in contributions 
by the Latin American members of the 
Bank, in their own national currencies, to 
be paid into the Bank also in three an- 
nual installments. 

The bill also authorizes the U.S. Gov- 
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ernor to vote in favor of a resolution 
which, if adopted, will amend annex C 
of the agreement establishing the Bank, 
which governs the procedures governing 
the election of the six Executive Direc- 
tors of the Bank representing the Latin 
American members. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of 
House Resolution 748 in order that H.R. 
9547 may be considered, 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself 5 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe it was on the 
13th of March of this year that the Presi- 
dent of the United States, in a message to 
the summit meeting of Latin American 
presidents and foreign ministers at Punta 
del Este, indicated that he would ask for 
a $150 million increase in our present 
contribution to the so-called fund for 
social progress, the soft loan window of 
the Inter-American Bank. 

I do not believe there is any Member 
of this body who does not appreciate the 
importance of the economic development 
of the Southern Hemisphere or the im- 
portance of promoting hemispheric soli- 
darity by lending our best efforts to the 
economic development of the impover- 
ished and underdeveloped Latin Amer- 
ican countries. Yet, when the President 
made that statement on the 13th of 
March he must have known, because of 
the fate which a resolution of support 
had suffered in the other body of this 
Congress, that he made the statement at 
his own risk and at his own peril and 
that it was very much subject to what- 
ever action this Congress would decide to 
take. 

Mr. Speaker, I for one am in favor of 
the Inter-American Bank. I for one am 
in favor of the principle of multilateral 
aid of this kind to gradually replace and 
completely, I would hope, some day, take 
the place of the unilateral aid projects 
on a grant basis which we have scattered 
with such abandon all over the world. 

I do not believe that anyone can stand 
before this body today and say that the 
United States of America has been sel- 
fish, that we have been less than gen- 
erous in our response to the needs of our 
Latin American neighbors. 

Yet, I think that before we vote here 
today to authorize an increase to the 
sum of $300 million a year for the next 
3 fiscal years, or a total of $900 million, 
in the so-called fund for special lending 
operations of the Inter-American Bank, 
we ought to remind ourselves if, indeed, 
we have not already, of the fact that 
we take up this bill today for considera- 
tion under very unusual and different 
circumstances. 

The circumstances in the country to- 
day are far different than they were 
when the President sent his budget mes- 
sage to the Congress on the 24th of Jan- 
uary. They are far different today than 
they were on the 14th of March of this 
year when the President addressed a 
summit meeting at Punta del Este. 

We know now, as we did not know 
then, that we face a budget deficit of 
probably $25 billion or, even, $30 billion 
for this fiscal year. 

We know that that kind of deficit is 
going to fuel the fires of inflation in this 
country to the point where the 3.3 per- 
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cent increase which we saw in the gen- 
eral level of prices last year—an increase, 
by the way, that robbed the American 
consumers of $16.5 billion in purchasing 
power, and has complicated the efforts 
which we are making to fight the war 
on poverty in this country. I will say 
by way of explanation on this point that 
I have on my desk right now, as I am 
sure many others of you do, a report 
from one of the trade associations of the 
lumber industry in this country, telling 
us that they have made a $60,000 study 
of a very interesting project, whereby 
they hoped to rehabilitate 150,000 hous- 
ing units in the slum areas of Cleveland, 
Ohio, an area which was involved in the 
disastrous riots of last year. In other 
words, Mr. Speaker, these trade associa- 
tions were going in and attempting to 
rehabilitate 150 housing units, by em- 
ploying resources derived from the pri- 
vate sector and private capital in order 
to get the job done. 

Do you know what they discovered? 
After they had spent the $60,000, they 
discovered that because of inflated costs 
in this country that they were probably 
going to have to abandon the project be- 
cause the project would cost $500,000 
more than the mortgage value of the 
housing that they were hoping to reha- 
bilitate. 

Mr. Speaker, that is what is happening 
in this country today because of infla- 
tion sponsored by the ruinous fiscal poli- 
cies of this administration. It is one of 
the problems about which some people 
who like to talk about the root causes 
of poverty do not like to discuss. 

Mr. Speaker, there is another matter 
to be considered as we take up this bill 
today and this matter is discussed very 
well in the minority views that the Mem- 
bers will find attached to this report. 
That is the fact that we still have the 
problem of a balance-of-payments 
deficit in this country; that there was a 
deficit of $1.4 billion last year, and the 
deficit showed an increase of $800 mil- 
lion during the first quarter of this year. 
That problem has not gone away. In- 
deed, it has become more serious than it 
was in 1966. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Illinois has expired. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Speak- 
er, I yield myself 5 additional minutes. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I yield to 
the distinguished gentleman from Mis- 
souri. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, the gen- 
tleman from Illinois is quite accurate in 
referring to the balance of payments on 
a liquidity basis. 

The administration—and I felt that 
this was a wise move—also sought to 
measure the balance-of-payments prob- 
lem on an official reserve transaction 
basis. Both of these procedures ought to 
be taken into account. But the adminis- 
tration this year does not speak about 
this problem of the balance of payments 
in the terms of official reserve transac- 
tions and understandably so. Yet read- 
ing from the economic indicators of July, 
where we have the first quarter figures 
of 1967 for the balance of payments, that 
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is measured in official reserve transac- 
tions, there is refiected a minus of $7.288 
billion. This was a “plus” last year. And, 
just to illustrate the significance of it, 
a plus of .225 in 1966, and a minus of $7 
billion in the first quarter of 1967. 

Mr. Speaker, the Government of the 
United States is indeed in a very serious 
situation, and I thank the distinguished 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. ANDERSON] 
for making a splendid statement in 
pointing this out. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the distinguished gen- 
tleman from Missouri for his contribu- 
tion on this subject. 

However, permit me to bring up an- 
other point: We should also consider this 
bill today in the light of one other factor, 
and it is an overriding factor in my mind 
and one that ought to be in the hearts 
and minds and conscience of everyone 
of us. 

Mr. Speaker, I received a letter today 
from our distinguished colleague, the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. O'HARA], 
informing me that later on this week, he 
is going to introduce a bill which would 
call for no less than $300 million, an 
amount which incidentally is exactly the 
annual contribution the administration 
is seeking by this bill to make available to 
the Fund for Special Operations of the 
Inter-American Bank. 

He is going to introduce a bill in the 
House of Representatives for $300 mil- 
lion—for what purpose? To provide 
grants to local law-enforcement agencies 
to strengthen their capability to deal 
with riots and civil disorder. 

Mr. Speaker, I predict quite frankly 
that this is merely the first of many such 
bills that are going to be offered in this 
Congress before this session adjourns. 

Mr. Speaker, we have some very seri- 
ous domestic problems in front of us. 
We are facing a crisis in law enforce- 
ment and in many other areas as well, 
and we ought not to forget about that 
today when we consider the recommen- 
dation of the majority of the Committee 
on Banking and Currency that we in- 
crease to $300 million annually the con- 
tribution that we are now making to this 
particular fund. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker—and with this I 
will conclude—I read in the press yester- 
day that about $100 million of the $591 
million so-called “country X arms loans” 
from the Export-Import Bank in just 
the last 2 fiscal years alone have gone to 
five Latin American countries—and they 
are named—Brazil, Argentina, Vene- 
zuela, Chile, and Peru. I read further 
that one of those countries, Peru, soon 
will have some very expensive super- 
sonic Mirage jet fighters which they in- 
tend to purchase from France. I wonder 
if we do not have problems on our own 
hands that ought to have a little bit 
higher priority than making it possible 
for Latin American countries to go out 
and deal with the arms brokers and buy 
Mirage jet bombers and all of the ex- 
pensive and sophisticated weapons of 
war. 

Mr. Speaker, I am opposed to this bill. 
I am opposed to it because very clearly 
we have facing us many important 
domestic priorities that have to be taken 


20213 


care of, and I believe we had better 
mobilize our resources here at home and 
address ourselves to those pressing pri- 
orities before we start to increase to $300 
million annually the contribution to the 
so-called soft loan window of the Inter- 
American Bank. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I yield to 
the gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr, GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I wish to 
commend the gentleman for the splendid 
statement he has made, and say that I 
concur with him completely in his ap- 
proach to this matter because on page 
115 of the committee hearings it is indi- 
cated that things are going pretty well in 
Latin America. 

If the gentleman will bear with me, I 
will read one short paragraph, from a 
statement made by the Honorable Lin- 
com Gordon, Assistant Secretary of 
State for International Affairs. 

He says: 

Latin American central government reve- 
nues, according to estimates consolidating 
all domestic sources of revenues, has risen 
by about 25 percent in real terms since the 
beginning of the Alliance. Most of the in- 
crease is concentrated in the last 3 years, 
1963-66, which have seen a rise of some 22 
percent, 


Mr. Speaker, if the economy is doing 
so well in Latin America, why should we 
beef up this soft loan fund here today 
with more hundreds of millions taken 
from already overtaxed citizens of this 
country? 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I thank 
the gentleman from Iowa for his con- 
tribution. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman 
for his comment. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Curtis]. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, I requested 
this time on the rule because I believe 
this is one of the most important bills 
that is going to be before us. It is one of 
many different kinds of bills that are 
directed to the same subject matter; 
namely, our foreign relations. 

If one wants to get to the issues of war 
or peace, it is wrapped up to a large 
degree in these very technical, perhaps, 
but nonetheless important matters that 
involve economics. 

I notice the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
Hays] made the point that he thought 
this Committee on Banking and Cur- 
rency, of which I am not a member, was 
impinging in the area of the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs. 

My comments is, “No,” it was not at all. 

What the point is—and the gentleman 
from Ohio was certainly pointing to 
something that needs consideration—is 
that there are many committees that 
have subject matters that bear on the 
whole subject of foreign or international 
economics. 

The Committee on Ways and Means, 
or rather those of us on the conference, 
are going to meet at 2 o’clock today with 
the representatives of the Senate from 
the Senate Finance Committee on the 
interest equalization tax, which the 
House passed earlier this year and which 
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I opposed bitterly again, as I have every 
time it has come up. 

What is the interest equalization tax? 
It is a barrier on private investment 
abroad. This is the first time in the his- 
tory of this country that we have ever 
imposed impediments on private invest- 
ments abroad. 

As I said at the time, the strange thing 
was that at a time when we were 
shackling the private sector, the same 
administration was pumping more and 
more money into the governmental sec- 
tor of investment abroad. 

So we have before us one specific 
example, and there are many others, re- 
questing a $300 million increase in Gov- 
ernment investment. In fact, it is not an 
investment. That is a euphemism. The 
words “soft loans” amounts to a euphe- 
mism. These are very thinly disguised 
grants—and we know it. I happen to 
favor, by the way, the use of grants under 
certain circumstances if we have the 
proper disciplines. 

But I want to point out the fact that 
other committees are dealing with sub- 
ject matters that relate directly to what 
we are discussing here—and legitimately 
so—legitimately in the jurisdiction of the 
Committee on Banking and Currency. 

For years I have been disturbed about 
why we in the House of Representatives 
were unable apparently to come up with 
proper solutions on broad subjects, like 
international economics, and on poverty 
in our own domestic programs. 

One reason is, it is both a plus and a 
minus so far as the congressional insti- 
tution is concerned—we proliferate our- 
selves into 21 standing committees in 
order to analyze and to understand sub- 
jects—and this is as it should be. This is 
a plus. 

But we have not developed techniques 
for synthesizing, after we have done the 
analysis. 

The Committee on Banking and Cur- 
rency will do a good job on this par- 
ticular bill. Hopefully the Committee on 
Ways and Means will do a good job on 
its problems and hopefully the Commit- 
tee on Foreign Affairs, which the gentle- 
man from Ohio [Mr. Hays] rightly points 
out, has the bulk of the jurisdiction of 
these matters, will do a good job. 

But there is also the Committee on 
Agriculture which has more to say really 
about foreign aid programs than the 
committees I have mentioned up to date 
through Public Law 480. 

And the Committee on Armed Services 
which has jurisdiction over two subject 
matters to a degree—military aid—but 
also still on the sale of surplus property 
which generates counterpart funds 
abroad which go into this same pool. 

I have not mentioned all the commit- 
tees that are involved in the subject of 
international economics problems, but I 
mention a few. 

Even this bill that we have before us 
is a proliferation of lending agencies as 
anyone reading the report can see—and 
it is a fine report—both the majority 
and minority in my judgment—as I say, 
it is a fine report. There is mentioned in 
the report the Export-Import Bank 
which is going to be before us possibly 
shortly. But the way the Export-Import 
Bank has been moving and it used to be 
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a great factor in all this matter of financ- 
ing—we are now moving into areas so 
that I wonder whether they are bankers 
or whether they are implementing sepa- 
rate policies, political and military poli- 
cies. Also the IDA is involved here. 

Finally, I wish to point to the great 
area of trade, our international trade, 
which is our great plus in our balance 
of international payments. If we do the 
right thing with our AID programs—as 
if we do the right thing in our welfare 
programs—AID programs should be de- 
signed to get nations on their economic 
feet so that it will be trade and not aid, 
just as welfare programs, if they are 
properly designed, are to help human 
beings get on their economic feet. But if 
you do not design these programs with 
care, you will keep people in permanent 
welfare. Similarly, you will keep nations 
in permanent welfare. You do not get 
gratitude nor should we get gratitude for 
keeping either people or nations in a 
welfare handout situation. 

I shall take time during general de- 
bate, hopefully, to point up some matters 
that I think go to the question of whether 
we are putting nations on their economic 
feet and are failing to do the proper 
synthesis with these various programs 
that bear on the same issue. Our failure 
to go into details in many, many in- 
stances, in my judgment, has brought us 
to the position where AID and foreign 
aid are actually working in opposite di- 
rections to getting nations on their eco- 
nomic feet. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Speaker, I move the 
previous question. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The resolution was agreed to. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the consideration 
of the bill (H.R. 9547) to amend the In- 
ter-American Development Bank Act to 
authorize the United States to partici- 
pate in an increase in the resources of 
the Fund for Special Operations of the 
Inter-American Development Bank, and 
for other purposes. 

The motion was agreed to. 

IN COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 


Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con- 
sideration of the bill H.R. 9547, with Mr. 
DELANEY in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

By unanimous consent, the first read- 
ing of the bill was dispensed with. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. Patrman] 
will be recognized for 1 hour, and the 
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
WINALL] will be recognized for 1 hour. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 5 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, the Subcommittee on 
International Finance of your Commit- 
tee on Banking and Currency heard 
testimony from administration and pri- 
vate witnesses on May 3 and 4 on the 
bill H.R. 9547, to amend the Inter-Amer- 
ican Development Bank Act to authorize 
the United States to participate in an 
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increase in tne resources of the Fund for 
Special Operations of the Inter-Ameri- 
can Development Bank, and for other 
purposes. The full committee received 
testimony from administration witnesses 
on May 9. On May 10, the committee 
voted to report favorably on the bill, 
without amendment, and to recommend 
that the bill pass. 

This bill amends the Inter-American 
Development Bank Act to authorize the 
U.S. Governor of the Bank—the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury—to vote in favor 
of the resolution of the Governors of the 
Bank entitled: “Increase of $1,200,000,- 
000 in Resources of Fund for Special 
Operations.” This bill also authorizes, 
upon adoption of the resolution of the 
Governors of the Bank, the payment into 
the Bank, without fiscal year limitations, 
of a US. contribution to the Fund for 
Special Operations—FSO—of the Bank 
in the amount of $900 million. Pursuant 
to annual appropriations, the United 
States would make payment of $300 mil- 
lion per annum as its contribution to the 
FSO during fiscal year 1968, 1969, and 
1970. Each of these three annual pay- 
ments would be made in the form of a 
letter of credit, and U.S. budgetary ex- 
penditures would coincide closely with 
the actual use of the funds in loan dis- 
bursements out of the FSO. The resolu- 
tion of the Governors of the Bank also 
provides for $300 million equivalent in 
contributions by the Latin American 
members of the Bank, in their own na- 
tional currencies, to be paid into the 
Bank also in three equal annual install- 
ments. 

This bill also amends the Inter-Amer- 
ican Development Bank Act to author- 
ize the U.S. Governor to vote in favor 
of the resolution of the Governors of 
the Bank entitled “Modification of Pro- 
visions for Election of Executive Direc- 
tors.” The adoption of this resolution 
will amend annex C of the agreement 
establishing the Bank, which governs the 
procedures governing the election of the 
six Executive Directors of the Bank rep- 
resenting the Latin American members. 
This will result in no change in existing 
provisions of the agreement governing 
the appointment of the U.S. Executive 
Director, the voting power of the United 
States in the Executive Board, and the 
participation of the United States in the 
Bank. 

The resolutions of the Governors of 
the Inter-American Development Bank 
referred to in this bill were unanimously 
adopted at the eighth annual meeting 
of the Board of Governors of the Bank, 
held in Washington, D.C., April 24-28, 
1967. At that meeting the United States 
was represented by its Governor, Secre- 
tary of the Treasury Fowler. It was the 
unanimous recommendation that the 
member governments approve an expan- 
sion of the Bank’s Fund for Special 
Operations—FSO—by $1.2 billion, of 
which the U.S. share would be $900 
million. 

The new resources authorized by this 
bill would make it possible to sustain an 
adequate level of FSO loan operations 
during the 3-year period from approxi- 
mately early 1968 until early 1971. The 
$300 million annual U.S. contribution 
represents an increase of $50 million over 
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the current level of $250 million and will 
permit the Bank to expand high priority 
activities in the fields of agriculture, edu- 
cation, and health, and to undertake new 
initiatives in the field of multinational 
project financing, in accord with the 
declaration of the Presidents of America 
at their April 1967 meeting. 
THE INTER-AMERICAN DEVELOPMENT BANK 


The Inter-American Development 
Bank came into being in 1959, began op- 
erations in 1960, and made its first loan 
in 1961. Its membership includes all of 
the members of the Organization of 
American States. Cuba is no longer eligi- 
ble to join the Bank, On July 10, Trinidad 
and Tobago became a full member of the 
Bank, the first new member since the 
Bank was established with an original 
membership of 20 nations. 

The Inter-American Development 
Bank has in a very real sense become the 
“Bank of the Alliance for Progress“ 
providing leadership as well as funds for 
the economic and social advancement of 
Latin America. The Bank has assumed 
an important and growing role in Latin 
American development, both from the 
point of view of actual project financing 
and from the point of view of develop- 
ment planning and programing. In its 
lending decisions, it applies both rigorous 
project criteria and broader criteria of 
economic performance and self-help by 
the borrowing country. 

The Bank carries out its lending opera- 
tions through two “windows,” the ordi- 
nary capital and the Fund for Special 
Operations—F'SO. 

NEED FOR INCREASE IN RESOURCES 

The Executive Directors of the Bank 
estimate that the rate of commitments 
in 1967 will reduce funds available at the 
beginning of 1968 to approximately $64 
million, which would imply exhaustion of 
the FSO’s resources within the first quar- 
ter of 1968. The requested increase in 
FSO resources are necessary if the Bank 
is to continue and expand the magni- 
tude of financing it provides to the top 
priority areas of agriculture, education, 
and health and to perform the roles of 
leader and catalyst in the further de- 
velopment of Latin America. 

At the April 1967 meeting of the Pres- 
idents of America, the Bank’s prospective 
role in the financing of multinational 
projects was further emphasized as con- 
tributing to the common market goal 
which the Latin American Presidents 
have set for themselves. 

The Bank expects to devote up to a 
total of $100 million annually to multi- 
national projects, using as appropriate in 
specific instances, resources from both 
the ordinary capital and the FSO. The 
Bank will also devote increased resources 
to agricultural investment. The Bank has 
been the outstanding external institution 
in the financing of agriculture, having 
allocated a greater proportion of its re- 
sources to this area than any other 
agency. Since well over 50 percent of the 
people of Latin America are engaged in 
agriculture, the Alliance for Progress 
cannot succeed unless there are direct 
and substantial inputs into the agricul- 
tural sector. 

LATIN AMERICAN SELF-HELP EFFORTS 

H.R. 9547 is presented against a back- 
ground of far-reaching decisions taken 
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by the Presidents of the Americas at 
Punta del Este, Uruguay, on April 14, 
1967. A significant feature of this Con- 
ference, and the “Declaration of the 
Presidents” which emerged from the 
Conference, was the increased awareness 
of the crucial role of Latin America’s 
own efforts in the struggle toward bet- 
terment of the lives of the peoples of 
the Americas. 

The doubling of the Latin American 
contributions to the increased FSO is a 
decision of major significance in this re- 
gard. The proposed U.S. contribution to 
the increase of the resources of the FSO 
stands in a ratio of 3 to 1 to the proposed 
Latin American contribution. This repre- 
sents a substantial improvement in this 
ratio since the establishment of the FSO. 
Taking into account the resources con- 
tributed by the United States through 
the Social Progress Trust Fund, the 
United States in the early years of the 
Bank contributed approximately $11 to 
every $1 contribution by the Latin Amer- 
ican countries. This ratio was reduced to 
5 to 1 in 1965, when the U.S. contribution 
of $750 million was matched by Latin 
American contributions of $150 million 
equivalent. 

In addition, the proposal includes an 
extension of the self-help principle to 
that of mutual self-help. This is the first 
occasion that a formal arrangement is 
being contemplated whereby assistance 
will be provided from the stronger to 
the weaker of the Latin American coun- 
tries. The four Latin American nations 
with the largest quotas in the Bank 
Argentina, Brazil, Mexico, and Ven- 
ezuela—which are also countries with a 
relatively more substantial resource base 
and financial capability, have agreed to 
the Bank’s use of a portion of their ex- 
panded FSO contribution for the pur- 
pose of making loans to other members 
of the Bank. In effect, therefore, these 
four countries have agreed to give as- 
sistance to others, through the medium 
of the FSO. 

Self-help efforts have been increas- 
ingly recognized and promoted with 
growing effectiveness in the inter-Ameri- 
can system and in the Bank. Only in this 
way can there be assurance that the 
funds being requested can in fact accom- 
plish the intended purpose and make 
possible progress toward the objectives 
of the Alliance for Progress. 

U.S. BUDGET AND BALANCE OF PAYMENTS 


The authorization provided for by H.R. 
9547 will require, in the fiscal year 1966 
budget, an appropriation to provide the 
first $300 million installment of the U.S. 
contribution to be paid by December 31, 
1967. As that payment will be made in 
the form of a letter of credit, it will not 
entail budgetary expenditures until such 
time as the funds are actually disbursed 
under loans committed by the Bank. No 
budgetary expenditures are expected in 
fiscal year 1968. 

The issuance of letters of credit to the 
Bank, in payment of U.S. contributions, 
will also have the effect of deferring any 
balance-of-payments impact from these 
payments until funds are actually re- 
quired for FSO loan disbursements. Only 
at such time—at a substantial interval 
after funds are appropriated—will the 
utilization of letters of credit entail any 
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outflow in our international accounts. 
Any such outflow will, however, coincide 
with the recording of U.S. receipts de- 
rived from the expenditure of these funds 
for project goods and services in the 
United States, resulting in only minimal 
impact on the U.S. balance of payments 
until about 1970. The proposal includes 
the continuation of procedures to tie the 
use of U.S. contributions to the procure- 
ment of goods and services in the United 
States. 

The Bank is expected to complete the 
commitment of the $900 million to loans 
in early 1971. Loan disbursements of the 
U.S. contribution in the next 3 years are 
expected to approximate $165 million. 
Of this amount, at least $150 million 
would return to the United States and 
the remaining $15 million would repre- 
sent the net balance-of-payments cost 
to the United States during the next 3 
years ending 1970. 

The Bank and its Directors have dis- 
played a cooperative attitude toward the 
problems faced by the United States in 
making assistance available under diffi- 
cult balance-of-payments circumstances. 
They recognize the U.S. balance-of-pay- 
ments problem as a problem of interest 
to the Bank and its member countries, 
and one requiring joint cooperative ef- 
forts. The proposals recognize the exist- 
ence of this problem in two ways: by an 
effort to hold the dollar financing of local 
costs to a minimum, and by the con- 
tinued review of aid-tying procedures 
and their modification as necessary to 
strengthen their effectiveness. The Bank 
specifically proposes that the portion of 
dollar loans which may be used for local 
costs in all activities other than agricul- 
ture and education be limited, on the 
average to the level of 1966. 

Considerations of the U.S. balance-of- 
payments position make it essential that 
every effort be made to assure that the 
expenditure of the funds provided under 
this bill will result in additional U.S. ex- 
ports of goods and services and do not 
substitute for U.S. commercial exports 
that would have been purchased in any 
event by the country or countries receiv- 
ing assistance. The cooperation toward 
this end already apparent in the Bank 
and its member countries, and the clear 
and forceful statements of policy made 
by the Secretary of the Treasury before 
the committee, and on other occasions, 
are most encouraging. 

ELECTION OF EXECUTIVE DIRECTORS 


The bill under consideration also pro- 
vides for a change in the procedures for 
electing the Executive Directors of the 
Bank. There are seven Executive Direc- 
tors of the Bank. The United States ap- 
points one Director. The remaining six 
Directors are elected by the Latin Amer- 
ican members of the Bank in accordance 
with established procedures. The pro- 
posed amendment will make it possible 
for the Central American countries to 
have a single representative on the Exec- 
utive Board—as had been originally in- 
tended. These countries, which are as- 
sociated in a common market arrange- 
ment, desire to speak as one in the coun- 
cils of the Bank, in recognition of the 
increasingly strong bonds of unity among 
them. 

The position and representation of the 
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United States in the Bank is not affected 
in any way by this proposal. The US. 
Executive Director will continue to cast 
42 percent of total votes. 

CONCLUSIONS 


The Alliance for Progress has entered 
a new phase. The Presidents of America 
meeting at Punta del Este in April 1967 
laid down an “action program” calling 
for increasing self-help efforts, greater 
attention to the problems of agriculture, 
education, and health, and new action 
to launch the implementation of multi- 
national infrastructure projects. 

The Inter-American Development 
Bank in its 7 years of existence has es- 
tablished itself as an effective instru- 
ment for Latin America economic and 
social progress. The Bank has shown its 
ability to commit funds on a sound basis 
and to carry through efficiently with the 
actual implementation of projects. 

The Presidents at Punta del Este as- 
signed new responsibilities to the Bank. 
If the Bank is to carry out its assigned 
mission, it must be provided with re- 
sources necessary to the task. 

I urge, and your Committee on Bank- 
ing and Currency urges, the early pas- 
sage of H.R. 9547. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes 
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
WINALL]. 

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I find myself in a pecu- 
liar position this afternoon on the bill 
before us. 

I want to make it clear to the House 
that I support H.R. 9547 and have been 
since 1959 a consistent supporter of the 
Inter-American Development Bank. 

You will note, however, in the commit- 
tee report before you that I did sign the 
minority views signed by 13 members of 
our committee. These views, written some 
2 months ago, addressed themselves to 
the balance-of-payments question as it 
relates to increased U.S. commitments to 
the Bank’s Fund for Special Operations. 
The minority at that time, including my- 
self, was disturbed over the fact that 
there was ample evidence that too much 
dollar leakage was occurring through the 
so-called letter of credit arrangement 
whereby the United States attempts to 
hold a minimum adverse balance-of-pay- 
ments impact of the Bank’s use of dollar 
investment for project development. I 
anticipate an amendment will be offered 
later on acceptable to the majority side 
and to the administration which will at- 
tempt to further clarify in statutory form 
congressional concern over adverse bal- 
ance-of-payments impact resulting from 
Inter-American Development Bank oper- 
ations. 

The second point covered in the minor- 
ity views was over the dollar amount. 
At the time that the minority views were 
written, I joined with 12 of my commit- 
tee colleagues requesting that U.S. con- 
tributions to the Inter-American Devel- 
opment Bank’s Fund for Special Opera- 
tions remain at the current $250 million 
per year authorization level. President 
Johnson requested a 20-percent increase 
to $300 million per year for 3 years. 

The reasoning of the minority is still 
valid in that, at a time when our commit- 
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ments in Vietnam and our obvious com- 
mitments to our cities is so demanding, 
that we can hardly afford substantial in- 
creases in our foreign assistance pro- 
grams. It was our thought that the times 
demanded that we hold our commitments 
to current levels at least. 

After a great deal of thought, I have 
decided to support the President's re- 
quest for the full $900 million. This de- 
cision was based on the awareness on my 
part of the damage to U.S. prestige in 
Latin America that would result from 
Congress refusing to go along with 
the modest increased U.S. commitment 
to hemispheric economic development 
promised by our President at the Punta 
del Este Conference. Moreover, speaking 
as a Republican, my party has always 
emphasized the need for increased U.S. 
involvement in our own hemisphere as 
opposed to vast increases in foreign aid 
throughout the world. Furthermore, Iam 
reminded of the Republican state of the 
Union message last January wherein the 
Senate minority leader emphasized the 
need for concentrating our attention to 
our neighbors in Latin America. 

Having expressed my support for the 
basic purposes of the legislation before 
us, however, I have come to the conclu- 
sion that the House would be making a 
grave error in judgment if we passed this 
bill today. 

Mr. Chairman, notwithstanding my 
firm support for the Inter-American De- 
velopment Bank, at the appropriate time 
I shall ask that the bill be recommitted 
to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

The reason that I firmly believe that 
passage of this legislation must be de- 
layed is entirely due to recent shocking 
disclosures concerning U.S. arms sales 
to foreign countries. Within the past 10 
days, our committee has learned for the 
first time of the full extent of U.S. arms 
sales abroad and the devious means for 
their financing. During the past 5 years, 
more than $11 billion of U.S. arms have 
been sold to foreign countries. Of this 
amount, nearly $2 billion has been fi- 
nanced through the Export-Import 
Bank. There is absolutely no question in 
my mind that a concerted attempt was 
made by the highest officials of our gov- 
ernment to maintain a cloak of secrecy 
over the extent of these arms sales and 
the means of financing part of them 
through the Export-Import Bank. 

Last Monday, our committee heard 
from witnesses from the Departments of 
Defense and State as well as the Export- 
Import Bank. For the first time, our com- 
mittee—the committee with primary 
jurisdiction over the Export-Import 
Bank—was told that we have been 
blindly authorizing billions of dollars of 
additional lending authority to the Bank, 
a substantial portion of which financed 
the sale of arms. 

Most shocking of all, however, was the 
revelation that many of these sales were 
accomplished through what the distin- 
guished Senator from Missouri, the day 
before yesterday, appropriately termed 
“trickery.” I am referring to so-called 
country X accounts whereby the Exim- 
bank provided credits for arms sales 
through guarantees from the Depart- 
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ment of Defense to nations, the identity 
of which the Bank itself did not even 
know. Nor, for that matter, did the Bank 
know the items which were being sold. 
The Bank, in fact, stressed that it did 
not want to know either the identity of 
the countries or the identity of the arms 
sold. Apparently, the Bank would have 
been embarrassed and did not want its 
reputation tarnished. 

Let me make this point abundantly 
clear, at this moment, the reputation of 
the Export-Import Bank has indeed been 
seriously damaged throughout the world. 

As has been reported, about 75 percent 
of these country X loans, or approxi- 
mately $450 million worth, went to four 
Middle Eastern countries—Iran, Saudi 
Arabia, Jordan, and Israel. As a matter 
of fact, I suspect a substantial amount of 
the Bank’s collateral is scattered over the 
Sinai Desert. 

But more important in terms of the 
bill that we have under consideration is 
the fact that five country X recipients 
are in Latin America. They are Brazil, 
Argentina, Peru, Chile, and Venezuela. 
At least two of these countries either have 
already received, or are negotiating for, 
the purchase of late model military fight- 
er-bomber aircraft. We are told that 
these aircraft are for “internal security.” 
We have also been advised that these 
Latin American military sales have been 
undertaken to combat “Castroism,” while 
the American people in the meantime 
have been assured that Castro is not a 
hemispheric threat. The inconsistencies 
of the administration in this regard are 
too obvious to justify serious rebuttal. 

The Congress has been told in the last 
week by the administration that country 
X loans were made through the Exim- 
bank with the clear authorization pro- 
vided in legislation approved by Con- 
gress. In fact, we were told that we knew 
what we were doing right along. This 
simply does not square with the facts. 
The basic authority for Eximbank par- 
ticipation was contained in the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1964. On page 225 of 
the Senate appropriations hearings on 
the foreign aid bill in 1964, Secretary 
McNamara assured the Senate Ap- 
propriations Committee that the Ex- 
port-Import Bank was not chartered for 
the purpose of underwriting military 
arms sales, nor would it be used for such 
purposes. On Monday of this week the 
senior Senator from Missouri, a member 
of the Senate Foreign Relations Com- 
mittee, insisted that neither he nor any 
other member of that committee had 
any idea that the Eximbank was so 
deeply involved in the sale of arms. 

It will be maintained here on the floor 
today that the controversy surrounding 
the U.S. arms sales program has nothing 
to do with the Inter-American Develop- 
ment Bank. Nothing could be further 
from the truth. In the first place, it is 
very much the business of Congress to 
inquire as to the proper role of U.S. cred- 
its for arms sales. We should be con- 
cerned with the question of whether or 
not easy and long credit terms—some as 
long as 12 years—in fact, encourage the 
purchase of sophisticated and expensive 
weaponry by underdeveloped Latin 
American countries that otherwise would 


July 26, 1967 


not occur if the credit terms were not so 
generous. 

It is our business to inquire as to 
whether or not we should at this time 
substantially increase U.S. contributions 
to the Inter-American Development Bank 
when we are not fully apprised of the 
extent of arms sales in that part of the 
world. 

Indeed, it can be proven beyond any 
doubt whatsoever that the letter of credit 
arrangement provided by the Inter- 
American Development Bank can create 
a substitution factor whereby U.S. dollars 
are diverted from economic development 
projects to the purchase of U.S. arms. 
Let us take an example of a $100,000 
agricultural school somewhere in Latin 
America, Under present arrangements a 
letter of credit for $100,000 would be ex- 
tended to country X in Latin America 
for construction of that school building. 
Let us assume that approximately 60 per- 
cent of the cost of that project, or $60,000 
would be the local project cost. The local 
project cost would cover such expenses 
as purchase of land, purchase of mate- 
rials, and local labor. While the applicant 
country would receive $100,000 for the 
full cost of the school, $60,000 worth of 
the project would be paid for out of local 
currencies, thereby permitting the appli- 
cant country to take the $60,000 and use 
it for the purchase of arms from the 
United States. Under the letter of credit 
arrangement there is absolutely no pro- 
tection against this diversion of dollars 
from economic development to the 10- or 
20-percent hard currency downpayment 
required in most instances for arranging 
10-year credit terms for the purchase of 
fighter-bomber jet aircraft. I in no man- 
ner wish to suggest that the Inter-Amer- 
ican Development Bank has in any way 
involved itself in arms purchases. Never- 
theless it is obvious that dollars may have 
been provided through Inter-American 
Development Bank letters of credit that 
have resulted in the purchase of arms. 

Let me also remind the House that 
earlier this year we had before us Presi- 
dent Johnson’s Latin America resolution, 
& resolution expressing the general sup- 
port of the Congress for the thrust of his 
commitments he wished to make at the 
Punta del Este meeting. The House 
passed that resolution and it got no- 
where in the Senate. Likewise the bill we 
have before us today has not as yet been 
reported favorably from the Senate For- 
eign Relations Committee, nor is it likely 
to be until that committee considers the 
foreign aid bill. There certainly is a 
strong possibility that the Senate in its 
constitutional role of advice and consent 
on matters of foreign policy will insist 
upon a full and complete review of our 
arms sales program before taking up 
either the foreign aid bill or any foreign 
lending bills, such as, the Inter-American 
Development Bank bill. Are we going to 
once again obediently and passively obey 
the desires of the executive branch only 
to see the Senate exclusively exert the 
proper role of Congress by delaying any 
action on the Inter-American Develop- 
ment Bank bill until an arms review takes 
place? 

There can be no question that the 
administration has not leveled with the 
Congress in the matter of arms sales and 
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is not likely to unless at least some 
“must” legislation is delayed. 

I realize that this House, and for that 
matter, nearly every American today is 
preoccupied with the tragic situation in 
many of our Nation’s cities. We are in- 
volved in perhaps the worst domestic 
crisis in our Nation’s history. Neverthe- 
less, if there is any single issue of equal 
or more importance than the anarchy 
of our cities it is the question of world 
peace and the role of an unlimited arms 
race in threatening that peace. 

The world’s largest private arms bro- 
ker, Mr. Samuel Cummings, of Interarm- 
co, testified a few weeks ago that his 
company and other foreign arms brokers 
are very active in Latin America. 
At this very moment a letter exists in 
the State Department requesting urgent 
consideration for permission from 
State and Defense to permit private 
arms brokers to negotiate the sale of the 
huge arsenal of weapons existing in 
NATO countries which will be sold to 
underdeveloped countries in the next few 
years. In Europe alone there are more 
than 7,000 late model tanks and 
countless numbers of late model jet 
aircraft whose present owners are anx- 
ious to sell to less developed countries 
in order to recoup enough money for 
the downpayment on newer equipment. 

We can only guess that a substantial 
amount of this equipment will wind up 
in Latin America. 

I do not know the answer to the di- 
lemma presented by the international 
arms race. I know that the United States 
cannot unilaterally remove itself from 
this race so long as the Soviet Union and 
Red China continue in their present 
course. Although I do not know the solu- 
tion I nevertheless insist that Congress 
cannot be expected to suggest a solu- 
tion until we know the facts. These facts 
have been withheld from our view delib- 
erately. Of one thing I am certain, and 
that is long term, easy credit arrange- 
ments to underdeveloped countries en- 
courage a level of arms purchases that 
otherwise would not occur and that such 
purchases require an entirely too large 
percentage of hard currency investment 
such as that which we try to provide 
through institutions like the Inter- 
American Development Bank. 

It is imperative that we seek these 
facts and look for a reasonable solution 
before considering additional contribu- 
tions to the Inter-American Develop- 
ment Bank. In spite of my firm support 
for the Bank, I urgently ask the House 
to join with me later this afternoon in 
recommitting to our committee HR. 
9547. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 
New Jersey has consumed 15 minutes. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
8 minutes to the gentleman from Wis- 
consin [Mr. Reuss]. 

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Chairman, it is an 
honor to take my place in the well here 
after the support shown for the full $900 
million authorization by the very able 
and distinguished chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Banking and Currency, the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. Patman], 
and after the equally inspiring state- 
ment by that fine man, the ranking mi- 
nority member of the Committee on 
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Banking and Currency, the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. WIDNALL]. 

The Inter-American Development 
Bank is an outstanding institution. Un- 
der three Presidents and under all Con- 
gresses since 1959, we have given it our 
vigorous support. It has been one of the 
finest investments we have made, because 
here are the fruits of 7 years of the In- 
ter-American Development Bank: 

Five million acres of new farmland 
ought inio production, giving a little 

ope e poverty-stricken cam 
of meee America; — 

ght thousand miles of electri - 
mission lines; oni 

Nine thousand miles of highways; 

Two thousand water supply systems; 

Two hundred and fifty sewage disposal 
works; 

Seventy-three colleges a 
3 gi nd universities 

Three hundred thousand homes built 
for low-income people. 

Sure, it is true today that in Latin 
America there still is a military. I wish 
all countries could boast of the wonder- 
ful record of Costa Rica, where they do 
not have any soldiers. Or in Mexico, 
where they cut down their military 
budget, and spent the money for new 
Strains of grain and new strains of corn 
instead. 

But I would point out that throughout 
the length and breadth of the South 
American Continent, the total spent on 
the military by all countries is 2 percent 
aie om AORA product. That is 

owest amount spent by an - 
nent in the world. * e 

So far as I am concerned, it is about 
2 percent too much. 

But nevertheless, I think we ought to 
make some contact with reality on it, 

I was as deeply distressed as the gen- 
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. WI b NAL. 
at the revelation of the news to us just 
a few days ago that the Export-Import 
Bank, an entirely different agency from 
the Inter-American Development Bank, 
had eased itself into the business of cut- 
eT think there nin 

ere are a lot of t s wron 
with that. One thing is that the Cone 
gress is not fully informed on this. I 
intend to join with the gentleman from 
New Jersey [Mr. WIDNALL] and others. 
When an agency that slides into the 
business of being merchants of death 
comes before us, I intend to impose a 
‘truth in lending” amendment on them 
I know we can work together on that. 

But that has nothing—but nothing— 
to do with the Inter-American Develop- 
ment Bank. If another agency has 
Strayed from the path of peaceful help 
and development aid, as apparently the 
Export-Import Bank has strayed, thank 
Heavens there is an organization, the 
Inter-American Development Bank, that 
has not strayed—and, by its charter, can- 
not stray. 

I have a letter that I am goin; 
insert in the Recor in full when = = 
back into the House, from the Under 
Secretary of the Treasury, the Honor- 
able Joseph W. Barr, which was deliv- 
ered to me this morning and which states 
in the most unequivocal terms: 

The Inter-American Dev 
can use none of its tends Shee tee 
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directly for the purchase or sale of military 
equipment. 


He goes on to state, in effect: 


In reviewing the self-help necessary from 
those Latin American countries, the bank 
takes into account whether they are squan- 
dering their funds on military equipment 
and does its best to prevent such squander- 
ing. 


The full text of Under Secretary Barr’s 
statement follows: 
Tue UNDER SECRETARY OF THE 
'TREASUR 


Y, 
Washington, D.C., July 26, 1967. 

Hon. HENRY REUSS, 

Chairman, International Finance Subcom- 
mittee, House Committee on Banking 
and Currency, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in response 
to your letter of Tuesday, July 25, 1967, 
concerning the policy of this Government on 
arms sales and the Inter-American Develop- 
ment Bank. 

In the first instance, let me state emphat- 
ically and categorically that none of the 
funds of the Inter-American Development 
Bank are being used or have been used, 
directly or indirectly, for the purchase or 
sale of military equipment. The agreement 
establishing the Bank specifically provides 
that Bank resources are to be devoted solely 
for the purpose of economic development. 
It would be impossible under the provisions 
of the Bank's charter for funds to be made 
available for the purchase of military equip- 
ment. 

As a principal contributor to the resources 
of the Bank, we are particularly concerned 
with insuring the Bank’s success in achiev- 
ing economic development. United States 
officials, having responsibility in the con- 
duct of the affairs of the Bank, review proj- 
ect proposals in the context of country de- 
velopment programs to insure the best use 
of our taxpayers’ dollars in achieving the 
Bank’s goals of economic development. 
Clearly, the United States Director to the 
Bank would object to any project involving 
the purchase or sale of military equipment. 
I might add that as the Bank is a multi- 
national institution, Bank Directors repre- 
senting other member States would, I am 
sure, similarly object to any such projects. 

In addition to the project-by-project re- 
view, there is an annual review of member 
country development programs. One of the 
factors involved in the Bank’s review, in 
coordination with CIAP (Committee for the 
Alliance for Progress), of member countries 
development programs is the consideration 
of the appropriate allocation of national 
resources. This annual review process pro- 
vides an opportunity, apart from the direct 
lending program of the Bank, to determine 
whether a member is obligating a dispropor- 
tionate amount of his budget for military 
expenditures. The U.S. participates in and 
fully supports this country review program. 

I can assure you that it is the policy of 
this Government to hold arms sales in Latin 
America to an absolute minimum through 
our bilateral efforts and through our efforts 
to limit arms procurement by regional 
cooperation. 

Sincerely, 
JosEPH W. Bann. 


So, Mr. Chairman, nothing could be 
less relevant to this Inter-American De- 
velopment Bank bill than an attempt to 
sidetrack it because there is something 
wrong with another bill or lending insti- 
tution. 

It is as if we took out our pique because 
of the takeover in Greece by the military, 
a few weeks ago, by dissolving the Amer- 
ican Peace Corps. 

In plain Latin, it is a non sequitur. In 
plain English, “It doesn’t analyze.” 
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I hope when the motion to recommit 
is made it will be voted down with a 
gentle flutter of votes. Then we will get 
to the vote on the main issue of the In- 
ter-American Development Bank. I know 
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
WIDNALL] will be out there voting for 
that great bipartisan measure in favor 
of keeping our commitment. 

Because, Mr. Chairman, this is a com- 
mitment. For 9 years and under three 
administrations, on a bipartisan basis, we 
have been going forward. 

On March 13, the President came here 
with a message in which he asked the 
House to express our sentiments on 
whether we wanted to send him down to 
Punta del Este and work for an ex- 
panded and even finer Alliance for Prog- 
ress. 

On March 27, by a vote of 234 to 117— 
a 2-to-1 majority—we of the House told 
the President, Les, go down there. Work 
with our friends south of the border.” 
He did it. He went to Punta del Este. 
There the Presidents of all the Latin 
American countries and of our country 
pledged a new revival of the Alliance for 
Progress, one which would hold aloft the 
goal of better agriculture and education, 
and a common market for the whole con- 
tinent, together with works of interna- 
tional integration like roads and com- 
munication systems. And the Latins re- 
sponded generously. They doubled their 
contribution. We on our part, having 
given so much already, said that we 
would merely raise ours by one-sixth, 
which we did. 

Now the fruits of that meeting are be- 
fore us today, and I am confident that 
the Congress, viewing the matter from its 
vantage point of today, will honor that 
commitment and respond to the urgings 
of our Latin American friends. 

As to the budget impact in this fiscal 
year—and I agree with the gentleman 
from New Jersey that this is a fiscal 
year of budgetary stringency—the fis- 
cal impact in 1968 would be zero dollars; 
in 1969, a low $25 million; in 1970, $75 
million—thus in the next 3 years, a to- 
tal of only $100 million. Sure, in later 
years, as we honor our commitment, 
there will be a budgetary impact. But 
when I look at the budgetary impact this 
year for armaments and weapons of de- 
struction of $75 billion and compare 
that with the budgetary impact of the 
Alliance for Progress’ Inter-American 
Development Bank, contained in this 
bill, for fiscal 1968 of zero dollars, I would 
not say we are going overboard on peace- 
ful development with that kind of ratio. 

I rejoice, too, in the fact that due to 
shrewd and farsighted American di- 
plomacy, we have lowered the American 
contribution to the total from the 11- 
to-1 ratio—11 United States, one Latin 
American—that it has been, down to 3 
to 1 today. That is progress in self-help. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. REUSS. I yield briefly to the gen- 
tleman from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. What is the sentiment in 
the Senate with respect to this legisla- 
tion? 

Mr. REUSS. The other body, of whom 
it is not permissible under parliamentary 
procedures to speak in a derogatory way, 
which inhibits my telling the whole truth, 
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somehow, lost this in the shuffle. But I 
am proud to say that the House of Rep- 
resentatives speaks for the House of 
Representatives, and we spoke with an 
overwhelming voice, which I hope will 
be overwhelmingly validated today. 

This country and the people of Latin 
America share the same history from 
the time of Columbus on. The people of 
Latin America, coming largely from Eu- 
rope, made their peace and worked out 
their relationships with the Indians, the 
Aztecs and the Incas. They, like us, were 
infused by new waves of immigration, 
the Germans and the Italians, among 
them who are now blended into the 
bloodstream of Latin America. 

These are the people—these Europeans 
and Americans—who are now making 
the new peaceful revolution in Latin 
America, the peaceful revolution which 
can stop the writ of Fidel Castro from 
running any further, the peaceful revo- 
lution which can transform the old 
cliche and stereotype of the lazy Latin 
American taking his siesta in the noon- 
day sun, into today’s picture of the new 
breed of men in business, in government, 
and in the professions who are working 
for their country and are anxious to put 
down militarism and to walk in the noon- 
day sun instead of squatting against the 
adobe wall. 

That is why I say: Since we are a 
country with a $700 billion gross national 
product every year, I think we can afford 
$300 million a year for the Alliance for 
Progress. “From those to whom much 
has been given, much shall be required.” 
The $300 million that we are asked to 
give is a small amount indeed in rela- 
tion to the need. I hope the power and 
passion of the House will go forth today 
to tell the people of Latin America that 
the people of the United States still care. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. REUSS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, the gen- 
tleman, I am sure, will pardon me if I 
cannot indulge with him in this flight of 
fancy born of a noonday siesta, that tells 
him that the oligarchies in Latin Amer- 
ica will be eliminated by the terms of 
this bill or any other similar bill. 

Mr. REUSS. No, the tax evaders of 
Latin America will fight their last-ditch 
battle, as will the tax evaders of this 
country. 

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
to the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
GoopELL] such time as he may consume. 

Mr. GOODELL. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
to pay tribute to the Inter-American 
Development Bank, and particularly to 
the role it has played in the economic 
growth of Latin America. The Bank more 
than any other agency has pursued an 
enlightened and wise philosophy of de- 
velopment, by financing people-oriented 
programs. 

I do not believe we should permit it to 
become a casualty of Mr. Johnson's war 
in Vietnam. 

Very clearly this legislation will have 
a negative impact on both the alarming 
budgetary deficit, and the balance of pay- 
ments, as will every penny authorized by 
the Congress. 

It is equally clear that we are authoriz- 
ing an expenditure of $300 million a 
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year, although the disagreement is ap- 
parently limited to the increase of $50 
million. 

It is often said that foreign assistance 
has no constituency. This is only half of 
the story. It is more accurate to say that 
foreign assistance has no constituency, 
except our children to whom we pass on 
the fruits of our efforts. It is the next 
generation of Americans for whom we 
hope we are structuring a world more 
conducive to the pursuit of life, liberty, 
and happiness. 

Foreign assistance should be viewed as 
the preventive medicine of national se- 
curity. The problems which compel main- 
tenance of a $75 billion Defense Estab- 
lishment are those which, ideally, foreign 
assistance should be designed to solve. 
These problems which know no national 
boundaries will not simply wither away, 
but on the contrary may well engulf 
mankind if left unattended. 

Certainly, the results of 20 years and 
$115 billion of assistance are disappoint- 
ing. More than $45 billion has been spent 
in the nations which have given us the 
Middle East crisis, Charles de Gaulle, a 
starving India, and the daily expenditure 
of $66 million a day in Vietnam. 

On the positive side of the ledger, there 
are successes. Most notable among them 
is the Alliance for Progress, which to be 
sure is confronted with major problems. 
Yet with the expenditure of about $13 
billion, including the Inter-American 
Bank, there are many signs of hope. De- 
spite intensive efforts by all shades of 
communism, Latin America remains 
more firmly committed to the traditions 
of democracy which bind together all 
Americans, than any other area of the 
world. 

This points up a principle at stake 
here. Our interest in the Americas trans- 
cends our commitment to foreign assist- 
ance. By reason of traditional ties, geo- 
graphic proximity and common dedica- 
tion to the principles which brought 
independence to the New World, the In- 
ter-American system is a special case. 
We must not permit the mistakes in the 
Old World to cloud our successes in the 
New. 

It is well to remember that while 
spending $1 billion to support Nasser in 
Egypt, we spent only $52 million trying 
to prevent the rise of Castro in Cuba. 
One can only wonder where the prior- 
ities went. 

Hopefully this lesson of the past throws 
some light on the future we are building 
for the next generations of Americans. 

Let none forget that in the vastness of 
Latin America there are proven oil re- 
serves at least equal to our own and vast 
areas yet to be explored. Almost all of 
the basic minerals are known to exist in 
substantial quantities. The vast areas of 
virgin land offer the greatest hope for 
feeding an increasingly hungry world. 

In Brazil, whose population is second 
only to ours in the Atlantic Community 
of Nations, I have seen the spectacular 
industrial evolution of São Paulo, now a 
city of 7 million woven into an industrial 
complex comparable in sophistication to 
Chicago or the Ruhr. I can assure you 
that these people will move forward to 
assume a major position among the in- 
dustrial powers of the world. It is im- 
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portant to my sons and yours that these 
people continue their traditional friend- 
ship with us. 

Beyond these considerations of self- 
interest, there is a less pragmatic ques- 
tion of our national integrity before the 
world. In formulating the Alliance for 
Progress, The President and Congress to- 
gether forged a program committing the 
ingenuity and resources of the United 
States to the cause of social justice 
throughout the Americas. Accepting the 
challenge of communism, our Govern- 
ment proclaimed that our system of free 
men working within the framework of 
individual liberty best serves man’s 
legitimate aspirations for social and eco- 
nomic justice. Through the Charter of 
Punta del Este, we in effect restate the 
principles of our Declaration of Inde- 
pendence, and offer to prove their appli- 
cability to today’s world through the 
work of the Alliance. It is imperative that 
we remember this pledge, for the world 
has not forgotten. 

The state of the Alliance today, de- 
spite the successes often enumerated by 
its advocates, is a cause for alarm. At 
the beginning, the goals established at 
Punta del Este were too optimistic. They 
probably could not have been met in the 
decade of the sixties simply because too 
much was promised in too short a time. 
Certainly they were impossible to achieve 
within the framework of the resources 
allocated. Basically, these are the goals 
established by our Government. They 
have been the basis of the policies of 
the contemporary leaders of the nations 
of the Alliance. Certainly, we as elected 
representatives can understand the po- 
litical implications of the failure to de- 
liver on the promises made to our con- 
stituencies. 

One of the great fallacies in imple- 
mentation of the Alliance has been the 
failure to recognize certain funda- 
mentals of the economics of develop- 
ment. The people themselves must be 
involved in the development of their own 
capacities as a predicate to national eco- 
nomic expansion. We have consistently 
failed to place our emphasis on modern- 
ization of the rural areas and develop- 
ment of healthy agricultural bases as a 
springboard for industrial development. 
It is precisely here that the policies of 
USAID have contributed to the faltering 
of the Alliance. It is precisely here that 
the Inter-American Bank has performed 
best. 

From its three sources of funds—the 
Social Progress Trust Fund, ordinary 
capital, and the Special Operations 
Fund—a total of $1.12 billion has been 
loaned through calendar 1966. Of this 
figure $427.6 million has been allocated 
to agricultural projects having a total 
cost of $1.3 billion. Of the $623.6 million 
allocated to housing and environmental 
sanitation, at least 25 percent has been 
spent in rural development. In short the 
Bank more than any other agency has 
exercised better judgment in the alloca- 
tion of its resources than have the other 
organs of assistance. 

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
10 minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. Fino]. 

Mr. FINO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in sup- 
port of this bill, although I fully intend 
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to support an amendment to cut the 
$900 million authorized funds back to 
$750 million. In my opinion, that is more 
than enough money to pour down the 
drain in South America where the rich 
are getting richer and the poor are get- 
ting poorer because the United States re- 
fuses to pressure the local fat cats into 
changing the tax laws and helping their 
own people. I will oppose any increase in 
foreign aid to Latin America which ex- 
pects the American taxpayer to assume 
a load which is not imposed on Latin 
American tax evaders. 

I do not believe that this reduction 
will jeopardize our programs in Latin 
America—most of them are no good any- 
way, so that we have nothing to lose. 
The real problem in Latin America is 
concentration of wealth, unfair taxation, 
and insufficient distribution of land— 
and none of this has been cured by the 
Alliance for Progress because the South 
American fat cats do not pay much at- 
tention to the pleas of American planners 
when the money comes anyway. Our 
Latin American programs will be no good 
unless and until we put some teeth in 
them. 

Now of course there are those who 
will get up and say that we are selling 
the future of Latin America down the 
river, ignoring the fact that Latin 
America refuses to help itself. I think 
it is time to face real facts, both in the 
slums and in Latin America, that we 
are wasting time and money giving 
handouts to those who will not help 
themselves. 

Anyone who doubts that Latin Amer- 
ica refuses to put its own house in order 
should read the testimony given last 
week before a House Foreign Affairs 
Committee subcommittee by Thomas C. 
Mann, former Assistant Secretary of 
State and Director of the Alliance for 
Progress. Mr. Mann told the subcommit- 
tee which was chaired by our distin- 
guished colleague, the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. FARBSTEIN], that Latin 
America was so riddled with graft that 
it ate into the economic confidence of 
the people and inhibited local ability to 
mobilize development capital. Further- 
more, Mr. Mann told the committee that 
the Latin American economic systems 
of today are neither feudal nor modern, 
but are “rather a patchwork, containing 
so of the worst features of each sys- 

m.“ 

Mr. Chairman, until Latin America 
puts its own house in order, we are just 
wasting U.S. taxpayers’ dollars by lay- 
ing out foreign aid—and this is foreign 
aid money we are talking about here to- 
day, make no mistake about it. 

To return to the testimony of former 
Assistant Secretary Mann, he said that 
Latin American nations would have to 
stop running up huge deficits and in- 
flating their currencies. This is nothing 
more than commonsense, of course, be- 
cause as long as Latin American curren- 
cies are not reliable, local capital forma- 
tion will be risky at best and Latin 
American money will be sent abroad—to 
Miami Beach or Switzerland. 

Our Government keeps pouring aid in- 
to Latin America without insisting that 
these conditions be rectified, and yet if 
Congress suggests that our foreign aid is 
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not working and ought to be cut, our 
negligent administration screams that we 
will lose South America. In my opinion, 
this is a most ridiculous assertion. 

As we said in our committee minority 
views, the Republican position on this 
bill is very simple: “Sooner or later, Con- 
gress will have to choose between the 
shopworn trumpets of doom and the 
swelling murmurs of discontent from the 
folks back home.” With no ifs, ands, or 
buts, we Republicans are for paying at- 
tention to the wishes of the American 
people, and you all know that the people 
of this country are sick and tired of 
pouring money into foreign nations 
which refuse to and will not help them- 
selves. 

On the assumption that we will pro- 
vide the usual $750 million for the 
Bank—and this is hard enough on our 
taxpayers—then I think that we must 
take a number of steps to see that this 
money is spent right here in the United 
States. To that end, later I will offer an 
amendment to more specifically tie“ the 
funds we will authorize to purchases 
within contributing nations—within the 
United States, in other words. There is 
no doubt that an amendment of this 
kind is mandated and called for by our 
balance-of-payments problem. 

As a general principle, I favor the idea 
of international development banks 
which draw on the resources of many 
nations to make foreign aid a more viable 
and less political tool. When foreign aid 
is used for bribery—a common practice 
of our State Department—we often get 
“sucked into” situations where we have a 
vested interest in a shoddy government. 
Sometimes, as in the case of Vietnam, 
our foreign aid commitment has esca- 
lated into actual armed intervention. 
This is not the sort of foreign aid pro- 
graming we want to encourage, and it 
can be avoided to some extent if we 
channel our aid through development 
banks. As I indicated, I favor the devel- 
opment bank concept in general, and I 
favor the idea of the Inter-American De- 
velopment Bank. But despite my support 
of development banks, I do not feel that 
this is the time to raise the American 
contribution to the Inter-American De- 
velopment Bank. Such a raise would not 
be in the best interests of U.S. tax- 
payers and certainly not in the best in- 
terests of the U.S. balance of payments. 
Therefore, I urge the Members of the 
House to support this bill, but certainly 
with a cut to $750 million. 

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. ASHLEY]. 

Mr. ASHLEY. Mr. Chairman, the sit- 
uation which confronts us today is some- 
what unique. The legislation before us 
would authorize the United States to in- 
crease its contribution to the Inter- 
American Development Bank from $250 
million to $300 million per year for 3 
years to augment the Bank’s economic 
development lending program through 
its fund for special operations. 

We know, Mr. Chairman, that the 
Inter-American Development Bank en- 
joys a splendid reputation. 

Few people will argue that it has ac- 
complished more in the area of social 
development in Latin America in the 
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last few years than all of the lending 
institutions combined. Under normal cir- 
cumstances the legislative proposal can 
be expected to have broad bipartisan sup- 
port. This fact is underscored by the 
statement of our distinguished colleague, 
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
WIDNALL], the ranking minority mem- 
ber of the Committee on Banking and 
Currency, to the effect that he has con- 
sistently supported the Bank and all 
operations for U.S. participation in this 
endeavor and that even he supports the 
full amount requested by President John- 
son. 

Mr. Chairman, the circumstances are 
not entirely normal. The gentleman from 
New Jersey [Mr. WIDNALL] indicates that, 
despite his support of the Bank and the 
legislation now pending before us, he is 
going to offer a motion to recommit, and 
he tells us that his reason for doing so is 
to cause or bring about a congressional 
review of U.S. arms sales to underde- 
veloped countries. 

Mr. Chairman, I, too, am concerned 
over the extent of U.S. arms sales abroad 
and the means of financing these sales 
through the Export-Import Bank. 

I submit, as does my good friend, the 
gentleman from New Jersey, that this 
institution, the Export-Import Bank, was 
not established for this purpose. Further, 
I agree that this matter should be re- 
viewed. I am confident that a review will 
be undertaken. 

I do not agree that the bill now pend- 
ing before us should become the vehicle 
and the victim of a question which, in all 
truth, is collateral to the legislation be- 
fore us. 

From a procedural standpoint, it 
strikes me that the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. WiIpNALL] is seeking to re- 
commit the wrong bill. 

Our committee has reported the bill 
extending the authority and increasing 
the lending authority of the Export-Im- 
port Bank. If efforts were made to bring 
this bill—the Export-Import bill—to the 
floor before the question of arms sales 
is sufficiently taken care of and resolved, 
then the motion to recommit would be 
entirely appropriate in my view and 
would undoubtedly receive bipartisan 
support and certainly the support of the 
gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ASHLEY. I yield to the gentleman 
from New Jersey. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair- 
man, I should like simply to agree whole- 
heartedly with the gentleman from Ohio 
in his argument against the motion to 
recommit this particular bill. 

It seems to me most unwise that we 
should make a program, which has 
proven to be of such value, even a tem- 
porary victim of concern about the sale 
of arms. This bill should not be recom- 
mitted because we may feel it advisable 
that there be an inquiry into the extent 
to which arms sales are being encour- 
aged and financed by this country. 

I would like to reiterate what the gen- 
tleman is saying, that it would be most 
unwise for us to utilize this method to 
diminish or curtail a different program, 
one which is not involved in this legisla- 
tion at all. 
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Mr. ASHLEY. I appreciate very much 
the statement of the distinguished gen- 
tleman from New Jersey. 

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ASHLEY. I yield to the distin- 
guished ranking minority member of the 
committee. 

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Chairman, I think 
the gentleman understands the point I 
am endeavoring to make, and that is 
that there is a connection between the 
economic help and military assistance 
programs as these programs apply to the 
economy of any of the underdeveloped 
countries involved. 

I further feel that the time is long 
overdue wherein we are to completely 
understand what the right hand is doing 
in order to help and what the left hand 
is doing in order to encourage an arms 
race and the participation inevitably in 
an arms race means the unavailability of 
support for the domestic programs that 
are so necessary in housing, in educa- 
tion, in agriculture, and the like. The 
Latin American countries could partici- 
pate further, if they were not encour- 
aged to buy arms. I believe few under- 
stand the dilemma with which we are 
faced. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Ohio has expired. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the gentleman 5 additional minutes. 

Mr. ASHLEY. Mr. Chairman, during 
the gentleman’s statement did he not tell 
this body that there were, to his knowl- 
edge, arms sales, through the Export- 
Import Bank to four Latin American 
countries? 

Mr. WIDNALL. Five. 

Mr, ASHLEY. Five? 

Mr. WIDNALL. Les. 

If the gentleman will yield further, 
this is not confidential information that 
I was disclosing, it has already been dis- 
closed. 

Mr. ASHLEY. Certainly, but the real 
situation we are concerned with here is 
an international lending institution. The 
Inter-American Development Bank is an 
institution which is comprised of 20 
member countries. What we are saying, 
in effect, is that we should recommit the 
bill today, a bill which has to do with 
the funding of social progress develop- 
ment projects in 20 countries because of 
arms shipments which may or may not 
be appropriate in five instances. 

Mr. BROCK. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ASHLEY. I wonder if I might fin- 
ish my statement, then I will be happy 
to yield to the gentleman. 

The point I was trying to make, Mr. 
Chairman, is that the appropriate rem- 
edy for Mr. WIDNALL, concerned as he 
is, with the sale of arms abroad financed 
through the Export-Import Bank, is the 
recommittal of the Export-Import bill 
which has not yet come before the House, 
and which must come before the House 
before it can be adopted. 

Efforts to recommit the legislation be- 
fore us, which has nothing to do with 
the Export-Import Bank or the financ- 
ing of arms abroad, is not an appropri- 
ate remedy, and for a number of reasons 
which I believe to be extremely ill-ad- 
vised. 
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We all agree that the Inter-American 
Development Bank is an enormously im- 
portant institution, that its funds for 
special operations have played a major 
role for social development in Latin 
America. 

It seems to me that this Bank and the 
legislation which relates to it should be 
treated on their own merits. We should 
not lose sight of the fact, as I have just 
indicated, that it is the Inter-Ameri- 
can Development Bank. The United 
States is one member, and an important 
one, but there are 19 other countries that 
are members, and they are important 
also. 
At the recent meeting in Punta del 
Este member countries met to negotiate 
increased contributions for the Bank, 
and the United States agreed to increase 
its annual contribution for special oper- 
ations from $250 million to $300 million 
a year for the next 3 years. The remain- 
der of this increase, $300 million will 
be provided by the Latin American 
nations. 

We should note that the U.S. contribu- 
tion does represent a reduction in our 
share of involvement in the Inter- 
American Development Bank in com- 
parison with Latin American countries 
on two counts: first, U.S. participation 
in the fund for special operations would 
be reduced vis-a-vis the Latin American 
countries, and second, the U.S. contribu- 
tion would stand in a ratio of 3 to 1 with 
the proposed contribution of Latin Amer- 
ican members compared to a ratio of 5 to 
1 which applied to the last increase in the 
fund for special operation resources in 
1965. 

Obviously, Mr. Chairman, the Inter- 
American Development Bank represents 
@ multilateral undertaking in which the 
good faith and performance of each 
member country is essential if the im- 
portant objectives of the Alliance for 
Progress are to be met. 

The proposed motion to recommit 
should be voted down, Mr. Chairman, be- 
cause it casts a shadow on the intensions 
of the United States to fulfill the obliga- 
tions we agreed to at Punta del Este. 

Our aim should be to strengthen Latin 
American determination and to encour- 
age their larger financial role in the 
bank. A motion to recommit the bill be- 
fore us will hardly meet these aims. 

Mr. Chairman, I will be happy to yield 
e the gentleman from Tennessee at this 

ime. 

Mr. BROCK. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

The gentleman, I believe, will agree 
that, although the Inter-American De- 
velopment Bank cannot by its nature fi- 
nance an arms race, the financing of lo- 
cal projects, local labor, and local ma- 
terials, which is made available to these 
countries, does make available within the 
country additional dollars of credit that 
would not be available under any other 
circumstances. Those dollar credits can 
in turn, since they are there, be used for 
an arms race. 

I believe this is what we are trying to 
get at. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen- 
tleman has expired. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the gentleman 2 additional minutes. 
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Mr. ASHLEY. I think the gentleman 
raises an incontrovertible point. It oc- 
curs to me that we did have testimony 
on this very point and the committee 
appeared to be satisfied at that time. 

Mr. BROCK. I would point out that 
they were satisfied about the Export- 
Import Bank, too, until it was revealed 
that they were financing a couple of bil- 
lion dollars worth of arms sales on which 
no testimony had been presented. 

Mr. ASHLEY. Yes. 

Mr. BROCK. But this is a very valid 
issue in international relations. I think 
the purpose of the recommittal motion 
is to force the administration, which has 
been conducting covert operations, to 
bring this matter before the Congress 
for a thorough review. 

Mr. ASHLEY. I would say to the gen- 
tleman, I think this is an ill-advised 
mechanism to achieve that end because, 
after all, we are one of 20 nations en- 
gaged in the Inter-American Develop- 
ment Bank, and when we recommit this 
bill, if that is the action the House would 
take, it would be a reflection on the in- 
tentions of the United States in other 
countries that, after all, are being asked, 
and they have agreed, to increase their 
contributions. 

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr, ASHLEY. I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. BINGHAM. Is it not true that any 
sales that countries in Latin America 
make to this country create credits that 
could also be used to purchase arms? 
Is it not just as logical to say that the 
whole trade program with Latin Amer- 
ica should be deferred pending the ex- 
amination of this arms question? 

Mr. ASHLEY. Yes. Of course, we are 
very deeply concerned with the arms 
question. This was explored during the 
hearings before the Committee on Bank- 
ing and Currency on the bill that is now 
before us. There was considerable testi- 
mony and considerable questioning with 
respect to the generation of these credits 
and the purposes for which they were 
being used. It simply occurs to me that 
if we are now no longer satisfied with 
that testimony that this is an odd time 
to raise the point. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen- 
tleman has expired. 

Mr. FINO. Mr, Chairman, I yield such 
time as he may require to the gentleman 
from Kansas [Mr. Mize}. 

Mr. MIZE. Mr. Chairman, there are 
many reasons—both economic and hu- 
manitarian—why we should help the 
developing Latin American nations with 
their development plans. 

These nations which share this hemi- 
sphere with us are highly deserving of 
the type of economic aid that is part of 
the overall Alliance for Progress—and 
in many instances—financed through 
loans by the Inter-American Develop- 
ment Bank. 

I will not repeat the many remarks 
that have already been made in support 
of the Inter-American Development 
Bank Act—H.R. 9547. However, I wish to 
quote herewith from an article which ap- 
peared in yesterday’s Wall Street Jour- 
nal, which reports three typical loans 
made recently by the Bank. I quote this 
material as it is good evidence of the 
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sensible approach this very worthwhile 
institution makes in helping Latin Amer- 
ica. Let us not confuse the activities of 
this Bank with those of the Export-Im- 
port Bank. The two are entirely separate. 

I quote: 

WasHINGTON.—Brazil, Paraguay and Ar- 
gentina received loans totaling $54 million 
from the Inter-American Development Bank 
for projects to increase hydroelectric power, 
aid industry and expand grain storage fa- 
cilities. 

Loans totaling $22 million to Brazil will 
be used to help finance a $64 million program 
under which credits are granted to small 
and medium size industries. One loan, for 
$13.3 million, will be repaid over 12 years 
beginning in 1970 and carries a 614% annual 
interest rate. An $8.7 million loan from the 
bank’s special fund will be repaid in 23 
semiannual installments beginning in mid- 
1971, This loan carries annual interest of 
334% and an annual service charge of 0.75%. 

Loans totaling $17.5 million will be used 
by Argentina to build, expand or improve 
seven terminal grain elevators. Argentine offi- 
cials hope to expand the storage capabilities 
at six major ports by 382,000 tons a year. 
A $7.1 million loan from the development 
bank’s ordinary capital will be repaid in 23 
semiannual installments at 644% annual in- 
terest, beginning in 1971. A $10.4 million 
loan from the bank’s special fund is to be 
repaid over 20 years at 314% annual interest 
and a 0.75% service charge. Repayment will 
begin in mid-1971. 

Paraguay will use two Inter-American 
Bank loans totaling $14.5 million to com- 
plete and expand the kilowatt output of a 
hydroelectric power facility under construc- 
tion on the Acaray River, some 200 miles 
east of Asuncion, the capital. A $2 million 
loan will be repaid over 20 years beginning 
in mid-1971 at 644% annual interest. A $12.5 
million special-operations loan will be re- 
paid at 3½ % annual interest in 32 semi- 
annual installments beginning in 1971. This 
loan also carries an annual service charge 
of 0.75%. 


Mr. FINO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. HALPERN]. 

Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Chairman, I have 
in the past expressed my support for 
H.R. 9547, to amend the Inter-American 
Development Bank Act and I strongly 
feel that recent discoveries about inter- 
national arms sales are not related in 
the slightest and ought not deter us from 
enacting this legislation the passage of 
which I believe to be in the best inter- 
ests of the United States, as well as that 
of our Latin American neighbors. 

The major purpose of this bill is to 
expand the ability of the Inter-American 
Development Bank, through its Fund for 
Special Operations, to provide low-inter- 
est loans to finance economic and social 
development projects in Latin America. 
These soft loans are becoming increas- 
ingly vital, as the developing nations are 
burdened with expanding debt and in- 
adequate supplies of foreign exchange 
reserves. It is precisely by developing 
their basic economic infrastructures that 
greater stability and economic produc- 
tivity will be created in these nations. 
Surely, no one could possibly quarrel 
with this goal. 

H.R. 9547 authorizes $900 million for 
the IDB’s fund for special operations. 
This is an increase of $150 million above 
the current authorization. 

I feel there are three primary reasons 
why the increase should be supported. 
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First, the soundness of the Bank and its 
great importance as a multilateral arm 
of the Alliance for Progress. 

Second, the fact that any possible 
negative impact on the balance of pay- 
ments is substantially upset by the spe- 
cial letter of credit procedure which 
has been painstakingly worked out over 
several years and which provides any 
dollars used to obtain local currency for 
Bank projects will remain in the United 
States until spent here. 

Third, this increase changes the pro- 
portions of the United States-Latin 
American contribution from 5 to 1 to 
3 to 1. That is, Latin America is increas- 
ing its contribution by doubling its share 
while the United States is increasing its 
share only by 20 percent. Also, if the 
proposed increase is not approved, the 
Bank will be required to enter into an 
extensive new negotiation with all its 
member countries—a procedure which 
may be long drawn and impede the 
normal development of the Bank's 
operations. 

I have traditionally supported the con- 
cept of multilateral lending to the de- 
veloping countries—believing that this 
concept is best suited to avoid political 
pitfalls and generate a surer basis for 
cooperation. 

Taken as a whole, our economic 
assistance program should be increas- 
ingly shifted to multilateral channels. 
The concrete and impressive results of 
Inter-American Development Bank's 
record shows this to be the wisest course. 

That the Inter-American Develop- 
ment Bank might be participating in the 
sale of arms can be effectively refuted. 
The charter of the Bank defines its pur- 
pose as the promotion of development 
through the financing of various eco- 
nomic and social projects, with pay- 
ments accompanying progress on the 
projects. It is inconceivable that the sale 
of arms could in any way be encom- 
passed by this stated objective. 

Furthermore, the multilateral nature 
of the Inter-American Development 
Bank effectively guards against the pos- 
sibility of any such transactions taking 
place surreptitiously. Each member of 
the Bank participates in the activities of 
the organization; each member has a 
vote on the Bank’s various operations. 
Moreover, information on all of the 
transactions engaged in by the Bank are 
published and freely available in its an- 
nual report. 

There are various programs in prog- 
ress in Latin America based on the ex- 
pectations of financing through the 
Inter-American Development Bank, and 
we have made commitments to assist in 
expanding these facilities. The develop- 
ment plans discussed during the recent 
Washington meeting of the Bank’s 
Board of Governors should receive the 
full and enthusiastic support of Con- 
gress. We could hardly expect the confi- 
dence that the Latin American countries 
place in the United States to remain un- 
shaken if we summarily withdraw our 
participation, particularly if we do so 
on the basis of a matter that is essen- 
tially of domestic concern. 

Mr. Chairman, I strongly feel that it is 
to the best advantage of the United 
States to aid in all possible ways the eco- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE 


nomic progress of the developing na- 
tions; we have a particularly strong 
interest in the advancement of the na- 
tions of Latin America. I believe that 
multilateral organizations such as the 
Inter-American Development Bank are 
particularly well suited to this purpose, 
and that we should continue to support 
the activities of this organization and to 
encourage its expansion. I therefore urge 
the passage of H.R. 9547, with due re- 
spect to our distinguished and beloved 
ranking minority Member, I trust his 
proposed recommittal motion will not 
prevail. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Penn- 
Sylvania [Mr. MOORHEAD]. 

Mr. MOORHEAD. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of H.R. 9547 which would 
authorize the United States to partici- 
pate with the Latin American countries 
in an increase of funds for the Inter- 
American Development Bank’s Fund for 
Special Operations. 

This authorization represents an in- 
crease of 20 percent over present levels 
on the part of the United States, but it 
represents an increase of 100 percent 
over present levels for the Latin Ameri- 
can countries. 

The increased willingness of the Latin 
American countries to participate in 
self-help through the Inter-American 
Development Bank is the reason for the 
Bank’s success in the past and the rea- 
son why we should give it wholehearted 
support this year. 

For many years we had been con- 
cerned with the lack of economic prog- 
ress of our friends and neighbors south 
of the border. One of the problems was 
the flight of South American capital 
which was combined with an apparent 
unwillingness or inability to promote 
their own economic development. 

Then in 1959, a Republican Presi- 
dent proposed, and Congress on a bi- 
partisan basis enacted a measure de- 
signed to enlist South Americans in 
their own economic development. Under 
the original Inter-American Develop- 
ment Bank legislation, the Latin Ameri- 
can contribution was only 1 for each 
11 US. dollars. Nevertheless, this be- 
ginning of self-help was important and 
the IDB legislation passed this House by 
a vote of 233 to 87 in the 86th Congress. 

The words with which President Ei- 
senhower submitted this legislation to 
the Congress are significant today. 
President Eisenhower said: 

The establishment of the Inter-American 
Development Bank and our participation in 
it will be a most significant step in the 
history of our economic relations with our 
Latin-American neighbors. It will fulfill a 
long-standing desire on the part of the 
Latin-American Republics to have an Inter- 
American institution specifically designed to 
promote the financing of accelerated eco- 
nomic development in Latin America. 


I agreed with President Eisenhower 
then and I do so today. 

In 1965, the Inter-American Develop- 
ment Bank came before the Congress for 
further authorization. Under this legis- 
lation, the Latin American contribution 
increased from the original 1-to-1-ratio 
to 1 to 5. The Congress recognized the 
importance of this increased self-help 
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and on a bipartisan basis, defeated a mo- 
tion to recommit by a vote of 237 to 142 
and subsequently adopted the confer- 
ence report by a vote of 204 to 127. 

The principle of self-help which had 
begun so modestly in 1959 reached a cli- 
max this year in the Presidents’ declara- 
tion at Punta del Este. The Presidents of 
the American Nations said: 

Latin America will create a common mar- 
ket. 

We will lay the physical foundations for 
Latin American economic integration 
through multinational projects. 

We will join in efforts to increase substan- 
tially Latin American foreign trade earn- 
ings. 

We will modernize the living conditions 
of our rural populations raise agricultural 
productivity in general and increase food 
production for the benefit of both Latin 
America and the rest of the world. 

We will vigorously promote education for 
development. 

We will harness science and technology 
for the service of our peoples. 

We will expand programs for improving 
the health of the American peoples. 

Latin America will eliminate unnecessary 
military expenditures. 


Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. MOORHEAD. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Ohio. 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I believe I 
heard the preceding speaker say that all 
transactions of this Bank were public. 
I happen to know that some members of 
the Foreign Affairs Committee went to 
Latin America last year and questioned a 
couple loans this Bank had made and 
asked the General Accounting Office to 
look into those. The directors of this 
bank told the General Accounting Office 
it was none of their business, that they 
were not showing their books or giving 
any information about them. How does 
that coincide with the statement that 
everything is supposed to be out in the 
open? 

Mr. MOORHEAD. Does the gentleman 
mean the Export-Import Bank? 

Mr. HAYS. No; I am talking about the 
Inter-American Bank. 

Mr. MOORHEAD. The Inter-American 
Bank and its directors have always been 
willing to give us everything we have 
sought. 

Mr. HAYS. They would not let the 
General Accounting Office look at their 
books. I believe the gentleman from Ala- 
bama [Mr. SELDEN] has an amendment 
to provide for that very thing. 

Mr. MOORHEAD. I am going to sup- 
port the amendment of the gentleman 
from Alabama [Mr. SELDEN], because I 
want to be sure there are no institutions 
with American dollars in them which will 
not permit us to find out where those 
dollars are going. I will support that 
amendment. 

Mr. HAYS. I thank the gentleman. 

Mr. MOORHEAD. Mr. Chairman, this 
is the first implementation of the decla- 
ration of Punta del Este. 

Defeat, or meat-ax amendment or de- 
lay of this legislation would stifle the 
spirit behind that declaration. Defeat, or 
meat-ax amendment or delay of this 
legislation would relieve the Latin Amer- 
icans of their promise of a 100-percent 
increase in their contribution, and new 
agreements would have to be negotiated 
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with all of the Latin American countries. 
Enactment of this legislation will pro- 
mote the principle of Latin American 
self-help, which has changed the ratio 
of U.S. participation in the Bank from 
11 to 1 in 1959, 5 to 1 in 1965, and 3 to 1 
in the bill now before us. 

I urge you to vote for this program 
where the principle of self-help not only 
exists but has dramatically grown. Do 
not vote to cut this program, which, for 
the first time, looks at Latin America as 
a unit and seeks to end economic balkan- 
ization by stressing multinational proj- 
ects. 

History has proven that there is no 
better way to attempt to deal with the 
problems of a developing region than by 
creating a regional bank which views the 
problems of an entire region, and which 
transcends and survives the political 
problems of its member nations. The 
Inter-American Development Bank has 
been a unifying force in Latin America— 
in no instance has a country pulled out 
of the IDB or defaulted on a loan because 
of a change in government. And the IDB 
also promotes anc encourages American 
private business investment in Latin 
America. Recognizing that the key to 
successful development ultimately rests 
with the private sector, it helps to pro- 
vide the roots for successful private capi- 
tal investment. 

Do not vote to cut this program under 
which, for the first time, some of the de- 
veloping countries are promising foreign 
aid to our less-developed neighbors for 
this is exactly what Argentina, Brazil, 
Mexico and Venezuela have promised to 
do through the Inter-American Develop- 
ment Bank. 

Finally, do not vote to cut this pro- 
gram which has been so ably managed in 
such a businesslike manner. What does 
the minority think of the management of 
this program? Let me quote from the 
minority views: 

We have been and continue to be enthusi- 
astic supporters of the Inter-American De- 
velopment Bank. It is an excellent institu- 
tion. 

* s * > . 

We are confident that the Bank, based on 
its past record, would expertly administer 
any funds made available, 


Mr. Chairman, Mr. David Rockefeller 
has said: 

Surely, a nation which can afford to spend 
$20 billion or more in Vietnam, can afford 
to spend a fraction as much to eliminate the 
conditions that feed such conflicts. 


Mr. Chairman, it would be pennywise 
and pound foolish to cut this program 
which has been expertly administered 
and in which the important principle of 
self-help is developed and growing. 

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Ten- 
nessee [Mr. Brock]. 

Mr. BROCK. Mr. Chairman, a few 
years ago a very intelligent and dedi- 
cated President of this country began a 
program called the Alliance for Prog- 
ress. I believe it was one of the finest 
ideas this Nation has embarked upon 
since the Marshall plan. It was a plan 
of self-help, a plan of participation, a 
plan which was programed to help peo- 
ple help themselves. 
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But somewhere in the past 5 years this 
program has gotten off the track. Some- 
thing has happened. 

We talk about the Inter-American De- 
velopment Bank. We talk about the Ex- 
port-Import Bank. We talk about the 
Alliance for Progress and our foreign 
aid appropriations. With all the effort 
we have made through the Alliance for 
Progress, some fairly striking things fail 
to be achieved. 

Almost half the countries in Latin 
America have a lower per capita income 
today than they had when we started 
the Alliance for Progress. What is wrong? 

There are more dictators and less de- 
mocracy in South America than there 
was when the Alliance for Progress be- 
gan a program to bring enlightened self- 
government to the people of South 
America. 

We have this bill before us today. It 
is a bill to increase our commitment to 
the Inter-American Development Bank 
by $50 million a year, to a total commit- 
ment of $900 million for the next 3 years. 

I believe it is a time when we should 
question what has happened in our total 
program to help these people help them- 
selves. Why have we failed to involve 
private enterprise to the degree we 
initially insisted it had to be involved 
if we really were going to raise the pro- 
ductivity of these people? 

What is the Social Progress Trust 
Fund? Where does the money go? 

It goes for housing development, for 
educational and agricultural develop- 
ment. 

Where is the complementary money 
that will make the opportunity available 
to these people for private enterprise, 
for capital improvement and develop- 
ment? 

It is apparent that this administration 
has decided that they do not need free 
enterprise, they do not need to worry 
about productivity so much as they do 
about social progress. 

We cannot have one without the other, 
Unless these people raise their income 
levels they cannot afford the projects. 

This bill comes before us asking for 
$50 million a year increase. Perhaps not 
by chance, at the same time they want 
$50 million a year more, to a total $300 
million a year, the administration is 
Asking for a tax increase on the 
American people. 

Where is the consistency? 

Every time you want to pass a bill on 
the majority side you invoke this prin- 
ciple of bipartisanship. There is not a 
Member of the minority who does not 
want to help the people of South 
America—but within the capacity of the 
American people. That capacity is 
enormous, but it is not unlimited. 

I do not propose a reduction in the 
program at all. All I am saying is that 
it makes common horsesense that if the 
President is going to ask for a tax in- 
crease, our cuts, or our efforts to eco- 
nomize, ought to be spread all the way 
across the legislative process. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman is making a tremendously 
important speech. I make the point of 
order that a quorum is not present. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
count. [After counting.) Sixty-five 
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Members are present, not a quorum. 
The Clerk will call the roll. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol- 
lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 


[Roll No. 185] 

Adams Dole Hunt 
Anderson, Dow Jones, Mo 

Tenn. Esch Martin 
Andrews, Ala. Farbstein Morse, Mass. 
Blatnik Fisher Murphy, III 
Broomfield Fraser Pool 
Brown, Calif. Gardner Scheuer 
Burke, Fla. Hansen, Wash. Sisk 
Conyers y Taft 
Corman Herlong Williams, Miss, 
Cramer Holifiela Willis 
de la Garza Holland 


Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. DELANEY, Chairman of the Commit- 
tee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union, reported that that Commit- 
tee, having had under consideration the 
bill H.R. 9547, and finding itself with- 
out a quorum, he had directed the roll 
to be called, when 397 Members re- 
sponded to their names, a quorum, and 
he submitted herewith the names of the 
absentees to be spread upon the Journal. 

The Committee resumed its sitting. 

The CHAIRMAN. At the time of the 
quorum call, the gentleman from Ten- 
nessee [Mr. Brock] had 1 minute re- 
maining. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Tennessee [Mr. Brocx]. 

Mr. BROCK. Mr. Chairman, prior to 
the quorum call I was saying that I ques- 
tion seriously how this legislative body 
can, in one fell swoop, consider a tax in- 
crease of major proportions for the 
American people, and at the same time 
vote for an increase in the funds for the 
Inter-American Development Bank, in 
the amount of $300 million a year. It is 
inconsistent. It does not make sense. 

Mr. Chairman, during the quorum call 
I obtained a UPI wire report which I 
would like to read to the Committee for 
the consideration of the Members during 
the discussion of this question. The re- 
port is as follows: 

Lima, Peru’s Christian Democrat Party to- 
day called for immediate confiscation of the 
U.S.-owned International Petroleum Com- 
pany’s (IPC) La Brea and Parinas installa- 
tions in the interior. Party President Alfredo 
Garcia Llosa also called for expropriation of 
IP's Talara refinery at a mass rally of sup- 
porters in San Martin Square. 

Although Congress passed legislation 10 
days ago ostensibly authorizing seizure of 
the IPC holdings it actually only authorized 
President Fernando Belaunde Terry to solve“ 
the problem, Garcia charged. 

He said Peru would not have to pay “a 
single cent“ of compensation to the company 
for its holdings, estimated at more than $175 
million, because of alleged tax debts owed the 
government by the company, a subsidiary of 
Esso Standard Oil of New Jersey. 


The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Tennesse has expired. 

Mr. DEL CLAWSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 additional minutes to the gentle- 
man from Tennessee [Mr. Brock]. 

Mr. BROCK. Now, gentlemen, if we are 
going to pass a social progress bill to the 
extent of $300 million a year, financed by 
the American taxpayers, I think we have 
a right to expect this administration to 
protect American investments abroad, 
not just for the sake of American in- 
vestors, but because these people in South 
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America have no opportunity whatso- 
ever to develop their standard of living, 
to increase their prosperity and income 
except through the use of the free enter- 
prise system. 

This, to me, is the basic issue pending 
before us today. 

How can you in good conscience sup- 
port a bill increasing the commitment by 
$50 million a year while considering an 
increase in the rate of tax upon the 
American people? 

Mr. Chairman, there has to come a 
time when we ascertain a certain amount 
of priorities in this country. What is your 
sense of priorities? 

Yesterday we heard for the period of 
2 hours about how this Congress had 
done such a magnificent job of cutting 
the public works bill by $300 million. 
It did not take very much reading to 
look at the front page of the report and 
see that even after a cut of $300 million, 
we were still spending $300 million more 
than we spent the prior year. What kind 
of sense of balance is there in that ap- 
proach? If you want bipartisan support 
of this bill, bipartisan support for a tax 
increase, you cannot have it under these 
conditions. You cannot do this to the 
American taxpayers. 

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROCK. I yield to the gentleman 
from Michigan. 

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Mr. Chair- 
man, I get the impression that the gen- 
tleman from Tennessee is not satisfied 
with the self-help programs that have 
been undertaken by our neighbors to the 
south. 

What is the situation with reference to 
the burden which they have placed upon 
themselves insofar as taxes are con- 
cerned? Do those burdens compare fa- 
vorably or unfavorably insofar as the 
American taxpayers are concerned? 

Mr. BROCK. They are considerably 
lower. 

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Mr. Chair- 
man, if the gentleman will yield further, 
is the gentleman from Tennessee saying 
that we are asking the American tax- 
payers to assume a greater rate of tax 
burden, while the tax burden placed 
upon the recipients of this program is 
less; is that correct? 

Mr. BROCK. That is exactly correct. 

It seems to me that the self-help pro- 
gram, at least insofar as Peru is con- 
cerned, if I read the wire correctly, is to 
help themselves to American businesses, 
at the expense of the American taxpay- 
ers, and without paying for it. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROCK. I yield to the gentleman 
from Virginia. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, in re- 
sponse to a recent questionnaire in my 
district, 93 percent of the people said 
they wanted Government expenditures 
cut, 88 percent of this 93 percent said 
that they wanted cuts in foreign aid. 

I would like to ask the gentleman from 
Tennessee the question, if he thinks those 
statistics might be applicable in his own 
district? 

Mr. BROCK. I would think the answer 
is that they would be applicable to any 
district in the United States. That is the 
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reason for the amendment I intend to 
offer, which is a reduction of $50 mil- 
lion a year in the proposed legislation. 
It does not go far enough in my opinion, 
but I believe it is about the best we are 
going to get. It does not represent a cut 
below existing levels. It just represents 
the maintenance of the current amount 
we are putting in at the present time. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROCK. I yield to the gentleman 
from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. Not much has been said 
here today about the terms on which the 
$900,000,000 would be turned loose in 
Latin America, Mr. Chairman, and I 
would like to ask the gentleman to very 
briefly go into the conditions surround- 
ing the so-called loans, the length of 
them, and the interest rate if there is in- 
terest to be paid. I believe we can all 
agree that the loans will probably never 
be paid if they are 40-year loans, but will 
the gentleman discuss this briefly? 

Mr. BROCK. Mr. Chairman, I would 
explain to the gentleman that in effect 
the money is loaned by the United States 
to the Bank, and the Bank in turn makes 
the soft loans, long-term loans, and loans 
at low interest rates for “social progress“ 
projects—and I put that in quotations— 
in these countries 

The term of “loan,” insofar as this 
country is concerned, is a euphemism. 
Certainly we have no prospect of getting 
this money back. The repayments are 
made to the Bank. 

Mr. GROSS. I would ask the gentle- 
man what the interest rates are. Are 
they 2.5 percent, or 2 percent? 

Mr. BROCK. I cannot give the gentle- 
man a complete answer on that question 
because the interest rates vary accord- 
ing to the type of loan. 

Mr. GROSS. The interest rate does not 
exceed 2.5 percent, does it? 

Mr. BROCK. No. It is considerably less 
than the going rate of interest in this 
country. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I would 
ask the gentleman what a citizen of this 
country pays for money to build a home? 

Mr. BROCK. I believe the answer to 
that is a minimum of 6.5 percent, and 
sometimes 7.5 percent. The interest rate 
is three or four times as much as that of- 
fered through the Inter-American Devel- 
opment Bank. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen- 
tleman has again expired. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. GONZALEZ]. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Chairman, after 
listening to the gentleman from Ten- 
nessee, and his dialog with the other 
colleague, a few minutes ago, I am won- 
dering how we can expect any kind of 
respect and confidence from people we 
reveal such contempt for. 

If ever this Congress during this ses- 
sion has an important and vital bill be- 
fore us, this H.R. 9547 is it. It seems in- 
credible that after our negligence in 
Latin America—particularly in the pe- 
riod between 1952 and 1960, during which 
period we gladly gave more aid to Yugo- 
slavia than all Latin America put to- 
gether—we should continue to hear the 
advice of such uninformed and inac- 
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curate statements as those just uttered 
by the gentleman from Tennessee. 

However, I am confident the majority 
of this House, as well as our citizens will 
appreciate the value of this legislation. 

Just yesterday, in the New York Times, 
a distinguished authority wrote: 

LASO (Latin American Solidarity Organiza- 
tion, a Communist activity) and the world- 
wide Tricontinental organization are not an 
immediate threat anywhere, but they have to 
be taken seriously. They represent something 
relatively new in what is the most revolution- 
ary age in history. The blunderbuss policy 
called “anticommunism,” aimed vaguely in 
the direction of Moscow and Peking is no 
answer. Something much more sophisticated 
and complex—and much more positive—is 
needed in Latin America, the best answer 
would lie in making a success of the Alliance 
for Progress. 

Latin America is rapidly approaching a 
Malthusian crisis. 

The failure of the agricultural sector will 
spell failure for the general economic de- 
velopment of Latin America. The Alliance 
for Progress could become an Alliance for 
Stagnation. 


These grave observations were made 
in a recent report by our distinguished 
colleague, the gentleman from Wiscon- 
sin, Henry S. Reuss, on the basis of a 
study trip to investigate Latin American 
agriculture. 

Meeting last April at Punta del Este, 
and recognizing the vital importance of 
agriculture to overall economic develop- 
ment, the Presidents of America out- 
lined steps to be undertaken to modern- 
ize rural life and increase agricultural 
productivity, principally in the area of 
food production. 

We now have before us H.R. 9547 to 
authorize U.S. contribution of $900 mil- 
lion to the Inter-American Development 
Bank’s Fund for Special Operations for 
a 3-year period. In view of the strong 
emphasis placed on agriculture at the 
meeting of the Presidents, it is of basic 
importance in considering this legisla- 
tion to look carefully at the Bank’s 
record in the field of agriculture and 
to ask how this additional U.S. contribu- 
tion to the FSO fits in with the Presi- 
dents’ overall plan and how it will aid 
the peoples of Latin America to achieve 
those objectives which we all support. 

Let me first sketch out briefly the cur- 
rent situation in Latin American agricul- 
ture, drawing from the Reuss report I 
mentioned before and from a recent re- 
port written under the auspices of the 
Bank. 

The agricultural sector is the largest 
employer in Latin America and is the 
largest single contributor to national in- 
come in most of the countries of the 
region; 

In recent years, agricultural produc- 
tion has been falling short of, or has at 
best kept pace with, population growth; 

What growth that has occurred in ag- 
riculture in Latin America has resulted 
largely from expanded acreage under 
production; but the time is rapidly ap- 
proaching that increases in agricultural 
output will have to depend on higher 
yields, on greater productivity; 

Increases in agricultural productivity 
of the magnitude needed to put agricul- 
ture on the growth path will require a 
sharply increased level of annual invest- 
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ment over the next decade on the order 
of $1.5 billion, or roughly double the 
current level. Of this figure, about $500 
million will be needed from external 
sources. 

Since it made its first loan in 1961, the 
IDB has contributed a large and grow- 
ing proportion of total external invest- 
ment in Latin American agriculture, and 
it has established itself as the external 
agency which has devoted the greatest 
proportion of its resources to agricul- 
tural projects—some 22½ percent of 
total IDB loans have gone to agriculture. 
The Bank has contributed more than 
half of the external financing for Latin 
American agriculture provided by the 
major international and U.S. lending 
agencies. 

This impressive record reflects only 
loans directly to agriculture—those for 
agricultural credit, irrigation, dams, 
colonization and improved land use, fer- 
tilizers, et cetera. If we look at loans 
directed toward the rural sector—and we 
are concerned, of course, with improve- 
ment of the entire rural setting as well 
as food production—we see that the Bank 
has allocated about 40 percent of its total 
loans, or nearly $750 million, to rural 
development. 

But as the two recent reports show, 
what is being done now in agriculture 
will not be enough in the near future. It 
is clear that the effort must be stepped 
up. It is also clear to me that the Inter- 
American Development Bank is an ap- 
propriate vehicle for this effort and that 
the Bank recognizes well the responsi- 
bility it bears. The report of the execu- 
tive directors of the Bank notes some of 
the problems faced in trying to expand 
investment in agriculture, primarily a 
scarcity of projects suitable for financing 
and the inadequacy of overall agricul- 
tural planning. That report also notes 
the progress which has been made in 
overcoming these problems and states 
that the Bank will be able to increase 
the magnitude of its resources devoted 
to agriculture. 

A great deal of attention has recently 
been placed on the Bank’s role in the 
integration movement. But the Bank’s 
members are convinced, as Iam, that the 
Bank’s efforts in the field of integration 
should not be to the neglect of agricul- 
ture, which is undoubtedly of the highest 
immediate priority. 

The U.S. contribution to the Bank 
which the Congress is now considering 
would enable the Bank to continue and 
expand its role in this vital field, as well 
as to undertake its new responsibilities 
in integration. 

I believe that in the light of past 
trends and future prospects for agricul- 
ture, the United States cannot afford to 
miss this opportunity to channel an ex- 
panded level of resources to Latin Ameri- 
can agricultural development through 
the Bank. A breakdown of the agricul- 
ture sector would mean a breakdown of 
the economic development process in 
Latin America and would promptly ne- 
gate any efforts we might make in the 
area of economic integration. H.R. 9547 
is a bill of vital importance to the United 
States and the entire hemisphere, and 
deserves the full support of the Congress. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
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minutes to the gentleman from Califor- 
nia [Mr. Hanna]. 

Mr. HANNA. Mr. Chairman, in an- 
swer to the question asked by the gen- 
tleman from Iowa [Mr. Gross], I be- 
lieve if the Members will read the report 
on the funds for special operations they 
will find that the rate of interest 
charged during 1966 on loans extended 
under the special operation funds range 
from 2.25 percent to 4 percent per 
annum according to the nature of the 
project. In addition, there was a service 
charge of three-quarters of a per- 
cent to 1 percent. Most of the loans 
were extended over a period of any- 
where from 13 to 30 years. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe in listening 
to the comments o the gentleman from 
Tennessee that we can see that he is ex- 
pressing a common feeling throughout 
our land that we are living in a time and 
in a world that is not very comfortable. 
We are not happy with what we see at 
home. We are not satisfied with what is 
occurring abroad, but unfortunately we 
are in somewhat of the position of a 
man rowing upstream in a leaky row- 
boat. He cannot stop rowing, or the cur- 
rent takes over. That is our position at 
home, we may be protesting on our end 
of it, and we may not be satisfied with 
the progress we are making, but we can- 
not stop rowing, and if the boat is leak- 
ing then we have to bail a lot, or the 
boat will fill. And that is what is hap- 
pening abroad. We have to do both of 
these things, or we are not going to 
succeed. 

Let me tell the Members what I believe 
history indicates, and that is that so- 
ciety, any place and any time, either 
solves the problems that surround it or 
it goes out of existence. We are talking 
about turning ourselves to the tasks and 
the problems that exist. We may 
not be able to see the solutions ahead. 
But can you lay your labors down? I do 
not believe you can. I do not believe you 
can in your international approach, nor 
can you with the problems at home, and 
as unhappy as you might be with the 
state of society and with the world, the 
world will not become the lovely place 
you would like to see. 

Now, in most of the recent years I be- 
lieve it is important that we have found 
the emergence in Latin America of what 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania was 
pointing out, the emergence of forces and 
expressions of thoughts to give us the 
same kind of ground swell approach for 
regionalism that we saw in Europe when 
it began to create the Common Market 
which has been so important to the free 
world. 

Regionalism in Latin America is just 
taking off. We should encourage its 
flight. 

If any of you gentlemen do not see 
any difference or any progress or any 
advances between the Punta del Este 
of 1961 and 1967, then you cannot read 
history at all. There is an entirely dif- 
ferent approach. Surely, we have not 
made all the great significant progress 
and surely there has been some slippage 
because the population increases over the 
years have outstripped the GNP. 

But there is a new ball game in this 
hemisphere and I think this bill will help 
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us to play on the right team and play the 
right part. I hope we all vote for it. 

Mr. DEL CLAWSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield to the gentleman from Alabama 
[Mr. BUCHANAN] such time as he may 
consume. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
have been sitting here reflecting on the 
remarks of the distinguished gentleman 
from California, concerning rowing up- 
stream in a leaky rowboat. I want to 
thank the gentleman for the best de- 
scription of the Johnson administration 
that I have ever heard. 

Mr. DEL CLAWSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. CURTIS]. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Chairman, I wish 
the figures did show what the gentleman 
from California said in his rhetoric, that 
there was this progress—that is the issue. 
It is about time we started dealing with 
facts and figures instead of rhetoric. 

I am afraid it is not such a new ball 
game as we might like. It is the old never- 
ending one. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise to support what 
I anticipate will be a motion to recommit 
this bill back to the committee so that it 
can be coordinated with the studies into 
the Export-Import Bank, which as we 
know this committee has been doing 
such good work developing. The two 
leading institutions are interrelated. 

I am also hopeful that more coordi- 
nating will be done in this committee 
with the International Development As- 
sociation—IDA—which also bears on the 
same subject. As I said in my remarks on 
the rule, if there can be some coordina- 
tion with the work that other commit- 
tees are doing in areas that touch di- 
rectly on the same subject this will be 
helpful. 

As I pointed out, here the conferees of 
my Committee on Ways and Means are 
meeting right now off the floor of the 
House, and that is where I have to go as 
soon as I make my remarks here, on the 
interest equalization tax which this 
House passed early this year, which is 
restricting private investment abroad. 
At the same time, as I said, in opposing 
that measure, we talk about increasing 
Government capital spending abroad. 

Now either we have a balance of inter- 
national payment problem or we do 
not—and believe me—we have. This is 
not a matter of fiction, as I said during 
my remarks when the rule was being 
considered. 

Take a look at the economic indica- 
tors for July 1967, on page 25, and to get 
the full impact of it—you have to look at 
the table. 

The administration about 3 years ago 
wanted us to measure balance of pay- 
ments on an official reserve transaction 
basis as opposed to the liquidity basis. 
After considerable discussion, we agreed 
that there was merit in measuring it in 
this way, but that we ought to preserve 
both ways. 

The first year we did that, of course, 
the administration was very happy. 

In 1964, the liquidity basis showed 
minus $2.8 billion. 

The official reserve transaction basis 
showed a minus $1.5 billion. 

In 1965, it was not so good-—it was 
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about the same—$1.3 billion in both in- 
stances. 

In 1966, we heard a little boasting by 
the administration because although the 
liquidity basis was minus $1.3 billion, 
the official reserve transaction basis 
showed a plus $225 million. 

I do not know how many times I took 
the floor in the Joint Economic Com- 
mittee to warn that this was a dangerous 
boast. This kind of misinterpretation 
was one reason some had argued against 
the use of the official reserve transaction 
basis. 

You have not heard a word from the 
administration this year about the def- 
icit in the international balance of pay- 
ments on either of the bases. The first 
quarter shows a minus $2.1 billion on 
the liquidity basis. But look at the first 
quarter on the official reserve transaction 
basis and hold your hats: minus $7.288 
billion. And this administration comes 
in here, presents this bill to increase 
capital investment abroad to the Bank- 
ing and Currency Committee, and the 
Banking and Currency Committee pre- 
sents this to the House of Representa- 
tives without any mention of this serious 
situation in our balance of international 
payments. 

In the same way yesterday we ignored 
our internal fiscal problems. Although it 
was pointed out by your own chairman of 
the Committee on Ways and Means that 
the deficit for fiscal year 1968 is going 
to be $30 billion the way we are going, 
we went along and voted for a public 
works bill which exceeded the figures for 
fiscal year 1967. I did not. I would have 
liked to do so. I want the day to come 
when I can have the pleasure that some 
of my colleagues are enjoying of being 
for some things instead of having to 
stand up to take the burden of trying 
to point to the need of some fiscal sense, 
and so try to keep our expenditures down. 
The public works bill was greater, not 
less, than last year. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Missouri has expired. 

Mr. DEL CLAWSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 additional minutes to the gentle- 
man from Missouri. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 
Missouri is recognized for 2 additional 
minutes. 

Mr. CURTIS. I am sorry the gentle- 
man cannot yield me 5 minutes. I under- 
stand there is a reason, for some cause 
I do not understand, that there is an 
agreement to try to shut off debate. 
Members of the Banking and Currency 
Committee have agreed to take only 5 
or 10 minutes. If the House of Repre- 
sentatives has reached the point where 
there is not even going to be study and 
deliberation here on the floor of the 
House, where in the name of heaven in 
our society is deliberation and debate 
going to come? The Banking and Cur- 
rency Committee is not going to go into 
these matters in depth or attempt to 
coordinate them. Where will this pro- 
cedure lead to? Those who are talking— 
and I have listened to the oratory until 
I am sick of it—about the riots, to them 
let me say that when the forums set up 
to establish and promote justice are 
clogged, where else do people go? 
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Gentlemen, we had better unclog this 
forum, this great Congress, so these 
issues can be debated and so that the 
committees that have the responsibility 
can study them and so that those of us 
who are on other committees with the 
responsibility to study matters that bear 
on the same issue will have an oppor- 
tunity to present what we think is wis- 
dom and fact and argument. 

Mr. Chairman, I cannot do justice to 
this in 2 minutes. I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
yields back one-half a minute. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. BINGHAM]. 

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in strong and enthusiastic support of 
H.R. 9547. 

The Inter-American Development 
Bank is perhaps the most important 
institution engaged in the vital task of 
carrying on the Alliance for Progress, 
and we must give it our full support. 

These are days when our thoughts are 
increasingly concentrated on desperate 
problems here at home and on the con- 
flict in Vietnam. Yet, as a mature and 
powerful nation, we cannot afford to 
neglect other responsibilities. 

It is perhaps not overstating to say 
that we are in the midst of a period of 
agonies. Yet the fact remains, and we 
must remember it, that ours is the 
strongest and richest country in the 
world by far, that our gross national 
product is equal to that of all the rest 
of the world. It is eight times the total 
GNP of the Latin American countries. 
The stability of the whole world is 
threatened by the widening gap between 
the rich and poor nations. It would be 
shortsighted and foolish for us to fail 
to carry our full share of the task of 
trying to close that gap, particularly 
here on the Americas. 

Some of what we do in foreign assist- 
ance we have to do on a bilateral basis. 
I am not one of those who believe that 
all our foreign aid should be carried out 
on a multilateral basis, but I have found 
from my own experience in the point 4 
program and at the U.N. that, to the ex- 
tent multilateral institutions can carry 
the load, they are far preferable as a 
mechanism. 

The Inter-American Development 
Bank is such a multilateral institution. 
In its programs we are in a true sense 
partners with our Latin American neigh- 
bors. It is essential that we continue our 
part in building this partnership and 
that we not appear to our partners to be 
losing interest in their problems. 

As you know, the Inter-American De- 
velopment Bank's membership is com- 
posed of the United States and 19 other 
members of the Organization of Amer- 
ican States. Since its establishment in 
1959, the Inter-American Development 
Bank has grown into a most useful and 
effective instrument for Latin American 
nations to work together among them- 
selves on economic problems. 

Moreover, the Inter-American Devel- 
opment Bank is providing the high ca- 
pacity of the United States and the 
Latin American countries, in spite of 
differences in size and wealth, to work 
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together constructively and effectively. 
The United States by no means always 
carries the day in Inter-American De- 
velopment Bank councils; but the U.S. 
voice is appropriately heard and re- 
spected. It is within this spirit of a work- 
ing partnership that the Latin Ameri- 
can members agreed at the annual meet- 
ing of the Inter-Development Bank to 
make a larger proportionate increase in 
their contributions to the Fund for Spe- 
cial Operations than the United States. 
Previously, the United States contributed 
$5 to every $1 contributed by the Latin 
Americans. Under the current agree- 
ment, the United States will contribute 
only $3 to every $1 equivalent contributed 
by the Latin nations. 

The Inter-American Development 
Bank has gone outside of Latin America 
in its multilateral approach. It has en- 
couraged Canada and European coun- 
tries to play more of a role in lending 
money for Latin American development. 

In 1966 the Inter-American Develop- 
ment Bank borrowed or arranged to bor- 
row $53,433,798 from European and other 
nonmember countries and agreed to ad- 
minister another $27,359,099 in trust 
funds for nonmember countries. The 
Bank is continuing its efforts to get more 
support for Latin American development 
from Europe and elsewhere. It is seeking, 
for instance, greater access to European 
capital markets—above and beyond the 
more than $100 million it has already 
borrowed there—parallel financial oper- 
ations by European countries in selected 
development projects, and the establish- 
ment of a European investment fund for 
Latin America to be administered by 
the Bank. 

In all, the Inter-American Develop- 
ment Bank’s multilateral work has in- 
creased for more and more countries 
their interest in, and stake in, Latin 
America. And as a result, now, more than 
ever before, Latin American economic 
development has become a joint under- 
taking of countries in and out of this 
hemisphere. 

The second point I would like to stress 
today is the Inter-American Develop- 
ment Bank’s progress since its establish- 
ment in 1959. The Inter-American De- 
velopment Bank has the impressive rec- 
ord since then of committing almost $2 
billion in economic development loans to 
Latin America. This high level of lend- 
ing activities has contributed in no small 
part to the achievement of the Alliance 
for Progress’ goal of a 2½-percent per 
capita annual growth rate in almost every 
year since the Inter-American Develop- 
ment Bank began operating. 

In its projects, the Bank’s emphasis is 
on self-help and on self-sustaining eco- 
nomic growth. 

Let me give you an example: A hous- 
ing development that has been built not 
far from Honduras’ capital, Tegucigalpa, 
and has been named after President 
Kennedy. 

Honduras is a small, poor country, and 
it has very little decent housing. Yet, ina 
period of some 3 years after the Inter- 
American Development Bank made a 
loan to the Honduras Housing Institute, 
some 752 housing units were built in 
what is known as “Unidad Vecinal 
Presidente Kennedy.” The people of Hon- 
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duras are proud of that project. I am told 
as you travel southeast from Tegucigalpa 
you can see a large billboard at the road’s 
edge explaining that the project was 
built with the help of the Inter-Ameri- 
can Development Bank and the Hon- 
duras Housing Institute. 

Typical of the approach taken in proj- 
ects sponsored by the Inter-American 
Development Bank around Latin Amer- 
ica is the “self-help” that went into the 
building of this housing project. For in- 
stance, in the first stage of the project’s 
development, some 401 units were built 
directly by future owners who worked 
either individually on their own units, or 
in groups on specialized jobs, under a 
well-planned and controlled system de- 
veloped by the Honduras Housing Insti- 
tute with the help of the Inter-American 
Development Bank. 

The Kennedy Colony, as it is fre- 
quently referred to, will eventually pro- 
vide some 4,000 homes, and parks and 
community facilities as well. 

The Inter-American Development 
Bank is a well-run institution. Its presi- 
dent, Felipe Herera, has done a splendid 
job. The United States has been ably 
represented in the Bank’s governing 
councils. The Secretary of the Treasury, 
Mr. Henry Fowler, who commands the 
admiration and the respect of, I believe, 
all the members of the Committee on 
Banking and Currency, made an excel- 
lent presentation on behalf of this leg- 
islation. He stressed how much damage 
would be done, not only to the cause 
of economic progress in Latin America, 
but to our relationships with our Latin 
American neighbors if the United States 
were to fail to carry its share of what 
the Bank’s board of governors agreed 
upon as the steps necessary for the Bank 
fully to do its job in the immediate 
future. 

Some of the comments made today 
suggest that support of the Inter-Amer- 
ican Development Bank is a luxury for 
the United States, a luxury which can 
and should be deferred during this period 
of stress and strain. But it is not a lux- 
ury, it is a necessity. It is a necessary 
and prudent investment in the future 
strength and stability of Latin America. 
What we cannot afford is more Cubas, 
and we do not want more crises such 
as the Dominican Republic which cost 
the United States hundreds of millions 
of dollars. 

We need a vigorous and effective Inter- 
American Development Bank and we 
must do our share to keep it vigorous 
and effective. 

In the minority views, some of my 
colleagues on the Banking and Currency 
Committee take due note of the fact 
that under this bill the contribution of 
our neighbors in Latin America to the 
Inter-American Development Bank Fund 
for Special Operations will rise to one- 
third of the U.S. contribution but they 
complain that that is not enough. To 
that I would point out not only that the 
trend is in the right direction, but that 
the United States gross national product 
is almost eight times that of Latin 
America as a whole. Compared to that 
ratio, the ratio of 3 to 1 is more than 
respectable. 

I hope this House will pass this bill 
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overwhelmingly and without weakening 
amendments. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia (Mr. REES]. 

Mr. REES. Mr. Chairman, I am in sup- 
port of the Bank, and I am strongly op- 
posed to any amendments to the bill. 

I am an exporter by profession and 
have been dealing exclusively with Latin 
America since 1949. Let me say, as one 
interested in progress in Latin America, 
I consider this Bank perhaps the most 
important factor in the development of 
Latin America. I consider this bill to be 
one of the most important bills we are 
going to be looking at in the next 2 or 3 
years affecting Latin America, our 
neighbors to the south. 

This is a bank. This is not a giveaway 
program, If we want to know what kind 
of loans are made, we can look at them 
right here in the annual report of the 
Inter-American Development Bank. 

We have been talking about the Social 
Progress Trust Fund. This is a soft win- 
dow bank. There is a subsidy in terms 
of low interest rates and payback of soft 
currencies. The loans from this source 
deal with the expansion of a water sys- 
tem, they are dealing with construction 
of 1,800 low-cost homes in Chile, they are 
dealing with a sewerage system, they 
are dealing with basic economies of these 
governments, they are dealing with 
health, they are dealing with basic sur- 
vival of the poor people of this conti- 
nent. That is what the Social Frogress 
Trust Fund does. 

There is now being developed the 
Latin American Foreign Trade Associa- 
tion. This is a project I consider to be 
“a must” for coordination of basic eco- 
nomic development in the Latin Ameri- 
can countries. This total of $150 million 
we are discussing is the guts of this 
economic integration, because this will 
be the beginning of the economic inte- 
gration which we must have in Latin 
America. We must start development of 
roads between countries. We must start 
development of a telephone system be- 
tween countries. 

We must start development of power 
grids between various countries. None of 
these are adequate today. Latin America 
is fragmented. It is composed of nation- 
alistic countries, each with its own little 
problems. They must expand their basic 
communication if they are ever to achieve 
economic integration. 

The Latin American Foreign Trade 
Association is vital to the growth of this 
continent. Just remember that by 1970 
there are going to be 700 million people 
in Latin America. Latin America has the 
heaviest birth rate in the world today. 
There will be 700 million people—the 
population of Red China. We have got to 
do something and help these people de- 
velop to their fullest. 

We are spending $20 million a year 
fighting a war in Vietnam. We are spend- 
ing $70 billion in terms of defense 
budget, and who knows how much we 
might spend if a country in our own 
hemisphere is wracked by insurrection, 
and that insurrection will not be 20,000 
miles away in Vietnam, but it will be 
right here in our own corner. 

I ask for an aye vote. 


20227 


Mr. DEL CLAWSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. COLLIER]. 

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, I speak 
as one who hopefully supported the Al- 
liance for Progress in the past. However, 
I must say a previous speaker said we 
must all agree that the Alliance for 
Progress and the bill before us today rep- 
resent a step of great imagination. I sub- 
mit that in light of the facts, it probably 
is more imagination than reality. I in- 
vite the attention of the Members to the 
report of the committee on page 5, re- 
ferring to the “nature of future activi- 
ties” and the “development of agricul- 
ture.“ Let us look back and peel away the 
sugar coating and find out what we really 
have in this program since its inception. 

Incidentally, the purpose of this was to 
invest, as I pointed out, in the develop- 
ment of agriculture. 

In 1965 the index of farm output per 
capita in Latin America was 102 and was 
the same as it was in 1961. 

This was to accelerate the process of 
national industrialization, yet the aver- 
age annual increase in output of manu- 
facturing from 1955 until 1960 was 6.6 
percent, and from 1961, after this pro- 
gram went into effect, it slid down to 4.4 
percent, which is the rate from 1961 to 
1966. 

Going on, this program was aimed at a 
higher proportion of the national prod- 
uct going into investment in Latin Amer- 
ica. What has happened? Investment as 
a percentage of gross national product 
in the Latin American countries has re- 
mained relatively constant since 1958, at 
a level below that of the period 1951 to 
1957. In 1961 it was 17.4 percent of the 
gross national product, and it slipped by 
1965 to 17.3 percent. 

The facts just do not bear out all of 
the glowing harvest it is suggested we 
can anticipate. I say this rather sorrow- 
fully. And this will never come about so 
long as there is the inflationary situa- 
tion of which we are all aware existing 
in Latin America. 

Inflation during the past 5 years was 
especially severe in a dozen countries. 

There were average annual increases 
as follows: 

In Brazil the inflation was up 214.4 
percent. 

In Chile it was 55.7 percent. 

In Uruguay it was 49.9 percent. 

In Argentina it was 46 percent. 

In Colombia it was 19.5 percent. 

In Peru it was 11.8 percent. 

No one is more sympathetic as to the 
need for assisting our neighbors in Latin 
America, than am I, but obviously there 
is something wrong with the program, 
and we had better look for a new ap- 
proach. Otherwise, we are likely to see 
American tax dollars go down the drain 
without producing the intended results. 

Mr. DEL CLAWSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
CONTE]. 

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, we have 
before us today a bill that will increase 
the U.S. contribution by $900 million for 
the next 3 years to the fund for special 
operations of the Inter-American Devel- 
opment Bank. The Banking and Curren- 
cy Committee has reported favorably on 
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this legislation, and has recommended 
passage of the bill without amendments. 
I think this recommendation was made 
with good reason, and I heartily endorse 
their decision. 

The Inter-American Development 
Bank is, along with the Alliance for 
Progress, a vital part of our program to 
provide needed economic assistance to 
the neighboring Latin American coun- 
tries. Of all the other peoples of the 
world, those of Latin America, those of 
our own hemisphere, are the first that 
should receive our help and assistance. 

The Bank, by virtue of its structure, 
stresses and, fact, requires self-help ef- 
forts on the part of Latin American coun- 
tries. The funds supplied to the Bank 
come not only from the United States, but 
also from the Latin American countries 
themselves. As we increase our contri- 
butions, so do the other nations involved. 
In fact, the Latin American countries 
have doubled their quotas, narrowing the 
ratio of funds contributed by us as com- 
pared with funds contributed by them 
since 1961 from 5:1 to 3:1. 

This Bank of the Alliance,” as the In- 
ter-American Development Bank is 
often called, has become increasingly 
important to the planning and financing 
of economic and social development in 
Latin America. The Bank loans money 
for many health, educational, and agri- 
cultural projects, all vitally important to 
Latin America’s development, 

These efforts, along with others, have 
begun to show signs of improving the 
complex and difficult situation that ex- 
ists in Latin America. But they must be 
accelerated, which necessarily involves 
increased financing, if a successful con- 
clusion of the program is ever to be 
achieved. 

The rate of enrollment in the schools 
of Latin America is increasing, but it 
barely stays ahead of the school-age pop- 
ulation growth. Food production has 
increased 4.5 percent since 1961, but 
again the population growth is increas- 
ing too quickly for this increase to be 
very significant. It is obvious that Latin 
America is growing economically, but 
this growth must be increased or our 
previous efforts will have been in vain. 

In today’s shrinking world, it has be- 
come apparent that the answer to many 
of Latin America’s problems lies in co- 
operation among themselves. Recogni- 
tion of this vital concept was the basis 
for the historic Punta del Este Summit 
Conference earlier this year. 

This potential economic “revolution” 
has started the Latin American coun- 
tries on the path toward cooperation and 
interrelationship. No longer are the 
Presidents of these countries thinking 
only of their own countries, and conse- 
quently not only wasting duplicated ef- 
forts, but also hampering the efforts of 
other countries. Now, the Presidents are 
beginning to think in terms of Latin 
America as a unit. 

They are talking about developing the 
River Plate into a productive interna- 
tional transportation and industrial sys- 
tem, of conquering the Amazon and 
mastering the Andes—of binding the 
continent together. These were the top- 
ics of conversation at the Punta del Este 
meeting. These were the hopes as each 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE 


President, including our own, promised 
to do everything possible to increase con- 
tributions to the Inter-American Devel- 
opment Bank. 

We cannot allow their ideas to turn out 
to be just talk; we have to effectuate 
the plans of the Punta del Este. 

An important question that always 
arises when we consider economic assist- 
ance is what will be its effect on U.S. 
balance of payments. The Secretary of 
the Treasury has submitted information 
to the Banking and Currency Committee 
which indicates that the overall effect of 
the Bank’s operations has had a positive 
impact on the U.S. balances because of 
initial dollar contributions to the Bank’s 
capital by Latin American members and 
bond issues made abroad. By use of a 
special letter-of-credit technique, 90 
percent of the dollars made available by 
the United States has stayed in this 
country. It seems, therefore, that the 
balance-of-payments question is not a 
legitimate objection to our contributions 
to the Bank. 

The Inter-American Development 
Bank is helping; is working; and is 
highly significant. Projects to alleviate 
such basic obstacles to economic growth 
as the lack of transportation and com- 
munications developments have been one 
of the main recipients of the Bank’s 
loans. These have helped increase trade 
between Latin American countries from 
8 percent of the total volume of trade 
in 1961 to 14 percent in 1965. 

In reality, we cannot afford to with- 
hold our assistance here. We, as a coun- 
try, in fact, benefit ourselves from help- 
ing Latin American countries. With in- 
creasing economic stability comes in- 
creasing government stability. We have 
seen nine peaceful elections in Latin 
America last year. By supporting this 
bill we prevent the fire instead of being 
forced to put it out once it has started. 

Mr. Chairman, this Bank needs our 
support and it needs it now. The future 
possibility of a Latin American world 
market may very well hang in the bal- 
ance. Our funds and efforts previously 
expended will have been wasted if the 
necessary steps are not taken on our part 
to assist the completion of the momen- 
tous task which has been undertaken in 
Latin America. 

For the sake of our neighboring coun- 
tries, as well as our own, we must sup- 
port the bill pending before us, and 
thereby help Latin America to help her- 
self. 

Mr. DEL CLAWSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. Brown]. 

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Mr. Chair- 
man, I believe the gentleman from Mis- 
souri [Mr. Curtis] made some very sali- 
ent points in his short remarks. 

In the committee report and minority 
views we have touched upon the serious 
balance-of-payments problem. I hope 
every Member will read those and be 
familiar with them. Certainly this is one 
of the most serious areas of concern of 
the House in connection with this legis- 
lation. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Illi- 
nois [Mr. ANNUNZIO]. 

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
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in support of this legislation. Clearly the 
Inter-American Development Bank has 
become one of the keystones of the Alli- 
ance for Progress under the able leader- 
ship of Felipe Herrera, the Bank's Presi- 
dent. It is perhaps pertinent to recall 
that prior to the establishment of the 
Bank and the inauguration of the Alli- 
ance for Progress, Latin America was a 
seething caldron of discontent. In 1958, 
a Vice President of the United States on 
a “good-will tour of South America” was 
mobbed and attacked. In 1959, Fidel Cas- 
tro took over Cuba and established the 
first Communist state in the hemisphere. 

However, today the Ailliance for Prog- 
ress is 6 years old and we know that there 
is a clear record of progress following its 
establishment. Seven of the countries of 
the Alliance have grown since 1961 at a 
rate which meets or exceeds the annual 
minimum of 2.5 percent established as 
the Alliance target. In 1965, virtually 
every country under the Alliance in- 
creased its per capita gross national 
product. Export earnings for the region 
have increased by more than 25 percent 
and in nine countries, have increased by 
at least 45 percent. Nine countries have 
established more equitable and modern 
tax systems and yearly tax collections for 
the region have risen by $2 billion. Six- 
teen countries have land reform legis- 
lation and, since the Alliance, nine mil- 
lion more children are in schools. Seven 
hundred thousand agricultural loans 
have been made, benefiting 342 million 
people. Fifteen thousand miles of roads 
have been built; 28,000 classrooms have 
been built; and 160,000 teachers have 
been trained or provided additional 
training. These are not merely statistics, 
these are the steppingstones of social 
progress—these are the foundations of 
democracy. With social justice and with 
democracy have come increased stabil- 
ity. This is what the Alliance for Prog- 
ress means to me. This is why I vigor- 
ously support the bill before the House. 

I only hope that we can apply the les- 
son of the Alliance to some of our own 
problems. Riots do not just occur, dis- 
content is not created out of whole cloth. 
Where social justice and opportunity are 
denied, chaos inevitably follows. It is in 
such sewers of discontent that the dis- 
ease of social disorder is bred. 

In supporting the Inter-American De- 
velopment Bank legislation, we are keep- 
ing faith with our Latin American neigh- 
bors. I hope that in the days to come we 
will demonstrate equally our ability to 
keep faith with all the people of the 
United States. 

Mr. HANNA. Mr. Chairman, in the 
preface to his play, “Major Barbara,” 
George Bernard Shaw, in a moment of 
sincere reflection, commented that: 


The greatest of evils and the worst of 
crimes is poverty. 


Unfortunately, poverty is an evil very 
much a part of the 20th century. In the 
most industrially advanced, as well as 
the least developed nation the crime of 
poverty is evident. 

The advanced nations, however, only 
require the will and resolve to overcome 
the limited pockets of poverty still exist- 
ing within their boundaries. Poverty in 
the industrially rich and wealthy states 
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of the world touches only a relatively 
small proportion of the population, and 
in most cases these nations possess the 
resources, talent, technical expertise, and 
wealth to eventually solve the problem 
without assistance from other countries. 

Most of the present states in today’s 
world, however, are not in the position 
to deal with the serious causes of poverty 
as are the few relatively rich nations. 
Tragically, the majority of the world’s 
peoples must face daily the continuing 
treadmill of unemployment, inadequate 
housing, poor health, deficient diets, and 
little hope. 

The disillusioning fact that most of 
the world ekes out a desperate existence 
requires, for obvious reasons, both moral 
and selfish, that the rich participate and 
assist in programs which will raise the 
ability of the less developed world to 
more successfully cope with their intense 
internal problems. 

A wide range of programs of assistance 
are now available to the less developed 
world. Depending on the nature of the 
assistance program the success of these 
endeavors is varied. However, one type 
of assistance has met with marked suc- 
cess. This assistance has taken the form 
of regional self-help, probably the most 
effective and satisfying vehicle for im- 
provement. 

The most successful of these self-help 
vehicles have been the regional develop- 
ment banks. There are presently three: 
The Inter-American, the African, and 
the Asian. The United States participates 
in all three. Our participation, on an 
equal basis, with the countries of the 
respective regions has proven beneficial 
in two respects. 

First, development projects are fi- 
nanced by the people who have a real 
stake in the future of the area. The psy- 
chological impact on the less developed 
participants has been encouragingly pos- 
itive. Where development bank money 
has been invested, self-pride, local in- 
volvement and progress have been char- 
acteristically the rule. 

Second, the United States has not nor 
is expected to finance every aspect of 
every detail of every program. Such ex- 
pectation runs counter to the purpose of 
the banks. However, because we do par- 
ticipate, sometimes with equal shares, 
other times with smaller shares, our in- 
terests are appreciated rather than re- 
sented. We encourage self-help by par- 
ticipating in the regional banks rather 
than inhibit it. We do not dominate, but 
we do assist in the future of the region’s 
progress, a role much more admired than 
a dispenser of charity whose motivations 
are always suspect. 

Today, Mr. Chairman, the Congress is 
being asked to demonstrate its support 
and faith in one of these regional banks. 
Perhaps, because of the history of our 
involvement in the region, the Inter- 
American Development Bank has special 
significance. As partners in an alliance 
for progress within the Western Hemi- 
sphere, the IDB has proven the most 
useful tool in promoting development, 
and its past success is a prelude to its 
future potential. 

Through the Bank’s Fund for Special 
Operations, capital projects such as 
roads, dams, housing, bridges, commu- 
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nications networks, and powerplants have 
become realities. For the first time, there 
is hope that through regional self-help, 
adequate investment will be made pro- 
viding the prescription that will even- 
tually break the cycle of debilitating 
poverty. 

I recently visited two countries which 
have benefited immeasurably from FSO 
loans in the field of adequate housing 
development, one of the Bank’s many 
priority programs. In Argentina, the 
city of Buenos Aires is presently carry- 
gram costing $700 million. The program 
ing out a 12-year urban renewal pro- 
will transform a large area of the city 
into a modern urban center and con- 
struct a new development to house per- 
sons displaced from slum areas. The 
Bank is contributing to the first stage of 
the program with two loans totaling 
$19.2 million. This will enable the Com- 
mission Municipal de la Vivieneda to 
Ananos the construction of 3,000 housing 

In 1962, the Bank extended a $30- 
million loan from its Social Progress 
Trust Fund to help finance the construc- 
tion of 15,300 new housing units for low- 
income families throughout Argentina. 

Brazil presently has a housing deficit 
of approximately 7 million units and is 
adding to the deficit at a rate of about 
400,000 a year. To reverse this trend, the 
Brazilian Government adopted a new 
housing plan in 1964 designed to mobilize 
local and regional financial resources for 
housing construction. The Banco Nacio- 
nal de Habitacao, established in 1964 to 
serve as a clearing house for the ex- 
ecution of the plan, has received a $20 
million loan from IDB which will finance 
50 percent of the cost of an urban de- 
velopment program to build 78,700 homes 
and their respective community services 
in various Brazilian cities. The Brazilian 
Bank will finance the other 50 percent. 

Mr. Chairman, the Inter-American 
Development Bank and its Fund for 
Special Operations, or soft-loan window, 
play a central role in regional progress. 
The Bank has been one of the most im- 
portant institutions in the Alliance for 
Progress, and the increased participation 
by all its participants promises on even 
more meaningful role in the immediate 
future. 

The bill before us, H.R. 9547, will au- 
thorize the Secretary of the Treasury to 
vote in favor of the resolution now before 
the Governors of the Inter-American 
Development Bank providing for an in- 
crease of $1.2 billion in the resources of 
the Fund for Special Operations. The bill 
also authorizes the payment into the 
Bank of a US. contribution of $900 mil- 
lion; $300 million for fiscal year 1968, 
1969, and 1970. This figure represents an 
increase of $50 million beyond our pres- 
ent commitments to the IDB’s resources. 
The payments would be in the form 
of a letter of credit with our budgetary 
expenditures closely coinciding with the 
actual use of funds in loan disbursements 
out of FSO. 

It should be noted that the resolution 
of the Governors also calls for contribu- 
tions amounting to 100-percent increase 
on the part of the Latin American mem- 
bers of the bank over a similar 3-year 
time period. In terms of the U.S. com- 
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mitment at the end of this period the 
ratio to the Latin American commitment 
will have been substantially reduced. 
Originally, the ratio was $11 United 
States to $1 Latin. The result of the new 
negotiation will reduce the ratio in the 
FSO operation to $3 to $1. This repre- 
sents a very significant increase on the 
part of the 19 Republics. 

The new money will permit the Bank 
to expand its lending activities in the 
extremely vital areas of agriculture, and 
education. It will allow the Bank to un- 
dertake new initiatives in the field of 
multinational project financing. 

The arguments favoring the proposed 
increase in our contribution appear to 
me to be quite conclusive. Let me review 
the most important of these. 

To begin with, the increase will enable 
full continuation of the important eco- 
nomic development work of the Inter- 
American Development Bank which was 
established on a bipartisan basis under 
President Eisenhower in 1959. 

Second, the increase has been negoti- 
ated and agreed upon by all member 
countries of the Organization of Ameri- 
can States and endorsed by the Presi- 
dents of the Americas. President John- 
son supported increased U.S. participa- 
tion at the Punta del Este meeting. 

Third, the Latin-American countries 
are increasing their contributions by 100 
percent to match the $900 million by the 
United States and are making efforts to 
achieve necessary economic reforms. 

Fourth, much has been done to try to 
protect the U.S. balance of payments, In 
fact, Treasury Secretary Fowler has sub- 
mitted information to the Congress in- 
dicating that the overall effect of the 
Bank’s capital by Latin American mem- 
bers and bond issues made abroad, 

Mr. Chairman, a revolution is sweep- 
ing Latin America. It is not one prompted 
by Castro, and is not reflected in the 
activities of the Bolivian guerrillas, or 
the terrorism of the FALN. 

There is a legitimate revolution of ris- 
ing expectations among the growing 
number of students, professionals, tech- 
nicians, and members of the middle class. 
This revolution is refiected in the new 
leaders, like Frei, and Belaunde and in 
the sincere attempts at reform and de- 
velopment. 

There is evident pride in the ability of 
self-accomplishment, yet there is also 
the telling reality that self-help must 
be supplemented by the United States. 

Last year our gross national product 
was seven times larger than the total 
gross national product of the entire re- 
gion being assisted by the IDB. This 
region has a population 20 percent larger 
than the United States and a land area 
four times ours. Its potential for wealth 
and prosperity is staggering, and only 
exceeded by the reality of its present 
poverty. While we consider an income 
of $3,000 a year at the poverty level, the 
average income for the people within 
the IDB region is $384 a year. 

Certainly the Inter-American Devel- 
opment Bank will not solve all these 
immense problems. Yet, it is the most 
successful and encouraging program 
operating. For these reasons, I will vote 
for the legislation before us. There is too 
much at stake to do otherwise. 


20230 


Latin America is in a critical period 
of change. It can progress toward self- 
sustaining economic growth, democratic 
political stability and greater regional 
cooperation. Or, it can fall prey to politi- 
cal and social turmoil and economic 
stagnation. 

What course Latin America will follow 
is closely linked to the action we take on 
the legislation we are now discussing. I 
urge our action be affirmative and con- 
structive. The Inter-American Bank has 
earned the Congress support. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I sup- 
port and will vote for this very necessary 
legislation which authorizes a U.S. con- 
tribution to the Inter-American Develop- 
ment Bank’s Fund for Special Oper- 
ations—FSO. 

I believe the House should vote favor- 
ably on this legislation; and in order to 
help familiarize my colleagues with what 
will be involved, I want to address my- 
self briefly today to H.R. 9547. 

This bill calls for a U.S. contribution 
of $300 million per year for three years 
to the FSO which will need new funds 
by 1968 to continue its easy-term lending 
activities. The amount represents a $50 
million increase for each of the next 
three years over the $250 million the 
United States has been contributing an- 
nually. The increased U.S. contribution 
will be matched by stepped-up contribu- 
tions by Latin American member coun- 
tries of the IDB. 

There is no question in my mind that 
the proposed U.S. contribution is a pru- 
dent one. Although it would require an 
increase in our dollar commitment, the 
net gain which would arise from this 
proposal far exceeds the $50 million in- 
crease sought. Not only would it greatly 
enhance the economic development of 
our Latin American neighbors, but help 
to move these nations toward greater 
democratic stability and unity. 

It is important to point out that the 
increased U.S. contribution will not in- 
volve budgetary expenditures for the 
United States until such time as the 
funds are disbursed under loans com- 
mitted by the Bank since the U.S. con- 
tribution will be made in the form of 
a letter of credit. 

Equally important are two other 
points about the U.S. contribution. First, 
it represents a declining amount of the 
U.S. share in the total IDB capital— 
from some 85 percent to 75 percent. Sec- 
ond, our balance of payments will suffer 
very little from the contribution, if at 
all, because the payment is tied to the 
purchase of goods and services in the 
United States and member countries 
only. 

I am well aware that there is increas- 
ing skepticism these days about foreign 
assistance, particularly from those who 
argue that the world is ungrateful of 
U.S. foreign aid. This has not been so in 
the case of Latin America. These na- 
tions, more than any other group in the 
world, have generally supported the U.S. 
position. 

If economies should be made in U.S. 
foreign aid, I believe that they should 
not be made in our contribution to the 
IDB. As you know, this contribution is 
the result of long negotiations with other 
Latin American nations and was reaf- 
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firmed at the recent Punta del Este Sum- 
mit Meeting of Presidents. 

If the Bank is to carry out its assigned 
mission, it must be provided with re- 
sources necessary for the task. 

The IDB deserves the full support of 
the United States. The Bank provides an 
excellent example of the Latin Amer- 
icans’ willingness and interest in work- 
ing together to help themselves. Since its 
beginning in 1960, the IDB has been one 
of the most important institutions of the 
Alliance for Progress. In the 7 years 
since then, the Bank has built an im- 
pressive record in contributing to self- 
help objectives of its member countries 
through: First, mobilization of internal 
financial resources at least equivalent to 
the total amount of its loans in fields re- 
lated to its lending activities; second, the 
creation of new institutions, and the im- 
provement of existing institutions in the 
Bank’s program areas; third, the train- 
ing of large numbers of people required 
for efficient public administration; and 
fourth, innovations leading to improved 
economic efficiency. 

The additional resources that are 
asked for under H.R. 9547 will permit 
the Bank to expand its activities in the 
fields of agriculture and education. The 
Bank’s current plans are to double its 
expenditures in agriculture and to sub- 
stantially increase its expenditures in 
education. There can be no question of 
the need for greater efforts in these two 
areas. 

The proposal before us tomorrow, if 
approved, will bring about one of the 
greatest steps forward in terms of Latin 
American self-help and economic inde- 
pendence since the IDB was started in 
1959. 

It is in the best interest of the United 
States to promote a sound, healthy, in- 
dependent Latin American economy, one 
based on the growing philosophy of Latin 
American self-help. The legislation be- 
fore us today, when enacted into law, 
will be a great step toward that end. 

However, if we fail to keep the $300 
million per year U.S. contribution intact, 
and if that amount is cut in any way, the 
economic loss to Latin America and in- 
deed to ourselves will be great. 

I strongly urge that we deal with this 
issue, by promptly and overwhelmingly, 
passing H.R. 9547. 

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Chairman, I have 
no further requests for time. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I have 
no further requests for time and ask that 
the Clerk read. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the In- 
ter-American Development Bank Act (22 
U.S.C. 283-283k) is amended by adding at 
the end thereof the following new section: 

“Sec. 15. (a) The United States Governor 
of the Bank is hereby authorized to vote in 
favor of the resolution entitled ‘Increase of 
$1,200,000,000 in Resources of Fund for Spe- 
cial Operations’ proposed by the Governors 
at their annual meeting in April 1967 and 
now pending before the Board of Governors 
of the Bank. Upon the adoption of such reso- 
lution, the United States Governor is author- 
ized to agree, on behalf of the United States, 
to pay to the Fund for Special Operations of 
the Bank, the sum of $900,000,000, in ac- 
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cordance with and subject to the terms and 
conditions of such resolution. The United 
States Governor is also authorized to vote in 
favor of the amendment to Annex C of the 
agreement, now pending before the Board 
of Governors of the Bank, to modify the pro- 
cedure employed in the election of Executive 
Directors. 

“(b) There is hereby authorized to be ap- 
propriated without fiscal year limitation, for 
the United States share in the increase in 
the resources of the Fund for Special Opera- 
tions of the Bank, the sum of $900,000,000". 


AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BROCK 

Mr. BROCK. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Brock: On page 
2, strike lines 4 through 7, and insert: 
“Board of Governors of the Bank, and in 
favor of any amendment thereto or substi- 
tute therefor the effect of which would be 
to fix the share payable by the United States 
at $750,000,000. Upon the adoption of such 
a resolution, the United States Governor is 
authorized to agree, on behalf of the United 
States, to pay $750,000,000 to the Fund for 
Special Operations of the Bank, in accord-”, 

On page 2, line 17, strike: “$900,000,000” 
and insert: 8750, 000, 000“. 


Mr. BROC K. Mr. Chairman, the pur- 
pose of this amendment was stated in the 
debate on the floor of the House. The 
effect of it is to maintain our current 
commitment of $250 million a year, and, 
if adopted, knock out the proposed $50 
million a year increase in this particular 
piece of legislation. 

As I said earlier, I believe the justifi- 
cation of such an amendment is fairly 
obvious on its face. The President has 
proposed a significant tax increase. We 
have no alternative but to look at every 
piece of legislation that comes before the 
House of Representatives, and exercise 
our responsibility to minimize the burden 
upon the taxpayers of the United States. 

The taxpayer seems to be the forgotten 
American. 

Mr. Chairman, many analogies were 
used in the debate. I particularly liked 
the one from the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia when he talked about rowing up- 
stream in a boat with a leaky bottom. 
The analogy is fairly correct. It seems 
to me it is our responsibility to plug a 
few leaks. How can we justify increasing 
this program by $50 million, and increas- 
ing the taxes of the American people 
by 6, 8, or 10 percent? 

Mr. Chairman, it is about time we 
brought this boat over to the shore and 
did a little repair work. The boat is the 
boat of freedom. It is borne on the backs 
of the American people, on their pro- 
ductivity, and there is a limit to the 
breadth of their shoulders and their 
strength. 

Of course, there is responsibility to 
help build these nations up, and to en- 
courage them to have self-government. 
But when you talk about Bolivia, Peru, 
and others falling to communism, why 
do we not look at the source of the 
cancer, and start talking about Castro? 

Please do not give me this business 
about the social progress fund saving the 
world. The poverty program did not save 
Detroit or Newark. Money is not magic— 
and “dollar diplomacy” has failed, too. 

Mr. Chairman, it is about time we 
exercised some responsibility in this Con- 
gress, and some restraint. Two hundred 
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and fifty million dollars a year is a whale 
of a lot of money to most people. I be- 
lieve it is fully adequate to fund this 
program, 

I would be deeply grateful—and I be- 
lieve most of our country today would be 
deeply grateful—if you would support 
this amendment. 

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
this amendment. It will determine 
whether the House of Representatives is 
serious in supporting the Alliance for 
Progress. I am very proud to say that this 
is a bipartisan bill that we have before us, 
and to say that a vast array of distin- 
guished members of the minority, rang- 
ing from the ranking minority member 
of the committee, Mr. WIůhNALL, have 
given their vigorous support to this pro- 
posed additional $300 million a year for 
the Inter-American Development Bank. 

Much has been said by the proponent 
of this amendment about the budget. We 
are indeed in a period of deficit, and it is 
indeed true that a tax increase measure 
is waiting in the wings. But let me make 
it very clear that this proposed addition 
to the funds of the Inter-American De- 
velopment Bank has nothing to do with 
the fiscal 1968 budgetary situation. The 
fiscal impact of this new contribution on 
the American budget, is zero dollars in 
1968, $25 million in 1969, and $75 million 
in fisca] 1970. 

Therefore it has no budgetary impact 
whatever during the period in which we 
are admittedly faced with budgetary 
stringency and with a possibility of a 
temporary tax increase. 

In terms of the need of Latin America, 
the need is not for $300 million a year of 
foreign assistance or $600 million a year 
of foreign assistance, the need is nearer 
$1.5 billion a year of foreign assistance. 
Thus we are simply putting in about one- 
fifth of what any responsible economist 
has said is needed to prevent chaos and 
disaster from falling upon Latin 
America. 

I will remind the Members of the fact 
that just a few months ago this House, by 
& 2-to-1 majority, 234 to 117, told 
the President of the United States that 
he should go to Punta del Este and there 
agree with the Latin Americans on a 
Latin American aid budget of the precise 
dimensions that we are talking about 
here this afternoon. 

So because we do not want to repu- 
diate our President and because we do 
not want to back down on the Alliance 
for Progress now and because this has 
nothing whatever to do with any budg- 
etary stringencies that we now find our- 
selves in, I strenuously urge that the 
amendment be voted down. 

Mr. HANNA. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. REUSS., I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. HANNA. Is it not additionally true 
that what we would lose is the leverage 
we have gained with the countries of 
Latin America by their increases? By a 
small impact of $25 million, which does 
not hit until the next budgetary year, 
we will open the follow-on of additional 
capital by the other 22 nations in the 
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Bank. We made an immediate commit- 
ment for a leverage of 3 to 1 in Latin 
America that we have not had up to now. 

Mr. REUSS. The gentleman is so right. 
We increased our commitment by a very 
small one-sixth. Latin America increased 
their commitment by a very noble 100 
percent. They doubled theirs. Therefore, 
we get some leverage out of this commit- 
ment. In the name of commonsense, we 
should stick to it. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. REUSS. I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I did not in- 
tend to comment on the Brock amend- 
ment unti! the gentleman from Wiscon- 
sin referred to the fact that the House 
of Representatives supported the resolu- 
tion that preceded the President’s going 
to Latin America earlier this year. 

I think if anyone objectively reads 
that debate that took place on the floor 
of the House, they must come to the con- 
clusion that the President was cau- 
tioned repeatedly that this trip should 
not result in committing the United 
States and the Congress to any dollar 
figures. We urged him to go. We thought 
it would be helpful for him to be there 
representing us and bringing these vari- 
ous nations together. But it was said re- 
peatedly that there should be no dollar 
commitment that would later be brought 
to the floor of the House and used as a 
justification for any specific sum, or for 
any subsequent legislation. I think the 
record of the debate at that time proves 
that beyond any doubt whatsoever. 

Mr. REUSS. In response to the point 
just made by the distinguished gentle- 
man from Michigan, let me say that in 
the report of the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs, it was made very clear that the 
President was going to discuss the extra 
$50 million. It is perfectly true that the 
Congress in voting so overwhelmingly 
for that resolution was not authorizing 
any set sum, 

But I say that the President was fair 
with the House of Representatives in 
coming before us and telling us what he 
wanted to do. We told him, “Yes, you go 
there with our blessing.” 

Then he did precisely what he said he 
was going to do and he made an ex- 
cellent bargain of it and I, for one, am 
not going to repudiate today the vote 
that was made on March 22 when this 
resolution was before us. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Without com- 
mitting myself as to how I intend to vote, 
if I do vote either to recommit the bill 
or to reduce the amount or to vote 
against the bill—under no circum- 
stances would I say that those votes 
would be a repudiation of the vote that I 
cast for the resolution, to which the 
gentleman referred earlier. 

As a matter of fact, the vote to make 
a reduction is perfectly consistent with 
the vote that was cast in favor of the 
resolution a few months ago. 

I would like to add just one thing. I 
want it perfectly clear that at this point 
I feel under all of the circumstances we 
face at home budgetwise and fiscally 
speaking, it is my intention to support 
the gentleman from Tennessee in his ef- 
fort to make a reduction in the amount 
of money involved in this bill. 
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Mr. REUSS. I would ask the gentle- 
man just one more thing. Here I am 
referring to the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
at page 7656 of March 22, 1967, which 
is when we were debating the so-called 
Punta del Este resolution. 

The gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
FRELINGHUYSEN], a distinguished Mem- 
ber of the party of the gentleman from 
Michigan and a member of the House 
Committee on Foreign Affairs said: 

Mr. Chairman, under the present arrange- 
ments we are providing $250 million a year 
for the Bank and the President’s proposal 
is to make available an additional $50 mil- 
lion, 


Then the gentleman from Michigan 
(Mr. GERALD R. Forn] said—and I want 
to give him credit for his position: 

There is no commitment on my part—and 
I believe by the House—for any dollar 
amount for any of the programs contained 
herein by a vote in favor of this particular 
resolution, 


I think the gentleman’s skirts and con- 
science are clear on this. But let me say 
that to many a score of other distin- 
guished Members who heard what Mr. 
FRELINGHUYSEN and what everyone else 
was saying, we were telling the President 
of the United States to go to Punta del 
Este with our blessing, and that we did 
not have our fingers crossed, and that we 
meant to back him up in what he said 
there; and today Members will vote on 
this according to their conscience. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. REUSS. I yield to the gentleman 
from New Jersey. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Since the gen- 
tleman mentioned my name, I would like 
to point out that the Secretary of State 
did come and specified that it was ex- 
pected that there would be an increase 
requested in the authorization for this 
program. So I think in effect we were on 
clear notice that if certain steps were 
taken and that if the resolution was 
passed and if the conference came out 
as it was anticipated, that the adminis- 
tration would come in, as they did, and 
request the additional sum. You can call 
that a moral commitment or not as you 
view it individually. I happen to feel that 
we were on notice of what was antic- 
ipated, and if we had reservations about 
it, we might well have been cautious 
about approving the resolution itself. 

I think you can come to different con- 
clusions, and no doubt we will, but I think 
the administration was quite clear with 
repsect to this immediate plan for this 
additional money. 

Mr. REUSS. I agree, and I thank the 
gentleman. 

SUBSTITUTE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GROSS 


Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I offer a 
substitute amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Gross as a sub- 
stitute for the amendment offered by Mr. 
Brock: On page 2, line 7, strike out “$900,- 
000,000” and insert 6500, 000, 000“. 

On page 2, line 17, strike out 8900. 000,000“ 
and insert 8500, 000,000“. 


The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 
Iowa is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I am in- 
trigued by the colloquy which just took 
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place with respect to the Punta del Este 
resolution. I do not think anyone in this 
House thought at that time that they 
were voting for any kind of a specific 
commitment with respect to the Presi- 
dent’s attendance at the Punta del Este 
meeting. 

If I remember correctly, the other body 
across the way took such a dim view of 
the resolution that it took no action. So 
here we are told today in the House of 
Representatives that we must vote to 
carry out a specific commitment, a com- 
mitment that does not exist. 

What would my amendment do? It 
would put this on approximately the 
same basis as the subscription of the 
United States to the capital fund of the 
Inter-American Bank. I can think of no 
reason why the House this afternoon 
should support a 75-percent contribution 
to this particular fund. Why? This would 
be the second highest contribution in 
the life of this Inter-American Bank. It 
has been down to some 66 percent, as I 
understand it. Why 75 percent of the to- 
tal subscription to this fund by the 
United States at a time when the tax- 
payers, as has been so well said here this 
afternoon, are already overtaxed and will 
soon be confronted with another Federal 
tax increase bill? 

We have no obligation to build roads 
in Latin America or anything else in 
Latin America. We have a first obliga- 
tion to the people to save this country 
from bankruptcy. And I say to you that 
that is exactly what you are looking at 
down the road. I want to see how you 
perform when the bill comes in to in- 
crease taxes and relate them to this kind 
of spending. 

I, too, happen to be on the Foreign 
Affairs Committee of the House, and I 
think I know a little something about 
what goes on in Latin America. I know 
that they go out and contract for loco- 
motives from Communist East Germany. 
We do not even get the benefit of the 
money we hand out so lavishly. Oh, they 
will tell you at the State Department 
that they do not use the money that 
this Government puts into this Bank and 
other such institutions to buy the loco- 
motives in East Germany, that they use 
their own money. But if they did not 
have this line of credit from the United 
States, this soft loan window, the 
chances are they would not be buying 
locomotives anywhere. 

Mr. ASHLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

Mr. ASHLEY. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to ask the gentleman if we have no 
commitment, moral or otherwise, to build 
roads in Latin America, or otherwise try 
to assist those countries in achieving so- 
cial progress, why does the gentleman 
limit his amendment? Why does he not 
go all the way? 

Mr. GROSS. I entertain just a faint 
glimmer of hope that we might be rea- 
sonable enough and sensible enough here 
this afternoon to cut deeply into the $900 
million in this bill. That is all. I would 
gladly offer an amendment to knock out 
this whole cockeyed business if I thought 
there was a chance of success. 
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Mr. ASHLEY. I was just wondering 
why the gentleman did not. 

Mr. GROSS. I would gladly do so, if I 
thought the gentleman and others of his 
persuasion would vote with me. I thought 
I might induce the gentleman and others 
into giving reasonable consideration of 
the taxpayers of this country, who, after 
all, have to put up the money. I urge 
adoption of my amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from New York, a 
member of the committee [Mr. Mutter]. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I have been here only 
about 20 years. There has never been a 
session during those years when some- 
body has not gotten up on the floor of 
this House and said that we are going 
down the road to bankruptcy because 
we are spending too much of the taxpay- 
ers’ money. And each year I have been 
proud that I was able to stay here and 
see our gross national product increase, 
and the income level of our own people 
increase, and this country become a bet- 
ter and a more progressive nation on 
every level and in every community. Also 
I have seen the increase of our ability to 
start and to carry on with programs such 
as this. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MULTER. I yield to the gentleman 
from Iowa for just a moment. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, the gentle- 
man has also seen the staggering Fed- 
eral debt grow by the day and hour. 

Mr. MULTER. Yes. And despite the 
gentleman’s annual dire predictions, 
none of which have come true, I am glad 
to say, just the opposite has happened. 
The gentleman should know that every 
business has grown bigger and more 
profitable, almost in direct proportion 
to the increase of its debt. Our great 
country has done just that, too. Every 
dollar of debt of the United States has 
produced many times that amount in 
good solid valuable assets and earnings 
over and above all of the manifold in- 
tangible benefits to our own people and 
to people the world over. 

If every debtor spent himself into 
bankruptcy as our great country has, 
we would need no bankruptcy laws be- 
cause we would have no insolvency. 

I have also seen and heard the same 
arguments, and with all due deference 
to those who made them, I say they are 
the same nonsensical arguments we are 
hearing today that we have heard in the 
last 20 years. 

One of our colleagues was talking 
about the balance of payments and say- 
ing he would like to have more time 
to talk about it because our committee 
failed to mention the subject. He asked 
why the Committee on Banking and Cur- 
rency did not consider it. There are four 
pages in our committee report on this 
bill entitled “Balance of Payments.” We 
did, in committee, give the matter very 
close attention, and we not only had it 
in mind but decided that this program 
helps our balance of payments. 

We have in mind that for every dollar 
we send to Latin American countries to 
help develop their own economy, we are 
helping people here at home, because 


July 26, 1967 


most of that money is spent here in the 
United States. 

Let me briefly refer to the talk about 
commitments and there being no com- 
mitment. Maybe there was not any com- 
mitment, but let me read from the 
debate on March 27, 1967, on this 
matter, from a colloquy between the 
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Gross], and 
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr, 
FRELINGHUYSEN]. In that very colloquy, 
after talking about commitments, the 
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. Fre- 
LINGHUYSEN], said he thought this was 
a conditional commitment, and it was 
conditional — conditional on South 
American countries doing what they 
have now agreed to do. So that, having 
satisfied that condition, our conditional 
commitment is now unconditional. 
Then the gentleman from New Jersey 
continued: 

This is so especially in view of the testi- 
mony of the Secretary of State and the 
President’s Message. These statements show 
a clear intention on the part of the Execu- 
tive Department to provide $50 million 
more than has been made available for 
these purposes. 


That is all we are asking for in this 
bill, that additional $50 million. The 
gentleman from Iowa now would not only 
strike that, but also a lot more besides. 

Let me give verbatim the answer as it 
appears in the Recorp, by the gentleman 
from Iowa [Mr. Gross], to the gentle- 
man from New Jersey [Mr. FrELINGHUY- 
SEN], after the gentleman from New Jer- 
sey (Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN], as I just read, 
said, “This is a commitment.” 

The gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Gross] 
said, The gentleman is correct.” 

Perhaps he can quibble about it. Per- 
haps he can get out from under it. Per- 
haps there is no commitment. 

Whether there is or there is not, this 
is a good program. It is a program where 
we are helping ourselves while we help 
others to help themselves. 

When we started this Bank, we re- 
quired the United States to subscribe $11 
for every $1 which the South American 
countries subscribed. When we amended 
it the last time, we subscribed only $5 
for every $1 of theirs. Now we reduce 
that further so that our commitment is 
brought down to a 3-to-1 commitment. 

This is a good program. I beg of you: 
do not gut it. Vote down the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Iowa and 
vote down the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Tennessee. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MULTER. I yield to the gentleman 
from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. I have been around here 
for 19 years. The reason why I said it was 
a commitment was because I have not 
seen a Democrat President yet who went 
to an international conference who did 
not make some kind of an under-the- 
table deal. That is why, and it was the 
only reason why I spoke of a commit- 
ment. 

Mr. MULTER. Whatever the reason 
may be, I am happy to know the gentle- 
man agrees it was a commitment. It was 
not under the table. It was not only out 
on the table; it was publicly announced 
in advance. 
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Not only was it a commitment by a 
Democratic President, but it was also a 
commitment by the President of the 
United States backed up by this House 
of Representatives. We ought not run 
out on it. This does not depend upon who 
the man may be who is President. We 
ought not run out on our own selves, and 
we ought not run out on those friends we 
have in South America. 

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last three words. 

Mr. Chairman, I should like to direct 
this comment to the distinguished gen- 
tleman from Wisconsin, who spoke 
earlier. As I recall his statement, he said 
there would be no budgetary impact to 
speak of in 1968, very little in 1969, 
slightly more in 1970, and perhaps the 
heaviest impact would come in 1971. 

As I read the report of the committee, 
it indicates that $300 million will be made 
available in fiscal year 1968, a similar 
amount in 1969, and a similar amount in 
1970, of course in the form of letters of 
credit. There is nothing in the report 
to indicate that there will be any draw- 
ing down of these funds at any particu- 
lar time, but the letter of credit would 
be used whenever the Bank needed the 
money to make the loans; is that cor- 
rect? 

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. JONAS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Wisconsin. 

Mr, REUSS. Yes; it is substantially 
correct. 

Let me call the attention of the gen- 
tleman from North Carolina to the exact 
words of the report, contained on page 7: 

As that payment will be made in the form 
of a letter of credit, it will not entail budget- 
ary expenditures until such time as the 
funds are actually disbursed under loans 
committed by the Bank. The committee was 
informed that no budgetary expenditures 
are expected in fiscal year 1968. 


I may say to the gentleman that I 
have as recently as this morning recon- 
firmed that. There will be no budgetary 
expenditure under this legislation in this 
fiscal year. 

Mr. JONAS. I cannot understand how 
anyone can give such assurances. If what 
you said is so, they do not even need the 
money. Therefore, why are we asked to 
authorize it now? 

Mr. REUSS. I shall be glad to answer 
the question. The same question occurred 
to the gentleman from Wisconsin, when 
this arithmetic was first unveiled to him. 
What happens, is that the authorization 
is, of course, needed so that the Bank 
can know what it can do in the years to 
come based upon what is needed. Each 
“country” plan application is reviewed 
in the country mission, reviewed in 
Washington, and validation of the ap- 
plication is studied, and, then finally, the 
ordering of the goods from North Car- 
olina or Wisconsin or Tennessee, or from 
wherever point they may come in the 
United States. Then there is the issuance 
of a letter of credit so that the actual 
budgetary impact is delayed, as I said. 
Iam not undertaking to kid anyone with 
reference to the fact that by the end of 
10 years from now the whole amount will 
have been paid out. But, it takes about 
that long. 
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Mr. JONAS. I thank the gentleman 
from Wisconsin. But with all due respect, 
I must say that it is a rather involved 
explanation, and its fulfillment is, of 
course, based upon hope. However, it is 
clear that the end result is that after 
the appropriation is made, the money 
can be withdrawn whenever the Bank 
needs it and immediately when that hap- 
pens, there is an impact upon the spend- 
ing program. 

May I also say that I hope the gentle- 
man will not make too much point about 
spending this money in North Carolina, 
Wisconsin, or elsewhere, as the gentle- 
man from New York did in his remarks. 

I call attention to a speech made last 
Monday by the distinguished gentleman 
from Washington [Mr. Petty] in which 
it was stated, that Secretary of Defense 
McNamara said before a Senate com- 
mittee that arms sales to foreign coun- 
tries result in employment for U.S. work- 
ers and profits for U.S. businessmen. I 
think that was an unfortunate statement. 
I do not see how we can justify the sale 
of arms to both sides, for instance, in the 
Middle East, and elsewhere, on the basis 
of stimulating the American economy. 

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield to me on that point? 

Mr. JONAS. I first yield to the gentle- 
man from Tennessee because I discussed 
this matter with the gentleman and he 
sought to interrogate the gentleman from 
Wisconsin but he could not obtain rec- 
ognition for the purpose of doing so. 

Mr. BROCK. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. JONAS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Tennessee. 

Mr. BROCK. Mr. Chairman, the gen- 
tleman’s statement is entirely correct. We 
have worked upon the assumption, as the 
gentleman from Wisconsin correctly 
points out, that there will not be a need 
for this in the current fiscal year. But it 
is an assumption. There is no guarantee 
to that effect. I think of more significant 
concern to this House is its consideration 
of the proposed Presidential tax rate in- 
crease—the possibility of that tax rate 
increase—which will undoubtedly be jus- 
tified on the basis that we may have a 
$24 billion to $29 billion deficit this year. 
This $300 million is a part of that deficit. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, there may be a ques- 
tion. about whether this House is under 
some form of commitment by reason of 
our discussions at Punta del Este, or 
whether our decision on this bill should 
be based upon other considerations. 

I certainly believe that the pending 
amendment should be defeated. I believe 
this bill should be passed by the House 
substantially as reported by the Com- 
mittee on Banking and Currency. Per- 
sonally, I do not base my judgment on 
that point on a feeling of obligation to 
Latin America, although I do feel very 
strongly that some of the best friends 
we have in the world are located in Latin 
America; it is a matter of record that 
whenever this Nation has come under 
any threat to its freedom and liberty, 
some of the quickest and most effective 
help which we have received has come 
from Latin America. 
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But I do not base my own convictions 
about this particular bill upon that con- 
sideration. I base them, rather, upon the 
conviction that the enactment of this 
bill is in the best interests of the United 
States of America; that it is in our best 
interest to strengthen the Inter-Ameri- 
can Development Bank. 

The gentleman from Iowa, who is 
sponsoring the deeper cut of the two 
amendments that are before us is, I 
understand, a member of a subcommit- 
tee which reported just a couple of weeks 
ago on what is happening in Latin 
America today. I do not believe there is 
any better authority on Latin America 
and what is going on in Latin America 
in this House than the gentleman from 
Alabama [Mr. SELDEN], who has been 
chairman of a subcommittee of the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Affairs for a number 
of years, dealing with Latin America and 
the problems of that continent. And the 
committee on which these gentlemen 
served, my good friend from Iowa [Mr. 
Gross] and the gentleman from Ala- 
bama [Mr. SELDEN], has reported to the 
Nation in the last few weeks that Com- 
munist guerrilla activity is on the in- 
crease today in Latin America, that the 
threat to the independence and security 
and stability of free governments in 
Latin America is growing by the hour. 

To me it makes a great deal of sense 
if the Chiefs of State of the various na- 
tions of Latin America agree with our 
Chief of State that the Inter-American 
Bank is one of the best bulwarks that we 
have for stability and for democratic 
government in Latin America, it would 
be good sense for us to put some chips 
on the table in support of that particular 
institution. 

Mr. Chairman, here is an institution 
that is endeavoring to strengthen the 
free economies in Latin America. Here is 
an institution that is endeavoring, and 
successfully, I believe, to build stronger 
foundations for free democratic govern- 
ments on that continent. Here is an 
institution that is on the frontlines 
insofar as the people of Latin America 
are concerned in the fight against Cas- 
troism, and communistic aggression by 
internal subversion. 

We are presently spending a couple of 
billion dollars a month in Vietnam to 
stop Communist aggression over there, 
and we are spending also the precious 
lives of our boys. Does it not make sense 
to you to send the dollars to Latin Amer- 
ica necesary to win the war against 
Communist aggression and Castroism 
right in our own backyard in Latin 
America, or do you want to save a few 
million dollars here on this bill and have 
another Castro regime next month or a 
few days from now established in Bolivia 
or some other Latin American country 
as a result of our failure to keep the 
commitments of our Chief Executive to 
the leaders of the free governments of 
Latin America? 

To me, Mr. Chairman, it makes good 
sense in the interest of our own country 
in the fight against Communist aggres- 
sion, and in the fight to keep stable, 
friendly governments and stable, friend- 
ly economies in operation in Latin Amer- 
ica to support this bill and to defeat the 
pending amendments. I hope the amend- 
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ments will be defeated overwhelmingly 
by this House. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to end the debate in 
5 minutes on the Gross amendment and 
the Brock amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair- 
man, reserving the right to object, the 
gentleman initially said the Gross 
amendment. 

Mr. PATMAN. I did, and then I 
changed it to both of the amendments. 
We have had a lot of discussion on this. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I appreciate 
that, but I wanted to be crystal clear on 
what the gentleman intended, and I was 
not sure until I heard the full explana- 
tion of his comment. 

Mr. PATMAN. I am asking that the de- 
bate close on both amendments. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair- 
man, I object if it is on both amend- 
ments. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that all debate on the Gross amend- 
ment close in 5 minutes. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. HARVEY. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I have listened here 
this afternoon to this debate with great 
interest. I had the opportunity to serve 
for 6 years on the Committee on Banking 
and Currency, and as such I believe I 
came to be rather familiar with the In- 
ter-American Development Bank. I do 
not know whether I have a com- 
mitment or not to vote for the total 
amount of this authorization. But very 
franky, I did have a pretty good idea 
when that resolution came before this 
House a few months ago that it 
was going to cost money, and I had a 
pretty good idea about what it was going 
to cost. We were told as much at that 
time. I very reluctantly—and I mean 
that sincerely—very reluctantly this 
afternoon rise to oppose the Gross sub- 
stitute amendment, and the Brock 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of this 
bill. I do not recall at any other time 
in the 7 years that I have been a 
Member of the Congress that I have 
taken such a position as I do now against 
the substitute amendment or any 
amendment offered by one of my col- 
leagues on this side of the aisle and 
arisen to speak against that amendment. 
But I intend to do so here this after- 
noon, becaus2 I think that the substitute 
and the amendment, both of which 
would reduce the amount of our effort, 
would be wrong and that the bill, as it 
comes before us, makes eminent good 
sense. 

I want first of all to say to you so far 
as I am personally concerned, I have 
had some experience in economy too. I 
stood with my colleagues on this side of 
the aisle and voted for the Bow amend- 
ment on every appropriation bill that 
came before this House. I supporte i that 
5-percent reduction over and over again. 

I will say to my colleagues, I have not 
been a champion of foreign aid either. 
I have opposed the foreign aid bill for 6 
out of the 7 years that I have been here 
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in the Congress. But I have supported 
this Inter-American Development Bank 
in the 6 years that I have served on the 
Committee on Banking and Currency 
and I support it here before you this 
afternoon, as I support also the Inter- 
national Development Association. 

I think they are two very fine inter- 
national lending associations. They are 
organizations which were formed during 
the Eisenhower administration. 

I ask my colleagues on this side of the 
aisle, are we going to forget that? Have 
we such short memories as that? I can- 
not believe it. I just think that what 
is going on in this Bank makes sense in 
South America today. I do not believe 
that we as a nation or that we in this 
Congress can ignore one of the greatest 
trouble areas in the world and certainly 
not the greatest trouble area in this 
hemisphere. I just cannot believe that. 

I cannot believe either that the leaders 
in my own party have this short view of 
world affairs and are taking such a short 
view of the future, with regard to an 
organization that was formed under 
President Eisenhower. 

Mr. Chairman, it makes sense to me 
that we work through an international 
organization such as this, with loans in- 
stead of grants. It makes very good sense. 

It makes sense to me also that we do 
this on a multilateral basis and that we 
thereby try to involve these nations of 
Latin America and South America and 
that we try to get them to help them- 
selves. This is what we have been preach- 
ing. This is what I have been telling my 
constituents that I want these nations 
to do. This is what we are trying to do 
through the Inter-American Develop- 
ment Bank. 

I, for one, am not going to turn my 
back on President Johnson on his re- 
quest here for this $900 million. I will go 
to my constituents proudly and tell them 
that this is one of the programs I voted 
for. I urge my colleagues to do likewise. 
Vote against the substitute and this 
amendment and give the Inter-Ameri- 
can Development Bank your support. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the substitute amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Gross]. 

The substitute amendment was re- 
jected. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word and rise in 
opposition to the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. 
Brock]. 

Mr. Chairman, the fine speech that the 
gentleman from Michigan has just 
made, it seems to me should impress the 
House as it certainly has impressed me. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not know whether 
the House made a commitment in March 
or not, but I follow the gentleman when 
he says that he felt he had made a com- 
mitment. 

But, Mr. Chairman, I felt that we had 
a commitment when we said in House 
Joint Resolution 428: 

The Congress further supports United 
States participation with the other members 
of the Inter-American Development Bank 
in the provision of resources to that insti- 
tution to be used for financing multination- 
al projects which promote Latin American 
economic integration, 
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Mr. Chairman, I think when we said 
that we meant it. I think we meant to 
back it up if necessary and to back up 
the President of the United States after 
he went to the Punta del Este Conference 
to discuss this matter with the repre- 
sentatives of the Latin American coun- 
tries who attended that Conference. If 
we adopt the pending amendment it 
would seem to me that we would be 
crawfishing on our own resolution. We 
would be moving backward on our own 
aims and resolutions. 

The pending amendment betrays a 
spirit of defeatism concerning the opera- 
tions of one of our most successful insti- 
tutions involved in building a spirit of 
unity and cooperation between the 
Americas. At the same time the amend- 
ment strikes down our contribution it 
also diminishes the contribution of the 
Latin American countries. It deprives us 
of the right and benefit of an increased 
contribution from those countries. Their 
contribution, heretofore, has been $50 
million each year. Under the resolution 
pending before the Board of Governors 
of the Bank, Latin American countries 
would increase their contribution by an 
additional $50 million a year. If we do 
not increase our contribution, then their 
contribution will remain the same. Thus 
the Bank’s fund for special operations 
will be deprived of $100 million annually 
which it hoped to receive to carry out 
existing plans for expanded support of 
agriculture, education and health. Our 
neighbors to the south are offering a 100- 
percent increase in their contributions. 
If we adopt the pending amendment, we 
deprive ourselves of the present oppor- 
tunity of bringing about increased con- 
rhe ee ge from the Latin American na- 

ons. 

Mr. Chairman, the bill before us, in 
addition to providing authority for 
modifying the procedure employed in the 
election of executive directors, will au- 
thorize the U.S. Governor of the Bank 
to vote in favor of the resolution pend- 
ing before the Board for an increase of 
$1,200,000,000 in resources for the Fund 
for Special Operations, and upon adop- 
tion thereof to agree on behalf of the 
United States to pay to that fund the 
sum of nine hundred million dollars, 
without fiscal year limitation, which by 
annual appropriation three hundred mil- 
lion dollars would be contributed as our 
share of the fund during the fiscal years 
of 1968, 1969, and 1970. The Latin Amer- 
ican nations who are members of the 
Bank will pay into the fund over the 
same period, $300 million, 

Mr. Chairman, those who support the 
pending amendment suggest that the 
contribution on our part be cut to $750 
million because of the drain upon our 
resources caused by the war in Vietnam. 
This is downgrading the real strength 
and capacity of our great country; $50 
million a year for 3 years will not 
endanger our National financial situa- 
tion. In the first place, our annual pro- 
ductive power, which is on the increase 
each year, is almost one-half that of all 
of the rest of the world combined. Eleven 
Northern States have more productive 
power than all of Soviet Russia. Cali- 
fornia alone produces more than all of 
Communist China. The eastern half of 
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the United States equals in productive 
power that of all of Western Europe. All 
of Africa produces little more than our 
one great State of Illinois. De Gaulle 
seeks to establish France as a political 
and diplomatic equal of the United 
States, yet New York, Connecticut and 
Rhode Island yearly produce more than 
all of France and Ohio produces as much 
as India with its teeming millions of 
population. America is a Nation of might 
and power. Our Nation, Mr. Chairman, is 
strong, 

Mr. Chairman, I agree with the gen- 
tleman from Michigan when he says he 
does not understand why the leaders of 
any political party would oppose this ap- 
proach in view of the fact that the out- 
standing leaders of both political parties 
for the past 15 years have favored this 
approach. 

President Eisenhower, President Ken- 
nedy, and President Johnson in turn 
have urged our full support and coop- 
eration with the aims and plans of the 
Inter-American Development Bank. 
The authority for our participation was 
first urged upon the Congress by Presi- 
dent Eisenhower, President Kennedy re- 
lied strongly upon the Bank as a means 
of promoting the Alliance for Progress. 
In his message of March 13, 1967, Presi- 
dent Johnson said: 

Approximately 150 million over a three 
year period should provide additional funds 
to the Inter-American Bank's fund for spe- 
cial operations. We will request Con- 
gressional authorization to provide this 
amount together with our regular two hun- 
dred and fifty million annual contribution 
for the next three years to the Inter-Ameri- 
can Bank’s Fund for Special Operations. 


Mr. Chairman, for my part, I give my 
support to this bill largely because of the 
past accomplishments and the future 
program of the Bank. Let us briefly con- 
sider what great good it has already pro- 
duced. Toward the goals of bringing 
progress and prosperity to South Ameri- 
cans, the Bank, from its special opera- 
tions fund, which is the fund affected by 
this bill, approved 48 loans to the amount 
of approximately $291 million—of this 
total $88 million, or one-third, were de- 
voted to agriculture which provided in- 
creased food supplies and contributed to 
the realization of the aims of the “Alli- 
ance for Progress.” Included in this 
amount was $57 million for improved 
land use. Forty-seven million dollars was 
allocated to water supply and sewage sys- 
tems. Forty-seven million dollars went 
for improved housing. Twenty-nine mil- 
lion were advanced for the cause of edu- 
cation. 

Persuasive argument in support of the 
$900 million contribution on the part of 
the United States is found in the state- 
ment of Assistant Secretary of State Lin- 
coln Gordon, which he made before the 
committee: 

The Bank expects to double the amount of 
loan funds it channels into agriculture. 


And, as stated in the committee report: 

The requested increase would permit the 
Bank to expand the magnitude of financing 
it provides to the top priority areas of agri- 
culture, education and health and to per- 
form the roles of leader and catalyst in the 
further development of Latin America in 
cooperation with other financing agencies. 
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Mr. Chairman, it is my sincere hope 
that my colleagues will enact the measure 
as proposed by the committee, and thus 
continue far into the future the plan 
proclaimed in the “Declaration of the 
Presidents” at Punta del Este, April 4, 
1967. By our nine hundred million con- 
tribution to the Inter-American Bank, 
let us forge from its contributions to the 
prosperity of peoples, a great and shin- 
ing sword of democracy and of freedom 
by which we may turn back the aggres- 
sive assault upon liberty now being con- 
ducted by the Communist enemies of 
peace and progress. 

Mr, GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair- 
man, I move to strike the requisite num- 
ber of words. 

Mr. Chairman, it had not been my in- 
tention to comment during the debate on 
this measure, because there are some on 
our side of the aisle who strongly favor 
the legislation and the amount that is 
recommended in the bill. On the other 
hand, there are many who feel that the 
bill is sound or that the program is de- 
sirable but, because certain fiscal cir- 
cumstances today are different from any 
we have faced since the history of this 
legislation, feel that maybe there ought 
to be some savings here in light of those 
circumstances. 

And, of course, there are some on our 
side, and I suspect on the other side of 
the aisle, who are just opposed to this 
legislation, and the most recent vote and 
others clearly reflect that. 

Even though I have supported the leg- 
islation in the past, and my vote indi- 
cates that, and even though I do support 
the legislation today, I feel that under 
the current fiscal situation we face in 
this country, this program should not be 
immune from change. 

If we accept the $900 million figure, 
the House of Representatives is rubber- 
stamping the program without any con- 
sideration of the merit or lack of merit 
of that total amount. I do not believe this 
Congress ought to stand idly by and just 
accept what the Chief Executive com- 
mitted this country to in this program. 
He did not go down there with any com- 
mitment from Congress as to any dollar 
amount. He does not have any assurance 
today that the majority of this body will 
give him precisely to the penny what he 
committed in Latin America this year. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Of course, I 
yield to the gentleman from Oklahoma. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, what 
the gentleman is saying is true, of course. 
There was no dollar commitment, and 
the Congress is not expected to rubber- 
stamp the President. But after we 
adopted the resolution which we did 
adopt in March, the President went to 
Punta del Este and he made what I think 
the gentleman and all Members of the 
House will agree was a proper and rea- 
sonable commitment in line with the 
action which the House had taken. Since 
the President did, as he was certain to 
do, make a reasonable commitment with 
the representatives of other nations, it 
seems to me we should support the 
President of the United States in his 
request. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Of course, the 
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commitment that the President made 
was made 3 or 4 months ago. At that 
time I believe he and perhaps many 
others were still living under the budget 
document that was submitted in Jan- 
uary, which has proved to be a totally 
fallacious fiscal statement. Now that we 
know a little more about the state of our 
Federal finances, I think all of us, in- 
cluding the President, ought to take an- 
other look at some of the programs over- 
seas as well as those at home. For a 
number of reasons, including that, I be- 
lieve the House of Representatives ought 
to exercise its own judgment on whether 
or not we can afford to increase this com- 
mitment from what we have lived under 
for the past 3 fiscal years. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I yield to the 
gentleman from Oklahoma. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the distinguished minority leader 
very much for yielding. To make the 
argument that the fiscal situation is 
making it impossible to carry out com- 
mitments agreed to by the Presidents 
of these republics goes right in the face 
of the fact that we previously passed 
the bill creating the Inter-American 
Bank at a time when we had a $12 bil- 
lion deficit, and at that time we entered 
into an agreement to match Latin- 
American funds 11 to 1, while now we 
have moved on to a 3-to-1 ratio. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield for a cor- 
rection? I am informed that at the time 
it was started, in the first instance, the 
ratio was 2 to 1. I am informed by the 
technicians on the staff as to this 
matter. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, 
the gentleman may be correct in that. 
My understanding was that we started 
at 11 to 1 and we have come now to 3 to 1 
as a ratio, which is a much more favor- 
able ratio. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Michigan has expired. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair- 
man, I ask unanimous consent that I 
may proceed for 5 additional minutes. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, reserv- 
ing the right to object—and I shall not 
object in this instance—I wonder if we 
could agree on a time for limiting debate 
on the amendment after the minority 
leader takes his additional 5 minutes. 
Can we agree on 10 minutes. 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I object. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to limit the time to 
15 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

The . In 15 minutes all 
debate will cease on this amendment, 
after the time of the minority leader 
is completed. 

The gentleman from Michigan is rec- 
ognized for an additional 5 minutes. 

Mr. BROCK. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I yield to the 
gentleman from Tennessee. 

Mr. BROCK. Mr. Chairman, I might 
just point out two things in light of what 
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the gentleman from Oklahoma said. 
First, the bill originally was at a 2-to-1 
ratio. It was not until 1961 that the 
ratio was changed to 11 to 1. But more 
importantly for the gentleman from 
Michigan, this amendment does not cut 
the existing program one single penny. 
It simply refuses the requested increase. 
It maintains the program at the existing 
current level of $250 million a year. 

Let us be absolutely sure there is no 
misunderstanding. This is not a killing 
amendment. It is not an amendment to 
debilitate the program. It will maintain 
the program at the current level of $250 
million a year. 

Mr. ASHLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr, GERALD R. FORD. I yield to the 
gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. ASHLEY. I thank the gentleman. 

The effect of the amendment, is it not 
true, would be to keep the present level 
of commitment at $750 million? Is it not 
so that this would prevent the other 
member nations of the Inter-American 
Development Bank from going ahead 
with the increases in the Fund for Spe- 
cial Operations that were agreed upon? 
Will that not be the practical effect? 

Mr. BROCK. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I yield to the 
gentleman from Tennessee. 

Mr. BROCK. It will require renegotia- 
tion, but it will in no way affect their 
commitments. If their commitments 
were valid before, if they had the money 
to put in, they surely will have it now. 
There is no reason for them not to main- 
tain their commitments. In fact, there 
is no reason for them not to increase 
them. 

The Asian Development Bank asked 
only 20 percent. It seems to me these 
countries could spend a little more. This 
U.S. percentage is still an awful lot for 
the United States to contribute. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chairman, 
I should like to reiterate what I said 
a moment ago. The circumstances within 
this country, so far as our fiscal situation 
is concerned, are quite different today 
from what they were 2 or 3 months ago. 
We have now what is alleged to be factual 
information from the Treasury Depart- 
ment which shows a far worse situation 
than it was 1 month ago, or 2 months ago, 
orin January. 

If the President made a commitment 
in April, certainly we have the right to 
review. That is what this body ought to 
do today. We do not have to rubberstamp 
a dollar commitment made by the Presi- 
dent, particularly when it was clearly 
understood in the debate on this measure 
in March that there was to be no dollar 
commitment. 

I am informed that this particular 
amount is not a budgeted item in the first 
place. If that is the case, that is an addi- 
tional reason why we ought to show con- 
siderable restraint and not merely roll 
over and play dead for a commitment 
made by the Chief Executive. 

It is my strong feeling that the pro- 
gram is good, but that does not mean we 
have to say and do precisely what the 
President wants us to do in respect to a 
commitment he made without any au- 
thorization several months ago. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 
New York [Mr. Mutter] is recognized. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I should 
like to refer the Members to the state- 
ment of Secretary Fowler, which is a 
part of the hearing record. 

There can be no doubt that when this 
program was initiated our contribution 
was on a basis of 11 to 1. When it was 
increased in 1964 it was reduced to a 
basis of 8 to 1. In 1965, when it was in- 
creased again, our commitment was fur- 
ther reduced to a basis of 5 to 1. If this 
bill prevails, it will be then on a basis 
of 3 tol. 

If the Members have any doubt, I ask 
them to look at the record and to read 
Secretary Fowler’s statement. 

There is no doubt that this program is 
of tremendous importance and of good 
use to our own economy here at home. 
A large part of that money has been and 
will be spent in the United States. We 
have that commitment from the Bank 
Officials, and Secretary Fowler indicates 
that the bank has been living up to that 
commitment. He tells us that a large part 
of this money is being spent right here 
in the United States, thus improving our 
own economy and our balance of pay- 
ments. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Utah [Mr. 
LLOYD]. 

Mr. LLOYD. Mr. Chairman, as one who 
supported the resolution on Punta del 
Este, with the understanding there was 
no dolar and cents commitment as 
stated by the minority leader and as one 
who shares the belief in many of the 
comments made by my colleague, the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. HARVEY], 
that this multination loan program re- 
payable with interest is preferable to 
traditional foreign aid programs I rise 
in support of the Brock amendment. I do 
this because of the projected deficit fac- 
ing this country and because of the pro- 
jected tax increase facing the citizens of 
this country. 

Mr. Chairman, it has been necessary 
for me to vote for the Bow amendment 
calling for 5-percent reduction in all ap- 
propriation bills which have been offered, 
including the one yesterday, for example, 
which carried a 5-percent reduction for 
very important projects, reclamation 
projects in my district. 

Mr. Chairman, I wish therefore to as- 
sociate myself with the remarks of the 
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. Brock] 
who has so properly pointed out the fact 
that this legislation does not call for a 
reduction of the expenditures previously 
appropriated to the Bank, but only main- 
tenance of expenditures which have been 
heretofore made. 

Mr. Chairman, we cannot expect the 
citizens of the United States of America, 
faced with a possible tax increase—and 
we certainly do expect that demand to 
be made by this administration and 
further faced with a deficit expected to 
exceed $20 billion in fiscal 1968 to ap- 
prove a large increase in this expendi- 
ture. 

We must be responsible in domestic 
appropriations—we must be equally re- 
sponsible in appropriations for expendi- 
tures abroad. I will support this legisla- 
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tion because I feel it is indispensable to 
the welfare of this Nation as was stated 
at the inception of the program during 
the Eisenhower administration. It is my 
most fervent wish, however, that the 
legislation be freed from this increased 
request for funds. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
BINGHAM]. 

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, first of 
all, I would like to pay my respects to the 
distinguished gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. Harvey] for opposing this amend- 
ment, and also to the ranking minority 
member, the distinguished gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. WIDNALL], who 
earlier today stated that he was opposed 
to any cuts in the amount to which the 
President agreed at Punta del Este. 

Mr. Chairman, I feel that the members 
of the Committee should be aware of 
what will happen if the amendment is 
adopted. Tomorrow morning, every news- 
paper in Latin America will say that the 
House of Representatives of the United 
States failed to support the promises that 
were worked out and supported by Pres- 
ident Johnson at the summit meeting at 
Punta del Este. 

If that is what we want, then let us vote 
for this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, if we think for 1 min- 
ute that the other nations who com- 
mitted themselves to increases in their 
contributions will go ahead with their 
extra efforts if we refuse to carry through 
on the President’s commitment, we are 
being totally unrealistic. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
HARSHA]. 

Mr. HARSHA. Mr. Chairman, the 
present administration is requesting 
some $900 million for fiscal year 1968, 
1969, and 1970 to finance “soft”? loans 
for South American countries. 

This is $50 million per year more than 
the Congress authorized in the last 
amendments to the Inter-American De- 
velopment Bank Act or, a total of $150 
million over that previously authorized. 

The Congress cannot ignore the harsh 
realities of the Vietnam war and our 
economic situation. There have been 
forecasts that our troop strength in Viet- 
nam will be increased to 600,000; knowl- 
edgeable officials have maintained our 
defense budget has been underestimated 
by some $6 billion; the Vietnam war is 
imposing a serious new drain estimated 
at over $1 billion a year on our adverse 
balance of payments position; there is 
growing speculation in Washington that 
we are facing a $24 to $30 billion budget 
deficit; recently, the cost of living went 
up three-tenths of 1 percent and prices 
are now 2.7 percent above a year ago; 
State and local taxes are increasing and 
administration officials continue vigor- 
ously to back a multimillion-dollar Fed- 
eral tax inerease. 

This is the context in which the Con- 
gress must make its judgment as to the 
amount and conditions under which it 
will provide this $900 million for foreign 
aid programs, 

The total U.S. foreign aid spending 
request for fiscal year 1968 is $5.6 bil- 
lion, excluding military assistance to 
Vietnam, Thailand, and Laos. 
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It is difficult to explain to the Amer- 
ican family struggling to meet the ever- 
increasing cost of living and taxes, why 
our Federal Government, facing these 
realities, should continue to spend bil- 
lions in tax dollars overeas for foreign 
aid. 

While it is nice to be able to help our 
foreign neighbors, the time has come 
when we must consider the American 
taxpayer and the realities of the times. 

At the very least, if the Congress does 
not see fit to defeat this measure, for 
the time being because of these circum- 
stances, it should, in good conscience, 
not increase it $150 million over what 
has been authorized previously. The 
amendment will not cut off the program 
but simply hold it to previous levels. If 
you fail to adopt this amendment you 
are placing yourself in a very untenable 
position when the request for a tax in- 
crease comes before you. How can you 
explain your action to increase spending 
and then not increase the taxes to pro- 
vide for the spending? I urge the adop- 
tion of this amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
OTTINGER]. 

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Chairman, I 
speak to you as a person who has spent 
a great many years in Latin America 
and who helped to set up the Peace 
Corps in that area. From that experi- 
ence, I can testify to the importance of 
the activities and operations of the 
Inter-American Development Bank. 

Even more, Mr. Chairman, I speak to 
you as one of the most economy-minded 
Members of this House on my side of 
the aisle, one who voted against the debt 
limit increase, who voted against the 
public works bill yesterday, a bill which 
carried money for public works con- 
struction in my district, and as one who 
voted for virtually every 5-percent cut 
which has been offered by the other side 
of the aisle. 

Mr. Chairman, I share a deep concern 
for the need for economy in the opera- 
tions of our Government. However, I 
say to you that it would be a false econ- 
omy to make the cuts which have been 
proposed by the gentleman from Ten- 
nessee [Mr. Brock] under his amend- 
ment. We would inevitably involve our- 
selves in a far more costly situation 
south of the border such as is repre- 
sented by our operations in Vietnam, 
and was involved in our military inter- 
vention in the Dominican Republic 
much more costly commitments than 
this program provides. The proposed 
amendment would also represent false 
economy, because if we fail to meet our 
contribution commitment to the Inter- 
American Bank, the other nations which 
have already obligated themselves to 
increased contributions based on our 
commitment would undoubtedly reduce 
their commitments accordingly. We 
would end up paying more, not less. 

Mr. Chairman, the countries of Latin 
America are important and loyal allies. 
It was through their recent intervention 
in the U.N. that Russian attempts to un- 
dermine Israel failed. 

The Latin America countries today 
are faced with very real and dangerous 
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threats of Communist subversion. Guer- 
rilla warfare inspired by Communist 
Cuba is rampant. Far better that we help 
these countries stand on their own feet 
and constructively encourage their abil- 
ity to resist communism than that we 
should fail in meeting the President’s 
commitment for constructive support 
and have to finance a much more costly 
military intervention as the fruits of our 
failure. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge the members of 
the Committee to vote against the 
Brock amendment. To do otherwise will 
have drastic and tragic costly effects 
on our Latin friends. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Montana 
(Mr. Barri]. 

Mr. BATTIN. Mr. Chairman, it is too 
bad that after what I thought was a 
pretty high level discussion, all of a sud- 
den we are told that we cannot propose 
any cut of the President’s program. 

Mr. Chairman, I am not interested as 
some seem to be, in what the newspapers 
in South America say with reference to 
the action taken here by the House to- 
day. Those newspapers are not running 
the U.S. Congress. 

I am going to be interested in know- 
ing what the people who are now saying 
that we should not cut this request, and 
should support the President, will write 
home to their constituency concerning 
the President’s request for a tax increase. 
Some support the request for spending 
and at the same time will not support 
him when it comes to raising the money 
with which to run the Government? 

It might be a very interesting parallel 
to watch those who want to spend now, 
and who do not want to pay later. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from California 
[Mr. HANNA]. 

Mr. HANNA. Mr. Chairman, I believe 
the Republican Party is to be commended 
for the fact that they started this pro- 
gram in 1959 under President Eisen- 
hower when they were facing a $12 bil- 
lion-plus deficit. They decided in their 
wisdom at that time that this program 
was worthy of investment even at a time 
of stringency. I believe that the worthi- 
ness of the investment still prevails. 

I would also say this particular amend- 
ment is short-sighted in that it does cut 
down what the Bank will do. The Bank 
makes loans of from 13 to 30 to 40 years. 
The needs for money are continuing. The 
loans that have been made have not been 
paid back. Unless we continue to sup- 
port the Bank it will have to stop lend- 
ing money, until the payments start 
coming back in, and that will not take 
care of the needs of Latin America at 
5 time. Lou know that and I know 
that. 

Agriculture needs fertilizer plants, 
roads to market, flood control and irriga- 
tion yet to be developed if Latin America 
is to avoid starvation subsistence. 

Industry needs electricity from dams 
and markets that highways will open up. 

The people need sewers, water supply, 
schools, and housing to achieve dignity 
and a decent standard of living. 
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These are the kinds of loans we must 
continue to make. 

The continent needs communication 
links, cooperative efforts in highways, 
education, health and economic links 
of common markets and a freer flow of 
goods, services and labor. 

These are the new loans not yet made. 
That is the reason this amendment is not 
a good amendment. I hope that the 
amendment will be defeated. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
Brown]. 

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Thank you, 
Mr. Chairman. I support this program. 
I believe it should be continued at 
its present funding level. I do not believe 
we can afford the luxury of the addi- 
tional money. It seems to me that at a 
time when the President of the United 
States is going to cut—at least, those are 
the rumors that I have heard—that the 
President intends to cut perhaps 10 or 
15 percent of the actual expenditures of 
the funds which have been appropriated, 
that the Congress ought in effect to pre- 
cede him in this desire and maintain the 
present funding level of this program. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
Patman]. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
for a vote on the amendment. 
PREFERENTIAL MOTION OFFERED BY MR. GROSS 


Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I offer a 
preferential motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Gross moves that the Committee do 
now rise and report the bill back to the 
House with the recommendation that the 
enacting clause be stricken. 


Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, this has 
been an interesting debate. I wonder 
where in the State of Michigan or in the 
State of Oklahoma I might be able to 
find a bank with a soft-loan window 
from which I could secure a loan for 40 
years on which I would pay an interest 
rate of about 2.5 percent, but with a 
grace period of 10 years during which I 
would pay nothing on the principal and 
only three-quarters of 1 percent as a 
carrying charge. 

I wonder if I might have some help 
from the Member from Michigan, and 
the Member from Oklahoma who have 
spoken so enthusiastically in support of 
this alleged loan program, and it is not 
a loan program, because this money will 
never be repaid. 

Is there a bank in Oklahoma with that 
kind of a window? If so, there are some 
people in Iowa who would like to borrow 
some money. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield for the purpose 
of responding to his inquiry? 

Mr. GROSS. Yes; I yield to the gen- 
tleman. 

Mr. EDMONDSON, I could not guar- 
antee it, but I believe if the gentleman 
would guarantee that he would move his 
base of operations to Latin America and 
be active down there in the next couple 
of years that we might be able to get 
him a loan of that kind to finance his 
Latin American operations. 

Mr. GROSS. I suspected that I would 
probably get an answer about like that. 
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Mr. HARVEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GROSS. Yes; I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Michigan. 

Does the gentleman have any banks in 
Michigan that will make that kind of a 
loan to a man who wants to build a 
home? And now that Michigan has ur- 
ban renewal, northern style, in Detroit, 
I wonder if the victims of firebombs are 
going to be able to borrow money for 40 
years at 2.5 percent interest to replace 
the buildings and homes that have been 
destroyed? 

Mr. HARVEY. I believe the gentleman 
knows the answer to that question, and 
knows what the commercial rates of in- 
terest are. But I believe the gentleman 
also knows that it is better to receive 2.5 
percent interest than to receive nothing. 
It is not in the form of a grant, the gen- 
tleman knows that the loan is made for 
2.5 percent. 

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman from 
Iowa knows exactly what it will be; a 
grant under the guise of a loan. The gen- 
tleman from Iowa also knows that the 
citizens of his State are sick and tired of 
these deals for foreigners. 

Mr. HARVEY. I do not agree that 2.5 
percent is a commercial rate of interest, 
but I say that 2.5 percent is better than 
nothing. 

I do not call 2½ percent a commercial 
rate of interest, but I say 2½ percent is 
better than nothing. 

Mr. GROSS. Let me ask the gentle- 
man—what is he storing up for the tax- 
payers in the State of Michigan as well 
as the taxpayers of Iowa when he sup- 
ports this program to take their tax dol- 
lars and provide financing for Latin 
Americans that is denied to them? 

Does the gentleman know of any place 
that the Federal Government today can 
borrow money at less than 494 percent? 
If he does not know of any such place, 
how in the world can he make this kind 
of a deal with the Latin Americans? 

We hear this program is necessary be- 
cause of communism, yet the spawning 
ground for communism in Latin America 
is on the island of Cuba right off our 
shores. Why are you so worried about 
communism in Vietnam and in Latin 
America when you have it 90 miles off 
our shores. This very week the Tricon- 
tinental Communist Conference, will be 
held in Cuba. 

Who made this possible? First of all, 
who engineered the flasco of the Bay 
of Pigs? Then, later, who made the mis- 
sile deal by which this Government 
agreed not to invade Cuba and wipe out 
this spawning bed of Communism which 
you say requires these millions of dol- 
lars to halt in Latin America? Who is 
responsible for this? I think it is high 
time we spend a little time discussing the 
responsibility for some of the situations 
that have developed and which are now 
being used to fritter away millions and 
billions of our taxpayers’ dollars at bar- 
gain prices in Latin America. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the motion. 

Mr. Chairman, it is pretty hard to see 
history in the making. I have lived it 
for 39 years. I have lived it under Presi- 
dents who were Democrates and Presi- 
dents who were Republican. 
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We are just human beings and it is 
very difficult to look into the future. But 
we have to do it—those of us who have 
the responsibility have to do it. 

Whether we make the right judgment 
or not, future events will determine be- 
cause from our decision and from our 
judgment, the law of natural and prob- 
able consequences flow: It is difficult to 
see how they will flow. There are the 
natural flow of consequences from a de- 
cision that is made calling for action— 
the calculated risks of action, so called. 

There are the natural and probable 
consequences in cases where no decision 
is made when a decision should have 
been made. And involved in that de- 
cision, there is the calculated risks of 
inaction. 

The countries of South America are 
our neighbors. We have a good neighbor 
policy. We have the Alliance of Prog- 
ress. There are hundreds of millions of 
people there who are our immediate 
neighbors. We are the greatest Nation 
in the world especially when it comes to 
the cause of freedom. 

We are the greatest Nation in the 
world, the strongest Nation and the 
paramount Nation in upholding the 
principles of freedom. That carries with 
it certain responsibilities. 

Of course, it is difficult to see the re- 
sults of a decision—or, as I have 
referred to it—the results of a non- 
decision. 

My friend, the gentleman from Iowa, 
has referred to Cuba. Yes, it disturbs all 
of us. The gentleman referred to the Bay 
of Pigs, and that may be a proper matter 
of discussion, one way or the other, ac- 
cording to one’s views, looking at it after 
the fact. But let us be perfectly frank. 
I am not criticizing anyone. Castro did 
not rise during the present administra- 
tion. There were two of our ambassadors 
to Cuba who strongly recommended to 
the Department of State—and it was 
not under a Democratic President—that 
Castro was a Communist. This was at a 
time when certain newspapers of the 
country and others were playing him up 
as a great liberator who was going to 
bring freedom to the people of his 
country. 

I had formed the opinion before the 
fact that Castro was a Communist. Two 
of our Ambassadors had testified to that 
effect before an appropriate committee 
of the Senate. We are talking about 
events after the fact. We do things after 
the fact when men have to make deci- 
sions—yes, human beings as we are— 
before the fact. So if we want to start 
putting blame here and there, we can 
always have something to which we can 
attach blame or praise one way or the 
other. 

This bill is now before us. It means a 
lot. It means a lot to neighbors of ours 
to the south. It means a lot to us in our 
foreign policy. It has an effect upon our 
foreign policy. 

Suppose the amendment to reduce the 
amount carries. What effect will that 
action have on countries in South Amer- 
ica and the peoples of South America? I 
am thinking of that. You have got to 
think of it. I am not criticizing anyone 
who might disagree, but I see flowing 
from it conditions that will not be favor- 
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able to the national interest or the best 
interests of our country. It means a 
renegotiation. 

We, of course, would increase our par- 
ticipation, but the South Americans are 
increasing theirs much more, percent- 
agewise, than we are. 

I realize all of the things that my 
friends say when they pick out elements 
here and there. I cannot close my eyes to 
them. But there is a broader picture. 
There is a big picture, There is a future. 
There is history in the making. 

I remember an occasion when I was 
attending a very important meeting with 
former President Eisenhower, my friend. 
Some of my friends who are here now 
were present. As I was leaving, we were 
discussing some matter, and President 
Eisenhower said, “John, I wish you 
would help me out.” He said it in his 
usual nice way. This bill that was pend- 
ing related to foreign affairs. It had a 
relationship. 

I said, “Well, Mr. President, I had 
hoped I would get out of here before you 
asked me, because I do not view it with 
any enthusiasm. But you have asked me, 
and you are the President of the United 
States. And I am not going to say ‘No’ to 
the President of the United States.” I 
supported the bill. 

Whether you agree with my decision 
then, whether you think I was right or 
wrong, I felt I was right to respond in 
that way when the President asked me. 
I was there with him. I was not going to 
say “No” to the President of the United 
States. That happened not so many years 
ago. 

I am confident that the motion to 
Strike out the enacting clause—and I 
mean no reflection on my friend from 
Iowa—will be defeated. But I urge de- 
feat of the amendment pending before 
the committee at this time. 

The CHAIRMAN, The question is on 
the motion of the gentleman from Iowa 
(Mr. Gross]. 

The motion was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Tennessee [Mr. Brock]. 

The question was taken; and on a di- 
vision (demanded by Mr. Brock) there 
were—ayes 97, noes 121. 

Mr. BROCK. Mr. Chairman, I demand 
tellers. 

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair- 
man appointed as tellers Mr. Brock and 
Mr. MULTER. 

The Committee again divided, and the 
tellers reported that there were—ayes 
109, noes 138. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FINO 


Mr. FINO. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Fro: On page 
2, line 9, strike “resolution.” and insert: 
“resolution, and subject to the further con- 
dition that in consideration of the United 
States balance of payments deficit any local 
cost financing, by project or otherwise, with 
the funds authorized under this section be 
held to the minimum possible level.” 


Mr. FINO. Mr. Chairman, I do not 
expect to take the full 5 minutes in 
support of this amendment. It is a very 
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simple but yet a very important amend- 
ment, 

Mr, PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FINO. Yes, I shall be very happy 
to yield to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I have 
asked the gentleman from New York to 
yield to me at this point in order that 
I may yield to the distinguished gentle- 
man from Wisconsin [Mr. Reuss]. 

Mr. FINO, I am very happy to yield 
to the gentleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Chairman, I com- 
mend the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. Fino] for what I feel represents 
a very constructive amendment which 
the gentleman is now in the act of ex- 
plaining. It has been worked out with 
the gentleman from New York and with 
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
WINALL]. It is acceptable to all parties 
concerned. It has been discussed on this 
side of the aisle with the members of 
the committee and I would say right now 
that it is perfectly obvious on this side 
of the aisle that we will accept it. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FINO. I am happy to yield to the 
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Gross]. 

Mr. GROSS. Does the gentleman have 
any idea as to what the Latin Americans 
will say in their newspapers tomorrow 
about the adoption if this amendment is 
adopted? 

Mr. FINO. I do not think they would 
be too happy about it. But at the same 
time I think it is a very constructive 


Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FINO. I yield to the gentleman 
from Louisiana. 

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, I 
appreciate the desire of the members of 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union to proceed forth- 
with here in this matter, but some of us 
do not know about this arrangement that 
has been worked out between the mem- 
bers of the Committee on Banking and 
Currency and would like to know what 
the amendment proposes to do. 

Mr. FINO. Well, Mr. Chairman, I will 
say to the gentleman from Louisiana, as 
I indicated earlier, it is a very simple 
amendment, but yet an important one. 
The purpose of it is to give statutory 
recognition to our adverse balance-of- 
payments position and to provide that 
the funds we provide hereunder be uti- 
lized so as to minimize the adverse bal- 
ance-of-payments impact. 

Mr. Chairman, the amendment, if 
adopted, would require the payments for 
local costs be held to the minimum pos- 
sible level. 

Mr. Chairman, in view of our contin- 
uing balance-of-payments deficit and 
the added exchange leakage due to the 
Vietnam war, this amendment becomes 
a must. 

So, what it merely does is to make it 
somewhat mandatory upon these re- 
cipient countries to minimize their local 
costs 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. Fino]. 
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The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SELDEN 


Mr. SELDEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. SELDEN: Delete 
lines 4 and 5 on page 1 and insert in lieu 
thereof: 283-283k) is amended by renum- 
bering section 14 thereof to section 15 and by 
adding a new section 14, as follows: 

“Audit 

“The Secretary of the Treasury shall in- 
struct the United States Executive Director 
to propose the establishment by the Board 
of Executive Directors of a program of selec- 
tive but continuing independent and com- 
prehensive audit of the Inter-American De- 
velopment Bank, in accordance with such 
terms of reference as the Board of Executive 
Directors itself (or through a subcommittee), 
may prescribe. Such proposal shall provide 
that the audit reports be submitted to the 
Board of Executive Directors and to the 
Board of Governors. 

“The Comptroller General of the United 
States shall prepare for the Secretary of the 
Treasury the scope of the audit and the au- 
diting and reporting standards for the use of 
the United States Executive Director in as- 
sisting in the formulation of the terms of 
reference. 

“The reports of the National Advisory 
Council on International Monetary and Fi- 
nancial Policies to the Congress shall include, 
among other things, an appraisal of the ef- 
fectiveness of the implementation and ad- 
ministration of the loans made by the Bank 
based upon the audit reports. The Comptrol- 
ler General shall periodically review the re- 
ports of audit and findings issued and report 
to the Secretary of the Treasury and the Con- 
gress any suggestions he might have in im- 
proving the scope of the audit or auditing 
and reporting standards of the independent 
auditing firm, group or staff.” 

Immediately preceding line 6, page 1, in- 
sert the following: 

“Src. 2. The Inter-American Development 
Bank Act is further amended by adding a 
new section 16 at the end thereof:“, 

In line 6, page 1, substitute “Sec. 16” for 
“Sec. 15.” 


Mr. SELDEN. Mr. Chairman, since its 
inception under the administration of 
President Eisenhower, I have supported 
the Inter-American Development Bank, 
and I do so again today. I believe that the 
Inter-American Development Bank has 
played a beneficial role in Latin America, 
and I feel that the withdrawal or reduc- 
tion of our support from this institution 
at this time would not be in the long- 
range best interest of either Latin Amer- 
ica or the United States. At the same 
time, however, I would be the first to sug- 
gest that the administration of this in- 
stitution, or any other international in- 
stitution, for that matter, is not perfect. 
As a matter of fact, a visit to several 
Latin American countries last fall by 
our colleague, the Honorable WILLIAM 
MAILLIARD, and myself, convinced both 
of us that the administration of some of 
the loans made from the Social Progress 
Trust Fund administered by the Inter- 
American Development Bank could be 
improved. Our report on this study mis- 
sion, House Report 219, dated May 1, 
1967, recommended among other things 
that this trust fund, which is 100-percent 
contributed by the United States, and is 
administered under an agreement with 
the Inter-American Development Bank, 
be fully reviewed by the U.S. General Ac- 
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counting Office. I have been informed, 
however, that since this is an interna- 
tional agency, and there is no provision 
under the trust agreement for such an 
audit, the books and records of the bank 
directly related to the Social Progress 
Trust Fund are not available to the U.S. 
General Accounting Office. 

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I am sub- 
mitting for consideration of the House 
today a proposed amendment to the bill 
H.R. 9547, which would, through the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury, direct the U.S. 
Executive Director of the Inter-Ameri- 
can Development Bank to propose the 
establishment by the Board of Directors 
of that Bank of an independent and 
comprehensive audit program similar to 
the audits made by the Comptroller 
General of the activities of the U.S. 
Government. 

Mr. Chairman, while I remain of the 
view that the Comptroller General should 
have the authority to review for the Con- 
gress the operations and administration 
of the Social Progress Trust Fund, I 
recognize that an independent review by 
this agency of any member government 
might well cause serious misunderstand- 
ings and unnecessary resentment among 
the Bank’s other members. 

I feel that the amendment I am pro- 
posing will accomplish without these 
complications, and in a manner that 
should be acceptable to the bank’s mem- 
bers, a review of the operations which I 
believe is necessary to the efficient con- 
duct of any institution’s activities. 

The Secretary of the Treasury has in- 
formed me that, through the U.S. Ex- 
ecutive Director, he will diligently seek 
to have established the proposed method 
of obtaining an objective and independ- 
ent review and appraisal of the effective- 
ness of the implementation and admin- 
istration of the loans made by the bank 
not only for the benefit of the United 
States, but for that of the other members 
of the bank as well. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SELDEN. I shall be happy to yield 
to the chairman. 

Mr. PATMAN. I would ask the gentle- 
man is it not true that this amendment 
has been worked out by the gentleman 
with both the majority and minority 
members of the Committee on Banking 
and Currency of the House? 

Mr. SELDEN. I have consulted with 
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
Reuss], and he has assured me that he 
has consulted with the other members 
of the committee in connection with this 
amendment. 

Mr. PATMAN. It is my understanding 
that it is acceptable to our side, and we 
have no objection to it on this side. 

Mr. SELDEN. I thank the gentleman 
for his endorsement of the amendment. 

Let me say in closing, Mr. Chairman, 
that I am convinced that one of the fea- 
tures of democracy that has helped to 
maintain the Government of the United 
States since its founding is the require- 
ment that the actions of the executive 
branch be independently and objectively 
reviewed, either by the Congress or by 
the public, so that impetus can be given 
to make needed improvements. 
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In my view there is nothing that con- 
tributes more to the laxity of the admin- 
istration of the funds of others, or to 
mistaken suspicions regarding such ad- 
ministration, than the knowledge that 
owners do not have full information 
concerning the quality of administra- 
tion. 

Because this proposal includes an anal- 
ysis of the efficiency of loan implemen- 
tation, it seems to me that it would be of 
vital importance to those who are bor- 
rowing and must repay, and I hope, 
therefore, that the other member coun- 
tries of the Bank will join in supporting 
this proposal. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I commend the gentle- 
man from Alabama [Mr. SELDEN], for of- 
fering this amendment and join him in 
urging its acceptance. It will serve a very 
useful purpose. 

At the same time, Iam sure the gentle- 
man will agree that despite some loose 
talk, the Bank officials have done a re- 
markably good job. Their refusal to open 
their books even to Members of Con- 
gress, is in accordance with the laws of 
all of the countries that participated in 
the organization of the Bank and, in ac- 
cordance with international law, as well 
as the charter of the Bank. The Bank of- 
ficials have acted in good faith. They 
have made available to our representa- 
tives on the Bank every last bit of in- 
formation they have ever asked for. 
Their reports have been full and com- 
plete. 

The American representatives on the 
Bank are always available to answer any 
and all congressional inquiries. 

This amendment will now authorize 
the congressional representative, the 
Comptroller General of the United 
States, to assist us in getting all the in- 
formation we should have and in analyz- 
ing it for us. 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I am not sure that the 
Members of the House got the full im- 
port of what the gentleman from Ala- 
bama [Mr. SELDEN] was saying. Do the 
Members realize that there is a half a 
billion dollars of American money—no 
Latin American money of any kind in 
it—under this Social Progress Trust 
Fund being administered by the Inter- 
American Bank, and the Inter-American 
Bank is telling the General Accounting 
Office, We will not tell you what we did 
with it. It is none of your business“? 

Now how do you like that for inter- 
national bureaucratic arrogance? 

What does the amendment of the gen- 
tleman do, and I am going to support 
it. What does it do? It says that we are 
going to humbly ask these fellows to pick 
their own auditors to audit what they 
are doing with our money and then let 
us look at the auditors’ report. 

Now I heard a lot of sanctimonious 
arguments around here about a few 
thousand dollars that Mr. POWELL spent 
in extracurricular activities. But nobody 
seems to get very excited about a half 
billion U.S. dollars being administered in 
a large part—and I say in large part 
because the directors of this in large part 
are not American—but as I say, being 
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administered in a large part by for- 
eigners who say arrogantly to the Gen- 
eral Accounting Office, “To hell with you. 
We will not tell you what we do with 
your money.” 

I supported the Inter-American Devel- 
opment Bank and I have voted for for- 
eign aid for 18 years, but I am getting 
a little fed up with this type of bureauc- 
racy—whether it be international or the 
downtown bureaucracy of our own. 

The only criticism I have of the gen- 
tleman's amendment is that it does not 
say—‘Unless the GAO can audit it, we 
will take the administration of the fund 
away from you.” That is what the 
amendment ought to say and I thought 
the House ought to know just what this 
great organization is doing and how ar- 
rogant they are about letting us know 
what they are doing with our money. 

I hope a little stronger amendment 
will come out of this some day which 
says, “Yes, we will know what you are 
doing with the United States taxpayers’ 
money—and you will tell us.” 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAYS. I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. GROSS. I was in hopes that the 
amendment would provide for more ex- 
peditious reporting to the Congress of 
such proposals as use of our money for 
the buying of French supersonic fighter 
planes on the part of the Government of 
Peru. 

Mr. HAYS. If the gentleman will let 
me say this, I propose to offer an amend- 
ment and I hope that all of you will be 
here when the foreign aid bill comes up, 
which amendment would prohibit any 
country in Latin America that acquires 
supersonic planes after the date of en- 
actment of the act from participating in 
any grant, loan or anything else from the 
United States. Because if Peru gets su- 
personic planes, the only people they can 
use them against is some other Latin 
American country. I do not think we 
ought to be giving them the money. That 
is what they propose—that we give them 
$160 million to buy planes from France, 
the president of which country is over 
here in North America right now trying 
to stir up revolution. If the House of 
Representatives does not accept my 
amendment, then I would say we are 
contributing to international delin- 
quency. However, I cannot offer my 
amendment to the pending bill, but I will 
offer it to the foreign aid bill when that 
bill is taken up. 

Mr. GROSS. There was also the case 
of Argentina, to which Government we 
made a line of credit available a few 
years ago. That Government prompily 
went out and bought millions of dollars 
worth of gold. 

Then there is Brazil’s purchase of 83 
or 87 locomotives from Communist East 
Germany after this Government made 
credit available to that country. 

Mr. HAYS. I would say to these peo- 
ple, you have to make a determination 
whether you are going to have supersonic 
planes that the military jet set can use to 
play around with or are you going to do 
something to raise the standard of living 
of your people and to stave off revolution. 

I think it is just as simple as that. I 
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think it is high time that we adopt the 
Selden amendment or even a stricter one, 
because really all it does is say, “Please 
let us look at your books.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Alabama [Mr. SELDEN]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the requisite number of 
words. 

There are two major areas of assist- 
ance in which we are presently deeply 
committed in Latin America. We have 
had a pretty clear understanding of the 
role we have had in supporting the Inter- 
American Development Bank and the 
purposes of that major commitment. Our 
commitment has been urged and ad- 
vanced on the stated serious needs of 
the underdeveloped countries to meet 
many vital requirements of their peoples. 

We have been shocked to hear very 
recently testimony as to the large com- 
mitments by the Export-Import Bank 
made for heavy sophisticated arms sales 
to these same impoverished countries 
whose citizens must be helped with hous- 
ing, food, and the relevant programs. 

The Congress should take a good look 
at the extent to which economic help 
has released the Latin American govern- 
ments of obligations to their people and 
made possible the purchase of arms. The 
two programs are related no matter 
what some people in the Congress try 
to do to divorce them. The gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. Hays] made some per- 
tinent comments on this subject just 
prior to my coming to the well of the 
House. 

Earlier today I circulated a letter 
among my colleagues calling attention to 
these things and saying at the conclu- 
sion of today’s debate on the Inter- 
American Development Bank bill I would 
ask that the bill be recommitted to the 
Committee on Banking and Currency 
with the clear understanding that the 
House will reconsider the legislation after 
the appropriate committees have had 
an opportunity to look in the acceler- 
ating arms sales program. 

I have been told that your support of a 
straight recommittal motion would not 
jeopardize the program but it might 
slow down the dangers of an arms race 
in Latin America. 

However, I have decided not to offer 
this recommittal motion, after talking 
with many Members of the House and 
finding that they do not fully understand 
what I am trying to get across. They fear 
their vote for such a recommittal mo- 
tion would be completely misunderstood 
by constituents and possibly by the press. 
Therefore, I am deferring the recom- 
mittal motion, and another member of 
the committee will offer a motion to 
recommit. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WIDNALL. I yield to the gentle- 
man from New York. 

Mr. MULTER. I thank the gentleman. 
I think the gentleman can join with me 
in saying that there is going to be ample 
opportunity to review all these matters 
which have given so many of us cause 
to stop and reflect on whether or not 
this program can be improved and 
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whether or not the foreign aid program 
can be improved. The Appropriations 
Committee will get an opportunity to 
look at this question again and develop 
facts that we may not have done in our 
committee. The Foreign Affairs Com- 
mittee will have further opportunity to 
develop other facts, and other commit- 
tees of the Congress will do likewise. 
There will be ample opportunity to de- 
velop the full story without impairing or 
impeding this program. 

Mr. WIDNALL. I should like to answer 
the gentleman by saying that we have 
had ample opportunity in the past. We 
have not done it. These two programs 
are running side by side now, and it is 
time the administration should make a 
firm decision as to how they want to go: 
if they want to improve an underdevel- 
oped country or if they wish to give 
heavy arms aid. 

Mr. ASHLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WIDNALL, I yield to the gentle- 
man from Ohio. 

Mr. ASHLEY. I wish to commend the 
gentleman on his very good judgment 
in this matter. It does not surprise me, 
having served on the committee with the 
gentleman for 14 years. I have the high- 
est regard for his good judgment. I do 
want to say the gentleman has my com- 
plete support in urging and bringing 
about the kind of review with respect 
to our arms sales that he has expressed 
anxiety about. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair- 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WIDNALL. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Michigan. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair- 
man, I appreciate the gentleman’s ac- 
tion. I am deeply grateful for it. 

T am also indebted to the gentlemen on 
the other side of the aisle who have given 
firm assurances to the gentleman from 
New Jersey that there will be a full in- 
vestigation of the matters in which the 
gentleman from New Jersey is deeply in- 
terested. I think the comments and com- 
mitments made by them are most help- 
ful. I say again, I appreciate the decision 
of the gentleman from New Jersey. 

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to congratulate the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. WIDNALL] for his 
statesman like action in withdrawing this 
motion, and for his worthwhile inquiry 
into our arms sales to underdeveloped 
countries. I thoroughly support the gen- 
tleman’s initiative in questioning our 
arms sales through Export-Import Bank 
loans and otherwise. I look forward to 
joining him in this quest. 

It would have been a grave mistake, 
however, to impair this worthwhile leg- 
islation for the Inter-American Bank be- 
cause of the unrelated arms sales issue. 
I am glad the gentleman withdrew this 
motion. 

Mr. BROCK. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I do this just to take a 
couple of minutes to explain briefly the 
motion to recommit, which will contain 


my amendment to maintain the program 
at its current level of $750 million, in- 
stead of increasing it to $900 million. 

Before I yield back the balance of my 
time, I would like to say I fully intended 
to support the gentleman from New 
Jersey in his effort to recommit, simply 
to force a review of these covert arms 
sales to Latin American countries. I be- 
lieve this is a critical area, and Congress 
needs to devote immediate attention to 
it. 

Since the gentleman has decided not 
to offer that motion, I will offer my 
motion, I will offer my motion to main- 
tain the program at the current level of 
$750 million a year rather than the pro- 
posed $900 million. 

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I am perhaps one of 
the few men in the Chamber at this point 
who has not made a decision about what 
he is going to do when we finally vote 
on this legislation. I have only one con- 
cern and that is the long term interest 
of the United States and a free enter- 
prise system. I would like to ask a 
question or two of any Member of the 
Committee on either side. 

It is my understanding that the Inter- 
American Development Bank has two 
windows. We have the ordinary capital 
fund window, which I understand is 
aimed primarily at the development of 
private industry in Latin America. Then 
we have the fund for special operations, 
which now administers the Social Prog- 
ress Trust Fund. It is further my under- 
standing that this $900 million which we 
propose to commit to the Inter-Ameri- 
can Development Bank today will all be 
allocated to the window which has the 
Social Progress Trust Fund administra- 
tion now. Am I correct in these assump- 
tions as I have expressed them? 

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield for a response, there 
is one thing I will have to inform the 
gentleman. He says $900 is going to be 
put into the Bank. The amount is $900 
million. Beyond that, the gentleman is 
correct. It will all go into the Fund for 
Special Operations. Indeed, that is the 
only soft-loan window that is now open, 
since the Social Progress Trust Fund 
has been exhausted. 

Incidentally, the Social Progress Trust 
Fund was a 100 percent U.S. contribution. 
The fund for special operations will be 
a 3 to 1, that is, $3 United States to $1 
Latin American contribution. 

Mr. WAGGONNER. The report ex- 
presses in some detail the accomplish- 
ments which are expected from these 
expenditures from this Fund for Special 
Operations window which has control 
over the Social Progress Trust Fund 
operations, to which this $900 million 
go. We are talking about improving 
farmland. We are talking about improv- 
ing 45 industrial plants which will be 
expanded. We are talking about build- 
ing transmission lines for electricity. We 
are talking about highways and water 
supply systems and sewage supply sys- 
tems and housing. Can the gentleman 
tell me whether or not all of these are 
considered to be in the nature of Gov- 
ernment-owned public projects, includ- 
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ing the 45 private business expansions 
referred to? 

Mr. REUSS. The gentleman will be 
interested in knowing that the maximum 
possible part of the contributions of the 
Inter-American Development Bank will 
go to aid to private sectors. Those 45 
industrial plants, for example, are pri- 
vate enterprise industrial plants. 

Mr. BATTIN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WAGGONNEER. I yield to the gen- 
man from Montana. 

Mr. BATTIN. I believe we have to 
consider these questions—and they are 
pertinent questions—in the perspective 
of what the House did yesterday in vot- 
ing down an additional $250 million for 
clean water in the United States. The 
gentleman remembers the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from New Jer- 
sey [Mr. Howarp]. This House said this 
country would wait on its own problem. 
I wonder how now we are going to jus- 
tify an additional $250 million or there- 
abouts for this program, when in our 
own country we say, “No, we have to 
wait awhile.” 

Mr. WAGGONNER. I raise this ques- 
tion because a great deal has been said, 
and I believe sincerely put forth today, 
that this legislation proposes to strength- 
en free governments in Latin America. 

Certainly no one can quarrel with that 
position, but I raise the question: Are 
we strengthening free enterprise when 
we make this $900 million special fund 
contribution primarily to public agen- 
cies rather than to private enterprise? 
Are we not promoting government 
ownership? Are we not putting the cart 
before the horse? Should we not provide 
this money for the expansion of the pri- 
vate sector of the economy and then 
let the private sector generate the im- 
petus to finance through taxes paid on 
earnings the public ownership needs of 
government? Are we not doing things 
for these people we do not do for our 
own? 

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WAGGONNER. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. REUSS. Let me say to the gentle- 
man that the strengthening of free en- 
terprise is a prime goal of the Bank’s 
operation. While in the first instance 
some of these loans do go to the gov- 
ernments, in very many cases they are 
then reloaned by the government to pri- 
vate enterprises to build small factories, 
to build retail establishments, to promote 
agriculture and irrigation works. The en- 
tire emphasis is to give the small enter- 
prise a chance. 

Mr. WAGGONNER. I am not an isola- 
tionist. I know we cannot live alone. I am 
concerned very much about the future for 
exarmiple of this country in respect to 
oil. I do not know whether the Members 
of the House realize it or not but we are 
a nation of have nots for the first time 
and the facts are that 43 percent of the 
free world oil production today comes 
from the Middle East. We know the crisis 
there. We know the crisis primarily has 
to do with oil. We know the Communists 
fomented this crisis. 

We know as well that 7344 percent of 
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the known free world oil reserves lie in 
the Middle East. American oil interests 
have been supplying Europe its oil from 
the Middle East. Sure we have oil at 
home but if we lose the Mideast other 
than the continental limits of the United 
States, we must depend primarily upon 
Latin America for oil. We have a situa- 
tion in Latin America now, in Peru. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Louisiana has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. WAGGON- 
NER was allowed to proceed for 2 addi- 
tional minutes.) 

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, 
there is an instance in Peru of a private 
American corporation having bought 
from the British, in about 1922 or 1923, 
an oil field there. The government of 
that country, by action of both legisla- 
tive bodies of the Government of Peru, 
has taken action to confiscate and take 
this property from this American indus- 
try, and in so doing they have said that 
still their demands have not been satis- 
fied by confiscating the oil field and re- 
fineries and the related other industries 
to this particular oil field and this par- 
ticular company. They not only want 
that, but they also want further com- 
pensation, because they say that Ameri- 
cans and the American oil industry have 
been overcompensated since they have 
had this oil field under ownership since 
1922 or 1923. 

How do we Americans compensate for 
that sort of thing? Our people with in- 
vestments there need protection. 

Mr. REUSS. The North Americans, 
we of the United States, compensate, 
under our Constitution, with full and 
complete payment. 

I happen to be familiar with the situ- 
ation in Peru, and I have discussed it at 
some length with its brilliant President, 
Mr. Belaunde Terry, a few months ago. 

I can say to the gentleman that the 
Government of Peru has been doing its 
level best to look out for the interests 
of all people including the American oil 
company in Peru. It is under pressure 
from leftist groups in its own country, 
but I do not believe it is true today that 
the Government of Peru is about to con- 
fiscate that company without fair com- 
pensation. 

Mr. WAGGONNER. I think it is ex- 
actly true, that they already have taken 
legislative action. 

Mr. REUSS. Well, I do not think 
they would confiscate without fair com- 
pensation. 

Mr. WAGGONNER. There has been 
no compensation. They have demanded 
further payment from this American 
industry and from this particular Amer- 
ican company. Are these people to use 
our money now? I know this hemisphere 
must survive communism if it is not 
already too late. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule the 
Committee rises. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. Detaney, Chairman of the Commit- 
tee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union, reported that that Committee 
having had under consideration the bill 
(H.R. 9547) to amend the Inter-Ameri- 
can Development Bank Act to authorize 


the United States to participate in an 
increase in the resources of the Fund for 
Special Operations of the Inter-Ameri- 
can Development Bank, and for other 
purposes, pursuant to House Resolution 
748, he reported the bill back to the 
House with sundry amendments adopted 
by the Committee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the 
previous question is ordered. 

Is a separate vote demanded on any 
amendment? If not, the Chair will put 
them en gros. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the 
engrossment and third reading of the 
bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

MOTION TO RECOMMIT 


Mr. BROCK. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman op- 
posed to the bill? 

Mr. BROCK. I am, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the motion to recommit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Brock moves to recommit the bill 
H.R. 9547 to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency with instruction to report the 
same back to the House forthwith with the 
following amendment: On page 2, strike 
lines 4 through 7, and insert: “Board of 
Governors of the Bank, and in favor of any 
amendment thereto or substitute therefor 
the effect of which would be to fix the share 
payable by the United States at $750,000,000. 
Upon the adoption of such a resolution, the 
United States Governor is authorized to 
agree, on behalf of the United States, to 
pay $750,000,000 to the Fund for Special Op- 
erations of the Bank, in accord-”. 

On page 2, line 17, strike ‘$900,000,000” 
and insert 8750, 000,000“. 


The SPEAKER. Without objection, the 
previous question is ordered. 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the 
motion to recommit. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
on that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The question was taken; and there 
were—yeas 185, nays 217, not voting 30, 
as follows: 


[Roll No. 186] 
YEAS—185 

Abbitt Burton, Utah Findley 
Abernethy Button Fino 
Adair Byrnes, Wis. Ford, Gerald R. 
Anderson, Dl. Cahill Fountain 
Andrews, Carter Fulton, Pa. 

N. Dak. Cederberg Fuqua 
Arends Chamberlain Goodell 
Ashbrook Clancy Goodling 
Ashmore Clausen, Gross 
Ayres Don H. Grover 
Baring Clawson, Del Gubser 
Bates Cleveland Gude 
Battin Collier Gurney 
Belcher Colmer Hagan 
Bell Conable Haley 
Berry Corbett Hall 
Betts Cunningham Halleck 
Blackburn Curtis Hammer- 
Bolton Davis, Wis. schmidt 
Bow Dellenback Hansen, Idaho 
Bray Denney Harrison 
Brinkley Derwinski Harsha 
Brock Devine Heckler, Mass. 
Brotzman Dickinson Henderson 
Brown, Mich. Dorn Horton 
Brown, Ohio Dowdy Hosmer 
Broyhill, N.C. Duncan Hutchinson 
Broyhill, Va. Dwyer Ichord 
Buchanan Eshleman Jarman 
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Martin 
Mathias, Calif. 
May 


Mayne 
Meskill 
Michel 
Miller, Ohio 
Montgomery 
Moore 
Morton 


Albert 
Anderson, 
Tenn. 
Annunzio 

Ashley 
Aspinall 
Barrett 
Bennett 
Bevill 
Biester 
Bingham 
Blanton 
Blatnik 


Erlenborn 
Evans, Colo. 
Everett 


Frelinghuysen 
Friedel 
Fulton, Tenn, 
Galifianakis 


Gallagher 
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Schweiker 
Schwengel 
Scott 
Shriver 
Skubitz 
Smith, Calif. 


NAYS—217 


Garmatz 
Gathings 
Gettys 
Glalmo 
Gibbons 
Gilbert 
Gonzalez 
Gray 
Green, Oreg. 
Green, Pa. 
Griffiths 


Hawkins 


Holifield 
Holland 
Howard 
Hull 
Hungate 
Irwin 


Johnson, Calif. 
Jones, Ala. 
Karsten 
Kastenmeier 
Kazen 

Kee 

Kelly 

King, Calif. 

Ki 


Smith, N.Y. 
Smith, Okla. 
Snyder 
Springer 
Stafford 


Utt 


Steiger, Wis. 
Stephens 
Stratton 
Stubblefield 
Sullivan 
Tenzer 
Thompson, NJ. 
Tiernan 
Tunney 
Udall 
Ullman 

Van Deerlin 
Vanik 


rgan 
Morris, N. Mex. Vigorito 
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Waldie Whitener Wright 
Walker Widnall Yates 
Watts Willis Young 
Whalen Wilson, Zablocki 
White Charles H. 
NOT VOTING—30 
Andrews, Ala. Farbstein Mills 
Broomfield Fisher Mi 
Brown, Calif. Foley Morse, Mass. 
Burke, Fla. Fraser Murphy, II 
Conyers Gardner Pepper 
Cramer Herlong Rhodes, Ariz. 
de la Garza Hunt Scheuer 
Dole Jones, Mo Sisk 
Edwards, Ala Taft 
McEwen Williams, Miss. 

So the motion to recommit was re- 
jected. 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 


Mr. Burke of Florida for, with Mr. Morse 
of Massachusetts against. 

Mr. Esch for, with Mr. Murphy of Illinois 
against. 

Mr. McEwen for, with Mr. Farbstein mania 

Mr. Hunt for, with Mr, Sisk 

Mr. Rhodes of Arizona for, with Mr. Sahetiah 
against, 

Mr. Williams of Mississippi for, with Mr. 
Conyers against, 


Until further notice: 

Mr. Andrews of Alabama with Mr. Min- 
shall. 

Mr. Brown of California with Mr. Taft. 

Mr. Pepper with Mr. Dole. 

Mr, Karth with Mr, Cramer. 

Mr. de la Garza with Mr. Bloomfield. 

Mr. Foley with Mr. Edwards of Alabama. 

Mr. Mills with Mr. Gardner. 

Mr. Herlong with Mr. Fraser. 


The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the 
passage of the bill. 

Mr, ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The question was taken; and there 
were—yeas 275, nays 122, answered 
“present” 1, not voting 34, as follows: 


[Roll No. 187] 
YEAS—275 

Adams Casey Fino 
Addabbo Celler Flood 
Albert Clark Flynt 
Anderson, Cohelan Foley 

Tenn Conable rd, 
Andrews, Conte William D. 

N. Dak Corbett Frelinghuysen 
Annunzio Corman Friedel 
Arends Cowger Fulton, Pa. 
Ashley Culver Fulton, Tenn 
Aspinall Daddario Fuqua 
Ayres Daniels Galifianakis 
Barrett Davis, Ga, Gallagher 
Bates Dawson Garmatz 
Bell Delaney Gathings 
Bennett Dellenback Gettys 
Bevill nt Giaimo 
Biester Diggs Gibbons 
Bingham Dingell Gilbert 
Blackburn Donohue Gonzalez 
Blanton Dorn Goodell 
Blatnik Dow Gray 

gS Downing Green, Oreg. 
Boland Dulski Green, Pa 
Boling Dwyer Griffiths 
Brademas Eckhardt Grover 
Brasco Edmondson Gude 
Brooks Edwards, Calif. Halpern 
Brotzman Edwards, La. Hamilton 
Brown, Mich Eilberg Hammer- 
Brown, Ohio Erlenborn schmidt 
Burke, Mass, Eshleman Hanley 
Burton, Calif. Evans, Colo. Hanna 
Everett Hansen, Wash. 

Button Evins, Tenn. Hardy 
Byrne, Pa. Fallon Harvey 
Cabell Fascell Hathaway 
Cahill Feighan Hawkins 
Carey Findley Hays 


Hébert Minish 
Hechler, W. Va. Mink 
Heckler, Mass. Mize 
Helstoski Monagan 
Henderson Moorhead 
Hicks Morgan 
Holifield Morris, N. Mex. 
Holland Morton 
Horton Mosher 
Hosmer Moss 
Hull Multer 
Hungate Murphy, N.Y. 
Natcher 
Jacobs Nedai 
Joelson Nichols 
Johnson, Calif, Nix 
Johnson, O'Hara, III 
Jones, Ala, O'Hara, Mich. 
Jones, N.C, "Konski 
Karste Olsen 
Kazen O'Neill, Mass 
Kee Ottinger 
Keith Patman 
Kelly Patten 
King, Calif. Pepper 
kins 
Kluczynski Philbin 
Korn Pickle 
Kupferman Pike 
A 3 
Lair oage 
Landrum Poff 
Leggett Pollock 
Lloyd 1 
Long. Md. Price, Il 
McC; or 
Pucinski 
MeDonald, Quie 
Mich, Railsback 
McMillan Reid, N.Y. 
Macdonald, Resnick 
Mass. Bree 
MacGregor odes, Pa 
Machen Rivers 
Madden Robison 
Mahon j 
Mailliard gers, Colo. 
Marsh ers, Fla. 
Mathias, Calif; Ronan 
Mathias, Md. Rooney, N. v 
Matsunaga Rooney, Pa. 
Mayne Rosenthal 
Meeds Rostenkowski 
Miller, Calif. Roth 
NAYS—122 
Abbitt Gross 
Abernethy Gubser 
air Gurney 
Anderson, Ill. 
Ashbrook Haley 
Ashmore Hall 
Baring Halleck 
Battin Hansen, Idaho 
Belcher Harrison 
Berry Harsha 
Betts Hutchinson 
Bolton Ichord 
Bow Jarman 
Bray. Jonas 
Brinkley King, N.Y. 
Brock eppe 
Broyhill, N.C. Kuykendall 
Broyhill, Va. Kyl 
Buchanan Langen 
Burleson Latta 
Burton, Utah Lennon 
Byrnes, Wis. Lipscomb 
Carter Long, La 
Cederberg Lukens 
Clancy McClory 
Clausen, McClure 
Don H. McCulloch 
Clawson, Del Martin 
Cleveland 
Collier Meskill 
Colmer Michel 
Cunningham Miller, Ohio 
Curtis Montgomery 
Davis, Wis. Moore 
Denney Myers 
Devine Nelsen 
Dickinson O'Neal, Ga. 
Dowdy Passman 
Duncan Pelly 
Fountain Pettis 
Goodling Price, Tex. 
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St. Onge 
Satterfield 
Schweiker 
Schwengel 
Selden 
Shipley 
Sikes 
Slack 
Smith, Iowa 
Springer 
Stafford 
Staggers 
Stanton 


Randall 


ANSWERED “PRESENT’—1 


Broomfield 


Chamberlain 


NOT VOTING—34 
Andrews, Ala. Brown, Calif. Conyers 


Burke, Fla. 


Cramer 


de la Garza Herlong Murphy, 01 
De Howard cell 
Dole Hunt Rhodes, Ariz 
Edwards, Ala. Jones, Mo. Scheuer 

h Karth isk 
Farbstein Kastenmeier Smith, N.Y. 
Fisher McEwen ft 
Ford, Gerald R. Mills Williams, Miss. 
Fraser Minshall 
Gardner Morse, Mass. 


So the bill was passed. 
The Clerk announced the following 


pairs: 

On this vote: 

Mr. Conyers for, with Mr. Chamberlain 
against. 

Mr. Morse of Massachusetts for, with Mr. 
Burke of Florida against. 

Mr. Broomfield for, with Mr. McEwen 
against. 


Until further notice: 


Mr. Murphy of Illinois with Mr. Derwinskl. 
Mr. Howard with Mr. Rhodes of Arizona. 


„ Mills with Mr. Gerald R. Ford. 
Andrews of Alabama with Mr. Dole. 
Kastenmeier with Mr. Edwards of 


„ de la Garza with Mr. Esch. 
Sisk with Mr. Minshall. 
Mr. Williams of Mississippi with Mr. Gard- 


Mr. Karth with Mr. Purcell. 
Mr. Fraser with Mr. Herlong. 


Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Mr. Speaker, I 
have a live pair with the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. Conyers]. If he were 
present, he would have voted “yea.” I 
voted “nay.” I withdraw my vote and 
vote “present.” 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 


CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 11089, 
ADDITIONAL GROUP LIFE AND AC- 
CIDENT INSURANCE FOR FEDERAL 
EMPLOYEES (H. REPT. NO. 513) 


Mr. DANIELS submitted a conference 
report and statement on the bill (H.R. 
11089) to amend title 5, United States 
Code, to provide additional group life 
insurance and accidental death and dis- 
memberment insurance for Federal em- 
ployees, and to strengthen the financial 
condition of the employees’ life insurance 
fund. 


AUTHORIZING THE CLERK TO IN- 
SERT NECESSARY PUNCTUATION 
AND CORRECTIONS IN THE BILL 
H.R. 9547, INTER-AMERICAN DE- 
VELOPMENT BANK ACT AMEND- 
MENTS OF 1967 


Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Clerk may 
correct punctuation and correct numbers 
and insert the necessary sections in the 
bill (H.R. 9547), just passed by the 
House. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from Texas? 

There was no objection. 


GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND 


Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
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may have 5 legislative days in which to 
extend their remarks on the bill just 
passed and to include relevant extrane- 
ous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from Texas? 

There was no objection. 


CONSUMER CREDIT PROTECTION 
ACT COSPONSORED BY 17 HOUSE 
MEMBERS 


Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the Recorp and 
include extraneous matter on the Con- 
sumer Credit Protection Act. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
happy to announce that today I am in- 
troducing as a cosponsor, along with the 
following Members of the House, Messrs. 
BARRETT, Roprno, REUSS, FARBSTEIN, 
PUCINSKI, RYAN, St GERMAIN, ROSEN- 
THAL, LEGGETT, MATSUNAGA, HOWARD, and 
Mrs. Minx, and Messrs. RESNICK, 
SCHEUER, VIGORITO, and Brasco, the Con- 
sumer Credit Protection Act. This bill 
incorporates the truth-in-lending leg- 
islation sponsored for many years by 
that honorable champion of consumer 
pent. Paul Douglas, Senator from 


The e provisions of our 
bill incorporate many of the technical 
language changes adopted by the Senate 
and includes specifically the use of 
“annual percentage rate” instead of a 
“simple annual rate.” However, unlike 
the Senate bill, this bill will be applicable 
to revolving credit and first mortgage 
real estate credit. Furthermore, this bill 
would apply the disclosure requirement 
of truth-in-lending to credit advertising, 
a vital link in the chain of consumer 
protection. 

It is a companion bill to the bill intro- 
duced by Congressman SULLIVAN on July 
20, 1967, on behalf of herself and other 
members of the Consumer Affairs Sub- 
committee of the House Banking and 
Currency Committee, of which she is 
chairman 


The Consumer Credit Protection Act 
that I am introducing today would cover 
the following areas of consumer protec- 
tion in the use of credit: 

First. Require full disclosure of all fi- 
nance charges in terms of annual per- 
centage rates in connection with credit 
transactions and in credit advertisement. 

Second. Establish a maximum finance 
charge of 18 percent in the extension of 
credit “to a natural person,” without dis- 
turbing State laws which provide for 
lower rates. 

Third. Prohibit the use of confessions 
of judgment in connection with consumer 
credit transactions. 

Fourth. Prohibit the garnishment of 
wages to satisfy debts. 

Fifth. Provide standby powers to re- 
strict or control the use of credit during 
a national emergency proclaimed by the 
President. 

Sixth. Provide the Federal Reserve 
Board with powers to set margin require- 
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ments in connection with trading in 
commodity future contracts similar to 
the authority it now has in setting mar- 
gins for credit transactions on stock 
exchanges. 

Seventh. Create a National Commis- 
sion on Consumer Finance to investi- 
gate all aspects of the consumer finance 
industry and report to the Congress and 
the President by December 31, 1969. 

As may be seen from this brief sum- 
mary of this legislation, it contains pro- 
visions about which honorable men may 
disagree. Not all of the cosponsors agree 
with every provision of this comprehen- 
sive bill. However, all of us are concerned 
with the underlying problems that this 
legislation would hope to cure and all of 
us are anxious to see hearings conducted 
fully revealing the needs for appropriate 
legislation. I am certain that the bill 
that is reported by the House Banking 
and Currency Committee will be molded 
and shaped by the facts as they are pre- 
sented. If those hearings dictate the 
necessity of change in the legislation, I 
will certainly be among those support- 
ing such change. 

Our purpose in introducing this legis- 
lation is to provide greater protection for 
the consumer in the conduct of his credit 
transactions. We are intent in seeing 
that this is accomplished in the current 
session of the Congress. 

For the convenience of the Members, 
I set forth a summary of this legislation 
as follows: 

SUMMARY OF THE PROPOSED CONSUMER CREDIT 
PROTECTION ACT 
TITLE I—CREDIT TRANSACTIONS 
Disclosure 

This title provides for the full disclosure 
of the terms and conditions of credit in 
connection with consumer credit transac- 
tions. Disclosure requirements provided for 
are applicable both with regard to the adver- 
tisement of credit in connection with a sale 
or a loan, as well as in the conduct of an 
actual credit transaction. In advertisement, 
as well as credit transactions coming 
within the scope of this act, the creditor 
is required to provide the buyer or borrower 
with a statement of the cash sale price, the 
finance charge, and the annual percentage 
rate applicable to the credit transaction. In 
addition to the foregoing, other detailed in- 
formation must be provided to the consumer 
in connection with the advertisement or 
credit transaction involved. 

Mazimum finance charge 

In addition to such disclosure, the act pro- 
vides that a creditor may neither demand 
nor accept a finance charge in connection 
with the extension of credit which exceeds 
the maximum rate permitted under appli- 
cable State law or 18 percent per annum, 
whichever is less. 


Responsible agency 

Regulatory authority to implement the 
provisions of this title are vested in the Board 
of Governors of the Federal Reserve System. 
In addition to authority to issue regulations, 
the Board is given powers of administrative 
enforcement to secure compliance with the 
act. In addition to such administrative en- 
forcement, individuals to whom information 
is required to be given under the act are 
authorized to bring civil suit where such in- 
formation has not been properly provided. 

Confession of judgment 

With regard to credit transactions coming 
within the scope of this title, the Act pro- 
hibits the use of confessions of judgment 
(cognovit notes), whereby a debtor waives 
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his rights to full legal process in the cred- 
itor’s attempt to obtain legal judgment 
against him. 

Criminal penalties 


Violation of the act may further result in 
the imposition of criminal penalties when 
suit is brought by the United States Attor- 
ney General. 

Regulation of credit for commodity futures 

trading 

For the purpose of preventing the specu- 
lation in, and the excessive use of credit for, 
the creation, carrying, or trading in com- 
modity futures contract, tending to inflate 
consumer prices, the act provides that the 
Board of Governors shall issue regulations 
governing the amount of credit that may be 
extended or maintained on any such con- 
tracts. 


Emergency control of consumer credit 
This title further provides that whenever 
the President determines that a national 
emergency exists which necessitates such 
action, the Board shall issue regulations to 

control the extension of consumer credit. 


Effective date 


The act provides that this title shall take 
effect on July 1, 1968. 


TITLE II—PROHIBITION OF GARNISHMENT OF 
WAGES 


This title provides that the garnishment 
of wages is frequently an element in the 
predatory extension of credit and that such 
garnishment frequently results in the dis- 
ruption of employment, production, and con- 
sumption, constituting a substantial burden 
on interstate commerce. Accordingly, provi- 
sion is made prohibiting the garnishment of 
wages or salary due an employee. Violation 
of the section subjects an individual to pos- 
sible fine or imprisonment. 


TITLE I1I-—COMMISSION ON CONSUMER FINANCE 


This title provides for the establishment 
of a bi-partisan national commission on con- 
sumer finance to be composed of nine mem- 
bers: 3 members from the Senate, to be ap- 
pointed by the President of the Senate; 3 
members of the House of Representatives, to 
be appointed by The Speaker; and 3 persons 
to be appointed by the President. The Com- 
mission is called upon to study and appraise 
the functioning and structure of the con- 
sumer finance industry in the United States 
and to report its findings, recommendations, 
and conclusions to the Congress and the Pres- 
ident by December 31, 1969. The Commission 
is specifically called upon to include within 
the scope of its report and recommendations 
a discussion of: 

“1, The adequacy of existing arrangements 
to provide consumer financing at reasonable 
rates. 

2. The adequacy of existing supervisory 
and regulatory mechanisms to protect the 
public from unfair practices. 

“3. The desirability of Federal chartering 
of consumer finance companies, or other 
regulatory measures.“ 


POVERTY PROGRAM 


Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my 
remarks, and to inolude extraneous 
matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, earlier 
today Mr. Andrew J. Biemiller, legisla- 
tive director of the American Federation 
of Labor and Congress of Industrial Or- 
ganizations testified before our subcom- 
mittee on the poverty program. 
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I am asking permission today to in- 
clude in the Recorp his entire statement 
because as the whole Nation debates on 
the causes of the various disturbances 
throughout the country in the big cities, 
Mr. Biemiller has done an excellent job 
in bringing into perspective the real 
causes of the problems and the riots that 
are occurring. 

There are four big problems that this 
Congress has to deal with if we are going 
to bring peace back to our cities: 

First. The staggering unemployment 
problem in the ghettos. 

Mr. Biemiller pointed out that among 
the Negro youth in the ghettos, the un- 
employment rate is 46 percent for girls 
and 31 percent for boys. This deplorable 
condition makes the young people easy 
targets for every agitator who wants to 
start a riot. 

Second. The indescribable slum hous- 
ing, frightening rats, and all the other 
evils of the slums. 

Third. The unendurable heat in 
houses and homes that become virtual 
ovens in the crowded slums during the 
extreme heat of the summer months. 

Fourth. The abysmal and total hope- 
lessness of the young people in these 
areas. 

Mr. Speaker, it seems to me that these 
are the four horsemen of the apocalypse 
that is sweeping our cities. 

Mr. Speaker, I invite every Member 
in this Chamber to read Mr. Biemiller's 
outstanding statement so we can get a 
better understanding of what can 
really be done on a crash basis to restore 
law and order in the great cities of our 
country. While none of us could ever 
condone or tolerate the rioting which I 
believe is masterminded by those who 
would destroy America, I believe we must 
remove the causes which make many 
people easy prey for the agitators who 
start the riots. 

The statement referred to is as fol- 
lows: 

STATEMENT OF ANDREW J. BIEMILLER, LEGIS- 
LATIVE DIRECTOR, AMERICAN FEDERATION OF 
LABOR AND CONGRESS OF INDUSTRIAL ORGA- 
NIZATIONS BEFORE THE HOUSE COMMITTEE ON 
EDUCATION AND LABOR ON H.R, 8311, TO 
AMEND THE ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY ACT OF 
1964, JULY 26, 1967 
Mr. Chairman, my name is Andrew J. Bie- 

miller. I am legislative director for the Amer- 

ican Federation of Labor and Congress of 

Industrial Organizations. On behalf of the 

AFL-CIO, I want to express our appreciation 

for this opportunity to present to your Com- 

mittee our views on the proposed 1967 

Amendments to the Economic Opportunity 

Act of 1964. 

When President Meany appeared before 
this Committee in 1964 to testify on the Eco- 
nomic Opportunity Act of 1964, he said: 
“This is not a new war for us in the labor 
movement ... The elimination of poverty 
is and always has been a primary goal of 
organized labor and a basic reason for its 
existence.” And he went on to say: 
we hate poverty in all its forms and for 
whatever reason it exists.” I cite this to 
emphasize the fact that I come here as a 
representative of a segment of society that 
is deeply committed to the elimination of 
poverty as a fact of life in our society. 

President Meany made the point that for 
generations the elimination of want and the 
improvement of the conditions of work and 
life have been a primary goal of American 
trade unions. It is for this reason that the 
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AFL-CIO is once again happy to lend its 
support to the all-important effort to make 
the war on poverty a success. The amend- 
ments now being proposed in H.R. 8311 seek 
to accomplish changes which, it seems to us, 
will strengthen the operation and adminis- 
tration of the OEO and its component pro- 
grams. In general, the AFL-CIO supports 
them, 

The results of the first two and a half 
years of operation of the Office of Economic 
Opportunity are encouraging. Sargent Shriv- 
er and his associates at OEO have shown 
courage and imagination in carrying forward 
the war on poverty. They have carried the 
war to new fronts, developed better ways of 
fighting poverty on other fronts. They have 
been both praised and castigated for their 
efforts, yet they have continued to move for- 
ward. The important fact is that the anti- 
poverty effort is reaching the poor and is 
opening doors through which they can es- 
cape from the grinding reality of poverty. 
True, not enough of the poor are being 
reached. Not enough doors are being opened. 
This is not the fault of OEO. The war against 
poverty is an expensive war and Congress 
has not been overly generous. The war 
against poverty requires new techniques, new 
methods. There are no text books that spell 
out these techniques and methods. These 
must be learned the hard way—by trial and 
error. Despite these and other obstacles, it is 
our belief that the war on poverty has made 
a substantial impact on the poor. 

Three years ago, when we testified on be- 
half of the Economic Opportunity Act, we 
supported the potential, the promise that we 
saw in this legislation for dealing with the 
problem of poverty in America. Today, the 
AFL-CIO is in a position to base its testi- 
mony on hard facts which we have assembled 
as the result of participation in the war on 
poverty. We have assisted in the policy-mak- 
ing process through our representation on 
the National Advisory Council on Economic 
Opportunity in the persons of Mr. David Sul- 
livan, an AFL-CIO Vice President and Presi- 
dent of the Building Service Employees In- 
ternational Union, and Mr. James A, Suf- 
fridge, an AFL-CIO Vice President and Presi- 
dent, Retail Clerks International Association. 

In addition, a group of 18 prominent labor 
leaders serve on the OEO’s Labor Advisory 
Council, which is under the Chairmanship 
of Mr. Sullivan. This Council consults regu- 
larly with Mr. Shriver on matters of mutual 
concern to organized labor and the war on 
poverty. 

At the local level we estimate that there 
are about 3,000 AFL-CIO leaders who are 
currently serving on CAP boards and com- 
mittees, as well as on the boards and com- 
mittees of the component agencies of local 
community action programs. But, in addi- 
tion to this involvement in anti-poverty pro- 
grams, there are many unions and local cen- 
tral labor councils that have elected to be- 
come direct sponsors of OEO programs. We 
will refer to some of these later on in our 
testimony. 

Also, in addition to all of these more or less 
formal relationships between organized labor 
and the war on poverty, there are literally 
dozens of instances of informal cooperation 
by unions and union members with anti- 
poverty programs and agencies. 

While labor’s participation in the war on 
poverty had some central direction and some 
national guidelines, yet a great part of our 
participation was spontaneous, stemming 
from the interest, concern, and compassion 
of union leaders and just ordinary rank-and- 
file union members for the people who are 
poor. They wanted to do something to help 
the poor find a way out of poverty. From the 
variety of activities in which they have co- 
operated in their local communities, we have 
been able to get a real sense of the meaning 
of the war on poverty in the ranks of orga- 
nized labor. The reaction has been positive. 
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Our members have accepted the war on 
poverty. Their willingness to participate in 
it is the best evidence of this. 

I have indicated that the AFL-CIO strongly 
supports the war on poverty. I would like 
to go a step further and put the AFL-CIO 
on record as also supporting the present 
structure of the war on poverty. Some mem- 
bers of this Committee have introduced a 
bill which would drasticaily alter the direc- 
tion and thrust of the war on poverty. In 
fact, they would even rename it and call it 
the “Opportunity Crusade.” They would keep 
the programs, give them new names, and 
destroy the agency that brought them into 
being and enabled them to produce results. 
They propose to scatter the component agen- 
cies of OEO among existing departments of 
the government. This approach to the war 
on poverty is hard to understand. At a time 
when objective observers, such as the Harris 
poll, indicate that the war on poverty has 
the approval of a substantial majority of 
the public, it is proposed the program be 
decapitated, The AFL-CIO is opposed to any 
effort that would tamper with the existing 
structure of the OEO. We oppose it because: 

1, Such a move would eliminate the one 
federal agency that clearly speaks for the 
poor within the government. 

2. Anti-poverty programs would lose their 
visibility and their forward thrust. They 
would be forced to compete with other lower- 
priority programs within existing agencies, 

3. Current OEO programs would be frag- 
mented by being departmentalized. Now it 
is possible to bring various elements of dif- 
ferent departments into cooperative and 
productive relationships. 

4. The innovative and imaginative qual- 
ities that have characterized the develop- 
ment of new OEO programs would be 
destroyed. 

5. Over-all direction in the war on poverty 
would be dissipated. 

The hue and cry about the administrative 
failures of OEO simply does not jibe with 
the known facts. 

When the AFL-CIO testified before the 
Subcommittee on Poverty of the House Com- 
mittee on Education and Labor on the 1965 
Amendments to the Economic Opportunity 
Act, we stated: “Let us say first that we are 
encouraged by the imagination and vigor 
that have characterized the implementation 
of the act thus far. Much has been accom- 
plished during the brief six months since 
funds were first appropriated by the Con- 
gress. We are not unduly dismayed by the 
problems that inevitably have emerged, in- 
volving the relationships of the federal, state 
and local governments, and of private groups, 
in undertaking this novel and difficult effort. 
We are confident that these are ‘growing 
pains’ that will, for the most part, cure them- 
selves.” 

The legislation that created OEO directed 
that a whole series of new programs be 
created without delay. This included the de- 
velopment of Job Corps Centers providing 
education and training for poor young men 
and women between the ages of 16 and 22; 
local community action agencies to meet the 
local needs of the poor; a massive program 
of youth employment and work-study; pro- 

for migrants in the flelds of educa- 
tion, housing and job training; loans to small 
business and small farms; a domestic equiva- 
lent of the Peace Corps; a work-experience 
program to get welfare families off relief; and 
a method of coordinating the poverty-related 
activities of all federal agencies. 

In the two and a half years since Con- 
gress issued this directive to OEO, it not only 
complied effectively, but it also managed to 
initiate a broad range of additional programs. 
It developed and put into operation such 
pioneering programs as Head Start, legal 
services for the poor, neighborhood health 
centers, Upward Bound, Foster Grandparents 
and Medicare Alert. 
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I don’t think it is necessary to enumerate 
the achievements of OEO, You are all aware 
of them. We feel that it is an impressive 
record. We, therefore, urge this Committee 
to continue the OEO as the spearhead, the 
central and unifying force in the war against 
poverty. 

It may well be that one of the most endur- 
ing and useful programs that the OEO has 
conceived is the Community Action Program, 
Here is a new force in the life of the Amer- 
ican community bringing added urgency and 
vitality to bear on the problems of the poor. 
It is in the Community Action Program where 
the poor get the chance to participate in the 
development and management of local anti- 
poverty programs. It is in CAP where the poor 
can have a voice in shaping programs to help 
themselves. 

The Community Action Program is an in- 
dispensable element of the war on poverty. 
It has brought the war to the local commu- 
nity, it has given all citizens, including the 
poor, an opportunity to participate, it has 
served as the focal point for community 
action, it has served to identify the problems 
of the poor, it has served to stimulate the 
community conscience about the poverty in 
its midst. For all these reasons we hope that 
the Community Action Program will continue 
within OEO, We hope that it will not be spun 
off to an existing agency where it will lose 
its vibrant and crucial role in the war on 
poverty. 

Criticism has been directed at the Com- 
munity Action Program because of the con- 
troversial nature of some of the activities 
which they have sponsored. This is under- 
standable because local CAP agencies bring 
together people who never before talked to- 
gether, or perhaps to put it more accurately, 
who were hardly aware of each others exist- 
ence. Bringing together divers elements of 
community life may result in conflict. Yet 
this conflict has often served to sharpen up 
local anti-poverty programs. It has helped 
to make clear to the majority of the com- 
munity who live above the poverty level what 
the real and urgent needs of the poor are. 

The AFL-CIO supports the “maximum 
feasible participation” of the poor in Com- 
munity Action agencies. The war on poverty 
Was never intended to be a dole for the poor, 
but rather it was conceived as an opportunity 
for the poor to become involved in anti- 
poverty programs to assure the fact that these 
programs respond to their real needs. We are 
encouraged to note that of the almost 92,000 
citizens serving on Community Action agency 
boards, committees and advisory councils, 
over 42,000 or about 45 percent, come from 
among those being helped. For this the OEO 
deserves to be commended. 

In 1964, when President Meany testified 
on the original Economic Opportunity Act, 
he placed the AFL-CIO squarely behind the 
Job Corps idea when he said: . . . this sec- 
tion—Title I(A)—has great potential. These 
young people can be taught the routine of 
holding a job, the rhythm of it; the use of 
tools, the feeling for them, the familiarity 
with them, how to take care of them; the 
whole concept of being part of a work-group, 
with common obligations and, sometimes, 
common grievances, These simple experi- 
ences, which most of us take for granted 
are of the greatest importance. 

“The trainees can gain from this the self- 
confidence they may have lacked before. 
They can emerge from the program fully 
able to read, write, and figure, knowing what 
it means to have a job. And they will thereby 
be better equipped to make their way in the 
world.” 

We supported the Job Corps in 1964, we 
support it in 1967. The idea which President 
Meany supported, has become a reality of 
which we can all be proud. The Job Corps 
offers young people who come from the poor- 
est environments and the bleakest back- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE 


grounds an opportunity to develop useful 
work experience, a chance to get a basic edu- 
cation and chance to live in a new and 
healthy environment. And perhaps, most im- 
portant of all, it gives them an opportunity 
to rechannel their sense of futility and frus- 
tration into a new sense of pride in them- 
selves and in their value as human beings. 

The Job Corps has been criticized because 
of the cost per trainee, the number of drop- 
outs and disturbances in the Centers, Cur- 
rent figures indicate that the cost per trainee 
has been lowered considerably, that more 
boys and girls are staying in the Job Corps 
and are staying longer, and the problem of 
discipline within the Centers is under con- 
trol. Anyhow such arguments come from 
those with limited vision. We see the Job 
Corps as a human reclamation program tak- 
ing these young people off the streets, away 
from meaningless lives full of frustration and 
anger and bringing them back into society 
where they can become useful, productive 
human beings. Reclamation is never cheap. 
But in the long run it is cheaper than riots 
in the streets, crime, and public welfare. 

The job of transforming a youngster’s 
sense of alienation from society, by bringing 
him into the mainstream, through useful 
training, re-education and self re-evaluation, 
is only part of the story. When a youngster 
comes out of a Job Corps Center, he needs a 
job. A good job with decent pay. Otherwise, 
he will slide back into his old environment, 
lose his skills and his new-found self-esteem. 
We are happy to note that the 1967 Amend- 
ments of the EOA make provision for better 
placement procedures for those coming out 
of the Job Corps. This is essential to the 
success of this 4 

Because we in labor have been 
concerned about the placement of men and 
women coming out of Job Corps Centers, we 
have cooperated with the Job Corps in de- 
veloping a Job Corps Center Visitation and 
Recruitment Program. This program has a 
three-fold purpose—to let labor leaders see 
the Job Corps in action, to get labor leaders 
to help the Centers in the placement process 
and to help recruit for the Job Corps. Over 
twenty-five international unions affiliated 
with the AFL-CIO and twenty-three: state 
AFL-CIO central bodies have participated in 
tours of Job Corps Centers, with more than 
500 labor people participating in visits to 
ten Job Corps Centers. 

The labor leaders who have participated in 
visits to one or another of the Job Corps 
Centers in all parts of the country were im- 
pressed by what they saw and heard. 

John I. Rollings, President of the Missouri 
State Labor Council, AFL-CIO, after a tour 
of the Women’s Job Corps Center at Excel- 
sior Springs, Missouri, said: “I wish every- 
one could see the desire and dedication to 
develop into better citizens by these girls. 
I wish all union leaders here would go back 
to their organizations and tell the story of 
the Job Corps. We must let our Congress- 
men know how we feel about the program 
and see that it is properly and adequately 
funded.” 

Maurice Lieson, International Representa- 
tive, American Bakery and Confectionery 
Workers Union, said that his union would 
cooperate with the Job Corps and would 
seek to get jobs for graduates of the Job 
Corps. He cited the fact that 50 percent of 
the members of his union were women. 

From a report of a visit of representatives 
of building trades locals from the Bowling 
Green, Kentucky, area to the Job Corps Cen- 
ter at Great Onyx, Kentucky states: “We 
found the business agents of the Laborers 
and the Cement Mason's Locals interested in 
the placement of the Corpsmen. In addition, 
the above two locals offered on-the-job train- 
ing during their busy season. . The State 
President and the State Secretary of the 
Kentucky Building Trades Council requested 
Job Corps information in order to carry the 
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message of Job Corps activities to local 
unions throughout the State of Kentucky.“ 

Time does not permit the inclusion of 
many other citations of this kind that are 
in our files. 

The AFL-CIO would like to call the at- 
tention of this Committee to the work being 
done at the Job Corps Center in Jacob’s 
Creek, Tennessee. Sponsored by the Interna- 
tional Union of Operating Engineers and its 
affiliate, Local No, 917, the Center is set up 
to teach young men to handle and operate 
heavy equipment. At the end of last month, 
the first contingent of 52 enrollees completed 
their training. The union has agreed to place 
each one of these young men in an entry- 
level job, maintaining heavy equipment. 

Their course of work at Jacob’s Creek has 
prepared them to compete with other quali- 
fied applicants for a place in the registered 
apprenticeship programs in this industry. 
Upon completion of their apprenticeship, 
these boys will become full-fledged union 
journeymen in a highly skilled and well-paid 
trade. 

The Job Corps provides educational pro- 
grams, vocational training, work experience 
and counselling for those enrolled in this 
program. But it also has been able, to a 
large degree, to create an environment in 
which the enrollees can grow as human be- 
ings, gain self-confidence, develop an appre- 
ciation of thelr own potential. This impor- 
tant element in the development of these 
young people can never be supplied by ex- 
isting vocational education facilities such as 
technical institutes, area vocational schools 
and community training centers. 

These facilities can serve youngsters com- 
ing from families with greater stability, 
youngsters who have not known acute depri- 
vation or suffered from social discrimination. 

Job Corps enrollees, by the very process of 
their selection, are young people who carry 
the scars of poverty and deprivation. We 
have ample proof that if given a chance these 
young men and women can “make it” re- 
gardless of their handicaps. But to ignore the 
fact that the needs of this group differs from 
those of more fortunate young people would 
be unwise. For this reason, we urge that 
nothing be done by Congress that would im- 
pair the existing residential structure and 
program orientation of the Job Corps. 

We feel that the Job Corps should be re- 
tained as an integral part of OEO and that it 
merits the continued support of Congress. We 
urge that it be expanded to offer even greater 
numbers of these severely disadvantaged 
young people an opportunity to make a place 
for themselves in the economic and social 
life of our country. 

Another program which the AFL-CIO 
thinks is proving extremely useful in pre- 
paring young people for the world of work is 
the Neighborhood Youth Corps. The impor- 
tance of the work experience obtained 
through N.Y.C. projects becomes clear when 
seen in the context of the lack of employ- 
ment opportunities open to these youngsters. 
The unemployment rate for youth 16 to 21 
in 1966 was almost three times higher than 
the national average for the total labor force. 
But even this figure tells only part of the 
story. In the poverty areas of our major 
cities teen-age boys had a jobless rate of 25 
percent and teen-age girls of 23 percent. 
However, for Negroes in the areas surveyed, 
unemployment rates in March 1966 were even 
higher, Teen-age Negro girls had a jobless 
rate of 46 percent, and for teen-age Negro 
boys it was 31 percent. 

Organized labor has seen this program in 
operation. A number of unions have spon- 
sored N.Y.C. p! These unions have 
been greatly impressed by opportunities that 
this program has been able to open up for 
these young people, once they have been 
given help in overcoming the handicaps of 
inexperience, lack of education, and lack of 
skills: Probably the most dramatic example 
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of the effectiveness of this program is the one 
in Watts, which is under the sponsorship of 
the Watts Labor Community Action Com- 
mittee, The Watts Labor Community Action 
Committee is a nonprofit organization made 
up of eleven unions including the Machin- 
ists, the Building Service Employees, the 
Amalgamated Clothing Workers, the United 
Rubber Workers, and the United Auto Work- 
ers, among others. 

The WLOAC developed a project that in- 
cludes programs for young people from var- 
ious age groups. A program for youngsters 
aged 7 through 13 was called the Cadet 
Corps, another called the Community Con- 
servation Corps included the 14 and 15 year 
olds. The Neighborhood Youth Corps ad- 
dressed itself to youths 16 through 21 years 
of age. The program is funded by the De- 
partment of Labor, by the Neighborhood 
Youth Corps, and by funds from the unions. 

From a report evaluating the work of the 
WLCAC comes the following quotation: “The 
observation of crew chiefs who have worked 
with the Watts area youths in the project 
since its inception in summer of 1966 is that 
there has been a tremendous change in these 
young people. Their attitude toward them- 
selves and, consequently, toward the staff and 
also visitors to the program are markedly 
outgoing, and the cussing and fighting which 
were common occurrences eight months ago 
are an exception now.” Further on in the 
same report, we find this paragraph: “A ma- 
jority of the N.Y.C.s have indicated an in- 
terest in receiving more than a salary—in 
being trained for (1) jobs, and (2) ‘leader- 
ship. 

Ted Watkins, formerly an active trade 
unionist, a resident of Watts and the direc- 
tor of the project, said recently: “We want 
to make these young guys feel they’ve got a 
role to play as men. It’s amazing to see the 
change in them—and amazing to see the 
change in the adults of the community, too— 
they used to be afraid of these kids. 

“Some of these kids were the looters, they 
were the burners, they were the ones who 
started the riot. Now, they say to me, ‘we 
don't want to do anything in this community 
to mess it up no more.’ Now, they're saying 
this is our community, this is our program.“ 

On Wednesday, July 12, 1967, the Los An- 
gles Times, a newspaper that cannot be ac- 
cused of being pro-labor, ran an editorial 
commending the WLCAC as one of the most 
useful anti-poverty programs to be inaug- 
urated for the Watts area in recent years.” 

The Central Labor Council of Alameda 
County, AFL-CIO (Oakland, California), is 
the sponsor of another Neighborhood Youth 
Corps project. A three-phased project, it is 
intended to give 400 youths good work habits 
and experience, then to train them in mar- 
ketable skills and finally to place them in 
jobs at decent wages. 

The East Bay Labor Journal, labor’s official 
newspaper in Alameda County, gives the 
union's reasons for sponsoring this project: 
“The CLC leaders are determined to make the 
Labor Council’s program an effective contri- 
bution to lowering Oakland’s unemployment 
rate among teen-agers and racial ten- 
sion by helping youths help themselves. A 
large proportion of the youths in the pro- 
gram are members of minority groups. 

“But just exposing untrained youths to 
Job training won't be enough, those who 
planned the project realized. 

“Many of the youths are on parole or pro- 
bation, and all are school drop-outs. 

“A key element is to restore self-confidence 
destroyed through repeated failures since 
early childhood.” 

Organized labor is strongly in favor of this 
program. Our experience with it indicates 
that it has been efficiently administered, and 


imaginatively programed. We feel that this 
program should have added funds for fiscal 


1968 rather than have its funds reduced more 
than $50 million as requested by the Admin- 
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istration. The N.Y.C., like Head Start, has 
been one of the “success” stories of OEO. It 
deserves to be expanded, 

Organized labor has developed a unique 
partnership with OEO in connection with the 
training of union members for active service 
in the war against poverty. In three pro- 
grams which have been funded by OEO, one 
in Appalachia, which is currently in opera- 
tion; another in the New England States; and 
a third in Pennsylvania, union men and 
women are being given training to enable 
them to participate in the OEO program in 
their home communities. They are being 
given specific information about the war on 
poverty and its programs. They are being 
taught how to help citizens groups apply for 
federal funds when such funds are available 
to meet specific local problems. They are 
being taught the skills needed to help poor 
people get together in their neighborhoods 
to discuss and seek solutions to their prob- 
lems. They will also train other union mem- 
bers for active participation in community 
action programs. 

In the Appalachian region where 104 of the 
unionists have completed their training 
course, these men and women have gone 
back home and provided a leavening in the 
community for citizen action through Com- 
munity Action agencies, We can look for sim- 
ilar results from the New England and the 
Pennsylvania projects. We feel that these 
projects, by injecting trained and dedicated 
people into the Community Action Program, 
will be of invaluable help in carrying for- 
ward local action in the anti-poverty war. 

In 1964, President Meany heartily endorsed 
the provision which called for federal assist- 
ance up to 90 percent of funding for local 
Community Action . The experi- 
ence of local labor leaders who have par- 
ticipated in literally hundreds of local CAP 
agencies, emphasizes the validity of our sup- 
port of the 90 percent federal contribution. 

Unfortunately, the Economic Opportunity 
Amendments of 1966 call for the lowering of 
federal contribution to Community Action 
Programs from the present 90 percent level 
to 80 percent after June 30, 1967. This 
amounts to a 100 percent increase for local 
communities wishing to participate in Com- 
munity Action Programs. Such an increased 
local contribution would create a severe hard- 
ship for the poorer urban communities, for 
many rural areas and for many smaller 
communities, For the larger cities with many 
poor neighborhoods, this increase would 
severely limit the residents of these poverty 
areas from developing new and needed pro- 


grams. 

As we have already indicated, the Commu- 
nity Action Programs are an essential com- 
ponent of the war on poverty offering the 
opportunity for involvement to all sectors 
of the community including the poor. If the 
Community Action Program is to maintain 
its catalytic effect; if it is to continue to 
create greater responsiveness to the needs of 
the poor in the local community, then it is 
essential that the persent level of federal 
contribution to local programs be maintained. 

We urge this Committee to restore the 
90 percent federal contribution to the Eco- 
nomic Opportunity Amendments of 1967. 

Innovation in programming, new and bet- 
ter ways of helping the poor break the pov- 
erty cycle are essential if the war on poverty 
is to achieve its purpose. To meet this need 
adequate funds are required for demonstra- 
tion and research purposes, 

We are happy to support the Administra- 
tion’s recommendation to increase the 
amount of funds available for demonstration 
and research purposes under the Community 
Action Programs from 5 percent to 10 per- 
cent. We urge favorable action on this re- 
quest by this Committee. 

One proposal for amending the Economic 
Opportunity Act of 1964 is not included in 
the bill under consideration. This is a pro- 
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posal that seeks to provide $60 million for 
day-care services. The proposal would give 
preference to children from families on wel- 
fare in which a parent chooses to undertake 
education, training or employment. It 
further mandates maximum use of welfare 
recipients as sub-professional personnel in 
the staffing of these day-care facilities. 

This measure may well provide another 
way to reduce dependency on public welfare 
and we support this approach to the prob- 
lem. 

While substantial gains against poverty 
have been recorded, we know now that the 
eradication of poverty will not be achieved 
overnight. 

I believe we all recognize now that we have 
to plan for a long war. In light of this, we 
strongly urge that the authorization for the 
anti-poverty program be made for more than 
one year and certainly no less than two years. 
This will permit OEO to plan more realis- 
tically both operationally and in program 
terms. We don’t need an annual war of nerves 
in the war on poverty. 

To win the war on poverty, much more 
needs to be done, If more is to be done, more 
money is essential. The war on poverty 
should be expanded. The proven programs 
should be extended. New programs should be 
developed to meet unmet needs. The Ad- 
ministration’s request for fiscal 1968 for $2.06 
billion represents a small step forward. But it 
is not enough. In the face of 32 million per- 
sons living below the poverty level, this 
amount is woefully inadequate. More money 
is needed to expand such proven programs 
as Job Corps and Neighborhood Youth 
Corps, more money is needed for the Com- 
munity Action Program, for VISTA, for mi- 
grant programs. The great need is to press 
the war on poverty with greater urgency on 
all fronts and with increased funds if we 
are to move the poor from their intolerable 
condition, 

In our judgment we can fulfill our com- 
mitments in Vietnam and elsewhere over- 
seas, and at the same time, support the war 
on poverty more adequately than we are 
doing now. The resources proposed for allo- 
cation to the war on poverty are altogether 
inadequate in terms of both the need and 
our capabilities. 

The war on poverty has stirred the hopes 
and aspirations of the poor all over America. 
The bright promise of a better life has given 
hope to millions and already for thousands, 
indeed tens of thousands, this promise has 
become a reality. 

For the millions who are still trapped in 
the mire of poverty, this bright promise must 
not be allowed to be extinguished. These citi- 
zens who have found new hope must be en- 
couraged to continue their efforts to build 
a better life for themselves. 

We have all been distressed by the sorry 
roll call of American cities torn by the riots 
of the past few weeks. We certainly do not 
condone these riots. Stemming, as they do, 
from the conditions which exist in our urban 
ghettos, we feel there is added urgency for 
more adequate support for the war on pov- 
erty. Our urban ghettos require a whole 
arsenal of programs to help people overcome 
the handicaps of poverty. The present level 
of OEO financing is certainly not adequate 
to meet the needs that exist in our centers 
of urban poverty. 

We, therefore, urge that the level of fund- 
ing for OEO be raised substantially to enable 
it to reach greater numbers of the poor. 

President Meany said in his 1964 testi- 
mony: “When this country, through the Con- 
gress, appropriates money for education, for 
health, for the services and facilities the 
people need—yes, and for the jobs that result 
from all these—it is making the best of all 
possible investments. 

“We are here to urge you to expand this 
investment, an investment aimed at ending 
poverty in America.” 
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Today, based on the experience of more 
than two and a half years, we repeat our 
request with even greater emphasis, let us 
expand this investment.” 


NEED FOR STRONG MEAT INSPEC- 
TION LEGISLATION 


Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my 
remarks, and to include extraneous 
matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Washington? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, Andrew J. 
Biemiller, former Member of Congress 
from Wisconsin, now director of the 
AFL-CIO Department of Legislation, re- 
cently told the Subcommittee on Live- 
stock and Grains, of the House Com- 
mittee on Agriculture, that the AFL-CIO 
asks for approval of strong, effective 
meat inspection legislation. 

So that we may all consider Mr. Bie- 
miller’s arguments, I ask unanimous con- 
sent, Mr. Speaker, that the text of his 
statement, appear in the RECORD, as 
follows: 


STATEMENT OF ANDREW J. BIEMILLER, DI- 
RECTOR OF LEGISLATION, AMERICAN FED- 
ERATION OF LABOR AND CONGRESS OF IN- 
DUSTRIAL ORGANIZATIONS, BEFORE THE 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON LIVESTOCK AND GRAINS, 
OF THE HOUSE COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, 
CONCERNING MEaT INSPECTION LEGISLATION, 
Jr 19, 1967 


My name is Andrew J. Biemiller and I am 
Director of the Department of Legislation of 
the American Federation of Labor and Con- 
gress of Industrial Organizations, a federa- 
tion of 129 national and international labor 
unions representing some 13,500,000 workers 
and their families. 

We appreciate this opportunity to present 
our views on the compelling need to increase 
the coverage of and otherwise improve fed- 
eral meat inspection legislation. Because of 
the importance of meat in the diet of all 
Americans, we consider this legislation of 
the greatest importance to the health and 
welfare of our members as it is to all con- 
sumers. 

As recently as last February, the AFL-CIO 
Executive Council called for the “inspec- 
tion for wholesomeness and cleanliness of all 
meat and poultry, whether or not the meat 
crosses interstate lines.“ We regret that some 
of the legislation before you, especially in- 
cluding the bill proposed by the U.S. Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, would not accomplish 
this objective. 

The fact is that virtually all Americans 
firmly believe that all the meat and meat 
products they buy have been inspected by 
the federal government. They believe that 
they are being fully protected. Of course, 
they are not fully protected and they are 
being deluded into a feeling of false security. 

Actually, some 15 percent of all meat 
slaughtered in the nation and some 25 per- 
cent of all meat products processed are not 
federally inspected. Some of this production 
undergoes state inspection, but even the 
best state programs, when they exist, leave 
something to be desired. 

Also distressing is the fact that the Meat 
Inspection Act does not permit adequate 
regulation in many areas where the interests 
of the consumer is deeply involved. You have 
heard testimony from the Agriculture De- 
partment on these points. The need for mod- 
ernization of this 60-year-old law is totally 
apparent, 
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This, Mr. Chairman, is not an academic 
issue. Serious illness can be caused by un- 
wholesome and unclean meat. The consumer 
is being bilked into paying normal prices for 
some meat which came from sick animals 
and even from animals which died from 
causes other than slaughter. 

Scandals, especially concerning meat which 
has been processed into meat products, have 
occurred in recent years. Potentially danger- 
ous situations concerning insecticide residues 
in meat have developed. New means of han- 
dling meat animals and processing meat, un- 
foreseen 61 years ago, are creating problems 
which the 1906 Meat Inspection Act simply 
does not cover. 

The AFL-CIO firmly believes that the con- 
sumer has a right to realize his expectation. 
He has the right actually to get the full pro- 
tection which he believes he now has. He has 
the right to expect his government to assure 
the health and safety of his family concern- 
ing this important food item—especially 
when so much publicity has been issued by 
the government and the industry concerning 
the safeguards available. 

We therefore urge that federal meat in- 
spection cover all plants which are in or 
affect interstate commerce. We are not im- 
pressed by arguments that such a proposal 
invades state rights. That issue was decided 
long ago by the Congress and the courts in 
other legislation and raising it now is un- 
realistic at best. 

Certainly, Congress will not tell a mother 
that her children can become ill because 
meat inspection legislation places a plant in 
intrastate commerce when that very factory 
is considered in interstate commerce under 
a host of other existing legislation. Certainly, 
a 1906 decision of what is and what is not in 
interstate commerce can not be considered 
sacred when the health of thousands of con- 
sumers is involved. 

We therefore urge that the Subcommittee 
approve the coverage provisions of H.R. 1314, 
the bill sponsored by Rep. Neal Smith. This 
measure establishes no new determination of 
interstate commerce. On the contrary, every 
single meat plant already uses these specific 
provisions as the test of whether or not it is 
covered by the federal labor laws. 

We regret that H.R. 6168 does not provide 
an extension of coverage for slaughtering and 
processing inspection. It would continue the 
dependence on state governments, which we 
consider inadequate dependence. 

We also regret other weaknesses in the bill, 
such as the provision that state inspection 
programs will be subsidized up to 50 per- 
cent of their costs if they merely meet the 
undefined standard that they be “consistent 
with” the federal program. 

Even more regrettable is the position taken 
by the meat packing industry's trade associ- 
ations and the National Association of State 
Departments of Agriculture. They have pro- 
posed amendments which would weaken an 
already weak bill to the point of meaning- 
lessness. 

For example, these amendments would re- 
quire only that state programs be compara- 
ble to” the federal program to get subsidies. 
One might consider the amendments to be 
a bargain basement proposal for inspection 
like the $2.49 price tag for a $4.00 com- 
parable value.” 

But there must be no bargain basement 
gimmicks when the health of Americans is 
concerned. 

We frankly believe that many of the 
amendments of the meat packing industry 
and the NASDA would be a hoax on the con- 
sumer. They would compound in the con- 
sumers’ minds the present illusions about 
protections. 

These hearings and the ensuing Congres- 
sional activity concerning meat inspection 
legislation will inform many consumers on 
the missing links in meat inspection. The 
meat packing and NASDA amendments 
would give the impression that new protec- 
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tion has been provided when in actual fact 
very litle new would have been added. 

The AFL-CIO will not be a party to such 
a hoax. We therefore urge this Committee, its 
parent body and the House, itself, to approve 
strong, effective meat inspection legislation, 
including the coverage provisions of H.R. 
1314. We and our affiliates shall do all we can 
to support and win such legislation. 

Consumer protection is one of the major 
goals of the labor movement. And the as- 
surance of a virtually totally safe and health- 
ful meat supply is a vital factor in that 
goal. 


THE PRESIDENT’S PLAN FOR THE 
REORGANIZATION OF THE GOV- 
ERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA 


Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute, to revise and extend 
my remarks, and to include extraneous 
matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, on 
Monday of this week our colleague, JOHN 
ERLENBORN, introduced House Joint Res- 
olution 740 which would extend the time 
limitation for congressional action on 
the President’s Reorganization Plan No. 
3 for the government of the District of 
Columbia. The resolution provides for an 
additional 60 days—or a total of 120 
days—between the time the plan was 
transmitted to Congress and the date it 
would go into effect unless denied by 
Congress. 

Much publicity has been given to the 
fact that, if Congress does not reject the 
President’s plan, it will go into effect on 
August 10—just 2 weeks from tomorrow. 
It has become apparent to me, and to 
other of our colleagues, that the 60 days 
provided by law have been too few to al- 
low an adequate study and firm conclu- 
sions of the kind of legislation proposed 
by the President for reorganization of 
the complex government of the District 
of Columbia. The government of the Dis- 
trict has not been reorganized in the past 
60 years. Is it desirable that we now limit 
consideration of an unamendable pro- 
posal to only 60 days? 

I have introduced an alternative, H.R. 
11555, to the Fresident’s plan, feeling 
that plan No. 3 is not capable of fulfilling 
many requirements of the District of Co- 
lumbia government. Among these re- 
quirements are responsiveness to the 
citizenry, decisiveness, and efficiency. 
Each of our colleagues has received a let- 
ter from me today outlining my bill along 
with a complete analysis which details 
the provisions of the proposal. 

I must say to my colleagues that I 
have offered my alternative based on a 
strong personal belief that it will pro- 
vide a far better organization for deal- 
ing with the problems and challenges of 
administering this city of 800,000 resi- 
dents—our Nation’s Capital. My plan is 
not partisan and I do not claim perfec- 
tion for it. It endeavors to encompass the 
features of many legislative proposals 
previously made and suggestions arising 
from the hearings on Reorganization 
Plan No. 3 held in both the Government 
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tees. 

It is a plan designed to provide many 
basic improvements in the present gov- 
ernmental design while preserving and 
protecting the special interest of Con- 
gress and the Executive in our Federal 
City. And my plan for resolving the com- 
plex problems of city government is 
amendable. 

I am pleased and gratified that the 
esteemed chairman of the House Com- 
mittee on the District of Columbia, the 
Honorable Joun L. MCMILLAN, has 
agreed to hold hearings before his com- 
mittee to explore the relative merits of 
H.R. 11555 and other alternate plans 
which have, or will be, offered. 

The chairman has informed me that 
hearings will be scheduled for later this 
week or early next week. 

Mr. Speaker, I think it is clear that, 
with the promise of hearings on the sev- 
eral reasonable alternatives to the un- 
amendable Reorganization Plan No. 3, 
the requested extension is necessary if 
we in the House are to satisfy ourselves 
that we have acted in the best interests 
of good government for the District of 
Columbia and work the will of the Con- 
gress in the legislative process. 

I have written to the President today 
urging him to support the 60-day exten- 
sion, and I have asked him to advise 
his leadership in Congress of his support 
of the Erlenborn resolution. May I point 
out, Mr. Speaker, that if, at the end of 
an additional 60 days, the House is not 
presented with a superior reorganiza- 
tion plan, the President’s plan could still 
be implemented if that is the will of the 
Congress. 

I urge your support, and the support 
of my colleagues in the House, for House 
Joint Resolution 740. I urge that this re- 
quest for adequate time be honored. 


REORGANIZATION PLAN FOR THE 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Minnesota? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Speaker, I wish to 
add my endorsement to the statement 
that has been made by my colleague. 

The length of time that we have had 
to consider the reorganization plan is too 
limited for us to do a good job. 

I might also point out to the Members 
of the House that the District of Co- 
lumbia Committee will produce a re- 
organization plan of its own, that has 
merit, that meets some of the problems 
of the District of Columbia. I hope the 
President and the Government Opera- 
tions Committee and the Congress will 
give us ample time to give careful con- 
sideration to the plan before us. 


THE ATTORNEY GENERAL OF THE 
UNITED STATES SHOULD EN- 
FORCE THE LAW 
Mr. BRAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 

mous consent to address the House for 
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1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Indiana? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BRAY. Mr. Speaker, the Attorney 
General is the chief law enforcement of- 
ficer of the United States. He has work- 
ing under his direction the FBI, all Dep- 
uty U.S. Attorneys General, all district 
attorneys, and deputy district attorneys, 
all U.S. marshals and deputy marshals. 

The Attorney General of the United 
States should now be aware that in many 
sections of the United States, there is 
rioting, pillaging, arson, and murder. It 
is a state of insurrection, directed and 
encouraged by known enemies of the 
United States, generally operating with 
impunity. 

I want to call to the attention of the 
U.S. Attorney General just one instance 
of which he is well aware if he has been 
reading the papers or viewing television 
or listening to the radio. Stokely Car- 
michael has violated the law many 
times; he is now illegally in Cuba, to plan 
guerrilla warfare against the United 
States, in company with Fidel Castro. 

I suggest to the Attorney General that 
he read cection 1544, title 18, of the 
United States Code. The second para- 
graph and penalty clause are as follows: 

Whoever willfully and knowingly uses or 
attempts to use any passport in violation of 
the conditions or restrictions therein con- 
tained, or of the rules prescribed pursuant 
to feng laws regulating the issuance of pass- 


— be fined not more than $2,000 or im- 
prisoned not more than five years, or both. 
(June 25, 1948, ch, 645, 62 Stat. 771.) 


The travel ban to Cuba was published 
in Public Notice No. 257 in the Federal 
Register on Thursday, March 16, 1967, by 
authority of Executive Order No. 11295. 

I am aware that the Attorney General 
will say that the courts will not enforce 
this ban in the manner in which it is 
written. 

The Attorney General has not sug- 
gested to Congress laws in this regard 
which he believes can be enforced. His 
office even testified against the recently- 
passed antiriot bill, which passed the 
House by a vote of 347 to 70. It is his 
solemn duty and responsibility to be sug- 
gesting laws which he can and will en- 
force to stop growing insurrection inside 
America and take action against those 
who travel abroad to plot against us. As 
yet, for reasons difficult to surmise, he 
has shown a minimum of interest in this 
field. The public demands action and is 
waiting to see what course he will take. 


RIOTS AND LAWLESSNESS 


Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from California? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
wish to join my colleagues and the mil- 
lions of Americans who are alarmed and 
dismayed over the massive outbreak of 
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racial insurrection in the past few weeks. 
To me, it is inconceivable that such law- 
lessness and complete disregard for hu- 
man safety could explode so violently in 
a country which prides itself on being a 
nation of laws. 

I believe it has become crystal clear 
that a young, militant group of former 
civil rights advocates and workers who 
once embraced nonviolence has now 
turned to violence. Twenty nine major 
riots and a host of lesser racial outbursts, 
all in different urban centers, and all in 
less than 2 years, does not just happen. 

What we are faced with is a minority 
frustration grown so great, shared by so 
many, and concentrated in the smallest 
of geographical subdivisions, that riots 
can and are being deliberately and in- 
tentionally ignited with relative ease. 
These hard core instigators, in my judg- 
ment, have grown so bitter over their 
seeming failure to achieve true equality 
through nonviolence that they have 
decided to “Get Whitey” instead. In the 
past few weeks, their role in major riots 
has become well known. They give 
speeches urging Negroes to “fight back.” 
They throw the first fire bombs into 
stores and dwellings, and they snipe at 
police and soldiers, caring not, in their 
bitterness, whether they hit Whitey,“ 
other Negroes, or innocent women, chil- 
dren, and bystanders. 

Once started, a riot needs no further 
leadership or direction to attain the de- 
sired goal especially if some incident can, 
temporarily at least, be made to appear 
as police brutality. The cover of Life 
magazine this week carries a color photo 
of a young Negro child sprawled on a 
sidewalk in Newark—the victim of stray 
pellets from a police riot gun. At the 
height of a riot, such a scene can, indeed, 
inflame those caught up in the mayhem 
about them. 

These riots, with their senseless kill- 
ings and needless injuries, have set back 
the civil rights cause at least 25 years 
and, in the final analysis, only serve to 
breed new racial antagonism between 
the races. They have severely hampered 
those of us who have worked for mean- 
ingful civil rights programs, They have 
hampered the good works and over- 
shadowed the many accomplishments of 
responsible Negro leaders and spokes- 
men. And, most important of all, they 
have spawned a new and threatening 
form of social insurrection in America 
which must be crushed immediately if 
we are to remain a nation of laws. 

I strongly support the creation of a 
special joint investigating committee 
comprised of qualified Members of the 
House and Senate to thoroughly go into 
the facts and circumstances surround- 
ing these riots. I believe such investiga- 
tion should commence immediately be- 
fore the flames of Newark and Detroit 
have died out completely. In the interim, 
I call on the President to initiate strong 
executive leadership using all the means 
available to him, to crush this wanton 
rebellion before it is too late. 

On the matter of social injustices, the 
approaches and recommended solutions 
must be carefully evaluated. Our many 
problems demand the attention of the 
entire American society—public, private, 
and independent sectors alike. However, 
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with these violent disruptions throughout 
the country, I submit that our civic and 
political leadership would be well advised 
to take a long, hard look at the philos- 
ophy and administration of programs 
now in existence. I sincerely believe a new 
direction, attitude, and approach is 
needed. 

Here in Washington, evidence is 
mounting that officials fear a riot of ma- 
jor proportions in the Nation’s Capital 
in the near future. Riot squads are being 
trained in the use of tear gas and auto- 
matic weapons. They are to be on standby 
for duty in August. Those who follow the 
movements of racial rabble-rousers 
around the country are worried that 
Washington, D.C., will see some of the 
hottest days of a “long, hot summer.” 

The prime question of the hour that 
demands an answer is, What is the rela- 
tionship between Stokely Carmichael’s 
call for guerrilla warfare from Commu- 
nist Cuba and the outbreak of racial riots 
in major American cities? Again, I say, 
this has nothing to do with civil rights. 
We in Congress and the American people 
have a right to know what is going on 
and who, in fact, is behind these riots. 
If they are Communist inspired, let us 
find out and act accordingly and swiftly 
to “nip this thing in the bud.” 

In closing, Mr. Speaker, I wish to pay 
tribute to the bravery and dedication of 
the underpaid and unappreciated police 
in our major cities. They have had to 
bear the brunt of this insidious may- 
hem, tolerate the most vile abuse, and 
face death and serious injury in trying 
to do their duty. As a nation, we owe 
these unsung protectors of law and order 
a deep debt of gratitude and the fullest 
measure of our support. 

No government has ever tolerated in- 
surrection and survived. Unless checked 
immediately and forcibly, it could well 
lead to urban and social decay of such 
magnitude that we risk the threat of 
national destruction from within our 
own borders. These riots, Mr. Speaker, 
have nothing to do with civil rights. This 
is open rebellion sparked by hatred for 
the purpose of creating more hatred 
and in the end, outright anarchy. It must 
be stopped now. 


SCIENCE PARK WILL MEET NEED 


Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the Record and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, one of the 
brightest academic undertakings in 
many years is being planned in central 
Texas by the University of Texas, the 
State of Texas, and the residents of 
Smithville, Tex. 

The project involves the establishment 
of a science park on a 1,700-acre tract of 
land near Smithville. This unique pro- 
posal has met with a good deal of success 
in the planning stages, and every sign 
indicates that the establishment of this 
center will be an asset to not only the 
immediate area but to scholarly efforts in 
the entire Nation. 
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At this point I would like to insert into 
the Recorp an editorial from the 
Houston, Tex., Post which describes the 
proposed park: 

[From the Houston Post, July 5, 1967] 
SCIENCE PARK WILL MEET NEED 


As the frantic pace, pressures and confu- 
sion of modern life increase, clearheaded 
thinking becomes ever more important and 
ever more difficult. It is becoming harder and 
harder for the ordinary person to find a time 
and a place to engage in really serious 
thought. There are too many interruptions 
and distractions, and too many people want- 
ing to do his thinking for him. 

Although the ordinary citizen may be able 
to get by with a minimum of thinking, liv- 
ing hedonistically and responding to the 
physical stimuli of his environment more 
or less instinctively, it is vitally necessary 
that somebody do the thinking required to 
keep the mechanistic society functioning 
smoothly. As a result, greater and greater 
dependence is being placed upon a relatively 
small number of scientists, researchers, seri- 
ous students and professional specialist, who 
become consultants of one kind or another. 

They are, of course, caught up in the same 
hectic pace, pressures and confusion as ev- 
eryone else, and if they are to perform their 
increasingly vital function of thought and 
study, it is necessary that they have places 
to which they can escape to engage in these 
activities. Seclusion and serenity of atmos- 
phere are of the utmost importance. 

For this reason, the plans now beginning 
to take shape for converting the Buescher 
State Park near Smithville into a 1,700-acre 
“sclence park” are as sound as they are 
appealing. What the backers of the idea have 
in mind is a retreat-type area to which full- 
time and part-time researchers, college stu- 
dents and others interested in anything from 
“think” sessions to concentrated investiga- 
tions could go to work and study. 

Dr, R. Lee Clark, director and surgeon-in- 
chief of the M. D. Anderson Hospital and 
Tumor Institute at Houston, envisions a 
complex of research, study, teaching and 
recreational facilities in this scientifically at- 
tractive “Lost Pines” area of Central Texas. 

The land is being given to the University of 
Texas for development as a “science park.” 
It is expected that in time many studies con- 
cerned with various aspects of man’s natural 
environment and his relationship to that 
environment will be undertaken here, Al- 
most every area of natural science would be 
embraced. 

The planning has barely begun, and the 
planners are limited only by their own imag- 
inations in determining the uses to which the 
land will be put in the future. It is to be 
hoped, however, that the emphasis never will 
be taken from the word “park.” Whatever is 
planned and developed there should en- 
deavor, while providing essential creature 
comforts and whatever is required for the 
work to be done, to preserve the primitive 
nature of the area. 

An effort should be made to preserve, main- 
tain and even intensify the communion be- 
tween man and nature. As the state becomes 
more urbanized and industrialized and its 
universities tend to become swarming bee- 
hives of multitudinous activities, there will 
be increased need for retreats of this kind 
to which scientists and thinkers can escape, 
engaging in their very vital activities in a 
peaceful atmosphere where a rapport. nature 
is possible. 

A “science park” of the kind proposed will 
be needed increasingly as time goes on, and 
it is gratifying that the need is being recog- 
nized and steps being taken to meet it. 

But what about the plain, ordinary citizen 
who from time to time might want to en- 
gage in some heavy thinking, even though it 
may not be vital? In all the planning, it is 
to be hoped that his needs will not be over- 
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looked. A few “think tanks” for his use, 
pleasure and benefit might help to keep us 
from becoming totally dependent upon a 
handful of professional thinkers. 


A CHANGE OF THOUGHT ABOUT 
RATS 


Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the Recorp and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Hawaii? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Speaker, those 
Members who voted against the rule for 
the consideration of the rat control and 
extermination bill, particularly those 
who may have honestly believed that the 
bill was a mere cause for laughter, may 
have missed seeing the provocative article 
in yesterday’s Washington Post, entitled 
“The Rats Come Every Night.” So, in the 
hope that it may serve to bring about a 
change of thinking on the important 
matter, I ask unanimous consent to in- 
clude the article in the Record with my 
remarks: 


[From the Washington Post, July 25, 1967] 


HARLEM’s ENDLESS BATTLE: THE Rats COME 
Every NIGHT 
(By Jimmy Breslin) 

NEw Tonk. —At eight o'clock at night, the 
rats come up from the spaces around the 
sewer pipes under the boiler room where they 
have slept all day. They cling to the big 
rusted pipe and come up into the boiler room 
and then they start up the pipes which are 
inside the walls of the five-story tenement. 
The rats come for food and water in the 
apartments where the people live. 

As the rats crawled through the building, 
many of the people who live at 220 East 111th 
st. in the part of New York called East Har- 
lem were out on the sidewalk. Many of them 
talked about the trouble of the night before, 
when a man with a knife was killed by a cop 
up at the corner. 

The neighborhood made the first motions 
toward a riot, then stopped when Mayor 
Lindsay arrived and plunged into the crowd. 
Now, two games of dice were played by men 
standing in semi-circles around the bottom 
of the stoop. Four men sat on milk boxes 
around a card table playing dominoes. Pedro 
Perdomo, in a yellow polo shirt and floppy 
field worker’s hat, sat on a car fender and 
pounded a bongo drum held between his 
knees. 

“Yare, yare,” he sang out. 

“Caro,” four people yelled back. 


TAKES OFF SHOE 


Upstairs, in apartment three on the third 
floor, Cathy Marrero shrieked. Her husband 
Ebro broke in a smile. They had just chased 
two rats from under the kitchen sink and the 
rats had run into the bathroom and Ebro had 
slammed the door on them. Now, Ebro said, 
Now I have them. The rats always stay in the 
bathroom, licking water from the tub. They 
never crawl out of the room. Ebro bent down 
and took off his left shoe. 

“Ha,” he said. 

“Here,” his wife said. She handed him a 
flatiron. Ebro shook his head no. He held 
the shoe up in his right hand and opened 
the bathroom door slowly, and slid inside. 
He slammed the door behind him. He began 
shouting, “Ho, ha, ho,” while he beat the 
two rats in the bathtub to death with the 
shoe. The shoe sounded hollow against the 
sides of the bathtub. 

Ebro opened the door and came out, his 
face and arms glistening with sweat. He 
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pointed to the rats inside, in the bathtub. 
They were very small rats for East Harlem. 
They were much larger than mice, but still 
very small for East Harlem, where rats are 
very big. 

“You came just in time,” Ebro said. 

“Do you chase them like this every night?” 
he was asked. 


DOING THE DISHES 


“Every night? how could you work in the 
morning if you do this?” He said. “They just 
came this time right out under the sink while 
my wife is doing the dishes. She started 
chasing them, So I chase too.” 

His wife came in with a handbrush and 
a paper bag. She swept the two dead rats into 
a paper bag. She reached over and emptied 
the two dead rats out of the paper bag and 
into the toilet. She flushed the toilet. She 
put the paper bag into the bathtub. Ebro 
lit a match and set the bag on fire. After 
the paper bag burned away, his wife took a 
bottle of disinfectant from the shelf and 
poured it all over the bathtub. The disinfec- 
tant smelled strong and Ebro left. 

He walked out to the living room while 
his wife scrubbed the bathtub. To get to 
the living room you go first into the kitchen, 
then through two rooms that have no doors 
or windows. A bed, and a crib next to it, was 
in each room. You come out into a small 
front room that has a linoleum floor. A 
broken couch, two roc chairs and a 
stuffed chair covered with a plastic filled the 
small room. 

A framed Army discharge certificate and 
pictures of John F. Kennedy and the Sacred 
Heart were on the wall over the couch. The 
two sooty windows were open to the hot air 
of the street and the sound of the bongo 
drum. 

“The rats come every night?” Ebro was 
asked. 

“All night long.“ he said. “You see into the 
kitchen from here? See the refrigerator? I 
have two by four wood holding it up. That 
is so we can get underneath it with a broom 
to chase the rats when they get under it.” 

“Don’t you use a rat trap or poison?” 

“The children,” he said. Lou cannot have 
traps and poison around with babies. No. No- 
body uses traps because everybody has 
babies, Have you ever smelled a rat when he 
dies under the floorboards or between the 
walls? No way to get him out.” 

“Why don’t you try cats?” 

CAT DISAPPEARS 

He smiled. “The janitor got this big cat 
and put him in the boiler room. One morn- 
ing he told me to come and look. There was 
cat fur all around the boiler room. And no 
cat. Huh. There are rats in the boiler room 
bigger than any cat.” 

“A dog then?” “Sometimes dogs are good, 
sometimes they’re not. Is more trouble than 
it’s worth anyway. There are so many rats 
in this neighborhood for anything to work.” 

Ebro is 27. He works for the Railway Ex- 
press Agency, His wife came into the room 
with cans of beer. Ebro and his wife sat and 
drank from the cans, 

“Our baby is only three weeks,” she said. 
“We keep him in bed with us. The other two, 
we have the crib set up high. No rats come 
there so far. But you still can’t leave a baby 
alone.” 

“Has anybody been bitten by them?” 

“Who hasn’t?” Ebro said. 

“What do you do when you get bitten?” 

“Nothing,” he said. “Oh, some people have 
had to go to the doctor. But with me, only 
nips.” 

“Come into the kitchen and be quiet and 
you hear them,” his wife said. 


SOUNDs IN THE WALLS 


We went into the kitchen and drank beer 
from the cans and listened for what seemed 
like a long time but was only 10 minutes. 
Then there was this sound in the walls, A 
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scratching sound. The tumbling, scrambling 
sound when one of the rats moved quickly. 

It is a sound by itself. And when you are 
young, and you sleep on the side of the bed 
next to the wall and the rats scratch against 
the wall at your ear, you carry the sound 
with you for the rest of your life. It is some- 
thing that is heard by people in every poor 
neighborhood in every city in the Nation. 
And it is one of the reasons why this is our 
longest of summers, Last week, the House of 
Representatives thought it all was a cause 
for laughter. 


JONAH J. GOLDSTEIN 


Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to extend my remarks at 
this point in the Recorp and include 
extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, New York 
City lost one of its most renowned citi- 
zens last Saturday with the passing of 
Judge Jonah J. Goldstein. In a city noted 
for public spirited citizens Judge Gold- 
stein’s humanitarianism was exceptional. 
In an era of colorful political personal- 
ities Judge Goldstein was conspicuous for 
his independence. At a time when en- 
lightened criminal judges were rare, 
Judge Goldstein pioneered in developing 
new approaches to the social and psy- 
chological factors related to crime. 

Judge Goldstein’s life was a kaleido- 
scope of New York. He grew up on the 
Lower East Side, was helped through law 
school by the needlework of his widowed 
mother, did volunteer settlement house 
work, and became a successful lawyer. 
As a New York City magistrate and later 
as a judge of the court of general ses- 
sions he strived to humanize the criminal 
law. 

Judge Goldstein’s name was synony- 
mous with the Grand Street Boys Asso- 
ciation of which he was president for 32 
years and which was his constant and 
absorbing interest, particularly in his 
later years. Through his work with the 
Grand Street Boys and other charitable 
causes, the philanthropy of Jonah Gold- 
stein shaped innumerable lives which 
wili remain his enduring monument. 

I came to know Judge Goldstein when 
I was assistant district attorney of New 
York County, I frequently appeared be- 
fore him in the court of general sessions. 
It was not only a pleasure to work with 
him, but I learned a great deal from his 
wisdom and experience. It is an under- 
statement to say he will be greatly 
missed. I extend my deepest sympathy to 
his daughter, Mrs. Jules Gordon, his sis- 
ters, Mrs. Gertrude Peck and Mrs. Ruth 
Mesibov, and his grandson. 

Mr. Speaker, I enclose at this point 
in the Recor the obituary which was 
published in the New York Times on 
Sunday, July 23: 

[From the New York Times, July 23, 1967] 
JONAH GOLDSTEIN, EX-JUDGE, Is DEAD—LEADER 


IN CIVIC AFFAIRS AND JEWISH COMMUNITY 
Was 81 


BETHLEHEM, N.H., July 22.—Jonah J. Gold- 
stein, & retired New York judge who was long 
a leading figure in New York’s Jewish com- 
munity and in the city’s philanthropies and 
civic activities, died at 8 A.M. today of a heart 
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attack at the Littleton Hospital. He was 81 
years old. 

Judge Goldstein, who retired from the 
bench of the old General Sessions Court in 
New York 11 years ago, came to his summer 
home here on July 11. Feeling ill, he entered 
the hospital on July 13. 

His daughter, Mrs. Jules Gordon, was with 
him when he died. He is also survived by two 
sisters, Mrs, Gertrude Peck of New York and 
Mrs, Ruth Mesiboy of Akron, Ohio, and a 
grandson. His wife, the former Harriet B. 
Lowenstein, whom he married in London in 
1920, died in 1961. 

Judge Goldstein was better known as presi- 
dent of the Grand Street Boys Association 
than as a politician. He was president of the 
group, a fraternal and philanthopic organiza- 
tion of men who had risen from origins in 
the slums of the Lower East Side to high 
place in the life of the city, for 32 years and 
was still in office at his death. 

Although he was a Democrat, Mr. Gold- 
stein was the Republican-Liberal-Fusion 
nominee when he was defeated for Mayor in 
1945 by the late William O’Dwyer, the regu- 
lar Democratic nominee, 

Judge Goldstein was one of the dozen men 
like Mayor James J. Walker and the city’s 
greeter and onetime Police Commissioner. 
Grover Whalen, who became symbolic of 
New York, 

During the day Judge Goldstein, a short, 
slight man with a gravelly voice and a 
granite visage, president over what is now 
the criminal part of the State Supreme Court, 
then named for the court that went back 
to colonial times. On the bench he was stern, 
the personification of the objectivity of the 
law, though he tempered severity with 
mercy. 

BORN IN CANADA 

His evenings were divided between the 
Grand Street Boys and their endless affairs 
to raise money for the city’s charities, the 
Jewish community and its organizations 
like the Federation of Jewish Philanthropies, 
the Zionist cause and its agencies in Palestine 
and later in Israel, and the civic organiza- 
tions active in behalf of the general concerns 
of the city. 

He was not a native New Yorker. He was 
born in Ontario, but he was brought up 
on the Lower East Side, his family having 
moved there when he was 6. After graduat- 
ing from New York University Law School, 
he began his public career in 1911 when he 
became secretary to another East Sider, Al- 
fred E. Smith, then majority leader of the 
State Assembly. 

Mr. Smith went on to become Governor 
and Democratic contender for the Presi- 
dency. Mr. Goldstein, whose father had been 
a peddler from Lithuania and whose mother 
put him through law school, after his father’s 
death, by her needlework, served a term as 
clerk of the Assembly’s Ways and Means 
Committee and then entered the practice of 
the law. He became a partner of his brother, 
David, who died several years ago, in the firm 
of Goldstein & Goldstein. 


SERVED AS LAY RABBI 


On the Lower East Side he served as a lay 
rabbi but he was also active in the cultural 
life of the Jewish-Irish ghetto. This activity 
brought him into close touch with Mr. Smith 
and with James J. Walker. With them he 
Played roles in the parish theatrical group 
of St. James Roman Catholic Church. 

But where Al Smith and Jimmy Walker 
occupied themselves with clubhouse politics. 
Jonah Goldstein devoted himself to building 
up a law practice and to the cultural and 
civic life of the city. 

His law practice grew through the years 
to cover most branches of the civil and 
criminal law. Among his clients were push- 
cart peddlers, labor unions, poultry dealers, 
stockholders in large corporations and a 
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heterogeneous group accused of violating 
the criminal law. 

Having derived pleasure and inspiration 
from the Lower East Side’s settlement houses, 
he became as a young lawyer a volunteer 
worker in the settlements at night. With Dr. 
Henry Moskowitz and Lillian D. Wald he 
was one of the founders of the East Side 
Neighborhood Association. 


SERVED VARIOUS ORGANIZATIONS 


He became a trustee of the Federation for 
the Support of Jewish Philanthropies, now 
the Federation of Jewish Philanthropies, a 
director of the Mayfield Day Nursery for 
Negro Children, a member of the board of 
the Joint Distribution Committee, a director 
of the Jewish Educational Committee and 
of other agencies. K 

Through his philanthropic activties he met 
the young woman who became his wife. The 
former Miss Lowenstein was also a lawyer and 
she was a certified public accountant. She 
was philanthropic adviser to the late Felix 
M. Warburg and, for nine years, volunteer 
controller of the Federation of Jewish 
Philanthropies. 

Several times in the late 1920’s Mr. Gold- 
stein was mentioned as a possible candidate 
for Supreme Court justice. But he could not 
win the approval of Tammany Hall, the New 
York County Democratic organization. 

But then, in 1931, Judge Samuel Seabury 
conducted his inquiry into the magistrate’s 
courts, a forerunner to the investigation by 
which he exposed the corruption that riddled 
the city government under Tammany domi- 
nation. 

A magistrate resigned under fire. Mr. 
Walker, then still Mayor but soon to be re- 
moved from office, picked his friend Jonah 
Goldstein to fill the vacancy, knowing that 
he would not allow politicians to corrupt his 
court. 

COURT REORGANIZED 

As magistrate, Mr. Goldstein became chair- 
man of a committee to reorganize the courts. 
He also was instrumental in the decision to 
take family relations out of the magistrate’s 
courts and give the field a term of its own. 
He was the first to conduct an “adolescent 
term” of the magistrate’s courts for dealing 
with youthful offenders. 

In 1936 the late Herbert H. Lehman, then 
Governor, picked Judge Goldstein from the 
magistrates’ bench to fill a vacancy on the 
Court of General Sessions. He served notably 
on the bench. But in making the appoint- 
ment Mr. Lehman had failed to consult 
Tammany. 

As a result, when the term ran out, Judge 
Goldstein was not designated to succeed him- 
self, With wide backing from independent 
Democrats he fought Tammany in the pri- 
mary but lost. 

Several years later when Tammany, seek- 
ing to overcome its reputation for political 
corruption, backed a Republican named by 
Governor Lehman, Judge Jacob Gould Schur- 
man Jr., Judge Goldstein ran independently 
again in the Democratic primaries and won. 
He also won in the general election. 


WROTE BOOK ON FAMILY COURT 


Thereafter Judge Goldstein took a leading 
part in winning changes in the law to pro- 
vide more humane treatment for the youth- 
ful offender. He also wrote a book, “The 
Family in Court,” which won recognition for 
the special needs of the Family Court. When 
his term expired in 1953, he received, at the 
urging of the bar associations, the desig- 
nations of the major parties and was re- 
elected to a 14-year term. 

When he was 70, in 1956, the Federation 
of Jewish Philanthropies held a birthday 
party for him in the Wise Memorial Hall at 
Temple Emanu-El. In connection with it 
he reviewed his career in the chambers where 
his first act on getting off the bench was 
always to chomp his teeth on a cigar. 

He said he had had very few enjoyable 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE 


moments in his 30 years on the bench. A 
judge, he said, hurts those who have done no 
crime—mothers, fathers and children. There 
is no pleasure in hurting these people,” he 
said. 

He took satisfaction in the humane fea- 
tures he had introduced in the criminal law 
but he said he would like to see the day 
when law violators who were not antisocial 
were treated as offenders rather than crimi- 
nals. 

HALFWAY HOUSE 


In retirement his chief activity was the 
Grand Street Boys Association. After the 
group had moved to its own building at 
106 West 55th Street—with a turn-of-the- 
century gas lamppost outside bearing a sign 
reading Grand Street! —he moved his apart- 
ment from lower Fifth Avenue to the apart- 
ment house across the street, at 101 West 
55th Street. He had the penthouse, but he 
called it the top floor. 

The clubhouse was sold and razed this 
year and the association moved into tempo- 
rary quarters at the Hotel Wellington. A 
new clubhouse is being erected at 131-35 West 
56th Street. 

Once, on a reminiscent visit to the Lower 
East Side, Judge Goldstein described the 
neighborhood as a halfway house.” 

Judge Goldstein’s body will be at the River- 
side Memorial Chapel, Amsterdam Ave- 
nue and 76th Street, tomorrow. The funeral 
will be Tuesday at 11:30 A.M. at Mount Neboh 
Congregation, 130 West 79th Street. Burial 
will be in its cemetery in Glendale, Queens. 


RIOTS IN WASHINGTON? 


Mr. DORN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to address the House for 
1 minute, to revise and extend my re- 
marks, and to include extraneous 
matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from South Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DORN. Mr. Speaker, despite ru- 
mors to the contrary, the counsel and 
guidance of the responsible Negro leader- 
ship will prevail in Washington. They 
are dedicated Americans who are deter- 
mined that our Nation’s Capital will re- 
main an example of freedom, decorum, 
restraint, and responsibility. 

Ninety-nine percent of American Ne- 
groes deplore the violence, bloodshed, 
pillage, and looting sweeping American 
cities today. These riots and disrespect 
for law and order are not instigated and 
promulgated by our respected Negro 
leadership. 

Mr. Speaker, it is time to recognize the 
responsible and devoted majority of our 
Negro people who will have no part in 
mob violence. The overwhelming major- 
ity of the Negro community and a vast 
majority of our Negro leaders are respon- 
sible men—men who are shocked by vio- 
lent demonstrations that lead to rebellion 
against law and order. They believe in 
the fundamental principles of our Amer- 
ican democracy as enunciated in our 
Declaration of Independence and our 
Bill of Rights. They believe in peaceful 
assembly” and property rights. 

The American Negro is loyal to our 
American ideals and to American respect 
for law and justice. He believes in those 
principles and ideals that made America 
great. In Vietnam Negro soldiers have 
demonstrated their courage, shoulder to 
shoulder, with Americans of all races. 
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The American Negro has conducted him- 
self in the field of battle with honor and 
distinction. General Westmoreland, our 
great commander from my State of South 
Carolina, recently referred to the combat 
record of the Negro soldiers in Vietnam 
as excellent.“ 

We must remember who suffers most 
from riots—it is the responsible Negro 
community, those with property, those 
who have taken advantage of opportu- 
nity and who have ambition. We should 
not forget that in the bloodiest riot of 
this summer, of the 26 people killed 24 
were Negroes. 

The raving agitators who make the 
headlines do not speak for the Ameri- 
can Negro. 

Bettina Aptheker, the admitted Com- 
munist who led the Berkeley riots, did 
not speak for the American student. 

The grand wizard and George Lin- 
coln Rockwell with his Nazis do not 
poe for the American white commu- 

ty. 

And, Mr. Speaker, Stokely Carmichael, 
Rap Brown, Reverend Williams and their 
ilk do not speak for the American Negro. 

Yesterday Rap Brown, professional 
ee speaking in Cambridge, Md., 
said: 

You give me a gun and tell me to shoot 
my enemy. I might shoot Lady Bird. 


Yesterday Stokely Carmichael lam- 
basted the United States of America 
from Havana, Cuba, home of Fidel Cas- 
tro’s Communist putsch to take over the 
Western Hemisphere. 

Mr. Speaker, I emphasize that these 
dangerous radicals, white and Negro, are 
only an infinitestimal portion of Ameri- 
can society. 

The United States is in the throes of a 
grave crisis. Disrespect for law and order 
has brought our cities to the brink of 
anarchy. A handful of agitators and radi- 
cals are bringing shame and suffering to 
the millions of sober and upright citi- 
zens who wish only to live and work in 
peace. 

The American people are now aroused. 
They will reject rebellion, anarchy, and 
criminal conspiracy. In the days ahead 
the respected American Negro leader will 
play no small role in upholding the image 
of our great country before the world and 
l renewed respect for law and 
order. 


DETROTT MUST BE DECLARED A 
DISASTER AREA 


Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the Recorp and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, the city of 
Detroit stands today reeling from the 
almost immeasurable damages which it 
has suffered during these last few days. 
Statistics are hard to come by and, in- 
deed, at this point not altogether mean- 
ingful. When one reads that the total 
damage is somewhere between $200 mil- 
lion and possibly $1 billion, it is hard to 
envision what this means to the lives 
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and the future of the people of the city. 
The last count which I have received is 
that approximately 40 people have been 
killed. The precise number of those 
wounded during the disaster is not avail- 
able. Reliable estimates indicate that it 
has risen to over 1,500 and may well 
number even higher in the thousands. 

There are people to be housed and fed 
and clothed. The debris must be cleared 
away. Health and sanitation measures 
must be provided. Local government 
functions must be made operational. 
Businesses must be reopened. 

In brief, Detroit has undergone a dis- 
aster unparalleled by any major U.S. city 
in recent history. There is a clear, pres- 
ent, and growing need for Federal as- 
sistance to the people of the city and 
the local levels of government. 

On July 25, I sent the following tele- 
gram to the President: 

I strongly urge that you immediately de- 
clare Detroit, Michigan, a disaster area 80 
that the full resources of the Federal Goy- 
ernment can be made available to restore 
essential services to full operational levels. 
The devastation in the riot area is of awe- 
some proportions. Immediate and total ac- 
tion by all levels of government is required 
if the health and welfare of the people are 
to be protected. I am aware that the provi- 
sions of the Federal Disaster Assistance Act 
have not previously been invoked to assist 
areas hit by civil disorders. However, the sit- 
uation extant in Detroit requires immediate 
and meaningful action, and I believe that 
an innovative response is required. 


The first steps for Federal assistance 
in the long process of rebuilding have 
already been arranged for. I am happy 
to announce that as soon as it is feasible 
to do so the Small Business Administra- 
tion will have special interviewing teams 
in the stricken area to meet with affected 
small businessmen to give them full in- 
formation and make available to them 
all of the usual SBA lending and coun- 
seling programs in an effort to speed the 
rebuilding of the many small businesses 
which have been destroyed. 

I am informed by SBA that they will 
bring in special teams who have worked 
in other cities which have suffered civil 
disorders in the near past, such as New- 
ark and the Bedford-Stuyvesant area in 
New York City. Until there is a declara- 
tion that Detroit is a disaster area, this 
assistance must be confined to the regu- 
lar SBA programs. The granting of long- 
term, special low interest loans requires 
a declaration of disaster. 

Public Law 81-875 provides: 

It is the intent of Congress to provide an 
orderly and continuing means of assistance 
by the Federal Government to States and 
local governments in carrying out their re- 
sponsibilities to alleviate suffering and dam- 
age resulting from major disasters, to repair 
essential public facilities in major disasters, 
and to foster the development of such State 
and local organizations and plans to cope 
with major disasters as may be necessary. 


A “major disaster” is defined by the 
act to include “any flood, drought, fire, 
hurricane, earthquake, storm, or other 
catastrophe in any part of the United 
States which, in the determination of the 
President, is or threatens to be of suffi- 
cient severity and magnitude to warrant 
disaster assistant by the Federal Govern- 
ment to supplement the efforts and avail- 
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able resources of States and local govern- 
ments,” 

The statute then goes on to say before 
an area can be declared a disaster area 
a request must be filed by the Governor 
of the State in which the disaster oc- 
curred. It was reported in the Washing- 
ton Post this morning that Governor 
Romney stated that “he would ask 
Washington to declare Detroit a Federal 
disaster area, although he was not sure 
it would qualify.” 

I today have sent Governor Romney 
the following telegram: 

I urge that you immediately request Presi- 
dent Johnson to declare Detroit a disaster 
area. Such request from the Governor of a 
State is required before the President can so 
proclaim. On Tuesday I sent a telegram urg- 
ing President Johnson to take such action. 
Although it would be a precedent setting 
move, I am assured by high Administration 
Officials that their minds are open on the 
matter and a request from the Governor of 
Michigan would receive sympathetic consid- 
eration. Favorable action on your request 
would make available substantial Federal 
resources to assist the people of Detroit and 
their government in recovering from the 
major catastrophe which has been visited 
upon them. 


I would urge the Governor to act at 
the earliest possible moment in filing his 
request. I would hope that he would 
agree with me that when untold thou- 
sands of Detroit people are homeless and 
when a substantial portion of our busi- 
ness community has been burned out or 
otherwise put out of business that this 
is not the time to quibble over technicali- 
ties. The law is quite clear when it states 
that a catastrophe which, in the judg- 
ment of the President, requires disaster 
assistance may receive such assistance. 

I am aware that in the past damages 
caused by civil disorders and insurrec- 
tions have not been considered as quali- 
fying for this type of assistance. 

I am confident, however, that the same 
factors which resulted in the Governor’s 
request for Federal troops and the Pres- 
ident’s prompt action in honoring that 
request are applicable to the marshaling 
of other Federal resources for the bene- 
fit of the people of Detroit. 

I submit that to the homeless families, 
to be burned-out small businessmen, to 
the hungry, the wounded, there is no 
difference, real or imagined, resulting 
from whether the cause of the injury was 
a hurricane, an earthquake, or a civil 
disorder. 

So that there can be no question of 
the kinds of assistance which I propose to 
be made immediately available in De- 
troit, I ask unanimous consent that at 
the close of these remarks there be in- 
serted a brief summary of the various 
applicable Federal programs available 
for disaster purposes. 

FEDERAL DISASTER RELIEF 

Federal supplemental assistance may be 
given to state and local governments in dis- 
aster relief efforts when a major disaster is 
declared by the President. The Federal gov- 
ernment finances state and local govern- 
ment efforts in debris clearance; protective, 
health, and sanitation measures; and the 
emergency repair or temporary replacement 
of essential public facilities, including pro- 
visions for temporary housing or emergency 
shelter. It also reimburses Federal agencies 
for disaster relief assistance directly fur- 
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nished to state and local governments at the 
direction of the Office of Emergency Planning. 

(Any state and/or its political subdivisions 
is eligible.) 


DISASTER RELIEF FOR PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS OF 
HIGHER EDUCATION 


This program provides grants or repayable 
advances to public institutions of higher 
education for restoring or replacing academic 
facilities and equipment that are destroyed 
or seriously damaged as a result of a major 
disaster. The Federal payment will be based 
on replacement costs less other available 
funds. 

(Those eligible are public institutions of 
higher education that suffer loss of academic 
facilities as a result of major disasters oc- 
curring after October 3, 1964.) 

DISASTER LOANS 

The purpose of this program is to assist 
independently owned and operated small 
businesses organized for profit to acquire 
working capital in order to reestablish or 
continue their businesses when they have 
suffered substantial economic injury from a 
major or natural disaster declared by the 
President. 

(Disaster loans are available to any small 
business which is located in an area that the 
President has declared to be a major disaster 
area because of a storm, flood, disease, earth- 
quake, or similar catastrophe.) 


MORTGAGE INSURANCE FOR REPLACEMENT HOUS- 
ING FOR VICTIMS OF NATURAL DISASTERS 
The full appraised value, up to $12,000, of 

a new or existing one-family house may be 

insured under this FHA program for a buyer 

whose housing unit was completely or sub- 
stantially destroyed by a natural disaster. 
(Victims of natural disasters whose home, 
owned or rented, has been damaged or de- 
stroyed by the disaster are eligible, If the 
property and borrower meet FHA property 
and credit standards, then the mortgagor or 
builder must arrange for the loan.) 
DISASTER ASSISTANCE FOR PUBLIC SCHOOLS 


This program provides direct payment or 
loans to school districts: (1) for replacing or 
restoring school facilities in periodic install- 
ments as construction progresses, and (2) 
for current operating expenses as the funds 
are needed. 

(To be eligible, local educational agencies 
must be in a disaster area that is declared 
by the President to warrant disaster assist- 
ance by the Federal government. The agen- 
cy’s public school facilities must either have 
been seriously damaged in the disaster or 
have accepted children from private elemen- 
tary or secondary schools that were seriously 
damaged in the disaster.) 
NATURAL DISASTERS—WARNING, 

REHABILITATION 

The warning of impending or actual nat- 
ural disasters or other civil emergencies is 
the joint responsibility of all levels of gov- 
ernment. The Federal government supports 
state and local governments technically and 
financially in the preparation and imple- 
mentation of operations against natural dis- 
asters and emergencies and to start recon- 
struction, as follows: (1) surveys existing 
facilities to identify requirements for sur- 
vival, (2) makes available “packaged” disas- 
ter hospitals, food, medicine, and sanitation 
items stocked for nuclear attack survival, (3) 
provides matching funds for personnel, ad- 
ministration, emergency operating centers, 
and training, (4) provides for communica- 
tions and equipment for warning, and (5) 
provides instructors’ guides, student manu- 
als, and special education and training at 
universities and at the Civil Defense Staff 
College. These services are provided or op- 
erated by various Federal agencies through 
Civil Defense channels. : 

(State governments are eligible for Fed- 
eral financial assistance if they have a full- 
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time director or deputy director of civil de- 
fense, and a civil defense program approved 
by the Federal government.) 

(Local governments are eligible if they 
have an operational plan and a program that 
has been approved by the Federal govern- 
ment.) 

The Federal Aviation Agency will loan 
available aircraft for transportation of sup- 
plies and equipment. 

The Department of Housing and Urban De- 
velopment may provide interest-free advances 
for rehabilitation planning as well as loans 
at reasonable interest rates for construction 
of public facilities. All requirements in ren- 
dering financial assistance to urban areas in 
need of redevelopment or rehabilitation may 
be waived as a result of major disaster. Loan 
adjustments on FHA assured loans can be 
made and temporary housing for disaster 
victims in defaulted FHA-insured homes can 
be made available. Temporary housing can 
also be made available in any available pub- 
lic housing. The Agency Administrator has 
authority to enter into special mortgage pro- 
cedures in commitment of disaster areas. 

The General Services Administration can 
provide transportation, communications, en- 
gineering, and architectural services. They 
can also provide office and shelter space, sur- 
plus properties, and lease of idle government- 
owned production equipment and sale of gov- 
ernment surplus goods. 

The Treasury Department can provide in- 
come and other tax relief of many types for 
disaster victims. 

The Labor Department can provide for spe- 
cial emergency sub-offices to better serve 
workers in need. The Department will also 
recruit workers for cleanup and rehabilita- 
tion operations and provide manpower from 
Neighborhood Youth Corps units. 

The Department of Agriculture can pro- 
vide food stocks for emergency mass feeding 
by disaster relief agencies and for direct dis- 
tribution to needy persons through public 
welfare agencies as well as technical as- 
sistance and information in the areas of san- 
itation, feeding and rehabilitiation. 

The Post Office Department may provide 
emergency locater information and materials 
together with temporary postal delivery sites, 
facilities, and personnel to expedite delivery 
of priority mail until normal operations are 
possible. 

The Veterans Administration may provide 
loan advances and relief to assist Veterans 
in the rehabilitation and repair of their 
property. VA will also guarantee new loans 
and give expedited processing of claims and 
allowances and also provide VA medical fa- 
cilities, equipment and personnel for emer- 
gency work. 

The Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare is authorized to provide funds, per- 
sonnel and other assistance for a variety of 
sanitary and disease control measures. HEW 
also has a program for assistance to State 
and local welfare agencies to enable them to 
provide a variety of financial, medical, and 
welfare services and, additionally, can pro- 
vide surplus real and personal property for 
health and educational purposes. 

The Department of Defense and its com- 
ponent services can assist in provision of 
shelter, food and medical care as the situa- 
tion warrants. Civil Service Commission is 
empowered to provide personnel and equip- 
ment to assist State or local governments 
in disaster relief activities. 

The Office of Economic Opportunity can 
supply manpower from the Job Corps for 
debris clearance and other rehabilitation 
projects, 

A number of other Federal agencies also 
have a variety of programs designed to assist 
disaster areas. 


VACATING SPECIAL ORDER 


Mr. FULTON of Tennessee. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
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the special order of the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. Resnick] for today be 
vacated. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from Tennessee? 

There was no objection. 


CARL SANDBURG 


Mr. McCLURE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. CONTE] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
Record and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Idaho? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, I am stand- 
ing because of my personal sorrow at the 
death of Carl Sandburg last Saturday 
morning. I admired the man and loyed 
his poetry. But I will speak as a Member 
of Congress, whose concern is the liberty, 
welfare, and happiness of this Nation. I 
mourn in this capacity, because America 
has lost one of her greatest poets, one 
more of the men who tell her what she 
is, who define and purify her emotions 
and give her a soul. Carl Sandburg set 
himself this task; he magnificently per- 
formed it. 

Few writers in our literature were so 
distinctively and deliberately American. 
His spirit was aptly described by the fol- 
lowing statement from the New York 
Times: 

It was impossible to think of Sandburg as 
an expatriate, knocking on the doors of the 
British establishment for admittance, or 
counting out francs in some seedy bistro in a 
murky dawn. Sandburg would never have 
asked “Why should the aged eagle stretch 
its wings?” His eagle—fierce, taloned, gim- 
let-eyed and cruel, perhaps—had a sover- 
elgn's view of America: Oklahoma Badlands 
and Kansas wheat fields, skyscraper and 
bean row, Ty Cobb and a wandering dyna- 
miter, and “the Jew fish crier down on Max- 
well Street.“ 


He wrote in the Democratic style, 
broad, vigorous, sentimental and rough- 
hewn. If his defects were the flaws of 
America, his voice was as great as his 
country. Perhaps he appeals most deeply 
to Americans, but then he has felt and 
refined our deepest passions. A man must 
be an American to understand the mid- 
Western poetry of the limited express”: 
I am riding on a limited express, one of 

the crack trains of the nation. 

Hurtling across the prairie into blue haze 
and dark air go fifteen all-steel coaches 
holding a thousand people. 

(All the coaches shall be scrap and rust and 
all the men and women laughing in 
the diners and sleepers shall pass to 
ashes.) 

I ask a man in the smoker where he ts going 
and he answers: “Omaha.” 


More than an American, Sandburg was 
the poet of our Democracy. His work 
grew from the twin influences of Walt 
Whitman and the Milwaukee Social 
Democratic Party. He reached maturity 
in the “Chicago School” of the 1910s, 
one of the major flowerings of literature 
from the Democratic seed-bed of Ameri- 
can journalism. From this training came 
a poetry that created a soul and a mem- 
ory for the people, a poetry tinged with 
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the rough edged sentimentality of the 
Chicago writers and imbued with the 
indignation of the mid-West socialists. 
But it is was not a poetry of ideology; 
it grew up among the people and knew 
them too deeply. Sandburg asked: 

Who shall speak for the people? Who has 


the answers? Where is the sure interpreter? 
Who knows what to say? 

Who can write the music jazz—classical 
smokes ums hyacinths—bisquits 
now whispering easy now boom doom crash- 


ing angular now tough monotonous tom- 
tom 


Who has enough split-seconds and slow 
sea-tides? 


He gave his own answer in the 107 
stanzas of The People, Yes”, containing 
2 of his best lines and deepest emo- 

ons: 


The le, yes, 

Out of what is their change 

From chaos to order 

And chaos again? 

“Yours till the hangman doth us part,” 
Don Magregor ended his letters. 


“It annoys me to die,” 
Said a philosopher. 
“I should like to see what follows.” 


To those who had ordered them to death, 

One of them said: 

“We die because the people are asleep and 
you will die because the people will 
awaken.” 

Greek met Greek when Phocion and Democ- 
ritus spoke. 

“You will drive the Athenians mad some 
day and they will kill you.” 

“Yes, me when they go mad, and as sure as 
they get sane again, you.” 


Sandburg saw the summation of the 
American midwest and American Democ- 
racy in the person of Lincoln: 

A mystery in smoke and flags 


Saying yes to the smoke, yes to the flags, 
Yes to the paradoxes of democracy, 


He devoted much of his time to his 
fellow citizens from Illinois, writing the 
most massive biography in American 
literature and permanently fixing in the 
American mind the legend of the prairie 
lawyer and the emancipator. For much 
of the popular mind, Sandburg created 
Lincoln, and in his creation performed 
the sublime and essential work of the 
poet, giving history and dreams to the 
people who— 


Once having marched 

Over the margins of animal necessity, 
Over the grim line of sheer subsistence 

Had come 

To the deeper rituals of his bones 

To the lights lighter than any bones, 

To the time for thinking things over 


But the explanation of the poet's role 
belongs to the poet, and I will relinquish 
that task to the words of one who is well 
known to many of us. Whenever I talk 
of poets, I remember the admonition of 
Mr, Archibald MacLeish, a fellow resi- 
dent of western Massachusetts, in his 
verse, “A Poet Speaks From the Visitor’s 
Gallery”: 

Have gentlemen perhaps forgotten this?— 
We write the histories. 

Do gentlemen who snigger at the poets, 
Who speak the word professor with guffaws— 
Do gentlemen expect their fame to flourish 
When we, not they, distribute the applause? 


Or do they trust their hope of long remem- 
brance 
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To those they name with such respectful 
care— 

To those who write the tittle in the papers, 

To those who tell the tattle on the air? 


Do gentlemen expect the generation 

That counts the losers out when tolls the 
bell 

To take some gossip-caster’s estimation, 

Some junior voice of fame with fish to sell? 


Do gentlemen believe time’s hard-boiled 


jury, 
Judging the sober truth, will trust 
The words some copperhead who owned a 


paper 
Ordered one Friday from the hired men? 
Have gentlemen forgotten Mr, Lincoln? 


A poet wrote that story, not a newspaper, 
Not the New Yorker of the nameless name 
Who spat with hatred like some others later 
And left, as they will, in his hate his shame. 


History’s not written in the kind of ink 
The richest man of most ambitious mind 
Who hates a President enough to print 
A daily paper can afford or find. 


Gentlemen have power now and know it, 
But even the greatest and most famous kings 
Feared and with reason to offend the poets 
Whose songs are marble 

And whose marble sings. 


CESSATION OF FEDERAL BENEFITS 
TO PARTICIPANTS IN RIOTING 
AND LOOTING 


Mr. McCLURE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from South Dakota [Mr. Berry] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Idaho? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BERRY. Mr. Speaker, I am today 
joining in introducing legislation to cut 
off all Federal benefits to any individual 
participating in rioting or looting. 

The bill, suggested by the distin- 
guished Member from New Hampshire 
[Mr. Wyman] would halt such Federal 
payments as social security, welfare, and 
unemployment compensation to anyone 
arrested and convicted of participation 
in rioting. It would also halt future pay- 
ments. Under the legislation, it would be 
a criminal offense for a State or Federal 
official to pay or cause to be paid any 
benefits derived wholly or in part from 
Federal funds to any person convicted 
of rioting in any court in the land. The 
bill also provides that such benefits be 
cut off upon conviction and during an 
appeal. A successful appeal would, of 
course, mean retroactive restoration of 
benefits. 

We need to let these persons know that 
if they intentionally participate in this 
mockery of law and order, where murder 
and arson, rioting, and looting are car- 
ried out in a carnival atmosphere, they 
will lose, for life, any Federal benefits. 
This strong deterrent is sorely needed 
at this time. I urge early and favorable 
consideration of this bill. 


ALASKA'S CENTENNIAL YEAR 


Mr. McCLURE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. McDonatp] may 
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extend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Idaho? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. McDONALD of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, during 1967 the centennial an- 
niversaries of the great events that 
brought Alaska to the United States are 
being observed. On the 30th of March, 
1867, William H. Seward, Secretary of 
State to President Andrew Johnson, con- 
cluded negotiations with Russia’s repre- 
sentative, Baron de Stoeckl, for the pur- 
chase of Russian America. The Senate of 
the United States ratified this treaty on 
April 9, 1867, and the House of Repre- 
sentatives appropriated the money for 
the purchase on July 14, 1867. 

On October 18, 1867, at Russian Amer- 
ica's New Archangel, now Sitka, Alaska, 
the flag of the Russian American Com- 
pany, a white, red, and blue banner with 
imperial Russia’s two-headed eagle em- 
blem, was lowered, and in its place was 
raised the flag of the United States of 
America. 

For the sum of $7,200,000, at a price of 
about 2 cents an acre, the United States 
acquired more than a half million square 
miles of land comprising the largest 
peninsula on the North American con- 
tinent. No wonder that the Russians seem 
to have been angry with us ever since. 

The first Europeans to reach Alaska 
came in 1741, more than 200 years after 
Europeans had landed on the east coast 
of North America. They were led by an 
elderly Danish sea captain named Vitus 
Bering who sailed under the flag of im- 
perial Russia. Dropping anchor off Kayak 
Island, he sent a few men ashore for 
water, and then promptly headed back 
toward Siberia. Forty-three years later 
the Russians established a colony on 
Kodiak Island, and Alaska remained a 
Russian possession until its 586,400 
square miles became part of the United 
States. 

Americans, occupied with settling the 
West and subduing the Indians who 
fought that settlement, paid little atten- 
tion to their new territory until 1896 
when gold was discovered on Bonanza 
Creek in the Klondike. Then came a 
stampede of prospectors to the Pan- 
handle, the Yukon Valley, and even to 
Nome, on the bleak and distant western 
coast, The boom petered out in a few 
years, and Alaska settled into the slower 
pace of homesteading. Statehood finally 
came in 1959. 

In an article reporting the purchase of 
Alaska, the New York Times took note of 
the fact that this acquisition by the 
United States excluded a large part of 
British America from access to the ocean. 
The Times described the representatives 
of the English Government in Washing- 
ton as both “highly excited and cha- 
grined.” The Times expressed its belief 
that the newly acquired land would be 
valuable for its natural wealth, fisheries, 
furs, minerals, and timber, and “of the 
highest importance as a naval depot and 
for strategic purposes.” 

In the last 30 years, those strategic 
purposes have been of crucial importance 
to the United States. The ownership of 
Alaska by the United States during 
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World War II permitted the fortifica- 
tion of northern approaches to this coun- 
try against Japanese attack. When World 
War II was won and the cold war took 
its place, those fortifications and de- 
fenses were increased and expanded. A 
strengthened Alaska is now an immense 
buffer area between Asia and North 
America, and the chagrin of the Japa- 
nese and the Russians has exceeded that 
felt by the British a centry ago. 

Thus it is that decisions made so long 
ago have benefited all of us today. The 
enduring importance of the acquisition of 
Alaska in 1867 is that Russia cannot use 
Alaska as a base from which to wage war, 
hot or cold. 

In this centennial year of Alaska’s 
purchase, we pay tribute to the wisdom 
of the men in Congress and in the execu- 
tive branch of the Federal Government a 
hundred years ago when they acted to 
acquire what became the 49th State of 
the United States. But, we also pay trib- 
ute to the men and women of Alaska who 
have labored over the years to bring 
Alaska to full partnership in our Union, 
and to her people who continue to work 
today to make Alaska a State we can all 
view with pride. 

Mr. Speaker, on my own part I wish to 
take note of the fact that a group of un- 
official ambassadors from my congres- 
sional district will be visiting Alaska dur- 
ing her centennial celebration to extend 
a warm greeting from the people of 
Michigan and to present Gov. Walter J. 
Hickel with the Michigan State flag. 
They are students. They have studied 
about Alaska. And they have saved the 
money to make the trip. 

Their desire both to learn about the 
great State of Alaska and to save their 
money to make the trip was instilled by 
Mr, Edward J. Kuhn of Waterford Town- 
ship, Mich. Mr. Kuhn is a teacher of 
economics at the Hazel Park High 
School. This is the 11th year in a row 
that he has been taking students to visit 
Alaska. His reason for the project is, es- 
sentially, to teach the students thrift, 
self-reliance, and the necessity to work 
hard if you have a particular goal toward 
which you are aiming. Since beginning 
his annual trek, Mr. Kuhn has taught 
this vital lesson to 133 students. At the 
same time, he has stimulated their inter- 
est in Alaska and provided them, there- 
fore, with a dual educational opportunity. 

Although most of this year’s group are 
from the Detroit metropolitan area, Mr. 
Kuhn has taken students from Canada 
and other States. This list of students 
who will join Mr. Kuhn this year include 
the following: 

Bill Lytle, Allen Park, Mich. 

John Fox, Detroit, Mich. 

David Lorfel, Detroit, Mich. 

Paul Kuhn II, Birmingham, Mich. 

Jeff Shanks, Bloomfield, Mich. 

Don Hacker, Bloomfield, Mich. 

Joel Billbury, Harsens Island, Mich, 

Joel Goodman, Huntington Woods, Mich. 

Steven Fox, New Baltimore, Mich. 

Michael Weber, Oak Park, Mich. 

Donald Foren, Royal Oak, Mich. 

Robin Sharrard, Royal Oak, Mich. 

Kent Kokko, Southfield, Mich. 

Michael Stanley, Walled Lake, Mich. 

Scott Scholz, Galesburg, III. 


Mr. Speaker, I am asking Mr. Kuhn 
and these students to serve as my per- 
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sonal representative and to convey my 
heartiest congratulations to Governor 
Hickel and the people of Alaska during 
this, their 100th anniversary as part. of 
this great Nation. I have further noti- 
fied the gentleman from Alaska [Mr. 
Potitock] of their forthcoming trip, in 
order that he may know of the arrival of 
these ambassadors of good will from 
Michigan and, if possible, be on hand 
to greet them. 

They are a tribute to my State, this 
Nation, and, most of all, themselves, and 
I can think of no finer group to repre- 
sent my congressional district at the 
Alaska centennial than Mr. Kuhn and 
his students. I think you will agree. 


THE 4-H YOUTH LEADERSHIP AND 
HOME ECONOMICS PROGRAMS 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Mr. McCLURE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. ZwacH] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Record and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Idaho? 

There was no objection. 

Mr, ZWACH. Mr. Speaker, last month, 
the gentleman from Minnesota, Con- 
gressman ANCHER NELSEN, joined me in 
proposing legislation to establish 4-H 
youth leadership and home economics 
programs for the District of Columbia. 
Since that time a number of Congress- 
men and Senators have introduced simi- 
lar bills. 

The program would use the family 
approach to reach those most in need 
in specified areas designated in coopera- 
tion with a local university. The two 
primary program efforts would be di- 
rected toward, first, youth through 4-H 
projects and, second, women and their 
families through home demonstrations. 

Professional fulltime youth and home 
economics leaders would be employed to 
train assistants. These folks would go 
into the selected neighborhoods working 
directly with residents in their homes 
and in small groups. 

The program is directed toward the 
hard-to-reach poor—those who do not 
attend meetings or seek help—in the 
District of Columbia. People who have 
been working closely with the problems 
of the District have advised me that 
93,000 boys and girls and 95,000 families 
in Washington live in abject poverty. 

Programs similar to the type that we 
hope to see developed for Washington 
have operated in other cities—Chicago, 
Syracuse, and Buffalo. Data on program 
operations indicate that it will cost about 
$75 to $100 per youth each year and $50 
to $80 per family each year. 

We anticipate that about one-half of 
the money appropriated will be used for 
each phase of the project. Most of the 
money is used for salaries for professional 
staffing. A second item is money to hire 
professional assistants, generally three 
or four assistants per each professional 
worker. Equipment for these programs 
would include such basic materials as 
pots and pans, dishes, silverware, food- 
stuffs, hammers, nails, lumber, automo- 
bile parts, and tools. 
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Installing a stove and refrigerator in 
a vacant building for use as a demon- 
stration center to teach women how to 
cook a basic one-course meal is one 
example of a cost item for the home 
economics phase. Securing a garage and 
equipping it with automobile parts and 
tools might be done under the youth 
programs. 

Mr. Speaker, the District of Columbia 
is the only area of this great Nation to 
which the Federal Extension Services are 
not available. Every single State, as well 
as Puerto Rico, Guam, and the Virgin 
Islands has H- but not the District of 
Columbia. 

In order for my colleagues to review 
a copy of this legislation, I ask that the 
text of the bill be printed as follows: 

H.R. 10680 
A bill to establish cooperative extension 
services in the District of Columbia 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House 
of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the 
Secretary of Agriculture is authorized to es- 
tablish and maintain cooperative extension 
services in the District of Columbia, which 
will include 4-H youth development and 
home economics programs administered by 
the United States Department of Agricul- 
ture (hereinafter referred to as the “Depart- 
ment”), to promote the welfare of the people 
of the District of Columbia. The Secretary is 
authorized to provide for such modification 
of any such program extended to the District 
of Columbia as he deems necessary in order 
to adapt it to the needs of the District of 
Columbia. 

Sec. 2. The programs authorized by this 
Act shall be developed in cooperation with 
the government of the District of Columbia, 
and shall be covered by a memorandum of 
understanding agreed to by the government 
of the District of Columbia and the Depart- 
ment. Such memorandum of understanding 
shall provide for implementation of the pro- 
grams by Howard University. The Secretary 
may also utilize the agencies, facilities, and 
employees of the Department, and may co- 
operate with other public agencies and with 
private organizations and individuals in the 
District of Columbia and elsewhere to carry 
out the purposes of this Act. 

Sec. 3. There are hereby authorized to be 
appropriated $5,000,000 per annum to carry 
out the purposes of this Act. Sums appropri- 
ated in pursuance of this Act shall be in 
addition to, but not in substitution for, sums 
appropriated or otherwise made available to 
the Department, and may be allocated to such 
agencies of the Department as are concerned 
with the administration of the program in 
the District of Columbia. Four per centum 
of the sum so appropriated for each fiscal 
year shall be allocated to the Federal Exten- 
sion Service for administrative, technical, 
and other services of the Department in car- 
rying out the purposes of this Act. 

Sec. 4. All provisions of the Act shall ter- 
minate five years from the date of enactment 
of this Act. 


APOLOGISTS FOR RIOTS SHOULD 
NOT PROTECT THE INSTIGATORS 


Mr. McCLURE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Tennessee [Mr. KUYKENDALL] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Idaho? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. KUYKENDALL. Mr. Speaker, it 
has now become crystal clear to most 
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Americans that the violence and riots 
which are tearing our cities apart are 
planned in advance and are incited by 
professional riotmongers for devious pur- 
poses. At long last the Federal law en- 
forcement agencies have been forced to 
label one H. Rap Brown as one who 
caused a riot in Cambridge, Md. And, at 
long last, Stokely Carmichael has come 
out in the open to reveal his connections 
by showing up in Communist Cuba to 
confer with Fidel Castro. Those who 
have insisted there is no Communist in- 
fluence in the pattern of violence which 
is sweeping the country should take an- 
other look at those who are generating 
the riots and leading the burning, looting, 
and murder. 

The well-known columnist, Morrie 
Ryskind, has pointed out the danger in 
apologizing for these agitators. I com- 
mend the following article by Mr. Rys- 
kind which appeared in last Sunday’s 
edition of the Memphis Commercial Ap- 
peal: 

New Civi, RIGHTS? YES, FOR PEACEFUL 

(By Morrie Ryskind) 

I still hold that “like” is a preposition, not 
a conjunction; but I concede the vitality of 
the favorite phrase of today’s rebels: Tell 
it like it is, man.” 

Well, let me try telling it like it is—and it 
ain’t very pretty. Defense Secretary Robert 
McNamara doesn’t like our pacification pro- 
gram—and neither do I. The difference is 
that he refers to Vietnam, and I to the home 
scene. 

Who are we to demand pacification of the 
Mekong Delta, when shooting and looting 
mobs run riot in Newark? Just as they did 
recentiy in Hartford, Buffalo, Tampa and 
Cleveland. 

In Washington, the cops now provide es- 
cort service (with police dogs) for Capitol 
Hill secretaries who work late at night. In 
New York's highly touted “cultural” Lin- 
coln Center, residents of the area are warned 
to take taxis after dark rather than risk 
walking the few blocks to the subway sta- 
tion. 

Here in Los Angeles, there was a fire just 
a few weeks ago in the Watts area—and 
hoodlums turned out to hurl rocks and Molo- 
tov cocktails at the firemen. It probably 
didn’t make the out-of-town papers, since 
no one was killed. 

And what do those brilliant politicos who 
reaped this whirlwind by encouraging “dem- 
onstrations” now suggest? Why, a new civil 
rights bill—though we've had more civil 
rights legislation in the last dozen years 
than in the preceding hundred years, I take 
it this is on the theory that a hair of the dog 
that bit you will cure you. 

Well, I'm for a civil rights bill, too—one 
that will protect the law-abiding citizen 
from being shot at, mugged and robbed. 

Now I am fully aware that the vast major- 
ity of Negroes deplore this situation as much 
as the rest of us—perhaps even more. But 
it is high time they find spokesmen to make 
that point clear, before every last vestige of 
hope for amity between the races disappears 
altogether. 

Certainly none of the so-called leaders 
have denounced this Mau-Mau movement in 
forthright terms. The NAACP passed a weak 
resolution condemning violence, but the 
Newark toll (at this writing) of 25 deaths, 
1,500 wounded, and more than 1,000 jailed 
called for more than a slap on the wrist. 

Even Senator Brooke of Massachusetts, 
living proof that a Negro can make it, joined 
the demagogues by telling the NAACP more 
riots would come unless something was 
“done.” What needs to be done is simply 
that other Negroes display the ability of Mr. 
Brooke, Or must the whole Senate be made 
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up of Negroes, regardless of qualification, 
before the moderates“ are satisfied? 

In a television interview, Roy Wilkins re- 
fused to label Stokely Carmichael as danger- 
ous. In Washington, Carmichael urged Ne- 
groes not to go to Vietnam, but use their 
guns against the cops. During a Southern 
tour, he said, We should be out right now 
bashing heads in.” Still, Mr. Wilkins refuses 
to go so far as to call Stokely “dangerous.” 

And where are the hordes of ministers who 
participated in the “civil rights“ marches? 
Or is mob violence only reprehensible when 
committed by white supremacists and thor- 
oughly justifiable under black supremacists? 
That is racism with a vengeance. 

That position is apparently the stance of 
this Administration. After the terrible Watts 
riots, Federal money poured into that com- 
munity to improve the lot of the marauders. 
But the white merchants whose life savings 
were wiped out by the looters got not a 
penny from the Government. 

Mr. Wilkins argued that Negroes are bitter 
because Adam Clayton Powell was stripped 
of power, There was a savagely ironic cartoon 
by Bill Mauldin the other day showing a cop 
chasing a fugitive and shouting, “Stop in 
the name of the law! Unless, of course, 
you're a member of a minority group.” 

It was brilliant—but too close to the truth 
to be funny, McGee. 


ANTIRIOT LEGISLATION 


Mr. McCLURE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Iowa [Mr. ScHWENGEL] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Idaho? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SCHWENGEL. Mr. Speaker, last 
week the House passed the antiriot bill, 
While I supported the bill, I realize that 
it is not a cure-all for the types of riots 
and disorders we have been experiencing 
this year. 

On July 13 and 14, radio station WHO 
in Des Moines, Iowa, expressed in an edi- 
torial a viewpoint that parallels mine. 

Antiriot legislation is by no means the 
entire answer to the racial violence that has 
become more and more common, but it is 
part of the answer. Not all of the riots are 
as spontaneous as they appear on the sur- 
face; in some, skilled agitators have carefully 
cultivated the hatreds in a community to set 
the stage for a violent outbreak. There have 
been reports that recent violence in Waterloo, 
Towa, may have been led by outside agitators. 

Such agitators, of course, don’t create all 
the hatreds; the hostility is already there, 
most of it stemming from real injustices. We 
have to deal with these injustices in any 
long-term approach to ending racial hatred 
and violence. But we're also going to have to 
deal with people who want to use those 
hatreds for their own purpose to create civil 
disorder. The antiriot legislation would be a 
big step in that direction, by curbing the 
movement of agitators across state lines. 


JOINT COMMITTEE TO INVESTI- 
GATE RIOTS AND CIVIL DIS- 
ORDERS 


Mr, McCLURE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentle- 
woman from New Jersey [Mrs. DWYER] 
may extend her remarks at this point in 
the Record and include extraneous 
matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
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objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Idaho? 

There was no objection. 

Mrs. DWYER. Mr. Speaker, I have to- 
day introduced a concurrent resolution 
to establish a joint committee to investi- 
gate every aspect of the riots and civil 
disorders which have swept so many of 
our cities—both big and little—and 
reached such a peak of destruction this 
summer. 

It is not only appropriate, it is essen- 
tial that Congress devote immediate and 
thorough attention to events which have 
imperiled millions of our people, of all 
kinds and conditions, and in every part 
of our country. This proliferation of civil 
strife has clearly surpassed the ability 
and resources of individual cities to deal 
with it. It has become a national problem 
of the first importance. And Congress, 
the National Legislature, must accept the 
responsibility to investigate, to study, 
and to act. 

The joint resolution I have introduced, 
Mr. Speaker, is similar to that intro- 
duced in the Senate yesterday by three 
distinguished Members of that body, 
Senator DIRKSEN, of Illinois; Senator 
BROOKE, of Massachusetts; and Senator 
Percy, of Illinois. It imposes a heavy 
burden on those Members of each House 
of Congress who will be appointed to 
serve on the joint committee. For service 
on the committee will demand unusual 
qualities of judgment, courage, dedica- 
tion, and wisdom. The problem is im- 
mense and it is complex. 

Under the terms of the resolution, for 
example, the committee will be called 
on to determine how widespread and de- 
structive the riots have been, to learn 
whether organized conspiracy has been 
responsible for inciting, instigating, and 
supplying the disorders, and to discover 
and evaluate the causes of discontent, 
both those which touch off the confla- 
gration and those which form its foun- 
dation. The committee must assess the 
effects of riots on our economy, on the 
life of our cities, and on the attitudes of 
the people who live there. It must judge 
whether our laws are adequate and our 
law enforcement effective when called 
on to deter, prevent, and control dis- 
order. And the committee will be asked 
to recommend ways and means of im- 
proving our capacity to prevent riots 
in the first place, to control them when 
they occur, and to assist the victims. 

It is a big order, Mr. Speaker, but a 
necessary one. We cannot allow our 
communities to be desolated or our peo- 
ple endangered. We cannot tolerate re- 
sort to violence for whatever reason. We 
cannot sit back and watch our country 
divided between black and white. We 
cannot be indifferent to suffering. We 
cannot punish the innocent and reward 
the guilty. It is justice we must seek more 
determinedly than ever—justice for all 
our people, whatever their color or class 
or condition, the justice that puts down 
evil and violence, helps the needy, and 
renders equity to all. 

Mr. Speaker, the text of the concur- 
rent resolution follows: 

Whereas the first duty of government is 
to maintain order and promote domestic 
tranquility; and 
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Whereas widespread rioting and violent 
civil disorder have grown to a national crisis; 
and have resulted in loss of life and untold 
property damage in city after city through- 
out the Nation; and 

Whereas riots and violent civil disorder 
affect the economy of Federal, State, and 
local governments and disrupt the free flow 
of interstate and foreign commerce through- 
out the Nation; and 

Whereas the root causes of discontent 
evidenced in riots and violent civil disorder 
is of immediate and continuing concern to 
all Amercans; and 

Whereas weapons have been procured by 
the rioters to murder police and firemen in 
performance of their duty to protect the 
community; and 

Whereas the violence of the few must not 
be allowed to injure the cause of many; and 

Whereas riots and violent civil disorder 
evidence an open defiance and disrespect 
for the fundamental American principle of 
rule by law and pose an increasing threat to 
the public welfare, social order, and domestic 
tranquility of the Nation: Now, therefore, be 
it 

Resolved by the House of Representa- 
tives (te Senate concurring)— 


ESTABLISHMENT OF COMMITTEE 


SECTION 1. There is established a joint 
congressional committee to investigate riots 
and violent civil disorder (hereafter in this 
concurrent resolution referred to as the 
joint committee) to be composed of five 
Members of the House appointed by the 
Speaker, two of whom shall be members of 
the minority party appointed after consulta- 
tion with the minority leader, and five 
Members of the Senate appointed by the 
President of the Senate, two of whom shall 
be members of the minority party appointed 
after consultation with the minority leader. 


FUNCTIONS 


Src. 2 The joint committee shall investi- 
gate and study— 

(1) the elements, causes, and extent of 
riots and violent civil disorder throughout 
the Nation; 

(2) the adequacy of Federal, State, and 
local laws to deter and control riots and vio- 
lent civil disorder; 

(3) the adequacy of State and local law 
enforcement to prevent and control riots and 
violent civil disorder; 

(4) evidence as to the times and places 
of the occurrence of such civil disorders 
which may indicate the existence of any 
conspiracy to incite or provoke such civil 
disorders and evidence which may indicate 
that such civil disorders have been or may 
be organized, instigated, or encouraged by 
any Communist or other subversive organi- 
zation; 

(5) the effect of riots and violent civil 
disorder in urban areas; 

(6) the effect of riots and violent civil dis- 
order on the economy and commerce of the 
Nation; 

(7) community attitudes in places at 
which such riots and violent civil disorders 
have occurred or may occur; 

(8) means and measures to prevent, re- 
duce, and control riots and violent civil dis- 
order and render assistance to victims of 
riots and violent civil disorder; 

(9) means and measures to increase re- 
spect for law and order throughout the Na- 
tion; and 

(10) such other factors as the joint com- 
mittee may consider material to a determi- 
nation of the causes and effects of such civil 
disorders and contribute to the adoption of 
appropriate measures for the termination of 
such civil disorders. 

In addition, the joint committee may col- 
lect and disseminate data and information 
on riots and other violent civil disorder. 
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REPORT 

Sec. 3. The joint committee shall submit 
an interim report to each House of Congress 
as to the results of its investigation and 
study as soon as possible after the date of 
approval of this concurrent resolution, and 
not later than one year after such date shall 
submit a final report to each House of Con- 
gress with respect to its activities, investi- 
gations, and studies under this concurrent 
resolution, together with such recommenda- 
tions (including specific recommendations 
for legislation) as it determines appropriate 
in the light of the investigations and studies 
conducted under this concurrent resolution. 


VACANCIES; SELECTION OF CHAIRMAN AND VICE 
CHAIRMAN 


Sec. 4. Vacancies in the membership of 
the joint committee shall not affect the 
power of the remaining members to execute 
the functions of the joint committee, and 
shall be filled in the same manner as in the 
case of the original selection, The joint 
committee shall select a chairman and a 
vice chairman from among its members. 


HEARINGS; SUBPENA POWER 


Sec. 5. For the purpose of carrying out this 
concurrent resolution the joint committee, 
or any subcommittee thereof authorized by 
the joint committee to hold hearings, is au- 
thorized to sit and act at such times and 
places within the United States, including 
any Commonwealth or possession thereof, 
whether either House is in session, has re- 
cessed, or has adjourned, to hold such hear- 
ings, and to require, by subpena or other- 
wise, the attendance and testimony of such 
witnesses and the production of such books, 
records, correspondence, memoranda, papers, 
and documents, as it deems necessary. Sub- 
penas may be issued under the signature 
of the chairman of the joint committee or 
any member of the joint committee des- 
ignated by him, and may be served by any 
person designated by such chairman or 
member. 


PERSONNEL AND UTILIZATION OF SERVICES OF 
AGENCIES AND ORGANIZATIONS 


Sec. 6. The joint committee is empowered 
to appoint and fix the compensation of such 
experts, consultants, technicians, and cler- 
ical and stenographic assistants, to procure 
such printing and binding, and to make 
such expenditures, as it deems necessary 
and advisable. The joint committee is au- 
thorized to utilize the services, information, 
and facilities of the departments and es- 
tablishments of the Government, and also 
of private research agencies. 


AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 


Sec. 7. The expenses of the joint. com- 
mittee shall be paid from the contingent 
fund of the House on vouchers signed by 
the chairman or vice chairman of the joint 
committee. 


THE OUTLOOK FOR THE FINANCIAL 
MARKETS AND MANAGING THE 
FEDERAL DEBT 


Mr. McCLURE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. Curtis] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Idaho? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, in his testi- 
mony before the Joint Economic Com- 
mittee on June 28, 1967, Mr. Tilford C. 
Gaines, Vice President of the First Na- 
tional. Bank of Chicago, offered a re- 
markably perceptive summary of the 
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outlook for the financial markets in the 

last half of 1967. 

Mr. Gaines summarized his remarks 
by saying that the outlook is “not at all 
encouraging.” He expects interest rates 
to be subjected to unremitting upward 
pressure and the supply of credit to be 
insufficient to service all of the demands 
upon the market. 

He recognizes that his assumptions 
may be too optimistic. A number of con- 
tingencies may arise which could darken 
the prospects for the credit markets. 
Among these are the possibilities of a 
recurrence of the 1966 “superboom,” a 
tight money policy by the Federal Re- 
serve, or, most important, a budget defi- 
cit larger than $14 billion. 

It now appears likely that the budget 
deficit may indeed be larger than the 
administration estimates. Some esti- 
mates now range up to $29 billion. Thus, 
we should carefully consider Mr. Gaines’ 
warning that the financial outlook for 
the balance of the year may be “extreme- 
ly troublesome.” 

The House should have access to Mr. 
Gaines’ excellent statement. It is an 
example of the kind of dialog which 
should be carried on between the ad- 
ministration and private economists. His 
conclusions emphasize how serious the 
economy’s position is as we enter fiscal 
year 1968. The administration, on the 
other hand, has carefully avoided a seri- 
ous dialog on the ominous outlook for 
the financial market if the budget deficit 
is not trimmed. 

I insert Mr. Gaines’ statement in the 
Recorp at this point: 

STATEMENT By TILFORD C. GAINES, VICE PRESI- 
DENT, THE FIRST NATIONAL BANK OF CHI- 
CAGO, BEFORE THE JOINT Economic COM- 
MITTEE OF THE CONGRESS, JUNE 28, 1967 
The outlook for the financial markets in 

the last half of 1967 is not at all encouraging. 

Most rates of interest probably will be sub- 

ject to unremitting upward pressure, and 

there may be insufficient credit available to 
service all of the demands upon the markets. 

This forecast of continuing credit strain 
rests upon relatively optimistic assumptions. 
It is assumed that the acceleration in eco- 
nomie activity in the next six months will 
be moderate, yielding a gross national prod- 
uct for the year of only $779 billion. It is 
assumed that the deficit in the administra- 
tive budget will be of the order of $14 billion, 
much lower than some figures that have been 
mentioned. And it is assumed that the Fed- 
eral Reserve System will continue its present 
policy of making abundant reserves available 
to the banking system. If any one or a com- 
bination of these assumptions should be 
wrong, it is likely that the error will be in the 
direction of underestimating the pressures 
on the credit markets. 

Developments in the financial markets 
during the first half of 1967 have involved 
a paradox that is without precedent in our 
modern history. In spite of a progressively 
easier Federal Reserve policy that has sup- 
ported a 5.4 per cent growth rate in the 


money supply and 12.8 per cent in total. 


bank credit and in spite of the stagnant 
performance of the economy, interest rates 
on long-term investments have risen virtu- 
ally to last summer's historically high levels. 
Before attempting to appraise the outlook for 
the remainder of the year, it is first necessary 
to explain this paradox and to appraise its 
significance for the months ahead. 

The simple explanation for the present 
high level of long-term interest rates is that 
the demands upon the long-term capital 
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market have been excessive relative to the 
available supply of long-term funds. In the 
first six months of this year, publicly offered 
corporate bond issues will total $7.7 billion 
as compared with $3.7 billion in the same 
period last year. Private placements are 
somewhat lower this year, but the total of 
public and private placements will be ap- 
proximately $11 billion against last year’s 
$8.4 billion—and 1966 was an all-time record 
year for corporate bond flotations. Tax-ex- 
empt state and local bonds sold so far this 
year total $7.6 billion, substantially more than 
last year’s $6 billion, and 1966 was also a 
record year for municipal bond sales. Mort- 
gage lending, the other principal user of 
long-term funds, has not been as large this 
year as in earlier years, but the shortfall in 
this area has not been sufficient to offset the 
excess demands on the bond markets. 

There are two related reasons for the huge 
volume of bond financing this year. First, 
during the period of rapid business expansion 
between 1961 and 1965, as corporations com- 
mitted ever-larger amounts of money for 
plant and equipment, inventories, receiva- 
bles, and other purposes, there was not a 
proportionate increase in long-term financ- 
ing. Corporations relied on bank credit and 
available internal liquidity to finance a 
larger and larger part of their outlays. Cor- 
porations began funding their debt during 
1966, but the demoralized market conditions 
that developed after mid-year forced part 
of the debt restructuring and liquidity re- 
building over into 1967. Similarly, a number 
of tax-exempt borrowers were unable to com- 
plete their bond financing in the last half 
of 1966 because interest rates had moved 
above the statutory limits they were per- 
mitted to pay. This circumstance partly ex- 
plains the flood of municipal bonc issues 
this year. 

A second reason for the large volume of 
corporate bond financing in 1967 has been 
the uneasiness and uncertainty created by 
the policy the Federal Reserve System 
adopted in the last half of last year. The 
period of extreme strain on the banking sys- 
tem last summer and fall made a number 
of corporate treasurers aware that a time 
could come when they would be unable to 
rely upon their banks for additional lines 
of credit to finance their activities. Funding 
of short debt in order to reduce reliance on 
banks and to free up bank lines became a 
matter of rather urgent importance. 

Last year's credit “crunch” has also had 
an important impact upon the willingness 
of lenders to commit funds to long-term 
obligations. The savings and loan associa- 
tions and mutual savings banks that suffered 
heavy attrition in their savings accounts 
when short-term market rates of interest 
rose above levels they were able or permitted 
to pay have been anxious this year to build 
a stronger liquidity base before aggressively 
seeking new mortgage commitments. A sub- 
stantial part of the larger flow of savings 
into savings and loan associations thus far 
this year has gone to repay debt at the Fed- 
eral Home Loan Banks and to add to hold- 
ings of short-term Government securities. 
Life insurance companies that found a sur- 
prisingly large proportion of their net funds 
going into policy loans when market rates 
of interest rose above the contractual loan 
rate in their policies have had less new 
money to commit this year. And commercial 
banks, in particular, have been reluctant to 
commit funds to long-term obligations after 
their experience in 1966. All commercial 
banks suffered attrition from their savings 
accounts as savers moved money into higher 
yielding marketable securities. And the larger 
banks that had relied upon negotiable cer- 
tificate of deposit money were particularly 
hard hit last fall when the Federal Reserve 
System failed to change its Regulation “Q” 
to permit banks to compete for this money 
and some $3 billion of these deposits were 
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lost to other marketable instruments. 
Throughout the commercial banking system 
there is a deep awareness of the need to 
rebuild liquidity in order to protect against 
@ recurrence of last year’s events, with the 
result that the larger flow of savings money 
into the banks this year has been used for 
short-term liquidity purposes rather than 
for longer-term credit commitments. 

In economic terminology, what we have 
witnessed has been a sharp upward shift in 
the liquidity preference functions of both 
suppliers and users of funds. The inevitable 
result has been relatively low short rates 
and unusually high long rates. This is a 
situation that the ordinary instruments of 
Federal Reserve policy are not equipped to 
deal with. Supplying additional reserves to 
the banking system, lowering the discount 
rate, and lowering reserve requirements have 
helped to feed the economy’s insistent liquid- 
ity needs, but their effect has been almost 
wholly on the short-term market and only 
marginally on the long-term market. Rec- 
ognizing this fact, and partially in recogni- 
tion of the responsibility they share for the 
liquidity preference shift, the Federal Re- 
serve System has purchased a substantial 
amount of longer-term coupon securities in 
its open market operations. The net result 
has been to supply longer-term funds to the 
market in the only way the Federal Reserve 
can; but the sporadic timing of these pur- 
chases had undermined their effect upon 
market confidence and vitiated the stabiliz- 
ing influence that they might have had on 
the bond market. 

It now appears that the flood of corporate 
and tax-exempt bond issues during the last 
half of 1967 may be as large as during the 
first half. The corporate bond calendar for 
July already totals $1.5 billion and for Au- 
gust is an excess of $1 billion. Both months 
could be larger than these indicated amounts 
as new issues are announced. Meanwhile, my 
contacts with corporate officials suggest that 
a very large backlog of potential new issues 
exists and that these issues will be regis- 
tered and brought to market in a steady 
stream through the balance of this year. It 
is not possible to be absolutely sure of the 
timing, but it seems reasonably sure that at 
least 84-4 ½ billion of public issues will come 
to market in the third quarter and perhaps 
$3-314 billion in the fourth quarter. These 
estimates suggest a total of public bond of- 
ferings of some $15 billion in 1967, which 
compared with last year’s record $8 billion. 
The total of publicly and privately placed 
issues in 1967 could well reach $21 billion, 
which compares with a record $15.6 billion 
in 1966. There also is little reason to expect 
the supply of new tax-exempt bonds to de- 
cline. Sales of state and local bonds for new 
capital purposes might average something 
more than $1 billion per month, for a 1967 
total of 818-14 billion, which compares with 
last year’s record $11.2 billion. 

The outlook for commercial bank credit 
expansion is not at all clear. During the first 
five months of this year commercial banks 
added to their loans and investments by 
about $7% billion, of which some $6 billion 
represented purchases of other“ securities, 
principally tax-exempt bonds. If this rate 
of expansion in earning assets were to con- 
tinue through the balance of the year, al- 
lowing for a seasonally more rapid increase 
in loans during the last half, total loans and 
investments in commercial banks would in- 
crease by approximately $28-30 billion, 
equally divided between loans and invest- 
ments. It does not seem likely that this rate 
of expansion will, in fact, be attained. 

If one could logically extrapolate the sea- 
sonally adjusted deposit growth during the 
first five months of 1967 to an annual total, 
the growth in bank resources would easily 
support a $28-30 billion growth in bank as- 
sets. Time deposits would grow by $28 bil- 
lion and demand deposits by $8 billion; but 
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such an extrapolation would be an illogical 
use of statistics. Approximately $3.5 billion 
of the $14 billion growth in time and sav- 
ings deposits thus far this year has been in 
negotiable certificates of deposit at the 
larger banks, and it does not seem likely 
after last year’s experience with negotiable 
certificates that the banks will continue to 
add to the total at this rate. In fact, most 
of the growth in large certificates of deposit 
was achieved in the first two months of 1967, 
as banks replaced funds that had been 
drained off last fall, and the total of such 
certificates outstanding has been relatively 
flat since the end of February. Of the re- 
maining $10.5 billion growth in time and 
savings deposits, much the larger part has 
been in savings certificates, which reflects 
the recapturing of savings deposits lost to 
higher-yielding marketable investments last 
year and thus is a “one shot” windfall. Banks 
have used this windfall principally to add to 
their holdings of short-term, tax-exempt 
bonds and other relatively liquid invest- 
ments. 

My own guess is that bank credit this year 
will grow by about $25 billion, of which per- 
haps $14 billion will be in loans of various 
types and the balance in investments. Time 
and savings deposits may be up by about $20 
billion and demand deposits by $5 billion. 

It might be worth noting in passing that 
the available data suggest that the larger 
commercial banks have thus far not made 
too much progress in building their true 
liquidity to guard against another credit 
squeeze such as that of last year. Based on 
data for the banks that report weekly to the 
Federal Reserve System, including all the 
larger banks and accounting for about half 
of all commercial bank assets, the liquidity 
position at the end of May was little changed 
from a year earlier. Total deposits had grown 
by nearly $10 billion, while loans were up by 
only $3.5 billion. However, $1 billion of the 
deposit growth was in large negotiable cer- 
tificates of deposit and $8 billion was in 
“other” time deposits, principally savings 
certificates issued to individuals. While the 
deposits represented by the savings certifi- 
cates should not be considered quite as “hot” 
as the negotiable certificates of deposit, they 
certainly are “hotter” than passbook savings 
deposits and demand deposits. In large part, 
this growth in savings certificates represents 
the interest-sensitive money that was trans- 
ferred out of savings accounts and savings 
and loan shares last year when market rates 
of interest became irresistibly attractive and 
which could move promptly out of the bank- 
ing system and into marketable investments 
if rates of interest were again to offer the 
same inducement, 

The largest imponderable in assessing the 
financial outlook for the balance of this year 
is Treasury financing. For purposes of arriv- 
ing at an estimate of the Treasury’s cash re- 
quirements, it has been assumed that the 
administrative budget deficit for 1968 might 
be $14 billion, with a surcharge of 6 per cent 
on individual and corporate income effective 
as of January 1, 1968. If this rather modest 
assumption should prove to be correct, it ap- 
pears that the Treasury will have to sell ap- 
proximately $18 billion of direct debt obliga- 
tions between July and December and $2 
billion of participation certificates, for total 
Treasury cash financing in the last half of 
1967 of about $20 billion. Assuming that the 
Federal Reserve System and the Treasury 
trust funds in combination purchase $4 bil- 
lion, the residual amount to be absorbed by 
other investors will be about $16 billion. The 
cash flow of nonfinancial corporations may 
permit them to purchase $8 billion of the 
total increase in the debt, and commercial 
banks might add $3 billion or so to their 
holdings of Government securities. The bal- 
ance of $5 billion will have to be absorbed 
by other investors. 

Given the anticipated size of Treasury fi- 
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nancing in the balance of this year and the 
expected pressures on the bond market, it 
seems inevitable that the bulk of the financ- 
ing will be in short-term obligations such as 
tax anticipation bills and other bills or notes 
in the one to two year maturity range. The 
Treasury will no doubt make every effort to 
place as much as possible of the direct debt 
and the participation certificates in inter- 
mediate or long maturities, but it does not 
seem too likely that the Treasury will be able 
to do more than a nominal amount of financ- 
ing in this maturity area. 

The tables which accompany this state- 
ment provide greater detail on the outlook 
for financial flows during 1967. In conclusion, 
I would like to suggest some implications of 
the financial outlook for the balance of this 
year as I have outlined it. 

First, the volume of Treasury financing 
in short-term obligations in the next few 
months will almost surely drive all short- 
term interest rates significantly higher. The 
low level of Treasury bill rates in recent 
months has been due partly to the economy’s 
drive for liquidity and partly to the fact that 
the U.S. Treasury and the Government agen- 
cies have, on balance, been retiring short- 
term debt, If the steadily large supply of new 
short-term Government securities is accom- 
panied by an improvement in automobile and 
other durable goods sales, leading to an ac- 
celerated increase in finance company paper 
outstanding, and if commercial bank loan 
demand should expand faster than antici- 
pated, leading to an increased supply of cer- 
tificates of deposit in the market, the pro- 
jected increase in short-term interest rates 
could be quite substantial. 

A corollary of this short-term interest rate 
outlook is the possibility that these market 
rates might rise to a point that would induce 
a flow of savings funds out of the financial 
institutions—disintermediation—similar to 
that which occurred last year. Were this to 
happen, the financial outlook for the bal- 
ance of this year would be extremely trouble- 
some. However, so long as the Federal Re- 
serve discount rate remains at 4 per cent, it 
should serve to anchor short-term bill yields 
at a level no higher than 4% per cent, with 
yields on other instruments scaled up from 
that level to perhaps a maximum of 414 to 
5% per cent on U.S. Government agencies and 
commercial paper, a range of rates that 
should not result in substantial withdrawals 
from the savings intermediaries. Still, given 
the potential volume of short-term financ- 
ing in the next six months, at least some 
concern over the prospect of renewed disin- 
termediation is justified. 

Another conclusion implicit in my analysis 
is that the pressure of borrowing demand 
upon the bond markets will probably pre- 
vent any significant decline in long-term in- 
terest rates from present historically high 
levels. The demand for capital funds is so 
intense that further interest rate increases 
from present levels are a possibility, but it 
seems more likely that the extraordinary 
high rates now prevailing will tend to dis- 
courage some borrowing and thus prevent 
long-term interest rates from rising much 
above present levels. In this connection, a 
good deal will depend upon the policies fol- 
lowed by the Federal Reserve System. A pro- 
gram of steady, week-by-week of 
long-term Government securities by the Fed- 
eral Reserve would be most useful in stabil- 
izing the long-term market and, if offset by 
sales of Treasury bills, would have no in- 
flationary effect upon money supply or com- 
mercial bank credit. 

Also, my analysis and the supporting tables 
suggest that loanable long-term funds will 
not be available to finance a major recovery 
in residential construction. My estimates sug- 
gest that the net growth in mortgage credit 
this year may be of the order of $20 billion, 
approximately equal to last year and con- 
sistent with a total of housing starts in the 
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neighborhood of $1.2 to $1.3 million. Of course that the competition from the bond markets as huge as some forecasts suggest, or if a 
@ number of other influences such as the will limit the supply of funds available for sizable tax surcharge is not enacted, more 
availability of intermediate credit lines and mortgages. serious problems could arise. The Federal Re- 
the availability of construction labor will I should conclude by pointing out that serve System might find it necessary to move 
have an effect upon the performance of the if my assumptions prove to be too optimistic, away from the easy policy I have assumed, 
housing industry. Ultimately, however, any the outlook for the credit markets could be and the result of additional credit demands 
given level of residential construction can be even more ominous than I have suggested. in a setting of credit restraint could create 
achieved only if the funds are available to If economic growth should assume boom almost intolerable pressures on the credit 
finance the homes, and my analysis suggests proportions, if the budget deficit should be system. 


TABLE 1.—SUMMARY OF FINANCIAL FLOWS 
[FR flow of funds data in billions of dollars] 


Ist quarter, 


1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 1967 seasonally; Forecast, 
adjusted 1967 
annual rate 
Funds raised by nonfinancial sectors, total. 44.2 54.2 58. 5 67.0 72.1 71.1 80. 0 
U.S. Government securities.. al 7.7 7.9 5.0 7.1 3.5 6.7 12.0 
Foreign loans and securities. 3 2.6 2.1 3.3 4.4 2.6 1.4 8 2.0 
Consumer credit b 1.7 5.5 7.3 8.0 9.4 6.9 4.8 6.5 
nk and other loans... 2 3.7 7.8 8.2 10.7 18.3 17.7 4.4 15.0 
Municipal securities -=--> < 4.9 5.0 6.7 5.9 7.4 5.9 9.8 8.5 
Corporate securities... ..-......---..-.----- Š 7.1 5.1 3.6 5.4 5.4 11.4 14.5 16.0 
WTR ee an ek oo Soe setactadereceebe 16.6 20.9 24.4 25.6 25.5 21.0 16.9 20.0 
Sources of credit, total 44.2 54.2 58.5 67.0 72.1 71.1 70.1 80.0 
U.S. Government lending and change in cash balance i 2.6 4.6 2.3 4.0 3.7 7.0 —1.5 6.0 
Private insurance and pension reserves ba 3 8.6 9.0 10.1 11.1 11.6 12.8 12.8 14.0 
A 2 6.7 6.2 6.6 7.9 7.8 7.1 —1.8 5.0 
Private domestic nonfinance sector i 26.3 34.4 39.5 44,1 48.9 44.2 60.6 55.0 
Demand deposits and currency. a 3.8 2.1 5.9 6.5 7.8 2.9 7.6 7.0 
Time and savings 4 20.2 28.1 28.5 28.8 32.6 19.6 48.7 36.0 
mercial banks 4 9.0 15.0 13.4 13.0 19.5 12.3 32.4 20.0 
Savings institutions — 11.2 13.0 15.1 15.8 13.1 7.3 16.4 15.0 
Private credit market instrumen 2 4.1 2.5 2.3 7.8 6.1 13.3 17.0 7.0 
Other. i —1.8 1.7 2. 8 1.0 2.4 8.4 —12.7 5.0 


TABLE 2.—CASH FLOW OF CORPORATE NONFINANCIAL BUSINESS 
IFR flow of funds data in billions of dollars} 


Sounges,of fonds, total. 5-6 E S E S A ASRA 54.5 63.3 65.9 0.6 88. 0 96.1 96 
10.1 12.6 13.1 18.1 20.2 21.2 19 

25.4 29.2 30.8 32.8 35.1 37.5 40 

Sikes segs oe 4.6 4.6 3.9 . 0 5.4 10.2 15 

2.5 -6 —.3 4 0 1.2 1 

e e 1.8 2.9 3.5 3 3.2 2.1 2 

. 2.5 2.9 6 9.3 2.2 5 

n 6.6 4.4 6.0 4 7.3 7.7 6 

Souss 3.4 6.5 6.0 0 7.5 8.5 8 

Uses of funds, total 54.7 63.2 65.9 5 88.1 96.2 96 
Fixed investment 35.5 40.0 42.3 8 55.1 62. 3 65 
Charge in inventories. 1.5 4,7 4.3 4 6.8 10.9 5 
rade credit. VCC 10.0 8.2 8.5 1 13.7 10.9 8 
% •¶œ⁴̈vc SU Ae NADA FA 3.5 4.1 4.3 7 6 1 10 

1.7 —,9 —.8 —2.5 —.9 21 1 

1.9 3.7 3.9 3.2 3.9 47 4 

—.2 5 5 —1.4 —2.1 12 3 

al +9 7 1.5 7 3 2 

NO a in is asia gh ane codon 2 nse 4.5 4.6 6. 4 5.2 11.2 8.4 8 

D eee . el —.3 1.6 -l 3.3 7 Fire 


TABLE 3.—CHANGES IN ASSETS AND LIABILITIES OF ALL COMMERCIAL BANKS IN THE UNITED STATES 
Un millions of dollars] 


May 1966, to December 1966 December 1966, to May 1967 
New York Other New York Other New York 
cases Reserve All other City and Reserve All other City and 
Chicago city Chicago city Chicago 
Sabon susbusssasstbetennaect 2,963 3, 835 7,022 —109 2,716 5, 063 
Loans 2,241 3.014 5,415 —1, 044 —657 3,151 
U.S. Government securiti 926 1,084 40 621 — 
Other securities —204 —263 1.567 312 3, 351 2, 497 
Demand deposits, adjusted „388 4,356 906 —327 —3,175 —1, 286 
A este Foose aoe ance des —2, 521 1,690 4,121 2, 282 234 5, 564 
A a nA A A EA 2% 1 8 1% 1 8 ait 
a a {SS Sy EE FEA 2. ` , 
Other 5 5 F §38 2,616 r 570 6 1 


1 Not available. 
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TABLE 4,—SOURCES OF MORTGAGE CREDIT 
[FR flow of funds data in billions of dollars] 


Net change in assets, total. 
1- to 4-family properties, total 


Mutual savings banks 
Savings and loan associations 
Life insurance companies and private pension funds 
Commercial banks — 


1961 1962 1963 1964 
| 
16.9 21.3 | 25.0 25.4 
11.8 13.4 15.7 15.4 
12 2.1 2.6 2.7 
7.0 7.4 9.3 8.0 
1.1 1.0 1.3 1.9 
+8 2.0 2.7 2.3 
+2 ok 1.2 —.2 
1.0 8 1.0 7 
5.1 7.9 9.3 10.0 
6 1.0 1,3 1.7 
1.7 2.6 2.9 2.4 
1.5 2.1 2.7 |+ 3.2 
-8 19 22 2.2 
4 3 2 4 
1 0 0 1 
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Ist quarter, 


1965 1966 1967 seasonally Forecast, 
adjusted 1967 
annual rate 

25.4 20. 0 17.5 20.0 
16.0 11.6 11.1 12.7 
2.7 1.7 2.0 2.0 
7.6 3.3 3.4 5.7 
1.8 1.6 1.8 1.5 
3.1 2.6 1.4 1.5 
4 2.5 1.2 2.0 

4 —.1 1.3 0 
9.5 8.5 6.4 7.3 
1.4 1.1 1.0 1.0 
1.3 4 M4 E 
3.7 3.6 3.3 3.5 
2.5 2.4 9 2.0 
-6 a 1.0 5 

0 0 0 0 


THE ADMINISTRATION’S FOREIGN 
INVESTMENT POLICY: THE PER- 
ILS OF AD HOCCERY 


Mr. McCLURE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. Curtis] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Idaho? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, the last 
two administrations have sought ad hoc 
relief for America’s balance of payments 
deficit. Instead of actively seeking funda- 
mental cures, they have accepted pallia- 
tives which, because they attack the 
symptoms rather than the causes, are 
ineffective and unwise. 

In an excellent article in the fall, 1965 
edition of the Columbia Journal of World 
Business, Jack N. Behrman, former As- 
sistant Secretary of Commerce for Do- 
mestic and International Business, cata- 
logs the perils of this ad hoc approach. 
He also offers several policy objectives in 
this area and recommends ways to im- 
plement them. 

Mr. Behrman argues that the admin- 
istration’s programs to discourage pri- 
vate investment abroad are often dan- 
gerous and self-defeating. They rest on 
the tenuous factual assumption that for- 
eign investment worsens our payments 
balance. It does not. In 1963, receipts ac- 
counted for by foreign manufacturing af- 
ae exceeded payments by $2.4 bil- 

on. 

Instead of moving to choke off foreign 
investment in developed nations, the 
Government should take a more con- 
structive tack. We should aim at making 
U.S. business more fully competitive with 
its overseas counterparts. Our policies 
must be changed in several areas in or- 
der to realize this goal. 

Mr. Behrman recognizes that some in- 
stitutional changes in both the Gov- 
ernment and business are necessary to 
bring these new policies to fruition. He 
recommends that the Undersecretary of 
State for Economic Affairs coordinate 
the activities of all the agencies respon- 
sible for international affairs. He further 
suggests that a Special Assistant to the 
President be appointed with responsibil- 
ity for foreign economic policies, We also 


need a single channel through which 
business interests on these issues could 
be communicated to Government. 

Mr. Behrman’s article deserves care- 
ful attention. Not only does he criticize 
the foundation of the interest equaliza- 
tion tax and the other ad hoc measures 
we now have, but he also presents a num- 
ber of provocative policy recommenda- 
tions. His article is directed toward find- 
ing a fundamental solution to our bal- 
ance-of-payments difficulties. I wish the 
administration was as creative and as 
thorough in its proposals as Mr. Behr- 
man is in this article. 

I insert this article in the Recorp at 
this point. 


FOREIGN INVESTMENT MUDDLE: THE PERILS 
or Ap Hoccery 
(By Jack N. Behrman) 

(Note—As Assistant Secretary of Com- 
merce for Domestic and International Busi- 
ness from 1962 to 1964, Jack N. BEHRMAN 
was one of the U.S. Government’s chief ad- 
visors on questions of international trade 
and investment, Now Professor of Interna- 
tional Business at the University of North 
Carolina, he nevertheless retains something 
more than an academic interest in key pol- 
icy problems.) 

For most of the postwar period the U.S. 
Government was an eager promoter of pri- 
vate foreign investment while the business 
community maintained a go-slow attitude. 
Despite the institution of a government 
program of investment guarantees in 1948, 
private U.S. direct outlays averaged only 
$700 million a year during 1947-1955, mostly 
to Canada and Latin America. This was well 
below the desired level of $2 billion. In 1956 
and 1957 the outflow soared to $2 billion 
and to $2.5 billion, respectively—mainly as 
a result of European recovery and the pur- 
chase of Venezuelan oil concessions—only 
to drop back to just over $1 billion in 1958. 

By the early 1960’s, however, business be- 
gan a mild scramble to “go foreign,” and 
direct investment, buoyed by substantial 
European outlays, climbed sharply. Yet just 
as the effusian began to approach the post- 
war target levels, the signals were changed: 
the business community was in effect told 
to adopt two poses—to concentrate its in- 
vestment in the developing nations and 
restrain itself in the industralized countries. 
The principal avowed reason for this switch: 
the stubborn balance-of-payments problem. 

It is characteristic of the Government's 
approach to the question of direct invest- 
ment that little thought was given to 
whether this Janus-like attitude is really 
viable. In point of fact it is not, and won't 
become so even if Congress passes the pro- 


posed 30% tax credit on investment in less- 
developed areas. 

Few U.S. manufacturing companies begin 
their foreign operations in the developing 
countries; they get their feet wet in safer 
waters. Dampen the initiative to enter or ex- 
pand operations in industrialized nations 
and you reduce the volume of funds poten- 
tially available for outlays in the less-devel- 
oped countries. On the other side of the 
coin, the willingness of governments of de- 
veloping countries to permit expansion in 
their private sectors, as well as to welcome 
foreign investors, may be cooled by the re- 
cent posture of the U.S. government. Oppo- 
nents of private investment in the host 
countries can now attack more freely, assert- 
ing that U.S, investors cannot be counted on 
to continue to assist in development after 
the economy is no longer classified as “less 
developed.” While such arguments may not 
be logical or supportable, they can be effec- 
tive. Constraint on investments in one area, 
therefore, will undoubtedly have repercus- 
sions in other areas. 


MISINFORMATION IS RIFE 

This basic inconsistency in the govern- 
ment approach to overseas investment 
should surprise no one. We can hardly ex- 
pect all policy makers to understand the 
relationship between investment in the de- 
veloped and less-developed worlds when 
many have failed to grasp the connection be- 
tween overseas investment as a whole and 
the nation’s international balance sheet. De- 
spite incessant exhortations from those inti- 
mately involved and better informed, many 
in Congress, the Executive, the press and 
elsewhere persist in regarding foreign invest- 
ment as a kind of dispensable luxury. Cut 
down the capital outflow and you can just 
about eliminate the deficit and, as a side 
benefit, stop the drain of U.S, jobs overseas, 
runs the argument in its most extreme form. 
And while only the most naive offer such a 
patently absurd comment, many who should 
know better share something of this psychol- 
ogy. 

In point of fact, these people may have 
other reasons for seeking to cut down for- 
eign investment, but they have seized on our 
adverse payments situation as a major cause 
célébre.” Instead of bothering to establish 
the preconditions (including the filling in of 
yawning lacunae in the data) for an intel- 
ligent and long-term policy toward a key 
debit item—the capital outflow—and a key 
credit item—the return of they are 
reacting ad hoc with proposals that are often 
dangerous and self-defeating. 

It is therefore appropriate to reemphasize 
two oft-stated but little-understood truths: 
(1) investors often do not choose to move 
abroad; they go because they have to if they 
wish to preserve their markets; and (2) for- 
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eign direct investments pay their way in a 
balance-of-payments sense—over the long- 
term, to be sure, but often in the short 
range as well. 

The available evidence suggests that Amer- 
ican manufacturers try to hold on to foreign 
markets by exporting to them for as long 
as possible. Few enjoy the risks and the 
high initial cost of establishing operations 
abroad. When the manufacturer decides to 
move abroad it is usually because changes 
in relative costs, political conditions, foreign 
exchange controls or import quotas, among 
other things, make it impossible for him to 
continue to service his overseas market 
through exports. 

WHY COMPANIES GO FOREIGN 


Say that the foreign market has grown 
large enough so that it is now economic to 
set up a plant there. Say further that the 
local citizens would more readily accept the 
product if it were produced in their own 
country and that they are anxious to avail 
themselves of the income- and employment- 
generating benefits of local production. Add 
that the foreign country may now be part 
of an economic union that has sharply pared 
tariffs among its members while maintaining 
barriers against outsiders. And note finally 
that the host country may be experiencing 
balance-of-payments difficulties that force 
it to conserve precious dollars by slicing so- 
called unnecessary imports for some time to 
come. Weigh all these considerations and you 
form an idea of why “going foreign” is 
practically an imperative for many American 
companies. It is not a question of going or 
not going but of getting there and estab- 
lishing oneself ahead of the competing Ger- 
man, British or French firm. 

REFLOWS START IMMEDIATELY 

Once having established itself overseas to 
service a market that has become relatively 
inaccessible to similar U.S, exports, the sub- 
sidiary immediately starts to offset the un- 
favorable payments effects of the initial out- 
flow by purchasing US. capital equipment, 
raw materials, components, management and 
technical services, etc. And although some 
of these goods and services are available 
locally, particularly in industrialized coun- 
tries, most have to be imported from home. 

According to an extrapolation from a rep- 
resentative sample of companies by the U.S. 
Department of Commerce, it would appear 
that domestic firms sent about $5 billion 
worth of goods to foreign affiliates of U.S. 
companies in 1963—23% of all U.S. exports. 
U.S. manufacturing firms accounted for $4.4 
billion of this total, of which $3.2 billion went 
to overseas manufacturing facilities. On the 
other hand, direct overseas outlays amounted 
to only $1.9 billion in 1963, and investment in 
manufacturing facilities totaled $700 mil- 
lion. If we confine ourselves to the data re- 
ported by the sample companies without 
extrapolation, we find that U.S. exports to 
all overseas affiliates in 1962 and 1963 were 
50% greater than the total capital drain 
to these companies. 

However, these figures do not tell the whole 
export story. It is well known that foreign 
investment stimulates the economy of the 
host country, raising incomes and consump- 
tion. Part of the resulting additional sales 
are made by U.S. subsidiaries, but an unde- 
termined amount undoubtedly represents 
increased U.S. exports that are not chan- 
neled through overseas affiliates. 

Offsetting these export advantages is the 
fact that foreign subsidiaries may produce 
goods that (1) displace U.S. exports in third 
markets and (2) are imported into the 
United States to compete with domestic pro- 
duction. The impact of point 1 is not fully 


Fred Cutler and Samuel Pizer, “U.S. Trade 
With Foreign Affiliates of U.S. Firms,” Survey 
of Current Business, December, 1964, pp. 
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known and may be substantial, but it is also 
clear that when exports to former U.S. mar- 
kets are made by or through a subsidiary, it 
is not because the parent wishes to give up 
the market. It would, in the main, prefer di- 
rect sales for U.S. dollars and will permit a 
subsidiary to service a third market only 
under economic or political pressure. 


LITTLE COMPETITION WITH DOMESTIC GOODS 


The effect of the second point is often 
greatly overstated. Of the $31.3 billion in 
foreign manufacturing affiliate sales in 1963 
only $1 billion worth were sold to the U.S., 
and 80% of this consisted of semi-finished 
products for further processing (mostly from 
Canada and Latin America). The $1-billion 
figure is about the same as in 1962 (despite 
the fact that overall foreign manufacturing 
affiliate sales rose 13%) and was not much 
different from the 1957 amount. Moreover, 
domestic producers probably would not have 
been able to service the market supplied by 
these U.S. foreign subsidiaries, and, in con- 
sequence, many of the orders for goods pro- 
duced by U.S. foreign affiliates may well have 
been filled by foreign firms if domestic com- 
panies had not set up operations abroad. 
This is so even for the finished manufac- 
tured imports of $200 million, of which half 
were automobiles. Given the growing Ameri- 
can preference for European-type cars, it is 
doubtful whether American-built autos 
could have been able to hold this market 
in the face of vigorous competition from 
European-owned producers. In addition, 
many imports are noncompetitive with U.S. 
production, while others (e.g., parts and com- 
ponents) may help the U.S. export effort by 
lowering the cost of production of final 
products. 

Besides stimulating exports, foreign in- 
vestment contributes significantly to a posi- 
tive payments balance by repatriation of 
earnings. From 1950 through 1963, repatriated 
earnings exceeded net new direct foreign in- 
vestment by over $12 billion, There are two 
principal reasons for these favorable returns: 
(1) foreign investments have been profitable 
(earnings on manufacturing investment in 
Europe averaged 12% of total book value of 
investment in 1962 and 1963, but were 17% 
in the 1957-1960 period and about 19% in 
1954 and 1955) and (2) over half of these 
earnings (in the developed countries) have 
been returned to the parent. 

Combining the earnings and export effects 
of foreign outlays, we obtain the following 
interesting balance. In 1957, receipts (1. e., 
remittances, royalties and direct exports re- 
ceived from U.S. firms) accounted for by 
foreign manfacturing affiliates exceeded 
payments (1. e., imports into the U.S. and 
capital outflow) by $1.2 billion; by 1963, the 
positive balance had doubled—to $2.4 bil- 
lion. 

THE PAYOUT PROBLEM 


While it seems incontrovertible that for- 
give investment pays for itself in the long 
run, one is reminded of J. M. Keynes’ famous 
remark: “In the long run we are all dead.” 
Obviously it makes a great deal of difference 
to the stability of the U.S. dollar whether 
the “payout” period on a given foreign in- 
vestment is five, ten or twenty years. As long 
as the financial transfer inherent in a capital 
outflow exceeds the flow of real resources and 
the reflow of foreign remittances, the possi- 
bility exists that a superabundance of dollars 
will find their way to foreign central banks 
to be presented to the U.S. for payment in 
gold. 

The U.S. Treasury constructed a number 
of models in 1961 and 1962 to demonstrate 
its case that foreign investment in European 
manufacturing facilities has an unconscion- 


2 Fred Cutler and Samuel Pizer, “U.S. Firms 
Accelerate Capital Expenditures Abroad,” 
Survey of Current Business, October, 1964, 
pp. 5-12. 
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ably long payout period. The first models 
maintained that the payout period was about 
fifteen years, but after subsequent refine- 
ments, this was reduced to seven years, Data 
on company operations published late last 
year by the Department of Commerce enable 
us to take a fresh look at these calculations 
and the results are startling, to say the least. 
Let us consider the payout period (so far as 
the balance of payments is concerned, not 
in terms of the company's own accounts) on 
a $10 million investment in 

If the venture is an entirely new one, the 
actual U.S. dollar outflow may be as much 
as 40% of the total investment, with the 
rest financed through overseas borrowing; if 
merely an expansion of an existing invest- 
ment, the outflow is likely to be about 20% 
25% of total capital expenditures and the 
remainder will be financed through retained 
earnings and depreciation allowances, as well 
as foreign-source borrowing? Thus, at the 
worst, we get an initial debit item of $4 mil- 
lion on the $10 million investment. Since 
company practice indicates that something 
like 15% of European subsidiary purchases 
of capital equipment, which normally total 
about one-half of the overseas investment, 
are made in the U.S., there is an offset of 
about $0.8 million (15% of 50% of $10 mil- 
lion) even before production abroad actually 
begins.“ This reduces the outflow to about 
$3.2 million, According to Commerce figures, 
annual U.S, exports of materials, parts and 
finished goods (other than capital goods) to 
foreign affiliates in Europe average close to 
5% of affiliate sales, and these, in turn, are 
usually about 2½ times total investment. 
Thus 5% of $25 million (2½ 4810 million) 
gives us a $1.25 million export credit each 
year. Adding annual repatriated earnings of 
$240,000 (6% of investment—as noted, Eu- 
ropean investment earns 12% of book value 
and at least half is remitted home), we get 
a balance-of-payments return of close to 
$1.5 million of the initial investment. 

Within about two years, therefore, the 
capital outflow will have been paid for in a 
balance-of-payments sense, even 
a 40% initial contribution of U.S. funds. 
(Of course, in these galculations we have 
made no mention of the additional export 
sales that may be made during the “start-up” 
period either because of intensified com- 
pany efforts to widen the market or because 
foreign customers become less uneasy about 
purchasing imports when they know that a 
domestic source of supply will soon be avail- 
able. Also, we have not included the indirect 
export stimulus resulting from the income- 
generating effects of the affiliate’s presence 
in the host country, although this may 
amount to about 1% of the afffliate's sales. 
Nor, have we counted, on the debit side, the 
effects of imports sent back to the U.S., since 
such sales from U.S.-European subsidiaries 
have not risen significantly, despite expan- 
sion of U.S. investment to this area.) 

A SELF-DEFEATING POLICY 

The foregoing suggests that the Govern- 
ment's policy of discouragement of foreign 
outlays in the developed world rests on a 
somewhat tenuous factual foundation. Obvi- 
ously, if one excludes the less-developed 
countries, the maximum conceivable benefit 
of a restrictive investment policy would be 
the discontinuance of the outflow to the 
industrialized countries, or about $1.5 bil- 
lion—equal to nearly half the payments defi- 
cit. But once the outflow dries up, overseas 
subsidiaries would slow down the repatria- 
tion of earnings and employ them instead of 
expansion. This, together with a drop in 
exports associated with mew overseas ven- 


3 Ibid. 

If the investment is an expansion of old 
facilities, the initial return is greater in rela- 
tion to the dollar outflow, e.g., an outflow 
of $2 million is offset by immediate purchases 
of nearly $1 million. 
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tures, would probably wipe out the entire 
benefit. Even if it did not, a partial restric- 
tion, i.e., of outflows to only industrialized 
countries, is almost impossible to administer, 
requiring not only the licensing of capital 
but also control of export proceeds and the 
cooperation of foreign governments. More- 
over, since exporting leads to licensing or 
investment when the foreign market is suffi- 
ciently developed, any constraints on invest- 
ment would adversely affect the Govern- 
ment’s export drive. Support of the drive can 
be expected to wane to the extent that busi- 
nessmen feel they are developing markets 
that would only have to be given up later— 
either to indigenous or to other foreign 
producers. 

Instead of moving to choke off foreign in- 
vestment in developed nations, the Govern- 
ment would do well to take a more construc- 
tive tack to the payments problem—one that 
would take full account of the long-run 
strength of the U.S. position. Such an ap- 
proach should aim at making U.S. business 
fully competitive with its overseas counter- 
parts and guaranteeing that its contributions 
to the balance of payments are maximized. 
If this approach is to be adopted, the Execu- 
tive must make sure that the policies of vari- 
ous governmental agencies are subordinated 
to the overriding exigencies of foreign eco- 
nomic policy. Let me note some problem 
areas and offer a few remedial suggestions. 

A continuing complaint by U.S. business 
has been that its interests are not adequately 
represented abroad by our embassies. The 
Kennedy Administration recognized that 
commercial activity had a relatively low pri- 
ority in the embassies, and strove to pay 
more attention to export interests. But busi- 
ness has felt that neither its investment in- 
terests nor its role in foreign economies has 
been fully appreciated by the embassy staffs. 
Only in exceptional cases is there a close 
working relationship between embassy offi- 
cers and U.S. businessmen overseas. Nor have 
U.S. ambassadors in general gone far in sup- 
porting U.S. business in difficult negotiations 
or discussions with foreign governments— 
contrary to the practice of governmental rep- 
resentatives of other countries. While gov- 
ernmental help is more important in the 
developing countries, the pressures in some 
of the industrialized nations make official 
counterpressure at times essential. 

To obtain a better understanding of how 
business views opportunities and obstacles 
overseas, all appropriate embassy officials 
should establish a close, day-to-day working 
relationship with local U.S. businessmen. 
Such an understanding would facilitate the 
satisfactory handling of conflict situations 
overseas and provide guidance for business- 
government cooperation in the foreign coun- 


A second sore point is industrial property 
rights (patents, trademarks, trade secrets, 
know-how, etc.). The Government's general 
support of these rights in industrialized 
countries is weakened by its position on 
commercial exploitation by companies de- 
veloping those rights under government con- 
tract. Until recently, the Government has 
usually retained title, even when the inven- 
tion or development has commercial uses; 
it then has given the rights away to foreign 
governments for exploitation by a foreign 
company, thus destroying normal commercial 
relations. The foreign company, in turn, is 
free to move into a third market without 
paying royalties to the U.S. It is estimated 
that we have lost something over $100 mil- 
lion a year on our balance of payments 
through this giveaway. And although this 
situation has been partially corrected (the 
Department of Defense and other agencies 
are now permitting the contracting U.S. 
companies to retain some rights to commer- 
cial exploitation), more needs to be done 
to support fully the export of military-type 
items and licensing or investment arrange- 
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ments for foreign production and sale in 
third markets. 

Export controls also have a constraining 
impact. The Government requires companies 
to obtain either a validated license from the 
Department of Commerce or assurances from 
their overseas licensees that neither certain 
technical data nor the direct (and some- 
times the second) product thereof shall be 
shipped to prohibited destinations. The con- 
straints impose a burden on the licensor 
(not borne by his competitors) in that he 
must either delay decisions to come to the 
Government or insist on commitments which 
his licensee is often reluctant to make. Also, 
it is difficult for the licensor to police the 
commitment, and he may find himself be- 
twixt and between on occasions, as was one 
U.S. company that licensed a Japanese man- 
ufacturer who was found to be selling to Red 
China in violation of U.S. laws. But the 
American firm would have been in violation 
of Japanese law if it had cancelled the con- 
tract—a felony. It required diplomatic ac- 
tion to untangle the situation, and in the 
end the Japanese firm ceased trading with 
China. Although the result in this case was 
salutary, the overall impact of such actions 
is to make foreign companies wary of tech- 
nical tie-ups with U.S. companies—to our 
detriment and theirs. 

The Administration would do well to ad- 
mit the conflict of export controls with the 
competitive position of U.S. companies licens- 
ing abroad. Once admitted, business and 
government could then settle down to de- 
vising the most effective exchange of infor- 
mation and a system of regulation which at 
the same time minimizes interference with 
competitive objectives. 


THE SEPARATE WORLD OF ANTITRUST 


Another problem area is antitrust. Anti- 
trust regulations have been administered as 
though they were not part and parcel of the 
foreign economic policy of the U.S. Govern- 
ment. To my knowledge, such an attitude of 
separateness is not accepted in any other 
area of governmental control. Communica- 
tions, landing rights, shipping, exports, etc., 
are all subject at times to overriding eco- 
nomic or political necessities. But only in the 
rarest of cases have antitrust positions given 
way to overriding political objectives, and 
only by statutory exemption (the not-so- 
effective Webb-Pomerene Act) to overall ob- 
jectives of foreign economic policy. 

The Justice Department takes the position 
that it must enforce the courts’ dictum that 
competition is an end in itself and that other 
supposed benefits from combinations or anti- 
competitive acts are less important than 
those resulting from greater competition. 
Enforcement can, however, have detrimental 
effects on the balance of payments. 

For example, one U.S. company was anxious 
to license a British company to use its know- 
how for the manufacture of electronic equip- 
ment, with machinery and components to be 
exported from the U.S. Since under U.S. anti- 
trust laws the licensor could not exclude the 
resulting products from the U.S, market (no 
patent or trademarks were involved), he de- 
cided to forego the arrangement. The result: 
a loss of both export income and royalty re- 
turns; no consequent gain! Similar cases 
can be cited in Japan and other countries. 
Foreign companies are under no such con- 
straints. 

Alternatively, the U.S. licensor may feel 
that his licensee constitutes a sizable market 
for materials and components, and that he 
would like to get the licensee to agree, as a 
condition of receiving the license, to pur- 
chase these items exclusively from him. At 
present, such a tie-in sale is looked on un- 
favorably by the Justice Department on the 
grounds that it is discriminatory to other 
U.S. firms producing these components— 
though it is common elsewhere and its ab- 
sence may merely lose sales to other coun- 
tries. 
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The inhibiting effects of antitrust regula- 
tions are further illustrated by the example 
of a U.S. company which found that the only 
Italian firm suitable as a promoter of its ex- 
ports to Italy already had arrangements that 
would have put the U.S. firm in violation 
of the law had it proceeded with an agree- 
ment. Again, foreign companies are under no 
such constraints. 

uisite to action in the antitrust 
area is a change in the attitude of the Jus- 
tice Department, which has hitherto as- 
sumed that “there is no problem.” While 
the Department’s view that it is “merely im- 
plementing the law” may be technically cor- 
rect, it is also the responsibility of the execu- 
tive branch to propose changes in existing 
laws. There is ample evidence from Co: 
sional hearings and business complaints that 
supports a call for close and candid exami- 
nation of the impact of the law as imple- 
mented. To some, including the present 
writer, the “rule of reason” in antitrust 
cases should not necessarily be the same 
when applied abroad as when applied within 
the United States. 


NEED FOR HARMONIZATION 


A study should be undertaken to consider 
whether to broaden the “exemptions” from 
antitrust regulations or liberalize the in- 
terpretation of “reasonable behavior.” Such 
a study might also seek to determine what 
modifications are necessary to bring U.S. law 
and EEC regulations more into line, remov- 
ing some of the worst conflicts that a U.S. 
company faces in operating under two or 
more jurisdictions. Out of these delibera- 
tions might well come some proposals to 
amend the law, but there are some experts 
who consider that amendments are not nec- 
essary and that sufficient authority now ex- 
ists to operate in the fashion more consist- 
ent with the requirements of foreign eco- 
nomic policy. 

In the tax field it is impossible at this 
time to repeal some of the most intricate 
and burdensome provisions of the Revenue 
Act of 1962, one of the objectives of which 
was to restrict overseas investment by taxing 
the profits of certain types of foreign sub- 
sidiaries when earned rather than when dis- 
tributed. 

CONQUEST THROUGH COMPLEXITY 


I have not altered my position, taken in 
1961, that many of the provisions of this 
law are undesirable and unnecessary to 
achieve the stated objectives, but obviously 
extended comment on this point is beyond 
the scope of this paper. Suffice it to note that 
if the overall objective of making U.S. busi- 
ness competitive abroad is accepted, it is pos- 
sible for Treasury to work with business in 
drafting the regulations so as to impose as 
small a burden as possible on accounting 
and tax departments of business firms and 
to make certain that the impact of the Act 
is no harsher than that intended by Con- 
gress. The Act is at present so complicated 
that one businessman commented: “I did 
not think that the provisions would deter 
foreign investment, but I think Treasury has 
achieved its objective by making them so 
complex and confusing that it simply takes 
too much expert and executive time to un- 
ravel them and make an investment deci- 
sion.” 

To review the impact of its regulations, 
Treasury should establish a consultation 
program with business in order to review 
any complaints of inequity or injustice be- 
fore they fester into acrimony or seriously 
interfere with the pursuit of overall overseas 
objectives. The should also be in- 
structed to look carefully into the tax sys- 
tems of other countries to assess the com- 
petitive position of U.S. industry abroad. 
This examination might shed some light not 
only on the situation within a second coun- 
try, but also on the ability of a U.S. company 
to serve a wider market from the second- 
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country base, just as its local competitor 
abroad is able to do, Out of these delibera- 
tions could come some appropriate amend- 
ments to the Revenue Code; but until such an 
analysis is made (coupled with evidence as 
to the balance-of-payments impact), it is 
unlikely that Congress will see the reason 
for amendments. 

On its part, business should proceed to 
develop information on its overseas opera- 
tions which will answer the questions posed 
by Government—not only precise data on the 
balance-of-payments effects but also on the 
tax and antitrust effects. The need for in- 
formation was recognized by the panel on 
“Foreign Investment and Exports” at the 
White House Conference in 1963, which urged 
business to support a study being undertaken 
by the National Industrial Conference Board 
on foreign operations. Other studies are under 
way: by the Harvard and Columbia Business 
Schools on aspects of the multinational cor- 
poration, by the Council on Foreign Relations 
on the means of business-government coop- 
eration in the formation of foreign economic 
policies, and by the University of Oregon on 
conflicts arising in the development of 
natural resources by private investment in 
Latin America. Business assistance in these 
independent analyses should help provide 
much of the evidence required for informed 
policy decisions. 

In the meantime, business should take im- 
mediate steps to reorganize its overseas op- 
erations to maximize the return flow of funds 
to the United States and minimize the dollar 
outflow without losing any opportunity to 
compete in world markets. There is evidence 
in the data for 1963 and 1964 that greater 
reliance is being placed on internal financing 
and foreign borrowing, relieving the outflow 
of funds. In addition, more ways could be 
found to increase purchases in the United 
States. Finally, business should realize that 
100% acquisition of a majority-owned opera- 
tion overseas may add little to the U.S. bal- 
ance of payments and that the ill-timed or 
ill-considered actions of a few may redound 
to the harm of all, through changes in gov- 
ernment regulations here and abroad. 

There is little new in the above suggestions, 
nor is novelty needed. What is needed now are 
means to bring them to fruition. This will 
require some institutional changes in both 
the Government and business. 

The executive branch must establish a line 
of authority for reconciling differences 
within the Administration on business prob- 
lems. Each of the major departments has 
now become more or less directly concerned 
with international activities, and some are 
attempting to gain more control over those 
activities that fall within their purview. 
While this closer attention is itself desirable, 
it will lead to complex jurisdictional prob- 
lems unless a mechanism is established to 
achieve coordination. A single center of co- 
ordination is needed, and it logically should 
be the post of Undersecretary of State for 
Economic Affairs. During the period in which 
this post was unfilled (between George Ball 
and the appointment of Thomas Mann) at- 
tempts at coordination through ad hoc com- 
mittees or through one or more members of 
the White House staff were not successful. 
A variety of separate interagency commit- 
tees, each with different terms of reference, 
means that no one looks after overall policy 
or makes certain that decisions are con- 
sistent. 

To bring each of the interested depart- 
ments into policy formation and to reduce 
the incidence of divergent actions, the Un- 
dersecretary of State for Economic Affairs 
should establish a weekly or biweekly meeting 
of the Assistant Secretaries responsible for in- 
ternational affairs in each major department. 
At these sessions, specific problems can be 
presented and resolved, with an Administra- 
tion position developed or recommendations 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE 


made to the President, No decision should 
be taken, however, if a constituent agency 
objected, until the representative had time 
to obtain clearance from his Cabinet mem- 
ber. The latter could then accede or take 
his objection higher, 

This concert of Assistant Secretaries is es- 
sential, for the taking of a position by the 
Undersecretary of State is not enough. He 
must consider it important to coordinate the 
international activities of all major agen- 
cies, and if his views are simply those of 
the State Department or do not adequately 
take into account the programs of other de- 
partments or their interests, coordination 
will break down. Had there been greater co- 
ordination in the past, such legislation as 
the Revenue Act of 1962 probably would 
not have been presented in the form it was, 
leaving the Administration so subject to 
criticism. 

In order to back up the process of decision 
making and bring the White House in at ap- 
propriate times, as well as to prevent the 
meetings from becoming merely a rubber 
stamp for State Department positions or 
simply a “hearing” prior to a State Depart- 
ment decision, a Special Assistant to the 
President should be appointed with respon- 
sibility for foreign economic policies. He 
might succeed to the Herter position once 
that responsibility is fulfilled, but his ap- 
pointment should not be delayed on that ac- 
count. Objections to a decision by the 
Undersecretary of State would be taken to 
the Special Assistant to the President for an 
initial reading on White House reaction. If 
the issue is significant enough, obviously it 
should be decided by the Cabinet or the 
President. At present, however, there is no 
procedure for bringing such matters through 
the agency maze, save on specific issues 
where ad hoc committees exist: balance of 
payments, trade negotiations, and export 
expansion. None has the scope necessary 
for the problems now discussed. 

These are the organizational steps recom- 
mended for Government, but the business 
community itself has some reorganizing to 
do if it is to contribute to an effective dia- 
logue on foreign investment problems. To 
date there is no single channel through 
which business interests may be heard on 
the issues discussed here. The Business 
Council speaks on some problems, but not 
necessarily on these or to all relevant offi- 
cials. The NAM and U.S. Chamber are not 
sufficiently representative of all interested 
in international problems, and there are 
still divisions within their ranks as to priori- 
ties on domestic and international issues— 
reflecting a similar division within corpora- 
tions themselves. Nor are any of the business 
groups that direct their attention to one 
foreign area or to one type of activity able 
to speak authoritatively for all. None in fact 
fits the particulars required or begins to 
match the type of close consultation and 
continuing dialogue proved by the appro- 
priate organizations in Germany or England. 
The problem of how business should or- 
ganize to speak effectively to Government is 
not easily solved, and a careful assessment 
of alternatives is needed. But the assessment 
should begin now. 

If business can develop appropriate mech- 
anisms and if the Government organizes its 
channels of authority effectively, laying the 
responsibility for direct contact with busi- 
ness on the relevant operating departments 
and establishing proper interagency coor- 
dination, the various decisions affecting in- 
ternational business should be more consist- 
ent and appropriate. The positions should 
then fit into an overall objective, founded 
on sound data, clearly discernible to business 
and foreign governments, and hopefully re- 
flecting confidence in the role of business 
in promoting the economic growth of the 
free world. 


July 26, 1967 


THE WASHINGTON POST’S INCREDI- 
BLE CREDIBILITY GAP ON PRICES 
AND INFLATION 


Mr. McCLURE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. Price] may extend his 
remarks at this point in the Recorp and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Idaho? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PRICE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
much has been said in the newspapers 
about credibility gaps. After consuming 
repeated doses of editorial arrogance 
from the Washington Post’s “oil ex- 
perts,” I have concluded that our morn- 
ing newspaper’s bleatings about prices 
and inflation reveal a credibility gap so 
incredible as to put all others to shame. 

A couple of weeks ago, the Post ranted 
editorially on “Oil: Shortages and 
Prices,” with a reasoning that was un- 
canny reaching to conclusions that were 
infantile. And on Friday, July 14, and 
again on Sunday, July 16, it repeated the 
act. On these occasions, it was supporting 
the Chairman of the Council of Eco- 
nomic Advisers, Mr. Gardner Ackley, in 
his urgings that the oil industry continue 
to absorb rising costs and “restrain” 
prices. 

On July 16, the Post says Mr. Ackley 
should have threatened to eliminate oil 
import quotas, so as to keep oil prices 
depressed. This was hollow advice be- 
cause in the present Middle East oil 
emergency more foreign oil is unavail- 
able. If it was available, and we were 
dependent upon it, we would find our- 
selves paying—as are the British—at 
least 2.5 cents more per gallon in in- 
creased gasoline prices. And, like the 
British, we would be printing standby 
supplies of gasoline ration coupons. 

The Post expresses the view that the 
oil industry is heavily insulated from 
competition. This is a case, if ever I saw 
one, of the pot alluding unfavorably to 
the kettle’s black bottom. 

The Post classifies our State oil conser- 
vation agencies, without which we would 
have not a single barrel of reserve oil 
producing capacity, as a compulsory 
cartel. Before the advent of State con- 
servation programs, oil was produced 
under the rule of capture. Oil producers 
on adjoining leases produced to the hilt, 
ran their oil into open earthen pits, so 
their neighbors would not get more than 
their share. The law of the jungle pre- 
vailed and hundreds of millions of bar- 
rels of a precious natural resource were 
carried away in rains and washed into 
the seas. State conservation has stopped 
this wastage. Under orderly State-en- 
forced programs, this country fortunately 
has about 3,000,000 barrels daily of ex- 
cess or shut-in crude oil producing ca- 
pacity. Because of that idle capacity, we 
are not trembling over an imminent oil 
shortage in the present emergency. 

I regret that the Post’s editorial 
writers, pontificating from their ivory 
towers, cannot see the value in that. 
Most everyone else that I know, however, 
can see it and, moreover, are thankful 

or it. 
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Now, the Post reasons that these con- 
servation programs which have assured 
oil abundance instead of oil famine, and 
the Government’s oil import control pro- 
gram—and I use the word “control” 
loosely—which permits imports into this 
country of 2,500,000 barrels daily, “im- 
poses an annual burden on the American 
consumer that may run as high as $6 
billion.” This is an incredible fantasy. 

Crude oil prices today are 3 percent 
below the price that existed before the 
import control program was put into 
effect. 

I assume the Post, by some weird sense 
of economics, believes if we pursued a 
course of unlimited dependence on Mid- 
dle East oil that domestic oil prices would 
be forced down to 75 cents a barrel. It 
must mean this because the total gross 
income from domestic crude oil last year, 
at a depressed $2.90 a barrel, was $8.7 
billion. If we shaved $6 billion off that, 
this would mean a $2.7 billion income 
from 3.3 billion barrels of oil. 

Mr. Speaker, the domestic oil industry 
spent about $4 billion last year just ex- 
ploring for oil, and another $3.5 billion 
for leases, rentals, bonuses, developmen- 
tal drilling, and lifting costs. So the Post 
in its generosity and wisdom is only ask- 
ing that the domestic petroleum indus- 
try settle for a 60-percent net loss as a 
patriotic duty. 

Worse than that, it is urging the Gov- 
ernment to pursue courses of action that 
would seal our doom as a nation depend- 
ent on Middle East oil. 

The Post apparently had a lapse into 
the unaccustomed world of reality at 
one point. It actually conceded that oil 
shortages in the present Middle East 
crisis could result in upward pressures 
on prices. This would not be an unnat- 
ural economic phenomenon. But the Post 
wailed that any advance in prices, no 
matter about costs, ought to be tem- 
porary. 

Now, the Washington Post certainly 
ought to know about the effects of hiking 
prices “permanently,” not “temporarily.” 
It ought to know how it feels to be in- 
sulated from competition. It ought to 
know about pricing shenanigans that 
contribute to inflationary pressures. 

It should know these things because 
the Washington Post is an accomplished 
practitioner at raising prices and mak- 
ing them stick. 

I offer my colleagues some very inter- 
esting price comparisons. All the tables, 
which follow, compared the latest prices 
with the average 1957-59 prices, the base 
years used by the Government: 


TABLE I.—PETROLEUM PRICES 


Regular Regular 
gasoline, asoline, 
excluding | including | Crude oil 
taxes taxes (per barrel) 
(cents per | (cents per 
gallon) gallon) 
30. 96 $3.09 
30. 38 3. 01 
30.49 2.90 
30. 61 3. 00 
33. 03 2.90 
+7.9 —3.0 


Source: Gasoline prices from McGraw-Hill Publishing Co.; 
crude oil prices from U.S. Bureau of Mines. 
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TABLE I1.—WASHINGTON POST PRICES 


Subscription Advertising 
rates rates, daily 
(per year) (1 page) 

1 ͤͤ AA 1. 00 $2, 298. 
FEE bets Beat ated 2 40 2.472. 00 
A 23. 40 2, 472. 00 
peerage, S years... 5-22-28.) 22. 60 2, 414. 00 
May 8% 5 34. 20 3, 411. 00 
Percent increase... -.. +51.3 1.3 


Source: Washington Post subscription rates from Ayers 
Directory of Newspapers & Periodicals; Washington Post adver- 
tising rates from Newspaper Standard Rate & Data. 

TABLE III. GENERAL PRICES 


(Based on Government index numbers—1957-59 = 100) 


All wholesale All retail 
commodities prices 
CCC Soe u E ae 100. 100. 0 
. +105. 8 113.1 
percent increase 5. 8 13.1 


Source: Wholesale and retail prices from U.S. Bureau of Labor 
Statistics. 

Mr. Speaker, I submit that—based on 
this record—the Washington Post is per- 
haps the least qualified lecturer in the 
land on prices and inflation. 

With a price record of having hiked 
its subscription rates 51 percent and its 
advertising rates 41 percent—outpacing 
three times over the rise in the cost of 
living in the past decade—the Post has 
the gall to take to task as contributing 
to inflation an industry which has ab- 
sorbed increased wages, materials costs, 
and taxes for 10 long years. 

If the Post is at all grateful that we 
are not dependent at this very moment 
on Middle East oil—that we are not in 
a position of begging the Arab dictator- 
ships and monarchies for fuel—it fails to 
say so. 

I am sure my colleagues here, and the 
American people, are thankful that we 
have—up to this time—an oil industry 
capable of meeting our needs. I am sure 
the American people would never ac- 
quiesce to placing themselves and their 
country at the mercy of the Arab bloc 
for oil. Fortunately, they have not paid 
anything, the Washington Post notwith- 
standing. They will pay, through the 
nose, if this Government should ever 
adopt the illusory fascination with cheap 
foreign oil that the Post exhibits. Once 
we become dependent on so-called cheap 
Middle East oil, we will find it isn’t so 
cheap. We will pay whatever the traffic 
will bear. 

Now, on the subject of competition, 
there are more than 40,000 busi- 
ness units in the domestic oil industry. 
They are small, medium and large. They 
outnumber daily newspapers about 20 
to 1. When I drive to work in the morn- 
ing I have the option of buying gasoline 
at any number of service stations at 
prices for regular grade that range from 
29.9 cents to 33.3 cents per gallon. 

But when I reach for my morning 
newspaper, I have only one choice and 
the price is always the same and when it 
is raised it is always permanent, not just 
temporary. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, I am not against 
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the Washington Post making money. It 
is not exactly a nonprofit organization 
in business just to give us consumers its 
tender loving care, I am sure. While I 
make the bold statement that the Post 
makes a profit, that might be a somewhat 
careless assumption, because I have 
never seen a financial statement from the 
Post. In fact, I do not know anybody who 
has seen a financial statement from the 
Post. 

In contrast, the greedy old oil com- 
panies that the Post condemns with such 
outraged piety, publish their earnings 
statements quarterly. The figures are 
there for all to see. And for those who 
care to examine them, these figures show 
that the rate of return for oil companies 
for some 13 years now has been below 
that of industry generally. I would 
hazard a guess, although I have no way 
to prove it, that petroleum industry 
earnings and rate of return on invest- 
ment even compare favorably with those 
of the Washington Post. 

If the publishers of the Post can prove 
I am wrong with a public audit, then I 
will be most pleased to stand corrected, 
and I will offer a gracious apology for 
a grievous error. 

As I said, I am not against the Wash- 
ington Post making money. But I do 
choke a little on naked demagoguery. If 
the Post had a record of commendable 
price restraint, to use one of Mr. Ackley’s 
favorite words, then it would be en- 
titled to pontificate about other people’s 
prices. But in any discussion of prices and 
inflation, it obviously must fall back on 
that demagogic old motto: “Don’t do as 
we do; do as we say.” 

As a self-appointed consumer spokes- 
man, the Post has not just singled out 
the oil industry. It has donned its price- 
policing halo to pontificate about steel 
prices, and aluminum prices, and food 
prices, and the prices of just about any- 
one else who wants to cover rising costs 
in this inflationary period of rising 
wages, taxes, and material costs. In light 
of its own price record, this can only be 
put down as unbridled arrogance of the 
worst sort. 

I would like to talk a little bit about 
oil prices. There is a little booklet pub- 
lished by the American Automobile As- 
sociation that contains some interesting 
facts. It points out that in 1965, the 
United States had 75.3 million private 
automobiles—not including the trucks 
and buses. Now, these 75.3 million private 
automobiles traveled 709 billion miles in 
1965, all together. Each averaged 9,255 
miles and traveled an average of 14 miles 
per gallon of gasoline. 

At 14 miles per gallon, the average 
family automobile used 661 gallons of 
gasoline per year. The price of gasoline 
did not average 32 cents, including taxes, 
but to simplify the arithmetic, let us say 
it did. On this basis, the average family 
spent about $210 in 1965 to run the family 
car. A third, or $70 of that went directly 
to pay State and Federal taxes which 
averaged 11 cents a gallon. 

Now, I have not heard anybody but 
the Post and Mr. Ackley complaining 
about this. The States think it is a good 
deal because they collected $3.8 billion 
in motor fuel taxes which—combined 
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with the $1.7 billion in motor vehicle 
fees—added up to 25 percent of the $22.1 
billion total incomes of governments of 
the 50 States in 1965. The Federal Gov- 
ernment ought to look favorably on it, 
because it dragged in another $4.7 bil- 
lion in gasoline taxes. 

If gasoline—even including these bil- 
lions in taxes—were such a terribly ex- 
pensive item, I doubt that we would see 
the tremendous growth in its use which 
has occurred. However, the average 
motorist, if he chose, could do something 
else with his gasoline money. 

He could, for example, put his auto- 
mobile on blocks and save that $210 a 
year, thus depriving the oil companies 
of $140 and the State and Federal Gov- 
ernments of $70 a year. If he continued 
this long enough, he could accumulate 
quite a pile. In fact, if he kept his auto 
in storage and meticulously saved his 
gasoline money, in about 16 years and 
3 months he would have enough to 
buy one page of advertising in the Wash- 
ington Post, at its standard rate and data 
quotation of $3,411 per page. 

But that is for a black and white ad, 
and the weekday rate. If Mr. Motorist 
wanted to buy a Sunday page, in color, 
he would have to leave his car on blocks 
for another 3 or 4 years. 

I know my colleagues, if they are to 
read anything in the morning, must 
read the morning-monopoly newspaper. 
I hope when they are confronted with 
elever editorial phrases about other peo- 
ple's prices, that they will take it with 
something less than a grain of salt, and 
choke it down without strangling. Per- 
haps a spoonful of bicarbonate will help. 

Now, a word about Mr. Ackley’s urg- 
ings to the oil industry to continue ab- 
sorbing rising costs. In a paternalistic 
sermon to a captive audience of oilmen, 
at a meeting of the National Petroleum 
Council, on July 13, he referred to a 12- 
percent increase in gasoline prices—2 1⁄2 
cents per gallon, since 1964. By carefully 
choosing a year of severe price depres- 
sion, occasioned by price wars over many 
parts of the country, he was able to come 
up with this shocking increase. However, 
this is a tactic that even a freshman 
economics student would avoid for fear 
of flunking the course. In juggling sta- 
tistics, it is possible to pick a year—high 
or low—to make any point one wants to 
make. 

But deliberately selecting the single 
year out of the past decade when prices 
were unduly depressed, the Chairman of 
the Council of Economic Advisers dem- 
onstrates an irresponsibility almost as 
bad as the Washington Post’s. The Gov- 
ernment uses 1957-59 as the base year in 
its pricing indexes. Why should Mr. Ack- 
ley abandon 1957-59 in his lecture to the 
oil industry? He obviously wanted to 
show an unfairly distorted picture. It 
would not make as good a newspaper 
headline if he had merely pointed out 
that gasoline prices currently are a 
whopping 4 percent above 1957-59 be- 
cause that shows admirable restraint, so 
he abandoned his own yardstick. 

If I wanted to compare our Federal 
budget in the worst possible light, Mr. 
Speaker, I suppose I would search around 
and find the smallest budget in history 
and—on that basis—would probably 
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compare it to Federal expenditures in the 
first term of George Washington. That 
is akin to what Mr. Ackley had done to 
make oil companies heel on prices. 

I must say that I am in sympathy with 
Mr. Ackley about inflationary pressure. 
But it seems to me that the oil industry, 
which has a price record that compares 
favorably with any major necessity 
bought and sold in our economy, has been 
singled out with a frequency that is un- 
fair and a vengeance that is regrettable. 
If Mr. Ackley means business about halt- 
ing inflation, he ought to go about it con- 
sistently. He ought to ride herd on wages 
which—in the oil producing industry— 
have gone up 28 percent since 1957-59, 
while the price of crude oil remains 3 
percent below 1957-59. He ought to go to 
work on nonessential Government spend- 
ing which, in the view of many of us is 
the prime culprit in the inflationary 
spiral, and which—with earnest effort— 
might be trimmed by as much as all crude 
oil sales will gross in 1967. 

In fact, if the total U.S. reserves of 
crude oil—40 billion barrels—were sold 
in a fell swoop at the current average 
price of $2.90 a barrel it would bring $116 
billion—nearly $50 billion less than it 
would take to run this Government on 
the basis of planned expenditures this 
year. 

Lastly, I would suggest that if Mr. 
Ackley looks to the Post as an ally to 
bludgeon people about price escalation, 
that he ought to look at the Post’s prices. 
Where has he been while the Post has 
jumped its subscription rates 51 percent 
and its ad rates 41 percent, since 
1957-59? 

That could be a rude question. Mr. 
Ackley perhaps lives by an old axiom: 
“Never argue with a newspaper unless 
you own it.” Maybe the power of the Post 
inhibits Mr. Ackley, but if this self-pro- 
claimed great Washington newspaper has 
an editorial policy, whether on prices— 
or even on disclosure—particularly in the 
area of income and earnings—then the 
least we can expect is that it live itself 
by those pious pleadings. 


SLUM HOUSING IMPROVEMENT 


Mr. McCLURE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. RUMSFELD] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Idaho? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. RUMSFELD. Mr. Speaker, cer- 
tainly there is no one legislative solution 
to the problem of slum housing improve- 
ment, or to the consequent outbursts of 
racial violence which plague our cities 
each summer. Secretary of Housing and 
Urban Development Robert Weaver, 
when he charges that Senator CHARLES 
H. Percy’s homeownership plan cannot 
solve all the problems, seems to be de- 
manding that Congress furnish instant 
total relief to the housing problem. This 
demand is both unfair and unrealistic. 

Secretary Weaver bases his judgment 
on the assumption that existing Federal 
programs are designed to eliminate so- 
cial unrest caused by poor housing con- 
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ditions, and that Congress should there- 
fore appropriate sufficient funds for these 
plans to be implemented. But it is clear 
that there is no guarantee—and indeed 
little chance—that simply throwing 
money, at the problem will improve the 
situation. Senator - Percy's imaginative 
plan to engage private enterprise is very 
possibly a first step toward a sensible 
Lone vente solution to our housing prob- 
ems. 

A recent editorial in Chicago’s Ameri- 
can points to a recent administrative 
attack on the Percy-Widnall homeowner- 
ship concept. The editorial notes the in- 
creasing reliance on the Federal Govern- 
ment to solve the Nation’s problems and 
concludes by urging that we take a closer 
look at such creative legislation as the 
Percy-Widnall program. 

Mr. Speaker, I insert in the Recorp the 
editorial, “Rx by Percy,” from Chicago’s 
American, July 19, 1967: 

Rx BY Percy 


No amount of reason seems to bend the 
Johnson administration from its philosophy 
that the nation’s problems can be solved by 
pouring more money into huge federally con- 
trolled spending programs. This disturbing 
point of view was articulated again Monday 
by Robert Weaver, secretary of housing and 
urban development, during his appearance 
before a Senate housing sub-committee. 
Weaver's interpretation of administration 
policy came during a verbal battle with Sen. 
Charles H. Percy [R., III.] who was testifying 
on behalf of his own slum-improvement plan. 

Percy presented a unique plan which we 
believe deserves careful consideration. He 
proposed a government-subsidized home- 
ownership foundation geared to winning 
private-enterprise support of private home 
ownership by slum-area residents. 

Weaver, of course, prejudged the plan as a 
failure. He charged that it could actually 
provoke outbursts of violence in ghetto areas 
by promising already disillusioned residents 
something they can’t have—their own homes, 

Referring to riot torn cities such as Newark, 
N.J., Weaver claimed that “only basic, gi- 
gantic, and well-directed positive action” 
would prevent further outbreaks of violence 
and lead to the solution of urban problems. 

Weaver implied that the recent outbursts 
of urban violence may have been the fault 
of Congress. He said adequate programs exist 
to correct social unrest, but the lawmakers 
had failed to vote adequate funds to carry 
them out. 

It seems highly unlikely to us that the ad- 
ministration has all the solutions and simply 
not enough money. There must be room for 
updated and creative legislation which will 
serve the public at a lower cost than the 
huge government spending programs, many 
of which are only marginally effective. 

The Senate would be well advised to look 
into Percy’s proposal and those of other 
senators who believe as we do that pumping 
more money into a sagging bureaucracy 
doesn’t always solve problems. 


THE POOR IN RURAL AREAS 


Mr. McCLURE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Alaska [Mr. Pottock] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Idaho? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. POLLOCK. Mr. Speaker, so much 
is written about the miserable plight of 
the poor and their life in the cities, their 
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poverty, unemployment, poor housing, 
polluted air, and water. Yet the move- 
ment of Americans into urban areas con- 
tinues. When one looks at the status of 
rural America, the movement can more 
readily be understood. Today, 45 percent 
of the Nation’s poor live in rural areas. 
While 14 percent of the urban population 
is officially designated as poor, 27 per- 
cent of our rural population is so desig- 
nated, While in 1960, 73 percent of all 
urban households headed by an em- 
ployed male had an automobile, tele- 
phone, hot and cold running water, and 
sound housing, the figure for rural towns 
was down to 60 percent. Less than half, 
only 44 percent of all rural farm house- 
holds met these standards. Mr. Speaker, 
I think it is clear why the migration that 
I referred to earlier continues today un- 
abated. Rural America is even more 
desperately in need of assistance than 
our needy cities. Rural poverty is no less 
devastating than urban poverty. It is 
merely less visible in this urban-oriented 
age. 

Yesterday, I introduced a bill which 
is a realistic attempt to offer rural 
America a chance to play a critical role 
in our Nation’s growth. The bill offers 
tax incentives to business to expand its 
activities into rural areas and to create 
useful and productive jobs. 

The bill utilizes what I feel is perhaps 
the best approach for joint public-pri- 
vate effort. We know how the Investment 
Tax Credit Act of 1962 proved to be a 
valuable incentive for economic expan- 
sion. Tax incentives are necessary to in- 
duce business to overcome the factors 
discouraging expansion into rural areas. 
Many favorable rural locations are dis- 
advantaged because they are removed 
from large market areas. This adds extra 
transportation costs to businesses which 
attempt to operate in such areas. There 
is also a shortage of trained labor in 
rural areas. This is not because the rural 
workers are innately less capable than 
their urban kin, but because they hear 
the promise of the city for better jobs, 
homes and lives, and so move to the cities 
in search of better times. As a result, 
many rural communities lose their most 
talented youngsters to urban growth. 

An additional barrier to industrial ex- 
pansion in rural areas is often the fact 
that rural communities lack adequate 
water, electrical, and transportation 
facilities for industrial operation. 

These conditions may discourage busi- 
ness from seriously considering expan- 
sion into rural areas. I feel that the ap- 
Plication of favorable tax treatment to 
businesses that attempt to overcome 
these barriers is necessary to assure 
them a reasonable profit. 

Rural poverty is particularly acute in 
my own State of Alaska. Hundreds of 
tiny villages barely eke out an existence 
in the vastness of Alaska. There are few 
opportunities for jobs and little prospect 
for industry at the present time. Much 
of the cash income of the people in the 
remote native villages comes from wel- 
fare. Large-scale industry shuns such an 
area, but there is opportunity for de- 
velopment. Alaskan waters abound with 
fish, and the land holds much mineral 
wealth. Remoteness, fluctuating prices 
and supply difficulties make it difficult 
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for business to invest there. Indeed, 
many canneries that used to sustain the 
economy have closed down and fish 
processing has moved elsewhere. The in- 
centives provided by this bill could help 
overcome much of the difficulties en- 
countered. It would encourage the estab- 
lishment of a cannery in a village, or a 
mining operation where now investment 
might be too risky. In this way it can 
create jobs, and jobs are the only real 
answer to poverty. 

I trust that my colleagues will look 
over this legislation carefully and recog- 
nize its merit. I further hope that we 
can soon work toward enactment of this 
important bill. 


WATER POLLUTION CONTROL ACT 


Mr. McCLURE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. Rem] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Idaho? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. REID of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I think it most unfortunate that the 
House did not approve the amendment 
to the public works appropriation bill 
yesterday that would have increased the 
appropriation for the Water Pollution 
Control Act from the $203 million re- 
quested by the administration to the full 
$450 million unanimously authorized last 
year. 

In anticipation of the availability of 
these funds, many communities have 
stepped-up the planning for their sewage 
treatment works construction. The Clean 
Waters Restoration Act passed last year 
authorized $450 million for assistance to 
localities for this purpose and I think 
that the Congress, once having recog- 
nized the magnitude of this problem, 
must, as a matter of national priority, 
provide the funds to meet it completely. 
The sewage treatment construction pro- 
vided for by the 1966 legislation, fur- 
thermore, represents only the beginning 
of a major national effort that is abso- 
lutely essential to combat water pollu- 
tion. 

While the public works appropriation 
bill is over $300 million larger than the 
comparable measure for the last fiscal 
year and while it clearly includes far too 
many items that can only be classified 
as pork barrel legislation, I would have 
considered voting for it had there been 
full funding for the clean waters pro- 
gram. 


STATE FIREARMS CONTROL 
ASSISTANCE ACT 


Mr. McCLURE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. Rem] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Idaho? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. REID of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I am introducing today the State Fire- 
arms Control Assistance Act of 1967, 
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which has already been introduced by 
several colleagues in both the House and 
the Senate. I believe that this measure 
contains necessary controls on the mail- 
order shipment of firearms without im- 
posing restrictions on the law-abiding 
sportsman. 

The assassination of President Ken- 
nedy and the senseless tragedy at the 
University of Texas last year, as well as 
the countless crimes of violence com- 
mitted on the streets of every city in the 
Nation, point to the need for legislation 
that will place sensible controls on the 
purchase of firearms through the mails. 

Statistics indicate that in 1965 alone, 
5,600 murders, 34,700 assaults, and most 
of the 68,400 armed robberies were com- 
mitted with guns. In a recent 3-year pe- 
riod, of the 4,000 people who ordered 
guns from only two of the mail-order 
dealers, in the city of Chicago, one- 
fourth—or 1,000—of them had criminal 
records. 

It is weapons in the hands of crimi- 
nals, the mentally ill, and extremists 
that are dangerous—to themselves, to 
their neighbors, and to society at large. 
However, it would not serve the end of 
curbing violent crime nor is it within 
our democratic tradition to place re- 
strictions on the acquisition of firearms 
by the sportsman or the hunter. The 
bill that I am introducing today is aimed 
at the criminals not at the sportsmen. 

The Congress has spent entirely too 
much time studying what steps should be 
taken to curb mail-order gun sales and 
no time at all in taking concrete meas- 
ures to put such controls into effect. In 
the meantime, the violence continues and 
needless injuries and deaths occur. 

The legislation I am introducing today 
would implement the most effective ap- 
proach to controlling mail-order sales of 
firearms. The major responsibility would 
continue to lie with each State which 
would still make its own decisions about 
how best to prevent the misuse of fire- 
arms in that area and would enact the 
necessary laws in their own legislatures. 
The bill I propose would, by virtue of its 
interstate provisions, enable each State 
to enforce its laws effectively. Presently, 
a person residing in a State with strin- 
gent laws regulating who can purchase 
a gun, can easily circumvent his State’s 
restrictions by ordering his weapon by 
mail from a dealer in another State. 

Briefly, this bill imposes no Federal 
restrictions on purchasing a gun in one’s 
own State for a person who complies with 
State and local law and meets two condi- 
tions. First, he must be 18 years of age to 
purchase a long gun and 21 to purchase 
other weapons. Second, the bill specific- 
ally provides that “it shall be unlawful 
for any licensed importer, licensed manu- 
facturer, or licensed dealer to sell or 
otherwise dispose of any firearm or am- 
munition to any person, knowing or hav- 
ing reasonable cause to believe that such 
person is a fugitive from justice or is 
under indictment or has been convicted 
in any court of a crime punishable by 
imprisonment for a term exceeding 1 
year.” 

Purchases of rifles and shotguns can 
be made by nonresidents in person from 
dealers in other States, and the arms 
can be shipped home, if the transaction 
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and delivery comply with the laws of 
both localities. Other purchases of rifles 
and shotguns, and all purchases of hand- 
guns originating out of State, can be 
made from or through dealers in one’s 
own State—whose ability to ship weap- 
ons in interstate commerce is not re- 
stricted—just as a local purchase is 
made. 

What this amounts to is that only two 
national standards are set for the pur- 
chase of guns—and none at all for the 
use of guns. The standards of this bill 
prevent criminals and juveniles from 
buying guns from licensed dealers. 
Otherwise, the gun enthusiast who wants 
a handgun will have to buy it in his own 
State. The sportsman who wants a rifle 
will have to buy it from a dealer in his 
own State, or by it in person in another 
State. 

In my judgment, these provisions will 
not interfere with the pursuit of his 
hobby and interest by the hunter and 
sportsman. It will, I hope, go a long way 
toward limiting the acquisition of fire- 
arms by persons whose intent in obtain- 
ing them is destructive and dangerous 
to society. It is my understanding that 
further hearings on this bill will be held 
by the Senate Juvenile Delinquency Sub- 
committee in the near future. I am hope- 
ful that this round of hearings is the 
preview to decisive action by the Con- 
gress. 


GUERRILLA WARFARE, 
NOT SNIPERS 


Mr. McCLURE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. ASHBROOK] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Idaho? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, anyone 
who would watch the comprehensive 
coverage of the Detroit racial riot and 
would read the volumes of reports al- 
ready written must come to the conclu- 
sion that a few snipers could not possibly 
hold so many law-enforcement officials 
at bay. These men are not snipers, they 
are guerrillas, and one can only con- 
clude that they are very able fighters. 
How long did it take troops to secure the 
area? Does this street warfare appear 
to be the consequence of a few isolated 
acts by snipers? 

No, Mr. Speaker. It is clear that there 
is an organized uprising which amounts 
to insurrection. The President of the 
United States must have clearly seen in 
the recent so-called black power confer- 
ence in Newark, N.J., the elements of in- 
surrection. What these demogogic lead- 
ers called for was revolution. We are in 
the throes of revolution but we will not 
face up to it. 

It is time to focus our investigations 
on the guerrilla activities which have 
shown a pattern over the past few weeks. 
I have called upon the House Committee 
on Un-American Activities to investigate 
this rioting due to the clear evidence we 
have that subversive forces seem to be 
involved to a notable extent. 
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PRESIDENT MUST GIVE ANSWERS 
TO QUESTIONABLE PARDONS 


Mr. McCLURE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. ASHBROOK] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the Recorp 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER, pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Idaho? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, it will 
be impossible for the Justice Department 
and the President to sweep under the rug 
the questionable activities in the field of 
Presidential commutations. I have out- 
lined the Johnny Gay case which was 
prepared by two fine journalists, Doris 
O’Donnell and Harry Stainer, of the 
Cleveland Plain Dealer. Clark Mollenhoff 
has added his journalistic prestige to this 
same call for probing these pardons. 

Today I received a letter from a Lu- 
theran minister in Cleveland which seems 
to sum up the more than 150 communi- 
cations I have received thus far regard- 
ing the President’s questionable commu- 
tation of a notorious dope peddler, John- 
ny Gay. This minister said: 

Many in our area wish to know, and are en- 
titled to know, the whys and the wherefores. 
Any further light on the subject to the Plain 
Dealer would be appreciated. It is a sad day 
when a president of the United States, as it 
appears, must seek the favor of a question- 
able element. I am not bitter but I am sad. 
With millions I say in your words, “Will you 
tell us, Mr. President?” 


Yes, will you tell us, Mr. President? At 
the conclusion of these remarks I include 
the article by Clark Mollenhoff which ap- 
peared in the July 23, 1967, issue of the 
Des Moines Tribune and Register. 


URGE PROBE OF PARDONS BY JOHNSON—CITE 
“QUESTIONABLE CIRCUMSTANCES” 
(By Clark Mollenhoff) 

WASHINGTON, D.C.—President Johnson's 
commutation of sentence of one of Ohio’s 
biggest narcotics pushers has resulted in 
charges of politics“ and demands for a con- 
gressional investigation. 

Senator John J. Williams (Rep., Del.) de- 
clared Saturday that there have been sub- 
stantial increases in the number of pardons 
and commutations and that some of these 
have been under “such questionable circum- 
stances” that he believes a full-scale inves- 
tigation is needed by the Senate Judiciary 
Committee. 

The narcotics pusher is Johnny Gay, 49, of 
Lorain, Ohio, who walked out of prison Jan. 
20, 1966, as a result of a commutation by 
President Johnson that cut his prison term 
in half. The presidential action came despite 
the views of the sentencing judge and the 
prosecutor that Gay should stay in prison 
until 1972 and should receive no leniency. 

SURPRISING RELEASE 

Representative John Ashbrook (Rep., Ohio) 
is also upset by what he called “the ques- 
tionable circumstances surrounding the sur- 
prising and unwarranted release of an Ohio 
hoodlum, Johnny Gay.” 

“In 1962, federal agents described Gay as 
the ‘largest single source of heroin in the 
state of Ohio.“ Representative Ashbrook said 
last week. 

Ashbrook declared that “something smells 
very bad” when “Johnny Gay has in his pos- 
session a document bearing Lyndon B. John- 
son’s name” that won him his freedom. 

Ashbrook pointed out that U.S. District 
Judge James C. Connell gave Johnny Gay 
two consecutive five-year prison terms for 
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his wholesale narcotics operation. Judge Con- 
nell in stating that Gay should serve the 
entire sentence commented that “Gay for 
reasons of his own chose to live a life spiced 
with crime, narcotics, prostitution, bigamy, 
and whatever degrading thrills he was sus- 
ceptible of absorbing over a long period of 
time.” 

Senator Williams declared that both the 
Johnny Gay case and one involving Law- 
rence (Larry) Callanan, a convicted St. 
Louis, Mo., labor racketeer, should be major 
cases in an over-all investigation of how the 
presidential pardons and commutations of 
sentence are being handled under the John- 
son administration. 


SHAKEDOWN CHARGE 


Senator Williams pointed out that Cal- 
lanan, head of a steamfitters local in St. 
Louis, was convicted in 1954 on a charge of 
engaging in a $28,000 shakedown of a pipe- 
line contractor. He was paroled in 1960 after 
having served five years of a 12-year prison 
term, but he was still barred from holding 
union office until April, 1964, when President 
Johnson signed an order commuting his sen- 
tence and taking him out from under the 
jurisdiction of the United States Board of 
Parole, 

Senator Williams has been critical of the 
“political overtones” in the presidential ac- 
tion in the Callanan case, for the steamfitters 
local union gave $25,000 to the “friends of 
L.B.J. Committee” in May, 1964, a few weeks 
after the commutation of sentence. That 
“Friends of L.B.J. Committee” was handled 
through the office of what was then the law 
firm of Abe Fortas, since named to the United 
States Supreme Court. 

Within the last two weeks, the St. Louis 
Globe-Democrat has reported that another 
$25,000 was contributed to the Democratic 
Party by the St. Louis steamfitters local in 
1964 through direct payments made to a New 
York advertising agency. 

Senator Williams declared that the Con- 
gress “should not accept the self-serving 
statements by the Johnson administration 
that these are non-political and objective 
decisions.” 

“Only a thorough congressional investiga- 
tion will get to the bottom of this,” Williams 
said. 

ONLY PART 


Representative H. R. Gross (Rep., Ia.) de- 
clared that “the Johnny Gay case, and the 
Callanan case are only a part of a pattern 
of what is happening under the Johnson 
administration. 

“These are shocking matters when the big- 
gest dope pusher in Ohio is turned out of 
prison years early by the signature of the 
President of the United States,” Gross says. 
“What we know about a few of these cases 
leads me to believe that there is a definite 
need for a deep inquiry to find out what else 
is happening in this increase in pardons and 
commutations.” 

Reed Cozart, the United States pardon at- 
torney, declared that there was a sharp in- 
crease in the number of pardons and com- 
mutations in 1966. He said the number was 
“about double,” but he denied that there was 
any politics or political pressure. 

He said the increase was a result of the 
work of a young man who came into the of- 
fice “and helped us to get rid of a big back- 
log of cases that piled up.” 

Cozart, a Texas Democrat, said he was ap~ 
pointed to his job in the mid-1950s under the 
Eisenhower administration and has never 
been subjected “to any political pressure by 
anyone.” 

The record at the Justice Department 
shows that Senator Steven Young (Dem., 
Ohio) was one of those who was “interested” 
in the commutation of sentence for Gay. 

However, Cozart said he made the decision 
to recomend the commutation because Gay 
had been a model prisoner at the federal 
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hospital-prison for narcotics addicts at Lex- 
ington, Ky., and because he felt the original 
sentence by Judge Connell was too severe and 
“out of line with the national pattern” for 
sentences on a first offense for narcotics ped- 
dling. 

1 is unfortunate that there are these 
charges of politics that refiect on the Presi- 
dent for he had nothing to do with these 
decisions,” Cozart said. “I know that he 
would oppose getting any politics into this. 
I know that if there was any hint of political 
pressure I would quit. I just wouldn't have 
any part of it.” 


LEGISLATION REGULATING MAIL 
ORDER LIST BROKERS 


Mr. McCLURE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from California [Mr. GUBSER] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Idaho? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GUBSER. Mr. Speaker, recently 
I introduced H.R. 11451, which would 
impose a license fee on the purveyors of 
mailing lists with a requirement that 
they certify to the Post Office Depart- 
ment that they have not sold such a list 
to any person who they have reasonable 
cause to believe would use the list for the 
purpose of attempting to sell obscene or 
pornographic literature through the 
mails. 

I have received many letters of en- 
dorsement from across the country for 
this completely new and novel approach 
to the problem of controlling the sale 
and distribution of pornographic litera- 
ture. I have also received some letters in 
opposition, most of which were based 
upon the high license fee of $1,000 which 
the bill would impose. 

Mr. Speaker, the amount of the license 
fee is relatively insignificant and I, for 
one, would be happy to see the bill 
amended in a manner which would re- 
duce this fee to merely a token amount. 
But I would not like to see any of the 
requirements imposed upon the purvey- 
ors of mailing lists which pertain to use 
of those lists for the sale of pornographic 
literature to be relaxed. The very essence 
of my bill is the new approach to regu- 
lating the peddlers of smut and pornog- 
raphy through regulating the dealer in 
mailing lists. 

A dealer in mailing lists is a very 
necessary link in the smut peddler’s op- 
eration and perhaps by regulating him 
we can at last find some constitutional 
means of getting at the persons who 
profit from filth. 

Mr. Speaker, I was most pleased to 
receive a copy of an assembly joint res- 
olution on June 27 which clearly en- 
dorses the approach contained in my bill, 
H.R. 11451. I am pleased to include the 
text of this resolution with these re- 
marks: 

ASSEMBLY JOINT RESOLUTION 17 
Joint resolution relative to mail order list 
brokers 

WHEREAS, The Attorney General's report 
on pornography indicates the people of Cali- 
fornia have been subjected to a deluge of un- 
solicited mailed material of a pandering sex- 
ual nature; and 
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WHEREAS, There is presently no adequate 
means of relief from these unsolicited and 
repeated mailings; and 

Wuereas, Many of these obnoxious mail- 
ings are caused by the sale of lists of names 
by mail order list brokers; now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved by the Assembly and Senate of 
the State of California, jointly, That the 
Legislature of the State of California respect- 
fully memorializes the Congress of the United 
States to enact legislation regulating mail 
order list brokers; and be it further 

Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the As- 
sembly is hereby directed to transmit copies 
of this resolution to the President and Vice 
President of the United States, to the Speak- 
er of the House of Representatives, and to 
each Senator and Representative from Cali- 
fornia in the Congress of the United States. 


WOMEN REPORTERS BANNED FROM 
VIETNAM COMBAT AREAS 


Mr. McCLURE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from California [Mr. GUBSER] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Record and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Idaho? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GUBSER. Mr. Speaker, Mrs. Helen 
Emmerich, a reporter for the Sunny- 
vale Standard-Register-Leader, is cur- 
rently on a 2-month assignment in Viet- 
nam and her articles are carried daily in 
the Standard-Register-Leader. 

I was proud to designate Mrs. Emme- 
rich as a special representative in the 
hope that she could bring back additional 
firsthand information to me regarding 
the progress of the war in Vietnam. 

Her stimulating and interesting arti- 
cles constitute an outstanding job of re- 
porting. She has asked for no special 
privilege because of her sex, nor has she 
shrunk from danger which males often 
refuse to face. From my own experiences 
in Vietnam, I believe her articles are 
authentic and factual. In addition she 
has provided that rare “something” 
which is so often missing from the stere- 
otyped copy filed by her male counter- 
parts. A woman’s insight into the war in 
Vietnam and a report of the actual fight- 
ing as seen through the eyes of a mother 
have filled what I have felt has long 
been a void in the coverage of the Viet- 
nam war. 

Now it has apparently been decided 
that female reporters shall be banned 
from staying overnight in the combat 
areas. The motivation for such a ban is 
undoubtedly meritorious and based upon 
a chivalrous respect for womanhood. But 
if a female reporter does not hinder a 
combat operation nor ask any special 
favor because of her sex and if she is 
willing to assume the obvious risks in 
order to do a good job of reporting, then 
she should not be discriminated against. 
Furthermore, it would be regrettable if 
we were to lose the type of insight and 
inspired writing which has characterized 
Mrs. Emmerich’s work to this point. 

At a later date I intend to put more 
of Mrs. Emmerich’s articles into the REC- 
orp, but for the present, one of her dis- 
patches from Saigon regarding this pos- 
sible ban against female reporters is 


20269 


interesting and timely. The article, which 
appeared in the Sunnyvale Standard- 
Register-Leader on Wednesday, July 5, 
follows: 

(By Helen Emmerich) 


SAIGON, SOUTH VIETNAM.—I have just re- 
turned from 10 days in the field, only to 
learn that there is a movement growing in 
the high command here to restrict women 
correspondents from remaining in the com- 
bat areas overnight. 

This rather startling possibility comes on 
the heels of my receiving my first mail in two 
weeks, including a Standard Register Leader 
reporting on a UPI correspondent Tom 
Cheatham’s defense of the Saigon corre- 
spondents, who gather their news by attend- 
ing the 5 o'clock follies there. 

I will have to agree with Cheatham, that 
Saigon is oppressively hot, filthy dirty and in- 
conceivably stinking, that it offers little to 
the imagination in the way of colorful war 
coverage. 

And I will go along with the sad fact that 
some correspondents are doomed to eke out 
day after depressive day in the spongy 
swamps of that steaming city. 

There are now, however, some 600 cor- 
respondents from across the world in South 
Vietnam. Obviously, they are not all sen- 
tenced to Saigon. Many are there by choice. 

It is, after all, highly possible to live in 
relatively Scotch-on-the-rocks comfort in an 
air-conditioned room in Saigon and fake it. 

My opinion is that most people in the 
states would never know the difference if a 
correspondent were to choose the Saigon 
scene or the war scene to write his copy. 

There are relatively few women correspond- 
ents in-country—15 at the most, some of 
whom are married to working correspond- 
ents. Only about five to eight of us cover 
the war from where the war is happening. 

I was in the field, had just returned from 
Special Forces Camps in Kahanh Hoa Prov- 
ince and had only two days before flown a 
strike mission in the Phantom F-4, where 
we dropped six 750-pound bombs on a VC 
rallying point, when I was told I had missed 
the meeting called by MACV for female cor- 
respondents. 

I might add at this point that the reason 
you do not hear from me for sometimes as 
long as 10 days, is not because I have picked 
up another bug, but because I am either 
traveling or out of communication’s reach. 
More about that later. 

I returned to Saigon on June 26 with just 
two days facing me before I leave for Da 
Nang and on to live in a Vietnamese village 
for three days. 

Therefore, I had little time to find out 
what had been happening, so I asked for ana 
got a briefing from one of MACV’s top brass. 

My research at this point, drawn in part 
from what other female correspondents have 
told me, and sketchily from what the colonel 
said is that it all began one early morning 
when General Westmoreland got out into 
the field and spotted a female correspondent 
there. He was curious how she got there 
at such an early hour—and upset when she 
replied she had been there all night. 

This, then, seems to be what started the 
black ball rolling against the female of the 
correspondent species. 

So far, commanders have exercised their 
own prerogative when it came to deciding 
whether a man or woman would go along in 
an operation. I know of no one being turned 
down. 

Now, it seems, if MACV has its way, all 
commanders will be made acutely aware of 
the fact that they now must make a determi- 
mation whether “to extract female corre- 
spondents from exposed areas at night”, 
which I might add, is generally the time 
when contact with the enemy is made. 

The kicker, which would make any red 
blooded American female correspondent hit 
the boiling point is Female correspondents 


20270 


have the same rights and privileges as male 
members of the news media. However, be- 
cause of the concern by some com- 
manders the following guidance is provided:” 

In ad Nauseum. 

Just to show how gallant the brass is going 
to be about this, they are bringing it to a 
vote by the female correspondents. 

The handful of women reporting the war 
here, who feel they cannot fulfill their mis- 
sion in Vietnam without being in the “ex- 
posed combat areas”, have already written 
and signed, along with yours truly, a protest 
to this obviously discriminatory piece of leg- 
islation. 

It appears incomprehensible, in a country 
at war, where most everything has been re- 
duced to the most elementary basics of life, 
that so much effort would need to be put 
into legislating the working of a mere hand- 
ful of women. 

It's true, if you chose to be dramatic, one 
woman, Dickie Chapelle, has died, while 
walking through a mine field; another in- 
jured, while photographing war in the DMZ. 
But one could hardly call that a holocaust, 
much less a trend. 

I speak for all working women reporters in 
Vietnam when I say that such a contemplated 
move by MACV would seriously hamper the 
reporting efforts of this war, And in no other 
war, has the need for gut-reporting been so 
great, nor do I believe has the American pub- 
lic ever been so hungry for such kind of news 
and served so little of it. 

Women do have a valid place in the re- 
porting of this war. They see, know and feel 
things that man cannot see. 

To assume that a woman who has the 
courage to go into an exposed area would 
present a security problem is almost ludi- 
crous, if not laughable. Women go out of 
their way not to present a problem. That is 
not always true with male correspondents. 

I have walked miles in the glaring sun, 
miles when hours before I wished to drop in 
my tracks, but like all other women I have 
known here, I would have died first rather 
than restrict an operation. 

I never blinked an eyelid though men 
around be became sick, when forced to drink 
water out of a human waste-infected rice 
paddie, because there was no other water to 


Nor was I ashamed to cry bitter tears of 
futility at the sight of death when mortar 
slammed out the young life of a Marine who 
looked like my own son. 

I have laughed belly laughs over the crude 
but beautiful humor that fear and tension 
brings to men close to death. 

I have climbed and slept on AMTRACS 
while sniper fire whizzed by, and chased 
shadows in stifling hot sun, and in loud joy 
poured water by the buckets full over my 
sweat-dusty body beneath. 

And if I sound as though I’m bragging 
you're dead right, I was proud to be there. 
It is a compulsion I cannot explain away, 
any more than I will give away the right to 
be there without a fight. 

Yet, if I thought for one moment I would 
have been a threat to security, I would have 
asked to be taken out. I was not. 

There are some desk-chained men here 
who say women cause a problem to men in 
the field—men who haven’t seen a woman 
for months. Hogwash. 

I have never known such honor, such 
sweetness, such gentleness as I have seen 
from these rough-shod, dirt-sweated men I 
have walked with in the field. 

Last, there is another fine point, one that 
may emerge as the MACV wedge. 

They say that if one GI took one second 
to look after a woman first, before perform- 
ing his own job at the scene of a fire fight, 
we then would be responsible for the loss of 
one, perhaps many more lives. 

I have lingered long on this awesome 
thought. To a woman we disagree. 
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The finest tribute we have been paid while 
covering the battlefronts in this war in Viet- 
nam is the respect paid to us by the men who 
give us our own and let us fend for ourselves 
when the chips are down. 

I don't think women should be barred 
from writing about men in their own lonely 
pain, in the intimacy of a battlefront. 

After all, women did bear those men in 
pain and in pain sent them off to war. 


Mr. Speaker, it is in the national in- 
terest that brave reporters like Mrs. Em- 
merich be allowed to contribute to full 
reporting of the war in Vietnam. To this 
end I urge that restrictions against them 
be eliminated. 


COOPERATION: KEY TO SUCCESS IN 
A CHALLENGING FUTURE 


Mr. McCLURE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Idaho [Mr. HAaNsEN] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the Recorp 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Idaho? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. Mr. Speaker, 
under permission to extend my remarks 
in the body of the Recorp and to include 
extraneous material, I include a speech, 
given by Mr. Lewis C. Yount, president 
of the National Association of Life Un- 
derwriters, on the occasion of the Great- 
er St. Louis Insurance Day luncheon on 
March 21 of this year. 

This speech, Mr. Speaker, sheds a 
great deal of light on the problems and 
expectations of the insurance industry 
and, particularly, in its relationship to 
government—Federal and State. 

Mr. Yount’s address follows: 
COOPERATION: KEY To SUCCESS IN A CHAL- 
LENGING FUTURE 
(An address by Lewis C. Yount, CLU, Pres- 

ident of the National Association of Life 

Underwriters, at Greater St. Louis Insur- 

ance Day luncheon, St. Louis, Mo., March 

21, 1967) 

During his term of office, the president of 
the National Association of Life Underwrit- 
ers is given opportunity to travel extensively 
throughout the country for the purpose of 
visiting our state and local associations, life 
insurance company home offices, and to rep- 
resent and speak for NALU at gatherings of 
industry officials, legislators, and leaders of 
the business community. 

These are all valuable experiences. Yet, I 
have the strong suspicion that this “Insur- 
ance Day” in St. Louis must rate as one of 
the most significant speaking engagements 
of my presidential year. 

Isay this for several reasons. 

First, no president of the National Associ- 
ation could be unaware of the continuing 
influential role of the St. Louis Association 
of Life Underwriters, our host today. It is 
one of the oldest and most active of the 
NALU’s 880 local affiliates. Over the years, 
this association has demonstrated uncom- 
mon commitment to the principles of career 
life underwriting embodied in our organiza- 
tional Code of Ethics and has implemented 
numerous service programs generated by 
NALU. One indication of NALU’s high regard 
for this association, and the great city in 
which it is located, is seen in the fact that 
five NALU national conventions have been 
held here—the last in 1965 right in this 
hotel. 

Secondly, I regard this “Insurance Day” in 
more than casual light because it is primarily 
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devoted to the pursuit of professional ex- 
cellence. 

Inherent in this pursuit of excellence, I 
believe, is a paralleling emphasis on our cor- 
porate and individual concepts of manage- 
ment ...a term I use synonymously with 
leadership. 

If you have not read—or read about— 
John W. Gardner’s essay on leadership writ- 
ten for a Carnegie Corporation report and 
later expanded into a book, I commend it to 
you. Our Secretary of Health, Education and 
Welfare says that too many bright young men 
in colleges and universities today are being 
taught more and more about less and less. 
This system, he says, produces graduates who 
are equipped to stand off, advise, and criti- 
cize—but not to take on the responsibili- 
ties of leadership ... not to dirty their 
hands on final decisions. 

This tendency to shrink from responsibili- 
ties of leadership, adds Mr. Gardner, leads to 
the growing belief—and I quote: "the world 
does not need leaders, only experts”.—un- 
quote. 

Events such as this “Insurance Day” pro- 
gram do help us to become more proficient 
as professionals. I am certain, however, that 
they also raise our sights to the challenge 
and responsibility of leadership in insurance 
and public affairs. 

The third reason I am so gratified to be 
with you today will occupy the main thrust 
of these remarks. 

This “Insurance Day” is an excellent exam- 
ple of what is required in American business 
life: Empathy, cohesiveness, and cooperation 
between all components of the business com- 
munity. This is true for all business; it may 
very well be absolutely essential to the con- 
tinued progress of the insurance industry. 

What I am suggesting is that among those 
engaged in insurance is a community of in- 
terest that is greater today than ever before. 
This results in some marked degree from the 
breaking down of the barriers that tradi- 
tionally divided us into specific lines of 
vocational endeavor. 

Obviously, things are different today— 
with the trend toward the “one stop” or “all 
lines” concept of selling. Now as never be- 
fore we have a melding of lines of insurance 
at both home office and field levels . . . per- 
haps a bit more marked among general in- 
surance men than their life prototypes. 

Certainly, one natural effect of this amalga- 
mating trend has been to bring about a new 
inter-relationship between individual in- 
surance practitioners and their trade asso- 
ciations in a whole range of common inter- 
ests—from training... to merchandising 
to legislation. 

This change in the traditional modes of 
insurance marketing is not the only propel- 
ling reason for rapport between groups that 
often in the past felt that they had little to 
give one another. Other equally impressive 
reasons applicable to life, health, and gen- 
eral insurance can be cited. To name a few: 

Complexities and changes in the market- 
place . . highlighted by population growth 
and mobility, new family formation, increase 
in number of young adults and young fami- 
lies to the point where they are the dominant 
factor in the market for goods and services. 
All require new emphasis on research and 
analysis. . . and, in the case of the young 
adults, a new set of appeals more in keeping 
with their special concerns and social ideal- 
ism. 


Emergence of more discerning and selec- 
tive buyers of our products. 

Utilization of computer technology in the 
sale and service of insurance. 

Apathy if not antagonism of many young 
people towards careers in business that is 
having its effect on recruitment of manpower 
for insurance careers. 

Absorption of much of our market by gov- 
ernmental and mass coverages. 

A heightened dialogue as to the efficacy 
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and effectiveness of state regulation of in- 
surance. 

Accelerated intrusion of government into 
the private sector. 

I am sure that you can add to this bill of 
particulars. The important point is that all 
of us in insurance must be intrigued by these 
and other developments that affect the fu- 
ture. After all, that is where we will spend 
the rest of our lives. We must move boldly 
and creatively to the tasks at hand. Value the 
past we must, Draw lessons from it we must. 
But we cannot live in it as individuals and 
as organizations. 

That our future will bear little resemblance 
to the past and present was recently drama- 
tized by H. Clay Johnson, president of the 
Royal-Globe Companies. Anticipating the 
impact of computers, he predicts that an in- 
surance company in the future might handle 
a consumer's entire salary, making pre-au- 
thorized payments to public utilities, depart- 
ment stores and supermarkets, and meeting 
monthly installments for insurance, mort- 
gage interest and other obligations. 

Sterling T. Tooker, president of the Trav- 
elers Insurance Companies sees the possibili- 
ties of his company being more intimately 
involved in its customers’ money manage- 
ment affairs—including giving them a fully 
rounded family financial planning service, so 
that for a fee, irrespective of immediate pur- 
chase, a family could have sound advice to 
plan properly for their foreseeable future. 

Mr. Tooker also suggests that a life insur- 
ance company's money-lending skills might 
be expanded to include other types of con- 
sumer loans. “Why should we not finance 
that which we insure?”, he asks. 

So there is no question that all of us in 
insurance are caught up in rapid change. 
I think we can agree that the more success- 
ful we are in charting trends and in looking 
for ways to use new developments to the ad- 
vantage of those we serve and ourselves, the 
quicker we will foresee the future and our 
place in it. 

After some 20 years of involvement in life 
underwriter affairs, I have no doubt that 
concerted, cooperative action with my asso- 
ciates and competitors is a far better course 
to follow than to try to go it alone. This 
means, of course, that my trade association 
is essential to my professional career. 

I can only speak for The National Asso- 
ciation of Life Underwriters. But I am sure 
that those of you in other lines of insurance 
can make a similar analogy to your organi- 
zations, 

I have suggested that there are several 
salient factors that bind together all those 
in insurance. I would like to offer my views 
on some of them, But before doing so, let me 
reiterate that the realities of our times— 
in the marketplace and in business-govern- 
mental relationships—should give impetus to 
the making of more common cause and es- 
tablishing close contacts in our industry. 

This “Insurance Day” is an example of 
what I mean. 

I am also encouraged by the formation of 
all-industry committees in several states— 
such as California and Minnesota—and on a 
regional basis in New England where life, 
health, and general insurance people co- 
operate in state legislative matters. In 
Florida, we have another type of working 
relationship that helps spark the teaching 
of insurance in the state university and pro- 
vides scholarships for high school teachers so 
that they can attend workshops in money 
management/family finance. 

Happily, there are people in high places in 
the several lines of insurance who are simi- 
larly advocating concerted effort to meet 
problems common to all industry segments. 

One such individual is John A. Bogardus, 
Jr., who recently told the Insurance Com- 
mittee of the Chamber of Commerce of the 
United States—and I quote: The present 
fragmented approach to common problems 
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must be overcome.”—unquote. What Mr. 
Bogardus means is that there are 470 in- 
surance trade organizations in the United 
States—80 of which are national in scope. Of 
necessity, most if not all are concerned only 
with their specific membership needs and 
seldom get involved wtih the total picture. 

Mr. Bogardus and others suggest the es- 
tablishment of a national forum in which 
common problems can be discussed and solu- 
tions considered by a cross-section of in- 
surance leadership. When through the Forum 
process leaders agree on solutions and ac- 
tions, they could then report and recommend 
this agreement to their respective organiza- 
tions. 

To some extent the National Chamber’s in- 
surance committee plays this role. But many 
of our vexations and challenges are state 
and local in nature. Thus, the pressing need 
for cooperation and consultation at these 
levels as well. 

Taking part in this same insurance com- 
mittee meeting, Melvin Stark, manager of 
the American Insurance Association, under- 
scored what he termed: “the really funda- 
mental tie that binds us, irrespective of 
differing operations and possible diversions 
of business philosophies.” That link, said 
Mr. Stark, is a political one which he de- 
scribes—and I quote—as: “our unified and 
clear desire to preserve private enterprise 
for insurance and other fields of economic 
endeavor. To the extent that government 
intrudes in this area without justification or 
necessity”, he added, then we have a basic 
relationship unshaken by any internal and 
differing commitment.”—unquote. 

I'm confident that you, too, see the future 
as eventful, exciting, challenging—that you 
are persuaded it will be a time calling for our 
best thinking as individuals . . a sense 
of urgency and bold planning by our respec- 
tive trade organizations. and a new chap- 
ter in cooperative action in areas of com- 
mon interest by various insurance trade as- 
sociations at local, state, and national levels. 

There are things to be done in meeting the 
wave of the future that are primarily indi- 
vidual responsibilities. 

For example, it is incumbent on all of 
us as insurance practitioners to make certain 
that our efficiency, productivity, competence, 
and ethical standards are neither shopworn 
nor outmoded. Naturally, our respective or- 
ganizations are also heavily engaged in these 
areas, 

Also, as individuals and organizations we 
can be alert to the new relationship between 
business and government. If we understand 
the nature of this relationship, then there is 
much we can do as individuals concerned 
with the preservation of our free economy 
to make sure it is mutually beneficial. And 
if truly informed, then we can enthusiasti- 
cally participate in the kind of public affairs 
and political education and action programs 
that our trade associations must undertake 
to set fair and equitable ground rules for 
business-government relationships. 

The relationship between government at 
all levels and the private business sector is 
not new or unique. Rather, it is one of the 
hallmarks of our American way of life. We 
cannot and should not object to govern- 
ment proper role in advancing the common 
interest and protecting the public welfare. 
But government’s recent penetration into 
business had a different quality about it 
than we've ever known in the past—and all 
of us must be concerned about it, 

Henry Ford, II, recently called attention 
to this fact in an address in New York City, 
in which he declared that government in- 
volvement in business is expanding more 
rapidly now than at any time since the 
1930's. Mr. Ford reminds us that one direct 
result of this trend is that “government and 
business” seems to be the No, 1 topic at most 
business and professional meetings. I can 
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tell you that NALU’s 1966 convention had 
just such overtones. 

It is Mr. Ford’s thesis that the problems of 
our complex society—highlighted by the 
“population explosion” and the “knowledge 
explosion” demand that business and gov- 
ernment work together as never before. But 
he cautions that there must be a clear defini- 
tion of which function belongs to govern- 
ment, which to business. 

We in insurance are not immune from gov- 
ernment observation and involvement. Where 
proper and of benefit to those we serve, we 
welcome it, As Mr. Ford says, business and 
government need not be enemies. They com- 
plement one another. It is obvious, however, 
that there must be rules governing this part- 
nership—rules that are fair, fixed, and fol- 
lowed. The key question is, therefore: “just 
who will make these rules?” 

I suggest there are three separate but 
closely allied ways in which strong, viable 
trade associations—such as those to which 
we belong—can make a contribution to this 
cause, 

1, Give leadership and direction to their 
members in achieving excellence of per- 
formance—and really, but really, enforce 
ethical standards, This way, we preclude as 
much as possible government finding ex- 
cuse—real or imagined—to impinge itself 
unnecessarily on us. More self-regulation is 
one sure way to stymie too much govern- 
ment regulation. 

2. Promote equitable legislation in the best 
interest of those who buy and use insurance 
and resist legislation that is unwarranted, 
unfair, punishing, and hinders the progress 
of our economy and individual opportunity 
to practice self-reliance and thrift. 

8, Assure a political climate—in our Na- 
tion’s Capital and at state and local levels— 
in which our free political institutions and 
economy can flourish. 

Here is a goal that requires more thorough 
political understanding and more active po- 
litical participation by each of us—and by 
the organizations that we’ve joined to attain 

of numbers. 

One might reasonably ponder how well 
the insurance business generally—and our 
respective trade associations in particular— 
are doing in fulfilling their responsibilities 
inherent in the growing inter-relationship 
with government. 

I suspect that in the federal legislative 
arena we are doing fairly well—if not always 
in results, at least in techniques employed. 
In the increasingly significant area of help- 
ing to shape a national political climate 
conducive to free enterprise, it seems to me 
we can and must do much more. And the 
same can be said for giving greater priority 
to instilling a public affairs consciousness 
among all components of our business. 

Again, let me reiterate that the best way 
for us to keep government out of our busi- 
ness is to make certain that there are as 
few voids as possible in the service we render. 
This is no easy task. It calls for continual 
upgrading of our present sales force; the 
recruitment of tens of thousands of more 
qualified agents; a new emphasis on quality 
field management; practical innovations in 
the products we offer; total commitment to. 
the basic ideals of this unique institution. 

And it goes without saying, that even our 
best efforts along these lines will not suffice 
if we as a business do not give far more than 
lip-service to state regulation and super- 
vision of insurance. Certainly, state regula- 
tion should not be the chink in our armor. 
Basically, it is a solid concept—affirmed by 
the Congress and proved effective in more 
places than not. But as intrinsically sound 
as state regulation of insurance may be, the 
hard truth is that it has yet to reach peak 
performance in every state. 

It is the National Association of Life Un- 
derwriters’ long-time purpose to make cer- 
tain that this comes to pass—and we have 
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made great contributions to the cause... 
including strong support to state depart- 
ments in their quest for adequate budgets 
and personnel. We as field underwriters be- 
lieve that our best interests—and that of the 
companies and public we serve—are advanced 
by effective state regulation. 

The necessary bulwarking of state regula- 
tion offers, I believe, an excellent opportunity 
for all insurance groups to unite in attain- 
ment of a common objective. Such coopera- 
tive action should also clearly reveal that 
punitive and unfair legislation aimed at one 
particular line of insurance could well have 
adverse effects on others not seemingly di- 
rectly involved. 

We can take a clue in this from Frank J. 
Barrett, director of insurance of Nebraska 
and current president of the National As- 
sociation of Insurance Commissioners. He 
says that each segment of the insurance 
business should—rather than remain pas- 
sively silent—actively support proposed state 
legislation and regulation that is good for 
the industry and public, even though the 
proposal in question may not directly affect 
that particular insurance company or or- 
ganization’s interest. 

I, for one, buy Mr. Barrett’s proposition 
that any legislation or regulation which en- 
hances the quality of state regulation of in- 
surance in one quarter, needs and merits the 
support of the industry as a whole, to the end 
that the overall fabric of regulation will be 
strengthened. I hope that this attitude finds 
more advocates in insurance circles. 

The well-known radio-TV commentator, 
David Brinkley, has been quoted as saying— 
and I quote; “the decline and fall of the 50 
state governments will be completed within 
our lifetime. The movement of political 
power from the state capitals to Washington 
is inevitable and unstoppable whether we 
like it or not.“ —-unquote. 

I suspect that most insurance people will 
challenge this statement—or, at least, will be 
most exorcised about it. Thus, I would under- 
score the unusual opportunity we have to 
slow the trend toward centralized govern- 
ment through the bolstering of state regu- 
lation and supervision of insurance. It could 
well be that the proposal now before the 
Missouri legislature for a comprehensive re- 
vision of your insurance code is such an op- 
portunity. 

Chances are that my point is well-under- 
stood by this audience. Yet, I feel that it is 
so significant that I would carry the discus- 
sion one step further. 

Writing in the February 27 issue of United 
States Investor, Roger Kenney declares—and 
quote:. a poor public image in one 
branch of the insurance business has a tend- 
ency to breed a poor image for the entire 
industry. By the same token, a poor image 
of public regulation in one branch promotes 
a poor public image of state regulation as a 
whole”—unquote. 

Mr. Kenney’s comment comes in a 
thoughtful analysis of Senator Thomas 
Dodd’s bill, introduced in the 89th Congress, 
to establish a Federal Motor Vehicle Insur- 
ance Guarantee Corporation. Such a mecha- 
nism would provide protection to policy- 
holders and claimants in automobile insur- 
ance companies which have gotten into fi- 
nancial difficulties. 

I am not expert on the problems of ade- 
quate auto insurance; nor do I think it ap- 
propriate for me as a life underwriter to com- 
ment on it. Yet, as one in insurance with a 
disposition towards state regulation of my 
business, I cannot ignore it. As Mr. Kenney 
reports, the Dodd proposal has greater im- 
plications than appear on the surface! 

Fact is that the Dodd bill is just one eyi- 
dence of the activity and open talk in Wash- 
ington about taking state regulation out 
from under the cloak of protection afforded 
by the McCarran Act. This possibility might 
be far-fetched ...and yet just recently 
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Sen. Stephen M. Young of Ohio called for 
outright repeal of the McCarran Act and sug- 
gested in its stead—and I quote: “I propose 
that the Federal Government regulate the 
business of insurance, including such areas 
as rates, contracts, advertising, and that a 
Division of Insurance be established as an 
important division of the Department of 
Commerce for the purpose of administering 
such a statute”—end of quote. 

Ladies and gentlemen, I think we've had 
fair warning that all of us insurance people 
better get in tandem to make certain that 
state regulation really—but really—works! 

Earlier, I mentioned that voluntary trade 
associations have had thrust upon them a 
new and more direct role in helping to shape 
the political climate in which they operate. 
This is both an exciting and challenging con- 
cept . . . and conceivably another avenue of 
common endeavor for various component 
parts of the insurance business. 

Sen. Everett McKinley Dirksen recently 
told a group of professional and volunteer 
trade association leaders—and I quote: “You 
are going to live in a political climate wheth- 
er you like it or not. Your challenge is to 
help shape that climate. That is partisan 
politics. The right to pick and choose - un- 
quote, 

What I think the Senator means is that we 
certainly have not only a responsibility, but 
an obligation to take an active interest in 
government because it touches the lives and 
livelihoods of every citizen. 

Under the leadership of NALU and its affil- 
fated state and local associations, many life 
underwriters have assumed this obligation. 

Some years ago, NALU began a serious ef- 
fort to encourage its members to participate 
in the United States Chamber of Commerce's 
“Action Course in Practical Politics’. It 
seems to us that this non-partisan course 
was a partial answer to the impelling need 
for life underwriters—as businessmen and 
as good citizens—to know more about our 
political institutions and to take a more ac- 
tive part in the political party of their choice. 

Yet, as effective as this program was, it 
soon became obvious to many of us—es- 
pecially those charged with representing 
NALU in Federal legislative matters—that 
much more had to be done to elect men and 
women to Congress who were at the very 
least open-minded and objective as regards 
a proper relationship between government 
and business ... who knew that financial 
open-handedness and more centralized pow- 
ers are not the answer to our pressing na- 
tional problems per se. In due course, specific 
ideas were advanced and fleld- tested. The 
upshot was that in July, 1966, a new Life 
Underwriters Political Action Committee was 
formed. Its basic purpose: To provide a me- 
dium through which life underwriters and 
others can be politically effective in support 
of principles and philosophies essential to 
the preservation of the competitive, private 
enterprise system. 

LUPAC is completely independent, bi- 
partisan, and unaffiliated with any political 
party. It does not seek to dictate political 
choices to its members, who, of course, are 
free to hold and express their individual 
views. It does not engage in lobbying. But 
LUPAC does afford life underwriters and 
others among its membership a new oppor- 
tunity to unite in the fleld of practical 
politics. 

Impetus and initial financial support for 
the administrative operation of LUPAC came 
from the National Association of Life Under- 
writers. However, only the contributions of 
its members—not NALU dues dollars—are 
used for one of its two primary functions: 
That of political action in the form of finan- 
cial contributions to selected candidates for 
Congress, who, on the basis of records and 
platforms ...not party labels—demon- 
strate their support of our free market econ- 
omy and issues of prime interest to our busi- 
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ness and membership. Its other main func- 
tion is in the general area of gathering and 
disseminating political information. 

You will be interested in knowing that 
LUPAC did participate in the 1966 Congres- 
sional election. It endorsed and/or financially 
supported a number of candidates for the 
House of Representatives—including several 
from Missouri. The overwhelming majority 
of these candidates were elected to office. 

In balance, LUPAC is a success to date... 
not only in terms of its high batting average 
on political support, but also in the impact 
it has made on the business community. It 
seems to me that here is yet another oppor- 
tunity for all segements of the insurance in- 
dustry to make common cause. LUPAC mem- 
bership is open to all. 

Increased political activity can be taken 
as the most dramatic evidence of the pri- 
vate sector’s response to its growing relation- 
ship with government. But it is not the only 
one. Equally significant, and perhaps more 
lasting in impact, is the clear fact that busi- 
ness is becoming a more social responsibility- 
oriented sector. 

Robert B. Wolcott, Jr., a prominent public 
relations man, predicts that as this trend ac- 
celerates, the public at large will benefit, 
further government encroachment will be 
minimized, and a significant turn-about in 
favorable public attitudes towards business 
can be realized. I hope he is right. 

Those of us in insurance can take pride in 
our long record of public service and social 
contributions. Contributions to community 
well-being just seems to come naturally; 
yet it is understandable in light of the 
underlying social significance of our work. 
There have been personal benefits, to be 
sure, in greater prestige and acceptance. 
But far more important is the total contri- 
bution to community betterment. 

The National Association of Life Under- 
writers has long had a public affairs con- 
sciousness. It is best characterized by our 
Public Service Program, co-sponsored with 
the Institute of Life Insurance. Here is an 
organized activity that enlists and assists 
local and state life underwriter associations 
to give leadership in worthy causes and 
projects on the basis of the large social 
need—and then appropriately honors them 
for doing so. Last year some 450 of our 
affiliated associations were enrolled in the 
Public Service Program. 

Success of the much-honored Public 
Service Program. .. along with our increased 
effort to extend the study of money manage- 
ment/family finance subjects in schools 
demonstrate that no other element of our 
society can make the kind of contribution 
to public improvement and social gain that 
business can. The key is to get involved. 

What I am attempting to convey to you is 
that for us in insurance there are responsi- 
bilities that transcend those related to job 
and family. We must also have a commitment 
to political education and action and public 
affairs participation. Events could well prove 
that our success in these areas will be equally 
important as our success in effectively dis- 
tributing more insurance products to more 
people in shaping the course of insurance 
in a free economy. 

Public affairs activity can be a personal 
thing. It can appropriately be a part of our 
organizational fabric. It can often be a 
catalyst that brings together various com- 
ponents of insurance, 

What stands out in today’s life insurance 
picture is the salient fact that despite a 
whole bevy of pluses during the recent past, 
we still have been unable to build a field 
force adequate in size and competence to 
meet the needs, growth, and higher standards 
of the marketplace. It could well be that this 
truism also applies to other lines of insur- 
ance. 

In short, manpower—how to effectively 
select, train, and compensate it—is the key 
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question facing the life insurance business 
today. In the manner and in the speed that 
field and home offices work together in har- 
mony to solve it will be found the answer to 
how successful we will be in the years ahead. 

The manpower problem is one of varying 
dimensions and nuances. For one thing, the 
career of insurance selling must be made so 
attractive and portrayed so graphically that 
we can successfully compete for young men 
and women. A special effort must be made 
among college students, a goodly number of 
whom display frightening hostility towards 
the business community—and often out- 
right opposition to sales careers. 

Each of us and each of our trade associa- 
tions must do a better job of selling the re- 
wards and essentiality of business—and of 
insurance careers. If there was ever an op- 
portunity for concerted, cooperative action, 
this is it! I emphasize concerted, cooperative 
action because recent polls among college 
students reveal a frightening fear of insur- 
ance and distrust of agents and companies— 
and the students do not differentiate between 
life, fire, or auto lines. 

It’s all summed up for us in a poll con- 
ducted recently by a student leader at De 
Paul University in Chicago. A few of his con- 
clusions—and I quote: Many students have 
the impression that insurance men wear 
black hats, the robber barons of business, 
and that they represent only themselves”... 
“Distrust of insurance agents and companies 
is due to a lack of information”... “The 
total importance of insurance, what it is and 
what it means to students, what the agent 
represents, and what an insurance company 
does is not at all clear” ... “Most students 
have absolutely no exposure to insurance. 
Courses on the subject should be taught, or 
for degree credit.”—unquote. 

Again, I am proud to note that NALU is 
moving forward in the career information 
field. 

High on our organizational agenda at pres- 
ent is the establishment of association school 
relations committees at local levels that will 
accelerate this past cooperation . and 
implement the teaching of money manage- 
ment / family finance courses. At the same 
time, we are doing much to substantially 
increase the number of secondary school 
teachers attending Summer workshops in 
family finance conducted by the National 
Committee for Education in Family Finance, 
and are cooperating with the Institute of 
Life Insurance and the University of Cali- 
fornia at Los Angeles in the production of 
a teaching blueprint for family finance 
classes at adult level. 

Keep in mind that what is being done 
through the money management/family 
finance approach is channeling where needed 
more information and expert assistance on 
the whole range of decision-making in per- 
sonal and family affairs—how to save, spend, 
and invest money wisely. Course curricula 
cover all aspects of insurance, as well as 
estate planning, consumer finance, invest- 
ments, social security, home buying, and so 
forth. 

We have barely scratched the surface in 
this effort. More hands, more money, more 
participation from insurance people are 
needed. The public must be encouraged to 
practice individual thrift and to assume their 
own security responsibilities . . young peo- 
ple must be made aware of the fantastic po- 
tential of insurance careers. Could there be 
better reasons for more all-industry coopera- 
tion? I think not. 

There is no question as to the future. It 
promises to be as eventful as our past—but 
bringing with it a new set of challenges. Per- 
haps the most pressing among them will be 
that of achieving excellence in the tech- 
niques of our own business . . and being 
aware and responsible to the ever-changing 
human condition. 

We of The National Association of Life 
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Underwriters anticipate these tasks—and 
other essential missions, such as enlarging 
our field forces . . protecting political and 
economic institutions that make us not 
only possible but indispensible . . . adding to 
the community well-being. 

We know they call for unity of purpose and 
total dedication . . . for bold leadership. I 
submit that they suggest new and impelling 
reasons for more cooperation than ever be- 
fore among the insurance fraternity. 

I am deeply appreciative of your attention 
and hospitality. 

Thank you. 


TREASURY'S SILVER FAILURES 


Mr. McCLURE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. CONTE] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
Record and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Idaho? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, I have been 
accorded the privilege and honor to be 
chosen as a representative from the 
House of Representatives on the Joint 
Commission on the Coinage. As such, I 
have played an active role in the Com- 
mission’s deliberation concerning the ac- 
tions suggested and then carried out by 
the Treasury Department with respect to 
coinage and silver. I feel, therefore, that 
it is my duty and responsibility to express 
the utter dismay and grave misgivings 
with which I have observed the recent 
steps taken by the Treasury Department. 

On July 14, 1967, the Treasury Depart- 
ment announced that it was no longer 
going to sell silver at the price of $1.29 
per ounce. In the future silver was going 
to be sold at “going market prices” with 
the intention of maximizing returns to 
Treasury. These sales were to be accom- 
plished by accepting sealed bids from 
industrial users. And a maximum sales 
limitation of 2 million ounces per week 
was established. Furthermore, the ban 
on melting down silver coins established 
on May 18, 1967, was to be continued. 

This combination of actions by the 
Treasury Department could only lead to 
one result, the creation of a highly arti- 
ficially inflated price for this vital and 
precious commodity. And, this is exactly 
what has happened. 

The Treasury Department has indeed 
provided for maximum profits for the 
Treasury from the sale of silver as well 
as for the speculators who have been so 
active in silver—but these are totally un- 
justifiable profits, and they are being de- 
rived at the expense of the American 
public and the many, many citizens of 
this country who are the ultimate con- 
sumers of silver. 

The objective with respect to silver 
that the Treasury should have had, once 
it could reasonably conclude that no 
coinage shortage would occur, was 
clear—to provide an orderly transition 
to a free market reflective of supply and 
demand. Instead, what the Treasury has 
done is to create an utterly chaotic and 
false market which led in just 2 days 
to the inordinate rise in the price of sil- 
ver from $1.29 to $1.87. 

It has, in fact, not provided an orderly 
transition. 
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It has not provided for a free and true 
market, but rather an artificial market 
unreflective of supply and demand. 

It has, on the other hand, assured un- 
reasonable and unfair prices for silver 
and for the silver products which are so 
much a part of our everyday life. 

Within 3 days of the action taken by 
the Treasury Department price rises for 
the consumer were announced for such 
common and everyday items as photog- 
raphy products and silverware, with the 
latter rising in cost anywhere from 20 
to 25 percent. Other increases are sure 
to result. 

It is of noteworthy interest that silver 
is a necessary product in our defense 
industry and the price increase will 
therefore also affect the cost of the war 
being waged in Vietnam. 

In following the inequitable path 
which has led to these increases, we 
are confronted with a series of remark- 
ably incongruous circumstances. 

In the first place, steps to deal with the 
silver problem could have and should 
have been taken as long as 1 year ago. 
Instead, the Treasury, through its in- 
action and lack of foresight proceeded to 
whet the appetite of the speculator and 
to lay the groundwork for the chaos and 
disorder which has since occurred. 

Silver had until July 14 been sold by 
Treasury at $1.29 per ounce in order to 
protect our coinage system. This price 
had been established to prevent silver 
from reaching the point where it would 
become more valuable to melt coins for 
their metal content than to use them as 
coinage. 

It was necessary to protect these silver 
coins because we have been in a transis- 
tional period from a silver to a nonsilver 
coinage system and until enough clad or 
nonsilver coins were available, we could 
not afford to have our silver coins dis- 
appear. 

With the failure by the Treasury to 
timely initiate necessary legislation to 
free more of its silver for sale to the 
public, Treasury suddenly found itself 
last May in the middle of a run on its 
silver. In order to protect its limited sup- 
ply of reserves, it took the emergency 
steps of limiting sales of silver at $1.29 
per ounce to domestic industrial users 
for 2 months supply and banning the 
melting and exporting of coins. This im- 
mediately created a two-price silver 
market with the price of silver on the 
world market rising shortly to $1.70. 

The Treasury Department meanwhile 
had consistently taken the position that 
we would not be in a position to fully 
rely on a clad-coinage system until after 
this year’s December holiday season 
when we would have approximately 10 
billion clad coins. Furthermore, there was 
no indication that this view was in any- 
way changed by the imposition on May 
18, 1967, of the ban on melting and ex- 
porting coins. 

Yet, on July 14, we were confronted 
with the incredulous statement by 
Treasury that all of a sudden there was 
sufficient clad coinage to remove any 
danger of a coin shortage. We were 
some one and a half billion coins away 
from the 10 billion coin minimum that 
Treasury had established but amazingly 
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enough, suddenly the amount we had on 
July 14 was sufficient. 

On the basis of this new presumption, 
Treasury went on to conclude that since 
the coinage system was safe, there was 
no further reason to maintain a control 
on the price of silver. 

Despite this strange and contradictory 
reversal of positions by Treasury, let us 
continue this discussion in terms of the 
presumption that a sufficient coinage sys- 
tem had been established as of July 14. 

The next priority, as I have pointed 
out earlier, was clear—to take the nec- 
essary steps to achieve a silver market 
which allowed for the free and open 
interplay of existing supply and existing 
demand without the creation of artificial 
prices and unjust speculative profits. 

There has been in this country an ex- 
ceedingly large and increasing gap be- 
tween the production and consumption 
of silver. In 1966 total industrial con- 
sumption of silver amounted to 150 mil- 
lion ounces as compared with production 
of only 42 million ounces. 

This gap was filled by the sale of free 
silver” from Treasury reserves. It was 
the extreme shortage of this free silver 
combined with the failure to yet have 
enacted the silver certificate legislation 
providing for 155 million additional 
ounces to be available as free silver for 
sale, which led to the Treasury’s emer- 
gency action of May 18, 1967. 

The Silver Certificate Act of 1967, 
signed into law on June 24, 1967, pro- 
vided new free silver for the Treasury 
and as of July 13, 1967, Treasury had 117 
million ounces of free silver plus the abil- 
ity to immediately obtain through write- 
offs an additional 39 million ounces. 

In addition Treasury found itself in 
control of the largest known reserves of 
silver in the world by virtue of the two 
billion ounces of silver in silver coins no 
longer necessary for our coinage system. 

It was incumbent upon the Treasury 
at this point to make available sufficient 
supplies of silver to meet the strong de- 
mands that existed in order to prevent 
unreasonable and highly inflated prices 
for this utilitarian commodity and its 
end products. And yet Treasury instead 
announced that it would continue the 
ban on melting coins and would sell no 
more than 2 million ounces of silver per 
week to the public as compared with the 
almost 414 million ounces per week that 
previously had been sold by Treasury 
this year and the almost 3 million ounces 
per week that had been sold in 1966. 

This action paved the way for Treas- 
ury, for silver hoarders and speculators 
and for silver producers to make large 
and unreasonable profits at the direct 
expense of the American public. 

With the Treasury sitting on enor- 
mous supplies of silver and doling it out 
in insufficient quantities relative to the 
demand for silver, the Government is in 
effect still controlling the price of silver. 

By holding back supply, it is creating 
extremely high artificial prices, along 
with speculative profits, all of which is 
being paid for by the American consumer. 

It is the average family who likes to 
take pictures on an outing or on a yearly 
vacation who will bear the burden of 
Treasury’s maximization of profits. 

It is the young housewife purchasing 
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silver for her dinner table who has to pay 
the hoarders and speculators inequitable 
profit. 

And it is the many, many other Ameri- 
cans who daily use silver products who 
will have to pay the cost of Treasury 
squeezing the highest possible profit out 
of the sale of silver. 

And yet how does this Treasury action 
compare with the President’s Economic 
Report to the Nation last January when 
President Johnson admonished business 
and labor, particularly in the metals 
area, for their insistence in raising prices 
and wages? Well, it compares very un- 
favorable indeed. And it is a very sorry 
state when the Treasury Department, a 
direct arm of the President, takes steps 
designed to bring about exactly what the 
President has requested private enter- 
prise to avoid. 

And how does this action compare 
with the fact that it has been a funda- 
mental precept of the economic system 
under which we have operated for almost 
200 years that supply and demand should 
operate to determine price uninhibited 
by governmental interference or con- 
trols? Well, it compares very unfavorably 
with this basic concept. 

Nor does it favorably compare with 
the repeated statements of the Treasury 
that it wants to get out of the silver 
business entirely. 

Treasury has the authority and ability 
to provide for a true and free market to 
determine the price of silver. It is truly 
unfortunate that they have completely 
and irresponsibly failed to do this. 

I do not think that anyone could or 
would ever seriously argue that the silver 
in our silver coins should never reach the 
consumer public. The important utili- 
tarian purposes that silver serves, com- 
bined with the Treasury view that they 
are no longer needed as coins must lead 
to the conclusion that silver from these 
coins should be made available. 

The question arises as to how this 
should be done. The best and most logi- 
cal way to accomplish this aim would be 
to immediately lift the ban on melting 
down coins. In this manner supplies of 
silver which never would have been 
withdrawn from the marketplace but for 
the Government’s coinage needs, and 
which were withdrawn at premium 
prices, would be allowed to return to the 
free market where they belong. 

This would, furthermore, remove the 
Government from the role it presently 
is, and should not be playing—that of 
significantly influencing and controlling 
the price of silver. 

I do not believe there is legitimate 
justification for the alternative argu- 
ment that the Government has the right 
to and should make any profits from 
these silver coins as opposed to the 
people who presently hold them. The 
Government already made a profit on 
these coins when it first issued them, 
in terms of the difference between their 
cost of manufacture and their face value. 
It had not been against the law to melt 
these coins down until the emergency 
ban on May 17 and in fact, people had 
been legally melting nickels down for 
some time prior to the ban because they 
were worth more for their silver than 
their face value. 
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Coins belong to their holders just as 
do the stamps which the government is- 
sues for postage, and it should be the 
holder’s to do with as he wishes. 

Furthermore, if the Government were 
to melt down the silver coins, it would 
immediately have the largest supply of 
silver in the world presently available 
for the open market. There would be no 
way in which the Government could sell 
this silver without playing a significant 
and meaningful role in the market. 

The latter would be a highly undesira- 
ble resuit. Our economic system does not 
and should not envision the Government 
playing a role in price determination and 
price control with respect to such items 
as silver, unless an emergency situation 
demanded it or unless it was being 
treated as a monetary metal. 

We could very well be faced here with 
Treasury continuing to dole out smaller 
amounts than those necessary to meet 
demand in order to “maximize its 
profits.” 

The Government should not play any 
role in determining, influencing, or fix- 
ing the price of silver. And this can 
never be accomplished as long as the 
Treasury or the Government is in the 
position of selling the silver from our 
Silver coins. 

Therefore, in order to provide for a 
truly free market, without Government 
influence or control, the ban on melting 
down coins should be lifted immediately. 
As long as such action is not taken and 
as long as the Treasury continues to fol- 
low its plan of selling 2 million ounces 
a week at “market prices,” the American 
public and the American consumer is go- 
ing to be forced to bear the burden and 
to pay the unjust and unfair price which 
will permit the Treasury, the speculators 
one producers to “maximize” their 
profits. 


EGYPT’S ALLEGED CONTINUING USE 
OF POISON GAS 


Mr. McCLURE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from New Hampshire [Mr. Wyman] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
Record and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Idaho? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. WYMAN, Mr. Speaker, recent re- 
ports in the press leave little room for 
doubt that Egypt has, for several years, 
been using poison gas against certain vil- 
lages in its continuing war against royal- 
ist forces in Yemen. 

Mr. Speaker, this is not rumor. These 
allegations appear to have been substan- 
tiated by an investigation of the Inter- 
national Red Cross, which, together 
with the Saudi Arabian Government, has 
produced conclusive evidence that the 
Egyptians have, in fact, used and con- 
tinue to use lethal gas. 

I am shocked by these reports. This is 
an intolerable situation, and yet this 
Congress and the rest of the civilized 
world are apparently disregarding this 
barbaric action. 

For months now, the Saudi Arabian 
delegation to the United Nations has been 
involved in a futile effort to arouse a 
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sense of indignation within that body. 
For reasons that I cannot understand, 
no one is saying anything, and nothing, 
to my knowledge, is being done to halt 
this deplorable alleged use of poison gas 
by Egypt. 

Mr. Speaker, how long can the civilized 
world continue to stand idly by while this 
practice continues? How long will we 
continue to permit Hitler-like atrocities, 
and do nothing about it? 

This Congress, this Nation, and the 
rest of the civilized world, including all 
shades of political opinion from the 
“left” to the “right” should demand that 
this practice be fully and formally in- 
vestigated. If the charges are indeed 
true, Egypt should be severly censured, 
its supply of such gas should be forcibly 
taken away, and its capability to produce 
such gas destroyed—sovereignty not- 
withstanding. World danger exists if this 
is not dealt with firmly and rapidly. The 
danger to Israel is more pointed. 

Mr. Speaker, the appropriate commit- 
tees and this Congress should take an 
initial step by investigating this serious 
charge to determine its truth. This world 
cannot, must not, and will not tolerate 
another Hitler. 

To show how serious the situation is I 
enclose articles from the U.S. News & 
World Report of July 10, 1967, and the 
Washington Star of July 6, 1967: 

[From the U.S. News & World Report, July 
10, 1967] 
In New Drran—Nasskn's Gas Wan 

Lonpon.—Now coming to light are details 
showing how widespread has been the use of 
poison gas by Egypt in its war in Yemen. 

An investigation by the International Red 
Cross brought proof of one Egyptian gas at- 
tack, against the village of Gahar, in which 
75 persons died. The Red Cross reports were 
published in the July 3 issue of “U.S. News & 
World Report.” 

Western intelligence officials say the Red 
Cross investigation confirmed what has been 
going on for two years or more, From these 
sources comes this account of Egyptian gas 
warfare, largely against civilians: 

Since last January, President Gamal Abdel 
Nasser’s forces in Yemen have embarked on 
an intensified poison-gas campaign. Earlier 
gas attacks are said to have satisfied Egyptian 
leaders that world opinion would not be mo- 
bilized against them for this violation of the 
international agreement prohibiting use of 
gas. In January, these sources say, Egyptians 
for the first time in history used lethal nerve 
gases in an air attack on two Yemeni vil- 
lages—at Hadda on January 4 and at Kitaf 
on January 5. 

More than 200 civilians were said to have 
been killed in Kitaf. 

In April, Egypt was reported to have used 
mustard gas against three villages held by 
Yemeni Royalists. 

Then, on May 10, Egyptian pilots fiying 
Soviet-built aircraft carried out a gas attack 
on the village of Gadafa. Fifteen persons were 
killed. 

It was on the same day that 75 were killed 
in Gahar, in the attack which the Red Cross 
investigated and confirmed. On May 17, Egyp- 
tian raiders returned to Gadafa for another 
poison-gas attack which reportedly killed 96 
persons sheltered in a cave. 

When Yemeni Royalists asked for Red 
Cross assistance, Egyptian bombers returned 
to the gassed villages and dropped high- 
explosive bombs in an effort to obliterate 
traces of the gas raids. 

On May 15, Egyptian bombers attacked 
two Red Cross vehicles en route to the gassed 
villages. All the Red Cross equipment was 
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destroyed and a Yemeni Red Cross worker 
was wounded. 

Yemeni Royalists report two attacks dur- 
ing June in the Jaul region. There were said 
to have been no human casualties, but all 
livestock in the area reportedly was killed. 

What's behind this use of gas? 

Intelligence experts say that the Egyptians, 
probably with the aid of German scientists, 
have developed a range of poison-gas weap- 
ons. 

Nasser’s Army, sent to Yemen to help put 
down the Royalist uprising, has been stalled 
for several years. 

Now, it is believed, the poison-gas attacks 
were ordered by frustrated Egyptians in an 
effort to terrorize the Royalists into sub- 
mission. 


[From the Evening Star, Washington, D.C., 
July 26, 1967] 
EGYPT'S Use or Polson GAs HEIGHTENS 
TENSIONS 


(By Carl T. Rowan) 


Part of the untold drama of the recent 
Middle East war centered around fears, in 
Washington and Tel Aviv, that the Egyptians 
would use a terrifyingly lethal “nerve gas” 
on the Israelis. 

And part of the irony is that the war 
obscured the fact that the United Arab 
Republic is using poisonous gases on royal- 
ist forces in Yemen. 

Reports by the International Red Cross 
establish beyond doubt that the Egyptians 
used gas warfare on the villages of Kitaf 
last January and Gahar in May. An investi- 
gating team of Red Cross doctors cabled 
headquarters that they would not return 
to Yemen unless supplied gas masks. 

Incredibly, despite the surface show of 
Arab unity in the war against Israel, the 
Egyptians have within the last three weeks 
AAE used poison gas against Yemeni royal- 
ists. 

Tensions and fears remain high in the Mid- 
dle East because, although Egypt was so 
badly beaten in recent fighting that a re- 
sumption of conventional warfare seems out 
of the question, there is always a possibility 
of the sneak use of gas warfare against 
Israel. 

So great was the fear that gas would he 
used against Israel when war first broke 
out that Washington officials moved swiftly 
and secretly to see that the Israelis got im- 
mediate access to 20,000 U.S. gas masks that 
were in possession of the West Germans. 

An urgent shipment of more U.S. gas 
masks to Israel also was approved. It turned 
out they were not needed, however, because 
Israel demolished the Egyptian air force so 
quickly that the U.A.R. had no chance to 
resort to gas warfare—if it ever contem- 
plated such. 

The Egyptians apparently have no basic 
compunctions against gas warfare. The Red 
Cross and the Saudi Arabian government 
have produced conclusive evidence of such 
warfare by the U.A.R. in the Yemen conflict. 

Last June 2, without naming the U.A.R., 
the Red Cross confirmed the use of gas in 
the Yemen and said it was “extremely dis- 
turbed and concerned by these methods of 
warfare.” It said it had asked the parties to 
the war to give a “solemn undertaking” not 
to use gas or similar poisonous substances. 

A report from the Bern (Switzerland) In- 
stitute of Forensic Medicine suggests that 
mustard gas was used in a raid on Gahar the 
morning of May 10. However, European and 
other intelligence reports say that Egypt 
possesses large quantities of a “nerve gas“ so 
lethal that a drop on the skin of the hand 
could be fatal. 

The victim of this gas, which attacks the 
sympathetic nervous system, reportedly goes 
into a cold sweat followed by nausea, cramps, 
loss of equilibrium and convulsions which 
lead to a coma, and then death. 

A variety of reports tell of seeing contain- 
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ers for this gas with markings in the Cyrillic 
alphabet of the Soviet Union. There has been 
speculation that the gas was given to Egypt 
as a normal part of the military aid from the 
Soviet Union. Some experts on the U. AR. 
maintain, however, that Egypt is capable of 
producing such gases itself. 

An almost bizarre aspect of this gas war- 
fare episode is the seeming indifference of 
the international community. The Saudi 
Arabian delegation to the United Nations has 
tried futilely for months to arouse worldwide 
cries of indignation. But no one, from Secre- 
tary General U Thant on down, is saying any- 
thing—apparently because of reluctance to 
get involved in conflict among the Arabs. 

But U.N. diplomats surely are aware that 
Egyptian possession and usage of poison 
gases keeps Middle East tensions unusually 
high. The Israelis are bound to remain at a 
high state of uneasiness—and military edgi- 
ness, 


MR. SAMUEL SPENCER, FORMER 
PRESIDENT OF THE DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA BOARD OF COMMIS- 
SIONERS, OPPOSES THE PRESI- 
DENT’S DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
. REORGANIZATION 


Mr. McCLURE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. MCCLURE] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Idaho? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Speaker, by means 
of Reorganization Plan No. 3, the Presi- 
dent proposes to replace the executive 
of the District of Columbia, the Board 
of Commissioners, with a single Com- 
missioner and a nine-member part-time 
Council. The powers and duties of the 
present three-man Board would be di- 
vided between the single Commissioner 
and the Council. Each would be able to 
exercise veto power over each other. All 
would be appointed by the President. 

The President justifies his plan on the 
ground that the District of Columbia 
government needs more “efficiency and 
responsiveness.” I, and many of our col- 
leagues on both sides of the aisle, are 
deeply concerned that just the opposite 
will result if the President’s plan is al- 
lowed to pass unamended. 

Mr. Samuel Spencer, former President 
of the District of Columbia Board of 
Commissioners, evidently shares our 
concern as his letter which follows will 
indicate. His observations stem from his 
personal experience at the head of the 
District of Columbia government and as 
a lifelong resident of the District of 
Columbia. 

In addition to his expressed doubts 
about the workability of the President’s 
proposal, Mr. Spencer makes several rec- 
ommendations, among them: continua- 
tion of the Board of Commissioners, the 
employment of a city manager to assist 
the Board in its administrative func- 
tions, and the abolishment by the Presi- 
dent of the Office of Adviser to the Pres- 
ident on National Capital Affairs, an 
office which Mr. Spencer and other for- 
mer Commissioners consider as being 
disruptive of the lines of communication 
between the President and the Board of 
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Commissioners and erosive of the deci- 
sionmaking power of the Board. 

Mr. Speaker, I strenuously urge our 
colleagues to make every effort to read 
and digest Mr. Spencer’s letter in order 
to obtain a more balanced focus on the 
vital issue involved here. This is impor- 
tant in view of much misinformation 
that is making the rounds. The letter 
follows: 

NARRAGANSETT, R. I., 
July 19, 1967. 
Hon. ANCHER NELSEN, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN NELSEN: Your letter of 
July 11, 1967, requesting my comments on 
the President’s plan #3 for the Reorganiza- 
tion of the District of Columbia Government 
and enclosing a copy of the testimony of 
management consultant Merrill J. Collett be- 
fore the House District Committee has been 
forwarded to me here on vacation. Since I 
do not have the library facilities available 
which I would have in Washington, I will 
not be able to answer your letter as fully 
and precisely as if I were there, but I am 
glad to make a few genera] comments re- 
garding the Reorganization Plan. 

I have studied Mr. Collett’s testimony. 
What he says about the combination of 
policy-making functions and administrative 
functions in the Commissioners and the divi- 
sion of administrative responsibilities among 
the three Commissioners is of course true. I 
think, however, that he has painted the pic- 
ture in the darkest possible terms and that 
in practice the District Government has 
functioned a lot better than reading his 
statement might lead one to believe. Al- 
though over the years there have no doubt 
been occasions when disagreements between 
the Commissioners have tended to slow up 
decision making. I believe that generally the 
Commissioners have made decisions with rea- 
sonable promptness and that delay from this 
source has not been a major problem in the 
District Government. The serious delays and 
Stalemates have occurred when conflicts 
have arisen between District departments 
and such agencies as the National Capital 
Planning Commission and the National Park 
Service which are not controlled by the Com- 
missioners. The Reorganization Plan would 
not resolve situations of this type. 

A three man Board is small enough so 
that the members can readily keep in close 
touch with one another, both formally and 
informally, know one another’s thinking, 
and ordinarily reach decisions very quickly. 
The usual situation has been a good work- 
ing relationship among the three Commis- 
sioners and a readiness to cooperate in the 
interest of efficiency and getting things done. 
Of the thousands of decisions made by the 
Commissioners the overwhelming majority 
have been unanimous and have been reached 
without extended controversy or disagree- 
ment, A split Board has been the exception 
rather than the rule. Although the Presi- 
dent of the Board does not have any more 
authority legally than the other Commis- 
sioners, I think that there has been a ten- 
dency, both on the part of the public and 
among the Commissioners themselves, to 
look to him as the head of the Government 
and to be receptive to his leadership. Of 
course, such things depend to a certain ex- 
tent on the personalities and abilities of the 
people involved, and the effectiveness of the 
system obviously suffers if a serious antag- 
onism develops between the Commission- 
ers. However, over the years such antago- 
nisms have, I believe, been infrequent. 

Mr. Collett says very little about the De- 
partment of General Administration, which 
has now been functioning for about fifteen 
years and which has been most useful in 
pulling together the administration of the 
District Government and in coordinating 
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the operation of the various departments. 
The Director of the Department of General 
Administration has been the central admin- 
istrative figure in the D.C. Government and 
a most useful person in initiating and 
executing all sorts of administrative im- 
provements throughout the Government. 
The Commissioners have relied heavily upon 
his judgment and recommendations. He has 
been a powerful coordinating force among 
the various departments and has shouldered 
a tremendous amount of the administrative 
load. 

However, I certainly do not say that the 
administrative structure of the D.C. Govern- 
ment is perfect or could not be improved. I 
think that there probably should be a further 
concentration of administrative authority 
and that study should be given as to how 
this can best be accomplished. I believe that 
ways of increasing the administrative au- 
thority of the President of the Board should 
be explored, also the possibility of employ- 
ing a city manager, under the Commission- 
ers, who would have full administrative au- 
thority over all the departments. In addi- 
tion, I think that the President should 
appoint the President of the Board rather 
than having him elected by the Board as is 
done at present. 

It seems to me that the chief difficulty 
with the proposed Reorganization Plan and 
the part of it that would work considerably 
less well than the present system is the nine 
member Council. Under the Plan all of the 
so-called policy-making functions of the 
Commissioners are turned over to the Coun- 
cil, which would be composed of part-time 
people paid a relatively small salary. The 
Council would have many duties and re- 
sponsibilities of a very varied nature. Ap- 
proximately twenty-seven pages of the Presi- 
dent’s Reorganization Plan is devoted to a 
mere enumeration of these duties and re- 
sponsibilities. Many of them are of the ut- 
most importance. Although the administra- 
tive functions may be somewhat more 
cumbersome under the Board of Commis- 
sioners than under a single executive, the 
policy making functions are certainly far 
more streamlined under the present three- 
man Board of Commissioners than they 
would be under a nine man Council which 
must work with the single executive and be 
subject to his veto power. The nine member 
Council would be much more cumbersome 
than the Board of Commissioners, and I be- 
lieve that its decisions would be less expert 
than those of the Commissioners, who de- 
vote their full time and energy to the Dis- 
trict Government. 

The range of functions of the District Gov- 
ernment is broader than that of any state 
or local government in the country. It in- 
cludes what are normally municipal, county, 
and state functions. Thus, the knowledge 
and information needed to render sound de- 
cisions respecting these manifold operations 
is very great and taxes even full time people 
of considerable ability. I believe that it is 
easier for the President to find two persons 
who have the requisite ability to serve as 
civilian Commissioners on full time salaries 
than to find nine part-time people who are 
capable of doing a good job on the Coun- 
cil. Councilmen will have a hard and thank- 
less job with relatively little prestige and 
heavy responsibilities. 

As an example of the manner in which the 
Council will operate, let us take the budget. 
Under the President’s proposed Reorganiza- 
tion Plan the single Commissioner sends his 
proposals to the Council which is responsible 
for making up the budget, which is then 
sent to the Federal Bureau of the Budget and 
finally to Congress. To make sound decisions 
on the budget requires an intimate knowl- 
edge of the District Government in all its 
various aspects. In my view, the Commission- 
ers are far better equipped to make these 
decisions than the members of the Council 
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would be. However, the new system would 
be far more cumbersome than the present 
one. At the present time the department 
heads make recommendations regarding the 
budget, the Commissioners then hold hear- 
ings on these recommendations and deter- 
mine the budget, which is then sent to the 
Federal Bureau of the Budget and to Con- 
gress. 

Under the President’s new proposal, pre- 
sumably the single Commissioner would have 
to go through much the same process as the 
present Commissioners now do in order to 
develop his recommendations to the Council. 
The Council would then hold hearings and 
make its decisions, which would be slower 
and more difficult because nine people in- 
stead of three would be making the decisions. 
The Council’s decisions would then be sub- 
ject to review and possible veto by the Com- 
missioner. In the case of a veto, the budget 
would probably go back to the Council for 
further consideration and possible overriding 
of the veto. Then the whole procedure before 
the Congressional Appropriations Commit- 
tees would take place as at present. This 
seems to me to be a very long and cumber- 
some exercise, which would be most demand- 
ing on the time of all concerned and would 
probably not result in as good decisions as the 
present system. Furthermore, it would be dif- 
ficult for the Congress to pin down responsi- 
bility for the decisions. At the present time 
the Commissioners are at least fully respon- 
sible to Congress with respect to such mat- 
ters. 

The present Commissioners have ordinance 
making powers covering many and varied 
subjects. Under the Reorganization Plan 
these powers would be transferred to the 
Council. Many of these regulations are quite 
technical in nature. They involve such mat- 
ters as the Building Code, the Police Regula- 
tions, the Housing Code; Regulations for 
Hospitals, Nursing Homes, undertakers, Traf- 
fic Regulations, and a host of other matters. 
It seems to me that the Commissioners are 
more expert, better informed, and generally 
better qualified to deal with these questions 
than members of the Council would be. I 
think that over the years the level of per- 
formance of the Commissioners in these 
areas has been high. 

I would like to comment briefly on the 
institution of the Engineer Commissioner. It 
is true that to have an Army officer in a 
position of responsibility in a city govern- 
ment is most unusual and somewhat con- 
trary to accepted governmental theory. 
However, the proof of the pudding is in the 
eating, and it seems to me that this institu- 
tion has worked very well under the unusual 
conditions which exist in the District of 
Columbia, with the strong federal interest 
in its government. I think that the District 
of Columbia and its citizens have benefitted 
greatly from this institution. The caliber of 
the men appointed as Engineer Commission- 
er has been very high. They have been men 
of unusual ability, the highest character, 
and great dedication to the public service. 
They have been keenly aware of their re- 
sponsibilities to the citizens of the District 
and have been readily approachable by them. 
They have helped to import to the District 
Government an honesty, administrative effi- 
ciency, and freedom from corruption in con- 
tracts and public works, which many local 
and state governments could well emulate. I 
think that the Congress should be very slow 
to abolish the office of Engineer Commis- 
sioner, 

There is one other matter which I would 
like to touch upon briefly. In my opinion 
the position of White House staff Advisor for 
District of Columbia affairs, which was set 
up a few years ago, has tended seriously to 
undermine the Commissioners and should 
be abolished. The President should handle 
his liaison with the District Government and 
his participation in District of Columbia af- 
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fairs through the President of the Board of 
Commissioners. The same problem will exist 
if the Reorganization Plan goes through. 
The White House staff advisor would tend to 
undermine the new single Commissioner just 
as he does the present three Commissioners. 
I say this without intending to be in any 
way critical of the two persons who have 
held this position, both of whom are very 
able men and public servants of the highest 
type. I simply think that this position is or- 
ganizationally unsound. 

To summarize, I recommend that the 
Board of Commissioners be continued, that 
study be given to concentrating administra- 
tive authority by increasing the powers of 
the President of the Board and by other 
means (city manager), that the President of 
the Board be appointed by the President, 
that the ordinance and policy-making pow- 
ers be continued in the Commissioners, and 
that the position of White House staff Ad- 
visor for District of Columbia affairs be abol- 
ished. 

Sincerely yours, 
SAMUEL SPENCER, 
Former Commissioner of the District of 
Columbia. 


SUPPORT OF WISCONSIN CONSER- 
VATION COMMISSION FOR ALE- 
WIVES BILL 


Mr. McCLURE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. SCHADEBERG] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Idaho? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SCHADEBERG. Mr. Speaker, the 
alewives, as everyone knows, are the lit- 
tle fish that have caused the big stink on 
the shores of Lake Michigan. Their pro- 
pensity to die by the millions has ruined 
the pleasure of millions of vacationers 
who had hoped to enjoy the lake. 

Ever-accumulating dead fish is an in- 
tolerable situation that requires action 
not only to remove the piles of rotting 
fish, but to eliminate the cause of the 
problem. State and local authorities have 
been doing a fine job of coping with this 
mess, but a Federal-State partnership 
would encourage even greater sustained 
efforts to prevent further recurrence 
of alewives’ pollution. For this reason, I 
introduced H.R. 11271 and thus joined 
the fine work my colleague the gentle- 
man from Wisconsin [Mr. ZABLOCKI] 
has been doing. 

Today, I was pleased to learn that the 
Wisconsin State Conservation Commis- 
sion has endorsed this approach. As I 
have a high regard for the ability of this 
commission and know that they have 
been constantly in the forefront of the 
efforts to maintain the ecology of the 
lake, Iam grateful for the recent letter of 
Mr. James Smaby, chairman of the com- 
mission. The letter follows: 

STATE OF WISCONSIN 
CONSERVATION COMMISSION, 
La Crosse, Wisc., July 20, 1967. 
Hon. Henry C. SCHADEBERG, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. SCHADEBERG: Thank you for your 
letter of July 6, 1967, transmitting a copy of 
bill H.R. 11271 which you have introduced 
in the House of Representatives. I am very 
pleased to note that you are taking definite 
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action on a proposal to control or eliminate 
the alewife and other such pests from the 
waters of the Great Lakes. 

I have reviewed the contents of this bill, 
and I wish to advise you that the Conserva- 
tion Commission and the State of Wisconsin 
are wholeheartedly in support of your pro- 
posal to conduct studies, research and inves- 
tigations in connection with the abundance 
and distribution of the alewife and the effect 
of this species of fish on the pollution of 
the Great Lakes and the recreational activi- 
ties. Under the conditions which exist at the 
present time, specifically along our Lake 
Michigan shoreline, we realize that active 
consideration must be given to this prob- 
lem. One phase of these studies certainly 
should be directed toward the possible con- 
trol measures which may be applied to al- 
leviate the nuisance which is created along 
our shoreline by the heavy mortalities of 
this fish which apparently occur annually. 

It is noted that under the provisions of 
this bill the costs of such action are to be 
borne equally by the federal government and 
by the states, acting jointly or separately, 
and that the total appropriation provided 
would not exceed $5 million for the federal 
share of the program authorized under the 
act. Although there would be a problem 
faced by Wisconsin, as well as other states, 
in providing the matching funds to utilize 
this appropriation, I can assure you that the 
Wisconsin Conservation Commission will be 
very happy to explore all possible sources 
of funding in the event that favorable ac- 
tion is taken on this bill by the United 
States Congress. 

Thank you for providing me with the op- 
portunity to comment on this desirable legis- 
lation. 

Very truly yours, 
James R. Smasy, 
Chairman. 


PERSONAL ANNOUNCEMENT 


Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
I was absent on official business, and 
therefore not present on the floor at the 
time of rollcall No. 187. If I had been 
present I would have voted yea.“ 


FIFTY YEARS OF SERVICE BY J. 
EDGAR HOOVER 


The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. PRICE 
of Illinois). Under a previous order of 
the House, the gentleman from Ilinois 
oy COLLIER] is recognized for 60 min- 
utes. 

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Speaker, I take this 
time, late though it may be, to pay trib- 
ute to one of the greatest Americans of 
our generation—indeed one of the most 
dedicated and able public servants of 
this century. He is J. Edgar Hoover, Di- 
rector of the FBI, who today marks his 
50th year with the U.S. Department of 
Justice. 

John E. Hoover was born in Washing- 
ton, D.C., January 1, 1895. Early in his 
Government career he had a coworker 
who was also listed on the payroll records 
as “John E. Hoover.” As the story goes, 
the John E. come-lately agreed to part 
his name on the side in order to avoid 
confusion. Perhaps the other John E. 
Hoover will some day be mentioned in 
the history books, with a footnote in 
the chapter devoted to J. Edgar Hoover. 

Young Hoover attended the public 
schools and was graduated from George 
Washington University Law School in 
1916 and received his master’s degree in 
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law in 1917. His first Government job 
was with the Library of Congress, where 
he began work October 13, 1913. Fifty 
years ago today, July 26, 1917, he began 
his career in the Department of Justice, 
at a starting salary of $990 per annum. 
Later in 1917 Hoover was put in charge 
of a unit in the Department’s enemy 
alien registration section. 

In 1919, Attorney General A. Mitchell 
Palmer named Francis P. Garvan as As- 
sistant Attorney General in charge of all 
investigations and prosecutions that 
dealt with the problem of bomb ex- 
plosions. As part of Garvan’s adminis- 
trative staff, Palmer established a Gen- 
eral Intelligence Division with J. Edgar 
Hoover, the special assistant to the At- 
torney General, in charge. Hoover re- 
ceived instructions to study subversive 
activities in this country in order to de- 
termine their extent and what action 
could be taken in the way of prosecution. 

As he pursued his studies of the back- 
ground of the Communists, Hoover be- 
came aware that a conspiracy, with 
headquarters in Moscow, was dedicated 
to the overthrow by force and violence 
of all non-Communist governments 
throughout the world, including the 
Government of the United States of 
America. He recognized that the writings 
of Karl Marx, Friedrich Engels, Leon 
Trotsky, Nikolai Lenin, and their disci- 
ples were a blueprint for placing the 
entire world under Communist domina- 
tion, not by means of free elections and 
free choices, but by violence and sub- 
version. He realized that the actions of 
the Communist Party were part of the 
conspiracy. He has never lost sight of 
that fact. 

As a result of a shakeup in the Depart- 
ment of Justice, Hoover was transferred 
to the Bureau of Investigation as Assist- 
ant Director on August 22, 1921; his 
annual salary was $4,000. Harlan Fiske 
Stone, who became Attorney General in 
1924, began a search for the best man to 
place in charge of the Bureau in place 
of William J. Burns. He mentioned his 
problem at a Cabinet meeting. Herbert 
Hoover, the Secretary of Commerce, re- 
turned to his office and told his assistant, 
Lawrence Richey, that Stone was looking 
around for an intelligent young man to 
head the Bureau of Investigation. 
Richey asked: 

Why should they look around when they 
have the man they need right over there 
now—a young, well-educated lawyer named 
Hoover? 


The Secretary asked: 

You think he can do the job? 

Richey replied: 

I know he can. 

On May 10, 1924, Attorney General 
Stone summoned J. Edgar Hoover to his 
office and said: 

Young man, I want you to be Acting Di- 
rector of the Bureau of Investigation. 


Hoover replied: 


Mr. Stone, I’ll take the job—on certain 
conditions. 


Stone asked: 
What are your conditions? 
Hoover replied: 
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‘The Bureau must be divorced from politics. 
It must no longer be a catchall for political 
hacks. We must base every appointment on 
merit. We should make promotions on 
proved ability only, and the Bureau should 
be responsible to no one but the Attorney 
General. 


Stone said: 


I wouldn’t give it to you under any other 
conditions. That’s all for now. Good day. 


As he related the story over a third of 
a century later in a magazine account, 
“Appointment with Destiny,” he told 
about his most inspiring moment: 

I resolved then and there to dedicate my 
full energies to making the FBI an organiza- 
tion which was efficient at all times, where 
employment was based strictly on merit, and 
where political string-pulling could not 
exist. I knew that only in this way would 
the FBI win and hold the respect of the 
people. 

I feel today, as on May 10, 1924, the chal- 
lenge to be a servant of my fellow man and 
my God. For behind that challenge lies a 
basic truth of the universe: good will tri- 
umph over evil; fidelity, bravery, and integ- 
rity will make men great. 


It was easy for the Attorney General 
and the new Acting Director to agree on 
basic policies for the Bureau of Investi- 
gation. Three days after Hoover’s ap- 
pointment as the acting head of the or- 
ganization, it was agreed: 

First. The Bureau would be a fact- 
gathering organization, and its activities 
would be limited strictly to investiga- 
tions of violations of Federal laws. 

Second. Investigations would be made 
at and under the direction of the At- 
torney General. 

Third. The personnel of the Bureau 
would be reduced as far “as is consistent 
with the proper performance of its 
duties.” 

Fourth. The incompetents and the un- 
reliables would be discharged as quickly 
as possible. 

Fifth. All the dollar-a-year“ men, 
“honorary” agents, and others not reg- 
y employed would be cut from the 
ro 


Sixth. No new appointments would 
be made without the Attorney General’s 
approval—and preference would be given 
to men of good character and ability 
who had some legal training. 

These instructions gave Hoover elbow 
room in which to carry out his reforms. 
In a note to Attorney General Stone, sent 
6 days after the latter had appointed him 
Acting Director, Hoover said: 

I have. . . instructed the heads of the 
respective Divisions of the Bureau that the 
activities of the Bureau are to be limited 
strictly to investigations of violations of the 
federal statutes under your direction. 


In letters and instructions to special 
agents, Hoover hammered over and over 
on a central theme: 

This Bureau is to operate solely upon the 
basis of efficiency. Influence, political or 
otherwise, will not be tolerated and any 
Agent or employee of this Bureau resorting 
to same will be disciplined. 

In May 1925, Hoover explained why 
he had such strong feelings about agents 
conducting themselves with circumspec- 
tion. In a personal and confidential let- 
ter to all special agents in charge he told 
them: 
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I want to bring to your personal attention 
certain conditions existing in the Bureau 
in the past and which I do not intend shall 
continue in the future. I do know that 
some years past the forces of the Bureau of 
Investigation did not enjoy the best repu- 
tation. ...Iam strongly of the opinion that 
the only way whereby we can again gain 
public respect and support is through proper 
conduct on our part. 

I do believe that when a man becomes a 
part of this Bureau he must so conduct him- 
self, both officially and unofficially, as to 
eliminate the slightest possibility of criti- 
cism as to his conduct or actions. 

This Bureau cannot afford to have a pub- 
lic scandal visited upon it in view of the all 
too numerous attacks made ... during the 
past few years. I do not want this Bureau 
to be referred to in terms I have frequently 
leg used against other governmental] agen- 
cies. 

What I am trying to do is to protect the 
force of the Bureau of Investigation from 
outside criticism and from bringing the Bu- 
reau of Investigation into disrepute because 
of isolated circumstances of misconduct 
upon the part of employees who are too 
strongly addicted to their own personal de- 
sires and tastes to properly keep in mind 
at all times and upon all occasions the 


honor and integrity of the service of which 
they are a part, 


The Attorney General appointed 
Hoover Director of the Bureau of Inves- 
tigation on December 10, 1924. In a later 
letter to Dean Young B. Smith of the 
Sr aa University Law School, Stone 
said: 


I took the responsibility of appointing 
Mr. Hoover as head of the Bureau of Inves- 
tigation, although many people thought that 
Mr, Hoover was too young a man, and had 
been in too close contact with the Burns 
regime to be given the post, I thought I 
knew my man, and the event has proved 
that I was right. I found him responsive to 
the ideas I held, that efficient police work 
could be done by men who were not crooks 
and who did not resort to crooked methods. 
Mr. Hoover has steadily built up the Bureau. 


When a rumor that ex-agents were 
being given access to Bureau informa- 
tion came to the ears of Director Hoover, 
he wrote all employees on February 27, 
1925, saying: 

Rumors. . . have come to my attention, 
that former employees and officials of the 
Bureau may be able to obtain information 
of the Bureau’s work and activities and may 
be shown special consideration in their deal- 
ings with the Bureau. Such a report, I trust, 
is without foundation, but I want to make 
certain that all employees of the Bureau 
understand fully that there is to be no 
special consideration shown to anyone 
whether or not he has been previously con- 
nected with the Bureau . . and, further, 
that the files, records, and activities of this 
Bureau .. are not to be discussed with or 
disclosed to anyone not officially connected 
with the Bureau or Department. 


A few days after Hoover had trans- 
ferred an agent who had been too active 
in politics, a Senator with considerable 
influence called on the Director and de- 
manded to know why the transfer had 
been made. The Senator needed the 
agent to work in his campaign for re- 
election. Hoover told the Senator: 

I’m very sorry, but I think it will be best 
for the agent and best for the Bureau if he 
gets away from his political ties. This will 
give him a new chance. 
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The Senator snorted: 


I' take this up with the Attorney Gen- 
eral, 


Fifteen minutes later Hoover was sum- 
moned to Stone’s office. Stone asked: 
Hoover, what are the facts in this case? 


Hoover explained the situation. Stone 
said: 

I think you are not on entirely sound 
ground. I’m surprised you didn’t fire the 
fellow at once. 


On January 2, 1932, Associate Justice 
Stone wrote Hoover: 

I often look back to the days when I first 
made your acquaintance in the Department 
of Justice, and it is always a comfort to me 
to see how completely you have confirmed 
my judgment when I decided to plece you 
at the head of the Bureau of Investigation. 
The Government can now take pride in the 
Bureau instead of feeling obliged to apologize 
for it. 


On March 4, 1933, while riding with 
Franklin Delano Roosevelt from the in- 
augural ceremonies, Herbert Hoover 
pointed out to his successor that the 
Bureau had been reorganized and oper- 
ated on a nonpartisan basis and ex- 
pressed his hope that it would continue 
under young Hoover’s management. The 
two Hoovers were not related to each 
other. The new President promised to 
look into the situation and see what he 
could do. 

In July 1933, President Roosevelt de- 
cided that Hoover should remain in 
charge of the Federal Bureau of Investi- 
gation. J. Edgar Hoover has served in 
the Department of Justice under the fol- 
lowing chief executives: Woodrow Wil- 
son, Warren G. Harding, Calvin Coolidge, 
Herbert C. Hoover, Franklin D. Roose- 
velt, Harry S. Truman, Dwight D. Eisen- 
hower, John F. Kennedy, and Lyndon B. 
Johnson. He has been head of the Bureau 
during the incumbencies of all but the 
first two. 

During his service with the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation, J. Edgar Hoover 
has frequently paid his disrespects to 
criminals and those who aid and abet 
them. He has referred to criminals as 
“scum from the boiling pot of the un- 
derworld,” ‘craven beasts,” public 
rats,” “vermin,” and “vultures.” He has 
hammered on the theme that criminals 
and those who knowingly associated with 
them were the real public enemies. He 
has criticized ‘‘venal politicians’ who 
were allies of the underworld, and 
lawyers who were the respectable fronts 
for gang operations. He has spoken out 
against crooked police and has described 
those who abused the States’ parole sys- 
tems by turning habitual criminals loose 
time after time to commit more crimes 
as “sob sisters” and “sentimental yam- 
merheads.” 

J. Edgar Hoover is one man whom 
gangsters soon learned they could not 
threaten with impunity. I will let Don- 
ald F. Whitehead relate the story from 
the pages of his book The FBI Story”: 

In the parade of criminals, Alvin Karpis 
in time was labeled “Public Enemy Number 
1”—wanted for the $100,000 extortion-kid- 
naping of William Hamm, Jr., of St. Paul, 
Minnesota, and on local charges of murder. 
He was known in the underworld as “Old 
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Creepy.” Hoover frequently referred to Kar- 
pis as a “rat,” and finally this sneering barb 
riled Karpis. He sent word to Hoover that 
he intended to kill him. 

Hoover issued instructions that when 
agents received any information on Karpis’ 
whereabouts, he was to be notified so that 
he might take charge of the case. FBI agents 
mentally tagged Karpis as the Boss's man. 

Hoover was in New York on the afternoon 
of April 30, [1936] when he received word 
that Karpis had been trailed ... to New 
Orleans, where he was reported living in an 
apartment house on Canal Street. He flew 
to New Orleans with a squad of special 
agents. The local police weren’t notified. No 
chances were taken on a “leak” flushing 
Karpis into flight. 

As Hoover and his men approached the 
apartment building by automobile, Karpis 
and a companion unexpectedly walked out 
the door. For a few tense seconds the FBI 
cars were blocked by a man riding a white 
horse up the street, then the horse moved out 
of the way. Karpis climbed into his automo- 
bile. Hoover ran to the left side of the car 
and Assistant Director Earl Connelley to the 
right side. Hoover reached into the car and 
grabbed Karpis before he could reach for a 
rifle on the back seat. 

“Put the handcuffs on him,” Hoover or- 
dered. But no one had remembered to bring 
handcuffs. An agent pulled off his necktie 
and tied Karpis’ hands behind him. “Old 
Creepy,” all the bravado gone and ashen with 
fear, was put aboard a special plane to be 
flown to St. Paul, Minnesota, to stand trial 
for the Hamm kidnaping. 

Karpis was given a life sentence for the 
Hamm kidnaping. 

Thus the boss of the G-Men made his first 
arrest. Then he followed it up with others 
equally spectacular. 

One of these was the arrest of the notori- 
ous Louis (Lepke) Buchalter whose gang 
forced the baking industry alone to pay 
them an estimated $1,000,000 for protection. 

As the FBI closed in on Buchalter, Walter 
Winchell broadcast a radio appeal for the 
gang leader to surrender, with the promise 
that his civil rights would be respected by 
the FBI. Negotiations began immediately 
between intermediaries of Buchalter and 
Winchell and finally an agreement was 
reached. 

On the night of August 24, 1939, Director 
Hoover walked alone through New York 
City’s streets to the corner of 28th Street 
and Fifth Avenue. And there the hunted 
man, Buchalter, surrendered to him. The 
FBI got Buchalter, and Winchell got an 
exclusive story. Buchalter was turned over 
to state authorities and later was executed 
for murder. 


When Hoover spoke out against abuses 
of the parole system and “sobsister 
wardens,” prisons which were like ‘‘coun- 
try clubs,” and “convict-coddling,” the 
National Probation Association tried to 
have him gagged. President Roosevelt 
and the Attorney General were asked to 
force Hoover to “refrain from issuing 
statements which are derogatory and 
destructive to the advancement of pro- 
bation.” 

Hoover wrote to the Attorney General: 

While it is a fact that from time to time 
in my public addresses I have taken occasion 
to criticize the administration of the parole 
and probation system, I have never criticized 


or denounced the theory or principle of 
parole or probation. 


Hoover told Cummings: 


What I have talked about has been the 
administration of those systems by venal 
politicians and by inefficient and corrupt in- 
fluences in some of our States, and I have 
not dozens, but literally hundreds and run- 
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ning into thousands of cases to prove my 
point. 


In a letter to the Topeka Capital in 
1936, Hoover said: 

The Federal Bureau of Investigation be- 
Ueves that the secret of crime eradication lies 
not in a national police force but in soli- 
darity and the combined linking of all law 
enforcement agencies. It believes in a close- 
knit cooperation, each unit capable of han- 
dling its peculiar problems but capable also, 
when necessary, of mobilizing its efforts in 
a concerted drive against the criminal ele- 
ment of this country. 


He once stated his aims thus: 

I want to see our field of activity become a 
real career, a profession, to which can be 
attracted the decent, honorable, respectable 
young men of the country who can go into 
it as a career and look forward to making 
something out of their life’s work, rather 
than as a dumping ground, as all too fre- 
quently it has been, for some ward politician 
to use in repaying his obligations to his 
political party. 


Hoover laid down these ground rules 
regarding cooperation between law en- 
forcement agencies: 

The FBI is willing and ready to cooperate 
with all law enforcement agencies. The only 
exceptions are when officers of the law are 
corrupt and controlled by venal politicians; 
when they can’t keep a confidence and be 
trusted; or when they are so incompetent 
that to cooperate with them would defeat 
our purposes, 


The Federal Bureau of Investigation 
has been just as active in the fight 
against subversion and treason as it has 
been in the never-ending war on crime 
and criminals, Late in 1923 a subcom- 
mittee of the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee asked the Department of 
State to present its position regarding 
the recognition by the United States of 
Soviet Russia. Secretary of State Charles 
Evans Hughes requested J. Edgar Hoover, 
then the Bureau’s Assistant Director, to 
prepare the brief for his use on Commu- 
nist activities in the United States. Hoo- 
ver’s brief, which was supported by orig- 
inal documents, traced the interlocking 
relationship and control of Soviet Rus- 
sia over the Third International and 
Communist leaders in the United States 
in the preparation and advocacy of the 
use of force and violence to obtain Com- 
munist ends. Hoover sat with Hughes at 
the witness table. Their presentation was 
neither controverted nor denied by Com- 
munist leaders in the United States or 
abroad. The subcommittee refrained 
from acting favorably on the Senate res- 
olution to recognize the Soviet Union. It 
remained for Franklin Delano Roosevelt 
Rarer the Communist regime in 

3. 

Although the Communists are known 
to have made numerous efforts to pene- 
trate the Federal Bureau of Investiga- 
tion, there is no evidence that they have 
ever succeeded. There are many agencies 
of the executive branch of which this 
cannot be said. 

During World War II, J. Edgar Hoover 
rendered a tremendous service to his 
country by helping to keep the Commu- 
nist secret police, the NKVD, from set- 
ting up an office in this country. Once 
again I will let Don Whitehead recite 
the facts from “The FBI Story”: 
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In early 1944, FBI Director Hoover received 
confidential reports from the Pentagon and 
the State Department which alarmed him. 
The reports came from sources too reliable 
to be doubted and both had the same docu- 
mented story: arrangements were being 
made for the Communists’ secret police, the 
NKVD, to set up an office in Washington. 

Without prior clearance from the White 
House, of State Hull, or the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, the Office of Strategic Serv- 
ices had agreed with Russia’s Commissar of 
Foreign Affairs Molotov for an exchange of 
missions which would permit OSS men to 
go to Moscow and NKVD men to come to 
Washington. 

Presumably, each agency would act only 
in a liaison capacity in the interchange of 
intelligence. But Hoover knew that each 
country which had tried such cooperation 
with the Russians had found itself in trouble 
trying to curb the NKVD’s efforts at 
espionage. 

Hoover sent a special messenger to the 
White House with the following confidential 
letter dated February 10, 1944, to Harry L. 
— the President’s close friend and 

e: 

“Deak Harry: I have just learned from a 
confidential but reliable source that a liaison 
agreement has been perfected between the 
Office of Strategic Services and the Soviet 
Secret Police (NKVD) whereby officers will 
be exchanged between these services. The 
Office of Strategic Services is going to assign 
men to Moscow and in turn the NKVD will 
set up an Office in Washington, D.C. This 
agreement, I am advised ... has gone so 
far that War Department officials now feel 
they cannot change the program. 

“I wanted to bring this situation to your 
attention at once because I think it is a 
highly dangerous and most undesirable pro- 
cedure to establish in the United States a 
unit of the Russian Secret Police which has 
admittedly for its purpose the penetration 
into the official secrets of varlous govern- 
ment agencies. The history of the NKVD in 
Great Britain showed clearly that the funda- 
mental purpose of its operations there was 
to surreptitiously obtain the official secrets 
of the British Government. I am informed 
that various other countries where the NKVD 
has operated have had a similar experience 
with it. 

“I feel that it will be highly dangerous to 
our governmental operations to have an 
agency such as the NKVD officially author- 
ized to operate in the United States where 
quite obviously it will be able to function 
without any appropriate restraint upon its 
activities. In view of the potential danger 
in this situation I wanted to bring it to 
your attention and I will advise you of any 
further information which I receive about 
the matter.” 

Sincerely, 
J. EDGAR Hoover. 


Hoover sent a memorandum to Attorney 
General Biddie advising him of this develop- 
ment. He passed on to Biddle the same warn- 
ing he had given Hopkins, adding: 

“Secret agents of this agency in the United 
States operating surreptitiously have been 
engaged in attempting to obtain highly con- 
fidential information concerning War De- 
partment secrets, I think that the establish- 
ment of a recognized unit of the NKVD in 
the United States will be a serious threat to 
the internal security of the country.” 

The “War Department secrets” to which 
Hoover referred were the secrets of the atomic 
bomb, which were being guarded in the 
Army’s Manhattan Engineer District. 

The exchange of intelligence missions was 
blocked by the White House and quietly for- 
gotten by everyone concerned. 


It remained for the Rosenbergs and 
others to steal the Nation’s atomic 
secrets for the benefit of our enemies. 
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I know that a number of my colleagues 
are waiting to add their tributes to mine, 
but let me briefly recapitulate some of 
the accomplishments of J. Edgar Hoover 
during his years at the helm of the Fed- 
eral Bureau of Investigation. Included 
among the programs which he initiated 
to strengthen the Bureau are: the found- 
ing of the Identification Division in July 
1924; the creation of the FBI Laboratory 
in November 1932; the opening of the 
FBI National Academy on July 29, 1935; 
and the beginning of the National Crime 
Information Center in January 1967. 

There were 441 special agents and 
195 clerical employees in the Bureau in 
1924; today it has over 15,000 employees, 
including 6,600 special agents. 

Mr. Speaker, J. Edgar Hoover would 
have been a success in any other field 
that he might have chosen. Certainly he 
would have made a great President of 
the United States, but then we would 
only have had his services for a brief 8 
years. As it is, we have had the benefit 
of his ability, his loyalty, his dedication, 
his advice, and his example for half a 
century—an amazingly long period of 
time for one individual to serve his coun- 
try and his fellow Americans. 

When the Lord walked the earth, he 
told his disciples, “Woe unto you, when 
all men shall speak well of you.” J. 
Edgar Hoover has never had that worry, 
as there have always been men who 
would speak nothing but ill of him. All 
I can say in reply to these men is what 
was once said of another great American, 
“We love him for the enemies he has 
made.” 

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that all Members may have 5 legislative 
days in which to extend their remarks 
on the subject of this special order in 
tribute to J. Edgar Hoover. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
Price of Illinois). Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLLIER. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Missouri. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate 
the gentleman from Illinois yielding and 
I certainly wish to join with him in his 
remarks about this great American citi- 
zen and this great leader of men, J. Ed- 
gar Hoover. 

Mr. Speaker, it was my privilege to 
work during World War II with the di- 
rectorate of the Federal Bureau of In- 
vestigation and the men and boys alike 
who have shared in and have been bene- 
fited by the confidence and stature that 
J. Edgar Hoover exudes as he organizes 
and leads and directs our security forces 
around the world, most of whom he has 
trained. 

Mr. Speaker, we are thankful to the 
good Lord, as the distinguished gentle- 
man from Illinois [Mr. CoLLIERI has said, 
that he has spared this man and his 
mental acumen for so long during which 
to serve his nation. 

Mr. Speaker, what a paradox it is that 
he continues to serve our Nation today 
as it is being rocked and buffeted with 


will the 
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turmoil and riots, disturbances, which 
J. Edgar Hoover has striven to prevent 
and which indeed he would have pre- 
vented had he had the power of the 
higher tribunals, and the judiciary, and 
the support of the Department of Justice. 

Mr. Speaker, the record will reflect 
that in all instances his findings have 
been based upon legislation passed by 
this body. As a result of his diligent ef- 
forts and his intelligent application of 
the art of his profession, all of us are 
better able to sleep at night because of 
the efforts of J. Edgar Hoover. 

Mr. Speaker, the place of J. Edgar 
Hoover in history in making this Nation 
great is unexcelled by any other man. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
We join with the gentleman from Ili- 
nois in this 50th anniversary celebrating 
the service of J. Edgar Hoover to this 
Nation. 

Mr. COLLIER. I thank the gentleman 
from Missouri for his contribution. 

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLLIER. I yield to the gentleman 
from IIlinois. 

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Illinois for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to join in the gen- 
tleman's tribute which is being paid to- 
day to the Director of the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation, the Honorable J. Edgar 
Hoover. 

Mr. Speaker, I have had the privilege, 
during this session of Congress and dur- 
ing the last session of Congress, to serve 
as a member of the House Committee on 
the Judiciary. During that time we have 
considered a great many anticrime meas- 
ures, and to have had the support of 
J. Edgar Hoover in behalf of meaningful 
and worthwhile legislation along this line. 

Mr. Speaker, I am confident that the 
Nation, and the people of this Nation, 
today associate the subject of law en- 
forcement with the name of J. Edgar 
Hoover. I know also that under his able 
direction, the Federal Bureau of Investi- 
gation has come to mean faithful dedi- 
cation and devotion to the enforcement 
of the law. 

I would also like to mention the fact 
that under his jurisdiction there has 
been established an FBI school which is 
a wonderful training ground for law en- 
forcement officers around our land. There 
is no greater credit which a local law en- 
forcement officer achieves than to have 
his certificate of having been graduated 
from the FBI school. 

I am hopeful this type of law enforce- 
ment training can be extended and ex- 
panded eventually in accordance with the 
pattern of the FBI school under J. Edgar 
Hoover's direction so that we can follow 
through on the guidance and leadership 
at the Federal level which he has es- 
tablished for assuring this Nation of a 
better and stricter enforcement of our 
laws around our land. 

Mr. Speaker, I am happy and proud 
to associate myself with the remarks of 
the gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. COLLIER. I thank the gentleman 
for his contribution. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLLIER. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Iowa. 
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Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker; I appre- 
ciate this opportunity the gentleman has 
extended to the Members of the House 
to express a few words in tribute to Mr. 
J. Edgar Hoover, a great and dedicated 
public servant. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr, Speaker, today 
marks the 50th anniversary of service of 
one of our outstanding public officials, 
Director of the Federal Bureau of In- 
vestigation, John Edgar Hoover. Mr. 
Hoover is to be highly commended on 
his excellent job in helping to maintain 
the American way of life. It is the Fed- 
eral Bureau of Investigation that has 
been responsible for protecting the lib- 
erties we all share. In Mr. Hoover, the 
Nation has a reliable and respected pub- 
lic servant that has become a hallmark 
of the system which he has directed. 

The history of the Bureau has been 
quite aptly described in a book by Don 
Whitehead, “The FBI Story” and I 
should like to quote some excerpts from 
it: 


The FBI had its beginning in 1908 when 
President Theodore Roosevelt demanded 
an investigative agency in his crusade 
against the “land thieves” in the West and 
the big-business “trusts” in the East. For 
many years the agency was known as the 
Bureau of Investigation. It wasn’t named the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation until 1935 
although we shall refer to the Bureau as the 
FBI prior to that date. 

Here, in summary, is how the FBI devel- 
oped through the years: 


1908-24 


In its beginning, the Bureau was a dis- 
organized and loosely directed agency with- 
out character or discipline. Washington held 
little control over the agents in the field. 
There were no fixed standards of training or 
personal conduct. Political endorsements car- 
ried more weight than experience or char- 
acter in the selection of agents. 

The small and inept force of 219 agents 
which existed in 1915 failed in its first great 
mission. It was totally unequipped to deal 
with the clever espionage and sabotage ring 
of World War I which was organized by Ger- 
man Ambassador Johann von Bernstorff. 
Saboteurs were left free to bring about such 
outrages as the infamous “Black Tom” ex- 
plosion in New York Harbor, which destroyed 
the United States’ greatest arsenal with a 
mighty roar heard for more than a hundred 
miles, They destroyed defense plants with 
explosives and fired wheat fields in the West. 

These were years of violent social unrest, 
when men preached anarchy, when mysteri- 
ous bomb explosions spread terror, and when 
the Communist Party was first formed in 
America to advocate the overthrow of the 
government by force and violence. In com- 
bating violence, the Bureau’s agents were 
not trained to protect civil liberties in such 
affairs as the “Palmer Red Raids” of 1919, 
when alien extremists were rounded up for 
deportation. Vigilante groups took the law 
into their hands in many cases. 

These also were the years when corrup- 
tion spread through the country and into 
the government in Washington. And the time 
came at last when the Bureau itself was 
threatened with destruction by the indig- 
nant public reaction to dishonesty. 

1924-33 

Attorney General Harlan Fiske Stone took 
the advice of President-to-be Herbert Hoover 
and named young J. Edgar Hoover (no rela- 
tion) to do a housecleaning job in the 
Bureau of Investigation. Hoover’s first move 
was to fix high standards of personal con- 
duct for his agents. Then he began to get 
rid of the political appointees who couldn’t 
measure up to these standards. They were 
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replaced by young men with training as 
lawyers and accountants. 

Hoover brought the agents under strict 
supervision. Procedures were set up for 
checking on their conduct and performance. 
Uniform operating procedures were adopted. 
A school was established for training new 
agents. The FBI became an organization with 
character and with a firmly fixed purpose— 
to make law enforcement an honorable pro- 
fession for trained career men. 


1933-39 


The times demanded an aggressive, hard- 
hitting campaign against gangsters who were 
running wild across the country in the after- 
math of Prohibition. The clean-up job was 
given to the FBI. 

Agents were trained by Marine and Army 
experts to shoot fast and shoot straight. 
Congress gave them the authority to carry 
weapons and to make arrests. A series of 
crime bills extended the FBI’s jurisdiction to 
deal with kidnapings, bank robberies, ex- 
tortions and other crimes. 

During these years, Hoover and his men 
emerged as the “G-Men” (the nickname 
coined by George “Machine Gun” Kelly, short 
for government men), who couldn't be cor- 
rupted by all the millions of gangland. These 
were the slam-bang, rough-and-tough years 
of blazing gun battles with the John 
Dillinger gang, the Barker-Karpis gang and 
other hoodlum combinations who were 
terrorizing the Middle West. 

The FBI was hardened as a mobile crime- 
fighting organization, Hoover brought science 
into the fight against criminals with the 
establishment of the FBI Laboratory. The 
FBI National Academy was organized to train 
local police officers in the latest crime-fight- 
ing techniques and to encourage federal-local 
cooperation in law enforcement as the means 
of avoiding the national police force which 
was being demanded at that time. 


1939-45 


During these war years, the FBI's opera- 
tions assumed a new dimension. President 
Roosevelt made the Bureau responsible with 
the Army and the Navy for guarding against 
espionage, sabotage and subversion, The FBI 
became not only a crime-fighting organiza- 
tion, but also an intelligence agency. 

In startling contrast to the Bureau's fum- 
bling in World War I, the FBI was alert to 
Nazi espionage, and spy rings were broken 
up long before the United States entered the 
war. There was not a single case of foreign- 
directed sabotage throughout the war—no 
“Black Tom” explosions and no saboteurs’ 
fires sweeping through chemical plants, And 
the huge war job was carried out with me- 
ticulous regard for civil rights. There were 
no mass raids and no vigilantes. 

In a super-secret operation, FBI agents 
went into Central and South America to help 
friendly governments break up Nazi spy rings 
and search out hidden radios pouring intelli- 
gence information into Germany. 

In contrast to intelligence work in the 
past, which had been limited to specific, 
short-term assignments, President Roosevelt 
made the FBI’s responsibility a continuing 
one, involving a broad new front. 


1945-56 


During the Cold War years, the FBI con- 
centrated largely on the fight against com- 
munism in addition to the upsurge in crime. 
In 1936 President Roosevelt had given the 
FBI a secret directive through Secretary of 
State Cordell Hull to investigate Communist 
activities throughout the country, and agents 
had kept close watch on the Communist 
Party. 

Now the investigations began to uncover 
evidence of the Communist subversion which 
Hoover had warned against for years. The 
stories of Fuchs and Harry Gold and the 
Rosenbergs began to unfold, along with con- 
temporary evidence that the Communist 
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Party leaders were conspiring to overthrow 
the United States Government by force and 
violence. This was the period when the FBI 
literally went to war against the Communist 
Party. But the war against crime continued 
as well and led FBI agents down strange 
trails in the pursuit of criminals such as 
those inyolved in the kidnaping of little 
Peter Weinberger on Long Island and the 
acid attack which blinded labor columnist 
Victor Riesel. 

Despite the strict discipline, long hours 
and hard work, relatively few agents leave 
the FBI for easier, higher-paying jobs. There 
is something in the FBI which holds them, 
an intangible spirit akin to the pride devel- 
oped in the Marine Corps. In 1955, for exam- 
ple, the turnover among agents was less than 
one-half of one percent. 

Who are these men called FBI agents? 

They are a cross-section of American life. 
They are men trained in law, accounting, 
science and engineering. But adaptability 
and versatility are as important as academic 
training in investigative work, and the FBI 
looks for young men whose interests are 
wide and varied. 

Some agents were once commercial artists. 
Some studied medicine and then decided 
they preferred the life of an agent, Some 
worked as musicians, pharmacists, bookdeal- 
ers, social workers, salesmen, architects, 
newspapermen, teachers, auditors, brokers, 
cashiers, farmers and factory workers, among 
other pursuits. Among them, they speak or 
read thirty different languages and dialects 
and their hobbies vary from art to sports. 

These men form the FBI. They are pro- 
fessionals highly trained for their work and 
guided by the principle that establishing in- 
nocence is just as important as establishing 
guilt in their investigations, 

The early years of struggle were bitter 
ones. But there can be no understanding of 
the FBI without looking into the forces 
which helped in the past to shape its future. 


I should also like to include the back- 
ground of John Edgar Hoover in order 
that all Americans would take pride 
knowing the man directing this most im- 
portant work. 

JOHN EDGAR HOOVER— DIRECTOR, 
BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 


John Edgar Hoover was born January 1, 
1895, in the District of Columbia. He was 
educated in the public schools of the District 
of Columbia and received Bachelor of Laws 
and Master of Laws degrees from The George 
Washington University. He holds honorary 
degrees from the The George Washington 
University, Pennsylvania Military College, 
New York University, Kalamazoo College, 
Westminster College, Oklahoma Baptist Uni- 
versity, Georgetown University, Drake Uni- 
versity, University of the South, University of 
Notre Dame, St. John’s University Law 
School, Rutgers University, University of 
Arkansas, Holy Cross College, Seton Hall 
College, Marquette University, Pace College, 
Morris Harvey College and The Catholic Uni- 
versity of America, 

Mr. Hoover entered the Department of 
Justice in 1917, and in 1919 he was appointed 
Special Assistant to the Attorney General. 
From 1921 until 1924 he served as Assistant 
Director, Bureau of Investigation, and in 
May, 1924, he was named Director. Mr. 
Hoover received a commission in the United 
States Army Reserves in 1922 and resigned 
his commission on April 24, 1942, in view of 
the importance of the intelligence work of 
the FBI, of which he was Director. At that 
time he held the rank of Lieutenant Colonel 
in Military Intelligence. He has been ad- 
mitted to practice law before the bar of the 
District Court of the United States for the 
District of Columbia, the United States Court 
of Claims and the United States Supreme 
Court. Mr. Hoover is a Mason, both Royal 
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Arch and Scottish Rite, 33°, and a Shriner. 
He is a member of Kappa Alpha Fraternity; 
Omicron Delta Kappa; Delta Theta Phi; 
Alpha Phi Omega; and Zeta Sigma Pi. He 
is a member of many national and state- 
wide law enforcement associations; a trustee 
of The George Washington University; mem- 
ber, Board of Directors, Boys’ Clubs of Amer- 
ica; member, National Court of Honor, and 
honorary member, National Council, Boy 
Scouts of America; Active Member, Grand 
Council, Order of DeMolay. He is a member 
of the Columbia Country Club, Washington, 
D.C. He has authored three books, Persons 
in Hiding,” 1938; “Masters of Deceit,” 1958; 
and “A Study of Communism,” 1962. 

On 3-8-46, Mr. Hoover was presented the 
Medal of Merit by the President of the 
United States. On 11-13-54, he was awarded 
the Cardinal Gibbons Medal by the National 
Alumni Association of The Catholic Uni- 
versity of America for outstanding service to 
his country. On 5-27-55, President Eisen- 
hower presented Mr. Hoover the National 
Security Medal for his outstanding service 
in the field of intelligence relating to Na- 
tional Security. On 1-27-58, President Eisen- 
hower presented Mr. Hoover the President's 
Award for Distinguished Federal Civilian 
Service. On 4-28-58, he received the U.S. 
Chamber of Commerce “Great Living Ameri- 
cans” award. On 5-5-58, he received the 
Freedoms Foundation’s “George Washington 
Honor Medal” for his speech, “The Ameri- 
can Ideal.” On 6-16-59, he was presented the 
“American Citizenship” award by the Junior 
Order United American Mechanics. On 8-4- 
61, the U.S. Senate passed a resolution com- 
mending Mr. Hoover upon his 37 years of 
“distinguished service to the United States” 
as Director of the FBI. On 12-7-61, Mr. 
Hoover received the Mutual of Omaha Criss 
Award for “his outstanding contribution to 
the personal security and safety of the Amer- 
ican public.” On 2-22-62, he received the 
Freedoms Foundation’s “George Washington 
Honor Medal” for the second time. On 8-14- 
62, the Order Knights of Pythias conferred 
its first annual Distinguished Service Award 
upon Mr. Hoover. On 11-9-62, the Jewish 
War Veterans of the U.S.A. presented Mr. 
Hoover their highest award, the “Gold Medal 
of Merit,” which was inscribed “In recogni- 
tion of outstanding and meritorious service 
in the battle for civil rights and liberties. His 
integrity and devotion to justice will be re- 
membered forever.“ On 11-16-63, Mr. Hoover 
received the “Pro Deo et Juventute Award” 
from the National Catholic Youth Organiza- 
tion in New York City. On 12-4-63, Mr. 
Hoover was the recipient of the “Brother- 
hood Award” from the Brotherhood of Wash- 
ington Hebrew Congregation “for his un- 
swerving devotion to the betterment of 
brotherhood among all races, creeds and 
colors.“ On 11-24-64, Mr. Hoover received 
the “Sword of Loyola Award” because “his 
life has been one of selfless devotion to coun- 
try and God.” On 12-12-64, Mr. Hoover re- 
ceived the “Gold Medal” of The Pennsyl- 
vania Society “for distinguished achieve- 
ment.” He was awarded the “Grand Cross of 
Honour” by the Supreme Council, Scottish 
Rite, 33°, on October 19, 1965. 


Mr. SCHADEBERG. Mr. Speaker, 
many of the men here today who will 
salute J. Edgar Hoover for his completion 
of 50 years of service to our Nation are 
much closer friends of this great man 
than I. None, however, can possibly say 
that he is more of an admirer of Mr. 
Hoover than I. 

There seems to be little reason for me 
to attempt through additional tribute to 
further embellish the magnificent record 
which J. Edgar Hoover has built during 
his career with the Federal Bureau of In- 
vestigation. The outstanding work this 
man has performed speaks for itself. 
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There does seem reason to speak of 
Mr. Hoover’s weathering the passage of 
50 years in one of the most sensitive and 
tumultuous positions in the Federal 
Establishment. I suppose that there have 
been many other dedicated public serv- 
ants who have labored for the Govern- 
ment for half a century, but I would war- 
rant that none who have been nearly as 
openly exposed to public scrutiny have 
emerged with such an unblemished rec- 
ord as has Mr. Hoover. 

I know that there are those Americans 
who denounce the Federal Bureau of In- 
vestigation, and there are those who 
speak disparagingly of Director Hoover. 
Fortunately for these United States, such 
persons certainly constitute only a 
minute segment of our society. Believe 
me, even among those who fear J. Edgar 
Hoover the most, it would be next to im- 
possible to find a man who did not have 
a healthy respect for the Director and 
the Bureau he has so ably built and ad- 
ministered. I can truthfully say that I 
have never met a man who did not re- 
spect J. Edgar Hoover, and thank God 
most of our Nation has a dedicated ad- 
miration for this great American. 

Mr. BETTS. Mr. Speaker, a significant 
anniversary will be marked this week: J. 
Edgar Hoover’s 50th year of service with 
the Department of Justice. There are 
many men who have given a lifetime of 
service to their countrymen but few have 
made a greater contribution than J. 
Edgar Hoover. His name is synonymous 
with integrity, crime fighting and as the 
principal combatant of internal sub- 
version. 

Since May 10, 1924, J. Edgar Hoover 
has been Director of the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation. He has served under 15 
Attorneys General and seven Presidents. 
The FBI has changed vastly from fight- 
ing the crime syndicates of the 1920’s and 
1930’s. Yet it has adapted to these 
changes and is known as world leader in 
new technology of crime detection and 
the apprehension of criminals. Its growth 
is characterized by able, well-trained 
career personnel, handpicked and pro- 
moted by Mr. Hoover. Never the taint of 
political or professional scandal has be- 
smirched this pillar of law enforcement 
agencies. 

We in the Congress can be proud of 
this statesman who, at age 72, conducts 
the vital business of the FBI each day 
with a firm and expert hand. I salute 
you, J. Edgar Hoover, and hope you will 
continue beyond this half century of serv- 
ice for we need you at the helm of the 
FBI. 

MR, HOOVER’S MONUMENT 

Mr. BROTZMAN, Mr. Speaker, it is a 
privilege for me to join in paying tribute 
today to a man who, for the past 50 
years, has done so very much to preserve 
the greatness and integrity of this 
Nation. 

Today, July 26, 1967, marks the 50th 
year of continuous service with the De- 
partment of Justice by J. Edgar Hoover. 
All but 7 years of this service has been 
devoted to the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope that Mr. Hoover 
will remain in the Nation’s service for 
years to come. But whenever he decides 
to retire he will leave behind the finest 
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monument that a man can possess—a 
great organization which he has built 
virtually from the ground up. 

I can personally verify the fact that 
Mr. Hoover’s monument is a great one. I 
once served the Nation as a U.S. attor- 
ney, and it was my pleasure to work 
closely with the FBI, It is a fine and ef- 
fective organization made up of an un- 
usually high-caliber corps of men and 
women. 

But historians will not need to depend 
entirely on testimonials such as mine in 
order to document the scope of Mr. 
Hoover's contributions to the Nation. 
The facts and statistics which are a mat- 
ter of public record are quite sufficient. 

The feats of the FBI have become al- 
most legendary, from the John Dil- 
linger manhunt, the solution of the 
Lindbergh kidnaping case, and the 
roundup during World War II of 
Nazi saboteurs, to the infiltration of the 
Communist Party of the United States. 
Today, the FBI, under Mr. Hoover’s 
guidance, is the central internal security 
and intelligence agency to protect this 
Nation from the threat of subversion 
and espionage from abroad. 

In fiscal year 1966, FBI arrests re- 
sulted in 13,023 convictions. But other 
statistics—administrative statistics—are 
equally impressive. Mr. Hoover has es- 
tablished rigid criteria for his agents, and 
each agent is trained in all aspects of 
police and intelligence work. The pro- 
gram works. From 1957 to 1965, the Bu- 
reau reported none of its agents were 
killed while pursuing FBI official duties, 
And each year, Mr. Hoover reports to 
the Congress a sizable saving in the 
form of more than 1,500,000 hours of un- 
paid overtime work on the part of him- 
self and his agents. 

Mr. Hoover, your monument is the 
finest a man could hope for. 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. Speak- 
er, J. Edgar Hoover is a vintage Ameri- 
can, He is known and respected through- 
out the land. His record of service in 
positions of grave importance and 
responsibility is without parallel. His 
devotion to this country is unsurpassed. 

In many nations of the world the over- 
seer of internal security is passionately 
hated by most of his people. That is not 
true in the United States. No man is 
more widely esteemed by people in all 
walks of life than J. Edgar Hoover. No 
man has done more to encourage respect 
for law and to make law worthy of re- 
spect than the able Director of the FBI. 

This is a nan of deep conviction, who 
does not grasp and snatch at each new 
theory that comes along masquerading as 
revealed truth. He does not hunt per- 
petually for fault in America. Instead, 
he has retained a steady faith in the 
bedrock principles which have made this 
country great. 

He is a conservative. He is a progres- 
sive. He is a man of letters and of sci- 
ence, a professional, always in step with 
the best new thoughts and developments 
of his time. He is not afraid of change. 
He has always welcomed progress. But 
he has time and again raised his voice 
to warn this Nation to preserve its 
heritage. 

Of course he has enemies. What man 
of stature and ability does not? The dis- 
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cordant clash of interests in a diversified 
society inevitably creates these rifts and 
differences. We do not agree with him 
on every occasion. But we do respect 
him, and the power and eloquence with 
which he states his views. 

Mr. Speaker, no man is above criti- 
cism, and no public man can hope to 
escape it. Frequent condemnation is the 
price of eminence. But the test for men 
like Hoover is whether their records of 
accomplishment can withstand 
searching, critical light of history. I have 
no doubt that his record will. 

Today we honor J. Edgar Hoover. But 
how can we add to the luster of his 
reputation? What can we say that peo- 
ple do not already know? His name is 
bound up irrevocably with the law en- 
forcement organization he has built to 
distinction, and his place is secure in 
the affection of our people. 

Mr. CAHILL. Mr. Speaker, as a former 
special agent of the FBI, I am pleased to 
join my colleagues in paying tribute to J. 
Edgar Hoover, Director of the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation, on the occasion 
of the completion of 50 years’ service with 
the Department of Justice. As an agent, I 
came to realize the tremendous role Mr. 
Hoover played in the development of the 
FBI and in the great progress in the field 
of crime detection in the United States. 
In my day in the Bureau we were con- 
cerned principally with bank robbers and 
kidnapings. Later the Bureau was given 
the full responsibility by President 
Roosevelt to coordinate all matters relat- 
ing to espionage, sabotage, and violations 
of the neutrality regulations. During the 
administration of President Truman the 
FBI was assigned the task of checking 
the loyalty of all Federal employees. To- 
day the FBI has jurisdiction over more 
than 100 major Federal laws. 

During these 50 years of service, the 
Bureau has grown not only in numbers 
but in the respect and confidence of the 
American people. When Mr. Hoover was 
appointed Director by the then Attorney 
General Harlan Stone back in 1924, he 
was given complete authority to re- 
vitalize the Bureau. During these years 
Mr. Hoover has been responsible for me 
policy that has made the FBI the most 
respected police organization in the 
world. 

It was his decision that required spe- 
cial agents to have law training, account- 
ing experience, or extensive police ex- 
perience. The central fingerprint bureau, 
the new crime laboratory, the National 
Police Academy are but a few of the great 
contributions resulting from the policy- 
making of Mr. Hoover. 

In addition to his demanding work as 
the Director of the FBI, Mr. Hoover is a 
noted author, a confidante to Presidents, 
a lecturer of note, the holder of honors 
too numerous to mention including hon- 
orary academic degrees from some of the 
leading universities of our country. He 
is unquestionably one of the great men 
of America. While his accomplishments 
are many, I personally believe his per- 
sonal example and his strong and effec- 
tive leadership have been outstanding. 
No man ever served in the FBI without 
having been influenced by the strength 
and the courage and the dedication of 
the Director. He has lifted law enforce- 
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ment to the status of a profession. He 
has proved to the American people that 
the FBI is not only a competent but an 
honest and just police force. 

Our country is indeed fortunate that 
he is willing at the conclusion of 50 years’ 
service to continue the arduous and de- 
manding role as the Director of the FBI. 

To Mr. Hoover, I offer my congratula- 
tions on a lifetime of service and a sin- 
cere wish that he will enjoy good health 
so that he may continue for many years 
his dedicated work. 

Mr. LAIRD. Mr. Speaker, it is a real 
pleasure for me today to join the gentle- 
man from Illinois [Mr. CoLLIER] and my 
other colleagues in saluting America’s 
top law-enforcement officer as he cele- 
brates his 50th anniversary with the De- 
partment of Justice. 

There is little that we can add to the 
long list of honory degrees, citizenship 
awards, and other recognition which 
have come to John Edgar Hoover over 
his long and illustrious career. It is how- 
ever, truly fitting that we pause and pay 
our respects to this distinguished civil 
servant who has done so much in the 
field of law enforcement. 

Mr. Hoover's years of service to the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation and to 
the whole country represent the founda- 
tion on which modern law enforcement 
methods and techniques have been built. 

Moreover, J. Edgar Hoover is an out- 
standing example of a universally re- 
spected and admired civil servant, who 
serves as an outstanding example not 
only to the fine men and women of the 
FBI but to all Government employees 
and indeed to all Americans. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to add my accolade of praise to J. 
Edgar Hoover upon his 50th year of pub- 
lic service in the Federal Bureau of In- 
vestigation. For a good many of those 
years, he has found himself under fire 
and attack from those who would deal 
softly with crime and subversion, Adverse 
news coverage, hostile reporters, and 
aggravated segments of the population 
have often tried to be Ager him but with- 
out success. In spive of pressure more 
than sufficient for the breaking of a lesser 
man, J. Edgar Hoover has never weak- 
ened, and because of his forbearance and 
unwavering adherence to the principles 
of justice throughout his last 50 years, 
he rightly deserves the title Hero of Our 
Republic.” 

It is indeed appropriate, Mr. Speaker, 
that we pay tribute at this time to our 
Nation’s finest law enforcement official. 
I cannot help but think that it is a com- 
fort to everyone that Mr. Hoover has set 
an outstanding example of liberty under 
law. Today when our society seems to be 
in a constant state of flux, changing 
values, morals, and ideas, it is with pride 
that we point to Mr. Hoover as represent- 
ing uncompromising, no-nonsense law 
enforcement. Having served under 15 
Attorney Generals and seven Presidents, 
J. Edgar is not a publicity seeker. His 
modesty is as resolute as the way he 
tracks down criminals. Under his admin- 
istration, Hoover has been responsible for 
the arrest of hundreds of organized crime 
and syndicate leaders. FBI investigating 
units have been sent into all fields of en- 
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deavor—from the Communist Party to 
civil rights to peace demonstrations. 

It is indeed appropriate, Mr. Speaker, 
that we take time to honor and commend 
the Director of the FBI for a hard job 
well done. The land of the free is made a 
lot safer thanks to the personal insights 
and efforts of one of America’s greatest 
public servants. I would be the first to 
admit that there is a lot of truth in the 
old adage that no one is indispensable. 
But to assume that Americans would en- 
joy the security provided by an FBI as 
sound and efficient as the one we have to- 
day without J. Edgar Hoover, is one as- 
sumption that I am not daring enough to 
make. 

Mr. Speaker, while I hate to ever see 
the day come when we will have to give 
consideration to Mr. Hoover’s successor, 
I certainly hope that we will enact legis- 
lation prior to that time that would re- 
quire Senate confirmation of this all- 
important post, and insert the text of the 
bill I introduced again in this 90th Con- 
gress, H.R. 874, to be reprinted at this 
point in the RECORD: 

H.R. 874 
A bill to provide that the Director of the 

Federal Bureau of Investigation shall here- 

after be appointed by the President, by 

and with the advice and consent of the 

Senate 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That (a) the 
Director of the Federal Bureau of Investiga- 
tion in the Department of Justice shall be 
appointed by the President, by and with the 
advice and consent of the Senate. 

(b) The functions of the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation shall include the detection 
and prosecution of crimes against the United 
States, the acquisition, collection, classifi- 
cation, and preservation of identification and 
other records, the exchange of such records 
with and for the official use of the duly au- 
thorized officials of the Federal Government 
and of States, cities, and other institutions 
(such exchange to be subject to cancellation 
if dissemination is made outside the receiv- 
ing departments or related agencies), and 
such other matters within the jurisdiction 
of the Department of Justice as the Attorney 
General may direct. 

Src. 2. Subsection (a) of the first section 
of this Act shall not apply to the individual 
who holds the office of Director of the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation on the date of the 
enactment of this Act. 


Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, in 
these days of disturbances in our Nation 
and throughout the world it is enjoyable 
to take time to praise 50 years of service 
to the United States by one of the great- 
est Americans, J. Edgar Hoover, a living 
symbol of the old fashioned, hardline, 
bedrock leader who believes in his Nation 
and works to the best of his many abili- 
ties for its best interests. 

I submit that no American is consid- 
ered more loyal to his nation than our 
Director of the FBI. 

Rather than praise the man, I believe 
I can accomplish this, and the added end 
of promoting his beliefs, by quoting from 
various speeches which Mr. Hoover has 
made during the past few years. 

First and foremost in his statements 
one finds Mr. Hoover rooted deeply in the 
concept of a nation united under God. 
Thus: 
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It is what a nation has in its heart, rather 
than what it has in its hand, that makes it 
strong. The nation which honors God is pro- 
tected and strengthened by Him. 

We are a God-Loving people. This is our 
greatest strength, Let our national motto 
always be, In God we Trust. 


On the responsibility of the individual 
to his nation, Mr. Hoover says: 


The fight against crime and communism 
can be won, and it will be won, but only with 
the help of every decent American citizen. 
No individual in this great land of ours 
should underestimate the importance of his 
or her role. 


On the threat of communism: 


We are at war with this sinister conspiracy. 
Every Communist today must be considered 
an enemy, wherever he may be, at home or 
abroad. 

A soft“ approach toward the menace of 
communism can lead only to national dis- 
aster. 

We are at war with communism and the 
sooner every red-blooded American realizes 
this the safer we will be. 


On civil disobedience: 


The law of the land is above any indi- 
vidual. All must abide by it. If we short cut 
the law, we play a dangerous game which 
only can result in total defeat for all of us 
because if we destroy our system of govern- 
ment by law, we destroy our only means of 
achieving a stable society. 

It is a great misfortune that the zealots of 
pressure groups always think with emotions, 
seldom with reason, They have no compunc- 
tion in carping, lying and exaggerating with 
the flercest passion. They cry liberty when 
they really mean license. 


On crime and subversion, he says: 


Crime and subyersion are formidable prob- 
lems in the United States today because, and 
only because, there is a dangerous flaw in 
our Nation’s moral armor. Self-indulgence— 
the principle of pleasure before duty—is 
practiced across the length and breadth of 
the land, It is undermining those attributes 
of personal responsibility and self-disci- 
pline which are essential to our national 
survival. It is creating citizens who reach 
maturity with a warped sense of values and 
an undeveloped conscience. 

Crime is a parasite, feeding upon public 
disinterest and moral lethargy. 


On the problem of civil rights: 


America has taken the lead in working 
them out, and it is taking the lead today. 
It is doing more for its underprivileged in 
minorities than any other nation in the 
world, but there is more to be done. 

We thank God that where the spirit of the 
Lord is, there is liberty. 

As citizens of a free country, we must 
judge people as individuals—not by race, 
creed or color. 


And on America in the face of adver- 
sity: 

Our nation was founded by overcoming ad- 
versity. From the time of the early patri- 
ots—The Pioneers, the Civil War, World War 
I, the Great Depression, World War II— 
always there has been a challenge for us to 
meet and conquer. Greatness won through 
the challenge of adversity can, however, be 
lost through inaction and lethargy. 

Challenge, not compromise—Victory, not 
defeat—these are words which have real 
meaning for true Americans. 


J. Edgar Hoover is living the life that 
he would ask others to live—that of the 
concerned American doing his job. He 
has built the FBI into the actual paragon 
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of law enforcement agencies. With this 
in mind I add one more of Mr. Hoover's 
comments: 

Justice has nothing to do with expediency. 
It has nothing to do with temporary stand- 
ards. We cannot, and will not, permit the 
FBI to be used to super-impose the aims of 
those who would sacrifice the very founda- 
tions on which our government rests! I take 
humble pride in emphatically stating... that 
as long as I am Director of the FBI, it will 
continue to maintain its high and impartial 
standards of investigation despite the hostile 
opinions of its detractors. Furthermore, the 
FBI will continue to be objective in its in- 
vestigations and will stay within the bounds 
of its authorized jurisdiction regardless of 
pressure groups which seek to use the FBI 
to attain their own selfish aims to the detri- 
ment of our people as a whole. 


It is this type of dedication which is 
needed in our Government, and to this 
end I have today introduced a resolution 
calling for Senate approval of a Presi- 
dential appointment to succeed Mr. 
Hoover at such time when he chooses to 
end his distinguished service as Director 
of the Bureau. 

During a speech in 1962 upon receiving 
the George Washington Award of the 
Freedoms Foundation at Valley Forge, 
Mr. Hoover quoted an 1850 speech by 
Daniel Webster. I believe Webster's words 
aptly characterize the man we praise 
today: 

I was born an American; I will live an 
American; I shall die an American; and I in- 
tend to perform the duties incumbent upon 
me in that character to the end of my career. 


Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to join my distinguished col- 
league from Illinois, HAROLD COLLIER, in 
commending J. Edgar Hoover for the 50 
years of dedicated and effective service 
he has given to the Department of Jus- 
tice. 

It is a properly accepted fact that 
through Mr. Hoover’s dedication and 
genius the FBI has become the most re- 
spected and effective agency of its kind 
in the world and that the Director de- 
serves not only the laudatory comments 
being made this afternoon in the House 
but also the respect and appreciation of 
all America. 

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina. 
Mr. Speaker, today marks the 50th an- 
niversary of a remarkable career, the 
career of J. Edgar Hoover. It is fitting 
that we should pay tribute here to this 
man who ranks as one of the most dedi- 
cated officials in our Government today. 

Mr. Hoover’s contribution to his nation 
spans the entire life of the Federal Bu- 
reau of Investigation as we know it to- 
day, for Mr. Hoover’s career in the De- 
partment of Justice began exactly 50 
years ago on July 26, 1917. It was not 
until 1935 that the Bureau of Investiga- 
tion became known as the Federal Bu- 
reau of Investigation. 

As the years have gone by, we have 
seen the Bureau increase in manpower 
and advance in technology. The latest 
equipment and scientific procedures are 
used in the work against crime. This ex- 
pansion of the Bureau into one of the 
finest law enforcement agencies in the 
world is largely due to the effective lead- 
ership provided by Mr. Hoover. It is to 
his credit that Mr. Hoover has remained 
in close touch with all his agents, refus- 
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ing to simply sit back and let the rest 
of the organization move on its own 
momentum. The effectiveness of the FBI 
is due in such a major way to this leader- 
ship by one of the genuinely great Amer- 
icans of the 20th century. The high re- 
spect and affection Americans feel for 
J. Edgar Hoover transcends narrow par- 
tisanship and is shared by pecple of 
every age and walk of life. 

All Americans owe a deep debt to Mr. 
Hoover for his relentless efforts to make 
our country safe from criminals and 
those who would destroy our way of life. 
Neither expense nor time is spared in 
tracking down and apprehending the 
thousands of criminals who endanger our 
society. The amazing success of the FBI 
is well known to all of us. 

As an outstanding example of devo- 
tion to his country, Mr. Hoover has re- 
mained as Director beyond the retire- 
ment age. His personal sacrifices in de- 
clining retirement have further enriched 
the Nation with continuing service. 

May this fine American continue to 
provide leadership to the FBI and may 
he enjoy personal happiness and good 
health through many years to come, 
secure in the knowledge that his Nation 
appreciates him and is deeply grateful 
for his tireless work. 

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Speaker, it is a distinct 
honor to pay tribute to Mr. J. Edgar 
Hoover, Director of the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation, as he completes 50 years 
service with the Department of Jus- 

ce. 

Mr. Speaker, few public servants have 
served the people so well and over so 
long a period. The FBI is generally 
acknowledged to be the finest police and 
investigative force in the world. It has 
greatly advanced the concept of law en- 
forcement by introducing scientific 
methods and professional discipline. Un- 
der the direction of Mr. Hoover, these ad- 
vances in the solution of crime have been 
shared with State and local law-enforce- 
ment agencies. This partnership has been 
an invaluable aid to strengthening law 
enforcement agencies throughout the 
United States. 

The FBI has over 6,000 special agents 
in nearly 60 field offices, all of whom are 
qualified lawyers or accountants. Under 
the enlightened leadership of Mr. Hoover, 
an exceptionally dedicated force has 
been created. One measure of its high 
morale is the low turnover. Less than 5 
percent a year leave the FBI. Mr. Hoover 
has built up a tough, disciplined corps 
of fearless, resolute agents who work as 
long hours as any group in public service. 

Mr. Speaker, John Edgar Hoover has 
spent all his adult life working for the 
Government. After attending a Wash- 
ington, D.C., high school, he secured his 
first job at 18 as a messenger in the 
Library of Congress. Even though work- 
ing full time, he attended George Wash- 
ington University and earned both a 
bachelor’s and master’s degree. 

It was in 1917 that Mr. Hoover went 
to work for the Department of Justice. 
After World War I he was appointed a 
special assistant to Attorney General A. 
Mitchell Palmer and took part in de- 
portation proceedings against the trou- 
blemakers of that era. This early experi- 
ence alerted him to the rising threat of 
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Communist subversion from within, 
which is a continuing danger against 
which we must ever be alert. 

In the Harding administration Mr. 
Hoover was appointed an Assistant Di- 
rector of the Bureau of Investigation. In 
1924, after the organization was rocked 
by the Teapot Dome scandals, Mr. Hoover 
was asked to take over and rebuild the 
Bureau. He agreed if two conditions were 
fulfilled—that he have a free hand and 
that there be an end to politics in the 
organization. The Attorney General, 
Harlan Fiske Stone, agreed and the FBI 
as we know it today began to function. 

Through the succeeding years Mr. 
Hoover has built an agency unlike any 
other in the world. The FBI has become 
a model for every agency which seeks 
to control crime, both in the United 
States and abroad. It has never been 
tainted by scandal or political patron- 
age. 

The FBI today is a monument to the 
integrity of the man. 

Mr. Speaker, I therefore take the 
greatest pleasure in adding my tribute to 
those of my many colleagues in the 
House who honor one of America’s most 
distinguished citizens, the Director of the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation, John 
Edgar Hoover. 

Mr. RAILSBACK. Mr. Speaker, it is a 
distinct honor for me today to join my 
colleagues in the House of Representa- 
tives in paying tribute to a distinguished 
American who marks his 50th anniver- 
sary with the Justice Department this 
week. President Johnson has said of J. 
Edgar Hoover: 

He is a hero to millions of decent citizens 
and anathema to evil men. No other Ameri- 
can now or in our past has ever served the 
cause of justice more faithfully or so well. 
No other American has fought so long or so 
hard for a safer and better national life. 


These words so very appropriately re- 
flect the deep respect and admiration so 
many of us feel for the man who took 
over the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
in 1924 and rebuilt it from top to bottom, 
It has become, as a result, the most ex- 
pert and enlightened police investigative 
force in this country. In fact, the FBI is 
generally acknowledged to be the finest 
investigative force in the world. It has 
greatly advanced the concept of law en- 
forcement by introducing scientific 
methods and professional disciplines 
that have filtered down to precinct sta- 
tion houses in hundreds of cities across 
the country. 

And J. Edgar Hoover is chiefly respon- 
sible for this expertise. His record of 
dedication and longevity in his job is 
unsurpassed. According to a recent 
newspaper account, there is no Govern- 
ment official of equal rank outside of 
Congress who has continued in his job 
as long. The FBI Director has served 
under 15 Attorneys General and eight 
Presidents. 

Under the capable leadership of Mr. 
Hoover, the FBI has rendered valuable 
service to law enforcement agencies 
throughout the Nation for nearly half a 
century. Under his guidance, the Bureau 
has remained free from disrupting in- 
fluences and from political, territorial, 
and economic pressures in its dedication 
to the cause of law enforcement. 

This dedication is simply a reflection 
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of its Director. Certainly he deserves 
our praise for the continued excellence 
of his devoted service to the Nation. 
Surely it can be said that J. Edgar 
Hoover has earned the trust, confidence, 
and appreciation of all Americans. 

Mr. DENNEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise to- 
day in admiration of and congratula- 
tion to Mr. J. Edgar Hoover, Director of 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation. We 
honor him today as he completes 50 
years of service with the Department of 
Justice. 

The mark of a man’s contribution to 
the character and culture of our society 
cannot be measured in terms of academic 
degrees, both earned and honorary, of 
which Mr. Hoover has many. Rather the 
mark of a man’s influence of the very 
fabric of our United States must be 
measured by the continued adherence to 
his principles by the citizens of our 
Nation. 

Director Hoover has long been in the 
forefront of the movement to assure our 
Nation against external and particularly 
internal Communist threat. The founda- 
tion that has molded to combat Com- 
munist aggression can only be main- 
tained and strengthened—if we use the 
perserverance and wisdom that Mr. 
Hoover has used to such strong advan- 
tage in the past. 

Mr. Hoover has likewise helped to de- 
velop in our Nation a respect for the 
law of our land—based on the fairness 
and sureness of his direction of the FBI. 
Such riots as are now occurring com- 
pletely overshadow and subvert a true 
analysis of our vast majority of citizens 
who are law abiding. 

Mr. Speaker, a former FBI agent, I can 
personally speak of the courage, wisdom, 
and devotion that J. Edgar Hoover has 
given to our Nation. It is for us to con- 
tinue the groundwork laid by him in his 
50 years of dedication and unestimable 
service. May we renew our dedication to 
fulfill his goal of a safe America. 

Mr. HUNT. Mr. Speaker, I wish to as- 
sociate myself with the remarks of my 
colleagues honoring the distinguished 
Director of the Federal Bureau of In- 
vestigation, J. Edgar Hoover. 

It has been my distinct privilege to 
know this man and to be accorded the 
privilege of training under his super- 
vision at the FBI National Police Acad- 
emy, which I attended in 1947. 

Through the years, he has proven him- 
self to be the No. 1 law-enforcement of- 
ficer in the United States, if not the en- 
tire world. His courage in the face of 
seemingly insurmountable odds has 
earned him the respect of every law-en- 
forcement officer in this country as well 
as the love and devotion of every law- 
abiding citizen. 

During his 50-year career in the De- 
partment of Justice, he has served under 
eight Presidents and has earned acco- 
lades from all of these men. Others have 
come and gone while the venerable Mr. 
Hoover goes serenely on, appearing to be 
immune to the ordinary vicissitudes of 
high office. He has maintained the al- 
most impossible position of keeping the 
FBI free of partisan politics and cor- 
ruption. 

Mr. Hoover was appointed Director of 
the Federai Bureau of Investigation 
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when it was established in 1908 and has 
made it into an impressive monument to 
efficiency and integrity. Ability is the key 
factor to his seemingly inviolate position. 
He has put together the most expert and 
enlightened police investigative force in 
this country and has earned the respect 
and admiration of all who have had the 
privilege and honor of being associated 
with him. He deserves the praise and ad- 
miration of a very grateful nation. 

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to mark the 50th anniversary of J. Edgar 
Hoover’s unparalleled career as a servant 
of the law. On this day in 1917, Mr. 
Hoover left a tedious job cataloging 
books in the Library of Congress to take 
the position of clerk in the Department 
of Justice. He had just been admitted to 
the bar, after 4 years of night study at 
the George Washington University. 
Within 2 years, he had become special 
assistant to Attorney General A. Mitchell 
Palmer and, within seven, had been 
named Director of the Department’s cor- 
rupt and incompetent Bureau of Inves- 
tigation. Those who need visible proof of 
Director Hoover’s great service to his 
country need only look to the present 
reputation of the FBI; the Bureau of 
today, and of the last 43 years, stands 
in the image of its Director as a model 
of integrity, loyalty, and responsible ex- 
ercise of a delicate role in our Govern- 
ment. 

But there is no need for me to recount 
Mr. Hoover’s brilliant career, which my 
colleagues have already so ably rehearsed 
today; the facts are so well known that 
they have entered into public legend. 
I would like to point out that this 
great record of accomplishment contin- 
ues a family tradition of public service, 
extending well over a hundred years. The 
Hoover family has lived in Washington 
for five generations, almost from the date 
of the founding of the District. The 
members of its last three generations 
have been public servants. J. Edgar 
Hoover’s father and grandfather served 
in the U.S. Coast and Geodetic Survey 
and his brother was inspector-general of 
the U.S. Steamboat Inspection Service. 

John Edgar himself was born in a 
house in Seward Square, just five blocks 
to the southeast of the Capitol and took 
his first job in the office of Senator Jones 
of Nevada. I can think of no man more 
worthy to be the symbol of the public 
servant, both from family tradition and 
from personal accomplishments. His own 
career demonstrates the virtues that we 
hope to find in the entire Federal ad- 
ministration—efficiency, integrity, isola- 
tion from politics, and complete devotion 
to duty. We all know that the FBI oper- 
ates very closely to a delicate area of our 
constitutional law—State and local con- 
trol of police enforcement—and we 
should remember that Mr. Hoover, 
through the early years of his director- 
ship, faced congressional suspicion that 
his Bureau would become a national 
police force. 

Certainly his position carried with it 
the dangers that lie potentially in any 
Position of power—dangers of misuse, of 
overextension, of disregard for the pub- 
lic good. Mr. Hoover averted this danger 
by his restraint, by his respect for the 
legal and constitutional limitations of 


20285 


his position, and above all by his mani- 
fest devotion to his duty. I cannot re- 
member one occasion on which an agent 
of the FBI abused the authority in his 
trust. This devotion makes up no small 
proportion of the great prestige of J. 
Edgar Hoover. The example of this man’s 
prestige should stand as a monument for 
emulation by all the men in the service 
of our Government. 

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speaker, 
the distinguished Director of the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation, Mr. J. Edgar 
Hoover, recently completed 50 years of 
service in that capacity. 

It is doubtful that any servant of the 
people and the Federal Government has 
ever performed his duties so long, so 
illustriously, so effectively, and with such 
dedication. In a sense, Mr. Hoover is the 
FBI, for it is largely as his creation that 
it has grown over a half century to be- 
come the finest agency for law enforce- 
ment, crime detection, and as a deterrent 
to criminal activity in the world. 

Under the direction of Mr. Hoover, the 
FBI, over the years, has constantly en- 
gaged itself in the development of new 
scientific and laboratory techniques for 
use in its never-ending fight to curb law- 
lessness, to apprehend the criminal, and 
to bring him to the bar of justice. 

The FBI shares all its knowledge and 
methods with State, county, and local 
law-enforcement agencies, under a pro- 
gram initiated by Mr. Hoover, which has 
proved of inestimable value in improving 
the caliber of police work throughout the 
country. 

From my own experience, as a former 
agent of the FBI, I am able to pay 
further tribute to Mr. Hoover as a far- 
sighted trainer of thousands of young 
men who have “graduated” from their 
work under his direction to useful and 
rewarding activities elsewhere, in both 
the public and private spheres. Among 
former FBI agents, there are almost as 
many thousands of men who have be- 
come outstanding attorneys and jurists, 
business and industrial executives, pub- 
lic servants in high echelons, and, of 
course, a considerable number of present 
and former Members of the Congress. 

Mr. Speaker, the Congress, the Gov- 
ernment, and the Nation as a whole have 
a great deal for which to be grateful to 
J. Edgar Hoover. It is a real privilege for 
me to have this opportunity to pay my 
personal tribute to him before this body 
on this special occasion. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman from Illinois for this oppor- 
tunity to say a few words in tribute to 
the long and distinguished career of Mr. 
J. Edgar Hoover, Director of the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation. 

Through the years and the crosswinds 
of politics, Mr. Hoover has held the FBI 
on a steady course of untarnished service 
to this Nation. 

This requires a Director of rare cour- 
age, of firm conviction, and the ultimate 
in dedication. This is Mr. J. Edgar 
Hoover, to whom I am pleased today to 
pay this small tribute. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Speaker, there 
are few people who have contributed 
more significantly to the safety and 
security of the United States than J. 
Edgar Hoover. Having served under him 


20286 


as an agent of the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation, I can testify personally to 
his capable leadership. His unsurpassed 
administration under seven American 
Presidents is an inspiration to those serv- 
ing under him. His own unselfish service 
provides a great example to his co- 
workers. 

Mr. Hoover's reorganization of the FBI 
upon his appointment as Director led to 
its development as an unparalleled law 
enforcement agency. The establishment 
of the central fingerprint bureau as well 
as the use of scientific detection methods 
has increased the efficiency not only of 
Federal law enforcement, but also that of 
State and local areas. The FBI has been 
almost unbelievably successful in deal- 
ing with criminals, Communist and Nazi 
subversion, and espionage, and yet has 
managed to stay outside of the political 
arena. 

During World War II no major in- 
stance of foreign-directed sabotage suc- 
ceeded, due, in the main, to the vigilance 
of the FBI. Since then a paramount FBI 
concern has been to watch the progress 
of Communist infiltration of the United 
States, to prevent its growth and to de- 
stroy its effectiveness. 

The Nation owes J. Edgar Hoover a 
great debt of gratitude for his continu- 
ing and successful effor’s against crime 
and subversion. The FBI has grown in 
stature and competence under his lead- 
ership and yet has remained within its 
rigid guidelines of noninvolvement in po- 
litical affairs, not interfering in the free- 
doms guaranteed to citizens by the Con- 
stitution and the Bill of Rights. 

An Executive order was issued by Presi- 
dent Johnson in 1964 exempting Mr. 
Hoover from compulsory retirement for 
age. This was a tribute to his tremendous 
achievement. It was the American Gov- 
ernment’s recognition of our continuing 
need for his abilities. I want to congrat- 
ulate J. Edgar Hoover on his 50 years of 
service to law enforcement. His contri- 
butions to our welfare and stability ex- 
emplify the finest kind of service a man 
can offer his country. 


FOURTEENTH ANNIVERSARY OF 
CASTRO’S JULY 26 MOVEMENT 
REMINDS US THAT COMMUNIST 
CUBA CONTINUES HER CAMPAIGN 
TO SUBVERT THE AMERICAS 
THROUGH INTENSIFIED REVOLU- 
TIONARY ACTIVITIES BY STOKE- 
LY CARMICHAEL AND OTHERS 


The SPEAKER pro tempero. Under 
special order of the House, the gentle- 
man from Illinois [Mr. Pucrnsx1] is 
recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, today 
is the 14th anniversary of Fidel Castro’s 
July 26 movement and should serve as 
a reminder that continued Communist 
control of Cuba constitutes one of the 
most serious dangers to the United 
States. 

Not only does Communist control of 
Cuba constitute a danger to South 
America but the presence of Stokely 
Carmichael in Cuba today for a top 
meeting of Communists demonstrates 
that Castro and his Communist follow- 
ers are now boldly planning to export 
their revolutionary tactics into the 
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heartland of America and the ghettos 
of our large cities. 

Mr. Speaker, we Americans should 
view developments in Cuba today with 
deep concern. We are witnessing the 
drafting of an offensive on our shores 
by the Communists which could have 
profound and disastrous effects on the 
very survival of our democratic system. 
Stokely Carmichael’s arrogant boast in 
Havana yesterday that he will organize 
back power guerrilla groups in American 
cities cannot go unchallenged. I urge our 
State Department to withdraw Car- 
michael’s passport and if he returns to 
the United States, we try him for trea- 
son. Here is a man who is in Cuba il- 
legally. We have restrictions against 
travel to Cuba unless special permission 
is granted. He is openly consorting with 
Castro and the top Communist leaders 
of this hemisphere, and openly advocat- 
ing guerrilla warfare for the overthrow 
of the United States. 

Stokely Carmichael proves to us that 
only 90 miles south of Florida, there is a 
Communist regime which has been and 
is instigating violence and which pro- 
claims it always will do its utmost to 
undermine our security. It is a regime 
which has vowed to employ any means at 
its disposal to disrupt peaceful life in 
neighboring and distant Latin American 
countries in order, as it shamelessly de- 
clares, to provoke bloody upheavals 
throughout the hemisphere. 

Because Cuba is a country that has 
only 8 million inhabitants and because 
her economy has been ruined by Com- 
munist rule, we have tended, recently, to 
pay less attention to the Marxist regime 
of Fidel Castro, and to minimize it as a 
force that is able to threaten the peace 
on a continental scale. 

Yet the Cuban dictator has been en- 
gaged in this effort for 8 years. Time 
and again he has defiantly proclaimed 
his determination to encourage violent 
revolutions everywhere, and has boasted 
of having meddled in the internal affairs 
of a number of Latin American countries. 

I would like to draw this Chamber’s 
attention to two Cuban statements which 
show that over the years the Communist 
regime of Fidel Castro has consistently 
followed its policy of promoting violence 
in disregard of international treaties 
and principles consecrated in the Char- 
ter of the United Nations and of the Or- 
ganization of American States. In his 
speech on July 26, 1960, Fidel Castro de- 
clared that he intended to “convert the 
Andes mountain range into the Sierra 
Maestra of all the Americas,” his first 
official call for a revolution in all of Latin 
America. 

Seven years later, the Cuban policy, 
far from turning more benign, has be- 
come more extremist, more brutal, and 
more defiant. In May of this year, the 
capture in Venezuela of Cuban army of- 
ficers infiltrating the country was an- 
nounced by the Venezuelan authorities, 
following which the Caracas government 
charged that Cuba is actively interfering 
in the internal affairs of that country. 

On May 15, a lengthy statement issued 
in Havana by the central committee of 
the ruling Communist Party of Cuba, not 
only admitted that Cuban officials have 
helped to infiltrate guerrillas into Vene- 
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zuela, but also defiantly proclaimed that 
a policy designed to “stimulate and in- 
crease to the maximum, the coordinated 
assistance to revolutionaries, wherever 
they might be. . is morally right and 
of vital necessity.” 

The May 15 statement said that Cuba 
was not only “disinterested in evading 
responsibility” for intervening in internal 
affairs of Venezuela, but that she “does 
not need to ask permission or forgive- 
ness” for her actions. Then, Communist 
Cuba brazenly challenged the Western 
Hemisphere, indeed the whole civilized 
world, by saying: 

We are being accused of wanting to sub- 
vert the established order in this Continent 
and we, in effect, do proclaim the historic 
necessity that the peoples subvert the order 
established by im: in Latin America 
and the rest of the world. We are being 
accused of preaching the revolutionary over- 
throw of the established Latin American 
governments and we, in effect, do believe 
that all oligarchies and “gorilla” govern- 
ments should be swept away by revolution- 
ary struggle. We are being accused of sup- 
porting revolutionary movements and we, in 
effect, are giving, and shall give help every 
time it is asked for, to every revolutionary 
movement that is fighting against imperial- 
ism in every part of the world. 


Do we, Mr. Speaker, need more proof 
of the danger Cuba represents to peace 
than this incredible official statement 
issued in Havana? 

But allow me, Mr. Speaker, to recapit- 
ulate recent developments in Cuba and 
actions taken by the Castro regime to 
promote and subsidize bloodshed in Latin 
America. 

In November 1964 a secret meeting 
of Latin American Communist parties 
took place in Havana with the partici- 
pation of a top-level Soviet delegation 
headed by Yuri V. Andropov, a member 
of the Soviet Politburo, who significantly 
was appointed chief of Russia’s security 
apparatus about a month ago. At the in- 
stigation of the Castro regime, a policy 
of stimulating guerrilla struggle in the 
Americas was adopted at the conference, 
despite halfhearted objections of some 
Latin American Communist parties. 

Another step in carrying out Cuba’s 
aggressive policy which was addition- 
ally designed to convert Havana into a 
center of Latin American communism 
with Castro as its sole leader, was the 
Tri-Continental Conference of the Asian, 
African, and Latin American Peoples 
Solidarity Organization held in January 
1966 in Havana. Following that pro- 
Communist reunion, the Latin American 
Solidarity Organization—LASO—was 
created with headquarters in Havana. 
LASO’s proclaimed objective was, and 
still is, “to unite, coordinate, and impel 
the struggle against North American im- 
perialism.” LASO has delegations not 
only in the 20 Latin American countries, 
but is also active in Guadeloupe, British 
Guiana, Jamaica, Martinique, Puerto 
Rico, and Trinidad and Tobago. LASO 
also claims an Office in the United States. 

Since the creation of LASO, the Cas- 
tro regime’s subversive activities have 
speeded up dramatically. In November 
1966, LASO’s school for guerrilla leaders, 
saboteurs, and political activists for the 
so-called national “liberation” move- 
ments in Latin America was created in 
Havana. 
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At the same time Cuba increased her 
propaganda broadcasts to Latin America. 
In what was described as the beginning 
of an expansion of Cuba’s broadcasting 
facilities, late last year a 150,000-watt 
standard wave transmitter was put into 
operation in eastern Cuba, covering a 
radius of about 2,000 miles. In 1967, 
Cuban radio’s total power reached 513,- 
000 watts. As of April 1, the Castro re- 
gime broadcasts 577 hours 30 minutes 
weekly to Latin America, Africa, Medi- 
terranean area, Europe, United States, 
and Canada. The Havana radio has pro- 
grams in English, French, Portuguese, 
Spanish, Arabic, Creole—to Haiti, Guar- 
ani, and Quetchua. These incendiary and 
bellicose broadcasts, directed to students, 
workers, and farmers, exhort Americans 
everywhere, not only to stage protests 
and street demonstrations, but also, as 
Havana says, “to make revolutions,” 
that is, to form guerrilla groups in the 
mountains and saboteur groups in the 
cities. 

An article in the New York Times, 
July 15, titled Pro-Red Latin Unit in 
Havana Seeking Cooperation in United 
States,” reads as follows: 

Mraxxr, July 15.—-The Latin American Soli- 
darity Organization, a Havana-based pro- 
Communist group that is promoting guerrilla 
and insurrectional activities, has recently 
begun seeking cooperation in the United 
States for advancing its goals. 

The organization, founded on January 16, 
1966, to “unite, coordinate and impel the 
struggle against North American imperial- 
ism”, has members in 28 countries. Besides 
delegations in 20 other Latin-American na- 
tions, it claims members in Guadaloupe, 
Guyana, French Guiana, Jamaica, Marti- 
nique, Puerto Rico, Trinidad and Tobago, 
and Surinam. 

The Havana radio’s daily English-language 
broadcasts for the last fortnight have been 
stressing cooperation with North American 
“anti-impertalists” groups and saying that 
the organization had “much in common with 
U.S. workers and students.” 

One broadcast reported that the solidarity 
organization had already pledged its support 
to the “Negro liberation movement in the 
United States.” The Havana radio added that 
at the first conference of the organization, 
scheduled to begin in Havana on July 28, 
there would be a “demand for an exchange 
of views between the anti-imperialist forces 
of South America and North America.” 


It further said that “noted U.S. pro- 
gressive figures” had expressed support 
for the conference. Among them is listed 
Paul M. Sweezy and Leo Huberman, edi- 
tors of the magazine Monthly Review; 
John Gerassi, of New York University; 
and William W. Worthy, a newsman. 

Another recent broadcast said that the 
main item on the agenda for the organi- 
zation’s meeting would be to “devise 
what is called a ‘global strategy’ for com- 
batting U.S. imperialism.” It continued: 

There is the same awareness of the need 
for this kind of global strategy in the United 
States, particularly among the Negro people, 
as seen from the fact that they make the 
fight against the war in Vietnam an integral 
part of their own struggle against racism. 


In addition, propaganda activities 
from Cuba include Cuban publications 
and magazines, distributed on a large 
scale, by the U.N. delegation in New 
York. Financial and military assistance 
to guerrilla forces operating throughout 
Latin America has been greatly in- 
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creased, according to Fidel Castro in a 
speech delivered in Havana on March 13 
of this year. 

At the same time, insurgent operations 
have taken place for the first time in 
Bolivia, a country that appears to have 
been chosen by Castro and his missing 
comrade-in-arms, Ernesto Che Guevara, 
as the next victim of their nefarious ac- 
tions. Late in March, the Bolivian Gov- 
ernment revealed that a guerrilla force 
was active in the southeastern part of 
the country. With proofs at its disposal, 
the Government of Bolivia accused the 
Cuban Communist regime of being the 
instigator of the insurgency. Guerrilla 
activities in Bolivia were added to other 
armed rebellions financed and promoted 
by Havana in Guatemala, Colombia, and 
Venezuela. 

From all over Latin America come re- 
ports that active or potential leaders have 
been or are being trained in Cuba from 
where they receive money, arms, and po- 
litical direction. A sample of what the 
Castro regime’s activities are, was the 
assassination of Dr. Julio Irribarren 
Borges, the brother of the Venezuelan 
Foreign Minister, whose bullet-ridden 
body covered with Castroite propaganda 
was found on a street in Caracas. Havana 
promptly claimed the credit for the as- 
sassination. 

On March 17, a message“ from the 
missing Argentine-born professional 
Communist agitator Ernesto Guevara 
was published in Havana. It urged that 
guerrilla activities in Latin America be 
increased and called for “‘more Vietnams 
to bleed the North American imperial- 
ism.” This thesis of creating more Viet- 
nams in order to bleed us as much as 
possible has been repeated by Cuban offi- 
cial propaganda since. 

On April 19, in a public speech, Fidel 
Castro again advocated his violent policy 
for Latin America. “The only solution to 
the present situation in Latin America 
is revolution,” the Communist dictator 
stated. In the same speech Castro re- 
ferred twice to Guevara as a Cuban army 
major, thus indicating that the missing 
Communist leader participates in the 
execution of his subversive foreign policy 
and, consequently, that Cuba is respon- 
sible for whatever Guevara does. 

Scarcely a week later, Bolivian anti- 
guerrilla forces captured Jules Regis De- 
bray, a French Communist and a close 
associate of Fidel Castro, who had been 
with the guerrillas. In an interrogation, 
Debray declared that in March he had 
seen Ernesto Guevara in Bolivia direct- 
ing the operations of the guerrilla force. 

To give a major impetus to armed re- 
bellion and subversive activities in Latin 
America, the Castro regime has convoked 
the so-called first conference of the 
Latin American Solidarity Organizations 
—LASO— which will be held in Havana 
between July 31 and August 10. The prin- 
cipal topics on the agenda of the confer- 
ence describe perfectly the meeting’s sub- 
versive aims. They are: first, the anti- 
imperialist struggle in Latin America; 
second, several methods of revolutionary 
struggle; armed insurrection in the proc- 
ess of national liberation struggle of 
Latin America; third, common policy and 
action against imperialist politico-mili- 
tary, economic, and ideological penetra- 
tion in Latin America; fourth, the solid- 
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arity of the Latin American peoples with 
the national liberation struggles else- 
where in the world; fifth, support for the 
Negro people in the United States in their 
struggle against racial segregation.” In 
connection with the last point of the Ha- 
vana conference’s agenda, it is worthy to 
note, that in the June issue of the Cuban 
magazine Pensamianto Critico, devoted 
to international problems, there is an ar- 
ticle entitled “Black Power” by Stokely 
Carmichael. 

While the subversive LASO conference 
will take place in Havana, the Organiza- 
tion of American States will debate 
charges against the Castro regime which 
has been accused by the Government of 
Venezuela of having carried out an open 
intervention in that country’s internal 
affairs. I believe, Mr. Speaker, that this 
Chamber should express its fullest sup- 
port not only for the Venezuelan charges, 
but also for the meeting of American 
Foreign Ministers which will take place 
on August 15. 

It is not enough to continue condemn- 
ing Cuba for subversive acts. She has 
made her intention and role in this 
hemisphere exceedingly clear. 

We must meet this challenge now, by 
taking effective and immediate steps to 
cut off the flow of weapons, money, and 
personnel from Cuba, or accept unend- 
ing guerrilla activities in the entire 
hemisphere, including the United States, 
which can lead only to the total destruc- 
tion to peace and security of this and all 
other American nations. 

We must, Mr. Speaker, take more con- 
certed action against Cuba than we have 
heretofore, and I urge the appropriate 
committees of Congress to address them- 
selves toward finding effective solutions 
to this problem which plagues our se- 
curity in ever increasing degrees as the 
Communists grow bolder in Cuba. 

Mr. Speaker, I include an article 
which appeared in the Washington 
Post this morning at this point in the 
RECORD: 

CARMICHAEL TURNS UP IN HAVANA, CALLS FOR 
U.S. GUERRILLA WARFARE 
(By Michael Arkus) 

Havana, July 25.— Black Power” advocate 
Stokely Carmichael arrived in Cuba today 
with a clarion call for the organization of 
Negro guerrilla groups in United States 
cities. 

It was believed that Carmichael did not 
have U.S. Government permission for his 
visit. 

He arrived by air from Prague as an ob- 
server to the Latin American Solidarity Or- 
ganization’s conference of revolutionary 
forces in Havana. 

It was expected that he would see Premier 
Fidel Castro during his stay. 

Carmichael was welcomed at Havana Air- 
port by Capt. Osmany Cienfuegos, president 
of the Cuban Communist Party’s Tri-Con- 
tinental Revolutionary Organization. 

[Foreign newsmen were not allowed to 
interview Carmichael on his arrival and he 
was whisked away in a limousine, United 
Press International reported.] 

[Diplomatic sources said they thought 
Carmichael was taken to Santiago, on the 
eastern end of the island, as an official guest 
at July 26 Holiday ceremonies there. Castro’s 
former revolutionary movement, the “26th 
of July,” took its mame from the 1953 date 
when he led a band of rebel youths in an 
attack on an army barracks in Santiago.] 

Shortly before Carmichael's arrival, the 
Cuban news agency, Prensa Latina, pub- 
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lished an interview with him in London in 
which he was quoted as saying: 

“In Newark, we are applying the tactics 
of guerrilla warfare. We are preparing groups 
of urban guerrillas for our defense in the 
cities. This struggle is not going to be a mere 
street meeting. It is going to be a struggle 
to the death.” 

He likened the racial disturbances in the 
U.S, to “real rebellions” and said the Cuban 
revolution was an inspiration to U.S. Ne- 
groes. 

The agency quoted Carmichael as saying 
former Cuban revolutionary leader Che Gue- 
vara, now said to be leading guerrilla war- 
fare somewhere in Latin America, was closer 
to American Negro youth than anyone else. 

After Carmichael left London yesterday, 
police there disclosed that they were prepar- 
ing a report on his ten-day visit to Britain, 
to be submitted to the minister responsible 
for internal law and order—Home Secretary 
Roy Jenkins. 


AMMUNITION IN THE FIGHT ON 
MISUSE OF DRUGS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
previous order of the House, the gentle- 
man from New York [Mr. Kuprerman] 
is recognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. KUPFERMAN. Mr. Speaker, today 
I am introducing legislation which is in- 
tended to increase the Government’s 
arsenal of weapons needed to sustain a 
successful attack on our Nation’s serious 
and ever-present problem of drug abuse 
and addiction. 

When President Johnson signed the 
drug abuse control amendments to the 
Federal Drug and Cosmetic Act in 1965, 
he made the following remarks: 

The Drug Abuse Control Act of 1965 is de- 
signed to prevent both the misuse and the 
illicit traffic of potentially dangerous drugs, 
especially the sedatives and stimulants, 
which are so important in the medicines 
which we use today. Unlike narcotics, some 
of these drugs are very easily and very 
cheaply manufactured. Production has been 
rapidly increasing. Some of that production 
has been counterfeit. But more important, 
the Food and Drug Administration estimates 
that at least one-half the annual production 
of certain useful drugs is being diverted to 
criminal traffic. Enough goof balls and pep 
pills, for instance, are being manufactured 
this year to provide two dozen pills to every 
man, woman and child in the United States. 
We know all too well that racketeers in this 
field are making victims of many of our 
finest young people.* 


At the congressional hearings in 1965, 
when the first drug abuse control amend- 
ments were under consideration, testi- 
mony showed that 9 billion barbiturate 
and amphetamine tablets are produced 
annually in the United States. It was 
estimated at the hearings that over 50 
percent, or 4% billion, of these tablets 
are distributed through illicit channels. 
This illegal traffic in barbiturate and 
amphetamine drugs has proven very 
profitable for black market operations. 
Barbiturates and amphetamines having 
a retail value of approximately only $670 
sell in illicit channels for amounts in ex- 
cess of $250,000.* 

Barbiturates are central nervous sys- 
tem depressants which have a wide 


1 July 15, 1965. Public Law 89-74. 

2See; Hearings before the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 89th 
Congress, First Session, on H.R. 2. Serial No. 
89-1, p. 1. 
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variety of medical uses when a hypnotic 
or depressant effect is desired. When 
taken without the proper medical direc- 
tion these drugs act as intoxicants. The 
person affected later becomes drowsy and 
confused, unable to think clearly. He 
cannot coordinate his muscular action 
when he walks or stands, and sometimes 
reaches the point of collapse. He experi- 
ences tremors of his hands, lips, and 
tongue, cannot concentrate, and may be- 
come inarticulate. 

It is similar to an alcohol reaction,’ in 
that the individual who consumes bar- 
biturates to the point of intoxication is 
a menace to himself and to others. Am- 
phetamines and their derivatives are 
central nervous system stimulants. When 
used in excessive quantities they cause, 
among other things, nervousness, insom- 
nia, tremors, irritability, hypertension, 
loss of weight, and in some cases psycho- 
sis and hallucinations. 

The Bureau of Drug Abuse Control has 
informed me that most of these drugs, 
after being diverted from the legal chan- 
nels of commerce, enter the black mar- 
ket by the following methods: 

First. Theft by employees of manu- 
facturers of wholesalers. 

Second. Hijacking of trucks with drug 
cargoes and loading dock thefts from 
common carriers. 

Third. Illicit buyers operating under 
false pretenses to induce legitimate man- 
ufacturers and wholesalers to sell to 
them. 

Fourth. Burglaries and larcenies of 
any of the above establishments, as well 
as from retail pharmacies and hospitals. 

Fifth. The counterfeiting of drugs of 
reputable, licensed drug firms. 

The purpose of the Drug Abuse Control 
Amendments of 1965 was to put these 
drugs—and others which the Secretary 
of the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare felt were susceptible to 
abuse—under an umbrella of Federal 
regulation. 

My bill has a twofold purpose: first, it 
will amend the Drug Abuse Control 
Amendments of 1965 by making it a fel- 
ony instead of a misdemeanor for ille- 
gally manufacturing or selling these 
drugs; and, second, it will provide that 
every person engaged in manufacturing, 
compounding, processing, selling, deliv- 
ering, or otherwise disposing of any de- 
pressant drugs shall, at the direction of 
the Bureau of Drug Abuse Control, keep 
segregated records of transactions deal- 
ing with such drugs. 

Mr. Speaker, the misuse of barbitu- 
rates, tranquilizers, and amphetamines 
which are diverted from legal channels 
of commerce present different problems 
according to the segment of the popu- 
lation affected and the variety of conse- 
quences attendant on such misuse; juve- 
niles may injure their health, engage in 
antisocial or immoral acts, or may be- 
come poisoned or addicted; both juve- 
niles and adults may have auto accidents 
as a result of taking sedatives, tranquil- 
izers, or stimulants; adults may become 


On May 3, 1967, joined by 21 of my Col- 
leagues, I introduced the “Alcoholism Care 
and Control Act of 1967“. My statements in 
connection therewith will be found in the 
Congressional Record of May 3, 1967, page 
11607. 
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poisoned or suffer near death from 
overdose of these drugs, particularly bar- 
biturates. 

A study prepared by the health depart- 
ment of New York City revealed that in 
the period between 1957-63 there were 
3,469 cases of barbiturate poisoning in 
New York City. Of this total, 1,165 cases 
were fatal and listed as suicides or deaths 
due to undertermined causes. The rest, 
nonfatal, included 4,179 attempted sui- 
cides, 744 accidental poisonings, and 
2,351 poisonings due to undetermined 
circumstances.* 

The grave situation of crime rings 
counterfeiting drugs increases the dan- 
gers resulting from their abuse. During 
1964, the New York State Board of Phar- 
macy found 131 different samples of 
spurious drugs. A New York Times report 
in 1964 on fake Dexidrine quoted a drug 
company executive as saying: 

The industry is bedeviled constantly by 
counterfeit drugs whose annual sales amount 
to between 50 and 100 million dollars.“ 


The FDA’s Director of the Bureau of 
Drug Abuse, John Finlator, estimates 
that the dollar value of counterfeit drugs 
sold annually far exceeds $25 million. 

These drug counterfeiting operations 
by their very nature are “hit and run 
types.” Those engaged in these opera- 
tions are not interested in the full-time 
legitimate manufacture of drugs. A large 
batch or two of expensive drugs are 
made, distributed through illicit chan- 
nels, and as soon as the producers get the 
cash proceeds they “fold up.” Invariably 
they are not licensed or registered by any 
Federal, State, or local government agen- 
cy. Consequently, their plants or clan- 
destine laboratories are not inspected. 
Hygienic conditions are rarely estab- 
lished and quality control is largely non- 
existent. The quantity of counterfeit 
drugs presently on the market is impossi- 
ble to ascertain. But no matter how small 
the amount, the possibility of consumers 
buying antibiotics only 75 percent potent 
to combat an infant’s fulmating infec- 
tion should provide us with the stimulus 
for making the necessary changes in the 
law to insure that no person will ever be 
put in such peril. One tablet may mean 
the difference between life and death. 
Yet, under our present law, the person 
violating parts of section 301 of the Fed- 
eral Drug and Cosmetic Act is guilty of 
a mere misdemeanor. The FDA informs 
me that all too frequently the defendant 
is given a suspended sentence if it is his 
first offense. 

Mr. Speaker, health is big business, and 
wherever large amounts of money can 
be made, organized crime moves in. Mar- 
garet Kreig, author of “Black Market 
Medicine,” ° testified before the Legal and 
Monetary Affairs Subcommittee of the 
House Committee on Government Oper- 
ations that— 

Because of the virtual immunity of black 
marketeering in medications with millions 
of potential innocent customers, the Mafia is 
moving in. Preparations of underworld origin 


A report dated by the Committee on Pub- 
lic Health, New York Academy of Medicine, 
reprinted supra note 1, at 57. 

*The New York Times, August 29, p. 11, 
Col. 6. 

*Kreig, Black Market Medicine, Prentice- 
Hall, 1967. 
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have been found in druggists’ stocks of tran- 
quilizers, sedatives, stimulants, hormones, 
blood pressure-depressants, antibiotics, 
diuretics, asthma remedies, weight reducers, 
arthritis drugs, and so on. The dosage forms 
range from liquid injectibles, such as Vita- 
min B12, to tiny thyroid tablets. 


I fear that Margaret Kreig’s observa- 
tions are correct, Mr. George P. Larrick, 
Commissioner of Food and Drugs of the 
Food and Drug Administration, has 
stated that organized crime rings are ac- 
tively bootlegging these drugs through- 
out the country in operations dealing 
with millions of tablets and capsules.’ 
Organized crime rings must not be per- 
mitted to distort the use of needed medi- 
cations by turning them into addiction 
traps for young people or by distributing 
noneffective drug combinations dis- 
guised in legitimate packages. They must 
be stopped now. Inasmuch as the penalty 
for such activities is a misdemeanor, the 
defendant usually gets off with a sus- 
pended sentence, and the crime syndi- 
cate merely places another “frontman” 
into the operation and continues to oper- 
ate the business as usual without any 
fear of severe criminal punishment. 

An example of such a situation was re- 
ported by the California authorities on 
January 5, 1965. Acting on an anonymous 
call and subsequent surveillance, they 
raided a converted grocery store in 
Berkeley. The authorities found a rather 
elaborate laboratory and a number of 
chemicals used in the synthesis of am- 
phetamine powder. The lone occupant of 
the premises was arrested; the legal 
Owner was never found.“ 

My bill, by providing harsher penalties, 
would help to eliminate this type of ille- 
gal operation. The Bureau of Drug Abuse 
Control, in response to my inquiry as to 
whether raising the first offense from 
misdemeanor to felony status would help 
reduce the traffic in these drugs, replied, 
“We would warmly endorse legislation to 
that end.“ 

However, as we have learned from the 
prohibition era, strict penalties alone will 
not serve as instruments to deter pros- 
pective violators. For this reason, my bill 
also provides that the companies that 
are required to keep records for FDA in- 
spection do so using a system separate 
from their usual bookkeeping methods. 

The recordkeeping and inspection pro- 
visions of the 1965 amendment are the 
most important parts of the Federal reg- 
ulatory attack on drug abuse. The rec- 
ords are intended to be used by the FDA 
to help furnish information regarding 
the extent of the dangerous drug prob- 
lem; for example, the point in the chain 
of distribution where diversions of drugs 
occur. However, the number of com- 
panies and the mass of records which the 
FDA must inspect are too numerous to be 
reviewed in a manner which would carry 
out the original intent of the provision. 
The FDA has reported that it once took 
its inspectors 250 man-hours to check 
the records of a small firm in New York, 
having an annual gross volume of only 
$250,000 in depressant and stimulant 


1 Supra note 1, at 22. 

s Supra note 1, at 341. 

o Letter dated June 15, 1967, from Jack 
Bologna, Assistant to the Director, Bureau 
of Drug Abuse Control. 
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drugs. This was less than 10 percent of 
the firm's total gross volume. 

There are approximately 6,000 firms 
including 1,000 manufacturers and 2,400 
wholesalers, which are required to regis- 
ter and keep records under the amend- 
ments. In addition, there are about 73,000 
other establishments that are required 
to maintain records but are not required 
to register. Among this group are 54,000 
pharmacies, 9,000 hospitals and clinics, 
8,000 dispensing practitioners, and some 
2,000 research facilities.” It is obvious 
that a productive inspection of these 
records becomes impractical under the 
1965 amendment provision, section 
511(d) (1). The pertinent part of the 
provision states: 

No separate records, nor set form or forms 
for any of the foregoing (of manufacture, 
receipt and disposition), shall be required 
as long as records containing the required 
information are. 


The President’s Commission on Law 
Enforcement and Administration of Jus- 
tice, after reviewing the effectiveness of 
this provision, stated that they did not 
believe that a proper and productive 
audit of such a mass of records is pos- 
sible under the 1965 provision. The Com- 
mission recommended that section 511 
(d) (1) be amended to require that rec- 
ords be segregated or kept in some other 
manner that would enable them to be 
promptly identified and inspected.“ In 
my bill I have provided for repeal of the 
above quoted portion of section 511(d) 
(1), This would permit the Secretary of 
Health, Education, and Welfare to re- 
quire segregated records as the Commis- 
sion recommended. 


In the 89th Congress, as part of my at- 
tack on drug abuse, I introduced four 
pieces of narcotic legislation: H.R. 
13762, H.R. 13765, H.R. 13763 and H.R. 
13764. See CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, vol- 
ume 112, part 5, page 6165.” This legisla- 
tion would: 


Authorize pretrial civil commitment, in 
lieu of criminal prosecution, for medical 
treatment and probationary aftercare of 
those charged with narcotics offenses. The 
option for civil commitments, however, 
would not be offered to those who sell drugs 
for resale—H.R. 13762. 

Authorize the appropriation of $15 million 
for grants to the States and local govern- 
ments to construct and operate treatment 
and rehabilitation facilities for drug abus- 
ers—H.R. 13763. 

Establish a Federal-State two-thirds, one- 
third matching grant program to provide 
support for State and local programs aimed 
at rehabilitation of the addict—H.R. 13764. 

Modify the now-mandatory prison sen- 
tence imposed on addicts to permit Federal 
courts greater discretion in the employment 
of probation and sentence suspension and 
program of parole. Key provision—to end 
the existing 5-year minimum sentence im- 
posed upon narcotics addicts, while man- 
datory sentence for narcotics sellers would 
remain unchanged—H.R, 13765. 


On May 31, 1966, I was pleased to sup- 
port the Narcotic Rehabilitation Act of 
1966. Today I present to this body a drug 


10 The President's Commission on Law En- 
forcement and Administration of Justice, 
Task Force Report; Narcotics and Drug 
Abuse, p. 10. 

u Ibid. 

* Portions of these proposals are now in 
the law. 26 U.S.C. 4731, 1966. 
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abuse problem, just as serious as the 
one we wrestled with in the Narcotic Re- 
habilitation Act of 1966. These drugs are 
fast replacing the use of the “hard” nar- 
cotics such as opium, heroin, and co- 
caine. 

Almost 2% years have elapsed since 
the passage of the drug abuse amend- 
ments, The time has come for this body 
to carefully review all of its provisions 
and make the changes necessary to arm 
the Federal Drug Administration with 
the ammunition needed for its fight 
against misuse of drugs. My bill, I be- 
lieve, is a step in that direction. 


CARL SANDBURG—A FEW REMARKS 
BY A MAN WHO KNEW HIM 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
previous order of the House, the gentle- 
man from Iowa [Mr. ScHWENGEL] is 
recognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. SCHWENGEL. Mr. Speaker, the 
last few days Americans and literary 
friends from all over the world have 
mourned the passing of one of the 
grandest and noblest figures in America. 
Writers, authors, publishers, clergymen, 
statesmen, and people from all walks of 
life have expressed remorse and regret 
at the announcement of the passing of 
Carl Sandburg. 

The death of Carl Sandburg is a lit- 
erary and a national calamity. Even 
though he lived to be 89 and left us 
with a massive contribution that will 
live forever, the gap in his passing puts 
the whole world in deep mourning. What 
we lost in this fabulous poet, historian, 
and biographer, is some of the most 
precious sounds in the voice of America. 
And this cannot be retrieved except in 
the volumes of his immense literary 
achievements, which is now a vital part 
of the tradition of our country on the 
most exalted plane. 

It is one of the most cherished and 
one of the proudest fragments of my 
own life that, on occasion, I can claim 
to have been closely and personally asso- 
ciated with Carl Sandburg on joint en- 
deavors focused right here in the Capitol 
of the United States. And, I hope you 
will forgive me for this personal note— 
may I add an encomium for the Con- 
gress of the United States in making 
itself and these environs the occasion 
for great utterances from this remark- 
able master of the most rugged aspects 
of the American language. For the Con- 
gress of the United States, on my humble 
initiative, invited him to these sacred 
and historic halls of commemorate 
events in the life of Abraham Lincoln. 

For right here and from this podium 
in the Hall of the House of Represent- 
atives, Carl Sandburg spoke to us, to the 
Nation, and to the whole world. It was 
an address before a joint session of Con- 
gress held in accordance with the provi- 
sions of House Joint Resolution 648, 85th 
Congress, commemorating the 150th an- 
niversary of the birth of Abraham Lin- 
coln. The Sandburg eloquence of that 
hour left an indelible impression on me 
personally and, I am sure, on the de- 
voutly attentive Members of this House 
and the Senate and their guests. It was 
on this occasion, also, that the distin- 
guished actor, Fredric March read the 
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Gettysburg Address as one part of the 
day’s ceremonies. 
Not often— 


Said Carl Sandburg of Abraham Lin- 
coln that day— 
not often in the story of mankind does a 
man arrive on earth who is both steel and 
velvet, who is as hard as rock and soft as 
drifting fog, who holds in his heart and 
mind the paradox of terrible storm and peace 
unspeakable and perfect. 


I am afraid I am myself not a poet, I 
am only a religious and perhaps a rather 
simple devotee of the kind of American 
poetry Carl Sandburg wrote. And this 
line is poetry for my sense of apprecia- 
tion in the noblest expression of that 
subtle art. I carry here in my wallet, for 
quotation again and again and still 
again, the lines I treasure most from 
that address, and this is for me the most 
eloquent, the most succinct, the most im- 
peccably superb and meaningful of them 
all. For that speech, forever recorded 
March 9, 1961, in a hard-cover report by 
the Joint Committee on Arrangements— 
of which I happened to be chairman— 
stands high—if not nearly highest—as a 
classic of classics in the long catalog of 
Carl Sandburg's works. 

In fact for me, as I got to know him, 
there were sensitive overtones in those 
words—‘“both steel and velvet’—which, 
it seems to me apply as much to Carl 
Sandburg himself as to Abraham Lin- 
coln. For how better describe Sandburg's 
poetry than to say its ingredients con- 
tain both the toughness of steel and the 
gentleness of velvet. Here was an im- 
mortal alloy of words that helped to 
bring closer to the heart and mind of 
mankind everywhere—in India, in China, 
in Russia, in Europe, the Near East 
the greatest of our great Americans. 

I hope the ablest of our academic 
American critics will agree with me that 
just as Abraham Lincoln was the most 
American of Americans, so Carl Sand- 
burg was the most American of all our 
American poets, along, perhaps, with 
Walt Whitman. 

He had a liaison of the soul with Abra- 
ham Lincoln. 

Again, for me his six-volume master- 
piece—the biography of Lincoln—won 
not only the Pulitzer Prize, but also the 
very heart and soul of America. This 
enormously skillful, diligently mastered, 
powerfully moving tour de force, was, I 
insist, not a eulogy as such; it was at 
once history in the most authentic sense, 
scholarly and probing; it was biography 
that one can read with the ease of a 
newspaper column, and, above all, it was 
an appreciation of the noblest and the 
greatest life in the history of American 
biography, done in the intellectual en- 
vironment of the utterest integrity. 

Much more than a work of pedagogic 
scholarship it is a breakthrough in the 
patterns of biographical writing and 
creates a new and magnificent stand- 
ard in this phase of the literary art. 
What made this excellence possible was 
the unique partnership of renown be- 
tween two of the greatest men—each in 
his own sphere—produced on American 
soil: the statesman and the poet. And it 
set for all time, in a state of permanent 
beauty and decency, the much maligned 
image of America. 
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Our country as long as it lives will hold 
highest the memory of the greatest Pres- 
ident and its greatest poet, for we shall 
never be able to think of the one with- 
out thinking of the other. 

Mr. Speaker, you will remember Feb- 
ruary 12, 1959, when the Congress met in 
joint session to hear this private citizen 
speak for all of us so eloquently in his 
tribute to Lincoln. You will remember 
the report to Congress authorized and 
published on the ceremonies to com- 
memorate the 150th anniversary of Lin- 
coln’s birthday. This report revealed, 
that every newspaper in America, car- 
ried the story of that memorable day 
and with it the remarks of Sandburg. 
The report also reminds us that this oc- 
casion was noted worldwide. In most 
cases, the publication had their own 
comments. The television and radio pre- 
sented the program live and, then, on 
request replayed it many, many times all 
over America. 

Typical and, yet, one of the best com- 
ments made by Max Freedman in the 
Manchester Guardian on February 19, 
1959, wrote under the title “Congress 
Weeps for Lincoln.” 

With proud thanksgiving and noble grief 
the Nation today honored its martyred Pres- 
ident. All over the United States there were 
ceremonies to mark the hundred and fiftieth 
anniversary of Lincoln's birth; but the su- 
preme tribute was reserved for the Halls of 
Congress, where he once served and whose 
criticism so often fell like a scourge upon 
him in the agony of the Civil War. 


Never in living memory has there been 
an occasion in Washington comparable 
to this, so moving in its contrasts, so 
memorable in its appeal, so majestic in 
its inspiration. The discords and debate 
which jangle through Congress were for- 
gotten as the soul of America stood re- 
vealed for all the world to see. 

A nation may be judged by its heroes; 
and no small people could have nurtured 
Lincoln or honored him in this matchless 
national tribute. Unforgettable were the 
contrasts. The scene was the great 
Chamber of the House of Representa- 
tives, to which had been invited the Mem- 
bers of the Senate for a joint session of 
Congress. 

As the Senators came in it was impos- 
sible to forget that earlier scene, so heart- 
shaking in the intensity of its pathos, 
when the southern Senators on the eve 
of the Civil War bade a solmen valedic- 
tory to Congress and departed for their 
homes and States to stand with their 
neighbors in armed defense of the South. 

Directly in front of the Speaker’s plat- 
form were seated Chief Justice Warren 
and the Associate Justices of the Su- 
preme Court, all in their black robes, and 
visibly impressed by their ovation by 
Congress and the still more eager wel- 
come extended by the crowded galleries. 

In everyone’s mind was the Court’s 
work in completing the liberation of the 
Negro so nobly begun by Lincoln as an 
act of military necessity but graced with 
a virtue that the years have widened and 
enriched. Lincoln wanted the Negro to 
come into his inheritance of freedom; he 
wanted him to vote; he wanted him to be 
fully educated; and he hoped the start in 
these tasks of freedom would be quickly 
made with the ablest and most intelli- 
gent Negroes. 
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These old dreams are now woven into 
the fabric of freedom—and are en- 
tangled, too, in the knotted cords of race 
hatred, But today there was a truce in 
the ancient quarrel as the spirit of Lin- 
coln made a sanctuary out of Congress. 
In little things as in great, the chivalry 
of idealism flashed its message. 

But the greatest tribute of all was in 
seeing the emotion of Congress as tears 
stood in the eyes of many Senators and 
Congressmen. They listened with pro- 
found emotion to Mr. Fredric March read 
the Gettysburg Address and gave three 
separate ovations to the cadenced, pas- 
sionate eulogy of Lincoln spoken by Carl 
Sandburg, the poet-biographer. 

Mr. Sandburg patted Mr. March’s 
hand in encouragement as the actor 
arose to read the famous speech. 

Not often in the story of mankind— 


Mr. Sandburg quietly began— 
Does a man arrive on earth who is both 
steel and velvet, who is as hard as rock and 
soft as drifting fog, who holds in his heart 
and mind the paradox of terrible storm and 
peace unspeakable and perfect. 

In the time of April lilacs in the year 
1865— 


Came Mr. Sandburg’s deep voice— 
The casket with Lincoln’s body was car- 
ried north and west a thousand miles; and 
the American people wept as never before— 
bells sobbed, cities wore crepe, people stood 
in tears and with hats off as the railroad 
burial car paused in the leading cities of 
seven States, ending its journey at Spring- 
field, Ill., the hometown. 

Mr. Sandburg recalled that during the 
4 years in which Lincoln was President 
“he at times, especially in the first 3 
months, took to himself the powers of a 
dictator.” When Lincoln came to Gettys- 
burg he spoke not of the brave Union 
men but simply of the “brave men, living 
and dead, who struggled here.” Did he 
have a purpose in omitting the word, 
“Union”? No one knew for sure, but per- 
haps Lincoln was thinking of the Ken- 
tucky father whose two sons died in bat- 
tle, one in Union blue, the other in Con- 
federate gray, the father inscribing on 
the stone over the double grave, “God 
knows which was right.” 

Now Mr. Sandburg concluded: 

The people of many other countries took 
Lincoln for their own because “he belongs 
to them.” Lincoln stood for decency, honest 
dealing, plain talk, and funny stories. His 
most enduring memorial was “in the hearts 
of lovers of liberty, men and women who 
understand that wherever there is freedom 
there have been those who fought and sacri- 
ficed for it.” 


Mr. Speaker, the applause went on 
until it seemed as if it never would end. 
Several Justices of the Supreme Court 
cleared their eyes of tears; so did Sena- 
tor Lyndon Johnson and Senator DIRK- 
SEN, the two party leaders of the Senate. 
Finally Mr. Sandburg and Mr. March 
left the Hall, stopping, appropriately 
enough, to salute the members of the 
Supreme Court and to shake hands for 
an instant with Chief Justice Warren, 
who symbolizes the victory of law for 
which Lincoln, even in the heat of bat- 
tle, prayed and worked. 

Another great author, Edwin Mark- 
ham, wrote some lines about Lincoln 
that apply as well to this eloquent biog- 
rapher. They read: 
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Here was a man to hold against the world, 
a man to match the mountains and the sea. 


GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND 


Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that all Members may have 5 
legislative days in which to pay their 
tributes to Carl Sandburg. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from Iowa? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, Carl 
Sandburg was poet, historian, novelist, 
and troubadour—but transcending all of 
these professions, he was the palpable 
expression of an ideal—he embodied 
America’s faith in the common man, in 
the dignity of the individual. 

When he died, at the age of 89, he was 
almost half as old as the Republic to 
which his parents had emigrated. He 
earned his living, at various times in his 
life, as milkman, barbershop porter, 
sceneshifter, truck handler, dishwasher, 
harvest hand, and railroad construction 
worker. He served in Puerto Rico in the 
Spanish-American War, having enlisted 
in the Sixth Illinois Volunteers. Upon his 
return he entered college and became 
editor of the college newspaper, captain 
of the basketball team, and janitor of 
the gymnasium. After leaving college, he 
was salesman, advertising manager, and 
newspaperman. He was one of those rare 
individuals who cherished all seasons 
and who sought the truth in all things. 
“I don’t have an opinion that stays with 
me from time to time. It’s always a flux 
of opinion and feeling of outlook, from 
month to month.” “It annoys me to die,” 
he once wrote. “I should like to see what 
follows.” 

Carl Sandburg is dead. But his fierce, 
rugged cadences, which owed so much 
to the rough verse of Whitman, are a 
part of the American heritage. He loved 
the broad flat prairies of his native Illi- 
nois, and the harsh brawl of Chicago— 
“hog butcher for the world.” He loved 
simplicity—the company of children, the 
honesty of labor. His mammoth six-vol- 
ume biography of Lincoln, lauds the 
simplicity of a man whose will was of 
iron—a man of whom Sandburg, stand- 
ing before Congress in 1959, paid a 
tribute which could well be his own 
epitaph: 

Not often in the story of mankind does a 
man arrive on earth who is both steel and 
velvet, who is hard as rock and soft as drift- 
ing fog, who holds in his heart and mind the 

x of terrible storm and peace unspeak- 
able and perfect. 


Carl Sandburg was far more than a 
gentle patriarch. His fierce indignation 
at social injustice motivated his work in 
the thirties as a labor organizer and so- 
cial reformer. He saw firsthand—and 
never forgot—the human misery which 
industrial growth can so callously spawn, 
and he devoted the better part of his 
middle years to the cause of justice and 
humanity. 

But most of all he loved America. In 
answer to his own question— What is 
the greatest single result from our Civil 
War related to the present hour of fate 
and history?”—Carl Sandburg replied: 

It could be that the answer is we are a 
united, powerful nation and our power rests 
chiefly on our unity. Our nation of unbreak- 
able United States is the foremost powerful 
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contender for freedom for all men the world 
over. 


Carl Sandburg’s charm and his great- 
ness captivated audiences of all kinds. He 
could move stern political assemblies, 
even as he could capture the hearts of 
an outdoor crowd carelessly gathered on 
a warm summer night. He was the son 
of a blacksmith, but he came to know 
Presidents and statesmen, and the King 
of Sweden, his ancestral land. But he 
never repudiated his origins, nor wanted 
to. 


I was born on the prairie and the milk of 
its wheat, the red of its clover, the eyes of its 
women gave me a song and slogan— 


He wrote in a poem called “Prairie.” 
He could also sing of Smoke and Steel,” 
and his pride in the big city: 

Smoke of the finished steel, chilled and blue, 
By the oath of work they swear: “I know 
you.” 


His legacy is one of hope for the hu- 
man race. He expressed pride in being, 
and humility in creating. His life was 
a testament to the tough virtues that 
made this country great, and to the dur- 
ability of the human race: 

Man is a long time coming. 

Man will yet win. 

Brother may yet line up with brother: 

This old anvil laughs at many broken ham- 
mers. 

There are men who can't be bought. 


Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
one of the truly great Americans is no 
longer with us, and we are much the 
poorer for it. 

Carl Sandburg was more than a poet, 
although he was satisfied to bear that 
title. Mr. Sandburg was a minstrel, a 
bard, folk singer, a teller of tales uniquely 
American, and one of the greatest biog- 
raphers of that great American Presi- 
dent, Abraham Lincoln. 

Mr. Sandburg, who sang the glories of 
industrial and prairie America in verse 
and prose, was himself a slice of Ameri- 
cana. He was easily the most national 
American poet since Walt Whitman. 

It took a poet with Sandburg’s soul 
to sense beauty in the harsh skyline of 
industrial America, the smoke funnel- 
ing from its steel mills and the sounds 
and smells emanating from Chicago’s 
stockyards. It took Sandburg with his 
special feel for raw beauty and love of 
a lusty and growing America to translate 
these sights and sounds into the lan- 
guage of midwestern music. 

Mr. Sandburg drew his greatness as a 
writer from his love for people and his 
love for the glorious land that is Amer- 
ica. It was because Abraham Lincoln was 
a man “of the people, by the people and 
for the people” that Carl Sandburg la- 
bored so devotedly for 30 years to produce 
his monumental Pulitzer Prize-winning 
biography of Lincoln. 

There was much of Lincoln in Sand- 
burg, for Sandburg too was honest, witty, 
and earthy, and endowed with a unique 
kind of simple eloquence. 

Like Lincoln, Sandburg spoke to the 
American people in language they un- 
derstood. The critics were hopelessly 
wrong when they criticized Sandburg 
for employing slang words and phrases 
that bordered on the crude. He commu- 
nicated. He used words that fit. He was 
therefore among the best of poets. 
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America spoke through Carl Sandburg. 
America should also listen to him, for 
Carl Sandburg had the vision. And he 
had integrity. We should “listen good” 
when Carl Sandburg says: 

Man is a long time coming. 

Man will yet win. 

Brother may yet line up with brother: 

This old anvil laughs at many broken ham- 
mers, 

There are men who can’t be bought. 


Carl Sandburg could have been writ- 
ing his own epitaph when he shaped 
those sentences, for he was one of those 
men. 

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Mr. Speaker, the 
Nation is saddened by the loss of one 
of her most honored and beloved writers, 
Carl Sandburg. A poet, a singer of 
American folk tales, and a Pulitzer Prize 
biographer of Abraham Lincoln, Carl 
Sandburg held a special place in the 
hearts of his countrymen. His was a 
uniquely authentic American voice. “He 
celebrates what is best in us,” Henry 
Steel Commager wrote of him, “and re- 
calls us to our heritage and our hu- 
manity.” Many of us here in the Con- 
gress will remember his moving address 
on February 12, 1959, before a joint 
session commemorating the 150th anni- 
versary of the birth of Abraham Lin- 
coln. 

Mr. Speaker, it is in this respect that 
I would like to call to the attention of my 
colleagues an editorial eulogizing the late 
Carl Sandburg which appeared in the 
July 26, 1967, Madison, Wis., State 
Journal: 

ROUGH AND GENTLE PorT—A Lor or LINCOLN 
In SANDBURG 

Poet for the people, biographer, novelist, 
singer of folk songs, and teller of tales—He 
was Carl Sandburg, a man with shaggy hair 
who retired to a goat farm. 

He was the son of an immigrant who 
roughened his hands at any work that would 
put bread on the table. 

He was a milk wagon driver, a barbershop 
porter, a worker in a tin shop, and in the 
winter he carved some of the cold into blocks 
of ice to be stored in sawdust for next sum- 
mer's use. 

He was a dish washer, a railroad section 
hand, a toiler who followed dusty harvest and 
reaped folk songs along the way, storing them 
in his own personal granary for use years 
later. 

He was a soldier, a salesman, a political 
party organizer, an advertising manager, an 
aide to a Socialist mayor, a foreign corre- 
spondent, editorial writer, and a goat raiser. 

He was all that, and more. 

He put Chicago into words for the world 
to see and feel—from its stockyards and 
sprawling railways to its loud laughter of 
youth, the “City of the Big Shoulders.” 

He pulled Abraham Lincoln out of a fog 
of myth and gave him back to history as he 
really was, a warm man but a human one 
with frailties. 

There was a lot of Lincoln in Sandburg, 
just as there was a lot of Chicago in him— 
“under his ribs the heart of the people.” 

Like Whitman, he heard America singing; 
and like Ulysses, he was a part of all that he 
had met. 

But he could be the despair of newspaper 
editors by disappearing at a labor convention, 
overwhelmed by the importance and the ex- 
citement. 

If he had never written anything except 
his grand scale biography of Lincoln, from 
the prairie years through the presidency and 
the assassination, he would have been hon- 
ored and remembered. 

He could be rough, as with his Chicago 
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poem; or gentle, as with his Fog coming “in 
on little cat feet.” And he could answer critics 
with defense of slang: a language that rolls 
up its sleeves, spits on its hands, and goes 
to work.” 

Carl Sandburg did not ask much: a little 
love in the home and a little affection and 
esteem outside the home.” 

The love and affection for him now remain 
a legacy that will grow and grow as long 
as the story of America is told. 

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SCHWENGEL. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Illinois. 

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

First of all, I want to compliment the 
gentleman for the very meaningful and 
very deep felt and eloquent remarks on 
behalf of Carl Sandburg. 

I also want to compliment the gentle- 
man for his leadership in arranging and 
directing arrangements for the joint ses- 
sion of the Congress at which Carl Sand- 
burg appeared. It was an occasion which 
was before my election to Congress, but 
it was an event which I and many other 
Americans had the opportunity to wit- 
ness on television. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to join today 
in tribute to one of America’s great citi- 
zens and a native son of my home State 
of Illinois, Carl Sandburg. 

It was my privilege to meet and visit 
with Carl Sandburg on various occasions 
during the height of his career as poet, 
historian, and articulate narrator of var- 
ious forms of Americana. During the pe- 
riod from 1941 to 1951 I was associated 
in the practice of law in Chicago with 
the late Oliver R. Barrett, about whom 
Carl Sandburg wrote a biography entitled 
“Lincoln Collector: The Story of Oliver 
R. Barrett’s Great Private Collection.” 
One of my proud possessions is a copy of 
this volume autographed by Carl Sand- 
burg and Oliver R. Barrett. Of course, 
the volume describes the original manu- 
scripts and other memorabilia of Lincoln 
and of the Lincoln period, which Oliver 
Barrett collected during his lifetime, and 
which were examined by Car] Sandburg 
in the course of his thorough research 
resulting in his brilliant biography of 
Abraham Lincoln. 

However, my personal contacts with 
Carl Sandburg were not related so much 
to the Lincoln theme as to the more con- 
temporary American life, which he de- 
scribed and portrayed in song, verse, and 
melodic prose. Carl Sandburg’s voice 
fairly rang with the spirit of urban and 
rural indigenous America—the voice and 
the sound of the pioneer—the rough- 
hewn citizens who rose from the soil to 
build this great and mighty land. 

Combined with Carl Sandburg’s dra- 
matic and poetic portrayal of America, 
there appeared intermittently a brilliant, 
dry sense of humor, so essential in giving 
full meaning to the America which he 
loved and depicted. 

Both Mrs. McClory and I had the privi- 
lege of meeting and visiting with Carl 
Sandburg informally in the office of Oli- 
ver R. Barrett in Chicago some 18 years 
ago, a privilege which came to few of 
our citizens. On those occasions we came 
under the spell of this resourceful Amer- 
ican, whom we pause to recall today. We 
received a rare and rich blessing from 
his presence, which through the modern 
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medium of television has reached count- 
less millions of our fellow citizens since 
that time. 

America is a more meaningful and 
more appreciated land because Carl 
Sandburg lived and worked here. The 
world itself is far richer because of his 
life and devotion to his fellow man. Carl 
Sandburg fulfilled the great scripture 
according to St. John that, Le love one 
another even as I have loved you.” 

Mrs. McClory joins in this tribute and 
in expressing sympathy to Mrs. Sand- 
burg, and to other members of the fam- 
ily. 

Mr. SCHWENGEL. I thank the gen- 
tleman very much. 

Mr. RAILSBACK. Mr. Speaker, it is 
with great respect and admiration that I 
pay tribute today to Carl Sandburg—the 
American bard. He was that, but so 
much more. He caught in his pages a 
certain moment and certain place in our 
history. Those pages have become a part 
of our permanent record. 

Born in the prairie town of Galesburg, 
which lies in my congressional district 
in Illinois, Carl Sandburg’s ashes will be 
scattered there. But his legacy claims no 
geographical location; he belongs to us 
all. He was a national poet, one of 
America’s greatest. 

He came at a time when the prairie 
merged with the metropolis. He under- 
stood both worlds and synthesized them 
in his mind. He was able to explain 
America itself—for the people, in their 
language. For his was writing rich from 
authentic experience, full of folklore 
and idiomatic speech—of talk from 
farms, mines, hobo campfires, section 
gangs, soapboxes. It tells what the com- 
mon man thinks, it affirms his strength 
and value. 

How appropriate that our President 
should say of Carl Sandburg: He “was 
more than the voice of America, more 
than the poet of its strength and genius. 
He was America.” 

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SCHWENGEL. I am glad to yield 
to the gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, it is fit- 
ting that the chairman of the U.S. Capi- 
tol Historical Society here in Washington 
should lead the tribute today to this 
great American, Carl Sandburg. I should 
like to associate myself with the inspired 
tribute of the gentleman from Iowa, just 
rendered. 

As one who comes from Chicago and 
has recognized that more people learn 
to love and to respect Chicago from the 
works and the poetry of Carl Sandburg 
than from anything else ever written 
about the city, I congratulate the gen- 
tleman in the well today for taking this 
time to prepare such an inspiring tribute 
to this great American author. 

There is no question that Carl Sand- 
burg had that unique facility and ca- 
pacity to see, where there was darkness, 
light; to see, where there was despair, 
hope. 

There is no question that Carl Sand- 
burg captured the rugged spirit of the 
Midwest, and in particular he captured 
the daring, the hope, the light and the 
beauty of Chicago, “Hog butcher for the 
world.” 

Carl Sandburg knew how to treat peo- 
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ple and to place their noble character in 
inspiring verse. 

The world is certainly fortunate and 
so much the richer today that in this 
fleeting moment, as time flies over the 
centuries, Carl Sandburg was here. Even 
though he shall never pass again, the 
beauty of his talent shall survive all 
time, because Carl Sandburg had that 
one capacity I believe has made him the 
inspiration of so many people—Carl 
Sandburg dared to be different. 

Mr. SCHWENGEL. I thank the gen- 
tleman very much. 


SELF-HELP IN SOUTH AMERICA—II 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle- 
man from New York [Mr. GOODELL] is 
recognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. GOODELL. Mr. Speaker, the 
President, addressing himself to revision 
of the Foreign Assistance Act on Febru- 
ary 9, asked that we establish “agricul- 
ture, health and education as our pri- 
mary concerns.” “Self-help,” he said, is 
the “overriding principle” in the imple- 
mentation of goals. “Foreign assistance 
programs,” he said, must respond to the 
ideas which move men in the emerging 
nations today. They must draw upon the 
lessons of experience.” 

In our considerations of these laud- 
able recommendations, we might well 
draw on the experience of Colombia. 

Accion Comunal, the national com- 
munity action program, was organized 
in 1958, 3 years before the birth of the 
Alliance for Progress. It has played an 
increasingly significant role in improve- 
ment of the quality of life in rural areas. 
Significantly, it is a wholly indigenous 
program. There is no indication that it 
has received a single penny of U.S. as- 
sistance. 

On the contrary, it has been consist- 
ently plagued by inadequate funds and 
personnel, and only in the last year has 
it achieved substantial integration with 
the activities of the Peace Corps. None- 
theless, the annual contribution of the 
program is impressive. In 1965, 102.9 mil- 
lion pesos—more than $10 million—was 
invested in Accion Comunal projects. 
This investment, which is more than one- 
sixth of the average annual U.S. assist- 
ance allocation for the country, is grow- 
ing. The administrative budget for 1967, 
2.5 million pesos, is a 50-percent increase 
over the 1965 figure. 

Among the objectives of the program 
are improved agricultural productivity, 
school construction and improved en- 
vironmental sanitation. The principal 
contribution has been classrooms, water 
systems and sewerage facilities. 

In 1965, 3,556 school projects were un- 
dertaken, including the construction or 
enlargement of 2,478 classrooms. 

The savings effected through the pro- 
gram is also impressive. The national 
budget for 1965, a surprisingly detailed 
document, lists appropriations by indi- 
vidual schools. Average classroom costs 
for Accion Comunal projects are 13,000 
pesos. Those classrooms provided con- 
ventionally through the Ministry of Ed- 
ucation average 48,000 pesos, indicating 
a savings of more than two-thirds. 

The basic unit in the program is the 
local community action council, or junta, 
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organized by the people of the commu- 
nity in much the same way as our own 
community citizens associations. There 
are 8,812 such juntas functioning 
throughout the country. 

Advising these juntas is a corps of co- 
ordinators, who serve as liaison between 
the local and national levels. These young 
men and women assist in planning of 
local projects, process applications for 
financial assistance from the National 
Government, arrange and coordinate 
technical assistance from the various 
government agencies, and are responsi- 
ble for the proper use of assistance. This 
corps numbered 165 on July 1, 1966, and 
was supported by another 124 personnel 
in supervisory and technical capacities. 

Accion Comunal functions as a co- 
ordinator between the local communities 
and the national government to integrate 
self-help public works into the national 
planning effort and support the local ef- 
fort with technical assistance available 
in existing agencies. For example, when a 
junta decides to build a school or a road, 
engineering and architectural services 
are arranged through the Department 
of Public Works. 

In July of last year total personnel 
working in the program was 523, includ- 
ing in addition to 289 Columbians, 206 
Peace Corps volunteers, and 28 Dutch 
volunteers. That number has increased, 
but the latest figures are not available. 

I have recently received the report on 
Accion Comunal which I referred to in 
my earlier discussion of the program— 
H2637. It reflects the details of the pro- 
gram. The following information was ob- 
tained from Accion Comunal of the 
Ministry of Government in answer to 
questions in reference cable: 


1. Budget: 
Un pesos} 


Invest- 


Opera- 
ment 


tional 


In addition to budget allocated directly to 
Acción Comunal, there are additional inputs 
from other ministries (Health, Education, 
etc.). In CY 1965, for example, total invest- 
ment in Acción Comunal projects was 102.9 
million pesos from the following sources: 
Community 29.4; Nation (including Acción 
Comunal) 40.4; Departments 22.5; Regional 
Corporations 0.9; Municipalities 1.3; Private 
Donations 7.9; International Organizations 
0.5. 

2. Personnel in Acción Comunal (Mid- 
calendar year 1966) : 


National sjevel= — ee ee 63 
Central: dees - 5 
Regional promoters 19 
Local promoters 39 


Departmental level 91 


Departmental promoters 91 
ies)... T—T 16 

Municipal promoters 16 
Other national and departmental per- 

Aer “d 119 


Total Colombian’ —-.-- <5... 32-3 289 
Peace Corps volunteers 206 
Dutch volunteers 28 

Grand’ total ũ ꝗ A 523 


The above probably does not include semi- 
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government or private efforts from such or- 
ganizations as INCORA, the CAFETEROS, 
private volunteers, etc., and does not include 
UN personnel, Private Rural Reconstruction 
Group, Future for Children Foundation, 
Community Development Foundation. 

3. Number of community action councils: 


Registered (Personería Juridica) 4, 702 
Not registered „„ 4,110 
SOUR ———————————— 8, 812 


This total is probably low. Spontaneous 
Councils are difficult to tabulate. 

4. Number of classrooms and kilometers of 
roads: Available statistics based on number 
of projects not on number of classrooms and 
Kilometers of roads. (See 5 below.) 

5. Statistics on accomplishments past year: 


INVESTMENTS ACCOMPLISHED IN 1964-65 (CALENDAR YEAR 
1965) BY COMMUNITY ACTION 
Nenos pe-a 


Project and status of 
units 


projects 


1. EDUCATION 
Classrooms: 


Construction or enlargement: 

leted 436 
545 
311 


1,292 | 2,478 


730 
1,113 
635 


Fix, repair, or improve: 
Completed 
Initiated.. 
Planned. 


S E E 


Installations or additional services: 
Water e line for school: 


Initiated. 
Planned. 


898 ˙ WWW 

Road for the school: 

Completed. 

Initiated... 
Planned 

Sub total. 


Bathrooms for the school: 
Completed 


Subtotal... 
aa for the school: 
Completed 


Teachers’ quarters 
Construction or + enlargement: 
Completed, ..S.5 7 E sae. 
Initiated____ 
» K 


( ee 
Fix or repair: 
Complet 


gene pleted 


initiated. 
Planned 


U A See ee eo 
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INVESTMENTS ACCOMPLISHED IN 1964-65 (CALENDAR YEAR 
1965) BY COMMUNITY ACTION—Continued 


J 


Number | Number 
Project and status of of 


1. EDUCATION—Continued 


Community centers: 
Construction or enlargement: 
Completed. 82 
12 
22 
„„ 116 
Fix, repair, 

z Completi 2 
Initiated... 0 
Planned. 0 

3 2 
ee ee 1 
Ini 0 
Planned 0 
Subtotal... 1 


Athletes fields: 
9 or enlargement: 
Completed 


con 


a Ea er ay 2 
Children’s parks: 
Construction or enlargement: 
Completed = 
11 
30 
2 
0 
0 
2 
1,420 
1,318 
818 
3, 556 
Il. WATER SUPPLIES 
Aqueducts: 
TE ction or enlargement: 
ES en E S ST 93 
Initiated.. x 65 
. — 147 
. a =| 305 
—— 
Fix, tepair, or improve: 
7 Completed : ; 
5 
. 23 
2 — and r or en- 
1 

Compie ted 27 

dimple 6 

Planned 2 

„ Aaa — 35 
Basins or pumps: 

Construction or enlargement: 10 
Initiated. 9 
Planned 6 

W me —— Ee 16 
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INVESTMENTS ACCOMPLISHED IN 1964-65 (CALENDAR YEAR 
1965) BY COMMUNITY ACTION—Continued 
Number | Number 
Project and status of of 
Projects| units 


Il. WATER SUPPLI ES—Continued 
Basins or pumps—Continued 


Installations or additional services— 
Water supply tanks: 
Compl 


Grand total. 136 2, 198 
IV. NEIGHBORHOOD ROADS 
Neighborhood roads—Construction: 
Completed 


mote! 
HURON E «oo „„ 


Total, I, II, 1, and Iv. 
Completed 2,907 
initiated.. 2,229 
Planned 1,020 
Grand total 2. 580 6, 156 


6. Acción Comunal literacy or education 
program: Acción Comunal activities do con- 
tribute to literacy and education via develop- 
ment of facilities and community organiza- 
tions that can carry out such projects but 
does not have a specific functional program 
in these fields at this time. National and De- 
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partmental Ministries of Education do. For 
example, ETV has pilot program in literacy 
in Antioquia testing possibilities. Laubach 
Foundation, Peace Corps and University of 
Antioquia collaborate in effort. Private efforts 
are significant through secondary school and 
university volunteers, Laubach Foundation, 
Organización Civica Colombiana para la Al- 
fabetizaci6n (Colombian Civic Organization 
for Literacy), etc. 


A FINE PUBLIC SERVANT RETIRES 


Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from California [Mr. Corman] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Speaker, a native 
Californian, an outstanding engineer 
and a great public servant is being hon- 
ored by his friends and associates in 
Los Angeles on August 9 on the occasion 
of his retirement after more than 40 
years of public service. 

Edward T. Telford was born in Santa 
Ynez, Calif., a small town in Santa Bar- 
bara County. He served his Nation in 
two world wars. During World War I, 
he saw service in the Infantry, leaving 
the service in 1919 with the rank of 
sergeant major. He remained in the 
Army Reserves, and in February 1941 
was recalled to active duty with the rank 
of captain. After duty in North Africa 
and in the India-Burma area, he retired 
from the service in 1946 with the rank 
of colonel. 

Mr. Telford’s career began with his 
employment, prior to World War I, with 
the city of Santa Barbara. After the war, 
he became a highway surveyor for Santa 
Barbara County, and in 1927 joined the 
California State Division of Highways. 

In 1956, Mr. Telford was appointed 
district engineer in charge of Califor- 
nia’s district VII, consisting of Los An- 
geles, Orange, and Ventura Counties. 
This post, from which he is now retiring, 
charged him with responsibility for an 
annual budget of over $200 million and 
supervision of over 4,000 employees. 

When Mr. Telford was appointed dis- 
trict engineer, district VII had 76 miles 
of freeways. Today, 531 miles of free- 
ways carry 5 million vehicles daily, and 
an additional 70 miles are under con- 
struction. Mr. Telford and his associates 
have plotted the general plan for con- 
struction of another 1,200 miles of free- 
ways in these California counties. 

A recognized authority on urban traf- 
fic planning, Mr. Telford, at the invita- 
tion of the Republic of South Africa, 
served with distinction as consultant on 
traffic problems to the cities of Pretoria, 
Capetown, Johannesburg, Port Elizabeth, 
and Durban. 

For many years Mr. Telford retained 
membership on the Design Committee of 
the Highway Research Board of the Na- 
tional Academy of Science. He also 
served as president of the Engineer’s 
Club of Los Angeles. In addition, Mr. Tel- 
ford had membership in the American 
Society of Civil Engineers, the American 
Association of State Highway Officials, 
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the American Public Works Association, 
and the American Road Builders’ 
Association. 

During Mr. Telford’s career 
changes have taken place in his field of 
endeavor. Radio and television, data 
processing, computer programing, aerial 
surveying, and other modern man- 
agement and planning tools have become 
available. Instead of shovels and simple 
horse-drawn equipment, contractors now 
use the latest mechanized equipment and 
machinery. Mr. Telford and his asso- 
ciates have mobilized these tools of sci- 
ence in the planning and development of 
one of the greatest systems of freeways 
in the world. 

In leaving the California State Divi- 
sion of Highways, Mr. Telford will leave 
behind him younger men and women he 
has helped to train and inspire. This may 
well prove to be his greatest public con- 
tribution, and one he can take pride in. 

I congratulate Mr. Telford on his out- 
standing record of service. I wish for 
him much happiness in his retirement 
years. 


UNITED NEIGHBORHOOD HOUSES 
OF NEW YORK, INC. 


Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. FARBSTEIN] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Record and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. FARBSTEIN. Mr. Speaker, United 
Neighborhood Houses of New York, Inc., 
is one of the Nation’s outstanding 
spokesmen for the poor. Recently, 
United Neighborhood Houses, a federa- 
tion of 35 nonsectarian settlement 
houses in New York City, sponsored a 
special hearing on antipoverty in order 
to give poor people in New York City an 
opportunity to voice their views. As you 
know, on May 8 and 9 the U.S. Senate 
Subcommittee on Employment, Man- 
power, and Poverty held a hearing in 
New York City. Of 30 or more people 
who were called to testify, there was 
minimal, if any, representation of the 
actual consumers of antipoverty pro- 


grams. 

United Neighborhood Houses thought 
that there should be testimony from 
those who are most vitally concerned in 
the war against poverty. All of the par- 
ticipants in the special hearing were low- 
income people, residents of poverty 
neighborhoods—settlement-connected as 
neighborhood workers, policymakers, 
service consumers. Their words were 
eloquent proof of the effectiveness of the 
poverty program. I only wish that we 
could dedicate more of our national re- 
sources to this program. I would like to 
introduce into the Recorp a summary of 
the recent testimony. 

The tone of the majority of the re- 
marks was generally positive: Many 
praised the opportunities made available 
to them and their children through the 
war on poverty, particularly in Project 
Headstart and a special preschool pro- 
gram financed by OEO in three settle- 
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ment houses. Mothers noted marked im- 
provement in their children’s social ad- 
justment, reading, and other skills. 
However, several parents observed that 
the kindergartens in local schools have 
failed to keep in step with the times and 
negate the positive results of Headstart. 
They called for closer cooperation be- 
tween Headstart and the board of edu- 
cation to remedy the inadequacies of the 
kindergartens. One Headstart mother 
complained that the income ceiling 
of $4,000 for eligibility for Headstart is 
too low for many New York City dwell- 
ers, where living costs are high. These 
ceilings rule out many poor families who 
cannot otherwise afford preschool ex- 
perience for their children. A scaling of 
income ceilings for poverty programs 
based on locality merits consideration. 

The elderly testified, bearing witness to 
their plight. All were concerned about the 
low social security checks they received 
and the difficulty they had in living on 
these sums, A few of the elderly indicated 
an interest in part-time employment but 
said that they were not successful in 
gaining it themselves. No one would hire 
them. One suggested that they help in 
day care centers, fulfilling their own 
needs and, concurrently, the need for in- 
creased day care services to children. 

Many women wanted to continue their 
education and/or find employment as a 
consequence of their active participation 
in community action programs but were 
unable to do so. They have small children 
and present day care facilities are scarce. 
Many mentioned the need for more day 
care centers. Others who testified 
pointed out that there are no jobs for 
those who receive special training in the 
antipoverty program, although the need 
for services in the ghetto neighbor- 
hoods—services they have been trained 
to perform—is enormous. 

Many expressed their feelings of in- 
security concerning the stability and per- 
manence of existing programs. As one 
woman testified: 

The poor are very popular right now. But 
the spotlight might not be on us in a couple 
of years. It might peter out. I would like 
to see programs that we have started go on. 


Neighborhood Youth Corps partici- 
pants feel particularly squeezed by the 
lack of funds. They complain of inade- 
quate tools for vocational training and 
a lack of proper instruction in these 
skills. 

Another complaint was that welfare 
payments to families of Neighborhood 
Youth Corps members are decreased due 
to their earnings. A panelist commented 
that Commissioner Ginsberg has been 
trying to develop some new formula and 
that this condition has to be changed in 
Albany and Washington. 

All of the witnesses were unanimous 
in their determination to pull themselves 
and their children out of poverty. None 
asked for handouts. On the contrary, 
their goals were education, training, 
jobs—education, training and jobs that 
lead somewhere, that are not dead ends 
and false starts. Many of those who 
spoke, however, offered grim proof of 
how inadequately Government-financed 
programs have tackled these goals thus 
far. Some witnesses had been trained but 
could not get jobs. Others wanted train- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE 


ing but had no way of obtaining it with- 
out some place to leave their young chil- 
dren—some place safe. Still others were 
in training but the training was weak, 
handicapped by inadequate and uncer- 
tain funding for tools, equipment, train- 
ers. We cannot afford to overlook their 
commentary—both its positives and its 
negatives. 


TEXTILE IMPORTS 


Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Alabama [Mr. NicHots] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to call the attention of the Members 
of Congress to the continued flow of 
foreign imports of cotton goods which 
continue to plague our American textile 
industry. This relentless increase in im- 
ports has occurred under existing tariff 
regulations, and is further depressing 
textile employment throughout the coun- 
try. 

In my own district in Alabama, a great 
number of my textile mills are on short 
time, with some of the yarn mills being 
particularly hard hit, and working on a 
3-day workweek. This means, of course, 
a smaller paycheck for the textile work- 
er, and seriously threatens the economy 
of those communities dependent on tex- 
tiles as their largest industry. The cot- 
ton farmer, of course, is also affected in 
that foreign goods spun with foreign cot- 
ton take away the American cotton- 
growers’ domestic market, and this is 
most disturbing to those of us who come 
from cotton-producing States. 

The recent Kennedy rounds which re- 
duced tariffs by approximately 20 per- 
cent on imported cotton goods actually 
places the American cotton industry in 
a worse position than before the Ken- 
nedy rounds started. Almost 200,000 jobs 
in the textile mills of this country have 
been displaced by foreign imports, and 
it is a matter which rightly concerns all 
of us who continue to believe in the free 
enterprise system of this great country. 
The U.S. textile industry is by far more 
efficient than any cotton mills anywhere 
in the world. They pay top wages, and 
the working conditions in the industry 
are constantly being improved. They con- 
tribute significantly to every good cause 
in the communities where they operate. 
But, Mr. Speaker, they are not so effi- 
cient that they can compete against 
these foreign imports made with cheap 
labor, which I see every time I go to look 
for a cotton shirt on department store 
counters here in Washington. 

Many of my colleagues have joined me 
in introducing companion legislation to 
place a reasonable limitation on these 
imports, and I hope and trust that be- 
fore the 90th Congress has adjourned 
that we will take the necessary action 
to pass this particular piece of legisla- 
tion. It so happens that I come from a 
district and a State where textiles com- 
prise a major segment of the economy. 
My hometown of Sylacauga, Ala., is the 
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home of Avondale Mills, one of the giants 
of the American textile industry. Re- 
cently Avondale’s most able president, 
Mr. J. Craig Smith, wrote an article in 
their company newspaper, the Avondale 
Sun, which was later reprinted as Avon- 
dale Mills’ annual ad in the “Man of the 
South” edition of Dixie Business. Be- 
cause this article so ably sums up some 
of the aspects of the foreign textile trade, 
and the resulting dangers of doing busi- 
ness with Hong Kong, Red China, and 
other Communist countries, directly or 
indirectly, I place Mr. Smith’s article in 
the Recorp at this point: 
HAZARDS OF TRADING WITH THE ENEMY 


A friend has sent me some clippings from 
the Hong Kong newspapers. As was the case 
when I was in Hong Kong, we are continually 
critcized for not permitting more of their 
textiles to displace textiles made in this 
country. Hong Kong is a teeming city of 
some three million people. Although a British 
colony, located partly on a small island and 
partly on a small peninsula of the Chinese 
Mainland, the population is at least ninety- 
eight per cent Chinese, The average wage is 
less than a dollar a day in American money. 
Hong Kong textile exports to this country 
are tremendous. 

Hong Kong imports a large volume of 
cloth from Red China. Our State Department 
says garments made from Chinese cloth don’t 
come to the United States. I can’t prove that 
they do come and the State Department can’t 
prove they don’t come. Whether the actual 
Red Chinese cloth comes here or not makes 
no difference, The effect on Red China and 
the effect on the United States is the same 
even if all of the Chinese cloth is substituted 
for cloth made in Hong Kong or imported 
from Japan. 

Any time the Red Chinese wanted to push 
the British out of Hong Kong, they could do 
so overnight with a minimum of effort. They 
don’t do this because Hong Kong is very 
valuable to Red China as a source of for- 
eign exchange. One of the largest banks in 
Hong Kong is owned and operated by the 
Chinese communists. 

President Johnson, in his State of Union 
message, called for increased trade between 
the United States and the communist coun- 
tries. In some respects, this increased trade is 
desirable. Hopefully, it would help the people 
in the communist countries find out how 
much better human life is in the free coun- 
tries of the world. Hopefully, it would make 
these people want the things we have bad 
enough to encourage them to throw off the 
yoke of communism. On the other hand, 
trade with the communists presents great 
hazards to some industries, including ours. 

For example, when Red China wishes dol- 
lars, she prices her textiles to get these dol- 
lars without any regard whatsoever to what 
it costs to make the textiles. This means that 
Avondale Mills is placed in a completely im- 
possible competitive position. Along with 
other companies in the free world, we must 
price our product with some relation to what 
it costs to make it. To do otherwise is to in- 
vite bankruptcy. Communist China, Russia, 
and their satellites don’t have to consider the 
economics in fixing their prices. They con- 
sider only the political effect of the exports 
and imports. Unless this trading with the 
enemy which President Johnson recommends 
is very closely regulated and supervised, the 
result for the economy of the United States 
in general and for the textile industry in par- 
ticular can be disastrous. 


U.S. BARGE LINES PRODUCTIVITY 
SOARS 


Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
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from Louisiana [Mr. Boccs] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, the Wash- 
ington Star has reported that the Na- 
tion’s inland barge lines have doubled 
their productivity in the last decade. 
The barge lines carry 9 percent of the 
intercity freight of the Nation. They 
have been able to reduce their rates as 
a result of increased productivity, 

Hearings have just been completed in 
the Senate on a proposal to modernize 
section 303(b), the so-called dry bulk 
exemption, of the Interstate Commerce 
Act, so that the barge lines can continue 
to apply their improved technology. I 
have introduced the same proposal in 
the House as H.R. 10659. 

The proposal has broad support from 
shipping, farm and maritime labor 
groups, including the Manufacturing 
Chemists Association, the National In- 
dustrial Traffic League, the Farm Bu- 
reau Federation, the coal industry, the 
Mississippi Valley Association, the Gulf 
Intracoastal Canal Association, the Sea- 
farers International Union, the National 
Maritime Union and the Ohio Valley Im- 
provement Association. Efficient barge 
transportation is vital to the continued 
economic development of Louisiana and 
the Port of New Orleans. 

I would like to share the Washington 
Star report of the Senate hearings with 
my colleagues. We look forward to early 
action in the House. 

The article follows: 

U.S. BARGE Lines PRODUCTIVITY Soars, SENATE 
Unrr TOLD 
(By William Reddig, Jr.) 

Productivity of the nation’s barge lines 
has doubled in the last decade, a Senate 
Commerce subcommittee was told today. 

Advances in hauling goods down the in- 
land waterways should not be blocked by 
present inflexible commodity regulations 
said J. W. Hershey, president of American 
Commercial Limes and representing the 
Common Carrier Conference of Domestic 
Water Carriers. 

Testifying in favor of a bill to rewrite part 
of the bill applying to exemptions for dry 
bulk pargo; Hershey said that the average 
towboat in 1955 produced 1,505,000 cargo 
ton miles per boat operating day, but by 
1966 this had risen to 3,310,000 ton miles. 

Meanwhile, freight rates charged by the 
barge lines—which carry about 9 percent 
of the nation’s inter-city freight—dropped 
from an average $2.56 per ton in 1960 to 
$2.31 in 1966. 

Hershey attributed the changes to more 
powerful 6,000 horsepower towboats and the 
ability of the industry to move 40-barge tows 
carrying more than 40,000 tons. He testified 
to the surface transportation subcommittee 
of the Senate Commerce Unit. 

Also lauding technical breakthroughs by 
the barge industry was L. P. Struble, execu- 
tive vice president of the Dravo Corp., of 
Pittsburgh, which builds barges. Struble said 
increases in power, automatic steering con- 
trols, use of radar and electronic depth 
finders along with bigger barges has brought 
vast changes to the ways of doing business 
along the 25,000 miles of navigable water- 
ways. 

With better channels and creation of canals 
along major rivers, operators will soon be 
handling 50 and 60 barge tows loaded to 12- 
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foot depths, Struble said. The 1,700 com- 
panies now operating on the inland waters 
use barges with 7 and 8 foot drafts. 

The barge operators working as common 
carriers want Congress to adopt legislation 
which would permit mingling of commodi- 
ties, some of which are exempt from rate 
regulation by the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission. A tow carrying three or fewer dry 
bulk commodities, such as grain, coal or 
sand, is exempt. If a fourth bulk or nonbulk 
commodity (like steel pipe or packaged 
sugar) is added, the entire tow becomes sub- 
ject to regulation. 

The exempt bulk traffic makes up 90 per- 
cent of the business. Hershey claimed that 
the regulated carriers can’t put all of their 
traffic under ICC jurisdiction and still meet 
competition of the non-regulated barge lines. 
There are about 1,150 of these short-haul 
operators. 

Opposition to the legislation, introduced 
by Senators Warren G. Magnuson, D-Wash., 
and Vance Hartke, D-Ind., is expected from 
the railroads, who have sought the same ex- 
emption from regulation granted the barge- 
men, 

Hershey claimed that the railroads would 
not be adversely affected by the move and 
that they were asking for “artificial handi- 
caps” to be placed on the water carriers. 


A SEARCHING LOOK AT THE FCC 


Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. OTTINGER] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Speaker, tech- 
nological progress in the communica- 
tions field has been truly startling in 
recent years. Serious questions are being 
raised with respect to the ability of the 
Federal Communications Commission to 
serve the public interest in the face of 
these changes. 

The July issue of the Atlantic maga- 
zine features a penetrating examination 
of the FCC by Elizabeth Brenner Drew, 
one of the most perceptive, resourceful 
reporters on the Washington scene. I be- 
lieve this article deserves wide reader- 
ship and I commend it to the attention 
of my colleagues: 

Is THE FCC Dean? 
(By Elizabeth Brenner Drew) 

There are scattered about Wasihngton a 
number of relics of the 1930s, including some 
government agencies. They stand as anti- 
quated responses to the challenges of another 
era. They go about their business with thirty- 
year-old machinery while the space age 
streaks by them. In some cases this is harm- 
less enough. But with new communications 
technology exploding all about, the obso- 
lescence of the Federal Communications 
Commission is not to be taken lightly. 

The idea was that an independent federal 
agency would regulate the use of the pub- 
licly owned airwaves in the public interest, 
and assure an economic and efficient com- 
munications system. Yet the FCC botched 
the development of AM and FM radio, of 
VHF and UHF television, of allocating radio 
channels for other services; and it is now 
spreading confusion in the new field of 
community antenna television. It has been 
immobilized over pay-TV for fourteen years. 
To this day, there is no coherent FCC policy 
on minimal performance standards for 
broadcasting. 

Disappointing as this record is, it could 


July 26, 1967 


be lived with, as other policy failures are 
tolerated, if that were all there was to it. 
What worries close observers is that this 
same agency is now confronting a new set 
of developments undreamed of when it was 
established—of nations communicating 
within and between each other via satellites, 
of communication through a laser beam, of 
computers taking over from telephones and 
wire services, of ingenious electronic meth- 
ods of invading privacy, of saturation of 
the electromagnetic spectrum while techno- 
logical breakthroughs await its use, of 
mergers within the industry with unforeseen 
consequences. The evidence is that it cannot 
handle the job. What the consequences will 
be of permitting it to continue to try is 
anybody’s guess. 

Newton Minow, who took a turn not long 
ago as chairman of the FCC, described it 
after his resignation as “a quixotic world of 
undefined terms, private pressures and tools 
unsuited to the work.” 

In regulating broadcasting, for instance, 
the Commission is to “encourage the larger 
and more effective use of radio in the public 
interest.” What the Commission has made of 
these instructions is only one example of 
how the FCC chronically resolves the dilem- 
ma of nurturing the private and protecting 
the public interests. Over the years the ma- 
jority of FCC commissioners have escaped 
the broadcasting conundrum by wrapping 
themselves in Section 326 of the Communi- 
cations Act of 1934, which proscribes cen- 
sorship. While it is a long way from censor- 
ing to requiring minimal quality program- 
ming, they make the trip with no difficulty. 

The Commission’s power over broadcast- 
ing stems from its responsibility for allocat- 
ing space in the publicly owned electromag- 
netic spectrum. The spectrum is like a mam- 
moth rainbow divided into “bands,” or 
groups of frequencies, which are allocated 
for use by a particular type of radio service— 
the AM and FM bands for radio, VHF and 
UHF bands for television, or other bands for 
private uses. A company seeking to operate 
a radio or television broadcasting station ap- 
Plies to the FCC for the use of a particular 
frequency, or channel, during certain hours 
over a given radius. The applicant pays hom- 
age to the principles of serving the commu- 
nity by providing public affairs broadcasts 
and quality services; and if he is more per- 
suasive than fellow applicants for the same 
channel, in exchange for a $75 to $100 fee 
he is granted a lucrative broadcast license. 

In 1965 the television broadcasting indus- 
try had a net income of 6447.9 million, nearly 
triple that of ten years ago; the radio broad- 
casting industry had a net income of $81 
million, nearly double that of 1955. It has 
been estimated that some TV stations earn 
over $10 million a year. But the FCC has long 
agreed with the industry that to suggest 
measurable obligations to the public is to 
interfere with “free enterprise” and “free- 
dom of speech.“ Edward R. Murrow once re- 
marked: “I can find nothing in the Bill of 
Rights or the Communications Act which 
Says that [networks and stations] must in- 
crease their net profits each year, lest the 
Republic collapse.” On the other hand, the 
current FCC chairman, Rosel Hyde, typifies 
the traditional FCC stance: “The law for- 
bids me from interfering with programming, 
even if it doesn’t forbid some other commis- 
sioners.” The argument goes on, even though 
the proponents of minimal standards have 
long since lost. 

The Commission grants and renews licenses 
to use the airways for some five million 
transmitters—radio, television, marine, po- 
lice, fire, industrial, transportation, amateur, 
citizens, and common carrier. Each year it 
processes some 800,000 license and renewal 
applications. The 7000-odd commercial radio 
and television licenses must be renewed every 
three years. When any station wants to in- 
crease its power or move its antenna, the 
FCC must consider the request. While it says 
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that it cannot spare the manpower to check 
on whether broadcasters actually perform as 
promised in their license applications, the 
Commission vigilantly tracks down shrimp 
fishermen who use dirty words over their 
radios. The 1966 annual report tells us that 
it “closed down 40 unlicensed broadcast op- 
erations, the latter mostly by juveniles,” and 
investigated “over 500 cases of troublesome 
radiation from faulty garage door openers.” 

To handle all of this, plus regulating 
AT&T, a $35 billion industry, and the other 
common carriers, such as ITT and Western 
Union, plus facing the issues raised by new 
developments in the fast-changing com- 
munications industry, the Commission has a 
staff of 1500 and a budget of $17 million. 
This is slightly more than one third of the 
budget of the Bureau of Commercial 
Fisheries. 

There are seven commissioners, more than 
on any other major regulatory agency ex- 
cept the Interstate Commerce Commission, 
each serving seven years. The commission- 
ers are appointed by the President, who also 
designates the chairman, and are confirmed 
by the Senate. 

The Commission’s problems are deeper 
than the personalities of seven men at any 
given time. Partly they are the problems of 
any bureaucracy—of frozen-in personnel, of 
overproceduralized methods, of indecision. 
Partly they are the problems of any commis- 
sion—of getting a majority in sustained 
agreement on complex issues, of each of the 
commissioners asserting prerogatives and in- 
dependence, of the difficulty for the staff to 
proceed on any assumption of what the Com- 
mission's view is, of staff and commissioners 
making alliances and playing off one against 
the other. One staff member told me how a 
certain FCC commissioner is considered to 
be inclined to the most recent view he has 
heard, so various staff members vie to be the 
last to phone him before a Commission meet- 
ing. The turnover in Commission member- 
ship exacerbates the problem of policy con- 
tinuity and even simple administration of 
the agency. More than one FCC commissioner 
has complained recently of the difficulty of 
securing paper clips. 

Partly, the FCC’s problems are those shared 
by all of the regulatory agencies. John Ken- 
neth Galbraith has written that “regulatory 
bodies, like the people who comprise them, 
have a marked life cycle. In youth they are 
vigorous, aggressive, evangelistic, and even 
intolerant. Later they mellow, and in old 
age—after a matter of ten or fifteen years— 
they become, with some exceptions, either 
an arm of the industry they are regulating 
or senile.” Supreme Court Justice William O. 
Douglas, who once headed the Securities and 
Exchange Commission, has suggested that 
every regulatory agency be abolished 
every ten years. Nobody loves them. For in- 
stance, the FCC occupies two dingy, laby- 
rinthine floors in the Post Office Department, 
with the spillover staff lodged over a grocery 
store on 12th Street. While other agencies 
have limousines, FCC commissioners ride 
around in the mail-delivery station wagon; 
when all seven are being transported, the 
most junior rides in a jump seat facing out 
the back. 

Presidents pay fitful attention to the regu- 
latory agencies and have frequently used 
them as dumping grounds for burned-out 
politicians or difficult characters who must 
be given a job. Presidents Kennedy and John- 
son put up admirable but incomplete resist- 
ance to this tradition. Congress insists that 
they are an “arm of Congress,” keeps them 
weak through meager budgets, and fre- 
quently jumps on them when they make a 
move or badgers them for not moving. Early 
in the Kennedy Administration, regulatory 
agency chairmen met informally to share 
their sorrows; they called their group, appro- 
priately, “The Tightrope Club.” 

On the whole, however, the more politically 
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powerful is the industry to be regulated, the 
more likely are congressmen to frown at reg- 
ulation, and there are few groups more pow- 
erful than the broadcasters. A broadcaster’s 
friendship can mean life or death for a mem- 
ber of Congress; his station may treat the 
congressman's every utterance as newsworthy 
or give aid and comfort to the enemy. Nev- 
ertheless, the FCC has been all too prone to 
bend before the real and imagined and an- 
ticipated pressures from Congress. It tends, 
even more than other agencies, to confuse 
the demands of a few congressmen for the 
will of Congress. At times it retreats further 
than the opponents require. 

For years, for example, the Commission had 
a vague policy that too many commercials 
were too many, but it never stipulated how 
many were too many. In 1963 it proposed to 
adopt as a rule the limits contained in the 
National Association of Broadcasters’ Code: 
that commercials should take up no more 
than eighteen minutes out of an hour of 
radio time, and sixteen minutes out of an 
hour of television time. The FCC would en- 
force a rule to which the broadcasters in a 
burst of public spirit had “voluntarily” sub- 
scribed. If the NAB caught an offender, he 
lost his Seal of Good Practice; if the FCC 
caught him, he might be fined $1000 a day. 
Industry codes are a time-honored tactic for 
heading off government regulation; and al- 
though the FCC would not have been ex- 
pected seriously to enforce the industry’s 
standards, many stations did not want it 
even to entertain the idea of regulating com- 
mercial time. The House Interstate and For- 
eign Commerce Committee, then heavily 
weighted by congressmen inclined to indus- 
try's viewpoint, held a hearing and issued a 
report condemning the Commission’s pro- 
posal. Shortly thereafter, the FCC formally 
backed off, but to underscore the point, the 
House voted 317 to 43 not to permit it to 
adopt the rule anyway. 

Since the Senate did not act on the House 
resolution, it did not have the force of law. 
In light of the lopsided House vote, it would 
have been understandable for the Commis- 
sion to drop the commercial issue for the 
time being. But the FCC kept marching 
backward, The Commission had been asking 
radio stations that were members of the NAB 
code to explain their reasons if they ran more 
than the code's limit of eighteen minutes of 
commercials in an hour, Stations that did 
not belong to the code were queried only if 
they ran more than twenty minutes. The 
NAB complained to the FCC that it had es- 
tablished a double standard, which was en- 
couraging members to drop out of the code. 
In response, last fall the FCC changed its 
policy and asked all stations if they planned 
more time for commercials than permitted 
under the NAB code, and if so, why. How- 
ever, Chairman Hyde, according to Broad- 
casting magazine, quickly reassured broad- 
casters that the FCC would not be inflexible. 
It quoted him as saying the Commission 
would still “stress the idea that responsibili- 
ty in this matter is more properly the con- 
cern of the licensee.” 

Subsequently, Broadcasting reported that 
“word got around that the FCC was accepting 
explanations from a good many licenses who 
reported they were exceeding the code’s lim- 
itations on commercials.” In desperation, the 
NAB early this year eased the already gener- 
ous code rules in order to be as lenient to- 
ward its members as the government agency 
supposedly regulating them. 

There are a number of broadcasting pres- 
sure groups—the networks, FM broadcasters, 
“Daytimers,” advertisers, and so on—which 
form ad hoc coalitions, depending on the is- 
sues at hand. That they do as well as they do 
is less a testimonial to their professionalism 
than to the fact that there is hardly ever 
anyone on the other side. Even “public- 
spirited” newspapers, often owned by station 
owners as well, may applaud calls for better 
programming, but when an issue such as 
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commercials arises, they are either silent or 
pro-industry. 

Each year, the commissioners dutifully at- 
tend the NAB’s convention in Chicago (ex- 
cept in a presidential inaugural year, when 
the broadcasters go to Washington), visiting 
the hospitality suites and learning to under- 
stand the industry’s problems. Then they re- 
turn to Washington to regulate it. The key 
pressure on the Commission, however, works 
more quietly. “It works subtly, almost silent- 
ly,” says a former commissioner, “like the 
water on the stone. If you want to be re- 
appointed, you do not want to earn the 
enmity of AT&T, a network, a multiple-sta- 
tion owner. These are really the insidious 
pressures. We spend too much time reading 
the trade press, and care too much what they 
say about us.” 

If a commissioner does not want to stick 
around the agency, likely as not he ends up 
with the industry. If one were to include law 
practices, it is probable that 90 percent of 
the commissioners who leave the FCC take 
jobs involving the industry. 

Occasionally, as in the late fifties, there are 
out-and-out scandals involving the FCO, but 
it seldom comes to that. The industries that 
deal regularly with the Commission learn to 
be decorous. In more than one sense. Com- 
missioners’ desks are littered with little plas- 
tic gewgaws, pieces of cable, models of satel- 
lites, many of them personally inscribed. One 
commissioner approvingly explained to me 
that when he lunches at an AT&T head- 
quarters “they never serve paté de foie gras, 
or strawberries out of season.” 

Many an FCC staff member also has de- 
parted for the more lucrative pasture on the 
other side of the FCC, but as a general rule 
the staff is not as soft on industry as the com- 
missioners are. Some of the highest-level staff 
inevitably reflect the commissioners’ views, 
but as a general rule it is the staff which 
wants to act, punish, or investigate, and the 
Commission which demurs, 

I have been assured by several longtime 
observers of the FCC that it now enjoys the 
highest-caliber set of commissioners in its 
history, a claim which invites a closer look at 
the group. (I am told on good authority that 
one of the commissioners was to go to the 
FPC, the Federal Power Commission, but 
ended up on the FCC through a typographi- 
cal error.) Three out of the seven commis- 
sioners, including Chairman Hyde, have made 
a career of serving on the Commission. 
Robert T. Bartley, fifty-eight, a Texas Demo- 
crat and nephew of the late House Speaker 
Sam Rayburn, served on the staff in the 
1930s, later worked for the NAB, then was 
appointed an FCC commissioner in 1952. 
Bartley opposes the growth of large commu- 
nications companies, but otherwise does not 
believe in an active FCC. “My personal feel- 
ing is the least regulation the better,” he told 
me. “I don’t think the government should 
attempt to spoon-feed or lead. The regula- 
tory agencies were brought about to correct 
abuses. We should wait for signs of abuses.” 
Robert E. Lee, a fifty-five-year-old Republi- 
can, is a former accountant and FBI agent 
who was appointed to the Commission in 
1953 through his connections with Joseph R. 
McCarthy. Lee’s apologists point out that he 
has made himself quite an expert on UHF. 

James J. Wadsworth, sixty-two, is a former 
U.S. representative to the United Nations who 
was appointed to the Commission in 1965. 
Like others, he believes that the FCC is 
“bogged down in trivia,” and he says that his 
own problem is that “I don’t understand the 
technical jargon, the communicators’ lan- 
guage.” “I hate to read a long memorandum,” 
he told me. “An over two or three 
pages, I can’t handle it.” 

Kenneth A. Cox, a fifty-year-old Democrat, 
is a former Seattle attorney who served on 
the staff of the Senate Commerce Commit- 
tee, headed the FCO’s Broadcast Bureau un- 
der Minow, and was appointed to the Com- 
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mission in 1963. Cox is thought to be one 
of the ablest and hardest-working commis- 
sioners. 

Lee Loevinger, fifty-four, is perhaps the 
most controversial commissioner. A former 
law professor and Minnesota Supreme Court 
justice, Loevinger came from Minnesota with 
a reputation as a fire-breathing trustbuster 
to head the Justice Department's antitrust 
division when the Kennedy Administration 
took over. Whether, as some say, he was too 
trustbustery for the Kennedys, or, as others 
maintain, he was too difficult to deal with, 
or both, Robert Kennedy wanted him out, 
and he was placed on the FCC in 1963. Since 
then, Loevinger has turned out to be almost 
constantly on the side opposing new regula- 
tory moves, and is an industry favorite for 
the intellectual gloss he puts on the non- 
regulation philosophy. His harsh, sometimes 
brutal, criticism of some of his colleagues 
and the staff has caused an even further de- 
cline in agency morale. He once called the 
Broadcast Bureau the “pigpen” of the FCC. 
He caused a stir by stating in a speech last 
year: “The more I see of television the more 
I dislike and defend it. Television is not for 
me but for many others who do like it, but 
who have no time for many things that I like. 
It seems to me that television is: the litera- 
ture of the illiterate; the culture of the low- 
brow; the wealth of the poor; the privilege 
of the underprivileged; the exclusive club 
of the excluded masses. If television is forced 
to admit the elite, it will lose its exclusivity 
for the masses. . . Television is a golden 
goose that lays scrambled eggs; and it is 
futile and probably fatal to beat it for not 
laying caviar.” 

Nicholas Johnson, thirty-two, a former 
professor of administrative law, was named 
to the FCC last year after two stormy years 
of trying to breathe life into the Federal 
Maritime Administration, which he headed. 
Quickly dismayed by the FCC, Johnson 
busied himself trying to spread concern over 
the agency’s lack of resources to meet what 
he sees as “communications crises of sub- 
stantial proportions.” After spelling out some 
of the new problems in a recent speech, 
Johnson characteristically reeled off a series 
of thoughtful questions: “The topics differ— 
and many more could be added—but for each 
similar questions spring to mind. What is 
the impact on our society? How can this 
new force most effectively be channeled to 
human good? Are unrestrained market 
forces, or some form of government regula- 
tion most appropriate? ... What are the 
forces ting the development and rate 
of introduction of the new technology? Are 
they effective in serving interests beyond 
private economic gain? . . Who is asking 
these questions? Who answers back? What 
price do we pay for this placid comfort of 
silence in a boat none dares to rock nor 
cares to navigate?“ Some of Johnson’s col- 
leagues dismiss him as a brash and some- 
what quixotic publicity-seeker, a naive youth 
who asks questions that older and wiser men 
have long since laid aside. 

Apparently President Johnson hoped that 
the appointment of a spirited young man 
would temper the dismay among the caring 
public and glee among the broadcasters at 
his promotion four days earlier of Rosel 
Hyde to the chairmanship. Hyde, a sixty- 
seven-year-old Idaho Republican, has been 
with the Commission and the Federal Radio 
Commission which preceded it for forty years 
and has been a commissioner since 1946. 
Hyde has a reputation as a kindly conserva- 
tive who believes in minimal regulation and 
has learned through long training in the 
bureaucracy not to rock the boat. Associates 
of the President say that Hyde was selected 
in the hopes that appointing a Republican 
chairman would negate suspicion of favor- 
able treatment for the broadcast interests 
still held by the Johnson family. If this is 
so, the President's antenna failed him to a 
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surprising degree. “The broadcasters,” com- 
mented Television, a trade magazine, “have 
recently begun to breathe a little easier. An 
old friend, very much to their liking, has 
been placed at the head of the agency.“ When 
a commissioner, Hyde opposed FCC proposals 
to limit network ownership of programming, 
to further limit the number of stations in 
major markets one broadcaster could own, 
to police overcommercialization, and to re- 
quire programming plans from license ap- 
plicants. One of his first major acts was to 
appoint as head of the Broadcast Bureau— 
the section that grants and renews radio 
and television licenses—George Smith, a con- 
servative Republican who had been a private 
communications lawyer for thirty years and 
then an assistant to Commissioner Lee. 
(Smith, who appears to be in his sixties, 
refused to reveal his age. He and Hyde are 
known among the staff as “The Dynamic 
Duo.”) Hyde likes to focus on other than 
broadcasting issues and says that the prob- 
lems facing the agency are “awesome in- 
deed.” “We must pioneer new policies in un- 
charted areas,“ he says. The rhetoric is fine; 
the results remain to be seen. 

The Hyde appointment signaled the end 
of a sequence of troublemaking young chair- 
men: Minow, and his successor, E. William 
Henry Minow, thirty-five when he was ap- 
pointed, a former law partner of Adlai Ste- 
venson and Williard Wirtz came on strong 
in the fashion of the New Frontiersmen. His 
speech calling television a “vast wasteland” 
was his first before the NAB. The broad- 
casters retaliated. In 1960, President-elect 
Kennedy asked James M. Landis, a law pro- 
fessor and former chairman of two agencies, 
to make a special study of all the regulatory 
agencies. The FCC, reported Landis, “presents 
a somewhat extraordinary spectacle... The 
Commission has drifted, vacillated and stalled 
in almost every major area. It seems incapa- 
ble of policy planning, of disposing within 
a reasonable period of time the business be- 
fore it, of fashioning procedures that are 
effective to deal with its problems.” He 
charged the agency with excessive subser- 
vience to congressional committees and the 
networks. Unfortunately, however, the por- 
tion of the Landis report that drew the most 
attention was a proposal characterized in 
the press as suggesting a White House “czar” 
over the agencies, This, plus the new Ad- 
ministration’s greenness in the first “hun- 
dred days,” jeopardized all the regulatory 
agency proposals. The FCC proposal, which 
would have strengthened the hand of the 
chairman and provided for considerably more 
delegation to the staff, was openly opposed 
by a majority of Minow’s fellow commission- 
ers and gave the industry an opportunity to 
strike back. It was roundly defeated in Con- 
gress. (A watered-down version was later ap- 
proved.) In retrospect, 1961 offered a great 
missed opportunity. 

Regardless of his formal powers, however, 
and of whether he can command a majority 
of the commissioners’ votes—as Minow with 
rare exception could not—an FCC chairman 
can have an important effect. He sets the 
tone, focuses the issues, appoints key staff 
members, attracts or drives away fresh talent, 
drums up public and press interest. More- 
over, if it is believed that he is close to the 
throne, he can have considerable influence 
over his colleagues, all of whom are subject 
to reappointment during a President's eight 
years in office. Minow was believed to be close 
to President Kennedy—closer, perhaps, than 
he in fact was—and he was probably the first 
man to make the FCC glamorous. Moreover, 
he pushed through Congress bills to promote 
UHF television and give federal aid to educa- 
tional television, and he steered the agency 
to closer examination of licensees’ perform- 
ance, It is also said that he shamed the net- 
works into more public-service programming, 
but how much this was a result of his harass- 
ment and how much of the networks trying 


July 26, 1967 


to climb out of the trough of the quiz scan- 
dals is problematic. 

Minow departed, however, after only two 
years. Loevinger was appointed to the Com- 
mission in his place, and Henry was named 
chairman. Henry, then a thirty-four-year- 
old Memphis attorney with Kennedy con- 
nections, was in the Minow mold but had to 
begin again the making of alliances. Some 
of his colleagues never forgave Henry the 
fact that he moved in glamorous social 
circles, and thought it unpardonable that 
he appeared in a much-publicized charity 
show as Batman. Henry continued to fight 
for more educational television, for closer 
examination of licensees’ performance, and 
pushed through the FCC’s first full study of 
AT&T since the 1930s. Until then, the FCC 
and AT&T simply negotiated as sovereign if 
unequal powers. When a commissioner sug- 
gested that there ought to be a full-blown 
study of AT&T, AT&T officials assured him 
that he was quite an already; when 
commissioners asked questions, AT&T help- 
fully showered them with facts and figures; 
if commissioners, particularly the chairman, 
sought a rate reduction, AT&T would gladly 
discuss it. It was always a matter of who 
had the votes, the chairman or AT&T, with 
AT&T taking care not to inspire any noisy 
dissent. 

Minow is particularly proud of securing a 
rate of $1 for the first three minutes on sta- 
tion-to-station calls after 9 p.m. and on Sun- 
days. The problems with such a procedure 
are that it is difficult to trace where AT&T 
might make up for the lost revenue, and 
perhaps another chairman will prefer low 
rates on Tuesdays, or when there is a full 
moon. The AT&T investigation is still under 
way, with a grand total of eighteen staff 
members spending full or part time on it. 

The most common explanation put forward 
for the Commission’s chronic failure of fore- 
sight is that it is too busy with its day-to- 
day problems. It is therefore fair game to 
examine how well the Commission does what 
it does do. (It should be said here that in my 
many visits to the Commission offices I de- 
tected no signs of frenzied labor, or of long 
hours.) For all of its burdens, the Commis- 
sion meets only one day a week, and fre- 
quently disposes of its business by lunch- 
time. Each Wednesday morning, the 
Commissioners mount the semicircle dais in 
their meeting room and deliberate whether 
Broadcaster X may move his antenna tower, 
or Broadcaster Y may go from 250 watts to 
500 watts. A Commission meeting apparently 
resembles nothing so much as a Mad Tea 
Party, with commissioners dozing and 
bickering and catching at straws. 

Earlier this year, for example, the Com- 
mission deliberated whether an unpopulated 
mountain is a “community” and somberly 
concluded that it was not. On another occa- 
sion the staff brought before the Commis- 
sion the request of a group of Delaware edu- 
cators for a small closed-circuit television 
system, The staff suggested that since the 
rules involved were so many and so complex, 
the Commission should waive the lot of them. 
John Gardner once remarked that “the last 
act of a dying organization is to get out a 
new and enlarged edition of the rule book.” 

While some problems before the Commis- 
sion take years to resolve, it can act with 
surprising dispatch, as it did in the case of 
the merger of ABC and ITT. The proposed 
merger would be the largest in the history 
of broadcasting; the two companies have a 
combined revenue of over $2 billion annually. 
ABC and ITT applied for FCC approval of 
the merger on March 31, 1966. During the 
summer, because Commissioner Bartley was 
pushing for a full evidentiary hearing, the 
Commission scheduled a one-day meeting in 
which principals of the two companies would 
tell the commissioners why they wanted to 
merge. Questioning by Bartley, Cox, and 
Johnson extended the “hearing” into two 
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days, September 19 and 20. Meanwhile, Hyde 
had been writing to the Justice Department’s 
Antitrust Division, asking if it saw any prob- 
lems. The Division finally responded with a 
five-page single-spaced letter from Assistant 
Attorney General Donald F. Turner stating 
that Justice was “not presently contemplat- 
ing an action under the antitrust laws” but 
laying out “the possibilities of adverse effects 
[which] are significant enough . . . that they 
deserve full and serious consideration by the 
Commission.” Turner’s letter arrived after 6 
p. m. on December 20. The following morning 
the Commission approved the merger. 

The principal reason given for approval 
Was the one advanced by the applicants: that 
ABC needed additional revenues, which ITT 
could provide, to make it more competitive 
with the other networks. Bartley, Cox, and 
Johnson dissented. Bartley charged that the 
Commission had “rushed into an approval of 
the merger” without considering “funda- 
mental questions of highest importance.” 
Johnson said he was “simply stunned and 
bewildered.” He pointed out that ABC was 
already a profitable venture, and that ITT 
had made no commitment of funds to ABC. 
He and Bartley worried about the effects on 
ABC's news and public-affairs programming 
of ITT’s extensive overseas holdings, and 
about the economic effects on the broadcast- 
ing industry of having one major broadcaster 
part of a huge conglomerate corporation. 

Justice petitioned the FCC to reopen the 
case, charging that the FCC had violated the 
law by holding such a brief hearing, that it 
had failed to examine “crucial facts.” The 
Department later produced evidence that 
funds would not actually be passing from 
ITT to ABC, but that ITT was looking upon 
ABC as a source of funds—$100 million over 
the next five years. The FCC's own staff sub- 
sequently agreed with Justice on this key 
point, and the Commission reluctantly re- 
opened the case. It declared that in the light 
of “the public interest in a prompt settle- 
ment of the present uncertainty, we think 
that expedition is required.” A new decision 
was expected as early as June. 

The Commission can also show dispatch in 
renewing license applications. When a 
broadcaster applies for a license, he makes 
specific pledges about the amount of time 
he will devote to public affairs programing 
and local service. It is explained that the 
Commission does not have the manpower to 
monitor stations to see if in fact these 
pledges are carried out, but that his program 
practices will be closely examined when he 
files for his triennial license renewal. Minow 
and Henry instituted a renewal application 
form designed to draw more information 
about actual programing practices, but this 
information appears to be of little moment 
to the Commission. Earlier this year, Cox 
and Johnson dissented from the routine re- 
newal of a group of 206 licenses when the 
applications showed that 2 proposed no news 
programing whatsoever, 7 proposed no 
public-affairs programing, 23 proposed less 
than one percent of their time to be devoted 
to public affairs, and 88 proposed no other 
type of public-service programing. “It seems 
to me,” said Cox, the stations “are down- 
grading their commitments ... because they 
feel the majority of the Commission won't 
do anything about it.“ Cox charged that the 
Commission was making “a farce of the 
whole reporting and reviewing process.” 

Theoretically, the Commission sought to 
reduce its agenda by developing a set of 
standards for licensees and permitting the 
Broadcast Bureau itself to grant and renew 
licenses if they meet those standards. 
“Frankly,” conceded one commissioner, “I 
couldn’t tell you what the standards are now. 
The staff sort of figures out our current 
policy from what we did in the last two 
months.” Though there is a great deal of 
talk about delegating, the Commission is 
too suspicious of the staff and the staff is 
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too perplexed about Commission policy for 
it to happen much. One of the penalties of 
all this is a serious backlog of contested ap- 
plications, and for the wrong reasons. There 
are some cases of competing applications for 
licenses, or appeals from a Commission de- 
cision, which have been before the Commis- 
sion for ten or twenty years. 

Minow believes that the station-by-station 
license and renewal procedure, conceived in 
the days before networks, amounts to swat- 
ting gnats. Henry came to believe that it 
would make more sense to establish minimal 
requirements and then give licenses away 
by lottery. The broadcasters, typically con- 
fusing a privilege with a right, say that sta- 
tion licenses ought to be granted perma- 
nently, subject to revocation for cause. It 
is possible that they suggest this in knowl- 
edge of the Commission's record of revoking 
licenses: 1 in 1961, 5 in 1962, 4 or 1963, 4 in 
1964, 0 in 1965, and 2 in 1966. The record 
of renewals refused is not much more exten- 
sive: 16 in the last 5 years. Hyde’s solution 
is to renew licenses for five- instead of three- 
year periods (“with maturity goes responsi- 
bility”). 

When Congress in 1962 created the hybrid 
Communications Satellite Corporation—part 
owned by the common carriers, most AT&T, 
and part a public corporation—to operate 
an international satellite, it left a number 
of issues unresolved. Should Comsat com- 
pete with the common carriers, or should it 
be a common carriers’ carrier? The 
sion chose the latter course, thus guarding 
against severe competition for the carriers. 
Who should operate the lucrative ground 
stations, Comsat, the carriers, or someone 
else? The Commission “temporarily” per- 
mitted Comsat to operate the first ones and 
told Comsat and the carriers to get together 
and carve up the rest, This is an odd way 
to proceed on such an important matter, but 
by thus splitting the baby, nobody got too 
hurt. Except perhaps the baby, but it is too 
early for the layman to know that. 

Also left unresolved by Congress was the 
enormously important and complex question 
of who is to operate a domestic satellite sys- 
tem, or systems, and for what purposes. What 
kind of domestic system, or systems, should 
there be, available for what kinds of uses, 
by whom, and how competitive? Should the 
common carriers continue to be protected 
from the competition of new technology? 
Who will benefit—or will anyone—from the 
costs saved by communicating by satellite? 
Technically, some of the issues are before the 
Commission in the form of the Ford Foun- 
dation’s proposal for a satellite system for 
television, with the money saved when the 
commercial networks switch from conven- 
tional to satellite communication to be 
turned over to public television. Comsat, now 
an aggressive creature itself, countered by 
urging the FCC to permit it to operate a 
general-purpose domestic system, arguing 
that that is what Congress intended, that 
technology is ready and time is wasting. 
(Whether technology is ready is debated by 
the experts.) The satellite issues are so fun- 
damental, the competing interests so great— 
the networks, AT&T, which earns $50 million 
a year from carrying television signals, the 
nation’s largest foundation, Comsat—and the 
stakes are so large that it is possible that 
Congress and the White House will make 
the decisions. (The separate issue of public 
television raised by the Ford and Carnegie 
Foundations is already before Congress.) 
That might be just as well. I asked Chair- 
man Hyde how many FCC employees were 
studying the issues raised by Ford. “Only one 
full-time person,” he replied. 

The Commerce Department, ordinarily not 
a very melodramatic place, completed a study 
not long ago of what it called the “silent 
crisis”—the shortage of spectrum space—and 
recommended a special group with an initial 
budget of $11 million, eventually $50 million, 
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to handle the problem. The FCO, in a major 
leap forward, will devote $300,000 to research 
on spectrum allocation this year. The ques- 
tions involved are complicated and impor- 
tant: what are the relative social, economic, 
even political implications of allocating more 
or less space to the various users—from doc- 
tors’ beepers to police cars to television sta- 
tions to communications satellites? Should 
traditional users, such as oil companies and 
ham radio operators, be displaced in favor of 
new technologies such as pocket telephones? 
The popularity of a children’s walkie-talkie 
toy last Christmas caused something of a 
crisis for the FCC. What should be done 
about this? Or is it perhaps time to rearrange 
the allocations among private spectrum 
users? The FCC still proceeds, according to a 
system established some twenty years ago, to 
grant a certain band across the country to 
each type of private user, although the need 
for the forestry band is minimal in New 
York City, and there is even less demand for 
the taxicab band in the Gulf of Mexico. 

Is cable television, which reduces the use 
of spectrum space, something that ought to 
be encouraged on those grounds, regardless 
of the discomfort to establish television in- 
terests? Does it suggest methods of bringing 
other services, such as facsimile, data, or 
shopping, into the home? What does it mean 
that within five years about half of all in- 
formation transmitted will be between com- 
puters, and how can the competing interests 
between, say AT&T and IBM, be resolved, 
preferably with the public getting its share 
of the benefits? The FCC has begun a study 
of the computer issue, but no special staff 
has been assigned to it. 

Chairman Hyde explains that the acute 
staff shortage is ameliorated by the fact that 
“we get a lot of valuable help from various 
industry groups.” Hyde said that the indus- 
try groups give information and advice, and 
that a representative of the FCC sits in their 
meetings to prevent collusion. But collusion 
is not the only danger, nor is it likely to be 
eradicated by the FCC representative. Many 
government agencies set up business advisory 
committees as a way of getting advice and 
keeping peace; but there can be a problem 
when a limited staff is dependent upon the 
industry to the point where the industry can 
dominate the agency’s policies. Presumably 
Congress did not set up regulatory agencies 
with the intent of having the agencies turn 
to the industry to inquire how it should be 
regulated. 

There is thus a great deal of evidence that 
it is time to redefine and re-evaluate the 
FCC's mission. It is time to dust off “the 
public interest” and re-examine where it 
comes in. It is not all that new to suggest 
that the FCC should be revised. The law 
journals are full of suggestions for changing 
the FCC, and the literature is a nitpicker's 
delight. Most of it is in terms of establishing 
more clear-cut procedures on behalf of the 
applicants. But the FCC's problems are be- 
yond nitpicking, and of importance to more 
than the clients. A thorough re-evaluation 
would suggest a number of new combina- 
tions, ranging from tinkering with the ex- 
isting institution, to transferring some of its 
functions elsewhere, to starting afresh. There 
are some basic principles on which thought- 
ful critics agree: somewhere there must be 
an agency with sufficient funds for research, 
in house or contracted out, that can keep the 
government abreast of communications de- 
velopments. There must be sophisticated 
analysis of the interrelated communications 
issues which are now approached in a hap- 
hazard ad hoc manner. 

It is all too easy to call for a reorganiza- 
tion of an agency which does not seem to be 
coping, for reorganization for its own sake 
means next to nothing without a redefinition 
of purpose and without sufficient resources in 
both staff and funds to carry it out. Yet 
there have been many worthy suggestions 
for structural changes: almost all observers 
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of the FCC feel that seven commissioners is 
at least two too many (Henry thinks it is 
four too many, and Minow concluded it was 
six too many); no one disputes that the ma- 
chinery must be streamlined. But none of 
this will matter unless the FCC, or what- 
ever agency emerges, is invested with the 
mission and prestige which the issues before 
it demand, and which in turn will attract, 
and hold, good men. It would be naive to sug- 
gest that such an agency could operate, or 
its leaders could be chosen, without regard 
to the political context, but it is not too 
much to ask that it be more independent of 
it. 

One close observer has suggested that the 
issues are so important that the agency 
should be as prestigious as a U.S. Court of 
Appeals, and the appointments to it taken as 
Seriously. Perhaps commissioners should 
serve for longer terms. Certainly the agency 
might be less composed of men who use it 
as a sinecure or springboard, The FCC can- 
not be expected to work a self-transforma- 
tion. That leaves Congress and the White 
House, and this sort of reform is not likely 
to start in Congress. 


ROSTOW-STATE DEPARTMENT PAN- 
AMA CANAL POLICIES PERILOUS 


Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. FLoop] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, on repeated 
occasions during my addresses on Isth- 
mian Canal policy questions, I have 
stated that the President, in whose name 
the proposed surrender at Panama has 
been advanced, cannot possibly know the 
highly complicated interoceanic canal 
subject and has been the victim of some 
very bad advice, chiefly from the State 
Department. Who all these advisers have 
been, and now are, I do not know but I 
do know their key ideas as voiced in 
Presidential statements that have been 
embodied in recently concluded treaties 
with Panama soon to be sent to the Sen- 
ate for ratification. 

On June 21, following the Near East- 
ern-Suez Canal crisis, I wrote the Presi- 
dent emphasizing that the proposed sur- 
render at Panama is a matter of the 
gravest consequence and urging him not 
to permit it. Though the resulting ex- 
change of letters is not confidential in 
character, it does reveal the attitude of 
responsible officials in connection with 
the proposed treaties and thus should be 
of interest to all Members of Congress. 

During the last few weeks I have re- 
ceived many thoughtful letters about the 
Panama Canal Treaty situation from 
various parts of the Nation, including 
some from members of the Armed Forces 
on the isthmus. These men know the 
situation there from direct observation 
and do not get their knowledge second 
hand from text books or “official” re- 
ports. It is, indeed, refreshing to read 
them and to compare their realistic ap- 
praisals with the naive statements of one 
of the President’s principal advisers. Be- 
cause of the possibility of reprisals 
against the Armed Forces writers on the 
isthmus, I shall not reveal their names 
or otherwise identify them. 

The indicated exchange of letters with 
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the White House and major excerpts 
from one of these Armed Forces letter- 
writers follow: 


THE PRESIDENT, 
The White House, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear MR. PRESIDENT: In view of the grave 
crisis presented by present day dominance of 
the Suez Canal by President Nasser of the 
United Arab Republic, I venture to urge you 
to review the policies of our Government now 
proposed for the Canal Zone and Panama 
Canal, The surrenders contemplated for the 
Panama Canal enterprise will unquestion- 
ably render our Nation powerless to prevent 
Soviet domination of it and will seriously im- 
pair our capacity to defend the United States 
and other nations of the Western Hemis- 
phere. 

Certainly, this is not the time nor the 
Canal Zone the place for surrenders that 
will further augment Soviet power in the 
Western World and that will greatly weaken 
our own capability to resist the cruel and 
merciless advance of communist aggressions 
everywhere. Permit me to quote what was 
stated by one of our most patriotic and clear- 
visioned Presidents, Theodore Roosevelt, in 
the Kansas City Star of December 2, 1918, 
following the 1917 Bolshevik Revolution in 
Russia when internationalization of the 
Panama Canal was one of the points advo- 
cated by the Reds. Roosevelt’s words were: 

“The Panama Canal must not be interna- 
tionalized. It is our canal; we built it; we for- 
tified it; and we will protect it, and we will 
not permit our enemies to use it in war. In 
time of peace, all nations shall use it alike 
but in time of war our interest at once be- 
comes dominant.” (H. Doc. No. 474, 89th 
Congress, p. 388). 

History shows that Free World submissions 
and surrenders can never match or overcome 
the cold, ambitious, cruel, and relentless 
aggressions of communist power. 

In these connections, Mr. President, I am 
sure that you must be deeply concerned be- 
cause of the explosion by Red China on June 
17, 1967, of its first hydrogen bomb. The gov- 
ernment of that country may soon be pre- 
pared to come to the conference table with 
North Viet Nam, each armed with deadly 
nuclear bombs to be used as powerful argu- 
ments and threats, 

In the meantime, Soviet policy will be di- 

rected toward escalating the war in Viet Nam 
and the suspended war in Korea to include 
Red China—wars that will be mutually de- 
structive of those nations and our own with 
the Soviet standing to profit vastly through- 
out the Western Hemisphere, Africa, and the 
Far, Middle and Near Easts. Surely Mr. Presi- 
dent, this is not the time for our officials to 
play Russian roulette, a game that is fatally 
tragic. 
The liquidation of the Canal Zone and 
Panama Canal now being considered in high 
echelons of our Government are matters of 
the gravest consequence. In view of the re- 
cent dangerous developments, I would re- 
spectfully, but most earnestly, urge that you 
do not permit such liquidation but maintain 
our undiluted sovereignty. The posture of the 
world so requires. 

As I particularly desire that you receive 
this letter, to this end, I shall be grateful 
for an acknowledgment. 

With warm personal regards and best 
wishes, I remain, 

Sincerely yours, 
DANIEL J. FLOOD, 
Member of Congress. 


JUNE 21, 1967. 


THE WHITE HOUSE, 
Washington, D.C., June 28, 1967. 

Hon. DANIEL J. FLOOD, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN: Thank you for your 
recent letter to the President regarding the 
Panama Canal. Your recommendations will 
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have the careful attention of the President 
and his advisers. 
Sincerely, 
BAREFOOT SANDERS, 
Legislative Counsel to the President. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, 
Washington, D.C., July 11, 1967. 
Hon. DANIEL J. FLOOD, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN FLOOD: The President 
has asked me to reply to your letter of June 
21 concerning the recently concluded Panama 
Canal negotiations. 

I understand your desire that the security 
interests of the United States with respect to 
the Canal be fully protected, This has been 
uppermost in the mind of our negotiating 
team. They have conducted the talks in the 
closest consultation with the Departments of 
State and Defense. Another way of protect- 
ing these security interests is by timely rec- 
ognition that changing circumstances make 
it wise and prudent to negotiate new arrange- 
ments for operating and maintaining the 
Canal. In announcing the decision to begin 
talks with the Panamanians in December, 
1964, the President noted: The strength of 
our American system is that we have always 
tried to understand and meet the needs of 
the future.” 

When the texts of the treaties are released 
in the near future, you will see the careful 
balance worked out between the new realities 
of our relations with Panama and the safe- 
guarding of our vital interests in the Canal. 

Sincerely yours, 
W. W. Rosrow. 


JULY 17, 1967. 


THE PRESIDENT, 
The White House, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear MR. PRESIDENT: I have read the reply 
of Presidential Assistant W. W. Rostow of 
July 11, 1967, to my letter of June 21 re- 
garding the proposed Panama Canal Trea- 
ties, of which he is credited with being a 
principal architect. 

I am very much disappointed at the na- 
ture of his reply and its failure to answer 
the questions raised by me. This, however, 
permit me ‘to say, is characteristic of the 
policies pursued by the treaty makers 
throughout the period of the negotiations, 
both in Panama and the United States. 

Mr. Rostow, in his letter, defends the 
proposed new treaties because of alleged 
charges induced by time. Yes, Mr. President, 
there have been vast changes in circum- 
stances during the past few years and they 
are dangerous changes for the worse. Be- 
cause anti-Free World policies of communism 
are more perilous than ever before there is 
greater need now for continuation of our 
complete sovereignty and power with re- 
spect to the great waterway; and this is 
best for Panama as well as for the United 
States. 

With the Suez Canal out of commission 
because of the blundering, stupidity, and 
bias of the Egyptian Government, that great 
waterway is, for all practical purpose, under 
Soviet control and will be used against the 
Free World as the Soviets may dictate. The 
Panama Canal faces a like danger because 
of recent policies culminating in the nego- 
tiation of the proposed treaties. To the ex- 
tent that our power and authority may be 
diluted on the Isthmus the efficiency and 
protection of the great Hemispheric agency 
will be impaired, with Panama and the 
United States as the first to suffer. This is 
not the time to scuttle our workable treaty 
for the Panama Canal. 

In brief, Mr. President, and with all due 
respect, I must indicate my judgment that 
Mr. Rostow's letter is altogether evasive and 
unresponsive. 

With assurances of esteem, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 
DANIEL J. FLOOD. 
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Jux 10, 1967. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE Fuoop: Lately I have 
been reading in the local English language 
newspapers here in Panama certain articles 
concerning statements you have made on the 
floor of the House concerning the new treaty 
with Panama over the canal. I want you to 
know that I feel the same as you do, that to 
give Panama one inch of Zone territory or 
one brick of one building in the Zone, would 
be the height of stupidity. * * * 

I have been stationed here in Panama with 
the Armed Forces for eighteen months now. 
* * è During the past year and a half I have 
been able to observe things that many of the 
so called authorities from the United States 
have not observed. It is my opinion that if 
the United States wants the Panama Canal 
to be run at the whim of about ten to twelve 
families, then it should give the Canal to 
Panama. As you probably know, Panama is 
run by a small group of families all inter- 
related to one another. To give the Canal to 
Panama would only place in the control of 
these few rather ruthless people the most 
strategic waterway in our hemisphere, if not 
the world. * * * I wish for once that the 
United States would stop all this talk about 
doing what is in the best interest of this 
country and that country, and do what is in 
the best interest for its own people. With the 
present crisis in Southeast Asia, we need 
the Canal to insure quick transit of the 

necessary to carry out our war effort. 
To even talk of giving up this Canal at the 
present time is absurd. * * * 

From what I have been able to surmise 
from what rumors are going around about 
the treaty’s provisions, it appears that the 
United States is planning to desert its citi- 
gens down here. It seems impossible to 
imagine the beautiful Canal Zone being 
taken over by Panama. Panama can’t even 
collect its own garbage, and now it wants 
to take the Zone also. We hear all this talk 
that the people of Panama desire the 
United States to get out. You know as well 
as I do that that is lot of bull. The only 
people in Panama that want the United 
States out of here are the communists and 
the small group of wealthy people. 
These people will take over the shops in the 
Zone and make huge profits for themselves. 
The average Panamanian will never see one 
dollar from the many millions that will go 
to Panama. As it stands now, the Zone is 
the only place where a Panamanian can go to 
get a decent job at decent wages. The aver- 
age wage in Panama is about forty cents an 
hour. A quart of milk costs cents. In 
the Zone, the wage is about $1.20 an hour 
and a quart of milk costs about twenty five 
cents. It is the small group of oligarchs 
headed by Foreign Minister Eleta and the 
Arias family that are telling the people of 
Panama what they want. These people are 
also telling the United States what the aver- 
age Panamanian wants too. Again I can only 
hope that United States Senate votes down 
this treaty. I know that there will be trouble 
here if it does, but we must put our foot 
down so to speak, and now is the time. 

Thank you very much for your time. I 
hope that you and Mrs. Sullivan and your 
dedicated fellow congressmen that know 
what a stupid thing this new treaty is, will 
be able to prevail in your fight. 

Thank you again. 


RIOTS MUST BE CURBED 


Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. ASHLEY] may extend his 
remarks at this point in the Recorp and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Illinois? 
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There was no objection. 

Mr. ASHLEY. Mr. Speaker, the Na- 
tion must respond to the increasing 
tempo of violence and racial disorder 
which continue to erupt in our cities. 

Lawlessness must be met by such force 
as is necessary to restore and preserve 
order. Our citizenry have a right to be 
secure in person and property and im- 
mediate steps must be taken to assure 
their protection. 

We can no longer regard what has 
taken place as a series of isolated local 
disturbances. In the first 6 months of 
this year some 26 cities in every part of 
the country have fallen victim to arson, 
wanton destruction, looting, stoning, 
sniping, killing. We are confronted with 
a crisis which is national in scope. It must 
be met by local, State, and Federal ac- 
tion. 

Where needed, Federal assistance must 
be available to adequately staff and equip 
local law enforcement agencies. Train- 
ing must be upgraded and new tech- 
niques developed to deal promptly and 
more effectively with acts of crime. 

These are urgent requirements, Mr. 
Speaker, but our responsibility goes fur- 
ther. We must come to grips with the 
shameful conditions in our American 
cities which will continue to be a tinder- 
box until they are radically improved. 
Frustration and hopelessness are the 
parents of crime and we must deal with 
them as effectively as we deal with crim- 
inals if we are ever to enjoy a peaceful 
society. 

There are those among us who take 
the view that the use of force to put down 
violence is all that is needed. I submit 
that an orderly society can never be 
achieved in this country by police ac- 
tion. It can be achieved only when we 
find a way to eliminate the resentments 
and hostilities which make police action 
necessary. 

Mr. Speaker, I am today joining a 
number of colleagues in introducing a 
resolution for the establishment of a 
select committee to investigate the causes 
of rioting in our metropolitan areas. I 
hope these resolutions will be acted upon 
promptly and that the investigation will 
help us chart the kind of comprehen- 
sive approach which I believe we must 
undertake if the crisis of our cities is to 
be met in a meaningful fashion. 


LEGISLATION TO PROVIDE PRO- 
TECTION FOR THE AMERICAN 
ALLIGATOR 


Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. FasckrLI may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr, FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, it is a 
source of great pride to me, to have with- 
in my district a natural resource which is 
recognized around the world for its 
uniqueness ‘and for the pleasure which 
it provides. The tiny key deer which are 
found in the Florida Keys, and whose 
protection I have worked for, would serve 
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as sufficient basis, I am sure, for con- 
gressional pride such as I mentioned. 
This diminutive native however, is only 
an introduction to the resource delights 
of southern Florida. Nearby is the Ever- 
glades National Park, often described as 
the subtropical jewel of the national 
park system. 

Man’s efforts to make productive much 
of the area surrounding the park 3 
construction of drainage and 
control facilities have created Kanon 
problems with regard to water supply in 
recent years, and these problems have 
been accentuated by severe aberrations 
of climate. I am sure my colleagues are 
acquainted with the feast or famine 
nature of rainfall at the park which has 
received nationwide publicity. The ca- 
lamitous effect of these factors on the 
wildlife of the park evoked a massive 
reaction on the part of people across the 
country. These people expressed their 
heartfelt desire that something be done 
to insure survival of the Everglades. We 
may hope for a permanent solution to 
the problem in the report which is 
now being prepared by the Corps of 
Engineers. 

One of the most renowned residents 
of the Glades is the American alligator, 
Alligator mississippiensis, as he is known 
scientifically. The alligator, however, is 
unfortunately faced with possible ex- 
tinction. Its numbers have severely de- 
clined because of the recent droughts. In 
addition, the alligator faces another and 
growing threat. Poachers are invading 
the presumed sanctuaries of Federal and 
State parks and wildlife refuges to 
slaughter the reptiles in order to obtain 
the valuable hides. 

The State of Florida endeavored to 
insure the continued existence of the 
alligators by closing the legal hunting 
season on them in 1961. Continued high- 
fashion demands for alligator skins for 
bags, belts and shoes have, however, 
produced a lucrative opportunity for il- 
legal poachers who are slaughtering the 
reptiles. A pair of operators can clear as 
much as a thousand dollars in a night as 
a result of their poaching activities. 

Doubtless many of the thousands of 
Americans who took time to write ex- 
pressing their concern over the water 
situation in the Everglades would be 
equally infuriated if they knew of these 
revolting hide-hunting forays. Because 
the operators work so stealthily, how- 
ever, the general public knows little of 
the problem. I am sure that there are 
some who feel a genuine concern for the 
need to protect the biological wonders of 
the park who are unwittingly supporting 
the poachers by buying alligator skin 
products. A vast educational campaign 
would lead many persons to reject these 
products on the market. 

Much the same situation prevailed 
late in the last century when fashion 
dictated the use of vast quantities of 
plumage from beautiful native birds. 
The market hunters massacred untold 
numbers of these birds to supply the 
fashion centers. So severe was the na- 
tional reaction, that the Lacey Act was 
passed granting Federal control over in- 
terstate shipment of wildlife. 

I wish to introduce for appropriate ref- 
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erence a bill to amend the United States 
Code so as to prohibit the transportation 
and shipment in interstate and foreign 
commerce of alligators and alligator 
hides taken in violation of Federal or 
State laws. 

I would like to thank my colleague 
from Pennsylvania, Congressman JOHN 
Savior, ranking Republican member of 
the House Interior and Insular Affairs 
Committee, for joining me in sponsor- 
ship of this bill, As we all know, Con- 
gressman Saytor is one of the Nation’s 
foremost conservationists, the father of 
the Wilderness Preservation Act and co- 
author of the Land and Water Conserva- 
tion Act. He is a truly knowledgeable 
and distinguished champion of national 
resources conservation, and his support 
is greatly appreciated. 

An identical bill was introduced in the 
other body on February 1, 1967, by my 
esteemed friend and colleague, Senator 
GEORGE SMATHERS. He remarked at the 
time: 

As was done 100 years ago with the Ameri- 
can bison and again when egrets were being 
slaughtered by the thousands for their 
plumage, indiscriminate and greedy hunters 
are destroying a rare form of wildlife with- 
out regard to the preservation of the species. 


This, I believe, clearly delineates a 
serious conservation problem which 
State action has been unable to elimi- 
nate. Thus the matter of preserving a 
natural resource which, if protected, pro- 
vides the people of the nation an enrich- 
ment of the variety of the living world 
about us, comes to this body for resolu- 
tion. 

This body, which has gained a reputa- 
tion in the last and preceding Congress 
as the conservation Congress,” has be- 
fore it once again a number of items 
designed to further the ends of resource 
protection and conservation. All my col- 
leagues are aware that some of these 
proposals carry large price tags, which, 
in light of general heavy budgetary de- 
mands, must be fully and carefully 
considered. 

The bill which I am introducing today 
to protect an endangered species of na- 
tive wildlife thus presents a unique op- 
portunity. By prompt and judicious ac- 
tion on the measure we may make a sig- 
nificant contribution to the structure of 
conservation law without imposing any 
strains on an already heavily laden 
budget. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to read three short 
articles which will graphically docu- 
ment to my colleagues the need for the 
protection which this bill would afford 
an endangered American species: 

The alligator, the Big Boss of the swamp, 
is in trouble. 

Dame Fashion, the same callous wench 
who dealt America’s wading birds a savage 
blow fifty years ago just for feathers for 
milady’s hats, is now pushing alligator shoes 
and handbags. The rural hardcases have shut 
up the whisky stills and now they spend 
their nights in the swamps, coming home 
richer by two to five hundred dollars for one 
night’s work. They are killing the gators 
faster than they can reproduce and in defi- 
ance of the law. 

Well, why worry? Who cares about a fero- 
cious monster who, when he isn’t busy kill- 
ing off all the fish and the birds, is lurking 
near a boat just waiting for some luckless 
fisherman to fall overboard? 
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Don't answer that until you hear what the 
wildlife biologists have recently learned; 
what the old-time swampers and glades run- 
ners have always known. The Big Boss is a 
sissy. He can clamp those choppers on a 
snapping turtle and the shellback is instant 
turtleburger, and he can whip that tail 
around and bat a raccoon across the pond 
for a field goal, but he’s afraid of anything 
bigger than these, The slightest commotion 
near his sunning spot and he drops into the 
water to hide. 

Attack is the farthest thing from his 
mind—but don't mess around with an alliga- 
tor nest or young, because momma gator will 
defend her offspring. Any lurid tale you hear 
of attack by a bloodthirsty gator has as its 
foundation something as stupid as this. 

As for competing with man for the wildlife 
harvest, just read the old accounts of the 
sportsman’s paradise the southland used to 
be. Back then, they really had the gators, 
too; it’s a matter of record that two men 
killed 10,000 gators in one month. This was 
probably some sort of a record, but teams of 
gator hunters could and did skin several 
thousand in a year, regularly. The hunting 
and fishing hasn't ever been so good again. 

Does this sound as if there might be a 
connection between gators and other wild- 
life, that maybe the more you have of one 
the more you have of the other? Well, here’s 
a fact to ponder. The gators were killed out 
of the canals along the Tamiami Trail in 
South Florida because they were interfering 
with the fishing. What happened next was 
that the rough fish, the gars and the mud- 
fish, had a population explosion that crowded 
out the bass and the bream, So the conserva- 
tion people had to use fish shockers to clean 
out the rough fish. 

That's one instance, in one small area, but 
it’s not the only place the same thing hap- 
pened. And that’s not the only story, either; 
there’s a much bigger one, and the Big Boss 
is the hero of that one, too, 

The water level in Florida’s Everglades 
isn't at all stable. In dry years, when the 
agricultural interests manage to grab off the 
water that used to flow through the glades 
to Florida Bay, the glades become a parched 
land. There are few natural depressions in 
this vast flatness, and the creatures of the 
wild die under a burning sun. 

Or they would, if it weren’t for the gators. 
These ugly reptiles have been working out 
survival techniques since the dinosaur days, 
and by now they’re pretty crafty. 

Before the drought gets really bad, they 
find a spot in the glades where the mud is 
deep. They dig and they churn, bringing up 
the mud and letting the water carry it away, 
until they have a pit that may contain only 
a few gallons, or it may hold tons. The im- 
portant thing is that in these gator holes 
and in the very few sloughs that don’t go dry, 
and only in them, can the fish, turtles, frogs, 
and other aquatic creatures survive, while 
the bodies of their less fortunate brethren 
parch on the baking mud. Only here can the 
deer, the raccoon, and the rabbit find water 
to drink, and the otters and herons find fish 
on which to feed. The Big Boss isn’t all 
heart, he’s a large part appetite; he lays a 
tax on the users of his pool, but there are 
always enough survivors to repopulate the 
glades after the spring rains. 

But now, it’s handbag time on the boule- 
vards. Chinese crocodile and Cuban gator 
hides are now off the American market, and 
the price tag on our domestic gator has gone 
up to $5 a foot in Louisiana. 

It has been illegal to kill an alligator in 
Florida since 1961, but in that time gator 
hunting in the Sunshine State has become 
a thriving, bloody, and outlaw business. The 
poachers cruise through the sloughs at night, 
the man in the bow spotting the reflection 
of the gator’s eyes in the beam of a head- 
band torch and then puts a .22 slug right 
between them. Or they ride along the levees, 
shooting from the car. Some use an air- 
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boat, which is a scow with an airplane 
propellor that can ride the grassland after 
a heavy dew. There are even gunshy poachers, 
who dazzle the gator with their lights, then 
bash his skull in with a hammer. They in- 
vade private land, public parks, wildlife ref- 
uges, even gator farms and tourist attrac- 
tions. 

Why doesn’t the law step in? Where is the 
game warden? Well, he’s around, probably 
following a fake lead fifty miles away, every 
step he takes being watched by a poacher 
with a walkie-talkie to advise the rest of the 
gang of his whereabouts. The territory is so 
huge, and the wardens so few, and the money 
so good that some poaching is inevitable. 

Some poachers do get caught, but unless 
the conservation man can prove that he 
caught them in the act or with undisputable 
evidence, and unless he can present his case 
exactly in conformance with rules that are 
weighted against him, the judge will throw 
the whole thing out of court. Some cases 
are so Obvious that the judge simply has to 
find the poachers guilty, in which case they 
risk a lecture before they are released on 
bond, or fined $25 which is a small price 
1o pay to be released to continue their opera- 
tions, 

When a man can make up to $500 in one 
night, a $25 fine isn’t something to lose 
sleep over. The judge holds an elective office, 
the poacher is usually a local man with lots 
of voting kinfolk, and the lawman is almost 
bound to be one of those strangers with a 
badge and a college education. 

But you can’t sell a gator hide in Florida. 
At least not legally. So here’s where the 
shady businessman steps in. The black-mar- 
ket buyer for the operation picks up the 
skins from the poachers, pays in hard, cold, 
tax-free dollars, and the skins go across the 
state lines into Georgia or Louisiana, 

And to it goes. The game warden gets dis- 
gusted and quits; the tax man, and all us 
taxpayers, get cheated; the hunter and the 
fishermen wonder where the game has gone; 
and the gator starts down the road after the 
passenger pigeon and the dodo bird. 

It doesn’t have to be that last walk down 
the one-way road for the Big Boss. We 
brought back the buffalo, the antelope, and 
the plume birds. They were worth the saving, 
and the right people did the right things to 
get the job done. Now the same sort of action 
is needed for one of the ugliest, laziest, and 
most misunderstood reptiles on the face of 
the earth—the American alligator, the boss 
of swamp and glade, and the best and most 
effective conservationist in the southland. 


THE TROUBLED ALLIGATOR 
(By George Laycock) 

We watched the yellow light blink softly. 
„That's a working light,” the game warden 
said. He meant that a poacher was out there 
searching the surface of the lake for the 
ruby eyes of an alligator. The light made one 
low swing against the distant shore and 
flicked off. 

Shortly we were in the air boat skimming 
across the lake. The roarding of the 125 hp 
airplane engine drowned out all the night 
sounds. When we reached the middle of the 
lake the light appeared again, this time hold- 
ing steady. There was not the slightest 
chance that we would be eluded. 

The other boat drifted to a stop in the 
middle of the lake. As we came in beside it, 
our two strong electric beams splashed over 
its occupants. “Frog hunting,” they explain- 
ed. There were no signs of firearms or dead 
alligators—or frogs. 

Two of the five men in the boat were 
known to the wardens; they had previously 
been arrested for alligator poaching. This 
time, however, there was no evidence. All 
the wardens could hope to accomplish was 
to discourage them for the rest of the night— 
and give a few of Florida’s most famous wild 
creatures a little longer to live. 

A drama similar to this one is repeated 
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night after night across those sections of the 
South where alligators still hold on against 
mounting human pressure. Florida game 
wardens now spend fully a third of their 
time protecting alligators. The problem is 
equally bad in Louisiana, where biologists are 
convinced that their alligators would already 
be greatly depleted if it had not been for the 
state and Federal refuges. “We expect that 
prices for alligator hides will go up to $10 a 
foot,” one of these biologists recently told 
me. As the supply dwindles the demand 
grows, and so do the prices. This is one of 
the reasons why Alligator mississipiensis now 
enjoys the dubious honor of having his name 
on the official list of endangered American 
wildlife. They have dwindled in Florida to 
the point where hunting them is illegal at 
all times. 

One would think, to look at an alligator, 
that the creature could take care of him- 
self. And a big one can, if people will leave 
him alone. In the early years of his life he 
may be caught and eaten by raccoon, otter, 
bass, heron, anhinga, wild hog, gar, and a 
host of fellow predators. But if he can escape 
these hazards long enough to live past the 
8-foot length, he enters a new age of social 
security. The big alligator needs fear virtu- 
ally no predator except man. His size, temper, 
armored hide, muscular development, and 
rows of meat-grinding teeth are proof against 
most dangers. 

Down his back the alligator wears rows of 
horny scutes, or plates, which are his form- 
fitted armor. His viselike jaws clamp shut 
and hold his victims with a grip that cannot 
be broken. Even a large animal such as a hog, 
cow, or deer may be drowned by a big alli- 
gator. The reptile then gets a grip on his 
victim’s leg, folds his own legs in close to his 
body, and begins revolving on his axis until 
he tears his food apart. 

When hunting, the alligator floats with 


less as a water-soaked log. But if he can drift 
within distance of a victim, the sur- 
face of the pond erupts. His battering-ram 
tail whips around as his head turns on its 
stubby neck, and his body forms a semicircle. 
With his tail, the alligator knocks the 
stunned victim within reach of his jaws. He 
usually rises to the surface to eat, flips his 
head to one side and catches the food head 
first. Bigger items may be ground between 
his powerful teeth until reduced to bite size. 

Alligators are well-equipped for under- 
water action. Valves keep water out of their 
ears and nostrils, and the back of the tongue 
forms a valve to keep them from swallowing 
water when they open their mouth to cap- 
ture food. 

These large reptiles are not much good at 
traveling overland. Their short legs and 
rather small webbed feet will carry them lim- 
ited distances at moderate speeds. In the 
water, however, it is another story. Here the 
magnificent tail comes into action. If an alli- 
gator wants to move fast through the buoy- 
ant water, he folds his legs back against his 
body. Then, whipping his tail from side to 
side, he rockets through the water like a 
self-propelled torpedo. He can turn and twist 
with bursts of speed that enable him to over- 
take many kinds of aquatic creatures. 

One of the secrets of the alligators’ long 
success on earth—they have been here 40 
million years—is their ability to catch and 
consume such a wide variety of foods. What 
an alligator eats depends upon which of his 
natural foods is most abundant. These in- 
clude turtles, garfish, coot, frogs, snakes, 
muskrat, swamp rabbit, and sometimes even 
smaller alligators. 

Dogs seem to hold a special attraction for 
them. A Florida poacher once explained to 
me a sure-fire technique of finding alliga- 
tors. “Take a hound dog out in the boat 
with you,” he said. “Then hurt him until he 
starts yapping and them gators start stick- 
ing their heads up all over.” 
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In spite of the fact that, by human stand- 
ards, alligators are ugly creatures with un- 
attractive eating habits, there is much con- 
cern about their welfare. They are interest- 
ing members of the native American fauna, 
and besides, they have great practical value. 
In Florida they are high-ranking tourist at- 
tractions, In Louisiana, where alligators’ 
hides are said to be the finest of all, there is 
a firm belief that they can still be managed 
as an economic resource. 

A century ago there were probably three 
million of these creatures living across the 
southeastern part of the country, but prej- 
udiced people killed them for no particular 
reason, and swamps were drained, reducing 
the size of their domain. Worst of all, they 
were taken in growing numbers for their 
hides. In a century the alligator’s numbers 
were reduced from millions to remnant pop- 
ulations largely centered on refuge areas. In 
Florida the biggest concentrations are in 
such places as Loxahatchee National Wild- 
life Refuge and the Everglades National 
Park, State and National wildlife refuges 
harbor the bulk of Louisiana’s population, 
Okefenokee National Wildlife Refuge in 
ee aa Georgia has an estimated 

As their numbers dwindled the maximum 
size of alligators also seemed to shrink. Old 
records, probably reliable, tell of alligators 
more than 19 feet long. Florida’s biggest 
known alligator today is in Ross Allen's col- 
lection at Silver Springs. This giant reptile, 
known affectionately as “Big George,” meas- 
ures 15 feet from tip to tip. Today there may 
not be a wild one anywhere longer than 14 
feet. The reason may be simply that although 
alligators continue to grow throughout their 
lives, few of them today live long enough to 
reach the maximum lengths of the old- 
timers. 

What is the difference between an alliga- 
tor and a crocodile? Most of the visible dif- 
ference is in the head. Looking down on the 
heads of the two creatures, you will notice 
that the snout of the crocodile is thinner and 
more pointed, and his teeth are more prom- 
inent when the mouth is closed. He is more 
vicious than the alligator. Alligators, in fact, 
are justifiably frightened of people, There 
are few, if any, genuine instances of their 
attacks on humans. A female alligator guard- 
ing her nest, however, is not to be trusted. 

In Florida, businessmen have installed 
alligators in roadside enclosures. Here 
tourists may stare at them to their heart’s 
content, and in some places they may pur- 
chase marshmallows to feed the alligators 
and amuse themselves. There is something 
ludicrous about a 12-foot alligator snap- 
ping up a little white marshmallow. All the 
flexing of muscles and bone that goes into 
the consumption of a large wild prey is ex- 
pended on the tidbit. One cannot help feel- 
ing that in addition to killing off most of 
the alligators, we have corrupted those that 
remain. 

In 1959, biologists in Louisiana decided to 
investigate the little known facts of life 
among alligators. How much traveling did 
alligators do? How long did they live, and 
did they really grow as slowly as they were 
said to? All of these questions were important 
ones if alligators were to be managed for 
hide production. 

Acquiring the answers called for time and 
some sloppy wrestling matches out in the 
swamps. The specialists worked out a method 
of marking the creatures by clipping toes, 
notching scales, and attaching metal tags. 

Alligators, however, are shy, elusive, and 
uncooperative. They could not care less about 
having their toes clipped or tags attached to 
their scaly hides. Those caught and marked 
measured up to 8 feet in length, and there 
was always the possibility of an alligator 
injuring one of the workmen or turning the 
boat over. To safeguard against such oc- 
currences, one worker would grab the snout 
of an alligator, sometimes with his hands 
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and sometimes with a snare, while his assist- 
ant secured the lashing tail. Then the strug- 
gling reptile was dragged into the boat and 
dropped into a large burlap bag. Once marked 
he was released again into the swamp. 

More recently the biologists have imbedded 
miniature radio transmitters in large balls 
of hair and forced their research subjects to 
swallow them. Alligators are known to retain 
hair balls in their stomachs for long periods 
of time, and so the instruments were sure 
to stay in place for a while. As the radio- 
equipped alligator travels around his terri- 
tory, biologists with receivers monitor the 
beeps from his transmitter. 

It has long been said that alligators grow 
slowly and that the big ones are ancient ani- 
mals. From recapturing tagged ones, it be- 
came known that the young, which are about 
8 inches long at the time of hatching, aver- 
age 22 inches at the age of 1. By their second 
birthday they are 3 feet long, and by the 
time they are in their fifth year they average 
5% feet and have reached breeding size. 

After the fifth year their rate of growth 
slows down. But what interested the Loui- 
siana people especially was the speed with 
which alligators reach a length of 5 feet, 
where their hides are of high commercial 
value. Partly as a result of this, Louisiana 
began transplanting alligators back into 
parishes where they had been killed off. 
The aim is to maintain a healthy population 
that can contribute a hide crop without fur- 
ther endangering the species. For the last 
three years Louisiana has had a completely 
closed season on alligators. 

The wild alligator’s year is divided into 
two parts. In the warm summer months he 
lives abundantly. the cold winter 
months he lies buried in the mud at the bot- 
tom of a pond or secluded at the back of a 
cave beneath a river bank or the edge of an 
island. For months he goes without food, and 
according to recent studies in Louisiana, he 
apparently survives for extended periods 
without coming up for air. 

In March or April the waters warm up and 
alligators come out and start to feed. The 
breeding season comes in May and June, 
Mating is proclaimed throughout the 
swamps, because the bull alligator is not a 
quiet lover. He has no vocal cords, but he gets 
his messages across by inhaling deeply and 
then, like a giant bellows, emitting a series of 
booming roars that can sometimes be heard 
for miles. His spring bellowing probable 
serves two purposes: it attracts the females 
and warns other males out of his territory. As 
he roars, a heavy musk oozes from two glands 
beneath his chin and perfumes his territory. 

The time for mating is something best 
determined by alligators. Recently Louisi- 
ana research biologists put a male alliga- 
tor in a female’s pen in what they presumed 
was the mating season. The female, far from 
being appreciative, killed her smaller in- 
tended mate. A few nights later, however, an- 
other alligator came in from the nearby 
swamps and climbed up and over the 6-foot 
wire fence to join the female. He stayed for 
several days, but apparently at the pleasure 
of the hostess, because one night she drove 
him back out of the pen the way he had en- 
tered—up and over the fence. 

Alligators usually mate in the water, and 
a male may have several females in his terri- 
tory. This, however, is the limit of his family 
responsibilities, duties of raising the young 
fall fully upon the female. She may, in fact, 
have to protect them eventually from their 
own father. 

The female builds her nest by piling up a 
mound of mud and vegetation. She works 
out a depression in the top. There, in a single 
visit, she drops from twenty-five to seventy 
eggs, depending on her size. Then she covers 
the eggs with several inches of moist chopped 
plant materials and mud. Within a few days 
the process of decay begins to warm up the 
nest. The temperature rises to between 75 
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and 78 degrees and stays there regardless of 
outside temperatures. 

The female usually guards her nest. She 

knows when the newly hatched alligators are 
ready to leave because they tell her. As they 
chip their way out of the hard-shelled white 
eggs they set up a grunting noise. The fe- 
male removes the topping from her nest 
and waddles off to the water’s edge, where 
she waits for the young to follow. They 
scramble down the side of the nest and rush 
toward the water. They stay with her through 
that year, and sometimes into the following 
year. 
If no wild creature catches them before 
they are 8 feet long their chances of survival 
improve. But there is always that other pred- 
ator—the most deadly one to all—the man 
who kills illegally with his bullets and his 
axe. 


Dip OLD JOE DIE In VAIN? 


For years an alligator named Old Joe had 
thrived in the crystalline waters of Florida’s 
Wakulla Springs, which, since 1962, has been 
a National Audubon Society wildlife sanctu- 
ary under lease from the Wakulla Edgewater 
Company. Old Joe was a great favorite of 
visitors at Wakulla Lodge near Tallahassee 
and was perhaps the most photographed 
gator in the country. Herpetologists esti- 
mated the 11-foot patriach’s age at two cen- 
turies. 

On the night of July 31st Old Joe was 
slain by a malicious, unknown killer who in- 
vaded the sanctuary and shot the alligator 
in the head. His lifeless hulk was found the 
following morning at the bottom of the 
Wakulla River. 

With funds promptly pledged by a Florida 
conservationist, the National Audubon So- 
ciety offered a $5,000 reward for information 
leading to the arrest and conviction of the 
killer. Any person having information about 

“the crime was asked to contact agents of 
‘the Florida Game and Fresh Water Fish 
Commission at Tallahassee. Killing any al- 
ligator is against Florida law. Moreover, 
Wakulla Springs is an official state wildlife 
refuge as well as an Audbon sanctuary. The 
killer has not been apprehended, and the re- 
ward stands. 

As columnist John Pennekamp observed 
in The Miami Herald, the senseless death of 
Old Joe may at last spark enough public 
outrage to halt the poaching that threatens 
the alligator’s very survival throughout its 
greatly reduced range in the Southeastern 
states. 

Our conviction that a federal law must be 
passed to choke off the existing large-scale 
interstate traffic in alligator hides has only 
been strengthened. The 1900 law known as 
the Lacey Act prohibits interstate commerce 
in any wild bird or mammal that is caught, 
killed or possessed in violation of state law. 
A bill amending this act to extend protec- 
tion to reptiles and amphibians was intro- 
duced in the last session of Congress by Rep. 
T. A. Thompson of Louisiana, who died tragi- 
cally shortly thereafter in an automobile 
accident. 

With no sponsor, the bill foundered in the 
House Judiciary Committee. It must be re- 
introduced and passed in the next Congress. 


THE ANARCHY MUST END 


Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. ROSENTHAL] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Speaker, the 
tragedy of these riots which are sweeping 
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the country for the fourth summer lies 
not alone in the deaths which have oc- 
curred, or in the senseless destruction 
which has taken place, but, unfortu- 
nately, in the long-range effects on the 
important issues of civil rights, educa- 
tion, housing, and other public programs 
geared to provide social and economic 
assistance to our citizens and to help in 
the orderly and prosperous development 
of our cities. 

The Long Island Press of July 25 
contained an excellent editorial on the 
current situation, entitled “The Anarchy 
Must End,” and I am taking the liberty 
of inserting it in the CONGRESSIONAL 
Recorp at this point. I commend it to the 
attention of my colleagues, and all those 
who have an opportunity of reading this 
RECORD: 


THE ANARCHY MUST END 


The most immediate task before America 
at this moment is to bring back law and 
order where anarchy and arson have taken 
hold. There can be no temporizing in this 
matter. 

So long as madness continues to erupt any- 
where and everywhere throughout the na- 
tion, there can be no security for anyone of 
any color. The fact that whites as well as 
Negroes looted in Detroit underlines the 
basic falacy in color lines. Depravity is not 
simply a matter of black and white. And 
bringing quiet to the streets and putting out 
fires will not get at the causes underlying the 
madness. Putting out a fire may be impera- 
tive, but it will no more solve our vast social 
ills than did starting the fire in the first 
place. 

It’s easy—too easy—to blame the Black 
Powerists. They may provide the sparks, but 
the kindling must be there to catch fire. The 
Negro extremists are nothing new; they are 
simply the latest version of the extremists 
of all colors who down through history have 
deluded themselves into thinking violence 
and terror is the only way to serve their par- 
ticular causes. 

The wind was sown in slavery and the last 
100 years of false freedom. We are now reap- 
ing the whirlwind. It’s a force without logic. 
There is no more reason behind the mani- 
festoes of the Black Powerists than there is 
in the madness of the rioting mobs. 

“How dumb can they get,” a reporter 
quoted a Negro in Detroit who was cursing 
the looting mobs. “Where are we going to get 
our food tomorrow, where are all these people 
going to work .. . I feel like crying.” 

This man, as Roy Wilkins wrote in The 
Sunday Press, was “caught in between,” as 
are “millions of Negro Americans who hate 
rioting as much as they hate injustice.” 

The vast number of all Mr. Inbetweens— 
black and white—lost in the whirlwind 
brings comfort only to those who desire the 
destruction of a democratic America. These 
include the black and white racist extremists 
who see the world as divided between good 
and bad, each casting the other as the proto- 
type of evil. Joining this chorus are the 
Moscow propagandists, with Tass talking 
about “cruel measures” by the American 
police. The Russians, still living with the 
legacy of their own simplistic notions of 
revolutionary terror, cast white America as 
the bad guys and black America as the good 
guys, as if affluence makes all the affluent 
evil and poverty makes all the poor good. 

Yet the ultimate—the only—hope for 
America rests with the Mr. Inbetweens— 
black and white—who must go out after the 
whirlwind has passed and laboriously, piece 
by piece, renew building what their more 
impatient brothers so contemptuously would 
destroy. America’s grievous social ills cannot 
be cured by bullets, no matter from whose 
guns, but only through understanding— 
mutual, and self-respect. 
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RETURNING SOLDIER CRITICAL 
OF M-16 RIFLE 


Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. Pepper] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I know all 
of my colleagues share my desire for as 
much information as possible on the 
problems we face in Vietnam and the 
conduct of the war there. I believe they 
will be interested in an article by Frank 
Roderus, which appeared in the Lake- 
land Ledger in my State, reporting on his 
interview with Pfc. Albert Johnson, who 
has just returned after a year in Viet- 
nam. 

I have requested permission to insert 
in the Recorp this article, which includes 
sharp criticism of the M-16 rifie’s effec- 
tiveness under Vietnamese battle con- 
ditions: 

Our Guns Let Us Down IN BATTLE 
(By Frank Roderus) 

A Polk County soldier has come home from 
Vietnam with two wounds, a Bronze Star, a 
Purple Heart and engrossing accounts of: 

Tough North Vietnamese regulars. 

Red Chinese volunteer troops trained and 
equipped “as well as our own soldiers.” 

American weapons that won’t fire. 

And “allies” who sometimes shoot Amer- 
ican GI's in the back. 

In Vietnam for a year, Pfc. Albert John- 
son came home at 1 a.m. Thursday to a happy, 
whooping reunion with his parents and his 
10 sisters and 6 brothers at the parents’ 
home in the K-ville community near Au- 
burndale. 

“It was just a big dream that I'd ever get 
back,” he said. “I didn’t realize that I was 
‘back’ until I hit Tampa last night and saw 
my brothers.” 

Johnson shipped over to Vietnam as one 
of a group of 21 dog handlers from Fort Ben- 
ning, Ga. The handlers work alone with their 
dogs as the “point” men in infantry advances 
during dense jungle fighting. They are the 
first to make contact with the enemy. 

Johnson was among nine of the 21 who 
returned this week. The others were either 
killed or severely wounded. 

During his year in Vietnam the K-ville 
soldier was on 175 combat missions and 243 
ambush missions. 

“Usually the operations would only last 
a month or so,” Johnson said as he relaxed 
at home. “I guess the longest we were ever 
out was for three months in the Mekong 
Delta. I lived alone in a Viet Cong hut. 
Just me and my dog.” 

Other troops of the 25th Division were 
quartered nearby, though, he explained. 

Johnson trained his German shepherd, 
Ramo, himself before going to Vietnam. 
Ramo was taught to turn on anyone other 
than Johnson once night fell. 

“I really hated to leave him over there. He 
saved my life—I don’t know how many 
times,” Johnson said. 

“When he'd smell the Viet Cong he would 
stop and stand still, looking straight at the 
enemy,” the soldier recalled. 

Then Johnson would message the patrol 
leader about the VC. The patrol would form 
into a battle line, and helicopter gunships 
would be called to blast the enemy position. 

“The gunships carry great big lights, and 
when they turned those things on, it was 
pai like daylight. We could cut down on 

em.” 


Sometimes, thóugh, Johnson said, the 
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jungle was so dense that helicopters could 
not come close enough to lift out the 
wounded and the dead. 

“A lot of guys died because we couldn't 
get them out,” he said. 

His own wounds, he explained, were not 
serious. Once he stepped on a “pungi” stick 
and another time was hit in the foot by 
shrapnel. 

Supplies on the jungle missions were 
“seldom” a problem, Johnson said, although 
once he and some other troops were pinned 
down in the jungle for 27 hours without food 
or water. 

“You aren’t wanting to eat anyway,” he 
said. “You just want to get out of there.” 

The young veteran said that one of the 
biggest problems facing GI’s in Vietnam are 
their own weapons, 

“If they (M-16 rifles) get the least bit 
dirty, they won’t function,” he said. 

“I know of guys who have refused to go 
out with an M-16.” 

Johnson said that at one time he and 
six others were pinned down in a depression. 
The other men had M-16 rifles, while he 
was carrying one of the lighter M-15 carbines. 
“After a few minutes I was the only one 
capable of returning their fire,” he said. The 
M-16s had all jammed. 

The old M-14 rifles are better, he said, but 
they are heavy. As a dog handler, Johnson 
carried the submachine gun-like M-15. He 
swears by it. But few of the troops have 
them. 

The enemy, he said, are carrying weapons 
at least as good as ours. They have Russian 
and Chinese weapons and many of them carry 
American equipment. 

“I know they capture some of it in fire 
fights—but not that much. I don’t know 
where it’s all coming from.” 

Johnson said that many times the Ameri- 
cans have found brand new M-16s and M-16 
magazines on dead North Vietnamese. Even 
the Viet Cong, the South Vietnamese irregu- 
lars, are well armed now, he said. And the 
Red Chinese are always well armed and well 
trained. 

A lot of times we've killed Red Chinese 
fighting with them (the Viet Cong). I know 
people don’t believe that, but it’s true.” 

“They’re really getting together now,” 
Johnson said of the enemy. 

“Charlie plans his moves. He knows where 
your operation is going to be and what your 
support is. He learns all this some way. 

“He used to just go into a battle. Now he 
plans everything.” 

Johnson said that travel in Vietnam, at 
least where he was based near the Cambodian 
border, is fairly safe in daytime, but that 
Charlie owns the country at night. 

At night, he said, the civilians and many 
of the ARVN allies become Viet Cong. 

“I know of one outfit that went out at 
night with seven ARVN to set up an ambush. 
The ARVN had notified the Viet Cong, they 
were Viet Cong themselves, and the VC set 
up an ambush. Nearly all of the Americans 
got killed. 

“One of the survivors told me later that 
he saw a couple of ARVN shooting our guys 
in the back during the fight, trying to kill 
them all.” 

The best Vietnamese fighters working with 
Americans are the rehabilitated Viet Cong, 
Johnson said. 

Otherwise, he said, “you can't tell who you 
are with.” 

“They are really scared people over there,” 
he said. 

“You just can’t fight everyone, though— 
unless you go into the jungles where you 
know there’s all Viet Cong. Then you destroy 
everything in sight.” 

All in all, Johnson said, he thinks the war 
in Vietnam is probably worth the effort, al- 
though he thinks there must be a better way 
of doing things, “After all, you’ve got to stop 
communism somewhere.” : 
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“We did a lot of good in the last year,” he 
said, “but it shouldn’t have taken us a year 
to do it,” 


SUBVERSIVE ACTIVITIES CONTROL 
BOARD 


Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Virginia [Mr. Tuck] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. TUCK. Mr. Speaker, by an act and 
mandate of the Congress—the Internal 
Security Act of 1950—a board was estab- 
lished to be known as the Subversive 
Activities Control Board, composed of 
five members to be appointed by the 
President, by and with the advice of the 
Senate. Exercising the duties imposed 
upon him by that act, the President ap- 
pointed Mr. Simon F. McHugh to fill a 
vacancy on the Board. Last week this 
appointment was duly approved by the 
Senate, and Mr. McHugh was sworn in 
as a member of the Board. 

I have not personally had the oppor- 
tunity—nor do I have the particular 
responsibility—to examine into the 
qualifications of Mr. McHugh. The re- 
sponsibility for passing upon this ap- 
pointment is imposed by statute upon 
the Senate. I assume that they have per- 
formed their duties with regard to the 
appointment. 

The Subversive Activities Control 
Board is a body established to fulfill a 
specific function with regard to the pro- 
visions of title I of the Internal Security 
Act. This title is cited as the Subversive 
Activities Control Act of 1950. The prin- 
cipal purpose of that act is to establish a 
system of registration of Communist or- 
ganizations and members of Communist- 
action organizations as defined in the 
act, so as to provide the people of the 
United States with a reliable public reg- 
ister of organizations controlled by for- 
eign Communist governments and those 
individuals working actively on their be- 
half, whose basic aim is to destroy demo- 
cratic representative government. This 
public register is based on the results of 
full due-process, judicial hearings. It is 
the function of the Board to make the 
determinations as to the character of, 
and membership in, Communist organi- 
zations. Also, important consequences 
flow from these determinations both 
with regard to employment of members 
of Communist organizations in govern- 
ment and in defense facilities. 

The Internal Security Act of 1950 was 
the product of many years of intensive 
hearings and study conducted by the 
Committee on Un-American Activities 
and its predecessors. In 1961, its basic 
provisions were upheld in a landmark 
decision of the Supreme Court, whose 
opinion was delivered by the late, distin- 
guished Mr. Justice Frankfurter. 

The registration and disclosure pro- 
visions of the statute are designed to 
draw the Communists from the under- 
ground into the light of day, so that 
our people may better judge and evalu- 
ate their activities, as Justice Frank- 
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furter said, “against the revealed back- 
ground of their character, nature, and 
connections.” The provisions of the stat- 
ute are designed to promote and pre- 
serve the integrity of free speech and 
therefore to serve to strengthen demo- 
cratic processes. It is interesting to note 
that not one of the Justices, excepting 
Justice Black, expressed the view that 
first amendment rights were in any way 
violated by the registration provisions, 
although the dissenters raised certain 
fifth amendment objections which were, 
by the Court, at that time held not to be 
in issue and consequently not decided. 

Until 1965 the Board was able to per- 
form its work well and effectively. It 
carried a heavy workload. Subsequently, 
certain questions, unanswered in the 
1961 Communist Party cases, were raised 
for decision with regard to the powers 
of the Board. I refer particularly to the 
Albertson and Proctor cases, decided by 
the Supreme Court in 1965, holding in- 
valid requirements for self-registration of 
individual members of Communist-ac- 
tion organizations; and the Communist 
Party case, decided in 1967 by the U.S. 
Court of Appeals for the District of Co- 
lumbia Circuit, holding unenforceable the 
penalty provisions for failure of Com- 
munist organizations to register. These 
decisions have forced a certain amount 
of inactivity on the Board. 

While these cases were before the 
courts, it was, we believe, not feasible 
to introduce corrective legislation. Now 
that we have clear pronouncements upon 
the issues we are prepared to restore the 
Board to full activity. We have legisla- 
tion now pending for that purpose. There 
is before the House three identical bills, 
H.R. 10390, H.R. 10391, and H.R. 10681, 
sponsored by 51 Members of the House. 
They will put the Board back in business. 
These bills remedy deficiencies pointed 
out in the latest decisions of the Court. 
They also add new provisions which will 
strengthen the working of the Board and 
make it a truly effective instrument. The 
Committee on Un-American Activities 
will hold hearings on these bills in the 
near future. I assure the Members of 
Congress, and those who may be inter- 
ested, that when corrective legislation 
is adopted as proposed by the bills, in 
which I and others on both sides of the 
aisle have joined, there will be no cause 
for alarm that the Board will not earn 
its pay. 


THE YEAR OF THE RAT 


Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. Resnick] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Record and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. RESNICK. Mr. Speaker, I do not 
know how often you have to repeat some- 
thing before you can get your point 
across—but with the Republicans, we 
might do well to start using a recorded 
announcement. Nothing else seems to 
work. 

On Monday. Mr. Speaker, our Repub- 
lican friends decided to make some polit- 
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ical hay out of the tragic situation in 
Detroit by trying to lay the blame for the 
riots there at the doorstep of the Presi- 
dent of the United States. 

As far as I am concerned, this was a 
new low in Republican irresponsibility. 

And I had thought, Mr. Speaker, that 
your own statement of Monday evening 
would settle the issue once and for all. 

You said: 

Those who today speak piously of anarchy 
in the streets have not hesitated to strike 
down some of the most progressive laws 
aimed at these problems. 


I assumed that once the Republicans 
were reminded of how vulnerable they 
are in this area—of how they have voted 
to kill every enlightened piece of social 
legislation that has come before this 
body—of how they have turned their 
backs on the legitimate aspirations of 
every single slum dweller in the Nation— 
they would have ceased their partisan 
sniping. 

But, somehow, Mr. Speaker, they did 
not seem to get the word. Even when our 
distinguished majority leader yesterday 
repeated the Republican record of in- 
difference, they did not respond. Even 
when he accused them of “seeking to 
squeeze a few votes out of the miseries 
and disorders of America’s cities,” the 
Republicans continued to act like petu- 
lant schoolchildren, 

In the face of their own record of in- 
action and obstructionism, they refused 
to agree that the grievances of our slum 
dwellers are real. 

In the face of President Johnson’s rec- 
ord as the greatest civil rights President 
since Abraham Lincoln, they implied that 
he was somehow personally responsible 
for the riots. 

In the face of President Johnson’s 
swift response to Governor Romney’s 
call for Federal troops, the Republicans 
accused the President of not acting fast 
enough or firm enough. 

It is incredible that the gentleman 
from Iowa should charge the President 
of the United States with political ex- 
pediency in his response to the riots. 

It is incredible that the gentleman 
from Iowa should accuse the President 
of having an attitude that “crime does 


It is incredible that on the day after 
President Johnson appealed to the Na- 
tion to help restore law and order in De- 
troit and in other cities across the Na- 
tion, this same gentleman from Iowa was 
still urging the President to address the 
Nation. 

Where was the gentleman from Iowa 
on Monday night last? 

I would remind this House that this 
same gentleman from Iowa who now at- 
tacks our President, is the same man who 
a few days ago quipped and joked and 
helped defeat the Rat Extermination Act 
of 1967, which he called “ludicrous.” 

I would remind my colleagues that the 
gentleman from Iowa is the same man 
we find, day in and day out, attacking 
other Federal programs such as those 
which promote artistic and literary crea- 
tion through the National Foundation 
on the Arts and Humanities. 

The gentleman from Iowa is against 
foreign aid, on principle. He does not 
really care about its purpose. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE 


He opposes every program which would 
broaden the horizons of the American 
citizen, give him a better place to live, 
increase his job opportunities for the 
future, and generally make him a 
stronger part of American society. 

But I think the Members and the peo- 
ple have come to accept anything he says 
on this floor with a grain of salt. 

We have become accustomed to his 
ridiculing every program of value. 

We have become used to his making 
jokes about rat control programs for the 
cities. Are there no rats in the country? 

We have become jaded by his barbs 
and attacks against the President of the 
United States. 

Really, no one is listening to him any- 
more. 

But, the American people are listening 
to the President of the United States. 

They are also watching the incredibly 
obtuse and blockheaded record being 
compiled by most Republicans in this 
House—against, against, against every 
good, forward-looking program that 
comes to the floor. 

In the land of the blind, the one-eyed 
man is king, so goes the parable. 

I ask my colleagues to open at least one 
eye. Let a little light come into your 
mind on these riots and on the Presi- 
dent’s progressive urban reform pro- 
gram. And let us vote our hearts and our 
consciences, not our prejudices and our 
provincialisms. 


RIOTING 


Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Louisiana [Mr. WILLIS] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Record and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Speaker, there is not 
a Member of this body, Democrat or Re- 
publican—and no matter what his gen- 
eral political leaning—who does not be- 
lieve that something must be done to 
bring an end, once and for all, to the 
type of rioting which is now racking our 
country and which, unfortunately, has 
occurred all too frequently in recent 
years. Certainly everything possible 
should be done to find out the causes of 
these riots because only if those causes— 
all of them—are known with certainty 
can effective steps be taken to end this 
deplorable looting, burning, violence, and 
killing 


It has been proposed that an investi- 
gation be undertaken to determine the 
causes of the rioting. This is a sound sug- 
gestion. I welcome it. An effort should be 
made to determine to just what extent 
all possible factors—poverty, unemploy- 
ment, slum living and other conditions— 
may have caused or affected the rioting. 
Only if we know all the factors involved 
can we come up with a complete answer 
to the problem. 

The point I want to stress, however, 
is that we cannot ignore, and should not 
ignore, subversive influences if they exist. 

We must face the fact that this vio- 
lence has not only hurt our Nation in- 
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ternally but that it has done immeasur- 
able damage to the image of the United 
States in all parts of the world; that it 
has greatly aided our enemies. The 
American public has a right to know 
whether organizations and individuals 
who are opposed to our way of life and 
form of government, and who are trying 
to undermine and destroy this Nation, 
have had a hand in the rioting. 

The riots and this possibility have 
concerned me for a considerable length 
of time. I would like to remind my col- 
leagues in this body that early last 
October, because of my concern and on 
the basis of certain information in my 
possession. I directed the staff of the 
Committee on Un-American Activities to 
undertake a preliminary inquiry to de- 
termine whether these acts of mass vio- 
lence had been planned and instigated 
by subversive elements, and to what ex- 
tent, “if any,” and I repeat, if any, 
such elements had succeeded in broad- 
ening and prolonging them after they 
had broken out. 

I also appointed our colleague, the 
gentleman from Virginia and former 
distinguished Governor of that State, to 
oversee the general conduct of the pre- 
liminary inquiry and, early in this Con- 
gress, appointed our colleague from 
South Carolina to assist the gentleman 
from Virginia [Mr. Tuck! in this. 

The inquiry has been underway since 
that time. It has involved extensive re- 
search on the part of the committee 
staff and also detailed, difficult and far- 
reaching investigative effort. 

An interim report on the status of this 
preliminary inquiry was made by the 
staff to the gentleman from Virginia 
[Mr. Tuck] and the gentleman from 
South Carolina [Mr. Watson] in the 
latter part of January and I have gen- 
erally been kept informed of information 
developed. The overall report on this 
preliminary inquiry is now being pre- 
pared and it is expected that it will be 
submitted to the full committee next 
week. 

It would be premature and inappropri- 
ate for me to reveal at this time any- 
thing specific about the contents of this 
report. However, while I do not now say 
that subversive elements have instigated 
all or most of these riots or that they are 
primarily or solely responsible for them, 
I believe that the information developed 
to date will justify public hearings. I am 
convinced that this information should 
be made part of a public record for the 
information of the Congress and the peo- 
ple of this country. 

The report of the preliminary inquiry 
will, of course, have to be considered by 
the full committee. I have no intention 
of trying to bind the committee members 
in advance on the action they will take 
after considering that report and I can- 
not predict with certainty what their ac- 
tion will be. I feel, however, that they 
will share my views on the matter. 

I make these remarks, Mr. Speaker, 
because I believe that with the consider- 
ation that is now being given to the riot 
problem, and because of certain pro- 
posals which have been made, the House 
should be informed of the facts I have 
outlined. 
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ADDRESS OF CONGRESSMAN JOHN 
BRADEMAS, OF INDIANA, COM- 
MENCEMENT EXERCISES, CAR- 
DOZO HIGH SCHOOL, WASHING- 
TON, D.C., JUNE 13, 1967 


Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from California [Mr. CoHELAN] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. COHELAN. Mr. Speaker, in my 6 
years of service on the House District 
Committee I became familiar with the 
many serious problems which the schools 
of the District of Columbia face. As 
Members of Congress we all are repeated- 
ly reminded, both by our deliberations 
within the Congress and by school of- 
ficials in our own constituencies, of the 
demands made upon our educational fa- 
cilities today. All too frequently, however, 
these same needs within our capital city 
do not get sufficient attention. 

I was greatly heartened, therefore, to 
note the remarks made by our distin- 
guished colleague, Congressman JOHN 
BrapEMAs of Indiana, before the gradu- 
ating class of Cardozo High School here 
in Washington last month. 

JOHN BRADEMAS was graduated magna 
cum laude from Harvard University and 
was himself a Rhodes scholar. A former 
college educator himself, he is now serv- 
ing with distinction on the House Edu- 
cation and Labor Committee and giving 
talented leadership to our efforts on edu- 
cation legislation. It is altogether fitting 
that this gifted man should give his at- 
tention and offer his inspiration to the 
graduates of the Cardozo High School 
class of 1967. 

The recommendations which JOHN 
BrapemMas makes concerning the inter- 
relationship of the community and the 
schools, the vital need to improve voca- 
tional opportunities, and the obligations 
of universities to the Federal City—all 
are recommendations to which we, as 
Members of Congress, should give care- 
ful attention. Mr. Speaker, I commend 
this speech to my colleagues: 

ADDRESS OF CONGRESSMAN JOHN BRADEMAS, OF 
INDIANA, COMMENCEMENT EXERCISES, CAR- 
DOZO HIGH SCHOOL, WASHINGTON, D. C., JUNE 
13, 1967 
Faculty, friends, members of the class of 

1967—-I am pleased and honored to be with 

you at the commencement exercises of Car- 

dozo High School. 

I know that as you sit here on this warm 
evening you are hoping that the speeches 
will be brief. Or perhaps, in the words of two 
of this week's top songs on the Soul Survey, 
you're afraid that you'll be “Hypnotized” or 
maybe even “Turn to Stone” by the end of a 
long commencement address. In fact, you 
may even be saying to yourselves, in the 
words of two other songs on the Soul Sur- 
vey, “Ooh, Baby”, “Here We Go Again”! Well, 
let me hasten to assure you that my speech 
Ain't No Mountain”—at least in length! 

Now that your English teachers have prob- 
ably given up in gloom, perhaps even “Seven 
Rooms of Gloom”, let me say a few words 
about less melodious but somewhat more 
serious matters. 

I want to share with you, your teachers, 
your parents—indeed with everyone con- 
cerned with our schools and our cities—a 
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few reflections on education and the city, 
particularly on education in Washington, 

And I want to speak particularly to the 
class of 1967 about some of the special re- 
sponsibilities which you and other members 
of your generation—many of whom are also 
receiving their diplomas this week in schools 
just across the Potomac and all over the 
country—must now face. 


EDUCATION AND THE CITY 


As a Member of Congress and of the House 
Education and Labor Committee for the past 
nine years, I can testify that we on Capitol 
Hill have for too long ignored both the prob- 
lems and the potential of the city of Wash- 
ington. Indeed, it is only in the past few 
years that we have begun to pay close atten- 
tion to education in the big cities of America 
and to this city of some 800,000 people in 
which you and I live and in which we all 
Work. 

But this failure is ours in Congress and 
not yours, for you are graduating today from 
a school system which has a history both of 
solid accomplishments and of overburden- 
ing problems. 

Did you know, for example, that Thomas 
Jefferson, the third President of the United 
States, was the first President of Washing- 
ton’s Board of Education and that he served 
in that capacity at the same time that he 
was President of the whole country? Did you 
know that a little later, Washington's school 
system served as a model for the entire na- 
tion when in 1864 it adopted a compulsory 
school attendance law earlier than any of 
the states, except Massachusetts? 


CARDOZO HIGH—A PIONEER 


And you have maintained this pioneering 
tradition right here in you own high school. 
The Teacher Intern Program which began 
in Cardozo provided the model for the Na- 
tional Teacher Corps, which we are con- 
sidering this week in the committee of which 
I am a member. I hope that both the Car- 
dozo Intern Program and the Teacher Corps 
will continue to provide dedicated young 
people with the opportunity to teach in city 
schools in Washington and elsewhere. 

The Model School System, of which Car- 
dozo is the focal point, has become a symbol 
of our nation’s efforts to improve education 
of the young people in our inner cities. Each 
of you can be proud to have been a part of 
this experiment. There are many persons 
concerned with education, including me, 
who wish the Model School System would 
move faster and further in upgrading edu- 
cation in Washintgon. But at the same time, 
I recognize that problems which are the re- 
sult of years of neglect will not be turned 
back in a few weeks or months or even years. 
But, as President Kennedy suggested, “Let 
us begin.“ 

So let us look at the record which Cardozo 
High School has achieved, for it is of national 
significance. 

Among last year’s Cardozo graduates, 37% 
have gone on to continue their education be- 
yond high school. 

Of this number, 31% are enrolled in four- 
year liberal arts colleges. 

At the other end of the spectrum, only 3% 
of last year’s Cardozo graduating class are 
out of school and out of work. This figure 
is substantially below the national average. 

These facts and figures are good evidence 
that our efforts—your efforts—to improve 
the schools in the heart of our cities have 
borne fruit and that, given sufficient time, 
dedication and, I had better add, money, we 
can meet the challenge of preparing young 
people—inner city or suburban, black or 
white, poor or well-to-do—for full partici- 
pation in American life. 

EDUCATION IN WASHINGTON 

The record of Cardozo High School, there- 
fore, is essentially a success story, but the 
success should not be allowed to conceal the 
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very serious educational needs which are still 
unmet in the District of Columbia. 

For we cannot be complacent about a 
school system in which many students must 
go to school crowded into markeshift class- 
rooms. 

We cannot be complacent when part-time 
classes—which were eliminated in the Dis- 
trict this past year—are again a serious pos- 
sibility for next year. 

We cannot be complacent about a school 
system which sends its students into build- 
ings of which many should long ago have 
been torn down and replaced. It is a matter 
of national shame that schools in our na- 
tion’s capital have leaky roofs, cracked black- 
boards and warped floors—that many of the 
classrooms in our capital city are overcrowd- 
ed, while others go partially empty. 


THREE RECOMMENDATIONS 


I could spend the rest of my time talking 
about these problems alone, but I want to 
focus on three specific areas of particular 
concern to you and me, and, indeed, to us all. 

1, the relation of the community to the 
schools; 

2. the need to improve vocational oppor- 
tunities; and 

3. the role of the universities. 

Two recent events underline my belief that 
our schools must become more responsive to 
the communities they serve: the first is the 
introduction by President Johnson of the 
plan to reorganize the District government. 
The second is the recent petition by the 
judges of the District of Columbia that they 
be relieved of their duty to appoint school 
board members, 


SCHOOL AND COMMUNITY 


Both of these developments underline the 
need to make both government in the 
District and the D.C. schools more responsive 
to the will of the community. In particular, 
the schools themselves must become commu- 
nity centers, both responding to the needs of 
those they serve and broadening the hori- 
zons of the people, young and old alike, who 
benefit from what our schools can offer. 

Senator Robert Kennedy pinpointed the 
issue sharply when he spoke at the Model 
School Division Community Meeting here at 
Cardozo and said: “Community involvement, 
to be candid, is harder to bring about where, 
as in the District, the absence of self-govern- 
ment means an absence of political account- 
ability. Your efforts as parents will tend to 
be ineffective unless the school administra- 
tion, more or less voluntarily, decides to seek 
your advice and participation. Our school 
Officials therefore have a special responsi- 
bility. Let us hope they meet it.” 


VOCATIONAL EDUCATION 


A second area of specific concern is the 
need to improve and update vocational edu- 
cation opportunities in the District. I cite 
here the June 1966 report of the House Edu- 
cation and Labor Committee which con- 
cluded that: “Criticism has been made that 
the techniques and training given in voca- 
tional education courses in senior high 
schools and in courses of the vocational edu- 
cation high schools are not closely related 
to the needs of the labor market.” 

What this all means is that too many 
youngsters are receiving vocational training 
for jobs that either are not available or which 
will not exist in the near future. Modern 
technology, the needs of business, increasing 
automation and the special needs of govern- 
ment all demand a more up-to-date and 
sophisticated approach to vocational train- 
ing than the more traditional vocational 
courses have provided. For many students, 
the new job opportunities require special 
remedial work in English, math, and other 
technical subjects, 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA A MODEL VOCATIONAL 
CENTER 

You and I know that the Federal govern- 

ment is the principal employer in the Dis- 
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trict of Columbia. In many ways the govern- 
ment is a model of the large organizations 
which will provide employment for the tech- 
Nically trained in coming years. I believe 
that, in cooperation with the Federal govern- 
ment, the District of Columbia should take 
concrete steps toward planning and operat- 
ing a model vocational center to train young 
men and women in the computer and other 
related skills upon which modern govern- 
ment, business and industry will increasingly 
rely. This model center should be equipped 
with the latest and best equipment and 
staffed with the best available teachers, in 
order to serve as an example for the develop- 
ment of modern yocational training in other 
parts of the nation. 


ROLE OF THE UNIVERSITIES 


The third area of particular concern to me 
is the role of the universities of greater 
Washington in improving the quality of edu- 
cation offered in the schools. 

As we all know, more and more Americans 
are living in cities and we are increasingly 
affected by the many problems of urban life. 
To a growing degree, therefore, we are turn- 
ing to our institutions of higher education, 
especially the urban colleges and university, 
for assistance in understanding, planning 
and managing the impersonal forces at play 
in the city. In no area is the potential for a 
contribution to the life of the city greater 
than in the field of education. Only last 
night I talked at the Baltimore Junior Col- 
lege about the role of two-year colleges in 
meeting urban problems. 

As an example, I note the new cooperative 
venture between Antioch College of Ohio 
and the Adams-Morgan Community Council 
under which the Board of Education of the 
District of Columbia has authorized Antioch 
and the Adams-Morgan Council to run an 
elementary school which will be especially 
keyed to the needs of the local community. 

I think it is revealing that this effort, the 
first of which I am aware in Washington, is 
being conducted by a college in Ohio instead 
of one of the major universities in Wash- 
ington. 

I am glad to note, however, that Trinity 
College, Howard University, and once again, 
Antioch College will soon participate in an 
intern program with the D.C. schools under 
which academic credit will be given for work 
in local classrooms and communities. Should 
not other colleges and universities in greater 
Washington consider taking part in similar 
efforts, some involving the schools, others 
involving such fields as social work, psychol- 
ogy, urban planning and others? 

The universities in and near Washington 
have developed outstanding reputations in 
international studies and other disciplines 
which cause them to look outward from the 
city toward foreign countries. Is it not now 
time that they look inward toward the Amer- 
ican city which nurtures and sustains them? 
Is it not time for these colleges and universi- 
ties to turn the talents of their faculties and 
students to some of the pressing domestic 
problems which are so clearly written across 
the surface of the city of which they are a 
part? 

FEDERAL CITY UNIVERSITY 

And let me suggest to those who are work- 
ing to establish a Federal City University 
here that they think about a university not 
only new in buildings and staff, but new in 
its commitment to helping solve some of the 
nettlesome problems of the capital city. If 
such a university were established, active 
service and participation in the life of the 
city could bring unique opportunities, not 
only for attacking the problems of the na- 
tion’s capital, but for bringing new insights 
and knowledge into the classrooms and the 
lives of its students. 


RESPONSIBILITIES OF GRADUATES 


I have spoken at length, perhaps too long, 
about the problems and promises of educa- 
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tion in Washington. Before closing, I want 
to say just a few words about special responsi- 
bilities which you and the other members of 
your generation will face. 

Although I graduated from Central High 
School in South Bend, Indiana, 22 years ago, 
I have particular sympathy for the class of 
1967. For I, too, graduated in a time of na- 
tional testing. We were then involved in the 
trials of the Second World War even as our 
country is now engaged in a complex and 
burdensome conflict in Vietnam, 

But tonight I am less concerned with the 
world beyond our borders than with the 
pressing problems we face here at home. 


PROBLEMS OF DISCRIMINATION 


Most thoughtful Americans know that ra- 
cial discrimination is the most important 
problem we face here at home. 

West Roxbury, Plattsville and Tampa are 
the dramatic reminders of the moment, but 
the problems run far deeper than the sporadic 
violence in the cities which has sadly come to 
characterize our summers, 

The problems stem chiefly from the deep 
dissatisfaction of large parts of our Negro 
population with the pace of our national 
drive toward social advancement and equality 
of opportunity for people of all races and 
kinds, 

Paradoxically, our present domestic diffi- 
culties stem in part from the successes we 
have achieved in eliminating inequality at 
home during the past few years, 


PROGRESS BEING MADE 


In the civil rights movement, both whites 
and Negroes have joined in Selma, in Mont- 
gomery, here in Washington—all over the 
nation—to declare that a century of denial 
of Negro rights must come to an end. As a 
result of this activity much has been accom- 
plished to make real for all Americans the 
promise of our Declaration of Independence 
and the Constitution. The laws of the land 
have been changed. More Negro Americans 
than ever before are assured the right to 
vote and exercise it. 

Schools all over the country are gradually 
being opened to students of all races al- 
though not without strong resistance in 
many places. 

Only today President Johnson appointed 
the distinguished Solicitor General of the 
United States, Thurgood Marshall, to the U.S. 
Supreme Court, the first Negro to sit on the 
nation’s highest tribunal. 

And only yesterday the Court itself struck 
down as unconstitutional 16 state laws which 
punished marriage between people of differ- 
ent races. 

But we all know that much remains to be 
done, and the sometimes slow pace of change 
must be particularly frustrating to those who 
face in their own daily lives the burdens of 
discrimination, 

I suggest to you that it will take the 
efforts of both white and black Americans 
to assure the success of this struggle for 
equality of opportunity for all Americans. 

I know that we have come to a moment in 
the civil rights struggle in which stiffening 
opposition has led many Negroes to conclude 
that only separate action by Negroes alone 
can bring about genuine equality of oppor- 
tunity. 

Some call this black power. But even Mar- 
tin Luther King, Stokely Carmichael, Roy 
Wilkins, Floyd McKissick and Whitney 
Young cannot agree on a definition of black 
power—not to mention Marion Barry! 

So I certainly won't try to define it. 

But I can say this. Many white Americans 
are dedicated to working long and hard for 
equal opportunity for all Americans. 

It is for many not only a responsibility 
imposed upon us by our common citizenship 
in a free land, but a conviction stemming 
from our religious beliefs. 

And in that struggle to make life better 
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and freer for all Americans, you must play 
your role. 

For this country is not so rich or so wealthy 
or so productive or so intelligent that we 
can afford to do without the contributions 
of every citizen—whatever his race or name. 

Therefore, I say to you, as you prepare 
to leave Cardozo High School to go on to 
further education, or to your chosen job or 
career, do not forget the words of John F. 
Kennedy to another group of high school 
students seven years ago. 

“Take advantage of every possible oppor- 
tunity to increase your knowledge of the 
world in which you live, and of the ideas 
which have contributed to the development 
of our civilization as it now exists. For you 
will soon be discovering that you can take 
a direct hand in many ways in shaping and 
influencing the sort of world we live in.” 


AGAIN, GUN REGISTRATION AIDS 
CONFISCATION 


Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. DINGELL] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, the fol- 
lowing is an excellent editorial from the 
Plaid and Khaki publication of July 1967 
regarding gun registration. 

The editorial shows how in New York 
and at times in New Jersey, firearms con- 
fiscation does occur under registration. 
It brings up the issue of firearms con- 
fiscation in Greece which accompanied 
a general suspension of civil rights. 

This editorial makes an important 
point that should be kept in mind in the 
consideration of restrictive firearms leg- 
islation. 

The editorial follows: 


AGAIN, GUN REGISTRATION AIDS CONFISCATION 


For decades, U.S. gun owners have been 
politely saying that gun registration leads to 
firearms confiscation. Yet the anti-gun ele- 
ment has remained strangely unimpressed, 
although booted troopers seized private fire- 
arms as one of the first moves in Mussolini’s 
Italy, Hitler’s Germany, the Nazi occupation 
of Europe, and Communist take-overs after 
World War II. Intense animosity toward 
guns has even blinded some sincere sup- 
porters of constitutional rights to the fact 
that law-abiding Americans have a right to 
own and use guns. 

Anti-gun spokesmen assert that registra- 
tion of guns is just like registration of cars, 
so why should anyone object? As events 
prove, the two are far different, One big dif- 
ference is that gun registration can lead to 
confiscation. In New York City when the 
owner of a car and registered pistol dies, 
police respect his estate’s property rights in 
the car but often confiscate the pistol be- 
cause there is no longer a permit holder for 
it. This imposes an unfair financial loss on 
the heirs. So firearms confiscation not only 
can happen here under registration—it does 
happen in New York City and at times in 
New Jersey. While we do not foresee any 
blanket seizure of private firearms, a gnaw- 
ing-away by confiscation is conceivable. 

Confiscation of the private guns of a whole 
nation occurred recently with scarcely a rip- 
ple of notice or comment in the U.S. press. 
Greek army leaders who unseated the civilian 
government with the aid of old American- 
made Sherman tanks promptly, according to 
The Associated Press, issued military orders 
for the army “to search private homes” and 
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“requiring all hunting rifles, shotguns and 
ammunition to be turned in to the nearest 
police station; canceling all hunting licenses 
and forbidding all hunting.” 

Firearms registration furthered the gun 
seizure, which was part of a general suspen- 
sion of civil rights. Without reference to the 
internal affairs of Greece, a classically coura- 
geous nation with an unquenchable fire to 
survive, the NRA feels that the episode shows 
how registration lends itself to confiscation. 
This is also of interest to the estimated 
50,000,000 American gun owners because the 
Congress and State Legislatures have been 
urged to enact laws which, in effect, could 
gradually lead to nationwide firearms regis- 
tration in the United States. 

Happily, the new Greek Government has 
pledged itself to restore civil rights. It has 
already done so in some respects. Firearms 
restrictions were relaxed last month to au- 
thorize a resumption of hunting. 

We sincerely hope that Greece will soon 
have all her ancient, classic freedoms re- 
stored. 


CONGRESS MUST NOT TURN 
AGAINST THE POOR 


Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from California [Mr. VAN DEERLIN] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. VAN DEERLIN. Mr. Speaker, we 
are in the midst of a crisis that is wrack- 
ing cities across the land. 

In the emotionally charged climate of 
the House today, there are those among 
us who would now turn their backs on 
the poverty that is behind the rioting. 
They would penalize the many for the 
offenses of a few. 

I personally have nothing but con- 
tempt for an individual such as H. Rap 
Brown, national chairman of the oddly 
named Student Nonviolent Coordinating 
Committee. 

But in addition to punishing Brown, 
should we not also consider the innocent 
victims of his deadly visit this week to 
Cambridge, Md.? 

What do they have to show for 
Brown’s attentions, beyond the fact that 
their community has been burned to the 
ground? 

And what about the homeless chil- 
dren in Detroit, who never had much 
but have next to nothing now? Do we, 
as the elected Representatives of the 
people of the United States, now tell 
them that we do not care, that their 
problems are of no concern to us. 

It might be tempting, in these trou- 
bled times, to move toward the perma- 
nent repression of the poor. A case can 
be made for repression. A watchful and 
patrolling militia, well trained and well 
armed, can keep a relatively defenseless 
population subdued for a long time. And 
we can always supplement martial law 
with repressive legislation. We can fos- 
ter restrictions on speech, and we can 
outlaw the assembly of more than three 
people. We can confine people to their 
homes, and shoot them down for break- 
ing curfew. 

In a riot situation, we must resort to 
these stern measures. 
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But a show of force is only good for 
the moment. It is no guarantee against 
future riots and disorder. We in the 
House, therefore, must ultimately com- 
mit ourselves to do battle with the condi- 
tions of family and community life which 
engender the violence now besetting the 
Nation. 

The riots have common characteristics, 
and they should be closely examined be- 
fore we form conclusions about the causes 
and cures of this national illness. All the 
riots have occurred in areas with poor 
and overcrowded housing, and where un- 
employment is at least twice the national 
average. They have occurred where the 
infant mortality rate is tragically high, 
and where rats pose a daily hazard to 
sleeping infants. Perhaps most telling of 
all, the riots have occurred in areas of 
economic hopelessness and despair from 
which there is no apparent means of 
escape. 

Over the long run, I believe, our best 
hope for a solution to these problems is 
still the war on poverty. The early skir- 
mishes have not all been as successful as 
we might like, but at least we have begun 
a concerted effort to eliminate poverty in 
all its manifestations. 

We are now asked to reaffirm our com- 
mitment to this enormously important 
war. We are asked specifically to extend 
the life of the Office of Economic Op- 
portunity, which has a congressional 
mandate to assist the poor. 

I hope that this body will disabuse it- 
self of any misguided notions of venge- 
ance when it deliberates the 1967 
amendments to the Economic Opport- 
unity Act. The elimination of the war 
on poverty, or the scaling down of the 
antipoverty effort, would hardly be a 
responsible form of legislative conduct, 
particularly in these trying times. 

Instead of reducing our efforts to help 
the poor, these times in fact call for new 
creativity and compassion. We must 
begin to pay determined heed to those 
who have asked us to overcome stingi- 
ness, partisanship and delay where the 
problems of the poor are concerned. We 
must act with wisdom and dispatch to 
improve the quality of urban living. We 
must be more deeply concerned that we 
ever have before about finding solutions 
to the problems of the poor. 

We can only shudder at the state our 
cities might be in today if the campaign 
to end poverty had not been commenced 
at all. 


LEGISLATION INTRODUCED RE- 
GARDING U.S. TARIFF POLICIES 
IN THE TRUST TERRITORY 


Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentle- 
woman from Hawaii [Mrs. MINK] may 
extend her remarks at this point in the 
Record and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

Mrs. MINK. Mr. Speaker, I am today 
introducing legislation to assist in our 
long-range endeavor to upgrade and ex- 
pand the economy of the Trust Terri- 
tory of the Pacific Islands. My bill is de- 
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signed to extend to these islands of Mi- 
cronesia the same tariff treatment as is 
presently accorded other insular posses- 
sions of the United States. 

I regard this legislation as most ap- 
propriate to meet our United Nations 
mandate to develop this area economi- 
cally, politically, and socially. To this end 
the House passed our Interior Committee 
bill, H.R. 5277, on March 21, 1967, to 
set up a 3-year program of economic de- 
velopment in the trust territory, au- 
thorizing a $74 million supplemental 
appropriation for 1967 and $35 million 
for each of the fiscal years 1968 and 
1969. Unfortunately the eventual ap- 
propriation amounted to only $1.7 sup- 
plemental for the fiscal year just past, 
$24 million for 1968, and no allocation 
has been made for 1969. 

It becomes more imperative in this 
light that we do everything possible to 
speed along the development of the 
trust territory. In my remarks on 
March 21, in support of H.R. 5277, I 
pointed out the crying need for in- 
creased expenditures for hospitals, medi- 
cal personnel, schools, communications, 
transportation, public works, power, and 
a variety of other needs. 

We need to encourage promising in- 
dustries; for example, tourism and fish- 
ing, and I regard favorable treatment in 
tariff schedules as one additional sig- 
nificant step we can take at this point 
as part of our commitment to the future 
of the territory. 

In this connection, Mr. Speaker, I was 
gratified to note that the distinguished 
majority leader of the Senate in a July 
18 speech suggested that we reexamine 
our tariff policies in regard to the trust 
territory, and that with the same speech 
Senator Mansfield introduced Senate 
Joint Resolution 96 to create a commis- 
sion to make a full study of the future 
political status of the territory. 

I submit, Mr. Speaker, that a self-suffi- 
cient economy for Micronesia is abso- 
lutely basic to eventual autonomy, and 
it is incumbent on us to take every step 
possible toward that end. The paucity of 
appropriations for the trust territory 
has kept the inhabitants in a state of 
near total dependency, and I am hopeful 
that this body will consider the favor- 
able tariff treatment legislation I am 
introducing as a sensible and useful 
means toward our larger goals for the 
Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands. 
Because of various problems that inhere 
in our relations to a possession that is 
neither domestic nor foreign, I am con- 
vinced that we must accord to the trust 
territory the same benefits we extend to 
Samoa, Guam, and other possessions 
whose economic development is likewise 
directly contingent on our expression of 
commitment to their future. I urge my 
colleagues to support this legislation on 
behalf of these people whose future is in 
our trust. 


CONGRESSMAN ANNUNZIO URGES 
ELIMINATION OF SOCIAL INJUS- 
TICES UNDERLYING RIOTS 


Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. ANNUNZIO] may ex- 
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tend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. IO. Mr. Speaker, over the 
past few days I have been abhorred as 
I watched my Republican colleagues rise 
up on this floor and malign the Presi- 
dent of the United States for not dis- 
playing adequate leadership in putting 
an end to the violence which has razed 
our cities over the past weeks. Perhaps 
this is understandable, for indeed it 
would appear that this same group has 
no insight into long-range social plan- 
ning but can only react to injustice by 
quelling the outbreaks which this injus- 
tice inevitably causes. 

Many of my colleagues are dismayed 
by what must appear to them as a re- 
cent development in our society. “Why, 
such things cannot happen in America,” 
they tell me; “it must be the Communists 
at work.” Maybe they are right. Maybe 
there are Communists at work. But his- 
tory has shown to those who have eyes 
to see, that communism cannot exist ex- 
cept where it has poverty, ignorance, and 
social injustice to feed upon. 

When President Johnson declared the 
war on poverty, he was not soliciting 
votes, Mr. Speaker, he was initiating a 
preventative war in order to avert what 
we are experiencing now. There are those 
who tell me that such a program is inter- 
fering with local governments. Well, let 
me ask this—where were the local gov- 
ernments before the Federal programs 
were instituted? Why is the “private 
sector” not contributing millions to rid 
our cities of rats? Why has private in- 
dustry not mobilized to supply the funds 
necessary to retrain the poor, the un- 
skilled, the uneducated in our ghettos? 
This panacea of local government has 
been shown to be nothing more than 
superfluous verbosity—in short, a lot of 
hot air. Only the Federal Government, 
supplementing the efforts of the local 
and State governments, can mobilize the 
resources necessary to get the job done. 

We are fighting a war in Southeast 
Asia to insure to a small country the 
right of national self-determination. We 
are spending billions of dollars to guar- 
antee a better way of life to Asians, but 
we balked at spending $40 million in 2 
years to rid our own Nation of rats. 
People had the audacity, Mr. Speaker, to 
make a huge joke out of this rat extermi- 
nation legislation, ‘‘the civil rats bill,” 
they called it. Yet right in my own dis- 
trict, in the middle of one of the largest 
cities in this Nation, with the largest an- 
nual gross national product in the 
world, mothers stay awake at night to 
keep rats and insects from attacking 
their infants. The humor of this escapes 
me. This was not the only measure cut 
down in this House; the Office of Eco- 
nomic Opportunity also suffered drastic 
cuts in allocations. It would appear that 
all the programs directed toward better- 
ing conditions in slums, advancing edu- 
cational opportunities for the deprived, 
or training the adult, unskilled worker, 
will meet the same fate. 

Mr. Speaker, I said last year when 
speaking in favor of the 1966 Civil 
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Rights Act, that history has been very 
patient with us, but her patience is wear- 
ing thin. I reiterate that today. I deplore 
violence as much as the next man, but I 
say this—as long as the Congress abdi- 
cates its position of responsibility in 
dealing with social injustice, as long as 
the most it can do for the desolate is to 
pass a weak and meaningless antiriot 
act, then deplore it as we might, we must 
expect it. 


AMERICAN MERCHANT MARINE 


Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLARK] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. Speaker, as a mem- 
ber of the House Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries Committee, I see and hear a 
great deal about the American merchant 
marine and the many ways it serves the 
national interest. 

Yet I constantly come upon new 
demonstrations of what it means to our 
country. I want to cite just one small 
example which has recently come to my 
attention. Each year some 400 or more 
college students are able to go on with 
their education because of opportunities 
they have had during the summer to 
work on ships under contract to the Na- 
tional Maritime Union. 

They are young people of all races, 
creeds, and colors. They obtained the 
jobs through the NMU hiring hall which 
is a model of democracy in itself. 

True it is a relatively small group. It 
does not put much of a dent in the 
masses of young people looking for an 
opportunity either for the summer 
months or as the start of a career. We 
must remember, that it is a relatively 
small merchant marine. 

I believe it is noteworthy that in this 
relatively small industry, the National 
Maritime Union is able to make this kind 
of opportunity available and that it 
should mean so much to these young 
people today. 

There was a time, not too long ago, 
when jobs like these aboard American 
ships would provide nothing more for a 
young person than the chance for travel 
and adventure. The jobs did not pay 
enough for them to serve any more con- 
structive purpose. This would still be true 
on ships of most other nations. 

I point this out because these hun- 
dreds of young people, who are shipping 
out for the summer through NMU, dram- 
atize a fact about American-flag ships 
which too few people give any thought 
to; namely, that our American-flag ships 
reflect the American way of life. They 
5 a factor in supporting that way of 

e. 

This should be considered by Ameri- 
cans when they plan a cruise. And by im- 
porters and exporters of goods when they 
arrange for shipments. When we support 
the American merchant marine, we are 
supporting American standards and 
American opportunity in a vital industry. 
We should not forget it. 
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OPPOSITION TO REDISTRICTING 
COMPROMISE 


Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Rhode Island [Mr. Tiernan] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
Record and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. TIERNAN. Mr. Speaker, I am un- 
equivocally opposed to any redistricting 
compromise to be devised by the House- 
Senate conferees which in effect would 
have the practical effect of delaying con- 
gressional reapportionment until the 
1972 elections. 

It was regrettable that the House was 
limited to debate on H.R. 2508 under a 
closed rule. I voted against the closed 
rule motion in hopes that there would be 
a free and open discussion on the merits 
of the committee bill and that there 
would be a possibility for amending the 
bill on the floor. 

Therefore, today I want to go on record 
in favor of the more equitable Senate re- 
districting plan not only because it sets 
the permissible population variation be- 
tween congressional districts at 10 per- 
cent, but also pecause it is effective for 
the 1968 congressional elections. 

The Senate bill embraces the true 
spirit of the one-man, one-vote prin- 
ciple. This principle I supported and ad- 
vanced as a Rhode Island State Senator 
even prior to the Supreme Court’s his- 
toric reapportionment ruiings of 1962 
and 1964. 

The Democratic Party in Rhode Island 
has championed the doctrine of equal 
representation in our State legislature 
for a century and a quarter. From the 
outset, it has opposed the rotten borough 
system of senatorial apportionment em- 
bodied in the State constitution of 1843. 
Its attempts to reform this inequitable 
system were repeatedly stymied by the 
rural-based opposition party, who were 
determined to maintain the unjust ad- 
vantage they held in the Upper House 
of the Rhode Island General Assembly. 

In 1960, as a freshman senator, I made 
a slight correction of this imbalance by 
securing for the expanding cities of 
Warwick and Cranston an additional 
senator. When my bill was introduced, 
the 69,000 people of the city of Warwick 
and the 1,169 people of the town of West 
Greenwich were equally represented in 
the Rhode Island Senate—each group 
had one vote. 

In 1962, I was a petitioner in the Rhode 
Island State Supreme Court for reappor- 
tionment of the Rhode Island House of 
Representatives. The court ultimately 
found that the house of representatives 
was malapportioned. 

In 1963, I became a party to a suit in 
the Rhode Island Federal District Court 
to require immediate reapportionment of 
the Rhode Island House of Representa- 
tives. As a result of this litigation, the 
Rhode Island Legislature began reappor- 
tionment proceedings and in 1966 it re- 
apportioned not only the house of rep- 
resentatives but the State senate. 

Thus, I would be guilty of political in- 
consistency and I would violate the prin- 
ciple of equal representation so long es- 


July 26, 1967 


poused by the Democratic Party of my 
State if I were to support the compro- 
mise agreement. 

The conferees’ proposal is an unwar- 
ranted procrastination and, far worse, it 
represents a conspicuous evasion of the 
constitutional guarantee of equal pro- 
tection of the laws. 

In conclusion, may I warn the House 
that the compromise bill, if passed, may 
bring embarrassment and discredit upon 
this body should the Supreme Court de- 
cide that a 1972 redistricting constitutes 
an unjustifiable delay, and thus requires 
Members from States with malappor- 
tioned districts to run at-large. 

We must recognize that the Court’s 
ruling on legislative apportionment is 
now the law of the land. I urge that we 
comply with the spirit of that law as 
equitably and as promptly as possible. 


ANTIRIOT LEGISLATION IS NEEDED 
MORE THAN EVER 


Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Tennessee [Mr. BLANTON] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Record and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore, Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, we have 
seen public disorder throughout this 
Nation in the past few weeks. We are 
informed that rioting will strike numer- 
ous cities throughout this summer, and 
some suggest that even Washington, 
D.C., our Nation's Capital, will not be 
spared. 

Today, news dispatches from Havana 
indicate that Stokely Carmichael, for- 
mer president of the Student Nonviolent 
Coordinating Committee, and a full time 
violence coordinator, will be attending a 
conference of revolutionary activists. His 
official status is called an observer. 

There is no doubt that he will inform 
his comrades of his success in spreading 
violence and open revolt in the United 
States. It is even possible the former 
Trinidad citizen will pick up some new 
techniques in subversive activities. 

Carmichael has sown the seeds of hate 
wherever he has been. He spoke in 
Atlanta not long ago—and that city had 
rioting. He spoke in the capital of my 
home State—and rioting resulted. His 
comrade in arms, the present SNCC 
leader, spoke only this week in Cam- 
bridge, Md., and 3 hours later that city 
was aflame. 

I wish to point out to the critics of the 
antiriot bill which this body passed, that 
such legislation is needed more than ever. 
I trust that the Senate will give its ap- 
proval and that it will become law. 

I also called on the Justice Department 
to make a full investigation into the ac- 
tivities of Mr. Carmichael’s trip to 
Cuba. Citizens are prohibited from travel 
to this country, and the Justice Depart- 
ment should report to Congress on the 
steps it will take in implementing this 
regulation. 

Mr. Speaker, the Negro community of 
this country deserve much more than to 
be victimized by professional agitators. 
For the most part, it is the Negro citi- 
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zens themselves who suffer the conse- 
quences of violence in their neighbor- 
hoods. It is many times their homes 
which are set aflame, their streets that 
are littered and scarred by destruction, 
their stores that are looted and pillaged. 

These are the very people who can less 
afford to be subjected to this unnecessary 
scourge. 

What is perhaps even more damaging 
than mere property loss, is the loss of 
respect. America, now more than ever 
before, is trying to help the people of the 
ghetto. But such irresponsible actions 
by a few professional agitators can pro- 
duce much alarm, fear and hate by the 
great majority of Americans. 

While we can never play down the 
plight of the American Negro—and cer- 
tainly not the problems of the modern 
urban areas, I think it is well to keep in 
mind that there are an estimated 
34,300,000 poor in this country. The poor 
Negro represents about one-third of this 
total. More than seven out of every 10 
poor Americans are white. Some 
6,500,000 white families live in abject 
poverty—against 1,800,000 Negro fam- 
ilies in a comparable state. 

If we are to make progress against pov- 
erty, urban conditions, and the social 
ills of our time, we cannot forget that the 
majority of poor do not vent their griev- 
ances on others—they do not take to the 
streets in riots. Let us not forget these 
people in our rush to aid only those who 
demonstrate their discontent in lawless 
ways. 

And let us all keep in mind, as another 
election year approaches, that we public 
servants are in part to blame. The 
promises politicians make for solving 
problems overnight, in truth will take 
many years of concerted effort. Let all 
know that there are not overnight solu- 
tions to problems which have existed 
for decades. 


THE “KAIULANI” PROJECT 


Mr, PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Maryland [Mr. GarmMatTz] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GARMATZ. Mr. Speaker, in Oc- 
tober 1964 the American people were pre- 
sented with a priceless heritage of Amer- 
ica’s maritime history by the people of 
the Philippines, the hull of the Kaiulani, 
America’s last square-rigged merchant 
ship. President Johnson formally ac- 
cepted this gift from the then President 
of the Philippines, Diosadado Macapa- 
gal, on behalf of the American people 
during a White House ceremony. 

President Johnson assigned the im- 
mense and difficult task of restoring the 
Kaiulani to the National Maritime His- 
torical Society, which has done an out- 
standing job on an extremely small 
budget. The Philippine Navy has assisted 
in this effort by generously donating the 
use of the ship repair facility at Cavite 
City for the restoration of the Kaiulani; 
and the U.S. Navy has given every pos- 
sible assistance. 
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To date, a great deal of basic hull res- 
toration has been completed by the Na- 
tional Maritime Historical Society. This 
work has been financed entirely through 
voluntary contributions from interested 
Americans and Filipinos. 

Continuing Philippine interest in the 
Kaiulani project is evidenced by the par- 
ticipation of the President of the Philip- 
pines, Ferdinand Marcos, as honorary 
chairman of the National Maritime His- 
torical Society. 

It is planned that upon completion of 
the restoration, the Kaiulani will be 
sailed from the Far East to the Nation’s 
Capital by a volunteer American crew, 
where she will be permanently berthed 
on the Washington waterfront as a non- 
profit maritime museum and as a monu- 
ment to the American merchant marine. 

Last year on May 2, 1966, I introduced 
House Resolution 837, “expressing the 
sense of the House of Representatives 
that the Kaiulani project deserves the 
full support of the American people and, 
particularly, the full support of the 
American merchant marine.” 

Unfortunately, the National Maritime 
Historical Society has not received all 
of the financial support necessary to 
complete the restoration of the Kaiulani. 
Since American prestige is involved in 
completing this project which symbolizes 
the goodwill and friendship between the 
Republic of the Philippines and our own 
country, I am introducing legislation 
amending title XI of the Merchant Ma- 
rine Act, 1936, to authorize the Secretary 
of Commerce to guarantee certain loans 
made to the National Maritime Historical 
Society for the purpose of restoring and 
returning to the United States the last 
surviving American square-rigged mer- 
chant ship, the Kaiulani. 

I am pleased to announce that this 
legislation is being cosponsored by 
Messrs. LENNON, DOWNING, MURPHY of 
New York, HATHAWAY, MAILLIARD, PELLY, 
Morton, Epwarps of Alabama, REINECKE, 
and PoLtock, all members of the House 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries Commit- 
tee 


This legislation would authorize the 
Secretary of Commerce to issue a Federal 
ship mortgage guarantee on behalf of 
the National Maritime Historical Society. 
This would allow the society to borrow 
the funds necessary to complete the res- 
toration from a commercial lender with 
a Federal guarantee of repayment of in- 
terest and principal. The society will be 
in a position to repay a commercial loan 
through receipts earned as a museum 
ship on the Washington waterfront. 
However, we are leaving it up to the 
Secretary of Commerce to determine the 
financial feasibility of the project. 

Under this arrangement the Federal 
Government can assist the Kaiulani proj- 
ect without the expenditure of any Fed- 
eral funds. This is the very least the 
Government can do to save America’s 
last square-rigged merchant vessel. 


NATIONAL LEAGUE OF CITIES CON- 
DEMNS PARTISAN POLITICAL 
STATEMENTS ABOUT RIOTING 
Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the gentleman 

from Washington [Mr. Mrreps] may ex- 
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tend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MEEDS. Mr. Speaker, the execu- 
tive director of the 14,300-member Na- 
tional League of Cities had emphatically 
and rightly condemned as nothing short 
of deplorable the Republican coordinat- 
ing committee’s partisan political state- 
ments blaming the Johnson administra- 
425 for the current riots in many U.S. 
cities. 

NLC Executive Director Patrick Healy’s 
statement to the press cries out to be 
read by those who would exhibit such a 
glaring paucity of statesmanship as to 
seek political gain out of the awful de- 
struction and misery of the recent urban 
violence. 

Mr. Speaker, I say with all possible 
emphasis that we simply cannot coun- 
tenance the irresponsibility which would 
lay at the feet of one man or one political 
party the blame for the rioting in our 
cities. It is particularly reprehensible, in 
my opinion for anyone to point accusing 
fingers at President Johnson. As the Na- 
tional League of Cities statement points 
out: 

It is a matter of record that President 
Johnson has offered more constructive pro- 
posals for the improvement of our cities 
and the well-being of their disadvantaged 
citizens than any other President in history. 


I am appalled, Mr. Speaker, that some 
Members of this Congress would seek to 
exploit the fears of an apprehensive 
public by propounding the blatant fal- 
lacy that President Johnson is respon- 
sible for urban rioting and crisis. 

These are times which require instead 
the resolute application of bipartisan 
wisdom. 

Indeed, if the recent history of oppor- 
tunities missed were needed, the Nation- 
al League of Cities has furnished it. It 
has reminded us with telling accuracy 
about the record of shortsightedness ex- 
hibited by those who have consistently 
failed to heed the President’s requests 
for remedial urban programs. 

The very Republican leaders who now 
condemn the President and decry the cur- 
rent unrest have consistently opposed these 
constructive programs and slashed their ap- 
propriations. No better evidence exists than 
their recent attack on funds for model cities, 
their successful elimination of funds for 
rent supplements and their current attempt 
to destroy the antipoverty program. 


Mr. Speaker, those hasty and improvi- 
dent accusations to which I have re- 
ferred only widen the breaches of com- 
munication which we must begin rapidly 
to heal. I know I am joined by all think- 
ing men when I hope rationality, wis- 
dom, and reflection will now elevate our 
deliberations. We must the 
urgency of dealing intelligently with our 
enormous urban problems. 

Mr. Speaker, the National League of 
Cities’ statement which follows will, I 
know, be of great interest to my col- 
leagues: 

WASHINGTON, July 25.—The 14,300 mem- 
ber city National League of Cities today took 
sharp issue with the Republican Coordinat- 
ing Committee’s statements blaming the 
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Johnson Administration for the current riots 
in many U.S. cities. 

NLC Executive Director, Patrick Healy 
issued the following statement: 

“The Republican Coordinating Commit- 
tee’s attempt to make the current strife in 
Detroit and dozens of other American cities 
a partisan political issue is deplorable. It 
represents a callous disregard of the needs 
of the people and a lack of knowledge of the 
factors involved in the disturbances. 

“We agree with Sen. Dirksen’s statement 
that the conditions in our cities have de- 
teriorated in recent years. Republican and 
Democratic mayors alike have documented 
this condition to committee after commit- 
tee of the Congress. 

“We do not seek to engage in a partisan 
debate but as a spokesman for 14,300 Ameri- 
can cities, I am compelled to set the record 
straight in the interest of reaching a realistic 
solution, 

“It is a matter of record that President 
Johnson has offered more constructive pro- 
posals for the improvement of our cities and 
the wellbeing of their disadvantaged citizens 
than any other president in history. Time 
and again these have been reduced or re- 
jected by the Congress. The very Republican 
leaders who now condemn the President and 
decry the current unrest have consistently 
opposed these constructive programs and 
slashed their appropriations. No better 
evidence exists than their recent attack on 
funds for model cities, their successful 
elimination of funds for rent supplements 
and their current attempt to destroy the 
anti-poverty program. 

“It is naive to think the current problems 
of our cities will be resolved by suppressive 
anti-riot laws. The strife we now endure is 
not the product of interstate agitation but 
is a vented anger resulting from poor hous- 
ing, lack of education, inadequate job oppor- 
tunities and a failure to appreciate these 
facts by some of those in positions of leader- 
ship in the Congress.” 


LIBERIAN INDEPENDENCE DAY 


Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. O'Hara] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. O’HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
Liberia celebrates today the 120th anni- 
versary of its independence. The Repub- 
lic had its origin, however, at a much 
earlier date when, in 1816, the American 
Colonization Society was given a charter 
by the U.S. Congress to send freed slaves 
to the west coast of Africa. 

The country was first settled in 1822, 
and in 1847 the free and independent 
Republic of Liberia was constituted, it 
being the only independent Negro repub- 
lic in Africa. Its constitution was modeled 
after our own. It is no wonder, there- 
fore, that we in the United States have 
a special place in our hearts for the citi- 
zens of Liberia and throughout the his- 
tory of the two nations close and cordial 
relations have been enjoyed. 

President Tubman, long a friend of 
the United States, has successfully es- 
tablished a productive collaboration be- 
tween Liberia and American business 
firms, notably in the development of 
Liberia’s mineral and plantation re- 
sources. 

It is my great pleasure in the name 
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of the House of Representatives of the 
Congress of the United States, and for 
all the citizens of this Nation, to salute 
the people of Liberia and her most capa- 
ble President. At the same time I express 
my warm personal good wishes to Li- 
beria’s distinguished able and popular 
Ambassador to the United States, His Ex- 
cellency S. Edward Peal. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


By unanimous consent, leave of ab- 
sence was granted to Mr. Burke of Flor- 
ida (at the request of Mr. GERALD R. 
Ford) on account of illness. 


SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legisla- 
tive program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

Mr. Parman, for 60 minutes, on July 27, 
1967; to revise and extend his remarks 
and to include extraneous matter. 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. McCiure) and to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex- 
traneous matter:) 

Mr. Latrp, for 1 hour, on July 27. 

Mr. Goopett, for 30 minutes, today. 

Mr. HALPERN, for 15 minutes, on July 


27. 
Mr. Duncan, for 20 minutes, on July 27. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
extend remarks in the CONGRESSIONAL 
Recorp, or to revise and extend remarks 
was granted to: 

Mr. HANNA. 

Mr. GREEN of Pennsylvania. 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. McCrure) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Mr. BERRY. 

Mr. Escu. 

Mr. DENNEY. 

Mr. REINECKE. 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. Pucrysxr) and to include 
extraneous matter: ) 

Mr. Ercserc in two instances. 

Mr. BENNETT. 

Mr. Pucrtnsk1 in two instances. 


SENATE ENROLLED JOINT RESOLU- 
TION SIGNED 


The SPEAKER announced his signa- 
ture to an enrolled joint resolution of 
the Senate of the following title: 

S. J. Res. 88. Joint resolution authorizing 
the operation of an amateur radio station 
by participants in the XII World Boy Scout 
Jamboree at Farragut State Park, Idaho, 
August 1 through August 9, 1967. 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly 
(at 6 o’clock and 29 minutes p.m.), the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, Thurs- 
day, July 27, 1967, at 12 o’clock noon. 


July 26, 1967 
EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 


953. Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, a 
letter from the Deputy Secretary of the 
Interior, transmitting a draft of pro- 
posed legislation to amend the Criminal 
Code to expand the jurisdiction of U.S. 
commissioners relative to petty offenses 
committed within Federal lands, was 
taken from the Speaker’s table and 
referred to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB- 
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. RIVERS: Committee on Armed Serv- 
ices. H.R. 11722. A bill to authorize certain 
construction at military installations, and 
for other purposes (Rept. No, 512). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. DANIELS: Committee of conference. 
H.R. 11089. An act to amend title 5, United 
States Code, to provide additional group life 
insurance and accidental death and dismem- 
berment insurance for Federal employees, 
and to strengthen the financial condition of 
the employees’ life insurance fund (Rept. 
No. 513). Ordered to be printed. 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 


By Mr. ANNUNZIO: 

H.R. 11793. A bill to provide for the estab- 
lishment of a program under which tickets 
to professional, semiprofessional, and ama- 
teur baseball, football, basketball, hockey, 
and soccer games will be furnished at no 
cost by local police officers and firemen to 
individuals under the age of 19, particularly 
such individuals who are economically un- 
derprivileged; to the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. ASHBROOK: 

H.R. 11794. A bill relating to the appoint- 
ment of the Director of the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. ASHMORE: 

H.R. 11795. A bill to provide for orderly 
trade in textile articles; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BENNETT: 

H.R. 11796. A bill to provide for the train- 
ing and equipping of the National Guard in 
riot control; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

By Mr. BERRY: 

H.R. 11797. A bill to cut off Federal bene- 
fits for conviction of rioting and prohibiting 
entitlement to such benefits thereafter; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BOW: 

H.R. 11798. A bill to establish the Saugus 
Iron Works National Historic Site in the 
State of Massachusetts, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. CAREY: 

H.R. 11799. A bill relating to the appoint- 
ment and promotion of deputy U.S. mar- 
shals; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CHAMBERLAIN: 

H.R.11800. A bill to require the licensing 
by the States or the Federal Government of 
operators of certain vessels on navigable 
waters of the United States; to the Com- 
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 
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By Mr. DAVIS of Georgia: 

H.R. 11801. A bill to provide for orderly 
trade in textile articles; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. FASCELL (for himself and 
Mr. SAYLOR) : 

H.R. 11802. A bill to amend title 18 of 
the United States Code so as to prohibit 
the transportation and shipment in inter- 
state or foreign commerce of alligators and 
alligator hides taken in violation of Federal 
or State laws; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. JOELSON: 

H.R. 11803. A bill to authorize the At- 
torney General to make grants to local law 
enforcement agencies to assist them in the 
prevention and control of riots; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. KUPFERMAN: 

H.R. 11804. A bill to amend the record- 
keeping provisions of the 1965 Food and 
Drug Amendments to the Federal Food, 
Drug and Cosmetic Act to require that rec- 
ords must be segregated or kept in some 
other manner that enables them to be 
promptly identified and inspected, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. MOORHEAD: 

H.R. 11805. A bill to amend title VII of 
the Housing Act of 1961 to authorize Fed- 
eral grants under the open-space land pro- 
gram for the development and redevelop- 
ment of existing open-space land and for 
the acquisition of outdoor and indoor rec- 
reational buildings, centers, facilities, and 
equipment, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. MULTER (for himself, Mr. Bar- 
RETT, Mr. Roprno, Mr. Reuss, Mr. 


Mr. St GERMAIN, Mr. ROSENTHAL, Mr. 
LEGGETT, Mr. MATSUNAGA, Mr. How- 
ARD, Mr. Vicorrro, Mrs. MINK, Mr. 
RESNICK, Mr. SCHEUER, and Mr. 
Brasco) : 

H.R. 11806. A bill to safeguard the con- 
sumer in connection with the utilization of 
credit by requiring full disclosure of the 
terms and conditions of finance charges in 
credit transactions or in offers to extend 
credit; by establishing maximum rates of 
finance charges in credit transactions; by 
authorizing the Board of Governors of the 
Federal Reserve System to issue regulations 
dealing with the excessive use of credit for 
the purpose of trading in commodity futures 
contracts affecting consumer prices; by es- 
tablishing machinery for the use during pe- 
riods of national emergency of temporary 
controls over credit to prevent inflationary 
spirals; by prohibiting the garnishment of 
wages; by creating the National Commission 
on Consumer Finance to study and make rec- 
ommendations on the need for further reg- 
ulation of the consumer finance industry; 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. MULTER: 

H.R. 11807. A bill to promote fair compe- 
tition among prime contractors and subcon- 
tractors and to prevent bid peddling on pub- 
lic works contracts by requiring persons sub- 
mitting bids on those contracts to specify 
certain subcontractors who will assist in 
carrying them out; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

H.R. 11808. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide an addi- 
tional $3,500 exemption from income tax for 
amounts received as annuities, pensions, or 
other retirement benefits; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means, 

By Mr. REUSS: 

H.R. 11809. A bill to amend the Federal 
Power Act in order to provide for regulation 
of the construction of electric power trans- 
mission lines near national parks, national 
forests, national historic sites, and certain 
other areas in order to preserve the histori- 
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cal, recreational, or scenic character of such 
areas; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. ST GERMAIN: 

H.R. 11810. A bill to establish the Saugus 
Iron Works National Historic Site in the 
State of Massachusetts, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Interior and In- 
sular Affairs. 

By Mr. SCHWENGEL: 

H.R. 11811. A bill to provide assistance to 
certain States bordering the Mississippi River 
in the construction of the Great River Road; 
to the Committee on Public Works. 

By Mr. WYMAN: 

H.R. 11812. A bill to authorize the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to study the most feasible 
and desirable means of establishing certain 
portions of the tidelands, Outer Continental 
Shelf, seaward areas, and Great Lakes of the 
United States as marine sanctuaries and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Mer- 
chant Marine and Fisheries. 

H.R. 11813. A bill to provide for orderly 
trade in textile articles; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means, 

By Mr. ADDABBO: 

H.R. 11814. A bill to amend title V of the 
Social Security Act so as to extend and im- 
prove the Federal-State program of child wel- 
fare services; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. BARRETT (for himself, Mr. 
Nix, Mr. Byrne of Pennsylvania, Mr. 
EILBERG, and Mr. GREEN of Penn- 
sylvania) : 

H.R. 11815. A bill to authorize a Federal 
contribution toward the cost of the 1968 
conference of the International Federation 
of Housing and Planning; to the Committee 
on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. BYRNE of Pennsylvania (for 
himself, Mr, Porr, Mr. Robo, Mr. 
Dowpy, Mr. FrIGHAN, Mr. EILBERG, 
Mr. Brester, Mr. ASHMORE, Mr. 
HUNGATE, Mr. Tenzer, Mr. SMITH of 
New York, Mr. MESKILL, and Mr. 
SANDMAN) : 

H.R. 11816, A bill to provide certain bene- 
fits for law enforcement officers not employed 
by the United States who are killed or in- 
jured while apprehending violators of Fed- 
eral law; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. FEIGHAN: 

H.R. 11817. A bill to provide for the estab- 
lishment of a program under which tickets 
to professional, semiprofessional, and ama- 
teur baseball, football, basketball, hockey, 
and soccer games will be furnished at no 
cost by local police officers and firemen to 
individuals under the age of 19, particularly 
such individuals who are economically un- 
derprivileged; to the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. 

Mr. HALPERN: 

H.R. 11818. A bill to amend the Inter- 
American Development Bank Act to au- 
thorize the United States to participate in 
an increase in the resources of the Fund for 
Special Operations of the Inter-American 
Development Bank, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT: 

H.R. 11819. A bill to reel certain posi- 
tions in the postal field service, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service. 

By Mrs. KELLY: 

H.R. 11820. A bill to amend title V of the 
Social Security Act so as to extend and im- 
prove the Federal-State program of child 
welfare services; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts: 

H.R. 11821. A bill to provide for orderly 
trade in textile articles; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mrs. MINE: 

H.R. 11822. A bill to amend the tariff 

schedules of the United States to accord to 
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the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands 
the same tariff treatment as is provided for 
insular possessions of the United States; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. REID of New York: 

H.R. 11823. A bill to amend the Federal 
Firearms Act; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

By Mr. REINECKE: 

HR. 11824. A bill creating a commission 
to be known as the Commission on Noxious 
and Obscene Matters and Materials; to the 
Committee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. RESNICK: 

H.R. 11825. A bill to authorize the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture and the Surgeon General 
of the United States to provide food and 
medical services on an emergency basis to 
prevent human suffering or loss of life; to 
the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. REUSS (for himself, Mr. An- 
NUNZIO, Mr. WiLLIAM D. Forp, Mr. 
Fraser, Mr. McCarruy, Mr. Mo- 
Ciory, Mr. MOSHER, Mr. PUCINSEKI, 
Mr. ZABLOCKI, and Mr. STANTON) : 

H.R. 11826. A bill to authorize rehabilita- 
tion of navigation structures and appurte- 
nant works of the St. Lawrence Seaway proj- 
ect to be carried out by the St. Lawrence 
Seaway Development Corporation and fi- 
hanced from appropriations; to the Com- 
mittee on Public Works. 

By Mr. SCHEUER: 

H.R. 11827. A bill to remove certain restric- 
tions of Federal law from lotteries conducted 
by States for the support of public educa- 
tion; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

H.R. 11828. A bill to remove certain restric- 
tions of Federal law from lotteries conducted 
by States for the support of public educa- 
tion; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BOLAND: 

H. J. Res. 749. Joint resolution creating a 
Joint Committee To Investigate Crime; to 
the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania: 

H. J. Res. 750. Joint resolution proposing an 
amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States requiring the advice and con- 
sent of the House of Representatives in the 
making of treaties; to the Committee on the 


Judiciary. 
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By Mr. GARMATZ (for himself, Mr. 
Lennon, Mr. DOWNING, Mr. MURPHY 
of New York, Mr. HATHAWAY, Mr. 
MAILLIARD, Mr. Petty, Mr. Morton, 
Mr. Epwarps of Alabama, Mr. REIN- 
ECKE, and Mr. POLLOCK) : 

H.J. Res.751. Joint resolution amending 
title XI of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, to 
authorize the Secretary of Commerce to guar- 
antee certain loans made to the National 
Maritime Historical Society for the purpose 
of restoring and returning to the United 
States the last surviving American square- 
rigged merchant ship, the Kaiulani, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Mer- 
chant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. BETTS (for himself, Mr. Mo- 
CuttocH, Mr. Apam, Mr. Bow, Mr. 
Berry, Mr. BROYHILL of North Caro- 
lina, Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia, Mr. 
CEDERBERG, Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mr. 
KINO of New York, Mr. MARTIN, Mr. 
MosHer, Mr. ROUDEBUSH, Mr. 
ScHNEEBELI, Mr. SHRIVER, Mr. THOM- 
son of Wisconsin, and Mr. UTT) : 

H, Con. Res. 428. Concurrent resolution to 
establish a joint congressional committee to 
investigate riots and violent civil disorder; 
to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina: 

H. Con. Res. 429, Concurrent resolution 
to establish a joint congressional commit- 
tee to investigate riots and violent civil 
disorder; to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. DON H, CLAUSEN: 

H. Con, Res. 430. Concurrent resolution to 
establish a joint congressional committee 
to investigate riots and violent civil dis- 
order; to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mrs. DWYER; 

H. Con. Res. 431. Concurrent resolution 
to establish a joint congressional committee 
to investigate riots and violent civil dis- 
order; to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. FINO: 

H. Con. Res, 432. Concurrent resolution 
to establish a joint congressional committee 
to investigate riots and violent civil dis- 
order; to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. EDMONDSON: 

H. Res. 819. Resolution authorizing the 
creation of select committee to conduct a 
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full and complete investigation of riots; to 
the Committee on Rules. 
By Mr. PIRNIE: 

H. Res. 820. Resolution to create a select 
committee to investigate causes of riots in 
large metropolitan areas; to the Committee 
on Rules. 

By Mr. PRICE of Texas: 

H. Res. 821. Resolution creating a select 
committee to conduct an investigation of 
the cause of recent riots in large metropoli- 
tan areas; to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. RARICK: 

H. Res. 822. Resolution to authorize an 
investigation of anarchy on the streets of the 
United States; to the Committee on Rules. 

H. Res. 823. Resolution to create a select 
committee to investigate into the uses and 
effects of LSD, STP and other psychedelic 
drugs; to the Committee on Rules. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. BOLAND: 

H.R. 11829. A bill for the relief of Alberigo 

Romeo; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. FINO: 

H.R. 11830. A bill for the relief of Joao 

Pereira; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mrs. KELLY: 

H.R. 11831. A bill for the relief of Concetta 

d'Amico; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts: 

H.R. 11832. A bill for the relief of Nicola 

Femia; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. ST. ONGE: 

H.R. 11833. A bill for the relief of Mario 

Gagliardi; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, 

133. The SPEAKER presented a petition of 
Pennsylvania Bar Association, Harrisburg, 
Pa., relative to the creation of one addi- 
tional judgeship for the U.S. Court of Ap- 
peals for the Third District, which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 


EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 


San Fernando Valley Neighborhood 
Legal Services 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. ED REINECKE 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, July 26, 1967 


Mr. REINECKE. Mr. Speaker, I wish 
to call to the attention of the House the 
outstanding accomplishments and serv- 
ice of the San Fernando Valley Neigh- 
borhood Legal Services. Under the able 
direction of Mr. Stephen N. Besser, this 
program, operating under a Federal 
grant from the Office of Economic Op- 
portunity, has rendered legal service to 
more than 6,000 people in the San Fer- 
nando Valley area of Los Angeles. 

There are more than 1 million people 
living in our valley. Of these an esti- 
mated 116,000 are in an income bracket 
where they would be unable to pay for 
their own legal advice. 

I am pleased that many private attor- 


neys in my district have contributed their 
professional services to this program, 
This is one area in which concrete serv- 
ice can be given to those who need it 
from every circumstance, 

I wish to commend Mr. Besser and his 
colleagues for their fine work. 


National Crime Rate 
EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. ROBERT V. DENNEY 


OF NEBRASKA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Wednesday, July 26, 1967 


Mr. DENNEY. Mr. Speaker, perhaps 
the most distressing domestic problem 
now facing the United States is the dra- 
matic rise in the Nation’s crime rate. At 
the present time, the Nation’s crime rate 
is growing approximately six times faster 
than the population of our country. In 
1966 there was a serious crime committed 
every 11 seconds. 


The reasons behind this increase are 
several, The society-is-at-fault theory 
has some merit. Often better education 
and housing is badly needed. But the 
basic cause for this cancer in our Na- 
tion’s moral fiber is that many people 
have lost respect for the law which must 
govern and protect our society. But why 
this loss of respect? 

It is my belief that recent U.S. Su- 
preme Court decisions have so entangled 
law-enforcement authorities in so-called 
criminal rights that there has been a 
terrible neglection of the public’s right of 
protection. Respect is often based on 
fear, and unless the potential criminal 
fears swift, certain, and impartial jus- 
tice, his respect for the law is lost. 

Also, Attorney General Ramsey Clark, 
inexperienced at law enforcement, re- 
fuses to allow the use of electronic sur- 
veillance equipment. It is my firm belief, 
as a former FBI agent, that these de- 
vices, with the proper safeguards for civil 
liberties, can be invaluable in the fight 
against crime. 

The vast majority of the citizens in the 
United States do maintain respect for 
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law and order. If they did not, we would 
be in a state of chaos. If these law- 
abiding citizens will let their views be 
strongly known, Attorney General Clark 
and the Supreme Court may do some- 
thing about this shocking increase in 
crime. 


On Diehards for Right-to-Work 
Legislation 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. JOSHUA EILBERG 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, July 26, 1967 


Mr. EILBERG. Mr. Speaker, the report 
prepared by the National Right-To-Work 
Committee, which was inserted in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on May 16, 1967, 
is a characteristic sample of the peren- 
nial misrepresentations and distortions 
regularly ground out by this assiduous 
group of diehards in behalf of so-called 
right-to-work legislation. 

The occasion for this blast was an 
article in Seafarers Log inserted in the 
daily Recorp for April 20—page A1961— 
by Congressman Mutter, of New York, 
reciting in some detail the historical lag 
in personal per capita income in States 
with right-to-work laws as compared 
with the Nation as a whole. 

Without reproducing all this material 
as originally presented, suffice it to say 
that the latest figures on personal per 
capita income released by the US. 
Department of Commerce—Survey of 
Current Business, April 1967—show that 
in 1966, per capita income in the 19 
right-to-work States averaged $2,406, a 
figure $534 below the national average 
of $2,940 and $749 below the $3,155 aver- 
age in the group of States without right- 
to-work laws. 

TABLE 1.—POPULATION AND PERSONAL INCOME, 1966 

(PRELIMINARY) 


Total Per 
Population | personal | capita 
income rsonal 
(millions) income 
United States 195, 857, 000 | $575, 895 $2,940 
Right-to-work 
„ 56,121,000 | 135, 044 2, 406 
Non-right-to-w 
States (32, i 


3,155 


Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Survey of Current 
Business, April 1967, and the Bureau of the Census, Current 
Population Reports, Series P-25, No. 354, Dec. 8, 1966. 

Astonishingly, the Right-To-Work 
Committee tries to enlist Secretary Wirtz 
in its cause by quoting him to the effect 
that he has no confidence in studies 
which purport to show the economic ef- 
fects of having right-to-work laws or 
not having right-to-work laws. 

It is fair to assume that among the 
studies in which Mr. Wirtz has no con- 
fidence is the hoary, although updated 
from time to time, set of statistical ta- 
bles put out by the Right-To-Work Com- 
mittee purporting to show that right-to- 
work States “lead the Nation in rate of 
economic growth: in the creation of new 
jobs in business and industry, in wage 
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rate improvement in industrial jobs,” 
and so forth. The conclusions“ from 
these tables are repeated in the present 
report. 

In response I am attaching a commen- 
tary prepared in July 1965 by the AFL- 
CIO with respect to the edition of the 
tables being circulated by the Right-To- 
Work Committee at that time. In par- 
ticular, we pointed to the false conclu- 
sions to be drawn by citing large per- 
centage” increases from very small basic 
numbers—see appendix A. 

May I also refer to a portion of Mr. 
Wirtz’ remarks in the same exchange 
with Mr. Scott quoted by the Right-To- 
Work Committee, but conveniently 
omitted from its propaganda report. The 
rest of the exchange, directly following 
the portion quoted by the Right-To- 
Work Committee was as follows: 

Secretary Wirtz. What it comes down to 
is this: If you take a percentage impression 
or picture of what has happened in the last 
18 years, the right-to-work states show gains, 
larger percentage gains, economically during 
that period, because they start from a lower 
base. 


If you take it in terms of absolute figures, 
they show a lesser gain during that period 
and a widening of the gap; I could supply 
quite a good many studies of that kind, but 
not with confidence. 

Mr. Scorr. It is true, then, that union 
members in right-to-work states have en- 
joyed a faster rate of economic progress than 
in non-right-to-work states? 

Secretary Wirtz. Only because a 15-cent 
wage increase is a higher percentage if you 
start from a 90-cent base than if you start 
from a $2 base. But recognizing that, the 
statement is true completely. 

Mr. Scorr. Thank you. 


As a group, right-to-work States not 
only have a lower level of per capita in- 
come but also lower wage levels. The 
figures for 1966 perfectly illustrate this 
fact. Using an unweighted average— 
weighted average would show even more 
glaring differences—average weekly 
earnings in right-to-work States came to 
$101.51 in 1966, as compared with a na- 
tional average of $111.92 and an average 
of $114.87 in free labor States. On an 
hourly basis, workers in right-to-work 
States averaged $2.44 in 1966 as against 
a national average of $2.71 and an aver- 
age of $2.78 in non-right-to-work 
States. 

TABLE 2.—WAGES OF PRODUCTION WORKERS IN MANU" 
FACTURING, 1966 


Average Average 
weekly wages hourly 
earnings 
United States ----- $111.92 $2.71 
Right-to-work States (19) 101. 50 2.44 
Non-right-to-work States (32, 
including District of 
Columbia) 114. 87 2.78 


ann U.S. Department of Labor, Employment and Earnings, 
ay 8 

In 1966, there were only six right-to- 
work States with wage levels exceeding 
the national average or the average for 
New York. These six States — Arizona, 
Iowa, Utah, Kansas, Nevada, and Wyo- 
ming—are the among the least indus- 
trialized in the Nation. Together they 
accounted for a total of 481,000 workers 
in manufacturing, while the remaining 
13 right-to-work States, with below- 
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average wages, accounted for nearly 
4,234,000—88 percent of the total. 

It is patently ridiculous to suggest that 
industry could “pour” out of such States 
as Arizona, Iowa, Kansas, Nevada, and 
Wyoming to New York, or anywhere else, 
since there is so little industry to “pour.” 
New York, it may be noted, had a total 
of 1,903,000 workers in manufacturing 
in 1966. 

Typical of the selective distortions 
made by the National Right-To-Work 
Committee is the weekly wage compari- 
son cited between Jackson, Miss., and 
Fall River, Mass. Citing a large weekly 
wage differential in favor of Jackson, the 
statement omits the fact that the differ- 
ential was entirely accounted for by long 
hours of work in Jackson which con- 
cealed lower hourly rates. In 1966, aver- 
age hourly earnings in Jackson were 
$1.96 as against $2.05 in Fall River. For 
the State of Massachusetts as a whole 
weekly wages averaged $104.60, as against 
$78.85 in the State of Mississippi. Hourly 
earnings averaged $2.57 for Massachu- 
setts as against $1.90 in Mississippi— 
U.S. Department of Labor, Employment 
and Earnings, May 1967, page 111. 

A wild assertion is made to the effect 
that the State of New York had “one of 
the lowest personal income increases of 
any State in the country during the past 
5 years” and that none of the right-to- 
work States had smaller increases. 

The truth is that between 1961 and 
1966, per capita personal income in New 
York increased by $685—$9 more than 
the national average—and that increases 
in all except three of the right-to-work 
States—Iowa, Nebraska, and North Da- 
kota—were smaller, In 1966, New York’s 
per capita personal income at $3,400 was 
the fifth highest in the country. The 
States above New York were all non- 
right-to-work States—District of Co- 
lumbia, Connecticut, Delaware, and Il- 
linois. Iowa ranked 21st, Nebraska 25th, 
and North Dakota 39th. 

The assertion that “New York has a 
higher unemployment rate than all of the 
19 right-to-work States” is simply a lie. 
Despite the tendency of industrialized 
States to have higher rates of unemploy- 
ment than the more agricultural States 
predominating in the right-to-work 
group—see appendix B—the figures re- 
ported in the April 1967 Manpower Re- 
port of the President show that seven of 
the right-to-work States had rates at or 
above the 4.2 percent reported for New 
York. They are as follows: 


Reference to “industrial strife” in New 
York and other States as compared with 
right-to-work States was answered by 
President Meany in a memorandum for 
the Special Committee on Education and 
Labor, submitted June 10, 1965, from 
which the following excerpt is here re- 
produced: 

The incidence of strikes and lockouts in 
any particular state or region varies from 
vear to year, depending on a wide variety of 
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factors and special situations, of which the 
presence or absence of a “right-to-work” law 
is only one, 

In “right-to-work” Utah, for example, the 
percentage of time lost on account of work 
stoppages was one of the highest in the na- 
tion in 1954 (0.66 percent), but was much 
lower in 1963 (0.14 percent) . Similarly, in non 
“right-to-work” Mi , time lost came to 
0.83 percent in 1964 but was 0.12 percent in 
1963. 

In 1964, work stoppages resulted in a na- 
tional average of 0.18 percent of total work- 
ing time lost. Of the 16 states in the South- 
east and Southwest regions, only two—West 
Virginia and Florida—had percentages high- 
er than this figure. In 1963, when the na- 
tional average of time lost was 0.13 percent, 
5 of the 16 states in the two Southern re- 
gions had higher percentages (West Virginia, 
Tennessee, Florida, Louisiana and New 
Mexico). In the other 11 states the percent- 
age of working time lost was less than the 
national average. 

A very low level of strike activity cannot be 
taken as a necessary sign of “industrial 
peace” in areas where workers are relatively 
unorganized and unable to make effective 
protest against low wages and substandard 
working conditions, Suppression of unrest 
cannot be equated with true harmony in in- 
dustrial relations, any more than the absence 
of civil rights demonstrations before the 
1950s and 1960s can be taken as a sign of 
Negro contentedness with the status quo in 
race relations. 


The statement quoted—and misquot- 
ed—by the Right-To-Work Committee 
from Mr. Meany’s prepared testimony 
was taken completely out of context. Mr. 
Meany’s point in his prepared statement 
was that the subject of union security is 
properly one of Federal jurisdiction 
rather than a partial preserve of the 
States. Like other labor-management is- 
sues, it is a proper subject for collective 
bargaining under uniform ground rules 
available through Federal law. 

The entire quotation from which the 
excerpt was lifted—as well as doctored 
bee the propaganda report reads as fol- 
ows: 


Let me turn now to the more general ques- 
tion of whether union security should be 
regulated by Federal or by State law. We 
think, of course, that it is a proper subject 
for Federal, and not State, legislation, just 
as much as the other issues dealt with by 
the National Labor Relations Act. 

The purposes of the act is to lay down for 
all industries affecting commerce a labor re- 
lations code which will promote industrial 
peace, minimize strikes, and raise the living 
standards of the working population, by pro- 
tecting their rights to form unions and bar- 
gain collectively. The regulation of union se- 
curity is, as the act itself recognizes, an es- 
sential part of any such labor relations code. 

Disputes over union security have been a 
frequent cause of industrial strife; union 
security is a major subject of collective bar- 
gaining; and sometimes a union security 
provision is essential to the very survival of 
@ union in a specific workplace. 

The issue of union security is, in a prac- 
tical sense, inseparable from many other 
issues dealt with by the national act, such 
as employer interference with the workers’ 
free choice of a union; discrimination in 
employment to encourage or discourage 
membership; the obligation to bargain col- 
lectively, and so on. 

Singling out union security as a partial 
preserve of the States has caused continuing 
confusion and litigation. The States have 
had to be reminded, sometimes by their own 
supreme courts, that 14(b) does not permit 
them to regulate checkoff, hiring halls, or 
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peaceful picketing. The confusion of State 
legislatures is understandable, for union se- 
curity cannot rationally be separated from 
other labor relations issues. 


A foolish attempt is made to suggest 
that migration of industry from such 
States as New York was in no way in- 
fluenced by the low wage levels prevail- 
ing in the right-to-work States but was 
accounted for by the healthy economic 
climate of antiunionism. This point is 
supposedly “proved” by the fact Arizona 
with higher wages than New York gained 
43,000 new jobs. In point of fact, during 
the 1948-64 period when New York lost 
178,200 jobs in manufacturing, over four- 
fifths of the job gains in right-to-work 
States were concentrated in nine States 
with wages well below the national 
average—$2.53 in 1964—and even fur- 
ther below the average in New York— 
$2.60 in 1964. These States and their 
average hourly earnings in 1964 are 
shown in the table below: 

TABLE 3.—INCREASE IN MANUFACTURING EMPLOYMENT, 
1948-64 


Job increase A Nearly 
| (thousands) earnings, 1 


ere 
SSS SSS NAS 


Source: Tables 2 and 4, furnished by Secretary Wirtz to 


Special Subcommittee on Labor, “Hearings,” pp. 36 and 38. 


Arizona accounted for exactly 4 per- 
cent of the total job increase in right-to- 
work States. 

Current statistics indicate that the 
effort to sell industry on the benefits of 
low-wage economies and antilabor legis- 
lation is wearing thin. From the period 
1964 to 1966, States without right-to- 
work laws gained 1,331,000 jobs in manu- 
facturing as against a gain of 524,000 in 
right-to-work States. The State of New 
York accounted for 108,000 of the in- 
crease in free labor States. 

The appendixes referred to follow: 
APPENDIX A 
RIGHT-TO-WORK STATISTICS: COMMENTS ON 

ECONOMIC INFORMATION FROM THE NATIONAL 

RIGHT-TO-WORK COMMITTEE 

For the past several weeks, the National 
Right-to-Work Committee has been circu- 
lating a set of misleading tables purporting 
to demonstrate that economic progress is 
specifically associated with “right-to-work” 
legislation and that states with such laws are 
more prosperous than states without such 
laws. Statistics from these tables have been 
picked up and widely used in pamphlets, 
articles, and in letters to Congressmen to 
propagandize against repeal of Section 14(b) 
of the Taft-Hartley Act. 

These figures are grossly misleading in 
their construction and selectivity. The im- 
plied interpretations they carry are abso- 
lutely false. 

The following material analyzes some of 
the most widely used of these figures and 
points out typical distortions. 

The National Right-to-Work Committee's 
tables use the “right-to-work” list of states 
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as of 1963, and in general make economic 
comparisons for the period 1953 to 1963. Al- 
most all simply cite “percentage increases,” 
with no reference to the basic numbers 
involved. Thus, impressive percentage gains 
are cited from very low levels and extremely 
misleading impressions given. It is facts, not 
percentages, that count. 

Samples of frequently used propaganda 
items are given below followed by analytical 
comment: 

PROPAGANDA ITEM 


“While the country as a whole showed a 
3.3 percent decline in manufacturing jobs in 
the period 1953-1963, the right-to-work 
states had an increase of 12.8 percent.” 


ANALYSIS 


Manufacturing employment for the na- 
tion as a whole dropped between 1953 and 
1963, due in large part to rising productivity, 
making fewer jobs available in the com- 
modity-producing sectors of the economy. 
At the same time there has been a long-term 
shift in manufacturing from the older in- 
dustrialized areas of the country—the North- 
east and the Great Lakes regions—to the less 
developed areas of the South and West. 

The “right-to-work” states are concen- 
trated in America’s under-developed areas, 
which, beginning with World War II, bene- 
fitted greatly from the placement of military 
installations and the growth of new indus- 
tries related to national defense. 

In addition, certain types of industries 
(such as textiles, apparels and shoes) seeking 
abundant and inexpensive manpower, ran 
away from the higher-wage industrial areas 
to the low-wage, right-to-work states. They 
were drawn by the low wages, anti-union at- 
mosphere, and low standards of labor and 
welfare legislation. In addition, these states 
subsidized industry through revenue bonds 
and tax concessions. 


PROPAGANDA ITEM 


“The top three states in the nation in the 
rate of new jobs created by business and 
industry were “right-to-work” states (1) 
Nevada, (2) Arizona, (3) Florida.” 

ANALYSIS 


This is a clear example of statistical lying. 
The most impressive “percentage” gains in 
employment in “right-to-work” states reflect 
very few jobs in absolute numbers. For ex- 
ample, Nevada, one of the least developed 
states in the country, recorded a 96 percent 
increase in non-farm employment from 1953 
to 1963 but this represented only 69,400 jobs. 
The neighboring state of California, which 
twice rejected “right-to-work” legislation, 
added over 1% million jobs in the 1953-1963 
period. 

PROPAGANDA ITEM 

“In the period 1953-1963, per capita per- 
sonal income in the right-to-work states 
increased 43.7 percent, while that of non- 
right-to-work states increased only 35.4 per- 
cent.” 

ANALYSIS 


The truth is that “right-to-work” states 
lag far behind the rest of the nation in in- 
come levels, and that the “dollar gap” in per 
capita income has actually been increasing. 

In 1963, per capita income in the “right- 
to-work” states averaged $1,998 as compared 
with an average of $2,623 in the other states. 

Average per capita income in the “right- 
to-work' states rose by $589 in those 10 years, 
while in the rest of the states, the gain was 
$669. The “right-to-work” states fell further 
behind. 

In 1953 they were $545 per person behind 
the non-“right-to-work” states and by 1963 
they were $625 per person behind. 


PROPAGANDA ITEM 


“Hourly earnings by manufacturing work- 
ers increased 46.7 percent from 1953 to 1963 
in the right-to-work states; for non-right-to- 
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work states the increase was only 41.5 per- 
cent.” 
ANALYSIS 

Percentages don't tell the story but the 
dollar figures do. 

Average hourly earnings for the “right-to- 
work” states rose from $1.52 in 1953 to $2.23 in 
1963, an increase of 71 cents an hour. In the 
states without “right-to-work” laws, average 
hourly earnings rose from $1.76 in 1953 to 
$2.49 in 1963, an increase of 73 cents per 
hour. Thus the differential widened from 24 
cents per hour in 1953 to 26 cents per hour 
in 1963. 

PROPAGANDA ITEM 


“Six of the 15 states with the highest aver- 
age weekly earnings for production workers 
are right-to-work states.” 


ANALYSIS 


We could juggle statistics too by pointing 
out that the five states at the very bottom 
of this list were “right-to-work” states. 

The important fact is: for the “right-to- 
work” states as a whole, average earnings 
were more than $10 a week below the aver- 
age for non-“right-to-work” states. 

APPENDIX B 
RicHt-To-WorK STATISTICS: COMMENTS ON 

UNEMPLOYMENT RATE COMPARISONS FUR- 

NISHED BY THE NATIONAL RIGHT-To-WorRK 

COMMITTEE 

The National Right-to-Work Committee 
has been circulating propaganda to the ef- 
fect that “right-to-work” laws have produced 
low unemployment rates in the states that 
have adopted such laws, as compared with 
states without “right-to-work” legislation. 

Recently, the Reader’s Digest published the 
following item, credited to the National 
Right-To-Work Committee: 

“Unemployment rate in right-to-work 
states as of 1962 was 4.6 percent; in other 
5.6 percent.” 

Another version of this approach uses 1964 
figures, and claims a 4 percent rate in “right- 
to-work” states as against 5 percent in non- 
“right-to-work” states. 

COMMENT 

These bare comparisons are extremely mis- 
leading in the conclusion they suggest, as 
to the beneficial effects of “right-to-work” 
legislation. They ignore such basic economic 
considerations as the following: 

1. As a group the “right-to-work” states 
have a much larger component of agriculture 
in their economies than the rest of the coun- 
try. (In 1960, 13 percent of the population 
in “right-to-work” states lived on farms, 
as compared with only 5 percent in the rest 
of the country.) 

Unemployment rates for those who seek a 
livelihood in agriculture, are much lower 
than average. In 1964, for example, the offi- 
cial farm unemployment rate was only 3.1 
percent as compared with an average of 5.2 
percent for the entire labor force, and in 
1962 it was only 2.2 percent as against the 
overall®national rate of 5.6 percent. These 
low unemployment rates in agriculture, how- 
ever, conceal severe underemployment and 
poverty among both self-employed farm- 
ers—who technically do not experience un- 
employment”—and those employed on farms 
for wages. 

2. Historically, the rural areas of the na- 
tion (in which “right-to-work” states pre- 
dominate) have “exported” population to the 
more highly developed urban regions (where 
non-“right-to-work” states predominate) in 
search of better wages and working condi- 
tions. These migrants have helped swell the 
ranks of the unemployed in the industrial- 
ized areas. Out-migration from the 14 “right- 
to-work” states in the South (excluding 
Plorida) and the Plains regions totaled over 
2.7 million in the 1950-1960 decade, accord- 
ing to Census figures. 
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3. Unemployment in non-“right-to-work” 
states has been aggravated by the movement 
of industries seeking the lower wages and 
substandard working conditions associated 
with “right-to-work” laws. New England and 
the Middle Atlantic states have been the 
areas hardest hit by the pirating of such 
industries as textiles, apparel, shoes and 
furniture to the low-wage “right-to-work” 
states of the Southeast. In addition, special 
factors such as the decline of mining em- 
ployment (due to technological change) 
have had important consequences for unem- 
ployment in Pennsylvania and West Virginia. 


Antiriot Training Bill 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. CHARLES E. BENNETT 


OF FLORIDA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, July 26, 1967 


Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, crisis is 
piling on crisis throughout our Nation. 
Law and order have broken down. An- 
archy and rioting and insurrection dot 
the map. 

It is time for our national leadership 
to speak up against those who are caus- 
ing this blot on America, our beloved 
Nation. 

There is no doubt in my mind that 
those who are tearing down the basic 
institutions of our country—based on 
law, order and justice—are such as the 
H. Rap Browns and the Stokely Car- 
michaels, who openly call for riots upon 
riots in every part of the United States. 

Only prompt, certain and sufficient 
penalties can bring a return to civilized 
behavior. Those in responsibility at the 
Federal, State and local levels must first 
crack down on those who incite riots. 
These people must be punished. 

Also, Mr. Speaker, we must equip and 
train our law enforcement officers to 
deal with riots, anarchy and insurrec- 
tion. It is apparent from local disturb- 
ances that our police officers and Na- 
tional Guardsmen do not have the 
needed training and abilities to cope 
with instant and dangerous riots such 
as the ones in Newark and Detroit. I 
have sponsored and pushed for legisla- 
tion to assist local law enforcement 
agencies with modern methods of crime 
detection, and have vigorously worked 
for antiriot legislation, which has 
passed the House of Representatives. 

There is another thing we can do in 
Congress. That is, the training of Na- 
tional Guard troops specifically in riot 
control techniques and furnish the 
necessary equipment so as to more effec- 
tively deal with riots and other violent 
disturbances. Today, I am introducing 
legislation to accomplish this. The Con- 
gress should set immediately to direct the 
Department of Defense to begin this 
training. The hour is late, and we must 
act to preserve law and order. A copy of 
the bill follows: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited at the “National Guard Riot 
Control Training Act.” 
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Sec. 2, The Congress hereby finds and de- 
clares that recent riots and other violent civil 
disturbances point to the need for the train- 
ing of National Guard troops in riot control 
techniques so as to more effectively deal with 
such situations when called upon by the 
Governors of the respective States or the 
President of the United States. 

Sec. 3. The Secretary of Defense is directed 
to initiate and conduct a program among 
National Guard troops of training in riot 
control and is directed to provide the neces- 
sary training, personnel, equipment and ma- 
terial for the riot control activities of the 
National Guard. 

Sec. 4. Section 502(a) of title 32, United 
States Code, is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new paragraph: 
fied 3) participate in training for riot con- 

ol.” 


Amend the Meat Inspection Act 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. WILLIAM J. GREEN 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, July 26, 1967 


Mr. GREEN of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, last week I introduced a bill, 
H.R. 11480, to amend the Meat Inspec- 
tion Act in order to provide for coopera- 
tion with appropriate State agencies with 
respect to State meat inspection pro- 
grams. 

At that time. I indicated that the de- 
plorable situation in the inspection of 
meat packing, processing, and slaughter- 
ing plants in Pennsylvania was one of 
the best arguments for passage of an 
even tougher Federal meat inspection 

Inspection in Pennsylvania is at best 
catch-as-catch-can. Philadelphia and a 
handful of other cities like Reading and 
Wilkes-Barre have control over the con- 
dition of meat shipped into them. But 
consumers in the rest of the State have 
few assurances in the quality of the meat 
they buy. 

The State has 30 inspectors for all 
food, and spends only $200,000 specifi- 
cally for meat inspection. This means 
that Pennsylvania is operating at the 
same level it was in 1915 when it passed 
its present weak voluntary law. 

Pennsylvania, with 1,263 meat process- 
ing or slaughtering plants, has only 132 
subject to Federal inspection because 
they deal in interstate products. Another 
54 are subject to inspection which they 
pay for themselves—because they ship 
into Philadelphia and other communities 
requiring inspection. The remaining 
1,000 plants are inspected only for licens- 
ing purposes. 

With more than 4.5 million hogs, cat- 
tle, calves, and sheep slaughtered each 
year and only eight veterinarians work- 
ing in the meat hygiene division of the 
State health department, full protection 
of the public is impossible. 

What is worse, fully 25 percent of the 
fresh meat and 50 percent of the pro- 
cessed meat in Pennsylvania come from 
plants not subject to inspection. 

Modern science has led the way for 
meat from animals to be doctored with 
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coloring, emulsifiers, chemicals, and 
drugs so that they can pass for quality 
foodstuffs. Not only is the public being 
duped by this kind of corner cutting, but 
the honest operators who run quality 
shops are forced into situations of un- 
fair competition. 

I have been told that it is not uncom- 
mon for dead, diseased, or disabled cattle 
to be dragged to the slaughterhouses and 
ground up for beef in my State. Such 
shocking conditions rest squarely on the 
shoulders of State officials who have al- 
lowed them to exist. However, it is pretty 
clear that the States are moving too 
slowly and that Federal legislation is now 
the only answer to give the public the 
protection needed. 

Should meat inspection legislation 
pass, the American public is in the debt 
of Representative NEAL SMITH of Iowa, 
who, 7 years ago, started the fight to 
move meat packing and processing out 
of the last vestiges of the jungle de- 
scribed by Upton Sinclair at the begin- 
ning of this century. 

My bill, H.R. 11480, is a companion to 
Mr. SmrrH’s H.R. 6168, which extends 
Federal inspection standards to plants 
handling intrastate meat. In effect, this 
legislation would provide for Federal- 
State agreements under which the Fed- 
eral Government would pay 50 percent 
of the costs and supply technical assist- 
ance to States willing to create and en- 
force Federal standards. Such a coopera- 
tive arrangement might be an incentive 
to my own State to pass the mandatory 
meat inspection legislation which is 
ready for introduction in the general 
assembly. Certainly Pennsylvania, and 
most of the 25 other States lacking man- 
datory regulation, could benefit from 
higher standards. 


Ted Foedisch Reelected Pennsylvania 
State Commander of the American 
Legion 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. JOSHUA EILBERG 


OF PENNSYLVANIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, July 26, 1967 


Mr. EILBERG. Mr. Speaker, very often 
I have seen constituents of various Mem- 
bers on the Hill and have overheard their 
comments of pride in their“ Congress- 
man, I would like to be allowed a minute 
to turn the tables. 

I happen to be proud of a longtime 
friend and fellow member of the Rhawn- 
hurst-Castor Memorial Post No. 754. For 
Ted Foedisch has just been reelected 
Pennsylvania State commander of the 
American Legion. 

Commander Foedisch, who also lives in 
my district, is a 22-year member of our 
post. He is its past commander and he 
also served as commander of the Legion’s 
fifth district, which is composed of 21 
posts throughout greater northeast Phil- 
adelphia, which is my congressional dis- 
trict. 
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Since 1961 when Ted was elected east- 
ern vice commander of the Pennsylvania 
American Legion, he has served as chair- 
man of its statewide membership and 
uniform and emblem committees. Dur- 
ing the past 5 years he has been chair- 
man of the Legions Keystone Boys State, 
a summer leadership encampment at 
Penn State University for high school 
seniors. 

Ted Foedisch is the first Philadelphian 
to head a Pennsylvania American Le- 
gion since 1956. I might point out that 
the Pennsylvania Legion is the largest 
State unit currently boasting enrollment 
of 245,000. 

Mr. Speaker, the honor was all 
mine last Friday when Ted Foedisch 
was chosen State commander in Pitts- 
burgh and again last Sunday when I was 
thrilled to ride with him in a parade and 
join in a celebration for him at our 
Rhawnhurst-Castor Memorial Post. 


Air Pollution Control Bill Will Receive 
House Consideration 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. RICHARD T. HANNA 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, July 26, 1967 


Mr. HANNA. Mr. Speaker, I am most 
pleased to note that on August 1, the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce will commence hearings on 
various bills to help combat air pollu- 
tion. 

Of special interest the committee will 
be concerned with S. 780 which passed 
unanimously a couple of weeks ago. I 
urge the committee to reach an enlight- 
ened decision of these measures as 
quickly as possible. Everything that we 
in Congress do to help further the battle 
against air pollution is a constructive 
step forward, 

In southern California just last week, 
an area generally acknowledged to al- 
ready have the most effective antismog 
programs in operation, citizens’ eyes 
were watering, vision was obscured by 
smog dense enough to warrant the call- 
ing of a “smog alert.” It is time, Mr. 
Speaker, for Congress to greatly expand 
Federal efforts in pollution abatement as 
well as to encourage increasing State and 
local participation in antipollution of- 
fensives. 

While the committee deliberates the 
air pollution bills, I believe that we in 
Congress should continue thinking about 
enacting the recent HEW task force rec- 
ommendation that a unified Environ- 
mental Protection Act be shortly en- 
acted. 

As I have stated in previous comments, 
it is time for us to take a most active in- 
terest in improving the quality of our en- 
vironment. It is most deplorable that a 
majority of citizens believe that we in 
Congress and the Federal Government in 
general, are not doing all that is possible 
in attempting to combat the scourge of 
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air pollution. The time for action is now, 
Mr. Speaker. 


Remarks of Vice President Hubert H. 
Humphrey, at the Retail Clerks Interna- 
tional Convention 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. ROMAN C. PUCINSKI 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, July 26, 1967 


Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, last week 
one of the highlights of the Retail Clerk's 
International Convention in Miami, Fla., 
was the appearance of Vice President 
HUBERT HUMPHREY, and his stirring mes- 
sage about the future of America. 

Vice President Humpurey’s appear- 
ance was the highlight of a long list of 
distinguished. speakers who addressed 
what is frequently referred to as one of 
the most important labor meetings of 
this country. 

Under the impressive leadership of its 
president, James Suffridge, the Retail 
Clerk’s International Association is to- 
day one of America’s fastest growing 
unions. 

Mr. Suffridge has brought to this union 
a scope of leadership seldom paralleled 
in the American labor movement. His 
initiative and abiding dedication to hu- 
man dignity has brought respect not 
only for himself, but every member of the 
Retail Clerk’s International Association 
and so it is no surprise that some of 
America’s top Government officials be- 
sides the Vice President appeared in 
person at the convention. 

The tribute paid by Mr. HUMPHREY and 
all the other speakers, including Secre- 
tary of Labor Willard Wirtz, reflects the 
high regard that we Americans have for 
Jim Suffridge and his Retail Clerk’s In- 
ternational Association. 

Mr. Suffridge and the membership of 
this union have welded together a lead- 
ership team which makes up the execu- 
tive board of this inspiring union, which 
today brings guidance to the whole social 
structure of America. The officers of 
the Retail Clerk’s International Associa- 
tion are among the Nation’s most dedi- 
cated people who, through careful and 
dignified understanding, have brought 
to hundreds of thousands of Americans 
employed in the retail industry a new 
concept of opportunity and remunera- 
tion for their efforts. 

The retail industry in America is one 
of the most significant segments of our 
economic and social structure. In the 
past quarter century, Jim Suffridge, his 
executive board, and the men and women 
who make up the Retail Clerk's Inter- 
national Association have brought new 
hope and new understanding in labor- 
management relations to this entire 
industry. 

Vice President HUMPHREY, in his ex- 
cellent remarks, brought the contribu- 
tion of Mr. Suffridge and his organiza- 
tion into proper and sharp perspective. 
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The Vice President’s inspiring message 
follows: 


REMARKS OF VICE PRESIDENT HUBERT HUM- 
PHREY, RETAIL CLERK'S INTERNATIONAL AS- 
SOCIATION, MIAMI, FLA., JULY 20, 1967 
I have not missed an RCIA convention 

since I went to the Senate in 1948. I am 

always glad to be invited back. 

And many things have happened to me 
since we last met four years ago. One of 
which I am especially proud occurred about 
@ year ago, when your executive board came 
to my office and made me a Gold Card mem- 
ber of the Association. That is a great honor, 
and I want to take this opportunity to thank 
you all for it. 

Another thing that has happened to me 
since we last met is that I have been elected 
Vice President. This is the first chance I have 
had to thank all of you for the support you 
gave both President Johnson and me at the 
Convention in 1964 and in the election. 
Judging by my reception here today, I think 
we can expect to find some friends in RCIA 
in 1968 as well. 

But today I would like to look past the 
election of 1968—even past the election of 
1972—to ask some questions about the 
future. 

I am not talking about the distant future. 
I do not mean to speculate about the enter- 
taining curiosities we might expect in the 
year 2000. 

I am talking about the future all of us 
will experience. I am talking about America 
in the mid-70’s, when your children who are 
now in grammar school will be in college 
When some of you will be buying your 
next house . . When others will be retiring 
for a well-earned rest and seeking creative 
leisure. 

I am not talking about your heirs or even 
about another generation. Iam talking about 
you and me, about the kind of society we 
want for ourselves, as well as for those who 
come after us. 

As we look ahead over the next decade, 
We can predict some features of the Ameri- 
can scene with certainty. 

There will be nearly 40 million more Amer- 
icans 10 years from now. 

This country will be almost entirely urban- 
ized, with over three-quarters of our people 
living in cities. 

The American industrial establishment, 
which has doubled in size in the last 15 
years, will probably have come close to dou- 
bling again. 

Communications will be both faster and 
cheaper than today. We will be quite used 
to having men land on the moon. 

Tissue will be transplanted from one per- 
son to another with ease. Artificial organs 
will be relatively commonplace. Many types 
of cancer and mental illness will have gone 
the way of smallpox and polio, 

Teaching will have been individualized for 
many students through the use of teaching 
machines. 

These are the symbols of a powerful and 
wealthy society. They represent the material 
basis for unparalleled prosperity. 

And they will be achieved more or less 
automatically because of the momentum of 
scientific and industrial development in the 
United States today. 

These predictable gains will be symbols of 
power and wealth; but they will not neces- 
sarily be the symbols of a great democracy. 

The real quality of the society you and I 
live in a decade from now will be evaluated 
in human terms, and very specifically by the 
degree of opportunity available to each in- 
dividual American. 

Will the liberties of an American citizen 
mean as much as they should to you and 
to those around you when measured in terms 
of real opportunity? 

Will all of us have an opportunity to take 
advantage of advances in medical science—to 
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be protected from sickness und to be cared 
for when we are ill? 

There are some who say Medicare is 
enough. Nineteen million Americans are now 
covered by a program which was instituted 
only a year ago. Four million patients have 
received hospital care since the program 
started; 25 million medical bills have been 
paid. Some say: 

“Medical care is a privilege not a right.” 

“Do any more and you will interfere with 
the rights of the individual.” 

Medicare represents great progress today. 

But ten years from now we will be deeply 
shamed as a nation if the one-third of our 
population, who today have no regular access 
to doctors or dentists, are still deprived of 
medical care. 

It will be unacceptable if illness can still 
mean financial disaster to the family of a 
working man or woman. 

What about education and training? 

Will every American have an opportunity 
to get all the education he can use? 

Will we have training and re-training pro- 
grams capable of giving people skills which 
will enable them to lead productive lives in 
an economy of rapid technological change? 

Will your children now in grammar school 
be able to find a place in college? 

Here again the record as of today looks 
pretty good. Six million Americans are in 
college, and a million of them are receiving 
some form of federal assistance. 

Head Start has already given more than 
a million and a half youngsters a critically 
important boost toward successful educa- 
tions and rewarding lives. 

Job Corps centers established just two 
years ago have already sent over 60 thousand 
new workers, earners, and buyers into the 
economy, and over 41 thousand more are now 
in 8 
But will this be enough a decade from now? 
Will we still have poor schools in poor 
neighborhoods which can afford only poor 
teachers—schools which will turn bright- 
‘eyed youngsters into poor students, poor 
workers and poor citizens? 

Will young people coming out of schools 
find jobs and hope, or unemployment and 
despair? 

What about our cities? 

Seventy per cent of the American people 
already live in urban areas, and the chances 
are very great that most of us will live out 
our lives in cities. 

The Federal Government will supply over 
10 billion dollars in grants and loans to cities 
this year for the improvement of urban life. 
That is almost three times the amount ayail- 
able in 1961. 

But if each of us is to have a decent place 
to live at a price we can afford, we will need 
new urban housing units at the rate of 2 
million a year a decade from now. 

If we are not to waste our leisure hours 
getting to and from work, we will need trans- 
portation facilities to move 200 million 
people, 

We will need more and safer airports. 

We will need efficient rapid transit systems 
in the heavily populated urban corridors 
which by then will be a dominant feature of 
American Geography. 

We will need parks and recreation facilities. 

We will need clean air and clean water, 
neither of which we now enjoy. 

Even as the physical and cultural facili- 
ties of our cities improve, we will still need 
more and better law enforcement. 

Think about wages. Last year’s amend- 
ments of the Fair Labor Standards Act in- 
creased the minimum wage of one dollar 
forty cents an hour at the beginning of this 
year, and it will be one dollar sixty cents 
an hour next year. 

Four million retail store employees bene- 
fited from these increases and an addi- 
tional 1.5 million, never before covered by 
minimum wage legislation, now enjoy this 
fundamental American right. 
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For the first time minimum wage protec- 
tion was extended to some American farm- 
ers. 
Now this is real 5 

We fought hard for it. Your vigorous cam- 
paign had a lot to do with the passage of 
those amendments. 

But you and I know that this was only 
a step in the right direction, and that there 
are many more steps ahead of us. 

A worker one dollar forty cents 
an hour is condemned to raise his family in 
poverty according to present Federal stand- 


A dollar and forty cents is better than 
a dollar. But are we still going to be content 
ten years from now to guarantee our work- 
ers no more than a poverty income? 

We cannot. And that is one reason why 
we need active, vigorous labor unions. 

In the past, organized labor has always 
led in the struggle for decent wages and 
working conditions. 

That struggle must go on, and the unions 
must continue to lead. They must continue 
to grow, and to extend their help and pro- 
tection to the millions of American workers 
who still lack the benefits of union mem- 
bership. 

And let me say this to the younger union 
members: You have a special obligation to 
continue organized labor’s historic struggle 
for the rights of all working men; for it is 
you who have benefitted most from the hard- 
fought victories of those who went before 
you. 

I could list dozens of other areas in which 
the remarkable social progress of recent years 
has still to be nourished. Re-enforced and 
extended. 

Civil rights—progress in the last few years 
has been enormous, Tomorrow it will not be 
enough. Ten years from now, no American 
Nha quietly accept discrimination of any 

d 


Privacy—the Attorney General’s recent 
limitation on the use of wiretapping re- 
enforces a fundamental constitutional right. 

But what of private bugging? What about 
polygraph tests for prospective employees? 
Do we want these in our national or individ- 
ual futures? 

I have not even mentioned our relations 
with the rest of the world. A decade from 
now we will be an even more integral part 
of a world society than we are today. 

Will that society be one of hunger, pov- 
erty, unrest and anxiety; or will it be a so- 
ciety of hope, of growth, of confidence, of 
individual dignity and peace? 

Now I hear people every day, both in gov- 
ernment and outside, who say that we have 
done enough. 

“Rome wasn’t built in a day.” 

“The majority are well-fed, well-clothed.” 

“Don’t go any further or you'll destroy the 
rights of the individual.” 

“Enough for now.” 

These tired people usually use the war in 
Vietnam as their excuse for inaction on do- 
mestic issues. They say we can't afford to 
meet our national commitments abroad and 
at the same time build schools, train teach- 
ers, and open opportunities to the poor at 
home. 

President Johnson does not agree with 
these tired people. He asked Congress this 
year for 26 billion dollars to finance pro- 
grams specifically designed to aid the poor. 
That is an increase of 3.6 billion dollars 
over last year, or 14 per cent. 

And I don’t agree with these tired people 
either. 

One reason is that we simply cannot af- 
ford to have almost 20 per cent of our peo- 
ple living in poverty, unable to purchase the 
goods we produce. 

I remember my father telling me time and 
again when I worked behind the counter in 
our family drug store that our livelihood de- 
pended upon the prosperity of our customers. 
That is just as true today. 
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We cannot afford to let the energies and 
talents of one Negro child in an urban ghetto 
go undiscovered for lack of education. 

We cannot afford to let one farmer while 
away his time on a sagging front porch in 
the midst of unplanted fields because he 
can’t get tools, credit, seed, or land of his 
own. 

We cannot afford to let one youngster end 
up in juvenile court because his father could 
not support his family or because his mother 
had to work to feed her children. 

In case anyone doubts that an invest- 
ment in human resources is important to 
prosperity, let me give you a statistic. 

An economist named Denison recently 
completed a study of the reasons for Amer- 
ican economic growth between 1929 and 
1957. He found that 23 per cent of that 
growth was due to an improvement in the 
educational level of workers, and another 20 
per cent was due to an “advance of knowl- 
edge” in general. A mere 15 per cent was at- 
tributable to expansion of capital equip- 
ment. 

I know it does not surprise you to hear 
that improving men is worth more than 
improving machines. 

While I am quoting statistics, I cannot 
resist giving you one more, 

A recent study indicates that every dol- 
lar invested by Government—Federal, State 
or local—in health, education, housing, the 
development of natural resources, pollution 
control, and community development gen- 
erates 2 dollars 40 cents worth of private 
investment and adds 10 dollars to the Gross 
National Product. 

That is a return any banker would wel- 
come. 

But we are not a nation of bankers. 

We are a nation which has grown and 
prospered on the basis of individual oppor- 
tunity. 

We are a nation which has discovered that 
the assurance of full human rights and op- 
portunity for all does not detract from the 
well-being of the majority, but rather en- 
hances it. 

We are a nation which has slowly and 
painfully fought to insure those rights and 
opportunities, not because of an economic 
return but because they are right. 

We are a nation that believes, in the words 
of Franklin D. Roosevelt, that The test of 
our progress is not whether we add more 
to the abundance of those who have too 
much; it is whether we provide enough for 
those who have too little.” 

We have accomplished a great deal, but 
the job is unfinished. If we stop now, the 
proud progress of today will surely become 
the dismal inadequacy of tomorrow. 

The tired people are suffering from some- 
thing Geritol won't fix. It is a permanent in- 
clination to like the present better than they 
expect to like the future, and to like the 
past even better than that. 

They are never quite able to catch up. Just 
as they are grudgingly about to accept the 
present, it slips into the past. 

They are saved from themselves only by 
the foresight and dedication of others. You 
know who they are. 

I am not too tired to carry on the struggle 
for a better future. 

Your administration is not too tired to 
carry it on. 

And I know the RCIA Is not too tired. 

Jim Suffridge is a leading member of the 
President's National Advisory Council for the 
War on Poverty. 

And this whole union has a long and out- 
standing record of energetic determination 
to meet the kind of challenges I have dis- 
cussed, 

As I look out over this convention today, I 
have no doubt that this nation will continue 
to move forward to fulfill the promise of 
American democracy. 
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Unwise Firearms Legislation 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. E. Y. BERRY 


OF SOUTH DAKOTA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, July 26, 1967 


Mr. BERRY. Mr. Speaker, a new drive 
is being mounted to have Congress enact 
strict firearms regulations in a hasty re- 
sponse to the outbreaks of violence in 
the past month. I trust that the Congress 
will not be stampeded into action which 
is constitutionally questionable and 
would not control those at whom it is 
supposedly aimed. 

We must not confuse two separate is- 
sues. Certainly all appropriate action 
must be taken to halt this violence. Cer- 
tainly we must make every effort to bring 
violators of the law to justice. Just be- 
cause several weapons have been in- 
volved in these criminal riots, however, 
should not be taken as the green flag for 
a rush to enact restrictive controls. Reg- 
ulating firearms is not the answer. 

It is necessary for Congress to con- 
sider all sides to the question, including 
the neglected argument that while these 
firearms proposals cannot be shown to 
have any effect upon the criminal] ele- 
ment which now misuses them, they will 
have an adverse effect and infringe upon 
the 50 million honest, law-abiding gun 
owners of the country. Let us take an- 
other look at cause and effect in the 
present situation, sort out the issues, and 
realize that we are not going to attack 
a very serious crime problem with un- 
needed and unwise firearms legislation. 


Water Pollution Control Act 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
HON. MARVIN L. ESCH 


OF MICHIGAN 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, July 26, 1967 


Mr. ESCH. Mr. Speaker, I was dis- 
tressed at the action taken by the House 
of Representatives yesterday in cutting 
back funds for the Water Pollution Con- 
trol Act. 

One of the most important, pressing, 
and far-reaching problems in our Nation 
today is the preservation and restoration 
of our natural resources. This program 
has called forth great enthusiasm and 
interest from local government officials. 
Local and regional governments have 
filed plans for construction which would 
fully utilize the $450 million authorized 
under the act. 

It is, therefore, with a great deal of 
concern that I note the House action to 
cut back these funds by more than half 
to $203 million. The enthusiasm, support, 
and momentum for this program may 
well be hampered by this drastic and un- 
wise action. Both the House and the Sen- 
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ate unanimously passed the higher 
authorization several weeks ago. Our ac- 
tion yesterday on the appropriation it- 
self was a step backward from our 
commitment to clean up our Nation’s 
water. The real losers from our precipi- 
tous action will be the small communi- 
ties and suburban areas of our Nation 
who must turn to the Federal Govern- 
ment for assistance in their efforts to cut 
back on pollution. The Government’s as- 
sistance will now be drastically delayed. 

I hope that the Senate will reflect fully 
on the importance of our national com- 
mitment, restore full funding, and that 
the House, in conference committee, will 
accept full appropriations for this most 
significant program. 


Sixty-three Out of Sixty-four Witnesses 
Urge Continuation of Office of Eco- 
nomic Opportunity 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
oF 


HON. ROMAN C. PUCINSKI 


OF ILLINOIS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, July 26, 1967 


Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, the 
Committee on Education and Labor has 
completed hearings on the Economic Op- 
portunity Amendments for 1967 and the 
$64 question has been answered. Of 
the 64 public witnesses who addressed 
their remarks to the proposal that the 
Office of Economic Opportunity be elimi- 
nated, only one—only one, I repeat— 
called for OEO to be abolished, 

On the 64 witnesses from outside the 
Federal Government, from all walks of 
life and from both political parties, only 
one spoke out against OEO as an inde- 
pendent agency to determine and serve 
the needs of the poor. 

This solid support—63 to 1—should 
put to rest for good the suggestion that 
there is merit to breaking up OEO and 
placing its antipoverty programs un- 
der various other established agencies 
of Government. The idea did not make 
sense in the first place—and it did not 
make sense with the witnesses who ap- 
peared before the House Education and 
Labor Committee. 

Mr. Speaker, perhaps the most sig- 
nificant aspect of the testimony before 
our committee was the testimony of 
Sargent Shriver himself. As Director of 
the OEO, Mr. Shriver told the committee 
that he has been able to fund only 14 
percent of the funds requested by De- 
troit; only 6 percent of the funds re- 
quested by Hartford; only 12 percent of 
the funds requested by New York and 
only 40 percent of the funds requested 
by Atlanta. 

Keep in mind, Mr. Speaker, these re- 
quests for funds are made by the local 
mayors and other local officials; not by 
someone here in Washington. 

Mr. Shriver’s testimony clearly shows 
how highly local communities regard the 
antipoverty program. 
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SENATE 


TuurspAy, JuLx 27, 1967 


The Senate met at 12 o’clock merid- 
jan, and was called to order by the Hon- 
orable JENNINGS RANDOLPH, a Senator 
from the State of West Virginia. 

Rev. Delmer E. Van Horn, pastor, 
Washington Seventh Day Baptist 
Church, Laurel, Md., offered the fol- 
lowing prayer: 

O Thou who art the creator of the 
majestic and beautiful arches of the 
sky, the seas and the land; we would 
praise Thee, our Father, and give Thee 
thanks for the gift of life, the rich her- 
itage of our Nation, and for the inner 
strivings of our hearts which cause us 
to seek after a more meaningful way of 
life. May Thy Holy Spirit empower our 
faith to never falter. Grant that we may 
respond to Thy love, O Thou who under- 
stands our every need, and hears and 
answers prayer. Direct now, we pray 
Thee, these who have been chosen by 
the people, that they may have a wis- 
dom far greater than that of human 
mind, and that they may have the cour- 
age to live and speak the convictions of 
their hearts with love and patience, tact 
and perseverance, until true brother- 
hood in Thee, O God, exists throughout 
the universe. In Jesus’ name we pray. 
Amen. 


DESIGNATION OF ACTING PRESI- 
DENT PRO TEMPORE 


The legislative clerk read the follow- 

ing letter: 
U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 
Washington, D.C., July 27, 1967. 
To the Senate: 

Being temporarily absent from the Sen- 
ate, I appoint Hon. JENNINGS RANDOLPH, a 
Senator from the State of West Virginia, to 
perform the duties of the Chair during my 
absence. 

Cari HAYDEN, 
President pro tempore. 


Mr. RANDOLPH thereupon took the 
chair as Acting President pro tempore. 


MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 


Messages in writing from the President 
of the United States, submitting nomi- 
nations, were communicated to the Sen- 
ate by Mr. Jones, one of his secretaries. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Hackney, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
House had disagreed to the amendments 
of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 6098) to 
provide an extension of the interest 
equalization tax, and for other purposes; 
agreed to the conference asked by the 
Senate on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses thereon, and that Mr. MIL LS, 
Mr. Kine of California, Mr. Boccs, Mr. 
Byrnes of Wisconsin, and Mr. CURTIS 
were appointed as managers on the part 
of the House at the conference. 

The message also announced that the 
House had passed the following bills, in 
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which it requested the concurrence of 
the Senate: 


H.R. 9547. An act to amend the Inter- 
American Development Bank Act to author- 
ize the United States to participate in an 
increase in the resources of the Fund for 
Special Operations of the Inter-American 
Development Bank, and for other purposes; 
and 

H.R. 11641. An act making appropriations 
for certain civil functions administered by 
the Department of Defense, the Panama Ca- 
nal, certain agencies of the Department of 
the Interior, the Atomic Energy Commission, 
the Atlantic-Pacific Interoceanic Canal 
Study Commission, the Delaware River Basin 
Commission, Interstate Commission on the 
Potomac River Basin, the Tennessee Valley 
Authority, and the Water Resources Council, 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1968, and 
for other purposes. 


ENROLLED BILL AND JOINT RES- 
OLUTION SIGNED 


The message further announced that 
the Sreaker had affixed his signature to 
the following enrolled bill and joint 
resolution: 


S. 1191. An act to provide for the distri- 
bution of judgment funds among members 
of the Confederated Bands of the Ute In- 
dian Tribes. 

S. J. Res. 88. Joint resolution authorizing 
the operation of an amateur radio station 
by participants in the XII World Boy Scout 
Jamboree, at Farragut State Park, Idaho, 
August 1 through August 9, 1967. 


HOUSE BILLS REFERRED 


The following bills were each read 
twice by their titles and referred, as 
indicated: 


H.R. 9547. An act to amend the Inter- 
American Development Bank Act to author- 
ize the United States to participate in an 
increase in the resources of the Fund for 
Special Operations of the Inter-American 
Development Bank, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

H.R. 11641. An act making appropriations 
for certain civil functions administered by 
the Department of Defense, the Panama 
Canal, certain agencies of the Department 
of the Interior, the Atomic Energy Commis- 
sion, the Atlantic-Pacific Interoceanic Canal 
Study Commission, the Delaware River Basin 
Commission, Interstate Commission on the 
Potomac River Basin, the Tennessee Valley 
Authority, and the Water Resources Council, 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1968, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Appropriations. 


THE JOURNAL 


On request of Mr. MANSFIELD, and by 
unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Tuesday, 
July 25, 1967, was dispensed with. 


LIMITATION ON STATEMENTS DUR- 
ING THE TRANSACTION OF ROU- 
TINE MORNING BUSINESS 


On request of Mr. MANSFIELD, and by 
unanimous consent, statements during 
the transaction of routine morning busi- 
ness were ordered limited to 3 minutes. 


EXECUTIVE SESSION 


Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate go into executive 
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session, to consider the nominations on 
the Executive Calendar. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore (Mr. METCALF in the chair). With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 


EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore laid before the Senate, messages 
from the President of the United States 
submitting sundry nominations, which 
were referred to the appropriate com- 
mittees. 

(For nominations this day received, see 
the end of Senate proceedings.) 


EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 


The following favorable reports of 
nominations were submitted: 


By Mr. FULBRIGHT, from the Committee 
on Foreign Relations: 

Executive H. 90th Congress, first session, 
Partial Revision of the Radio Regulations 
(Geneva, 1959), with an additional protocol, 
ee. at Geneva April 29, 1966 (Ex. Rept. 

o. 12). 

By Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee 
on the Judiciary: 

Philip Neville, of Minnesota, to be US. 
district judge for the district of Minnesota; 
and 


Paul G. April, of New Hampshire, to be 
U.S. marshal for the district of New Hamp- 
shire. 

By Mr. SCOTT, from the Committee on 
the Judiciary: 

John D. Butzner, Jr., of Virginia, to be 
U.S. circuit judge for the fourth circuit. 


EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF COMMIT- 
TEE ON ARMED SERVICES 


Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, from the 
Committee on Armed Services I report 
favorably the nominations of one flag 
officer in the Navy, one general officer in 
the Army, and five general officers in 
the Air Force. I ask that these names be 
placed on the Executive Calendar. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

The nominations, ordered to be placed 
on the Executive Calendar, are as 
follows: 

Maj. Gen. Stanley J. Donovan, Regular Air 
Force, to be assigned to positions of impor- 
tance and responsibility designated by the 
President, in the grade of lieutenant 
general; 

Lt. Gen. Hewitt T. Wheless (major gen- 
eral, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force, to 
be senior Air Force member, Military Staff 
Committee, United Nations; 

Rear Adm. Ralph L. Shifley, U.S. Navy, for 
commands and other duties determined by 
the President, for appointment to the grade 
of vice admiral while so serving; 

Lt, Gen. Ashton Herbert Manhart, Army of 
the United States (major general, U.S. 
Army), to be placed on the retired list, in 
the grade of lieutenant general; 

Benjamin J. Webster, lieutenant general, 
Regular Air Force, retired, and Conrad F. 
Necrason, major general, Regular Air Force, 
retired, for appointment as Reserve commis- 
sioned officers in the U.S. Air Force, in the 
grade of major generals; and 

d M. Cram, colonel, Regular Air 
Force, retired, for appointment as a Reserve 
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commissioned officer in the U.S. Air Force, 
in the grade of brigadier general. 


Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, in addi- 
tion, I report also 660 appointments in 
the Army in the grade of major and be- 
low, 278 appointments in the Navy in the 
grade of lieutenant and below, 23 ap- 
pointments in the Marine Corps in the 
grade of second lieutenant, and 1,616 ap- 
pointments in the Air Force in the rank 
of lieutenant colonel and below. Since 
these names have already appeared in 
the CONGRESSIONAL Recorp, in order to 
save the expense of printing on the 
Executive Calendar, I ask unanimous 
consent that they be ordered to lie on 
the Secretary’s desk for the information 
of any Senator, 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

The nominations, ordered to lie on the 
desk, are as follows: 

Jack L. Capps, for appointment as pro- 
fessor of English, U.S. Military Academy; 

Gilbert W. Kirby, Jr., for appointment as 
professor of earth, space, and graphic 
sciences, U.S. Military Academy; 

Orcutt P. Drury, and sundry other persons, 
for appoinment in the Regular Army; 

Paul P. Baillargeon, and sundry other dis- 
tinguished military students, for appoint- 
ment in the Judge Advocate General’s Corps, 
Regular Army of the United States; 

Boyce M. Berry, Jr., and sundry other dis- 
tinguished military students, for appoint- 
ment in the Medical Corps, Regular Army of 
the United States; 

Charles H. Adams, and sundry other dis- 
tinguished military and scholarship students, 
for appointment in the Regular Army of the 
United States; 

Burnis R. Acuff, and sundry other officers, 
for promotion in the U.S. Navy; 

Edwards Abrams, Jr., and sundry other 
Officers, for promotion in the Regular Air 
Force; 


John R. Bienvenue, and sundry other dis- 
tinguished graduates of the Air Force pre- 
commissioned schools, for appointment in 
the Regular Air Force; 

Nathan J. Adams, Jr., and sundry other 
students of the Air Force Reserve Officers’ 
Training Corps, for appointment in the Regu- 
lar Air Force; 

Jack A. Burgess, Jr. (Naval Reserve Officers’ 
Training Corps candidate), to be a perma- 
nent ensign in the Navy; 

Jerry D. Ramsey, and Keith R. Wire, grad- 
uates from the Navy enlisted scientific edu- 
cation program, to be permanent ensigns 
in the Navy; 

Frederic S. Bryant, and sundry other Naval 
Reserve officers, for assignment in the Navy; 

Bruce R. Panas, and sundry other en- 
listed personnel, for promotion in the Navy; 

Lawrence C. Lookenbill (staff noncommis- 
sioned officer), for promotion in the Marine 


David W. Hammel, Ronald F. Smee, and 
William H. Schopfel (meritorious noncom- 
missioned officers), for promotion in the Ma- 
rine Corps; and 

James E. Bell, and sundry other staff non- 
commissioned officers, for promotion in the 
Marine Corps. 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. If there be no further reports of 
committees, the nominations on the 
Executive Calendar will be stated. 


FEDERAL MARITIME COMMISSION 


The legislative clerk read the nomina- 
tion of Ashton C. Barrett, of Mississippi, 
to be a Federal Maritime Commissioner. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
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pore. Without objection, the nomination 
is considered and confirmed. 


INTERSTATE COMMERCE 
COMMISSION 


The legislative clerk proceeded to read 
the nominations of Grant E. Syphers 
and Dale Wayne Hardin to be Commis- 
sioners. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, the nomina- 
tions are considered and confirmed. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, Dale 
Wayne Hardin, of Illinois, is a young 
man whom, many years ago, I nomi- 
nated for the U.S. Military Academy at 
West Point. He had a distinguished ca- 
reer in the Army, and then left the 
Army to engage in the practice of law 
in the District of Columbia. 

I have maintained a friendly rela- 
tionship with him over the years, and of 
course I am delighted to see that not- 
withstanding the fact that his residency 
is, in a sense, in Washington—although 
his legal domicile is in the State of Illi- 
nois—he has been named to the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission, 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE 


The legislative clerk read the nomina- 
tions of Benjamin H. Oehlert, Jr., and 
Kennedy M. Crockett, in the Department 
of State. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, the nomina- 
tions are considered and confirmed. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, Ben- 
jamin H. Oehlert, Jr., who has been 
named as Ambassador Extraordinary to 
Pakistan, is a very distinguished busi- 
nessman from Florida. Among other 
things, he has been something of a pio- 
neer in popularizing frozen fruit juices, 
such as orange juice and others, and has 
managed to expand the marketability of 
the citrus crops of this country. 

He is distinguished in the business 
world in his own right, and I believe it is 
an outstanding nomination for what 
could be a very sensitive spot. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
wish to join my distinguished colleague, 
the minority leader, in the kind words he 
has spoken about Mr. Benjamin H. Oeh- 
lert, Jr. 

I met Mr. Oehlert at the Rose Bowl 
game in California several years ago. At 
the time, Montana was celebrating its 
75th year as a State and the 100th anni- 
versary of its having become a territory. 
At that time, Mr. Oehlert impressed me 
as an outstanding individual. I am con- 
fident he will do much good in the diffi- 
cult post to which he has been assigned. 
He will represent us with dignity, with 
decorum, and with intelligence. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the President be immediately 
notified of the confirmatioin of these 
nominations. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 


LEGISLATIVE SESSION 


On request of Mr. MANSFIELD, and by 
unanimous consent, the Senate resumed 
the consideration of legislative business. 
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COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING 
SENATE SESSION 


On request of Mr. MANSFIELD, and by 
unanimous consent, all committees were 
authorized to meet during the session of 
the Senate today. 


RECOGNITION OF SENATOR 
COOPER 


Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that at the conclu- 
sion of the transaction of morning busi- 
ness, the distinguished Senator from 
Kentucky (Mr. Cooper] may be recog- 
nized for not to exceed 30 minutes. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 


FLAMMABLE FABRICS ACT 


Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of Calendar 
No. 394, S. 1003. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The bill will be stated by title. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (S. 1003) 
to amend the Flammable Fabrics Act 
to increase the protection afforded con- 
sumers against injurious flammable 
fabrics. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Is there objection to the present 
consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill, which 
had been reported from the Committee 
on Commerce, with amendments, on 
page 1, after line 4, to insert: 

(1) amending paragraph (b) to read as 
follows: 

“(b) The term ‘commerce’ means com- 
merce among the several States or with for- 
eign nations or in any territory of the 
United States or in the District of Columbia 
or in the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, or 
between any such territory and another, 
or between any such territory and any State 
or foreign nation, or between the District of 
Columbia or the Commonwealth of Puerto 
Rico and any State or territory or foreign 
nation, or between the Commonwealth of 
Puerto Rico and any State or territory or 
foreign nation or the District of Columbia.” 

(2) amending paragraph (c) to read as 
follows: 

“(c) The term ‘territory’ includes the in- 
sular possessions of the United States and 
also any territory of the United States.“ 


On page 2, at the beginning of line 
10, to strike out “(1)” and insert “(3)”; 
at the beginning of line 15, to strike out 
“(2)” and insert “(4)” at the beginning 
of line 16, to strike out “(3)” and insert 
“(5)”; at the beginning of line 18, to 
strike out “(4)” and insert “(6)”; in 
line 22, after the word “and”, to strike out 
“ordinarily manufactured, sold, or“; in 
line 23 after the word “use”, to insert “or 
which may reasonably be expected to be 
used“: in line 24, after the word “offices”, 
to strike out “and” and insert or“; on 
page 3, at the beginning of line 1, to strike 
out “(5)” and insert “(T)”; in line 7, after 
the word “intended”, to strike out “or 
sold”; in the same line after the word 
“use” to insert or which may reasonably 
be expected to be used”; at the begin- 
ning of line 10, to strike out “(6)” and 
insert “(8)”; in line 13, after the word 
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“foam”, to strike out “that” and insert 
“which”; in the same line after the word 
“is”, to strike out “used, sold, or“; in 
line 14, after the word “use”, to insert 
“or which may reasonably be expected 
to be used“; at the beginning of line 16, 
to strike out “(7)” and insert “(9)”; at 
the beginning of line 23 to insert “Sec. 
3.”; on page 5, after line 4 to strike out: 
STANDARDS OF FLAMMABILITY 

Sec, 4. (a) The Secretary of Commerce 
shall prescribe and publish in the Federal 
Register flammability standards (including 
conditions and manner of testing) for ar- 
ticles of wearing apparel, and fabrics and 
related materials used in the manufacture 
of such articles. 

(b) In addition to the flammability 
standards prescribed under subsection (a) 
of this section, the Secretary of Commerce, 
if he determines after notice and opportu- 
nity for presentation of views that a flam- 
mability standard for a fabric, related ma- 
terial or product, not subject to subsection 
(a) of this section, is needed to protect the 
public against unreasonable risk of the oc- 
currence of fire leading to death, injury, or 
significant property damage, shall, after no- 
tice and opportunity for presentation of 
views, prescribe and publish in the Federal 
Register a flammability standard (including 
conditions and manner of testing) for such 
fabric, related material, or product. 

(c) If at any time after any standard 
prescribed pursuant to this section becomes 
effective, the Secretary of Commerce finds 
that the public interest requires revision of 
such standards, he shall, after notice and 
opportunity for presentation of views, amend 
such standard. The Secretary of Commerce 
shall, before making such a finding, consider 
the report prepared pursuant to section 14(a) 
of this Act. 

(d) Each standard or amendment there- 
to promulgated pursuant to this section shall 
adequately protect the public against un- 
reasonable risk of the occurrence of fire 
leading to death, injury, or significant prop- 

damage, shall be practicable, shall be 
stated in objective terms, and shall become 
effective six months from the date on which 
such standards or amendments are pub- 
lished, unless the Secretary of Commerce 
finds, for good cause shown, that an earlier 
or later effective date is in the public in- 
terest, and publishes the reason for such 
finding. 


And, in lieu thereof, to insert: 
REGULATION OF FLAMMABLE FABRICS 


Sec. 4. (a) Whenever the Secretary of 
Commerce finds on the basis of the investi- 
gations or research conducted pursuant to 
section 14 of this Act that a new or amended 
flammability standard or other regulation, 
including labeling, for a fabric, related ma- 
terial, or product may be needed to protect 
the public against unreasonable risk of the 
occurrence of fire leading to death or per- 
sonal injury, or significant property damage, 
he shall institute proceedings for the de- 
termination of an appropriate flammability 
standard (including conditions and manner 
of testing) or other regulation or amend- 
ment thereto for such fabric, related ma- 
terial, or product. 

(b) Each standard, regulation, or amend- 
ment thereto promulgated pursuant to this 
section shall be based on findings that such 
standard, regulation, or amendment thereto 
is needed to adequately protect the public 
against unreasonable risk of the occurrence 
of fire leading to death, injury, or significant 
property damage, is reasonable, technolog- 
ically practicable, and appropriate, is limited 
to such fabrics, related materials, or prod- 
ucts which have been determined to present 
such unreasonable risks, and shall be stated 
in objective terms. Each standard, regula- 
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tion, or amendment thereto, shall become 
effective twelve months from the date on 
which such standard, regulation, or amend- 
ment is promulgated, unless the Secretary 
of Commerce finds for good cause shown that 
an earlier or later effective date is in the 
public interest and publishes the reason for 
such finding. Each standard or regulation or 
amendment thereto shall exempt fabrics, re- 
lated materials, or products in inventory or 
with the trade as of the date on which the 
standard, regulation, or amendment thereto, 
becomes effective except that, if the Secre- 
tary finds that any such fabric, related ma- 
terial or product is so highly flammable as to 
be dangerous when used by consumers for 
the purpose for which it is intended, he may 
under such conditions as the Secretary may 
prescribe, withdraw, or limit the exemption 
for such fabric, related material, or product. 

(c) The Secretary of Commerce may obtain 
from any person by regulation or subpena 
issued pursuant thereto such information in 
the form of testimony, books, records, or 
other writings as is pertinent to the findings 
or determinations which he is required or 
authorized to make pursuant to this Act. 
All information reported to or otherwise ob- 
tained by the Secretary or his representative 
pursuant to this subsection which informa- 
tion contains or relates to a trade secret or 
other matter referred to in section 1905 of 
title 18 of the United States Code, shall be 
considered confidential for the purpose of 
that section, except that such information 
may be disclosed to other officers or employees 
concerned with carrying out this title or 
when relevant in any proceeding under this 
title. Nothing in this section shall authorize 
the withholding of information by the Secre- 
tary or any officer or employee under his con- 
trol, from the duly authorized committees of 
the Congress. 

(d) The Administrative Procedure Act 
shall apply to the issuance of all standards 
or regulations or amendments thereto under 
this section. 

(e)(1) Any person who will be adversely 
affected by such standard or regulation or 
amendment thereto when it is effective may 
at any time prior to the sixtieth day after 
such standard or regulation or amendment 
thereto is issued file a petition with the 
United States court of appeals for the circuit 
wherein such person resides or has his prin- 
cipal place of business, for a judicial review 
thereof. A copy of the petition shall be forth- 
with transmitted by the clerk of the court 
to the Secretary or other officer designated 
by him for that purpose. The Secretary there- 
upon shall file in the court the record of the 
proceedings on which the Secretary based the 
standard or regulation, as provided in section 
2112 of title 28 of the United States Code. 

(2) If the petitioner applies to the court 
for leave to adduce additional evidence, and 
shows to the satisfaction of the court that 
such additional evidence is material and that 
there were reasonable grounds for the failure 
to adduce such evidence in the proceeding 
before the Secretary, the court may order 
such additional evidence (and evidence in 
rebuttal thereof) to be taken before the Sec- 
retary, and to be adduced upon the hearing, 
in such manner and upon such terms and 
conditions as to the court may seem proper. 
The Secretary may modify his findings, or 
make new findings, by reason of the addi- 
tional evidence so taken, and he shall file 
such modified or new findings, and his rec- 
ommendation, if any, for the modification or 
setting aside of his original standard or 
regulation or amendment thereto, with the 
return of such additional evidence. 

(3 Upon the filing of the petition re- 
ferred to in paragraph (1) of this subsection, 
the court shall have jurisdiction to review 
the standard or regulation in accordance 
with chapter 7 of title 5 of the United States 
Code and to grant appropriate relief as pro- 
vided in such chapter. 
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(4) The judgment of the court affirming 
or setting aside, in whole or in part, any 
such standard or regulation of the Secretary 
shall be final, subject to review by the Su- 
preme Court of the United States upon cer- 
tiorari or certification as provided in section 
1254 of title 28 of the United States Code. 

(5) Any action instituted under this 
subsection shall survive, notwithstanding 
any change in the person occupying the of- 
fice of Secretary of any vacancy in such 
Office. 

(6) The remedies provided for in this 
subsection shall be in addition to and not 
in substitution for any other remedies pro- 
vided by law. 

(f) A certified copy of the transcript of 
the record and proceedings under subsection 
(e) shall be furnished by the Secretary to 
any interested party at his request, and pay- 
ment of the costs thereof, and shall be ad- 
missible in any criminal, exclusion of im- 
ports, or other proceeding arising under or 
in respect of this Act, irrespective of whether 
proceedings with respect to the standard or 
regulation or amendment thereto have pre- 
viously been initiated or become final under 
subsection (e). 


i page 11, after line 17, to strike 
out: 


(c) Section 5 of the Act is further amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following 
new subsection: 

“(e) Every person who shall engage in any 
of the acts or practices referred to in sec- 
tion 3 of the Act shall maintain proper 
records showing the nature of the transac- 
tion and the acquisition, disposition, and 
intended end use of the fabrics, related mate- 
rials, or products involved, Every person 
claiming an exemption or exclusion from 
the Act because fabrics or related materials 
are purportedly intended for usages not 
subject to the Act or because transactions 
involving fabrics, related materials, or prod- 
ucts are purportedly exempted or excluded 
from the application of the Act shall main- 
tain proper records showing the nature of 
the transaction and the acquisition, disposi- 
tion, and intended end use of such fabrics, 
related materials, or products, Such records 
shall be maintained or preserved for at least 
three years. The neglect or refusal to main- 
tain the required records is unlawful, and 
any person neglecting or refusing to main- 
tain such records shall be guilty of an un- 
fair method of competition or an unfair or 
deceptive practice, in commerce, under the 
Federal Trade Commission Act.” 


On page 12, line 15, after the word 
“Inserting”, to strike out “and” and in- 
sert “or”; in line 16, after “(c)” to strike 
out “and” and insert or“; on page 15, 
line 12, after the word “or” to insert “(2) 
a continuing guaranty given by seller to 
buyer applicable to any product, fabric, 
or related material sold or to be sold to 
buyer by seller in a form as the Com- 
mission, by rules and regulations may 
prescribe; or” in line 15, after the 
amendment just above stated, to strike 
out “(2)” and insert “(3)”; on page 16, 
after line 10, to strike out: 

Sec. 9. Any person who imports or who 
has attempted to import from any foreign 
country into the United States any product, 
fabric, or related material which fails to 
conform with an applicable flammability 
standard issued or amended under the pro- 
visions of section 4 of this Act, may thence- 
forth be prohibited by the Commission from 
participating in the importation from any 
foreign country into the United States of 
any product, fabric, or related material ex- 
cept upon filing bond with the Secretary of 
the Treasury in a sum double the value of 
said products, fabrics, or related materials 
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and any duty thereon, conditioned upon 
compliance with the provisions of this Act. 


And, in lieu thereof, to insert: 


Sec. 9. An imported product, fabric, or 
related material to which flammability 
standards under this Act are applicable shall 
not be delivered from customs custody except 
as provided in section 499 of the Tariff Act 
of 1930, as amended. In the event an imported 
product, fabric, or related material is de- 
livered from customs custody under bond, as 
provided in section 499 of the Tariff Act of 
1930, as amended, and fails to conform with 
an applicable flammability standard in effect 
on the date of entry of such merchandise, 
the Secretary of the Treasury shall demand 
redelivery and in the absence thereof shall 
assert a claim for liquidated damages for 
breach of a condition of the bond arising 
out of such failure to conform or redeliver 
in accordance with regulations prescribed by 
the Secretary of the Treasury or his delegate. 
When asserting a claim for liquidated dam- 
ages against an importer for failure to re- 
deliver such nonconforming goods, the liqui- 
dated damages shall be not less than 10 per 
centum of the value of the nonconforming 
merchandise if, within five years prior there- 
to, the importer has previously been assessed 
liquidated damages for failure to redeliver 
nonconforming goods in response to a de- 
mand from the Secretary of the Treasury 
as set forth above. 


On page 17, at the beginning of line 
25, to strike out “with respect to” and 
insert “in transporting”; on page 18, line 
15, after the word “new”, to strike out 
“section” and insert “sections”; at the 
beginning of line 20, to strike out “an- 
nually”; in the same line after the word 
“a”, to insert continuing“; on page 19, 
line 1, after the word and“ where it ap- 
pears first time, to strike out “investiga- 
tion” and insert “investigation.”; in the 
same line after the amendment just 
above stated, to strike out “and identi- 
fication of such standards prescribed 
pursuant to this Act as appear to require 
revision in the public interest.”; after 
line 15, to insert a new section, as fol- 
lows: 

EXPORTS 

Sec. 15. This Act shall not be applicable 
to any fabric, related material, or product 
intended solely for export and so labeled or 


After line 19, to insert a new section, 
as follows: 
PREEMPTION 


Sec. 16. This Act is intended to super- 
sede any law of any State or political sub- 
division thereof inconsistent with its pro- 
visions. 


At the top of page 20 to insert a new 
section, as follows: 


NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR THE FLAM- 
MABLE FABRICS ACT 

Sec. 17. (a) The Secretary of Commerce 
shall appoint a National Advisory Commit- 
tee for the Flammable Fabrics Act, composed 
of not less than nine members, fairly repre- 
sentative of manufacturers, distributors, 
and the consuming public. Each member 
appointed by the Secretary shall hold office 
for not more than two years, except that 
any member may be reappointed. 

(b) Members of the Committee who are 
not officers or employees of the United States 
shall, while attending meetings or confer- 
ences of such Committee or otherwise en- 
gaged in the business of such Committee, 
be entitled to receive compensation at a rate 
fixed by the Secretary, but not exceeding 
$100 per diem, including traveltime, and 
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while away from their homes or regular 
places of business they may be allowed travel 
expenses, including per diem in lieu of sub- 
sistence, as authorized in section 5703 of 
title 5 of the United States Code for per- 
sons in the Government service employed 
intermittently. Payments under this section 
shall not render members of the Committee 
employees or Officials of the United States 
for any purpose. 

(c) The Secretary shall consult with 
the National Advisory Committee before pre- 
scribing flammability standards or other reg- 
ulations established under this Act. 


And, on page 21, line 5, after the word 
“effect” to insert “for the articles of 
wearing apparel to which they are ap- 
plicable.”; so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House 
of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 
2 of the Flammable Fabrics Act (15 U.S.C. 
1191; 67 Stat. 111) is amended by— 

(1) amending paragraph (b) to read as 
follows: 

“(b) The term ‘commerce’ means com- 
merce among the several States or with for- 
eign nations or in any territory of the United 
States or in the District of Columbia or in 
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, or be- 
tween any such territory and another, or 
between any such territory and any State or 
foreign nation, or between the District of 
Columbia or the Commonwealth of Puerto 
Rico and any State or territory or foreign 
nation, or between the Commonwealth of 
Puerto Rico and any State or territory or for- 
eign nation or the District of Columbia.” 

(2) amending paragraph (c) to read as 
follows: 

“(c) The term ‘territory’ includes the in- 
sular possessions of the United States and 
also any territory of the United States.” 

(3) amending paragraph (d) to read as 
follows: 

„d) The term ‘article of wearing apparel’ 
means any costume or article of clothing 
worn or intended to be worn by individuals.” 

(4) repealing paragraph (f); 

(5) redesignating paragraphs (e), (g), and 
(h) as paragraphs (f), (i), and (j), respec- 
tively; 

(6) inserting therein, immediately after 
amended paragraph (d), the following new 
paragraph: 

“(e) The term ‘interior furnishing’ means 
any type of furnishing made in whole or in 
part of fabric or related material and in- 
tended for use or which may reasonably be 
expected to be used, in homes, offices, or 
places of assembly.” 

(7) amending redesignated paragraph (f) 
to read as follows: 

“(f) The term ‘fabric’ means any material 
(except fiber, filament, or yarn for other 
than retail sale) woven, knitted, felted, or 
otherwise produced from or in combination 
with any natural or synthetic fiber, film, or 
substitute therefor which is intended for use 
or which may reasonably be expected to be 
used, in any product as defined in subsection 
(h) Rig 

(8) inserting therein, immediately after 
redesignated paragraph (f), the following 
new paragraph: 

“(g) The term ‘related material’ means 
paper, plastic, rubber, synthetic film, or syn- 
thetic foam which is intended for use or 
which may reasonably be expected to be used, 
in any product as defined in subsection 
(h) Red 

(9) inserting therein, immediately after 
redesignated paragraph (g), the following 
new paragraph: 

“(h) The term ‘product’ means any article 
of wearing apparel or interior furnishing.” 

Src. 2. Section 3 of the Flammable Fabrics 
Act is amended to read as follows: 
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“PROHIBITED TRANSACTIONS 

“Sec. 3. (a) The manufacture for sale, the 
sale, or the offering for sale, in commerce, or 
the importation into the United States, or 
the introduction, delivery for introduction, 
transportation or causing to be transported, 
in commerce, or the sale or delivery after a 
sale or shipment in commerce, of any prod- 
uct which fails to conform to an applicable 
standard issued or amended under the pro- 
visions of section 4 of this Act, shall be un- 
lawful and shall be an unfair method of 
competition and an unfair and deceptive act 
or practice in commerce under the Federal 
Trade Commission Act. 

“(b) The sale or the offering for sale, in 
commerce, or the importation into the 
United States, or the introduction, delivery 
for introduction, transportation or causing 
to be transported, in commerce, or the sale 
or delivery after a sale or shipment in com- 
merce, of any fabric or related material which 
fails to conform to an applicable standard 
issued or amended under the provisions of 
section 4 of this Act, shall be unlawful and 
shall be an unfair method of competition and 
an unfair and deceptive act or practice in 
commerce under the Federal Trade Commis- 
sion Act. 

“(c) The manufacture for sale, the sale, or 
the offering for sale, of any product made 
of fabric or related material which fails to 
conform to an applicable standard issued or 
amended under section 4 of this Act, and 
which has been shipped or received in com- 
merce shall be unlawful and shall be an un- 
fair method of competition and an unfair 
and deceptive act or practice in commerce 
under the Federal Trade Commission Act.” 

Src. 3. Section 4 of the Flammable Fabrics 
Act is amended to read as follows: 


“REGULATION OF FLAMMABLE FABRICS 


“Sec. 4. (a) Whenever the Secretary of 
Commerce finds on the basis of the investiga- 
tions or research conducted pursuant to sec- 
tion 14 of this Act that a new or amended 
flammability standard or other regulation, in- 
cluding labeling, for a fabric, related ma- 
terial, or product may be needed to protect 
the public against unreasonable risk of the 
occurrence of fire leading to death or per- 
sonal injury, or significant property damage, 
he shall institute proceedings for the deter- 
mination of an appropriate flammability 
standard (including conditions and manner 
of testing) or other regulation or amend- 
ment thereto for such fabric, related ma- 
terial, or product. 

“(b) Each standard, regulation, or amend- 
ment thereto promulgated pursuant to this 
section shall be based on findings that such 
standard, regulation, or amendment thereto 
is needed to adequately protect the public 
against unreasonable risk of the occurrence 
of fire leading to death, injury, or significant 
property damage, is reasonable, techno- 
logically practicable, and appropriate, is 
limited to such fabrics, related materials, or 
products which have been determined to 
present such unreasonable risks, and shall 
be stated in objective terms. Each standard, 
regulation, or amendment thereto, shall be- 
come effective twelve months from the date 
on which such standard, regulation, or 
amendment is promulgated, unless the Secre- 
tary of Commerce finds for good cause shown 
that an earlier or later effective date is in the 
public interest and publishes the reason for 
such finding. Each standard or regulation or 
amendment thereto shall exempt fabrics, re- 
lated materials, or products in inventory or 
with the trade as of the date on which the 
standard, regulation, or amendment thereto, 
becomes effective except that, if the Secretary 
finds that any such fabric, related material or 
product is so highly flammable as to be dan- 
gerous when used by consumers for the pur- 
pose for which it is intended, he may under 
such conditions as the Secretary may pre- 
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scribe, withdraw, or limit the exemption for 
such fabric, related material, or product. 

„(e) The Secretary of Commerce may ob- 
tain from any person by regulation or sub- 
pena issued pursuant thereto such informa- 
tion in the form of testimony, books, records, 
or other writings as is pertinent to the find- 
ings or determinations which he is required 
or authorized to make pursuant to this Act. 
All information reported to or otherwise ob- 
tained by the Secretary or his representative 
pursuant to this subsection which informa- 
tion contains or relates to a trade secret or 
other matter referred to in section 1905 of 
title 18 of the United States Code, shall be 
considered confidential for the purpose of 
that section, except that such information 
may be disclosed to other officers or employees 
concerned with carrying out this title or 
when releyant in any proceeding under this 
title. Nothing in this section shall authorize 
the withholding of information by the Sec- 
retary or any officer or employee under his 
control, from the duly authorized commit- 
tees of the Congress. 

“(d) The Administrative Procedure Act 
shall apply to the issuance of all standards 
or regulations or amendments thereto under 
this section. 

“(e)(1) Any person who will be adversely 
affected by such standard or regulation or 
amendment thereto when it is effective may 
at any time prior to the sixtieth day after 
such standard or regulation or amendment 
thereto is issued file a petition with the 
United States court of appeals for the circuit 
wherein such person resides or has his prin- 
cipal place of business, for a judicial review 
thereof. A copy of the petition shall be forth- 
with transmitted by the clerk of the court 
to the Secretary or other officer designated 
by him for that purpose. The Secretary there- 
upon shall file in the court the record of 
the proceedings on which the Secretary based 
the standard or regulation, as provided in 
section 2112 of title 28 of the United States 
Code. 

“(2) If the petitioner applies to the court 
for leave to adduce additional evidence, and 
shows to the satisfaction of the court that 
such additional evidence is material and that 
there were reasonable grounds for the failure 
to adduce such evidence in the proceeding 
before the Secretary, the court may order 
such additional evidence (and evidence in 
rebuttal thereof) to be taken before the Sec- 
retary, and to be adduced upon the hearing, 
in such manner and upon such terms and 
conditions as to the court may seem proper. 
The Secretary may modify his findings, or 
make new findings, by reason of the addi- 
tional evidence so taken, and he shall file 
such modified or new findings, and his rec- 
ommendation, if any, for the modification or 
setting aside of his original standard or reg- 
ulation or amendment thereto, with the re- 
turn of such additional evidence. 

“(3) Upon the filing of the petition re- 
ferred to in paragraph (1) of this subsec- 
tion, the court shall have jurisdiction to 
review the standard or regulation in accord- 
ance with chapter 7 of title 5 of the United 
States Code and to grant appropriate relief 
as provided in such chapter. 

“(4) The judgment of the court affirming 
or setting aside, in whole or in part, any 
such standard or regulation of the Secretary 
shall be final, subject to review by the Su- 
preme Court of the United States upon 
certiorari or certification as provided in sec- 
tion 1254 of title 28 of the United States Code. 

“(5) Any action instituted under this sub- 
section shall survive, notwithstanding any 
change in the person occupying the office 
of Secretary of any vacancy in such office. 

“(6) The remedies provided for in this sub- 
section shall be in addition to and not in 
substitution for any other remedies pro- 
vided by law. 

“(f) A certified copy of the transcript of 
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the record and proceedings under subsection 
(e) shall be furnished by the Secretary to 
any interested party at his request, and pay- 
ment of the costs thereof, and shall be ad- 
missible in any criminal, exclusion of im- 
ports, or other proceeding arising under or 
in respect of this Act, irrespective of whether 
proceedings with respect to the standard or 
regulation or amendment thereto have pre- 
viously been initiated or become final under 
subsection (e).” 

Sec. 4. (a) Subsection (c) of section 5 of 
the Flammable Fabrics Act is amended to 
read as follows: 

“(c) The Commission is authorized and 
directed to prescribe such rules and regula- 
tions, including provisions for maintenance 
of records relating to fabrics, related ma- 
terials, and products, as may be necessary 
and proper for administration and enforce- 
ment of this Act. The violation of such rules 
and regulations shall be unlawful and shall 
be an unfair method of competition and an 
unfair and deceptive act or practice, in com- 
merce, under the Federal Trade Commission 
Act.” 

(b) Subsection (d) (1) of the Act is amend- 
ed by substituting “product,” for “article of 
wearing apparel or” and by inserting “or 
related material” immediately after “fabric.” 

Sec. 5. (a) Subsection (a) of section 6 of 
the Flammable Fabrics Act is amended by 
inserting, “or subsections (c) or (e) of sec- 
tion 5,” immediately after “section 3.” 

(b) Subsections (b), (c), and (d) of sec- 
tion 6 of the Flammable Fabrics Act are 
amended to read as follows: 

“(b) Whenever the Commission has rea- 
son to believe that any product has been 
manufactured or introduced into commerce 
or any fabric or related material has been 
introduced in commerce in violation of sec- 
tion 3 of this Act, it may institute proceed- 
ings by process of libel for the seizure and 
confiscation of such product, fabric, or re- 
lated material in any district court of the 
United States within the jurisdiction of 
which such product, fabric, or related ma- 
terial is found. Proceedings in cases insti- 
tuted under the authority of this section 
shall conform as nearly as may be to pro- 
ceedings in rem in admiralty, except that on 
demand of either party and in the discretion 
of the court, any issue of fact shall be tried 
by jury. Whenever such mvolv- 
ing identical products, fabrics, or related 
materials are pending in two or more juris- 
dictions, they may be consolidated for trial 
by order of any such court upon application 
seasonably made by any party in interest 
upon notice to all other parties in interest. 
Any court granting an order of consolidation 
shall cause prompt notification thereof to be 
given to other courts having jurisdiction in 
the cases covered thereby and the clerks of 
such other courts shall transmit all perti- 
nent records and papers to the court desig- 
nated for the trial of such consolidated pro- 
ceedings. 

“(c) In any such action the court, upon 
application seasonably made before trial, 
shall by order allow any party in interest, 
his attorney or agent, to obtain a representa- 
tive sample of the product, fabric, or related 
material seized. 

“(d) If such products, fabrics, or related 
materials are condemned by the court they 
shall be disposed of by destruction, by deliv- 
ery to the owner or claimant thereof upon 
payment of court costs and fees and storage 
and other proper expenses and upon execu- 
tion of good and sufficient bond to the effect 
that such products, fabrics, or related mate- 
rials will not be disposed of until properly 
and adequately treated or processed so as to 
render them lawful for introduction into 
commerce, or by sale upon execution of good 
and sufficient bond to the effect that such 
products, fabrics, or related materials will 
not be disposed of until properly and ade- 
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quately treated or processed so as to 
render them lawful for introduction into 
commerce. If such products, fabrics, or relat- 
ed materials are disposed of by sale the pro- 
ceeds, less costs and charges, shall be paid 
into the Treasury of the United States.“ 

Sec. 6. Section 7 of the Flammable Fabrics 
Act is amended by inserting “, 5(e)” im- 
mediately after “section 3%. 

Sec. 7. Section of the Flammable Fabrics 
Act is amended to read as follows: 


“GUARANTY 


“Sec. 8. (a) No person shall be subject 
to prosecution under section 7 of this Act 
for a violation of section 3 of this Act if 
such person (1) establishes a guaranty re- 
ceived in good faith signed by and contain- 
ing the name and address of the person by 
whom the product, fabric, or related mate- 
rial guaranteed was manufactured or from 
whom it was received, to the effect that rea- 
sonable and representative tests made in 
accordance with standards issued or amend- 
ed under the provisions of section 4 of this 
Act show that the fabric or related material 
covered by the guaranty, or used in the 
product covered by the guaranty, conforms 
with applicable flammability standards is- 
sued or amended under the provisions of sec- 
tion 4 of this Act, and (2) has not, by fur- 
ther processing, affected the flammability of 
the fabric, related material, or product cov- 
ered by the guaranty which he received. 
Such guaranty shall be either (1) a separate 
guaranty specifically designating the prod- 
uct, fabric, or related material guaranteed, 
in which case it may be on the invoice or 
other paper relating to such product, fabric, 
or related material; or (2) a continuing 
guaranty given by seller to buyer applicable 
to any product, fabric, or related material 
sold or to be sold to buyer by seller in a 
form as the Commission, by rules and regu- 
lations may prescribe; or (3) a continuing 
guaranty filed with the Commission appli- 
eable to any product, fabric, or related mate- 
rial handled by a guarantor, in such form 
as the Commission by rules or regulations 
may prescribe. 

“(b) It shall be unlawful for any person 
to furnish, with respect to any product, 
fabric, or related material, a false guaranty 
(except a person relying upon a guaranty to 
the same effect received in good faith signed 
by and containing the name and address of 
the person by whom the product, fabric, or 
related material guaranteed was manu- 
factured or from whom it was received) with 
reason to believe the product, fabric, or 
related material falsely guaranteed may be 
introduced, sold, or transported in com- 
merce, any any person who violated the pro- 
visions of this subsection is guilty of an 
unfair method of competition, and an unfair 
or deceptive act or practice, in commerce 
within the meaning of the Federal Trade 
Commission Act.” 

Sec. 8. Section 9 of Flammable Fabrics Act 
is amended to read as follows: 

“SHIPMENTS FROM FOREIGN COUNTRIES 

“Sec. 9. An imported product, fabric, or 
related material to which flammability 
standards under this Act are applicable 
shall not be delivered from customs custody 
except as provided in section 499 of the 
Tariff Act of 1930, as amended. In the event 
an imported product, fabric, or related mate- 
rial is delivered from customs custody under 
bond, as provided in section 499 of the Tariff 
Act of 1930, as amended, and fails to con- 
form with an applicable flammability stand- 
ard in effect on the date of entry of such 
merchandise, the Secretary of the Treasury 
shall demand redelivery and in the absence 
thereof shall assert a claim for liquidated 
damages for breach of a condition of the 
bond arising out of such failure to conform 
or redeliver in accordance with regulations 
prescribed by the Secretary of the Treasury 
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or his delegate. When asserting a claim for 
liquidated damages against an importer for 
failure to redeliver such nonconforming 
goods, the liquidated damages shall be not 
less than 10 per centum of the value of the 
nonconforming merchandise if, within five 
years prior thereto, the importer has previ- 
ously been assessed liquidated damages for 
failure to redeliver nonconforming goods in 
response to a demand from the Secretary of 
the Treasury as set forth above.” 

Sec. 9. Section 11 of the Flammable 
Fabrics Act is amended to read as follows: 


“EXCLUSIONS 


“Sec. 11. The provisions of this Act shall 
not apply (a) to any common carrier, con- 
carrier, or freight forwarder in trans- 
porting a product, fabric, or related material 
shipped or delivered for shipment into com- 
merce in the ordinary course of its business; 
or (b) to any converter, processor, or finsher 
in performing a contract or commission serv- 
ice for the account of a person subject to 
the provisions of this Act: Provided, That 
said converter, processor, or finisher does not 
cause any product, fabric, or related material 
to become subject to this Act contrary to 
the terms of the contract or commission 
service, or (c) to any product, fabric, or 
related material shipped or delivered for 
shipment into commerce for the purpose of 
finishing or processing such product, fabric, 
or related material so that it conforms with 
applicable flammability standards issued or 
amended under the provisions of section 4 
of this Act.” 
Sec. 10. The Flammable Fabrics Act is fur- 
ther amended by adding at the end thereof 
the following new sections: 


“INVESTIGATIONS 


“Sec. 14. (a) The Secretary of Health, Edu- 
cation, and Welfare in cooperation with the 
Secretary of Commerce shall conduct a con- 
tinuing study and investigation of the 
deaths, injuries, and economic losses result- 
ing from accidental burning of products, 
fabrics, or related materials. The Secretary 
of Health, Education, and Welfare shall sub- 
mit annually a report to the President and 
to the Congress containing the results of 
the study and investigation. 

“(b) In cooperation with appropriate pub- 
lic and private agencies, the Secretary of 
Commerce is authorized to— 

“(1) conduct research into the fiamma- 
bility of products, fabrics, and materials; 

“(2) conduct feasibility studies on reduc- 
tion of flammability of products, fabrics, and 
materials; 

“(3) develop flammability test methods 
and testing devices; and 

“(4) offer appropriate training in the use 
of flammability test methods and testing de- 
vices; 


The Secretary shall annually report the re- 
sults of these activities to the Congress. 


“EXPORTS 
“Src. 15. This Act shall not be applicable to 
any fabric, related material, or product in- 
tended solely for export and so labeled or 
tagged. 


“PREEMPTION 


“Sec. 16. This Act is intended to supersede 
any law of any State or political subdivision 
thereof inconsistent with its provisions. 


“NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR THE 
FLAMMABLE FABRICS ACT 

“Sec, 17. (a) The Secretary of Commerce 
shall appoint a National Advisory Committee 
for the Flammable Fabrics Act, composed of 
not less than 9 members, fairly representa- 
tive of manufacturers, distributors, and the 
consuming public. Each member appointed 
by the Secretary shall hold office for not more 
than two years, except that any member 
may be reappointed. 

“(b) Members of the Committee who are 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


not officers or employees of the United 
States shall, while attending meetings or 
conferences of such Committee or otherwise 
engaged in the business of such Committee, 
be entitled to receive compensation at a 
rate fixed by the Secretary, but not ex- 
ceeding $100 per diem, including traveltime, 
and while away from their homes or regular 
places of business they may be allowed 
travel expenses, including per diem in lieu of 
subsistence, as authorized in section 5703 
of title 5 of the United States Code for per- 
sons in the Government service employed 
intermittently. Payments under this section 
shall not render members of the Commit- 
tee employees or officials of the United States 
for any purpose. 

“(c) The Secretary shall consult with the 
National Advisory Committee before pre- 
scribing flammability standards or other 
regulations established under this Act.” 

Src. 11. Notwithstanding the provisions of 
this Act, the standards of flammability in 
effect under the provisions of the Flam- 
mable Fabrics Act, as amended, on the day 
preceding the date of enactment of this 
Act, shall continue in effect for the articles 
of wearing apparel to which they are appli- 
cable until superseded or modified by the 
Secretary of Commerce pursuant to the au- 
thority conferred by the amendments made 
by this Act. 


Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, the 
legislation which the Commerce Com- 
mittee unanimously reported on July 25 
reflects the conviction of the committee 
that burns from ignition of clothing and 
other household fabrics clearly consti- 
tute an extremely serious health prob- 
lem in the United States. 

The hazards caused by the flamma- 
bility of clothing and other fabrics have 
long been known to the medical profes- 
sion and fire protection agencies. Un- 
fortunately, the general public has not 
fully comprehended the extent of the 
hazard—only the victim, his parents, 
and friends fully understand the pain- 
ful, scarring consequences of human 
burns. 

Each year thousands of men, women, 
and children are burned, many fatally, 
when their clothing accidentally catches 
fire. Thousands more are burned from 
bedding and other fabric fires. 

The Public Health Service estimates 
that one million people are burned in 
the home each year; 150,000 persons suf- 
fer injuries as a result of the ignition of 
clothing. 

The death toll from human burns is 
itself shocking—an estimated 2,000 to 
3,000 each year. Deaths from fire rank 
third—behind traffic accidents and 
falls—as the chief cause of accidental 
deaths and injuries in this country. 

Statistics on numbers burned, how- 
ever, do not begin to reveal the magni- 
tude of the problem. Many of the victims 
of fire do not die, but suffer second and 
third-degree burns involving 10, 20, and 
even 30 percent of their bodies. They 
suffer anguish that can scarcely be de- 
scribed—let alone endured. If they sur- 
vive, many of them are permanently dis- 
abled or disfigured. Often the survival is 
achieved at the cost of medical and sur- 
gical treatments reckoned not in hun- 
dreds but in many thousands of dollars— 
and not in days or weeks but in many 
months of hospitalization. 

Perhaps one of the most tragic aspects 
of these fabrics burns is that an un- 
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usually high proportion occur amongst 
those who are least able to help them- 
selves—the aged, the disabled, the poor, 
and young children. 

The bill which the Senate is consider- 
ing today will assist in controlling these 
hazards. It will transform the limited 
terms of the Flammable Fabrics Act into 
a comprehensive fire safety law for all 
household and personal fabrics. 

Specifically, S. 1003 would, first, give 
the Secretary of Commerce authority to 
promulgate flammability standards or 
other appropriate regulations whenever 
he finds that such action is needed to 
protect the public interest; second, ex- 
tend the scope of the Flammable Fabrics 
Act to include all fabrics and related 
products; third, direct the Secretary of 
Health, Education, and Welfare to con- 
duct a comprehensive and continuing 
investigation of the deaths, injuries, and 
economic losses resulting from accidental 
burns; and fourth, authorize the Secre- 
tary of Commerce to conduct research 
into the flammability of fabrics and re- 
lated subjects. 

The committee amendments were 
agreed to. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The bill is open to further amend- 
ment. If there be no further amendment 
to be proposed, the question is on the 
engrossment and the third reading of 
the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, was read the third 
time, and passed. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Recorp excerpts from the committee 
report explaining the purposes of the bill. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

EXCERPTS FromM COMMITTEE REPORT ON 
FLAMMABLE FABRICS ACT 
HISTORY OF THE ACT 

Congress enacted the Flammable Fabrics 
Act (which became effective on July 1, 1954) 
to protect the public from newly introduced 
highly flammable clothing, including “torch 
sweaters” and certain children’s cowboy 
chaps. Congress set the level of protection 
by incorporating fixed standards of flamma- 
bility into the Act. These standards were 
stringent enough to halt the marketing of 
the highly flammable articles of clothing 
noted above, but did not affect the market- 
ing of most materials and articles of clothing 
that were then—and are still now—com- 
monly in use. 

Although this Act has served adequately 
to rid the country of so-called explosive 
clothing, the committee was confronted with 
evidence that the Flammable Fabrics Act 
may not provide the public with sufficient 
protection from other fabrics which may be 
shown to pose unreasonable risks of injury. 

The committee hearings on S. 1003 iden- 
tified four major deficiencies in the present 
Flammable Fabrics Act. 

(1) The present law covers only certain 
articles of wearing apparel and fabrics from 
which they are made. This means that the 
public does not have legal protection for 
such items as blankets, bedding, drapes, 
carpets, upholstery, and other products and 
materials even if it were determined that 
they are unreasonably flammable. The pres- 
ent coverage of wearing apparel also is lim- 
ited because it does not include hats, gloves, 
footwear, and inner linings. 
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(2) The present act incorporates two ex- 
commercial standards—one for the 
flammability of clothing textiles and the 
other for general purpose vinyl film. There 
is no administrative authority to issue new 
flammability standards which would enable 
the Government to respond more promptly 
to the changing needs of industry and the 
consumer, the introduction of new fabrics 
and materials, the impact of new technology, 
or the identification of hazards in areas not 
now covered. Any time even a technical 
change is desirable to afford better protec- 
tion, Congress must amend the Act and con- 
sider each specific technical amendment. 
(3) The present act does not provide for 
the development of reliable statistics to iden- 
tify those products or fabrics which con- 
stitute a significant health hazard. A major 
obstacle in efforts to upgrade flammability 
standards has been the lack of reliable sta- 
tistics on deaths, injuries, and economic loss 
caused by flammable fabrics. None of the 
public or private agencies concerned with fire 
hazards can say with certainty how many 
victims there are of fabric burnings. And 
there is no central clearing house where in- 
formation can be combined and analyzed. 
(4) The present act does not provide for 
investigation and research into the flamma- 
bility of fabrics and for the development of 
improved testing methods. The hearings on 
the legislation revealed that the scientific 
information now available on the extent to 
which specific fabrics are associated with 
death and injuries resulting from burns is 
very limited. They also disclosed that there 
are severe limitations on our ability at pres- 
ent to mass produce fabrics with permanent 
or durable flame retardant characteristics. 
The committee believes that this legislation 
will help stimulate improvements in our ex- 
isting technology and assure that the public 
will have the benefit of advances made pos- 
sible by scientific research and investigation. 


SCOPE OF THE BILL 


This bill would extend the scope of the 
present Flammable Fabrics Act to include all 
items of wearing apparel and interior fur- 
nishings. 

The critical definitions which delimit the 
scope of the bill are those for “wearing ap- 
parel” and “interior furnishings.” 

“Wearing apparel” is defined as “any cos- 

tume or article of clothing worn or intended 
to be worn by individuals.” This definition 
thus includes those items of wearing ap- 
parel which are exempted from the 1953 Act 
such as hats, gloves, footwear and inner lin- 
ings. 
“Interior furnishings” is defined as “any 
type of furnishing made in whole or in part 
of fabric or related material and intended 
for use or which may reasonably be expected 
to be used, in homes, offices, or places of as- 
sembly.” 

Fabrics or related materials which are used 
for purposes other than those covered by the 
definitions of “wearing apparel” or “interior 
furnishings” would not come within the cov- 
erage of this bill. Thus, for example, the 
Flammable Fabrics Act would not be ap- 
plicable to fabrics or related materials uti- 
lized in automobile interior furnishings 
which are covered by the provisions of the 
National Traffic and Motor Vehicle Safety 
Act of 1966. 

FLAMMABILITY STANDARDS 

This bill would give the Secretary of Com- 
merce authority to issue appropriate new or 
revised standards of flammability for fabrics 
or related materials used in articles of wear- 
ing apparel or interior furnishings. Before 
the Secretary of Commerce can establish 
new or revised standards of flammability, 
however, he must first make a specific find- 
ing that a flammability standard or other 
appropriate regulation may be needed to pro- 
tect the public against unreasonable risk of 
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the occurrence of fire leading to death or 
personal injury or significant property dam- 
age. Any such finding must be based on the 
investigation or research to be conducted un- 
der Section 14 of this bill by the Secretary 
of Commerce and the Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare. 

The bill provides “that each standard, 
regulation, or amendment thereto . . . shall 
be based on findings that such standard, reg- 
ulation or amendment is needed to ade- 
quately protect the public against unreason- 
able risk of the occurrence of fire leading to 
death, injury, or significant property dam- 
age, is reasonable, technologically practica- 
ble, and appropriate, is limited to such fab- 
rics, related materials, or products which 
have been determined to present such un- 
reasonable risks, and shall be stated in ob- 
jective terms.” 

In determining whether a particular stand- 
ard or regulation is “reasonable” or “appro- 
priate” the committee intends that consid- 
eration be given to all pertinent factors, such 
as but not limited to, reduction of hazard, 
cost to the public, cost to industry, effect 
on durability and wearability, and the de- 
sirability of preserving consumer choice, 

The bill gives the Secretary of Commerce 
power to subpoena revelant information on 
which to base such findings. The bill would, 
however, prevent disclosure of trade secrets 
and related material. 

The bill provides that new or revised 
standards or regulations shall become ef- 
fective twelve (12) months from the date on 
which such standard, regulation, or amend- 
ment is promulgated, except that for good 
cause shown, the Secretary may specify an 
earlier or later effective date. 

The power to specify an earlier effective 
date is needed to enable the Secretary of 
Commerce to take prompt action if he finds 
that a particular fabric, related material or 
product is so highly flammable as to be ex- 
tremely dangerous when used by consumers 
for the purpose for which it is intended. In 
addition, the power to specify a later effec- 
tive date is needed because it may be im- 
practical from an economic and engineering 
standpoint, as well as a source of great hard- 
ship and unnecessary additional cost, to re- 
quire adherence to new or revised stand- 
ards within one year. The committee be- 
lieves that most changes can be reasonably 
accomplished in one year. But when indus- 
try satisfies the Secretary of Commerce that 
a particular change cannot reasonably be 
accomplished within 1 year, the bill gives him 
discretion to extend the period. 

The bill also provides an exemption for 
any fabric, related material or product in 
inventory or with the trade as of the effec- 
tive date of any standard, regulation, or 
amendment. This provision is designed to 
prevent retroactive application of any stand- 
ard or regulation or amendment to any fab- 
ric, related material or product in the manu- 
facturing “pipe-line” or in the economy in- 
cluding previously manufactured goods as of 
the effective date of such standard or regu- 
lation or amendment. This exemption, how- 
ever, may be withdrawn or limited by the 
Secretary of Commerce in situations in which 
he finds that a particular fabric, related ma- 
terial or product is so highly flammable as 
to be dangerous when used by consumers 
for the purpose for which it is intended. In 
such unusual circumstances, the Secretary 
is authorized to withdraw or limit the ex- 
emption. 

The bill is intended to assure that the Sec- 
retary will promulgate only such new or 
amended standards or regulations as may be 
necessary and appropriate to carry out the 
purposes of the legislation. Any new stand- 
ard or other regulation would have to be 
tailored to meet the particular need or haz- 
ard shown to exist consistently with the cri- 
teria set forth in the bill. For example, if an 
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appropriate regulation for children’s cloth- 
ing was shown to be needed and deemed to be 
effective, such regulation could be promul- 
gated for children’s clothing without impos- 
ing the same requirement on all other wear- 
ing apparel. 
PROCEDURES FOR THE PROMULGATION OF 
FLAMMABILITY STANDARDS 

The bill provides similar to the National 
Traffic and Motor Vehicle Safety Act of 1966 
that the provisions of the Administrative 
Procedures Act shall apply to the issuance 
of all standards or regulations or amend- 
ments. In addition, the bill similarly speci- 
fies procedures for judicial review by any 
person who will be adversely affected by any 
standard or regulation or amendment when 
it is effective. The language of this section 
makes it clear that proceedings for such re- 
view may be instituted regardless of whether 
any action has been taken to enforce or im- 
plement the standard or regulation or amend- 
ment, 

The provisions of the Administrative Pro- 
cedures Act are intended to afford fair pro- 
cedures to persons involved in administrative 
agency proceedings. They also serve to assure 
that administrative decisions will be based on 
evidence and other relevant information, 
rather than on conjecture and assumptions, 
Under these procedures, interested parties 
will be given an opportunity for a hearing and 
in the event the Secretary’s action is chal- 
lenged, the courts will have to determine 
whether the Secretary's findings are support- 
ed by substantial evidence. In the view of the 
committee, these procedural safeguards will 
strengthen the bill by making certain that 
whatever action is taken will be based on a 
proper record and impartial deliberation. 

RECORDKEEPING 

The bill would give the Federal Trade 
Commission clear authority to require main- 
tenance of records concerning items that 
could be used for “interior furnishings” or 
“wearing apparel” purposes. The committee 
recognizes that excessive record keeping im- 
poses an undue burden on industry. The 
committee intends, therefore, that these 
record keeping requirements be held to the 
minimum necessary to administer and en- 
force the Act. 

IMPORTS 


Section 8 of the bill tightens the existing 
sanctions against the importation of fabrics, 
related materials, or products which do not 
conform to the requirements of the Flam- 
mable Fabrics Act. This section modifies 
slightly the application of sections 499 of 
the Tariff Act of 1930 to flammable fabrics 
by limiting the Secretary of "s dis- 
cretion to compromise damages. It provides 
that when the Secretary of Treasury asserts 
a claim for liquidated damages against an 
importer for failure to redeliver non-con- 
forming goods, the liquidated damages shall 
be not less than 10 percent of the value of 
the non-conforming merchandise if, within 
five years prior thereto, the importer has 
previously been assessed liquidated damages 
for failure to redeliver non-conforming goods 
in response to a demand from the Secretary 
of Treasury. 

Because of the difficulty of obtaining 
jurisdiction over foreign exporters, the sec- 
tion eliminates the present provision of the 
Flammable Fabrics Act (Sec. 9) making the 
prohibition against the importation of non- 
conforming fabrics applicable to the foreign 
exporter. However, this will not affect the 
applicability to any person of any of the 
sanctions provided in other sections of the 
bill for violation of its provision. 

INVESTIGATIONS AND RESEARCH 


The committee bill would add a new sec- 
tion to the Flammable Fabrics Act to author- 
ize investigations and research. The Secre- 
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare in 
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cooperation with the Secretary of Commerce 
would conduct a continuing study and in- 
vestigation of the deaths, injuries, and 
economic losses resulting from the accidental 
burning of products, fabrics, or related 
materials. 

The Secretary of Commerce would also be 
authorized to conduct research into the 
flammability of fabrics, related materials, 
and products, including all aspects of their 
various ways of burning, the products given 
off during burning, and the feasibility of 
reducing their rates or intensities of burn- 
ing. In addition, the Secretary would develop 
flammability test methods and test devices, 
and offer appropriate training in the use of 
flammability test methods and test devices. 

The results of these studies and investiga- 
tions would be reported annually to the 
President and the Congress. 

In conducting his research functions, the 
committee intends that the Secretary of 
Commerce cooperate with other public and 
private agencies including the Department 
of Agriculture whose Southeast Regional 
Laboratory has long pioneered in the de- 
velopment of flame retardant fabrics and 
chemicals, 

EXPORTS 

The committee bill explicitly provides that 
the Flammable Fabrics Act would not be 
applicable to any fabric, related material, or 
product intended solely for export and 80 
labeled or tagged if they are actually ex- 
ported. The committee believes that it would 
not be appropriate to impose flammability 
standards or other regulations on exports 
due to widespread differing conditions which 
exist in foreign nations. 

EFFECT ON STATE LAW 

The mass production, high volume, and 
national marketing character of the textile 
industry requires that flammability stand- 
ards be uniform throughout the country. 
Accordingly, the bill would pre-empt any law 
of any state or political subdivision thereof 
which is inconsistent with its provision. 

This bill would not affect the states ability 
to set more stringent requirements for their 
own procurement and for state and local fire 
building codes. However, it would avoid mul- 
tiple regulation of manufactures covered by 
the Federal law. 


NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 


In view of the complexity and difficulty 
of the subject matter covered by this bill, 
the committee concluded that it would be 
desirable to establish a National Advisory 
Committee with which the Secretary of Com- 
merce would consult in carrying out his re- 
sponsibilities. The committee would consist 
of not less than nine members fairly repre- 
sentative of industry, distributor and con- 
sumer groups. The term “distributor” refers 
to those engaged in wholesale or retail dis- 
tribution or sales of the products affected. 

The Secretary would be required to con- 
sult with the National Advisory Committee 
before the final promulgation of any stand- 
ard, regulation or amendment but would not 
be bound to follow the recommendations of 
the National Advisory Committee. The Sec- 
retary, of course, could consult with the Na- 
tional Advisory Committee on any other mat- 
ters relating to the subject matter of the 
legislation. 

SAVINGS CLAUSE 

The present Flammable Fabrics Act con- 
tains flammability standards for certain ar- 
ticles of wearing apparel. This bill contains 
a savings clause which explicitly provides 
that the present standards of flammability 
shall continue in effect until superseded or 
modified only “for the articles of wearing 
apparel to which they are applicable.” 


Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 
have rarely seen such a spirit of responsi- 
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bility and cooperative effort as has char- 
acterized the history of this bill, despite 
its great impact, not only upon the public 
health, but also upon the economic wel- 
fare of a great industry. 

The textile industry has demonstrated 
a rare willingness to accept just regula- 
tion, and its representatives have co- 
operated fully and generously with the 
committee and its staff. 

The President, through the Depart- 
ment of Commerce, has furnished us with 
solid support and technical backing. 

In addition there has been no trace of 
partisanship in the consideration of this 
measure. The distinguished ranking mi- 
nority member of the Commerce Com- 
mittee, and its Consumer Subcommittee, 
share fully in this accomplishment. 

Finally, I must single out for high 
praise the staff counsel of the Commerce 
Committee, Norman Maleng, who has 
participated in the development of this 
bill from the outset. Without his expert 
effort, the prompt and harmonious Sen- 
ate passage of the Flammable Fabrics 
Act Amendments of 1967 would not have 
been possible. 


ORDER OF BUSINESS 


Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that at the conclusion 
of the transaction of morning business, 
and before the Senator from Kentucky 
is recognized, the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of Calendar No. 393 (H.R. 
8718). I do this so that the bill will be- 
come the pending business. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Is there objection to the request of 
the Senator from Montana? The Chair 
hears none, and it is so ordered. 


REPORT OF A COMMITTEE SUB- 
MITTED DURING ADJOURNMENT 


Under authority of the order of the 
Senate of July 25, 1967, 

Mr. HAYDEN, from the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs, reported 
favorably, with an amendment, on July 
26, 1967, the bill (S. 1004) to authorize 
the construction, operation, and main- 
tenance of the central Arizona project, 
Arizona-New Mexico, and for other pur- 
poses, and submitted a report (No. 408) 
thereon, which was printed. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore laid before the Senate the follow- 
ing communications and letters, which 
were referred as indicated: 


PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE BUDGET, 1968, 
FOR PRESIDENT’s COMMISSION ON POSTAL 
ORGANIZATION, AND THE LEGISLATIVE BRANCH 
(S. Doc. No. 40) 

A communication from the President of 
the United States, transmitting proposed 
amendments to the budget for the fiscal 
year 1968, in the amount of $1,500,000 for 
the President’s Commission on Postal Or- 
ganization, and $450,928 for the legislative 
branch (with an accompanying paper); to 
the Committee on Appropriations, and or- 
dered to be printed. 
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REPORT ON APPROVAL OP LOAN TO THE DAIRY- 

LAND POWER COOPERATIVE, LA CROSSE, WIS. 

A letter from the Administrator, Rural 
Electrification Administration, Department 
of Agriculture, transmitting, pursuant to the 
provisions of Senate Report No. 497, a report 
on approval of a loan to the Dairyland Power 
Coo tive, of La Crosse, Wis., in the 
amount of $15,760,000, for the financing of 
certain generation and transmission facili- 
ties (with accompanying papers); to the 
Committee on Appropriations. 


REPORT ON FINAL SETTLEMENT OF CLAIMS OF 
CERTAIN INDIANS 


A letter from the Commissioner, Indian 
Claims Commission, Washington, D.C., trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, a report on the 
final settlement of claims in dockets Nos. 142, 
359, 360, 361, 362, and 363 (with accompany- 
110 papers); to the Committee on Appropria- 

ons. 


PROPOSED INCREASE IN NUMBER OF FLAG OF- 
FICERS WHO May SERVE ON CERTAIN SELEC- 
TION BOARDS IN THE Navy 


A letter from the Acting Secretary of the 
Navy, transmitting a draft of proposed legis- 
lation to authorize an increase in the num- 
ber of flag officers who may serve on certain 
selection boards in the Navy, and to increase 
the number of officers of the Naval Reserve 
and Marine Corps Reserve who are eligible to 
serve on selection boards considering Re- 
serves for promotion (with an accompanying 
paper); to the Committee on Armed Services. 


REPORT ON PETROLEUM EMERGENCY RESULT- 
ING From FLOW From THE MIDDLE East 
A letter from the Assistant Secretary of the 

Interior, reporting on the petroleum emer- 

gency resulting from the flow of petroleum 

from the Middle East; to the Committee on 

Banking and Currency. 


REPORTS OF COMPTROLLER GENERAL 

A letter from the Comptroller General of 
the United States, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, a report on review of certain aspects 
of the wheat export program conducted by 
the Commodity Credit Corporation, Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, dated July 1967 (with 
an accompanying report); to the Committee 
on Government Operations. 

A letter from the Comptroller General of 
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report on examination of financial 
statements, fiscal year 1966, Virgin Islands 
Corporation, Department of the Interior, 
dated July 1967 (with an accompanying re- 
port); to the Committee on Government 
Operations. 

A letter from the Comptroller General of 
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report on examination of financial 
statements, fiscal year 1966, Federal National 
Mortgage Association, Department of Hous- 
ing and Urban Development, dated July 1967 
(with an accompanying report); to the Com- 
mittee on Government Operations. 
EXPANSION OF JURISDICTION OF U.S. Com- 

MISSIONERS RELATIVE TO PETTY OFFENSES 

COMMITTED WITHIN FEDERAL LANDS 

A letter from the Deputy Assistant Secre- 
tary of the Interior, transmitting a draft of 
proposed legislation to amend the Criminal 
Code to expand the jurisdiction of United 
States Commissioners relative to petty of- 
fenses committed within Federal lands (with 
an accompanying paper); to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 


PETITION 


The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore laid before the Senate a resolution 
of the Congress of Micronesia, which was 
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referred to the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs, as follows: 
SENATE RESOLUTION 1, S.D. 1 

A Senate resolution endorsing the intent and 

spirit of the House Joint Resolution No. 

594 in the U.S. Congress to establish a 

Commission to study the future political 

status of the Trust Territory 

Whereas, on May 24, 1967, the Honorable 
Jonathan B. Bingham of New York intro- 
duced in the United States Congress House 
Joint Resolution No. 594, to establish a Com- 
mission, including members of the Senate 
and the House of the United States Con- 
gress, to study the future political status of 
the Trust Territory and make recommenda- 
tions to the President of the United States, 
and the United States Congress; and 

Whereas, at its Second Regular Session of 
1966, the Congress of Micronesia passed 
House Joint Resolution No. 47, calling for the 
establishment of a Commission to ascertain 
the political desires of the people of Mi- 
cronesia, and to develop and recommend 
procedures and courses of political education 
and action, with such alternatives as may 
be applicable and appropriate, and to lead 
to the attainment of such desires and de- 
termination of the political status of Mi- 
cronesia; and 

Whereas, the Senate of the Congress of 
Micronesia considers Congressman Bing- 
ham’s Resolution to express the spirit and 
intent of the Congress of Micornesia House 
Joint Resolution No. 47; now, therefore, 

Be it resolved by the Senate of the Con- 
gress of Micronesia, Third Regular Session, 
1967, that this august body endorses the 
spirit and intent of House Joint Resolution 
No. 594 of the House of Representatives of 
the United States Congress and hereby re- 
spectfully urges the United States Congress 
to vote in favor of the proposal contained in 
the subject Joint Resolution or a similar 
proposal which would accomplish the same 
purpose; and 

Be it further resolved that certified copies 
of this Resolution be transmitted to the 
President of the Senate of the United States 
Congress, to the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives of the United States Con- 
gress, to the Senate Chairman of Interior 
and Insular Affairs Committee, the Honor- 
able Henry Jackson, to the House Chairman 
of Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, 
the Honorable Wayne Aspinall; to the Con- 
gressman from New York, the Honorable 
Jonathan B. Bingham; and to the High Com- 
missioner of the Trust Territory, the Honor- 
able William R. Norwood. 


AUTO WORKERS BACK PENSION 
PROTECTION 


Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, last year 
at a 1-day hearing on the Hartke pen- 
sion protection bill the principle which 
it embodies was endorsed by a number 
of witnesses, including Secretary of 
Labor Wirtz. Its efforts to correct a very 
inequitable situation are being continued 
in S. 1635, currently before the Finance 
Committee. 

I have recently received copies of offi- 
cial resolutions in support of that bill 
which in identical language were adopted 
by delegates to the United Auto Workers 
subregional conferences held in Tulsa, 
Okla., and in Dallas, Tex. These resolu- 
tions note that workers in their unions 
have negotiated contracts to set aside 
millions of dollars as part of their earn- 
ings for pensions. Each year many com- 
panies go out of business and their 
pension plans evaporate with them. 
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Congressman THEODORE KUPFERMAN 
has introduced the companion bill to 
mine, H.R. 9307, in the House. The dele- 
gates in both meetings stated that they 
go on record as supporting S. 1635 and 
H. R. 9307 and that every Member of Con- 
gress be urged in an official communica- 
15 by this conference, to support these 

Mr. President, I send to the desk both 
of these resolutions and ask that they 
be referred appropriately. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The reso- 
lutions will be received and appropriately 
referred. 

The resolutions were referred to the 
Committee on Finance. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 


By Mr. JACKSON, from the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs, without amend- 
ment: 

H.R. 2532. An act to provide for the dis- 
position of funds appropriated to pay a 
judgment in favor of the Ottawa Tribe of 
Oklahoma in docket No. 303 of the Indian 
Claims Commission, and for other purposes 
(Rept. No. 411). 

By Mr. JACKSON, from the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs, with an amend- 
ment: 

H.R. 678, An act to provide for the dis- 
position of funds appropriated to pay a 
judgment in favor of the Upper and Lower 
Chehalis Tribes of Indians in Claims Com- 
mission docket No. 237, and for other pur- 
poses (Rept. No. 412). 

By Mr. HANSEN, from the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs, without amend- 
ment: 

S. 528. A bill to place in trust status cer- 
tain lands on the Wind River Indian Reser- 
vation in Wyoming (Rept. No. 413). 

By Mr. BIBLE, from the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs, with an amend- 
ment: 

S. 1701. A bill to declare that the United 
States holds in trust for the Indians of the 
Battle Mountain Colony certain lands which 
are used for cemetery purposes (Rept. No. 
409). 

By Mr. KUCHEL, from the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs, without amend- 
ment: 

H.R. 3631. An act to provide for the dedi- 
cation of certain streets on the Aqua 
Caliente Indian Reservation and to convey 
title to certain platted streets, alleys, and 
strips of land (Rept. No. 410). 

By Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee 
on the Judiciary, without amendment: 

S. 63. A bill for the relief of Dr. Enrique 
Alberto Rojas-Vila (Rept. No. 414); 

S. 64. A bill for the relief of Dr. Luis Os- 
valdo Martinez-Farinas (Rept. No. 415); 

S. 741. A bill for the relief of Rumiko Sa- 
manski (Rept. No. 416); 

S. 1279. A bill for the relief of Dr. Francisco 
Montes (Rept. No. 417); 

S. 1894. A bill for the relief of Dr. Jorge 
Santiago Vidal Santiago (Rept. No. 418); 

S. 1406. A bill for the relief of Dr. Jorge 
Mestas (Rept. No. 419); 

S. 1482. A bill for the relief of Dr. Ernesto 
Nesto Prieto (Rept. No. 420) ; 

S. 1483. A bill for the relief of Dr. Pedro 
Lopez Garcia (Rept. No. 421); 

S. 1500. A bill for the relief of Dr. Adela 
Aurora Rubio Madariaga (Rept. No. 422); 

S. 1557. A bill for the relief of Dr. Carlos 
E. Garcia (Rept. No. 423); 

S. 1606. A bill for the relief of John (Gio- 
vanni) Denaro (Rept. No. 425) ; 
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S. 1647. A bill for the relief of Dr. Maria 
ce r Trabadelo de Arias (Rept. No. 

H.R. 1517. An act for the relief of Mrs, Mat- 
teo Groppo (Rept. No. 427); 

H.R. 1532. An act for the relief of Dr. Al- 
fredo A. Navarro (Rept. No. 428); 

H. R. 1564. An act for the relief of An- 
tonia Rondinelli Asci (Rept. No. 429); 

H.R. 1612, An act for the relief of John Jo- 
seph Shea (Rept. No. 430) ; 

H.R. 1724. An act for the relief of Hwang 
Duk Hwa (Rept. No. 431); 

H.R. 1814. An act for the relief of Giovan- 
aa Francesco Urga-Ferraro (Rept. No. 

H.R. 1818. An act for the relief of Marina 
Panagiotis Restos (Rept. No. 433); 

H.R. 3221. An act for the relief of Dr. 
Alexander D. Cross (Rept. No. 434); 

H.R. 3522. An act for the relief of Dr. Ra- 
fael F. Suarez (Rept. No. 435); 

H.R. 5224, An act for the relief of Dr. Guil- 
lermo Fresco De Jongh (Rept. No. 436); 

H.R. 5862. An act for the relief of Dr. Juan 
F. Chaves (Rept. No. 437); 

H.R. 5996. An act for the relief of Dr. Ber- 
nardino D. Marcelo (Rept. No. 438); and 

H. R. 9080. An act for the relief of Federico 
de la Cruz-Munoz (Rept. 439). 

By Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee 
on the Judiciary, with an amendment: 

S. 1105. A bill for the relief of Dr. G. F. 
Valdes-Fauli (Rept, No. 440); 

S. 1458. A bill for the relief of Lee Duk Hee 
(Rept. No. 441); 

S. 1471. A bill for the relief of Dr. Hugo 
Gonzalez (Rept. No. 442); 

S. 1525. A bill for the relief of Dr. Mario 
R. Garcini (Rept. No. 443) ; 

S. 1544, A bill for the relief of Jose Eduardo 
Aunon (Rept. No. 444); 

S. 1898. A bill for the relief of John An- 
thony Bacsalmassy (Rept. No. 445); 

H.R. 1820. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
om Messana Barone (Rept. No. 446); 
ani 

H.R. 4538. An act for the relief of Dr. John 
E. Yannakakis (Rept. No. 447); 

By Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee on 
the Judiciary, with amendments: 

S. 811. A bill for the relief of Valentina 
Sidorova Parkevich (Rept. No. 448); and 

S. 1410. A bill for the relief of Tran Van 
Nugyen (Rept. No. 449). 

By Mr. ALLOTT, from the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs, with amend- 
ments: 

S. 491. A bill to determine the rights and 
interests of the Navajo Tribe and the Ute 
Mountain Tribe of the Ute Mountain Reser- 
vation in and to certain lands in the State 
of New Mexico, and for other purposes (Rept. 
No. 453). 

By Mr. JAVITS, from the Committee on 
the Judiciary, without amendment: 

S. 946. A bill to amend the Tucker Act to 
increase from $10,000 to $50,000 the limita- 
tion on the jurisdiction of the U.S. district 
courts in suits against the United States for 
breach of contract or for compensation 
(Rept. No. 452). 

By Mr. TYDINGS, from the Committee on 
the Judiciary, with amendments: 

S. 159. A bill to provide for the temporary 
transfer to a single district for coordinated 
or consolidated pretrial proceedings of civil 
actions pending in different districts which 
involve one or more common questions of 
fact, and for other purposes (Rept. No. 454); 
and 

S. 828. A bill to amend section 5(b) of the 
act of March 18, 1966 (Public Law 89-372), 
so as to make the prohibition contained 
therein on the filling of certain vacancies in 
the office of district judge for the eastern dis- 
trict of Pennsylvania inapplicable to the first 
vacancy occurring after the enactment of 
such act (Rept. No. 455) . 
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REPORT ENTITLED “TRADING WITH 
THE ENEMY ACT”—REPORT OF A 
COMMITTEE (S. REPT. NO. 424) 


Mr. McCLELLAN, from the Committee 
on the Judiciary, submitted a report en- 
titled “Trading With the Enemy Act,” 
pursuant to Senate Resolution 251, 89th 
Congress, second session, which was 
ordered to be printed. 


SUSPENSION OF DEPORTATION OF 
CERTAIN ALIENS—REPORT OF A 
COMMITTEE (S. REPT. NO. 450) 


Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee 
on the Judiciary, reported the following 
original concurrent resolution (S. Con. 
Res. 36); which was placed on the cal- 
endar: 

S. Con. Res. 36 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep- 
resentatives concurring), That the Congress 
favors the suspension of deportation in the 
case of each alien hereinafter named, in 
which case the Attorney General has sus- 
pended deportation pursuant to the provi- 
sions of section 244(a)(2) of the Immigra- 
tion and Nationality Act, as amended (66 
Stat. 204; 8 U.S.C. 1251): 

A-3063150, Bong, Young Chung; 

A-5069505, Fat, Tong Li; 

A-13756192; Gong, Yicke; 

A-4164588, Gonzalez-Magana, Luis; 

A-8568488, Heimann-Angres, Sacher; 

A-8487289, Pascual, Vicente; 

A-13756892, Chu, Nee Chong; 

A-13282780, Chu, Quai; 

A-3300262, Krsulic, John; 

A-14006061, Lee, Dom Min; 

A-13550905, Lum, Ting Kam; 

A-5252792, Baylin, Meyer; 

A-2894457, Chin, Huey; 

A-14677835, Fong, Mun Quong; 

A-2569196, Mesa de Bravo, Cenovia; 

A-3854398, Spiegel, Max; 

A-14681263, Tang, Howe Fook; 

A-14219771, Russo, Maria Isaura; 

A-14598116, Young, Gim Lung; 

A-—1975504, Abrams, Samuel S.; 

A-5271262, Luna-Segovia, Jose de; 

A-8982745, Scocos, William Nicholas; 

A-12613969, Don, Hing Lew; 

A-8039759, Lee, Chung; and 

A-14196929, Yuen, Chung Ng. 


SUSPENSION OF DEPORTATION OF 
CERTAIN ALIENS—REPORT OF A 
COMMITTEE (S. REPT. NO. 451) 


Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee 
on the Judiciary, reported the following 
original concurrent resolution (S. Con. 
Res. 37); which was placed on the 


calendar: 
S. Con. Res. 37 


Resolved by the Senate (the House of 
Representatives concurring), That the Con- 
gress favors the suspension of deportation in 
the case of each alien hereinafter named, in 
which case the Attorney General has sus- 
pended deportation pursuant to the provi- 
sions of section 244 (a) (2) of the Immigra- 
tion and Nationality Act, as amended (66 
Stat. 204; 8 U.S. O. 1251): 

A-3063150, Bong, Young Chung; 

A-5069505, Fat, Tong Li; 

A-18756192, Gong, Yicke; 

A-4164588, Gonzalez-Magana, Luis; 

A-8568488, Heimann-Angres, Sacher: 

A-8487289, Pascual, Vicente; 

13756892, Chu, Nee Chong; 

A-13282780, Chu, Quai; 

A-3300262, Krsulic, John; 

A-14006061, Lee, Dom Min; 
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A-13550905, Lum, Ting Kam; 
A-5252792, Baylin, Meyer; 
A~2894457, Chin, Huey; 

A-14677835, Fong, Mun Quong; 
A-2569196, Mesa de Bravo, Cenovia; 
A-3854398, Spiegel, Max; 
A-14681263, Tang, Howe Fook; 
A-14219771, Russo, Maria Isaura; 
A-14598116, Young, Gim Lung; 
A-1975504, Abrams, Samuel S.; 
A-5271262, Luna-Segovia, Jose de; 
A~8982745, Scocos, William Nicholas; 
A-12613969, Don, Hing Lew; 
A-8039759, Lee, Chung; and 
A-14196929, Yuen, Chung Ng. 


ADDITIONAL FUNDS FOR COMMIT- 
TEE ON THE JUDICIARY—REPORT 
OF A COMMITTEE 


Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee 
on the Judiciary, reported the following 
original resolution (S. Res. 149); which 
was referred to the Committee on Rules 
and Administration, as follows: 

S. Res. 149 

Resolved, That S. Res. 34, Ninetieth Con- 
gress, agreed to January 17 (legislative day, 
January 12), 1967 (authorizing a study and 
examination of the Federal Judicial System), 
is hereby amended on page 2, line 23, by 
striking out “$175,000” and inserting in lieu 
thereof “$192,500”. 


BILLS INTRODUCED 


Bills were introduced, read the first 
time, and, by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and referred as follows: 


By Mr. DIRKSEN: 

S. 2171. A bill to amend the Subversive Ac- 
tivities Control Act of 1950 so as to accord 
with certain decisions of the courts; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

(See the remarks of Mr. Dirksen when he 
introduced the above bill, which appear 
under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. MUNDT: 

S. 2172. A bill to provide for the sharing 
with the States of a portion of the Federal 
revenues based on a percentage of the total 
taxable income reported on individual and 
corporate income tax returns; to the Com- 
mittee on Finance. 

By Mr, CASE: 

S. 2173. A bill for the relief of Nicola Ga- 

lotto; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. LAUSCHE: 

S. 2174. A bill for the relief of Rozika Turn- 
sek (Rose Turnsek or Rose Arms); to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HOLLAND: 

S. 2175. A bill for the relief of Dr. Juan 
Emilio Caignet y Crespo; and 

S. 2176. A bill for the relief of Dr. Edgar 
Reinaldo Nunez Baez; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary, 

By Mr. NELSON: 

S. 2177. A bill for the relief of Dr. Gil 
Octaviano; and 

S. 2178. A bill for the relief of Dennis W. 
Radtke: to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr, NELSON (for himself and Mr. 
PROXMIRE) : 

S. 2179. A bill to extend for 3 years the 
special milk programs for the Armed Forces 
and veterans’ hospitals; to the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry. 

By Mr. MAGNUSON (by request) : 

S. 2180. A bill to provide for a flat fee for 
services performed in connection with the 
arrival in, or departure from, the United 
States of a private aircraft or private vessel, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Commerce. 
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(See the remarks of Mr. Macnuson when 
he introduced the above bill, which appear 
under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. BIBLE: 

S. 2181. A bill for the relief of Gong Sing 

Hom; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. DODD: 

S. 2182. A bill to continue for a period of 2 
years the authority to enter into trade agree- 
ments under the Trade Expansion Act of 
1962; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr, EASTLAND: 

S. 2183. A bill to cut off Federal benefits 
for conviction of rioting and prohibiting en- 
titlement to such benefits thereafter; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MONRONEY: 

S. 2184. A bill to amend the Fair Labor 
Standards Act of 1938 to provide for a mini- 
mum wage for certain seasonal retail em- 
ployees; to the Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare. 

S. 2185. A bill to provide that a Federal tax 
lien shall not be valid against a purchaser of 
civil aircraft unless notice of such lien has 
been recorded under the Federal Aviation Act 
of 1958; to the Committee on Finance. 

(See the remarks of Mr. Monroney when 
he introduced the above bills, which appear 
under separate headings.) 

By Mr. HART (for himself and Mr. 
BREWSTER) : 

S. 2186. A bill to establish a National Con- 
sumer Service Foundation as an independent 
agency in the executive branch of the Fed- 
eral Government; to the Committee on Gov- 
ernment Operations. 

(See the remarks of Mr. Hart when he in- 
troduced the above bill, which appear under 
a separate heading.) 

By Mr. JAVITS: 

S. 2187. A bill for the relief of Mai Sui 

Lam; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 


CONCURRENT RESOLUTIONS 


TO PRINT AS A SENATE DOCUMENT 
A PUBLICATION RELATING TO 
THE HISTORY, ACTIVITIES, AND 
RULES OF PROCEDURE OF THE 
US, SENATE 


Mr. TOWER (for himself and Mr. 
Javits) submitted a concurrent resolu- 
tion (S. Con. Res. 35) to provide for the 
printing as a Senate document of a pub- 
lication with respect to the history, ac- 
tivities, and rules of procedure of the 
U.S. Senate, which was referred to the 
Committee on Rules and Administration. 

(See the above concurrent resolution 
printed in full when submitted by Mr. 
Tower, which appears under a separate 
heading.) 


SUSPENSION OF DEPORTATION OF 
CERTAIN ALIENS 


Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee 
on the Judiciary, reported an original 
concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 36) 
favoring the suspension of deportation of 
certain aliens, which was placed on the 
calendar. 

(See the above concurrent resolution 
printed in full when reported by Mr. 
EASTLAND, Which appears under the 
heading Reports of Committees.”) 


SUSPENSION OF DEPORTATION OF 
CERTAIN ALIENS 


Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee 
on the Judiciary, reported an original 
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concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 37) 
favoring the suspension of deportation of 
certain aliens, which was placed on the 
calendar. 

(See the above concurrent resolution 
printed in full when reported by Mr. 
EAsTLAN D, which appears under the 
heading Reports of Committees.”) 


RE SOLUTIONS 


ESTABLISHMENT OF A SELECT COM- 
MITTEE ON CRIME AND RIOTS 


Mr. BYRD of West Virginia (for him- 
self and Mr. Byrp of Virginia) submitted 
a resolution (S. Res. 148) to establish a 
Select Committee on Crime and Riots, 
which was referred to the Committee on 
Rules and Administration, by unanimous 
consent. 

(See the above resolution printed in 
full when submitted by Mr. Byrp of West 
Virginia, which appears under a separate 
heading 


ADDITIONAL FUNDS FOR COMMIT- 
TEE ON THE JUDICIARY 


Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee 
on the Judiciary, reported an original 
resolution (S. Res. 149) to provide addi- 
tional funds for the Committee on the 
Judiciary, which was referred to the 
Committee on Rules and Administration. 

(See the above resolution printed in 
full when reported by Mr. EASTLAND, 
which appears under a separate head- 
ing.) 


SUBVERSIVE ACTIVITIES CONTROL 
BOARD 


Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, in con- 
nection with the discussion we had on 
the Senate floor a few days ago relating 
to the Subversive Activities Control 
Board, first, I introduce, for appropriate 
reference, a bill—which is really identi- 
cal with 50 other bills introduced in the 
House of Representatives. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and appropriately re- 
ferred. 

The bill (S. 2171) to amend the Sub- 
versive Activities Control Act of 1950 so 
as to accord with certain decisions of 
the courts, introduced by Mr. DIRKSEN, 
was received, read twice by its title, and 
referred to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Second, Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the Recorp the names of the Members 
of the House of Representatives who 
were sponsors of two similar bills; a 
statement of the national commander 
of the American Legion in Washington 
on July 25; a statement by the national 
commander of AMVETS of the same 
date; a statement by John H. Burgess, 
the national commander of the Military 
Order of Purple Heart, under the same 
date; a statement by the national com- 
mander in chief of the Veterans of For- 
eign Wars dated July 24; and finally a 
statement under the caption, “We Need 
To Update the Internal Security Act,” by 
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Alice Widener, publisher of the U.S.A. 
magazine. 

There being no objection, the items 
requested were ordered to be printed in 
the Recorp, as follows: 

Sponsors oF H.R. 10390 

Mr. WILLIs (for himself, Mr. ABERNETHY, 
Mr. Aspirr, Mr. ASHMORE, Mr. Bodds, Mr. 
COLMER, Mr. Dorn, Mr. DOWNING, Mr. Ep- 
warps of Louisiana, Mr. FASCELL, Mr. HALEY, 
Mr. HÉBERT, Mr. IcHorp, Mr, LANDRUM, Mr. 
LENNON, Mr. LonG of Louisiana, Mr. Poor, 
Mr. Rarick, Mr. Rivers, Mr. ROGERS of Flor- 
ida, Mr. SELDEN, Mr. STEPHENS, Mr. Tuck, Mr. 
WAGGONNER, and Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi). 


Sponsors or H.R. 10391 
Mr. ASHBROOK (for himself, Mr, DEL CLAW- 
son, Mr. ROUDEBUSH, Mr. WATSON, Mr. GARD- 

NER, Mr. GOODLING, Mr. DOLE, Mr. WATKINS, 

Mr. Mize, Mr. Wryn, Mr. Duncan, Mr. 

ScHERLE, Mr. AYRES, Mr. CLANCY, Mr. DEVINE, 

Mr. HALL, Mr. Urr, Mr, Gross, Mr. SCHADE- 

BERG, Mr, WYLIE, Mr. MILLER of Ohio, Mr. 

KING of New York, Mr. DERWINSKI, Mr. CRA- 

MER, and Mr. ADAIR). 

NATIONAL COMMANDER OF THE AMERICAN 
LEGION, JoHN E. Davis, DEFINES LEGION 
OPPOSITION TO CURRENT EFFORTS To ABOL- 
IsH THE SUBVERSIVE ACTIVITIES CONTROL 
BOARD, Now BEFORE THE CONGRESS 


WaAsHINGTON, D.C., July 25, 1967.—John 
E. Davis (N.D.), National Commander of The 
American Legion, said today “The American 
Legion supports the Subversive Activities 
Control Board and believes that current 
efforts to abolish it are not in the best inter- 
ests of this country.” 

Commander Davis pointed out that The 
American Legion supported the enactment 
of the Internal Security Act of 1950 which 
established the SACB and that the Legion’s 
position has not changed. 

Commander Davis said that the criticism 
directed at the Board by its opponents to 
the effect that the Board has accomplished 
little if anything since its creation “is un- 
fair.” The SACB is governed by the statute 
establishing it, he said, and it cannot act 
unless requested to do so by the Attorney 
General. The Board is not a free agent. The 
Board's alleged lack of accomplishments over 
the years, Commander Davis emphasized, has 
been due to time consuming litigation in the 
courts by those called to appear before the 
Board and the resulting court decisions de- 
claring portions of the statute unconstitu- 
tional, The attempts by the Board to require 
the Communist Party of the United States 
to register with the Board and its current 
effort with respect to the WEB DuBois Clubs 
of America “are prime examples,” the Com- 
mander said. 

“At the present time,“ Commander Davis 
said, “legislation is pending in the House to 
amend the Internal Security Act of 1950 so 
that the unconstitutional features will be 
eliminated and at the same time permit the 
Board to function as Congress intended it 
to do.” 

The Commander said “at a time when the 
Communist Party of the United States is 
accelerating its activity on the campuses of 
American universities, and elsewhere, it 
would be an injustice to the American pub- 
lic to eliminate the SACB which Congress 
established for the purpose of making a pub- 
lic record of these subversive activities.” 
STATEMENT BY AMVETS’ NATIONAL COM- 

MANDER A. LEO ANDERSON, ISSUED JULY 25, 

1967. 

AMVETS’ National Commander A. Leo 
Anderson on behalf of his organization today 
strongly urged the support of the bipartisan 
Measures presently before Congress which 
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are intended to provide the Subversive Ac- 

tivities Control Board with the requisite 

authority to permit its functions as orig- 
inally intended by the U.S. Congress. 

This Board is the only existing arm of 
the Executive Branch of the Government 
charged with the responsibility of scruti- 
nizing and recommending specific action 
against subversive groups and activities 
whose aim is the destruction of the internal 
security of this Country. 

Commander Anderson said, When each 
day reveals ever more clearly the probable 
existence of a ‘Fifth Column’ directly work- 
ing against our Country’s policies in the 
Vietnam Conflict and its strong stand in 
foreign policies all over the world, we be- 
lieve that the Board should be strengthened 
in its authority to function more effectively 
than ever. 

“The sudden emergence of local pressure 
for the Board’s abolishment at a time when 
well o ed ‘Fifth-Column-type’ terror 
and public disorder is taking place is too 
much of a coincidence to pass unnoticed. 

“The growing violence and malicious de- 
struction of property and disregard of the 
lives and safety of the average citizen re- 
veals the type of communistic guerrilla 
tactic which has become familiar throughout 
the world.” 

Anderson recommends most strongly the 
continuation and enlargement of, the au- 
thority of the Subversive Activities Control 
Board to permit it to function in the pres- 
ervation of the Nation’s Internal Security 
in the crisis which is obviously here today. 

Anderson said, “I firmly believe that it is 
the duty of every citizen to make known 
his support of the Board so that we may 
keep faith with our young men fighting in 
Vietnam and in other troubled areas 
throughout the world, by maintaining here 
at home the constant vigilance required to 
assure peace and tranquillity despite the 
planned activities by subversive organiza- 
tions attempting to weaken the support re- 
quired to carry out our National policies 
to successful conclusions.” 

STATEMENT OF JOHN H. BURGESS, NATIONAL 
COMMANDER OF THE MILITARY ORDER OF THE 
PURPLE Heart, JULY 25, 1967 
The National Commander of the Military 

Order of the Purple Heart, John H. Burgess, 

Daytona Beach, Florida, today gave his “un- 

qualified” endorsement and support to the 

U.S. Government Subversive Activities Con- 

trol Board (SACB). 

“With the threat of Communism spread- 
ing throughout the world and the new mili- 
tancy of the communists in Asia, Africa and 
even South America, the American people 
require the services of this Board,” Com- 
mander Burgess said, 

“There has been a concerted effort to dis- 
credit the SACB,” Commander Burgess 
pointed out. “Even reputable newspapers 
have referred to the panel as useless, How- 
ever, recent Supreme Court rulings have 
played a large part in making the Board in- 
effective. Pending now before Congress are 
two bills which would correct the wording 
of the law under which the Board operates, 
and return it to its former status.” 

Commander Burgess contended that the 
American people deserve to know what or- 
ganizations are Communist or serve as a 
Communist-front, “Only through the actions 
of the Board appointed in 1950 by Congress 
have the American people been alerted to the 
actions of some organizations which front 
as patriotic while serving, what Commander 
Burgess termed, “two masters.” 

“There is a continuous alert that must be 
maintained by our people and our Govern- 
ment against those who would destroy our 
way of life and replace it with foreign al- 
legiance to Communist power. The Subver- 
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sive Activities Control Board has been able to 
accomplish this task.” 

“With the ruling by the Supreme Court 
that the SACB was violating the Constitu- 
tion by requiring Communists to register, 
the SACB has been stymied to a degree in 
its work of protecting this nation from 
Communist infiltration.” 

With our active effort in South Viet-Nam 
against Communist aggression, we here at 
home have a new obligation to fight this 
threat within our own nation,” Commander 
Burgess said. “I fee] that the SACB has done 
an outstanding job, and I am sorry to see 
their hands tied by the recent court rulings. 
However, the new bills pending in Congress, 
if passed, will restore the SACB to its former 
position of vigilance and protector of 
democracy.” 

V.F.W. SUPPORTS SUBVERSIVE ACTIVITIES 

CONTROL BOARD 


WasHıNnGTON, D.C., July 24.—The National 
Commander-in-Chief of the Veterans of For- 
eign Wars, Leslie M. Fry, Reno, Nevada, today 
announced “full support of the U.S. govern- 
ment’s Subversive Activities Control Board.” 

Commander Fry said the VF. W.'s action is 
necessary “because the present effort to dis- 
credit or abolish the Board has already been 
seized upon in the continuing efforts of Com- 
munist elements in this country to do just 
that.” 

In his statement the V.F.W. Commander 
noted that the present attack on the Sub- 
versive Activities Control Board followed the 
President’s appointment and the Senate’s 
confirmation of Mr. Simon McHugh, formerly 
of the Small Business Administration, as one 
of the Board members. 

“The McHugh appointment, which has 
been confirmed by the Senate, is incidental 
to the issue of the compelling need for the 
continued existence and functioning of the 
Subversive Activities Control Board,” Com- 
mander Fry said. “Those who are out to 
destroy this anti-Communist government 
agency are simply using the McHugh issue as 
a pretext and smoke screen for their attack 
on the Board.” 

Amplifying the V.F.W. position, Command- 
er Fry said, “we of the V.F.W. vigorously 
support the Subversive Activities Control 
Board because it is needed in the interests of 
the defense of our government. This Board 
is the only agency in the Executive Branch 
of the government for determining and in- 
forming the American people as to the iden- 
tity of Communists and other subversive 
groups working for the destruction of our 
government.” 

Continuing, Commander Fry emphasized: 
“It is no mere coincidence that this attack 
on the Board comes at this very time when 
the Board is putting the public spotlight on 
the W. E. B. DuBois Clubs which have been 
sana so viciously against our Nation’s 

Communist aggression in 
ben 

Obviously, if the enemies of the Subversive 
Activities Control Board are successful in de- 
stroying the Board, they will be successful 
in protecting the DuBois club organization 
and its reported pro-Communist activities 
aimed at the American Youth. 

“We of the V.F.W. believe that the citizens 
of our country are entitled to know who 
those are trying to destroy our country. This 
is a primary and necessary function of the 
Subversive Activities Control Board. 

“To cut its appropriation or eliminate it 
would assist the Communists and handicap 
patriotic Americans.” 

Continuing, Commander Fry said, “the 
V. F. W. believes that instead of the Board 
being undercut or destroyed when it is so 
critically needed, it should be strengthened. 
At the present time,” he pointed out, “there 
are two bills pending before Congress to 
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strengthen the functions and status of the 
Board, These bills, essentially the same, have 
been introduced by a total of about 50 Demo- 
crats and Republicans. This underlines the 
non-political nature of the support of the 
Board. 

“The V.F.W. takes this position for a very 
basic reason. At a time when American fight- 
ing men are dying to resist Communist ag- 
gression in Vietnam, we must keep our faith 
with them by resisting Communist subver- 
sion at home. 

“It is the purpose of the Subversive Activi- 
ties Control Board to help our citizens in 
this sacred endeavor. Our citizens must not 
be deprived of their right to know who the 
Communist elements are. The American peo- 
ple are entitled to have this information, 
which they can get only through the exist- 
ence of the Subversive Activities Control 
Board.” 


We NEED To UPDATE INTERNAL SECURITY ACT 


(By Alice Widener, publisher, U.S.A. 
magazine) 

New Tonk Orry, July 20, 1967.— The ap- 
pointment of Simon F. MeHugh Jr. to what 
the Wall Street Journal describes as a five 
year sinecure” as a member of the Sub- 
versive Activities Control Board (SACB) in 
Washington, D.C. should focus public at- 
tention not on the new Presidential appoin- 
tee but on the legal situation that limits 
useful service by the SACB. 

It was created by statute under the Inter- 
nal Security Act passed by Congress in 1950 
to protect our nation from subversion by 
foreign-controlled political groups, or Com- 
munist-dominated or infiltrated groups. The 
SACB sits as a quasi-judicial board to con- 
duct hearings on cases submitted to it by the 
U.S. Attorney General. 

Several provisions of the Internal Security 
Act have been declared unconstitutional by 
the Supreme Court or appeals courts in a 
series of decisions described by the press as 
“the Communist cases.” In particular, the 
courts ruled that Internal Security Act pro- 
visions requiring Communists to identify 
themselves as such, and to register as such, 
violate the constitutional Fifth Amendment, 
which bars self-incrimination in criminal 
cases by declaring that no person shall be 
compelled to be a witness against himself. 

Pending in Congress now are bills that 
would correct those provisions of the Inter- 
nal Security Act which have been found un- 
constitutional and would permit the Subver- 
sive Activities Control Board to function as 
Congress originally intended. The bills would 
protect Communists under the Fifth Amend- 
ment and would protect all Americans under 
the First Amendment by greatly strengthen- 
ing their “right to know” under freedom of 
information. 

Whenever the SACB holds hearings at 
the request of the U.S. Attorney General, 
the findings are made public. The evidence 
produced at the hearings—which must by 
statute be public—is what the public needs 
to know and what Communists are deter- 
mined that the public shall not know. Nat- 
urally, evidence is produced by the Goy- 
ernment and by witnesses against and for 
the organization alleged to be Communist 
dominated or infiltrated. Since the results 
of the Board’s findings are printed, the 
public can read the evidence and weigh its 
credibility. 

“The Board (or any member thereof or any 
examiner designated thereby) may hold 
hearings,” states the Internal Security Act, 
“administer oaths and affirmations, may 
examine witnesses and receive evidence at 
any place in the United States and may 
require by subpena the attendance and testi- 
mony of witnesses and the production of 
books, papers, correspondence, memoranda, 
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and other records deemed relevant to the 
matter under inquiry...” 

Pending before the SACB today is the 
case of the W.E.B. DuBois Clubs, an organiza- 
tion appealing to the Supreme Court for 
relief from application of the pertinent pro- 
visions of the Internal Security Act. If the 
U.S. Government wins its case before the 
Supreme Court—a case already upheld by 
three district court judges—then the W.E.B. 
DuBois Clubs will be called to appear before 
the Subversive Activities Control Board next 
fall, possibly in New York City. 

It is unfair to describe a post on the SACB 
as a sinecure. Rather it is a post of great 
frustration held by an American s 
to protect the most vital possession of the 
United States, its internal security, against 
those who would destroy it. For so long as the 
Internal Security Act of 1950 is the law, 
there must be an SACB. For so long as pro- 
visions of the law are found to be uncon- 
stitutional, the SACB cannot function ef- 
fectively. If Congress amends the Act in a 
manner that meets with Constitutional re- 
quirements, then the SACB will be able to 
function and fulfill its intended role which, 
essentially, is that of a defender of the 
First Amendment, of the right of the Ameri- 
can people to know all they need to know 
for adequate protection of their internal 
security from Communists or any other sub- 
versive group seeking to tear our Constitu- 
tion to shreds to overthrow our elected Gov- 
ernment, and set up a totalitarian regime 
in our nation. 


Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. What does the Sena- 
tor’s bill provide? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. This bill is only a series 
of amendments to the present Internal 
Security Act of 1950. They are designed 
to meet the various decisions handed 
down by the Supreme Court, which have 
virtually tied the hands of the Subversive 
Activities Control Board, and have 
prompted the Attorney General not to 
issue petitions or to use the services of 
the Board until this matter of jurisdic- 
tion, in the face of those Court decisions, 
has been cured. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. The Senator’s bill does 
not deal at all with the abolition of the 
Board? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Oh, indeed not. I would 
be the last man in the world to wish to 
see the Board abolished. That was the 
reason for putting in the statements 
from all of these national veterans orga- 
nizations, because they are in full sup- 
port of the Board and its activities. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. I thank the Senator 
very much. 


PROVISION OF FLAT FEE FOR SERV- 
ICES PERFORMED IN CONNEC- 
TION WITH ARRIVAL OR DEPAR- 
TURE OF PRIVATE AIRCRAFT OR 
PRIVATE VESSEL IN UNITED 
STATES 


Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, at 
the request of the Department of the 
Treasury, I introduce, for appropriate 
reference, a bill to provide for a flat fee 
for services performed in connection with 
the arrival in, or departure from, the 
United States of a private aircraft or 
private vessel, and for other purposes. 
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I ask unanimous consent that there 
be printed at the conclusion of my re- 
marks a letter from the Honorable Jo- 
seph W. Barr, Acting Secretary of the 
Treasury, requesting introduction, to- 
gether with an analysis of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and appropriately re- 
ferred, and, without objection, the letter 
and analysis will be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The bill (S. 2180) to provide for a flat 
fee for services performed in connection 
with the arrival in, or departure from, 
the United States of a private aircraft or 
private vessel, and for other purposes; 
introduced by Mr. Macnuson, by request, 
was received, read twice by its title, and 
referred to the Committee on Commerce. 

The letter and analysis presented by 
Mr. Macnuson are as follows: 


THE SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY, 
Washington, June 22, 1967. 
The Hon. HUBERT H. HUMPHREY, 
President of the Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mn. PRESIDENT: There is transmitted 
herewith a draft of a bill, To provide for a 
flat fee for services performed in connection 
with the arrival in, or departure from, the 
United States of a private aircraft or private 
vessel, and for other purposes,” together with 
an analysis of its provisions. 

The draft bill is intended to alleviate a 
situation which has long been a source of 
irritation to operators of private aircraft ar- 
riving in the United States at night or on 
Sundays and holidays. Under existing law 
the cost to the owners or operators of such 
aircraft for inspection services depends upon 
the number of planes arriving at the airport 
during the overtime period. The amount of 
compensation payable under the customs 
and immigration overtime laws for Sunday or 
holiday services is two day’s pay for any 
time not exceeding eight hours, If only one 
plane arrives its owner or operator must 
pay the full cost. If two or more arrive the 
cost is prorated among them. Obviously, this 
system is cumbersome, expensive to operate, 
annoying to plane operators and owners, and 
uncertain in its impact. The draft bill would 
eliminate these problems by providing a flat 
fee for the inspection services for private air- 
craft (and also for private vessels) and I 
recommend that it be enacted by the Con- 
gress. 

The draft bill is similar to H.R. 11448 and 
H.R. 11449, 88th Congress and H.R. 6433 and 
H.R. 6917, 89th Congress. 

It would be appreciated if you would lay 
the draft bill before the Senate. A similar 
bill has been transmitted to the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives. 

The Department has been advised by the 
Bureau of the Budget that there is no ob- 
jection from the standpoint of the Adminis- 
tration’s program to the presentation of this 
legislation to the Congress. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOSEPH W. Bann, 
Acting Secretary. 


ANALYSIS 


The bill would require the Secretary of 
the Treasury to prescribe by regulation a 
flat fee for services performed at night or on 
a Sunday or holiday by an officer or employee 
of the Customs Service, the Immigration 
and Naturalization Service, the Foreign 
Quarantine Division of the Public Health 
Service, or an officer or employee designated 
by the Secretary of Agriculture, in connec- 
tion with the arrival in, or departure from, 
the United States of a private aircraft or a 
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private vessel. The bill would provide for 
consultation by Treasury Department officers 
with officers of the other agencies prior to 
the issuance of the regulations prescribing 
the flat fee, but the regulations would not 
be joint. 

Enactment of the bill, it is believed, would 
result in an overall advantage to the parties 
in interest as well as to the Government. 
The amount of compensation payable under 
the customs and immigration overtime laws 
for services performed on a Sunday or a 
holiday is two days’ pay for any time not 
exceeding eight hours. If only one aircraft or 
vessel arrives, its owner or operator must pay 
the full amount. If others arrive the two 
days’ pay is prorated among them. Thus the 
charge for the same service is unequal and 
uncertain depending upon the number of 
arrivals, and an operator who wishes to ar- 
rive on a Sunday or holiday cannot know in 
advance what amount he will have to pay. 
Many complaints have been received from 
operators of private aircraft, one ground of 
which has been the uncertainty of the 
amount of the charge. 

The Comptroller General held (B- 140168, 
September 24, 1959, 39 Comp. Gen. 220) that 
the Bureau of Customs could not prescribe 
a flat fee for these services under existing 
law. In that decision, the Comptroller Gen- 
eral said: 

“While we readily recognize the heavy ad- 
ministrative burden involved and the in- 
convenience to some aircraft operators in 
the operation of the present system, we do 
not view the law in its present state as per- 
mitting the substitution of a system of 
charges necessarily requiring overpayments 
from some to offset underpayment by others.” 

The bill would supply the authority lack- 
ing under present law. 

Since the Customs Service, the Immigra- 
tion and Naturalization Service, the Public 
Health Service, and the Department of Agri- 
culture often perform one another's serv- 
ices, it is deemed advisable to have a uniform 
flat rate, so that the amount of the charge 
will not vary according to which agency per- 
forms the service. In the few instances in 
which the services of officers or employees 
of more than one agency are required, the 
flat fee would be charged by each such 
agency. 

The flat fee to be charged would include 
an amount sufficient to cover administrative 
expenses in accordance with the intention 
of Congress expressed in 5 U.S.C. 140. 

Because of variations in the laws and regu- 
lations of the agencies relating to the com- 
pensation and expenses of the officers and 
employees performing the services, the cost 
of furnishing the services is not exactly the 
same for each agency. Under the bill the uni- 
form flat fee would be sufficient to provide 
full reimbursement to the agency having the 
highest cost, which under present laws and 
regulations probably would be the Customs 
Service. A uniform charge, therefore, would 
necessarily result in payment to some of the 
agencies of an amount somewhat in excess of 
the actual expense of providing the services. 
The excess would not be substantial, since 
the Customs Service and the Immigration 
and Naturalization Service would provide 
most of the services and the difference be- 
tween their costs would not be large. No 
flat fee, even if limited to one agency, could 
result in recovery of the exact cost of fur- 
nishing the services, since it would have to 
be based on an estimate of future costs. 

It is contemplated that the regulations 
will require the flat fee to be computed by 
dividing the estimated annual aggregate cost 
of the services provided by the estimated 
annual aggregate number of requests for 
such services. 

For the purpose of uniformity, the bill 
provides that the flat fee shall be charged 
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by each of the four agencies for any services 
provided on a Sunday or a holiday or after 
5 p.m. or before 8 a.m. on a weekday (un- 
less, in the case of weekday services, an of- 
ficer or employee on his regular tour of 
duty is available) in connection with the 
arrival or departure of a private aircraft or 
private vessel, notwithstanding any other 
provision of law. With respect to services not 
covered by the bill, the laws and regulations 
of the agencies would not be affected. The 
flat fee to be collected under the bill would 
be in lieu of any other compensation, fees, 
or expenses required by law or regulation 
to be paid to the Government for the serv- 
ices involved. 

The bill would have no effect upon the 
amount of compensation paid by the Gov- 
ernment to the officers and employees. They 
would continue to receive the compensation 
payable to them under existing law for the 
services rendered. 

The terms “private aircraft” and “private 
vessel” are defined in the bill. Under the 
definitions, the flat fee would not be ap- 
plicable to any aircraft used to carry pas- 
sengers for hire or merchandise for hire or 
to any vessel used to carry passengers for 
hire or merchandise for hire or engaged in 
the fisheries. It would not be applicable to 
every aircraft or vessel not carrying pas- 
sengers or merchandise for hire. In prescrib- 
ing the categories to be covered the Sec- 
retary would have authority, for example, 
to exclude aircraft or vessels carrying cargo 
for commercial use though not for hire. 


TWO-YEAR EXTENSION OF TRADE 
AGREEMENTS ACT OF 1962 


Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I introduce, 
for appropriate reference, a bill to extend 
for 2 years the Trade Agreements Act of 
1962. 

I believe that such a simple extension, 
unencumbered by other substantive and 
more controversial issues, is the most 
reasonable course for us to undertake at 
the present time. 

A most significant step toward freeing 
trade among most of the nations of the 
world has been achieved, with the signing 
of the multilateral agreements in Geneva 
last month. 

But the very fact that these agree- 
ments are the most comprehensive as- 
sault on barriers to international trade 
that has ever taken place,” calls for a 
brief pause so that we can digest these 
tariff cuts and appraise their impact in 
an unhurried, intelligent manner. 

In addition, there is a variety of other, 
equally significant, and substantive trade 
issues that must be resolved. 

These questions also demand a little 
time, an interim. period during which the 
Administration, we in Congress, busi- 
nessmen, labor, and the general public 
ean decide what major innovations in 
trade policy we should next pursue, and 
when. 

Should we concentrate on ways to re- 
duce barriers to East-West trade? 

Should we give a priority to the very 
important need for the abolition of non- 
tariff barriers to international trade? 

Or should we devote our energies in- 
stead toward establishing preferential 
treatment for exports from the less de- 
veloped nations? 

Each of these areas of trade policy is 
one which calls for a new and basic re- 
orientation in our trade relations. 
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And this can be worked out and de- 
cided upon only, and I want to empha- 
size the word only, after a lot of ground- 
work has been done and after a general 
consensus about the future direction of 
American trade policy has been achieved. 

Each of these areas involves a mam- 
moth task in itself, both for the admin- 
istration and for Congress. 

Each is complex and each is controver- 
sial, both as to their broad policy out- 
lines and as to their details. 

I think, indeed I feel very strongly that 
we would be doing ourselves and the 
other countries of the world a disservice 
if we tried to do too much, too soon. 

It would be too much to tackle these 
or any other major innovations this year. 

And it would be too soon, coinciding 
with the implementation of the huge 
tariff cuts that are to go into effect. 

There will be enough discussion and 
controversy for a year or so, not only 
over the actual reductions in the duties 
on 6,000 items but also over the proposals 
supporting the Geneva agreements to 
which Congress will have to consent. 

The Senate will be asked to consider 
and ratify a new wheat pact. 

Both Houses will have to look into the 
merits of repealing the American sell- 
ing price system on some products, this 
repeal being a condition of further cuts 
by other signatories to the tariff agree- 
ments. 

Surely these phases of American trade 
policy are enough to keep us occupied 
for a while. 

I do not think we can do a good job 
on them, really do them justice, if we 
at the same time go beyond an extension 
of the residual, or unused authority of 
the 1962 act and become embroiled in 
the issues of East-West trade, nontariff 
barriers, or preferential treatment for the 
exports of some countries. 

I have my own opinions and thoughts 
about the direction these new areas 
should take, and their potential benefits 
to us, as I am sure do all of my colleagues. 

I believe that we should try to expand 
trade with the Communist nations, pro- 
vided that there is in fact a quid pro quo 
for any steps we are willing to undertake 
to ease the impediments to trade between 
the East and the West. 

I believe we should take the lead in a 
large-scale effort to reduce the nontariff 
barriers to trade. These restrictive de- 
vices, such as exchange controls and 
discriminatory taxation, are often the 
most significant impediments to trade. 
Now that tariffs are to be so much less 
restrictive, nontariff barriers will be the 
greater restraints to commerce among 
nations. 

I believe we should work out preferen- 
tial treatment for exports from the less 
developed nations. This is especially im- 
portant within the context of our hemi- 
spheric relations and because of our in- 
terest in encouraging the development by 
our Latin neighbors of a common market. 

But to make intelligent, long-range 
decisions on these matters I, and my col- 
leagues as well, will need much more in 
the way of facts, figures, and related in- 
formation. 
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And we especially need the time to put 
all of this material and all of the politi- 
cal and economic implications of these 
new departures in trade policy in a prop- 
er and coherent context. 

I would hope that the administration 
will limit itself, as I have suggested, to 
only an extension of the 1962 act plus 
the supplementary authority it needs for 
the Geneva agreements. 

Perhaps the administration will also 
want to recommend a liberalization of 
the criteria for the trade adjustment as- 
sistance program for firms and workers 
injured by increased imports. 

This is needed, since no one has ever 
qualified for this assistance during the 
initial 5-year period of the program’s ex- 
istence. Now that we have agreed to such 
extensive reductions on duties, the need 
for mitigating the impact of greater im- 
ports on businesses and workers is more 
pressing than ever. 

And, it would not expand our consid- 
eration of trade legislation beyond the 
limits I have discussed. 

But to go beyond this, at this time, 
would be a mistake and I wish to re- 
iterate, in closing, my opposition to any 
such action, to any such opening of the 
Pandora’s box of international trade 
questions. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and appropriately re- 
ferred. 

The bill (S. 2182) to continue for a 
period of 2 years the authority to enter 
into trade agreements under the Trade 
Expansion Act of 1962, introduced by 
Mr. Dopp was received, read twice by its 
title, and referred to the Committee on 
Finance. 


CHRISTMAS SEASON WAGE 
SCHEDULES 


Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I send 
to the desk, for appropriate reference, 
a bill to amend the Fair Labor Stand- 
ards Act of 1938 to provide for a mini- 
mum wage for certain seasonal retail 
employees. 

Retailing, particularly in the depart- 
ment and specialty store field, is a high- 
ly seasonal business. This is especially 
true during the months of October, No- 
vember, and December when the stores 
prepare for the heavy pre-Christmas 
volume. 

During this period of the last 90 days 
in the year, retail employment runs more 
than 20 percent above the previous 9 
months. The great majority of the work- 
ers added at this time are not primary 
but secondary wage earners. They are 
not, with very few exceptions, the head 
of the household but are individuals 
seeking temporary employment and fre- 
quently on a part-time basis. They come 
from the ranks of retired employees 
who want to supplement their social se- 
curity and pension income; from former 
employees who left to raise a family but 
who come back to work for a few months 
to earn some extra money; from high 
school and college students eager to find 
jobs which will provide spending money 
or to help to pay for their education; 
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and from “moonlighters’—of all kinds, 
teachers, businessmen, municipal em- 
ployees, and so forth—who want to in- 
crease their incomes for one reason or 
another. Obviously the great majority are 
inexperienced and unskilled. 

The purpose of this bill would be to 
allow retail stores to take on these tempo- 
rary Christmas workers at 90 percent of 
the prevailing minimum wage. 

I believe that this 10-percent differen- 
tial will protect and encourage the hiring 
of high school and college students and 
other inexperienced workers who may 
otherwise find it difficult to obtain em- 
ployment at the higher rate. 

I know from personal experience in 
the retail field that stores are often hesi- 
tant to bring in young and inexperienced 
workers on a temporary basis when they 
must be paid the same rate as their ex- 
perienced regular employees because of 
the resentment that this causes among 
the regular workers. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the full text of the bill be 
printed in the Recorp at this point. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and appropriately re- 
ferred; and, without objection, the bill 
will be printed in the RECORD. 

The bill (S. 2184) to amend the Fair 
Labor Standards Act of 1938 to provide 
for a minimum wage for certain seasonal 
retail employees, introduced by Mr. Mon- 
RONEY, was received, read twice by its 
title, referred to the Committee on Labor 
and Public Welfare, and ordered to be 
printed in the Recorp, as follows: 

S. 2184 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 
6(a) of the Fair Labor Standards Act of 
1938 is amended by striking out “or” at the 
end of paragraph (4), by striking out the 
period at the end of paragraph (5) and in- 
serting in lieu thereof a semicolon and the 
word “or”, and by adding at the end thereof 
the following new paragraph: 

“(6) if such employee is employed by a 
retail or service establishment during the 
months of October, November, and December 
only, not less than 90 per centum of the min- 
—— wage otherwise applicable under this 
section.“ 


FILING FEDERAL TAX LIENS ON 
AIRCRAFT 


Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I in- 
troduce, for appropriate reference, a bill 
which authorizes the Internal Revenue 
Service to file notice of all Federal tax 
liens on aircraft with the Federal Avia- 
tion Administration and enables the 
FAA to record such notices. 

Under the Internal Revenue Code, 
Federal tax liens attach to all prop- 
erty belonging to a taxpayer who fails 
to pay his taxes. With respect to air- 
craft, the law does not provide for ade- 
quate recording of tne lien to give suf- 
ficient notice to bona fide purchasers. 
Consequently, a purchaser of a used air- 
craft does not have any reasonable means 
of determining whether the aircraft is 
subject to a Federal tax lien. 

The Federal Aviation Act of 1958 pro- 
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vides for the recording by the Federal 
Aviation Administration of “any con- 
veyance which affects the title to, or any 
interest in, any civil aircraft of the 
United States.” However, in 1964 the Ad- 
ministrator of the FAA issued a rule 
which specifically precluded Federal tax 
liens from the definition of convey- 
ance.” Therefore, today a review of an 
aircraft’s title, which is registered with 
the Federal Aviation Administration, will 
not reveal whether or not the aircraft is 
encumbered by a Federal tax lien. 

With the enactment of this legislation, 
prospective aircraft buyers will be able to 
conduct effective title searches that will 
disclose the existence of a Federal tax 
lien. If the lien is not recorded accord- 
ing to the provisions of this bill, it will be 
unenforceable against a purchaser with- 
out previous knowledge of the lien. 

I feel that it is fairer to require the 
Federal Government to record Federal 
tax liens adequately than to force an in- 
nocent purchaser to suffer the loss of his 
aircraft for the payment of someone 
else’s delinquent taxes which he had no 
way of discovering. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and appropriately re- 
ferred. 

The bill (S. 2185) to provide that a 
Federal tax lien shall not be valid against 
a purchaser of civil aircraft unless no- 
tice of such lien has been recorded un- 
der the Federal Aviation Act of 1958, 
introduced by Mr. Monroney, was re- 
ceived, read twice by its title, and re- 
ferred to the Committee on Finance. 


ESTABLISHMENT OF A NATIONAL 
CONSUMER SERVICE FOUNDATION 


Mr. HART, Mr. President, Don't buy 
a pig in a poke,” is a saw which has not 
faded away simply because it still is 
sound advice. Experience has proven 
that the man who does not heed that 
saw fits the description of another: A 
fool soon parted from his money. 

No one has ever wanted to be taken.“ 
What is new today is the increasing 
number of consumers who are willing to 
expend a great deal of effort not only 
to avoid being a fool but to get full value 
for their money. 

This is good. It is also exceedingly im- 
portant in a free enterprise economy 
where each purchase is a vote of ap- 
proval. These votes should decide which 
manufacturers are to succeed and which 
should be put on notice to change or 
get out of the marketplace. At its opti- 
mum, free enterprise should produce an 
idyllic economic world where all con- 
sumer demands are satisfied and all re- 
sources allocated most efficiently. 

Wonderful, when it works that way. 
But it does not in the United States to- 
day. There are a variety of reasons— 
many of which the Senate Antitrust and 
Monopoly Subcommittee has delved. 

One is that consumers today who want 
to make wise use of their money are 
frustrated. Sometimes this is because de- 
cisions which affect them are made 
without consulting them. Sometimes it 
is because try as they might to find out 
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what’s in the poke, they never seem able 
to 


The bill I introduced today, for myself 
and the able senior Senator from Mary- 
land [Mr. BREWSTER], is aimed at reduc- 
ing some of that trouble and delivering 
on the commitment Congress gave con- 
sumers last year when we enacted the 
Fair Packaging and Labeling Act: to 
facilitate value comparison. 

The bill would establish the National 
Consumer Service Foundation. The 
Foundation would be an independent 
agency in the executive branch with 
three principal functions: to be the con- 
sumers’ voice in government; a clearing- 
house for consumer complaints, and an 
information funnel for facts helpful in 
making buying decisions and in making 
value comparisons. 

Many will recognize that this proposal 
bears a resemblance to other bills which 
have been before Congress periodically 
since 1959. I hope that this bill, strength- 
ened by the 8 years of thought and 
concern and study which precede it, is 
tailored better to serve consumers than 
some earlier proposals may have been. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that at the conclusion of my remarks 
the bill to establish a National Consum- 
er Service Foundation be printed along 
with a detailed analysis of how it dif- 
fers from S. 1052, the bill to establish an 
Office of Consumers, which, with 17 col- 
leagues, I introduced in the 89th Con- 
gress. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, previously 
the same bill was introduced by Senator 
Kefauver with 21 cosponsors. The Na- 
tional Consumer Service Foundation will 
have a broader base with five Directors 
appointed by the President rather than 
only a Consumer Counsel and Associate 
Counsel. Limitations have been built in 
so that while representing consumers be- 
fore regulatory agencies the Foundation 
would not enter into adjudicated matters. 

Like its proposed predecessors, the 
Foundation would receive consumer 
complaints and negotiate nonlaw viola- 
tions with the industry and refer viola- 
tions to the proper agency. 

That much is in the tradition of ear- 
lier proposals. The new important fea- 
ture goes to getting facts to the public; 
it is in the information area that I hope 
the wonders of the space age can be put 
to work for consumers. It would have the 
best minds of our Nation zero in to strip 
the poke away so consumers may have 
and know the facts needed to make value 
comparisons. 

This information, I emphasize, is to 
put out factually with no recommenda- 
tions of one product over another. How- 
ever, it does need to be put out. And 
here I think the world of electronics— 
which serves the business community 
and Government to add efficiency and 
economy—can be of equal service to 
consumers. 

Once upon a time people might have 
thought that manufacturers would use 
their advertising to give full informa- 
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tion about their products. But all of us 
have been educated to the limitations of 
the 20-second TV spot. 

If the Government has a stake in the 
functioning of the free enterprise sys- 
tem, then it has a stake in aiding con- 
sumers in making the decisions that 
make the system function. 

Obviously, a consumer shopping for a 
washing machine needs to know more 
than it has a wash-and-wear cycle and 
comes in four different colors. She needs 
to know details on construction, dura- 
bility, capacity, and care requirements. 
Knowing this type of thing, she can 
then decide which of several mixes of 
qualities will best serve her needs. 

She needs equally in-depth informa- 
tion about paints, furniture, carpeting, 
wall coverings, clothing, lawn mowers, 
air conditioners, soaps, polishes, waxes, 
and the myriad of other products she 
must constantly select. 

It is my belief that this information 
can be supplied in a useful way. And it 
should be available at the time and place 
of purchase. It is also my conviction that 
the informed consumer is a goal of re- 
sponsible manufacturers, and I hope 
they will aid Government in spreading 
this information. 

How electronics will be put to use for 
consumers is yet to be decided. In the 
past, I have suggested the feasibility of 
a nationwide information vending ma- 
chine system with details on products 
available at the point of purchase. Fed 
into that machine would be factual data 
on the competing products. This is one 
possibility. The Federal Government 
does a great deal of product testing to 
help it make wise choices when it goes 
out to buy things ranging from shoes to 
paint. Why can this information not 
be included in the bank of information 
available to the public? It was collected 
with taxpayers’ money. 

I hope for hearings on the bill to es- 
tablish a National Consumer Service 
Foundation soon where alternate possi- 
bilities can be explored. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and appropriately re- 
ferred. 

The bill (S. 2186) to establish a Na- 
tional Consumer Service Foundation as 
an independent agency in the executive 
branch of the Federal Government, in- 
troduced by Mr. Hart (for himself and 
Mr. BREWSTER), was received, read 
twice by its title, referred to the Com- 
mittee on Government Operations, and 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

ExRIRTr 1 
S. 2186 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House 
of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as the “National Consumer 
Service Foundation Act“. 

Sec. 2. Informed consumers are essential 
to the fair and efficient functioning of a 
free market economy. The assembling and 
dissemination of information on consumer 
products and trade practices promote the 
free market. Representation of consumer in- 
terests directly involved in the formulation 
of policies of the Government will aid in the 
free flow of commerce in consumer products. 
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Therefore, it is the declared policy of Con- 
gress to assist consumers, manufacturers, 
and government departments and agencies 
in the goal of a free market economy in con- 
sumer goods. 

Sec. 3. There is established in the execu- 
tive branch of the Federal Government an 
independent agency which shall be known 
as the National Consumer Service Founda- 
tion (hereafter in this Act referred to as the 
Foundation“). 


BOARD OF DIRECTORS 


Sec. 4. (a) The Foundation shall be headed 
by a Board of Directors composed of five 
Directors appointed by the President by and 
with the advice and consent of the Senate. 
The President shall designate one Director 
as Chairman of the Board, A vacancy in the 
Board of Directors shall be filled in the same 
manner as the original appointment was 
made. Not more than three of the Directors 
shall be members of the same political party. 
Not more than two Directors may be or have 
been within one year prior to appointment 
an officer or employee of any business en- 
gaged in the production or distribution of 
consumer products. 

(b) (1) Except as provided in paragraphs 
(2) and (3) of this subsection, Directors of 
the Foundation shall be appointed for terms 
of five years. 

(2) The first Directors appointed shall 
continue in office for terms of one, two, 
three, four, and five years, respectively, the 
term of each to be designated by the Presi- 
dent at the time of appointment. 

(3) Any Director of the Foundation ap- 
pointed to fill a vacancy occurring before the 
expiration of the term for which his pred- 
ecessor was appointed shall be appointed 
only for the remainder of such term. A Di- 
rector may serve after the expiration of his 
term until his successor has taken office. A 
vacancy in the Board shall not impair the 
right of the remaining Directors to exercise 
all the powers of the Foundation. 

(c) Three Directors of the Foundation 
shall constitute a quorum. 

(d) Section 5315 of title 5, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following: 

“(78) Directors, National Consumer Sery- 
ice Foundation.” 


ADMINISTRATOR AND STAFF 


Sec. 5, (a) The Foundation shall have an 
Administrator who shall be appointed by 
the Board of Directors. The Administrator 
shall administer the Foundation in accord- 
ance with the directives of the Board of 
Directors. 

(b) Section 5316 of title 5, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following: 

“(117) Administrator, National Consumer 
Service Foundation.” 

(e) The Board of Directors may appoint 
and fix the compensation of such additional 
personnel at the rate now or hereafter pre- 
scribed by law for officers of the class named 
in the basic compensation schedules for the 
Executive Departments. 


FUNCTIONS OF THE FOUNDATION 


Serc. 6. (a) It is the duty of the Foundation, 
in the performance of its functions, to repre- 
sent and promote the interests of the people 
of the United States as consumers of goods 
and services made available to them through 
the trade and commerce of the United States. 

(b) The functions of the Foundation in- 
clude the following: 

(i) To present the viewpoint of consumers 
of goods and services within the United 
States in the formulation of policies of the 
Government; 

(2) To conduct annually a National Con- 
sumers’ Conference, to be attended by ex- 
perts on consumer education and by repre- 
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sentatives of organizations engaged in foster- 
ing and protecting the interests of consumers 
of goods and services within the United 
States, for the purpose of obtaining informa- 
tion, recommendations, and suggestions nec- 
essary or desirable for the effective perform- 
ance of other functions of the Foundation; 

(3) To receive, assemble, evaluate, act 
upon, and disseminate information helpful 
to consumers of the United States in per- 
forming their economic function more effici- 
ently. 

REPRESENTATION OF CONSUMERS 


Sec. 7. Whenever there is pending before 
any regulatory agency of the United States 
any matter or proceeding which does not 
involve the adjudication of an alleged viola- 
tion, by any individual or corporation named 
as a defendant or respondent therein, of any 
statute of the United States or any rule or 
regulation promulgated thereunder, and the 
Foundation finds that the determination of 
such matter or proceeding may affect sub- 
stantially the economic interests of consum- 
ers within the United States, the Foundation 
shall be entitled to present to such agency 
information relating to the effect of such 
matter or proceeding detrimental to the eco- 
nomic interests of consumers. 


CONSUMER COMPLAINTS 


Sec. 8. (a) It shall be the duty of the 
Foundation to receive from consumers of the 
United States, and to evaluate complaints 
concerning commercial and trade practices 
employed in the production, distribution, 
and furnishing of goods and services to or 
for the use of such consumers which may 
be detrimental to their economic interests. 

(b) Upon receipt of any complaint dis- 
closing the use of any commercial or trade 
practice detrimental to the economic in- 
terests of consumers within the United States 
in any consumer products industry or by 
any producer, distributor, or supplier of 
goods or services, which in the opinion of 
the Foundation does not violate any law 
of the United States the Foundation may 
undertake to negotiate with such industry 
or such producer, distributor, or supplier a 
voluntary elimination of such practice. If in 
the opinion of the Foundation such practice 
is in violation of any law of the United States, 
the Foundation shall refer the complaint 
to the department or agency of the United 
States whose regulatory or other authority 
provides the most effective available means 
to secure such relief for the complainant or 
to proceed against such violation. 

(c) The Foundation shall publish from 
time to time and disseminate to the public, 
in such manner and form as the Founda- 
tion may determine to be most effective, in- 
formation concerning— 

(1) the functions and duties of the Foun- 
dation; and 

(2) problems encountered by consumers 
generally within the United States, including 
particular commercial and trade practices, 
which are detrimental to the economic in- 
terests of such consumers. 

SURVEYS AND INVESTIGATIONS 

Sec, 9, (a) It shall be the duty of the 
Foundation, in the public interest— 

(1) to conduct surveys and investigations 
with respect to the following matters— 

(A) the productive capacity for, and the 
production of, goods affecting consumers 
within the United States; 

(B) the systems and mechanisms in use 
for the distribution of such goods, and the 
effects thereof on consumer interests; 

(C) the levels of prices for goods and serv- 
ices affecting consumers; 

(D) the value, quality and suitability of 
goods affecting consumers, and the factors 
influencing the value, quality and suitability 
of such goods; 
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(E) the degree to which the trade and 
commerce of the United States succeeds in 
satisfying consumer needs for goods and 
services; and 

(F) the ascertainment and collection of 
existing information relating to consumer 
products in departments and agencies of the 
Federal Government useful to consumers 
which is not published in a form useful to 
consumers by a department or agency in the 
performance of its functions; and 

(2) to analyze and disseminate to the pub- 
lic information obtained through such in- 
vestigations and surveys in such manner and 
form as may be best adapted for public in- 
formation and use by consumers. 

(b) Information received by the Founda- 
tion may be made public only in a form dis- 
closing factual information with respect to 
consumer products and not as recommenda- 
tions of a product of any particular corpora- 
tion, or any division or subsidiary thereof 
over the product of another. 

(c) Nothing contained in this Act shall be 
construed to authorize the Foundation to 
engage in any program of testing for the 
purpose of recommending as among the 
products of different producers, the relative 
merits of suitability of products of any class 
or type over other products of the same class 
or type. 

(d) Formulate and publish standards for 
specific consumer products or categories of 
such products which will facilitate the deter- 
mination of values by consumers. Such 
standards may be determined by the Founda- 
tion, derived from other Government depart- 
ments and agencies, from nongovernment or- 
ganizations, or from cooperative programs 
with manufacturers of such products. 

(e) The Foundation shall publish from 
time to time in useful form information for 
consumers. It may file such publications with 
public libraries and in other depositories as 
it deems in the interest of consumers. It shall 
encourage and promote programs for the dis- 
tribution of consumer information through 
electronic systems and information media of 
all kinds, public organizations, private busi- 
nesses, educational institutions, and others. 
It may operate or cooperate with others in 
the operation of programs and systems for 
that purpose. 

(£) For the purpose of conducting surveys 
and investigations under this Act, the Foun- 
dation shall have all powers which are con- 
ferred upon the Federal Trade Commission 
by section 9 of the Federal Trade Commission 
Act with respect to the conduct of investiga- 
tions made by that Commission under that 
Act, except that the Foundation may not 
grant to any person any immunity from 
prosecution, penalty, or forfeiture in accord- 
ance with the provisions of that section with- 
out first obtaining the written consent of the 
Attorney General and serving upon such per- 
son a duly certified copy of any consent there- 
for granted by the Attorney General. The 
provisions of section 10 of the Federal Trade 
Commission Act shall apply to the act or 
omission of any person, partnership, or cor- 
poration with regard to any subpena, order, 
requirement, or information of the Founda- 
tion to the same extent, and with the same 
effect, as if such act or omission had oc- 
curred with regard to a like subpena, order, 
or requirement, or with reference to like in- 
formation, of the Federal Trade Commission. 

CONSULTING SERVICE AND COOPERATIVE 
ACTIVITIES 

Sec. 10. (a) In the performance of its func- 
tions, the Foundation is authorized to— 

(1) procure by contract services as pro- 
vided by section 15 of the Act of August 2, 
1946 (60 Stat. 810, as amended; 5 U.S.C. 
55a), at rates of compensation not exceed- 
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ing $70 per diem for the personal services of 
individuals; 

(2) appoint such advisory committees as it 
may determine to be necessary for the ef- 
fective performance of its functions; 

(3) designate representatives to serve on 
such committees as the Foundation may 
determine to be necessary or desirable to 
maintain effective liaison with other depart- 
ments, agencies, and instrumentalities of the 
United States, or any State, and with non- 
governmental organizations, engaged in ac- 
tivities related to the functions of the Foun- 
dation; and 

(4) use the services, personnel, and facili- 
ties of other Federal, State, and private agen- 
cies and instrumentalities with the consent 
of such agencies and instrumentalities, with 
or without reimbursement therefor. 

(b) Upon request made by the Foundation, 
each department, agency, and instrumental- 
ity of the United States is authorized and 
directed— 

(1) to make its services, personnel, and 
facilities available to the greatest practicable 
extent to the Foundation in the perform- 
ance of its functions; and 

(2) subject to provisions of law and regu- 
lations relating to the classification of in- 
formation in the interest of national secu- 
rity, to furnish to the Foundation such in- 
formation, suggestions, estimates, and sta- 
tistics as the Foundation may determine to 
be necessary for the performance of the 
functions of the Foundation. 

OTHER POWERS 

Sec. 11. For the purpose of carrying out its 
functions the Foundation may— 

(a) Establish and maintain a laboratory, 
reference library and related facilities; 

(b) Enter into and perform such contracts, 
leases, cooperative agreements, or other 
transactions as it may determine to be neces- 
sary On such terms as it may determine to be 
appropriate; 

(c) Make, issue, rescind, or amend rules 
governing the manner of its operation, and 
the exercise of its functions; 

(d) Establish an official seal which shall be 
judicially noticed; 

(e) Engage in, and support, by grant or 
contract, research with respect to, and de- 
velopment of, objective or quantitative 
standards for nonperishable manufactured 
consumer products; 

(f) Receive money and other property do- 
nated, bequeathed, or devised, without con- 
dition or restriction other than that it be 
used for the purposes of the Foundation; and 
to use, sell, or otherwise dispose of such 
property for the purpose of carrying out the 
functions of the Foundation. 

SAVING PROVISION 


Sec. 12. Nothing contained in this Act shall 
be construed to alter, modify, or impair any 
provision of the antitrust laws, or any Act 
providing for the regulation of the trade or 
commerce of the United States, or to prevent 
or impair the administration or enforcement 
of any such provision of law. 

DEFINITIONS 


Sec. 13. As used in this Act— 

(a) The terms “commerce” and “corpora- 
tion” have the meaning given to such terms 
by section 4 of the Federal Grade Commission 
Act (15 U.S.C. 44). 

(b) The term “regulatory agencies of the 
United States” includes the Civil Aeronautics 
Board, the Federal Communications Commis- 
sion, the Federal Power Commission, the Fed- 
eral Maritime Board, the Federal Reserve 
Board, the Federal Trade Commission, the 
Interstate Commerce Commission, the Secu- 
rities and Exchange Commission, the United 
States Tariff Commission, and any other 
board, commission, or other agency of the 
United States hereafter established which is 
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charged with administrative or regulatory 
duties with respect to the trade or com- 
merce of the United States, 

(c) The term “State” includes any State, 
territory, or possession of the United States, 
the District of Columbia, and the Common- 
wealth of Puerto Rico. 

ANNUAL REPORT 

Sec. 14. The Foundation shall transmit to 
the President and the Congress in January 
of each year a report which shall include a 
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comprehensive statement of the activities of 
the Foundation during the preceding calen- 
dar year, together with such recommenda- 
tions for additional legislation as it may 
deem useful or necessary to carry out any 
of the provisions of this Act. 
APPROPRIATIONS 

Sec. 15. There are hereby authorized to be 

appropriated to the Foundation such sums 


as may be required to carry into effect the 
provisions of this Act. 


COMPARISON OF PROVISIONS 


8. 2186 (HART, 1967) 

Organization, Sec. 4: 

National Consumer Service Foundation— 
Board of 5 Directors appointed on staggered 
basis by President with consent of Senate, 
not more than 2 from same party. 

Functions, Sec. 6: 

Generally: to protect and promote the in- 
terest of people as consumers. 

Present viewpoint of consumers in the 
formulation of government policy. 

Deleted—See Secs. 7 and 8. 


Conduct annually a National Consumers’ 
Conference. 

Receive, evaluate and disseminate infor- 
mation helpful to consumers. 

Representation of Consumers 

Sec. 7: Can present consumer views to 
regulatory agencies and show the effect of 
their action detrimental to consumers when 
the matter pending before agency does not 
involve adjudication of a violation of law. 


Consumer Complaints, Sec. 8: 

Duty to receive and evaluate consumer 
complaints as to trade practices detrimental 
to consumer economic interests. 

Where complaint indicates practice is not 
law violation, Foundation may negotiate with 
industry or manufacturer or distributor to 
eliminate the practice. 

Where practice appears to violate law, com- 
plainant shall be referred to proper agency 
with power to proceed. 

No such provision since above is believed 
sufficient. 


Publish and disseminate information on 
duties of Foundation and problems encoun- 
tered by consumers, including trade prac- 
tices detrimental to their interests. 

Surveys and Investigation, Sec. 9: 

Duty to conduct surveys and investigations 
as to: 

(1) productive capacity for and produc- 
tion of consumer goods, 

(2) systems and mechanisms in use for 
distribution of goods and effect on con- 
sumer interests, 

(3) levels of prices for consumer goods and 
services, 

(4) value, quality and suitability of goods 
and factors influencing value, quality, and 
suitability, 

(5) degree to which trade is satisfying con- 
sumer needs, 

(6) ascertainment and collection of exist- 
ing consumer information in government 
not then published in useful form for con- 
sumers by an agency in performance of its 
functions, 

To analyze and disseminate to public in- 
formation obtained in surveys and investi- 
gations. 

Not included, 


S. 1052 (HART, 1965) 
Organization, Sec. 2: 
Office of Consumers— 
Consumer Counsel and Associate ap- 
pointed by President with consent of Senate. 


Functions: Sec. 4: 
Generally: the same 


Same 


Represent economic interest of consumers 
3 and regulatory agencies 
ame 


Same 


Representation of Consumers 

Sec. 5: Same, but authorizes direct inter- 
vention by Consumer Counsel for same pur- 
pose. 

Further: in court or regulatory agency pro- 
ceeding involving adjudication of a law vio- 
lation Consumer Office shall certify all infor- 
mation it has to the prosecutor of the viola- 
tion, In appellate court, where decision may 
affect economic interest of consumers, the 
Office may apply to court for leave to present 
oral arguments and brief. 

Consumer Complaints, Sec. 6: 

Same 


Same in effect. 


Same, but requires reports by agency to 
complainant and to Office. 


Information received from any source dis- 
closing a violation of law shall be sent to 
appropriate agency. 

Same. 


Surveys and Investigations, Sec. 7: 
Substantially the same. 


Same 


To gather from and require corporations 
of over $5,000,000 assets to file annual or 
special reports with Office with regard to 
9 categories on left side (1) through 
6). 
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COMPARISON OF Provisions—Continued 


S. 2186 (HART, 1967) 


Information made public must be in fac- 
tual form and not as a recommendation of 
a product of any particular corporation over 
that of another. 

Prohibited from engaging in any program 
among different producers, the relative mer- 
its or suitability of any class or type of 
products over other products of same class 
or type. 

Formulate and publish standards for spe- 
cific products or categories of products to 
facilitate determination of values by con- 
sumers. Standards may be determined by 
Foundation, derived from other government 
agencies or non-government organizations 
or from cooperative programs with the man- 
ufacturers. 

Foundation shall publish from time to time 
information useful to consumers and may 
file with public libraries and other deposi- 
tories—shall promote programs for distribu- 
tion of consumer information through elec- 
tronic systems and information media of all 
kinds, public organizations, private business, 
educational institutions and others and may 
operate or cooperate in such programs. 

Powers conferred on FTC by Sec. 9 of FTC 
Act given to Foundation for conducting sur- 
veys and investigations. 

Consulting Service and Cooperative Activi- 
ties, Sec. 8: 

Contract for services as provided by Sec- 
tion 15 of Act of 1946 (60 Stat. 810) 

Appoint advisory committees as deemed 
necessary 

Designate representatives on committees 
deemed desirable to maintain liaison with 
agencies of U.S., states, and nongovernmental 
organizations engaged in related functions. 

Use services, personnel and facilities of 
federal, state and private agencies with or 
without reimbursement. 

Authorizes other government agencies to 
make services, personnel, facilities and in- 
formation available with exception of classi- 
fied information. 

Other Powers, Sec. 11: 

Establish a laboratory, reference library 
and related facilities. 

Enter into contracts, leases and cooper- 
ative agreements. 

Make regulations governing the manner of 
its operations. 

Establish an official seal. 

Engage in and support, by grant or con- 
tract, research to develop objective or quan- 
titative standards for nonperishable manu- 
factured consumer products. 

Receive donations made without limita- 
tion except for purposes of the Foundation 
and use same for those purposes. 

This Act shall not alter in any way or im- 
pair enforcement of antitrust laws or FTC 
Act 


Definitions. s 

Annual Report to President and Congress 
in January. 

Appropriations authorized. 


CONCURRENT RESOLUTION AU- 
THORIZING THE WRITING OF A 
HISTORY OF THE SENATE 


Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I submit 
a concurrent resolution for myself and 
the Senator from New York [Mr. Javits], 
providing for the compilation of the his- 
tory of the Senate and those personages 
who have gone before us, who have made 
this one of the greatest deliberative 
bodies in the history of the world. 

Such a volume would be of great value 


S. 1052 (HART, 1965) 


Information concerning cost of produc- 
tion or distribution of such a corporation 
may be made public but without revealing 
the particular corporation. 


Substantially the same 


Not in S. 1052 


Not in S. 1051 


Same in S. 1052 


Consulting Service and Cooperative Activi- 
ties, Sec. 10: 
Same 


Same 
Same 


Not in S. 1052 


Only provided in S. 1052 by implication 


Not in S. 1052 
Same 


Same 
Same 


Same 


to those students of government who 
desire to comprehend the many func- 
tions of the Senate. Everything that has 
been done here has a direct bearing on 
the things that will be done here. With- 
out understanding the traditions of the 
Senate, the body itself cannot be com- 
prehended. A knowledge of how the Sen- 
ate works and also why is of great im- 
portance in the world of today. We are 
called upon day after day to make de- 
cisions that will affect millions of people, 
sometimes even the whole world. I think 
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that it is important to stress that no 
official version of the history of the 
Senate exists. Without such a history, 
students of our system of government 
do not have the facts available to them 
that they must have in order to decide 
whether or not this is the system that 
they want to choose. 

Now, more than ever before, the story 
of our great body must be put forward. 
We have heard from the critics, now let 
the story be known. 

I think that it is quite important that 
in this history, a section be devoted to 
a comprehensive discussion and explana- 
tion of the rules which govern the ac- 
tivities of the Senate. Without an under- 
standing of our parliamentary proce- 
dures, it is very difficult to see how the 
Senate works. These procedures must be 
made clear if a genuine concept of the 
Senate is to appear in the mind of the 
student. 

Mr. President, I urge that the Senate 
swiftly consider and give this resolution 
its approval. It would certainly be an- 
other step forward in our process of con- 
serving history. It is certainly my hope 
that this work will become a standard in 
the field of analyzing deliberative bodies. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The con- 
current resolution will be received and 
appropriately referred. 

The concurrent resolution (S. Con. 
Res. 35) was referred to the Committee 
on Rules and Administration, as follows: 

S. Con. Res. 35 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of 
Representatives concurring), That the Li- 
brarian of Congress is authorized and di- 
rected to prepare, under the supervision of 
the Senate Committee on Rules and Admin- 
istration, an appropriate publication depict- 
ing the history of the United States Senate 
and setting forth a discussion and explana- 
tion of the course of business in and rules 
of procedure of the United States Senate, 
which publication shall be printed with 
illustrations as a Senate document. 

Sec. 2. There shall be printed thirteen 
thousand additional copies of such docu- 
ment, of which ten thousand three hundred 
shall be for the use of the Senate and two 
thousand seven hundred shall be for the 
use of the Senate Committee on Rules and 
Administration. 


Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I am very 
happy this morning to join with my good 
friend Senator Tower in introducing a 
concurrent resolution authorizing the 
Librarian of Congress to prepare a his- 
tory of the Senate. I introduced a sim- 
ilar proposal last year. 

In 1962 the House of Representatives 
published as House Document 245 its 
own history; however after considerable 
searching, I have been unable to find a 
comparable document in the Senate. 

The Senate has a great history and 
since its beginning in 1787 has earned 
a reputation as one of the most distin- 
guished deliberative bodies in history. 
The only history of this body now avail- 
able covers the first 14 years of our ex- 
istence—from 1787 to 1801. I hope this 
document will enable more Americans to 
become better acquainted with this in- 
stitution. 
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ESTABLISHMENT OF A SELECT 
COMMITTEE ON CRIME AND RIOTS 


Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres- 
ident, on behalf of myself and the Sen- 
ator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD], I submit 
a Senate resolution to establish a Select 
Committee on Crime and Riots. 

In view of the fact that this subject 
matter would normally be under the 
jurisdiction of the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary and in view of the fact also that 
a similar resolution was submitted a few 
days ago by the distinguished junior 
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
Brooke] and was by unanimous consent 
referred to the Committee on Rules and 
Administration, I ask unanimous consent 
that the Senate resolution which I am 
now submitting be referred to the Com- 
mittee on Rules and Administration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The reso- 
lution will be received and printed; and, 
without objection, the resolution will be 
referred to the Committee on Rules and 
Administration, as requested by the Sen- 
ator from West Virginia. 

The resolution (S. Res. 148) was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Rules and 
Administration, as follows: 

S. Res. 148 

Resolved, That (a) there is hereby estab- 
lished the Select Committee on Crime and 
Riots, referred to hereinafter as “the com- 
mittee”. The committee shall consist of 
seven Members of the Senate appointed by 
the President pro tempore of the Senate. 
Four members of the committee shall be 
appointed from Members of the majority 
party after consultation with the majority 
leader, and three members of the committee 
shall be appointed from Members of the 
minority party after consultation with the 
minority leader, Vacancies in the member- 
ship of the committee shall not affect the 
authority of the remaining members to ex- 
ecute the functions of the committee, and 
shall be filled in the same manner as original 
appointments thereto are made. 

(b) A majority of the members of the 
committee shall constitute a quorum thereof 
for the transaction of business, except that 
the committee may fix a lesser number as a 
quorum for the purpose of taking sworn 
testimony. The committee shall adopt rules 
of procedure not inconsistent with the rules 
of the Senate governing standing committees 
of the Senate. 

(c) No legislative measure shall be referred 
to the committee, and it shall have no au- 
thority to report any such measure to the 
Senate. 

Sec, 2. (a) It shall be the duty of the com- 
mittee to conduct a comprehensive study and 
investigation of all aspects of crime, includ- 
ing: 


(1) the elements, causes, and extent of 
crime, violent civil disorders, and rioting 
within the United States; 

(2) the preparation, collection, and dis- 
semination of statistics relating thereto, and 
the availability of reciprocity in the ex- 
change of information thereon among Fed- 
eral, State, and local law enforcement agen- 
cies; 

(3) the adequacy of Federal, State, and 
local law enforcement and the administra- 
tion of justice, including constitutional 
issues pertaining thereto; 

(4) appropriate measures for the reduc- 
tion, control, or prevention of crime, includ- 
ing violent civil disorders and riots; 

(5) appropriate measures for improve- 
ment in the methods of detection of such 
criminal activities and law enforcement, in- 
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cluding means for more effective coopera- 
tion among the agencies thereof; and 

(6) such other factors as the committee 
may consider material to the adoption of ap- 
propriate measures for the control of crime, 
including violent civil disorders and riots. 

(b) The committee shall report to the 
Senate from time to time the results of its 
study and investigation. On or before Janu- 
ary 31, 1969, the committee shall transmit to 
the Senate a final report of the results of its 
study and investigation, together with such 
recommendations for legislation or other 
measures as it may deem appropriate. Upon 
submission of such report the committee 
shall cease to exist. 

Sec. 3. (a) For the purposes of this resolu- 
tion, the committee is authorized to (1) 
make such expenditures; (2) hold such hear- 
ings; (3) sit and act at such times and places 
during the sessions, recesses, and adjourn- 
ment periods of the Senate; (4) require by 
subpena or otherwise the attendance of such 
witnesses and the production of such cor- 
respondence, books, papers, and documents; 
(5) administer such oaths; (6) take such 
testimony orally or by deposition; and (7) 
employ and fix the compensation of such 
technical, clerical, and other assistants and 
consultants as it deems advisable. 

(b) Upon request made by the members 
of the committee selected from the minority 
party, the committee shall appoint one as- 
sistant or consultant designated by such 
members. No assistant or consultant ap- 
pointed by the committee may receive com- 
pensation at an annual gross rate which ex- 
ceeds by more than $2,300 the annual gross 
rate of compensation of any individual so 
designated by the minority members of the 
committee. 

(c) The committee is authorized to utilize 
the services, information, facilities, and per- 
sonnel of the various departments and agen- 
cies of the Government to the extent that 
such services, information, facilities and per- 
sonnel, in the opinions of the heads of such 
departments and agencies, can be furnished 
without undue interference with the per- 
formance of the work and duties of such de- 
partments and agencies. 

Sec. 4. The expenses of the committee 
under this resolution, which shall not ex- 
ceed $250,000, shall be paid from the con- 
tingent fund of the Senate upon vouchers 
approved by the chairman of the commit- 
tee. 


PROHIBITION OF TRAVEL OR USE 
OF ANY FACILITY IN INTERSTATE 
OR FOREIGN COMMERCE WITH 
INTENT TO INCITE A RIOT— 
AMENDMENT 


AMENDMENT NO. 230 


Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, I send 
to the desk an amendment intended to 
be proposed by me to the bill H.R. 421, 
the so-called antiriot bill, and ask that 
it be referred to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

Mr. President, I want to make a brief 
statement with respect to this proposed 
amendment. 

Mr. President, a number of the changes 
incorporated in my proposed amendment 
are technical in nature, and designed to 
improve the bill from the standpoint of 
draftsmanship. For instance, though a 
man who travels across State lines is 
traveling in interstate commerce, when 
an interstate facility is put to use other 
than for travel, it is technically correct 
to say that what is being used is a facility 
of interstate commerce, rather than a 
facility in interstate commerce, as the 
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phrase now appears in line 1 on page 2 
of the bill H.R. 421, as it passed the 
other body. 

For another example, the use of two 
subparagraphs, beginning respectively at 
lines 3 and 8 on page 2 of the bill as it 
has come to us, makes the subparagraph 
(b), beginning on line 8, subordinate to 
the phrase “with intent to” at the end 
of line 2 above. The error of this can be 
seen by reading line 2 in direct conjunc- 
tion with line 8, for such a reading does 
not make sense. I have corrected this 
error of draftsmanship in my proposed 
amendment by using just one subpara- 
graph instead of two, removing from 
modification, by the cited phrase on line 
2, the material which in the House bill 
is in subparagraph (b), but which in my 
bill is part of the main paragraph. 

Still another example of a technical 
improvement is my changing of the 
words “acts of violence,” as they appear 
in subsection (a) of the House bill, under 
the heading “Definitions,” on page 2, to 
read “an act or acts of violence.” The 
bill as it came from the other body ap- 
pears to require two or more acts of 
violence by the same individual before 
a violation can be charged. I feel sure 
this was not the intent of the other body, 
and would not be the wish of the Senate; 
so I have made this correction in my 
amendment. 

In addition to the technical changes 
contained in my amendment, of which 
I have given some examples, the pro- 
posed amendment also contains several 
changes of substance, which I consider 
to be of some importance. 

For instance, a number of overt acts 
are specified by the bill as objectionable, 
such as inciting a riot, or organizing, 
promoting, or encouraging a riot, or car- 
rying on a riot, and so forth. This list 
of forbidden acts, as contained in the 
House bill, does not include personal 
participation in a riot. I feel this prob- 
ably was an unintended omission, and 
I consider it an omission of some sub- 
stance, so I have added participation in 
a riot as one of the forbidden acts under 
the terms of my amendment. 

The definition of the term “riot” in 
the bill, as it came from the other body, 
makes reference to acts of violence pos- 
ing an immediate danger of damage or 
injury to property or persons, but does 
not make specific reference to violence 
which actually results in or immediately 
causes such damage or injury. I believe 
my colleagues will agree that violence 
which actually causes injury is more 
dangerous than violence which merely 
poses an immediate danger of injury; 
and so I have specifically included both 
types of violence within the definition of 
“riot” in my proposed amendment. 

Under the language of the bill as it 
has come to us, an injury inflicted by a 
rioter upon himself, or damage inflicted 
by a rioter upon his own property, could 
be the basis for a prosecution; or, what 
is more important, for bringing a par- 
ticular situation under the definition of 
“riot.” Under my amendment, only an 
act of violence which results in damage or 
injury to the property or person of an- 
other individual, or which constitutes an 
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immediate danger of such damage or in- 
jury, may be the basis of a prosecution 
under the act. A rioter who injured him- 
self or damaged his own property with- 
out either resulting in, or constituting, 
an immediate danger of damage or in- 
jury to the property or person of another 
individual, would not be charged as a 
violator of the act, and such damage or 
injury, alone, would not serve to bring 
a situation under the bill’s definition of 
“riot.” 

My amendment makes another change 
in the definition of riot.“ In the bill as 
it passed the other body, this definition 
appears to require a joint act by three 
or more persons, in each of two or more 
such groups—or “assemblages,” as the 
bill calls it—in order to constitute a riot. 
In my amendment, although there must 
be a public disturbance involving an as- 
semblage of three or more persons, in 
order to bring the situation within the 
definition, a single act of violence by one 
of the persons so assembled would be 
enough to justify a prosecution of that 
individual under the act, or to bring the 
situation under the definition. 

While my amendment, in defining the 
term “to incite a riot, or to organize, 
promote, encourage, participate in, or 
carry on a riot,” protects against prose- 
cution for the mere advocacy of ideas, 
either oral or written, and similarly 
protects either the oral or written ex- 
pression of belief, the language I have 
offered makes this protection conditional, 
rather than absolute, by use of the modi- 
fying phrase: “not involving advocacy of 
any act or acts of violence or assertion 
of the rightness of, or the right to com- 
mit, any such act or acts.” 

The effect of this is to take out of the 
category of “mere advocacy of ideas“ 
the direct advocacy of an act or acts of 
violence; and to take out of the category 
of “mere expression of belief” an as- 
sertion of the rightness of an act or acts 
of violence, or of the right to commit 
an act or acts of violence. 

I do not think my amendment is out 
of line with the intentions of the other 
body. I do think this amendment not 
only improves the bill, in terms of drafts- 
manship, but also makes it both clearer 
and more explicit in its terms, as well 
as more readily enforceable. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be received, printed, and 
appropriately referred. 

The amendment (No. 230) was re- 
ferred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 


DUTIES OF THE CONGRESSIONAL 
COUNSEL GENERAL—AMENDMENT 


AMENDMENT NO. 231 


Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I am of- 
fering today an amendment to S. 1384, 
a bill I introduced on March 23 of this 
year. S. 1384 will provide the Congress 
with its own official advocate, a Congres- 
sional Counsel General. 

The duties of this official advocate of 
the Congress will be to— 

First. Provide advice to Congress on 
the validity or constitutionality of pro- 
posed or standing laws. 
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Second. Provide advice to the Con- 
gress on the legal ramifications of pro- 
posed legislation. 

Third. Provide advisories on new or 
Standing laws to the executive and the 
courts. 

Fourth. Represent in any proceedings, 
whether judicial or extrajudicial, the 
Congress, or any Member, officer or em- 
ployee of the Congress, when in court as 
a party, such appearance arising from 
carrying out their official duties. 

Fifth. Appear, by right, as amicus 
curiae in any court which has before it 
the constitutionality or validity of a con- 
gressional act or other official pronounce- 
ment or activity. 

Sixth. Appear, by right, as amicus in 
contempt of Congress proceedings. 

These, then, Mr. President, are the gen- 
eral duties of the Congressional Counsel 
General. Specific duties will be assigned 
by the Judiciary Committees of both 
Houses. 

In response, however, to opinions 
given by leading Federal jurists, law 
deans, and professors, I am offering this 
amendment, which I now send to the 
desk. It removes the wording of the bill 
that would have permitted the Congres- 
sional Counsel General to intervene, by 
right, as a party in any court that had 
before it the constitutionality or validity 
of any congressional act, activity, or offi- 
cial pronouncement. 

Among those that felt it was unneces- 
sary for the Congress to be able to ap- 
pear as a party were: Dean Erwin Gris- 
wold of Harvard Law School, Dean Louis 
Pollak of Yale University Law School, 
Dean Leon Wallace of Indiana Univer- 
sity Law School, Prof. Paul Freund of 
Harvard Law School, and Prof. Thomas 
Emerson of Yale University Law School. 
Rather, it would be less controversial for 
the Congressional Counsel General to ap- 
pear, by right, as amicus. If the Con- 
gress is a party because of the facts, then 
the problem does not exist. If Congress 
wishes to be represented, even though not 
a party, then an appearance, as amicus, 
should be sufficient to present the views 
of Congress to the Court. 

Mr. President, I agree with their ar- 
ticles. Their arguments are most per- 
suasive. And I want to take this oppor- 
tunity to thank these and other emmi- 
nent gentlemen for their interest in the 
bill. Their correspondence not only has 
been most helpful in refining the bill but 
was a distinct pleasure to read and an- 
swer. I am also grateful for their en- 
dorsements in those areas they felt able 
to voice support. 

Mr. President, on July 19 the Subcom- 
mittee on the Separation of Powers of 
the Senate Judiciary Committee held its 
premier hearing. I was deeply honored 
to have been the first witness and the 
only witness invited to testify on a spe- 
cific bill. 

Senator Ervin, the chairman of the 
subcommittee has indicated that he will 
schedule further hearings on the bill as 
he finds it particularly pertinent to the 
area of investigation that constitutes 
the mandate of the subcommittee. 

It was my concern, Mr. President, for 
the erosion of the doctrine of the sep- 
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aration of powers that prompted me to 
consider what steps the Congress might 
take to make sure that no further powers 
are removed from Congress and those 
given away are returned. I believe that 
for Congress to provide itself with a voice 
to make clear the will and intent of Con- 
gress is the necessary first step in achiev- 
ing again that balance in the govern- 
mental equation that has served the 
Republic since the days of the Founding 
Fathers. 

It is further my belief, Mr. President, 
that the Congress will provide itself with 
this tool of self-expression and to help 
insure passage of the bill, I intend to cor- 
respond with all Senators and ask their 
support as cosponsors. I also intend to 
correspond with all Members of the 
House of Representatives, outlining what 
I hope will be achieved by passage of 
S. 1384. 

Mr. President, this legislation is im- 
portant. I even say it is vital in the pro- 
tection of the rights of the people as 
vested in their elected representatives. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be received, printed, and 
appropriately referred. 

The amendment (No. 231) was re- 
ferred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 


ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILLS 
AND JOINT RESOLUTION 


Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that, at its next 
printing, the names of the Senator from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. CLARK], the Senator 
from Idaho [Mr. Jorpan]}, and the Sen- 
ator from New York [Mr. KENNEDY] be 
added as cosponsors of the bill (S. 2134) 
to provide incentives for the establish- 
ment of new or expanded job-producing 
industrial and commercial establish- 
ments in rural areas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that, at its next 
printing, the names of the Senators from 
Maryland [Mr. Brewster and Mr. TYD- 
INS] be added as cosponsors of the bill 
(S. 2146) to abolish the Subversive Ac- 
tivities Control Board and transfer the 
powers, duties, and functions thereof to 
the Department of Justice, and for other 
purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that, at its next printing, 
the names of the Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. McGee], the Senator from Rhode 
Island {Mr. PELL], the Senator from In- 
diana [Mr. HARTKE], and the Senator 
from Hawaii [Mr. Inouye] be added as 
cosponsors of the joint resolution (S.J. 
Res. 94) creating a Joint Committee to 
Investigate Crime. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres- 
ident, on behalf of the Senator from Mas- 
sachusetts [Mr. Kennepy] I ask unani- 
mous consent that, at its next printing, 
the name of the Senator from Rhode Is- 
land [Mr. PAsTORE] be added as a cospon- 
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sor of the bill (S. 2107) to amend title 10, 
United States Code, to remove the re- 
striction on the use of certain private 
institutions under the dependents’ med- 
ical care program. 

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent that, 
at its next printing, the name of the 
senior Senator from Kansas [Mr. CARL- 
son] be added as a cosponsor of the bill 
(S. 649) to provide for a voluntary wheat 
certificate program, under which the 
price of all wheat would be supported at 
not less than $2 per bushel. 

Iam very pleased to have the Senator 
from Kansas as a cosponsor of this bill 
as there is no one in the Senate more 
knowledgeable, understanding and sym- 
pathetic of the problems of wheat farm- 
ers than he. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that, at its next 
printing, the name of the Senator from 
Hawaii [Mr. Fone] be added as a co- 
sponsor of the joint resolution (S.J. Res. 
97) establishing a Joint Commission on 
Civil Strife; authorizing the Commis- 
sion established to investigate riots and 
civil strife in the cities and urban centers 
of the United States and to report and 
make recommendations on an emergency 
basis for the prevention of such riots and 
the elimination of the causes thereof. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that, at its next 
printing, the names of the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. Dominick], the Senator 
from Texas [Mr. Tower] and the Sen- 
ator from Maine [Mr. MUSKIE] be added 
as cosponsors of the bill (S. 1796) to im- 
pose quotas on the importation of cer- 
tain textile articles. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that, at its next 
printing, the names of the Senator from 
Texas [Mr. YARBOROUGH], the Senator 
from Michigan [Mr. Hart], and the Sen- 
ator from Wyoming [Mr. McGee] be 
added as cosponsors of the joint resolu- 
tion (S.J. Res. 97) establishing a Joint 
Commission on Civil Strife; authorizing 
the Commission established to investi- 
gate riots and civil strife in the cities and 
urban centers of the United States and 
to report and make recommendations on 
an emergency basis for the prevention of 
such riots and the elimination of the 
causes thereof. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that, at its next 
printing, the name of the Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY] be added 
as a cosponsor of the bill (S. 1934) to 
amend the Federal Power Act to fa- 
cilitate the provision of reliable, abun- 
dant, and economical electric power sup- 
ply, by strengthening existing mecha- 
nisms for coordination of electric utility 
systems and encouraging the installation 
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and use of the products of advancing 
technology with due regard for the 
proper conservation of scenic and other 
natural resources. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


CHANGE OF REFERENCE 


Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that Senate Joint Resolu- 
tion 94, heretofore referred to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary, be transferred 
to the jurisdiction of the Committee on 
Rules and Administration, I may say, for 
the benefit of the Chair, this request has 
— cleared with the leadership on both 

es. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 


NOTICE OF HEARINGS ON ANTIRIOT 
BILL 


Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, I want 
to give notice that the Committee 
on the Judiciary will open hearings 
Wednesday morning, August 2 at 10:30, 
on the antiriot bill, H.R. 421, passed by 
the other body on July 19. 

These hearings will be held in 1202 
New Senate Office Building beginning 
Wednesday, with subsequent hearings 
held on following days. These hearings 
will be expedited so that the committee 
may act on this bill as soon as possible. 

The committee proposes to seek ad- 
vice and comment on this bill from 
prosecutors, trial attorneys, and legal ex- 
perts in all parts of the country. We shall 
also seek the testimony of police authori- 
ties from the various cities which have 
faced riot situations in the recent past. 

Any person desiring to testify with re- 
spect to this bill should get in touch 
immediately with the clerk of the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary, room 2226, New 
Senate Office Building. Times for the 
appearance of witnesses will be assigned, 
as available, in the order in which re- 
quests are received. Under the rules of 
the committee, any person proposing to 
make a prepared statement should de- 
liver a copy of the statement to the clerk 
of the committee at least 24 hours before 
the scheduled appearance of the witness. 


NOTICE OF RECEIPT OF NOMINA- 
TION BY THE COMMITTEE ON 
FOREIGN RELATIONS 


Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, as 
chairman of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations, I desire to announce that to- 
day the Senate received the following 
nomination: 

Sheldon B. Vance, of Minnesota, a 
Foreign Service officer of class 1, to be 
Ambassador Extraordinary and Pleni- 
potentiary of the United States of Amer- 
ica to the Republic of Chad. 

In accordance with the committee 
rule, this pending nomination may not 
be considered prior to the expiration of 
6 days of its receipt in the Senate. 
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NOTICE CONCERNING NOMINATION 
BEFORE COMMITTEE ON THE JU- 
DICIARY 


Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, the 
following nomination has been referred 
to and is now pending before the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary: 

John H. Phillips, of Mississippi, to be 
U.S. marshal, northern district of Mis- 
sissippi, term of 4 years—reappoint- 
ment. 

On behalf of the Committee on the 
Judiciary, notice is hereby given to all 
persons interested in this nomination to 
file with the committee, in writing, on or 
before Thursday, August 3, 1967, any 
representations or objections they may 
wish to present concerning the above 
nomination, with a further statement 
whether it is their intention to appear 
at any hearing which may be scheduled. 


ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTI- 
CLES, ETC., PRINTED IN THE 
RECORD 


On request, and by unanimous consent, 
addresses, editorials, articles, etc., were 
ordered to be printed in the Recorp, 
as follows: 

By Mr. BENNETT: 

Statement by him entitled “Stiff Gun Mis- 
use Penalties Needed” before Subcommittee 
on Juvenile Delinquency of the Committee 
on the Judiciary on July 20, 1967. 


TYRANNY IN THE INTERNAL 
REVENUE SERVICE 


Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, the 
August issue of the Reader’s Digest con- 
tains an article by John Barron entitled 
“Tyranny in the Internal Revenue Sery- 
ice,” detailing instances in which small 
taxpayers have been harassed as a con- 
sequence of collection procedures by the 
Internal Revenue Service. Some of the 
instances therein have come to the at- 
tention of the Administrative Practice 
and Procedure Subcommittee, of which 
I am the ranking minority member, in 
the course of its continuing investiga- 
tions of the administrative agencies, 

These agencies have been created by 
Congress to perform their functions in 
the public interest, and I do not believe 
it inappropriate that from time to time 
Congress, as the representative of the 
people, whose servants these agencies are, 
should request they give an account of 
their stewardship. This article should re- 
ceive the attention of each Member of 
the Congress, and, accordingly, I ask 
unanimous consent that it be printed in 
the Recorp following these remarks. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

TYRANNY IN THE INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE 
(By John Barron) 

(Note.—Associate Editor John Barron 
came to national prominence three years ago 
as a reporter for the Washington Star—first 
for a series of articles on the tangled finan- 
cial affairs of President Johnson and other 
leading politicians, then, with colleague Paul 
Hope, for an award-winning exposé of the 
Bobby Baker case. Barron joined the Digest’s 
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Washington Bureau in 1965. His investigation 
of IRS spanned six months, required 5800 
miles of travel and more than 200 interviews.) 

Whenever an income-tax cheat gets by, the 
rest of us have to make up the loss in revenue 
for which he is responsible. In fairness to the 
great majority of honest Americans, we must 
encourage the Internal Revenue Service to 
use every honorable means to collect what is 
owed the government. But something is now 
dangerously amiss. In its pursuit of our dol- 
lars, the IRS is resorting to tactics that 
threaten all taxpayers. 

“Too many Americans pay more than their 
share of taxes because they are intimidated 
by a tax-collecting octopus which has them 
at a disadvantage and keeps them that way,” 
declares Sen. Warren Magnuson (D., Wash.). 
No one can know just how many are treated 
unfairly by IRS. Last year it subjected 
3,500,000 returns to special examination, ex- 
tracting extra payments from 1,900,000 citi- 
zens because of alleged errors Moreover, 
literally no one is beyond IRS's reach, 
whether he has made a mistake or not. Be- 
wildered, afraid, lacking money to hire law- 
yers, the lone individual often succumbs in 
silence when the awesome powers of govern- 
ment are brought down upon him. But today 
evidence from all over the country shows 
that in the name of collecting taxes IRS has 
bullied, degraded and crushed countless in- 
nocent citizens—while unaccountably favor- 
ing others. For example: 

In Kansas City, Mo., two IRS agents in- 
truded upon Mrs. Michael Darrah while she 
was nursing her six-week-old baby. The 
young mother pleaded with the men to come 
back another time. Instead, for four tor- 
turous hours they questioned her about an 
income-tax charge against her father, Ken- 
neth R. Layne. When she sought to call him 
for advice, one man ordered, “Don’t touch 
that phone.” Unsure of her rights, Mrs. Dar- 
rah asked permission to cal] a lawyer. “That 
will only make it worse for your father,” an 
agent threateningly told her. For the ter- 
rifled woman, it was tantamount to being 
held a prisoner in her own home. Ultimately, 
a jury unanimously concluded that Layne 
was innocent of any crime. But his daughter, 
never accused of anything, suffered a nervous 
breakdown. 

In Oakland, Calif., attorney Lew M. War- 
den, Jr., patiently answered questions about 
his tax return until an IRS agent demanded 
all his records. “Those files contain confi- 
dential information about some of my 
clients,” Warden protested. “You have no 
right to them.” So IRS arbitrarily disallowed 
his legitimate business deductions for three 
years and claimed he owed $19,501.41 in back 
taxes. It seized his bank account, ordered 
tenants of a cottage he owned to pay their 
rent to the government, confiscated his sail- 
boat. Worse still, the constant IRS harass- 
ment took him away from his law practice 
so much that his income plummeted. 

Insisting on a day in court, Warden spent 
his last savings preparing for his tax trial 
scheduled April 5, 1965. But on April 1, after 
hounding him for 33 months, the IRS sud- 
denly dropped all charges. For, as it should 
have known all along, Warden had done 
nothing wrong and owed it nothing. 


PROOF PILED HIGH 


All this may sound incredible to those who 
have not yet been victimized by IRS. I was 
skeptical too—at first. But the proof has 
been piled high by court rulings, Congres- 
sional investigations, unrefuted sworn testi- 
mony, documented complaints to Congress 
and by the admissions of IRS officials them- 
selves. It is so overwhelming that concern 
now grips a cross section of Congress. 


In the entire nation only 1324 taxpayers 
were found guilty of actual fraud last year. 
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More than half the Senate membership 
has gone on record as calling for something 
to be done about the way small taxpayers are 
abused by IRS. “My files, like those of every 
other Senator, are filled with moving appeals 
from taxpayers whose experiences with IRS 
have turned into nightmares of inquisition,” 
says Sen. Norris Cotton (R., N.H.). 

Alarmed by multiplying complaints, the 
Senate Judiciary Subcommittee on Adminis- 
trative Practice and Procedure two years ago 
began asking IRS officials and their victims 
questions under oath. The ensuing Senate 
hearings produced astounding testimony dis- 
closing that: IRS has defied court orders, 
criminally picked locks, stolen records and 
threatened reputable people. It has illegally 
tapped telephones, seized, opened and read 
personal letters while spying on the private 
mail of tens of thousands of citizens. It has 
illegally bugged phone booths and hidden 
microphones where taxpayers talk with their 
lawyers. 

Moreover, such lawlessness has been en- 
couraged from high levels of IRS. Its Wash- 
ington headquarters has bought elaborate 
spying equipment for use about the coun- 
try. IRS sent many agents to an official 
Treasury School near the White House to 
learn how to commit such illegal acts as 
wiretapping and lock picking. IRS has main- 
tained on call in Washington a staff of spe- 
cialists in illegal snooping. “I violate state 
laws at all times,” special agent Thomas 
Mennitt has testified. “It’s part of my 
duties.” 

Summing up interviews with 621 individ- 
uals and 2756 pages of sworn testimony, Sen. 
Edward V. Long (D., Mo.), chairman of the 
Senate subcommittee probing into IRS prac- 
tices, declares: “IRS has become morally 
corrupted by the enormous power with which 
we in Congress have unwisely entrusted it. 
Too often, it acts like a Gestapo preying upon 
defenseless citizens.“ Senate Minority Lead- 
er Everett Dirksen, a subcommittee mem- 
ber, reports: “Outraged constituents have 
inundated my desk with letters blistering 
the Revenue Service’s collection practices. 
They show it is frequently the small tax- 
payer who is hurt worst in his attempt to 
deal with a giant bureaucracy like IRS.” 

Naked Power. Many IRS employees who 
have witnesed such practices firsthand are 
deeply disturbed. As a result, they have 
secretly provided Congress with evidence, a 
major reason why IRS abuses are now being 
exposed. Indeed, IRS’s own mnel have 
openly applauded, through their National 
Association of Internal Revenue Employees, 
the Senate investigation, even while top IRS 
bureaucrats have tried to cover up and with- 
hold data. After privately interviewing 
dozens of IRS agents, I have concluded that 
most, as individuals, want to be just and 
reasonable. 

What, then, is the matter? Meeting me 
furtively in San Francisco, one veteran agent 
explained: “Sometimes you feel like the cop 
who's got to hand out so many tickets a 
month if he expects to get ahead. You’re 
judged by how often you bring in more 
dough. Under such pressure I have seen peo- 
ple determined to find taxpayer error whether 
it’s there or not.” 

Clearly, from all the evidence, the root of 
the problem is the IRS “system.” For Con- 
gress has given so much raw, naked power to 
this one agency that it is a law unto itself. 
Consider some of the things it can do— 
without the approval of any court, judge or 
anyone else. 

IRS can audit, interrogate or investigate 
anyone, for as long as it wants. In Kansas 
City, Mo., policeman Paul R. Campbell halted 
a speeding car driven by an IRS agent. Well 
Just have to check your taxes,” the agent 
was quoted as saying, after other arguments 
failed to stop the officer from writing a 
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ticket. Sure enough, soon after Campbell 
filed his next tax return, IRS ordered him 
to report for an examination which lasted 
two hours. Unable to find anything wrong, 
it nevertheless pestered him for another 
four months with phone calls, letters and 
more interrogations before admitting he 
owed nothing. 

In a small Tennessee town, an IRS agent 
rifled through mail on a businessman’s desk, 
pried open an envelope and found a letter 
linking him with “another woman.” The 
agent showed a copy to the man’s wife, trying 
to anger her so that she would agree to in- 
form against her husband. 

IRS can assert that a citizen owes tares, 
force him to prove he does not. After con- 
tracting to sell his home in suburban De- 
troit, businessman Roger Logan (not his real 
name) discovered that IRS had slapped liens 
of $210.07 and $400.07 on it for alleged non- 
payment of taxes. Logan’s wife presented 
canceled checks and copies of past returns 
to prove no taxes were due, but without 
avall. The best thing to do,” an IRS clerk 
advised, “is to pay off the liens. Then, if 
you're telling the truth, you can sue to get 
your money back.” Only after Logan got help 
from a lawyer friend would IRS even take 
the trouble to verify that he indeed owed 
nothing. The agency had tied up his home 
simply because it had two old claims against 
someone with a similar name. 

IRS can merely claim that a citizen owes 
tazes; then, if he fails to pay instantly, it 
can immediately confiscate his salary or all 
the money he has deposited in a bank, or 
seize everything he owns. 

Nobody knows this better than farmer 
Noel Smith of Taylor, Mo. IRS checked 
Smith's books for nine years without telling 
him it suspected any significant irregularity. 
Then one morning a friend ran up to him 
with a newspaper report that IRS was tak- 
ing over his farms. Smith rushed to town, 
only to learn that IRS had confiscated all his 
money in the bank, the contents of his safe- 
deposit box, even an insurance policy be- 
longing to his 70-year-old mother. Five days 
later, IRS formally demanded that he pay 
it a staggering $501,000. 

With help from friends, Smith hired law- 
yers and accountants to unravel the fan- 
tastic IRS claims. Meanwhile, the agency be- 
gan selling off his stored grain, using sledge- 
hammers to batter apart his bins, “High- 
handed,” “unlawful,” declared the U.S, Court 
of Appeals upon hearing what IRS had done. 

Nevertheless, IRS kept custody of Smith’s 
property and denied him income from it for 
four years before deciding that he actually 
owed $54,573 in taxes. Smith paid this “ran- 
som,” as he termed it, so that he could re- 
cover his land. Another year Smith overpaid 
his taxes but had to sue to force IRS to give 
him back $7,820 the government owed him. 
And to this day IRS is still after him, “I 
did not think it could happen in the United 
States,” Smith told Senate investigators. 

But I have found that it does happen. To 
make sure that people who complain are not 
just disgruntled crackpots or conniving tax 
dodgers, I traveled across the country talk- 
ing to IRS victims, their families and neigh- 
bors. And I found that when IRS misuses 
its vast powers, the people most likely to 
suffer are not gangsters or rich tax cheats. 
They are ordinary people who do not com- 
mand batteries of lawyers and who have no 
special influence in Washington. And what 
IRS does to one citizen, it can do to any 
other. 

KICKING PEOPLE AROUND 

Look at what happened not long ago in 
Richland, Mo., a smalltown in the Ozark 
foothills. As he told the Senate committee, 
the local bank president, Gordon W. War- 
ren, was alone in his office when two IRS 
agents marched in and demanded the rec- 
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ords of a depositor. “I'll just notify this 
customer,” Warren said, reaching for the 
phone. “If you do that,” an agent told him, 
“you'll be liable to a $10,000 fine and a ten- 
year imprisonment.” The threats were as il- 
legal as they were inexcusable. But how could 
Warren know? 

Down the street an IRS agent confronted 
a waitress with a $275 tax claim. When she 
protested, the agent threatened to confiscate 
and “dispose of” her old car unless she paid 
up that day. Near tears, she went to see 
Warren, who agreed to lend her the $275 
necessary to hold IRS off. Only after she 
spent days getting a sworn affidavit to docu- 
ment her deductions did IRS admit she didn’t 
owe the bill which it tried to intimidate 
her into paying. 

Across the railroad, Fred and Katherine 
Tomlinson run a one-room Dairy Queen 
shop. They have never made a lot of money, 
but enough to rear their children and make 
their own way. On March $1, 1965, a worried 
bank cashier ran to see them. “The IRS 
has seized your bank account,” he reported. 
“They claim you didn’t pay your taxes last 
year.” Tomlinson couldn't understand: The 
government's never said anything to us about 
owing any money.” That night, he and his 
wife dug out a canceled check proving they 
had paid in full, and mailed it to IRS. 
Meanwhile, checks they previously had writ- 
ten bounced because of the IRS seizure of 
their funds. “I’m so ashamed,” Katherine 
told her husband. Not until eight days later 
would IRS restore their money—without the 
least apology. 

This callous disregard of the rights, feel- 
ings and welfare of ordinary people goes on 
all the time. Last March 28, IRS without 
forewarning attached the salary of Chicago 
salesman Jerry G. Pfnister. Thus Pfnister 
was branded as “financially irresponsible” 
in the eyes of his associates. Only later 
would IRS give him a letter admitting 
that it had made an error and he owed 
nothing. But that has failed to restore 
Pinister's reputation. 

CONFORM—OR ELSE 


The attitude that it can do as it pleases 
sometimes causes IRS to lash out vindic- 
tively at people who disagree or cause it 
trouble, even at its own employes. 

Claude F. Salter, for example, is a distin- 
guished veteran of 34 years with IRS. His 
record as chief of its San Francisco audit 
division was so outstanding that IRS ad- 
mits “we cannot deny that he did perform 
well.” Salter was stubborn, though, when it 
came to principles. To superiors who asked 
special treatment for certain taxpayers, he 
consistently said no. So in the spring of 
1964, these officials tried to have him de- 
clared unfit by ordering him to the U.S. 
Public Health Service Hospital and sending 
along a letter implying that he was mentally 
ill, A battery of psychiatrists and physicians 
told Salter that he was well adjusted, in- 
telligent and healthy. Nevertheless, IRS soon 
demoted him to a lesser job where he could 
not influence policy. 

In Dedham, Mass., 31-year-old accountant 
Donald R. Lord responded to a knock on 
his front door one Saturday morning, still 
in his pajamas, and three IRS agents pushed 
past him into his home. They ordered him 
to get out corporate records entrusted to 
him by a local businessman. “You'd better 
cooperate if you expect to stay in business,” 
Lord was warned. “Don’t make any phone 
calls, or you'll be subject to prosecution.” 

After interrogating him most of the day, 
the agents confiscated boxes of papers, 
threatening him with a jail sentence if he 
resisted, and drove away. 

Soon thereafter, a neighbor phoned: 
“Some IRS men were here today, asking 
questions about you.” Meanwhile, IRS 
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agents went to Lord’s bank and copied his 
financial records, Others hounded his rela- 
tives with interrogations and even tried to 
question his 88-year-old grandmother, 

Angered and worried, Lord engaged a dis- 
tinguished Boston lawyer, Lawrence O Don- 
nell. Subsequently IRS, by its own admis- 
sion, subpoenaed Lord to appear at a con- 
ference in a secret office which had been 
carefully bugged in advance, Suddenly 
O'Donnell, too was subjected to hostile IRS 
examination. An employe at Boston's Car- 
ney Hospital, where O'Donnell had under- 
gone five critical operations, tipped him off 
that IRS was questioning his medical ex- 
penses. Moreover, as IRS later admitted, 
agents pored over his tax returns covering 
six years, hunting futilely for some error. 

The Federal District Court in Boston de- 
clared that IRS's “unlawful pressures“ 
against Lord came “close to extortion.” It 
ruled the seizure of the business records 
completely illegal, and forbade IRS to make 
any further use of them. Yet, as O'Donnell 
subsequently proved with testimony of one 
agent who resigned in disgust, IRS made 
copies of these records and continued to 
use them—in arrogant contempt of the court 
order. 

A DOUBLE STANDARD 

And now, consider undisputed evidence 
which Sen, John J. Williams (R., Del.) has 
unveiled on the floor of the Senate. It shows 
that while mercilessly trying to take the last 
cent of some taxpayers, IRS has treated 
others quite differently. 

Over a period of seven years, IRS allowed 
the New York-based real-estate firm of Webb 
& Knapp to pile up tax debts of more than 
$27 million, while the Federal Housing Ad- 
ministration lavished on it $67 million in 
government-insured loans. Upshot? Webb & 
Knapp defaulted on the loans, and IRS in 
December 1965 wrote off a whopping $26 mil- 
lion as uncollectible.“ Similarly, IRS last 
year simply wrote off as uncollectible“ a tax 
bill of more than $23 million owed by six 
American shipping companies controlled by 
Greek magnate Stavros Niarchos. 

As Senator Williams notes, still harder to 
explain is the treatment of people like Law- 
rence L. Callanan. An official of the Steam- 
fitters Local No. 562 in St. Louis, Callanan 
was convicted in 1954 of extortion, received 
a 12-year sentence. He was paroled in 1960, 
and in April 1964 President Johnson com- 
muted his sentence, thereby enabling him 
to become a union leader again. The same 
month, IRS settled his unpaid tax debt of 
$40,219.84 for a token $17,000 plus an agree- 
ment that he would pay more if his income 
rose. No prospect of any material increase 
(in income) ,” said IRS. A few months later, 
Callanan’s union lieutenant, John L. Lawler, 
handed over $25,000 to “Friends of L.B.J.” 
Next, Callanan, supposedly without money 
for his taxes, kicked in $2000 to the Demo- 
cratic National Committee. Then he emerged 
as director of the lush voluntary“ political 
fund of Local No. 562, his salary reported at 
$15,000 to $20,000. 

Honest citizens can derive little comfort, 
too, from the knowledge that IRS has issued 
a special ruling to reduce the tax that crim- 
inals owe on money they steal! Internal Rev- 
enue Bulletin No. 1966-42 of October 17, 1966, 
states: “Embezzled funds will be taken into 
account if a taxpayer chooses the benefits 
of the income-averaging provisions.” So if 
a crook gets away with, say, $100,000, it will 
be okay for him to pay taxes on only $20,- 
000 of stolen money a year over a five-year 
period. 

A BRIDLE FOR BUREAUCRACY 

In the face of such outrageous practices, 
why do we allow IRS power that we would 
not dare entrust to any other agency? We 
would never allow police to roam the land 
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grabbing property, confiscating bank ac- 
counts, persecuting people at will, If we 
ever are to start preventing Big Bureaucracy 
from dehumanizing our lives, the place to 
begin is with the most powerful bureaucracy 
of all—the Internal Revenue Service. 

Aghast at the discovery that IRS was 
reading private letters, Congress passed a 
law in 1965 forbidding it to further rifle the 
mails. Commissioner Sheldon Cohen has 
pledged an end to the illegal wiretapping, 
bugging and other illegalities, promised to 
purge IRS of the attitude that the taxpayer 
is the “adversary.” Experience shows, though, 
that no government agency can be trusted to 
reform itself. Clearly, some reforms from 
the outside are needed. 

Senator Magnuson, joined by 59 other 
Senators, has proposed the establishment of 
Small Tax Courts where taxpayers—without 
hiring a lawyer—could informally present 
grievances in disputes with IRS involving 
less than $2500. But, in line with the basic 
legal principle that a man is innocent until 
proved guilty, Congress must now make an 
exhaustive examination of the arbitrary 
powers which IRS has demonstrated itself 
unfit to exercise. Before grabbing anyone's 
salary or bank account, IRS should have to 
show in court some proof that taxes are 
owed. Before walking off with all a man owns, 
IRS should be required to convince a judge 
that the taxpayer is hiding his money or is 
about to flee. 

It is important for all of us to stop being 
afraid of IRS. When it acts unfairly, we 
should speak out. 

Let your Congressman know what you 
think of IRS abuses—and that your vote in 
1968 is going to be influenced by what he 
does to stop them, Moreover, if you have 
documentary evidence of such abuses, give 
it to your Congressman or to the Senate in- 
vestigators? For only public indignation, 
backed by facts, will force reforms. 

Reforms no doubt will make the work of 
IRS somewhat more difficult. But in recent 
years we have chosen, through the courts, to 
erect a maze of legal procedures to protect 
the rights of the most depraved and danger- 
ous criminals. It is time we did something 
about protecting the rights of the honest 
American taxpayer, too, 


JUNE PRICE INCREASES NOT A 
BASIS FOR TAX INCREASES 


Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics has released 
price information for June, revealing a 
rise in the consumer price index 0.3 per- 
cent since May and 2.7 percent since 
June 1966. The wholesale price index for 
June is up half a percent from May and 
0.6 percent from June 1966. 

However disconcerting these increases 
are, they do not indicate increases 
stemming from demand pressures, but 
rather some special developments in 
agriculture, some cost push increases, 
and some longrun or structural price 
changes, and they should not be con- 
strued as any justification for a tax 
increase. 

From March to June, prices of farm 
products rose 4.7 percent, while last year 
they fell by 2.4 percent. These prices 
respond to forces peculiar to agriculture, 
and last year farm prices were a stabiliz- 


*Senate Judiciary Subcommittee on Ad- 
ministrative Practice and Procedure, Room 
$214, New Senate Office Building, Washing- 
ton, D.C. 20510. 
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ing influence in the June quarter. Crude 
material prices, which are more sensitive 
to demand pressures, have risen only 
about 1.0 percent in the first 6 months 
of this year, contrasted to last year’s 3.8 
percent. 

The consumer price index indicates a 
continuance of structural or longrun 
increases in the service components. 
Service prices have risen 1.8 percent in 
the first 6 months of this year and 2.3 
percent in the same period last year. 
Medical care prices rose 4.1 percent in 
the recent period compared to 3.2 per- 
cent last year. 

All of us recognize that neither food 
nor medical costs are subject to the kind 
of demand pressures that can be influ- 
enced by changes in taxes. 

The index of wholesale industrial 
prices has not risen since February, re- 
maining at 106.0 during each month 
from February to June. I wish to em- 
phasize that the Commissioner of Labor 
Statistics, Arthur M. Ross, referred to 
this index as the most significant meas- 
ure” of inflation, and that it has been 
stable. It has risen 1 percent in 6 months. 

Mr. President, any one who contends 
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that the three-tenths of 1-percent in- 
crease last month in the Consumer Price 
Index or the five-tenths of 1-percent in- 
crease in the Wholesale Price Index sug- 
gest that excessive demand is pulling 
up prices, is badly misinformed. 

It would be tragic if the lack of eco- 
nomic growth in this country were fur- 
ther stunted by a tax increase on the 
ground that inflation must be stemmed. 
The tax increase would have no signifi- 
eant effect on prices under present cir- 
cumstances. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have printed in the Recorp a table 
showing comparison of price trends, De- 
cember 1965 to June 1966, and Decem- 
ber 1966 to June 1967; statement from 
the Department of Labor and attached 
tabie; article from the New York 
Times of July 27, 1967, entitled “Food 
Cost Increase Raises Price Index”; ar- 
ticle from the Wall Street Journal of 
July 27, 1967, entitled Consumer Prices 
in June Rose 0.3 Percent From May 
Level,” and attached tables. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


COMPARISON OF PRICE TRENDS, DECEMBER 1965-JUNE 1966 AND DECEMBER 1966-JUNE 1967 


Sum of Sum of 
percentage rcentage 
March 1967~| December point December | March 1966- point 
June 1967 | 1966-March | changes, | 1965-March | June 1966 changes, 
1967 December 1 December 
1966—June 1965—June 
1967 1966 

Consumer Price Inden amn- -rm enMi 0.9 0.3 1.2 0.9 0.8 1,7 
Consumer products 6 -.1 1 9 6 1.5 
Nondurables 9 —.2 oo 1.5 4 1.9 
Durables... ... .3 0 3 —.1 5 4 
Consumer services. 9 9 1.8 a. 1.6 2.3 
Medical care.. 1.6 2.5 4.1 1.5 1.7 3.2 
Food at home 8 —1.1 —.3 3.4 —.4 3.0 
r aaia a paa d + S Nr 1.3 
Wholesale Price Index -6 —.2 4 1.2 3 1.5 
DD 4.7 —3.4 1.3 3.7 —2.4 1.3 
Processed foods and feed. 7 1:9 —1.6 3. 19 —.8 1.1 
Industrial commodities... — 0 At) .5 -8 9 1.7 
Crude materials 2.7 —1.7 1.0 3.9 —.1 3.8 


[From the U.S. Department of Labor, July 
26, 1967] 
PRICES IN JUNE 1967—PRELIMINARY JULY 
TRENDS 


Prices increased in June at both consumer 
and wholesale levels, the United States De- 
partment of Labor’s Bureau of Labor Statis- 
tics reported today. The Consumer Price In- 
dex rose 0.3 percent to 116.0 (1957-59=100) 
and stood 2.7 percent above a year ago. 
Higher food prices caused a large part of the 
increase last month. On the other hand, the 
key index of wholesale industrial commodity 
prices, which has not risen since February, 
remained unchanged, 

The Wholesale Price Index rose 0.5 percent 
to 106.3 (1957-59=100), following a similar 
increase in May, and was 0.6 percent above 
its June 1966 level. The increase last month 
resulted entirely from higher prices of farm 
and food products. Preliminary data for July 
show industrial prices edging up and, to- 
gether with a further advance in processed 
food prices, causing the Wholesale Price 
Index to rise 0.2 percent. 

CONSUMER PRODUCTS 

Earlier increases in food wholesale prices 
were transmitted to the retail level in June. 
The advance averaged about 1 percent, 
seasonally adjusted. Prices were raised most 


on meats (4.1 percent) and fresh fruits and 
vegetables (4.7 percent). 

Livestock prices in wholesale markets 
have risen about 11 percent since April. They 
were up more n 2 percent in June, when 
a drop in hog receipts at major markets 
brought a 5 percent price increase. Cattle 
slaughter rose significantly but prices con- 
tinued to go up. Pork, beef, and lamb prices 
all climbed sharply, both at wholesale and 
at retail. 

Fresh fruit prices rose nearly 12 percent 
at wholesale and 4% percent at retail in 
June. With the citrus fruit harvest in Flor- 
ida nearing completion, the source of sup- 
plies shifted mainly to California and 
Arizona. Grapefruit prices jumped about 37 
percent and orange prices 15 percent at 
wholesale. These increases were beginning 
to show up at retail counters by mid-June. 
Also, a 4% percent advance in wholesale 
prices of apples, because of dwindling stor- 
age supplies, was reflected in a price rise 
of more than 6 percent at retail. 

Higher fresh vegetable prices have resulted 
from reduced yields and delayed maturity 
of late-spring crops caused by unfavorable 
weather. Lettuce prices, in particular, 
jumped 49 percent at wholesale and 13 per- 
cent at retail in June. In addition, potato 
prices went up 6 percent at retail, with de- 
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pletion of storage stocks of Eastern potatoes 
in advance of the new crop. 

Despite their advance during the past two 
months, grocery store food prices in June 
averaged about the same as a year ago. 
Prices of meats, poultry, eggs, and fruits and 
vegetables were still lower than last year at 
the same time, but dairy products, cereals 
and bakery products have moved up. 

The rise in apparel prices slowed down in 
June, following a sharp increase in May 
and over the past year. Household textile 
furnishings returned to regular prices fol- 
lowing May “white sales.” Prices of gasoline 
receded a little as a result of “price wars” 
in Los Angeles and Kansas City. New car 
prices dropped at wholesale more than usual 
for the early summer as manufacturers 
sponsored sales incentive contests, but re- 
tail prices were up slightly on a seasonally- 
adjusted basis, as dealer sales strengthened. 
The advance in used car prices was smaller 
than usual for June, following sharp in- 
crease in April and May. 


CONSUMER SERVICES 


Charges for consumer services were raised 
again in June at about the same rate as 
in previous months this year. This represents 
a moderate slowing down of the rate of in- 
crease from that which prevailed during the 
last half of 1966. Reasons include the decline 
in mortgage interest rates and a price trend 
for medical care which, while still very 
steep, is somewhat less so than in previous 
months. From June 1966 through March 
this year, charges for medical services were 
rising at nearly a 10 percent annual rate. 
In the last three months, the rate has been 
closer to 7 percent. The June increase of 
0.6 percent represented higher doctors’ fees 
and a further climb in hospital service 
charges. 

Property taxes and insurance on homes 
continued to climb last month. Transit fares 
and parking fees were raised in some cities, 
hotel and motel rates went up, costs of 
home repairs were higher, and beauty shops 
charged more for their services. 

INDUSTRIAL MATERIALS AND EQUIPMENT 

The stability of wholesale prices of indus- 
trial commodities through June and the 
modest size of the increase indicated for 
July appear to reflect highly competitive 
situations in most industries. The most 
notable development in June was Ce- 
cutting on a major raw material for plastics 
and synthetic rubber, as well as on a basic 
ingredient for household detergents, Prices 
also moved down for inedible fats and oils, 
primarily because of slackened export de- 
mand. 

On the other hand, lumber prices went 
up in June with an increase in building 
activity, especially for Western softwoods. 
Prices of hides and skins also were raised 
significantly, but still were substantially 
below a year ago. Higher newsprint prices 
went into effect, but wastepaper prices were 
down. Machinery prices stabilized, at least 
for the time being, and metal prices averaged 
unchanged in June, although nonferrous 
scrap moved lower while iron and steel scrap 
prices were up. 


COST-OF-LIVING ADJUSTMENTS 


About 75,000 workers are scheduled to 
receive pay increases based on changes in 
the national Consumer Price Index through 
June. The rise in the index since March will 
bring 2 cents more per hour to some 29,000 
workers (including 13,000 employees of the 
Greyhound Corporation) and 3 cents more 
to approximately 46,000 (including 36,000 
aircraft workers). About 900 truckdrivers in 
the Chicago area also will receive a 3-cent 
increase based on the advance in the index 
since last December. 
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TABLE 1.—PERCENT CHANGE IN PRICES FOR SELECTED GROUPS IN THE CONSUMER PRICE INDEX AND THE WHOLESALE PRICE INDEX 
{Seasonally adjusted except where indicated] 


May-June 1967 March-June 1967 a, nae 3 June-September 1966 June 1966-June 1967 
CPI wel CPI WPI cPl CPI WPI pl WPI cpl WPI: 
0.3 0.5 0.9 0.6 0.5 —0.8 1.1 1.0 2.7 0.6 
Ape -4 6 8 1.1 <i —1.2 8 2.2 1.6 1.5 
6 8 9 1.7 1 —1.9 8 2.8 1.7 1.8 
Food and beverages at home j 9. 1.3 .8 2.5 —.4 —2. 9 .8 4.3 1 1.4 
Apparel and accessories 3 2 9 3 9 re 1.0 3 4.2 1.6 
Household furnishings and supplies 2 — 1.2 1.9 4 -2 6 1.0 2.7 4.2 
Gasoline and motor Gi —.3 —1.9 1.1 —2.2 6 —2.2 1.0 2.2 4.1 1.4 
Other nondurables____. 0 1.5 —.2 1.9 .4 ee 6 4 1.1 2.4 
Durabſfſe a at -.1 3 —.2 5 1.2 3 —.1 1.1 1.0 
New passenger ca A —.3 Ps! —1 1.4 2.1 —1.2 —1. 0 0 4 
liances.__... 0 —.2 —.2 —.7 —.1 3 2 —.2 —.9 —.3 
Furniture and fioo! 0 3 3 0 2 1.1 1.1 4 2.9 1.1 
Other durables . 0 0 4 al a 1.0 9 7 2.1 2.6 
Consumer services 14. F 9 4 1.2 4.8 
en ead and finance 1. $7 81 1.1 4.3 
CCC 4 5 — 1.8 
Utilities and public transportation 9: 3 1 1.2 1.9 
on ng ahd home maintenance 
VVV . ee 1.6 6.3 
Medical care services 1. 2.4 9.2 
Personal care services 1. 1.2 4.0 
. ᷣͤ . , EOST e 9 4.1 
2 ol prod 1 
of produ 
ai 55 rod —3.4 —1.2 
—1.8 5 
8 1.0 
Industrial materials and equipment: 
Chemicals and allied products. 5 ee 51 5 9 
7 1.3 —.5 A 
—.3 —1.1 —2. 8 
4 6 9 
4 —.3 Y 
rv 9 3.2 
—.3 1.4 1.9 
—.8 1.9 1.6 
25 6 3.1 
55 2 N 5 
3 —1.7 1 4.0 
1 Based on data unadjusted for seasonal variations. classes of items contained in each group is included at the end of this report. Complete listings of 


Note: The price changes shown for consumer products and Se eg are for roughly com- inclusions in the CPI'and WPI groupings: wing bs furnished on:request. 
parable classes of finished consumer products from the CPI and WPI. A brief description of the 


TABLE 2.—_CONSUMER PRICE INDEX, U.S. CITY AVERAGE FOR URBAN WAGE EARNERS AND CLERICAL WORKERS—MAJOR GROUP, SUBGROUP, AND SPECIAL GROUP INDEXES, JUNE 1967, AND 
PERCENT CHANGES FROM SELECTED DATES 


Indexes (1957-59 = 100) Percent change to June 1967 from— 


March 1967 


Group June 1967 May 1967 
June 1966 June 1966 
unadjusted unadjusted 
Unadjusted | Seasonal Unadjusted 
adju: 

T 116.0 115.6 112.9 0.3 IAI 2.7 
. 115.1 113.9 113.9 1.1 7 1.1 

Food at home 112.3 110.9 112.3 1.3 8 0 
1 — and bakery 118.3 118.8 114.7 —.4 a a ee 3.1 
Meats, poultry, and fish____.._. 111.6 108.5 114.2 2.9 $ —2.3 
Dairy products 116.3 115.9 109.6 <3 1 6.1 
Frui 119.9 116.4 121.7 3.0 8 —1.5 
Other foods at home 100. 0 100.2 101.3 -.7 ‘ —1.3 
Food away from home 129.1 128.7 122.8 3 $ 5.1 
Housing 114.1 113.9 111.1 2 * 2.7 
Shelter ! 117.7 117.5 |. 114.1 2 z 3.2 
nt. 112.2 112.1 |. 110.2 1 Al. 1.8 
Homeownership ee i 119.9 119.7 115.8 «2 EE 3.5 
Fuel and utilities 3. J 108.6 108.7 108. 0 —.1 =t 6 
Fuel oil and coal +- a 110.5 110.8 107.0 —.3 —.5 23 
Gas and electricity.. .......... i 108.2 108.3 108.1 Sided axa. conga —.1 1 
Household furnishings and operation. 108. 1 107.9 104. 8 rr OR 2 3.1 
. oe d upkeep SAE SE 113.9 113.8 109. 4 {4 1.2 4.1 
114.1 114.0 110.1 21 1.2 3.6 
Women’ s and nd 109.7 109.6 104.7 2 1.4 4.8 
Footwear.. 125.4 125.2 119.8 sÈ 1.0 4.7 
Transportation. 115.7 115.5 112.2 fr 1.3 3.1 
Pr rae 113.7 113.6 110.7 9 § 1.3 2.2 
. 132.2 P 122. 8 1.0 1.3 2.7 
Health. ag 8 123.2 122.8 118.7 3 .8 |- 3.8 
Koi. 136.3 135. 127.0 4 1.3 7.3 
Ponce carte 8 115.3 1 112.2 3 8 2.8 
Reading and recreation Èn. 119.7 1 117.0 | 7 2:3 
Other goods and services 116.9 1 114.9 2 4 1.7 


Footnotes at end of table. 
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TABLE 2.—CONSUMER PRICE INDEX, U.S. CITY AVERAGE FOR URBAN WAGE EARNERS AND CLERICAL WORKERS—MAJOR GROUP, SUBGROUP, AND SPECIAL GROUP INDEXES, JUNE 1967, AND 
PERCENT CHANGES FROM SELECTED DATES—Continued 


Indexes (1957-59 = 100) Percent hange to June 1967 from— 


Group June 1967 March 1967 
June 1966 


unadjusted 


Unadjusted 8 


Unadjusted prone Unadjusted — — per 


. — 


All 8 

roups: 
All is less shelter WU 112.6 aa OM eee e t 2.7 
All less food 1 112.8 F v 3.3 
Commodities 7 110.5 109. 0 5 1.8 
Nondurables__ 113.2 111.5 5 2 
Durables 7 8.. 103.9 102.6 2 1.5 
Services . EN 122.0 11K Ä 4.4 
Commodi less à 108.7 106. 4 om 2.3 
Nondurables less food 112.7 109.5 0 2.9 
Apparel commodities... . . 112.7 108.3 1 4.2 

Apparel commodities 
Wear 110.2 106.0 1 4.1 
Nondurables | IESE 110.1 Ian Wm 1) Steep ar 2.4 
jew yaks 6 96.9 96.8 —.1 0 

Used cars 121.4 118.2 8 3.6 
Household durables 1. Oy ee eet E 96.7 . E S ieee E 1.3 
Housefurnishings. .. 100.6 98.6 wk 2.1 
Services less rent *...........-.... YY eee 124.8 2 es a) oe 4.8 
Househo! 126. 121.7 «2 4.1 
123.2 4 4.0 
133.0 6 9.2 
126.4 4 3.9 


1 Also includes hotel and motel rates not shown separately. 7 Includes home purchase costs which sate — geeet wae —. 9 to 1964. 

2 Includes home purchase; mortgage interest, taxes, — and maintenance and repairs. § Also includes auto parts, toys, and recreatio: . hee ey 

3 Also includes fendered water, and 11 service not shown separately. * Excludes home purchase costs which were classified under rly heading prior to 1964. 
4 Called solid and m fuels prior to 1 10 Called durables less cars prior to 1964. 


5 9 includes infants’ wear, sewing materials, jewelry, and apparel upkeep services not u Includes the services components of apparel, personal care, reading and recreation, and 
separa tely. other goods and services. 
6 ber fh les tobacco; alcoholic beverages; and funeral, legal, and bank service charges, 


TABLE 3.—CONSUMER PRICE INDEX, THE UNITED STATES AND SELECTED AREAS, FOR URBAN WAGE EARNERS AND CLERICAL WORKERS, ALL ITEMS, MOST RECENT INDEX AND PERCENT 
CHANGES FROM SELECTED DATES 


Indexes 
Area! err . Percent change from 


195759100 1947-49 100 Other bases 


June 1967 
M 2.7 
M 2.1 
M 3.1 
M 2.4 
M 2.9 
M 2.8 
April 
1967 100 
1 1.7 
1 24 
1 21 
1 11 
May 1966 
2 2.7 
2 1.9 
2 2.8 
2 1.9 
2 2.5 
2 2.7 
2 2.6 
June 1966 
ENC ow — ͤ— vx a ee E T 3 3.3 
Baltimore... 3 2.0 
OCN ee 3 2.6 
— 2 3. $ 
E A EEE 3 2.6 
San Francisco-Oakland_ 3 2.8 
1 Area coverage includes the urban portion of the corresponding standard metropolitan statistical 2 Foods, fuels, and several other items priced every month in all cities; most other is and 


area Sa OMI) except for New York and Chicago wasiy, the more extensive standard consolidated services priced as indicated: M—every month; 1—January, Le il, ci, July, and October; 2—February, 
i are Erag ae — are those established for the 1960 census and do not include re- May, August, and November; 3—March, June „September, ‘and D 
vieions made since 
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TABLE 4.—WHOLESALE PRICE INDEXES FOR MAJOR COMMODITY GROUPS AND PERCENT CHANGES TO JUNE 1967 FROM SELECTED DATES 
{1957-59100} 


Group 
June 1967 May 1967 


106.3 105. 8 +0.6 
106. 8 105. 0 $ —.8 
102.4 100.7 +1. —1.7 
112.6 110.7 +l. +.5 
106. 0 106. 0 0 +1.0 
101.6 101.6 0 —.6 
115.6 115.2 +.3 —5.9 
104.0 104.4 —.4 +2.5 
98.5 98.8 —.3 +.9 
95.8 95.8 0 +.4 
104.7 104.2 +.5 —2.8 
103.9 103.9 0 +.9 
108.9 108.9 0 +.2 
Machinery and equipment 111.6 111.6 0 +3.2 
Furniture and household durab 100, 8 100. 8 0 +1.9 
Nonmetallic mineral products 103.9 103.8 +.1 +14 
8 b been r ß . 
%%% T: „ 109.6 108.0 +15 42.5 
1 Not available. 
TABLE 5.—WHOLESALE PRICE INDEXES, JULY 1967, PRELIMINARY ESTIMATES 
[1957-59 = 100} 
Preliminary Monthly index Percent change to July 1967 from— 
estimate 
Commodity group 
July 1967 

eee D DR t fae gy a Sha a E a a get ao me ea 106. 5 

/ —ZZZTTTTTTTVhh MM 102. 4 

Processed foods and feeds. aa —5 113.2 

c 0 IRN RCP ees 106.1 


Note: N A shri estimate is calculated as a projection from the latest published monthly comprehensive index. It is based on price quotations for a sample of all types of commodities 
included in the full month y index. 
COMPOSITION OF INDEX GROUPINGS APPEARING IN TABLE 1 


Consumer Price Index Wholesale Price Index 
-| All commodities and services 2 All commodities. 
All commodities except home purchase, used cars, — and | Nondurable and durable — ready for use A 
beverages away from home, newspapers, magazines and books. except a few ew eee conas in Wel gon 
of commodities — d primarily! y ind iat nas. 
Oe) T a eee All nondurable commodities except food and beverages away from | A combination of indexes | 
home and newspapers, magazines and an 
ees Food at home, alcoholic beverages at hom . Fresh and dried fruits and vegetal nuts, and eggs from the farm products 
group; a and the processed — feeds group, excluding crude vegetable 
oils and manufactured animal feeds. 
Apparel and accessories. Apparel, footwear, and accessories... Apparel and some fabrics and sewing materials, —.— footwear, leather 
rubber footwear, watches and clocks, 
Household furnishings and supplies Home maintenance nondurables, fuel oil and coal, textile house- | Textile housefurnish| fuels for faer use een £3), soap and — 
furnishings, housekeeping supplies. ter r 2 health: produ 
12 5 and — — 
O Drugs and pharma ak tlie goods, recreational noniin sin PP 
er nondu tables rugs and pharmaceu recreationa utables, cos an et pre 
. . and recreational 1 items uch as 
and playing ca 
C Ah e M All — commodities except home purchase and used cars A combination * — listed below. 
New passenger cars ee ed Sf ee ERS I AS Pe SESE E EE RN he PES YS Passenger 
Appliances Household appliances, radio and TV. ----| Home electronic clamps room heaters, and household appliances, 


* Ren sr Grae astra 


Furniture and floor coverings... Furniture and floor coverings jousehold furniture and foo 


Other durables Home maintenance durables, other housefurnish Other durable commodities — bony the WPI which are used for home 
tional durables, except radio and TV. paraang including some household 8 1 4 — —.— outboard 
tional Sonal Hewes such os pho wel 1 i E Sport 0 athi pon 
as raphic equi . — 25 a 
musical instruments, and ee errs loctria tn lamps, . — 
y luggage and small leather goods, and * and morticians goods. 
Consumer services. All consumer sees iaaa aa aR 
Insurance and finance. Mortgage part ie and insurance, automobile insurance and 
other auto expenses. 
.. pee -| Rent of . ] Ä R 
Uilte and public transportation Gas and electricity, telephone, water and sewer, public trans- 


tation. 
2 and home maintenance services. Housekeeping and home maintenance services 


Medical care services. ical care except drugs and prescri 
Personal care services, -f Personal care services... .. . << nue snoomecnp enc dscnbiness-<n9- 
9 NE Fa RRS RI A Hotels, apparel services, auto repairs and maintenance, recrea- 
tional services, reading ae — services, personal 


-| Same as the wholesale price indexes for major groups. 


industrial materials — 


Stage of — at J price e of processing indexes. The consumer finished 
Finished goods index differs * the —, products index in weighting 
Consumer- ace RLS aipat id LAL it ²pmũ !!!.!!! ĩ A Ae structure and is based on a larger sample of commodities. 
Intermediate materials, supplies, and | tt +... n 
components 


Crude materials 


1 The classification by durable and nondurable commodities is based on CPI classification and Same as apparel commoditie: 
is not necessarily the same as the WPI classification in the indexes by durability of product. 3 Includes registration and — fees and parking fees. 
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[From the New York Times, July 27, 1967 
Foop Cost INCREASE RAISES PRICE INDEX 


WASHINGTON, July 26.—A sharp increase in 
food prices helped push up the Consumer 
Price Index three-tenths of 1 per cent in 
June for the third consecutive month, the 
Labor Department reported today. 

The index rose to 116 per cent of its 1957- 
59 average from 115.7 in May. This means it 
cost $11.60 in June to buy the same market 
basket of goods and services that cost $10 
nine years ago. 

The department also reported that whole- 
sale prices rose five-tenths of 1 per cent in 
June, foreshadowing further advances in re- 
tail prices in the months ahead. 

President Johnson can be expected to point 
to the latest rise as additional evidence that 
a tax increase is needed to fight inflation as 
well as to pay for the war in Vietnam. 

The over-all consumer prices were 2.7 per 
cent above those of a year ago. Food prices, 
which fell late last year and early this year, 
were up 1.1 per cent over the level of June, 
1966. 

Despite the increase in both retail and 
wholesale prices, the index of wholesale in- 
dustrial commodity prices, which has not 
risen since February, remained unchanged. 

Arthur M. Ross, Commissioner of Labor 
statistics, called wholesale industrial com- 
modity prices the most significant measure” 
of inflation. 

Food prices led June’s cost of living ad- 
vance, rising 1.1 per cent. 

Meat prices rose 4.1 per cent while fresh 
fruit and vegetables went up 4.7 per cent. 

Clothing prices moved up one-tenth of 1 
per cent. Gasoline prices declined three- 
tenths of 1 per cent because of price wars in 
Los Angeles and Kansas City. Car prices rose 
one-tenth of 1 per cent, while furniture and 
appliance prices held steady. 

Charges for consumer services rose three- 
tenths of 1 per cent and were up 4.8 per 
cent over a year ago. The June advance in 
service costs were about the same as in previ- 
ous months this year and somewhat less than 
during the second half of 1966. 

The department said that mortgage in- 
terest rates were still falling last month, al- 
though reports from other Federal agencies 
indicate that rates on home loans have be- 
gan rising again. 

The consumer cost increases were not 
enough to wipe out pay gains achieved by 
workers. The average weekly paycheck rose 
to $101.88, a record, from $100.06 in May and 
$99.20 in June, 1966. 

The rise in the index will bring pay in- 
creases to about 75,000 workers who have 
cost-of-living clauses in their contracts. 


U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, BUREAU OF LABORSTATISTICS 
CONSUMER PRICE INDEX 


United States 
[1957-59 = 100) 
Percentage 
Index | change from— | Point 
change 
from 
Ma June Ma 
196 1966 196 
+0.3 | +42.7 +0.4 
+1.1 | +1.1 +1.2 
＋ 2 +2.7 + . 2 
＋. 1 44.1 +1 
+.2) #31 +.2 
+1.3) +3.8 +.4 
+.4) +7.3 +.6 
+.3| +2.8 +.3 
7.2 +2.3 ＋. 1 
2 41.7 +.2 


See footnotes at end of table. 
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, BUREAU OF LABOR STATISTICS 
CONSUMER PRICE INDEX 


New York Area 
[1957-59 = 100] 
Percentage > 
Index | change from— | Point 
for change 
June from 
1967 Ma June Ma 
196 1966 196 
All items 118.7 40.3 +2.9 +0.3 
Food 1. ---| 115.5) +1.0 +.9 +1.2 
Housing 2... _....-.... 118.0) —.2 42.4 +.2 
Apparel and upkeep . 118.0 0 +5.5 0 
Transportation 116.6 +.1 | +6.2 +.1 
Health and recreation 127.9 +.2 | +3.2 +.3 
Medical care -| 138.2 +.8 | +6.3 1.1 
Personal care.. 112.5 —.1 | 72.5 —.1 
Reading and recrea- 
„ 128. 4 =.3 | 41.7 —.4 
Other goods, services. 124. 9 ＋. 2 42.2 ＋. 3 


1 Includes restaurant meals not shown separately. 
2 Includes home purchases and other home-owner costs not 
shown separately. 


From the Wall Street Journal, July 27, 1967] 


CONSUMER PRICES IN JUNE ROSE 0.3 PERCENT 
From May LEVEL—FIFTH STRAIGHT 
MONTHLY HIGH Puts INDEX 2.7 PERCENT 
ABOVE 1966: WHOLESALE QUOTES CLIMB— 
AGENCY SEES UPWARD TREND 


WaAsHINGTON.—Consumer Prices continued 
to rise in June, the Labor Department said, 
and wholesale prices increased for the second 
consecutive month after four months of 
decline. 

At a record 116% of the 1957-59 average, 
the consumer price index was up 0.3% from 
the previous high of 115.6% reached in May, 
when the index also advanced 0.3%. The June 
index was up 2.7% from the 112.9% of a year 
before, It was the fifth straight month it set 
@ new high (see chart on page one). 

The wholesale price index is estimated to 
be climbing 0.2% in July to about 106.5% of 
the 1957-59 base, officials said. This would be 
less than June’s 0.5% rise, to 106.3%, which 
matched the 0.5% May advance. The gain 
estimated for July would put the index 0.1% 
ahead of the year-earlier month’s 106.4%. 

The rise in retail food prices was at- 
tributed to earlier increases in prices of 
wholesale food. Retail prices of fruits and 
vegetables, for example, were up 3% from 
May and meat, poultry and fish prices were 
up 2.9%. Officials said they expect retail food 
prices to rise further. Though up from May, 
fruit and vegetable prices were down 1.5% 
from a year before and meat, poultry and fish 
prices dropped 2.3% from June 1966. 

The price trend is “undoubtedly upward,” 
said Arthur Ross, commissioner of the Bu- 
reau of Labor Statistics, though at rates 
“significantly down from last year.” Con- 
sumer prices in the first six months of this 
year rose 1.2% from the year-earlier period 
while last year they rose 1.7% in the first six 
months. 

In addition to higher food costs, increased 
prices for apparel, consumer services, new 
cars and medical services contributed to the 
overall cost-of-living rise. 

Apparel prices in June gained 0.1% from 
the previous month, when prices jumped 
0.7% from April. June apparel prices were 
4.1% above a year earlier. 

Charges for consumer services rose 0.3% in 
June, matching the May rise. This represents 
a moderate slowing of the rate increase from 
that of the last half of 1966, the department 
said, It noted that in the past three months, 
medical-service charges have been rising at 
about a 7% annual rate, down from the 10% 
pace of the June 1966-to-March 1967 period. 
The 0.6% advance in such charges last month 
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refiected higher doctors’ fees and a further 
climb in hospital-service charges. 

New-car prices rose in June by a seasonally 
adjusted 0.1% from May while wholesale car 
prices dropped by an adjusted 0.3%. 

Both retail and wholesale prices of gasoline 
fell. June retail gasoline prices dropped a 
seasonally adjusted 0.3% from May, when 
there was a 0.4% decline. Wholesale gasoline 
prices fell 1.9% from May, when such prices 
advanced 1%. The department attributed the 
June declines to gasoline price wars in some 
areas. Still, gasoline prices are strongly ahead 
of last year, with retail prices up 4.1% and 
wholesale prices up 1.4% from June 1966. 

June wholesale prices remained stable 
among industrial commodities, which have 
been at 106% of the 1957-59 base since Febru- 
ary. A modest rise to 106.1% is estimated for 
July, reflecting highly competitive situations 
in most industries,” the department stated. 

The June consumer-index rise will bring 
cost-of-living pay boosts to about 75,000 
workers, the Labor Department said. The rise 
in the index since March will bring 2 cents 
more an hour to some 29,000 workers, includ- 
ing 13,000 Greyhound Corp. employees, and 
3 cents more to about 46,000, including 
36,000 aircraft workers. 

The department also reported that the 
average after-tax, or spendable, income of 
nonfarm and nonsupervisory workers with 
three dependents rose in June to $90.90 a week 
from $89.45 in May and $88.96 a year earlier. 
The gain reflected a 2-cent rise in average 
hourly earnings to a record $2.66 in June, 
from $2.64 in May. 

Expressed in terms of 1957-59 dollars to 
adjust for consumer price increases, the “real” 
purchasing power of such workers with three 
dependents in June was $78.36 a week, up 
from $77.38 the month before but down from 
$78.80 in June 1966. 


COMPARISON OF CONSUMER PRICE TRENDS, DECEMBER 
1965-MAY 1966 AND DECEMBER .1966-MAY 1967— 
CHANGES IN THE CONSUMER PRICE INDEX 


[Percentage change] 
All All items Food 
items less food 
December 1965-May 1986 1.4 1.1 2.9 
December 1966-May 1967. .8 1.2 —.7 


Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics. 
Note: June data are not available as of July 24. 


GROSS NATIONAL PRODUCT—COMPOUNDED ANUNAL 
RATES OF CHANGE 


Current | Constant 
dollars dollars 
19 
: Mons... 10. 3 7.1 
1966: 
6.1 2.4 
6.7 3.4 
7.3 3.9 
2.2 —.2 
1967: I to 4.8 2.4 


Source: Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis, July 18, 1967. 
Industrial production 


(Source: Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis, 
July 18, 1967) 


Index: 1957-59=100] 


December’ 1966---.- 2-2 149.0 
June 1966—-—— - ~--- 156.5 
December 1966... 159.0 
„ Ale... -- ta ae eas tee 155.2 
Compounded annual rates of change: 
December 1965 to June 196 10.3 


December 1966 to June 1967 


July 27, 1967 
EXPENDITURES OR NEW PLANT AND EQUIPMENT 


Change from 
previous 
quarter 
(percent) 


Annual rate 
(billions of 
dollars) 


1 Estimates based on anticipated capital expenditures as re- 
ported by business in late April and May 1967. 


Source: Economic Indicators. 
MANUFACTURING CAPACITY, OUTPUT, AND UTILIZATION 


RATE 
Utilization 
Capacity | Output rate 
(percent) 
167 149 89 
170 155 91 
173 158 91 
176 160 91 
179 161 
182 159 87 
185 157 85 


Source: Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System. 
AVERAGE WORKWEEK OF PRODUCTION WORKERS 
{In hours} 


Manufacturing ! Private, 


nonagricultural 2 


December | December | December | December 

1965to | 1966to | 1965 to to 

June 1966 | June 1967 | June 1966 | June 1967 
December 41.3 40. 9 39.0 38.6 
January 41.4 41.0 38.5 38.2 
Februaty 41.5 40. 3 38. 6 37.8 
March. 41.5 40.4 38.7 38.0 
April 41.5 40.5 38.5 37.8 
ay.. 41.5 3 40,4 38.6 37.9 
June 41.3 340.2 38.9 38.3 


1 Seasonally adjusted. 
2 Not seasonally adjusted. 
3 Preliminary. 


Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics. 


UNEMPLOYMENT RATES, SEASONALLY ADJUSTED 


December | December 
1965 to | 1966 to 
June 1966 | June 1967 
3.7 
3.7 
3.7 
3.6 
3.7 
3.8 
4.0 
JOB VACANCIES 
Nonagricultural job | Index of ad wanted 
openings unfilled aes n news- 
(in thousands) paper (195/59 = 100) 


December | December | December | December 
1965to | 1966to 1965 to | 1966 to 
May 1966 | May 1967 | May 1966 | May 1967 


1 Preliminary. 
2 Not available. 


Source: Business Cycle Developments. 
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LAYOFF RATE IN MANUFACTURING 
[Per 100 employees} 


December December 
1965 to 1966 to 
May 1966 May 1967 
December 1.4 1.3 
January. 1.2 1.4 
1 15 
April — 1.2 11.5 
E 1.1 ©) 
1 Preliminary. 


2 Not available, 
Source: Business Cycle Developments, 
OUTPUT PER MAN-HOUR 
[Index 1957-59 = 100} 


Percent change 
r from previous 
Total | Private quarter 
private [nonfarm 
Total | Private 
private [nonfarm 
FOROS a A E 127.3 1247 L. anne. 
1966; 
3 128.4 125.2 0.5 0.4 
Hi -| 128.7 124.7 2 —.4 
mi. 128.7 | 124.9 0 .2 
V. 130.3 1286. 3 1.2 1.1 
— wE Siar 130.3 | 126.4 0 1 
percent change d 
| to 1967: 1.5 1.0 


8 r 
Í 
Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics, 


CANCELLATION OF LICENSE FOR 
EXPORT OF GRAVITY METER TO 
POLAND 


Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President, 
I was informed today by Secretary of 
Commerce Trowbridge that the license 
issued by his department for the export 
of a gravity meter to Poland has been 
canceled. 

It was inconceivable to me that a li- 
cense for the export of an item of such 
obvious strategic potential could be ap- 
proved for sale to a nation whose ships 
daily carry cargo to North Vietnam. I 
protested the decision vigorously in a 
letter to the Commerce Secretary dated 
July 7. 

Poland is second only to the Soviet 
Union in the number of supply ships go- 
ing into the North Vietnamese harbor at 
Haiphong. 

Now that this particular license has 
been withdrawn, I would hope the De- 
partment will exercise greater caution in 
the future in approving sales to Com- 
munist countries. 

Aid from Russia, Poland, and other 
European Communist countries, is vital 
to the North Vietnamese war effort. I 
believe it is vitally important that we do 
nothing which would aid the Communist 
warmaking potential. 

Such sales would be a disservice to the 
465,000 Americans now fighting in Viet- 
nam. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have printed in the RECORD a 
letter which I wrote to the Secretary of 
Commerce on July 7, 1967. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

JULY 7, 1967. 
Hon. ALEXANDER B. TROWBRIDGE, 
Secretary of Commerce, 
Department of Commerce, 
Washington, D.C. 

My Dear Mr. SECRETARY: I was shocked 

to learn this week that the Department of 
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Commerce had approved the sale of a highly 
sophisticated guidance device to Communist 
Poland. 

It is inconceivable to me that an item of 
such obvious strategic potential could be 
approved for export to a country which is 
second only to Russia in the number of 
supply ships it sends to aid the North Viet- 
namese war effort. 

The Export Control Division has acknowl- 
edged that this instrument—a Worden type 
gravity meter—is better than anything pro- 
duced in the communist world and that it 
could be of great value in developing an 
accurate guidance system for missiles. It 
also could be used in military reconnaissance 
and mapping and for guiding manned air- 
craft in low-level flights beneath the range 
of radar. : 

Certainly Poland would experience no dif- 
ficulty in finding a military application for 
the instrument either on its own or with the 
assistance of the Soviet Union. Nor is it 
unreasonable to suppose that use could be 
made of the instrument in the air defense 
systems now being supplied to North Viet- 
nam by the Communist nations of Europe. 

On the very day that one newspaper car- 
ried the report of this proposed sale, there 
appeared a story on another page that two 
US. tanks had been destroyed by the North 
Vietnamese who used the latest Soviet-made 
anti-tank weapon. 

This dramatizes how important aid from 
Russia, Poland and other European Com- 
munist countries is to the North Vietnamese 
war effort. And it emphasizes how critically 
important it is that we do nothing to aid 
the communistic war-making potential. 

The granting of this license comes on the 
heels of assurances to machine tool compa- 
nies that the Administration will look with 
favor on the export of equipment to be used 
in an automobile factory in the Soviet Union. 
Again, it requires little imagination to see 
how this equipment could be converted to 
military purposes or used to produce mili- 
tary vehicles. 

The license for the export of this gravity 
meter was granted by the Commerce De- 
partment to a private company in February 
1967. It was later withdrawn for reconsidera- 
tion on the request of an intelligence agency. 
The objection to the deal, however, was not 
because the instrument was of strategic 
value to the Communist world, but for en- 
tirely unrelated reasons. 

I believe such a sale would be a disservice to 
the 463,000 Americans now fighting in Viet 
Nam. I urge the Department of Commerce 
to revoke this license. 

With best wishes, Iam, 

Sincerely, 
Harry F. Byrp, Jr. 


POLITICAL MURDER 


Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, the 
Washington Evening Star on Monday, 
July 24, 1967, published an editorial en- 
titled “Political Murder.“ The editorial 
states in part: 

The Algerian judge who announced that 
Moise Tshombe will be sent to the Congo 
declared: He is to be handed over to the 
legal Congolese authorities to be judged or 
given an amnesty.” But Tshombe has already 
been judged. And Congolese President 
Mobutu says: “Tshombe is a dead man. He 
has been sentenced by our courts.” 

It would be well to take Mobutu's words 
at face value. And they mean that a political 
murder will be in the making the moment 
Tshombe is handed over to the Congolese 
authorities by the Algerians. 


Mr. President, our Government, with- 
in the last 3 weeks, while trouble was 
brewing in the Congo, sent three planes 
into that area to be of help to the in- 
cumbent government. Tshombe has been 
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a friend of the United States. He has 
stood by our cause unflinchingly. It 
seems to me that our Government, in 
its close relationship with the incum- 
bent government of Congo, would in- 
terest itself in bringing to that Congolese 
Government the cause of Moise Tsh- 
ombe. This man was convicted in 
absentia. He is sentenced now to be put 
to death. He was kidnaped in a plane 
and delivered to Algeria. The Algerian 
judge ordered his return to the Congo. 

Mr. President, in my judgment a po- 
litical murder will be committed. It is 
a bad situation. I call upon the Govern- 
ment of the United States to interest 
itself in the Moise Tshombe case in the 
interest of decency, morality, and 
justice. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the editorial be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

[From the Evening Star, July 24, 1967] 
POLITICAL MURDER 

The Algerian judge who announced that 
Moise Tshombe will be sent to the Congo 
declared: “He is to be handed over to the 
legal Congolese authorities to be judged or 
given an amnesty.” But Tshombe has already 
been judged. And Congolese President Mo- 
butu says: Tshombe is a dead man. He has 
been sentenced by our courts.” 

It would be well to take Mobutu's words 
at face value. And they mean that a political 
murder will be in the making the moment 
Tshombe is handed over to the Congolese 
authorities by the Algerians. 

Tshombe was tried in absentia and con- 
demned to death by a Congolese court last 
March, The charge was treason. But his of- 
fense, such as it was, was political in na- 
ture. The best evidence of this is that he 
was named prime minister of the Congo sev- 
eral years after his alleged treasonable con- 
duct—conduct which was a matter of pub- 
lic knowledge at the time of his appoint- 
ment. In these circumstances, it seems clear 
that what Mobutu really wants is to get rid 
of a potential political rival. And he will not 
hesitate to use a firing squad to that end. 

Tshombe, who had been living in exile, fell 
into Algerian hands when the plane in which 
he was flying was hijacked over the Balearic 
Islands some three weeks ago and forced to 
land in Algiers. The details of the hijacking 
have never been spelled out. But the flagrant 
illegality of the act is plain enough, and it 
should be utterly condemned throughout the 
civilized world, 

It may be too late now to save Tshombe. 
The final word as to whether he will actually 
be returned to the Congolese apparently 
rests with Algerian President Boumedienne. 
But a special responsibility in this case also 
rests with the United States. Our govern- 
ment has consistently supported Mobutu, 
and just a few days ago American transport 
planes were sent to the Congo to help him 
put down a rebellion. In view of all this, the 
least that President Johnson should do is to 
make it unmistakably clear to Mobutu that 
the American people want no part of polit- 
ical murders—or political murderers. 


DANGERS OF CIGARETTE SMOKING 


Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, as one who 
has long been concerned about the health 
aspects of cigarette smoking, I am grati- 
fied by the growing dialog in this field. 
The medical evidence that cigarette 
smoking is harmful is overwhelming. 
We cannot be too diligent or forceful in 
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calling this evidence to the attention of 
the American people—and especially to 
the attention of our teenagers who are 
taking up smoking at the rate of 4,500 
a 


day. 

An article which appeared in the July 
1966 issue of the Reader’s Digest, tells 
the graphic, first-person story of a news- 
paperman who died from lung cancer, 
and who credited his death to cigarette 
smoking—a story he finished only a few 
days before he died. 

A second article which appeared in the 
January 1967 issue of the Reader’s Digest, 
discusses the extent to which chronic 
bronchitis and emphysema—both re- 
lated to increased cigarette smoking— 
are affecting the lives and well-being of 
Americans. 

I ask unanimous consent to have both 
articles printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE Man WHO WRoTE His Own OBITUARY 

(By Mark Waters) 

Cigarettes were the death of me. I became 
acquainted with my killer when I was about 
14 and began stealing several a day from my 
father’s pack. 

Inhaling caused some nausea at first, but 
persistence conquered. 

I was born in a miniature Hell’s Kitchen in 
Davenport, Iowa, on June 2, 1909. 

At 16, I moved with my family, including 
two sisters, to Baltimore, a city that I loved 
and adopted as my hometown. 

It was still no problem getting cigarettes. 

I got odd jobs after school to buy them, 
and tried all sorts of queer brands, such as 
Melachrinos, Omars and English Ovals. I felt 
quite sophisticated, but I can’t recall now 
that I enjoyed smoking them. 

In 1928, the coming depression cast its 
shadow. With money scarce, my father began 
counting his Camels, so a chum and I took 
to picking butts off the street. We toasted the 
soggy tobacco in an oven, and rolled it into 
rice-paper cigarettes. They were horrible. 

Jobs for youth were nil, so I decided to 
join the Navy—a mouth removed from the 
table, and I could send money home. 

Now cigarettes were no problem. If you 
were at sea, they were 40 cents a carton. I 
smoked two packs a day, inhaling most of 
the smoke. 

When my 20-year Navy career ended, I 
went to the University of North Carolina. 
After I graduated I got a job with the San 
Diego Union. 

One night, while walking to my car, I had a 
slight stroke and staggered to the left. I had 
been smoking one cigarette after another 
that night, and I felt that that was what 
caused it. 

My wife, Muriel, and I tried to quit. We 
lasted eight days. 

It wasn't that I got any real pleasure out 
of smoking. Except for the first cigarette in 
the morning with my coffee, I never enjoyed 
it. 

My mouth always tasted like a birdcage. 
Smoking took away my appetite. It brought 
on emphysema that made it hard to breathe. 
My chest colds were real dillies. 

In 1956, smoking more than ever, I came 
to Honolulu to work for the Star-Bulletin. 

In June 1965 my stomach began hurting, 
and I would get up every hour or half hour 
during the night to drink milk and smoke 
a cigarette. 

In September 1965 I came down with a 
horrible cough. I was hoarse, and there was 
a nasty soreness in my left lung. 

I went to my doctor. He listened to my 
chest and ordered an X ray. 

“You have a lung tumor,” he said. 
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Four days later, the lung surgeon took out 
a left lobe. 

A month later, I was back at work. I hadn't 
smoked since the day before my operation. 
It wasn't hard to quit—for one simple rea- 
son. Motivation. 

I came along fine, gained ten pounds and 
really felt good. Then, on January 3, I 
thought I had caught a cold. 

I went to my surgeon, who tapped a quart 
of burgundy fluid from my left chest cavity. 

I went back several times, and my surgeon 
said, The time is drawing closer.” 

Later, my wife told me he had told her 
after the operation that I had less than a 
year to live. But she wouldn't believe it, and 
she didn’t tell me. I find no fault with that. 

There are four cell types of lung cancer. 
The type seems to have a lot to do with its 
rate of growth. My doctor told me this; he 
also said that out of every 20 lung-cancer 
cases only one survives. The other 19 die. 

That’s the survival rate for lung cancer, 
taking into consideration all available forms 
of treatment. There is no 50-50 chance—the 
figure for other cancers—for this type of can- 
cer. 
My doctor has understandable missionary 
zeal about getting people to quit cigarettes. 
He says that there’s no question of the rela- 
tionship between cigarette smoking and lung 
cancer. The statistics are overwhelming. It 
is estimated that one in every eight males 
who have been smoking heavily (20 ciga- 
rettes or more a day) for 20 years gets lung 
cancer. 

The bad effect of cigarettes doesn’t end 
with lung cancer. Smoking doubles the 
chances of death from coronary-artery dis- 
ease, and the chances of dying from emphy- 
sema are 12 times greater. Then there’s cancer 
of the mouth, larynx, esophagus and all the 
rest, too. 

I think doctors get to feeling pretty help- 
less at times. They warn people like me, but 
their warnings go unheeded. 

And there’s all that cigarette advertising. 
As my doctor says, “Millions of dollars are 
spent in all forms of advertising to give the 
public the impression that cigarettes can 
make up for a number of shortcomings.” 

In Italy and Great Britain, they have passed 
a ban against all cigarette advertisements on 
TV. I think that’s a step in the right direc- 
tion because, as the doctor says, the big 
effort should be to stop kids from getting 
started. 

Whether this story will stop anyone from 
smoking, I don’t know. I doubt it. Not a soul 
I’ve preached to has quit smoking—not a 
single, solitary soul. 

You always think: “It will happen to the 
other guy; never to me.” 

But when you get your lung cancer—God 
help you. 

All you need to see is that shadow on your 
chest X ray. It’s a real shocker. You can't do 
a thing. 

At this point, Im comfortable. The nurses 
give me something whenever there's pain. 

I'm very short of breath. I can’t take five 
steps without having to sit. The cancer has 
gone into my liver and I don’t know where 
else. 

I don’t have a ghost of a chance. 

It's too late for me. 

It may not be for you. 


OUR FASTEST-GROWING HEALTH MENACE 
(By Don Murray) 

In Boston, a wasted man who looks 20 years 
older than his actual age of 57 sits staring 
out a window, watching the postman deliver 
the mail. He rises slowly and shuffles to the 
door 20 feet away. Three steps and he stops, 
gasping for breath. Another two steps and a 
severe fit of coughing forces him to rest 
against the wall. It takes him five minutes 
to get to the door and back, and he sits down 
too weak to open his letters. He is a victim 
of pulmonary emphysema. 
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In Atlanta, a housewife with three chil- 
dren looks as if she were suffering from com- 
bat fatigue. Her face drawn and hollow, she 
starts the day with a fit of coughing and 
ends it the same way, with many a seizure 
in between. It’s the racking cough of chronic 
bronchitis. 

This man and this woman are victims of 
the fastest-growing health menace in the 
United States—chronic respiratory disease. 

Millions—including no fewer than ten per- 
cent of middle-age and elderly Americans— 
are afflicted, according to the U.S, Public 
Health Service. Deaths from chronic bron- 
chitis and emphysema increased almost four- 
fold between 1956 and 1965—from 6535 to an 
estimated 23,700. If deaths from these two 
diseases continue to increase at the current 
rate, some 100,000 people will die of them in 
1976, for a sixteenfold increase in 20 years. 

Moreover, chronic bronchitis and emphy- 
sema contribute to an additional 43,000 
deaths a year. For example, a person who has 
chronic trouble breathing is likely to suffer 
strain on his heart, and often dies from what 
might have been a nonfatal cardiac condi- 
tion. Also, a person with respiratory disease 
who requires surgery for another ailment 
may be a poor operative risk; respiratory 
complications are common causes of death 
after surgery. 

Even when it doesn’t kill, emphysema 
turns more healthy, vigorous men into in- 
valids than does stroke or polio, and ranks 
second only to heart disease as a cause of dis- 
ability. The Social Security Administration 
adds about 14,000 victims of chronic respira- 
tory disease between the ages of 45 and 65 to 
its disability claimants each year; one in 
every 15 Social Security disability checks last 
year went to a victim of emphysema or 
chronic bronchitis. The bill for persons af- 
flicted with chronic respiratory disease, cur- 
rently running at $80 million a year, is in- 
creasing every hour. 

Chronic bronchitis is a persistent inflam- 
mation, causing destructive changes in the 
mucous membrane and structure of the tubes 
which carry air in and out of our lungs. 
When the lining of the bronchial tubes is ir- 
ritated by infection or other causes, the 
mucous glands and cells overproduce in self- 
defense. Eventually the strain of constant 
coughing to remove the offending material 
collapses the microscopically thin walls of 
the bronchial passageways. Swollen and 
scarred, they become narrower. Thus chronic 
bronchitis may set the stage for its more 
vicious partner, emphysema. 

Pulmonary emphysema, the most serious 
of the chronic respiratory diseases, breaks 
down the walls of the alveoli, tiny air sacs 
of which the lung is partly composed, Some 
750 million of these sacs are joined together 
in grape-like clusters at the ends of the 
bronchioles—the smallest branches of the 
bronchial tree. Normally elastic, the alveoli 
expand and contract, enabling the bellows- 
like 1 assisted by the chest muscles, to 
carry out their vital function. Via a network 
of capillaries running through the walls of 
the alveoli, oxygen is passed into the blood- 
stream while carbon dioxide is discharged 
from it. But in emphysema the air sacs lose 
their elasticity; they become inflated and, 
because of the obstruction and distortion of 
the airways, cannot expel the captive air. 
Eventually they may rupture. This process is 
responsible for rapid, shallow and laborious 
breathing. 

Nevertheless, because the normal human 
has six times the amount of lung tissue 
needed to breathe, emphysema is able to rage 
out of control long before it is discovered. 
The disease may begin in the victim's late 
20’s, but he is not likely to suffer the first 
obvious symptom—severe shortness of 
breath—until his 40's, and then he usually 
attributes it to middle age. By the time the 
patient becomes aware of his severe shortness 
of breath and easy fatigability,” says Dr. Al- 
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bert Haas, of New York University Medical 
Center, “he has already lost 50 to 70 percent 
of his lung function.” The disease is most 
frequently diagnosed when the emphysema 
victim is in his 50’s. Almost always, he is 
already disabled. 

Over the years, the patient’s hunger for 
oxygen dominates his life. His chest may 
change shape; he sits and walks with a pe- 
culiar rigidity. Permanently exhausted, he 
has trouble sleeping, but sedatives danger- 
ously depress his central nervous system and 
slow the breathing process. “Unlike lung- 
cancer victims, who either die relatively 
quickly or receive relief through radical 
treatment, the emphysema patient is pun- 
ished through months and years of suffer- 
ing,” says Dr. Richard Overholt, of the Over- 
holt Thoracic Clinic in Boston, 

One of the major reasons for the startling 
increase in the number of known chronic- 
respiratory-disease sufferers, according to Dr. 
Edward A. Gaensler, Professor of Surgery at 
Boston University School of Medicine, is bet- 
ter diagnosis. A recent study of patients in 
an eastern medical center, for example, re- 
vealed that 30 percent of those admitted 
with conditions diagnosed by their doctors as 
congestive heart failure really had chronic 
obstructive lung disease. 

More important, Dr. Gaensler points out, 
the rise in deaths from chronic respiratory 
disease parallels the increase in lung cancer. 
And these two tragic developments walk 
lockstep with the rise in cigarette smoking. 

Says a USPHS report: “When cigarette 
smoke is inhaled 80 to 90 percent of the 
smoke remains in the body, and a residue of 
tobacco tar builds up in the air tubes. This 
residue penetrates deeply, causes irritation 
and increased mucus production. Ordinarily, 
the mucus is swept up and out of the air 
tubes by tiny, rhythmically moving hairs. 
(cilia). Cigarette smoke paralyzes this mo- 
tion and eventually destroys the cilia. The 
mucus and tar slow down, stop, then clog the 
air tubes. All too often, the end result is 
chronic bronchitis and emphysema.” 

In a report made in July 1965, the USPHS 
added: “For cigarette smokers, the death 
rate from chronic bronchitis and emphy- 
sema was found to be six times—600 per- 
cent—greater than for non-smokers.” 

Although air pollution is a factor in 
chronic respiratory disease, it does not com- 
pare in importance with cigarette smoking; 
nevertheless, it aggravates and makes living 
even more difficult for respiratory-disease 
victims. Studies made by Dr. Walter W. 
Holland, of St. Thomas’ Hospital, London, 
reyeal that the lungs of the heavy cigarette 
smoker are exposed to many times more 

than those of the non-smoker who 
breathes the same polluted air. And Dr. 
Roger S. Mitchell, of the Webb-Waring In- 
stitute for Medical Research, in Denver, re- 
ports that “95 percent of our emphysema 
patients having at least a 50-percent loss of 
lung function are former heavy cigarette 
smokers.” 

Most emphysema victims today are men, 
to whom death comes in their 60’s and 70's. 
Women now of that age have rarely smoked 
heavily, and steadily, since their teens, But 
because today women smoke as early as men, 
it is likely that emphysema will soon be a 
major cause of death in women as well as 
men. In fact, during the past ten years, the 
number of female deaths from emphysema 
has increased at exactly the same rate as the 
number of male deaths. 

Chronic bronchitis can be reversed by not 
smoking. Drugs help speed up the process 
and alleviate symptoms. There is as yet no 
evidence, however, that emphysema can be 
arrested, let alone cured. At the same time, 
the Chronic Respiratory Diseases Branch of 
the PHS is testing the theory that early 
diagnosis and treatment can lead to arrest. 

Thus it is imperative that breathing tests 
become part of every annual checkup, as 
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routine as tests for high blood pressure; and 
every doctor should have devices that ac- 
complish these tests. If you have 10 or 12 
spells of coughing in the morning, day after 
day, or if you are short of breath when per- 
forming normal activities, don’t wait for the 
annual checkup—see your physician at once, 
There is even a simple test that you can give 
yourself: light a match, hold it 12 inches ir 
front of your face and, with your mouta 
open, give a short, sharp huff. The match 
should blow out easily. If it does not, con- 
sult your physician. 

If you have emphysema, there are many 
drugs that the doctor can prescribe to re- 
lieve bronchial spasms and to help drain 
secretions that plug airways. Special breath- 
ing exercises—under the doctor’s supervi- 
sion—help the emphysema victim to use his 
remaining lung capacity most effectively. In 
extreme cases, the doctor may prescribe oxy- 
gen therapy or sessions with IPPB (Intermit- 
tent Positive Pressure Breathing) apparatus, 
which forces air in and out of the lungs. 

If you have emphysema or bronchitis, your 
doctor will want to treat all respiratory in- 
fections vigorously and immediately, often 
with antibiotics. A minor cold in a healthy 
person may be a fatal illness in the victim 
of chronic respiratory disease. If you are 
heavy, trim down, for just 30 pounds of ex- 
cess baggage can force you to breathe twice 
as hard as you should. Finally, avoid all forms 
of air pollution—especially cigarette smoke. 

“If young people could be prevented from 
smoking,” states Dr. Gaensler, “you could 
say that, with rare exceptions, emphysema 
could be eliminated from the next genera- 
tion.” And unless people who are already 
smoking stop now, thousands of additional 
Americans will suffer a slow, smothering 
death from this fast-growing killer, 


UTAH LAND MANAGEMENT DIREC- 
TOR CITED FOR DISTINGUISHED 
SERVICE 


Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, at a recent 
convocation in the Department of the 
Interior, Secretary Udall awarded the 
Distinguished Service Award to Robert D. 
Nielson, Utah State Director, Bureau ot 
Land Management. 

Mr. Nielson is an agronomy graduate 
of Utah State. He studied at Brigham 
Young University. In 1935 he joined the 
old Grazing Service in Salt Lake City. 
Since then he has built an enviable rep- 
utation in the application of grazing reg- 
ulations, in the conduct of the Missouri 
River Basin special studies, and 7 years as 
the State supervisor in Montana as well 
as service in Washington. 

He came back to Utah in 1961 as State 
director. He has markedly quickened the 
pace in the important work of transfer- 
ring the State selections. His administra- 
tive skill has contributed to the estab- 
lishment of the Canyonlands National 
Park particularly in the timely manner 
in which he conducted the exchange of 
State lands within the new park. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that Secretary Udall's citation for 
distinguished service for Mr. Nielson be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the citation 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR, 
Washington, 
Citation for distinguished service to Robert 
D. Nielson in recognition of nearly thirty-two 
years of superior service in public land ad- 
ministration with the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement, Department of the Interior. 
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Mr. Nielson came to the Interior Depart- 
ment in July 1935, with the former Grazing 
Service, now known as the Bureau of Land 
Management. Under the provisions of the 
Taylor Grazing Act, he displayed exceptional 
skill in his application of the grazing regula- 
tions. He is widely recognized as a veteran 
range expert and one of the Bureau's out- 
standing Public Land Administrators. The 
Missouri River Basin operations were under 
his supervision from 1946 until his designa- 
tion in 1954 as the Montana State Supervisor. 
Mr. Nielson became the Utah State Director 
in 1961, and has served with distinction in 
directing and coordinating Bureau programs 
in the State. Under his direction, the program 
to complete the State's selection of school 
lands was greatly accelerated to effect the 
transfer of more than a quarter million acres 
to the State of Utah. Mr. Nielson’s coopera- 
tion with the National Park Service in estab- 
lishing the Canyon-lands National Park in 
Utah, was important because this area’s sce- 
nic, scientific and archeologic features are 
now being preserved for the use of present 
and future generations. In this cooperative 
effort, Mr. Nielson was responsible for the 
exchange of land within a record time, clear- 
ing of more than ten thousand mining claims 
and surveying the park boundary. A similar 
exchange of land for the Glacier National 
Park further demonstrated his outstanding 
administrative ability and leadership. For his 
distinct contributions, Mr. Nielson is granted 
the highest honor of the Department of the 
Interior, its Distinguished Service Award. 

STEWART L. UDALL, 
Secretary of the Interior. 


A JOINT COMMITTEE TO INVESTI- 
GATE CRIME 


ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 


Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent that at any further print- 
ings of Senate Joint Resolution 94, cre- 
ating a Joint Committee To Investigate 
Crime, the following Senators be shown 
as cosponsors: 

The Senator from Wyoming [Mr. Mc- 
Gee], the Senator from Rhode Island 
[Mr. PELL], the Senator from Indiana 
(Mr. HARTKE], and the Senator from 
Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE]. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

CRIME AND CIVIL DISORDERS 


Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Utah yield? 

Mr. MOSS. I am happy to yield to the 
Senator from Maryland. 

Mr. TYDINGS. I should like to direct 
the Senator’s attention to the rather 
frightening series of civil disorders, riots, 
and criminal acts which have taken 
place in a great many of our major cities, 
and in some smaller ones, during the 
past 3 to 4 weeks—indeed, in a number 
of areas during the past several sum- 
mers—and ask the Senator whether, in 
his judgment, a joint Senate-House 
committee should not be set up to 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. The time of the Senator from Utah 
has expired. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for 10 
minutes to propound some questions to 
the Senator from Utah. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. TYDINGS. I ask the Senator from 
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Utah whether the exigencies of our time 
do not require that the Senate and House 
act in the form of setting up a joint Sen- 
ate-House committee, not just to look 
into the individual riots and civil dis- 
orders which have taken place but, in- 
deed, to look into the entire area of 
crime, organized crime, civil disorders, 
and riots in the United States, that such 
a joint committee should be a permanent 
committee, just as the Joint Committee 
on Atomic Energy, the Joint Economic 
Committee, and other joint committees 
are, and that such a committee should 
look into all matters and areas relevant 
to this problem. I ask the Senator for 
his comments: 

Mr. MOSS. I thank the Senator from 
Maryland for his question, I believe that 
such a committee could render a great 
service. I appreciate the support of the 
Senator from Maryland who joined with 
me last month when a joint resolution 
was introduced for the creation of such 
a committee. This was done before the 
great violence which occurred in Detroit 
and other cities, although there have 
been riots before. 

A joint committee, however, is pro- 
posed for the purpose of making a con- 
tinuing investigation and study so that 
Congress can make recommendations for 
legislation in this field, if legislation is 
needed, or recommend other action by 
the Executive. 

As the Senator is well aware, the 
President appointed a Commission on 
Law Enforcement and Administration of 
Justice which conducted an 18-month 
investigation and rendered an excellent 
report. That Commission has completed 
its work and is now dissolved. But the 
field into which it delved indicated that 
there should be a continuing study of 
crime. 

One of the recommendations of that 
Commission—I find it on page 207 of its 
report—was that there should be a per- 
manent Joint Congressional Committee 
on Organized Crime. The proposal which 
is before the Senate for a joint commit- 
tee is that it be broader than just on 
organized crime, that its study include 
all crime, which has been growing at 
such a tremendous rate in this country, 
and that it should study also crimes of 
riot and arson which are so much in the 
news today. I think this is imperative. 
Some of the editorials which have been 
published in the newspapers have ac- 
cused Congress of not accepting its full 
share of responsibility in this field. Al- 
though I do not agree wholly with the 
editorials, I think they indicate that Con- 
gress should be more alert and conduct 
a continuing study with a competent 
staff, and with the work of Senators and 
Representatives in this field, to study 
crime, organized crime, the causes of 
crime and the methods of law enforce- 
ment, and the penology and rehabilita- 
tion of those involved. In other words, in 
my opinion, the whole field has become 
of paramount importance and should be 
focused on by a joint committee. 

Mr. TYDINGS. I wonder whether I 
might direct another question to the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Utah. Is it not 
a fact that although the riots and the 
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lawlessness which have broken out this 
summer in many of our great cities are a 
great tragedy, nevertheless, for the past 
several years, reported crime in the 
United States has been increasing at an 
ever ominous rate; that, in fact, the Na- 
tional Crime Commission report, which 
was submitted to the President and to 
the Congress this year, would indicate 
that the whole, broad area of crime in 
the United States should be gone into 
and should be thoroughly and com- 
pletely studied. 

This should include not only riots, civil 
disorders, and crimes in the cities, but 
also the elements, the causes, the extent 
of crime in the United States; the ade- 
quacy of law enforcement, the adminis- 
tration of justice, including constitu- 
tional issues pertaining thereto; the im- 
mediate effect of crime, riots, and dis- 
turbances in the metropolitan urban 
areas; the effect directly or indirectly 
on crime, including organized crime, on 
commerce and the tax structure of the 
United States; the treatment and re- 
habilitation of persons convicted of 
crimes; measures for the reduction, con- 
trol, and prevention of crime; measures 
for the improvement and detection of 
crime; and law enforcement, including 
increased cooperation among the various 
Federal, State, and local agencies in the 
administration of justice; and measures 
and programs for the increase of respect 
for law. 

In other words, a complete, serious, 
and in-depth study in this entire prob- 
lem of crime in the United States, rather 
than an ad hoc, immediate, spur-of-the- 
moment reaction to a set of riots—no 
matter how bad they are—occurring in 
some major cities. 

Mr. MOSS. I could not agree more with 
the Senator. I think this is indicated and 
certainly must be pursued if we are to 
deal with what has become one of the 
greatest domestic problems of our time, 
which is the growth and extension of 
crime in various fields. 

I am very happy there are 21 Senators 
who have joined in the joint resolution 
that is now pending before the Senate. 
This is a bipartisan measure, as indeed 
solving the problem of crime is a bi- 
partisan problem. It does not lend itself 
to partisan politics at all. 

I would hope we could press forward 
in establishing a joint committee so it 
could get to work immediately in this 
very important field. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Senate Joint Resolu- 
tion 94 was introduced by some 21 Dem- 
ocrats and Republicans in the Senate 
early in June; and at least a month or 
so prior to that, in May, in the House, 
at a moment or time when there was not 
the great or immediate press of civilian 
disturbances, but when the overall prob- 
lem of crime in the United States was 
becoming increasingly apparent. The 
provisions of Senate Joint Resolution 
94 provided for appointing a joint com- 
mittee to be composed of seven Mem- 
bers of the House of Representatives and 
seven Members of the Senate, four in the 
majority and three in the minority, 
from each House, to take a serious, 
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long-range, nonpartisan, constructive, 
effective study of the entire problem. 
Would not the establishing of such a 
committee be the proper forum or prop- 
er manner in which to really tackle this 
gravely serious and really ominous 
problem of crime? 

Mr. MOSS. I am of the belief that it 
would be. I am happy to inform the Sen- 
ate also that a joint resolution has been 
introduced in the other body by a former 
Senator, Representative PEPPER, and 
some 60 Members of the House of Rep- 
resentatives. So the feeling is obviously 
strong in the other body that this is the 
manner in which we should proceed, and 
that, as the Senator has indicated, the 
pressure of events is such that it will not 
brook any more delay, and that a joint 
committee ought to be organized at the 
earliest possible time so it may proceed 
with this important step. 

Mr. TYDINGS. I thank the Senator 
from Utah. 

Mr. MOSS. I yield the floor. 


PRAISE FOR OHIO SENATOR 
YOUNG'S EXCELLENT “WAR 
PROFITEERING” SPEECH 


Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I 
want to commend the distinguished and 
very able Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
Youne] for his statement on the floor of 
the Senate last Friday on the Defense 
Department's shameful record of waste- 
ful and inefficient procurement prac- 
tices. 

The Senator expressed his great con- 
cern, which I share, about the Penta- 
gon's failure to enforce the Truth-in- 
Negotiations Act. This law was enacted 
in September 1962, to provide the tax- 
payer with some defense against over- 
charges to the Government on nego- 
tiated contracts. Yet the Defense De- 
partment—with authority over more 
than half of the entire Federal budget— 
has shrunk from stern enforcement of 
this law, pleading uncertainty about how 
to proceed under it. But in the 4 years— 
almost 5 years—the law has been on the 
books no effort was made by the Penta- 
gon to get clarification of the law. The 
Comptroller General of the United 
States doubts any significant clarifica- 
tion was ever needed. In the meantime, 
millions upon millions of tax dollars have 
been drained out of the Federal Treas- 
ury into the coffers of defense contrac- 
tors who, unshackled by the discipline 
of competitive bidding procedures which 
regulates only about 15 percent of all 
defense procurement now, have been 
able to overcharge the Government with 
impunity. 

The distinguished junior Senator from 
Ohio cited a number of hitherto unre- 
ported cases of overpricing by defense 
contractors which illustrate—as only 
such shocking examples can—the huge 
stakes involved in plugging this gap as 
quickly as possible. Such cases described 
by Senator Youne as that of the giant 
Ohio corporation which reaped a 42- 
percent profit on a defense contract for 
military hardware produced in a Gov- 
ernment-owned facility that the corpo- 
ration used rent-free are a totally un- 
necessary and unforgiveable waste of the 
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taxpayer’s money. Such shocking ex- 
amples as the Minnesota corporation 
which overcharged the Government $1.5 
million by overpricing on some 22 sep- 
arate items and by conveniently neglect- 
ing to tell the Pentagon it had mecha- 
nized an important operation, thereby 
drastically slashing its costs, represents a 
severe indictment of both the Defense 
Department and many of the industrial 
enterprises that serve it. 

I want to thank my good friend from 
Ohio for his generous words Friday about 
the recent inquiry by the Subcommittee 
on Economy in Government of the Joint 
Economic Committee, of which I am 
chairman, which focused on this whole 
subject of wasteful procurement pro- 
cedures. It is encouraging to have such 
a stalwart ally in the effort to correct 
the unhealthy situation which has de- 
veloped in defense procurement. 


BOGGS COMMENDED ON TRADE 
HEARING 


Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the 
hearings held by Congressman HALE 
Boccs, the distinguished chairman of the 
Joint Economic Committee’s Subcommit- 
tee on Foreign Economic Policy, and his 
able subcommittee members are a source 
of pride to me and the other members of 
the Joint Economic Committee. The re- 
cent conclusion of the Kennedy round 
negotiations provided a most timely and 
suitable occasion for taking stock of our 
position on trade policy—which is a cru- 
cial issue in our national affairs. At a 
time when the question of how Congress 
will formulate its ideas on trade policy, 
these hearings assume great importance 
by setting the framework for intelligent, 
informed decisionmaking, 

It was especially appropriate that 
Chairman Boccs’ Subcommittee on For- 
eign Economic Policy undertook this re- 
assessment of our foreign trade policy. 
The first major work of this subcommit- 
tee, at the time it was established 6 years 
ago, was the review of trade policy pre- 
ceding the enactment of the Trade Ex- 
pansion Act of 1962. As the forerunner 
to the Kennedy round, I think it is fair 
to say that the work of Mr. Bocas and his 
subcommittee was one of the key fac- 
tors in making possible its successful 
outcome. 

The subcommittee’s 6 days of hearings 
were intended to be prospective—to look 
forward to the changes and challenges 
facing this country in its world trading 
involvement and to guide our efforts ac- 
cordingly. It was not the intent of the 
subcommittee to evaluate the Kennedy 
round in detail, but to ask in broad terms 
what lessons the negotiations taught 
us, and what prospects they held out 
for the future of our trading relations. 

Among the expert witnesses testify- 
ing before the subcommittee were Wil- 
liam M. Roth, President’s Special Rep- 
resentative for Trade Negotiations; 
Joseph A. Greenwald, Deputy Assistant 
Secretary of State for International 
Trade Policy; Lawrence McQuade, Act- 
ing Assistant Secretary for Domestic 
and International Business, Department 
of Commerce; Kenneth Younger, Direc- 
tor, Royal Institute of International Af- 
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fairs, London; Aurelio Peccei, vice chair- 

man of Olivetti, member of the steering 

committee of Fiat-Turin, and president 
of Italconsult, Rome; David Rocke- 
feller, president, Chase Manhattan 

Bank; and George W. Ball, former 

Under Secretary of State. The commit- 

tee also heard from select panels of 

academic and business representatives. 

The following topics were among the 
many which were discussed in detail 
during the hearings: First, the increas- 
ing significance of nontariff barriers to 
trade; second, the U.S. restrictions on 
East-West trade, particularly in regard 
to Eastern Europe; third, the need for 
and desirability of developing trading 
blocs; fourth, the U.S. trading relation- 
ship to the EEC and the role of the 
multinational corporation; fifth, the de- 
sirability of preferential treatment of 
underdeveloped countries through quo- 
tas or tariff preferences; and sixth, the 
objectives of new negotiating authority 
to replace that which has lapsed under 
the Trade Expansion Act. 

These are all subjects which deserve 
and, indeed, require the close attention 
of the Congress. I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have printed in the RECORD a 
statement made by Chairman Boccs at 
the conclusion of the hearings which I 
think is an excellent illustration of the 
chairman’s broad perspective of this 
vital question. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

CONCLUDING STATEMENT BY THE HONORABLE 
HALE Bocas, CHAIRMAN OF THE SUBCOMMIT- 
TEE, AT THE HEARING oF JuLy 20, 1967, ON 
“THe FurureE or U.S. FOREIGN TRADE 
Polar“ 

In concluding these hearings on the Fu- 
ture of United States Trade Policy, I wish to 
offer the Subcommittee's thanks to our two 
distinguished witnesses of today. They have 
brought to a close the Subcommittee’s pre- 
liminary survey of our trade policy problems. 

As everyone realizes, we are only at the 
beginning of this study. But already it seems 
clear that our choices of future action are 
going to be more difficult and more complex 
than in the past; for example, as Mr. Ball 
has pointed out today, the Open System, to 
which our trade policy has been committed 
for a long time, is being subjected to increas- 
ing strains. 

Also, the negotiating process is likely to 
undergo great changes. Non-tariff barriers 
are of many kinds. Some of them are re- 
garded as matters of purely domestic con- 
cern within the national unit, and there- 
fore they are regarded by many people as 
not being negotiable. But even if the pace 
of change will be slow, national policies will 
accommodate to change. We must be sure 
that our bargaining is flexible and that the 
idea of reciprocity, which is the essence of 
bargaining, is not interpreted too narrowly. 
Trade policy touches many other policy is- 
sues, political as well as economic; it should 
not be dealt with as though it were in a 
separate compartment. So we must be care- 
ful in choosing what to negotiate and how 
to do it. 

But if the future course of our trade poli- 
cies is less clear today than it has been for 
many years, the opportunity for initiative 
is all the better, I believe this Subcommittee 
is one appropriate forum for the study. 

First, the legislative arm of government 
must make its full contribution, in ideas 
and in open debate, to the formation of such 
important decisions. Second, the Joint Ecoe 
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nomic Committee, removed a little way from 
the legislative struggles of each day, can 
manage to take a longer range of view in 
looking toward the future. Finally, this very 
Subcommittee played an important role in 
the examination of trade policy that led to 
the passage of the Trade Expansion Act of 
1962. 

Therefore, what we have been doing is 
necessary, and it is timely. And what we 
propose to do will take time too. We are not 
going to rush to conclusions. 

But we do have a sense of the great 
achievements of our policies in the past, and 
a thankful appreciation of the efforts of our 
negotiators in the Kennedy Round, includ- 
ing Mr, Curtis, our representative from Con- 
gress. We remember, even in this Subcom- 
mittee, the devotion of men like Christian 
Herter and Will Clayton who were prepared 
to examine new ideas and to recommend 
giant steps when they were needed. 

Our witnesses in these six hearings have 
given us invaluable guidance in maintaining 
that tradition. 

We are particularly gratified to Mr. Rocke- 
feller and Mr. Ball for the very fine contribu- 
tions they have made. 


SENATE SHOULD RATIFY HUMAN 
RIGHTS CONVENTIONS NOW— 
CVIII 


Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, in the 
past decade there has been growing sup- 
port for ratification of the Human 
Rights Conventions on Forced Labor, 
Freedom of Association, Genocide, Po- 
litical Rights of Women, and Slavery. I 
see in the causes of this change compel- 
ling reasons for ratification of these 
treaties. 

In 1953, the Eisenhower administra- 
tion’s opposition was expressed by the 
late Secretary of State, John Foster 
Dulles, before a subcommittee of the 
Senate Judiciary Committee. In his tes- 
timony, Mr. Dulles made it clear that the 
goals and principles of the human rights 
conventions were in no way being ques- 
tioned, and that the United States would 
seek to promote those goals. But the ad- 
ministration opposed ratification be- 
cause at the time “it did not believe that 
the goals of the conventions could be 
achieved by treaties.” 

Critics of the Human Rights Conven- 
tions have leaned heavily upon this 
statement for the last 14 years. But the 
grounds of the administration’s opinion 
were subject to change, as Mr. Dulles 
acknowledged when he stated: 

We do not ourselves look upon a treaty as 
the means which we would now select as the 
proper and most effective way to spread 
throughout the world the goals of human 
liberty to which this nation has been dedi- 
cated since its inception. 


We can reasonably say that in using 
the word “now,” Mr. Dulles anticipated 
that times would change and a different 
policy would change and a different 
policy would be required. We need only 
to look at present policies to see that the 
changes have come and the demands of 
our time are new. Over 4 years ago, on 
July 22, 1963, President John Kennedy 
asked the Senate to ratify the Conven- 
tions on Forced Labor, Political Rights 
of Women, and Slavery. President John- 
son as well has stated his unequivocal 
support for ratification. 

As President Kennedy said in trans- 
mitting the three treaties to the Senate: 
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The day-to-day unfolding of events makes 
it ever clearer that our own welfare is inter- 
related with the rights and freedoms assured 
the peoples of other nations. 


This urgency for ratification is grow- 
ing daily. This is why the Senate should 
immediately ratify the Human Rights 
Conventions on Forced Labor, Freedom 
of Association, Genocide, Political Rights 
of Women, and Slavery. 


TRANSFER OF FEDERAL FUNDS 
FOR PREVENTION OF NEW OUT- 
BREAKS OF VIOLENCE 


Mr. MORTON. Mr. President, our 
country is in the throes of racial and 
political madness that unless corrected 
can only lead to national bankruptcy and 
the abdication of free world leadership. 
The terrible terror that besets our cities, 
breeding material destruction and moral 
decay, is the worst domestic crisis since 
the Civil War. 

Our time of troubles will not be reme- 
died by blatant accusations and pious 
political posturing. Nor can peace be re- 
stored by callous equivocation in high 
places by those who would seek political 
advantage. 

Mr. President, what is urgently needed 
is some kind of nationwide preventive 
medicine to head off new outbreaks of 
violence in the 100 largest urban com- 
munities from coast to coast. What is 
needed now is an emergency program 
that might still the anger and unrest of a 
Newark and a Detroit, and offer some 
hope that the bombs that have exploded 
in dozens of cities in the past 2 weeks 
can be defused elsewhere. 

Such a crash program can be put into 
operation within hours, initiated in the 
Congress, financed by the Federal Gov- 
ernment, directed by the White House, 
and carried out by local authorities. 

I urge that a joint resolution be en- 
acted as soon as possible, providing the 
President with the power of transferabil- 
ity to direct the allocation to potential 
trouble spots of 10 percent of all Federal 
urban program funds. 

There is a precedent for such author- 
ity. In 1954, I participated in arranging 
for such power of transferability to be 
given the President in order that he 
might meet rising foreign crises with 
funds previously authorized for foreign 
aid programs. 

Federal funds earmarked for urban 
areas presently amount to approximately 
$614 billion, and may reach $10 billion 
in the next fiscal year. I realize that 
most of the money appropriated for such 
programs as housing, welfare, education, 
and various antipoverty programs has 
already been spent, but a resolution en- 
abling the President to act now with 10 
percent of what remains could be a 
promising start. 

My resolution would not stop there. 
I believe the Congress, and I believe the 
American people, recognize the profound 
dangers that are going to continue to 
threaten the very fabric of the urban 
areas in which nearly 80 percent of our 
citizens live. Therefore, we must also 
authorize the President to make avail- 
able to our mayors and other local offi- 
cials up to 10 percent of those urban 
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funds yet to be appropriated in the next 
fiscal year. This antiriot war chest 
could amount to more than $1 billion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. TY- 
DINGS in the chair). The time of the Sen- 
ator has expired. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senator may 
have an additional 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MORTON. Mr. President, speed 
is of the essence if an ounce of preven- 
tion is to be worth a pound of cure. 
Present long-range programs are de- 
signed to reach distant objectives. Our 
tragedy is before us today and we must 
act now. Nor will the normal legislative 
process of committees and debate move 
fast enough to forestall further anarchy. 
We must clear away any and all parlia- 
mentary and political roadblocks and 
give the President the muscle he needs 
within hours, and not days. 

Mr. President, we should not try to 
spell out in detail how the mayor of a 
city faced with incipient insurrection is 
to use these emergency funds. The only 
restriction should be that the President, 
in consultation with groups such as 
the Council of Mayors, the Municipal 
League, and the Urban League, must 
establish a list of priority areas where 
constructive action now just might pre- 
vent the kind of destructive action that 
has so disrupted law and order, and 
peace and prosperity, in recent days. 

Let me give a few examples. One ap- 
proach the President might pursue with 
emergency funds which a joint resolu- 
tion would put at his disposal is the 
creation of what, for lack of a better 
word, I would call a “Youth Citizens 
Corps“ someone could come up with a 
better idea—made up of thousands of 
unemployed between the ages of 16 and 
26. Pay them a living wage. These people 
could be put to work on a wide range 
of public projects. We could keep them 
busy and put them to work. I do not 
think there is a synagogue or church 
in the country that could not use a 
young man at least to wax the pews, if 
nothing else. Put them to work. Give 
them a Sam Brown belt. Let them feel 
they are a part of society. Do not have 
the FBI check on their qualifications. 

I want the boy who has been in the 
reform school, not the Eagle Scout. The 
boy who has been in the reform school, 
who is standing on the corner or is in 
the pool hall today, can have more in- 
fluence in stopping some of the things 
that we see occurring than the kid who 
is the head of his class in Sunday school. 
This is unfortunate; I hate to say it, but 
this is a fact of life. Let us give to the 
mayors of the cities a little money to do 
that with, to get them off the streets, 
and make them have pride in the fact 
that their mother does live in a house, 
and they do not want to see that house 
burned down. The house may not be a 
decent house; it may need a lot of im- 
provements, but it is a home. It is better 
than ashes. 

This can be done, and done quickly, 
Mr. President. All we have to do is put 
through a resolution giving to the Presi- 
dent of the United States the authority 
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of transferability of funds we have al- 
ready appropriated. 

If we wait for the departments down- 
town to come up with a program, and 
wait to put it through all the committees 
of Congress, and take the time to debate 
it, partisan and nonpartisan, church is 
out. We will have the same thing next 
year in the cities that did not have it 
this year. 

Therefore, I say if we move today, if 
we give the President the wherewithal 
that might prevent disaster in just one 
city tomorrow, would we not have done a 
great service toward maintaining respon- 
sible authority? Would it not be far- 
sighted and fiscally sound to direct 10 
percent of what remains of already allo- 
cated urban funds to try to prevent an- 
other Detroit where destruction, dam- 
ages, and business losses are expected to 
reach $1 billion? 

We talk about slum clearance. We have 
appropriated money for slum clearance. 
That program may take care of itself. 
We may burn down the slums, if we con- 
tinue the way we are going now. 

Mr. President, let us not forever 
tarnish our way of government and our 
way of life with self-serving political 
charge and countercharge. Let us, for the 
love of heaven, get this thing out of the 
political arena, and into the American 
arena, where it belongs. In this our hour 
of national shame, the blame is on us all. 
So let each of us probe his conscience and 
his brain for the sure way to restore 
peace and hope to despairing America. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the Sen- 
ator yield? 

Mr. MORTON. I am happy to yield to 
the Senator from New Jersey. 

Mr. CASE. I commend the Senator 
from Kentucky for his constructive sug- 
gestions on this particular matter. As a 
Senator from a State in which civil dis- 
order and riot have produced tragedy in 
recent days, I am as conscious, I expect, 
as any Senator of the need for an affirma- 
tive approach. A preventive approach, 
which is the heart of the Senator’s sug- 
gestion, is exactly what we must all be 
looking for, and I commend him. 

I wish also to associate myself with his 
condemnation of self-serving political 
charge and countercharge. Mr. Presi- 
dent, that is absolutely wrong; and it 
is certainly the worst kind of politics to 
attempt to get partisan advantage out 
of a national tragedy. 

Mr. MORTON. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I am very 
proud of my colleague from Kentucky 
today. I am not surprised at all at the 
position he takes; I merely wish to state 
that I am very proud of everything he 
has said. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MORTON. I yield. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
commend the distinguished Senator from 
Kentucky for his position and for the 
wisdom he has shown, once again, in an 
area of vital importance. I think what 
he has suggested should receive our most 
careful consideration, and soon. 

I also suggest that the Senator has 
performed a service, as have the Senator 
from New Jersey and others who have 
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indicated that they think politics has 
no place in the national tragedy which 
confronts us at this time. 

This is no time to blame a President 
or a party, as the Senator has said. We all 
have to assume our share of the blame. 
We all must face up to our responsibility. 

Mr. MORTON. I thank the Senator. I 
add only this comment: It is no time to 
blame as a Governor, either. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Nor a Governor. 


STRIKES AND THE PUBLIC 
INTEREST 


Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, in this 
morning’s mail I received a copy of an 
article printed in Newsday, the maga- 
zine of which Mr. Bill Moyer is now the 
editor. This article was written by 
Samuel I. Rosenman, and is entitled “A 
Better Way To Handle Strikes.” 

As a subheading to the caption of the 
article, there appears the following state- 
ment: 

What can be done to avert strikes that 
affect the public interest? Samuel I. Rosen- 
man, a former New York Supreme Court 
justice and special counsel to Presidents 
Roosevelt and Truman, urges the creation 
of a system of labor courts and judges to 
settle—by compulsory decision—labor dis- 
putes. Rosenman has served during major 
labor crises on boards set up by Truman, 
President Kennedy and ex-New York Mayor 
William O’Dwyer. 


I also have an article which appeared 
some time ago in the Washington Eve- 
ning Star, written by James J. Kilpatrick, 
under the title “Time for Congress To 
Act on Labor Laws.” 

Mr. President, it does seem to me that 
our present machinery dealing with 
labor strikes that affect the national in- 
terest and cause great damage to many 
innocent people are not adequate. 

I am not prepared to say whether Mr. 
Rosenman's approach is the proper one, 
but the subject which he discussed is one 
that neither Congress nor the President 
of the United States can any longer look 
upon with indifference. Mr. Rosenman’s 
article discusses the long history of many 
serious strikes within the Nation. 

Mr. President, I am a cosponsor of a 
bill submitted by the distinguished Sena- 
tor from Michigan [Mr. GRIFFIN] to cre- 
ate labor-management courts as a sub- 
stitute for the inefficient work now being 
done by the National Labor Relations 
Board. The articles which I shall ask 
to have printed in the Recorp advance 
statements and arguments that can be 
considered in determining what our 
eventual course on the subject shall be. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
article entitled Time for Congress To 
Act on Labor Laws,” written by James J. 
Kilpatrick, and published in the Evening 
Star of May 9, 1967, the article entitled 
“A Better Way To Handle Strikes,” writ- 
ten by Samuel I. Rosenman, and pub- 
lished in Newsday of July 15, 1967, and 
the article entitled Time for New Look: 
Labor Power Demands Inquiry,” written 
by William S. White, and published in 
the Washington Post of May 11, 1967, be 
printed at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the Rec- 
ORD, as follows: 
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Time For CONGRESS To ACT ON LABOR Laws 


On the evening of Jan. 12, 1966, President 
Johnson came before a joint session of Con- 
gress to deliver his State of the Union mes- 
sage. Under the heading of “labor,” he asked 
for increased unemployment benefits, and 
expanded minimum wage and repeal of Sec- 
tion 14(b) of Taft-Hartley. Then he said: 

“And I also intend to ask the Congress to 
consider measures which, without improperly 
invading state and local authority, will en- 
able us effectively to deal with strikes that 
threaten irreparable damage to the national 
interest.” 

Nearly 16 months have elapsed. Johnson 
has yet to send along the promised bill. His 
latest move in the threatened railway strike 
amounts to putting a Band-Aid on a com- 
pound fracture. A suggestion is in order that 
members of Congress arise from their slum- 
bers, spit on their hands and contrive the 
needed legislation on their own. 

Having said that one has to acknowledge 
in the next breath that no task of legisla- 
tive drafting is more difficult than the task 
of drafting a law to deal effectively with 
strikes that “threaten irreparable damage 
to the national interest.” 

One is met at the threshold by problems 
in definition. What is the “national inter- 
est"? When is it “threatened”? The New York 
subway strike in January of last year, which 
provoked the President’s statement, was a 
serious matter in Manhattan, but it hardly 
affected a national interest. The 43-day air- 
lines strike in the summer of 1965 had a 
wider impact, but it too fell short of a trigger 
point. Harry Bridges’ longshoremen have been 
striking off and on for years, at enormous 
inconvenience to shippers, but it is a doubt- 
ful proposition that these strikes caused “ir- 
reparable damage.” 

The problems of definition, and the dif- 
ficulties involved in designing appropriate 
machinery, are the least of the problems. 
Far more serious is the philosophical, or 
constitutional, question. Those of us who 
believe devoutly that the right to work is 
a basic right of free men have to accept the 
other side of the proposition: The right 
not to work, which is to say, the right to 
strike, has to be defended also. Proposals 
for compulsory arbitration run headlong in- 
to constitutional objections. 

Yet the admitted difficulties ought not to 
be overinflated, Plainly there are situations, 
as the President said last week, when man- 
agement interests and labor interests have 
to yield to an overriding public beyond con- 
gressional reach. 

It is easy enough to conceive of circum- 
stances in which a major strike in steel, 
in trucking, in aircraft manufacture, in the 
electric power industry, could cause irrep- 
arable harm, And just as a right to work 
is not an absolute right, neither is the right 
to withhold work beyond the congressional 
reach. 

At the very least, the Congress could get 
on with one admirable proposal advanced 
some weeks ago by Michigan’s Senator Rob- 
ert Griffin. A similar, bill was offered last 
week in the House by Rep. Albert W. Wat- 
son (R-S.C.). Their plan calls for abolition 
of the National Labor Relations Board and 
the establishment, in its place, of a 15- 
judge labor court 

On the Senate side, the Griffin proposal has 
attracted some notable co-sponsors, among 
them Percy of Illinois and Lausche of Ohio. 
They are convinced that the NLRB, by reason 
of its pervasive prejudice in labor's favor, 
has outlived its usefulness. 

Congress has access to other attractive 
ideas. At the bottom of this whole business 
is the vice of compulsory unionism. If the 
Railway Labor Act were amended to restore 
the right-to-work provision, a major step 
could be taken. If the Internal Revenue Code 
were amended to provide tax exemption only 
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for voluntary labor organizations, a power- 
ful incentive would be set in motion, 

Before there can be any attempt at a leg- 
islative solution, of course, there has to be 
public demand for it. Nothing else could 
move a Senate Labor Committee that in- 
cludes two Kennedys and such other certified 
liberals as Clark of Pennsylvania and Wil- 
liams of New Jersey. Sad to say, an apathetic 
public, possessed of an infinite capacity for 
swift forgetting, has yet to raise a massive 
cry—which helps to explain why Johnson 
is dragging his feet. 


A BETTER War To HANDLE STRIKES 
(By Samuel I. Rosenman) 


(Nore.—What can be done to avert strikes 
that affect the public interest? Samuel I. 
Rosenman, a former New York Supreme Court 
justice and special counsel to Presidents 
Roosevelt and Truman, urges the creation 
of a system of labor courts and judges to 
settle—by compulsory decision—labor dis- 
putes. Rosenman has served during major 
crises on boards set up by Truman, President 
Kennedy and ex-New York Mayor William 
O'Dwyer.) 

Mr. O. Citizen (O. for Outraged) picks up 
his newspaper on June 15, 1961, and reads 
that this is the 24th day of a national mari- 
time strike. Hundreds of ships are idle, cargo 
is piling up, much of it is rotting, interna- 
tional contracts cannot be fulfilled, thou- 
sands of American firms are being severely 
strained, The secretary of labor had told the 
President only eight days after the beginning 
of the strike that it would imperil national 
health and safety if it continued. And it had, 
for 16 more days. 

Mr. Citizen mutters: “Something has to 
be done about this immediately, and also to 
prevent it again in the future, There's got 
to be some law about it.” 

But in the months and years that follow, 
he still reads of threatened strikes, or of 
actual long strikes, in stevedoring, bitumi- 
nous coal mines, atomic energy plants, basic 
steel mills, newspapers, the New York City 
subway and bus system, long-distance truck- 
ing, meat packing, communications, fabri- 
cating, steel mills, aircraft manufacturing. 
And each time Mr. Citizen complains that 
something must be done about it. 

Quite apart from danger or inconvenience 
to the public is the immense loss to the strik- 
ing workers and their employers. In 1965, 
for example, in all industrial disputes 3,963 
work stoppages occurred which involved 
1,550,000 workers. Idleness amounted to 23,- 
300,000 man-days. Of these strikes, 221 lasted 
90 days or more. They averaged 25 days. 

There was a time within memory when it 
was difficult, if not impossible, even to form 
a union strong enough to strike. Lack of 
union funds, the right of an employer to dis- 
courage or even to fire anyone who joined a 
union, lack of individual savings, competi- 
tion among workers for one job, the activi- 
ties of professional strikebreakers and strong- 
arm men, the alacrity of many courts to 
grant injunctions against strikes—these were 
shameful items in the American past in 
labor-management relations, There was no 
semblance of bargaining equality between 
an employer and an employee. 

That era is behind us. 

Starting with the once-revolutionary prin- 
ciple that a man was entitled by law to 
join a union of his choice, and to bargain 
collectively, equality of economic strength 
between management and labor was grad- 
ually established. Today unions sit around 
the bargaining table not as suppliants, but 
as equals. 

It was my great privilege to play an active 
role—albeit rather anonymous—in some 
small part of this progress since 1933 I take 
great personal pride in this growth of the 
labor movement. I am sure that this article 
will bring down upon me the criticism, if 
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not the imprecations, of all my friends in 
the labor movement. But what I urge here 
cannot be dismissed as coming from an old 
reactionary or labor baiter. 

My thesis, baldly and broadly stated, is 
that—with labor equality insured by our 
many labor laws—the right to strike should 
be curtailed when it is in conflict with the 
public interest, and that some form of final 
compulsory decision must be provided. 

I would limit it—at least initially—to cer- 
tain well-defined industries: transportation 
by land, sea and air; manufacture or produc- 
tion of any material necessary to national 
health or security; communications; and es- 
sential public, municipal and state services 
such as police, fire, sanitation, subways and 
buses, hospitals, and public health and wel- 
fare agencies. 

By compulsory decision, however, I do not 
mean compulsory arbitration by an ad hoc 
appointed board of arbitrators. I mean by a 
separate system of labor courts and a sepa- 
rate labor judiciary with the sole function of 
deciding labor disputes. 

To the outraged citizen who demands a law 
to prevent further stoppages I reply: There 
is a law—in fact, several laws—but these laws 
do not prevent or stop strikes often enough. 
Besides, and equally important, the laws 
never prevent all the distress and economic 
disarray which even a threat of a strike in a 
vital industry brings about. 

What are the present laws? 

There is a Railway Labor Act of 1926, which 
covers disputes involving railroads in inter- 
state commerce and airlines in interstate or 
foreign commerce. When disputes are not 
settled, the National Mediation Board (three 
members appointed by the President) tries 
to bring about a settlement or to suggest 
compulsory arbitration. If arbitration is re- 
jected (as it almost always is) and there is 
substantial danger that commerce may be 
interrupted to deprive any section of the 
country of essential transportation, the board 
notifies the President. The President may 
then create a Railway Emergency Board to 
investigate and report within 30 days. During 
these 30 days, and the next 30, no strike or 
lockout or change of employment rules can 
take place, This is the so-called 60-day “cool- 
ing-off"” period. 

There is the Taft-Hartley Law of 1947, to 
deal with nontransit disputes that might 
result in a national emergency when an en- 
tire industry, or a substantial part of an 
industry, is involved. If the President sees a 
peril to the national health or safety, he 
may appoint a board of inquiry to investigate 
and report publicly on the issues—without 
recommendations, He then directs the attor- 
ney general to get a court injunction, which 
is usually granted. For the next 60 days, the 
parties are supposed to negotiate with the 
assistance of U.S. mediation services. During 
these 60 days the President may reconvene 
the board to make a further public reoprt. 
In the next 15 days the National Labor Rela- 
tions Board must hold an employes’ election 
on the final management offer, and must re- 
port the results within five days. Thus a 
cooling-off period of 80 days is provided. If 
the workers do not accept, which is usual, 
the parties are then free to strike or lockout 
and the President must give Congress his 
recommendations. 

From 1947 through 1966, Taft-Hartley was 
invoked 24 times—10 by President Truman 
(whose veto of the act was overruled by Con- 
gress), seven by President Eisenhower and 
six by President Kennedy. Injunctions had 
to be obtained from the courts in 20 of these 
disputes. Settlements were reached during 
the cooling-off period in 10 disputes, in seven 
the strikes began or were continued even 
after the cooling-off period. In the same 20- 
year period, 109 emergency boards were set 
up under the Railway Labor Act. 

In addition to the major federal statutes, 
many states have laws dealing with media- 
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tion, fact-finding and settlement of intra- 
state industrial disputes. 

I have had personal experience with these 
boards. In 1946 I was appointed to one by 
the mayor of New York City, who was faced 
with an imminent subway and bus strike. 
On July 15, 1949, President Truman appoint- 
ed me to a three-man special board when a 
steel strike was to take place the next day. 
On June 26, 1961, President Kennedy ap- 
pointed me to a Taft-Hartley board in a 
national maritime strike, In 1963 President 
Kennedy appointed me chairman of an emer- 
gency board under the Railway Labor Act. 

Among my colleagues on those four boards 
were Clark Kerr, then president of the Uni- 
versity of California; Carroll Daugherty, 
James J. Healy, David L. Cole and Nathan 
Feinsinger, all experienced labor arbitrators 
and conciliators of outstanding reputation. 

So I have had ample opportunity to observe 
the process at work. I have been in many long 
sessions with the parties separately and 
jointly. I have seen the parties come closer 
together, but have also seen their tempers 
heating up instead of “cooling off.” 

I am convinced that there eventually 
comes a time, after all the collective bar- 
gaining, mediation, fact-finding and rec- 
ommendations have failed, when some third 
entity must come in and settle those parts of 
a labor dispute on which the parties cannot 
or will not agree. 

Until now the only way, other than by con- 
sent to arbitration, has been to send the mat- 
ter to Congress. This happened in the 1963 
rail dispute, and has already happened twice 
in 1967. 

The 1963 situation, involving railroad fire- 
men, shows how desperately the government 
tries to avoid compulsory arbitration until it 
is up against the gun. And what happened in 
1963 is being repeated—and even com- 
pounded—by what is now going on in the 
railroad industry. 

The principal question in dispute in 1963 
was whether the railroads should have the 
right to discontinue by attrition, pension, 
or job retraining and relocation the services 
of firemen who used to stoke steam locomo- 
tives but who were no longer necessary on 
diesel freight trains, Here’s a chronology 
from 1959, when it all began: 

November, 1959. Notice served by railroads 
of a change in rules re: firemen. 

Oct. 17, 1961. Creation of a presidential 
commission representing management, labor 
and the public. (Outside the Railway Labor 
Act, it did not have powers to decide but 
merely to recommend.) It devoted 13 months 
of study, had 96 days of hearings, took 15,306 
pages of testimony and examined 319 ex- 
hibits totaling 20,139 pages. 

Feb. 2, 1962. The commission's recommen- 
dations were reluctantly accepted by the rail- 
roads but not by the unions. 

April 3, 1963. Creation of a Railway Labor 
Act board, of which I was chairman. 

May 13, 1963. Our report issued. No set- 
tlement was reached and a strike became 
imminent involving 94 per cent of railroad 
employes. 

June 5, 1963. President Kennedy persuaded 
the parties to maintain the status quo 
through July 10. The secretary of labor and 
the National Mediation Board intervened 
from June 4 to July, 10, 1963, and there were 
about 100 meetings. No settlement. 

July 9, 1963. One day before the deadline, 
the President suggested final arbitration by 
his former secretary of labor and then as- 
sociate justice of the Supreme Court, Arthur 
J. Goldberg. The carriers agreed, but the 
unions did not. 

July 10, 1963. The President got both sides 
to agree to an extension to July 29, and to 
his appointment of a new committee of six 
members of the Labor-Management Advisory 
Committee to review the facts and report. 
There is no statute providing for this third 
committee. 
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July 19, 1963. This committee reported. No 
settlement. 

July 22, 1963. Seven days before the next 
deadline, the President finally sent a mes- 
sage to Congress asking legislation. Extensive 
congressional hearings took place while fur- 
ther mediation was attempted, and the dead- 
line was postponed to Aug. 29. 

Aug. 29, 1963. On the very eve of the strike, 
Congress passed a joint resolution calling for 
compulsory arbitration of the firemen issue 
by a new seven-man board (the fourth 
board) and further negotiation of the other 
issues. The arbitration award was to be valid, 
however, for only two years. 

The new board held hearings again and 
made its award, providing for eventual elim- 
ination of the firemen. The railroads ac- 
cepted it; the unions rejected it. The award 
was unsuccessfully challenged by the unions 
up to the U.S, Supreme Court. 

The award of this board was carried out, 
but the legislation provided that it lapse on 
May 7, 1966. The entire matter is before us 
again just as it was back in 1959, unsettled 
and a fruitful source for a national strike, 
even though the other issues were settled by 
the intervention of President Johnson. 

During all the developments following the 
President’s message of July 22, 1963, which 
clearly provided for compulsory arbitration, 
all the political figures in the White House 
and on Capitol Hill kept insisting—with 
solemn face and without a smile—that they 
were not really exercising compulsion, but 
were providing for a continuance of collec- 
tive bargaining. Of course, this was pure 
political hokum which fooled nobody, and 
certainly not the unions, 

Now take a look at 1967, and you will see 
the same kind of shilly-shallying again at 
play in another threatened strike by six dif- 
ferent unions representing 137,000 nonop- 
erating railroad shop workers. Indeed, it is 
a little more ridiculous: 

1. An Emergency Railway Act board made 
recommendations for a settlement, which the 
unions rejected, and a strike was set for 
April 13. 

2. The President asked for agreement ex- 
tending the 80-day deadline, but the unions 
refused. 

3. The President then asked Congress to 
extend the deadline for 20 days until May 3. 
It did—on April 12, a day before the dead- 
line. 

4. Congress at the President’s request on 
April 30, nearly the last moment, again ex- 
tended the deadline to June 19. 

5. On May 3, the old deadline, the Presi- 
dent sent a message to Congress asking for 
legislation to (a) outlaw any rail strike until 
Jan. 1, 1969, (b) provide a new, five-man 
board to seek a negotiated settlement within 
90 days, and (c) if none was reached, the 
board would make a final decision to take 
effect immediately and remain effective un- 
til Jan. 1, 1969. 

Of course, anyone could see—as did all the 
disputants—that the entire plan was com- 
pulsory arbitration if further mediation by 
this third panel failed. (It would take effect, 
however, only until Jan. 1, 1969.) But both 
the White House and the Department of La- 
bor called it “extended collective bargaining 
and mediation to finality.” 

Organized labor ridiculed this description 
of the proposed legislation, and proceeded to 
fight it bitterly in Congress. The railroads 
approved the legislation, but pointed out 
that it was only a temporary palliative—as 
the last arbitration on the railroad firemen 
issue had proven to be—and repeated their 
demand for a permanent compulsory arbi- 
tration law. 

The bill is having a hard time in Congress, 
which of course has recognized the proposal 
for what it is—compulsory arbitration. It 
can feel the labor leaders looking over its 
shoulders, insisting on the right to strike 
and tie up the nation’s economy, unless there 
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is seizure by the government. Of course, 
seizure has nearly always proven a fine weap- 
on for the unions, for they have a better 
chance of getting what they want from the 
government than from the railroads. Seizure 
really solves nothing permanently, and is a 
much more drastic departure from the tradi- 
tions of a free economy than the President's 
proposal, 

The Senate passed the bill substantially 
in accord with the President’s message. But 
not the House. There, after bitter debate, the 
bill was emasculated by striking out the final 
compulsory feature. In effect, it therefore is 
nothing more than an adjournment of the 
strike for 90 more days. As this is being writ- 
ten the bill is going to a House-Senate con- 
ference. The unions agreed to postpone the 
strike from the deadline of June 19, until 
such time as Congress agrees on a bill, and 
have proceeded to fight the compulsory fea- 
ture as it had so successfully in the House. 

This passing-the-buck between the White 
House and Capitol Hill is a repetition of the 
1963 railroad crisis. Congress is justifiably 
irritated at having to shoulder the responsi- 
bility for individual labor disputes with all 
its political liabilities, a function which is 
executive rather than legislative. 

Congress, consisting of 535 members, is by 
its very nature unqualified to find a fair 
settlement; it does not have the time or 
facilities, and it will of necessity be actuated 
by politics. It should not be called upon for 
these ad hoc emergency strikes, any more 
than in the many functions which it has 
delegated to the respective administrative 
agencies, such as granting television and 
radio licenses (FCC), fixing rates and regu- 
lations for interstate electricity and gas 
(FPC), and many others. 

This is the fourth time in the past year 
that Congress has had to come to grips with a 
strike measure. Everyone knows that the only 
ultimate solution is some form of settlement 
by compulsion; yet all hope that by delay 
there may be some so-called voluntary settle- 
ment. 

The President, in his annual message of 
1966, promised to propose general legislation 
to prevent emergency strikes. This promise 
was made in the midst of the disastrous sub- 
way strike in New York City. The President, 
however, has failed as yet to carry out his 
promise. He appointed a task force to advise 
him on how to meet the problems generally 
and permanently, but he has not published 
the task force’s recommendations—if it made 
any. 

The President says that he has not yet 
found a satisfactory permanent proposal. Of 
course, if what he means is legislation “satis- 
factory” to management and labor, he is 
looking for an impossible Utopia. But it is 
equally important to find one “satisfactory” 
to the public and fair to both sides—and that 
is easy. Neither he nor the congressional 
leaders, however, want to make the first jump 
into the cold water of compulsion. 

Now it seems that the President has given 
up and has asked Congress to find a “satis- 
factory” permanent solution—which he has 
not been able to do—for emergency strikes. 
It is difficult to see how or why Congress 
should undertake this politically dangerous 
chore when the President, after 17 months 
of striving to contrive a “satisfactory” law, 
passes the buck to Capitol Hill. 

Even if no strike occurs on the railroads, 
it is obvious that the economy has been dam- 
aged by the uncertainty, the delay and the 
hazard of planning ahead. This is true of 
threatened strikes in all industries. Cooling- 
off periods are fine, but the public gets no 
share of the cooling. Opposition to compul- 
sory arbitration has come with equal in- 
tensity from widely diverse ends of the po- 
litical and economic spectrum. The subject 
has made as incredible a set of bedfellows as 
can be imagined: Wayne Morse and 
Goldwater; the AFL-CIO and the National 
Association of Manufacturers. 
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Morse in 1953 said on the floor of the Sen- 
ate that compulsory arbitration attacks in 
my judgment some basic foundations of 
economic freedom in this Republic.” In the 
same debate Goldwater said, “It can mean 
price control, wage control, quality control, 
and even place of employment control.” The 
AFL-CIO has said that “compulsory arbitra- 
tion means loss of freedom.“ And the NAM 
has said that it “violates the American con- 
cept of freedom, under which the Government 
is the servant rather than the master of the 
people.” 

Of course, these statements are all emo- 
tional and grossly exaggerated. I am sure the 
same kinds of charges were made when the 
federal government was advancing—in viola- 
tion of “freedom of contract“ —to abolish 
child labor, limit hours of labor for women 
in industry, establish decent minimum wages 
and many other items of social legislation 
that are now accepted as normal areas of 
concern by the government. 

Labor seems to overlook the fact that in 
two out of three major fields of industrial 
strife, it has voluntarily and without too 
much persuasion given up its “economic free- 
dom” and its right to strike. There are three 
principle categories of labor disputes, all of 
which were formerly used as causes for 
strikes, These are (1) jurisdictional disputes 
as to which union should represent the 
workers in a plant or industry, (2) “griev- 
ances” arising out of the performance or 
nonperformance of existing labor contracts, 
and (3) making, renewing, or reopening of 
basic labor contracts. 

By now, the first two categories have largely 
been abolished as causes for strikes. Nearly 
all labor contracts contain provisions that 
any dispute about the meaning or application 
of the contract, or grievances, should be de- 
termined by compulsory arbitration, either 
on an ad hoc basis or by referral to an agreed- 
upon “impartial chairman” or “impartial 
umpire.” This is quid pro quo for a no-strike 
clause in the contract. With respect to in- 
dustries under the Railway Labor Act, griev- 
ances or problems of interpretation or appli- 
cability are referred by statute to the Na- 
tional Railroad Adjustment Board for deci- 
sion. 

The only category of disputes not covered 
by statute or agreement is the making of a 
new contract. The arguments against any 
form of compulsory arbitration in this cate- 
gory are well-known, and have been advanced 
in many places. Of course, most Americans 
would prefer settlement by collective bar- 
gaining. They would not even object too 
strenuously to strikes in some localized in- 
dustry where there would be no substantial 
impact. When, however, the American people 
are faced by the national stagnation which 
must result from strikes like the 116-day 
steel strike in 1959 or the 36-day longshore- 
men’s strike in 1963, or the railroad strike 
threatened in 1963 and now again in 1967, 
they will insist that the national interest pre- 
vail, and that such strikes be nipped in the 
bud by some form of compulsion. 

The better way to handle a national emer- 
gency conflict—the way all economic and 
personal conflicts are settled in a democ- 
racy—is by judicial determination. 

What I propose is a new judicial system of 
courts—labor courts—with jurisdiction solely 
over industrial strife, including strikes. This 
would be confined initially to industries 
affecting interstate commerce, threatening 
the health or safety of either the entire coun- 
try or such portion of it as the statute may 
provide, and also to essential municipal serv- 
ices like subways and buses, etc., which have 
been stopped by a strike. 

The essential feature of labor courts is 
that the judges would have the same title, 
dignity, respect and standing as all the other 
federal judges. This would require that they 
be appointed by the President for life, and 
confirmed by the Senate in the usual way; 
that their time be devoted exclusively to la- 
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bor cases; that they have the same salaries, 
the same retirement privileges, all neces- 
sary clerks and assistants, and the same dig- 
nified courtrooms and chambers as other 
U.S. judges. They should be empowered to 
assure orderly hearings by contempt pro- 
ceedings and, in all respects, have the same 
public standing and expertise in their par- 
ticular field of labor as any other federal 
judicial officers. They will become qualified 
specialists in particular industries, and know 
the history of labor relations in those in- 
dustries. 

Labor courts’ decisions should have the 
effect of judgments, enforceable by substan- 
tial fines, and appealable to a Federal Labor 
Court of Appeals consisting of the same type 
of specialized labor judges, with powers to 
affirm, modify or reverse. 

Labor court decisions should be conclu- 
sive and binding on both sides. In that sense 
the result will be the same as by compulsory 
arbitration. Yet I hazard a guess that most 
of the present rejection and abhorrence of 
compulsory arbitration by management and 
labor will gradually diminish and finally dis- 
appear. 

I am sure that there is seldom the same 
complete confidence in an ad hoc board of 
appointed arbitrators as there is in a U.S. 
judge. There is naturally a great reluctance 
by both sides to have their economic future, 
and possibly their survival, placed in the 
hands of three men haphazardly appointed 
for one specific case. This reluctance is 
sometimes even greater with management 
than with labor, although labor protests 
more loudly. 

The men usually appointed under the 
statutes or otherwise are necessarily part- 
time people. They all have their main eco- 
nomie interest elsewhere. Many of them 
are lawyers with busy practices; many 
are college professors whose main con- 
cern is not the disputes before them. Many 
of them (including myself) know practically 
nothing about the industry involved in the 
dispute, or of the history of labor relations 
in that industry. They have to begin from 
scratch, and learn the necessary background. 
While they are willing to serve as a matter 
of public duty, they still have their normal 
vocations to which they will return—hope- 
fully as soon as possible. Some serve without 
Pay on a job which may consume many 
weeks of seven 12-hour days. Those who are 
paid receive a small fraction of their normal 
earnings. It is a particularly thankless job 
because neither side, except in rare in- 
stances, is satisfied with the recommenda- 
tions or findings, and they both publicly 
abuse the board. 

Many of these board members hold jobs 
as professional “impartial chairmen” or 
“arbitrators” in different industries. They 
have been appointed on consent for a year 
or two by both sides of a labor contract, to 
pass upon grievances or disputes arising 
from the contract. Many industrialists 
privately fear that some of these persons tend 
to be partial to labor because they look to 
labor for its consent to be an impartial chair- 
man. Whether there is any truth in this 
charge or not, it is enough if a substantial 
part of management believes it to be true. 

Yet the same industrialist who views com- 
pulsory arbitration with suspicion feels per- 
fectly content in submitting controversies— 
often involving matters of greater impor- 
tance to him than an increased wage scale— 
to a US. judge. And he is quite prepared to 
abide by the judgment, feeling that this is 
the way of life in a democracy. 

Labor, on the other hand, is more deeply 
concerned over the fact that compulsory 
arbitration makes unions give up their right 
to strike. From this premise, the conclusion 
is reached by union leaders, usually without 
any real analysis or reasoning, that our sys- 
tem of collective bargaining must come to 
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an end under labor courts or compulsory 
arbitration. They also assert that compul- 
sion must result in price-fixing, and eventu- 
ally a regimented economy. 

Nothing in my proposal calls for any in- 
terference with the give-and-take of collec- 
tive bargaining. Unions will continue to 
require the same equality of strength, even 
though they cannot strike. For before a labor 
controversy reaches the end of the judicial 
process, both sides have to try to reach a 
settlement on as many of the issues 27 possi- 
ble by collective bargaining. Only items on 
which agreement cannot be reached will 
have to be resolved by the court. Individual 
employes or even weak unions cannot do 
this kind of bargaining successfully. They 
must be strong enough to amass all the facts 
with which to sit opposite management at 
the bargaining table. They must be able to 
employ the best of economists, lawyers, 
statisticlans and bargainers. And they must 
have even greater resources if they have to 
go to court on a long, protracted trial. 

It is not true that collective bargaining 
must stop when the right to strike is taken 
away. That is not true in the Australian 
system of labor courts. That is not true of 
any other kind of civil dispute or litigation 
in our courts. For every case actually tried, 
there are scores which are settled before 
litigation, during litigation, and even in the 
course of trial. These civil settlements are 
all the results of vigorous bargaining. A 
party settles for less because he fears that 
the court may decide against him and thus 
he will lose all. The weaker his case, the 
smaller his settlement. So each side, in ne- 
gotiating, marshals his facts and his law, 
argues justice and equity with the other, 
and then takes a look at the strength or 
weakness of his opponent’s case. 

Labor argues that if left alone to strike it 
can do better than with government inter- 
vention. That may be true, but even that is 
subject to debate in many cases. But, if true, 
what is just about that kind of result? A 
man in a civil suit settles, but not because 
he is afraid that his adversary will compel 
him to do so by force or violence, or by eco- 
nomic warfare, which is really what a strike 
is. Why should justice in a labor dispute 
depend upon who is stronger in a strike? 

Each side in a strike wants something. A 
strike will not determine however, which side 
is more justified, or reasonable, or intrinsi- 
cally entitled to win. The union members 
have to eat; the union feeds them as long as 
it can. The richer the union, the longer it can 
hold out. Management in a strike has to meet 
overhead, fixed payments, demands of cus- 
tomers, and an outraged public calling for its 
services. The stronger it is, the greater its 
reserves, the longer it can hold out. Propa- 
ganda pours out of both sides, expecting that 
the power of public opinion on one side or 
the other will help it prevail. In actual prac- 
tice, neither side wins all it has demanded 
(and really never expected to); a compro- 
mise is reached after untold damage is done 
to each other, to the economy and to the 
public. 

How does this really differ in essence from 
the medieval trial by battle in which the 
strongest was declared the winner of a dis- 
pute? I concede that public opinion may in 
some cases help toward a settlement. This is 
the basic argument for fact-finding. But how 
much does the public really know about the 
issues of a strike and where justice lies, de- 
spite columns or pages of fact-finding satis- 
tics? On boards where I was a member, I used 
to take home hundreds of documents, charts, 
briefs, analyses of wages and profits in vari- 
ous industries, historical background mate- 
rial and legal briefs. It took me many hours 
just to read this material. I came to certain 
conclusions after heated arguments with 
each side, and sometimes even after warm 
colloquies with my colleagues. What can the 
general public know about any of this as a 
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basis for forming an opinion? How many 
newspapers print the fact-finding material? 

And how realistic is the claim that public 
opinion brings about a just settlement? Was 
there ever a more unified public opinion than 
the cry of outrage at the union responsible 
for the 1966 subway strike in New York City? 
Did it have any effect on the union? Of 
course not. The entire strike was illegal un- 
der the laws of New York State from be- 
ginning to end, yet the union won. It won 
only because its employer, the City of New 
York, just had to provide means for citi- 
zens to get to work. 

A dispute between individuals can be set- 
tled in one of three ways: (1) by agreement, 
(2) by outside determination, or (3) by a fist 
fight behind the barn. A strike is an enlarged, 
organized fist ight, without violence or phys- 
ical injury but with plenty of blows. Cen- 
turies ago, civilized man, in the pursuit of 
justice, gave up this kind of combat. 

What has given workers strength has been 
union, the ability to speak with a collective 
voice. That strength labor courts will not im- 
pair, but will increase. That is obvious be- 
cause the court can deal with only one liti- 
gant—a union. So it will be essential to the 
proper workings of the court that there be 
strong, united, well-led unions to speak and 
act for their members. That has been the 
experience in Australia, where unions are 
relatively just as strong as they are in this 
country. 

Not only is collective bargaining not jeop- 
ardized; it will remain an absolute necessity 
if labor courts are to be adequate to fulfill 
their functions. 

But, the unions argue—and so does some 
management—collective bargaining will be- 
come a farce; neither side will retreat from 
its best offer, because it knows that a third 
party will finally have to decide it anyway, 
and suspects that he will probably merely 
split the difference. 

To this there are two answers: 

1. This is not what happens in other kinds 
of civil litigation, It is true that neither side 
makes its best offer of settlement at first. But 
as negotiation proceeds, and as a judicial 
determination draws near with the possibility 
presented to each side that it might lose much 
more than a reasonable offer or demand 
would give it, they come down to rock-bot- 
tom settlement terms. There is no reason why 
a different course should follow in a labor 
negotiation. The experience in Australia with 
labor courts has been that bargaining often 
continues right down to trial. 

2. The contention that the presiding judge 
will ask what the best offer on each side is 
and merely split the difference constitutes a 
libel on our judicial tradition. I was a trial 
judge myself for 10 years, and I have had trial 
experience as a lawyer for 35 years. I have 
not personally met a single judge guilty of 
that practice after a trial. Besides, there 1s 
no reason why a judge should ever know 
about the offers on either side. Settlement 
offers are inadmissible as evidence in a court. 
And procedural arrangements can be made, if 
necessary, for the trial of any case to take 
place before a judge who has not tried to 
settle the dispute in discussion with the liti- 
gants. 

I submit that the time has now come to 
end the strikes and stop the damage, and to 
substitute the reason and considered judg- 
ment of the courtroom for a verdict based 
only on strength and resources. Giving up 
rights like the right to strike—even more 
ancient rights—for the general good and wel- 
fare of the community is nothing new in 
civilized countries. The right to send your 
children out to work to help the family bank 
account instead of to school; the freedom to 
make contracts with workers on any terms 
mutually agreeable; the right to put up a 
building on your land of any height or bulk 
you wish; the right to deal in securities at 
arm’s length in the good old way before the 


July 27, 1967 


1929 crash; the right to use in speculation 
other people’s money entrusted to your care; 
the right to overproduce crops and to use 
your farmland as you wish without all the 
bother of agricultural regulation—all of these 
rights and hundreds of others were given up 
because the public interest was served by 
their surrender. 

I submit that the interest of the public in 
any labor strife which affects its health, 
security or safety justifies—nay, requires— 
the same surrender. 

What about price-fixing, which the oppo- 
nents of compulsion say must follow any 
imposition of settlement? Do not wage in- 
creases caused by strikes do just as much to 
fix prices? Of course they do. Do you often 
see wage scales go up unless they are fol- 
lowed by price rises? Of course not. Almost 
every settlement of a major dispute, and 
especially of an emergency dispute, has been 
announced by the appropriate government 
Official with the expression of a pious hope 
that prices would remain static. But they 
seldom have. 

Five years ago I visited Australia. There 
I met several labor union leaders and dis- 
cussed with them the workings of the labor 
courts in their country. They were well- 
satisfied with their experiences, and with 
the results they have achieved. The argu- 
ments usually advanced in the U.S. against 
any form of compulsory arbitration were 
dismissed by them as contrary to their ex- 
perience with labor courts. 

In this country, we have had the present 
haphazard system a long time—too long. 
The American public will welcome any rea- 
sonable change which will put an end to the 
needless economic waste which comes from 
strikes. And in the long run, I am confident 
that both labor and management will join 
in the welcome. 

TIME FOR NEw Loox: LABOR POWER DEMANDS 
INQUIRY 


(By William S. White) 


The need for a grand inquest into labor- 
management relationships in this country, 
the first of real depth and scope and raw 
courage since the late Sen. Robert A. Taft 
forced another Congress to face up to a 
similar problem two decades ago, can no 
longer be honestly in doubt. 

In those days just after World War II the 
power of organized labor had clearly become 
too great and too unrestrained. 

True enough, in the 30s the see-saw had 
been weighted toward management. But by 
the time Taft went into action the balance 
had long since turned too far the other way, 
through the Wagner Act of Franklin D. 
Roosevelt's era. 

Now it is time again to move to right a new 
imbalance. The present Congress knows this. 
The very air in the Capitol is full of a reluc- 
tant recognition that once again labor has 
become too privileged and too irresponsible. 

Nobody, and neither party, really wants to 
take on this nasty job; but taken on it must 
be either by this or the next Congress to be 
elected next year. 

In a word, the times cry out for a new 
Taft; a new crisis demands a new labor act 
to strengthen the Taft-Hartley Act of 20 
years ago. Desperately needed now are new 
definitions of, and new controls over, those 
kinds of strikes which are more than simple 
economic contests between labor and man- 
agement and which are denying the elemen- 
tary needs of the people. 

Twice within recent weeks arrogant labor 
bosses have gone far beyond the limits of 
tolerance. First, they have caused a totally 
unjustified partial blackout of television 
service. And now they have assassinated yet 
another newspaper in New York, again by 
demonstrably extreme, unfair, demands 
which are also destructive even to the in- 
terests of the workers themselves. 
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The labor squeeze that has destroyed the 
New York World Journal Tribune has un- 
deniably to some small extent affected this 
correspondent’s pocketbook, since his column 
had appeared in that paper. Still, it appears 
in some 200 others, so perhaps one may 
justly say that private mercantile motives 
here are not really very strong. 

For what has happened in New York is 
nothing less than a disaster to the people’s 
right to knowledge. A vast city that once 
offered a choice of 16 newspapers now has 
a choice of three. And the same crude and 
insatiable labor union demands that have 
now destroyed the World Journal Tribune 
had not long before also sunk the New York 
Herald Tribune and the New York Mirror. 

Perhaps men in newspaper work are prone 
to overstate its value but the death of a 
newspaper is a good deal more than death, 
say, of a firm making lawn movers or one 
issuing cosmetics or laundry soap. 

When a newspaper dies, the victims are 
not merely its employes and its owners. The 
victims are all sorts of people, rich, poor and 
middling, who lose subtle things that are 
irreplaceable parts of American life above 
and beyond the mere bread and butter. 


ORDER OF BUSINESS 


Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I be permitted 
to proceed for approximately 30 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


THE ADMINISTRATION’S RECORD 
ON INFLATION 


Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, the Joint 
Senate-House Economic Committee in 
1960 declared: 

Inflation is unjust. This is true whether 
it creeps or gallops, It redistributes income 
and wealth according to the ability of people 
to protect themselves against its effects. Be- 
cause of this it benefits the strong at the ex- 
pense of the weak. 


The committee concluded its report on 
inflation by asserting that “the avoidance 
of inflation is an important goal of eco- 
nomic policy.“ 

Inflationary pressure has been restrained— 


Republican President Dwight D. Eisen- 
hower noted in his Economic Report to 
the Congress in January 1961, just prior 
to turning over the White House to a 
Democratic President. The new President 
already had his majority in the Congress. 

That year—in 1961—inflation hit $6.8 
billion. 

In his Economic Report of January 
1962, the late President, John F. Ken- 
nedy, nevertheless, said that “the ex- 
perience of the past year has shown that 
expansion without inflation is possible.” 

In 1962 inflation totaled $7.5 billion. 

The 2-year inflation record amounted 
to $14.3 billion. 

In his Economic Report of January 
1963, the late President nevertheless ob- 
served: 

Now prices have been essentially stable for 
five years. This has broken the inflationary 
psychology and eased the task of assuring 
continued stability. 


That year—in 1963—inflation spurted 
to $8.9 billion. 

The 3-year inflation scorecard: $23.2 
billion. 

In his first Economic Report of Jan- 
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uary 1964, President Johnson, ignoring 
the scorecard, undertook to say that the 
income of the American consumer is no 
longer being eroded by inflation.” 

That year—in 1964—inflation rose to 
$11.9 billion, 

The 4-year inflation scorecard: $35.1 
billion. 

In his Economic Report of January 
1965, President Johnson began to look at 
the figures and announced: 

We can no more afford inflation in 1965 
than we could in 1964. 


But that year—1965—inflation soared 
to $15.6 billion. 

The 5-year inflation scorecard: $50.7 
billion. 

In his Economic Report of January 
1966, President Johnson scored inflation 
as the most unjust and capricious form 
of taxation.” These were impressive 
words, but during that same year— 
1966—inflation leap-frogged to $25 
billion. 

The 6-year inflation scorecard: 875.7 
billion. 

Average inflation for each of the 6 
years: $12.6 billion. 

In his Economic Report of January 
1967—this year—President Johnson 
warned that “we must be equally alert 
to the dangers of inflation.“ 

But this year—for the first 6 months 
of 1967—inflation stands at approxi- 
mately $10 billion. 

The inflation scorecard for 6% years, 
with the Democratic Party controlling 
both the White House and the Congress: 
$85.7 billion. 

This is a terribly poor record, and it 
demonstrates that noble words in the 
name of so-called new economics have 
not been matched by deeds. A great 
amount of national attention is being 
focused on riots, and all kinds of investi- 
gations and remedies are being proposed. 
There will be no one single cureall an- 
swer, but one of the foundation stones 
for the feeling of helplessness and hope- 
lessness among large segments of our 
people is the ever-increasing cost of living 
resulting from inflation. I have been say- 
ing since 1961 that inflation is the No. 
1 domestic public enemy of our country. 
It takes purchasing power from our peo- 
ple as surely as do taxes, but with the 
greatest unfairness to the low-income 
group. The inflationary policies of this 
administration and its controlled Con- 
gress undercut the very segment of 
society which the so-called war on 
poverty is supposed to be helping. 

A few years ago, 20 percent of our in- 
creased gross national product consisted 
of infiation. Last year, 47 percent of the 
increased gross national product con- 
sisted of inflation. During the first 3 
months of this year, all of the increased 
GNP consisted of inflation; and during 
the last 3 months half of the increase 
consisted of inflation. All of this means 
that there is a dangerous softness in our 
economy. 

Admittedly, there are always a few 
who profit from inflation. Investments 
and speculation can reap substantial 
profits; and special capital gains tax 
treatment is afforded such income. 

But most people are hurt by inflation, 
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and the tragic fact is that those hurt the 
most are the ones least able to afford 
it—the poor; our younger people, who are 
trying to finance an education, purchase 
a home, maintain a young.and growing 
family, and raise the capital needed to go 
into business or farming; and the older 
Americans whose earning power is ended 
or greatly diminished and who rely on 
fixed pensions, insurance, annuities, and 
savings for a livelihood. 

The Employment Act of 1946 charged 
the Federal Government—as its continu- 
ing policy and responsibility—‘“‘to use all 
practicable means consistent with its 
needs and obligations and other essential 
considerations of national policy to co- 
ordinate and utilize all its plans, func- 
tions, and resources for the purpose of 
creating and maintaining in a manner 
calculated to foster and promote free 
competitive enterprise and the general 
welfare, conditions under which there 
will be afforded useful employment op- 
portunities, including self-employment, 
for those able, willing, and seeking to 
work, and to promote maximum employ- 
ment, production, and purchasing 
power.” 

Inflation does not promote purchasing 
power. It takes away purchasing power 
by increasing the cost of living and of 
other goods and services, which means 
that the purchasing power of the dollar 
goes down. It drives up the cost of real 
estate and homes even more than the 
rise in the retail consumer price index. 

In 1939, our dollar had a purchasing 
power of 100 cents. By May of this year, 
it had fallen to 41.8 cents. 

I ask unanimous consent to have in- 
cluded in the Recor» at this point in my 
remarks a table showing the annual de- 
cline in the purchasing power of the 
dollar, along with the budget deficit or 
surplus—for each year. 

There being no objection, the tabula- 
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

TABLE 1,—PURCHASING POWER OF DOLLAR IN RELATION 
TO BUDGET DEFICITS 


Purchasing Budget 
Calendar year wer deficits 
Cents) (millions) 
K 100. 0 $3, 967 
1940. 99.2 3, 823 
1941... 99.4 11.762 
1942 85. 3 41,461 
1943.. 80.3 55,691 
1944... 79.0 53, 650 
1945.. 77.2 43, 595 
1946 71.2 2.512 
1947. 62.2 +2, 434 
1 157.8 +5, 241 
1949.. 158,3 3, 592 
1950. 57.8 422 
1951.. 53.5 3, 358 
1952__ 52. 3 5.842 
SS GaN Stabs Marae 51.9 9,157 
1954__ 151.7 3, 683 
1955_ 151.9 2,771 
1956_ 51.1 (+3, 779 
1957. 49.4 (+592 
1958_ 48.1 7, 088 
1250. 46.9 CH 929 
1961 f 46.4 6, 306 
1962. 45,9 7,199 
1963 45.3 6,672 
1964_ 44.7 8, 248 
1965__ 44.0 4,699 
1968 zi 42.7 7,276 
1967 (May) ALB) ree i, 


1 Years in which fiscal years ended which were under budget 
control of a Republican Congress. 
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Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, as I have 
observed, words are not being matched 
by deeds. And the blame lies squarely 
on the economic policies of those who 
control the Congress. 

The deeds required to do something 
about inflation are reductions in Federal 
Government spending to avoid running 
our Government billions of dollars deep- 
er into debt year after year. And in glanc- 
ing at the table I have just placed in the 
ReEcorD, one can see that deficit spend- 
ing on a calendar year basis since 1961 
has amounted to $40.4 billion. 

One may blame the President of the 
United States for his economic policies, 
but the people should understand that 
the real responsibility rests with Con- 
gress; and that the foundation for 
inflation is laid when a majority of the 
Members of Congress vote to spend bil- 
lions of dollars more than our Federal 
Government takes in year after year. 
Such action permits an excessive in- 
crease in the quantity of money and 
bank credit—beyond our production of 
goods and services. 

And so long as the Congress persists 
in running up multibillion-dollar defi- 
cits, the foundation for inflation and high 
interest rates will continue. 

I believe inflationary policies are bad, 
as I remembered a few moments ago, 
because inflation hurts those most who 
can least afford to bear it. If the Fed- 
eral Government is going to take pur- 
chasing power away from the people, it 
should be done by taxation rather than 
inflation. In either case, the people end 
up with less purchasing power, but at 
least taxation is above board and not 
sneaky like inflation. 

Inflation is the root of many evils. 
It brings higher interest rates, and we 
have the highest interest rates in over 
40 years. Among other things this has 
discouraged homebuilding—new starts 
last year were the lowest in 10 years. 

Inflation brings higher prices which 
encourage more imports from other 
countries and hurts our competitive po- 
sition in overseas markets. Our favor- 
able balance of trade fell $1.5 billion dur- 
ing 1966, and the trend is continuing— 
thus aggravating our balance-of-pay- 
ments deficit. 

When the purchasing power of our dol- 
lar goes down, one cannot be surprised 
if foreign holders of dollars ask for our 
gold, and this they have been doing. Our 
gold supply is down to around $13 billion, 
and we need $10 billion to provide the 
25-percent reserve required by law to 
back up our currency. This leaves us 
with a margin of only $3 billion in gold 
against potential short-term—immedi- 
ate up to 1 year—demands of $30 bil- 
lion. If deficit spending is not stopped, 
it will not be long before the administra- 
tion will be asking Congress to repeal the 
25-percent gold reserve requirement, 
which will let the printing presses pour 
out dollars without restraint. 

Inflation hurts union members. It re- 
duces the value of their retirement pen- 
sions. And last year, real income of wage 
earners was less than it was a year ago: 
inflation more than offset wage in- 
creases. 
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Inflation naturally prompts demands 
for wage increases, and this forces busi- 
nessmen to either increase prices or re- 
duce profits in the face of price competi- 
tion. Either way, our economy will be 
harmed. In 1958, Congresss passed a so- 
cial security pension increase. Not until 
1965 did Congress act to increase pen- 
sions again, and even with the 7-percent 
increase, the purchasing power of social 
security pensions was less than it had 
been in 1958. Meanwhile, these older peo- 
ple suffered a loss of $1.5 billion in pur- 
chasing power due to inflation. Now, just 
since the new 7-percent increase went 
into effect—just during the last 2 years— 
worsening inflation has cost our pen- 
sioners another $1.7 billion. 

I ask unanimous consent to have in- 
cluded in the Recor at this point in my 
remarks a table which shows the dimin- 
ishing value of social security pensions. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


TABLE I1,—SHOWING INCREASES IN SOCIAL SECURITY 
PENSIONS LEGISLATED BY CONGRESS IN ORDER TO 
ENABLE PENSIONERS TO MAINTAIN THEIR PURCHASING 
POWER IN VIEW OF DECLINE IN VALUE OF THE DOLLAR 

[The example is a worker having a $3,000 annual income base, 
single at retirement and 1 covered.’" The 1940 year 
figure is for a worker retired under the 1935 act. Other figures 


are for a worker retired under successive acts for years 
indicated] 


Purchasing 
power of 
dollar com- | Real value 
Year Annual jared to of 
pension 1939 dollar pension 
worth 100 
cents 
(in cents) 
$499. 20 99.2 $495. 20 
870. 00 57.8 502. 86 
930. 00 52.3 486. 
.00 51.7 549. 05 
1, 140. 00 48.1 548. 34 
1, 220. 00 44.0 7.00 
1. 220. 00 42.7 510. 94 


Mr. MILLER. During the last 6 years, 
the cost of college education has gone up 
approximately 8300 a year in publie col- 
leges and $600 a year in private colleges. 
The cost of a $12,000 house in 1960 soared 
to $15,000 in 1966—and higher interest 
rates on home mortgages will add still 
more to the cost. During the last 6 years, 
the cost of maintaining a family of 
four—husband, wife, and two children— 
has jumped nearly $700, from $6,206 to 
$6,874 a year. 

All this is bad enough. But the present 
budget has added insult to injury by lay- 
ing the foundation for more of the same. 
With a deficit of nearly $10 billion for 
the fiscal year just ended, instead of $1.8 
billion forecast by the President in Janu- 
ary 1966, and his January 1967 estimate 
of a $9 billion deficit for fiscal 1968 now 
threatening to blow up to $29 billion, the 
American people can expect more of the 
same and, if anything, worse—unless the 
President’s “guns and butter” economic 
policy is relegated to the waste basket. 

As I remarked last year, perhaps the 
best way to drive home to the average 
person what inflation has been costing 
him is to use a sales tax equivalent. A 
sales tax operates the same as inflation, 
because it strikes at every man, woman, 
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and child; and it is regressive in that it 
bears most heavily on the low income, 
large family groups. As I noted earlier, 
just since the Democratic administration 
and its controlled Congress took over in 
1961, there has been an average annual 
inflation of over $12.6 billion. With the 
exception of the Federal income tax, in- 
flation has taken more purchasing power 
away from our people than any other 
item. It has been the equivalent of a 2- 
to 9-percent sales tax on the citizens of 
most of our States. Worse yet, the prob- 
lem has been growing more serious. In- 
flation amounted to $25 billion for 1966, 
with a sales tax equivalent of from 4.1 
to 18.4 percent on the citizens of most 
of the States. 

I ask unanimous consent to have in- 
cluded in the Recorp at this point in my 
remarks two tables—one showing the 
average yearly loss of purchasing power 
due to inflation from 1961 through 1966 
allocated among the various States, with 
the amount of allocated measured in 
sales tax equivalent; the other showing 
the same figures with respect to inflation 
for 1966, along with explanatory notes. 

There being no objection, the tables 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

TABLE III. Democratic administration infla- 
tion in the 50 States, 1961-1966 

Based on information provided by the Pres- 
ident’s Council of Economic Advisers, the 
United States Treasury, and the Department 
of Commerce, the following figures show the 
average annual amount of inflation for each 
of the 50 States for 1961-1966, together with 
the sales tax equivalent for each of these 
States needed to take away the same amount 
of purchasing power from their people. 


Average Yearly 
inflation 
1961-1966 


Sales Tax Equivalent 


per- 
cent 
3.7 | General Sales. 
6.8 | Retail Sales.* 
2.7 | General Sales. 
3.0 General Sales. 
3.8 | General Sales. 
3.7 | General Sales. 
5.9 | General Sales. 
5.5 Retail Sales.“ 
3.5 | General Sales. 
225, 414,000 | 2.9 | General Sales. 
48,636,000 | 2.0 | General Sales. 
37,044,000 | 3.9 | General Sales. 
823,662,000 | 4.3 | General Sales, 
329, 364,000 | 2.3 | General Sales. 
176,022,000 | 3.0 | General Sales. 
138, 474,000 | 3.6 | General Sales. 
153, 468,000 | 3.6 | General Sales. 
177,912,000 | 2.5 | General Sales. 
52,416,000 | 4.0 | General Sales. 
254,520,000 | 5.9 | General Sales. 
385, 182,000 | 6.9 | General Sales. 
Michigan 589, 806,000 3. 5 | General Sales. 
Minnesota.. 224, 532,000 | 4.9 | Retail Sales.“ 
Mississippi. 89, 082, 000.| 2.5 | General Sales. 
Mi 280,476,000 | 3.4 | General Sales. 
40,068,000 | 4.1 | Retail Sales.* 
87,822,000 | 4.1 | Retail Sales.* 
33,012,000 | 2.8 | General Sales. 
41,076,000 | 4.6 | Retail Sales.“ 
515,214,000 | 5.6 | Retail Sales.* 
51, 534,000 | 2.3 | General Sales. 
1, 389,906,000 | 9.3 | General Sales. 
244, 440,000 | 3.8 | General Sales. 
34,020,000 | 3.2 | General Sales. 
Beeps 682,542,000 | 5.7 | General Sales. 
132,048,000 | 3.5 | General Sales. 
125,622,000 | 4.6 | Retail Sales.“ 
747,810,000 | 6.2 | General Sales, 
58,464,000 | 5.1 | General Sales. 
114,660,000 | 3,2 | General Sales. 
35, 028, 000 3.9 | General Sales. 
186, 732,000 | 3.1 | General Sales. 
590,688,000 | 4.9 | General Sales. 


at end of table. 
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TABLE III. Democratic administration infia- 
tion in the 50 States, 1961-1966—Continued 


Average Yearly 
State inflation Sales Tax Equivalent 
961-1966 
per- 
cent 
Utah. .-| $55,062,000 | 3.0 General Sales. 
Vermo! 22,932,000 | 4.2 | Retail Sales.* 
Virginia. 254, 394,000 | 5.3 | Retail Sales.* 
Washington 213,822,000 | 2.3 | General Sales. 
West Virginia. „058, 000 2.1 | General Sales. 
Wisconsin 2867, 120, 000 8.6 | General Sales. 
Wyoming- --------- 19,278,000 | 2.5 | General Sales. 


*Percentages for these 10 States are based on assumption of 
a simple retail sales tax on Lumber, Puang Materials, Hard- 
ware and Farm Equipment Dealers Ġeneral Merchandise Group 
Stores; Food Stores; Automotive Dealers; Gasoline Service 
Stations; Apparel and Accessory Stores; Furniture, Home Fur- 
Kal, and Equipment Stores; Fang and Drinking Places; 
Drug Stores; Proprietary Stores; Other Retail Stores; and Non- 
store Retailers. 

Source: 
(1) 1961-1966 Inflation 

This was obtained from the 1 68175 1967 Economic Indicator: 
Joint Economic Committee, p. 2. Total gross national produc 
in 1958 prices“ for 1965 was subtracted from Total gross 
national product in 1958 prices“ for 1966. This remainder was 
subtracted from the difference between ‘‘Total gross national 
11 1 a for 1965 and Total gross national product“ for 1966. 

he remainder, $25 billion, represents inflation for the United 
States for 1966, expressed in dollars, 

Similar remainders on non-inflated GNP growth statistics, 
that is GNP figures all measured in 1958 prices, were subtrac 
from GNP growth ys in current, inflated, dollars for the 
ears 1962, 1963, 1964, and 1965. The yearly dollar value of 
inflation thus calculated was: 


TS ga eee a as Se es $6.8 billion 

17.5 billion 
8.9 billion 
— 11.9 billion 
15.6 billion 


The State percentages of National Personal Income are: 
onnecticut 15838 New York 11.031, 
New Jersey % Loney 5.935%, Delaware .316%, 


Maryland 2.020%, rict of Columbia .556%, Michigan 4.681%, 
Ohio 5.417%, Indiana’ 2.614%, Illinois 6.537%, Wisconsin 
2.120%, Minnesota 1.782%, lowa 


„ 8%, Nebraska 697%, 

12 1.099%, Virginia 2.019%, West Virginia 10 Goat 
"i 5 ou 

Carolina .910%, Georgia 1.789%, Florida 2.657%, Alabama 

1.245%, Mississippi .7 

Oklahoma 1.048%, Texas 4.688% New Mexico 409%, Arizona 

710%, Montana 318%, Idaho 294%, Wyoming 153%, Colorado 


1.397%, Missouri 11 


(2) New Taxes Needed to Recoup Average 1961-1966 Loss From 
Inflation 


This was obtained in cases where State sales and use tax 
are in existence from State Tax Collections in 1966,“ U.S. 
Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Government 
Finances, GF No. 8. Additional State taxes needed to recoup 
money lost 1 inflation in the average year 1961-1966 were 
determined as follows: Average Yearly Inflation 1961-1966" 
multiplied by State General Sales Tax Rate“ was divided by 
“State General Sales Tax Collections for 1966“ for each of the 
fifty States. In each case, this gave the additional tax necessary 
to recoup money lost through inflation. 

For the 10 States which had no Sales, Selective Sales, Gross 
Receipts or Use Taxes of as June 30, 1966, a generalization was 
made based on information from the Statistical Abstract of the 
United States for 1966. Page 818 of the Abstract lists sales for 
“Retail Trade Establishments by State“ for the 11 groups of 
retail trades utilized. Dividing Average Yearly Inflation 1961- 
1966 for each State by Retail Sales“ gave the percentage tax 
rate which would be necessary, if imposed on retail sales, to 
raise the average dollar amount of inflation incurred by that 
State in 1961-1966. 


(3) Accuracy J 1 

Unfortunately, a certain amount of internal error is possible 
due to the law of significant y nob Retail trade statistics vary 
from a high of six significant fli to a low of four significant 
figures, while personal income statistics vary from five significant 
figures to three significant figures, Since average inflation for 
the United States for 1961-1966 is in excess of $10 billion— 
11 significant figures—these statistics are useful only as a 
general guide Peay oi Te $ imply and easily the awesome scope 
of inflation, State by State, across the Nation. 
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TABLE IV.—Johnson administration inflation 
in the 50 States for 1966 


Based on information provided by the Pres- 
ident’s Council of Economic Advisers, The 
United States Treasury, and the Department 
of Commerce, the following figures show the 
amount of inflation for each of the 50 States 
during 1966, together with the sales tax 
equivalent for each of these States needed 
to take away the same amount of purchasing 
power from their people. 


State 1966 Inflation | Sales Tax Equivalent 
Percent 
$311, 250,000 | 7.4 | General Sales. 
38, 500, 000 13.5 | Retail Sales.* 
177,500,000 | 5.5 | General sales. 
170,750,000 | 6.0 | General Sales. 
2, 832, 250,000 | 7.7 | General Sales. 
246, 250,000 | 7.4 | General Sales. 
458,750,000 | 11.7 | General Sales. 
79,000,000 | 11.0 | Retail Sales.* 
664,250,000 | 7.0 | General Sales. 
447,250,000 | 5.9 | General Sales. 
96,500,000 | 4.1 | General Sales. 
73,500,000 | 7.7 | General Sales. 
1,634, 250,000 | 8.5 | General Sales. 
653,500,000 | 4.6 | General Sales. 
349,250,000 | 6.1 | General Sales. 
274,750,000 | 7.2 | General Sales. 
304, 500,000 | 7.1 | General Sales. 
353,000,000 | 5.0 | General Sales. 
104,000,000 | 7.9 | Genearl Sales, 
505, 000,000 | 11.9 | General Sales. 
764,250,000 | 13.8 | General Sales, 
Michigan . 170,250,000 | 7.1 | General Sales, 
Minnesota. 445,500,000 | 9.8 | Retail Sales.“ 
Mississi 176,750,000 | 5.1 | General Sales, 
Missouri 556, 500,000 | 6,8 | General Sales, 
Montana 79,500,000 | 8.2 | Ret»il Sales.“ 
Nebraska --| 174,250,000 | 8.3 Retail Sales.* 
Nevada 65,500,000 | 5.5 | General Sales. 
New Hampshire.. 81,500,000 | 9.2 | Retail Sales.“ 
New Jersey 1,022, 250,000 | 11.2 | Retail Sales.“ 
New Mexico 102,250,000 | 4.5 | General Sales, 
2,757, 750, 000 | 18,4 | General Sales. 
485,000,000 | 7.7 | General Sales. 
67,500,000 | 6.4 | General Sales. 
1, 354, 250, 000 | 11.4 | General Sales. 
262,000,000 | 7.0 | General Sales. 
249,250,000 | 9.3 | Retail Sales.“ 
1. 483, 750,000 | 12.3 | General Sales. 
116, 000,000 | 10.1 | General Sales. 
227,500,000 | 6.4 | General Sales, 
Foust 69,500,000 | 7.7 | General Sales. 
--|. 370,500,000 | 6.2 | General Sales. 
1, 172,000,000 | 9.7 | General Sales. 
--| 109,250,000 | 6.0 | General Sales. 
e 45,500,000 | 8.5 | Retail Sales.“ 
504, 750,000 | 10.5 | Retail Sales.* 
424,250,000 | 4.6 | General Sales. 
170,750,000 | 4,2 | General Sales. 
530, 000,000 | 17.2 | General Sales, 
38,250,000 | 5.1 | General Sales. 


*Percentages for these 10 States are based on assumption of 
a simple retail sales tax on Lumber, Building Materials, Hard- 
ware and Farm Equipment Dealers; General Merchandise 
Group Stores; Food Stores; Automotive Dealers; Gasoline Serv- 
ice Stations; Apparel and 3 urniture, Home 
Furnishings and Equipment Stores; Eating and Drinking Places; 
Drug Stores; Proprietary Stores; Other Retail Stores; and Non- 
store Retailers. 
Source: 
(1) 1966 Inflation 


This was obtained from the January 1967 Economic Indicators 
Joint Economic Committee, p. 2. ‘Total gross national product 
in 1958 prices“ for 1965 was subtracted from Total gross 
national product in 1958 prices“ for 1966. This remainder was 
subtracted from the difference between “Total gross national 
1 for 1965 and (Total gross national product“ for 1966. 

he remainder, $25 billion, represents inflation for the United 
States for 1966, expressed in dollars. 

To assign each of the fifty States its appropriate share of this 
inflation, the Survey of Current Business, Apri 1967, was used. 
Page 12, table 1, contains ‘‘Total Personal Income, by States 
and Regions.” Personal income for the United States was divided 
into each State total which gave each State a percentage, in 
most cases three significant figures, which represents State 
share of Total National Personal Income. This percentage was 
then multiplied by $25 billion. The total appears under the title, 
1966 Inflation, 

The State percentages of National Personal Income are: 
Rhode Island .464%, Connecticut 1.835%, New York 11.031%, 
New Jersey 2095 00 Pennsylvania 5.9. 
Maryland 2.020%, District of Columbia 556%, Michigan 4.681%, 
Ohio 5.417%, Indiana 2.614%, Illinois 8. 

2.120%, Minnesota 1.782%, lowa 1.397%, Misso 
akota 270%, South Dakota .278%, Nebraska .697%, 


1.218%, 
Carolina .910%, Gi 4 
Louisiana 1.412%, Arkansas 683%, 


eor; 
1.245%, Mississippi .70 

klahoma 1.048%, Texas 3 New Mexico .409%, Arizona 
«710%, Montana 318%, Idaho .294%, Wyoming .153%, Colorado 
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985%, Utah .437%, Washington 1.697%, Oregon 997%, Nevada 
"262%, Se 11 329% Alaska 1540, Hawail .386%, 
Maine 28 New Hampshire . 326%, Vermont . 182%, Massa- 
chusetts 3.057%. 


(2) New Taxes Needed to Recoup 1966 Loss From Inflation 


This was obtained, in cases where State sales and use taxes 
are in existence, from State Tax Collections in 1966, U.S. 
Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Government 
Finances, GF No. 8. Additional State taxes needed to recoup 
money lost through inflation in 1966 were determined as follows: 
“State General Sales Tax Rate“ multiplied by Inflation in 
1966" was divided by State General Sales Tax Collections for 
1966" for each of the fifty States. In each case, this gave the 
additional tax necessary to recoup money lost —— W inflation. 
For the ten States which had no Sales, Selective Sales, Gross 
Receipts or Use Taxes as of June 30, 1966, a generalization was 
made based on information from the Statistical Abstract of the 
United States for 1966. Page 818 of the Abstract lists sales for 
“Retail Trade Establishments by State“ for the eleven roups 
of retail trades utilized, Dividing 1965 Inflation“ for each State 
by Retail Sales gave the percentage tax rate which would be 
ni ry, if imposed on retail sales, to raise the dollar amount 
of inflation incurred by that State in 1966. 
(3) Accuracy 
Unfortunately, a substantial internal error is possible due to 
the law of significant figures. When added up, State percentages 
of Total U.S. Personal Income equal 99.957 percent. The error, 
in other words, is .00043, well within tolerable standards, if not 
multiplied by 25,000,000,000. So the total of the 50 individual 
State inflation dollar totals, as one ny — guess, does not equal 
$25 billion. Instead, it equals $24.989 billion, an error of 
10,850,000. As a general guide, therefore, this chart has value 
in illustrating simply and easily the awesome scope of inflation, 
State by State across the Nation. It is courting embarrassment, 
however, to use the dollar values for inflation as an accurate 
uide since in all but two cases—New York and California— 
the products are accurate only to four significant figures at best. 


Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I hope 
that, in light of these figures obtained 
from Federal Government statistics, the 
public will understand that when ad- 
ministration spokesmen speak of “the 
danger of inflation,” they ought to be 
speaking of the danger of more serious 
inflation.” 

The people should know that, by its 
deeds, the consensus of the Democratic 
Party believes in having the Federal 
Government spend billions of dollars 
more than our revenue; and that, 
whether those in control of Congress 
like it or not, this lays the foundation for 
inflation. I do not say there is a precise 
correlation between deficit spending and 
inflation; but the table showing the drop 
in the purchasing power of our dollar 
and the budget deficits clearly shows 
there is a correlation. 

The Congress simply must act to re- 
duce domestic spending and enact a tax 
increase, if needed to balance the budget. 
But it will not do to simply have a tax 
increase. Sacrifice is a two-way street, 
and where sacrifice is needed for the war 
in Vietnam, the Johnson administra- 
tion’s domestic programs must share 
that sacrifice. 


PROBLEM OF CAMPAIGN FINANCING 
CONFRONTS CONGRESS WITH 
MANY POSSIBLE ALTERNATIVES 


Mr. METCALF, Mr. President, Con- 
gress is still grappling with the vexing 
problem of campaign financing. It is a 
problem which evades any simple, easy 
answer. Yet it is a problem which begs 
for an answer. Campaign costs are sky- 
rocketing. 

Even in sparsely populated States like 
Montana, the costs are rising for travel, 
for printing, for newspaper, radio, and 
TV advertising. 

The presidential campaign fund is an 
attempt to meet some of these costs. But 
the question of how to meet the costs of 
congressional campaigns has been put on 
our doorstep for us to resolve. 

I have proposed a simple voucher plan 
which would enable every taxpayer to 
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exercise an option of giving or not giv- 
ing his voucher, worth $1, to the Federal 
candidate of his choice. Such plan, I feel 
certain, would provide a broad base of 
financial support for candidates, while 
still maintaining individual freedom of 
choice. 

In 1962, the United Auto Workers sub- 
mitted a detailed proposal for a tax credit 
which contains some approaches still 
pertinent, even though it refers to legis- 
lation which is no longer before Congress. 
The UAW brief contains some excellent 
summaries of various approaches which 
will be useful to students of campaign 
financing if we are to understand the 
several alternatives to a proper system 
of campaign financing consistent with 
our tradition of political freedom. 

Mr. President, the costs of modern 
campaigns are staggering. Experts have 
estimated that nearly $200 million at all 
levels of government was spent in the 
last presidential election year. This is 
more than $1 per citizen, and over $3 
per voter. These costs go up each year. 
Congress cannot ignore much longer the 
urgency for doing something consistent 
with our traditions of government re- 
sponsibility and individual liberty. 

The New York Times on June 20, 1967, 
carried an editorial, Campaign Finance 
Dilemma,” which summarizes the vari- 
ous proposals now before Congress, and 
indicates the necessity for Congress to 
act promptly and wisely. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 1962 
UAW brief to the Presidential Commis- 
sion on Campaign Costs and the New 
York Times editorial on campaign fi- 
nancing be printed in the Recorp. 

There being no objection, the brief 
and editorial were ordered to be printed 
in the Recorp, as follows: 

THE UAW PROGRAM FoR CLEAN AND RESPON- 
SIBLE FINANCING OF FEDERAL ELECTIONS 
(Presented to the President’s Commission on 

Campaign Costs by Walter P. Reuther, 

President, United Automobile, Aircraft and 

Agricultural Implement Workers of Amer- 

ica (UAW), Feb. 11, 1962) 

A DIGEST OF THE UAW NINE-POINT PROGRAM 
FOR CLEAN FEDERAL ELECTIONS 

1. Limit contributions to any Federal elec- 
tion to $10 per qualified voter per year. 

2. Provide an immediate tax credit up to 
$10 in any one year for 90% of the taxpay- 
er’s contributions to Federal elections. 

3. Allow qualified candidates free TV and 
radio time. 

4. Allow qualified candidates one free 
mailing. 

5. Provide a limited Federal subsidy for 
qualified candidates. 

6. Protect the rights of minor parties to 
fair participation in the program. 

7. Require that every candidate designate 
a fiscal agent, with sole authority to solicit 
and accept contributions, and to authorize 
and report expenditures. 

8. Strengthen reporting provisions. 

9. Establish a non-partisan, fact-finding 
body, to investigate alleged violations, and 
to report them to the appropriate enforce- 
ment agency for prompt action. 

FOREWORD 

From the months before the primaries or 
nominating conventions to the closing of 
the polls on Election Day lies a no-man’s- 
land that each candidate has to cross, When 
the candidate gets to the other side, will he 
still be standing on his own feet—or will he 
be in someone else’s pocket? 
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President Kennedy, in his first year in of- 
fice, made clear that he considered campaign 
costs the biggest single question in Ameri- 
can politics. On October 4, 1961, he an- 
nounced the establishment of a bipartisan 
commission to study campaign costs. As the 
President said at that time, for candidates 
to depend on “large financial contributions 
of those with special interest is highly un- 
desirable, especially in these days when the 
public interest requires basic decisions so 
essential to our national security and 
survival.” 

In a word, it’s become a question of ballot 
democracy vs. wallet democracy. Under bal- 
lot democracy—the kind you learn about in 
the high school civics class—each voter has 
one vote, Under wallet democracy, men with 
special and powerful interests cast money 
votes above and beyond the call and limits 
of civic duty, They multiply the single votes 
that are rightfully theirs by a deft placing of 
big campaign contributions that the ordi- 
nary citizen just can't match. 

After election day, the lobbyist takes over 
where the big contributor left off. The con- 
tributor was the angel who put the show 
on the road. The lobbyist is the prompter 
who reminds the elected candidate that he 
has a role to play. 

This is Government by Insiders. It is a 
process that can strangle political freedom 
and ballot-box equality in the looping purse- 
strings of Big Money. 

Only the most flagrant examples of wallet 
democracy come to the surface; most of them 
go unpublicized. In 1956, for example, two 
oil company lawyers tried to give Senator 
Francis Case a reward of $2,500 for his ex- 
pected vote in favor of the natural gas bill. 
The two lawyers were simply trying to pour 
a little money on democracy’s waters. It 
wasn't a novel approach; it just looked bad 
because they were caught with their wallets 
unzippered. The rash of righteous indigna- 
tion which broke out in Washington resulted 
in the death, or at least the suspended ani- 
mation, of the pending gas bill. 

Two years later, when the natural gas bill 
was revived, it went down for a second time, 
drowning under the latest wave of indigna- 
tion which swept the shores of Capitol Hill. 
The undercurrent which submerged the bill 
this time was the result of an ill-fated $100- 
a-plate dinner which Texas Republicans 
threw in honor of Joe Martin, the former 
Speaker of the House, The invitations pointed 
out that Mr. Martin had always been a friend 
of the oil and gas producing industries, as 
evidenced by his success in rounding up % 
of his party in the House behind industry- 
favored legislation, and noted that he would, 
in effect, be called on soon to give new evi- 
dence of this “friendship”. The Democrats 
raised the hue-and-cry; the Republican na- 
tional committee, and eventually the Re- 
publican Senate and House campaign com- 
mittees, succumbed, and refused to accept 
any of the $100,000 profits from the dinner. 
But the truth was out, and the natural gas 
bill went down again. 

The amount of money it takes to run a 
campaign today is an open invitation to 
wallet democracy. In 1956, while total re- 
ported campaign costs were 829,260,068, 
actual total political costs at all levels were 
estimated at $155,000,0002 Similarly, 1960 
reported campaign costs totaled $32,896,322,4 
but it has been estimated variously that both 
parties spent a total of 8100, 000,000 , and 


1The New York Times, February 12, 1958. 

2 Congressional Quarterly, Weekly Report 
No. 26, June 30, 1961 (Part II), inside front 
cover. 

*The Brookings Institution, The Presiden- 
tial Election and Transition 1960-1961, 118. 
*Congressional Quarterly, supra note 2. 

Senator Thruston B. Morton, then the 
Republican National Chairman, as reported 
in the New York Times, October 5, 1961. 
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$175,000,000.° The special interests and pres- 
sures behind these figures threaten the in- 
tegrity of our political system. 

Campaign contributions to this massive 
extent not only tend to shackle the recipient 
once in office, but may even provide a cover 
for outright bribery. A recent report as- 
suming that campaign contributions ac- 
tually contain hidden pay-offs appeared in 
the Washington Post and Times-Herald in 
a story dealing with the attempts of the 
Justice Department to uncover the recipients 
of an alleged $600,000 slush fund of Bernard 
Goldfine In a discussion of accusations 
made by Goldfine and his secretary against 
various public officials, the report stated 
“One Justice Department lawyer pointed out 
that even if both of them said Goldfine paid 
off a particular official, a criminal case would 
not be forthcoming immediately. The pay- 
off would have to be for something illegal. 
A politician, for example, could explain gifts 
from Goldfine in election years as campaign 
contributions.” 8 

As President Kennedy has said, “(We 
must) try to work out some other way of 
raising funds for these Presidential cam- 
paigns, because there isn’t any doubt that 
people give. . . under the expectation that 
they should or it’s expected of them 
We are grateful to the President for his ef- 
forts to meet this grave threat to ballot 
democracy. 

One possible answer is Federal subsidies. 
The President has himself suggested that 
“as long as we can’t get broader participa- 
tion, I think it ought to be done through 
the National Government.” 1° The UAW sup- 
ports the principle of Federal subsidies in 
Federal elections, but we believe these subsi- 
dies should only be one part of an overall 
program to relieve existing pressures. The 
UAW believes that the National Government 
cannot and should not do the whole job. 
Rather, a combination of measures, dis- 
cussed in this statement, is needed to do 
the whole job. The combination, to be suc- 
cessful, must recognize both the corrupting 
influence of large contributions and the need 
for alternative means of sustaining the very 
large expenses of Federal campaigns—not 
only through Federal subsidy but also 
through small contributions by a vast num- 
ber of average citizens. 

Mr. Dooley pointed out more than half a 
century ago that there was a law “against 
voting the cemeteries” to win elections, but 
the ingenuity of modern advertising has 
ushered in a new type of corruption—voting 
the billfolds. Electronics now brings the 
overwhelming pressures of high-octane huck- 
stering into the living room, The real voting 
in any election takes place in the mind of 
the voter before he ever steps into the booth 
on election day. The huckster knows this. 
He knows that an election can be swung 
through brain-washing before the polls open 
on election day—just as long as there is 
enough money for the brain-washing. 

The huckster’s idea is to turn the Ameri- 
can voter into a captive audience, to com- 
mand the channels that present candidates 
and issues, to merchandise both candidates 
and issues as he merchandises mouth wash 
and cigarettes. 

It costs money to command the channels— 
television, radio, newspapers, magazines. La- 
bor unions cannot utilize union dues for 
political contributions to help candidates 
command the channels; they only solicit 
voluntary small contributions from individ- 
ual members. Corporations cannot utilize 
corporate funds for political contributions 
either; but many executives and wealthy 
families do get around the Corrupt Practices 


The Brookings Institution, supra note 3. 
7 December 11, 1961. 

8 Emphasis added. 

° The New York Times, May 6, 1961. 

10 Ibid. 
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Act by repeated contributions of $5,000 to 
different candidates and different committees, 
by padding expense accounts and by applying 
the subtle pressures of business to get con- 
tributions," 

Organized labor, contrary to massive prop- 
aganda, cannot begin to match the money 
that finds its way out of corporation treas- 
uries into the campaign funds of pro-busi- 
ness candidates. Labor has to depend on in- 
dividual, voluntary contributions from mem- 
bers, and the usual sum asked and given is 
$1.00. 

In the Presidential campaign of 1956, just 
12 families spent $1,153,735 more than the 
total contributions from 15 million trade 
unionists, according to the Senate Elections 
Subcommittee. 

In the Presidential elections of 1960, all 
labor groups together managed to collect 
$2,154,244 in small voluntary contributions 
from among 16 or 17 million workers. But 
just 334 wealthy individuals parted with 
$2,709,294 in individual contributions of 
$5,000 or more—i and ½ times as much 
as the entire labor movement. 

“Dinner with Ike” and the 1960 “Campaign 
Dinner” netted the Republicans slightly over 
3 million dollars for approximately 121% % 
of the total reported national receipts.“ But 
16 or 17 million organized workers and their 
families, representing a major segment of 
the total voting population, contributed less 
than 9% of all campaign funds. 

The disparity is much greater than even 
the reported figures show, Even assuming 
the most complete disclosure required by the 
Corrupt Practices Act, the figures reported 
for contributions and expenditures are com- 
monly assumed to represent only a small 
percentage of the actual amounts involved. 

Congressional Quarterly states the situa- 
tion aptly: 

“The reported figures should be viewed 

with considerable skepticism because of the 
serious gaps which exist in the reporting re- 
quirements of the Corrupt Practices Act of 
1925 . . . The Corrupt Practices Act does not 
require . . any reports of contributions or 
expenditures in either Presidential or Con- 
gressional primary campaigns, or in connec- 
tion with a party’s Presidential nomination— 
even though these efforts involve millions of 
dollars of expenses. Nor does the Act require 
reports of political committees, as long as 
they confine their activities to a single state 
and are not subsidiaries of national political 
committees. Committees working within a 
single state in behalf of any Senate or House 
candidate are not required to report—even 
though the great bulk of Congressional cam- 
paign expenditures are made by such Com- 
mittees.” 
These gaps in the reporting requirements, 
together with the admittedly widespread 
eyasions of even the minimal actual report- 
ing requirements, account for the fact that 
the total reported cost of $32,896,322 for the 
1960 election campaign represents only a 
fraction of the $175 million which it has been 
estimated was actually spent in that cam- 
paign.: 

Those who pay the piper—business groups 
dominating campaign financing—expect to 
call the tune. At their most demanding, they 
expect outright support of their special in- 
terests. At their most understanding, they 
will expect “sympathetic consideration” of 
their special viewpoints. In either case, de- 
mocracy loses. 

In this game of big-time, big-money poli- 
tics, the voter is up in the bleachers miles 
from the plate. And there isn’t any use com- 


u See Fortune, May 1956, infra, note 24. 
See also Hearings on S. 636, 84th Cong., Ist 
Sess. at 306. 

12 Gross proceeds of the four national Dem- 
ocratic dinners in 1960 were about $1.1 mil- 
lion. 

The Brookings Institution, supra, note 3. 
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plaining about the lobbyist who takes ad- 
vantage of the fact that the legislator has 
received sorely-needed help from the lobby- 
ist’s clients. If ballot democracy were func- 
tioning as it should, if candidates were able 
to stand on their own feet before election 
and didn’t need the Big Money to get to the 
people, they'd be able to stand on their own 
feet after the election. 

If the campaign contributor is Mr, Big of 
Inferior Oil, then the candidate is under 
pressure to “sympathize” with Mr. Big. If 
the contributor, however, is Joe Smith, then 
the candidate will be free to look at matters 
from the standpoint of what’s good for Joe 
Smith. Moreover, if Joe Smith is the contrib- 
utor, he will want his dollar's worth of de- 
mocracy. He will be more interested, because 
he will be in the game, not in the bleachers. 
He will have a sense of equility, of belonging. 
His vote will be as good as the next man’s. 

Concern with campaign costs is nothing 
new; it goes all the way back to ancient days 
when candidates gave huge banquets and 
dinners to influence the Athenian voters. In 
our country, the first real push for control 
of campaign costs came after the 1904 elec- 
tions in which Alton B. Parker charged that 
Theodore Roosevelt was being subsidized by 
corporate contributions made with the hope 
of Government favors. Soon after that, Perry 
Belmont, Chairman of the New York Demo- 
cratic State Committee, organized the Na- 
tional Campaign Publicity Association, in 
which Charles Evans Hughes, William Jen- 
nings Bryan, President Eliot of Harvard, and 
Samuel Gompers were prominent. From that 
time to this, we have had discussion, dissen- 
sion, proposed legislation and plans for con- 
trolling Federal election contributions and 
expenditures. Much has been said; little or 
nothing has been done. 

The “clean elections” bill that eked its way 
out of the Senate and into the House last 
September, is surely no solution to the prob- 
lem of campaign costs. S. 2426 and its com- 
panion H.R. 9255 fail to go to the quick of 
the matter, They fail to prescribe any real 
limit on campaign contributions or expendi- 
tures. Their reporting requirements on con- 
tributions and expenditures are inadequate 
and represent a step backward from existing 
law. Their suggested tax credit for individual 
political contributions is inadequate. The 
bills even constitute a threat to independent 
political action by giving discriminatory ad- 
vantages to regular party organizations. Both 
bills represent a show of virtue, but they 
offer a shadow play of reform, not the real 
thing. (See Appendix). 

In contrast to the bills presently under 
consideration by the Congress, the UAW pro- 
posal is a package composed of what we be- 
lieve to be the best elements of the plans of 
the past, together with vitally-important ad- 
ditions and refinements necessary to make 
the package workable and effective. In our 
opinion, this package offers the best prospect 
yet devised for enforcing the healthy demo- 
cratic principle of one citizen, one vote; for 
it puts a one-vote limit in the financial field 
as well. We submit our program for clean 
elections in the belief that it will meet the 
problem of campaign costs without jeopard- 
izing essential political liberties. 

1. Ten dollar limit on contributions. The 
UAW proposal knocks out the large con- 
tributor. Every contribution to a Federal 
election would be limited to $10 a year for 
each qualified voter. Our principle is simple: 
Dollars from many; no more than ten from 
any. 

In each year of Senatorial and Congres- 
sional campaigns, each contributor could 
give up to $10 to one Congressional cam- 
ree and up to $10 to one Senatorial cam- 


gn. 

In a Presidential election year, a contrib- 
utor could give up to $10 to that campaign. 
Another $10 would be permitted each year 
to the voter’s political party or to an inde- 
pendent political committee. 
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The ceiling would thus amount to $40 in 
Presidential years, $30 in Congressional elec- 
tion years, and $10 in off-years. And there 
would be no duplications. If the $10 were 
given directly to a candidate, another $10 
could not go to a political committee sup- 
porting the candidate. 

The $10 limit is the core of the UAW pro- 
gram. But the other provisions are equally 
important for they alone can make the $10 
limit workable by ensuring the participation 
of the Federal Government and of millions 
of citizens in financing campaign costs. 

2. Tax Credit. To encourage millions of 
small contributions, we propose a 90% tax 
credit up to $10 a year immediately available 
to the contributor. 

8. TV and Radio. A major item in cam- 
paign costs would be reduced by making 
mandatory and broadening the free TV and 
radio time so successfully accorded the polit- 
ical parties in the last campaign. This would 
bring American practice abreast of accepted 
procedure in such countries as England 
and Canada. 

4. Free Mailing. Each candidate would be 
offered one free mailing to every voter in his 
constituency. 

5. Federal Subsidy. In addition to providing 
a free mailing and free TV and radio time, 
we recommend a limited subsidy to candi- 
dates for Federal office—to be used for adver- 
tising, TV, radio, and other “visible” ex- 
penditures. This would supplement the small 
contributions and would liberate all candi- 
dates from the pressure of commitments to 
vested interests by assuring them access to 
at least the minimum essentials in today’s 
high-powered campaigns. 

6. Minority Parties. Provision should be 
made for qualified minority parties to share 
in these privileges. 

7. Fiscal Agent. Every candidate would 
name a fiscal agent who would have sole au- 
thority to solicit and accept contributions, 
This assurance of centralized responsibility 
has proved itself over the years in England. 

8. Reporting. Stringent reporting provi- 
sions would be mandatory, and contain real 
enforcement machinery. 

9. Fact-finding Body. The UAW plan urges 
creation of a nonpartisan investigating body, 
fact-finding in function, to investigate al- 
leged violations and report them to Congress 
and the Department of Justice. 

The UAW program eliminates any direct 
regulation of expenditures. It concentrates 
on contributions. Expenditures for the most 
part would be self-controlling in view of the 
fact that only small sums from many con- 
tributors, together with the amounts to be 
provided by the Federal Government, would 
be available to candidates. None of this 
money would have a special interest axe to 
grind and no candidate would feel under 
obligation for such small contributions. The 
UAW believes that this program, which com- 
bines stringent reporting provisions with as- 
surances that large contributions will be 
easily noticed, will produce for the first time 
an enforceable limit on campaign contribu- 
tions. 

The UAW proposal does not seek to limit 
expenditures by anybody wanting to express 
his own views on candidates or issues. If Joe 
Smith, or Henry Ford, wants to speak his 
mind under his own name and auspices, he 
has, in the opinion of the UAW, that Consti- 
tutional right. The UAW plan is aimed at 
Big Money going to candidates from the 
king-makers on the sidelines and in the 
wings. It seeks to encourage the interest, 
participation and small contribution of the 
average voter, and to give every candidate a 
fighting chance by having the Federal Gov- 
ernment make available a minimum amount 
of funds for his campaign with no strings 
attached, 

George Gallup has estimated that 17 mil- 
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lion American families would be willing to 
give as much as $85 million in $5 contribu- 
tions.* Despite the obvious difficulties in- 
herent in any such mass collection, it is not 
unreasonable to assume that some such fig- 
ure might be gathered in contributions from 
$1 to $10 per individual, particularly under 
the tax credit arrangement proposed herein. 
As John L. McCaffrey, President of the Amer- 
ican Heritage Foundation recently an- 
nounced, “Millions of citizens now 
wish to contribute gifts of five to twenty dol- 
lars or more to the party of their choice— 
money with no strings attached.“ Mr. Me- 
Caffrey added “. . . it should no longer be 
necessary for political candidates to con- 
tinue the unhealthy practice of soliciting 
large gifts from vested interests.“ Or, as 
George Gallup put it, the parties have a real 
opportunity to change from the present sys- 
tem of contributions from rich men who may 
be looking for favors in return, to one where 
a substantial number of voters would each 
chip in a small sum.“ 

The UAW program would thus appear to 
be workable. It is also flexible. It should be 
tried and amended as experience warrants. A 
vast number of contributions from indi- 
viduals might reduce the need for the free 
mailing or permit the lowering of the Federal 
contribution. It would bring the voter and 
the candidate closer together. It would help 
to deflate the lobbyist to his proper stature. 
It would help to take legislation out of the 
wings and corridors and expose it to the full, 
clear light of public scrutiny. It would help 
us to live up to the wholesome and necessary 
democratic principle: one citizen, one vote. 

We turn now to a more detailed examina- 
tion of the need for reform in our campaign 
practices, to the various proposals for such 
reform and to the specifics of the UAW pro- 
gram for clean Federal elections. 


I. THE NEED FOR REFORM 


(a) The disproportionate weight of business 
contributions in Federal elections 


Contributions to political campaigns by 
corporations are prohibited by law, the same 
law which prohibits contributions by labor 
unions (18 U.S.C. § 610). But nothing in the 
law, as interpreted in practice, prohibits 
individual contributions in amounts up to 
$5,000 by corporate executives and their 
agents from being repeated again and again 
by payments to different candidates and to 
different committees for the same candidate. 
It is this practice which explains the fact 
that while individual gifts totaling well over 
$5,000 in any one year may cause some raised 
eyebrows, they are unquestionably within the 
present law. In this manner, Jack J. Drey- 
fus, Jr., a New York investment broker, to- 
gether with his wife, gave reported gifts to- 
taling $42,000 to the Republican party in 
1960; 18 and Bart Lytton, a Los Angeles bank- 
er, and his wife, gave $29,500 to the Demo- 
crats in that same year.” These contributions, 
although the largest reported for 1960, are 
only illustrative of the hundreds which ex- 
ceeded and violated the spirit, although not 
the letter, of the law. And, of course, re- 


„Washington Post and Times-Herald, Sep- 
tember 12, 1956. 

1 Id., December 11, 1961. 

1 American Heritage Foundation, Press Re- 
lease, December 11, 1961. 

1t Washington Post and Times-Herald, Jan- 
uary 10, 1956. 

18 Congressional Quarterly, Fact Sheet on 
Political Contributions, 2 (August 18, 1961). 

w Id. at 3. 

2 Congressional Quarterly, Press Release, 2, 
August 18, 1961. In 1956, the figures were 
even more startling. Heard, The Costs of 
Democracy, 137, reports that some $70,000 
was given to the Democrats by L. K, Christie 
in that year, and some $60,000, mostly to the 
Republicans, by E. L. Cord. 
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ported contributions represent only a small 
fraction of the actual donations. 

Heavy contributions of this nature by 
corporate executives acting in their per- 
sonal” capacities are not only encouraged 
by the political parties, but are aggressively 
solicited. In the 1960 campaign, for example, 
the New York Times reported “a new device 
to stimulate political campaign-giving by 
corporation directors,” the brainchild of 
Arthur A. Houghton, Jr., Chairman of the 
United Republican Finance Committee. Ac- 
cording to the Times, this was a letter to the 
president or board chairman of about 100 
large corporations with headquarters in New 
York City, suggesting that the directors be 
asked to sign over their fees for attending 
a board meeting tc Mr. Houghton’s Commit- 
tee.” 

“These fees,“ the Times continued, “vary 
in amount with different corporations. Some 
are as low as $50, and some as high as $500. 
The average runs close to $100.” 

Mr. Houghton “emphasized [that] the 
gifts would be made by the directors as 
individuals; they would not be contributions 
by the corporation, which would be illegal.” 22 

The $100 dinners sponsored by both parties 
are lucrative sources of contributions from 
corporations which would be prohibited by 
law from making direct contributions. It is 
common practice for “half a dozen vice presi- 
dents and other executives of a big... cor- 
poration [to] attend a succession of such 
dinners,” of course as individuals rather 
than in their corporate capacities, “and fre- 
quently with ‘guests’. [Accordingly,] if six 
executives of a company show up at a po- 
litical dinner, each with three ‘guests’, and 
turn in expense accounts for ‘business enter- 
tainment’, $2400 is transferred from the cor- 
poration to a political party by a single 
dinner.” “ This might be called “accepted 
illegality.” 

“Some corporations approach this business 
in a more sophisticated manner. They avoid 
the ‘expense voucher’ play by pegging the 
salaries of certain executives at figures 
which, by oral agreement, will take care of 
extensive entertaining, including a certain 
number of $100 dinners of both political 
parties. The ‘salary’ figure also takes into 
consideration additional income tax the 
executive will have to pay.” ™ 

Much of the big campaign money today 
comes from the oil and gas industry, which is 
repeating the historic attempts of the rail- 
roads in the nineteenth century and the 
power trust in the early part of this century 
to influence legislators. An analysis of the 
1960 campaign contributions of corporate 
officers who had contributed heavily in 1956 


zı See the discussion of actual as compared 
to reported contributions and expenditures 
by Congressional Quarterly, supra, note 2, 
at 8, 9. When these realities are taken into 
account, a figure of $70,000, such as that re- 
ported by L. K. Christie, in 1956 (see supra, 
note 20), and then reported by Dreyfus and 
Lytton in 1960, can more accurately be esti- 
mated at several times the reported amounts. 

*The New York Times, October 13, 1961. 

2 Id., October 30, 1961. 

™ Ibid. The methods used for getting 
around the law are many and devious. A 
little imagination can supply numerous per- 
mutations on those means already cited. 
Thus, How to Give Money to Politicians, 
Duncan Norton-Taylor, Fortune, May 1956, 
113, 238, amounts to an open confession in 
a business organ that “corporations just duck 
around” the law. “They cover up contribu- 
tions by listing them in various expense ac- 
counts. The boss’s secretary appears as the 
purchaser of blocks of tickets to $100-plate 
dinners. Executives contribute handsomely 
to campaign chests with the understanding 
that they will get their money back in 
bonuses,” 
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showed that some $164,000 was given by 
officials of the 29 largest oil companies in 
amounts of $500 or more. Of this total, 
$157,600 went to the Republicans, and $6,500 
to the Democrats.* It must not be forgotten 
that this money for multiple large campaign 
contributions is perhaps more available to 
the oil and gas industry than to any other 
American industry today because of deple- 
tion allowances and other loopholes which 
substantially cut taxes on oil and gas profits. 
But, from whatever industry it comes, there 
can be little doubt that business money with 
an axe to grind is a main reliance of Ameri- 
can candidates and American political 
parties. 

The participation of big business in cam- 
paign activities, despite the statutory pro- 
hibition on corporation contributions, is 
brought about in other covert ways. Officials 
of corporations contact corporate suppliers 
or customers * or, as in the automobile in- 
dustry, company dealers, and ask for con- 
tributions. The subtle pressure of these re- 
quests is increased by the fact that they are 
sometimes made on the stationery of the 
head of the corporation” and is not ma- 
terlally diminished by the fact that corpo- 
rate officials claim to be acting in a personal 
capacity. Indeed, corporate employees them- 
selves are subject to pressures which could 
not, by any stretch of the imagination, be 
considered subtle. Alexander Heard in his 
book, The Costs of Democracy, * cites, as an 
example, a report of a letter sent in 1956 by 
Jack Warner, head of Warner Brothers mo- 
tion pictures, soliciting funds from employ- 
ees. The letter read in part: Please make 
your check payable to the United Republican 
Finance Committee and send same to my 
office. Many thanks for your early attention.” 

These large corporate“ contributions can- 
not be separated from the contributions of 
wealthy families. It is typical of many cam- 
paigns that wealthy families like the Pews, 
the Mellons, the DuPonts, the Rockefellers 
and the Dreyfuses contribute $100,000 or 
more,” and often considerably more. In 1956, 
for example, the DuPonts alone gave $250,- 
000.” And in the 1960 Presidential year, the 
Rockefellers, alone, contributed over 
$91,000." There can be no real doubt that 
the aggregate contributions of a few im- 


* Committee on Political Education, AFI 
CIO, Report on Political Campaign Contribu- 
tions and Elections, 19-21, October, 1961. 

æ Hearings on S. 636, 84th Cong., Ist Sess., 
at 306. 

* The Washington Daily News, March 13, 
1956. 

* At 110. 

Report of the U.S. Senate Subcommittee 
on Privileges and Elections (Gore Commit- 
tee) (Washington, 1957) pp. 65-67. 

0 Heard, supra, note 20, at 137. 

u The exact figure was $91,875 ($90,875 
went to the Republicans, and $1,000 to the 
Democrats. .. presumably as a safety valve). 
Other notable “family contributions” in 1960 
included: 


All of these, the largest “family contribu- 
tions” found in a spot-check made by Con- 
gressional Quarterly, were (with the excep- 
tion of the Rockefeller $1,000, noted above), 
made exclusively to the Republican cause. 
Some fascinating evidences of the continu- 
ing affinity of the Big Money for the Republi- 
cans are gleaned from an analysis of CQ's 
tabulations. For example, while the Demo- 
crats did have their share of large contribu- 
tors among the 18 families cited, their total 
contributions amounted to only $73,500, as 
compared to the $536,725 given to the Re- 
publicans. This disparity is made even great- 
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mensely rich families have been a long stand- 
ing source of major campaign funds for both 
parties—and especially for the Republicans. 

Big business contributions are only a part 
of the problem. A study made under the 
supervision of the University of North Caro- 
lina indicates that of the approximately 
$150,000,000, which was spent in the 1952 
campaign, a considerable part came from 
under-the-table spending by illicit groups.™ 
Protection money from gamblers and rack- 
eteers has long helped to fill coffers “ and 
the Kefauver Crime Hearings indicated that 
this is a continuing practice 

One of the most frightening elements in 
this picture of the corrupting influence of 
Big Money is the relatively high percentage 
of the total contributions in recent cam- 
paigns which consisted of contributions of 
$5,000 or more. These amounts are obviously 
not within the mears of low or even middle 
income groups. They must come from the 
very wealthy. In 1960, 334 contributors of 
$5,000 or more to national campaigns ac- 
counted for 10% of all receipts.* (Of these, 
95 persons gave $10,000 or more, accounting 
for a total of $1,558,609, or more than 5% of 
the total receipts.” Similarly, in the 1956 
campaign, there were 259 donors to both 
parties who contributed $5,000 or more. 
But it is not necessary to limit the analysis 
of large contributions to those at the $5,000 
level in order to see the influence of big 
money on our political campaigns. Even at 
the $500 level, a sum still far beyond the 
reach of the average citizen, the figures give 
dramatic evidence of the disproportionate 
strength of the big money in national politics. 
According to reports filed with the Clerk of 
the House of Representatives 5183 different 
individuals contributed $500 or more to 1960 
national campaign committees for a total 
of $7,837,238 or 1⁄4 of the total reported gross 
receipts. 

(b) Labor contributions contrasted with 

management contributions 


We have just seen the role of big business 
and management contributions in creating 
the problem of potential corruption and un- 
healthy influence in Federal elections. Claims 


er when it is noted that of the 6 (out of 18) 
families which did give to the Democrats at 
all, 3 (the Harrimans, Lehmans and Rocke- 
fellers) gave substantially more to the Re- 
publicans. In point of fact then, there were 
only 3 (out of 18) large “family contribu- 
tions” made to the Democratic Party which 
were not effectively negated by significantly 
large gifts made to the Republicans. These 
3 brave holdouts, who concentrated their ef- 
forts on the Democrats, were the Lyttons, 
who gave $27,000, the Factors, $20,000, and 
the Pratts who gave $10,000 (and another 
810, 0 to miscellaneous committees and or- 
ganizations). Congressional Quarterly, supra, 
note 2, at 1109. 

32 Ibid. 

Washington Post and Times-Herald, 
February 20, 1956 (column by the Alsops 
entitled Pandora Gore”). 

“ Overacker, Money in Elections, 105-6. 

* See VII Congressional Quarterly Alma- 
nac, 349, containing a summary of the in- 
terim report of the Kefauver Crime Investi- 
gating Committee. 

According to Congressional Quarterly, 
supra, note 2, at 1057, reported contributions 
totaled $24,172,857. Congressional Quarterly, 
Fact Sheet on Political Contributions, supra, 
note 18, at 1, puts total contributions of 
$5,000 or more at $2,709,294. 

* The Brookings Institution, supra, note 
8, at 135. 

Heard, supra, note 20, at 57. 

0 Congressional Quarterly, supra, note 18, 
at 2, $5,142,037 of this total went to the Re- 
publicans, $2,509,918 to the Democrats, and 
$183,283 to miscellaneous groups. 
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are sometimes made that large contributions 
by labor groups have an equally unhealthy 
influence. The figures do not support the 
claims. 

Let us start with the Presidential elections 
in 1960. Party groups both Republicans and 
Democrats, reported total contributions of 
about $29 million.“ Sixty labor groups col- 
lected $2,154,244 “ in voluntary contributions 
from among their 16 or 17 million workers. 
This figure is substantially less than the 
$2,709,294 which came from just 334 wealthy 
people in amounts of $5,000 or more.* Since 
labor contributions are solicited individually 
and voluntarily on the basis of $1.00 per per- 
son, we can estimate that nearly 2,100,000 
workers contributed to make up a sum con- 
siderably less than that given by 334 wealthy 
contributors. If, instead of restricting our 
comparison to the $5,000 figure, we look at 
the $7,837,238 contributed in sums of $500 or 
more by 5,183 individuals, we get an even 

contrast; these wealthy individuals 
gave almost four times as much as two mil- 
lion workers. In other words, the average 
“500-or-more” donor gave some 1500 times 
as much as the average labor donor. 

The figures for 1956 and 1952 are equally 
significant and indicate that the relative 
roles of business and labor in political cam- 
paigns are fairly constant. In 1956, for ex- 
ample, the total reported contributions were 
$22,000,000; of this amount, 43 labor groups 
contributed $1,700,000. And in 1952, of a total 
of $16,000,000 received, 35 labor groups con- 
tributed $2,000,000. In each instance, again, 
we have the contrast between 2,000,000 work- 
ers, each contributing a dollar, and business 
contributions to both party organizations, in 
amounts of $500 or more, providing any- 
where from 55% to 70% of the total receipts. 

While the gap is narrowing, so that the 
percentage of total gifts received from rela- 
tively small contributors is now holding its 
own with that of large contributions, the 
basic problem remains. Moreover, business 
groups enjoy tremendous political advantage 
by the use of corporate funds to affect pub- 
lic opinion through the back door. In 1950, 
General Motors Corporation revealed that it 
had given $4,500,000 between 1947 and 1950 
to tax exempt propaganda groups and trade 
associations.“ The four-and-one-half-mil- 
lion-dollar-expenditures by this one corpora- 
tion must be multiplied 100-fold to include 
expenditures by thousands of other corpora- 
tions. In view of these revealing figures it 
can be fairly said that labor contributions 
and expenditures in the field of Federal elec- 
tions are puny indeed when compared with 
those of management. 

No one can adequately document or even 
estimate the persuasive effects of Big Money 
on our public officials. Those who are experi- 
enced in political campaigns make these 
points: candidates must constantly think of 


We deal with labor’s contributions to 
political campaigns for several reasons. La- 
bor’s role is, of course, of major concern to 
our union. Additionally, and as part of this 
concern, we feel obliged to present the facts 
which refute the exaggerated claims which 
have been made concerning that role, and 
the extent of labor’s finanical influence. But 
perhaps the most important reason for 
focusing our attention on labor’s contribu- 
tions is that these data provide the best 
available index of present contributing 
habits of the ordinary American citizen. 

“Congressional Quarterly, supra, note 2, 
at 157. 

4 Id., inside front cover. 

Supra, note 36. 

Supra, note 2. 

See Congressional Quarterly, Press Re- 
lease, supra, note 20, at 1. 

“See HR. Rept. No. 3137, 81st Cong., 2nd 
(1986) Congressional Quarterly Almanac 763 
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the financial problem; campaign costs have 
mounted sky-high, particularly for televi- 
sion, a large proportion of the money can- 
didates need comes from those who can af- 
ford substantial contributions; those who 
make such contributions expect at the best 
“sympathetic consideration” of their view- 
point and at the worst outright promises of 
support of their special interest. This vul- 
nerability to Big Money is most obvious in 
the closing days of every campaign, when 
candidates take money from almost any 
source, in a frantic effort to get ahead of, or 
catch up with, the opposition in television 
time, The necessity of relying on these large 
contributors puts every political candidate 
in an increasingly untenable position. 

We turn now to the various proposals 
which have been made over the years for 
meeting this growing threat to our system of 
free elections and democratic government. 


II.—MAJOR PROPOSALS FOR FEDERAL ELECTION 
REFORM 


Concern over the failure to keep Federal 
elections free from the disproportionate in- 
fluence of large contributors has evoked var- 
ious proposals for limiting contributions and 
expenditures. Some of these proposals sug- 
gest a major change in the method of financ- 
ing Federal elections, while others are sug- 
gestions which would fit in with the present 
method of financing elections. All of them 
are entitled to serious consideration in any 
thoughtful attempt at election reform. 

(a) The Roosevelt-Neuberger subsidy 
proposal 

The proposal in 1956 by the late Senator 
Richard Neuberger, which he called his 
“Teddy Roosevelt’ bill, contemplates a 
fundamental change in our method of 
financing Federal elections.“ It would au- 
thorize Federal Government contributions 
to major political parties, the contributions 
to be paid to the National Committee of each 
party. The amount of the contribution is to 
be based on a voting formula of 20 cents per 
voter in a Presidential year and 15 cents 
in a non-Presidential year, with a specified 
top limit for particular kinds of candidates, 

The crux of the Neuberger plan lies in the 
provision that in order to receive the Fed- 
eral payment the National Committee must 
certify that no individual contributed more 
than $100 to a candidate’s campaign. In order 
to preserve party equality, the Federal con- 
tribution is reduced by the amount by which 
private contributions exceed the authorized 
sum to be paid by the Government. Senator 
Neuberger’s proposed legislation (which has 
since been advanced in modified form by 
his widow, Mrs. Maurine Neuberger, the pres- 
ent Senator from Oregon) assumes the en- 
actment of very tight reporting provisions, 
along with the Federal payment. This plan, 
similar in its basic premise to an important 
part of the UAW proposal, was introduced 
by Senator Neuberger in the hope that it 
would help toward vountary reduction of 
campaign spending, and, even more, that 
it would obviate the problems created for 
honest men caught in a system which they 
do not like but which offers them no practical 
alternative. 


(b) The Puerto Rico subsidy plan 


An actual experiment with governmental 
subsidies was recently begun in Puerto Rico. 
Under its 1957 Election Fund Act all princi- 
pal political parties are entitled to draw, for 
“maintenance and operation” expenses, upon 
a fund established in the Commonwealth 
Treasury. Each political party is entitled to 
$75,000 in off-years, and $150,000 in an elec- 
tion year. Up to 50% of the unspent balance 
in an off-year may be accumulated for use 
in the election year. At the close of each 


“The bill is set out at 102 Cong. Rec. 
2854-2860. 
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election year, any balance remaining in the 
parties’ accounts are transferred to general 
funds of the Commonwealth government, 
so that the parties begin each four year 
period on an equal footing with respect to 
government funds. 

A corollary provision of the Act limits pri- 
vate contributions to political parties to 
$400 in a non-election year and $600 in an 
election year, 

A study“ made of the operations of the 
Act from its inception in 1957 through the 
gubernatorial election in 1960 indicates that 
the experiment met with mixed success. Pro- 
fessor Henry Wells, author of the report, 
ascribed the main failures in connection 
with the Act, to two factors: an absence of 
adequate procedures for auditing each 
party’s annual receipts and expenditures 
and insufficient restrictions on individual 
contributions. Another factor probably of 
equal significance was that the parties tended 
to run through their funds in the off-years 
and in the early part of the election year, 
thereby leaving themselves with insufficient 
funds for the final important months of the 
campaign. While the experience with the 
Puerto Rican law is limited in time and 
inconclusive in result, the experiment ne- 
vertheless constitutes a significant innova- 
tion; its shortcomings appear definitely re- 
mediable and the basic plan appears clearly 
workable. 


(c) Alexander Heard’s “political money order 
plan” 

Another plan which contemplates Federal 
assistance to political campaigns, although 
in a more indirect way, is that offered by 
Alexander Heard. Under this system, a con- 
tributor would send a postal money order 
to candidates or their certified representa- 
tives, and would furnish the receipt from 
the money order to the Federal government 
as proof of the tax credit claimed by him. 
The system is based on the belief that a tax 
credit is a necessary stimulus to small poli- 
tical contributions and the anticipation 
that some such detailed mechanism is nec- 
essary to avoid the possibilities for fraud 
which a tax-credit system might otherwise 
offer. 

The Heard proposal for a tax credit is a 
truly monumental contribution to campaign 
reform. Our proposal accepts the tax credit 
principle and suggests administrative 
methods to insure its success in stimulating 
millions of citizens into making small polit- 
ical contributions. 

(d) The Minnesota plan 

The Democratic Farmer-Labor Party of 
Minnesota has established a voluntary and 
informal method at least partially meeting 
the problem of financing campaigns by a 
sustaining program of small contribu- 
tions.” The program calls for a monthly or 
quarterly pledge of a small amount by many 
voters. The minimum sustaining member- 
ship is $1.00 a month; in practice the aver- 
age contribution runs to about $1.75 a 
month. Contributors are regularly sent a 
statement as to their account and if their 
contributions exceed $2.50 a month, they 
receive regular party literature, and a ticket 
to the Jefferson-Jackson Day Dinner. 

George Farr, Chairman of the Party, re- 
ports that one half of last year’s gross re- 
ceipts came from these small contributions, 
and that they equalled the amount of the 
total received from the Party’s three main 
fund-raising events. Mr. Farr points out, 
however, that the expenses of the fund- 
raising events are quite substantial and as a 


“Henry Wells, Government Financing of 
Political Parties in Puerto Rico (Citizens’ 
Research Foundation), generally, and espe- 
cially 30-34. 

“ This is described in an editorial set out 
at 102 Cong. Rec. A-1772 (Daily Issue), in- 
serted by Senator Humphrey. 
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result the pledged contributions in small 
amounts resulted in a much higher percent- 
age of the Party’s net receipts. He anticipates 
that the success of their plan will continue, 
and that its membership, which jumped 
within the past two years from 2700 to 4000, 
will grow to 8000 this year. 

A similar program has recently been adopt- 
ed in Wisconsin, and one or two other states 
are considering it. A variation on this plan 
was recently proposed as one part of a re- 
port submitted to Mayor Wagner of New 
York by three leading Democratic fund rais- 
ers in that state.” This version proposed 
“selling sustaining memberships in the state 
party organization for $1, $2, $5, $10, or $25, 
and allotting a portion of the money to the 
National Committee.” 


(e) Philip Graham’s plan for stimulating 

small contributions 

Another approach is that offered by Philip 
Graham, publisher of the Washington Post 
and Times-Herald. His plan is based on the 
conclusion that only millions of small con- 
tributions will eliminate the candidate’s de- 
pendence on special interest money. 

Mr. Graham’s plan has received widespread 
support from leaders in both parties and in 
national life, and was partially put into ef- 
fect in recent years. It was the basis for the 
substantial public advertising campaign 
launched by the joint efforts of the Adver- 
tising Council and the American Heritage 
Foundation to stimulate the ordinary voter 
to make a small contribution to his own 
party. According to a study made by the 
Brookings Institution, a the results of this 
campaign, while indicating a fairly substan- 
tial increase in the number of small con- 
tributors, were clearly not sufficient by them- 
selves to meet the problem sought to be 
solved.“ It would seem that Mr. Graham's 
reliance on public service advertising to en- 
courage small contributions, while a partial 
solution, cannot be deemed a complete alter- 
native to other suggestions, including those 
for tax credits, which would prove far more 
effective than the advertising campaign 


alone, 
(f) Free TV and radio 


Free television and radio time for candi- 
dates has been proposed repeatedly as a par- 
tial solution to the overburdening costs of 
present-day campaigns. Such a proposal was 
made in 1956 by Senator Humphrey and sev- 
eral others. In 1960, a major attempt at leg- 
islation in this area was made, this time by 
Senators Magnuson, Monroney, and some 
twenty others. As proposed in their bill, the 
major television networks would have been 
required to make substantial free time 
equally available to the two major candidates 
for President and Vice President. The bill 
was supported by Adlai Stevenson, on the 
basis of what he felt to be the overwhelming 
financial burdens of Presidential campaigns. 
There was strong opposition to the manda- 
tory features of the bill from the networks, 
and the bill which finally passed the Congress 
had been amended so as simply to allow the 
networks to give broadcast time to the 
two major candidates without the equal- 
time requirement for minority parties which 
would ordinarily have been applicable. This 
bill made possible the debates between the 
two major Presidential candidates in the last 
campaign. The marked success of this limited 
free television and radio time indicates that 


% The New York Times, December 17, 1961. 

= Supra, note 3, at 133. 

According to the Brookings Institution 
Report, a survey poll showed that 11.5% of 
a national cross section said they had con- 
tributed in 1960. This represented only a 
slight increase over the 1956 figure of 10% 
(when the same campaign was conducted), 
but a fairly substantial increase over the 
1952 figure of 4%, before these efforts were 
begun. 
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this is a practice which should be continued, 
should be placed on a mandatory basis, 
should be expanded in amount of time, and 
the use of the time should be put under 
the control of the candidates themselves. 

The examples set by other countries clearly 
demonstrate that such a practice can op- 
erate successfully. In Canada, for example, 
free time is given for the National parties 
(proportionate to their strength) and these 
free programs are carried both on the Gov- 
ernment-Operated system and, by agreement, 
on the private stations. A similar system op- 
erates in Great Britain. 

A requirement that radio and television 
networks and stations make a reasonable 
amount of free time available for candidates 
appears highly desirable. This is a small 
enough price for the networks and stations 
to pay for their exclusive franchise to use 
the public airways; the great profits from 
these exclusive franchises would hardly be 
affected by reasonable amounts of free time 
at election periods. By reducing the cost of 
radio and television to the candidates, this 
provision would reduce the need for funds 
by candidates and their dependence on large 
contributors. 

(g) Free mailing 

In England, every candidate has the privi- 
lege of mailing free of postage one item of 
printed matter (limited in size) to each elec- 
tor on his election list. This is, of course, an- 
other form of government subsidy. It is one 
which has been suggested here by experts in 
this field of Federal elections * and by a Con- 
gressional Committee which has investigated 
the subject.“ It would insure that every can- 
didate could reach every voter in his con- 
stituency at least once during the campaign. 

(h) Identification of campaign materials 

The Powers Act, as amended (18 U.S.C. 
612), provides that all pamphlets, advertise- 
ments, and writings, which have relation- 
ship to candidates must contain the names 
of the persons or committees responsible for 
their publication. The Constitutional right 
of freedom of speech guarantees—and our 
democratic process requires—that individ- 
uals and groups be free to make expenditures 
for the purpose of disseminating their own 
views on candidates and elections. On the 
other hand, those persons or associated 
groups should take the responsibility for 
their published views in full measure. There- 
fore, it has been suggested that mailing ad- 
dresses, as well as names, be required on 
these documents, and that criminal penalties 
equivalent to those in the Powers Act be pro- 
vided for failure to identify adequately the 
sources of any radio or television advertise- 
ments in support of or opposition to candi- 
dates. We are heartened to note that the 
former of these suggestions has been in- 
corporated in S. 2426 (and H.R. 9255) and we 
urge coverage of radio and television adver- 
tisements as well. 

(i) Prohibition of interstate contributions 

Senator Gore and others have urged that 
contributions be permitted only to those 
campaigns in which a voter has a direct in- 
terest—the National campaigns and those in 
his own state. Such a provision would tend 
to d e “pressure” from out-of-state 
contributors who actually have no legitimate 
interest in local campaigns elsewhere; multi- 
state oll contributions are a clear case in 
point. The proposal for a $10.00 limit on 
contributions, set forth in this statement, 
would render this suggestion unnecessary, 
although its value in the present situation 
is beyond question. 


(7) S. 2426 and its companion bill H.R. 9255 


The bill that passed the Senate last year 
(S. 2426) and its companion bill (H.R. 9255) 


53 Overacker, supra, note 34; The Brookings 
Institution, supra, note 3, at 148; Heard, 
supra, note 20, at 438. 

č S. Rep. No. 1, 76th Cong., Ist Sess. (1939). 
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do not deal with the basic problem confront- 
ing the President’s Commission on Campaign 
Costs. An Analysis of the bill’s provisions is 
provided in the Appendix. 

(k) Enforcement proposals 

Almost everyone who has written, investi- 
gated, or considered Federal election controls 
has come to the realization that enforcement 
of such controls has been practically non- 
existent and that only strict enforcement 
will transform any legislation into something 
more than a paper document.™ We have been 
glad to see that in some respects, S. 2426 and 
its companion House bill rely on the power 
of publicity to insure compliance with their 
provisions. While the requirements of these 
bills are an improvement over the present law 
in that the reports filed thereunder are a 
little more accessible to the general public, 
the entire responsibility for ferreting out 
violations is still left with the public. As a 
result, there is little doubt that violations 
will continue to go unnoticed and, as a result, 
unregulated. These bills provide only passive 
roles for the Clerk of the House, the Secre- 
tary of the Senate, and the various Secretaries 
of State of the different states—to retain 
copies of the reports for specified periods of 
time and to allow the copying thereof. No 
responsibility is placed on any public offi- 
cial to compel submission of reports, to ex- 
amine them, or to report violations to the 
Attorney General. Clearly, the proposed re- 
quirements do not go far enough. 

Varied schemes have been proposed by 
commentators on Federal elections for some 
kind of quasi-independent body, attached 
either to the Congress or to the Executive 
Department, which would have jurisdiction 
to investigate possible violations of the elec- 
tion laws. Such a body would not, and prob- 
ably could not, under the Constitutional 
Provision which makes each House of Con- 
gress the judge of the election of its mem- 
bers, take any direct action in this area. It 
would be empowered to refer the results of 
these investigations for appropriate action 
by either House of Congress and by the De- 
partment of Justice. 

This arrangement would not in any way 
impinge on the Constitutional right of each 
House of Congress to determine the election 
of its own members, since the independent 
body would have only a fact-finding func- 
tion. It would, however, provide a special 
group, perhaps non-partisan in nature, which 
could devote full time as a watchdog to the 
enforcement which the election law requires. 
This body would be largely insulated from 
those political pressures which now make 
difficult any objective consideration of these 
matters by Congressional officials, Congres- 
sional Committees, or the Executive Branch 
of the Government. 

The late Senator Neuberger made the first 
specific proposal on this subject. He sug- 
gested an Office of Election Campaign Ex- 
penditures within the General Accounting 
Office with power and authority to make 
audits and field investigations of contribu- 
tions and expenditures in Federal cam- 
Ppaigns. The investigatory body would be re- 
quired to report to the Secretary of the Sen- 
ate, the Clerk of the House and, in case of 
violation, to the Attorney General. This is 
the most concrete proposal in recent years 
for a separate, independent investigatory 
body. 

(1) Penalties 

The Federal Corrupt Practices Act and the 
sections of the Criminal Code which deal 
with election matters contain the usual 
criminal provisions for fine or jail sentence. 
These are also continued in S. 2426 and H.R. 
9255 as proposed, In order to strengthen en- 


5 See Testimony of Lubbell and Heard, 
Hearing on S. 636, 84th Cong., Ist Sess., at 
65-69; see also generally Overacker, supra, 
note 34. 
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forcement of Federal election controls, pro- 
posals have been made from time to time 
for other types of penalties, including the 
following: 

1. Mandatory jail sentence of a minimum 
of 30 days, along with the usual fine and a 
possible longer jail sentence. 

2. The denial of the right to run for office 
for a specific time after conviction for vio- 
lating any one of the Federal controls. 

8. A declaration of policy by each House 
that it will not seat anyone who wilfully 
fails to comply with the requirements of the 
Federal election laws and a firm adherence 
to that policy. 

If some such tighter penalty provisions 
were combined with the creation of a full- 
time agency to uncover violations, the Na- 
tion might be able to achieve the kind of 
strict enforcement which has never been 
given to Federal election laws and which 
alone will deter all concerned from playing 
fast and loose with these regulations. 


Tir. THE UAW PROGRAM FOR CLEAN AND RESPON= 
SIBLE FINANCING OF FEDERAL ELECTIONS: 
DOLLARS FROM MANY; NO MORE THAN TEN 
FROM ANY 


Most of the plans which we have just dis- 
cussed make real contributions to the think- 
ing in this very difficult area. But none of 
them alone gets down to rock-bottom in 
meeting a system which, at its worst, de- 
prives politicians of self respect,“ and, even 
at its best, subjects them to “difficulties and 
embarrassments.“ ** What our Nation needs 
is a system—enforceable and enforced—in 
which each citizen has only one ballot and 
only one vote in the financial field as well. 

Political effectiveness in elections is ex- 
erted both with ballots and with money. If 
the democratic principle of “one citizen, one 
vote” is not to be subverted, action must be 
taken to eliminate the plural voting power 
exercised through large contributions by 
high income individuals and corporations. 

We have given serious thought to the 
problems posed by the financing of modern 
election campaigns and to the varying 
schemes for meeting those problems. We 
have evolved a plan which we believe draws 
upon the best of the proposals of the past 
and which attempts to utilize the experience 
over the years under Federal election laws. 
In some aspects, the plan is novel; in some 
aspects it adopts all or part of the proposals 
of others. In its totality, it should aid in in- 
suring financial democracy in Federal elec- 
tions—a goal much sought and never yet 
achieved. 

The UAW program is made up of nine in- 
dividual, although interdependent, elements: 


1. Limit contributions to any election to $10 
per qualified voter per year 

The core of the UAW program is that con- 
tributions to any Federal election should be 
limited to $10.00 per individual per year. 

Up to ten dollars to one Congressional 
campaign, up to $10.00 to one Senatorial 
campaign, up to $10.00 to a Presidential 
campaign and up to $10.00 annually to 
either the voter’s political party or a single 
political committee, would be permitted. 
This would mean, of course, a maximum of 
$40.00 in a Presidential year, $30.00 in Con- 
gressional election years and $10.00 in off 
years.” The knowing violation of these limi- 


Graham, Philip, speaking before the An- 
nual Dinner, School of Business, University 
of Chicago, June 1, 1955. 

President John F. Kennedy, quoted in the 
New York Times, May 6, 1961. 

*The $10.00 permissible contribution in 
any one year covers nominating convention 
expenses, primaries, and the final election. 
In other words, if a voter contributes from 
$1.00 to $10.00 to assist a Senatorial candidate 
in a p , he may not make any further 
contribution to Senatorial elections in that 


year. 
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tations, by either the donor or the recipient 
of a contribution, would be a crime. 

The legislation embodying this plan should 
also make crystal clear that the $10.00 for 
each campaign is an over-all limitation; if a 
person contributes to a candidate, he can- 
not contribute to a political committee sup- 
porting him except for the single $10.00 con- 
tribution per year. We also believe that it 
would be entirely consistent with the funda- 
mental principle of “one ballot vote, one 
financial vote,” that contributions be per- 
mitted only by persons of voting age. 

The $10.00 limitation may seem a drastic 
measure to many who think in terms of re- 
peated $5,000 contributions under existing 
law. And it may seem politically unrealistic 
to those who think in terms of the Senate's 
recent rejection of even a $10,000 over-all 
limit on contributions per annum.” But the 
half-hearted and patchwork attempts to deal 
with the problem of Federal campaign fi- 
nancing have never been successful and, in 
our opinion, they never can be successful 
while large contributions are permitted. The 
time is overdue to take Big Money out of 
politics. 

Where large sums of money count, meth- 
ods will always be found to evade limitations 
which permit some large sums, and not 
others, to be contributed. Under the UAW 
proposal, any large amount of money un- 
accounted for would be easily noticed. It is 
on this basis and this basis only that one can 
hope to prevent evasion of a program for 
clean elections. The $10.00 ceiling carries its 
own built-in enforcement.” 

There will be objections to this new pro- 
posal on the ground that not enough money 
will be raised to finance Federal campaigns. 
But there is strong evidence that even now, 
with only a partial effort towards small con- 
tributions, millions of American voters are 
ready and willing to make small contribu- 
tions. Dr. George Gallup reported on Sep- 
tember 11, 1956, that $85,000,000 in $5.00 
contributions would be available from 17 
million American families for this purpose. 
As he said, “The parties, therefore, have a 
real opportunity to change from the present 
system of contributions from rich men who 
may be looking for favors in return, to one 
where a substantial number of voters would 
each chip in a small sum.” 

Certainly, with the help of the Advertising 
Council, which has already met with some 
measure of success along these lines, and 
with the more significant tax incentive 
which our proposal would provide the po- 
tential small contributor, we are well on our 
way toward the Gallup estimate. These fac- 
tors, together with the vast experience and 
expressed willingness to Americans in door- 
to-door fund-raising campaigns, can make 
this estimate become an actuality.” 

Our package includes, in addition to the 


s See the amendment to S. 2426 offered to 
this effect by Senator Keating in September, 
1961. 

0 Obviously, any system limiting contribu- 
tions must apply to all Federal elections or 
the unregulated Federal elections will be used 
as a cover for violating the prohibitions in 
the other elections. 

Concern has also been evidenced lest laxity 
in state elections provide a means of getting 
around Federal regulations. We are not, at 
this juncture, making any proposals concern- 
ing state elections. However, if this omission 
should prove to be a loophole for evasions 
of the Federal elections provisions, then the 
need for new legislation closing such state- 
permitted loopholes would have to be con- 
sidered. 

s In the same report mentioned previously, 
Dr. George Gallup found that some 38,600,000 
men and women would be willing to serve as 
volunteer workers for the political party of 
their choice. Washington Post and Times- 
Herald, September 12, 1956. 
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$10.00 limitation, a number of provisions 

which would both encourage small contri- 

butions and meet the actual cost of cam- 

paigning. 

2. Provide an immediate tax credit up to $10 
in any one year for 90 percent of the tar- 
payer’s contributions to Federal elections 


To encourage small contributions, there is 
need for a 90% tax credit—not a deduction— 
up to $10 in any one year for each taxpayer. 
Thus, a contributor of $10 would get a $9 
tax credit and a contributor of 820 (e. g., 
$10 to the Presidential race and $10 to a 
Congressional race) would get a tax credit 
of $10, the maximum in any year. In our 
opinion, no one thing will accelerate the 
small contributions effort more than such 
a provision. While conceding that there will 
be a loss in Federal tax revenues, the loss 
will be more than offset by the strengthen- 
ing of effective democracy. 

It is encouraging to note that the need 
for such a tax credit appears to be gaining 
at least partial recognition, as evidenced by 
its inclusion in H.R. 9255. Unfortunately, the 
50% credit provided for in that bill is in- 
sufficient to meet the problem. Once there 
is appreciation of the fact that a tax credit 
is a necessary stimulant for small political 
contributions, then it must be equally un- 
derstood that a credit of only 50% of the 
political contributions will not serve as an 
adequate stimulant. Any potential small 
contributor who has, until now, refrained 
from making a contribution, and who is to 
be persuaded to do so by the promise of a 
tax credit, will necessarily have in mind the 
amount of that tax credit when he is decid- 
ing upon whether and what to contribute. 
Obviously a 100% tax credit would provide 
the greatest possible stimulant to the con- 
tributor. We believe, however, that a 90% 
tax credit will provide an adequate stimu- 
lant; we also believe that the 10% that 
will come out of the contributor’s own 
pocket will give him the feeling of participa- 
tion so necessary to our electoral process and 
our democratic system. 

A 90% tax credit, up to the proposed limit 
of $10, is necessary as a stimulant for con- 
tributors. And this tax credit will only work 
if it is in the form of an immediate return 
to the contributor; if the tax credit is not 
available to the contributor until the fol- 
lowing April or later, it will be far too 
distant to meet the immediate needs of his 
pocket book. While the large contributor to 
a charitable organization is often stimu- 
lated to make his donation by the thought 
of the tax deduction available to him on 
his next annual return, the same cannot be 
said of the small contributor who makes his 
decision with far less regard for future 
tax consequences than for cash funds readily 
at hand. In our view, the promise of a tax 
credit for political contributions to be re- 
ceived at or after the time of his next yearly 
tax return, would have quite minimal effect 
on the potential small donor. The only 
type of tax credit which would make a 
real difference to the millions of low in- 
come Americans would be one with a prom- 
ise of an immediate return of the con- 
tributor’s funds. 

The mechanism for such prompt refund 
is readily available. The vast majority of con- 
tributors have regular deductions from their 
wages as a withholding against Federal in- 
come taxes and this makes it possible to 
give the contributor the immediate bene- 
fit of his tax credit by a reduction in the 
amount of tax withheld from his next pay 
check (representing 90% of his political con- 
tribution up to the maximum $10 figure). 
Alexander Heard’s suggestion of a postal 
money order system of contributions could 
be used here: the contributor could file with 
his employer a copy of the money order as 
proof of his contribution, whereupon the 
employer would reduce his next tax with- 
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holding by the appropriate amount. On the 
other hand, it may be objected that the 
postal money order receipt may not protect 
the anonymity of the employee’s contribu- 
tion from his employer’s knowledge; and it 
may also be objected that for the small 
amounts of monies here involved the postal 
money order system imposes an unnecessary 
nuisance and burden upon the contributor. 

We believe a better method could be 
worked out through normal Federal report- 
ing and bookkeeping methods. Upon receiv- 
ing any political contribution, the designated 
representative of the candidate or political 
party or committee should be required to 
prepare a receipt for the contribution which 
he would turn in to the Internal Revenue 
Service as the “control” against fraudulent 
tax credit claims. All that the employee 
would have to do after making his contribu- 
tion would be to file with his employer a 
simple Internal Revenue form affirming un- 
der penalty of perjury that he had made a 
political contribution and requiring only 
his insertion upon the form of the amount 
and date of the contribution and his signa- 
ture. Once the completed form is presented 
to the employer, the employee would then be 
entitled to an immediate credit against his 
next Federal withholding tax payment and 
the filed receipts with Internal Revenue 
would provide safeguards against fraudulent 
claims. If the amount regularly withheld 
from the contributor’s pay is less than $10, 
the remainder of his tax credit could be 
returned by a decrease in the amount of tax 
withheld in his next pay period. In this 
manner the individual contributor could 
immediately recoup the tax credit for his 
political contribution. 

Of course, the withholding tax mechanism 
would not be available as the vehicle by 
which a self-employed individual could re- 
coup his contribution immediately. Instead 
he could accomplish the same thing by de- 
ducting the credit to which he is entitled 
from his remittance of that quarter’s esti- 
mated tax, and would enclose a copy of the 
receipt for his contributions with his final 
return. 

In our view, a tax credit against Federal 
income taxes is substantially different from 
a direct Federal subsidy. Only the action of 
the individual participating in the electoral 
process through his individual contribution 
brings the governmental tax credit into play; 
a direct Federal subsidy is automatic, irre- 
spective of the wishes of any individual con- 
tributor or taxpayer. The proposed 90% tax 
credit is little different from a charitable 
deduction from income taxes for a wealthy 
person (equal to a 90% tax credit); no one 
would suggest that the charitable deduc- 
tion provision of the Federal income tax laws 
is the same as a direct Federal payment to 
the charities. A tax credit (like the charitable 
deduction) is simply a means of stimulating 
private funds into socially useful channels— 
here small political contributions to help 
take Big Money out of politics. 

The drive for small contributions which the 
prohibition on Big Money will necessitate 
and which the tax credit will stimulate, will 
probably not, at least initially, provide ade- 
quate funds to bring the candidate’s views 
and the candidate's personality to the peo- 
ple. Additional assistance is necessary. The 
UAW proposal therefore, calls for free tele- 
vision and radio time, a free mailing, and a 
limited Federal subsidy. We turn now to 
those items, 

3. Allow qualified candidates free television 
and radio time 

We need to deal with the major item in 
current campaign expenditures—the cost of 
television and radio time. This cost can, and 
should be, decreased substantially, by a re- 
quirement that the free TV and radio time 
so successfully accorded the Presidential can- 
didates in the last campaign, be made man- 
datory, be broadened to cover all Federal 
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candidates, and be made directly available 
to the candidates for use as they see fit.“ Of 
course, only limited amounts of time would 
be made available free and candidates could 
and would purchase additional time from 
funds available to them. 

President Kennedy has evidenced his per- 
sonal concern about the fact that the “enor- 
mously expensive” problems of communica- 
tion, radio and television time mean that 
candidates chances are largely “governed by 
their success as fund raisers”, and has pro- 
posed that the Commission on Campaign 
Costs study means to alleviate the situation.“ 
An arrangement such as we propose has 
proved successful in both England and Cana- 
da and we heartily endorse its adoption here. 
Nothing could be more “in the public in- 
terest, convenience and _  necessity”—the 
standard by which broadcast stations operate 
on the airways. 


4, Allow one free mailing for each qualified 
candidate 


Complementary to the requirement for 
free television and radio time would be an 
authorization for one free mailing to every 
voter in his constituency for each candidate 
in primary and final elections. The cost to the 
Government, which could be controlled by 
specifying a maximum weight on the free 
mailing, would be minimal in comparison 
to the contribution to fair and equal election 
campaigns. The public interest here would 
appear at least as great as that supporting 
the Congressiona] franking privilege. 


5. Provide a subsidy of five cents per voter to 
qualified candidates 


In line with President Kennedy’s sugges- 
tion concerning the need for Federal support 
of campaign costs,“ a subsidy should be of- 
fered to qualified candidates for Federal of- 
fice in the general election,“ This subsidy, 
combined with free television and radio and 
one mailing, would help fill the gap left by 
the prohibition on large contributions. 

The limited Federal subsidy would be 
made available on the following basis: 

(i) Each of the two major presidential 
candidates would receive 5¢ for each person 
who voted for one of the two major parties’ 
candidates for President in the last Presi- 
dential election. 

(ii) Each major party candidate for Con- 
gress and the Senate would receive 5¢ for each 
person who voted for one of the two major 
parties’ candidates for Representative or 
Senator in the last Congressional or Sena- 
torial election. 

As we have noted above, previous proposals 
for Federal subsidies to candidates have 
usually been in the 15-20% per voter class. 
The UAW believes, however, that when con- 
sidered together with the other forms of 
assistance mentioned above, the 5¢ figure 
will be adequate to meet the problem. 

In order to insure full disclosure and con- 
trol over the uses which are made of these 
Federal funds, they would not be given di- 
rectly to any candidate or party. Instead, a 
drawing account could be set up in the 
Treasury, against which the candidates could 
make expenditures for television, radio, 
newspaper advertising, printing, billboards 


Because of the acknowledged importance 
of the primary election or nominating con- 
vention in many states and localities, limited 
free time on TV and radio should be made 
available to primary and convention candi- 
dates for Federal office as well as to candi- 
dates in the general election. 

The New York Times, October 5, 1961. 

“The New York Times, May 6, 1961. 

In the early stages of this program, it 
might be preferable to exclude primary elec- 
tions from the subsidy provisions. However, 
a thorough consideration of the one-party 
system in many states and its relation to 
the workings of the entire UAW program 
may necessitate their subsequent inclusion. 
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and other such “visible” expenditures.” The 
television station or newspaper, or other ap- 
propriate concern, would send its invoices 
directly to the Treasury, and these accounts 
would be subject to auditing by the General 
Accounting Office. In this way, the public 
could see what was goiug on, and could rest 
assured that politicians would never be able 
to appropriate any of these funds for them- 
selves. In addition, the money would not 
give any one a job in a political area, but 
would simply be used to pay for normal 
private enterprise services. 


6. Protect the rights of minor parties to fair 
participation in the program 

It is important to protect the rights of 
minor parties with respect to our proposals. 
It must be recognized that minority parties 
are an essential element in our system of 
democracy, and that as such, they must also 
be given assistance of the type here proposed 
for the major parties. On the other hand, it 
is equally important that the Federal Gov- 
ernment not become involved in financing 
every individual who decides to put his name 
on the ballot for his own gratification. 

We would, accordingly, suggest that any 
party which received 15% of the popular 
vote in the last election be considered on an 
equal footing with the two major parties, 
with respect to the Federal subsidy and the 
free TV and radio time to be allotted. All 
qualified candidates of minor parties would 
be permitted the one free mailing. 

Any party which received less than 15% 
in the last election, would still be entitled 
to assistance, but only in the proportion 
which the number of votes which it received 
in the last election bore to the total number 
of votes cast. 

We are aware that votes in the last elec- 
tion do not necessarily tell the whole story. 
A party may not have been on the ballot in 
the last election; or it may have been far 
weaker at that time. In order to provide for 
both the resurgent and the insurgent party 
candidates, some alternative means of qual- 
ifying for Federal aid and broadcasting time 
must be stipulated. One possibility would be 
to allow any prospective party candidate to 
make a showing of strength by petitions, and 
to afford him Federal assistance equal to 
two or three times the number of signatures 
he has so gathered, or in whatever other pro- 
portion is deemed an appropriate gauge of 
the number of votes he will likely receive. 
Thus, if Teddy Roosevelt in 1912 or Bob La- 
Follette in 1924, had shown their true 
strength by petitions (over 15%), they would 
have been placed on a par with the major 
parties as far as our plan for Federal as- 
sistance is concerned. Lesser figures, from 
Strom Thurmond, or Henry Wallace down to 
Dr. R. L. Decker of the Prohibition Party, 
would only have shared in the Federal sub- 
sidy and the broadcasting time on a per- 
centage basis calculated on their estimated 
strength. 

But, however this matter is worked out, as 
long as the basic principle of fair treatment 
for minority parties is applied, our demo- 
cratic ideals will be preserved, and our at- 
tempts to correct the evils inherent in pres- 
ent-day methods of campaign financing will 
not have resulted in the perpetration of, per- 
haps, a worse evil—the stifling of minorities 
and independent thought. 


7. Require that every candidate designate a 
fiscal agent 

Every candidate for Federal office would be 

required to designate a fiscal agent, with sole 


In Puerto Rico, as noted above, the 
parties ran through their subsidies in the 
off-years, thereby leaving themselves finan- 
cially embarrassed in the all-important elec- 
tion year. Provision must be made for spac- 
ing the funds available so that the total 
amount allotted to candidates will not be 
used up before election day. 
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authority, directly or through his appointees, 
to accept and solicit contributions. He would 
report contributions, expenditures, and tax 
credit information. Such completely cen- 
tralized responsibility has long operated suc- 
cessfully in England. 


8. Strengthen the provisions of law relating to 
the reporting of campaign contributions 
and expenditures 


The requirement under present law that 
every contribution of $100 or more must be 
reported would, of course, be inapplicable to 
our program. With individual contributions 
limited to $10, a provision requiring the fiscal 
agent to report simply the total contributions 
received during the reporting period should 
be sufficient. The low ceiling on contributions 
will, to a great extent, be self-enforcing, and 
large sums, contributed in violation of these 
provisions, will show up easily. 

Improved reporting provisions are neces- 
sary for the reporting of campaign expendi- 
tures. The applicable provisions of S. 2426 and 
H.R. 9255, discussed in the appendix, repre- 
sent a step backward from the universally 
desired goal of an informed public. The pro- 
visions of existing law, while better than 
those proposed in these two bills, should be 
strengthened to include primaries, to require 
that the first election-year reports be filed 
several weeks before elections, rather than 
the “10 to 15 days” now prescribed, and to 
require that copies of the reports be made 
available to newspapers, television and radio 
stations and other media of public communi- 
cation. 

No plan, however detailed, can induce 
compliance without such provisions. The 
Puerto Rican experience illustrates this 
point graphically. In a study made of the 
first few years of operation of their Election 
Fund Act,” Henry Wells attributes many of 
its failings to the lack of provision for a 
detailed audit of each party's annual re- 
ceipts and expenditures. As he says “In the 
absence of such data, regularly and impar- 
tially collected, it is next to impossible to 
enforce the act’s limitations on private con- 
tributions—or to avoid recurring suspicions 
that the parties are failing to comply with 
them.” These conclusions are emphasized, 
also, by Herbert Alexander, in his recent 
comprehensive study of political campaign 
reporting requirements.* Commenting on 
the inadequacies of present statutes and 
practices, Mr. Alexander says “The lack of 
provision for regular audits breeds irrespon- 
sibility in campaign bookkeeping and a cor- 
responding lack of confidence in the accu- 
racy and completeness of reports.“ © 


9. Establish a nonpartisan, fact-finding body, 
to investigate alleged violations, and re- 
port them to the appropriate enforcement 
agency for prompt action 
Lastly, this plan must contain real en- 

forcement machinery. The history of Federal 

corrupt practices legislation is one of the 
most flagrant examples of the habit of writ- 
ing rules without making use of, or in many 
instances, even creating, corollary enforce- 
ment machinery, a habit which Roscoe 

Pound attributed to Puritan doctrine.” Con- 

gressional Quarterly reported, in 1956, that 

there had been only one prosecution in 28 

years based on violation of the reporting or 

spending requirements of the Corrupt Prac- 
tices Act,” and a recent study indicates that 
the non-use of criminal sanctions in enforc- 
ing publicity requirements continues to ren- 
der them substantially ineffective as con- 


* Supra, note 48, at 33. 


Alexander, Money, Politics and Public 
Reporting, Citizens’ Research Foundation 
(1960). 

0 Id. at 10. 


Roscoe Pound, The Spirit of the Common 
Law, Lecture II. 

n XIV Congressional Quarterly Weekly Re- 
port, 388. 
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trols.* There have been similarly few prose- 
cutions under the related sections of the 
Criminal Code.™ We urge that a non-partisan 
investigating body be created, fact-finding 
in function, which would investigate al- 
leged violations, and report them to the Con- 
gress and to the Department of Justice. 

Naturally, this package proposal must be 
kept flexible. We will need the experience of 
a few campaigns before we can tell how it 
can operate most successfully. It may be 
that a flood of small contributions will obvi- 
ate, wholly or partially, the necessity for 
additional funds from the Government. Or it 
may be that the increase in small contribu- 
tions will reduce the need for free television 
and radio time and free mailing privileges. 
It may be that other forms of free and equal 
access to the public for all candidates can 
be devised. But, at the moment, the serious- 
ness of this problem of campaign costs is so 
great that the fundamental steps of the 
UAW package proposal are vitally needed to 
cleanse our election processes. 

The problem of political expenditures still 
remains. The plan which we propose omits 
any direct regulation of expenditures (ex- 
cept for the reporting requirements). This 
omission is not inadvertent. We believe that 
expenditures may very well be self-control- 
ling in view of the fact that only the sums 
from numerous small contributions, and the 
minimum amounts made available by the 
Federal government, will be available to can- 
didates; ™ expenditures from these sums do 
not have the corrupting effect of expendi- 
tures of sums received from Big Givers ex- 
pecting favors. 

Furthermore, many commentators have 
stated that top limits on expenditures are 
unavailing, unrealistic and unenforceable, 
and we tend to agree. Our analysis of the bill 
which has already passed the Senate and is 
now pending in the House illustrates some of 
the difficulties which any attempt to prohibit 
expenditures above a certain amount en- 
tails. So, instead of prohibition, our plan 
envisages a kind of dual control arising 
from— 

(i) The unavailability of the large sums 
which candidates have in the past been able 
to obtain from wealthy contributors, 

(ii) Full and adequate publicity on ex- 
penditures. 

Our plan also omits any restrictions on 
political expenditures by individuals and 
groups wishing to express their personal 
views on candidates and elections. Any such 
restrictions seem to us subject to serious 
constitutional doubts and the UAW has 
urged that position before the courts. We 
believe that either Henry Ford, or John Doe, 
has a constitutional right to make an ex- 
penditure in order to express, under his own 
name and auspices, his views on the most 
important issue before any citizen—how to 
vote for candidates for high office. We be- 
lieve that citizens can exercise this right of 
free speech either as individuals or as regu- 
larly organized groups and that General 
Motors and the United Auto Workers have 
the right to express the views of their orga- 
nizations under their organizations’ own 
names and auspices. 


Alexander, supra, note 68 at 68. 

* Ibid. 

“In order for the $10 limit on contribu- 
tions to be meaningful, the legislation en- 
acting this program must include a provision 
prohibiting candidates and political commit- 
tees from incurring a deficit. Such a provision 
would, in addition, have the quite commend- 
able effect of automatically limiting political 
expenditures. 

75 In general, the line between expenditures 
for the expression of an individual's or orga- 
nization’s views on the one hand and indirect 
contributions on the other, will be a workable 
line, The recognized right for the expression 
of the speaker's views cannot be permitted to 
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Of course, expenditures cannot be per- 
mitted to be used as a device to evade the 
contribution limit. We must draw a clear 
line between bona fide expressions of views 
by individuals or regularly organized groups 
and the kind of public advertisement or 
radio or television broadcast in which one 
person, the names of many, expresses 
a candidate’s, rather than his own, views. 
But, aside from that, those who wish to 
spend money directly, and not by way of 
contribution, to express their own attitudes 
and to give facts about issues in an elec- 
tion, must, under our democratic concept, 
be allowed to do so. Our proposal will end 
the corrupting influence of large contribu- 
tions to the candidates; it will also protect 
the right of free speech of all. 

It is our hope that this basic change to a 
system of small contributions will not only 
help to solve the current problems of cor- 
ruption and undue influence arising from 
disproportionate and large expenditures, but 
will also give us a more informed electorate. 
A voter who has made an investment, no 
matter how small, in a Federal campaign, 
will have a greater desire than ever before 
to take part in the political process, to learn 
about the candidate, to participate in the 
campaign and to cast his vote on election 
day. The discouraging effect of what many 
voters regard as the influence of Big Money 
will be removed and the feeling of equality 
will encourage many more voters to cast 
their ballots. Thus, we believe that we can 
get back to our democratic system of one 
vote and no more than one vote for each 
citizen. Our proposal will not only take cor- 
ruption out of politics; it will put citizen 
participation and dedication into politics— 
and build a stronger America. 

APPENDIX 

S. 2426 and its companion bill H.R. 9255 

On September 15, 1961, S. 2426, a bill to 
revise the Federal election laws, to prevent 
corrupt practices in Federal elections, and 
for other purposes,” passed the Senate, to be 
subsequently introduced in the House as 
H.R. 9255. The two bills are identical except 
that the Senate bill (for technical reasons 
having to do with the initiation of money 
bills) does not, in its present form, provide 
for the tax credit contained in the House bill. 
For purposes of this discussion, we shall treat 
the two bills as alike. 

The bills, although purporting to be a sub- 
stantial improvement over the present situa- 
tion, make few significant changes in exist- 
ing law, and in some instances, notably those 
respecting reporting, the changes are not for 
the better. 


The bills pose a threat to independent polit- 
ical action and independent candidates for 
Representative and Senator, by giving dis- 
criminatory advantages to regular party or- 
ganizations. Of even more fundamental im- 
portance, the bills give the appearance of ac- 
tion toward clean elections without provid- 
ing the necessary substance to implement 
that appearance. 

The following comments cover what we 
believe to be the major deficiencies in the 
bills. 


1. The Bills Provide No Ceiling on 
Contributions 


Existing law has been interpreted in prac- 
tice to permit any individual, whether man, 


be used so as in fact to present the views of 
the candidate or of other persons in favor 
of the candidate. Nor can the right for the 
expression of the speaker’s views be used as a 
cover for repeated exhortations to vote for a 
particular candidate as distinguished from 
discussion and persuasion through expression 
of the speaker’s views. Within these limits, of 
course, there will be hard cases, but today’s 
election laws differentiate between expendi- 
tures and indirect contributions and the 
same differentiation would be maintained. 
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woman, or child, voter or non-voter, to con- 
tribute $5,000 to each candidate and to each 
committee for each candidate. In other 
words, there are no limits on political con- 
tributions in Federal elections today and 
neither S. 2426 nor its companion in the 
House purports to make any change in this 
existing situation. A bill which fails even to 
attempt to deal with the problem of Big 
Money with an axe to grind cannot be called 
“a clean elections bill.” 


2. The Bills Provide No Effective Ceilings on 
Expenditures 


The proposed bills would raise the present 
ceilings on expenditures for candidates as 
follows: In the case of a candidate for Sen- 
ator, the ceiling is raised from the present 
top of $10,000 (or a larger figure based on 
a formula of 3¢ for each vote in an earlier 
election but no more than $25,000), to a 
limit of $50,000 or a larger figure based on a 
formula of 20¢ for each vote in an 
earlier election, up to 1 million, plus 10¢ 
for each such vote in excess of 1 million. In 
the case of a candidate for Representative, 
the ceiling is raised from the present top of 
$2,500 (or a larger figure based on the same 
8¢ formula, but no more than $5,000), to 
a limit of $12,500 or a larger figure based on 
the same formula described above. In the 
case of a political committee operating in 
two or more states in support of a Presiden- 
tial candidate, the ceiling is raised from 
$3,000,000 to 20¢ per vote cast in any of 
the last three Presidential elections (which 
would come to over $13,500,000). The pro- 
posed bills would not affect the expenditures 
of candidates for President and Vice Presi- 
dent themselves, which are presently un- 
limited. 

Existing ceilings on expenditures in Presi- 
dential elections have never had any restric- 
tive effect because there was no limit either 
on the amount a Presidential candidate could 
spend or on the number of political commit- 
tees, each of which could spend $3,000,000 on 
his behalf. So, too, in both the present bills 
there is no limit either on the Presidential 
candidate’s expenditures or on the number 
of political committees (national, state and 
local) which can each spend over $13,500,000 
in his behalf. There is thus no limit what- 
ever proposed on the total amount that Presi- 
dential candidates and their committees can 
spend in a Presidential election. 

Existing ceilings on expenditures of can- 
didates in Congressional elections likewise 
have never had any restrictive effect and the 
present bills will prove no exception for the 
following reasons: 

(i) Under both bills, every candidate for 
Congress could create as many committees 
as he desired. This loophole alone would per- 
mit unlimited expenditures. But, in addition, 
there is no limit whatever on the expendi- 
tures of an intrastate committee, Thus both 
bills, although keeping a theoretical ceiling 
on expenditures, put no practical limitation 
on the amounts than can be expended in 
Congressional races. 

(ii) Even if what we have said under para- 
graph (i) were met by changes in the bills, 
there would still be no limit on Congres- 
sional expenditures. Under both bills there 
can be an unlimited number of political com- 
mittees supporting a Presidential candidate 
and each of these political committees, in- 
cluding state and local committees support- 
ing a Presidential candidate, can spend over 
$13,500,000 (Section 303 of the bills). Thus, 
in Presidential years, national, state and local 
political committees working for a Presi- 
dential candidate would be permitted to flood 
an area with party material, which would not 
only aid their Presidential candidate, but 
would also redound to the benefit of the 
party’s Congressional candidates without any 
such expenditures having to be included in 
the candidates’ ceilings. 

(ili) Even in the off-year elections for 
Senators and Congressmen, there is still no 
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workable restriction on candidates’ expendi- 
tures. Section 202(e) of the bills provides 
that, if a political committee backs a number 
of candidates, the amount of the total ex- 
penditures allocable to each candidate shall 
be in the same ratio as specific expenditures 
on behalf of each candidate (including State 
and local candidates) for printing and ad- 
vertising, radio time and television time 
bears to the total of such expenditures.” 
There are two loopholes in this provision big 
enough for either a donkey or an elephant 
to get through unscathed, Expenditures re- 
lating to general support of the party (vote 
Democratic campaigns, etc.) and not to spe- 
cific candidates will not count against the 
candidates’ ceilings. Then, too, the party 
organization can simply pay the expenses 
of campaigning devices not included in the 
items listed above (house-to-house canvass- 
ing, getting out the vote, rallies, etc.) and 
thus avoid any allocation to the particular 
candidate. 

(iv) Finally, whether in the case of Presi- 
dential or Congressional candidates, the bills 
fail to put any limits on expenditures in pri- 
maries and conventions. This means that 
the real election in a number of states, and 
in those where the vast gas and oil con- 
tributions exert their greatest influence, is 
left completely uncontrolled, 

As already indicated, we believe that sen- 
sible limitations on expenditures will only 
flow from a program of small contributions. 
But, however that may be, certainly neither 
S. 2426 nor H.R. 9255 provide any limits on 
expenditures, 


8. The Reporting Requirements for Con- 
tributions and Expenditures Are Inade- 
quate and a Step Backwards From Exist- 
ing Law 
The reporting provisions of the bills are 

not only inadequate but represent a step 

backwards from existing law. 

(i) Like the expenditure limitation pro- 
visions, the reporting provisions do not in- 
clude primaries and conventions, The seri- 
ous deficiency resulting from the exclusion 
of primaries from the Federal reporting re- 
quirements remains untouched. As pointed 
out earlier, this means that the real election 
in a number of states is left completely un- 
controlled, and not even subject to the 
scrutiny of the public eye. 

(ii) The present law provides for quarterly 
reports by political committees, with two 
additional reports required during an elec- 
tion year. Although we believe that even this 
could be greatly improved upon, it is cer- 
tainly superior to the changes proposed by 
S. 2426 and H.R. 9255. On the pretext that 
the existing provisions are “too compli- 
cated,” ™® S, 2426 reduces the regular yearly 
reports from four to two. This rather inex- 
plicable move would appear to be contrary 
to the announced purpose of the bills to 
“lay special stress on the availability of in- 
formation as to campaign financing.” * 

(iii) The bills also amend the present law 
to provide that the first of the two extra 
election year reports of contributions and 
expenditures are due, effectively, 7 days be- 
fore the election, rather than the 10 to 15 
days now specified. While we do not believe 
that even the 10 days now specified is ade- 
quate for study and use by the candidates, 
the press and finally by the voters, in mak- 
ing judgments and casting their ballots on 
election day, it certainly presents more of 
an opportunity for such use than does the 
parallel provision in the proposed bills. The 
timing of these reports so close to election 
day indicates that the reporting provisions 
of the bill may not even be intended to af- 
fect current elections, since it is obvious 
that little use could be made of such re- 


% See Report of the Committee on Rules 
and Administration to Accompany S. 2426, 87 
Cong., Ist Sess., Report No. 871, p. 9. 

* Id. at 4. 
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ports in time to affect the result of the 
campaigns then in progress. The argument 
that is sometimes made that pre-election re- 
ports fifteen or twenty days before election 
cannot be effective because those reporting 
will postpone payment of obligations until 
after the reporting date and thus render the 
reports meaningless, is not valid. This ob- 
jection can be overcome by requiring re- 
ports several weeks before election day and 
requiring the inclusion in the reports of a 
statement of all obligations, whether paid 
or not and whether billed or not. 

(iv) Under present law, copies of the 
statements of candidates for Representa- 
tive and Resident Commissioner, and politi- 
cal committees, must be filed with the Clerk 
of the House of Representatives; copies of 
the statements of candidates for the Senate 
are filed with the Secretary of the Senate. 
S. 2426 improves considerably upon this 
scheme by requiring that originals of all re- 
ports be filed with the Clerk of the House 
of Representatives, and in addition, that 
duplicates thereof be filed with the appro- 
priate Secretary of State of the states in- 
volved, Political committees supporting sen- 
atorial candidates must also file a copy of 
their report with the Secretary of the Sen- 
ate. 

While this move to bring reports closer 
to the local level by making them available 
in the office of the appropriate Secretary of 
State, is commendable, an additional pro- 
vision that copies must be made available 
at the office of the candidate or committee 
to all newspapers, radio stations, and tele- 
vision stations would do even more to insure 
adequate public knowledge. 

(v) The bills (Section 203) require that 
direct expenditures aggregating more than 
$500 within a calendar year to influence an 
election of candidates in two or more states 
shall be reported by the individuals making 
them. This represents a number of changes 
from the present rule, the most significant 
of which is that under the existing provision 
such expenditures are reportable if they 
amount to $50 or more within a calendar 
year. Although the committee report indi- 
cates" that this change was made “to re- 
flect modern campaign costs and practices” 
it is, in our opinion, unjustified. We can see 
no rational basis for requiring political com- 
mittees to report the names and addresses 
of contributors of $100 or more, and not re- 
quiring the same reports of individuals who 
make contributions to other than political 
committees. Certainly, if, contrary to our 
view, these $100 donations ought to be per- 
mitted at all, they need the same public air- 
ing whether they are made to a political 
committee or to any other account for the 
benefit of a candidate. 

(vi) Under the present law, a political 
committee must include in its report the 
name and address of each person to whom an 
expenditure has been made by such com- 
mittee of the aggregate amount or value, 
within the calendar year, of $10 or more, 
and the purpose of each expenditure. The 
proposed bills have raised this amount from 
$10 to $100, We believe that, in the absence 
of any limitation on the number of political 
committees which may operate, the ten dol- 
lar figure is necessary to insure the full 
disclosure which the proposed bills purport 
to have as their aim, 

4. The Authorization Requirement Raises 
Serious Constitutional Questions 

Under Section 201 of the proposed bills, 
no political committee, other than a political 
party or branch, can operate at all without 
the authorization of its chairman or treas- 
urer. While we support the requirement of 
such authorization, we can see no reason- 
able basis on which a distinction can be made 
between political parties or their branches, 


"Id. at 8. 
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and other political committees. Under the 
proposed bills, we have discrimination in 
favor of individuals and political parties and 
against independent political committees. 

It is argued in justification of this “author- 
ization” provision that there is no other way 
of limiting campaign expenditures and that 
a limitation on expenditures is necessary to 
protect the integrity of elections. The simple 
answer to this point is that the proposed bills 
do not contain any meaningful limitations 
on expenditures. this argument could not 
be used to support the proposition that inde- 
pendent political groups, and only such inde- 
pendent groups should be required to obtain 
this authorization, 


5. The Suggested Tax Credit for Individual 
Political Contributions Is Discriminatory 
and Unworkable 
H.R. 9255 provides for a tax credit of one 

half of an individual’s political contribu- 

tions, not to exceed $10. While we support a 

$10 tax credit, it is our opinion that the pro- 

vision in the form in which it is contained in 
the House bill is both discriminatory and in- 
adequate. Section 401 (e) of the proposed bill 

makes it clear that only contributions to a 

particular candidate or candidates or to a 

committee acting in behalf of such candidate 

or candidates would be eligible for such a 

tax credit. Under these circumstances, a 

contributor to an independent political ac- 

tion committee acting on behalf of any 
particular candidate would not be eligible to 
receive a tax credit, since he would not have 

made a contribution to a candidate or to a 

committee acting in behalf of a candidate 

as required by Section 401(c). 

For reasons already set forth, we believe 
that a tax credit for only 50% of a political 
contribution (specified limit) is inadequate 
and tends to defeat the original purpose of 
the tax credit. If a credit is to be allowed 
at all, it should be given for 90% of the con- 
tribution up to $10.” 

S. 2426 and H.R. 9255 appear to be ineffec- 
tive, misleading and discriminatory. They 
would be ineffective and misleading in that, 
although purportedly aimed at promoting 
“clean elections,” they would actually allow 
virtually unlimited political contributions, 
They appear to be discriminatory against in- 
dependent candidates and elected officials 
and in favor of political party committees, 
National, State and local, at the expense of 
independent committees. Above all, they give 
a pretense of reform without the substance 
of reform and lull people into thinking that 
no more need be done. 


— 


[From the New York Times, June 20, 1967] 
CAMPAIGN Finance DILEMMA 


The testimony in recent weeks before the 
Senate Finance Committee on improving 
methods of paying for political campaigns 
has revealed a wide divergence of opinion. 
The greatest danger is that a spirit of per- 
fectionism will produce no substantive re- 
form. 

President Johnson's plan for Federal sub- 
sidies to defray the major costs of a Presi- 
dential campaign has much merit, but it 
has failed to find general acceptance. There 
is still uneasiness that a Federal subsidy to 
the national committees of the two major 
parties would centralize too much power and 
undercut the independence of local and state 
parties. 

A less valid objection is that Mr. Johnson’s 
plan would afford no help to local, state and 
Congressional candidates. Yet the President 
has made it plain that, in proposing help 


™It is ironic that H.R. 9255 permits con- 
tributions for primaries (up to $10) to be 
credited against income taxes, although in 
the provisions dealing with ceilings on er- 
penditures and with reporting requirements, 
primaries are not considered sufficiently sig- 
nificant to require their inclusion in the bill. 
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only for Presidential candidates, he was sug- 
gesting an experiment, not a panacea. 

Senator Long of Louisiana, whose 1966 bill 
is still on the statute books but inoperative, 
has likewise not succeeded in arousing wider 
support for his plan to permit taxpayers to 
allocate one dollar of their tax payments to 
a fund to underwrite party expenses in a 
Presidential campaign. Most observers agree 
with Senator Gore of Tennessee, who argued 
successfully during the long Senate wrangle 
on this issue that it is contrary to sound 
public policy to permit individuals to ear- 
mark how their taxes are to be spent. 

Senator Metcalf of Montana has proposed 
an ingenious variation of the Long plan. He 
would have the Treasury send each taxpayer 
a one-dollar voucher which could be con- 
tributed to any candidate. This might create 
difficulties in administration, but it would 
avoid centralizing power in national party 
headquarters, protect the interests of mi- 
nority parties and benefit candidates at all 
levels. 

A more familiar solution to the campaign 
fund-raising dilemma would be a tax in- 
centive for contributors, either as a deduc- 
tion or a credit. Senator Kennedy of New 
York made a cogent argument for this ap- 
proach in his statement to the committee, 
stressing that it had the advantage of en- 
couraging citizen participation in politics. 

Television and radio costs are large items 
in modern campaign budgets. Under the 
President’s plan, the Federal Government 
would subsidize the parties to meet these 
costs. Senator Clark of Pennsylvania and 
others make the more persuasive argument 
that the television and radio industries be re- 
quired to make a certain amount of free 
time available to candidates as a condition of 
holding their valuable franchises. 

The dilemma of how to relieve the in- 
creasingly intolerable money-raising prob- 
lems of parties and candidates without pro- 
ducing unwanted distorting effects is too 
large and complicated to be disposed of 
in a single bill. Some experimentation and 
a willingness to revise solutions in the light 
of experience are clearly necessary. Federal 
subsidies for some Presidential campaign 
costs deserve a trial, as do tax credits. Free 
radio and television time can be allotted on 
some reasonable basis and adequate dis- 
closure of private contributions must be re- 
quired. 

A compromise solution embodying the best 
of several rival plans seems the most rea- 
sonable and promising way out of this maze. 
If any member of Congress doubts that a 
start has to be made now, he need only con- 
template the sorry spectacle of Senator Dodd 
of Connecticut. Mr. Dodd might not now be 
facing the censure of his colleagues if Con- 
gress had modernized and reformed laws 
governing campaign finances. 


EVERYONE SHOULD “COOL IT” 


Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, as 
shocking as the big-city riots have been 
these past few days, it must be admitted, 
in all candor, they were not unexpected. 
The loss of life and the damage to prop- 
erty has been appalling to me. And I 
confess that I look with some appre- 
hension at the remaining days of this 
long, hot summer. Nevertheless, I am 
resolved that lawlessness in any form 
cannot be tolerated no matter how great 
the provocation. It would be inaccurate 
for me to say I am not concerned about 
what has happened. 

However, it would be equally inac- 
curate for me to say I am not also con- 
cerned about the immediate future. 
There is always a reaction to crisis. And 
when the crisis is cataclysmic, as this 
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one has been, there is the danger of 
overreaction. 

More than any other in history, this 
administration has committed itself to 
the solution of the social and economic 
problems of the poor. It has developed 
programs to provide housing, lift the 
levels of education, lower the incidence 
of poverty, assure employment, and 
equalize the social status of Negroes. 

The events in Newark and Detroit, in 
Harlem and Cambridge, in a dozen other 
cities, do not in the slightest degree 
derogate the essential rightness of these 
programs. The events emphasize the ob- 
vious need for them. 

This does not mean, Mr. President, 
that the theory of “the squeaking wheel” 
must be applied—that where there has 
been riot there should be an accelera- 
tion of the programs. Rather, it brings 
into focus the fact that our overall dedi- 
cation to the civil rights programs must 
not be dissolved by recrimination or vin- 
dictiveness. Our legislative tools should 
be sharpened and put to work with more 
and more emphasis. This means that 
those programs which are proving worth- 
while must be funded, and funded in ade- 
quate amounts. 

The cure for riots lies not in ill- 
considered legislation which penalizes 
the after-the-fact participant. The laws 
already provide for that. It lies in the 
elimination of the root causes—in con- 
tinuing and supplementing the social 
programs designed to accomplish that 
purpose. 

It means too that our search for other 
and even better solutions must continue. 
This involves taking a good, hard look 
at programs such as those advanced by 
Senator Ristcorr for neighborhood de- 
velopment, those of Senators MONDALE 
and Percy for homeownership, and such 
administration proposals as rat control 
and model cities. 

The current admonition “to cool it” 
applies not only to the impatient, mili- 
tant Negro who demands that 100 years 
of neglect be righted overnight. It ap- 
plies similiary to us so that we take no 
hasty or impulsive action. It is our re- 
sponsibility to make certain there is no 
lessening of the effort. 

That way, Mr. President, and in due 
time, there will be no riots. 


OEO “BUYING” PUBLICITY 


Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I should 
like to commend the Des Moines Register 
for focusing the spotlight on the latest 
attempt by the Office of Economic Op- 
portunity—the so-called poverty agen- 
cy—to fool the public. 

In an editorial in its editions of July 
22, the Register remarks on what it calls 
an “unusual form of inducement—closely 
approaching bribery” by the OEO in ef- 
forts to obtain favorable newspaper and 
radio publicity. 

According to the editorialist, news- 
papers and radio stations in a seven- 
county Iowa area were asked to agree to 
print or broadcast “any and all” news 
releases submitted by the local OEO unit. 
In return, a credit would be made in the 
unit’s budget as local “in-kind” service; 
this credit would then be applied against 
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the 10-percent local financing required 
under the law. 

This attempt to “buy” favorable pub- 
licity to assure local financing of the pov- 
erty program should be stopped. 

As the editorialist said: 


It is surprising that a government office 
would propose such a policy, and I hope it 
gets no farther. 


I concur. 
I ask unanimous consent that the edi- 
torial, entitled ‘Buying’ Publicity for 


War on Poverty,” be printed in the Rec- 
ORD. 


There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


BUYING PUBLICITY FOR WAR ON POVERTY 


An unusual form of inducement—closely 
approaching bribery—is being contemplated 
to gain newspaper and radio publicity for a 
seven-county Office of Economic Opportu- 
nity program headquartered at Carroll. 

Area newspapers and radio stations have 
been asked to agree to print or broadcast 
“any and all news articles and publications” 
submitted by the local OEO unit, Commu- 
nity Opportunities, Inc. In return, a credit 
of $1.50 per inch for newspaper stories and 
$4 a minute for broadcasts (based on adver- 
tising rates) will be made in the unit’s 
budget as local “in-kind” services. 

Ninety per cent of OEO financing is from 
federal funds, and 10 per cent must be pro- 
vided locally. Local funding, however, may 
be in the form of volunteer services and 
donated office space and facilities. So far 
Carroll officials have had no trouble getting 
their 10 per cent, but they are worried about 
the future, when many programs will require 
20 per cent local financing. 

Six newspapers and two radio stations 
have agreed to the proposal and will let their 
stories be used as credit in the budget. They 
in turn, will be credited for their help in a 
monthly newsletter. Most of the newspapers 
have reserved editorial discretion on stories 
submitted to them, and a Carroll OEO offi- 
cial said even unfavorable stories would 
count. 

Although the Carroll program is apparent- 
ly unique in Iowa, the idea was considered 
and rejected by the Polk County Community 
Action Council. State OEO officials did not 
know of this publicity plan and thought no 
Iowa units were using it. 

This proposal is to be analyzed by the 
Kansas City OEO office for approval, and it 
should be quickly squashed. The best that 
can be said for it is that it is foolish. It is a 
naive effort to buy“ favorable publicity and 
dampen criticism of poverty war programs, 
It attempts to put newspapers and radio 
stations in the position of having to pub- 
licize the programs, regardless of merit, to 
assure their proper local financing. 

It is surprising that a government office 
would propose such a policy, and we hope 
it gets no farther. 


MEAT IMPORT SITUATION HARM- 
FUL TO CATTLEMEN 


Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, prior to 
and consistently since Congress passed 
the watered-down meat import quota 
law in 1964, I have warned that the 
cattle producer in the United States 
would suffer the consequences in the 
years to come. 

The warning was sounded because the 
quota base provided by that law is un- 
fairly high and because the exemption 
of canned, cured, and cooked items is 
being taken advantage of by foreign ex- 
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porters when the fresh, frozen, and 
chilled items approach the quota limits. 

The meat import situation has been 
steadily worsening, with a rise from 735 
million pounds in 1960 to 1.3 billion 
pounds last year. The record so far this 
year indicates these will be even higher 
for 1967. 

Parity for beef cattle has been around 
78 for several months, and there is no 
question that increasing imports are a 
substantial factor. 

In view of this, it is my judgment that 
the cattle producer has some justifica- 
tion in seeking relief from the avalanche 
of beef imports. 

The case for the cattlemen is well 
pleaded and well summed up in an edi- 
torial appearing in the August issue of 
the Farm Journal. 

The editorial points out that beef sup- 
plies are at a record per capita level; 
prices for fed steers are still lower than 
they were 15 to 20 years ago; imports, 
including canned beef, are pouring into 
the United States at an ever-increasing 
rate. With our domestic supply at a peak, 
these imports spell the difference of $2 
a hundredweight to our producers—a 
difference between profit and loss. 

The editorial makes several recom- 
mendations to ease the cattlemen’s 
plight, recommendations which do not 
include elimination of all beef imports 
but only that they be held to a reason- 
able level. 

I ask unanimous consent that the edi- 
torial, entitled “The Cattlemen Have a 
Case,” be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE CATTLEMEN HAVE A CASE 

Now that the Administration has done 
something about giving dairy farmers relief 
from competing imports, how about doing 
something for the beef men of the country? 
(Dairymen selling cull cows are involved 
too.) 

The situation is clear enough. 

Beef supplies are at a record per capita 
level, 

The beef men themselves are trying to do 
something about it. The American National 
Cattlemen's Association is pushing a cam- 
paign to cut output 5% by selling at lighter 
weights both out of feedlots and off the range. 
In the early 1960s they were increasing their 
cow holdings around 5% a year, but in 1966 
they got it down to a mere six-tenths of one 
percent, and very likely have trimmed it 
even more by now. They are doing their part. 

Prices of fed steers, while now back to 
around last year’s levels following a big mid- 
winter dip, are still lower than they were 15 
to 20 years ago! For the five years 1947-51 
prices averaged nearly $30 per cwt.; for 1963 
through mid-1967 the average has been just 
under $25, or $5 less. Meanwhile their costs 
are higher—a great deal higher, which is a 
further reason why their income is less than 
it was back in the 1940s. Who else is settling 
for an income less than 15 to 20 years ago? 

Yet while all this is the case, the import- 
ing countries are pouring fresh, frozen and 
chilled beef onto the U.S. market at a rate 
just shy of the “trigger” point. At the same 
time they have increased their imports of 
canned beef, not included in the quota. The 
law, passed in 1964, allows them 110% of the 
average of a five-year period, 1959-63; fur- 
ther shipments would be prohibited. They 
are now shipping in almost the allowed 
quota. Meat imports for the first quarter of 
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this year got up to around 5% of our beef 
supply (and more than that of the kinds 
under quota). It may not sound like much 
but when our domestic supply is brimming 
over it can mean $2 per cwt, or so, which can 
be the difference between profit and loss. 
Alarmed that we’d do something about it, the 
importers have recently slacked off a bit. 

It’s easy to see why importers are inter- 
ested in our market. Lean cow beef in New 
York brings them around 38¢ a pound, 
whereas in Liverpool, England, they get 30¢ 
and at home 23¢. Packers in this country 
like beef imports, too. The live cattle costs 
less abroad than here, the boning also costs 
less, and by keeping beef in transit on ships 
they don’t have to pay so much storage. 

The Administration lines up on the im- 
porters’ side. It doesn’t want to do anything 
that might increase the price of hamburger, 
wieners and other ground meat, which is 
what most of the imported beef goes for. 
Consumers outnumber cattlemen, and scream 
louder, so both the Administration and Con- 
gress prefer to look the other way and ignore 
the cattlemen’s problem. 

Importers, packers and government all 
claim that beef imports really matter little 
anyway. U.S. producers make steaks and 
roasts, they say, while importers supply the 
ground beef market. There are two things 
phoney about that argument: (1) About 
one-third of U.S. beef carcasses go into the 
ground beef market; (2) Ground beef com- 
petes with higher-priced beef. When a house- 
wife chooses hamburger she has just decided 
against a roast. 

Cattlemen are not asking that all beef im- 
ports be eliminated; they just want them 
held to a reasonable level, 

Here's their program: 

1. Make the quota the “trigger point“ 
not 110% of the quota. What reason is there 
for that extra 10%? 

2. Base the quota on 1958-1962, not one 
year later; 1963 was a year of abnormally 
high imports—10% of our market supply. 
Why not use a normal period? 

3. Include canned meats in the quota. 
Why allow a loophole such as “Colby cheese” 
was in dairy imports? 

4. Include in the quota any beef pur- 
chased from importers for our military needs. 
Isn't this logical? 

Some 70 bills have been introduced in 
Congress embodying these ideas. One by 
Senator Roman Hruska (R., Neb.) is co- 
sponsored by 37 Senators. It deserves prompt 
and favorable action. The cattlemen are on 
solid ground and their demands are both 
moderate and fair. We don’t see how any 
reasonable person could claim they aren’t. 

Elsewhere in this issue Secretary Freeman 
denies that the Administration has a “cheap 
food” policy. If it doesn’t, let it do something 
for the beef industry. That will speak louder 
than anything the Secretary has to say. 


CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further morning business? If not, morn- 
ing business is closed. 


ORDER OF BUSINESS 


Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sena- 
tor from Michigan [Mr. GRIFFIN] be rec- 
ognized as in the morning hour. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, with 
the concurrence of the Senator from 
Kentucky [Mr. Cooper], I ask unani- 
mous consent that the Senator from Vir- 
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ginia [Mr. Spone] be recognized for 15 
minutes on the pending bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, 
when the pending bill is disposed of, and 
I understand it is noncontroversial, the 
Senator from Kentucky [Mr. COOPER] 
will be recognized; and following that, 
I ask unanimous consent that the Sen- 
ator from Missouri [Mr. SYMINGTON] 
and the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. 
RIBICOFF] be recognized. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I be permitted 
to proceed for 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Byrp of Virginia in the chair). The 
Senator from Michigan is recognized for 
10 minutes. 


DEVASTATION AND DESTRUCTION 
IN DETROIT 


Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, the sen- 
ior Senator from Michigan [Mr. HART] 
and I returned yesterday from an inspec- 
tion trip to Detroit where we viewed 
firsthand the devastation and destruc- 
tion in that city. We returned with a deep 
feeling of sadness and a sense of great 
urgency, as well as hope for the future. 

Perhaps the saddest of all experiences 
was to look into the faces of the people 
in the areas which have been ravaged— 
the faces of law-abiding, upstanding Ne- 
groes and whites who are the innocent 
victims of this terrible tragedy. 

Mr. President, at 10 o’clock this morn- 
ing the reports from General Throck- 
morton and Mr. Vance were that the sit- 
uation in Detroit is under control. There 
were sporadic instances of sniping last 
night. The number of fires and reports 
of looting have dropped off considerably. 
At 10 o’clock this morning the death 
toll stood at 36. There have been more 
than 1,300 fires in the area since trouble 
began last Sunday. Members of the De- 
troit Fire Department, with the help of 
fire departments from adjoining commu- 
nities, have worked tirelessly and cou- 
rageously around the clock. 

At times the firemen were unable to 
fight the fires because snipers were 
shooting at them. On several occasions, 
to their great credit, members of the 
Negro community in the immediate area 
quickly formed a protective ring around 
the firemen so they could continue their 
efforts to put out the fires. 

There have been more than 3,000 peo- 
ple arrested. The wounded and injured 
number over 2,000. Unofficial property 
damage is now estimated in the area of 
$500 million, and the estimates of the 
long-range economic loss ranges closer 
to $1 billion. 

As we seek to dig our way out from 
the rubble and turn to the task of clean- 
ing up the debris, the gnawing questions 
now are: Why? and What now? 

Although it is possible to assess the ex- 
tent of the deaths, devastation, and de- 
struction left in the wake of this mad- 
ness, it is difficult to say exactly what was 
going on. It is easier to say what was not 
going on. 
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A few of the news reports have re- 
ferred to the outbreak in Detroit as a 
race riot. 

One interesting and hopeful fact 
emerges from the situation in Detroit. 
Perhaps it is the only bright part of the 
picture. I refer to the fact that, whatever 
was going on, it was not a race riot. It 
was not a battle of blacks against whites. 
When a mob of Negroes burns down the 
office of one of Detroit’s two Negro Con- 
gressmen, it is not a rebellion against 
white men. 

While most of those arrested were 
Negroes, it should be carefully noted that 
a significant number of those appre- 
hended as looters and snipers were white. 

In the background is the fact that De- 
troit has an outstanding record in race 
relations; extra efforts have been made 
to maintain close contacts and good 
liaison between the Negro and white 
communities. 

Detroit has many Negroes in highly re- 
sponsible offices. An impressive number 
of Negroes sit in the Michigan Legisla- 
ture. Negroes have been directly involved 
at leadership levels in Detroit’s generally 
well-administered war on poverty. 

Mr. President, Negroes have been em- 
ployed side by side with white workers in 
Detroit’s factories for so long that it can 
truly be said that most workers are color- 
blind. Michigan is the only State in the 
Nation which has established a Civil 
Rights Commission with broad powers 
in its State constitution. 

So, Mr. President, the tragic events 
which occurred in Detroit go much deep- 
er and cannot be characterized by the 
term “race riot.” 

Perhaps even more difficult than the 
question of “why?” is the question “What 
now?” 

This afternoon in Detroit, a meeting 
called by Mr. Cyrus Vance, who is the 
special representative of President John- 
son, and Governor Romney and Mayor 
Cavanagh will take place at 4 o’clock, at 
which community leaders will be brought 
together to start the difficult job of 
charting a course for the future. The 
senior Senator from Michigan [Mr. 
Hart] and I have designated personal 
representatives who will attend the meet- 
ing this afternoon. Of course, we are 
continuing our efforts on the Washington 
scene and we are in close contact with 
those who are developing plans back in 
Michigan. 

Mr. President, I wish to commend the 
Senator from Kentucky [Mr. Morton] 
for his suggestion a few moments ago 
that emergency Federal funds be made 
available as quickly as possible, with a 
minimum of strings, in order to provide 
such assistance as is reasonable and pos- 
sible. Other suggestions have come to my 
attention which I think should be con- 
sidered by the appropriate committees 
or at the appropriate levels of govern- 
ment. 

A most serious problem for those law- 
abiding citizens who have a stake in the 
community will be the matter of insur- 
ance coverage. Will they be able to obtain 
insurance coverage for their businesses 
or their homes in an area such as this? 
What will happen to the insurance pro- 
tection of those whose property has been 
damaged? 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 10 
minutes of the Senator have expired. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may proceed 
for an additional 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Will the insurance com- 
panies be willing to write policies in the 
future on property in such an area? 
How much will it cost? Just as we have 
worked in Congress to develop reinsur- 
ance programs for areas affected by 
floods and other kinds of disasters. I 
believe we should go to work now and de- 
velop a reasonable reinsurance program 
so that those law-abiding, self-respecting 
citizens who want to stay and help re- 
build the area will have an opportunity 
to do so. 

Emergency food supplies must be and 
are being provided. 

Surely, we cannot wait much longer 
to get a committee of Congress work- 
ing—whether it be a select committee of 
the Senate or a joint committee on the 
job of investigating the root causes of 
this epidemic of madness sweeping our 
Nation. The committee should investi- 
gate, for example, a report which came 
to my attention yesterday from a very 
reliable source. According to this source, 
it was announced at a meeting in Phila- 
delphia last Saturday night, or at least 
it was indicated, that a riot would begin 
in Detroit the next day. The Detroit riot 
was in fact touched off the next day. 

If such reports are accurate, surely 
they lend credence to the theory that 
there is organization behind this spread- 
ing wave of riots, that there is some lead- 
ership which triggers or instigates them. 

As I traveled through the ravaged areas 
of Detroit, I noticed store after store 
where not only had the windows been 
broken and all the merchandise taken, 
but in most cases the store has been 
burned out inside. The apparent pattern 
goes like this: Someone breaks the glass 
of a store front, the mob then surges in 
to loot, and after that someone method- 
ically tosses a Molotov cocktail to burn 
the place down. 

Here and there I would notice a store 
which had been spared and had not been 
touched. In almost every case that store 
building had the words “black power” or 
“soul brother,” or both, painted on it. 

It is true that, in some Cases, stores 
were demolished even though they did 
have those words painted on them. 

Mr. President, I believe the situation 
in Detroit has pointed out the need for 
more riot training by our law-enforce- 
ment agencies. The Detroit police force 
is remarkably well trained and equipped 
for riot control. The members of the 
Michigan National Guard performed 
well, but I believe everyone would agree— 
including the members of the Guard 
themselves—that it would be well if they 
received more riot training. 

All in all, the firemen, the police, the 
National Guard and the Federal troops 
did an excellent and an outstanding job. 
They worked together in almost perfect 
harmony, and they deserve the highest 
praise from the grateful people of De- 
troit and Michigan. 

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Michigan yield? 
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Mr. GRIFFIN. I am happy to yield to 
the Senator from Vermont. 

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, I wish 
to associate myself with the remarks of 
the distinguished junior Senator from 
Michigan. 

Yesterday I was in the riot area of 
Detroit for several hours, and it is a 
gross understatement to say that it was 
a depressing and frightening spectacle. 

To see parts of an American city devas- 
tated to a degree reminiscent of the dam- 
age inflicted upon European cities by air 
attacks during World War II certainly 
does not add to one’s peace of mind. 
To witness tanks, personnel carriers, 
firemen carrying rifies to protect them- 
selves, and troops patrolling the streets 
of a large American metropolis can only 
arouse deepest concern for the future. 

Detroit's city officials with whom I 
conferred, were at a loss to explain the 
reasons for the riots. They had believed 
that Detroit had done more than most 
metropolitan areas in facing up to the 
multitudinous problems confronting ur- 
ban centers, but sadly admitted that 
they must now reevaluate everything 
that had been done in the past. 

There seemed to be a general consen- 
sus that while the rioting was probably 
spontaneous, once the violence started, it 
seemed to follow a pattern which might 
have been preconceived. 

Prior to the outbreak of violence in De- 
troit I had agreed to participate in a sem- 
inar concerned with the problems of the 
aging. Plans to hold the meeting in the 
Motor City were canceled and it was 
held at the University of Michigan in 
Ann Arbor, but inasmuch as I had sev- 
eral hours at my disposal I determined 
to see for myself what had taken place in 
Detroit. This was particularly appropri- 
ate because I am the ranking minority 
member of the Subcommittee on Em- 
ployment, Manpower, and Poverty and 
did wish to ascertain whether any of the 
so-called antipoverty workers had taken 
action which in any way could have been 
construed as incitement to rioting. 

Mr. President, I am happy to say that 
I found no evidence to suggest that these 
people were involved. In fact, a number 
of them played a conspicuous role in 
helping to bring order out of chaos. 

I think that those of us who represent 
areas which are primarily rural in char- 
acter must become vitally concerned with 
the problems of major population cen- 
ters. 

We must seek out the root causes of 
the unrest and tension which have be- 
come apparent in our cities and take 
whatever corrective action seems appro- 
priate. 

Above all, we must make certain that 
lawlessness and violence does not become 
a way of life in this Nation. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I thank the Senator 
from Vermont very much for his con- 
tribution. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Michigan yield? 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I yield. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. The Senator from 
Michigan stated that there were 1,617 
separate fires in Detroit. I believe I am 
correct in my recollection. Were those 
fires existent—— 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Over 1,300. 
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Mr. LAUSCHE. Over 1,300. I thank 
the Senator. Were those fires existent 
in rundown or developed properties, or 
both? 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Both. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Were there many 
properties burned down that were not in 
the category of slum dwellings? 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Yes. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. I understand the Sen- 
ator said that the homes of two Congress- 
men were burned? 

Mr. GRIFFIN. No. The office of one of 
Detroit’s two Negro Congressmen was 
burned. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. In other words, many 
useful homes were burned down owned 
by both whites and Negroes, which homes 
will have to be replaced, in the face of 
what has already been the cry that we do 
not have adequate housing for the non- 
affluent. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. There were a good 
many houses burned. However, most of 
the property damaged resulted because 
stores were looted, ransacked, and 
1 But some homes were burned, 


Mr. LAUSCHE. Were there areas in 
Detroit in which the inhabitants were 
above the medium range of income in 
the economy? 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Many of the stores were 
fine stores, stores which could not be de- 
scribed as “rundown.” Some of the homes 
burned would not be characterized as 
slum homes. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. I want to commend the 
Senator from Michigan for his very ob- 
jective recitation of the facts and for 
his interpretation of them. We must be 
careful, as we try to judge what hap- 
pened, not unjustifiably to blame or to 
excuse. 

When the Cleveland riot occurred 
more than a year ago, on the day before 
the riot started, there came to Cleveland 
known provocateurs and known individ- 
uals connected with organizations hostile 
to the country. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator from Michigan has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for 3 ad- 
ditional minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. This is the first time I 
have heard that there has been a report 
that on last Saturday night there ap- 
peared in Detroit individuals who are not 
in accord with what our Government is 
doing and, seemingly, not in accord with 
our society and our laws. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. If the Senator will per- 
mit me, I said a report had come to me 
from a reliable source that in Philadel- 
phia last Saturday night a statement 
was made at a meeting that there would 
be a riot in Detroit the next day—and 
there was. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. If that is the fact, then 
there was a plan and a design to create 
disorder, and those who sponsored it 
found that the entire community became 
involved. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Beyond that, I do not 
know. I can assure the Senator that the 
report has been called to the attention 
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of people in the right places for further 
investigation. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield briefiy for a statement? 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Yes. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. I concur with the pro- 
posals that have been made here today 
about the need to adopt programs that 
will bring relief; but I respectfully sub- 
mit to the Senator from Michigan that 
we had better not overlook the fact that, 
through the failure to enforce law and 
order, through statements made by civic 
and religious leaders that civil dis- 
obedience, defiance of law, is justified in 
certain instances, through statements 
made, on the public platform and many 
times in the pulpits and in the high 
Chambers of Congress and offices of U.S. 
officials that “If I lived in the ghetto, I, 
too, would be engaged in a riot,” dis- 
obedience of law and order has been in- 
cited. It has been advised. We cannot 
have repetitious statements made by 
high public officials that, under certain 
circumstances, disobedience of law and 
order is justified. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. May I have 2 minutes? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I will 
not object this time, but this is the last 
time. I feel under an obligation to other 
Senators who are waiting. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I am ad- 
dressing my remarks to the Senator 
from Michigan. 

Furthermore, I submit the Justice De- 
partment of the United States had better 
wake up, It had better quit coddling 
criminals. It had better quit advocat- 
ing sympathetic appeasement. 

There is one place to which attention 
should be directed in addition to the pro- 
vision of economic improvement of the 
poor. It is the absolute failure of the De- 
partment of Justice to perform its duty. 
How can we expect government to be 
supreme when the main enforcement 
agency of the U.S. Government has time 
and time again stated, “We had better 
not prosecute, for if we prosecute we will 
inflame”? 

The conviction of criminals has been 
seriously hampered by barriers estab- 
lished by the Supreme Court of the 
United States, protecting the criminal 
and forgetting the innocent victim. Re- 
peatedly, criminals are being set free be- 
cause of the inability of the prosecutor 
to produce evidence which he has at 
hand, but which evidence is barred be- 
cause of unprecedented and previously 
unknown protections provided for the vi- 
olator of the law. 

I want to help the oppressed economi- 
cally, but if society in the United States 
is to exist, it requires that law and order 
be enforced. 

I commend the Senator from Michigan 
for his very appealing, forthright, and 
unprejudiced description of what hap- 
pened in Detroit; and to the mayor, to 
the Governor, and to the citizens of De- 
troit I extend my deepest sympathy. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I thank the Senator 
from Ohio; and I close with this state- 
ment: If this can happen in Detroit, be on 
guard because it can happen in any city. 
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DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA FEDERAL 
PAYMENT AUTHORIZATION AND 
heer AUTHORITY ACT OF 

6 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Chair lays before 
the Senate the pending business, which 
will be stated by title. 

The ASSISTANT LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A 
bill (H.R. 8718) to increase the annual 
Federal payment to the District of Co- 
lumbia and to provide a method for com- 
puting the annual borrowing authority 
for the general fund of the District of 
Columbia. 

The Senate proceeded to the consider- 
ation of the bill, which had been re- 
ported from the Committee on the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, with an amendment, 
to strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert: 

That this Act may be cited as the “District 
of Columbia Federal Payment Authorization 
and Borrowing Authority Act of 1967”. 


TITLE I—FEDERAL PAYMENT AUTHORIZATION 


Sec. 101. In recognition of the unique char- 
acter of the District of Columbia as the Na- 
tion’s Capital City, regular annual payments 
are hereby authorized to be appropriated 
from revenues of the United States to cover 
the proper Federal share of the expenses of 
the government of the District, and such 
annual payments, when appropriated, shall 
be paid into the general fund of the District. 
The annual payment authorized shall be an 
amount equal to 25 per centum of the sum 
of all tax revenues, including that portion of 
the motor vehicle registration fees but ex- 
cluding fees from licenses and other charges, 
which the Commissioners estimate will be 
credited during each fiscal year to the general 
fund of the District of Columbia, including, 
by way of illustration and not as a limitation, 
revenues estimated to be derived from those 
categories of taxes (including penalties and 
interest thereon) of which the following are 
representative: Property taxes, both realty 
and personal tangible; sales and gross re- 
ceipts taxes; income taxes—individual, cor- 
poration franchise, and unincorporated busi- 
ness franchise; the real estate deed recorda- 
tion tax; inheritance and estate taxes; and 
so much of the motor vehicle registration fees 
as the Commissioners of the District of Co- 
lumbia from time to time determine shall be 
credited to the general fund, as authorized 
by section 3(d) of title IV of the Act ap- 
proved August 17, 1937 (50 Stat. 673, 681), as 
amended (D.C. Code, sec. 40-103 (d)). 

Sec. 102. The Commissioners shall annually 
compute the amount of the Federal payment 
authorized to be appropriated under this 
title, and the amount of such authorization 
so computed, shall be submitted to the Bu- 
reau of the Budget with each regular budget 
of the District of Columbia, and, as ap- 
proved by the Director of the Bureau of the 
Budget, shall be submitted to the Congress. 
Each such computation shall be determined 
on the basis of estimates of the tax revenues 
referred to in section 101 of this title which 
are expected to be credited to the general 
fund of the District of Columbia during the 
fiscal year for which the annual payment is 
being computed: Provided, That the amount 
so determined shall be subject to review 
after such fiscal year, and if the Federal pay- 
ment appropriated on the basis of the 
amount so determined differs from the 
amount determined on the basis of revenues 
actually received and credited to the general 
fund, the Federal payment authorization for 
the second year succeeding such fiscal year 
shall be adjusted to the extent of such dif- 
ference. 

Sec. 103. Article VI of the District of Co- 
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lumbia Revenue Act of 1947 (61 Stat. 361), 
as amended (D.C, Code, secs. 47-250la and 
47-2501b), is repealed. 

Sec. 104. This title may be cited as the 
“District of Columbia Federal Payment Au- 
thorization Act”. 

Sec. 105. This title shall take effect with 
respect to fiscal years beginning on and after 
July 1, 1967. 


TITLE II—AUTHORIZATION FOR LOANS TO THE 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA FROM THE UNITED 
STATES TREASURY 


Sec. 201. Subsection (b) of the first sec- 
tion of the Act approved June 6, 1958 (72 
Stat. 183), as amended (D.C. Code, sec. 9- 
220 (b)), is amended to read as follows: 

“(b) To assist in financing the cost of con- 
structing facilities required for activities fi- 
nanced by the general fund of the District, 
the Commissioners are hereby authorized to 
accept loans for the District from the United 
States Treasury, and the Secretary of the 
Treasury is hereby authorized to lend to the 
Commissioners such sums as may hereafter 
be appropriated for such purpose: Provided, 
That no loan made pursuant to this subsec- 
tion shall cause the amount required to serv- 
ice the aggregate indebtedness of the Dis- 
trict payable from the general fund to ex- 
ceed 6 per centum of the total of the fol- 
lowing: (1) the sum of the tax revenues, 
including that portion of the motor vehicle 
registration fees but excluding fees from 
licenses and other charges, which the Com- 
missioners estimate will be credited to the 
general fund during the fiscal year for which 
request for such loan is made, including, by 
way of illustration and not as a limitation, 
revenues estimated to be derived from those 
categories of taxes (including penalties and 
interest thereon) of which the following are 
representative: Property taxes, both realty 
and personal tangible; sales and gross re- 
ceipts taxes; income taxes—individual, cor- 
poration franchise, and unincorporated busi- 
ness franchise; the real estate deed recorda- 
tion tax; inheritance and estate taxes; and 
so much of the motor vehicle registration 
fees as the Commissioners of the District of 
Columbia from time to time determine is 
to be credited to the general fund, as au- 
thorized by section 3(d) of title IV of the 
Act approved August 17, 1937 (50 Stat. 673, 
681), as amended (D.C. Code, sec. 40-103(d) ); 
and (2) the annual payment authorized to 
be made from revenues of the United States 
to cover the Federal share of the expenses of 
the government of the District of Columbia 
for the fiscal year for which such request for 
a loan is made: Provided further, That any 
loan made pursuant to this section for use 
in any fiscal year must first be appropriated 
by the Congress: And provided further, That 
such appropriations shall not be construed 
to alter or to eliminate the procedures for 
consultation, advice, and recommendation 
provided in the National Capital Planning 
Act of 1952 (D.C. Code, sec. 1-1001 et seq.): 
And provided further, Such sums as may be 
necessary annually but not exceeding a cum- 
ulative total of $50,000,000 of the principal 
amount of loans authorized to be appro- 
priated pursuant to this subsection shall be 
available for appropriation from District of 
Columbia funds to carry out the purposes of 
the National Capital Transportation Act of 
1965 (79 Stat. 663), and such sums as may 
be necessary annually but not exceeding a 
cumulative total of $40,000,000 of the prin- 
cipal amount of loans authorized to be ap- 
propriated pursuant to this subsection shall 
be available for appropriation from District 
of Columbia funds to carry out the purposes 
of titles I and II of the District of Columbia 
Public Education Act approved November 7, 
1966 (80 Stat. 1426). Such loans, when ad- 
vanced, shall be deposited in the Treasury of 
the United States to the credit of the general 
fund of the District.” 

Sec. 202. Subsection (f) of the first sec- 
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tion of the Act approved June 6, 1958 (72 
Stat. 183), as amended (D.C. Code, sec. 9- 
220(f)), is repealed. 

Sec. 203. This title shall take effect with 
respect to fiscal years beginning on and 
after July 1, 1967. 

TITLE IN—ELIGIBILITY FOR EMPLOYMENT IN THE 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA GOVERNMENT 

Sec. 301. In any program of recruitment 
of hiring of individuals to fill positions in 
the government of the District of Columbia, 
no officer or employee of the government of 
the District of Columbia shall exclude or 
give preference to the residents of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia or any State of the United 
States on the basis of residence, religion, 
race, color, or national origin. 


Mr. SPONG. Mr. President, I want to 
make a brief explanation of the pur- 
poses of the bill and a statement as to 
what it provides. 

H.R. 8718 is a District of Columbia 
revenue authorization bill. 

The overall purpose of this bill is to 
provide additional revenue urgently 
needed for financing District govern- 
ment activities that are supported from 
the District of Columbia general fund, 
which includes the cost of police, fire 
protection, education, health, welfare, 
courts, trash and refuse disposal, and 
various other general government func- 
tions. 

As reported, with amendments, by the 
District of Columbia Committee, titles 
I and II of HR. 8718 are identical to 
the Federal payment and borrowing au- 
thority provisions of H R. 11487 which 
was passed by the Senate on May 16, 
1966. 

Existing law establishes the annual 
Federal payment authorization for the 
District of Columbia at a fixed sum of 
$60 million. As passed by the House of 
Representatives on June 1, 1967, the 
present bill H.R. 8718 would provide a 
lump-sum increase of $10 million in the 
annual authorization. As amended by 
your committee, the bill would change 
existing law so as to provide a formula 
for computing the annual Federal pay- 
ment, As amended, H.R. 8718 would es- 
tablish the annual payment at a level 
equal to 25 percent of local District of 
Columbia tax revenues, including a por- 
tion of the revenues obtained from 
motor vehicle registrations. 

As pointed out in the committee’s re- 
port, due to increasing revenue require- 
ments of the District of Columbia gov- 
ernment, and the responsibility of the 
Federal Government to help defray the 
costs of the local government’s opera- 
tions, the Federal payment authorization 
for the District has had to be increased 
on six occasions since World War II. 
Only last year, it was raised from $50 
million to $60 million. 

In each instance, within a few years, 
the level established has become inade- 
quate as the needs and demands for gov- 
ernmental services have increased, and 
further legislation has had to be enacted. 

Past increases in the Federal payment 
have been irregular, and have had no 
consistent relationship to the District’s 
annual needs. 

Under this title, the method to be 
adopted would establish the level of the 
annual Federal payment authorization 
at 25 percent of the District local tax 
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revenues including the revenues obtained 
through the motor vehicle registration. 

The following tax revenues would be 
included in the base of the proposal for 
determining the Federal payment au- 
thorization, Income and franchise taxes, 
sales and gross receipts taxes, and deed 
recordation tax, general fund portion of 
motor vehicle registration revenue. The 
amount of the annual Federal payment 
would be tied directly to the amount of 
local revenue. 

Under this proposed method for estab- 
lishing the authorized Federal payment, 
the Federal payment would increase only 
as revenues from local sources also in- 
crease. This is illustrated by an estimated 
projection for the next 6 years. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent at this time to have incorporated at 
this point in my remarks a summary of 
estimated Federal payment authoriza- 
Heed proposed by this title for the years 


There being no objection, the sum- 
mary was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 


FEDERAL PAYMENT SUMMARY 


Estimated local | Federal payment 

general fund tax | as 25 percent of 
and motor vehicle} estimated rev- 

registration fees | enues (millions) 


Fiscal year 


$282.3 $70.6 
312.8 78.2 
343.2 85.8 
379.6 94,9 
416.8 104.2 
454.6 113.6 


Mr. SPONG. Mr. President, the pay- 
ment formula contained in title I of the 
present amended bill will relate the pay- 
ment directly to the amount of revenue 
generated locally. Today, out of the Dis- 
trict’s $451 million general fund budget, 
85 cents out of every dollar is paid for by 
local taxes or is borrowing obligation 
against local taxpayers. 

Your committee has through the years 
consistently favored obtaining the major 
share of the necessary revenues from 
District sources. This continues to be 
our objective. Since the Senate passed 
H.R. 11487 last year, nothing has hap- 
pened to change your committee’s con- 
viction that the proposed formula 
approach to the Federal payment is 
needed. During the hearings on the bill 
the Commissioners of the District of 
Columbia stated a clear case and em- 
phasized the need for broadened revenue 
sources in the years immediately ahead. 
By relating the Federal payment directly 
to local revenues, title I contains an in- 
centive for greater efforts by the District 
to increase its local revenue sources. 

Title II of the reported bill is also the 
same as last year’s Senate bill, and would 
amend existing law to establish a new 
method for determining the maximum 
amount the District is authorized to 
borrow from the U.S. Treasury for gen- 
eral fund capital projects. 

Under present law, the ceiling on the 
District’s borrowing authority is set at 
a fixed amount of $290 million—$200 mil- 
lion for general fund purposes, $50 mil- 
lion for rail rapid transit, and $40 million 
for the construction of higher education 
facilities. 
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Under the change proposed by title II. 
the total annual revenues from local 
taxes and the annual Federal payment 
would serve as the basis for computing 
the District’s annual borrowing author- 
ity for the general fund. Title II would 
limit the amount of revenue the District 
would be authorized to use for long-term 
debt retirement annually to 6 percent of 
total estimated annual general fund reve- 
nues from local taxes, and the Federal 
payment for the year involved. 

The present lump-sum debt ceiling 
bears no relationship to the city’s ability 
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to repay its borrowings, or to its needs 
for loans to finance capital construction. 
Also, the present system takes no account 
of loans repaid. Once an obligation has 
been retired, the borrowing authority is 
not restored. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have incorporated at this point 
in my remarks a summary illustrating 
estimated projections for borrowing au- 
thority totals for the next 6 years. 

There being no objection, the summary 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


BORROWING AUTHORITY SUMMARY 


[In millions of dollars} 


Estimated local 2 fund tax and motor vehicle registration revenue. 
ederal payment 


Plus estimated 


Total revenue base for loan computationn 
Annual debt service as 6-percent revenue base 
Authorized outstanding indebtedness, based on 30-year, 434-percent 

I WIE en A A E R S A 


Mr. SPONG. Mr. President, the ob- 
jective of all debt limitation provisions 
is to limit the amount of debt a govern- 
ment may incur to an amount which it 
can safely repay. 

Of the Nation’s 21 largest cities, Wash- 
ington, D.C., for fiscal year 1964, had the 
smallest outstanding indebtedness as 
compared to local revenues. 


Fiscal years 
1968 1969 1970 | 1971 1972 1973 
282.3 | 312.8 343.2 | 379.6 | 416.8 454.6 
setie 70.6 78.2 85.8 94.9 | 104. 113.6 
sa nA 352.9 | 391.0 429.0 474.5 521.0 568. 2 
— 21.2 23. 5 25.7 28. 5 31.3 34.1 
— 335.0 | 371.8 | 406.6 450.8 495.2 539. 5 


Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have incorporated at this point a 
summary showing the ratio of revenue 
to outstanding debt in the 21 largest 
cities in the United States for fiscal year 
1965. 

There being no objection, the table was 
ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as 
follows: 


RATIO OF REVENUE TO OUTSTANDING DEBT IN THE 21 LARGEST CITIES IN THE UNITED STATES, FISCAL YEAR 1965 


Intergovern- Total tax and General 
Tax revenue mental intergovern- | Government Ratio of Rank by 
(millions) revenue mental long-term | revenue ratio 
from State revenue ebt debt 
(millions) | (millions) | (millions) 
$39.9 $8.3 $48.2 $214.5 1:4.5 1 
47.2 6 47.8 195. 0 14.1 2 
58.8 2 60.0 213.5 13.6 3 
35.2 11.1 46. 3 159.2 13.4 4 
Philadelphia.. 185. 4 25.5 210.9 629.6 1;3.3 5 
San Antonio. 18.7 72 19. 0 54.9 12.9 6 
52.9 13.2 66.1 187.3 12.8 7 
279. 5 38,3 317.8 643.1 12.0 8 
48.2 40.4 88.6 157.9 1:1.8 9 
55.6 27.7 83.3 139, 4 1:1.7 10 
67.6 5.4 73.0 122.9 1:17 11 
157.0 42. 5 199, 5 342. 0 1:1.7 12 
42.4 4.6 47.0 81.1 1:1.7 13 
27.7 9.7 34.4 54.2 1:1.6 14 
29.3 8.8 38.1 58,5 1:1.5 15 
127.7 117.0 244.7 309, 5 1:1.3 16 
2, 186. 2 886. 5 3,072.7 3, 968. 4 111.3 17 
173.7 37.2 210.9 262. 3 1:12 18 
` 146. 3 78.4 224.7 163.7 1.4:1 19 
rancisco. = 128. 5 66. 7 195.2 124. 3 1.6:1 20 
The District of Columbia position under the 
provisions of H.R. 8718, as amended D 352. 0 335. 0 EI 


Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Census. City Government Finances in 1964-65. Washington, D.C. 1966, pp. 


56-63 (for other cities). 


Mr. SPONG. Mr. President, under title 
II, at the current U.S. Treasury interest 
rate of 434 percent on 30-year bonds, the 
District would be able to incur an out- 
standing indebtedness slightly less than 
its estimated local revenues and the Fed- 
eral payment for corresponding years. 
During the hearings on the bill, the Dis- 
trict Commissioners stated, and your 
committee is satisfied, that compared to 
prevailing local government borrowing 
practices generally, this is a conservative 
amount of indebtedness in relation to 
local revenues. 

The borrowing formula in title II is 


the same as the formula contained in 
title II of the House-passed bill. The two 
differ only in that as passed by the House, 
the formula would be applicable only for 
a 3-year period, that is, for fiscal years 
1968, 1969, and 1970. After 1970 the level 
of authorized borrowing would remain at 
that established for that fiscal year, sub- 
ject to further review by the Congress. 
Your committee has amended title II to 
remove this 3-year limitation. 

As I have said, during the hearings on 
the bill the District government pre- 
sented a clear view of its expanding rev- 
enue requirements in the years ahead. 


20377 


Your committee recognizes that the Dis- 
trict will have a continuing need for bor- 
rowing, and feels the formula proposed 
is not only reasonable, but will provide 
the District a necessary assured basis for 
orderly long-term planning of its gen- 
eral fund public works program. 

Title III is an amendment added to the 
bill on the floor of the House. It relates 
to eligibility for employment by the Dis- 
trict of Columbia Government, and pro- 
vides that no individual shall receive 
preference for or be excluded from em- 
ployment on the basis of residence, re- 
ligion, race, color, or national origin. 
The District of Columbia Commissioners 
informed your committee that this 
amendment will have no practical effect 
on the District’s personnel recruitment 
practices. 

Mr. President, your District committee 
believes that a comprehensive solution 
of the District’s revenue problem must 
include the proposed changes in the 
methods of determining the annual Fed- 
eral payment and the borrowing author- 
ity for the general fund as incorporated 
in this amended bill. 

I wish to emphasize two things. The 
Federal payment and borrowing authori- 
zation formulas contained in this bill are 
not new to the Senate. They are identical 
to the formulas contained in H.R. 11487 
as that bill passed the Senate on May 16, 
1966. Also, I want to emphasize that this 
is an authorization bill—not an appro- 
priation bill. No part of the Federal pay- 
ment or the borrowing authority pro- 
vided by this bill would be available for 
use by the District government unless 
and until it is specifically appropriated 
by the Appropriations Committees of the 
House and the Senate. 

Mr. President, I think this is a re- 
sponsive bill. It is responsive to the needs 
for additional revenues in the Nation's 
Capital, revenues which are urgently 
needed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the commit- 
tee amendment in the nature of a sub- 
stitute. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the engrossment of the 
e and the third reading of the 

The amendment was ordered to be en- 
C 

e. 

The bill was read the third time. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. 
President, will the able Senator from 
Virginia yield? 

Mr. SPONG. I yield. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Does 
not the Federal formula, as provided in 
this bill, permit the Commissioners in- 
directly to increase the authorization for 
the Federal payment, through and by 
the instrumentality of increasing the 
“a taxes in the District of Colum- 

9 

Mr. SPONG. I refer the distinguished 
Senator from West Virginia to page 3 
of the committee report, on which are 
listed the seven or eight sources of tax 
revenue to the District of Columbia. 

To answer the Senator’s question, only 
the property tax, about one-third of the 
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general fund tax base, is subject to 
change, upward or downward, by the 
Commissioners. All the others can be 
increased only by a vote of Congress. 
Certainly, the Congress has, either di- 
rectly or indirectly, full control over all 
levels of local tax rates in the District. 
I might point out that the Commissioners 
this year increased real and personal 
property taxes to raise $8 million addi- 
tionally for Congress to appropriate as 
it chooses for District needs. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Yes. But 
the point I wanted to make, and which 
the distinguished Senator from Virginia 
has indicated is true, was simply that 
the Commissioners, under the Senate 
proposal, shall annually compute the 
amount of the Federal payment author- 
ized, and that a part of this computa- 
tion will result from any action that the 
Commissioners themselves may take to 
increase the property taxes in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. 

Mr. SPONG. To increase the property 
taxes, that is true. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Yes. So 
in effect the bill gives the Commissioners 
the opportunity to legislate in so far as 
the authorization of the Federal payment 
is concerned? 

Mr. SPONG. That is true, in so far 
as the property taxes are concerned. 
However, as the Senator knows, the Con- 
gress delegated to the Commissioners 
many years ago the authority to set real 
and personal property tax rates. Con- 
gress can return to itself that delegated 
authority any time it believes that au- 
thority is being improperly used. But I 
am happy that the Senator from West 
Virginia continues to point out that this 
is an authorization, and not an appro- 
priation. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Yes. 

Mr. SPONG. And that all of this will 
be subject to actions of his subcommit- 
tee and of the Appropriations Commit- 
tees of the House and the Senate. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Yes. The 
Appropriations Committee need not ac- 
cede to the full limit of the authorization 
that results from the actions by the Com- 
missioners in increasing the property 
taxes, and thus indirectly in raising the 
amount authorized for the Federal pay- 
ment. 

I should like to see the Federal pay- 
ment above the amount allowed by the 
House of Representatives. The Federal 
payment at the present time is $60 mil- 
lion, The House bill, as I understand it, 
would raise that amount to $70 million. 
I think the Federal payment should be 
higher. I think it should be, perhaps, 
$85 or $90 million. But whatever the pay- 
ment should be, I believe Congress itself 
should take the action to increase the 
authorization above the suggested $70 
million, and not give such authority to 
the Commissioners, which would be the 
practical result. 

I do think, that the proposed formula 
is the wrong approach, because I do not 
feel that we should give to the Commis- 
sioners of the District of Columbia the 
power or the authority, by the act of in- 
creasing the property taxes, to increase 
the authorization for the Federal pay- 
ment, This is not said in criticism of the 
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distinguished chairman of the subcom- 
mittee [Mr. Spone] or the distinguished 
chairman of the full committee [Mr. 
BIBLRI. My own point of view just hap- 
pens to differ from theirs in this instance. 
They have given much study to the for- 
mula approach and such an approach 
may be justified under the circumstances. 
I do not see it that way. 

Mr. President, I congratulate the dis- 
tinguished junior Senator from Virginia 
for the excellent work, the great amount 
of time, and the thoroughness with 
which he and the subcommittee have 
gone into the pending matter. It is not 
my intention to ask for a rollcall vote, 
but I do want the Recorp to show that I 
am opposed to the Federal formula pro- 
vided herein and that I am not opposed 
to an increased authorization. 

I should like to have seen the sub- 
committee raise the authorization to, 
say, $90 million so that when the meas- 
ure went to conference with the House, 
there would have been at least an area 
of difference which could have been re- 
solved and compromised by the two 
Houses, which action would probably 
have resulted in a higher figure than the 
$70 million figure contained in the 
House-passed bill. 

If the subcommittee had agreed on 
$90 million, perhaps the conference by 
way of compromise could have resolved 
the figure at $80 million, or perhaps 
even higher. 

I am sorry that this approach was not 
taken. I am afraid that, with the Fed- 
eral formula contained herein, the com- 
mittee of conference between the two 
Houses will not be able to resolve the 
Federal payment issue so as to make 
the conference figure higher than the 
$70 million provided by the House bill. 

However, the Senate proposal will not 
allow any upward adjustment of the 
House-passed Federal payment authori- 
zation in conference, and the conferees 
would be limited to an acceptance of the 
formula on the one hand or the $70 mil- 
lion on the other, as I understand it. 

The committee of conference can only 
accept the House version providing for 
$70 million or the Senate version which 
would provide for a formula, as I under- 
stand it. Consequently, it would be one 
approach or the other. 

If the Senate subcommittee had pro- 
vided for $90 million Federal payment, 
$100 million, or some other figure above 
that provided by the House bill, it would 
have allowed the conference to work 
out a compromise which might be higher 
than the figure presently contained in 
the bill passed by the House. 

Mr. President, I merely want to make 
my position clear for the Rrecorp. I again 
compliment the subcommittee and its 
able and hard-working chairman, the 
N junior Senator from Vir- 

a. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. SPONG. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may be per- 
mitted to continue for an additional 3 
minutes, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. SPONG. I yield. 

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, I compli- 
ment the Senator for the very fine work 
he has done as the chairman of the Fis- 
cal Affairs Subcommittee. 

I think the end result which appears 
here today is the correct result. 

I am not going to belabor the RECORD 
with an argument with my friend, the 
distinguished Senator from West Vir- 
ginia, but I think the formula approach 
is the correct approach, eminently, 
justifiably, and equitably correct. 

If my memory serves me correctly, 
when we wrote this bill last year, we had 
the same problem, an identical fact situa- 
tion. We went to conference, and as a re- 
sult of that conference we did not adopt 
the formula theory which, I again state, 
is in my judgment the correct way to 
handle the problem. However, a higher 
fixed figure was written into the bill. 

As the able Senator from West Virginia 
may recall, the other body approved a 
revenue bill setting the Federal payment 
at a fixed $50 million. The committee, 
of which I have the honor to be chair- 
man, determined that a Federal payment 
formula identical to the one in title I of 
the pending bill, would answer the Dis- 
trict’s difficult financial problems over 
the years in a more efficient and busi- 
nesslike manner. The full Senate agreed 
with the committee’s decision and on 
May 16, 1966, adopted a Federal payment 
formula in the exact words of the one 
before the Senate today. Thus, when the 
two bodies went to conference, the two 
matters in conference were the House 
version of a $50 million fixed amount and 
the formula. The conference did not ac- 
cept the formula but did increase the 
fixed Federal payment sum from $50 to 
$60 million. That Federal payment 
authorization was adopted by both 
Houses and was enacted into law. In 
my judgment, the fixed Federal pay- 
ment of $70 million in the bill as ap- 
proved by the other body and the Federal 
payment formula, as proposed by your 
committee’s recommendations, are sub- 
ject to conference modification. Ger- 
maneness is present, in my judgment. 

So, I do not believe we are circum- 
scribed in conference, as the distin- 
guished Senator from West Virginia sug- 
gests. I am convinced that the formula 
approach would save us many problems 
here in the Nation’s Capital in attempt- 
ing to deal with the revenue problem. 

As we both recognize, this matter is 
subjected finally to the very close seru- 
tiny and the fine eye of the chairman of 
the District of Columbia Appropriations 
Committee who does such careful and 
diligent work in this field. I think that 
we need have no worry that this measure 
will be abused, even if it is finally. 
adopted, as I hope it will be, and signed 
into law. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent that 
the distinguished junior Senator from 
Virginia may have an additional 3 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
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wish that the Senator will not press it 
beyond that time because we have been 
impinging upon the hospitality and the 
courtesy of the distinguished Senator 
from Kentucky [Mr. Cooper] now for 
almost an hour and a half. 

Mr. SPONG. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished Senator from Nevada 
(Mr. Brste], the chairman of the sub- 
committee, for providing great leader- 
ship in this matter. 

I thank the distinguished Senator from 
West Virginia for his kind remarks and 
say that upon the final passage of the 
pending bill, the Senator can then pro- 
ceed with the District appropriations 
bill. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi- 
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. SPONG. I yield. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. 
President, I assure my distinguished 
majority leader that I do not intend to 
impinge further upon the time of the 
distinguished Senator from Kentucky 
(Mr. Cooper]. 

I merely say in answer to the com- 
ments made by my distinguished col- 
league, the senior Senator from Nevada, 
the able chairman of the Senate Com- 
mittee on the District of Columbia, that 
I am happy to be corrected with refer- 
ence to my expressed fears concerning 
the possibility that the committee of 
conference would be circumscribed and 
prevented from hammering out a higher 
Federal payment than that allowed in 
the House-passed measure. I am glad 
that he has cited the history of last 
year’s conference. In doing so, he has 
clarified a misunderstanding on my 
part. 

I hope that the final result will be a 
higher figure than the $70 million al- 
lowed by the other body. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
having been read the third time, the 
question is, Shall it pass? 

The bill (H.R. 8718) was passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
“An Act to provide for computing the 
annual Federal payment authorization 
for the District of Columbia, and estab- 
lishing a method for computing the an- 
nual borrowing authority for the gen- 
eral fund of the District of Columbia.” 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, It is 
a rare occasion indeed when the Senate 
witnesses a freshman Senator steer to 
overwhelming Senate approval a bill of 
such major importance as the one just 
adopted. But that was the case today 
with respect to H.R. 8718. And the 
achievement marks a singularly out- 
standing accomplishment for the junior 
Senator from Virginia [Mr. Sponge]. 

He handled this measure flawlessly— 
a measure which establishes the criteria 
for computing the Federal support and 
borrowing authority for the District of 
Columbia; a measure which in the past 
has not always been received by the Sen- 
ate with the overwhelming acceptance it 
met today. Senator Spone has worked 
diligently and with obviously deep devo- 
tion and strong effort to bring to this 
Chamber a proposal that offers a com- 
prehensive plan for the District’s rev- 
enue problems. He presented the pro- 
posal with immense clarity, with com- 
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peling advocacy. Senator Srona de- 
serves the high commendation of the 
Senate. It is richly deserved. 

Of course the distinguished senior Sen- 
ator from Nevada [Mr. BIELE] deserves 
Similarly high praise. As the chairman 
of the Committee on the District of Co- 
lumbia, he has long demonstrated deep 
insight and immense wisdom with re- 
spect to the problems of the Nation’s 
Capital. His leadership on this proposal, 
as on all proposals affecting the District 
of Columbia, was outstanding. 

The Senator from West Virginia [Mr. 
Byrp] deserves our thanks for offering 
his strong and sincere views on this 
measure. He, too, has consistently demon- 
strated a deep and abiding interest in the 
problems that beset the District and, as 
chairman of the District of Columbia 
Appropriations Subcommittee, he has 
sought their resolution with great dedi- 
cation. 

Again our thanks to Senator SPONG, 
and to the Senate as a whole for cooper- 
ating to dispose of this measure with 
such a high degree of efficiency. 


ORDER OF BUSINESS 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
previous unanimous-consent agreement, 
the distinguished Senator from Kentucky 
is recognized. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the time not be 
charged to the time of the Senator from 
Kentucky. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk will 
call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk proceed- 
ed to call the roll. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection it is so ordered. 


VIETNAM 


Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, the chief 
issue before our country continues to be 
Vietnam. It influences our ability to man- 
age effectively all our concerns and pri- 
orities, domestic and foreign. A progres- 
sion of events since 1954, and even be- 
fore, has carried us to this place. I do 
not believe that it is inevitable that 
events of our decisions must continue to 
carry us deeper into an ever increasing 
involvement in Vietnam. 

On May 15, I made a proposal in the 
Senate, which I hoped would enable our 
Government to break out of the rigid 
cycle of force and counterforce which 
has not brought negotiation or peace, but 
only a steadily enlarging war. 

My proposition was that the United 
States should confine its bombing—in 
support of our troops—to infiltration 
routes near the demilitarized zone where 
men and supplies enter South Vietnam 
over the 17th parallel, or from Laos and 
Cambodia. 

The key of the proposal was that the 
action of the United States should be 
without precondition—without the re- 
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quirement of some parallel reciprocity 
by the North Vietnamese; without stages 
of cessation; without fixing terminal 
dates; and not centered upon religious 
days, because the purpose of the pause 
is unclear, 

The unconditional cessation of bomb- 
ing has been the consistent and indispen- 
sable requirement of North Vietnam for 
negotiations. I do not believe there will 
be negotiations until the bombing stops, 
and unconditionally. 

I made the proposal as a way for our 
Government to determine whether an 
unconditional cessation of the bombing 
of North Vietnam would lead to nego- 
tiations, as has been reported by many 
official and private channels, including 
Secretary General of the U.N., U Thant 
and Premier Kosygin of the Soviet 
Union. My proposal was made as an al- 
ternative to an escalation of the bombing, 
an escalation of forces, and of the total 
war, which could reach a point when 
North Vietnam would be compelled to 
ask the Soviet bloc for volunteers and 
Communist China to come to its aid, and 
when China would intervene to prevent 
the defeat of its Communist neighbor. 

Above all, it was—and is today—a pro- 
posal for negotiation, and for an honor- 
able peace, which our country, with the 
assurance of its vast power, and with the 
conviction of its desire for an honorable 
peace, can make. 

Of course, such a cessation entails seri- 
ous risks, and they are apparent, but they 
are risks that the United States can take. 
It is difficult to believe that the United 
States, with its overwhelming power, 
could not protect the security of our 
troops. As I pointed out on May 15, the 
risks are not as great as a continuing and 
expanding war — with its rising casualties 
and cost the increased support by the 
Soviet Union to North Vietnam, the pos- 
sibility of intervention by Communist 
China, and, if that should occur, the pos- 
sibility of a third world war, with con- 
sequences one can scarcely contemplate. 

No one can say that our initiative 
would be successful, but the retraction 
of bombing—like a curtain of fire pulled 
back—would have to be recognized by 
North Vietnam, and its purpose known 
by the world. 

The decision for peace—not war—will 
then have been made by our country. 
The choice of peace or war will then pass 
to the North Vietnamese and its Com- 
munist supporters. 

My proposal of May 15 received wide 
support from many sources—from Mem- 
bers of the Senate, including the ma- 
jority leader, Senator MANSFIELD, from 
the news media, and people throughout 
the country. A thoughtful proposal for 
cessation—although differing in some 
important respects from the one I have 
made—has been made by Representa- 
tive Morse and seven other Members of 
the House. 

In referring to our distinguished ma- 
jority leader, Senator MANSFIELD, I have 
done so because I know that in 1954, 
when it was suggested that the United 
States then either send troops into South 
Vietnam or use its Air Force in support 
of the French at Dienbienphu, he pointed 
out the danger of the involvement of the 
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United States in that country. And year 
after year he has continued to point out 
the danger of further involvement. 

I have not mentioned in this speech 
the suggestion of Senator MANSFIELD 
that this matter be referred to the Ge- 
neva Conference or to the United Na- 
tions, a proposal I have supported, be- 
cause I wanted to place my emphasis 
upon the unconditional cessation of 
bombing, which I believe is indispensa- 
ble for the start of negotiations. But if 
cessation of bombing should occur, and 
negotiations are not possible, then, of 
course, his position—his urging to sub- 
mit the question of the war in Vietnam 
to the United Nations—should be sup- 
ported by our Government and by Con- 
gress, without reservation. 

But soon after May 15, the attention of 
the country was focused on the Middle 
East. A war has been fought. It was 
mercifully short, but it brought costly 
destruction and the loss of many lives— 
including American lives. It has not 
brought peace or security to the Mideast. 
The underlying problems remain to be 
settled. And as with any war today, there 
was concern that it would involve an in- 
creasing number of countries, including 
our own. 

The conflict in the Mideast raised 
again, during that period of crisis, the 
prospect of a confrontation between the 
United States and the Soviet Union—one 
which may have been averted or at least 
lessened by the speed of the Israel vic- 
tory. 

The debates in the Security Council 
and General Assembly of the United Na- 
tions, the conference between President 
Johnson and Premier Kosygin at Glass- 
boro, once again laid bare with awesome 
clarity the delicate balance between the 
two great powers. There have been 
incidents only recently which warn that 
this balance is delicate indeed and could 
be upset. Soviet naval vessels have har- 
assed our ships, and Soviet merchant 
ships have been strafed in North Viet- 
nam harbors. Doubts about the inten- 
tions of each other, and concern for secu- 
rity are leading—and I believe inexor- 
ably—to the establishment of antiballis- 
tic missile systems in the Soviet Union 
and the United States. These develop- 
ments, and the possibility of the con- 
frontation about which we were so con- 
cerned during the Mideast crisis, dem- 
onstrate the importance of a settlement 
in Vietnam. 

In making this statement, I do not 
place our country on the same plane as 
the Soviet Union. I know that the Presi- 
dent and the United States sincerely de- 
sire peace in Vietnam, and I am not cer- 
tain that the Soviet Union does. 

But despite the dangerous confronta- 
tion in the Middle East—a greater war 
was averted. President Johnson acted 
with restraint and statesmanship. The 
Soviet Union did not intervene with its 
forces after the war began. The Security 
Council was able to agree on a resolution 
for a cease-fire which was accepted. 
There is recognition that the basic prob- 
lems of the Mideast must be met. And 
there grew up at the time the belief, or at 
least hope in the world, that steps can be 
taken to find peaceful solutions in other 
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dangerous areas, including Southeast 
Asia. 

The U.S. Government has reached 

another difficult stage of the war in Viet- 
nam. 
It is reported, and I believe accurately, 
that the decision has been made to send 
additional troops to Vietnam. I do not 
question the military basis upon which 
the request for additional troops was 
made. I do not question the desire and 
duty of the President of the United States 
and the Congress and the American peo- 
ple to protect our troops. And if the call 
is made, I shall support it as I have sup- 
ported our troops in past years. 

But these decisions deal with military 
policy and with war, and implicit in them 
is the prospect of additional calls for 
more men, more supplies, and more 
bombing if the war continues. 

All this may come, but before it does, 
I urge our Government to take a path 
toward negotiations and peace which I 
do not believe has been fully tried—to 
cease unconditionally the bombing of 
North Vietnam. It bears risk—but one 
that the strength of our country—great, 
free, and humane—and the conscience of 
our people compel us to take. 

Some country someday, must show 
the way from the morass of wars which 
is threatening our security and the peace 
of the world. I do not know of any other 
country that has the power, as well as 
the obligation of leadership and the con- 
cern to lead the way, except the United 
States. I hope that the United States will 
lead the way. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the Sen- 
ator yield? 

Mr. COOPER. I yield. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, the impor- 
tance of the statement which the Senator 
from Kentucky has made cannot be ex- 
aggerated. Because of its inherent sound- 
ness, it is something that the adminis- 
tration must take into account. 

Mr. President, to my deep regret the 
suggestion made by the Senator from 
Kentucky and others, including the ma- 
jority leader, has not been given consid- 
eration by the administration; or, if it 
has, we have not been advised that this 
is so. 

I wish to emphasize this point as 
strongly as I can by relating the colloquy 
I had with the Secretary of Defense at 
a hearing in which he was a witness be- 
for the Committee on Foreign Relations, 
as follows: 

Senator Case, Mr. Chairman, there is just 
one other thing, and that is with relation 
to the bombing. Senator Cooper has been 
making suggestions about limitation of 
bombing, and many other members of Con- 
gress have done that—I use him as an ex- 
ample. I myself have stated that bombing 
of North Vietnam ought to be limited to that 
which has a substantial or significant effect 
upon the movement of men or supplies into 
South Vietnam, The decision apparently has 
been made by the Administration to continue 
with the general present program; is that 
correct? 

Secretary McNamara. Senator Case, I do not 
want to forecast future military operations, 

Senator Cask. But this I read in the news- 
papers, that the U.S. won’t modify the Viet- 
nam bombing. This is in the New York Times 
by William Beecher, July 24. Johnson said 
he would rule out both curbs and wider 
raids.” 
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Secretary McNamara. I think you would 
have to ask Mr. Beecher for his sources. He 
did not discuss the matter with me, and I 
am sure he did not discuss it with President 
Johnson, 

Senator CasE. So far as you know 
there is no intention of—I am not putting 
this in personal terms but merely as an 
illustration—taking Senator Coopers’ advice. 

Secretary McNamara, I do not mean to be 
less than candid here, but I should not, I 
think, give any indication of future military 
operations. 


Mr. President, I do not regard that 
reply as a responsible response to the 
suggestions made by the Senator from 
Kentucky and many other Members of 
Congress. 

If the Secretary of Defense feels, and 
he may properly feel, that it is beyond 
his authority, competence, and what is 
appropriate and proper for him to talk 
about, and that it should be the Presi- 
dent’s prerogative to make response to 
this broad question—not about opera- 
tions but about the broadest kind of 
American policy—so be it; but in that 
event it is the President who must re- 
spond, and I hope he will. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I appre- 
ciate the comments of the Senator from 
New Jersey. One must recognize the dif- 
ference between what I propose and the 
Senator from New Jersey proposes—and 
questions of military policy. We are talk- 
ing about a way to determine if the war 
can be ended. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. COOPER. I am happy to yield to 
my friend, the Senator from Missouri. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, the 
able Senator from Kentucky knows of 
my respect for him. Nevertheless, this 
address of his creates certain appre- 
hensions in my mind that are fortified 
by a story in the press this afternoon 
entitled “VC Using New Rocket.” The 
article states: 

Using a new rocket weapon, Communist 
guerrillas today killed 11 Americans and 
wounded 43 more in attacking a U.S. camp 
and airfield near Saigon. 

The Vietcong within 25 minutes slammed 
137 shells into the base. Military spokesmen 
said the Communists used mortars and 122 
mm. rockets, a new addition to the guerrilla 
arsenal. 

It hurls a 30-pound rocket 6 miles with 
deadly accuracy, the U.S. spokesman said. 


The rockets that have been killing so 
many marines around Da Nang, it is my 
understanding, had a maximum range 
of 4.3 miles. 


THE VIETNAM WAR—A SUGGESTION 


During the week before last, in Viet- 
nam, U.S. casualties totaled 1,452, with 
1,170 wounded, and 282 killed. 

Nearly all these casualties resulted 
from weapons shipped direct from North 
Vietnam to South Vietnam, or from 
North Vietnam through Laos and Cam- 
bodia to South Vietnam. 

Despite that fact, there is continued 
insistence, supported heartily by the 
Communists all over the world, that the 
United States stop its efforts to halt the 
flow of this lethal equipment at the 
source, by attacking military targets in 
North Vietnam. 

This opposition is centered in the 
phrase stop the bombing;” and the in- 
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fluence of the campaign that has cen- 
tered around that phrase has resulted 
in much of our air and sea attack pro- 
gram being more a matter of form“ 
than one of “substance.” 

The death of every young American in 
combat is a sad and terrible business—a 
life, with all its promise for the future, 
ended forever. 

We have recently received classified 
testimony before the Senate Armed 
Services Committee which pointed out 
that the ability of the North Vietnamese 
to bring down their heavier artillery dur- 
ing the bombing pause incident to the 
Tet holiday caused the slaughter of many 
of these young Americans; and we have 
seen photographs, which are available to 
any Senator, which proved it. 

It is easier to direct this war from the 
Senate floor than from the battle sta- 
tions of our fighting men just south of 
the DMZ, and all over South Vietnam. 

Over here, however, except for certain 
families, who grieve for the loss of their 
loved ones, it is a fact that we are giving 
up nothing; whereas over there, 12,000 
young Americans have given up every- 
thing. 

It is hard to understand why there 
would appear to be at least as much solic- 
itude for the lives and safety of North 
Vietnamese military as against American 
military and the lives and safety of 
young Americans who have been drafted 
from their schools and colleges and jobs 
by their Government, and who are fight- 
ing with superb courage for their coun- 
try, 10,000 miles from home. 

I do not know whether normal mili- 
tary attacks against North Vietnam can 
ever bring us any true “success” in this 
long and major war. But I do know that, 
unless the United States attempts to stop 
at the source the guns coming down from 
North Vietnam which are killing Ameri- 
cans in South Vietnam, there is no 
chance whatever for any possible success. 

Incidentally, but pertinent to overall 
thinking on this subject, the casualties 
of our South Vietnam allies during that 
same week totalled 556, which were less 
than 40 percent of U.S. casualties. 

After four trips to Vietnam, three of 
them in the last 18 months, it is my 
belief that the morale, the very fiber, of 
the South Vietnamese people has, to a 
considerable extent, withered away; 
eroded by over a quarter of a century of 
almost continuous war—first with the 
Japanese, then with the French, then 
with ourselves and the South Koreans; 
and almost continuously among 
themselves. 

There are those who support the send- 
ing of more American ground forces to 
South Vietnam. If we used the techno- 
logical advantages of air and seapower, 
however, instead of such concentration 
on a ground war, based on my trips in 
the theater, I am convinced that we 
would have more chance for success with 
less troops instead of more. 

Based on the above, let me make this 
suggestion this morning, if I may, Mr. 
President, that instead of the constant 
offer to have our Government stop air 
attacks against North Vietnam as a pre- 
liminary to negotiation, we offer not only 
to stop the fighting in North Vietnam, 
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but also the fighting in South Vietnam— 
and start negotiations from there. 

Surely that action would give us a 
better chance to attain these negotiations 
and we could then apply at least part 
of the appalling cost of this Vietnam 
war—already some $70 million a day— 
to our grave and growing problems here 
at home. 

Mr. President, I want to thank the able 
Senator from Kentucky for yielding to 
me. 

Mr. BYRD of Virginia subsequently 
said: Mr. President, a few moments ago 
the distinguished Senator from Missouri 
mentioned the casualties of the United 
States Forces and the South Vietnam 
forces. 

As I recall, he gave the figures for 1 
week. I would like to expand those fig- 
ures and give at this point the figures 
for the first 5 months of 1967. 

In the first 5 months of 1967, the U.S. 
combat casualties totaled 31,036 killed 
and wounded. 

In that same period the South Viet- 
namese casualties totaled 17,003. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I have 
listened carefully to the remarks of the 
distinguished Senator from Missouri, but 
I must say that we are discussing differ- 
ent approaches to a solution of the war. 

In a way, he made a strong argument 
for the proposal I am making. I have 
said that everyone knows that should 
there be a cessation of the bombing it 
would entail risks; the possibility of the 
introduction of additional forces and 
supplies from North Vietnam. But with 
the great strength we have in ground 
forces, and air forces, concentrating on 
those points where infiltration routes 
enter South Vietnam, I cannot see that 
the security of our forces will be threat- 
ened any more than they are now. On 
the other hand—the cessation may lead 
to peace and greater security for our 
troops. 

I recall that it was in February or 
March of 1965 the bombing began. I be- 
lieve we had 24,000 men in Vietnam at 
the time. There was no great movement 
of either men or supplies into South 
Vietnam. But as we have stepped up 
bombing, the entry of troops and sup- 
plies into South Vietnam has increased. 
The movement of supplies and men into 
South Vietnam has not been stopped by 
the bombing. 

The Senator from Missouri speaks 
about—and rightfully so—of concern for 
those who fight. All of us have concern 
for our men in Vietnam. It is the greatest 
concern of all. 

The chief reason I have continued to 
make this proposal is because of concern 
for those who fight, who are wounded, 
and who die. The present rate of casual- 
ties today, could reach 75,000 a year. 
The Senator and I are not talking about 
the same thing. Of course, if we want to 
apply every bit of force we have upon 
North Vietnam, and some would use 
nuclear weapons, we could destroy North 
Vietnam. I have made my proposal be- 
cause I do not believe there has been an 
unconditional cessation of bombing. 

I propose it again to determine if it 
will open negotiations. I propose it as a 
movement toward an honorable peace. 
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If negotiations do not follow, the Pres- 
ident of the United States has the in- 
herent power, under the Constitution, 
to take whatever steps he needs to protect 
our troops. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Kentucky yield? 

Mr. COOPER. I am happy to yield to 
the Senator from Montana. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I have listened with 
interest, and I have read with interest, 
the speech just made by the distinguished 
Senator from Kentucky. I want to com- 
mend him for making his views known 
once again. He has a perfect right to 
speak out as he does, as every Senator 
has. When we speak out, it does not 
mean we are planning the strategy of 
the war in Vietnam. The President has 
that responsibility as Chief of State and 
as Commander in Chief. 

But, may I point out that every Sen- 
ator from every State likewise has a 
responsibility, and the place to make his 
views known is on the floor of the Senate 
in full and open view. 

May I say to the distinguished Senator 
from New Jersey—and I think I can say 
this without fear of contradiction—that 
all proposals which have been made or 
suggested here have been given serious 
consideration in the executive branch of 
the Government, 

The Senator from Kentucky states 
that the chief issue before the country 
continues to be Vietnam. It is the over- 
riding issue. While, for the time being, 
the situation in our urban areas and 
major cities is of prime importance, even 
there, in my opinion, the shadow of Viet- 
nam extends. 

As I listened to the remarks of the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Kentucky, it 
appeared to me that what he has said in 
effect, this time, is what he said on May 
15. The only difference is that he has 
gone into more detail. But, as I recall the 
Cooper formula proposed on the floor of 
the Senate on the 15th of May, it was to 
confine the bombing to the Ho Chi Minh 
trails around the 17th parallel. 

Thus, what he said then he is now say- 
ing again: This is one way to confine the 
war to South Vietnam. 

I have assumed all along that our chief 
objective in Vietnam was to maintain the 
stability, the integrity, and the inde- 
pendence of South Vietnam, period. 

This is one way in which more success 
can be achieved, in my opinion, than can 
be achieved by the continued bombing of 
the north where, I believe, our forces 
are rapidly running out of targets. 

What was the bombing of the north 
supposed to accomplish? It had two ob- 
jectives. One, either to stop or decrease 
infiltration of men and material along 
the Ho Chi Minh trails, and, two, to 
bring Hanoi to the conference table. In 
both respects, those objectives have not 
been attained. There are more men and 
more tons of material coming down from 
the north than was the case before the 
bombing started, or at least before it 
achieved proportions of great signifi- 
cance. 

As far as bringing Hanoi to the con- 
ference table is concerned, in my con- 
sidered opinion, it is farther away from 
that table than ever before. You cannot 
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bomb those people into submission. You 
cannot return them to the stone age, be- 
cause they are living in conditions not 
very far from it. They will dictate the 
kind of war which will be followed, 
whether it be conventional or guerrilla. 
They have been dictating the kind of 
war and when it is to be fought. They 
have fought it all too often at the time 
and place of their own choice. 

What have we accomplished with our 
search-and-destroy tactics? We have 
taken, for a time, control of a part of 
their territory, but after we do that, we 
go back to our bases. There is even a 
question of doubt as to how secure our 
bases are. I would recall what happened 
last week, when a very small number of 
mortars shelled Da Nang. I read in the 
papers that our losses ranged from $60 
million to $80 million. 

The Senator from Kentucky also per- 
forms a service for the country when he 
points out what the possible potentials 
in this war are if it keeps going on, esca- 
lating step by step, gradually or other- 
wise 


I am taking too much of the Senator’s 
time. All I want to say is I think, once 
again, as he has many times, the Senator 
has performed a public service. 

Mr. COOPER. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. COOPER. I ask unanimous con- 
sent that I may have 10 additional 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. COOPER. I yield to the Senator 
from Arkansas. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I merely wish to 
associate myself with what the Senator 
from Montana, the distinguished ma- 
jority leader, has said, in commending 
the Senator from Kentucky. I read his 
speech with a great deal of interest. I 
join in his recommendation to stop the 
bombing. This subject has been dis- 
cussed at considerable length by the 
Senator from Kentucky in a slightly dif- 
ferent context, but the purpose is still 
the same, I think; it is to try to bring the 
war to an honorable end. 

I only say, with respect to the com- 
ments of the Senator from Missouri, if 
he knows of any way to approach a ces- 
sation of the fighting, I will join in that, 
too. The principal purpose of stopping 
the bombing is to set the stage for nego- 
tiations which would leave both parties 
in an acceptable political posture. That 
is the purpose of negotiations. 

I think the Senator from Kentucky 
and I wish to bring about the same ob- 
jective. It is a question of how to bring 
it about. I think the Senator from Ken- 
tucky is correct in pointing out that we 
have never had an unconditional cessa- 
tion of bombing. We have never given a 
bona fide test as to what the intentions 
of North Vietnam are. We do not know 
what they would really do if there were 
a cessation of the bombing, without the 
specific conditions such as have been 
mentioned on many occasions. I would 
like to see us try it. 

I would also like to have a cease-fire, if 
someone would show me how to get it. 
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That is what was negotiated in 1954, 
when the French and the Vietnamese 
were in agreement that the fighting 
should stop. I do not want to quibble 
about the methods that would promote a 
cessation of this war, but I think the 
Senator from Kentucky is most logical 
when he says we can do this without any- 
one’s agreement. We cannot get a cease- 
fire without an agreement on the other 
side. We can cease the bombing without 
obtaining anyone’s permission and see 
what the other side will do. 

So I commend the Senator from Ken- 
tucky. I hope that this suggestion might 
reach the executive branch of the Gov- 
ernment. 

Mr. COOPER. I did not talk about a 
cease-fire or the subject matter of nego- 
tiations, because I desired to emphasize 
the step that could lead to negotiations. 
As the Senator has said, this action is 
within our control. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. COOPER. I yield. 

Mr. AIKEN. I just want to say the 
Senator from Kentucky has given us a 
display of a commodity which is all too 
scarce in the world today, and I mean 
statesmanship. There is nothing dishon- 
orable about wanting to bring this war 
in Southeast Asia to a close. I think 
President Johnson would be fully war- 
ranted in taking heed of what the Sen- 
ator from Kentucky has said today. 

How has our policy worked over there? 
We were supposed to bring the war to 
a quick end when the bombing of North 
Vietnam started. In fact, some of our 
military experts thought it would be only 
a matter of a few days before the North 
Vietnamese leadership would be on its 
knees seeking a conference at the table. 
It has not worked just that way. 

Coincident with the start of the bomb- 
ing of North Vietnam came the intro- 
duction of more modern and efficient 
weapons on the part of the enemy. We 
have had a very painful experience as a 
result. By the end of this year, our cas- 
ualties, killed and wounded, will un- 
doubtedly reach 100,000 most of which 
will have been incurred since the bomb- 
ing of North Vietnam started—they 
might have been considered of minor 
proportions up to that time—and we are 
still fighting in the same places we were 
when we started that bombing—as the 
Senator from Missouri said, 4 miles from 
Da Nang and about the same distance 
from Saigon and our other bases in 
South Vietnam. 

We get optimistic reports and predic- 
tions every little while, and they never 
come true. Only the other day, top of- 
ficials of our Government assured us we 
were making progress and almost the 
next day we got a report that one of our 
air bases had been attacked by modern 
weapons and possibly $100 million dam- 
age was done to our Air Force in a 
single attack. 

I might say that when we follow a 
policy that does not work and has not 
worked, then it is time perhaps to try 
something else, such as the Senator from 
Kentucky has advocated. There is no 
use saying that President Ho Chi Minh 
is not sick of this war. He would not be 
human if he were not sick of it. It is 
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also a good guess to say that he and 
most of his countrymen would rather 
die than get down on their knees and 


g. 

So I do hope the President will take 
heed of what the Senator from Kentucky 
has suggested, not only today, but a 
number of times. It would be no disgrace 
for the United States to seek to bring this 
war to an end. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. COOPER. I yield. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I should 
like to join Senators on both sides of the 
aisle in commending the Senator from 
Kentucky on the speech he has made 
today. I agree completely with every- 
thing he has said. 

It is difficult to quarrel with a col- 
league, particularly when he is a former 
Secretary of the Air Force, but I find 
myself in disagreement with some of 
the points made by our colleague, the 
Senator from Missouri [Mr. SYMINGTON], 
a few moments ago. 

He was, of course, Secretary of the Air 
Force. It was my privilege to have served 
for 4 years in that branch of the 
service during the war, attaining the 
rank of colonel; but I do not pretend to 
have any particular competence with 
respect to the utilization of air power 
at the present time. 

I must say, however, as an observer 
who did serve in the Air Force for 4 
years, that in my opinion the bombing 
has been counterproductive and has had 
very little to do with saving the lives of 
any young Americans. If lives are saved 
by bombing, they can still be saved, in 
my opinion, by bombing south of the 
17th parallel. 

On March 31, I made statements quite 
similar to those which the Senator from 
Kentucky has made today. On April 3, 
at the unanimous-consent request of the 
chairman of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations, the Senator from Arkansas 
(Mr. FULBRIGHT], my speech was printed 
in the Recorp. Secretary General U 
Thant publicly espoused the recommen- 
dations that I made, which were as fol- 
lows: 

First. Cease the bombing of North 
Vietnam. 4 

Second. Cease all offensive operations 
in South Vietnam, firing only if fired 
upon. 

Third. Induce General Ky’s forces to 
do the same. 

I returned to the same subject on May 
16, in connection with the occasion of 
Buddha’s birthday, making the same 
proposals, Those proposals have never 
been acknowledged nor commented upon 
by the executive branch of the Govern- 
ment. 

I ask my friend from Kentucky this 
question: Does he not believe that the 
cessation of the bombing of North Viet- 
nam, while it might very well result in 
negotiations with Hanoi, is not too likely 
to have the effect of achieving negotia- 
tions with the Vietcong; and is it not 
necessary that if we make a peace ges- 
ture toward Hanoi, we should also make 
a similar peace gesture toward the Viet- 
cong? 

My suggestion would be that if we 


July 27, 1967 


announced publicly we would fire only 
when fired upon, at least until we had 
an opportunity to determine whether the 
leadership of the Vietcong was interested 
in arranging a cease-fire, and would stop 
the search and destroy technique which 
is costing the lives of so many young 
Americans and causing so Many others 
to be wounded, we would then have a 
comprehensive plan which in my opinion 
would have a better chance of success; 
for I am not convinced, and I wonder 
whether the Senator from Kentucky is 
convinced, that Hanoi completely dom- 
inates the Vietcong. 

Mr. COOPER. No, I do not think Hanoi 
completely dominates the Vietcong. The 
Vietcong were active for many years be- 
fore the war expanded. 

I have addressed myself to North Viet- 
nam, because North Vietnam, in every 
proposal, has made as its central point 
the unconditional cessation of bombing. 
As we all know from our own sources, 
their proposals have changed at times 
but always this has been the central 
point. 

I shall confine myself to the ques- 
tion that I have raised this afternoon 
I do recall that the Senator from Penn- 
sylvania, has suggested the same pro- 
posal. 

I thank the Senator. 

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. COOPER. I yield. 

Mr, DOMINICK. Mr. President, I had 
the privilege of reading the speech of 
the Senator from Kentucky, which he 
furnished to me before he gave it. I read 
it with considerable interest and care. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senator 
from Kentucky may have 5 additional 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOMINICK, I must say, though 
I would like to agree with the Senator, 
that I find myself unable completely to 
agree. I say this because it seems to me 
that his proposal is predicated upon the 
idea that North Vietnam wants peace, 
while there has been no sign of any kind 
that North Vietnam wants either to ne- 
gotiate or to cut down its rate of infil- 
tration into South Vietnam, or to other- 
wise approach the peace table. 

We have probably made the most ex- 
tensive effort to find a method of sitting 
down at a table with the North Viet- 
namese that any country has ever made 
in time of war, and we have been unable 
to find any possibility whereby they will 
even sit down and discuss the matter. 

I was in South Vietnam and Thailand 
in May. There was certainly no indica- 
tion then that the North Vietnamese 
were moving in a direction which would 
cut down on their involvement in South 
Vietnam. As a matter of fact, during one 
of the holidays, we were informed by 
both intelligence and diplomatic sources, 
and by our ministry—I was personally 
so informed—that the road south looked 
like the Los Angeles freeway on New 
Year’s Day; that when we stopped the 
bombing, truckload after truckload and 
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convoy after convoy, which up to that 
time had been held back and were only 
dribbling through at night, were coming 
down, with vast sources of supplies and 
equipment to be put into South Vietnam. 
In addition to the 112-millimeter rocket 
which has been talked about by the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Missouri, there 
were 144-millimeter rockets, now being 
made available by the Russians, which 
are capable of going 7 miles or more 
before they hit. 

I would say there was no indication 
under any circumstances that they 
would be willing to seek peace. If we stop 
our bombing—and this is what concerns 
me most—without having at least some 
kind of word that they are willing to 
stop and sit down and see how we can 
find peace; if we stop without even that 
assurance, it strikes me that what we 
will be doing is experimenting with the 
position of our troops in South Vietnam. 

That is why, much as I should like 
to, I am unable to agree with the Senator 
from Kentucky. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I appre- 
ciate the comments of the distinguished 
Senator from Colorado. 

As he has said, there has not been any 
open or public indication upon the part 
of North Vietnam to negotiate. We know 
that the President of the United States 
has undertaken many courses to try to 
get to the table. 

But this being true, I have asked that 
before we start on another stage of in- 
creased buildup of forces, of increased 
bombing, increased casualties, of in- 
creased costs, all of which are not bring- 
ing the war to a close, we should see if the 
one requirement made again and again 
by North Vietnam, the unconditional 
cessation of bombing, will lead to nego- 
tiations and peace. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. COOPER, I yield. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
have listened to this debate this after- 
noon with a great deal of interest. It is 
well that the different points of view 
held by various Senators be brought 
forth. I appreciate the candor and the 
frankness of the distinguished Senator 
from Missouri [Mr. SYMINGTON]; I 
appreciate the reasoning and the 
thoughts behind the words of the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Colorado [Mr. 
Dominick]. It is obvious that there are 
divergencies of opinion. But I believe 
that what we must face up to is that 
either we have to seek to find new ways 
of reaching the negotiating table, or face 
the prospect of escalating still further. 
There are not many more targets out- 
side of Haiphong and Hanoi and per- 
haps a few targets further north. If we 
are to continue to escalate, we had better 
count the costs involved—the cost to us 
in manpower, and how long it will take, 
what it may mean in the way of possible 
confrontation with China and perhaps 
the Soviet Union and other “socialist” 
states. 

I appreciate what the distinguished 
Senator had to say about a proposal 
which I made about taking up the U.S. 
resolution introduced in January 1966 in 
the Security Council, seeking to bring 
all the participants, both direct and in- 
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direct, to New York, for the purpose of 
laying the cards on the table. When I 
speak of indirect participants and direct 
participants, I mean Peking and the 
Vietcong—the NLF, the political arm. 
They both have to be considered, in my 
opinion, before this war is concluded. 

I say most respectfully to the Senator 
that perhaps it will not be one formula 
alone which will bring this war to a con- 
clusion. At the least, it will be a con- 
solidated and concentrated effort in 
South Vietnam. If the Cooper proposal 
is followed, there is also a call for a pro- 
posal to continue the defense perimeter 
just below the demilitarization zone, be- 
low the 17th parallel—of which I under- 
stand 11 miles has been built or cleared 
and an additional 12 miles is in the 
process of being constructed—that would 
take us more than half way across the 
17th parallel dividing North and South 
Vietnam. If that could be done, if the 
Cooper formula could be followed, and 
if the U.S. resolution to the United Na- 
tions could be called up, followed up and 
voted on, perhaps there would be a pos- 
sibility of finding a small pathway to a 
road which might lead towards negotia- 
tions and peace. 

We cannot afford to let down in a 
— effort to reach the negotiating 

able. 

I assure the Senate and the Senator 
that as far as the President of the Unit- 
ed States is concerned he is just as desir- 
ous as is anyone in this body of reaching 
the negotiating table to the end that this 
brutal and dirty war can be brought to 
an honorable conclusion. 


ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 
MONDAY 


Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres- 
ident, I ask unanimous consent that 
when the Senate completes its business 
today, it stand in adjournment until 12 
o’clock noon Monday next. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


THE CRISIS IN OUR CITIES 


Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, our Na- 
tion today verges on revolution. The 
fabric of our society is in danger of be- 
ing torn apart at its seams in the cities 
of America. 

Established order must prevail, and so 
must our Nation. 

On some issues, there are not two sides 
to the argument. 

This is one of them. 

We cannot tolerate—and will never 
tolerate—lawlessness and vicious, ram- 
paging violence. 

We must take whatever steps are re- 
quired to put down insurrection when it 
occurs. 

There is no need to call the roll of vio- 
lence: Looting, lawlessness, and arson 
have swept more than 50 cities and towns 
across the Nation in a rising tide of dis- 
order. Destruction marks the central 
cities of Detroit, Newark, Toledo, 
Cambridge, Md., Minneapolis. And dis- 
turbances have occurred in Hartford and 
New Britain, Conn. 

We are witnessing the destruction of 
property and lives—and more. We are 
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witnessing the destruction of hope and 
the wrecking of dreams. We are being 
pushed back—step by step—from the 
threshold of progress. 

For violence is self-defeating. Nowhere 
has it produced lasting and positive re- 
sults. 

Violence does not eliminate the condi- 
tions it seeks to destroy. Often it causes 
them to endure. 

Violence does not make life in the slum 
any less mean or more tolerable. 

Violence does not bring forth respon- 
sible leadership. 

Violence does not create understand- 


Instead, violence breeds fear. Lawless- 
ness creates a lack of confidence. Disor- 
der pushes into the background those 
who would build. The glare of flames 
and the flashing lights of police cruisers 
illuminate only the wreckers and the 
wreckage. 

The times and events cry out for san- 
ity and for constructive action. 

There is a shocking tendency in the 
national debate to seek scapegoats rather 
than solutions, to castigate rather than 
construct, to blame rather than build. 
But violence is not a partisan issue. We 
cannot allow the most basic domestic 
problem of our time to degenerate into 
political name calling. 

If we seek to find those to blame for 
the disorder, let every man look into the 
mirror. 

Most of us have used the phrase “crisis 
in the city” to describe the shocking 
events of recent years. By this we mean 
that nearly every American city faces 
monumental problems in such areas as 
housing, employment, education and 
law enforcement—problems of such 
scope and depth that an unrelated inci- 
dent can trigger enough violence to tear 
apart an American city in a single 
night. 

But even this description does not 
reach the core of the crisis. We face not 
only a crisis in housing, employment, 
and law enforcement, but we also face a 
crisis of belief. The people of the slums 
are losing their belief in the promise of 
America. And the rest of us, though con- 
fronted with statistics, that tell us one of 
three slum residents has a serious em- 
ployment problem, still are unwilling to 
act upon the belief—and the fact—that 
legitimate complaints are a major cause 
of the anger and bitterness that trans- 
form a local incident into a matter of 
national survival. 

I cannot argue—and no responsible 
person should argue—that we can guar- 
antee an end to violence by passing pro- 
grams that would eliminate all the griev- 
ances and injustices that press so 
heavily on the residents of our central 
cities. But on the other hand, I must in- 
sist that failure to take major, and sweep- 
ing actions to relieve the legitimate ten- 
sions; and grievances will further widen 
the gulf that already threatens to divide 
our Nation. 

Mr. President, this week the Congress 
heard many calls for investigations and 
studies of the causes of the recent riot- 
ing and violence. I respectfully submit 
that much of the information we seek is 
contained in the yearlong hearings on 
the Federal role in urban affairs con- 
ducted by the Subcommittee on Executive 
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Reorganization. I make this statement 
not in behalf of the subcommittee, but 
as an individual Senator. I make this 
statement not because the remarks of the 
committee members deserve widespread 
attention, but because the statements and 
views of the 100 witnesses can provide 
valuable and significant insight and 
information. 

We heard from witnesses from all levels 
of Government, and private life. We 
heard from businessmen and financiers. 
We heard from representatives of labor, 
private foundations, and universities. We 
spoke with social scientists—psychia- 
trists, psychologists, and sociologists— 
who made the city and its people their 
laboratory. And we heard firsthand testi- 
mony about conditions in our slums and 
the causes of violence from the residents 
of the slums themselves. 

Contained within the 4,000 pages of 
testimony and over 200 exhibits is a 
wealth of material that would be of great 
value to us today. Some of this material 
I will insert in the Recor at the end of 
these remarks. This includes the testi- 
mony by Derek V. Roemer, a social psy- 
chologist of the National Institute of 
Mental Health, on the anatomy of a riot; 
and the poll conducted by John F. Kraft, 
Inc., on attitudes of Negroes in various 
cities. I will also include the first report 
of Brandeis University’s Lemberg Center 
for the Study of Violence, an analysis of 
conditions in six American cities. Dr. 
John Spiegel, the center director, testi- 
fied before the subcommittee last Decem- 
ber. 

In addition, I will submit for the Rec- 
orD a copy of a letter I sent yesterday to 
Attorney General Clark asking whether 
the Department of Justice has found 
that this summer’s riots are the product 
of—or significantly influenced or con- 
trolled by—individuals, an organized 
conspiracy, or any groups of organiza- 
tions. 

None of us want to reward violence. 
Thus, the issue before the entire Nation 
is: How shall we convince responsible 
citizens, who comprise the majority of 
our slum populations, that there is an- 
other alternative—a better alternative— 
to violence? We must provide acceptable 
ways for men to achieve their goals. For 
when men cannot achieve their goals in 
acceptable ways, they resort to shortcuts. 
And far too often, violence is the short- 
cut chosen. 

Law and order must be maintained. 
But punishment alone is no answer. 
Orderly cities cannot be based on the 
passive order of a citizenry bowed into 
submission. They must be built on the 
order of a democracy working together 
for the common good. 

Trucks, tanks, troops, and guns can 
restrain violence. But only citizens can 
maintain democracy—citizens with the 
self-respect that comes from participat- 
ing in the society and the recognition of 
the rewards of initiative. Citizens denied 
the chance to achieve self-respect—eco- 
nomic, social, and moral—are denied 
fundamental justice. 

We face a sea of problems. Before we 
set sail in all directions at once, we 
should select the areas that will yield the 
most immediate benefits. 

The most obvious fact in America is 
that a good job at an adequate wage is 
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the key to providing self-respect for an 
individual and progress for a nation. 

Each of the cities that has experienced 
terror in the past few weeks shares a 
common statistic, Unemployment in our 
central cities is twice the national rate. 
One out of every four teenagers—the 
same teenagers who have been in the 
forefront of riots and looting—cannot 
find a job. 

In Newark, the Department of Labor 
estimates that unemployment in the 
central city area is about 7.5 percent— 
nearly twice the rate of the overall area. 
The unemployment rate among teenagers 
nears 25 percent. 

In central Detroit, where nearly 20 
percent of the labor force is under the 
age of 25, unemployment in the riot areas 
is estimated to be 9 to 12 percent. 

Witness after witness before our sub- 
committee emphasized the need for jobs, 
economic security, and self-respect. In 
the words of Rev. Leon Sullivan, whose 
opportunities industrialization centers 
have had great success in training poor 
people and placing them in jobs: 

Begin to rehabilitate a people and you 
begin to rehabilitate a city. Structures do 
not make democracies or civilizations. Only 
attitudes and the spirits and desires of men 
to promote a change for their own better- 
ment can do this. Poor people... want 
a skill to prepare themselves for a job in 
order that they might be able to stand on 
their own feet. 


A. Philip Randolph, president of the 
A. Philip Randolph Institute, put it this 
way: 

Programmatically, Mr. Chairman, I should 


suggest that the top priority is full employ- 
ment. 


Attorney General Katzenbach, testify- 
ing last August, stated: 


I am sure if the rate of young Negro un- 
employed people and young white unem- 
ployed people were to drop significantly, 
then we would have at least a significant 
drop in the crime rate. 


Secretary of Labor Willard Wirtz said: 


The unemployment problem in the center 
cities, in the slums and ghettos, and among 
minority groups, is clear and it is critical. 


The McCone Commission, which ana- 
lyzed the causes and results of the tragic 
riots in Watts, concluded: 


The most serious immediate problem that 
faces the Negro in our community is em- 
ployment—securing and holding a job that 
provides him an opportunity for livelihood, 
a chance to earn the means to support him- 
self and his family, a dignity, and a reason 
to feel that he is a member of our com- 
munity in a true and a very real sense. 
Unemployment and the consequent idle- 
ness are at the root of many of the problems 
we discuss in this report. Many witnesses 
have described to us, dramatically and we 
believe honestly, the overwhelming hope- 
lessness that comes when a man’s efforts to 
find a job come to naught. Inevitably, there 
is despair and a deep resentment of a so- 
ciety which he feels has turned its back 
upon him. Welfare does not change this. 
It provides the necessities of life, but adds 
nothing to a man’s stature, nor relieves the 
frustrations that grow. 

John F. Kraft, Inc., a respected public 
opinion research organization, conducted 
an extensive survey in Watts several 
months after the 1965 riots. To the ques- 
tion, “What do you think was the real 
cause of the violence we had here last 
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summer?” the largest percentage—58 
percent of those questioned—saw eco- 
nomic problems as the most crucial fac- 
tor. They placed most emphasis on lack 
of work or low pay and menial work. 

Asked “what is the biggest single 
problem facing the Negroes in Watts?” 
unemployment, job discrimination, and 
lack of skills were the most common re- 
sponses. The provision of more jobs, with 
enough pay to support a family, and 
job training were rated as key ingredi- 
ents in riot prevention. 

The Kraft survey also illuminated the 
erucial distinction between the old resi- 
dents of the ghetto and the newcomers— 
those who had migrated from the South 
in the past 10 years. Ninety-three per- 
cent of the newcomers questioned about 
the reason for the violence blamed eco- 
nomic problems, the lack of employment, 
or low pay and menial work. 

But, according to the report of the 
Lemberg Center for the Study of Vio- 
lence, this fact has not been fully recog- 
nized by persons outside the slums. The 
report finds: 

Only a small minority of whites perceive 
Negro unemployment or lack of equal job 
opportunities as a major cause of riots while 
a majority of Negroes perceive a direct con- 
nection between riots and employment 
opportunities. 


What are our responsibilities and 
priorities? 

We should focus first on actions that 
can be taken within existing authority 
and with available funds. A rapid survey 
of possible administrative actions has 
disclosed the following, which I commend 
to the attention of the executive branch. 

First, Under the authority now vested 
in the Office of Emergency Planning, im- 
mediate action could be undertaken to 
apply the $6 million in unexpended emer- 
gency relief funds to relieving the dis- 
aster that has struck our cities. Such 
action could include the provision of jobs 
in reconstructing our cities; the distri- 
bution of food and medical supplies; the 
donation or loan of surplus equipment to 
states and communities for use in job 
training programs. 

The legislation establishing the Office 
of Emergency Planning gave ample au- 
thority to that office to deal with dis- 
asters. 

A careful reading of the act—42 U.S.C. 
1855 ff—reveals that the authority 
granted is not restricted to the relief of 
natural disasters. 

Further, the act wisely gave the OEP 
authority to provide assistance when 
disaster threatens. The tinderbox po- 
tential of some of our major cities is well 
known. I suggest that the possibility of 
aiding them in averting the unrest that 
may come should be the first order of 
business in the Office of Emergency 
Planning. 

A few moments ago, a wire service 
news report indicated that Michigan and 
Detroit officials have requested this kind 
of assistance from the Office of Emer- 
gency Planning. It also indicates that 
OEP believes it may lack the authority 
to intervene in matters of this nature. 

May I call to the attention of the Sen- 
ate that a few years ago, a barge with 
chlorine sank in the Mississippi River, 
endangering the lives of the people in the 
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area. At that time, the Office of Emer- 
gency Planning extended assistance to 
help raise the barge and evacuate the 
residents. 

If the Office of Emergency Planning 
can use its funds to remedy the potential 
danger of a barge of chlorine in the Mis- 
sissippi River, I cannot understand why 
the Office of Emergency Planning could 
not use its funds to help relieve the 
misery in the cities of our Nation. I would 
ask that the Office of Emergency Plan- 
ning go back to its own precedent of the 
barge of chlorine in the Mississippi 
River, to see whether they cannot act 
affirmatively in response to the re- 
quest of Governor Romney and Mayor 
Cavanagh. 

Second. There is authority in the Pub- 
lic Works and Economic Development 
Act of 1965 that can and should be put 
to work. Under title II— the technical 
assistance section—the Secretary is au- 
thorized to provide technical assistance 
in the development of an economic de- 
velopment plan to areas which may not 
be qualified as eligible redevelopment 
areas. Further, he is authorized to make 
grants of up to 75 percent of the admin- 
istrative expenses of organizations which 
would develop such plans. 

I suggest that this authority be used 
to help local and neighborhood organi- 
zations—community action agencies, for 
example—to hire the expert assistance 
and consultants they would need to de- 
velop their own economic development 
plans. It seems to me that in an age of 
increasing anonymity, we must find ways 
to bring decisionmaking responsibilities 
back down to the neighborhood and com- 
munity level. It is essential that people 
feel they have a stake and a voice in de- 
termining their futures. The participant 
in mob violence is anonymous. 

Third. The Manpower Development 
and Training Act gives authority to the 
Secretaries of Labor and Health, Educa- 
tion, and Welfare to utilize up to 20 per- 
cent of the total funds appropriated for 
training for meeting areas of special 
need. In addition, funds not fully obli- 
gated under the act may be reappor- 
tioned from time to time. 

At this time, I would hope that the Sec- 
retary of Labor would take every pos- 
sible step to assure that the maximum 
amount of training aid is made available 
to the residents of our central cities. 

Serious consideration should also be 
given to the possibility of establishing 
new criteria for on-the-job training pro- 
grams—criteria which would specify that 
contracting employers must offer oppor- 
tunities to a stated percentage of trainees 
who reside in areas of low income and 
high unemployment. 

These actions can provide some jobs 
immediately. But the need is so great 
that we can only solve our employment 
problems by undertaking a full-scale ac- 
tion program. Because employment is 
basically a responsibility of the private 
sector, we must take actions to encourage 
American businessmen to locate and re- 
locate in the cities and train and hire 
slum residents. But we also have a re- 
sponsibility to assist those who cannot 
find a job in the private market. We 
should provide guaranteed job oppor- 
tunities for all—in fact as well as in 
theory. 
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Toward this end, I have introduced 
several pieces of legislation, and I wel- 
come any additional proposals in this 
area. We should amend the Public Works 
and Economic Development Act of 1965 
to permit urban areas of high unemploy- 
ment and low income to qualify for as- 
sistance under the act. We should au- 
thorize interest rate rebates of 2 percent 
to encourage industrial plant location in 
urban areas. We should provide a $100 
million loan guarantee reserve fund to 
encourage industry investment in urban 
areas—a fund sufficient to guarantee $2 
billion in private loans and new invest- 
ment capital. These proposals are con- 
tained in S. 581 and S. 2039. 

For those who cannot find or qualify 
for a job in the private market, the Gov- 
ernment should function as an employer 
of last resort. The Public Service Em- 
ployment Opportunities Act—S. 585— 
would establish a 5-year program to 
provide 500,000 additional full-time 
publie service jobs. 

People want a job—not a handout, and 
we have a duty to provide the oppor- 
tunity for everyone to become a useful 
contributor to society. 

Jobs, it seems to me, are the key pres- 
sure point in today’s crisis situation. But 
there is more that needs to be done. It 
may be possible to take additional ac- 
tions administratively. The survey that 
disclosed the suggestions I have made 
was by no means exhaustive. 

Nevertheless, it is abundantly clear 
that the Federal Government’s authority 
and flexibility to react to crises in our 
cities is severely limited. Congress has a 
clear responsibility to act positively in 
approving the measures and appropria- 
tions proposed by the President that 
would give us a wider range of tools. 

The model cities program must be fully 
funded. It offers a new horizon in com- 
munity and neighborhood development. 
It is, in essence, the most imaginative 
piece of legislation approved by Con- 
gress in recent years. To strip it of its 
effectiveness by reducing the level of ap- 
propriations would be folly. The rent 
supplement program is also fully deserv- 
ing of our support. 

So, too, must we act on appropriations 
for the Office of Economic Opportunity. 
It would be a tragedy if the violence in 
the streets of America obscured the real 
progress that the poverty program has 
made—in the Headstart program, in job 
training, in help for the elderly, and 
jobs for the young. 

The President has proposed the enact- 
ment of the Rat Extermination Act of 
1967. It would provide a first year ap- 
propriation of $20 million to establish a 
program of assistance to communities 
in eradicating rats. Rat control, Mr. 
President, is not a laughing matter to 
those who fear for the lives of their chil- 
dren at night. It is a responsible pro- 
gram, refiecting a proper national con- 
cern with a frightening menace. 

If the senseless violence in the streets 
of America has done nothing else, it 
should have emphasized the need for en- 
actment of gun control legislation and 
the President’s Safe Streets and Crime 
Control Act of 1967. 

We must pass legislation which would 
make it more difficult for guns to fall 
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into the hands of irresponsible individ- 
uals. And the beleaguered and harassed 
police of America need help—help which 
the Safe Streets and Crime Control Act 
could give. We hear much of police bru- 
tality.” But the cry from the ghetto is 
also for police protection. 

In the John Kraft survey of attitudes 
toward the police among residents of 
slums, the overwhelming majority felt 
that more police protection—not less— 
is necessary in our cities. The Negro is 
the main victim of crime. It is essential 
to his future—and all of us—that law 
and order be maintained. 

As Federal Judge George Edwards, 
who served as Detroit police commis- 
sioner for over 2 years, testified before 
our subcommittee: 

I have never had a request from any Negro 
group in our city for less law enforcement. 
All I met on the streets of the community, 
and in the meetings with Negro leadership 
and others, was the request, “More police 
protection.” 


All of these measures are vitally im- 
portant, but Congress has taken the 
initiative as well. The Senate can be 
proud of the leadership that has come 
from Senators CLARK, JAVITS, KENNEDY of 
New York, MONDALE, MUSKIE, PEARSON, 
PERCY, PROXMIRE, and SPARKMAN. These 
Senators have introduced imaginative 
and farsighted legislative proposals to 
grapple with the problems of our urban 
society. This Congress has an extraor- 
dinary opportunity to build upon this 
leadership and to make a vital contribu- 
tion to national policy at a crucial time 
in our history. 

I have introduced 19 legislative pro- 
posals which I believe would serve to al- 
leviate the crisis in our cities. My pro- 
gram was designed around five basic 
elements: 

First. Guaranteed job opportunities 
for all; 

Second. Providing a decent home in a 
decent environment; 

Third. Offering the maximum en- 
couragement to private investment in re- 
building our cities; 

Fourth. Involving the individual and 
emphasizing neighborhood develop- 
ment; and 

Fifth. Reorganizing the executive 
branch to meet the challenges of today 
with the techniques of the present—not 
the methods of yesterday. 

I do not claim to have the whole an- 
sSwer—or even a major part of the an- 
swer. But it does seem to me that we have 
a responsibility—in this body and in the 
entire Government—to take action now 
for the future. 

Mr. President, historians will look upon 
these years as a major turning point in 
American history and the development 
of our social principles and political 
leadership. They will see that although 
we became an urban nation many dec- 
ades before, not until the decade of the 
1960's did we face the hard implications 
of this fact. They will see reflected in the 
cities of America the basic conflicts of 
our Nation and its people. And they will 
also see that as late as 1967, our urban 
destiny still was being decided on an ad 
hoc basis as we moved from crisis to 
crisis and from program to program, 
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when both the times and the events re- 
quired a systematic approach and a com- 
prehensive national strategy. 

For our dilemma is not that we once 
made a commitment to our cities which 
we later withdrew or reduced. Our di- 
lemma is that we have never made the 
commitment in the first place. We have 
never made the commitment of the 
spirit or the commitment of the purse. 
And we need both. 

Little that we have done in the way 
of administrative actions, congressional 
appropriations, or specific legislative 
proposals addresses itself to this funda- 
mental issue of commitment and the 
foundation that must underlie all our 
current and future efforts. 

Time is running out. We can no longer 
postpone developing and implementing 
on a systematic basis a comprehensive 
and long-range national strategy for 
building our cities and creating within 
them full security, full opportunity, full 
ckoice, and full freedom. 

Responsibility for such a statement of 
purpose and policy—followed with plans 
for reaching defined objectives—must be 
accepted by us all—the executive branch, 
the Congress, State and local officials, 
private citizens, whites and Negroes. 

Achieving our national goals in em- 
ployment, housing, education, transpor- 
tation, law enforcement, health, and 
many other areas is beyond the scope 
of even the Federal Government to ac- 
complish alone. 

But, Mr. President, the basic commit- 
ment can be stated only by the Federal 
Government—and that includes both the 
executive and legislative branches. 

The facts are before us. The past is 
filled with examples that make us shud- 
der. And if we make the decision today 
to act for tomorrow, we will not be forced 
to suffer the words of Santayana: 


Those who do not remember th: past are 
condemned to relive it. 


Mr. President, in conclusion, I ask 
unanimous consent that the material to 
which I have referred be printed in the 
Recorp at this point. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 


THe ANATOMY OF Riors 


(Statement before the Subcommittee on Ex- 
ecutive Reorganization Committee on Gov- 
ernment Operations, U.S. Senate, Decem- 
ber 8, 1966, by Derek V. Roemer, social 
psychologist) 

This material, including the specific illus- 
trative application, was prepared at the re- 
quest of the Subcommittee on Executive 
Reorganization, Committee on Government 
Operations, United States Senate. There are 
two sections: a theoretical framework for 
analyzing the development of any type of 
riot; and a hypothetical description of an 
urban race riot which is included for illustra- 
tive purposes only. It should be emphasized 
this material represents a personal formula- 
tion on the part of the author. It is neither 
a complete review of scientific work in the 
field nor anything other than the personal 
thinking of the author as a social psychol- 
ogist who is concerned with this area of 
study. 

FRAMEWORK OF A RIOT 

This is the story of a riot. A concocted riot, 
not a real one. This riot was concocted from 
a recipe, really a theory, which is given below 
in outline form. The outline is intended to 
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show the developmental phases of violent 
disturbances and indicate strategic points of 
leverage at which interventions may be effec- 
tive. The narrative is appended to put flesh 
on the bare bones of the outline, and show 
how the ingredients might work in a specific 
case. The ingredients are real events drawn 
from a variety of journalistic and other ac- 
counts of recent events, put together here in 
composite for purposes of illustration. The 
recipe as an analytic framework seems to hold 
up when applied to narrative and journal- 
istic accounts of a wide variety of incidents, 
from the Stamp Act Riots of Revolutionary 
times to the motorcycle riots of 1965, but it 
would be presumptuous to use a riot out of 
history for a sample analysis, since I have 
not done the first-hand, empirical research 
necessary to verify the scheme’s applicability 
in all instances. The scheme is being advanced 
here for that very purpose. 

A less developed version did prove helpful 
in devising strategy and tactics for prevent- 
ing a riot in the fall of 19651 But the real 
utility of this approach will only be made 
apparent when it is used as a framework for 
thoroughgoing, empirical study. An excellent 
example would be a comparative study of 
cities which have had riots and cities which 
have not, where the cities in question are 
similar in other respects. I am not offering 
new facts about mob violence, but a new and 
comprehensive way of systematically analyz- 
ing these events. 

It should be understood that the present 
approach is not the only way of understand- 
ing riots, nor the only type of relevant 
knowledge and theory, but I think that it is 
in many ways new and potentially useful, 
It has been developed out of the type of 
sociological and social psychological think- 
ing represented in the book, Collective Be- 
havior, by Ralph Turner and Lewis Killian.“ 
There is much material in the social 
psychology of crowds and the sociology 
of cities that is not included here as not 
essential to this particular point of view. 

No single one of the preconditions and 
precipitating facts listed in the outline can 
be considered necessary and sufficient to 
bring about a riot. Each is cumulative in its 
contribution. It is my contention that all of 
them are necessary, in some form or other, 
for an outbreak of mass violence. The num- 
bered factors are seen as essential condi- 
tions. The sub-heads under them, listed be- 
side lowercase letters, are either qualifica- 
tions or alternative modes through which the 
essential conditions may be realized. 

AN OUTLINE OF CONDITIONS LEADING TO 
MOB VIOLENCE * 
A, Preconditions 

1. The members or potential members of 
the mob collect in physical proximity, in 
such a way that communication is possible. 
Physical formation of the crowd. 

2. Members or potential members of the 
group possess discriminable social and/or 
physical characteristics in common which 
distinguish them from non-members, par- 
ticularly from potential targets of violence, 

(a) Members may be similarly distin- 
guished from control personnel (e.g., police) 
and from possessors of resources and opera- 
tors of facilities for employment, entertain- 
ment, services, etc. 

3. Members, and perhaps also non-mem- 
bers, come to recognize the distinction 
between the two, and the salient distinguish- 
ing characteristics. 

4. The recognized distinction becomes the 


1 See Shellow, R., and Roemer, D. V. The 
Riot That Didn’t Happen. Social Problems, 
1966, 14, pp. 221-233. 

2 Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1957. 

The developmental phases that transpire 
within days or hours in a beach riot or 
stadium riot may occur over a period of years 
in a revolution or urban ghetto riot. 
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basis for group solidarity among members. 
If the distinction also conduces to solidarity 
among non-members, a state of polarization 
exists. There are two kinds of contributing 
factors. 

(a) The group becomes aware of shared 
interests, needs, and purposes related in 
some way to its distinguishing characteristics. 

(b) The group and its distinguishing char- 
acteristics are made the basis for labelling 
and discriminatory treatment. The group 
(the mob-to-be) may be recognized and 
treated as a group by outsiders before the 
Members themselves become aware of their 
status. Outright attack, vilification, or oppo- 
sition will increase the developing cohesive- 
ness among the members of the future mob. 


B. Precipitating conditions 


(Conditions 5 through 8 and some aspects 
of 9 may be viewed as either preconditions 
or precipitating conditions, depending on 
the length of the time span over which the 
development of the violent mob occurs.) 

5. There is an absence of customary, rou- 
tine behavior patterns, norms and 
tions that apply to the group in its present 
place and circumstances. 

(a) Facilities for individual behavior (rec- 
reation, employment, service, etc.) are in- 
adequate to begin with, are blocked or cut 
off, or are flooded and overwhelmed by an 
excessive number of persons attempting to 
use them. 

(b) The group is in a new and unfamiliar 
situation for which no behavior conventions 
exist. 

(c) The situation is special and unusual, 
but not totally unfamiliar. Emergency or 
crisis norms, which are divergent from every- 
day patterns and may include violence, exist 
and can be invoked. 

6. The group does not disperse. 

(a) The members are physically con- 
strained to remain together; they cannot 
readily or quickly leave. 

(b) Social pressures, attractions, loyalties, 
and definitions of the situation keep the 
group together. 

7. No non-violent possibilities for effective 
group action appear to exist, or emergency 
norms (see 5-c above) prescribe violence. 

8. Since customary behavior patterns are 
blocked, members turn to special crisis pat- 
terns (5-c above), or become lost, bored, 
and/or frustrated and seek new guidelines 
for behavior. In the course of the search the 
developing mob is provided with a focus on 
a potential category of targets. The search 
can proceed in a number of ways, the more 
important of which follows. 

(a) Apparently aimless milling behavior, 
during which communication occurs. 

(b) Exchange, embellishment and exag- 
geration of rumors, which may include ex- 
pectations of violence and riot. 

(c) Attention to the mass media, espe- 
cially predictions, threats and rumors of vio- 
lence and rioting, and coverage of violence 
elsewhere. 

(d) Attention to orators, agitators and 
would-be leaders who may not but often do 
arise spontaneously from the mob-to-be, 

9. A sense of the developing mob’s poten- 
tial power grows among the members; they 
sense that violence will not be blocked and 
that individuals will not be held responsible 
for their actions. Some or all of the follow- 
ing conditions hold true. 

(a) Anonymity prevails for individuals, 
permitting avoidance of personal respon- 
sibility. 

(b) Real or putative sympathy with the 
mob may exist on the part of significant 
individuals or groups in the society. There 
may be indications of future support, or per- 
haps simply of unwillingness to interfere. 
(This is more apt to apply to majority group 
violence than to that of minorities.) 

(c) Members of the developing mob feel 
they do not participate in the systems of 
control, have no stake in them, and define 
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(d) Agitators, orators and would-be lead- 
ers (who as noted above may not but often 
do arise spontaneously from a crowd) may 
advocate violence, suggest the possibility of 
violence, or just use violent imagery that 
nonetheless similarly inflames the crowd. 

(e) Initial attempts at control and exer- 
tion of authority are ineffectual; or control 
personnel do not make any response to initial 
disorderly or violent acts of crowd members 
(who may be, but are not necessarily, ex- 
pressly attempting to test the efficacy and res- 
oluteness of the control systems). Ineffectual 
control efforts are often provocative, provid- 
ing an “incident” to focus crowd attention 
and rationalize violence, enraging the crowd 
and escalating the level of violence. 

10. News of the possibility of violence usu- 
ally attracts numerous excitement-seekers, 
persons with an affinity for violence and per- 
sons alert to the opportunities for looting. 
These are among the more active members of 
the mob, and may contribute the initial inci- 
dents that set the crowd on its path of 
violence and destruction. 


A HYPOTHETICAL ILLUSTRATION 


Although the preceding theoretical scheme 
was conceived in the course of coping with a 
rather different type of event, namely a mas- 
sive holiday weekend gathering of motorcy- 
olists, the hypothetical application that fol- 
lows is to an urban race riot. All the elements 
in the illustration are commonplace events 
and conditions of urban ghetto life, many of 
them discernible in accounts of a number of 
recent riots. No specific city was used as a 
model for this illustration, but the conditions 
described prevail in many American cities. 

Our hypothetical riot is an urban race riot 
of a type new to modern times, where the 
minority group attacks the majority. 

The actual violence lasted two nights. Two 
people were killed, and a hundred or so were 
injured. Property damage was somewhere be- 
tween half a million and a million dollars. 
The dead and injured were all Negroes, resi- 
dents of the riot area. 

Most of the property damage was inflicted 
on chain stores and smaller shops owned by 
suburb-dwelling whites. The violence came 
to a stop on the second night with the mo- 
bilization of a large force of Federal troops, 
accompanied by promises from many sources 
of a wide variety of new crash programs in 
such areas as recreation and youth employ- 
ment. 

The riot area remains tense, and the white 
visitor is made even more uncomfortable 
than before the riot as he passes through, 
since now the comments about his person 
and the provocative remarks are made out 
loud and in broad daylight, and no effort is 
made to conceal the antagonistic stares of the 
slum dwellers sitting on their stoops. Even 
fewer whites visit the area now, and those 
who do don’t stay long. 

That is all I will have to say about the 
overt violence, except for the earliest stages, 
and this brief paragraph is here only to set 
the stage for what follows. This is the story 
of the development of a riot, not of its total 
course and final exhaustion. 

BEGINNINGS OF THE RIOT 

The riot began about 20 years ago. That 
was when the cast of characters began to 
assemble. Then as now the tree-shaded 
streets of the future riot area were lined 
with three-story row houses, with a few three 
and four-story apartment buildings and one 
or two larger (six to eight-stories) elevator 
apartments. The population was entirely 
white at that time, with many Jewish fami- 
lies in the single-family dwellings (later, 
“the Jew” would be universally understood 
to mean the proprietor of the nearest corner 
grocery store). 

The first phase of the riot commenced with 
the explosion of suburbia after World War II. 
White families who wanted a yard for the 
children and a home of their own took the 


them as part of the target group, the enemy. opportunity to move out of the neighbor- 
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hood, and Negro families began to move in, 
mostly middle-class, but a few lower-class, 

All had large families, and when the schools 
desegregated, a number of white heads of 
families decided the area was “going colored.” 
The exodus of whites grew from a trickle 
to a flood. At first the older white couples 
with grown children remained, but as high- 
rise, air-conditioned apartment buildings 
went up in the nearby suburbs, they too be- 
gan to move, seeking the convenience of 
luxury apartment living. 

The Negroes, both middle-class and lower- 
class, were barred from the new suburban 
neighborhoods, at first by explicit covenants, 
more recently by covert agreements. 

The next phase in the assembly of the cast 
of characters began much more recently, 
when the city government passed a fair hous- 
ing law. By that time the future riot area was 
entirely Negro, even the corner store owners 
having gone to live in the suburbs, The new 
fair housing law could not apply beyond the 
city limits and thus did not affect the sub- 
urbs. However, it did desegregate some areas 
of good single-family housing in outlying 
areas within the city limits. And new build- 
ing was stimulated in previously undeveloped 
areas within the city as the extent of middle- 
class Negro demand became known, and with 
it their willingness and ability to pay. 

Even in the suburbs, in certain designated 
areas, new apartments and tracts of single- 
family homes began to go up, advertised as 
“integrated,” but, in reality, all-Negro. Now 
the middle-class Negro families could es- 
cape—escape the slum, if not the ghetto. 

A small amount of public housing for low- 
income families was being built too, but it 
did nothing to alleviate the shortage of low- 
cost housing, which was constantly aggra- 
vated by freeway construction and slum 
clearance destruction,‘ which while desirable 
in themselves were not, in this illustrative 
city, accompanied by an adequate relocation 
program. 

By now the population is more homoge- 
neous than it ever was. The islands of well- 
kept, middle-class homes with their shrubs 
and window boxes have sunk into the shabby 
sea. The former single-family dwellings house 
six and eight families. The apartment build- 
ings, similarly over-crowded, have become 
dark and dangerous warrens with halls that 
smell like sewers. 

Our cast has been assembled, or to use a 
more apt metaphor, the participants in the 
future conflict have chosen up sides and the 
non-combatants have withdrawn to a safe 
vantage point from which to watch. The 
residents of the neighborhood are, one and 
all, Negroes of the lowest socioeconomic class. 
Residents are easily distinguishable from 
non-residents, by social as well as physical 
characteristics. 

White people almost never enter the neigh- 
borhood, except in their work roles as the 
policemen, the probation officers, the truant 
officers, the inspectors and other officials, the 
pill collectors, the peddlers of shoddy goods 
on easy credit, the owners of the numerous 
and prosperous liquor stores and the more 
humble corner groceries, The exceptions are 
men seeking vice. 

Middle-class Negroes also visit the slums 
during the daylight hours, as teachers and 
social workers, mostly, but they are careful 
to differentiate themselves from the in- 
digenous population, through dress, demean- 
or and most especially language. Some of the 
police officers are also Negroes, and middle- 
class in present orientation if not in origin. 
(Policemen, postmen, teachers, in fact any 
civil servants, enjoy quite high status rela- 
tive to the mass of Negroes. They are often 
found to associate on a par socially with doc- 
tors and lawyers, due to relative rarity of the 
latter.) 


+ Only about six percent of the low-income 
population live in public housing in one 
large city with which the writer ts familiar. 
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In general we see that all the resources, 
power and prestige are held and exercised by 
outsiders, and that outsiders are clearly dis- 
tinguishable from the inhabitants by readily 
apparent social and physical characteristics. 


MANY FORCES OPERATE TO CREATE A “GROUP” 


Our segregated homogenous slum popula- 
tion moves closer to becoming a mob when 
it begins to recognize and talk about itself as 
a group. Many forces work together to bring 
this about. 

First of all, the members can see that they 
are different from all the non-members, most 
different of all from those non-members with 
any kind of power or resources. As a matter of 
fact, the non-members, the outsiders, may 
have begun treating the slum dwellers dif- 
ferentially, discriminating against them, tak- 
ing pains to differentiate themselves from the 
local people before the locals were even aware 
of the differences. But now the potential mob 
members, the insiders, are firmly convinced 
that teachers perceive their children as more 
ignorant than others, that policemen see the 
locals as more criminal than people in other 
neighborhoods, that landlords see them as 
worse tenants than other people, that store- 
keepers and salesmen see them as worse 
credit risks and that the outside world sees 
their whole neighborhood as more dirty, more 
diseased, more run-down, and more danger- 
ous than the rest of the city. 

And all these describers, definers and char- 
acterizers are outsiders. The local people 
begin to feel themselves an in-group against 
this outside middle-class and especially 
white middle-class world, as represented by 
those who invade the slum world for their 
own purposes. Common folk knowledge and 
beliefs about the slavery, segregation and 
discrimination of the past make all these 
present conditions seem consistent with his- 
tory and reinforced by it. 

Now that the cast is assembled, and senses 
the possibility of a group role, the behavioral 
preconditions for violence begin to appear. 
These arise from the very forces that create 
and maintain the slum. For one thing, the 
population cannot get away, cannot disperse. 
The people are too poor to be mobile either 
in their day-to-day recreation or in response 
to their felt need for a better home and 
neighborhood. The adults who work outside 
the slum have to come back to it at night, 
and then they are all together, and there is 
no place to go. 

The amount of time during which slum 
residents have nothing to do is extraordinary. 
There are no places for them to do things 
in, and they lack the resources to do things 
with; many of them are of course unem- 
ployed for shorter or longer periods of time 
and can’t even go to work during the day. 

There is nothing to do but “hang around” 
and talk—talk about what they wish they 
could do, what others have done and what 
they might do. Men hang around taverns, 
teenagers hang around street corners and 
alleys, and women and children hang around 
the front stoops. 

In warm weather all of them are out on 
the public streets, in close proximity, con- 
stantly communicating. In the rapidly aris- 
ing, spontaneous crowd this behavior would 
correspond to the period of “milling,” when 
people are actively seeking new guidelines for 
action in an unclear situation. Rumors are 
exchanged and embellished. The mass media 
are scanned and discussed. Every distraction, 
every entertainment is given maximum at- 
tention. (Perhaps this explains why people 
“follow” sports with such intensity.) 

Spectacular, sensational, exciting distrac- 
tions are most sought and given most atten- 
tion. It takes an extreme spectacle to dis- 
tract a person from extreme misery and 
extreme monotony. Inevitably, violence, in- 
cluding mass violence, is an important part 
of the substance of this constant commu- 
nication. And for many reasons, real violence 
is a frequent occurrence and a constant 
threat in the slum. It is “part of the cul- 
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ture.“ The press in its coverage of inner city 
life gives prominence to violence, and the 
reality is multiplied in its effect. 

Quite often a variety of orators, agitators 
and would-be leaders are found in the slum 
crowd. Some arise spontaneously from the 
population, some represent outside organi- 
zations or movements. Each will give ex- 
pression to general grievances, at least as a 
point of departure, and thus they contribute 
to the developing focus and polarization of 
the group. 

They must necessarily make their appeals 
exciting, colorful and dramatic, for otherwise 
they would get no attention. Although few 
of them will directly incite people to specific 
violence, their imagery is often violent, in 
connotation if not denotation, in order to 
attract attention. Violent imagery can move 
a crowd another step closer to violent 
behavior. 


TARGET FOR VIOLENCE IS FOUND 


Through the exchange of fact and rumor 
our future mob begins to focus on a target 
for its future violence. Grievances and 
atrocity tales are an important part of the 
substance of the communication in a slum 
crowd. As the most active agents doing the 
outside society’s “dirty work” in the slum, 
the police necessarily become the principal 
villains in many of the grievance and atrocity 
stories. People are always ready to cast them 
similarly in any new incident. 

As the group moves toward the possibility 
of violence, we note that no other possibili- 
ties for effective group action seem to exist. 
Unlike the spectacles and circuses of the 
Roman Empire, staged free as crowd distrac- 
tions by the emperors, most of our present 
day circuses are not distracting enough or 
cost too much for the slum dweller. 

In our illustrative slum, if there ever was 
a program of community organization, 
whether devoted to militant-protest or less 
obtrusive self-improvement, it failed. No 
peaceable organization has succeeded in mo- 
bilizing and directing the group-feeling of 
the residents and drawing them into active 
involvement. Although the conventional civil 
rights organizations have as goals the re- 
dress of many of the grievances of the slum- 
dwelling Negro, most of their activities pro- 
vide no role for him. He cannot participate. 
And as it happens most of their successes 
have unfortunately had little impact on the 
daily life of the poor Negro; they have been 
of benefit primarily to the middle class. The 
poor begin to lose faith and cease even vi- 
carlous participation in the conventional 
civil rights movement. 

Members of a group are ready for the 
spark that will set them in violent motion 
when they begin to develop a sense of po- 
tential mob power, of the possibility that 
they will not be prevented from engaging 
in violence, and that violence will have some 
effect on somebody. 

Slum dwellers have always known that 
there is much that they can “get away 
with,” as a result of their very apartness 
from the rest of society. Anonymity is char- 
acteristic of the slum, and that is why it 
can be the hiding place of the criminal and 
the unconventional, even those who do not 
originate there. Society only looks at the 
slum from the outside, and thus can never 
get to know it. Individual anonymity leads 
to individual abdication of responsibility, 
or refusal to assume it. 

Much of the crime of sium dwellers is 
perpetrated against other slum dwellers; 
both victim and criminal fear and distrust 
courts and police. The relatively small pro- 
portion of crimes that are reported to the 
police are either not solved or result in no 
redress, due among other things to this same 
anonymity. The people of the slum are sur- 
rounded and invaded by a system of re- 
sources and a system of control which is 
foreign to them, in which they cannot par- 
ticipate, in which they have no stake. In 
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no sense is it theirs. They may come to feel 

that they do not have to listen to it, and 

that they can attack it without immediate 
consequence to them as individuals. 
FEW ALTERNATIVES 

We see now that there are few alterna- 
tives for group action besides violence. We 
see that the deterrents to violence are few. 
We know who the targets will be—the out- 
sider, Whitey“ and those who are seen as 
his minions. All that is needed for a spark 
is a representative incident, one typical of 
the grievances that make up the substance 
of daily streetcorner gossip. 

The idea of violence is current. The ora- 
tors and agitators are still around, and have 
increased the pitch of their activity. The 
newspapers are full of stories of rioting 
Negroes of another slum, in another city. 
Those riots are getting plenty of attention, 
whether favorable or unfavorable, from im- 
portant people. At least those slum dwellers 
are doing something important, something 
newsworthy. 

There was a rumble of violence, a portent, 
Just the other day. A police officer making a 
routine drunk arrest had stopped to argue 
with the drunk's girl friend while he was 
waiting for the patrol wagon. A crowd of 
thirty or forty people had gathered, and had 
gotten pretty noisy when a sergeant arrived 
with the patrol wagon and managed to whisk 
away the officer and the arrested man. The 
rumor began to spread through the area that 
a white policeman had knocked down a preg- 
nant lady while trying to take her husband 
away on some trumped-up charge. The 
crowd dispersed and that was all there was 
to the incident. But it was early in the eve- 
ning, and it had rained a little while before. 

Tonight another incident occurs. Another 
white officer, making another routine arrest, 
of two men who had been fighting on the 
sidewalk, is surrounded by another angry 
crowd. This time the patrol wagon takes 
longer in arriving. Instead of removing the 
Officer and his charges immediately, the 
three policemen who man the patrol wagon 
try to disperse the crowd, which by now 
numbers more than a hundred. 

Night sticks are used, and one Officer fires 
his gun in the air. The crowd moves in, takes 
away the officer’s gun and frees one of the 
prisoners. The officers managed to escape in 
the patrol wagon with the remaining prison- 
er. By now the crowd has become very large, 
as people pour out of the taverns and into 
the slum business district from the adja- 
cent residential streets. A youth throws a 
brick through a liquor store window. A few 
men begin to help themselves. The proprietor 
of the store tries to lock the front door, then 
runs out the back. As the word gets around, 
hoodlums, professional and amateur thieves, 
and rowdies of all kinds, begin to head for 
what the television news broadcasts are now 
referring to as “the riot area.” 

The police department is calling in off- 
duty men, and marshalling forces from all 
over the city; the city administration has 
been alerted to the possibility that troops 
will be needed. But it will take hours to 
muster enough force for an effective confron- 
tation with the mob, which by then will 
number in the thousands. 

You know the rest. It is in all the news- 
papers. 

Srx-Crry Srupy: A Survey OF RACIAL Ar- 
TITUDES IN Six NORTHERN CITIES: PRE- 
LIMINARY FINDINGS 

(A report of the Lemberg Center for the 
Study of Violence, Brandeis University, 
Waltham, Mass., June 1967) 

The Lemberg Center for the Study of 
Violence at Brandeis University was estab- 
lished in September, 1966. Its mandate from 
the University was a simple one: to conduct 
research in the area of violent behavior in 
the hope of learning how to control or 
prevent it. 
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At present, the Lemberg Center is engaged 
in a study of race relations in six northern 
cities, three of which experienced riots in 
the summer of 1966 and three of which did 
not. The Six-City Study assumes that this 
kind of group violence is a social process 
correlated with specifiable strains in urban 
centers, Through our research, we hope to 
identify the strains preceding episodes of 
racial violence, such as riots. We also hope 
to determine what factors differentiate com- 
munities able to cope with such strains 
from communities which undergo the riot 
experience. Our p is two-fold: 1) to 
develop a set of predictors to serve as an 
“early warning system” of impending 
violence; and 2) to determine what sorts 
of community interactions and processes de- 
crease strain and avert violence, Evaluations 
or judgments of separate cities lie outside 
our scope. Rather, in view of the immense 
complexities of our urban and regional prob- 
lems, we plan to develop procedures useful 
to all communities. 

In trying to learn how to inhibit racial 
violence, a logical first step is to find out 
whether or not there are basic differences 
in community attitudes that could account 
for—or help account for—riots breaking out 
in some places and not in others. As part of 
this objective, the Lemberg Center has con- 
tracted with Roper Research Associates to 
undertake a survey of attitudes of both Ne- 
groes and whites in each of the six cities, 
under a grant from the Ford Foundation, 

We have decided to make public the pre- 
liminary findings of this survey—based on 
the first analysis of results made by Roper 
Research Associates—at this time because 
of our belief that this nation faces a new 
crisis in race relations that could make this 
one of the longest and hottest summers in 
our history. Indeed, historians may well look 
upon this and the past year as the low point 
in the contemporary civil rights struggle. 
To date, our huge investment in Vietnam 
has wrought havoc with such crucial pro- 
grams as the War on Poverty, the 1967 Civil 
Rights bill, the Model Cities program, the 
Rent Supplement program, and the National 
Teachers Corps. Meanwhile, the Civil Rights 
Movement has been badly divided by the 
war and faces an uncertain future as it 
gropes with the problems of the North. At 
the same time, growing numbers of Negroes 
have become disillusioned by the large gap 
between promise and performance and by 
the fact that despite the impressive legisla- 
tive gains of the 1980s, there has been little 
or no improvement in the lives of those im- 
prisoned in our ghettos. 

These and other factors could precipitate 
racial violence on an unprecedented scale 
this summer and, indeed, may very well 
signal a change in the traditional nature 
and pattern of riots. For in the past, the 
riots which have taken place in the urban 
centers of the North have been confined to 
the ghetto and, in the words of psychologist 
Dr. Kenneth B. Clark, have been “without 
organization and without leadership, as this 
is generally understood.“ 1 

Yet, in the year 1967, Nashville, Houston, 
Jackson (Miss.), and Tampa are among the 
southern cities which have had riots. In fact, 
few people noticed that while Boston was 
getting its first taste of racial violence, a 
riot was also taking place in Clearwater, 
Florida. Meanwhile, there are rumblings in 
a number of cities across the nation which 
suggest that riots in the near future could 
spill over in the neighboring suburbs. There 
also remains a distinct possibility that riots 
may become more organized and more sys- 
tematic as rioting occurs in city after city. 

We view these events with some concern 
and issue this report in order to bring to the 
public’s attention some specific factors cur- 


1 Clark, Kenneth B., “The Wonder is There 
Have Been So Few Riots,” in The New York 
Times Magazine, September 5, 1965, p. 10. 
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rently prominent in one of this nation’s old- 
est and most critical domestic problems. 

Several points should be stressed regard- 
ing the survey. First, these findings represent 
the preliminary and not the final results 
of the survey. The Lemberg Center is pres- 
ently undertaking more intensive analysis of 
the data, the results of which will be released 
at a later time. Secondly, the results of this 
survey merely represent one part—although 
an extremely important part—of the Six-City 
Study. Comparative statistics as well as other 
objective data on conditions in the cities, in- 
cluding housing, employment, education, po- 
lice-community relations, migration pat- 
terns, ethnic factors and population changes, 
in addition to in-depth interviews with the 
opinion-leaders of each city will be included 
in the completed study. Finally, we will not 
specifically refer to any of the cities in re- 
lation to our findings because of a previous 
agreement between the Lemberg Center and 
each of the cities. 

THE SIX CITIES 

As previously mentioned, three of the 
cities selected for the survey (and for the 
study) experienced riots during the summer 
of 1966 and three did not. Moreover, the 
cities were selected in pairs so that specific 
inter-city comparisons can be made. With 
full realization that no two cities in the 
United States can be completely alike in all or 
even in most characteristics, each riot city 
was paired with a non-riot one which had at 
least some similarities or points of interest 
in common, thus reducing the extraneous 
environmental factors that could make one 
city more riot-prone than another. 

Cleveland was selected as one riot city; 
Pittsburgh, of approximately the same size 
and fairly close to Cleveland, was selected as 
its non-riot partner. Besides geographic 
sleek both cities are essentially indus- 

al. 

Dayton was selected as a second riot city, 
and Akron, in the same state and of approxi- 
mately the same population size, was se- 
lected as its non-riot partner. In addition, 
Akron and Dayton are well-matched for a 
number of population characteristics: per- 
centage of households of various income 
levels, education of both male and female 
population, proportions of people born in a 
different state, percentages of people of vari- 
ous occupations. While the Negro popula- 
tions in Akron is somewhat smaller than 
Dayton, it is still sizable. 

San Francisco was paired with the city of 
Boston. Both are large coastal cities, well out 
of the southern orbit; both are cultural and 
educational centers; neither one is primarily 
an industrial center. Also, both have strug- 
gled for decades to cope with complicated 
race and ethnic questions. 

THE SAMPLE 

In each city, a cross section of 500 Negroes 
and 500 white people 18 years of age and over 
was interviewed with a questionnaire drawn 
up for the survey. In order to maximize free 
expression of opinion concerning their own 
and the opposite race, all Negroes were in- 
terviewed by Negro interviewers and all 
whites (but including orlentals) by white 
interviewers. 

The sample in each city was confined to 
city limits and did not include suburban 
areas. A method of modified probability sam- 
pling was used. Since the white population 
exceeds the Negro population in all of the 
cities, residents were not sampled in propor- 
tion; instead two separate samples were 
drawn—one for whites and one for Negroes. 
Interviews were first allocated to Census 
tracts in proportion to their white (or Ne- 
gro) populations. Within Census tracts, 
blocks were then drawn at random propor- 
tionate to the population of whites (or Ne- 
groes) living on them. For each block, inter- 
viewers were provided with a starting 
household and followed set procedures in in- 
terviewing respondents on the blocks. In 
addition, controls were used for sex, age, and 
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employed women so as to insure the proper 
representation of these groups in the sample. 
The questionnaire contained over ninety 
questions and took approximately one hour 
to administer. Interviewing was conducted 
between the dates of October 26, 1966 and 
April 9, 1967. 
FINDINGS 

The preliminary findings of the survey are 
as follows: 

1. Riot potential 

Com) ms of the data obtained in the 
riot and nonriot cities do not reveal any sim- 
ple explanation as to why the three did riot 
and the other three did not. Factors were un- 
covered which seem to increase the likeli- 
hood of riots. Other factors appear to be riot- 
inhibiting. But the study uncovered no 
single factor which makes any of the cities 
under study foolproof against riots today. 
While certain of the cities seem more likely 
to experience a riot than others, a basic find- 
ing is that a riot could occur in any of the 
six cities. 

Nevertheless, the survey has shown that 
riots tend to break out as a result of the 
interaction of two factors—the “grievance 
level” of people in the ghetto and the inflam- 
matory nature of the event which precipi- 
tates the initial disturbance. These two 
factors are in a reciprocal relation with 
each other: the higher the grievance level, 
the slighter the event required to trigger 
the riot. Low levels of Negro discontent re- 
quire an event which is highly inflam- 
matory in order that a riot break out. 
An “inflammatory event” is usually an in- 
cident which is initiated by white people 
and which is perceived by black people in the 
ghetto as an act of injustice or as an insult 
to their community. The greater the injustice 
is perceived to be, the more “inflammatory” 
is the effect of the incident. 

The evidence for this interaction of factors 
underlying the riot potential of cities emerges 
from an accumulation of more specific find- 
ings brought out by the survey. These find- 
ings will be discussed under three main head- 
ings: 1) the level of Negro dissatisfaction, 
2) the level of white resistance to change, 
and 3) the size of the gap between Negro 
and white attitudes about a number of race- 
related issues. 

2. Level of Negro dissatisfaction 

To ascertain the level of Negro dissatis- 
faction or “grievance level,” a number of 
questions were selected out of the wealth of 
data on racial attitudes and opinions as key 
indices of the degree of Negro discontent in 
each city. The resulting battery of indices in- 
cluded the following responses: 

(1) Selection of “racial problems” as cur- 
rently one of the most serious local prob- 
lems. 

(2) Feelings that the growth of local job 
opportunities for Negroes is going too slowly. 

(3) Feelings that racial integration in the 
local schools is going too slowly. 

(4) Feelings that efforts to provide oppor- 
tunities for Negroes to live where they want 
to in the city are going too slowly. 

(5) Feelings that the city government is 
doing too little to encourage racial integra- 
tion. 

(6) Feelings that the federal government 
is doing too little to encourage racial integra- 
tion. 

(7) Opinions that whites have a greater 
tendency to violence than Negroes. 

(8) Opinions that the treatment of 
Negroes by the local police has been too 
brutal. 

(9) Favorable attitudes toward 
Power“. 

Using these indices, the survey found that 
Negro dissatisfaction was highest in three 
crucial areas. 1) A high level of discontent 
occurs in the job area: an average of 60% of 
Negroes in the six cities think the growth of 
job opportunities for Negroes is going too 
slowly. 2) Impatience with the opening of 
housing opportunities is even closer to the 
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boiling point; an average of 76% feel that 
efforts to provide opportunities for Negroes 
to live where they want to are going too 
slowly. Frustrations in these two areas are 
directly perceived by Negroes as being sig- 
nificant causes of riots. 3) Equally as im- 
portant as these specific job and housing dis- 
satisfactions is the high level of general 
dissatisfaction—68% on the average—with 
local government efforts to solve these prob- 
lems. Large numbers of Negroes in all the 
cities are clearly disturbed and angry, and 
these feelings have in them a strong riot 
potential. 

Taking the average score on these nine in- 
dices in each city as a rough measure, the 
cities were then ranked according to the level 
of Negro dissatisfaction. It was found that 
two riot cities head the list as highest in 
Negro dissatisfaction with “grievance levels” 
of 56% and 49%, but that the third riot city 
is lowest in Negro dissatisfaction (35%) of 
all the cities studied. Thus, it is clear that 
there is no one-to-one relationship between 
level of Negro dissatisfaction in a city and 
the occurrence of a riot. It is also clear that 
if a riot did occur in the city with the lowest 
level of Negro dissatisfaction, a riot ob- 
viously could occur in any of these cities. 

Nor does a pairing of cities on levels of 
dissatisfaction produce any simple pattern. 
One riot city shows a considerably higher 
level of Negro dissatisfaction than its non- 
riot partner. Yet, another riot city shows no 
greater dissatisfaction than its non-riot part- 
ner, while still another riot city shows less 
Tacial dissatisfaction on nearly all the in- 
dices than its non-riot sister city. 

Do any other simple patterns of factors 
account for the occurrence of riots in some 
of these cities and not in others? In explor- 
ing this question further, two demographic 
factors were taken into consideration. One 
was the percentage of southern-born Negroes 
in each city, The reason for including this 
data was that the answers to one question 
in the survey indicated a feeling among both 
whites and Negroes (though to a lesser extent 
among Negroes) that riots are more likely to 
break out in Negro communities with a large 
proportion of newly-arrived Southerners. 
The other factor was the level of full-time 
Negro employment in each city. The rele- 
vance of this point is obvious. 

The findings show that the first factor has 
a definite relation to the occurrence of a riot 
while the second does not. If the percentage 
of southern-born Negroes included in the 
sample of respondents is averaged for riot 
versus non-riot cities, the result shows that 
75% of the Negro respondents in the riot 
cities were born in the South while only 55% 
of the Negro respondents in the non-riot 
cities were southern-born. On the other hand, 
the difference in the average level of full- 
time employment for Negroes between riot 
and non-riot cities is not significant. An 
average of 51% of Negroes in riot cities re- 
port full-time employment versus an average 
of 49% in the non-riot cities? 

Thus, the evidence shows that a high pro- 
portion of southern-born Negroes living in 
the ghetto increases the possibility that a 
city will have a riot. It must be pointed out, 
however, that there is no one-to-one, or sys- 
tematic relationship between the percentage 
of southern-born Negroes living in a city and 
the level of disgatisfaction of Negroes in that 


It must be noted that the percentages 
of southern-born and fully employed Negroes 
reported here are based exclusively on re- 
sponses derived from the questionnaire. 
Therefore, they apply only to the survey 
sample. The relation of these figures to as- 
sessments of the proportion of southern mi- 
grants and to levels of employment derived 
from census reports and other studies of the 
six cities is still uncertain. This question will 
be clarified when the data are completely 
analyzed. 
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city. Higher proportions of southern migrants 
do not necessarily mean that there will be 
higher grievance levels in a particular city. 
We shall return to this point again when we 
discuss a factor that is systematically corre- 
lated with high levels of Negro dissatisfaction. 

3. Level of white resistance to change 

It might be thought, on common-sense 
grounds, that a riot is more likely to occur 
in cities in which the white population is re- 
sistant to any increase in opportunities for a 
better life for the Negro population. White 
resistance to change can be measured either 
by assessing the steps taken within a city 
to improve the life chances of the Negro 
population or by assessing the feelings and 
opinions of a representative sample of the 
white population. In this report, we confine 
ourselves to the second kind of evidence; the 
first will be reported when the data are fully 
analyzed. 

The question asked of the data at this 
point is whether there is a significant dif- 
ference between riot and non-riot cities in 
the degree of white resistance to change as 
expressed in attitudes and feelings. White re- 
sponses to all questions regarding the speed 
and amount of local efforts toward opening 
opportunities to Negroes were averaged 80 
that cities could be ranked for level of white 
resistance. 

The questions were: 

(1) Do you feel the growth of job oppor- 
tunities for Negroes in this city is going too 
fast, too slowly, or about right? 

(2) Do you feel that racial integration in 
this city’s schools is going too fast, too 
slowly, or about right? 

(3) Do you think efforts to provide oppor- 
tunities for Negroes to live where they want 
to here in this city are going too fast, too 
slowly, or about right? 

(4) Do you feel the city government here 
in this city is doing too much, too little, or 
about the right amount to encourage racial 
integration? 

The measure of white resistance is the 
average for each city of the percentage of 
whites who selected "too fast” as the answer 
to these four questions. The results permit 
us to make three observations. First, the level 
of white resistance to change in all the cities 
is relatively low: the highest is 24%, the low- 
est 15%. Whites are much more likely to say, 
in answering any of these questions, that the 
rate of change is “about right” than to say it 
is “too fast“. Of course, an “about right” an- 
swer cannot be taken as an absolute measure 
of approval of change since a city may not 
have made much of an effort to change the 
conditions of its Negro population. But, even 
given this situation, we can assume that a 
“too fast“ answer indicates a rock bottom, 
hard-core resistance to change. It is there- 
fore significant that the proportion of whites 
who display hard-core resistance is so low 
in all the cities. 

The second point is that the differences 
in levels of white resistance between the 
various cities is so slight that no significance 
can be attached to any attempt to rank the 
cities on this measure. 

The third observation is the most impor- 
tant. Except for one riot city—the one with 
the 24% level of white resistance—there is 
no direct relation between the level of white 
resistance and the level of Negro dissatisfac- 
tion. Nor is there any systematic relation 
between the level of white resistance and 
the occurrence of a riot. We are thus forced 
to conclude that hard-core white resistance 
has little bearing on a city’s riot potential. 

4. The disparity in attitudes between 
whites and Negroes 

If the level of absolute white resistance 
to change makes no significant contribu- 
tion to the riot potential of cities, then a 
more revealing measure of the significance 
of white attitudes may be the size of the 
gap between Negro and white opinions on 
a number of race-related issues. The gap is 
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a measure of the disparity of perceptions of 
the race problems between Negroes and 
whites. 

The survey results reveal two significant 
findings: 1) the size of the gap on almost 
all issues is quite large; it is in fact a gulf. 
2) Variations in the size of the gap from 
city to city are not related to the occurrence 
or non-occurrence of a riot. The gap rep- 
resents a national problem independent of 
local variations. This is not to say, however, 
that answers to particular questions, such 
as the perception of police brutality, do not 
show striking variations from city to city. 

This disparity in attitudes will be dis- 
cussed by aggregating answers to a large 
number of questions under three headings: 
1) the pace of integration, 2) The cause of 
riots, and 3) the prevention of riots. 


THE PACE OF INTEGRATION 


The gap between Negro and white atti- 
tudes concerning the pace of integration 
can only be described as enormous, By 
averaging the percentage of Negroes and 
whites in each city who selected a “too 
slow” answer to the four questions listed in 
the previous section, we can obtain a meas- 
ure of the gap on this issue. The lowest 
level (per city) of the gap between the large 
number of Negroes and the small number of 
whites who answered too slow“ is 39%. The 
highest average gap (per city) is 62%. To 
take an extreme example from the city with 
the highest gap, 85% of the Negroes said 
the city was doing too little about integra- 
tion while only 19% of the whites gave this 
answer. But the discrepancy regarding rate 
of change in all the cities is of such propor- 
tions as to constitute a national problem 
of catastrophic dimensions. 


THE CAUSES OF RIOTS 


Negroes and whites are somewhat closer 
together on answers to questions concern- 
ing the major causes of riots. The average 
Negro-white difference on this issue ranges 
from 13 percentage points in one city to 21 
percentage points in another. In two of the 
six cities, there is actual agreement that bad 
living conditions among Negroes are a ma- 
jor cause of riots. However, Negro-white 
consensus, such ar it is, ends there. 

In most cities, only a small minority of 
whites perceive Negro unemployment or 
lack of equal job opportunities as a major 
cause of riots while a majority of Negroes 
perceive a direct connection between riots 
and employment opportunities. The situa- 
tion is the same with respect to the raising 
of Negro hopes and the breaking of promises 
by the city governments. Twice as many 
Negroes as whites see broken promises as a 
cause of riots, and, in most cases, the re- 
sponsibility for the broken promises is laid 
squarely on the shoulders of city govern- 
ments. 

On the issue of police brutality, Negroes 
and whites are even further apart. Very few 
whites see police brutality as a cause of 
riots; many Negroes see this as a major 
cause. 


TABLE 1.—POLICE BRUTALITY AS A CAUSE OF RIOTS 


Un percent] 
City Negro | White Gap 

9 37 

5 18 
24 4 20 
40 5 35 
29 3 26 
37 3 34 


The only factor that large percentages of 
whites are willing to see as a major cause of 
riots is “outsiders coming into a city and 
stirring up trouble,” which the vast majority 
of Negroes reject as a major cause. In other 
words, whites refuse to see riots as engen- 
dered by basic forces and real conditions 
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which exist within the Negro community, 
and blame outside troublemakers instead. 


TABLE 2.—OUTSIDERS AS A CAUSE OF RIOTS 


Un percent] 
City Negro White Gap 

9 34 25 
12 43 31 

7 56 49 
21 53 32 
17 52 35 
12 49 37 

PREVENTION 


In the area of prevention of riots, the dis- 
agreement is much wider than on the causes. 
The average gap separating Negroes and 
whites ranges from 29 percentage points 
in one city to 39 percentage points in another. 
Whites do come out strongly in favor of equal 
job opportunities for Negroes, but this is 
such a general statement of basic democratic 
rights that its significance is doubtful. When 
it comes to specific measures to enhance 
Negro job opportunities, such as on-the-job 
training by industry and special government 
training programs for Negroes, white en- 
thusiasm falls off sharply. 

In the area of housing, the vast majority 
of Negroes support open housing laws. But 
only one-third to one-half of whites are 
willing to see such laws passed as a way to 
reduce the possibility of future riots, On the 
average, about two-thirds of Negroes and 
less than one-half of whites see a solution 
in the remodeling or replacing of slums with 
decent housing. 

The only riot prevention measure sup- 
ported by a majority of both races stressed 
& relatively uncontroversial but nonetheless 
significant point. Large numbers of Negroes 
and whites agreed that “the mayor and 
other city officials should spend more time 
in areas where riots might break out, and 
should really get to know more about what 
Negroes are feeling.” This is the only ques- 
tion in the survey which focussed directly 
on the important issue of communication be- 
tween Negroes and whites, and the consen- 
sus on this point is quite encouraging. Evi- 
dence gathered in face-to-face interviewing 
with leaders of Negroes and whites in the six 
cities reveals that the lack of communica- 
tion is a crucial issue. Whites have simply 
not known, or have not fully realized, how 
much bitterness and frustration exists in the 
ghetto. 

In fact, it is quite possible that the size 
of the gap in Negro-white attitudes is less 
a sign of white unwillingness to institute 
change, more a product of the ignorance 
among whites of the actual conditions in 
the ghetto. If this assumption is correct, then 
the low level of hard-core white resistance 
to change is placed in better perspective. The 
problem facing Negroes and whites is not a 
matter of pure and simple “racism”. Rather, 
it is concerned with the lack of information 
among whites as to how Negroes feel and 
with the inability of our social institutions 
to meet the need for change unless this need 
is brought home in an acute, dramatic, and 
essentially painful form. 

5. Negro and white attitudes toward riots 

There is widespread evidence that, al- 
though they are reluctant to admit it, Amer- 
icans are aware of the fact that they do not 
make painful decisions, even in a just cause, 
unless driven by even more painful counter- 
irritants. The expression “It’s the squeaky 
wheel that gets the grease” is a sign of this 
implicit insight. The survey results show that 
both Negroes and whites endorse the 
“squeaky wheel” principle, so far as riots are 
concerned. 

Although the numbers vary from city to 
city, sizable percentages of both whites and 
Negroes agree that “riots have brought about 
some long-delayed action by the city gov- 
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ernments to help the Negro community.” 
The benefits perceived by both groups range 
from such psychological matters as focus- 
ing attention on Negroes’ needs and prob- 
lems to the concrete steps of providing more 
jobs and better housing. 


TaBLeE 3.—Percentages agreeing that riots 
have brought about long-delayed action by 
the city governments to help the Negro 
community 
(Riot cities: “this has happened in this 

city.” Nonriot cities: “agree that this has 


happened.“) 

City A: Percent 
Ye REE as a ea cet eS 4. 63 
NC SARC, ͤ Ä REM RRS Ye SSR ac i 46 

City B 
SSSSSSS—WSSS—:AS—A enero 49 
mr pee MSS es RIS ae Nes etna as 43 

City C: 
T 29 
eee e eee ee 44 

City D 
IOI at ange a eee ae ae 53 
NLL REE ce Bea ERE EE E 38 

City E 
tS EN ey ee ĩ AES FE gta 36 
LAT ie SR Sa a SS ae 23 

City F: 
Nor 55 
Wakes. ORE E OEE ee 52 


In addition, more than half of the Ne- 
groes and about a third of the whites in 
each city agree that “if it had not been for 
riots in the past, Congress would not have 
passed the civil rights laws.” Nevertheless, 
both whites and Negroes tend to agree that, 
riots are undesirable and unpopular methods 
of bringing about change. 


TaBLe 4.—Percentages agreeing that if it had 
not been for riots in the past, Congress 
would not have passed the civil rights 
laws 


City A: Percent 
C ——— ͤ—ͤ—„— E 54 
— ˙ WR 8 8 RN REE 36 

City B: 

NORIO: AS OL ˙ — K ˙· eneaoe 56 
White [ois Ate ss eens Pee 32 

City C: 

r ie he enna 56 
RIND foc . cee eae 36 

City D 
BOS RET I, SLE BAI AS EE A eat 56 
— ae SSE aa. Seah OL mw 34 

City E: 

BCS RES SRM ap a EI path a tao 50 
TTT 36 

City F: 

Tw » AES Se A ST 60 
auie a Rs ie Ee Pa iS ps 39 


An average of 59% of the Negroes and 63% 
of the whites in all cities agree with the 
opinion that only a small minority of Ne- 
groes are in sympathy with riots. When Ne- 
groes were asked how riots make most 
Negroes feel, the answers were predomi- 
nantly negative toward actual riot behavior. 
When Negroes were asked whether riots help 
or hurt the Negro cause, they expressed in- 
tensely mixed feelings. It is possible (but 
not yet certain) that Negroes are currently 
shifting to a more positive attitude toward 
1iots while still feeling quite uncomfortable 
ubout using violence to achieve social gains. 

It would seem possible that though Ne- 
groes do not particularly like being the 
“squeaky wheel”, they are coming to the 
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conclusion that only intense forms of social 
protest can bring relief from social injustice. 
The survey turned up some indirect evidence 
that this may well be the predominant feel- 
ing in the ghetto. As was mentioned previ- 
ously, the evidence shows that high levels of 
Negro dissatisfaction greatly increase the 
possibility that a city will experience a riot. 
We left unanswered the question: what 
factor is most highly correlated with the 
index of Negro dissatisfaction? The answer 
to this question is highly significant. If the 
cities are ranked for level of Negro dissatis- 
faction, almost an exact duplicate of the 
ranking is produced by the averages of Ne- 
gro agreement with the response: the city 
government is doing too little to encourage 
racial integration. This is the only one of 
the questions included in the index which 
behaves in this fashion. 


TABLE 5.—RANK ORDER COMPARISON OF AVERAGE NEGRO 
DISSATISFACTION WITH CITY GOVERNMENT DOING TOO 
LITTLE 


Average Negro City government 
dissatisfaction doing too little 
City (and rank order (and rank order 
of city) of city) 


Percent Rank Percent | Rank 


56 1 85 1 
49 2 69 3 
49 2 76 2 
45 4 68 4 
42 5 59 5 
35 6 52 6 


It is evident that over half the Negroes 
in all cities think the city government is 
doing too little. Nevertheless, it is also clear 
that when Negroes feel that the city gov- 
ernment shows a sincere concern for the 
basic problems of Negroes by some 
attempts to encourage integration, their 
level of dissatisfaction will be lower, and 
lacking an inflammatory incident of con- 
siderable intensity, they will not riot. Con- 
trariwise, if the Negroes believe that the 
city government is paying practically no at- 
tention to their problems and has no real 
concern for them, then their grievance level 
will be high and a relatively trivial inci- 
dent could release a riot. 


SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 


The findings and interpretations reported 
herein can be summarized: 

(1) High levels of dissatisfaction with job 
opportunities, housing, school integration, 
police behavior, and the efforts of the fed- 
eral and local governments to encourage in- 
tegration characterize the feelings of the 
Negro population in all six cities. 

(2) The cities vary on the dissatisfaction 
index from a high of 56% to a low of 35% 
and can therefore be ranked on this measure, 

(3) Of the three riot cities, two displayed 
the highest level of dissatisfaction, the third 
showed the lowest. Therefore, the level of 
dissatisfaction does not have a direct, one- 
to-one bearing on the possibility of a city’s 
experiencing a riot. Furthermore, the level 
of dissatisfaction in all cities is sufficiently 
high so that any one of them could have 
a riot given an instigating incident. 

(4) The occurrence of a riot is the produce 
of the interaction of two factors: the level of 
dissatisfaction within the Negro population 
of a city, and an inflammatory incident 
which triggers a disturbance. The relation 
between the two factors is reciprocal. The 
higher the level of dissatisfaction, the lower 
need be the inflammatory power of the pre- 
cipitating incident, and vice versa. 

(5) An inflammatory incident is usually 
an act committed by whites which is per- 
ceived by Negroes as grossly unjust and in- 
sulting to their race or their community. 

(6) While N. are impatient for 
change, whites tend to think integration is 
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going “just about right” or “too fast”. If 
those who say “too fast” are regarded as rep- 
resenting a hard-core resistance to change, 
their numbers are relatively small, with a 
high of 24% in one city, a low of 15% in 
another. 

(7) While the gap between Negroes and 
whites in regard to the pace of change, and 
the cause and prevention of riots is quite 
large, the attitude of whites seems to be 
based on ignorance of or indifference to the 
factual basis of Negro resentment and bitter- 
ness. 

(8) Though disliking violence and trou- 
bled with mixed feelings about its effects, Ne- 
groes are shifting to the opinion that only 
intense forms of social protest can bring 
relief from social injustice. Negroes and 
whites both agree that riots have produced 
some long-delayed action by city govern- 
ments to increase opportunities for Negroes. 

(9) High levels of Negro dissatisfaction 
are correlated with high levels of feeling that 
the city government has done too little to 
encourage integration. Therefore, the per- 
ceived attitude of the city government to- 
ward integration and increased opportuni- 
ties for Negroes seems to be the key factor 
in determining the riot potential of a city. 

(10) From these findings, two conclusions 
pertinent to the present situation can be 
drawn: 

(1) If city governments were to take more 
active steps to increase opportunities for 
Negroes and to relieve their sense of injus- 
tice, the riot potential within the ghetto 
would be reduced, 

(2) If white populations generally had a 
fuller appreciation of the just grievances and 
overwhelming problems of Negroes in the 
ghetto, they would give stronger support to 
their city governments to promote change 
and to correct the circumstances which give 
rise to the strong feelings of resentment now 
characteristic of ghetto populations. 
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A REPORT OF ATTITUDES OF NEGROES IN 
Various CITIES 


(Prepared for the Senate Subcommittee on 
Executive Reorganization.) 


FOREWORD 


The report which follows is based on inter- 
views and surveys which have been con- 
ducted with Negro citizens over the past 
three or four years. 

The research began, in concentrated fash- 
ion, with a study which was conducted on 
the upper West Side (between 86th and 96th 
Streets, between Central Park West and the 
Hudson River) in conjunction with a study 
which was at that time being conducted by 
Joseph Lyford. 

Lyford asked the Kraft firm to contribute 
whatever thinking or findings they could to 
his own research, and specified the survey of 
Watts which had been conducted for the 
American Broadcasting Company in January 
of 1966, and an earlier effort dating from 
1964 in which the Kraft firm had worked 
with the New York Times in developing a 
sample and questionnaire approach for a 
two-part survey, and subsequently in assem- 
bling and analyzing the resulting findings. 

The Ribicoff subcommittee, and Lyford, 
also asked that the Kraft firm draw upon 
all of its previous experience with surveys 
which had been conducted in any Negro 
areas, in process of developing a well-rounded 
analysis, report, and testimony. 

The analysis which follows is based quite 
specifically on the Watts and New York 
Times studies, but judgments and opinions 
are also based on work which has been done 
for many private political clients, and for 
various public agencies and foundations. 

The commentary which follows has its 
basis in all of the previous experience of the 
Kraft firm and its principals with research 
which has been conducted with Negroes. The 
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tabulations which are shown in the appendix 
are based on the two published reports. 

In conclusion, and to stress an important 
point, the work which was conducted for 
Lyford on the West Side, for the American 
Broadcasting Company in Watts, for the New 
York Times, and in other areas, was all con- 
ducted by residents of the areas being talked 
about. In short, it was felt that the best rap- 
port between respondent and interviewer 
could be achieved if the interviewer was part 
of the neighborhood. That is, a peer“. 

The approach worked. 

It is one thing to question people about 
brand preferences for cigarettes, cars, or 
soaps, in the business of market research. A 
lot of people, if not most, can get answers to 
questions like that. But it is quite another 
thing to get people to talk about what both- 
ers them about their neighborhood, their 
block, and their own apartment, without 
getting suspicious or resentful or uncommu- 
nicative. To illustrate, a middle-class white 
interviewer may be much more able to com- 
municate with a middle-class Negro respond- 
ent, than a middle-class Negro interviewer 
can establish rapport with a rioter in Watts. 

In short, the argument of this peer“ ap- 
proach is that in the area of really sensitive 
subjects, the best people to get the truth are 
just those people who understand the neigh- 
borhood. 

More on— 

THE GHETTO SPEAKS 

John F. Kraft, Inc., has conducted a num- 
ber of surveys on Negro attitudes regarding 
jobs, community action, riots, urban renewal 
and similar subjects for the American Broad- 
casting Company, for private political clients, 
for foundations, and one in conjunction with 
the New York Times. 

In conducting the surveys, local interview- 
ers are used, and in the case of the Watts and 
Harlem surveys—for the American Broad- 
casting Company and a foundation, respec- 
tively—residents were carefully selected and 
specially trained to interview other residents. 
This special technique of using resident in- 
terviewers established greater rapport be- 
tween interviewers and respondents—which 
we believe enhances the reliability of the 
data. The interpretation of this data re- 
vealed an important phenomenon. 

That phenomenon is the subcultural world 
of the Negro; it may prove to be a genuine 
stumbling block to those programs of the 
Federal Government designed to bring the 
Negro into full and active participation in all 
facets of modern American life. The Watts 
survey indicates that this may be all too 
true. 

Watts, compared to the Negro ghettoes of 
New York, Baltimore or Chicago, is an attrac- 
tive place to live. 

“While the Negro districts of Los Angeles 
are not urban gems, neither are they slums. 
Watts, for example, is a community consist- 
ing mostly of one and two-story houses, a 
third of which are owned by the occupants. 
In the riot area, most streets are wide and 
usually quite clean: there are trees, parks, 
and playgrounds. A Negro in Los Angeles has 
long been able to sit where he wants in a bus 
or a movie house, to shop where he wishes, 
to vote, and to use public facilities without 
discrimination. The opportunity to succeed is 
probably unequalled in any other major 
American city.” (McCone Report, page 3) 

Why Watts? 

An alleged act of police brutality triggered 
the riot. The words of one respondent de- 
scribe the incident many people in Watts 
thought to be the cause of the riot: 

“Two white policemen was beating a preg- 
nant colored lady like a damn dog. They need 
their heads knocked off. I agree 100 percent 
for the Negroes going crazy—they should have 
killed those freaks, Yes, treating niggers like 
dirty dogs.” (Kraft ABC Survey) 

In fact, it never happened. According to 
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the McCone Report, a young Negro woman 
was arrested by two highway patrolmen for 
spitting. She was wearing a barber’s smock, 
and the false rumor spread throughout the 
area that she was pregnant and had been 
abused by police.” (McCone Report, page 12) 
While it is true that a small incident started 
the riot, its basic causes were deeper and 
more complex. 

For instance, a gap existed between expec- 
tations and reality, or in the words of another 
Watts resident: 

“I don’t think it was the weather! a com- 
bination of years and years of being fusted 
(frustrated). A person who comes from (the 
South)—when they come here they expect 
a land of milk and honey, but still find 
segregation in a concealed form; they be- 
come fusted.” (Kraft-ABC Survey) 

What this means is that if the Negroes in 
Watts had had virtually no hope, such as in 
certain areas of the Deep South, or complete 
rights, such as Lincoln might have wished, 
then there would have been no riot. Things 
were getting better, but not fast enough to 
satisfy the desire for equality. When the gap 
between expectation and realization became 
too wide, an unstable political situation 
resulted. 

Another example of a more fundamental 
cause of the riot is the lack of leadership on 
the part of individuals or organizations in 
the Community. 

John F. Kraft Watts Table No. I 

If respondent thinks there probably will 
be more violence—in order of importance— 
who will have to do something? 

1. Police department. 

2. Mayor Yorty: The city. 

3. Federal government. 

4. Whites: (who are the Power struc- 
ture”). 

5. Governor Brown—the state. 

6. Negroes and whites must sit down 
together. 

7. “They"—no further information, 

8. We, ourselves. 

There was a crash of silence in these inter- 
views about leaders such as Martin Luther 
King on the one hand, or, on the other hand, 
about well known organizations, such as the 
NAACP, CORE, SNVCC, and the Black Mus- 
lims. No responsible Negro leadership existed 
in Watts which might have channelled the 
need to get things done in the right direction, 
Yet the potential for response to such lead- 
ership existed. Almost 50 percent of those 
interviewed believed that nonviolence would 
work, more than 75 percent felt it had worked 
in other places. 


JOHN F. KRAFT WATTS TABLE NO. II.—EFFICACY OF 
NONVIOLENCE 
Un percent] 
Education 


Less than High 1 year 


12 years | school | college or 
of school | graduate more 
Nonviolence will work. 50.8 46.7 44.8 


Compare the related tabulation: 
EFFECT OF PEACEFUL CIVIL RIGHTS DEMONSTRATIONS 


Un percent] 
Education 

Less than High 1 year 

12 years school college 

of school | graduate | or more 
75.9 
3.4 
13.8 
6.9 


The Negroes in Watts appear to want lead- 
ership which can get them equal rights and 
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better jobs by using nonviolent means rather 
than riots, 

On the other hand, our Watts survey does 
not support putting the blame for the riot 
on outsiders, as some people in Los Angeles 
did. At the peak of the riot, between 7,000 
and 10,000 people were involved. The re- 
spondents interviewed were asked, “Did you 
or any member of your immediate family 
take part in the riot?” Of those persons in- 
terviewed, 7.2 percent either participated in 
the riot themselves or had a family member 
who did. 


JOHN F. KRAFT WATTS TABLE NO. I11.—PARTICIPATED IN 
RIOT 
{In percent] 


Total Male Female 
i 3.2 4.8 1.6 
Yes, family member 4.0 1.6 6.3 


Moreover, in answer to another question, 
25 percent of the respondents said that they 
knew at least one riot participant. Thus, riot- 


JOHN F. KRAFT WATTS TABLE NO. VI—CAUSE OF VIOLENCE 


ECONOMIC PROBLEMS 


Lack of work: There are no jobs; Negroes can't get (hold) a job; been held down by lack of education, no skills; 
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ing in Watts by outsiders does not appear to 
have been an important contributing factor, 
if it was a factor at all. 

There was considerable evidence in our 
survey that the people in Watts felt that the 
riot had been effective. The younger men par- 
ticularly said that they had more pride in 
being Negro than before: 


JOHN F. KRAFT WATTS TABLE NO. IV.—CHANGE IN PRIDE 
IN BEING A NEGRO 


Un percent] 
By age grou 
Total 8 
15 to 29 30 to 44 45 and over 
More pride 55.6 64.4 52.3 51.4 
About the 
same 41.3 33. 3 43.2 45.7 
Less pride 2 0 2. 0 
Not sure 3.2 2. 3 2. 3 2.9 


By contrast, the respondents in the other 
olties— Baltimore, Chicago, and New York— 
sald they had more pride in being Negro in 
only 34 percent of the cases, compared to the 


[In percent] 
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55.6 percent in Watts. Our Watts survey also 
asked if the riot helped the Negro’s chances 
for equality in jobs, schools, and housing in 
Los Angeles: 


JOHN F. KRAFT WATTS TABLE NO. V 


[In percent] 
age grou 
Totes By age group 
15 to 29 30 to 44 45 and over 
The riot 
H 8 48.4 48.9 59.1 37. 
Hurt. 23.8 20.0 15.9 37.1 
Made no 
differ- 
ence... 9.5 13.3 9.1 5.7 
Not sure 16.7 15.6 15.9 20.0 
“The riot helped.” 


The people in Watts had their own ideas 
about what caused the riot. The following 
answers were volunteered when the ques- 
tion was asked: “What do you think was the 
real cause of the violence we had here 
last summer?” 


Newcomers 1 Old residents! Women 


51 50 


automation; the pick and shovel worker is the forgotten mann 14 
Low pay menial work: Few job opportunities; denied chance to compete for decent jobs; qualified Negroes are 
turned down; expect you to work for less; $1.25 per hour not endugſ nm 14 
Poverty and hunger: Tired of half starving (needed so they took); lack of necessities of life. The whites got all 
the money. We ain't got nothing but a damn war to fight to get Killed —— 0000n annnnMiMMMnMMMMniMMM 8 
Exploitation: Charged more and get less; credit gouging; local merchants cheat you, sell inferior goods at top 
rices; food stores within walking distance are exorbitant. 8 
Substandard living: Costs as much for Negroes to live decently as whites. Not enough money for proper food, 
clothes, not enough of nothing; can't keep up with bills_..-._-.-.-. 2222-222 6 
SPONTANEOUS COMBUSTION 
Total 35 
nothin, 32 
Ignorant rowdy idlers: Drunkenness; stupid mob rule; Negroes felt it was 7 
La tion: Not gi t tter how high standards; kept out of |; freedom to x 
regation: Not given any respect, no matter how high your ards; kept out of some places; no freedom 
mix; deliberately held down w blue-eyed des al. you “nigger” —boss us; a Negro soldier in Vietnam 
is a dog at home; no equal rights; the cynical way the whites disregard the hopes, fears, and ambitions of the 
Beare o be a part of the mainstream of American life; prejudice; hear so much about the Negroes in the 
uth. 
PAST POLICE ACTIONS 
a E anaon e a E e E EE S E A E ‚ —ß—7‚—«ĩ5— E E N 27 
Nasty attitude of the police toward people in the area: Highhanded, pr iced bullies; brutal—pull guns, use 
o kos up, kick handcuffed suspects; arrest the innocent, pick on us; bribery by Jews; they are too slow 
about comin, 
* PRESENT POLICE ACTIONS 1 
Brutality to the people arrested that day: Kicked (hit) a pregnant woman, then arrested her son for being drunk; 
pet the man out of the car and kicked him all in his side (kicked him after he was handcuffed); roughed 
rys in front of crowd; shot people they didn’t have to. 
COMMUNITY PROBLEMS 
. ̃ : ͤ ::: 2 13 
Watts a forgotten ghetto: Poor conditions, bad schools, dirty, unpaved streets. 8 
No decent place to live: Segregated into high-price rattraps; poor surroundings; lack of equal civil rights (few 
were demonstrating); hardly any freedomuꝛtꝛguꝛᷣb-—wn4ũ%ũ „„ ⸗ 4 õö 4 4„„„44„44„ 5 
ORGANIZED 5 
It was organized by Muslims; tension was up (because of) with a couple of agitators; outsiders; happened too 
quick not to be; by looting hoodlums; hoodlums took over—went wild. 
al ALL OTHER à 
Breakdown in family relations: la ick of unity among ourselves to fight for our rights; lack of education in some 
of the rioters—schools are overcrowded. 
NO COMMENT/NOT SURE 19 


1 Newcomers came to Watts from the South within the past 10 years; old residents either had 


Note: Percentages add to more than 100 percent because some respondents volunteered 
lived in Watts for more than 10 years or had come to Watts from non-Southern States. 


more than 1 answer to the question. 


The largest single category concerns jobs, “Try to explain to them whites that it plenty of food, a good house and plenty 
and the Newcomers complain more about takes just as much for us to live right as it more, and we can’t even exist because of no 
this problem than the Old Residents. Several does for them.” food. They can send us to war to fight for 
quotations will help to illustrate their com- “Negroes in Watts didn't have food to eat, our country, but we are still nothing to look 
plaint. but the white people could have a new car, up to. We're sick of this.“ 
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“The man who used to dig ditches—the 
pick and shovel man—is a forgotten man. It 
takes money to go to school. If you don’t 
have money, you can’t go to school. I’m in 
my forties. I took a radio and television 
course, and it cost me $250.00. You even have 
to have money (to retrain yourself)“ (Kraft 
Watts Survey) 

The Newcomer in the last quotation ar- 
ticulated the kind of problem which many 
immigrants from the South felt themselves 
to be facing. The second quotation points up 
the reaction of the economically deprived 
when they feel that they are getting pushed 
around. They are sick of it.“ 

Police brutality was cited as one of the 
causes of the riot, both as a long standing 
problem and with reference to the Fry inci- 
dent. We asked the people interviewed if, as 
far as they knew, they thought there was a 
lot of brutality in Watts, only a little, or 
really none at all, and these were the results: 


JOHN F. KRAFT WATTS TABLE NO. VII—EXISTENCE OF 
POLICE BRUTALITY 


[In percent] 

By age group 

Total 
15 to 29 30 to 44 45 and over 
6 22.2 24.4 25.0 17.1 
little 24.6 35.6 22.7 14.3 
None at all. 15.1 17. 11.4 14.3 

Not sure 0 0 0 0 


Nearly 47 percent of all the respondents 
believed in the presence of police brutality 
in the Watts area. A full 60 percent of those 
from 15 to 29 years of age were of that opin- 
ion. All those who thought that there was 
at least some brutality were asked if they 
themselves had ever witnessed any act that 
they would regard as police brutality; ap- 
proximately 50 percent of them said they 
had— 

JOHN F. KRAFT WATTS TABLE NO. VIII.—WITNESSED 


BRUTALITY 
Un percent] 
By age group y 
Total 
15to 29 30 to 34 45 and over 
50. 8 59.3 47.6 36.4 
47.5 40.7 47.6 63.6 
1.7 0 4.8 0 


Further, the respondents were asked to 
describe the brutality they had witnessed. 
The answers ranged from the commonplace 
of malpractices, such as kickings and beat- 
ings, to the unusual, like this: “I saw a col- 
ored man forced to tie up a sheriff’s boots 
about a year ago.” Humiliation can be just 
as much a form of brutality as physical 
violence. 

There is little which distinguishes the at- 
titudes of the people of Watts from those 
of Negroes in other Northern cities with large 
Negro populations. Their attitudes towards 
whites were more intense than in New York, 
Chicago and Baltimore—but not that much 
more. 

For example, we asked the respondents 
how soon they thought Negroes would be 
fully integrated, and they answered as fol- 
lows: 


JOHN f. KRAFT WATTS TABLE NO. IX.—INTEGRATION 
WILL COME 


[In percent] 


Watts 


Other cities 
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The attitudes of people in Watts and the 
other cities are very similar, 

However, when the people of Watts and 
of the other cities were asked if they had to 
guess, would they say it’s more likely that 
there will be more violence, or more likely 
that there won’t be more violence, their an- 
swers differed in this way: 


JOHN F. KRAFT WATTS TABLE NO. X.—LIKELIHOOD OF 
MORE VIOLENCE 


[In percent] 
Watts Other cities 
More likely will. 39 61 
More likely won t 61 39 


There is a dramatic turnabout. A com- 
parison of the reasons which the respond- 
ents gave for thinking there would be no 
more violence, shows that in Watts there was 
a stronger feeling than in the other cities 
that the white community now would do 
something to improve conditions. They had 
“got through” in Watts. 

At the time when the Watts survey was 
completed last winter, it seemed all but cer- 
tain that more riots would occur, especially 
in other cities. If it happened in Watts, it 
could happen in Harlem, Chicago, and many 
other places. Since that time riots have 
broken out in several major northern cities 
and the summer is not yet over. Our initial 
inquiry into why the riot occurred in Los 
Angeles indicated the need for additional re- 
search in order to provide insights into what 
can be done to prevent further riots. 


Il, THE “PEER GROUP” APPROACH 
The unemployment statistics in Watts, ac- 
cording to our survey, are as follows: 
JOHN F. KRAFT WATTS TABLE NO. XI 
[In percent] 


Total Old 
residents 


Employed.......... 
Unemployed____..-. 


Although there was greater unemployment 
among the Old Residents—11 percent 
greater—this fact was not reflected in their 
overall economic status: 

JOHN F. KRAFT WATTS TABLE NO. XIl—ECONOMIC 

STATUS 


Un percent] 


Old residents Newcomers 


88 


5 
36 
59 


The Old Residents, in spite of a higher 
percentage of unemployment, are somewhat 
better off than the Newcomers. 

It follows that the Newcomers must be 
earning less money for their work than the 
Old Residents. 

In some cases the Old Residents are not 
working because they are too old, or drawing 
social security or pensions, The average age 
of the Newcomers is 27, the average age of 
the Old Residents is 37. But the higher per- 
centage of unemployment among the Old 
Residents must be traced to causes other 
than age alone. 

The Newcomers are more often employed 
than the Old Residents because the former 
are often more willing to take menial and 
low-paying jobs. These relatively young 
Newcomers, as might be anticipated, are 
more adventurous and ready to try new 
things than the Old Residents. Paradoxically 
enough, the Newcomers, although willing to 
do menial and low-paying jobs, are more 
desirous of bettering their lot than the Old 
Residents. The frustrations accompanying 
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thwarted ambitions (particularly in refer- 
ence to vertical mobility) resulted in the 
Newcomers expressing their disgust by riot- 
ing. The Newcomers were active in the riot far 
out of proportion to their actual numbers. 

The Old Residents, on the other hand, 
were less active in the riot, perhaps due to 
middle class stability—slightly more charac- 
teristic of the Old Residents than the New- 
comers. 

To summarize: The Newcomers, with an 
11 percent higher rate among the employed, 
are young, flexible, eager to get ahead—and 
probably do not know as much about the in’s 
and out’s of welfare as the Old Residents, 
But the Old Residents (with a 6 percent 
higher rate among the combined middle and 
upper classes) were proportionally less ac- 
tive in the riot. Therefore, the question is: 
What can be done? 

The words of Moynihan may help to put 
iw above question into its proper perspec- 

ve: 

“There are a great many Negro Americans, 
perhaps half the population, which is se- 
curely in the middle class, doing very well, 
taking care of itself, needing no help from 
anybody, thank you very much. But the 
slums are also filling up with a lower class 
people, unemployed, ill-educated, ill-housed, 
for whom the cycle of no jobs and bad edu- 
cation and bad housing just reproduces it- 
self and takes its most poignant form in the 
great tragedy of the family lives of these men 
and women and of their children.” 

If we interpret Moynihan correctly, the 
most fruitful undertaking will be among the 
lowest economic level or lower “class” rather 
than among the “black bourgeoisie.” We can 
add that the group among the lower class 
people with the most promise for t: ad- 
vantage of such things as new job oppor- 
tunities is the Newcomers in Watts. 

However, communications with the lower 
class people, in contradistinction to the 
middle class Negroes, will not be easy. For 
instance, the Newcomers, active in the riot, 
did not take their cues from the Older Resi- 
dents, who apparently were restrained from 
joining the riot because of middle class 
values. 

The middle class Negroes are castigated 
as being “black bourgeoisie” by the lower 
class Negroes. Thus, the fact of the matter 
is that many Negroes are not interested in, 
or motivated by, the values of the “black 
bourgeoisie” for the simple reason that this 
group, while successful, exemplifies the 
“white oriented” Negro. A program aimed at 
helping the middle class Negroes will do 
little to prevent more riots. 

In brief, one must recognize the sub-cul- 
ture of the Negro, a world that has its own 
values, norms, taboos, indeed, its independ- 
ent social order—independent of both the 
white society and to an extent of the “black 
bourgeoisie.” The young Negro, especially, re- 
gards middle class success as “Hi-Fi Uncle 
Tomism.” Thus the positive inclination to 
derive the maximum benefits from the so- 
ciety as a whole, is offset by the negative 
attitude (not unremovable) that such an 
undertaking entails “Uncle Tomism.” 

An example of the wrong way of removing 
the negative attitude, judging from the re- 
sults of our Watts Survey, is the showing of 
pictures of some Negro fellow who has “made 
it” as an incentive for potential high school 
drop-outs. One such poster in a recent Plan 
for Progress advertising campaign shows 
Willy Mays’ picture with the caption: “Willy 
Mays made it in baseball, you can make it in 
business!” Another shows pictures of Negro 
executives and high administrative personnel 
with the caption: “You don’t have to be 
white to get a white collar job!” Not only 
does this approach probably not work, it 
could even have a negative effect. In the first 
place, the Negroes living in the ghetto know 
that it just isn’t true: they are not going 
to be given consideration in business in any 
way comparable to Willy Mays in baseball. 
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In a very important sense, Mays and the 
ordinary person in the ghetto belong to two 
different worlds. Furthermore, some of the 
mothers and young people who were asked 
about the Mays poster were offended that it 
was Mays’ picture which had been used be- 
cause Mays hasn't done nothing to help 
(the Negro get) Civil Rights.” This is an ex- 
tremely sensitive area of communication, 
where much delicacy is needed if the people 
are to identify with the example chosen of 
success. 

On the other hand, the results of our sur- 
vey appear to show how to effectively remove 
this negative attitude towards becoming in- 
volved in the society as a whole: namely, by 
working through peer groups. One young 
man, who was a former “war counselor” in 
a gang and is now in college, used to es- 
tablish immediate rapport with his “peers” 
by talking about the scars on his face which 
he acquired in different fights. He went on 
to articulate what an education meant to 
him, including as part of his education what 
he had learned in the streets, “because edu- 
cation isn’t just what one learns in school.” 
And he concluded by saying: “Look, I won’t 
lie to you: I haven't got 10 promotions, but 
I got a job!” (He had lost his first two jobs.) 
By working through such potential leaders 
as this, it is possible to reach other young 
men. 

The young man living in the ghetto wants 
to go to high school, “if my buddy is going 
to high school,” He wants a job, “if my buddy 
has a job.” The relevant point seems to be 
that what his buddy can do, he can do. There 
is the identification. 

The general problem which any program 
like Plans for Progress is up against is two- 
fold: first, job opportunities must be avail- 
able; secondly, the unemployed youths have 
to be persuaded to pursue them. Using path 
breakers, as in the above example, can give 
incentive to the unemployed youth once that 
expectation is raised; however, the program 
must deliver, it must actually get him a job. 
Our research indicates that to frustrate that 
expectation invites disaster. 

The peer group approach seems to work 
well in the absence of genuine Negro leader- 
ship. A second possibility centers around the 
Negro family. The “Moynihan Report”, The 
Negro Family: The Case for National Action, 
is a carefully documented study which shows 
the breakdown of the Negro family along 
with all its consequences. The results of our 
surveys agree with the thesis of this report 
in every important respect. For example, one 
of the major observations made in the 
Moynihan Report concerns the partial trans- 
formation of the Negro community into a 
matriarchal society. 

One consequence has been that the ab- 
sence of the natural leadership of the father 
is a factor in causing such things as unem- 
ployment in the household. “Negro children 
without fathers flounder—and fail” (Moyni- 
han Report, page 35). This conclusion is sup- 
ported by the results of our survey in Watts, 
as the following table indicates: 


JOHN F. KRAFT WATTS TABLE NO. XIII 
Un percent] 


Where there is a male head of the 
household: 
Someone works 
No one works nonnene 
Where there is no male head of 
the hou: 


Thus, having a man of the house is of 
significant importance for household em- 
ployment and for whether the children work 
or not. While it has been established that 
children confide more in their mothers than 
in their fathers nevertheless, the father’s 
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family leadership is of paramount im- 
portance. 

The importance of the Negro family as a 
basis of any sound solution for the problems 
facing Negroes is the message of the Moyni- 
han Report. The Report, however, describes 
the breakdown of the Negro family. It stops 
after having established that the problem 
exists, without making any concrete sugges- 
tions or proposing solutions. Since the ques- 
tion has been left open, it can do no harm 
to draw insights from our independent re- 
search as to a few possible solutions. 


III. ENHANCING THE STABILITY AND RESOURCES 
OF THE NEGRO FAMILY 


A. Police protection 


John F. Kraft, Inc. has conducted a num- 
ber of surveys in Negro and Puerto Rican 
areas of New York City, and has just com- 
pleted another survey in Harlem for a foun- 
dation. 

In all studies, the two main problems are 
(1) dope addiction and crime in general, and 
(2) better housing. 

The apparent meaning of putting crime 
at the head of the list of problems for the 
respondents is that more police protection is 
wanted. Problems of “police brutality”—in 
all these surveys—are conspicuous by their 
absence. It appears that police malpractice is 
an issue in Harlem or Bedford Stuyvesant 
only insofar as the police are inadequate do- 
ing their jobs or that there are enough of 
them. Police brutality, as such, is not a 
volunteered problem of concern for the Negro 
people of New York. This failure to volunteer 
police brutality as a problem for major con- 
cern contradicts what many people regard as 
the Negroes’ posture in this respect. In re- 
viewing the Watts situation, for example, the 
California Advisory Committee, headed by 
Bishop Pike, wrote An Analysis of the Mc- 
Cone Commission Report in which it stated: 

“The McCone Commission failed totally to 
make any findings con + + + the al- 
most universal feeling on the part of Negroes 
that such malpractice exists to a significant 
degree.” (Advisory Committee, page 4.) 

What is meant by “police malpractice,” as 
becomes clear in the Report is “police 
brutality” and not inadequacy of police 
protection. 

In fact, things are not so simple. An 
analysis of the complaints about police 
8 125 in our Watts Survey yielded these 
results: 


JOHN F. KRAFT WATTS TABLE NO. XIV.—OPINION OF 
PRESENCE OF POLICE BRUTALITY IN WATTS 


Un percent] 

Less than High 1 year 

Total 12 years school college 

school | graduate | or more 
1 22.2 23.0 26.7 17.2 
A little 24.6 16.4 33.3 27.6 
None at all. 15.1 16.4 3.3 20.7 
Not sure 38.1 44. 3 36.7 34.5 


A total of 46.8 percent of the people in- 
terviewed felt that there was at least some 
police brutality. Hence there is no denying 
that such a feeling exists among Watts’ 
Negroes, and the specific citings of cases of 
police brutality may be broken down into 
these three main divisions: 

A. Acts of Racial Humiliation or emo- 
tional brutality. 

B. Acts of physical brutality against women 
and children or youth. 

C. Acts of physical brutality against adult 
men. 

A number of people interviewed, however, 
did not feel that the blame for the brutality 
was altogether the policeman’s fault. 

For example, we asked: “Considering every- 
thing, do you think the Los Angeles city 
police do an excellent job, a pretty good job, 
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or a poor job?” and the answers went like 
this: 


JOHN F. Krarr Warrs Taste No. XV.—Los 


Angeles police percent 
Excellent or pretty good — 47 
Not so good or po 41 
Not GUC SS ———T0—TC—ꝙ( 12 


Then we asked: “What is the main reason 
you feel this way about the Los Angeles City 
police?” and got answers like these: 
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1. They do a good job, the best they can; 
from what I hear, it’s a large city; have seen 
good that they’ve done. 

2. Considering: too few policemen—not 
enough pay (I was once a policeman my- 
self). 

3. They will come when called. 

4. Considering what they have to put up 
with—take their lives in their hands; some 
people hate cops so much they would kill 
them for fun; say “You’re under arrest” and 
get your head shot off; without cops every 
man would have to go armed. 

5. Always polite to me; treat us better than 
they used to—some are nice. 

6. Have caught some crooks; broken up 
some gangs. 

7. Don’t bother you; leave you alone if you 
don’t do anything. 

8. (correctly) strict on traffic violations. 

9. Fair; by the books. 

10. But: no good on Watts riot; give tick- 
et for no reason; don’t crack down on dope 
pushers; some rough you up. 

11. No special reason—just think so, 

12. (Not honest)—lie in order to get con- 
victions, 

13. Not enough police; no protection for 
Negroes. 

14. Don’t want to come when called; you 
could be dead before they get there. 

15. Are brutal; so cruel make people hate 
them; all Negroes don’t stand for being hit 
upside the head; overstep authority—pull 
guns—rough you up. Saw them during 
riots—promotion happy—been stopped, ac- 
cused falsely and physically abused wrongly. 
Like Hitler’s storm troopers. 

16. Try to embarrass the Negro; call you 
names; search you—your car—in public; 
question you and if you answer say “shut 
up”; should try to understand us more; 
bother you just because you're Negro—you 
should hear what Chief Parker says about 
us on the radio. 

17. Too much crime; never catch anyone— 
people are scared to go out of their houses. 
18. Spend all their time giving tickets. 

19. Not enough colored police. 

20. Present system not set up to give all 
a fair deal. 

21. All other: arrest more innocent than 
guilty (jails full of Negroes and Mexicans); 
the white cop was going to let my son go, 
but the Negro policeman took him in. 

22. No special reason: just think so, 

In other words, there is a large body or 
Negro opinion—the largest part—which 
takes the side of the policeman. Bishop Pike's 
Advisory Committee, by tacitly equating all 
police malpractices with police brutality, dis- 
torts the opinions of the people concerned 
at least as much as those who contend that 
there is no feeling on the part of Negroes 
that police brutality exists in a significant 
degree. 

The Watts riot was set off by an alleged act 
of police brutality, and the National Guard 
was brought in at the height of the riot; 
both of which are heavily criticized by the 
Advisory Committee. (In regard to the Com- 
mittee’s view about calling in the Guard, see 
pages 8 and 9 of the Analysis). The Com- 
mittee’s posture is critical of law enforce- 
ment bodies. This criticism, however, was 
not shared by a significant percentage of the 
people we interviewed, any more than the 
assertion about a universal feeling that there 
is police brutality. 
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Who is it that should have done something to prevent the violence and what is it that they should have done? 


[In percent] 
How to prevent violence Total Newcomers Old residents 
Stop police brutality 29 32 20 
Police should be more courteous and considerate; better educated; not so prej- 
udiced against Negroes; more thorough training; better class of men, raise 5 y ‘ 
shouid not rough people “Up; don't beat them; don't let public see force being 
used; take them to the station; leave Mrs. Fry's son alone. 12 14 3 
Better police chief: Loudmouth Parker should talk less and do more; get a new Z s 5 
F/ TTT 
Better, more police protection... :: 34 18 38 
National Guard should have been called sooner; immediately all Negro police 
should have been brought in and maybe stopped ji 16 9 17 
Put Negro police in our area, Negroes who will understand our problems wae te) ORE ety i 4 
Special Ergan tor teenagers; guidance for gang; work programs; recreation; try 
to keep them in school Beit ees K . 6 
Obey the law; don't defy the police; go along peaceful; shouldn't drive when drunk; 
respect the law; use your Head 10 9 11 


The results of our research both in Har- 
lem and Watts suggests that the Negroes’ 
volunteered problems of concern include a 
need for better and more police protection. 
The reason for this, we suggest, lies in the 
Negroes’ concern for his family. 

The Negro like anyone else wants to pre- 
serve his family from harm, and for this there 
must be adequate police protection. Some- 
one has observed that the Negroes in the 
ghettoes seem to feel as if they were dis- 
enfranchised citizens. The absence of ade- 
quate police protection probably contributes 
to that attitude as much as any other single 
factor. What exists in the “ghettoes” at pres- 
ent is apparently a situation whereby a small 
minority—the dope addicts, criminal, noise- 
makers and so on—tyrannize over the large 
majority, making decent living all but im- 
possible for the latter. 

It was noted in an earlier section of this 
report that between 7,000 and 10,000 Negroes 
were out in the streets at the peak of the 
riot; this is a small minority of the peo- 
ple who were living in the curfew area, It 
goes without saying that this minority’s at- 
titude towards whites had something to do 
with their participation in the riot. To meas- 
ure the antipathy towards whites, we asked: 
“In general, how do you think most Negroes 
feel about whites? Do you think that most 
Negroes hate whites, do you think that they 
don’t hate them, but don’t like them either, 
or do you think that most Negroes really like 
whites?” With these results: 


JOHN F. KRAFT WATTS TABLE NO. XVI 


{In percent] 
Age group 
Total 

15to 29 | 30to 44 45 and over 
s — ——̃ EEA Se eae 

— 1 98 7.9 11.1 6.8 

jon't like, 

don’t hate... 64.3 64.4 77.3 51.4 
Like Whites. 19.0 17.8 9.1 34.3 


In short, the younger ones hate whites the 
most, the middle aged don’t like and don’t 
hate the most, and the older people like 
whites the most. Age apparently makes a 
terrific difference. 

But still the 7.9 percent of the Negroes 
who say that they hate whites is a small mi- 
nority. In our survey, 7.2 percent of the peo- 
ple interviewed said that they either them- 
selves participated in the riot or had a family 
member who did; the 7.9 percent who “hate 
whites” is an internally confirming statistic. 


B. Education 


Only about 2 percent of the people we have 
interviewed in New York City have said “bet- 
ter neighborhood schools” is the worst prob- 
lem. This relatively low percentage is mis- 


leading as an indication of how important 
education is for the Negroes. What the people 
really think about schools and education 
came to light most clearly when we asked 
how they feel about schools in their neigh- 
borhoods. 

What always strikes one in these surveys 
is the concern for the children that they 
should get an education. The apparent reason 
why “better neighborhood schools” does not 
come up more as a problem is satisfaction. 
In fact, many parents blame the children just 
as much for not taking advantage of the 
educational opportunities as the teachers 
not taking enough interest in teaching the 
children. Whereas one out of ten remarks 
were to the effect, Teachers don't care, in- 
ferior teachers, just as many were usually 
represented by people who say, “Kids are bad, 
don’t try to learn,” or “Kids have no manners, 
discipline problems.” 

In the words of one male respondent, “You 
can't teach someone who don’t want to 
learn.“ 

As an aside, it may be worth noting that 
a small percentage—one percent—of the 
complaints center on the teachers not being 
strict enough on the pupils. 

For instance, one respondent said, (The 
Teachers) ought to make those kids behave 
more, but they know if they spank them 
they’re going to be sued.” 

If we were to hazard a comment, it would 
be that the tone of the .emarks—both favor- 
able and wunfavorable—about education 
strikes one as rather “old fashioned.” 

It appears to be undeniable that the in- 
terest which the people have in education 
is for the real thing; they are not “status 
seekers.” The parents appear to want their 
children to undergo an “improvement,” 
meaning, of course, such things as getting 
more science, learning foreign languages, 
music and so on, but also discipline. 

Indeed, discipline probably is in the fore- 
front of the parents’ interest. One can get a 
feeling for this if one reviews the complaints 
about juvenile delinquency in the light of 
the favorable and unfavorable remarks about 
education. For example, the response made 
by the people in Watts is typical: six percent 
of the remarks went like this: “Provide better 
schools: more educational opportunity; so 
we can help ourselves; chance for training; 
re-education;” and another four percent like 
this: “Special Programs for Teenagers: guid- 
ance for gangs; work programs; recreation; 
try to keep them in school.” 

The parents want their children to have 
the opportunity for an education; yet, as ap- 
pears from our survey, putting up new build- 
ings, furnishing better facilities and similar 
things are good but insufficient. “Educational 
opportunity,” to the parents, includes many 
more things, such as teacher interest, dis- 
cipline of students, content of school work, 
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and so on. Perhaps the most poignant prob- 
lem, which better education might be able to 
solve, is lack of pride, bordering on despair, 
which inhabits some of the children. For ex- 
ample, a teenage girl in Watts volunteered 
the following: ‘Negroes are deprived of 
chances to expand in culture. The whites feel 
that they are higher because they are lighter 
and have a better grade of hair. It’s the Cau- 
casians’ fault; going back to slavery, the 
Negro was taken away many rights and a lot 
of Negroes don’t even care any more, and this 
will destroy the world.” 


C. Housing 


Better housing was said to be the worst 
problem for Harlem more often than any- 
thing else except crime. One could argue that 
the problem of better housing is present by 
implication in other problems, such as “Bet- 
ter family life, jobs for men, too much wel- 
fare,” and so on, and therefore is at least on 
a par with crime as a problem for Harlem. 
„ may help to illustrate this 
point: 

1. They are worried about their mommy 
and daddy, about the daddy straying around. 
Well, the fathers have to leave on account of 
the welfare, then the children just stay 
around the streets and this make them bad.” 

2. “Too crowded. This is because welfare 
dependents are breeding too fast. These wel- 
fare dependents should also be placed in a 
neighborhood by themselves instead of in 
projects with decent working class men and 
women. They build slums wherever they go.” 

Poor housing, in other words, can be both 
cause and effect in such cases as the need for 
jobs for men and of too much welfare. At any 
rate, the following are the kinds of reasons 
the people give for wanting to live some- 
where else: 


Cleaner, no roaches, no slums. 

Nicer, more pleasant, 

People like people there, friendly (people 
here not nice). 

Safer, no bums, dope addicts. 

Convenience, transportation. 

Quiet—no noises, 

Housing better, cheaper. 

Beautiful—air, grass, trees. 

Better for children to play. 

Not as crowded; more private. 

More respectable; out of Harlem. 

No difference. 

To better my condition, raise my standard 
of living. 

Schools better. 


In other words, what the people in Harlem 
want is easily recognizable as a better place 
to live. There was one man who said: (He) 
wanted to live in Gracie Mansion, because I 
don't think that there are any damn rats or 
cockroaches there!” 

Although the aspirations are very similar, 
the mistake should not be made to attribute 
to the Negro the desire for merely material 
gains. Opportunities are available to the man 
of extraordinary abilities who was born a Ne- 
gro, but “what about the rest of us, the 
ordinary man of the street, black or white?” 
To regard this attitude as representative of 
“middle-class values,” is to miss the point. 
The problem is that the ordinary Negro, like 
the ordinary white man, is not possessed of 
those exceptional qualities which produce 
the Negroes “of distinction” in modern Amer- 
ican life. Perhaps the best way to introduce 
a distinction between the “black bourgeoisie” 
and the ordinary people whom we inter- 
viewed is with regard to assimilation. 

Assimilation with whites, according to our 
survey, was an important issue only to a 
relatively small percentage of those inter- 
viewed. Crime, education, and better housing 
already have been discussed as major prob- 
lems of Harlem or any other ghetto; integra- 
tion and related issues were cited as im- 
portant problems for Harlem with a fre- 
quency of only 6 percent. 

If one considers the specially important 
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impact of the civil rights movement upon 
Negroes, including the organizational ac- 
tivity of the NAACP, CORE, SNVCC, and 
the Black Muslims, these small percentages 
might, in fact, be surprising. 

What has gone before is not to say that 
the leaders of the civil rights movement are 
not highly regarded in the Negro communi- 
ties. They are. For example, in the Kraft- 
New York Times survey conducted in Har- 
lem, these responses were made to questions 
about Negro leadership and organizations: 
New York Times survey table—Which one 

do you personally think is doing the best 

for Negroes? 
Total 
(percent) 
Martin Luther King 73 
Whitney Young 
Adam Clayton Powell 


None, no answer ee 11 


1 Less than ½ of 1 percent. 


Which Negro organization do you personally 
think is doing the best for the Negro? 


Total 
(percent) 
NAACP ooo icnnn scene cen ewannenncenen 
Urban League --- 14 
Southern Christian Leadership 
Conference e 7 
a -sn nananneenennnmnnenannn 3 


Student Nonviolent Coordinating Com- 
mittee 

Citywide Committee for Integrated 
Schools 


— — fr! = call aw | 
CORE A een m 23 
ieee eee eee 8 
oo IS SSE SEL SET ae ep 2 
None, no answer eee eee eee 27 


Dr. King and the N. A. A. OP. were voted the 
man and the organization winning the 
greatest advances for Negroes. The Reverend 
Adam Clayton Powell, Harlem’s long-term 
Representative, did not fare as well as Roy 
Wilkins, N. A. A. C. P., executive secretary, in 
the popularity ratings. Dr. King's rating gave 
him something of the status of a folk hero. 
Nearly three out of four Negroes interviewed 
cited him as the nation’s top civil rights 
leader. All the more surprising, therefore, 
is the small percentage of the people inter- 
viewed who share Dr. King’s views on in- 
tegration. 

Most of those citing Dr. King said: “he 
puts his life on the line for us” or: “He’s got 
guts and sense.” 

Thus, while racial assimilation is probably 
not a very important goal among Negroes, 
surveys do suggest that racial conflict is in- 
dicative of the whole question of a better way 
of life for the Negroes. When asked about 
what other Negro problems were “here in 
Watts,” respondents answered in terms of 
such things as job opportunities, inadequate 
schools and poor housing. There was no men- 
tion of racial prejudice as a problem of other 
Negroes. However, when asked about the 
cause of the Watts’ riot, “racial humiliation” 
was volunteered 12 percent of the time. In 
fact, racial humiliation was implicit in many 
of the other reasons given. Therefore, to the 
Negro, racial humiliation might well be seen 
as à cause of all of the other problems. For 
example, a young man with a college degree 
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applied for a job as an executive in a firm 
notorious for hiring only WASPS, expressed 
indignation when it became apparent that 
he was getting the “runaround.” “When I 
walked out, they threw my application in 
the waste-basket.” 


Tables from Kraft Watts survey conducted 
for American Broadcasting Co. 


EVALUATION OF PRESIDENT JOHNSON 


{In percent] 
New Yo Wa 
— po 
Baltimore Angeles 
31 29.4 
56 57.1 
6 7.1 
4 4.8 
3 1.6 


CHANGE IN PRIDE IN BEING A NEGRO IN LAST 10 YEARS 


{In percent] 
New Yo Wa 
te | Mae 

Baltimore Angeles 
50 55.6 
48 41.3 
1 8 
1 8 
ES eI SEES 1.5 


COMPARATIVE EVALUATION, NEGROES VERSUS WHITES 
{In percent} 


New York, 


egroes are better than whites... 


CHANGE IN WHITE ATTITUDES TOWARD EQUAL RIGHTS 
{In percent] 


EFFICACY OF NONVIOLENCE 


[In percent] 
ye York, i penn 
icago, os An 
Baltimore . 
Nonviolence will work 49 
Will have to use violence 5 
Nonviolence, but some violence 
will robably ee RL een 25 
Don’t know, not sure . 21 
/ 
ATTITUDE TOWARD WHITES 
[In percent] 
New York, Watts, 
Chicago, | Los Angeles 
Baltimore 
Hate Whites 12 7.9 
Don’t like, don't hate. — 40 64.3 
Like Whites = 25 19.0 
. ——. — 23 8. 7 
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PARTICIPATION OF RESPONDENT IN PEACEFUL 
DEMONSTRATIONS 


[In percent] 
New York, Watts, 
Chicago, | Los Angeles 
Baltimore 
10 13.5 
72 85.7 
18 8 


EXPECTATION OF ADDITIONAL VIOLENCE 


[In percent] 
Total Male Female 
B 19.0 24.2 14.1 
— 38.9 41.9 35.9 
Most likely will 18.3 14.5 21.9 
Most likely won! t 19.0 14.5 23.4 
Not reported 4.8 19. 3 4.7 


EFFECT OF PEACEFUL CIVIL RIGHTS DEMONSTRATIONS 
Un percent} 


New York, | Watts and 
. — „ and Los Angeles 


ER eee) a: EES eee 64 77.0 
— — 7 4.8 
3 8.7 
eB ine 26 8.7 
— Se 8 
EFFECT OF RIOT 
Un percent] 
Total Male Female 
48.4 53.2 43.8 
23.8 22.6 25.0 
9.5 8.1 10.9 
16.7 14.5 18.1 
1.8 1.6 1.6 


WITNESSING POLICE BRUTALITY—BASED ON RESPOND- 
ENTS WHO FEEL BRUTALITY IS PRESENT 


Un percent) 
Total Male Female 
50.8 45.2 57.1 
47.5 51.6 42.9 
1.7 3.2 0 


OPINION OF PRESENCE OF POLICE BRUTALITY IN WATTS 
AREA 


Un percent] 


OPINION OF JOB DONE BY LOS ANGELES CITY POLICE 


Un percent] 


Male Female 


13 11.3 
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VOLUNTEERED ANSWERS AS TO WHAT COULD HAVE PREVENTED THE VIOLENCE IN WATTS 


[In percent] 


Racial discrimination 


City fathers should not ignore the area: The jungle in their midst; take interest in our complaints, improve 
conditions; raise Watts to standards of rest of city; clean the place 
Give us our equal human rights: We mean to have them; speed up civil 
make us feel like outcasts; give us a little more freedom 
Provide better schools: More educational opportunity; so we can help ourselves; chance for training; reedu- 


Give us decent jobs and fair wages: Build more factories; gi 

give us equal opportunities; the uneducated can do good wor 
Provide for the penniless: A place to live; necessities of life; give food if people are hungry 
Stop exploitation of Negro: Exploiting merchants should be boycotted 


Don't de! 
National 
and maybe stop 


Nothing: Nothing could have been done: It was a long time coming; too organized; happened too fast; Whitie has 


been looking for this stuff for centuries. 
cooperate more with the citizens. 


No comment; not sure: Don't know what could have been done; no comment. 


v 99 — Negroes better jobs; force unions to 
le 


Put Negro police in our area: Negroes who will understand our problems 
the police: Go along peaceful, shouldn't drive when drunk; respec you CER 
uard should have been called sooner: Immediately, all Negro police should have been brought in 


Special programs for teenagers: Guidance for gangs; work programs; recreation; try to keep them in School. 
PORE SIRI sec ee 


RIOR ˙— RES a I 
rights; don't treat us so doggish; don't 


t individual become independent of welfare. 


r head 


t the law; use 


All other: Don't allow jobless migrants; curb propaganda press; peaceful demonstration; listen to our leaders; 


Newcomers | Old residents Women 


John F. Kraft Watts Survey (asked of re- 
spondents who think there is police bru- 
tality) — hy do you say that? 

They have brutalized me—my friends— 
I've witnessed it or been told about it. (I’m 
seeing them) during the beating up, treat- 
ing them like animals. 

Police are power mad, trigger happy cow- 
ards; have gun and badge and think they 
own the world—want us to fear them; can 
do no wrong (they caused the riot). 

Police treat Negroes like a pack of dogs; 
call us “nigger”, “boy”, pull gun and search 
you for no reason—try to speak and you 
get slapped in the mouth; use force when 
there is no resistance; accuse falsely, harass 
us because we're black (they caused the 
riot). 

Prejudiced, low caliber men on force; 
Southerners—hate Negroes. 

Poorly trained—don’t understand Negro 
(or try to); not taught how to handle pro- 
voking problems. 

Parker is the Chief so it’s all his fault; 
he is prejudiced, tries to keep a division 
between white and black, tells his officers to 
rough us up—believe his force can do no 
wrong. 

There is some fault on both sides: some- 
times suspects get belligerent—put up a 
fight—don’t obey police (some innocent get 
hurt). 

They’re human like everyone else—a bit 
of malice on both sides—there are good cops 
and bad cops—but not enough cops. 

Partially our fault for letting them get 
away with it. 

Mayor Yorty—said he would get rid of 
Parker; council and city officials intercede 
between Negro—not let Police Department 
put a block between mayor’s office and com- 
munity. 

John F. Kraft Watts Survey (asked of re- 
spondents who think there will be more 
violence)—What will have to be done? 
Problems ironed out before crisis point is 

reached (city destroyed); can’t be prevent- 

ed—some people won't accept bosses on Job 
especially with outside agitators. 

Don’t hold his race against the Negro— 
enforce civil rights to the letter; aid for 
poverty stricken. 


Give them chance at same job as white 
folks (like factory jobs). 

Housing—live where he’s not allowed to. 

Consider each other as human beings until 
whites realize we're civilized too. 

Meeting of the races and talking it out— 
but it will take many a moon; give what they 
want—not by the spoonful but by the shovel 
full. Chicago—Jimmie Miller. 

Permitted schools like rest of people; 
teachers who care about Negro children. No 
equal rights—won’t stop till we get them. 
Every city must work for unity—elected offi- 
cials with the people. Compromise—give in a 
little. Spend more time and money with 
Negro—same as white neighborhoods; gov- 
ernment should use servicemen to help poor 
neighborhoods; stop crime; send less money 
abroad. 


John F. Kraft Watts Survey—Thinking now 
just about yourself and your family, what 
are the two or three biggest problems you 
have to worry about? 

Jobs: can’t get (can’t keep) a job; just 
aren't enough; lay you off. 

Equal job opportunities: our wages are 
lower. 

Not educated or qualified for a decent job: 
dropped out. 

Money: getting ahead up the ladder; do a 
little better every year—finance problem is 
eased just a little bit by my business. 

Can’t (always) provide even the essentials 
for my family—county welfare won't help 
people who try—just loafers. 

Bills: we owe everybody in sight; over- 
loaded ourselves; for hospitals, home and 
food. 

More money for nicer things—put in bank 
(go to Vegas). 

Pensions too low—welfare insufficient. 

Children and schooling: good home en- 
vironment; teach kids to get along with each 
other; make them mind—do their chores; 
have done all I know and sometimes kids 
still don’t do right; be moral—go to church; 
my brother tells on me when I fight, ditch 
school. 

Keeping kids in school: keeping up their 
interest; more truant officers. 

Quality education: parochial schools ex- 
pensive, must demand, Negro children don’t 


get suitable programs; lot of old buildings; 

schools overcrowded, 

College aspirations: getting through school 
with some knowledge; how to finance, get- 
ting drafted—may not go back to college. 

Community problems: 

Housing and transportation; poor housing, 
high rent. 

Get out of ghetto: houses too ragged, don’t 
down grade; better neighborhood—improve— 
more space. 

Supervised recreational facilities for young- 
sters; where to leave them while I’m working. 

Home of our own; meeting notes; keeping 
up the taxes; riot upped taxes. 

Poor transportation; infrequent buses; 
hard to shop; go to doctor; hard to get to 
work. 

More police protection —bad neighborhood. 

Racial discrimination; unions unfair to 
Negro; ignore Negro problems; don't give him 
equal chance, 

Pray God I keep healthy (no reserves) con- 
tinue to exist, 

Tilness, accidents, disability, bad health; 
sudden death. 

Siblings bug me; wife worries all the time; 
parents too strict; estranged spouse; father 
is alcoholic. 

All other: lost driver’s license unfairly; son 
jailed; boy in Vietnam; Negroes don’t pull to- 
gether; getting them to church on Sunday; 
my family lives in Mississippi. 

No problems. Everybody working; happy 
(mind my own business). 

John F. Kraft Watts Survey—Solution to two 
or three biggest problems you and your 
family have to worry about (volunteered 
by respondents) 

Make some work for us to do; build new 
housing (so we won’t have to depend on wel- 
fare); city should do something. 

Give us equal job opportunities and better 
wages: Masons are only one step from KKK; 
unions accept Negro apprentices, 

Must get more education—learn a trade— 
go back to school, finish my course, go to 
college, go to night school (government 
should re-train). 

Too late now—but if we had had a better 
education. 


Try hard to find a job; stop quitting 
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job—settle down to something (don’t argue 
with boss). 

Budget what money we have—make ends 
meet; tighten our belts; don’t give in to non- 
essentials; use our money more scarcely. 

Need more liberal Social Security, pen- 
sions; more enlightened welfare; help with 
medical expenses. 

Better moral home environment; parents 
take more time with kids. 

Find a way to keep the kids in school; 
preach and teach not to drop out. 

Better schools for Negro children (subsi- 
dize Catholic schools). 

Landlords should not be permitted to 
gouge and discriminate. 

More for our community—clean it up— 
survey our needs; U.S, government should 
send us money. 

More police protection from teenagers, 
hoodlums. 

Put on more buses, 

Reduce property tax in our area. 

More attention to rowdy teenagers (com- 
munity hoodlums). 

Give us our civil rights. 

Keep unity in the family—the family to- 
gether. 

Take (violent) action. 

All other: eat right; lower prices on things; 
state should not have revoked husband's 
driver’s license; someone to stay with my 
kids; keep the sheriff off my kids; bars should 
not serve drunks; my brothers and sisters 
should behave; government should help am- 
bitious Negro businessmen. 

There is no solution—it’s just life—roll 
with the punches; just my luck. 

No solution offered. 

Had no problems—therefore no solution. 


John F. Kraft Watts Survey—Right now at 
this time of the New Year, what would you 
say is the one thing that you would like 
most for yourself and family in 1966? 


Health: to be able to work. 

Happiness—tranquility; a good life, unity 
and love, get along with family; religious 
home—no conflicts (no riots), 

A job (don't have one)—parent or hus- 
band doesn't (so I can hold my head up 
like a man and support my family). 

Better job; decent job with better pay. 

Money to pay off bills (be able to sleep 
at night); more financial security; food to 
eat every day, right kind of food; money for 
shelter, clothing, to send home. 

Better housing: move out of projects; 
move to better neighborhood—hbetter quar- 
ters—which children are allowed. 

To own a home: more room; integrated 
neighborhood; major improvements on 
home. 

Self (other adult) get more education; go 
back to (good) school, 

(Better) education for the children— 
grandchildren; finish high school; go to col- 
lege (not be like me). 

Our equal rights: equal chance to live as 
American citizen; break down racial bar- 
riers so we would be free to shake hands 
with our fellow man; bring our community 
up to white standards. 

A car; 1966 GTO Pontiac; no way to get 
around, 

Trips and recreation: visit grandma in 
New Orleans; buy boat. World peace; have 
friends and relatives in Vietnam. 

Opportunity to contribute to well being 
of Negro community, 

Not have rocks thrown at me—freedom 
from fear of irresponsible people—protec- 
tion FROM the police. 

Long range plans: financial independence. 

That taxes on home go down. 

All other: better bus transportation (for 
sick and elderly); electric refrigerator and 
washing machine; someone to watch my 
children while I’m at work. 

Castles in the air: million dollars; ultra- 
modern home; trip around the world; TV 
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in every room; car for each family member; 
business of my own. 

Haven't given it any thought—don’t know; 
nothing because nothing will change; don’t 
want anything; no particular thing; no com- 
ment. 


John F. Kraft Watts Survey—What is the 
biggest single problem facing other Ne- 
groes in this area? 

Unemployment: no jobs in Watts; he feels 
“I'm living in Watts, so forget it”; they need 
work; can’t hold a job (hard since the riots) ; 
won't accept Negro apprentices. 

Job discrimination: hire by color; turn 
down qualified men; no good paying jobs. 

No jobs for the unskilled; when they have 
the education, they lack experience; parents 
couldn't afford—brought up without educa- 
tion. 

Money to live on (enough); can’t eat if 
the pocket don’t have no lace; so many are 
on welfare (some abuse); having enough to 
survive; provide food and shelter. 

Spending more than they make; poor man- 
agement; making bills they can’t pay; easy 
credit. 

Need money for the better things in life. 

Teenagers: kids acting the fool, get in 
serious trouble; nothing to do—no place to 
go; parents don’t control (out drinking them- 
selves). 

(Adult) education: something to fight with. 

Overcrowded schools; lack of proper edu- 
cation facilities. 

High rents; average Negro can’t afford de- 
cent quarters; best places won't take chil- 
dren (feel exploited—put upon). 

Rebuild burned out ghettoes; old houses 
need to be torn down (want to improve con- 
ditions); places all run down—our neigh- 
borhood needs stricter inspection; want to 
live in a better neighborhood. 

Poor property owners threatened by stand- 
ards inspector. 

Poor transportation: need a car out here; 
buses too slow. 

Protection from police: consider all Ne- 
groes bad; give us a hell of a time. 

Getting their equal rights: jobs, educa- 
tion—everything; segregation, prejudice. 

Staying alive: “Have to live to work to 
eat”. 

Negro his own worst enemy: quarrel 
among selves; don’t try; been cheated so long 
doesn’t know how to use freedom now he 
has it. 

All other: next riot should be in Beverly 
Hills—not in our own neighborhood; people 
are too nosey; tourists looking for pickups; 
trucks on our street. 


John F. Kraft Watts Survey (solution to 
“other Negroes” problems)—What do you 
think should be done about it? Who 
should be doing something, and what is it 
they should be doing? 

Jobs: 

Create more; prohibit overtime; govern- 
ment should make more jobs—rebuild—like 
WPA; city should provide—hire natives first, 
not out-of-staters; open up jobs here in 
Watts; keep after the officials. 

Give Negro equal job opportunities and 
equal wages; government should enforce and 
check percentage of Negroes hired—espe- 
cially government contracts; legislation to 
prevent discrimination in hiring; labor bill 
should set higher wage standards—$1.25 too 
low (not just washing cars); provide work 
for unqualified, 

Provide Training: Negroes are good at 
crafts but need training to qualify; force 
unions to accept Negro apprentices; on-the- 
job training (for high school grads); trade 
schools for uneducated—help them with a 
trade—war on poverty program. 

All Other Job—for older people (fear los- 
ing jobs). 

Manage money better; get out and work to 
pay off (root hog or die); use common sense 
(we are easily led into debt by salesmen); 
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no matter what it is—if you can do it—take 
the job. 

Parents should supervise more, not spoil 
kids; drunken delinquent parents should be 
jailed; some place for teenagers to go; value 
of things—training for parents. 

(Adults) should go (back) to school, get 
a skill, a trade, training, fit themselves 
more schooling—night school—get as much 
education as possible. 

Better, more appropriate schools for Ne- 
groes; make it possible to get a good educa- 
tion; enforce head start; charities could help 
clothe youngsters who have nothing to wear 
to school; should teach no history until pride 
in heritage; teach trades in high school. 

City should force landlords to repair prop- 
erty or lower rents; government should pro- 
vide decent integrated housing; landlords 
should give responsible Negroes decent quar- 
ters (with children); (after all—landlords 
were once children themselves) . 

More rigid inspection to keep neighborhood 
clean (garbage)—make people keep junk off 
the street; pull down condemned houses— 
rebuild burned out section; clean up the 
area (might improve morale). 

Inspectors stop harassing homeowners in 
low income neighborhoods; we can’t match 
our own dollars on house improvements be- 
cause we don’t have any to match, 

Need better loans—whoever is in charge. 

Police should stop harassing Negroes— 
just because they are Negroes—-Mayor should 
tell them not to be so mean; have a Negro 
police inspector, too; not be so rough, 

Emphasize the Constitution: President and 
government should improve laws on equal 

ts. 

Awaken the conscience of America; must 
give up prejudice, stop holding Negro back— 
work with him to help himself; don’t be 
afraid of us because we're co up. 

Negroes must work together: unite—pull 
together; form businesses of our own—boy- 
cott exploiters—press for more; have peace- 
ful demonstrations. 

Fight a damn war! line em up and shoot 
em down”; fight (if necessary) for our rights. 

Don’t know if anything can be done; own 
worst enemy: lazy, irresponsible—world owes 
him a living, quarrelsome, prejudiced—don’t 
know how to act; should damn sure not start 
another riot. 


John F. Kraft Watts Table (If respondent 
thinks there probably will be more vio- 
lence)—Why is it that you think there 
will be more violence here in this part of 
Los Angeles? 


Conditions are the same: if something 
isn’t done soon; all talk and no action; noth- 
ing has been done; (we would have no 
choice). 

(If don’t get) better police: Negro police; 
more sympathetic treatment. 

(If don't get) enough work: better jobs; 
higher wages; they need money to live; the 
more hungry people there are, the more 
likely to cause trouble. 

Haven’t improved living conditions in Ne- 
gro ghetto; haven’t cleaned up Watts. 

Negro is not getting equal rights—equal 
opportunity to survive. 

Housing: need decent places to live, a bet- 
ter thing such as parks and places of en- 
joyment. 

Education: they are not educated. 

Restless youth: advocates violence; some 
Negroes think they gained; got a lot of loot; 
when they run out of what they stole, we'll 
have to get more; want to burn the whole 
city; if white man don’t stop raising prices, 
we will burn; hear so much talk that there 
will be plan to burn the whole city. 

Whites still hate us; give us freedom— 
treat us as the same—like dogs—no recogni- 
tion; plot against us—push and shove. 

All other: because what may be a small 
demonstration by a few people would be re- 
ported by our misinformative newspapers as 
a riot. Actually causing more friction; rabid 
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newspapers; young people riot when come 
home from war. 
Don’t know—no answer. 


John F. Kraft Watts Table (Asked of those 
who expect more violence) —What will have 
to be done to prevent more violence? 
Accept responsibility to do something; im- 

prove condition of Negroes—anything— 

what they say they will; what the people 
want; help. 

Stop police brutality; screen force for prej- 
udice; retire Parker; new approach. 

Provide more jobs with better pay; so men 
can support their families; $1.25 per hour is 
not enough; have apprentice jobs—open up 
all employment—give Negro incentive to 

train. 


Help poverty stricken areas; things around 
here are old and dirty; improve Negro com- 
munities. 

Give in a little—peaceful demonstrations. 

Equal rights: we must demand them—try 
to integrate the city. 

Decent place to live; not just rat traps. 

Education: equal opportunities to learn— 
better schools and teachers. 

Teenage problem—rowdies; jail guilty; 
don't serve liquor to drunks; draft teen- 
agers; more parks and recreation for kids; 
more parental supervision. 

Treat Negroes like humans; give us recog- 
nition; a proud race—won’t stand for being 
looked down on; whites must work with us 
fairly—not expect us today; stop exploit- 
ing us in stores; Negroes and Jews come to 
understanding. 

All other: better transportation; health 
centers; print facts; peaceful meetings. 


TABLES FROM NEW YORK TIMES SURVEY, JULY 
27, 1964 
Pride 
Would you say that you take more pride 
in being a Negro now than you did five or 


ten years ago or do you feel less pride in 
being a Negro? 


Percent 

Take more pride 29 

About the same 69 

Take. “ieee eee 1 

C 1 
Demonstrations 


Do you think that civil rights demonstra- 
tions like sit-ins and picketing and boycotts 
have helped Negroes’ chances for equality 
in jobs and schools and housing and things 
like that or do you think the demonstra- 
tions have hurt their chances or what? 


Percent 


If you had your choice would you rather 
live in an integrated neighborhood with 
white families or in an all-Negro neighbor- 
hood? 


Percent 
Integrated neighborhood - 44 
All-Negro neighborhood 10 
Don't care, doesn’t matte 39 
Not sure, don’t know 5 
AAR n p a SA SR ERE. paca eee eer ao 2 


School integration 
Would you rather have your children (if 


you had any) go to an integrated school with 
white children or to an all-Negro school? 


Percent 
55555555555TT„%%„!e᷑ oe 63 
. iain oem ͤ aa onsen aatas 4 
Just a good school 24 

6 
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School problems 


What is the biggest problem with the 
schools here in this neighborhood? 


Overcrowding, split sessions 
ee have no incentive—disinter- 


oo aR eR E ASF a 
Negro schools not as good as white or 
integrated—prejudice 
Vicious, hoodlums, fights 
Bad conditions—rats, vermin, unsani- 
tar ee ee 
Poor materials, facilities (books, paper, 
recreation) 
Children apathetic, drop out ——— - 
Administration, bad syllabus, insuf- 
ficient preparation 
%% 4a cease dancnnsed 
Not acquainted, no problems, no an- 
swer 


Negro-white feelings 
How do you think most Negroes feel about 
whites? Do you think that most Negroes hate 
whites, do you think they don’t hate them 
but don’t like them either, or do you think 
that most Negroes really like whites? 


Percent 
pO eS ae. ee 6 
Some Negroes hate Whites 13 
Negroes hate some whites_.....------ 4 
Don't hate, don't like either 63 
eS Mees WS ak oe E 5 
Don’t know, no answer 6 


School busing 
Would you be in favor of having your chil- 
dren go out of the neighborhood to school by 
bus and having some white children come 
by bus to the schools here as a means of 
getting racial balance in the schools or would 
you be against it? 


TR FOR aie es i oes — —— 46 
Oppos ed 43 
NOt fee 11 


Black Muslims 
As you probably know, the Black Muslims 
are for having a Negro society that is com- 
pletely separate from all whites. Do you 
think that’s a good idea or don’t you think 
it’s a good idea? (Asked of those who said 
they had heard of Black Muslims.) 


Good ad „„ 6 
NGS: E Q00C ( Sonne ne 81 
Depenas „ 7 
Don't know, not sure ——— mmm 4 
N A2 2 


Police brutality 
There has been a lot of talk lately about 
a police brutality. As far as you know, is 
there a lot of police brutality, is there only 
a little, or isn’t there really any police bru- 
tality at all? 


/ ssi ccm ge ae 12 
AU AAA 31 
Weite.. . eee 20 
Not yj BURG 6 is oh hk nn a 34 
N scan oo ecient omen 3 


Violence versus nonviolence 
Do you think that Negroes will be able to 
get equal rights and better jobs and so on 
by using nonviolent means like sit-ins or will 
they have to use violence like riots and fight- 
ing to get them? 


Nonviolence will work 
Will have to use violence 7 
Nonviolence, but some violence vill 
probably occur 
Not sure, don’t know 
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Major problems 
What would you say is the biggest problem 
that Negroes here in this part of the city 
have to worry about? 
Percent 


Economic complaints (jobs, welfare, 


high cost of living, low pay, etc.) 
Housing (bad, overcrowded, high rents, 
-) 


54 


indifferent, apathetic—don’t fight for 
reforms or try to improve them- 
SOLVES — swe cents bakin 
Don’t raise their children decently, 
don’t care, adults set a bad example 
for Children ik. . 


Civil Rights—freedom, discrimination 
Municipal complaints 
Complaints about whites, prejudices, 


16 
9 


Exursir 125 
INSTITUTE OF PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION 
(By Study Group on Housing and Neighbor- 
hood Improvement, City of New York, Ed- 
ward J. Logue, chairman) 
HARLEM ATTITUDE SURVEY 


A detailed attitude survey among Harlem 
residents has been completed by the firm 
of John F. Kraft, Inc. of New York City. 

The survey probed the characteristics of 
Harlem residents and their concerns with 
housing, neighborhood improvement, reloca- 
tion, employment, education, and law en- 
forcement. A copy of the basic report on the 
survey is attached. 

The survey was undertaken in order to 
provide a detailed profile of the character- 
istics of Harlem residents and their views 
on participating in rebuilding and improve- 
ment programs. The results are expected to 
provide a solid base of information to assist 
in the preparation of plans and programs 
for the renewal of Harlem. 

The survey was undertaken under the gen- 
eral auspices of the Institute of Public Ad- 
ministration, with financial assistance from 
the Vincent Astor Foundation. 

The firm of John F. Kraft, Inc., is a widely 
known polling organization which has had 
extensive experience in developing survey- 
ing techniques in central city ghetto areas. 
Previously, the firm has undertaken a sur- 
vey among residents of the West Side Urban 
Renewal Project in New York City, as well 
as a comprehensive attitude survey among 
the residents of the Watts area in Los An- 
geles. 

In conducting the Harlem survey, careful 
steps were taken to insure representative- 
ness in the sample of households interviewed. 
Moreover, additional interviews were con- 
ducted in the most deteriorated sections of 
the area, since they have the most serious 
housing and environmental problems and 
would most likely be affected by improvement 
programs. 

Although normal survey procedures in- 
volved reliance on professional interviewers, 
the complex nature of this survey indicated 
that a different and relatively new approach 
should be used. It was decided to locate, 
hire, and train residents of the area to do 
the interviewing in the belief that the per- 
son interviewed would more readily under- 
stand and communicate with someone from 
his or her own neighborhood. 

The interviews were hired and trained 
in the late spring and early summer, and 
test interviews were conducted. The survey 
itself was conducted from June 15 through 
July 20, 1966. 

The survey results showed that the largest 
single problem facing Harlem residents in 
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their own eyes is poor housing and living 
conditions, together with the associated prob- 
lems of crime and drug addiction. The at- 
tached report contains verbatim quotations 
from a number of the interviews. 

The highlights of the survey as reported by 
Mr. Kraft include the following: 

Harlem residents are new to the City— 
less than 1 out of 6 were born in the City; 
and they are very transient—only one-half 
have lived where they are now living for as 
long as five years. 

There is one overriding problem in Harlem, 
and it’s housing. Most other problems, such 
as dope addiction, crime, winos, and the rest, 
seem to be by-products of the basic prob- 
lem. 

While there are those who appreciate the 
convenience of their neighborhood or build- 
ing to shopping and transit, an appreciable 
number of people can't think of any asset. 

Most people would welcome the idea of the 
City moving in, Or someone. As long as they 
would tear down and build up. Eighty-four 
percent of those interviewed strongly endorse 
a rebuilding program. 

In return, they’d like to be moved to a de- 
cent place to live, without any undue ex- 
pense, In this connection, 48 percent of those 
interviewed would find public housing very 
attractive. 

And there's little desire to stay in Harlem, 
as long as it is what it is. 

In short, a massive rebuilding program 
would be a welcome thing, would be met 
with resistance by no more than a small 
minority, just so long as total disruption of 
family life doesn’t occur. 

In addition, the survey revealed the fol- 
lowing characteristics among Harlem resi- 
dents: 

Nearly one-half of the people living in 
Harlem have not been in their present homes 
for more than five years; there is an impres- 
sive degree of “impermanence” and this 
would lead one to infer that for many people 
roots might not be very deep. 

More than 20 percent of the families living 
in the most dilapidated housing are now pay- 
ing in excess of $80 per month rent; an addi- 
tional 33 percent of the families living in the 
most dilapidated housing pay between $60— 
$80 for rent; at the same time 38 percent of 
the families living in the most dilapidated 
housing include children under six and 30 
percent of the families contain five or more 
members. 

The unemployment figures follow a similar 
pattern: 30 percent of the heads of house- 
holds in the most dilapidated housing are 
unemployed and, over-all, just about one out 
of five men in Harlem reported that they 
were not regularly employed. 

Again, income figures show that 54 percent 
of the households in the most dilapidated 
housing have incomes of under $100 per week, 

One-fifth of the people living in the most 
dilapidated housing did not get beyond the 
third grade, while an additional one-fifth 
completed only six grades. Over-all, less than 
10 percent graduated from high school. 

In summary, the families in Harlem in- 
clude a large number who are transient or 
new to the area; unemployment is high, in- 
comes low, and the level of educational 
achievement is low; moreover, the families 
living in the most dilapidated areas exist 
under the most severe handicaps. 

The basic intention of the survey was to 
reveal the attitudes of Harlem residents 
toward existing conditions and what should 
be done about them. There follows a brief 
summary of the most significant results: 

Each person who was interviewed as part 
of this survey was asked this specific ques- 
tlon— What is the biggest problem worrying 
people like yourself here in New York City 
right now?” 

These were the responses: 
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Problems in New York 


Housing problems: Percent 
Dilapidated housing 36 
Poor sanitation in buildings--------- 11 
More projects needed————— 11 
Rents too higa 9 
Too crowded, noisy 6 
Stricter housing inspection needed... 4 
Can't move into white areas 3 


Clearly the number one “problem” has to 
do with housing complaints. On top of that 
are the complaints about dope addiction, 
crime, and general living conditions, each of 
which is something of a re-emphasis of the 
complaints about housing. So that in one 
way or another, residents of Harlem seem 
convinced that the overwhelming problem 
facing the entire City is that of finding a 
decent place to live”. 

As a double-check on these volunteered 
comments, respondents were shown a list of 
possible problems and asked to name the 
worst, next-worst, and third-worst, with this 
result: 

[In percent} 


Problems for people living in 
Harlem 


Worst Next 3d worst 
wo 

Dope 1 . 2¹ 15 13 

Better housing 20 15 13 
Crime — 175 delin- 

quency... .......-..-.. 11 14 12 

High prices 4 8 10 

Better family life 10 5 6 

Jobs for ge 3 8 7 5 

6 6 6 

4 6 8 

6 4 5 

2 6 6 

— for teenagers 2 5 5 

High school dropouts 3 3 6 

chool integration - 2 3 3 

don t know, no answer 1 2 3 


A more specific question was asked: Sup- 
pose the City decided to do something about 
housing in Harlem. They might tear down 
some of the buildings to put up new ones. 
Do you think this is a good idea or not such 
a good idea?” The endorsement of the “tear 
down” idea was pretty solid: 


[In percent] 
Attitudes of people living in 
Attitudes toward housing which is— 
cityztearin, Total 
down housing 
New |Dilapidated|In between 
Good idea 84 78 87 83 
Not a good idea 8 13 8 8 


Not sure | 4 3 3 5 


The people who are most likely to be af- 
fected by “tearing down” and “building up” 
are those in dilapidated housing. And they 
are just the ones who most strongly favor 
the tearing down of old housing. 

That’s because they want to get into build- 
ings which provide better over-all facilities, 
which are free of rats, and which are safer 
than what they have to live with right now. 


Tue REPORT OF A SURVEY OF ATTITUDES OF 
HARLEM RESIDENTS TOWARD HOUSING, RE- 
HABILITATION, AND URBAN RENEWAL, AUGUST 
1966 

FOREWORD 
This is the report of a study which was un- 
dertaken with a representative cross-section 
of residents of Harlem. 


The purpose of the research 


The over-all purpose of the research was 
to determine the attitudes of Negro and 
Puerto Rican residents of Harlem and East 
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Harlem toward housing, housing rehabilita- 
tion, and urban renewal. 

To serve this purpose, but also to answer 
some quite specific questions, it was decided 
that it would be necessary to question people 
in such subject areas as these: 

What are the major problems they feel face 
themselves and their neighbors, in terms of 
the City, Harlem itself, and the block on 
which they live? 

How do they feel about where they live, 
as far as its being a decent place to live is 
concerned? Do they like the apartment, the 
building, and the block—and why? 

If housing is inadequate or bad, whose 
fault is it, and who should do something, if 
anything, about it? 

How do they feel about Harlem as a place 
to live. Would they wish to be elsewhere, or 
are roots pretty deep? 

How would they react to renewal or re- 
habilitation, and the possible consequence 
of having to move? 

And what are they like? In other words, 
what is their economic and occupation status, 
how large are the families, how mobile have 
they been in the past? 

This list of question-areas is intended only 
to suggest some of the kinds of questions 
which were asked, The actual questionnaire 
schedule appears in the appendix. 


The approach 


The method which was used in selecting 
respondents in random fashion is spelled out 
in detail in the appendix. For introductory 
purposes it will suffice to say that quite care- 
ful steps were taken to insure representa- 
tiveness in the Harlem area, using most re- 
cent block statistics, pre-listing households 
and residents, before interviewing began. 

On top of this basic cross-section selec- 
tion, it was decided to add an over sample” 
of interviews with residents of the poorer or 
“worst” areas of Harlem. That is, those 
areas which would be the most likely pros- 
pects for rehabilitation if not for out-right 
razing of the buildings. For this reason, 
much of the analysis which follows, along 
with tabulations in the appendix, show the 
attitudes of residents of “dilapidated” build- 
ings separately from those attitudes of the 
rest of the cross section. 


The interviewing and the interviewers 


Normal survey procedures of research 
firms automatically involve reliance on pro- 
fessional interviewers—people who work at 
their occupation full-time, and year round. 

A different procedure was followed in the 
conducting of this survey. First, of course, 
was the problem of locating enough trained, 
professional interviewers who were either 
Negro or Puerto Rican. On subjects of a more 
bland nature (“what cigarette do you 
smoke?“) it is entirely sensible to have 
whites interview Negroes, or Puerto Ricans 
interview whites, or whatever. 

But the subject matter of this survey was 
certainly more delicate and more complex. 
An interviewer with something less than ex- 
actly the “right” appearance could be from 
“the Welfare”, from some other City Depart- 
ment, from some other doubtful source. 

For the reasons like these, it was decided 
to locate, hire, and train residents of the area 
to do the interviewing in the belief that a 
respondent living at 119th Street and Lennox 
Avenue, for example, would “unload” more 
freely to an interviewer from 121st and 
Madison; and, in turn, the interviewer might 
more readily understand and communicate 
with a respondent from his or her own neigh- 
borhood, or near-neighborhood, 

It should be pointed out that this was not 
by any means an untested approach. In the 
broadest sense, it is what any research firm 
accomplishes when it hires an Elmira inter- 
viewer to conduct interviews in that city. 
But more specifically, the approach was 
thoroughly tested in a survey which was 
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conducted shortly after the Watts riots of a 
year ago, and found to work, and most 
effectively. 

The timing 

The hiring and training of “peer group” 
interviewers began in late May, and pre- 
liminary, “test” interviews were produced 
and tabulated to provide an early picture of 
what the full survey could be expected to 
produce. 

Formal interviewing commenced in mid- 
June, and accompanied by re-hiring and re- 
training, was completed by July 20th. 

These dates are mentioned because they 
might be relevant in any evaluation of the 
analysis or tabulations which follow. 


INTRODUCTION TO THE ANALYSIS 


The analysis which follows will fall into 
these several sections: 

A picture or “profile” of the residents of 
Harlem who were interviewed; 

A presentation of some of the actual lan- 
guage used by the people who were inter- 
viewed as they expressed themselves on the 
several topics which were discussed; 

A discussion of respondents’ attitudes re- 
garding the problems they see facing New 
York, Harlem, and their own block; 

A more focussed analysis of attitudes to- 
ward rehabilitation, renewal, and moving; 

A summing up; and 

The appendix of tables, and methodology. 

However, in anticipation of this analysis, 
these summing-up statements should be 
borne in mind: 

Harlem residents are new to the city— 
less than one out of six were born in the 
city; and they are very transient—only half 
have lived where they are now living for as 
long as five years. 

They came, probably, with high expecta- 
tions, and they've got a lot of frustrations. 
One of them is unemployment. 

But the two biggest problems are “housing” 
and such crimes or near-crimes as dope ad- 
diction, and juvenile delinquency. 

The residents like their block, to a de- 
gree, and their neighborhood to a greater de- 
gree for reasons of convenience, shopping, 
and education opportunities. 

But they'd be willing to move, and they 
welcome the idea of the City (or someone) 
doing something about housing, and other 
pressing problems, like, for example, getting 
more protection from the police. 

But there is some fear that the “govern- 
ment“ will move suddenly and unkindly. 
That is, order people out precipitously, not 
taking into consideration the costs of mov- 
ing, not making provision for moving back, 
or failing to help a person relocate com- 
fortably. 

All in all, a lot of fears can be put to 
rest, a lot of understanding and even en- 
thusiasm can be built up for rehabilitation 
and renewal. 


A PROFILE OF HARLEM 


It has been said that about one out of five 
people move, for one reason or another, 
every couple of years. This is probably true, 
and there are certainly great variations from 
one section of the country to another, or 
from one group of people to another. Cer- 
tainly Harlem residents help raise the over- 
all percentage: 


[In percent] 


Term ot residence in present 
home 


Puerto 
Ricans 


Negroes 


19 20 
28 37 
53 43 

Nearly half of the people living in Harlem 


right now haven’t been in their present 
homes for as long as five years, Puerto Ri- 
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cans appear to be a little more of a “‘transi- 
ent” group, but then the influx was not 
really underway until five or ten years ago. 

This suggestion is borne out by the fol- 
lowing tabulation which also offers a meas- 
ure of the roots Harlem residents may have 
in the places they live in now: 


[In percent] 


Whether born here or not 


Total Negroes. | Puerto 


Ricans 


| 
Peat 


Yes; born here 
No; not born here 


In any case, there is an impressive degree 
of “impermanence”, and this would lead one 
to infer that for many people roots might 
not be very deep. 

There are other considerations. On the 
surface it might appear that Harlem residents 
have some degree of comfort, at least in 
terms of numbers of rooms: 


[In percent] 


Number of rooms in housing which is— 
Number of rooms AMA —— 


New Dilapidated Other 
3 5 9 
15 22 20 
38 25 32 
33 33 24 
ll 15 24 


But, on the other hand, they report paying 
rents like these: 


Un percent] 
Rents paid in housing which is— 
Rent paid 

New Dilapidated Other 
16 8 8 
53 14 15 
16 33 38 
15 45 39 


The people paying less than $60 in “new” 
housing may be living in one or two-room 
apartments in public housing. The more im- 
portant figures may be that 22% who report 
paying in excess of eighty dollars, while liv- 
ing in dilapidated buildings. 

Such rentals, and apartment sizes, can pre- 
sent particular problems to people with 
larger families: 


Un percent] 
Number of people living in housing 
which is— 
Number of people 
New Dilapidated Other 
28 32 
43 37 
23 23 17 
5 7 8 


But the whole problem can oecome more 
complicated when the ages of the residents 
are considered— whether there ar children, 
or “Senior Citizens” present: 


In percent} 


Ages of le living in housing which is 
Living in household ? yet — 
are— 


Other 


Children under 6. 
Children 6 to 18 
Adults over 60. 
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Residents of newer housing seem to have 
more young children than the residents of 
dilapidated or “other” housing, and fewer 
older citizens, than is true of the latter 
two types of housing. 

More specifically, the residents of what has 
been classified (for survey purposes) as 
“dilapidated” housing seem to be just those 
with more children, though they are not 
necessarily younger. But they are certainly 
significantly less-well-off, what with a higher 
unemployment rate: 


Un percent] 
Emplo: * rate sane residents of 
Head of house re housing wh . 
employment 
Dilapidated Other 
Yes; have a job. 6 66 70 
No, don't. x 23 30 26 
Retired, other, no 
answer 15 4 


As the appendix will show, just about one 
out of five men reported that they were not 
regularly employed. 

Observation: While standard unemploy- 
ment figures reflect a considerably higher 
measure of employment, these people are 
talking about employment in terms of “regu- 
lar” and “steady”. 

Supporting these figures on employment- 
unemployment is the following tabulation 
which reflects the money that all of the 
people who live here make” per week: 


Un percent] 


Income per week in housing which is— 


New Dilapidated Other 
20 32 31 
S 18 22 19 
41 26 30 
Refused, no answer. 2¹ 20 20 


This tabulation may make several points, 
but the principal finding is that residents in 
dilapidated housing, hardly surprising, are 
at the bottom of the economic pile. 

One other insight may be worth consider- 
ing. Not only are the people living in dilap- 
idated housing disadvantaged in terms of 
where they live, but they have an education 
problem they have to live with: 


Un percent] 


Extent of education b 


residents of 
housing which is— 


New | Dilapidated Other 


Didn't get beyond 
3d grade 13 20 13 
Com fied 6th 
grade. 23 21 33 
9 9th 
3 48 47 41 
Graduated from 
high School 10 8 9 
Wenk beyond 6 4 4 


Of course it’s appalling, if not surprising, 
that one-fifth of the people now living in 
“dilapidated” housing never got beyond the 
third grade, unless one is conditioned to 
such figures. It would be appalling anywhere. 
And it is just as impressive to learn what 
the income and employment rates are among 
the people who formed the basis for this 
Harlem survey. 

Again, however, the purpose of this section 
of the report is to provide a rough picture 
of the Harlem which is being discussed. To 
this point, it seems to add up to this kind of 
definition: 

A transient people; 

People new to the area; 

Who while they seem to have a lot of 
space (rooms) ; 
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Also pay pretty good rents; 

Which is a problem complicated by the 
number of children and older folks in the 
homes; 

But most complicated by the high level of 
unemployment, and the low weekly income. 

It’s been assumed that many residents of 
Harlem don't like their present situation, 
and that they might be prepared to consider 
a change. But before getting to specific 
measures of their attitudes regarding hous- 
ing, and other problems, it’s useful to get 
something of a flavor of the language and 
the way they talk. 


VOICES OF HARLEM 


The preceding section of this report served 
to present a rough profile of the kinds of 
people who were the subjects of this survey. 
Before turning to the hard statistics which 
the research has produced, it will be useful 
to adopt a kind of “Voz Populi” approach, in 
which an attempt is made to show how peo- 
ple put their thoughts together, whether 
they are talking about “City” problems or 
“block” problems, or problems of education, 
or anything else. 

To be specific, these interviews with 
Harlem residents, usually by their peers, for 
the most part resulted in dialogues in which 
respondents not only offered a simple “Yes” 
or a “No”, but also went into the business 
of developing reasons for judgments and 
opinions. 

For example, here are some comments of 
a 66-year-old Negro woman who works in a 
laundry. She objected to— 

“Hoodlums in the Street and the people 
breaking into your apartment. I just bought 
a new radio in November, and they stole 
that. I am not a young lady, to go out and 
buy more. But the biggest problem is to go 
out for a walk. You don’t know when your 
apartment is going to be robbed. 

“And the dope addicts. And the wine 
heads. They sit down all over the stoop. If 
you want to go out, you have to squeeze out. 
If you want to come in, you have to squeeze 
in. 
“And the wine bottles all over the street! 
It’s noisy, too. On the roof, they Jump up 
and down. The ceiling is coming down. 

“And that old current, They need to put 
in a new current because it just doesn’t 
Work. 

“But just give me a room somewhere. Any- 
where but here.” 

The lady has a long list of complaints, and 
mostly she seems concerned with safety. She 
doesn't like winos or “wine heads”, but it 
seems to be because she doesn’t like the in- 
convenience they present, or the threat to 
her safety, rather than to her sensibilities. 

In terms of years, and perhaps perspective, 
the attitudes of a young, new resident of 
Harlem might be expected to provide a con- 
trast: 


“The problem? Housing and too many 
slums. I just move here from Monroe, Louisi- 
ana. You can’t talk or say much here. Like 
the police are going to be with the people 
who pay them graft, right? 

“The dope addicts. The winos. People 
sleeping in hallways and on roofs. And peo- 
ple getting robbed in hallways, and people 
being nosey, minding everyone else’s business 
but their own. 

“Talk about population. Talk about over- 
crowded. Too damn many people. 

“I like the roof because you can see all 
over the City. You don’t get too much steam. 
You just touch those walls and think about 
maybe they'll fall down. 

“But when it rains? You have to put buck- 
ets to catch water, and it’s just too many 
roaches and rats, You know, sometimes we 
have to put cardboard up in the window.” 

And then he summed it all up, in his own 
terms, this way: 

“I'm tired of seeing the same faces. I 
want to see new people. In Louisiana, I 
used to.” 

This young man also has a long list of 
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complaints. To him, expectations don’t seem 
to have lived up to reality, perhaps. But his 
biggest complaint seems to have to do with 
poor housing. Talking in some of the same 
terms, and using some of the same language 
was a 46-year-old Negro woman with: 

Rent, and too much rent. This kind of 
rent hurts the poor people who can’t afford 
it. And there’s that crime. Scared to walk 
the street. Dope addicts. Scared to walk 
through the apartment at night. 

“I'd like any city project. More decent, 
and the doors locked, at night. It’s more 
safer. Drinkers! 

“They influence the kids for the bad. They 
do a lot of cursing, and the small kids pick 
up these curse words. But lower the rent, and 
see how fast the problems are fixed. Give me 
& nice place to stay.“ 

To her, rents are high, they hurt young 
people, and the whole idea of drinking seems 
to be associated, in her mind, with poor hous- 
ing. A thirty-year-old woman talked this 
way: 

“Problem? Poor housing. People live in rat 
holes. These houses aren’t safe, and they 
need guards. We're not protected. We can’t 
find the Police Department when we need 
them. Need more protection. 

Never can find the police in a crisis, Drug 
addicts! Winos! The terrific concentration 
influences the kids. They lay on the stoops 
and stairs. Them, and rats and roaches. Just 
corroded with them. Landlord don’t fix 
things, ceilings fall in. 

“No sir, no mice, but real big rats. Can't 
put in decent furniture. 

“Do what? Tear this down. I live here, and 
I say tear it down. All these old buildings— 
destroy them. They’re all so dilapidated 
they're not fit to live in.” 

To this woman there seems to be at least 
two major problems. One is the fact that 
there is inadequate police protection. The 
other is that her rat’s nest could be improved 
upon by moving to another residence. 

A loquacious, and perhaps somewhat long- 
winded 65-year-old woman had these things 
to say: 

“These damn niggers getting too much for 
their needs. They just ain’t ready. Too many 
of our black children going to Viet Nam. They 
ought to let them Chinese come on over 
here and ravish this country. They worry 
about getting rid of all of these half-wit 
niggers, off welfare, these people are tough, 
Everything is wrong up here. These niggers 
is crazy. Them damn dope addicts and 
muggers snatching your pocketbook. I see 
the teen-agers selling dope on the street. 

“I would like to move to 168rd Street and 
Amsterdam Avenue. Cause I’m an out-pa- 
tient at Medical Center. And my Aunt takes 
the 8th Avenue “A” train and it's very con- 
venient for both of us. Hell no! I don’t like 
the project. I put in for the project and they 
told me I have to gid rid of my big dog and 
two cats. So, the hell with them. Crawling 
over dope addicts trying to get in and out 
of your house! Them dope addicts has just 
took over. The wino is just as bad. Teen-age 
pushers in the block. Investigate them po- 
lice! They are never in this block. We need 
one here. When you call them, they tell you 
they can’t come across the street. The worst 
things in this block is these addicts and teen- 
age pushers and winos. Them welfare people 
lay around and look pitiful for the next two 
weeks. The people down under me here in 
that apartment that raises hell all night. The 
man upstairs coming down to your window 
and peeping in my window. The landlord 
won't paint or fix anything. The landlord, 
but he’s money-hungry. He's cuts up two 
apartments in here already and put people 
on the welfare in them little two rooms and 
charge $90 a month. Them mothers need to 
do something. They ought to cut out the wel- 
fare altogether. They ought to make him pay 
back some of that money. What the hell. We 
need help!” 

In the tabulations which follow it will be 
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shown that there is much concern about 
crime, dope addiction and so on. But the use- 
fulness of verbatim quotations like the above, 
and those which follow, lies in presenting a 
rounded picture of attitudes in the sense 
that complaints about dope addicts are often 
a by-product of poor housing, as are com- 
plaints about burglary often a by-product of 
the same basic problem. 

This 22-year-old Puerto Rican woman, who 
lives in a project, touched on many of these 
aspects of the same problem: 

“Housing is the biggest problem in Harlem 
because there are plenty of people living 
in slum areas and they don’t have the room 
for their capacity. If something happened 
to this project, I wouldn’t want to live in 
the city. Because the Taft Houses are new, 
they're kept clean, the surrounding area is 
nice. There’s no problems as far as play 
areas go because the whole block is projects, 
and it supplies the playgrounds. There are 
no problems as far as I can see concerning 
this block. If anything happens to the 
plumbing, we just call the emergency sys- 
tem and they come up right away. The 
housing is fire-proof. The tenements are not. 
They’re old. Usually in project housing, 
around the housing projects, stores are 
placed so that the tenants in the projects 
can use them. If you lived in a tenement 
you would have to walk to get to the store.” 

And a 25-year-old Negro woman echoed 
the same feelings, but in the context of living 
in a dilapidated building: 

“Problem? The conditions of the building 
and this apartment. It’s not safe, in general. 
Certain areas it’s dark, and there’s strange 
people in hallways, loitering. You have to 
carry something in your pocket when you 
go out into the street to protect yourself. 
I've been trying to get into projects for a 
long time. You don't have to be bothered 
with roaches and rats. The environment is 
safe, the kids have more places to play and 
they’re close to home. Here it’s dirty in the 
backyard. People throw garbage out there. 
You can’t raise your windows when it’s hot 
because the files come in. I’ve had a lot of 
trouble with water leaks in the bathroom. 
The pipes are rotten, In the winter we don't 
have enough heat.” 

Another woman, a 52-year-old Puerto 
Rican, expressed the same desire to get out 
of her present apartment and into a project: 

“Everytime they open up the pump, no 
water doesn’t come. And when they close 
it up dirty water comes. No one wants to 
make an effort to correct the addicts. They 
give hold-ups and break into stores, like the 
bakery down stairs. 

I'd want to move into a project because 
decent people live in the projects. Office police 
live there so they can have order. There is 
hot water and steam. The house is kept clean. 
The walls are clean. Give good service. More 
private buildings. Find a place for me.” 

She said, to repeat, Find a place for me”. 
The “place” would be one without rats, with 
protection against burglary and molesting. 
Another person who wants to “find a place 
for me” is a 54-year-old Negro man who says: 

“I'd like to live down around 103rd Street 
because it's quiet down there—and they've 
built some projects down there. I've got some 
friends who live in the projects, and they 
never complain. It’s also convenient for the 
bus and subway. In my own place, I don’t 
like the way the apartments are situated. 
You dont get no air in the summer, The 
buildings are built too close. Dope addicts 
hang around here. It’s not safe to go out and 
come in here at night. You can’t go out on 
your roof at night to cool off because dope 
addicts go on the roof.” 

And what this man thinks might well be 
some of the benefits of living in a project are 
borne out by the comments of a 55-year-old 
Puerto Rican man who says: 

“Projects are the best place to live for poor 
people. We have been living here about 14 
years, Course people who drink around here 
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are looking for something to steal. This is a 
very good place to live. Transportation, 
school, hospital and the house—very good. 
Friends living here. We have no problems 
about this building. The housing department 
should tear down some of the buildings and 
apartments in Harlem because they will help 
the people to change their way of life. There 
is a lot of trouble in those old houses. In a 
lot of old houses they have too much freedom 
to do anything. To put them to live in a 
project or better place, that may teach them 
to live better.” 

He talks not only about the immediate 
pressing problem of housing comfort and 
safety, but touches on the kind of impact 
new, and better places to live might have 
on “teaching people to live better.” 

This idea was repeated by an unemployed 
Negro, aged 32, who described himself as a 
“student”. He said: 

“There’s not enough living space. Fires are 
a problem because of fire hazards and be- 
cause people aren't careful. A lot of build- 
ings don’t have good wires. There is too 
much noise. Fire engines blowing horns go- 
ing and coming from fires; trucks running 
up and down the avenue (Lenox). The peo- 
ple contribute their share. The structure of 
the buildings is bad. After 30 or 40 years of 
no repair most of the buildings here need 
to be torn down. Relocating people would 
be good for some of the people.” 

He talks about several facets of living in a 
dilapidated building, such as the threat of 
fire hazards to life, rather than, perhaps, 
the threats of dope addicts and winos to 
safety and comfort. But he feels that relo- 
cation would help. So does this 27-year-old 
man, who is employed by a wrecking firm: 

“There is nothing I like about this house. 
I like the projects because I would be safe 
from fire. Here the children do as they damn 
please. They scream, swear, steal, and all 
this without parental or police correction. 
The building needs to be torn down. It’s 
rotten, and inconvenient for hot water usage. 
Or the city ought to take over the building 
and make it into a new place for the work- 
ing man and not for welfare dependents.” 

For another, but closely related point of 
view, the remarks of a 49-year-old Negro 
woman should be added to the preceding 
ones: 

“Industrial business is coming in this area 
pushing the people out, which I think is 
very bad. You can’t even get to your own 
door for the trucks. We have supers that 
sweep their trash into the gutter. I think 
it would be a good idea to tear down these 
old houses. It would give the people a little 
initiative to know what it means to live nice, 
wholesome and fresh. It would get rid of 
the roaches and pests. Those that are so- 
cially below standard should be put into 
project houses, and those that are not 
should be relocated.” 

Verbatim comments of a dozen or so peo- 
ple who were interviewed in Harlem as a 
part of this survey should not and cannot 
be assumed to represent the complete results 
of a survey. But they can and should be 
used as a background for the analysis and 
the tabulations which follow. 

For example, a statistic will show that the 
“big problem” in Harlem is the worry about 
“winos” or “dope addicts” or “dirt”. But the 
preceding quotations should serve to point 
up relationships like these: 

A wino is not necessarily a “bad person” 
except when he clutters up a front stoop. A 
situation which might not occur in a project. 

A dope addict is probably a “bad person,” 
but he is a real threat to personal safety 
when there are no locks on doors to prevent 
robbery or assault. 

A dilapidated building might be passable 
as a place in which to eat and sleep, but it 
becomes intolerable when it fronts on a 
street where there is no place for children to 
play. 

That same dilapidated building might be 
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passable in still other respects, but street 
noises and noises on the roof, jar sleep and 
peace of mind. 

And while there may be no complaints 
about rats or burglary, people are still com- 
plaining about the housing when they talk 
about “no room to breathe” or seem to plead, 
“Find a place for us,“ which is an interesting 
twist, to say the least, ot the song from West 
Side Story.” 

The purpose of this section of the report, 
once again, is to set a stage or context for 
proper evaluation of the tabulations and 
analysis which follow: 


PROBLEMS IN THE CITY 


There is much repetition in the preceding 
quotations, but they serve to underscore sev- 
eral basic themes. The overriding idea is that 
people who talk about “housing” aren't nec- 
essarily much different than those who may 
be talking about “dope addicts” or “crime.” 

Each person who was interviewed as part 
of this survey was asked this specific ques- 
tlon— What is the biggest problem worrying 
people like yourself here in New York City 
right now?” 

These were the responses: 


Problems in New York 


Housing problems: Percent 
Dilapidated housing 36 
Poor sanitation in buildings..-.------ 11 
More projects needed 11 
Rents too high— ===. 9 
Too crowded, noisy 6 
Stricter housing inspection needed.. 4 
Can't move into white areas -- 8 

Other major problems: 

Living conditions --==issnasatinn 29 
Orime in streets 28 
Dope addiction — haane 20 
VUn employment 14 
PES UIC. eskouataonaskeupeseet aan 14 
Better schools 8 


All other problems 52 


Nore.—Percentages add to more than 100% 
because most people mentioned more than 
one problem. 


The complete tabulation, and cross-breaks, 
for this question appear in the appendix. 

Clearly the number one “problem” has to 
do with housing complaints. On top of that 
are the complaints about dope addiction, 
crime, and general living conditions, each of 
which is something of a re-emphasis of the 
complaints about housing. So that in one 
way or another, residents of Harlem seem 
convinced that the overwhelming problem 
facing the entire City is that of finding “a 
decent place to live.” 

An effort was made to get Harlem residents 
to sharpen their focus by asking them “what 
would you say is the biggest problem that 
people right here in Harlem have to worry 
about?” The following summary tabulation 
is a comparison of the City and Harlem re- 
sponses: 


[In percent] 


Biggest problem facing people 
in— 


| City Harlem 


idated 


Stricter inspection. 


Too crowded, noisy 6 
More projects needed e 
Can't move into white 
F ee eee 
Other housing probſems 16 
Other major problems: 
Dope addiction 20 28 
EET 28 25 
General living conditions 29 10 
Unemployment 14 16 
reſudics ......- 14 
Better schools 8 5 
All other problem: 52 49 
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When people shift their attention from 
the City to Harlem, and considering the fact 
that they’ve already said much of what 
they could say about housing, then some 
more “local” problems get stronger atten- 
tion; such as problems of dope addiction 
and other problems related to crime. 

Another question was asked which was de- 
signed to narrow the focus still further, and 
to get people to think about their own im- 
mediate neighborhood, and their block. The 
question: “We have talked about New York 
City, and about Harlem. Tell me, what would 
you say is the biggest problem people in 
this block have to worry about?” 

Hardly surprisingly, the concerns about 
improving housing, building new projects, 
and the like, diminish in importance be- 
cause they are considered to be City-wide 
or Harlem-wide problems, but not neces- 
sarily “what I worry about on this block“. 
Some of the major categories of complaint 
were as follows: 


Problems on my block 


Percent 
Dope addiction 4„4„%n 32 
Bad kids, juvenile delinquency, crime 
in the streets. f.25lssb — 20 
Dilapidated housing 11 
Not safe in buildings 10 
Winos, drunks in streets 8 
Poor sanitation in bull ding 6 
Too much n “ 5 
Dirty stress.... 5 
This listing represents no more than the 
beginning of the table which appears in the 


appendix on page 13. But it serves to con- 
firm what has been suggested: as people 
think more and more about their immedi- 
ate surroundings, they talk more and more 
in terms of what bothers them from hour 
to hour, rather than from day to day, or 
even month to month. To explain, they seem 
to be saying that it’s up to the City or some 
responsible Harlem-wide authority to do 
something about housing and better living 
conditions. But that on a purely local level, 
the big worries have to do with drug addic- 
tion and winos and uncontrollable kids. 

There are some things people like about 
the block and the neighborhood: 


What is liked about the block 
Percent 
Convenience to stores, church, sub- 


eS RE SOIR eR TR esti. 37 
Nice neighbors, good people, only home 
UC ( A AAA 1 
ate eS ee 7 
SAS / aC Se RR A AS 5 
Near. DOrks 4. -5~6> so A E meen 5 
Other enen T 21 
No answer, no reason 26 


But better than one-fourth of the people 
couldn't think of or drum up a reason why 
they like living on “this block“. But every- 
one could think of something they didn’t 
like about living on “this block”: 

What liked least about “this block” 
Percent 
Not enough trees and grass 24 
Not enough policemen - 15 
Bad services in building........-... 13 
Need more projects, tear down slums 9 


* Less than one-half of 1 percent. 


To repeat, about three-quarters of the 
people on any given block can think of things 
they like about living there, and they center 
on “convenience” and “friends”. But every- 
one can think of a complaint to make about 
that same block, and the partial tabulation 
shown above serves to sum up the major 
complaints about the block. 
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The preceding tabulations, and the ac- 
companying discussion, are not intended to 
represent a complete picture of what is 
bothering people who live in Harlem. But 
whatever way the problems are examined, 
housing keeps coming up as “number one”, 
and by wide margins. But as a double-check 
on these volunteered comments, respondents 
were shown a list of possible problems and 
asked to name the worst, next-worst, and 
third-worst, with this result: 


Un percent] 


Problems for people living in 
Harlem 


Worst Next worst 3d worst 


ote addiction 21 15 13 

Better housing 20 15 13 
Crime and juvenile 

delinquency... 1 14 12 

A prices. 4 8 10 

Better family life 10 5 6 

Jobs for men 8 7 5 

6 6 6 

4 6 8 

6 4 5 

2 6 | 6 

Jobs for teenagers 2 5 5 

High school dropouts 3 3 6 

ool integration 2 3 3 

Don't know; no answer 1 2 3 


This question followed those about the 
problems of the City, of Harlem, and of the 
block, In other words, a context was estab- 
lished before the specific question was asked. 

And three major problems led the lists: 
housing, dope addiction, and crime. 

However, as the previous tabulations have 
shown, and as the earlier verbatim quota- 
tions suggested, the worries about crime, 
winos, dope addicts, crime, and the rest, are 
all, in one way or another, part of the over-all 
wish to get into better living quarters. 

In other words, these people know what 
their problems are, and they seem to know 
what they want to do about it all. Mainly, it 
means getting out of where they live now. 

What can be done 

Residents of Harlem were given every op- 
portunity to talk about problems such as 
high prices, taxes, increased subway fares, 
and a lot of other city problems which are 
normally brought up in similar surveys. 

Yet they chose to talk about inadequate 
housing, and the problems which are off- 
springs of that major problem, such as crime, 
dope addiction, winos, and inadequate police 
protection. In that connection it’s important 
to observe that when people talked about 
“problems of Harlem” or even “problems in 
my block”, the mention of integrated schools, 
bussing, police brutality, or some other prob- 
lems which are usually considered to be of 
significance just don’t get much attention 
or mention. 

So it's “housing” which is the issue. 

This automatically raises the question of 
what do these people want to do about it. 

And the answer is just this blunt: “Find 
me a better place to live, whether it's here, 
or in any of the other boroughs, or outside 
of the City, and Tu grab it. But help me 
finance the move.” 

This is a conclusion which is based on a 
great many tabulations of responses to this 
survey. 

For example, how would people feel about 
moving into a housing project? Pretty good: 


Attitude regarding a move to a housing 
project 


Percent 
Like it very much 48 
All right, but not great 23 
ATT 22 
r ee tse ene 7 
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Nearly half of the people interviewed 
would like the idea of moving to a project. 
Another 23 percent seem well-prepared to 
accept the idea, if some of these basic ob- 
jections can be overcome: 

Too many rules in a project; seems mili- 
taristic; 

Too crowded; 

Neighbors probably not nice; 

Not enough protection (still). 

If concerns like these could be overcome, 
then resistance would diminish considerably. 

But one of the points which is made is 
that there doesn’t seem to be any very great 
resistance to the idea of projects. As a mat- 
ter of fact, nearly three out of five Harlem 
residents would like to see the City do some- 
thing about housing problems. 

A more specific question was asked: “Sup- 
pose the City decided to do something about 
housing in Harlem, They might tear down 
some of the buildings to put up new ones. 
Do you think this is a good idea or not such 
a good idea?” The endorsement of the “tear 
down“ idea was pretty solid: 


[In percent] 


Attitudes of people living 


Attitudes toward in housing which is— 
city tearing down | Total 
housing 
New Dilapidated iin between 
Good ideas 78 87 83 
Not a good idea 8 13 8 8 
Not sure_......... 4 3 3 5 


The people who are most likely to be af- 
fected by “tearing down” and “building up” 
are those in dilapidated housing. And they 
are just the ones who most strongly favor 
the tearing down of old housing. 

That's because they want to get into build- 
ings which provide better over-all facilities, 
which are free of rats, and which are safer 
than what they have to live with right now. 

It is often assumed that people who are 
up-rooted from their present homes will sup- 
port improvement and renewal, but balk at 
moving into a new neighborhood. But this 
survey suggests, and very strongly, that an 
assumption like that would be wide of the 
mark. For example, when Harlem residents 
were asked where they'd like to live, if they 
had to move: 

Just 17 percent said “in Harlem”; 

None volunteered that they'd like to see 
their children live in Harlem when they grew 
up; 

And on top of these measures of lack of 
deep identification with Harlem, as a place 
to live, are a few other facts; 

Half of the residents of Harlem have lived 
where they live now for less than five years; 

21 percent of the residents of Harlem are 
unemployed; 

Only 9 percent got past the tenth grade; 

In one-quarter of the homes there is a 
person over 60; 

In 39 percent of the homes there is a youth 
between 6 and 18; 

In 33 percent of the homes there is a child 
under six; 

The average home consists of about four 
people, 

In brief fashion, the preceding commentary 
should serve to provide a somewhat truncated 
picture of the Harlem resident. It seems to 
add up to an individual who is anxious to 
find some solutions to present living condi- 
tions. 

SOME CONCLUSIONS 


The preceding text is intended to be no 
more than a commentary anticipating the 
tabulations which are shown in the appen- 
dix. 

But these points do come through: 

There is one overriding problem in Har- 
lem, and it’s housing. Most other problems, 
such as dope addiction, crime, winos, and 
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the rest, seem to be byproducts of the basic 
problem, 

While there are those who appreciate 
the convenience of their neighborhood or 
building to shopping and transit, an appre- 
ciable number of people can’t think of any 
asset. 

Most people would welcome the idea of 
the City moving in. Or someone. As long as 
they would tear down and build up. 

In return, they'd like to be moved to a 
decent place to live, without any undue 
expense. 

And there's little desire to stay in Harlem, 
as long as it is what it is. 

In short, a massive re-building program 
would be a welcome thing, would be met 
with resistance by no more than a small 
minority, just so long as total disruption of 
what's left of family life doesn’t occur. 

JULY 26, 1967. 
Hon. RAMSEY CLARK, 
Attorney General, 
Department of Justice, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear MR. ATTORNEY GENERAL: The riots 
and violence in American cities are a grave 
concern to us all. As you know, Attorney 
General Katzenbach testified on this subject 
before my Subcommittee on Executive Re- 
organization of the Government Operations 
Committee on August 17, 1966. In the course 
of his informative and valuable testimony 
regarding the Federal role in urban affairs, 
Mr. Katzenbach was asked: “Based on the 
research your Department has undertaken 
during the last few months, have you found 
a uniform thread or organized conspiracy in 
the cities experiencing violence this sum- 
mer?” 

The Attorney General replied: “No we have 
not, Mr. Chairman, most emphatically we 
have not.“ He went on to say: . .. There is 
no indication in any of these cities, any of 
them, that the riots were planned, organized, 
run or controlled by left wing or right wing 
extreme groups.” 

Further, in a report by the Federal Bu- 
reau of Investigation on September 18, 1964, 
the conclusions regarding the riots in vari- 
ous cities that had occurred that summer 
included the following: 

“5. No evidence was found that the riots 
were o on a national basis by any 
single person, group of persons, or organi- 
zations.” 

These same questions are being asked to- 
day. The answers are vitally important, for 
until we are sure of what we are dealing 
with, our efforts to solve the problem will be 
limited by doubt. 

It would therefore be greatly appreciated 
if your Department would respond, on the 
basis of the best information currently avail- 
able, to the following question: 

Is there evidence that the rioting and 
violence which have struck American cities 
this summer are the product of—or signifi- 
cantly influenced or controlled by—individ- 
uals, an organized conspiracy, or any groups 


or organizations? 
Sincerely, 
ABRAHAM RIBICOFF, 
Chairman. 
Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 


Mr. RIBICOFF. I yield to the distin- 
guished Senator from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I have been 
listening with great interest to the ex- 
tremely important remarks made by the 
distinguished Senator from Connecticut. 
I have also had the opportunity to follow 
the text of the speech that he has made. 
I thank the Senator for the kind words 
which he said about a number of Sena- 
tors, including me. 
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Mr. President, I wish to point out for 
the benefit of the readers of the Con- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD that for 2 or 3 years 
the Senator from Connecticut and I have 
cooperated in the same general field, the 
Senator from Connecticut from his po- 
sition as chairman of the Subcommittee 
on Government Operations and I, from 
my position as the chairman of the Sub- 
committee on Employment, Manpower, 
and Poverty. 

The comprehensive data which the 
Senator has gathered through the exten- 
sive hearings before his subcommittee has 
been of great assistance to the Subcom- 
mittee on Employment, Manpower, and 
Poverty in the legislation we are pres- 
ently processing in the very comprehen- 
sive study of the effectiveness of the war 
on poverty programs. 

I wish to publicly thank the Senator 
from Connecticut for the assistance he 
has given in this regard. 

Mr. President, I am particularly inter- 
ested in the five basic elements which the 
Senator sets forth toward the end of his 
speech. Those five basic elements are 
first, guaranteed job opportunities for 
all; second, providing a decent home in a 
decent environment; third, offering the 
maximum encouragement to private in- 
vestment in rebuilding our cities; fourth, 
involving the individual and emphasizing 
neighborhood development; and, fifth, 
reorganizing the executive branch to 
meet the challenges of today with the 
techniques of the present—not the meth- 
ods of yesterday. 

Mr. President, I entirely concur in 
that comprehensive and very able analy- 
sis and summary of the problems of our 
urban communities. As the Senator 
from Connecticut and I know, those 
problems have existed for many a long 
year, but those problems have been 
brought to our dramatic and somewhat 
tragic attention by the riots in so many 
of our urban areas during the course of 
the last several years. 

Mr. President, I again commend the 
Senator for the statement which he has 
made today. I pledge my wholehearted 
cooperation in his legislative objectives 
and I express the hope that he will co- 
operate with the committee of which I 
am the chairman in bringing about ade- 
quate legislation to continue the poverty 
program for another year through a suc- 
cessful vote in the Senate in the reason- 
ably near future. 

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I know 
of no other Senator who has been so 
deeply concerned, so involved, and so 
successful in pushing forward essential 
programs that will help in job training 
and job employment as the Senator from 
Pennsylvania. In my view, employment 
should be the No. 1 priority in America. 
We must provide jobs and substitute self- 
respect for violence in the youths of the 
slums between the ages of 16 and 21. 

While there has been much criticism 
of the executive branch, we in Congress 
must share a good deal of the burden of 
blame. It is here that we dispose of leg- 
islation: it is here that cuts are made in 
appropriations; and it is here that we 
have the right to offer amendments and 
legislation to achieve our objectives. 

I wish to extend my praise to the Sen- 
ator from Pennsylvania for his contin- 
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ued fight for worthwhile objectives, 
through legislation that would lessen the 
potential for violence by bringing self- 
respect to so many people in the slums of 
America. 

Mr. CLARK. I thank the Senator for 
his comments. I am sure that he joins 
me in the hope that the natural resent- 
ment and, in fact, to some extent, the 
natural rage, of law-abiding citizens at 
the inexcusable acts of violence, such as 
the firing of buildings, murders, wound- 
ing, and killing policemen, which are 
conditions that no one can justify or 
tolerate, will not be used in Congress in 
weeks ahead to curtail and cut back these 
long needed programs and the new pro- 
grams which the Senator from Connecti- 
cut suggested, which are essential if we 
are going to get to the hard root core of 
the sickness in the slums in our urban 
areas. 

Mr. RIBICOFF. I do not know when 
there has been a greater necessity for 
those of us in positions of authority to 
keep cool heads. 

These problems are vast. We cannot 
allow our Nation to be rent asunder. 

These problems are so deep and divi- 
sive that men of good will, who seek to 
construct a future for our country, must 
try to eliminate hatred and bring order 
from the great turmoil. It is not a ques- 
tion of revenge; it is a question of having 
legislative programs and commitments to 
bring a unified America out of chaos. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. RIBICOFF. I yield. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I shall be 
very brief, because I know the Senator 
from Connecticut has been on his feet 
for quite a while. I have read all and lis- 
tened to a portion of the excellent ad- 
dress which the distinguished Senator 
from Connecticut has made in the Sen- 
ate Chamber this afternoon. It is a state- 
ment which is complete, perceptive, and 
very wise. I wish to pay the highest pos- 
sible tribute to the distinguished Sena- 
tor from Connecticut for the great con- 
cern and the depth of knowledge and 
understanding he has brought to the 
problems that we have faced in the 
urban areas of America over the years, 
and more patricularly, for the effort he 
is making as chairman of the Subcom- 
mittee on Executive Reorganization 
which last year, had we only listened, 
commenced to relate to us in a dramatic 
and forceful way the things we are now 
8 in ways which make us sad, in- 

The Senator from Connecticut has 
made a very careful and full study of 
these problems over the years, particu- 
larly within the last year or so in this 
body, and has come forward with very 
constructive suggestions and detailed 
recommendations of what should be 
done. 

Mr. President, I rise to compliment the 
Senator from Connecticut on the ad- 
dress and the recommendations which 
he has made to this body today and in 
former days. 

Mr. RIBICOFF. I thank my distin- 
guished friend from Oklahoma. The work 
of the subcommittee was done by the 
entire subcommittee. I am very proud of 
the membership of the subcommittee. It 
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is composed of conscientious Senators 
from both sides of the aisle. They work 
very hard and show deep interest in the 
problems which face us. 

We have examined the problems of our 
cities in depth. We went into the prob- 
lems of Watts. We went into the matter 
of the riots in Cleveland and Omaha. We 
heard testimony from Government offi- 
cials, businessmen, labor leaders, police- 
men, sociologists and psychologists, and 
residents of the slums who gave us their 
descriptions of the conditions in which 
they live—what the problems were and 
are. 

With respect to the four summers of 
rioting, we were warned time and time 
again that we were going to have another 
hot summer. We were told that this Na- 
tion would undergo the great soul- 
searching agony it is under at the pres- 
ent time. And one thing is very clear. 
This is not the time to wait until next 
summer comes along and we have more 
violence and more rioting. 

The time has come for Congress and 
the executive to do what has to be done 
during the coming months to make sure 
that this country does not experience an- 
other summer of violence such as it is go- 
ing through at the present time. 

Mr. MORTON. I commend my col- 
league for his remarks. As former Secre- 
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare, 
the Senator from Connecticut knows 
that many of the programs we have are 
wonderful—although I do not agree with 
all of them, and the Senator may not— 
but they have worthy goals. However, 
they are not going immediately to solve 
this problem. 

Mr. RIBICOFF. The Senator is abso- 
lutely correct. Many of these programs 
will not solve the problem for years to 
come. In all candor, we have an obliga- 
tion to tell that to the American people. 

Mr. MORTON. Yes. Let us take the 
Headstart program. Whether we cut it 
$1 million or put $10 million on, that will 
not stop a Detroit or a Newark, un- 
fortunately. 

Mr. RIBICOFF. When we talk about 
cities, we must talk about more than 
buildings. We must talk about people. 
If the people who live in ghettos feel that 
no one cares, that their situation is hope- 
less and all they have to do is riot be- 
cause it does not make any difference, 
that is a major problem. 

Thus, I would say that if we are to 
talk about programs, Headstart is im- 
portant, because it is at least a ray of 
hope for the children of people in the 
ghettos. 

Mr. MORTON. Yes. I am not quarrel- 
ing with any program. I think we have 
got to continue these programs. I am 
not arguing that. We should try to seek 
the same objectives which the programs 
seek. But as was pointed out so well, we 
must do something right now—today. 

As Dr. Martin Luther King said—I 
think it was last night or the night be- 
fore—and I am not always in agreement 
with him—I think he hit the point, just 
as I think the Senator hit the point in 
his remarks, that a job is very impor- 
tant, that if we can take a boy off the 
street corner, the one who hangs around 
the pool room and the saloon—not the 
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Eagle Scout or the leader in his com- 
munity—but the boy who has nothing to 
do for 10, 12, or 14 hours a day, and give 
him something to do, it will be heipful. 

Whether he is an adjunct of the local 
fire department or whether he is working 
on a lathe in industry, we would save 
more money, even if the Federal Gov- 
ernment had to pay it, than was lost in 
Detroit in the past week. 

Mr. RIBICOFF. The Senator is correct. 
The problem we face is a question of 
establishing national goals and national 
priorities. There is a lot I would like to 
do and hope we could do in many of 
these programs. 

But we must face reality. We must 
realize that we do not have sufficient 
funds in the present budget and will not 
have sufficient funds this year to fund 
them all and do them all. 

Under the circumstances, when we are 
faced with a crisis such as Newark and 
Detroit, we must establish a set of prior- 
ities and use the money we have on a 
priority basis on goals and objectives 
which will bring us the best results. 

Based on the experience of our sub- 
committee—a period of 1 year, with 4,000 
pages of testimony and document after 
document, with over 100 witnesses—I 
would state the following as the basic 
goals which should receive priority in this 
country: Jobs; housing; education; law 
enforcement. 

I would say that if we zeroed in on 
those factors, we could do the most with 
the money we have to work toward 
elimination of the crises we have. 

I must say, in all candor, that we are 
not going to eliminate immediately our 
housing crisis by any money we vote to- 
day. But we must have a goal in mind. 
We have 4.5 million substandard housing 
units in the United States, and it will 
take $50 billion to eliminate those hous- 
ing units. Even if the Senate and the 
other body voted that money tomorrow, 
it would take 10 years to replace those 
housing units. 

My contention is that the model cities 
program should be expanded. The funds 
Congress authorized will be allocated to 
60 or 70 cities under current plans. Since 
it will take about 2 or 3 years just to 
plan the programs, we should take the 
$942 million and allocate it for planning 
and demonstration grants to every city in 
America that qualifies. We should look 
toward the target date of 1970, when we 
hope and pray the Vietnamese war will 
be over. Even under the current pro- 
gram, it will take 3 years to plan. I believe 
Congress should commit itself to a pro- 
gram of $5 billion a year for the 10 years 
from 1970 to 1980 to replace substandard 
housing under an expanded model cities 


program. 

I am in agreement with the Senator 
from Kentucky that jobs are the No. 1 
objective. We have job training pro- 
grams scattered through far too many 
different agencies of the Government. 
We should take all those job-training 
programs and center them in the able 
Secretary of Labor, where they could be 
coordinated in one department. 

We spend over $5 billion a year on 
welfare. With the creation of additional 
jobs and job training, we could eliminate 
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from the Federal Treasury the need for 
that money and create a productive in- 
dividual who will earn money and pay 
taxes on what he earns. 

Thus, the No. 1 priority is: jobs. I 
would review all programs that do not 
come within that No. 1 priority of the 
Government. 

Mr. MORTON. The Senator from Con- 
necticut has delineated the housing pro- 
gram very articulately. I agree with him. 
But, this will not stop something hap- 
pening in Louisville, Ky., tomorrow night 
which did not happen in Detroit last 
night. 

Earlier today, I made a proposal that 
the President should be given authority 
to use 10 percent of all the money appro- 
priated for urban problems, whatever 
they may be, as he sees fit, as a preven- 
tive of future crises we may face. 

How would the President use this 
money? 

He would go to the mayors, and to the 
Governors—the distinguished Senator 
from Connecticut has also served as 
Governor of his fine State—and say, Let 
us put these people to work. Let us not 
wait for the job training programs, and 
so forth; let us put them to work right 
now. Every fire department in this coun- 
try is trying to find men. Let us put three 
men in every fire station. We will pay for 
them out of this fund. We will take the 
‘riffraff’—if you will—from the commu- 
nity and put them to work in the fire 
departments. We will dress them up— 
put a Sam Brown belt around them, and 
let them wear a white hat, and I think 
we will do more—and quickly—to stop 
these riots and civil disorders than any- 
thing else.” 

What we have got to do today is, some- 
way, somehow, to initiate a crash pro- 
gram and do something about prevent- 
ing this awful lawlessness from spread- 
ing throughout the land. If we wait for 
the committees in Congress or the bu- 
reaus downtown to do it, we will not get 
the job done. 

Mr. RIBICOFF. The Senator from 
Kentucky has made a valuable sugges- 
tion I question, however, how many col- 
leagues in this body, or in the other 
body, would be willing to give the Presi- 
dent that blank check authority, 

Mr. MORTON. If the Senator from 
Connecticut will yield right there 

Mr. RIBICOFF. I yield. 

Mr. MORTON. We have given it to 
Presidents in the past on foreign affairs. 
We have written it into foreign aid bills 
that a 10-percent latitude be given to 
him. He can take 10 percent out of any 
title and do with it as he sees fit. 

If we can do this with Presidents— 
regardless of who happens to be Presi- 
dent—and he can use this money over- 
seas, why cannot we give him authority 
to do it in the United States where it 
needs to be done right away? 

How do we look overseas right now? 
We are trying to pacify hamlets and vil- 
lages in Vietnam. Say that I am a ma- 
rine corporal and I walk into a hamlet in 
Vietnam and say to the villagers, “We are 
going to have law and order here,” and 
then one of the villagers shows him a 
picture of Detroit on fire. 

Mr. RIBICOFF. I thank the Senator 
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for his comments. Let me emphasize the 
point the distinguished Senator from 
Kentucky makes. Civilian aid to Vietnam 
is $800 million. The foreign aid bill is $3 
billion. 

Mr. MORTON. That is the request. 

Mr. RIBICOFF. Yes, the request. It 
has been running about $3 billion. We 
could put 500,000 people to work in pub- 
lic service jobs in the United States of 
America at a cost of over $1 billion a 


year. 

Basically, if this Nation can spend $3 
billion in foreign aid in Vietnam and 
abroad, then I think the Nation should 
face up to the possibility—not only the 
possibility, but the obligation—to spend 
half of that for about 500,000 people to 
work in public service employment in 
the United States. There is not a hospital 
in Louisville or in Hartford that could 
not use additional employees to take care 
of the sick. Yet their funds do not allow 
them to do that. There is not a school 
or a university in the State of Con- 
necticut or the State of Kentucky that 
could not use more employees, but they 
do not have the wherewithal to do it. 
There is not a park in Louisville or 
Hartford that could not use additional 
people to help keep the parks clean. I 
do not know of a city in Louisville or 
Hartford that could not use more peo- 
ple to wash and clean the streets and 
make them bright and sparkling, but 
they do not have the funds to do it. 

May I ask the Senator if he has 
drafted a bill to put this into effect? 

Mr. MORTON. It has to be a joint 
resolution, because it has to be done 
quickly. I have legislative counsel work- 
ing on it. It is difficult to draft. I thank 
the Senator for what he has said, because 
he has articulated it much better than 
I could, and on the basis that I am ahead, 
Iam going to yield the floor. 

Mr. RIBICOFF. I think the Senator 
has a good idea. I would be pleased to 
work with the Senator and his staff 
in this effort. 

Mr. MORTON. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. RIBICOFF. I yield to the distin- 
guished Senator from New York. 

Mr. KENNEDY of New York. Mr. 
President, I commend the distinguished 
Senator from Connecticut on the speech 
he has given today regarding the nature 
of the domestic crisis this country is 
facing. I read the speech this morning 
in my office, and had understood the 
Senator would speak around 1 o'clock, 
or I would have been present in the 
Chamber, because I think it was an ex- 
tremely important speech. I hope all 
Senators and all Members of Congress 
will read it. I think it is a great con- 
tribution to the dialog now taking 
place in this country about the problems 
facing our urban centers, and I com- 
mend the Senator from Connecticut, 
not only upon the speech but also upon 
the hearings on the subject which he 
conducted last year. 

I agree with the statement of the 
Senator from Connecticut, at the begin- 
ning of his speech, that people are now 
wondering—and some of us in Congress 
are wondering aloud—what is the cause 
of the riots. I believe a study of the 
hearings which were so ably conducted 


20408 


by the Senator from Connecticut would 
indicate why we have these disorders, 
why we have lawlessness, and why we 
have riots, and some of the things that 
can be done to cure them. 

Many suggestions were made in the 
course of the hearings. I think some of 
them were commendable, and some of 
them could be put into operation and 
would have a salutary effect across the 
country. 

I believe that the Senator from Con- 
necticut, in his speech today, as well as 
in the legislation he has introduced in 
the past, has provided some important 
elements toward finding solutions to our 
present difficulties. In the course of his 
speech, he said: 

People want a job—not a hand-out, and 
we have a duty to provide the opportunity 
for everyone to become a useful contribu- 
tor to society. 

Jobs, it seems to me, are the key pressure 
point in today’s crisis situation. 


That, in my opinion, goes to the heart 
of the problem. If we can, as we have to, 
make more progress than we have in 
the past; if we can start to find, to use 
a term that has been used in connection 
with the war in Vietnam, “to find a light 
at the head of the tunnel,” we may be 
more successful than we have in the past 
in programs providing employment. 

As I testified yesterday, the fact is 
that unemployment in the United States 
is going down, but the unemployment of 
the Negro, the Mexican-American, and 
the Puerto Rican in our urban centers 
and our ghettos is going up. I mentioned 
yesterday, concerning the Puerto Ricans 
in our cities where the riots took place, 
and especially in New York City, that a 
fifth of all of the school population in 
the city of New York is Puerto Rican; 
and yet, in 1963, which is the last year 
for which we have any statistics, only 
28 Puerto Ricans went on to college or 
to a university. 

Brooklyn College, which is located in 
Brooklyn, which has a large Negro 
population, has, I believe, only 50 or 60 
Negro students in the university, out of 
a total of 10,000 students. 

The situation elsewhere is similar. If 
we look at the University of California at 
Berkeley, and the rest of the branches of 
the University of California, there are 
only a handful of Mexican-Americans in 
the University of California system. The 
educational system has broken down. 
Our ability to provide jobs for those who 
desperately need them has broken down. 
Our housing is far worse now than it was 
6 years ago; and the relationships be- 
tween the police and the people who live 
in the ghetto are increasingly unsatis- 
factory. 

I believe there are many things we can 
do immediately. There are many things 
the local community can do, and more 
things the Federal Government can and 
must do. I believe some of those things 
have been outlined most ably, and with 
great comprehension, feeling, and com- 
passion, by the Senator from Connecti- 
cut. He condemned the fire, the disorder, 
and the lawlessness that is taking place 
in the United States, and endeavored to 
show quite clearly that we cannot accept 
that as an answer to our problem, but 
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went beyond that point and gave some 
answers, in a very proper way, to some of 
the problems affecting the country. 

So I commend the Senator from Con- 
necticut, and concur with what he has 
said, which I regard as a major contribu- 
tion to finding an answer to the very dif- 
ficult problems now plaguing our coun- 


try. 

Mr. RIBICOFF. I thank the Senator 
from New York, who has been a most 
valuable and constructive member of our 
subcommittee, who has gone beyond the 
work of the subcommittee, and spent so 
much time not only in his own city and 
the State of New York, but throughout 
the United States, in seeking solutions to 
urban problems. His suggestions and 
proposals are constructive. 

It would be my hope that Congress 
and the executive branch will take into 
account many of the thoughts and ideas 
proposed by various Senators who are so 
deeply concerned, and who have done so 
much work on this problem. This is a 
time that calls for the closest coopera- 
tion between the executive and the leg- 
islative branches of our Government. 

Mr. KENNEDY of New York. I thank 
hee Senator. Mr. President, I yield the 

oor. 


THE DETROIT RIOT 


Mr. HART. Mr. President, as I advised 
my colleagues on Tuesday, Senator 
GRIFFIN and I flew to Detroit that after- 
noon and together toured the disaster 
areas. If ever a city has suffered a catas- 
trophe, this is such a one. 

Known deaths stand in the thirties; 
more than 2,000 have been injured and 
hospitals are taxed to capacity. The 
number arrested approaches 3,000, and 
local jails and improvised detention lo- 
cations are filled beyond capacity, and 
prisoners are being sent to outlying areas. 
Blocks after city blocks have been rav- 
aged by fire and the looters. Damage to 
commercial and residential properties is 
tentatively estimated at over 200 million 
with total losses undoubtedly far in ex- 
cess of that figure. 

Numerous proposals have been intro- 
duced in this Congress to establish 
special committees to find the true causes 
of civil riots such as those in Detroit, 
Newark, Harlem, and other cities. I hope 
whatever hearings we authorize will 
prove productive and helpful. 

But there is a time for study and a 
time for doing. Tomorrow is soon enough 
to learn about yesterday’s mistakes. To- 
day we need to concern ourselves with 
alleviating the suffering of thousands of 
families and assistance to the hundreds 
of businessmen who have been literally 
wiped out. Detroit must be declared a 
Federal disaster area so that assistance 
can begin. 

The means for doing this are already 
on the statute books. 

Governor Romney today has asked that 
Detroit be declared a disaster area, Pres- 
ident Johnson prompily should declare 
it to be such. 

It is true that such declarations up to 
now have been made only in the event 
of natural disasters. In fact, from 1961 
through 1966, there were 116 such decla- 
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rations, with Federal assistance exceed- 
ing $250 million. 

But certainly the intent of the Con- 
gress was not to turn away from man- 
made catastrophes. 

In the hearing on July 19, 1950, be- 
fore the Committee on Public Works of 
the House of Representatives which was 
then considering bills to authorize Fed- 
eral disaster relief, the then Assistant 
Director of the Bureau of the Budget, 
Elmer B. Staats, said: 

I would like to state at the outset that 
the kinds of disasters with which H.R. 8396 
and H.R. 8461 seek to cope are peacetime 
disasters such as hurricanes or floods; and 
do not contemplate those which could arise 
from war action, such as bombing raids or 
sabotage. The authority contained in these 
bills, however, is sufficiently broad to permit 
the Federal government to mobilize its re- 
sources and render prompt assistance, 


On September 19, 1950, in considering 
the conference report on this same legis- 
lation, the following colloquy took place 
on the floor of this body: 

Senator ROBERTSON asked: 

Is it the Senator's interpretation that the 
bill would apply to whatever disaster the 
President might be pleased to have it apply? 


Senator MCCLELLAN answered: 

That is correct; but of course the bill is 
intended to reach major disasters, where the 
local governments find that it is impossible 
for them to cope with the situation without 
having outside assistance. 


Note that the “but” in this answer re- 
lates to the consequences; the extent, 
the sweep and degree of devastation, not 
to the cause of the devastation. 

The language seems clear: There is 
ample authority for the appropriate 
declaration which will enable the Federal 
agencies to come to the relief of Detroit 
and its suffering citizens. 

The great irony of the Detroit destruc- 
tion—no, indeed the pity—is that it was 
those who had the least who suffered the 
most. The mansions are standing, but 
the tenements were destroyed. The 
major department stores are unmarred, 
but the corner grocery stores in the 
devastated areas were razed. In those 
areas essential aids are gone or crippled. 

How can they be restored most 
quickly? By use of the proven techniques 
effective in similar disasters—natural 
disasters but similar catastrophic re- 
sults. 

Detroit must be declared a Federal 
disaster area to bring in Federal supple- 
mental assistance for debris clearance, 
protective health and sanitation meas- 
ures and emergency repair or temporary 
replacement of essential public facil- 
ities—including housing or shelter. 

If declared a Federal disaster area, 
Detroiters could obtain— 

Food stocks for emergency mass feed- 
ing by disaster relief agencies. 

Funds for sanitary and disease control 
measures. 

Full appraised value FHA loans—up to 
$12,000—for one-family homes, 

Working capital to reestablish or con- 
tinue businesses. 

Loans or direct payment for replacing 
or restoring school facilities or for op- 
erating expenses. 
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Loans for public construction, rehabil- 
itation planning, and temporary housing. 

Transportation, communications, and 
engineering assistance. 

Tax-relief for disaster victims. 

Additional Labor Department offices to 
find jobs for the displaced. 

But these existing aid programs do not 
meet fully the needs. Other things can 
and should be done immediately. Today 
I testified before the Subcommittee of 
the Senate Public Works Committee on 
Senator Bayu’s S. 438, a bill to provide 
additional assistance for areas suffering 
“a major disaster“ a bill of which I am 
a cosponsor. 

I pointed out that the matching grants 
to homeowners and businessmen pro- 
vided under this legislation could be an 
effective tool in helping the people of 
Detroit. 

In my statement I made the following 
comments: 

This bill would provide additional assist- 
ance for areas suffering a major disaster; 
most significantly, assistance for the people 
who suffer from disaster. 

My immediate concern, of course, is De- 
troit. This bill can be an additional tool in 
helping the people of Detroit rebuild their 
homes and their places of business following 
the horrors of these past few days. 

As yet no one knows how many hundreds 
of millions of dollars of destruction have 
been visited on Michigan’s major city. It is 
a catastrophe of staggering proportions, and 
every possible means of assistance must be 
provided. 


S. 438 is such a possibility. I cospon- 
sored this bill last January, months be- 
fore Detroit’s tragedy, believing it de- 
sirable and in the national interest. The 
ceiling on grants as proposed in secs. 3 
and 4 of this bill are clearly too low 
even to begin to help in a major catas- 
trophe. I strongly urge that the amounts 
be increased in 3(a) and 4(c) (4). 

Sec. 4(e)(2), requiring “approved flood- 
plain zoning controls or other similar pre- 
ventive measures,” is a proper condition in 
disasters related to floods; it should not be 
made a requirement for assistance in catas- 
trophes unrelated to water control. 

With these few changes, Mr. Chairman, 
the passage of S. 438 could be of very great 
help to the people of Detroit, many thou- 
sands of whom have been left destitute. And 
what happened in Detroit, we all know, can 
happen anywhere. 


In short, Mr. President, the full re- 
sources of the Federal Government—not 
just the full sympathy—could be 
brought to bear on the situation. 
Granted, it is my State. But I don’t like 
to think I would vote for anything less 
for any other region of the United 
States. 

The people need. The people’s Govern- 
ment can—and must—help. What were 
the causes? What could have helped 
avoid it? What will reduce the likelihood 
of it occurring again, anywhere? We can 
get into these matters, and should, but 
first, foremost and now—help this city 
and its people. 

Mr. President, I thank the able Sena- 
tor from Kentucky [Mr. Morton] for his 
words of caution earlier today to the ef- 
fect that politics is a fuel that had better 
not be poured onto this fire, that it 
serves the interest of nobody, except per- 
haps the interest of those who would be 
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happy to see America continue to be a 
land of turmoil with pictures being pub- 
lished in the world newspapers which 
deny the aspirations which, as we know, 
we all share in this country, and we 
should all be resolved to achieve our goal 
and to make them attainable for the 
haves and the have-nots and for the left- 
outs and the most brilliant. 

The Senator from Kentucky [Mr. 
Morron] voiced, as did I on Tuesday, the 
request that politics stop short of being 
injected into these tragic situations. 

I commend the Senator from Connec- 
ticut [Mr. Risicorr] for the construc- 
tive remarks which he has just delivered. 

Unfortunately, because I was presiding 
over a hearing of the Antitrust Subcom- 
mittee on a bill affecting newspapers 
from this morning until after 3 o’clock 
this afternoon, I was not present to hear 
the Senator from Kentucky. I have, how- 
ever, been informed of his remarks. 

I would feel uncomfortable if I did not, 
even at this late hour, salute him for his 
fine statement. 

I have asked the Secretary of Defense 
to have the Air Force undertake an area 
survey of the sections in the Detroit area 
which have been ravaged. Specific in- 
formation on the amount of damage, as 
I indicated a few minutes ago, is limited. 
The estimates are in the nature of barn- 
yard estimates. Accurate data is badly 
needed for planning purposes. 

We must know the number of residen- 
tial properties that have been destroyed 
or partially destroyed. We must know 
how many business and industrial prop- 
erties have been partially or completely 
destroyed. 

If the Air Force could undertake such 
a survey, the information would be very 
helpful to the Governor, the Mayor of 
Detroit, and their staffs, and to the many 
Federal agencies which could be of as- 
sistance to the community. 

Atmospheric conditions do not pres- 
ently permit clear pictures to be taken 
by standard photographic equipment. 
Some of the magic equipment that we 
have developed and made available to 
the Department of Defense, permitting 
it to overfly the rest of the world and 
pick up the numbers on the back of a 
trackman running in a stadium in Tokyo 
from 80,000 feet above, can very properly 
be used to identify the destroyed areas of 
one of the major cities of our country. 

Mr. President, I hope this will be done 
promptly. 


ADDITIONAL GROUP LIFE AND AC- 
CIDENT INSURANCE FOR FEDERAL 
EMPLOYEES—CONFERENCE RE- 
PORT 


Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, from 
the committee of conference I submit a 
report of the committee of conference on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
on the amendment of the Senate to the 
bill—H.R. 11089—to amend title 5, 
United States Code, to provide addi- 
tional group life insurance and acci- 
dental death and dismemberment insur- 
ance for Federal employees, and to 
strengthen the financial condition of the 
employees’ life insurance fund. I ask 
unanimous consent for the present con- 
sideration of the report. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re- 
port will be read for the information of 
the Senate. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
the report. 

(For conference report, see House pro- 
ceedings of July 26, 1967, p. 20606, Con- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD.) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is theré 
objection to the present consideration of 
the report? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the report. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, on 
July 12, 1967, the Senate passed H.R. 
11089, to provide a new group life insur- 
ance program for nearly all of our 2,800,- 
000 Federal employees. That bill would 
have provided each employee with a 
policy equal to his annual salary, rounded 
off to the next higher thousand dollars, 
plus $2,000, with a minimum policy of 
$10,000 and maximum of $30,000. 

The bill passed by the House of Repre- 
sentatives provided insurance equal to 
133 percent of annual salary, rounded off 
to the next higher thousand dollars, with 
a minimum of $1,000 and a maximum 
of $40,000. 

Both the Senate and House versions 
provided that 40 percent of the cost would 
be paid by the Government rather than 
the present 33 percent and that the full 
cost of all insurance will be paid so that 
no unfunded liability will ever be 
developed. 

After a full and free conference, the 
conferees on the part of the Senate 
unanimously agreed to report to the Sen- 
ate a compromise as follows: 

A minimum policy of $10,000; 

Insurance equal to 133 percent of annual 
salary rounded off to the next higher $1,000; 

$40,000 maximum coverage; 

Automatic increases in the amount of in- 
surance in effect above the $40,000 limit 
whenever Congress increases the salary rate 
for Level 2 of the Executive Schedule. 


This last provision was included in the 
House version and will eliminate the 
necessity for separate congressional ac- 
tion on the life insurance ceiling when- 
ever executive salaries are increased. 

If there are those who say that the 
conferees have conceded too much, let 
me remind them that the provisions of 
this conference report are very similar— 
in some cases identical—to the provisions 
of H.R. 6926, which was developed by the 
Senate Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service in 1966 and which passed 
both Houses of Congress, but was vetoed 
by the President. 

When the committee took up the life 
insurance bill this year, we aimed to re- 
duce the cost to the Government and the 
employee. Our efforts have been success- 
ful. The $2,000 additional unit of unre- 
ducing life insurance, which was a part 
of H.R. 6926 last year and S. 271 as it 
was introduced this year, has been re- 
moved, reducing the cost to the Govern- 
ment by approximately $35 million a 
year. 

The Senate minimum of $10,000, 
which would be particularly beneficial 
to employees in lower level positions 
where the purchase of private life in- 
surance is always difficult and some 
times impossible, has been retained. At 
the same time, we adopted the House’s 
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recommendation for additional insur- 
ance for employees in the upper grades. 

This bill will cost the Government 
approximately $61 million a year. It will 
cost the employee almost exactly the 
same—$61 million. The present unit cost 
of insurance, when rounded off to the 
nearest half cent, will be 25 cents for the 
employee and 16% cents for the Govern- 
ment. 

Mr. President, I should like to remind 
my colleagues that legislation on life in- 
surance has been hanging fire since the 
end of the 88th Congress. On September 
29, 1964, nearly 3 years ago, the 
distinguished minority leader intro- 
duced a bill to increase the maximum 
from $20,000 to $25,000 so that the in- 
surance program would be reasonably 
close to the salary increases for some 
employees, agency executives, Federal 
judges, and Members of Congress which 
were enacted in the 1964 pay bill. 

Our committee began consideration 
of life insurance bills in the early sum- 
mer of 1965. On many occasions we met 
in executive session to consider more 
than a dozen possible changes in the in- 
surance program in order to modernize 
the system, offer a positive inducement 
to recruit and retain highly qualified 
people, and to compete with some effec- 
tiveness with private enterprise, where 
insurance protection runs into the hun- 
dreds of thousands of dollars and where 
the employer pays the total cost. 

Our first effort was vetoed. It was criti- 
cized as being an ill-considered, unde- 
bated piece of legislation. Now 7 months 
of this first session of Congress have 
passed. Our committee held hearings, 
again under the leadership of the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Maryland, Sen- 
ator DANIEL B. BREWSTER, who deserves 
much credit. We have bent over back- 
ward to develop a bill in keeping with 
the administration program. We have 
waited and delayed for nearly 3 years 
to improve the program. The time for 
delay is used up. 

Seven thousand, seven hundred Fed- 
eral employees under the insurance pro- 
gram have died in service since H.R. 
6926 was returned to the Capitol last 
September. Since that same date, 38,000 
Federal employees have retired and car- 
ried into their retirement amounts of 
insurance much smaller than that pro- 
vided by this legislation. 

Since congressional salaries were in- 
creased beginning on January 3, 1965, 
Olin D. Johnston and Pat McNamara 
have died in service. So have several 
distinguished Members of the House 
of Representatives, including Tommy 
Thompson of Louisiana, who was killed 
in an automobile accident and whose 
survivors were entitled to double indem- 
nity insurance. John Fogarty, Clarence 
Brown, and Albert Thomas are a few of 
the other Members of the House whose 
families were paid insurance benefits 
under the $20,000 ceiling established 13 
years ago and still in effect. 

I do not know the names of all the 
7,000 employees who have died since last 
September. But I know that the insur- 
ance payable to their survivors is based 
on an insurance program that should 
have been revised upward a long time 
ago. 
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I urge the Senate to adopt the con- 
ference report. 

Mr, MORTON. Mr, President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield. 

Mr. MORTON. Did the senior Senator 
from Kansas [Mr. Cartson] join the 
chairman in signing the conference re- 
port? 

Mr. MONRONEY. He did. This was a 
unanimous report on the part of the con- 
ferees. The senior Senator from Kansas 
was present earlier, but had to leave the 
Chamber. The conference report com- 
bines the best features of the House and 
Senate bills and fully protects the low- 
est paid employees by providing a mini- 
mum of $10,000 insurance for even the 
lowest paid Federal workers. It moves the 
protection for the higher paid Federal 
workers to a maximum of $40,000, in- 
cluding Members of the Senate and the 
House and of their staffs, beyond the 
previous $20,000 limit. It could go as high 
as $40,000. The cost is equally borne by 
the employees and the Federal Govern- 
ment, instead of being borne two-thirds 
by the employees, one-third by the Fed- 
eral Government. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, the 
life insurance bill which was reported by 
the conference committee 2 days ago is a 
substantial step toward understanding 
and acknowledging the needs of our 
Federal employees. This bill represents 
a long overdue revision of the 1954 Fed- 
eral Employees Life Imsurance Act, 
which, while adequate at the time of its 
inception, is now considerably outdated. 
Where private industry has made signif- 
icant progress in the field of employee 
life insurance, corresponding Federal 
programs have lagged far behind. It is 
unthinkable that the Government could 
ignore the just demands of comparability 
is a matter of such immediate concern. 

In addition to updating obsolete aspects 
of the present system, the bill offers 
generous benefits to lower income work- 
ers who would be unable to afford insur- 
ance on a private basis. 

We must not forget, however, that this 
measure is only a first step. The Govern- 
ment must never stop the constant 
process of reevaluating its programs 
in an effort to extend maximum benefits 
to those in its employ. The present bill 
is a forceful statement which will hope- 
fully serve as a precedent for further 
liberalizations in this field. 

I would like to congratulate the con- 
ferees on an excellent job of reconciling 
the House and Senate measures. I also 
wish to thank all those involved and their 
cooperation in drafting an outstanding 
piece of legislation. 

I hope that you, my colleagues in the 
Senate, will join me in my enthusiasm 
for this bill, so essential to the achieve- 
ment of comparability, and so well de- 
served by the Federal employee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the conference 
report. 

The conference report was agreed to. 


ANTIPOVERTY OFFICIALS AND THE 
RIOTS 


Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi- 
dent, a front page editorial in yesterday’s 
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Wheeling, W. Va., News-Register en- 
titled “Our Area Wants None of This” 
has come to my attention. 

This editorial calls attention to cer- 
tain inflammatory statements which the 
new director of the Northern West Vir- 
ginia Community Action Agency made to 
a News-Register reporter recently. 

The director, Mr. Ronald E. Wilson, is 
reported to have said about his plans: 

We'll try to redirect the program toward 
poor people working together, getting them 
together in groups, and challenging the es- 
tablishment when they have to. I don’t feel 
we have reached the poor people . com- 
munity action to me means control by poor 
people and until we reach that we might as 
well stay home. 


The News-Register’s editorial goes on 
to state that: 

Mr. Wilson apparently is following in the 
footsteps of other anti-poverty officials in 
other cities where their inflammatory state- 
ments have resulted in open rebellion... . 
We must make it clear now that persons 
bent on stirring up racial dissension with 
attendant rioting and destruction of property 
are not wanted in our community. We call 
(for) an investigation of Mr. Wilson and 
those responsible for sending him here. 


On reading this most penetrating and 
disturbing editorial, I immediately sent 
a wire to R. Sargent Shriver, director of 
the Office of Economic Opportunity, urg- 
ing him to take immediate action to 
investigate the charges made in the 
News-Register and to follow the in- 
vestigation with appropriate action. 

In view of the recent rioting which 
has shattered the peace of some of our 
largest cities, I think it is doubly impor- 
tant that such statements as those re- 
portedly made by the new director of 
the Northern West Virginia Community 
Action Agency be investigated by the 
Office of Economic Opportunity. 

The time to avert incidents such as 
have wracked Detroit, Newark, and New 
York is before they start. We must not 
let firebrands go uncontested or unin- 
vestigated, especially when those same 
firebrands draw their salaries from 
moneys provided by the taxpayers who 
bear the costs of repairing and rebuild- 
ing the damage left behind by those who 
inspire and cause trouble and mass civil 
unrest. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
Wheeling News-Register editorial en- 
titled “Our Area Wants None of This” 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Our AREA WANTS NONE OF THIS 

This area has been singularly free from 
the racial dissension and rioting which seem- 
ingly is taking place all over the nation, For 
this we have to thank our fine, intelligent, 
self-respecting Negro citizens. 

However, there recently has come into our 
midst a gentleman by the name of Ronald 
E. Wilson. He is the newly appointed head 
of the Northern West Virginia Community 
Action Agency, an arm of the Federal anti- 
poverty program. In an interview with a 
News-Register reporter published Sunday, 
Mr. Wilson made several exceedingly dis- 
turbing pronouncements, 

Mr. Wilson said: “We'll try to redirect the 
program toward poor people working to- 
gether, getting them together in groups and 
challenging the establishment when they 
have to.” 
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He further stated, “I don’t feel we have 
reached the poor people . community 
action to me means control by poor people 
and until we reach that we might as well 
stay home.” 

Mr. Wilson said that during August he 
would attend a special instructional session 
on poverty and law at the University of 
Pennsylvania, adding, I'm hoping to learn a 
lot there about this aspect and tie it in with 
informing poor people of their rights.” 

Mr. Wilson apparently is following in the 
footsteps of other anti-poverty officials in 
other cities where their inflammatory state- 
ments have resulted in open rebellion. He is 
talking about “control by poor people” and 
“challenging the establishment” and “in- 
forming them of their rights.” These are 
all familiar terms. Nearly two months before 
the outbreak of rioting in Newark that city’s 
police director protested to Federal Officials 
that the activities of an anti-poverty agency 
“will undoubtedly lead to riots and anarchy.” 

Yesterday, Mayor Hugh J. Addonizio of 
Newark called for Federal investigations of 
the city’s anti-poverty agency because he 
said actions and statements by certain offi- 
cials of that agency helped contribute to 
the city’s recent race riots. 

In view of all this, Mr. Wilson’s statements 
cannot be dealt with lightly. We do not know 
who is responsible for Mr. Wilson's appoint- 
ment but we do know it goes directly back 
to Washington and it is to Washington that 
our protests should be directed. We must 
make it clear now that persons bent upon 
stirring up racial dissension with attendant 
rioting and destruction of property are not 
wanted in our community. We call upon our 
Senators, our Congressmen and our Governor 
to institute an immediate investigation of 
Mr. Wilson and those responsible for send- 
ing him here. 


AUTHORITY TO FILE REPORTS, RE- 
CEIVE MESSAGES, AND SIGN DULY 
ENROLLED BILLS 


Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that during the ad- 
journment of the Senate from the close 
of business today until noon Monday 
next, committees be authorized to file 
reports, including minority, individual, 
and supplemental views, tomorrow, July 
28, until 5 p.m.; that the Vice President 
or President pro tempore be authorized 
to sign enrolled bills; and that the Sec- 
retary of the Senate be authorized to 
receive messages from the President and 
from the House of Representatives. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


RELEASE OF PECHMAN REPORT ON 
TAX SHARING 


Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I call 
upon President Johnson to release a 
Presidential task force report on Federal 
revenue sharing prepared in 1964 under 
the able and distinguished leadership of 
Joseph A. Pechman, director of economic 
studies at the Brookings Institution here 
in Washington. 

Starting Monday morning, July 31, the 
Subcommittee on Fiscal Policy of the 
Joint Economic Committee will hold 
hearings on revenue sharing and its 
alternatives. 

I think this report which was pre- 
pared at the request of the President 
should be made available to the public 
and to Members of Congress for con- 
sideration at this appropriate time. 
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Unfortunately, the report which con- 
fronts the vital issue of federalism and 
which was concluded over two and a half 
years ago has never been released by the 
White House. All efforts I have made to 
discover its true contents have met a 
wall of silence. I cannot even find out 
who precisely served on the task force. 
Only this morning I asked the Legisla- 
tive Reference Service of the Library of 
Congress to ascertain, not the contents 
of the report, but only who served on the 
task force, and they were unable to pro- 
duce an answer. The White House is 
quiet. Mr. Pechman’s office is not al- 
lowed to comment on the task force or 
even to refer to it publicly. 

Fortunately, the American news media 
has been very alert, and various econo- 
mists and experts have pieced together 
reliable reports of the task force study. 
One such person was Richard P. Nathan, 
who prepared an excellent background 
paper for the Advisory Task Force on 
Financing Local and State Governments 
of the U.S. Chamber of Commerce on 
December 22, 1966. 

In the interest of public information, 
I ask unanimous consent that the por- 
tion of Mr. Nathan’s study relating to 
the Pechman task force be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the report 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

NATHAN Srupy 
BACKGROUND OF THE HELLER-PECHMAN PLAN 

Walter Heller’s recommendation to Presi- 
dent Johnson in the Spring of 1964 for sup- 
p.ementary general aid to the states gave 
the general aid approach greater public visi- 
bility than it has had at any time in recent 
history. As discussed by Heller, his original 
concept was aid to the states with no condi- 
tions attached other than those applying to 
all federal spending, such as the various Con- 
stitutional protections and civil rights laws? 

The Pechman Task Force report to the 
President, submitted in the early Fall of 
1964, adhered basically to Heller’s concept, 
although it apparently discussed a number 
of ways in which broad conditions could be 
placed on general aid. According to the press 
accounts, the Task Force recommended a 
plan to earmark a fixed percentage of the 
federal income tax base to be set aside in a 


Sources of backround information on the 
Heller proposal and the Pechman Task Force 
report are: 

a. Edwin L. Dale, Jr., “Subsidizing the 
States,” New Republic, November 28, 1964, 
pp. 33-34. 

b. Robert L. Heilbroner, “The Share-the- 
Tax-Revenue Plan,” New York Times Maga- 
zine, December 27, 1964, p. 8. 

c. Richard F. Jannssen, Sharing Reve- 
nues,” Wall Street Journal, November 17, 
1964, p. 1. 

d. Library of Congress Analyses Tax Shar- 
ing,” CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, vol. 111, pt. 16, 
p. 21864. 

e. Alan L, Otten and Charles B. Seib, “No- 
Strings Aid for the States?” Reporter, Jan- 
uary 18, 1965, p. 34. 

f. Tom Wicker, The Heller Tax Plan,” New 
York Times, July 27, 1965, p. 9. 

g. Richard C. Worshop, Federal-State 
Revenue Sharing,” Editorial Research Re- 
ports, December 23, 1964, pp. 943-60. 

In an interview in June, 1964, Heller sug- 
gested federal aid “without federal control” 
as one way to relieve “fiscal drag” in the fu- 
ture. U.S. News and World Report, June 29, 
1964, p. 59. 
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separate trust fund, the revenues of which 
would be allocated to states as general aid. 
(The tax base for these purposes was defined 
as the total taxable income of all federal 
individual income taxpayers—approximately 
$250 billion in 1964.) Although no precise 
figure was endorsed, the Pechman Task 
Force is reported to have discussed a fund 
consisting of 1 percent of the federal income 
tax base, which would have amounted to 
$2.5 billion in 1964 and an estimated $3.5 
billion in 1970. This would have meant ap- 
proximately $13 per capita in payments to 
the states in 1964. 

The allocation system proposed by the Task 
Force was to divide the fund into two parts, 
the first part to be allocated to the states 
on a straight per capita basis, and the re- 
mainder to be distributed among the lowest 
income states for equalization purposes. It 
was later estimated by Pechman in a speech 
before the American Bankers Association 
that “even if as little as 10 percent of the 
total were divided among the poorest third 
of the states (say, in proportion to popula- 
tion weighted by the reciprocal of per capita 
personal income), the grant to the poorest 
states would be almost double the amount 
it would obtain on a straight per capita 
basis.” $ 

In addition to equalization, the Task Force 
apparently considered the inclusion of a tax 
effort factor. With this adjustment, states 
making an above average tax effort (measured 
in terms of state-local taxes per $1,000 of per- 
sonal income) would receive a somewhat 
higher per capita allocation. States 
a below average tax effort would be penalized. 

The Heller-Pechman plan has had a very 
uneven history. At first, President Johnson 
appeared to be getting ready to endorse the 
plan. Towards the end of the 1964 Presiden- 
tial campaign, the White House issued a 
Presidential Statement which said that in- 
tensive study is now being given to methods 
of channeling Federal revenues to States and 
localities.” In addition to pro “in- 
tensive study” of specific plans, the Presi- 
dent's statement took a strong position in 
principle on the sharing of growing federal 
revenues with states and localities. 

“The National Government, as a construc- 
tive partner in creative federalism, should 
help restore fiscal balance and strengthen 
State and local governments by making avail- 
able for their use some part of our great 
and growing Federal tax revenues—over and 
above existing aids.” 5 

On the day that the Presidential State- 
ment was issued (October 28, 1964) the main 
outlines of the Pechman Task Force report 
appeared in a page one story in the New York 
Times. Thereafter, strong opposition arose 
from labor groups and federal officials in the 
agencies which administer federal aid pro- 
grams and who regard the Heller-Pechman 
Plan as a threat to their long-run program 
objectives. With this buildup of opposition 
and apparently unhappy about the prema- 
ture release of the Pechman Task Force re- 
port, the President called a halt to specula- 
tion about the plan in mid-December 1964. 
He indicated at a background press briefing 
that the plan would be set aside. 

Despite the fact that leading state officials, 
including governors of both parties, have 


*Joseph A. Pechman, “Financing State 
and Local Government,” paper prepared for 
the Symposium on Federal Taxation of the 


American Bankers Association, March 26, 
1965, p. 18. 
* “Strengthening State-Local Govern- 


ment,” Presidential Statement No. 6 on Eco- 
nomic Issues, October 28, 1964, as reprinted 
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, vol. 111, pt. 16, 
p. 21869. Alan L. Otten and Charles B. Seib 
in an article in the Reporter said that this 
statement “was commonly interpreted as a 
* endorsement of the Heller Plan.“ 
5 Ibid. 
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continued to support the basic concept of 
Heller's proposal, the Administration has 
maintained silence on the Heller-Pechman 
general aid plan since the end of 1964. There 
was however one exception. Prior to a dinner 
at the White House for governors in March 
of 1965, “informed sources” in the Adminis- 
tration indicated that the President would 
be “receptive” to a plea by the governors for 
the plan.’ Nothing came out of this meeting 
in the way of concrete and immediate re- 
sults. 


Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, the history 
of the revenue-sharing proposal dates 
back to the early part of this decade when 
Walter W. Heller, former Chairman of 
President Kennedy’s Council of Eco- 
nomic Advisers, and Mr. Pechman rec- 
ommended that the States share in the 
Federal Government’s revenue so that 
the States could meet their growing 
responsibilities in a manner consistent 
with the original aims of our Founding 
Fathers. That is, they proposed a system 
of financing State and local activities 
without increasing Federal controls. 

This idea has won widespread support. 
Former Senator Barry Goldwater and 
President Johnson both endorsed it dur- 
ing the 1964 presidential campaign. In 
the 90th Congress, more than 100 bills 
relating to revenue sharing have been in- 
troduced. The National Governor’s Con- 
ference has enthusiastically praised tax 
sharing. 

Next week hearings will begin. The 
hearings have been called by Represent- 
ative MARTHA W. GRIFFITHS, of Michi- 
gan and the first part of the hearings 
will continue for 4 days. Leading 


Reporting from the Governors’ Confer- 
ence in Minneapolis, Tom Wicker said in the 
New York Times, ‘Virtually all the harried 
politicians who serve as Governors of Ameri- 
can states liked the idea of the Heller Plan, 
but many have different ideas of what it is or 
ought to be.” New York Times, July 27, 1965, 
p. 9. At their 1966 Interim Meeting at White 
Sulphur Springs, West Virginia, the Gover- 
nors again went on record favoring tax shar- 
ing. They said, in part: 

Resolution No. 1: 

“Resolved that at the same time that we 
continue to work to modernize state and 
local governmental machinery, we believe it 
is essential that the federal government adopt 
new federal intergovernmental fiscal policies 
which reflect a basic change in emphasis, giv- 
ing more discretion and responsibility to 
state and local governments and moving away 
from the over-reliance on national controls 
under the very large number of existing cate- 
gorical federal grant-in-aid programs; and 

“Be it further resolved that the National 
Governors’ Conference specifically endorses 
the principle of tax sharing and the principle 
of block grants—consolidating existing fed- 
eral categorical grants-in-aid—to partially or 
wholly offset federal categorical grant-in-aid 
programs which now exist or may be devel- 
oped in the future.” 

Resolution No. 2: 

“Resolved that the National Governors’ 
Conference authorize the Committee on 
State and Local Revenue to develop, in con- 
sultatlon with experts in the field and rep- 
resentatives of local governments, a federal 
tax sharing plan for appropriate and timely 
consideration by the Executive Committee; 
and 

“Be it further resolved that this plan in- 
clude the allocation of additional revenue 
beyond present levels for use by the states 
and for distribution by the states to local 
governmental units.” 

7 New York Times, March 24, 1965, p. 18. 
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economists and members of the academic 
community are scheduled to appear. I 
ask unanimous consent that the state- 
ment of Congresswoman GRIFFITHS and 
the list of scheduled witnesses be printed 
at this point in the Recorp. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
REeEcorpD, as follows: 


REPRESENTATIVE MARTHA W. GRIFFITHS AN- 
NOUNCES HEARINGS ON REVENUE SHARING 
AND ITs ALTERNATIVES: WHAT FUTURE FOR 
FISCAL FEDERALISM? 


Representative Martha W. Griffiths (D., 
Mich.), Chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Fiscal Policy of the Joint Economic Commit- 
tee, today announced that the Subcommittee 
will hold four days of hearings—July 31, and 
August 1, 2 and 3—on Revenue Sharing and 
Its Alternatives: What Future for Fiscal 
Federalism? 

In announcing plans for the hearings, 
Representative Griffiths said: “Sharing Fed- 
eral revenues with State and local govern- 
ments is a vital issue deserving a full study 
by the Congress. This we intend to give it. 
The issue is much broader and much more 
important than simply debating any one 
revenue sharing plan. Revenue sharing 
should be seen in the context of being one 
of many alternative means to deal with a 
changing array of problems facing the Fed- 
eral, State, and local governments. Alterna- 
tive means that have been suggested include 
revenue sharing, improved or consolidated 
Federal categorical grants, Federal tax credits 
against State income taxes, direct Federal 
grant programs, such as for model cities, 
and the negative income tax or family al- 
lowances. Here in the Joint Economic Com- 
mittee I feel that we have the opportunity to 
take a broad and deep view of what policy 
alternatives there are—and what ‘policy mix’ 
may be most effective.” 

A schedule of the first week’s hearings is 
attached. Dates for further hearings will be 
announced later. 

SCHEDULE OF HEARINGS ON REVENUE SHARING 

AND ITS ALTERNATIVES: WHAT FUTURE FOR 

FISCAL FEDERALISM? 


JULY 31, AND AUGUST 1, 2, AND 3 


All Sessions to be Held in Room AE-1, The 
Capitol, at 10:00 a.m. 


MONDAY, JULY 31 


Lessons of experience: feted, State, and 
loca 

James A. Maxwell: Professor of Economics, 
Clark University. 

Clara Penniman: Professor of Political 
Science, University of Wisconsin. 

L. Laszlo Ecker-Racz: Formerly with Ad- 
visory Commission on Intergovernmental 
Relations. 

Paul Yivisaker: Commissioner, Depart- 
ment of Community Affairs, State of New 
Jersey. 

TUESDAY, AUGUST 1 
Fiscal projections and their policy implica- 
tions: Fiscal surpluses; State and local 
needs and resources 

C. Lowell Harris: Professor of Economics, 
Columbia University. 

Lawrence R. Kegan: Director of Special 
Studies, Committee for Economic Develop- 
ment. 

Selma J. Mushkin: George Washington 
University, State-Local Finances Project. 

Dick Netzer: Professor of Economics, New 
York University. 

WEDNESDAY, AUGUST 2 


Future fiscal options: Revenue sharing 
and/or tar credits 
J. Kenneth Galbraith: Professor of Eco- 
nomics, Harvard University. 
Walter W. Heller: Professor of Economics, 
University of Minnesota. 
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Joseph A, Pechman: Director of Economic 
Studies, The Brookings Institution. 

Herbert Stein: Vice President and Chief 
Economist, Committee for Economic De- 
velopment. 

Melville J. Ulmer: Professor of Economics, 
University of Maryland, 

THURSDAY, AUGUST 3 
Future options: Other options for fiscal 
federalism 

George F. Break: Professor of Economics, 
University of California, Berkeley. 

Lyle C. Fitch: Institute of Public Adminis- 
tration, New York, N.Y. 

Richard P. Nathan: The Brookings Insti- 
tution, 

Harold M. Somers: Professor of Economics, 
University of California, Los Angeles. 


Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I especially 
commend Representative GRIFFITHS for 
scheduling the first congressional hear- 
ings geared primarily to revenue sharing. 
These hearings are timely and needed. 
As our large cities and States experience 
widespread disorders and disturbances, I 
think the need to enact a program of rev- 
enue sharing is dramatically and tragi- 
cally underlined. The roots of discontent 
of urban America relate to poverty, edu- 
cation, jobs, retraining, and slum clear- 
ance—while I agree that more than 
money alone is required to meet these 
difficulties, revenue sharing will go a long 
way toward supplying States and cities 
with the financial resources to meet our 
present crisis. 

But, in conclusion, I think it would be 
particularly helpful to the Subcommittee 
on Fiscal Policy of the Joint Economic 
Committee and to all Members of Con- 
gress if the actual report of the Presi- 
dent’s Task Force were released. There is 
no valid reason why this report should be 
hidden in silence. It is not connected with 
national security. Full discussion of the 
problem can lead only to a more complete 
understanding cf the genius of our fed- 
eral system. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Hackney, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the House 
had passed, without amendment, the bill 
(S. 1648) to extend the authority for 
exemptions from the antitrust laws to 
assist in safeguarding the balance-of- 
payments positions of the United States. 


REPORT ON ACTIVITIES OF INTER- 
NATIONAL LABOR ORGANIZA- 
TION—TRIBUTE TO DIRECTOR 
GENERAL DAVID MORSE 


Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I was ap- 
pointed as the delegate of the Senate 
to attend the 51st session of the Inter- 
national Labor Organization at Geneva, 
Switzerland, which was held at the end 
of June. I did attend, although I was un- 
able to attend for more than one 
weekend. 

The International Labor Organiza- 
tion, as is well known, is one of the most 
effective and respected of the organiza- 
tions of the United Nations. Its work in 
formulating what amounts to an inter- 
national code of social justice and in 
providing technical help to underdevel- 
oped countries has received praise from 
virtually all quarters of the globe. 
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Mr. President, I have prepared a re- 
port on the work of the International 
Labor Organization at its 51st session, 
and I ask unanimous consent that the 
report be printed at the conclusion of 
my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I wish to 
comment on the splendid performance 
of the U.S. delegation to the Interna- 
tional Labor Organization. While I was 
at Geneva I had the opportunity to ob- 
serve the work of David Morse, the di- 
rector general of the International 
Labor Organization, who has been 
elected for his fourth term. Mr. Morse 
is a splendid civil servant, who is an 
American, and I might mention, by the 
way, a New Yorker. In his capacity as 
director general he performs highly 
sensitive work on labor problems where 
the Communist world confronts the free 
world and there is a tripartite meeting 
by labor, management, and government. 

Mr. Morse’s career is so distinguished 
that I wanted to remark about it for the 
Record. He has made an extraordinary 
record in over 20 years of service in one 
of the most sensitive positions that can 
be filled by any U.S. civil servant. I con- 
sider it a mark of honor that he is one 
of our citizens. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. JAVITS. I yield. 

Mr, CLARK. Mr. President, I join the 
Senator from New York in his comments 
with respect to my very good friend, 
David Morse, who has done such a good 
splendid job. He is a very able public 
servant. 

EXHIBIT 1 
REPORT ON THE 518 r SESSION OF THE 
INTERNATIONAL LABOR ORGANIZATION 

The International Labor Organization, a 
specialized agency of the United Nations 
family, was organized in 1919 under the 
League of Nations. However, the United 
States did not become a member of the Or- 

tion until 1934. At the present time, 
119 Member States belong to this democratic 
institution which is dedicated to principles 
which we as a nation support. Its essential 
orientation is towards developing free insti- 
tutions in the field of its special competence, 
that is, the improvement of working and liv- 
ing conditions of labor throughout the world. 
It is the only international organization 
where Employers and Workers can express 
their views on matters of vital concern to 
them and participate fully, on an equal foot- 
ing with governments, in decisions on such 
matters. This tripartite feature gives the 
ILO its unique status in the family of in- 
ternational organizations. 

The ILO was founded on the concept that 
lasting peace can only be achieved if based 
on social justice; that to achieve this ob- 
jective it was necessary to correct conditions 
of poverty, health, safety, and general work- 
ing conditions that undermine social jus- 
tice. The founders recognized that necessary 
improvements could not be achieved by local, 
regional or other piecemeal action due to the 
competitive nature of the world but had to 
be approached from an international level. 
In striving to obtain its objective the ILO 
employs three main tools, research and study, 
technical assistance, and standard setting. 
These activities are carried out chiefly by 
the International Labor Office, the Govern- 
ing Body and the annual Conference. 
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There are presently some 1,300 profes- 
sional and clerical employees on the head- 
quarters staff of the Office, with 93 different 
nationalities represented. This staff provides 
the secretariat for various meetings of the 
Organization, conducts extensive research on 
labor matters, and, assisted by technical ex- 
perts, carries out the large technical assist- 
ance program conducted by the Organiza- 
tion. It is generally conceded in international 
circles that the ILO is one of the most effec- 
tive Organizations in the administration of 
technical assistance. Thus, in a recent state- 
ment in Geneva, Paul Hoffman, Administra- 
tor of the United Nations Development Pro- 
gram, said: 

“As of this date ILO has assumed respon- 
sibility for the field implementation of 82 
large-scale projects in nearly 50 countries. 
These projects, of which 16 have now been 
completed, call for total expenditures of more 
than $196 million, of which the recipient 
countries are supplying $122 million and the 
UNDP over $74 million. As further evidence 
of the confidence of our Governing Council 
in ILO, ten major project proposals have just 
been approved at the meeting now in session, 
which call for total expenditures of approxi- 
mately $23 million, of which the recipient 
countries will supply approximately $15 mil- 
lion and the UNDP over $8 million.” 

The work of the Office is conducted under 
the direction of the Director-General, an out- 
standing and most able American, David A. 
Morse. I have already submitted for the rec- 
ord a separate statement expressing my deep 
appreciation of this great American who 
has just recently been elected for a fourth 
term of office. 

The Governing Body is composed of 48 
members; 24 Government, 12 Employer and 
12 Worker. Ten of the 24 Government seats 
are reserved for the ten States of Chief In- 
dustrial Importance, of which the United 
States is one, and the remaining 14 Govern- 
ment along with all Worker and Employer 
members are elected by the Conference every 
three years. The Honorable George LP 
Weaver, Assistant Secretary of Labor for In- 
ternational Affairs, is the U.S. Representa- 
tive on the Governing Body; Mr. Rudolph 
Faupl, International Representative, Inter- 
national Association of Machinists and Aero- 
space Workers, is an elected Worker member; 
and Mr. Edwin P. Neilan, President and 
Chairman of the Board, Bank of Delaware, 
is an elected Employer member of the Gov- 
erning Body. In a functional sense, the Gov- 
erning Body is similar to a corporate board 
of directors, making policy and supervising 
the program and finances of the Office. It 
meets three or four times each year to dis- 
charge these general management responsi- 
bilities. 

The International Labor Conference meets 
annually. It elects the Governing Body, 
adopts the ILO’s annual budget—which 
amounts to $25 million in 1968 and is fi- 
nanced by contributions from governments 
of Member States—sets international labor 
standards, and provides a world forum for 
the discussion of social and labor questions. 
Each of the 119 Member States is entitled to 
send a delegation to the Conference composed 
of 4 delegates, two representing Government, 
and one each representing Workers and Em- 
ployers of the country. Delegates may be ac- 
compained by advisers. The Employer and 
Worker delegates, together with their advis- 
ers, are chosen in consultation with the most 
representative Employer and Worker organi- 
zations and have the right to vote independ- 
ently of their governments. There is no re- 
quirement of unanimity within a national 
delegation and it is not unusual for the 
Worker and Employer members to differ with 
the Government, or vice versa. This year, 109 
Member States were represented at the Con- 
ference, most of them by full tripartite dele- 
gations. There was a total of 1,235 delegates 
and technical advisers. In addition, 66 minis- 
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ters responsible for labor affairs took part 
in the Conference. 

For the most part, the Conference meets 
daily in plenary sessions for the delegates to 
discuss the Report of the Director-General. 
This year, his report dealt with the prob- 
lems of non-manual workers and examined 
the contribution that non-manual activities 
make to social and economic advance in both 
developed and developing countries. The re- 
port, which was organized within the frame- 
work of human resources policy, was prompt- 
ed in part by the sharp rise in the abso- 
lute and relative importance of white col- 
lar workers in the labor forces of advanced 
countries. This growth presents special prob- 
lems in such fields as working conditions, 
rates of pay, employee benefits, union or- 
ganization, education and training, and ad- 
justment to technological and other changes. 
In part, the report was inspired by the quite 
different situation relating to non-manual 
workers in underdeveloped countries. In such 
countries, the critical need is to ensure a 
growing but occupationally balanced supply 
of managerial, professional, technical, and 
other types of white collar employees re- 
quired for progress in both agriculture and 
industry, and in such fields as education and 
health. 

A total of 214 speakers—Government, Em- 
ployers’, and Workers’ delegates—took part 
in the discussion, which was marred, to some 
extent by the injection by some speakers, 
mostly from the Communist countries, of ex- 
traneous political matters, such as Viet-Nam, 
the Middle East, imperialism, colonialism, 
and charges of aggression, matters beyond 
the competence of the ILO, However, the 
vast majority of the delegates directed their 
remarks to the Director-General’s report or 
to other issues with which the ILO is com- 
petent to deal. 

At the beginning of the discussion on the 
Director-General’s Report, the President ad- 
vised the Conference that the Officers had 
agreed to follow the recommendations of the 
Governing Body's Working Party on Program 
and Structure in determining the limits of 
debate on the Director-General’s Report. He 
noted the obligation of all delegates to abide 
by parliamentary language and by the gen- 
erally accepted procedure, to be relevant to 
the subject under discussion and to avoid 
reference to extraneous matters. He pointed 
out particularly that, if a speaker slanders 
a Head of State or a Head of Government, or 
insults another delegate personally, the pre- 
siding officer would immediately intervene. 
In the enforcement of this position, the pre- 
siding officer in the course of the debate 
ruled a number of speakers out of order and 
ordered several statements expunged from 
the record. 

The Conference Officers were widely sup- 
ported by spokesmen from Latin America, 
Africa, the head of the Employers’ group on 
behalf of the Employer Delegates, the head 
of the Workers’ group on behalf of the Work- 
er Delegates and by the U.S. Delegation. The 
United States has probably never had such 
wide and broad support for its position of 
trying to hold the debate to the substance 
under discussion. Both U.S. Government 
Delegates, as well as the U.S. Employer and 
Worker Delegates, at different times, inter- 
vened effectively in the debate to rebut argu- 
ments against U.S. positions, and to make 
clear the position of the United States. In 
addition, the U.S. Delegation worked closely 
with the Latin American Delegations as well 
as with a number of other Delegations in 
successfully supporting the procedures laid 
down by the President to guide the debate. 

In his reply to the debate, the Director- 
General held to the substance of the debate 
and dealt with various questions raised by 
the speakers. In the broader issues of his 
response, the Director-General expressed the 
hope that the ILO could become more firmly 
established in a position of influence, author- 
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ity and inspiration in the field of social pol- 
icy; in the past, this had been attacked in 
a piecemeai fashion, He was particularly in- 
terested in the goals of freedom from want, 
social and economic progress, and equality 
of opportunity. Three priority areas were 
singled out for future action: human rights, 
industrialization and employment. He con- 
cluded by stating his intention in 1969 of 
putting forward a world-wide program of 
action for the development of human re- 
sources. 

While this debate was being conducted, 
the substantive work of the Conference was 
going forward in a number of committees 
which reported to the plenary upon the 
completion of their work. The technical 
committees and the discussion of their re- 
ports at the plenary sittings of the Confer- 
ence were free of extraneous political issues. 
This year, there were eleven such commit- 
tees, six standing committees and five deal- 
ing with technical or substantive matters. 
The United States delegation participated in 
the work of most of these committees, all 
but one being tripartite in character. 

First, there was the Selection Committee, 
which met at frequent intervals during the 
Conference to guide the work of the Con- 
ference. 

Second, the Credentials Committee, com- 
posed of three members only, which passed 
upon the validity of credentials presented by 
the delegates. 

Third, the Standing Orders Committee, 
whose recommendations on changes in the 
Standing Orders of the Conference were 
adopted by the Conference. 

Fourth, the Committee on the Application 
of Conventions and Recommendations which 
examined the application of ratified Conven- 
tions and the fulfillment by Member States 
of other obligations flowing from the Con- 
stitution of the ILO. 

Fifth, the Finance Committee of Govern- 
ment Representatives, which adopted a 
budget for 1968 amounting to nearly $25 
million, a budget subsequently approved by 
the Conference. 

Sixth, the Resolutions Committee, charged 
with the examination of resolutions pre- 
sented by the delegates to the Conference 
and the submission of recommendations to 
the Conference concerning their disposition, 

The five technical committees prepared 
and presented to the plenary session of the 
Conference the following items: (1) draft 
texts of an international labor Convention 
and a Recommendation on the maximum 
permissible weight to be carried by one 
worker; (2) draft texts of an international 
labor Recommendation on the examination 
of grievances within the undertaking with a 
view to their solution and a Recommenda- 
tion on communications between manage- 
ment and workers within the undertaking; 
and (3) draft texts of a Convention and a 
Recommendation on invalidity, old-age and 
survivors’ pensions. All of these were ap- 
proved and adopted by the Conference. In 
addition, the Conference approved a prelimi- 
nary draft of a Recommendation on the im- 
provement of conditions of life and work of 
tenants, share-croppers and similar cate- 
gories, which will be further considered next 
year, a Resolution calling for a study of ILO- 
related aspects of agrarian reform, and 
adopted a Resolution and Conclusions on 
the ILO technical cooperation program and 
the ILO contribution to the industrialization 
of developing countries. 

The Convention on maximum weight 
provides, in substance, that Member States 
which ratify it take appropriate measures 
to ensure that workers assigned to manual 
transport of loads, other than light loads, 
receive training and irstruction in working 
techniques to safeguard health and to pre- 
yent accidents. No worker is to be permitted 
or required to carry loads likely to jeopard- 
ize his health or safety. Manual transport 
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of loads by women and young workers is 
to be limited and, where they are so en- 
gaged, the maximum weight of such loads 
is to be substantially less than that permit- 
ted for adult male workers. 

The Recommendation provides that where 
the maximum weight transported by an 
adult male worker is greater than 55 kg (121 
lbs.) measures should be taken as speedily 
as possible to reduce it to that level; it also 
provides for training and instruction in 
working techniques, approprate medical 
examination for fitness, the safeguarding of 
the health of women and young workers, 
and the conducting of scientific research on 
the manual transport of loads. 

With respect to the examination of griev- 
ances, the Recommendation provides that 
its provisions may be given effect through 
national laws or regulations, collective 
agreements, work rules, arbitration awards 
“or in such other manner consistent with 
national practices as may be appropriate 
under national conditions”. It contains a 
statement of “general principles” recogniz- 
ing the rights of workers to submit griev- 
ances without prejudice and to have the 
grievance examined under an appropriate 
procedure; endeavoring to define the nature 
of grievances excluding collective claims 
aimed at the modification of terms and con- 
ditions of employment which are generally 
dealt with by collective bargaining or mea- 
sures provided by national law or practice; 
encouraging the inclusion of clauses in col- 
lective agreements for the settlement of 
grievances through established procedures; 
stressing the need for sound personnel 
policies; and urging that grievances be set- 
tled, insofar as possible, within the under- 
taking. The Recommendation contains sug- 
gestions as to procedures to be followed with- 
in the undertaking and the rights of the 
parties to appropriate representation. It also 
suggests that where these procedures fail to 
result in the settlement of a grievance, there 
should be a possibility for final settlement 
through procedures provided for in collec- 
tive agreements, conciliation or arbitration, 
labor courts or other judicial authority, or 
“any other procedure which may be appro- 
priate under national conditions”. 

The Recommendation on communications 
within the undertaking stresses, in its “gen- 
eral considerations”, the need for employers 
and workers and their organizations to rec- 
ognize the importance of a climate of mutual 
understanding and confidence that is favor- 
able both to the efficiency of the undertaking 
and to the aspiration of the workers; states 
that the communications methods should 
not derogate from freedom of association or 
cause prejudice to freely chosen workers’ 
representatives or to their organizations; and 
suggests that there should be mutual con- 
sultations between employers’ and workers’ 
organizations to examine measures to pro- 
mote and encourage the acceptance of com- 
munications policies and their effective im- 
plementation. Suggestions regarding the 
elements for a communications policy stress 
the need for effective two-way communica- 
tion at all levels within the undertaking. 
After indicating communications media that 
may be appropriate, such as meetings for the 
purpose of exchanging views and informa- 
tion, supervisors’ bulletins and personnel 
policy manuals, house journals, magazines 
and newsletters, the Recommendation enu- 
merates a range of matters on which manage- 
ment should issue information. 

The new Convention on social security up- 
dates six Conventions adopted in 1933 deal- 
ing with old age, invalidity and survivors’ 
insurance. In ratifying, Member States can 
accept the obligations of the new Convention 
entirely or partially (i.e., Parts, II, III and 
IV). 

Part II requires a ratifying Member State 
to secure to the persons protected the pro- 
vision of invalidity benefits. The contingency 
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covered shall include incapacity to engage in 
any gainful activity, to an extent prescribed, 
which incapacity is likely to be permanent 
or persists after the termination of a pre- 
scribed period of temporary or initial in- 
capacity. 

In accepting Part III, a Member State 
must secure to the persons protected the 
provision of old-age benefits. The contin- 
gency covered shall be survival beyond a pre- 
scribed age which shall be not more than 65 
years or such higher age as may be fixed by 
the competent authority with due regard to 
demographic, economic and social criteria. 

Part IV requires a ratifying Member State 
to secure to the persons protected the pro- 
vision of survivors’ benefits. The contingency 
covered shall include the loss of support suf- 
fered by the widow or child as the result of 
the death of the breadwinner. 

A supplementary Recommendation con- 
tains provisions suitable as a guide for fur- 
ther developments in social security legisla- 
tion. 

The action of the Conference in adopting 
these new international standards was an 
important one in my view, representing as 
they do a consensus of leading represent- 
atives of Governments, Employers and Work- 
ers from all over the world on a guided ap- 
proach to the particular problems involved. 
In addition, the standards serve as a meas- 
uring stick of progress in coping with these 
problems and provided a rich source of new 
ideas for those involved. 

At the time of the formation of the ILO 
in 1919, the initial concept of universal 
standards binding on all members was 
blocked by problems of national sovereignty. 
The founding fathers would not accept a 
superlegislative body overriding sovereign 
powers and the compromise solution embod- 
ied the dual approach used by the Organiza- 
tion today, the adoption of Conventions and 
Rocommendations. Conventions recognize 
the legislative approach and embody state- 
ments of principle, objectives and measures 
of implementation. If accepted by national 
parliaments under their constitutional sys- 
tems, they become binding international in- 
struments. If not accepted, they have no 
binding force. Recommendations, on the 
other hand, embody the non-legislative ap- 
proach, While similar to a Convention, a 
Recommendation is not subject to national 
ratification and as the name implies con- 
stitutes a recommended course of national 
action. 

Standards adopted by the ILO cover a wide 
range—from hours of work to radiation pro- 
tection, from survivors’ insurance to fisher- 
men’s articles of agreement, from migration 
for employment to employment problems. 
Many deal specifically with the problems of 
women workers. But particular interest at- 
taches perhaps to the Conventions for the 
protection of basic human rights. These are 
concerned with freedom of association and 
collective bargaining, abolition of forced 
labor and the elimination of discrimination 
in employment. The ILO is, in fact, the only 
international organization to have set pre- 
cise standards implementing many of the 
principles set forth in the Universal Declara- 
tion of Human Rights, by incorporating 
them into binding international instruments 
capable of world-wide application. 

Although the ILO cannot, of course, wield 
any coercive force against delinquent Mem- 
ber States, it can and does keep a vigilant 
eye on the way governments are carrying out 
their obligations under ratified Conventions. 
Permanent machinery exists for this pur- 
pose and cases of dereliction are made part 
of the public record. The Committee on the 
Application of Conventions and Recommen- 
dations, referred to above, is part of this 
machinery. 

Taken together, the 250 or so Conventions 
and Recommendations that have been 
adopted by the ILO form the International 
Labor Code, which now runs to two thick 
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and heavily annotated volumes. The stand- 
ards embodied in the Code transcend the 
significance of the specific matters covered. 
They represent a common pool of accumu- 
lated experience available to countries at all 
stages of development, As it now stands, the 
result of deliberations over a period of nearly 
half a century, the Code is an international 
corpus juris of social justice; it has been, and 
will remain, one of the main formative in- 
fluences on the development of social legis- 
lation throughout the world. 

The ILO Constitution requires that all Con- 
ventions and Recommendations adopted by 
the Conference be brought to the attention 
of the competent authorities, that is the 
authorities competent to enact legislation. In 
the case of a federal State, such as ours, this 
is done on two levels. Where the instrument 
refers to matters within the scope of the fed- 
eral government it is presented to our Con- 
gress, with recommendations by the Execu- 
tive Branch for appropriate action. Where 
the matter involved is appropriate in whole 
or in part for State action, the instrument is 
transmitted to our Congress and to the Gov- 
ernors of the 50 States for information. All 
of the Conventions and Recommendations 
adopted at the conference will be submitted 
in due course to the Congress, 

The only ILO Conventions ratified by the 
United States have dealt with maritime 
matters. During the past months, a subcom- 
mittee of the Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions has held two hearings to receive testi- 
mony in support of ILO Conventions. The 
Honorable Arthur J. Goldberg, U.S. Repre- 
sentative to the United Nations, testified on 
February 23, 1967, in support of a number 
of Conventions dealing with human rights, 
including the ILO Convention for the aboli- 
tion of forced labor. Then on April 27, 1967, 
representatives of the Department of Labor 
and the Department of State testified in sup- 
port of other ILO instruments. 

I strongly endorse the views expressed on 
those occasions and urge that prompt action 
be taken on these pending instruments, The 
United States has been and is a world leader 
in the area of human rights and ratification 
of these Conventions would underscore the 
fact that our country, faced with many prob- 
lems of diverse character, has nevertheless 
addressed itself to these problems. As Am- 
bassador Goldberg stated in his testimony 
(page 20 of Committee Print) “. . failure 
on our part to ratify conventions which do 
no more than put into an international area 
commitments to which the United States is 
bound by its Constitution and laws is very 
difficult to explain and very difficult to 
justify. I I am satisfied in the light of my 
own experience that our failure to ratify this 
type of convention raises serious questions 
in the minds of other delegates as to what 
is our law and practice in these matters. 

During the period of my visit in Geneva I 
met also Representatives O'Hara and Ash- 
brook, The Conference was engaged in con- 
sideration of the reports of its various com- 
mittees and acting on those reports. This 
activity constituted a living demonstration 
of democracy at work in an international 
forum and I was impressed by the similarity 
of the Conference procedures with those of 
our own distinguished body. 

I was favorably impressed with the com- 
petence of the United States Delegation 
under the experienced leadership of the Hon- 
orable George L-P Weaver. Members of this 
Delegation, who are listed in an annex to 
this report, were technically qualified and 
well prepared. They operated as a close knit 
team. This, to me, demonstrated the wisdom 
and indeed the necessity for continuity in 
delegations to meetings of the ILO as it re- 
quires long service to understand fully ILO 
operations. 

In conclusion, I express my conviction that 
the role of the United States in the Inter- 
national Labor Organization is most credit- 
able and that this Organization deserves our 
every support. 
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ORDER OF BUSINESS 


Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may suggest 
the absence of a quorum, without losing 
my right to the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk will 
call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


ANTIBALLISTIC MISSILES AND THE 
MILITARY INDUSTRIAL COMPLEX 


Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, the Viet- 
nam war—and now the Middle East 
crisis—have dominated our thoughts and 
all but numbed our senses. Yet there is 
other pending national business that 
demands our attention. Aside from the 
Vietnam war, I believe the most pressing 
issue before us is whether the United 
States should build and deploy an anti- 
ballistic-missile defense. 

I speak today in support of President 
Johnson and Secretary McNamara, who 
have decided against such deployment. 
As Senators know, the deployment of an 
ABM system has become a particularly 
serious issue now that the Soviet Union 
has deployed a so-called anti-ballistic- 
missile defense around Moscow in addi- 
tion to the Tallinn system, which may 
or may not be a primitive antiballistic 
missile system, in other parts of the 
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country. At the outset it should be stated 
that neither of these systems could pro- 
tors know, the United States and Russia 
from complete destruction by our inter- 
continental ballistic missiles were we to 
attack Russian targets in strength. 

Nevertheless, a momentous question 
is now before us. Should we follow the 
Soviet Union’s lead and deploy our own 
ineffective Nike X ABM’s, or should we 
merely strengthen our offensive strategic 
weapons as the Secretary has recom- 
mended? Should not the United States 
resist the temptation to take its ap- 
pointed turn in moving the nuclear arms 
race up one more notch? 

In my view, the American public is 
thus far only dimly aware of the per- 
plexing character of the antiballistic 
missile question and almost certainly 
unaware of the full implications of the 
choices we will be forced to make in the 
near future. 

Let me say at once that I fully support 
the position of President Johnson and 
Secretary McNamara, as reflected in the 
Defense appropriations program for 
1968, that the United States defer any 
decision on the deployment of an anti- 
ballistic missile system. President John- 
son feels that our present research and 
deevlopment program is adequate and 
that his request for a contingency fund 
of $377 million for a possible deployment 
of an anti-ballistic-missile system is all 
that is necessary at this stage. As Sena- 
tors know, the United States and Russia 
have agreed to discuss the deescalation 
of both offensive and defensive nuclear 
weapons. It is hoped that negotiations 
will get underway in the immediate fu- 
ture. There is some reason to believe the 
Russians are not yet in accord within 
their own Government as to what line to 
pursue. We can afford to give them a 
reasonable time to make up their minds. 

What concerns me this morning, Mr. 
President, is not the Defense Depart- 
ment’s program for antiballistic missiles 
for fiscal year 1968, but reports that Sec- 
retary McNamara is under heavy pres- 
sure to decide favorably on the deploy- 
ment of the so-called area and spot ABM 
defense for the United States. 

The area defense concept calls for the 
emplacement of a number of Spartan 
anti-ballistic-missile batteries around 
the periphery of the country with the 
mission to protect us from a “light” nu- 
clear attack—whether launched by the 
Soviet Union or also, most notably and 
specifically, Communist China. Such a 
defense, if accompanied by a “spot” de- 
fense of sprint missiles deployed either 
around a few cities or more likely around 
our own ABM launching sites, might be 
effective against the first or even the sec- 
ond oncoming enemy IBM. It would be 
useless against an attack in strength. 

I think it imperative that all of us 
should take a careful look at not only the 
military arguments for this ABM sys- 
tem, but also the psychological and po- 
litical implications of such a program 
for both the United States and its allies. 
I say this because I am firmly convinced 
that if the United States should decide 
to deploy a light“ area and “spot” anti- 
ballistic-missile defense, we would simul- 
taneously be making the decision to build 
and deploy a full anti-ballistic-missile 
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system as well. Let us not be confused 
by what is at stake here. Our country is 
simply incapable of taking halfway 
measures. 

Buy the area defense at bargain rates 
and you have bought the whole package 
at many times the cost. With this as- 
sumption as a starting point, the first 
question to be answered is: Why are we 
considering an anti-ballistic-missile sys- 
tem? Can it really protect us? 

Mr. President, ever since Hiroshima 
and Nagasaki, sensible men have been 
saying that there is no defense against 
nuclear weapons. This does not mean 
that the United States is incapable of 
destroying attacking aircraft, submar- 
ines, or even some ballistic missiles carry- 
ing nuclear warheads. What it means is 
that there is no defense in sufficient 
depth against nuclear weapons which is 
reliable enough to prevent the offense 
from overwhelming the defense and de- 
stroying the target. Cyrus Vance, the 
Deputy Secretary of Defense, underlined 
this elemental fact of international life 
when he told the Subcommittee on Dis- 
armament of the Senate Foreign Rela- 
tions Committee last May something 
about “winning” a nuclear war: 

Let me simply say— 


And here I am quoting Mr. Vance— 


nobody could win in a nuclear war. It should 
be suicide for both countries. 


Operating under this threat of what 
the distinguished senior Senator from 
Illinois [Mr. Dirksen] has appropriately 
called coannihilation, the nuclear powers 
have made the foundation of their secu- 
rity the deterrence of nuclear attack not 
through defensive but through offensive 
weapons. To maintain this balance of co- 
annihilation the United States and the 
Soviet Union have built powerful offen- 
sive strategic forces capable of overcom- 
ing all efforts at defense. In the process, 
the United States and the Soviet Union 
have reached a point of “nuclear stand- 
off” where nuclear war has become un- 
likely under ordinary circumstances. 

Despite the fact that an effective de- 
fense against nuclear attack is, for the 
foreseeable future, unattainable, the 
champions of defense systems such as 
the antiballistic missiles are constantly 
trying. The United States and the Soviet 
Union have, since the war, invested enor- 
mous amounts in surface-to-air mis- 
Siles in the hope of protecting their cities 
from aircraft carrying nuclear weapons. 
Each effort in both countries has failed. 
Radar networks, air defense centers, 
automatically aimed surface-to-air nu- 
clear missiles of all varieties—all these 
are part of the many billions of dollars 
the United States and the Soviet Union 
have spent on defense in a futile attempt 
to keep up with the offense. The trouble 
is you cannot be even reasonably sure 
of hitting the first attacking missile and 
there is very little chance of hitting the 
second or third. 

I give you one example of the futility 
of the defense in trying to catch up with 
the offense. In 1959, the U.S. Army pro- 
posed the deployment of the Nike-Zeus 
system, the father of the present highly 
touted Nike X system. The total cost of 
deploying the system was then estimated 
at $13 to $14 billion. This proposal was 
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turned down by President Eisenhower 
who said that— 

It is the consensus of my technical and 
military advisers that the system should be 
carefully tested before production is begun 
and facilities are constructed for its deploy- 
ment. 


I think we should remember these 
words as we approach the decision on 
the Nike X system. 

We should also heed the words of Sec- 
retary of Defense McNamara when he 
referred to the Nike X system in January 
of this year. Mr. McNamara said: 

Had we produced and deployed the Nike- 
Zeus system proposed by the Army in 1959 at 
an estimated cost of $13 to $14 billion, most 
of it would have had to be torn out and re- 
placed, almost before it became operational, 
by the new missiles and radars of the 
Nike-X system. By the same token, other 
technological developments in offensive 
forces over the next seven years may make 
obsolete or drastically degrade the Nike-X 
system as presently envisioned. 


The Subcommittee on Disarmament of 
the Foreign Relations Committee, of 
which subcommittee I am a member, has 
recently completed a series of hearings 
on the general question of what the 
United States should do about the Soviet 
Union’s apparent decision to deploy an 
antiballistic missile system. The wit- 
nesses we heard included Richard Helms 
of CIA, John Foster, Director of the De- 
tense Department’s Research and Engi- 
neering, Drs. May and Bradbury, nuclear 
specialists of the AEC, Cyrus Vance, 
General Wheeler, Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, and Secretary Rusk. I 
came away from these hearings con- 
vinced that the present Soviet anti- 
ballistic defenses, both the Moscow sys- 
tem and the Tallinn system, are quite in- 
capable of defending the Soviet Union 
or its people against anything except the 
most primitive missile attack. We were 
also told that our own Nike X system can 
easily be overcome by an all-out Soviet 
attack, no matter where our defenses are 
located or in what form. 

Moreover, Secretary Vance told the 
subcommittee that if the United States 
built and deployed a Nike X system for 
the protection of our cities against the 
kind of sophisticated missile attack the 
Soviets are presently capable of launch- 
ing, the result would be, and here I 
quote: 

Would be to increase greatly both 
their defense expenditures and ours with- 
out any gain in real security by either side. 


I might also add, Mr. President, that if 
the United States built and deployed an 
anti-ballistic-missile system and then 
for some reason it failed at the moment 
of attack, casualties would be higher 
than if we had not built such a system. 

If from a military standpoint the con- 
struction of an anti-ballistic-missile sys- 
tem is pointless, then why is there so 
much agitation in the United States and 
in the Soviet Union to build such a sys- 
tem? Because the Russians rarely allow 
their intragovernmental struggles to go 
on before the public, it is difficult to 
know what is going on within the Krem- 
lin on the anti-ballistic-missile issue. It 
is safe to say, however, that the Soviet 
economy, like our own, is badly strained 
and that the economists in the Soviet 
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leadership are under pressure from their 
military to deploy an anti-ballistic-mis- 
sile system. 

In an unprecedented exchange of pub- 
lic statements, Soviet military leaders 
have quarreled over the effectiveness of 
their anti-ballistic-missile defense sys- 
tems. For example, several months ago, 
an important Soviet general publicly 
claimed that no enemy missile could 
penetrate Soviet defenses around Mos- 
cow. This statement was quickly denied 
by the present Defense Minister, Mar- 
shal Greckho. Marshal Greckho said: 

Unfortunately there are no means yet 
that would guarantee the complete secu- 
rity of our cities and the most important 
objectives from the blows of the enemy 
weapons of mass destruction. 


In fact, I have it on good authority 
that Soviet scientists are convinced that 
their ABM defense is useless against a 
sophisticated nuclear missile attack and 
fear that if he is not careful, Mr. Kosy- 
gin may be duped by his own military 
into believing the Soviet Union could be 
protected from a U.S. attack. Apparent- 
ly Defense Minister Greckho and Mr. 
McNamara have more in common than 
one would suspect. 

Mr. President, there is no doubt that 
the discussions and hearings on anti- 
ballistic-missile problems have shown 
conclusively that any presently feasible 
ABM system is unworkable against a 
heavy attack, since both the Soviets and 
the United States can take offensive 
measures to destroy its effectiveness. This 
being the case, the champions of an anti- 
ballistic-missile deployment have now 
shifted their ground. As Senators will 
remember, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, who 
are in the vanguard of the ABM en- 
thusiasts, first recommended that a deci- 
sion be made to deploy a Nike X system 
to defend either 25 or 50 cities at a cost 
of $20 to $40 billion. This system of the 
so-called thin ABM defense was recom- 
mended as a defense against what the 
Joint Chiefs called a low Soviet threat. 
After this recommendation had been sub- 
mitted to Congress, it soon became clear 
from scientific testimony both within and 
without the Pentagon that the selected 
city defense concept was militarily use- 
less and politically unacceptable. First, 
no one could quite define what a “low” 
Soviet threat was. If it meant more than 
two missiles directed at the same target, 
the third one would get through and kill 
millions of civilians as well as destroy 
whole cities. 

Second, as a practical political mat- 
ter, the idea that the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff would be responsible for choosing 
the 25 or 50 cities had to be quickly aban- 
doned after it became public information 
that one of the cities would be Charles- 
ton, S.C., a town of 81,400 inhabitants 
and the home of the chairman of the 
House Armed Services Committee. 

To suggest that in a democracy we can 
confine protection to our major cities, 
letting the rest go without defense, was 
absurd; to permit the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff to determine who would be saved 
was to accept the philosophy of the mili- 
tary direction of the country through a 
“nuclear elite.“ And so the selected city 
defense concept has been quietly shelved. 
But the demand for an anti-ballistic- 
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missile defense has not been stilled. 
There is too much money and too much 
military status involved. 

The Joint Chiefs and their industrial 
allies, who stand to make hundreds of 
millions of dollars from ABM deploy- 
ment, have now turned their attention to 
recommending that we defend ourselves 
against attack from Communist China or 
some other new nuclear power. The rec- 
ommendation is now for the so-called 
area defense, which is a system of long- 
range detection radars and large inter- 
ceptor missiles called the Spartan, plus 
a number of short-range missiles, called 
the Sprint, intended to protect military 
launching sites. This system is advocated 
as an effective defense against the Red 
Chinese missile threat we think they may 
have in the 1970’s—that is a small num- 
ber of missiles with a relatively unso- 
phisticated missile technology. The area 
defense is also offered as a safeguard 
against a missile accident. 

On the surface the area defense has 
much to recommend. Its cost is ad- 
vertised as less than $5 billion over a 
period of 5 years, and we are told the 
system will give us protection against a 
possible Chinese attack. 

Before “buying” this rather naive ar- 
gument, let us remember that China has 
no effective air force against our stra- 
tegic bombers and no effective surface- 
to-air defense against either high-flying 
aircraft or ballistic missiles. If China 
were to give any evidence of violating her 
pledge never to be the first to use nu- 
clear weapons, it would be far cheaper 
and far more effective to destroy her nu- 
clear capability than to build a light 
ABM defense. Let us therefore take a 
careful look at what is involved before 
we agree to this form of ABM deploy- 
ment. 

(At this point, Mr. Spone took the chair 
as Presiding Officer.) 

Mr. CLARK. First of all, why are the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff so confident that 
an area antiballistic-missile defense will 
provide a foolproof defense against the 
Chinese in the 1970’s? The argument is 
that a Chinese attack—if one can be- 
lieve the Chinese would be mad enough 
to attack the United States—will consist 
of a few unsophisticated ICBM’s that our 
ABM defense will sweep from the sky. 
Splendid theory. But how dumb do we 
think the Chinese are? What if the 
Chinese instead of international missiles 
use long-range submarines not as yet 
in existence to fire medium-range bal- 
listic missiles under an ABM defense? Or 
simply fire very “dirty” nuclear weapons 
into the atmosphere off the coast of Cali- 
fornia and allow the prevailing westerlies 
to cover the United States with deadly 
radiation or even smuggle nuclear bombs 
into Chinatown in a suitcase. Moreover, 
can we be sure, given Chinese skills, that 
by the 1970’s China will not have a large 
number of missiles and other penetra- 
tion aids and decoys, which will diminish, 
if not destroy, the effectiveness of our 
area anti-ballistic-missile defense—just 
as Russia can do today? 

Second, the Joint Chiefs of Staff are 
now using China as the justification for 
an ABM deployment. Suddenly China is 
in the foreground of our defense con- 
sideration; yet only a few months ago, 
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before the selected city defense proved 
bankrupted, General Wheeler, Chairman 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, had this to 
say about China and an ABM defense: 

We do not believe we should deploy at this 
point in time an antiballistic missile system 
purely to defend against the Red Chinese 
threat. 


This was because the general believed 
we had plenty of leadtime to stay well 
ahead of Chinese capabilities. Why have 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff now changed 
their minds? Is it because of the recent 
Chinese nuclear success? This is highly 
unlikely because, according to the De- 
fense Department, the Chinese experi- 
ment did not come as a surprise; even 
the general public expected it sometime 
this year. 

I suggest that the reason for this shift 
to recommending an area defense— 
backed up by the Sprint missiles 
around particular sites—is simply that 
this form of ABM defense is thought to 
be salable to a gullible public, while its 
predecessor turned out not to be. More- 
over, the Joint Chiefs have described this 
area defense concept as a “first step.” 
Therefore, we can be confident that if 
the United States builds and deploys a 
“light” ABM defense, we will not stop 
with this first stage. We will be impor- 
tuned by the manufacturers of ABM and 
the military to go on to a full-scale ABM 
deployment even though, by the Defense 
Department’s own admission, such a sys- 
tem will not protect the United States 
from a sophisticated Soviet attack. 

Third, why is the United States con- 
sidering the immediate deployment of a 
system which has not been fully tested? 
Senators should know that the United 
States has not yet experimented with 
using the Sprint, the Spartan, and the 
radars together and probably will not be 
capable of doing so for at least 2 years. 
How can we consider deploying, at a cost 
of some $5 billion, a system that has 
never been fully tested? I personally 
think that such an expenditure is out- 
rageous, considering the crying need that 
this country has for funds for domestic 
programs to alleviate poverty, to pro- 
vide adequate education for our youth, to 
rebuild our cities, to feed the hungry, 
and to eliminate air and water pollution. 

A large part of the problem we face 
with these new demands for an ABM de- 
ployment stems from that highly orga- 
nized military-industrial complex against 
which General Eisenhower warned us in 
his last speech as President in these 
words: 

In the councils of government— 


He said— 
We must guard against the acquisition of un- 
warranted influence, whether sought or un- 
sought, by the military-industrial complex. 
The potential for the disastrous rise of mis- 
placed power exists and will persist. 


President Eisenhower went on to say: 


In holding scientific research and discovery 
in respect, as we should, we must be alert to 
the equal and opposite danger that public 
policy could itself become captive of a scien- 
tific-technological elite. 


We should all realize that the United 
States is all too often victimized by the 
zeal of our scientific-military elite—the 
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“weapons cult,” if you will. Let me read 
you what one such cultist has had to say 
about the advance of weapons technol- 
ogy and public opinion. In March of 1967, 
Dr. Harold Agnew, Director of the Los 
Alamos Laboratories Weapons Division, 
remarked that— 

The basis of advanced technology is in- 
novation and nothing is more stifling to in- 
novation than seeing one’s product not used 
or ruled out of consideration on flimsy prem- 
ises involving public world opinion. 


This is indeed a shocking statement 
and a dangerous one. If we have any role 
here in the Senate it is to advance what 
Dr. Agnew calls the flimsy premises of 
public opinion, or, in other words, the im- 
pact of an aroused democracy against the 
weapons cultists. Over the next few 
months, as the United States brings to a 
head this longstanding issue of whether 
to produce and deploy an ABM system, 
we will be inundated by all shades and 
varieties of expertise—both real and 
bogus. How can we be expected to sort 
out the scientifically sound from the self- 
serving? We will be asked whether the 
lives of a few million American citizens 
are not, for example, worth an invest- 
ment of $4 to $5 billion. Senators will be 
hard pressed to deal with such argu- 
ments, particularly when the cultists are 
so anxious for their own pride and their 
pocketbooks to go forward with an in- 
effective ABM system. 

I, for one, have confidence in the good 
sense of the American people, once they 
are informed of the facts. I do not believe 
that they or their representatives can be 
stampeded into taking an unwise, indeed 
a dangerous, step if they understand 
clearly the issue before them. But they 
must have the facts. They must have the 
benefit of full and free discussion in the 
Congress and in the public media, unin- 
hibited by false demands for secrecy. We 
were told the basic facts in the hearings 
before the Disarmament Subcommittee, 
but then the testimony was so censored 
by the Defense Department, the AEC, and 
the CIA that I have been unable to use 
in this speech many facts the American 
people should be told. And this involves 
the clear and scientific reasons why our 
ABM system is no good and why the Rus- 
sian ABM system is no good. But I am 
not permitted to state these facts, be- 
cause expediency has been allowed to in- 
tervene with what I believe is incontro- 
vertible evidence to support my conten- 
tion. 

Mr. President, Iam convinced that the 
construction and deployment of an ABM 
system at the present time is both un- 
warranted and unwise. I also believe that 
this conclusion is strategically sound and 
militarily defensible. 

In any issue of this magnitude, how- 
ever, there is inevitably a political con- 
sideration as well. At a time when the 
peace of the world is based to a large 
extent upon a tenuous balance of nu- 
clear power—a delicate balance of ter- 
ror, as it has been so often called—the 
concept of national security is 
affected by progress in the field of inter- 
national disarmament—the only viable 
alternative to mutual annihilation. 

It is for this reason, Mr. President, 
that I have long regarded the negotia- 
tions in Geneva on a nonproliferation 
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treaty as of overriding importance to our 
own security, as well as to the security 
of other nations from which ours in part 
derives. I have also proposed that if 
agreement is ultimately reached on this 
issue, the chances for a further extension 
of the nuclear test-ban treaty to include 
underground experiments be explored in 
the light of current scientific detection 
techniques. 

Unfortunately, as of this date, direct 
negotiations between the United States 
and the Soviet Union on the ABM issue 
have not yet commenced. However, 
President Johnson and Premier Kosygin 
were afforded a unique opportunity at 
Glassboro to compare their respective 
positions on the question of anti- 
ballistic-missile defense systems and of- 
fensive weapons, as well as on more wide- 
ranging arms control measures. If the 
results of this meeting are to have any 
significant effect on the future of United 
States-Soviet relations, precipitate de- 
ployment action in the ABM field should 
be postponed at least until an intensive 
diplomatic effort to reach agreement has 
taken place and failed. 

For it is apparent that the debate 
which has raged in the Pentagon in re- 
cent years over this subject ha; also been 
carried on behind closed doors in the 
Kremlin. Our deployment of an ABM sys- 
tem at this juncture without serious ef- 
forts to come to an agreement would 
certainly have the effect of strengthen- 
ing the hand of those Russian military 
advocates of such an investment in the 
U.S.S.R.—probably at an accelerated 
pace. The result, I am convinced, would 
be a vast, competitive expenditure of 
money and resources with little gain in 
real defense capability for either side, as 
Mr. Vance has so clearly pointed out. 

Mr. President, the history of the past 
two decades has taught us—if it has 
taught us anything—that every decision 
to escalate the arms race is an irrevoca- 
ble decision in the long run. 

Before such a decision is taken and 
in order to provide the public with a full 
and unbiased account of the ABM issue, 
I recommend to the President that he 
convene a blue ribbon commission to deal 
with the question of an ABM system. 
Such a commission could provide a care- 
ful and objective evaluation of the course 
the United States should follow. The 
precedent for such a commission was es- 
tablished immediately after the Second 
World War when President Truman de- 
cided to establish an independent com- 
mission to assess the complexities of 
U.S. defense policies in the air age. 
The resulting report of what came to 
be called the Finletter Commission was 
bluntly entitled “Survival in the Air 
Age“; and this report, primarily because 
of the authoritative and independent 
stature of the commission members, 
came to be the focal point around which 
subsequent international discussions of 
air strategy revolved. 

Ten years later—in 1957—President 
Eisenhower established a blue ribbon 
commission to assist him in coping with 
the problems of defense in the era of 
strategic missiles. Impressed by the mili- 
tary, political and even psychological 
implications of developing an American 
retaliatory offensive force President 
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Eisenhower established the so-called 
Gaither Commission. The Gaither Com- 
mission was comprised of distinguished 
figures from the Nation’s business, finan- 
cial, scientific, and academic communi- 
ties. These men included H. Rowan 
Gaither, a former head of the Ford 
Foundation, William C. Foster, now Di- 
rector of the Arms Control and Disarma- 
ment Agency, James R. Killian of Mas- 
sachusetts Institute of Technology, 
Earnest O. Lawrence, I. I. Rabi, John J. 
McCloy and Jerome B. Weisner, who 
later became a Department of Defense 
adviser to President Kennedy. 

There is no doubt that the Gaither Re- 
port had a significant effect both within 
and outside the U.S. Government and 
led to some very hard thinking about 
America in the missile age. 

A critical moment in our Nation’s life 
came when the Gaither report presented 
the President with an objective account 
of U.S. military strength vis-a-vis 
the Soviet Union’s and, in the proc- 
ess, I interpolate, Mr. President, it de- 
stroyed some myths which had been pro- 
jected for a good long while by certain 
members of the military-industrial com- 
plex of which I have spoken today. 

Now another 10 years have passed and 
again there seems to be justification for 
the President to convene another blue 
ribbon commission, this time to deal 
with the momentous question of ABM 
deployment. Surely the ABM question is 
of such magnitude that it is essential to 
have a careful and objective evaluation 
of the course the United States should 
follow. I do not believe, for the reasons I 
have already mentioned, that the mili- 
tary-industrial complex is objective 
enough to advise the U.S. Con- 
gress or the President on how we should 
proceed. This being the case, I strongly 
suggest that a temporary blue ribbon 
commission drawn from all sectors of 
national life is the best way to bring a 
thorough inquiry into the issues. 

Our very national survival may be at 
issue in the ABM controversy. It is time 
we put the best and most objective minds 
in the country to work. 

Mr. President, unless the Senate has 
further business, I have been requested 
by the majority leader 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. CLARK. I was about to yield the 
floor. I will be happy to yield, if the Sen- 
ator wishes to engage in colloquy. 

Mr. THURMOND. Has the Senator 
completed his address? 

Mr. CLARK. Yes, I have. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
did not interrupt the Senator during 
his address, but there are a number of 
points I should like to discuss in con- 
nection with it. I do not know when I 
have heard an address on the floor of the 
Senate that has contained so many er- 
roneous statements. 

The Senator did make one very ac- 
curate statement in his address, how- 
ever, on the last page, when he said, 
“Our very national survival may be at 
issue in the ABM controversy.” I heartily 
agree with him in that statement. 

The issue boils down practically to 
this: If the Soviets have an effective 
antiballistic missile, and we do not, if 
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they can knock down our missiles and 
we are unable to knock down theirs, 
where are we? 

It simply means they can pound us to 
death without our being able to effec- 
tively counter and respond to their of- 
fensive. 

Mr. President, this is a very important 
question. For 10 years—10 long years— 
I have been advocating that our Gov- 
ernment build and deploy an anti-bal- 
listic-missile system. The state of the art 
has matured during that period of time, 
and will certainly continue to do so. 
Our research has been highly successful. 
We are ready to go forward with it. All 
that now waits is a decision of the Presi- 
dent. 

Mr. President, in my judgment, this is 
one of the most important steps, if not 
the most important, that this Nation can 
take along the lines of national defense. 
The building and deployment of an anti- 
ballistic-missile system is critical to the 
future security of this Nation. It has 
been estimated that more than 100 mil- 
lion lives could be saved, should we sus- 
tain an all-out attack, if we have an 
anti-ballistic-missile system. Even the 
Secretary of Defense, Mr. McNamara, 
who has not yet recommended that we 
go forward with it—chiefly, I suppose, 
because of the cost—has admitted that 
we can save millions of lives if we have 
such a system. 

There has been a system recom- 
mended, that would be effective, it is 
said, possibly against Red China, that 
would save 40 million or 50 million lives, 
and an even more effective system that 
would save from 80 to 125 million lives, 
that would be effective against the threat 
posed by the Soviets. 

I do not know of an issue today that 
is more important to the American 
people than proceeding with the build- 
ing and deploying of an anti-ballistic- 
missile system. 

Mr. President, in all probability it will 
take us from 5 to 7 years after the deci- 
sion is made to begin, to actually deploy 
the system. We are making a great mis- 
take, in my judgment, to delay this mat- 
ter 1 day more. 

The Senator feels that if we had gone 
forward some years ago, we would have 
wasted a lot of money because of the 
relative primitiveness of that system 
compared with what we have today. 
When Thomas A, Edison invented the 
electric light, he did not start out with 
the fluorescent lamp; he started with 
the incandescent lamp. If he had not 
done that, later we would not have had 
the fluorescent lamp. A start had to be 
made, 

But we have done additional research 
in the meantime. We are at the point 
now where we can intercept the enemy’s 
missiles and render them ineffective. 
What we need to do now is to proceed 
to build the system, to protect the Ameri- 
can people. 

Yes; I agree with the Senator from 
Pennsylvania in his statement, on his 
last page, that our very national survi- 
val may be at issue in the ABM contro- 
versy. I am in hearty accord with that. 
On the other hand, Mr. President, I wish 
to point out certain other areas of dis- 
agreement. On page 1, the allegation is 
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made that President Johnson and Secre- 
tary McNamara have decided against de- 
ployment. The truth is that no final deci- 
sion has been made, but the delay in de- 
ployment has been taken by some to 
mean that the decision not to deploy has 
been made. 

A decision has not been made not to 
deploy. I hope that the President will yet 
see fit, and do it soon, to make the deci- 
sion to deploy the ABM. 

Also on page 1—— 

Mr. CLARK. Mr, President, will the 
Senator yield at that point? 

Mr. THURMOND. I am pleased to 
yield. 

Mr. CLARK. I challenge the accuracy 
of the statement the Senator has just 
made. The President, acting upon the 
advice of Secretary McNamara, has de- 
cided not to deploy, and has made a 
public statement to that effect, despite 
the recommendation of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff to the contrary. 

Mr. THURMOND. When did the 
President make the decision not to de- 
ploy the antiballistic missile? 

Mr. CLARK. There have been state- 
ment after statement in the press 
throughout the past several months to 
that effect, I shall be glad to document 
it later, if the Senator wishes. Secretary 
McNamara appeared before the Com- 
mittee on Armed Services, of which the 
Senator is a member, and said he was 
opposed to it. 

Mr. THURMOND. The Secretary of 
Defense has said he was opposed to it, 
but the Secretary of Defense, acting with 
the President, has taken the position, as 
I have understood it, that if some ar- 
rangement could not be worked out with 
the Soviets on this issue, then they 
would be forced to employ it, and the 
President has delayed his decision. The 
President, I repeat, has not made the 
decision not to deploy the ABM. 

Mr. President, on page 1 of the Sena- 
tor’s speech he says that the United 
States and Russia have agreed to the de- 
escalation of both offensive and defen- 
sive nuclear weapons. 

The truth is that the United States 
has on numerous occasions indicated its 
willingness to discuss this issue, but the 
Soviet Union has not so agreed and has 
been particularly reluctant to agree to 
a discussion of its defensive systems. 

On page 3 of the Senator’s speech 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. THURMOND. I am delighted to 
yield to the Senator from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I challenge 
the accuracy of the Senator’s statement. 

It has been stated in the public press 
several times that President Johnson 
and Premier Kosygin have agreed, and 
so has Secretary Rusk and Mr. Gromyko, 
to a discussion of both offensive and de- 
fensive missile deescalation. 

At Glassboro, when asked when the 
discussions would commence, Mr. Kosy- 
gin was somewhat evasive about renew- 
ing the discussion in the future. 

These discussions have continued, and 
we have been told this in the Foreign 
Relations Committee on several occa- 
sions. 

The Senator is incorrect in what he 
has just said. 


20419 


Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President the 
Senator is confusing an agreement to 
discuss the matter with an agreement to 
deescalate. 

Mr. CLARK. Will the Senator yield? 

Mr. THURMOND. They may have 
agreed to discuss the matter, but there 
has been no agreement to deescalate, and 
I challenge the Senator to present one. 

Mr. CLARK. I never said there was an 
agreement to deescalate. I never said 
there was anything more than an agree- 
ment to discuss. If the Senator says that 
I said otherwise, he is misquoting. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, on 
page 1 of the speech of the Senator, is 
it not the effect of the statement that the 
United States and Russia have agreed 
to deescalate both offensive and defen- 
sive nuclear weapons? 

Mr. CLARK. No; that is not the effect 
at all. It is merely that they agreed to 
discuss it. 

Mr. THURMOND. I frankly do not look 
for the Soviets to agree to anything, even 
for them to agree to seriously discuss the 
matter. The Soviets are not going to 
agree to anything unless it suits them. 

The goal of the Soviets—and the Sen- 
ator seems to lack a basic understanding 
of this—is to dominate and enslave the 
world. 

The Senator will rue the day when he 
accepts at face value any step that the 
Soviets take in the world today, since 
their policies are all calculated to con- 
tribute to their domination of the world. 

Mr. President, on page 3 of the Sen- 
ator’s speech, it is said that the United 
States and the Soviet Union have reached 
a point of nuclear standoff where nuclear 
war has become unlikely under ordinary 
circumstances. 

The truth is that the point of nuclear 
standoff has, from all indications, been 
eroded because the United States clear 
superiority in offensive capability in rela- 
tion to that of the Soviet Union is in 
jeopardy. An exact “balance” increases 
the chance of nuclear attack or nuclear 
blackmail since the advantage is on the 
side of the first strike, and the U.S. posi- 
tion is that we will never strike first. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. THURMOND. I am pleased to 
yield. 

Mr. CLARK. I take it that the Senator 
does not agree with the testimony given 
by Under Secretary of Defense Vance be- 
fore the disarmament hearings of the 
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations. 

The Senator is quite at liberty to dis- 
agree with Secretary McNamara, with 
President Johnson, and with Mr. Vance. 
That is his right as a U.S. Senator. How- 
ever, I think it should be pointed out that 
he is disagreeing with the leaders of our 
Defense Establishment. 

Mr. THURMOND. I certainly do dis- 
agree with Mr. McNamara, He has made 
more bad decisions than any man who 
has ever been Secretary of Defense, in 
my judgment. And I regret that Presi- 
dent Johnson has so little wisdom as to 
want to follow Mr. McNamara’s judg- 
ment. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. THURMOND, I yield. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I would 
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like to have the Record show my su- 
preme admiration for Secretary Mc- 
Namara. 

Mr. THURMOND, Well I am not sur- 
prised. The Senator’s thinking, I 
imagine, is about in line with the Secre- 
tary’s. 

If Secretary McNamara had his way, 
we would not have very much of a De- 
fense Establishment. About the only 
thing he has produced in his lifetime, 
that I have heard of, is the Edsel. 

On pages 4 and 5 of the Senator’s 
speech, it is said that if the United 
States built and deployed an anti-ballis- 
tic-missile system and then for some rea- 
son it failed at the moment of attack, 
the casualties sustained by the United 
States would be higher than if we had 
not built such a system. 

The truth is that it is impossible to 
sustain an allegation of this nature, as- 
suming that all other factors remain 
constant. Even an absolute failure could 
hardly result in more casualties for the 
United States than our present naked 
status would result in. 

Mr. President, I emphasize again that 
the United States today stands naked, 
completely nude, against an attack by 
missiles. We have no system deployed 
to protect the lives and the safety of the 
American people from nuclear attack 
by ballistic missile. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, it 
is asinine to continue this policy. The 
enemy can shower missile after missile 
in here, and we have nothing with which 
to stop them. 

Why do we not go ahead and build 
the system? We have the know-how. We 
have done the research. We are ready 
to proceed. All we need is the decision 
of the President. He need not wait on 
Mr. McNamara, because I do not believe 
Mr. McNamara would ever on his own 
advise the President to proceed. 

If Mr. McNamara does so advise the 
President, it will be under coercion from 
somebody because down in his heart, I 
understand that he does not believe in 
15 He does not want to spend the money 

or it. 

We are making a great mistake in not 
proceeding in that way. It may cost $20 
million or $30 million. What is $30 
million? 

In Detroit they burned over $200 mil- 
lion of property a few days ago. We can 
spend $30 million, $40 million, or $50 
million and save billions of dollars’ worth 
of property and, more important and 
more precious than that, save 80 million 
or 150 million American lives. 

I say that is worth the cost. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. THURMOND. I yield. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I might 
point out briefly the rationale of my 
statement that if we built an anti-ballis- 
tic-missile system and it did not work, 
more American lives would be lost than 
otherwise. This is based on testimony 
before our Subcommittee on Disarma- 
ment by Secretary Vance and by Dr. Fos- 
ter, the Defense Department's Director of 
Research and Engineering. Both of these 
gentlemen testified that the inevitable 
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result of our constructing an anti-ballis- 
tic-missile defense would be to escalate 
the offensive capabilities of the Soviet 
Union, just as Secretary McNamara has 
indicated that the inevitable effect of the 
Soviet Union’s deploying an anti-bal- 
listic-missile system, ineffective though it 
may be, would be to escalate our offensive 
systems. 

Therefore, if we build such an ABM 
system, it will force the Soviets to build 
a better offensive missile system than 
they now have and we will lose more 
lives. 

This is the uncontradicted testimony 
of the Defense Department before our 
subcommittee. 

I suspect that the Senator from South 
Carolina quite inadvertently said mil- 
lions of dollars when he meant billions 
of dollars. 

I have no doubt that he will correct 
that when he comes to look at the text 
of his remarks. 

Mr, THURMOND. What figure is the 
Senator speaking about? 

Mr. CLARK. The Senator on several 
occasions during his last comment spoke 
about $30 million and $40 million. I am 
sure he meant $30 billion and $40 billion. 

Mr. THURMOND. The Senator is cor- 
rect. If I used the word millions, it should 
have been billions. 

I repeat that if this great Nation, the 
richest in the world, can spend $30 bil- 
lion or $40 billion and save 80 million or 
more American lives and billions of dol- 
lars worth of property, it is a good in- 
vestment. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. THURMOND. I will be glad to 
yield to the distinguished Senator from 
Louisiana. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I recall some 
years ago when we held a session behind 
closed doors and discussed the missile 
program. That was some time ago. Can 
the Senator recall when it was? 

Mr. THURMOND. 1963. 

Mr. CLARK. May I say to my good 
friend, the Senator from Louisiana, that 
I have the floor. Of course, I would be 
happy to yield to him. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Will the Sen- 
ator yield? 

Mr. CLARK. I am happy to yield to 
the Senator from Louisiana, for what- 
ever purpose he wishes, so long as I do 
not lose my right to the floor. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I thank the 
Senator. 

I had gained the impression that the 
Senator from Pennsylvania had yielded 
the floor. 

Mr. CLARK. The Senator from South 
Carolina asked me to yield to him. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. May I say 
to the Senator from South Carolina that 
my understanding was that at that time 
the basis of the argument that we should 
not proceed forthwith to develop an an- 
ti-ballistic-missile system was that the 
services had not adequately perfected 
a sufficiently sophisticated weapon to 
justify building and deploying it. That 
was 4 years ago. 

Mr. THURMOND. The basic argu- 
ment used was that it had not reached 
the necessary state of the art. The Sena- 
tor is correct. That was the excuse given 
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then. The excuse given now is that if you 
build one, it will make the Soviets more 
militant, and they will try to build a 
better one, or they will pursue some other 
course. 

Anyone who knows the Soviets knows 
that they are going to follow their course 
to build the best weapons in the world; 
and if we do not build better ones, they 
will have the advantage, and they would 
not hesitate to attack this country and 
take it over, as they have taken over 
and have behind the Iron Curtain 36 
percent of the world’s population. 

Mr. CLARK. Can the Senator tell me 
whether or not the Soviets are in the 
process of deploying an anti-ballistic- 
missile system? 

Mr. THURMOND. The Soviets already 
have deployed now, at this very moment, 
an ABM system around Leningrad and 
Moscow. It is ready to go. It has been 
developed; it has been deployed. 

We have only carried on research, and 
we have put in money for preproduction 
engineering and development, and Sec- 
cretary McNamara did not even permit 
that appropriation to be obligated. We 
are several years behind the Soviets. It 
would take several years to build and 
deploy a system after a decision had 
been made to proceed. 

The Senator has said, on pages 5 and 6 
and elsewhere in his speech, that the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff have abandoned 
their original plan which involved the 
defense of certain areas by deployment 
around certain cities. That was the al- 
legation. 

The truth is that the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff still are unanimously behind the 
original concept, which involves deploy- 
ment around certain cities which were 
chosen on a basis of factors involving 
optimum defense of maximum security 
interests. No political factors were in- 
volved, and the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
stand unanimously behind this recom- 
mendation. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. THURMOND. I am pleased to 
yield. 

Mr. CLARK. I thank my friend the 
Senator from South Carolina for his 
constant courtesy in yielding to me. 

I would challenge the accuracy of the 
Senator’s statement. I believe I can pro- 
duce a number of press releases from the 
Pentagon in recent weeks which would 
make it pretty clear that they have got- 
ten away from the plan to defend the 
cities and are now speaking of a much 
different system, which will be con- 
centrated around missile sites instead of 
around cities. 

In all friendliness, I would not agree 
with the statement the Senator has just 
made about the present position of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
spoke today, over the telephone, with 
General Wheeler, the Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, and I asked him, 
Do the Joint Chiefs of Staff still stand 
behind the ABM system? Do they still 
want it? Do they still recommend it?” 

He said, We do.” 

They have unanimously recommended 
it for the last 2 years. Every member of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff has recom- 
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mended it. Mr. McNamara has not 
recommended it. This great military 
figure, McNamara, is not in favor of it. 
He wants to save a few dollars, he says. 
But, Mr. President, he is gambling with 
the lives of American citizens when he 
does not go forward. 

It was not a political decision. I asked 
General Wheeler if these cities were 
chosen from a political standpoint, and 
he said, “Absolutely not.” He said the 
Army chose those cities, that the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff reviewed them and ap- 
proved them. 

I said, “Did any politics enter into it?” 

He said, “Absolutely not.” 

Now, the Senator, on page 6—— 

Mr. CLARK. Before the Senator pro- 
ceeds, Mr. President, will he yield? 

Mr. THURMOND. I am pleased to 
yield. 

Mr. CLARK. I do not question that the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff still favor the de- 
ployment of an anti-ballistic-missile sys- 
tem. What I do question seriously—and 
I wish the Senator would produce an 
up-to-date statement from General 
Wheeler—if that they are still proposing 
to defend 25 or 50 cities of their own 
choosing. 

Mr. THURMOND. I spoke with Gen- 
eral Wheeler about that, and he said the 
Army chose those cities, that the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff reviewed them, that the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff approved them. 
There was no politics involved, in spite 
of the insinuation in the speech of the 
Senator from Pennsylvania to the con- 
trary. 

On page 6 of his speech, the Senator 
says: 

Second, as a practical political matter, the 
idea that the Joint Chiefs of Staff would be 
responsible for choosing the 25 or 50 cities 
had to be quickly abandoned after it be- 
came public information that one of the 
cities would be Charleston, South Carolina, 
a town of 81,400 inhabitants and the home 
of the chairman of the House Armed Serv- 
ices Committee. 


Mr. President, that is absolutely in- 
correct. The facts are just as I have 
stated—the Army chose these cities. 
They did not have to abandon any plan. 
What is mentioned here about the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff plan being abandoned is 
absolutely incorrect. I asked General 
Wheeler about that. 

Some weeks ago, the distinguished 
Senator from Pennsylvania referred to 
this matter on the floor. He was wrong 
then, and he is wrong now. He said, 
speaking of Charleston, “81,400 inhabi- 
tants.” If the Senator knows anything 
about an ABM, he knows it covers more 
than Charleston. Charleston and the 
suburbs alone contain more than 300,000 
people. Why does he want to say 81,400 
right in the corporate limits of Charles- 
ton, when North Charleston has a larger 
population than the city of Charleston— 
and it is not incorporated—and the en- 
tire area around there contains more 
than 300,000 people? In addition to pop- 
ulation density factors there are many 
defense essential installations to be con- 
sidered. It is not only for the good people 
of Charleston, although it would be 
worth while to build the system for them. 
Here is what you have: 

Headquarters of the 6th Naval Dis- 
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trict, the Polaris submarine base, the 
naval shipyard, the naval base, head- 
quarters of the Atlantic Mine Fleet, the 
mine warfare school, the Military Air- 
lift Command, the naval ammunition 
depot, the Army transportation depot, 
the Veterans’ Administration hospital, 
the naval hospital. 

These are all defense installations, lo- 
cated in and around Charleston. And the 
anti-ballistic-missile system could well be 
deployed there to protect these vital de- 
fense installations, but this is not, by 
itself, the only factor involved in placing 
an ABM installation in the Charleston 
vicinity. 

At that location is the only Polaris 
submarine base in the United States. 
One is being built on the west coast, but 
this is the only one now, and the main 
one, and it will continue to be the main 
one. It will be the only one on the east 
coast. It is worth protecting. Our Polaris 
submarine is one of the most powerful 
weapons we have, one of the most im- 
portant; and if you are going to put an 
ABM anywhere, it should be put in that 
area. 

I was surprised that the Senator 
criticized the distinguished chairman of 
the House Armed Services Committee. It 
was Representative Rivers who helped to 
save the naval shipyard in Philadelphia. 
It probably would not be there now if it 
had not been for Representative Rivers. 

In addition to the Federal installations 
I have mentioned, there are Parris 
Island, the Marine Corps Recruit Depot; 
the Beaufort Marine Air Corps Air Sta- 
tion; the Beaufort Naval Hospital. The 
ABM would protect those Federal instal- 
lations. 

North about 80 or 90 miles, in the lower 
part of Aiken and in parts of Allendale 
and Barnwell Counties, is the great 
Savannah River atomic energy plant, 
which is most vital to our Nation. The 
ABM would protect that. 

There is the Citadel in Charleston 
which is training young men and Reserve 
officers and which is a great asset to 
our national defense. There is the Port 
of Charleston, which is one of the finest 
natural ports in the United States, which 
would be of extreme importance to the 
United States in time of war, and is cer- 
tainly important from a commercial 
standpoint at all times. 

There are all of these Federal and 
State installations and yet the Senator 
from Pennsylvania wants to insinuate 
that the reason that Charleston, S.C., 
was chosen was because it is the home 
of the chairman of the Armed Services 
Committee of the House of Representa- 
tives. That insinuation is false and it is 
not true. The Senator from Pennsylvania 
is not fair to him when he makes such 
an insinuation. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, the able 
and distinguished senior Senator from 
South Carolina is also a major general 
in the U.S. Army, is he not? 

Mr. THURMOND. In the Reserve. 

Mr. CLARK. I thank the Senator for 
his candid answer. 

Mr. THURMOND. And I am proud 
of it. 

Mr. CLARK. I am a colonel in the Air 
Force, I might say. I am happy to yield 
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the floor to the senior Senator from 
South Carolina. 

Mr. THURMOND. I wish to thank the 
Senator for his courtesy. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from South Carolina is recognized. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, on 
page 7 of his address, the Senator states 
that we could launch a “preemptive” at- 
tack against Red China, upon any in- 
dication that she intended to attack us 
with nuclear weapons. 

The truth is that the first likely indi- 
cation that we would have of any such 
attack by Red China would be after it 
was too late to prevent the launching of 
the attack and would be disastrous if 
we had no defense against the incoming 
missiles. Also, I am very surprised to hear 
the senior Senator from Pennsylvania 
suggest that we consider a preemptive 
strike against any country short of an 
all-out attack against us, since that ap- 
pears to me to be contrary to every posi- 
tion he has ever taken. It would avail 
the United States very little to destroy 
Red China after they had loosed a nu- 
clear attack against the United States 
against which we were defenseless. 

On page 7 of the speech it is alleged 
that the Joint Chiefs of Staff are now 
using Red China as the justification for 
an ABM deployment. 

The truth is that this is plainly con- 
trary to the facts. The Joint Chiefs of 
Staff justified deployment of an ABM on 
the military threat from all our potential 
adversaries. While they must take into 
account the new threat which Red China 
has developed, the original justification 
against the threat posed by the Soviet 
Union is certainly still valid. 

Mr. President, in closing I wish to re- 
peat that there is nothing more impor- 
tant that this Nation can do to build 
up our strategic military posture and 
protect this Nation than to build an anti- 
ballistic-missile system. The anti-ballis- 
tic-missile system will be a deterrent to 
an attack because if we have such a sys- 
tem, then the Soviets and Red China will 
know and other Communist nations will 
know that if we can incapacitate their 
missiles they will hesitate a long time 
in launching any attack because, al- 
though some of their missiles might get 
through, they would not be totally effec- 
tive. They would know that if they were 
to begin such an attack that we could 
still respond in kind and that would be 
a double deterrent, and I say that would 
help stave off a war. 

Mr. President, I thank the distin- 
guished Senator from Pennsylvania for 
yielding to me and allowing me to re- 
spond to the many erroneous statements 
made in his speech. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, the senior 
Senator from South Carolina, in addi- 
tion to being a good friend of mine, is 
always very courteous to me. It was a 
pleasure to yield to him. It does not sur- 
prise him any more than it does me that 
we do not see eye to eye, but that is one 
of the reasons for having a democratic 
institution such as the Senate. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have printed in the Recorp an 
editorial which was published in the 
Toronto Globe and Mail on July 13, 1967, 
entitled “Super Megaton Madness.” 
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There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


[From the Toronto Globe and Mail, July 13, 
j 1967] 


SUPER MEGATON MADNESS 


Perhaps the gloomiest remarks made by 
Soviet Premier Alexei Kosygin in his press 
conference after the Glassboro summit meet- 
ing were on the subject of missile defenses. 
Refore the meeting President Lyndon John- 
son said he hoped for agreement to prevent 
a race to install costly systems of anti-inter- 
continental ballistic missiles (ABMs). A 
journalist asked Mr. Kosygin if there could 
be safeguards for such an agreement, and 
his reply showed that he and President John- 
son could not have been talking the same 
strategic language. 

Mr. Kosygin said he was willing to talk 
about complete disarmament, but not about 
preventing this sort of race. ABMs, he said, 
were a defensive weapon; and the world 
would be worse, not better, off if the money 
saved on ABMs were spent on aggressive 
weapons. 

It is a characteristic remark. But it is total- 
ly at cross-purposes with the approach of 
United States Defense Secretary Robert Mc- 
Namara, and its effects can be seen this week 
in increasing pressure on Washington to 
launch its own ABM program, which would 
cost $40 billion over 10 years. The Russians 
have already spent $4 billion in ABM defenses 
around Moscow and Leningrad. 

This pressure has been building up for 
months, with the Joint Chiefs of Staff lead- 
ing some influential senators against the 
McNamara school. But extra weight was 
added on Tuesday by a study signed by four 
former top generals and Dr. Edward Teller, 
the nuclear scientist. In their report to a 
congressional committee they raised the 
bogey that by 1971 Russia would enjoy a 
massive advantage in the nuclear megaton- 
nage it could theoretically drop on the United 
States in an all-out war. 

They argued that an ABM system had to be 
built to give the President two options in a 
crisis. Since the United States had declared 
it would never initiate a nuclear war, they 
complained that at present we have no de- 
fense other than our threat to strike back.” 

They are, in fact, as far away from Mr. 
McNamara’s thinking as Mr. Kosygin is. The 
Defense Secretary has argued for years the 
only true defense is an “invulnerable second 
strike” system, for it would deter the initial 
enemy move. He describes an ABM system as 
an offensive scheme because it encourages 
a power to think it cannot suffer a retalia- 
tory attack. He once went so far as to say 
“the sooner the better” to the idea Russia 
might achieve full second-strike capacity; 
and his critics derided him, saying he should 
give Moscow some Polaris submarines forth- 
with. 

Yet, if anyone makes sense in the mad 
world of missiles, surely Mr. McNamara does. 
The ABM system would, as the Chiefs of Staff 
themselves calculated, only save one-quarter 
of the American population from nuclear 
death. Tuesday’s congressional study esti- 
mated that by 1971 Russia could have 50,000 
“deliverable megatons.” That is exactly 21, 
million times the amount of TNT required 
to equal the Hiroshima atomic explosion. 

Obviously that would go far beyond the 
borders of saturation and “overkill.” 

The ABM argument in Washington cannot 
be isolated from other developments. If the 
McNamara line is abandoned in favor of an 
ABM escalation, it could mean further delays 
before anyone signs a nuclear non-prolifera- 
tion treaty, with non-nuclear nations be- 
coming more suspicious of the big powers. 

It would also offer extra arguments for the 
Kremlin hawks, whose struggle with Mr. 
Kosygin and President Nikolai Podgorny was 
described yesterday in a New York Times 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


report. Some influential Americans are argu- 
ing that now more than ever, the Russian 
doves need an achievement to point to if 
hope of big-power co-operation is to survive: 
de-escalation of the Vietnam war, some stride 
toward a Middle East settlement that would 
salvage Arab pride and justify Mr. Kosygin’s 
cautious tactics. Either is urgently needed; 
either would be a better defense than ABMs. 


RESPONSE TO THE NEW YORK 
TIMES EDITORIAL 


Mr. DIRKSEN.. Mr. President, on 
July 26, 1967, there appeared in the New 
York Times an editorial under the cap- 
tion While Cities Burn.“ I am men- 
tioned in this editorial, and not par- 
ticularly in the happiest and most favor- 
able way. I presume it comes about be- 
cause of a statement made by the Re- 
publican National Coordinating Com- 
mittee. Frankly, I did not prepare that 
statement nor was I on the subcommittee 
that did so, but there was an allusion to 
factories that manufacture Molotov 
cocktails and, of course, that must have 
aggravated the pink-shirted editorial 
writers who sit in the ivory tower on 
Times Square and write these things. 

Mr. President, I presume that the lines 
of communication between the editorial 
department and the city desk have evi- 
dently fallen down and are out of order, 
or it could be that a Berlin Wall has 
been suddenly erected between these two 
divisions of this great newspaper and it 
has become one of these huge unman- 
ageable, and uncontrollable conglomer- 
ates. We could use that phrase in the 
Antitrust Subcommittee. 

If the editors of the New York Times 
had bothered to read their own news- 
paper on Tuesday, July 18, 1967, they 
would have discovered an article in that 
newspaper with a caption which looks 
to me as if it is at least three centimeters 
high, and the title is “Arson ‘Factory’ 
Discovered Here.“ The subheadline is 
“Brooklyn Marshals Seize Cache of Fire 
Bombs.” The first line of the article 
states: 

A Molotoy cocktail “factory” was discov- 
ered in a vacant building in the Brownsville 
Section of Brooklyn yesterday by two fire 
marshals cruising the area in search of 
arsonists. 


Mr. President, it is rather curious that 
the editors who wrote this editorial had 
forgotten to read the paper just 9 days 
earlier. With its headline, how could 
they miss? I think I should dispatch a 
note of sympathy to the New York Times 
and tell them it should be prescribed 
reading for the editorial department to 
take a look at their own newspaper now 
and then and see what the reporters 
dish up. 

In connection with my remarks, even 
though it is very uncomplimentary, I 
like to have the world know all these 
things they say about me. 

Because the statement was so misleading 
and so irresponsible, Senator Dirksen, that 
thick-skinned, battle-hardened political vet- 
eran, evidently could not bring himself to 
face up to a defense of it to skeptical re- 
porters and ran away from his own press 
conference. 


Now, I shall tell what happened. I did 
get up at the press conference, and when 
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I did get up in the press conference in 
our press gallery at 5 o’clock on Tuesday 
and a reporter said to me, “Well, it looks 
like you are getting a little sensitive,” 
I said, “I am not getting sensitive; I 
haven’t lost my cool; there are times 
when I want to show my unspeakable 
contempt for somebody, and that is when 
I get up in a meeting and walk out.” 

So, Mr. President, there is the whole 
story. That battle-scarred, political 
veteran from Illinois does not run out 
for or on or about anyone, including the 
New York Times. The New York Times 
ig not count for much, out where I 

ve. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have printed in the Recorp the 
editorial and article referred to, so that 
the wise, the prudent, and the self-re- 
liant people of Illinois will know what 
Times Square, or at least some pink- 
shirted editorial writer, thinks about me. 
I want them to know it. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
and article were ordered to be printed 
in the Recorp, as follows: 


[From the New York Times, July 26, 1967] 
WHILE CITIES Burn 


The nation has cause for deep concern if 
the leaders of both political parties are un- 
able to forget political considerations when 
murder, arson and looting are sweeping some 
of its major cities. This grave domestic crisis 
demands a level and a quality of mature 
leadership that have been shocking in their 
absence. 

Because he holds the highest office and 
therefore bears the highest responsibility 
both to act and to set an example, President 
Johnson offended most conspicuously in his 
pussyfooting response to the debacle in 
Detroit. He shilly-shallied for several hours 
in ordering the Army units into action in 
the city despite the pleas of local officials 
that troops were urgently needed. And when 
he did act, Mr. Johnson issued a proclama- 
tion and a personal statement both of which 
were clearly designed to place the entire poli- 
tical responsibility on Governor Romney. 

It is no disgrace to either the Governor, a 
Republician, or to Mayor Cavanagh, a Demo- 
crat, that the situation in Detroit slipped out 
of local and state control. The fact that 
Governor Romney may be the Republican 
Presidential candidate next year may explain 
but cannot excuse President Johnson's 
nervous political posturing at this critical 
time. 

But if the President’s conduct was hesitant 
and strangely lacking in the quality of lead- 
ership, the statement issued by the Repub- 
lican Coordinating Committee is a flagrant 
outrage. It is the most transparent kind of 
seedy politics to assert that these terribly 
difficult and complex problems, decades and 
even centuries in the making, have erupted 
“since the present Administration took 
office.” 

This shabby statement insults the nation’s 
intelligence when it asserts that President 
Johnson's veto of a loosely drafted “crime- 
control bill” for the District of Columbia 
contributed to an upheaval a thousand miles 
away in Detroit or that the ludicrous anti- 
rioting bill already passed by the House 
would do the slightest bit of good. 

“The root causes of discontent,” the state- 
ment declares, “are of immediate and con- 
tinuing concern to all of us.” The Republi- 
can leaders nowhere state what those “root 
causes” are. There is not a single word about 
jobs, housing, health care, education or oth- 
er urban problems. Instead, the statement is 
replete with demagogic tales about unspeci- 
fied factories manufacturing Molotov cock- 
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tails and unidentified riot organizers touring 
the country. 

Because the statement was so misleading 
and so irresponsible, Senator Dirksen, that 
thick-skinned, battle-hardened political vet- 
eran, evidently could not bring himself to 
face up to a defense of it to skeptical report- 
ers and ran away from his own press con- 
ference. It is no credit to either of them 
that former Governor Dewey shared in the 
drafting of this document and that former 
President Eisenhower associated his name 
with it. 

It now appears that Congress will appoint 
a bipartisan joint committee to inquire into 
the riots. More good would be accomplished 
if the conservatives in both parties would re- 
examine their consciences and their voting 
records on the model cities bill, the rent- 
subsidy program, the rat-control bill, and 
many other measures before Congress. The 
new committee can accomplish little if its 
members from both parties do not rise above 
the execrable level established by Washing- 
ton’s political leaders in recent days. 

— EDITOR. 


[From the New York Times, July 18, 1967] 


ARSON FACTORY DISCOVERED HERE—BROOKLYN 
MARSHALS SEIZE CACHE oF FIRE BOMBS 


A Molotov cocktail “factory” was dis- 
covered in a vacant building in the Browns- 
ville section of Brooklyn yesterday by two 
fire marshals cruising the area in search 
of arsonists, 

Fire Department officials said the fire 
bombs being manufactured in the vacant 
building at 238 Amboy Street were “very 
professional” and capable of exploding on 
impact “like napalm.” 

The neighborhood has had a rash of fires 
in recent months that authorities said had 
been started by volatile liquids such as gaso- 
line or kerosene. 

In early June, a Fire Department official 
said, there were five such “incendiary” 
blazes in a single night on a single block 
near the site of the fire bomb factory. 

The factory was found by Fire Marshals 
John Connell and Michael Proust, who were 
among a group of marshals assigned to 
patrol the neighborhood in recent weeks. 


SAW YOUTH SCATTER 


As the marshals drove along Amboy Street 
near Blake Avenue in an unmarked car, they 
saw a group of 8 or 10 youths scatter from a 
burned out two-story frame building. 

On closer investigation, the marshals 
smelled heavy gasoline fumes and found 
bottles and rags—two ingredients of Molotov 
cocktails—on the building stoop. 

Mr. Proust pursued the youths but was 
unable to seize any of them. Mr. Connell 
went inside. 

“I couldn’t believe it,” he said in describing 
what he found there. 

The house contained four completed Molo- 
tov cocktails, three almost completed ones, 
two dozen empty bottles, rags to provide 
wicks, tar to seal the neck of the fire bombs 
and seven gallons of gasoline, which neigh- 
bors said had been siphoned from parked 
cars. 

Chief Fire Marshall Vincent M. Canty said 
there had been “a terrible rash of incendiary 
fires in vacant buildings” in the neighbor- 
hood recently. He said three men were ar- 
rested on arson charges during the last few 
weeks. 

Another fire official said that hardly a night 
went by in the area without at least one or 
two blazes set by fire bombs or volatile fluids. 

The official said most of the blazes were 
touched off in vacant buildings by young 
vandals who tossed fire bombs from roofs. 


ADDITIONAL ROUTINE BUSINESS 


By unanimous consent, the following 
additional routine business was trans- 
acted. 
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THE PRESIDENT, COMMONSENSE, 
AND VIETNAM 


Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, the prob- 
lem for President Johnson in Vietnam is 
what to do now, not what we should have 
done in 1954 or in 1960. And what hap- 
pens now in Vietnam is:closely related to 
what will happen in Asia and other parts 
of the world. 

These are the conclusions of Dr. Ernest 
W. Lefever, a Protestant clergyman and 
a foreign relations expert, writing in a 
recent issue of the Catholic World. 

Dr. Lefever rightly notes that in Viet- 
nam “we are not masters of our destiny.” 
He continues: 

Dean Rusk wisely reminded the rationalists 
and those who want America to control sig- 
nificant slices of history that “we are not 
the only ones writing the scenario” in South- 
east Asia. 


Why are we in Vietnam? Dr. Lefever 
answers this question by pointing out 
that “our global strategy is designed to 
protect the interests of the United States 
and to create an international order 
conducive to peaceful change.” He adds: 

We believe that holding the line on the 
postwar settlements in Europe and Asia will 
give all states, particularly the newer and 
weaker ones, a better chance to develop po- 
litically and economically. Holding the line 
against Communist expansion by military 
means is not a creative task, but it does pro- 
vide a shield for constructive change. 


He notes that this shield has succeeded 
in helping the development of such na- 
tions as Japan, South Korea, Greece, 
Formosa, Iran, West Germany, and other 
countries around the world. 

Why does Dr. Lefever support Presi- 
dent Johnson’s policies in Vietnam? 

I regard our involvement as wholly just. 
In religious terms our present policy seems 
to me to be the lesser of available evils and, 
as such, merits my understanding and criti- 
cal support. This will be my position until 
I can see a politically feasible alternative 
which promises more for the long-suffering 
people of Vietnam and the larger interests of 
international security. 


I commend Dr. Lefever for his cogent 
views on the Vietnam situation. I believe 
his excellent article is vitally important 
reading for all Americans who seek a 
greater understanding about the reasons 
why our Government is supporting the 
integrity and sovereignty of the people 
of South Vietnam. I ask unanimous con- 
sent that it be printed in the Recorp. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

[From the Catholic World, May 1967] 

VIETNAM: JOINING THE ISSUES 
(By Ernest W. Lefever) 

Our present policy seems to me to be the 
lesser of available evils. 

The protracted debate on American in- 
volvement in Vietnam has suffered from too 
much spot news, too many slogans, and too 
little attention to the political premises of 
the protagonists. The public demonstrations 
and Presidential petitions are designed for 
pressure, and we should not expect them to 
clarify the issues. Unfortunately, many of 
the church pronouncements and exchanges 
among religious leaders have been little 
better than the slogans of the picket line. 
There are notable exceptions. But in much of 
the serious exchange the issues of our tragic 
and consequential involvement are often not 
joined because the debaters fail to make 
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clear their assumptions about political reali- 
ties and priorities in Southeast Asia and 
their understanding of America’s role in the 
world. (I assume that all decent Americans 
want justice, freedom, and peace for the 
people of North and South Vietnam, and 
that the basic moral issue is one of means, 
not of ends.) 

This nonchalance about expressing one's 
working assumptions is illustrated by the 
preoccupation of some critics of United 
States policy with specific policies, such as 
bombing in the North or defoliation in the 
demilitarized zone. They tend to cite policies 
they oppose as reasons against being in Viet- 
nam when they really believe that our mili- 
tary presence there is fundamentally unjust 
or unnecessary. This confusion between one’s 
views on particular tactics and one’s views on 
the basic rightness or wrongness of an 
American military role has obscured the 
moral and political issues in the debate. 

Closely related to this fascination with 
tactics, abetted by episodic reporting some- 
times more interested in the sensational than 
the significant, is a widespread tendency to 
violate the facts with easy slogans, The 
term “indiscriminate bombing,” for example, 
is often used indiscriminately. 

Whether one opposes or approves United 
States bombing in the North, it is in fact the 
most discriminating bombing in the history 
of aerial warfare. It is restricted to a limited 
number of military targets which do not 
even include military airfields. As of this 
writing, President Johnson has prohibited 
the bombing of Russian MIGs on the ground. 
Despite the precision of United States bomb- 
ing there has been a small number of civilian 
casualties, but nothing compared with any 
previous bombing. The President has pub- 
licly regretted any injury to civilians and 
damage to civilian property. 

In the South there is an entirely different 
situation, occasioned largely by the delib- 
erate policy of the Vietcong to use civilians 
(including women and children) as a pro- 
tective cover for their military and terror 
activities. For this reason the Americans go 
to extraordinary measures (I. e., beyond eny- 
thing in previous warfare) to protect civil- 
ians, including warning, safe conduct, evac- 
uation, resettlement, emergency relief, eco- 
nomic assistance, and medical care. These 
measures, undertaken for political and hu- 
manitarian reasons, often interfere with 
military efficiency and result in greater 
United States casualties. No national army 
in history has operated under stricter rules 
of political self-restraint than the Americans 
in Vietnam. Even so, there are, regretfully, 
thousands of civilian casualties. 

On the other side, the Communists have a 
deliberate policy of systematically murder- 
ing or kidnapping key civilian leaders to 
gain control over the population. This cam- 
paign is directed primarily against the 
teachers, medical workers, village chiefs, ag- 
ricultural workers, and the intelligentsia, In 
a seven-month period in 1966 more than 
3,000 civilians were victims of Vietcong ter- 
ror. 
The profound difference between the 
American and the Vietcong practices toward 
civilians should be recognized by every hon- 
est observer, but this does not mean the 
American cause is just. Such a judgment 
must be based on larger political and moral 
factors. It means only that we have tried to 
maintain the classical moral distinction be- 
tween combatant and noncombatant in an 
extremely difficult situation. 

An understanding of what is is a prereq- 
uisite for understanding what ought to be. 
Too little attention has been given to the 
political realities in Vietnam. The United 
States combat role as an ally of Saigon is 
based on the assumption that both North 
and South Vietnam are de facto states with 
the rights and obligations of statehood. I 
believe this assumption is essentially cor- 
rect. The Republic of South Vietnam is rec- 
ognized as an independent state by about 
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sixty governments. It is not simply a tem- 
porary zone, and the conflict between the 
North and South is not a civil war. The Ge- 
neva Accords of 1954 referred to zones pri- 
marily to preserve the claims of both Hanoi 
and Saigon to sovereignty over the whole 
of Vietnam. The legal experts may argue this 
point, but one’s view on it is crucial to one’s 
analysis, 

The Hanoi regime has flagrantly violated 
the most elementary rule of accepted state 
behavior. It has sent tens of thousands of 
soldiers across an international border to 
overthrow the government of a neighboring 
state. This indirect aggression and subver- 
sion is complicated by the presence of a 
strong insurgency movement in the South. 
In moral and political terms, however, it is 
very similar to the aggression of North Ko- 
rea across the 38th parallel. Even if it could 
be demonstrated that the so-called National 
Liberation Front (Vietcong) in the South 
was not essentially an instrument of Hanoi, 
Hanoi would still be an aggressor by any 
commonsense definition of the term. 

The Saigon government has a right to de- 
fend itself against enemies from within and 
from without. Enemies may be defined as 
any political-military forces seeking to over- 
throw the government by force. The internal 
picture is very murky. The Communist states 
regard the Vietcong as the legitimate repre- 
sentative of the people. We and most of the 
world regard Saigon as the nearest approxi- 
mation to legitimacy in that tortured and 
chaotic land. Incidentally, we also regard 
Hanoi as the legitimate government in the 
North, Neither the Ky government nor the 
Vietcong has overwhelming popular sup- 
port, but I believe an election unfettered by 
fear and terror would give a margin to Ky, 
perhaps even a substantial margin. 

Be that as it may, our government has 
decided to assist Saigon and not the Com- 
munists. However weak and unpopular suc- 
cessive Saigon regimes may have been, I be- 
lieve Saigon represents a better chance for 
creating order and justice than do the Com- 
munists. I believe the monstrous means of 
the Vietcong will betray justice and freedom 
just as they were betrayed by Stalin and are 
now being betrayed by Peking. 

Even if one agrees that Saigon represents 
the better of two less than satisfactory 
political options, ome can argue that the 
Vietnamese should fight it out themselves. 
This is a plausible argument, at least in 
the abstract. But the fact is we are there 
with a massive combat presence, and this 
fact is more important than how we got 
there. Moral and political responsibility 
starts with the existential situation. We 
cannot escape our dilemma by insisting that 
we shouldn't be there. This is virtually what 
George Kennan suggested before the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee last year: “If 
we were not already involved as we are to- 
day in Vietnam. I would know of no reason 
why we should wish to become so involved.” 
The implication is that we are responsible 
only for those situations we deliberately de- 
cide to get into. Life is not that rational. 

Our greatest moral problems, personal and 
international, arise out of circumstances we 
did not choose to be in, We are not masters 
of our destiny. Dean Rusk wisely reminded 
the rationalists and those who want America 
to control significant slices of history that 
“we are not the only ones writing the 
scenario” in Southeast Asia. 

The problem for President Johnson is what 
to do now, not what we should have done in 
1954 or 1960. The history of our increasing 
involvement is not unimportant. It says 
something about the nature of the situation 
today. We are involved in Vietnam for many 
reasons. We have been trapped by the web 
of circumstance. We have also made delib- 
erate decisions, some wise and some foolish. 
We have made mistakes. We have misread 
events. But, fundamentally, we are in Viet- 
nam because of our sense of responsibility for 
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maintaining the peace. More specifically, 
since 1945 Washington has with remarkable 
consistency sought to uphold the integrity 
of postwar arrangements in Europe, Asia and 
the Middle East. Our policy assumes that 
stability and the chance for constructive 
change are enhanced if the major Commu- 
nist powers, their allies, or any other states 
are prevented from breaching these lines by 
military force. 

Any such breach upsets the precarious 
balance of power which has permitted many 
states, old and new, to pursue their political 
and social objectives in peace. This is the 
meaning of our resistance to aggression in 
Korea, the Truman Doctrine in Greece and 
Turkey, and NATO itself. 

Under the SEATO pact in 1954, the United 
States and its allies pledged to guarantee 
existing state frontiers in Southeast Asia, 
including the line of demarcation in Viet- 
nam. This pledge has been reaffirmed by three 
Presidents. If it was right for us to draw the 
line at Checkpoint Charlie and the 38th 
parallel, is it not right for us to attempt to 
stop the military expansion of Hanoi, sup- 
ported by Moscow and Peking, at the 17th 
parallel? Here is where rules come in. With- 
out apology I believe that respect for inter- 
national frontiers provide the best chance 
for peace and uncoerced self-determination. 

Because of its great power and position, 
the United States has a major responsibility 
for assisting small states who request help 
when their survival is threatened by external 
military aggression or subversion. Even if 
Russia and China were not supporting Hanoi, 
and even if Hanoi were not a Communist 
state, in one fundamental respect the prob- 
lem would be the same—aggression should 
not be rewarded. Appeasement leads neither 
to peace nor justice. 

The issues in Vietnam are far more com- 
plex than old-fashioned aggression, but the 
moral and legal justification for American 
combat presence is based largely on the 
military expansion of the Hanoi regime into 
South Vietnam. The moral problems of our 
military presence with respect to the civil 
war in the South, insofar as that struggle can 
be disentangled from Hanoi, are in some re- 
spects even more difficult; they are not dis- 
cussed in this brief article. 

Senator Fulbright rightly reminds us of 
the temptation of the powerful to become 
arrogant. I have seen very little evidence of 
arrogance at the upper reaches of our gov- 
ernment—the mood is more one of respon- 
sibility and anguish, even humility. 

Some observers believe that there is too 
much anguish and hand-wringing, perhaps 
because of an unacknowledged and misdi- 
rected sense of guilt over Hiroshima and our 
domestic race situation. I cannot believe we 
are in Vietnam for reasons of prestige or 
economic advantage. Neither our doctrine 
nor our practice support the idea of an 
American empire. We are eager, perhaps too 
eager, to withdraw our power in some places 
where it is still needed and desired. 

Nor are we in Vietnam for strategic ad- 
vantage, narrowly defined. To say we are 
there for strategic reasons begs the question. 
Strategy is not an end, but a means for 
achieving our foreign policy objectives. Our 
global strategy is designed to protect the 
interests of the United States and to create 
an international order conducive to peaceful 
change. We believe that holding the line on 
the postwar settlements in Europe and Asia 
will give all states, particularly the newer 
and weaker ones, a better chance to develop 
politically and economically. Holding the line 
against Communist expansion by military 
means is not a creative task, but it does pro- 
vide a shield for constructive change. We 
have seen such a change, assisted by Amer- 
ican aid, in Japan, South Korea, Formosa, 
Greece, Turkey, Iran, West Germany, and 
fifty other countries around the world. 

We are not the masters of history in South- 
east Asia, or even in South Vietnam. The 
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most we can hope to do is to help create 
minimal conditions for the development of 
viable political and economic life. We are 
not a self-appointed world policeman. But 
from time to time we will be called upon to 
act as an emergency rescue squad for a 
small country whose existence is gravely 
threatened. This is not a happy role. It is a 
heavy burden. 

We should not expect too much too soon 
in the newer states, most of which are rent 
by tribalism, factionalism, and other en- 
demic centrifugal forces. What these states 
need is stability. Order is the prerequisite 
of elementary justice, A legitimate regime 
cannot evolve without a minimal degree of 
security. Some critics of our Vietnam policy 
insist that the Saigon regime become demo- 
cratic before we assist it. 

This is a preposterous demand. Half the 
states of the world do not have popular or 
democratic governments in the Anglo-Saxon 
sense, though most of them go through the 
ritual. Political democracy is a rare achieve- 
ment. It cannot be created by flat. It can 
never be imposed from the outside. 

We have limited moral and political lever- 
age over Premier Ky. This is as it should 
be. In a remarkably frank statement last 
January 22, Senator Fulbright declared that 
if the Ky government “won’t do what we tell 
them to do, we could get a new government. 
He's there only because we put him in.” In 
reply, Ky called Fulbright a “colonialist.” 
The Senator’s statement was arrogant and 
factually wrong. Even the mighty United 
States lacks the power to install and depose 
prime ministers. Ky came into power and 
has exercised authority in Saigon as a re- 
sult of many forces, one of which was Wash- 
ington. 

We obviously have some influence in South 
Vietnam, but it is arrogant and dangerous 
to exaggerate our leverage. It is morally in- 
admissible to throw our weight around in 
another state that has requested military or 
economic assistance. Senator Robert Ken- 
nedy was wholly out of place when he told 
Saigon that the Vietcong should be repre- 
sented in a future government. The compo- 
sition of a future regime is for the Vietcong 
to decide. 

All we can do is help create enough sta- 
bility so that the internal political choices 
will be free of terror and intimidation. We 
have no right to treat any ally as if it were 
a puppet or an occupied country. 

It is a great irony that small allies tend 
to have more leverage over their powerful 
partners than the other way around, in spite 
of Machiavelli’s admonition that a big state 
should never permit a small ally to make a 
decision for it. One might say that this is 
what small allies are for! 

Another form of ce among some 
critics of America’s Vietnam policy is to give 
Asia a lower priority than Europe. George 
Kennan told the Fulbright committee that 
“Vietnam is not a region of major military, 
industrial importance. It would be difficult 
to believe that any decisive developments of 
the world situation would be determined in 
normal circumstances by what happens on 
that territory.” 

It is difficult to know precisely what he 
means by this vague statement, but Kennan 
seems to say that military and industrial 
considerations should take precedence over 
the right of the people of South Vietnam to 
determine their destiny free from outside 
military aggression. Kennan's further refer- 
ence to Vietnam as “a grievous misplacement 
of emphasis” in American forelgn policy 
smacks of a subtle condescension toward 
Southeast Asia. 

One need not buy any mechanistic domino 
theory to recognize that what happens in 
Vietnam is tied closely to what is happening 
and will happen in Asia and other parts of 
the world. Who doubts that the events of 
Indonesia during the past year, which give 
some hope of greater justice in that sprawl- 
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ing archipelago, would have been possible 
without the sustained American military 
presence in Vietnam? 

Who believes that the peoples of South 
Vietnam, Thailand and Burma would be able 
to express freely their right of self-determi- 
nation if the United States quit Vietnam 
under conditions that could be construed as 
a victory for the Communist strategy of in- 
surgency and terror? 

“If American troops were removed from 
South Vietnam tomorrow, the Vietcong, 
North Vietnamese troops, the Chinese and 
North Korean troops would overrun South 
Vietnam, Thailand, Malaysia, the Philippine 
Islands and South Korea. And that would 
not be the end. Other countries in Asia would 
soon similarly be overrun. Africa and even 
Europe would not be safe.” This warning by 
Dr. H. Kamuzu Banda, President of Malawi, 
may be overdrawn, but it is difficult to deny 
the indivisibility of peace. 

If the fragile fabric of peace can be rent 
with impunity by larger or smaller states 
motivated by messianic and expansionist am- 
bitions, whether Communist or Fascist, will 
we not face a new era of international turbu- 
lence that will play into the hands of the 
fanatics of the left and the right? 

I have tried to identify some of the basic 
premises of United States policy in Vietnam. 
In the main I find these premises more con- 
vincing than any alternative options being 
advanced within our government or outside. 
I have deliberately not expressed my views on 
specific American tactics because I do not 
feel qualified to do so. 

But as a citizen I am qualified to indicate 
my judgment on our goverment's funda- 
mental approach to this perplexing dilemma. 
If I can see no morally acceptable and po- 
litically feasible alternative to our general 
course in Vietnam today, this does not mean 
I regard our involvement as wholly just. Nor 
does it mean that I approve of all American 
decisions in the past. In religious terms our 
present policy seems to me to be the lesser 
of available evils and, as such, merits my un- 
derstanding and critical support. This will 
be my position until I can see a politically 
feasible alternative which promises more for 
the long-suffering people of Vietnam and the 
larger interests of international security. 


AIR AND WATER POLLUTION 


Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, for 
some time, Congress and the States have 
been concerned with the growing prob- 
lems of air and water pollution. A re- 
cent article in the Harvard Business Re- 
view, coauthored by a good friend of 
mine, James J. Hanks, emphasizes the 
opportunities for private enterprise to 
participate—at a significant profit—in 
effective pollution-control programs. 

Mr. President, I have noticed on the 
part of many Senators and others in Gov- 
ernment in recent months an enhanced 
interest in maximizing the involvement 
of the private sectors of our economy in 
the solution of urgent national prob- 
lems. I believe that this article is an im- 
portant and constructive response to that 
feeling. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the article entitled “Industry 
Action To Combat Pollution,” published 
in the Harvard Business Review, be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

INDUSTRY ACTION To COMBAT POLLUTION 

(By James J. Hanks and Harold D. Kube) 

(James J. Hanks and Harold D. Kube are 
principals in the consulting firm of Resources 
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Development Associates, Washington, D.C. 
Hanks was formerly associated with Penn- 
Texas Corporation, Kaiser Electronics, and 
other companies. Kube was formerly asso- 
ciated with Jansky and Bailey, Inc., and 
with various government agencies.) 

Air—motor vehicles—new kinds of engines, 
new fuels? 

Water—sewage—chemical 
product development? 

Solid waste—used containers—disposabil- 
ity, degradability? 

Private enterprise has the opportunity to 
participate in a ready-made market that will 
total at least $275 billion over the next 34 
years and, at the same time, to ensure the 
availability of two essential resources— 
namely, clean air and clean water. Moreover, 
to add to the attractiveness of the opportu- 
nity for providing solutions to the nation’s 
air and water pollution problems, industry 
can gain the goodwill and wholehearted sup- 
port of the public on a scale never before en- 
joyed. Just in case the above incentives are 
not sufficient inducements, consider for a 
moment the other side of the coin: 

Industry, in the broad sense, is directly or 
indirectly responsible for well over half of 
all the air and water pollution now taking 
place. If the trend is not soon reversed, the 
expense of obtaining clean air and water for 
industrial use—let alone for our essential 
personal use—will greatly increase and could 
reach the point of noneconomic return or 
worse in certain instances. 

The public through government at all 
levels will increasingly demand—as it al- 
ready has—that corrective action be taken. 
If such action is forced on industry at large, 
not only will it lose much of its freedom of 
independent action, but it will also impair 
its collective image as a responsible segment 
of society. 

The $275 billion market therefore is es- 
sential, is assured, and is both sizable and 
varied. During the remainder of this cen- 
tury, at least $110 billion will be spent for 
the control and reversal of water pollution 
by industry and municipalities. Another 
$105 billion will be committed for air pol- 
lution control and abatement, and at least 
$60 billion more will be invested for the dis- 
posal of solid wastes, primarily rubbish and 
garbage. 

PROBLEMS AND POSSIBILITIES 


What are the types of opportunities and 
which are the industries that have the capa- 
bilities required to solve the problems in- 
volved? In general, the pollution of air and 
water is the result of things that man has 
done and is doing to his environment. 

The emissions of the principal pollutants 
into the atmosphere in the United States 
have been estimated by the National Acad- 
emy of Sciences’ National Research Council 
to be about 125 million tons (MT) per year 
at the present time; see Exhibit I. 


EXHIBIT 1.—PRINCIPAL ATMOSPHERIC POLLUTANTS IN 
THE UNITED STATES 


recovery, by- 


Metric tons Percent 
per year 

ioa monoxide.....------- 65 52 

Oxides of sulfur... z 23 18 

Hydrocarbonss Š 15 12 

Particulate matter 2 12 10 

Oxides of nitrogen 8 6 

ie 2 2 

gi Wena TR Se een 125 100 
source: 

By Trans 74.8 59.9 

Manufacturin; 23.4 18.7 

j 15.7 12.5 

Space heatin 7.8 6.3 

3.3 2.6 

Total 125.0 100.0 


Source: Committee on Pollution, Waste Management and 
Control“ (Washington, National Academy of Sciences, Publica- 
tion 1400, 1966), p. 11. 
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Much of the pollution of the air can be 
traced to the conversion of the fossil fuels 
(petroleum, gas, and coal) into energy, as 
indicated in the exhibit. Consequently, many 
opportunities lie in designing and building 
equipment which will either remove the 
pollutants from the fuel source before it is 
used, or capture the pollutants in an energy 
conversion process (hopefully as a valuable 
by-product). Thus: 

Industries such as petroleum and coal have 
a vital stake in making their products more 
compatible with our environment require- 
ments, through research, design, and engi- 
neering. 

The users of these energy sources, includ- 
ing the automobile manufacturers and other 
builders of mobile equipment and the elec- 
tric utility companies, have an opportunity 
to discover ways of capturing the pollutants 
in an energy conversion process and, in some 
cases, of reusing or converting the polluting 
elements into valuable by-products. 

Similar opportunities exist in chemical 
plants, paper and pulp mills, meat-packing 
plants, steel mills, and others. 

There is also the opportunity to reduce air 
pollution by developing and using new 
energy sources which do not emit pollutants 
into the air. Much work is now being done 
on some of these, such as atomic energy, 
fuel cells, solar energy, and large electric 
batteries. 

The main sources of water pollution at 
present are organic wastes of all types. Such 
wastes from industrial plants now exceed 
those contributed by municipalities, and they 
are increasing at a more rapid rate. Agricul- 
tural wastes, as well, from animals and 
plant origins are a large and important source 
of organic pollution. Inorganic industrial 
wastes—principally of mineral and chemical 
origin—are another important source of pol- 
lution. They contain metals (iron, chro- 
mium, nickel, copper), salts (compounds of 
sodium, calcium, magnesium), acids (sul- 
furic, hydrochloric), and many other waste 
compounds, Other water contaminates are 
new synthetic chemical wastes, pesticides, 
fertilizers, radioactive wastes, and high tem- 
perature waters discharged from powder and 
industrial plants. 

A very real water pollution problem arises 
from the large quantities of mineral nutrients 
(coming mainly from sewage, industrial 
wastes, applied fertilizers, and land drain- 
age) that enter our water courses and pro- 
mote the growth of algae, aquatic weeds, and 
other plant nuisances. Such growth generally 
results in a deterioration of water quality, 
making it unsatisfactory for domestic, in- 
dustrial, and recreational uses. 

The opportunities for control of water 
pollution are as many and as varied as the 
types of companies which are using water 
for industrial purposes and dumping waste 
into streams. These include paper and pulp 
plants, chemical plants, steel mills, tanneries, 
food processors, and also companies owning 
abandoned coal mines. 

A problem of increasing importance, af- 
fecting both air and water pollution, is the 
now Widespread use of pesticides. For exam- 
ple, a pesticide directed at a certain insect 
pest may, as a side effect, destroy a popula- 
tion of beneficial predator insects. The re- 
sult is that a population of beetles which 
the predators had kept under control sudden- 
ly multiplies and becomes highly destructive. 
Although tampering with the balance of na- 
ture is often necessary—as is being done in 
agriculture on a huge scale—widespread and 
indiscriminate use of pesticides can and does 
produce unexpected results that are very 
damaging. Further, pesticide chemicals en- 
ter both our atmosphere and our water 
courses and cause further destruction of 
animal, fish, and plant life. They also provide 
additional complications for water treatment 
processes, 

Municipalities, too, with their effluents 
of inadequately treated sewage and refuse, 
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are also heavy contributors to both air and 
water pollution. However, they are now re- 
ceiving financial assistance from the federal 
government to enlarge and build new water 
treatment and sewage disposal plants, some 
of which will also serve industry, And indus- 
try will be called on to provide much of the 
engineering, construction, and equipment 
for this program. 


CURRENT PROGRESS 


Several companies in a few industries not 
only have been struggling with these prob- 
lems for some time, but have made substan- 
tial progress. Detergents are a case in point. 

Unfortunately, many detergents survive for 
long times in surface and ground waters be- 
cause they contain hydrocarbon chains that 
are not easily decomposed. Nearly everyone 
recalls the foaming streams, and the result- 
ant adverse publicity which gave the deter- 
gent manufacturers a poor public image not 
so long ago. 

The industry, which turns out about 4 
billion pounds of detergents annually, lost 
little time in reacting, and developed a num- 
ber of degradable agents, based on new hy- 
drocarbon chains, which can be broken down 
into nonfoaming compounds in modern sew- 
age treatment plants. Although a few minor 
problems remain, the industry has regained 
its public image and is now enjoying record 
sales in a steadily increasing market. 

Emission of gases 

Kraft pulp mills, which produce over half 
the pulp in the United States (mainly for 
the manufacture of heavy wrapping paper 
and paper bags), have long been known for 
the cabbage-like odors spewing from their 
large digesters as wood chips are converted 
into pulp in a sulfate cooking“ process. 

A lesser problem is the emission of par- 
ticulates from smelt tanks and lime kilns, 
However, as much as 95% can be captured by 
electrostatic precipitators. 

The basic problem remains the emission of 
gases, and the pulp industry has spent years 
in searching for a solution. The best one to 
date is a process which uses a weak black 
liquor solution to oxidize sulfur compounds 
into less volatile compounds that lose most 
of their odor and have less tendency to escape 
into the atmosphere, This process offers an 
economic gain to the mill by retaining sul- 
fur in the recovery system, thus reducing 
the amount of elemental sulfur required to 
maintain a constant sulfidity in the cooking 
liquor. 

Iron and steel mills also are substantial 
sources of air pollution due mainly to dust 
and gases coming from sintering operations, 
coke ovens, blast furnaces, and the open 
hearths where steel is made. The effluents are 
mainly dust, iron oxide, hydrogen sulfide, 
and phenols. United States Steel, Bethlehem, 
Republic, Jones and Laughlin, and Kaiser, all 
have air pollution controls for some of the 
open hearths. Practically all of these con- 
trols are electrostatic precipitators, al- 
though one is a Venturi scrubber. Neverthe- 
less, these installations represent only 15% 
of the steel made in open hearths in this 
country. 

As a result of advances in steel-making 
technology, the basic oxygen furnace is re- 
placing the open hearth. Emission from this 
new type of furnace would be at least two 
or three times greater than the conventional 
open hearth but, fortunately, practically all 
of the basic oxygen furnaces now in opera- 
tion in this country are equipped with high- 
efficiency control devices. 

It might also be noted that the United 
States Steel Corporation has developed a 
smoke-cleaning process which traps most of 
the iron dust particles and, after putting 
them through a sintering process, recharges 
them for use in its older open hearths. 


OTHER SOURCES 


Another important source of both air and 
water pollution is electric generating plants 
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using fossil fuels (coal and/or oil) as energy 
sources. Unfortunately, combustion of these 
fuels releases sulfur dioxide, and the vol- 
umes of this highly noxious and quite dan- 
gerous gas pouring forth from utility smoke- 
stacks make the electric utility industry the 
largest single source of such contamination. 
Although little progress has yet been made 
in developing commercially feasible processes 
for removing sulfur from either coal or oil 
before combustion, several processes have 
been developed for capturing sulfur gases 
from the emissions of electric generating 
Plants; however, the economic feasibility of 
such processes appears limited at the present 
time to the larger plants. 

In another problem area, several large 
utility companies have developed processes 
for trapping fly ash in stack gases. They used 
to have this residue trucked away to dumps, 
but now most of them are selling it for use 
in cinder blocks, portland cement, paving 
material, abrasives, and metal polishing. 

A different but also highly important pol- 
lution problem resulting from the operation 
of thermal electric plants is the discharge 
of hot water into adjacent streams and other 
water courses. Most electric utilities are well 
aware of this problem, and many have ac- 
quired more efficient cooling towers and 
other equipment to process and discharge 
“cooling” waters at tempertaures nearer to 
that of the stream. Much remains to be done 
however, both in this field and in the control 
of sulfur emissions. 

Important accomplishments so far are il- 
lustrated briefly in these four case examples: 

American Cyanamid Company has a plant 
with a dust collection system that accumu- 
lates about 4,000 tons of fly ash a year. This 
“waste” material contains about 70% carbon, 
and its reuse as fuel brings the company 
substantial savings. 

At another of its plants that used to emit 
foul smelling benzothiazole, American Cyan- 
amid has installed control equipment at a 
cost of approximately $85,000 and new re- 
covers about $50,000 worth of the chemical 
each year. 

A mineral processing company with only 
$8,000 invested in control equipment is re- 
covering dust of such high quality that it is 
now worth $5 more a ton than the original 
product. The control process is now grossing 
the company $25,000 a year on this invest- 
ment. 

A chlorine user with air pollution controls 
is recovering “waste” chlorine that had for- 
merly cost him $60 a liquid ton. The recovery 
costs are now down to only $19 a ton. 

Other examples could be cited where eco- 
nomically feasible and even profitable 
processes have been developed to control air 
and water pollution. However, in most fu- 
ture cases the necessary control processes 
which are required will result in additional 
costs for industry, and such costs will prob- 
ably be passed on to consumers. In the end, 
therefore, we will all be paying for cleaner 
air and water. 


AIR POLLUTION 


There are some outstanding examples 
where industries contributing heavily to the 
pollution problem have not yet made rea- 
sonable progress in solving it. But this is not 
just a problem to be struggled with; it also 
represents opportunities—not only for the 
companies involved, but for others as well. 


Motor vehicles 


The 90 million automobiles, trucks, and 
buses now operating in the United States 
are the most numerous and widespread con- 
tributors to our national air pollution. Even 
so, the motor vehicle industry has histori- 
cally been reluctant to agree that there is 
a national solution to this problem, although 
several states and the federal government 
are requiring installations of devices on 
automobiles to ensure adequate controls. 

Beginning in 1963, the automobile manu- 
facturers installed so-called “blow-by” 
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devices in most of their models for recir- 
culating and burning gases which escaped 
from the cylinders past the pistons. These 
gases are mainly hydrocarbons that earlier 
models vented into the atmosphere. How- 
ever, the most dangerous source of auto- 
motive emissions is exhaust pipe gases be- 
cause of their carbon monoxides, nitrogen 
oxides, and hydrocarbons. 

California law, for example, prohibits the 
sale of new cars (b with 1966 
models) in that state unless their exhaust 
gases meet certain minimum standards. 
Therefore, automotive manufacturers are 
installing the required preventive equip- 
ment on all cars destined for California— 
but only for that state. The rest of the 
country is still waiting. 

Numerous Congressional hearings have 
been held on this problem, and in October 
1964 the Senate’s Special Subcommittee on 
Air and Water Pollution reported: 

“The contribution of the automobile to 
the national air pollution problem can be 
reduced. The technological skills and equip- 
ment needed to do the job have passed the 
research stage. The subcommittee can see 
no valid reason to delay further the adoption 
of control measures as an integral part of 
every new automobile manufactured in the 
United States. If the industry can, as it does, 
make major changes in the appearance of 
automobiles almost annully, and if it can, 
as it does, announce advances in perform- 
ance with impressive regularity, it certainly 
can also incorporate promptly the adjust- 
ments and equipment necessary to reduce 
exhaust emissions.” 1 

The federal “Motor Vehicle Air Pollution 
Control Act“ became law on October 20, 
1965, empowering the Secretary of the De- 
partment of Health, Education and Welfare 
to prescribe practicable standards to pre- 
vent or control emissions from motor vehi- 
cles. Such standards have been developed 
and will become effective with the 1968 
models. 

The manufacturers know they can provide 
the necessary controls over such emissions 
by system changes, new devices, and/or 
modifications of the engine. (Of the engine 
modifications proposed, the best tested, and 
most thoroughly proved to date, appears to 
be the one developed by Chrysler.) 

System Changes.—Concurrently, motor ve- 
hicle manufacturers and other companies are 
exerting much effort in redesigning the in- 
ternal combustion engine and developing al- 
together new kinds of engines. One of the 
most interesting developments to date is the 
gas turbine engine which is also powered by 
a petroleum-based fuel. As yet, no compre- 
hensive test data are available, but since gas 
turbine combustors operate with an extreme- 
ly low fuel mixture; we can expect them to 
show relatively. small carbon monoxide and 
hydrocarbon concentrations in their exhaust 
gases. There is also the possibility that, in 
time, completely new kinds of automotive 
engines will be developed, using non-fossil- 
based fuels whose combustion will be con- 
siderably less noxious than gasoline and die- 
sel fuels. 

New Devices,—Several companies have ad- 
vanced working models of fuel cells designed 
to create electrical energy directly from 
chemicals without combustion, and such 
energy could run electric motors to power 
the cars of the future. Others are research- 
ing and developing large-capacity electric 
storage batteries for the same purpose, a 
development carefully watched by electric 
power companies anxious to provide low off- 
peak charging rates. Finally, solar energy 


1Steps Toward Clean Air, Report to the 
Committee on Public Works, U.S. Senate, 
from the Special Subcommittee on Air and 
Water Pollution (Washington, Government 
Printing Office, October 1964), p. 14. 


July 27, 1967 


systems are also receiving increasing atten- 
tion. In coming decades, research will be un- 
dertaken to determine whether it might be 
feasible to develop some practicable solar- 
powered automobiles before the end of the 
century. 

While many of these research projects have 
run into serious problems, the effort con- 
tinues unabated. Undoubtedly, as technolog- 
ical advancement continues in the future 
there will be very significant changes that 
could have revolutionary impacts on the au- 
tomobile industry, and on the economy as 
well. 

Nevertheless, the burning of highly refined 
fossil fuels is still at the heart of the motor 
vehicle industry’s pollution problem, It ap- 
pears that so long as motor vehicle manu- 
facturers insist on present auto engine char- 
acteristics for output (with incomplete com- 
bustion of rich mixtures of fuel), this prob- 
lem will continue. To the extent that manu- 
facturers or others develop processes ensur- 
ing better combustion, the pollution prob- 
lem will be abated. Many petroleum company 
laboratories, however, are exerting considera- 
ble effort on fuel cell and other energy con- 
version research, and may find that hydro- 
gen, methane, propane, or some other chemi- 
eal, or combinations of chemicals, can be 
effectively and economically used as energy 
sources for applications in the motor vehicle, 
electric power generation, and/or other in- 
dustries. If so, we should expect to see some 
bursts of activity in such energy fields. 

There is a major possibility, however, that 
unless the automobile and petroleum indus- 
tries work toward developing engines and 
fuels which will substantially curtail the 
emissions that now account for over half 
of the country’s air pollution problem, other 
activities may lead to important changes. 
Because exhaust emission devices will soon 
be standard equipment on all motor vehicles, 
the immediate future of gasoline and diesel 
fuels appears secure. But, as things now 
stand, it is the automotive manufacturers, 
prodded by state and federal laws, not the 
petroleum industry, that will be saving the 
latter’s motor vehicle market. However, the 
petroleum industry can still lose this market 
unless it remains in the forefront of new de- 
velopments in the energy conversion field for 
motor vehicles, and makes plans to provide 
the fuels that will be required, whether 
fossil-based or not. 


ELECTRIC UTILITIES 


Thermal electric plants are faced with a 
difficult problem due to the fact that their 
primary energy sources—coal and oil—are 
high in sulfur content, and neither the coal 
companies nor oil refineries seem to be mak- 
ing much progress in minimizing the 
amounts of sulfur in their products. About 
the best the coal producers can do is to try 
to reach those coals with a lower sulfur con- 
tent, which are becoming increasingly scarce 
and more expensive to mine. 

These utility plants are already the largest 
single source of sulfur dioxide pollution in 
the United States, and it is estimated that in 
the absence of any concerted efforts at con- 
trol such pollution has a potential for in- 
creasing the 1963 level sixfold by the year 
2000.4 

The electric utility industry, consequently, 
must install adequate equipment to remove 
sulfur from its flue gases and also must de- 
velop new devices (for its coal-burning op- 
erations) to catch cinders and fly ash par- 
ticles. Electrostatic precipitators can remove 
at least 99% of the particles, which include 


2 Frederick A. Rohrman, Bernard J. Steiger- 
wald, and John H. Ludwig, A Study on Power 
Plant and Other Sulfur Dioride Emissions: 
1940-2000 (Cincinnati, Ohio, Robert A. Taft 
Sanitary Engineering Center, Division of Air 
Pollution, Public Health Service, U.S. Depart- 
ment of Health, Education and Welfare, 
1965), p. 4. 
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cinders and fly ash, but today they are used 
in only a small segment of the country. 

Some progress is being made, however, as 
evidenced by recent development of the 
“catalytic gas-phase oxidation process” by 
the Pennsylvania Electric Company, working 
with Bituminous Coal Research, Inc., to re- 
cover sulfur in the form of sulfuric acid. The 
economics of this process, as of today, re- 
quire a plant of at least 1,000 megawatt 
capacity.“ Serious efforts, therefore, are 
needed to make this process feasible for 
smaller plants. 

It is quite possible, however, that the sul- 
fur emission problem for electric generating 
plants will be affected significantly by the 
extent to which nuclear power is used as an 
alternative to fossil fuel between now and 
the end of the century. Because of substan- 
tial projected advances in electric power gen- 
eration, it is expected that in the period 
prior to 1975 fossil generation may increase, 
thus making the problem of sulfur dioxide 
emission even more serious. Subsequently, 
however, nuclear plants may be producing 
a larger portion of the nation’s power sup- 
ply, and this would begin to cut the problem 
down—that is, course, unless an unantici- 
pated and unlikely but conceivably serious 
nuclear accident delays the pace of the pro- 


gram. 
Petroleum refineries 


In addition to all these end-product prob- 
lems, the petroleum industry has one on its 
own doorstep—namely, the cleaning up of 
pollutants from its refinery operations. 

The determination of potential sources of 
contaminants from a modern oil refinery 
which contribute to air pollution is a diffi- 
cult task because of the complexity of the 
refining process. The fact is that refineries 
have many possible emission sources, rang- 
ing from stacks on combustion units to pipe- 
line flanges. Some of these emissions are not 
visible, and many are odorless. 

Because certain hydrocarbons react photo- 
chemically in the atmosphere to produce 
“smog” or other air pollution manifestations, 
there is special interest in those operations 
which emit hydrocarbons. 

Storage tanks are undoubtedly the most 
important source of this kind of emission 
in petroleum refineries. Hydrocarbon vapors 
may be released through a number of mech- 
anisms—such as tank breathing caused by 
temperature changes and filling operations, 
and direct evaporation from tanks equipped 
with floating roofs. Other emissions occur 
in waste-water separators and in the so- 
called “blowdown systems” for the recovery 
of hydrocarbons purged during shutdowns 
or startups. 


EXHIBIT IL—ANNUAL FUEL TONNAGE AND EMISSION 
TONNAGE OF SULFUR DIOXIDE 


Emission tonnage 
Fuel 
tonnage 


Sulfur 
content 


Sulfur 
dioxide 1 


Refinery operations 


Ore smelting.. - 
Coke processing. 462, 
Sulfuric acid manufac: 
FFP 451, 000 
Coal refuse banks -2-22 -|20. 183, 000 
Refuse incineration.....| 60, 000, 000 100, 000 
RFT 23, 370, 000 


1A small amount of this tonnage is converted to SO, and 
sulfuric acid mist before discharge into the atmosphere. 


Source: Committee on Pollution, Waste Management and 
Control (Washington, National Academy of Sciences, publica- 


. Frankenberg, “Sulfur 
moval: For Air Pollution Control,” Mechant- 
cal Engineering, August 1965, p. 41. 
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When the chips were down, however, as 
they were in the early 1950’s when the Los 
Angeles County Air Pollution Control Dis- 
trict established a number of rules and 
regulations specifically applying to emissions 
from oil refineries in that area, the petro- 
leum industry responded with an excellent 
performance. The rules specified the types of 
storage tanks which might be used, required 
controls on waste-water separators and gaso- 
line-loading operations, and limited the 
emission of dusts, smoke, and sulfur dioxide. 

In complying with these regulations and 
inaugurating voluntary control and employee 
educational programs, oll refineries in Los 
Angeles County had, by 1960, reduced sul- 
fur emissions by 600 tons daily and also con- 
trolled several hundred tons of hydrocar- 
bons per day.‘ Petroleum industry emissions 
of harmful pollutants in Los Angeles had, 
by that time, reached the lowest levels of any 
area in the country, and they are even lower 
today. Oil refineries in other sections of the 
country are now taking steps to abate their 
more serious pollution problems, but by and 
large they have not yet caught up with the 
progress made in Los Angeles. 


Other industries 


For years, manufacturing’s answer to air 
pollution has been to build higher and higher 
smokestacks. But construction costs rise geo- 
metrically with height, and stacks in most 
urban areas are losing their effectiveness be- 
cause of increasing occurrences of “thermal 
inversion”—a weather phenomenon in which 
@ layer of warm air provides a “lid” over a 
city and prevents polluted air from rising 
above it. Even when there is no thermal in- 
version and a favorable wind is blowing, 
smokestacks provide no final answer. They 
do a good job in dispersing particulates over 
a fairly wide area and thus in minimizing 
pollutant effects, but as more and more 
smokestacks are built, the pollutant level 
from all combined can reach dangerous pro- 
portions in many urban areas. 

Consequently, increased emphasis needs to 
be placed on developing new and more effi- 
cient processes, equipment, and devices to 
capture pollutants before they emerge from 
the stacks so that they may be safely col- 
lected for disposal, be recycled, or be sold as 
by-products. Sulfur recovery is still the most 
promising possibility in this field. 

When coal is burned, 60% to 95% of its 
sulfur content is liberated in stack gases, 
while in the burning of fuel oil virtually 
100% is freed. As a result of the combustion 
of these fuels in plants throughout the 
United States, approximately 23 million tons 
of sulfur dioxide are emitted every year. As 
shown in Exhibit II, well over half of this 
amount is accounted for by the burning of 
coal, about one fifth by petroleum, and the 
remainder from other sources. On the as- 
sumption that roughly 50% of the total 
amount can be recovered, about 5 million 
tons of elemental sulfur can be made avail- 
able. At current prices, this would amount 
to about $125 million a year. 

Present sulfur recovery equipment is 
costly, with the result that only the larger 
plants find it economical to install. More con- 
centrated development, therefore, is needed 
on smaller units so that they may be effec- 
tively used in many plants throughout the 
country. 

Some processes are now recovering sulfur 
as sulfuric acid. In this form the assumed 
recovery of 50% of the sulfur dioxide being 
produced would result in 15 million tons of 
sulfuric acid—nearly equal to the entire an- 
nual consumption of the United States.“ 


4 Atmospheric Emissions from Petroleum 
Refineries, A Guide for Measurement and 
Control, Division of Air Pollution, Public 
Health Service, U.S. Department of Health, 
Education and Welfare (Washington, Gov- 
ernment Printing Office, 1960), pp. 17-18. 

ë Theodore T. Frankenberg, op. cit., p. 36. 
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Again, the problem is one of developing suffi- 
ciently low-cost equipment and operations to 
make such recovery economically feasible for 
a large number of plants. 

In addition to sulfur emission, a number of 
industries have other problems in air pollu- 
tion. For example: 

Steel mills not only must institute better 
controls over iron oxide emissions from their 
open hearths, but also must minimize gas 
and dust from their sintering plants, coke 
ovens, and blast furnaces as well. 

Aluminum companies still have much to 
do in cleaning up the fumes and dust from 
their electrolytic production processes. And 
the same is true of copper producers with 

from their smelting operations. 

Clouds of dust are also emitted in the 
manufacture of cement, abrasive and asbes- 
tos products, roofing materials, and glass. 

Producers of organic solvents for the 
manufacture of paints, enamels, lacquers, 
plastics, and degreasing agents, as well as in- 
dustrial users of such products for spraying, 
coating, and dry cleaning operations, must 
make additional efforts to curb emissions of 
these highly volatile and noxious chemicals. 
A process employing activated carbon adsorp- 
tion, in which about 90% or more of the 
solvents used in a surface cvating operation 
are recovered, shows considerable promise 
for that application, but further work must 
be done on others. 

Companies engaged in the slaughtering 
and rendering of animals, in tanning hides, 
and in the production of fats and oils are 
still substantial sources of some of the na- 
tion’s most obnoxious odors. 

The manufacturers of pesticides must con- 
centrate on replacing their “broad-spectrum” 
products (mainly DDT and other chlori- 
nated hydrocarbons) that have a wide toxic 
range and persist for a long time, with “spe- 
cifics” (mainly organic phosphates) for 
strictly limited purposes and with short lives. 

Equipment needed 


There are complaints from manufacturers 
that proponents of air pollution contro] are 
trying to move too fast and that although 
most of the required control technology has 
at least passed the research stage, both time 
and money are required to perfect such tech- 
niques and put them to use. The fact of the 
matter is, however, that the problem of air 
pollution has been well known for at least 
three centuries—well before the Industrial 
Revolution—and that little has been done 
about it until the last few years. Today, how- 
ever, the problem must be recognized for 
what it is—an economic one—and the bur- 
den must be borne by industry, government, 
and the rest of us—as citizens and con- 
sumers. 

As indicated in the foregoing examples, 
there are still many problems to be solved 
in conquering air pollution. These problems, 
however, provide numerous opportunities for 
imaginative and resourceful companies de- 
termined to penetrate this market. Although 
some altogether new approaches must prob- 
ably be taken, it may be helpful to review 
the principles employed, and the general 
classes of equipment developed to date, to 
deal with this problem, 

The classes of equipment for controlling 
industrial air pollution are divided between 
those which collect particulates and aero- 
sols (solid and liquid forms), and those 
which collect or control gases. Equipment for 
the collection of particulates and aerosols is 
based on one or more of the following 
principles: 

Inertial entrapment by altering the direc- 
tion and velocity of the effluent. 

Increasing the size of the particles through 
conglomeration or liquid mist entrainment, 
so as to subject the particles to inertial and 
gravitational forces within the operational 
range of the control device. 

Impingement of particles on impact sur- 
faces, baffles, or filters. 
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Precipitation of contaminants in electric 
fields or by thermal convection. 

Gases may be absorbed into reactive so- 
lutions, collected by adsorption to an active 
surface area of a solid (such as activated 
carbon), condensed through temperature and 
pressure changes, reduced to carbon dioxide 
and water through high temperature con- 
trolled combustion, catalyzed to harmless 
substances, converted by chemical reaction 
to by-products, or conserved and reused by 
means of vapor-collection equipment. 

Some of the items of equipment developed 
to date for the collection of particulates and 
aerosols are: 

Collectors and separators.—mainly for the 
removal of dust particles, which include set- 
tling chambers, centrifugal or inertial sepa- 
rators (frequently called “cyclones,” because 
of the whirling, spiraling motion the air 
takes through the device), and sonic col- 
lectors that use high frequency waves to 
create pressure oscillations in the dust 
stream, forcing the particles to collide and 
agglomerate, and thus making them easier 
to collect by other means. 

Filters —e.g., baghouses and screen collec- 
tors. 

Electrostatic precipitators. 

Wet collectors——such as washers, wet fil- 
ters, and centrifugal and Venturi scrubbers. 
The purpose of these devices is to atomize 
the particle-laden gas stream at high veloc- 
ities with droplets of water, thereby pre- 
cipitating the contaminants. 

The more important pieces of equipment 
developed to date for the control of gases 
are: 

Afterburners—used mainly to burn efflu- 
ent gases which create maloders from such 
operations as refineries, rendering plants, 
paint and varnish facilities, and seafood- 
processing plants. 

Vapor conservators.— designed to capture 
vapors escaping from the storage and han- 
dling of gasoline or other volatile products. 
Conservation is accomplished either by sealed 
floating roofs on storage tanks and oil-water 
separators, or by vapor recovery equipment. 

Condensation, absorption, & adsorption 
control devices.® 

Costs of the equipment developed to date 
vary widely. According to a recent study, 
“In terms of capital cost, the cleanest 
cement-making plant may cost 10% extra; 
the cleanest refinery, 1 to 1.5% extra; the 
cleanest integrated steel mill, 3 to 5% extra; 
the cleanest foundry melt shop, 15 to 20% 
extra.” 7 

Some control installations average as much 
as 25% of the cost of production equipment, 
and others may nearly equal or exceed it. 
Typical examples of this include a $150,000 
electric precipitator which was added to a 
$200,000 open-hearth furnace, and a $50,000 
scrubber and precipitator that was added to 
a $40,000 asphalt saturator.* More and more, 
the investment and operating costs of such 
control devices are, along with those of basic 
production equipment, considered as normal 
costs of operating a business. 

It is estimated that air pollution costs the 
country $11 billion per year in property 
damage alone.“ Most of our pollution, how- 
ever, can be controlled for an average annual 
expenditure of about $3 billion, or approxi- 


ê See “Air Pollution Control,” Field Opera- 
tions Manual, Division of Air Pollution, Pub- 
lic Health Service, of the U.S. Department of 
Health, Education and Welfare (Washington, 
Government Printing Office, 1962), pp. 43-50. 

7 Herbert F. Lund, “Industrial Air Pollu- 
tion,” Factory , October 1965, p. 11. 

8 Howard R. Lewis, With Every Breath You 
Take (New York, Crown Publishers, Inc., 
1965), p. 246. 

A Study of Pollution—Air, A Staff Report 
to the Committee on Public Works, U.S. Sen- 
ate (Washington, Government Printing Office, 
September 1963), p. 20. 
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mately $105 billion in all by the end of the 
century. 
WATER POLLUTION 

The largest industrial users and contami- 
nators of water are producers of chemicals, 
petroleum, pulp and paper, steel, automo- 
biles, textiles, leather, soap, and detergents— 
in approximately that order. Most of the 
larger companies in these industries have 
sizable investments in facilities and equip- 
ment to treat their intake waters, and to 
provide additional treatment as the waters 
are used in production operations. But many 
of them still have problems, especially with 
their discharge waters. 

Paper mills, for example, must drastically 
limit their discharges of inert pulp wastes 
which often not only cover stream bottoms 
to such an extent no aquatic life can sur- 
vive, but also render the water unfit (with- 
out treatment) for human consumption or 
even further industrial use. For the same 
reasons, cement plants must also reduce to 
a minimum their large-scale discharges of 
limestone tailings and coal dust. 

Food-processing companies are responsible 
for increasingly large volumes of organic 
wastes reaching our water courses. Although 
the battle cry of meat producers for many 
years has been that, for hogs at least, “every- 
thing is used but the squeal,” this is not al- 
together true. The industry has done much 
in developing fertilizers from ground-waste 
products and is now producing feeds from 
other wastes, but much more of such prod- 
uct development work must be done to cut 
down its still substantial load of effluents. 

Most chemical producers are still heavy 
contributors to water pollution and so are 
a number of their products, especially those 
used for industrial processing operations 
such as metal pickling, etching, and plating. 

The coal industry, also, has a large prob- 
lem in the seepages of acid waters from its 
abandoned mines and strip piles. While ade- 
quate control is difficult and expensive, the 
job must be done because such discharges are 
causing serious acidification of streams on 
which many communities and industrial 
plants depend for their water supplies. 

Potential processes 

The main opportunities in water pollution 
control are the development of better treat- 
ment processes and equipment for the entire 
water-use operation—during intake, reuse, 
and especially discharge. In this latter stage 
the more conventional kinds of treatment for 
both industrial and municipal plants are 
screening and sedimentation, neutralization, 
flotation (air and gravity), stabilization 
ponds, and biological oxidation. These have 
all been known for some time, but, with the 
exception of biological treatment, little prog- 
ress has been made with them in the last 
few years. It now appears that altogether new 
approaches must be taken, and a number of 
potential processes are being explored. The 
most promising developed to date are (1) 
foam separation, (2) coagulation-solids re- 
moval, (3) granular carbon adsorption, and 
(4) electrodialysis. A persistent and impor- 
tant problem—treating the nutrients, nitro- 
gen and phosphorous pouring into our water- 
ways at an accelerating rate and causing 
algae nuisances and weed growth—requires 
special attention. 

With new processes, it should be possible 
to recover both liquid and solid chemicals, 
and also to develop by-products. For example, 
much gypsum board is already produced from 
reprocessed wood fibers; insulating material, 
from other factory wastes. Milorganite,“ a 
high-grade lawn and garden fertilizer is 
processed from sewage sludge and is now 
being widely marketed. 

Although many of the required municipal 
sewage treatment facilities for the larger 
urban areas will be custom designed and con- 
structed, there will be a substantial market 
for lower priced “packaged” plants, especially 
for small communities. There will also be 
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sizable demands for individual water purifi- 
cation units for residences and small com- 
mercial establishments in those areas where 
water qualities are below minimum health 
standards. 

The field is also wide open for new ap- 
proaches in the treatment of cooling“ 
waters before discharge. The cooling towers 
in use today do not appear to be the only 
solution, and it is therefore hoped that 
technical advances achieved in other heat- 
exchanging fields can be applied to this 
problem. 

Thus there are many opportunities in 
water pollution control for research firms in- 
terested in developing new approaches, tech- 
niques, and processes; for engineers in de- 
signing such processes for actual plant opera- 
tions; and for manufacturers in producing 
the equipment that will be required. There 
are also opportunities for the design and 
construction of thousands of miles of new 
sewers. 

Urgent requirements 

We have made estimates, based on in- 
formation provided by the U.S. Public Health 
Service, that from now until the end of the 
century industry must spend $32 billion— 
an average of $914 million per year—on 
bringing its water pollution under control. 

There are additional large-scale require- 
ments for much better water and sewage 
treatment and disposal facilities for many 
municipalities throughout the United States. 
According to a 1965 survey by the Conference 
of State Sanitary Engineers, there are 2,700 
municipalities in the United States that have 
sewer systems but where sewage treatment 
facilities are either inadequate or non- 
existent. There are also 2,600 more com- 
munities that need both sewers and sewage 
treatment facilities. 

We have also made estimates, based on this 
information and on additional data from 
the Public Health Service, that to provide 
adequate sewage treatment facilities for the 
above communities there must be a total 
expenditure of $29.5 billion—an average of 
$843 million per year—from now through 
the year 2000. Over the next 34 years, an 
additional $2.5 billion must be spent for new 
sewer systems in communities without them 
today. 

There is also urgent need for a country- 
wide program to install separate sanitary 
and storm sewers. In most communities these 
are now combined, so that a heavy rainfall 
can easily provide an overload on the system. 
The result is that large volumes of raw 
sewage must be bypassed around the treat- 
ment plants and discharged into nearby 
streams. There are 59 million persons now 
being served by such combined systems, and 
the total cost for separate system replace- 
ment is an estimated $28 billion. 

Finally, at least $18 billion must be spent 
within the next few years on dams and reser- 
voirs to provide the necessary dilution waters 
to assist municipalities in controlling treat- 
ment processes, Total expenditures, then, of 
$110 billion are foreseen for water pollution 
control by industry and municipalities dur- 
ing the remainder of the century. If, however, 
it is decided to augment this program by 
striving for higher levels of pollution re- 
moval, say, 70% removal by 1980 and 80% 
by 2000, the total estimated cost will rise 
to $130 billion. (Government reports do not 
indicate pollution removal levels for the $110 
billion program, but they are probably, on 
the average, somewhat below 60%.) 

In addition, there is pressure in Congress 
for the federal government to provide finan- 
cial assistance for the building of pilot 
plants capable of treating both routine mu- 
nicipal sewage and the more difficult indus- 
trial wastes. 

The federal government has undertaken a 
comprehensive study program of 21 major 
river basins of the nation. The first phase 
of the program, that of planning and devel- 
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opment, is scheduled for completion for all 
basins in 1972. The second phase, that of im- 
plementing the plans and managing the 
programs to ensure water quality standards, 
will be of a continuing nature, and will prob- 
ably be administered by the states. The states 
and the municipalities will submit water 
quality standards by June 1967. If they fail 
to do so, then the federal government will 
set standards, as described in the Water 
Quality Act of 1965. 

At present, planning and development 
studies are underway for ten of the major 
river basins. The one for the Arkansas-Red 
River Basin has been completed; those for 
the Delaware and Columbia are scheduled 
for completion in 1967, while those for the 
Great Lakes—Illinois and the Chesapeake- 
Susquehanna will be completed in 1968-1969. 

Information on the kind and amount of all 
industrial and municipal effluents in the 
basins will be maintained on a continuing 
basis. Such information, along with data on 
the chemical content of the rivers, at specific 
points and periods, will be computerized so 
that predictions can be made on future po- 
tential levels of pollution under certain con- 
ditions, 

This activity will assist the state govern- 
ments in achieving and maintaining desired 
water quality standards. 


SOLID WASTES 


Solid municipal wastes are generally re- 
ferred to as “refuse,” and this category is 
further classified into specific components, 
“Garbage” is the term used for food wastes, 
and “rubbish” for most of the remaining 
solid wastes from individual households, 

It is estimated that, on the average, about 
4 pounds of refuse are generated per day 
for each urban dweller, a figure that will 
rise to about 5.9 pounds per day in 1985. 
On a national basis, this will come to approx- 
imately 320 million tons a year. 

Garbage generally represents only about 
12% of the total amount of municipal refuse, 
but because it is highly putrescible, it creates 
a major air pollution problem. Combustible 
rubbish (newspapers, magazines, packaging 
materials) makes up 64% of the total refuse 
load, and noncombustible materials (metal 
and glass containers) comprise the remain- 
ing 24%. It is this latter category, however, 
that constitutes the major disposal problem. 

Container problem 

According to a recent government publica- 
tion, “Each year we must dispose of 48 bil- 
lion cans (250 per person), 26 billion jars 
and bottles (135 per person), 65 billion metal 
and plastic caps and crowns (338 per per- 
son), plus more than half a billion dollars 
worth of miscellaneous packaging ma- 
terial.“ Collection and transportation of 
this refuse load, together with garbage and 
other rubbish, account for approximately 
85% of all municipal costs for handling 
solid wastes. In terms of dollars these costs 
are slightly over 81.5 billion per year, which 
projects to at least $50 billion for the re- 
mainder of the century. In addition, it is 
estimated that approximately $10 billion 
will be spent by industry during the same 
period to clean up its solid wastes. 

Among the most difficult problems faced 
in solid waste disposal are these used con- 
tainers, billions of which never reach dis- 
posal sites but litter our alleys, highways, 
and recreational areas. While tinplate 
(mainly steel) cans will rust and disintegrate 
in time, aluminum, and especially glass, are 
much more permanent. And the new family 
of plastic containers will probably be even 
more durable. None of these containers can 


10 Restoring the Quality of Our Environ- 
ment, Report of the Environmental Pollu- 
tion Panel, President’s Science Advisory Com- 
mittee (Washington, The White House, No- 
vember 1965), p. 11. 
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be completely consumed by incineration. 
Consequently, the present trend toward 
“throw-away” soft drinks and beer bottles 
and plastic milk bottles adds to the prob- 
lem. The situation will probably get worse 
if producers and distributors continue to 
concentrate more on pleasing the consumer 
and the storekeepers than on the disposal 
problem, 

Fortunately, however, the fiber foil can 
is bi g to appear on the scene. The 
basic stock is a fiberboard, with a foil cover- 
ing and sometimes with a thin plastic in- 
ner coating (although still with a metal top 
and bottom) now being used increasingly 
for frozen fruit juices and for motor vehicle 
oil, It can be easily crushed and disposed 
of, and represents the kind of degradable 
container that should be developed for nu- 
merous uses in this large and steadily grow- 
ing field. 

As the President’s Environmental Pollu- 
tion Panel pointed out: 

“The accumulation of present types of 
non-reused containers, whether made of 
metal, glass, or plastic, is a substantial and 
difficult part of the solid waste problem. 
The development of containers with ade- 
quate storage life which will nevertheless de- 
gade rapidly when discarded is not likely to 

an easy task, but the advantages of 
heared are great.” 1 

If we are to continue transporting these 
ever-increasing loads of solid wastes to out- 
of-town disposal areas, more and bigger 
trucks and trailers (preferably with com- 
paction units) will be required, and costs 
will be steadily rising. Consequently, it ap- 
pears that an altogether new approach 
should be taken to this problem. 


Possible solutions 


Taking a cue from residential and apart- 
ment garbage disposal units, a system might 
be developed which would include several col- 
lection depots within urban areas where gar- 
bage and rubbish would be put through 
grinders and transported hydraulically un- 
derground to out-of-town disposal sites, 
preferably to dryers and to incinerators. It 
might also be possible to transport such 
ground-up waste by means of some of the 
new sanitary collection sewers to be built 
throughout the country, but sewage disposal 
facilities would then have to be augmented 
to take care of this additional load. Perhaps 
suitable grinding equipment can be de- 
veloped to reduce present kinds of metal 
and glass containers to manageable particles, 
but development of the suggested degrad- 
able container would facilitate the grinding 
problem. 

Another im t requirement in the 
solid waste field is for better incinerators, 
both large ones for municipalities (a con- 
servative estimate is that an additional 195 
will be required by 1985 at a total cost of 
$337 million), and smaller units for apart- 
ments in densely populated urban areas. New 
charging and burning processes must also be 
developed and, hopefully, at least for the 
larger municipalities, new approaches for 
making use of the waste heat. Along these 
lines, there are possibilities that gases from 
sewage treatment facilities can also be used 
as a heat source to power municipal 
operations. 

As the Committee on Pollution of the Na- 
tional Academy of Sciences and its National 
Research Council pointed out: 

“The deliberate combination of sewage- 
treatment operation with solid-refuse dis- 
posal, water supply (including desalination 
where appropriate), and power production is 
worth much more study. Wasted heat from 
the incineration of solid refuse or the flaring 
of waste gases from sewage-sludge digestion 
might be used in power production, with the 
low-quality, heat-reject stream then pro- 


8 Ibid., p. 27. 
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viding energy for treating and perhaps dis- 
tilling the waste water itself. 

“In short, the potential for the develop- 
ment of improved control technology un- 
questionably is very great, especially as scale 
economies can be realized.” # 

Already, an incinerator plant in Hemp- 
stead, New York, utilizes steam from its 
waste heat boilers for the conversion of sea- 
water into fresh water, an application which 
could have widespread use in coastal areas. 


GOVERNMENT ACTIVITIES 


Within the past year the federal govern- 
ment has passed legislation dealing with all 
these pollution problems,“ and it has also 
made appropriations to assist state and local 
governments in launching their air and water 
pollution and solid waste disposal programs, 
and to provide matching funds to public 
agencies for construction of the required 
sewage treatment facilities. 

The water pollution program is under the 
jurisdiction of the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Administration which, early in 1966, 
was transferred from the Department of 
Health, Education and Welfare to the De- 
partment of the Interior. The air pollution 
program (including emissions from motor 
vehicles) is administered by the Division of 
Air Pollution and the solid waste program 
by the Office of Solid Wastes (both are agen- 
cies of the Public Health Service in the De- 
partment of Health, Education and Welfare). 

Agencies responsible for providing loans 
and grants to public bodies for construction 
of water and sewer systems are the Com- 
munity Facilities Administration (Depart- 
ment of Housing and Urban Development), 
the Economic Development Administration 
(Department of Commerce), and the Farm- 
ers Home Administration (Department of 
Agriculture). 

Federal funds have also been appropriated 
to contract for research and demonstration 
projects (in new or improved methods of 
achieving the required controls in all these 
fields) with public or private agencies and 
institutions, and with private individuals. 

Local burden 

Even with the federal government’s offer 
in the Water Quality Control Act of 1965 of 
matching funds—limited to $1.2 million for 
a single project or $4.8 million for a project 
involving two or more communities—for 
construction of sewage treatment works, 
many municipalities find themselves unable 
to raise sufficient funds to complete such 
projects. Consequently, several privately 
owned utility companies have been organized 
to provide the necessary financing, facilities, 
and services. 

A number of municipalities have already 
entered into agreements for such services, and 
others also appear interested even though, 
under current legislation, they are not now 
eligible for federal construction aid. Many 
of the agreements grant municipalities the 
right to acquire the facility under certain 
future conditions, and such privilege has 
already been exercised in a number of cases. 
In short, this private utility approach ap- 
pears to be a feasible one in assisting finan- 
cially hard-pressed municipalities to obtain 
adequate sewage treatment facilities in the 
shortest possible time. 

Much attention has been given to the mat- 
ter of some form of tax relief to encourage 
industry to acquire treatment devices to con- 
trol air and water pollution. Several bills 


12 Committee on Pollution, Waste Manage- 
ment and Control, op. cit., pp. 23-24. 

The Water Quality Act of 1965 (Public 
Law 89-234, October 2, 1965), and Amend- 
ments to the Clean Air Act (Public Law 89— 
272, October 20, 1965) including separate 
titles designated as the Motor Vehicle Air 
Pollution Control Act and the Solid Waste 
Disposal Act (Washington, Government 
Printing Office, October 1965). 
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introduced in Congress propose amending the 
Internal Revenue Code by (1) increasing the 
allowable investment credit for such facili- 
ties, (2) permitting the amortization of such 
works over a 36-month period, or (3) deduct- 
ing their complete cost of acquisition. Per- 
haps legislation along one of these lines will 
same day be enacted, but there is likely to be 
quite an administrative problem in sepa- 
rating the costs of the control devices from 
those of the basic processing equipment, par- 
ticularly in view of the assumed temptation 
to industry to try to have most of the com- 
bined equipment considered as necessary for 
pollution control. 

There has also been talk of an “efluent 
tax,” based on the extent of various kinds of 
pollutants being discharged by industry, But 
this procedure is not being given serious at- 
tention. Government, at least for the present, 
seems to be more interested in using the car- 
rot rather than the stick to get the job done 
in the pollution field. 


LOOKING AHEAD 


The nation is already fully cognizant of its 
rapidly developing air, water, and solid waste 
pollution programs, and the initial stages of 
corrective measures are now under way. 
Much, however, remains to be done, especially 
if we give serious consideration to the fol- 
lowing predictions made by some eminent 
scientists. 

Meteorologist Morris Neiburger, of the Uni- 
versity of California at Los Angeles, has been 
quoted as saying that if we continue to fill 
our air with carbon monoxide and other 
noxious fumes, “the world’s atmosphere will 
grow more and more polluted until, a cen- 
tury from now, it will be too poisonous to 
allow human life to survive, and civilization 
will pass away.” “ 

Others claim that the carbon dioxide being 
added to the earth’s atmosphere by the burn- 
ing of fossil fuels amounts to 6 billion tons 
a year. At that rate, by the year 2000 there 
will be about 25% more CO, in our atmos- 
phere than at present—a condition which 
could modify its heat balance to such an 
extent that marked changes in our climate, 
including violent storms, could take place. It 
is further predicted that such atmospheric 
warming could in time result in the melting 
of the Antarctic Ice Cap which would raise 
the sea level by about 400 feet and flood 
practically every coastal city in the world. 

Man, of all the species, has the capacity 
to exercise a certain amount of control over 
his own environment; until fairly recently, 
however, most of his efforts have been mis- 
directed. “Almost everything we do,” says 
Ernst Mayr, Director of the Harvard Museum 
of Comparative Zoology, “is harmful to the 
species and works against its survival.” Con- 
sequently, he believes we can take little com- 
fort from the fact that of all the forms of life 
which have existed on earth, 99% are now 
extinct.” 

It has been reported that at certain pe- 
riods the water of the Ohio River is used as 
much as 3.7 times before it reaches the 
Mississippi.” We have also recounted other 
instances where materials previously treated 
as waste have been captured and recycled by 
industry to achieve more economical opera- 
tions. Actually, there is already a consid- 
erable amount of recycling in industry, such 
as the collection of old papers for paper- 
board production and the charging of steel 
scrap into open hearths, Furthermore, there 


ue Evening Star, Washington, D.O., Au- 
gust 9, 1965. 

15 Restoring the Quality of Our Environ- 
ment, op. cit., pp. 9 and 123. 

1 The Washington Post, Washington, D.O., 
March 13, 1966. 

A Study of Pollution—Water, A Staff Re- 
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Senate (Washington, Government Printing 
Office, June 1963), p. 3. 
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has been the suggestion that the most stable 
and reliable source for a city’s water supply 
is the outpouring of its own sewage system, 
which is generally 99% water even before 
treatment. Consequently, it appears that the 
treatment and cycling of liquids, solids, and 
fumes, many of which have only a relatively 
low pollutant content, may well be a field 
of intensive technological development in 
the very near future. 
Other problems 

Control of air, water, and solid waste pol- 
lution is but one of industry’s problems in 
coping with today’s and tomorrow’s environ- 
ment. Another is noise abatement in urban 
areas, especially around airports. Control of 
our weather, mainly precipitation, may be 
possible—a problem on which government 
and industry are already working. A few cities 
are even studying prospects of someday con- 
trolling their temperatures and humidities. 
In short, industry’s opportunities in con- 
trolling its terrestrial environment are un- 
limited. And now we have new environments 
to consider—in space and beneath the seas— 
provided we solve our present pollution 
problems. 

There is clearly a job to be done, and 
industry still has the opportunity to do it. 
The decision rests with top management. 


WISCONSIN NEEDS DIRECT AIR 
SERVICE TO NEW YORE 


Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, on 8 5 
14, the distinguished Vice Chairman of 
the Civil Aeronautics Board, Hon. Robert 
T. Murphy, delivered a speech in Mil- 
waukee, Wis. I consider his remarks on 
“The Challenge of the Jet Age” to be of 
great importance to the future economy 
of my State. 

Nevertheless, his observations apply 
to the aviation needs of communities 
throughout the Nation. 

We in Wisconsin have long recognized 
the relationship between modern, effi- 
cient jet air transportation and eco- 
nomic growth. 

Senators are already aware of the 
tremendous growth and prosperity which 
is apparent in the air industry today. 
Mr. Murphy points out: 

Last year approximately 110 million pas- 
sengers were carried by our domestic and 
international carriers. This number is al- 
most double the number of a few years ago. 
Traffic has been growing at an average an- 
nual rate of about 15% over the past five 
years as compared with a 6% growth rate 
for total industrial production and 4% for 
the gross national product. For the fiscal year 
1966—just prior to last summer's strike 
trunkline traffic was 22% over 1965; and the 
latest figures continue to show handsome 
increases over last year. Local service car- 
riers had traffic increases well over 30% in 
1966 over 1965 and this rate of growth is 
continuing into 1967. 


Further on in his speech, I was happy 
to read that: 


Our (CAB) constant concern is that our 
traveling and shipping public shall have 
available an adequate air service at a rea- 
sonable price. We at the Board are convinced 
that if we can insure a system which is ade- 
quate, the authorized carriers will insure a 
service which is superior. 


Mr. Murphy went on to say: 

We have also looked to local service carrier 
access to denser traffic markets as a means 
of improving public service as well as lessen- 
ing these carriers’ reliance on subsidy sup- 
port. 
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But more specifically, in speaking to 
the problems confronting the travelers 
and shippers of Wisconsin, the Vice 
Chairman continued: 

As the major metropolitan airports be- 
come more crowded, both in the air and on 
the ground, increased attention is being paid 
to the facilities available at nearby medium- 
size communities—communities which may 
be the true origin and destination of sub- 
stantial traffic. In the future, smaller, more 
versatile aircraft will bypass the big hubs 
to handle traffic on a through basis without 
the difficulties and delays inherent in fun- 
neling in and then out of a major hub. 
Connecting service for any substantial flow 
of traffic simply is not good enough in this 
day and age. 

. .. The phenomenal traffic growth of the 
past few years has caused such a conges- 
tion and saturation at some of our major 
fhub airports, including Chicago’s O’Hare 
Field, that it has become a cause for in- 
creasing concern for both the industry and 
the Government. Milwaukee’s allegation that 
the proximity of O Hare, the world’s busiest 
single airport where our carriers offer a 
plethora of schedules, has had an impact 
on services here at Mitchell Field warrants, 
in my judgment, serious re-examination. 
The so-called surface drainage of substan- 
tial thousands of Milwaukee’s passengers to 
Chicago is a fact that cannot be lightly dis- 
missed in view of the increasing saturation 
at O Hare and the alleged questionable ade- 
quacy of service at Milwaukee. 

. . » From the viewpoint of service needs 
of passengers alone, it would appear that 
a new look should be taken at some of our 
medium hub airports, particularly those 
relatively close to congested major hub air- 
ports, so that the most direct service to their 
major communities of interest can be pro- 
vided without their being funneled through 
the glut of a major hub. 


Mr. President, Wisconsin now depends 
to a great extent on O’Hare Airport in 
Chicago to funnel its travelers and 
freight to New York City and many other 
major terminals. The congestion at 
O’Hare is legendary. 

In its brief to the Civil Aeronautics 
Board for “exemption authority and 
expedited hearings,” Counsel for North 
Central Airlines quotes from a study: 

R. Dixon Speas Associates for the FAA in 
October 1963 showed that O'Hare ranked 
first among 50 airports in the United States 
in number of arrival delays, and third among 
such airports in percentage of arrivals de- 
layed. 

Moreover, even after landing at O’Hare, a 
considerable amount of adventure may await 
the connecting passenger. Because of its size 
and volume of traffic, that terminal has be- 
come a connecting passenger’s nightmare. 


On July 24, I wrote to Hon. Charles 
Murphy, Chairman of CAB, setting forth 
Wisconsin’s great need in obtaining more 
efficient direct nonstop air service to the 
east. 

I ask unanimous consent that Vice 
Chairman Robert T. Murphy’s speech 
and my letter to Chairman Charles 8. 
Murphy be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the speech 
and letter were ordered to be printed in 
the Recorp, as follows: 

REMARKS BY THE HONORABLE ROBERT T. 
MURPHY, VICE CHAIRMAN, CIVIL AERO- 
NAUTICS BOARD, BEFORE THE METROPOLITAN 
MILWAUKEE ASSOCIATION OF COMMERCE, 
MILWAUKEE, WIs., JULY 14, 1967 
It is indeed a privilege to be here in Mil- 

waukee today and to join with you in mark- 
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ing the expansion of your airport facilities. 
Milwaukee has always occupied an important 
place in the history of Amercian transporta- 
tion. I am delighted to note the progressive 
planning that is being accomplished at 
Mitchell Field. 

It has been suggested that I speak to you 
today on The Challenge of the Jet Age.“ The 
basic challenge, I suppose, could be broadly 
stated as this: How to adapt and direct the 
marvel of jet flight capability to best serve 
the needs and wants of mankind. And under 
that simple topic we can expect to find a 
wide variety of specific challenges. I am frank 
to confess that it is beyond the scope of my 
limited abilities to neatly catalog and classify 
them in simple headings or to proceed to 
their precise analysis with concurrent solu- 
tions. All I can properly essay, at the outset, 
is a general reference to some of the problems 
of the jet age which range from engineering 
challenges of seemingly great complexity to 
some rather prosaic facets of everyday life. 

The advancing technology of jet trans- 
portation poses some grave needs for en- 
hanced and improved air safety require- 
ments, particularly in the light of the ability 
to transport greater numbers of passengers 
in a single aircraft at higher altitudes and 
greater speeds, Improved operational and 
navigational equipment, including collision 
avoidance systems, and air traffic control 
capacity and procedures constitute an area 
with seemingly limitless boundaries for ex- 
ploration and comment. 

Perhaps the most easily understood and 
readily demonstrated challenge is the press- 
ing need for the expansion and development 
of ground facilities to accommodate the tre- 
mendous flows of passengers and goods 
which are now and will be moving in a 
variety of aircraft types in both interna- 
tional and domestic air transport channels. 
It is to note and celebrate just such an up- 
grading of your terminal facilities here at 
Mitchell Field which brings us together 
today. 

Some of the more prosaic items among 
the specific challenges confronting us in- 
clude the maintenance of an economic 
environment in which our U.S. air carriers 
can continue to survive and grow as private 
free enterprise entities relying on nongov- 
ernment sources of funds for the continued 
expansion of their fleets and facilities. 

Convenient means of moving persons and 
goods to and from airports are of vital 
concern. 

Baggage handling procedures must be fur- 
ther improved. 

Ticketing practices of the air carriers, 
oftentimes reminiscent of the oldtime grocer 
who wrote down your entire shopping list on 
a slip of paper—and kept two carbons— 
must be modernized. 

Customs and immigration requirements 
need to be scrutinized with emphasis on 
preclearance in order to expedite the flow of 
pices in and out of airports without undue 

elay. 

The good work already done in developing 
cargo containers must continue with special 
focus on the intermodal flow of container- 
ized cargo. 

The abatement of aircraft noise and air 
pollution in the airport area and, of course, 
the portent of sonic boom with the advent 
of supersonic flight, are certainly challenges 
that one must associate with the jet age. 

This by no means is a complex index of 
present or future problems which confront 
air transportation. I must say that it is easier 
to state them than to endeavor to answer 
them. 

As we all know, however, we are well down 
the road in the jet age. The advent of super- 
sonic transportation will merely be an evolu- 
tion rather than a revolution in this process. 
I suggest, therefore, that perhaps if we take 
a look at our present record we may glean 
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some idea of what the future may hold for 
America’s air transportation industry. 

For the most part these past few years 
have been years of substantial prosperity for 
our air carriers, They have been enjoying al- 
most unprecedented growth during this pe- 
riod of time. 

Last year approximately 110 million pas- 
sengers were carried by our domestic and 
international carriers. This number is al- 
most double the number of a few years ago. 
Traffic has been growing at an average an- 
nual rate of about 15% over the past five 
years as compared with a 6% growth rate for 
total industrial production and 4% for the 
gross national product. For the fiscal year 
1966—just prior to last summer's strike 
trunkline traffic was 22% over 1965; and the 
latest figures continue to show handsome 
increases over last year. Local service car- 
riers had traffic increases well over 30% in 
1966 over 1965 and this rate of growth is con- 
tinuing into 1967. The carriers have been 
able to hold cost increases below revenue 
gains so that on an industry-wide basis, air- 
line profits have been very satisfactory. 

Although air transportation growth has 
outstripped gains in the general economy, 
its progressive development relies on the 
continuity of prosperity and growth in our 
national economy, As the traffic base in- 
creases in future years the percentage rates 
of airline growth may not continue at pres- 
ent levels. However, it is noteworthy that 
reliable forecasts indicate that trunk-line 
traffic in 1975 will be more than treble that 
of 1965. 

Air transportation is now the accepted 
mode of travel for the business and indus- 
trial community and for our younger gen- 
eration for any and all purposes. Jet aircraft 
have facilitated the mobility of people and 
industry and, in some cases, have literally 
transformed our way of doing business, New 
vistas for economic growth and opportunity 
have been opened with a consequent benefi- 
cial impact upon our general economy. I am 
sure that you gentlemen are keenly aware 
of the burgeoning industrial growth through- 
out the Midwest-Great Lakes region. There 
are many sociological and economic explana- 
tions but clearly one vital contributing fac- 
tor is the development of our comprehensive 
air transportation network. 

We have the equipment and the great 
range of talent and skills to provide a su- 
perior air transportation service. I think it 
is beyond question that we have developed 
the very best air transportation service in 
the world but, as with any endeavor, there 
is always room for Improvement. The carriers 
themselves are seeking to better their service 
as well as to grow and to expand. Likewise, 
we at the Civil Aeronautics Board are seek- 
ing, not only to foster and encourage the 
development of our air transport industry, 
but also to regulate it in such a manner as 
to promote the overall public interest. Our 
constant concern is that our traveling and 
shipping public shall have available an ade- 
quate air service at a reasonable price. We 
at the Board are convinced that if we can 
insure a system which is adequate, the au- 
thorized carriers will insure a service which 
is superior. 

In this regard let me mention a few of the 
things we have been doing at the Civil 
Aeronautics Board. 

While the basic trunkline route system 
has been established for a good many years, 
there is a continuing need for expansion and 
adjustments as travel patterns change and as 
competitive authorizations have been found 
to be required. The Board engages in a con- 
tinuing review of the route pattern of all 
carriers and sets down licensing cases which 
appear to be warranted either on the basis of 
civic or carrier requests or upon our owr 
motion. 

Recently, we have placed particular em- 
phasis on appropriate means to reduce the 
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Federal subsidy for our loca] service carriers. 
We have processed a number of cases to re- 
align their route structure so that services 
may be provided in a more efficient manner 
responsive to consumer demand and free of 
operating restrictions which may no longer 
serve a true public interest purpose. We have 
also looked to local service carrier access to 
denser traffic markets as a means of improv- 
ing public service as well as lessening these 
carriers’ reliance on subsidy support. 

I should mention actions the Board has 
taken to enhance the role of the supple- 
mental air carriers and air taxi operators. 
Ten supplemental air carriers have been 
awarded permanent certificates to provide 
charter services. These carriers are in a po- 
sition to provide specific demand service on 
a charter basis and are playing a most im- 
portant role at the present time in serving 
the requirements of the national defense. 

We have also authorized supplemental car- 
riers to provide inclusive tour services. Our 
Board was convinced that there is a large 
pool of price-conscious potential air travelers 
who would make use of air transportation 
if an all-inclusive priced tour were made 
available. Such tours have been highly suc- 
cessful in Europe and we are beginning to 
see similar results here in the United States. 

The air taxi operators are the small plane 
operators. They may provide both a demand 
or a scheduled service and, in this jet age, 
more and more customers are calling for and 
relying upon the special services these local 
operators can provide. The Board has sought 
to recognize their important role in a num- 
ber of ways such as their authorization for 
the carriage of the mail. We are very con- 
scious of the part they play in rounding out 
our domestic air transport system. It would 
appear that air taxis will play an increasingly 
important role in the Post Office’s efforts to 
provide over-night mail service and in a 
number of markets their schedule opera- 
tions have provided a used and useful air 
service. 

This is an extremely broad sketch of the 
status of the industry today and of some 
of the programs which have been keeping 
us busy at the Board. What then, are some 
of the problems which must be faced in the 
future? 

As I said earlier, adjustments in the basic 
route pattern will continue to be required 
as the distribution of our population and 
industry shifts and changes. The proportion 
of our total population residing in urban 
areas is increasing sharply. On the other 
hand, the population within the historic 
boundaries of our very largest cities is not 
increasing. The suburban sprawl continues 
and more and more medium-size cities are 
experiencing sharp increases in their popu- 
lation and industry. As a consequence, pas- 
senger and cargo traffic increases are most 
dramatic at the large and medium-size cities. 

Thus, the problem of access to present air- 
ports and the location of future airports in 
urban areas is a singularly pertinent issue. 
The great benefit of air transportation is 
its speed. If that speed advantage is sacri- 
ficed by the time required getting to and 
from the airport, there is less reason to 
pay for the premium service. Less adequate 
substitutes such as the television-telephone 
or the super-trains may move into any gaps 
permitted in the system. The Federal Gov- 
ernment, as part of urban renewal and air- 
port planning, must play the role of an 
active partner with local civic and airport 
authorities in devising means of avoiding 
such a result. New devices must be worked 
out, including rapid ground transit systems 
and improved airport terminal facilities. An 
organized attack on these problems is under- 
way in both industry and Government. 
Many of these problems cut across interests 
broader than those of air transport. They in- 
volve heavy capital investment. Thus it is 
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that their solution must be found in a total 
system approach in a competitive search for 
the necessary funding. 

As the major metropolitan airports be- 
come more crowded, both in the air and on 
the ground, increased attention is being paid 
to the facilities available at nearby medium- 
size communities—communities which may 
be the true origin and destination of sub- 
stantial traffic. In the future, smaller, more 
versatile aircraft will bypass the big hubs 
to handle traffic on a through basis without 
the difficulties and delays inherent in fun- 
neling in and then out of a major hub. Con- 
necting service for any substantial flow of 
traffic simply is not good enough in this day 
and age. And as the delayed deliveries of the 
new, smaller two- and three-engine jets are 
made, as well as the stretched versions of 
the four-engine jets, I am confident we will 
see the carriers improving their services in 
this manner. It is well to keep in mind that 
if all new aircraft had been delivered on 
schedule in 1966 and 1967 many of today’s 
services would be vastly superior. 

These are the kinds of problems which 
concern you here in Milwaukee. We at the 
Board are generaly familiar with Milwaukee’s 
air service aspirations. John Dregge, our Di- 
rector of Community Relations, has reported 
to us from time to time on his visits here and 
on the general representations made by those 
in Milwaukee interested in the continuing 
improvement of the air services available at 
General Mitchell Field. My fellow Board 
Members and I, for example, gave very serious 
consideration to your desire to be included 
within the scope of the pending Gulf-Mid- 
west States area case and our decision to 
deny your application to be included in that 
case was not lightly made. One of most 
difiéult problems, as I am sure you are 
aware, is to contain the scope of our licens- 
ing cases so that there can be some hope of 
final decision and the inauguration of needed 
new services on a reasonably expeditious 
basis. It is for this reason that we have in 
the last year or two sought to hear more 
air service cases but with more narrowly 
drawn issues. We are burdened by the re- 
quirements of the law that mutually ex- 
clusive applications for air service must be 
heard in the same case and you would be 
amazed at how quickly the scope of a pro- 
ceeding can grow in size and complexity 
once we start taking on additional pieces. 
Our action in the Gulf case, therefore, should 
not be construed as a final rejection of 
Milwaukee's aspirations for improved air 
services here at your own airport. 

Changing times call for changing regu- 
latory policies and viewpoints. For example, 
the suspension and deletion of American 
Airlines at Milwaukee a few years ago was 
considered against a background of modest 
traffic growth and a time when the total en- 
planed passengers in this country was ap- 
proximately half what it is today. The phe- 
nomenal traffic growth of the past few years 
has caused such a congestion and saturation 
at some of our major hub airports, includ- 
ing Chicago's O'Hare Field, that it has be- 
come a cause for increasing concern for 
both the industry and the Government. Mil- 
waukee’s allegation that the proximity of 
O'Hare, the world’s busiest single airport 
where our carriers offer a plethora of sched- 
ules, has had an impact on services here at 
Mitchell Field warrants, in my judgment, 
serious reexamination. The so-called “sur- 
face drainage” of substantial thousands of 
Milwaukee’s passengers to Chicago is a fact 
that cannot be lightly dismissed in view of 
the increasing saturation at O’Hare and the 
alleged questionable adequacy of service at 
Milwaukee. 

Indeed, the situation at Washington Na- 
tional Airport has recently moved the Board 
to institute an investigation in which we 
are urging the carriers to consider ways and 
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means of alleviating the congestion at Wash- 
ington National by moving some services 
to Baltimore’s Friendship Airport and to our 
neighboring Dulles International Airport in 
nearby Virginia. From the viewpoint of sery- 
ice needs of passengers alone, it would ap- 
pear that a new look should be taken at 
some of our medium hub airports, particu- 
larly those relatively close to congested 
major hub airports, so that the most direct 
service to their major communities of inter- 
est can be provided without their being fun- 
neled through the glut of a major hub. 

Obviously, one cannot change geography. 
Nor, indeed, would one denigrate Chicago as 
a great trade mart of the country. However, 
this does not mean that Milwaukee must 
languish forever and a day as a second-rate 
satellite of Chicago. Consequently, before too 
long an appropriate investigation will be in- 
stituted by the Board for the purpose of ex- 
amining the present and future air trans- 
port needs of Milwaukee in the light of the 
realities of the jet age. 

In conclusion, I would like to emphasize 
that while the jet age has confronted us 
with numerous problems we have met them 
with reasonable success thus far. I will note, 
however, that in Milwaukee this statement 
may be subject to understandable dissent. 
This success is attested to by the fact that 
this country today has the finest air trans- 
portation system in the world. We must in- 
sure that we keep it so. In a sense, we are 
blessed that our air transport problems, un- 
like those which inhere in other transport 
modes, are basically problems arising out of 
growth and success and from advancing and 
improving transport technology. But it is 
evident that we must look ahead, as you are 
doing in Milwaukee, and we must be ready 
with the proper plans and facilities to meet 
the technological development of new air- 
craft. The air transportation industry as well 
as all the state and local entities concerned 
with air transportation have historically 
demonstrated great ingenuity and ability to 
cope with the problems of this truly dynamic 
medium. If what is past is prologue, then I 
am sure we can and will demonstrate this 


same ability and same determination in the 
future. 


U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND 
PUBLIC WELFARE, 


July 24, 1967. 
CHARLES S. MURPHY, 
Chairman, Civil Aeronautics Board, 
Universal Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. CHARMAN: On July 6 the state 
of Wisconsin filed a statement before the 
Civil Aeronautics Board in support of North 
Central Airline’s application for exemption 
authority and an expedited hearing on its 
proposed non-stop service between Mil- 
waukee and New York City (Docket 18482). 

Good air transportation is vitally impor- 
tant to the state of Wisconsin. Frequently 
scheduled, efficient, jet air service from all 
over the state to cities in other parts of 
the United States with which the people 
and businesses of Wisconsin have many deal- 
ings is a vital necessity to the economy, It 
is clear that North Central Airline’s pro- 
posal would be greatly beneficial to this end. 
Its plan is widely supported all over Wis- 
consin. 

The average citizen and businessman of 
Wisconsin do not feel that their air travel 
needs are being adequately met by using 
Chicago’s O’Hare airport. The congestion and 
delays at that airport are well known. They 
are costly and often lead to extremely diffi- 
cult travel arrangements. It is obvious that 
not only Milwaukee but the entire state of 
Wisconsin would greatly benefit by im- 
proved and direct air service to the eastern 
U.S. cities. Not only the leaders of Milwaukee 
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but those of other important Wisconsin cit- 
ies have gone on record as heartily sup- 
porting the proposed service; Madison, Eau 
Claire, Oshkosh, Rhinelander, Manitowoc, 
Janesville, Beloit, Appleton, Green Bay, 
Superior-Duluth and Marinette. 

The Attorney General of Wisconsin, Bron- 
son LaFollette, stated: 

“Milwaukee and other Wisconsin commu- 
nities have a substantial community inter- 
est with New York. 

“For example, there are 84 plants, ware- 
houses or sales offices of Milwaukee firms 
located in New York City—191 in New York 
State . . Milwaukee and other Wisconsin 
communities have made substantial im- 
provements in their airport facilities. Mil- 
waukee County has added a new “Jet-Way 
Concourse” to the terminal building at Gen- 
eral Mitchell Field and Madison has recently 
opened a new terminal building at Truax 
Field. Various projects have been completed 
or are under way at Green Bay, Eau Claire, 
La Crosse, Oshkosh and in central Wisconsin, 
so as to accommodate DC-9 type aircraft...” 

The State of Wisconsin goes on to say: 

“North Central is the only carrier provid- 
ing service to such Wisconsin communities 
as Eau Claire, Oshkosh, Central Wisconsin, 
Green Bay, La Crosse and Manitowoc. North 
Central proposes to provide new single-plane 
service to New York from Eau Claire, Cen- 
tral Wisconsin communities, Green Bay, 
Oshkosh, and Madison. It also proposes to 
provide the first single-carrier service to New 
York with direct on-line connections from 
Manitowoc and La Crosse.” 

It is important to emphasize the statewide 
nature of the proposal. The City of Oshkosh 
pointed out in its supporting statement 
that: 

“We have no doubt that North Central’s 
proposal will be of substantial benefit to 
Milwaukee, but the larger significance of its 
proposal is that the local service cities be- 
hind the Milwaukee gateway will, for the 
first time, realize the inherent advantages 
of air transportation and the benefits that 
the jet can bring to air transportation to and 
from the smaller cities of the nation.” 

The entire state of Wisconsin needs and 
deserves improved air service. This can only 
be attained by better long-haul service out 
of Milwaukee. A dynamic state which con- 
tributes so much to the agricultural and 
industrial economy of this country should 
get the kind of air transportation service it 
needs to continue to make its contribution 
to the nation now. 

I would greatly appreciate anything you 
could do to help expedite the matter pending 
before you now. It is of vital importance to 
my state, to me and to my colleagues in 
the House and the Senate. 

Sincerely yours, 
GAYLORD NELSON, 
U.S. Senator. 


THE GREATER CHALLENGE—AD- 
DRESS BY CIRCUIT JUDGE MASA- 
TO DOI, OF HONOLULU 


Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, on June 
27, 1957, Nisei World War II veterans 
held their seventh postwar reunion ban- 
quet at the Royal Hawaiian Hotel, in 
Honolulu. Many veterans from Hawaii 
a mainland States attended the af- 
air, 

The speaker of the evening was an old 
comrade-in-arms of mine, Circuit Judge 
Masato Doi, of Honolulu, a veteran of 
the 442d Infantry Regimental Combat 
Team. 

Judge Doi, who had just been criti- 
cized for acquitting a University of 
Hawaii student in a flag-desecration 
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case, chose that evening to defend the 
right of dissent in this Nation of ours. 
He entitled his speech “The Greater 
Challenge.” 

I feel proud and most privileged to 
have the opportunity to bring the full 
text of Judge Doi’s remarks to the at- 
tention of my colleagues. I ask unan- 
imous consent that Judge Doi’s remarks 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the speech 
was ordered to be printed in the REC- 
orp, as follows: 

THE GREATER CHALLENGE 


(Address by Judge Masato Doi, to Nisei Vet- 
erans Reunion, June 27, 1967) 

Old soldiers fade away, but ignorance and 
prejudice die hard, and sometimes, never. 

Not more than a fortnight ago, there broke 
in the local papers an interesting little story 
of special significance to this gathering. 
What with the daily swirl of white and 
Negro rioting, of crisis in the Middle East, 
of mounting crime across the nation, and 
of murderous encounters on the Vietnam 
battlefields, the local splash was like a little 
pebble thrown in a little puddle. 

But the memories evoked were not un- 
real. 

First, a little background on the local 
story for our mainland friends. 

It germinated just about nine months 
ago with a decision I rendered in a case 
called State v. Noel Kent. Kent was a stu- 
dent on the University campus and presi- 
dent of the Political Affairs Club. The Club 
sponsored an open rally in a campus hall 
on the topic of American participation in 
Vietnam. 

At the rally, Kent put up several posters, 
one of which was a caricature of the Ameri- 
can flag. The stripes were pointed and dol- 
lar signs were in place of the stars. The idea 
was that American dollars were being spent 
for unjust wars. 

Kent made a talk which was strongly crit- 
ical of American participation in Vietnam. 
A young man who had been heckling Kent 
during the speech was invited to the stage. 
After making some comments, he asked 
Kent whether the placard was the Amer- 
ican flag. Kent replied, “that is what it has 
become”, and that LBJ had desecrated it by 
napalming and murdering women and chil- 
dren in Vietnam. Boos, jeers and catcalls 
from the audience ensued. 

A young lady was given the platform, who 
stated that her father and uncle were fighting 
in Vietnam and that she was proud of Amer- 
ica. Kent received the impression that she 
was labelling all opponents of American Viet- 
nam policy as traitors, so he responded by 
saying that he loved America, that if he were 
a betrayer who did not love America he would 
not take the trouble to get himself involved, 
that he did not want to see people like the 
young lady’s father and uncle killed in Viet- 


A WAC was given the platform and spoke 
in support of our country’s involvement. 

And the rally was ended by a short ques- 
tion and answer period. 

Kent was charged with defiling, defying 
and casting contempt on the flag of the 
United States. 

My decision was that to be guilty of the 
charge, a defendant must by words or con- 
duct evince a purpose to dishonor the flag, 
that the circumstances must show an intent 
to shame the American flag. 

I decided that the American flag is an 
emblem which, if it can be said to repre- 
sent anything, is a symbolic representation 
of the United States as an entire nation, a 
unified body politic embracing the bad as 
well as the good and welded into one by a 
common bond of territory and history. It is 
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not symbolic of segmented fragments of the 
American nation, whether they be American 
military might or race riots, Rocky Moun- 
tain majesty or night life in Las Vegas, Viet- 
nam involyement or peace marches against it. 

To this concept of our flag as symbolic of 
the entirety of what we call America, I said, 
Kent evinced no contempt or defiance; 
rather, to his own way of thinking, he wished 
to gain respect for it. I may not agree with 
his thinking, I said, but in his own way, 
Kent, far from intending a desecration of the 
American flag, was himself accusing others 
of doing the same and that the exaggerated 
poster caricature was not intended to rep- 
resent the American flag but was displayed 
by him as a symbolic portrayal of his violent 
disagreement with present American policy 
in Vietnam. 

And he was acquitted. 

Well, this caused a little fireworks at the 
time, but not much. The incubation period 
was to be nine months. And Mr. Kent kept 
the incubator warm during the period by 
getting into the news from time to time, 
identified by the press as the man acquitted 
in the “flag-burning”’ case. 

Then about two weeks ago, a district attor- 
ney in Brooklyn out-did the old Brooklyn 
Dodgers. Referring to Kent's acquittal, he 
wrote to a congressional committee stating: 
“We must realize that the background of the 
State of Hawali is not as steeped in the same 
spirit of Americanism as are the other states 
of the union. Hawaii has a foreign ideology 
as its background and that is probably ex- 
planatory of the court’s attitude.” 

Of course, I have been kidded about this, 
especially by some 442nd veterans. My flip- 
pant reply has been: “If only you foreigners 
would get out of here, my thinking would 
not be warped so much by your foreign ideol- 

” 


But this little incident is a yellow cau- 
tion light of a deeper danger. 

If the district attorney had criticized or 
condemned me individually, I would not be 
concerned. In fact, he quickly said that he 
had been misinformed and did not realize 
that no actual flag but only a poster was 
involved in the case before me. 

But warning to us is how quickly man is 
wont to vent his distrust on fellow man. A 
strange face or a strange name seems cause 
enough for fear. And the brush of fear is 
broad and indiscriminate. 

Two decades and two years is short in 
time but long in one man’s life, It is too short 
to forget and too long to have considered 
wasted. 

Whether with Merrill’s Marauders or the 
M. I. S., with the 1399th or the 100th, with the 
442nd or some other, and this whether as 
AJA or as “haole”, none can forget the fiery 
forge of World War II that caused a common 
fusion, And none should forget the comrades 
lost in stinking trench and battered hills. 
And none must forget our nation’s high 
ideal of individual worth and individual re- 
spect and individual liberty whatever the 
color, for which the war was fought and won. 

And in the cooling of a score of years, 
each of you have stood the test of sober re- 
sponsibilities. And you have not departed 
from your love of land nor pride in country. 

Oftentimes in war, the dizzying heights of 
glory and the tragic depths of despair, the 
exhilaration of accomplishment and the 
weariness of exhaustion, the pride in esprit 
de corps and the resentment at dictation— 
oftentimes in war—these varied feelings al- 
ternate with such speed that life remains 
one continuous excitement. The muck and 
stench are cancelled by the furlough and the 
wine. And the only thought is group survival, 

How much harder it is to think and act 
behind the lines in peacetime on the common 
problems of common living. Yet in the score 
of years just past, whether in the task of 
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daily work, or in the silent challenge of civic 
duty, or in the limelight of community lead- 
ership, each of you has proven strong and 
solid. 

You have stood straight these score of 
years, and these are years too long to be 
surrendered as a “nothing”, too long to be 
erased by the smearing brush of thoughtless 
men. 

You have stood straight, but standing 
straight is not enough. The greater challenge 
is to stand tall. 

And standing tall is much the harder task. 

Standing straight, you bow to no man. 
And standing tall, you ask no man to bow 
to you. 

Standing straight, you exercise your right 
to express your thoughts. And standing tall, 
you command none to silence his, 

Standing straight, you plant your two feet 
firm and self-sufficient. And standing tall, 
you extend your helping hand to him who 
needs. 


Standing straight, you take pride in your 
country’s glory. And standing tall, you see 
the bigger picture of mankind. 

Standing straight, you are proud to be an 
American. And standing tall, you give con- 
scious, careful thought to the meaning of 
our nation’s heritage. 

It is not easy to stand tall in the midst 
of all that goes on around us. 

In the field of civil rights, the steady prog- 
ress of a decade is now threatened by overt 
resentment: rioting by a few in the minority 
rooted in the deprivations of a century, 
rioting by a few in the majority rooted in 
reaction. How easy it is to fall prey to dis- 
gust at these superficial symptoms and turn 
our backs on basic principles in our tradition. 

Stand tall and ask no man to bow to you. 
Remember always that our own humiliating 
experience in the days of World War II as 
the butt of prejudice was only an example of 
unreasoned acts of men who forgot the tenets 
of our nation. 

True that our experience found its ugly 
birth in circumstances quite different from 
those in which the black man’s plight is 
born. But the unjustified brush of fear and 
prejudice remains the same. It paints broadly 
and indiscriminately and denies our nation’s 
heritage of equality, of the individual worth 
of man, and of the principle that American- 
ism is a matter of mind and heart and not 
of skin. 

Let us not forget this lest our children be 
condemned to relive that part of our lives 
which all would wish to blot. 

I do not ask that you condone the riots 
and the senseless looting. But I ask that you 
do not react to them in such a way that you 
deny the basic tenets of our nation. 

Too, as we look around us wishing to stand 
tall, we see our nation embroiled in conflict 
in the jungles of Vietnam and see a raging 
controversy as to our country’s course. The 
hawks and doves, the escalators and the pull- 
outs, the warmongers and the peace-nicks, 
swirl furiously in confusing array. 

I support our nation’s present course and 
its posture of “never fearing to negotiate, 
though unwilling to negotiate from fear.” 

But the hawks and doves who dissent from 
such a course can stand straight and state 
their thoughts. Expression of dissent is not 
to be equated with treason. 

And you stand tall if you ask not for of- 
ficial suppression. 

Where no clear and present danger of sub- 
stantive evils arises under circumstances 
which afford no opportunity for testing the 
merits of ideas in the marketplace of public 
opinion, expression of ideas is a bulwark 
against unenlightened and arbitrary action 

The great genius of America is its belief 
that out of untrammeled expressions of men 
free and equal rise the truths which ulti- 
mately triumph. 

Officially prescribed orthodoxy in politics, 
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nationalism, religion and other matters of 
opinion has been many times tried and bat- 
tered down. This is a hallmark of our nation 
that sets us apart from totalitarian regimes. 

And as was said by the Supreme Court of 
our country:. . . a function of free speech 
under our system of government is to invite 
dispute. It may indeed best serve its high 
purpose when it induces a condition of un- 
rest, creates dissatisfaction with conditions 
as they are, or even stirs people to anger. It 
may strike at prejudices and preconceptions 
and have profound unsettling effects as it 
presses for acceptance of an idea.” 

And the “freedom to differ is not limited 
to things that do not matter much. That 
would be a mere shadow of freedom. The test 
of its substance is the right to differ as to 
things that touch the heart of the existing 
order.” 

And even if the idea is one which we de- 
spise, the answer is that in an atmosphere of 
freedom, truth will prevail in any contest 
with error. 

Other men now bear the arms. But we at 
home must always bear in mind what it is 
that is being defended. And most zealously 
must those very principles be guarded here 
at home. 

Stand straight, stand tall, until we meet 


THE PROGRAM “YOUTH WANTS 
TO KNOW” 


Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, recently I 
had the privilege and pleasure of appear- 
ing as guest on the time-honored and 
award-winning television program 
“Youth Wants To Know,” created and 
produced by Theodore Granik. This was 
a new series of “Youth Wants To Know” 
programs made available as a public 
service through a grant from Mrs. Allie 
S. Freed, president of Buckingham and 
Claremont Communities of Virginia. 

To my way of thinking, the “Youth 
Wants To Know” series is one of the most 
constructive uses of television and radio 
by the broadcasting industry. Bucking- 
ham and Claremont Communities, and 
their president, Mrs. Allie S. Freed, are 
to be commended for making Theodore 
Granik’s “Youth Wants To Know” pro- 
grams available to the Metropolitan 
Washington, D.C. public over WETA-TV, 
the educational station in our Nation’s 
Capital. 

It is gratifying to know that through 
the outstanding public service contribu- 
tion of Mrs. Allie S. Freed, president of 
Buckingham and Claremont Communi- 
ties, the public will continue to have 
the opportunity to have brought to their 
attention the issues of the day as dis- 
cussed by leaders in government, busi- 
ness, science, and the arts on “Youth 
Wants To Know.” 

The need for public affairs programs 
of the high caliber of “Youth Wants To 
Know” is essential to »roviding for a 
better informed public. Theodore Granik, 
Mrs. Allie S. Freed, president of Buck- 
ingham and Claremont Communities, 
WETA, and its general manager William 
McCarter, are to be congratulated for 
their spirit of community public serv- 
ice, constructive approach and dedica- 
tion to providing for a better informed 
public. 

I ask unanimous consent that follow- 
ing my remarks a transcript of the 
“Youth Wants To Know” program in 
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which I appeared with Theodore Granik 
and a panel of Fairfax High School stu- 
dents be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the tran- 
script was ordered to be printed in the 
ReEcorpD, as follows: 


YourH Wants To Know 


(Created and produced by Theodore Granik; 
associate producer, Jay B. Cutler; assistant 
to the producer, Susan Gallagher) 

Youth Wants To Know presents Senator 
Gale McGee, Democrat of Wyoming. 

ANNOUNCER: Youth Wants To Know—the 
penetrating, provocative questions of Amer- 
ica’s young people, created and produced by 
Theodore Granik. 

Mr. GRANIE, Welcome to Youth Wants To 
Know. Our guest is Senator Gale McGee, 
Democrat of Wyoming. The Senator has had 
a distinguished career as a history professor 
and lecturer on United States foreign policy. 
From off the campus he was first elected to 
the United States Senate in 1958. Senator 
McGee serves on the powerful Appropria- 
tions Committee and the Committee on 
Banking and Currency. 

Let’s begin our questioning by a panel 
of Fairfax High School students. 

Question. Is it America’s obligation to 
police the world, sir? 

Senator Monk. I think America’s task is 
not to police the world. I think our task as 
the principal victor of World War II is to 
win the chance to hold the line so that the 
world will get the chance to restructure it- 
self, we hope in a more constructive way 
than the preceding generation. 

Question. Have we been doing this in the 
Mid East crisis recently? Are we actually 
presenting this chance by allowing this to 
continue? 

Senator Mexx. By allowing what to con- 
tinue in the Mid East? War? 

Question. Yes, well the crisis? 

Senator McGee. Well, the crisis is far dif- 
ferent from war. We're going to live in crisis 
the rest of your life and mine. But you no- 
tice that it hasn’t broken out into open war- 
fare. And I think this is the key and that is 
the difference. So my answer to your question 
is yes we are doing it in the Middle East. 
Every effort is being made to avoid an open 
explosion that would lead to a spreading of 
warfare. And I think that this ought to be 
pursued even to the point of unilateral ac- 
tion if necessary. 

Question. You said that we are doing ev- 
erything to prevent this outbreak. What is 
the United States doing to prevent this out- 
break? 

Senator McGee. By we I mean the United 
States. 

Question. What are we doing exactly? 

Senator McGee. Well, for one thing, we 
have served notice on both sides that we 
hope that collective action will intercede. We 
have made it known to our own friends like 
the British that if necessary we would hope 
we could bilaterally or multilaterally take 
that action. Finally, I think it goes without 
saying that in view of our position in the 
Near East that if everything else fails that 
we would undertake unilateral action as Mr. 
Eisenhower did in Lebanon in the late 19508. 

Question. To what degree do you think we 
should do this in a situation like Santo Do- 
mingo and Vietnam? Should we do it every 
time an outbreak exists? 

Senator MCGEE. I think that it depends 
upon the sensitivity of the crisis. In the Near 
and Middle East crises are so explosive that 
it would be difficult to turn it off conven- 
iently once it was at the shooting stage. In 
the Caribbean it would have to be deter- 
mined by outside factors, such as in the Santo 
Domingo case, the evidence that was appar- 
ent at the time that influence from Cuba, 
for example, was having a pressuring, a warp- 
ing effect on the events in Santo Domingo. 
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Question. Was it ever proved really that 
there was actual Communist influence in 
Santo Domingo? Wasn't this largely a ques- 
tion at the time? Isn't it still? 

Senator McGee. Yes, it is still a question. 
The fact that it is still a question with two 
sides ducks the real issue. The real issue was 
you had to make a decision at the moment 
that the crisis breaks. The decision can’t wait 
for history five years later with the hindsight 
view. There was enough evidence of some 
special Communist cadres that had moved in 
there to make it the judgment of those mak- 
ing the decision worth taking the risk. You 
wouldn’t have a chance to do it over again. 
That is the difference between those who 
have to make the decision and those who can 
speculate until doomsday as to what ought 
to have been done. 

Question. Senator, what influence will the 
Russian ships in the Mediterranean have on 
any action taken by the United States? 

Senator Monk. I would think that they 
likewise would be one of the compounding 
factors that make it even more tense and 
more explosive. I think they should not deter 
an action that would intercede unilaterally 
in the event there were an open resort to 
shooting. 

Question. Senator, do we have a right to 
interfere in another nation’s affairs simply 
because we are a world power? 

Senator MoGxx. I think we have a right to 
see that no nation forces its system by force 
on the throat of its neighbors. I think that 
is the obligation that we inherit as the victor 
of the last war. We didn’t want it. We didn't 
seek it. We tried to run away from it. I be- 
lieve there is no alternative. I think we have 
no business in the internal affairs of another 
country. 

Question. Are American ships in the Medi- 
terranean an abrasive factor in this situation 
and crisis or are they going to be.... 

Senator McGee. I think that the American 
ships in the Mediterranean are probably a 
stabilizing factor rather than an abrasive 
one. They’ve been there ever since the end of 
World War II. They're not a new element in- 
terjected. The new element is the movement 
in there of some Russian units. 

Question. On U.S. intervention in other 
country’s affairs, how about our intervention 
into Vietnam? Why are we exactly there? 

Senator McGee. In my opinion, we are in 
Vietnam because the issue is not Vietnam. 
The issue is all of Eastern Asia. And I think 
that in the case of the Sixth Fleet that is 
in the Formosa Straits, in the case of our 
stand in Korea on the 38th Parallel in 1950- 
53, in the case of our aiding the Indians with 
their aircraft when the Tibetan frontier was 
in danger, that these are all cut from the 
same cloth, namely, trying to seek a stable 
base of operations in Asia for all of the Asians 
rather than resort to violence to change the 
geography of the area. 

Question. Then are we trying to keep up 
presenting—giving the chance for a Demo- 
cratic free government? 

Senator McGee. I think that you go far too 
far. We give them a chance to make up what- 
ever it is they want to have. But I think the 
issue is not Vietnam, I repeat. The issue isn't 
even the right of Vietnam to determine its 
own government. The issue is all of Eastern 
Asia that is at stake. If the National Libera- 
tion Fronts, which were a technique that Mr. 
Mao first advertised, which Hanoi has per- 
fected, were permitted to go unchallenged, 
they were already on the front line in the 
five provinces of northeast Thailand, which 
I visited a year ago, they are already still in 
the eastern third of Laos, and refuse to get 
out in violation of the Geneva Pact. They are 
also in Cambodia. Now, as Sihanouk has 
testified—the issue is not Vietnam, the issue 
is discouraging and thwarting this kind of 
new confrontation, the spreading of some- 
body else's control. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


Question. Well, to use Vietnam to general- 
ize on the entire world, you say that democ- 
racy is too sophisticated for Vietnam. What 
exactly would you suggest in the form of a 
government for Vietnam? 

Senator McGee. I wouldn't suggest and I 
have no right to suggest a form of govern- 
ment for Vietnam. I think history shows us 
that they will have all of those nations in 
that part of the world will have a more 
monolithic type of authority in their gov- 
ernments until they grow up to the respon- 
sibilities of some other alternatives that 
may present themselves. We've been working 
at democracy ourselves for 200 years. And we 
still have a tough time getting free elections 
in some parts of the country. 

Mr. GRANIE. Would we stand by their de- 
cision? 

Senator McGEE. By whose decision? 

Mr. Granix. The South Vietnamese. 

Senator McGEE. Oh indeed, yes. Any de- 
cision they make is their business in their 
way. We support Mr. Franco in Spain. We 
supported any kind of a contrary system. 
That is the business of those people. Democ- 
racy is too sophisticated a system to be 
thrust down the throats of any people. 

Question. Do you support dictatorships? 

Senator McGee. I support the independent 
right of people to have their own independ- 
ent nationalities. I don't think we dare make 
little democrats or little Americans out of 
them, and couldn't if we tried. 

QUESTION. Then why didn’t we support, say, 
Ho Chi Minh, who was long a nationalist be- 
fore he came so much identified as a Com- 
munist? Why couldn’t we support him? 

Senator McGee. Mr. Ho Chi Minh was a 
very dedicated and well trained Communist, 
straight out of his training in Moscow be- 
fore the show down began with the French, 
but that is still irrelevant. The issue in Viet- 
nam in 1954 was that you had two basic and 
fundamental differences of opinion among 
the Vietnamese. In the North they had one 
set of concepts. Ho Chi Minh was going to 
rule the North without tolerating a political 
difference. All political opposition was abol- 
ished. In the South you had the people 
that were refugees down there, who had one 
point of view, you had the Buddhists with 
another, you had the natives in the area with 
still another. So that the issue was to try 
to prevent a bloodbath, thus the line was 
drawn saying that two sections should be 
separated until they could stabilize and 
make their decision without force. 

Question. Senator, have you found any- 
thing encouraging about the Vietnam situa- 
tion now that there has been some recent 
military defeats in the government that 
is in Vietnam now? 

Senator McGee. I haven't heard of the re- 
cent military defeats, may I say, but indeed 
it is encouraging in two or three ways. Very 
quickly they are these. One is that the Na- 
tional Liberation thrust of the National Lib- 
eration Fronts have been really stopped. 
They are withering on the vines to borrow 
an old expression from World War II, be- 
cause we are there. The second thing is that 
the climate of opinion in all of Southeast 
Asia has changed. I just got back from there 
a few months ago and they know why we 
are there, and they say bluntly in every one 
of those countries, if you go, we're finished. 
It stretches from the Philippines to Thai- 
land, to Burma, to Malaysia, even to In- 
donesia, where the Indonesians are very 
frank to say that if you hadn't been in Viet- 
nam, the little explosion that Indonesia had 
would have gone the other direction. So that 
these are real gains. The last thing that I 
would mention is that all of these South- 
east Asians are now undertaking non mili- 
tary collective efforts in economic develop- 
ment, in educational development, in river 
power systems, in international trading de- 
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velopments that they themselves are setting 
up. And they have begun this since we were 
there. 

Question. They are helping themselves? 

Senator McGee. They want the chance to 
help themselves and they think if we can 
help them win that time they can establish 
the new order in Asia under their own steam. 

Question. Senator, you say the overall 
Asian picture is looking better. How do you 
explain the recent riots in Hong Kong, the 
new trade agreements between Red China 
and Japan, riots in Japan and in the Philip- 
pines? I don’t understand this. 

Senator McGee. Well, first of all, let's say 
that in all of those fronts that you just men- 
tioned—the riots in Hong Kong have a real 
local color because of the impossible con- 
gestion there. That is, it is a town that is 
equipped to handle about a third as many 
people as it now has because of the Chi- 
nese refugees that have fied there. We have 
riots in Los Angeles at the same time, It 
doesn’t mean that the fabric of the world 
is coming apart at the seams. In Japan, the 
Japanese survived a very orderly election in 
spite of the riots. Riots are readily mobilized 
in surface groups that are ready to move, In 
terms of the other parts of Asia, including 
the Philippines, they are holding their own 
free elections. They are maintaining their 
own posture, and the only discombobulating 
force on the horizon would be those forces 
that threaten to inject from the outside 
new elements that can cause them to move 
in extreme ways, it may shatter the fabric 
of their stability. That's the reason, in my 
judgment, that we are there. Let me hasten 
to add because it is a very good t on 
whether we are going to make little demo- 
crats out of them or not, that our position 
there is not aimed against the Communists. 
Let me turn it around that way, that the 
line we hold in Korea is not anti-Communist, 
it is anti-aggression. We would stop the 
South Koreans from going North, just as 
much as we would stop the North from going 
South. That fleet off the Formosa straits 
is not only to keep—to protect Chiang Kai- 
shek, It is to keep him from going back to 
the mainland and starting a new war. And 
the same way in Vietnam, I think it is as 
much to keep the South from going North 
if they ever get that chance. 

Question. Is this your view or the view of 
the Administration and the government as a 
whole? 

Senator McGee. I've read a history book. 
This is the record on why we are there. And 
this is the record now, as a matter of the 
facts at the moment. This is well known 
about the Sixth Fleet in the straits. This is 
well known about our stance in Korea, to 
prevent anyone from going North. It is to try 
to restore stability. I think we have made it 
clear that we intend no land invasion to 
the North in Vietnam. 

Question. Senator, do you think the Amer- 
ican people are getting an accurate picture 
of the war in Vietnam, or is it being distorted 
somewhat? 

Senator McGee. I think that they are get- 
ting a very realistic picture now of the war 
in Vietnam. I think some of them don’t want 
that picture, I think that it depends upon 
what you're watching. If you're watching 
the TV screen, that it is very difficult to get 
the total picture, for the reason that they 
can’t run TV cameras on the other side, And 
so we get a very emotional loaded view of 
the war on one side. 

Mr. Granrk. The pictures of these 
wounded, what effect does that have? 

Senator McGze. In my opinion, the pic- 
tures of the wounded, pictures of the vio- 
lence of the war, tend to give it this emo- 
tional and one sided tinge. 

Question. But it is realistic? 

Senator McGee. Well, that's not the re- 
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porting I’m talking about, whether that is 
the realism of the war. I thought you were 
referring to the Administration’s statements 
on what it was all about. 

Question. No, I was thinking about the TV 
and the news media. 

Senator McGEeE. Oh, in that case, that is 
realistic as far as it goes. It’s just only half 
of the realism. It doesn’t reflect what pro- 
duced it on the other side. And I think that’s 
the blind side. And one of the tragedies of 
our moment it seems to me is that in this 
time of great change, that we dwell on the 
chaos of change rather than on the perspec- 
tive of change. The TV reports each day deal 
in violence and chaos and it misses the big 
picture. We get so lost in the minutia of day 
to day that we lose sight of the big picture. 

Question. If you don’t dwell in the chaos 
of the moment's perspective, you're just 
going to lose sight of the perspective also, 
the perspective is the result of the day to day 
chaos. 


Senator McGee. I think that the chaos can 
produce such—tends to trigger panic at a 
moment when there may be steady advances 
or steady gains. But that’s always the danger 
at any time. The richness of the past was 
that you could survive public opinion and 
instant news because they would have time 
to digest it weeks or months later, and thus 
keep it in balance. I think we ourselves can 
recall moments that seemed to be the most 
frightening or important thing that ever 
happened, and in hindsight they tend to look 
rather commonplace and less significant. I 
think this is the price we're paying now in 
Vietnam. 

Question. Senator, a few minutes ago you 
used the word nonmilitary to describe the 
action we're taking in Southeast Asia, action 
being taken by the governments. But aren't 
most of the governments, in fact, all the gov- 
ernments we're supporting in Southeast Asia 
military regimes? 

Senator Menz. Not all of them. They 
happen to have a large military tinge because 
that’s a phase through which they have first 
moved. I think it is well to point out that 
our first recourse in our first free election 
was to pick a General, We came from a very 
tenuous past with rivalry among the colonies, 

Question. These are military dictatorships, 
aren’t they, sir? 

Senator Merz. In our terms, they are 
not democracies. I think they will probably 
have somebody’s dictatorship for all of your 
life and perhaps the next lives. 

Question. What is the difference between 
military dictatorships, sir, and Communism? 

Senator McGee. Oh, I think all the differ- 
ence in the world. You can get—the Com- 
munist philosophy in itself offers no chance 
for change. As we’ve noted in Latin America, 
where we have a more sophisticated form 
of some military evolutionary process, you 
will find that the processes of change there 
have been instituted through the civic action 
programs, in some cases largely by the mili- 
tary. This would not be within the common 
framework of the rigidities of the Commu- 
nists. 

Question, But doesn’t the very fact that 
we support military governments in South- 
east Asia actually drive the reformers to- 
wards the Communists? 

Senator McGer. It does some, particularly 
American reformers. 

Question. I mean Southeast Asian re- 
formers. 

Senator McGee. Only when they don't 
respond to the problem. For example, in 
Thailand, they made very measurable gains 
in their economic development and their 
social development, even though they have 
a very strong military regime. In Malaysia it 
was the military regime that ultimately gave 
them the chance for stability that is now 
moving very rapidly in the other direction. 
In Indonesia a military Infrastructure was 
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required to offset the alternative of the PKI 
Communist Party. And yet they have already 
launched on very substantial non military 
reforms in Indonesia, so that these are the 
simple starting places where you've got to 
have order and stability. 

Question. To the formation of govern- 
ments, like in South Vietnam, you say we're 
not trying to impose a democracy on the 
people, What you say is that you want them 
to choose their own government. Do you 
want to fight for these people, have American 
men get killed. ... 

Senator McGee. No, I’m not fighting for 
these people. I’m trying to establish stability 
in Asia. 

Question. All right, well, you know, we'll 
pull out of South Vietnam and let them get 
whatever government they want without 
any guidance from the Americans. 

Senator McGee, I think that this would 
introduce the factor that you're leaving out, 
which is not the matter of having them 
have what they decide, but that you would 
have this intrusion from the North which 
already was underway very substantially, 
that would force what the North wants for 
the South. When I was last in Vietnam— 
I've only been there three times, so I am no 
expert on Vietnam—but when I was last 
there, I didn’t find a single group in South 
Vietnam, professors, labor leaders, Bud- 
dhists, any of the groups that wanted any- 
thing to do with the National Liberation 
Front or the North. They had unity on this 
question. They each disagreed on who ought 
to run South Vietnam. They each thought 
they could do it better. But that was for 
them to decide. It had nothing to do with 
the North imposing it. They are agreed that 
they will not have it. 

Question. When you say that is for them 
to decide, all right, just assume that we 
have driven the NLF out and there is no 
problem there. So you're just going to let 
in riots between the Buddhists and the 
labor leaders and the professors, and all 
the other factions tear up the country, prob- 
ably just as bad as the Communists. 

Senator McGee. Well, they've been able 
to hold, for example, some rather substantial 
elections, which some of our critics said 
couldn't be held just a year ago. That is, they 
elected a constituent assembly. They drafted 
a constitution. They ratified the constitu- 
tion. They held a whole string of village 
elections for the second time in their history. 

Question. Senator, don’t the people have 
to vote in order to have their ration tickets 
checked? 

Senator McGee. In some of the provinces 
they do, yes. I think it is a good idea. And 
I wish we could do it here. 

Question. Haven't they found a great deal 
of apathy therefore about whom the people 
voted for? They hardly knew whom they 
were voting for just to get their ration tick- 
ets checked? 

Senator McGee. It seems to me like you're 
talking about an American election. There 
is a reason that some people vote and why so 
many of them don’t vote, are really sources 
of concern to us in any public theater, and 
Vietnam, as in India, they have inducements 
to try to get them to participate in any elec- 
tion, and I think this is good. And I wish 
there was some way to get Americans to 

Question. You just got through saying, 
sir, that these people possibly aren’t capa- 
ble of participating in a democracy, Do you 
believe in forcing them to do so by making 
them vote is going to... 

Senator McGee. No, no. It’s different when 
you're voting for your village chief than 
when you're trying to set up a national 
symbol which does not yet exist. They have 
to win time for nationalism to emerge. 

Question. But the constitutent assembly, 
sir, has often been described as just a rubber 
stamp for Marshall Ky. 
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Senator McGeze. Yes, there are those who 
would take very serious issue with that be- 
cause of the diversity of the representatives 
that where selected in that, and the diversity 
was borne out in the deliberations over the 
constitutional framework. Every philosophy 
was reflected in it, and most of the political 
scientists think that it wasn’t a bad begin- 
ning. It isn’t the kind of thing some of 
them would like to live under, but for com- 
ing from scratch it was a pretty good docu- 
ment. 

Question, Senator, recently Tiu announced 
that he would run against Ky in the next 
election, Do you think this will wreck the 
political stability that has existed in South 
Vietnam for the past two years? 

Senator McGee. I think it will probably 
impose political strain, because everybody 
would like to have a clear run at it himself. 
But in that particular case, it would be a 
real serious cleavage. My guess is that he will 
probably withdraw. 

Question. Do you think that it will in any 
way affect our commitments? 

Senator McGer. I wouldn't think that it 
would affect our commitments in any way. 
I think Ky is incidental in this. I think it is 
a tendency to over-exaggerate completely. 

Question. Well supposing Tiu was elected 
and he told us to leave. Would we leave? 

Senator Mexx. I think that in the first 
place that your hypothesis you pose there is 
almost totally improbable. And that, there- 
fore, we've got to live with reality. The re- 
ality is that the threat from the North has 
united even the most bitter critics within 
Vietnam. 

Question. Senator, do you believe that the 
increase in the Vietnam War of the U.S. 
commitment that we can maintain our guns 
and butter policy? 

Senator McGee. I think that we could have 
a great many more guns and much more 
butter under the vibrancy of our present 
economy, that we're just working with both 
hands tied behind our backs here at home. 
I think we're selling ourselves short. We 
ought to get with it. You can do both. I 
think this talk about how much we can afford 
right now is still in the bush leagues. It 
isn’t very realistic. 

Question. I read in an article regarding 
what you said that you believed that all 
the countries on the rim of China are glad 
that we are in Vietnam. In the light of this, 
shouldn’t we escalate the war, get it over 
with, or should we continue to draw it out? 

Senator McGee. In the nuclear age I 
don’t think you get a war over with. In other 
words, you don’t win wars any more, but you 
can lose them. I think that that is the 
reason that we have to observe great re- 
straint. I think we have to keep it rationally 
limited. I think this is the sentence of our 
time, and we have to learn to live with it. 
We no longer can fight the old fashioned, 
good clean wars, or the good old days, like 
you play a basketball game where you keep 
score, and see who wins and who loses. I 
think the best chance we have... . 

Mr. Granrk, Where is the line of demar- 
cation, Senator? You say restraint. Just how 
far do we go? 

Senator McGre. Well, we keep the ob- 
jective always in mind, which is namely, the 
preservation of the two Vietnams. The issue 
is not China and the issue is nothing else 
more than just trying to prevent the breach- 
ing of one of the stabilizing lines by force 
of arms. 

Question. So it won’t come to an end here, 
and then in the Middle East buildup. These 
things keep popping up all over the world. 
We're just going to keep restraining each 
one of them, and have them all over? 

Senator McGEE. I think that is the obli- 
gation of our time. I see no other alternative 
for that short of nuclearizing the world. I 
don’t happen to advocate that. I don’t know 
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of any rational person that would. That’s 
the only other option there is. And who would 
you nuclearize? The Russians or the Chi- 
nese. I think as an historian, I would be the 
first to reject the inevitability of any war. 
You can’t accept inevitability. There have 
been too many wars talked about that were 
never fought. 

Question. Then Senator, you seem to be- 
lieve then that it is our obligation to police 
the world whenever an outbreak occurs? 

Senator McGee, I think it is our obligation 
to try to maintain stability until we can get 
a@ world infrastructure under which the peo- 
ple of the world can live under law. We don’t 
have that. We have a world of anarchy. Our 
job as the principal power in the world is to 
try to win the chance to do it better and more 
wisely than my generation did. 

Question. Senator, I’d like to change the 
subject a little. Recently, Russo-American re- 
lations have become more strained. Do you 
think the crisis in the Middle East will cause 
a tremendous gap to be formed? 

Senator McGee. I would guess not a very 
big gap. I think that this is being played for 
some psychological warfare reason, world 
propaganda reason, more so than for a funda- 
mental showdown. I don’t think it is nearly 
as critical as, for example, the Berlin ques- 
tion, or the confrontation in Cuba, where the 
issue was nuclear warfare. I think this is a 
grade or two below that. 

Question. Senator, let’s get back to guns 
and butter. Do you believe the President’s 
6% surtax is still applicable? 

Senator McGee, I think it was applicable 
a year ago and should have been applied be- 
fore the election last year. The politicians 
didn't think so. I wasn't running, I hasten 
to add, last year. But I think that that was 
when it was due. I think by Christmastime 
last year it was already out of date. It may 
be back in need by Christmastime this year, 
but not now. 

Question. There are reports that the econ- 
omy is surging a little bit right now. 

Senator McGee. That would then call for 
it, but I think not until the end of the year. 

Question. What plans are there to correct 
the gold drain that is occurring in our econ- 
omy? 

er McGee. Well, first of all, the gold 
drain has already slowed down in the first six 
months of this year. Secondly, I think that 
the gold drain is a psychological problem, 
rather than a practical economic problem. It’s 
a state of mind rather than a state of fact. 
And thus we have more options there than 
meet the psychiatrists—the financial psy- 
chiatrists. 

Question. So the devaluation of the dollar 
is not in the future? 

Senator McGee. In my judgment, the de- 
valuation of the dollar is not in sight at all. 

Question. Senator, is there an organized 
Communist plot in Southeast Asia right 
now? 

Senator McGee. I think that there is not 
an organized Communist plot, that is, in all 
of Southeast Asia. I think that it has been 
shattered. I think that the stance that we 
have taken in Vietnam has had a great deal 
to do with that shattering. I think that our 
presence there has likewise had something to 
do with the confused order of events in 
mainland China at the present time. And I 
think finally that the kind of Communism 
you get in China is quite a different breed 
of cat from the kind that you see in mod- 
ern day Russia. So I think we make a very 
serious mistake in trying to reduce every- 
thing to Communism. 

Question. Don’t you think we're fighting it 
right now as if we were fighting organized 
Communism? 

Senator McGee. No, I think not. I think 
that some of the critics use that as a whip- 
ping boy, as a kind of a stalking horse to 
attack. I think that has nothing to do with 
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it. I think you find some rambunctious 
people in this country that use the word 
Communism as a substitute for thinking. I 
don’t happen to think that is the issue. 

Question. Is Ho Chi Minh a Chinese pup- 
pet? 

Senator Mexx. Ho Chi Minh is a North 
Vietnamese Communist. 

Question. And that doesn’t make him then 
an international Communist, but rather a 
North Vietnamese Nationalist, wouldn't it? 

Senator McGee. That makes him a North 
Vietnamese nationalist who would like to 
take over South Vietnam, and this is where, 
I think, the line has to be drawn. On the 
other hand, I think that he would be the 
first candidate for Titoism, if there were a 
counter force that could protect him. You 
can’t have a Tito in Europe unless there had 
been two forces. This is the fallacy of those 
that argued that they ought to let Ho be- 
come a Tito. He can't become a Tito without 
a counter force. 

Question. Which would be preferable 
then, a Tito in Southeast Asia or a military 
dictatorship and a separation of countries? 

Senator McGee. Now you're broadening 
your terms. I think that Ho would be an ad- 
mirable Tito, But that would be conditioned 
on our presence in the South to be the 
counter force, because there is no other 
counter force available there. 

Question, You're speaking about counter 
forces here, and go along with your balance 
of power philosophy in foreign relations. How 
is the United States, to get back to the Mid- 
dle East, to create a balance of power between 
Israel and the entire Arab nations? 

Senator McGee. Well, the only balance is 
you protect the independence of Israel, which 
is a fact of life and has been now for eighteen 
or nineteen years, And this is the element of 
balance that is required in that sector of 
the world. 

Mr. GRANIK. I’m sorry to interrupt. I know 
there are many more questions, but there 
just isn't time. Thank you, Senator MCGEE, 
for being our guest on Youth Wants To 
Know. Our thanks to you, panel, for your 
most interesting questions, and to you ladies 
and gentlemen, for being with us. Please join 
us again next week on Youth Wants to Know, 
where through the eyes of youth, we explore, 
we discover, we measure the important peo- 
ple, ideas and events of our time. And now 
this is Theodore Granik bidding you goodbye. 


IN PRAISE OF THE POSTMASTER 
GENERAL 


Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, I wish 
to express congratulations and com- 
mendations to the National Association 
of Postmasters of the United States for 
their loyal, dedicated, and patriotic sup- 
port of postal management as well as 
service to the great American public far 
beyond the ordinary course of their em- 
ployment. 

The July issue of their national 
monthly magazine, Postmasters Gazette, 
is offered as an indication of their un- 
swerving support of postal policies, all 
of which are designed with a singularity 
of purpose; improved mail service for all 
of America and her possessions, 

The cover of this issue of their maga- 
zine depicts Postmaster General Law- 
rence F. O’Brien who, in the words of 
his own postmasters, is “Postmaster Gen- 
eral Extraordinary.” This is not a matter 
of currying favor with the boss, as it 
were, as many past issues of this same 
magazine bear witness, but rather a sin- 
cere, heartfelt tribute to leadership un- 
precedented in recent postal history. Our 
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postmasters are unusually proud of their 
current commanding general, just as we, 
here in the Senate, have been forced to 
commend his imagination and present 
leadership of that beleaguered whipping 
boy of the Nation’s greatest services, the 
U.S. postal service. 

Our postmasters have a set of objec- 
tives within their association, which is 
the guiding light of both their organiza- 
tion and their individual members. Most 
fittingly, their number one goal is: “To 
promote the interests of the postal 
service.” 

Our 33,000 postmasters are doing this 
daily from Aroostook, Maine, to San 
Diego, Calif.; from Fairbanks, Alaska, to 
Miami, Fla., and San Juan, P.R. If they 
choose to quote national magazines as 
saying: “Postmaster General O’Brien is 
known for his demon efficiency and gen- 
uine ability” or “General O’Brien, Mr. 
Competent, is, of course just about the 
most complete professional in town” in 
their own national magazine, they do so 
with little fear of contradiction. 

Postmasters are leaders of their com- 
munities—in every hamlet, village, town, 
and city of the United States. They are 
perceptive individuals about whom we 
could easily say—they know a good thing 
when they see it. This is what they are 
saying about Lawrence F. O’Brien. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the article from Postmasters 
Gazette be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Larry O'BRIEN—POSTMASTER GENERAL 
EXTRAORDINARY 

In a recent speech to a third-class mail 
user group, Postmaster General Lawrence F. 
O’Brien told how a stamp machine went 
wild at a Buffalo, New York, self-service 
postal unit when a man tried to buy a 25-cent 
stamp. 

The postmaster general told the story this 
way: 

tt was eleven o'clock at night, there was 
a strong northwest wind blowing, and the 
temperature was about 8 degrees above zero. 
Maybe it was the cold. I don’t know. But 
when he pressed the button, the red light 
turned on, the machine made a funny noise, 
and—nothing happened. The man pressed 
again, and a stamp popped out. And then 
another, and another, and another. Until 
there were 2,780—worth $695. Did you ever 
try getting hold of 2,780 stamps in a stiff 
wind? At 8 above zero? At 11:00 at night? 
Well, the man did somehow. And, being 
an honest citizen, he turned them in to the 
post office. 

“But the point is that now I will forever be 
known as the postmaster general who intro- 
duced the first pari-mutuel post office in the 
world. And with a pay-off of 2,780 to one.” 

WHAT THE PRESS SAYS ABOUT POSTMASTER 

GENERAL O 

Mr. O'Brien's recital of the Buffalo inci- 
dent proved him to be both humorous and 
modest. History will have more legitimate 
reasons than that pari-mutuel post office 
to recall the name of Lawrence Francis 
O’Brien. Most likely, history will remember 
Mr. O'Brien as the postmaster general who 
developed the plans to completely revolution- 
ize the postal service. And he did that gigan- 
tic job in his first 18 months as postmaster 
general. Mr. O’Brien’s effect on the Postal 
Service was noted recently by Fortune maga- 
zine, which commented that the postmaster 
general “is turning out to be the strongest, 
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most imaginative boss the Department has 
ever had. 

And the Fortune article added: “As post- 
master general, he is demonstrating not only 
unusual energy but also a flair for modern 
management practices.” That is a choice 
comment from a magazine that has inter- 
viewed more than a few top business execu- 
tives in the past several decades. Though 
choice, the comment is typical of what the 
communications media are saying about 
Larry O’Brien. The Kansas City Times said 
on April 8, 1967, that Mr. O’Brien was “known 
for his demon efficiency and genuine ability.” 

Columnist Bruce Biossat of the Newspaper 
Enterprise Association put it this way: “Post- 
master General O’Brien: Mr. Competent . . 
is of course, just about the most complete 
professional in town.. . . O'Brien has the 
capacity for getting tough without stirring 
deep personal enmity. Somehow, he conveys 
a sense of fairness and balance to nearly all 
persons and factions. .. .” 

The Flint (Michigan) Journal said that Mr. 
O’Brien “has earned a reputation as one of 
the most competent ‘all around’ men in the 
higher echelon of public service. . . . Some- 
how the words ‘capable,’ ‘talented’ and ‘re- 
spected’ seem to find use by writers who have 
occasion to discuss him or his activities 
He has a reputation for directness and for be- 
ing clear-headed.” 

Edward J. Mowery, writing in the Birming- 
ham News last February said: “The special 
commission which recommended sweeping 
changes in the Post Office Department back 
in 1949 . . . must have had Lawrence F. 
O'Brien in mind as the organizational wizard 
to do the job. O’Brien has established a rap- 
port with Congress, his board of directors, 
never achieved previously by a predeces- 
sor. ... A masterful organizer, the 50-year- 
old lawyer loathes red tape, gimmickry and 
hoopla.” 

Newsweek magazine termed the postmaster 
general “energetic, enthusiastic and popular.” 
While to Nan Robertson of the New York 
Times he is “a tough and aggressive planner 
and administrator. 

A FOUNTAIN OF IDEAS, A SPRINGBOARD OF ACTION 

Mr. O’Brien had hardly lowered his right 
hand from taking the oath as postmaster 
general on November 3, 1965, when the ideas 
began popping out. After only ten weeks in 
office, he announced plans for a $100 million 
accelerated mechanization and moderniza- 
tion program. That program is bearing fruit 
each day, as best typified by a publication re- 
cently put out by the Bureau of Operations 
called Mechanization Installed and On Order. 
That publication lists nine pages of post 
offices that have installed or will install 12 
different types of mechanized equipment. The 
mechanization includes: 369 mail prepara- 
tion lines, 421 facer-cancellers, 7 optical 
scanners, 151 letter sorters, 6 tray transport 
mechanisms, 14 mail flow systems, 114 parcel 
sorters, 73 mail sack sorters, 84 bulk convey- 
ors, 39 closed circuit television systems, 4 
towveyors and 22 monorail conveyor systems. 
That's 1.304 pieces of mechanization in all. 
They’ll go in 189 post offices from Portland, 
Oregon, to Portland, Maine. 

The postmaster general remarked one day 
that he thought his program was getting re- 
sults. Or, as he put it: “Occasionally, I re- 
ceive some slight indication that our effort 
to serve is meeting with success. Just a few 
days ago, I received a letter from a woman in 
North Dakota telling me of improved mail de- 
livery. She said, Tou just don’t know how 
much prompt mail service means to my hus- 
band since he lost his mind.’” 


SETTING UP PLANS FOR TOMORROW’S NEEDS 
Another of Mr. OBrien's projects for im- 
proving the postal service was to set up a 
e programming and budgeting sys- 
tem, also known as PPBS. This system is part 
ofa new government-wide budgeting process 
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designed to give President Johnson and the 
Congress a more meaningful picture of fed- 
eral activities. The Office of Planning and 
Systems Analysis integrates the plans of the 
several bureaus within the Department and 
conducts studies on matters affecting future 
postal policies and activities. As Mr. O’Brien 
told the House Appropriations Committee 
this year: “The Office of Planning and Sys- 
tems Analysis is giving the Department in- 
yaluable staff assistance in devising suitable 
plans for tomorrow's postal needs. 
Ronald B. Lee, a young (34) soft spoken, 
quick-minded decision maker, is director of 
the Office. Mr. Lee is a West Point graduate 
who holds a master’s degree and who served 
as an advisor to a Vietnamese infantry 
division, 

Speaking of planning brings to mind the 
story Mr. O’Brien tells about the confused 
lady in Fresno whose car rolled smashingly 
down the street, after she got out to mail a 
letter. “Didn’t you set the emergency brake?” 
asked the judge. “Emergency brake?” she 
said, surprised. “I didn’t know mailing a 
letter was an emergency.” 


COOPERATION STRESSED WITH MAIL USERS 
COUNCILS 


Mailing a letter may not be an emergency 
to that lady in Fresno but to that man who 
sits under the Ben Franklin portrait in 
Washington the mailing of 80 billion pieces 
a year is coming close to an emergency. To 
find out when much of that mail will be 
deposited, Mr. O’Brien has stressed coopera- 
tion with the Mail Users’ Councils through- 
out the nation. The 15 Regional forums 
which were held last winter were universally 
acclaimed by both mail users and postal 
Officials. A nation-wide forum is slated for 
September 14 and 15 in Washington. 


ACCOMPLISHMENTS OF O’BRIEN 
ADMINISTRATION 


The largest source data system in the world 
is another accomplishment of the O’Brien 
Administration. This system will link 75 
cities throughout the country electronically, 
feeding information to computers at in- 
formation data centers at St. Louis, Mo., and 
Paramus, N.J. That information will be 
analyzed and flashed back to the postmasters 
and tour superintendents in those 75 offices. 
The system will gather such information as 
mail volume, workload, manpower fluctua- 
tions and attendance records. By the fall of 
1968, the system will eliminate more than 
eight million time cards a year, time cards 
that are now recorded manually. In addi- 
tion, 25 million work measurement forms 
will be eliminated. 

Modernization has long been needed in the 
postal service. As Mr. O'Brien told the maga- 
zine publishers recently: “If we ran our tele- 
phone system in this way, the carrier-pigeon 
business would still have a great future 

An upgraded and strengthened Bureau of 
Research and Engineering is another of the 
O’Brien answers to the modernization prob- 
lem. The postmaster general had recom- 
mended legislation to give the old Office of 
Research and Engineering the status of a 
bureau, headed by an assistant postmaster 
general appointed by the President, Dr. Leo 
S. Packer now heads that bureau. Dr. Packer 
came to the Post Office Department a year 
ago from the Xerox Corporation, where he 
was responsible for planning and carrying 
out specialized government research and de- 
velopment contracts. He has been vigorously 
recruiting for top scientists and engineers to 
staff the bureau. 


PIT—AN O'BRIEN INNOVATION 
Someday soon the initials PIT will become 
part of the Post Office vocabulary. The in- 
itials stand for Postal Institute of Tech- 
nology. The PIT is another O’Brien innova- 
tion to train employees in modern manage- 
ment and supervisory techniques. The De- 
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partment will be literally putting the knowl- 
edge explosion to work on the mail explosion, 
with visiting lectures, sophisticated curri- 
cula, and field branches to be operated 
throughout the country. 


POD—A MOUSE BUILT TO GOVERNMENT 
SPECIFICATIONS 

But Postmaster General O’Brien’s big- 
gest—and most dramatic—contribution was 
his proposal to create a government corpora- 
tion in place of the present Post Office De- 
partment. In making that proposal, Mr. 
O’Brien said the Post Office Department, “as 
presently constituted, reminds me of the 
classic definition of an elephant—a mouse 
built to government specifications.” 

Mr. O'Brien’s proposal caught everyone by 
surprise. It soon gathered applause from 
every corner of the country, from every walk 
of life, from veteran postal employees as well 
as long time Congressmen, The proposal 
would have the service operated by a Board 
of Directors appointed by the President and 
confirmed by Congress, and managed by a 
professional executive appointed by the 
board, The corporation could issue bonds for 
capital investment funds. The rights that 
present employees have accumulated over 
the years would be retained. 

President Johnson thought the idea worth 
looking into. Five days after Mr. O’Brien 
made his proposal, the President appointed 
a ten-man blue ribbon Commission on Postal 
Organization, chaired by Frederick R. Kappel, 
former chairman of the board of the Ameri- 
can Telephone and Telegraph Company. The 
commission is to study the O’Brien plan 
and other proposals to improve the organiza- 
tion of the Postal Service. The commission 
was told by the President to conduct “the 
most searching and exhaustive review ever 
undertaken of the structure and organization 
of the Post Office Department. The 
commission, which is to report by April 
1968, has set up headquarters at 1016 16th 
Street, NW., Washington, D.C. 20036. Murray 
Comarow is the executive director. 

Mr. O’Brien found the responses to his 
proposal interesting and often amusing. It 
seems that some people couldn't believe that 
anyone would want to change a structure 
as old as the Post Office, whether the change 
be for improvement or not. Said Mr. O’Brien: 
“I am afraid that I have in fact committed 
the unforgivable crime of meaning exactly 
what I said.” 

The postmaster general also noted that 
a group of stockholders of American Tele- 
phone and Telegraph proposed that the big 
firm buy the Post Office. Quipped O’Brien: 
“AT&T Chairman, H. I. Romnes, calculated 
that his net income and our net deficit 
just about balanced out, Mr. Romnes con- 
cluded that the stockholders had the wrong 
number.” 


POSTMASTER GENERAL O’BRIEN—A DOER 


The postmaster general often talks about 
the doers and the viewers. The doers are 
those people who get things done. The view- 
ers are those people who watch the doers. 
Mr. O’Brien is a doer. And he firmly believes 
that now is the time for doing things, before 
this “race with catastrophe” is lost. He warns, 
not entirely facetiously, that at the present 
rate of hiring the Post Office Department will 
employ every man, woman and child in the 
country by the 21st century. 

And that’s Larry O’Brien’s idea of a wrong 
number. 


MANAGEMENT CONTROL 
PROBLEMS IN DEFENSE 


Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, the ex- 
penditure of our tax dollars has been and 
is, quite properly, a prime concern of 
all of us, and quite naturally that area 
which receives the largest share of that 
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expenditure—namely, defense—also re- 
ceives the greatest amount of public in- 
terest and scrutiny. 

In fiscal year 1965, the budget of the 
Department of Defense was approxi- 
mately $50 billion—half the budget of 
the entire Federal Government. It ex- 
ceeded the combined budgets of the 50 
States. 

The management and administration 
of a budget this large, obviously, require 
techniques, skills, and labors so complex 
and so interlocking that the layman— 
indeed, even the expert, at times—has 
difficulty understanding the complete 
picture; the scheme of things. 

I think it would be useful, therefore, 
to have printed in the Record a recent 
address by the Assistant Secretary of De- 
fense, Robert N. Anthony, in which he 
discusses in depth and detail both the 
enormity of the task and the techniques 
applied in handling a defense budget in 
this day and age. 

I ask unanimous consent that Secre- 
tary Anthony’s remarks of June 26 be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

MANAGEMENT CONTROL PROBLEMS IN DEFENSE 
(By Robert N. Anthony, Assistant Secretary 
of Defense, at the annual conference of 

National Association of Accountants, June 

26, 1967) 


ent control problems of the De- 
fense Department, the largest organization in 
the free world, are challenging at any time, 
but they are particularly challenging in a 
period of conflict such as the present. You 
will be interested both as taxpayers, and as 
professionals in management accounting. I 
propose, first, to describe how we are meeting 
some of these current challenges, and, sec- 
ond, to discuss briefly some of the more basic 
control problems—problems that are perhaps 
highlighted in a period such as this, but that 
are with us at all times. 

You know of course that the Department 
of Defense is big. In Fiscal Year 1965, the year 
before the Southeast Asia buildup started, 
our budget was about $50 billion. This was 
half the budget of the entire Federal Gov- 
ernment. It exceeded the combined budgets 
of the 50 states. It was about equal to 
the gross national product—not the Govern- 
ment budgets, but the total income—of all 
the nations in Africa. I am not absolutely 
sure of this, but I suspect it is about equal 
to the combined budgets of all the companies 
represented in this room. It is big. 

In the military establishment, financial 
controls traditionally have been pretty much 
abandoned in periods of hostilities. In World 
War II, for example, Congress appropriated 
money in great chunks, with no explanation 
of what it was going to be spent for. When 
the till got a little low, the Army and Navy 
simply asked for, and received, an ample re- 
plenishment. The controls were physical, 
rather than financial—for materiel they were 
built around the physical quantities of steel, 
copper, and aluminum. 

In the Korean conflict, some degree of 
financial control was exercised, but the 
budgets were submitted on a piecemeal basis. 
In Fiscal Year 1951, the first year of the 
Korean war, the Defense Department came 
to the Congress with three separate supple- 
mental requests. Supplemental requests were 
also made in each of the following two years. 
These estimates were not backed up by de- 
tailed studies of specific requirements; they 
were in the form of large aggregates. 

The estimates of funds needed in the 
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Korean conflict turned out to be considerably 
overstated. The magnitude of the overstate- 
ment can be seen from the following figures: 
The Congress appropriated a total of $156 
billion for the Department of Defense in the 
three fiscal years 1951, 1952, and 1953; but 
the amount actually expended in these three 
years was only $102 billion. Unexpended bal- 
ances rose from $11 billion at the end of 
Fiscal Year 1950 to $62 billion by the end of 
Fiscal Year 1953. It took about five years to 
work the unexpended balances down to a 
normal level. During the four fiscal years 
1955, 1956, 1957 and 1958, not one dollar had 
to be appropriated for Army procurement; 
the Army lived off its inventories and excess 
funds appropriated during the war. 

A major problem with such a financial 
planning policy is that it is difficult for both 
the Congress and the Executive Branch to 
exert effective budgetary control when the 
authority to spend is granted in undefined 
terms and exceeds actual needs. 

FINANCIAL PLANNING FOR VIETNAM 

We have tried to learn from the Korean 
experience. We have, therefore, taken a very 
different approach for financing the conflict 
in Vietnam. 

The President announced his decision to 
build up United States forces in Vietnam in 
July 1965. In less than four months we 
deployed 100,000 men to Southeast Asia and 
during the fiscal year we added nearly 440,000 
men to our armed forces. During the same 
period, the Viet Cong and North Vietnamese 
military strength in South Vietnam was also 
rising rapidly. 

In the fall of 1965 no one knew how rap- 
idly our commitments would rise. No one 
could predict the level at which we would 
eventually level off. No one could forecast 
the reaction of the enemy. 

And yet this period of uncertainty about 
the financial future was precisely the time 
when it was necessary for us to prepare the 
fiscal 1967 budget request. We were planning 
in November and December for 12 months 
of financial requirements that would begin 
the following July. 

And this was being done while the buildup 
curve was streaking upward. The eventual 
requirement for forces was still uncertain. 
The scope of the air activity rested on mili- 
tary and political decisions which had not yet 
been made. 

Furthermore, there were many unknowns. 
How good were the estimates we were mak- 
ing of attrition? How rapidly would equip- 
ment wear out in Southeast Asia? How ac- 
curate would be our early estimates on 
amount of munitions consumed and amount 
of supplies required? What degree of fire 
power would be judged most desirable by the 
military after some months of experience? 
The Vietnamese situation was quite unlike 
the Korean conflict, and the guidelines and 
consumption rates developed during that war 
were inadequate as indicators of the rates to 
be expected in Vietnam. 

Obviously, the outlook at the time that 
the fiscal year 1967 budget request was pre- 
pared was clouded by great uncertainty as 
to the future, 

In view of this uncertainty, we decided to 
construct the FY 1967 budget on the assump- 
tion that combat operations would be fi- 
nanced only through June 30, 1967. This 
didn’t mean, of course, that we were predict- 
ing that hostilities would cease on June 30. 
It was simply a way of constructing the 
budget that would permit the minimum 
amount of uncertainty in the estimates, be- 
cause with this arbitrary cut-off date the 
budget explicitly excluded funds for the pur- 
chase of items that would be needed in FY 
1968 and beyond, should the war continue. 
With such an assumption, it was apparent 
that if the conflict was thought to continue 
beyond June 30, 1967, or if activity rates in- 
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creased beyond those forecast, then addi- 
tional funds would be needed before the year 
was over. 

The budget developed in accordance with 
this assumption contained requests for 
spending authority totaling 659.9 billion. 

Between January, 1966, when the FY 1967 
budget was presented to Congress, and Oc- 
tober, 1966, when it was enacted, major de- 
velopments occurred in the Southeast Asia 
situation. A possible end of the period of 
rapid buildup of forces became foreseeable 
and the dimensions of the probable extent of 
our commitment began to emerge. It be- 
came clear that we could not with prudence 
assume that hostilities would cease by the 
end of FY 1967. Furthermore, the actual 
rate of buildup was exceeding the rate as- 
sumed in the preparation of the FY 1967 
budget. 

Some suggested that additional funds 
should be requested in the summer of 1966, 
but there still was not a good basis for esti- 
mating the total needs for FY 1967. For ex- 
ample, at one stage the Congress added $549 
million to the Appropriation Bill for addi- 
tional military personnel costs as an indi- 
cation that more funds would be needed, 
whereas the actual additional requirements 
for military personnel turned out to be 
closer to $1.4 billion. 

Instead of requesting additional funds on 
the basis of inadequate estimates, it was de- 
cided to operate for a time with available 
funds, and hold the request for additional 
funds until the needs could be estimated 
more closely. 

Early in 1966, we had only a feel for a 
broad range in which the need for addition- 
al funds might fall. As the year proceeded 
and the level at which our buildup would 
likely flatten became more apparent, we were 
able to narrow this range greatly. In con- 
trast with the unsubstantiated broad esti- 
mate that would have been necessary if the 
request had been submitted earlier, the Sup- 
plemental request submitted in January 1967 
was based on a careful analysis of require- 
ments, and was prepared and submitted in 
the same detail as our regular budget re- 
quests. Hence, the Congressional Commit- 
tees were able to examine it just as they ex- 
amine any budget submission. 

We believe that events have shown this 
policy to be a good one—a policy that was in 
the national interest, but it in fact has 
caused us a great deal of trouble—not trou- 
ble in handling Defense operations, but, 
rather, trouble in gaining public under- 
standing. Certain columnists and others 
have given a version of the facts I have just 
described in such a way as to give the im- 
pression that we deliberately understated 
the cost of SEA combat, that we have tried 
to hide the facts from the public. Actually, 
the exact opposite has been the case. 

Secretary McNamara took every available 
opportunity to explain our policies. He de- 
scribed them to each of the Congressional 
Committees before which he appeared. He 
explained them to the Press. Chairman Rus- 
sell of the Senate Appropriations Committee, 
and Chairman Mahon of the House Appro- 
priations Committee, explained the situation 
on the floor. On August 18, Senator Russell 
stated “If the buildup in Vietnam continues 
at the present rate, I do not think there is 
any question that there will be a very sub- 
stantial supplemental request the first of the 
year, which may be $10 billion; it may be 
more.” On August 25, Congressman Mahon 
said, “It is generally estimated that a sup- 
plement will be required next year... in 
the sum of $5 to $15 billion.” 

But our attempts to plan carefully and to 
describe these plans fully had no effect on 
our critics. And even today, there is still talk 
about the “$10 billion goof,” as if the size of 
our 1967 budget, instead of being carefully 
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calculated, really represented poor financial 
planning. 

In preparing the FY 1968 budget, we were 
able to follow a quite different planning as- 
sumption from that used in the preceding 
year. Our basic budgetary assumption for FY 
1968 was that the war would continue indefi- 
nitely. Accordingly, we included in the FY 
1968 budget funds for the procurement of 
items that will be consumed in periods rang- 
ing from six months to 18 months beyond 
the end of FY 1968, the length of time being 
governed by the procurement lead time for 
these items. Thus, barring an unexpected 
significant change in the level of activity in 
Vietnam, or a new contingency elsewhere in 
the world, the FY 1968 budget as submitted 
represents a statement of our total defense 
needs for that year. 

The main reason why we chose to base 
the FY 1968 budget on this different set of 
assumptions was that we felt that we had 
a much better basis for estimating our total 
needs than we had had the year before. By 
the end of calendar year 1966, the major 
portion of our projected force buildup was 
completed. Also, we were beginning to obtain 
attrition and consumption data from Viet- 
mam and therefore were no longer required 
to use the obsolete rates based on the Korean 
experience. 

Our request for obligational authority to 
Congress for FY 1968 is $75.3 billion. It is 
important to understand that what Congress 
actually appropriates is obligating author- 
ity, that is, authority to enter into con- 
tracts. The press usually discusses the budget 
in terms of expenditures, which are essen- 
tially the same as cash disbursements, checks 
written, Expenditures in a given year may 
result from work contracted in that year, 
as is essentially the case with operating 
costs, or they may result from contracts 
entered into one, two, or even more years 
in the past. We forecast expenditures in 
about the same way that an industrial com- 
pany forecasts its cash flow, although since 
we have thousands of disbursing offices, our 
forecasting job is considerably more compli- 
cated than most. Obviously, in times of un- 
certainty such as the present, these fore- 
casts are especially difficult to make, but 
nevertheless we have been coming fairly 
close. In FY 1966, the forecast was $54.2 bil- 
lion, and actual expenditures were $55.4 
billion. In FY 1967, which ends next Friday. 
our forecast was $68.0 billion. It now appears 
that our actual will be slightly higher, per- 
haps 1% higher. 

Our estimate for FY 1968 expenditures is 
$73.1 billion. As an illustration of how mis- 
conceptions develop, let me describe the 
story behind one prevalent report to the 
effect that this figure is $5 billion under- 
stated. This story got started in April when 
a government official—but one with no con- 
nection at all with Defense—in fact he is a 
banker of all people—said in a background 
interview that in his opinion 50,000 or 
100,000 additional troops would be sent to 
Vietnam. A few days later, a highly respected 
Senator was asked for his estimate of FY 
1968 expenditures, and he said that if 50,000 
or 100,000 additional troops were sent to 
Vietnam, expenditures would rise by $4 bil- 
lion or $6 billion. Shortly after that, a com- 
mittee of the Business Council inquired 
around Washington for information they 
could use to make an economic forecast, 
and I suspect that they ran across the $4 
billion to $6 billion estimate, but without the 
if. I suspect they averaged these two num- 
bers to $5 billion. In any event, in a meeting 
of the Business Council at Hot Springs on 
May 12, they reported that Defense expendi- 
tures were underestimated by $5 billion, but 
they made no mention of the fact that this 
number assumed a substantial increase in 
deployments to Vietnam. Now it is perfectly 
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obvious that if the planned deployment to 
South Vietnam increases or if an emergency 
arises elsewhere in the world, Defense ex- 
penditures will increase. But it is equally 
obvious that we should not base expenditure 
estimates on decisions that might be made; 
we must base them on plans as they actually 
exist. It is just plain wrong to say that our 
expenditures are underestimated because 
they did not take account of a newspaper 
report of what might happen. We do not 
forecast in the subjunctive tense. 

But the facts don’t catch up with the dis- 
tortion. Only two weeks ago, a Congressman 
stated in the Congressional Record that our 
budget was a “shocking misrepresentation 
of Vietnam war costs,” and he based this 
entirely on the $4 to $6 billion story I have 
just mentioned. 


POST-HOSTILITIES PLANNING 


While we base our current program on the 
assumption that hostilities will continue in- 
definitely, we are also making preparation 
for the contingency that they might end at 
any time. We call these our T-Day, or Termi- 
nation-Day Plans. We have been making such 
plans for well over a year, and we continually 
work at keeping them current. 

One of the keys to a successful transition 
is the right inventory policy. In peacetime, 
we must maintain large reserves of combat 
materiel so that the forces can be adequately 
supported between the time hostilities begin 
and the time that additional materiel flows 
from expanded production facilities. Once 
this expansion of production has occurred, 
however, we no longer need this degree of 
inventory protection. We can instead rely on 
the then existing production lines, Thus, 
during hostilities, inventories can safely be 
maintained at lower levels than is necessary 
in peacetime. We call this lower level the 
“hot-base” level, the level that is necessary 
when a hot production base exists. 

When hostilities end, inventories must be 
built back up to the “cold-base” levels, the 
levels necessary to give the required degree 
of protection when production lines are cold. 
The necessity for making this buildup pro- 
vides an important cushion in the transition 
period. Instead of an immediate cessation of 
all Southeast Asia related production when 
hostilities cease, we can plan on a gradual 
reduction, using the excess output above the 
then current consumption needs for the 
buildup in inventory. 

The implementation of this general policy 
is, of course, difficult because while the con- 
flict continues, we must be sure that current 
production is at least great enough to meet 
consumption requirements at the end of the 
production lead time, and this is at least six 
months, and maybe as long as 18 months 
ahead. To be on the safe side, we inevitably 
do some overbuying. You can easily appre- 
ciate why this occurs: 

We deal with about 3,000,000 items, and we 
actually stock hundreds of thousands of 
items in Southeast Asia. Demand forecasts 
are bound to be wrong on some of these 
items, and for this and other reasons they 
will not always be available when they are 
needed and at the place they are needed. So 
every once in a while, a soldier may not be 
able to draw the size 11b shoe that he has 
requisitioned, If, as sometimes happens, he 
writes to his Congressman about this, stories 
of a supply shortage get started, and these 
are embarrassing. We know we cannot be 
perfect, but anything less than perfection is 
a ground for criticism. Quite naturally, 
therefore, there is a tendency in times of 
uncertainty to order more than is needed in 
order to avoid criticism. During wartime, 
you get criticized only for shortages. It is in 
peacetime, after hostilities end, that you get 
criticized for excess inventories. 

Within limits, we must accept this ten- 
dency, but we must balance it against the 
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desirability of keeping inventories at rea- 
sonable levels, so as to provide a cushion for 
the transition period when hostilities cease. 


INTERNAL MANAGEMENT 


Thus far, I have discussed the over-all 
budgetary problems of the Defense Depart- 
ment. I should like to turn now to some as- 
pects of internal management control. 

You are all familiar with the budget. You 
may not be familiar with our central tool 
for internal management purposes, the Five 
Year Defense Program. This is one of the 
important innovations introduced by Secre- 
tary McNamara in 1962. The Program itself 
consists of a book of some 325 pages of num- 
bers. It shows the forces that we plan to 
have, the manpower associated with these 
forces, the equipment that we plan to pro- 
cure, the inventories we plan to have, and the 
costs we plan to incur, all in considerable 
detail, and all for the current year and each 
of the next four years. At any moment of 
time, it reflects the management decisions 
made up to that time, so it must be revised 
to reflect the implications over the next five 
years, of all management decisions when 
they are made. The annual budget is, approx- 
imately, a one-year slice of the financial sec- 
tion of the Five-Year Program. 

We have not abandoned the Five-Year 
Program with the advent of Southeast Asia. 
Far from it. The system is flexible enough 
so that it can accommodate to the changes 
now taking place, and management needs 
the information now just as much as we ever 
did, if not more 80. 


BASIC PROBLEMS 


The Five Year Defense Program is one of 
several management control techniques used 
in the Defense Department. Let me discuss 
briefly some of our basic control problems, 
and particularly contrast these problems of 
control systems in government with similar 
problems in profit-seeking companies. 

Reduced to fundamentals, managers in 
both types of organizations have the same 
functions. The organization has a job to do, 
and it is a function of the manager to see 
to it that the job gets done well, and that 
resources are used efficiently in getting it 
done. The role of the management control 
system is to assist the manager in this func- 
tion and to measure how well he does it. 

Although there is this fundamental sim- 
Uarity, there is an important difference be- 
tween government and private companies. 
This is the absence of a profit figure in the 
government. You, who are developing and 
operating systems in business organizations, 
can build your control system around the 
measurement of profit, and we in govern- 
ment have nothing at all comparable to this. 
Unless you have worked in both government 
and business, I doubt if you realize how for- 
tunate you are to have this profit measure- 
ment to work from. Indeed, at meetings 
like this, you are quite likely to hear speakers 
who criticize some of the accounting princi- 
ples used to measure profits, or who argue 
the merits of measuring profit as a return 
on investment over profit as a return on sales, 
or who show how the profit figure is not an 
entirely accurate, or an entirely complete 
measurement, of management performance. 
All of these points are certainly worth dis- 
cussing, but they tend to make you forget 
what a valuable measuring device the profit 
figure is. Like democracy, it may not be per- 
fect, but it’s certainly a great way to op- 
erate. 

You can test a new investment proposal 
against the yardstick of whether it is likely 
to make a satisfactory profit on the invest- 
ment. We in government must use such sub- 
jective criteria as “improvement in our readi- 
ness,” or “strengthening the defense pos- 
ture.” 

In preparing a budget, you know that if 
proposed spending plans don’t leave an ade- 
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quate amount of profit, something has to 
give. We have no such automatic dampener 
on those bushy-tailed enthusiasts who think 
up new ways to spend money. 

You know that if a company’s profits are 
going down, something is probably wrong. 
We have no such clearcut danger signal. 

You can, within reasonable limits, meas- 
ure each profit center’s contribution to the 
objectives of the whole organization, and 
you can compare results obtained with the 
costs incurred. Our measures of contribu- 
tions and results are vague, often non-quan- 
tified and therefore difficult to relate to costs 
incurred. 

In short, management control is inherently 
more difficult in the Defense Department 
than it is in an industrial company. A gen- 
eration or so ago, some people argued that 
because the profit measure does not exist in 
government, we should not attempt to set 
up good management control systems. This 
defeatist attitude is, fortunately, much less 
prevalent today. The correct conclusion, I 
think, is that because the profit measure 
does not exist in government, we need good 
management control systems even more—to 
take the place of the semi-automatic control 
that occurs in a profit-seeking company. 

This creates a real challenge. It forces us 
to examine the fundamental characteristics 
of the whole control process, and to develop 
new techniques that fit our particular re- 
quirements. The fundamental premise is 
that any organization has a job to do—an 
objective—and it is the responsibility of 
managers at all levels to see to it that this 
job is done effectively and efficiently—that 
is, that it is done well and that it is done 
with the optimum use of resources. The 
management control system should help 
the manager carry out this responsibility, In 
applying this general concept to the prob- 
lem in government, we draw upon and adapt 
techniques developed in industry. The con- 
cept of the responsibility center is one such: 
you define the responsibility of a manager, 
decide on the resources required to carry out 
this responsibility, express these resources in 
a budget, measure actual costs and actual 
performance, and analyze reasons for the 
difference between budget and actual. 

We even adapt the idea of the profit center 
to many parts of the organization, although 
for psychological reasons, we don’t use this 
name. We call it a service center, or a fi- 
nancial responsibility center, but it means 
the same. A maintenance depot, for example, 
is a large industrial organization that over- 
hauls major items of equipment such as 
tanks or aircraft. By establishing standard 
prices for the work done by these depots, 
and by, in effect, selling this work to its 
customers, a revenue is generated in just 
the way that happens in a company when 
one division sells to another. This revenue 
is a measure of output which can be com- 
pared with costs incurred and with planned 
output, and thus provide the manager of 
the depot with the same information that a 
division manager in a company would have. 
This same idea is used for all sorts of serv- 
ice organizations—that is, those that pro- 
vide services to others—shipyards, arsenals, 
laundries, sea transportation, air transporta- 
tion, communications, and even down to 
motor pools and repair shops. 

One of the great strengths of the profit- 
center concept is that it uses the powerful 
force of competition. Even though we don't 
have a profit motive in the literal sense, we 
try to get the psychological stimulus of the 
profit motive by setting up competitive 
situations wherever it is feasible to do so— 
competitive in the sense that one Defense 
organization competes with another, and 
also in the sense that a Defense organization 
competes with an outside organization. In 
the latter case, we take the general position 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


that if an outside organization can do the 
job as well as an internal unit, and at no 
higher cost, then it should get the business. 
This is, of course, consistent with the gen- 
eral tenet of the private enterprise system. 

We have a long way to go in developing 
new control techniques, and an even longer 
way to go in educating managers in how to 
use them, but we are making progress. Many 
of our problems are similar to those in in- 
dustry; for example, in your administrative 
organizations, your research and develop- 
ment organizations, and in many types of 
staff activities, you have essentially the same 
difficulty of relating costs to output that we 
have. 

Thus, as government is learning to use 
management control techniques developed 
in industry, industry may find some of the 
techniques we are developing useful in these 
areas. In any event, the challenges are ex- 
citing in both the government environment 
and the industry environment. We should 
work together to meet them. These, as I 
said, are basic problems. They require a lot 
of experimentation, a willingness to break 
away from tradition. This is what makes 
them exciting to those of us who work on 
these problems in both government and pri- 
vate business. And it is this excitement, this 
challenge, that makes modern accounting 
the fascinating field that we know it to be. 


REPORT ON PEACE CORPS AC- 
TIVITIES IN TRUST TERRITORY 
OF PACIFIC ISLANDS 


Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, as an 
inveterate admirer of the Peace Corps, 
I am pleased to call to the attention of 
the Senate the report on Peace Corps 
activities in the Trust Territory of the 
Pacific Islands which was presented to 
the Congress of Micronesia on July 19, 
1967, by Mr. John Pincetich, Peace Corps 
Director for Micronesia. 

I ask unanimous consent that the re- 
port be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the report 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


REPORT TO THE CONGRESS OF MICRONESIA 


(By John Pincetich, Director, Peace Corps/ 
Micronesia, July 15, 1967) 

On behalf of the Peace Corps Volunteers 
serving in Micronesia—‘Thank You—sincere- 
ly for the opportunity to report on our ac- 
tivities to members of this Congress, and 
through you, to the people of Micronesia. 

Just a year ago Ross Pritchard, Director 
of the Peace Corps’ East Asia and Pacific pro- 
grams, spoke to the Congress. No Peace 
Corps Volunteer had yet entered training 
for Micronesia; in fact, many had yet to be 
invited to share in this unique and his- 
torical mission with you and your people. 

The commitment he talked about was im- 
mense—too ambitious, many felt. It had 
been less than three months earlier that 
the President of the United States, in a let- 
ter to Peace Corps Director Jack Vaughn, 
said, in part: 

“I am writing to call your attention to a 
new development in the Trust Territory of 
the Pacific and to urge the greatest possible 
involvement on the part of the Peace Corps.” 

In handling this request from President 
Johnson, Pritchard talked to you in terms 
of more than 400 Peace Corps Volunteers 
working in education, health, community 
development, and specialized flelds such as 
architecture, surveying and law. These Vol- 
unteers would arrive between October and 
January, would be assigned to remote islands 
as well as district centers, would speak local 
language, eat local food, live in local houses 
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and receive a monthly living allowance to 
assure a standard of living similar to that of 
the average Micronesian. 

There were doubts that this could be done, 
and with good reason. But the Peace Corps 
has a history of reasons for knowing it could 
be done. As Pritchard said to you: 

In a practical day-to-day way, we (Peace 
Corps) have learned the wisdom of the old 
saying that every journey of 10,000 miles 
must begin with a single step. We have 
learned to take that single step, and then 
the next, with confidence, knowing that com- 
mitment and involvement are better travel- 
ling companions than doubt and despair.” 

We have taken many steps since that day. 

And, one year after the speech and nine 
months after the first Volunteers arrived 
in Micronesia, the early doubts have dimin- 
ished, if not faded. Let’s quickly review 
some of the seemingly insurmountable prob- 
lems faced a year ago, and contrast them 
with what’s happening all over Micronesia 
today with 445 Volunteers in service and 
another 175 in training on the island of 
Udot in the Truk Lagoon. 

We heard there wasn’t enough available 
housing in the villages, especially in the 
district centers. We would have to build. 

We were also told that Micronesian fam- 
ilies would not welcome Volunteers to share 
their homes, 

In the Marianas, Palau, Truk and Ponape 
today, Volunteers are living in houses pro- 
vided them by the community, renting exist- 
ing houses within the community or living 
with families. Some construction was nec- 
essary in Yap and the Marshalls, but these 
houses are being turned over to local fam- 
ilies as other Volunteer arrangements are 
made, 

We were told that young Americans could 
not live adequately on our proposed living 
allowance. On Saipan, for example, it was 
said Volunteers would require up to $200 
per month to maintain a subsistence level 
of living. 

Our 45 Saipan Volunteers are now main- 
taining adequate health and living stand- 
ards on their $80 monthly allowance. Where 
rent is required, an additional $10 per month 
is supplied. 

We were told that logistics would make 
it practically impossible to assign Volunteers 
and install radios on many remote islands. 

Today, Volunteers are serving on more than 
80 of the 97 inhabited islands in Micro- 
nesia; each has at least access to a nearby 
radio. We are making do. 

We were told that the variety of lan- 
guages spoken in Micronesia and the ab- 
sence of published language materials would 
make it impossible to teach all languages 
effectively in a three-month period. 

Nine different languages were taught in 
the first training programs; materials were 
created, language informants were sent to 
the training sites. Depending on his assign- 
ment and language ability, every Volunteer 
has some language proficiency, ranging from 
a working knowledge to fluency. 

So Peace Corps Volunteers in Micronesia 
are doing just what Ross Pritchard said they 
would a year ago; they’re living in local 
communities, on a comparable standard, 
speaking local languages and eating local 
foods. 

All this just didn’t happen. Many people 
in many ways, large and small, in and out 
of government, officially and unofficially, 
helped. There is one other factor: Peace 
Corps in Micronesia has proved to be an idea. 
whose time had come. 

But just getting to know you and live 
with you is not enough. This is basic to 
Peace Corps and its Volunteers. 

Being a nice young American and making 
friends does not justify a Volunteer’s pres- 
ence in Micronesia. The fundamental ques- 
tion is: has Peace Corps made any dent in 
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the areas President Johnson noted, educa- 
tion, health, public works, community de- 
velopment? 

The answer is yes. Most definitely. 

Of the 445 Volunteers, about 280 are serv- 
ing in the Trust Territory education system, 
in all six Districts. 

With this added manpower, more schools 
are more fully staffed; there are now schools 
where there were none a year ago; architec- 
tural assistance is available at the district 
level for government and individual plan- 
ning; Peace Corps lawyers are acting as ad- 
visors to local attorneys, and to this Con- 
gress, the Judiciary, police departments, dis- 
trict and municipal legislatures and indi- 
viduals; solutions to Micronesla's land prob- 
lems are being sought by Volunteer lawyers 
and surveyors; business advisors are work- 
ing in district economic development offices 
and with local businessmen to increase effi- 
ciency and to suggest innovations and assist 
in procuring building and development cap- 
ital; nurses, lab and x-ray technicians are 
working in hospitals and dispensaries, giving 
treatment and training Micronesian counter- 
parts, and public health Volunteers are in- 
volved in a continuing program consisting 
of a census, disease survey and follow-up. 

An outstanding example of the Volunteer 
impact is found in the public health cen- 
sus—part of your Public Health Program. 
Peace Corps Volunteers, Micronesian and 
Trust Territory volunteer help and public 
health employees completed a Territory-wide 
census, providing invaluable data for every- 
thing from health programs to city planning. 

This was a massive undertaking which 
went quietly forward in all Districts at a 
steady pace. In a few months various kinds 
of statistical material will be available to 
Trust Territory planners, permitting a much 
more sophisticated response to your prob- 
lems. 

The impact of the Volunteer in TESL 
(Teaching English as a Second Language) is 
impressive and measurable. According to the 
California Achievement Test administered in 
the Marianas District this year, there was 
an 8.5-month growth compared to a three- 
month growth last year. In other words, the 
average student in the Marianas advanced 
nearly three times as fast this year as last, 
and the gap between U.S. schools and Maria- 
nas schools was closed by nearly a full year. 
This rapid improvement is directly attributa- 
ble to the input of 22 Volunteer TESL teach- 
ers in the Marianas education system this 
year. Not only did the Volunteers’ presence 
in the classrooms allow the students to learn 
English more quickly, it also allowed the 
Education Department to spread its con- 
tract teachers into other vital subject areas 
such as math, science, social studies and 


In Yap, visitors from outer islands for- 
merly had to stay in a run-down, crowded 
dormitory whenever they came to Yap proper 
for business, because of illness or a visit. 
Plans had been drawn for a new facility, but 
the estimated cost of $15,000 was prohibitive. 
The Peace Corps architect took the dormi- 
tory as a project and reduced the cost to a 
reasonable and feasible $6,000, utilizing free 
labor and free local materials donated by the 
Yapese people. 

When the recent typhoon hit Palau, Vol- 
unteers, Trust Territory employees and resi- 
dents combined efforts in a massive cleanup 
and rebuilding campaign, distributed food 
and offered medical attention to victims. The 
detailed maps that had been prepared by the 
Volunteers for the Public Health census 
proved invaluable in assessing the damage 
and providing information for rehabilitation 
of the affected areas. 

Many Volunteers in Truk are actively en- 
gaged in community development projects. 
There is a water improvement project on 
almost every island in the Truk Lagoon 
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where a Volunteer is assigned. On Moen 
there is a highly successful Head Start” pro- 
gram in business and a new large school 
going up on Wonei, with strong Volunteer 
leadership. 

In Ponape, one example of Volunteer in- 
volvement is a Peace Corps Legal Services 
organization, which provides counseling to 
anyone on an impartial basis. Activities also 
include the promulgation of the Micronesian 
Advocate, a quarterly legal journal, and as- 
sistance to the Sanyavin Times, a weekly 
newspaper which is the first free press in the 
district, and the formation of formal classes 
in law and legal procedure. 

Volunteer architects in the Marshalls Dis- 
trict have incorporated the census maps into 
plans for the mapping of Majuro for a city 
planning project. Two Volunteer architects 
have planned and designed a school con- 
struction program for the entire Marshalls 
district, have presented it to the Administra- 
tion in Saipan and have received a favorable 
response, resulting in a pilot school construc- 
tion project being approved for the atoll of 
Arno. 


For your later reading, we are sending 
along a report from Peace Corps in the 
Marshalls to give you details of Volunteer 
activity as well as field operating philosophy. 
Similar things are happening in all Districts. 

Volunteers, of course, are busy in other 
than their primary jobs. 

There is scarcely a Volunteer who is not 
involved in secondary activities, helping out 
at district radio stations, working with co- 
ops, environmental sanitation projects, and 
many others. The impact of outside activities 
can be illustrated by the youth work of 
Volunteers in the Marianas. 

More than half the population of the 
Marianas is under 20 years of age. Of these, 
nearly half are involved in youth work spon- 
sored by Volunteers. 

Shortly after arriving in the Marianas, 
Volunteers noted a potential juvenile delin- 
quency problem. They decided to do some- 
thing about it. And did. From village youth 
clubs, where members have weekend activi- 
ties under supervised conditions, to the 
Youth Village, where all youth club members 
enjoy sports and skills such as dramatics, 
crafts, modern dance and so forth, to the 
Island Youth Council, made up of elected 
leaders of individual clubs who plan projects 
to benefit their district and prove that youth 
are responsible members of the community, 
there has been a surprising response from 
young people. What this particular group of 
young people means to the future of Micro- 
nesia, within the next few years, is so po- 
tentially powerful that the innocuous phrase 
“youth work” seems inadequate. It borders 
more on economic and political development. 
For at its heart is human dignity, the basic 
ingredient of any country’s social and eco- 
nomic progress. 

In the new Office of Economic Opportunity, 
OEO, programs that have been started in 
every District the degree of Volunteer par- 
ticipation has been significant, though they 
have sought to keep in the background, mak- 
ing certain their roles did not foreclose par- 
ticipation by other members of the com- 
munity. There has been an upsurge in Grant- 
in-Aid grants during the past six months. 
Volunteers have served as focal points for 
energizing community interest and action 
in this area. 

Since January 1967, approximately $110,- 
000 in Grant-in-Aid funds have been ap- 
proved compared to $10,000 approved be- 
tween June 1966 and January of this year. 

And there is a program that is totally 
Volunteer and Peace Corps inspired but co- 
ordinated with Trust Territory. It is the 
school-to-school project. As of today, five 
school projects, with more than $1,000 for 
each, have been approved for Micronesia. 
This is a program where a school in America 
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“adopts” a school in a far-off country, then 
raises money to assist that school to erect 
new classrooms. We anticipate as many as 
30 such school-to-school partnerships to be 
formed in Micronesia by the end of this year, 

Finally, what is happening in Peace Corps 
training program on Udot Island in the 
Truk Lagoon is an important part of the 
picture. 

A year ago, the idea of training future 
Volunteers in Micronesia seemed but a dream 
for the distant future. But the highly en- 
couraging way in which Micronesia and Peace 
Corps formed a productive and comfortable 
alliance, the manner in which Volunteers 
were able to begin meaningful service, en- 
couraged us to try to bring the dream to 
quick reality. Again, we faced questions of 
trying to do too much too soon in Micro- 
nesia. But there was also strong Micronesian 
interest. It seemed unquestionable that a 
better Volunteer could be produced here for 
service here. So, after considerable soul- 
searching, we decided to mount a large pro- 
gram this summer in Truk, where pledges of 
cooperation, a good training site, and other 
factors conjoined encouragingly. 

Starting in April, and continuing until 
mid-June, a significant transformation oc- 
curred on the island of Udot, a noteworthy 
example of Peace Corps, its Volunteers, the 
Trust Territory, and the people of Microne- 
sia bending their efforts to a common goal. 

Today on Udot 175 trainees with about 110 
staff people—Volunteers, Trust Territory 
people and Micronesians—are deeply involved 
in a training program that is making history 
in Peace Corps. 

‘Trainees live in 46 new houses, each about 
15 by 30 feet, with corrugated tin roofs, wood 
siding, screens, concrete floors, in several 
attractive designs; near each is a new water 
seal toilet, with improved sanitation facili- 
tles. There is a water system with piped 
water into each of six village areas, w.th 
more improvement planned. Families, on 
whose land the new houses were built, help 
with the daily food service to the training 
program. 

The plan for Udot called for a community 

involvement project as well as a training 
program. We are succeeding in both. There 
have been problems, and many plans have 
changed to meet conditions—but we are 
satisfied with what is being achieved. 

Peace Corps will spend about a half million 
dollars on this training, including a second 
phase starting in mid-September. We ex- 
pect about 275 Volunteers to emerge from 
both programs. This summer the main em- 
phasis is on TESL teachers plus Volunteers 
who will engage in media and communica- 
tions work. This Fall the emphasis will be 
on agriculture, fisheries and economic devel- 
opment programs, each of which has been 
developed in conjunction with many Trust 
Territory people. All of them are programs 
which the Congress leadership, and the High 
Commissioner, have noted as priority areas 
of concern. 

When training is finished the 46 houses 
will be turned over to the owners of the 
land on which they were built. Udot will be 
an improved island in many respects, and 
Peace Corps will have an improved brand of 
Volunteer, stamped “Made in Micronesia.” 

We invite the members of this body to 
visit and inspect the training program and 
the island of Udot and see for yourselves 
what can only be described as a minor miracle 
in Micronesia. 

At this point, it may sound as if we've 
painted too rosy a word picture of Peace 
Corps’ first year in Micronesia. Too self-seek- 
ing. Not realistic; that there have been as 
many problems as there has been progress. 

Of course, we've had problems aplenty. 
But we have considered them as inherent 
to this situation wherein a young govern- 
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ment organization—Peace Corps is but three 
years older than this Congress—meshes its 
operations with an older government agency. 
Each has its own traditions, its own pace, 
its own views on how progress is achieved. 
We've had differences of approach, but not 
of ends. Differences can contribute to healthy 
dialogue, and this has occurred. Govern- 
mentally we've established a spirit of co- 
operation, while tested at times, is steadfast 
and fundamental to what has been achieved. 
And the achievements of this first year are 
witness to that spirit of cooperation. 

Not all Volunteers in Micronesia—or in 
any country—are paragons. Of accomplish- 
ment. Or dress. Or comduct. They are indi- 
viduals who have stepped out of their indi- 
vidual career patterns to be of service to 
others. They share a strong sense of non- 
conformity. But they also share a strong 
conformity of concern for their fellow man. 
They are action-oriented. 

They are young people of dedication. They 
come in all sizes, shapes and tenor of voice. 
They can be a powerful force in the develop- 
ment of Micronesia if they are truly under- 
stood by you whom they have come to serve. 
The past year certainly gives promise of their 
power for service in Micronesia. 

So much for the problems. They are be- 
hind us. It was with deep appreciation 
that we in Peace Corps listened to the words 
of President Ngiraked on July 12 when he 
strongly endorsed the Peace Corps’ participa- 
tion in your developmental efforts. This 
should affirmatively put to rest the question 
of whether the Micronesian people want the 
Peace Corps. It’s nice to be wanted. We shall 
live up to your trust. 

Before turning to the future, and our 
stewardship of your trust, let me summarize 
our first year: it has been an attempt to 
establish the Peace Corps in Micronesia in 
a manner responsive to your needs—as ex- 
pressed in Trust Territory programs—and in 
a manner which assumes some continuity. 
We feel we've done that. In so doing there 
has been a direct economic impact, too. 
Peace Corps has spent about 1.79 million 
dollars on its efforts so far, in Micronesia. 
On our district and headquarters staff, there 
are a number of positions filled by Micro- 
nesians, while a large number of others are 
employed temporarily on the Udot training 
staff. 

One aspect of the future concerns present 
programs. Having resolved “settling in” 
problems, we are now turning our attention 
to the programs themselves, how to assure 
that our Volunteers are better teachers, bet- 
ter health workers, how to see that they be- 
come more responsive to your spectrum of 
other needs. Much more should be done at 
the village and island level, where we have 
had our greatest success in Volunteer in- 
volvement; and much more in District Cen- 
ters, where the problem of productive in- 
volvement is more difficult. 

We are excited by our new programming 
areas—particularly in Agriculture. The Fall 
training on Udot will produce about 75 Vol- 
unteers (we are shooting for 100) for a con- 
centrated program to increase copra produc- 
tion. It’s a program designed by Trust 
Territory agriculturists, who will assist in 
the training. It offers solid hopes of increas- 
ing production by at least 50 per cent within 
two or three years, according to the experts. 

Fall training will also produce Volunteers 
who will concentrate in the cooperatives 
field as well as the private sector of eco- 
nomic development. 

And we will have a small, but high poten- 
tial, group of Volunteers to work in Trust 
Territory’s fisheries program, with profes- 
sional support coming in part from a Peace 
Corps staffer specifically hired for this pro- 
gram. This group of Volunteers should be 
able to help answer questions as to the role 
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fisheries can properly play in Micronesia’s 
long-range economic future. 

By the end of the year, then, Peace Corps 
Volunteers will be strongly participating in 
three major areas of concern for the future: 
education, public health and economic de- 
velopment, including agriculture. 

Volunteers will certainly continue to play 
a prominent role in assisting the OEO pro- 
grams in support of community action in all 
six Districts. A special thrust will be in the 
“Head Start” programs which will serve the 
needs of the very young. Coming out of the 
summer training will be about 20 Media 
Volunteers, young people with newspaper, 
radio and other communications experience. 
They will be anxious to help improve all 
forms of communications, within existing 
frameworks. They will begin to tackle, with 
you, the thorny problems of political and 
economic enlightenment through civic edu- 
cation, which is so important to the people 
of Micronesia as they approach the time 
when a decision has to be made on their 
political future, 

Finally, in viewing Volunteers’ role for the 
future, it is important, as noted earlier, to 
understand the power of their presence. It 
goes beyond skills, whether they be strong 
or minimal. It is the essence of their youth; 
vision, dedication, impatience, sincerity of 
purpose, That presence cannot help but 
make an impact on Micronesia’s youth. And 
as we look to the future of Micronesia, it is 
for the generations repersented in this Con- 
gress to be the architects, but the youth of 
Micronesia—the generations to come—will 
be the builders. It is in them that must be 
instilled, more deeply, the qualities that will 
make for solid nationhood. And it is here 
that the power of the presence of Peace 
Corps Volunteers may have its greatest im- 
pact in the years ahead. 

Thank you. 


THE TAX-SHARING BILL 


Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I have 
noted with considerable interest the an- 
nouncement by the Joint Economic 
Committee that its Subcommittee on 
Fiscal Policy has scheduled hearings be- 
ginning July 31 dealing with the fiscal 
future of our Federal system. It is my 
understanding that considerable em- 
phasis will be placed on tax-sharing pro- 
posals and other alternatives which may 
be available for providing Federal aid to 
State and local governments. 

As a member of the Senate Intergov- 
ernmental Relations Subcommittee and 
of the Advisory Commission on Intergov- 
ernmental Relations, I have had the op- 
portunity to observe a growing concern 
over the fiscal plight of States and local 
governments. The burdens placed on 
these governments in recent years has 
been extraordinarily heavy. 

Following World War II, States and 
localities were faced with a backlog of 
unmet needs and have been struggling 
since that time to meet the growing de- 
mand for more governmental services 
spurred by rapid population growth. 
The dimensions of this struggle are re- 
flected in the figures provided by the 
Bureau of the Census showing that these 
governments were spending a total of 
$27,910,000,000 in 1953 and a decade 
later in 1963 they were spending $64,- 
816,000,000 for an increase of 132.2 per- 
cent. 

The argument is made that these 
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State and local governments should 
raise their own revenues to meet the 
fiscal demands placed upon them. 
However, they are sharply limited in 
their ability to appreciably expand 
their sources of income now based 
largely on property, sales, and income 
taxes. State and local governments 
have traditionally, and by necessity, re- 
lied heavily on these taxes which rank 
low in their ability to expand with gen- 
eral national prosperity and a healthy 
economy. 

On the other hand, the National Gov- 
ernment has preempted a large share of 
the highly elastic income tax. The Ad- 
visory Commission on Intergovernmental 
Relations, in its study of October 1965, 
entitled “Federal-State Coordination of 
Personal Income Taxes,” describes the 
elasticity attribute by stating: 

Tax collections rise automatically whenever 
the gross national product increases, and 
when the GNP declines during a recession, 
the yield of almost every tax suffers. This 
relationship exists because individuals’ in- 
comes and consumption expenditures, which 
are the sources of nearly all tax revenues, 
move in the same direction as the GNP. 


Because the gross national product has 
increased unfailingly for three decades 
while expenses of State and local gov- 
ernments have been rising sharply, there 
is a growing body of opinion that the ad- 
vantages of our national prosperity 
ps be shared with States and locali- 

es. 

The solution to this intergovernmental 
fiscal problem has been approached by 
the Federal Government in giving finan- 
cial assistance in the form of grants to 
State and local governments to support 
specific types of government services. 
The Federal Government regulates the 
conditions under which the funds are 
spent. It can choose to support activities 
in which there is a particularly strong 
national interest. It is able to set mini- 
mum standards and through the match- 
ing provisions and similar devices, it can 
insure that the federally supported pro- 
grams receive State support as well. 
Major new programs have been estab- 
lished in the fields of education, anti- 
poverty, manpower training, mass trans- 
portation, mental health, air and water 
pollution control, and aid to the arts. 
Bureau of the Budget figures indicate 
that Federal grants have increased from 
$7 billion in 1960 late in the Eisenhower 
administration to an estimated $17.4 bil- 
lion for the current fiscal year. They ap- 
pear to be headed for even greater 
amounts. 

This rapid growth in Federal grants- 
in-aid causes growing apprehension over 
the accelerated centralization of author- 
ity in the Federal Government because 
of State and local governments growing 
dependence on that aid with its regula- 
tory strings attached. The weakened po- 
sition of States and localities has un- 
balanced the partnership of our fed- 
eralism and has raised concern for the 
future and the very existence of the fed- 
eral system. 

The growth in Federal grants-in-aid 
has also caused apprehension regarding 
the administration and manageability of 
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the many programs that have been insti- 
tuted in recent years. Our Subcommittee 
on Intergovernmental Relations held a 
series of hearings beginning last fall and 
continuing into January and February 
of this year focusing on the problems of 
fragmentation and duplication in the ad- 
ministering of these programs by Federal 
agencies. The hearings underscored the 
basic truism that became evident before 
World War I that every Federal activity 
means another administrative unit, more 
employees, more controls, and an appro- 
priation of more funds. There is much 
Overlap and duplication and the ramifi- 
cation of Federal operations leads to a 
host of big and little bureaucratic em- 
pires which compete for funds and au- 
thority while contributing to diffusion of 
responsibility and tangled redtape. 

The Advisory Commission on Inter- 
governmental Relations is currently pre- 
paring a comprehensive study entitled 
“Fiscal Balance in the American Federal 
System” dealing with the fiscal and ad- 
ministrative problems posed by the rapid 
expansion in Federal aid programs and 
various alternatives advanced for 
strengthening the financial position of 
State and local governments, a study 
which will be timely and appropriate in 
view of the aggravated problems now ex- 
perienced in administering our Federal 
grant programs and the imbalance in our 
federal system so apparent today. 

To overcome these disadvantages, 
there has been increasing interest in a 
proposal by Walter Heller, former Chair- 
man of President Kennedy’s Council of 
Economic Advisers, made in 1960. The 
Heller plan would distribute a part of 
Federal revenues to State and local gov- 
ernments with few, if any, strings at- 
tached. The basic premise employed is 
that general aid allocations are a means 
for the Federal Government to share its 
elastic tax revenues from Federal income 
taxes with local governments which form 
part of our federal system. 

President Johnson appointed a task 
force of individuals from Government 
and business, headed by Dr. Joseph A. 
Pechman, director of economics at the 
Brookings Institution, to study the prop- 
osition of distributing Federal revenues 
to States and local governments. The ac- 
tivities of the Pechman task force and 
the Heller proposal launched consider- 
able support and interest in tax-sharing. 
Both 1964 presidential candidates called 
for sharing by the Federal Government 
of its growing Federal tax revenues. The 
Democratic platform for that year called 
for implementing similar fiscal policies, 
and in 1966 the Republican coordinating 
committee submitted its own proposal 
for Federal Government sharing of per- 
sonal and corporate income taxes. The 
National Governors’ Conference meet- 
ing in December 1966 endorsed the prin- 
ciple and the Republican Governors As- 
sociation supports the tax-sharing prin- 
ciple. 

The Pechman report was never made 
public. Speculation for reasons that this 
important study were never released in- 
clude the suggestion that economic pres- 
sures of the Vietnamese war delayed the 
proposal. It appears, however, that 
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strong opposition arose from Federal of- 
ficials including members of the Cabinet, 
who believed the plan posed a threat to 
the program objectives of current on- 
going grants. Instead, they advocated 
the strengthening, expanding, and im- 
proving of existing categorical grants- 
in-aid programs. Opposition also re- 
portedly came from groups opposed to 
any reversal of the present trend toward 
centralizing additional power in the Na- 
tional Government. 

In contrast, State and local govern- 
ment officials have expressed strong sup- 
port for the tax-sharing proposal. 
Governors of both parties have indicated 
their approval of this fiscal approach. 
The Gallup poll of December 1966 indi- 
cated heavy popular support with 170 
percent of those questioned voicing their 
approval with only 12 percent against. 

It is argued that with the pressing 
budgetary burdens of the war in Viet- 
nam that now is not the time to initiate 
a tax-sharing program. However, on 
March 18, President Johnson told a 
White House Conference of Governors 
that he foresees the Federal aid pro- 
grams reaching a level of $60 billion 
within the next 4 years. This presumably 
is a rise from the current $17.4 billion 
expected to be spent for grants-in-aid 
during the current fiscal year. If grants 
are to rise this rapidly, then surely some 
of this extra Federal expenditure could 
be distributed to State and local govern- 
ments under a tax-sharing formula. 

In all events, this tax-sharing proposal 
which could have an important impact 
upon the fiscal and structural well-being 
of our federal system deserves careful 
and close scrutiny by the Congress. These 
study hearings by the Joint Economic 
Committee will provide an important 
basis upon which the legislative com- 
mittees of the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives can act later this year or 
next year on tax-sharing legislation. 

I am today introducing a tax-sharing 
measure which I hope will be included 
in the overall dialog initiated by these 
hearings. My bill differs significantly 
from the one whch I cosponsored with 
the senior Senator from New York [Mr. 
Javits] in the 89th Congress in 1965. 
—— measure has two “equalizing fac- 

rs.” 

It provides for tax-sharing payments 
to the States based initially on 1 percent 
of the total national taxable income 
reported on individual and corporate 
income tax returns filed during the pre- 
ceding year. The inclusion of corporate 
income as well as individual income 
represents an effort to equalize the ben- 
efits for nonindustrial States with those 
having significant industry within their 
own borders. A dozen States have a heavy 
majority of the Nation’s total industrial 
activity enabling them to levy property, 
income, and other business taxes against 
these industrial firms. 

The remaining States are at a dis- 
advantage in that they are consumer 
States, providing the markets for indus- 
trial products without enjoying the tax 
income. The added feature of basing tax- 
sharing funds on taxable income of both 
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individuals and corporations would help 
eliminate this disparity. 

The other equalizing factor is the pro- 
vision that 15 percent of the annual tax- 
sharing appropriation will be distributed 
among those States with per capita per- 
sonal income below the average for 
all States based on per capita personal 
income. 

The total amount appropriated for dis- 
tribution from the tax-sharing fund each 
year to the 50 States and the District of 
Columbia is based on State need and 
State efforts to meet that need. The State 
need for shared Federal revenue is meas- 
ured in two ways: by population, size, 
and per capita personal income. State 
effort is determined by the ratio of the 
revenue each State and its localities have 
raised from their own sources to the per- 
sonal income of the inhabitants of the 
State. 

The revenue is distributed by dividing 
85 percent of the fund among the States 
and the District of Columbia on the basis 
of each jurisdiction’s share of the na- 
tional population. The more populous 
States receive greater allotments than 
the less populous States. This unadjusted 
allotment is adjusted up or down on the 
basis of whether the State’s revenue ef- 
fort is above or below the average effort 
of all States. This feature gives each 
State an incentive to increase income 
from its own revenue sources since the 
larger the revenue effort ratio the larger 
share of the revenue sharing fund that 
State will receive. 

This bill provides that the annual tax- 
sharing fund be based on the taxable 
income. It is believed that taxable in- 
come as determined from individual and 
corporate tax returns before tax rates 
are applied is more stable than basing 
the fund on a percentage of Federal in- 
come tax revenues. Under this approach, 
the State’s tax-sharing allotment will be 
independent of the level of the current 
Federal tax rates. Being free from the 
Federal tax rates, Congress would have 
a freer hand to use income tax for sta- 
bilizing the economy. 

The partnership between the national 
and the other governments of our Fed- 
eral system must be maintained by as- 
suring that each may execute its rightful 
role in providing necessary services to its 
citizens. This can only be done if rev- 
enues are available and if States and 
localities are able to make and execute 
policies best suited for their jurisdictions 
with a free hand. For these reasons, tax- 
sharing legislation is vital to prevent the 
consignment of States and local govern- 
ments to mere extensions of the Govern- 
ment in Washington. It is fervently 
hoped that tax-sharing legislation will 
be enacted in the 90th Congress and 
that the Johnson administration will 
give its endorsement. 

The important aspects of my bill are 
as follows: 

First, appropriations to the Secretary 
of the Treasury for tax-sharing purposes 
would amount to 1 percent of the aggre- 
gate taxable income reported on individ- 
ual and corporate income tax returned 
commencing in the fiscal year 1969. The 
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and for the administration of the act. 


percent in fiscal year 1970 and to 2 per- The Council is composed of five State 83.1 
cent starting in fiscal year 1971 and Governors, no more than three of whom 3.4 
thereafter. are of the same political party. Of the ent 
Second, payments to States would be remaining five members, no more than 361.0 
made by distributing 85 percent of the three will be of the same party. The 37.7 
fund primarily on the basis of popula- Council is directed to reduce to a mini- 39. 7 
tion. This amount would be increased mum the State administrative burden 7. 6 
or decreased depending upon the State's under the act. 105.4 
own tax effort relative to that of other Sixth, payments to States can be 86. 7 
States as measured by a revenue effort withheld upon determination by the ait 
ratio” for each State. The remainder of Council of Tax Sharing that the require filinois 144.0 
the fund, 15 percent, would be distrib- ments of the act mentioned previously Indiana 72.1 
uted among those States with per have not been complied with. The Gov- Towa ttt 46.3 
capita personal incomes below the aver- ernor is notified that payments will be Kansas 42.8 
age for all States. The per capita for withheld until the Council is satisfied Kentucky 71.2 
these States is subtracted from the that there is compliance. Louisiana, ses 85.9 
average for all States. The difference Seventh, any State aggrieved by the Maine 35.0 
between these figures provides the basis Council 's final action may file a petition Maryland —------~~--~---~---~-~-- — 5 
for computing each State's share of the for review with the U.S. court of ap- Mattias 5 130.8 
fund. Dong for the circuit in which the State Minnesota ..-------.-------.-..-. 68.4 
Third, no State can receive a total is located. Mississpfů— 22 83.0 
payment for any one fiscal year greater Eighth, the Secretary of the Treasury Missour! 65.5 
than 12 percent of the tax-sharing fund would be required to provide a detailed Montana 24. 4 
for that year. report to Congress annually on the op- e e — —— bog aE 
Fourth, to qualify for a tax-sharing eration of the tax-sharing program dur- Nevada -------------------=------ ` 
payment, States agree to, first, adhere ing the preceding fiscal year and on its Neu Jersey LL . 9.8 
to the same laws with respect to fiscal ie ania during the current New Mexico 22e 41.8 
control and accountability for these tax- à New) a i o a AT SS E E 341.8 
sharing payments as it does with re- Ninth, the Appropriations Committee North Carolina ------------------ 98.7 
spect to State funds; second, distribute Of both Houses, the Senate Finance Com- North Dakota 31.5 
45 percent of the payments received mittee, and the House Ways and Means Ohio - 184.6 
among its political subdivisions on a Committee, responsible for tax legisla- Gan. ras 
criteria of its own choosing with no re- tion and appropriations, would be re- Se 8 m 3 FEE 169.7 
strictions on those subdivisions except duired to conduct a complete study at Rhode Islana 1111111777777777 13.9 
with regard to educational purposes; least once during each Congress of the 68.8 
third, use 5 percent of the tax-sharing Operation of the tax-sharing program 33.9 
payments for planning and research in and provide appropriate legislative rec- oie 
the fields of executive management im- ommendations. 169.4 
provement and modernization of the in- Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 33.5 
stitutions of State government; fourth, sent that some informative tables I have 20. 4 
furnish information and data to the Prepared be printed in the RECORD. 70.2 
Secretary of the Treasury as prescribed Layee! pani, po 5 47.8 
were orde: p: e RD 55.0 
by the Council on Tax Sharing. r „ 
Fifth, a lo- member Council on Tax- 5 Mundt plan introduced today, Wyoming be 
Sharing is established to prescribe rules 8 5 T1 
the States would receive the following District of Columbla 10.2 
and regulations to be furnished by the amounts based on 1966 figures during the 
States to the Secretary of the Treasury first year of operation: P 3. 623.1 
ESTIMATED DISTRIBUTION BY STATE OF 83,623, 000, 00 UNDER SENATOR KARL E. MUNDT'S FEDERAL TAX-SHARING BILL 
State ` Primary allotment Per- 
Total | popula- |Stateand| Total | Revenue | Relative Per Per centage | Supple- 
resident | tion as | local tax | personal | effort | revenue capita capita | share of | mentary Total 
popula- | a percent | revenues, income, ratio effort personal | income | total de- | allotment} allotment 
* . | Sua | eat aee ay | at | Sg Soa A | mass [esse ara al SS 
1966" po ia- | 1965 1866 ý 9) 850 i 000 > col. 12) | $15,013) | 450,060) 
ion 
a) (2) (8) (4) (5) (6) 0) (10) qa) (2) (3) (14) (5) (16) 
Thou- < i 3 0 = 9 155 
lab 3 217 1 5902 9.751 8.1 90.0 ne $49.9 Oe MiS $2, 039 6. 00 1 26 1145 
8 27² 14 63.2 "990 7.1 78.9 4.3 3.4 A -04 cae tl i eA EN 55 3.4 
83 228.7 4,090 10.5 116.7 25:6 29.9 8 73 30.2 | 2,528 2.74 14.9 45.1 
1.00} 312.6] 3,938 7.9 87.8 30.8 27.0 x 33 27.3 2015 6.17 33.5 60.8 
9.66 | 7,057.9 65,247 10.5 120.0 297.4 | 356.9 i I 361.0 
1.01} 574.8 , 678 10.1 | 112.2 31.1 | 34.9 E 4 35.3 2,872 45 2.4 37.7 
1.47 824.5 | 10,573 7.8 86.7 45.3 39.3 ` 4 b RE 39.7 
28 152.5] 1,824 8.4 93.3 8.0 7.5 3 1 E 7.6 
141} 231.6] 3.207 7.2 80.0 12.6} 10.1 8 T WOON Ao eaa aaa 10.2 
3.03 | 1,352.6 | 15,307 8.8 97.8 93.3| 91.2 2.99 1.0 92.2| 2,576 364 42 13.2 105. 4 
2.28 | 831.3 10,305 8.1 30.0 70.2 63.2 ; 7 63.9 2311 629 4.15 22.8 86.7 
37 211.8) 2,225 9.5 105.6 11.4] 12.0 30 81 I 12.1 
-35 | 169.7 1,694 10.0 | 111:1 10.8 | 12.0 30 1 12.1 | 2.441 499 3.32 18.0 30.1 
5.47 | 2,835.1 | 37,648 7.5 83.3 168.5 140.4 4.61 1:6) BON A SIE (oe ee S 142.0 
2.51 | 1,256.6 | 15,054 8.3 92.2 77.3 | 71.3 2.34 * b Ses ck 72.1 
1.40 | 761.6] 8,051 9.5 105.6 43.1 | 45.5 1.49 5 46.0| 2,931 9 06 e] 46.3 
2 2 1.15 610.7 31 9.8 106.7 35.4 | 37.8 1.24 4 38.2 2,814 126 84 4.6 42.8 
Kentucky. 3.183 1.83 356.0 7,018 7.9 87.8 50.2 44.1 1.45 5 44.6 2.205 735 4.90 26.6 71.2 
Louisiana. 3.603 1.84 784.7 8,133 9.8 106.7 58.7 60.5 1.99 7 61.2 2.257 683 4.55 24.7 85.9 
Maine... 983 150] 231.6 | 2.386 9.7 | 107.8 15.4 | 16.6 +54 A 16.8 | 2,438 502 3.34 18.2 35.0 
Maryland 1,84 | 919.2] 11,634 7.9 87.8 58.7 49.8 1.63 5 „CT 50.3 
383 2.75 | 1,615.6 | 17,607 9.2| 102.2 84.7 | 86.6 2. 84 1.0 ee, eee 87.6 
4.28 | 2,381.1 | 26,959 8.5 97.8 131.8 128.9 4.23 % MEIT Bee a Se Saar 130.3 
1.83 | 1,063.9 | 10,268 10.4 115.6 56.4 | 65.2 214 -7 65.9 | 2,871 69 46 25 68.4 
1.19 | 384.8 4,075 9.7 107.8 36.6 | 39.5 1.30 4 38.9 1,751 | 1,189 7.93 43.1 83.0 
2.30 | 1,001.6 | 12,824 7.8 86.7 70.8) 61.4 2.02 25 82.1 2,845 95 +63 3.4 65.5 
38 "187.0! 1,836 10.2! 113.3 11.1 126 41 1 127 2.615 325 2.16 11.7 24.4 


20446 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


July 27, 1967 


ESTIMATED DISTRIBUTION BY STATE OF $3,623,000,000 UNDER SENATOR KARL E. MUNDT’S FEDERAL TAX-SHARING BILL—Continued 


State 


Total | popula- State and] Total 
resident | tion as local tax | personal 
popula- | a percent| revenues,| income, 

State tion of total fiscal | calendar 

July i, US. — ear 

1966 popula- 965 966 

tion 
0 (2) (8) ® 
Thou- 4 

sands Millions | Millions 
Nebraska 1,456 0.74 4.6 „104 
Nevada 454 -23 141.6 1,512 
New Hampshire... 681 35 147.8 1, 880 
New J 6, 898 3.52 | 1,820.2 | 23,549 
52 250. 2 2,361 
9.32 | 6,725.9 | 63,532 
2.55 925.3 | 11,174 
33 161.9 1,560 
5. 26 | 2,308.3 | 31,198 
1.26 536.2 6,038 
1.00 533. 4 5,744 
5.91 | 2,823.5 | 34, 184 
46 234.1 2,676 
1,32 409.0 5, 242 
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TEMPORARY WORKERS ARE BIG 
BUSINESS 


Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, one of 
the fastest growing industries in the Na- 
tion is the business of supplying tem- 
porary workers to a wide variety of com- 
mercial, industrial, and individual con- 
sumers. Temporary-help services and 
agencies across the country currently 
employ 1 million people and gross $500 
million. By 1970 it is estimated that the 
industry will gross $1 billion. 

The largest, and one of the first, firms 
supplying temporary workers is Man- 
power, Inc., which since its establish- 
ment in Milwaukee in 1948 has grown 
to a farflung enterprise, with 447 offices 
around the world. Manpower, Inc., was 
founded by two enterprising Milwaukee 
lawyers, Aaron Schienfeld and Elmer 
L. Winter, who through their own pro- 
fessional experience realized the tre- 
mendous demand for skilled, well- 
trained office personnel to meet tempo- 
rary increases in the workloads of a 
multitude of businesses on a crash basis. 
Capitalizing on this unmet demand and 
the large supply of able, trained work- 
ers looking for convenient part-time em- 
ployment to supplement family income, 
Schienfeld and Winter built Manpower 
into a $61 million annual business, with 
net earnings of $2.5 million. 

The July 15 issue of Forbes magazine 
contains an interesting and informative 
article on Manpower, Inc., and the bur- 
geoning temporary-help industry. I ask 
unanimous consent that it be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp, 
as follows: 

WOMEN AT Your BECK AND CALL 

(Nore.—Capitalizing on the shortage and 
growing cost of trained white-collar help, 
some smart entrepreneurs have built a whole 
new industry supplying temporary workers. 


They're currently employing 1 million people 
and grossing $500 million a year.) 

One day in May 1948, two Milwaukee law 
partners named Aaron Scheinfeld and Elmer 
L. Winter found themselves with two days 
to prepare a brief for the state supreme court, 
and a secretarial staff up to their filing cabi- 
nets in other work. “It was a major emer- 
gency for us,” Winter now recalls, “until we 
thought of a former secretary of ours who 
had married and had left to have a baby. We 
gave her a phone call and asked if she would 
come back for just this one job. She did, 
worked practically day and night, and we got 
the brief finished. Then we got an idea.” The 
idea was that perhaps the Scheinfeld-Winter 
emergency wasn’t an isolated phenomenon in 
the Milwaukee legal world—there might be 
other firms that needed an experienced office 
girl for a short time fast. 

“We took a market survey among some of 
our friends,” says Winter, “and decided that 
the situation looked promising enough to 
start a business offering temporary office help. 
We decided on the name ‘Manpower.’ We ran 
an ad in the Milwaukee Journal that said 
something to the effect of ‘Women work 
when you want as long as you want,’ and the 
next day we had a line of applicants that 
reached all the way around the building. We 
hired a manager and found ourselves in busi- 
ness.” In the first year the firm lost $7,000. 
But last year it employed 270,000 persons in 
447 offices around the world, reported over 
$61 million in income, net earnings of nearly 
$2.5 million, per-share earnings of $1.39. Win- 
ter’s stock alone currently has a market 
value of around $40 million. 

Manpower, Inc., is the largest firm in a 
business that has grown from nothing right 
after World War I to one that is confidently 
talking of doing $1 billion in billings by 1970. 
This year it will probably gross $500 million. 
There are two indices of how this industry is 
proliferating. One is to look in the Yellow 
Pages of the telephone directory under Em- 
ployment, temporary, New York City has 644 
solid pages of such listings. The other is to 
consider that corporate giants such as Dicta- 
phone Corp. have moved into the field. There 
are even rumors that International Business 
Machines is interested in supplying carefully 
selected help. (“Who, us?” is IBM’s public 
attitude at the moment.) 


Dictaphone is not a bit bashful about talk- 
ing, however. It began an office help service 
called Dot in San Francisco in February of 
1965; it now has 23 Dot offices around the 
country, grossed $3 million in 1966 and $5 
million by the end of May this year. Encour- 
aged by these figures, Dictaphone bought 
two other services, Lady Baltimore in, na- 
turally, Baltimore, and Miss Rae’s in New 
York; it has opened Design Service to sup- 
ply technical people. 

The entry of the big companies has led 
one service operator to mutter darkly that 
“the day is coming when there will be a 
major shakeout of the little fellows in this 
business.” But the business is going great 
guns at the moment; it is one of the few 
new enterprises where the entrepreneur with 
little cash but a willingness to work hard can 
make a go of it. 

“I WASN’T GETTING ANYWHERE” 

“I was working in the sales department of 
American Sealcap,” says William Olsten, the 
48-year-old president of New York City’s big- 
gest temporary-help service, “and I didn’t 
think I was getting anywhere, really. That 
was almost 20 years ago; I was getting to be 
30 and I decided that I had to do something. 
I'd seen the beginning of this business, and 
it looked like something I could get into. I 
took a sublease on a one-room office in a 
brownstone on 47th Street, and went to work. 

“The problem in this business now is to 
get enough people to fill the jobs you have. 
There's an enormous turnover, as you can 
imagine—but the problem then was to sell 
the service. It was a new concept and there 
were two major points of resistance, First, 
companies, especially big companies, didn’t 
want to be in the position of depending for 
their personnel on an outfit they’d never 
heard of. And second, they were worried 
about security. How could they be sure that 
the person I sent to them wouldn't clean 
out the cash drawer, or wouldn't use infor- 
mation they picked up for their own bene- 
fit.” Olsten is currently doing business at an 
annual rate of $25 million and he is a mil- 
lionaire-plus. By and large, problems like 
these no longer plague this new industry. 
Most of the major temporary-help services— 
those that aren’t already public companies 
like Manpower, with annual reports open to 
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inspection—have the kind of bank references 
that a big company like Olsten’s can supply. 
And these companies carry as much as $1 
million in insurance (more than most pri- 
vate companies carry) to protect their clients 
against loss. 

An even more basic question has also been 
answered over the years: That is, since many 
of the temporary help companies frankly 
admit that their markup runs anywhere from 
20% to 65% over what the client would have 
to pay, why hire a temporary, anyway? Ken- 
neth C. Silver, an ebullient 35-year-old 
Brooklynite who founded the Gal Friday, Inc. 
service only five years ago and who did almost 
$1 million last year, cites his markup: “I 
supply the First National Bank of Boston 
office here in New York with a very reliable 
secretary. I pay her 872.50 a week, I bill them 
$107.50.” Olsten, without getting into figures, 
says: “I supply experienced secretaries, and 
I charge for experienced salaries. But, since 
the girl is new to each office she goes to, she 
gets paid only what she would get if she 
actually were being hired to begin at that 
company.” 

BARTENDERS: $4.50 AN HOUR 


The “Call Arthur Treacher” Service System 
drew its name from its founder, the movie 
and television actor most famed for his roles 
as a butler, and it is slightly different in 
that it supplies such help as butlers, parlor- 
maids, housemaids, bartenders and so on— 
all on a temporary basis. But the markup is 
the same. “We charge you about $2.30 an 
hour for a maid,” say Allen W. MacWright 
and Robert A. Fralley, two businessmen who 
operate the Arthur Treacher franchise in 
Caldwell, N.J. (temporary-help agencies are 
almost equally divided between franchise 
operation and branch operation), “and we 
pay her $1.80 to $2 an hour, depending on 
her age and experience and the length of 
time she’s been with us and the kind of work 
she has to do.” 

(For the Forbes businessman party-giver, 
the rate for a bartender is at least $25 to 
$30 for a four-hour minimum, and $4.50 an 
hour over that. A parlormaid—the fancy 
name for the maid who passes the canapes— 
costs $3.50 an hour with a five-hour mini- 
mum; the cleaning maid will cost a mini- 
mum of $18.32 for one day. Or the service 
will cater almost the entire party for you— 
butler, bartender, maids, food and all—for a 
fee to be arrived at by you, the service and 
your expense account auditor.) 

Since the size of these markups is so easily 
determinable, then—to return to the ques- 
tion—why pay the freight? For a lot of rea- 
sons, according to everyone interviewed by 
Forbes—agencies and companies alike: 

All the mechanics of the personnel depart- 
ment are taken care of. There are no social 
security taxes to be worried about, no pen- 
sion or vacation rights, no workmen’s com- 
pensation, no hospitalization. 

It solves morale problems for companies. 
In any company where there is a big turn- 
over—where there are constant hirings, fir- 
ings and resignations—lowered morale be- 
comes a major factor. If sudden workloads 
are handled by people who are labeled as 
temporaries, the fear of permanent employ- 
ees of being fired when the workload dimin- 
ishes are eliminated, 

RECRUITING 

What then of the people who do the tem- 
porary work themselves? Why don’t they re- 
sent the fact that they are paid less than 
the regular workers, that they don’t have all 
the benefits that other workers get? “Actual- 
ly, temporary workers get everything the law 
requires,” says Norman B. Jackson, vice 
president of Kelly Services Inc. (which used 
to be Kelly Girl Service when it supplied 
mainly office help). Kelly was founded in 
Cleveland in 1946 by W. Russell. Last year it 
earned $2 million, or $1.65 per share, on $59 
million in sales, Kelly now has an Office di- 
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vision for office personnel; an industrial di- 
vision to supply unskilled and semi-skilled 
labor—everything from porters to bulldozer 
operators; a technical division to supply com- 
puter data operators, chemists, engineers, 
other skilled technicians; a marketing di- 
vision to supply door-to-door salesmen or 
women, politakers, pretty girls to man booths 
at conventions and other services. “It’s true 
that temporary workers don’t get pensions 
or six-week vacations,” Jackson goes on, “but 
they get a decent wage, not just the bare 
minimum and their social security and work- 
men’s compensation and so on. You also have 
to take cognizance of the people who want 
these jobs. 

“By and large, they are married women 
on the young side, without children, who 
want the extra money to supplement their 
husbands’ incomes, or they’re older women 
whose children have married and gone 
away—perhaps they’re trying to live on social 
security. 

“Also, a lot of them use our agency as a 
way of finding a job they'll like. A girl takes 
a job with us and we send her, say, to the 
X National Bank, and she hates everyone 
there. So she doesn’t go back the next week 
or the next month, We send her to the Y 
National Bank and she just loves it and they 
love her, so they ask her to take a perma- 
nent job at probably $20 or $25 more than 
we're paying her, and she takes it.” 


NATIONWIDE 


There is more to it than that. The tem- 
porary worker knows that she (or he) will 
have as much work as desired. And the hours 
and days of working can be tailored to the 
wishes of the worker. It is not a question of 
the worker having to be at the desk at 9 a.m. 
every working day; it is the employee who 
can say: “I can only work afternoons from 
1 p.m. to 6”; or I can only work Thursdays 
through Saturdays.” 

With the ever-increasing demand for 
skilled personnel of the kind that the tem- 
porary-help agencies can give, it is no wonder 
that this boom is not only restricted to New 
York, with its apparently insatiable demand 
for qualified people. Temporary work in 
Houston is an up-and-coming thing,” says 
Miss Dorothy Young of Colleens Temporary 
Help for that city. (Several of the 35 tem- 
porary-help offices in Houston have opened 
in the past year, and some of them bear such 
whimsical names as Colleens and Lyman’s 
Lassies.) This used to be thought of as just 
a service to fill in for vacations, absenteeism, 
sickness and so on, But now with the profit 
squeeze on, administrators are beginning to 
see that even with the fee we charge, they 
can cut costs in the personnel department 
by taking our service.” 

In the Houston area alone, with its boom- 
ing space-age industries, it is estimated that 
there are 25,000 temporary workers on call, 
and about 5,000 of them on the job at any 
given time. Annual billing for temporary 
workers, it is estimated, is now running at 
about $15 million—and it is going up every 
month, The labor shortage here is such that 
rates have gone up an average of 25% in the 
last two years,” said one Houston temporary- 
help operator. “To give you only a couple of 
instances, secretaries now get a charge of 
$2.86 an hour compared with $2.45 in 1965, 
and key-punch operators get $3.25 compared 
with $2.45.” 

GOING STRONG AT 81 

In Seattle, where temporary workers repre- 
sent about 1.6% of the 90,000 regular clerical 
workers in the metropolitan area, one of the 
liveliest is Mrs. Berniece Warner, 81, who has 
twice been retired from other jobs because 
of her age. Says Mrs. Warner: I'm going to 
keep on working as a Kelly Girl as long as 
they have work for me. If I didn’t work, what 
would I do? All I would have would be my 
social security and that’s just enough to 
exist on. 
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Mrs. Marilyn Wolff, business office super- 
visor for the Pacific Northwest Bell Telephone 
Co., also had a word to say on the relations 
between permanent and temporary workers 
in her supervision: “The temporary girls do 
the easily explained work well. They put out 
plenty of work. Our girls greet them on 
bended knee when we need help for a one- 
time job, like directory service changes.” 

William Rosene, personnel manager for the 
ocean-shipping firm, American Mail Line, 
adds that as far as his regular office girls 
are concerned, they welcome the temporary 
help because it relieves them of the pres- 
sure of overtime. “Our office employees feel 
overloaded as it is and they're very much 
against extra work even on an overtime basis,” 
he says. 

Kelly Services vice president in charge of 
the Detroit area, F. J. Kenedy, breaks down 
the demand for services this way: “During 
summers, of course,” he says, “when vaca- 
tions require the hiring of extra people, and 
during the holiday season at the year’s end 
when volume is at its peak for many in- 
dustries. But most of all, the firm with the 
steady need for temporary help—the office 
that has a steady flow of work for 2½ girls. 
I tell that office, ‘you hire the two girls 
Permanently, and I’ll supply the half one.“ 

F. G. Brownell, head of Editorial Associates, 
a Detroit public relations firm, says that in 
businesses such as his, where the work load 
varies almost constantly as clients’ demands 
vary, temporary help “is indispensable; we 
couldn’t carry the load without it.” Brown- 
ell says that even if his agency wanted to 
hire a much larger staff we'd spend far too 
much time and money training people to be 
as efficient as the people we get sent over 
by the agency.” 

WHY NOT FOR FREE? 


Malcolm R. Lovell Jr., director of the Mich- 
igan Employment Security Commission, is 
wryly adjusted to the fact that businessmen 
pay temporary-help agencies for some of the 
services his office offers free. “But in today’s 
tight labor market,” he says, “judging by the 
Way these agencies are being used, they are 
filling a need. We like the idea of employers 
and employees being free to work with these 
agencies if they want to.” 

The fact of the matter is that the tempo- 
rary-help agencies obviously must be filling 
a need of the nation’s business community, 
otherwise they wouldn’t be enjoying their 
present boom. 

It’s not always as staid a job as filing clerk 
or stenographer that’s filled by a temporary 
agency. Ribar, a Cleveland Kelly 
Girl, recalled the time that she was hired 
by a private detective agency to accompany 
one of its operatives to a nightclub, where 
he would have been too conspicuous without 
a feminine companion. “Imagine drinking 
on the job,” she said, “and being paid for 
it.” 


AIR TRAFFIC CONGESTION 


Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, earlier 
this week I placed in the Recor the 
first in a series of articles by Washing- 
ton Star writer Donald Smith which 
vividly describe the crisis in congestion 
that is afflicting airports in the Washing- 
ton, D.C., area. These articles clearly 
depict a problem which is rapidly en- 
gulfing many of the Nation’s major cities. 

In two subsequent articles, Mr. Smith 
has covered the control tower dilemma 
and the desire by airlines, the Federal 
Aviation Administration, and private 
aviation for safety and convenience to 
all classes of the flying public. 

Mr. President, I also desire to correct 
an error which occurred in the RECORD 
of Monday in which my remarks indi- 
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cated the articles appeared in the Wash- 
ington Post. As I have pointed out today, 
the articles were an excellent series de- 
veloped by Donald Smith for the Wash- 
ington Star. 

In the July 25 article, entitled “Safety 
and Convenience—Goals Without a 
Blueprint,” I wish to-take special note 
of the material regarding the President’s 
Airport Task Force. The membership of 
this Committee remains secret to this 
day, and no facts have been revealed by 
the White House. I am certain this lack 
of information is a great source of frus- 
tration to men in the transportation in- 
dustry, such as Secretary Boyd and FAA 
Administrator McKee. As the final in- 
stallment in Mr. Smith’s article points 
out, the study is of such far-ranging im- 
portance that it will most certainly have 
an everlasting effect on the aviation in- 
dustry once the findings are permitted to 
become public. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that Mr. Smith’s two additional 
articles describing congestion in airports 
serving the Washington, D.C.-Capital 
area be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the Rec- 
ORD, as follows: 


THE CROWDED Arm—Lire IN CONTROL Tow- 
ER: Monotony Lacep WITH TENSION 
(By Donald Smith) 

Tension and monotony mingle 24 hours & 
day in National Airport’s control tower and 
the dimly-lighted radar room below. 

For the privileged few permitted to watch 
order being maintained out of what could 
easily be chaos, it’s difficult to see when 
monotony ceases and stress sets in. 

Over it all there is a deep sense of dedi- 
cation and pride. 

It’s a life-saving station. 

Roy Wolff, a 34-year-old air traffic con- 
troller who speaks with a Missouri accent, 
was in the routine procedure of radioing in- 
structions to airborne traffic. 

The talk among the rest of the tower 
crew, five other controllers, was casual, even 
bantering. Each man had a specific job to do 
and each went through it with the relaxed 
manner of a professional. 

Wolff, a GS-12 with 10 years of air control 
experience, was the local controller. 

The flights were routine. At about 3:25 a 
twin-engine Convair destined for Hunting- 
ton, W. Va., taxied down an approach ramp 
and swung into position on the runway. It 
was still early, and the heavy traffic that 
would begin to cause delays would not pick 
up for another half-hour or so. 

The plane started down the runway, pick- 
ing up speed, until it began to nose gently 
into the air. After a few minutes the plane 
was several miles from the airport and had 
switched its radio to the route control cen- 
ter in Leesburg, Va. 

Moments later a terse Message came over 
Wolff's radio from National’s radar center 
one floor below. The pilot had told Lees- 
burg that he was having engine trouble and 
wanted to return to the airport. 

The casual atmosphere in the tower sud- 
denly disappeared. Jim Wheeling, one of the 
crew members, picked up a pair of binocu- 
lars and started scanning for sight of the 
plane. The others went about their business 
with a new sense of urgency. 

A big 707 jet took off, followed by a single- 
engine Cessna. Four yellow fire trucks and 
a sedan sped onto the field. 

“There he is,” said Wheeling, squinting 
through the binoculars and pointing at a 
small black dot that had appeared south- 
west of the airport in the direction of the 
Alexandria Masonic Temple. 
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Minutes passed. Two planes landed and 
taxied off the runway. The radar center re- 
ported the Convair was three miles due 
west of the airport and had begun to turn. 
Then it was two miles away and turning into 
the first approach. 

A prop-jet taxied toward the runway and 
called the tower for takeoff clearance. 

I've got you, fellow,” Wolff replied. “Just 
hold on.” 

The fire trucks had taken positions at in- 
tervals along the runway. The Convair ma- 
neuvered into the final approach. 

“His No. 2 engine is out and No. 1 is sput- 
tering like hell,” Wheeling said, keeping his 
binoculars trained on the craft. 

The plane came in low. The wheels banged 
into the runway, leaving puffs of gray 
smoke. Its speed began to slacken. 

“Beautiful,” Wolff whispered. 

A few minutes later the passengers were in- 
side the terminal waiting for another flight. 
The Monday evening traffic jam had begun. 

Mechanical failures and bad weather have 
a way of sparking a spiral that causes long 
delays during peak congestion periods. Last 
month a small bearing in a radar rig at New 
York’s Kennedy Airport failed and blacked 
out radar there for six hours. In the result- 
ing jam, only 80 planes landed per hour at a 
facility that normally lands 110 an hour. 
After the radar had been repaired, it took 
several hours to work out the backlog of 
planes that had built up. 


A SERIES OF SMALL THINGS 


“Delays are usually caused by a series of 
circumstances that happen to occur at the 
same time,” said Anthony Strause, Roy 
Wolff and Jim Wheeling at National. They 
are an important part of the vast human 
and electronic network that every airplane 
becomes a part of from the moment it files 
a flight plan until the moment it touches 
down safely at its destination, 

The air traffic controllers are feeling the 
first squeeze in the safety aspect of increased 
congestion. Gen William F. McKee, FAA ad- 
ministrator, has ordered a cutback in their 
duties that do not pertain to directing the 
flow of air traffic. He also has acted to liberal- 
ize pay and working schedules. An accelera- 
tion in recruitment and training of new con- 
trollers at higher starting salaries has begun. 


THE ISSUE OF SAFETY 


Many industry spokesmen and government 
Officials are hesitant to talk about the safety 
aspects of increased congestion. Alan Boyd, 
secretary of the new Department of Transpor- 
tation, told The Star flatly that congestion 
“is a crisis of convenience—not safety.” 

The House Commerce Committee has a 
hearing under way today on the mid-air col- 
lision of a Piedmont Airlines jet and a small 
private plane near Asheville, N.C., last week. 
The death toll was 82. 

“Safety isn’t involved at all,” one expert 
said. 

“There is a minimum separation that must 
be maintained in the air and when the planes 
land. If there are more planes ready to land 
than we have space for, some of them just 
have to wait.” 

Sen. A. S. Mike Monroney, D-Okla., how- 
ever, says that safety is an issue. 

“The problem is not only crowded ground 
space near the terminal or on the run- 
way,” Monroney declared. “There will be 
dangerous problems of congestion in the air 
space over and around the airport.” 

“If by 1977 we don’t have a good collision 
avoidance system in operation on all aircraft 
operating in and out of high density termi- 
nals, our airway death toll may be as bad as 
our highway death toll,” Monroney said. 

“The need for the equipment,” he added, 
“is with us now.” 


POSSIBLE APPROACHES 


At National Airport, there are several ap- 
proaches an airplane might make, depend- 
ing upon the weather. In the best conditions 
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a pilot can see more than 3,000 feet up or 
down and more than three miles ahead. In 
these conditions, a plane follows a radio sig- 
nal until it reaches the Potomac at Cabin 
John. Then it is simply a matter of the pilot 
following the river into the airport. 

In the worst conditions, when visibility 
is below one mile, the pilot approaches from 
the opposite side of the airport and follows 
his instruments until he can see landing 
lights on the runway. These “instrument 
landings” take more time than visual land- 
ings. 

“We have already exceeded the instrument 
weather capacity at virtually all our major 
airports during peak hours,” Monroney said. 
“We are rapidly approaching the time when 
our good weather capacity will be exceeded. 
Estimates are that it will be exceeded in the 
New York area by 1970. We have already 
passed it at Washington National.” 

Whether emphasis is placed on safety or 
convenience, there is general agreement be- 
tween industry and government that the air- 
ways will have to be revamped along with the 
terminals in dealing with the congestion 
crisis. 

THE Crowpep Am: SAFETY AND CONVEN- 
IENCE—GOALS WITHOUT A BLUEPRINT 
(By Donald Smith) 

Mr. and Mrs. James White and their two 
small children were waiting for a taxi to take 
them from the main terminal building at 
Washington National Airport into Alexan- 
dria. They had arrived a half-hour before 
from Atlanta, Ga., after their flight had been 
delayed an hour by bad weather. 

It was 7 o’clock on a crowded Friday eve- 
ning. 

“I don't mind crowds,” Mrs. White said to 

a bystander. “I travel very little, and when I 

do I enjoy the excitement. But I don’t think 

I could take much of that mess,” she added, 

8 toward the terminal door behind 
er. 

Most of the thousands of passengers who 
come through National Airport every day 
probably would agree. 

Alan Boyd, secretary of the Department of 
Transportation, has called congestion at the 
nation’s airports a “crisis of convenience.” 

Sen. A. S. Mike Monroney, D-Okla., how- 
ever, maintains that safety is a factor also. 
He has pointed out that two-thirds of all 
mid-air collisions occur in the vicinity of 
airports. 

Gen. William F. McKee, administrator of 
the Federal Aviation Administration, said 
yesterday the collision last week near Hen- 
dersonville, N.C., occurred in an area that 
was not served by radar. 

According to the FAA, 418 of the nation’s 
527 commercial airports have no radar and 
285 have no towers. 

McKee, however, declined to comment 
when asked if installation of radar at the 
Asheville, N.C. airport could have prevented 
the collision, which took 82 lives. He said 
investigation is under way but that conclu- 
sions are not available yet. 

He said radar could be installed at all air- 
ports for an initial cost of $800 million to 
$900 million and a recurring annual cost of 
$100 million to $200 million. 

Where will the money come from? 

In the case of Washington National and 
Dulles International Airports, operating 
funds are appropriated by Congress and ad- 
ministered through the Bureau of National 
Capital Airports under the Federal Aviation 
Administration. Mr. Boyd has suggested that 
the bureau be abolished and a corporation 
set up to run the two airports. 

Other airports in the nation are operated 
by private businessmen or by local munici- 
palities. They receive aid from the federal 
government under the Federal Airport Act 
of 1946. Under the program, funds are granted 
on a matching basis to assist in building or 
lengthening runways. 
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Sen. Edward Kennedy, D-Mass., has at- 
tacked this system as “hopelessly inade- 
quate,” since it does not cover construction 
of new airports and expansion of passenger 
terminal facilities at existing ones. 

Under the federal aid program, Sen, Ken- 
nedy has pointed out, never more than $75 
million a year has been appropriated. In 
1958, no funds were provided at all. 

For fiscal year 1968, President Johnson 
asked for $71 million—less than he had 
gotten the previous year by $1.5 million. 
Congress appropriated only $666 million. 

“It’s unpopular to ask for money for air- 
ports while we are investing so much in 
Vietnam,” said Stuart Tipton, president of 
the Air Transportation Association. 


MANY FINANCING PROPOSALS 


Proposals for financing new and expanded 
airports have come from many sides. Ken- 
nedy has suggested a system of loans to state 
and local governments to help them in 
matching federal funds under the existing 
program, He also suggests that the rules be 
extended so that federal funds can be had 
for more types of airport construction. 

The Air Transport Association recently 
went on record as supporting an aid program 
administered by a government-owned corpo- 
ration. Several airlines are calling for a mas- 
sive federal aid program to compare with the 
federal highway program. 

The need for encouraging the building of 
general aviation airports to attract private 
flights away from commercial passenger ter- 
minals, thus reducing airway congestion, has 
also been stressed. 


HUGE SPENDING ON TERMINALS 


The airline industry is spending billions of 
dollars for improvements in terminal facili- 
ties such as ticketing and baggage handling. 
By 1970 they expect to spend more than $2.5 
billion for construction and modification of 
their terminal and operating facilities. 

One airline is now operating a drive-in 
ticket window at Love Field in Dallas. A cus- 
tomer can drive to the window, talk to an 
agent over closed-circuit television and ex- 
change money for tickets through pneumatic 
tubes 


Another firm is installing a $40 million 
computer system that can store 1.5 million 
passenger records at any given time. Infor- 
mation needed by an agent—including fare 
tables and ground transportation sched- 
ules—will be available in a fraction of a 
second. 

But by streamlining the handling of their 
customers, the airlines are encouraging more 
people to fly, and thus adding to the conges- 
tion problem. And the matter of moving 
increased air traffic at safe rates is in the 
hands of the FAA. 

We need a total systems blueprint for the 
future,” says Kennedy. “which will permit 
all the key operators of the system—the air- 
craft manufacturers and commercial opera- 
tors, the airway system planners, and the air- 
port operator-owners—to look ahead to the 
demands each is expected to meet.” 

Today, there is a total void of such a 
“blueprint.” 

Last November, Alan Boyd was chosen to 
head a task force set up by President Johnson 
to study the nation’s airports. Along with 
Charles Murphy, chairman of the Civil Aero- 
nautics Board, Boyd was to come up with 
“a drastic new approach for planning and 
developing the national system of airports.” 

Johnson also asked the task force for ways 
to “greatly improve the comprehensive plan- 
ning for the development of airports as an 
integrated part of the national and interna- 
tional air transportation system.” 

Eight months later, there has been no word 
from the task force, whose report was expect- 
ed by July 4. No indication of how the study 
is progressing has leaked out from the mem- 
bership—which is secret. 

Some observers think the delay is being 
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caused by disagreements among members. 
Some say the delay is an indication of how 
large and unprecedented the assignment is. 


MEMBERSHIP SECRET 


In an interview, Boyd said the member- 
ship of the task force is being kept secret 
because there isn't any point in generating 
further pressures until we make our propos- 
als. We want to get the expertise first, and 
then throw it out and see what happens. 
After the report is released, anybody who 
wants to can take a whack at it.” 

Boyd confirmed some of the areas that 
many expect the report to cover. 

“The federal government should provide 
finances to permit airport expansion on a 
major scale,” he said. “And we must make 
sure we don't have the situation of an inter- 
continental jet airport with a two-lane high- 
way as an access road. We need an integrated 
transportation system. Airports are major 
surface travel generators, just like business 
districts. There has got to be a coordinated 
approach.” 

The task force is under pressure from 
many sides to make its report. Sen. Monroney 
is reported ready to begin hearings of his 
own Senate subcommittee on aviation by 
next month if no announcement is made 
by then. 

POSITIVE ACTION NEEDED 

Monroney recently compared Post Office 
Department problems with aviation problems 
before a group of pilots. 

“Studies and task forces don’t change the 
problem any and changes in the govern- 
mental organizations responsible for solving 
them don’t make them go away,” he said. 
“solutions still require positive action and 
money.” 

Thus, the “congestion crisis” in the na- 
tion’s airports and airways continues to 
worsen. The airlines are gearing themselves 
for increased business, and government ad- 
ministrators lack the authority and direction 
to act on a broad enough basis. 

Congress in the past has seemed largely 
apathetic. Whether the flurry of activity last 
week’s fatal crash produced will result in any 
concrete legislative action—particularly in 
the absence of any administrative proposals 
from the task force—is anybody’s guess. 


REVIEW BY DALLAS TIMES HERALD 
EXPLORES INFLUENCE OF THREE 
GREAT TEXANS, ROY BEDICHEK, 
DR. WALTER P. WEBB, AND J. 
FRANK DOBIE 


Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, in 
the Sunday Dallas Times Herald there 
appeared a review by Book Editor A. C. 
Greene of the recent book Three Men in 
Texas: Bedichek, Webb and Dobie,” by 
Ronnie Dugger, former editor of the 
Texas Observer. The three men, Roy 
Bedichek, naturalist and philosopher; 
Walter P. Webb, historian; and J. Frank 
Dobie, writer, as individuals and as a 
group had a great. influence on the lives 
of all Texans. This perceptive review 
summarizes well the unique quality of the 
trio; that to be acquainted with the three 
as one becomes acquainted in reading 
this book, is “to know not just three men, 
but the way a State and its people have 
been formed.” 

These three men were part and parcel 
of Texas—which means a number of 
things. It means being close to the land, 
and it means being close to the people— 
rich and poor, educated and ignorant, 
citified and countrified—or, as we say 
today, urban and rural. And this, for 
Bedichek, Dobie, and Webb, meant hold- 
ing very close to the elemental values of 
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life in the sophisticated and erudite 
world in which they moved. 

These men profoundly influenced my 
life, and in writing the introduction to 
Ronnie Dugger’s Three Men in Texas“ 
I experienced the great pleasure and 
nostalgia of reviving the memory of the 
impact that these men made on my State 
and the people who lived during their 
time. And I believe that we who lived 
then lived at the base of Olympus, hear- 
ing the discussion of immortals in the 
storms which raged about us. 

Mr. Greene expresses the feeling of all 
of us who lived during the time of these 
men: 


Will Texas ever bring together, in one 
place and one age, a trio to replace their 
combined influence? 


Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that this excellent review of a book 
and its message be printed in the Recorp. 

There being no objection, the review 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Dosr, WEBB, BEDICHEK: THEY TAUGHT US 
WHAT Texas Is 


(By A. C. Greene, book editor) 


(Three Men in Texas: Bedicheck, Webb 
and Dobie, edited by Ronnie Dugger (Uni- 
versity of Texas press, $6.50; U.K. 49s) .) 

Were they the three best Texas writers who 
stayed home, the three best minds of the 
state or just three Texans whose Texanism 
was so strong we could all identify with it? 
Some of all, all of some. Roy Bedichek, who 
set himself up to be primarily a naturalist, 
was also a philosopher, a Texas philosopher. 
And as for his writing, well, few men this 
side of Henry David Thoreau have set out to 
write of nature and written of the world so 
well. And Walter Prescott Webb, a Texas 
historian, was as often a literary figure as 
he was historian. J. Frank Dobie, of course, 
is equally well known as writer, as folklorist 
and as Texan man of the public. They came 
together in Austin and created a legend and 
a life. 

They are all dead, now, taken within a 
relatively short span; Bedichek in 1959, Webb 
killed in a car wreck in 1963, and Dobie pass- 
ing away in 1964. Will Texas ever bring to- 
gether, in one place and one age, a trio to 
replace their combined influence? 

The Texas soil is what seems to translate 
these three men from literary and scholarly 
figures to an elevated importance in every 
Texan’s life. To read these many tributes 
gathered in this book, all warm, all sincere, 
many amusing and all informative, is to 
know not just three men, but the way a 
state and its people have been formed. 

And yet their Texas roots were unimpor- 
tant as a source of their human value. For 
many hundreds of natives have written or 
spoken well of Texas and reminded Texans 
of the manner in which the state shaped 
them. No, the universal humor, wisdom and 
application of what these three men knew 
and wrote is what makes them international- 
ists. As Knopf editor Angus Cameron wrote, 
“The three of them make a formidable trio 
of Americans who have reflected a universal 
wisdom by knowing more about their home 
region than anyone else knows.” 

Most of these tributes appeared originally 
in three special editions of The Texas Ob- 
server, which Ronnie Dugger edited. Fortu- 
nately, Dobie was alive to read his and to 
contribute to the others. 

It is hard to see how any Texan of any 
inclination to letters can fail to respond, to 
find himself, in the dozens of articles, very 
short to moderately long, written in love by 
the people who were around these men, who 
saw them live, who felt their lives. The pieces 
gain strength by the very fact that most of 
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the men who wrote them were not profes- 
sional writers at all but humans engaged in 
a multitude of chores, inspired to write like 
professionals by what they had found in the 
men whom they described.—A.C.G. 


A CLIMATE OF SPIRIT 


Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I con- 
sider it a distinct privilege to commend 
to the attention of the Senate an article 
describing the summer program at Pine 
Tree Camp, Rome, Maine, written by 
William Langley, and published in the 
July 16 issue of the Portland, Maine, Sun- 
day Telegram. 

Sponsored by the Pine Tree Society for 
Crippled Children and Adults, Pine Tree 
Camp provides an outstanding program 
of rehabilitative outdoor activities for 
disabled Maine youngsters. The camp 
functions within an environment of 
warmth and understanding, and through 
a series of closely supervised programs, 
stresses development of self-reliance for 
children who often have had no oppor- 
tunity to learn how to overcome or live 
with their handicaps. 

Because I know that Senators will be 
interested in the superior work being 
done at Pine Tree Camp, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the article be printed 
in the Recorp. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp, 
as follows: 


(By William Langley) 

Pine Tree Camp at Rome, serving Maine’s 
handicapped children for its 22nd year, will 
dedicate some $200,000 worth of new living 
cabins and other facilities on Saturday. 

The additional construction allows the 
camp to accept more seriously disabled Maine 
youngsters, including 14 in wheelchairs for 
the first time this summer. 

Six new cabins have been built at grade 
level, without threshholds and with extra 
wide doors to provide easy passage for chil- 
dren with crutches, braces or wheelchairs. 

New ramps have been added to all existing 
buildings, black-top walkways have been laid 
down and a new sewerage system installed. 

There are 93 boys and girls at the camp for 
this summer’s eight week session. Ranging 
in age from seven to 16, they come from all 
sections of the state: from Madawaska to 
Ogunquit, and from Calais to Fryeburg. 

Nestled on the edge of North Pond, on a 
100-acre site, the camp offers ample oppor- 
tunity for disabled youngsters to experience 
an active outdoor life for several weeks each 
summer. 

Pine Tree has a staff of 48, including 25 
cabin counselors, seven program staffers, a 
registered nurse and assistant, speech ther- 
apist, physical therapist, occupational ther- 
apist, two administrators, secretary, two 
erence men, a driver and a kitchen staff 

Camp officials and staff urge the children 
to be self-reliant and take care of themselves 
as much as possible, but they are in constant 
attendance. Rather than supervision, it might 
be called friendship. The result is a climate 
of spirit. 

As an example, after all meals campers 
remain at their tables for a singing lesson. 

After a halting start, the dining hall soon 
fills with young voices, clapping hands, 
laughing faces, shining freckles and the shy 
smiles of boys finally giving their voices to 
song. 

As a finale, the group sings a marching 
song and a counselor makes a slow circuit of 
the hall, picking up a camper on each trip 
until a long line of youngsters, holding 
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hands, marches among the tables as the 
others sing and clap in time to the music. 

“What most people don’t realize,” says 
camp director Paul Scudder, is that most of 
our kids are not sick—they just have dis- 
abilities. 

“Most are boisterous and tough, with 
plenty of pluck and spirit. They can take 
their spills, falls and lumps without com- 
plaint.” 

On an annual operating budget of $44,000— 
funded by public subscription, Easter seals 
and service club contributions—the camp 
provides a complete waterfront program, in- 
cluding swimming instruction and recrea- 
tion, boating and canoeing. The campers also 
take part in arts and crafts lessons, nature 
studies, overnight camping trips, softball, 
circle games and other special events. 

“We want these children to do things for 
themselves,” Scudder says. “Because of their 
handicaps, they have enjoyed more vicarious 
experiences than other children. 

“For instance, they don’t play baseball. 
But they watch it on television and can quote 
the batting averages of the Boston Red Sox 
roster. We want them to actually do things. 
We don’t care so much how well they do it, 
but we want them to do it.” 

Among these challenging activities are 
overnight camping trips where the handi- 
capped youngsters learn how to cook, and 
classes in arts and crafts. 

“We also change the rules for our kids dur- 
ing games,” says Scudder. “In softball we 
don't go by the three strikes and you're out 
rule. We let them swing until they hit the 
ball.” 


The therapy section of the program means 
much to the youngsters, many of whom have 
never previously had the opportunity to re- 
ceive such treatment. 

Carl Nelson, the physical therapist, says 
most of the children look forward to physical 
therapy because they all hope to improve 
their conditions.” 

Nelson, director of health services for 
Colby College, has a warm and tender touch 
with the campers. He works with 44 of the 
youngsters on a regular session basis and 
also repairs and services the braces, wheel- 
chairs and other therapeutic devices. 

“Up here, needless to say, the children are 
hard on their equipment. That’s a healthy 
sign because if they are hard on the gear 
you know they are having a good time.” 

Tony Giles, a graduate student at Syracuse 
University, the speech therapist, works a 
half hour a day with 20 campers ages eight 
to 14. 

Most of the cases he sees are hearing de- 
fects as a result of cerebral palsy. His train- 
ing sessions also handle children who have 
difficulty in articulation and breathing, or 
who suffer from cleft palate, hearing loss 
and brain injury. 

Mrs. Richard Beckler, of Norridgewock, is 
the occupational therapist, a new service 
this summer. She directs sessions at which 
the youngsters are taught how to overcome 
the challenges of daily living, such as how 
to button clothing, use a spoon and tie shoe 
laces. 

The campers themsélves are selected by 
the parent body, the Pine Tree Society for 
Crippled Children and Adults, Inc., which 
has its state headquarters in Bath. 

Payment is on a more or less voluntary 
basis with parents who can afford it con- 
tributing toward the cost, which works out 
at around $60 per person a week. 

Many campers can’t afford to pay anything. 
“More important, most of them give each 
other something instead,” says Scudder. 


AUTOMATION CREATES JOBS AT 
PARAGON ELECTRIC Co. 


Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, one of 
the myths that is widespread in the 
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United States today is that automation 
means the loss of jobs. This myth is ex- 
ploded by the example of the Paragon 
Electric Co., of Two Rivers, Wis. 

Paragon, a subsidiary of American 
Machine & Foundry Co., manufactures 
automatic timer controls for hundreds 
of different industrial, agricultural, and 
home applications. Starting as a small 
shop in 1920, Paragon has grown, under 
the leadership of its president, Edward 
J. Platt, to a 200,000-square-foot modern 
industrial plant employing 1,000 people. 

A motto appearing in the company’s 
employee magazine epitomizes Paragon’s 
achievements: 


Electricity: Ben Franklin found it, Tom 
Edison brought it out of the laboratory and 
Paragon married it to time for modern 
living. 


I ask unanimous consent that an arti- 
cle on Paragon Electric, published in the 
June issue of Business News magazine, 
a Wisconsin publication, be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the Rec- 
ORD, as follows: 

Success THROUGH AUTOMATION 

The word “automation” carries the mean- 
ing of “people deprived of jobs” to some. Not 
so at Paragon Electric Company, Inc., a sub- 
sidiary of the American Machine & Foundry 
Company. Paragon is situated in Two Rivers, 
Wisconsin, occupying a modern building 
comprising about 200,000 square feet of 
manufacturing and office space, 1,000 people 
headquarter here to manufacture and sell 
time controls to farm, home, industry and 
commerce. Here automation has not created 
a lack of opportunity for people, but on the 
contrary has provided jobs and challenges for 
those who accept them. 

m had its beginning in Chicago in 
1905 as a small selling company. Its founder 
was Edward M. Platt, a graduate of the Uni- 
versity of Wisconsin. Among the products 
sold were electrical grounds, electrical wire, 
and most important of all, the time switch. 
It was the time switch that brought Paragon 
out of Illinois and up to Manitowoc, Wiscon- 
sin, where it was first assembled in a small 
shop in the year 1920. Since then the need 
for time controls has steadily increased; so 
too has the stature of a company so that 
today Paragon is recognized as one of the 
world leading manufacturers of time con- 
trols. 

A time switch is basically a clock mecha- 
nism arranged to operate a switch at preset 
hours automatically. Typical applications for 
one or more of these time controls include 
street, store, and farm lighting—also heat 
regulation. In general, a time switch pro- 
grams any recurring operation involving 
electrical switching on a day-to-day basis. A 
simplified example is a Paragon home con- 
venience timer that automatically turns on 
and off appliances as coffee perks, radios, 
TV's, rotisseries, electric ovens, lamps and 
other electrical comforts and gadgets hav- 
ing less than an 1800-watt capacity. 

A more complex control manufactured by 
Paragon is the new momentary contact time 
control that provides momentary switch 
closures to both on and off contactor coil 
terminals. This control can come equipped 
with an Astro Dial face that keeps the con- 
trol on time, relative to the rising and set- 
ting of the sun, without seasonal adjust- 
ment. Once the control has been installed 
and the on and off operation set, that se- 
quence will be followed until manually 
changed. This control can also be installed 
with a spring wound Carry-Over that will 
keep the momentary contact time control on 
time in the event of power failure. 
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Actually, Paragon manufactures hundreds 
of different controls. On the farm they can 
be found controlling ventilation, automating 
hog and cattle feeders, and magically start- 
ing and stopping the egg-gathering equip- 
ment in modern poultry barns. In industry, 
Paragon controls time metal castings, control 
conveyors, lubricate giant machines with 
split-second accuracy, and hundreds of other 
applications requiring a recurring operation 
for maximum efficiency. In industry, Para- 
gon has indeed removed the human factor 
that could cost the manufacturer thousands 
of dollars due to man‘s fallibility. 

Paragon soon outgrew its facilities in 
Manitowoc and in 1941 with 27 employees 
moved to Two Rivers. By the time World War 
II ended, the company employed 300 people. 
A decade later saw Paragon become a domi- 
nant supplier for defrost controls for such 
customers as Frigidaire, Whirlpool and Cros- 
ley. As a tandem development, Paragon today 
leads the field in furnishing automatic de- 
frost controls for large customers such as 
Hussman, C. V. Hill, Kramer Trenton, and 
others. It is a fact that well over 90 percent 
of the open refrigeration cases found in su- 
permarkets are controlled by Paragon. 

Since the mid-1950’s home automation has 
become more and more important and the 
market, of course, grew for automatic devices, 
In most homes today you will find Paragon 
controlled automatic washers, driers, water 
softeners, etc. 

That automation creates jobs is well proven 
by the 1,000 employees at Paragon, The con- 
trols that are being built also take the lady 
of the house out of the kitchen when she 
really has more important things to do. Agri- 
culturists, too, have found that time con- 
trols permit them to have a bigger and more 
efficient operation. So too the industrialists. 

Not only does Paragon manufacture time 
controls, but millions of synchronous mo- 
tors are also built. And recently Paragon has 
electrified its version of the original Ben- 
jamin Franklin clock. This clock is a conver- 
sation piece. Like Franklin’s clock, it has 
only one hand with which to tell the exact 
time of day. Upon receiving one of these 
clocks, Whitfield J. Bell Jr., the librarian of 
the American Philosophical Society Library, 
wrote: “I think that Benjamin Franklin 
would appreciate your wiring his clock for 
electricity.” 

Perhaps twenty-two words that appear in 
the company employee magazine best de- 
scribe what 1,000 people are doing in Two 
Rivers. “Electricity: Ben Franklin found it, 
Tom Edison brought it out of the laboratory 
and ‘Paragon married it to time for modern 
living.’ ” 


A CHANCE TO SUCCEED 


Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I invite 
the attention of the Senate to an arti- 
cle describing the Upward Bound pro- 
gram at Gorham State College, written 
by Kimberly Clifford, and published 
in the July 16 issue of the Portland, 
Maine, Sunday Telegram. 

At this time, when much criticism is 
being directed toward the Office of Eco- 
nomic Opportunity and its programs, I 
believe that Senators will be keenly in- 
terested in knowing of this remarkable 
and innovative program. Upward Bound 
is directed toward those underachieving 
high school students from low-income 
families. At Gorham State College, they 
spend a 6-week session aimed at en- 
couraging and preparing them for high- 
er education. The purpose of the pro- 
gram is to convince students of their 
ability to succeed. 

I commend the article to all who are 
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interested in this program, which lends 
a helping hand to the vast pool of po- 
tential talent which has in the past been 
largely ignored. 

I ask unanimous consent that the ar- 
ticle be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

(By Kimberly Clifford) 

GorHaM.—"“Upward Bound has lent me a 
new incentive toward my education, I am 
sure now of a desire to go on to college, 
whereas before I was not. Upward Bound 
has defined the possibilities of my future. 
I have found the confidence I lacked. 

These are the words of Wayne Butler, a 
senior at Bonny Eagle High School who par- 
ticipated in Gorham State College’s first Up- 
ward Bound program last summer. 

UB is in full swing here again and the 
atmosphere at the college sparks with en- 
thusiasm. 

What is Upward Bound? How does it create 
educational incentive and make a young 
person confident in himself? 

Upward Bound, part of the War on Pover- 
ty, is a six-week session of study and guid- 
ance for high school students from low- 
income families. 

They are young people who are “potentially 
capable of doing educational work beyond 
high school,” says UB associate director Nor- 
man Lapointe. 

This year the federal Office of Economic 
Opportunity granted Gorham State, one of 
315 UB sites around the country, $77,035 to 
continue its program, 

UB has been called the “war on talent 
waste.” It is offering to hundreds of teen- 
agers that precious opportunity to succeed. 

At GSC, 61 high school students from 
southern Maine are placed in a college en- 
vironment. Here they learn about themselves. 

OEO Director Sargent Shriver says all that 
UB youngsters need is “guidance, encour- 
agement and money. 

“They've got the brains, and the motiva- 
tion, once they realize they have the chance,” 
he says. 

At GSC, happiness is discovering this 
chance. 

The students may choose from several 
academic areas: humanities (theater arts, 
expression), communications (English), 
mathematics, science (ecological biology), 
urban-rural studies, sociology, music appre- 
ciation and creative art. 

Off-campus projects spur a variety of in- 
terests. July includes a sailing lesson, an ab- 
stract nature forms exhibit, an exchange 
weekend with Rhode Island’s UB program, 
the theater, a trip to the Newport, R.I., folk 
festival, a Red Sox baseball game, a piano 
concert, In June, classes attended a legisla- 
tive meeting in Augusta. 

“All activities are academically connected 
and interrelated,” says art teacher Carol 
Tranquillo. 

This year’s UB program places much more 
emphasis than last year’s on academics so 
students can become better acclimated to 
study if they go on to college, says Lapointe. 

How do students feel about the extra work- 
load? Says Barbara Adams of Portland: “It’s 
more of a responsibility. We welcome it. It’s 
being on your own.” 

There are no grades but instructors must 
report in writing to Lapointe on each stu- 
dent’s enthusiasm and motivation. 

Several college-age counselor-tutors live in 
two dormitories with the students and offer 
academic help, personal counseling and 
friendship. 

“Tutors set the tone,” says tutor Hank 
Giroux, 23, of Providence, R.I. 

They attend classes with the other stu- 
dents. Tutors also offer help to UB students 
in high schools in the winter. And they ac- 
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quaint youngsters with UB who are not 
familiar with it. 

Some UB students have formed school 
clubs to back the program and to encourage 
others in similar situations to apply. 

Discussion groups and team sports are 
spontaneous and frequent. At 6 each morn- 
ing anyone who is interested may join in 
the 30-minute jog around the science build- 
ing and down to Gorham center. 

The students receive $10 a week for spend- 
ing money. During the winter if they con- 
tinue to stay in school they receive $5 a week. 

UB offers extracurricular activities. Stu- 
dents may take guitar or piano lessons, work 
on their newspaper, Leaps and Bounds,” or 
join the summer reading program. UB also 
has a small library on campus. 

UB living is community living. The stu- 
dents recently held a vigorous election for 
student government officers. The government 
is a liaison between students and staff. Com- 
plaints may be reported by way of govern- 
ment representatives and problems may be 
discussed. 

Student government may also decide pun- 
ishment in disciplinary action. However, says 
an instructor, discipline is not a problem 
here. “They are here because they’re in- 
terested.” 

In high school, says Giroux, the students 
felt they didn’t belong. Now they do and it is 
“great,” agree Miss Adams and Dennis Dris- 
coll, a second-year UB student from York. 

An outsider’s reaction to UB is recognition 
of the oneness of the Upward Bounders. One 
sees and hears youths who are realizing, per- 
haps for the first time, that their lives have 
a definite direction, that have talent, that 
they can go on to college. 

Driscoll says when he first arrived at GSC 
he wasn't too impressed. .. . I was home- 
sick but everybody was friendly and nice and 
you blend right in.” 

In his second year with UB his favorite 
course is sociology because it is the study of 
people. “After all, that’s what UB is all 
about,” he says with a smile. 

Lapointe defines the program as the crea- 
tion of alternatives.” Students are presented 
with the material; they are not pushed. These 
are experiences which help them lead a richer 
and fuller life, he says. 

Hopefully, college is the aftermath of UB. 
Miss Adams sees UB’s purpose as being to 
“encourage most of us to keep studying if 
we aren’t financially set, to make us strive 
for scholarships.” 

Last year 80 percent of high school seniors 
in GSC’s UB continued their education. Only 
12 per cent dropped out during their fresh- 
man year of college. 

UB graduate Wayne Butler summarizes 
what UB means to the many who have pro- 
fited from it. “All the money in the world 
couldn’t replace the memories of our experi- 
ences at Gorham.” 


THE FLAG OF OHIO FLIES IN SOUTH 
VIETNAM 


Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, on 
July 22 there came to my office a letter 
from one of our sons of the United 
States who is serving in South Vietnam. 
The tender and patriotic message which 
he conveyed to me is of such significance 
that I believe it ought to be contained 
in the Recorp of the Senate of this day. 

The writer of the letter is Sp4c. Gar- 
field Ayers Bixler an Ohioan. He is a 
member of Company C, the 25th Medi- 
cal Battalion part of the 25th Infantry 
Division serving the United States in 
South Vietnam. 

I point out especially his statement: 

Myself and every GI over here loves the 
United States and we'll win in this war and 
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any to follow so that we can retain the way 
of life we love so very much. 


He asked for the simple favor that I 
arrange to have sent to him two flags 
of the State of Ohio—one to fly at the 
headquarters of the USO, the second 
to be in Company C of the 25th Medi- 
cal Battalion of which he is a member 
and in which there are three other 
Ohioans. 

I have already communicated a letter 
to Gov. James A. Rhodes of the State of 
Ohio requesting that he make arrange- 
ments, which I know he will do, to com- 
ply with the request of this fine young 
American, Sp4c. Garfield Ayers Bixler. 

I ask unanimous consent that the let- 
ter be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

CRU Tal, VIETNAM, 
July 18, 1967. 

DEAR HONORABLE FRANK J. LauscHe: This 
letter will be different from most you receive. 
As you might have guessed by the envelope 
I'm here in Vietnam, at Chu Tai and a mem- 
ber of company “C” 25th Medical Battalion 
part of the 25th Infantry Division. Myself 
and every GI over here loves the United 
States and we'll win in this war and any 
to follow so that we can retain the way of 
life we love so very much. Now I could go 
on and on and add more but I feel I got the 
point across to you already. 

Well now down to the real reason for this 
letter! We have a U.S.O. here at Chu Tal 
and I’ve seen just a few state flags there, 
so me being an Ohio boy (Painesville) I 
want to know if it is at all possible for me 
to receive two state flags over here. The 
1st will go to the U.S.O. and the 2nd will 
be in the company area, all together there 
is four of us here in this unit from Ohio! 

Thank you for hearing of my wants and 
wishes. 

Sincerely yours, 
Sp4c. GARFIELD AYERS BIXLER. 


A NEW ERA IN FEDERAL-STATE 
RELATIONS 


Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, some 
years ago we heard comments from 
many of our Governors that the Federal 
Government was unresponsive to the 
needs and aspirations of the States. 

A few years later we heard protests 
that the Federal Government was in- 
truding its powers into local affairs so 
that States rights were somehow being 
minimized. 

An most recently we heard that States 
were not being consulted on the new 
Great Society reform programs which 
were moving forward in cities and rural 
areas across the Nation. 

More and more, we hear a new voice 
from the Governors. It is the voice of 
cooperation. It is the voice of concerned 
interest. It is a voice which recognizes 
the common responsibility and partner- 
ship of the States and the Federal Gov- 
ernment in a series of human and com- 
munity renewal projects. 

There is reason to hope that we may 
be entering a new era in Federal-State 
relations. 

In the last 4 months, representatives 
of the President have made visits to 40 
States and met with hundreds of State 
officials. 

Many comments have come to the 
President from Democratic and Repub- 
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lican Governors indicating the value of 

these meetings. 

The fact is that Governors of the 
States now share more in executive de- 
cisions in Washington than ever before 
in the history of the American Federal- 
State structure. 

The Governors believe it is a good 
thing. I believe it is a good thing. More 
efficient programing has resulted from 
it. 

Last November the President sent a 
memorandum to the heads of Federal 
agencies which pointed out that the basis 
of creative federalism is cooperation 
and called upon them to take steps to 
afford representatives of the chief execu- 
tives of States and local governments the 
opportunity to advise and consult in the 
development and execution of programs 
which directly affect the conduct of 
State and local affairs. 

A few days ago the Bureau of the 
Budget issued the latest of its instruc- 
tions to the heads of executive depart- 
ments and establishments on methods to 
be followed in achieving the objectives 
set by the President. Significantly, the 
good offices of the Advisory Commission 
on Intergovernmental Relations will be 
used in obtaining the advice and com- 
ment of organizations representing State 
and local governments on substantive and 
administrative regulations proposed to 
be issued. These new guidelines for con- 
sultation by the responsible executives of 
Federal Government and State and local 
governments are a constructive and im- 
minently practical step forward in the 
practice of creative federalism. 

A recent article published in the 
Dallas Morning News deals with some 
aspects of the relationship between 
President Johnson and the Democratic 
Governors of the United States, recog- 
nizing steps which the President has 
taken to strengthen the partnership be- 
tween the Federal Government and the 
States. 

I conclude by saying that although 
the article refers to Democratic Gover- 
nors, it could just as well have referred 
to Republican Governors. 

There is not, and cannot be, politics in 
the new Federal-State partnership. It is 
a new working relationship which will 
enhance the effectiveness of all public 
servants who are determined to work for 
the people. 

President Johnson deserves our praise 
for what he has done to make this new 
era possible. 

I ask unanimous consent that there be 
printed in the Recorp the text of Bureau 
of the Budget Circular A-85, dated June 
28, 1967, and the text of the article from 
the July 3 issue of the Dallas Morning 
News. 

There being no objection, the items 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

[Circular No, A-85] 
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESI- 
DENT, BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D.C., June 28, 1967. 

To the heads of Executive Departments and 
Establishments. 

Subject: Consultation with heads of State 
and local governments in development of 
Federal rules, regulations, standards, 
procedures, and guidelines, 

1. Purpose. In accordance with the Memo- 
randum of the President dated November 11, 
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1966, on “Advice and Consultation with State 
and Local Officials” (copy attached), the 
purpose of this Circular is to afford chief 
executives of State and local governments a 
reasonable opportunity to comment on sig- 
nificant proposed Federal rules, regulations, 
standards, procedures, and guidelines (here- 
after called regulations) applicable to Fed- 
eral assistance programs. As an alternative 
to direct consultations, the Circular pro- 
vides for assistance by the Advisory Com- 
mission on Intergovernmental Relations 
(ACIR) in arranging to obtain State and 
local advice and comment on such matters, 
in cooperation with State and local general 
government associations. 

2. Background, Federal agencies adminis- 
tering programs of assistance to State and 
local governments normally issue regulations 
under which the programs are administered, 
These regulations affect the conduct of State 
and local affairs, including management and 
organization, planning, program adjust- 
ments, and fiscal and administrative systems. 
Federal requirements may not be consistent 
among Federal agencies nor permit needed 
flexibility for State and local governments. 
To meet the President’s objective of making 
certain that vital Federal assistance pro- 
grams are made workable at the point of 
impact, heads of State and local governments 
should be afforded an opportunity to com- 
ment on Federal regulations prior to their 
issuance. 

3. Policies. Agencies will be guided, to the 
fullest practical extent consistent with Fed- 
eral laws, by the following policies in de- 
veloping regulations for administering pro- 
grams of assistance to State and local gov- 
ernments. 

a. The central coordinating role of heads 
of State and local governments, including 
their role of initiating and developing State 
and local programs, will be supported and 
strengthened. 

b. Federal regulations should not en- 
cumber the heads of State and local govern- 
ments in providing effective organizational 
and administrative arrangements and in de- 
veloping planning, budgetary, and fiscal pro- 
cedures responsive to needs. 

c. Duplication of reporting requirements 
and controls which are established by State 
and local governments will be avoided, and 
Federal agencies should rely wherever pos- 
sible on internal or independent audits per- 
formed at the State or local level as provided 
in Budget Circular No. A-73, dated August 4, 
1965. 

d. Except as may be required by law or 
special circumstances, agency regulations 
dealing with like matters (e.g., allowable 
costs, definitions of like terms, and proce- 
dures and information needed for determin- 
ing eligibility in like cases) will be consistent 
both internally and with practices of other 
agencies. 

4. Coverage. This Circular applies to regu- 
lations and revisions thereof which imple- 
ment a Federal assistance program that in- 
cludes among its eligible recipients State or 
local governments or quasi-public agencies 
(e.g., public housing or urban renewal agen- 
cies) and directly affect. 

a. Interstate relationships, 

b. Intergovernmental relationships (e.g., 
State-local and interlocal), 

c. Types of eligible recipients, 

d. Designations of agencies within State 
or local government, 

e. Requirements affecting State or local 
personnel, 

f. Organizational, planning, or fiscal activ- 
ities of State and other governments, or 

g. Roles and functions of heads of State 
or local governments, 

5. Procedures for informing State and lo- 
cal government associations of proposed new 
or revised regulations. 

a. The issuing agency will provide to the 
ACIR a copy and a summary of the proposed 
regulation. As a norm, this should be done 
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not less than 45 days before the intended 
date of promulgation, If special legal or other 
circumstances do not permit sufficient time 
for such notice and comment, the agency 
will advise the ACIR of the time available 
and provide at least a summary or abstract 
in lieu of the full draft text of the regula- 
tion. 

b. The ACIR will promptly transmit copies 
of the agency materials to each of the follow- 
ing State and local government associations: 
National Governors’ Conference, Council of 
State Governments, International City Man- 
agers’ Association, National Association of 
Counties, National League of Cities, and 
United States Conference of Mayors. 

c. Unless an earlier response is required, 
the State and local government associations 
desiring to comment will transmit their 
views within three weeks after receiving the 
summary, addressing comments to the Fed- 
eral agency concerned through the ACIR. 

d. If requested by either the Federal 
agency concerned or by a State or local gov- 
ernment association, the ACIR will arrange 
a meeting between representatives of the 
agency and the association (along with 
State or local chief executives or their repre- 
sentatives, where desirable) to consider 
modifications of the proposed regulation. 

e. The agency will supply a copy of the 
regulation, when published, to the ACIR. 

1. To see that these provisions are car- 
ried out, each agency should promptly des- 
ignate one responsible official, and inform 
the Bureau of the Budget and the ACIR 
as to the name of the official. 

6. Additional functions of the ACIR. 

a, The ACIR is prepared to assist agencies 
in developing new regulations covered by 
this Circular and will assist in assuring that 
regulations dealing with like matters are 
consistent, as provided in paragraph 3 (d). 

b. By January 31 of each year, the ACIR 
will make a report to the Director of the 
Bureau of the Budget concerning operations 
under this Circular. Copies of the report will 
be furnished to each agency and to the as- 
sociations representing general units of 
State and local government. 

7. General considerations. This Circular 
deals with only one aspect of the President's 
policy on intergovernmental consultation: 
the development of regulations relating to 
Federal assistance programs. The Circular 
is not intended to limit the consultation 
process to this aspect of the intergovern- 
mental problem. Well in advance of the stage 
of promulgating formal regulations, con- 
sultation should be pursued actively with 
heads of State and local governments; and 
to this extent the burden of consultation 
requirements will be spread instead of con- 
centrated at the stage of issuing regulations. 

It is not intended that all proposed regu- 
lations or revisions will be automatically 
channeled through the procedure called for 
in this Circular; no purpose would be served 
by creating congestion and delay. Judgment 
must be exercised by the agencies and by the 
State and local governments in applying 
the Circular; selectivity will be needed in 
determining which substantive and admin- 
istrative regulations are significant enough to 
be put through the consultation arrange- 
ments, As experience is gained, Federal 
agencies and State and local governments 
can be expected to work out a mutually 
productive system of consultation, with 
flexibility and room for judgment as to 
what is important. 

The Circular is addressed primarily to new 
regulations or revisions of existing Federal 
regulations. However, agencies will give con- 
structive consideration to requests from 
heads of State and local governments to re- 
view and revise regulations already in effect, 
and to consult with such officials on request. 

8. Effective date. The provisions of this 
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Circular become effective 30 days from the 
date of issuance, 
CHARLES L. SCHULTZE, 
Director. 
Attachment. 


[Attachment to Circular No, A-85] 

The President’s memorandum to heads of 
certain Federal agencies, November 11, 
1966. 

Memorandum from the President to: Secre- 
tary of Defense, Acting Attorney Gen- 
eral, Secretary of the Interior, Secretary 
of Agriculture, Secretary of Commerce, 
Secretary of Labor, Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare, Secretary of 
Housing and Urban Development, Direc- 
tor, Office of Economic Opportunity, Di- 
rector, Office of Emergency Planning. 

Subject: Advice and consultation with State 
and local officials, 

The basis of creative federalism is coopera- 
tion, 

If Federal assistance programs to State and 
local governments are to achieve their goals, 
more is needed than money alone, Effective 
organization, management and administra- 
tion are required at each level of government. 
These programs must be carried out jointly; 
therefore, they should be worked out and 
planned in a cooperative spirit with those 
chief officials of State, county and local gov- 
ernments who are answerable to their citi- 
zens. 

To the fullest practical extent I want you 
to take steps to afford representatives of the 
Chief Executives of State and local govern- 
ment the opportunity to advise and consult 
in the development and execution of pro- 
grams which directly affect the conduct of 
State and local affairs. 

I believe these arrangements will greatly 
strengthen the Federal system at all levels. 
Our objective is to make certain that vital 
new Federal assistance programs are made 
workable at the point of impact. 

I am asking the Director of the Bureau of 
the Budget to work with you, with the Ad- 
visory Commission on Intergovernmental Re- 
lations, and with the public interest groups 
representing State and local government in 
developing useful and productive arrange- 
ments to help carry out this policy. 

[From the Dallas Morning News, July 3, 

1967] 


New Era _ PosstsLeE—JOHNSON 
GOVERNOR CRITICS 
(By Jimmy Banks) 

Sr. Louris, Mo.—A new era in federal-state 
relations may be opening up as a direct re- 
sult of criticism fired at President Johnson 
in December by several democratic gover- 
nors, 

They met in White Sulphur Springs, W. 
Va., to lick their wounds after the 1966 elec- 
tions. They were highly critical of Mr. John- 
son’s failure, and that of other federal offi- 
cials, to consult them on his revolutionary 
“Great Society” programs. 

Saturday’s meeting here of Democratic 
governors proved that, in typical Johnsonian 
fashion, it had taken him less than six 
months to win over some of his most severe 
critics when he felt winning them over was 
necessary. He apparently did so, in this in- 
stance, simply by investigating their com- 
plaints, finding many of them justified and 
taking steps to correct them. 

During his brief visit here Saturday the 
President told the governors the federal 
system is achieving “a strength and a mean- 
ing it has never had before.” 

But he also assured them “your role in 
our partnership is critical.” 

“But to be effective, your hand must be 
strengthened,” he admitted. “And today, I 
can tell you of one measure we are taking 
to accomplish just that. 

“Very shortly, at my direction, every one 
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of you—every governor in this country—will 
have a chance to review, to advise, and to 
consult on every federal regulation involving 
programs in your state. 

“This is an historic breakthrough,” Mr. 
Johnson declared. “It can have a revolution- 
ary impact on our partnership and your po- 
sition in it. It will strengthen your ability 
to plan, to budget, to coordinate, to an ex- 
tent never possible in the Statehouse before. 

“Other measures will follow,” he promised, 
“to make your role stronger and your job 
easier. 

“You know the seriousness of our pur- 
pose,” he added. “Gov, Farris Bryant has led 
a team of top federal officials into 40 states 
during the last four months in meetings 
with governors and their key administrative 
officials. He tells me that during these meet- 
ings 1,333 separate problems or grievances 
were identified. Of these, 733 were answered 
on the spot: 456 were settled with quick 
followup actions. 

“That leaves 144 queries still to be an- 
swered—just 1 per cent,” the President said. 
“Even when those questions have been 
cleared up—and I have given instructions 
that I want this done just as quickly as 
possible—we don't expect to rest. New prob- 
lems arise each day, and each day new solu- 
tions must be searched for and found.“ 

After the President briefed the governors, 
they reported to him on his current prospects 
for reelection next year. 

“What they said was music to my ears,” 
the President reported later. 

There can be little doubt that what Mr. 
Johnson promised the governors about their 
future influence was music to their ears. 


FRENCH COMMUNIST PROPAGANDA 
AGAINST UNITED STATES 


Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, on June 
23, there came to my office a letter from 
Mr. Edward L. White of Dayton, Ohio, 
pointing out to me a propaganda sheet 
which he picked up in a Paris, France, 
bookstore, favoring the Communists and 
opposing the United States. Mr. White 
asked me for my comment about this 
paper that was replete in the attempt 
to poison the minds of American tour- 
ists in France against our involvement 
in South Vietnam and in favor of the 
Communists in that region in spite of 
all of the atrocities, the falsehoods, and 
the efforts to destroy the dignity of 
human beings and in favor of the estab- 
lishment of a tyrannical despotic Com- 
munist government. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that there be printed in the RECORD 
the text of the sheet carried by the book- 
stores of Paris, entitled Welcome to 
American Tourists,” containing the ma- 
terial which I have just described, and 
the text of my letter dated June 30, 
written to Mr. Edward L. White of Day- 
ton, Ohio, making my comments about 
the contents of the foregoing-mentioned 
propaganda, sheet. 

There being no objection, the items 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

JUNE 30, 1967. 
Mr. Epwarp L. WHITE, 
Dayton, Ohio 

Dear Mr. Wurre: I received your letter of 
June 20th and noted what you said in it. 

I read fully the propaganda letter found 
in the bookshops of Paris under the title 
of “Welcome to American Tourists“. 

This welcome“ letter is intended to in- 
flame Americans against their own govern- 
ment in its participation in the South Viet 
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Nam effort to repel Communist aggression. 
Communist China and Hanoi have greatly 
succeeded in propagandizing the citizen of 
the United States making him believe that 
the presence of our troops in South Viet 
Nam has no relationship to the security of 
the United States nor for the security of 
nations that want to belong to the Free 
West and remain unshackled by Communist 
dictation. 

The letter is a clever and effective Com- 
munist propaganda sheet. Obviously, and to 
me painfully, it is having an impact. It is 
replete with the arguments that Ho Chi 
Minh, leading the Communists of North 
Viet Nam, and of Mao Tse Tung, the Com- 
munist leader of China, are propagandizing. 

I am against war. I want the United 
States to bring the South Vietnamese prob- 
lem to the negotiating table and that I be- 
lieve our government is trying to do. Ho Chi 
Minh on the other hand demands that we 
stop bombing the North, withdraw our 
troops from South Viet Nam, and allow the 
establishment of a government in South Viet 
Nam dominated by the Communist “Libera- 
tion Front” of that nation. 

Can we at this time yield to such de- 
mands? I do not think so. 

Sincerely yours, 
FRANK J, LAUSCHE. 


WELCOME TO AMERICAN TOURISTS 


Every spring Paris welcomes the arrival of 
its American visitors. Again, this year, the 
French are happy to see you, for they like 
Americans. But this time they may have some 
questions to ask you. Are the American peo- 
ple really going to permit the U.S. Govern- 
ment to kill every Vietnamese in Vietnam in 
the name of freedom? They hope to hear 
from you that freedom has not become just 
an empty word used by Americans to excuse 
the slaughter of the Vietnamese people. They 
hope that you and other Americans are using 
your freedom to bring an end to a war which 
is turning the world away from America in 
horror and indignation. 

WHO IS FOOLED? 

When war is called pacification when con- 
centration camps are called—new life ham- 
lets—when people fighting on their own soil 
against a foreign army are called—invaders— 
when hospitals and schools are called—mili- 
tary targets—when gas, napalm and frag- 
mentation bombs are called—humane—when 
torture is called—questioning—when the 
herding at gunpoint of women and children 
into barbed-wire enclosures is called—de- 
fense of the free world—who is fooled? 

The Vietmamese people are not fooled. If 
they are ignorant peasants, not ready for free- 
dom because they would be fooled by the 
communists, why has the U.S. propaganda 
and military machine been unable to fool 
them? They see the reality of what is hap- 
pening to their country. It is the American 
people, confused by years of systematic anti- 
communism, who are being fooled—it is the 
American people that the U.S. Government 
needs to fool in order to carry out its geno- 
cidal war. 


DEFEND YOUR COUNTRY 


It is not defense of America to destroy a 
small and distant nation. It is not defense 
of your country’s honor to support the war in 
Vietnam. The people of the world are look- 
ing to the American people to use the free- 
dom they proclaim to expose the lies and 
oppose the brutality of their government. 
They want to know: are you a blind follower 
of empty propaganda? Or a courageous Citi- 
zen who will demand a HALT to a war which 
is covering America with shame and dis- 
honor? 

(Paris American Committee to Stopwar, 
114, rue de Vaugirard, Paris-VI™* Comitl Viet- 
nam, National, Boéte Postale 42-05 Paris. 
M. C. A. A., 91, rue de Faubourg-Saint-Denis, 
Paris- 100 
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CAPTIVE NATIONS WEEK 


Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, this 
month Americans have celebrated the 
191st anniversary of the founding of the 
American Republic. However, the month 
of July marks the ninth anniversary of 
an event less felicitious and more sober- 
ing. For it was 9 years ago, in 1959, when 
President Dwight Eisenhower signed 
into law an act of Congress establish- 
ing the third week of July as Captive 
Nations Week. While Americans have 
celebrated nearly two centuries of con- 
tinual freedom in a land of unlimited 
opportunity, there are still hundreds of 
millions of our fellow human beings en- 
slaved by Communist governments 
throughout the world. Three hundred 
million of these enslaved people are in 
formerly independent nations of Eastern 
Europe. The rest of these millions are in 
Soviet Russia, China, Southeast Asia, 
and North Vietnam. 

By direction of this historic congres- 
sional resolution, the President of the 
United States makes an annual procla- 
mation of our Nation’s sympathies for 
these people enslaved under communism. 
The President is directed by the resolu- 
tion to continue this annual proclama- 
tion of sympathy until these captive na- 
tions are once more free. 

The growth and development of Cap- 
tive Nations Week in our own country, 
the Republic of China, South Korea, the 
Philippines, West Germany, Turkey, and 
elsewhere has demonstrated the deep- 
ened understanding on the part of our 
people and others of the basic and fun- 
damental importance of all the captive 
nations to our national security and that 
of the free world. Our concentrated sup- 
port of all the captive nations, including 
necessarily the dozen small nations 
within the Soviet Union itself, is one of 
the most powerful nonmilitary deter- 
rents against further overt Sino-Soviet 
Russian aggression and a prime, for- 
midable force for peace with freedom 
and justice in the world. 

Captive Nations Week offers encour- 
agement to the millions of human beings 
who are forced to endure foreign domi- 
nation of their nations; Captive Nations 
Week renders deep compassion for their 
more fortunate countrymen who found 
refuge in other nations at the cost of 
being uprooted from a homeland to 
which they can never return and from 
loved ones they may never see again. 
Thus the Congress once again designates 
Captive Nations Week when voice can 
be given to the acting sympathy of 
American people for the victims of Com- 
munist expansion and suppression. 

Progress has been made within the 
internal relations of some Communist 
nations. The present stage of Commu- 
nist domination offers some autonomy 
to the satellite nations. Russia commu- 
nism has liberalized internally to a lim- 
ited extent and has meant some amelio- 
ration of the living conditions of the 
captive peoples. 

However, in the midst of the talk of 
further “bridge building with the East,” 
let us never forget that for millions of 
citizens in captive nations, there has not 
been a restoration of the national and 
personal freedom which is rightfully 
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theirs. The captive people continue to 
live in despair, in enslavement, in an- 
guish for their lost past, in fear and 
trepidation for the present and in appre- 
hension for the future. Yet despite their 
sufferings, there is an undercurrent of 
undying hope continually nourished by 
their unsubmissive spirit that once more 
their national aspirations may be rea- 
lized, their personal freedom restored. 
Their yearning hopes will never be sat- 
isfied until they are completely liber- 
ated. The way to build bridges to the 
East is to keep faith with the people of 
the captive nations. 

Benjamin Franklin once said: 

Our cause is the cause of all mankind, and 


we are fighting for their liberty in defending 
our own, 


By our observance in the United States 
of Captive Nations Week, we show our 
support of the right of all people to pur- 
sue their political, economic, and cul- 
tural development as they deem best. 
This support will encourage and nurture 
the hope for freedom for those still sub- 
jected to the yoke of tyranny and en- 
slavement that engulfs millions of peo- 
ple. The people of the United States can- 
not permit themselves to ignore the 
reality of over a billion people living in 
Communist-dominated captive nations. 
As in Vietnam today and many satellite 
Communist nations, we still see the hope, 
courage, and love of freedom living 
within the hearts of the people. Depriva- 
tion of liberty does not destroy the de- 
sire for it. May Captive Nations Week of 
1967 remind us of the past plight and 
future hopes of those who yearn for the 
freedom that Americans have found so 
commonplace, 


EASTERN AIRLINES NOW SERVES 
PACIFIC NORTHWEST 


Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, Mr. 
Arthur D. Lewis, senior vice president 
and general manager of Eastern Airlines, 
was recently in Seattle, where he ad- 
dressed our Rotary Club. 

As is well known, Eastern was certifi- 
cated to serve our Northwest region just 
this spring, and service was begun on 
June 13. I am pleased to report that 
Eastern’s several flights daily are doing 
exceptionally well, both inbound from 
St. Louis and outbound for the East. 

Eastern is obviously pleased with the 
new route award, and I wish to empha- 
size, Mr. President, that Seattle is just 
as obviously delighted to have this fine 
airline added to our city and area. 

I ask unanimous consent that Mr. 
Lewis’ remarks be printed in the Recorp. 

There being no objection, the speech 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

REMARKS OF ARTHUR D. Lewis, SENIOR VICE 
PRESIDENT AND GENERAL MANAGER, EASTERN 
AIRLINES, AT THE ROTARY CLUB OF SEATTLE, 
WASH., JUNE 14, 1967 
President Pennington, Mr. Ohtaki, Mr. 


McMorran, Mr. Leienecker, Mr. Middleton, 
Mr. Wallis, Members of the Seattle Rotary. 

Yesterday Eastern began serving Seattle. 
This is an historic occasion for us. We have 
had ambitions to serve this area since the 
earliest days of the company. Now that we 
have begun daily jet service to St. Louis and 
points beyond, let me assure you that we will 
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do all we can to provide you with a fine 
quality air service. 

By virtue of geography, Seattle is a natural 
airline hub. It stands at the junction of air- 
line routes from Alaska, from Honolulu and 
Australia, from the Far East, from California, 
from the East Coast of the United States, and 
the Polar routes from Europe. 

But it was not a complete air traffic hub 
until we began service yesterday. There has 
not been direct service to St. Louis and the 
Southeast and the Caribbean, a situation 
your civic and business leaders have worked 
long and hard to correct. 

Eastern is pleased to supply the missing 
spoke in the pattern of airline routes serving 
you. Not only is the route a new one, but it 
directly serves a new industry as well. We 
will be serving most of the cities importantly 
involved in space exploration. On this route 
will be Seattle with Boeing and other re- 
lated aerospace companies, and St. Louis, the 
site of the McDonnell Douglas Company. 
Next comes Huntsville, Alabama, the site 
of the George C. Marshall Space Center and 
the Redstone Arsenal. They build the engines 
to launch our space effort—and lastly comes 
Cape Kennedy, the site of our space launch- 
ing operations. We dubbed this route the 
Space Age Corridor and it is truly that. 

We will begin with three schedules daily 
to St. Louis, two of them nonstop, In addi- 
tion to serving the Space Age Corridor, we 
intend to offer an extensive pattern of con- 
necting schedules out of St. Louis to points 
all over the East. We will see to it that con- 
nections are available not only to points on 
Eastern’s system, but also to cities on the 
systems of other carriers as well. St. Louis 
has long been identified with the Northwest 
Territory. It was the starting point of the 
Lewis and Clark Expedition. It was once the 
gateway to the Pacific Northwest. It slipped 
from this role many years ago and Chicago 
became the prime gateway to and from this 
area. With the advent of modern air trans- 
port, Chicago has become one of the worse 
bottlenecks in the United States for the pas- 
sage of through and connecting traffic. We 
intend to offer a level of connecting service 
at St. Louis every bit as good as much 
through single-plane service which exists 
over Chicago—and once again, let St, Louis 
take its rightful place in the flow of traffic 
between the Pacific Northwest and the East. 

Our research in prosecuting our route ap- 
plication showed clearly that the community 
of interest between the Northwest and South- 
east sections of this country has been stunted 
by lack of good air service and lower cost 
services as well. We intend to do a great deal 
to remedy this. I personally think this area 
is one of the most beautiful in the country 
but beyond that, it is unique unto itself. 
It is not only beautiful, but you must come 
here to see its beauty. You don’t find it in 
the East, in the South, in California, or any- 
where else. And nothing is really more in- 
spiring than the magnificent mountain 
masses in this area—Mount Rainier, Mount 
Hood, Mount St. Helens—the great hardwood 
forest, the magnificent city of Seattle with 
its internationally famous Space Needle, the 
waterways—the range country—and we in- 
tend to sell it to people on our system who 
need a new vacation area. 

And we would like you to see some of our 
old home grounds. I know a great number of 
Seattlelites go to Hawaii. I used to live there 
and I have come to know many people who 
live in Seattle because of their Hawaiian 
visits. When I was president of Hawaiian 
Airlines, I spent time and money trying to 
increase your travel to Hawaii. That job is 
done now—all of you have gone to Hawaii 
who need to go. We think you should come 
see us in Florida, the Bahamas, and the 
Caribbean. 

We are cutting the rate between here and 
St. Louis by 18 percent. Other reductions 
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exist to cities beyond St. Louis, but at a 
later date. 

I understand that one of the longest words 
in the world is when the announcer says: 
“And now a word from our sponsor 
Occasionally, Rotary speakers violate a sim- 
ilar taboo when they tend to deliver a long- 
winded commercial in lieu of an interesting 
talk. I would not want to be the first guest 
speaker to be convicted of breaking this 
sensible tradition, but I believe I am justi- 
fied on this occasion in telling you something 
about Eastern Airlines for the benefit of 
those of you who might not know who we 
are, where we come from, where we fly to, 
and how we got to Seattle in the first place. 

At the risk of sounding overly commercial, 
let me say that Eastern carries more passen- 
gers than any other airline in the world 
except one. This year we should carry over 
18,000,000 people. In terms of operating reve- 
nues, we are the fourth largest U.S. domestic 
trunk carrier. This year our gross revenues 
will approach $700,000,000. Our fleet of 207 
aircraft—114 of which are pure jet—on an 
average day we will fly 400,000 miles and 
have 1,300 departures over our route net- 
work of more than 20,000 miles. Generally 
speaking, our routes run in a north-south, 
or northeast-southwest, or northwest-south- 
east direction in the eastern half of the 
country. 

We employ more than 26,000 people and 
serve 113 communities in 28 U.S. states, the 
District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, Canada, 
Bermuda, the Bahamas and Mexico. 

Eastern’s predecessor companies 
operations in 1928 between New York, At- 
lanta, and Miami. For many years, Eastern’s 
president and chief executive officer was 
Captain Eddie Rickenbacker, who became 
associated with the company in 1934. He re- 
tired formally in 1963, and is no longer con- 
nected with the company. At that time, Mr. 
Floyd Hall became our president and chief 
executive officer. 

In many respects, Eastern is well ac- 
quainted with Seattle. We have bought a lot 
of equipment from Boeing in the last ten 
years. We are one of the world’s largest users 
of Boeing equipment and will continue to be 
one of the world’s largest. Since the dawn of 
the jet age, we have bought and taken de- 
livery of 75 jet planes, and 19 more are on 
order, including 4 new 747 airplanes and 2 
SSTs. Altogether we have bought or have on 
order more than $500,000,000 in Boeing sub- 
sonic jets. This has created and will con- 
tinue to create a lot of jobs in the Seattle 
area. I have no idea how many Boeing planes 
we will buy in the decade of the 70s—in 
SSTs alone, our orders could exceed our 
present subsonic purchase. 

Because Seattle is such an air-minded 
city, it is not an easy task to tell you some- 
thing you don’t already know about your 
native industry. In commercial aviation, 
Seattle dominates the U.S. industry. With 
the 727-200 series airplane, the 737, the 747 
and ultimately the U.S. SST, you will con- 
tinue to dominate it. And not just dominate 
the United States commercial aviation field, 
but the world, the free world at least. You 
should be proud of that accomplishment, 
and be proud, too, of the people in your com- 
munity who brought it about. And this 
didn’t come easy—in fact, the path of this 
industry is strewn with industry giants who 
flourished for awhile and then fell by the 
wayside—some through merger and others 
by changing the course of their business to 
reduce the activities in commercial aviation. 
The Boeing Company is certainly one of the 
world’s great companies—it is great by any 
standard. 

As a prelude to the use of the Boeing SST, 
we have also reserved delivery positions for 
six of the British-French Concorde SSTs 
which are expected to be available for com- 
merical service in 1972. 
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Because of the delay in the U.S. SST, we 
have bought more Concordes than we would 
have likely bought if the U.S. SST were 
earlier in deliveries. As a nation, we must 
move forward most yigorously on our SST 
program or lose still more purchases to the 
European SST. We cannot maintain world 
leadership as a nation unless this nation 
builds an SST. We are on the right track, we 
simply need to proceed without delay to its 
conclusion, We are in one of the most dy- 
namic industries in the industry—with Seat- 
tle its fountainhead. 

The rate of growth of air transportation 
is running about 15 to 20 percent per year. 
This conceals the staggering growth in ab- 
solute amount that is taking place each year. 
This year Eastern Airlines will grow over 
20 percent in size. Now we are only the fourth 
largest domestic carrier in the country from 
a standpoint of gross revenues, but this 20 
percent rate of growth represents an increase 
in absolute figures well in excess of $100,000,- 
000. This is equivalent to placing in service 
this year an airline equal in size to one of 
the smaller trunklines or several of the 
larger regional air carriers, We will place 
42 jets in service this year. 

We have tailored special newspaper and 
television advertising to launch our market 
development effort, with an initial invest- 
ment of about $600,000 in promotional activi- 
ties. A 10-man sales team “blitzed” your area 
last week, and returned with enthusiastic re- 
ports of the warmness and interest expressed 
by the potential customers they contacted. 

It is difficult to express the excellent re- 
sponse that has already been given these ef- 
forts. Our reservations phones have been 
busy. We already know, from the call volume 
over the past four weeks, that our 26-agent 
force in reservations will have to be in- 
creased to at least 50 before the end of the 
year. Yesterday, two of our three first-day 
flights from Seattle went out booked to 
capacity, if we include the traffic at Portland, 
where one of the flights stops before pro- 
ceeding to St. Louis, Huntsville and Florida. 
Bookings on later flights indicate that our 
traffic projections for this market have al- 
ready been proved too conservative. 

We want to respond to this reception by 
Seattle by giving the best service possible. 
We will try to stay ahead of the traffic de- 
mand, increasing schedules to assure ade- 
quate capacity. We will try to give you prompt 
service in booking reservations, delivering 
tickets and providing whatever personal serv- 
ice you require. I do not say we will not make 
mistakes. But please know that what mis- 
takes occur will certainly not be due to in- 
difference on Eastern’s part. 

We truly feel responsible in this respect. 
Your Port of Seattle gave us airport facili- 
ties two and a half months ahead of previous 
construction schedules. You helped us open 
a reservations office, with its complexity of 
communications facilities, in a record 30 
days from initiation of planning. You have 
taken us into your community in a manner 
that has literally awed every one of our em- 
ployees here. 

There’s no question in Eastern’s mind 
that it is literally charged with giving you 
the best it can. 

This poses to us one of the very impor- 
tant problems of this industry—the lack of 
compatibility of a fast growing mass market 
with the need to provide the passenger with 
highly personalized service. We know, with- 
out reservation, that an airline is judged by 
the quality of its service. Quality in on-time 
performance. Quality in the approach to and 
dealings with the customers. Quality in its 
appearance. These are the things that are 
important to the person we are asking to 
ride on our airplanes. 

Financial success is, of course, an impor- 
tant yardstick of comparison in any enter- 
prise. But to the traveling public, quality of 
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service is the major, and often the only 
means of rating one airline against another. 

Eastern comes to Seattle with this aware- 
ness foremost in mind. Yesterday we 
launched service in a totally new and here- 
tofore undeveloped market. If this market is 
to bear fruitful profits for Eastern, it must 
be made acceptable and desirable to airline 
travelers. 

We have located in Seattle one of only 
eight consolidated reservations centers on 
our system. We have brought in sales, main- 
tenance, reservations and customer services 
personnel. This aggregate total of 75 people 
represents an addition of around three quar- 
ters of a million dollars a year in payroll 
spending power. Our employee force will 
grow to over 100 before year’s end. 

We are very happy to be linked to the 
world’s commercial airplane production cen- 
ter—and also one of the great cities leading 
this country into outer space. 

We will do our part to meet your travel 
needs, to facilitate, not retard, your great 
role in air transport and in space explora- 
tion. 

We salute you! 


ELECTION OF DAVID A. MORSE, OF 
NEW YORK, AS ILO DIRECTOR 
GENERAL FOR HIS FOURTH TERM 


Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to advise the Senate that David 
A. Morse, a citizen of the State of New 
York, and one of the most outstanding 
international civil servants in our world 
today, has been elected Director Gen- 
eral of the International Labor Organi- 
zation for his fourth term. Mr. Morse has 
headed the ILO since June 1948 and has 
thus served in office for more than 18 
years—a term of service unprecedented 
in the annals of international organiza- 
tions. The election was unanimous, as it 
had been when Mr. Morse was elected for 
new terms in May 1957 and in March 
1962. As the governing body of the In- 
ternational Labor Organization reflects 
the tripartite character of the organiza- 
tion, the unanimous vote indicated the 
support of employer and worker repre- 
sentatives as well as those of govern- 
ments. 

Prior to his initial election to the post 
of Director General of the International 
Labor Organization, Mr. Morse had had a 
distinguished career in the Government 
service of the United States. He headed 
the U.S. delegation to the annual Con- 
ference in San Francisco in June 1948, 
when he was first elected Director Gen- 
eral. At that time he was Acting Secre- 
tary of the Department of Labor of the 
United States and previously had held 
high positions in the Department of 
Labor, the Department of Interior, the 
National Labor Relations Board, and in 
the military—having served in respon- 
sible posts in the allied military govern- 
ments for several European countries. 
Mr. Morse was born in New York City 
and attended the public schools of 
Somerville, N.J., Rutgers University, and 
Harvard Law School. 

During Mr. Morse’s tenure at the ILO, 
the membership of the Organization has 
increased from 55 to 119. The regular 
budget of the Organization has increased 
from approximately $4.5 million in 1948 
to $22.5 million in 1967. Much of the re- 
sources of the Organization and addi- 
tional large sums—approximately $14.8 
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million in 1967—are devoted to the ILO’s 
technical cooperation activities, under 
which more than 650 experts served in 
all parts of the world. This operational 
work takes place in such fields as voca- 
tional training, management develop- 
ment and productivity, manpower serv- 
ices, cooperatives, social security, work- 
ers’ education, labor administration and 
relations and labor statistics, and safety 
and health of workers. At Mr. Morse's 
initiative, new educational dimensions 
have been added to the activities of the 
ILO by the establishment of the Inter- 
national Institute for Labor Studies in 
Geneva and the International Center for 
Advanced Technical and Vocational 
Training in Turin. The Organization 
under Mr. Morse’s leadership, has also 
played a leading role in forging the links 
among the specialized agencies and the 
United Nations to construct a family of 
institutions working for world peace and 
development. 

Due in large part to the personal com- 
petence of Mr. Morse, buttressed by his 
long service which has resulted in his be- 
coming the dean of executives of inter- 
national organizations, the ILO has been 
able to take a commanding position and 
to exert real leadership in the Adminis- 
trative Committee on Coordination of 
the Economic and Social Council of the 
United Nations, in the Advisory Com- 
mittee on Administrative and Budgetary 
Questions, and in the Economie and So- 
cial Council, itself. The long experience 
of Mr. Morse, which is of a character 
recognized by the seniority practices of 
the U.S. Senate, has given Mr. Morse a 
unique position in the organs of the 
United Nations, one that has enabled 
him to make a major contribution to the 
work of this Organization, and one that 
has reflected with great credit on the 
ILO as well as the United States. 

In accepting his election to a fourth 
term, Mr. Morse expressed his personal 
satisfaction in continuing as Director 
General: 

Because those things in which we are 
engaged here coincide with my deepest per- 
sonal convictions, In the first place, I hate 
discrimination from the bottom of my toes; 
in the second place, I am made ill by the 
vistas of poverty to be seen in the world; 
in the third place, I am overwhelmed by the 
problems of sickness that exist everywhere 
and especially among the less fortunate peo- 
ples. Next, I hate war and I realize that if 
we are going to make some impact on the 
problem of war and peace we must deal with 
its causes. I feel that in this Organization 
we are at grips more than many people think 
with the causes which underlie the continu- 
ing generation of war. Finally, I believe pro- 
foundly in the brotherhood of man and in 
the necessity for love as the basic ingredient, 
the basic cement of this brotherhood. 


Thus, with understanding and dedica- 
tion, a distinguished American has once 
again taken up the reins of an organiza- 
tion in which the United States has 
joined with the other nations of the 
world in seeking peace through social 
justice. 

It is a privilege to bring to the atten- 
tion of Congress and of the American 
people the record of this American who 
has placed duty above all else, in help- 
ing to provide the world leadership so 
much needed today. 
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UNDERGROUND POWER 
TRANSMISSION 


Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President— 


Undergrounding our wire utilities has to 
be done, and the sooner a start is made on 
what will be a very long range program, the 
better off all communities will be. 


Thus concludes an editorial by Elmer 
Olson in the Daily Chronicle, a news- 
paper serving the Centralia-Chehalis 
area in the State of Washington. 

Undergrounding is a twofold problem. 
The Daily Chronicle editorial speaks of 
underground residential distribution— 
URD. Progress in URD is such that 
the Federal Housing Administration has 
recently adopted a policy requiring URD 
in federally financed housing where URD 
is possible. 

Putting high-voltage transmission 
lines underground is a different prob- 
lem. Progress here has been so slight 
that there are no general, comprehensive 
cost figures available. The problem, 
however, is clearly “visible,” and has 
been most recently exemplified by a Life 
magazine editorial entitled “The Second 
Battle of Antietam” concerning whether 
the view from Antietam will be left as 
is or will become a web of wires and 
power towers. 

I ask unanimous consent that the edi- 
torial, published in the June 16, 1967 
Daily Chronicle, be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PUD Takes LEAD IN UNDERGROUNDING 

It will take some time for the facts to sink 
in, but Lewis County Public Utility District 
heads this week made a proposition to their 
power users that ultimately will vastly im- 
prove most of our communities. 

The PUD commission offered a share-the- 
cost arrangement to property owners to con- 
vert overhead wiring to underground facili- 
ties. To do it, the PUD would set aside five 
per cent of its gross revenues in any com- 
munity for its share of transmission line 
conversion, Property owners would have to 
pay for service entrance changes and under- 
grounding service wires to their property 
lines. 

In the past decade the unsightly overhead 
forest of poles and wires has come under at- 
tack in many areas. Most of the effort has 
appeared to be concentrated in subdivision 
areas of new building because the cost of 
converting present facilities is high. Except 
in special cases, few utilities can afford to 
pay the whole bill. 

The PUD doesn’t expect a rush to accept 
its offer. The householders’ bill in the ar- 
rangement would be fairly reasonable, but 
not to many householders who don’t mind 
poles and crossarms in front of their picture 
windows. The district has specified it will 
not enter any patchwork projects and has 
set a minimum of underground wiring it 
will install at one time. This is necessary, 
but at the same time it means all power 
users in probably a three-block area would 
have to accept conversion or it would not be 
possible. 

Last March Chehalis city officials ordered 
underground utilities for all future subdi- 
visions, taking the action after it was recom- 
mended by the city’s planning commission. 
The directive has yet to meet any opposition, 
and it should not. 

The PUD is fairly sure its share-the-cost 
offer is the most generous of its kind in the 
region, and it probably is. The district’s step 
is to be commended, whether householders 
accept what is offered or not. 
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Undergrounding our wire utilities has to be 
done, and the sooner a start is made on what 
will be a very long range program the better 
off all communities will be. 


URBAN RENEWAL 


Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I wish to 
direct a few remarks at this time to our 
urban renewal program. 

For a number of years, much congres- 
sional concern has been expressed by 
Members on both sides of the aisle in 
relation to the fact that urban renewal 
has not provided sufficient housing for 
low- and moderate-income families. In 
large part, this is due to noncompliance 
by the Urban Renewal Agency itself. 
For example, Congressman WIDNALL just 
last year had an amendment to the 
Housing Act adopted which provided 
that in a predominantly residential re- 
newal project, a “substantial” number 
of standard housing units must be for 
low- or moderate-income families. One 
would think the congressional intent was 
made quite clear by the use of the word 
“substantial.” However, the Depart- 
ment of Housing and Urban Develop- 
ment has interpreted the word “substan- 
tial” to mean at least 20 percent. Cer- 
tainly this is not my idea of substantial. 

Mr. President, as a member of the 
Housing Subcommittee for several years 
now, I have experienced cordial rela- 
tions for the most part with HUD and 
its predecessor. 

However, the urban renewal program, 
clearly, is designed to clear slums and 
provide a decent home for all Americans. 
It seems to me that the Widnall amend- 
ment of last year should never have 
been necessary in the first place. Urban 
renewal should have been providing 
homes for low- and moderate-income 
families all along. Unfortunately, this 
has not been the case, and with this 
approach, I differ greatly with HUD. 
Low-income persons, particularly the 
Negroes, have time and time again been 
uprooted from their homes and driven 
into worse slums as urban renewal tore 
down their homes and built luxury 
apartments with luxury rents in their 


place. 

Considering this history—that urban 
renewal has never succeeded in what it 
was set up to do—it seems unwise in- 
deed that the Department, faced with 
the Widnall amendment to redirect the 
program to its original goals, now inter- 
prets the word substantial“ to mean 
only 20 percent. Let us hope that they 
become more sympathetic to the needs 
of low- and moderate-income families 
in the future. 

I ask unanimous consent that the New 
York Times article of Sunday, July 9, 
1967, entitled Capital Reexamines Ur- 
ban Renewal,” in relation to my above 
comments, be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

CAPITAL REEXAMINES URBAN RENEWAL 
(By Robert B. Semple, Jr.) 

WASHINGTON, July 8.—Pressures are build- 
ing here to turn the frequently criticized 
$750-million urban renewal program into a 
more effective instrument to help the poor. 


In recent weeks the Administration itself 
has been telling cities that henceforth it will 
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give high priority to projects emphasizing 
low and moderate-income housing. 

Consequently the projects long favored by 
mayors and business interests, commercial 
and luxury residential construction, will get 
a lower priority. 

Nonetheless, several Congressmen—no- 
tably Representative William B. Widnall, the 
New Jersey Republican who has been a long- 
time critic of urban renewal practices—have 
been asking the Administration to place even 
greater stress on housing for the poor. 

Similar pleas have been coming from the 
Office of Economic Opportunity, which ad- 
ministers the antipoverty effort. Some offi- 
cials there have asserted that the Depart- 
ment of Housing and Urban Development, 
which runs the renewal program, has not 
been doing all it can to provide housing for 
low-income families. 

Moreover, the administrators, as well as 
the critics, of the urban renewal program 
now agree that, given the mounting com- 
petition for funds and the worsening plight 
of the urban poor, both the image and thrust 
of the program must be significantly changed. 


AUTHORIZED BY 1949 ACT 


Under urban renewal, which was author- 
ized by the Housing Act of 1949, the Federal 
Government helps cities pay for clearing or 
rehabilitating blighted neighborhoods. 

As a rule of thumb, the size of the Federal 
grant is about two-thirds of the so-called 
“net project cost,” the difference between 
what the city pays for buying and clearing 
the land and what it receives when it sells the 
land to developers. 

The Administration’s new policy on appli- 
cations for funds was detailed in a memo- 
randum to local planning officials on May 19. 
It said that henceforth applications for funds 
would receive priority consideration only if 
they contributed to one of the following three 
“The renewal of areas with critical and 
urgent needs,” specifically slums charac- 
terized by “physical decay, high tensions, 
and great social need.“ 

“The conservation and expansion of the 
housing supply for low and moderate-income 
families”—a clear warning that the bull- 
dozing of low-income neighborhoods to make 
way for expensive high-rise apartments 
would be frowned upon. 

“The development of new employment op- 
portunities” through, for example, the crea- 
tion of industries with jobs for the hard- 
core unemployed and unskilled. 

As a whole, the thrust of the directive is 
that cities must focus their renewal efforts 
on residential neighborhoods without de- 
pleting the supply of housing for the poor. 
Thus it places new emphasis on the rehabili- 
tation of existing structures as opposed to 
clearance. 

In a sense, the policy grows from six years 
of quiet effort by Robert C. Weaver, Secre- 
tary of the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development. Once, urban renewal 
was almost exclusively a clearance program, 
but Mr. Weaver has gradually turned it in 
the direction of rehabilitation. 

For example, of 1,329 urban renewal 
projects in some stage of planning or execu- 
tion on Dec. 31, 1963, about one-fourth— 
324—involved rehabilitations. 

Three years later, 581 of 1,763 projects— 
roughly one-third—involved rehabilitation. 
More significantly, more than half—59 per 
cent—of the new projects begun in those 
three years involved rehabilitation. 

The trend toward rehabilitation has been 
accompanied by a rise in the number of low 
and moderate income units. In a recent 
interview, Don Hummel, Mr. Weaver's assist- 
ant secretary for renewal and housing as- 
sistance, said that, of 472 urban renewal 
projects in the later stages of development, 
involving 188,109 dwelling units, 68,570 units 
were designed for low and moderate income 
housing. 
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COMPETITION FOR FUNDS 


Two major factors have reinforced these 
trends. One is the intense competition for 
urban renewal funds. Applications for funds 
pending at the housing agency total $1.3- 
billion. The backlog has grown in recent 
years, while urban renewal appropriations 
have been held to an annual total of $750- 
million, 

According to the memorandum, this com- 
petition, plus “the urgent needs of our cities,” 
make it necessary for the housing agency “to 
adopt policies that will assure that aid is 
available for those projects which advance 
national goals responsive to those needs.” 

The second major factor has been the 
steady criticism of the program in the aca- 
demic community and in Congress. 

Mr. Widnall, for example, has long objected 
to what he says is the disproportionate use 
of urban renewal money to renovate down- 
town business districts. 

Although the law prevents the housing 
agency from distributing more than 35 per 
cent of its total funds to commercial projects 
in any one year, there are no limits on what 
individual cities can do with the funds. 

Accordingly, until last year, some cities— 
including Boston, Philadelphia, Cleveland 
and Baltimore—had used between half and 
three-fourths of their funds for commercial 
renewal. Atlanta used over 90 per cent of its 
funds for commercial renewal. The new pri- 
orities are expected to change this. 

There has been equally intense criticism 
of the program’s tendency to displace the 
poor through the bulldozer process. 

This criticism culminated last year in Con- 
gressional approval of an amendment to the 
Housing Act of 1966. It said that in any 
predominantly residential renewal project, a 
“substantial” number of standard housing 
units must be for low and moderate-income 
families. The amendment was proposed by 
Mr, Widnall. 

The new priorities established by the hous- 
ing agency are designed in part to carry 
out the Widnall amendment, However, Con- 
gressional sources say that Mr. Widnall still 
is not fully satisfied. 

The argument concerns the word “sub- 
stantial.” According to another housing 
agency memorandum, at least 20 per cent 
of the new or rehabilitated units in urban 
renewal areas must be for low and moderate- 
income families. 

Mr. Widnall, however says that “sub- 
stantial” means more than 20 per cent. He 
has not publicly stated what he thinks the 
figure should be, but he appears determined 
to negotiate a higher one. 

He is also said to want additional safe- 
guards to insure that low-income housing 
for persons in the $4,000-to-$6,000 salary 
range is constructed, as well as moderate-in- 
come housing for those in the $6,000-to- 
$9,000 bracket. 


PLEBISCITE IN PUERTO RICO 


Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, in 
the midst of political violence around the 
world, it is encouraging to see an exam- 
ple of the peaceful, democratic exercise 
of the right of self-determination. I re- 
fer to the plebiscite held in Puerto Rico 
on July 23, in which the people of Puerto 
Rico were given an opportunity to make 
a clear choice among independence, 
statehood, and commonwealth status. 
They chose commonwealth—that is, a 
continuation of their present status—by 
a substantial margin. They did so after 
full and free discussion. 

Personally, I think that Puerto Rico 
has made great progress under com- 
monwealth status—in part because of 
the advantages inherent in the common- 
wealth relationship and in part because 
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of the wise and farseeing leadership of 
former Governor Luis Munoz Marin dur- 
ing the early years of the Common- 
wealth. But what I think on this subject 
is less important than what the people of 
Puerto Rico think. They have now 
cleared the air and settled the issue and 
can get on with the job of economic de- 
velopment and social progress. 


SPECIAL COMMISSION ON CIVIC 
STRIFE 


Mr. FONG. Mr. President, I wish to 
announce my cosponsorship of Senate 
Joint Resolution 97, to establish a Spe- 
cial Commission on Civil Strife. The 
Commission would be empowered to in- 
vestigate riots and civil strife in the 
cities and urban centers of the United 
States, to report and make recommenda- 
tions as to the legislative avenues avail- 
able to bring an end to and prevent the 
recurrence of civil strife. 

As one who has long been concerned 
with the plight of our Negro citizens and 
other American minorities living in our 
urban ghettos, I am deeply disturbed and 
shocked at the lawlessness and condi- 
tions of near anarchy rampant in so 
many of our urban centers. The situa- 
tion has reached crisis proportions, in 
my opinion, and the Congress must act. 

I agree with the President in that this 
senseless lawlessness—the arson, looting, 
and killing—must be brought to a stop. 

It is therefore a matter of urgent pri- 
ority that the bill be promptly passed 
and the Commission immediately to be- 
gin its work, to the end that order and 
sanity be restored in the urban centers 
across the Nation. 


CENTRAL ARIZONA PROJECT 


Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, on June 
29, 1967, the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs ordered reported favor- 
ably to the Senate S. 1004, a bill to au- 
thorize the construction, operation, and 
maintenance of the central Arizona 
project. The committee’s report on S. 
1004 was filed yesterday by the bill’s 
sponsor, the senior Senator from Ari- 
zona [Mr. HAYDEN]. 

Senator Hax DEN had a prepared state- 
ment which he planned to present to the 
Senate when he filed the report, The 
Senate, however, was not in session yes- 
terday, and as a result of previous com- 
mitments, Senator HAYDEN is in Arizona 
today on official business. 

I ask unanimous consent that Sena- 
tor Hayven’s statement be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recor, as follows: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR HAYDEN 

I am pleased today to file the views and 
recommendations of a majority of the mem- 
bers of the Senate Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs on S. 1004—the “Central 
Arizona Project Act.” The leadership has 
scheduled consideration of this legislation 
to begin on August 3. 

This is the fourth time the Committee 
has overwhelmingly recommended passage 
of the Central Arizona Project to the Senate. 
The Senate, on two previous occasions has 
passed the bill by 21 to 1 majorities—only to 
have the bill killed or deferred in the House 
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of Representatives. Although it now seems 
clear that similar opposition will again seek 
to prevent passage in the House of Repre- 
sentatives—my state is hopeful and is opti- 
mistic that the democratic processes will 
prevail—that members of the Congress will 
finally be given an opportunity to express 
their views and cast their vote—and that 
this badly needed legislation will finally be 
enacted into law. 

The bill’s basic provisions are as follows: 

1. The Central Arizona Project, including 
the same general features contained in my 
previous bills and similar bills introduced 
by others. 

2. Hooker Dam and Reservoir on the Gila 
River in New Mexico—with provision for an 
exchange of water from the Colorado River 
so that downstream users on the Gila River 
will not be deprived of their existing rights 
to the water. 

3. No new Colorado River Dams. 

4. Purchase of pumping power from a 
large-scale steam generating plant to be con- 
structed by public and private agencies in 
the Southwest. 

5. A guarantee of 4,400,000 acre-feet to 
California for 27 years. 

6. A lower Basin Development Fund to 
which will accrue $1.3 billion by the year 
2050. 

7. Five Upper Basin reclamation projects 
and other benefits to Upper Basin States. 

8. Integration of Utah's Dixie Project into 
the Lower Basin Development Fund. 

DISCUSSION 
The central Arizona project 

The Central Arizona Project includes the 
same general features contained in previous 
bills, The basic elements are: a) the pumping 
plant on the Colorado River used to lift the 
water from the river into the Granite Reef 
Aqueduct; b) the aqueduct itself which will 
permit the water to flow from the Colorado 
River into Orme Dam and Reservoir, to be 
constructed on the Salt River east of Phoe- 
nix; and c) the smaller canals, pipe lines, 
pumps, reservoirs and other works which will 
permit the distribution of the water in Mari- 
copa, Pinal and Pima Counties in central and 
southern Arizona, 


New Merico's Hooker Dam and Reservoir 


Hooker Dam, which will be constructed on 
the Gila River in New Mexico, will impound 
Gila River waters made available to the State 
of New Mexico by an exchange arrangement 
between New Mexico and the holders of ap- 
propriative rights downstream in Arizona. 
By this legislation and with the consent of 
Arizona, New Mexico becomes entitled to in- 
creased usage of 18,000 acre-feet. Replace- 
ment water will be furnished to downstream 
users out of Arizona’s 2,800,000 acre-foot en- 
titlement from the mainstream of the Colo- 
rado River. By virtue of the physical impos- 
sibility of getting mainstream Colorado River 
water into New Mexico, New Mexico will use 
this Colorado River water to replace Gila 
River water diverted by it but belonging to 
downstream users in Arizona. 

Colorado River dams 

The controversial dams on the Colorado 
River are not authorized by this legislation. 
It is common knowledge that the Central 
Arizona Project needs a substantial amount 
of electricity to pump the water from the 
river into the Granite Reef Aqueduct. Under 
my previous bills this electricity was to be 
provided by hydroelectric dams on the Colo- 
rado River. S. 1004 authorizes the Secretary 
of the Interior to purchase the pumping 
power required for the Central Arizona 
Project from a non-Federal entity. Such 
non-Federal entity will construct, own and 
operate a large steam generating plant with 
capacity being dedicated to the United States 
to supply the project pumping power. If 
this provision of the bill is approved by 
the Congress, the proposed Marble Canyon 
Dam on the Colorado River need never be 
built and the damsite can be incorporated 
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into the Grand Canyon National Park. Fur- 
thermore, under this arrangement the Hua- 
lapai Dam at the Bridge Canyon site, just 
above Lake Mead, is deferred for further in- 
vestigation and study—in the light of the 
pump-storage plan recently suggested by 
the City of Los Angeles as a possible means 
of increasing the capacity of the Hualapai 
generating plant from 1,500,000 kilowatts to 
a total of 5,100,000 kw for the southwest’s 
peaking purposes, 

Under these circumstances, Arizona is will- 
ing to leave consideration of Hualapai Dam 
for future action of the Congress. However, 
I am hopeful that appropriate agencies of 
the Government will not unduly delay this 
investigation—and that a recommendation 
will promptly be brought back to the prop- 
er committees of the Congress, Although 
this bill provides for the establishment of a 
substantial development fund, the water 
needs of the Colorado River Basin are 60 
great that all possible revenues will be 
needed to augment the area’s water sup- 
plies—by whatever method these agencies 
and the Congress finally conclude will best 
serve the purpose. 


Pumping power for central Arizona project 

As indicated, pumping power for the Cen- 
tral Arizona Project will be generated in a 
large coal-fired steam generating plant to be 
constructed by public and private agencies 
in the Southwest. The United States, during 
the construction period, will advance funds 
in the aid of construction and will receive 
appropriate credits against its power pur- 
chases. The Committee has concluded that 
this arrangement will provide the lowest 
possible cost for pumping power. In all prob- 
ability water for the operation of the plant— 
or at least a portion of such water—will 
come from Arizona’s remaining entitlement 
to Upper Basin waters, of which 50,000 acre- 
feet were allocated to Arizona under the 
Upper Basin Compact. 


California guarantee 


One of the differences between this bill 
and others is the matter of the guarantee 
of 4.4 million acre-feet to California by 
Arizona in times of shortage. S. 1004, as orig- 
inally introduced, did not offer or provide 
for any guarantee of minimum deliveries to 
California—or anyone—in times of short- 
age. It would have left the allocation of 
shortages to the Secretary’s judgment, under 
the circumstances then existing—which is 
the way the Supreme Court left it. 

This has been a troublesome issue be- 
tween Arizona and California. After losing on 
this issue before Court, California demanded 
an unconditional guarantee in times of 
shortage be included in this legislation—to 
which we in Arizona could not agree. Our 
unwillingness to accede to this demand has 
been neither arbitrary nor unreasonable. 
As Senator Fannin and I pointed out to the 
Committee during hearings on S. 1004— 

“An unconditional priority to California 
in perpetuity has the potential of placing on 
Arizona—and the other so-called inland 
states—the entire burden of augmenting the 
water supply of the Colorado River in prep- 
aration for the years of short supply in the 
Colorado River Basin. The people of Arizona 
must look solely to the Colorado River sys- 
tem for their water needs—while the citizens 
of Southern California look not only to the 
Colorado River and the abundant water in 
the northern part of their own State—but to 
the entire Pacific Ocean. It may well be that 
the people of the thickly populated coastal 
plain of Southern California will find these 
alternate sources ultimately less expensive 
and more adequate than a program to aug- 
ment the Colorado River—in which event 
they would have little, if any, interest in 
aiding the inland states with the obviously 
difficult and expensive task of supplementing 
the water supply of the Colorado River. If, 
under these circumstances, California were 
to be guaranteed an annual minimum of 4.4 
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million acre-feet, the water supply of the 
Central Arizona Project would be progres- 
sively curtailed to provide a permanent sup- 
ply of 4.4 million acre-feet for California out 
of the Colorado River—notwithstanding the 
fact that the people of the California coastal 
plain may have solved their water problems 
by looking to alternate sources. It is our be- 
lief this would be inequitable—and would be 
one of the circumstances to which the Secre- 
tary would give consideration if the alloca- 
tion is left to him to determine at the time 
shortages occur.” 

The United States Supreme Court ruled 
that California projects constructed after 
1929 had no priority over projects subse- 
quently built for other states in the Lower 
Basin. This decision came as a result of a 
directive of the Congress to both Arizona 
and California to submit their differences 
about the division of these waters to the 
highest court—as a prerequisite to further 
legislation by the Congress. 

We suggested to the Committee that the 
Congress—and hopefully the State of Cali- 
fornia—should be willing to accept and 
abide by the Court’s decision rather than 
legislate away Arizona’s hard fought victory. 
We concluded our statement to the Commit- 
tee by saying: 

“The Congress having selected the Court to 
be the arbiter of this problem—and the Court 
having decided it after twelve long years of 
litigation—it now seems inappropriate for 
the Congress to consider California’s plea 
that the decision be reversed by congressional 
edict. 

“We are willing to rely on the Secretary 
of the Interior—whoever he may then be— 
to exercise his good judgment when the 
years of short supply begin to come along. 
This may work to Arizona’s advantage—or 
its disadvantage—depending on the circum- 
stances existing in the southwest at that 
time. 

“Adjustments in times of shortage depend 
on the over-all water supply as it exists at 
that particular date. Establishment of pri- 
orities by act of Congress is not suited to 
making these adjustments as they occur 
from time to time. 

“We are firmly convinced that the solu- 
tion which the Congress reached in enacting 
the provisions of the Boulder Canyon Project 
Act—a solution which the Supreme Court 
affirmed—namely to leave the adjustment to 
the judgment of the Secretary—is the only 
intelligent, statesmanlike way of resolving 
the problem, ‘* * * in harmony with the 
Act, the best interests of the Basin States, 
and the welfare of the Nation.’” 

However, on further reflection and as a 
means of resolving our differences with our 
neighbor state, Senator Fannin and I offered 
an amendment—which the Committee ac- 
cepted—which does give California a priority 
over the Central Arizona Project for the 
limited period of 27 years. California has 
claimed that unless a priority of 4.4 million 
acre-feet is granted, the repayment of the 
Metropolitan Water District's aqueduct 
bonds will be endangered. The period of 27 
years was selected because the Metropolitan 
Water District Aqueduct bonds will have been 
fully paid by that time. 

Certainly, in 27 years the states of the 
Colorado River Basin should be well on the 
way toward resolving the water shortages of 
the area. To give California a first priority 
in perpetuity would have the effect of plac- 
ing the entire burden of augmenting the 
river on the other states of the Basin. We 
hope that California will accept this offer 
in the same spirit of compromise and co- 
operation in which it has been made. 


Development fund 
The amended bill provides for a develop- 
ment fund in language which is practically 
the same as other bills introduced in both 
the House and Senate. The only differences, 
of consequence, are the reduction of the 
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fund by deferral of Hualapai Dam and a 
provision for additional revenue of approxi- 
mately $130 million from the Arizona-Ne- 
vada section of the Pacific Northwest Inter- 
tie, now under construction. By the year 2025 
the fund will have accumulated net rev- 
enues—after payout of the Central Arizona 
Project of $377,000,000 and by the year 2050 
$1,282,000,000. This sum will go far toward 
solving the long-range water problems of 
the Lower Basin. We hope that the other 
states of the Colorado River Basin—and of 
the nation—will join with us in our desire 
to make wise use of this fund for long-range 
water development in the Lower Basin. If 
additional revenues are needed—I have great 
trust and confidence that the Congress and 
the nation will give our Colorado River Basin 
water problem th^ same careful considera- 
tion and assistance which is given to any 
part of our country which finds itself in 
trouble which is too great for it alone to 
resolve or remedy. This development fund, 
as now constituted, is adequate to make a 
real and substantial beginning on the job. 
I ask the Congress to let us begin now—in 
this way—to study and resolve our basin- 
wide long-range water problems. 


Five upper basin reclamation projects 


As my friends here well know—I have 
always been a strong supporter of the Colo- 
rado River Storage Project in the Upper 
Basin States. S. 1004 started out as what 
some called a “bare bones” Central Arizona 
Project bill. However, members of the Com- 
mittee expressed concern that if the five 
Upper Basin projects contained in the var- 
ious bills introduced by my colleagues from 
the Upper Basin States are not authorized 
by this legislation—and at this time—the 
same forces which have always thwarted 
Arizona’s Colorado River development—and 
which were for some years successful in 
defeating authorization of Glen Canyon Dam 
and the basic Upper Basin legislation—will 
ultimately oppose these five Upper Basin 
Projects and other Upper Basin develop- 
ment as strongly and as consistently as they 
have always opposed all development on the 
Colorado River—except, of course, their own. 
Consequently, Senator Fannin and I request- 
ed the Committee to amend our bill to in- 
clude authorization of these five projects 
in Colorado and New Mexico as well as to 
provide for necessary studies in Utah and 
certain land limitation benefits to the Seed- 
skadee Project in Wyoming. The Committee 
acquiesced in this request. I ask that you 
give this section of the bill (Sec. 7) the same 
serious consideration that you give the au- 
thorization of my own Central Arizona Proj- 
ect. I too have doubts that any of these 
five projects will ever be authorized unless 
authorized by this legislation. 

Dizie project 

Another feature of the bill is the integra- 
tion of Utah’s already authorized Dixie Proj- 
ect into the Lower Basin Development Fund. 
This badly needed project in the southwest- 
ern part of Utah needs more money for its 
economic feasibility than the water users can 
provide. Although Utah makes no direct con- 
tribution to the Lower Basin Development 
Fund—we are nevertheless willing that a por- 
tion of these funds generated from power and 
water charges in the Lower Basin be made 
available for assistance to the Dixie Project. 

Upper basin benefits 

In addition to the five reclamation projects 
and the integration of Dixie Project into the 
Development Fund, the Upper Basin is ac- 
corded many other benefits and advantages by 
this bill. To summarize, they are as follows: 

1. The reservoir operating criteria, Sec. 11 
of S. 1004 was put into H.R. 3300 at request 
of the Upper Basin and retained intact in 
S. 1004. 

2. Section 10 of S. 1004 was put into HR. 
3300 at request of the Upper Basin and copied 
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into S. 1004 intact. It provides for five-year 
reports by Interior on water uses and requires 
the Secretary to condition all water con- 
tracts on availability. 

3. Section 8 of S. 1004 was put in H.R. 3300 
at request of the Upper Basin and copied into 
S. 1004 intact. It provides for reimbursement 
of the Upper Basin fund out of Hoover Dam 
revenues for payments by the Upper Basin 
to Hoover for revenues lost at Hoover as a 
result of filling Lake Powell. 

4. Section 6 of S. 1004 provides for water 
salvage measures which will help the entire 
Colorado Basin by virtue of the fact that 
these measures will increase the water avall- 
able to the Lower Basin and thereby benefit 
the Upper Basin by virtue of the fact that 
water shortages will be postponed for the 
entire basin. 

5. Section 13 provides for a moratorium on 
the issuance of an FPO license for Hualapai 
Dam. The Upper Basin wants this dam con- 
tructed by the United States and the mora- 
torium protects that damsite by preventing 
others from receiving a license under their 
pending applications. 

6. Section 12 of S. 1004 was put into HR. 
3300 at the request of the Upper Basin. It is 
copied intact into S. 1004. It is intended to 
protect the water rights of the Upper Basin 
and the Powers of the Upper Colorado River 
Commission. 

7. Section 5, newly added to S. 1004, pro- 
vides a basin account which is large in 
amount. Only a relatively small portion of it 
is required for the Central Arizona Project. 
The remainder will be available for “water 
conservation and development for the Lower 
Colorado River Basin... Such an account 
will, at least indirectly, help to solve the 
water shortage problems of the entire Colo- 
rado River basin. 

8. Seedskadee Project (previously author- 
ized) is included in Section 7(c) for the 
benefit of Wyoming to the extent of modifi- 
cation of the 160-acre limitation law. 

9. Several Utah projects are given a pri- 
ority on planning by Section 7(c) of S. 1004. 
IN GENERAL 

In this bill the Committee has avoided 
many of the pitfalls and obstacles contained 
in other bills which could ultimately lead to 
defeat. I am confident that the House lead- 
ership—as well as the members of this body— 
will the merits of the bill and 
will join with us in finally authorizing this 
badly needed rescue project to bring sup- 
plemental water into southern and central 
Arizona. Although I appreciate the over- 
whelming support which the Committee has 
given me in reporting my bill to the Sen- 
ate—I the strong pressures that 
have been brought to bear on those who have 
subscribed to the minority report and their 
desires to protect what they believe to be 
the legitimate interests of their respective 
states. We have sincerely endeavored to pro- 
tect the legitimate interests of all states 
which have an interest in the Colorado River. 
The Committee has, by amendment, gone 
far toward accomplishing this goal. We hope 
that our efforts in this respect will be re- 
ceived by the representatives of other states 
in the same manner in which we have ex- 
tended them—and that we can now move 
ahead with the long-overdue construction 
authorized by the bill for the States of Ari- 
zona, New Mexico, Colorado and Utah, par- 
ticularly. I hope that we can now proceed 
with the badly needed long-range water aug- 
mentation program for the benefit of the 
entire Colorado River Basin. 

Although I have summarized the basic 
features of the bill, I think I should point 
out to you what I consider to be the prin- 
ciple basic difference between this bill and 
the bills introduced by my colleagues from 
the other Colorado River Basin States. 

I need not remind the members of either 
body of the controversy and conflict gen- 
erated over our original proposal to con- 
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struct dams and hydroelectric generating fa- 
cilities at the Bridge Canyon and Marble 
Canyon damsites on the Colorado River. 
Never has the Congress been so deluged with 
letters and material opposing these pro- 
posed dams—a great deal of which was based 
on misleading information concerning the 
dams and the project itself. S. 1004 does not 
authorize construction of either Hualapai 
or Marble Canyon Dam. It does, however, 
reserve the Bridge Canyon site by removing it 
from the jurisdiction of the Federal Power 
Commission until the Congress has had an 
opportunity to determine the ultimate need 
for the site in connection with the long- 
range water needs of the Lower Basin. 

Fortunately, the Central Arizona Project 
is economically feasible without the reve- 
nues produced by Hualapai Dam. There will 
be surplus net revenues in the Basin Devel- 
opment Fund far more than enough to pay 
that part of construction costs which are 
over and beyond the water users ability to 
pay—and also enough revenues to get a good 
start on long-range water development and 
augmentation of water supplies for the Low- 
er Colorado River Basin. 


CONCLUSION 


All of our Western states—and in recent 
years most other states of the nation— 
urgently need the assistance and coopera- 
tion of the Federal Government in connec- 
tion with their differing water problems. 
Some states look to the Corps of Engineers, 
some to the Department of Agriculture, and 
others to Interior and its Bureau of Reclama- 
tion for this needed assistance. Over the years 
the Senate Committee on Interior and In- 
sular Affairs has endorsed and recommended 
many such projects, and the Senate Appro- 
priations Committee has recommended the 
appropriation of needed funds for their con- 
struction. Recently the Congress considered 
and passed legislation to authorize a large 
desalting plant in the Los Angeles area with 
a non-reimbursable Federal contribution of 
some $70 million. This plant will produce 
some 150 million gallons of fresh water each 
day for use in Southern California—enough 
for a city of 750,000 people. Much resource 
development legislation, important to every 
state is now pending before Congress. 

Many have suggested that we in Arizona 
oppose all such legislation and appropria- 
tions until our own urgent water needs have 
been recognized and taken care of. But this is 
not the way our country developed and be- 
came a great nation. This is not the way our 
country’s water projects—whether for navi- 
gation, flood control or badly needed irriga- 
tion—have come into being. This is not the 
way our great national highways, our rivers 
and harbors, and our air transportation sys- 
tem were developed. 

I have always cooperated with my col- 
leagues from other parts of the nation in 
helping resolve these important problems and 
the needs of their particular states. I am 
confident that during the progress of this leg- 
islation—so critical to the needs of my 
State—that I will, in turn, have their co- 
operation and good wishes. 

In the fifty-five years which I have served 
in the Congress of the United States it has 
been my observation that regional and sec- 
tional controversies and disputes between in- 
dividual states can be amicably and satisfac- 
torlly resolved only if each side is willing to 
“give” just a little—and only if each side is 
willing to select realistic goals which may be 
reached by cooperation and compromise. 

We believe S. 1004 is a big step in that di- 
rection—and that its enactment will be a 
major step toward ultimately resolving most, 
if not all, of the water problems of the South- 
west. 

In light of the immediate critical water 
shortages we face in central and southern 
Arizona—and the disastrous consequences 
of further delay, we are optimistic that the 
Congress will look favorably upon S. 1004, as 
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amended and recommended for prompt pas- 
sage by the Committee. 

We solicit—and we welcome—the support 
and cooperation of all Senators and members 
of the Congress in enacting this badly needed 
legislation. 


VIETNAM WAR LASHED 


Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed at 
this point in the Record an article en- 
titled, “Viet War Lashed by General,” 
published in the May 30 issue of the 
Capital Times, Madison, Wis. The article 
reports a Memorial Day speech given on 
the Wisconsin State Capitol grounds by 
Brig. Gen. Robert L. Hughes, U.S. Army 
Reserve. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


VIET War LASHED BY GENERAL—HUGHES CALLS 
Ir Immorat—Stons CROWD AT CAPITOL 
SERVICES 


(By Richard Brautigam) 


A Memorial Day audience on the State 
Capitol grounds was stunned into thought- 
ful silence today as a distinguished Army 
general made a fervent plea for an end to 
the war in Vietnam and a commitment to 
the cause of justice and $ 

Brig. Gen. Robert L. Hughes, U.S. Army Re- 
serve, was the principal speaker at the tradi- 
tional services arranged by Madison veterans’ 
groups. 

He wore the Silver Star, Bronze Star with 
Oak Leaf Cluster, Purple Heart, Combat In- 
fantry Badge, Presidential Unit Citation, and 
the Army Commendation Ribbon as he stood 
before an audience of some 500 veterans and 
their families as well as citizens generally. 

Gen. Hughes won these honors through 
long service in the Pacific Theaters during 
World War II. 

Wounded severely at Buna, in New Guinea, 
he recuperated in the United States and then 
returned to the Pacific as a member of Gen. 
MacArthur's staff at Leyte, in the Philippines. 

Hughes spoke quietly, but with the con- 
viction of his long years of service. 

“All over the United States today there 
are observances that are stereotypes of this 
one,” he began. 

“They are expressions of gratitude for 
those Americans who have fallen in battle 
in our wars to assure that the political in- 
tegrity of our nation remains inviolate. 

“The true significance of the day is most 
poignant to those who have suffered the loss 
of a loved one in the present conflict in Viet- 
nam,” Hughes pointed out. 

“They died,” he continued, “in support of 
an unstable foreign government that is 
maintained only by the strength of the 
United States.” 

There is a paradox in the role of the United 
States in Vietnam, he said. 

In contrast to the image of a country that 
offers hope of peace and justice to the world, 
he said, we are prosecuting an immoral war 
in support of a government that is a dic- 
tatorship by design.” 

“It represents nothing but a ruling clique 
and is composed of morally corrupt leaders 
who adhere to a warlord philosophy,” he 
added. 

This is illustrated currently by the need 
for the United States to lead in pacifying 
villages whose citizens do not trust their 
own government, he said. 

Following World War I, the United States 
accepted its role of world leadership with 
humility and aided stricken nations to re- 
build with American dollars, he said. 

“In this new era of political unrest, we 
cannot police the world, we cannot impose 
our social system on other nations,” he 
advised. 
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“We stand alone in Vietnam with token 
forces from some other countries and mer- 
cenaries from Korea paid by the United 
States,” Hughes went on. 

“We are losing the flower of American 
youth in a war that could stretch into per- 
petuity,” he added, “After four years of 
fighting, we cannot be sure of the security of 
villages three miles from Saigon, because we 
can’t tell the good guys from the bad guys. 

“We are in that position because we se- 
lected sides in a civil war,” he said. 

“This is one hell of a war to be fighting. 
We must disengage from this tragic war. It 
is the only one in which we have committed 
troops without first being aggressed against,“ 
he said. 

Hughes called for a reassessment of Ameri- 
can foreign policy in terms of our own Ameri- 
can interests. 

“We should recognize our errors in judg- 
ment and not compound them by trying to 
police the world,” he said. We shall cease as 
a political force if we don't follow a policy 
of co-existence with other nations. 

“We cannot afford a major confrontation 
with the people of Asia if we want to dedi- 
cate this country to our sons and future gen- 
erations,” he concluded. 

Gen, Hughes is executive secretary of the 
University of Wisconsin College of Agricul- 
ture. He has served in many civic capacities, 
including a term as president of the Middle- 
ton School Board, the Masons, Boy Scouts, 
Middleton Sportsmen's Club, United Givers 
and the National Congress of Parents and 
Teachers. 

A reporter circulating through the audi- 
ence found general approval of his address, 
with some reservations. 

A. M. Ryser, a World War I veteran and 
chairman for the day, told The Capital Times 
he did not agree with all of Hughes’ remarks 
but would defend the right to say them, 

Another veteran said, “It was shocking, 
but he gave me something to think about,” 
Where there was dissent, there was that 
acknowledgment of doubt, also. 

Others, however, wholly approved of his 
address. 

“Somebody has to say these things,” one 
said. 

“This was a surprise package but I agree 
with him entirely,” said another. 


NATO SENIOR FELLOWSHIPS IN 
SCIENCE 


Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I in- 
vite the attention of the Senate to the 
NATO-sponsored science fellowship pro- 
gram, which continues to be one of 
NATO's most successful joint ventures 
in developing trained manpower in fields 
of maximum importance for the defense 
and economic well-being of the NATO 
community. 

A Special NATO Parliamentarians’ 
Conference Committee, which I had the 
honor to chair, recommended a NATO 
science fellowships program in 1957 and 
this recommendation was approved by 
the NATO Council, which launched the 
NATO science fellowships program in 
1959, enabling hundreds of science stu- 
dents to study in countries other than 
their own. 

With experience, that program con- 
tinues to develop. I was pleased to see 
the recent announcement of 20 American 
scientists who have been awarded the 
first North Atlantic Treaty Organiza- 
tion—NATO—senior foreign fellowships 
in science, under an arrangement in- 
stituted in January 1967. 

The scientists will study new scien- 
tific techniques and developments 
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abroad under a NATO program designed 
to foster interchange of information 
among the member nations of NATO. 
With the cooperation of the Department 
of State, the National Science Founda- 
tion administers this fellowship program 
for the U.S. citizens who receive fellow- 


ships. 

The fellowships enable universities 
and nonprofit scientific research insti- 
tutions in the United States to send sen- 
ior staff members to research and edu- 
cational institutions in other NATO na- 
tions, or in countries cooperating with 
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NATO, as a means of strengthening the 
U.S. institutions’ scientific work at the 
graduate or advanced level. NATO senior 
fellows will receive a subsistence allow- 
ance of $16 per day and a travel allow- 
ance covering the cost of air-tourist 
transportation from the nominating in- 
stitution to the fellowship institution 
abroad and return. The fellowships 
normally carry short-term tenures of 
from 1 to 3 months. 

The 20 US, citizens offered awards 
were selected from among 53 applicants. 

The subjects of study covered by these 
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awards include those which seem to me 
one most needs to exploit for the twin 
goals of maintaining the peace and 
promoting prosperity. 

I ask unanimous consent that the list 
of Americans offered NATO senior fel- 
lowships in science be printed in the 
RECORD, together with their field of 
study, current institutional affiliation, 
and the name and location of the fel- 
lowship institution. 

There being no objection, the listing 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION, NATO SENIOR FELLOWSHIPS IN SCIENCE, JULY 1967 


Name Field 
Bouwkamp, Jack Civil engineering 
Budnick, Josep Solid state physſcs 


Civil engineerin; 


Durelli, August Experimental mechanics. 
Fonech, Henri soso ono. consccecn~ Nuclear engineering 
Goldstein, Melvin......-........... Organic chemistry. ..-.-.- 
Hanson, John B Plant physiology- 

Jans, James P. Mathematics-algebra_ 
Keffer, Frederic. Solid state physics... 
Pierotti, Robert Physical chemistry 
Roos, Charles k Nuclear physics... 


Rosenberg, Norman. 


Schick, Kenneth. 
Silberman, Edward 
Sze, Tsung W. 


Thompson, Milton 
Weiss, Volker 


13 
Hydraulic engineering. 


Fluid mechanics 
Metallurgy 


ABOLISH THE SUBVERSIVE ACTIVI- 
TIES CONTROL BOARD 


Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, the 
recent confirmation of the nomination 
of Simon F. McHugh, Jr., to the Sub- 
versive Activities Control Board has cre- 
ated a furor across the country, and 
rightly so. 

I do not wish to attack Mr. McHugh 
personally. From all accounts, he is a 
responsible citizen who has been caught 
in the middle of an unfortunate situation. 

I wish, instead, simply to state my 
strong support for S. 2146, the bill which 
the distinguished Senator from Wis- 
consin [Mr. Proxmire] has introduced 
to abolish the Subversive Activities Con- 
trol Board altogether. As has been 
demonstrated in many newspaper re- 
ports, the Board is an anachronoism with 
no real function in today’s Federal Gov- 
ernment. In short, the $300,000 that must 
be expended annually to keep the Board 
in operation is a waste of the taxpayers’ 
money, pure and simple. 

Especially today, when we face the 
prospect of a vast budget deficit by the 
year’s end, that unnecessary $300,000 
outlay seems a glaring affront to the 
American citizen. For this reason, I have 
cosponsored Senator Proxmire’s bill, S. 
2146. I hope that all Senators will give 
it their most favorable consideration. 

Mr. President, I urge that the Senate 
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Physics, atomic and molecular 


Aeronautics 


Engineering mechanics 


Climatoſog )) 


Computer engineering 


Present institution 


University of California, Berkeley 
Fordham University 
Carnegie Institute of Technoſog) 
University of California, Berkeſey 


Syracuse Universit / -2-2 
Brown Universitt. 


Catholic Unversit/ ------------- =-=- 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology 


Cornell University 
University of Illinois 
.-| University of Washington 
--| University of Pittsburgh... 


Union College 


University of Minnesota 
University of Pittsburgh. 


University of Texas 
Syracuse University 


act quickly to rectify this grevious situa- 
tion. Let us abolish the Subversive Activi- 
ties Control Board, and save the over- 
burdened taxpayer at least this $300,000. 

The sentiments I have expressed are 
ably set forth in an editorial published 
in the Washington Post of July 26. I ask 
unanimous consent that the editorial be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

ABOLISH THE SACB 

The manner in which the Senate con- 
firmed the President’s nomination of Simon 
F. McHugh Jr. to the Subversive Activities 
Control Board says far more about the job 
he is to fill than about his qualifications to 
fill it. 

Neither the public nor the Senate knows 
what McHugh’s qualifications are to sit on 
this body which is supposed to decide 
whether a suspected organization is in fact 
a subversive organization. His background 
appears to consist of a degree in business ad- 
ministration, six years of experience in ac- 
counting and real estate, and 15 weeks’ ex- 
perience in the Small Business Administra- 
tion. No one in the Senate saw fit to ask how 
this qualifies him for a quasi-judicial post. 
No hearing on his nomination was held, the 
Judiciary Committee approved it before its 
deadline for objections, and confirmation 
came before his name could be added to the 
list of nominees awaiting confirmation. 

The Senate could afford to treat the Presi- 
dent’s choice for this $26,000 a year job so 


Fellowship institution 


rt, Germany. 


Technological University, Stuti 
A ment, Harwell, England. 


tomic Energy Research Estab 
Technical University of Berlin, Germany. 

Laboratory Aime Cotton, National Center of Scientific Research, 
Bellevue, France; Technische Hochschule, Hannover, Germany. 
University of Southampton, England; 2 of Cambridge, 
—— Imperial College of Science & Technology, London, 

la 


Technical University, Istanbul, Turkey; National Laborato: 
Civil Engineering, Lisbon, Portugal; Technical University, Athens, 


Greece. 
University of Nottingham, England; National Laboratory for Bridges 
& Highways, Paris, France; University of Liege, Belgium. 
Atomic Energy Authority, Risley, England; Center for Nuclear 
7 Cadarache, France; Baden Institute of Technology, 
Karlsruhe, Germany. 


for 


Swiss Federal Institute of Technology, Zurich, Switzerland. 


University of East Anglia, Norwich, England. 
University of Munich, German 


y. 
Oxford University, England; Atomic Energy Research Establishment, 


Harwell, England. 

University of Bristol, England. 

Max Planck Institute, Munich, Germany. 

Institute for Agronomic Research, N France; University of 
Ghent, Belgium; University of Bergen, Norway; University of 
Edinburgh, Scotland; National Vegetable Research Station, Wells- 
posma England; Rothamsted Experiment Station, Harpenden, 

nglan 


Leiden University, Netherlands. 


---| Waterloopkundig Laboratorium, Delft, Netherlands. 


University of Manchester, England; University of Paris, France; 
Technical University of Stuttgart, Germany. 

Aerodynamische Versuchanstalt, Gottingen, beer 

Technische Hochschule, Munich, Germany; Technische Hochschule, 

Karlsruhe, Germany; Queen's University of Belfast, Ireland. 


casually because it knows the job consists of 
very little. The SACB has one case pending. 
There are no new cases waiting to be filed. 
It held its last formal hearing six months ago. 
Its members have so little to do that if they 
are not bored by the job, they ought to be. 
The SACB was created in 1950 just as Mo- 
Carthyism was beginning its annihilation of 
reason. It was a bad idea at the time and it 
has done nothing in the last 17 years to 
justify its existence. Most of its efforts have 
infirmities of the legislation it was created to 
help enforce. Congress should have abolished 
it long ago and the best way in which the 
Senate can atone for its outrageous handling 
gone in vain because of the constitutional 
of Mr. McHugh’s nomination is abolish the 
Board on which he is to sit. This would save 
the President and the Senate from the em- 
barrassment of explaining the strange cir- 
cumstances of this nomination and it would 
save the taxpayers almost $300,000 a year. 


REPUBLICANS URGE FUNDS FOR 
URBAN PROGRAMS 


Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, the Sub- 
committee on Housing of the Commit- 
tee on Banking and Currency is just 
completing 2 weeks of hearings on new 
proposals in the housing field. 

It was interesting to note that many 
witnesses who came before the subcom- 
mittee urged, as top priority, full fund- 
ing for existing housing programs—par- 
ticularly rent supplements and model 
cities. Many witnesses told the subcom- 
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mittee that ghetto residents are not un- 
aware of the lack of support by Congress 
for these programs and that, in fact, they 
react to the seeming indifference of Con- 
gress to their needs. During the recent 
riots in the Nation, many urbanologists 
stated that the ghetto resident lacks 
hope; he needs to see that society is com- 
mitted to a sympathetic understanding 
of his problems. 

In this regard I was happy to join 
nine other Senators in a statement sup- 
porting adequate funding for new impor- 
tant urban programs. I ask unanimous 
consent that the statement be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

STATEMENT 


U.S. Senator Hugh Scott (R.-Pa.) and nine 
other Republican Senators today urged Con- 
gress to appropriate adequate funds for re- 
cently enacted urban programs, including 
model cities and rent supplements. 

The Senate Committee on Appropriations 
is presently considering the proposed fiscal 
1968 appropriations for the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development. 

The following Republican Senators signed 
the statement: Edward W. Brooke (Mass.), 
Frank Carlson (Kans.), Clifford P. Case 
(NJ.), Mark O. Hatfield (Oreg.), Jacob K. 
Javits (N. T.), Thomas H. Kuchel (Calif.), 
Jack Miller (Iowa), James B. Pearson 
(Kans.), Charles H. Percy (II.), and Hugh 
Scott (Pa.). 

In the statement, they said: 

We urge Congress to provide adequate 
funds for promising new urban programs 
which it recently enacted. 

“Our cities and metropolitan areas, where 
most Americans live, face a grave crisis un- 
less Congress lives up to its commitment 
made over the past two years. Decay and 
deprivation blight many older central cities. 
The new suburbs suffer the consequences of 
rapid and largely unplanned growth. Despite 
these differences, the problems of our metro- 
politan areas cannot be treated in a piece- 
meal fashion. 

“These problems did not spring up over 
night. But it is only recently that we have 
approached them comprehensively within a 
metropolitan framework. 

“Congress first declared its intention to 
launch a total and coordinated attack on 
them with the creation in 1965 of the De- 
partment of Housing and Urban Develop- 
ment. 

“Last year Congress began to carry out 
its intention in earnest by approving the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan De- 
velopment Act, whose administration is the 
responsibility of the new Department. Focus- 
ing on the livelihood of the disadvantaged 
residents of our central cities, the model 
cities program seeks to help carefully 
selected cities launch a total attack on the 
human problems of the central cities by 
bringing to bear, in a coordinated and inte- 
grated fashion, within the framework of a 
comprehensive plan, the various public sery- 
ices—housing, health care, education, and 
jobs, for example—appropriate for this pur- 
pose. The metropolitan development pro- 
gram seeks to promote the orderly develop- 
ment of metropolitan areas. It encourages co- 
operative areawide planning and coordina- 
tion by local governments within metro- 
politan areas in the design and location of 
such public facilities as airports, water and 
sewer system and highways so that their 
installation will contribute to the orderly 
development of these areas. 

“Recognizing that success depends on the 
mobilization and effective use of the re- 
sources and talents of all community groups 
and institutions, Congress has enlisted the 
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participation of private enterprise in an ac- 
tive partnership role. This is the critical 
ingredient of the rent supplement program 
as well as of several Republican proposals 
to rehabilitate or construct low-income 
housing for rent or sale. 

“Properly administered and adequately 
financed, these new programs can revitalize 
our metropolitan areas and improve the 
quality of life of their residents. We hope, 
therefore, that Congress, within the budge- 
tary constraints necessarily imposed by our 
international obligations, will be generous 
in its support of these programs for this new 
fiscal year.” 


MARYLAND'S LIBERAL RESIDENT 
REGISTRATION LAW 


Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, the 
Christian Science Monitor of July 21, 
1967, has pinpointed one of the great 
problems in a nation as mobile as the 
United States in the middle 19608. 

Each election year it is estimated that 
as many as 8 million Americans are un- 
able to vote for the presidential candi- 
date of their choice, because they have 
moved across State lines during the pres- 
idential election year and, as a result, 
have lost their franchise in one State 
and not satisfied the registration laws in 
another. 

In this story, the Christian Science 
Monitor failed to give credit to the 
State of Maryland where an act of the 
general assembly passed in 1965 permit- 
ted persons who have resided in the Free 
State for a period of 45 days to vote for 
President and Vice President only. 

Interestingly enough, much of the 
push which resulted in the adoption of 
this new law came after a lawsuit 
brought by the American Civil Liberties 
Union was rejected by the U.S. district 
court and the U.S. Supreme Court— 
Drueding against Devlin (234 F. Supp. 
721). After the courts had rejected the 
contention that Maryland’s 1-year resi- 
dence law was not so unreasonable as to 
constitute a violation of due process, the 
then Attorney General Thomas B. Finan, 
who successfully argued the case, caused 
legislation to be introduced in the assem- 
bly to correct this situation in Maryland. 
The defendant in the action, Gerard F. 
Devlin, then the chairman of the board 
of supervisors of elections in Prince 
Georges County and an advocate of elec- 
tion reforms generally, was one of the 
strongest backers of the bill when it was 
considered at Annapolis. 

Mr. President, I would like it known 
that the Free State of Maryland is one of 
America's forward looking Common- 
wealths where this problem has been 
identified, and action has been taken. 

In all other ways the Monitor article is 
outstanding. So that all States may emu- 
late the great State of Maryland, I ask 
unanimous consent that it be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Movinc?—Yovu’.tt Lose Your VOTE FoR A YEAR 
In Most STATES 
(By Richard L. Strout) 

WasHInGTon.—Five to eight million people 
who want to vote for a president next year 
won't be able to chiefly because Americans 
are the most mobile nation on earth. 

This is the story of a reform that turned 
sour and that now—as so often happens in 
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human affairs—has become an abuse that 
drastically needs reform on its own account. 

For instance: 

Paul Metzger moved across the street in 
Jackson, Miss., in 1964 and found that he 
couldn't vote. He was a carpenter, the head 
of a family with a good credit rating, and 
he had voted regularly in the past. Across 
the street he was in a new precinct, however, 
and like citizens in many other communi- 
ties, he had to go through the cumbersome 
business of establishing a new legal residence, 
The registration requirements would overlap 
the election. 

A Harvard economist moved back to Cam- 
bridge after serving his stint in Washington 
and went eagerly with his wife to register. 
By the time they had established their coun- 
ty and state registration they discovered in 
dismay that the Johnson-Goldwater battle 
would be all over. They registered just the 
same, and now they have moved to Cali- 
fornia. They may never catch up. 

FRAUDS BROUGHT CURBS 

A lot of people imagine that the largest 
disenfranchised group in the United States 
is composed of Negroes in the South. This is 
incorrect. In the South voting barriers are 
slowly coming down. But not very much is 
being done to relax registration restrictions 
on a larger group—the movers. (Of course 
this group includes Negroes, too.) 

At every election, Americans are taunted by 
political scientists with the much higher ratio 
of people who vote in foreign countries. Tight 
registration requirements in the United 
States explain part of the difference. 

What is the explanation of it all? One can 
start the story with a touch of melodrama. 

It is Election Day in a town in Kansas in 
the mid-1850’s. A band of “border ruffians” 
stampedes in, demands the rights to vote 
at the point of a pistol, and then rides off, 
never to be seen again. 

“We had at least seven thousand men in 
the territory on the day of the election, and 
one-third of them will remain there,” wrote 
Senator Atchison of Missouri exultantly at 
the time. “We are playing for a mighty stake; 
if we win, we carry slavery to the Pacific 
Ocean.” 

Of course, Kansas was a special instance— 
it represented the turmoil over elections be- 
fore the Civil War. Far more frequent were 
the frauds and “repeaters” in the tumultu- 
ous big cities, being swept by a tide of be- 
wildered immigrants. Joseph P. Harris of 
Brookings Institution, in 1929, gave this 
vivid description: 


HOODLUMS VOTED OFTEN 


“Before the enactment of registration 
laws ... elections frequently turned into 
riots and shooting matches. Under the sim- 
ple registration systems which were enacted 
at first, the ‘colonization’ of voters was quite 
common. Hoodlums were rounded up and 
lodged for a night or so in various boarding 
houses and cheap hotels and then registered 
from all of them, 

“On the day of the election, gangs of re- 
peaters were hauled from precinct to pre- 
cinct and voted under different names. 

“Sometimes the same person would vote 
several times at each precinct, changing 
coats or hats between times. 

“The early registration lists were often 
padded with bogus names. 

The famous Pennsylvania Republican boss, 
Matthew Quay, reputedly won the close pres- 
idential election of 1888 for Benjamin Har- 
rison by “colonizing” several thousand Phil- 
adelphia hoodlums in New York. They stayed 
long enough to swing that bitterly con- 
tested state into the GOP column. 

So the forces of reform rallied. They rallied 
in slow but irresistible strengths as they 
always do in the United States, and the re- 
formers of those days with a glint in their 
eyes said, We'll fix this; we'll fix it if we 
make voters register a year before they 
vote!” 
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PRESIDENT URGES CHANGE 

And they did. The movement was cumula- 
tive. By 1956 there were 5 states which re- 
quired two-year residence; 32 states one 
year; and 11 states half a year. The climax 
of the longer registration drive coincided 
ironically with the ascending curve of voter 
mobility—of automobile ownership, of quick 
travel by air, and of automated, shifting 
jobs. The most volatile nation on earth was 
on the move. 

On May 27, 1967, President Johnson sent 
@ message to Congress. 

“I propose the ‘Residency Voting Act of 
1967,’ he said, which provides that a citizen, 
otherwise qualified to vote under the laws 
of a state, may not be denied his vote in a 
presidential election if he becomes a resident 
of the state by the first day of September 
preceding the election.” 

In 1960, Mr. Johnson recalled, “The last 
election for which studies are available... 
between 5 and 8 million otherwise eligible 
voters were deprived of the right to vote be- 
cause of unnecessarily long residency re- 
quirements in many of the states.” 

Mr. Johnson pointed out that “almost half 
the states, for example, through laws a cen- 
tury old” require a year’s residence. 

The fact is, state registration requirements 
now are coming down. A new generation of 
reformers has been born (doubtless descend- 
ed from the ones who imposed the stiff laws) 
to refashion the old reform to meet modern 
condtions, 

STATES REVISE LAWS 

Between 1952-56 the most common stand- 
ards of residence, as found by Brookings In- 
stitution political scientist Ralph M. Gold- 
man, required the prospective voter to live 
one year in the state, six months in the 
county, and 30 days in the precinct. 

Today the trend is to shorter periods. 
States are revising their constitutions, in- 
cluding recently Alaska, Michigan, Rhode Is- 
land, New York, and Maryland. Election dis- 
honesty must still be guarded against, but 
the situation is less desperate in most places 
than in brawling earlier days. 

Yet up to 8 million are still barred. John 
Smith can go into a strange city, show his 
credit card, get hotel accommodations, hire 
a $3,000 car, buy an airplane ticket to Europe, 
and probably get drafts at a bank. But if he 
tries to set up residence to yote he may find 
only red tape and delay. 
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Move—and lose your vote: Too often that 
describes it. 

The United States is creating “a new class 
of disenfranchised Amercians,” President 
Johnson told Congress. 

Last year, New York voters approved a con- 
stitutional amendment to make voting easier. 
It reduced the period of minimum residence 
in the state from 12 months to three months; 
in the county or city, from four months to 
three; and it abolished the election-district 
requirement (precinct) altogether, 

This gives New York one of the shortest 
periods of residence in the nation, the New 
York Times proclaimed proudly, 

Mr. Johnson’s plan would make it even 
shorter, Residency requirements in a state 
would be from Sept. 1 to Election Day—three 
months. 

Of course this would be only for presi- 
dential elections, States would still set the 
terms for their local contests. 

In 1963 an 11-member presidential com- 
mission on registration and voting participa- 
tion reported that United States voter turn- 
out was consistently high in the later 1800's, 
with a peak of 85.8 percent of adult en- 
franchised males voting in 1876. The big 
dropoff since then represents in part the 
pinch of harsh registration requirements, 

In 1920 only 44.2 percent of eligibles voted. 
It never reached 60 percent in the whole era 
of Franklin D. Roosevelt. It was 64 percent 
in 1960, and around 62 percent in 1964. The 
dropoff in 1964 was probably due to voters’ 
sensing that Mr. Johnson would win anyway. 
Give people a close contest and the percent- 
age of voters jumps. 

NATION LAGS BEHIND 


There is a vast difference between states. 

Voter participation in 1960 in Idaho was 
80.7 percent of adult population, It was only 
25.5 percent in Mississippi. Idaho registra- 
tion formalities were minimal but effective. 
Many Southern states have harsh require- 
ments reflecting old racial views. 

The United States, leader of the free world, 
lags behind other democracies in voter par- 
ticipation. West Germany, for example, uti- 
lizes automatic registration and imposes no 
literacy or property requirements, Voter par- 
ticipation there averages between 78.5 per- 
cent and 87.8 percent. 

The 1963 United States commission un- 
covered conditions it called deplorable. It 


QUALIFICATIONS FOR VOTING 


20463 


found that “registration in the United States 
often imposes undue burdens.” 

In short, there is a vast gap between the 
“get-out-the-vote” drives of various states 
and what the states actually do between elec- 
tions, They lock the door and then put out 
a “welcome” mat. 

Take a couple of characteristic neighbor- 
hoods: 

In one, Mr. and Mrs. Jones, eager to fulfill 
their civic responsibility and deeply com- 
mitted to one side in the election, present 
themselves for registration at city hall. They 
explain that they have moved from another 
part of town. “It will be quite simple,” says 
the clerk, “but you must come back between 
9 and 3.” 

Mr. Jones looks blankly at his watch. It 
is 4:30. “But my wife and I both work,” he 
explains. 

The clerk brushes her nails. That's the 
rule,” she says. 

Or again, in another neighborhood it is 
six weeks’ before the balloting. Every poli- 
tician knows that election excitement doesn't 
really catch on with most people till the 
last days. Many then decide they will vote 
after all. They can't. Registration lists closed 
anywhere from one month to six months 
earlier, they find. 


RELAXATION NEEDED 


The United States Census Bureau discloses 
that more than 20 million adults changed 
residence in 1961, the last date available. Of 
these, 13 million moved within their coun- 
ties, 6 million from county to county, and 
3 million from state to state. A public- 
opinion poll in another year reported that 12 
percent of nonvoters cited residence require- 
ments as the reason for their absence. 

In many states it is easier to get a fishing 
or hunting license or a pistol permit than to 
vote. 

About this time next year nationwide ap- 
peals will be made to stimulate voting. Well- 
meaning public speakers will harangue civic 
groups, glamorous Hollywood will 
prettily implore people, “Never mind how 
you vote vote!“ 

But the human energy expended then will 
do little unless Congress—and Legislatures— 
act now. 

If the public is offered a close contest and 
a chance to vote it will do so, experience 
teaches. But in many instances authorities 
must first relax outrageously harsh and 
archaic registration restrictions. 


Previous residence required 


State 


State 


30 months (ay 
Bos 


s months. 
60 days. 


Previous residence required 


1 Election district. 
2 Residence requirement reduced for qualified voters from another State when voting for Presi- 
dent and Vice President. 


3 Town. 
46 months for qualified voter or native of State who moved away and returned. 
+ Township. 


To ee tity for municipal elections. 
mon muni r mul el 

* With certain — 

Source: From the 1967 World Almanac. 
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AN AMERICAN ACHIEVEMENT 


Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, the 
Valedictorian of the Class of 1967, Har- 
vard Law School, was Joseph N. Sorren- 
tino, a graduate of the University of 
California at Santa Barbara. Mr. Sor- 
rentino is an unusual man. For one thing, 
he was 30 years old when he received his 
law degree. The delay came because Mr. 
Sorrentino, a child of a slum area, was a 
high school dropout. His persistence in 
pursuing his education in later years was 
told in an editorial in the Oakland, Calif., 
Tribune. The story contains a lesson for 
all of us, particularly Mr. Sorrentino’s 
statement: 


In America, all such things are possible. 


I ask unanimous consent that the edi- 
torial be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


AN AMERICAN ACHIEVEMENT 


If ever there were an inspirational story 
for the youth of today, it was the tale told 
by 30-year-old Joseph N. Sorrentino as he 
delivered the valedictory address at Har- 
vard Law School recently. 

Sorrentino grew up in what the social 
scientists would call the “disadvantaged 
environmental conditions” of the streets of 
Brooklyn, N.Y. 

And, as he explained in his valedictory 
address, for the first 20 years of his life he 
lived up to all that the social scientists 
would have predicted for him. 

He flunked out of four high schools, led 
a gang of young toughs, worked in a series 
of dreary jobs, as a longshoreman, factory 
hand and cement worker, and then was 
given a general (less than honorable) dis- 
charge from the Marine Corps because of 
his rebellion against authority. 

But at the age of 20 he re-enrolled in 
high school for the fifth time, attending 
classes at night and earning a living as a 
steelworker during the day. 

He was eventually accepted as a student 
at the Santa Barbara campus of the Univer- 
sity of California. There he became student 
body president and, in 1963, graduated 
magna cum laude. 

He once again joined the Marine Corps, 
this time emerging as a platoon leader with 
an honorable discharge. From there he went 
on to Harvard Law School, graduating at 
the top of his class. 

Sorrentino told the graduation audience: 

“I came here today not just to tell my 
story, but to emphasize that in America 
such things are possible.” 

One wonders who eventually would have 
been the better-equipped to contribute to 
the improvement of society: a Joseph Sor- 
rentino who had spent the past 10 years un- 
happily bemoaning and protesting what he 
felt was wrong with our nation and society 
or the Joseph Sorrentino whose 10 years of 
enterprise and determination instead so 
amply demonstrate what is right with our 
nation and society. 


POLICE COMMUNICATION AND THE 
FCC: A CALL FOR ACTION 


Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, in March 
of this year I received a letter from the 
chief of police of Evergreen Park, II., 
A. L. Breitzmann, which should be of 
great interest to anyone who is con- 
cerned with effective law enforcement 
in this country. It requested that I make 
an inquiry to see whether the Federal 
Communications Commission could al- 
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locate additional radio frequencies to 
the police in Evergreen Park, Mer- 
rionette Park, Hometown, Oak Lawn, 
Chicago Ridge, Worth, Palos Heights, 
Palos Park, Palos Hills, Orland Park, Al- 
sip, Crestwood, and Summit so that they 
could make more effective use of their 
two-way radios. 

It is axiomatic, in my view, that effec- 
tive mobile communications are indis- 
pensable to effective law enforcement. 
Accordingly, I wrote the FCC concerning 
Police Chief Breitzmann’s inquiry. The 
FCC sent me a reply that they were 
aware of the problem and were working 
on it. They reported they were prepar- 
ing to implement standards allowing the 
splitting of the 450- to 470-megacycle 
land mobile band, which would nearly 
double the channels available therein. 

Chief Breitzmann lost no time in 
responding with an analysis of the FCC’s 
answer to my inquiry. He pointed out: 

We were informed two years ago that the 
FCC was pondering this problem 

Please believe me when I say that con- 
ditions are acute, and we need relief now. 


He then went on to say: 


Since our plight is bad enough to be men- 
tioned in both The Challenge of Crime in 
a Free Society and Task Force Report: The 
Police, issued by the President’s Commission 
on Law Enforcement and the Administration 
of Justice, it seems to me that someone in 
Washington would be willing to do some- 
thing about it. 


The report of the President’s Commis- 
sion on Law Enforcement and Adminis- 
tration of Justice, The Challenge of 
Crime in a Free Society,“ described the 
situation at page 252: 


The most troublesome problem in police 
radio communication is the critical shortage 
of radio frequencies available to the police 
community. A police officer who needs help 
should not have to wait for a clear frequency. 
In the Chicago metropolitan area, for exam- 
ple, 38 separate cities with 350 patrol cars 
must share one frequency. 


The report scored the administrative 
procedures required by the FCC in re- 
quests for additional frequencies, and 
noted the increased cost of multi- 
channel radio trunks, before concluding, 
at page 254: 


In addition, frequency space is available in 
most areas within the VHF-TV and between 
TV stations, and especially within the under- 
loaded UHF TV band. One TV channel can 
provide over 100 radio channels, but repre- 
sents only a small loss (2% for 1 UHF chan- 
nel) to the TV community. 

The Commission Recommends: 

“The FCC should develop plans for allo- 
cating portions of the TV spectrum to police 
use.“ 


The Task Force Report: “Science and 
Technology,” at page 30, was more point- 
ed, and is most timely in the context of 
the Nation’s most immediate law en- 
forcement problem: 

The breakdown in police radio communica- 
tions networks becomes dramatically evident 
in major disorders and in similar situations 
demanding the coordinated action of a num- 
ber of police agencies. At such times, both 
the congestion and the lack of flexibility of 
the police networks become glaring weak- 
nesses. Thus, in the Watts riots of 1965, both 
the police agencies directly involved and 
the police brought in from other parts of 
Los Angeles attempted to use hopelessly con- 
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gested channels or could not communicate 
at all because of frequency incompatibility. 
Some police commanders were unable to talk 
with men assigned to their command; it is 
extremely difficult to try to control a civil 
disturbance in an area of 40 square miles 
without effective communications. In Illinois, 
when State, county, and municipal police 
have monitored disturbances, their coordi- 
nation has similarly been hampered by lack 
of radio contact. 


The report then concludes, at page 32: 
The most feasible sources for additional 
radio spectrum space are the television 
bands. . The FCC should make space from 


these sources available for police mobile 
radio use. 


To those who need a more immediate 
statement of the problem, and are con- 
cerned with effective law enforcement 
response in the Nation’s Capital, I com- 
mend the following excerpt from the re- 
port of the President’s Commission on 
Crime in the District of Columbia, at 
page 186: 

The Department currently has two radio 
channels, with a third frequency to be added 
for traffic and detective units. A study of the 
communications system showed that some 
field units had only a 25 percent chance of 
establishing immediate communication with 
the Center because of the volume of air traf- 
fic. The Commission regards this as a serious 
matter; a police officer in trouble and in 
need of immediate assistance should not be 
subject to communications delays. 


I stress the unfortunate riotous situa- 
tion facing the police in many cities to- 
day in order to make my point clear: as 
of today, nothing has been done by the 
FCC except to study the problem. No 
channels have been split; no new fre- 
quencies have been allocated for land 
mobile use generally or police use in par- 
ticular. And in fact, in the matter of the 
splitting of the 450 megacycles channels, 
the Commission may well be drifting 
backward. I ask unanimous consent that 
a penetrating editorial from “Industrial 
Communications,” which is addressed to 
the present status of the situation, be in- 
cluded at the close of my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, Ever- 
green Park’s Chief Breitzmann has good 
cause to be impatient. There is a per- 
formance gap at the FCC. They have 
been acutely aware of the frequency al- 
location problem for more than 2 years. 
Yet no solutions have emerged. 

Four years ago, in its 1962 annual 
report, the Commission admitted that 
the situation was not good. That year 
the Commission reported in reference to 
availability of land mobile channel 
frequencies: 

The various industrial services grow 
within the confines of a very small portion 
of the useable radio spectrum. This situation 
has led to extremely congested operating 
conditions in many areas. 


But the problem was not solved. 

By 1964, the Commission reported: 

One of the most pressing problems faced 
by the Commission is to find frequency re- 
lief for the Public Safety, Industrial and 
Land Transportation Radio Services. These 
land mobile radio operations have grown 
rapidly in the past few years and frequency 
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shortage has become acute in many geo- 
graphic areas. (Annual Report, p. 88). 


Time was passing. The need for action 
was apparent, but none was forthcom- 
ing. The 1966 report is out, and the Com- 
mission adds another dismal picture of 
the situation, at page 48: 

The major problem facing the Land Mo- 
bile Radio Services, as well as one of the 
thorniest confronting the Commission, is 
the congestion in the limited spectrum space 
available to these intensively populated 
services, 


Recognizing a problem and then fail- 
ing to achieve any meaningful solution 
is a performance gap with serious ad- 
verse effects on the public. 

The situation cannot cure itself. The 
FCC has been warned that police need 
more frequencies to assure effective law 
enforcement for their communities. The 
riots and many mass demonstrations that 
have occurred in both large and small 
communities this summer and last are a 
continuous warning of the grimmest sort. 

Mr. President, I submit that the need 
is for action. If the Commission requires 
proof of where the public interest lies, I 
commend to them the findings—in fact, 
the importunities—of two of the Presi- 
dent’s own Commissions. The FCC is at 
least candid about the problem in their 
appraisal of the problem: 

The basic apportionment of this part of 
the spectrum was begun in 1944 in a lengthy 
allocations proceeding and more or less fixed 
in its present form in a 1949 decision of the 
Commission based on estimates of projected 
need for the services in existence at that 
time.” (1966 Annual Report, pp. 48-49). 


If the National Commission is correct, 
if the UHF-TV band is underloaded,“ it 
would seem that the solution lies in ad- 
ministrative action to make a small part 
of this unused part of the spectrum avail- 
able. That we should be limited in such 
a vital area as two-way communications 
by an 18-year-old projection of the need 
for services is incredible. 

Mr. President, I would hope that the 
FCC will lose no more time in remedying 
the problem. What is required is a pro- 
posal by the FCC to update allocations to 
meet present needs and demands on the 
usable frequency spectrum. A public 
hearing can then be held, and the com- 
peting interests evaluated. The public 
interest, at the very least, requires action. 

Exursrr 1 
[From the Industrial Communications 
Weekly Information Service, July 14, 
1967] 
EDITORIAL 

The sabbatical year for the FCO’s 450 meg- 
acycle land mobile radio channel splitting 
proposals will begin on November 14. 

In the original seventh-year plan, the an- 
cient Israelites were commanded to suffer 
their fields to lie without tillage during the 
sabbatical—a remarkable parallel to what 
is in store for the 450 mc band unless the 
FCC gets off its duff. 

Members of the Florida Congressional dele- 
gation are among the latest being advised 
that the 450 mc program is one of the major 
steps the Commission is taking to serve as 
a stopgap for mobile radio while the agency 
attempts to comeback from its long-range 
frequency management bankruptcy. 

Implied in the correspondence to the two 
Florida Senators, and all of the Congress- 
men from the state, is that the 450 me pro- 
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gram represents some kind of evidence that 
the Commission has suddenly marshalled its 
resources and is now running full throttle in 
its deep concern to do something to ease the 
mobile frequency crisis. 

The 450 mc proceeding, however, is six 
years, eight months, and almost 4000 docket 
numbers old. Since it has been old enough 
to go to school, it has become far less a 
shining example of the Commission’s zeal to 
solve the frequency problem than just an- 
other illustration of the agency’s inability 
to act. 

Not only are the new 450 mc splits not 
yet available for use, but the FCC’s hesita- 
tion between the adoption of the new tech- 
nical standards and the actual reallocation 
of the channels in the band, has hobbled 
even the previously available channels. 

Users are now on notice that changes in the 
service allocations are coming, but they have 
no indication as to what changes are being 
considered. Buying 450 me equipment now, 
in the face of the economic penalty an early 
frequency switch would impose, would not 
establish the purchasing agent as a financial 
Einstein. 

There are admittedly some rather impor- 
tant and basic decisions to be made by the 
FCC in the reallocation of the 450 me chan- 
nels, One big stumper being argued by the 
agency’s staff units is whether the base-only 
frequencies and the mobile-only frequencies 
should be separated by five megacycles or by 
ten megacycles. There appear to be sound 
reasons for taking either approach. 

The thing has been argued out at the staff 
level for months, however, with neither side 
giving an inch. No further knowledge is being 
acquired. No one is compromising. No prog- 
ress is being made, 

The time is overdue for the Commissioners 
to call the docket to their agenda, hear all 
sides of the stalemated questions, make a 
few decisions, and issue some guidelines for 
a prompt further notice of proposed rule- 
making. It will then be the users’ turn to 
make the fur fly over who gets how many 
channels. 

Permit us another biblical reference. The 
people drafting the 450 mc proposals have 
wondered in the wilderness long enough. It 
is time for Moses to stop hiding, or Hyde to 
stop moseying, and come forth to smite the 
rock and at least let the public know what it 
might have to be drinking next year. 


CHATTANOOGA BAR ASSOCIATION 
BACKS JURY TRIAL FOR TVA CON- 
DEMNATION CASES 


Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, yesterday 
I received a copy of a resolution by the 
board of governors of the Chattanooga 
Bar Association affirming the principle 
of trial by jury and endorsing H.R. 4846. 
This bill, introduced by Congressman 
Brock of Tennessee’s third district, 
would amend the Tennessee Valley Au- 
thority Act of 1933 to provide for a jury 
trial of the issue of just compensation in 
land condemnation cases involving TVA. 

Mr. President, only TVA is exempted 
from that Federal rule of civil procedure 
which governs all other land condemna- 
tion actions in which any Federal agency 
is the condemnor. In all condemnation 
actions other than those involving TVA 
the option of a jury trial is preserved. 

The determination of just compensa- 
tion is the essence of the condemnation 
process. In our society and in our way of 
life the ownership of property is a quin- 
tessential right. The Bill of Rights is very 
clear that personal property shall not 
be taken for public use without just com- 
pensation. I have introduced a compan- 
ion measure in the Senate—S. 1637. 
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Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the resolution of the Chatta- 
nooga Bar Association, dated June 27, 
be printed in the Recorp. 

There being no objection, the resolu- 
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 


RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS, 
CHATTANOOGA BAR ASSOCIATION 


A resolution endorsing H.R. 4846, being a 
bill to amend the Tennessee Valley Author- 
ity Act of 1933 to provide that the right to 
trial by jury on the issue of just compen- 
sation may be invoked by either party in 
any case involving the condemnation of 
real property by the Tennessee Valley 
Authority 
Whereas, the principle of trial by jury is a 

cherished part of the system of jurisprudence 
of the American people and has, since the 
founding of the Republic, been considered 
the greatest bulwark of freedom of the indi- 
viduals; and 

Whereas, the right to demand a trial by 
jury is generally available under the laws of 
eminent domain of the State of Tennessee 
and of the United States of America; and 

Whereas, the Tennessee Valley Authority 
Act of 1933 is unique in that it provides for 
the taking of private property under the 
powers of eminent domain by the Tennessee 
Valley Authority without granting to the 
property owner the safeguard of a jury trial, 
and in fact prohibits the use of a jury in 
such cases; and 

Whereas, under the procedure now in effect 
under the Tennessee Valley Authority Act 
the compensation which the landowner will 
receive in such cases is determined by a 
three-man commission, with no right of ap- 
peal to a jury trial at any time; and 

Whereas, it has been r in the 
federal courts that, aside from other objec- 
tions, referring condemnation cases to a 
commission “tends unduly to prolong the 
proceedings, thereby causing vexation to all 
concerned and additional expense;” and 

“Whereas, legislation has been introduced 
in the Congress of the United States in the 
form of H.R. 4846, now pending before the 
Committee on Public Works, proposing to 
amend said Tennessee Valley Authority Act 
to provide that either party to such con- 
demnation proceedings may demand a jury 
to determine the compensation to which the 
landowner may be entitled for the taking of 
his land: 

Now, therefore, be it resolved by the Board 
of Governors of the Chattanooga Bar Asso- 
ciation, in regular meeting duly assembled, 
that we reaffirm our belief in the principle 
of trial by jury, and that we hereby accord- 
ingly endorse H.R. 4846; and 

Be it further resolved, that a copy of this 
Resolution be furnished to each member of 
the Committee on Public Works of the United 
States House of Representatives. 

Attest: 

JOHN K. MORGAN, 
President. 
H. THEODORE MILBURN, 
Secretary-Treasurer. 


HIGHER EDUCATION IN CALI- 
FORNIA—ADDRESS BY GOVERNOR 
REAGAN 


Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, it is 
well known that I have been very much 
impressed by—and as his personal 
friend proud of—the performance of 
California’s Gov. Ronald Reagan during 
his first 6 months in office. 

Nowhere has Governor Reagan demon- 
strated his practical approach and com- 
monsense in managing the public affairs 
of the Nation’s largest and fastest grow- 
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ing State more ably than in a speech 
delivered yesterday, July 26, before the 
Los Angeles Breakfast Club. 

The speech contains progressive pro- 
posals for higher education in California, 
proposals designed to make higher edu- 
cation available to all persons who here- 
tofore have not taken advantage of our 
advanced educational resources. These 
proposals are, I believe, extremely signif- 
icant and will be of interest to citizens 
everywhere and particularly educators 
across the country. 

I ask unanimous consent that Gov- 
ernor Reagan’s speech be printed in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


SPEECH BY Gov. RONALD REAGAN BEFORE THE 
Los ANGELES BREAKFAST CLUB, JULY 26, 
1967 


It is a special pleasure for me to be here 
today and to become a member of the Break- 
fast Club. After all, I came out of an in- 
dustry in which ham is a basic ingredient. 
You know, of course, that a ham is an actor 
you don’t have to egg on. 

But now, of course, I’m in a different in- 
dustry—one in which the porkbarrel is more 
important—one in which you bring home 
the bacon and we spend it before you can 
eat it. 

But seriously, there is more to govern- 
ment than just spending your money, or 
even fighting the fight to see how little we 
must spend in order to provide you the 
services you demand. 

There is also the matter of providing ex- 
cellence in the services government must 
supply. 

It is not enough to be frugal. While gov- 
ernment must spend only that money it 
needs, it also has an obligation to spend 
that money wisely and to insure that each 
dollar buys the best dollar’s worth possible, 
whether it be in the area of road building, 
law enforcement or education. 

No government service is more important 
to a free society, such as ours, or to a highly 
complex society, such as ours, as the pro- 
vision of education. 

No society can be a free society unless it 
is a literate society. No nation can long 
exist these days as a free nation and as a 
leader among nations unless it maintains a 
place as a leader in the technological and 
scientific revolution that has been proceed- 
ing at an explosive rate for the last 25 years. 

We have recognized this in America and 
in California. 

Today I would like to talk a few minutes 
about education in California, particularly 
higher education. 

Higher education’s role in California is 
different in one major way from that of 
education in the first through the 12th 
grades and any examination of higher edu- 
cation must be made in the light of this 
difference. 

That difference is that grade school and 
high school education in California are com- 
pulsory. It is strange in a land where we talk 
freedom and believe in freedom that edu- 
cation should be required. 

But our forefathers knew, as we know, that 
only an educated populace can remain free. 

Today, we have now come a step farther. 
Today, we recognize that it is no longer 
enough to assure our children a basic edu- 
cation, 

Today's world demands more of those who 
have the capacity and the desire to give more. 

Horatio Alger heroes are getting fewer and 
fewer. Luck and pluck alone will not con- 
quer cancer, solve the problems of air, water 
and land pollution, cure our traffic problems, 
put an end to urban blight or give our nation 
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the weapons it needs to protect itself in an 
unfriendly world. 

As a matter of fact there’s really not 
enough anymore to assure a man much more 
than a living wage. 

Today, then, a higher education benefits 
both the individual and society. And as both 
share in its benefits, so it is right that both 
should share in its costs. 

But education must never be priced beyond 
the reach of those who want it or those who 
need it, regardless of their economic status. 

That philosophy has always prevailed in 
California. It has been responsible for the 
development of a university system recog- 
nized as having no peer in the nation, a col- 
lege system that has provided higher educa- 
tion to hundreds of thousands of young men 
and women, and for a junior college system 
that is a model other states seek to follow. 

But our concentration on excellence in our 
higher education system has resulted in the 
development of side problems in the system 
problems that are not insoluable but that 
have largely been ignored as they developed, 
until now we have reached the point where 
action must be taken. 

Foremost among those problems is the 
make-up of our student populations at the 
various campuses of the university. 

Bluntly, they have become almost closed 
campuses, available mainly to those who 
come from upper middle class, white fami- 
lies. 

Exact figures are not available but we 
know for instance that last year there were 
less than 100 Mexican-American students at- 
tending UCLA. And we know that Negroes 
were represented not nearly in proportion to 
their percentage of population. 

We know too that more than 75 percent 
of the University’s students come from 
families that earn more than $8,000 an- 
nually. Another 11 percent have family in- 
comes of between $6 and $8 thousand and 
only a little over 12 percent come from 
families with less than $6,000 income a year. 
Almost the same number come from families 
that have incomes in excess of $25,000. 

Strangely our state college system is not 
much better. Only 14 percent of the stu- 
dents there come from families that have 
incomes of under $6,000 a year. 

Only in our junior colleges do appreciable 
numbers come from the lower economic 
strata. There, nearly one-fourth of the stu- 
dents come from families with incomes under 
$6,000 a year. 

It is obvious from this that we are doing 
a poor job of providing higher education for 
our lower income groups. In effect, we are 
perpetuating poverty by making it virtually 
impossible for those students from lower in- 
come families to get college educations that 
in turn will increase in a major way their 
earning potentials and raise the standards 
of themselves and their children. I am talk- 
ing, of course, about the children of our 
minority groups who have special problems 
because of color or language barriers. 

We talk much about equality of oppor- 
tunity for our minorities. We have done 
little about providing equality of education 
which is basic to equality of opportunity. 

I am here today to talk primarily about a 
plan—this administration's plan—to provide 
equality of opportunity through education, 
not only for our economically deprived 
minorities, but for all our lower income stu- 
dents who have the capacity and the will to 
learn. 

I have chosen to call this the “Equal Edu- 
cation Plan.” 

We are not married to it in detail, but 
we hope that our colleges and universities 
will accept its principles as at least a first 
step toward providing an opportunity for 
equal higher education for all our students, 
not just those who can afford it. Then we 
can work out details agreeable to all con- 
cerned. 
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Before I discuss the plan itself, let me 
say it will take the active cooperation, not 
only for the colleges and universities but 
also the school districts and the high 
schools to make any plan work, if it is to 
work, in those areas where we have large 
groups of minorities. 

It will take the cooperation, the interest 
and enthusiasm of all those in public edu- 
cation to make this plan work because it is 
not enough just to make an education avail- 
able. It also must be made known, explained 
and in many cases even encouraged and 
sold—especially to students who come from 
homes where there is a language barried, 
where there is illiteracy or where, because 
of environmental factors, there is lack of 
ambition and even hopelessness. 

Therefore, this plan—any plan—will need 
an aggressive guidance and information pro- 
gram at the high school level, expanded coun- 
seling and even a recruiting system. 

This should not be the responsibility of 
the high schools alone. The college and 
university systems should work hand in 
hand with the school districts to assure that 
every student capable of acquiring and ab- 
sorbing a college education has access to 
one, We hear much in meetings of the uni- 
versity Regents about the benefits to the 
University of having substantial numbers of 
out-of-state students. And rightfully so. 
These do broaden the range of students 
and make for a more meaningful student 
dialogue. 

However, here in California we have a 

broad strata of students who, if they just 
could get into the University, would also 
add to the quality and variety of the student 
body. 
Although qualified intellectually, they have 
been barred for three reasons. One, which is 
not the subject of our talk here today, is the 
fact that language and environmental bar- 
riers have not let them live up to their true 
potentials in high school, In other words, 
scholastically they are not among the 10- 
12% percent of their graduating class. We 
hope this problem is being and will be taken 
care of through legislation. 

Second and third are the financial barriers 
which we are here to discuss, and the fact 
that little has been done either to explain to 
many students the opportunities already 
available, to expand those opportunities or 
to encourage their use. This we hope to do. 

How do we hope to do this? 

In two ways, one depending on the other. 

First, by a combination of loans and schol- 
arships. 

Second, by the expanded counseling I 
mentioned earlier to make certain all quall- 
fled students know what is available. 

Our combination loan-scholarship plan is 
aimed not only at helping the student 
through all four years of college, but also at 
encouraging him to finish college. 

Here's how it will work. 

First of all, it is based on total annual 
necessary expenditures of about $2,000 a 
year including tuition, fees, room and board, 
books and incidental expenses. 

Secondly, all loans are to be repayable 
only after the student has left college and has 
begun earning. 

During his first year of college, the student 
will borrow 75 percent of his basic $2,000 
and receive 25 percent in scholarships. 

In his second year the student will borrow 
50 percent and receive 50 percent in scholar- 
ships. 

During his third year the loan will be 25 
percent and the scholarships 75 percent. 

During the senior year the student will 
receive a full scholarship. 

An alternative proposal which also has 
merit is to reverse the procedure and make 
the first year free in order not to discourage 
potential students from low income groups, 
This is a detail we can work out. 

That is the basic plan. 
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Of course there are a number of questions 
yet to be answered, such as who will benefit. 

We are aiming with this plan at those who 
otherwise could not afford a college or uni- 
versity education. Therefore, qualification 
for it is based on need rather than on aca- 
demic excellence. Academic qualifications 
will be the same as those for all students. 

We do not yet know what the need level 
will be, although we have studies underway 
in this area. It is obvious that a family mak- 
ing $7,500 a year and having one child is in 
a better position to educate him than a fam- 
ily making $15,000 a year and having four 
children. Some sort of sliding scale appears 
to be the proper way of handling this. 

Other questions arise about repaying the 
loans. What about women who receive loans 
and then marry before they are in a position 
to repay? What about men in the service? 
What about those who enter professional 
areas where great need exists? 

In these and other cases we think there 
should be forgiveness features. Exactly how 
these would work are for the Regents and 
the Legislature to decide, since it is the Re- 
gents who will eventually approve the plan 
for the University and the Legislature for 
the colleges. 

The next question is: How is the plan to 
be financed? 

And now is the time to wave the red flag 
in front of some of our academicians. 

The answer is tuition. 

Tuition is not a dirty word. All private 
schools exist on tuition in part as do most 
state college and university systems. Cali- 
fornia is a rare exception. 

I think we all understand here that there 
is no such thing as free public education. 
The only question is, “Who pays?” 

Up until now, the taxpayer has borne 
most of the cost of education in California 
from kindergarten through the university. 

Spiraling costs and spiraling numbers of 
students have made it clear that we cannot 
continue to do this at current levels with- 
out imposing an intolerable burden on our 
taxpayers. 

As I pointed out earlier, our present tui- 
tion-free system has not really done what 
it is intended to do anyway. It has taxed 
the poor to support higher education but 
has not permitted them to take advantage 
of it because of peripheral costs—room and 
board, books, fees and so forth. 

Tuition at a nominal rate can solve this 
problem by providing the funds to allow 
the poor to attend. 

Last January, three UCLA professors wrote 
a letter to the L.A. Times on this subject. 
I have never seen anyone refute what they 
said, Let me read it. 

“The long overdue proposal to charge 
tuition at state-supported colleges deserves 
wide support—particularly by low income 
taxpayers and those interested in a more 
efficient educational system, 

“At present, every student, regardless of 
whether he or his parents are rich or poor, 
is given a subsidized scholarship of about 
$2,000 a year. That is roughly the cost of a 
year’s schooling at the university. 

“The wealthy benefit from this bonanza 
at the expense of the poor. 72 percent of the 
18-year-olds from families with income over 
$14,000 are in colleges but only 12 percent 
from families with less than $2,000 annual 
income. Yet, the taxes for financing the 
bonanza bear more heavily on the poor than 
on the rich. 

It is eminently desirable that every young 
man and woman in California have full op- 
portunity to make the most of his ability— 
including the opportunity to attend an in- 
stitution of higher learning. 

“Full opportunity for all, rich and poor, 
can be established by a generous loan fund 
for those who cannot at the time finance the 
tuition costs. This will enable all who have 
both the ability and the desire for an ad- 
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vanced education to bear the costs out of 
the higher income that their training will 
yield. 

“This would be far more equitable, efficient 
and beneficial than present arrangements be- 
cause it would simultaneously promote a 
higher quality of education by forcing state 
schools to be more responsive to student in- 
terests and to compete on more nearly equal 
terms with private schools. 

“We trust the measure currently under dis- 
cussion will be the first step toward a policy 
of cost-based tuition accompanied by gen- 
erous loan funds.” 

I propose, therefore—as I have done for 
six months—that tuition be charged at the 
state supported colleges and University. 

The case for tuition is a strong one. 

As I said earlier, it is right that those who 
share in the benefits of a college education 
should share in the costs. That includes both 
the students and the public. 

Tuition today could finance the combined 
loan-scholarship program I have talked 
about. 

It could also provide enriched programs 
in both the colleges and universities and 
money for special programs —and help fi- 
nance capital improvements on all the cam- 
puses. 

As an example, let us look at what could 
be done with a relatively modest tuition: 
$250 at the university level, $180 for the 
state colleges. 

At the university level, for instance, in ad- 
dition to providing the necessary financial 
aid, tuition will guarantee 250 teaching 
chairs in the university and 300 in the state 
colleges—all at salary levels high enough 
and fiexible enough to attract and retain the 
finest teaching talent in the nation, 

It is estimated that in the 1968-69 school 
year the tuition plan will generate some $26 
million for the University of California and 
approximately $29 million for the State col- 
leges. The plan proposes that 50 percent of 
these revenues will be used each year for 
scholorships and loans, 25 percent to estab- 
lish and maintain the teaching chairs, and 
25 percent for capital improvements. 

We think—and the figures I mentioned 
earlier verify—that most students can afford 
tuition. We think our full and fair educa- 
tion plan will take care of those who cannot. 

There are now more than 720,000 students 
attending our universities, colleges and 
junior colleges. The state appropriates in 
excess of 4 billion of your tax dollars to pay 
for this. This is in addition to the property 
tax levy for junior colleges. 

Education is vital to the progress of our 
state and nation. 

But we must also educate our students to 
accept their responsibilities, and those of us 
in government to accept our responsibilities, 
not only to education, but also to all the 
people. 

This administration is trying to do that 
by refusing to spend beyond the people’s 
means, by working to provide a higher edu- 
cation for all who can benefit from it and 
by asking those who can afford it to pick 
up their share of the burden. 

We can have an educated populace—we 
can make higher education available to all 
our people who are qualified and truly de- 
sirous of an education—and we can do it 
without increasing the tax burden on those 
who can afford it least. 

But it will take your help and the support 
of millions of others in our state. I am ask- 
ing for that help and that support here 
today. 


FEDERAL REINSURANCE PROGRAM 


Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, an 
editorial entitled “Riot Insurance” in 
this morning’s Washington Post calls 
upon Congress to enact a Federal rein- 


20467 


surance program that would protect busi- 
ness establishments against the devastat- 
ing losses such as they have encountered 
in the recent riots. 

While the editorial failed to mention 
it, such a bill is already pending before 
the Committee on Banking and Currency. 
S. 1484, which I introduced on April 11, 
now has 20 cosponsors. I ask unanimous 
consent that the list of cosponsors be 
printed at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the list was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

List oF Cosponsors or S. 1484 

Senators: Bartlett, Bible, Byrd (W. Va.), 
Clark, Gruening, Hart, Inouye, Long (Mo.), 
Mondale, Montoya, Morse, Moss, Nelson. Pell, 
Proxmire, Randolph, Scott, Sparkman, Wil- 
liams (N.J.), and Yarborough. 


Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I hope 
that more Senators will join in sponsor- 
ing the bill. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the Washington Post editorial 
and two newspaper articles on this sub- 
ject be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the items 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

[From the Washington Post, July 27, 1967] 
Rror INSURANCE 

Economic blight contributes to rioting and, 
in turn, the rioting deepens the economic 
blight. Local businesses that have been looted 
and burned have great trouble re-establish- 
ing themselves because, among other diffi- 
culties, they find it very hard and very ex- 
pensive to get insurance. 

One small but significant remedy now would 
be Federal reinsurance against riot damage. 
The Government might usefully offer to in- 
sure the insurance companies against the 
massive losses that riots inflict. This Federal 
reinsurance would make it possible for the 
commercial companies to offer coverage, even 
where there have been riots, at normal] pre- 
miums. 

Where riots have driven out commerce and 
employment, conditions will be worse than 
ever. Slums need good stores; many of them 
need new stores. But credit to start a store 
cannot be found, except at exorbitant rates, 
where stocks are uninsurable. The Adminis- 
tration and Congress ought already to be 
considering the rebuilding of the riot areas. 
Reinsurance is essential to the kind of pri- 
vate investment that will be needed. 


[From the Newark Evening News, July 24, 
1967] 


MEETING TONIGHT: BUSINESSMEN PUSH FOR 
FINANCIAL HELP 


A mass meeting of riot-stricken business- 
men will be held here tonight for the an- 
nounced purpose of putting pressure on 
state and federal officials for financial aid. 

The Newark Businessmen’s Emergency 
Committee, comprised of representatives of 
most of the merchants associations in the 
city, will hold the rally at 7 p.m. in Sym- 
phony Hall at 1020 Broad St. 

“We're the forgotten people of the riots,” 
said Morris Spielberg, a spokesman and one 
of the organizers of the emergency group, 
whose members are openly bitter at what 
they call the lack of state and federal help 
in our current crisis.” 

IN STATE OF CHAOS 

Spielberg, affiliated with Almor Furniture 
Corp, at 377 Springfield Ave., said the city’s 
merchants—especially the smaller ones—are 
in a state of chaos. 

“We have been getting telephone calls 
some of them from small storeowners ac- 
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tually crying on the phone: ‘What will we do? 
Where do we get money to start again .. .““ 

He said these are the husband-and-wife 
type businesses; small outlets which have 
been in the same locations for decades, but 
either had no insurance or saw their cover- 
age dropped by companies in recent years. 

Spielberg said attempts to get congressional 
representatives to attend tonight’s meeting 
were unsuccessful. 

“Only Sen. (Clifford P.) Case responded.” 
he said. 

Sen. Case, R-N.J., sent Spielberg a tele- 
gram last night that “Washington commit- 
ments prevent my attending . but I will 
be happy to meet in Washington with repre- 
sentatives of your organization and also, if 
you desire, to arrange for meetings. . with 
Officials of federal agencies that may be able 
to help with your problems.” 

Case’s wire also noted that he had talked 
with Andrew Lynch, director of the Newark 
regional office of the Small Business Admin- 
istration and that Lynch would attend the 
rally. 

The senator also noted introduction of 
legislation by Sen. George A. Smathers, D- 
Fla., to establish a small business crime pro- 
tection insurance corporation. 

The bill, Case said, “would authorize pro- 
vision of insurance and reinsurance against 
loss by small businesses due to robbery, bur- 
glary, shoplifting, vandalism and similar 
crimes in those instances in which insurance 
and reinsurance from private sources is not 
available on reasonable terms.” 

[From the Washington Post, July 27, 1967] 
Riots Cause Risk Fimms To SHUN SLUM 
AREAS 


(By Paul G. Edwards) 

This summer's cycle of urban riots is ex- 
pected to shrink still further what some in 
the insurance industry as an already 
“disappearing market” for property insur- 
ance in slum areas. 

The continued attrition in adequate slum 
insurance coverage will result from: 

Inability of property owners to pay in- 
creased rates in cities affected by riots. 

Reluctance of insurance companies to take 
on any risks, at any price, in areas that are 
considered likely targets for civil disorder. 

‘These are the general conclusions that can 
be drawn from reactions of insurance 
brokers, company representatives and indus- 
try association spokesmen to the staggering 
property damage reported in Newark and 
Detroit. 

In Washington, where burglary insurance 
rates have risen 61.5 per cent since 1964, one 
leading broker said U.S. companies were pull- 
ing out of the crime and riot insurance 
market in local slum areas. 

“We have to take our customers with 
property in these areas to Lloyd’s of London,” 
he said, “at a much higher rate.” 

A spokesman for the Insurance Informa- 
tion Institute denied that U.S. companies 
are withdrawing from slum areas, but ad- 
mitted that some of the special high risk 
programs they provide are as costly as 
Lloyd's. 

Riot insurance usually is provided in an 
“extended coverage” clause in a normal fire 
policy, Although property damage resulting 
from an insurrection is excluded from these 
policies, no company has sought to apply 
this definition to any of the riots that have 
taken place during the past four summers. 
Even statements by mayors and governors 
that a riot is a “rebellion” or “insurrection” 
have been ignored by the industry, which 
realizes that courts probably would require 
clear evidence of a political uprising. 

There is uncertainty over how great a 
loss the insurance companies can sustain in 
Tiot claims before some program of Federal 
assistance is required. 

A spokesman for the American Insurance 
Association, whose members provide most 
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commercial property damage coverage for the 
Nation’s businessmen, said that there is no 
question of the industry’s capacity to absorb 
riot losses sustained so far. Continued dis- 
orders on the scale of the Watts and Detroit 
riots, he said, could change this situation. 

“The industry paid about $1 billion in 
claims as a result of Hurricane Betsy,“ he 
said, “but this is something you expect once 
in a generation. Watts rioting resulted in 
industry losses of $40 million. Newark damage 
estimates exceed $15 million and damage in 
Detroit, according to latest estimates, is 
about $200 million. It’s just a question of 
how long this will go on and how much we 
can take.” 

The AIA position is that Government par- 
ticipation in insurance is unnecessary as long 
as private enterprise can fill the need. The 
industry, for instance, admits that it cannot 
offer flood insurance unaided and is willing 
to cooperate with Federal plans to provide 
it for property owners. 

But at recent hearings on a bill proposed 
by Sen. George Smathers (D-Fla.) to provide 
Federal crime insurance for slum area busi- 
nesses, the AIA opposed a Government pro- 
gram on the grounds that the market still 
was being met by private companies. 


L. B. J. ON TOLERATION OF RIOTS 


Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, the 
Greenville News of Greenville, S.C., on 
Wednesday, July 26, published an edi- 
torial entitled “L. B. J. on Toleration of 
Riots.” The editorial is a commentary on 
these volatile times and assesses the 
blame for the toleration and even en- 
couragement of the riots and open re- 
bellion across a large portion of our coun- 
try. I quote one portion of the editorial: 

President Johnson said before the televi- 
sion cameras that “riots” will not be toler- 
ated. That statement was incorrect. 

Riots have been tolerated—and even en- 
couraged—by persons in high places on the 
national level and in many State and local 
governments, 


This observation is correct beyond 
question, and the same officials who have 
tolerated and even encouraged these 
riots owe a duty to the American people 
to take a firm stand now to condemn the 
rioters and bring back the rule of law to 
our land. 

I ask unanimous consent that the edi- 
torial be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp, 
as follows: 

L. B. J. on TOLERATION or RIOTS 

Several heavily-populated areas of the 
United States are gripped by terror or trying 
to recover from violent civil insurrection 
which, at this writing, threatens to spread 
to still other urban areas. 

The outlook unquestionably is for more 
of the same. The prospect for increased 
anarchy was made almost certain by the 
tenor of the “Black Power” conference in 
Newark over the weekend. Representatives 
or observers from almost all Negro organi- 
zations issued a series of inflammatory reso- 
lutions amounting to a virtual call for civil 
war. 

In the face of this menacing situation the 
President of the United States finally moved 
troops into Detroit. There the wildest kind 
of anarchy has turned much of a major city 
into a flaming battlefield where snipers, 
arsonists, looters and other criminal ele- 
ments of the lowest order work their evil 
will, almost without restraint. 

The President’s belated action finally re- 
lieved hard-pressed National Guardsmen for 
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duty in other areas of Michigan where ramp- 
ant lawlessness threatens. 

Explaining his action President Johnson 
said before the television cameras that 
“riots” will not be tolerated. That statement 
was incorrect. 

Riots have been tolerated—and even en- 
couraged—by persons in high places on the 
national level and in many state and local 
governments. This is the fourth “long, hot” 
summer for urban areas of the North, Mid- 
west and Far West. 

It has been even more years since vio- 
lence-producing “demonstrations” in the 
South, openly encouraged and financed by 
many national leaders, set the pattern for 
what has become a nationwide outbreak of 
vicious racial extremism. 

Riots have been tolerated and encouraged 
in the following ways: 

By unwise court decisions turning loose 
upon the public the agitators of strife who 
stir up unrest, as well as opportunistic crim- 
inals, and hamstringing police officers in 
their efforts to control mobs and to gather 
and present evidence against lawbreakers of 
all sorts. 

By the passage of foolish “civil rights“ 
laws seeking to force human associations 
which can be successful only on the basis of 
voluntary mutual acceptance and good will, 
but when forced result only in violent reac- 
tion and “backlash.” 

By continued outpouring of millions of 
dollars in handouts to those who prefer 
loafing to working. 

By all sorts of impossible promises by na- 
tional and local politicians to minority 
groups, which, when unfilled as they must 
be, breed frustration among unreasoning 
peoples. 

By the dangerous misuse of government 
anti-poverty funds to subsidize highly-ques- 
tionable activities and organizations, some 
of them bordering on the subversive, in 
major cities of the country. 

By high-salaried government officials with 
questionable backgrounds, posing as “repre- 
sentatives of the poor,” carting people to 
(and in some cases forcing them) attend 
meetings which result in violence. 

By weak-kneed apologies for mistakes of 
past generations, in place of firm insistence 
upon law and order for this generation, plus 
realistic educational and job-promoting pro- 
grams instead of handouts, to cure existing 
inequities. 

In all of these forms of toleration of riot- 
ing, the present President of the United 
States has been one of the most tolerant. 
He has tolerated disrespect for law, order and 
plain old decency to the point of near 
anarchy for a great nation. 

This toleration extends down through the 
ranks of his appointed advisors, including 
his Attorney General, who apparently pre- 
fers pap to prosecution in attempting to 
uphold law and order throughout the nation. 

This same toleration has prevailed 
throughout the state and in many local gov- 
ernments in areas now most seriously hit 
by the latest insurrections. Surely it is no 
accident that those areas which have led 
the so-called civil rights movement now 
suffer the worst damage. 

And who has been hurt most of all by the 
continuing breakdown of law and order? 
Ironically and pathetically, the chief suffer- 
ers have been innocent Negro people in riot- 
torn slums. Story after story tells of decent 
Negroes caught between the forces of violence 
in their own communities and the failure of 
civil governments to provide effective law 
enforcement. 

How many thousands of honest Negro cit- 
izens have been victimized in the past four 
years? How many have been burned out of 
their homes or their jobs? How many have 
been injured? How many have been beaten or 
otherwise cowed into submission by uncon- 
trolled gangs? 
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These helpless people are the first to feel 
the evil effects of lawlessness and the last to 
recover from those effects. 

Where now are the civil rights of these 
Negro people to the “domestic tranquillity” 
mentioned in the Constitution and to their 
basic right to “life, liberty and the pursuit of 
happiness” under that Constitution? 

All Americans are threatened directly by 
the takeover of major cities by violent ele- 
ments. The internal security of a nation, 
sorely beset by outside enemies and heavily 
engaged in worldwide struggles against ruth- 
less Communist aggression, is torn. 

Troops are pinned down, and money and 
material needed abroad are used to keep 
order in American streets, 

Industries and businesses are disrupted 
or even destroyed with resulting damage to 
the nation’s economy, already under heavy 
pressures. 

All this is the result of the unwise course 
of encouraging license and discouraging law 
and order which has been followed by this 
nation for too many years. 

Perhaps Lyndon Johnson means to say that 
riots will not be tolerated henceforth in 
America. If this is what he means and if he 
has the courage to back up what he says, he 
will have to change a great deal of the think- 
ing of his administration. 

The liberal-left, as represented in the per- 
son of the present President, has led this 
nation a long way toward both moral and 
material bankruptcy and anarchy. It will 
take strong and drastically different action 
now and in the future to repair the damage 
and get the country back on the road to the 
true “domestic tranquility” which is the 
basis of all civil rights under the Constitu- 
tion. 


VAN BUREN COUNTY COURT BACKS 
TAX SHARING 


Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, on April 
14, 1967, the Van Buren County court, 
of Tennessee, formally endorsed the con- 
cept of tax sharing. 

The Van Buren County court resolu- 
tion specifically favors tax sharing for 
education, which my bill, S. 1236, would 
allow for, among other items. The tax 
credit for parents having children in 
college, which I cosponsored on April 14, 
offers another means of meeting the fi- 
nancial responsibility created by rising 
demands for education. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
resolution of the Van Buren County 
court be printed in the Record. I con- 
gratulate the members of the court for 
their position. 

There being no objection, the resolu- 
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

RESOLUTION URGING ADOPTION OF TAX 

SHARING FoR EDUCATION 

Left to local initiative and control, the 
educational process in these United States of 
America has achieved unparalleled freedom 
with a strong sense of the common good. 
For nearly two centuries our schools have 
produced ciyic-minded, enlightened young 
Americans and provide the groundwork for a 
productive, orderly, and free society. Much of 
the credit for America’s unique success 
story must go to her equally unique systems 
of education, and it is with this in mind that 
we, the undersigned, submit the following 
resolutions, designed to preserve and rejuve- 
nate this system. 

Whereas, all local governments in the 
United States of America are firmly com- 
mitted to the maintenance of the principle 
of local control of education; and 


CXITI——1290—Part 15 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


Whereas, this historic principle is mean- 
ingless unless Counties, Cities, and school 
districts are financially self-reliant; and 

Whereas, the common property tax and 
general sales tax are now the universally 
overload mainstays of local governments’ 
finances and cannot be further strained to 
meet the ever expanding demands for edu- 
cational services; and 

Whereas, acceptance of federal monies, 
under existing assistance programs, invari- 
ably involves surrendering appreciable meas- 
ures of local control and local responsibility 
in the field of education; and 

Whereas, the federal Income Tax is the 
greatest and most efficient single source of 
national revenues and is contributed to by 
all productive individuals and organizations 
in our society; and 

Whereas, local governments composed of, 
and representative of, these individuals and 
organizations need additional independent 
sources of revenue in order to enable proper 
home rule performance of educational serv- 
ices; and 

Whereas, the community school is the key- 
stone of our educational systems and should 
in accordance with the traditions of our Re- 
public remain free from external influence 
and control; 

Now, therefore, be it resolved by the 
Quarterly County Court of Van Buren 
County that support is hereby expressed for 
the return of specified amounts of Federal 
tax revenues, free of restrictive conditions 
and controls, to the States for use in financ- 
ing educational activities; and, 

Be it further resolved that support is here- 
by expressed for immediate implementation 
of this concept as embodied in H.R. 308 now 
before Congress of the United States; this 
measure being commonly referred to as Tax 
Sharing for Education”. 


STRIKING THE BALANCE BETWEEN 
PRIVACY AND CRIME 


Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, the sen- 
ior Senator from California [Mr. 
RUchELI is necessarily absent from the 
Senate today. At his request I ask unani- 
mous consent to have printed in the REC- 
orD a statement by him entitled “Strik- 
ing the Balance Between Privacy and 
Crime” and certain correspondence be- 
tween Senator KucHet and the Los An- 
geles district attorney, Mr. Evelle J. 
Younger. 

There being no objection, the items 
were ordered to be printed in the REC- 
ORD, as follows: 

STRIKING THE BALANCE BETWEEN PRIVACY 

AND CRIME 


(Statement by Senator KucHer) 


Crime is not a new phenomenon to the 
society of man. Since the beginning of civil- 
ization, mankind has had to face the scourge 
of malicious citizens who would disregard 
the laws of the land and attempt to destroy 
the very fabrie of human society. 

Today, the story is no different. Although 
it is difficult to believe that a nation as 
modern and progressive as America must con- 
tinue to face the vicious and growing chal- 
lenge of crime, the statistics and daily news 
reports are grim evidence of the malignancy 
in our midst. More than two and three- 
quarter million serious crimes were reported 
in 1966; a grossly understated figure since 
there are two or more unreported crimes for 
every one that makes the record books. 
Crime is increasing several times faster than 
population growth. Juvenile crime as well is 
a national disgrace, with nearly 50% of all 
arrests involving youths 18 years of age and 
under. Indeed, the terror that strikes at the 
heart of major cities throughout America 
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today is a reflection of crime in its most 
destructive form. 

It is a strange paradox that these condi- 
tions exist in the most advanced country in 
the world. How tragic it is that men should 
uselessly die in the streets of American cities 
while at the same time brave, fighting men 
die in a distant land to preserve the freedoms 
being abused at home. Americans today en- 
joy more prosperity, more productivity, more 
education and more progress in science and 
technology than any other people, But de- 
spite America’s unprecedented material prog- 
ress and the equally unprecedented human- 
izing of our attitudes toward less fortunate 
people, the crime rate continues to spiral 
upward. 

The time is long overdue for America to 
put an end to this disgusting situation. The 
President and the Congress have called for 
action against crime on a broad front. There 
is today a bulging package of legislation be- 
fore the 90th Congress that seeks to deal 
with the many aspects of crime. But the key 
to all of these proposals is enforcement. Fed- 
eral laws will mean little if we hamper or 
unduly restrict those who are responsible 
for the fulfillment of those laws. For this 
reason, there is a great deal of controversy 
regarding proposed anti-wiretap legislation. 
It is my belief that such legislation must not 
unduly limit legitimate law enforcement ac- 
tivities. 

Congress has the responsibility of at long 
last finding the boundary lines between the 
rights of individual privacy and concern for 
the general welfare of the American people. 
There are three different legislative solutions 
that have been offered to the perplexing 
problem of electronic surveillance: (1) elec- 
tronic surveillance by law enforcement should 
be permitted, and the product used in evi- 
dence, without restraint other than consti- 
tutional limitations; (2) such surveillance 
should be denied to law enforcement en- 
tirely, except in espionage cases; and (3) it 
should be allowed against major crime, upon 
court order and subject to carefully defined 
limitations. 

Every American rightly cherishes the pri- 
vacy of citizens in their conversations. In- 
deed, unless substantial privacy exists, the 
very fundamentals of free speech are threat- 
ened. Certainly, no serious thought should 
be given to granting unlimited right to eaves- 
drop 


At the other end of the spectrum, the view 
is strongly held that privacy is too dear a 
right to be entrusted even to judicial dis- 
cretion, and that the only solution is abso- 
lute prohibition—under any and all circum- 
stances—of the use of wiretapping or bug- 
ging to combat crime. 

The middle ground of court-controlled 
electronic surveillance, seems far wiser to me 
than either of the foregoing extremes. This 
course would allow electronic surveillance by 
law enforcement in its investigation of major 
crime, but only pursuant to a prior order of 
a judge upon a proper showing of need and 
probable cause by a responsible law enforce- 
ment official. This approach has been advo- 
cated by the Department of Justice and it is 
the position supported by two of the most 
experienced District Attorneys in the United 
States in this field; Frank Hogan of New 
York and Evelle J. Younger of Los Angeles. 

In a recent letter to Chairman Emanuel 
Celler of the House Judiciary Committee, Mr. 
Younger stated: “It appears to me that if we 
can trust the judiciary to issue a warrant 
which authorizes a law enforcement agent 
to break down the door of a man’s home and 
search that home, we should repose the same 
faith in the judiciary when they issue a war- 
rant to search a telephone line.” I would 
firmly agree with Mr, Younger in his views. 

Of course, Americans want to halt the in- 
vaslon of our privacy by spying devices in the 
hands of unauthorized or criminal elements. 
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And I wish to curb the promiscuous and un- 
constitutional use of such devices. At the 
same time, however, legislation in this area 
must not prevent law enforcement authori- 
ties throughout the United States from using 
certain investigative techniques necessary for 
the proper enforcement of the law. The chal- 
lenge is how we, in a free society, balance— 
to the greatest good of all—the interests of 
privacy against the meeds of law enforce- 
ment. The balance, it seems to me, can be 
achieved by allowing law enforcement officers 
the continued use of electronic investigative 
techniques permitted under the Constitu- 
tion, with full protection of citizens rights 
by such safeguards as court approval. Such 
a compromise would be one step forward 
against the continuing challenge of crime in 
America, 

JUNE 27, 1967. 
Hon. EVELLE J. YOUNGER, 
District Attorney, County of Los Angeles, 
Los Angeles, Calif. 

Dear Ev: Please excuse the delay in ac- 
knowledging your recent letter to Congress- 
man Celler regarding wiretapping legislation. 
I have been extremely busy over the last 
few weeks between California and the busi- 
ness of the Senate. 

Your views on “The Right of Privacy Act 
of 1967” are most provocative. I would agree 
with you that such a bill must not prevent 
law enforcement authorities throughout the 
United States from using certain investiga- 
tive techniques necessary for the proper en- 
forcement of the law. A need clearly exists 
for Congress to study this whole matter 
thoroughly to attempt, at long last, to find 
an answer to the question of where the ap- 
propriate boundary exists between the rights 
of individual privacy and the concern for 
the general welfare. 

Please be assured that I will follow this 
matter very closely with your views in mind. 
I would support legislation to protect the 
privacy of the public only if it does not un- 
duly limit the activities of legitimate and 
effective law enforcement. 

With kindest regards, 

Sincerely yours, 
THomas H. KUCHEL, 


U.S. Senator. 
May 1, 1967. 
Hon, THOMAS H. KUCHEL, 
U.S. Senator, 
Senate Office Building, 


Washintgon, D.C. 

Dear Tom: The attached copy of a letter 
dated May 1, 1967, from me to Congressman 
Celler, concerning HR 5386, is submitted as 
a matter of possible interest to you. 

Warm regards. 

Sincerely, 
EvELLE J. YOUNGER, 
District Attorney. 
Enclosure. 
County oF Los ANGELES, OFFICE 
OF THE DISTRICT ATTORNEY, 
Los Angeles, Calif., May 1, 1967. 
Hon, EMANUEL CELLER, 
Congressman from New York, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN CELLER: Several mem- 
bers of the Congressional delegation from Los 
Angeles County have asked for our opinion 
relative to your bill dealing with wiretap- 
ping and electronics eavesdropping. This bill 
is H.R. 5386. It has the short title of “The 
Right of Privacy Act of 1967.” 

The following comments and recommenda- 
tions are respectfully submitted: 

The bill gives some indication of attempt- 
ing to preempt the field of wire interception 
and eavesdropping. I believe this is appro- 
priate and would support such a bill if it 
were modified to expressly spell out such an 
intent to preempt and, in addition, if 
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changes were made to clearly indicate that 
law enforcement authorities throughout the 
United States are not prevented by the bill 
from using certain investigative techniques 
necessary for proper enforcement of the law 
which are presently not in violation of the 
federal constitution. 

For example, it should be made clear that 
the bill does not prohibit the use of a device 
for the recordation of conversation which is 
otherwise lawfully overheard. Thus, if a po- 
lice officer, by means of his own ears, over- 
hears on a public street a conversation to 
which he is not a party, he should not be 
prohibited from using a device to record that 
which he overhears. Furthermore, assuming 
a police officer engaged in undercover work is 
invited inside a house for the purpose of 
purchasing narcotics, and has concealed on 
his person a transmitting device which en- 
ables the conversation between the Officer 
and the peddler to be overheard and recorded 
by other persons outside the premises, it 
should not be unlawful for the officers out- 
side the premises to eavesdrop on the con- 
versation since they may be listening (among 
other reasons) to insure the safety of their 
brother officer. In other words, whenever a 
law enforcement officer overhears a conver- 
sation under circumstances which are legal, 
he should not be prohibited from recording 
that conversation or from transmitting it 
mechanically to other persons so long as 
there would be nothing illegal about his 
orally relating the conversation either in 
court or to other persons. 

The bill as presently written permits the 
recording or interception of a communica- 
tion with the consent of one of the parties. 
I interpret this to mean that there would 
be nothing wrong with transmitting or re- 
cording a conversation even though the per- 
son may not be a participant to the conver- 
sation so long as his presence in the location 
which permits him to overhear the conver- 
sation is with the consent of one of the 
parties. Thus the victim of an extortion or 
the recipient of a telephone call from a kid- 
napper seeking ransom could consent to the 
police recording the telephone conversation 
between the victim and the extortionist or 
kidnapper. If this is the intent, it should be 
made clear. 

Furthermore, under present existing law, 
police are permitted to eavesdrop on con- 
versations between persons, other than an at- 
torney and his client, within public jails. 
Such eavesdropping is permitted even though 
neither party to the conversation may have 
consented to being overheard by the police. 
It would appear appropriate that such police 
practices be permitted to continue and the 
language of the bill should reflect the legality 
of this procedure, 

Lastly, I believe that your bill should per- 
mit the states who so desire to provide that 
in certain serious cases a court order can be 
obtained by law enforcement agencies to in- 
tercept telephonic communications without 
the consent of either party. I would favor 
this type of state legislation if it were limited 
to permitting law enforcement agencies to 
obtain a warrant to tap a wire where prob- 
able cause existed to believe that a life could 
be saved in cases such as kidnapping and 
murder. The present bill would permit such 
wiretapping in cases of national security 
only. The reasons underlying the national 
security exception are present, although to a 
lesser degree, when a human life is at stake 
and the bill should therefore allow wiretap- 
ping for such a purpose. 

It appears to me that if we can trust the 
judiciary to issue a warrant which authorizes 
a law enforcement agent to break down the 
door of a man’s home and search that home, 
we should repose the same faith in the ju- 
diciary when they issue a warrant to search 
a telephone line. Certainly the telephone or 
other type of wire communication is no more 
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sacrosanct than a man’s own home. Fur- 
thermore, those who argue against this kind 
of legislation contend that it will allow for 
abuses. A person who will commit extortion 
or will illegally wiretap is not now prevented 
by the existence of laws which condemn that 
activity. The law enforcement agent who 
would commit illegal acts does not need a 
law authorizing the use of such techniques 
under judicial scrutiny. To grant the au- 
thority to conscientious law enforcement 
agencies in serious cases such as I have 
enumerated will not result in any increased 
abuse by those who are so inclined. It can 
only help the conscientious law enforcement 
officer, 

While the changes set forth above are not 
an exhaustive list of those investigative 
techniques which are presently permissible 
and necessary for proper law enforcement, 
they are indicative of the need for careful 
scrutiny of any bill which will broadly limit 
the use of wire interception and eavesdrop- 
ping. I believe that such broad prohibitions 
are proper for the sake of uniformity and 
individual privacy, if drafted in such a way 
as not to prohibit police practices which 
would otherwse be lawful, and which are not 
undue invasions of an individual’s privacy. 
The examples set forth in this letter do not, 
in my judgment, improperly invade any citi- 
zen's right to privacy. Thus, if changes of 
this type were made in your bill, I would 
support it. 

I further urge that the bill be amended 
to clearly indicate preemption by federal 
law in this field and to provide that any 
evidence obtained in violation of such a law 
would be inadmissible in any judicial or 
administrative proceeding. However, if law 
enforcement agencies engage in any of tha 
practices which I have enumerated in this 
letter as necessary and proper, or in other 
similar practices, such practices should not 
be made violations of the law and evidence 
obtained thereby should be admissible in 
judicial and legislative proceedngs. (I might 
point out that the bill, in its present form, 
says nothing about the inadmissibility of 
information obtained whenever the national 
security power of the President is not ex- 
ercised. In this regard, I am referring to 
the limitation presently imposed in the bill 
by the use of the phrase “in the exercise of 
such power” in section 2514 of the bill.) 

I believe the bill, if modified in accordance 
with the comments made herein, would both 
adequately protect the privacy of the pub- 
lic while at the same time provide for uni- 
formity throughout the country without un- 
duly limiting the activities of legitimate and 
effective law enforcement. 

I am sendirg a copy of this letter to Sena- 
tors Kuchel and Murphy and to all members 
of the Congress representing districts of 
Los Angeles County, as well as to Fred Vin- 
son, Assistant Attorney General, Criminal 
Division of the Justice Department of the 
United States. 

I am also sending copies to my associates 
on the Council of the Criminal Law Sec- 
tion of the American Bar Association. 

Sincerely yours, 
EvELLE J. YOUNGER, 
District Attorney. 


THE IUE CLEANS ITS OWN HOUSE 


Mr. KENNEDY of New York. Mr. 
President, recent newspaper reports 
have indicated that the Labor Depart- 
ment is investigating charges of possible 
corruption in the New Jersey-New York 
district of the International Union of 
Electrical, Radio & Machine Workers, 
AFL-CIO. According to these reports, 
two officers of District 3 of the IUE have 
been accused of using union funds for 
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their personal benefit in violation of the 
law and the IUE Code of Ethical Prac- 
tices. 

The one encouraging aspect of this un- 
fortunate situation was the reaction of 
IUE President Paul Jennings and the 
union’s international executive board. 
On May 8, he appointed a special in- 
vestigating committee to look into the 
matter. On June 13, he publicly pro- 
mised: 

Should any charges result from either in- 
vestigation, I can assure Our members and 
the public that the leadership of IUE will 
act in a responsible manner, placing the in- 
terest of the membership over any individ- 
ual officer, employee, or member. 


The investigating committee’s report 
and the union’s subsequent action bore 
out Mr. Jennings’ promise. The report 
concluded that the facts showed an 
outrageous disregard of the oath taken 
by the district president and treasurer 
to faithfully perform the duties of their 
offices as provided by the constitution 
of the district.” Thereafter, by a 29-to-3 
vote, the union’s international execu- 
tive board recommended on June 28 that 
steps be taken to remove the officers, 

It is difficult for an organization—any 
organization—to face up to a finding of 
corruption in its midst. Too often such 
revelations are met by ordinarily re- 
sponsible officials in a less than wholly 
responsive manner. Too often the scan- 
dal is ignored on the chance that it will 
not be uncovered by an outside source. 

When an organization has the integ- 
rity to investigate charges of corrup- 
tion in its own house, the courage to in- 
form its members of its findings, and the 
determination to rid itself of those who 
have abused their trust, it deserves the 
appreciation of all of us. 

IUE President Paul Jennings and the 
international executive board of the 
union have shown that organizational 
integrity need not be sacrificed for or- 
ganizational security. They have shown 
that union members need not wait for 
Government action to protect their 
funds. They deserve our respect and our 
gratitude for their example. 


PROPOSED DEFENSE BASE TREATY 
WITH PANAMA 


Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, de- 
spite the free and open disclosures about 
the proposed canal and defense treaties 
with Panama made by the Chicago 
Tribune, and which I have made on the 
floor of the Senate, the administration 
still has not seen fit to furnish copies of 
the treaties to the Senate for study. My 
understanding is that the actual signing 
has been postponed for possibly 2 weeks 
or more, but it still seems incredible to 
me that the administration is keeping 
the official copies under wraps. There is 
no reason at all that would justify such 
secrecy. Under our constitutional proc- 
esses, the Senate is intimately involved 
in the process of treatymaking. In my 
judgment, the administration arrogates 
to itself too much power when it seeks 
to prevent the Senate from seeing texts 
of the treaties and discussing them before 
the irrevocable signing. 

Mr. President, I have obtained a copy 
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of the complete text of the proposed de- 
fense base treaty. Some of the most im- 
portant sections of this treaty were pub- 
lished by the Chicago Tribune on July 
7, and were placed in the CONGRESSIONAL 
Record by me on July 10. These sections 
included the astonishing provisions re- 
garding the role of the so-called joint 
committee in emergency situations. The 
very defense of the canal is ultimately in 
the hands of this two-man committee. 
U.S. forces cannot go outide of the 
treaty-defined canal area” or the 
treaty-defined “defense areas” without 
the permission and agreement of this 
joint committee. At this point, no one 
has yet seen the maps of the proposed 
“canal area,” but indications are that it 
will be a great deal smaller than the 
present Canal Zone. 

Furthermore, if the joint committee 
fails to agree, then the matter will be 
taken up by the two countries “for 
further consideration through appro- 
priate channels.” This cumbersome 
machinery, believe it or not, is set up 
for use—and I quote from the actual 
text: 

In case of an international conflagration 
or the existence of any great threat of aggres- 
sion or any armed conflict or other emer- 
gency endangering Canal defense. 


This is the most dangerous proposition 
in the treaty, and it has already been re- 
vealed. However, today I have the com- 
plete text, and I should like to point out 
two additional items of importance. 

First. In article III, the treaty pro- 
vides that the flag of Panama shall fly 
above U.S. military installations in 
Panama. It provides that the U.S. flag 
may be displayed in the manner set by 
the joint committee. This means that the 
US. flag is definitely subsidiary to the 
Panamanian flag. There is no treaty pro- 
vision that our flag fly on an equal basis. 
The final arrangement may be that it be 
displayed below the Panamanian flag. 
In fact, it might not fly at all. 

Mr. President, this arrangement, to 
my knowledge, is unprecedented. I know 
of no U.S. military installation anywhere 
in the world today where the U.S. flag 
does not fly high and alone. 

There may be those who say that this 
is just an emotional issue; that it in no 
way affects our defense arrangements in 
a practical sense. These people are sadly 
mistaken. Exactly because the flag issue 
is an emotional one it has become dyna- 
mite in the Panamanian situation. Ever 
since September 17, 1960, United States 
and Panamanian flags have been flying 
side by side over civilian installations in 
the Canal Zone. The number of such 
displays has been of increasing fre- 
quency. The very sight of the two flags 
together has been such to incite Pana- 
manian extremists to wild demands. The 
action of the Kennedy administration on 
December 30, 1963, declaring that the 
two flags should always be flown together 
on U.S. soil in the Canal Zone directly 
fed the Communist-directed riots of 
January 2, 1964. Now it appears that 
this rash and dangerous concession is to 
be extended by right of treaty to mili- 
tary installations as well as civilian. This 
provision, providing for the Panamanian 
flag to fly in symbolic triumph over U.S. 
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military forces, will serve to inflame Na- 

tionalist and Communist ambitions to 

eject the United States from our defense 
arrangements at the canal. 

Second. The annex to this treaty seri- 
ously limits our juridical rights in the 
Rio Hato military reservation. Under the 
present setup, Panama reserves Rio Hato 
exclusively for us. Under the proposed 
treaty, Panama reserves Rio Hato exclu- 
sively for Panamanian forces. At the 
same time the treaty says that the United 
States “shall enjoy the same rights” as 
we have now—an obvious contradiction. 
Apparently, some sort of joint use and 
administration is contemplated. 

Mr. President, in all three cases the 
same pattern is repeated. U.S. rights and 
freedom of movement are seriously com- 
promised, with obsequious deference 
paid to the demands of the Panamanian 
extremists. The intent of these conces- 
sions is to surrender to the revolution- 
ary climate engendered by political agi- 
tators. These concessions are largely 
psychological in structure, and therefore 
they are far more important than tech- 
nical and practical compromises that 
might be necessary. In the inflammatory 
climate of world opinion today, and of 
Panamanian public opinion, great weight 
must be given to the propaganda effects 
of such treaties. I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the complete text of the pro- 
posed treaty on the defense of the Pan- 
ama Canal and its neutrality be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the treaty 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

TREATY ON THE DEFENSE OF THE PANAMA 
CANAL AND OF ITs NEUTRALITY, JUNE 21, 
1967 
Whereas, the Republic of Panama and the 

United States of America have signed, on 

this date, a treaty to regulate all matters re- 

lating to the operation, maintenance and 
security of the Panama Canal on a mutually 
satisfactory basis; 

Whereas, Article XXXV of the aforesaid 
treaty provides that all matters relating to 
the defense, security and continuity of op- 
eration of the Panama Canal and the defense 
of its neutrality shall be governed by the 
provisions of the Treaty on the Defense of 
the Panama Canal and of its Neutrality to 
be entered into by and between the two 
Governments; 

To provide effectively for the defense of 
the Panama Canal, its security, its continu- 
ity of operation, and its neutrality; to de- 
fine the status of the armed forces of the 
United States of America and of the civilian 
personnel accompanying same while in the 
Republic of Panama; and to provide for 
their use of facilities and areas in the latter 
country as herein provided; the Republic of 
Panama and the United States of America 
have named who have agreed, as fol- 
lows: 


ARTICLE I—DEFINITIONS 

In this Treaty, the following expressions 
shall have the meaning herein indicated: 

(a) “Defense Area” means an area in the 
Republic of Panama the use of which the 
Republic of Panama makes available to the 
United States Forces, in accordance with the 
terms of this Treaty. 

(b) “Canal Defense” means, unless other- 
wise agreed by both Governments, defense 
and security of the Panama Canal and of its 
neutrality and continuity of operations, the 
shipping therein, and of all facilities and 
areas used for or destined for use in the 
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operation and defense and security of such 
canal. 

(c) “Panama Canal Authority” means the 
agency established pursuant to Article II of 
the Treaty concerning the Panama Canal 
signed on this date. 

(d) “United States Forces” means the 
land, sea and air armed services of the 
United States of America, including the 
Coast Guard. 

(e) “Members of the Forces” means the 
military personnel of the United States 
Forces on active duty who are in the Re- 
public of Panama in connection with the 
purposes of this Treaty or the Treaty be- 
tween the Republic of Panama and the 
United States of America concerning a Sea 
Level Canal connecting the Atlantic and 
Pacific Oceans signed on this date. 

(f) “Members of the Civilian Component” 
means the civilian employees of the United 
States of America who are nationals of that 
country, who are not ordinarily resident in 
the Republic of Panama and who are in the 
Republic of Panama for the purposes of this 
Treaty. For the purposes of this paragraph 
residence in the former Canal Zone will not 
be considered as ordinary residence in the 
Republic of Panama, 

(g) “Dependent” means the spouse and 
children under 21 years of age of Members 
of the Forces and of the Civilian Component 
and, if they are dependent upon them and 
members of their household, the parents 
and other children of Members of the Forces 
and the Civilian Component. 


ARTICLE II—DEFENSE, RIGHTS, AREAS AND 
PROPERTY 


(1) The Republic of Panama and the 
United States of America shall provide joint- 
ly for the defense, security and continuity of 
operation of the Panama Canal and its ap- 
purtenant and supporting facilities and serv- 
ices and of the Cana! Area, as same is defined 
in Article III and delineated in Annex I of 
the Treaty concerning the Panama Canal 
which the Republic of Panama and the 
United States of America have signed on this 
date, To this end and for its part, the Re- 
public of Panama hereby makes available to 
the United States of America the use of De- 
fense Areas described in Annex A of this 
Treaty for Canal Defense and related se- 
curity purposes. Pursuant to this Treaty, the 
United States of America shall have the right 
to act to ensure Canal Defense. For the pur- 
pose of carrying out its responsibilities here- 
under, the United States of America shall 
have access to and free movement between 
the Defense Areas and the Canal Area re- 
ferred to in this paragraph. The provisions of 
this Treaty shall apply mutatis mutandis to 
the defense and security of any sea level 
canal constructed and operated in the Re- 
public of Panama, pursuant to the provisions 
of the Treaty concerning a Sea Level Canal 
entered into by and between the Republic of 
Panama and the United States of America 
on this date, with such modification of An- 
nex A and other provisions of this Treaty as 
may be agreed by the two Governments to be 
necessary to provide for such defense and 
security. 

(2) In case of an international conflagra- 
tion or the existence of any threat of aggres- 
sion or any armed conflict or other emer- 
gency endangering Canal Defense, the Re- 
public of Panama and the United States of 
America shall take such preventive and de- 
fensive measures as are necessary for the 
protection of their common interest in ef- 
fectuating the purposes of this Treaty. Any 
such measure which it shall appear essential 
to the United States of America to take and 
which would affect the territory of the Re- 
public of Panama outside the Defense Areas 
and the Canal Area referred to in paragraph 
(1) of this Article will be the subject of con- 
sultation in the Joint Committee. (See Art. 
XIX.) 
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(8) Within the Defense Areas, the United 
States of America may, for the accomplish- 
ment of the defense and security missions of 
the United States Forces: 

(a) establish, develop, operate, maintain 
and protect facilities and installations, in- 
cluding those necessary for the training, hos- 
pitalization, recreation, education, main- 
tenance and support of Members of the 
Forces, the Civilian Component and de- 
pendents; 

(b) use, install and employ equipment, 
weapons, vessels, vehicles, aircraft and other 
materiel; and 

(c) as hereinafter agreed employ the 
services of contractors to facilitate the es- 
tablishment, construction, development, op- 
eration and maintenance of the aforesaid 
facilities and installations. 

(4) In recognition of the humanitarian 
needs for search and rescue, mercy and 
disaster relief operations in the Latin Amer- 
ican area, Defense Areas may be utilized in 
support of such operations. The Republic of 
Panama shall permit the overflight of its 
territory for these and other operations au- 
thorized by this Treaty. 

(5) (a) The Republic of Panama and the 
United States of America may agree to revise 
Annex A by releasing areas, adding areas or 
making other adjustments in order to meet 
changing conditions. The United States of 
America may at any time notify the Republic 
of Panama through the Joint Committee that 
the use of a Defense Area or a specified 
portion thereof or other right granted by 
the Republic of Panama is no longer re- 
quired. Under such circumstances, such use 
or right shall revert to the Republic of 
Panama on the date determined by the 
Joint Committee. 

(b) The authorities of the Republic of 
Panama shall give sympathetic considera- 
tion to requests of the United States Forces 
for permission to make occasional use of 
additional areas for maneuvers and training 
for limited periods of time. Such requests 
shall be processed through the Joint Com- 
mittee. 

(6) All equipment, facilities, materials,, 
supplies and other property brought into, 
acquired or constructed in the Republic of 
Panama by, on behalf of, or for the use 
of the United States Government shall 
remain the property of the United States 
of America and may be disposed of in the 
Republic of Panama if such disposal is con- 
sistent with the purposes of this Treaty, and 
otherwise, if accomplished under conditions 
mutually agreed upon. Property left by the 
United States of America in the Republic 
of Panama, including property incorporated 
into structures and buildings no longer re- 
quired for the purpose of operations under 
this Treaty, shall, unless agreed otherwise 
by the Governments, become the property of 
the Republic of Panama. No compensation 
will be owed to the United States of America 
in respect of any abandoned property. 

(7) The United States of America shall be 
under no obligation to restore any Defense 
Area, or any portion thereof, to its original 
condition upon its reversion to the Republic 
of Panama pursuant to paragraph (5) of this 
Article. 

(8) Access to the Defense Areas or any 
portions thereof shall be controlled by the 
United States Forces with the cooperation of 
the armed forces of the Republic of Panama 
in such manner as may be agreed through the 
Joint Committee. 

(9) Except as specifically changed herein 
or by the agreement of the two Governments 
in the Joint Committee, the United States 
of America shall continue to enjoy the op- 
erational rights, user rights, rights of ac- 
cess, rights of way and easements (including 
rights of way or easements for pipelines, 
communications, sanitation and utilities 
services) enjoyed on the day this Treaty 
enters into force. 
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(10) It is mutually agreed that the armed 
forces of the Republic of Panama may serve 
on the Defense Areas whenever the Joint 
Committee deems it convenient for the pur- 
poses of this Treaty. 


ARTICLE IlI-—-FLAGS 


The Defense Areas shall be under the flag 
of the Republic of Panama. The United 
States flag may also be displayed in the man- 
ner established by the two Governments 
through the Joint Committee. 


ARTICLE IV-—-ENTRY AND DEPARTURE 


(1) The United States of America may 
bring into the Republic of Panama Members 
of the Forces, the Civilian Component, and 
their dependents. Subject to the provisions 
of this Article, the procedure covering their 
entry and departure shall be agreed in the 
Joint Committee. 

(2) Members of the Forces shall be exempt 
from passport and visa laws and regulations 
of the Republic of Panama. Members of the 
Forces, Civilian Component, and their de- 
pendents shall not be required to take the 
legal steps necessary to establish residence in 
the Republic of Panama or to register as 
resident aliens and they shall not be con- 
sidered as acquiring any right to permanent 
residence or domicile in the territory of the 
Republic of Panama. 

(3) Upon entry into or departure from the 
Republic of Panama Members of the Forces 
shall be in possession of the following docu- 
ments: 

(a) personal identity card showing name, 
date of birth, rank and service number, serv- 
ice, and photograph; and 

(b) individual or collective travel order 
certifying to the status of the individual 
or group as a member or members of the 
United States Forces and to the travel 
ordered. 

For the purposes of their identification 
while in the Republic of Panama, Members 
of the Forces shall be in possession of the 
foregoing personal identity card which must 
be shown on request to the appropriate au- 
thorities of the Republic of Panama. 

(4) Members of the Civilian Component, 
their dependents and the dependents of 
Members of the Forces shall be in posses- 
sion of appropriate documentation issued by 
the United States authorities so that their 
status may be verified by the authorities of 
the Republic of Panama upon their entry in- 
to or departure from the Republic of Pan- 
ama, or while in the Republic of Panama. 

(5) If the status of any person brought 
into the Republic of Panama under para- 
graph (1) of this Article is altered so that 
he would no longer be entitled to such ad- 
mission, the authorities of the United States 
of America shall notify the authorities of 
the Republic of Panama and shall, if with- 
in a reasonable time thereafter such person 
be required by the authorities of the Repub- 
lic of Panama to leave the Republic of Pan- 
ama, assure that transportation from the 
Republic of Panama will be provided at no 
cost to the Government of the Republic of 
Panama. 

(6) The United States Government shall 
take all lawful steps open to it to ensure 
the correct behavior of all Members of the 
Forees and Civilian Component and, at the 
request of the Government of the Republic 
of Panama, to remove any such persons 
whose incorrect behavior renders their pres- 
ence in the Republic of Panama undesir- 
able to the Government of the Republic of 
Panama. 

(7) If the Government of the Republic 
of Panama has requested the removal from 
its territory of a Member of the Forces or 
Civilian Component or has made an expul- 
sion order within a reasonable time after 
receiving the notice under paragraph (5) 
of this Article, against an ex-Member of the 
Forces or of the Civilian Component or 
against a dependent of same, the authori- 
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ties of the United States shall be responsible 
for receiving the person concerned into its 
own territory or otherwise disposing of him 
outside the Republic of Panama. This para- 
graph shall apply only to persons who are 
not nationals of the Republic of Panama 
and have entered the Republic of Panama 
as Members of the Forces or Civilian Com- 
ponent or for the purpose of becoming such 
members, and to the dependents of such 
persons, 


ARTICLE V—-LOCAL PURCHASE AND EMPLOYMENT 
OF LOCAL LABOR 


(1) The United States Government may 
procure locally supplies and services required 
for the purposes of this Treaty. Preference 
shall be given to the procurement of sup- 
plies and services in the Republic of Panama 
to the extent that such supplies and services 
are comparable in quality and cost with 
those available from other sources. Policies 
and regulations giving effect to this prefer- 
ence shall be worked out in the Joint Com- 
mittee. 

(2) No readily identifiable taxes (direct or 
indirect) such as excise, production, con- 
sumption or other tax or duty shall be levied 
or charged by the Republic of Panama or any 
entity with separate taxing authority on any 
goods, services or materials procured in the 
Republic of Panama by, on behalf of, or for 
the use of, the United States Government 
or its contractors for the purposes of this 
Treaty. The exemptions herein provided shall 
in no case extend to the incidence which the 
Republic of Panama income tax or social 
security assessments may have on the prices 
charged by the suppliers of such goods, serv- 
ices or materials. In the event of a disagree- 
ment as to whether there should be exemp- 
tion from a particular tax, the Governments 
of the Republic of Panama and the United 
States of America will undertake to resolve 
the issue in the Joint Committee. Proce- 
dures for granting the exemption or relief 
from taxes contemplated by this Article shall 
be worked out in the Joint Committee. 

(3) In accordance with the provisions of 
Article VI of this Treaty social security as- 
sessments shall be payable only in respect 
of locally procured labor services. The with- 
holding of said assessments, together with 
the withholding applicable under Republic 
of Panama income tax law to salaries earned 
by said labor shall be made by the United 
States Forces and its contractors and the 
proceeds thereof turned over to the proper 
authorities of the Republic of Panama. 

(4) Neither Members of the Forces nor 
Members of the Civilian Component, nor 
their dependents, shall by reason of this Ar- 
ticle enjoy any exemption from taxes or simi- 
lar charges relating to personal purchases of 
goods and services in the Republic of Pan- 
ama chargeable under the legislation of the 
Republic of Panama. 

(5) Except as such disposal may be au- 
thorized by the authorities of the United 
States of America and the Republic of Pan- 
ama in accordance with mutually agreed 
conditions, goods purchased in the Republic 
of Panama exempt from taxes referred to in 
paragraph (2) of this Article shall not be 
disposed of in the Republic of Panama to 
Persons not entitled to purchase such goods 
exempt from such taxes. 

(6) The regulations governing (a) employ- 
ment; (b) wage and salary levels, and (c) 
the system of labor relations conce 
locally procured employees adopted by the 
United States of America for the purposes 
of this Treaty shall normally conform to 
those followed by the Panama Canal Au- 
thority. So long as the service of any current 
employee of United States Forces is con- 
tinuous without break in service, he shall 
be paid for whatever position he occupies 
at a rate not less than that which was in 
effect for this position immediately prior to 
the entry into force of this Treaty, and he 
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shall continue to be covered by then exist- 
ing pension plans. 


ARTICLE VI—CONTRACTORS AND CONTRACTOR 
PERSONNEL 


(1) United States Contractors, that is, per- 
sons who are ordinarily resident in the 
United States of America (in the case of 
corporations, organized under the laws of 
the United States of America) and whose 
presence in the Republic of Panama is solely 
for the purpose of executing contracts with 
the United States of America for the bene- 
fit of the United States Forces, and who are 
designated as United States Contractors by 
the Government of the United States of 
America in accordance with the provisions of 
paragraph (2) of this Article, and the em- 
ployees of United States Contractors, who 
are citizens of the United States of America 
and who are ordinarily resident in the 
United States of America and who are in 
the Republic of Panama solely in connec- 
tion with the performance of their duties as 
employees of a United States Contractor 
shall, except as provided in this Article, be 
subject to the laws and regulations of the 
Republic of Panama, 

(2) The designation referred to in para- 
graph (1) of this Article shall be made upon 
consultation with the Government of the 
Republic of Panama and shall be restricted 
to cases where the award of a contract on 
the basis of open competitive bidding is not 
practicable due to the technical qualifica- 
tions of local contractors, or to the local 
unavailability of materials or services re- 
quired by United States standards, or to 
limitations of United States law and regula- 
tions. 

The designation shall be withdrawn by 
the Government of the United States of 
America: 

(a) Upon completion of contracts with the 
United States of America for the United 
States Forces; 

(b) upon proof that such persons are en- 
gaged in business activities in the Republic 
of Panama other than those pertaining to 
the United States Forces; and 

(c) when such persons are engaged in 
practices illegal in the Republic of Panama. 

(3) Upon certification by appropriate 
United States authorities as to their identity, 
United States contractors and their em- 
ployees referred to in paragraph (1) of this 
Article and their dependents shall be ac- 
corded the following benefits of this Treaty: 

(a) The right of access to, and to transit 
freely between, the Defense Areas. 

(b) The rights relative to entry and de- 
parture granted to Members of the Civilian 
Component under Article IV of this Treaty. 

(c) The exemptions from custom duties 
and other such charges provided in Article IX 
of this Treaty for Members of the Civilian 
Component, 

(d) Exemption from the laws and regula- 
tions of the Republic of Panama with re- 
spect to (i) licensing of businesses and cor- 
porations and the obtaining of commercial 
patents, except that the filing of documents 
may be required to establish juridical pres- 
ence in the Republic of Panama, and (11) 
terms and conditions of employment of the 
employees referred to in paragraph (1) of 
this Article. 

(e) To the extent authorized by agree- 
ment of the two Governments in the Joint 
Committee the right to use the services and 
organizations provided for in Article XV of 
this Treaty. 

(f) The use of public services and facilities 
in accordance with those conditions, rates 
and tariffs accorded under Article VII of this 
Treaty. 

(4) Depreciable assets, except real estate, 
held, used or transferred, by such contrac- 
tors exclusively for the execution of con- 
tracts referred to in paragraph (1) of this 
Article shall not be subject to taxes or sim- 
Uar charges of the Republic of Panama. 
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(5) United States Contractors shall be ex- 
empt from taxation in the Republic of Pana- 
ma on the holding, use, transfer by death, 
or transfer to persons or agencies entitled 
to tax exemption under this Treaty, of mov- 
able property, tangible or intangible, the 
presence of which in the Republic of Pana- 
ma is due solely to the temporary presence 
of those persons in the Republic of Panama, 
provided that such exemption shall not ap- 
ply to property held for the purpose of in- 
vestment or the conduct of other business 
in the Republic of Panama or to any intangi- 
ble property registered in the Republic of 
Panama. 

(6) United States Contractors and their 
employees (except locally procured labor) 
shall not be liable to pay taxes to the Gov- 
ernment of the Repubic of Panama or to any 
other taxing agency in the Repubic of Pana- 
ma on any income derived under a contract 
made in the United States of America with 
the Government of the United States of 
America in connection with the construc- 
tion, maintenance or operation of any of 
the facilities or installations covered by this 
Treaty. The provisions of this paragraph do 
not exempt such persons from payment of 
taxes on income derived from other sources 
in the Republic of Panama, nor do they 
exempt such persons and their employees 
who, for United States income tax purposes, 
claim Panamanian residence, from payment 
of Panamanian taxes on income. Periods dur- 
ing which such persons are in the Republic of 
Panama solely in connection with the execu- 
tion of a contract with the Government of 
the United States of America shall not be 
considered periods of residence or domicile 
in the Republic of Panama for the purposes 
of such taxation. 

(7) The term “contractors” shall include 
“subcontractors” when such “subcontrac- 
tors” meet the qualifications and require- 
ments of paragraph (1) of this Article and 
are designated thereunder. 

(8) The authorities of the United States 
of America shall, upon request of the au- 
thorities of the Republic of Panama, issue 
appropriate certifications to support requests 
for the treatment provided for in this Article. 
ARTICLE VII—PUBLIC SERVICES AND FACILITIES 

(1) Without prejudice to the right of the 
United States Government to establish and 
operate the supporting services and facilities 
required, the United States Forces, Members 
of the Forces and Members of the Civilian 
Component and their dependents shall have 
the right to use the public services and facili- 
ties belonging to or controlled or regulated 
by the Government of the Republic of Pan- 
ama. The terms of use, including charges, 
shall be no less favorable than those avail- 
able to any other users, unless otherwise 


With respect to the use of public services 
and facilities made available through a plant 
acquired or constructed or equipment fur- 
nished at the expense of the United States 
Government and subsequently transferred to 
the Government of the Republic of Panama 
without reimbursement of said expense, 
charges therefor to the United States Gov- 
ernment will be based solely on the costs to 
the Government of the Republic of Panama 
of the current operation and maintenance of 
the plant or equipment involved. 

(2) Vessels and aircraft operated by, char- 
tered to or under the operational control of 
the United States of America for official pur- 
poses related to the purposes of this Treaty 
shall enjoy access to and movement between 
Defense Areas. In enjoying access to any port 
or airport in the Republic of Panama, ves- 
sels and aircraft operated by, or chartered to, 
the United States Government for official 
purposes related to the purposes of this 
‘Treaty shall be free from fees, tolls or landing 
charges. When cargo, crew, or passengers 
not accorded the exemptions of this Treaty 
are carried on the vessels and aircraft men- 
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tioned in this paragraph, notification shall 
be given to the appropriate Panamanian au- 
thorities. The Joint Committee shall work 
out procedures to ensure that their entry 
into and departure from the Republic of 
Panama do not violate the laws and regula- 
tions of the Republic of Panama, 

United States Government-owned vehicles 
and equipment, and members of the United 
States Forces, the civilian component, and 
their dependents shall be accorded access 
to and movement between Defense Areas and 
access to and from Defense Areas through 
the ports and airports of the Republic of 
Panama. No tolls, taxes, nor other charges 
shall be payable by or on behalf of the 
United States of America for such access 
and movement. 

(3) Lights and other aids to navigation 
of vessels and aircraft placed or established 
in the Defense Areas and waters adjacent 
thereto or in the vicinity thereof by the 
United States Government, shall, to the ex- 
tent practicable, conform to the system in 
use in the Republic of Panama. The position 
and characteristics of any lights or other aids 
and any alterations thereof shall be deter- 
mined in consultation with the appropriate 
authority of the Government of the Republic 
of Panama. 

(4) To permit use of the air space over, 
adjacent to, and in the vicinity of Defense 
Areas, the Republic of Panama and the Unit- 
ed States of America shall take whatever 
measures are appropriate so that such traffic 
over those areas and the adjacent areas will 
be coordinated in order to provide maximum 
safety consistent with the accomplishment 
of the defense and security missions of the 
United States Forces and the needs of civil 
and military navigation. All civil and military 
air traffic control and communications sys- 
tems shall be developed in close coordination 
and shall be integrated to the extent neces- 
sary for the operation of this Treaty. Pro- 
cedures, and any subsequent changes thereto, 
necessary to effect this coordination and in- 
tegration will be by arrangement between 
the appropriate authorities of the two Gov- 
ernments. Subject to the foregoing, air traffic 
control in the Republic of Panama shall 
continue to be governed by the Exchange of 
Notes of April 10, 1950, concerning a Co- 
ordinated system of Air Traffic Control pur- 
suant to Article XV of the Aviation Agree- 
ment of March 31, 1949 between the Republic 
of Panama and the United States of America, 
so long as that Exchange of Notes remains 
in force. 

ARTICLE VIII—TAXATION 


(1) The Republic of Panama or any politi- 
cal subdivision thereof shall impose no taxes 
or similar charges on property held, used or 
transferred by or behalf of the United States 
of America in the Republic of Panama, except 
that this shall not affect the provisions of 
paragraph (6) of Article IX of this Treaty. 
Appropriate certification shall be made that 
the property is held, used or transferred by 
or on behalf of the United States of America 
for official purposes. 

(2) Members of the Forces, the Civilian 
Component and their dependents shall be 
subject to the fiscal laws of the Republic of 
Panama except as hereinafter provided. 

(3) Members of the Forces, the Civilian 
Component and their dependents shall not 
be liable to pay any taxes to the Republic of 
Panama or any political subdivision thereof 
on income received as a result of their serv- 
ices with or employment by the United States 
of America or on income derived from sources 
outside of the Republic of Panama. The pro- 
visions of this Article do not exempt such 
persons from payment of taxes on income 
derived from Republic of Panama sources, 
other than those sources referred to in the 
first sentence of this paragraph nor do they 
exempt United States citizens who claim 
residence in the Republic of Panama for 
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United States income tax purposes or from 
payment of Republic of Panama taxes on 
income, 

(4) Members of the Forces, the Civilian 
Component, and their dependents shall be 
exempt from taxation in the Republic of 
Panama on the holding, use, transfer inter-se, 
or transfer by death of movable property, 
tangible or intangible, the presence of which 
in the Republic of Panama is due solely to 
the temporary presence of these persons in 
the Republic of Panama, provided that such 
exemption shall not apply to property held 
for the purpose of investment in the Republic 
of Panama or to any intangible property 
registered in the Republic of Panama. 


ARTICLE IX—-CUSTOMS AND DUTIES 


(1) Save as provided in this Treaty, Mem- 
bers of the Forces, Civilian Component, and 
their dependents shall be subject to the 
laws and regulations administered by the 
customs authorities of the Republic of 
Panama. 

(2) All materials, supplies and equipment 
imported by, on behalf of, or for the use 
of the United States of America or its con- 
tractors, whether or not designated under 
Article VI of this Treaty or local, for the 
Official use of the United States Forces in 
connection with the purposes of this Treaty 
shall be permitted entry into the Republic 
of Panama; such entry shall be free from 
customs duties and other such charges. Ap- 
propriate certification shall be made that 
such materials, supplies and equipment are 
being imported for official use. 

(3) Property consigned to and for the 
personal use of Members of the Forces, the 
Civilian Component, and their dependents, 
shall be subject to customs duties and other 
such charges, except that no duties or 
charges shall be paid with respect to furni- 
ture, household goods, and personal effects, 
including vehicles and parts thereof for 
their private use, imported by Members of 
the Forces or Civilian Component when they 
first arrive to serve in the Republic of 
Panama or by their dependents when they 
first arrive for reunion with Members of the 
Forces or Civilian Component. Importation 
for the purposes of paragraph (3) of this 
Article shall include any shipment within 
6 months after first arrival or reunion. 

(4) The exemptions granted in paragraphs 
(2) and (3) of this Article shall apply only 
to cases of importation of goods and shall 
not be interpreted as refunding customs 
duties and domestic excises collected by the 
customs authorities at the time of entry in 
cases of purchase of goods on which such 
duties and excises have already been 
collected. 

(5) Customs examination shall not be 
made in the following cases: 

(a) Members of the Forces under orders, 
other than leave orders, entering or leaving 
the Republic of Panama; 

(b) official documents under official seal 
and mail in the United States military postal 
channels under official postal seal; 

(c) military cargo consigned to the United 
States Armed Forces. 

(6) Property imported under this Article 
and subsequently transferred to a person 
not entitled to import free of duty shall be 
subject to the payment by the latter of im- 
port duties and other charges according to 
the laws and regulations of the Republic of 
Panama. 

(7) Goods imported into the Republic of 
Panama free from customs duties and other 
such charges pursuant to paragraphs (2) 
and (3) of this Article may be re-exported 
free from customs duties and other such 
charges. 

(8) The United States Forces, in coopera- 
tion with the authorities of the Republic of 
Panama, shall take such steps as are neces- 
sary to prevent abuse of privileges granted 
to the United States Forces, Members of the 
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Forces, the Civilian Component, and their 
dependents in accordance with this Article. 

(9) (a) In order to prevent offenses against 
laws and regulations administered by the 
customs authorities of the Government of 
the Republic of Panama the authorities of 
the Republic of Panama and the United 
States Forces shall assist each other in the 
conduct of inquiries and the collection of 
evidence. 

(b) The United States Forces shall render 
all lawful assistance within their power to 
ensure that articles liable to seizure by, or 
on behalf of, the customs authorities of the 
Government of the Republic of Panama are 
handed over to those authorities. 

(c) The United States Forces shall render 
all lawful assistance within their power to 
ensure the payment of duties, taxes and pen- 
altles payable by Members of the Forces or of 
the Civilian Component, or their depend- 
ents. 

(d) The authorities of the United States 
Forces shall provide all lawful assistance 
within their power to the customs officials 
dispatched to military controlled piers and 
airports for the purpose of customs exami- 
nations. 

(e) Vehicles and articles belonging to the 
United States of America seized from an in- 
dividual by the customs authorities of the 
Government of the Republic of Panama in 
connection with an offense against its cus- 
toms or fiscal laws or regulations shall be 
handed over to the appropriate authorities 
of the United States Forces. 

ARTICLE X—CRIMINAL JURISDICTION 
Subject to the provisions of this Article, 
(1) The authorities of the Republic of 

Panama shall have jurisdiction over Mem- 
bers of the Forces, the Civilian Component 
and their dependents with respect to of- 
fenses committed within the Republic of 
Panama, including offenses related to se- 
curity, which are punishable by the laws 
of the Republic of Panama, When an offense, 
including an offense against the security of 
the United States of America, is not punish- 
able by the laws of the Republic of Panama 
and is punishable by the laws of the United 
States of America, jurisdiction shall be exer- 
cised by the United States of America over 
the aforesaid persons. 

(2) The Republic of Panama agrees that 
when an offense is punishable by the laws 
of both countries, the military authorities 
of the United States of America may exer- 
cise within the territory of the Republic of 
Panama concurrently with the Republic of 
Panama the criminal and disciplinary juris- 
diction conferred on them by the law of 
the United States of America over Members 
of the Forces, the Civilian Component and 
their dependents. 

Where the right to exercise jurisdiction 
is concurrent, the following rules shall 
apply: 

(a) The Republic of Panama shall have the 
primary right to exercise jurisdiction in all 
cases except those specified in subparagraph 
(b) of this paragraph. 

(b) The military authorities of the United 
States of America shall have the primary 
right to exercise jurisdiction, when such a 
right is conferred upon them by the ap- 
plicable law of the United States of Amer- 
ica, over Members of the Forces, the Civil- 
ian Component and their dependents (i) 
when the offense is solely against the prop- 
erty or security of the United States of 
America or (ii) when the offense is solely 
against the person or property of another 
Members of the Forces or the Civilian Com- 
ponent or a dependent or (ili) when the 
Offense arises out of any act or omission 
done in the performance of official duty. 

(c) If the State having the primary right 
decides not to exercise jurisdiction, it shall 
notify the authorities of the other State as 
soon as practicable. The authorities of the 
State having the primary right shall give 
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sympathetic consideration to a request from 
the authorities of the other State for a 
waiver of its right in cases where the other 
State considers such waiver to be of par- 
ticular importance. Except in cases where 
the Republic of Panama has determined that 
it is of particular importance that jurisdic- 
tion be exercised by its authorities, the Re- 
public of Panama shall waive in favor of the 
United States of America the primary right 
to exercise jurisdiction under subparagraph 
(a) of paragraph (2) of this Article. 

Members of the Forces, Civilian Compo- 
nent, and their dependents shall be deemed 
to be residents of the Canal Area with re- 
spect to the authority and jurisdiction of 
the Panama Canal Authorities and the 
courts of the Canal Area for purposes of Ar- 
ticles XXIV and XXV of the Treaty concern- 
ing the Panama Canal signed on this date. 
The jurisdiction exercised by the courts of 
the Canal Area shall be subject to the juris- 
diction of the United States of America un- 
der pragraph (1) and subparagraph (b) of 
paragraph (2) of this Article. 

(3) For the purposes of this Treaty a se- 
curity offense against a State shall include 
(i) treason against the State; (ii) sabotage; 
and (iil) espionage or violation of any law 
relating to official secrets of that State or 
secrets relating to the national defense of 
that State. 

(4) The United States of America shall, 
in no case, exercise jurisdiction over citizens 
of the Republic of Panama unless they are 
members of the United States Forces. 

(5) (a) The appropriate authorities of 
the Republic of Panama and the appropri- 
ate authorities of the United States of 
America shall assist each other in the arrest 
of Members of the Forces or Civilian Compo- 
nent and their dependents in the Republic 
of Panama and in handing them over to the 
authority which is to exercise jurisdiction in 
accordance with the above provisions. 

(b) The authorities of the Republic of 

shall notify promptly the military 
authorities of the United States of America 
of the arrest of any Member of the Forces or 
Civilian Component or a dependent. 

(c) In all cases in which the Republic of 
Panama is to exercise Jurisdiction an accused 
Member of the Forces or Civilian Component 
or dependent shall remain within Republic 
of Panama territory pending investigation, 
trial, final judgment and, if convicted, ful- 
fillment of the penalty, unless the Republic 
of Panama agrees otherwise. 

In those cases in which the United States 
military authorities have custody under the 
following provisions the accused, when so re- 
quested by the Republic of Panama authori- 
ties, will be made immediately available to 
the said authorities for the purposes of in- 
vestigation and trial. The United States au- 
thorities shall take full account of all special 
requests regarding custody made by the 
authorities of the Republic of Panama. 

The custody of an accused Member of the 
Forces or Civilian Component or dependent 
over whom the Republic of Panama is to 
exercise jurisdiction ‘shall, if he is in the 
hands of the United States authorities, re- 
main with such authorities pending the con- 
clusion of all judicial proceedings and until 
custody is requested by the authorities of 
the Republic of Panama. If he is in the hands 
of the Republic of Panama he shall, on re- 
quest, be handed over to the United States 
authorities in whose custody he shall re- 
main until completion of all judicial pro- 
ceedings and until custody is requested by 
the authorities of the Republic of Panama, 
unless the case is considered by the Republic 
of Panama to be of particular importance 
or the United States of America requires as- 
sistance in maintaining custody. In any such 
case appropriate custody arrangements shall 
be agreed to in the Joint Committee. 

(6) (a) The authorities of the Republic 
of Panama and the United States of America 
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shall assist each other in the carrying out of 
all necessary investigations into offenses, and 
in the collection and production of evidence 
including the seizure and, in proper cases, 
the handing over of objects connected with 
an Offense. 

(b) The authorities of the Republic of 
Panama and the United States of America 
shall notify one another of the disposition of 
all cases in which there are concurrent rights 
to exercise jurisdiction. 

(7) A death sentence shall not be carried 
out in the Republic of Panama by the au- 
thorities of the United States of America. 

(8) Where an accused has been tried in 
accordance with the provisions of this Arti- 
cle by the authorities of the Republic of 
Panama or by the authorities of the United 
States of America and has been acquitted, or 
has been convicted and is serving, or has 
served, his sentence or has been pardoned, he 
may not be tried again for the same offense 
within the same territory by the authorities 
of the other State. However, nothing in this 
paragraph shall prevent the military authori- 
ties of the United States of America from 
trying a Member of the Forces for any viola- 
tion of rules of discipline arising from an act 
or omission which constituted an offense 
for which he was tried by the authorities of 
the Republic of Panama. 

(9) Whenever a Member of the Forces or 
Civilian Component or a dependent is 
prosecuted under the jurisdiction of the Re- 
Public of Panama he shall be entitled: 

(a) toa prompt and speedy trial; 

(b) to be informed, in advance of trial, 
of the specific charge or charges made 

t him; 

(c) to be confronted with the witnesses 
against him; 

(d) to have comp process for obtain- 
ing witnesses in his favor, if they are within 
the jurisdiction of the Republic of Panama; 

(e) to have legal representation of his 
own choice for his defense or to have free or 
assisted legal representation under the con- 
ditions prevailing for the time being in the 
Republic of Panama; 

(f) if he considers it necessary, to have 
the services of a competent interpreter; 

(g) to have a representative of the United 
States Government present during the trial, 
which will be public except when the court 
decrees otherwise in accordance with Re- 
public of Panama law. 

(10) In addition, such member or de- 
pendent shall enjoy the fundamental 
guarantees and rights provided for in the 
Constitution of the Republic of Panama as 
well as those enjoyed in the Canal Zone im- 
mediately preceding the entry into force of 
this Treaty. 

(11) (a) Regularly constituted military 
units or formations of the United States 
Forces shall police the Defense Areas. The 
military police of the United States Forces 
may take all appropriate measures to ensure 
the maintenance of order in, and the se- 
curity of, such areas. 

(b) Outside the Defense Areas, such mili- 
tary police shall be employed only subject 
to arrangements with the authorities of the 
Republic of Panama and in liaison with those 
authorities, and insofar as such employment 
is necessary to maintain discipline and order 
among the Members of the Forces. 

(12) Where a Member of the Forces or the 
Civilian Component or a dependent has been 
tried in accordance with the provisions of 
this Article and has been convicted and is 
serving a sentence in a confinement facility 
of the Republic of Panama, appropriate and 
recurring visitation rights, not less than 
weekly, shall be extended to the immediate 
family of such Member or dependent and to 
representatives of the United States Forces, 
and health and comfort items such as cloth- 
ing, medicine, and food may be delivered to 
and used by such Member or dependent in 
confinement. 
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(13) Facilities used for the execution of a 
sentence to a period of confinement, im- 
prisonment, or penal servitude, or for the 
detention of Members of the Forces or the 
Civilian Component or dependents will meet 
minimum standards as agreed in the Joint 
Committee. 


ARTICLE XI—CLAIMS 


(1) Each Government waives all its claims 
against the other Government for damage 
to any property owned by it and used by its 
land, sea or air armed services, if such dam- 
age: 

(a) was caused by a member or an em- 
Ployee of the armed services of the other 
Government in the execution of his official 
duties; or 

(b) arose from the use of any vehicle, 
vessel or aircraft owned by the other Gov- 
ernment and used by its armed services pro- 
vided either that the vehicle, vessel or air- 
craft causing the damage was being used for 
official purposes, or that the damage was 
caused to property being so used. 

(e) Claims by one Government against the 
other Government for maritime salvage shall 
be waived provided that the vessel or cargo 
salved was owned by one of the Governments 
and being used by its armed services for 
official purposes. 

(2) In the case of damage caused or arising 
as stated in paragraph (1) of this Article 
to other property owned by either Govern- 
ment and located in the Republic of Panama: 

(a) each Government waives its claim up 
to the amount of $1400; 

(b) claims in excess of the amount stated 
in subparagraph (a) of this paragraph shall 
be settled by the Government against which 
the claim is made and, if not so settled, 

diplomatic channels. If no agree- 
ment is reached at the diplomatic level, set- 
tlement shall be sought through the arbitra- 
tion procedure established by Article XXXVII 
of the Treaty concerning the Panama Canal 
signed on this date. 

(3) For the purposes of paragraphs (1 
and (2) of this Article the expression 2 
by a Government” in the case of a vessel 
includes a vessel on bare-boat charter to that 
Government or requisitioned by it on bare- 
boat terms or seized by it in prize (except 
to the extent that the risk of Joss or liabilſ 
is borne by some other person than su 
Government). 

(4) Each Government waives all its claims 

the other Government for injury 
or death suffered by any member of its 
armed services while such member was en- 
gaged in the performance of his official 
duties. 

(5) (a) Members of the Forces and the 
Civilian Component shall be subject to the 
jurisdiction of the civil courts of the Re- 
public of Panama except: (1) in a matter 
arising from his performance of official duty; 
or (2) in respect of any claim where there 
oe been payment in full satisfaction of the 


(b) In case any private movable property, 
excluding that in use by the United States 
Forces, which is subject to compulsory exe- 
cution under Panamanian law, is within the 
Defense Areas, the United States authorities 
shall, upon the request of the Panamanian 
courts, render all assistance within their 
power to see that such property is turned 
over to the Panamanian authorities. 

(6) Claims (other than contractual claims) 
arising out of acts or omissions of Members 
of the Forces or the Civilian Component 
done in the performance of official duty, or 
out of any other act, omission or occurrence 
for which the United States of America is 
legally responsible and causing damage in 
the Republic of Panama to third parties 
other than the two Governments shall be 
pode 75 in accordance with the following 

es: 

(a) The affected party may present his 
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claim directly to the United States au- 
thorities: 

(b) If not otherwise agreed, the Govern- 
ment of the Republic of Panama may present 
the claim through diplomatic channels, and 
if no agreement is reached, through the 
arbitrary procedure as set forth in Article 
XXXVII of the Treaty concerning the Pan- 
ama Canal signed on this date. 

(c) The United States Government shall 
entertain other non-contractual claims 
against Members of the Forces and the Civil- 
ian Component and may offer ex-gratia pay- 
ment in such cases and in such amounts as 
is determined by the appropriate United 
States authorities. 

(7) The authorities of the Republic of 
Panama and the United States of America 
shall cooperate in the prompt investigation 
and the procurement of evidence for the fair 
disposition of claims under this Article. 

(8) Contractual claims shall be settled as 
provided in the dispute clause of the con- 
tracts and, in the absence of such clause, 
through the presentation of claims directly 
to the United States authorities. 


ARTICLE XII-—TELECOMMUNICATIONS 


The United States Government may estab- 
lish, maintain and operate, or arrange to be 
operated for its benefit, telecommunications 
facilities, meteorological and navigational 
aids; radio, television and radar transmit- 
ting and receiving equipment, submarine and 
subterranean cables, and such other elec- 
tronic devices as may be required for the 
purposes of this Treaty. The United States 
Government may retain all communication 
networks and communications electronic fa- 
cilities operating, and all those radio fre- 
quencies, powers, and band widths which 
are in use by it, on the date this Treaty 
enters into force. The use of additional radio 
frequencies, powers, and band widths shall 
be subject to coordination with the Gov- 
ernment of the Republic of Panama in ac- 
cordance with the Radio Regulation, 1959, of 
the International Telecommunications Union 
reflected in Annex B of this Treaty. 


ARTICLE XITI-—SURVEYS 


(1) The United States Government may 
make topographic, hydrographic and other 
surveys (including the taking of aerial 
photographs) in the Defense Areas. 

(2) The United States Government may 
make arrangements through the Joint Com- 
mittee for surveys elsewhere in the Republic 
of Panama, and in such cases the Govern- 
ment of the Republic of Panama may desig- 
nate an official representative to be present 
and the United States Government will fur- 
nish to the Government of the Republic of 
Panama. without cost a reasonable number 
of copies of the data resulting from surveys 
so made. 

ARTICLE XIV—POST OFFICES 

The United States of America may estab- 
lish and operate, within the Military Bases, 
United States military post offices for the 
use of Members of the Forces, the Civilian 
Component and their dependents. The 
United States of America may permit the 
use of military post offices by United States 
Contractors for official mail only, and such 
other persons as may be agreed in the Joint 
Committee. 


ARTICLE XV—-COMMISSARIES, STORES, AND 
EXCHANGES 


(1) The United States Government shall 
have the right to establish and operate with- 
in the Military Bases as hereinafter defined 
in Annex A of this Treaty activities such 
as commissary stores, military services ex- 
changes, recreational facilities, and social 
and athletic clubs for the use of Members 
of the Forces, the Civilian Component, their 
dependents and such other persons as may 
be mutually agreed upon by the Joint Com- 
mittee. Such activities and the merchandise 
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and services sold or dispensed by them shall 
be free of all taxes, duties and imposts. 

(2) The sale or dispensing of alcoholic 
beverages and the purchasing policy to be 
followed with respect to merchandise to be 
resold at the above referred establishments, 
shall be subject to the international arrange- 
ments in effect between the Republic of 
Panama and the United States of America at 
the time this Treaty enters into force. (75% 
reduction on Panama duty) 

(3) To prevent abuse of the privileges 
granted under this Article, the appropriate 
authorities of the Republic of Panama and 
the United States of America shall work out 
appropriate control procedures in the Joint 
Committee. 


ARTICLE XVI— HEALTH AND SANITATION 


Consistent with the right of the United 
States of America to furnish medical support 
for its Armed Forces, Civilian Component and 
their dependents, matters of mutual concern 
pertaining to the control and prevention of 
diseases and the coordination of other pub- 
lic health, medical, sanitation, and veter- 
mary services shall be resolved by the au- 
thorities of the two Governments in the 
Joint Committee. 


ARTICLE XVII— DRIVING PERMITS 


(1) In such manner as may be agreed 
through the Joint Committee, the proper au- 
thorities of the Republic of Panama shall be 
notified as to driving permits or licenses is- 
sued by the United States authorities to 
Members of the Forces, the Civilian Com- 
ponent and their dependents and such per- 
mits or licenses shall be accepted as valid, 
without a driving test or fee, by the authori- 
ties of the Republic of Panama. 

(2) Official vehicles which are the prop- 
erty of the United States of America shall 
carry distinctive numbered plates or individ- 
ual markings which will readily identify 
them. 

(3) Privately owned vehicles of Members 
of the Forces, the Civilian Component and 
their dependents shall carry Republic of 
Panama number plates to be acquired 
through the payment of the registration fees 
paid by nationals of the Republic of Panama. 


ARTICLE XVIII—GENERAL OBLIGATIONS 


(1) Members of the Forces, the Civilian 
Component and their dependents shall re- 
spect the laws of the Republic of Panama 
and this Treaty and refrain from any ac- 
tivity inconsistent with the spirit of this 
Treaty. 

(2) In the exercise of the privileges and 
use of the Defense Areas granted under this 
Treaty, the United States Forces shall take, 
within the Defense Areas, every practicable 
measure to cooperate in the protection of 
public health in the Republic of Panama. 

(3) The authorities of the Republic of 
Panama and of the United States of America 
shall cooperate to facilitate the purposes of 
this Treaty including the enactment and 
enforcement of such laws or regulations as 
may be required therefor. 

(4) Members of the Forces may possess 
and carry arms on the condition that they 
are authorized to do so by their orders. Pro- 
cedures incorporating any special requests 
concerning this matter may be agreed 
through the Joint Committee. 

(5) The United States Forces may enter 
into agreements with the Canal Author- 
ities to facilitate the accomplishment of 
the mission of such Forces. Cooperative 
agreements, including licensing arrange- 
ments, may be entered into for this purpose. 

In particular, the United States Forces 
may conclude mutually satisfactory arrange- 
ments with the Canal Authorities relative 
to the use of utilities and community serv- 
ices, including power, potable water, school- 
ing, hospitalization, sanitation and fire pro- 
tection. The conclusion of such arrange- 
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ments shall not preclude the establish- 
ment and operation of such services by the 
United States Forces when necessary to meet 
operational requirements, 


ARTICLE XIX—JOINT COMMITTEE 


(1) A Joint Committee shall be estab- 
lished as the means for resolying on a mu- 
tually satisfactory basis all matters regard- 
ing the implementation of this Treaty. 

(2) The Joint Committee shall be com- 
posed of one representative each of the 
Government of the Republic of Panama and 
of the Government of the United States of 
America, each of whom shall have one or 
more deputies. The Joint Committee shall 
determine its own rules of procedure and 
appoint such sub-committees as may be re- 
quired. The Joint Committee shall be so 
organized that it may meet immediately at 
any time at the request of the Representa- 
tive of either the Government of the Repub- 
lic of Panama or the Government of the 
United States of America. 

(3) If the Joint Committee is unable 
to resolve a particular matter, it shall refer 
that matter to the respective Governments 
for further consideration through appropri- 
ate channels. 


ARTICLE XX—DURATION 


(1) This Treaty shall enter into force on 
the date of entry into force of the Treaty 
concerning the Panama Canal signed on this 
date. 

(2) This Treaty shall terminate five years 
after the termination of the Treaty con- 
cerning the Panama Canal (12/31/99) signed 
by the two Governments on this date or at 
such time as the United States of America is 
no longer committed by a bilateral treaty 
entered into between the Republic of Pana- 
ma and the United States of America to de- 
fend an inter-oceanic canal in the Republic 
of Panama, whichever occurs later. 

Signed at Washington, D.C., in the Span- 
ish and English languages, both texts being 
equally authoritative, this day of., 
1967. 

For the Republic of Panama: 


ANNEX A-——DEFENSE AREAS 


The Defense Areas, the use of which is 
made available by the Republic of Panama 
to the United States of America in accordance 
with the terms of this Treaty, are as follows: 

Military Bases means an area in the Re- 
public of Panama the use of which is made 
available by the Republic of Panama ex- 
clusively to the United States Forces for 
Canal Defense and related security purposes. 

(Here description of Military Bases.) 

Maneuver Area means an area in the Re- 
public of Panama to which the Republic of 
Panama grants access to the United States 
Forces for training and maneuver purposes 
in connection with Canal Defense and re- 
lated security purposes. 

(Here description of Maneuver Areas.) 

Surveillance Area means an area in the Re- 
public of Panama to which the Republic of 
Panama grants access to the United States 
Forces for Canal Defense and related security 


purposes. 

(Here description of Surveillance Areas.) 

Auxiliary Facility means an area in the 
Republic of Panama the use of which is 
made available by the Republic of Panama 
exclusively to the United States Forces for 
the installation and operation of facilities 
auxiliary to Canal Defense and related se- 
curity purposes. 

(Here description of Auxiliary Facilities.) 
ANNEX B—USE OF FREQUENCIES, POWERS AND 

BAND WIDTHS BY THE UNITED STATES GOV- 

ERNMENT IN THE REPUBLIC OF PANAMA 


The use of frequencies, powers, and band 
widths by the United States Government 
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shall be coordinated with the Government of 
the Republic of Panama in accordance with 
the following procedures: 

(1) Upon the coming into force of this 
‘Treaty, the United States authorities will fur- 
nish to the appropriate Panamanian authori- 
ties a list of all radio frequencies then 
assigned for use by the United States Gov- 
ernment in the Republic of Panama. This list 
will be prepared in accordance with the pre- 
vailing international procedure used by the 
International Telecommunications Union 
and will include the notification details for 
both those frequency notifications now pub- 
lished in the radio frequency records of the 
International Telecommunications Union 
and those for which notifications are in 
process of review in preparation for such pub- 
lication. It will also include details regarding 
those frequencies assigned for use by the 
United States Government in the Republic 
of Panama for which international registra- 
tion and concomitant international protec- 
tion from interference is not considered 
necessary at this time. The frequencies thus 
listed will be available for continued use in 
the Republic of Panama by the United States 
Government. Modifications to this frequency 
list will be effected as outlined below. 

(2) Prior to assigning any new frequency 
for use of the United States Government or 
its agencies in the Republic of Panama or 
modifying or deleting any existing assign- 
ment, the United States Government will co- 
ordinate such proposed assignment, modifica- 
tion, or deletion with the Panamanian au- 
thorities. The purpose of such coordination 
will be to insure technical compatibility be- 
tween frequency assignments of the two Gov- 
ernments. Every effort will be made by the 
appropriate United States and Panamanian 
authorities to resolve compatibility prob- 
lems. Pending resolution of such problems, 
the United States authorities may use the fre- 
quencies in question on a trial basis, subject 
to causing no interference with existing 
Panamanian operations. 

(3) Having coordinated the proposed fre- 
quency usage the United States Government 
will, in those cases where international pro- 
tection from interference is desired, forward 
the necessary notification documents direct 
to the International Telecommunications 
Union. When international protection from 
interference is no longer desired, the United 
States Government will forward the necessary 
notification of deletion documents direct to 
the International Telecommunications Un- 
ion. Such notification will be in accordance 
with the prevailing international procedures 
used by the International Telecommunica- 
tions Union, in accordance with Resolution 5, 
adopted by the International Administrative 
Radio Conference, Geneva, 1959, the Govern- 
ments of the United States of America and 
the Republic of Panama will inform the In- 
ternational Telecommunications Union that 
an nt exists between the Govern- 
ments of the United States of America and 
the Republic of Panama providing for the 

necessary coordination of frequency usage 
and which does, as an administrative con- 
venience, permit the United States of Amer- 
ica to forward for international registration 
purpose direct to the Union notifications of 
the usage and deletion of such frequencies. 


ANNEXED AGREEMENT REGARDING VARIOUS 
MATTERS 

That the training and liaison activities 
involving military forces of Latin American 
countries friendly to the Republic of Pan- 
ama conducted at the time of the entry into 
force of this Treaty may be continued for 
a ten-year period commencing from the date 
of such entry into force, and thereafter for 
additional five-year periods as agreed by the 
two Governments. 

That the term “official duty” appearing 
in sub-paragraph (b) of paragraph (2) of 
Article X of this Treaty is not meant to in- 
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clude all acts by an individual during the 
period while he is on duty, but is meant 
to apply only to acts which are required 
or authorized to be done as a function of 
that duty which the individual is perform- 
ing; official duty does include any duty or 
service required or authorized to be done 
by estatutes, regulations, the order of a su- 
perior of military usage; and that whenever 
it is necessary to determine whether an al- 
leged offense arose out of an act or omission 
done in the performance of official duty, a 
certificate issued by or on behalf of the com- 
manding officer of the alleged offended or 
offenders, on advise of the staff legal offi- 
cers or staff judge advocate, will be delivered 
promptly to the Panamanian prosecuting 
attorney concerned, and this certificate will 
be honored by the Panamanian authorities. 
In those cases where the Minister of Justice 
of the Republic of Panama considers that 
discussion of this certificate of Official Duty 
is required in the circumstances, it shall 
be made the subject of disappropriate offi- 
cials of the Government of the Republic 
of Panama and the diplomatic mission of 
the United States of America within ten 
days from receipt of the certificate by the 
prosecuting attorney. 

That included under the cooperation con- 
templated by paragraph (3) of Article XVIII 
of this Treaty will be the legislative and 
other action necessary by the Government 
of the Republic of Panama to ensure the 
unimpaired use of the Defense Areas. 

That customs and other inspections will 
not be made of the vessels, aircraft, vehicles 
and equipment referred to in paragraph (2) 
of Article VII of this Treaty. (Vessels and 
aircraft operated by or under the control 
of the U.S. for official purposes.) 

EXCHANGE OF NOTES—RIO HATA 
Draft 
EXCELLENCY: 

I have the honor to refer to the Treaty be- 
tween the Republic of Panama and the 
United States of America concerning the De- 
fense of the Panama Canal and of its Neu- 
trality signed today and to the understand- 
ing reached by our two. Governments as 
follows: 

(a) The Republic of Panama will reserve 
for a period at least equal to the period re- 
ferred to in paragraph (d), below, exclusively 
as a military reservation for its armed forces 
the area know as “Rio Hata,” which was re- 
served exclusively for the purpose of maneu- 
vers and military training under Article VIII 
of the Treaty of Mutual Understanding and 
Cooperation and related Memorandum of Un- 
derstanding Reached signed at Panama on 
January 24, 1955. 

(b) Within the area referred to in para- 
graph (a) above and for the duration of this 
Agreement, the United States of America 
shall enjoy the same rights and shall be sub- 
ject to the same obligations provided for in 
Article VIII of the Treaty of Mutual Under- 
standing and Cooperation to which refer- 
ence is made in the foregoing paragraph. 

(c) The Republic of Panama and the 
United States of America will each designate 
a representative to a Joint Rio Hato Com- 
mission which will be responsible for the 
activities to be conducted under this Agree- 
ment, the handling of other matters related 
to the proper accomplishment of its pur- 
poses, and the adoption of such safety meas- 
ures as may be necessary. 

(d) This Agreement shall continue in 
force for a period of ten years and shall be 
extended for successive periods of one year 
each unless either Government gives twelve 
months notice of its intention to terminate 
the Agreement at the end of the next suc- 
cessive one year period. 

I further have the honor to propose that 
this Note and Your Excellency’s Note in 


Subject to review at the technical level. 
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reply, concurring therein, shall constitute an 
agreement between our two Governments to 
take effect on the date the instruments of 
ratification of the Treaty on the Republic 
of Panama and the United States of America 
concerning the Defense of the Panama Canal 
and of its Neutrality are exchanged. 
Accept, Excellency, etc. 


REPEALING THE FEDERAL RESERVE 
GOLD COVER 


Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, the 25- 
percent gold cover requirement for Fed- 
eral Reserve notes serves no useful pur- 
pose, since the notes are not redeemable 
in gold and since, as Federal Reserve 
Board Chairman Martin has stated, in- 
ternational monetary use is “the prin- 
cipal function performed by gold today.” 
Removal of the reserve requirement, 
which Chairman Martin favors, will free 
$10 billion in gold held by the Treasury 
to perform its useful function in interna- 
tional exchange and remove the threat 
of exhaustion hanging over our present 
available other stocks, now shrunken to 
little more than $3 billion. 

On June 21 I introduced a bill for this 
purpose, S. 1983, which is now before 
the Banking and Currency Committee. 
Subsequently the columnist Marshall 
McNeil devoted an article to the question 
under the title Demonetize Gold?” I ask 
unanimous consent that this article, 
which appeared in the Evansville Press 
of July 8, may appear in the CONGRES- 
SIONAL RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

DEMONETIZE GOLD? 
(By Marshall McNeil) 

WASHINGTON.—American money used to be 
intrinsically valuable. 

Silver was silver, gold was gold, and paper 
currency, pledged to both, could be freely 
traded for either. 

But silver, in effect, has been demonetized. 
Silver dollars no longer are produced. Sub- 
sidiary coins formerly of silver now partly are 
base metal. Silver certificates used to be the 
common currency and the promise on their 
face that they would be accepted for silver 
was religiously observed. 

Gold coins haven’t been minted for a gen- 
eration or more. What coins remain are held 
by museums, or coin collectors, or jingle from 
ladies’ bracelets. They cannot be used at the 
supermarket. It’s illegal for a private person 
to hold a gold certificate. No American paper 
money can be turned in at the treasury for 
gold coins. 

Yet Federal reserves notes, the heart of our 
currency system, are still backed by gold. 
‘The law says there shall be 25 per cent gold 
backing for these notes. 

Now that silver in effect has been demone- 
tized to free“ about 200 million ounces of 
the metal held at the treasury, the move is on 
to start the demonetization of gold. 

Sen. Vance Hartke (D., Ind.) has intro- 
duced a bill to remove the requirement for 
the 25 per cent gold backing for federal re- 
serve notes. And federal reserve chairman 
William McChesney Martin has just notified 
the Senate he favors that bill. The Johnson 
administration is expected soon to ask for 
passage of it, or a bill like it. 

At the end of May the federal government's 
gold stock, held at Fort Knox, Ky., and in the 
federal reserve, amounted to $13.2 billion. It 
has been dwindling as foreign governments 
and central banks have required us to honor 
our pledge to redeem our dollars for gold at 
$35 per ounce. 
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Of the $13.2 billion about $10 billion is ear- 
marked as the 25 per cent backing for the 
federal reserve notes. The amount of this 
earmarked gold will increase as the total of 
federal reserve notes outstanding increases. 

This left the government with only about 
$3.2 billion of so-called “free” gold, avail- 
able to meet the potential demands of for- 
eign governments and central banks. 

Only these governments and banks can 
convert dollars into gold at our treasury. If 
they were to make all their claims at once, 
there wouldn’t be a nickel’s worth of gold 
left in our stockpile. Indeed, there wouldn’t 
be enough gold. 

But by “freeing” the $10 billion now “im- 
prisoned” by the federal reserve notes, the 
whole American gold stock, in Martin’s 
words, would be available for use as an in- 
ternational monetary reserve—the principal 
function performed by gold today.” This, in 
the chairman’s view, would “strengthen the 
international position of the dollar.” 

But when the 25 per cent gold backing is 
removed, there’ll be nothing behind Ameri- 
can money but America’s economic might. 
For Hartke, and obviously for Martin, that’s 
sufficient. 

“The soundness of the dollar does not de- 
pend on its backing by gold,” says Hartke. 
“The solidity of our economy, the total over- 
all soundness of our policies, the fully war- 
ranted confidence in the dollar by our own 
people and other people of the world—these 
are the true backing which we have. The gold 
backing may give a sense of security, but it 
is only a feeling; the real security is another 
matter.” 

Repeal of the gold cover for federal reserve 
notes would, Hartke is convinced, only em- 
phasize that the dollar stands on its own, 
and doesn’t need a metal prop. 

If the bill passes, American money would 
still be valuable. Extrinsically valuable. But 
for how much—and how long? 


RATE POLICIES AND CAPITAL 
NEEDS IN THE TRANSPORTATION 
INDUSTRY 


Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, efficient 
transportation by rail, highway, water, 
pipeline, and airline is a key factor in 
the high productivity of the U.S. econ- 
omy. The economic health of the trans- 
portation industry is a specific concern 
of the Congress expressed in the Inter- 
state Commerce Act, the Federal Avia- 
tion Act, and the act creating the new 
Department of Transportation. 

Recently, a constituent of mine, J. W. 
Hershey, of Houston, president of Amer- 
ican Commercial Lines, in a most con- 
structive speech, suggested the need for 
a new and sounder approach to the pric- 
ing of all modes of transportation. He 
pointed out that the transportation com- 
panies will need to spend at least $27 
billion for new and improved equipment 
and facilities in the next 5 years if the 
transport needs of the economy are to be 
successfully met. This expansion will 
have to be financed by a rate structure 
which results in adequate earnings if all 
these billions are to be made available 
in the public interest. 

My colleague, Senator Macnuson, has 
already placed a copy of the Hershey 
speech in the Record. Mr. Hershey’s 
suggestions struck a responsive note 
throughout the transportation industry. 
Traffic World, in an editorial, said the 
speech “rang the bell.” It was reported 
extensively in Railway Age, the Water- 
ways Journal, and Transport Topics, na- 
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tional newspaper of the motor-freight 
carriers. Without objection, I would like 
to share these articles with my col- 
leagues. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


[From the Waterways Journal] 


TRANSPORTATION PRICING Is TERMED “UNREAL- 
18110 — J. W. HERSHEY Says INDUSTRY Is 
Nor UsING Best ARGUMENTS FOR INCREASES 


The transportation industry is not using 
its best arguments to support rate increases, 
J. W. Hershey, president of American Com- 
mercial Lines, Inc., said on June 22 at a 
meeting of ICC practitioners at the Mark 
Hopkins Hotel in San Francisco. Mr. Hershey 
said drastic new thinking is needed about 
the profitability of surface t rt com- 
panies “if a flight of capital from transpor- 
tation” is to be avoided. 

“The ultimate truth is that, as a competi- 
tive industry, transportation must earn on 
its capital an investment yield comparable 
to industry generally, or the capital will go 
elsewhere,“ Mr. Hershey said. 

“The current rate increases are surprising, 
not because they are being made—a change 
of direction of this kind is probably long 
overdue—but because arguments used to 
support them are incomplete in some very 
important respects,” he said. 

UNREALISTIC PRICING 


Mr. Hershey noted that the industry's 
pricing ideas have been mainly designed to 
give one mode an advantage over another, 
and not to meet the long-run financial needs 
of the industry as a whole. 

“In concentrating on the ‘what’s good for 
me and bad for you’ approach to pricing, we 
have, I think, ignored some foundation busi- 
ness and economic facts. As a result, in- 
dustry pricing policies have become highly 
unrealistic,” he said. 

Mr. Hershey urged the adoption of prac- 
tical pricing goals to convert the industry 
from the “step-child of the investment com- 
munity” to one with prospects as attractive 
as the general run of industry. He declared 
that the transport industry lacks informa- 
tion essential to the development of sound 
pricing policies in that it does not have any 
idea of its requirements for capital spending 
in the next five or 10 years. 

He roughly estimated that the industry 
will need to lay out at least $27 billions for 
new and improved equipment in the next 
five years, but said more precise estimates 
should be made. Rates charged should be 
related to the need to produce earnings 
sufficient to underwrite these enormous out- 
lays, he said. 


REALISTIC DEPRECIATION 


Depreciation reserves based on historical 
costs of equipment, he continued, ignore 
the long continuing effects of inflation and 
are hopelessly inadequate to the task of re- 
placing worn out and used up transporta- 
tion facilities. If relied on as a guide for re- 
placing rail and water carrier assets, which 
are very long-lived, depreciation based on 
historic costs leads to serious underpricing 
of services, Mr. Hershey pointed out. Depre- 
ciation based on current replacement value 
of assets is the proper measure of the cost 
of using up facilities and equipment, and a 
proper guide to pricing, he said. 

A sound pricing policy requires new and 
urgent concern” with the level of return on 
invested capital, he said. He pointed out that 
more and more transportation companies 
are diversifying into non-transportation en- 
terprises, where the contrast between the 
profitability of transport and industry gen- 
erally will be sharp and clear. 

The ICC, which regulates rates, has not in 
recent years, addressed itself to the question 
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of what constitutes a reasonable rate of re- 
turn, Mr. Hershey said. He pointed out that 
the Civil Aeronautics Board has found a 10.5 
per cent return just and reasonable for air- 
lines, and that many manufac com- 
panies have a 20 per cent return cut-off on 
new investment. 

When the manufacturing industry thinks 
in terms of such rates of return, a competi- 
tive climate is created for transportation 
capital, Mr. Hershey said. 

“In a rapidly expanding economy, obvi- 
ously far more attractive investment oppor- 
tunities exist for new capital than are avail- 
able in transportation. There must be drastic 
new thinking about the level of return of 
transportation companies if a flight of capi- 
tal from transportation is to be avoided.” 


[From Traffic World, July 1, 1967] 


THOUGHTS ABOUT CAPITAL NEEDS IN 
‘TRANSPORTATION 


For seekers of ways to remedy transporta- 
tion ailments and improve transportation 
services in this country, J. W. Hershey, pres- 
ident of American Commercial Lines, Inc., 
has directed attention to channels for cog- 
itation and routes of possible action that, if 
not entirely new, have been so little used 
that one who lets himself be guided onto 
those passageways of thought may feel he is 
invading unexplored territory. 

The “attention-directing” was done by Mr. 
Hershey in a speech titled “Transport Pric- 
ing and the Investment Imperative” that he 
delivered June 22 at the annual meeting of 
the Association of Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission Practitioners, in San Francisco 
(T.W., June 24, p. 113). Seldom does Mr. 
Hershey make a speech without saying some- 
thing that serves to stimulate the brain cells 
of listeners. This time he “rang the bell” 
several times, and the tintinnabulations 
therefrom were loud and clear. 

Mr. Hershey apparently wanted to show 
that there are certain problem areas (you 
could call them swamplands) in which this 
nation’s regulated surface carriers generally 
are mired down—problem areas that give 
those carriers a community of interest in 
their search for a way out. Facing a prob- 
lem common to them all, these different 
modes should unite in efforts to find more 
solid ground and to avoid quagmire and 
quicksand in the future. 

Early in his San Francisco speech Mr. 
Hershey made the points that, “contrary to 
the trend of nearly every other part of the 
economy, the price level for large segments 
of the transportation industry has been 
trending downward for nearly eight years“; 
that industry pricing policies, under com- 
petitive pressures, have become highly un- 
realistic; that long-time hopes for discov- 
ery of a suitable cost yardstick that would 
make it possible to relate rates of all modes 
to cost through some more or less mechan- 
ical process have not been realized, the diffi- 
cult part of this proposal being the deter- 
mination of a definition of costs that would 
be a fair common standard”; that per-capita 
transport service requirements have grown 
tremendously since 1941, when the annual 
per-capita requirement was 5,800 ton-miles; 
that “if trends of the past five years con- 
tinue, each of us will need 10,600 ton-miles 
of service a year by 1970 and 16,000 by 1980,” 
and that “the industry is thus facing mas- 
sive outlays of capital for more and, equally 
important, for better and more productive 
facilities.” 

Accordingly, Mr. Hershey avers, it’s clear 
that the most important factor in the pricing 
of transportation today is the investment 
imperative. 

“A sound pricing policy,” he contends, 
“must permit the accumulation of capital to 
make the necessary investment in expanded 
and improved facilities. Since all investment 
is, in the last analysis, underwritten by earn- 
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ings, the level of earnings is inevitably of 
critical impurtance. Almost certainly, unless 
present pricing policies are changed, avail- 
able capital from private sources for trans- 
portation expansion will be inadequate... .” 

Mr. Hershey then asks a rhetorical ques- 
tion— Are there certain pricing objectives 
that every mode has in common with every 
other mode and, if so, what are they?”— 
and supplies this answer: 

“A pricing policy which satisfles revenue 
requirements must provide coverage of 
actual costs plus needed earnings. 

“1. It must cover the true expenses of 
performing the service, including the inevi- 
table replacement of wornout or obsolete 
equipment and facilities at prices current at 
the time of replacement. To the extent that 
depreciation charges do not anticipate re- 
placement costs, transportation service is 
underpriced and the extent of such under- 
pricing becomes progressively more serious 
in periods of sustained inflation. 

“2. It must provide a fair return on past 
investment and a return incentive sufficient 
to attract new funds in competition with 
other industries. 

“3. It should permit stable planning of 
investment outlays over a period so that 
growth, improvement and innovation can be 
founded in an orderly manner.” 

Those objectives, Mr, Hershey avers, are 
sound business practice in any industry, but, 
he adds, “for transportation they have been 
difficult, if not impossible, to achieve in the 
past.” 

“From an earnings standpoint,” he says, 
“surface transportation has been a depressed 
industry, one that has been forced into all 
sorts of investment stratagems, some of them 
highly expensive. It is well known that the 
profitability of transportation companies is 
far below the general run of industry. 
Remarkable as it may seem, there does not 
exist [for surface transportation] in the fi- 
nancial community, in the regulatory agen- 
cies, or in private industry any considered 
estimates of future capital outlay require- 
ments for the industry over the next five or 
10 years. . . . More precise figures are needed 
and could be developed with proper study. 
For managements with the responsi- 
bility for initiating price changes, for the ICC 
with the responsibility for passing on them, 
for shippers and for the Department of 
Transportation and Congress, the capital re- 
quirements of the industry over the next few 
years represents an essential piece of intelli- 
gence. Without it, sound policy decisions will 
be difficult to make.” 

The airlines, Mr. Hershey observes, have 
developed “a formula which produces a range 
of results depending on the assumptions fed 
into it.” and, he adds, the rest of the trans- 
port industry can do the same.” 

The fact should be noted here and now 
that the Civil Aeronautics Board, after four 
years of hearings in No. 8008 et al., General 
Passenger Fare Investigation, issued a report 
in November, 1960, in which it found that the 
average rate of return on investment for the 
domestic trunk-line air carriers should be 
10.5 per cent. With current rates of return 
even better than that, the airlines can make 
long-range plans, but the surface carriers 
can’t even begin to make such plans, since 
the regulatory authorities have made no 
study and adopted no rate of return cover- 
ing the needs of those carriers. 

One of several aphorisms uttered by Mr. 
Hershey in his San Francisco speech was that, 
“as a competitive industry, transportation 
must earn on its capital an investment yield 
comparable to industry generally or the capi- 
tal will go elsewhere.” Obviously, such a yield 
would be good for the transportation indus- 
try. So we conclude this little essay by re- 
phrasing an aphorism uttered years ago by 
a well known corporate executive: What's 
good for the suppliers and users of transpor- 
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tation is good for the United States of 
America. 


From Railway Age, July 3-10, 1967] 
MONDAY MORNING REPORT 
TRANSPORT REQUIREMENTS: HEAVY NEEDS AHEAD 


Back in 1941 it took 5,800 ton-miles of 
transport service to supply each American 
with the necessary annual supply of food, 
fuel and necessities and luxuries. Last year, 
the ton-mile total had jumped to 8,900 ton- 
miles to do the same job. And if the trend 
of the past five years continues, each of us 
will need 10,600 ton-miles of service a year 
by 1970, and 16,000 by 1980, to lead the good 
life. As the population increases the pressure 
on the freight transportation industry will 
build accordingly. So, it doesn't require any 
latter-day Nostradamus to see that the trans- 
port facilities of the future will have to be 
vastly improved in economy and efficiency of 
operation. Consequently, all transportation 
modes are going to have to make massive 
outlays for not only more—but for better and 
more productive facilities. The question is, 
how do the carriers pay for them? 


SETTING A RIGHT PRICE 


One proposal has been put forth by J. W. 
Hershey, president of American Commercial 
Lines, Inc., a water carrier. As Hershey sees 
it, the most important factor in the pricing 
of transportation today is the investment im- 
perative. “A sound pricing policy,” says Her- 
shey, “must permit the accumulation of capi- 
tal to make the necessary investment in ex- 
panded and improved facilities. Since all in- 
vestment is, in the last analysis, underwrit- 
ten by earnings, the level of earnings is in- 
evitably of critical importance. Almost cer- 
tainly, unless present pricing policies are 
changed, available capital from private 
sources for transportation expansion will be 
inadequate to meet the need.” 


TRANSPORT PROFITS LOW 


The point is made that certain pricing ob- 
jectives are held in common by each compet- 
ing mode of transportation. Pricing policy 
which satisfles revenue requirements must 
provide coverage of actual costs plus needed 
earnings. But it’s no secret that the profits 
of transportation companies are well below 
those of general industry. What's needed to 
turn the frowns of members of the invest- 
ment community into smiles (whenever 
transportation investments are mentioned) 
are pricing policies that are based on sound 
economics and sound business practice. 


SOUND PRICING BASED ON SOME SOUND THINKING 


First off, says Hershey, workable estimates 
of future capital expenditures for the in- 
dustry over the next 5 to 10 years are es- 
sential. “The airlines have developed a for- 
mula which produces a range of results de- 
pending on the assumptions fed into it. The 
rest of the transport industry can do the 
same.“ Next essential is a determination to 
make allowances for the long continuing in- 
filationary trend in the economy. (Obsolete 
and worn out equipment, theoretically, is re- 
placed through depreciation reserves. The 
hitch is, these amounts are based on the 
historical costs of replacing the equipment— 
and don’t take into account inflation). “The 
price charges for the service,” says Hershey, 
“should reflect the cost of replacing the 
facilities, not the historic cost of acquiring 
them.” And, finally, a third consideration in 
setting up a good pricing policy is that there 
should be more concern with the level of 
the rate of return on invested capital. 

PLANNING FOR THE FUTURE 

If the transportation industry is to meet 
its obligations to the future—by providing 
the necessary facilities to meet the public 
need—it will have to take steps to improve 
in pricing policy. In brief, it should care- 
fully consider capital requirements, make 
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realistic allowances for replacing equipment 
at current prices, and should produce a level 
of earnings adequate for expansion, improve- 
ment and innovation. 

[From Transport Topics, July 3, 1967] 
TRANSPORT PRICING LINKED TO CAPITAL NEEDS 


San Francisco—A sound transportation 
pricing policy must permit the accumulation 
of enough capital to make the necessary in- 
vestment in expanded and improved facili- 
ties, the Assn. of Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission Practitioners was told at a conven- 
tion session here. 

The viewpoint was given in an address by 
J. W. Hershey, president of American Com- 
mercial Lines, Inc., a domestic water carrier 
which also controls Johnson Motor Freight 
Lines and Terminal Transport, Inc., Atlanta. 

“Clearly the most important factor in the 
pricing of transportation today,” Mr. Hershey 
said, is the investment imperative. . . . 

“Since all investment is, in the last analy- 
sis, underwritten by earnings, the level of 
earnings is inevitably of critical importance. 
Almost certainly unless present pricing pol- 
icies are changed, available capital from pri- 
vate sources for transportation expansion 
will be inadequate to meet the need.” 

Transportation, Mr. Hershey declared, is 
hed “step-child of the investment commu- 

N. 

Among steps to be taken to make the in- 
dustry's investment prospects as attractive 
as the general run of industry,” he advocated 
development of more precise figures on esti- 
mates of future capital outlay requirements, 
including allowances for inflation. Estimates 
of depreciation based on current replace- 
ment value of assets also is of prime impor- 
tance, the speaker declared. 


COMMISSIONERS SPEAK 


The Interstate Commerce commissioners 
also addressed the practitioners. They were 
ICC Vice Chairman Paul J. Tierney and 
Commissioners Kenneth H. Tuggle and Wil- 
lard Deason. 

Costs are of paramount importance in rate- 
making, Mr, Tierney said. 

He declared, however, that “value of sery- 
ice will continue to be an important factor.” 

“Moreover,” he said, “emphasis on the im- 
portance of costs is not to suggest that rate 
regulation or ratemaking can be reduced to 
a mathematical formula.” 

“Cost finding,” he asserted, “has not been, 
nor will it ever be, an exact sclence. As in 
the case of ratemaking generally, the judg- 
pe factor is an extremely important. ele- 
ment.” 

Mr. Tuggle told his audience that there 18 
every indication that the underlying pressure 
for continuing mergers in the trucking in- 
dustries is likely to continue.” 

He saw the merger trend as sparked by the 
expansion of the country and its economy, 

“The population moves, new sources of raw 
materials are discovered and new markets are 
created,” he said. These trends are reflected 
in motor carrier development. Through con- 
solidation it is possible to extend motor car- 
Tier operations, eliminate overlap and dupli- 
cation and provide for the rejuvenation of 
facilities where needed.” 

Mr. Deason said the positive aspects of 
America—its bottoming economy, its gains in 
medical science, its increased opportunity for 
education, are sometimes forgotten as em- 
phasis is placed on those who downgrade the 
government. 

Turning to transportation, he said that in 
both quality and quantity. “America’s inter- 
state highways and secondary roads exceed 
those of any other nation. 

“The rate of revenue growth for motor car- 
riers in 1966 approached 10%,” he noted. 
“This exceeds the gross national product 
growth. 
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THE CATTLEMEN HAVE A CASE 


Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, the Farm 
Journal, the highly respected magazine 
of agriculture, in its current issue for 
August has an editorial opinion which 
deserves to be brought to the attention 
of the Senate and members of the gen- 
eral public, who would not ordinarily 
come in contact with this fine publica- 
tion. 

The editorial sets forth the basic facts 
concerning the serious threat posed to 
our cattle industry by competing meat 
imports. It fairly reflects the sentiments 
of the industry in the statement: 

Cattlemen are not asking that all beef 
imports be eliminated; they just want them 
held to a reasonable level. 


This plea, which is reflected in my bill, 
S. 1588, is based on the huge volume of 
imports that has been riding just below 
levels necessary to trigger import restric- 
tions of the existing law. But the current 
law is based on an unrealistic formula 
which contains loopholes like the exclu- 
sion of imported canned meat. 

Indicating that the cattlemen “are on 
solid ground and their demands are both 
moderate and fair,” prompt and favor- 
able action on S. 1588 is called for. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the editorial, entitled The 
Cattlemen Have a Case,” be inserted in 
the Recorp at this point and commend 
it to my colleagues. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE CATTLEMEN HAVE A CASE 


Now that the Administration has done 
something about giving dairy farmers relief 
from competing imports, how about doing 
something for the beef men of the country? 
(Dairymen selling cull cows are involved 
too.) 

The situation is clear enough. 

Beef supplies are at a record per capita 
level. 

The beef men themselves are trying to do 
something about it. The American National 
Cattlemen’s Association is pushing a cam- 
paign to cut output 5% by selling at lighter 
weights both out of feedlots and off the 
range. In the early 1960s they were increasing 
their cow holdings around 5% a year, but in 
1966 they got it down to a mere six-tenths of 
one per cent, and very likely have trimmed it 
even more by now. They are doing their part. 

Prices of fed steers, while now back to 
around last year’s levels following a big mid- 
winter dip, are still lower than they were 15 
to 20 years ago! For the five years 1947-51 
prices averaged nearly $30 per cwt.; for 1963 
through mid-1967 the average has been just 
under $25, or $5 less. Meanwhile their costs 
are higher—a great deal higher, which is a 
further reason why their income is less than 
it was back in the 1940s. Who else is settling 
for an income less than 15 to 20 years ago? 

Yet while all this is the case, the importing 
countries are pouring fresh, frozen and 
chilled beef onto the U.S. market at a rate 
just shy of the “trigger” point. At the same 
time they have increased their imports of 
canned beef, not included in the quota. The 
law, passed in 1964, allows them 110% of the 
average of a five-year period, 1959-63; fur- 
ther shipments would be prohibited. They 
are now shipping in almost the allowed 
quota. Meat imports for the first quarter of 
this year got up to around 5% or our beef 
supply (and more than that of the kinds 
under quota). It may not sound like much 
but when our domestic supply is brimming 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


over it can mean $2 per cwt. or so, which can 
be the difference between profit and loss. 
Alarmed that we'd do something about it, the 
importers have recently slacked off a bit. 

It’s easy to see why importers are inter- 
ested in our market. Lean cow beef in New 
York brings them around 38¢ a pound, 
whereas in Liverpool, England, they get 30¢ 
and at home 23¢. Packers in this country 
like beef imports, too. The live cattle cost 
less abroad than here, the boning also costs 
less, and by keeping beef in transit on ships 
they don’t have to pay so much storage. 

The Administration lines up on the im- 
porters’ side. It doesn’t want to do anything 
that might increase the price of hamburger, 
wieners and other ground meat, which is 
what most of the imported beef goes for. 
Consumers outnumber cattlemen, and scream 
louder, so both the Administration and Con- 
gress prefer to look the other way and ignore 
the cattlemen’s problem, 

Importers, packers and government all 
claim that beef imports really matter little 
anyway. U.S. producers make steaks and 
roasts, they say, while importers supply the 
ground beef market. There are two things 
phoney about that argument; (1) About one- 
third of U.S. beef carcasses go into the 
ground beef market; (2) Ground beef com- 
petes with higher-priced beef. When a house- 
wife chooses hamburger she has just decided 
against a roast. 

Cattlemen are not asking that all beef im- 
ports be eliminated; they just want them 
held to a reasonable level. 

Here's their program: 

1. Make the quota the trigger point“ 
not 110% of the quota. What reason is there 
for that extra 10%? 

2. Base the quota on 1958-1962, not one 
year later; 1963 was a year of abnormally 
high imports—10% of our market supply. 
Why not use a normal period? 

3. Include canned meats in the quota. Why 
allow a loophole such as “Colby cheese” was 
in dairy imports? 

4, Include in the quota any beef pur- 
chased from importers for our miiltary needs. 
Isn't this logical? 

Some 70 bills have been introduced in 
Congress embodying these ideas. One by 
Senator Roman Hruska (R., Nebr.) is co- 
sponsored by 37 Senators. It deserves prompt 
and favorable action. The cattlemen are on 
solid ground and their demands are both 
moderate and fair. We don’t see how any 
reasonable person could claim they aren't. 

Elsewhere in this issue Secretary Freeman 
denies that the Administration has a “cheap 
food” policy. If it doesn’t, let it do something 
for the beef industry. That will speak louder 
than anything the Secretary has to say. 


COMMONSENSE AND ELECTORAL 
COLLEGE REFORM 


Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, the Sen- 
ate Subcommittee on Constitutional 
Amendments, of which I am privileged 
to be a member, was fortunate to listen 
to the testimony of an active participant 
and intelligent observer of political his- 
tory, Mr. Clarence A. Davis of Lincoln, 
Nebr. 

Mr. Davis is a longtime friend of mine 
and I know him to be studious, candid, 
and having a high degree of common- 
sense. He has practiced law for over 50 
years, was elected attorney general of 
Nebraska at the age of 25 and later 
served as Solicitor and Under Secretary 
of the U.S. Interior Department. 

Mr. Davis’ long experience, study, and 
insight into political matters made his 
remarks on electoral college reforms par- 
ticularly informative and helpful to the 
subcommittee. As a member of the board 
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of governors of the American Bar Asso- 
ciation, he shed light on the background 
of its support of the so-called direct elec- 
tion plan. He mentioned that the asso- 
ciation’s report, supporting this plan was 
“only approved by the house of delegates 
by a vote of 130 to 103 on a motion to 
remand the matter for further study.” 

The particular concern expressed by 
Mr. Davis was whether or not we have 
“arrived at the point where we no longer 
recognize the existence and separate 
autonomy of these smaller States?” He 
further explained his reasons for sup- 
porting the district plan for revising the 
electoral college system, and pointed out 
that the shortcomings of the current 
system would best be solved by this 
method. 

In order that my colleagues will have 
the benefit of Mr. Davis’ cogent reason- 
ing, I request unanimous consent that it 
be printed at this point in the CONGRES- 
SIONAL RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
ReEcorD, as follows: 


STATEMENT OF CLARENCE A. Davis, OF LIN- 
COLN, NEBR., BEFORE THE SENATE JUDICIARY 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON CONSTITUTIONAL AMEND- 
MENTS, AFFECTING THE ELECTORAL COLLEGE, 
JULY 25, 1967 


I am very pleased to be invited to come 
here today to testify regarding these pro- 
posed constitutional amendments which I 
consider to be of much greater importance 
than a casual look suggests. 

Every witness should state his qualifica- 
tions to testify that we may judge of his 
credibility and his knowledge of what we 
are talking about. 

I am a lawyer, a resident of Lincoln, 
Nebraska, with offices also here in the Dis- 
trict. I have practiced law for more than 
50 years; my professional colleagues have 
been good to me. I am a past president of the 
Nebraska State Bar Association, a past pres- 
ident of the Federal Bar Association, here 
in Washington, a long time member of the 
House of Delegates and presently a member 
of the Board of Governors of the American 
Bar Association. 

I was elected Attorney General of my state 

at the ripe age of 25, re-elected and later 
elected twice as a delegate-at-large to two 
national party conventions, and I have been 
an unofficial counsel to most Nebraska gov- 
ernors of both political parties since that 
time. 
I have watched the political winds that 
blow ever since 1918 when I traveled with the 
late Senator George W. Norris, who inci- 
dentally began his political career in an 
office over my father’s bank in a small Ne- 
braska town. 

I have been exposed to the blandishments 
of Washington for ten years as Solicitor and 
Under Secretary of the Interior Department 
without contracting Potomac fever. I am 
speaking only for myself and not for any of 
the numerous organizations of which I am 
a member or an officer. 

I want to apologize for the lack of docu- 
mentation of this statement, but the short 
time afforded me and the absence of the 
large staff some of these other witnesses 
have had has made it impossible. 

I have reviewed much of the testimony 
this Committee has received. I am struck 
with two interesting observations: 

1. You have had, few if any, witnesses 
from west of the Mississippi River—but there 
is a lot of the United States out there which 
holds a large part of the future of this 
country. 

2. You have had many theorists, constitu- 
tional lawyers and learned gentlemen, but 
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not too many people (politicians, if you will) 
who actually know firsthand how the Elec- 
toral College system works and what might 
happen as a practical matter as a result of 
some of these proposals, Maybe such people 
should be discounted since they are the 
sinners who could precipitate the numerous 
and possible dire consequences that the 
theorists worry about. 

The question of the method of selection of 
the President was one of the troublesome 
questions confronting the delegates in the 
original Constitution Convention and there 
were a half dozen suggestions: 

Let the Senate elect the President. But 
that was opposed first, because it was con- 
sidered in conflict with the doctrine of the 
separation of powers and made the President 
heavily obligated to the Senators who had 
elected him, and secondly, because it was 
said that this would tend to create in our 
country an aristocracy of the President and 
Senate, self-perpetuating and all powerful. 

It was suggested that Congress should 
elect the President, but that seemed to be 
open to nearly as much criticism as was the 
first suggestion. 

It was next suggested that the states, as 
states, should select the President, but, as 
you would imagine, that was promptly vetoed 
by the larger states since it gave them no 
greater standing than many of their smaller 
sisters. 

It was proposed that the legislators of the 
states elect the President, but because of 
lack of communication facilities in those 
days, it was felt that the legislators could 
not know enough about the respective can- 
didates to be qualified to choose. 

Lastly, of course, this idea of the direct 
vote of the people was considered. It met 
the same opposition that it meets today. That 
is, it tended to destroy the identity and 
power of the smaller states, Delaware and 
Maryland particularly at that time, and it 
was said “We will be without an identifying 
voice” and it was said “We will be 
swallowed up by New York, Pennsylvania and 
Massachusetts.” 

Like many other vital parts of the Con- 
stitution, the Electoral College plan was a 
compromise intended to preserve the identity 
of the states, intended to preserve the sepa- 
ration of powers and, of course, intended 
to preserve the rights of the people’s repre- 
sentatives to choose. It was hoped that the 
Electoral College would make an independ- 
ent choice in its selection of the President. 
It has not worked out that way. The self- 
consciousness of the states was very great 
at that time. I think we should remember 
that we were founded as a Federal Republic 
of sovereign states. 

At least in my day, every eighth grader 
was taught of the remark attributed to 
Franklin at the close of the Convention in 
which he said We have given you a republic 
if you can keep it,” and we further recall 
Gladstone’s great tribute to our Constitution 
in which he said in substance “It was the 
greatest document ever struck off by the 
hand of man for the government of a free 
people.” 

It must be remembered that our Constitu- 
tion was drafted in the period of the French 
Revolution when heads were falling and the 
mobs, a little like some of ours today, were 
in control of Paris with willing demagogues 
to lead them. Admittedly, the present Elec- 
toral College plan is not perfect, and admit- 
tedly, some change may be in order. I do not 
believe, however, that the late violent lan- 
guage of the American Bar Report is quite 
necessary in which the present plan is char- 
acterized as “archaic, undemocratic, complex, 
ambiguous, indirect and dangerous,” 

The Electoral College at least recognizes 
and protects the Federal System and pre- 
serves “the republic of sovereign states.” I 
hope those are not obsolete words these days. 

From all of the testimony before the com- 
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mittee, it is apparent that there are two fun- 
damental weaknesses in the present plan. 

First, is the adoption of laws by all of the 
states which result in the candidate who 
carries the state, receiving all of that state’s 
votes in the Electoral College ignoring com- 
pletely minority votes. This plan described 
variously as “the general ticket,” “unit vot- 
ing” and “winner take all“, I think we must 
all grant, offers some evil and misleading 
possibilities. I think we need look no farther 
back than 1960 to demonstrate this, and I 
fully agree that it is an error which ought to 
be corrected. 

The second principal objection running 
through all of the testimony is that the elec- 
tors are not legally bound to vote for any- 
one in particular and that they could double 
cross the voters and elect Joe Dokes or John 
Smith. The fact that in 200 years, however, 
there seems to have been only five instances 
in which electors have not carried out the 
voters’ instructions, it seems to me, renders 
this argument pretty negligible considering 
the thousands of electors that have served 
during this long period. I do agree, of course, 
that the electors should be bound to carry 
out the voters’ instructions. 

The third objection which has been made 
a time or two in this testimony, but lurk- 
ing in the background and timidly expressed, 
is that the small states have three electors 
regardless of their size or population and 
that this ought to be changed. I would re- 
mind you gentlemen of the Senate that if 
that doctrine is acceptable for the election 
of a President, there is, for the same reason, 
no excuse for having two Senators from each 
of our under-populated states. 

I would direct the remainder of these re- 
marks particularly in opposition to the plan 
of the direct election of the President which 
seems to have attracted substantial support 
in many quarters. I oppose that plan because 
I think it is a step towards the conversion 
of this country into a pure democracy and 
is leaving the door ajar a little for the ulti- 
mate destruction of the conception of a re- 
public of sovereign states. Under the plan of 
a general direct election of the President, it 
must be rather obvious that the states, as 
such, lose their identity. With the present 
majorities in New York, California and per- 
haps Illinois that run frequently to more 
than a million votes, it seems to me that the 
votes of at least 13 states which cast less 
than 400,000 total votes and of more than 
20 states which cast less than 600,000 votes 
become pretty immaterial as against these 
enormous majorities piled up in our great 
metropolitan areas. Certainly, the relatively 
few states which now have three electors in 
the Electoral College have lost their voice 
when we go to the direct election of the 
President. Have we arrived at the point where 
we no longer recognize the existence and 
separate autonomy of these smaller states? 
Under the direct election plan, it is easily 
possible to secure a large enough majority 
in New York or California. or Pennsylvania, 
or certainly by the three of them, to com- 
pletely nullify the total vote of the entire 
Middle West. I, for one, am not yet ready 
to bury the voice of large areas of this coun- 
try with the great resources that comprises 
most of the western United States. I want 
the identity of these states electorally pre- 
served. 

I think it is impossible to go to the system 
of direct voting without that being followed 
by other federal controls of our elections and 
of what other things I know not. I am 
actually more concerned with the fringe 
legislation which will grow out of this pro- 
posal than I am with the proposal itself. To 
those of you who have been members of the 
Senate for a substantial number of years, I 
am sure you have observed the constant 
enlargement of federal controls in every 
aspect of American life. We pass a perfectly 
proper and needed simple piece of legisla- 
tion and within less than 20 years, we find 
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that the fringe effects of that legislation 
have been expanded and expanded until they 
cover a vast field not contemplated by the 
sponsors of the original legislation. 

But it is said here that the states will be 
in control of the elections. That I do not 
believe. The report of the distinguished gen- 
tleman comprising the American Bar Asso- 
ciation Commission confesses its own weak- 
ness in that respect in its own recommenda- 
tions. For instance, it recommends that the 
Congress be empowered to determine the 
days on which the original election and the 
runoff, if necessary, be held. It recommends 
that the places and manner of holding the 
presidential election and the inclusion of 
names of candidates on the ballot shall be 
prescribed by the state legislatures but with 
a proviso that Congress may at any time by 
law make or alter such regulation.” It pro- 
vides that Congress may adopt uniform age 
and residence requirements. But to enforce 
these powers, is it not vital that Federal 
employees enforce them? or at least super- 
vise them? or check on them? If Congress 
trusts the states to do this, it will be about 
the first time Congress has relied on the 
states to enforce Federal law. I would hazard 
a guess, judging from long observation of the 
past extension of federal power, that, if this 
measure for direct election of the President 
is adopted, within five years we will have a 
Federal Bureau of Elections and that within 
20 years, we will have a bureau of at least 
500 people and federal inspectors with fed- 
eral clerks of election, federal judges of elec- 
tion and federal counting boards in every 
county and sizeable municipality within the 
United States. 

What a glorious political prospect! 

And once we start down this road, how 
long will it be before there is a movement 
for a federal referendum on the acts of the 
1 utilizing these same federal voting 
lists 

Let the people rule will be the cry. 

May we go still further and provide for the 
initiation of laws by the same method? By 
the elimination of the identity of the states, 
we start a long chain reaction. 

Is this picture overdrawn? I do not think 
so. Our recent history shows that each time 
the federal government has begun to assert 
jurisdiction in any particular field that it 
has given rise to a tremendous extension of 
the federal establishment supposedly neces- 
sary to handle it. For instance, I can remem- 
ber very well when the Federal Power Com- 
mission was first established with three 
cabinet members as the Commission and per- 
haps thirty to forty people. It now has, I 
would guess, some 600 or 800 people and has 
extended its jurisdiction, and Iam not criti- 
cal of this, to every minute detail of the 
regulatory process, The same thing is sub- 
stantially true of the Federal Communica- 
tions Commission, the Securities and Ex- 
change Commission, and when the Federal 
Government entered the field of Social Se- 
curity and later of public health and medi- 
cal care, I doubt if anyone knows the thou- 
sands upon thousands of additional people 
added to control all of the minutiae in these 
fields. Let me repeat I am not criticizing the 
entry into the field nor am I suggesting that 
less supervision would be desirable. Iam only 
citing these as an almost certain prophecy 
of what will happen if the Federal Govern- 
ment undertakes to control directly the elec- 
tion of the President of the United States. 
I think this is even more true on this issue 
since the whole question of voting, elections, 
and possible state manipulation of elections 
is one of the hottest of our current political 
issues. 

I am sure you will recognize my reluctance 
to disagree with my many distinguished law- 
yer friends in the American Bar Association, 
but I gain consolation from the fact that the 
American Bar Association is very far from 
being unanimous on this question, There 
was a division in the Board, and, as I re- 
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call, this report, now on file in your Commit- 
tee, was only approved by the House of Dele- 
gates by a vote of 130 to 103 on a motion to 
remand the matter for further study. 

Most of the argument submitted to this 
Committee inveighs against the admitted 
weaknesses in the present Electoral College, 
and with that I can completely agree. It is 
the proposed remedy with which I do not 
agree. It is surprising to me that there has 
not been, at least in the testimony which 
I have read, more detailed examination of 
the plan of preserving the Electoral College, 
but eliminating its weaknesses and avoiding 
what I think is this pitfall of federal control 
of elections. I commend for careful study 
the plan of the election of the electors by 
districts more or less conforming to the pres- 
ent Congressional Districts and allowing 
each elector to cast his vote for the Presi- 
dent who receives the highest vote in his 
particular elector district. This plan, of 
course, completely eliminates the complaint 
made of the general ticket or of the “winner 
takes all” within a State, and it might well 
be that the electors would be split between 
various candidates just as the Congressional 
Districts are split between the party. But 
certainly it removes entirely the possible 
ground of complaint against the present 
system. 

In the next place, it eliminates completely 
the possibility of infidelity by the electors 
because they must commit themselves as a 
matter of law as to whom they will vote 
for in the Electoral College. 

These are the two principal objections to 
the present plan, if not the only objections, 
that appear in the testimony of some 30 
or 40 witnesses which I have read, and it 
seems to me that this District Plan as set 
forth in S. 12 and some similar resolutions 
adequately answers the defects now ap- 
parent. 

May I summarize the District Plan in this 
way: 

1. It eliminates the general ticket, the 
unit voting, “the winner takes all” which 
is the primary object of all of the propo- 
nents of change. 

2. It stops the possibility of infidelity by 
the electors because they must commit them- 
selves as a matter of law as to whom they 
will vote for in the Electoral College. 

8. It is a truly representative plan, just as 
representative as are the elections of the 
members of the House and the members of 
the Senate. 

4. It avoids all the implications regarding 
our governmental structure that direct elec- 
tion implies. 

5. It avoids the federal control of elections 
and the fringe legislation that will inevitably 
ensue. 

6. It preserves and recognizes the identity 
of the states, all of them as independent 
units, but all as members of our Federal 
Republic. 


ADJOURNMENT UNTIL MONDAY 
NEXT 


Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, 
in accordance with the order previously 
entered, I move that the Senate stand in 
adjournment until 12 o’clock noon on 
Monday next. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5 
o’clock and 20 minutes p.m.) the Senate 
adjourned until Monday, July 31, 1967, 
at 12 o’clock meridian. 


NOMINATIONS 


Executive nominations received by the 
Senate July 27, 1967: 
DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE 


Sheldon B. Vance, of Minnesota, a Foreign 
Service officer of class 1, to be Ambassador 
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Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of the 
United States of America to the Republic 
of Chad. 

U.S. MARSHAL 


John H. Phillips, of Mississippi, to be U.S. 
marshal for the northern district of Missis- 
sippi for the term of 4 years. 


ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCE SERVICES ADMINIS- 
TRATION 


Subject to qualifications provided by law, 
the following for permanent appointment to 
the grades indicated in the Environmental 
Science Services Administration: 


To be captains 


John R. Plaggmier Eugene W. Richards 
Leonard S. Baker Harley D. Nygren 


To be commanders 


Robert W. Franklin 
Sidney C. Miller 
Ronald M. Buffington 
To be lieutenant commanders 
Robert A. Ganse Richard H, Allbritton 


Michael H. Fleming Frank H. Branca 
Richard E. Newell Richard J. De Rycke 


To be lieutenants 


Edward M. Gelb Steven M. Erickson 
Willis J. Kircik Joseph L. Scott 
Charles Y. Molyneaux,Glen R. Schaefer 
Jr. Harold D. Nilsson 
Phillip B, Clark Duane D. Helton 
Carl W. Fisher James L. Murphy 
Arthur P. Sibold III William S. Richardson 
John O. Rolland Donald R. Askew 
Phillip F. Dean James R. Vandell 
To be lieutenants (junior grade) 
Peter F. MacDoran Calvert D. Iles 
Thomas M. Wesik David M. Mauthe 
Kanezo A. Domoto Bernard N. Mandel- 
Richard T. Sheahan kern 
To be ensigns 
Yeager A. Bush 
Efrem R. Krisher 
Kenneth W. Sigley 


CONFIRMATIONS 


Executive nominations confirmed by 
the Senate July 27, 1967: 


FEDERAL MARITIME COMMISSION 


Ashton C. Barrett, of Mississippi, to be a 
Federal Maritime Commissioner for the term 
expiring June 30, 1972. 


INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION 


Grant E. Syphers, of California, to be an 
Interstate Commerce Commissioner for the 
remainder of the term expiring December 
31, 1973. 

Dale Wayne Hardin, of Illinois, to be an 
Interstate Commerce Commissioner for the 
remainder of the term expiring December 
31, 1972. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

Benjamin H. Oehlert, Jr., of Georgia, to 
be Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipo- 
tentiary of the United States of America to 
Pakistan. 

Kennedy M. Crockett, of Virginia, a For- 
eign Service officer of class 2, to be Ambassa- 
dor Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of the 
United States of America to Nicaragua. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


TuursbDAay, JuLy 27, 1967 


The House met at 12 o’clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Edward G. Latch, 
D. D., offered the following prayer: 


I sought the Lord, and He heard me 
and delivered me from all my fears.— 
Psalm 34: 4. 
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Eternal God and Father of mankind, 
whose creative spirit summons us to walk 
in the way of justice and peace and good 
will, in all reverence of mind and heart 
we bow before Thee at the alter of prayer. 
Lest we lose our way in the tragedy of 
these trying times we would turn from 
the noise of the seen world to the quiet 
of the unseen world in Thy presence 
where we can be still and know that 
Thou art God. 

In the tense wilderness of our human 
relationships reveal to us Thy will. In 
the dense darkness of our day let Thy 
light shine upon our path. In the confu- 
sion of conflicting counsels give us wis- 
dom to see clearly the signs of the times 
and the courage to walk worthily in the 
way of Thy word to us. 

This day may we depart from evil and 
do good; may we seek peace and pursue 
it; may we do justly, love mercy, and 
walk humbly with Thee. In the Master’s 
name we pray. Amen. 


THE JOURNAL 


The Journal of the proceedings of yes- 
terday was read and approved. 


U.S. MILITARY SALES PROGRAM 


Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentlewoman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Speaker, I listened 
intently when the House debated the ex- 
tension of the authorization for the 
Inter-American Development Bank on 
Wednesday, July 26. 

As a member of the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs of the House of Repre- 
sentatives, I wanted to take the floor in 
order to make some comments regarding 
the U.S. military sales program, particu- 
larly as it affects Latin America. But 
since my remarks might have initiated a 
debate which was not central to the 
question before the House, I refrained 
from giving some facts on this issue. 

However, due to the developments in 
the other body, and the assertion by one 
reporter that the House Foreign Affairs 
Committee was not aware of the facts 
of the military sales program, I decided 
to present to you at this time some per- 
tinent information. 

The Committee on Foreign Affairs has 
been in receipt of detailed classified re- 
ports on the military sales program. This 
classified information has been available 
in the committee rooms to all Members 
of Congress in accordance with a policy 
inaugurated long ago by our distin- 
guished chairman, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania, Dr. THOMAS E. MORGAN. 
The involvement of the Export-Import 
Bank in the financing of these sales has 
been known and has been part of the 
public record of the foreign assistance 
legislation both in the House and in the 
other body. 

We find, however, that some new de- 
velopments in this military sales pro- 
gram warrant further consideration. I 
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am referring specifically to transactions 
in which the purchasing country is not, 
and perhaps was never intended to be, 
the ultimate recipient of arms sold with 
the help of credit extended by the 
Export-Import Bank. This matter bears 
further investigation and we have al- 
ready made some plans within the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Affairs to examine this 
matter in detail. 

Mr. Speaker, in a later part of this 
Recorp, I am going to make a more 
comprehensive statement on this entire 
subject. I urge the Members of the House 
to give their earnest attention to that 
statement which they will find in the 
Recorp tomorrow morning. 


JARMAN ANNOUNCES SUBCOMMIT- 
TEE HEARINGS ON TV RADIATION 


Mr. JARMAN, Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my 
remarks, and to inelude extraneous 
matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. JARMAN, Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to announce that beginning 
Monday, August 14, our Subcommittee 
on Public Health and Welfare of the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce will conduct hearings on the 
matter of X-radiation in connection with 
color television. 

The recently publicized attempts to lo- 
cate some 9,000 color television sets 
which may be emitting harmful radia- 
tion have brought to light the need for 
a searching inquiry into the potential 
health hazards involved in radiation 
emission. Certainly the public is entitled 
to absolute protection from potential 
sources of harmful radiation, and at 
present a substantial question exists as 
to whether the public is being afforded 
this protection. 

Our hearings will focus or H.R. 10790, 
the Radiation Control for Health and 
Safety Act of 1967, which I have cospon- 
sored with my colleague on the subcom- 
mittee, PauL Rocers, of Florida. During 
the hearings, we intend to inquire into 
the relation of X-radiation to the public 
health, with particular emphasis on the 
situation with regard to color television. 
This problem is a relatively new one in 
the public health field, and the need for 
an inquiry on the subject is obvious. 

We expect to hear from Government 
witnesses, representatives from the elec- 
tronics industry, physicians, and scien- 
peta who have conducted research in the 

eld. 


DIRECT FEDERAL FINANCIAL AID 
TO LOCAL LAW-ENFORCEMENT 
AGENCIES 


Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 
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Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, Wil- 
liam Pitt once said, where laws end, 
tyranny begins.” 

Long-range solutions to the riots must 
be found. But the immediate need is for 
effective law enforcement. The restora- 
tion and maintenance of law and order 
are prerequisites to any meaningful at- 
tack upon the underlying causes of such 
outbreaks. So I have today joined with 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
O' Hana] in introducing legislation to pro- 
vide direct Federal financial funds to 
local law-enforcement agencies to 
strengthen their capabilities for dealing 
with riots and civil disorders. 

Mr. Speaker, the sniping, arson, loot- 
ing, and rioting in more than a score of 
American cities present this Nation with 
one of the gravest threats since the 
American Civil War. 

The grants, totaling $300,000,000, 
would be available for the organization, 
equipping and training of law enforce- 
ment agencies for riot prevention, sup- 
pression, and control and for the or- 
ganization, equipping, and training of 
police reserve units for duty in such 
emergencies. 

Mr. CAREY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCARTRHY. I yield to the gentle- 
man from New York. 

Mr. CAREY. I thank the gentleman 
from New York. As a member of the New 
York delegation, I wish to associate my- 
self with the remarks of the gentleman 
from New York and the gentleman from 
Michigan and indicate that if the House 
really means what we have been saying 
over the last few days about law enforce- 
ment, we should make as our first order 
of business the speedy consideration and 
enactment of this legislation which will 
put our money right where it is needed— 
in the police and law-enforcement agen- 
cies—to recruit, train, and make ready 
for the job of law enforcement the spe- 
cialists and professionals we need in the 
big cities of this country. 

Nothing could be more important than 
the consideration of this legislation at 
this time. 


DEATH OF FORMER CONGRESS- 
MAN HERMAN TOLL 


Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Speaker, it is with 
sadness that I rise to inform the House 
of the passing of our friend and former 
colleague, Herman Toll, who so ably 
represented the Fourth District of Penn- 
sylvania from the 86th through the 89th 
Congresses. His ill health prevented his 
running for reelection to the 90th Con- 
gress. His outstanding ability won him 
distinction in the field of law as well as 
in this legislative body. He was one of 
the finest men I have been privileged to 
know and to count as a close personal 
friend. I know that all of his former col- 
leagues in the House join with me in ex- 
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tending our deepest sympathy and con- 
dolences to his family. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MORGAN. I yield to our distin- 
guished majority leader. 

Mr. ALBERT. I certainly desire to join 
the gentleman in extending condolences 
to the family of our late colleague, who 
was a very fine Member of the House 
and a good friend of mine. He was a 
gentleman in every sense of the word. I 
heard with shock of his passing. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MORGAN. I yield to the distin- 
guished gentleman from New York. 

Mr. CELLER. I am sure we are all dis- 
tressed and sorrowful at the death of our 
late lamented colleague, Herman Toll, 
fromthe State of Pennsylvania. He 
served on the Judiciary Committee and 
he served in a most exemplary fashion. 
He was indeed a dedicated public servant. 
He had a character that we all might well 
pattern ourselves after. He was kindly, 
he was just, and always, shall I say, he 
was merciful and walked humbly in the 
language of the Prophet Micah. The Lord 
has placed his finger upon him. He now 
sleeps. We send condolences to the mem- 
bers of his family. 

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MORGAN. I yield to the distin- 
guished majority whip. 

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to join in the remarks that have been 
made with reference to our late col- 
league, Herman Toll. I would like to add 
that, despite his illness, which was a very 
serious one and which handicapped him 
tremendously, he labored until the very 
end. He would come here to the floor even 
after he had lost his ability to walk and 
talk, yet his mind was keen, and as long 
as the people honored him, he sought 
to perform his duty with dedication and 
responsibility. 

He was indeed a fine Member of this 
body. 

Mrs. Boggs joins me in extending our 
sympathy to Mrs. Toll and his sons and 
other members of his family. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MORGAN. I yield to the distin- 
guished Speaker. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I am 
very sorry to hear the remarks made by 
my friend from Pennsylvania informing 
the House of the death of our late col- 
league, Herman Toll. Herman Toll was a 
very dedicated Member of the House, 
hardworking and sincere and courageous 
in the performance of his duties, but he 
was possessed of one of the finest char- 
acters and dispositions that I have ever 
met. The kindness was shining from his 
eyes and his face from the beautiful mind 
he possessed. 

He suffered considerably for quite a 
few years, and he fought a great battle 
displaying unusual courage in the period 
of pain and travail that he underwent. I 
visited him on several occasions when he 
was at the naval hospital. While he could 
not talk, he could gesture. 

It was very significant to note the love 
that existed between Herman Toll and 
Mrs. Toll, and her great devotion to him, 


20484 


and the close relationship that existed 
between them as husband and wife and 
the intense love they had for one another. 

I know my colleagues who knew Her- 
man Toll will join with the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Morcan] and 
the Pennsylvania delegation in express- 
ing our deep sorrow and in extending to 
Mrs. Toll and her sons our profound 
sympathy in their bereavement. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MORGAN. I yield to the distin- 
guished minority leader. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
I wish to join with the distinguished 
Speaker and others in paying tribute in 
the Recorp to our late colleague. Al- 
though I was not personally acquainted 
with him, I do know that he was held in 
esteem by his colleagues on both sides of 
the aisle. Certainly on behalf of those on 
our side of the aisle, I wish to extend our 
deepest condolence to his widow and to 
his sons. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MORGAN. I yield to the distin- 
guished gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Mc- 
CULLOCH]. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the distinguished gentleman for 
yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I have known Herman 
Toll for a number of years. He was a 
devoted and courageous member of the 
Judiciary Committee during much of 
the time that I knew him. He did great 
work and he will be missed not only by 
his family, but by his State and his 
Nation, as well. 

His family, of course, has our sym- 
pathy. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Speak- 
er, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MORGAN. I yield to the distin- 
guished gentleman from Colorado. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Speak- 
er, we were all sorry to learn of the 
passing of our distinguished former 
Member, Herman Toll. It was a privi- 
lege to serve with him on the Judiciary 
Committee throughout the time that he 
was in Congress. He was always devoted 
to his duties and responsibilities, and at 
all times he tried his best to serve his 
country and his constituents. 

May I extend my sympathy to the 
family. 

Mr. BYRNE of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, when the news of the death of 
my close friend and former colleague, 
the Honorable Herman Toll, reached me 
this morning, I was shocked and sad- 
dened. My personal sorrow is the greater 
because of my opportunity to work so 
closely with this dedicated man in Phila- 
delphia, as a legislator in Harrisburg, 
and in Washington for many years. I 
deeply appreciated the courage and 
determination with which he served his 
office; his sense of responsibility, his keen 
intellect, and his willingness to labor for 
his ideals, even though desperately ill 
in later years, is an inspiration for every- 
one. I mourn the loss of this fine man 
who so diligently and capably performed 
his duties as a member of the House 
Judiciary Committee and as a Member 
in the House of Representatives. My 
wife Virginia joins me in extending to 
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one of the bravest women I have ever 
known, his wife, Rose Toll, and to his 
wonderful sons, Gilbert and Shelley, our 
sympathy and understanding in their 
great loss. It will be my earnest prayer 
that the good Lord will reward him for 
all of his good deeds for his people. The 
city of Philadelphia, the Commonweaith 
of Pennsylvania, and the Nation lost an 
able legislator and an outstanding 
citizen. 

Mr. NIX. Mr. Speaker, it is with a deep 
sense of tragic personal loss that I join 
my colleagues in paying tribute to my 
dear friend and former colleague, Her- 
man Toll, who sat with honor with us in 
these Chambers until January of this 
year. 

I am proud to have numbered him 
among my closest friends. Although we 
served together here since 1958, our 
friendship extends beyond that point to 
many years of civic service in our mutual 
home city of Philadelphia. 

I was greatly shocked and deeply 
grieved at receiving the news. My heart 
goes out to his dear wife, Rose, who has 
been at his side for 25 years or more. 
He also leaves two sons, who I am sure, 
will follow in their father’s footsteps as 
lawyers and civic leaders. 

Herman Toll, though ailing these re- 
cent years, was devoted to his city of 
Philadelphia and his State of 
Pennsylvania, 

As a Congressman, he was also a friend 
to the many constituents who called 
upon him to assist them with their prob- 
lems, both large and small. 

But service to his fellow man was noth- 
ing new to Herman Toll. His life was 
dedicated to the service of his fellow man. 

He was never too busy, never too weary 
to attend to his many functions. 

Herman Toll was a Philadelphia law- 
yer, a graduate of Temple University 
where he first showed the leadership 
qualities that marked his future life. He 
graduated from Temple with honors and 
with a record of distinguished service 
behind him. 

He went on to practice law with great 
success and applied himself to the myriad 
tasks that distinguished him as a great 
leader. 

He was a board member of the Jewish 
Home for the Aged; a board member of 
the Northeast Neighborhood Center; a 
trustee of the College of Podiatry; a 
member of the Personal Aid Bureau of 
the Jewish Family Service; of the Penn- 
sylvania Prison Society; of the Fellow- 
ship Commission and Fellowship House. 

He also served as a member of the 
Urban League and the Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania, and American Bar Asso- 
ciations. 

His public life began in 1950 when he 
was elected to the General Assembly of 
Pennsylvania and where he served until 
his election to the 86th Congress in 1958 
where he served until his retirement this 
year. 

While a Member of this body, he served 
as a member of the House Judiciary 
Committee and its Subcommittees on 
Antitrust and Civil Rights and Patents. 

Herman Toll will be missed by his be- 
loved family, by his colleagues here in 
Congress, and by the thousands of peo- 
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ple who were his constituents and whose 
friendship he enjoyed and was proud of. 

To these, I add my own condolences 
and my very deepest sympathy. I share 
the loss of a very true friend. 

Of Herman Toll, I can say more than 
any man I have ever known, that all of 
us have been enriched because he lived 
and worked among us even though for a 
short time. 

Mr. EILBERG. Mr. Speaker, it is with 
profound sadness that I comment on the 
passing of Herman Toll, my predecessor 
as the Representative of the Fourth Con- 
gressional District of Pennsylvania. 

In the several months that I have 
been a Member of this body, I have 
learned a great many things. All fresh- 
men have. But I believe that I have had 
an advantage few new Congressmen ever 
have. You see, my way has been paved 
by Herman Toll. 

This was a most unusual man. In my 
daily work I am still finding this out. 
Many men have left fine records. My 
predecessor leaves an exemplary one. 

Many men have been respected and 
liked. My predecessor, it turns out, was 
loved. One of the first lessons I learned 
on coming to Washington was just that. 
People greeted me and wished me well, 
following that quickly with “How is 
Herman?” 

The first dozen times I met Speaker 
McCormack, our conversation almost al- 
ways was opened by him with prayerful 
words about Herman Toll. The same has 
been true of Chairman CELLER, of the 
committee on which we both were privi- 
leged to serve. The same applies also to 
many Congressmen on both sides of the 
= and to congressional staff members 


When I was elected to serve my dis- 
trict, Mr. Speaker, I knew it was not 
going to be easy. I knew Herman Toll 
had left big footprints, and that this 
district, thanks largely to him, had com- 
piled a reputation for service and 
dedication. 

I want you to know those footprints 
still look mighty big to me. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, I join our 
saddened colleagues today in mourning 
the passing of our former colleague from 
Pennsylvania, Herman Toll. 

I met him in Philadelphia before he 
joined us here as a fellow Member and 
was pleased to welcome him here after 
his election. Those of us who had the 
opportunity to know him respected him 
as a devoted American, an excellent 
lawyer, and a hard-working and most 
competent legislator. He served his dis- 
trict, State, and Nation with distinction 
and devotion. He dedicated himself to 
doing that which his conscience dictated 
was best for all. 

He will be missed by all who knew him 
but most of all by his beloved family. 

May his memory be a blessing forever. 

Mr. ROONEY of New York. Mr. Speak- 
er, it was saddening today to learn 
of the passing of the Honorable Herman 
Toll, a former Member of this body from 
the State of Pennsylvania. Herman Toll 
was a fine, warm Philadelphian, greatly 
respected by all his colleagues. He was 
truly admired, Mr. Speaker, for the tre- 
mendous battle he put up against ill 
health—refusing to submit to it as he 
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went about his business as a Member of 
this House and the House Judiciary Com- 
mittee. Toward the end, though, Herman 
had to retire as his illness finally won 
out. A good legislator and a fine man, 
he will be sorely missed by his family, his 
colleagues, and all the people of his dis- 
trict in Philadelphia. To his lovely wife 
and sons I extend my deepest sympathy. 


GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND 


Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may extend their remarks in the Recorp 
on this subject. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
ALBERT). Is there objection to the request 
of the gentleman from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 


PERMISSION FOR SUBCOMMITTEE 
NO. 2 OF THE COMMITTEE ON THE 
JUDICIARY TO SIT DURING GEN- 
ERAL DEBATE TODAY 


Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I ask un- 
animous consent that Subcommittee No. 
2 of the Committee on the Judiciary may 
rh Salem to sit during general debate 

y. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from Louisiana? 

There was no objection. 


PERMISSION TO FILE CONFERENCE 
REPORT ON H.R. 6098, INTEREST 
EQUALIZATION TAX EXTENSION 
ACT OF 1967 


Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I ask un- 
animous consent that the conferees on 
the part of the House may have until 
midnight tonight, July 27, 1967, to file 
a conference report on the bill H.R. 6098, 
the Interest Equalization Tax Extension 
Act of 1967. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from Arkansas? 

There was no objection. 


STOKELY CARMICHAEL’S IDENTI- 
FICATION OF HIMSELF 


Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and ex- 
tend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Florida? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
yesterday I urged the Attorney General 
to take action through the FBI and Jus- 
tice Department for the arrest of Stokely 
Carmichael immediately upon his return 
to the United States from Cuba. I have 
been advised that Carmichael’s reentry 
cannot be legally barred. 

Statements attributed to Carmichael, 
particularly relating to his claim of credit 
for organizing the current outbreaks of 
domestic violence, are sufficient cause for 
his immediate arrest. He has been quoted 
as saying: 

In Newark, we applied the war tactics of 
guerrillas. We are preparing groups of urban 
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guerrillas for our defense in the cities. The 
price of these rebellions is a high price that 
one must pay. This fight is not going to be 
a simple street meeting. It is going to be a 
fight to the death. 


Carmichael himself calls it a rebellion. 
The Justice Department should not con- 
sider it less. 

The laws of the United States provide 
that anyone who incites, sets on foot, as- 
sists, or engages in any rebellion or insur- 
rection against the authority of the 
United States or the laws thereof, has 
committed a Federal crime. 

The law extends to any person who 
knowingly or willfully advocates, abets, 
advises, or teaches the duty, necessity, 
desirability, or propriety of overthrow- 
ing or destroying the Government of the 
United States or the government of any 
State, territory, district, or possession 
thereof, or the government of any poli- 
tical subdivision therein, by force or 
violence. 

Now, there can be little question that 
the domestic violence sweeping the Na- 
tion is at least supported, if not actively 
planned, by elements within and with- 
out the country who seek the destruc- 
tion of our Government, our institutions, 
and our basic freedoms. 

Carmichael has identified himself as 
one of those who would destroy the 
United States. We cannot accept his 
statements on any other basis. 

Our laws are designed to take care of 
Carmichael’s ilk and the American peo- 
ple will demand that these laws be fully 
enforced. 


HEARINGS ON MONDAY HOLIDAY 
BILLS 


Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Speak- 
er, I ask unanimous consent to address 
the House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Colorado? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Speak- 
er, Subcommittee No. 4 of the Commit- 
tee on the Judiciary has scheduled hear- 
ings on H.R. 1292 and House Joint Res- 
olution 301, and similar measures, which 
provide for the uniform observance of 
certain holidays on designated Mondays. 
These public hearings will be held on 
Wednesday and Thursday, August 16 and 
17, at 10 a.m. in room 2141, Rayburn 
House Office Building. 

Although the bills now pending be- 
fore the subcommittee differ in the num- 
ber of holidays they would affect, a ma- 
jority provide that Washington’s Birth- 
day, Veterans Day, Memorial Day, and 
Independence Day would be celebrated on 
specified Mondays in each year. A sub- 
stantial interest in these measures has 
been indicated in the mail received by 
the committee and agency reports have 
been requested and received from the 
Bureau of the Budget, the Department of 
Commerce, the Department of Labor, 
and the Civil Service Commission. 

Those wishing to testify or to submit 
statements for the record should address 
Subcommittee No. 4, Committee on the 
Judiciary, U.S. House of Representatives, 
Room 2137, Rayburn House Office Build- 
ing, Washington, D.C, 20515. 
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SPECIAL SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE 
HOUSE COMMITTEE ON ARMED 
SERVICES INVESTIGATING THE 
M-16—PERMISSION TO SIT 


Mr. ICHORD. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the special sub- 
committee of the House Committee on 
Armed Services investigating the M-16 
be permitted to sit while the House is in 
session during general debate today. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. AL- 
BERT). Is there objection to the request 
of the gentleman from Missouri? 

There was no objection. 


MR. GROSS RESPONDS TO MR. 
RESNICK 


Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Iowa? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I take this 
opportunity to respond to the Represent- 
ative from New York [Mr. RESNICK] 
for the vicious remarks which he di- 
rected against me in yesterday’s Con- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD. 

His attack places me in good company 
and I know that I am on the right track 
if whatever I do is displeasing to this 
vindictive individual. 

Incidentally, it is not surprising that he 
had neither the courage to read the re- 
marks in person nor the decency to ad- 
vise me in advance of his statement—a 
courtesy which is observed by an over- 
whelming majority of the Members of 
this body. 

Mr. Speaker, I will not dignify his 
diatribe with any further comments. 


STATEMENT TO MR. UDALL 


Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, the big 
game has come and gone, and once 
again the sands of futility have settled 
over Mr. Upatu’s pitching reputation. To 
no avail were his infamous and sinister 
tactics as my teammates swirled around 
the base paths for score after score. 
Though it was an especially gratifying 
victory for the Republicans, in light of 
the recent attacks by the Representative 
from Arizona to the lineage and qualifi- 
cations of my ball club, I found it par- 
ticularly distressing to see the Demo- 
cratic pitcher attired in the world re- 
nown “eye patch” in the opening min- 
utes of play. To have this symbol of 
courage and efficiency worn by such a 
traditional loser as my colleague Mr. 
Unpatt is most certainly a travesty with- 
out peer. Mr. UpaLL might be interested 
to know that the Republican team has 
taken steps to prevent a recurrence of 
such irreverence. After the ball game last 
night, my club unanimously voted to in- 
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troduce a resolution calling for the res- 
ignation of Mr. UDALL as pitcher for the 
Democrats, in order for future rollcall 
games to represent more of a challenge 
to us. This will insure the integrity of 
symbolic attire as well as relieve the 
dullness of Republicans perenially shell- 
ing their Democratic opponents. 

On a more personal note, I would like 
to inquire after the health of certain 
members of the Democratic team. Due 
to the heat of the contest and the Re- 
publican’s earnestness to capture a fur- 
ther victory, several unavoidable colli- 
sions occurred throughout the game. 
Though these were not personal reac- 
tions to previous injustices and were 
merely part and parcel of a hard-fought 
battle, I would like to point out who 
came out on the short end of the stick. 
However, to each his just desserts. 

Another point of interest—did anyone 
notice how the scoreboard lit up with an 
error signal whenever the Udallians took 
the field? The scoreboard looked like 
Christmas in July—seven errors—and 
these are responsible elected officials? 

For those of us who are able to grasp 
the implications of an event for the tides 
of the future, there seems to be little 
doubt about the outcome of the national 
Republican-Democratic confrontation 
in 1968. 

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CONTE. I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. BOLAND. I am disappointed to 
learn that the Republicans are consid- 
ering introducing a resolution to dis- 
place the manager of the Democratic 
team because I think I can say with cer- 
tainty that there are 247 people on the 
Democratic side who would be quite will- 
ing to introduce such a resolution and 
that includes the manager himself. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. AL- 
BERT). The time of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts has expired. 

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to address the House for 1 
minute to respond to these vicious per- 
sonal attacks. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

Mr, GALLAGHER. I reserve the right 
to object. 

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Speaker, it is with 
deep sorrow and anguish that I announce 
to this House and to my colleagues today 
my resignation. 

Mr. GALLAGHER. Mr. Speaker, I 
withdraw my objection. 

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Speaker, I announce 
my resignation as manager of that great 
loyal band of Democratic baseball play- 
ers and I renew today my demand that 
the District of Columbia Stadium be de- 
clared a national disaster area on ac- 
count of the whole series of disasters 
that have occurred there in the past few 
years. 

It is said that old athletes never die— 
but like some of my pitches—they just 
sink and fade. As I fade away into the 
twilight, Mr. Speaker, I pay tribute to 
that loyal fine membership of my team. 
Never have men of their mature age 
shown such vigor, loyalty, and enthusi- 
asm. Democrats, Mr. Speaker, are always 
honest, loyal, brave, clean, and reverent. 
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Mr. Speaker, they are human—they are 
human, Democrats sometimes make mis- 
takes. But why cannot the GOP—why 
cannot their team at the crucial stages 
commit an error—drop a ball—and per- 
mit a fair and interesting contest to be 
held now and then? 

Why do they not let some of their 
elder statesmen play? Why do they not 
put in the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
Bow] so that he could take a 5-percent 
cut at the ball? 

And, Mr. Speaker, as I fade away, I 
call upon the electorate of the 50 States 
of the Union to elect some Democratic 
baseball players. Drysdale, Marichal, 
Whitey Ford, Barber, wherever you are, 
run for Congress on the Democratic 
ticket. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, fading still fur- 
ther I must ask, in the ancient, an- 
guished cry of Job, “Oh, Lord, how 
long—how long must this series of de- 
feats—these humiliations—continue— 
how long, oh Lord, oh how long?” 

Mr. CAREY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. UDALL. I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. CAREY. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding so that I can pay him a left- 
handed compliment. 

Mr. Speaker, in the words of the im- 
mortal poet known as “Anon,” I would 
like to dedicate these words to our late 
departed pitcher: 

Batters may come, 

And batters may go, 

Pitchers may toss, 

And pitchers may throw, 

But for a pitcher who is a parliamentary pro, 
I will take Upatn, Mo. 

The only thing he ever struck out 

Was the requisite number of words, 


RIOTS 


Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks, 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, we did have 
a good time last night at the ball game, 
and I am rather reluctant to get serious 
again. 

Mr. Speaker, amid all the furor over 
the tide of rioting that is sweeping over 
this country, you hear all kinds of 
“causes,” depending upon who is talking. 
ADAM CLAYTON PowELt got national cov- 
erage yesterday for his thoughts between 
the swigs of scotch and milk down in 
Bimini, and I have a few personal 
thoughts of my own today. 

Did you ever stop to think what role 
decisions of some of our courts have 
played? When the protest marches began 
several years ago, they involved law- 
breaking. Large groups marched down 
highways of the land, blocking them to 
traffic. If you or I did this, we would 
have been arrested. When the marchers 
became too obstreperous in their disre- 
gard for the legal usage of the highways 
for traffic, some were arrested. It was 
the Supreme Court who turned them 
loose, and thus paved the way for dis- 
order to progress from marches, demon- 
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strations, breaking and entering, loot- 
ing, and now to killing. 

Law enforcement has been hampered 
because the legal might of the United 
States has ridden on the side of those 
who justified lawlessness in the name 
of a cause—civil rights. Now we are 
reaping the sorry whirlwind of these 
decisions by a Court which has taken 
upon itself the role of social arbiter in- 
stead of a body originally conceived to 
interpret the Constitution. 

Before the mess can be straightened 
out, Congress will have to restore to it- 
self the function of lawmaking in the 
social justice field and undo the damage 
done by the courts, which have gone 
overboard in protecting the rights of 
those breaking the law. Machiavelli held 
that the end justifies the means. We are 
finding that the end is uprising and the 
means cannot be justified. Decent, law- 
abiding people have constitutional rights, 
too, and I would surely include those poor 
innocent people who refuse to throw in 
with the criminal element and suffer loss 
of what meager possessions they have, 
and are left hungry and homeless. 

I might make one further observation, 
Mr. Speaker. If I were the mayor of one 
of our cities or Governor of a State where 
trouble was expected, I would make it 
abundantly clear that any disturbance 
running beyond 15 minutes with the po- 
tential for breaking out into a riot would 
be met with all law-enforcement agen- 
cies given the order to shoot to kill any- 
one engaged in looting, or obstructing 
those responsible for maintaining law 
and order. This silly idea of giving the 
criminal element a grace period is just 
ridiculous. 


DEATH OF FORMER CONGRESSMAN 
FRANCK R. HAVENNER 


Mr. MAILLIARD. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from California? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MAILLIARD. Mr. Speaker, it is 
with deep regret that I learned yester- 
day, and I now inform the House, of the 
passing at the age of 84 of my predeces- 
sor, former Congressman Franck R. 
Havenner, who represented California’s 
Fourth District in San Francisco for 12 
years in the U.S. House of Representa- 
tives. I know that those of you who were 
his colleagues during his tenure will be 
equally saddened to hear of his death. 

Born in Sherwood, Md., in 1882, 
Franck Hayenner early migrated to the 
west coast where he spent the rest of 
his days, devoting much of his life to 
serving the city of San Francisco and the 
State of California. Although he was a 
journalist by profession, he was by in- 
clination a true public servant. He served 
his beloved city and State as a member 
of the San Francisco Board of Super- 
visors, as a member of the California 
Railroad Commission, and as a Member 
of the U.S. House of Representatives. 

In his long and colorful career, Franck 
strove mightily against the “establish- 
ment” in California. In the early 1900’s 
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he worked with Gov. Hiram Johnson in 
his successful “revolution” aimed at 
wresting control of California govern- 
ment from the dominance of the rail- 
road lobby. He later served here in 
Washington as assistant to Senator 
Johnson. 

In 1936 Franck was elected to Congress 
as a member of the Progressive Party, 
and was reelected 2 years later, not as a 
Progressive candidate, but as a Demo- 
crat. He was defeated by the late Tom 
Rolph in 1940 and returned to the House 
for four more terms in 1944. 

Despite the fact that we ran against 
each other on two occasions and each 
had a victory to our credit, Franck and 
I had nothing but the friendliest per- 
sonal relationship. 

San Francisco has lost one of her most 
dedicated and interesting citizens. 

My colleague from San Francisco’s 
Fifth District, the Honorable PHILLIP 
Burton, has asked that his name be 
joined with mine in expressing our sor- 
row at the passing of this longtime and 
distinguished public servant. 


PERMISSION FOR THE COMMITTEE 
ON RULES TO HAVE UNTIL MID- 
NIGHT TOMORROW NIGHT, JULY 
28, TO FILE CERTAIN PRIVILEGED 
REPORTS 


Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Rules may have until midnight to- 
morrow night, Friday, July 28, to file 
certain privileged reports. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle- 
man from Missouri? 

There was no objection. 


EXTENSION OF PUBLIC LAW 89-175 
TO PROVIDE FOR EXEMPTIONS 
FROM THE ANTITRUST LAWS TO 
ASSIST IN SAFEGUARDING THE 
BALANCE-OF-PAYMENTS POSI- 
TION OF THE UNITED STATES 


Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, by direc- 
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call 
up House Resolution 747, and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, 
follows: 


as 


H. Res, 747 

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 
resolution it shall be in order to move that 
the House resolve itself into the Committee 
of the Whole House in the State of the 
Union for the consideration of the bill (H.R. 
8630) to extend the authority for exemp- 
tions from the antitrust laws to assist in 
safeguarding the balance-of-payments posi- 
tion of the United States. After general de- 
bate, which shall be confined to the bill and 
shall continue not to exceed two hours, to 
be equally divided and controlled by the 
chairman and ranking minority member of 
the Committee on the Judiciary, the bill 
shall be read for amendment under the five- 
minute rule. At the conclusion of the con- 
sideration of the bill for amendment, the 
Committee shall rise and report the bill 
to the House with such amendments as may 
have been adopted, and the previous ques- 
tion shall be considered as ordered on the 
bill and amendments thereto to final pas- 
sage without intervening motion except one 
motion to recommit. After the passage of 
H.R. 8630 it shall be in order to take from 
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the Speaker’s table the Senate bill (S. 1648) 
and to consider the same in the House. 


Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 
minutes to the gentleman from Tennes- 
see [Mr. QUILLEN], pending which I 
yield myself such time as I may con- 
sume. 

Mr, Speaker, House Resolution 747 
provides for an open rule with 2 hours 
of debate and, as its reading indicates, it 
provides further that after passage of 
the House bill it shall be in order to take 
Senate 1648 from the Speaker’s table 
and consider the same in the House. 

Mr. Speaker, I know of no opposition 
to the rule. There is certain opposition 
to the bill itself, but we provide 2 hours 
of general debate for the bill. I, there- 
fore, reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, as the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. BoLLING] has stated, House 
Resolution 747 provides for an open rule 
with 2 hours of general debate for the 
consideration of H.R. 8630, a bill to ex- 
tend the authority for exemptions from 
the antitrust laws to assist supposedly 
in safeguarding the balance-of-pay- 
ments position of the United States. 

Public Law 89-175 gave the President 
authority to establish procedures for 
voluntary agreements among banks, in- 
vestment banking companies and busi- 
ness firms. Such agreements provided 
for joint action to safeguard our bal- 
ance-of-payments position by cutting 
down on overseas investment by U.S. 
firms. These agreements were granted 
immunity from antitrust laws. 

Public Law 89-175 was enacted for a 
20-month period, which expired last 
May 9. During its life, no voluntary 
agreements under its authority were en- 
tered into. 

H.R. 8630 extends the life of the act 
until June 30, 1969, changing none of the 
substantive provisions of the act. 

The Treasury supports the bill. The 
Justice Department supports the bill and 
has stated that a 2-year extension will 
not compromise the temporary nature 
of the legislation. 

My colleagues, the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. McCtory] and the gentle- 
man from New Jersey [Mr. SANDMAN], 
have submitted minority views opposing 
the bill as unnecessary. They point out 
that the President has not exercised his 
authority under the act and has not in- 
dicated to the Congress any intention to 
do so. Nor has a single agreement per- 
mitted by the act been entered into by 
the business and financial community. 

Furthermore, these members point out 
that the real culprit in our balance-of- 
payments problems is not private enter- 
prise but the Federal Government, who 
each year runs a big deficit in its over- 
seas financial dealings, while private 
business annually returns a large sur- 
plus. The real cure for the problem is 
not a stop-gap measure aimed at private 
enterprise, but a realization by the Gov- 
ernment of its major role in creating the 
problem because of its inflationary 
domestic fiscal policies and its poorly 
conceived foreign ones. 

Mr. Speaker, although I have no ob- 
jection to a rule being granted, I think 
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it is a bad precedent to continue to ex- 
empt certain institutions from the anti- 
trust laws. 

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re- 
quests for time, and I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I move 
the previous question on the resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The resolution was agreed to. 

8 motion to reconsider was laid on the 
e. 


CALL OF THE HOUSE 


Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
Boccs). Evidently a quorum is not 
present. 

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I move 
a call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol- 
lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 


[Roll No. 188] 
Andrews, Ala. Farbstein Myers 
Ashley Fisher Nichols 
Broomfield Flood O’Konski 
Brown, Calif. Fraser Pirnie 
Burke, Fla. Fuqua Pool 
Conyers Griffiths Pryor 
Cramer Herlong Purcell 
Dawson Hunt Resnick 
de la Garza Jones, Mo. Rhodes, Ariz, 
Dent Jones, N.C. St Germain 
Diggs Karth Scheuer 
Dole McEwen Sisk 
Edwards, Ala. Minshall 
Edwards, La. Morse, Mass. Tiernan 
Esch Murphy, III. Williams, Miss 


The SPEAKER. On this rollcall, 391 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum, 

By unanimous consent, further pro- 
ei under the call were dispensed 


EXTENSION OF PUBLIC LAW 89-175 
TO PROVIDE FOR EXEMPTIONS 
FROM THE ANTITRUST LAWS TO 
ASSIST IN SAFEGUARDING THE 
BALANCE-OF-PAYMENTS POSI- 
TION OF THE UNITED STATES 


Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union fer the consideration 
of the bill (H.R. 8630) to extend the au- 
thority for exemptions from the antitrust 
laws to assist in safeguarding the bal- 
ance-of-payments position of the United 
States. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the motion offered by the gentleman 
from New York. 

The motion was agreed to. 

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 


Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con- 
sideration of the bill H.R. 8630, with 
Mr. Carey in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

By unanimous consent, the first read- 
ing of the bill was dispensed with. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. Carey). Under 
the rule, the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. CELLER] will be recognized for 1 
hour, and the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
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McCuLtocH] will be recognized for 1 
hour. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. CELLER]. 

Mr. . Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 10 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 8630, the bill be- 
fore us, extends until June 30, 1969, the 
provisions of Public Law 89-175 which 
was enacted on September 9, 1965. That 
Public Law provides for exemptions from 
the antitrust laws for banks and other 
participants in voluntary agreements 
that have been requested by the Govern- 
ment to assist in the safeguarding of the 
balance-of-payments position of the 
United States. 

The law that was passed in the last 
Congress expired, by its terms, on May 9, 
1967. The bill before us simply extends 
for a period of 2 years the provisions of 
that statute which has expired. 

Public Law 89-175 was enacted Sep- 
tember 9, 1965, upon the recommenda- 
tion of the President to establish pro- 
cedures for the formulation, organiza- 
tion, and operation of voluntary agree- 
ments or programs among banks, invest- 
ment bankers, and companies, security 
brokers and dealers, insurance com- 
panies, finance companies, pension 
funds, charitable trusts and foundations, 
and educational institutions. Such vol- 
untary agreements or programs provide 
for joint action under the supervision of 
responsible Government officials. Those 
officials are the members of the Federal 
Reserve Board, the Secretary of the 
Treasury, and the Attorney General. 

I have been in the forefront of the 
fight to preserve our antitrust laws, I am 
one of the authors of the Celler-Kefauver 
Act, one of the most important laws, 
which I say with all due modesty, of the 
antitrust fabric. I am jealous of the anti- 
trust laws. I would be the last to yield 
on the antitrust laws and give immuniza- 
tion to any groups of entities. But here 
we have a situation which concerns a 
most important subject; that is, our bal- 
ance-of-payments position. Stringent 
safeguards are provided in the original 
act, of which we ask extension, on the 
powers of the Attorney General, who has 
to supervise the operations of the agree- 
ments. The agreements must originate 
in the Federal Reserve Board and/or the 
Secretary of the Treasury. 

Anyone who makes the assertion that 
immunization from the antitrust laws 
by the passage of this act is loosely 
granted, I am quite sure is not thor- 
oughly acquainted with the operations of 
the antitrust laws. 

Such voluntary agreements and pro- 
grams, as I have mentioned, provide for 
joint action under the supervision of re- 
sponsible Government officials, which 
has been determined to be necessary to 
safeguard the balance-of-payments po- 
sition of the United States through the 
curtailment of the private flow of dollar 
funds and credit from the United States 
to foreign countries. When there has 
been compliance with the procedures es- 
tablished in the act, participants in the 
voluntary agreements and programs are 
granted immunity, as I said, from the 
operation of the antitrust laws and the 
Federal Trade Commission Act. 
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Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CELLER. I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. PATMAN. Is it not a fact that our 
balance of payments is all right so far 
as goods and services are concerned? In 
other words, we are about $3 billion into 
the good on those. It is only because of 
the transfer of credits abroad, usually 
banking transactions, that our balance 
of payments is upset; is that not cor- 
rect? 

Mr. CELLER. I believe the gentleman 
may be correct. 

Mr. PATMAN. Since we are the only 
country on earth which does not have 
control over the export of capital and 
credit, does the gentleman not believe 
we should control the export of our 
money and credit first? 

Mr. CELLER. The gentleman is going 
into a realm in which I have no exper- 
tise. I rather hesitate to give an answer 
on that score. I would rather consider the 
gentleman’s own position on the matter. 
What is the gentleman’s position? 

Mr. PATMAN. My position is that we 
should control the export of our capital 
and credit. That is what is upsetting our 
balance of payments. We can do it, be- 
cause all other countries on earth ex- 
cept our country are doing that. 

Mr. CELLER. In any event, these 
agreements which are made by banks 
could very well provide for very large 
sums of credit to be extended abroad, 
which would in a way affect our balance- 
of-payments position. Therefore, in a 
certain sense this bill does exactly what 
the gentleman wants; namely, it exer- 
cises a degree of control, through the 
Federal Reserve Board which supervises 
the operation of these agreements. 

Mr. PATMAN. This act was passed 2 
years ago? 

Mr. CELLER. Yes. 

Mr. PATMAN. Is it not a fact that al- 
though passed 2 years ago it has never 
been used? 

Mr. CELLER. It has not been used, 
but in conversations I have had with 
the Chairman of the Federal Reserve 
Board, he has told me that, while it has 
not been used, it is very essential for 
the Federal Reserve Board to have this 
standby authority. One cannot tell when 
an emergency may arise. When the 
emergency arises it is very difficult to 
rush to Congress to pass an immunity 
statute. For that reason they want this 
standby authority. I believe it is very 
logical that they should do this. There is 
no danger in approving this standby au- 
thority. I call the gentleman’s attention 
to some of the safeguards that are con- 
tained in the bill. 

Mr. Chairman, under the original act 
no voluntary agreement or program 
shall be approved except after submis- 
sion to the Attorney General for his re- 
view, and the finding of the Attorney 
General, together with his reasons, 
which are to be published in the Federal 
Register. 

The persons described who participate 
in the agreements which are requested 
by the President, must be named. The 
Attorney General shall be given reason- 
able notice prior to any meeting of the 
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participants, with such notice to include 
a copy of the agenda and a list of the 
participants as well as the time and 
place of all meetings. The meetings shall 
be held only at the call of a full-time 
salaried officer or employee of such de- 
partment, or agency, as the President 
shall designate. The meeting shall be 
presided over by such an officer or an 
employee. A verbatim transcript shall be 
kept of all proceedings. The Attorney 
General also shall continuously review 
the operations of the agreements. 

So, Mr. Chairman, there are plenty of 
safeguards contained in the original bill 
for which we ask extension. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield further? 

Mr. CELLER. I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. PATMAN. You leave this princi- 
pally to the Federal Reserve? 

Mr. CELLER. Not only to the Federal 
Reserve, but to the Secretary of the 
TARE and to the Attorney General as 
well. 

Mr. PATMAN. Well, the predominant 
figure would be the Federal Reserve, for 
obvious reasons. 

Mr. CELLER. That is not so. I do not 
agree with the gentleman, because the 
bill specifically mentions that the pro- 
ceedings shall be held in conjunction 
with the advice and counsel of the At- 
torney General. 

Mr. PATMAN. And, may I suggest to 
you, Mr. Chairman 

Mr. CELLER. I say this because this is 
a matter that involves exemption from 
the antitrust laws, and he is the officer 
mainly concerned. 

Mr. PATMAN. And, I shall place a 
table in the Recor» at the end of the day 
along this line which will reflect that 
the American people last year, 1966, on 
public and private debts, paid $36.2 bil- 
lion beyond the reasonable rates and 
more than would have to be paid if they 
could have obtained the money and if 
the Federal Reserve Board had cooper- 
ated. I would cite to the gentleman—— 

Mr. CELLER. Wait a minute. I think 
the gentleman is making an attack upon 
the Federal Reserve Board. That is ut- 
terly extraneous to the bill now pending 
before us. 

Mr. PATMAN. Oh, no; it is not ex- 
traneous. It is relevant. 

Mr. CELLER. I am aware of the gen- 
tleman’s pet peeve against the Federal 
Reserve Board. I think it is ill-advised to 
inject his feelings and his opinions con- 
cerning the Federal Reserve Board, 
which opinions are most adverse to that 
Board, into this debate. It has nothing 
whatsoever to do with the mere exten- 
sion of the terms of the bill that this 
House of Representatives passed 2 years 
ago, and which the Senate has passed, 
and which is now at the Speaker’s desk. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CELLER. I shall only yield if the 
gentleman is going to talk on things that 
are relevant to the bill. 

Mr. PATMAN. That is the only thing 
on which I wish to talk. I ask the gen- 
tleman to give me some time. 

Mr. CELLER. I shall give you some 
time. 
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Mr. PATMAN. All right; 15 minutes, if 
you will, please. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, Public 
Law 89-175 provides merely standby au- 
thority for the volunteer agreements 
programs which have been initiated or 
approved under its authority. To date 
the Government's monetary officials 
have been satisfied with the results of 
the voluntary program of credit re- 
straints, limited to individual action 
under the Treasury Department’s pro- 
gram. 

Mr. Chairman, the Treasury Depart- 
ment does not believe it will be neces- 
sary to invoke the antitrust exemptions 
provided in the law. 

Mr. Chairman, the balance-of-pay- 
ments problem has not as yet been 
solved. The demands of the Vietnam war 
have placed added burdens on the 
world’s money supply. 

In the light of present circumstances 
it is entirely possible that there may be 
a temporary emergency—and I empha- 
size temporary emergency’—that will 
require the use of these voluntary agree- 
ments such as are authorized in the basic 
act. 

In the 89th Congress, hearings were 
held on March 3, 4, and 11, 1965, on 
the bill H.R. 5280, which subsequently 
was enacted into the public law that I 
have mentioned. 

During these hearings testimony was 
received on all sides of the proposal, and 
the safeguards that I have mentioned 
were included in the bill so that the 
antitrust immunity would not be abused. 
Conditions that warranted enactment of 
this temporary legislation in the first in- 
stance persist today. A 2-year extension 
of the act is necessary and is appropriate. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from New York has consumed 13 minutes. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr Chairman, I 
rise to support the bill H.R. 8630. I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Public Law 89-175, which was enacted 
on September 9, 1965, declared the policy 
of Congress to safeguard the position of 
the United States with respect to its in- 
ternational balance of payments. 

Our able chairman of the Committee 
on the Judiciary, the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. CELLER], accurately ex- 
plained that Public Law 89-175 effectu- 
ated this policy by authorizing volun- 
tary agreements on programs, among 
banks and other participating financial 
institutions as may be necessary and ap- 
propriate to curtail the private flow of 
dollars from the United States. 

The position of the United States with 
respect to the balance of payments has 
not improved in that time. As a matter 
of fact, our position has rapidly de- 
teriorated from 1966 when we had $22.1 
billion of gold in Fort Knox, or in our 
other depositories until today, or several 
months ago in late 1966, we had only 
$13.2 billion of gold in the United States. 

In 1961 Government commercial finan- 
cial and fiscal authorities instituted a 
broad array of special measures designed 
to correct the imbalances which had 
grown almost from year to year, but the 
continuing deterioration of our balance- 
of-payments position required the enact- 
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ment of the law heretofore mentioned 
in 1965. 

The necessity for such standby au- 
thority to control our dollar outflow 
deficit has not abated, as I have indi- 
cated. Private capital has continued to 
flow from the country. With our world- 
wide commitments ever vulnerable to 
shifting economic demands, and the 
heavy involvement in Vietnam, it is both 
necessary and desirable to have such 
standby authority available to our Gov- 
ernment as the need for its use could 
arise with surprising and maybe even 
devastating speed. 

Mr. Chairman, it is well to keep in 
mind the voluntary nature of the agree- 
ments hereby authorized. Such voluntary 
action is far less disruptive to our his- 
torical policies and our traditional meth- 
ods of doing business than would be the 
imposition of mandatory exchange and 
credit controls, and other restrictive de- 
vices that otherwise might be necessary 
to help correct the imbalances. 

In the past 2 years it has not been 
necessary in view of the authorities posed 
with the authority to invoke the author- 
ity of this temporary legislation. 

Let us hope that the invocation of this 
authority will not be necessary in the 
next 2 years of the extension called for 
in the legislation before us today. 

Mr. Chairman, it has been said that 
it is not good to grant exceptions from 
antitrust laws to any person, group of 
persons, or corporation. 

More than half a century ago, that able 
Senator from Ohio, Mr. Pomerene, joined 
with one of his colleagues in the Con- 
gress, Mr. Webb, and thereby caused to 
be enacted the Webb-Pomerene Act 
which has been the law all these years. 
It grants exemptions to industrial and 
the like enterprises from the terms and 
conditions and the penalties of the anti- 
trust laws of the United States, in cer- 
tain international activities. 

I daresay there are few, if any, Mem- 
bers of this body who have ever read of 
or heard a complaint about the use of 
that authority which granted that ex- 
emption. 

The chairman of our committee accu- 
rately, as he always does, said that most 
if not all authorities who were interested 
had supported this legislation when it 
was first offered. 

The Honorable Ramsey Clark, then a 
Deputy Attorney General, supported it. 
He supports it now. 

Hon. Frederick L. Deming, Under 
Secretary of the Treasury at that time, 
supported the legislation. 

The Honorable William McChesney 
Martin, speaking for the Federal Reserve 
System, supported the legislation. 

Mr. George C. Scott, senior vice presi- 
dent of the First National Bank of the 
City of New York, supported it. 

Finally, Reno Odlin, president of the 
American Bankers Association, did not 
object to the legislation. 

We had no outright objection to the 
legislation by any witness or by any com- 
munication that I recall. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge a favorable vote 
on this legislation. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 
Ohio has consumed 7 minutes. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. FetcHan]. 

Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Chairman, H.R. 
8630 is designed to safeguard the balance- 
of-payments position of the United 
States. I urge its passage as a precaution- 
ary measure, I feel it is an appropriate 
time to bring to the attention of my 
colleagues a matter of grave concern 
relative to our current balance-of-pay- 
ments status. 

In 1966, the deficit in U.S. balance of 
payments was approximately $2 billion. 
In 1966, the net deficit from America’s 
steel imports and exports was approx- 
imately $1 billion. Thus, the negative 
international trade balance in the steel 
industry represents a sum equivalent to 
one-half of the Nation’s total adverse 
balance of payments in 1966. 

Last year steel imports were valued at 
$1.2 billion while exports were only $400 
million. The export figure is somewhat 
misleading in evaluating balance of pay- 
ments since a substantial amount of this 
steel was shipped abroad in conjunction 
with the AID program and, thus, derived 
no revenue. 

The year 1966 was the fifth consecutive 
year that steel imports have risen. In 
1966, imports amounted to 11 percent of 
the U.S. domestic steel market. The in- 
dustry fully anticipates an even greater 
penetration into the domestic market by 
imported steel in 1967. 

A growing net deficit from our coun- 
try’s steel imports and exports is un- 
questionably one of the factors con- 
tributing to our negative balance-of- 
payments position. However, the steadily 
increasing steel imports profoundly in- 
jure the domestic steel industry and the 
labor market as well. 

By importing 10,753,000 tons of foreign 
produced steel last year, the United 
States exported approximately 170,000 
jobs for steelworkers. The domestic in- 
dustry could have supplied this tonnage, 
and in doing so, would have employed the 
necessary production workers. Displace- 
ment of this number of employers ad- 
versely affects our economy. Employment 
of 70,000 steelworkers would lessen our 
unemployment and place purchasing 
power in the hands of Americans. 

The rising steel imports trend threat- 
ens to retard the growth of our domestic 
industry which is absolutely essential for 
national defense. The United States must 
be capable of producing 100 percent of 
its steel requirements adequately to pro- 
tect our world position as well as those 
dependent upon us. 

The foreign steel producer has a less 
expensive product because of low costs 
of foreign labor, government subsidy, 
and other economic incentive programs. 
American steelmakers can compete suc- 
cessfully only through huge capital 
spending programs aimed at incorporat- 
ing the most modern technology which 
lowers the cost of production. Because of 
the large share of the domestic market 
taken up by imports, American steel- 
makers cannot market enough steel in 
the United States to derive sufficient 
capital to pour it back into the company 
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for essential modernization of equipment 
and processes. 

Finally, enhancing the competitive 
position of domestic steel would mean 
more tax dollars for our Government at 
a time when the monetary structure of 
this United States is so tight. 

The steelmakers’ concern with the im- 
port problem and evaluation of its causes, 
scope, and future are manifest in the 
remarks delivered by Thomas F. Patton, 
chairman of the board and president of 
Republic Steel Corp., at the annual meet- 
ing of stockholders, May 10, 1967. I will 
later ask unanimous consent to include 
an excerpt from his enlightening re- 
marks. 

The matter referred to follows: 


EXCERPTS OF REMARKS BY Mr. PATTON 


Td like to turn now to a problem that is 
causing the steel industry of this nation 
grave concern; namely, the steadily rising 
penetration of America’s domestic steel mar- 
kets by foreign produced steel. 

Since 1957, imports of foreign produced 
steel into the United States have grown from 
1.1 million tons a year to a record total of 
almost 11 million tons in 1966. For the first 
three months of the current year, steel im- 
ports into this country were coming in at 
& rate 21.4 per cent above last year’s pace. 

To afford you an idea of the significance of 
last year’s steel imports, here are a few ob- 
servations: 

They captured 11 per cent of this country’s 
domestic steel market. 

They represented 20 per cent of the world's 
total foreign trade in steel mill products. 

They totaled more steel tonnage than was 
sold by America’s fifth and sixth largest steel 
producers combined, 

Their production in the United States 
would have provided more than 70,000 addi- 
tional steelworker jobs here at home and 
many thousands of other jobs in supporting 
industries. 

They created a negative trade balance of 
nearly a billion dollars at a time when our 
nation is struggling to reduce or eliminate 
our balance of payments deficit. 

They constituted the high point thus far 
in a sharply rising trend that threatens to 
retard the growth and strength of our own 
steel industry at a time when America is 
called upon to safeguard not only its own 
integrity but also that of smaller nations in 
many parts of the world. 

What is at the root of this problem and 
why has the American steel industry been 
unable to cope with it? 

In the first place, there exists throughout 
the world some 75 million tons of excess steel 
capacity that creates added pressures for the 
selling of steel abroad, particularly by coun- 
tries that are naturally export oriented. 
Furthermore, new steel plants continue to 
be built—and are projected to be built—by 
both Japan and Western Europe, even though 
the evidence is that neither in their home 
markets nor in the less developed countries 
of the world will the demand for steel be 
sufficient to absorb this additional produc- 
tion. 

The governments of many foreign coun- 
tries use this excess capacity as instruments 
of foreign policy, particularly with respect 
to improving their balance of payments. 
Adding to this export stimulus are internal 
social and economic policies, which stress full 
employment and full production, regard- 
less of market requirements, 

To promote these policies, foreign govern- 
ments have established a variety of export 
incentives for their home producers, includ- 
ing tax rebates and subsidies, special depre- 
ciation allowances, permission to form car- 
tels, grants for export trade promotion and 
a number of others, These stimulants, in 
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turn, have induced foreign steel producers 
to resort to extremely aggressive pricing pol- 
icies when selling steel abroad. 

When it comes to invading America’s do- 
mestic market, foreign steelmakers—particu- 
larly the Japanese—have had the additional 
advantage over United States producers of 
labor and capital costs that are only a frac- 
tion of our own. Consequently, foreign steel 
has moved into the United States at prices 
that bear no relationship to our costs, at 
prices that often seek any level necessary 
to get the business and, furthermore, at 
prices frequently lower than what is charged 
consumers in the country from which the 
steel originates. 

In effect then, American steel producers 
are forced to compete in our domestic mar- 
kets not only with foreign steel producers 
armed with lower labor and capital costs 
but, in reality, with combinations of for- 
eign steelmakers and their governments. And 
paradoxically, the United States, the world’s 
largest producer of steel, has become the 
world’s largest importer of steel. 

On the other side of the coin, when Amer- 
ican produced steel seeks to go abroad, it 
must absorb tariffs that can be more than 
double the American duty and then, in ad- 
dition, hurdle a battery of non-tariff bar- 
riers which include border taxes, surcharges, 
import licenses and quotas, fees and so- 
called equalization taxes, foreign exchange 
controls and exclusive supplier agreements. 
Faced with this complex array of barriers, 
as well as higher costs, domestic steelmakers 
have seen their exports shrink from 5.3 mil- 
lion tons in 1957 to less than 1.7 million tons 
last year, a drop of 68 per cent. 

Why don't American steel companies seek- 
ing to protect their home markets cut their 
prices to meet foreign steel prices? The 
answer is that domestic steel companies 
cannot outprice their foreign competitors 
and remain solvent. Let’s take the case of 
the Japanese. Hourly employment costs in 
Japanese steel mills are less than one-third 
as much as they are in the United States. 
This includes the whole range of benefits 
which the Japanese steelworkers receive. 
Hence, Japanese mills have an advantage of 
from $30 to $35 a ton in employment costs 
alone. But the American steel industry’s 
average profit per ton of steel shipments, be- 
fore Federal income taxes, last year was only 
$20.53. Obviously, American steelmakers 
could go bankrupt endeavoring to establish 
prices that offset the cost advantage that can 
be pressed by Japanese steel producers. 

Despite all our efforts to streamline our 
methods and increase our efficiency, despite 
the billions of dollars we have invested in 
advanced facilities and despite the intensifi- 
cation of our research and our marketing 
programs, imports of steel have continued 
to increase each year. 

There is a limit to what we can do to cope 
with this situation and still maintain finan- 
cial solvency. We believe that point has been 
reached. We believe the steel import-export 
situation clearly requires the assistance of 
government for the solution of those aspects 
of the problem which only the government 
can solve. 

Last February, the steel industry asked the 
Congress of the United States for a tempo- 
rary levy on imports to help make competi- 
tion more equitable. Now a specific proposal 
for legislation to check the flow of imports 
is nearing final draft and will be presented 
to the Congress for action shortly. 

You can be sure that Republic and other 
steel companies will work vigorously to ob- 
tain Co ional support for our recom- 
mendations. We invite the assistance of our 
stockholders in this important endeavor and 
urge you to make known your views to Mem- 
bers of Congress. 

The American steel industry is a vigorous 
and dynamic industry. And I wish to add 
that your company is as modern and as 
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progressive as any in the industry. In terms 
of the need for steel in the years ahead, the 
Picture looks extremely promising. Econ- 
omists studying the makeup of the popula- 
tion and the nation’s future needs predict 
an accelerated growth in the demand for 
hard goods, which will create expanded op- 
portunities for steel to be of service. And 
because we believe the problem of foreign 
competition will be solved because it must 
be solved, we are confident that Republic, 
strengthened as it is by its modernization 
and improvement programs, will be in an 
excellent position to share fully in the in- 
creased demand for steel that lies ahead. 


Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Chairman, it is 
apparent from the information and 
statistics presented that some action 
must be taken by the Congress in this 
area to protect both our steel industry 
and our balance-of-payments position. 

Mr. LENNON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield at that point? 

Mr. FEIGHAN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from North Carolina. 

Mr. LENNON. I think most of us find 
ourselves almost in total agreement with 
what you said. I wonder if the distin- 
guished Member knows of the proposal 
now offered by the Secretary of Trans- 
portation, Mr. Boyd, supported by the 
administration, to build our vessels for 
our American merchant marine in for- 
eign yards with American subsidized dol- 
lars. Do you know about that program? 

Mr. FEIGHAN. I understand that 
such a program is in contemplation, but 
for myself I believe that we should have 
a merchant marine second to none, and 
that we should build the ships in the 
United States with U.S. labor, and 
with the utilization of American pro- 
duced steel and other materials required, 
Additionally, building the ships here 
would protect and expand our own econ- 
omy. If we acquire foreign built ships in 
time of peace, we may find ourselves in 
trouble in time of war when we do not 
have access to repair parts and the know- 
how of the foreigners who manufac- 
tured the ships in the first place. It is 
imperative, in my opinion, that our mer- 
chant marine ships be built in the United 
States. 

Mr. LENNON. Would the gentleman 
agree that if we started building our so- 
called American merchant marine ves- 
sels in foreign yards, subsidized with 
American tax dollars, it will have a very 
depressing effect on our national steel in- 
dustry? Does the gentleman agree with 
that statement? 

Mr. FEIGHAN. Very definitely. 

Mr. LENNON. I hope the gentleman 
will keep that in mind when the legisla- 
tion comes to the floor. 

Mr. FEIGHAN. I thank the gentleman. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. McCrory]. 

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Chairman, as 
Members will note, I have filed minority 
views with regard to this legislation. I 
also took occasion to circulate a letter 
among my colleagues indicating briefly 
why I was opposed to this bill, H.R. 8630, 
extending the so-called exemption from 
the antitrust laws, and for so-called 
voluntary agreements with regard to for- 
eign investments in behalf of our 
balance-of-payments position. 

I suppose Members may ask, Why 
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should I oppose the extension of legis- 
lation that has never been utilized during 
this more than 2 years? 

For one reason, I think the fact that 
it has not been used indicates that it has 
not been needed. 

I would suggest that it is not needed 
now. If we will refer to the report, we will 
note that the Acting Secretary of the 
Treasury states quite flatly that the pres- 
ent voluntary arrangements, without the 
utilization of this legislation, is working 
satisfactorily. Then why is this so-called 
standby legislation required or desired? 

Keep in mind that this standby legis- 
lation means that the Congress is del- 
egating its authority to the Executive 
to take action at any time during a 
2-year period to “request” voluntary 
agreements between banks and to exempt 
them from the antitrust laws and Fed- 
eral Trade Commission Act without any 
reference for review or any further leg- 
islative decisionmaking. 

I would say this, that if the Congress 
was meeting for just 1 or 2 or a 
few months of the year, an argument 
favoring such a broad delegation of au- 
thority might be persuasive; but when 
the Congress is in virtually constant ses- 
sion, when we are constantly here, if, 
in fact, this legislation is needed or de- 
sired, why cannot the Congress be asked 
to act at that time when it is needed? 

I am opposed to this legislation phil- 
osophically and on principle. I think it 
is a bad precedent. It is bad in principle 
for us to enact broad standby legislation 
vesting extraordinary authority in the 
Executive. 

We will not find in the bill, and we 
will not find in the report, any reference 
to the provisions of this legislation. If 
Members think they are merely approv- 
ing voluntary arrangements, they should 
have a second thought on the subject. 
Let me point out that in the legislation 
the voluntary agreements are initiated 
by the President “requesting” them. And 
not only does the President request that 
these voluntary agreements be entered 
into, but on the day he makes his re- 
quest he publishes the names of all of 
the banks and other institutions receiv- 
ing the requests. Those names are pub- 
lished in the Federal Register. And at 
that time also presumably we are grant- 
ing blanket antitrust exemption. I just 
cannot imagine the Congress doing that: 
granting standby blanket exemption 
from the antitrust laws and from the 
Federal Trade Commission Act. Yet, that 
is what this legislation does with respect 
to all institutions to which the President 
directs a “request” under section 2(b). 

What else does the legislation do? Ref- 
erence has been made to what the At- 
torney General's authority is under the 
law, and that is broad, too. The Attorney 
General can request the books and rec- 
ords and “other information” of all 
those persons who have entered into 
any such voluntary agreements. 

Let me say in passing, there were no 
hearings on this bill this year. The hear- 
ings that were held in 1965 were all one- 
sided. There was not any opposition wit- 
ness. There was not anybody who ques- 
tioned the wisdom of this legislation. 
They were all proponents of the bill. 
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What kind of arbitrary authority could 
be exercised under this legislation? As 
the Chairman of the Federal Reserve 
Board testified in 1965, he thought that 
this legislation would be used to benefit 
25 or 50 New York banks, and a total of 
100 banks around the country. If the 
President sends the request to 25 banks, 
what about the other banks which do not 
receive such a request? Obviously, they 
would be free from the restraints which 
could be imposed on those banks affected 
by the Presidential request. 

Consider also the plight of a financial 
institution which might decide such and 
such a country would be a good place to 
invest money or to build a factory, and 
then suddenly a request comes for a vol- 
untary agreement? Think of the arbi- 
trary control this law would grant and 
the discrimination there could be. 

Is this the way to attack the balance- 
of-payments problem? I say no. 

Our adverse balance-of-payments con- 
dition is created primarily by the Fed- 
eral Government. Let me cite some fig- 
ures which have been compiled and pre- 
sented only recently by Mr. J. Ward 
Keener, president of the B. F. Goodrich 
Co., who is a member of the Balance of 
Payments Advisory Committee to the 
Secretary of Commerce, Mr. Keener com- 
pared the contributions of private enter- 
prise and Government to the balance-of- 
payments problem. His figures came from 
the Department of Commerce: 

[In billions] 
1. Total 9-year (1958-66) deficit from 
private sources: 

Overseas travel and transportation 


FTT $10.7 
American investment in stocks, 
bonds, and notes of foreign busi- 
ness and governments 8. 5 
Income to foreigners from invest- 
ments in stocks, bonds, notes of 
American businesses and govern- 
ment bodies 2.5 
Other private spending abroad 9.1 
Noel 30.8 
——_ 
2. Total 9-year (1958-66) income from 
the area of private business: 
Excess of exports over imports 38.9 


Excess of income from American di- 
rect investments abroad over new 


investment outflows.....-....... 8.7 

Excess of services income (technical 

fees, royalties, etc.) over outgo for 
such servioes ..5--nnscosce-ne5 10. 2 
AO aerea ekana 57.8 

3. Surplus generated by private sector 
(No. 2 minus No, 1222222 27.0 

4. Total Public sector balance-of-pay- 
ments deficit. 51. 0 

5. Net balance-of- payments deficit for 

the 9-year period (No. 4 minus 
T 24. 0 


What these figures show, essentially, 
is that the balance-of-payments surplus 
comes about from private investment, 
which we are attacking here. There has 
been a net balance-of-payments surplus 
of $27 billion from the private sector. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Illinois has expired. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
i the gentleman an additional 2 min- 
utes. 


Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Chairman, there 
has been a balance-of-payments deficit 
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from the public sector of $51 billion. In 
other words, over the past 8 years we had 
a net balance-of-payments deficit of $24 
billion, created primarily by Government 
policies. 

What we would be doing here, through 
this legislation, is to grant to the Pres- 
ident standby authority to attack the 
private sector which creates a balance- 
of-payments surplus. I do not believe that 
is the kind of standby authority this 
Congress wants to grant. 

Yesterday we passed a bill to provide 
for increases in the authority of the In- 
ter-American Development Bank, for in- 
vestment abroad. The question of the 
balance of payments was brought up. 
That can and undoubtedly will adversely 
affect our balance-of-payments situa- 
tion, and we know it. 

However, a balance-of-payments sur- 
plus can result from private investment, 
from excess of exports over our imports, 
and from returns on investments by the 
private sector. That is the very thing 
which is going to save us. 

Furthermore, I should like to point 
out that our gold and our American 
dollars are the reserve currency—the re- 
serves—for practically all of the inter- 
national monetary community at the 
present time. This is primarily because 
of the confidence which the free world 
has in our American dollar. 

If we are going to take this position 
of despair and lack of confidence and 
fear, through this legislation, I believe 
we are going to jeopardize our oppor- 
tunities to maintain this status for the 
dollar. 

At the present time the dollar claims 
against our U.S. gold stocks are in the 
neighborhood of $31 billion or $32 billion, 
against only about $13 billion of gold. 
If a demand were made for gold today, 
of course, we know our economy would 
be destroyed. 

In a significant full-page feature arti- 
cle which appeared in the May 22, 1967, 
issue of the Christian Science Monitor, 
the paper's business and financial editor, 
Richard A. Nenneman, wrote: 

On a short-term basis, the controls on 
investment and lending abroad have had 
some effect. But to make the “voluntary” 
controls any more official, to prolong them 
indefinitely, or to go after other areas (such 
as tourist spending abroad) would put re- 
strictions on the dollar that would seem 
to contradict its use as a reserve currency. 
By emphasizing the need to conserve dol- 
lars, additional measures might in fact lead 
some present dollar holders abroad to turn 
in their dollars for gold. 


The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
ree from Illinois has again ex- 
pired. 

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield me 1 more minute? 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield the gentleman 2 additional minutes. 

Mr. McCLORY. The reason that our 
economy is not apt to be destroyed un- 
der the present situation is that those 
persons who hold these dollar claims 
have confidence in the dollar and they do 
not fear that we are going to take any 
official governmental action to curtail 
the free flow of dollars and the free flow 
of American capital. 

If we take this step today, it seems to 
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me we engender fear and we do the very 
thing which could and might destroy the 
economy. 

Let me say further that we passed here 
an interest equalization tax bill 2 years 
ago. I believe we extended it not too long 
ago. But there have been ways and 
means of circumventing that law. 

My colleague, the gentleman from Mis- 
souri [Mr. Curtis] put an article from 
the Washington Post in the RECORD on 
Monday, which showed, I believe, that 
more than $1 billion has been invested 
abroad in violation of the interest equal- 
ization tax. 

Ways and means will be found for cir- 
cumventing the controls granted by this 
legislation, too, if we grant this ex- 
traordinary standby power to the Presi- 
dent. What we should do, it seems to me, 
is to hold tenaciously to our prerogatives 
as legislators and as the representative 
branch of our Government. It seems to 
me also that we should support our free 
enterprise system, including the free flow 
of capital. Our private enterprise system 
should be encouraged to invest and pro- 
duce—produce dollars and dollar cred- 
its—and in that manner to enhance and 
improve the balance-of-payments sit- 
uation. 

Mr. Chairman, at the same time, we 
should abandon those governmental pol- 
icies which have been pursued in the past, 
which have proven to be so detri- 
mental, and which have created the se- 
rious balance-of-payments situation in 
which we find ourselves today. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Il- 
linois, for whom I have a high regard 
and respect [Mr. McCtory], says that 
the powers have not been used, therefore, 
the bill has not been needed and is not 
needed now. 

Well, Mr. Chairman, this is not so. 

We cannot anticipate emergencies 
that would require the exercise of powers 
that are involved in this act. 

Mr. Chairman, emergencies may arise 
suddenly. We cannot, for example, en- 
vision the vagaries and the most unusual 
acts of one like General President de 
Gaulle. He could wreak great difficulty 
for us, vis-a-vis, our balance-of-pay- 
ments position. 

We need the powers involved in this 
bill, the standby authority to forefend 
actions that are possible to be taken 
within the scope of the power of a man 
like President de Gaulle. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. McCuiory] says that the 
Congress can act very readily and quickly 
if an emergency arises. Well, I have been 
in this Congress for a great many years, 
far longer than the gentleman from Il- 
linois [Mr. McCtory]. It takes a long 
time, quite frequently, for the wheels of 
this Congress to revolve. We cannot act 
as quickly as the gentleman from Illinois 
says we can act. 

Mr. Chairman, expeditious action that 
requires the Congress to move, does not 
always mean that the Congress acts 
expeditiously. 

The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Mc- 
Ctory] says that this bill provides for 
standby exemptions. That is not true. All 
this bill proposes—which we ask exten- 
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sion—is that there be standby—not ex- 
emptions—but standby authority to grant 
exemptions. There is a world of differ- 
ence between granting exemptions and 
granting authority to grant exemptions. 
Before one can obtain the exemption, 
one has to comply with the safeguards of 
the act and the rules of three different 
departments of Government—the De- 
partment of Justice, the Treasury De- 
partment, and the Federal Reserve 
Board. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, the gentleman 
from Illinois fails to tell us—and he 
should know this—that there is a prec- 
edent for this particular act. What did 
we do in the Korean conflict? We had a 
law that did exactly what this basic bill 
provides. 

In the Defense Production Act, we said 
that there should be authority to grant 
exemptions from the antitrust law. Ex- 
emptions will be granted to the banking 
industry under the procedures of the 
Federal Reserve Board and the Depart- 
ment of Justice. 

What we did in the Korean conflict we 
can do in this so-called Vietnam conflict. 

The gentleman presumes to tell us how 
to preserve our balance-of-payments po- 
sition. I recognize the wisdom and the 
perspicacity and the sincerity of the gen- 
tleman from Illinois, but I would rather 
accept the wisdom of a real expert on 
the subject of our balance of payments. 
I refer to the Chairman of the Federal 
Reserve Board, William McChesney 
Martin. I called him the day before yes- 
terday and asked his opinion as to 
whether he thought the House should 
pass this bill to renew these powers. Un- 
der date of July 25, 2 days ago, he wrote 
this letter to me: 

DeaR MR. CHAIRMAN: I am writing to ex- 
press my hope that the House will act favor- 
ably this week on H.R. 8630, your bill to 
extend Public Law 89-175, which provides 
for exemptions from the antitrust laws to 
assist in safeguarding the balance of pay- 
ments position of the United States. 

You will recall that during the hearings 
preceding enactment of the legislation in 
1965, it was made clear that every effort 
would be made to guide the voluntary credit 
restraint program along lines that would 
raise no antitrust problems, and that stand- 
by authority for antitrust exemptions was 
needed only to guard against an eventuality 
we hoped to avoid. In this we have been 
successful; it has not been necessary to 
invoke the standby authority. But I continue 
to believe, as I testified in 1965, that “we 
must be prepared to alter course if necessary 
without delay.” Extension of Public Law 
89-175 would provide added flexibility in the 
critically important effort to improve our in- 
ternational payments position. 

Sincerely yours, 
Wm. McC, MARTIN, Jr. 


Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CELLER. I gladly yield to the 
gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. McCLORY. I would ask the gentle- 
man if there was anything in the letter 
or in the communication he just read 
indicating that Congress would not have 
time to act, or would not be able to act 
on this subject? 

Mr. CELLER. The implication is clear, 
I believe, that we must be prepared to act 
“without delay,” which means that we 
need this standby authority so that there 
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will be no delay. If we have the standby 
authority there will be no delay. 

Clearly he believes we should act to 
pass this bill, and he has approved all 
that is involved in this bill. 

Mr. McCLORY. Will the gentleman 
yield further? 

Mr. CELLER. Yes, I yield further. 

Mr. McCLORY. The gentleman would 
not argue, would he, with the statement 
from the Acting Secretary of the Treas- 
ury, Joseph W. Barr, which appears in 
his letter to the Speaker of the House on 
April 7, 1967: 

It has not thus far been necessary to re- 
sort to the standby authority. Instead, the 
reliance has been on a program of credit 
restraint based on the individual cooperation 
of banks and other financial institutions 
under guidelines issued by the Federal Re- 
serve Board. This program of individual 
cooperation has worked satisfactorily and the 
Treasury Department at the present time 
does not expect that it will be necessary to 
call upon the banks and other financial insti- 
tutions to enter into voluntary agreements 
which would necessitate an antitrust 
exemption, 


Mr. CELLER. That is exactly what Mr. 
Martin says; he says we may not need it. 
We have not needed it thus far, but that 
does not preclude that the time may 
arise when we will have to use this. He 
wants the authority to use in the event 
of an emergency. 

Mr. McCLORY. I just want to clarify 
this one point, if I said that there was a 
standby authority to grant exemption 
from the antitrust law, what I intended 
to say was that in the standby authority 
that was granted to the President there 
is an automatic advance blanket exemp- 
tion from the antitrust laws which is 
provided in paragraph 2(b) of the law. 
So that there is no question, it seems to 
me, that if the President makes such a 
request the exemption from the antitrust 
laws is automatic from that point on. 

Mr. CELLER. I do not believe that is 
correct, and I think the gentleman will 
agree with that if he will look back to 
the original act. 

Mr. McCLORY. If the gentleman will 
yield further so that I may read this: 

If the President makes such a request, no 
such discussion nor the formulation of any 
voluntary agreement or program in the 
course of such discussion shall be construed 
to be within the prohibitions of antitrust 
laws, or the Federal Trade Commission Act 
of the United States. 


Mr. CELLER. That is the emergency 
provision. But, ordinarily under subdi- 
vision (d) of section 2 of the original act 
the voluntary agreement must be ap- 
proved by the Attorney General. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 
New York [Mr. CELLER] has consumed 10 
minutes. 

Mr. McCULLOCH, Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Missouri (Mr. Curtis]. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to commend the gentleman from Illinois 
for his minority views and also for point- 
ing up some basic issues in this seem- 
ingly innocuous proposal of the admin- 
istration. 

As I said yesterday, in discussing the 
same issue, namely, our international 
balance of payments, one of the difficul- 
ties that Congress has in coping with 


July 27, 1967 


the problems in international balance of 
payments is that the subject matter is 
proliferated into the jurisdictions of 
many different committees. 

Yesterday the matter was involved in 
the Committee on Banking and Cur- 
rency. The Committee on Foreign Af- 
fairs, or at least some members, com- 
plained that this was their jurisdiction. 
I pointed out, indeed, it is essentially 
their jurisdiction but that the Commit- 
tee on Banking and Currency was cer- 
tainly within its area in dealing with the 
aspect of international balance of pay- 
ments that related to them. 

So here today appropriately the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary is involved in 
dealing with the aspects of balance of 
payments that relate to matters within 
its jurisdiction. 

So I, as a member of the Committee 
on Ways and Means, call attention to the 
fact that when we had on the floor ear- 
lier this year the interest equalization 
tax, that was clearly within our jurisdic- 
tion on a subject that related to the in- 
ternational balance of payments. 

I might also say even more important, 
in the Committee on Ways and Means, 
is our jurisdiction over the Reciprocal 
Trade Act in international trade, and 
what went on in the Kennedy round. 
This bears directly on this issue of inter- 
national balance of payments. 

The inconsistency of what is going on 
here today and what went on yesterday 
afternoon off the floor of the House in 
a conference between members of the 
House Committee on Ways and Means 
and the Senate Finance Committee on 
the interest equalization tax and what 
went on on the floor of the House in the 
extension and the increases in the 
amount of money available in the Inter- 
American Development Bank—the in- 
consistencies of this needs to be brought 
forcefully home, not just to the Members 
of the House and to the people of this 
country—but hopefully to the members 
of the administration. 

We have, indeed, a serious problem in 
the balance of international payments. 
It is much more serious than has been 
stated in the Committee on the Judiciary 
report or in the words uttered to date on 
the floor. 

Yesterday I read one way of measur- 
ing the deficit for the first quarter of 
this year. It was minus $7.3 billion—a 
figure that over the years has been 
around $2 billion or $3 billion—or $1 
billion. 

This matter is indeed very serious. It 
is about time we began to realize that the 
administration’s programs, going back a 
number of years, whether it has been the 
interest equalization tax or whether it 
has been these voluntary controls, have 
been inadequate to cope with the 
problem. Inadequate, because indeed, as 
the gentleman from Illinois points out 
in his minority views, these are pallia- 
tives rather than going to the essence 
of the disease. 

Let me point out what is really going 
on. The administration is seeking to re- 
strict further in this bill, as it sought to 
do in the interest equalization tax, pri- 
vate capital investment abroad; and yet 
private capital investment abroad is one 
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of our pluses in the international balance 
of payments. This money invested abroad 
by our private businesses and our pri- 
vate citizens has been well invested, and 
we get a very handsome return from this 
investment, which is one of the two 
pluses in our balance of payments. The 
other plus is our balance of exports over 
our imports, and exports, I should not 
have to emphasize, but apparently it is 
necessary, are dependent to a large de- 
gree upon private investment abroad. 

When you restrict private investment 
abroad you are directly restricting the 
potential, if not the actual, exports from 
this country. 

So they are the two pluses in our bal- 
ance of payments the administration is 
seeking to restrict. The area of the deficit 
is in Government expenditures abroad, 
particularly the Government’s capital 
expenditures. I have pointed out there is 
what I have called the “Curtis corollary 
to Gresham's law.“ 

Gresham’s law says that bad money 
drives out good money. I have tried to 
point out that Government funds drive 
out private. It does not have to. If you 
define your Government programs care- 
fully, they can be a pump-primer. You 
actually can assist. But when you are 
not careful, or even sometimes when you 
are careful in trying to prevent it, Gov- 
ernment money will drive out private. 

Yesterday we increased the amount of 
money that the Federal Government can 
spend abroad, not really invest. These 
were soft loans. As I said, this is clearly 
a euphemism. These are thinly disguised 
grants, money that is not carefully in- 
vested, certainly money that is not sub- 
jected to the marketplace discipline. I 
say this as one who is in favor of the 
theory of foreign aid. I have simply been 
pleading that we spend this money in 
foreign aid with some discipline and 
some understanding, and we must re- 
strict the total amount to the pluses we 
have from foreign trade and return on 
our foreign investment. 

But let us get back to the issue. This 
bill to restrict private investment abroad, 
along with the interest equalization tax, 
as presented to the Congress and the peo- 
ple, have only one purpose: to solve or 
help solve the problem of international 
payments. So the administration, on the 
one hand, is restricting private invest- 
ment abroad, and yesterday, tomorrow, 
and next month will see other bills which 
seek to increase the amount of money 
Government is spending abroad. So Gov- 
ernment instead of being careful in 
spending or investing in a way not to 
drive out private spending and investing 
is deliberately expanding Government 
foreign spending and restricting private. 
The net result aggravates rather than 
helps to solve the balance of payment 
problem. 

The very area that has created the 
problem—Government spending—is the 
very thing that is being increased and 
not restricted, and the very area that 
has proven itself to be beneficial in the 
balance of payments is sought to be hin- 
dered. 

Let us not kid ourselves about what 
this bill is. It is not to liberalize the anti- 
trust laws. It is really to permit the Fed- 
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eral Government to organize—practically 
force—private investors in this area, or 
financial institutions, to do something 
that otherwise it could not force them 
to do because the antitrust laws would 
forbid it. It is very similar, I might say, 
to saying that when the U.N. forces were 
removed in the Near East, Mr. Nasser 
was unleashed. That is about what this 
amounts to. 

Far from this occurring, the removal 
of the antitrust laws in this instance is 
going to permit the Federal Government 
to establish what amounts to a cartel 
and force the finance institutions to toe 
the line. 

Look at what happened in the so- 
called voluntary oil imports.” Volun- 
tary—my neck. Woe betide an American 
oil industry that does not come in and 
adhere to the strong arm of the Govern- 
ment. In other words, it is Government 
moving in to have even further control 
than it presently has over what is going 
on in private investment, all in the guise 
of assisting our balance of international 
payments. 

I think we would be very wise not only 
to vote this bill down, but to have the 
Judiciary Committee hold hearings, I 
might say to my good colleague from 
Ohio, for whom I have such a high re- 
gard, that perhaps if there had been 
hearings, the Judiciary Committee might 
have had some witnesses. Perhaps if 
there had been notices that we were 
going to bring this act up for extension, 
there might have been witnesses. 

I can assure the Committee if they 
would take this bill back, I, myself, 
would be happy to provide a long list 
of witnesses who would come in and, as 
we have done with the interest equali- 
zation tax, point out why this is so con- 
trary to the best interest of the United 
States, and that far from solving the 
balance-of-payments problem, we are 
aggravating it. We are buying time, and 
instead of using the time, to solve the 
problem we use the time to make it 
worse. The situation becomes worse the 
longer we temporize with the problem. 

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. CURTIS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Illinois. 

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to ask this question. If a motion to 
recommit the bill to the Judiciary Com- 
mittee were made, does the gentleman 
feel we could have some useful and con- 
structive hearings and testimony before 
the committee for the benefit of House 
Members? 

Mr. CURTIS. Yes, in this area. But, 
as I say, this is part of a total problem 
part of which we have in Ways and 
Means. What we really need, in my judg- 
ment, on balance of payments, is—and 
perhaps it should be the Foreign Affairs 
Committee, maybe the Ways and Means 
Committee, maybe even the Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce Committee—but 
we should have some committee that 
would zero in on the basic problem of 
international balance of payments and 
permit the Judiciary Committee, in its 
aspect of this thing, and other commit- 
rd 7 deal with their aspects, to deal 
wi » 
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Let me say one other thing, and just 
quote from some remarks of J. Ward 
Keener—whom the gentleman from Il- 
linois quoted from page 5 of his speech 
on international balance of payments: 

For my part an even more important aspect 
of American national policy should be that 
of free international movement of capital. 
Without that, the basic international 
strength of American enterprise, ingenuity, 
and technology is lost. 


He could not be more accurate. This 
is what so many knowledgeable people 
conclude, not just in the private sector, 
but in Government itself, whose voices 
are not being permitted to be heard 
because of the hard hand of the present 
President of the United States, and this 
administration. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
10 minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. Patman]. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, in the 
consideration of this bill, I know that 
we are talking about an exemption to the 
antitrust laws. I know, too, that Chair- 
man CELLER is one of the best defenders 
of antitrust in this Congress. He has long 
demonstrated his support of the anti- 
trust laws and small business in particu- 
lar, which the antitrust laws protect. 

I realize that bill provides for just a 
2-year extension. I believe there is a bet- 
ter alternative than this, which I shall 
not insist upon, but I do want to make 
some statements concerning my proposal 
that we may consider between now and 
the next 2 years, when this same ques- 
tion will doubtless come up for consid- 
eration again. 

In the committee report on page 2 you 
will notice the statement that was read by 
the gentleman from Illinois a few min- 
utes ago to the effect: 

It has not thus far been necessary to resort 
to the standby authority. Instead, the re- 
liance has been on a program of credit re- 
straint based on the individual cooperation 
of banks and other financial institutions un- 
der guidelines issued by the Federal Reserve 
Board. 


In other words, when we vote for this 
we vote for it with the knowledge that 
the Federal Reserve Board will be forti- 
fied by passage of a law by Congress 
which will enable them to say to these 
banks and financial institutions of all 
kinds, foundations and everything else, 
“If you do not agree with our guidelines, 
we will put this act into effect. That will 
make you do it and come under it.” 

It will strengthen the hand of the Fed- 
eral Reserve Board. 

Normally we do not object to things 
like that, but I have a particular reason 
for objecting to the Federal Reserve 
Board making guidelines involving the 
balance of payments. 

I know we have had a lot of riots in 
he recent past. We all deplore those 
riots, but I believe the actions and pol- 
icies of the Federal Reserve Board have 
done more to encourage and incite these 
riots—although I am not charging them, 
naturally, with active participation—the 
policies and practices have done more to 
aggravate, to encourage, and to cause 
these riots than most any other agency 
could possibly have accomplished. 
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For instance, on December 6, 1965, this 
same Federal Reserve Board, which we 
are talking about giving all this power to, 
when we were beginning to expand the 
Vietnam war, to borrow more money and 
spend more money, arbitrarily increased 
interest rates 3742 percent. The Presi- 
dent of the United States, in fact, begged 
them not to impose such a drastic in- 
crease in interest rates on the people at 
that time, but the Federal Reserve Board, 
and Mr. Martin as Chairman of that 
Board, defied the President of the United 
States and said they were going to do it 
anyway. There we had a situation in 
which a person not elected by the peo- 
ple, Mr. Martin who, had never been 
elected by the people to any office at any 
time, was telling the President of the 
United States that he did not have the 
power and the authority to carry out the 
duties and responsibilities imposed upon 
him by the Constitution and the laws of 
this country. 

But they got by with it. They did it. 

I believe Congress is at fault for not 
coming to the rescue of the President of 
the United States and fortifying his po- 
sition with an adequate law that would 
place monetary power, authority, and 
supervision, under an elected person, the 
President of the United States who is 
elected by all the people. 

These Federal Reserve Board members 
in effect have lifetime jobs. They cannot 
be reappointed, They have nothing to 
lose. They pay no attention to state- 
ments made and pleas made by Members 
of Congress of other people to change 
their position. 

If elected people were in charge of our 
monetary matters, such as the President 
or Members of Congress, they would have 
something to lose if they made a mistake. 
I do not believe that anyone would act 
more fairly or with better judgment than 
Members of this House and of the Senate 
and the President, because they have 
something involved to lose. If they do not 
do the right thing, they can be defeated. 
The people can defeat them. 

But if appointed people exercise poor 
judgment or help certain people against 
other people, the people cannot do any- 
thing about it. They cannot defeat them 
for office. They cannot punish them. 
There is no punishment, They can do 
anything they want to do. That is getting 
away from what we call the democratic 
process; that is more in the form of 
autocracy. 

Last year, Mr. Chairman, the Federal 
Reserve Board caused the American peo- 
ple to pay in excess interest on debts, 
public and private, $36.2 billion, in ex- 
cess interest charges. 

Just think about what we could have 
done with that $36.2 billion. We could 
have removed the ghettos, we could have 
replaced them, we could have removed 
a lot of the evils that are causing these 
riots today with $36.2 billion. 

Mr. Chairman, these are excessive in- 
terest rates, these are extortionist inter- 
est rates—some of them usurious inter- 
est rates that should never have been 
required to have been paid. Here we are 
and we do not say anything about the 
high interest problem which is causing 
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all of this problem which exists in our 
country today. 

Mr. Chairman, we are paying approxi- 
mately twice as much interest on the 
national debt as we should pay, which is 
$7 billion. That is quite a sum, and I 
think everyone will agree with that 
statement. But, we seem to ignore the 
fact that those in authority have not 
given attention to high interest extor- 
tionist interest, usurious interest, and ex- 
cessive interest rates which have caused 
the situation and which have brought 
about the fact that we do not have 
money with which to build homes and 
with which to carry out other welfare 
programs that are vital at this time, and 
provide the necessary items which are so 
necessary in the interest of our country. 
This is true, all because we have given 
preference to taking many millions of 
dollars with which to pay excess interest, 
equal to $36 billion last year. 

Mr. Chairman, the Federal Reserve 
Board is the cause of this, as I have 
stated previously. However, I want to 
invite your attention to the fact that 
since Mr. Martin became Chairman of 
the Federal Reserve Board in the last 
14 years, the American people have paid 
$211 billion, plus, as interest—over $14 
billion a year. That represents money 
that could have been had for the usage 
of the public in which, naturally, it does 
not participate, because it is paying at 
the rate of $14 billion a year in interest. 
Yes, why should not they feel as they do 
about this problem, when they are ex- 
tracting from the American people $14 
billion a year in interest, interest which 
has to be paid. 

Mr. Chairman, if we paid reasonable 
interest rates under the traditional sys- 
tem of our country in time of war and 
in time of peace, this would not be true. 
So, there is $14 billion a year as interest 
which has accumulated under Mr. Mar- 
tin, and you want him now, under this 
standby authority to proceed further. I 
am going to vote for it and try 2 more 
years of it. 

But I am inviting your attention now 
to watch this thing in the future. There 
is one way in which you could help this 
balance-of-payments situation without 
any trouble whatsoever. Other countries 
do it that way. We are the only country 
on earth that does not do it that way, 
and that is by the control of the export 
of goods and capital. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Texas has expired. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the gentleman 5 additional minutes. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, every 
country in the world, and all of us have 
been in different countries, and we know 
that the country that you go in and out 
of keeps an account of the money that 
you bring in and take out. That is con- 
trol over the export of capital when you 
come out. Every other country has done 
it and it could be handled in that way. 

Mr. Chairman, we have a good 
balance-of-payments history over the 
years and we could continue to have 
under the proper programs, We have a 
favorable balance of about $3 billion in 
trade. The other relates to the export 
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capital by banks, the big foundations, by 
financial institutions, and that can be 
handled through regulations of the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury without any 
trouble in the world, if it would only be 
done. 

Since we are the only country that 
does not do that, do you not think we 
should consider that instead of this law 
that exempts them from the antitrust 
laws? I believe this is a very bad step. 

May I invite your attention to—and 
I will place it in the Recorp today—a 
statement showing that in 14 years from 
1939, that is when the war started in 
Europe, until 1952, that is the time of 
the Roosevelt and Truman administra- 
tions, we paid a very low rate of interest. 
That is when we had a Federal Reserve 
Board that was working in the interests 
of the people under a President who was 
working in the interest of the people. 
The interest rates were never higher 
than 2.5 percent—I am talking about 
long-term loans—and that was for 14 
years. 

Since that time, 1953 until 1966, our 
interest rates have been going up and 
up, and some of them have increased 50 
percent, 100 percent, 400 percent, dur- 
ing these last 14 years. 

I say to the Members that any agency 
under the direction of a President that 
can keep interest rates at 2.5 percent 
and less for 14 years, during the worse 
time in the history of our Nation, from 
1939 until 1952, during a time when we 
had the worse war in history, is the type 
of agency we should have—sometimes we 
were shooting away $250 million a day on 
the battlefields, just shooting it away— 
we had inflation, we had depressions, we 
had unemployment, we had full employ- 
ment, and we had every evil that could 
creep upon or be a part of the problems 
of our National Government, during this 
period of time. 

So, if you can keep interest rates at a 
certain level—and the Federal Reserve 
Board can, that is their duty—and dur- 
ing those 14 years they performed their 
duties—but since that time they have 
abused their trust, and we have paid on 
an average each year $14 billion in ex- 
cess interest. 

Mr. Chairman, I think we ought to 
consider that. I think we ought to bring 
the Federal Reserve Board back into the 
Government. 

You know, they do not have independ- 
ence, except that which they seized, just 
exactly like Castro seized Cuba, just took 
it—they seized their independence. They 
should be brought back into the Govern- 
ment. They should be required to per- 
form their duties as they did during 
those 14 years from the time the war 
started in Europe until the end of the 
Truman administration in 1952. 

If they were to do this there would be 
tens of billions of dollars each year to 
pay on these programs we so badly need, 
not only to prevent riots, but for the 
purpose of homebuilding and other eco- 
nomic and social needs. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen- 
tleman from Texas has again expired. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
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the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
SanpMan.] 

Mr. SANDMAN. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for allowing me this time. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the bill. I would like to associate myself 
with the remarks made by the gentleman 
from Illinois and the gentleman from 
Missouri. I do not pretend to be any ex- 
pert on this matter, and I have not spent 
a whole lot of time as a Member of this 
House, but apparently there is something 
we are not doing right. Over the last 8 
years our situation has progressively got- 
ten worse, insofar as our balance-of- 
payments position is concerned. 

I do not consider this as a way to 
remedy all of the ills that exist today. 

Second, I can hardly conceive how we 
can say that this can be an emergency 
Measure. The President of the United 
States has had this delegated power for 
some time now and it has never been 
used. 

I just do not believe in the Congress 
delegating powers to the President or to 
anybody else. When the Congress is in 
session, as it often is today, if the emer- 
gency arises, I agree with the gentleman 
from Illinois that the decision as to 
whether or not to grant any exemptions 
should be made by the Congress of the 
United States and by no one else. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. McCrory]. 

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Chairman, I just 
want to supplement what the gentleman 
from New Jersey so ably said, and that is 
in addition to the delegation of authority 
to the President, this legislation, if re- 
enacted today, will extend this delega- 
tion of authority to the President for 2 
years and also authorizes the President 
to delegate his general authority to some 
third person. The only criterion is that 
the person to whom the President’s 
power is so delegated shall be a person 
appointed by the President with the ad- 
vice and consent of the Senate. 

So we are not only delegating author- 
ity to the President but we are delegating 
authority to the President to himself 
delegate the authority to some third per- 
son. Mr. Chairman, I think that that 
should be pointed out. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, 
there has been some discussion on the 
floor in the Committee today about no 
opposition witnesses being heard on this 
matter. 

I have had the Record checked and I 
find that back in 1965, the original legis- 
lation was introduced on February 23 
of that year. 

There were hearings in the House on 
May 3 and May 11. The bill passed the 
House on June 7, 1965. It passed the 
other body on August 12, 1965, where it 
was amended and the bill came back to 
the House and there was another vote 
and on August 26, 1965, the bill was 
passed. 

The Recorp further indicates that 
during all that time no application was 
made by anyone to furnish a statement 
for the Recor in opposition to the bill, 
or to appear in opposition to the bill. 


20495 


So, Mr. Chairman, the bill did have 
hearings and there was adequate oppor- 
tunity for any opponents to appear. 

I listened with interest to my very able 
and persuasive colleague, the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. Curtis] who is so 
well qualified in this field. I quite agree 
with him that in normal times private 
investment all around the world for a 
century or more has been bringing back 
to America much gold or its monetary 
equivalent in exchange. 

I agree with him that the payments 
by the U.S. Government to countries all 
over the world in foreign aid and the like 
in many instances have served no useful 
purposes for America. Many of those to 
whom we have been most generous have 
failed us in the time of need. So I am 
hopeful that we will get back on the nor- 
mal course before long when private in- 
vestment may be made without let or 
hindrance in the world and when we will 
not be putting out money at the rate of 
$100 billion or $150 billion or $160 billion, 
going back over a period beginning in 
1941, as we have been doing. 

I repeat what I said earlier, and I 
recommend this legislation to my col- 
leagues in the House. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 minutes to the 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Mac- 
GREGOR]. 

Mr. MacGREGOR. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that I may be 
permitted to speak out of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
it is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MacGREGOR. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of H.R. 8630 and urge its 
passage by the House today. 

LAW ENFORCEMENT AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE 
ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1967 

I take this time, Mr. Chairman, to 
speak about another bill from the House 
Judiciary Committee on which a rule was 
granted by the Rules Committee this 
afternoon. That bill is the Law Enforce- 
ment and Criminal Justice Assistance 
Act of 1967. I hope it will be programed 
for consideration very soon. 

There are serious deficiencies in this 
bill. Many of them were sought to be cor- 
rected by amendment, first in the sub- 
committee, and then in the full Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. Some correc- 
tions were made. Further efforts will be 
made on the floor of the House. 

The bill is specifically deficient in that 
it fails to emphasize regional or State in- 
stitutes of law enforcement and criminal 
justice in our country. It fixes no priori- 
ties. H.R. 5037 is totally silent on the 
greatest crisis facing America today, and 
that crisis, Mr. Chairman, is the break- 
down of law and order in urban riots and 
violent civil disorders. What we need and 
need immediately is research in riot 
analysis, including causation. What we 
need and need immediately is improved 
training of local and State law-enforce- 
ment personnel in riot prevention, riot 
suppression, and riot control. 

As drafted now, the bill is silent on 
these subjects. 

Amendments of a substantive nature 
will be offered to correct this deficiency. 
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The record before our Judiciary Commit- 
tee amply establishes that the highest 
and best use of Federal funds in the war 
on crime, and specifically in dealing with 
the problem of urban riots, lies in re- 
search and training projects. These pro- 
jects should be readily available to local 
and State law-enforcement officials and 
criminal-justice personnel. 

Any police chief will tell you of the 
desperate need. Just ask the police chief 
in Detroit, or in Newark. What each 
needs is better trained men. Everyone 
agrees. And yet only after amendment 
in the Judiciary Committee does the Law 
Enforcement and Criminal Justice As- 
sistance Act make passing reference to 
the problem of training. 

When the bill is programed for debate, 
Republicans on the Judiciary Committee 
will offer amendments to establish im- 
mediately a National Institute of Law 
Enforcement and Criminal Justice. That 
Institute will have two primary objec- 
tives: First, the stimulation of research 
through the establishment of regional 
training institutes. The highest research 
priority would be given to riot analysis. 
The Governors in the States served by 
these regional training institutes will be 
full partners, under our amendment, in 
the establishment and operation of these 
research institutes. 

Second, the Institute will be empow- 
ered immediately to provide training 
programs, either at these regional insti- 
tutes or by contract or grant with exist- 
ing public or private agencies, for local 
law-enforcement personnel in their own 
geographical areas in riot prevention, 
riot suppression, and riot control. 

Mr. Chairman, no greater problem 
faces this country today. Hopefully, the 
Leadership will program this legislation 
for consideration early next week, and 
hopefully the Members of this House will 
recognize the merits of the substantive 
amendments to be offered by the mi- 
nority and will give us their votes. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MacGREGOR. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Ohio. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. My able colleague 
and fellow minority member of the Judi- 
ciary Committee would agree that 20 or 
more substantive amendments were 
adopted to the bill while it was before 
the committee, most, if not all, of which 
were offered by the minority, and there 
is a slight difference of opinion, Mr. 
Chairman, among the minority on some 
of the approaches to this bill. I could 
not let it go by without stating that 
fact. 

Mr. MacGREGOR. The gentleman 
from Ohio, the ranking minority mem- 
ber of the House Judiciary Committee, 
is absolutely correct. Eight major 
amendments were adopted after consid- 
eration in the House Judiciary Commit- 
tee. These were amendments offered by 
the minority. Those amendments are de- 
tailed in the report in the views signed 
by the distinguished gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. McCuttocu] and by the 
excellent member of our committee 
the gentleman from Maryland [Mr. 
MATHIAS]. 

In addition to those eight major 
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amendments, a great many minor 
amendments were adopted, including a 
very important one under section 201, 
subsection (a) of the bill, which reads: 

The purposes for which grants may be 
made may include but shall not be limited 
to— 

(a) public protection, including the de- 
velopment, demonstration, evaluation, and 
implementation of methods, devices, and 
equipment designed to increase safety in 
public and private places. 


I commend the gentleman from Ohio 
for the skill and initiative he has shown 
as well as that of the other members 
of the minority on the House Judiciary 
Committee, in securing adoption of these 
meaningful amendments. 

We are, in my opinion, still short of 
producing our best legislative product. 
Amendments ought to be adopted plac- 
ing the primary emphasis where it be- 
longs—and that is on riot analysis, pre- 
vention and suppression and control 
through federally financed research and 
training. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MacGREGOR. I yield to the gen- 
tleman from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. Yes, this country needs 
well-trained police departments, but 
what about backing of law enforcement 
officers by the courts? We can spend 
millions to train police and other law 
enforcement officers; but if the judiciary 
fails, if the courts fail, then we have 
accomplished nothing. 

Mr. MacGREGOR. May I say to the 
gentleman from Iowa, that in the Judi- 
ciary Committee we now have before us 
bills which address themselves to this 
deficiency to which the gentleman from 
Iowa refers. 

Here, however, we are talking about a 
specific piece of legislation which will 
come before us hopefully next week, on 
which hopefully we will have the favor- 
able consideration of all the Members 
on the amendments to be offered by the 
minority. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from 
New Jersey [Mr. CAHILL]. 

Mr. CAHILL. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak out of 
order. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
Jersey? 

‘There was no objection. 

THE CRIME BILL TO BE CONSIDERED NEXT WEEK 


Mr. CAHILL. Mr. Chairman, I, too, 
join with the gentleman from Minne- 
sota in evidencing my support of the 
pending legislation, but like him I felt 
that I wanted at this particular time to 
call the attention of the Committee 
and I am hopeful the public—to the so- 
called crime bill that will be coming be- 
fore the House of Representatives some 
time next week. 

I recall last week hearing the antiriot 
bill being represented in many quarters 
as a bill that was going to stop riots. Of 
course, Detroit, Mich., is a clear example 
that high-sounding titles to legislation 
cannot do that. Neither can the so-called 
safe streets and crime prevention bill 
solve the problems of America’s crime. 
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Therefore I think it is very important 
for the Members of the Congress and for 
the American people to know what this 
so-called safe-streets bill does and what 
it does not do. One of the things it does 
not do is to provide any immediate relief 
from the riots that are taking place in 
America, 

I join the gentleman from Minnesota 
in believing hopefully that some amend- 
ments that will be presented when the 
bill comes before the House will be ac- 
cepted. 

One of the other glaring omissions in 
this bill, in my judgment, if we are to 
take an effective position against crime 
in the United States, is the complete fail- 
ure of this bill to recognize the impact 
of organized crime on American society 
and to take some effective means of 
fighting organized crime. Organized 
crime, I would say to the Committee, 
plays a very vital role in all of the crime, 
major and minor, that takes place in 
America. 

The man who goes out and commits 
petty larceny may be doing it in order 
to pay for narcotics that he needs. The 
man who hits someone over the head and 
takes his purse may be doing so in order 
to pay off a loan shark. If we really 
want to do something effective in order 
to cope with crime in this country, we 
must take immediate steps against or- 
ganized crime. The greatest step we can 
take is to prepare some useful, fair, and 
enforceable legislation on wiretapping 
so that law enforcement agencies can 
cope with the interstate, highly regi- 
mented, well financed, and scientifically 
operated mobs that run organized crime 
in America. Yet this crime bill completely 
ignores wiretapping and the administra- 
tion publicly opposes it. 

If we do not have some electronic 
listening devices in order to permit our 
police to work scientifically to combat 
organized crime in the United States, we 
are just kidding ourselves. 

I also believe that there have been, as 
the gentleman from Ohio indicated, some 
real contributions made by the gentle- 
man from Ohio specifically, by the gen- 
tleman from Maryland, and many other 
minority and majority Members in the 
form of amendments. But I believe the 
concept of the bill, is the thing that is 
wrong. 

I do not believe we can hand out 
money to local police forces, to local 
municipalities, without State planning 
and hope to come up with any effective 
remedy to our crime problems. All we 
are going to develop, in my judgment, is 
duplication and perhaps chaos. Unless 
we have a State plan under which grants 
can be given by the Federal Government, 
so that we can cope effectively with the 
individual problems of the States and so 
that they can know the individual prob- 
lems of the municipalities, I believe we 
are only kidding ourselves. I certainly am 
in favor of effective law enforcement and 
believe some Federal assistance is in- 
dicated at this time. I hope however, the 
proposed crime bill can be improved so 
that it will establish priorities, require 
State planning and give immediate aids 
to planning for and effective means of 


July 27, 1967 


combating riots that are plaguing all 
America. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen- 
tleman from New Jersey has expired. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield the gentleman 1 additional minute. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CAHILL. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. I do not believe it is 
quite fair to try to relate the antiriot bill, 
passed by the House last week, with 
what transpired in Detroit, Mich., be- 
cause that legislation has not been en- 
acted into law. That bill has not yet 
been approved by the Senate. 

Mr. CAHILL. The gentleman is cor- 
rect. I should have added that the anti- 
riot bill was represented by some as 
doing something which in my judgment 
it cannot do. 

I would say further to the gentleman 
I should have followed through by say- 
ing that this bill does the same thing. 
This bill is being represented to the 
American public as an effective way of 
stopping crime on the streets. It is noth- 
ing but a title and a name, The substance 
does not follow through. That is what 
I meant. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the remainder of my time. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
ipn back the remaining time on our 
side. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 
6 of the Act of September 9, 1965 (79 Stat. 
674; 81 U.S.C., Supp. I., 936) is amended by 
striking out “twenty months after it be- 
comes law” and inserting in lieu thereof “on 
June 30, 1969”. 


The CHAIRMAN. Are there any 
amendments to be offered? 

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

I just want to explain, Mr. Chairman, 
that I intend to offer a motion to recom- 
mit, on which I will not ask for a rollcall. 
However, I want to indicate I will ask 
for a rolleall on the question of passage 
of the bill. 

The purpose of the motion to recom- 
mit, if it is favorably acted upon, will be 
to allow us to produce testimony in the 
committee and to have a full hearing 
and a discussion both pro and con with 
regard to this legislation. 

I did not object to the bill being re- 
ported to the House without further 
hearings, notwithstanding the fact that 
I indicated at that time my intention 
to oppose the legislation. However, I 
believe the debate has brought out the 
need for and the importance of having 
a fuller discussion of the issues involved 
in this act which we are extending. 

For that reason I want to indicate that 
if the motion to recommit does prevail, 
it will be my purpose to ask for hearings, 
meaningful hearings, elucidating hear- 
ings, by the subcommittee or by the full 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule the 
Committee rises. 


Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr, CarEy, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
(H.R. 8630) to extend the authority for 
exemptions from the antitrust laws to 
assist in safeguarding the balance-of- 
payments position of the United States, 
pursuant to House Resolution 747, he 
reported the bill back to the House. 

The SPEAKER. Under the rule the 
previous question is ordered. 

The question is on the engrossment 
and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

MOTION TO RECOMMIT 


Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Speaker, I offer 
a motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman op- 
posed to the bill? 

Mr. McCLORY, I am, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the motion to recommit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. McCrory moves to recommit the bill 
H.R. 8630 to the Committee on the Judici- 
ary. 


The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
the previous question is ordered. 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the 
motion to recommit. 

The motion to recommit was rejected. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the passage of the bill. 

The question was taken and the 
Speaker announced that the “ayes” ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Speaker, I object 
to the vote on the ground that a quorum 
is not present and make the point of 
order that a quorum is not present, 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is 
not present. 

The Doorkeeper will close the door, 
the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent 
Members, and the Clerk will call the roll. 

The question was taken; and there 
were—yeas 309, nays 66, not voting 57, 
as follows: 


[Roll No. 189] 
YEAS—309 

Abbitt Brademas Cowger 
Adair Brasco Culver 
Adams Bray Daddario 
Addabbo Brinkley Daniels 
Albert Brooks Davis, Ga. 
Anderson, Brotzman Dawson 

Tenn Brown, Mich, Delaney 
Andrews, Broyhill, N. C. Dent 

N. Dak Burke, Mass. Dingell 
Annunzio Burleson Donohue 
Arends Burton, Calif. Dorn 
Ashmore Bush Dow 
Aspinall Button Dowdy 
Ayres Byrne, Pa. Downing 
Bates Byrnes, Wis. Dulski 
Battin Cabell Dwyer 
Belcher Cahill Eckhardt 
Bennett Carey Edmondson 

Try Cederberg Edwards, Calif. 
Betts Celler Eilberg 
Bevill Chamberlain Erlenborn 
Blester Clark Eshleman 
Bingham Cohelan Evans, Colo. 
Blanton Colmer Everett 
Blatnik Conable Evins, Tenn. 
Boggs Conte Fallon 
Boland Corbett Fascell 
Bolling Corman Feighan 
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Pino Lloyd 
Flynt Lukens 
Foley McCarthy 
Ford, Gerald R. McCulloch 
Ford, McDade 
William D. McDonald, 
Fountain Mich. 
Friedel McFall 
Fulton, Pa. McMillan 
Fulton, Tenn. Macdonald, 
Fuqua 5 
Galifianakis MacGregor 
Gallagher Machen 
Gardner Madden 
Garmatz Mahon 
Gathings Mailliard 
Gettys 
Giaimo Mathias, Calif. 
Gilbert Mathias, Md 
Goodell Matsunaga 
Green, Oreg. May 
Green, Pa. Mayne 
Grover Meeds 
Gubser Meskill 
Gude Miller, Calif. 
Gurney Miiller, Ohio 
an Mills 
Halleck Minish 
Halpern Mink 
Hamilton Monagan 
Hammer- Montgomery 
schmidt Moore 
Hanley Moorhead 
Hanna Morgan 
Hansen, Wash. Morris, N. Mex. 
Hardy Morton 
Harrison Multer 
Harvey Murphy, N.Y. 
Hathaway Natcher 
Hawkins Nelsen 
Hays Nix 
Hébert O'Hara, II. 
Hechler, W. Va, O Hara, Mich 
Heckler, Mass. Olsen 
Helstoski O'Neal, Ga 
Henderson O'Neill, Mass. 
Hicks Ottinger 
Holifield Patman 
Holland Patten 
Horton Pelly 
Hosmer Pepper 
Howard Perkins 
‘ull Pettis 
Hungate Philbin 
Irwin Pickle 
Jacobs Pike 
Jarman Poage 
Joelson Poff 
Johnson, Calif. Pool 
Johnson, Pa. Price, Ill. 
Jonas Pucinski 
Jones, Ala. uie 
Karsten Railsback 
Kastenmeler Randall 
Kazen S 
Kee Reid, III 
Kelly Reifel 
King, Calif. Reinecke 
Resnick 
Kleppe Reuss 
u Rhodes, Pa. 
Kupferman Riegle 
Kyros Rivers 
Laird Roberts 
Latta Robison 
Leggett Rodino 
Lennon Rogers, Colo. 
Lipscomb Rogers, Fla. 
NAYS—66 
Abernethy Dickinson 
Anderson, II uncan 
Ashbrook Findley 
Baring Gonzalez 
Bolton Goodling 
Brock Gross 
Brown,Ohio Haley 
Broyhill, Va Hall 
Buchanan Hansen, Idaho 
Burton, Utah Hutchinson 
Carter Ichord 
Clancy Kuykendall 
Clausen, Kyl 
Don H. Langen 
Clawson, Del Long, La. 
Cleveland Long, Md 
ngham McClory 
Curtis McClure 
Davis, Wis. Martin 
Dellenback Mize 
Denney Mosher 
Derwinski Myers 
Devine Passman 


Smith, Calif, 
Smith, Iowa 
Smith, N.Y. 


Stubblefield 
Stuckey 
Sullivan 


. Talcott 


Taylor 

Teague, Calif. 
Tenzer 
Thompson, Ga. 
Thompson, N.J. 
Tiernan 

Tuck 

Tunney 

Udall 

Uliman 

Utt 

Van Deerlin 


Schwengel 
Scott 

Selden 
Snyder 
Springer 
Teague, Tex. 
Thomson, Wis. 
Waggonner 
Wampler 
Watkins 
Watson 


Ashley Flood Moss 

Barrett Fraser Murphy, III 
Bell Frelinghuysen Nedzi 
Blackburn Gibbons Nichols 

Bow Gray O’Konski 
Broomfield Griffiths Pirnie 
Brown, Calif. Harsha Pryor 

Burke, Fla. Herlong Purcell 
Casey Hunt Reid, N.Y. 
Collier Jones, Mo. Rhodes, Ariz. 
Conyers Jones, N.C. St Germain 
Cramer Karth Scheuer 

de la Garza Keith Sisk 

Diggs King, N.Y. Taft 

Dole Kornegay Williams, Miss. 
Edwards, Ala. Landrum Wolff 
Edwards, La McEwen 

Esch Michel 

Farbstein Minshall 


So the bill was passed. 
The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 
Mr. Herlong with Mr. Cramer. 
Mr. Farbstein with Mr. Taft. 
Mr. St Germain with Mr. Rhodes of Ari- 
zona, 
Mr. Murphy of Illinois with Mr. Bow. 
Mr. Wolff with Mr. Broomfield. 
Mr. Sisk with Mr. Hunt. 
Mr. Brown of California with Mr. Reid of 
New York. 
Mr. Gray with Mr. Collier. 
Mr. Flood with Mr. Frelinghuysen, 
Mr. Nichols with Mr. King of New York. 
Moss with Mr. Minshall. 
Kornegay with Mr. Bell. 
Barrett with Mr. McEwen. 
Ashley with Mr. Keith. 
Landrum with Mr, Harsha. 
Fisher with Mr. Pirnie. 
. Nedzi with Mr. Dole. 
. Casey with Mr. O’Konski. 
. Karth with Mr. Michel. 
. Jones of North Carolina with Mr. Burke 
of Florida. 
Mrs. Griffiths with Mr. Morse of Massachu- 
setts. 
. Fraser with Mr. Edwards of Alabama. 
. Edwards of Louisiana with Mr. Esch. 
. Pryor with Mr. Blackburn. 
. Diggs with Mr. Conyers. 
. Scheuer with Mr. Purcell. 
. Gibbons with Mr. de la Garza. 


Mr. RUMSFELD, Mr. LANGEN, Mr. 
FINDLEY, and Mr. CARTER changed 
their votes from “yea” to “nay.” 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded, 

The doors were opened. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, pursuant 
to House Resolution 747, I call up from 
the Speaker’s table for immediate con- 
sideration the bill (S. 1648) to extend 
the authority for exemptions from the 
antitrust laws to assist in safeguarding 
the balance-of-payments position of the 
United States. 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
bill. 

The Clerk read the Senate bill, as fol- 
lows: 


FERREE 


BREE 


BREREE 


S. 1648 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House 
of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 
6 of the Act of September 9, 1965 (79 Stat. 
674; 31 U.S.C., Supp. I, 936) is amended by 
striking out “twenty months after it becomes 
law” and inserting in lieu thereof on June 
30, 1969”. 


The SPEAKER. The question is on the 
third reading of the Senate bill. 


The Senate bill was ordered to be read 
a third time, was read the third time, 
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and passed, and a motion to reconsider 
was laid on the table. 

A similar House bill (H.R. 8630) was 
laid on the table. 


GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND 


Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
have 5 legislative days in which to ex- 
tend their remarks on the bill just 
Passed. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 


LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM FOR THE 
BALANCE OF THIS WEEK AND FOR 
NEXT WEEK 


Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and ex- 
tend my remarks, 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
I have requested this time for the pur- 
pose of asking the distinguished major- 
ity leader, the gentleman from Okla- 
homa [Mr. ALBERT], about the program 
for the remainder of this week and the 
scheduled program for next week. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, will the 
2 minority leader yield to 
me 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I yield to the 
distinguished gentleman from Okla- 
homa. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, in re- 
sponse to the inquiry of the distin- 
guished minority leader, we have no fur- 
ther legislative business for this week. 

With respect to the program for next 
week, while we have no original legisla- 
tive business for Monday, the chairman 
of the Committee on Ways and Means, 
the distinguished gentleman from Ar- 
kansas [Mr. MILLS], has advised me that 
he will have to call up the conference 
report on H.R. 6098, the Interest Equali- 
zation Tax Extension Act of 1967, which 
will expire Monday at midnight. So, we 
will have that conference report for the 
consideration of the House on Monday. 

Then, Mr. Speaker, there is another 
conference report which we might have 
for consideration out of the Committee 
on Post Office and Civil Service. How- 
ever, we are not sure whether that con- 
ference report will be ready for the con- 
sideration of the House. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Is that the 
conference report on the Government 
employees insurance program? 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, if the dis- 
tinguished gentleman will yield further, 
the gentleman is correct. 

Tuesday, Mr. Speaker, is Private Cal- 
endar day. 

Also, on Tuesday, we will take up for 
the consideration of the House HR. 
11722, the military construction authori- 
zation bill for fiscal year 1968, under an 
open rule, with 3 hours of general de- 
bate. 

For Wednesday and the balance of the 
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week there is for the consideration of 
the House, H.R. 5037, the Law Enforce- 
ment and Criminal Justice Act of 1967, 
under an open rule, with 5 hours of gen- 
eral debate. 

Also, H.R. 7659 providing for the mid- 
decade census of population, under an 
open rule with 2 hours of general debate. 

Of course, Mr. Speaker, this announce- 
ment is made subject to the usual reser- 
vations that conference reports may be 
brought up at any time and that any fur- 
ther program may be announced later. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
I thank the gentleman from Oklahoma. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield further for the purpose 
of a unanimous-consent request? 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I yield fur- 
ther to the distinguished majority leader. 


ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY, 
JULY 31, 1967 


Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the House 
adjourns today it adjourn to meet on 
Monday next. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 


CALENDER WEDNESDAY BUSINESS 
DISPENSED WITH ON WEDNESDAY 
NEXT 


Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that any business in 
order under the Calendar Wednesday 
Rule may be dispensed with on Wednes- 
day next. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Okla- 
homa? 

There was no objection, 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate by Mr. Ar- 
rington, one of its clerks, announced that 
the Senate agrees to the report of the 
committee of conference on the disagree- 
ing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill 
(H.R. 11089) entitled “An act to amend 
title 5, United States Code, to provide ad- 
ditional group life insurance and acci- 
dental death and dismemberment insur- 
ance for Federal employees, and to 
strengthen the financial condition of the 
employees’ life insurance fund.” 


BUDGET RESULTS FOR FISCAL 1967 
AND STATUS OF APPROPRIATION 
BUSINESS OF THE SESSION 


Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my 
remarks, and to include certain tables. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, Members 
of the House are interested in the fiscal 
summary recently released for fiscal year 
1967, and the progress thus far of ap- 
propriation bills that have been consid- 
ered by Congress this year. 
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Mr. Speaker, I will submit at this point 
certain statements and tables relating to 
these matters. 

Mr. Speaker, a few days ago the ex- 
ecutive branch released a statement 
showing the tentative Federal budget 
results for the Government's fiscal year 
1967 that ended on June 30 last. It was 
of course reported in the press in synop- 
tic fashion. The joint executive release, 
of July 21, by the Secretary of the 
Treasury and the Budget Director ar- 
ticulates the results in a fairly detailed 
manner, and I believe may be useful to 
Members and others who find more 
comparative detail useful in evaluating 
the facts. Under leave granted, I am 
therefore including the official 7-page 
release. 

VARIATIONS FROM THE BUDGET 


Mr. Speaker, all budget results in all 
times and in all administrations, miss 
the original mark. None of them ever 
turn out exactly as originally projected— 
and for a host of reasons. The fiscal 1967 
budget is no exception for the simple 
reason that there are no exceptions to 
the rule. 

A budget is a plan for the year—an 
estimate, a projection. It rests on many 
contingencies and assumptions. It is not 
self-executing; it requires, or it assumes 
actions of many sorts and of many 
magnitudes. 

As the executive release shows, the 
administrative budget deficit for fiscal 
1967 of $9.9 billion turned out just 
slightly higher than reestimated in the 
President’s budget last January. The 
deficit for fiscal 1967 is of course some- 
what wider of the original budget projec- 
tion for 1967, submitted to Congress in 
January 1966—again, for a host of rea- 
sons, the cost of the war in Southeast 
Asia being by far the largest single 
factor. 

FISCAL 1967 VERSUS FISCAL 1966 


But it is often useful in looking ahead 
to also look back and compare results 
with results—in this instance, fiscal 1967 
results with fiscal 1966 results. The ad- 
ministrative budget deficit of $9.9 billion 
for 1967 is $7.7 billion higher than the 
$2.2 billion administrative deficit in fiscal 
1966. Fiscal 1967 budget revenues ex- 
ceeded fiscal 1966 revenues by some $11 
billion, reflecting the effects of the Tax 
Adjustment Act of 1966 and continued 
national growth in employment, income, 
and production. But administrative 
budget expenditures in fiscal 1967 were 
some $18.7 billion above fiscal 1966, prin- 
cipally on account of defense costs. 

Budget expenditures in fiscal 1967 for 
Defense military functions and for mili- 
tary assistance accounted for $13 bil- 
lion of the $18.7 billion increase over 
1966. All other programs, combined, ac- 
counted for the other $5.7 billion, and 
within that, interest costs were up $1.4 
billion; Veterans’ costs, up $1.1 billion; 
the remainder of $3.2 billion being scat- 
tered among the many civilian programs. 
There were some reductions, so the re- 
mainder is a net result. 

RECENT BUDGET TRENDS 


Mr. Speaker, until rising war costs— 
now $22 billion, plus, for fiscal 1968— 
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reversed the trend the Government was 
making rapid strides toward a budget 
balance, notwithstanding generally en- 
larging outlays for nondefense activities. 
Arising tide of budget revenues from the 
unprecedented general national econom- 
ic boom had swept the budget closer to 
om balance, as these diminishing deficits 
ow: 


Millions 
Ea aly Pe Sale A E E $8, 226 
TFT 3, 435 
FU K 2. 251 


Now, for fiscal 1967, the deficit figure 
is at $9,938 million, and the seriousness 
of the budget outlook for fiscal year 1968 
is deepening. We are now facing a much 
more critical fiscal situation. There is 
talk of a tax increase. I do not have any 
doubt but that there will be a major 
effort to secure a tax increase. Estimates 
of the budget deficit range all the way up 
to $30 billion or so. 

Mr. Speaker, may I close by observing 
that prudence makes good sense in pub- 
lic spending decisions at all times. In 
times of fiscal distress it is especially wise 
that all of us exercise great restraint. 

I append the recent executive release: 
JOINT STATEMENT OF HENRY H. FOWLER, SEC- 

RETARY OF THE TREASURY, AND CHARLES L. 

SCHULTZE, DIRECTOR OF THE BUREAU OF THE 

BUDGET, ON BupcET RESULTS For FISCAL 

Year 1967 

SUMMARY 

The June Monthly Statement of Receipts 
and Expenditures of the United States Gov- 
ernment was released today showing adminis- 
trative budget expenditures of $125.7 billion 
and receipts of $115.8 billion for the fiscal 
year 1967, which ended on June 30. 

The administrative budget deficit of $9.9 
billion was $0.2 billion above the estimate 
in the President’s Budget Message last Janu- 
ary, but $1.1 billion below the estimate of 
the Secretary of the Treasury and the Direc- 
tor of the Bureau of the Budget in their 
May testimony on the debt limit before the 
House Ways and Means Committee and later 
before the Senate Finance Committee. 


FEDERAL FINANCES, FISCAL YEAR 1967 


Estimate Change 
January Actual | from Jan- 
1967 uary 1967 
estimate 

Administrative budget: 

Receipts $117.0 $115.8 —$1.2 

Expenditures 126.7 125.7 —1.0 
National income accounts: 

eceipts E 149. 8 147.7 —2.1 

Expenditures.. 7 153.6 155.2 1.6 
Consolidated cash: 

Receipts............. 154.7 53. —1.1 

Payments 160, 9 155.3 —5.6 
Excess of receipts (+) or 

payments (—); 
Administrative budget. —9. 7 —9.9 —.2 
National income ac- 
T —3.8 —7.5 —3.7 
Consolidated cash —6.2 —1.8 +4.4 
Revenues 


Administrative budget revenues of $115.8 
billion were $1.2 billion below the January 
estimate. $0.7 billion of this shortfall results 
from lower individual income tax receipts 
because of lower final payments and larger 
refunds than were expected in January. A 
smaller shortfall occurred in corporate in- 
come taxes (due primarily to restoration of 
the investment credit), excises, estate and 
gift taxes, and customs receipts. Miscellane- 
ous receipts, on the other hand, were $0.1 bil- 
lion above the January estimate. Among the 
factors affecting these receipts were the in- 
creased Sales of off-shore oil leases and the 
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credit for lost and destroyed silver certifi- 
cates written off under the authority of re- 
cently enacted legislation. 

Although fiscal 1967 budget revenues fell 
below the estimate contained in the January 
budget, they exceeded fiscal 1966 revenues 
by more than $11 billion, reflecting the ef- 
fects of the Tax Adjustment Act of 1966 and 
continued growth in employment and in- 
comes. 

Expenditures 

Administrative budget expenditures of 
$125.7 billion were $1.0 billion below the 
estimate made in last January’s budget. This 
overall change reflects a reduction of $1.5 
billion in nondefense outlays partly offset 
by an increase of $0.5 billion in military 
spending. 

Budget expenditures of $68.4 billion for 
the military functions of the Department of 
Defense and foreign military assistance were 
$470 million above the January estimate. 
This overrun is well within the normal mar- 
gin of estimating error when dealing with so 
large a total, particularly during a period of 
war. 

The reduction of $1.5 billion in nondefense 
expenditures below the January estimate re- 
flects the net result of a number of de- 
creases and increases. The major decreases 
were: 

Export-Import Bank disbursements, net, 
were $468 million below the January esti- 
mate, reflecting greater purchases of out- 
standing loans by foreign buyers. 

Subscriptions to International Financial 
Institutions are down by $318 million, pri- 
marily reflecting a reduction in the holdings 
of U.S. non-interest-bearing notes by the 
International Monetary Fund. These matur- 
ing securities, which were counted as ex- 
penditures when issued, have been exchanged 
for letters of credit, under which expendi- 
tures are recorded only when funds are actu- 
ally disbursed. 

Veterans Administration, down by $205 
million, as benefits under the new GI Bill 
and compensation payments and pensions 
were less than had been anticipated. 

National Aeronautics and Space Adminis- 
tration, down $174 million, reflecting the 
slowdown in the Apollo program. 

Department of Agriculture expenditures, 
not taking account of the proposed revolving 
fund for the Rural Electrification Adminis- 
tration, were down by $127 million, about 
one-third of which was in the price support 
activities of the Commodity Credit Corpora- 
tion and two-thirds in all other programs of 
the Department combined. 

Foreign economic assistance, down 6120 
million, chiefly because disbursements from 
development loans authorized in prior years 
were lower than anticipated. 

Small Business Administration, down by 
$117 million as the volume of new loans was 
somewhat lower than anticipated. 

Office of Economic Opportunity, down by 
$71 million. 

Department of Housing and Urban De- 
velopment, down by $66 million, 

These and other decreases were partially 
offset by increases in other nondefense pro- 


Revolving fund legislation proposed for the 
REA, Federal power marketing agencies, and 
the Mint was not enacted. This increased 
expenditures by $348 million, but is balanced 
off by a corresponding increase in miscella- 
neous receipts and does not affect the deficit. 

Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare expenditures exceeded the January 
estimate by $55 million, as uncontrollable 
grants for public assistance (both medical 
and cash assistance) were up $250 million, 
more than offsetting combined decreases of 
$195 million in all other activities of the 
Department. 

The detail of changes, by agency, is shown 
in the attached table. 
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OTHER BUDGETARY CONCEPTS 
National income accounts budget 


On a national income accounts basis, pre- 
liminary fiscal 1967 expenditures are esti- 
mated at $155.2 billion and receipts at $147.7 
billion, for a deficit of $7.5 billion. 

The national income accounts record Fed- 
eral transactions as they directly affect na- 
tional income and production. This measure 
of Federal activity differs from the admin- 
istrative budget principally by (i) the in- 
clusion of receipts and payments in the 
Federal Government's trust funds, (ii) the 
exclusion of Federal credit transactions, and 
(ili) the accounting for receipts and ex- 
penditures on an accrual basis, 

As compared with the January estimate, 
Federal expenditures on a national income 
accounts basis are up by $1.6 billion. Of this 
amount, total Federal purchases of goods 
and services show a net increase of $0.5 bil- 
lion, reflecting an additional $1.3 billion in 
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deliveries of defense goods and a reduction 
of $0.8 billion in Federal nondefense pur- 
chases. Another major component of the 
total expenditure increase is grants to 
States, chiefly for public assistance. 

Total receipts are down $2.1 billion from 
the January estimate, The bulk of this dif- 
ference results from a shortfall in personal 
taxes ($1.2 billion). The decline in cor- 
porate tax liabilities amounted to $0.9 bil- 
lion, as a result of somewhat lower-than- 
anticipated corporate profits, as well as the 
reinstatement of the tax investment credit. 
The small decline in excise taxes was offset 
by a similar increase in social insurance 
contributions. 


Consolidated cash budget 
The consolidated cash budget measures the 
flow of cash between the Federal Govern- 
ment and the public. Last January Federal 
payments to the public were estimated at 


ADMINISTRATIVE BUDGET RECEIPTS AND EXPENDITURES 


Fiscal years. In millions] 
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$160.9 billion, and receipts at $154.7 billion, 
for a deficit of $6.2 billion. The actual con- 
solidated cash deficit amounted to $1.8 bil- 
lion. The difference in the consolidated cash 
deficit compared with the January estimate 
is due largely to a net flow of cash into 
Government-sponsored financial enterprises. 
For example, the net expenditures of the 
Federal Home Loan Banks were $4.6 billion 
lower than estimated in January because 
Federal Savings and Loan Associations, 
which had earlier borrowed heavily from 
the Home Loan Banks, repaid the Loans 
at a much faster rate than anticipated. 
These transactions of the Federal Loan 
Banks reduce the deficit on a consolidated 
cash basis, but do not affect the adminis- 
trative and national income accounts budg- 
ets, because (a) all trust fund transactions 
are excluded from the administrative budg- 
et, and (b) all lending transactions are ex- 
cluded from the national income accounts. 


1967 1967 
Description 1966 actua! Description 1966 actual 
Janua Actual Change from January Actual Change from 
budge budget budget — budget 
RECEIPTS BY SOURCE EXPENDITURES BY MAJOR 
AGENCY—Continued 
Individual income taxes $55, 445 $62, 200 $61, 475 —$725 
ration income taxes 30, 073 34, 400 33,977 —423 || Health, Education, and Welfare.. $7, 552 10,746 $10, 801 +5 
va Aai pi „145 9, 3 9.292 —8 || Housing and Urban Development 767 586 5 —66 
„865 6,781 „860 -+79 || Interior. 1,437 1,456 1,510 +54 
4,833 5, 080 4, 865 —215 || Justice 372 426 407 —19 
—635 —766 —675 -+91 Labor 503 500 506 +6 
— — — — an Office. 888 1, 208 1,183 —25 
Net recelpts 104, 727 116, 995 115,794 1, 201 |) State 407 424 411 —13 
= = 535 „V 1,276 1,471 1,468 -3 
EXPENDITURES BY MAJOR reasury: 
AGENCY 12, 132 13, 508 13, 524 +16 
her. 92 952 1,015 +63 
. — 1 branch and the judiciary... 311 353 337 —16 || Atomic 8 2, 403 2,270 „264 —6 
Executive Office of the President. 26 31 28 —3 || General Services Administration. d 601 695 679 —$16 
Funds appropriated to the President: National Aeronautics and Space Ad- 
International financial institutions —336 —654 —318 ministration ------------------ 5,933 5,600 ¥ —174 
Office of Economic Opportunity 1,018 1, 580 1,509 —71 || Veterans’ Administration 5,070 6, 400 6,195 —205 
Fb 94 00 111 +11 || Export-Import Bank of Washington. —385 128 —340 —468 
Military assistance... 968 „000 850 —150 || Small Business Administration —140 —122 —239 —117 
Economic assistance 2, 141 2,415 2,295 —120 || U.S. Information Agency. 167 184 ee” a 
a S 103 —13 —60 || Other independent agenci 633 862 859 —3 
Agricultu District of Columbia 71 119 84 —35 
Commodity Credit Corporation. 3,204 3, 515 3,472 —43 || Allowances, undistributed D —100 
H:. 2h, oo. cE 2,744 2, 236 2,345 +109 || Interfund transactions —635 —766 —675 +91 
5 — . Steere 673 746 757 +11 — — — 
Defense: Total expenditures ------ 106,978 126, 729 125, 732 —997 
Ty eee, Se, FS ales 54, 409 66,950 67,570 +620 || Administrative budget surplus (+) or 
. E AS 1,309 1,34; 1 —2 FTT —2, 251 —9, 734 —9, 938 —2⁰⁴ 
FEDERAL RECEIPTS FROM AND PAYMENTS TO THE PUBLIC Upwards of $15 billion—roughly—of 
[Fiscal years. In millions] additional appropriation requests are yet 
to be reported in appropriation bills deal- 
1967 ing with military construction, foreign 
i assistance, and the closing supplemental 
Description 1966 actual Pets Se Change from Dill. These bills hinge almost entirely on 
budget budget annual authorization legislation not yet 
— LL reported -or eziacted, 
Fedea 955 atid ee ere ts. $104, 727 $116, 995 $115, 794 $1, 201 Poaceae 
2 7 s budget teceipts -------5----------2 -=-= 5 $ =$], 4 
F i 34 853 44.898 44.632 «566 The Senate has considered six appro 
Deduct intragovernmental and other noncash transactions = 100 7,231 6, 895 336 priation bills during the session, in- 
Total Federal receipts from the publics. 134, 480 154, 662 153, 533 —1,12 volving some $28.9 billion and in sum- 
SUR: eh Re — — mary, has gone above the appropriation 
eral paymon 9 budget requests by $1,565,765,814. This is 
Administrative budget ot expendifures r 106, 978 126, 729 125, 723 —997 „„ 
Trust fund expendifures 2 ———k— 4.864 40,882 493 6,389 brought about by the fact that the Sen- 
Deduct intragovernmental and other noncash transactions 4, 026 4,929 —1,823 ate added slightly over $2 billion to the 
Total Federal payments to the public....-..--..---.--- 137, 817 160, 859 155, 296 —5,563 House amounts in the agriculture appro- 
of cash — a abi or dan bag to (—) the public. —3, 337 1 —6, 197 —1, 763 +4,434 priation bill. That bill is pending in 


Note: Figures are rounded to nearest million and will not necessarily add to totals. 


THE APPROPRIATIONS BUSINESS OF THE SESSION 

Mr. Speaker, I am including herewith, 
for the information of Members and 
others interested, current tabulations 
showing in summary form the status of 
the appropriations business of the ses- 
sion. 


HOUSE ACTIONS 
Including the public works appropria- 
tions bill, which passed the House on 
Tuesday, budget requests for appropria- 
tions of some $133.5 billion at this ses- 
sion in 13 bills have been reduced in the 
House by $3,472,339,998. 


conference. 
FINAL ACTIONS 

Five bills have cleared Congress this 
session—two supplementals for fiscal 
1967 and three regular annual bills for 
fiscal 1968. They appropriate $23,598,- 
639,802, a sum $284,206,060 below the 
corresponding budget requests. 

Mr. Speaker, I include two tables—a 
summarization of the totals and a list- 
ing by individual bills: 
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COMPARATIVE SUMMARY OF APPROPRIATION BILL TOTALS, 90TH CONG., IST SESS, AS OF JULY 27, 1967 
[Does not include any back door“ type appropriations, or permanent appropriations t under previous legislation. Does include indefinite appropriations carried in annual appropriations bills] 


All figures are rounded amounts 


Bills for fiscal 1967 | Bills for fiscal 1968 | Bills for the session 
A. House actions: 
1. Budget requests for ‘appropriations consſderedu—ꝛ- $14, 411, 000, 000 23 5119, 064, 000, 000 $133, 475, 000, 000 
nne, ob oo - ose io soc oan haon anns iaaa 14, 238, 000, 000 | 23 115, 764, 000, 000 130, 002, 000, 000 
3. Change from corresponding budget requests. —173, 000, 000 —3, 300, 000, 000 —3, 473, 000, 000 
RE a et tt Atel ash Rs abet cih aca 
B. Senate actions: 
1. Budget requests for ‘‘appropriations” considered 14, 533, 000, 000 14, 371, 000, 000 28, 904, 000, 000 
2. Amounts in 6 bills passed by Senate 14, 457, 000, 000 16, 013, 000, 000 30, 470, 000, 800 
3. Change from corresponding budget requests —76, 000, 000 +1, 642, 000, 000 +-1, 566, 000, 000 
4. Compared with House amounts in these 6 bills. tik +219, 000, 000 +2, 150, 000, 000 +-2, 369, 000, 000 
222 AAA OPV 
C. Final actions: 
1. Budget requests for appropriations“ considered. 14, 533, 000, 000 9, 349, 000, 000 23, 882, 000, 000 
2. Amounts approved in 5 bills enacted. ........... 14, 394, 000, 000 9, 204, 000, 000 23, 598, 000, 000 
3. Comparison with corresponding budget requests —139, 000, 000 —145, 000, 000 —284, 000, 000 


t Aniana e were tentatively estimated in January budget at about $15,512,066,000 3 And participation sales authorizations as follows: Total authorizations 8 in budget, 
for pa ar 1968, $4,300,000,000; total in House bills, $1,946,000,000; total in Senate bills, $700,000,000, 
nelu! 


s advance funding for fiscal 1969 for urban renewal and mass transit grants (budget, 
get, $75,000,000; 


oven 000; House bill, $925,000,000) and for grants-in-aid for airports (bud 
0 à 


use bill, $65,000,000). 


SUMMARY OF ACTION ON BUDGET ESTIMATES OF “APPROPRIATIONS™ IN APPROPRIATION BILLS, 90TH CONG., IST SESS., AS OF JULY 27, 1967 
[Does not include any back door“ type appropriations, or permanent appropriations ' under previous legislation. Does include indefinite appropriations carried in annual appropriation bilis} 


Budget estimates 


Budget estimates 


(+) or (—), latest 


considered by House Passed House considered by Senate Passed Senate Enacted action 3 to 
judge 
Bills for fiscal 1968: 
Treasury-Pi — SS ee $7,613, 787, 000 $7, 499, 230, 000 $7, 615, 148, 000 $7, 555, 167, 000 $7,545, 641, 000 —$69, 507, 000 
District of Columbia: 

Federal payments ATAN cael BS Peg ee 63, 499, 000 See / TOE —4, 000, 000 
Federal loan appropriation. 9, 600, CA RS fy (is Sel . Rs Dee SE | „500, 
T 1, 443, 793, 000 1, 365, 310, 150 1, 458, 218, 000 1, 399, 359, 550 1, 382, 848, 350 —75, 369, 650 

Loan and contract authorizations (30, 700, 00) S64 , 000) (30, 700, 000) (16, 200, 000) (16, 200, 000) (—14, 500, 000) 
Independent Offices-HUD_......... 28 10,804, 642, 7 nen,, y r cides « —791, 463, 918 
ntract authorization. E 600, b00) F 
K sees 13, 322, 603, 000 913, 137, 488, 000 
Sate, J stice, Commerce, and Judiciary... 3 2,342, 942, 000 I . ca. 
TT 231, 311, 132 228, 089, 952 276, 005, 210 
Agriculture 3 5, 021, 097, 400 3 4,770, 580, 950 2 5,021, 097, 400 
Loan authorization (859, 600, 000) (859, 600, 000) (859, 600, 000) 
Defense 71, 584, 000, 000 70, 295, 200, 000 
Transportation. 41,718, 618, 772 41,530, 198,372 
Public works... „813, 922, 000 
Military construction 1 (2, 937, 000, 000 
Foreign assistance + (3, 818, 736, 000 
Sup ental (NASA, poverty, other deferred items; 
usual suppiementals . ee ae (% 
Subtotal, 1968 bills 119, 063, 707, 004 115, 763, 823, 706 14, 370, 468, 610 16, 012, 942, 143 9, 204, 188, 385 1,236, 856, 254 


Bills for fiscal 1967: 


Defense supplemental (Vietnam)) $12, 275, 870, 000 $12, 196, 520, 000 $12, 275, 870, 000 $12, 196, 520, 000 $12, 196, 520, 000 —79, 350, 000 

2d Supplemental 2, 134, 932, 833 2,041, 826, 133 2, 257, 604, 652 2, 260, 246, 933 2, 197, 931, 417 —59, 673, 235 
Subtotal, 1967 bills -0 14, 238, 346, 133 14, 533, 474, 652 —139, 023, 235 

_————$<$—_—$—S—_———_——————SS | | —e—e—e—e—e—e—e—e—e—e SS 
Cumulative appropriation” totals for the session: 

House (13 bills —3, 472, 339, 998 

Senate (6 bills). ag -+-1, 565, 765, 814 

Enacted (5 bills). Sa —284, 206, 


House bill; Agriculture, $800,000,000 in budget estimates and House bill, $700,000,000 in Senate 


t Permanent 8 were tentatively estimated in January budget at about 

R for fiscal year 1968. (All forms of permanent ‘‘new obligational authority” for 
were tentatively estimated in the January budget at $17,452,899,000. 

2 Includes advance funding for fiscal 1969 for urban renewal and mass transit grants (budget, 


bill. Total authorizations requested in budget, $4,300,000,000; total in House bills, $1,946,000,000; 
total in Senate bills, $700, 


Includes advance funding for fiscal 1969 for grants-in-aid for airports (budget, $75,000,000; 


180,000,000; House bill, 000,000). House bill, $65,000,000), 
8 And rticipation sales authorizations as follows: 8 offices-HUD, 83,235,000, 000 6 These are the amounts presently pending consideration in the committee, 
in budget estimates and $881,000,000 in House bill; Labor-HEW, $115,000,000 in budget estimates € Several billions, 


and House bill; State, Justice, Commerce, and judiciary, $150,000,000 in budget estimates and 


A STATE OF INSURRECTION EXISTS 


Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to extend my remarks at 
this point in the Recorp and include 
extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, a state of 
insurrection exists. No one thought it 
could come to America. And no one really 
seems to know why it occurred. The con- 
ditions of oppression, poverty, or ideo- 

C XIII —1292—Part 15 


logical dissent which normally foment 
insurrection are not present here except 
in scattered pockets. 

Minorities also bring about insurrec- 
tions. There is a minority problem, but 
the present administration has opened 
every door to this minority and directed 
its principal efforts in their behalf. No 
generation in history has even seen an 
equivalent effort to benefit a minority 
group. 

In most instances, it looks like pure 
cussedness, hoodlumism, and an appetite 
for looting are responsible for the riots 


which are sweeping our Nation. It is a 
situation which must be dealt with 
forcibly, not with phrases or platitudes. 
Acceptance and toleration of lawlessness 
must not be condoned. Federal, State, 
and local governments share in this re- 
sponsibility. Passing laws on top of al- 
ready existing laws to provide benefits 
and to improve conditions will not pro- 
duce an answer. It is a case of having the 
guts to put an end to violence. 

Some of the photographs and the 
stories which tell of the riots appear to 
have been prepared by the same people 
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who have shown the American effort in 
Vietnam in its worst light. They simply 
incite more hatred and violence at home. 
They make it appear that all of America 
is guilty of something for simply wanting 
law and order. This, too, is the stuff 
which feeds insurrection. 

The current problems have been build- 
ing for years. Living conditions have 
been blamed for much of the problem. 
Undoubtedly, poor living conditions are 
in part responsible. Yet, this is far from 
being the whole story. There are too 
many instances where neighborhoods 
have been improved, only to degenerate 
speedily into slum areas because of sloth- 
ful or indifferent inhabitants. The Gov- 
ernment cannot clean up behind every- 
one. There is much idleness. Yet most 
people can find work if they really want 
it. Idleness is, in some instances, delib- 
erate unemployment, and in other in- 
stances it is a result of living on pension 
or welfare rolls, with nothing to do. 

There are the professional agitators 
who are the principal instigators of 
America’s racial troubles. Undoubtedly, 
someone is paying their way. It has been 
testified time and again the Communists 
and their fellow travelers are up to their 
necks in all of this. It is equally true that 
U.S. foundations, operating in a tax-free 
status, are helping by contributing to 
some of the organizations which create 
disturbances. Presumably, these are 
well intentioned, but the result is ex- 
tremely damaging. Possibly more serious 
than any of this is the fact that so many 
of the agitators have operated outside 
the law and no one has dared to touch 
them. 

All of these things can be faced up to, 
but it is not being done. Panaceas which 
have been projected are simply salves for 
a malignancy. These are not cures. The 
first cure is law enforcement and this 
requires acceptance of the facts and co- 
operation between all levels of govern- 
ment. There are laws against assault, 
arson, looting, stealing, murder, and all 
the other forms of violence we are sub- 
jected to. They must be enforced. Those 
who are helping to finance the agitators 
and who are on the side of America can 
assist by refusing to continue to provide 
funds. The others can be exposed. Wel- 
fare rolls should be more carefully 
checked to screen out undeserving cases 
of idle persons who roam the streets at 
night and who could well be working for 
a living. 

At the same time, basic education 
which promotes commonsense and en- 
courages Americanism should be taught 
in the schools, instead of frills and social 
revolution. Adult education is equally 
important. It would not hurt some of the 
Federal judges to study these lessons, 
too. There should be a full inquiry into 
all of the causes of violence and disorder 
in American cities and it should be ex- 
pedited. The findings should be fol- 
lowed promptly with realistic steps to 
bring about solutions. However, this will 
take time. Action now is required where- 
ever possible and there is much which 
can be done. Thus far, about all we have 
done is talk. 

None of the things which are needed 
to correct the current problems are going 
to be possible if America simply bows it- 
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self to whatever violence and turbulence 
the troublemakers want to inflict upon 
us. The troublemakers have to be singled 
out, exposed, and where crimes are com- 
mitted, they should be punished. 

Where there are existing conditions— 
in slums or elsewhere—which in them- 
selves are responsible for producing dis- 
turbances and which are corrective, an 
immediate and positive effort should be 
made to bring about corrections. This 
will require specific rather than general 
efforts. General programs do not work 
fast enough, may be too broad, and may 
not be properly directed to be really 
helpful in solving today’s demanding 
problems. 

Above all, it is a time for Americans 
of every creed and color, who believe in 
our Nation, to stand together against 
anarchy, disorder, and license. It is a 
time to stand together in common bond 
against all those who seek to destroy our 
Nation, whether from within or without. 


COST OF NATIONAL RIFLE MATCHES 
AT CAMP PERRY, OHIO 


Mr. VANIK. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Speaker, early this 
spring, in an effort to provide summer 
camp facilities for some of the 12,000 
disadvantaged young people of the 
Hough area in my Cleveland district, I 
requested that the Department of De- 
fense make land and facilities available 
at either the inoperative 22,000-acre 
Ravenna Ohio Arsenal at Windham, 
Ohio, or the Camp Perry facility at Camp 
Perry, Ohio, which is leased from the 
State of Ohio by the Federal Govern- 
ment, It was my hope that in this way 
thousands of young people committed to 
the crowded slum and riot-threatened 
areas of the city would receive an in- 
valuable first experience in summer 
camping life. In the crowded central 
section of my city, the idle, undirected 
young people under 16, are the group 
most likely to be led into trouble, dis- 
turbance, and harm. 

The Department of Defense advised 
me that at the Ravenna site, billeting 
facilities were not suitable and that 
Camp Perry was fully committed for the 
national rifie matches and no accom- 
modations could be provided there. 

In an effort to learn the utilization of 
Camp Perry firsthand, I visited Camp 
Perry last Friday, where preparations 
are underway for the national rifle 
matches scheduled to begin August 3, 
1967, for a period of about 1 month. 

I discovered that all of the facilities, 
equipment, and personnel could have 
been used for summer camp purposes for 
the disadvantaged for a period of 6 weeks 
prior to the national rifle matches. 
Thousands of young boys and girls could 
have been transferred from their en- 
vironment of concrete, dirt, and noise 
and exposed to camp life without inter- 
fering with the rifle match schedule. 

With current draft calls reaching 
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29,000 men per month, I was shocked to 
learn after my brief tour of Camp Perry 
that 3,000 members of the Armed Forces, 
including Army, Navy, Marines, Air 
Force, and Coast Guard personnel are 
being used as domestics, cooks, and 
household help for approximately 8,000 
or 9,000 civilian participants and their 
friends, families, and relatives during 
the Camp Perry national rifle matches 
at a Federal cost in excess of $5 million. 

Although the 1968 appropriation ap- 
propriates $430,000 to the National Rifle 
Board for the Promotion of Rifle Prac- 
tice and $1,967,000 for the giveaway of 
free ammunition, this activity also gives 
away over $3 million in guns and rifles— 
purchased by the armed services for the 
purpose of the giveaway. 

Therefore, the civilian marksmanship 
program costs the taxpayers each year: 


Troop support for national 

matches at Camp Perry $4, 500, 000 
Troop support travel, Camp 

T7 ͤͤ ̃ ͤ—— wae 250, 000 
Supplies, Camp Perry 500, 000 


Giveaway am munition 1, 967, 000 


Giveaway guns and rifles 8, 000, 000 
National board expense 430, 000 
A 10, 397, 000 


At the national rifle matches at Camp 
Perry, the participants and visitors pay 
$1.60 per day for food and $5 for regis- 
tration and billeting for the total period 
of attendance at the match. At these 
prices, many thousands of disadvan- 
taged boys and girls could have a sum- 
mer camp experience away from the 
city slums. 

From my visit to Camp Perry, I learned 
that the preparations for the annual 
matches do not commit 3,000 support 
military personnel throughout the year. 
The 3,000 support military personnel pro- 
vided by the Army, Air Force, Navy, 
Marines in proportion to their total force 
strength arrive at Camp Perry about 2 
months prior to the national matches 
and remain for the period of the match 
and approximately 2 months after the 
match. Therefore, 3,000 military men and 
their equipment are committed to the na- 
tional rifle matches for a period slightly 
less than a half year. Since the military 
personnel travels from military installa- 
tions throughout the country, the travel 
of these units to Camp Perry must be 
added to the overhead expense. Since 
the 3,000 military personnel are accom- 
panied by commissioned and noncommis- 
sioned officers and since all segments are 
entitled to retirement benefits, allot- 
ments, and other overhead expenses, it 
is estimated that these expenses would 
average $300 per man per month for 
5 months, or $900,000 per month, or 
$4,500,000 for the 5-month period with 
another $250,000 for related travel and 
$500,000 for equipment—making a total 
expense of about $5,250,000. 

These military units, after their arrival 
at Camp Perry, must establish a PX, a 
theater, a motor pool, cupply center, ord- 
nance depot, communications center, and 
reopen camp facilities. Furniture, refrig- 
erators, and appliances for housing and 
family units are broken out of storage, 
refurbished, and prepared for use. The 
military support units must then prepare 
housing facilities and accommodations 
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for the almost 9,000 participants, obser- 
vers, family, and friends of observers who 
will attend the rifle matches. 

Last year, the military support unit 
replaced the roofs of scores of the bar- 
racks and cottages in the housing com- 
pound. The entire facility is painted and 
washed down every year. Before the visi- 
tors come, the military details must 
vacuum clean and scrub down every fa- 
cility to make them fresh and clean for 
those who are attending the national 
matches. 

The soldiers, sailors, marines and air- 
men detailed to Camp Perry construct 
targets, prepare the target range, and 
provide base services. During the rifle 
matches, the military personnal must 
service the range and its appendages. In 
addition, they provide linen service, laun- 
dry, prepare food and perform house- 
keeping services for the participants and 
the visitors. 

With the end of a year’s rifle match, 
the military detail must remain for sev- 
eral months. The refrigerators and stoves 
are removed from the billets, and must 
be packed away and stored for next 
year’s national rifle matches, The billets 
must be cleaned and secured. The ord- 
nance section must audit the return of 
equipment and the sales of ammunition 
and guns to civilians. The computers 
must prepare the data process cards for 
next year’s meet. The military detail of 
3,000 or more men must return to the 
Army, Air Force, Navy and Marine units 
from which they come from a hard spell 
of work as repairmen target builders, 
sign painters, cooks, and laundrymen. 

In view of our current manpower 
shortages, it is distressing to see 3,000 
soldiers, sailors, airmen, and marines de- 
tailed to do service, housekeeping duties 
for private citizens who attend the na- 
tional rifle matches at Camp Perry. This 
blatant misuse of military personnel is 
demeaning and constitutes a demoraliz- 
ing use of military manpower. 

Secretary McNamara has just returned 
from Vietnam and has recommended 
that a more effective use be made of our 
current troop strength. I have today writ- 
ten the Secretary urging that this 
shameful and wasteful use of military 
manpower at Camp Perry be stopped. 


PROPOSED RIOT PREVENTION AND 
CONTROL ACT 


Mr. O’HARA of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute, to revise and extend 
my remarks, and to include extraneous 
matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

Mr, O’HARA of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
the rioting, arson, and looting in more 
than a score of American cities in the 
last few weeks constitute a grave threat 
to the Nation. 

In Detroit this week, at least 38 per- 
sons have been killed in senseless vio- 
lence. Thousands more have been in- 
jured. 

The city has been a battlefield. The 
mayor of Detroit has compared his city 
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to Berlin in 1945 or Warsaw after the 
ghetto uprising. 

Property damage has exceeded $200 
million. Hundreds upon hundreds of 
families have lost their homes and be- 
longings. May sections of the city still 
lack adequate supplies of food and other 
essentials. 

The story has been similar this week 
in New York, Cambridge, Flint, Pontiac, 
Saginaw, Rochester, and Toledo. 

Last week it was Newark, Plainfield, 
Cairo, and Minneapolis. 

Before that it was Watts and Harlem, 
Chicago and Nashville, Atlanta and 
Cleveland, Boston and Tampa. 

No one knows where civil disorder will 
strike next. 

Whatever may be the long-range solu- 
tion to these problems, the immediate 
need is effective law enforcement. The 
first order of business when disturbances 
occur is the suppression of violence and 
the restoration of public order—as 
rapidly and effectively as possible. 

There may be disagreement, Mr. 
Speaker, over the underlying causes of 
riots and the long-term preventive meas- 
ures which must be taken. These are 
matters upon which honest men may 
differ. 

But there should not be a reasonable 
difference of opinion among us upon the 
proposition that the underlying causes 
of riots can only be uncovered and cured 
in a peaceful society. 

It has been demonstrated, however, 
that local law enforcement agencies, de- 
spite valiant efforts, are not now able to 
deal effectively with disturbances of the 
magnitude of those which have been ex- 
perienced in Newark and Detroit. This is 
not said in criticism of our police. The 
simple fact is that, although our his- 
tory has by no means been free of vio- 
lence, major civil disorder has simply 
not been the sort of problem with which 
local police have had to deal—and that 
fact speaks well of America. 

Today our local law enforcement 
agencies are being asked to deal not 
only with the unexpected—but with the 
inconceivable, 

We must assure that they have the 
tools and the training to do so effectively. 

For that reason, Mr. Speaker, I and the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. WILLIAM 
D. Forp] are today introducing, on be- 
half of ourselves and a number of 
our colleagues, identical bills which 
would establish a $300 million grant pro- 
gram to aid local law enforcement agen- 
cies in strengthening their capability for 
dealing with riots and civil disorder. 

The grants provided under the legisla- 
tion, which we have titled the Riot Pre- 
vention and Control Act,“ would be 
available to assist in organizing, equip- 
ping, and training law-enforcement 
agencies for riot prevention, control, and 
suppression. It would also provide as- 
sistance to organize police reserve units 
for use in emergency situations. 

The grants, which would be adminis- 
tered by the Justice Department, could 
pay 50 to 75 percent of the cost of riot 
prevention and control programs. The 
75-percent grants would be available to 
local police agencies if their States were 
willing to contribute the remainder of 
the cost of antiriot programs. 
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This legislation, I think, would enable 
our police to cope more effectively with 
situations which might explode into 
mass violence and to suppress those situ- 
ations which do get out of hand. 

I should like to say, Mr. Speaker, that 
this is not a partisan proposal. The spon- 
sors include Members from both sides of 
the aisle. There are sponsors of this pro- 
posal from the North and the South, and 
from the East and the West. This is as it 
should be, Mr. Speaker. 

The problem confronting us is not a 
regional problem. It is a national prob- 
lem. The solution to it must not be a 
Democratic or a Republican solution but 
an American solution. 

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. O’HARA of Michigan. I yield to 
the gentleman. 

Mr. BOLAND. Mr, Speaker, I congrat- 
ulate the gentleman from Michigan on 
this proposal and Iam happy to join with 
him in sponsoring this legislation. In 
my judgment, it is one of the soundest 
proposals that has been offered to this 
Congress. We hear all kinds of recom- 
mendations and all kinds of proposals 
ranging from investigations to select 
committees. But I think you strike it 
on the head when you say that local 
law enforcement agencies, despite val- 
iant efforts, are not now able to deal ef- 
fectively with disturbances of the mag- 
nitude of those which have been ex- 
perienced in Newark and Detroit. Of 
course this is not being said in criticism 
of our police. But, in my judgment, the 
local law enforcement agencies should 
have available the proper tools to do the 
job before the riots get out of hand, and 
the burning and unnecessary killing 
spreads. This is the only way to handle it 
and I think all of us in the Congress 
ought to join with you and your col- 
leagues in passing this legislation. 

Mr. O'HARA of Michigan. I thank the 


gentleman. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. O’HARA of Michigan. I yield to 
the gentleman. 


Mr. CELLER. It might interest the 
Members to know that a bill embodying 
exactly what you have indicated, has 
already been brought to the Committee 
on the Judiciary and I applied for a rule 
this morning before the Committee on 
Rules. 

We hope to have that very bill up 
next week to do exactly what you ask. 

Mr. OHARA of Michigan. If I may 
respond to the gentleman, there are sev- 
eral important differences between the 
bill the gentleman has mentioned and 
the bill that I have introduced. The gen- 
tleman’s bill is much broader than mine, 
covering all sorts of criminal activities, 
and not limited to situations arising out 
of riots and civil disorder. 

Second, the gentleman’s bill has some 
limitations imposed in it that are not 
imposed in my bill. Third, it provides $9 
million as compared to $300 million in 
my bill. 


RACE RIOTS 


Mr. HICKS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to address the House for 
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1 minute, to revise and extend my re- 
marks, and to include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Washington? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HICKS. Mr. Speaker, in any so- 
ciety there are always people who would 
rather curse the darkness than light 
candles. Where problems exist, they seek 
scapegoats instead of solutions. Where 
fires erupt, they throw gasoline instead 
of water. 

The recent rioting in several of our 
cities has elicited a predictable response 
by those kind of people. The antipoverty 
program—the program designed to elim- 
inate the root causes of urban violence— 
is responsible for the trouble, they say. 

Their analysis is typically inaccurate, 
of course, and I was pleased to see the 
truth put on the record in a speech today 
by the Honorable Harold M. Tollefson, 
mayor of my home city of Tacoma, Wash. 
and president of the National League of 
Cities. 

Recent racial riots in Newark, Detroit, 
and other communities should not be 
blamed on the antipoverty program, 
Mayor Tollefson said: 

We are disturbed at recent charges that 
the antipoverty program has been responsi- 
ble for stirring up unrest. The antipoverty 
program in city after city has been respon- 
sible for just the opposite of that. 


Under permission to extend my re- 
marks I would like to include at this 
point in the Recorp today’s press release 
from the National League of Cities cov- 
ering Mayor Tollefson’s remarks: 

News RELEASE, JULY 24 


Omana, NEBR., July 24.—Recent racial riots 
in Newark and other communities should 
not be blamed on the anti-poverty program, 
the president of the 14,300-member National 
League of Cities said today. 

In an address prepared for delivery here to 
state legislators and other officials from 13 
midwestern states, Mayor Harold M. Tollef- 
son of Tacoma, Wash., praised the poverty 
program as having actually been responsible 
for preventing violence in city after city. 

“We are disturbed at recent charges that 
the anti-poverty program has been respon- 
sible for stirring up unrest,” Tollefson said. 
“The anti-poverty program in city after city 
has been responsible for just the opposite of 
that.” 

Governors, state legislators and other offi- 
cials are meeting in Omaha at the midwest- 
ern conference of the Council af State Gov- 
ernments. 

Mayor Tollefson’s complete statement fol- 
lows: 

“Recent outbreaks of violence in Newark, 
Plainfield, Cairo, Tampa, Dayton and other 
communities have shocked and confused all 
Americans. Senseless destruction of stores 
and homes do not help solve the deep, diffi- 
cult problems of decades. It is not enough 
to condemn violence, however. It is impor- 
tant that we try to understand the causes of 
violence and then proceed to do something 
about it. 

“We must avoid the temptation to look 
for simple explanations or scapegoats for 
racial unrest and violence. We are disturbed 
at recent charges, for example, that the anti- 
poverty program has been responsible for 
stirring up unrest. The anti-poverty program 
in city after city has been responsible for 
just the opposite of that. It has attacked 
some of the most basic social ills in the com- 
munity which breed impatience and antago- 
nism, It has provided the vehicle for the 
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peaceful expression of this impatience. And 
in city after city, persons associated with 
the poverty program have actually made im- 
portant contributions to preventing or min- 
disturbance which has threatened. 

“It would be the most self-defeating ac- 
tion imaginable if we were now to blame and 
even punish the program which holds out 
much promise for the ultimate solution of 
the very problems which lead to unrest and 
violence.” 


CLOSING OF THE ST. REGIS PAPER 
CO, PLANT IN OLYMPIA, WASH. 


Mr. MEEDS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to address the House for 
1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Washington? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MEEDS. Mr. Speaker, the 300 
workmen at the St. Regis Paper Co. 
plywood mill in Olympia, Wash., will 
begin a 2-week vacation next week, Au- 
gust 1. But they will not have jobs to 
return to. The St. Regis plant will be 
closed. 

That closure—called “a real shocker 
to the community“ —is part of a much 
larger tremor rattling at the foundation 
of the entire Pacific Northwest. 

A depressed plywood market, reduced 
homebuilding, competition from south- 
ern pine plywood, and log exports all 
have been cited as reasons for the Olym- 
pia plant closure. And for shutdowns of 
other Northwest plants. 

These all are factors, 

But one of the prime factors, I am 
convinced, is the ever-increasing ex- 
port of Northwest logs to Japan. 

This log export has increased by 1,000 
percent in the past 7 years and has re- 
sulted in inflated stumpage costs which 
price Northwest mills out of business. 

I am particularly alarmed because 
of the head-in-the-sand attitude on log 
exports by some persons in responsible 
positions. 

Mr. Richard Beebe, director of indus- 
trial development for the Washington 
State Department of Commerce and 
Economic Development, said following 
the St. Regis Co. announcement that 
“Japanese exports aren’t hurting the 
market for good logs.” His implication— 
and the belief of many others—that only 
lower grade logs are going to Japan 
would be refuted quickly by a visit to 
any of the Northwest ports which ship 
logs to the Orient. 

Top quality logs in cargoes of 8 mil- 
lion board feet at a crack are being 
loaded aboard brandnew Japanese ves- 
sels constructed specifically for this log 
trade. 

Japanese log buyers, purchasing di- 
rectly or through agents, have spiraled 
the cost of stumpage so high that domes- 
tie mills cannot reconcile the difference 
between increasing costs of raw mate- 
rials and decreasing sales prices of fin- 
ished plywood. Many of the Northwest 
plywood manufacturers have had to en- 
ter this same export market themselves 
to survive. This is true of some of the 
largest, oldest, and most efficient mills in 
the Northwest. 

In my own Second Congressional Dis- 
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trict, in the heart of the timber country, 
those who properly decry this exporta- 
tion of a valuable resource have had to 
join in it. Mr. Glenn R. Wiggins, logging 
manager of Peninsula Plywood Corp., of 
Port Angeles, wrote to me that: 

Currently we are heavily involved in ex- 
porting high grade peelable logs just to pay 
the costs encountered in bidding sales 
against export competition. Hopefully a few 
logs from these sales enter our mill at prices 
we can afford to pay. This program is risky 
at best, and diverts our logging capacity to 
the export markets. We are not pleased at 
this situation; however, there is no alterna- 
tive under present conditions. 


Mr. Thomas Erickson, of the Merrill 
& Ring Western Lumber Co., of Port 
Angeles has reported that his firm’s mill, 
like others, has had to settle for lower 
quality logs and purchase expensive 
equipment to handle the smaller timbers. 

We realized some time ago that we could 
not compete in price with the Japanese for 
good quality hemlock logs— 


He said in a report to the National 
Forest Products Association. 

Mr. John H. Martinson, general man- 
ager of Anacortes Veneer, Inc., which 
has one of the industry’s largest and most 
efficient mills, has claimed that in the 
purchase of Northwest logs “the Japa- 
nese can always win because he is backed 
by his government's policy to support the 
import of raw material and jobs. In a 
contest between a cartel and a domestic 
producer, the odds are very clear.” 

Representatives of firms such as 
Everett Plywood & Door Co., Simpson 
Timber Co., Georgia-Pacific, Crown-Zel- 
lerbach, and Weyerhaeuser all have 
taken part in meetings with myself or 
other congressional Members in which 
the dangers to Northwest economy from 
log exports were discussed. 

Such leaders as Senators MAGNUSON, 
JACKSON, and HATFIELD, and Representa- 
tive Wyatt have been concerned about 
loss of Northwest logs for some time. 

I have worked in the past—with the 
assistance of others—for such things as 
increased authority for SBA set-aside al- 
lotments to help guarantee a continuing 
log supply for smaller Northwest mills. 
This is only a stopgap measure although 
a necessary one. 

More set-aside sales, increased thin- 
ning and salvage operations and greater 
allowable cuts are needed to meet the 
immediate dangers to Northwest mills. 

But since exporting of logs has not 
been totally bad, a long-range solution 
must be sought. Certainly the Northwest 
ports have profited by the movement of 
logs across their docks. However, quick 
profits may well cost jobs and cripple 
business here later. 

The U.S. Forest Service and, to a large 
degree, the Washington State Depart- 
ment of Natural Resources, have acted 
in reverse fashion to what has been ac- 
cepted as public service policies by striv- 
ing for increasing profits through sale of 
public-owned timber for export. With 
the Forest Service maximizing its return 
to Government by timber sales—a pro- 
gram that appears laudatory on the sur- 
face but which is shortsighted—the for- 
est industry is left in an untenable posi- 
tion. 
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In addition to studying imposition of 
an embargo, we should look to the pos- 
sibility of new trade agreements with 
Japan. The Japanese Government, in 
supporting that nation’s importation of 
our logs, has the interest of its peoples 
and businesses in mind. 

Our Government, too, should heed the 
needs of its own. The log exports began as 
a seedling activity—causing supporters 
to shush criticism and warnings. But that 
seedling has grown and the full forest 
of exporting may topple a basic North- 
west industry. 


CONCERN OVER DECISION OF FED- 
ERAL AUTHORITIES TO RELEASE 
H. RAP BROWN 


Mr. CARTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Kentucky? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Speaker, with all 
the rioting, destruction of public and 
private property, pillaging and murder 
that have been going on in New York; 
Newark and Plainfield, N.J.; Cambridge, 
Md.; Tampa, Nashville, Cincinnati, 
Cleveland, Detroit, Minneapolis, Kansas 
City, South Bend, Ind., and Phoenix, I 
know the Members of this House and the 
American people share my very great 
concern over the decision of the Federal 
authorities to promptly release H. Rap 
Brown following his arrest by the Fed- 
eral Bureau of Investigation at National 
Airport yesterday afternoon. However, 
we can take some comfort in the fact 
that he was promptly rearrested by the 
Alexandria police, even though he was 
finally able to secure his release on a 
$10,000 bond. 

The title of this committee—SNCC— 
would indicate a peaceful organization. 
However, I am sure we all remember the 
words of the head of this so-called peace 
organization when Brown urged 400 
wildly cheering listeners in Cambridge a 
few days ago: 

Get your guns. If you gotta die, wherever 
you go, take some of them with you. I don't 
care if we have to burn him down or run 
him out, you gotta take over those stores, 
gotta take your freedom. 


At one point in his “nonviolent” 
speech, Brown said the Pine Street 
School in the Negro section of Cam- 
bridge should have been burned down 
long ago. Later he said: 

If America don't come round, we got to 
burn it down. 


Hours later the heart of the Negro 
section—the school, a church, shops, and 
homes—were in ruins. 

Yesterday was marked by confusion, 
impromptu press conferences by the 
rabble rousing Brown, pushing and shov- 
ing matches between newsmen and 
Brown’s SNCC supporters, and charges 
by Brown and his lawyers that the FBI 
had doublecrossed them. I am sure 
Members of the House, like myself, and 
the American people would like some 
clarification of that statement. 

In my opinion, the acts of the SNCC 
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head, H. Rap Brown, should be branded 
as open rebellion against the U.S. Gov- 
ernment, and should be promptly pun- 
ished accordingly. 

Webster defines rebellion as open defi- 
ance of or armed resistance to the au- 
thority of an established government— 
an instance of such defiance or resist- 
ance—disobedience of a legal command 
or summons resulting in actual out- 
lawry. 

Chapter 115, title 18, of the United 
States Code, says that whoever incites, 
sets on foot, assists, or engages in any 
rebellion or insurrection against the au- 
thority of the United States or the laws 
thereof, or gives aid or comfort thereto, 
shall be fined not more than $10,000 or 
imprisoned not more than 10 years, or 
both; and shall be incapable of holding 
any office under the United States. 

Webster defines treason as the offense 
or attempting by overt acts to overthrow 
the government of the State to which 
the offender owes allegiance. 

Chapter 115, title 18, of the United 
States Code, says that whoever, owing al- 
legiance to the United States, levies war 
against them or adheres to their enemies, 
giving them aid and comfort within the 
United States or elsewhere, is guilty of 
treason and shall suffer death, or shall be 
imprisoned not less than 5 years and 
fined not less than $10,000; and shall be 
incapable of holding any office under the 
United States. 

The taxpaying, law-abiding American 
people should not have to live in mortal 
fear, day and night. They should not 
have to live in fear that riots, such as 
have broken out in other American cities 
in recent weeks and months, will break 
out in their cities, The Federal Govern- 
ment should give full and complete co- 
operation to the law enforcement author- 
ities in the several States. Persons, such 
as Brown and Stokely Carmichael, 
riotous groups and organizations, and 
would-be insurgents should be told in no 
uncertain terms, by both the Federal and 
State Governments, that violence, such 
as has occurred in recent weeks and 
months, will no longer be tolerated in 
this country. And should such violence 
break out again anywhere, the State and 
Federal Governments should immedi- 
ately dispatch troops and guardsmen to 
the scene to promptly halt the riot, using 
whatever means which may be necessary 
to establish law and order. And all per- 
sons taking part in such acts should be 
apprehended promptly, insofar as pos- 
sible, and swiftly brought to justice. 


FREE TICKETS TO SPORTING 
EVENTS FOR DISADVANTAGED 
YOUNGSTERS 


Mr, BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for 1 minute, to revise 
and extend my remarks, and to include 
extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, a week ago I filed a bill calling 
for the Federal Government to enter into 
@ program that would provide free 
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tickets to sporting events for our most 
disadvantaged youngsters living in the 
poorest neighborhoods of the country. 
My proposal would call for Federal, 
State, and local cooperation with local 
law enforcement agencies giving out the 
tickets to the kids. Today in our Nation 
there are many costly programs for 
recreation but it is quite apparent that 
these programs are not reaching down 
to the grassroots, particularly in the 
teeming tenement districts or the ghettos 
of the large cities. 

This bill of mine would create better 
public relations between the police and 
the youngsters by helping to direct the 
youngsters toward good, clean, healthy 
sports by giving them the opportunity 
to see our top athletes. 

Mr. Speaker, I wish at this time to 
bring to the attention of the Members 
of Congress an article written by one of 
the Nation’s best sportswriters, Jimmy 
Cannon of the Hearst newspapers. This 
article concentrates on the problems I 
seek to correct. 

There are thousands of empty seats at 
baseball, football, basketball, hockey, and 
soccer games. Let us give our youngsters 
living in the troubled areas of our coun- 
try a chance. Let us show them someone 
cares. Let us do something in a positive 
way and not depend on negative action. 
Let us do something before we lose the 
youngsters of this generation. 

The article referred to is as follows: 


THE TALK RAMBLES ON, But THERE’s No 
ACTION 
(By Jimmy Cannon) 

The big talkers stand up at the tables and 
piously claim sports are an expression of 
patriotism. They describe their games as un- 
selfish exercises that influence the kids of 
the country. Some even suggest there would 
be no trouble in the world if their theories 
were to work on an international scale. 

The financiers of sports worry about racial 
disturbances. They hope they don’t occur 
in the neighborhoods where some of their 
arenas and stadia are located. But they do 
nothing about it. They speak as if their 
games were municipal resources in the town 
where their teams play. 

They demand the city support them. Some 
speak as if it were a kind of treason not to 
buy season tickets. They want to be partners 
in the good times of a city, but they walk 
away from its grief. Often the bleachers and 
galleries and end-zone seats are empty and 
in the ghettos kids rumble in the streets 
with the sayagery boredom incites, 

The old croupier’s cry of take a little, 
leave a little doesn’t impress the sports pro- 
moters. They want it all. It goes for every 
one of them, all the firms and cartels of 
sports in the republic. It also includes col- 
leges with immense athletic programs which 
must be regarded as athletic businesses. 

All of them should be working out a plan 
to reach the kids of the streets. It might 
turn out to be good for business, too. They 
could be creating buffs for their games in 
the years to come. 

It is not enough that an athlete drop by 
to visit a sick boy in a hospital and pose 
presenting him with a trinket of his sport. 
There is also the standard picture of the 
athlete in his shirt sleeves explaining his 
style to the kids in a playground. It is a 
publicity plug for the sports company the 
athlete is paid by. More than that, it is a 
personal act. 

There are well publicized sports clinics in 
some places but they don’t happen often, It 
has to be more than a baseball player teach- 
ing a kid to bunt, a basketball player in- 


20506 


structing one to shoot a basket, a football 
player showing how to throw a forward pass. 
It mut be steady and continuous, in and out 
of season and the athletes shouldn't carry 
the burden. 

It should embarrass all the banquet shills 
to realize that Cassius Clay gives a lot of 
his time to the children of the ghetto. The 
propagandists cut him up because he 
preaches the doctrines of the Black Muslims. 
But there isn’t anyone competing with him 
on a regular schedule and attempting to get 
a dialogue going. 

Such an endeavor won't kill a rat. It can’t 
tear down a tenement and erect a modern 
building in its place. But the enlightened 
people who know about what’s going on in 
the verminous hovels of such places as Watts, 
Harlem and the South Side of Chicago say 
the insurrections are instigated by a sense 
of neglect and despair. 

The poor Negro feels his neighborhood is 
a prison. He is a man doing time for his 
color. They believe having a black skin is 
considered a crime in this country, They are 
foreigners in their own land. 

The sports corporations labor to flatter the 
kids with attention, Baseball’s most lucra- 
tive propositions are the afternoons when 
they give away bats and helmets and base- 
balls to kids who buy tickets. All this goes 
on after they enter the parks, It is one of 
the reasons why the big league crowds 
haven't diminished drastically this year. 
They stole the idea from the movie house 
dish-giveaways of the Depression. 

The sports promoters feel that everyone 
in their community owes them iron loyalty. 
The politicians treat no other merchants 
with such subservience. They build sports 
stadia and present their owners with ground 
for parking space at agreeable rates. Sports 
may be good for a city. But the promoters 
have done all right, too. They should begin 
to indicate their appreciation. 

They should pay for a plan to attempt to 
do what the social workers can't. There ought 
to be a general fund accumulated for the 
purpose by taking a percentage of television 
and ticket money. The proposition should 
be administrated by a committee of men who 
understand what is going on in the mean 
streets, 

It would have to be people like Bill White 
and Willie Davis and Jose Torres and Bill 
Russell and Jim Bouton, The field workers 
would be athletes from all sports. They would 
be reimbursed for their time. 


THE CITY OF WINTER HAVEN, 
FLA., LOSES ONE OF ITS MOST 
OUTSTANDING AND PROMISING 
YOUNG MEN 


Mr. HALEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to address the House for 
1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HALEY. Mr. Speaker, one of the 
most tragic things in life is to lose a 
loved one, and it is more tragic still when 
this loved one is lost in war in a faraway 
land across the sea. 

Never more profoundly was this fact 
brought home than on June 22, 1967, 
when the city of Winter Haven, Fla., lost 
one of its most outstanding and promis- 
ing young men, Ist Lt. Richard Elmo 
Hood, Jr., who was the son of my ad- 
ministrative assistant, R. Elmo Hood, Sr. 

Here was a young man so fine, and en- 
dowed with such leadership abilities that 
he was the president of his student coun- 
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cil at Winter Haven High School, where 
be graduated with honors; president of 
MYF at Beymer Memorial Methodist 
Church; a Boys Stater, and a delegate to 
Boys Nation. He was voted “most likely 
to succeed” in his graduating class. 

It was my privilege to appoint this 
young man to West Point in 1962. He had 
competed with all of my many other 
candidates on the congressional civil 
service examination, and when the re- 
sults were known he stood at the top of 
the list. While at West Point he served 
on the Student Council for U.S. Affairs, 
on the Public Relations Council, and was 
a member of the Academy debating team. 
During his senior year he held the rank 
of sergeant first class in the Corps of 
Cadets. 

Attesting further to his leadership 
abilities, upon completion of his tour of 
duty with the 5th Infantry at Fort Car- 
son, Colo., he was given a plaque by the 
enlisted men of the training unit of which 
he was in command. The men gave the 
plaque as evidence of their “deep respect 
and admiration for your leadership and 
understanding, a man we are proud to 
serve under.” 

Endowed with a deep sense of duty 
and loyalty to his country, Lieutenant 
Hood volunteered for duty in Vietnam 
prior to his graduation from West Point 
in 1966, and I later learned that he had 
also volunteered for assignment to the 
2d Battalion, 503d Infantry, of the 173d 
Airborne Brigade. Lieutenant Hood was 
killed in a vicious battle near Dak To, 
South Vietnam, on the 22d day of June 
1967. Although outnumbered nearly 8- 
to-1, he and his men valiantly held 
their position—warding off attack after 
attack by North Vietnamese regulars for 
7 weary hours. Brig. Gen. John R. Deane, 
commander of the 173d, remarked that 
these young men—by maintaining a 
steadfast hold on their position 
“thwarted an attack on the city of Dak 
To,” saving countless lives of civilians, 
women, and children. 

When services were held for Lieuten- 
ant Hood in Winter Haven, Fla., on July 
5, 1967, tribute was paid to him by the 
young and the old, the white, and the 
Negro. His church was not large enough 
to hold those who mourned him. All were 
his friends and their presence, their 
grief, and the respect they paid to this 
young man were all testimony to his 
character, his personality, his spirit, and 
his leadership. We stood together numb 
and still shocked at the tragic loss of one 
so young and fine. 

It is difficult, of course, not to mourn 
the loss of one who showed so much 
promise. It is a loss, a deep loss. And we 
realize that the death of such a young 
man and his brave comrades will not 
bring us the peace that they sought, just 
as we know so well that the efforts of our 
own generations did not bring the peace 
for which we sought. We can take heart, 
however, in the fact that our great Na- 
tion was founded—and has remained 
free—from the blood shed by young men 
such as these. 

We must not forget these young men, 
who in their time and generation and 
with the courage of their convictions 
stood for right and freedom. Their mem- 
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ory is real and ever with us. The legacy 
they leave to those of us left behind gives 
us a renewed inspiration and a greater 
determination to continue our fight for 
decency and freedom; not only on far- 
away shores such as Vietnam, but on our 
homefront as well so that we may con- 
tinue to uphold the principles these men 
have held so dear—uphold our moral 
standards, instill patriotism in our young, 
enjoy peaceful coexistence among all 
races, and worship God in our own man- 
ner. 

We salute First Lieutenant Hood and 
his buddies who have gone before him 
and who will follow after by giving the 
supreme sacrifice for duty, honor, and 
country. 

To his father, Elmo, his mother, Eloise, 
and young sister, Christine, we extend 
our heartfelt sympathy—and a prayer 
that each of you may draw strength 
from the knowledge that your son and 
brother gave his life for a cause in which 
he believed, and for the country he loved. 

The sympathy that we extend to the 
Hood family is extended also to all those 
fathers, mothers, sisters and brothers 
who have shared similar losses in recent 
months. The tribute that we would pay 
to Lieutenant Hood we would pay to all 
those valiant young men who in this 
fight for freedom have contributed their 
“last full measure of devotion.” 


TOMORROW MAY BE TOO LATE 


Mr. DORN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to address the House for 
1 minute, to revise and extend my re- 
marks, and to include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from South 
Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DORN. Mr. Speaker, our police- 
men, patrolmen, sheriffs, and all law en- 
forcement officers at the local level are 
the Nation’s first line of defense, 

The law officer, no less than the soldier 
in Vietnam, is standing guard over 
American freedom. Our gallant soldiers 
in Vietnam are fighting the Communist 
aggressor in the jungles—in filth and 
mud—to stem the tide of Red aggression. 

The policeman and the law officer are 
fighting in the streets of our country 
today to halt rebellion, desecration of the 
American flag, anarchy, and those evil 
forces here at home which would over- 
throw our Government and institute a 
reign of terror. 

There are subversive influences abroad 
in our country who do not believe in 
freedom, who do not believe in property 
rights, who have no respect or regard 
for decency, justice, and fairplay. 

Mr. Speaker, time and again I have 
warned this Congress and the people of 
our Nation that those who would hurl 
brickbats and bottles at our law officers, 
if not curbed, would someday hurl lead 
at our men in the Armed Forces of the 
United States. This came to pass during 
the last few days in some of our great 
cities. It is an armed attack upon the 
American soldiers. It must be curbed. 
Law and order must be maintained. 

The greatest single issue before the 
American people today is the threat of 
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violence, crime, looting and stark, brazen 
attempts to overthrow the bulwark of 
our American society—local government. 

Mr. Speaker, the real hero in the 
streets of our cities is the American law 
officer. He is standing guard, often 18 and 
20 hours a day, to protect our homes 
and our lives. He should be supported 
and encouraged. 

On every hand the question arises, 
What can be done? 

Mr. Speaker, the very first thing this 
Congress should do is to make available 
to our local communities—whatever the 
cost—grants with which to strengthen, 
augment, and train the law officer. He 
needs equipment. He needs the support 
of his government. He needs the support 
of the American people. His salary 
should be doubled so that his wife and 
children can live in dignity with some 
reasonable assurance of security. 

Democracy, freedom, and, yes, Chris- 
tianity, can only be preserved by dis- 
cipline, restraint, and respect for others. 
I have been taught from childhood to 
love and respect the man in uniform 
patrolling our streets and rural areas 
at night to protect the peaceful, law- 
abiding citizen from the criminal and 
the arsonist. 

I know of no more necessary element 
to the preservation of the American way 
of life than the man who is risking his 
life to protect the American citizen. 

We must, whatever the cost, restore 
law and order throughout our country. 
We must restore the good name and the 
image of our country as the leader of 
the cause of freedom. 

We must act now. 

Tomorrow may be too late. 


THE SERIOUS PROBLEM OF RIOT- 
ING IN OUR MAJOR CITIES 


Mr. GALLAGHER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my 
remarks, and to include extraneous 
matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GALLAGHER. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
at this point to comment on the serious 
problem of the rioting in our major cities, 
and to inform the Members of the House 
of Representatives of my request to the 
Attorney General of the United States, 
the Honorable Ramsey Clark, to forward 
to me as soon as possible any and all 
information in his possession concerning 
the relationship between rioting in the 
ghettos and the intention of some group 
or groups within this country to hinder 
and disrupt our war effort in Vietnam. 

The civil strife and disorder that have 
become rampant throughout the coun- 
try during the last 2 weeks threatens to 
tear our economy apart at the seams. 
The social and psychological causes of 
the riots have been present for years. 
The catalysts have not. 

The riots which have occurred in this 
country during the last 3 weeks have 
shocked and dismayed all of us. The loss 
of life, the human tragedy and the ter- 
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rible plague of destruction and wanton 
violence have been outweighed only by 
the fear and outrage felt by all of us in 
Congress and by the American people at 
large. The specter of civil war hangs 
heavily over us and the voice of insanity 
calls the cadence. 

What is it that has caused this situa- 
tion to arise? Why did it happen? Who or 
what is responsible for it? 

I personally do not have conclusive 
answers to any of these questions, nor 
do I pretend to be able to read into these 
events a “grand design,” or international 
conspiracy. Nonetheless, it is my firm be- 
lief that such pervasive violence and de- 
struction, such concentrated and precise 
action within our large industrial cities, 
could only mean a more subtle guidance 
to these events than meets the eye. 

With this in mind, I have asked the 
Attorney General to report to me and to 
the Congress on what action is being 
taken by him to investigate the probabil- 
ity that there is a direct link between 
the threat to our country posed by the 
Communist Party—perhaps the Chinese 
wing—and the riots in our cities. I would 
like to know what evidence there is that 
there are professional agitators involved 
in the terrible catastrophies that have 
crippled effective political and economic 
life in our cities in recent weeks, and 
whether or not there is a dedicated plot 
to disrupt our war effort and cripple our 
economy, 

Mr. Speaker, I think we owe it to the 
responsible Negro community and to the 
patriotic young Negroes fighting cou- 
rageously for their country in Vietnam, 
as well as to ourselves in the protection 
of our national security, to bare this pos- 
sible relationship. It is our obligation and 
our duty to insure ourselves that these 
Negroes who have fought for our coun- 
try and who worked side by side with us 
in making America great, that they are 
not included in the resentment building 
up against the rioters and killers who 
stalk our cities for reasons other than 
those beneficial to our society. 

Mr. Speaker, we have heard suggested 
recently by several of our colleagues that 
a special blue ribbon panel be set up by 
the Congress to investigate the situation 
in our cities. We have heard also from 
our distinguished colleague, the gentle- 
man from Louisiana [Mr. WILLIS]! that 
his committee, the House Committee on 
Un-American Activities, intends to begin 
hearings on this subject. I would recom- 
mend to Mr. WILIIs and to those among 
us who would create a blue ribbon panel, 
to hold off any immediate reaction until 
a determination has been made by the 
Attorney General, in answer to my re- 
quest, as to whether the rioting and civil 
disorder has been other than criminal. 

To this end, I have asked the Attor- 
ney General to reply to my letter with 
utmost haste and with an eye to the 
urgency of the situation. I am confident 
that he will do so. 

In conclusion, I do not mean to imply 
that the riots taking place are com- 
pletely controlled and directed by some 
overall adversary movement. But I do 
feel that there is sufficient evidence that 
certain elements which lean toward the 
Chinese philosophy of violent and armed 
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social change have taken an active part 
in these riots and, in some cases, have 
directly added to and instigated the ini- 
tial incidents. 

We are a government of the people. 
This Government cannot and will not be 
coerced by violence and destruction to 
bend to the will of a small minority. 

Mr. Speaker, the riots must be con- 
tained and dissipated by use of any 
means necessary—including the force of 
the Federal Government. But we must 
not block the road of progress we have 
built toward equality of position and op- 
portunity for every citizen in this coun- 
try. The riots must stop—progress must 
continue. 

My letter to the Attorney General fol- 
lows: 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., July 27, 1967. 
Hon. RAMSEY CLARK, 
Attorney General of the United States, 
Department of Justice, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. ATTORNEY GENERAL: The riots 
which we as a nation have experienced dur- 
ing the last three weeks came as a tremen- 
dous shock to most of the American public 
at large. The terrible plague of violent and 
wanton destruction of both human life and 
property created a new instance in history 
of human tragedy, so unexpected, so in- 
credible and so incomprehensible that it 
has been met primarily by fear and outrage 
by the largest majority of our citizens. The 
spectre of civil war hangs heavily over us, 
and we seem powerless in the face of it. 

What is it, Mr. Attorney General, that has 
caused this situation? Why did these riots 
occur? Who, or what, is responsible for them? 

I do not have conclusive answers to any 
of these questions, nor do I pretend to be 
able to read with accuracy into the happen- 
ings of the past weeks a “grand design,” or a 
pattern of international conspiracy. None- 
theless, I firmly believe that the concentra- 
tion of such pervasive violence and destruc- 
tion precisely within our largest industrial 
cities could be strong indication that there is 
a more sophisticated and subtle chain of 
causation in these events than might be im- 
mediately evident. 

Is it by coincidence or by design that these 
riots should reach such a fever pitch exactly 
when our war effort in Vietnam demanas 
so much of our effort and economic energy? 
Is it possible that Watts had been a proving 
ground, and that Newark and Detroit repre- 
sent further progress toward the achievement 
of the ultimate goal of some unidentified 
group seeking the destruction of the Ameri- 
can economy? Certainly the kind of manipu- 
lation of people with genuine grievances 
which the instigation of rioting in Negro 
ghettos could represent would not be a new 
occurrence in history. Such exploitation has 
been utilized before in democratic countries 
by insurgent groups who sought the violent 
overthrow of the existing government from 
within. 

Let it not be said that I am overlooking 
the basic and deplorable living conditions 
which made these cities ripe for insurrec- 
tion. There can be no question but that the 
urban ghettos which mar many of our cities 
have grown out of a history of injustice to- 
ward the Negro race and other minority 
groups in America and too much of a dis- 
interest in meeting the needs and desires of 
their members. Our action as legislators has 
been grossly insufficient to serve the inter- 
ests of underprivileged minority groups. We 
must, therefore, accept our measure of re- 
sponsibility in having created the atmos- 
phere of anger and resentment and frustra- 
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tion in crowded tenements that has fed the 
fires of riots. 

Yet the riots in the Negro ghettos cannot 
be blamed solely on the unrest of the Negro 
families who live in these areas. There are 
many Negro leaders working within these 
communities to help eradicate crime prob- 
lems and to improve the living conditions in 
them. Neither these leaders nor the vast ma- 
jority of Negroes working in cooperation with 
them can be held responsible for the instiga- 
tion of the violence, murder and destruction 
that served only to negate the value of all 
of their efforts. 

Certainly those who did, in fact, take part 
in the rioting should be punished for their 
participation in the pillaging and looting 
but it is unreasonable to suppose that they 
should be held responsible for each of the 
violent eruptions that have exploded in dif- 
ferent parts of our country. 

I suggest that we look beyond the appar- 
ent spontaneity of these explosions, beyond 
the conditions that gave rise to them, and 
beyond the immediate problem of punish- 
ing those who took part in them. 

Mr. Attorney General, it is my firm belief 
that the complete breakdown of law and 
order in many of our cities and the creation 
of a condition of anarchy which has been 
completely foreign to our way of life and 
government strongly indicate the existence 
of a group of dedicated and professional agi- 
tators whose goal may be the destruction of 
our entire society. 

I believe that there is sufficient evidence 
to suggest the existence of an organization, 
a plan or a determination on the part of 
some group within this country to under- 
mine our economic well-being by exploiting 
the serious problems which plague our 
crowded cities and their restless residents. 
This lawless element in our land is not and 
should not be regarded as a “loyal opposi- 
tion” in the democratic system. 

When Stokely Carmichael surfaces in Ha- 
vana and calls for guerrilla tactics and a war 
of National Liberation in the United States; 
when his successor as leader of the Student 
Nonviolent Coordinating Committee urges 
townspeople to “burn America” by setting 
fire to homes and businesses; and when some 
of the most illustrious leaders in the Black 
Power movement can be intimately tied to 
the Peoples’ Liberation Party, then the riot- 
ing which had been predicted months ago 
by these same leaders must be investigated 
as more than just a manifestation of Negro 
discontent. 

I would like to know, Mr. Attorney Gen- 
eral, what action is being taken by your 
Office to investigate the distinct possibility 
that there is a direct and dangerous link be- 
tween the threat to our nation posed by the 
Communist Party (perhaps the Chinese 
Wing) and the riots erupting throughout 
our cities. 

I would like to know what evidence there 
is that professional agitators have been in- 
volved in the terrible catastrophies that have 
crippled political and economic life in our 
cities in recent weeks. 

Finally, I would like to know what evi- 
dence there is to support the possibility that 
there exists a dedicated plot to damage our 
economy and disrupt our war effort in South- 
east Asia through the systematic destruc- 
tion of the political and economic stability 
of many of our most important industrial 
cities, 

I believe it is our responsibility both to 
the vast numbers of Negroes who share our 
dismay and outrage at the recent riots and 
to the protection of our national security, 
to search out and disclose all such evidence. 
It is our obligation and duty to make cer- 
tain that the Negroes who have fought for 
the United States and who have worked to- 
wards making it great, do not suffer the 
effects of the resentment building up among 
white Americans against the rioters and kill- 
ers who stalk America’s cities. 
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Any information you could furnish me 
concerning the questions I have placed be- 
fore you, and the information I have in- 
cluded in this letter, would be most appre- 
ciated. 

Looking forward to your early reply, I am, 

Sincerely, 
CORNELIUS E. GALLAGHER. 


FUTURE OWNERSHIP AND OPERA- 
TION OF THE PANAMA CANAL 


Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Tennessee? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I am sure 
that all Members of Congress and all 
Americans have been deeply concerned 
by the announcement that President 
Johnson and President Marco A. Robles 
of Panama have reached an agreement 
concerning the future ownership and 
operation of the Panama Canal. The 
statement from the White House said 
that the agreement would be signed and 
then presented for ratification. 

The agreement relinquishes control of 
the operation of the canal to an inde- 
pendent body outside our own country, 
and immediately upon the agreement go- 
ing into effect all of the assets of the 
United States, both real and personal 
property become the sole property of the 
independent body, to do with as they so 
desire, including transfer and sale. 

These properties are owned outright 
by the U.S. Government in fee simple, 
and are valued from $500 to $600 mil- 
lion. It is my understanding that the 
United States has some $40 million in 
currency in this property to be trans- 
ferred. The agreement further provides 
that in 1999 the property, still owned 
by the operating company, becomes the 
absolute and sole property of the Re- 
public of Panama. In other words, when 
the proposed agreement goes into effect, 
then and there the U.S. Government 
loses all interest and title to any of these 
properties. 

It seems to be the consensus of most 
Americans and of many Members of 
Congress that the House has no part in 
the ratification of this agreement. 

I am well aware of the fact that the 
House of Representatives does not have 
a part in the ratification of treaties; how- 
ever, Mr. Speaker, this proposed agree- 
ment is much more than just a treaty. 
It is a treaty coupled with the transfer of 
property belonging to the United States. 

I would like to call my colleagues’ at- 
tention to article IV, section 3, paragraph 
2, of the Constitution of the United 
States which clearly shows that only the 
Congress shall have the power to dispose 
of property belonging to the United 
States. 

I have discussed this proposed agree- 
ment with some of the leading lawyers 
in the United States, with persons famil- 
iar with the Panama Canal, and all are 
of the opinion that with the transfer of 
property the House of Representatives 
must also approve and ratify the pro- 
posed agreement. 
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BLACK POWER AND ARAB POWER 


Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad- 
dress the House for 1 minute and to 
revise and extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Mr. 
Speaker, at a time when the black power 
movement has reached such extremes 
that it is necessary to use military force 
to suppress riots now sweeping the Na- 
tion, I am dismayed to learn that our 
Government proposes to provide new 
military equipment to Arab forces. The 
drive for Arab power is encouraged by 
communism just as the black power 
movement is backed by Moscow, Peking, 
Hanoi, and Havana. 

Black power and Arab power have in 
common the same infantile capacity to 
destroy the communities in which their 
advocates live. They can both ignite 
strife. They can both tear down the 
houses over their own heads. And they 
can both facilitate the escalation of 
chaos, disunity, fear, and Communist 
penetration. 

The Arab State of Jordan allied itself 
with Egypt and the so-called Unified 
Arab Command guided by Moscow. Pat- 
ton tanks and other weapons paid for 
by American taxpayers were used on the 
Russian side in the Communist drive to 
take over the Middle East. Fortunately, 
Israel repelled the aggression and elim- 
inated the need of our becoming militar- 
ily involved. 

The threat to the Middle East and 
Mediterranean is still critical. The So- 
viet Union is making a massive effort to 
resupply jets and other weapons to the 
Arabs. But now we learn that the John- 
son administration proposes new ship- 
ments of arms to Jordan to make up for 
her war losses. 

This is something like the sending of 
arms to the black power rioters of De- 
troit, Newark, Cambridge, and elsewhere. 
The State Department line is that if we 
do not supply the Arabs, they might be- 
come more dependent on Moscow. 

Perhaps we will next hear someone 
advocate that we arm the black power 
fanatics or else they might become more 
dependent on the Communists. 

Both Arab power and black power 
have the capacity to destroy and dam- 
age. But they do not have the power to 
win. I will not support any U.S. provision 
of arms to Arab power advocates who so 
blatantly side with their counterparts in 
the United States. 

The Cairo radio operating over equip- 
ment furnished by the United States in 
it’s “Voice of the Arabs” this week 
praised the rioters of Detroit and com- 
mended the black power leaders. Yet I 
learn that even though Egypt severed 
diplomatic relations with America and 
expelled Americans from that country, 
the State Department permitted the 
Egyptian Embassy cultural counselor, 
Dr. Ahmed Kamal Abul-Magd, to make 
a basically anti-American, pro-Soviet 
lecture to the summer interns working 
in the U.S. Capitol. This took place 
earlier this month in the Senate. 
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President Nasser of Egypt has urged 
the Arabs to emulate the Vietcong in his 
latest speech. He said Arabs would strug- 
gle “no matter how tyrannical the United 
States is toward the national liberation 
movement and the national revolution.” 
He said that “Every day we read about 
the people of Vietnam and what they, 
armed with light weapons—they have no 
tanks or planes—are doing to the Ameri- 
cans. They are inflicting heavy losses on 
them. We are no less than the Vietnam- 
ese people. There must be popular re- 
sistance everywhere. We want popular 
resistance. Some do it with arms, some 
with knives, some with clubs, some with 
sticks. Popular resistance is within our 
potentialities. This way we can indeed 
have a large number in the popular re- 
sistance.” 

The Cairo radio has praised the black 
power movement and condemned what 
the Arabs call “the new American Na- 
zism” of law enforcement. They praise 
communism and urge racial war in the 
United States. They urge revolution 
against “the real ruling class in Wash- 
ington, the proprietors of the huge capi- 
talist monopolies who, in view of the 
cancer of their financial and subse- 
quently political influence, extend out- 
side the United States throughout the 
world in the form of huge banks and 
economic and financial institutions. All 
the U.S. fleets, land, and air forces, as 
well as the intelligence army, which ex- 
tends its tentacles like an octopus, basi- 
cally serves this class.” 

Just as any sane person would oppose 
arming black power or the Vietcong, I 
oppose arming the Arabs. I see no rea- 
son for strengthening the worldwide rev- 
olution by Arab power, black power, or 
any other kind of power except the power 
of free people to defend their freedoms, 
homes, and way of life. 


FEDERAL AID FOR THE EDUCATION 
OF MIGRANT CHILDREN URGENT- 
LY NEEDED 


Mr. TALCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. TALCOTT. Mr. Speaker, recently 
I sent out a questionnaire in my district 
and was very much surprised by the re- 
sults of one particular question. I asked 
my constituents if they were in favor of 
allocating additional Federal funds to 
school districts which educate the chil- 
dren of migrant farm workers. The re- 
sponse was 65.8 percent opposed and 34.2 
percent in support. 

This marked opposition distresses me. 
Local schools do not have sufficient funds 
to deal with the seasonal influx of stu- 
dents. In addition, these students gen- 
erally have a lower comprehension. They 
have been transferred from one school 
system to another where techniques of 
teaching may differ greatly, and because 
of their migrancy these children often 
receive no formal education for extended 
periods of time. 
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The resulting lower comprehension 
compounds the problems of teaching, and 
often regular students are held back as 
teachers try to incorporate these migrant 
children into their classes. Too many 
citizens think the problem of migrancy 
only affects the migrants. Yet if these 
people only realize that an impacted 
school situation adversely affects the 
quality of education their own children 
receive, more interest and concern for 
this problem would be generated. 

On the other hand, many people are 
aware of the problem, but do not want 
to spend the additional money required 
to alleviate the situation. Yet without 
Federal aid, the responsibility of educat- 
ing these children rests entirely on the 
local citizens. This is an unjust burden. 

The greatest majority of people how- 
ever, do not want to budget a sufficient 
amount of money for migrant education 
because of the previous failures of Fed- 
eral spending in this field. One teacher 
in my district wrote an objective anal- 
ysis of a reading clinic in her city funded 
by Federal money last year. The equip- 
ment was expensive, the carpeted room 
luxurious, and the problems twofold. This 
particular program failed because of the 
lack of adequately trained, qualified 
administrators. They did not plan stud- 
ies that could be integrated into the 
tight bus schedule, nor did they give 
each student a fair opportunity to use 
the equipment. 

But more importantly, this program 
represents a major flaw in the whole 
Federal system of aid to schools im- 
pacted with migrant children. Categori- 
cal grants are virtually useless. In one 
city a child may receive special atten- 
tion or be put in a special Federal pro- 
gram such as the reading clinic, but 3 
or 4 months later when his family 
moves, he may be placed in a school 
with no special programs or tutoring for 
children in his situation. Any advance- 
ment that was made in the previous pro- 
gram, is totally lost because of the lack 
of a followup course in the neighboring 
school. 

The problem of educating migrant 
children is, therefore, multifaceted. Just 
getting local citizens to recognize the af- 
fect of an impacted school situation 
upon the quality of education their own 
children receive is a major step in this 
battle. 

The need for Federal funds is obvious. 
Local citizens should not be held en- 
tirely responsible for the education of 
migrant children. Federal aid is needed 
and on a much broader scale than the 
present one. Aid should not be given pe- 
riodically and only for special projects. 
Rather, Federal funds should be given to 
all schools impacted with migrant chil- 
dren, and the amount determined by the 
number of such children in each school 
district. I have introduced H.R. 1337, 
which specifically allocates Federal 
funds in this manner. 

Only then will any meaningful, uni- 
form education system be established. 
In this way, teachers will not be left in 
a quandary as to what to do with mi- 
grant children, the education of the local 
children will not be disturbed or the 
quality degraded, and the local citizens 
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will not be held financially responsible 
for a situation that is essentially inter- 
state in character. Therefore, I urge 
your careful and immediate considera- 
tion of H.R. 1337. 


RIOTS AND SICK (STUDENT VIO- 
LENT COORDINATING COMMIT- 
TEE) 


Mr, HALL, Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to address the House for 
1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Missouri? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, the rising tide 
of riot and anarchy across the Nation has 
reached the proportions of an epidemic. 
Various terms have been used to describe 
the reaction of the Congress ranging 
from “angry” to “frustrated,” and I am 
sure these terms reflect the mood of the 
people we represent. It is a time to re- 
store law and order in no uncertain 
terms, but it is also a time to ask “Why?” 

On the one hand the social experi- 
menters and the do-gooders are at a loss 
to understand why their programs have 
not worked, why in fact through some 
strange alchemy they have been accom- 
panied by more riot, more disorder, and 
more disrespect for the law than existed 
before any of the Great Society programs 
were born. Obviously the Great Society 
prescription for a better life for all, has 
been the wrong—at least inadequate— 
medicine. There is hardly a proposal ad- 
vanced which was not adopted in the 
89th Congress, and yet racial strife is 
greater than at any time since the Civil 
War—War Between the States, if you 
prefer. 

On the other hand, the Nation shud- 
ders at the prospect of creating stock- 
ades in which large segments of entire 
communities must be imprisoned. It 
shudders, but in the crises of the mo- 
ment we are forced in that direction, 
with as high as 50 percent of arrested 
promulgators being parolees of former 
convictions. A strong Attorney General, 
vigorously enforcing existing laws is 
needed, but Ramsey Clark is obviously 
the wrong man for the times. 

The one single ingredient which could 
save the day is individual citizenship re- 
sponsibility, but in the wake of Newark, 
Detroit, and Cambridge, it is the missing 
link, lost in the tranquilizer of massive 
programs which promise so much and 
which deliver so little. The rioter and 
the looter who unashamedly hauls off 
television sets in full view of the news 
photographer, assumes to himself that 
society understands why he does what 
he does and therefore shows no shame 
for his acts. The leader of SICK—Stu- 
dent Violent Coordinating Committee— 
calls the result of his incitement to riot 
“beautiful.” People listen to the wrong 
preachers, and justice foils the constab- 
ulary. 

A sad, but tragic additional fact is 
that our marvel of instant communica- 
tions with the potential to do so much 
good, mirrors the day-to-day events 
leading up to riot in a fashion no less 
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detestable than the worst days of yellow 
journalism. 

National commentators on television 
and radio decry what is happening to- 
day, but over many yesterdays they per- 
mitted their facilities to be used as in- 
citement to riot, and now they, too, are 
reaping what they have sowed. 

How many times have Stokely Car- 
michael and like figures been on Meet 
the Press,” “The Today Show,” “Hunt- 
ley-Brinkley,” and countless other chan- 
nels of national communication? How 
many times have the major networks 
permitted a Carmichael or a Rap Brown 
to use their facilities to enter the homes 
of millions of Americans with their mes- 
sages of hate and violence? 

No doubt, at this very instant, the 
producers of a dozen different public 
service programs are racing to see who 
can be first to secure SICK leader Rap 
Brown for their program, while he is still 
out on bond. But will they be performing 
a public service, or further contributing 
to public chaos? 

A Stokely Carmichael calling for in- 
surrection on a street corner soap box is 
a curiosity, a hippie talking to a few 
other hippies. But, a Stokely Carmichael 
talking face to face to millions of people, 
recognized by those whose responsibility 
it is to make sober judgment about who 
to give mass exposure, is immediately 
transformed from an oddball to a na- 
tional figure. How else did a King, Martin 
Luther, receive international acclaim 
and a prize from a dynamiters rational- 
ization? 

How many times in the wake of a 
riot, is the average viewer exposed to a 
reporter interviewing one of the partici- 
pants in the riot who invariably proceeds 
to justify the pillage and murder that 
has just occurred? 

It’s too much to expect responsibility 
from the paranoid and split personality 
Stokely Carmichaels of the Nation, but 
is it too much to expect responsibility 
from the news media without whose co- 
operation the Stokely Carmichaels could 
never preach their message of hate and 
insurrection? 

An interesting question and/or ex- 
ample is raised by this consideration. 
This House has twice passed legislation 
making it a Federal offense, through the 
interstate commerce clause, to intend 
to incite riot, and so forth. 

Today, a racial extremist does not have 
to physically visit an area to incite riot. 
In fact his message, both audio and vis- 
ual, comes across far clearer through the 
TV screen and the radio into the individ- 
ual home. A person who has no sense of 
individual responsibility can hear a 
Stokely Carmichael or a Martin Luther 
King far better by sitting a few feet from 
his television set than he can in the back 
row of an outdoor meeting place. Rap 
Brown may have contributed his physi- 
cal presence to the riot at Cambridge, 
but how many other potential Cam- 
bridges have had similar visits from his 
kind through the instant transmission of 
an image in their living room, to wit the 
Bimini press conferences and inciting to 
rebellion statements. 

I am sure the American Civil Liberties 
Union, the ADA, the DSG, and other 
organizations of a like nature would im- 
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mediately cry out censorship at the very 
thought that these extremists should 
have their exposure cut off at the source. 
But does not every responsible news 
media in fact exercise censorship every 
day in determining what to report and 
who to quote and what not to report and 
who not to quote? For every interview 
that is carried are there not a dozen 
more who were not carried because of 
the simple and easily understood limita- 
tion on time and space? The same is 
true of headlining and positioning 
stories. 

The New York Times may boast that 
it carries, “all the news that’s fit to 
print“; but even the Times editors would 
admit that it is physically impossible for 
it or any other news media to do so 
literally. Why then carry so much of the 
news that is not fit to print, or transmit? 

In the House-passed legislation, there- 
fore, could not the use of national com- 
munication media which transmit hate 
messages over their interstate facilities, 
be construed as contributing to incite- 
ment to riot, and therefore be subject to 
prosecution under the antiriot bill? I 
realize these are very serious implica- 
tions, and that if the answer to my ques- 
tion is yes, the potential for abuse of this 
authority is hazardous. But these are 
hazardous times, and such questions 
would not have to be raised if the respon- 
sibility were exercised where the author- 
ity exists, and where many of us have 
championed it remaining, in the hands 
of those who each day determine what 
will be allowed to go out over the air- 
waves, 

The fact that these airways are li- 
censed by the Federal Communications 
Commission, and that they are therefore 
a public trust cannot be dismissed lightly. 
The time for responsibility is at hand. 


INTRODUCTION OF LEGISLATION 
DESIGNED TO CURB RIOTS 


Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my 
remarks, and to include extraneous 
matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, all of us 
wish that we had the answers to the riots 
which have recently erupted from one 
end of the country to the other. I do not 
have all the answers but the two-pronged 
plan which I am today proposing would, 
I believe, provide a significant starting 
point for finding these answers. 

The Detroit riot alone has already 
taken close to 40 lives with another 1,000 
people injured, more than 3,000 arrested, 
and 5,000 made homeless. In addition, it 
is estimated that damage, in this one riot 
alone, could range as high as $1 billion. 

The frequency and pattern of these 
riots would seem to indicate that violence 
is endemic in large cities across the coun- 
try. There have been riots of one kind 
or another with incidents of arson, snip- 
ing, looting, and general destruction of 
property in more than a score of cities. 
This violence constitutes a grave menace 
to the welfare and unity of our country. 
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The first part of the two-pronged pro- 
posal which I am today making is the 
introduction of a House resolution which 
calls upon the Attorney General of the 
United States to direct the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation to at once begin 
an investigation of the riots and civil dis- 
orders that have occurred in Newark, 
N.J., Detroit, Mich., Cambridge, Md., and 
elsewhere. The purpose of this resolution 
would be to determine whether these 
riots were incited or promoted by one or 
more conspiracies from within or outside 
the United States. 

Subsequent to this investigation, the 
resolution directs the Attorney General 
to make a report to Congress so that the 
Congress can determine the causes of 
these riots. The Attorney General is fur- 
ther directed to make recommendations 
to the Congress concerning any Federal 
legislation which may be needed in order 
to prevent further violent outbreaks, to 
provide for a quick end to further dis- 
turbances, and to insure prompt prose- 
cution for those who incite or partici- 
pate in these disturbances. 

This directive to the Justice Depart- 
ment is necessary because the FBI has 
advised me that in their opinion they do 
not have jurisdiction to investigate these 
riots. When one considers the tremen- 
dous loss of life, the frequency of these 
riots, and the similar pattern, I believe 
that it is clear that the national welfare 
is threatened and that the FBI should 
be directed to take action to discover 
whether any Federal laws against crimi- 
nal conspiracy or subversion are being 
broken. 

The resolution simply expresses the 
will and desire of the House of Repre- 
sentatives that the Justice Department 
and FBI utilize the full measure of their 
resources to protect the national welfare. 

The text of the resolution is as follows: 
Resolution expressing the sense of the House 

of Representatives that the Attorney Gen- 

eral should direct the Federal Bureau of 

Investigation to conduct an investigation 

of recent riots, and for other purposes 

Whereas the House of Representatives 
finds that the riots which have occurred this 
year in numerous cities throughout the 
United States with the loss of hundreds of 
lives and the destruction of property 
amounting to hundreds of millions of dol- 
lars constitute a threat to the national wel- 
fare: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That it is the sense of the House 
that the Attorney General of the United 
States should— 

(1) immediately direct the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation to investigate the riots and 
civil disorders that have recently occurred 
in Newark, New Jersey; Detroit, Michigan; 
Cambridge, Maryland; and elsewhere, or any 
others which may hereafter occur, to as- 
certain whether one or more conspiracies 
led to the incitement and provocation of 
such riots and civil disorders; whether the 
riots were organized, encouraged, or assisted 
by Communist or other subversive groups, 
within or outside the United States; and 
whether any violations of Federal statutes 
have occurred; and to make such reports 
to the Congress as will aid the Congress in 
determining the basic causes of the riots; 
and to report to proper law enforcement 
authorities, Federal, State, or local, any 
violations of law which come to the Bureau's 
attention in the course of such investiga- 
tions, and 

(2) report to the Congress, as soon as pos- 
sible, on the need for any additional Federal 
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legislation to prevent the outbreak of such 
riots and civil disorders, to provide for a 
quick end to such disorders, and to insure 
the prompt prosecution of those precipitat- 
ing or participating in such disorders. 


Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, I well 
realize that the FBI already has juris- 
diction under some 170 Federal statutes 
and that this in itself is a vast responsi- 
bility. The present crisis is of such pro- 
portions, however, that I believe the FBI 
should spare no effort in attempting to 
find out if there is any conspiracy in- 
volved in these riots which would clearly 
constitute a Federal responsibility. 

It is inconceivable that with such a 
broad spectrum of investigative jurisdic- 
tion that some of these 170 Federal stat- 
utes are not being violated in the civil 
disturbances that are taking place in 
many of our cities. The Attorney General 
should request the FBI to conduct in- 
vestigations into the riots. In addition, 
the Congress certainly needs benefit of 
the advice and experience of the Justice 
Department and the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation before it takes further 
steps. 

We all realize that under our Consti- 
tution primary responsibility for the 
maintenance of law and order quite 
properly belongs with State and local 
authorities themselves. Therefore, as a 
second step toward beginning to find the 
answers to the civil disturbances about 
which we are all so concerned, I have 
today requested the chairman of the 
Governors’ Conference, Gov. William L. 
Guy, of North Dakota, to call an emer- 
gency meeting of the 50 State Governors 
or a special committee to look into the 
riot situation. 

I believe that the Governors of our 
great States, together with their chief 
law enforcement people should meet in 
order to coordinate State efforts to pre- 
vent and control riots, to review the me- 
chanics, procedures, and methods of de- 
termining what can be done, if anything, 
at the State level to deal with this very 
important problem. A review at such a 
meeting of State relationships with the 
Federal Government in this field to de- 
termine if any changes are needed would 
also be of great benefit to the President 
and to the Congress in attempting to 
discharge Federal responsibility in this 
area. 

I am sure that none of us in this body 
and none of the State Governors want 
a Federal police force. None of us want 
to see martial law declared. We do not 
want to be forced into a position where 
it is necessary for the Federal Govern- 
ment to continually supplement State 
forces to control riots. For this reason, I 
believe it is absolutely essential that the 
State Governors work out their own 
common policy of approach to combat 
this growing menace to the mainte- 
nance of local law and order. 

When State and local governments 
fail to maintain law and order, the very 
fabric of this Nation’s internal security 
is threatened. With Federal troops 
needed to combat Communist aggres- 
sion abroad, it is especially incumbent 
upon State and local officials to fulfill 
their responsibilities. 

The most serious area of need in law 
enforcement at the local and State level 
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is the critical shortage of policemen. 
There just are not a sufficient number 
of police in most cities of this country 
to quell a good sized riot or, for that 
matter, to combat the increasing crime 
rate. As chairman of the Legal and 
Monetary Affairs Subcommittee of the 
Committee on Government Operation, I 
had this point most forcefully brought 
to my attention by Assistant Attorney 
General Fred Vinson, who, in response 
to a question by my colleague, Congress- 
man St GERMAIN, of Rhode Island, said 
that there were presently 50,000 vacan- 
cies in police forces across the country. 
Mr. Vinson told the subcommittee: 

The average patrolman in the large city— 
and that is where most of problems are— 
the average patrolman has a starting pay of 
$5,300 a year. Worse than that, however, is 
the fact that there is not much pay incentive 
to stay on a police force. 


This is only one area where the States 
can and must take action to fulfill their 
responsibilities for the maintenance of 
law and order. If this country will not 
pay policemen enough and will not give 
them the kind of community support 
they need, then sooner or later we will 
not be able to recruit police and we will 
face an even graver threat of domestic 
violence. 

In summary, Mr. Speaker, I believe 
that the States themselves must act to 
provide their own law enforcement offi- 
cials with what is needed to halt these 
riots. At the same time, the Federal Gov- 
ernment must do all it can to back up 
the States in discharging their respon- 
sibilities. 


RABBI HAROLD P. SMITH DEBATES 
WITH AN ARAB PROFESSOR 


Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to extend my 
remarks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. OHARA of Ilino . Speaker, 
Rabbi Harold P. Smith, of Congregation 
Agudath Achim of South Shore, in the 
district in Illinois that I have the honor 
to represent, has many dear and close 
friends in the House of Representatives 
in which he has served with spiritual dis- 
tinction as chaplain. All will be inter- 
ested, I know, in the following article 
from the March 1967 issue of the Scroll, 
the publication of Congregation Agu- 
dath Achim of South Shore, which is 
affiliated with the Council of Traditional 
Synagogues: 

In our Jewish traditions they tell of a 
Rabbinic judge who tried to settle a case by 
peaceful discussion with the litigants. One 
litigant presented his case and the Rabbi 
said to him: Tou're right.“ Then the next 
litigant presented his side of the story, the 
judge listened carefully and said: “You’re 
right.” Somebody asked: “How can they both 
be right?” He pondered for a moment and 
said: “You're also right.” 

The story, of course, was intended to in- 
dicate that in every argument it usually is 
true that both sides are convinced they are 
completely right; and, in fact, there may be 
some justice and some moral claim on both 
sides. Nobody has a monopoly on right. Only 
G-d is in that category. The important thing 


20511 


is: how are you going to settle your argu- 
ment? 

Will you seek light? Or will you seek a 
fight? Will you love your neighbor, or will 
you shove your neighbor? 

Israel and the Arabs both have claims 
against each other. It may very well be—in 
fact, it is likely—that there is some measure 
of right on both sides. 

I myself am convinced that the weight of 
morality lies heavily on the side of Israel. 
This is something I feel very strongly about, 
and that is why I am here talking to you 
today. 

I would not deny that my views are not 
unaffected by my emotional ties with people 
of my own faith who have suffered far be- 
yond what any human imagination in this 
hall can conceive—people who saw their loved 
ones burned alive, buried alive, gassed in 
crematoria—by Nazi savages who made bars 
of soap out of the body fats of their loved 
ones and lampshades from their skins. These 
are on exhibit in a museum in Paris—and I 
have seen them there and elsewhere in great 
number. 

But with all that—the Arabs must not be 
made to bear the burden of that, if Israel does 
not otherwise have a moral and a righteous 
case. I believe, with every fiber of my being 
that they do. 

I am glad you are getting both sides of 
the question here. (This is not always the 
case). But again, I reiterate that over and 
beyond the arguments in our discussion here 
today or any discussion on this subject, the 
strongest point of all for Israel’s case is that 
repeatedly she has offered to sit down face to 
face over the table and discuss all the issues 
involved -an offer made in public statements 
by Israeli officials, in and out of the United 
Nations halls—but to date, eighteen years 
after the 1948 Arab-Israel war and the crea- 
tion of this tragic refugee question we are 
now discussing, no responsible Arab leader 
of any country has ever once agreed to the 
across-the-table face to face discussion which 
characterizes our American way of life and 
which Israel has repeatedly proposed. 

And now, let me directly react to the re- 
marks of my Arab friend (I like that word 
better than the usual debate terminology of 
“opponent,” and if he does not prefer to look 
upon me as a friend—though I hope he 
does—then let us at least call ourselves di- 
alogists” and not opponents“). 

Like most Arab spokesmen whom you are 
likely to hear, Dr. emphasized the 
following basic points: 

One: he told you about the sad plight of 
a million and a half Arab refugees, who, after 
so many years, are still homeless. 

Two: he told you that of these Arab refu- 
gees, at least a million of them are there 
because Israel expelled them—drove them 
out—from their homes; 

Three: he told you that the only solution 
to the problem is that these Arab refugees 
must go back to Israel; 

Four: he told you that Israel started the 
war in 1948; which I must immediately brand 
as an amazing re-write of history at a time 
when there are still so many people who 
know and remember what actually did hap- 
pen at that time. 

Now let us get back to the land of reality 
and see what we can do about replacing fic- 
tion with fact. 

First, let us deal with the fiction that 
Israel drove out from its land 1,000,000 Arabs. 

I would ask you to consider the following 
facts: 

During and after World War II a mighty 
power like Russia found in Crimea some 
300,000 people whom they suspected of col- 
laborating with the Nazis. It took a mighty 
power like Russia four months to dispose of 
these 300,000 people and move them to 
Siberia. Yet we are asked to believe that in 
1948 infant Israel’s half million Jews, having 
been barred from possessing arms and having 
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therefore had a bare minimum of weapons, 
not only fought six equipped Arab armies 
who were attacking them from all sides but 
also at the very same time, drove out a mil- 
lion Arabs from their homes against their 
will, in a few days. 

One would have to admit that contentions 
such as that do strain one’s sense of credul- 
ity—at least a wee bit anyway. 

Now, what did actually happen? I am con- 
vinced that what I give you is the truth—for 
that is what I have tried to seek out in my 
research for the facts. If my Arab friend who 
shares this platform is also seeking the truth 
we may reach some constructive conclusions 
together. 

Let us recall some basic background facts. 
At the Versailles Peace Conference after 
World War I, one of the foremost Arab repre- 
sentatives, Prince Emil Faisal, said that if 
the Arab nations are given independence 
(which they all have been given since then), 
then the Zionist aims of Jews in Palestine 
are just and proper. I have here a photostatic 
copy of what he wrote in a letter to the late 
Chief Justice Felix Frankfurter; and I'll 
read a few excerpts: 

“The Jews and Arabs are cousins in race, 
having suffered similar oppressions at the 
hand of powers stronger than themselves 
and now by a happy coincidence have been 
able to take the first step toward the attain- 
ment of their national ideals together. 

“We Arabs look with deepest sympathy on 
the Zionist movement. Our deputation here 
in Paris is fully acquainted with the pro- 
posals submitted yesterday by the Zionist 
organization to the Peace Conference, and we 
regard them as moderate and proper. We 
will do our best ... to help them through; 
we will wish the Jews a most hearty welcome 
home.” 

On the basis of a Balfour Declaration 
which stated that “Great Britain looks with 
favor upon the establishment of a Jewish 
homeland in Palestine“ —a text which sub- 
sequently led to arguments of interpreta- 
tion—Great Britain was given by the League 
of Nations a mandate over Palestine. In 1922, 
after Arabs started what turned out to be 
a series of attacks, riots, programs, against 
Jews—who, at that time, maintained a policy 
of Havlagah—a Hebrew word which means 
“uncompromising non-violence” regardless 
of the provocation—Great Britain rewarded 
the Arab attacks on Jews by slicing off more 
than half of the mandated territory of 
Palestine, that section which was east of 
the Jordan river, and made of it an Arab 
state which was called Transjordan (and 
still later Jordan, when in 1948, they gob- 
bled up even more and that did not belong 
to them). To Jews this was a crushing blow— 
both internationally illegal and morally un- 
just—and some in our midst have never 
made peace with that maneuver of slicing off 
more than half of Palestine and making it an 
exclusive Arab state. But most Jewish leaders 
have. 

So you must therefore realize that in 1947 
when the United Nations authorized an offi- 
cial Partition of Palestine, and gave to Israel 
less than half of what was left—which 
amounted to about 1/6 of the original terri- 
tory they claimed after World War I—.e., 
1/6 of what the Arab Representative Feisal 
had called a reasonable Jewish claim—Jew- 
ish leaders nevertheless acquiesced and ac- 
cepted the Partition Plan—very reluctantly, 
to be sure, but they accepted it. Remember, 
this was an official United Nations decision, 
on November 29, 1947. 

What happened? I quote from a book 
called “In the Cause of Peace,” page 174, 
written by Trygve Lie, who was then the 
United Nations Secretary General: 

“On 80 November 1947, the Arabs of Pales- 
tine, with the encouragement and assist- 
ance of the neighboring Arab states, 
launched a series of attacks on their Jewish 
neighbors, in an attempt to undo by force 
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the decision taken on the previous day by 
the United Nations to partition Palestine 
into independent Jewish and Arab States, 
linked in economic union. This campaign of 
violence culminated in the invasion of Israel 
on 15 May 1948 by the regular armies of 
Egypt, Jordan, Syria, Lebanon, and Iraq, and 
contingents from Saudi Arabia and Yemen. 

“The invasion of Palestine by the Arab 
States was the first armed aggression which 
the world had seen since the end of the war.” 
(End of quote). 

Elsewhere in the same book he writes: 

“The Arabs had repeatedly asserted they 
would resist the United Nations Resolution 
by force. They seemed to be determined to 
drive that point home by assaults upon the 
Jewish Community in Palestine.” 

Yet, over and over again Arab leaders have 
said in speeches and written in articles and 
propaganda pieces—and you have just heard 
it here today—that it was the acts of terror 
by the 700,000 Jews against the million Arabs 
which started the fighting and which com- 
pelled the exodus of the Palestinian Arabs. 

In the United Nations, the prime minister 
of Lebanon said at a plenary session of the 
General Assembly on October 4, 1960: I 
quote: 

“The failure of the United Nations in this 
matter is directly attributed to Israel’s de- 
flance of the 1947 General Assembly Resolu- 
tion and others. 

The U.N. Palestine Commission, in its 
First Report, to the UN Security Council, 
dated 16 February 1948 (which is fully three 
months before the declaration of the State 
of Israel) said the following: 

“Powerful Arab interests, both inside and 
outside Palestine, are defying the resolution 
of the General Assembly and are engaged in 
a deliberate effort to alter by force the set- 
tlement envisaged therein.” 

The UN Palestine Commission, in its 2nd 
Report to the 2nd Special Session of the UN 
General Assembly, dated 10 April 1948, said: 

“The Jewish Agency for Palestine cooper- 
ated with the Commission in its task of 
implementing the Assembly’s resolution. The 
Governments of the Arab States and the 
Arab Higher Committee not only withheld 
their cooperation from the Commission, but 
actively opposed the Assembly’s resolution. 
Armed Arab bands from neighboring Arab 
States have infiltrated into the territory of 
Palestine and together with local Arab forces 
are defeating the purposes of the UN Parti- 
tion resolution by acts of violence” (This is 
UN Documenge# A/532, Ch VI, par. 2). 

Two weeks Miter on April 23, 1948 Mr. Jamal 
Husseini, at the time Acting Chairman of the 
Palestine Arab Higher Committee, told the 
UN Security Council—and I quote: 

“We have never concealed the fact that 
we began the fighting.” (This is on P. 14 of 
the Security Council Official Records, Third 
Year #62, 287th Meeting, April 23, 1948). 

Yet—in 1967—almost every Arab speech in- 
cluding the one you heard here today, and 
almost every Arab article will tell you that 
the 700,000 Palestinian Jews started the 
fighting and the million Palestinian Arabs 
were the innocent victims who had to flee. 

And now let us examine why these refugees 
did leave what is now Israel; because that is 
a vital point in weighing the moral issues 
involved. 

When Israel declared its State on May 15, 
1948, it was anxious to maintain good rela- 
tions with the Arabs and its leaders made 
public pronouncements pleading with the 
Arabs not to leave Israel, but to stay and live 
in peace and happiness. 

I want now to quote to you Arab sources 
of what actually happened: 

From “Falastin,” Jordan daily, of the date 
of May 30, 1955: 

“We the refugees who have brothers and 
friends among the Arabs of Israel, have the 
right to address the members of the Arab 
League Council and declare: 


July 27, 1967 


“We left our homeland on the strength of 
false promises by crooked leaders in the 
Arab States. They promised us that our 
absence would not last more than two 
Weeks. 

And in a 1951 article in Damascus by Haj. 
Muhammad al-Khateb, a leader of the Mos- 
lem Brotherhood in Mandatory Palestine, 
entitled Min Atar an-Nakbah” (I believe 
this means “In the Wake of the Disaster,” 
though I’m not sure), he writes: 

“One day there appeared in our village of 
Tira an Arab Legion officer and declared 
that he had come to supervise our evacua- 
tion. 

In a 1955 article in Nazareth, Nimr al- 
Hawari, (an article entitled Sir an-Nak- 
bah“ — (“Secret of the Disaster“ ?) he writes: 

“Iraq's Prime Minister thundered to us the 
following message: ‘We shall smash the 
country with our guns, and destroy and 
obliterate every place in which the Jews will 
seek shelter. The Arabs of Palestine should 
get out until the fighting has died down.’” 

In “Ad-Difaa,” a Jordan daily, of Septem- 
ber 6, 1954, we read the following: 

“The Arab governments told us: ‘Get out 
so that we can get in!’ So we got out, but 
they did not get in.” 

The fact is that responsible Jewish author- 
ities did all they could to check the Arab 
exodus. The Israel Proclamation of Independ- 
ence of May 14, 1948 called upon “the Arab 
people dwelling in Israel to keep the peace 
and to play their part in the development of 
the State, with full and equal citizenship 
and due responsibilities in all its bodies and 
institutions.” End of quote. 

In Haifa, from which the first large-scale 
flight took place, the official report of the 
British Police, at that time not too friendly 
to the Jews, contains the following, on April 
26, 1948: 

“Every effort is being made by the Jews to 
persuade the Arab population to stay and 
carry on with their normal lives, to get their 
shops and business open and to be assured 
that their lives and interests will be safe.” 
(End of quote). 

One day later, on April 27, 1948, the Arab 
National Committee in Haifa sent a memo- 
randum to the Arab League Governments 
announcing its decision not to accept any 
truce with the Jews, but instead, to direct 
the Arab population of Haifa to move to 
neighboring Arab countries, Now I quote from 
the text of that memorandum: 

“When the delegation entered the Con- 
ference room it proudly refused to sign the 
truce and asked that the evacuation of the 
Arab population and their transfer to the 
neighboring Arab countries be facilitated ... 
The miltiary and civil authorities and the 
Jewish representatives expressed their pro- 
found regret at this grave decision. The Jew- 
ish Mayor of Haifa (Mr. Shabtai Levi), ad- 
journed the meeting with a passionate ap- 
peal to the Arab population to reconsider its 
decision.” 

End of quote from an official Arab memo- 
randum of that time. 

However, let us go on from here—from 
where the situation stands now. 

Let us hypothetically assume that there are 
a million legitimate Arab refugees—not as 
somebody recently said on the radio in a 
concentration camp controlled by Jews, but 
rather in an enclosed area determined and 
controlled by the Arabs, in Arab countries, 
where the so-called refugees are being sup- 
ported by the United Nations and nobody is 
being killed; nobody is being thrust into 
burning death ovens; nobody is being buried 
alive; nobody’s body chemicals are being 
used to make soap; nobody’s skin is being 
used to make lampshades. They are being 
fed and treated like human beings, until 
such time as the Arab leaders stop playing 
cruel games with their destinies. Inciden- 
tally, the rule is that upon the death of a 
resident in the camp there, the food card 
should be turned back, and this is the only 
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place in the world where not a single death 
has been reported in eighteen years. (Ap- 
parently the place must agree with them.) 
The births, however, have been reported in 
great number, and food cards issued for 
every newly born Arab there. 

Let us go on from there. Very well—assume 
there were a million refugees, and now there 
are more. 

How can any fair-minded person, con- 
cerned with considerations of justice, fail to 
recognize that since the Arabs openly pro- 
claim they are still officially and factually at 
war with Israel, that obviously to take back 
a million or more hate-filled, resentment- 
nurtured Arabs would be to admit into Israel 
a million enemy nationals and fifth colum- 
nists in time of war—which would certainly 
be an act of sheer idiocy. 

At the Refugee Conference in Homs, Syria, 
in July, 1957, the following Resolution was 
adopted: 

“Any discussion aimed at a solution of the 
Palestine problem which will not be based on 
ensuring the refugee’s right to annihilate 
Israel will be regarded as a desecration of the 
Arab people and an act of treason,” (And if 
you want to know where I got this I took it 
from a Lebanese daily newspaper, “Beirut 
al-Massa” of July 15, 1957.) 

And the Chicago Tribune of January 11, 
1959 contains an article which records the 
impressions of a team of American journal- 
ists who toured Arab refugee camps, and 
contains the following, which is almost a 
quote: “We were told by the Director of 
Jordans Kalandia Camp for Palestine that 
when refugees talk about going back to their 
former homes they do not mean repatria- 
tion in Israel, but rather to convert it into an 
Arab Country. 

Our own powerful United States of Amer- 
ica, during World War II, not only barred 
their doors to Japanese citizens but actually 
interned in camps peaceful Japanese who 
were American citizens and who happened to 
live on the West Coast, because they were 
potential fifth columnists. 

And this was the all-powerful United 
States of America, with all its might and 
wealth, and is close to 200,000,000 popula- 
tion. How unjust, then—and how absurd— 
to expect tiny Israel, with its 2,000,0000 pop- 
ulation, to take in a million enemy nationals. 
It would be an act of sheer stupidity! 

All this becomes especially unjust when 
one considers the fact that the official records 
of United Nations will show that Israel has 
consistently offered to discuss the refugee 
question as part of an overall peace plan, 
refusing only to discuss the refugee question 
as an isolated question in a framework of cir- 
cumstances in which the Arabs would con- 
tinue to claim, as they do now, that a state 
of war exists between them and Israel, and 
that they will annihilate Israel whenever and 
wherever they get the chance; and what 
better chance could they possibly get than to 
have a million of their enemy nationals in- 
side this tiny country? 

I have much more to say on this, but no 
longer have the time to say it. There is 
however, one additional point concerning the 
refugee question which must be made in 
weighing Israel’s moral position on the Arab 
refugee question. 

I refer to the fact that in this one case, 
for some unexplained reason, all precedent 
in dealing with refugee questions is being 
ignored. 

After World War II there were refugees all 
over the world—there were 13,000,000 refu- 
gees in West and East Germany; 15,000,000 
refugees in India and Pakistan; 400,000 
Karelians in Finland; 350,000 Volksdeutsche 
in Austria, 2,500,000 who moved from N, 
Korea to S. Korea; not to mention over a 
million refugee Jews. In none of these cases 
was repatriation to the original country 
considered to be the answer. In each case, the 
problem was solved because there was a co- 
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national or co-religious host country which 
was willing to solve it. Why in this one in- 
stance, when all the facts in the world make 
it illogical and unnatural, should there be 
pressure for repatriation in one of the tiniest 
of all the world’s nations? If I were to say 
that Israel has 1% of the territory of the 
Arab countries, I would be exaggerating the 
size of Israel’s territory by 500%. Where, 
then, is one’s sense of justice when he advo- 
cates that the Arab countries shall continue 
to hold infinitely vast stretches of unpopu- 
lated land but that these million or more of 
their homeless Arab brethren shall be foisted 
upon tiny little Israel—especially in light of 
the fact that Israel has taken in so many 
hundreds of thousands of Jewish refugees 
who directly or indirectly, have been driven 
out of Arab countries? 

Let me close with a recollection of two little 
stories. One, which would symbolize my rec- 
ommendation to the Arabs as a better ap- 
proach than the one they are using, is the 
one most of us read in our third grade 
reader. The sun and the wind decided to 
stage a contest to determine which of them 
is stronger. They saw a man walking. The test 
of strength, they decided, would be to see 
who could get that man’s coat off. The wind 
huffed and puffed and blew violently, but 
the stronger he did so the more the man 
kept his coat on. When the wind failed, the 
sun, in its turn, merely applied its warmth, 
and off came the coat. Jt was the stronger. 

And one more little story which symbolizes 
my feeling about the whole Arab refugee 
situation and its potential for ultimate solu- 
tion. 

An expert geographer and population ex- 
pert was recently asked whether all the peo- 
ple in the world could be fitted into the 
State of Texas. 

His answer was: “Yes—if they are friends.” 

Thank you. 


PUTTING THE BLAME WHERE IT 
BELONGS 


Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Alabama? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Speaker, the 
headlines and news stories which we see 
and hear today are truly incredible. Who 
would have ever believed 20 years ago 
that in city after city of our major met- 
ropolitan areas there would be armed 
insurrection—that scores of people 
would be killed—thousands wounded and 
driven from their homes—that thou- 
sands of business people would be robbed, 
looted by mobs and burned out—that 
there would be hundreds of millions of 
dollars in property damage by American 
citizens fighting the Government and all 
lawful authority. 

It is almost unbelievable. How could 
this be in the “good ole U.S. A.“? The 
richest, strongest, most powerful nation 
on earth? 

Many editors, commentators, Con- 
gressmen, and others are looking for the 
cause and putting forth explanations, 
but few are willing to place the blame 
where it really belongs. 

Recently a branch bank in Washing- 
ton, D.C., closed its doors and went out 
of business and put a big sign in its win- 
dow that it did so because it had been 
robbed so often it could no longer stay 
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in business. The same is true of a large 
chain drugstore and other stores in 
Washington. They have put large adver- 
tisements in the papers saying they had 
been robbed so much they were going 
out of business. 

One of the largest local Washington 
papers recently ran a series of articles 
on crime and said because the newsboys 
were ganged and robbed so often by 
gangs of toughs it was hard to get 
enough newsboys to deliver the papers. 

Major crime across the entire Nation is 
up 35 percent. 

The incidents of crime and of the riots 
and burning going on across the Nation 
are not unrelated. 

The breakdown of law and order and 
respect for law and the courts is a rela- 
tively new thing. It was unknown when 
I was growing up and when most of to- 
day’s adults were growing up. Yet this is 
the basic reason for our most serious 
problems today. To blame it on the fact 
people are poor or in need is ridiculous. 

The biggest one factor in bringing this 
about has been the Government itself 
the Congress yielding its power to the ex- 
ecutive branch, the executive branch 
playing politics with people's rights 
under the disguise of civil rights, and the 
judiciary usurping authority and taking 
the liberal view that it should legislate 
social reforms where the Congress failed 
to do so. 

What do I mean? 

Martin Luther King makes the state- 
ment that he will not obey any law that 
he feels is unjust—and the Attorney 
General and President applaud. 

In the marches and demonstrations in 
Alabama and elsewhere in the South the 
Federal Government not only encouraged 
it—President Kennedy and President 
Johnson spent millions of the taxpayers 
money to insure and promote it. 

This was fine and applauded because it 
was happening in the South—in bad ol’ 
Alabama, or Mississippi, or Arkansas. 

The Johnson administration passed a 
so-called civil rights voting bill which 
said that in the bad ol’ South everyone 
could vote whether they could read or 
write—or not—but only in the South. Il- 
literates cannot vote in New York, or 
California, or Texas. 

When we had our troubles in Alabama 
with the Selma-Montgomery march the 
marchers broke about every law on the 
books, but the Federal court said that 
was all right because they were demon- 
strating for their civil rights, and those 
who were arrested for criminal offenses 
were turned loose by the courts. 

Vice President HUMPHREY said in New 
Orleans last year: 

If I had to live in a slum, I think you would 
have had more trouble than you've had al- 
ready—because I've got enough spark left 
in me to lead a mighty good revolt. 


President Johnson said in his inaugu- 
ral address—in an obvious attempt to 
identify himself with the new black 
power movement, We shall overcome.” 
The Supreme Court judges were present 
and applauded their endorsement. 

When a full-time Federal employee of 
the poverty program in Mississippi is ar- 
rested in a demonstration at the Capitol 
in Washington, D.C., and not even taken 
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off the payroll for failing to be on the 
job in Mississippi no one was surprised. 

Now the mayor of Newark, N. J., is call- 
ing for a Federal investigation into the 
fact that Federal poverty workers were 
some of the main instigators in the 
Newark riots. 

When racial problems erupted in Ala- 
bama a few of my colleagues, over- 
whelmed with solicitude for the people 
of Alabama, packed their bags called the 
photographers and took the first plane 
to Montgomery to help us solve our 
problems. 

I have not seen a similar exodus by 
these gentlemen to Newark, Chicago, 
Plainfield, Cincinatti, and other recent 
riot areas. It is interesting to note that 
several of these gentlemen who evidenced 
so much compassion for Alabama have 
had riots at home since; riots that make 
our troubles in Alabama look like a 
picnic. One cannot help but wonder, in 
view of their own riots, if perhaps they 
could have spent their time more profit- 
ably at home working on their own prob- 
lems. They obviously were needed there 
more in Alabama. 

One of the biggest mistakes made by 
the Federal Government was to reward 
the rioters by pouring millions of dollars 
into Watts and assume a placating atti- 
tude. This is all the inducement needed 
for any area to say: We're gonna get us 
some Federal money or we're gonna have 
another Watts.” 

The fact is, Mr. Speaker, you cannot 
buy friends. You cannot buy respect, and 
all the money in the world will not make 
people obey the law. 

The people all over America are learn- 
ing the truth of what we in the South 
have been trying to tell them, but with- 
out success: Money is not the great pan- 
acea—the answer to all social ills. At no 
time in our history has the conservative’s 
creed been more meaningful: 

You cannot bring about prosperity by 
discouraging thrift. 

You cannot help small men by tearing 
down big men. 

You cannot strengthen the weak by 
weakening the strong. 

You cannot lift the wage earner by 
pulling down the wage payer. 

You cannot help the poor man by de- 
stroying the rich. 

You cannot keep out of trouble by 
spending more than your income. 

You cannot further brotherhood of 
man by inciting class hatred. 

You cannot establish security on bor- 
rowed money. 

You cannot build character and cour- 
age by taking away man’s initiative and 
independence. 

You cannot help men permanently by 
doing for them what they could and 
should do for themselves. 


FEDERAL COMPENSATION FOR IN- 
SURED LOSSES IN AREAS OF 
MAJOR CIVIL DISORDERS 


Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
oe 4 of the gentleman from New 

or 
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There was no objection. 

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, if out of the 
senseless destruction and havoc of the 
recent riots, major sections of our af- 
fected cities are to be reconstructed, then 
businesses which are an integral part of 
community life must be encouraged to 
continue. Life will be even more bleak 
without the normal sources of supplies. 
The availability of insurance is essen- 
tial if businesses are to remain. 

Even without the threat of major civil 
disorder, insurers are reluctant to insure 
businesses in slum areas simply because 
of the usually high crime rate. When 
damage runs to the hundreds of millions, 
as in Watts, Newark, or Detroit, premi- 
ums become impossibly high, if insur- 
ance is available at all. 

Today I am introducing a bill to pro- 
vide Federal compensation to insurance 
companies for losses sustained in riot- 
torn areas. Where the President deter- 
mines that a major civil disorder has 
occurred, or is occurring, the Secretary 
of the Department of Housing and Ur- 
ban Development would be authorized 
to designate the area in which insurers 
would be compensated up to 90 percent 
for losses. 

Mr. Speaker, the major thrust of the 
current riots has been directed against 
commercial establishments. Their re- 
covery is essential to the recovery of our 
cities. New investment to create jobs and 
to restore normal commerce is a necessity 
if the job of rebuilding is to move 
forward. 

Availability of insurance—and at rea- 
sonable rates—is only one aspect of the 
problem of business location. However, 
without it, businesses are less likely to 
assume the risk of serving communities 
which are beset with the ills which have 
led to riots. 

Where it is possible to provide some 
measure of compensation, Government 
should help. This proposal is one way the 
process of reconstruction can begin. 

Of course, the economic damage al- 
ready suffered in our major cities 
through riots is far greater than the cost 
of urban programs which Congress has 
rejected this year. 

It is time for Congress to take the 
necessary action it has delayed so long— 
action to rebuild the cities of our Nation, 
to give ghetto inhabitants some hope of a 
decent life so that mass anarchy will not 
appear to be the only means of acquir- 
ing the consumer goods displayed every- 
where and the only outlet for inestimable 
hostility. 

Mr. Speaker, although this bill is only 
a small step toward a solution, it does go 
to one of the most immediate needs. I 
hope it will receive prompt consideration. 


FREEDOM OF CHOICE VERSUS FDA'S 
FOOD SUPPLEMENT EDICT 


Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Speaker, I am hon- 
ored today to introduce H.R. 11837 which 
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has bipartisan support as evidenced by 
its cosponsorship by Mr. WYATT, Mr. 
BARING, Mr. Warp, Mr. ADAIR, Mr. MoOR- 
RIS, Mr. PELLY, Mr. TUNNEY, Mr. Roysat, 
Mr. McCLory, Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON, 
Mr. Teacue of California, Mr. CABELL, 
Mr. HELSTOSKI, Mr. Burton of Utah, Mr. 
McDapE, Mrs. May, Mr. CEDERBERG, and 
Mr. Anpverson of Illinois. Identical bills 
are also being introduced by Mr. Ap- 
DABBO, H.R. 11841; Mr. MINSHALL, H.R. 
11840; Mr. CUNNINGHAM, H.R. 11839; Mr. 
HanseEn of Idaho, H.R. 11838; Mr. BROWN 
of California, H.R. 11842; and others. 

This bill amends the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act to include a defi- 
nition of food supplements and to limit 
the authority of the Secretary of the 
Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare in administering this act, as it 
relates to the potency, number, combina- 
tion, amount or variety of any synthetic 
or natural vitamin, mineral, substance 
or ingredient of any food supplement, 
and to requiring a warning label on any 
food supplement unless, in both in- 
stances, the article is intrinsically in- 
jurious to health in the recommended 
dosage. 

The need for this legislation is evi- 
dent to each of us who introduced con- 
current resolutions in the 89th Congress 
aimed at preventing enforcement of the 
Food and Drug Administration’s food 
supplement order, published in the Fed- 
eral Register on June 18, 1966. Those con- 
current resolutions expressed the sense 
of Congress that the FDA's order should 
not be enforced until Congress had 
specifically given authority to the Secre- 
tary of the Department of Health, Edu- 
cation, and Welfare, and they were ef- 
fective in delaying FDA’s enforcement of 
its food supplement order. 

To prevent further attempts by FDA 
to regulate the daily lives of Americans 
in the use of vitamins and food supple- 
ments strong legislation is needed— 
amendments such as we are proposing to 
the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic 
Act. 

The regulations proposed by FDA last 
year would have required a label which 
read: 

Vitamins and minerals are supplied in 
abundant amounts by the foods we eat. The 
Food and Nutrition Board of the National 
Research Council recommends that dietary 
needs be satisfied by foods. Except for per- 
sons with special medical needs, there is no 
scientific basis for recommending routine usa 
of dietary supplements. 


In trying to talk the user of vitamins 
and food supplements out of his pur- 
chase, the FDA also sought to limit the 
potency of vitamin tablets or capsules 
that could be bought without a prescrip- 
tion. I have been informed that there 
never has been an accidental death due 
to vitamin overdosage, but it is said that 
one person dies every three days from 
taking lethal doses of aspirin. 

The regulations proposed by FDA last 
year would impose excessive costs on 
consumers by forcing them to get pre- 
scriptions for vitamins and would make 
it difficult for millions to obtain needed 
food supplements—and would hit hardest 
at senior citizens with fixed or limited 
incomes. They would ruin thousands of 
small businessmen now operating health 
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food stores. All manufactures would be 
required to make practically the same 
product with the same limited selections 
of ingredients, with the same label. Thus 
competition would be eliminated, and 
producers prohibited from improving 
their products based on results of nu- 
tritional research. The result would be 
a government-created, government-con- 
trolled monopoly restraining free trade 
in violation of existing antitrust laws— 
another example of bureaucratic con- 
tempt for the Nation’s taxpayers and its 
laws. 

Aside from any merits the FDA edict 
might have in curbing any abuses in 
vitamin advertising, the entire concept 
is foreign to the American tradition. Why 
should Uncle Sam pick one industry to 
pronounce as “dangerous” when doctors 
have been prescribing vitamins and min- 
erals for years? The Committee on Rec- 
ommended Dietary Allowances of the Na- 
tional Academy of Science accused the 
FDA of junking its recommendations and 
setting up arbitrary levels of its own. In 
dropping its own “minimum daily re- 
quirements” of vitamins which have been 
in effect for 25 years, the FDA was re- 
versing its own directive which set up 
minimums, by suggesting that no mini- 
mums are necessary. In addition, this di- 
rective was greatly in variance with the 
results of a survey by the Department of 
Agriculture which revealed that 48 per- 
cent of American families are deficient 
in at least one recognized important nu- 
trient. 

The FDA edict ignored the fact that 
food supplements are merely concen- 
trated foods, such as liver, bone meal, 
brewers yeast, and wheat germ. Does a 
teenager living on hotdogs, catsup and 
Coke get a well-balanced diet? Do peo- 
ple who never touch green leafy vege- 
tables get abundant vitamins? 

No one, neither the FDA nor medical 
practitioners, should have a monopoly 
on a simple therapy, where no danger is 
involved. Freedom of choice should be 
routine in a healthy society. 


THE MILITARY SALES PROGRAM 


Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to revise and extend 
my remarks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentlewoman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Speaker, at the out- 
set of today’s session, I took the floor 
under the 1-minute rule to make a few 
brief observations regarding the mili- 
tary sales program. 

I indicated on that occasion that later 
in the afternoon I would again address 
the House on this subject in order to 
present some statistics and to enlarge 
upon my statement that certain aspects 
of the military sales program concern me 
deeply and are being looked into by the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

Because there has been some confu- 
sion about the basic facts relating to this 
program, I will begin by reviewing its 
historical framework. 
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EARLY HISTORY 


All of us remember, I am certain, the 
tragic events of World War II. It was 
during that period, through sales of 
military equipment to the British and 
the French on the eve of the war, 
through additional substantial sales dur- 
ing the war, and through the disposition 
of war materials during the immediate 
postwar period, that our country estab- 
lished a series of precedents which, in 
time, led to the present foreign military 
sales program. 

The basic legislation authorizing for- 
eign military sales came later. In 1949, 
following the ratification of the NATO 
Treaty, the Congress approved the Mu- 
tual Defense Assistance Act of 1949 which 
authorized transfers of military equip- 
ment and procurement assistance to a 
limited number of countries which either 
received our grant military aid or were 
allied with us in mutual defense under- 
takings. 

During those early years, the authority 
provided in the law was referred to as 
“reimbursable aid.” Our neighbor to the 
north, Canada, which was at that time 
changing over from British 0 United 
States military equipment, and which 
donated substantial amounts of her own 
military stocks to NATO, became the pri- 
mary beneficiary, and the largest pur- 
chaser of U.S. military articles during 
the 1949-53 period. 

Several other NATO. allies, together 
with Korea and Brazil, were among the 
early participants in this undertaking. 
THE CHANGE FROM “REIMBURSABLE AID” TO 

In 1954, the Congress instituted the 
military sales program. The Mutual Se- 
curity Act of 1954, contained a new sec- 
tion 106 which was entitled “Sale of 
Military Equipment, Materials, and 
Services,” and which authorized the 
President to sell military articles, as well 
as to extend credit on such sales. 

There was no ceiling on those trans- 
actions in the 1954 act. 

This authority was further amended 
by the Congress in 1957, 1961, 1962, 1964, 
1965, and 1966. These consecutive amend- 
ments revised the basic authority and, 
in summary— 

Authorized the sale of materiel from 
stock on payment after delivery; 

Authorized procurements for sale pur- 
suant to “dependable undertaking” 
arrangements; 

Provided for the use of military assist- 
ance funds for credit sales financing to 
countries eligible for grant aid; 

Capitalized the foreign military sales 
fund, initially authorizing $175 million, 
with subsequent additions bringing the 
fund to its present level of $383 million; 
and authorized the reuse of payments 
received from foreign countries for fur- 
ther credit sales; 

Authorized the Department of Defense 
to guarantee repayment to exporters, in- 
surance companies, financial institutions, 
or others who extend credit to foreign 
governments for the purchase of military 
materiel, the Defense Department estab- 
lishing at the same time a 25-percent 
guarantee reserve; 

Authorized the establishment of fixed 
prices to be paid by the purchaser when 
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such is determined to be in the U.S. 
national interest; 

Authorized the acquisition and dispo- 
sition of evidences of indebtedness or 
ownership; and 

Provided that sales and exchange pro- 
grams shall be administered so as to en- 
courage regional arms control and dis- 
armament agreements and to discourage 
arms races; and, in 1966, established a 
ceiling of $85 million on the total amount 
of grant military aid and sales to the 
American Republics. 

Mr. Speaker, as a member of the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Affairs and chairman 
of its Subcommittee on Europe which 
has jurisdiction over NATO, I had of- 
fered a number of these amendments 
which became law and which were de- 
signed to guide the administration of 
the military sales program in our na- 
tional interest. 

I should say at this point that one of 
the key considerations which influenced 
my actions in these instances, and which 
I am certain was also on the mind of the 
other members of the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs, was our desire to achieve 
a more equitable distribution of the 
burden of our mutual defense under- 
takings. 

At the outset, we simply provided mil- 
itary assistance on a grant basis to our 
allies engaged in a common defense 
against Communist aggression. But as 
some of those countries became more 
capable of sharing the burdens of com- 
mon defense, we urged the substitution 
of sales—both direct sales and credit 
sales—for outright grants. 

We had not created the Communist 
military threat which has confronted 
us during the past two decades and 
which continues to challenge us in dis- 
tant parts of the world. That threat was 
there—and the free world had to meet 
it. By authorizing military sales, we had 
simply tried to lift the heavy burden 
from the shoulders of the American tax- 
payers—and to shift some part of it to 
other free world countries. 

EXPERIENCE WITH MILITARY SALES 


Now what has been our experience in 
this field? 

To begin, we have achieved a substan- 
tial part of our basic objective. As mili- 
tary sales to our allies increased, our 
grant aid was reduced, the costs of our 
military forces were largely offset by for- 
eign military purchases, and our balance 
of payments benefited from this process. 

Also, certain definite conclusions re- 
garding the size, the direction and the 
impact of our sales undertakings became 
clearly apparent. 

For one, we were making our military 
sales primarily to the developed, indus- 
trialized countries of the free world. 

During the 1961-66 period, for exam- 
ple, during which time we sold or com- 
mitted ourselves to sell, $11.1 billion in 
military articles and services, 89 percent 
of our military exports went to Europe 
and Canada and to the developed coun- 
tries of the Far East, primarily Japan, 
Australia, and New Zealand. 

Only 11 percent of those exports went 
to all other countries which were enabled 
through this program to meet some of 
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their urgent internal security require- 
ments for military equipment. 

Second, our military sales have 
helped our balance of payments. During 
the 1961-66 period, again, about 41 per- 
cent of our defense expenditures enter- 
ing the international balance of pay- 
ments was offset by military sales re- 
ceipts. 

Third, our military sales have ac- 
counted for only a small portion of the 
defense procurement of countries pur- 
chasing our equipment. Less than 25 per- 
cent of the military equipment budgets 
of the industrialized countries have been 
devoted to procurement from the United 
States. In the case of Scandinavia, the 
Percentage was only 8 percent. 

Fourth, our military sales have been 
concentrated in very few countries. Look- 
ing back again at the 1961-66 period, we 
find that 71 percent of U.S. military sales 
went to Great Britain, Australia, Ger- 
many, and Italy. 

Fifth, and this brings me to the issue 
over which there has been considerable 
controversy during recent days, credit 
financing has covered only about one- 
fourth of military sales. Of the $11.1 bil- 
lion in orders and commitments made 
during the 1961-66 period, 72 percent 
was on a cash basis. The other 28 per- 
cent was financed by credit provided by 
private banks, the Export-Import Bank, 
or by the Department of Defense. 

Furthermore, about three-fourths of 
such credit was provided to the de- 
veloped—not the developing—countries. 

Finally, credit extended through the 
Military Assistance Foreign Military 
Sales Revolving Fund has financed less 
than 8 percent of military sales. During 
the 1961-66 period, total credit extended 
through this revolving fund amounted 
to $756 million. 


SOME PROBLEMS DEMAND ATTENTION 


This, in brief, has been the frame- 
work of the military sales program 
which has been discussed so widely dur- 
ing the past week or two. 

This framework, however, does not 
give us the complete picture. And there 
are aspects of this program which have 
concerned me deeply and which, as I 
stated earlier, are under consideration 
by our committee. 

For one, there is the question whether 
military sales to the developing coun- 
tries—even though they account for 
only a small portion of the total pro- 
gram—there is the question whether 
these sales have not included sophisti- 
cated, expensive equipment which is not 
required for internal security purposes 
and which is absorbing resources des- 
perately needed for economic and social 
development purposes. 

Secondly, there is the question 
whether sales have been made, or are 
being made, to countries and areas 
which are on the brink of conflict, 
thereby—even perhaps indirectly—con- 
tributing to power imbalances and fur- 
ther troubles. 

And thirdly, there is the question 
whether, in making a sale to a given 
country, our Government officials have 
any knowledge of, or effective control 
over, the final destination of the equip- 
ment being sold. This is certainly a 
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serious issue which is receiving close 
attention at the present time. 

Mr. Speaker, as I said previously, the 
facts about the military sales program, 
including information of a classified 
nature which I cannot discuss here, are 
available to all Members of Congress 
having a legitimate interest in them. 
Many of these facts, including informa- 
tion about the participation of the Ex- 
port-Import Bank in the financing of 
military sales, have been a matter of 
public record. They appear in the re- 
ports submitted annually on the mili- 
tary assistance program by our commit- 
tee, and by the corresponding committee 
of the other body. They ought to be 
studied—and studied carefully—by all 
Members. 

I sincerely hope, Mr. Speaker, that 
the information which I have tried to 
convey to the House today will prove of 
help to the membership in considering 
the various factors relating to military 
sales. 

I also want to assure the House that 
this subject continues to receive close 
attention within the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs and its appropriate 
subcommittees. 


ANARCHY RULES 


Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. GURNEY] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. Speaker, I am to- 
day introducing a resolution to establish 
a committee to investigate the riots that 
have torn Detroit, Newark, Cambridge, 
and so many other cities. The purpose 
of the committee is to determine the real 
causes of the riots. 

Everyone seems to have an idea how 
riots begin, but only with a detailed and 
comprehensive study can we find the 
truth behind the sickness in our streets. 

We cannot pretend however that creat- 
ing a committee will solve our problem 
or stop the anarchy. The immediate 
problem is to stop the violence which 
can only hurt both Negroes and whites. 

In all of the history of our Nation, 
there has never been a time when our 
society has been faced with greater dan- 
ger. It is said that America is facing 
anarchy. The truth of the matter is that 
it is seeing it day after day, in city after 
city, the length and breadth of our land. 
The whole fabric of our society seems to 
be falling apart. 

The leaders of our Government, here 
in Congress, are hurling accusations 
against each other. Liberals say the trou- 
ble is that not enough has been done for 
the Negroes in their struggle toward 
equal rights, conservatives say that so 
much has been promised by the liberals 
that it has led Negroes to expect too 
much. North and South berate each 
other. Republicans say that Democratic 
administration leadership is lacking in 
this grave domestic crises. Democrats say 
that Republicans have not backed the 
Great Society welfare bills, particularly 
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those dealing with housing social prob- 
lems of the cities. 

The stark naked fact of the matter is 
that law and order is falling apart in this 
Nation. In riot-torn cities like Detroit 
and Newark, there has been day after 
day when there was no law and order. 

The full complement of the police de- 
partments plus the National Guard have 
been helpless, in the face of murder, 
arson, looting on a scale exceeding that 
of actual warfare. 

The primary problem right now is to 
restore law and order in the troubled 
cities, and to guarantee it elsewhere 
around the land. 

The hour is long overdue for dramatic 
leadership from President Johnson, and 
the administration. The problem is too 
great for any mayor, any Governor; the 
solution lies in the combined efforts of 
all, with leadership coming from the 
President. 

The first immediate step should be to 
make available Federal riot trained 
troops in large numbers, alerted to go 
anywhere, at any time where trouble 
spots appear. 

Next a special training program 
should be initiated for the National 
Guard, to train these units for riot duty. 

Finally, the Federal Government 
should make available moneys earmarked 
specially for local law enforcement 
agencies with a first emphasis upon 
training them in riot duty. Troubled city 
after city has revealed that local police 
departments are almost totally unpre- 
pared to handle riots. 

An intensive program of training is 
needed at once to prepare police depart- 
ments in the handling of riots. 

At the same time their numbers 
should be increased very materially and 
their overall training and quality. 

The disaster of the riots should not 
close our eyes to the tremendous increase 
in serious crime and the general disre- 
spect of law and order. 

Again, I believe the Federal Govern- 
ment must help here with financial re- 
sources. The job is too big for local taxes. 
It is a national problem threatening the 
very fabric of our society. Uncle Sam 
must help. 

There is much wrong with the ghetto 
problem in this country, but destroying 
what we have now, schools, churches, 
and homes is no solution. 

Negroes are being hurt by these riots. 
Their houses and property are being de- 
stroyed. Law enforcement must come 
first. 


REPRESENTATIVE BERRY ASKS RE- 
VIEW OF PROPOSED POSTAL RATE 
INCREASES FOR NEWSPAPERS, 
OTHER SECOND-CLASS MAIL 


Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from South Dakota [Mr. Berry] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BERRY. Mr. Speaker, newspaper- 
men of my district have alerted me that 
postal rate increases of as much as 300 
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percent are contemplated for them. An- 
nounced decisions of the House Postal 
Rate Subcommittee confirm that tenta- 
tively the subcommittee plans to quad- 
ruple the cost of in-county delivery for 
the very smallest newspapers. 

I know, from some experience in small 
town newspaper publishing, how devas- 
tating cost increases of this order would 
be. They far exceed the projected hikes 
for first- and third-class mail, in terms of 
percentages, and are substantially above 
the increases recommended to Congress 
by the Post Office Department. 

The newspapers of the Nation know 
postal rates must be raised to meet rising 
costs. At the recent rate hearings their 
representatives accepted the increases 
proposed in H.R. 7977, the Department’s 
bill. This measure called for a basic sec- 
ond-class rate increase of 23 percent, and 
a 60-percent increase for delivery of the 
very small newspapers. This compares 
with a proposed 20-percent increase for 
first-class mail, and a 30-percent in- 
crease for third class. 

I would note, too, that the Department 
proposed to impose its second-class rate 
increases in three annual steps, so that 
long term subscriptions could be phased 
out and the publication’s new rates ad- 
justed. Now, however, the subcommittee’s 
bill revisions call for a 300-percent in- 
crease for in-county delivery of the very 
small newspapers, and a 68-percent in- 
crease in in-county pound rates applying 
to all other newspapers. And despite the 
fact that these increases would be among 
the largest in the bill, well above those 
proposed by the Department, the sub- 
committee has made no provisions for 
their gradual phase-in. They would ap- 
ply in full in January of next year. 

I would urge my colleagues on the 
House Post Office and Civil Service Com- 
mittee to reconsider these inordinate 
upward revisions in the rate bill. Con- 
gress has, throughout our Nation’s his- 
tory, recognized the unique contribution 
of community newspapers to public edu- 
cation and understanding. This vital role 
has not changed. Newspapers are still the 
basic source of information of local civic 
affairs, essential to the functioning of the 
democratic process. I certainly am not 
prepared to repudiate our traditional 
postal rate policy which has made pos- 
sible delivery of a community newspaper 
to every American family at a price with- 
in their reach. 


TRIBUTE TO J. EDGAR HOOVER 


Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. ScHADEBERG] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SCHADEBERG. Mr. Speaker, 
many of the men here today who will 
salute J. Edgar Hoover for his comple- 
tion of 50 years of service to our Nation 
are much closer friends of this great 
man than I, None, however, can possibly 
say that he is more of an admirer of Mr. 
Hoover than I. 
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There seems to be little reason for me 
to attempt through additional tribute 
to further embellish the magnificent rec- 
ord which J. Edgar Hoover has built dur- 
ing his career with the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation. The outstanding work 
77 man has performed speaks for it- 
self. 

There does seem to be reason to speak 
of Mr. Hoover’s weathering the passage 
of 50 years in one of the most sensitive 
and tumultuous positions in the Federal 
Establishment. I suppose that there have 
been many other dedicated public ser- 
vants who have labored for the Govern- 
ment for half a century, but I would war- 
rant that none who have been nearly as 
openly exposed to public scrutiny have 
emerged with such an unblemished rec- 
ord as has Mr. Hoover. 

I know that there are those Americans 
who denounce the Federal Bureau of In- 
vestigation, and there are those who 
speak disparangingly of Director Hoover. 
Fortunately for these United States, such 
persons certainly constitute only a mi- 
nute segment of our society. Believe me, 
even among those who fear J. Edgar 
Hoover the most, if would be next to im- 
possible to find a man who did not have 
a healthy respect for the Director and 
the Bureau he has so ably built and ad- 
ministered. I can truthfully say that I 
have never met a man who did not re- 
spect J. Edgar Hoover, and thank God 
most of our Nation has a dedicated ad- 
miration for this great American. 


JOINT COMMITTEE TO PROBE 
RIOTS 


Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. LANGEN] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Record and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. LANGEN. Mr. Speaker, Congress 
has an urgent responsibility to the citi- 
zens of this country to seek out all of 
the facts surrounding the violent racial 
disturbances that have erupted in almost 
every corner of our Nation in recent 
days. 

I join many of my colleagues in in- 
troducing legislation which would es- 
tablish a joint congressional committee 
for the purpose of studying the causes 
and extent of such riots, the adequacy of 
present laws and available enforcement 
measures to cope with such disturbances, 
and other related matters. 

It will be many years before anyone 
has dug deeply enough into the problems 
that have built into such an explosive 
situation to find a real solution, but there 
is need for action now to determine the 
immediate source of the current out- 
bursts of killing, pillaging and revolt by 
our own citizens against one another. I 
hope that the Congress will act quickly, 
for the good of every citizen. 


“OPERATION SUICIDE” 


Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
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from Ohio [Mr. AsHBrook] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, while 
some persons, notably the liberals, and 
particularly in the Johnson administra- 
tion, are trying to build bridges toward 
communism, others in our society are 
attempting to counter the idiocy of sup- 
porting, legalizing, and condoning an 
avowed enemy of freedom. A recent book 
by Eugene Lyons, Operation Suicide,” 
effectively deflates much of the hoopla 
being expounded by the “bridge building 
brigades.” Published by Twin Circle Pub- 
lishing Co. in New York, this little book 
contains only six short chapters, but 
deftly annihilates those whose thought 
processes conjure up instances of mel- 
lowing by the Communists, and gains to 
be had by West-East trade. 

Daniel Lyons, S. J., introduces the book 
and its author in this way: 

The policies of our government are divided 
on the issue of Communism. On the one 
hand we support the defense of South Viet- 
nam, even to the extent of risking the lives 
of half a million Americans. On the other 
hand we make it possible for Hanoi to at- 
tack us and our allies. The administration 
wants nothing more than it wants to extend 
billions of dollars in credit to the commu- 
nist bloc. 

Diplomacy used to be a question of 
strengthening your friends and weakening 
your enemies. But the bridge builder today 
seems totally unaware of whom our enemies 
are. They want to strengthen the hand that 
sends the Migs and Missiles against us, They 
want to build their bridges to our 
executioners. 

We are not just strengthening the enemy 
with free trade, we are sending him dollars 
in order for him to buy strategic goods from 
us. We are intoxicated with the idea, not of 
killing him with kindness, but of strength- 
ening his war machine in the hope that he 
will change all his thinking so that we can 
win him over. It is a dangerous game, and 
the whole world is at stake. 

Is there any justification for such bridges? 
Few are better qualified to examine the ques- 
tion. Eugene Lyons knows Russia inside out. 
Senior Editor of Reader’s Digest since 1961, 
he started out as a reporter for Tass, the So- 
viet news agency. For six years, from 1928 
to 1934, he was correspondent for United 
Press in Moscow. His best-selling book, As- 
signment in Utopia, which has just been re- 
issued, tells the story of his years as a jour- 
nalist in the Soviet Union. 

He later wrote a scholarly biography of 
Stalin: Czar of all the Russias. This was fol- 
lowed by The Red Decade, which is a history 
of communist penetration in the United 
States; Our Secret Allies: the Peoples of 
Russia, plus a number of other books and 
hundreds of articles. 

Eugene Lyons reads Russian fluently, and 
is one of the best informed writers in the 
United States on U.S.-Soviet relations. I grew 
up admiring his work, and am always flat- 
tered when I am introduced or addressed as 
“Father Eugene Lyons”, which happens 
frequently. 

In Operation Suicide, Eugene Lyons com- 
bines the research of a scholar with the read- 
ability of the great writer that he is. 


STRATEGIC GIVEAWAY BY EXECUTIVE ORDER 


Those who grab at opportunities for 
getting along with the Communists have 
carried us to drastic lengths. The list of 
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items which could not be exported to 
Communist nations was decimated in 
October of 1966 by Presidential order 
and we are now supplying such things 
as radio- communication equipment, 
combustion engines, refrigeration com- 
pressors, synthetic fibers, computers, 
rocket engines, airborne devices, synthe- 
tic rubber, containers for explosives, nu- 
clear radiation and detection instru- 
ments, fertilizer chemicals, industrial 
processing control instruments, vegeta- 
ble oils, and medicinal supplies. 

As Mr. Lyons states in the first chap- 

Directly or indirectly such items end up as 
ingredients in the surface-to-air missiles, 
rockets, radar and other implements now 
taking a toll of thousands of American lives 
and hundreds of American planes. In effect, 
we are passing the ammunition to the enemy 
while he is shooting at us. 


This “sophisticated schizophrenia,” as 
he calls it, has allowed the Johnson ad- 
ministration to commit the people of the 
United States to “wide-open trade, long- 
term credits, more favored nation tariffs 
for the European allies of Ho Chi Minh 
and his Vietcong.” 

To top it off, the American people, the 
taxpayers, are supporting this policy by 
subsidy through the Export-Import 
Bank. 

Author Lyons points out that it makes 
little difference that there is no recipro- 
cation on the part of the Communists. 

But Soviet refusal to play the game can- 
not douse the zeal of the political bridge- 
builders. They wipe off the spit and say it 
is raining. 


The rules of “the game” call for Ub- 
eralization” on the part of the Com- 
munists in return for our trade, but 
instead we are spit upon. 

I hope Americans are not yet used to 
being spit upon and I sincerely hope 
that they register their reaction to being 
degraded by their leaders by remember- 
ing that they are elected and by remem- 
bering that the people have the power 
of the vote, and of the campaign con- 
tribution, and of their opinions ex- 
pressed to their representatives. And 
that they have the responsibility to use 
them all as their beliefs dictate. 

While we give in to the Soviet’s des- 
perate need for Western technology, the 
Soviets are stating that: 

The United States is ruled by “a tight 
bloc of military and industrial magnates rep- 


resenting in essence what existed in Hit- 
ler’s Germany.” 


This quote is attributed, by Eugene 

Lyons, to Pravda, November 21, 1966. 
WHERE IS THE JUSTIFICATION 

A policy so fervently promoted by the 
administration should have some basis, 
some sound justification, as Lyons states: 

To justify itself, a policy so paradoxical 
and so costly in American blood and sub- 
stance should be overwhelmingly convincing. 
It should be foolproof—supported by con- 
crete evidence of its efficacy, as distinct from 
theorizing guess-work. 

But the bridge-building brigades, unfor- 
tunately, rest their case on hopes, specula- 
tion, and conjectures related to supposed 
changes in the U.S.S.R. and its European 
empire. 

Because the risks and the states are so 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE 


enormous, at least two questions must be 
answered factually: 

1. Is there any solid proof that the blue- 
printed bridges would in fact speed up polit- 
ical mellowing and national independence 
at the Communist ends of the bridges? 

2. Is the Washington estimate of what has 
happened in Communist Europe accurate, or 
is the administration reading its own hopes 
into developments there? 


Not satisfied with embarrassing the 
theorists with merely asking the ques- 
tions, author Lyons proceeds to devote 
five chapters to factual examples of 
counterevidence. 

MARSHALL PLAN FOR EAST EUROPE 

In Poland, he says: 

The bridge, built at the cost of at least half 
a billion taxpayer dollars, has accomplished 
none of the things Washington now promises 
to achieve by the same methods in the 
U.S.S.R. and its satellites. 


In addition, he brings up the very pos- 
sible conclusion that, as stated by Ed- 
mund Stillman and William Paff: 

Indeed, one might argue that American 
economic aid had the effect of stabilizing an 
unpopular regime’s power and slowing up the 
process of domestic change. 


Quoting an article from Barrons, Mr. 
Lyons states that: 

Essentially, the administration is propos- 
ing a kind of Marshall Plan for East Eu- 
rope.... But in France, Italy and the 
others we were defending democratic regimes 
against an internal communist threat which 
was feeding and fattening on postwar mis- 
ery. Behind the Iron Curtain we will be re- 
ducing the internal democratic “threat” now 
feeding on communist induced misery. 

LIBERALIZATION OF THE COMMUNISTS 


“Operation Suicide” states that while 
the Fulbrights, Lippmanns, Kennans, 
and Rostows have not lost hope that the 
Soviets are liberalizing, Svetlana Alle- 
luyeva says: 

I can say that I lost hopes which I had 
before ... that we are going to become 
more liberal somehow. 


It is not difficult to reject the pipe 
dreams of the former and place credence 
in a firsthand, inside witness. 

The liberalization argument now given 
wide publication has been called upon in 
earlier times and a mere mention of the 
instances reveals their lack of validity; 
for example, it appeared in the thirties 
during the Stalin “thaw,” again “during 
the wartime alliance with democracies 
forced upon the Kremlin by the Nazi in- 
vasion, then in the intoxicating years of 
the spirit of Yalta, the spirit of Geneva 
and the spirit of Camp David.” But, to 
quote at length, here is what it is like in 
the Soviet dominated nations. 

The simple, ascertainable fact is that the 
communist nations are still totalitarian 
police-states, ruled by the same self-per- 
petuating party, led largely by men who were 
enthusiastic collaborators in Stalin’s worst 
crimes. The people, and even rank-and-file 
communists, have no more voice in govern- 
ment and policy-shaping than in the past. 
The state, as always, holds absolute control 
of the press, education, foreign trade, em- 
ployment, trade unions, everything. “Social- 
ist realism,” the official formula in the fields 
of culture, is still the only safe guide for 
writers and artists. An underground litera- 
ture, passed from hand to hand in manu- 
script, challenges the published literature. 
The blackout on foreign newspapers and 
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magazines remain total. Broadcasts from 
abroad, except for the mild, toothless varie- 
ties, are jammed. 

The peasants, some 40 percent of the pop- 
ulation in the U.S.S.R., remain collectivized 
state-serfs chained to the land. Non-Russian 
minorities continue to be governed with an 
iron hand from Moscow, with constant 
purges of so-called “bourgeois nationalists.” 
The security-police establishment is still, 
with the possible exception of China’s, the 
largest and most ruthless in the world and 
is used continually to crush strikes and 
smash demonstrations. The anti-God drives 
have been intensified sharply in the 1960's. 
The fate of the three million Jews, treated as 
second-rate citizens, has not improved since 
the passing of Stalin, 

The population of Soviet forced-labor 
camps and colonies must still be reckoned 
in hundreds of thousands—in millions ac- 
cording to some Western analysts. More as- 
sorted political “crimes have been made sub- 
ject to the death penalty than in the Stalin 
era, Trying to leave the country without per- 
mission is still punishable by death.” Mil- 
lions of young people, in vigilante formations 
reminiscent of China’s Red Guards, spy on 
the personal and political morals of their 
neighbors, with authority to “try” and pun- 
ish sinners. 

Most important, the ideology, the im- 
moralism and political system which made 
Stalinism at its worst possible, remain un- 
changed. The regime zealously safeguards 
its monopoly of political power. All alleged 
reforms stop dead at the point where they 
might affect that monopoly. Economists, for 
instance, may analyze economic ailments 
and suggest remedies—but they dare not 
question the Marxist-Leninist theology or 
the basic doctrine of national planning. Poets 
may again sing of love, the soul, truth—pro- 
vided they acknowledge the eternal verities 
of communism and raise no doubts about the 
right of the dictatorship to rule. Beyond these 
limits, scientists and writers alike face pun- 
ishment, or in some cases, confinement in 
lunatic asylums. 

These are the realities which the bridge- 
builders equate with liberalization, democ- 
racy, an open society—surely they must have 
a low opinion of such concepts!—and they 
base foreign policies on the fantastic equa- 
tion. Robert Conquest, a British poet who 
is also a seasoned student of Soviet affairs, 
writing in 1962 in the scholarly American 
journal, Problems of Communism, put the 
facts in focus: “If Khrushchev’s Russia were 
judged by any standards operating before 
the rise of Hitler and Stalin, it would be 
thought a revolting oppressive dictatorship.” 

Nothing has happened since 1962 to dis- 
credit that judgment. Attacks on Stalin and 
“rehabilitation” of his victims have stopped. 
He is increasingly hailed as a “great com- 
munist leader.” In this respect, the process 
now under way amounts to re-Stalinization. 

The notion that the satellite regimes are 
seeking “national independence” is pure 
mythology. Not one of them could survive if 
it were not shielded by Moscow against its 
restive people. They would reject true inde- 
pendence, leaving them naked at the mercy 
of their unhappy subjects, even if the Krem- 
lin offered it. 

Colonial satraps have always wanted more 
local maneuverability. Even Vikdun Quisling, 
Hitler’s creature in Norway, pressed Berlin 
for some independence of action. Seeming 
gestures of “defiance” by Rumania and other 
East European states are understood, and 
doubtless sanctioned, by the Soviet overlords 
as useful in placating their deeply anti- 
Russian citizenry. It is being said that these 
states are no longer a “monolithic” unit. 
But they never were. There have always been 
ethnic, frontier and economic conflicts 
among them, precisely as there were among 
various colonies within the British empire. 
Talk of “liberalization” is especially strong 
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in Czechoslovakia; yet the liberal American 
columnists, Rowland Evans and Robert No- 
vak, attested in a recent dispatch from 
Prague that “Czechoslovakia remains in for- 
eign policy an undeviating satellite of the 
Soviet Union.” 

To people in East-Central Europe, inde- 
pendence means not only the removal of the 
Russian yoke but of the communist harness. 
The politically conscious Rumanians, Hun- 
garians, etc., crave autonomy as a prelude to 
ridding themselves of their communist 
quislings. The Red regimes thus have a plain 
life-and-death stake in avoiding genuine 
independence. Renunciation of Soviet mili- 
tary support against their own intellectuals 
and the masses would amount to suicide. 

Faced, like the U.S.S.R. itself, by decay of 
their planned economies, the puppet govern- 
ments naturally reach out for Western tech- 
nology and credits. In this, we may be sure, 
they have the blessings of Moscow, since it 
invigorates the entire Red bloc, Satellite 
business with the non-communist world has 
been growing, but no faster than Soviet trade 
with that world. It is a common policy geared 
to common needs. There is little excuse for 
reading into it a struggle for independence. 

WE GAIN NOTHING 


Mr. Lyons notes that since the “liber- 
alization” is not taking place, we gain 
nothing. But what do we lose? What do 
we give for this nothing? 

We give credence to claims that the 
Soviets have taken over Eastern Europe, 
and other areas, for good, although we 
still do not recognize several of them. 
We abandon the exiled leaders and 
people of the captive nations. We give 
support to the legality which the Soviets 
want as a step of solidification. We un- 
dermine NATO defenses, and create in- 
fighting between Western nations on 
issues of unneeded trade, and provide 
fuel for De Gaulle’s anti-American fires. 
We release production in Communist 
nations so it can be used to supply Hanoi 
and other covert revolutionary actions 
around the globe, and we finance our 
trade with tax dollars. These are some 
of the consequences of building bridges, 
and of reaching for a nonexistent rap- 
prochement. 

These are only a few of the many fac- 
tual statements and sound arguments 
which Eugene Lyons sets forth in “Op- 
eration Suicide,” but they should be 
enough for any conscientious American 
to want to find out more. Let these ques- 
tions be answered, if there are valid 
answers, before more planks are laid on 
bridges rooted, solidly, in our liberal 
establishment, but in the Soviet Union 
in a quagmire of Communist ambiguity, 
practiced deceit, ideological commit- 
ments to our ultimate destruction.” 


THE LATE EMANUEL RESS, POLITI- 
CAL POET LAUREATE 


Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. KuprermMan] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
Record and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. KUPFERMAN. Mr. Speaker, my 
friend, Emanuel “Manny” Ress, the 
political poet laureate and button king, 
is dead. 
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He was a pioneer in the art of titillat- 
ing the ticket in political situations. He 
knew all the politicians of whatever 
party and station, and was friend to all. 

His buttons and slogans were “clean 
not obscene,” and he would not have it 
otherwise. 

Manny will be missed, and he would 
have appreciated the conclusion Ress in 
Peace.” 

His obtituary from the New York 
Times of Wednesday, July 26, 1967, 
follows: 


EMANUEL Ress Dres HERE AT 59—Burron 
KING or POLITICAL SLoGANS—CoMPOSED 
“Win WITH WILKIE” AND WI NEED ADLAI 
BADLY” IN NONPARTISAN CAREER 


Emanuel Ress, who was known as the 
“button king” for his energetic promotion of 
buttons with political slogans, died of cancer 
Monday night in the New York Infirmary. He 
was 59 years old and lived at 62-10 84th 
Street, Rego Park, Queens. 

Mr. Ress, who sometimes called himself 
“the button baron—a sloganeer without a 
peer,” headed the Emress Specialty Company 
of 64 West 23d Street, which also makes pins, 
tags, posters, auto bumper stickers and other 
slogan buttons. 

A tall, baldish, quick-spoken man, Mr. 
Ress was a familiar figure at the national 
political conventions of both major parties. 

“I don’t care who wins,” his six-inch lapel 
button proclaimed. “My business is buttons,” 

Mr. Ress often talked in slogans, perhaps 
because he thought and dreamt in slogans. 
That's my business,” he said before one 
convention. That's what I need for the but- 
tons I make—slogans.” 

He called his slogans “brevity with levity” 
and a book, “Campaign Fever,” called him 
“the Shakespeare of the campaign buttons.” 
He estimated that he had turned out 500 mil- 
lion buttons in his time and had shipped 
them to all the states, Puerto Rico and 
France. 

COINED WILLKIE SLOGAN 

Mr. Ress, who was born in Brooklyn, at- 
tended Columbia University. He became in- 
terested in political campaigns in 1940, when 
he was asked to coin slogans for banners, 
pins, buttons and posters for Wendell L. 
Willkie. He composed “Win With Willkie.” 

Then he quit working for a brokerage house 
to join the specialty house that produced his 
original buttons. In World War II he served 
as captain in the Army finance department 
overseas and received the Legion of Merit. 

After the war he returned to New York 
and set up his specialty company. “I was de- 
termined to be bipartisan,” he said, “and the 
more a party buys from me the more biparti- 
san I become.“ 

He showed his bipartisan spirit in 1952 
by countering “I Like Ike,” which he said he 
had composed in 1947, with “We Need Adlai 
Badly.” He was also ready with a song, 
“We're Looking Over Estes Kefauver Whom 
We Overlooked Before,” and “Ike and Dick 
Sure to Click.” 

Mr. Ress kept himself posted on political 
trends by reading newspapers and magazines, 
staying in touch with leaders at local levels 
and visiting national conventions early as “a 
missionary.” “I have to know what's going 
to happen,” he explained, “so that I can 
have my buttons out on time.” 

When former President Dwight D. Eisen- 
hower criticized the “sensation-seeking col- 
umnists and commentators” at the 1964 Re- 
publican convention, Mr. Ress’s factory 
quickly punched out “Sensation-Seeking 
Press” buttons that kept appearing on the 
lapels of reporters throughout the campaign. 
Hours after the blackout in the Northeast, 
Mr. Ress was marketing a large black button 
that said: “In Memory of New York’s Darkest 
Hour, Nov. 9, 1965.” 
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Mr. Ress capitalized on the recent fad for 
wacky, irreverent buttons. Some of his 
“hippy-snippy-saying” buttons, as he called 
them, read “Speak British—Think Yiddish,” 
“Sex Is a Means of Communication” and, 
with a picture of a man with an axe, “Sup- 
port Mental Health Or—I'll Kill You.” 

Others, for controversial political issues, 
had these legends: “Make Love Not War,” 
“Bomb Hanoi” and “Get Out of Vietnam” 
and “Black Power,” “White Power” and 
“Green Power.” 

Mr. Ress maintained that “buttons should 
be seen, not obscene.” Some people, he de- 
clared, are buying just for shock value. “Some 
even have four-letter words,” he noted. 
That's an awful thing to have in a store 
where kids gather. The button business has 
always been a fun business, and I resent 
cheapening it.” 

Perhaps the saddest of his buttons reads: 
“You Too Can Be Replaced By A Button.” 

Surviving are his widow, the former Betty 
Finkelson; his mother, Mrs. Rose Dunn, five 
brothers and four sisters. 

A funeral service will be held at 12:45 P.M. 
today at the Riverside, Amsterdam Avenue 
and 76th Street. 


A JOB TO DO 


Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Iowa [Mr. ScHWENGEL] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the Recorp 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SCHWENGEL. Mr. Speaker, no 
one has been more dismayed by the 
recent riots in Newark, Detroit, New 
York, and elsewhere than have I. 

The futility of the rioting was ex- 
pressed by one Negro in Detroit who was 
reported to have said: 


How dumb can they get? Where are we 
going to get our food tomorrow, where are 
all of these people going to get our food 
tomorrow? Where are all of these people 
going to work? 


The failure of the program which 
many of my colleagues on the floor of 
this House have so roundly praised was 
pointed to by Daniel Moynihan, head of 
the MIT-Harvard Joint Center for 
Urban Studies, when he said: 

All of the things we've tried to help the 
cities with aren’t working out very well, are 
they? 

The riots, the looting, the violence cer- 
tainly demand our immediate attention. 
Lawlessness cannot be tolerated. The 
needless death and wanton destruction of 
property cannot be allowed to continue. 
The problems of the ghetto do not vanish 
with the burning of homes, the looting of 
businesses and the killing of either 
whites or Negroes. But before these prob- 
lems can be meaningfully attacked law 
and order must be reestablished. Nothing 
can be solved by anarchy. The chaotic 
conditions which result from riots and 
disorder make it even more difficult to 
attempt to solve the problems of the 
ghetto. 

New programs, new policies, imagina- 
tive ideas, and strong leadership are 
badly needed to meet the key problems 


20520 


of education and job opportunities in the 
ghetto. All sectors of society, both public 
and private, must involve themselves in 
the effort to solve the problems, Govern- 
ment cannot do it alone. The churches, 
the social agencies, and other private 
groups must redouble their efforts. Co- 
operation between private groups and 
government must take place on a much 
larger scale than before. 

To the extent that the programs Con- 
gress has passed have failed to meet the 
challenge of the problems of the ghetto, 
Congress bears a responsibility for the 
disorders. This also means that Congress 
bears a responsibility for finding solu- 
tions to the problems we now face. 

For this reason I am introducing a 
House concurrent resolution to establish 
a joint House-Senate committee to be 
composed of 12 members, six from each 
House, with equal representation from 
both political parties. The task of the 
committee would be to investigate the 
cause of the recent riots and then make 
recommendations which can help to pre- 
vent any future outbursts of violence. 

Mr. Speaker, the need is not for ora- 
tory or for debate over who is to blame. 
What is needed is a fresh look, a discern- 
ing and critical evaluation of the basic 
concepts and principles on which past 
programs have been based. 

It is my hope that the resolution I 
offer today will provide the basis for the 
development of new concepts and prin- 
ciples on which a better life for all can 
be built. 


ANTIPOVERTY WORKERS INVOLVE- 
MENT IN NEWARK 


Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from North Carolina [Mr. GARDNER] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
very pleased to report that a bipartisan 
investigating team from the Education 
and Labor Committee will be going to 
Newark, N.J., to investigate the com- 
plicity of antipoverty workers in the re- 
cent destructive and bloody riots and 
looting. I believe that this investigation 
is proper and will result in some very 
important and interesting information. 
There is certainly very strong evidence 
that there was such involvement as re- 
ported before by Police Director Spina, 
Mayor Hugh Addonizio, city council 
members, Frank Addonizio and Lee 
Bernstein, and myself. 

I visited Newark on July 20 and 21, 
1967, at the request of council members, 
Addonizio, Bernstein, and Police Com- 
missioner Spina. After meeting with 
these government leaders and talking to 
many police investigators and touring 
the riot-torn area, I believe that anti- 
poverty workers paid with Federal funds 
were in the forefront of the inflamma- 
tory agitation. 

I have turned documented and con- 
crete evidence over to the Education and 
Labor Committee investigators to aid 
them in their investigation. I believe 
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that it is far past time for an in-depth 
study of this situation. 

I have submitted a violence-threaten- 
ing speech made before the Newark City 
Council by an antipoverty worker—who 
is still on the OEO payroll. Highlights of 
this extraordinary fulmination, hurled 
a few days before the outbreak of the 
bloody and destructive rioting are as 
follows: 

There is going to be blood running in the 
streets of Newark like there has never been 
anywhere else in America. .. . You will pay 
the supreme price, and the city, the state 
and the nation will know that in Newark, 
N. J., six supposedly upright citizens became 
the instrumentality for the worst kind of 
bloodbath that America has ever seen. 

You know that your actions are wrong, 
you know that you are perpetrating the worst 
kind of fraud, and yet you are hell-bent on 
doing it. So I am simply saying to you that 
when the blood runs thick, don’t come to me 
and ask why, because the reason for it will 
be the action that you take. 


An affidavit by detective Junius Hedge- 
speth describes an incendiary harangue 
by another antipoverty worker and the 
consequence, as follows: 

He told them that the black man was in a 
position to seize power in Newark. The crowd 
responded with yells, “We came here to fight.” 
Whereupon, someone in the crowd threw a 
bottle that hit the wall of the precinct sta- 
tion, and almost instantly was followed by 
other bottles. Then a barrage of rocks and 
bottles were thrown through the station 
doors and windows. The windows of all the 
police cars outside were smashed. 


I have also submitted affidavits from 
two police detectives that an automobile 
rented by the local antipoverty agency 
and driven by an antipoverty worker was 
used with a sound system to protest the 
changing of the meeting time of a sched- 
uled Newark Planning Board meeting. 
When this incident was reported to Sar- 
gent Shriver by Police Commissioner 
Spina, he denied it flatly and said the 
car was only used to transport folding 
chairs to a meetingplace. 

Also submitted were affidavits by com- 
munity action workers and members of 
the local board of trustees stating their 
firsthand knowledge of antipoverty 
workers’ involvement “in a series of 
events of protests and demonstrations 
and constant agitation of Newark resi- 
dents which led up to and culminated 
in the Newark riots which started July 
13, 1967.“ One community organizer 
stated: 

During the past four months I have per- 
sonally been involved in and aware of a 
deep involvement of United Community Cor- 
poration workers in a series of demonstra- 
tions and protest meetings in Newark, N. J., 
leading up to the Newark riots which started 
Thursday, July 13, 1967. On Thursday, July 
13, 1967, a rally sponsored by Operation “‘We 
Care,” Area Board No. 2, United Community 
Corp., was called in the 4th Precinct, New- 
ark Police Department, where picketing was 
in progress, protesting the arrest of a Negro 
taxi driver the previous night. A rumor was 
started at the rally that the taxi driver 
was dead. A spontaneous reaction followed 
which resulted in the Newark riots which 
lasted for several days. 


A community 
stated: 


organizer further 
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I can identify several United Community 
Corp. employees and officials which have been 
deeply involved in public agitation against 
the City of Newark Officials regarding the 
issue of the location of a Medical College in 
Newark and the appointment of the Secre- 
tary to the Newark Board of Education. 


I have also turned over to the commit- 
tee investigators pictures of several anti- 
poverty workers participating in the pro- 
test meetings and demonstrations. The 
antipoverty workers have been identified 
by name and have been thoroughly 
checked to insure that they are paid pov- 
erty workers. The dates and times of 
these events are thoroughly documented 
and reported. 

Documented proof shows that Hassan 
Jore Ahmed, the self-styled “colonel” 
who says he heads a Negro mercenary 
group, was involved in the same meet- 
ings with the antipoverty workers. His 
activities and organization are linked 
with the activities of the paid antipov- 
erty workers in protesting the above- 
mentioned medical facility. Asked about 
how far he would go to stop Newark city 
officials, Hassan said, We'll tear the 
joint down if we have to.” 

Also in my possession are flyers telling 
people how to make a ‘Molotov cocktail” 
and how to organize for “black unity.” 
These inflammatory and unbelievable 
flyers added to the destruction and loss 
of life in Newark. 

Several officials of the city of Newark 
recognized the danger in these develop- 
ments. Police Director Spina is officially 
on record as requesting Sargent Shriver 
to remove the workers of the OEO funded 
program from this activity. After a 3- 
week delay, Mr. Shriver gave his usual 
inept reply and strongly denied that any 
such activity was occurring and at- 
tempted to whitewash the whole matter. 
City council members Frank Addonizio 
and Lee Bernstein both recognized the 
dangers involved in the situation, but 
could not prevent the catastrophe. Mr. 
Addonizio and Mr. Bernstein invited me 
to Newark to investigate their allegations 
and charges. As a member of the Educa- 
tion and Labor Committee, I am vitally 
interested in and have been assigned the 
area of antipoverty workers’ involvement 
in political matters. Thus I was happy to 
accept their invitation. 

There are many complicated problems 
that have given rise to an atmosphere in 
which riots can occur. We must strive 
to help solve the very real problems of 
family disintegration, jobs, homes, and 
schooling in our ghettos and poverty- 
stricken areas. There are several good 
legislative proposals to help solve these 
problems. We have the “Percy” housing 
bill which will give our poor citizens the 
chance to own their own home and will 
encourage self-help rather than stifle 
incentive. We have the Human Invest- 
ment Act which will provide on-the-job 
training for our citizens who are pres- 
ently unemployed because of a lack of 
training. Also, we have the Opportunity 
Crusade which will truly correct the 
problems involved with the OEO and 
help the poor to help themselves. We 
must move forward with the legislation 
and other solutions to our problems, not 
because of recent riots or threats, but 
because it is morally and constitutionally 
right. 
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Congressional] action can help to elim- 
inate these underlying causes which lead 
to an atmosphere that individuals can 
use to foment violence. We have enacted 
antiriot legislation to help insure legal 
measures to deal with agitators. Our Na- 
tional, State, and local leaders must act 
quickly and aggressively to deal with 
those who break the law and serve as 
agitators. 

Gentlemen, I believe that the investi- 
gation now being conducted by the Edu- 
cation and Labor Committee will further 
substantiate my claim of antipoverty 
workers involvement in unrest that led 
to recent riots. We must act to curtail 
the poverty workers activity since OEO 
Director Shriver has given his tacit ap- 
proval of such involvement. The time for 
blindly defending mistakes in the poverty 
program is long past. Please join me in 
offering legislation to correct the abusive 
political involvement by Federal anti- 
poverty employees. 


MINK SITUATION CRITICAL: AC- 
TION BY CONGRESS NEEDED NOW 


Mr. LAIRD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to address the House for 1 
minute, to revise and extend my remarks, 
and to include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. LAIRD. Mr. Speaker, there is no 
industry in our country that has been 
hurt any worse by cheap foreign imports 
than the mink industry. The tremendous 
volume of cheap imports coming into 
the United States originate largely from 
the Scandinavian countries. 

Several of us here in the Congress have 
introduced legislation which would re- 
strict these imports and improve the 
situation that faces our mink ranchers. 

Current pelt prices—gross—are down 
28 percent from last year’s average 
price—from $19.50 for the 1965 crop to 
$14 for 1966. For our Wisconsin mink 
ranchers, this represents an operating 
loss of about $2 a pelt. It is clear that 
if this situation continues, more and 
more ranchers will be driven out of busi- 
ness. 

Mr. Speaker, action is needed and it 
is needed now. 

The dire situation that faces our mink 
industry was spelled out briefly, and in 
stark terms, in a joint resolution which 
passed the Wisconsin Legislature on 
June 13. 

Under unanimous consent, I ask that 
Senate Joint Resolution 64 be included 
in the Recorp at the conclusion of my 
remarks. 

In addition to Senate Joint Resolution 
64, Mr. Speaker, I ask that a recent letter 
from Gov. Warren Knowles to Mr. 
John I. Noel, of Fort Atkinson, Wis., be 
placed in the Recorp together with a 
message from the president of the Wis- 
consin Farm Bureau Federation, Percy 
H. Hardiman which appeared in the July 
10 issued of Badger Farm Bureau News. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, I ask that a table 
showing the 10 years—1956-66—growth 
of U.S. production in mink pelts and the 
steady increase in foreign imports which 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE 


each year capture a greater percentage 
of the U.S. market be included in the 
Recorp at this point together with the 
full text of my own bill, H.R. 7175. 

The materials referred to above follow: 
WISCONSIN SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 64 


Resolution memorializing Congress and the 
Committee on Ways and Means of the 
House of Representatives to prevent 
further serious economic loss to the mink 
producers of Wisconsin and the Nation by 
favorable action on and passage of H.R. 
6694 which would “freeze” on a quota basis 
the import of mink pelts from foreign 
producers 


Whereas, the self-reliant mink producers of 
Wisconsin during the past quarter century, 
through initiative, enterprise and the use of 
their own funds to promote and develop a 
market, have built the mink ranching in- 
dustry from virtually nothing into a thriving 
and important segment of the state’s agri- 
cultural economy; and 

Whereas, Wisconsin’s mink industry last 
year produced over 2,780,00 pelts and 
strengthened the state’s economy by more 
than $43,370,000; and 

Whereas, liberalized foreign trade policies 
have allowed duty-free imports from foreign 
producers to overload the domestic market 
developed by the mink producers of Wis- 
consin and other states and depress the prices 
to the point where 40% of the nation’s mink 
producers have been forced out of business; 
and 

Whereas, last year, duty-free imports 
dumped into our domestic market reached 
an all time high of 5,675,000 pelts and took 
over 42% of the market; and 

Whereas, further increases in these duty- 
free imports will seriously jeopardize Wiscon- 
sin’s thriving milk industry, create economic 
hardship for the producers and their em- 
ployes whose livelihood depend on it and 
cripple an important segment of Wisconsin's 
economy at a time when accelerated expan- 
sion is critically important to the entire 
state; and 

Whereas, H.R. 6694, now pending in Con- 
gress, would stabilize the importation of 
foreign mink pelts on a quota basis at 40% 
of the domestic market; now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the senate, the assembly con- 
curring, That the Wisconsin legislature urges 
members of the Committee on Ways and 
Means of the House of Representatives to 
recommend passage of bill H.R. 6694; and, 
be it further 

Resolved, That the Wisconsin legislature 
urges members of Congress to take prompt 
action in passing bill H.R. 6694 without delay; 
and, be it further 

Resolved, That duly attested copies of this 
resolution be transmitted immediately to the 
secretary of the senate of the United States, 
the Chief Clerk of the House of Representa- 
tives, the chairman and ranking minority 
member of the Committee on Ways and 
Means of the House of Representatives and 
the members of Wisconsin’s congressional 
delegation. 

Tue STATE OF WISCONSIN, 
EXECUTIVE OFFICE, 
Madison, June 28, 1967. 
Mr. JOHN I, NOEL, 
Fort Atkinson, Wis. 

Dzar Mr. NoEL: I am very aware of the 
critical price situation for our domestic mink 
producers, principally the result of cheap 
imports from the Scandinavian countries. 
Current pelt prices (gross) are $14.00, off 28 
percent from the average price of $19.50 for 
the 1965 crop, This, I understand, means an 
operating loss of $2.00 per pelt for our Wis- 
consin mink ranchers. 

Late last year I conferred with represen- 
tatives of the Wisconsin mink industry on 
the import problem and contacted Governors 
of other mink producing states as well as our 
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Congressmen. I am pleased to learn that 
Congressman Schadeberg has also introduced 
a corrective bill in the House of Representa- 
tives. 

I understand that twenty bills have been 
introduced in the House and four in the 
Senate, but that HR6694 is the bill spon- 
sored and backed by your national organiza- 
tion. With all the activity and interest 
shown, I feel sure that Congress will move 
to hearings on HR6694 and similar bills early 
this fall. 

The Wisconsin legislature is also support- 
ing the mink industry. On June 13th they 
completed action on Joint Resolution 28, 
requesting Congress to act favorably on 
HR6694, 

I will continue to “think mink” and expect 
further visits with your industry. I regret 
very much the current depressed price situ- 
ation faced by you and other ranchers in 
the state. Economic help on this import 
problem necessitates federal action and it 
looks like we may be able to convince the 
Congress that reasonable quotas are essen- 
tial for the future well-being of this impor- 
tant industry. 

Thank you for your letter and attached 
information, 

Sincerely, 
Warren P. KNOWLES, 
Governor. 


PRESIDENT’S MESSAGE 
(By Percy H. Hardiman) 


Imports are still plaguing farmers in Wis- 
consin and the nation. There is no word as 
yet from the Tariff Commission of their find- 
ings on the excessive imports of foreign dairy 
products and now we have become aware of a 
similar problem faced by the mink breeders 
of our state. 

The Secretary of Agriculture last April, 
hinted at a mid-July date for action on dairy 
imports and during a trip to the nation’s 
capital in June, I learned that there might 
be Presidential action sometime this month. 
It’s long over-due. 

Like the dairymen of the nation, the mink 
breeders have been the victims of huge, duty- 
free imports from abroad flooding their mar- 
kets that have taken years and millions of 
dollars to develop. And all this without any 
government aid. 

The Board of Directors, at their regular 
June meeting, adopted a statement to send 
to our Congressional delegation and the ex- 
ecutive officers of the American Farm Bureau 
Federation requesting immediate action be 
taken to freeze the imports of pelts into this 
country. The Tariff Commission should take 
the same action as they are currently work- 
ing for in the dairy industry. 

The mink industry is an important one in 
our state, with nearly 30% of the nation’s 
production here in Wisconsin. Approximately 
$45 million is poured into the state’s economy 
each year through this important agricul- 
tural segment. 

Now is the time to start thinking about 
Farm Bureau's policy development program 
for the year and there are many 
things that need to be studied and discussed. 

One of the important items is the need 
to up-date some of our antiquated laws gov- 
erning the use of additives in butter. As re- 
lated in the June issue of the News, there is 
& need to make changes to allow more but- 
ter-fat to be sold in the market place. Pres- 
ent laws prohibit much of this opportunity. 

Other items should include tax revision, 
lowering of the real estate tax and the repeal 
of the remaining portion of the personal 
property tax. It was through our policy de- 
velopment process and the hard work of our 
legislative department that we were able to 
eliminate—almost single handed—the first 
half of this burdensome tax on farmers. Now 
we need to work together again to do away 
with the remaining portion. 
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The figures in column 3 are drawn from 
annual publications of the Fish and Wildlife 
Service, Department of Interior. 

Figures in columns 5, 7, 8 and 9 are based 
directly on import and export of the De- 
partment of Commerce. 

Ranch production totals for crop year 1966 
are tentative estimates only so that all to- 
tals for that year are subject to correction at 
the point where firm figures become avall- 
able. The overall gross auction price, shown 
at minus $14.00 may well drop considerably 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE 


below that figure before all low ends of the 
current crop are finally sold. 

The consumption of mink in the United 
States, based on the figures above, appears 
to double roughly every ten years, due in no 
small measure to the publicity budgets of 
the marketing associations of EMBA, UMPA 
and GLMA, whose aggregate annual expen- 
ditures have totalled more than $1.25 million 
in the past ten or twelve seasons. Without 
such a boost the mink market certainly 
would have remained static, and would not 
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have offered foreign production the rich 
target for exploitation. “Free-riding” foreign 
production has now thoughtlessly expanded 
beyond all reasonable economic levels, with- 
out having provided the money for extra 
consumer demand, without which the mar- 
ket cannot remain buoyant. 

Continuously since 1959 price levels in the 
American market have been aggravated by 
excessive quantities of cheap foreign imports 
which have been absorbed largely by the 
trimming trades. 


GROWTH OF THE AMERICAN MARKET BY CROP YEARS—CONSUMPTION OF MINK PELTS, IMPORTED AND DOMESTIC PERCENTAGES COMPARED, 1956-66 


U.S. production 
Year 

Net U.S Average auc- 

Ranch Wild catch Total Less exports production tion oo 

(dollars) 

a) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) o) 

4, 417, 000 349, 000 4, 766, 000 421, 000 4,345, 000 19.54 
4,515, 000 , 000 4,914, 000 692, 000 4, 222, 000 19. 38 
5, 078, 000 322, 000 5, 400, 000 875, 000 4, 525, 000 20. 96 
5, 703, 000 372, 500 6, 075, 500 849, 000 5, 226, 500 21.48 
6, 445, 000 355, 000 6, 800, 000 882, 000 5, 918, 000 16. 41 
6, 727, 000 297, 000 7,024, 000 1, 018, 000 6, 006, 000 18.11 
6, 951, 000 300, 500 7, 251, 500 976, 000 6, 275, 500 16. 66 
7, 077, 000 366, 000 7, 443, 000 088, 000 6, 355, 000 18. 08 
7. 491, 000 317, 000 7, 831, 000 901, 000 6, 930, 000 17.57 
8, 225, 000 287, 000 8. 512. 000 1, 200, 000. 7, 312, 000 19, 48 
8, 700, 000 287, 000 8. 987, 000 1, 124, 000 7, 863, 000 —14. 00 


Source: The totals listed in column 2, representing total ranch production, are based on ranch census cards submitted to the 


of the United States. 


H.R. 7175 


A bill to amend the tariff schedules of the 
United States with respect to the rate of 
duty on whole skins of mink, whether or 
not dressed 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House 
of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That (a) 
schedule 1, part 5, subpart B of the Tariff 
Schedules of the United States (19 U.S.C. 
1202) is amended by inserting after item 
123.50 the following new items: 


“ Whole skins of mink, 
whether or not 


dressed: 

In each calendar 
year before the 
entry, or with- 
drawal from 


123. 60 


warehouse, for 
consumption of 
the number of 
such skins which 
equals 40% of 
the domes’ 
consumption of 
such skins dur- 
ing that year, as 
estimated by the 
Secretary o 
Agriculture 
under headnote 
5 to this subpart..| Free 
In each calendar 
year after the 
entry, or with- 
drawal from 
warehouse, for 
consumption of 
the number of 
such skins which 


Free 
123. 62 


5 to this subpart... 50% a 
val. 


123. 65 Plates made of two or 
more whole skins of 
mink, whether or not 
dressed 


50% ad 
val. 


50% ad 


50% ad 
val. jt- 
(b) The headnotes for schedule 1, part 5, 
subpart B of such Schedules are amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following 
headnote: 


“5. The Secretary of Agriculture, for each 
calendar year after 1967, shall, before the 
beginning of such year, estimate, publish, 
and certify to the Secretary of the Treasury 
the number of whole skins of mink, whether 
or not dressed, that will be domestically 
consumed during such year. Estimations 
made by the Secretary of Agriculture under 
this headnote shall be final.” 

SEC. 2. The amendments made by the first 
section of this Act shall apply with respect 
to articles entered, or withdrawn from ware- 
house, for consumption on or after January 
1, 1968. 


OIL IMPORT PROGRAM 


The SPEAKER. Under previous order 
of the House, the gentleman from Okla- 
homa [Mr. Steep] is recognized for 60 
minutes. 

Mr. STEED. Mr. Speaker, I recently 
introduced a bill, H.R. 10711, which is 
designed to promote the general welfare, 
foreign policy, and national security of 
the United States by establishing a leg- 
islative limitation upon the quantity of 
imports of petroleum. 

The Congress in 1955 established a 
policy, as a part of the Trade Act, that 
imports should be limited whenever nec- 
essary in the interest of national secu- 
rity. This policy was further defined in 
the law in 1958 and again in the Trade 
Expansion Act of 1962. This policy is set 
forth in 19 United States Code Annotated 
1862, and is known as the National Secu- 
= Provision of the Trade Expansion 

ct. 

The national security provision of the 
law confers upon the President’s very 
broad discretionary authority. This au- 
thority was applied to petroleum in 1959, 
at which time the present mandatory oil 
import program was inaugurated. It has 
continued since that time under three 
Presidents. 

The present Middle East crisis very 
dramatically demonstrates the wisdom 


American market mix 


Consumption in the 


United States 

Plus total | Average value Percent 

imports of imports Total imports 
(dollars) 
(8) (9) (10) ab 

1, 865, 000 16. 28 6, 210, 000 30. 03 
2. 763, 000 13.28 6, 985, 000 39.55 
2, 591, 000 15.97 7, 116, 000 36. 41 
2,775, 000 16. 99 8, 001, 500 34. 68 
2. 846, 000 15. 62 8, 764, 000 32. 47 
4, 131, 000 11. 83 10, 137, 000 40,75 
3, 825, 000 13. 51 10, 100, 500 37. 87 
4, 460, 000 13. 86 10, 815, 000 41, 24 
4, 445, 000 14.03 11, 375, 000 39. 08 
4, 882, 000 13.16 12, 194, 000 40. 03 
5, 675, 000 12. 87 13, 538, 000 41,92 


national board office each year by a majority of the mink ranchers 


of Congress and the President in estab- 
lishing the policy that oil imports should 
be limited in the interest of national 
security. Despite the disruption of Mid- 
dle East oil, our Nation is secure because 
we have a domestic industry that is 
capable of meeting our full requirements. 
Some of our friends among the nations 
of the world are not so fortunate and 
they stand to suffer. 

Although we have a domestic industry 
that is capable of providing our current 
needs, I am concerned that during recent 
years it has suffered serious declines and 
is not as strong and healthy as it should 
be. For example, during the past 10 years, 
we have found and developed new re- 
serves of oil about equal to our con- 
sumption. This means that we have not 
added any sufficient reserves for emer- 
gency use. 

It seems to me, therefore, that in view 
of the current Middle East crisis and 
also the experience of the Suez crisis of 
1956, it is timely for us to examine our 
position and to take whatever action is 
required to assure that this Nation re- 
mains strong in its position to produce 
oil sufficient for our needs. 

The present mandatory oil import 
program, in my opinion, has been vital 
for keeping us self-sufficient. Without it, 
during the years since 1959, I am sure 
total imports would have been far greater 
than they are today and our domestic 
industry would not be in a position to 
meet our current needs. I commend the 
President and the Department of the 
Interior for having maintained this pro- 
gram. It has served us well, but I am 
now concerned that it recently has been 
weakened, and even more important, it 
is now threatened with further weaken- 
ing which I strongly feel must be 
avoided. Like any administrative pro- 
gram where the legislative guidelines are 
few and general in nature, pressures in- 
evitably build up for special exemptions, 
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individual treatments, and other types 
of loopholes. That is the position we are 
now faced with in regard to the manda- 
tory oil import program. 

The Middle East crisis makes it clear 
that Congress would be remiss in its 
obligation if it did not act to shore up 
this program in the interest of our future 
security. It is for this reason that I have 
introduced a bill which would provide 
a legislative limitation on the imports 
of petroleum. 

I would like to point out that the bill 
I have introduced basically writes into 
law the present administrative program. 

Paragraph (e) of the bill would limit 
imports into the United States east of 
the Rockies to 12.2 percent of oil produc- 
tion in that area. I should point out that 
the bill does not apply to imports of resid- 
ual fuel oil, which are handled under 
@ separate import program. The bill I 
have introduced applies only to imports 
of crude oil and light petroleum prod- 
ucts. The 12.2 percent limitation is the 
same that is presently applied under the 
mandatory oil import program. Unfor- 
tunately, some loopholes and leaks have 
developed which have permitted imports 
to exceed the 12.2 ratio. For example, 
imports from Canada are within the 12.2 
limit but they are estimated each year 
and any excesses over and above the esti- 
mates mean that the 12.2 limit is vio- 
lated. Last year these excess imports 
from Canada averaged about 50,000 bar- 
rels daily. This is a large leak and it 
threatens to grow larger. It and similar 
loopholes in the program must be closed 
8 import program is to be meaning- 

Paragraph (f) of the bill applies to 
the Western States. Under the present 
program there are in effect two separate 
programs, one for the United States east 
of the Rockies, and another for the 
United States west of the Rockies. The 
need for separate treatment is brought 
about by the fact that within the West- 
ern States there is inadequate local pro- 
duction as compared with consumption. 
In the Eastern States there is a large 
shut-in producing capacity. It is im- 
portant, therefore, that the program be 
defined and administered in a manner 
to encourage the development of pro- 
duction within the Western States and 
for the fullest use within those States 
of oil from the Eastern States. This is 
necessary if the Western States are to 
avoid becoming increasingly dependent 
upon imports. It would be unwise to per- 
mit a large portion of our Nation to 
become increasingly dependent upon un- 
certain foreign sources. 

It has come to my attention that the 
Independent Oil & Gas Producers of 
California, which is an association rep- 
resenting producers in that State, has 
proposed that this paragraph be 
amended and it is my understanding 
that my colleagues Mr. Hosmer of Cali- 
fornia will present the amended lan- 
guage. I am familiar with this proposed 
change. I welcome this amendment of 
the bill, It provides a more specific legis- 
lative guideline which is designed to re- 
quire continuation of the present pro- 
gram in district V. I am sure that other 
Members of the House who have intro- 
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duced similar bills will find no objection 
to the inclusion of this amendment. 

Paragraph (g) of my bill would re- 
quire that imports of finished and un- 
finished products be reduced until elim- 
inated. In other words, this provision 
would eventually lead to a position 
wherein only crude oil would be im- 
ported. Like paragraph (e) and (f) this 
paragraph applies only to imports into 
the United States. It is not intended, for 
example, to apply to the movement of 
oil into Puerto Rico. Historically, the 
United States has never been a substan- 
tial importer of oil products. In addition, 
the domestic refining industry would be 
fully developed and capable of producing 
the oil products required. We have ade- 
quate refining capability today and it 
should be maintained. There is no need, 
therefore, to import finished or unfin- 
ished products. The present program pro- 
vides that importers who imported prod- 
ucts in 1957 may continue to import the 
same quantity. In other words, imports 
of products are frozen at the 1957 rate. 
A permanent freezing of the 1957 posi- 
tion does not seem justified and since 
product imports are not necessary they 
should be eliminated. There is no fixed 
period for the phaseout and therefore 
this provision should not cause any hard- 
ships on anyone with existing commit- 
ments. 

Paragraph (h) defines petroleum“ 
and “imports” so as to include several 
categories of shipments of petroleum 
into the United States which do not now 
technically qualify as “imports.” As an 
example, there are shipments from 
Puerto Rico which are not now treated 
as imports. These shipments should be 
included because they involve the dis- 
placement of domestic oil by foreign oil 
just the same as imports from other 
sources. In addition, this constitutes a 
threatening loophole in the program. 
There are numerous applications now 
pending by individual companies asking 
permission to build large petrochemical 
plants and refineries in Puerto Rico, the 
Virgin Islands, and Guam, involving some 
125,000 barrels daily of oil shipments into 
the mainland United States. If these ap- 
plications should be approved—and great 
pressures are now being exerted upon the 
Department of the Interior to do so— 
the present program would be made in- 
effective and largely meaningless. It is 
imperative, therefore, that action be 
taken to close this loophole in the pres- 
ent program. 

Another example are shipments of oil 
into a foreign trade zone located within 
the United States, which are not tech- 
nically imports. The Secretary of Com- 
merce has recently approved the estab- 
lishment of two foreign trade zones for 
the operation of petrochemical plants 
anticipating the use of foreign petroleum 
feedstocks. This was unwise action but 
unfortunately has been taken, and the 
two companies involved are now seeking 
permission from the Department of the 
Interior to utilize foreign oil in these 
foreign trade zones. If this is permitted, 
it can be expected that other petrochem- 
ical companies will deluge the Depart- 
ment with similar applications. This 
constitutes a very large threat to the 
present program and should be prohib- 
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ited by law so the Department of the 
Interior will not be under continuous 
pressure for such special treatment. 

In summation, the bill I have intro- 
duced would basically write into law the 
present oil import program. I do not 
know that the 12.2 ratio will prove to be 
adequate. It may have to be reduced. I do 
know, however, that the present pro- 
gram, which is weakened by existing 
loopholes and seriously threatened by 
the creation of new ones, does not pro- 
vide sufficient stability and assurances to 
the domestic industry. If the industry is 
to perform its functions of developing 
sufficient reserves, it must know with 
assurance what to expect for several 
years in advance. The present program 
does not provide that assurance. As a 
result, our domestic economy is weak- 
ened and our security position is weak- 
ened. This we cannot afford. 

When I view the present events, in the 
Middle East, my memory goes back to 
February 1962, at the time when the first 
Suez crisis was still a live reminder, and 
when the Saturday Evening Post pub- 
lished a highly inflamed article quoting 
the then Director of Petroleum and Min- 
eral Affairs in Saudi Arabia, Sheik 
Abdullah Tariki, a Texas-educated Arab 
radical who made this statement: 

Some day we (Arabs) will unite. Once we 
are strong enough to shut down all the wells, 
and close the Suez Canal, and shut off the 
pipelines—even if only for a few days—the 
(oil) companies will suddenly see a great 
3 os world cannot live without the Mid- 
east’s oil, 


It was my privilege and pleasure, Mr. 
Speaker, to denounce here in this Cham- 
ber that irresponsible and unbelievable 
display of arrogance. I recall that my 
remarks were printed in the New York 
Times, and other papers. I recall that 
Mr. Tariki was, about a week later, re- 
lieved of his duties and responsibilities. 
I cannot say whether my remarks had 
anything to do with his dismissal, but I 
like to think so. 

However, I understand this gentleman 
is an oil consultant and is still committed 
to making the West and the western oil 
companies “see a great light.” 

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, I urge my 
colleagues to give this matter their im- 
mediate attention. I particularly appeal 
to the highly respected chairman of the 
Ways and Means Committee [Mr. MILLS] 
to immediately undertake a considera- 
tion of this matter by his committee. We 
have had repeated warnings that this 
Nation must never become dependent 
upon foreign petroleum. We are dealing 
here with a matter too important to 
defer. The Congress has a heavy respon- 
sibility to take whatever action is neces- 
sary to assure that this Nation will re- 
main in a strong position defensewise, 
and we should meet that responsibility 
now. 

Mr. Speaker, the Western Governors’ 
Conference held its 1967 annual meeting 
June 25-28, in West Yellowstone, Mont. 
The western conference represents 
Alaska, Arizona, California, Colorado, 
Hawaii, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New 
Mexico, Oregon, Utah, Washington, Wy- 
oming, American Samoa, and Guam, 

At this meeting, the conference 
adopted a resolution on oil imports which 
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urges the Congress to take resolute and 

immediate action to insure the stability 

and integrity of the mandatory oil im- 

port program. I request unanimous con- 

sent to have a copy of this resolution 
printed in the Recor at this point. 

[A resolution adopted at the 1967 Annual 
Meeting, Western Governors’ Conference, 
June 25-28, West Yellowstone, Mont., June 
25-28] 

OIL IMPORTS 

Whereas, The Mid-East crisis demonstrated 
the necessity of a healthy and adequate do- 
mestic oil industry; and 

Whereas, The Mandatory Oil Import pro- 
gram was authorized by the Congress and es- 
tablished by Presidential proclamation in 
1959 for the express purpose of assuring ade- 
quate domestic oil supplies for national se- 
curity and 

Whereas, The program has been and is be- 
ing used for purposes not directly related to 
or consistent with this stated purpose—such 
as the promotion of foreign economic in- 
terests, individual companies and the con- 
trol of prices for crude oil and refined prod- 
ucts; and 

Whereas, Recent proposals from the Oil 
Import Administration of the Department of 
the Interior would be an even further de- 
parture from the stated purpose of the pro- 
gram—that of assuring a healthy domestic 
oil industry; and 

Whereas, There has been a sharp decline 
in exploration and drilling activity of the 
American petroleum industry, which has di- 
rectly and adversely affected the economies 
of the 13 western states and the welfare of 
their citizens; and 

Whereas, Further exemptions of certain 
imports and preferential treatment under 
the program will result in serious damage to 
the integrity, stability and effectiveness of 
the Mandatory Oil Import program and sub- 
sequently to the American domestic petro- 
leum industry; 

Now, therefore, be it resolved, That the 
1967 Annual Meeting of the Western Gov- 
ernors’ Conference, meeting in West Yellow- 
stone, Montana, expresses opposition to any 
action which will weaken, undermine or cir- 
cumvent the original intent and stated pur- 
pose of the Mandatory Oil Import program; 
and 

Be it further resolved, That the Western 
Governors’ Conference urge the United 
States Congress to take resolute and immedi- 
ate action to insure the stability and integ- 
rity of the Mandatory Oil Import program. 


Mr. BURLESON. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. STEED. I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. BURLESON. Mr. Speaker, for 
the Recorp, I think it might be interest- 
ing to our colleagues—and I believe I 
am correct in this, and I wonder if the 
gentleman will verify it—I believe the 
gentleman did have an arrangement for 
this time, as I recall it, before the oc- 
currence of the recent conflict in the 
Middle East. 

Mr. STEED. Yes, that is true. As the 
gentleman knows, we have been work- 
ing on this legislation for a consider- 
able time, and it just happened that the 
bills were ready for introduction and 
we had arranged for the special order to 
explain the bills about the time the Mid- 
dle East crisis broke out. That was one 
of the reasons why we delayed this, be- 
cause we did not want to be in a posi- 
tion of trying to mix that situation with 
what we were trying to do here. 

Mr. BURLESON. Mr. Speaker, I think 
the gentleman was wise. The reason I 
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raised this question for the Recorp is to 
indicate that there is no intent here of 
trying to dramatize this situation in the 
Mideast. 

If the gentleman will yield further, it 
does not have to be dramatized. It is 
dramatic. I think it points up the very 
thing we are talking about here, and that 
is if the national security section of the 
Trade Act means anything at all, this 
should be proof enough that this coun- 
try cannot depend for its oil for its 
national security upon foreign coun- 
tries, and therefore limiting imports to 
12.2 percent of domestic production is 
a sound provision of law. 

Mr, Speaker, the statement just made 
by the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. 
Steep] dramatically describes the situa- 
tion of our dependency upon foreign oil 
for our national security. 

As the gentleman has just indicated, 
it was his intent and others of us who 
join him in bringing this matter to the 
attention of our colleagues to have this 
discussion before the eruption of hos- 
tilities in the Middle East. The situation 
existing before the Israeli-Arab conflict 
a few weeks ago was as crucial then as 
it is at the present. Since then, however, 
the conflict stands as proof that if the 
security provision in the oil imports pro- 
gram means anything at all, we should 
have known what the results of the pres- 
ent situation would be. Notwithstand- 
ing the economics involved, Mr. Speak- 
er, the dependency on foreign oil for our 
domestic and military needs should re- 
quire no further evidence from what has 
recently happened. 

Twice now in a decade we have wit- 
nessed situations wherein inflamed Arab 
nationalism has acted to deny essential 
oil supplies to Western Europe. The 
threat also applies to the United States. 

Unless we provide firm assurance to 
our domestic oil industry that imports 
will be effectively limited as a national 
policy, we could very well see the day 
when we would be irretrievably depend- 
ent on Middle East oil. If such should 
happen, Mr. Speaker, this country and 
this Government could mark that event 
as the beginning of the end of our posi- 
tion of strength in this troubled world. 

It is my hope that before our country 
can ever be put in the unfortunate po- 
sition of our Western European neigh- 
bors in becoming dependent on Middle 
East oil, that this Congress will write 
into law oil import control legislation 
which will maintain our position against 
the whims and blackmail of dictators 
of the Middle East. 

Some newspaper articles say that there 
is no crisis foreseen in the present situ- 
ation and it is pointed out that sources 
remain available for our requirements in 
this country and for our requirements 
in Southeast Asia. The fact remains that 
more than 50 percent of our total re- 
quirements in Vietnam is drawn from 
the Persian Gulf area. This means that 
other sources must be found, as other 
sources had to be found at the time of 
the Suez crisis in 1956. 

At that time the domestic oil industry 
in the United States came through with 
the demands placed upon it. It did so 
with facilities which were more available 
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at that time than they are today. During 
the intervening 10 years the domestic 
industry has been weakened by reason 
of foreign oil competition. 

With the passing of the Suez crisis, 
domestic producers, and particularly the 
independent operators, were left with a 
surplus supply and prices dropped, which 
took away the incentive for exploration 
and caused the disintegration of facili- 
ties of the independent oil operators to 
seek new sources of production. 

Domestic producers learned a lesson 
at that time which they are not likely 
to forget, and if they are requested at 
this time to suddenly and precipitously 
increase production to meet an emer- 
gency situation, they will not likely favor 
the prospect of coming up holding the 
bag again when and if the present con- 
flict in the Middle East should suddenly 
be settled. Now, if the importing com- 
panies are permitted to fulfill annual 
quotas when sources of foreign oil are 
available, the domestic market will 
again experience a glut, resulting in the 
disruption of the price structure and a 
further deterioration of the ability of 
the domestic producer to continue in 
business, and certainly prevent his abil- 
ity to seek new discoveries. 

The nature of the oil industry, and this 
again is particularly applicable to the in- 
dependent operators, is not such that 
they can begin sizable increased pro- 
duction overnight. Neither can the de- 
velopment of reserves, which has been 
neglected in the last several years, be- 
cause the incentive to discover and pro- 
duce has not been present, continue at 
the rate to give assurances of economic 
survival and, certainly, to meet the de- 
mands of national defense. 

The reserves of crude oil have not been 
increased to the extent needed simply 
because the risk of venture capital af- 
fords no prospect of reasonable return. 
As a result, many independents have gone 
out of business and these independents 
are the ones which have historically 
made discoveries. 

Mr. Speaker, as indicated, those of us 
who have long been interested in the 
welfare of this vital industry again call 
this matter to the attention of Members 
that they may know of the threatening 
situation. 

The present import program was au- 
thorized by Congress and proclaimed by 
three Presidents for one purpose—to 
maintain our national security position 
with adequate and essential petroleum 
fuels. Unfortunately, by reason of loop- 
holes and pressures, this purpose has 
been circumvented to a dangerous de- 
gree and the program has been rear- 
ranged to accomplish ends unrelated to 
security for our Nation. 

The Trade Expansion Act includes the 
national security provision. The present 
program established under this law pro- 
vides that we shall not depend on for- 
eign oil sources to a greater extent than 
12.2 percent of domestic production. This 
is the objective, but loopholes have been 
found which seriously threaten this pro- 
gram. 

On May 22, I introduced legislation 
which proposes to close some of the loop- 
holes and prevent circumvention of the 
intent of the national security provision. 
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On June 8, further legislation was intro- 
duced by other Members, including my- 
self, perhaps not in the exact language 
but for the same purpose. This action 
followed hearings conducted on May 22 
and 23 by the Oil Import Administration 
of the Department of the Interior, where 
testimony was presented on how the pro- 
gram was being eroded and the dangers 
which lie ahead unless better tools are 
given the Imports Administration to 
meet these circumventions now taking 
place and which, no doubt, are going to 
be greater in the very near future. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to include in the Record the statement 
which I made before the Imports Ad- 
ministration of the Department of the 
Interior on May 22, 1967. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
VicoriTo). Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

The statement is as follows: 


STATEMENT BY CONGRESSMAN OMAR BURLE- 
SON, DEMOCRAT, OF TEXAS, ON THE MANDA- 
TORY OIL Import PROGRAM BEFORE THE OIL 
IMPORT ADMINISTRATION, DEPARTMENT OF 
THE INTERIOR, May 22, 1967 


I appreciate the opportunity to appear be- 
fore you today because I feel the Mandatory 
Oil Import Program which was established to 
implement Goyernment policy with respect 
to petroleum imports continues to be vitally 
important to our Nation, and perhaps even 
of growing importance in view of world con- 
ditions. 

The program is important not only from 
the standpoint of national security which 
is its sole objective but also it is important 
to the economic wellbeing and growth in our 
general peace time economy, 

The national security can be served only if 
the domestic petroleum industry is in sound 
economic condition during peace time as well 
as during emergency. 

At the outset, I wish to commend the 
Secretary and other officials of the Depart- 
ment of the Interior responsible for the ad- 
ministration of the program. As you know, 
I have and do disagree with some of the 
administrative actions taken but on the 
whole, the program has been well-admin- 
istered and unquestionably has made a sub- 
stantial contribution. 

The Congressional delegation of authority 
for the program is broad and general. Under 
these circumstances, I think it is inevitable 
that pressures build up for exceptions and 
special treatments to meet particular situa- 
tions. We have observed such developments 
with respect to Canada, Mexico, Puerto Rico, 
the Virgin Islands, Guam, petrochemical 
plants, foreign-trade zones, asphalt, etc. 

I am especially concerned at this time 
about the many pressures that have been 
brought to bear on the program. I have come 
to the conclusion that the basic fault in 
this situation is with Congress in not pro- 
viding in the law more specific general guide- 
lines, I am, therefore, considering introduc- 
ing legislation to provide such guidelines. In 
the meantime, I would be hopeful that the 
Department of the Interior could take ad- 
ministrative action to provide the necessary 
protection from threats to the program. My 
present thoughts are that legislative guide- 
lines would perhaps be advisable with re- 
spect to the following matters. 

First. The law should provide that total 
petroleum imports excluding residual fuel 
oil, into Districts I-IV be limited to 12.2 
percent of domestic production in those dis- 
tricts. I believe that if the 12.2 ratio is firmed 
up by law and made inviolate to loopholes 
and threats from various pressures that it 
might be found to be adequate. Under pres- 
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ent conditions, there is widespread concern 
that the 12.2 ratio will be increased in order 
to accommodate some of the pending ap- 
plications, This creates much uncertainty 
within the industry with a very disruptive 
effect on exploratory and development plan- 
ning stage and actual production. 

Second. The law should enunciate a policy 
that imports into District V be limited in a 
manner that will encourage to the very maxi- 
mum development of production within that 
district and the use to the fullest extent 
possible of domestic supplies in preference to 
imports. I am glad to note that the adminis- 
tration of the program has served these pur- 
poses to an encouraging extent. For example, 
I note that production in District V has in- 
creased from a low point in 1962 by some 
100,000 barrels daily. In addition, I have been 
pleased to note that shipments from the Gulf 
Coast into District V have increased steadily 
during the past few years by some 50,000 
barrels daily and that overland movement 
into District V has also increased, I would 
be hopeful, therefore, that further progress 
can be made in the production within District 
V and in the greater use of domestic supplies 
rather than imports. 

Third, The law should provide that imports 
of both finished and unfinished products 
should be phased out. Imports of unfinished 
oils developed as a circumvention of the vol- 
untary program and there is no justification 
for continuing them. Imports of finished 
products which are now authorized in the 
amount of about 80,000 barrels daily were 
brought into the program on the basis of 
imports and importers for the year 1967. 
There is no justification to freeze forever 
into the program the 1957 situation. We are 
also importing finished products outside the 
program in the amount of some 50,000 bar- 
rels daily from Puerto Rico. This in aggre- 
gate exceeds 100,000 barrels daily of finished 
products. In view of the fact that we have 
ample refinery capacity within the United 
States, there is no justification for us to be- 
come dependent on such a large amount of 
foreign products. 

Fourth. The law should define imports 
so as to include shipments of crude petro- 
leum and all its derivatives, except residual 
fuel oil, and also natural gas liquids, in- 
cluding any product which is used as feed- 
stock for petrochemical manufacture. The 
definition should also define imports as in- 
cluding shipments from Puerto Rico, the 
Virgin Islands, and Guam, as well as any 
shipment into any foreign-trade zone lo- 
cated within the United States. 

It is patently inequitable to give any re- 
fineries or petrochemical plants located on 
the Islands preferential position over plants 
located within the United States. I would 
also like to point out that the petrochemical 
industry has shown no need or justification, 
based on the national security, for preferred 
access to foreign feedstocks. 

Fifth. Another matter of concern to me 
has been the rapid increase in bonded prod- 
ucts, mostly jet fuel for use in international 
flights. This has increased from 15,000 barrels 
daily in 1959 to almost 70,000 barrels daily 
last year. This constitutes a loophole in the 
program which seems to me requires atten- 
tion. These fuel requirements would fall 
upon the domestic industry if the foreign 
source is cut off. In addition, it is my un- 
derstanding that the use of jet fuel in in- 
ternational flights is also extended to the 
domestic legs of those flights. This is cer- 
tainly a loophole and is unjustifiable. In view 
of the problems of international relations 
which are involved in regard to bonded fuel 
used in aircraft on international flights, I 
would be hopeful this could be handled ad- 
ministratively and I urge your attention to 
this matter. 

In conclusion, I would like to express a 
strong feeling that the program must not 
be used for purposes other than national 
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security. It is improper to use the program 
to solve the economic problems of Puerto 
Rico, the Virgin Islands, or Guam. I say this 
even though I am completely in sympathy 
with assisting those Islands to their eco- 
nomic problems but this should be done 
through means other than the import pro- 
gram. Particularly disturbing to me was the 
inclusion in the announcement of the hear- 
ing that in addition to national security, the 
program will be to review with the relation- 
ship to the clean-up of air and water pollu- 
tion.” We are all concerned about air and 
water pollution. But this problem must be 
met directly and certainly the national se- 
curity of the objective of the Mandatory 
Oll Import Program must not be relegated in 
a rush to solve the air and water pollution 
problem. If, in serving the national security 
objective of the Program there is beneficial 
fallout which serves the pollution problem, 
well and good, but there is no authority in 
the Law to use the Program with pollution 
abatement as the objective. 

I hope, Mr. Secretary, that when these pro- 
posals are formally presented in legislation 
and submitted to your Department for com- 
ment and opinion, you will be able to re- 
spond favorably. 

I also hope that both the independent oil 
producer and the major companies may like- 
wise support these more concise provisions 
which I believe will enable a more efficient 
administration of the program. 

We are going to have an important pro- 
gram. It makes sense to me that it should be 
one with more specifics and identifiable 
metes and bounds. 

Thank you, Mr. Secretary, and your as- 
sociates, for hearing me. 


Mr. STEED. I thank the gentleman 
for his very fine contribution, especially 
in view of the fact that no Member of 
the House has been more interested in 
or worked longer on this import prob- 
lem than has the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. BURLESON]. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to say, since 
the gentleman brought it up, that in con- 
nection with the other Suez crisis, after 
these small American oil companies re- 
sponded to the call of their country in 
that hour of need, but yet having no 
protection when the crisis ended, it re- 
sulted in bankruptcy for some of the 
small independent oil companies. 

Then, Mr. Speaker, another thing 
which has occurred in the last 20 years 
is the fact that the industry people 
know this and they are not going to be 
as easy to get involved in the pres- 
sures involved and the price differential 
involved because of it. Therefore, the 
time is going to come, if this situation 
is allowed to continue, that they must 
insist upon knowing where they stand. 
As a result thereof, Mr. Speaker, we 
could well be short of having the domes- 
tic resources that represent the lifeline 
of our country diminish this reserve 
resource. 

Mr. Speaker, after going through the 
last 10 or 15 years, with no improve- 
ment in this situation, it seems to me, if 
one wants to know the facts of the 
situation, this country is faced with a 
serious threat here, and it is high time 
that something be done about it. 

Mr, HOSMER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. STEED. I yield to the distin- 
guished gentleman from California. 

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Speaker, I wish to 
commend the gentleman from Oklahoma 
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for his excellent portrayal of, and state- 
ment on, this situation. I earnestly feel 
that he is totally correct in his assess- 
ment of the vital national defense need 
for a healthy domestic petroleum indus- 
try. Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from 
Oklahoma [Mr. STEED] points out that it 
also is needed to respond to the domestic 
needs of this country’s economy. 

I wish to express my particular appre- 
ciation to the gentleman from Oklahoma 
(Mr, Steep] for his understanding of the 
problem as it exists, separate and apart, 
in district V on the west coast, from that 
as it pertains to districts I through IV, 
the districts covering the balance of the 
Nation. I am pleased with his approval of 
the change I have suggested in para- 
graph (f) of the bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
at this point that following the remarks 
of the gentleman from Oklahoma I be 
permitted to further extend and revise 
my own remarks and to include extra- 
neous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
Vicortro). Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the gentleman from California? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. STEED. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
distinguished gentleman from Califor- 
nia. I think it is well that we emphasize 
at this point one thing. We are not un- 
dertaking nor trying to stop the importa- 
tion of foreign oil. This 12.2 quota per- 
mits almost 3 million barrels a day im- 
portation of foreign oil to come into this 
country, which is a very sizable amount 
of oil. What we are trying to do is to 
keep and to meet the daily requirements 
of this country in a competitive position 
with which to meet the imports which 
are coming in from foreign sources, in 
order that the domestic industry can stay 
healthy and vigorous in its search for 
new sources of oil. The Nation’s very life 
demands that it find these new sources. 
This is the only way in which this sort 
of thing can be accomplished. 

Mr, JARMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. STEED. I yield to my distinguished 
colleague, the gentleman from Okla- 
homa [Mr. JARMAN]. 

Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Speaker, I join 
in commending my colleague, the dis- 
tinguished gentleman from Oklahoma 
Mr. Streep], upon his timely statement 
on this tremendously important subject, 
and I wish to associate myself with his 
remarks. 

Mr. Speaker, for the sixth time within 
the memories of most of us, we are today 
experiencing a dramatic illustration of 
the dangers of dependence on foreign oil. 
In the oil-rich Middle East, Suez is 
closed and the pipelines shut down. Our 
Government has declared an oil emer- 
gency and is making plans to again re- 
shuffle supply lines and to attempt to 
soften the impact of a prolonged oil 
shutdown in the Arab countries. 

The lesson was made clear to us on 
many previous occasions—in World Wars 
I and II, in the Korean war in 1950, the 
Iranian oil shutdown of 1951, and the 
first Suez crisis in 1956-57. On that latter 
occasion, for a period of 6 months the 
domestic industry in the United States 
moved 600,000 barrels daily of oil from 
the Texas gulf coast to Europe which— 
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without our oil—faced a long cold winter 
without fuel. 

The only comfort for Europe in the 
present crisis is that it occurred at the 
beginning of the summer, Unless it lasts 
for months, at least nobody will freeze. 

The greatest comfort for our country 
is that we are not yet dependent on 
Middle East oil. It was the necessity to 
avoid such unnecessary dependence on 
faraway energy resources that compelled 
the Congress to enact the national se- 
curity amendment of the Trade Act in 
1955. This amendment was further re- 
viewed in 1958 and again in the Trade 
Expansion Act of 1962. The principal 
commodity the Congress had in mind on 
all these occasions was petroleum. 

Now, as a nation, we have two crises 
half a world apart—Vietnam and the 
Middle East powderkeg—which illus- 
trates the wisdom of the Congress in pro- 
viding for limitations on oil imports, and 
dramatizes again the fact that effective 
import limitations are imperative if we 
are to maintain a strong position as to 
essential fuels. 

Since 1957, our Government has had 
a policy of limiting oil imports—first on 
a voluntary, and later on a mandatory, 
basis. The essential nature of that policy 
is all too evident as we witness our Eu- 
ropean friends again being threatened 
with oil blackmail by the dictators of the 
Arab world. What we must guard against, 
Mr. Speaker, is the very real threat that 
we—as a nation—will find ourselves in 
that same untenable position unless we 
act and act forcefully to avoid further 
dependence on foreign oil. 

It behooves the Congress, with this 
new threat in the Middle East now again 
posing the stark reality of oil shortages, 
to take action which will protect this 
Nation from that eventuality. 

The present mandatory oil import pro- 
gram has served to prevent the United 
States from becoming dangerously de- 
pendent on foreign petroleum. Unfortu- 
nately, recent actions have served to 
weaken and undermine that program, 
and there are indications of further ac- 
tions—now pending—which might well 
destroy that program entirely. This we 
must not permit. 

Twice in 2 months, the Department of 
Interior has held hearings on a wide- 
ranging number of proposals designed to 
circumvent and undermine the import 
program. None of these proposals has 
even a remote relationship to the objec- 
tive of maintaining our oil security. All 
are without merit except to provide eco- 
nomic windfalls to their sponsors. Pro- 
viding economic advantage to individual 
companies is not among the purposes 
of the defense amendment, as I read it, 
Mr. Speaker. 

These proposals have had a discourag- 
ing effect, Mr. Speaker, on the domestic 
petroleum industry. Its confidence that 
firm import limitations, held on a basis 
which will permit long-range planning 
such as is required in the hazardous 
business of oil exploration and develop- 
ment, has all but evaporated. 

An example of this is what has hap- 
pened in my own State of Oklahoma. 
Exploration and drilling in Oklahoma is 
in its 11th year of decline. Historically, 
Oklahoma has been the most successful 
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of any State in exploratory drilling. 
Despite this, the number of rigs running 
there in the latest month totaled just 88, 
the lowest level in many years. 

The price of crude oil in Oklahoma is 
3 percent below the 1957-59 level, the 
base year used by the Government in its 
price-cost indices. In that period, wages 
in the oil-producing industry in Okla- 
homa have risen 28 percent; oilfield ma- 
terials 24 percent; well servicing charges 
56 percent. No other industry, in this age 
of inflation, has been so called upon to 
absorb increasing costs. As a result, the 
independent oil producer who has found 
the great bulk of the oil, not only in 
Oklahoma but throughout this country, 
is falling by the wayside. Independents 
by the hundreds have sold or merged 
their properties, or just simply quit busi- 
ness, because the cost of finding and 
developing a barrel of oil in relation to 
the price at which a barrel of oil is sold 
simply does not justify the effort. 

Mr. Speaker, if the domestic petroleum 
industry in the United States is to be 
called upon and relied upon to continue 
to supply the oil in a volume which will 
permit our country to avoid submission 
to “oil blackmail” in future emergencies, 
then they must have assurance of Gov- 
ernment programs which provide a 
place for independent producers in the 
oil business, 

An effective oil import program is a 
key in providing such assurance. I feel 
strongly that it is time, beyond time in 
fact, for Congress to write into law, firm 
guidelines and legislative standards 
which make sure that we maintain a 
strong domestic industry and avoid be- 
coming dependent upon foreign sources. 

I join my colleagues in urging the 
chairman of the Committee on Ways and 
Means, Mr. Mutts, to give this matter 
that committee’s early attention. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. 
ALBERT] may extend his remarks at this 
point in the Recorp. 

The SPEAKER, pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I commend 
my colleague upon his statement and 
upon the leadership he has put into this 
matter. It would be a tragedy if we were 
ever to find ourselves in the position of 
having to rely on imports of oil from 
other countries. We must maintain a 
strong domestic industry in our own 
country. The security of our Nation de- 
mands that we do so. 

Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Oklahoma [Mr. EpMonpsON] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD. 

The SPEAKER, pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
support the very worthwhile effort to 
establish legislatively a firm ceiling on 
oil imports which will provide stability 
to our domestic industry and help restore 
a healthy level of exploration in the 
country. 

In introducing a bill for this purpose, 
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I have not intended to question either 
the ability or performance of the Sec- 
retary of Interior in carrying out his 
duties in this area of his present respon- 
sibility. I have a high regard for Secre- 
tary Udall, Assistant Secretary Moore, 
and the other officials in the Department 
of Interior who administer present law. 

Nor is it my intention, Mr. Speaker, to 
seek a legislative reversal of any decision 
already made by the Secretary in this 
field. While I have disagreed with some 
of these decisions while agreeing with 
others, I do not believe it is realistic to 
seek to turn back the clock on what has 
been done. 

I do believe it is imperative for our 
domestic industry, and for our national 
security, to prevent any further erosion 
of our domestic market as a source of 
strength and stability for our domestic 
oil industry. 

The president of the Oklahoma Inde- 
pendent Petroleum Association, Mr. T. P. 
McAdams, Jr., wrote me on June 12, 1967, 
as follows: 

The independents in Oklahoma are fast 
falling by the wayside. Only last week, we 
had the lowest number of rigs running in 
this State since records have been kept. 


Mr. Speaker, nothing indicates more 
clearly the danger facing us than this re- 
port from an acknowledged authority. 

Exploration—the indispensable ele- 
ment to healthy growth of the oil in- 
dustry—is at low tide in Oklahoma. 

Action by Congress, to assure the 12.2 
import level by legislation, is urgently 
needed. 

I hope and trust the 90th Congress will 
act to meet this need. 

Mr. SMITH of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STEED. I yield to my colleague 
from Oklahoma. 

Mr. SMITH of Oklahoma, Mr. Speaker, 
I would like to commend the gentleman 
from Oklahoma [Mr. STEED] and also 
my colleague, the gentleman from Okla- 
homa [Mr. Jarman], and my other col- 
leagues who are working together here 
in the House on such important matters 
5 we are considering here at the present 

e. 

I rise only to emphasize one statement 
which I made in the CONGRESSIONAL 
REcord. under date of June 28, which 
emphasizes the effect that this import 
program would have upon Oklahoma. 

Mr. Speaker, while the import ratio 
has held fairly stable, domestic produc- 
tion and exploration has continued to 
decline along with operating rates, drill- 
ing completions, footing drilled, and 
seismic crews which have reached new 
lows in 1966. 

The additions to our reserve have been 
inadequate. In Oklahoma, 1959 and 1966 
activity compares as follows: 

Total well completions fell from 6,230 
to 4,069, a 35-percent decline. 

Footage drilled declined from 21,278,- 
000 feet to 18,142,000 feet, a reduction of 
15 percent. 

Operating rigs were reduced from 226 
to 141. In 1967, rig activity has further 
declined. 

While drilling of exploratory wells in- 
creased in 1966, the 505 wildcat wells 
drilled were less than one-half the num- 
ber drilled in 1959. 
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Crude oil production increased 11 per- 
cent compared to an increase of 18 per- 
cent in crude oil imports into districts 
I through IV. 

The only basis for a mandatory oil im- 
port program is national security, and 
that basis must be completely reaffirmed. 

Mr. KAZEN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. STEED. I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. KAZEN. Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to associate myself with the remarks of 
the gentleman from Oklahoma, and with 
the other remarks that have been made 
by various other Members, including 
those of my colleagues from Texas. 

I also wish to state that, even though 
I have not introduced a bill on this sub- 
ject, I support the bills which have been 
introduced, as I consider the provisions 
of this bill are of vital importance to the 
security and the economy of this country. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. STEED. I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

I wish to commend the gentleman 
from Oklahoma and to join many of my 
colleagues who have introduced legisla- 
tion to tighten the oil import program. 

The Mideast crisis has demonstrated 
to all of us the absolute necessity of a 
healthy home oil-producing industry. 
Yet domestic exploration and drilling 
continue the current 10-year decline. 
If activity at home is to be restored to 
more adequate levels, domestic inde- 
pendent producers must be given some 
assurance that the import program will 
not be emasculated through continua- 
tion of loopholes and exceptions in the 


program. 

The bill I have introduced along with 
the gentleman from Oklahoma, amends 
the national security provision of the 
Trade Expansion Act of 1962 to create 
newly defined oil-producing districts. As 
to most of these districts, the level of oil 
or petroleum imports may not exceed 
12.2 percent of production in those 
districts during the most recent appro- 
priate period for which statistics are 
available. As to the other district, im- 
ports shall be limited so as to encourage 
development of the domestic supplies in 
that district. 

Mr. Speaker, at this point in the REC- 
ORD, I ask unanimous consent to reprint 
two news articles from the Fort Worth 
Star-Telegram and from the Dallas 
Morning News showing the fact that the 
domestic drilling is suffering a severe 
slump, and that disruptions on the for- 
eign scene can cause incalculable prob- 
lems in the regulation and stability of 
our domestic production. 

There was no objection. 

The articles referred to follow: 

[From the Fort Worth (Tex.) Star-Telegram, 
June 25, 1967] 
WIDESPREAD DRILLING SLUMP CONTINUING 
(By Max B. Skelton) 

Hovstron.—Mlid-year reports on domestic 
oil and gas drilling activity indicate the pro- 
longed slump that began in 1957 has not 
been reversed. 
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Minor seasonal growth was noted in April 
and May but preliminary figures for the first 
six months of the year place drilling opera- 
tions well below the 1966 level that in itself 
was the lowest since World War II years. 

Warren L. Baker, executive vice president 
of the American Association of Oilwell Drill- 
ing Contractors, says that as each additional 
month passes without a major upturn it be- 
comes increasingly clear that active rotary 
rigs will show a very large decline in 1967, 

Early reports indicate June will be the 
fifth consecutive month for the average num- 
ber of active rigs to fall below 1.100. Averages 
for the comparable 1966 months ranged from 
1,201 to 1,279. 

An average of only 1,074 rigs was active the 
first five months of 1967, compared with 1,251 
in 1966, 1,317 in 1965, and 1,635 in 1962. 

“There is no reason at this time to antic- 
ipate a sudden substantial upsurge which 
would make up this lost ground to any ap- 
preciable extent,” Baker said. “The most 
likely prospect is for a continued slow sea- 
sonal advance through the rest of the year. 
There is no chance for 1967 to avoid a large 
decline in number of active rotary rigs.” 

January-April reports indicate the indus- 
try drilled only 10,783 wells, compared to 
12,194 in the same 1966 period. 

The industry drilled a record 58,259 holes 
in 1956 but operations declined in seven of 
the next 10 years, dropping the 1966 total to 
36,000, the lowest since 1947. 

Between 1956 and 1965 the number of wild- 
cat or exploratory tests drilled annually 
dropped from 13,034 to 8,330. A 1966 come- 
back boosted that year’s total to 9,435, 

Baker says the 1967 decline in drilling ac- 
tivity is very widespread. 

“Among States with 10 or more rigs, Alaska 
and Utah are the only ones with more rigs 
working in 1967 than in 1966,” he said. 

At the end of May there were 18 states with 
at least 10 rigs making hole. 

“Rig activity has undergone a sharp de- 
crease in Texas, dropping from the 1966 level 
of 397 to 328 the first four months of 1967,” 
Baker said. “All Texas districts had fewer 
active rigs than in 1966.” 

Texas completions the first four months 
totaled only 3,059, compared with 3,850 the 
same 1966 period. 

Louisiana activity also was down, the four- 
month average dropping from 265 rigs to 
246. Completions also were down, from 1,395 
to 1,102. 

The Oklahoma average for active rigs de- 
clined from 145 to 103 and total completions 
were down, 1,450 to 1,214. 

California averaged 78 rigs the first four 
months of 1967 in comparison with 85 last 
year but showed signs of increased activity 
in late May. 

“Thanks to increased offshore activity. 
California rigs were up to 80 for the closing 
week in May in contrast with 71 a year 
earlier,” Baker said. 

New Mexico dropped from 57 last year to 
an average of 49 for January-April, but was 
up to 57 the last week in May. 

California and New Mexico, contrary to 
trends in other major producing states, have 
had increases in total completions. 

January-April completions in California 
totaled 811, compared with 771 in 1966. New 
Mexico had 352 completions, compared with 
329 a year earlier. 


[From the Dallas (Tex.) Morning News, 
June 25, 1967] 
FLOow Boost LINKED To LARGER SHARE OF 
Post-Crisis MARKET 
(By Jay Hall) 

The Railroad Commission at the week- 
end had confirmed previously stated intent 
to make Texas oil fully available during the 
Mideast-created supply emergency, but at 
the same time the commission, in effect, 
staked out a claim for a larger share of the 
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domestic market at the expense of imports 
once the crisis has passed. 

Above all, the commission made clear that 
Texas has no disposition to be made the 
“goat” when the eventual time comes to 
look back and count up the mistakes the 
current crisis may have generated. Ten years 
ago at the end of another Mideast crisis, 
Texas found itself both a “goat,” partly of 
its own making, and a market loser in the 
hard recovery road that followed. 

This can easily be read into the statement 
issued by Chairman Jim C. Langdon which 
accompanied the commission's delayed 
proration order for July, released late Fri- 
day. 

In that order, the rail board kicked next 
month’s market demand factor to 42.9 per 
cent and tied the action directly to the need 
to meet domestic deficits brought on by dis- 
ruption of supplies from the Middle East- 
North Africa producing region. 

At the 42.9 factor, equal to 13.3 producing 
days under the old shutdown prorating pro- 
cedure, allowed production next month will 
be the highest since the 15 flow days fixed 
for June, 1957. That June, it can be recalled, 
marked the positive beginning of the long 
Slide that was to bottom out during 1962 
at the sustained low of eight producing days. 

And while this slide was taking place, the 
imports curve was steadily upward in sus- 
tained encroachment on domestic markets, 
a fact independent producers never tire of 
pointing out. 

To boil down, what has happened in the 
last 10 days is that the Texas production 
rate has been increased by the equivalent 
of 2.82 days for the June 15-July 31 period, 
or a demand factor advance of 9.1. The al- 
lowable figure has gone up 519,806 barrels 
daily to 3,512,042 barrels, or still 300,000 un- 
der the March, 1957 record. 

Increase in actual production for the June 
15—July 31 period is estimated to rise 284,- 
904 barrels to an average of 3,035,000 barrels, 
or 242,000 under the March, 1957 record. 

With this advance has come a higher 
underproduction calculation, a natural con- 
sequence of rising allowables. For the June 
15—July 31 period, the underproduction rate 
can be figured at 13.58 per cent, up from 
the 9.23 per cent figured for May. 

The actual production increase should 
offer no serious difficulties for transporting 
the extra oil to Gulf Coast points where 
terminal facilities also should be adequate. 
As yet, the rail commission has released no 
findings of a recent industry survey cov- 
ering maximum transportation and terminal 
facilities in event of an all-out supply effort. 

So for the time being, the estimate of 
500,000 to 600,000 barrels per day extra 
transportation room will have to stand. 
Terminal facilities are reported to be “ade- 
quate to meet expected needs.” 

In his statement, Chairman Langdon 
made mention of the transportation-ter- 
minal problem, noting that they may have 
to be fully utilized if the supply situation 
is prolonged. In this connection, Langdon 
also observed it may be necessary to build 
crude inventories above present levels to 
allow quick tanker loadings at coast points. 

That was the chairman’s opening for his 
assertion that this time the producing 
states—Texas and Louisiana—will look to 
the federal government for full cooperation 
in preventing inventories from reaching 
“unmanageable proportions” as they did fol- 
lowing the crisis 10 years ago. 

And the key, Langdon declared, is the oll 
import program, Said he: 

“Before imports from the areas now denied 
us are restored to former levels, our total 
U.S. stocks of crude and products should 
be reduced to normal working levels. This 
should not have to be accomplished entire- 
ly by curtailment of allowable production 
in prorating states, but imports should also 
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be reduced. That may well mean a reduction 
below the 12.2 per cent ratio which now 
governs nonresidual imports into Districts 
I-IV (East U.S.).” 

Langdon said he had asked Interior Sec- 
retary Stewart Udall for “Executive” (obvi- 
ously meaning White House) assurance that 
such action will be taken in event the situa- 
tion commands it. My belief is that this 
should not be a 1-way street,“ he declared, 

In furthering his request for federal co- 
operation toward avoiding another oil glut, 
the chairman said the need is there “so that 
the rug will not be pulled out from under 
the industry at the end of the emergency 
and that it will not be left in worse condi- 
tion than before the crisis developed.” 

The commission made clear that Texas 
is willing to produce the oil to meet the 
emergency. And what he said further, in ef- 
fect, was that in doing so Texas expects to re- 
gain in some part the domestic market lost 
to foreign oil as a consequence of the last 
crisis. 

If Texas is only partly successful this 
time, 10 years hence it may achieve full 
market restoration when the next Middle 
East crisis bounces onto the world scene, 


Mr. BURLESON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. PurcELL] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PURCELL. Mr. Speaker, each of 
the oil-producing areas of the United 
States is affected by the amount of crude 
oil that is being imported at this time. 
As an example of the adverse effect this 
has had on employment and the general 
economy, I want to show what has hap- 
pened in Texas. 

Crude oil production in the State of 
Texas has declined from a high in 1956 
of 3,027,000 barrels per day to 2,941,000 
last year, a decline in daily production 
of crude oil of 3 percent. 

Texas is only producing about two- 
thirds of its potential daily production. 

During this same period, total oil im- 
ports have grown to over 2.5 million bar- 
rels per day, an increase of more than 
75 percent. 

In 1956, there were 21,519 wells drilled 
in Texas, of which 5,610 were explora- 
tory. Last year, there were only 11,109 
wells drilled in Texas, of which 3,089 
were wildcats. Since 1956, total wells 
drilled in Texas are off 48 percent, and 
wildcat drilling has declined some 45 per- 
cent. Geophysical activity in Texas, the 
forerunner of exploratory drilling, has 
dropped from 1,858 crew months in 1956 
to 1,411 in 1965, a drop of 24 percent, 

Employment in the oil producing in- 
dustry in Texas has declined by 26,000 
employees, or about 21 percent since 1957. 

The average price received from Texas 
crude oil has declined from $3.11 per 
barrel in 1956 to $2.97 in 1966. Total value 
of Texas crude oil production in 1966 
was $430,000,000 less than in 1957, In 
contrast, hourly wages have increased 
during this period by 28 percent, oilwell 
casing prices 11 percent, and oilfield ma- 
chinery prices 7 percent, causing a severe 
cost-price squeeze. 

The economic picture for the oil-pro- 
ducing industry in Texas is indeed sour. 
The outlook can be improved by adoption 
of the proposal offered here today by my- 
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self and several of my colleagues. I wish 
to join in urging the House to act fa- 
vorably on this legislation. 

In this time of great international 
crisis, we must not hesitate to act to pre- 
serve and improve the health and 
strengh of our domestic oil industry. The 
free world looks to the United States for 
strength. Our strength in oil is para- 
mount, 

Mr. BURLESON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Kansas [Mr. Sxusrrz] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SKUBITZ, Mr. Speaker, for those 
who are reguleted—rules are made to 
break. To the regulators, regulations are 
made to stretch. Therein lies the di- 
lemma, we face in maintaining a strong 
domestic petroleum industry able to bail 
this country out of any oil emergency. 

The present mandatory oil import pro- 
gram has been in effect 8 years. In that 
time, individual companies in the oil 
business and, indeed, companies having 
nothing to do with the oil business—have 
sought to amend the rules to accommo- 
date their special interests. The Depart- 
ment of Interior, responsible for admin- 
istration of that program, has indulged 
these special interest-seekers by happily 
stretching or rearranging the regulations 
to accomplish things which the program 
never was intended to accomplish. 

The alert company, of course, knows 
when to seize upon and ride an issue to 
its own advantage. For awhile, the big 
side issue in Interior was the economy of 
Puerto Rico. It permitted one company 
to build a Puerto Rican plant and ship 
excess gasoline into the east coast. Other 
companies not only developed a sudden 
passion for assisting the economy of 
Puerto Rico, but displayed great sympa- 
end for the Virgin Islands and Guam as 
well. 

Now the Department of Interior has 
more applications from more socially 
conscious oil company and petrochemi- 
cal firms than it can say grace over. Little 
did we dream, Mr. Speaker, that the oil 
import program would turn refineries and 
petrochemical plants into eleemosynary 
institutions concerned only with helping 
the poor and underprivileged. 

It is nothing more than coincidence, I 
am sure, that the benevolent concern of 
those companies who want to give Puerto 
Rico, the Virgin Islands, and Guam a new 
lease on life, want to ship about 125,000 
barrels per day of their products, bought 
and processed at low world costs—into 
the United States—where they would be 
disposed of at relatively high prices. 

Even this would not offend honest sen- 
sibilities so much if those trumped up 
projects in any way supported the de- 
fense objective of maintaining a healthy 
domestic petroleum industry—which is 
the only guideline for administration of 
the oil import program. 

As I said in a recent hearing held on 
these and similarly unrelated gimmicks 
to undermine the program—this Con- 
gress should be informed as to any legiti- 
mate economic problems in our island 
possessions. If they are legitimate, then 
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direct means of aid ought to be impro- 
vised to help. 

There are other pleadings that are 
equally ridiculous. We are told that the 
industrial giant, Union Carbide, must 
have cheap foreign feedstocks for its 
petrochemical plants to compete in world 
trade. Other giant petrochemical firms 
make the same claim. These companies 
threaten, like children, to move their 
playhouses to some other land if they 
do not get their way. 

I say that if Union Carbide cannot 
continue to exist without dismantling 
the oil import program, then that is in- 
deed too bad. But I do not buy the argu- 
ment that such a company faces eco- 
nomic extinction without a few thou- 
sand barrels of cheap foreign oil. If it 
can prove otherwise, in a hearing here 
before this Congress, then I—for one— 
would rather give it a subsidy than to see 
our oil security ripped apart at the 
seams. 

I would ask Union Carbide, and Dow 
Chemical, and all the big petrochemical 
firms asking for special handouts, where 
they propose to get their foreign feed- 
stocks if the denial of Middle East oil 
is continued for very long? Mr. Speaker, 
it is as ridiculous to me that our domestic 
chemical companies see fit to plan their 
existence on the basis of access to foreign 
oil as for our country itself to do so. 

Now, I come to the latest social ob- 
jective for which the Department of In- 
terior proposes to rearrange the import 
program. It is even more ridiculous than 
the others. The Secretary of Interior, Mr. 
Udall, wants to use the program to re- 
ward the companies who live up to their 
responsibilities to help clean up our pol- 
luted air. Now, I must say, this is a 
strange approach to encourage good citi- 
zenship. 

The next thing we know, somebody at 
the Department of Interior will hit upon 
the idea of giving import quotas to any- 
body that plants a tree or picks up their 
litter after a picnic in the national parks. 
Or, to carry the notion to the ridiculous, 
I am sure the mafia will surrender its 
underworld activities and abide by the 
law if the Interior Department will give 
it a big enough oil import quota. 

Mr. Speaker, I am as concerned about 
air pollution as anybody in this Govern- 
ment. It is a problem that must be 
approached rationally and effectively. It 
is a problem that is now before this 
Congress. But for the life of me—I can- 
not see what pollution abatement has to 
do with effective administration of the 
oil import program to protect our na- 
tional security. 

The problem is one that has not even 
been gone into from a fact-finding point 
of view. It is one basically of either using 
low-sulfur crude for refining into fuel 
oil or of going the more costly route of 
building plants to reduce sulfur content 
from certain crudes and fuel oils. 

It is apparent that technology to re- 
duce sulfur content is going to have to 
come into play, therefore, to solve the 
pollution problem. Such technology has 
always responded to supply and demand 
and marketplace responses. Left alone, 
technology also will respond to the re- 
quirements of the law. 

Meanwhile, I have inquired whether 
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anybody knows how much low-sulfur 
crude oil we have in the United States. 
To my knowledge, this is unknown—both 
in the industry and in the Department 
of Interior. Before further weakening the 
oil import program to set up a system 
of booty for companies who comply with 
the law, the Department ought to begin 
by making a few simple determinations. 

Mr. Speaker, the Department of In- 
terior helped to create the present air 
pollution problem by decontrolling im- 
ports of high-sulfur residual fuel oil. 
If it is now concerned about this prob- 
lem, instead of handing out artificial 
incentive through the program to con- 
trol crude oil imports, it ought to set up 
a timetable, at the end of which it will 
require that all imported residual be 
reprocessed to meet sulfur content re- 
quirements. Since most of the residual 
comes from the Caribbean, those plants 
would undoubtedly be built there. So the 
Department would thus accomplish two 
of the goals with which it is obsessed: 
First, help clean up the atmosphere, and, 
second, help upgrade the economies of 
islands where these reprocessing plants 
were built. 

Most important, it would not under- 
mine and wreck the oil import program. 
I urge the Department to quit looking for 
solutions that would result in great eco- 
nomic windfalls to companies complying 
with the law. If these companies want 
the markets, they will improvise the 
technology and make the required in- 
vestments. If they need artificial entice- 
ments, then foreign residual is not a 
competitive fuel for the low-sulphur in- 
dustrial fuels market, and the companies 
will find alternatives. 

This is the way our economic system 
works. That is the way it has always 
worked. And that is the way it will work 
to overcome the air pollution problem, 
if given a chance. 

Mr. Speaker, I have cited only some 
of the examples as to why many of us in 
Congress, and virtually everybody in the 
domestic oil industry, have lost all con- 
fidence and hope that the present import 
program will be administered to achieve 
the single purpose intended by this 
body—the security of the United States 
as to petroleum fuels. 

Any objective outside of that goal, 
however desirable or pressing, should be 
out of order. But as I said in the be- 
ginning, regulators cannot control their 
impulse to tinker with regulations. They 
seemingly cannot stick to one goal. They 
must improvise goals of their own. 

They must have their own little social 
revolutions going. And they are forever 
improvising plans to further these revo- 
lutions. The plans of the Department of 
Interior appear, in a nutshell—and as 
Will Rogers once observed, that is where 
too many plans originate, “in a nut- 
shell“ to be to use the oil import pro- 
gram for every conceivable purpose ex- 
cept that for which it was intended. 

This has created a loss of confidence, 
Mr. Speaker, that I doubt can ever be 
redressed. Therefore, as one of the spon- 
sors of the pending legislation to write 
the present import program into law so 
as to prevent such unrelated proposals 
from undermining our security as to 
energy supplies, I urge my colleagues to 
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give this amendment their serious 
thought and their support. And I hope 
the chairman of the Ways and Means 
Committee will give it the early atten- 
tion of that committee. 

Mr. BUSH. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. STEED. I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. BUSH. I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to take these few 
seconds to commend the gentleman 
from Oklahoma. I have been active in 
the oil industry prior to coming to Con- 
gress for 18 years in both the drilling 
and production ends of the business. I 
think the gentleman has put his finger 
on the essential, pressing legislation that 
is needed. 

Mr. Speaker, I remember well the first 
Suez crisis. I was in London on business 
at that time, and the cry went up in 
England and in Scotland and Ireland, 
and all of the free countries of Europe, 
calling on the Texas industry, partic- 
ularly the Texas Railroad Commission, 
to respond to this crisis, and our in- 
dustry rose to their cries. Then the crisis 
was forgotten when the canal was re- 
opened. Now we have a second Suez 
crisis, this one more dramatic even than 
the first, and once again the Texas in- 
dustry, because of broadened operations 
and because of a delicately balanced im- 
port program, has been able to respond 
to the challenge. I think it is time to set 
aside these crises, and to look at what 
the Department of the Interior tried to 
do recently, or threatened to do recently, 
when they suggested that the import 
program be scrapped in an effort to keep 
domestic prices in line, and I suggest 
that this kind of conduct or intemperate 
tampering with the delicately balanced 
program can do irreparable damage to 
the oil industry. 

So, sir, I commend you for taking this 
time to dramatize and bring to the at- 
tention of the country the essential need 
for a strong domestic industry. 

I pledge you my support and I am 
happy to join with my colleague from 
Austin and others in Texas who have 
given their support to the efforts we are 
making here today. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. STEED. I thank my colleague very 
much. 

Mr. Speaker I ask unanimous consent 
that the gentleman from Wyoming [Mr. 
Harrison] may extend his remarks at 
this point. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. Speaker, I wish 
to congratulate my colleague, the gentle- 
man from Oklahoma [Mr. STEED] for 
providing an opportunity to bring to 
the attention of the House the danger 
of becoming dependent on foreign oil. 

As you well know, I come from a State 
whose economy is tied directly to the 
petroleum producing industry. My State 
of Wyoming is important to the petro- 
leum producing industry. In 1965, the 
value of petroleum production in Wyo- 
ming totaled $386,000,000. More than 75 
percent of the dollar value of all of our 
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mineral production comes from the sale 
of the crude oil and natural gas pro- 
duced in Wyoming. So you can see, Mr. 
Speaker, a healthy oil and gas industry 
is vital to my State as it is to our entire 
Nation. 

Mr. Speaker, in a covering letter from 
former Assistant Secretary Kelly in for- 
warding a thorough study by his Depart- 
ment entitled “An Appraisal of the 
Petroleum Industry in the United 
States,” Assistant Secretary Kelly de- 
clared: 

No industry is more vital to our national 
security and economy, more complex in char- 
acter and environment or more sensitive 
to law and regulation than the petroleum 
industry. 


I concur completely in this statement. 
I recognize that now in these days of 
world crisis it is more important than 
ever to develop constructive and effec- 
tive national policies as to petroleum 
imports. I am aware that any adjust- 
ments in the level of petroleum imports 
can have some national and interna- 
tional repercussions. However, conditions 
in the domestic petroleum producing in- 
dustry, particularly as to the independ- 
ent branch, have deteriorated to the 
point that stern measures must be taken 
if we are to have an oil industry in the 
United States capable of doing the job 
necessary to meet our Nation’s future 
growth, prosperity, and security. 

I submit that a substantial reduction 
in petroleum imports should and can be 
brought about without breaching our 
Nation’s international commitment, and 
without offending our friends in the for- 
eign exporting countries. While the U.S. 
industry has had a modest increase in 
growth over the past decade, production 
in foreign areas has been phenomenal. 
Oil production since 1956 in Canada has 
gone up 53 percent, in Venezuela up 35 
percent, and in the Middle East up more 
than 175 percent, 

The United States is asked to continue 
to share its markets for oil which we do 
not need with foreign oil-producing na- 
tions whose production has been growing 
in leaps and bounds. 

Mr. Speaker, back in 1959, when the 
mandatory oil import program was es- 
tablished, many were heard to say that 
our friendly oil-exporting nations would 
suffer dire consequences. 

Today, after years of operation under 
the mandatory oil import program, we 
see, according to Oil and Gas Journal 
statistics, that crude oil production in 
the Eastern Hemisphere has increased by 
7.6 million barrels per day, or 140 per- 
cent. 

Oil production in the entire free for- 
eign area rose during this period by 
9,000,000 barrels per day, or almost 100 
percent. Why then must we wreck our 
U.S. oil-producing industry by continu- 
ally moving over to make room for for- 
eign-produced oil. 

In the Department of the Interior’s 
report, which I mentioned earlier, it is 
stated: 

What has been done since 1956 to find 
new supplies of oil, whether through new 
discoveries or through increasing recovery 
rates of old deposits, has not been enough to 
provide a sound basis for future growth. 
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To me, this is alarming. 

But, there is a reason for it. During 
this period, the number of wildcat wells 
drilled have decreased by 36 percent, 
from 16,207 in 1956 to 10,313 last year. 
Sufficient new oil cannot be discovered 
unless wildcat wells are drilled in in- 
creasing numbers. It takes great sums of 
money to drill these wildcat wells. An in- 
creasing share of the U.S. market at fair 
and reasonable prices is the best way that 
the industry can generate these needed 
funds. 

I, therefore, urge that the domestic oil 
producing industry be afforded the en- 
couragement it deserves to get on with 
the job of finding more oil in this coun- 
try. Congress should act now to tell this 
industry—to do it. We will not change 
the rules every 6 months. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge the House, and 
particularly the Ways and Means Com- 
mittee, to give this matter their early 
attention. 

Mr. STEED. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the gentleman from 
Indiana [Mr. Zion] may extend his re- 
marks at this point. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ZION. Mr. Speaker, several days 
ago I introduced H.R. 10703, a bill to 
promote the general welfare, foreign 
policy, and national security of the 
United States through a limitation on 
crude-oil importation. 

Recent papers carried a story of the 
destruction of Shell Oil reservoirs in 
Beirut, Lebanon. The statement had been 
made that American oil producing facili- 
ties in the Middle East will be “reduced 
to ashes.” A blocking of the Suez Canal 
could still follow as the aftermath of 
recent hostilities in this troubled area of 
the world. The flow of oil from this fabu- 
lous oil-producing region to Europe and 
America could come to a halt overnight. 

Immediately prior to the outbreak of 
Arab-Israel hostilities, I had just re- 
turned from a trip to the Middle East 
and I can tell you with personal assur- 
ance that this is a real threat and dan- 
ger and not just newspaper talk. 

The loss of Middle East oil to the free 
world could have catastrophic repercus- 
sions to the oil supply of the United 
States. We must therefore hope that our 
domestic petroleum industry has been 
kept in a position healthy enough to en- 
dure whatever storm may be thrust upon 
us by events to come. 

My district in southern Indiana lies 
in the heart of what was once a very 
great oil-producing region. Known as the 
tristate area, the oil-producing industry 
in southwest Indiana, southeast Illinois, 
and western Kentucky has been on an 
economic downhill trend since 1956. Pro- 
duction during this period in this area 
has remained flat while total foreign im- 
ports into the United States have risen 
by 79 percent. The price we have received 
for the oil sold has eroded from $3.09 a 
barrel in 1957 to $2.88 per barrel in 1966. 
This, coupled with a 28-percent increase 
in average hourly wages paid, an 11-per- 
cent increase in oil well casing prices, 
and a 7-percent increase in oilfield ma- 
chinery prices over this same period has 
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played havoc with incentives to drill for 
oil in the tristate area. That is why wells 
drilled in this area have gone down 32 
percent since 1956 and rotary rigs in the 
same period have declined 49 percent, 
from 94 active rigs to 48. 

This tristate oil production once 
peaked at 600,000 barrels of crude pro- 
duction per day. Now production is 250,- 
000 barrels. 

Eighty percent of all crude production 
in our area is coming from secondary re- 
covery operations. This is projected to 
decline by 63 percent in the next 7 years 
unless there is a reversal of the trend. 
Nationally, 76 percent of current oil out- 
put is from fields found 25 years ago; yet 
wildcat drilling hit a 19-year low in 1966. 

Employment in the oil producing in- 
dustry in the tristate area has declined 
steadily throughout this period. Geo- 
physical crews, the forerunner of ex- 
ploratory drilling has almost come to a 
standstill. At one time, 60,000 persons 
worked in oil production in the tristate; 
today there are less than 20,000. 

During this period of serious declines 
in the tristate area, oil production in 
other parts of the world since 1956 have 
increased as follows: 

Canada: up 50 percent. 

Venezuela: up 35 percent. 

Middle East: up 175 percent. 

And 2.6 million barrels of that in- 
creased production is coming into the 
United States each day taking the 
market away from the domestic oil pro- 
ducing industry. These excessive imports 
not only harm our domestic industry, but 
they drain off hundreds of millions of 
U.S. dollars each year which aggravates 
this Nation’s already serious balance of 
payments deficit. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe that the con- 
clusion is inescapable that our domestic 
oil production is in grave danger. This 
production must never be supplanted or 
even supplemented too much by foreign 
oil. We must maintain a rigidly enforced 
and limited oil import program which 
must be balanced with domestic produc- 
tion so that the latter will never be dis- 
couraged. We must not only maintain all 
present incentives for oil production, but 
we must continue to provide new incen- 
tives, 

We must now take current events in 
the Middle East as a resounding warning 
to maintain a strong domestic oil indus- 
try in order to preserve ourselves in all 
cases of emergency and threats to our 
national security. I hope that we do not 
learn this lesson too late. 

Mr. Speaker, if a substantial reduction 
in imports can not be made, the least 
that we can do is adopt the bill which I 
have offered. 

Mr. HOSMER. Mr: Speaker, the pur- 
pose of the oil import program, as set 
forth in my bill, H.R. 10693, and similar 
bills we are discussing today, is to pro- 
mote the general welfare, foreign policy, 
and national security of the United 
States. This can be done by maintaining 
an active, healthy, and vigorous domestic 
oil industry but it should not include 
helping develop underdeveloped foreign 
lands, improving the economy of an is- 
land or islands, or providing an oppor- 
tunity for someone to go into business. 
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Unfortunately, quota reallocations to 
small refiners is a short-lived palliative. 
in quota districts I-IV, the area east of 
the Rockies, which is considered a crude- 
sufficiency area, imports are kept at 12.2 
percent of domestic production with this 
exception: Due to political pressures in 
the East quotas applicable to residual 
fuel oil were essentially eliminated in 
1965 by the Johnson administration. Dis- 
trict V—California, Arizona, Oregon, 
Washington, Alaska, and Hawaii—is 
handled differently. Import quotas are 
based on the estimated gap between 
available domestic supply and estimated 
total demand in terms of refinery 
throughput, with certain special provi- 
sions for refineries which imported dur- 
ing 1957 and, more lately, for certain 
historical jobbers of imported oil oper- 
ating terminal facilities. Starting in 1966 
quotas were fixed on an annual basis 
rather than semiannually. 

In determining the district V gap be- 
tween supply and demand, overland oil 
from Canada is deducted and fuel im- 
ported in bond for ships and aircraft 
operating on overseas runs is excluded. 
Incidentally, district V gets just under 
half of all Canadian crude coming into 
the United States and the amount com- 
ing in jumped over 10 percent from 1965 
to 1966. 

District V’s quota for 1966 was 226,223 
barrels per day, down about 25,000 bar- 
rels per day from the last half of 1965 
and almost 100,000 barrels per day from 
the first half of 1965. Since the quota 
system was started in 1959, district V al- 
locations have ranged variously between 
a low of around 214,000 barrels per day 
and a high of 322,000 barrels per day. 
During the entire period there has been 
£ constant allocation on refined products 
of 6,813 barrels per day. 

In determining district V quotas no 
“brownie points” are given for overland 
imports from other districts either for 
crude or refined products. Whenever the 
gasoline market gets shaky in the gulf 
area we find dumping into district V. 
There is a steady flow at about 57,000 
barrels per day through the Four 
Corners Pipeline. In addition there has 
been the market-disrupting influence of 
products from Commonwealth Oil Re- 
fining Co., of Puerto Rico which ran as 
high as 10,000 barrels per day for most 
of the early part of 1966. A deal was 
made to steer Puerto Rican dump 
products away from district V for the 
rest of 1966—but that was just stalling 
the problem a little, not solving it. 

The Phillips deal was for another 
Puerto Rican refinery of substantial 
capacity. In addition Hess Oil & Chem- 
ical completed a large new refinery at 
St. Croix in the Virgin Islands and is 
asking the Department of Interior for a 
boost in its allowed imports. These com- 
panies not only get import quotas, they 
get very substantial tax breaks from the 
Puerto Rican and Virgin Islands gov- 
ernments. The combination of low taxes 
and low imported-crude prices and the 
legal status of their refined products as 
“domestic,” which escapes the 55 cents 
per barrel tariff, puts them in a position 
to raise hob with district V, as well as 
with all other districts. 
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California reserves increased in each 
of the last two years; production has re- 
covered to a current 960,000 barrels per 
day from its postwar low of 809,000 in 
1962 and is expected to continue its up- 
trend; there is a ready market for all oil 
produced. 

This is the total picture. Within that 
picture, however, there is a disturbing 
element: The situation in which the in- 
dependent producer finds himself. One 
Statistic will suffice to illustrate the 
point. Since 1958, the independent’s 
share of California production has 
steadily declined—from 45 percent of the 
State’s total in that year to a current 
38.5 percent. It is hardly coincidental 
that during the same period, the average 
price of California crude dropped from 
$3.05 per barrel to $2.38—67 cents. 

The Department of the Interior, as 
such, has little or no direct control over 
the price paid for California crude. It 
has indirect control by manipulation of 
the quotas, however. I bring up the sub- 
ject to point up the fact that, far from 
discouraging increases in crude prices in 
California, the Department should en- 
courage them, if, in fact, it wants to see 
an aggressive, active, and capable do- 
mestic oil industry in the interest of 
national security—the purpose for which 
the oil import program was established. 

Because I feel that the language un- 
der subsection (f) of my bill, H.R. 10693, 
gives no assurance that the present basic 
policy of the district V program will be 
continued, I am asking that the lan- 
guage of subsection (f) be amended to 
read as follows: 

(f) Imports of petroleum into District V 
shall be limited so as to encourage develop- 
ment of District V production and use of 
domestic supplies in that District, but in no 
event shall the maximum level of overseas 
imports which shall be subject to alloca- 
tion, be greater than the amount necessary, 
when added to domestic supply available to 
the District and to the volume of overland 
imports into the District waich shall be ex- 
empt from allocation to approximate total 
District V demand. Determination of sup- 
ply-demand relationships in the District 
shall be made by the U.S. Bureau of Mines 
for appropriate periods. 


Mr. LLOYD. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased 
today to join the growing list of sponsors 
of legislation to protect what I believe to 
be an effective oil import control pro- 
gram. 

This bill writes into basic law a pro- 
gram which is now handled on an ad- 
ministrative level, and is thus subject to 
alteration. 

Mr. Speaker, the stability and integrity 
of the oil import control program is being 
threatened by several applications before 
the Department of Interior to import 
hundreds of thousands of barrels into our 
country over and above the present quota 
levels. In view of the recent Middle East- 
ern situation and the effects that con- 
flict is now having on the oil supplies to 
Europe, I believe we should do everything 
possible to promote a healthy domestic 
supply of oil and reduce our dependency 
on foreign oil. 

This legislation would provide stability 
to assure an import program which 
would be fully effective in preserving our 
national security. It would, at the same 
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time, encourage and reassure those who 
would conduct explorations and develop 
production of our domestic oil resources. 

The Department of Interior has noted 
that although imports have been held at 
a relatively stable level since the manda- 
tory oil import program was imple- 
mented in 1959, domestic exploration and 
drilling and development have declined 
constantly. 

In my own State of Utah, there were 
383 new wells drilled in 1958, 1 year be- 
fore the present program was put into 
effect. Since then, new drilling has de- 
clined progessively down to 169 new wells 
in 1965. Wildcat wells drilled in search of 
new resources numbered 120 in 1961, and 
also declined considerably down to 60 
new wells in 1965. In addition, production 
in the State has dropped from 90,750 
barrels a day in 1961 to 69,000 barrels a 
day in 1965. 

Mr. Speaker, what has happened to 
Utah’s oil industry is relative to what has 
happened to the U.S. oil industry. Ex- 
ploration and drilling by the domestic in- 
dustry is in its 11th year of decline, since 
hitting a peak of 1956. 

Mr. SHIPLEY. Mr. Speaker, for 8 
years the present mandatory oil import 
program authorized in the national se- 
curity amendment of the Trade Act has 
been a keystone of national oil policy. 
While the domestic oil producing indus- 
try has continued in a deteriorating con- 
dition, drilling ever fewer wells and find- 
ing less and less oil during these 8 years, 
that program undoubtedly has saved the 
industry from complete economic chaos. 

More important, as present events in 
the Middle East have so dramatically 
illustrated, the program has kept the 
United States of America free from de- 
pendence on Middle East oil. Our im- 
ports of oil from the Arab bloc countries 
have been a relative dribble in terms of 
our total requirements. Therefore, we 
have no worries as a result of the an- 
nounced refusal of certain Arab coun- 
tries to permit further oil shipments to 
the United States. 

While I have been among these who 
have felt that the import program has 
all along provided for or permitted im- 
ports at too high a volume, I wish to 
point out that imports other than resid- 
ual fuel oil have been stabilized effec- 
tively at the 12.2 ratio in districts I-IV. 
I believe the Department of Interior de- 
serves the commendation of the Con- 
gress, and the thanks of the American 
people, for so holding the line on oil 
imports. 

It is not the attitude of the Depart- 
ment of Interior, Mr. Speaker, which 
concerns me. Rather it is the attitude 
of certain industry elements, and of 
some enterprising groups outside of the 
oil industry, that have brought the pro- 
gram into jeopardy: They have done so 
by contriving all manner of proposals 
aimed at riddling that program with es- 
cape hatches through which they can 
leap the quota barrier, and, in the case 
of some island“ projects, to even avoid 
customs duties on imported petroleum 
products. 

In support of these various proposals 
having nothing whatsoever to do with 
our country’s oil security, the only cri- 
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teria upon which any change in the pro- 
gram should be judged, there have been 
substantial political and “civic” pres- 
sures brought to bear. The Interior De- 
partment has been subjected to these 
pressures at an ever-increasing tempo. 

The reason that the Department and 
the import program is subjected to these 
growing pressures to circumvent the 
quota system, Mr. Speaker, is that the 
law—in my opinion—lacks sufficient 
guidelines. The intent of the Congress 
that oil imports be firmly and effectively 
limited is clear-cut in the legislative his- 
tory surrounding the National Security 
amendment for the past several years. 
However, that intent is only implicit in 
the law, not explicit. 

I favor immediate strengthening of the 
amendment, by adoption of the legisla- 
tion now under discussion here, so as 
to make that congressional intent ex- 
plicit. This would not cut the existing 
import ratio. It would merely firm up 
that ratio which has been the adopted 
standard under the present adminstra- 
tive program. It would free the Depart- 
ment of Interior from the present parade 
of companies pressuring it to authorize 
this pet project, or that special exemp- 
tion, to knock new loopholes in the quota 
system. 

It would assure equity for all importers 
under the program, and insure against 
the building in of special exemptions and 
inequities which would surely destroy the 
program. If the Department of Interior 
can administer the 12.2 ratio under the 
authority of a Presidential proclamation, 
surely it can better administer that ratio 
under the authority of law. I would hope 
that the Department, which must con- 
tend with every new tack of any company 
that devises a system of circumvention 
to serve its own economic appetites, 
would come forth and support this legis- 
lation. 

Under this amendment, any contin- 
gency that might be of concern in the 
present administrative program, is amply 
covered and provided for. For example, 
should any shortage threaten, the pro- 
posed amendment contains a trigger pro- 
vision under which the President is au- 
thorized to suspend the quotas to meet 
any shortage situation which would 
threaten our security interests. 

Mr. Speaker, as many—including the 
Secretary of Interior in his press con- 
ference on Friday—have recognized the 
new tumult in the Middle East has served 
as a grim reminder to us that we must 
avoid—at all cost—growing dependence 
on oil supplies beyond our own control. 
Particularly, we must avoid dependence 
on Middle East oil. 

But the need for this amendment can 
be justified to serve a threefold purpose, 
national security being the primary con- 
cern. Secondarily, it is economic folly 
to permit a further drain on our dollars 
from unneeded increases in oil imports 
which already are the largest single ele- 
ment in our balance-of-payments deficit. 

Third, and equally important to my 
district in Illinois and in similar oil-pro- 
ducing areas of more than 30 States, is 
the recognition that oil and gas produc- 
tion is a keystone of our economy. Oil 
and gas exploration and development 
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generates consumption of billions of dol- 
lars in equipment and services; it is a 
large employer paying above average 
wages, and it is one of the larger con- 
tributors to loca] and State governments 
through ad valorem, severance, produc- 
tion and many other forms of taxation. 

I have been particularly concerned 
about the decline of the independent oil 
and gas producing industry in Illinois, 
due in whole to unhealthy economic con- 
ditions. This is reflected in every meas- 
urement of industry activity for the past 
decade, Mr. Speaker. For example, in 
the State of Illinois last year, the oil in- 
dustry drilled only 1,599 wells—almost 60 
percent fewer than in 1956 when it 
drilled 3,808 wells. 

In 1956, the industry in Illinois op- 
erated an average of 75 rotary drilling 
rigs; in 1966, active rigs totaled but 30, 
a 60-percent drop. In 1957, the oil-pro- 
ducing industry in Illinois employed al- 
most 12,000 people. In 1966, employment 
had dropped to 8,000—a decline of 30 
percent. 

Mr. Speaker, this country has a triple 
stake in seeing to it that oil imports are 
effectively limited—its security as to oil, 
its balance of payments, and the eco- 
nomies of vast areas whose roots are im- 
bedded in the production of petroleum. 
Either of these goals are worthy of the 
concern of this Congress. Altogether, 
they more than justify action which will 
assure a long-range stability of import 
levels. I urge my colleagues to give this 
amendment their support, and I hope the 
chairman of the Committee on Ways 
and Means [Mr. Mitts] will give this 
matter early and urgent consideration 
before that committee. 

Mr. MORRIS of New Mexico. Mr. 
Speaker, I want to commend the gentle- 
man from Oklahoma [Mr. STEED] on his 
excellent decision to introduce this leg- 
islation. I fully endorse his statement. 
I would like to present some statistics 
concerning New Mexico which I believe 
to be important, and which would be of 
benefit to my colleagues. 

In 1956, 1,904 wells were drilled in 
New Mexico. Last year this number had 
fallen to 1,258 wells. The drill bit is still 
the only way to discover oil. Before you 
drill a well, a considerable effort is put 
forth by geophysical crews. 

We have seen a great reduction in such 
crews working in New Mexico. In 1956 
we had 132 rotary drilling rigs active in 
New Mexico; in 1966 there were only 59, 
a drop of 55 percent. Our oil producing 
industry employment has gone down in 
New Mexico from 9,933 in 1956 to 8,123 
in 1965, a drop of 18 percent. 

The price we receive for our oil has 
fallen from an average of $3.09 per bar- 
rel in 1957 to $2.88 in 1966. This drop in 
the amount we received for a barrel of 
crude came about in spite of the fact 
that the cost of oil well casing has gone 
up 11 percent, oil field machinery 7 per- 
cent. Likewise, the hourly wage paid to 
the industry’s workers has risen 28 per- 
cent since 1956. The resulting cost-price 
squeeze has forced many operators in 
New Mexico out of business and others 
to pull in their horns. The result—a sour 
economic climate in New Mexico for the 
oil producing industry. 
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The adverse trends must be stopped. 
One way to help reverse these trends is 
to adopt legislation that will stabilize 
this important industry. The proposal 
offered by Mr. STEED will go a long way 
toward obtaining this. I join him in urg- 
ing Congress to act favorably on this 
proposed legislation. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, on May 
22, 1967, the Secretary of Interior held 
3 days of hearings on the oil import 
program. In all honesty, I must say now 
that the hearings were a waste of time. 
There has been no change in the atti- 
tude of the Interior Department. 

I am told by the Interior Department 
that the testimony is not even being 
printed. I strongly suspect, Mr. Speaker, 
that the testimony has been filed. My 
attempts to get a list of individuals who 
testified were unsuccessful, probably be- 
cause such a list was never even com- 
piled. 

I hope the events of the past 2 months 
in the Middle East have some effect on 
the attitude of the administration. 

I shall repeat the essence of my state- 
ment which was submitted during the 
Interior Department’s oil hearings. 

As Congressman from New Mexico, I 
strongly protest the treatment of the 
oil and gas industry there. Oil produc- 
tion is important to the economy of the 
State and I am gravely concerned about 
the declining rate of activity in oil 
operations. 

If the situation in New Mexico is indic- 
ative of what is happening in most of 
the other producing areas in this coun- 
try, and I understand this is the case, 
then there are serious doubts raised 
about the effectiveness of the mandatory 
oil-import-control program. 

The broader implications of an in- 
creasing dependency by this Nation on 
foreign supplies of petroleum are more 
alarming, and I shall review some of 
these now. I refer to the national secu- 
rity aspects of the situation. 

Consider, if you will, the requirements 
of the military branches for petroleum. 

Total worldwide military use of petro- 
leum products by the United States nor- 
mally averages about 900,000 barrels 
daily, including 500,000 barrels used at 
home, and the remainder in foreign 
areas. 5 

The U.S. military is the largest single 
purchaser of petroleum in the world. 
More than a billion dollars a year is 
spent for fuel by this Nation’s Armed 
Forces. 

When I refer to normal averages, Iam 
not including the requirements traceable 
to the Vietnam conflict. In other words, 
the peacetime level of consumption is 
equal to 20 percent of the total U.S. con- 
sumption of petroleum, including do- 
mestic and export demand, in 1941, the 
year in which we entered World War II. 

In any general conflict today, no one 
can seriously doubt that the supply of 
petroleum to this country can be reduced 
to an insignificant amount. Even local- 
ized conflicts today have the effect of 
cutting our oil supply lines. 

In World War II we were able to call 
on foreign areas for petroleum fuels. 
Most producing areas were secure; the 
biggest threat was submarine attacks on 
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tanker movements. And we suffered dev- 
astating sinkings of oil supply ships. 

In this missile age, however, the sub- 
marine would be one of the lesser threats 
to foreign oil supplies in a general con- 
flict. 

If, then, our demand is much greater 
and foreign supplies of petroleum even 
less secure to us than ever before, it 
strikes me it is only common sense that 
we must make certain our domestic in- 
dustry is in the strongest possible posi- 
tion to meet the challenge. 

But I do feel it is mandatory to keep 
always in mind the primary purpose of 
this program. That purpose is the 
security of this Nation. Everything else 
must take a subordinate role and, in fact, 
be considered only when we are certain 
that our security needs are being met. 

As I said at the outset, I naturally 
want to see the petroleum industry 
prosper in New Mexico. 

But I want to see it prosper only if it 
is contributing its share toward the more 
important task of maintaining this Na- 
tion in a strong position to meet the 
continuing increase in demand for 
petroleum for our national welfare and 
security. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I shall not 
undertake to participate extensively in 
this discussion today but I did not want 
to let this opportunity pass without ex- 
pressing my deep concern and interest in 
the petroleum industry’s problems which 
have been discussed here today. I shall 
work with my colleagues on this im- 
portant matter. By working together, I 
sincerely trust that we will be able to 
find a satisfactory solution to the prob- 
lem before us. 


GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND 
REMARKS 


Mr. STEED. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent that all Members desiring 
to do so may have 5 legislative days to 
extend their remarks on the subject of 
the oil import program. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
Vicorrto). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

There was no objection. 


HIGH AND USURIOUS INTEREST 
RATES ARE BEHIND RIOTS IN THE 
CITIES 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
previous order of the House, the gentle- 
man from Texas [Mr. Parman] is recog- 
nized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to revise and extend 
my remarks and include therewith cer- 
tain extraneous matter and tables and 
charts. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Texas. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, high in- 
terest rates and tight money and special 
interest monetary policy must share a 
large part of the blame for the frustra- 
tions of the people in the slums and the 
ghettoes of this Nation. 
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It is no wonder that we read of riots, 
of disturbances, of massive frustrations 
in the areas occupied by these forgotten 
Americans. It is no wonder that there is 
so much talk of unfulfilled promises, un- 
fulfilled hopes, in the slum areas of this 
Nation. 

Mr. Speaker, a large part of the re- 
sponsibility for these unfulfilled promises 
rests at the feet of our commercial bank- 
ing system and our monetary policies 
which have priced credit—and the things 
credit can provide—out of the reach of 
the poor and the low-income people. 

Mr. Speaker, it is a well-known fact 

that the banks do not provide credit to 
people who live in what is commonly 
called the “ghetto areas” of our cities. 
The banks will not even consider a loan 
to a person or a business in these areas. 
The residents of these areas—many of 
them now riot-torn—are left at the 
mercy of the loan shark and the other 
ea of high and usurious interest 
rates. 
Even such illustrious publications as 
Life magazine are beginning to recognize 
the tremendous burden placed on the 
consumer by high interest rates. The 
current issue of Life carries an excellent 
editorial denouncing loan-sharking and 
demanding stronger laws on credit. This 
editorial relates a credit transaction in 
which a worker in Jersey City, N.J., was 
forced to pay $297 interest on a $123 
television set. 

Incidents like this are all too common 
throughout this country. They are multi- 
plied in the low-income areas as the 
unscrupulous credit merchants—backed 
by the banks—prey on the poor. 

One of the country’s experts on the 
poor—Dr. David Caplovitz of Columbia 
University recently described the prob- 
lem in this manner: 

Much more despicable, I think, are the 
fly-by-night companies which send their 
canvassers into the ghetto to sell such ex- 
pensive commodities as encyclopedias, pots 
and pans, deep freezers and vacuum clean- 
ers. These companies specialize in sharp 
practices. Once they make their dishonest 
sales, they quickly sell their paper to finance 
companies and benefit from the immunity 
that the law now gives them from further 
responsibility for the sale. And I should point 
out that these disreputable companies could 
not long survive without the collusion of the 
equally disreputable finance companies and 
banks which buy their paper. 

These financial institutions must share 
the blame for the exploitation of the poor, 
for they now all too well that they are 
buying bad“ paper, that is, dishonestly ob- 
tained contracts, and yet they do so anyway. 
And when we ask the further question of 
where the finance companies get the funds 
that they need to operate, we soon discover 
that they often borrow from highly re- 
spectable banks, Thus, the so-called respect- 
able financial community is also a party to 
the exploitation of the poor. 


Mr. Speaker, the credit squeeze and 
the high interest rates which have been 
imposed on this country for the past 18 
months are prime agents of frustration 
and bitterness. High interest rates—as 
is always the case—have hit the poor 
While the Congress has done nothing on 
and low-income people the hardest. 
While the Congress has done nothing on 
monetary policy—high interest rates 
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have squeezed the people in our slums 
and have destroyed their hopes. Is it any 
wonder that they are frustrated and 
sorely disappointed at a society which 
allows the Federal Reserve System and 
the banks to impose such usurious inter- 
est rates. 

Mr. Speaker, the origin of much of 
this frustration was contained in the 
Federal Reserve Board’s announcement 
of December 6, 1965, that it was impos- 
ing a 3744-percent increase in interest 
rates on the American people. 

This announcement was a virtual 
death warrant to the hopes of clearing 
out the Nation's slums and providing 
decent housing. It was a death warrant 
for thousand of public works projects 
which could not be financed at the high 
and usurious interest rates demanded 
by that December 6, 1965, action. Even 
the construction of schools had to be 
forgone because of high interest rates. 
The newspapers and the bond market 
publications are filled with story after 
story of bond issues canceled or post- 
poned because of high interest rates. 

Mr. Speaker, Newark was forced to 
cancel a $15 million bond issue shortly 
before its slum areas were wracked by 
a severe riot. The city’s finance director 
is quoted in the Wall Street Journal as 
saying: 

The prime factor in our decision was the 
increasing interest costs municipalities have 
had to pay... in recent weeks. 


City after city is faced with the same 
problem. They are unable to raise funds 
because of high interest rates. 

For example, New York State, last 
week, canceled a $49.9 million bond is- 
sue to finance low-rent housing projects. 
State Comptroller Arthur Levitt was 
quoted as saying that he “deemed the 
postponement advisable in view of cur- 
rent conditions in the tax-exempt bond 
market.” 

Earlier in the summer, New York 
City was able to sell $28 million of hous- 
ing bonds, but in order to do so it was 
forced to pay the highest interest rate 
in the city’s history. The interest costs 
on the cooperative housing projects to 
be financed by this issue will be in- 
creased by 25 percent over similar issues 
of only 2 years ago. Of course, this means 
that the tenants of these projects will 
have to pay the additional cost imposed 
by high interest rates. 

Mr. Speaker, these are but a few ex- 
amples of how high interest rates—and 
the resulting tight money—have set this 
country back in its efforts to do some- 
thing for the poor, the low income, and 
moderate income families. 

In 1966 alone, the American people 
paid $36.2 billion in excess interest 
charges because of mistaken Federal 
Reserve Board policies. Mr. Speaker, it 
takes no great imagination to see what 
$36 billion would have done for the slum 
areas—both in our cities and in our 
rural areas. 

Considering only the Federal budget, 
the excess interest charges are stagger- 
ing. Let me quote from the testimony of 
Charles L. Schultze, the Director of the 
Bureau of the Budget, before the Ways 
and Means Committee earlier this year: 
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We estimate that the increasing shortage 
of credit funds and rising interest rates ex- 
perienced last year are adding approximately 
$3 billion to the Federal budget for fiscal 
year 1967 as a whole. 


Mr. Speaker, this $3 billion represents 
only the increase resulting from the De- 
cember 1965 Federal Reserve action. It 
does not take into account the tremen- 
dous increases in interest rates since 
President Truman left office in 1952. If we 
still had the low interest rates of the 
Truman administration, we would be 
paying about $6.7 billion less in interest 
on the national debt each year. In other 
words, we would be paying $7.5 billion 
instead of the $14.2 billion which is listed 
in the current budget. 

Mr. Speaker, I place in the RECORD a 
chart which shows what has happened 
to yields on long-term Government ob- 
ligations since 1939. This chart shows 
that for 14 years under Presidents Roose- 
velt and Truman—from 1939 through 
1952—the country was able to finance 
its long-term obligations at 2% percent 
and below. Beginning in 1953, under 
President Eisenhower, the interest yields 
skyrocketed. This chart shows a startling 


contrast between the two 14-year 
periods: 
Yields on long-term Government bonds 1939 


to present 
[Percent per annum] 


2.36 


66) +-~----~-+-.------=------ 3 


I also place in the Recorp a table 
showing the tremendous increase in 
yields on 91-day Treasury bills. Again 
this table shows a startling contrast be- 
tween the 14-year period between 1939 
and 1951 and the 14-year period between 
1952 and 1966: 


Average annual yield on 91-day Treasury 
bills 


[Percent] 


Year: Yield 
TT. 0. 023 
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Average annual yield on 91-day Treasury 


bills—Continued 
[Percent] 
Year: Yield 
ß chases ah eile ees 373 
eee een ee . 375 


Average yield (14-year period) — 645 
r 1. 931 
Wa 953 
% AAA ˙ T 1. 753 
TJ ͤ ̃ ˙— K . hg tae ae 2. 658 
pA ——TTTT—T—— 8. 267 
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F ——— a it tele SR Dee a d 2.928 
. eee ee 2.378 
C Vines APRAN TIAE SESE ROWE” TANF 2. 778 
100 AA 3. 157 
Des A 3. 549 
— AA — Pa 8. 954 
Ds PRN eae ei RUS DOSES REE SME 3.811 


Average yield (14-year period) . 2. 797 


Mr. Speaker, the fact is the American 
people have paid about $43.2 billion in 
excess interest charges on the national 
debt alone since 1951. Again, all of us 
in the Congress know that this money 
could have done great things for the 
cities and the rural areas had it not been 
wasted on excess and unnecessary in- 
terest rates. 

Mr, Speaker, many may wonder about 
the priorities of the U.S. Congress. Here 
we are willing to accept monetary. pol- 
icies which cost the American taxpayers 
843.2 billion in excess interest charges. 
Yet, we are unwilling to even consider 
$40 million to kill the rats in our slums. 

In other words, the 90th Congress is 
willing to let both the rats and the bank- 
ers take their bites out of the American 
people. 

The high interest rates and the tight 
money reduced new housing starts to 1.2 
million in 1966—a drop of more than 20 
percent from the previous year. This 
came at a time when the country needed 
at least 2 million housing units just to 
keep up with current demand. So with- 
out question, many of the frustrations 
about poor housing conditions can be 
traced directly to high interest and tight 
money. Nothing is more damaging to the 
construction industry than high interest 
rates. 

Monetary conditions have continued 
to slow housing in the first 6 months of 
1967 and, today, we are building new 
homes at an annual rate of only 1.3 mil- 
lion. This is much too slow to meet cur- 
rent demand and it is totally inadequate 
in correcting the critical housing situa- 
tions of our urban areas. 

Many of the people who live in the 
slum areas are construction workers and 
they have been deprived of jobs as well as 
homes by the high interest, tight money 
policy that has been in effect for 18 
months. For these people the frustration 
is double-edged. 

Since 1951, interest charges have taken 
an increasing bite out of the wage earn- 
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ers’ checks. In 1966, the American peo- 
ple paid about $82.7 billion for interest. 
A large part of this can be charged off as 
excessive and unnecessary interest re- 
sulting solely from Federal Reserve 
policies. 

In fact, if interest rates had been kept 
at their 1951 levels, the American people 
would have paid only $46.5 billion in in- 
terest—instead of $82.7 billion—in 1966. 
This means that they paid $36.2 billion 
in excess interest. 

Mr. Speaker, I place in the RECORD a 
chart which shows the excess interest 
charges which have been imposed each 
year since 1951: 

NET PUBLIC AND PRIVATE DEBT, TOTAL INTEREST PAID, 
AVERAGE RATE OF INTEREST, TOTAL INTEREST AT 1951 
FIGURES, AND EXCESS INTEREST PAID (1951-66) 


a) @) ® 4) (5) (6) 


Com- 
puted | Interest 

average | costs Excess 

Total Interest | interest | figured | interest 

Year debt pair paid | at 1951 | (above 

(billions) | (billions) | (col. 3 com- 1951 
divided | puted rates) 
by col. rate 
2) 

1951_...| $524.0 $17.8 3. 397 $17.8 0 
1952_._..] -555.2 19.7 3, 548. 18.9 $0.8 
1953__ 586. 5 21.9 3.734 19.9 1.0 
1954. 612.0 23.7 3.873 20.8 2.9 
1955. 672.3 26, 0 3. 867 22.8 3.2 
1956... 707.5 29.8 4.212 24.0 5.8 
1957. — 7238.9 34.0 4.601 25.1 9.9 
1958. 782.6 36. 0 4.600 26.6 9.4 
1959. 846.2 40.8 4, 821 28.7 12.1 
1960. 890.2 45.7 5.134 30.2 15.5 
1981. 947.7 48.4 5. 107 32.2 16.2 
1962 1,019.3 53.4 5. 238 34.6 18.8 
1953. 1,096.9 59. 8 5, 452 37.3 22.5 
1964. 1,174.3 68,5 5. 663 39.9 28.6 
1955. 1,270.3 74.0 5.825 43.2 30.8 
1966.___| 1,368.3 82.7 6. 044 46.5 36.2 
Total. 680.2 . 


$14, 110, 000, 000 


Mr. Speaker, these figures plainly es- 
tablish that high interest rates have 
been a burdensome tax on the low- and 
moderate-income families. High interest 
rates have deprived these people of huge 
chunks of their wages and at the same 
time have prevented the construction of 
needed housing and other public works. 

Under these circumstances, it must be 
indeed frustrating for the low-income 
people of this Nation to watch while the 
Congress sits idly by and lets the Federal 
Reserve defy the laws of the land. Un- 
doubtedly, it is frustrating to these peo- 
ple when they see the Federal Reserve 
defy the President and the Congress of 
the United States and impose monetary 
policy contrary to the general economic 
policy of the country. 

What respect can these people have 
for the laws when the Federal Reserve is 
allowed to ignore the statutes and seize 
its “independence” as if it were a sepa- 
rate government? The Federal Reserve— 
in seizing its independence—acts with 
the same defiance as a rioter who tosses 
a Molotov cocktail. 

The Federal Reserve has acted as de- 
structively as the worst of the rioters. 
And the resulting destruction to the 
economy has far exceeded the damage 
from all the riots, The Federal Reserve’s 
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December 6, 1965, defiance of the Pres- 
ident wiped out the chance to build 500,- 
000 new housing units in 1966—far more 
than have been burned or destroyed in 
all the riots combined. 

Mr. Speaker, the country cannot af- 
ford the destructive nature of the Fed- 
eral Reserve’s consistent defiance of 
the people and their needs and desires. 

The time has come for the Congress 
to take whatever action is necessary to 
stop the defiance of the law, both by 
the rioters in our cities and the Federal 
Reserve System. It is time that our cities 
and our monetary policies be operated 
within the law. We cannot afford open 
defiance and rebellion in either area. 

Mr. Speaker, this Congress must meet 
its responsibility to lighten the heavy 
burden of interest rates—especially on 
the poor and low-income groups. We 
must meet our responsibility to lower 
the interest charges on Federal financing 
so that additional funds will be freed for 
public housing and other needed public 
works. 

To meet these responsibilities, I pro- 
pose, at least, that the 90th Congress: 

First. Enact a strong truth-in-lending 
law. 

Second. Enact basic reform of the 
Federal Reserve System so that it is re- 
sponsive to the people and their elected 
representatives, thus preventing recur- 
ring rounds of interest rate increases 
and tight money. 

Third. Strengthen Federal programs 
of low-interest loans for housing, small 
business, and community development 
projects, particularly in low-income 
areas. 


LATIN AMERICAN SOLIDARITY 
MEETING—A THREAT TO THE 
HEMISPHERE 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle- 
man from Wisconsin [Mr. LAIRD] is rec- 
ognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. LAIRD, Mr. Speaker, we are pre- 
be with the war in Vietnam. 

This is understandable since some 
500,000 American servicemen are heav- 
ily involved in that jungle war. 

But it is not justifiable if we permit 
Vietnam to distract us from the larger 
questions concerning our overall foreign 
policy and the growing challenges that 
communism poses to the United States 
and the free world. 

Five hundred thousand Americans are 
bogged down in Vietnam precisely be- 
cause we permitted the situation to 
drift and get out of hand while our at- 
tentions were focused on Laos and other 
crisis spots. 

Forty thousand Americans are already 
in Thailand because of the continued 
drift in our foreign policy while our at- 
tention is focused on Vietnam. 

A hot war was fought in the Middle 
East partly because we ignored the dan- 
ger signals over a long period of time due 
to our preoccupation with Vietnam. 

Other Vietnams are possible—indeed 
they may be probable—in other areas of 
the world in the immediate future. 

The danger signs are mounting; the 
enemy’s battle orders have in some cases 
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gone out—in others they will undoubt- 
edly go out within a matter of days or 
weeks. 

Mr. Speaker, some of these additional 
battle orders will emanate from an ex- 
tremely significant meeting which will 
take place in this hemisphere beginning 
on Friday of this week. 

We will ignore it at our peril. 

It is this meeting and what it portends 
that I would like to discuss today. 

Let me first say, parenthetically, that 
I do not argue that we should in any way 
lessen our concentration on finding an 
honorable solution to Vietnam. But we 
should and we must increase our aware- 
ness of other challenges lest we wake up 
and find ourselves not with one Vietnam, 
but with two or three or four all occur- 
ring at the same time in different parts 
of the world. 

This is the inevitable shape of the fu- 
ture unless we begin to pay much closer 
attention to what is going on in the 
world and unless we formulate and im- 
plement some short-term aims and long- 
term objectives for our entire foreign 
policy concerns. 

NEW THREAT IN HEMISPHERE 

Mr. Speaker, the new and important 
threat which is being posed in this hem- 
isphere will once again test both the 
capabilities and the resolve of this coun- 
try to meet its obligations. The threat of 
which I speak is the one that will receive 
a formal organization this week in Ha- 
vana, as the representatives of the so- 
called Latin American Solidarity Orga- 
nization—LASO—meet to map out a 
common strategy designed to combat de- 
mocracy and stability in all of Latin 
America. 

If past performance is any indication, 
I am afraid that the present administra- 
tion will not be responsive to the threat 
which this meeting poses. Since this ad- 
ministration has come into office, it has 
seemed indifferent to the threat posed 
by Communist subversion based in Ha- 
vana, This indifference can be seen by 
the administration’s refusal to incorpo- 
rate any formal discussion of Castro- 
inspired and Castro-supported subver- 
sion at the Chiefs of State meeting at 
Punta del Este last April. 

It may be remembered that at that 
time I had an exchange on the floor of 
the House with the distinguished chair- 
man of the Subcommittee on Inter- 
American Affairs, the gentleman from 
Alabama [Mr. SELDEN] about the threat 
which was posed to the free Republics of 
America by Castro and the subversive 
cadres which he has trained and sent 
throughout the continent. It may also be 
recalled that I suggested that this prob- 
lem be specifically listed on the agenda 
of that conference. Since that meeting, 
my pessimism with regard to the admin- 
istration’s inaction on Latin American 
subversion has unfortunately increased. 

There was no substantive mention in 
the communique from that conference 
of the problem of Communist subversion 
in the hemisphere. Nor has the executive 
branch taken any official note of the 
forthcoming meeting of the Latin Amer- 
ican Solidarity Organization. I am 
pleased to note, however, that the Inter- 
American Subcommittee of the Foreign 
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Affairs Committee has issued a set of 
hearings and a unanimous report— 
House Report No. 481—about Communist 
subversion throughout the hemisphere. 
Iam also pleased to note that the Inter- 
nal Security Subcommittee of the Senate 
Committee on the Judiciary has issued 
a lengthy staff study on the forthcoming 
LASO meeting, which will certainly 
serve as a valuable reference work for 
anyone seriously interested in Commu- 
nist infiltration in the hemisphere. 


WHY WORRY ABOUT CUBA 


Some might wonder why we should be 
concerned with Castro and his small is- 
land citadel. Anyone who has examined 
these reports, or who has studied the 
pattern of Communist activity through- 
out the last 50 years, does not wonder, 
though. 

This year marks the 50th anniver- 
Sary of the Bolshevik Revolution in Rus- 
sia. Communists in the Soviet Union and 
throughout the world will be celebrating 
this momentous event for the rest of 
this year. From its meager beginnings 
and a handful of professional revolu- 
tionaries, the Communist movement, 
largely with the assistance of the Soviet 
Union, has undergone a substantial and 
frequently dynamic expansion in the 
past 50 years. 

Today there are more than 90 Com- 
munist parties operating throughout 
the world, with a claimed membership 
of approximately 50 million. Geographi- 
cally, the international Communist 
movement has also scored successes, and 
is constantly trying to push the frontiers 
of its “socialist world” even further, al- 
ways at the expense of weaker nations 
which do not have the means to resist. 

WARS OF NATIONAL LIBERATION 

It is to combat Communist aggression 
that our own forces are now in Vietnam. 
They are fighting on unfamiliar terrain, 
thousands of miles from home. They are 
also fighting a war which is frequently 
On the enemy’s terms—the hit-and-run 
war of the guerrilla, who believes in 
confronting his enemy only when the 
enemy is hopelessly outnumbered. It is 
the kind of war which Communists call 
a “War of National Liberation,” and is 
part of a so-called global “National 
Liberation Movement.” 

The chief objective of the global 
movement is to defeat freedom wherever 
it exists, and to work for the destruction 
of the United States and all it stands 
for. 

In short, the National Liberation War- 
fare strategy of the Communists is part 
of the continuing hostility and aggres- 
sion which has been the central feature 
of 50 years of communism in and out of 
power. 

Today, in Latin America, the principal 
threat to freedom, stability, and progress 
is once again the shadow of commu- 
nism. But this time something new has 
been added: the base of current Com- 
munist aggression and subversion in 
Latin America has become Cuba itself. 

This is an ominous sign. 

SOVIET SUPPORT OF CUBA 

For a number of years now we have 
been told that Cuba is an expensive 
albatross which hangs around the neck 
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of the Soviet Union and that it will 
eventually weaken and collapse. 

We have been told that the Soviet 
Union would not be able to continue her 
support to Cuba, and that the Soviet 
Union is uninterested in the export of 
revolution and subversion from Cuba. 

We have been told that the best 
example of the inherent weakness of 
communism would be the island “show- 
case” of Fidel Castro, and that as the 
other nations of Latin America looked to 
it for results, they would soon become 
convinced that communism cannot bring 
progress. 

But Cuba has not collapsed. 

The Soviet Union has not ceased its 
support of Cuba. 

And violence, subversion, terrorism, 
and guerrilla warfare are spreading 
throughout Latin America. Now we learn 
that the purpose of the meeting of the 
so-called Latin American Solidarity 
Organization beginning on July 28 and 
scheduled to last until August 8 is the 
hammering out of a common battle plan 
for the entire continent. 

COMMUNIST GOAL IS “MANY VIETNAMS" 

It is clear, Mr. Speaker, that armed 
violence is to be the Communist watch- 
word for Latin America. It is equally 
clear that when the Communists promise 
armed violence, the United States must 
pay close attention. 

One does not need to dwell upon the 
strategic importance of Latin America to 
perceive the inherent dangers of their 
plans. On the contrary, one needs simply 
to listen to the words attributed to the 
now legendary Communist revolution- 
ary, Maj. Ernesto “Che” Guevara, who 
allegedly wrote on April 17 of this year: 
“The battle cry is to create two, three 
many Vietnams.” The purpose in creat- 
ing new Vietnams is, of course, to involve 
the United States around the world and 
to sap the resources of the less stable 
countries of Latin America. This is what 
the article allegedly written by Che 
Guevara says about trying to involve 
the United States in Latin America: 

Little by little, obsolete weapons satisfac- 
tory for repression of small armed groups 
will be converted into modern weapons and 
the groups of advisors into U.S. fighters, 
until, at a given moment, they will be ob- 
liged to send increasing numbers of regular 
troops to insure the relative stability of a 
power whose national puppet army is dis- 
integrating before the guerrilla forces. 

That is the path of Vietnam; that is the 
path which the people must pursue; it is the 
course which America will follow with the 
special characteristic that the armed groups 
may be able to create something like co- 
operation boards to make Yankee imperial- 
ism’s repressive task more difficult. 


In other words, Latin American Com- 
munists are actively seeking a confronta- 
tion with what they call Yankee 
imperialism. 

Thus Castro and his supporters are 
prepared to attempt to involve the 
United States in “new Vietnams,” with 
the hope or even the expectation that 
popular sentiment both in this country 
and abroad will brand the United States 
as an “aggressor” and “world bully.” 

Guevara goes on to say: 

We must wage a general-type action whose 
tactical goal will be to draw the enemy out 
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of his surroundings, forcing him to fight in 
places where his living habits clash with the 
actual situation. The adversary must not be 
underestimated; the U.S. soldier has tech- 
nical know-how and is backed with means 
of frightening magnitude. What the enemy 
essentially lacks is ideological motivation. 
His most bitter rivals of today—the Viet- 
namese soldiers—possess that to a maximum 
degree. We can only triumph over that army 
to the extent that we manage to reduce its 
morale. Its morale is undermined by inflict- 
ing on it defeats and repeated sufferings. 


I call to the attention of my colleagues 
the proposition that Latin American 
Communists will try to “draw the enemy 
out of his surroundings, forcing him to 
fight in places where his living habits 
clash with the actual situation.” In plain 
language, this means that attempts will 
be made to force us “the enemy,” to fight 
on unfavorable terrain, and at times and 
places not of our own choosing. 

As Guevara says, this is the example 
of Vietnam; and if one, two, or more 
Vietnams can take place simultaneously 
throughout the world, then U.S. “im- 
perialism” can ultimately be defeated, 
say the Communists. 

SOVIET “RESTRAINT” ON CASTRO 


We have all read newspaper reports 
in recent days to the effect that the So- 
viet support for Castro and his subver- 
sive activities is actually decreasing. 
Some maintain that the recent Kosygin- 
Castro talks in Havana showed that the 
Soviet Union does not want Castro to try 
to subvert the other nations of Latin 
America. 

These reports and theories may be 
true. But what does the evidence 
indicate? 

The evidence shows that the Soviet 
Union is still propping up the Cuban 
economy to the tune of more than one 
million dollars a day. 

The evidence shows that the Soviet 
Union had the second largest delega- 
tion—second only to Cuba—at the Tri- 
continental Conference in January 1966, 
when the Latin American Solidarity Or- 
ganization was first organized. 

The evidence indicates that Soviet- 
built weaponry and military equipment 
is still being place 1 in Cuba. 

The evidence shows that the Soviet 
technicians are still operating in Cuba, 
training the Communists in the use of 
these weapons. 

The evidence also indicates that a large 
quantity of hand weapons, suitable for 
use in so-called wars of national libera- 
tion is coming from the Soviet Union 
and its satellites. 

In summary, Mr. Speaker, the evidence 
does not indicate that the Soviets are 
waning in their support of Castro and his 
Communist technique of wars of na- 
tional liberation. 

LATIN AMERICAN SOLIDARITY ORGANIZATION 

(LASO) 

What is this Latin American Solidarity 
Organization that begins its meeting this 
week in Havana? What are its concrete 
goals, and who aré its members? 

The Latin American Solidarity Organi- 
zation—or LASO—was established on 
January 16, 1966, immediately following 
the First Tricontinental Conference of 
Havana, the complete name of which was 
the first Afro-Asian-Latin American Peo- 
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ples’ Solidarity Conference. The delegates 
to the first LASO meeting were the same 
as those who had participated in the 
Tricontinental Conference. The meeting 
of the delegates who established LASO 
was presided over by Pedro Medina Silva 
of the so-called Armed Forces of Na- 
tional Liberation—FALN—of Venezuela, 
and was attended by several prominent 
members of the Cuban government, in- 
cluding Prime Minister Fidel Castro, 
President Osvaldo Dorticos, and Armed 
Forces Minister Raul Castro, Fidel’s 
brother. 

The communique announcing the es- 
tablishment of the organization said, in 
part: 

The Latin American Solidarity Organiza- 
tion will use all means within its reach to 
support the liberation movements; it will give 
firm support to the liberated countries of the 
three continents that may be the object of 
imperialist aggression. ... It will link its 
action and that of the participating organi- 


zations to the activities of the Tricontinental 
Organization. 


Thus, it is clear that the Latin Ameri- 
can Solidarity Organization is neither 
just another Communist-front organiza- 
tion nor a Sunday outing of Marxist in- 
tellectuals, It is a concrete organization, 
with concrete goals. It is linked to the 
Tricontinental organization by the very 
communique announcing its establish- 
ment. It has as its principal goals the 
rendering of effective aid to guerrilla 
groups. 

THREAT TO THE HEMISPHERE 

In other words, Mr. Speaker, it is 
something that must be taken seriously 
as a threat to the security of the hemi- 
sphere. 

The meeting of the Latin American 
Solidarity Organization which will begin 
this week takes on special significance in 
view of recent developments in Bolivia, 
Venezuela, Colombia, and Guatemala. 
In each of these countries, armed guer- 
rilla groups are actively seeking the over- 
throw of legitimately constituted govern- 
ments. 

BOLIVIA 

In Bolivia, guerrillas are posing a seri- 
ous threat to government troops, who 
are experiencing difficulties in coping 
with the situation. Bolivia is a small but 
potentially wealthy country, with sub- 
stantial natural wealth. With a limited 
national budget, Bolivia may not be able 
to meet the rising costs of coping with 
the guerrilla threat. 

To whom will Bolivia turn? Clearly, 
she will have to turn to the United States 
and to the Organization of American 
States. It is also widely rumored that 
Maj. Ernesto “Che” Guevara is alive and 
is currently in Bolivia leading the guer- 
rillas. Recently, a young Frenchman, one 
Regis Debray, was captured by Boliv- 
ian forces. Debray, a close friend of 
Castro, had entered Bolivia illegally, 
and was caught with a guerrilla band. 
Now that Debray has been captured and 
is in prison awaiting trial, appeals from 
the Left have been pouring into Bolivia, 
claiming that Debray is merely an inno- 
cent journalist and philosopher who 
came to Bolivia to gather firsthand in- 
formation. 

It was this same “philosopher” who 
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declared in a long article published 
earlier this year in Havana: 

A new era is beginning: the era of total 
class warfare, an era which has no place for 
compromise or for the sharing of power. 

VENEZUELA 


In Venezuela, the situation is becom- 
ing equally serious. On May 8 of this 
year a Cuban-sponsored expedition of 
12 men was intercepted as it tried to 
infiltrate into the country some 60 miles 
from Caracas. This “invasion,” along 
with a series of terror attacks by guer- 
rillas operating in the mountains, 
prompted Venezuela to demand an emer- 
gency meeting of the Council of the Or- 
ganization of American States. A special 
committee has been appointed to meet 
in Caracas to consider the Cuban prob- 
lem. 


Late last year Venezuelan security 
forces discovered an elaborate network 
of guerrilla sanctuaries within the Cen- 
tral University in Caracas. Harbored be- 
hind false walls and storing their weap- 
ons in women’s. dormitories, the guerril- 
las had a comfortable and relatively 
secure method of operation. From time 
to time they would go out into the city, 
commit terrorist acts, and then return 
to the university. 

In March the guerrillas murdered the 
brother of the Venezuelan Foreign Min- 
ister, and dumped his body on a highway 
near Caracas. It was this murder that 
deepened the split within the Commu- 
nist movement in Venezuela. 

The city-based Communists favor an 
approach of becoming “respectable,” so 
as to be able to take advantage of the 
current soft“ line being peddled by the 
pro-Soviet wing of the international 
Communist movement. The guerrillas, 
or “mountain Communists,” scorn the 
“soft” living of the city, and espouse 
armed violence as the only effective 
means for seizing state power. Recently, 
however, new areas of the country have 
been subjected to guerrilla attacks, giv- 
ing rise to fears that a new series of 
fronts will be established. 

As we know, Venezuela is a well-to-do 
country, but it is questionable if she 
would be able to sustain a prolonged and 
intense guerrilla sabotage campaign. We 
can all remember the tense days of 1963 
in Venezuela, when the Communists, in 
their attempts to intimidate the Vene- 
zuelan people and keep them away from 
the polls, promised to shoot a policeman 
a day and any other citizen who opposed 
them and their demands. Many died in 
the weeks preceding those elections, but 
the Venezuelan people ignored the Com- 
munist threats and turned out in record 
numbers to vote. Thus, until recently, the 
guerrillas have not been active. 

COLOMBIA 


In Colombia, where guerrilla activities 
have been increasing in recent months, 
the situation is also becoming serious. In 
the Selden committee report of July 3. 
just over 3 weeks ago, it is stated: 

In March and April Communist guerrillas, 
operating in an area larger than South Viet- 
nam, renewed their attacks and killed over 
50 security force personnel in five widespread 
incidents, including ambush of army patrols, 
an attack on a police post, and a train 


robbery. 
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Just a few days ago the Chief of Staff 
of the Colombian Army stated that he 
expects an intensification of guerrilla 
warfare in Colombia as a result of the 
Latin American Solidarity Organization 
meeting. He said: 

This conference in Havana, is the work 
of the Tricontinental and its aim is to give 
guidance, norms, and suggestions on proce- 
dures to the subversive organizations active 
on the continent. 


As in Venezuela, the Communists in 
Colombia are divided between “hard- 
liners” and “soft-liners.”’ Such a division 
ought properly to contribute to the 
weakening of communism but it ap- 
parently does not, and within the very 
leadership of the Colombian Communist 
Party are to be found some of the most 
bloodthirsty and militant guerrillas. 

GUATEMALA 

Finally, in Guatemala, there has also 
been intense rural guerrilla activity, al- 
though it seems to have been brought 
under control for the time being. The 
one question being asked in relation to 
the Guatemalan success in suppressing 
to some extent the guerrilla activities, 
is the sudden growth of private vigilante 
groups which exact their own justice 
from the Communists. Two of these 
groups, known as MANO* and NOA, 
launched their counterguerrilla cam- 
paign by declaring that they would mur- 
der five Communists for every murder 
committed by the guerrillas. As time 
passed, the organizations raised the 
ratio, until at one point they were threat- 
ening with a ratio of 20 to 1. In 
recent months, there appears to have 
been a dramatic decrease in the number 
of murders committed by the Guate- 
malan Communist guerrillas. It will be 
instructive to observe developments in 
Guatemala following the LASO meeting. 

WHO CONTROLS CASTRO? 


Mr. Speaker, the question is frequently 
asked, Who controls Castro—Moscow or 
Peking?” I do not pretend to have a cate- 
gorical answer to this question, but I 
would like to discuss it very briefly. 

Earlier I spoke of the long-standing 
claims that Fidel Castro’s Cuba would 
eventually collapse under its own bu- 
reaucratic inefficiency and mismanage- 
ment, and the Soviet Union would one 
day tire of pumping a million dollars a 
day into a “worthless” island in the Car- 
ibbean. We know now that predictions 
of that sort were tantamount to whis- 
tling in the dark; that they provided a 
ready excuse for inaction in the matter 
of Cuba; and that they carried the day 
for the cooler-heads-will-prevail“ 
school of thought which seems to arise 
with each crisis situation, and which 
seems to impute to those who would act 
forthrightly the opposing label of “hot- 
heads.” 

One might justifiably ask whether it 
really matters at this point who con- 
trols Castro. Does it do any good to de- 
bate such points when Castro himself is 
defying the will of the majority of Latin 
America and is openly trying to over- 
throw Latin American governments? 


El Mano—“The Hand” 
*NOA—“New Anticommunist Organiza- 
tion” 
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We have seen that President Johnson’s 
administration is taking far too lightly 
the Latin American meeting of Commu- 
nist strategists opening Friday in Ha- 
vana. Administration preoccupation 
with Vietnam and apparent compla- 
cency with Communist subversive plan- 
ning on our country’s own doorstep may 
result in an outbreak of several Viet- 
nams in Latin America in the next few 
years as Red leaders have boasted. 

BRIDGE BUILDING 

So now let us return to the issue of 
Soviet support for Castro. Since Moscow 
is supporting Castro, should we not be 
forthright in our vigorous condemnation 
of the Soviet Union? Is it not true that 
Moscow’s current support level of one 
million dollars per day is assisting the 
guerrilla bands operating on the Latin 
American continent? And if that is the 
case, how can East-West trade and 
“bridge building” to the East make any 
sense at all? 

We have seen that the administration 
insists on its overtures to the East, com- 
plete with large-scale credits and enor- 
mous relaxation of the export control 
list, in spite of increased Soviet and 
East European support to Vietnam. Does 
it not also make sense that our credits 
to the East will help to support, even 
if only indirectly, guerrilla warfare in 
Latin America? 

In the past, we have often had a dif- 
ficult time in persuading our partners 
in the Organization of American States 
that joint action is necessary to deal 
with Fidel Castro. Now, when virtually 
all the Latin American countries are 
prepared to act, we seem to be dragging 
our feet. Why? Will the mere passage 
of time gain us anything? Will it “solve” 
the problem in the “let-cooler-heads- 
prevail tradition”? 

By now we are well aware of the ele- 
mentary fact of international life that 
problems do not diminish with the pass- 
age of time; on the contrary, they be- 
come magnified and fester, until even- 
tually a full-scale crisis is born. It is 
precisely that kind of full-scale crisis, 
requiring American or allied intervention 
that must be avoided. And it can be 
aa by swift and forceful united ac- 

on. 

It is possible, of course, that the ad- 
ministration will prefer to adopt a “wait 
and see” attitude until after the Latin 
American Solidarity Organization meet- 
ing ends next week. But since it is al- 
ready possible to guess what general 
formula for violence will emanate from 
the LASO meeting, what basic prepara- 
tions are being made to seek meaning- 
ful joint action to deal with Castro- 
supported violence and subversion? 

We will recall that, following the Tri- 
continental Conference of January 1966, 
the Latin American countries protested 
vigorously the Cuban, Egyptian, Chinese, 
and Soviet support of the meeting. The 
ink was barely dry on United Nations 
Resolution 2131, which proclaimed the 
inadmissibility of interference in the 
affairs of sovereign states, when the Tri- 
continental Conference met to map out 
a program for armed interference in the 
affairs of other sovereign states. At that 
time, the United States did nothing to 
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unite the Americas to face up to the 
Cuban danger. 

What will be the U.S. attitude if the 
forthcoming Latin American Solidarity 
Organization meeting comes out four- 
square for violent revolution? 

Will the administration wait until the 
“other Vietnam” which the guerrilla 
leader Guevara called for, have sprouted 
up, to take action? Will the administra- 
tion refuse to use the more humane but 
effective weapons which are available to 
us—primarily economic, political, and 
psychological—until it is too late, and 
we are forced again to use military 
means? 

WORLD COMMUNIST MOVEMENT 


In the meeting of the Tricontinental 
Conference of January 1966 we have seen 
what the designs of the world Commu- 
nist movement are for the underdevel- 
oped world. 

And, yes, I do not hesitate to use the 
phrase “world Communist movement.” 
We have all heard too much about the 
alleged “disintegration” of world com- 
munism. It is time to look hard and long 
at such evidence as: Who participates in 
these meetings? You will recall, Mr. 
Speaker, that the three largest delega- 
tions at the Tricontinental Conference 
were the Cuban, Soviet, and Communist 
Chinese, in that order. Thus, we hear 
speculation about this disintegration and 
in some respects it may be true. But 
clearly, when we are speaking of sub- 
verting the legitimate governments of 
the “third world,” we are talking about 
a unified, broad-based strategy, composed 
of all the leading world Communists. 

Who lends support to the guerrilla 
movements around the world? Again, we 
find that it is all of the Communist 
world that is supporting North Vietnam 
in its aggression against the south. Just 
as support for other guerrilla activities 
in various countries around the world 
comes from all of the Communist coun- 
tries, 

It is this “hard look at the evidence” 
which the administration has failed to 
take. It is here that the Congress can 
play a truly vital role, as the reports 
which I have already mentioned, show. 
It is in this spirit, Mr. Speaker, that I 
intend to take the floor of the House 
later, when the meeting of the Latin 
American Solidarity Organization is 
over, and the evidence is in, to again ap- 
prise my colleagues of the import of this 
meeting. 

It will be most interesting, Mr. Speak- 
er, to observe the reaction of the admin- 
istration to what takes place in Havana. 

Many Members of both Houses are 
watching with great interest the revo- 
lutionary performance that is to be put 
on this week in Havana. They will also 
be watching with great interest to see if 
we respond appropriately. For this is an 
issue which cuts across the aisles of both 
Houses, and which touches our domestic 
security. Members of the Congress, as 
well as the American people, will indeed 
be watching Havana and Washington. 


ARMS SHIPMENTS TO JORDAN 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle- 
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man from New York [Mr. HALPERN] is 
recognized for 15 minutes. 

Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Speaker, news dis- 
patches from Jordan inform us that King 
Hussein is planning to arm the civilians 
of that nation, and to institute a program 
of general military training for all Jor- 
danians. 

At the same time, the administration 
of the United States is quietly seeking 
methods of financing new shipments of 
arms and military equipment to Jordan. 

It is easy to add the two facts and come 
up with a terrifying total of more war, 
more bloodshed, and more destruction in 
the ravaged Middle East. 

I take this floor to announce that I, 
for one, will never support any authoriza- 
tion for more arms to Jordan until that 
nation justifies its statement that its pro- 
gram of military rearmament is planned 
only for defensive purposes. 

The only way Jordan can prove that 
intention is by signing a peace treaty 
with Israel, because as long as Jordan 
remains at war with Israel, we can ex- 
pect any American armaments and sup- 
plies to be used in eventual battle against 
Israel. 

I ask my colleagues to remember that 
King Hussein has collaborated with the 
Communists and the Arabs, who are 
threatening Israel and the West. Israel 
is our only ally in that dark and bloody 
corner of the world, and the future of 
Israel is inextricably bound up with 
America’s best interests. 

It should be made absolutely clear to 
King Hussein, now and not at some vague 
future time, that unless he shows con- 
crete evidence of responsibility by sign- 
ing a peace treaty with Israel, that 
American taxpayers will not be asked to 
provide Jordan with a single bullet. 

By that, Mr. Speaker, I mean that arms 
should not be provided either directly or 
indirectly. I have been deeply concerned 
with the possibility that some indirect 
means of arms aid to Jordan might be 
devised, since the revelations made by 
Mr. WIDNALL last weekend about arma- 
ment financing by the Export-Import 
Bank. 

The gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
WIDNALL], one of the most distinguished 
members of the Banking and Currency 
Committee, of which I am a member, 
pointed out that in 2 years, 39 percent 
of the Bank’s loans were made for arms 
purchases. What is more, large credits 
were granted to nations without the of- 
ficial knowledge of executives of the 
bank. 

I join the gentleman from New Jersey 
(Mr. WD N ALL] in demanding a thorough 
review of the Bank’s financing of arms 
sales to foreign nations, before we are 
asked to extend the lending authority of 
the Export-Import Bank. And I insist 
that no such credits be granted to Jor- 
dan, or any other Arab nation, until it 
agrees to end the state of war in the 
Middle East. 

It is all the more important that the 
United States take a firm stand in this 
matter, in view of the sinister Russian 
resupply of offensive arms to Egypt and 
Syria, which must one day tempt those 
nations to make a sneak “Pearl Harbor” 
attack on Israel, unless we demonstrate 
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our support of Israel by providing that 
pro-American nation with all necessary 
arms. 

Such a demonstration becomes a vital 
factor in keeping the Middle Eastern 
tinderbox from bursting into flame once 
more, since France cynically terminated 
its sale of jets to Israel in a bid for Arab 
and Communist favor. 

The least we can do is to supply Israel 
with all necessary jets and other equip- 
ment to replace Israeli equipment de- 
pleted in the conflict, and to balance the 
new flow of Mig—23’s and other super- 
sophisticated weapons from Russia to the 
Arabs. 

We owe this support to a nation which 
has stood for 20 years as a bastion of 
democracy in a most undemocratic part 
of the world. We also owe it to mankind 
as our contribution toward maintaining 
the balance which may overcome the in- 
flammatory warmongering of puppet 
Arab overlords and the Communist plot- 
ters who pull the strings. 


RIOT DISASTER AREAS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle- 
man from Maryland (Mr. Maruras] is 
recognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. MATHIAS of Maryland. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
revise and extend my remarks and in- 
clude extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Maryland? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MATHIAS of Maryland. Mr. 
Speaker, the terrible outbreaks of mass 
violence in many cities this summer have 
torn the fabric of our entire society. All 
America has been badly hurt, but the 
most immediate victims are the wounded 
and the dead, the families whose homes 
have been destroyed, the businessman 
whose stores and stocks have been 
wrecked, the children who have been de- 
prived of food and clothes, and the citi- 
zens whose neighborhoods have been 
completely smashed. 

We do not in any way condone mob 
violence, criminal assaults on life and 
property, and anarchic attacks on law 
and order. But we cannot condemn the 
innocent victims of this violence to a 
future more povertystricken and hope- 
less than their past. 

The physical destruction wreaked by 
riots has in some cities been worse than 
that which could be caused by a hurri- 
cane or quake. The emotional devasta- 
tion wrought has been far greater, be- 
cause these have been not natural dis- 
asters beyond man’s control, but disas- 
ters born of human excesses, multiplied 
to inhuman proportions. 

I believe that the victims of these ex- 
plosions should receive emergency assist- 
ance equal to that traditionally given to 
the victims of natural disasters. 

The existing powers of the executive 
branch in such situations are unspeci- 
fied and unclear. Just this afternoon the 
Office of Emergency Planning, in re- 
sponse to Governor Romney’s formal re- 
quest for disaster aid for Detroit, has 
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indicated that legal grounds for action 
may not exist at all. 

Accordingly, 14 of our colleagues have 
joined me today in introducing legisla- 
tion to amend existing Federal disaster 
relief laws to cover major riots and civil 
disorders explicitly. Cosponsoring this 
measure with me are Representatives 
ALPHONZO BELL, DANIEL E. BUTTON, SIL- 
vio O. CONTE, GERALD R. FORD, PETER H. 
B. FRELINGHUYSEN, GILBERT GUDE, SEY- 
MOUR HALPERN, FRANK J. HORTON, THEO- 
DORE R. KUPFERMAN, F. BRADFORD MORSE, 
Rocers C. B. Morton, CHARLES A. 
MOSHER, OGDEN R. Rm, and Howarp W. 
ROBISON. 

The Federal laws affected are— 

First. The basic disaster program, 
under which the Office of Emergency 
Planning may step in, upon the request 
of the Governor and approval of the 
President, to provide a wide range of 
emergency services to supplement inade- 
quate local and State resources. The help 
provided through OEP may include 
emergency food, clothing, shelter and 
medical supplies; equipment, materials 
and technical services; temporary re- 
pairs and replacement of existing public 
facilities and services, including police 
and fire protection; and clearing of 
wreckage and debris, especially where 
serious public health menaces exist. 

Presidential designation of an area as 
a major disaster area also makes a 
stricken region eligible for refinancing 
of loans from HUD and the VA for pub- 
lic facilities; gives priority status to ap- 
plications for public facilities assistance, 
public housing and public works plan- 
ning; waives certain planning require- 
ments for urban renewal programs; and 
makes individuals eligible for Federal 
tax deduction of losses due to the 
disaster and not covered by insurance or 
other compensation. Aid in rebuilding 
schools would be provided under Public 
Law 89-313, which expired on July 1, but 
has been extended by the House in legis- 
lation—H.R. 7819—now awaiting Senate 
action. 

Second. The disaster loan provisions 
of the Small Business Act, through which 
low-interest—3 percent—SBA loans may 
be made to small businesses suffering 
serious economic damage from disasters. 
Such loans may presently be made in 
natural disaster areas either on presi- 
dential designation or on action by the 
SBA Administrator. 

Third. The loan insurance programs of 
the Federal Housing Administration, 
through which FHA will insure commer- 
cial loans for the repair, rebuilding or re- 
placement of homes and other structures 
damaged or destroyed by disasters. 

These programs, admittedly modest, 
cannot repair or compensate for all the 
damage done. They have proved very 
valuable, however, in the aftermath of 
devastating hurricanes, floods, earth- 
quakes, and tornadoes. They could prove 
equally constructive in starting the mas- 
sive task of lifting shattered urban cores 
toward social health and economic life. 

This proposal is an emergency meas- 
ure, proposed for use in exceptionally 
tragic times. It is not offered as an an- 
swer to the riots. Rather, it is advanced 
as a humanitarian response to the havoc 
which violence has brought and the 
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harm it has inflicted on so many Ameri- 
cans. 

The tasks ahead of us will require 
many years and demand great effort and 
investment. We believe that vigorous, 
compassionate relief efforts, beginning 
now, are essential to meet the most ur- 
gent needs of the people of the stricken 
slums, and show that we shall not aban- 
don them. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MATHIAS of Maryland. I yield to 
the gentleman from Virginia. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I wonder if 
the proposed legislation is designed to 
help the innocent victim of the riot and 
not the lawbreakers themselves? 

Mr. MATHIAS of Maryland. Mr. 
Speaker, I am delighted that the gentle- 
man from Virginia has raised that ques- 
tion, because I think it is stated un- 
equivocally that the purpose of this leg- 
islation, and the language and the words 
of this legislation, are directed only to 
the innocent victims, many of whom dis- 
parage disorders that are ruinous and 
many of whom resisted the riots that 
surged around them, but who were none- 
theless wiped out of their material pos- 
sessions. It is an important point. I am 
glad the gentleman has raised it. 

Mr. Speaker. I yield back the balance 
of my time. 


GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND 


Mr. MATHIAS of Maryland. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that all Members may have 5 legisla- 
tive days in which to extend their re- 
marks on this subject. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore, Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Maryland? 

There was no objection. 


REQUEST THAT SPECIAL ORDER BE 
REINSTATED 


Mr. RANDALL. Mr. Speaker, I pre- 
viously asked unanimous consent to ad- 
dress the House for 20 minutes which 
was agreed to under special order. At the 
time that special order was called, I was 
in the Speaker’s Lobby and could not 
respond at that moment. 

I now ask unanimous consent that the 
time allowed be reinstated and I be per- 
mitted to proceed under special order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Missouri? 

There was no objection. 


AMERICAN TRAGEDY 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
previous order of the House the gentle- 
man from Missouri is recognized for 20 
minutes. 

Mr. RANDALL. Mr. Speaker, I have 
asked for this time because under the 
1-minute rule there is hardly enough 
time to cover even one facet of events 
that. have transpired in this week of 
American tragedy. 

Mr. Speaker, half the Members of the 
House have stood in this well, at some 
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time this week to speak on the race vio- 
lence in Newark, Plainfield, Detroit, 
Cambridge, and elsewhere. 

Mr. Speaker, it seems to me the time 
is here for this Congress to act when one 
of our local papers carries the very seri- 
ous headline which—in two words sum- 
apne this situation, “American Trag- 

Mr. Speaker, I call attention to the 
Members of the House of the fact that the 
situation is not getting any better. 

Since July 10, our summer of 1967 has 
witnessed outbreaks of violence at the 
following places on the dates indicated: 

July 12: Newark, N. J., Hartford, 
Conn., Erie, Pa. 

July 16: Des Moines, Iowa. 

July 17: Plainfield, N.J. 

July 19: Nyack, N.Y. 

July 21: Minneapolis, Minn. 

July 22: Youngstown, Ohio. 

July 23: New York, N.Y. 

coed — 2 Mich. 

: Cambridge, Md., Rochester, 
N.Y., Toledo, Ohio, Pontiac, Mich., Flint, 
aaa roe pei Mich. 
ore I came on to the floor I was 
out in the Speaker’s Lobby scanning the 
Associated Press teletype. I took the lib- 
erty to tear off the portion of the roll as 
it was being hung on our bulletin board. 
To furnish as a basis for some of the re- 
marks I will make in a few minutes, I 
want to call to the attention of the House 
today, Thursday afternoon, July 27, item 
16 was headed “Phoenix Racial Riot,” 
pointing out that violence and vandalism 
— erupted for the second night in that 
item 17 was on “Cambridge,” which 
pointed out that teargas A be used 
in Cambridge, Md., to disperse a mob of 
rock-throwing Negroes. 

Item 18 pointed out that a mob of Ne- 
gro teenagers ran rampant on fashion- 
able Fifth Avenue in New York City loot- 
ing one man’s shop of over $15,000 of 
merchandise and at Columbus Circle a 
ae eae Arrera a young married 

e obing the woman robb 
1 0 sie 
; e next item was entitled “Chicago 
Racial,” reporting incidents of itab. 
ing, window smashing, and looting on 
the West Side Wednesday night. 

“Cincinnati Racial” mentioned the 
fact firebombs flew again in that south- 
eastern Ohio city with a new damage 
estimated at $250,000 and a department 
store building set on fire by firebombs 
and other fires including a paper box 
factory. 

Toledo in northern Ohio was not 
spared. There 48 arrests were made when 
firefighters were attacked by gangs. 

On the west coast, San Francisco po- 
a, ona mela blocks in the Fil- 

ore when gangs of N 
started throwing firebombs. ov 

Back on the east coast, Philadelphia 
policemen arrested 35 persons in South 
Philadelphia for window breaking in 
South Philadelphia. 

These incidents happened in our Amer- 
ica within the last 24 hours, but without 
a doubt the most shocking of all were 
the comments made right here in our 
Nation’s Capital by H. Rap Brown, who 
told a crowd of a hundred or more ap- 
plauding Negroes to get guns because if 
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Washington “don’t come round Wash- 
ington should be burned down.” 

If there should be any doubt that my 
comments are based on hearsay, I hold 
here in my hand a tearsheet which has 
just been taken from the teletype and 
is marked item 112, Associated Press, 
entitled Rap Brown in Washington.” 

The man who spoke those words in 
Washington today is the same H. Rap 
Brown who was chairman of the National 
Conference on Black Power held in New- 
ark last weekend. It is the same H. Rap 
Brown who was finally arrested over at 
the National Airport, and held a short 
time in the Alexandria, Va., city jail 
under a proceeding against him as a 
fugitive. 

According to our Washington papers, 
Rap Brown, who is Stokely Carmichael’s 
successor as national chairman of the 
Student Nonviolent Coordinating Com- 
mittee, was released in Alexandria late 
after midnight last night when he was 
freed on bail under a bond arranged by 
one of the ousted teachers from Howard 
University. He now faces extradition to 
Dorchester County, Md., where he is 
charged with making a speech that 
touched off a night of arson and shooting 
in Cambridge last. Monday evening. One 
question that will be asked by many is 
why the delay until August 26 for ar- 
raignment on the charge that he is a 
fugitive and should face extradition. 

Mr. Speaker, there has been far too 
much levity made even by ordinarily 
serious-minded Members of this House 
and more by others outside the Con- 
gress of the antiriot bill recently passed 
by the House as a deterrent against 
those who would travel interstate to in- 
cite riots. 

Well, in answer to those who would 
laugh at this bill, it can be answered that 
here in Rap Brown we have an example 
or illustration that should serve to em- 
phasize and underscore the fact that this 
antiriot bill which assesses a substantial 
penalty against those individuals travel- 
ing from State to State to incite a riot 
is needed and could be made useful and 
effective against madmen like H. Rap 
Brown, who traveled interstate from 
Newark to Cambridge, Md., and now to 
the Nation’s Capital. 

About all you have to do is look at what 
happened within the last few days. 
Brown stood up in Cambridge, Md., and 
made a speech before 400 youths urging 
them to burn the town down. They did 
burn a portion of Cambridge, Md. This 
was just a day or two after he left New- 
ark, N.J., urging the National Black 
Power Conference to acts of violence all 
across America. 

Then this advocate of violence packed 
up and came from Maryland to the Na- 
tional Airport where he was arrested on 
a fugitive warrant and is now free on 
bond to come across the Potomac River 
and assert to a crowd here in Washing- 
ton: 

If Washington don’t come around, we're 
gonna burn Washington down. 


With this set of facts on the record 
right before our eyes, it is difficult to try 
to figure out the reasoning of those who 
would say there is no need or use for 
Federal antirioting bill to prevent those 
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who cross State lines to incite riots and 
violence. The critics of this bill, passed by 
the House, had a field day. They have had 
a lot of fun laughing at the measure, It 
would seem to me they might now have 
some difficulty to say there is no need 
for the application of such law in the 
face of the recent story of the life of 
H. Rap Brown. 

During this weeklong discussion of the 
riots in several of our cities we have 
heard charges and countercharges about 
the cause of these riots. Some have in- 
sisted they stem from local slum condi- 
tions. Others are sure they are the result 
of outside agitators. Other Members 
charge these riots are the result of un- 
filled promises of the poverty program 
where hopes were raised only to yield 
to such disappointment, a riot would re- 
sult. Still other Members of our body 
have blamed existing gun-control laws 
and such causes as improper training of 
police forces and even the meddling of 
antipoverty workers in local affairs as 
among the basic causes. 

All of these charges and counter- 
charges are in need of proper analysis 
and appraisal. The fact is the Congress 
is in need of more facts than it now has 
before it in order to determine what 
action should and must be taken. It is 
for this reason I will support a prompt 
congressional investigation to find out if 
these racial riots have been organized 
on a national scale. It would seem a spe- 
cial joint congressional committee to in- 
vestigate rioting and spreading discon- 
tent in American cities is the first step 
that must be taken. Such a joint select or 
special Senate-House committee could 
pry out the facts of what the Senate 
majority leader described as “this sum- 
mer of dissent.” This is no time to point 
the finger of blame at the executive 
branch or the Congress or State or local 
authorities. Each of these must assume 
some share of the burden. The very first 
thing is to take firm effective measures 
to stop the spread of rioting and then 
a thorough investigation to try to find the 
causes in each incident and to recom- 
mend remedies. 

There has been a lot of comment made 
by a lot of our membership this past 
week. But before there is a lot more 
comment, Mr. Speaker, I suggest we are 
at a point in this national crisis where 
we should consider some priorities. There 
is no question but that this violence has 
grown into a national problem. Let us 
not forget it is also a local problem, and 
of course, also a State problem. If the 
Congress can provide quick help to the 
States and municipalities then perhaps 
later on the problem can be solved at 
the local levels. But for the time being, 
and very quickly, we must give them 
some help. The solution to this grave 
national problem is above all a question 
of priorities. In this country, from the 
time we were a small country which tried 
to conquer the wilderness, we have had to 
face priorities. Today we must consider 
priorities between a war, or near war, 
right here in our midst in this country 
and the war in Southeast Asia. We must 
recognize the time has come when we 
face a foreign crisis, and at the very 
same moment we face a domestic crisis. 
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When it comes down to a choice be- 
tween our foreign crisis and this newest 
domestic crisis there is not much choice 
left as to which has the highest priority. 
That is whether we should face this new- 
est domestic crisis with all our energy 
and national resolve. 

America may for awhile face the hope- 
fully short term fate of having to 
wrestle with two crises—one in Vietnam 
where we have to wage a war against 
communism and another within our 
cities where we have to wage a war 
against lawlessness and violence. 

Doubts are being expressed again and 
again that we cannot continue to be a 
world policeman against aggression. This 
last week has made some of us wonder 
whether we have an adequate National 
Guard to police our own military mi- 
nority, but this much is sure and certain, 
if we are to be strong abroad we must 
first be strong at home. If we permit 
rioting and unrestrained lawlessness to 
go on in a dozen of our major cities in a 
single night, we are not showing strength 
at home to observers elsewhere in the 
world. 

That is why I say the American people 
face the very urgent question of deciding 
which is the highest priority—Vietnam 
or safety in our streets. Being confronted 
simultaneously with an urgent domestic 
crisis and an urgent foreign crisis, we 
may try to deal with both; but if we can- 
not with our present resources effective- 
ly solve both these crises then we should 
feel no necessity for apology to anyone 
who say our highest priority is at home. 

This House, depending on how you 
may choose to view it, either courageous- 
ly or, in the words of some, carelessly, 
passed the antiriot bill. The other body 
has that bill before it. I have cited an 
excellent illustration of its application 
in the case of H. Rap Brown. In the 
week ahead we will have before us the 
Federal crime control bill. 

This bill would authorize a $50 million 
grant program to help local police de- 
partments to recruit and train person- 
nel and to adopt methods and techniques 
to increase their efficiency. In the debate 
on that measure, Federal-State responsi- 
bility will be considered. There is some 
fear that this measure could or might 
result as the first step in the establish- 
ment of a national police force. No one 
has suggested that. It is not in the bill. 
There will be safeguards written in the 
bill that will provide against the use of 
these funds for paying regular police 
salaries. There will be no national con- 
trol. But who can say we do not have a 
crisis in law enforcement and who is 
there that can say there is no need to 
beef up our local police departments and 
to give them some help in terms of train- 
ing and perhaps equipment. Along these 
lines and in the light of happenings the 
past week we will have to train our Na- 
tional Guard in more effective methods 
of riot control. All I am saying is it 
seems to me we should provide some Fed- 
eral tools or devices with which to help 
our local and State police and our Na- 
tional Guard which will be under State 
direction. 

All of us have been shocked by the re- 
cent trip of one Stokely Carmichael. 
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Here may be another case of priorities 
so far as this Congress is concerned. If 
it is true that there is no way to strike 
at the conduct of Mr. Carmichael going 
to Prague, Czechoslovakia, and then, vio- 
lating the terms of that passport and 
going to Cuba, then the Congress should 
address itself to such an omission in the 
law. 

It has been suggested the State De- 
partment can revoke that passport. Then 
the Justice Department should consider 
the provisions of United States Code, 
title XVIII, section 2385, which has to do 
with advocating the overthrow of the 
Government of this country. 

First we should find out the exact 
words used by Mr. Carmichael in his 
conversation with comrade Castro in 
Cuba. It is reported he said the time had 
come for rebellion—and he may have 
used the word “revolution.” 

Section 2385 states: 

Whoever knowingly or willfully advocates 
or advises or teaches the desirability or 


propriety of overthrowing or destroying the 
government of the United States shall be sub- 
ject to the penalties of this section. 


It is hoped the Department of Justice 
will carefully note the conversation of 
Mr. Carmichael and when he returns to 
the shores of this country, proceed 
against him under section 2385 and not 
let him off with a slap on the back of his 
hand by a simple revocation of passport. 

Mr, Speaker, this country is faced with 
a domestic crisis. Congress has a respon- 
sibility. The responsibility is previously 
that of our local and State governments, 
but it is a responsibility that must be 
shared by the Federal Government be- 
cause it has become a nationwide 
problem. 

In the event there is a resolution 
adopted either jointly or by either body 
of the Congress that will deal with a 
thorough investigation of the causes of 
this serious domestic crisis, I would hope 
that there would be a very thorough in- 
quiry into the repeated suggestion that 
all of these problems are due to poor 
housing, conditions of poverty, and for 
lack of job opportunities. It is my hope, 
Mr. Speaker, that these investigators as 
they go into these alleged causes will re- 
member that there have been other times 
in the history of our country when we 
have been beset by national troubles. I 
have reference to what we now call the 
great depression. 

I am old enough to remember the days 
of 1932, 1933 and 1934 when we had a 
deep depression. The situation so far as 
housing is concerned could not be any 
worse now than it was then. Thousands 
of units of public housing have been 
constructed in the intervening years. 
Housing is certainly better today than in 
those days. Lack of employment was the 
problem then. There were no jobs, or 
only very few. There was no poverty pro- 
gram in those days. But now in 1967, 
in a time of prosperity, riots break out 
all across the Nation. There was no riot- 
ing in those dark days of the depression, 
and yet today we are faced with riots 
and violence on such a scale as to be- 
come a domestic crisis. Certainly this 
contrast should be given thorough con- 
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sideration if an investigation is inaugu- 
rated. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. RANDALL. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Virginia. 

Mr. SCOTT. I know that all decent 
Americans resent the derogatory re- 
marks by H. Rap Brown regarding our 
President. But would not the gentleman 
agree that some of the difficulties that 
we are confronting in the Nation today 
might be traced to some of the decisions 
of our highest courts, and the failure of 
our executive branch of the Government 
to prosecute in each instance lawbreak- 
ers that perhaps might resort to violence 
of this type? 

Mr. RANDALL. I must say to the gen- 
tleman from Virginia that the executive 
branch is made up of many depart- 
ments other than the Justice Depart- 
ment. Certainly we must recognize there 
have been some failures by Congress to 
respond to request of the executive 
branch. I refer to failures to respond to 
needs which were requested by the ex- 
ecutive branch to try to avert social 
trouble before it started. 

I will refrain at this time from com- 
ment about the Supreme Court. 

I want to say that before the gentle- 
man from Virginia became a Member of 
this body, we were faced with the prob- 
lem of determining whether or not we 
should vote an increase in salaries for 
the members of the Supreme Court. That 
debate brought out some interesting 
comment about 5-to-4 decisions. That 
was only 2 or 3 years ago. Questions then 
discussed included whether or not there 
should be a reconfirmation every 10 years 
of the justices and whether or not there 
should be some enactments by this Con- 
gress which would limit the jurisdiction, 
if you please, of the Supreme Court. 
Those questions were rather thoroughly 
covered. 

I would suggest to the gentleman he 
read that debate as the best answer to 
his question. 

I will say that the Supreme Court in 
its zeal to protect individual rights seems 
to have forgotten about the rights of the 
rest of our society. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield further? 

Mr. RANDALL. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Virginia. 

Mr. SCOTT. I would agree completely 
with the last few words that the gentle- 
man said, and as an attorney and a long- 
time lawyer with the Department of 
Justice I would say that I have no hesi- 
tancy to criticize some of the recent de- 
cisions of the Supreme Court, the 
Escobedo cases and others we have had, 
and I deplore the fact that the President 
has nominated for membership on the 
Supreme Court a man whom I believe 
will continue to render such decisions 
that jeopardize our society. 

Mr. RANDALL. In conclusion, Mr. 
Speaker, I would simply add, in response 
to the gentleman from Virginia, that in 
this domestic crisis we are facing, the 
time for partisanship has passed. It is 
no longer a question whether we are 
from the North or from the South or 
from the East or from the West, or on 
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which side of the partisan aisle we may 
sit. We must unite in this House and 
with the other body to set immediate 
priorities and then proceed to provide 
some immediate help to our cities and 
States in this domestic crisis. 


THOMAS A. LANE, FORMER COM- 
MISSIONER OF THE DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA, OPPOSES THE PRESI- 
DENT’S PLAN FOR THE REOR- 
GANIZATION OF THE DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA GOVERNMENT 


Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr, NRELSENI may extend his 
remarks at this point in the Recorp and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Speaker, along with 
a number of former heads of the District 
of Columbia government, former Dis- 
trict Commissioner Thomas A. Lane has 
forcefully voiced his strong objection to 
the President’s plan for the reorganiza- 
tion of the District government. 

The President proposes to replace the 
executive of the District of Columbia, 
the three-man Board of Commissioners, 
with a single Commissioner and a sep- 
arate nine-member part-time Council. 

Testifying against the plan before the 
District of Columbia Committee, Gen- 
eral Lane said: 

The present Board of Commissioners 
brought efficiency to the District of Colum- 
bia because it was designed to meet the 
special needs of the National Capital. It has 
been efficient and responsive to Congress. I 
can assure this committee and the Congress 
that this reorganization plan is without any 
redeeming merit whatsoever. It will reduce 
the efficiency of the District government and 
will make that government less responsive 
to the will of Congress. 


General Lane earlier wrote: 
PRESIDENTIAL PLAN WOULD WORSEN 
D.C. GOVERNMENT 


President Johnson has filed an executive 
plan for the reorganization of the District of 
Columbia Government. He would replace the 
present three-man board of commissioners 
with a single executive and an appointed 
nine-member council. 

The President's message contained the tire- 
some cliches with which organization spe- 
clalists hail each new creation. Every meas- 
ure which in fact vitiates, stultifies and cor- 
rupts existing organization is hailed with 
the customary management lingo of 
“strengthen and modernize”, “efficient and 
effective”, etc. 

The present organization of the District 
Government is unique. That is because the 
District itself is unique and the organiza- 
tion fits the need. This organization has given 
the District of Columbia the best munic- 
ipal government in the country for ninety 
years. 

The first crass misjudgment of the Presi- 
dent’s plan is the assumption that the form 
of municipal organization common in other 
cities is suitable for the District of Columbia. 
It is not, as anyone familiar with the prob- 
lems of governing the District can attest. 
The Mayor-Council form of organization was 
tried in the District in the early years of 
the republic and was rejected. It sets up a 
conflict between the local citizens and the 
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which it is the precise purpose 
of the District of Columbia to avoid. 

If Congress allows this executive order to 
stand, it will plant the seeds of future trou- 
ble. The new council will become a lobby to 
attack and harass the Congress. It will blame 
the Congress for every municipal deficiency 
and will demand increasing powers over Dis- 
trict affairs. It will control the police through 
the issuance of police regulations. In time 
Congress will no longer be safe in its own 
house. 

The President has criticized the “divided 
executive authority” of the present govern- 
ment and implied that this division is a 
cause of growing crime in the District of 
Columbia. Neither the President nor any of 
his assistants can cite a single instance of 
the “divided executive authority” causing 
any delay or error in the exercise of execu- 
tive authority in the District. The President 
was indulging management rhetoric. 

Two of the District Commissioners are 
political appointees of the President. The 
third is appointed by the President from the 
Army Corps of Engineers. Thus, the ruling 
party controls the Board of Commissioners. 

The real cause of the lessened effectiveness 
of the Board of Commissioners in recent 
years has been the White House interference 
in District affairs. Although the law places 
responsibility squarely upon the Commis- 
sioners, Presidents Kennedy and Johnson 
have maintained White House staff assistants 
to supervise District affairs. Regrettably, the 
District Commissioners have yielded to such 
unauthorized controls for reasons of party 
expediency. 

In consequence of these changes, the Dis- 
trict Government response to crime has been 
dictated by the White House out of its con- 
cern for the interests of national political 
blocs and with scant regard for the preserva- 
tion of order in the District of Columbia. 
This is a critical condition which would be 
worsened by the President's reorganization 
order. 

Congress should take the reorganization of 
the District of Columbia Government in 
hand. It should tighten congressional con- 
trol of the District Government and eliminate 
the White House interference which has been 
practiced in recent years. 

The first step to be taken is the rejection 
of the President’s reorganization order. 


COMMUNIST INFLUENCE IN RIOTS 


Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the gentleman from 
Alabama [Mr. BUCHANAN] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Speaker, during 
the riot season of 1966, while serving as a 
member of the Committee on Un-Ameri- 
can Activities, I called repeatedly for an 
investigation into possible Communist 
influence in and infiltration of the civil 
rights movement. A preliminary inquiry 
was begun by the Committee on Un- 
American Activities during the final days 
of the 89th Congress into subversive ac- 
tivity and influence in the riots and civil 
disturbances. 

Once again, adherence to the doctrine 
of civil disobedience has struck terror 
and tragedy into the heart of America. 
Widespread rioting and violent civil dis- 
order have become a national crisis. 

It is high time Congress determines the 
real truth as to the cause or causes of 
such catastrophe. Perhaps we should re- 
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acquaint ourselves with the findings of 
the Cleveland grand jury after last sum- 
mer’s riot there. That special report 
declared: 

This jury finds the outbreak of lawless- 
ness and disorder was both organized, pre- 
cipitated, and exploited by a relatively small 
group of trained and disciplined professionals 
at this business. 


The report of that same jury, ap- 
pointed to investigate the riots, further 
stated: 

They were aided and abetted, wittingly or 
otherwise, by misguided people of all ages 
and colors, many of whom are avowed be- 
lievers to violence and extremism, and some 
of whom are either members of or officers in 
the Communist Party. 


This grand jury report was based on 
testimony of 40 witnesses and is a care- 
fully reasoned and documented analysis 
of who and what caused the Cleveland 
riots. The jury chairman was Mr. Louis 
B. Seltzer, editor of the Cleveland Press. 

Do the findings of the Cleveland jury 
represent an isolated case, or is their 
conclusion relevant to the recent riots 
which have ripped apart our cities and 
made sniper-infested jungles of our 
business districts? 

Rap Brown of SNCC told his audience 
in Cambridge, Md., Monday night, just 
prior to that riot, “to take up arms 
against white America.” Brown’s prede- 
cessor, Stokely Carmichael, while visit- 
ing Fidel Castro, has declared that Che 
Guevara is the hero of the young people 
of his race in America. Carmichael is 
participating in guerrilla training schools 
in Cuba. The New York Times, on July 
26, under a Havana dateline, quotes 
Stokely Carmichael as saying that Amer- 
ican Negroes were organizing urban 
guerrillas for “a fight to the death.” 
Carmichael continued: 

In Newark we applied war tactics of the 
guerrillas. We are preparing groups of urban 
guerrillas for our defense in the cities. The 
price of these rebellions is a high price that 
one must pay. This fight is not going to be 
a simple street meeting. It is going to be a 
fight to the death. 


It is past time to insist on knowing 
the truth behind the riots. The citizens 
of America have a right to know. We 
have a responsibility to find and furnish 
that truth. We have a further responsi- 
bility to correct the causes of these riots, 
whatever the cause or causes may be. 

The immediate task, however, is the 
restoration of law and order to the 
streets and cities of America. The time 
has come for firmness. The time has 
come to declare war on rioting, looting, 
civil disobedience, and anarchy. 

This administration has declared war 
on everything—poverty, hunger, illit- 
eracy, and disease. It has declared war 
on everything except our two most har- 
rassing enemies—Hanoi abroad and civil 
disobedience at home. 

In light of these facts, Mr. Chairman, 
I join today the gentleman from North 
Carolina [Mr. GARDNER] and others in 
introducing a resolution for the creation 
of a select committee to conduct a full 
and complete investigation to determine 
the causes of the riots which have re- 
cently occurred in the metropolitan areas 
of this country. 


July 27, 1967 


THE BILINGUAL AMERICAN EDU- 
CATION ACT 


Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from California [Mr. Corman] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Speaker, I wish to 
call to the attention of the Members of 
the House my bill, H.R. 5868, the Bilin- 
gual American Education Act, intro- 
duced early this year. 

Many Members have introduced a 
Similar measure in the House; it has 
been cosponsored in great numbers on 
the Senate side. Extensive hearings have 
been held by the committees of both 
Houses of the Congress. 

It is gratifying to know that this new 
concept of bilingual education is being 
received with such tremendous approval, 
not only by many Members of the Con- 
gress, but by educators, parents and 
communities. I have read statements 
that my distinguished colleagues have 
made on the floor in behalf of this leg- 
islation. I have read releases and in- 
formation sheets by educators and in- 
terested organizations, spelling out in 
detail the great need for the provisions 
of this legislation. I have received many 
letters from Mexican-American parents 
in my district—all concerned that the 
Congress do something now to remedy 
this long-existing wrong—to give the 
children of bilingual homes a chance to 
overcome the social, economic, and edu- 
cational problems associated with a lan- 
guage barrier. 

I need not go into the merits of the 
issue—we are all, I am sure, agreed on 
the immense need for these programs 
to become part of our education process. 
I do want to point out, however, that the 
funds we spend for this program will be 
returned to us many times in the years 
ahead, as the children from bilingual 
homes become well-adjusted, well-edu- 
cated members of our communities, con- 
fident in their knowledge and usage of 
the language of their country, yet re- 
taining a knowledge and pride in the 
language and culture of their ancestry. 

I deeply hope that the distinguished 
members of the committee will report 
this legislation favorably to the floor, 
and I strongly urge that when this meas- 
ure comes before the House, we take 
quick, affirmative action. 


JOE BENARON: A CONCERNED 
AMERICAN 


Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from California [Mr. Corman] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Speaker, it is a 
privilege to bring to the attention of the 
Members of the House the accomplish- 
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ments of a man who, through his in- 
genuity, enterprise, and humanity, has 
brought music and enlightenment to 
Americans throughout the Nation and 
yet who remains relatively anonymous. 

Mr. Joe Benaron, president of the 
Thomas Organ Co., in my district in 
southern California, has pioneered in the 
musical realm with his introduction of 
ampliphonic sound—a new and revolu- 
tionary method of playing every musical 
instrument with electronic amplification, 
making tone control so perfect that a 
small combination can achieve the same 
musical quality as formerly could be at- 
tained only in the most professional of 
recording studios. 

With entry into the field of amplified 
musical instruments, Mr. Benaron has 
put together the first all-amplified band 
under the direction of popular musician 
Bill Page. The Ampliphonic Band, as it is 
called, just completed its first national 
tour and received wide acclaim. 

But, it is Mr. Benaron’s concern for the 
young people of America which distin- 
guishes him above all else. 

He is an active member of President 
Lyndon B. Johnson’s Youth Opportunity 
Council, and last year was the first major 
employer in southern California to per- 
sonally visit high schools in the Watts 
area of Los Angeles. At that time, he 
chose several students to work for the 
summer at the Thomas plant. He also ar- 
ranged, at company expense, for these 
summer employees to be transported 
from their homes to the plant daily— 
a distance of some 40 miles. 

This summer, Mr. Benaron has made 
similar arrangements and several Watts 
area teenagers now are working at the 
Thomas plant. 

In addition, Mr. Benaron has per- 
sonally appealed to leading employers 
throughout the country to hire teen- 
agers during the summer so that they 
will be off the streets and learning a skill 
while earning money. 

Vice President HUBERT H. HUMPHREY 
and Sargent Shriver both recognized 
the exception work of Joe Benaron on 
behalf of the Office of Economic Oppor- 
tunity. He was honored for his assist- 
ance to the poverty program with a 
plaque, now occupying a place of prom- 
inence in his office, signed by Messrs 
HUMPHREY and Shriver. 

In addition, numerous commendations 
have been received by Mr. Benaron from 
both the Los Angeles County Board of 
Supervisors and the Los Angeles City 
Council for special community service 
projects in which he has participated. 

Another civic post in whick Mr. Ben- 
aron has served with distinction is with 
the Fund for Job Corps graduates. This 
is made up of American business leaders 
who are seeking to insure all graduates of 
the program a new and successful life in 
American business. 

Each Job Corps graduate has received 
a complete set of significant books on 
American history and the American free 
enterprise system. 

Mr. Benaron is a concerned American 
who has contributed greatly both to the 
industrial leadership of America and to 
the enrichment of our lives. 
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PENSIONS FOR CITIZENS OVER 
AGE 72 


Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. PICKLE] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GALLAGHER. Mr. Speaker, all 
Americans can be proud of the fine rec- 
ord of legislation which Congress has 
enacted in the past to help insure that 
our senior citizens will enjoy financial 
security in their retirement years. Since 
the social security system was enacted 
in 1935 and with subsequent improve- 
ments more than 23 million of our citi- 
zens have been provided with an income 
to partake in our growing prosperity 
which they would not haye otherwise 
had. At a time when the cost of living is 
rapidly increasing and eroding the buy- 
ing power of the money which hard- 
working Americans have put aside for 
their retirement, this is not a luxury but 
a necessity. For many Americans these 
benefits have meant the difference be- 
tween a life of dignity as an independent, 
self-supporting member of society and 
a life of dependence on relatives and 
community. Our older Americans should 
not have to retire to poverty after a life- 
time of hard work and service to their 
country. 

Although we have done much, there is 
still much to be done and because of this 
I am introducing a bill to extend the 
$35 monthly pension for persons over 72 
to those who have been unjustly ex- 
cluded from this benefit. Under the pres- 
ent law this pension is available to Amer- 
icans 72 or older who receive pensions or 
incomes from private sources, but other 
citizens 72 or older who are receiving 
local, State, or Federal pensions are not 
entitled to receive this benefit. 

The logic behind the present situation 
escapes me, Mr. Speaker, if indeed there 
is any logic at all behind it. Certainly it 
lacks justice. Why should these benefits 
be denied to some of our citizens simply 
because they chose to devote their ca- 
reers to Government service instead of 
another field of endeavor? Is this the 
way to reward those who have served 
their country in the past or to attract the 
most qualified to serve in the future? It 
would seem to me that we should be es- 
pecially concerned with the welfare of 
those who have dedicated their lives to 
public service. 

My bill is designed to correct this in- 
justice by amending the present law to 
include those undeservedly excluded 
from this benefit. It would add more 
than 250,000 pensioned Government 
workers 72 or older to the 717,000 retired 
Americans now receiving and enjoying 
this benefit. This means that this bene- 
fit will reach almost 1 million Americans 
who need and deserve this aid. Our pres- 
ent strength and position as leader of 
the free world is testimony to the fact 
these Americans who have made the sac- 
rifices necessary to make us the great 
Nation we are today have done their job. 
It is our responsibility to make certain 
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they enjoy the financial security they 
deserve. Although the amount is rela- 
tively small, we owe it to those who need 
and deserve this benefit to extend it to 
them. 

I know from my own study of the 
problem and from the overwhelming 
chorus of support coming from all Amer- 
cans who share this concern that ex- 
tending this benefit to those justly 
deserving would be a significant step in 
improving our social security system. 
When we look ahead we see that in the 
short space of 3 years we will witness 
the number of Americans over 65 in- 
crease from 17 million to 20 million. We 
must enact farsighted legislation now to 
insure that this valuable segment of our 
population will be adequately protected 
in the future. My bill is a thrust in this 
direction. 


ALABAMA SENATE JOINT 
RESOLUTION 


Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Alabama [Mr. NicHoLs] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. NICHOLS, Mr. Speaker, Americans 
everywhere are greatly disturbed by the 
events of recent days which have resulted 
in death and destruction in our cities. 
While the blame has been placed in many 
corners, law-abiding citizens feel that 
much of the trouble has resulted directly 
from the inflammatory statements made 
by the leaders of the black power move- 
ment in this country. The legislature of 
my State of Alabama has passed the 
following resolution and forwarded it to 
this Congress for consideration. This res- 
olution was passed unanimously by the 
Alabama Senate, and is indicative of the 
feelings of the people of not only Ala- 
bama, but of people throughout the Na- 
tion: 

ALABAMA SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 60 

Whereas Stokely Carmichael, the violent 
and inflammatory leader of the Black Power 
Movement and former head of the Student 
Nonviolent Coordinating Committee, has 
traveled freely throughout this country ad- 
vocating and initiating riots, rebellions and 
the overthrow of law and order; and 

Whereas this hate monger's visits to vari- 
ous cities of the nation have led in every 
instance to riots and violence accompanied 
in many instances by burning, looting and 
bloodshed. In resigning from SNCC, Car- 
michael announced that he would spend the 
summer organizing Black Resistance” to the 
war in Vietnam. On May 16, he told a scream- 
ing crowd of Negroes in Washington, “There 
is no need to go to Vietnam and shoot some- 
body who a Honky says is your enemy. We're 
going to shoot the cops who are shooting 
our black brothers in the back in this coun- 
try. That’s where we are going.” In this same 
speech, recorded by radio and _ telecast 
throughout the country, he called President 
Johnson a “Buffoon” and a “honky” and 
— “the honky is lyin’ about Vietnam.“: 
ani 

Whereas Carmichael has purposefully and 
systematically set out to undermine the re- 
spect of his listeners for the established 
heroes of this country. He calls Christopher 
Columbus “a dumb honky”; George Wash- 
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n “a dumb honky who has slaves”; and 
Abraham Lincoln “another dumb honky.” 
He urges Negroes to riot and admittedly 
terms these riots as “rebellions.” He tells his 
followers that the black man does not need 
to apologize for these rebellions and, “if a 
honky tries to shoot you, kill him before 
God gets the news.“ Carmichael’s influence 
with his people is not to be underestimated 
when he sets a mob chanting endlessly 
against the Vietnam war with, “Hell no. We 
won't go.“; and 

Whereas Mr. J. Edgar Hoover, Director of 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation in a re- 
cent report to a Congressional Committee on 
some of Carmichael’s activities stated that 
Carmichael in espousing his Black Power 
movement had been in frequent contact with 
Max Stanford, Field Chairman of the Revolu- 
tionary Action Movement, a highly secret all- 
Negro, Marxist-Leninist, Chinese-Commu- 
nist-Oriented organization which advocates 
guerrilla warfare to obtain its goals, and that 
this organization has aided and guided Stan- 
ford in forming a Black Panther party in 
New York City as well as in other areas of the 
United States; and 

Whereas it has been learned that Car- 
michael, who is not a native of this country 
and whose strange influence is creeping out 
in unexplained areas, is now out of this coun- 
try and has gone to Czechoslovakia. He has 
stated his intention of going to Hanoi and 
North Vietnam and it was today reported by 
radio that he will attend a “revolution 
school” in Cuba next week; Now therefore 

Be it resolved by the Legislature of Ala- 
bama, both Houses thereof concurring that 
the blasphemous and profane, Communist 
revolutionary, Stokely Carmichael, be denied 
readmittance to this country as an undesir- 
able alien or on any other available grounds 
that will prevent his return to vilify and 
overthrow the United States of America. 

Resolved further that a copy of this reso- 
lution be sent to the President of the United 
States, to the Congress, to the United States 
Supreme Court and to the Office of Immigra- 
tion with the respectful but urgent request 
that concrete action be taken to deny Stokely 
Carmichael reentrance to this country. 


GOLDEN ANNIVERSARY OF 
J. EDGAR HOOVER 


Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. Rooney] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ROONEY of New York. Mr. 
Speaker, 50 years ago this week a young 
man named J. Edgar Hoover joined the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation. In short 
order J, Edgar Hoover became the per- 
sonal embodiment of the FBI and today 
is the world’s foremost law enforcement 
officer. I do not think I need belabor 
the facts of Mr. Hoover’s career of serv- 
ice to the United States. Suffice it to say 
he has been, and remains, superlative. 
I can think of no man in Government 
service who has done more for his country 
than J. Edgar Hoover. 

Under Mr. Hoover's direction the FBI 
became a modern, highly scientific and 
skillful organization. He drove relent- 
lessly to keep the FBI ahead of the 
criminals it sought. As the anti-American 
ideologies of communism and fascism 
made their way into this country, J. 
Edgar Hoover and his FBI were ready 
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for the fight. In every sense his entire 
life has been devoted to protecting his 
country. 

But there is another J. Edgar Hoover, 
Mr. Speaker, one whom I am privileged 
to know as a friend. This is the warm and 
gracious man that far too few people 
have seen. This is the man I would like 
to salute today, Mr. Speaker. May his 
next 50 years in office be as successful 
as the first. 


ADDRESS OF PRESIDENT GIUSEPPE 
SARAGAT OF THE ITALIAN RE- 
PUBLIC AT THE OBSERVANCE OF 
THE 10TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
SIGNING OF THE ROME TREATIES 


Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. Rooney] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore, Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ROONEY of New York. Mr. Speak- 
er, in these days when all too often our 
Government is criticized and our actions 
are censured, it is most refreshing to 
have the head of a friendly nation pay 
heartfelt tribute to what this Nation has 
done in contributing to the welfare and 
progress of the people of other countries. 

In a recent visit to Rome, I was made 
aware of the significance of a statement 
made by Italy's illustrious President 
Giuseppe Saragat at the ceremony com- 
memorating the 10th anniversary of the 
signing of the Treaty of Rome in the 
Campidoglio, Rome's city hall. Speaking 
before a distinguished group which in- 
cluded the President of France and the 
top officials of the six Common Market 
countries, President Saragat was out- 
spoken in his tribute to the United States 
for its help in giving the countries of 
Europe the opportunity to achieve such 
economic progress. 

Mr. Speaker, I suggest that all of us 
would be benefited by reading the full 
text of President Saragat’s masterful 
statement concerning the significance of 
the Rome Treaty. We would profit from 
reviewing his background summary as to 
how the treaties came to be signed. His 
review of the results and achievements 
of the treaty for the first decade there- 
after give a convincing and satisfying 
argument that nations can work together 
for their common good. 

President Saragat’s address reads as 
follows: 

Upon this hill, symbol of universality and 
civic progress, we are met to celebrate to- 
gether—and your presence here confers upon 
this ceremony the highest possible solem- 
nity—the tenth anniversary of an event 
which without any doubt whatsoever must 
be considered as the most important and 
lasting event in the history of this continent 
since the end of the Second World War. It 
has, in fact, altered the history of the largest 
nucleus of democratic countries in Western 
Europe, and is now an example for other 
countries. 

Of course, other important events have had 
their influence on our history, but these have 
been either temporary—like the Marshall 
Plan—or not limited to Europe alone, like 
the Atlantic Alliance. The protocols signed 
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in this room on March 25, 1957, are the tan- 
gible proof that our countries have under- 
stood and given full value to one of the most 
valid lessons learned from the Second World 
War. Belgium, France, Germany, Italy, Lux- 
embourg, the Netherlands have understood 
that, if they intended to ‘occupy, in the fu- 
ture, a place worthy of their glorious tradi- 
tions and of their present status in the 
world, they would be able to do this only by 
overcoming the barriers which divided them 
and by uniting their forces to work together. 

This was the lesson which, after so much 
destruction, so much bloodshed, so many 
mistakes, so much suffering, moved the more 
farsighted minds in Europe. This was the 
lesson which, even when the clash of arms 
was not yet stilled, was understood by the 
general public in these countries, as is proved 
by the fact that even during the bitterest 
years of the Resistance and the struggle for 
liberation, the European idea—many cen- 
turies old—was again flowering, and unifica- 
tion of the European countries on democratic 
bases was a recurrent theme in the clandes- 
tine newspapers printed by the underground. 

Towards the end of the Second World War, 
the trend towards European unification be- 
came even stronger. It found fresh incentives 
from the breakup of the old equilibrium, 
from the altered balance of power in Europe 
and the world, from the rise of new poles 
of power in the East and the West, from the 
progress of atomic energy which marked the 
beginning of a new era, from the shaping up 
of huge economic and social problems. But 
today the idea of European unification is 
firmly rooted, and all men engaged in politics 
are well aware of this. Indeed, there is no 
political leader in Europe who does not pro- 
claim that he is working for the inseparable 
interests of his own country and of Europe. 
This proves how strong, for the Europeans, 
is the guiding idea of this era. 

To tell the truth, the origins of the Rome 
Treaties were complex and travailsome, but 
perhaps the re-evocation of some of the 
phases may be useful to us in providing 
future orientations. Twenty years ago, in 
June 1947, movements of varying origins 
joined in a ‘Comité de Liaison’. This com- 
mittee promoted a first European Congress, 
which was held at The Hague on May 10, 
1948, and was attended by eminent political 
leaders from all backgrounds, such as Robert 
Schuman, Léon Blum, Jean Monnet, Paul 
Reynaud, Winston Churchill, Alcide De Gas- 
peri, Paul Henri Spaak and Carlo Sforza. The 
times seemed propitious for more concrete 
initiatives. It was not by chance that it was 
in June 1947 that American Secretary of State 
George Catlett Marshall launched the new 
and revolutionary idea of an extraordinary 
plan for aid to Europe. One year later, in 
April 1948, the Organization for European 
Economic Cooperation was set up. 

The establishment of OEEC was a positive 
step towards a start on unification for Europe, 
thanks to the concrete results obtained 
through continuous cooperation, the joint 
discussion and examination of problems in 
an atmosphere of collaboration and contact, 
which broke up the vicious circle of restric- 
tions and divisions which had existed up till 
that time. The seeds of a collaboration aimed 
at establishing great integration between the 
economies of certain countries had been 
sown: there was birth of the awareness that 
the objective of economic and political uni- 
fication for Europe presupposed a joint 
political determination. 

A similar lesson was learned, too, from the 
Council of Europe experiment, established 
thanks to the first decision arrived at by the 
European governments with a view to orient- 
ing their policies towards the attainment 
of an ever closer unification of the conti- 
nent, and to calling upon representatives of 
the Parliaments to participate even if only in 
an advisory capacity, in the efforts towards 
European unification. 
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The years immediately after the war were 
years of great hopes and great disappoint- 
ments, in which the Europeanist policy lost, 
up to a point, its unitarian character, and 
a distinction was created between “Little 
Europe” and “Greater Europe“. But they were 
also the years in which the goal of European 
unification, which had in the meantime be- 
come a political goal, continued to shine 
ahead, although far distant. The first defeats 
and the first disappointments tempered the 
more enlightened minds, and spurred them 
on to persevere, while the completion of the 
more immediate tasks of the first post-war 
organizations emphasized the need for a new 
type of closer integration. The first concrete 
achievement in that direction was seen in 
the Jean Monnet plans and the support given 
to them by Robert Schuman. 

Schuman’'s appeal, made on May 9, 1950, 
received immediate support from the other 
five countries. Schuman said: World peace 
cannot be safeguarded without creative ef- 
forts which are proportionate with the dan- 
gers which threaten it. The contribution 
which an organized, vital Europe can bring 
to civilization is indispensable for the main- 
taining of peaceful relations. Europe cannot 
come into being suddenly and all at once. 
It can only be done through concrete at- 
tainments aimed at establishing, first and 
foremost, a real solidarity”. On June 3 of the 
same year, the six governments represented 
here today announced that they wished to 
pool their production of coal and steel, and 
that they wished to set up a High Authority 
whose decision would be binding on all mem- 
ber countries. The objective was, seemingly, 
modest, but the experiment was seen to be of 
pretty broad importance. 

Further progress had to be made, between 
alternating ups and downs, in the quest for 
new roads—even collateral ones—towards 
the hoped-for goal. It was in this spirit that, 
after the failure of the European Defence 
Community and the establishment of the 
Western European Union, a special meeting 
of the European Coal and Steel Community 
was promoted by Gaetano Martino and held 
in Messina in June 1955. During this meeting 
it was decided to begin research on the pos- 
sibilities for setting up a Common Market 
and on the chances of reaching sectorial 
agreements similar to the one on coal and 
steel. The Messina Conference was, above 
all, an act of faith in Europe and in the good 
sense of the Europeans since, when the real 
negotiations began in Brussels, there were 
very few who really believed that it would be 
possible to bring into being, simultaneously, 
both the Common Market and Euratom. 

And yet, the broad Europeanist vision of 
Konrad Adenauer, the impassioned and tire- 
less activity of Paul Henri Spaak—whose re- 
port, examined and approved by the six For- 
eign Ministers at the Venice Conference of 
May 1955 formed the basis for the future 
Treaties of Rome—the highly Europeanist 
spirit which characterized the work of An- 
tonio Segni (Italy’s Prime Minister at that 
time), Christian Pineau, Joseph Luns, Gae- 
tano Martino, Joseph Bech and many other 
statesmen, the constancy—together with 
tenacity and patience—of the delegations, 
wound up by triumphing over all obstacles. 
And so one arrives at the solemn act of 
March 25, 1957, whose tenth anniversary 
we are now celebrating. 

The results of the first ten years of the 
European Economic Community’s existence 
have far surpassed even the most optimistic 
predictions. I shall leave the statistical de- 
tails up to the experts. At this time I would 
like to emphasize the fact that during these 
ten years all the Common Market countries 
have achieved strong economic expansion 
and a growth of their national individual in- 
comes so great as to suggest the word 
“miracle”. 

This expansion has cancelled the traces of 
the wartime past, has made it possible to 
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overcome, one after the other, difficult ob- 
stacles, has restored to Europe a confidence 
in herself and in her own efforts. Naturally, 
these great results have been achieved 
through a process of adaptation which has 
not been too easy, through mutual conces- 
sions to resolve the various problems which 
lie in the way of attainment of that final 
goal, which—two years earlier than the date 
set, 1970—will turn the six European coun- 
tries into one single market. 

To these gradiose material results must 
be added two basic human results. The first 
concerns better mutual understanding and 
knowledge which makes each country aware 
of its associates’ problems and prepares it 
for joint solution of these problems. The sec- 
ond concerns the formation of a spirit of 
renewal which has given fresh strength and 
will to the businessmen, to the inventors, to 
the workers, who have now become aware 
that European competition will only reward 
those who are absolutely the best. Thanks to 
this new spirit, Europe has gradually become 
rejuvenated, surprising everyone with her 
ability to understand and face up to the new 
times. 

What's more, the long journey travelled 
along the road towards prosperity, renewal 
and understanding has made us all the more 
aware of, and responsible towards the prob- 
lems of the developing countries. For this 
reason, all of the six Common Market coun- 
tries have included, among their own pro- 
grams, those of aid to developing counties. 
The tenth anniversary of the Treaty of 
Rome could not be celebrated worthily with- 
out an expression of our understanding to 
those peoples and those governments which 
only recently have become independent, and 
which could not solve their problems easily 
or soon without our advice and aid. I feel 
sure that I am expressing the feelings of 
all of you when I confirm, to the peoples and 
governments of the developing countries, 
that we intend to stand by them in this so- 
difficult phase of their national development. 

The Community, indeed, is already taking 
concrete action in this direction through 
its free, voluntary and profitable association 
with many African countries and Madagas- 
car, with Surinam and with the Dutch An- 
tilles, and also through the trade agreements 
concluded with the Near East countries and 
the special relations entered into with the 
countries of Central and South America. 
These are problems whose study and solu- 
tion induce the Community into a continu- 
ous and quite proper knowledge of itself with 
a view to engaging in a profitable dialogue 
with those countries which look towards the 
Community for the conclusion of new under- 
standings and associations. 

What has happened within the Community 
during the course of these ten years is so 
incorporated within its present substance, 
and is so present within our minds, that I 
need only make mention of some of the most 
significant achievements. 

The meeting in Paris in February 1961 and 
the one in Bonn in July the same year, 
brought forth difficulties concerning the es- 
tablishment of institutional bases for po- 
litical collaboration, difficulties which the 
Luxembourg meeting of March 20, 1962, was 
not able to overcome. Further attempts ran 
into similar difficulties, and in March 1965 
it was necessary to conclude that it was im- 
possible, for the time being, to arrive at any 
understanding regarding resumption of the 
political dialogue. It was therefore decided to 
concentrate all efforts, for the time being, 
on intensification of the economic integra- 
tion process within EEC, and on strengthen- 
ing of the Communitarian institutions. 

The collaboration between the six coun- 
tries continued to go forward in a more than 
satisfactory manner, and the majority of 
the intermediate objectives envisaged by 
the Treaty of Rome had been reached or even 
left behind. Even the delicate phase of pas- 
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sage from the first to the second stage, with 
the conclusion of agreements on a common 
agricultural policy, had had a happy out- 
come; and the achievement of the agreement 
between the member countries, despite the 
big difficulties that cropped up on that oc- 
casion, proved once again the validity of the 
Communitarian formula and proved that the 
economic integration process could not be 
turned back. 

Another piece of progress, of notable im- 
portance, was achieved in April 1965 with 
the signing of the Treaty on fusion of the 
three executives. This agreement, in addition 
to encouraging a greater rationalization and 
more correct functionality of communitarian 
activities, constituted fresh progress of un- 
doubted political significance, likely to pro- 
vide new stimulus towards fresh vigour for 
the Europeanist ideal. 

The slowdown which came during the 
summer of 1965 in connection with financ- 
ing of the common agricultural policy began 
to show signs of improvement during bi- 
lateral meetings held in New York in the 
autumn of 1965: the full fruits of these 
talks were borne during the Luxembourg 
meetings of January 1966. The Ministers 
said at that time that they were agreed on 
continuation of communication activities. 
In May 1966 came approval of the most 
important, allover decisions concerning 

of the common agricultural policy, 
and it was decided also to anticipate the 
date for completion of the customs union 
to July 1, 1968, with complete application of 
the common external tariff and the free 
circulation, within the Community, not 
only of industrial goods and agricultural 
produce, but also of manpower. 

It is worth pausing for a moment to con- 
sider the extraordinary importance of this 
decision. With the achievement of the cus- 
toms union we can truly say that we have 
established the platform upon which to 
build the European edifice. In addition to 
the ever-growing advantages which will 
accrue from it to the economies of the 
member countries completion of the cus- 
toms union represents the indispensable 
premise for arrival at true establishment of 
the Common Market. 

It is in this direction that we must now 
proceed—that is, towards the elimination of 
the structural, social, legislative, adminis- 
trative and fiscal differences now existing 
between the member countries, with a view 
to rendering the integration of the different 
national economies final and effective, It 
is to be hoped that there will be speedy 
achievement of an agreement on the final 
application of the Treaty on fusion of the 
three executives, which can speed up the 
process of fusion between the three com- 
munities and encourage harmonious and co- 
ordinated development. 

Only recently, the multilateral negotia- 
tions on the Kennedy Round have wound 
up favourably in Geneva, and I believe that 
all of us can agree that the objectives 
achieved, even if they do not fully correspond 
with those established at the beginning, are 
much better than the results achieved in 
any other tariff negotiations, as regards the 
size of the reductions agreed on and as 
regards the number of countries to which 
they will be applied. This broadening of 
the terms according to which trade between 
the Western countries is conducted will 
undoubtedly contribute to their unification 
and is certainly an important and positive 
event. From this begins a new phase of 
expansion and development for world trade. 

I am convinced that the Community to 
which we belong will be able to feel satis- 
faction with regard to the conduct and re- 
sults of the negotiations. The difficult and 
complex talks drew attention to the high 
degree of cohesion and the spirit of solidarity 
which animate the member countries, which 
were often able to give eloquent proof that 
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the Community’s interests were given pref- 
erence over particular interests. They also 
proved the efficiency and validity of the work 
done by the Commission which succeeded 
in giving able and intelligent suppor’ to the 
needs of the Six on this occasion also. 

I would like, in this connection, to empha- 
size the importance which, within the sys- 
tem of agreements, is enjoyed by the under- 
standing reached on aid in the form of 
food to the developing countries. The gen- 
erous program of aid envisaged, in which 
the Community will participate with an an- 
nual contribution of a million tons of wheat, 
proves EEC's interest and generosi*y towards 
those countries and is an important act of 
international solidarity. 

The events which we have just recalled 
are proof of the fact that a unitarian idea 
of Europe is shaping up in the minds of 
the European peoples, an idea which is 
bound up not so much with geographical 
notions as with the Graeco-Latin-Germanic 
and Christian matrix from which our peoples 
come, which postulates as the ideal a man 
forged by Roman law, by Christianity, by 
the Renaissance, by Illuminism and by the 
political and social revolutions of the last 
three centuries; a man who longs for free- 
dom, truth and justice and rejects oppres- 
sion. 

We are aware that the things which can 
induce us into taking different stands are 
still numerous, but we are at the same time 
convinced that the things which unite us 
are still more important, and that these 
should encourage us to make the best of past 
experiences to start up fresh contacts and 
bring us closer, with prudence and graduality 
but also with confidence and straight- 
forwardness, to our goal. 

And now, turning our eyes towards the 
future, may I voice some brief considerations 
in conclusion. New problems await us, among 
them that of the geographical and historical 
dimensions of the Community, with the 
membership of other countries, first among 
them Great Britain, whose name is almost a 
synonym for political freedom. And we ex- 
press the hope that the negotiations will 
soon It is a question of an applica- 
tion for membership not only from a party 
but from a whole nation. Labour, the Con- 
servatives and the Liberals have united to 
support the British government’s request 
and the House of Commons has approved it 
by a majority which was practically unani- 
mous. Before us, also, is the problem of the 
Community’s relations with the United 
States, on the one hand, and with the other 
countries of Europe—especially eastern 
Europe—on the other. There is also the in- 
creasingly urgent problem of relations be- 
tween the industrialized countries and the 
developing countries. 

Let us not lose sight, I beg you, of EEC’s 
historical origins and the political objective 
that was sought after via the lateral eco- 
nomic road. With the passing of the years, 
perhaps, it has become clear to many that 
economic progress, alone, is not sufficient to 
produce further progress along the road to- 
wards political unification. Until this hap- 
pens, it is necessary above all to have a 
strong, common political determination. 
Even if the political objective is still common 
to all of us, there are still many difficulties 
to be overcome in the choice between the 
priorities and the manner of their execu- 
tion. Nevertheless, I think that some of the 
experiences of this decade should have 
taught us all something, including the fact 
that the starting point is not the point of 
arrival, and that graduality is sometimes a 
suitable method for overcoming difficulties 
that at first sight seemed insuperable. 

We know full well that there is no incom- 
patibility whatsoever between the European 
ideal and the patriotic ideal, just as there 
can be none between individual rights and 
freedom, and the duty of individuals to serve 
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their own country. Another lesson which we 
can learn from past experience is that a set- 
up in this continent which is based on noth- 
ing but the idea of separate powers is an 
illusory setup, open to antagonism between 
the states and to anarchy, things which end 
up by overthrowing the nations’ spiritual 
patrimony and their very structure. 

I feel that it is obligatory upon all of us 
to attribute the greatest honour to those who 
promoted and provided motive power for 
the European idea, and to formulate our most 
sincere good wishes to those who have now 
taken up the torch and are carrying on with 
the work. These wishes go, in particular, to 
the protagonists of the summit which, to- 
morrow, will follow today’s solemn ceremony, 
thus emphasizing that all the six govern- 
ments have come to Rome not only to cele- 
brate the successes achieved together, es- 
pecially in the economic field, but also to 
resume, with goodwill, that political dialogue 
which was broken off in the spring of 1962. 

The pace at which we go forward can be 
maintained as long as we preserve the spirit 
of renewal, the sense of what is essential and 
that faith in Europe which we have learned 
and which the habit born out of the develop- 
ments of the Common Market has en- 
couraged. Our success is certain, so long as 
we do not forget that only a democratic 
and united Europe, firmly aware of the com- 
mon destiny which binds it to the other 
great democracies of the Atlantic area and 
first among them the United States of Ameri- 
ca—those United States which have, twice 
in this century, contributed to the saving 
of Western Europe’s freedom—could con- 
stitute a determining factor for world peace, 
capable of contributing in a decisive manner 
to the development of world affairs. Such 
a Europe must be open to all the nations 
which have common ideals, values and prin- 
ciples and realize the urgent need for Europe 
to make her influence felt again in the 
world. 

On this solemn occasion we turn with a 
mind filled with concern but nevertheless 
serene to the major problem which, today, 
dominates not only Europe but the whole 
world: peace—that peace which the great 
Racine invoked from Christ in his Latin ode: 
“Pacem, summe Deus, pacem Te poscimus 
omnes.” 

Heavy clouds are gathering in faroff South 
East Asia and over the Middle East. We 
know how difficult it is to reconcile the nat- 
ural right of nations to freedom and inde- 
pendence with the preservation of the bal- 
ance which now guarantees peace in almost 
all parts of the world. We know that recon- 
ciliation can be achieved through under- 
standing, tolerance, détente and wisdom. 
And where peace does not exist, all people 
are equally responsible for restoring freedom 
and justice, along with the balance of power. 

The governments of all our countries are 
working towards this end. But in addition to 
this action, the desire for peace which is 
within us all finds its most effective and his- 
torically most valid realization in the build- 
ing of Europe on which we have been work- 
ing for ten years. In this way we are inserting 
into world affairs an essential factor of bal- 
ance, of goodwill, of responsible strength 
which permits us to contribute more and 
more to the defense of the universal values 
that Europe has created and spread through 
the world for her own good and that of all 
nations. Democratic Western Europe, which 
has in the course of the centuries bled her- 
self white in fraticidal wars has, however, 
safeguarded what is essential, and she is 
proving this now by laying the foundations 
for her future of peace, freedom and justice. 

Ladies and Gentlemen, this meeting—so 
Tepresentative because of the authority of 
those participating in it and on account of 
the importance of the countries which they 
represent, could have a decisive influence on 
Europe’s future. To this meeting have come 
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not only those who are wisely guiding the 
six countries of the Community, but also 
those who—like the members of the Com- 
mission—have contributed in an eminent 
manner to recent and extraordinary moral 
and economic developments in the Com- 
munity itself, or have seen and studied the 
movements towards these, and their de- 
velopment, 

In this assembly, indeed, all the men of 
goodwill of the six countries are represented 
in the worthiest manner. Their presence 
makes us feel not only the immense value of 
what has been done, but also the vaster arc 
of work which still awaits us and will remain, 
for all those who were here today, proof of 
the moral, cultural and political greatness of 
Europe—of a Europe which we regard as an 
independent force which will certainly main- 
tain its bonds of friendship, cooperation and 
alliance with the United States but which 
will carry out its own action in the direction 
of the world’s affairs. 

In this solemn hour each one of us should 
recall the words which Virgil speaks to Dante 
in order to spur the great Florentine for- 
wards along the road to salvation: “Non aver 
tema,” disse il mio signore, / “Fatti sicur che 
noi semo a buon punto, / “Non stringer, ma 
rallarga ogni vigore.” (Purgatory, Canto IX. 
verses 46 to 48: Virgil encourages Dante say- 
ing that a good point has been reached, but 
he must increase, rather than diminish his 
endeavours.) 


SECRETARY BOYD’S MARITIME 
PROGRAM 


Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. AsHLtEy] may extend his 
remarks at this point in the Recorp and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ASHLEY. Mr. Speaker, last week 
before the full Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries Committee, of which I am priv- 
ileged to be a member, I listened with 
interest to what I firmly believe to be 
the boldest, most sensible maritime pro- 
gram this Nation has seen in 30 years 
laid out in a forthright manner by Sec- 
retary of Transportation Alan S. Boyd. 

In plain, simple, and convincing lan- 
guage, Mr. Boyd set forth a long-range 
program for the restoration to health of 
this obviously sick industry in a manner 
in which, I believe, demolished the clam- 
orous but confused opposition which 
fancies it has answers, but really has no 
solutions. His program is logical. It is 
feasible. And more importantly, it is at- 
tainable in this Congress. 

There is nothing in recent weeks 
which has stirred such a tempest in some 
circles—a teapot circle, if you look at all 
the other troubles we now have on our 
hands—as the so-called Boyd program. 
It has been damned—and I believe 
wrongly so after hearing the Secretary 
outline his program—as a cruel and 
coldly calculated instrument designed 
solely to gut an already helpless industry. 
Nothing could be further from the truth, 
Mr. Speaker. 

First, let us look at the present state of 
the industry, then stack it against what 
Mr. Boyd is proposing we will see that 
this charge is—to put it mildly—unin- 
formed. 

This administration is presently pro- 
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viding construction subsidies at the level 
of 13 ships a year, an abysmally low 
figure when we consider the rapid ob- 
solescence of this great industry. We also 
are providing operating subsidies of 
some $200 million a year. 

Compare this if you will, with the pro- 
gram proposed by the Secretary. I will 
not go into full details: those are avail- 
able in the Secretary’s testimony which 
I submitted for the record last week. 

What the Secretary is proposing is 
that money be provided for the con- 
struction of about 30 ships a year—in 
American shipyards—with U.S. con- 
struction subsidies. This would not be 
for just a single year; it would continue 
for 5 years—a total of shipyard sub- 
sidies that would build 150 ships in 5 
years. That’s not all; construction sub- 
sidies would be continued for an indefi- 
nite period for about another 25 ships 
a year. These subsidies would be paid 
directly to American shipyards to help 
them compete for customers on the 
world market. 

Operating subsidies to American ship- 
owners would be increased, extended to 
new classes of vessels, until it covered 
about 490 ships in 1979 and 560 ships in 
1986. This in place of the subsidies cur- 
rently covering only some 300 vessels. 

Now, here is a major bone of conten- 
tion—though I think it need not be: 
to the extent that ship operators are 
unable to buy vessels at world prices 
under the expanded construction pro- 
grams in U.S. yards, they would be per- 
mitted to buy foreign-built ships. But 
these ships would be registered under 
the American flag, and manned by U.S. 
crews, and would be eligible for both 
operating subsidy and cargo preference 
privileges. 

One would think that this program 
of improvement would meet, if not over- 
whelming approval, at least agreement 
that this is a step in the right direction. 
But what we hear, in the face of this 
proposal by the Secretary, is that unless 
he meets the total demands of all the 
elements of the maritime industry, there 
will be no program at all. 

Here is a proposed program which will 
provide more jobs in American shipyards, 
more jobs on American-flag vessels, more 
construction money for shipbuilders, and 
more operating subsidies for American- 
flag operators. Quoting the Secretary: 

There is a program and a policy which we 
sincerely believe will benefit the total public 
interest and the total maritime industry. 
Now we can do it, or we can sit around and 
fight with each other and say, “Well, it 
can’t be done this way and it can't be done 
that way,” and wind up with a ship without 
a rudder. 


But instead of talking about Mr. Boyd’s 
program and how Congress can and will 
improve it or change it, what are we 
talking about? We are talking about 
whether we should have an independent 
maritime administration, as if that were 
an answer to all of our problems. 

Mr. Speaker, what we need first is a 
program, and here it is. I agree whole- 
heartedly with the Secretary that we are 
putting the cart before the horse in 
arguing about where the maritime ad- 
ministration should be housed. 

The time to begin talking about where 
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the administration should be housed is 
after we have a program, after the 
foundation for the house has been built. 
I happen to agree, and agree strongly, 
with the Secretary that placing the ad- 
ministration anywhere but in the De- 
partment of Transportation is nonsense. 
He has given the firmest assurances he 
can, and I regard him as a most honest 
and forthright gentleman, that being 
within the Department, the maritime 
administration would assure maximum 
support for the implementation of a 
strong maritime program such as the 
Secretary has outlined. 

What we are talking about here are 
jobs, in an industry which is begging for 
jobs, and the restoration of a sick in- 
dustry. The proposed program just about 
doubles the level of Federal support to 
the U.S. merchant marine for the 1969- 
73 period, which means earmarking some 
83 billion—$3 billion, mind you—for 
maritime programs during that period. 
Look at this in terms of jobs: domestic 
shipbuilding jobs supported by subsidy 
would be built up to a level of 20,000 an- 
nually, in place of the 10,500 under the 
projected present levels. The industry 
would be placed in a stronger competitive 
position in our foreign trade; there is 
just no doubt about that. Who can step 
up and say that this program would 
weaken the maritime industry in the face 
of those figures? 

But in the face of this, we are being 
told by some elements of a sick industry 
that “if you don’t give us the kind of 
medicine that we prescribe, we won’t take 
any—and we'll die and then you'll be 
sorry.” 

What kind of foolishness is this? 

A key element of the Secretary’s pro- 
gram is, as Iam sure everyone here is by 
now aware, the foreign construction of 
vessels. There has been expressed the 
fear, I think a false fear, that once a 
single ship has been built abroad, it will 
mean the end of the entire American 
shipbuilding industry. And there is the 
malevolent rumor that this is just what 
the Boyd program is intended to do, to 
rescue the Johnson administration from 
a budget deficit. 

Nothing of the sort is contemplated; 
nothing of the sort will happen. 

Let me again quote to you the words of 
the Secretary in his testimony: 

There has been a lot of fear raised about 
all construction going abroad once the door 
has been opened to,any foreign construction. 
This argument deliberately distorts what I 
have said to every member of the industry. 
First of all, we would permit construction 
abroad only to an extent related to, but less 
than, subsidy funds for U.S. construction for 
@ given period. Second, I would consider the 
establishment of a ratio which would tie the 
overall volumes of foreign construction to 
U.S. construction . . an example of foreign 
construction I am proposing combined with 


building thirty ships per year in American 
shipyards for at least five years—foreign 
shipbuilding versus U.S. shipbuilding on a 
ratio of 2.5 to one. 


Does that sound like any giveaway of 
ship construction to foreign yards? 

It is nonsense to let the formulation of 
a coherent, workable program founder 
on this shibboleth—and it is no more 
than that—that foreign construction will 
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mean the death of the American ship- 
building industry, particularly in view of 
the fact that some 70 percent of 
the dollar value of private shipyard work 
is done for the Navy. I happen to believe, 
and I think the history of other indus- 
tries has borne this out, that given the 
chance for competition with foreign 
yards by the construction of 30 ships 
a year, U.S. yards can either closely 
match—or beat—the foreign yards in 
costs. 

Even if resources were available what 
would be the sense of cranking up the 
American industry for the construction 
of 50 or 60 or more ships a year for a 
crash modernization of the American 
mechant marine—only to have the in- 
dustry go into a slump once the mod- 
ernization program has been reached. 
The Secretary’s proposal aims quite sen- 
sibly at a stable program of ship con- 
struction, one which can keep employ- 
ment and work at steady levels past the 
5-year period envisioned. I think this 
makes economic sense—and in terms of 
the men on the jobs in the shipyards, 
it makes human sense, 

Opponents of Mr. Boyd’s program say 
we should take the American part of his 
plan and drop the proposal to buy for- 
eign. What American industry today 
does not get some of its parts, equip- 
ment, and materials from abroad. Has 
the great automobile and aircraft in- 
dustry come a cropper because of this? 
I don’t see General Electric in failing 
condition, nor Westinghouse, nor a host 
of other industries who receive some 
parts of their equipment and material 
from abroad. 

Another thing: the foreign construc- 
tion element in the Secretary’s program 
is designed to fill what would be a con- 
struction gap. You know and I know that 
this Congress, with all of the responsi- 
bilities facing it, is not going to vote 
subsidy money for the building in Ameri- 
can yards of 50 or 60 ships a year. The 
money simply is not there. If it was, the 
priorities should be on operating aid for 
fleet expansion because shipyards al- 
ready get massive support from the De- 
fense Department. 

Let me point out that the Secretary’s 
program was arrived at after discus- 
sion—I do not say agreement—with all 
elements of the maritime industry. It is 
not a program that completely pleases 
every component of the industry. It is a 
compromise and compromises never 
please everyone completely. I believe it 
is a compromise in the total public in- 
terest, and in the total interest of the 
maritime industry. There had to come a 
time when judgments had to be made, 
and the Secretary made them, 

Mr. Speaker, we want to modernize 
a sick industry. We must go forward with 
a program and go forward now. There 
must, in this complicated country of 
ours, be a balance of priorities. I believe 
this program strikes that balance, and 
strikes it fairly for all concerned. Of 
course Congress will have the final say; 
we will work our wisdom on the pro- 
gram, But the important thing is to 
get started on a program, not sit here 
debating where the maritime adminis- 
tration should be domiciled. The alter- 
native to continue inaction can only be 
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to continue sinking the maritime in- 
dustry. 


COLLEGE-BRED COPS 


Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. O'Hara] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. O’HARA of Michigan. Mr. Speak- 
er, I must admit I was extremely pleased 
to read the article in the Wall Street 
Journal, of July 25, appearing under 
the heading College-Bred Cops.” 

Recent years have seen a steady rise 
in the number of crimes committed in 
our Nation. Along with the increase in 
lawlessness has come severe indictments 
of our law-enforcement agencies. 

In its report issued earlier this year, 
the President’s Commission on Law En- 
forcement and the Administration of 
Justice sharply criticized police leader- 
ship and charged that the Nation's po- 
lice departments “are grossly unprepared 
to cope with the complex problems of an 
increasingly urban society.” 

In an effort to calm this criticism, 
many cities around the country are en- 
couraging members of their police forces 
to “hit the books,” to continue their 
educations. 

Colleges and universities are in the 
process of setting up a curriculum in 
police science and administration. Most 
curriculums are double barreled—a 
good portion is devoted to liberal edu- 
cation in English, sociology, psychology, 
history, and so forth, and the remainder 
focuses on professional training in crim- 
inology. 

Quinn Tamm, executive director of the 
International Association of Chiefs of 
Police, is in agreement with the em- 
phasis being placed on a liberal educa- 
tion. 

Mr. Tamm declares: 

We must first educate the individual to be 
a thinking man, to acquire the general 
knowledge that will allow him to understand 
the basic currents and crosscurrents of our 
present and future societies, the historical 
and sociological factors that generate the 
problems he will face in his career. 


Mr. Speaker, I should like to take this 
opportunity to commend the directors of 
our law-enforcement agencies for the ef- 
forts they are making to correct some of 
the flaws in our present police system, 
and I should like to call upon my col- 
leagues in the House of Representatives 
to lend whatever assistance we can to 
these efforts. 

Mr. Speaker, under unanimous con- 
sent I include this article at this point 
in the RECORD: 

COLLEGE-BRED. Cops—Crttes Exrror To BEN- 
EFIT AS MORE POLICE OFFICERS TAKE AD- 
VANCED COURSES—BETTER-TRAINED FORCES 
SEEN EASING URBAN PROBLEMS; SOME 
MEN GET TUITION AID BUT HIGHER SALARIES 
STILL VITAL 

(By John Barnett) 


PrrrspuRGH.—You would hardly take Sgt. 
Ed (Pat) Patterson for a Joe College type. 
With his stocky frame, firm jaw and gray- 
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ing red hair, he looks like nothing so much 
as the Irish cop he is. 

But he’s also a college freshman. Restive 
over the meager pay and public contempt he 
feels is too often the lot of a policeman, Pat 
Patterson at the age of 34 is going to college 
at night in hopes it will make him a wiser 
man, a better police officer and a more valued 
member of his community. 

Sgt. Patterson is part of a trend that verges 
on a stampede. Throughout the nation, 
thousands of policemen are hitting the 
books. Some are doing it on their own ini- 
tiative, others because of prodding. More and 
more cities are offering pay incentives to 
college-trained policemen, and some will even 
pick up tuition bills. In Los Angeles, says 
Deputy Chief Robert A. Houghton, “a man 
who comes up for promotion is going to find 
it tough unless he can show he’s been trying 
to improve himself.” 

Schools are rushing to set up facilities to 
handle the crush. The International Associa- 
tion of Chiefs of Police says that 186 col- 
leges now offer degrees in criminology or po- 
lice science, compared with fewer than 60 
five years ago. Many of the police courses run 
only two years, but some colleges offer four- 
year bachelor’s degree courses and gradu- 
ate work. Several colleges, including Pennsyl- 
vania State University, Georgia State Col- 
lege, and the Universities of Minnesota and 
Missouri, are currently in the process of set- 
ting up police training. 

WHAT THE WORLD'S ALL ABOUT 


In the haste to set up new curriculums, 
some lively debate has broken out among 
police officials and educators over just what 
sort of education is best for policemen. 
“Some of the older junior colleges spend a 
lot of time teaching six-gun and jujitsu 
stuff,” says one influential police adminis- 
trator, “but the trend now is toward a lib- 
eral education that teaches a man what the 
world’s all about.” 

In part, the education explosion refiects 
an effort by police officials to quell the storm 
of criticism and controversy that has broken 
around them recently. 

Most damning was the report this spring 
of the President’s Commission on Law En- 
forcement and the Administration of Jus- 
tice, It noted that crime is increasing far 
faster than population growth and sharply 
criticized police leadership for adhering to 
outmoded organizations and tactics. It com- 
plained that, partly due to citizen indiffer- 
ence but also because of police timidity and 
ineptness, the nation’s law enforcement 
agencies are grossly unprepared to cope with 
the complex problems of an increasingly 
urban society. 

“Police are terribly isolated, terribly in- 
sular,” says the chairman of one college 
criminology department. “They need a bet- 
ter understanding of people, both normal 
and abnormal, and they need a better un- 
derstanding of government and society.” 

SUPREME COURT CURBS 

At the same time, civil rights leaders and 
civil libertarians condemn alleged police op- 
pression of Negroes and other disadvantaged 
citizens, and the Supreme Court, in a series 
of decisions restricting the right of police to 
seize evidence and extract confessions, has 
demonstrated its disapproval of some widely 
used police tactics. 

Stung by the censures, many embittered 
police officials agree with Col. Fredrick E. 
Davids, director of the Michigan State Po- 
lice, that “disrespect for the law, defiance of 
authority on every level and a nationwide 
trend in attitude designed to undermine law 
enforcement are threatening not only our 
effectiveness, but the whole structure of law 
and order.” 

Whether or not the situation is really 
that bad, both police officials and their 
critics agree there’s a desperate need to im- 
prove the quality of law enforcement per- 
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sonnel as a first step toward improving police 
effectiveness. The President's crime commis- 
sion, asserting that all too many police of- 
ficers are “incompetent, corrupt or abusive,” 
placed particular emphasis on raising person- 
nel standards, including educational quali- 
fications and training requirements. 
Achieving significant progress will take 
monumental effort. The International Asso- 
ciation of Chiefs of Police (IACP) estimates 
that 60% of the nation’s 400,000 police of- 
ficers had absolutely no professional train- 
ing before being handed a badge and a pistol 
and sent into the street to uphold the law. 


UNLOCKING THE HANDCUFFS 


The backgrounds of the remainder are 
spotty to say the least. A few have college 
degrees in criminology or other subjects. 
Some have been through the well-regarded 
training academies of state police or big- 
city departments, which often train officers 
from neighboring suburban towns as well as 
members of their own forces. But the 
training of many a rural deputy sheriff or 
small-town constable consists only of a few 
hours on the firing range and a demonstra- 
tion of how to unlock the handcuffs. 

If educators and some of the nation's key 
police administrators have their way, how- 
ever, there will be some drastic changes. 

The IACP is campaigning vigorously for 
states to pass laws setting minimum require- 
ments for departmental training for all po- 
licemen. Beyond such on-the-job preparation 
Quinn Tamm, executive director of the 
IACP says the day must come when the 
minimum educational qualification for a po- 
liceman will be a bachelor’s degree. (Most 
departments today require only a high school 
degree or the “equivalent.” Mr, Tamm knows 
of only one department in the nation—the 
Multnomah County sheriff’s department at 
Portland, Ore.—that presently requires a 
bachelor’s degree.) 

The day when every cop is a college man 
is a long way off, Mr. Tamm concedes, and 
in the meantime police departments are try- 
ing to persuade their present men to get 
some education. 

The departments are going about it in a 
number of ways. The most direct is simply to 
raise the pay of men who have been to col- 
lege. A typical system is that of Lynwood, 
Calif., a Los Angeles suburb that pays its 
officers a bonus of up to $40 a month for 
having completed some college. The city also 
picks up half the tab for tuition, 

Daytona Beach, Fla., goes even further. It 
extracts a signed promise from police re- 
cruits that they will attend Daytona Beach 
Junior College until they get a two-year 
degree. Then the city pays all tuition and 
book costs, and when the policemen grad- 
uate, it raises their pay to the next highest 
civil service step. We're leading them to the 
water and we're making them drink,” says 
Capt. W. C. Hall, the police department’s 
research and training officer. 

The vast majority of cities still offer no 
concrete benefits to officers who enroll in 
college, “We try to adjust work hours so our 
man can go to class,“ says Los Angeles’ Dep- 
uty Chief Houghton. “But they can’t eat the 
kind of support we give them.” 

Pittsburgh also lacks any direct financial 
incentive for its policemen-students. But that 
hasn't deterred Pat Patterson and his fellow 
Officers. As soon as two local colleges 
launched low-tuition, night-and-day classes 
leading to police science degrees last Febru- 
ary, 43 Pittsburgh policemen signed up. This 
fall, say police officials, 155 will be enrolled. 

Two “BS” FOR SGT. PATTERSON 


The workload of Sgt. Patterson, who is a 
father of two and heads the Pittsburgh de- 
partment's personnel division, is fairly typi- 
cal. He signed up in February for two night 
classes totaling six hours a week at Alle- 
gheny Community College, his first attempt 
at formal education since he was graduated 


July 27, 1967 


from high school 16 years ago. He got grades 
of “B” in both courses. Now he’s in summer 
school. After four years of such part-time 
work, he figures, he’ll win his associate in 
arts degree (normally a two-year degree for 
full-time students) in police science and 
administration. 

“Tve wanted to go to college for a long 
time,” he says. “Mainly, I just want to in- 
crease my own knowledge. When they opened 
up this program, I saw my chance.” 

The curriculum, typical of two-year pro- 
grams offered at community or junior col- 
leges, is liberally sprinkled with courses like 
“police organization and administration,” 
“principles of criminal law,” and “introduc- 
tion to criminology.” But about half of the 
60 units required for the associate degree 
must be devoted to such standard academic 
subjects as English composition, mathemat- 
ics, history and science. That's the hard 
stuff,” observes one officer. “The police 
courses are easy, but the English composition 
and mathematics are rough.” 

While two-year colleges try to meet the 
demand for educating men already in police 
work, four-year colleges generally have a 
high proportion of younger students who 
haven't yet started their careers. Educators in 
such institutions tend to regard their mission 
as turning out the police leaders of the future 
rather than providing stop-gap facilities to 
upgrade the present man on the beat. We're 
working with the people who will shape our 
police departments of 1980,” says C. Robert 
Guthrie, chairman of the criminology de- 
partment of California State College at Long 
Beach. 

A THINKING MAN 

As a result, Mr. Guthrie and his colleagues 
place even less emphasis on details of police 
work, which may become outmoded, and more 
on the liberal arts; they hope thereby to cor- 
rect what they see as some of the chief faults 
in the present law enforcement system. Mr. 
Tamm of the IACP agrees. “We must first 
educate the individual to be a thinking man, 
to acquire the general knowledge that will 
allow him to understand the basic currents 
and crosscurrents of our present and future 
societies, the historical and sociological fac- 
tors that generate the problems he will face 
in his career,” he declares. 

Charles L. Newman, who's setting up a new 
center for law enforcement and corrections 
at Pennsylvnia State University, says his cur- 
riculum will have “two mainstreams,” one 
devoted to liberal education in English, his- 
tory, sociology, psychology and the like, and 
the other focusing on professional topics like 
parole, probation, and crime research. 

But there won't be any first-aid or finger- 
printing courses. We may teach people the 
ethics of firearms, but we won’t teach them 
how to shoot a gun,” says Mr. Newman, Such 
skills are best learned in police department 
training programs, he believes. 

Though police officials and educators have 
high hopes for the practical results of educa- 
tion, they concede they have little evidence 
so far to back them up, 

One big Midwest police department, trying 
to gather just such evidence, has recently 
begun a secret experiment to compare the 
performance of college-educated officers with 
that of men who have high school degrees 
or less. Two side-by-side precints with simi- 
lar populations and problems were selected. 
Over a period of several months officials 
quietly transferred all noncollege men out 
of one precinct and replaced them with col- 
lege-trained officers. The education level in 
15 other precinct remains at the high school 
evel. 

The results, after six months, show the col- 
lege-trained generate fewer complaints from 
citizens, answer calls quicker, take off less 
sick time and generaly have higher morale 
than their less-educated counterparts. But 
so far there’s been no difference in the crime 
rates of the two precincts. 
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Whatever the effect on crime rates, how- 
ever, there’s widespread hope that education 
will make life easier for policemen them- 
selves. “The toughest job of a front-line 
policeman is to maintain a sense of perspec- 
tive when his work puts him up against the 
seamiest side of life,” says David W. Craig, 
Pittsburgh's director of public safety. To 
the extent that education provides a man 
with inner resources when an angry woman 
motorist is spitting in his face, education is 
of inestimable value.” 

Despite all the efforts to set up police edu- 
cation programs and get both working po- 
licemen and potential policemen into them, 
police administrators recognize that they 
won't be able to raise their educational re- 
quirements much higher until they raise 
salaries. 

In 1966, according to the President's crime 
commission, median starting salaries for po- 
licemen ranged from $4,920 a year in smaller 
communities to $5,834 in cities of over 
500,000 population. More important, except 
for the handful who go on to higher ranks, 
policemen have scant prospect for significant 
increases, The commission noted that the 
median top salary for patrolmen was only 
$730 above the starting level in smaller com- 
munities and $1,174 above the starting level 
in larger cities, 

In the past, the great majority of college 
graduates interested in police work have 
gone into Federal agencies such as the Fed- 
eral Bureau of Investigation or the Secret 
Service, which offer salaries and prestige far 
greater than those of most municipal and 
state agencies, college officials say. 

But police administrators hope that the 
new focus of public attention on police activ- 
ities, combined with efforts to raise personnel 
standards, may help their drive for higher 
pay. 


LABOR’S APPROACH TO THE 
NEW WORKER 


Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. HOLLAND] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
Record and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. Speaker, the 
worker entering the labor force today 
is different in many ways from the 
worker of the past. He is younger, better 
educated, and often headed for a white 
collar or technical job. It is thus appar- 
ent that organized labor, if it is to bring 
unionism to tens of millions of nonunion 
employees, must tailor its appeal to help 
new workers meet old problems. 

William L. Kircher, director of the 
AFL-CIO Department of Organization, 
takes up this subject in the current issue 
of the American Federationist, the 
monthly magazine published by the 
AFL-CIO. Under unanimous consent, 
Mr. Speaker, I include the text of Mr. 
Kircher’s article in the RECORD: 

Lasor’s APPROACH TO THE NEw WORKER 

Recently a veteran union organizer, who 
for 25 years has been helping workers form 
unions, was talking about the task of or- 
ganizing today. 

“When I think of what little skill I had 
when I started out and how much skill is 
needed today,“ he remarked, “I have to face 
the fact that I could nevcr make the grade 
today as a new organizer with the same 
‘equipment’ I had then.” 

He is right about the changing challenges. 
Organizing is a very personal business, It 
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isn't a service that can be bought in a pack- 
age or delivered through the complex ma- 
chinery of a modern-day computer. If it 
could be perfected through a recipe, the rec- 
ipe would have long since been written, Be- 
cause it is a personal endeavor, the changing 
requirements call for particular abilities and 
skills. 

In this respect, it is interesting to look at 
excerpts from a book, written a few years 
ago by an assistant professor of law at the 
University of Denver, entitled “Unionization 
Attempts in Small Enterprises,” Here is what 
the author, Morton Gitelman, has to say in 
a chapter called “The Union Organizer.” 

“The key to success in a union’s organiza- 
tional drive is the organizer. . His prod- 
uct is unionism, but his ability would prob- 
ably ensure success in any other line of sell- 
ing endeavor ...in addition to being a 
good salesman, the union organizer is the 
type of individual who can adapt to differ- 
ent situations ... for the most part, suc- 
cessful union organizers are sincere men, de- 
dicated to the principles of trade unionism, 
and they have the ability to convey their 
enthusiasm to unorganized workers.” 

It is significant to note the qualities that 
management considers to be valuable to 
successful organizers—enthusiasm, - dedica- 
tion, sincerity, knowledge of trade union- 
ism, adaptability to changing situations. 

In effect, management evaluation of union 
organizational competence is exactly that of 
the union veteran of many organizing wars 
over the past 25 years—the ability to cope 
with the challenges that flow from the 
change in the nature of the workforce. 

The U.S. Bureau of Labor Statisties points 
out that “in the past quarter of a century, 
American workers have lengthened their for- 
mal education from one year of high school 
in 1940 to just over four years of high school 
in March 1965.” 

The worker who has completed just over 
four years of high school today is not the 
same as the worker who had one year of high 
school education in 1940, Not only has he 
been in the secondary educational system 
four times as long, but he also has been in an 
educational environment that has had the 
benefit of 25 years of additional educative in- 
sight, improvement in techniques and greater 
understanding of the goals of education in a 
democratic society. 

The workers entering the workforce today 
should, therefore, be better educated, more 
knowledgeable, more sophisticated. The re- 
cent experiences of organizers suggest that 
they are, indeed. This is true among those 
who go into technical, clerical and profes- 
sional employment. It is true, also, for those 
who go into the employment fields in which 
unions traditionally have concentrated their 
organizing energies. 

The worker today is not only better edu- 
cated—he is younger. Secretary of Labor W. 
Willard Wirtz has noted that the number of 
18- and 19-year-olds entering the workforce 
in 1965 was twice the number for the entire 
decade of the 1950s. Next year the average 
age of the total population will be 25 years. 

It is well worth reviewing the significance 
of these facts as they relate to the orga- 
nizing mission of American trade unions, 

Next year’s “average” Americans were 
born in 1943. By the time they were three 
years old, World War II was over. By the time 
they were 10 years old, the Korean conflict 
was in its final stages and President Eisen- 
hower was in the first year of his first term. 
They were still in high school when John 
F. Kennedy took his oath of presidential 
office. 

The world of the 1930's is hardly less re- 
mote to them than the Victorian era. The 
1940s become significant only because that 
is the decade of their birth. Not until the end 
of the 1950s did “current events” begin to 
have meaning for them. Their world is to- 
day’s world—this very day. 
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These characteristics of the working popu- 
lation today—their age, their educational 
levels, their interests—are vital ingredients of 
the “organizing picture” today. They must 
be taken into account as the labor move- 
ment considers the dimensions of the orga- 
nizing task and the methods that must be 
employed. 

The 1965 AFL-CIO convention declared 
that “general exhortation is not an effective 
method of organizing today. The union ap- 
peal must be attuned to the particular 
group. The union program must be respon- 
sive to specific needs.” These words are based 
on the knowledge that, whether today’s 
employe wears a white collar, a blue collar, 
a blend, or a blouse, he or she approaches 
the prospect of unionism in a more detached 
and more analytical manner than did the 
previous generation of workers. 

What is the numerical dimension of the 
organizing challenge? 

When we talk about the unorganized 
workers in the United States, we are speaking 
of 32 million working men and women who 
perform the same functions, operate the 
same machines, exercise the same skills and 
utilize the same technical, scientific and 
cultural knowledge as the 18 million union 
members in this nation. 

They are in every employment field, man- 
ual and white collar. They work in every 
state, every major city and town and in 
rural areas into which industry or public 
employment has come for the first time. 

They work for companies which have had 
years of collective bargaining experience, for 
companies which have never dealt with legit- 
imate unions. In addition to these private 
employers, they work for various public em- 
ployers—federal, state and local. 

They are in fields in which unions have 
enjoyed success, with long records of achieve- 
ment, and in fields whose surface has been 
hardly pentrated by the thrust of trade 
unionism, 

What progress has been made in organiz- 
ing them? At the time of the AFL-CIO mer- 
ger in December 1955, we thought in terms 
of perhaps 26 million unorganized workers 
and speculated that some 39 percent to 40 
percent of the realistic potential was orga- 
nized. Now, with 32 million constituting the 
organizing goal, we estimate that probably 35 
percent of the realistic potential is in the 
labor movement. 

Through organizing efforts, AFL-CIO 
unions have brought at least 3 million work- 
ers into the scope of collective bargaining 
since merger. These gains have cut across all 
employment lines. 

In government, progress has been made in 
all jurisdictions. Collective bargaining at the 
federal level has maintained the growth en- 
couraged by President Kennedy’s Executive 
Order 10988. As of August 1966, over 1 mil- 
lion federal employes were covered by exclu- 
sive recognition in over 1,100 bargaining 
units. Negotiated agreements are in effect in 
approximately 600 units employing about 
911,000 workers. The result is that at the 
present time union members account for 
about 38 percent of total employment in the 
executive branch of the federal establish- 
ment. 

Union growth in state and municipal and 
other local jurisdictions has recorded un- 
precedented gains. 

In retail and service fields, unions have 
been pursuing vigorous organizing programs 
and have thereby extended trade unionism 
into new areas and achieved real growth. 

Elections conducted by the National Labor 
Relations Board are probably the best known 
method of collective bargaining determina- 
tion. That agency conducts some 7,500 elec- 
tions a year. Unions have won NLRB certifi- 
cation for a larger number of workers each 
successive calendar year for the last five 
years. 

Among professional workers, the long- 
anticipated move may be under way. The 
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dramatic union organizing gains made 
among teachers all over the nation have 
been recorded. And even some of the orga- 
nizations of professional employes who 
piously proclaimed an inseparable gulf be- 
tween professional status and unionism, and 
zealously insisted on calling themselves 
“associations” so as to avoid any connota- 
tion of trade unionism, have sensed the 
changing mood of such employes and have 
begun to adopt collective baragaining prac- 
tices, if not the terminology. 

It is interesting to note that the young 
professional is often the leader in this grow- 
ing interest in unionism. 

Organizing progress has been made and 
the organizing gauge is on the upward 
swing. 


It must be recognized also that the net 
gain in union membership, in AFL-CIO 
membership, has been considerably less than 
the organizing-won accretion. This is due in 
large measure to technological changes 
affecting the fields in which unions have 
enjoyed their greatest success. The orga- 
nizing task, and challenge, thus assume 
greater dimensions. 


CAN THE TASK, THE CHALLENGE, BE MET? 


More often than not, when workers have 
the chance to express themselves on union- 
ism, free of fear, in an election where the 
climate and practices permit the facts to be 
brought to them in a reasonable, well-bal- 
anced manner, they vote union, This has been 
true a long time. 

When first enacted back in 1947, the Taft- 
Hartley law contained a provision requiring 
a majority vote of the employes in the work 
unit (not just a majority of those voting) to 
authorize the union to enter into a union 
shop contract before the union could even 
begin bargaining for a union shop. 

That “union shop authorization” provision 
eventually was taken out of the law because 
unions were winning 98 percent of the elec- 
tions, with 90 percent of the votes in favor 
of the union shop. The section was elimi- 
nated because it was recognized as a need- 
less expenditure of NLRB time and money 
to hold elections whose outcome was so pre- 
dictable. But the elimination also was sup- 
ported by anti-union elements who saw in 
the election results too strong a demon- 
stration of worker preference for union 
security. 

The fact is—and there is nothing to dis- 
prove it—that as a normal, natural matter, 
workers want unions simply because the act 
of joining with others to promote the com- 
mon welfare is one of man’s most natural 
acts. 

And yet, union organizing today is difi- 
cult, Many veteran organizers say it is more 
difficult today than ever before. The fact that 
increased skills are required testifies to the 
increased difficulties. Why has union organiz- 
ing become so difficult? 

First, one fact needs to be set straight. 
There’s a wide gap between the total num- 
ber of workers for whom AFL-CIO unions 
bargain and the total number of AFL-CIO 
members. 

The same “enlightened self-interest” that 
can lead a worker into unionism can keep 
him out if he feels he’s getting the benefits 
without paying his share of the cost. Read 
any management primer on how to keep 
unions out and it will say very directly to 
the employer: “Review your rates of pay, 
company practices, employe relations pro- 
gram and fringe benefits. Find out what they 
are at the unionized companies in your com- 
munity and in your industry and then match 
them or come close enough so the difference 
doesn’t excite the worker.” 

The rise in company-paid family welfare 
programs such as life insurance, hospitali- 
zation, medical care, pensions. etc., has been 
fantastic since the union collective bargain- 
ing impact on the development of such pro- 
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grams was first felt by management during 
the past 20 years. 

Even foremen, who aren’t eligible for union 
membership in any real sense, most often 
find their wage increases and other economic 
benefits following the patterns set by unions 
at the bargaining table. 

Another contributor to the difficulty of 
union organizing is management opposition 
of a more direct and violent nature. 

In recent years, the incidence of unfair 
labor practices by employers during union 
organizing campaigns leading to NLRB elec- 
tions has been on the rise. Unfair labor prac- 
tice charges constitute about twice as many 
NLRB cases as representation cases, with the 
bulk being charges against employers, Nu- 
merically, the most significant employer un- 
fair labor practice is that of illegal discharge. 

No knowledgeable union organizer ever 
underestimates the willingness of employers 
to ignore the national labor law or violate 
the basic, natural and constitutional rights 
of workers to organize for collective bargain- 
ing purposes. If the employer retains the 
services of the commercial “labor consultant” 
firms that now dot the countryside, the 
experienced organizer knows that in all prob- 
ability the employer will spurn the law. And 
he knows with an absolute certainty that the 
employer will pursue a program of vigorous 
opposition to the organizing campaign. 

One of the reasons, perhaps the major 
reason, for the rising incidence of employer 
unfair labor practices is the inadequacy of 
NLRB remedies. Most of them amount to 
little more than a gentle admonition. A de- 
termined anti-union employer who is willing 
to go all out to defeat a union organizing 
effort can, in effect, render the NLRB im- 
potent, given the current ability of the board 
to apply remedies. 

Former NLRB Chairman Boyd Leedom 
said as much in his celebrated trial ex- 
aminer’s decision in the J. P. Stevens tex- 
tile case. 

Until more effective remedies are employed 
the major organizing obstacle represented 
by employer unfair labor practices will con- 
tinue to frustrate workers as they attempt to 
exercise their right to organize. 

When we talk of remedies to correct im- 
proper anti-union organizing activities, we 
also have to take cognizance of the union- 
busting tactics and p carried on by 
public authorities and private interests in 
many communities. Police action is almost 
automatically forthcoming in some areas of 
the country any time a union initiates an 
organizing campaign. Usually it is the local 
police force, but sometimes state police get 
into the act, A good example of this is the 
situation in Texas, where Texas Rangers 
have been following a course of direct in- 
terference, intimidation and harassment 
against striking members of the United 
Farm Workers Organizing Committee. 

Industrial development committees often 
play a decisive role in efforts to thwart 
workers in their organizing attempts. They 
are joined by local newspapers, merchants, 
elected officials—many of whom carry on 
propaganda campaigns to persuade workers 
that unionism is synonymous with loss of 
employment, with strikes and with violence. 
They predict fantastic consequences from 
unionization—and unorganized workers can 
be vulnerable to such propaganda, particu- 
larly if spread by persons recognized as com- 
munity leaders. 

The formidable obstacles to organizing can 
be overcome through the utilization of sub- 
stantial resources and skill. There is a grow- 
ing awareness of the validity of these con- 
clusions. And there is also a growing aware- 
ness of the value of cooperative organizing 
programs under AFL-CIO sponsorship. Such 
programs, now in effect in a number of 
states, bring to bear the fullest possible con- 
centration of combined union resources in a 
given area. 
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Those engaged in the process of union 
growth, in organizing, are optimistic that 
the ultimate good sense of workers will lead 
them to recognize the value of union 
membership. 

The unions that make up the AFL-CIO are 
making and will continue to make exciting 
progress in the never-ending mission of or- 
ganizing the unorganized. 


MEETING WORKERS’ NEEDS 


The eternal challenge which faces union 
organizing and organizers is tallor-making 
the organizing approach and union programs 
to meet the basic needs of the workers in- 
volved. The extent to which these needs 
change is the extent to which organizing 
techniques must remain flexible. 

Nowhere is this proven more graphically 
than in the dramatic AFL-CIO unionizing 
effort among farmworkers today. For while 
much of that program is like a page out of 
the past—adversity, struggle, poverty and ex- 
ploitation—it is as modern as tomorrow in 
terms of technique simply because it makes 
the union program fit the special needs of 
the circumstances. 

It considers the critical importance of in- 
digenous leadership and recognizes that the 
most beneficial application of union proce- 
dures for farmworkers will be developed by 
farmworkers. Traditional organizing is em- 
ployed only to the extent it is effective. It 
builds unionism by understanding first the 
hopes and needs of the workers and con- 
structing its program to provide the an- 
swers through organization. 

Knowing this provides the definition of the 
word “new” when used in connection with 
union organizing, whether in the case of 
older, poorly-educated and culturally- 
deprived farmworkers or the young, affluent 
and specially-educated white collar worker. 


WORLD DEFICIT IN SILVER 


Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Connecticut [Mr. Grammo] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GIAIMO. Mr. Speaker, I have 
today introduced a bill to prevent the 
further use of silver for coinage. 

As a member of the Joint Commission 
on the Coinage, along with several of my 
distinguished colleagues in this body, I 
have become increasingly aware of the 
crisis in silver. Mr. Speaker, there exists 
today a world deficit in silver, a deficit 
which is reflected by the abnormally 
high price of that metal on the world 
market, and the best estimates of those 
familiar with the problem are that new 
production cannot be increased. suffi- 
ciently to overcome the deficit. Contrast 
this deficit with the ever-increasing need 
for silver by industry, and a policy which 
maintains silver in the coinage system 
becomes ludicrous. 

Forty-one million ounces of silver were 
used in the minting of the half dollar 
in 1966, an amount almost equal to U.S. 
production during that year. If silver 
were a monetary metal, this would be 
understandable but, of course, this has 
not been the case for over 100 years. 
Silver’s value today lies in the fact that 
it is an important industrial commodity, 
a commodity far too important to con- 
tinue to be used in the coinage system. 
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Coins are meant to circulate as a 
medium of exchange, but it is evident 
that the 40-percent-silver half dollar is 
not performing this function—it is being 
hoarded. 

Mr. Speaker, I am one who believes 
that the half dollar should be continued 
as a subsidiary coin, but I also believe 
that it should circulate as a subsidiary 
coin and not be prone to hoarding sim- 
ply because of the value of one of its com- 
ponent elements. 

I urge that this bill be considered im- 
mediately, for the consequences of delay 
would be disastrous. 


CREATING VIGILANTISM 


Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. DINGELL] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Record and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, an edi- 
torial appearing in the July 1967 issue of 
the Plaid and Khaki deserves, I believe, 
to be brought to the attention of every- 
one. 

It concerns itself with the widespread 
misrepresentations regarding vigilantism 
and states emphatically that the Nation- 
al Rifle Association rejects vigilantism 
as being “completely foreign to the tenets 
and purposes for which the NRA stands.” 

The editorial, entitled “Creating ‘Vigi- 
lantism’ Where None Exists,” follows: 
CREATING “VIGILANTISM” WHERE NONE EXISTS 

Certain national news media recently 
created a wave of publicity for vigilantism. 
This, even if unintentional, does a public 
disservice. 

Despite widely published misrepresenta- 
tions, the editorial in the May American 
Rifleman contained nothing advocating 
vigilantes, self-appointed posses, buying 
guns, using sledges or ax handles in riots, or 
anything of the kind. 

The National Rifle Association emphati- 
cally rejects vigilantism and the like as being 
“completely foreign to the tenets and pur- 
poses for which the NRA stands.” In a 2-page 
declaration of policy in The American Rifle- 
man for October 1964, the organization also 
stated as a part of a policy unchanged to this 
day that: 

“The NRA does not approve or support 
any group activities that properly belong to 
the national defense or the police.” 

The May editorial objected to any move 
to disarm individual American citizens who 
keep firearms for home protection or other 
legal uses. It pointed out that constituted 
authority could at any time call upon citi- 
zens, under the existing posse comitatus 
principle, to aid in keeping order. 

A Washington correspondent using the by- 
line “Ben A. Franklin,” who had already mis- 
represented the NRA, mistakenly asserted 
that the editorial urged 800,000 NRA mem- 
bers to arm and form their own posses. 


BILL TO GRANT $300 MILLION FOR 
RIOT CONTROL INTRODUCED 


Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Oregon [Mr. ULLMAN] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am priv- 
ileged to join today with my able col- 
league from Michigan [Mr. O'HARA] and 
other Members of this House in spon- 
soring a bill to immediately strengthen 
the capability of local law enforcement 
officials to deal with riot and civil dis- 
order. 

Our legislation will provide $300 mil- 
lion in matching grants to local law- 
enforcement agencies. This new legisla- 
tion is specifically aimed at providing 
the tools with which to control civil riot 
and strife. As such it augments H.R. 
5037, the Law Enforcement and Criminal 
Justice Assistance Act, reported to the 
House on July 17, by the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

The funds authorized by our legisla- 
tion may be used for organizing, equip- 
ping, and training law-enforcement of- 
ficers for riot prevention. Funds may also 
be used to organize, equip, and train po- 
lice reserve units for duty in riot 
emergencies. 

It has been my experience that there 
is no group of public officials more anx- 
ious to update their training, utilize 
modern techniques, and perform their 
duties to the best of their ability, than 
our law-enforcement officials. Police 
agencies have always been handicapped 
by a scarcity of personnel, equipment, 
and funds. Our legislation will help to 
ease this shortage. 

The tragedy which has played on the 
streets of many of our cities these past 
2 weeks might have been minimized if 
police officials had possessed the re- 
sources to swiftly and effectively enforce 
the law. We must not forget our duty to 
seek out the causes of these riots—unem- 
ployment, ignorance, inadequate hous- 
ing, lack of recreational outlets for 
youth. But we are also obliged to provide 
our law-enforcement professionals with 
the personnel, training, and equipment 
to enable them to perform their jobs 
with the dignity deserving of the law, 
and worthy of the allegiance and respect 
of all our citizens. 

I urge the prompt attention of the 
Congress to the legislation we are intro- 
ducing today. 


SETTING THE RECORD STRAIGHT 
ON PRESIDENT JOHNSON AND 
THE WORK OF AVOIDING THE 
TRAGEDY IN DETROIT 


Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. EBER] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. EILBERG. Mr. Speaker, the events 
of the past several days have been made 
even more tragic by the willful injec- 
tion of partisan sniping by the Repub- 
licans who are seeking to blame Presi- 
dent Johnson for the outbreak of rioting 
in our major cities. 


20552 


These charges are not only without 
foundation, but are also an irresponsible 
and mischievous attempt to undermine 
the Nation’s faith in the President at a 
time of national emergency. 

I am shocked by such blatant political 
recklessness. The Republicans know very 
well that Lyndon B. Johnson is the last 
person in the United States who can be 
blamed for these riots. They know, be- 
cause they have opposed scores of leg- 
islative proposals offered by the Presi- 
dent during the past 344 years that would 
redress many of the grievances of our 
slumdwellers. 

The fact is that no President has done 
more for our Nation’s poor and under- 
privileged than has Lyndon Johnson. 
And no President has done more for pro- 
moting civil rights and equal oppor- 
tunity for all Americans. 

It is ironic that those who now seek 
to blame the President for summer riots 
are the ones who habitually oppose every 
piece of legislation aimed at alleviating 
poverty, illiteracy, and disease in our 
city slums—the causes of explosive alien- 
ation and discontent. 

I am certain that the majority of my 
Republican colleagues will join with me 
in deploring such a cynical attempt to 
inject irresponsible partisan politics in- 
to the tragic occurrences in Detroit. 

And I am certain, too, that the Amer- 
ican people will join with Dwight Eisen- 
hower in backing the President’s actions 
and they will support President John- 
son’s appeal “to join in a determined 
program to maintain law and order— 
to condemn and combat lawlessness in 
all of its forms—and firmly to show by 
word and deed that riots, looting, and 
public disorder will not be tolerated.” 

The President is right when he says 
Americans will not tolerate lawlessness 
or endure violence. But it is also correct 
to say that we cannot endure much 
longer the neglect and inequities which 
breed such violence. This administration 
is providing the kinds of programs that 
will expand the boundaries of oppor- 
tunities for all Americans. The vital pro- 
grams of the Great Society have only 
begun. We cannot—and must not—use 
Detroit or Newark as an excuse to turn 
our backs on those who look to Congress 
and the White House to provide help 
for a new start on life. 

The summertime rioting will end. But 
the task of bringing millions of Amer- 
icans into the mainstream of our na- 
tional life is only beginning. We must 
not pause or delay in this important 
work. 

The American people support Presi- 
dent Johnson’s action in sending Fed- 
eral troops into beleaguered and be- 
sleged Detroit. The President acted in 
response to an appeal by Governor 
Romney that troops be sent to assist the 
8,000 Michigan National Guardsmen on 
the scene. 

No President relishes sending Federal 
troops into American communities. But 
President Johnson, after receiving a 
unanimous report from officials on the 
scene that these forces were absolutely 
necessary to maintain law and order, did 
what had to be done. And I commend 
him for this decision. 
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In the last few days I have read a 
number of editorial comments on this 
subject and have been impressed by the 
clarity of thinking in much of it. I would 
like to offer for the Recorp at this time 
an excellent example of responsible com- 
ment which appeared yesterday in the 
Evening Bulletin, Philadelphia, under 
the byline of Robert Roth. 

And I respectfully offer at this time 
a new resolution authorizing the Judi- 
ciary Committee to conduct a full and 
complete investigation and study to de- 
termine the causes of recent riots in our 
Nation’s metropolitan areas. 


PLAYING WIr Frme—GOP, Democrats Ex- 
PLOIT RIOTS FOR POLITICAL GAIN 


WasHINGTON.—It was predictable, but it 
is nonetheless unfortunate that the fright- 
ful epidemic of riot and destruction sweep- 
ing across the country is being exploited as 
a partisan political issue. 

The Republicans started it, and the Demo- 
crats were quick to take up the challenge. 

The first blast came Monday from the 
Republican Coordinating Committee, a body 
which includes such prestigious personalities 
as former President Eisenhower, Senate Mi- 
nority Leader Dirksen, Republican National 
Chairman Bliss, Colorado Governor John 
Love, chairman of the Republican Governors 
Conference. 

PEACE AND ORDER 


The committee charged unanimously, that 
President Johnson had “totally failed” to 
cope with the riot problem. 

“Worse,” said the committee, “he has vetoed 
legislation and opposed other legislation de- 
signed to establish peace and order within 
the country.” 

A few hours later, the Democrats counter- 
attacked. 

Speaking from the door step of the White 
House, after consultation with the President, 
Speaker of the House McCormack and Senate 
Majority Leader Mansfield declared that the 
President has made the maintenance of law 
and order his first concern but has refused 
to allow riots to be used as an excuse for 
ignoring the evils of poverty and unem- 
ployment. 

The real blame for “anarchy in the streets,” 
said the Democratic leaders, lies with those 
who voted down the rent supplement and rat 
control and model cities bills sponsored by 
the Administration, 

It is difficult to take seriously an assertion 
that the President’s veto of the District of 
Columbia Crime Bill in any way contributed 
to what happened in Newark or Detroit or 
Harlem these last few days. It is equally diffi- 
cut to believe that passage of any of the bills 
cited by the Democratic leaders would have 
had the slightest restraining effect on the 
rioters. 

NO SERVICE 


This is a time when the sound sense and 
maximum effort and above all the good will 
of every element of American society are 
needed to deal with a crisis that threatens to 
get out of hand. What definitely is not needed 
is political propaganda designed to exacer- 
bate passions already inflamed. 

The Republican Coordinating Committee 
performs no service when it says it has evi- 
dence—but does not produce it—that the 
rioting is organized on a national scale and 
that factories are operating to put weapons 
in the hands of rioters. A man of the stature 
of Dirksen reflects no credit on himself when 
he is asked where this evidence is and re- 
plies that it will be produced in “a more 
dramatic way” at some time in the future. 

And the Democrats help neither their party 
nor their country when they claim that we 
wouldn’t have had all this trouble if only 
they had had their way. 
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Resolution to authorize the Committee on 
the Judiciary to conduct an investigation 
and study of the causes of the riots which 
have occurred in Newark, New Jersey, De- 
troit, Michigan, and other cities 
Resolved, That the Committee on the Ju- 

diciary, acting as a whole or by subcommit- 

tee, is authorized and directed to conduct a 

full and complete investigation and study 

to determine the causes of the riots which 
recently occurred in Newark, New Jersey, 

Detroit, Michigan, and other metropolitan 

areas. 

For the purpose of carrying out this reso- 
lution the committee or subcommittee is au- 
thorized to sit and act during the present 
Congress at such times and places within the 
United States, including any Commonwealth 
or possession thereof, whether the House is 
in session, has recessed, or has adjourned, to 
hold such hearings, and to require, by sub- 
pena or otherwise, the attendance and tes- 
timony of such witnesses and the production 
of such books, records, correspondence, 
memorandums, papers, and documents, as 
it deems necessary; except that neither the 
committee nor any subcommittee thereof 
may sit while the House is meeting unless 
special leave to sit shall have been obtained 
from the House. Subpenas may be issued 
under the signature of the chairman of the 
committee or any member of the committee 
designated by him, and may be served by 
any person designated by such chairman or 
member. 

The committee shall report to the House 
as soon as practicable during the present 
Congress the results of its investigation and 
study, together with such recommendations 
as it deems advisable. Any such report which 
is made when the House is not in session 
shall be filed with the Clerk of the House. 


ONE OF THE MAJOR DIFFICULTIES 
CONFRONTING RAILROADS 


Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. MINISH] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Record and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MINISH. Mr. Speaker, I am today 
introducing a bill which is designed to 
alleviate one of the major difficulties 
confronting the railroads of this country. 
My measure will liberalize the Federal 
income tax treatment of lines acquiring 
less profitable railroads by increasing the 
extent to which net operating losses may 
be carried over for tax purposes from the 
acquired to the acquiring company. 

Precedent for such legislation can be 
seen in similar allowances now in force 
for very large railroads. Presently, carry- 
over of losses is permitted only in situa- 
tions in which the stockholders of the 
loss corporation receive not less than 20 
percent of the combined company’s 
stock. This, of course, is only possible 
when the railroad carrying the loss is of 
very large and fluid financial magnitude. 
The carriers and their clients most in 
need of assistance therefore are left un- 
aided. My bill, in effect, would eliminate 
existing discrimination against small 
carriers. Additional significant provi- 
sions permit the filing of consolidated in- 
come tax returns and allow the use of 
an 11- instead of a 7-year carryover 
period. 
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Given the shaky financial condition 
of smaller railroads in general, including 
the Jersey Central and the Erie-Lacka- 
wanna in my own area, merger with the 
larger system is becoming more and 
more imperative if they are to survive. 
Of course, many such small carriers are 
currently seeking inclusion in the larger 
systems, but a roadblock exists in the 
unwillingness of the larger railroads to 
accept as merger partners smaller, debt- 
ridden lines such as the Erie-Lacka- 
wanna and the Central of New Jersey. 

Tax relief is vital in order to con- 
sumate these mergers and prevent an 
economic disaster in the New York-New- 
ark metropolitan complex which could 
result from the shutdown of either the 
Jersey Central or the Erie-Lackawanna. 

This critical problem deserves priority 
attention. I hope that the Committee on 
Ways and Means will act promptly on 
this legislation. 


PARKS AND PEOPLE: PAST, PRES- 
ENT, AND FUTURE 


Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from North Carolina [Mr. TAYLOR] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
Record and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, WAYNE 
ASPINALL, Chairman of the House Com- 
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
delivered an informative and challeng- 
ing address at the dedication of the ad- 
ministration building of Rocky Moun- 
tain National Park on June 24, 1967. 
This address tells the story of sound 
progress in acquiring and developing 
America’s many national parks and pro- 
vides worthwhile policy suggestions. I 
recommend the address that follows to 
the attention of my colleagues and to 
the people of this Nation. 


PARKS AND PEOPLE: PAST, PRESENT AND 
FUTURE 
(An address by Hon, WAYNE N. ASPINALL, 

Fourth District, Colorado, at the dedica- 

tion of the Administration Building of 

Rocky Mountain National Park, June 24, 

1967) 

Barely more than a half century ago, the 
effort began which makes it possible for us 
to be here today to dedicate this attractive 
new Administration Building. We congre- 
gate here because those before us recognized 
the national value and beauty of this rugged, 
scenic area. In reality, we celebrate, today, 
their success in protecting this magnificent 
region of the Rocky Mountains for the use 
and enjoyment of all people for all times. I 
thank you for inviting me to participate. 

Many men have given their time and tal- 
ents so that this park might be used and 
enjoyed by the people. Men like C. R. Trow- 
bridge and Dixie“ MacCracken first admin- 
istered the area after its establishment as 
a national park. District Rangers like Fred 
McLaren of Grand Lake and Jack Moomaw 
from this area contributed many talents to 
the protection and enhancement of the park 
and often risked their lives in the pursuit 
of their duties. Park Superintendents in 
recent years—David Canfield, James Lloyd, 
Allyn Hanks and Granville Liles and now, 
Pred J. Novak—and many others too numer- 
ous to mention have helped develop good 
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community relations and have kept the park 
in tune with current needs. 

Probably all of these men would agree 
with me, however, that one man stands out 
in the history of Rocky Mountain National 
Park as Longs Peak stands towering among 
its neighbors. He knew the area and he loved 
it. He recognized its national value and 
toured the country making hundreds of 
speeches in behalf of establishing a national 
park. He won widespread organizational sup- 
port in Colorado for his national park idea 
and was recognized by Congerssman Ed T. 
Taylor (the first Representative of the 4th 
District in Congress) as a prime contributor 
to the creation of the Park. This man— 
known widely as the “father of Rocky Moun- 
tain National Park”—was Enos Mills. It 
would seem to be highly appropriate and 
fitting that we should dedicate this build- 
ing in his memory—I heartily recommend 
it. 

For men like Enos Mills, there is much 
more to life than merely accepting the cards 
as they fall. This kind of a man wants to 
make a lasting and constructive contribu- 
tion to society. In a tense world—a world 
where wars and crises, and demonstrations 
and riots, and violence and crime seem to 
capture most of the headlines—we often 
lose sight of constructive advancements in 
the general interests of mankind—present 
and future, 

Without carving a slice of life too large 
to digest, I want to address myself to two 
principal questions: 

First, what have we accomplished to date? 

and 

Second, where do we go from here? 

As I am sure you are aware, the earliest 
of our National Parks were the result of the 
efforts of farsighted men who recognized 
the importance of conserving natural and 
scenic treasures for the use and enjoyment 
of coming generations. In those early years, 
most of these areas could be set aside with- 
out serious disruptions of property owner- 
ships or local economies because title to the 
greater part of the land was in the Federal 
Government. 

Rocky Mountain National Park was the 
11th such scenic wonderland which Congress 
declared to be “set apart as a public park 
for the benefit and enjoyment of the people 
of the United States.” A year later, like its 
preceding counterparts, Rocky Mountain 
National Park came under the jurisdiction 
of the National Park Service. The mandate 
of the Park Service requires that it promote 
and regulate the use of all parks for the 
enjoyment of the people in such a way as 
to maintain their basic values for the enjoy- 
ment of future generations. 

Such a task is not an easy one. This dual 
obligation imposes upon the Park Service 
the responsibility for maintaining and pre- 
serving the park values while simultaneous- 
ly making them available for use by the 
public. In reconciling these apparently con- 
flicting objectives, it is absolutely essential 
to strike a meaningful balance between 
protection of the values for which the parks 
are created, on the one hand, and the effec- 
tive use and enjoyment by the people for 
which the parks are created, on the other 
hand. 

It has been interesting for me, as a Mem- 
ber of Congress for nearly two decades, to 
watch and work with the Park Service in 
resolving this difficult dichotomy. I've wit- 
nessed a tremendous growth in the enthusi- 
asm of the American people for our national 
parks over the years and it continues to gain 
momentum every year. In 1956, when the 
existing System and facilities were capable 
of accommodating around 21 million visits, 
the actual number of visits was more than 
2% times as much as the capacity. That 
year, in order to meet this massive public 
demand and to meet its mission to protect 
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the values for which the parks were estab- 
lished, the Park Service embarked on an 
energetic and constructive program—called 
“Mission 66“. 

“Mission 66” aimed its principal thrust at 
improvement. Obsolescent and inadequate 
facilities were to be repaired or replaced; 
dangerous roads and improperly developed 
trails were to be improved; employee per- 
sonnel was to be boosted and morale was to 
be bolstered with new programs. In fact, the 
rush was on to get our parks into shape for 
the 80 million visitors that were anticipated 
by 1966. 

In all, it was estimated that it would cost 
just over $785 million to shape up the exist- 
ing parks and to round out the System with 
new areas. The Congress cooperated. Where- 
as appropriations for park purposes during 
the post-war years had averaged in the 
neighborhood of $25 million annually, the 
1956 appropriations totaled $52.7 million. By 
1966 the annual national investment totaled 
$145 million, 

Notwithstanding our massive effort, we 
undershot. Visitations far exceeded expec- 
tations. Instead of the 80 million visits an- 
ticipated at National Park System facilities 
in 1966, there were more than 133 million. 
And, instead of costing in the neighborhood 
of $785 million, Mission 66 involved a billion 
dollar investment, 

For their dollars, the American people got 
the best national park system in the world. 
They got $30 million worth of new camp- 
grounds, nearly 4500 miles of new or im- 
proved roads, about 1000 miles of good trails, 
almost 100 new visitor centers, and a host of 
new outdoor areas. In addition, “Mission 66” 
made possible a surge of needed research and 
the development of new approaches to dif- 
ferent problems, as well as enabling the Park 
Service a provide training facilities for field 

nnel. 

Here at Rocky Mountain National Park, for 
example, Mission 66 provided the impetus for 
the construction of the High Drive En- 
trance, the Alpine Visitor Center (which was 
dedicated in 1965) and this new Adminis- 
tration Building. 

In conjunction with funding the “Mission 
66” effort, the Congress took a fresh look at 
our outdoor recreation needs, in general, with 
an eye toward the future. The Outdoor Rec- 
reation Resources Review Commission was 
established to study the whole spectrum of 
outdoor recreation needs. Its mission was: 

First, to determine the wants and needs of 
the public; 

Second, to determine the adequacy of 
present and future outdoor resources to meet 
those needs; and 

Third, to recommend policies and pro- 
grams which would provide adequate recrea- 
tion resources for present and future needs. 

Several important and challenging con- 
cepts were embodied in the recommendations 
of the Commission. The Congress responded 
with several landmark enactments. In addi- 
tion to granting statutory recognition to the 
Bureau of Outdoor Recreation, the Land and 
Water Conservation Fund was established 
and the Water Project Recreation Act was 
approved. Supplementing the National Park 
System, the Congress provided for the estab- 
lishment of a National Wilderness System 
where development would be strictly mini- 
mized and nature permitted to run its course. 

Based on the findings and recommenda- 
tions of the Commission, the Congress turned 
its energies to meeting new needs. We began 
to concentrate on adding to the National 
Park System facilities nearer the heavily 
populated regions of the Nation. It is inter- 
esting to note, in this connection, that one 
of the principal arguments for the creation 
of Rocky Mountain National Park was the 
argument that it was more readily accessible 
to the populated areas of the Midwest than 
the previously established National Parks. 

During the 89th Congress, 5 of the 8 major 
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authorized additions to the National Park 
System were located near urban centers. 
The outdoor recreation oriented areas have 
been extemely popular. In terms of attend- 
ance, they are among the fastest growing 
units of the entire system. Records for 1966 
show a 30% increase in the public use over 
the 1965 total. With this vast growth likely 
to continue at these areas—in addition to 
significant increased use at other natural 
and historic areas—the National Park Sys- 
tem will continue to demand our attention 
in the years ahead. 

It has been said that in order to have a 
future, you must prepare for it. We're doing 
just that. As we move into the 70's, a new 
phase of park planning is beginning to take 
form. Known as Parkscape U.S.A., this pro- 
gram recognizes the likelihood of continued 
expansion of the demand for outdoor recrea- 
tion facilities. Based on anticipated individ- 
ual economic growth, increased leisure time, 
and improved travel and accommodations, 
it can be predicted that more and more 
people will be wanting to use and enjoy the 
National Parks. 

If this program is to meet this crushing 
responsibility of massive visitor impact the 
full cooperation of interested citizens and a 
major effort on the part of Park Service per- 
sonnel will be required. It contemplates the 
most efficient use of the resources available 
. « it involves the adaptation of new ideas 
and perhaps the compromising of some old 
established and other current ideals 
and it comprehends a unified effort of Fed- 
eral, state and local agencies and, perhaps, 
private parties. 

New parks and recreation areas will un- 
doubtedly be established. Suitable areas of 
major national significance—like a Redwoods 
National Park—will probably be incorporated 
into the natural treasures of the National 
Park System. Areas of great recreation po- 
tential will, more than likely, also receive 

onal consideration. But the areas 
which are suitable for inclusion in the Na- 
tional Park System are becoming increas- 
ingly scarce; consequently, Parkscape U.S.A. 
is going to have to come to grips with the 
problems of access to the vast untapped areas 
of our existing National Parks. 

If the benefits of visiting these natural 
areas are to be at all meaningful for the 
vast number of park visitors, then there 
must be greater dispersion of the people 
within the Parks. Overcoming crowded con- 
ditions will be critically important in the 
years ahead and it is the job of the Park 
Service to devise a method to accomplish 
this objective. As National Park Service Di- 
rector George Hartzog has stated, “Develop- 
ment, or the opening of a nature park to 
make it more accessible for people to enjoy, 
is another of our obligations.” 

Unfortunately, most suggestions that new 
modes of access be developed, other than 
roads and trails, have been consistently re- 
jected by ardent park conservationists. Not- 
withstanding the concentration of the bulk 
of park visitors in extremely small portions 
of our parks—with the attendant traffic con- 
gestion, parking problems and air pollu- 
tion—there has been a strong inclination on 
the part of many observers to reject all new 

ons to solve the problems of trans- 
porting our visitors within the parks. 

It is ludicrous, if not erroneous, to say, 
under these circumstances, that the park- 
lands are being used, as intended by the 
Congress, “to provide for the enjoyment of 
the people.” The objective of the Park Serv- 
ice should be to improve and expand park 
use in such a way as to enhance the inspira- 
tion of the park experience without im- 
pairing the values of the park. 

Obviously, we do not mean to suggest that 
visitors should be accommodated regardless 
of the circumstances. There is a saturation 
point where returns begin to diminish and 
where that which we sought to protect is 
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irrevocably lost. In order to avoid the loss of 
these values, new innovations may be neces- 
sary and should be thoroughly and objec- 
tively explored. To fail to make this search 
now, is to court disaster in the future. 

I agree with the President of the National 
Geographic Society, Dr. Melville Grosvenor, 
who said that modest, well-considered im- 
provements in national parks do not violate 
the principles of conservation if they en- 
hance the opportunity to use and enjoy the 
parklands, Man’s works, most certainly, need 
not—and should not—mar the landscape. 
This building stands as a testimony to the 
fact that man can utilize lands without mar- 
ring the natural setting. 

The objective which we have been attempt- 
ing to attain during the past decade does 
not differ with the objective for which our 
National Parks were created. As Congressman 
Ed Taylor stated, in the report to the House 
of Representatives recommending the estab- 
lishing of Rocky Mountain National Park 
over 50 years ago: 

“The strenuous life which the American 
people are living requires outdoor recreation 
and relaxation . No money ever expended 
by Government will bring greater returns in 
health and happiness than that expended 
towards the improvement and maintenance 
of our national parks.” 

Our efforts in Mission 66 have been, and 
our efforts under Parkscape U.S.A. will be, 
“expended towards the improvement and 
maintenance of our national parks“ for the 
outdoor recreation and relaxation of the 
American people. Objective people can and 
must reason together to make this dream a 
reality. That is the task which we face in 
the future; the time to begin. to plan for 
it is now. 


RATS 


Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from California [Mr. Rees] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. REES. Mr. Speaker, last week the 
House resoundingly defeated a bill which 
would have given grants to cities for 
the eradication of rats. The Rat Control 
Act became the prime target for the 
misguided humorists on the floor. Un- 
fortunately, one of the most disturbing 
problems in slum areas is the preponder- 
ance of rats who carry filth and disease, 
attack human beings, and are instru- 
mental in causing deplorable living 
conditions. While we might not be con- 
fronted with rats in our own well-mani- 
cured, middleclass suburbs, these offen- 
sive rodents do live by the millions in 
the urban ghettos throughout the 
Nation. 

Although the bill is apparently dead 
for this session of Congress, I would 
hope the House will continue its study 
of rat infestation in the United States. 
With this in mind I would like to read 
into the Recorp two articles from the 
Washington Post of July 25: “The Rats 
Come Every Night” by Jimmy Breslin, 
and Art Buchwald’s “A Victory for 
Rats.” Undoubtedly more reports spell- 
ing out the necessity for rat control 
legislation will appear in print as our 
long, hot summer of 1967 unfolds, I will 
also attempt to make these available to 
my colleagues. 
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[From the Washington Post, July 25, 1967] 


HARLEM's ENDLESS BATTLE: THE RATS COME 
Every NicHT 
(By Jimmy Breslin) 

New Yorx.—At eight o'clock at night, the 
rats come up from the spaces around the 
sewer pipes under the boiler room where 
they have slept all day. They cling to the 
big rusted pipe and come up into the boiler 
room and then they start up the pipes which 
are inside the walls of the five-story tene- 
ment. The rats come for food and water in 
the apartments where the people live. 

As the rats crawled through the building, 
many of the people who live at 220 East 111th 
st. in the part of New York called East Har- 
lem were out on the sidewalk. Many of them 
talked about the trouble of the night before, 
when a man with a knife was killed by a 
cop up at the corner. 

The neighborhood made the first motions 
toward a riot, then stopped when Mayor 
Lindsay arrived and plunged into the crowd. 
Now, two games of dice were played by men 
standing in semi-circles around the bottom 
of the stoop, Four men sat on milk boxes 
around a card table playing dominoes, Pedro 
Perdomo, in a yellow polo shirt and floppy 
field worker's hat, sat on a car fender and 
pounded a bongo drum held between his 
knees. 

“Yare, yare,” he sang out. 

“Caro,” four people yelled back, 


TAKES OFF SHOE 


Upstairs, in apartment three on the third 
floor, Cathy Marrero shrieked. Her husband 
Ebro broke in a smile. They had just chased 
two rats from under the kitchen sink and the 
rats had run into the bathroom and Ebro 
had slammed the door on them. Now, Ebro 
said. Now I have them. The rats always stay 
in the bathroom, licking water from the tub. 
They never crawl out of the room. Ebro bent 
down and took off his left shoe. 

“Ha,” he said. 

“Here,” his wife said. She handed him a 
flatiron. Ebro shook his head no. He held 
the shoe up in his right hand and opened 
the bathroom door slowly, and slid inside. 
He slammed the door behind him. He began 
shouting, “Ho, ha, ho,” while he beat the 
two rats in the bathtub to death with the 
shoe. The shoe sounded hollow against the 
sides of the bathtub. 

Ebro opened the door and came out, his 
face and arms glistening with sweat. He 
pointed to the rats inside, in the bathtub, 
They were very small rats for East Harlem. 
They were much larger than mice, but still 
very small for East Harlem, where rats are 
very big. 

“You came just in time,” Ebro said. 

“Do you chase them like this every night?” 
he was asked, 


DOING THE DISHES 


“Every night? how could you work in 
the morning if you do this?“ He said, “They 
just came this time right out under the sink 
while my wife is doing the dishes. She started 
chasing them. So I chase too.” 

His wife came in with a handbrush and 
a paper bag. She swept the two dead rats 
into a paper bag. She reached over and 
emptied the two dead rats out of the paper 
bag and into the toilet. She flushed the 
toilet. She put the paper bag into the bath- 
tub. Ebro lit a match and set the bag on fire. 
After the paper bag burned away, his wife 
took a bottle of disinfectant from the shelf 
and poured it all over the bathtub. The dis- 
infectant smelled strong and Ebro left. 

He walked out to the living room while his 
wife scrubbed the bathtub. To get to the 
living room you go first into the kitchen, 
then through two rooms that have no doors 
or windows. A bed, and a crib next to it, 
was in each room. You come out into a small 
front room that has a linoleum floor. A 
broken couch, two rocking chairs and a 
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stuffed chair covered with a plastic filled the 
small room. 

A framed Army discharge certificate and 
pictures of John F. Kennedy and the Sacred 
Heart were on the wall over the couch. The 
two sooty windows were open to the hot air of 
the street and the sound of the bongo drum. 

“The rats come every night?” Ebro was 
asked. 

“All night long,” he said. “You see into 
the kitchen from here? See the refrigerator? 
I have two by four wood holding it up. That 
is so we can get underneath it with a broom 
to chase the rats when they get under it.” 

“Don’t you use a rat trap or poison?” 

“The children,” he said. “You cannot have 
traps and poison around with babies. No. 
Nobody uses traps because everybody has 
babies. Have you ever smelled a rat when 
he dies under the floorboards or between the 
walls? No way to get him out.” 

“Why don’t you try cats?” 

CAT DISAPPEARS 

He smiled. “The janitor got this big cat 
and put him in the boiler room, One morn- 
ing he told me to come and look. There was 
cat fur all around the boiler room. And no 
cat. Huh. There are rats in the boiler room 
bigger than any cat.” 

“A dog then?” “Sometimes dogs are good, 
sometimes they're not,” “It’s more trouble 
than it’s worth anyway. There are so many 
rats in this neighborhood for anything to 
work.“ 

Ebro is 27. He works for the Railway Ex- 
press Agency. His wife came into the room 
with cans of beer. Ebro and his wife sat and 
drank from the cans. 

“Our baby is only three weeks,” she said. 
“We keep him in bed with us. The other two, 
we have the crib set up high. No rats come 
there so far, But you still can’t leave a baby 
alone.” 

“Has anybody been bitten by them?” 

“Who hasn’t?” Ebro said. 

“What do you do when you get bitten?” 

“Nothing,” he said, “Oh, some people have 
had to go to the doctor. But with me, only 
nips.” 

“Come into the kitchen and be quiet and 
you hear them,” his wife said. 


SOUNDS IN THE WALLS 


We went into the kitchen and drank beer 
from the cans and listened for what seemed 
like a long time but was only 10 minutes. 
Then there was this sound in the walls. A 
scratching sound. The tumbling, scrambling 
sound when one of the rats moved quickly. 

It is a sound by itself. And when you are 
young, and you sleep on the side of the bed 
next to the wall and the rats scratch against 
the wall at your ear, you carry the sound 
with you for the rest of your life. It is some- 
thing that is heard by people in every poor 
neighborhood in every city in the Nation. 
And it is one of the reasons why this is our 
longest of summers. Last week, the House of 
Representative thought it all was a cause for 
laughter. 


[From the Washington Post, July 25, 1967] 
A Victory For Rats 
(By Art Buchwald) 


Last week, the House of Representatives 
voted down an urban rat control bill by a 
vote of 207-176. The bill, which would have 
provided $20 million a year for the eradica- 
tion of rats in slums, was a victory for U.S. 
rodent lovers who have been militantly fight- 
ing any legislation to control rats in the 
United States. 

Elated over the vote was Walter Ferret, 
lobbyist for the National Rat Association, 
who said, “Congress’s vote against rat con- 
trol has spoken for the majority of the 
American people who are getting fed up 
with the Government dictating to them 
whether they should have rats or not. 

“The Constitution provides that everyone 
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shall have the right to keep rats in his home, 
and the NRA has been leading the fight to 
protect this constitutional guarantee.” 

“But don’t you feel that rats are dangerous 
and can cause a great deal of trouble?” 

“This is the propaganda put out by the 
anti-rat people. Most rats are safe and give 
pleasure to people. The few rats who cause all 
the trouble cannot be controlled by legisla- 
tion. I see no reason why the American peo- 
ple should be deprived of rats just because 
there is an occasional rat incident that makes 
the headlines. 

“Sir, one of the criticisms made by people 
asking for strong anti-rat legislation is that 
it is so easy to get rats these days. All you 
have to do is leave your garbage pail open 
overnight and you can have rats the next 
morning. Don’t you think some laws should 
be made so rats won’t get into the homes of 
innocent people?” 

“Td like to make the policy of the NRA 
very clear on this point, because our posi- 
tion has been so distorted in the press. The 
National Rat Association is not opposed to 
every law aimed at trying to control rodents. 
We are only opposed to those laws that would 
eradicate all rats in the United States, just 
because some people don’t like rats. 

“We would support a bill in Congress that 
would keep rats from getting into the homes 
of the wrong people. We think the police and 
local law enforcement agencies should be 

ened and that the rat problem 
should be turned over to them, 

“The penalties for misusing rats should be 
meted out to those anti-social elements in 
our society who have given honest rat fan- 
ciers a bad name, 

“We can't lose sight of our history be- 
cause of the hysteria of the do-gooders and 
the bureaucrats who think they can solve 
every problem through Federal law. 

“This country has had rats since it was 
founded. There have been rats with the 
armed forces in every war. We have had rats 
in the Capitol and even in the basement of 
the White House. 

“You kill all the rats in America and you'll 
leave this Nation naked and defenseless. 
Congress in its wisdom has seen fit not to 
fool with the rodent population of the 
United States and for this reason I can only 
say, ‘God bless our rat-loving legislators.’” 

„That's a little strong, isn’t it, Mr. Ferret?” 

“It’s not strong enough. We won this year 
but you can be sure we'll be under attack 
again next year. So I can’t rest on my lobby- 
ing victory.” 

“Do you have any message for the Ameri- 
can people?” 

“Just this. Whenever anyone starts talk- 
ing to them about anti-rodent legislation, I 
wish they would keep the NRA slogan in 
mind: “The rats you save may be your own.” 


THE SECRET IS OUT ON RIOTS 


Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from California [Mr. Rees] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. REES. Mr. Speaker, well, the word 
is finally out. The Nation owes a debt 
of gratitude to the Republican Party 
policy committee. The committee, after 
due deliberation, has finally fixed the 
blame for all civil disobedience, arson, 
looting, and sniping—it is all due to 
President Johnson. 

Several years ago, when I was in the 
California Legislature as the State sen- 
ator from Los Angeles County, the Watts 
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riots exploded. During the 6 days of riot- 
ing and for long afterwards, many of us 
worked hard to understanding the un- 
derlying causes. The McCone Commis- 
sion, composed of members of both politi- 
cal parties, held months of hearings. 
Exhaustive studies were conducted by 
civic groups, universities, and private 
foundations. Watts is still being studied 
to learn what improvement there may 
have been, to see if programs which we 
insituted have had any effect on the con- 
dition and attitudes of the people living 
in this slum ghetto. 

We can forget all that now—the under- 
lying cause was so obvious, and the solu- 
tion to what we thought was a compli- 
cated problem is really so simple. Lyndon 
Johnson is the culprit and the solution 
is to elect a clear-eyed, forthright, and 
moral Republican to the Nation’s high- 
est post next year. 

To those of us who had been greatly 
concerned over the riots and the sup- 
posed causes of the riots, this quick, easy 
solution brings some embarrassment. 
Apparently we could not see the forest 
for the trees. We espoused complicated 
solutions. We kept insisting on slum 
eradication, and rent subsidies to move 
people out of the ghetto, and emphasized 
more job training and employment. We 
talked of the need for more and better 
education, starting with Headstart; we 
thought that family counseling would 
help; and pushed for summer recreation 
facilities for slum children. Even a plan 
to control the rats that spread filth and 
disease in the slums was proposed. Clean- 
ing up the metropolitan areas of their 
air and water pollution, and devolping 
mobility through rapid transit, were also 
thought important. 

But no, we were thinking with fuzzy 
minds, Upon Johnson the blame has 
been fixed. Dump the President and elect 
a Republican—fiash, zap, boom—and all 
the irritations of inequality, and slums, 
and riots will disappear. 

It now is apparent that it has been 
this clear-eyed perspective which has 
been guiding the Republican Party in 
its program before Congress this year— 
to think that some of us were so pre- 
sumptuous as to have thought their “pro- 
gram” simply consisted of old-fashioned 
“overkill” negativism. Secretly possessed 
of the knowledge that the cause of all 
rioting was simply the President, the Re- 
publicans, almost to the man, fought to 
defeat the administration's program 
and no one can deny their effectiveness. 

The model cities program, which is 
designed to eradicate slums, was dras- 
tically cut. The rent supplement pro- 
gram, the best alternative to public hous- 
ing, was completely eliminated. The rat 
control bill was laughed out of existence. 
And at present the Republican policy 
committee is girding its loins for an all- 
out assault on the poverty program. This 
juggernaut, working with our southern 
cousins, has kept civil rights legislation 
totally dead in this session—just as dead 
as they kept it last year. 

The Republican revelation that the 
President is solely responsible for the 
riots comes just in the nick of time. 
Their front-runner for the Presidency, 
Governor Romney, of Michigan, was in 
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the process of calling President Johnson 
to ask that some Federal Reserve troops 
be sent to quell the current riots in his 
State. It must be heart warming to Gov- 
ernor Romney, as he drives down the 
smouldering streets of Detroit, to know 
that he shares absolutely no blame for 
what is happening as we now have been 
told the blame lies squarely with the 
President. Romney must be muttering a 
little prayer of thanks to Senator DIRK- 
SEN and Congressman Forp, the top 
honchos of the Republican policy com- 
mittee, for revealing the true cause of 
riots at so opportune a time. 

It must also be reassuring to the Gov- 
ernor to realize that all we must do to 
prevent future riots is elect a Republican 
President. In his reverie, he must see 
himself taking the oath of office in Wash- 
ington while, as though by magic, riots 
and causes of riots disappear through- 
out our beloved Nation. 


RATS ARE LOTSA LAUGHS 


Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. DANIELS] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DANIELS. Mr. Speaker, on July 25 
I inserted a very much to the point edito- 
rial from the Jersey City, N.J., Journal, 
entitled “Rats Are Lotsa Laughs.” 

Those Members of this House who 
made a joking, punning attack upon the 
rat extermination bill ought to hear what 
the people who live in the crowded urban 
areas think about their sense of humor. 

Typical of the reaction of the people 
whom I have the honor to represent is a 
letter from a very thoughtful constituent 
of mine, Mrs. George P. Sommit, of 88 
Van Reypen Street, Jersey City, N.J. 

I hope every Member of this House 
will give Mrs. Sommit's words the atten- 
tion they deserve. 

Mr. Speaker, I insert Mrs. Sommit’s 
letter at this point in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD. 

Her letter follows: 

JERSEY CITY, N. J., 
July 24, 1967. 
Hon. DoMIN Ick V. DANIELS, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

HONORABLE SR: The article enclosed should 
be read by every Representative who thought 
rats are lotsa laughs—and I hope you were 
not one of the 59 Democrats who voted the 
pill down. Oh yes, rats are sure lotsa laughs, 
so long as the Representatives stay up there 
in their ivory towers. One of my friends had 
a terrible shock, when a rat ran right across 
her path on Bergen Ave. and another friend 
was having dinner in a Chinese Restaurant 
when she looked up and saw a rat cavorting 
across the floor. Funny? Yes, indeedy, only 
my sense of humor seemed to have failed 
somewhere—I can’t laugh over these inci- 
dents—it would be uproarously funny 
though, if one of these boys“ suddenly came 
face to face with a rat in their own home. 
Yes, that would be funny—make you die 
laughing. 

I don’t know just what is the next proce- 
dure, but I hope the Representatives are 
through laughing, and that this bill will 
come up again, and receive the kind of at- 
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tention it deserves. I hope you use your in- 
fluence to see that this happens. 
Very truly yours, 
Mrs. GEORGE P. SOMMIT. 


A TIME TO ACT 


Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Tennessee [Mr. FULTON] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. FULTON of Tennessee. Mr. Speak- 
er, Nashville, Albany, Detroit, New York 
City, Atlanta, Rochester, Newark, Hous- 
ton—cities in every part of the Nation 
have suffered the wrath of this summer 
of violence. 

America is shocked, dazed, and sad- 
dened. Why has this happened? How 
could it happen in this country? As the 
answers to these questions fail to ma- 
terialize in the smoke and ruins of city 
after city, the eyes of America cast about 
for something or someone on which to 
place the blame. Here, too, efforts to seek 
a simple answer end in frustration. 

Some say the Communists are respon- 
sible, though it is doubtful any one group 
could have plotted these uprisings with 
such success. 

Some say the civil rights leaders and 
advocators, though every responsible 
civil rights leader has repudiated the 
violence and made a plea for law and 
order. 

Some blame those who have promoted 
programs which have sought to alleviate 
the conditions in the ghetto. 

Some blame those who have stead- 
fastly fought such programs. 

Some blame the Congress because it 
has passed the many programs designed 
to relieve slum conditions. 

Some blame the Congress because it 
has not done enough. 

And there are those in the Congress 
who blame our President which is about 
as ludicrous as blaming him for a lack 
of rain. 

However, this is not the time to cast 
about for a scapegoat. We may each have 
an idea of who or what is responsible and 
what should be done. And there will come 
a time when these matters should be 
thoroughly investigated. However, now is 
the time to take whatever proper action 
is necessary to prevent the immediate 
outbreak of new violence. Therefore, I 
recommend to the Congress several steps 
which should be undertaken immediately. 

First. Since the maintenance of law 
and order and the protection of life and 
property are the first responsibility of 
government, I am offering and solicit 
support for a resolution which would 
place the Congress on record as support- 
ing the President in the use of Federal 
troops at any time and in any place to 
put down, control, or prevent rioting of 
the nature we have recently experienced. 

Second. I endorse the establishment 
of a special congressional committee, or 
whatever similar appropriate committee 
is necessary, to thoroughly investigate 
every aspect of the violence. 

Third. I urge that the Federal Bureau 
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of Investigation be given whatever au- 
thority is necessary to probe the riots 
in an effort to determine if or to what 
degree they were deliberately precipi- 
tated and, if so, by whom. 

Fourth. I believe a special committee 
of the House should rationally look into 
the activities of individuals and groups 
who seemingly advocate extralegal ac- 
tivities which would imperil order and 
safety. 

Fifth. I have urged immediate passage 
of the antiriot bill by the Senate and the 
Safe Streets Act by the Congress. 

The plain and painful truth is there 
is no single action the Congress or any- 
one else can take which will prevent fu- 
ture violence. You can make it illegal, 
and it is, but that will not stop it anymore 
than the murder of children by bomb- 
ing churches and homes has ceased even 
though such an act is a capital offense. 

There is no simple solution. If there 
were it would have been undertaken. 
Meanwhile, in our anger and frustration 
we must take special care that we do 
not attempt to precipitate actions which, 
in the long run, would only lead to more 
or greater chaos. We may well have to 
reaxamine all our previous efforts as well 
as our own attitudes and convictions. 
Perhaps we will have to alter some of our 
thinking or the thrust of our efforts. The 
ultimate solution will be found through 
intelligence and reason which is espe- 
cially difficult when the other person 
behaves nonintelligently and seemingly 
without reason or reasoning. 


INDIANA RURAL-URBAN DAY IS A 
SUCCESS 


Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Indiana [Mr. HAMILTON] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, last 
week Congressman J. EDWARD ROUSH, of 
Indiana’s Fifth District and I brought 
to Indiana for a 1-day visit three of our 
“big city” colleagues. Our visitors toured 
Indiana farms and talked to Hoosier 
farmers in the Fifth and Ninth Congres- 
sional Districts, in what came to be 
called Rural-Urban Day in Indiana. 

As representatives of predominately 
rural districts, Congressman Rousk and 
I have heard increasing expressions of 
concern about the declining influence of 
the farmer. Our rural constituents are 
worried, too, that metropolitan Congress- 
men do not fully appreciate the im- 
portance of the farmer in maintaining 
this country’s prosperity and security. 
And they complain that the farmer is 
producing abundance for this country 
without receiving his fair share of this 
country’s prosperity in return. 

In an attempt to bring about an ex- 
change of ideas between rural and urban 
interests, Congressman Rousk and I in- 
vited to our districts three Congressmen 
from the country’s largest metropolitan 
areas. Our visitors were the Honorable 
Frank ANNUNZIO, of Chicago; the Honor- 
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able James C. Corman, of Los Angeles; 
and the Honorable JONATHAN BINGHAM, 
of New York City. 

Although these distinguished spokes- 
men for metropolitan interests are 
elected by city dwellers and their first 
concern must necessarily be for urban 
problems, they demonstrated their in- 
terest in the plight of the farmer by ac- 
cepting the invitation to visit in Indiana. 

Congressman Rous# and I express our 
deep appreciation to Congressmen AN- 
NUNZIO, BINGHAM, and Corman for coming 
to Indiana. 

And it was a long day for them. Con- 
gressman Rouss, our visitors, and I were 
greeted at the Indianapolis airport by 
Gov. Roger Branigin, who extended a 
gracious welcome to the Hoosier State. 
During the day, we toured three Indiana 
farms and a watershed project. We were 
literally overwhelmed by Hoosier cook- 
ing at a luncheon and picnic supper. And 
we capped the day with a public meet- 
ing at which our visitors were given re- 
ports on Indiana agriculture by four 
southern Indiana farm leaders. 

From all reports, the day was a success. 
There was an exchange of information 
which benefited both our visiting urban 
Congressmen and the farmers with 
whom they talked. 

Our visitors learned that the com- 
petent farmer has a huge investment in 
his operation. They learned, too, that 
today’s farmer must be a skillful man- 
ager of both men and money. 

At every stop, the farmer was eager 
to impart to our visitors his concern 
over the cost-price squeeze in which he 
finds himself today. 

Our visitors came away with attitudes 
far more receptive to the-problems of the 
farmer. And the farmers, on the other 
hand, learned that big-city Congressmen 
have some problems of their own and 
perhaps are not so unconcerned about 
rural developments as they thought. 

But the success of the day was pos- 
sible only through the efforts and par- 
ticipation of many Hoosiers—from the 
Governor to a group of young Future 
Farmers of America members who 
helped handle traffic during the Ninth 
District farm tour. 

Perhaps the best indication of the suc- 
cess of the day of dialog between urban 
and rural interests is found in the news 
reports on Rural-Urban Day. 

Mr. Speaker, I wish to include the fol- 
lowing newspaper accounts of Rural- 
Urban Day in Indiana which demon- 
strate the interest and cooperation of the 
news media in the daylong series of tours 
and talks: 

[From the Indianapolis News, July 22, 1967] 
CONGRESSMEN GET WHIFF OF FARM PROBLEMS 
(By Frank Salzarulo) 

SateM, Inp.—Three big city congressmen 
got the “feel” and the smell of the farm in 
a tour yesterday observing “rural-urban” 
day in Indiana. 

They tiptoed through a pasture on the 
Roscoe Walker hill farm near here, care- 
fully avoiding places where cows once stood, 
and got the smell of a large scale hog opera- 
tion on the Max Townsend farm near 
Marion. 

Townsend, 54, son of the late Gov. M. 
Clifford Townsend, explained to the city law- 
makers as they approached a hog barn that 
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“the odor over there I don’t recommend, It 
doesn’t smell like petunias.” 

Later, Rep. Frank Annunzio, Chicago, one 
of three touring lawmakers, confided to a 
reporter, “That hog barn doesn’t smell half 
as bad as Washington.” He didn’t elaborate. 

Others visiting Hoosier farms in the day- 
long tour were Reps. James C. Corman, Los 
Angeles, and Jonathan Bingham, Bronx 
New York. All three are Democrats. 

They were the guests of two Indiana legis- 
lators, Reps. Lee H. Hamilton, 9th District, 
and J. Edward Roush, 5th District. 

Townsend explained to the distinguished 
visitors that “hogs are not a dirty animal. 
They are intelligent and clean if they've 
got room to be clean.” 

Annunzio’s district includes the central 
Westside of Chicago with a population of 
500,000. Bingham described his district in 
the Bronx as a densely populated “bedroom 
district” with very little industry and meas- 
uring about 2 miles square. 

Corman represents a suburb of Los An- 
geles with 600,000 population. 

By contrast, Hamilton’s 9th District cov- 
ers 17 counties with 425,000 population, 
while Roush represents 430,000 in nine coun- 
ties. Much of the districts of both Hoosier 
congressmen is agriculture. 

Yesterday’s plane-hopping tour started at 
Marion with a visit to the Townsend farm, 
lunch at the Fairmount Methodist Church, 
a visit to the Ronald Smith dairy farm, also 
near Marion, stop at the Elk Creek water- 
shed in Washington County, a tour of the 
Roscoe Walker farm near Salem and a meet- 
ing with farmers at the Bradie Shrum Ele- 
mentary School in Salem. 

Visiting lawmakers heard complaints of 
farmers and spokesmen for farm groups of 
low prices and high costs; of a “generation 
gap” where offspring of farmers are leaving 
the farm for higher paying jobs in the city, 
of low farm income and high retail food 
prices. 

At Salem, Farmer Joseph Miller of Bor- 
den, said processors and chain stores are 
making “too much profit these days.” He 
said he got $1.50 a bushel for pickles 25 
years ago when they packed 12 to a jar 
selling for 15 cents. 

Now we're getting $1.57 and the jar sells 
for 75 cents.” 

He complained, too, of retail gouging on 
cucumbers. He said he gets $3 a bushel for 
cucumbers (about 300 to the bushel, he said) 
which sells in stores for 19 cents each. 

The three “big city” lawmakers were im- 
pressed by the high capital investment, the 
mechanization and a high degree of special- 
ization required for modern day farming. 

When Rep. Corman asked Farmer Smith 
how much he received from a quart of milk 
retailing for 30 cents, Smith said “about 9 
cents.” Smith told Corman a friend said he 
couldn’t afford to pay $1 a pound for butter 
“yet he owned a speed boat and a color TV.” 

Corman later said, “My constituents think 
you farmers drive a $7,500 Lincoln Continen- 
tal to the postoffice to pick up your subsidy 
checks.” 

Corman said his constituents “constantly 
complain about the money spent for agri- 
culture,” because, he added, they didn’t get 
any of it. 

In the future, he said, he'll tell them that 
while Congress appropriated $150 million in 
1966 for Indiana agriculture Congress also 
appropriated $500 million for space and de- 
fense contracts in his district. 

While Californians pay taxes for support 
of Indiana agriculture, Indiana farmers pay 
taxes for space and defense contracts in 
Los Angeles, he said. 


[From the Indianapolis News, July 24, 1967] 
Tr's Nor CHEAP To RUN FARMS; LEGISLATORS 
LEARN 


The barnyard looked like a commercial ex- 
hibit of farm equipment, but it wasn’t. 
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Farmer Ronald Smith of Grant County 
merely rolled out hay-making equipment to 
impress three visiting big city congressmen 
with the capital required to farm today. 

“We've got $25,000 in equipment right here 
just to make hay,” he told his visitors. 

They included Reps. Jonathan Bingham of 
New York, Frank Annunzio of Chicago and 
James C. Corman of Los Angeles, all Demo- 
crats and all city slickers. 

They were guests Friday of two Indiana 
Democrats in Congress, Reps. Lee H. Hamil- 
ton of the Ninth District and J, Edward 
Roush of the Fifth District, in observance of 
rural-urban day in Indiana. 

Another Grant County farm visited was 
that of Max Townsend, the third generation 
of Townsends to farm on the home place. He 
is the son of the late M. Clifford Townsend, 
former governor of Indiana. 

The three lawmakers were surprised to 
learn that Townsend had a total capital in- 
vestment in land and equipment of $350,000. 

Townsend markets more than 1,000 hogs 
@ year. 

Smith s in milk on a dairy farm 
which has been in the family for more than 
80 years. 

Smith told the lawmakers that government 
storage of commodities beyond defense and 
school lunch needs is detrimental. He said 
he opposed subsidies, adding: 

“We're independent enough to feel this 
way. The biggest thing the government— 
Congress—can do is to help us operate our 
own market without undermining it from 
the outside. 

Later on the tour, Tom Andrews, Barthol- 
omew County Farmers Union president, 
compared the capital investment of farmers 
to factory workers, or $100,000 for most farm- 
ers and “the cost of a dinner bucket” to most 
factory workers. 

Did the visiting city congressmen learn 
anything? 

They were impressed by high money re- 
quirements in agriculture and the price 
spread between the farm and retail food 
stores. 

[From the Louisville Courier-Journal, July 
22, 1967] 
HAMILTON, ROUSH Leap Vistrors—THREE BIG- 

Crry CONGRESSMEN LEARN WHAT LIFE’S 

LIKE DOWN ON THE FARM 


(By Patrick Siddons) 


From a hog farm on the fertile flatlands of 
Northern Indiana to the corn and soybean 
fields of rolling Southern Indiana, three big- 
city congressmen got a look at how the other 
half lives yesterday. 

They were impressed—or said they were. 

The three were the guests of two Hoosier 
Democratic congressmen—Reps. Lee H. 
Hamilton of the 9th District and J. Edward 
Roush of the 5th—for the first of what may 
be many Rural-Urban days in the state. 

The trio, also all Democrats, were Reps. 
Jonathan Bingham of New York, who repre- 
sents a district in the Bronx; Frank Annun- 
zio of Illinois, who represents a district in 
southwest Chicago, and James C. Corman of 
California, whose district is in Los Angeles. 

Their day began early yesterday morning 
when they flew from Washington to Indian- 
apolis. It ended about 7:30 o'clock last night 
when a state trooper whisked them from a 
public meeting at Salem to Louisville’s Stan- 
diford Field to catch a return flight to Wash- 
ington. 

In between they met Gov. Roger D. Bran- 
igin; toured two farms in Grant County in 
Roush’s district; looked over one of the im- 
poundments in the Elk Creek Watershed near 
Salem in Washington County; toured the 
Roscoe Walker crop and dairy farm near 
Salem, and at Salem’s Bradie Shrum Ele- 
mentary School told an audience of about 
125 what they had learned during the day 
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and listened to four farmers describe their 
problems. 
IN A COST SQUEEZE 

Wendel A. Shireman of Bartholomew 
County told them: “The farmers’ problem? 
It boils down to just one word—money.” 

Thomas Andrews of Bartholomew County 
told them: “If you big-city congressmen find 
out what gambles we farmers take, you're 
going to make us take out federal gambling 
stamps.” 

John A. Dreyer of Clark County said, “We 
find ourselves continually in a cost-price 
squeeze, And it’s forcing more and more of 
us out of agriculture.” 

Joseph Miller of Clark County said Con- 
gress “should start investigating who’s get- 
ting all the money (from higher food prices). 
It’s certainly not the farmer.” 

Bingham said he was “impressed by the 
growing gap between what we pay for food 
in the stores and what the farmer gets. 
Somebody’s getting the benefit of these ris- 
ing prices. A larger share should go to the 
farmer. I’m not sure how. But he should get 
more.” 

Annunzio told the farm people that the 
small businessman has the same complaint 
as the farmer—insufficient return on his 
investment, 

“I'm a city slicker,” Annunzio said. “But 
I assure you I'll work for legislation to help 
solve your problems.” 

Corman drew a laugh from the crowd 
when he described his constituents’ view of 
a farmer: 

“They see the farmer as a man who has a 
$7,500 investment in a luxury car that he 
uses once a month to drive to the post office 
to pick up his subsidy check.” 

He said, “I have learned more about 
farming in one day than I had in all my 
46 years before today.” 

Corman said, There must be some reason 
that so little of the cost of food goes to the 
farmer, and I think Congress should search 
for some answers.” 

Hamilton said at the end of the day that 
he was “enormously pleased” with the effort 
to make the city congressmen cognizant of 
the problems in rural areas. 

“They (the three visitors) now have a 
greater appreciation of the  cost-price 
squeeze,” Hamilton said, “as well as of the 
enormous investment and management ca- 
pacity a farmer must have.” 

The day was a once-in-a-lifetime event for 
the three, none of whom had ever spent any 
time on a farm. 

But for Hamilton, it could be only the 
beginning. He was so happy with the way 
things turned out that he wants to do it 
again—just when, he isn’t sure. 


[From the Louisville Times, July 22, 1967] 


INDIANA Gives THREE CONGRESSMEN FROM 
Bie CITIES A Look AT FARMING 
(By Patrick Siddons) 

From a hog farm on the fertile flatlands 
of Northern Indiana to the corn and soybean 
fields of rolling Southern Indiana, three big- 
city congressmen got a look at how the other 
half lives yesterday. 

They were impressed—or said they were. 

The three were the guests of two Hoosier 
Democratic congressmen—Reps. Lee H. 
Hamilton of the 9th District and J. Edward 
Roush of the 5th—for the first of what may 
be many Rural-Urban days in the state. 

The trio, also all Democrats, were Reps. 
Jonathan Bingham of New York, who rep- 
resents a district in the Bronx; Frank 
Annunzio of Illinois, who represents a dis- 
trict in southwest Chicago, and James C. 
Corman of California, whose district is in 
Los Angeles. 

Their day began early yesterday morning 
when they flew from Washington to Indian- 
apolis. It ended about 7:30 o’clock last night 
when a state trooper whisked them from a 
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public meeting at Salem to Louisville’s Stan- 
diford Field to catch a return flight to 
Washington. 

In between they met Gov. Roger D. Brani- 
gin; toured two farms in Grant County in 
Roush’s district; looked over one of the 
impoundments in the Elk Creek Watershed 
near Salem in Washington County; toured 
the Roscoe Walker crop and dairy farm near 
Salem, and at Salem’s Bradie Shrum Ele- 
mentary School told an audience of about 
125 what they had learned during the day 
and listened to four farmers describe their 
problems. 

IN A COST SQUEEZE 

Wendel A. Shireman of Bartholomew 
County told them: “The farmer’s problem? 
It boils down to just one word—money.” 

Thomas Andrews of Bartholomew County 
told them: “If you big-city congressmen find 
out what gambles we farmers take, you're 
going to make us take out federal gambling 
stamps.” 

John A. Dreyer of Clark County said, “We 
find ourselves continually in a cost-price 
squeeze. And it’s forcing more and more of 
us out of agriculture.” 

Joseph Miller of Clark County said Con- 
gress “should start investigating who's get- 
ting all the money (from higher food prices). 
It’s certainly not the farmer.” 

Bingham said he was “impressed by the 
growing gap between what we pay for food 
in the stores and what the farmer gets. 
Somebody's getting the benefit of these rising 
prices. A larger share should go to the 
farmer. I'm not sure how. But he should get 
more.” 

Annunzio told the farm people that the 
small businessman has the same complaint 
as the farmer—insufficient return on his 
investment. 

“I’m a city slicker,” Annunzio said. “But 
I assure you I'll work for legislation to help 
solve your problems.” 

Corman drew a laugh from the crowd when 
he described his constituents’ view of a 
farmer: 

“They see the farmer as a man who has 
a $7,500 investment in a luxury car that he 
uses once a month to drive to the post office 
to pick up his subsidy check.” 

He said, “I have learned more about farm- 
ing in one day than I had in all my 46 years 
before today.” 


PROBE BY CONGRESS URGED 


Corman said, “There must be some reason 
that so little of the cost of food goes to the 
farmer, and I think Congress should search 
for some answers.” 

Hamilton said at the end of the day that 
he was “enormously pleased” with the effort 
to make the city congressmen cognizant of 
the problems in rural areas. 

“They (the three visitors) now have a 
greater appreciation of the cost- price 
squeeze,” Hamilton said, as well as of the 
enormous investment and management 
capacity a farmer must have.“ 

The day was a once-in-a-lifetime event for 
the three, none of whom had ever spent any 
time on a farm. 

But for Hamilton, it could be only the 
beginning. He was so happy with the way 
things turned out that he wants to do it 
again—just when he isn’t sure. 


[From the Columbus (Ind.) Republic, 
July 22, 1967] 
FARMS IN TROUBLE, CONGRESSMEN TOLD 
(By John Rutherford) 

Two Bartholomew county farmers joined 
two from Clark county Friday night to warn 
three “big-city” congressmen that farmers 
are in trouble. 

“The farmers’ probiem boils down to just 
one word—money,” said Wendel A. Shire- 
man, who farms a family farm on Rocky 
Point road northwest of Columbus. He is 
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master of the Columbus Grange and overseer 
(vice-president) of the Indiana Grange, 

“If you big-city congressmen find out 
what gambles we farmers take, you're going 
to make us take out federal gambling 
stamps,” said Thomas Andrews, German 
township farmer who is president of the 
Bartholomew County Farmer’s Union. 

Their remarks were made as they sat on 
the stage of an elementary school at Salem 
facing the three urban congressmen who sat 
next to U.S. Rep. Lee Hamilton and U.S. 
Rep. Edward Roush who had invited them to 
visit farms in the Ninth and Fifth districts 
of Indiana. 

U.S. Rep, Frank Annunzio of Chicago and 
U.S. Rep. James Corman of Los Angeles, 
Calif., said they had never set foot on a farm 
until Friday. U.S. Rep. Jonathan Bingham of 
New York City said he worked on an investi- 
gation of farm problems in New York when 
Averill Harriman was governor “but we never 
came up with any answers.” 

About 150 persons, mostly farmers, at- 
tended the farm conference at Salem follow- 
ing a day in which the congressmen visited 
three farms, including one near Salem, and 
visited a dam and lake in the Elk Creek 
watershed on Road 56. 

The visiting congressmen were told that 
most independent farmers stay in farming if 
they can because they like the work, not the 
money, but more and more are leaving farm- 
ing because of financial problems. Many are 
selling to their neighbors who need to in- 
crease their own acreage to keep a margin of 
profit. 

The increased prices being paid for food 
by consumers isn’t being reflected in farm 
prices, it was pointed out. 

A complete congressional investigation, 
including a finding of “who gets that 
money,” was asked. 

The Clark county farmers on the panel 
were John A. Dreyer, a Farm Bureau mem- 
ber, and Joseph Miller, a National Farmers’ 
Organization member. Mr. Miller, who has 
60 acres of his own land and rents 110, said 
he has switched from one commodity to an- 
other but still is barely able to make ends 
meet. 

He said he raises cucumbers which sell for 
about 19 cents each in the store, but he sells 
them on the farm for $2 a bushel and there 
are about 300 in a bushel. 

“You can figure that out,” he said, “I’m 
not making the money.” 

[From the Columbus (Ind.) Republic, 
July 24, 1967] 
Crry CONGRESSMEN LEARN A LOT ON FARM 
(By John Rutherford) 

“I am shocked,” said U.S. Rep. James C. 
Corman of Los Angeles. 

“Somebody is getting the benefit of rising 
prices and more should be going to the 
farmer,” said U.S. Rep. Jonathan Bingham 
of New York City. 

“The problems of the farmers with $100,000. 
to $150,000 investments are similar to the 
problems of small businessmen in my dis- 
trict,” said U.S. Rep. Frank Annunzio of 
Chicago. When Lee Hamilton comes for my 
vote, III know what he is talking about.” 

The three congressmen from the three 
largest cities of the nation were summing up 
their reactions to a day-long farm tour 
through Indiana’s Fifth and Ninth districts 
as guests of U.S. Rep. Lee Hamilton of Co- 
lumbus and U.S. Rep. Edward Roush of 
Huntington. 

The last farm stop on the tour was the 
Roscoe Walker farm on the eastern outskirts 
of Salem. 

Mr. Walker farms 390 acres. He owns 260 
and rents 130. His brother, Randall, has a 
farm nearby and they jointly farm a total 
of 800 acres. They built their present opera- 
tion from a farm of their father. 

Mr. Walker has 66 dairy cows, 54 heifers, 
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two beef cows and 150 hogs, Field crops in- 
clude 100 acres of corn, 40 acres of wheat, 95 
acres of hay and silage and 150 acres of 
pasture, 

I'm doing pretty well,” said Mr. Walker. 
He put his arms around his two daughters. 
“This is the reason I’m working so hard, 
seven days a week all day long. One is in 
college and the other will be going.” 

He said the nice barns and the machinery 
with price tags in the thousands of dollars 
may look impressive, but they merely rep- 
resent the cost of staying in business. 

“Farmers,” he said, are forced to become 
more and more efficient. Look at that new 
rotary feeder. I put feed in one end and it 
takes it all along down the trough. I brought 
that because I can’t afford to hire farm 
labor at the price I can afford. I need that 
feeder so me and the hired hand can get 
on to something else.” 

He has one full-time employee the year 
around and hires a high school student part- 
time. 

Someone noticed Jack Mahuran, vice-pres- 
ident of the Salem Farmers-Citizens bank, 
standing nearby. 

“There’s the man that keeps you in busi- 
ness,” someone yelled. 

“I keep him in business,” Mr. Walker re- 
joined smilingly. 

In talk along the way and afterwards at 
a panel discussion at the Bradie Shrum ele- 
mentary school, the visiting congressmen 
also heard about farmers who were not do- 
ing as well, about those who have given up 
and “gone to town.” 

Said Rep. Bingham: 

“Next time my wife talks about food prices, 
I'll know what to tell her.” 

Said Rep. Corman: “Out where I come 
from the typical resident thinks a farmer 
is someone with a $7,500 investment and 
drives a high-priced car to town to cash his 
subsidy checks. I certainly learned different 
today.” 

All three visiting congressmen, indicated 
they, would look with favor on a congres- 
sional investigation, 

“There are 46 con men from the three 
largest U.S. cities,” said Rep. Corman. “They 
make up 10 percent of the House of Repre- 
sentatives. You can be sure we are going 
to tell them what we found out here.” 

He said it took little imagination to real- 
ize that what happens on the farm has a 
very direct bearing on the life of city people 
and that city people should be as concerned 
about production, marketing and processing 
of farm products as farmers are. 

[From the Marion (Ind.) Chronicle, July 
21, 1967] 


CONGRESSMEN TOUR FARMS IN COUNTY 


Fifth District Rep. J. Edward Roush and 
Ninth District Rep. Lee Hamilton served as 
hosts today to three visiting congressmen 
from metropolitan areas on tours of farms 
in the two Hoosier congressmen’s home 
districts. 

The big-city legislators were James Cor- 
man of Los Angeles, Frank Annunzio of Chi- 
cago and Jonathan Bingham, of New York 
City. 

The party arrived at Marion airport at 
11:30 a.m. today, following departure from 
Weir Cook Airport in Indianapolis, where 
the congressmen held a news conference, 

Immediately after their arrival here, they 
traveled to the Max Townsend farm, south- 
west of Marion, to view the farm and talk 
with Townsend. 

Strolling through the central farmyard, 
the congressmen from the bustling metrop- 
olis’ fired questions at Townsend, asking him 
the cost of maintaining his farm and about 
his major problems. 

Townsend explained to the men that he 
raises hogs as the group toured the various 
farm structures, then demonstrated the farm 
equipment. 
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The group left the farm ahead of schedule 
for the men were slated to eat lunch and 
tour the Ronald Smith farm near Radley 
before flying to two farms in Rep. Hamilton’s 
ninth district. 

The two Hoosier congressmen hope to ac- 
quaint their visitors with the problems 
facing many farmers in the nation, so that 
they might more fully understand the needs 
of these farmers. 

While in the ninth district, the party will 
tour the Elk Creek Watershed for a brief 
explanation of the scope of the project. 
They will visit the Roscoe Walker farm for 
a tour and supper. The highlight of the 
Southern Indiana tour will be a farm con- 
ference at the Bradie Elementary School in 
Salem, at which area farm leaders and the 
visiting congressmen will exchange views. 

The entourage will depart from Louisville's 
Municipal Airport at 8:30 p.m, for the trip 
back to Washington. 


[From the Marion (Ind.) Leader-Tribune, 
July 22, 1967] 


Brc-Ciry CONGRESSMEN GET TASTE OF 
HOOSIER FARM Lire 
(By John Chambers) 

Three big-city congressmen, one of whom 
had never been on a farm before, visited 
two Grant County farms Friday during & 
flying tour of Indiana and learned first hand 
about a Hoosier farmer's problems. 

The three Democratic congressmen from 
the metropolitan areas of Los Angeles, the 
Bronx and Chicago also held a three-week- 
old pig, ate a Hoosier fried chicken dinner, 
sampled 4-H cakes and took home jars of 
4-H canned green beans. 

Rep. Jonathan Bingham, Bronx; Rep. 
Frank Annunzio, Chicago, and Rep. James 
C. Corman, Los Angeles, were guests of Rep. 
J. Edward Roush, of Indiana's Fifth District, 
and Rep. Lee H. Hamilton, of Indiana’s Ninth 
District. 

Swelling the touring party to 46 were 
Democrat party workers, newsmen and two 
Purdue University farm specialists who vis- 
ited the Max Townsend hog farm on Swayzee 
Road and the Ronald Smith dairy farm, Rt. 
1, Jonesboro. 

Rep. Annunzio admitted during a press 
conference which opened the tour at Wier 
Cook Airport, Indianapolis, I've voted for 
$41 million in agricultural appropriations, 
but this is the first time I've been on a 
farm.” 

Neither of the big-city congressmen has a 
single farmer in his district. 

Rep. Hamilton explained during the press 
conference that the tour was arranged to 
give the congressmen a chance to learn about 
farm problems and to share with farmers 
some urban problems. 

The three particular congressmen were 
chosen, according to Rep. Roush, because 
they were leaders who could convey to their 
delegations the problems of farmers. 

The five congressmen, and two Purdue 
farm specialists, Noah Hadley and Dr. John 
Dunbar, flew with newsmen to Marion Mu- 
nicipal Airport in a Purdue University DC-3 
airplane. 

Hadley is head of the university’s farm 
management extension department and 
Dunbar is assistant director of the extension 
department. 

In a caravan of cars driven by Democrat 
workers and others, the touring party went 
first to the Townsend farm where Congress- 
men tried holding a three-week-old pig in 
Townsend's farrowing house. 

Rep. Bingham remarked, That's the first 
time I ever held a pig.” Rep. Annunzio 
quipped on leaving the farrowing house, “and 
50 per cent of my constituency are Jewish.” 

From the Townsend farm the group went 
to Fairmount Methodist Church for a fried 
te a dinner cooked by women of the 

urch. 
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Here the congressmen also sampled cakes 
baked by 4-H Club members Dixie Manwell, 
Rt. 4, Marion, and Donna Endsley, Rt. 2, 
Marion, 

Each of the three congressmen was given 
@ paper sack containing a jar of green beans 
canned by an anonymous 4H Club girl. 

The group then visited the Smith family’s 
Linlawn Farm where tour members inspected 
machinery, the bulk milk tank, milking par- 
lour and free stall housing. 

Questions asked by the congressmen of 
the farmers were about the amount of in- 
vestment required by their operations, the 
amount of property tax paid in the state, 
rate of depreciation on machinery and how 
the feed grain program has affected the op- 
erations, 

Replies were frank and open and the 
farmers responded with figures. Both farmers 
stressed the amount of capital involved. 

Replies occasionally were hampered by the 
city congressmen’s lack of farm background. 

In showing his machinery, Townsend iden- 
tified a corn picker head for a combine, then 
remembering, added, “you do know what a 
combine is, don’t you.” 

The two Grant County farms on the tour 
were selected because they were medium size, 
to contrast with the 800 and 900-acre farms 
later visited in Rep. Hamilton’s district, they 
were close to Marion airport and showed hog 
and dairy operations, according to Bill Stan- 
ton, Roush’s administrative assistant. 

After leaving Grant County the touring 
party flew to Seymour and drove to Salem to 
see the Elk Creek Watershed, Roscoe Walker 
farm and attend a public meeting with farm 
leaders at Bradie Shrum Elementary School. 


[From the Huntington Herald-Press, 
July 23, 1967] 
THREE From Orry SPEND DAY ON INDIANA 
FARMS 


(By Jim Morrison) 
DOWN ON THE FARM 


Ronald Smith, a Grant County dairy farm- 
er whose family has been on the same land 
for 80 years, was surrounded by Congress- 
men, 

But the Congressmen were just interested 
neighbors to Smith who kicked the ground 
a little, looked directly into the eyes of Rep. 
Johnathan Bingham of Bronx County New 
York and answered the question without any 
hesitation. 

“I wouldn't be in favor of government 
subsidy,” Smith said, “and I wouldn't be in 
favor of government buying of milk to sup- 
port the price.” 

“I think the government should buy all 
of the milk it can use for its own needs— 
for the armed forces and the school lunch 
program—but not for storage. All that can 
do in the long run is hurt the price.” 

“What do you think your major problem 
as far as price is concerned is? asked Con- 
gressman James C. Corman of Los Angeles. 


IMPORTS 


“Imports filled up the gap in the domestic 
market and kept the price down,” Smith 
answered. 

“How much do you get for a quart of milk 
that sells in my district for 30 cents,” Cor- 
man asked. 

“About nine cents,“ Smith said, after some 
calculation. 

Rep. Corman, Rep. Bingham and Rep. 
Frank Annunzie whose district includes the 
Chicago loop, just shook their heads. 

“And he only gets to keep about 2 cents 
of that,” Noah Hadley, head of Purdue’s 
Farm Management Division added. 

CITY SLICEERS 

Three leaders in the congressional delega- 
tions from the nation’s three largest cities 
came Friday to see what all of this fuss about 
a farm problem might be. They came at the 
invitation of Fifth District Congressman 
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J. Edward Roush and Ninth District Con- 
gressman Lee H. Hamilton. And they left 
with something to think about. 

“My constituents think a farmer is some- 
one who has a $7,500 investment in a Lin- 
coln Continental that he uses to drive to 
the bank to deposit his subsidy check,” Rep. 
Corman told a crowd at Salem. 

“In my seven years in congress I’ve voted 
on $41 billion in agricultural appropriations 
and this is the first time I’ve been on a 
farm,” he said. 

In addition to visiting Smith and the 
Salem meeting, the day-long tour—made by 
car and Purdue DC-3—visited Max Town- 
send’s 360 acre Grant county hog farm, the 
Elk Creek Watershed where Soil Conserva- 
tionist “Red” Wilson sold soil and water 
conservation with the fervor of an evan- 
gelist, and the Roscose Walker farm in Wash- 
ington County. 

NOT SMALL 


None of the farms visited were small, but 
mone were corporate giants either. What 
Roush and Hamilton were trying to show the 
Congressmen were the problems of the very 
efficient farmer, with enough capital backing 
and enough mechanization to stay in busi- 
ness. 

“If these men are having trouble—and it’s 
easy to see that they are—the ones without 
that much land or money just won’t make 
it,” Rep. Annunzio said sadly. 

His judgment was confirmed by Hadley 
who said that 30 percent of Indiana farms 
produce 75 percent of the cash sales. Fewer 
farms are going to be producing more crops 
all of the time, Hadley suggested. 

TOGETHER 


At the Walker farm, ladies of the Farm 
Bureau, Farmers Union, Grange and NFO 
combined to turn out a typical Hoosier farm 
supper that left the congressmen stuffed 
and happy. 

The ladies of the Fairmount Methodist 
Church had done the same thing for lunch. 

Members of the Farm Bureau, Farmers 
Union, Farm Bureau and NFO, put together 
a panel at Salem to try to explain once again 
what the farm problem was. 

Some of their comments: 

“When I went into truck farming, a bushel 
of pickles sold for $1.50 and a can of pickles 
in the store sold for 15 cents. Now I get $1.57 
a bushel for my pickles and they cost 75 
cents a can in the store.” 

“If you people ever find out how much of 
a gamble we take every year, we'll probably 
have to start buying federal gambling 
stamps.” 

“T’ve had to chase all my kids off the farm, 
and that’s a tragedy in America.” 

“If I didn’t get along with my banker I 
couldn't stay in this business. I’d be in the 
factory or on the County Highway—everyone 
can get a job there.” 

IMPRESSED 


What impressed the visiting congressmen? 

“I was impressed by the tremendous 
capital investment farming requires,” said 
Rep. Corman. 

“It’s been a valuable experience for me,” 
said Rep. Bingham, “I think we must learn 
that for farm and the city to prosper, we 
must prosper together.” 

T found out that my committee (bank- 
ing) has a great influence on farming 
through its effect on the interest rate,” said 
Rep. Annunzio. “And I think we have to stop 
talking about farmers as someone completely 
different. We should refer to them as small 
businessmen.” 

NOT SOLVED 

This visit, as Congressman Roush said, did 
not solve the farm problem, but according to 
Rep. Hamilton, it could have its effect on 
the 10 percent of congress that is contained 
in the three delegations represented by the 
visiting congressmen. 

It also convinced a lot of Indiana farmers 
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in two congressional districts that the “Big 

City Boys” are human beings with problems 

too and perhaps not so heartless after all. 

[From the Decatur (Ind.) Daily Democrat, 

July 22, 1967] 

“Crry Siickers” Vistr Hoosier Farms— 
REPRESENTATIVE J. EDWARD ROUSH BRINGS 
Bic-Crry CONGRESSMEN TO AREA 


Rep. J. Edward Roush, of the fifth district, 
representing Adams county, flew three “big- 
city” congressmen into the district Friday 
to get a good look at a Hoosier farm area, 
and a better appreciation of farm progress. 

The three congressmen—from New York, 
Chicago, and Los Angeles—were amazed at 
the cleanliness, at the complicated machin- 
ery and mechanization of the farm, at the 
costs involved, and with rural life in gen- 
eral, 

Arriving in Marion at 11 a.m. after a brief 
stop with Gov. Roger Branigin in Indian- 
apolis, the three congressmen—Jonathan 
Bingham, of the Bronx, Frank Annunzio of 
Chicago, and James C. Corman of Los An- 
geles—talked briefly with the press before 
proceeding to the Max Towsend farm. 

The Towsend farm, a third generation 
family farm with 360 acres includes 160 
acres in corn, 140 acres in soybeans—and 
500 hogs, with 70 to 75 brood sows. 

Accompanying the group was Lee Hamil- 
ton, Columbus, personable congressman 
from the state’s ninth district, which was 
visited later in the day, after leaving the 
fifth district. 

After leaving the Townsend farm, the 
group went to Fairmount, a small Grant 
county community, where the church ladies 
had prepared a delicious chicken dinner, 
with 4-H prize chocolate cake for dessert. 

After lunch, the group went to the 300- 
acre Ronald Smith Farm, a dairy operation 
with 70 milking cows and 150 head of live- 
stock. The huge haymaking machines, rep- 
resenting an investment of $25,000, were in 
operation. The milk house and herd were also 
visited. 

A number of other farm leaders, including 
some from the state ASC office and from 
Purdue university, accompanied the group, 
and helped explain questions. 


A NEW FORM OF GOVERNMENT 
FOR THE NATION’S CAPITAL 


Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Indiana [Mr. Jacoss] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the Recorp 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Speaker, President 
Johnson’s plan for modernizing and re- 
organizing the government of the District 
of Columbia is continuing to receive the 
active and growing support of groups 
and individual citizens from all walks 
of life. 

Newspapers, members of the present 
Board of Commissioners, and representa- 
tives of both major political parties have 
all expressed their solid support for the 
President’s efforts to move Washington 
out of the “horse-and-buggy days” and 
into the present and future. 

There is hardly anything stopping the 
President’s plan except indifference. 

But we cannot remain indifferent to 
the crushing needs of a city, many of 
whose residents need better education, 
jobs, housing, and other services. 

A friend of mine has a plaque on the 
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wall that shows two people slouching in 
chairs in the midst of stacks of dirty 
dishes and other household disorder. 
The caption of the plaque says “Next 
week we've got to get organized.” 

To organize is to put things into their 
proper places. And, so far as the legisla- 
tive and executive functions of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia government are con- 
cerned, I believe that the Reorganiza- 
tion Plan No. 3 of 1967 is a long stride to- 
ward putting things into their proper 
places. 

The plan does not alter the denial of 
self-government in the city of Washing- 
ton. But it does, at least, assure that the 
appointed government will not trip over 
its own heads. 

The three-commissioner system of 
scrambled executive and legislative re- 
sponsibility has been a pretty good 
arrangement in America for small towns 
and uncomplicated counties. Such units 
need so little time and effort to be spent 
on community problems that three peo- 
ple can divide their attention between 
legislative and executive problems, reach 
slow and compromised executive deci- 
sions, and still have time to go out and 
farm. Such situations do not require 
full-time government. 

But big cities require not just full, but 
overtime government. 

Executive action for big cities just as 
for big countries and corporations must 
be dynamic and, in many instances, 
swift in order to keep abreast of the 
5 mg agenda of executive responsi- 

Legislative action must be deliberate 
but also deliberative. By its more far- 
reaching nature, legislative action must 
and can involve more delay than execu- 
tive action. 

For the same person to attempt both 
functions at the same time in the huge 
enterprise of big-city government is to 
divide his efforts so as to give each func- 
tion less than full devotion. 

“All that you do,” my mother used to 
say, “do with your might, for things 
done by half are never done right.” 

We all believe in the separation of 
powers even though those powers flow 
from the same source. And this means 
that, though the three logical branches 
of Government may overlap for the pur- 
pose of collaboration, no one branch 
should run the whole show. This has a 
lot to do with liberty. 

There has never been much of a prob- 
lem along these lines in the small town 
or county, because the affairs of govern- 
ment are close enough to, and uncom- 
plicated enough for, the governed to keep 
close tabs and control. 

But this is not so with huge enterprise. 

Once you accept the principle of sepa- 
ration of powers in the District of Col- 
umbia government, there is still the ques- 
tion of whether to have one or three 
executives. 

That a three-member executive in a 
large enterprise represents weak and in- 
decisive action can hardly be doubted. 
Indeed, when it was the wish of some 
to emasculate the United Nations Sec- 
retariat they proposed that the Secre- 
tariat be divided into such an arrange- 
ment. 


The answer of the large business cor- 
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poration to the question of whether to 
have a one or three-headed executive is 
invariably to choose the individual execu- 
tive in order to accomplish the daily deci- 
sive action indispensable to meeting ex- 
ecutive responsibility. 

The answer of 50 States is one individ- 
ual executive. 

The answer of most big cities is one 
individual executive. 

In fact, the answer of America is one 
individual executive, the Chief Execu- 
tive. 

And one of our former Chief Execu- 
tives is said to have placed a plaque on 
his desk displaying the words, “This is 
where the buck stops.” 

No three mortals can act in concert 
as one. And the only supernatural aspect 
to such an arrangement, where a torrent 
of big city executive decisions must be 
made daily, is an eternal triangle around 
which the buck forever orbits. 

There is also another facet of the 
President’s enlightened plans and hopes 
for the Nation’s Capital—that is a voice 
in the Congress for the 800,000 citizens 
who now remain without representation 
in the Capital City of their own country. 

Hearings are now being held on the 
feasibility of approving an elected repre- 
sentative for the District. 

This is indeed good news. It is a step 
which complements the President’s re- 
organization plan. It is a step which 
will neatly supplement District home 
rule when it comes—as it must come, if 
Washington, D.C., is to take its rightful 
place as a progressive, responsible munic- 
ipality among the great cities of our 
country. 

Following are an editorial from the 
New York Times supporting representa- 
tion for the District in the Congress, and 
a very thoughtful article from the 
Washington Star which also applauds 
our hopeful start toward such repre- 
sentation: 

[From the New York Times, July 21, 1967] 
WHEN WILL THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA JOIN 
THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA? 

While many states continue to strive to 
achieve—and some to avert—the Supreme 
Court’s “one-man, one-vote” dictum, Con- 
gress has resumed consideration of the plight 
of 800,000 Americans who, except in Presi- 
dential elections, have no vote: the citizens 
of the District of Columbia. 

Hearings opened in the House Judiciary 
Committee on a constitutional amendment 
that would provide one seat in the House for 
the District, with authority for Congress later 
to increase the number to a maximum of the 
two Senators and two Representatives the 
District would be allowed if it were a state 
with a population of 800,000. 

Justification for this extension of funda- 
mental citizenship rights to the disfranchised 
Washingtonians and for concurrent efforts to 
grant the District, with its huge Negro popu- 
lation, at last a degree of home rule, should 
not have to be labored. There is no justice or 
logic at all in a system that denies to Ameri- 
can citizens who live in the nation’s capital 
voting rights that the highest court in the 
land has so vigorously reasserted for citizens 
of all the states, including eleven states 
whose populations are smaller than that of 
the District, 


[From the Washington (D.C.) Star, July 23, 
1967] 


A HOPEFUL START TOWARD REPRESENTATION 


There is a long way to go before anyone 
begins thinking about a victory celebration 
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culminating the District of Columbia’s long 
fight to win voting representation in Con- 
gress. On the basis of last week’s House Ju- 
diciary Committee hearings, however, there 
is a very bright prospect that this will be the 
session of Congress which finally sets in mo- 
tion the constitutional amendment which is 
required to grant that right. 

Some months ago, Chairman Celler of the 
Judiciary Committee told a group of Wash- 
ingtonians that there is still a considerable 
“chasm of indifference” on the subject in 
Congress. This attitude is partially due, he 
said, to a skepticism as to whether District 
residents really want congressional repre- 
sentation—and really need it. 

The manner in which Washington’s citi- 
zens responded to the chairman’s challenge 
last week, however, with more of the same 
to come when the hearings resume on 
Wednesday, ought to eliminate those doubts 
completely. 

It is virtually unheard of, in this city, for 
organizations with the diversified interests of 
the Board of Trade, the American Civil Lib- 
erties Union, labor, the Home Rule Commit- 
tee, the two competing local political parties 
and the Federation of Citizens’ Associations 
to come together for any purpose. When the 
purpose is to express total agreement on a 
subject as sensitive as District voting rights, 
and when these groups are joined as well by 
& parade of both Democratic and Republican 
legislators, only an unconscious Congress 
could fail to sit up and take notice. 

The reaction of the Judiciary Committee 
itself is equally encouraging. Nearly a third 
of the influential committee’s members, in 
fact, already are sponsoring one or another 
of the several versions of representation 
amendments. At the hearings, they raised a 
number of questions dealing with the de- 
gree of representation which the constitu- 
tional amendment should specify, and the 
manner in which District representation 
should be added to the present houses of 
Congress, Almost without exception, however, 
these questions were discussed in terms of 
how best to answer them—not at all as insur- 
mountable problems. 

The amendment with the broadest sup- 
port—urged by President Johnson and co- 
sponsored by several congressmen including 
Chairman Celler—would specifically author- 
ize the District to elect one voting repre- 
sentative to the House, and permit Congress 
thereafter, at its discretion, to grant further 
representation in both the House and Senate. 
Six other proposals, however, also are pend- 
ing—ranging from one which leaves the 
question of specific representation entirely 
in the hands of future Congresses, to one 
specifying immediate representation by two 
senators and the full number of House mem. 
bers to which the District would be entitled 
if it were a state. 

What is the proper form for the amend- 
ment to take? The Star believes, as we have 
always believed, that District residents ulti- 
mately should enjoy the full representation, 
including two senators. We hope, therefore, 
that the constitutional amendment will 
move as far in that direction as Congress is 
willing to go. 

Should Congress’ willingness at this point 
stop short of that ultimate goal, however, 
as most members of Congress believe will 
be the case, no one should be dismayed. 

For the pre-eminent; essential purpose of 
the amendment is to correct an uninten- 
tional omission in the language of the Con- 
stitution which for 167 years has senselessly 
precluded the District from any meaningful 
voice in Congress. The ball game will still be 
won if the amendment follows the pattern 
proposed by the President. The only essen- 
tial consideration, in that event, is that the 
amendment’s language leave no doubt as 
to Congress’ right in the future to grant ad- 
ditional degrees of representation, without 
the necessity of amending the Constitution 
a second time. 


20561 


The constitutional justifications for this 
action are too well established to require fur- 
ther repetition here. Too often in the past, 
however, the great practical importance of 
national representation—both to District 
citizens and to the Congress—has been 
glossed over. During the current hearings, 
this was a point to which members of Con- 
gress kept returning. 

Chairman Celler commented recently that 
he receives a steady flow of District residents 
at his office seeking advice and help. “Were 
I to undertake all the chores requested,” he 
said, “it might pre-empt all the time I must 
give to my own constituents; and what is 
true of me is true of all the other members 
of Congress. What recourse do I have but to 
send a supplicant to the District of Colum- 
bla Committee? Yet no one on the District 
Committee comes from the District.” 

Representatives Gude, Mathias and Broy- 
hill, in their individual testimony all cited 
instances of burdensome District “case 
work! —a load which they said is fair neither 
to their own constituents nor the District. 
Mathias commented that all congressmen 
constantly face a severe problem in dividing 
their time between national affairs and their 
allegiance “to their own purely local obliga- 
tions.” In regard to the District, he said, “we 
need people whose primary loyalty is to the 
people who elect them.” 

District Democratic chairman Tilford 
Dudley argued that most members of Con- 
gress are not fully aware of the frustrations 
and often the anger of District citizens in 
having no place to go” to press their in- 
terests. Of course he is right. Nor, in any 
real sense, do the officials running the city 
have “a place to go.” The District needs rep- 
resentatives, in positions of authority, to ex- 
plain, to press and to vote for the city’s 
needs—and to provide a channel through 
which Washingtonians also can participate 
directly in the making of decisions on na- 
tional and international affairs. 

Representative Nelsen of Minnesota, who 
has given far more than his share of attention 
to the District, accurately summed up, from 
Congress’ viewpoint, the role of the District's 
man in Congress. “He would be intimately 
aware,“ said Nelson, “of the many problems 
affecting the 800,000 citizens of the District. 
He would provide a close, regular and con- 
tinuing liaison between the Congress and the 
local community. He would have a knowl- 
edgeable voice in presenting to Congress the 
District's position on such vital areas as tax- 
ation and school needs. Most of all he would 
have a vote.” 

Several members of the Celler committee 
question whether, at the time voting repre- 
sentation is given to the District, the same 
privileges should be extended through the 
Constitution also to territories such as Puerto 
Rico. 

But the fact, of course, is that a constitu- 
tional channel already is open through which 
territories may progress toward this right— 
as in the case of Hawail and Alaska—by 
achieving statehood. The District, however, is 
neither a state nor a territory. It is a unique 
political enclave, under Congress’ control, 
where the federal interest is paramount and 
inviolable. No matter what happens, it will 
remain so. And it is this distinction which re- 
quires the extraordinary process of constitu- 
tional amendment as the only means of 
achieving representation in the legislative 
body which ultimately controls District af- 
fairs. 

In opening the House hearings, Chairman 
Celler noted that the anomaly of District 
inhabitants, found worthy of voting for Pres- 
ident and Vice President but not for a voice 
in the national legislature, is the one signifi- 
cant omission” in this nation’s effort to 
achieve universal enfranchisement. He asked 
on what basis this omission can be justified 
any longer. 

The answer is that no justification exists. 
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LOOTING THE TAXPAYERS 
THROUGH JUNK MAIL 


Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from West Virginia [Mr. HECHLER] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr. 
Speaker, the rattle of gunfire in Detroit 
and a score of other American cities was 
so loud that it drowned out a little- 
noticed looting of millions of dollars 
which the taxpayers may be forced to 
fork over to the junk mailers in the next 
few years. 

While the race riots raged and stole 
the headlines, another kind of steal was 
taking place quietly and stealthily—and 
cand victims were Mr. and Mrs. John Q. 
Public. 


A VICTORY FOR THE JUNK MAILERS 


The direct-mail industry has a greedy, 
powerful, and highly effective lobby. 
This week that lobby scored a very sig- 
nificant victory at the expense of every 
citizen who mails a personal letter, and 
who pays his taxes to subsidize third- 
class mail. 

If the Postal Rates Subcommittee has 
its way, the ordinary citizen will be hit 
with a 20-percent increase in postal rates 
next year. Yes, a mother writing to her 
son battling in the rice paddies of Viet- 
nam must pay 20 percent more to mail 
that precious letter. At the very same 
time, the junk mailer will have only 3.9 
percent added next year to what he pays 
already woefully inadequate postal reve- 
nues. Easily, gradually, and painlessly 
over a long 3-year stretch, the proposed 
increase in junk mail revenues will 
amount to only 13 percent. 

FIRST CLASS GOES UP FASTER 


What justice is there in that kind of 
action, Mr. Speaker? I ask you why the 
average man has to have his postal rates 
increased 20 percent—when first-class 
mail already pays its own way. So first- 
class rates go up 20 percent, and on top 
of that the average man has to pay even 
higher taxes in order to help the poor 
little junk mailer get his hard-earned 
subsidy—because junk mail only pays 
a little over 60 percent of its costs. 

What about the high taxes the junk 
mailers pay into the Treasury? Well, Mr. 
Speaker, when you send out advertising 
mail, the cost of postage is a business ex- 
pense. A smart tax accountant can help 
you with that, but the average man gets 
no tax break when he mails a first-class 
letter. 

ADMINISTRATION BILL MUTILATED 

Mr. Speaker, I am shocked with the 
way in which the Postal Rates Subcom- 
mittee has multilated the comparatively 
mild proposals of the administration. 
Personally, I am fighting for higher third 
class rates than the administration asked 
for, because I firmly believe, and I think 
the American people share my convic- 
tion, that third-class mail should pay its 
way. Yet I feel it is instructive to com- 
pare the administration proposals—mild 
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as they are—with the handiwork of the 
Postal Rates Subcommittee. 


CHRISTMAS IN JULY 


For the junk mailers, Santa Claus ar- 
rived early this year, He has to come on 
wheels instead of by sled in the middle 
of summer, but he arrived with a $60 
million package, all tied in red ribbons 
for the junk mailers. The subcommittee 
actually reduced third-class bulk mail 
rates $60 million below the level asked by 
the administration. 

But the postal service will not have to 
do without this much-needed revenue. 
Oh, no. The Congress is going to be asked 
to vote to make up this gift to subsidized 
junk mailers by soaking Uncle John and 
Aunt Minnie. This neat trick is accom- 
plished by making the American public 
pay $55 million more in postal rates than 
the substantial increases already recom- 
mended by the administration. 

GOODBY, OLD CHRISTMAS CARD 


A few minutes ago, I mentioned Santa 
Claus and the Christmas package he 
delivered to the junk mailers via the 
Postal Rates Subcommittee. Well, the 
American people are in for quite a sur- 
prise come next Christmas if this aston- 
ishing postal rate proposal is enacted. 
The same Christmas card that it cost 
Aunt Minnie 4 cents to mail last Christ- 
mas will cost her 6 cents this year—and 
that is a 50-percent increase. At the 
same time, the fatcats and the junk 
mailers will be sitting back and chor- 
tling how they put another one over on 
the average man and woman who pay 
the freight for the postal service. 

Mr. Speaker, I am not a member of 
the Post Office and Civil Service Com- 
mittee. But like millions of Americans, 
I am mad all over when I see the junk 
mailers get away with murder in low 
rates, year after year. So I started bon- 
ing up on postal rates 6 years ago. In 
1962, I offered an amendment on the 
House floor to raise junk mail rates, and 
it carried on a voice vote. Behind the 
closed doors of the conference commit- 
tee, they pulled the teeth of my amend- 
ment. Since then, I have read every 
hearing; studied every report on postal 
rates. This year I attended many of the 
hearings and read every line of the testi- 
mony on postal rates. I think I can fig- 
ure out now precisely how the American 
people are being hoodwinked by sky- 
rocketing first-class and airmail rates, 
plus higher taxes. to enable the junk 
mailers to get by with low rates and 
more and more junk to clutter our mail 
boxes. 

POSTAL REGULATIONS BENEFIT JUNK MAILERS 

There are some other features of the 
bill that I do not like. But before I shoot 
from the hip, I am going to get the facts 
and report them fully to the House, I 
intend to speak out on how the postal 
regulations are being changed solely to 
benefit the junk mailers. 

Meanwhile, I urge my colleagues to 
remember that there are millions of 
Americans who are fed up with junk 
mail. And they are fed up even more 
with the fact that junk mail pays only 
60 percent of its way. The crowning blow 
is to raise first-class rates, airmail rates, 
and other rates in order to keep those 
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third-class rates down where the lob- 
byists want them. 

I say to you, Mr. Speaker, this looting 
and pillaging of the taxpayers must 
cease. Let us pass a postal rate bill which 
will do justice to the average American. 


SP. FRANK A. RAGUSA OF BAY 
RIDGE, BROOKLYN, N.Y., ONE OF 
SIX SERVICEMEN INTERRED IN 
GROUP BURIAL IN ARLINGTON 


Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. Carry] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CAREY. Mr. Speaker, on June 9, 
one of our C-130 aircraft exploded and 
crashed in a swampy tidal area about 
18 miles from Saigon. An Air Force 
crew of six and four Army passengers 
were lost in the crash. 

Fragments of the plane and bodies 
were scattered over a rice paddie and 
adjacent waters that were up to 30 feet 
in depth. Seventy portions of remains 
were recovered from which the indi- 
vidual identification of four of the crew 
and one passenger was made. The re- 
maining portions, however, could not be 
identified or positively associated with 
the rest of the crew or passengers. These 
were designated for group burial, the 
first in the Vietnam conflict. 

One of the Army passengers aboard 
the plane, who was among the latter, 
was Sp. Frank A. Ragusa, a resident of 
the Bay Ridge area of my district in 
Brooklyn. Mr. Ragusa, who was near- 
ing the end of his assignment, is the 14th 
neighborhood man to lose his life in 
Vietnam and the third member of his 
family to make the supreme sacrifice 
for his country. 

This morning I attended the funeral 
services in Arlington for Specialist 
Ragusa and his five comrades whose 
remains were interred in the group 
burial. Compare the valor of these young 
men with the actions of those who have 
so little love for our country that they 
would destroy it from within. 

I have requested that a flag be 
flown over the Capitol today for pres- 
entation to Mr. Ragusa’s parents, Mr. 
and Mrs. Frang Ragusa, in memory of 
their son and his gallant comrades who 
died in the service of this Nation. 


THE RIOT PREVENTION AND CON- 
TROL ACT OF 1967 


Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Indiana [Mr. BRADEMAS] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Record and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, I am 
today joining my distinguished and able 
colleague from Michigan, Congressman 
James G. O'Hara and other Members, in 
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introducing the Riot Prevention and 
Control Act of 1967. This is a measure 
aimed at increasing the capability of 
local police forces across the Nation to 
deal more effectively with riots and civil 
disorders. 

Mr. Speaker, there were disturbances 
last night in my own home community 
of South Bend, Ind. Although this bill 
was drafted prior to those disturbances, 
I feel certain that such legislation could 
be helpful to local law enforcement 
agencies in such situations. 

All Americans must be deeply con- 
cerned over the tragic loss of life and 
extensive damage to property that have 
occurred in recent weeks in towns and 
cities across the Nation. It is absolutely 
essential that law enforcement agencies 
be able to deal promptly and effectively 
with riot situations both before and after 
they erupt into violence. 

RENEWED CONGRESSIONAL EFFORT 


But, Mr. Speaker, it is becoming in- 
creasingly apparently that this Congress 
must also devote an intensified effort—a 
greatly intensified effort—to coping with 
the grave social and economic problems 
which underlie these outbreaks of law- 
lessness and destruction. 

The ghettos of America constitute a 
sad and tragic paradox in a Nation 
of such immense and unprecedented 
wealth. High levels of unemployment, 
low levels of education, poor housing and 
inadequate health facilities—this is the 
pattern that characterizes the lives of 
too many of the Negro Americans who 
live in our inner cities. 

STATEMENT OF DISTINGUISHED AMERICAN 

LEADERS 

In this connection, Mr. Speaker, I 
think it appropriate to call to the atten- 
tion of our colleagues the highly com- 
mendable statement made yesterday, 
July 26, 1967, by four distinguished 
American Negro leaders—Martin Luther 
King, Jr., A. Philip Randolph, Roy Wil- 
kins, and Whitney M. Young, Jr. 

Their joint statement deplored the vio- 
lence and destruction of the recent riots 
and supported the call of President 
Johnson for all citizens to maintain law 
and order and “to show by word and by 
deed that riot, looting, and public dis- 
order will just not be tolerated.” But 
their statement also points out, Mr. 
Speaker, that, in their all-too-true 
words, The 90th Congress has exhibited 
an incredible indifference to hardships 
of the ghetto dwellers.” 

The text of this statement follows: 

A PLEA TO NEGROES 

(Nore.—Here is the text of a statement 
made by four top Negro leaders yesterday ap- 
pealing for an end of rioting.) 

Developments in Newark, Detroit and other 
strife-torn cities make it crystal clear that 
the primary victims of the riots are the Negro 
citizens. That they have grave grievances of 
long standing cannot be denied or mini- 
mized. That the riots have not contributed 
in any substantial measure to the eradica- 
tion of these just complaints is by now ob- 
vious to all. 

We are confident that the overwhelming 
majority of the Negro community join us 
in opposition to violence in the streets. Who 
is without the necessities of life when the 
neighborhod stores are destroyed and looted? 
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Whose children are without milk because 
deliveries cannot be made? 

Who loses wages because of a break- 
down in transportation or destruction of the 
place of employment? Who are the dead, 
the injured and the imprisoned? It is the 
Negroes who pay and pay and pay, whether 
or not they are individually involved in the 
rioting. And for what? 

Killing, arson, looting are criminal acts 
and should be dealt with as such. Equally 
guilty are those who incite, provoke and call 
specifically for such action. There is no 
injustice which justifies the present destruc- 
tion of the Negro community and its people. 

We who have fought so long and so hard 
to achieve justice for all Americans have 
consistently opposed violence as a means of 
redress. Riots have proved ineffective, dis- 
ruptive and highly damaging to the Negro 
population, to the civil rights cause, and to 
the entire nation. 

We call upon Negro citizens throughout 
the nation to forego the temptation to dis- 
regard the law. This does not mean that 
we should submit tamely to joblessness, 
inadequate housing, poor schooling, insult, 
humiliation and attack. It does require a 
redoubling of efforts through legitimate 
means to end these wrongs and disabilities. 

We appeal not only to black Americans, 
but also to our fellow white citizens who are 
not blameless. The disabilities imposed upon 
Negro citizens are a century old. They re- 
main because the white citizenry in general 
supports these restrictions. 

The 90th Congress has exhibited an in- 
credible indifference to hardships of the 
ghetto dwellers. Only last week the House 
defeated a rat-control bill which would have 
enabled the cities to get rid of the rats 
which infest the slums. 

And finally, we support President John- 
son’s call “upon all our people, black and 
white alike, in all our cities to join in a 
determined program to maintain law and 
order, to condemn and to combat lawless- 
ness in all its forms, and firmly to show 
by word and by deed that riot, looting and 
public disorder will just not be tolerated.” 

No one benefits under mob law. Let’s end 
it now! 

Signed by: Martin Luther King Jr., A. 
Philip Randolph, Roy Wilkins, and Whitney 
M. Young Jr. 


The Riot Prevention and Control Act, 
Mr. Speaker, is not addressed to the 
underlying social and economic problems 
to which these four leaders referred. The 
bill is obviously not intended to be the 
solution to the many serious ills which 
afflict our cities. 

The bill would, however, be most use- 
ful in helping insure the law and order 
which are essential if we are to be able 
to mount an effective attack on these 
problems. 

The bill authorizes $300 million in 
grants to local law enforcement agencies 
which recuest the aid. The grants could 
be used for special riot control training, 
for the purchase of needed equipment, 
and for helping police organize reserve 
units for emergency situations. 

The grants, which would be admin- 
istered by the Department of Justice, 
would cover a full 75 percent of the cost 
of riot prevention and control programs 
if the State approved a local application 
and also agreed to pay the 25-percent 
balance of the cost. 

Mr. Speaker, under unanimous con- 
sent I insert at this point in the RECORD 
the text of the Riot Prevention and Con- 
trol Act of 1967: 
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H.R. 11835 
A bill to authorize the Attorney General to 
make grants to local law enforcement 
agencies to assist them in the prevention 
and control of riots 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of Amer- 
ica in Congress assembled, That this Act 
may be cited as the “Riot Prevention and 
Control Act of 1967.” 

Sec. 2. (a) The Attorney General shall 
carry out during the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1968, and each fiscal year thereafter, a 
program for making grants to assist local 
law enforcement agencies in the prevention 
and control of riots. 

(b) For the purpose of making grants 
under this Act, there is authorized to be ap- 
propriated $300,000,000 for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1968, and such sums as may 
be necessary for each fiscal year thereafter. 

Sec. 3. (a) To be eligible for a grant, a 
local law enforcement agency (or combina- 
tion of such agencies) must submit an ap- 
plication to the Attorney General (in ac- 
cordance with such procedure as the Attor- 
ney General shall by regulation prescribe) 
which— 

(1) contains a comprehensive outline of 
programs of such agency (or combination of 
such agencies) for— 

(A) the acquisition of riot control equip- 
ment, 

(B) the planning and establishnient of pro- 
grams to train law enforcement officers in 
methods and techniques of riot prevention 
and control, 

(C) the planning and establishment of 
police-community relations programs, 

(D) the planning and training of law en- 
forcement units specially trained and 
equipped to prevent and control riots or sit- 
uations out of which riots develop, or 

(E) the planning, organization, training 
and equipping of police reserve units for use 
in emergency riot situations; 

(2) provides assurances that the part of 
the cost of such programs which will not be 
paid from such grant will be paid with funds 
which were not received under any other 
Federal program; 

(3) provides for the making of such re- 
ports, in such form and containing such in- 
formation, as may be reasonably necessary to 
enable the Attorney General to perform his 
functions under this Act; 

(4) provides for such fiscal control and 
fund accounting procedures as may be nec- 
essary to assure proper disbursement of and 
accounting for Federal funds paid to the 
agency (or combination of agencies); and 

(5) in the case of an application for a 
grant equal to 75 per centum of the cost of 
the programs outlined in the application, 
has been approved in accordance with sub- 
section (c). 

(b)(1) The Attorney General may ap- 
prove an application for a grant under this 
Act only if— 

(A) the application meets the require- 
ments prescribed by subsection (a) of this 
section; and 

(B) the Attorney General determines that 
the programs outlined in the application can 
be expected to assist in the prevention or 
control of riots; 

(2) In considering an application for a 
grant under this Act, the Attorney General 
shall consider the density of population and 
the crime rate in the area served by the 
agency which submitted such application 
and such other criteria as he may deem 
necessary. 

(c) The amount of any grant made under 
this Act shall be 50 per centum of the cost 
of the programs outlined in the application 
for such grant; except that such amount 
shall be 75 per centum of such cost if— 

(1) the application for such grant was 
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approved by the agency of the State in which 
the applicant is located which agency was 
created or designated under State authority 
to review applications submitted by local law 
enforcement agencies in such State; and 

(2) such State agrees to pay the remainder 
of the cost of such programs. 

(d) Payments under this Act may be made 
in installments, and in advance or by way 
of reimbursement, with necessary adjust- 
ments on account of overpayments or under- 
payments. 

Sec. 4. As used in this Act 

(1) The term “riot” means a civil dis- 
turbance which involves arson, looting, 
wanton destruction of property, vandalism, 
or acts of violence, by assemblages of three 
or more persons, and which poses an im- 
mediate danger to property or persons. 

(2) The term “State” includes the District 
of Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto 
Rico, the Virgin Islands, Guam, and the 
American Samoa. 

(3) The term “local law enforcement 
agency” means a public agency of a political 
subdivision of a State which is responsible 
for law enforcement. 


In closing, Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to commend to the attention of my col- 
leagues Joseph Kraft’s column in the 
July 25, 1967, issue of the Washington 
Post. I feel that his article, reprinted 
below, is a particularly perceptive dis- 
cussion of the delicate and serious re- 
sponsibilities facing the law enforce- 
ment agencies in our Nation’s cities. 

The column follows: 

Cops AND NEGROES 
(By Joseph Kraft) 

Cops and Negroes is the name of the game. 

Detroit, Newark, Watts and dozens of 
lesser episodes show that the critical ele- 
ment in the Nation’s race troubles is the 
vexed relationship between police authori- 
tles and ghetto dwellers. Something is seri- 
ously wrong, and major change is obviously 
required. 

But not, at least not preeminently, in the 
direction of softening and diluting police 
effort as religiously prescribed by the liberal 
rhetoric. On the contrary, the major em- 
phasis has to be on improving police protec- 
tion in the Negro slums. 

To grasp the problem, it is first necessary 
to understand the high level of ghetto law- 
lessness. All studies indicate the unusual 
prevalence of all kinds of crime in the down- 
and-out Negro quarters of the big cities. 

Far more than in white neighborhoods of 
comparable income level, murder, assault, 
robbery, drug peddling, prostitution and the 
numbers racket are part of the scene. As the 
most authoritative source on the subject, the 
President's Crime Commission report, 
pointed out: 

“A much greater proportion of Negroes 
than whites are the victims, as well as the 
perpetrators, of crime.” 

No doubt the reasons for ghetto crime are 
complex. Bad housing, poor job opportuni- 
ties and inadequate schools are involved. So 
is the breakdown of the Negro family. 

But another vital cause is the deficiency of 
police protection in the ghetto areas, While 
even the Crime Commission seems not to 
have studied the matter, the poor quality of 
law enforcement in the Negro slums is mas- 
sively attested. 

For one thing there is the testimony of 
whites living in integrated areas of Chicago 
and Denver which I have just visited. The 
whites in those parts of town indicate that 
the arrival of Negroes was first accompanied 
by a perceptible slacking off in the police 
performance, as if crime was expected where 
Negroes lived. In order to make integration 
work, in order to prevent the usual exodus 
to the suburbs, white leaders have had to 
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make special efforts to sustain police per- 
formance at the level customary in middle 
class neighborhoods, 

More important is the testimony of the 
ghetto dwellers. A study of Cleveland by the 
Federal Civil Rights Commission found that 
among Negroes “the most frequent complaint 
is that of permissive law enforcement and 
that policemen fail to provide adequate pro- 
tection and services in areas occupied by 
Negroes.” Evidence along the same lines is 
implicit in recent surveys made in Watts, 
Washington and Harlem. A Cincinnati survey 
of Negro boys found 83 per cent agreeing that 
“without police there would be crime every- 
where.” 

Indiferent police performance in the 
ghetto finds its worst expression in the 
toleration of a small minority of undoubted 
hoodlums. This hoodlum element, by assault- 
ing people, peddling narcotics, robbing and 
defacing buildings exerts a severe negative 
drag on all the various programs in educa- 
tion, housing and racial understanding de- 
signed to ameliorate ghetto conditions. It is 
the hoodlums, moreover, who come to the 
fore, in leading others to the burning and 
looting and shooting which has marked 


? recent riots. 


In addition, the inadequacy of the police 
effort in the Negro slums means that the law 
enforcement agencies are not really part of 
the scene, not in touch with the forces at 
work in the ghetto. When the police do come 
in, even on routine patrol, they tend to come 
in as ignorant outsiders. They are all the 
more prone to treat people they apprehend 
with undue severity—which only works to 
breed more tension between police and 
Negroes. 

The right remedy for these tragedies is a— 
major effort to improve police performance 
in the ghettoes—a program for police satura- 
tion of the Negro slums aimed at holding 
down crime. No doubt some items on the 
liberal agenda are relevant to this effort. 

Minority groups must figure more impor- 
tantly in manning and running police forces. 
Better community relations, that is to say 
ties between the police and the ghettoes, are 
required. So is training to equip policemen 
with the background necessary to treat with 
juvenile offenders. And some device whereby 
complaints against the police can be aired 
may be useful. 

But that is not where the emphasis be- 
longs. The emphasis belongs on policing the 
ghettoes in order to contain and to eliminate 
the hoodlum elements. 

For it is the hoodlum elements which are 
chiefly responsible for the riots. It is the 
hoodlums who undo the best-meant pro- 
grams for improving the quality of Negro 
life. It is the hoodlums who, by forcing the 
white exodus, make the ghetto the ghetto, 


Mr. Speaker, I hope Congress will 
speedily consider the Riot Prevention 
and Control Act of 1967, and that the 
bill will be enacted into law. 


HEARINGS ON AMENDMENTS TO 
ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY ACT 
OF 1964 


Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Kentucky [Mr. PERKINS] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, for sev- 
eral weeks, the Committee on Education 
and Labor has been holding hearings on 
the proposed amendments to the Eco- 
nomic Opportunity Act of 1964. 
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Dozens of witnesses from the admin- 
istration and from the public have ap- 
peared to give their views on this sig- 
nificant legislation. 

I had hoped very much that the hear- 
ing of public witnesses could be con- 
cluded on Friday of this week. However, 
in view of the importance of the subject, 
I am asking that any Member of this 
House who may want to make a state- 
ment please get in touch with me by the 
early part of next week so that the neces- 
Sary arrangements may be made. 

Likewise, if any Member would like to 
suggest the names of pertinent witnesses 
who should be heard, I would appreciate 
his letting me know by the early part of 
next week. 

I am certainly willing to continue the 
hearings next week if the demand 
requires. 


LET’S STOP COMMUNITY SUICIDE 


Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from California [Mr. Hanna] may ex- 
tend his remarks at this point in the 
Record and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HANNA. Mr. Speaker, in the last 
3 years, riots in virtually every major 
American city from coast to coast have 
caused hundreds of deaths, thousands 
of injuries, and hundreds of millions of 
dollars in property damage. With ever- 
increasing frequency, cities have been 
burned, property looted, and people 
murdered, plunging millions of Ameri- 
cans into lives of incredible and insuf- 
ferable anguish: To endure this further, 
Mr. Speaker, is nothing less than sui- 
cidal. 

There is no question that these out- 
breaks rise from the hardships of our 
ghettos, and that only long-range eco- 
nomic and social changes can remove the 
underlying causes. Yet complete disre- 
gard for life and property, contempt for 
law, and vicious exploitation of the 
Negro cause are destroying our efforts 
in this direction. The building blocks of 
our poverty program lie as rubble, strewn 
in the gutters of our riot-torn streets. 
How can we build upon a foundation of 
vanished jobs when there were not 
enough before? How can we give decent 
homes when what was there before now 
is in ruin? What is even more regrettable 
is that we must rebuild in an atmosphere 
of new fears and new hatreds. 

Indeed, Mr. Speaker, there is no indi- 
cation that it is over. Many lie in para- 
lyzed fear of new outbreaks. Citizens, 
Negro and white alike, have no guaran- 
tee that they, too, might not soon be 
plunged into the lawlessness which has 
destroyed so much already. Our com- 
munities must be guaranteed that law 
will not bend to violence and that order 
will not explode into anarchy. It is not 
a matter of maintaining the status quo 
as so many have falsely accused. It is a 
matter of restoring calm so that all of 
our energies can be directed to progress 
and none wasted on restoration. 

It is obvious that the despair of the 
ghetto has been exploited in violence and 
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lawlessness. It is also obvious that resto- 
ration of law is the prerequisite for any 
meaningful progress in eliminating the 
ghetto. Therefore, I am cosponsoring 
legislation today which will provide us 
with the tools and means to guarantee 
that lawlessness and violence in the scale 
we have recently witnessed will never 
again sear our Nation. 

I deeply regret, Mr. Speaker, that we 
need such a bill; but we do. I am thank- 
ful that it is not often that this body 
must react in an atmosphere of tragedy 
and despair, but it is in times like these 
that we must demonstrate our concern 
and our abilities. The Nation’s law-en- 
forcement agencies have performed val- 
iantly but inadequately, since violence of 
this magnitude could not have been an- 
ticipated. Congress must act, and it must 
act immediately to provide our local 
police with not only the tools but the 
training needed to cope with these emer- 
gencies. In the form of no string grants, 
we will make $300 million available to 
our local law enforcement agencies for 
the purpose of strengthening their 
knowledge of, and capabilities to deal 
with riot and disorder, We must provide 
the stable majority within the com- 
munity with the confidence and the tools 
needed to resist explosions of unreasoned 
violence until the reasons for such reac- 
tions can be effectively dealt with. 

It is tragic, Mr. Speaker, that a nation 
of generally free and responsible men 
must institute these measures to control 
an unreasoned lawless minority. Self- 
government is an experiment, its exist- 
ence ever being challenged. If we are not 
to fail, we must make citizens of all our 
people. Such cannot be accomplished in 
an atmosphere of hatred and lawlessness. 
We do not ask the people of our ghettos 
to be silent; we only plead with them not 
to commit community suicide. 


BANK INTRUSION INTO NONBANK- 
ING BUSINESSES ENDANGERS 
COMPETITIVE FREE ENTERPRISE 
IN AMERICA—BANKING AND CUR- 
RENCY COMMITTEE HEARINGS 
NECESSARY 


Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. Parman] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, for many 
years now I have sounded the warning 
that intrusion by bankers into commer- 
cial, nonbanking endeavors such as secu- 
rities underwriting, insurance, equip- 
ment leasing, data processing, travel 
services, among many others, seriously 
threatens independent free enterprise. 

No one will deny that banks enjoy a 
monopoly in furnishing operating funds 
to businessmen. This monopoly has been 
conferred free of charge to the bankers 
by the Government. Bankers are per- 
mitted to keep only a small fraction on 
hand to meet their deposit liabilities, 
even deposits payable immediately on de- 
mand by check. This is a great privilege 
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and this ‘fractional reserve“ system is 
the basis of the Nation’s money supply. 

So is it not a serious conflict of in- 
terest, Mr. Speaker, for those who enjoy 
a Government franchise to create money 
and credit to step out of that activity 
into direct competition with their own 
customers who must necessarily depend 
on the banker’s willingness to lend him 
money to survive? This is particularly 
true for small businessmen like travel 
agents, accountants, and insurance 
agents. These people do not enjoy gen- 
erous tax writeoffs, huge retained earn- 
ings, or access to the capital markets like 
the large corporations. The little man 
must depend on his local banker, but not 
only is the banker failing to meet small 
business financing needs but he is also 
going into competition against him. 

This matter is getting so serious that 
last winter I asked the administrator of 
national banks, Comptroller William B. 
Camp, to furnish your Committee on 
Banking and Currency statistics on na- 
tional bank activities in nonbanking busi- 
ness. Due to a complete lack of coopera- 
tion, it appears that public hearings and 
a fullfledged committee investigation are 
absolutely necessary to bring this prob- 
lem into full focus for possible legislative 
action. 

Mr. Speaker, I insert at this point in 
the Recor» two letters to Mr. Camp, from 
me, which I feel should be of interest to 
all Members of the House. 


House OF REPRESENTATIVES, COM- 
MITTEE ON BANKING AND CUR- 
RENCY, 

Washington, D.C. February 28, 1967. 
Hon. WILLIAM B. Camp, 
Comptroller of the Currency, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Camp: This refers to your letter 
of February 13, 1967, in response to my pre- 
vious letter expressing concern over growing 
national bank intrusion into non-banking ac- 
tivities. 

Judge Holtzoff’s definition of banking set 
fourth in.the opinion in this case—Baker, 
Watts & Oo., et al. v. James J. Saxon—can- 
not be considered “dictum”. It was necessary 
for the judge to offer a definition of bank- 
ing in order to dispose of the question of 
whether a national bank might possess gen- 
eral inherent powers to engage in the under- 
writing of revenue bonds quite apart from 
the express.authority concerning investment 
securities contained in 12 U.S.C. 24(7). 

The fact that in 1940 the United States 
Supreme Court ruled that the banking busi- 
ness includes the providing of safe deposit 
services in no way detracts from Judge Holtz- 
off’s strict definition of banking derived from 
his judicial interpretation of Section 24(7). 
The reason that the Supreme Court in that 
case held that safe deposit service is a legal 
activity is not that the definition of bank- 
ing exceeds that of Judge Holtzoff, but rather 
that the acceptance of a deposit—money, 
valuables, or otherwise—is specifically pro- 
vided for in Section 24(7). This section, as 
you know, contains an explicit reference to 
receiving deposits by national banks. 

Finally, the matter raised in your letter 
with respect to American State Bank v. 
Sazon & Kenosha National Bank is really 
not pertinent to the question I raise con- 
cerning the meaning of “banking” under the 
National Bank Act. Mr. Saxon’s interest in 
raising the issue of what constitutes banking 
was, in my opinion, to convince the court 
that under the Wisconsin banking code a 
savings and loan association would be en- 
gaged in the business of banking for the 
purposes of the Wisconsin branch banking re- 
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strictions. Whether or not such an associa- 
tion might be considered a bank for the pur- 
pose of the Wisconsin statute is unrelated 
to the question of national bank powers 
provided by Federal law in Section 24(7). 

I regret the necessity of having to respond 
to your letter by exclusively resorting to 
legalistic arguments, because it tends to 
subvert the basic policy questions involved. 
To get the matter on the proper track, I 
would very much appreciate your furnishing 
me at your earliest convenience the number 
of national banks engaged in (1) mortgage 
brokerage and servicing; (2) direct lease 
financing; (3) travel services; (4) account- 
ing, bookkeeping, and tax services; (5) act- 
ing as a “finder”; (6) insurance services; 
(7) common trust funds and 8 
agency account”; (8) estate counseling. It 
would also be helpful if your information 
indicated whether the bank involved per- 
formed these services directly or through 
corporate subsidiaries. 

Sincerely, 
WRIGHT Par MAN, i 
Chairman. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, COM- 
MITTEE ON BANKING AND CUR- 
RENCY, 

Washington, D.C., July 22, 1967. 
Hon. Wurm B. Camp, 
Comptroller of the Currency, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Camp: On February 28 I wrote 
you a letter, a copy of which is enclosed, 
concerning national banks engaging in non- 
banking businesses. It is a matter of con- 
siderable importance to me, and the entire 
Committee, that you have failed to comply 
with the reasonable request contained therein 
to furnish us the number of national banks 
engaging in specified non-banking activities, 

Woven throughout both State and fed- 
eral banking codes is the sound philosophy 
that bankers should stick to banking and 
not compete with their own customers in 
other businesses.. The irresistible tempta- 
tion on the part of banks to approve loans 
upon condition that collateral business hav- 
ing nothing to do with the business of 
banking as defined by the courts is given 
the bank is a well recognized example of an 
indefinite number and variety of possible 
abuses. The Bank Holding Company Act of 
1956, requiring divestiture of non-banking 
businesses of holding companies is a recent 
expression of clear Congressional concern 
over this problem. 

While the recent revenue bond decision 
and the insurance decision in the Federal 
District Courts have in effect invalidated 
several rulings of your predecessor, confirm- 
ing a number of criticisms I made in open 
hearing on June 29, 1965, still it appears 
that non-banking activities by banks, par- 
ticularly national banks, are presently run- 
ning at a higher level than ever before. In 
view of your failure to assist the Committee 
in further studying this most serious prob- 
lem, it appears necessary that public hear- 
ings and an investigation by the Banking 
and Currency Committee are required to 
make available to the Congress all informa- 
tion required for meeting our responsibili- 
ties to enact any remedial legislation as the 
circumstances may require. 

I am hopeful that such hearings may be 
held within the next 30 days. As soon as our 
schedule is firmed up we will seek to ar- 
range a mutually convenient date for your 
appearance. 

We will be happy to receive any legal 
justifications for these non-banking activi- 
ties that you may care to offer. However, 
as my letter of February 28 so clearly indi- 
cates, we are also deeply interested in know- 
ing the scope and frequency of these ques- 
tionable activities by our banks. I am sure 
you will agree that the specter of thousands 
of small, independent businesses failing due 
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to unfair and even illegal competition from 
banks is not a pleasant one. 
Sincerely yours, 
WRIGHT PATMAN, 
Chairman. 


RETAIL DRUGGISTS SUFFER 
HEAVY LOSSES IN RIOTS 


Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. Parman] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the Recorp 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, small 
businessmen have suffered heavy losses 
from the riots which have hit our cities 
in recent days. 

The small businessmen have been in- 
nocent victim of these riots. Today 
many of them are on the verge of finan- 
cial collapse due to the heavy losses sus- 
tained in these severe disturbances. 

It is imperative that the Congress do 
something to provide emergency relief 
to the small buisnesses which are so es- 
sential to their neighborhoods and com- 
munities. The Banking and Currency 
Committee plans to meet at 10 am., 
Monday, to consider the possibility of 
emergency aid to help restore small bus- 
inesses and housing damaged in the 
riots. 

Mr. Speaker, today I received a letter 
from the National Association of Retail 
Druggists, which represents 40,000 in- 
dependent drugstores around the coun- 
try. This letter, from Willard B. Sim- 
mons, executive secretary of the NARD, 
clearly outlines the problems faced by 
the independent druggists who suffered 
so heavily in the riots. 

Mr. Speaker, I place Mr. Simmons’ let- 
ter in the RECORD: 

THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION 
or RETAIL DRUGGISTS, 
Washington, D.C., July 27, 1967. 
Hon. WRIGHT PATMAN, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

My Dear Mr. Par ax: The National Asso- 
ciation of Retail Druggists is gravely con- 
cerned over the effects the disastrous riots 
over the country are having on many of our 
member drug stores. These stores have been 
providing pharmaceutical and health services 
in these currently riot-ridden areas for many 
years. As a result of recent developments, 
not only have these businesses been des- 
troyed but their neighborhoods will be de- 
prived of drug stores which provide a wide 
variety of essential services and merchandise. 

NARD feels the Congress should be ap- 
prised that many of these drug stores will 
be unable to reopen because of the great 
financial loss to the store owners. 

We urgently request that the Congress give 
immediate and earnest consideration to this 
national problem to the end that some im- 
mediate relief and assistance be made avall- 
able. 

The National Association of Retail Drug- 
gists as an organization representing over 
40,000 drug stores stands ready to offer im- 
mediate advice and counsel to any Congres- 
sional committee or federal agency charged 
with this responsibility. 

In the interest of the public and our mem- 
bers, we respectfully urge your vigorous at- 
tention to this problem. In view of your 
many years as a champion of small business, 
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we know you can evaluate this problem with 
compassion and broad knowledge. 
Sincerely, 
WILLIARD B. SIMMONS, 
Executive Secretary. 


FEDERAL RESERVE VICE CHAIR- 
MAN SPEAKS OUT AGAINST MIS- 
GUIDED DISSENTERS 


Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. Parman] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, the Vice 
Chairman of the Board of Governors of 
the Federal Reserve System, J. L. Rob- 
ertson, used the occasion of George Nor- 
ris Day in McCook, Nebr., to attack mis- 
guided dissenters and the harm they 
bring to a free society. Governor Robert- 
son carefully distinguished the type of 
dissent practiced by Senator Norris 50 
years ago at the time of World War I 
and the dissent which has characterized 
so many news stories in recent months. 
Senator Norris was opposed to the United 
States entering World War I because, 
after careful study, he felt that Germany 
did not pose a threat at that time to the 
United States. Although he carried on a 
vigorous campaign to prevent U.S. en- 
trance into the war and was termed a 
traitor by some, Senator Norris weath- 
ered the abuse and won reelection. After 
the United States entered World War I, 
Senator Norris discontinued his dissent- 
ing practices for fear of giving moral aid 
to our enemies. 

Senator Norris’ dissent was conducted 
on the most honorable terms and came 
only after a careful study of the situa- 
tion. And it must be noted that the Sen- 
ator did not oppose U.S. entrance into 
World War II, because he felt that the 
U.S. security was definitely threatened 
in that instance. 

Governor Robertson made it clear in 
his address that many who seek to un- 
dermine the United States for its role in 
Vietnam are not engaging in legitimate, 
well-thought-out dissent, such as that 
conducted by Senator Norris. Many of 
today’s dissenters dissent simply for the 
sake of dissenting. 

Governor Robertson had these closing 
words of advice concerning legitimate or 
illegitimate dissent: 

And so while we uphold the right of each 
man to defend the truth as he sees it, let us 
also teach our young people that they must 
not tear the needle of truth from their com- 
pass, just because they do not like the di- 
rection in which it points. 


I am including a copy of Governor 
Robertson’s speech in my remarks so 
that all Members may have an opportu- 
nity to read this excellent speech: 

DISSENT AND DEMOCRACY 
(Address of J. L. Robertson, Vice Chairman of 
the Board of Governors of the Federal 

Reserve System) 

It is fitting in Nebraska’s Centennial Year 
that we should join to honor one of its great 
men, for it was iron-strong men and women 
who, in the short perlod covered by the lives 
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of my father and myself, transformed Ne- 
braska from a wild frontier, where only the 
Indians bothered the herds of buffalo that 
roamed its prairies, into a land of sophisti- 
cation and plenty. Today, throughout the 
nation, Nebraska is known as the Beef State, 
because of the quality and quantity of its 
cattle. It is recognized, at least in financial 
circles, as the locus of the best known home 
town in America, Broken Bow. But its world- 
wide place in the sun is attributable to the 
superior men and women it has nurtured. 
History books are full of the contributions 
they have made, in war and peace, in all the 
arts and sciences, and especially in the fields 
of literature, law, and political science. The 
towering figure whom thoughtful historians 
credit with the greatest contributions of all 
is the one Franklin Roosevelt aptly referred 
to, in Chaucerian terms, as the very perfect, 
gentle knight of American Progressive 
ideals”. He is the one we honor here today— 
Senator George W. Norris of Nebraska. 

Fifty years ago this year, the Senator was 
at a low point of his political career, At the 
height of his powers, he had taken an un- 
popular stand. Together with eleven other 
United States Senators, he had successfully 
filibustered against President Wilson’s re- 
quest for power to arm American merchant 
ships. Tremendous abuse was heaped upon 
his head. He was called a traitor and was 
denounced all over the country. 

George Norris responded in a manner that 
was characteristic. He wrote to the Governor 
of Nebraska requesting a special election to 
give the people the opportunity to recall him 
from the Senate if they so desired. Senator 
Norris wrote: 

“I have no desire to represent the people 
of Nebraska, either in the United States 
Senate or elsewhere, if my official conduct is 
contrary to their wishes 

The Senator packed his bag and came back 
to Lincoln to meet his constituents face to 
face. Friends warned him that he might be 
mobbed. His reception in Lincoln was re- 
markably cool. There was no mob, but 
neither were there many well-wishers. The 
newspapers ignored him, with the exception 
of a solitary reporter who took it upon him- 
self to get the Senator’s side of the story, 
promising to publish it in full. 

The public meeting the Senator had ar- 
ranged in the City Auditorium was attended 
by an overflow crowd, but George Norris, 
chairing his own meeting and confronting 
that mass of people alone, had no way of 
knowing whether they had come to listen to 
him or to mob him. He stood for a moment as 
an ominous silence came over the packed 
hall. Then he began. 

“I have come home to tell you the truth,” 
he said, And then, with complete frankness, 
he described the reasons for his action. When 
he had finished, the crowd gave him a stand- 
ing ovation. There was no recall election. 
And although Norris was one of only a half 
a dozen Senators to vote, a few weeks later, 
against the declaration of war, he won re- 
nomination and re-election to the Senate the 
following year. 

George Norris never regretted his futile 
battle to keep the United States out of the 
first World War. On the contrary, he and 
many others came to believe that history 
had vindicated his position, He lived to hear 
one of his severest critics, Senator James A. 
Reed of Missouri, describe the minority vote 
against the war as “the most superb act of 
courage this century has witnessed”. 

Many Americans have been inspired by the 
courage of Senator Norris. The individual 
who takes an unpopular stand always hopes 
that history will vindicate him, and the ex- 
ample of George W. Norris has been cited 
time and again as a dramatic demonstration 
that it is possible for men in public life to 
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stand by their principles, maintain their 
integrity, and still succeed. 

We are today engaged in another war— 
undeclared, but nevertheless real. The rea- 
sons for this war remain unclear in the 
minds of many good Americans. Vociferous 
dissenters abound. No doubt many of these, 
perhaps including some of the present mem- 
bers of the United States Senate, look back 
at Senator Norris and that beleaguered mi- 
nority who opposed our entry into World 
War I and find inspiration for their own 
present conduct. Indeed, some have gone 
even further into the past and have thought 
to find justification for opposition to the 
President over the war in the actions of 
an even more universally known and revered 
American—Abraham Lincoln, 


Let us go back and first take a look at the 
position of Lincoln in the Mexican War, since 
it bears some striking similarities to Norris’ 
position in World War I. 

Recently a synthetic quotation was created 
from disconnected phrases and sentences 
uttered by Lincoln in an effort to make it 
appear that Congressman Abe Lincoln of 
Illinois was a more caustic critic of the 
Mexican War than are some of President 
Johnson’s present day critics of the war in 
Asia, 


Lincoln, to be sure, did disagree with 
President Polk about the necessity of the war 
and the way in which it was begun. But the 
fact is that he held his tongue for over a 
year after the war was begun. He explained 
why in these words: 

“When the war began, it was my opinion 
that all those who, because of knowing too 
little, or because of knowing too much, could 
not conscientiously approve the conduct of 
the President, in the beginning of it, should 
nevertheless, as good citizens and patriots, 
remain silent on that point, at least till the 
war should be ended. . and I adhered to 
it, and acted upon it, until since I took my 
seat here; and I think I should still adhere 
to it, were it not that the President and his 
friends will not allow it to be so.” * 

Lincoln explained that he was forced to 
depart from this course of silence only be- 
cause a vote was being forced on resolutions 
which required him to state his position. 
Lincoln later noted that even though his 
party had generally held the view that the 
war had been begun unconstitutionally and 
unnecessarily, once it became the cause of 
the country, he and his fellow Whigs, with 
few exceptions, had supported the war with 
their votes, their money, their services, and 
their blood. He cited approvingly the posi- 
tion of General Zachary Taylor, saying: 

“|. . a8 a citizen, and particularly as a 
soldier, it is sufficient for him to know that 
his country is at war with a foreign nation, 
to do all in his power to bring it to a speedy 
and honorable termination by the most 
vigorous and energetic operations, without 
enquiring avout its justice or anything else 
connected with it.“ * 

Abraham Lincoln came to have reason to 
wish for that kind of support from his fellow 
Americans when the duty fell upon him of 
leading the bitter struggle to preserve the 
Union. This being a civil war, he found be- 
hind his own lines a dangerously large num- 
ber of critics, obstructionists, and sympathiz- 
ers with the rebellious South. Lincoln found 
it necessary to do far more than cast asper- 
sions on the patriotism of those who through 
word and deed obstructed the successful 
prosecution of the war. He suspended the 
writ of habeas corpus and, in an action which 
exemplified his difficulty, placed under arrest 
one of the prominent leaders of the opposi- 
tion, a man named Vallandigham. Lincoln 
justified the arrest, saying: 


Collected Works of Abraham Lincoln”, 
Rutgers University Press, Vol. I, p. 432. 
8 Ibid. p. 515. 
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“He who dissuades one man from volun- 
teering or induces one soldier to desert, weak- 
ens the Union cause as much as he who Kills 
a Union solder in battle.“ 

He went on to say: P 

“Must I shoot a... soldier boy who deserts, 
while I must not touch a hair of a wily 
agitator who induces him to desert? This is 
none the less injurious when effected by get- 
ting a father, or brother, or friend, into a 
public meeting, and there working upon his 
feelings, till he is persuaded to write to the 
soldier boy, that he is fighting in a bad 
cause, for a wicked administration of a con- 
temptible government, too weak to arrest 
and punish him if he shall desert. I think 
that in such a case, to silence the agitator, 
and save the boy, is not only constitutional, 
but, withal, a great mercy.” 5 

History has vindicated Lincoln, not the 
dissenter Vallandigham. 

And this is a point that must be remem- 
bered by those who are enamored of the 
drama of dissent. Vallandigham may have 
been a man of courage and integrity. I do not 
know his character. But in the cold light of 
history he was on the wrong side—not merely 
the losing side, but the wrong side. No matter 
how much courage he displayed or how much 
sacrifice he made in his efforts to obstruct 
the Union cause, history will never vindicate 
him. 

George Norris did not oppose American 
entry into World War I for the sake of op- 
posing. He studied the facts carefully and 
concluded that the German ambitions did 
not constitute a threat to the security of the 
United States. It was his reasoned judgment 
that there was no justification for shedding 
American blood to defeat the Kaiser. He was 
subsequently vindicated, because in retro- 
spect it appeared that his judgment had been 
correct, although the crucial test of his posi- 
tion—a German victory in the war—was, of 
course, avoided. 

We must also note that Norris, like Lin- 
coln in 1846, did not go on opposing the war 
and harassing the President in his conduct 
of it once the die was cast. On the contrary, 
once the war had become the cause of the 
country, he gave it his full support. He voted 
against the declaration of war on Germany, 
but he voted for the declaration of war 
against the allies of Germany—Austria- 
Hungary, Turkey and Bulgaria. He fully 
supported with his vote the powers and 
appropriations required to bring about the 
successful conclusion of the conflict. When 
an amendment was offered in the Senate to 
prevent transportation of soldiers to the 
European front without their consent, 
Norris denounced it as an unjustifiable in- 
terference with the powers of the Com- 
mander-in-Chief. He told all who inquired 
that the war “is now my war as much as it 
is the war of our General Staff”. He, himself, 
volunteered for service in the Marine Corps 
at the age of fifty-seven, and refrained from 
pursuing the matter only upon being in- 
formed that, because of his age, he would 
not be permitted to serve in France, 

Norris avoided all further discussion of 
the causes of the war once we were in it, 
Like Lincoln, he thought it best to remain 
silent, but he did not insist that others fol- 
low his example. He thought Robert M. 
LaFollette, for instance, was unwise in at- 
tacking our entry into the war after we were 
in it, but the situation was obviously not 
as dangerous as it had been during the Civil 
War, and he saw no reason why LaFollette, 
or anyone else, should be deprived of the 
right to state his opinions. 

Norris never changed his view about World 
War I, but he took a very different position 
with respect to the Second World War. Here 
again he analyzed the war in terms of the 
danger to the United States, and he reached 


Collected Works”, Vol. VI, p. 264. 
€ Ibid. pp. 268-7. 
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the conclusion that the Axis powers repre- 
sented a genuine threat to American secu- 
rity. He therefore supported our entry into 
the war. Had he clung blindly to the role of 
dissenter, we would have to say today that 
he erred, for history has not vindicated 
those who opposed and obstructed our battle 
to save the world from Hitler, any more than 
it has vindicated Vallandigham. 

But George Norris displayed sagacity as 
well as integrity, He was not stopped by his 
horror of war and bloodshed, because he had 
an even greater horror of seeing the world 
engulfed by a new barbarism, of seeing lib- 
erty crushed under the iron heel of the Nazis. 
He pointed out the menace of the totalitarian 
Philosophy, saying: 

“Have the unreasonable, the murderous 
desires of dictators like Hitler and Mussolini 
as well as those of Japan, affected the mental- 
ity of humanity? Are we drifting in a direc- 
tion where the theories of these men, who 
would obtain power by murder and robbery 
and destruction, gradually are gaining con- 
trol of the hearts of men?” ° 

He observed that the world was confronted 
with a new and dangerous philosophy of 
government—the theory that “any govern- 
ment has the right to conquer any other 
government or any other people if it has the 
power to do so”. The threat was very differ- 
ent from that which confronted the nation 
in 1917. “At that time,” he said, “there was 
still honor among nations and men, even 
though they were enemies upon the battle- 
field. The enslavement of peoples was not 
then at stake. There was no likelihood that 
the life of our nation, as well as that of every 
other democracy in the world, would be en- 
dangered, no matter what the outcome of 
the war might be . . However, in this war,” 
he continued, “we are confronted with an 
enemy whose ambitions are known to the 
world and that means the destruction of 
every democracy in the world.” T 

George W. Norris was willing to see war 
come that the kind of society which per- 
mitted men of integrity to thrive might 
survive. 

And that is precisely the challenge that 
confronts us today. 

We need not speculate about what George 
Norris would do or say if he were still among 
us. We know that he would be shocked by 
much of what is happening—the burning of 
the American flag and the flight of young 
men to Canada to escape military service. He 
would also be shocked at those dissenters who 
try to deny to others what they claim for 
themselves—the right to state a case or to 
submit a rebuttal. He would be shocked at 
the refusal to recognize that the die has 
been cast and that the war is now everyone's 
war, not just the Administration’s. 

There is no doubt that George Norris 
would stand firm today for the defense of 
the democratic system and the security of 
the United States. There are not many Amer- 
icans, even today under the threat of nuclear 
war, who would cringe before a tyrant and 
purchase life at the cost of chains and 
Slavery. We have never been a nation of 
cowards, and the love of liberty burns more 
fiercely here than in any nation on earth. 
This country was founded by free men. It is 
up to each generation to guard that precious 
heritage of freedom and pass it on to the 
next. Those who follow will honor us if we 
succeed, as we honor the Lincolns and the 
Norrises who have handed us the torch. They 
will curse us if through a misreading of the 
objective facts we err, and permit the flame 
of liberty to die. 

What are the objective facts that we must 
examine with such care? 

One fact is that in 1967, no less than in 


* Leif, op. cit. 527. 
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1941, there are in the world, governments 
that believe they have the right to conquer 
any other government or any other people 
and subject them to their totalitarian system. 
There is no room to doubt or deny this. The 
totalitarians—for that is their proper name— 
have told us repeatedly in speeches, articles 
and books that they have this right and that 
they intend to exercise it. What is more, they 
have shown by their deeds that they mean 
business. 

The second important fact is that the 
totalitarians today plan to extend their sway 
not by massive use of their own manpower 
and armament, as did Hitler, but by the far 
less costly device of internal subversion and 
local wars, fought with manpower supplied 
by their intended victims. 

The third important fact is that their 
ultimate goal is the subjugation of Western 
Europe and the United States to their brand 
of inhuman totalitarianism, employing the 
softening tactics of confusing our vision and 
weakening our will to resist, while gradually 
chipping away to undermine our alliances 
and detach our supporters throughout the 
free world. They plan to exploit our weak- 
nesses, sowing the seeds of dissension and 
demoralization within our ranks, At the same 
time, they would bleed us abroad, confront- 
ing us with the dilemma of either commit- 
ting our own manpower to battle in incon- 
venient places—such as Vietnam—or seeing 
additional millions of people and thousands 
of square miles of territory fall under their 
dominion, Anyone who doubts that this is 
their intent should read the lengthy article 
published in Cuba last month, under the 
name of “Che” Guevara, which stated the 
goal with perfect clarity. 

We cannot afford to close our eyes to these 
unpleasant facts. 

Some 2500 years ago a Chinese strategist 
said, “If a man knows himself and knows 
not his opponent, for every victory he will 
suffer a defeat. If a man knows neither him- 
self nor his opponent, he is a fool and will 
suffer defeat in every battle.” 

And the great authority on war, Clause- 
witz, said, The conqueror is always a lover 
of peace; he would like to make his entry 
into our state unopposed.” 

The totalitarians are bending every effort 
to encourage the notion that they are lovers 
of peace, so that they might better defeat us 
in every battle and enter our state unop- 
posed. They have virtually taken out a copy- 
right on the word “peace” itself. But while 
they talk of peace, they plan new aggressive 
adventures. This we discovered again for the 
umpteenth time last month when all the 
progress toward detente was rudely shattered 
in the Middle East. 

This should not have come as any surprise, 
for it is merely another example of the pat- 
tern of tension, relaxation, tension, relaxa- 
tion that we have seen in operation for the 
last half century. 

Listen to this: The Communist Party has 
always acted on the assumption that the 
peaceful co-existence of the two systems does 
not exclude but, on the contrary, implies a 
further development of the working people's 
class struggle. The contemporary general line 
of the international Communist movement 
does not freeze the initiative of the people, 
but, on the contrary, mobilizes them to a 
greater extent. It opens up before all revolu- 
tionary forces of our day new prospects for 
successful advance.” 8 

Those are not the words of any dyed-in- 
the-woo] opponent of the totalitarians, bent 
upon slandering them. They are the words 
of the totalitarians themselves, published in 
one of their official organs in 1963, when re- 
laxation was again being promoted after the 
awful tension of the Cuban missile crisis. But 
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note: the relaxation was for us, not them. 
Those new prospects for successful advance 
were developed to the hilt in Vietnam. 

Just last month, a special statement set- 
ting the theme for the fiftieth anniversary 
celebration of the Bolshevik Revolution was 
published in Moscow. While it spoke of 
peaceful co-existence, it made it clear that 
the relentless effort of totalitarianism to 
obliterate liberal systems of government 
throughout the world would go on. This 
struggle, it stated, “has become the pivot 
of world politics”. 

There are, perhaps, some people who 
might sincerely disagree with my insistence 
on calling a spade a spade and a totalitarian 
a totalitarian. They will insist that this is 
out of date, that things are changing. Per- 
haps they are. But we do not call a day-old 
baby a man merely because we hope that 
everything will go well and he will some 
day become a man. We have to deal with 
things as they are. Confucius once said that 
the first thing he would do if he were a 
ruler would be to call things by their right 
names, for, he said, if things were not called 
by their right names then statements would 
be misleading, and when statements are mis- 
leading, nothing can be accomplished. 

How true! A young Harvard philosophy 
student was recently quoted in a Washing- 
ton paper as saying that he found nothing 
“morally objectionable in communism”. 
Now, any young man smart enough to gain 
admittance to Harvard is smart enough to 
know that “communism”, as we know it in 
the twentieth century, is not simply an 
economic pattern; it has nothing in com- 
mon with the old Utopian doctrine of “from 
each according to his ability, to each accord- 
ing to his needs”. The countries that call 
themselves communist have the most to- 
talitarian regimes history has ever known. 
Consequently, if we follow the advice of 
Confucius and apply the right name, it would 
appear that the Harvard student finds noth- 
ing morally objectionable in totalitarianism, 
and a particularly inhuman totalitarianism 
at that! 

By the way, Confucius erred on one point. 
We know today, as a result of experience dur- 
ing the intervening years, that when state- 
ments are misleading a great deal can be ac- 
complished—by those who know how to use 
misleading. statements to blind their in- 
nocent victims to the truth, 

On the eve of World War II, George Nor- 
ris was worried about the growing accept- 
ance of the theories of those men who be- 
lieved in using any means to achieve total 
concentration of power in their immoral 
hands. 

Today, the men are different, but the 
passion to overthrow and destroy the liberal 
system of government is as strong as it was 
a quarter of a century ago. Why? Because the 
mere existence of a free country is a threat 
to the totalitarian rulers, as the ugly wall 
that divides Berlin so graphically demon- 
strates. We may think the world can peace- 
fully exist half slave and half free, but they 
know it cannot. They know that the free 
countries stand as proof, convincing to all 
who have access to the truth, that the to- 
talitarians lie when they say their system is 
superior. That alone is enough to make the 
free countries targets for destruction. 

This explains why that faithful servant of 
the totalitarians, Ho Chi Minh, presses re- 
lentlessly his effort to seize control of all 
Vietnam. This is why trouble is stirred up 
in Thailand and why the tools of the totali- 
tarlans are being prodded into renewed 
activity in the Philippines. This is why 
Cuba—using the name of “Che” Guevara— 
calls for Vietnams throughout Latin America 
and Africa, with the objective of weakening 
and eventually bringing down the United 
States itself. 

This is why I feel obliged to do what 

W. Norris did in 1917. I must exercise 
that precious right of dissent—in this in- 
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stance, dissent against the dissenters—and 
tell the truth as I see it. the totalitarians 
have sighted in on us. We are the one country 
in the world that has both the material and 
moral strength to frustrate their plans. They 
seek to sap our material strength by drawing 
us into endless wars of attrition. They seek 
to sap our moral strength by a variety of 
means—playing on popular dislike of the 
costly wars they provoke, creating racial ten- 
sion, encouraging the spirit of alienation and 
purposelessness among our young people. 

It is important to remember that the 
totalitarians derive their peculiar concept 
of morality from Lenin, who taught that 
morality was whatever contributed to the 
achievement of his objectives. It was proper, 
in those circumstances, he said, to resort to 
every kind of trick, cunning, illegal expe- 
dient, concealment, or suppression of truth. 
And, of course, one of the most cunning and 
effective of their tricks is the concealment 
and suppression of the truth about their 
own tactics and goals, even though they 
must necessarily publish this information 
for the enlightenment of their own follow- 
ers. The trick is to denounce and try to de- 
stroy the credibility of anyone who dares 
to make known to a wider circle what they, 
the totalitarians, say about themselves, but 
prefer to keep within the family. They have 
succeeded in developing an almost Pavlovian 
reaction, where exposure of their machina- 
tions is almost certain to evoke denunciation 
and ridicule of the exposer. 

This is why it takes almost as much cour- 
age today to speak out against the totali- 
tarian threat which confronts the free world 
as it did to speak out against the rush to war 
fifty years ago. But speak we must! As Mil- 
ovan Djilas, the former Vice President of 
Yugoslavia, said, in one of the books that 
Tito had him jailed for writing: 

“Those who wish to live and to survive in 
a world different from the one Stalin cre- 
ated and which in essence and in full force 
still exists, must fight.“ 10 

We must fight, not, we hope, with guns 
(although in Vietnam guns seem to be nec- 
essary), but we must fight with the weapons 
of idealism, humanitarianism, freedom and 
devotion to truth. These are powerful weap- 
ons, if we can only marshal them and direct 
them at the proper targets. It is one of the 
bitter ironies of our age that the totali- 
tarlans who crush freedom and suppress the 
truth whenever they seize power, play on 
man’s idealism and love of freedom and truth 
to undermine and destroy the societies that 
are free, humanitarian and respecters of 
truth. Many of those who helped build the 
tyrannical regimes that now crush idealism 
in Eastern Europe, Cuba, and China started 
out as idealists in search of greater free- 
dom. But, by subordinating truth to goals 
that they thought were more important, they 
missed the idealistic and noble ends they 
sought, which got lost in the muck of ab- 
solute despotism. 

And so while we uphold the right of each 
man to defend the truth as he sees it, let us 
also teach our young people that they must 
not tear the needle of truth from their com- 
pass just because they do not like the direc- 
tion in which it points. If we can do this, 
we may be able to safeguard that most es- 
sential of all freedoms—the freedom of each 
of us to be, as was George W. Norris, a man 
of integrity and honor. 


END THE VIOLENCE 


Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the RECORD. 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, last week I 
made a public announcement to my con- 
stituents that I thought crime, riots, 
and lawlessness were our biggest do- 
mestic problems. The events of the past 
week have borne out this fear. 

It has been a tragic week. It has been 
a shocking week. It has been a time of 
sadness in America. 

I am deeply concerned about the con- 
ditions and moods of lawlessness and 
violence that is running rampant. 

The riots in Detroit and Cambridge, 
as well as other cities, are senseless. It 
is apparent that these disturbances are 
aimed at tearing down the basic institu- 
tions of our country. And, it is apparent 
that if law, order, and justice are not 
preserved this anarchy will strengthen 
its stranglehold on the Nation. 

Most disturbing of all is that these acts 
of violence and terror are caused by a 
group of inciters who need to be held ac- 
countable for their actions and jailed, 
if necessary. 

Riots must be put down by force. 
Local law-enforcement officials should 
use whatever means necessary to restore 
law and order, and Federal and State 
forces in the event local agencies cannot 
handle the problems. 

It is time that our national leadership 
speak out against those who are causing 
this havoc and provide solutions to the 
legitimate problems that have fostered 
this crisis. 

One of my friends wrote me today and 
said: 

This is not the time for finger pointing. 
It does no good to say who is to blame, or 
who is not enforcing the law. The fact is we 
must enforce the law, and then all of us— 
on all levels—try to find the reason and 
hopefully the cure. 


I certainly agree with this sentiment. 
However, preliminary to any overall 
solution must be the reestablishment of 
law and order. Disturbances must be 
halted and those who maliciously incite 
riots must be dealt with so that a civil- 
ized behavior can be returned to the 
cities. 

I joined with my colleagues several 

weeks ago asking that a special joint 
House-Senate committee be established 
to study the cause of the conditions that 
have lead to the violence and lawless- 
ness. 
I supported the antiriot legislation 
last week, and I will support the objec- 
tives of the pending safe streets crime 
measure. 

But we must restore law and order, or 
all is lost. And, while we are doing this 
let us also use our heads and hearts to 
answers to the problems that have laid 
this national tragedy at our feet. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


By unanimous consent, leave of ab- 
sence was granted to Mr. MCCLURE, for 
July 31 through August 4, 1967, on ac- 
count of official business. 
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SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legis- 
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

Mr. RANDALL, for 20 minutes, today; to 
revise and extend his remarks and to in- 
clude extraneous matter. 

(The following Members to address 
the House and to revise and extend their 
remarks and include extraneous mat- 
ter:) 

Mr. Matutas of Maryland (at the re- 
quest of Mr. Scorr), for 30 minutes, to- 
day. 

Mr. Canitt (at the request of Mr. 
Scorr), for 1 hour, on Monday. 

Mr. GoopzL (at the request of Mr. 
Scott), for 30 minutes, today. 

Mr. Moore (at the request of Mr. 
Scort), for 30 minutes, today. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
extend remarks in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RecorpD, or to revise and extend remarks 
was granted to: 

Mr. LANDRUM and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. Dorn. 

Mr. KuprerMan. 

Mr. TENZER in two instances. 

Mr. McCtory during his remarks in 
general debate and to include figures, 
computations, and tables. 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. Scorr) and to include ex- 
traneous matter:) 

Mr. MCCLURE. 

Mr. SMITH of Oklahoma. 

Mr. ROBISON. 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. PIcKLE) and to include ex- 
traneous matter:) 

Mr. RARICK. 

Mr. HAWKINS. 

Mr. Brooks. 

Mr. Evins of Tennessee. 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, I move that 
the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly 
(at 4 o'clock and 54 minutes p.m.), under 
its previous order, the House adjourned 
until Monday, July 31, 1967, at 12 o’clock 
noon. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 


Under clause 2 of rule XXTV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

954. A letter from the Comptroller Gen- 
eral of the United States, transmitting a 
report of examination of financial state- 
ments, fiscal year 1966, Virgin Islands Cor- 
poration, Department of the Interior (H. 
Doc. No. 149); to the Committee on Gov- 
ernment Operations and ordered to be 
printed. 

955. A letter from the Comptroller General 
of the United States, transmitting a report 
of examination of financial statements, fis- 
cal year 1966, Federal National Mortgage As- 
sociation, Department of Housing and Urban 
Development (H. Doc. No. 150); to the Com- 
mittee on Government Operations, and or- 
dered to be printed. 


20569 


956. A letter from the Secretary of the 
Army, transmitting a letter from the Chief 
of Engineers, Department of the Army, dated 
May 4, 1967, submitting a report, together 
with accom papers and an illustra- 
tion, on a survey of Iao Stream, Maui, Ha- 
Wall, authorized by the Flood Control Acts 
approved May 17, 1950, and October 23, 1962 
(H. Doc. No. 151); to the Committee on 
Public Works and ordered to be printed with 
an illustration. 

957. A letter from the Acting Secretary of 
the Navy, transmitting a draft of proposed 
legislation to authorize an increase in the 
number of flag officers who may serve on 
certain selection boards in the Navy and in 
the number of officers of the Naval Reserve 
and Marine Corps Reserve who are eligible 
to serve on selection boards considering 
Reserves for promotion; to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

958. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
of the Interior, transmitting a report sup- 
plementing letter of June 30, further out- 
lining activities of the Department of the 
Interior in meeting the petroleum emer- 
gency that has resulted from the interruption 
of the flow of petroleum from the Middle 
East; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

959. A letter from the Commissioner, In- 
dian Claims Commission, transmitting a re- 
port that proceedings have been finally con- 
cluded with respect to docket Nos. 142, 359, 
360, 362, and 363 (excluding the general ac- 
counting claim denominated Second Claim” 
in the first amended petition in docket No. 
363), in favor of the Indian petitioners, to 
wit: the Sisseton and Wahpeton Bands or 
Tribes, et al., against the United States, 
defendant, pursuant to the provisions of 60 
Stat. 1055; 25 U.S.C. 70t; to the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

960. A letter from the Commissioner, Im- 
Migration and Naturalization Service, U.S. 
Department of Justice, transmitting a re- 
port of pending applications for conditional 
entry into the United States, as of January 
1, 1967, pursuant to the provisions of sec- 
tion 203(a)(7) of the Immigration and Na- 
peso Act; to the Committee on the Judi- 

ary. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 


Mr. DELANEY: Committee on Rules. 
House Resolution 825. A resolution for the 
consideration of H.R. 5037, a bill to assist 
State and local governments in reducing 
the incidence of crime, to increase the ef- 
fectiveness, fairness, and coordination of law 
enforcement and criminal justice systems at 
all levels of government, and for other pur- 
poses (Rept. No. 514). Referred to the House 
Calendar. 

Mr. MATSUNAGA: Committee on Rules. 
House Resolution 826. Resolution for the 
consideration of H.R. 7659, a bill to amend 
title 13, United States Code, to provide for 
a mid-decade census of population, unem- 
ployment, and housing in the year 1975 and 
every 10 years thereafter (Rept. No. 515). Re- 
ferred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. YOUNG: Committee on Rules, House 
Resolution 827. Resolution for the consid- 
eration of H.R. 10915, a bill to amend sec- 
tion 202 of the Agricultural Act of 1956 (Rept. 
No. 516). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. O’NEILL of Massachusetts: Commit- 
tee on Rules. House Resolution 828. Reso- 
lution for the consideration of H.R. 11722, 
a bill to authorize certain construction at 
military installations, and for other pur- 
poses (Rept. No. 517). Referred to the House 
Calendar. 

Mr. MILLS: Committee of conference: 
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H.R. 6098. An act to provide an extension of 
the interest equalization tax, and for other 
purposes (Rept. No. 518). Ordered to be 


printed. 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 


By Mr. ADAMS: 

H.R. 11834. A bill to provide incentives for 
the creation by private industry of additional 
employment opportunities for residents of 
urban poverty areas; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. O'HARA of Michigan (for him- 
self, Mr. Nxbzr, Mr. DINGELL, Mrs. 
GRIFFITHS, Mr. THOMPSON of New 
Jersey, Mr. BRADEMAS, Mr. UDALL, Mr. 
FULTON of Pennsylvania, Mr. MEEDS, 
Mr. GIBBONS, Mr. HECHLER of West 
Virginia, Mr. MULTER, Mr. Hicxs, Mr. 
CHARLES H. WILSON, Mr. LEGGETT, 
Mr. Hanna, Mr. TUNNEY, Mr. RHODES 
of Pennsylvania, Mr. DANIELS, Mr. 
O'NEILL of Massachusetts, Mr. ESCH, 
Mr. WRIGHT, Mr. HALPERN, Mr. ULL- 
MAN, and Mr. DENT) : 

H.R. 11835. A bill to authorize the Attorney 
General to make grants to local law enforce- 
ment agencies to assist them in the preven- 
tion and control of riots; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD (for him- 
self, Mr. HELSTOSKI, Mr. ROSENTHAL, 
Mr. ApaMs, Mrs. HANSEN of Washing- 
ton, Mr. HATHAWAY, Mr. MATSUNAGA, 
Mr. GALIFIANAKIS, Mr. BOLAND, Mr. 
McCartHy, Mr. MOORBEAD, Mr. 
OLSEN, Mr. OTTINGER, Mr. ASHLEY, 
Mr. YATES, Mr. BUTTON, Mr. RESNICK, 
Mr. GALLAGHER, Mr. DULSKI, and Mr. 
PERKINS) : 

H.R. 11836. A bill to authorize the Attor- 
ney General to make grants to local law en- 
forcement agencies to assist them in the pre- 
vention and control of riots; to the Commit- 
tee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HOSMER (for himself, Mr. 
Wrarr, Mr. BARING, Mr. Watpre, Mr. 
ADAIR, Mr. Morris, Mr. Petty, Mr. 
Tunney, Mr. ROYBAL, Mr. McCrory, 
Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON, Mr. TEAGUE 
of California, Mr. CABELL, Mr. HEL- 
STOSKI, Mr. Burton of Utah, Mr, Mo- 
Dave, Mrs. May, Mr. CEDERBERG, and 
Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois.) 

H.R. 11837. A bill to amend the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to include a 
definition of food supplements and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. HANSEN of Idaho: 

H.R. 11838. A bill to amend the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to include a 
definition of food supplements and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. CUNNINGHAM: 

H.R. 11839. A bill to amend the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to include a 
definition of food supplements and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. MINSHALL: 

H.R. 11840. A bill to amend the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to include a 
definition of food supplements and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. ADDABBO: 

H.R. 11841. A bill to amend the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to include a 
definition of food supplements and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. BROWN of California: 

H.R. 11842. A bill to amend the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to include a 
definition of food supplements and for other 
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purposes; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 
By Mr. ADAMS: 

H.R. 11843. A bill to encourage and assist 
private enterprise to provide adequate hous- 
ing in urban poverty areas for low-income 
and lower middle income persons; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois: 

H.R. 11844. A bill to provide assistance to 
certain States bordering the Mississippi River 
in the construction of the Great River Road; 
to the Committee on Public Works. 

By Mr. BURTON of Utah: 

H.R. 11845. A bill to provide for orderly 
trade in textile articles; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means, 

By Mr. DINGELL: 

H.R. 11846. A bill to amend the Federal In- 
secticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act, as 
amended, to provide for more effective regu- 
lation under such act, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. EDMONDSON: 

H.R. 11847. A bill to provide for the dis- 
position of judgment funds now on deposit 
to the credit of the Cheyenne-Arapaho 
Tribes of Oklahoma; to the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr, GALIFIANAKIS: 

H.R. 11848. A bill to provide for orderly 
trade in textile articles; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GALLAGHER: 

H.R. 11849. A bill to amend section 228 of 
the Social Security Act to eliminate the pro- 
visions which reduce the benefits otherwise 
payable thereunder to certain uninsured in- 
dividuals by the amount of any governmental 
benefits they are receiving; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GIAIMO: 

H.R. 11850. A bill to prohibit the further 
use of silver for coinage; to the Committee 
on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. HANSEN of Idaho: 

H.R.11851. A bill to provide for orderly 
trade in textile articles; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HARRISON: 

H.R. 11852. A bill to provide for orderly 
trade in textile articles; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

H.R. 11853. A bill to amend the Tariff Sched- 
ules of the United States with respect to the 
rate of duty on honey and honey products 
and to impose import limitations on honey 
and honey products; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HENDERSON: 

H.R. 11854. A bill to provide for orderly 
trade in textile articles; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HICKS: 

H.R. 11855. A bill to provide that the nu- 
clear accelerator to be constructed at Weston, 
III., shall be named the Enrico Fermi Nuclear 
Accelerator in memory of the late Dr, En- 
rico Fermi; to the Joint Committee on Atomic 
Energy. 

By Mr. JARMAN: 

H.R. 11856. A bill to provide for the dis- 
position of judgment funds now on deposit 
to the credit of the Cheyenne-Arapaho Tribes 
of Oklahoma; to the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs, 

By Mr. JONAS: 

H.R. 11857. A bill to provide for orderly 
trade in textile articles; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. KING of New York: 

H.R. 11858. A bill to assure the purity and 
quality of all imported dairy products for 
the purpose of promoting the dairy industry 
and protecting the public health; to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. O’NEILL of Massachusetts: 

H.R. 11859. A bill to provide for orderly 
trade in textile articles; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. STAFFORD: 
H.R. 11860. A bill to amend the Internal 
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Revenue Code of 1954 with respect to re- 
turns and deposits of the excise taxes on 
gasoline and lubricating oil; to the Commit- 
tee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. WAGGONNER: 

H.R. 11861. A bill to amend the Communi- 
cations Act of 1934 in order to provide that 
product advertising shall not be deemed to 
constitute the discussion of issues of public 
importance; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

H.R. 11862. A bill to provide for orderly 
trade in textile articles; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. WALKER: 

H.R. 11863. A bill to provide for orderly 
trade in textile articles; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. WHITENER: 

H.R.11864, A bill to provide for orderly 
trade in textile articles; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. ANDERSON of Tennessee: 

H.R. 11865. A bill to provide that the 
nuclear accelerator to be constructed at 
Weston, III., shall be named the Enrico Fermi 
Nuclear Accelerator in memory of the late 
Dr. Enrico Fermi; to the Joint Committee 
on Atomic Energy. 

By Mr. DENT: 

H.R. 11866. A bill to provide for orderly 
trade in textile articles; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

H. R. 11867. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide that indus- 
trial development bonds are not to be con- 
sidered obligations of States and ‘local gov- 
ernments, the interest on which is exempt 
from Federal income tax; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BROWN of California: 

H.R. 11868. A bill to authorize the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to study the most feasible 
and desirable means of establishing certain 
portions of the tidelands, Outer Continen- 
tal Shelf, seaward areas, and Great Lakes 
of the United States as marine sanctuaries 
and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. FRASER: 

H.R. 11869. A bill to amend the Vocational 
Education Act of 1963; to the Committee on 
Education and Labor. 

By Mr. GALIFIANAKIS: 

H.R. 11870. A bill to authorize the Attor- 
ney General to make grants to local law en- 
forcement agencies to assist them in the 
prevention and control of riots; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. KLUCZYNSEI: 

H.R. 11871. A bill to authorize rehabilita- 
tion of navigation structures and appurte- 
nant works of the St. Lawrence Seaway proj- 
ect to be carried out by the St. Lawrence 
Seaway Development Corporation and fi- 
manced from appropriations; to the Com- 
mittee on Public Works. 

By Mr. McMILLAN (for himself, and 
Mr. NELSEN) : 

H.R. 11872. A bill relating to the organiza- 
tion of the government of the District of 
Columbia, providing for the election of mem- 
bers of the board of education, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 

By Mr. MINISH: 

H.R. 11873. A bill relating to the carry- 
over of net operating losses of certain rail- 
road corporations; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. s 

By Mr. O'HARA of Illinois: 

H.R. 11874. A bill to provide that the nu- 
clear accelerator to be constructed at Weston, 
III., shall be named the Enrico Fermi Nuclear 
Accelerator in memory of the late Dr. Enrico 
Fermi; to the Joint Committee on Atomic 
Energy. 

By Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts: 

H.R. 11875. A bill to amend section 303(b) 
of the Interstate Commerce Act to modernize 
certain restrictions upon the application and 
scope of the exemption provided therein; to 
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the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 
By Mr. PATTEN: 

H.R.11876. A bill to provide for orderly 
trade in textile articles; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. PHILBIN: 

H. R. 11877. A bill to provide for orderly 
trade in textile articles; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. PUCINSKI: 

H.R. 11878. A bill to make it a Federal 
offense to loot interstate facilities during a 
riot; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. RARICK: 

H.R. 11879. A bill to provide criminal pen- 

alties for certain travel under a U.S. pass- 


port in violation of certain passport 
restrictions; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 


By Mr. TAYLOR: 

H.R. 11880. A bill to provide for orderly 
trade in textile articles; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. TENZER: 

H.R. 11881. A bill to amend title V of the 
Social Security Act so as to extend and im- 
prove the Federal-State program of child 
welfare services; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. WHALLEY: 

H.R. 11882. A bill to provide for orderly 
trade in textile articles; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. ABBITT: 

H.R. 11883. A bill to amend the Agricul- 
tural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, 
to authorize the transfer of Flue-cured to- 
bacco acreage allotments and acreage- 
pound quotas; to the Committee on Agri- 
culture. 

H.R. 11884. A bill to amend the Communi- 
cations Act of 1934 in order to provide that 
product advertising shall not be deemed to 
constitute the discussion of issues of public 
importance; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. ANDERSON of Tennessee: 

H.R. 11885. A bill to clarify and otherwise 
amend the Meat Inspection Act, to provide 
for cooperation with appropriate State agen- 
cies with respect to State meat inspection 
programs, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

H.R. 11886. A bill to provide incentives for 
the establishment of new or expanded job- 
producing industrial and commercial estab- 
lishments in rural areas; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BIESTER (for himself and Mr. 
RAILSBACK) : 

H.R. 11887. A bill to amend title 18, United 
States Code, to provide for control of inter- 
state traffic in firearms; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts: 

H.R. 11888. A bill to amend section 5701 
(a) (2) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 
so as to adjust the rates of tax on cigars; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HANSEN of Idaho: 

H.R. 11889. A bill to amend the tariff 
schedules of the United States with respect 
to the rate of duty on honey and honey prod- 
ucts and to impose import limitations on 
honey and honey products; to the Commit- 
tee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. LLOYD: 

H.R. 11890. A bill to promote the general 
welfare, foreign policy, and national security 
of the United States; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. MATHIAS of Maryland (for 
himself, Mr. BELL, Mr. BUTTON, Mr. 
CONTE, Mr. GERALD R. Forp, Mr. FRE- 
LINGHUYSEN, Mr. GUDE, Mr, HALPERN, 
Mr. Horron, Mr. KurrerMaNn, Mr. 
Morse, Mr. MORTON, Mr. MOSHER, 
and Mr. Rem of New York): 

H.R. 11891. A bill to extend Federal dis- 
aster relief to victims of major riots and civil 
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disorders, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Banking and Currency. 
By Mr. MATSUNAGA: 

H.R. 11892. A bill to revise the quota- 
control system on the importation of certain 
meat and meat products; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. POFF: 

H.R. 11893. A bill to provide for orderly 
trade in textile articles; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. PRICE of Texas: 

H.R. 11894. A bill to provide for orderly 
trade in textile articles; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr, PUCINSET: 

H.R. 11895. A bill to provide that the nu- 
clear accelerator to be constructed at Weston, 
III., shall be named the Enrico Fermi Nu- 
clear Accelerator in memory of the late Dr. 
Enrico Fermi; to the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy. 

By Mr, RYAN: 

H.R. 11896. A bill to authorize the Secre- 
tary of the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development to compensate insurers for 
losses due to major civil disorder; to the 
Committee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr, SMITH of New York: 

H.R. 11897. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a credit 
against income tax to individuals for certain 
expenses incurred in providing higher educa- 
tion; to the Committee on Ways and Means, 

By Mr. WHALLEY: 

ELR. 11898. A bill to cut off Federal bene- 
fits for conviction of rioting and prohibit- 
ing entitlement to such benefits thereafter; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BLATNIK: 

H. J. Res. 752. Joint resolution to authorize 
the President to designate October 31 of 
each year as National UNICEF Day; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. DINGELL: 

HJ. Res. 753. Joint resolution creating 
a Joint Committee to Investigate Crime; 
to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. BLATNIK: 

H. Con. Res. 438. Concurrent resolution to 
express the sense of Congress with respect 
to an investigation of study to determine 
the potential of railroad passenger and mail 
transportation in the United States; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce, 

By Mr. JONAS: 

H. Con. Res, 434, Concurrent resolution 
to establish a joint congressional committee 
to investigate riots and violent civil dis- 
order; to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. LANGEN: 

H. Con. Res. 435. Concurrent resolution 
to establish a joint congressional committee 
to investigate riots and violent civil disorder; 
to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. SCHWENGEL: 

H. Con. Res. 436. Concurrent resolution to 
establish a joint congressional committee 
to investigate riots and violent civil disorder; 
to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. WYMAN: 

H. Con. Res. 437. Concurrent resolution in 
support of captured American fighting men; 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. POOL: 

H. Con. Res. 438. Concurrent resolution 
expressing the sense of the Congress in re 
the Panama Canal Zone; to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. FULTON of Tennessee: 

H. Con. Res. 439. Concurrent resolution to 
promote law and order in our cities; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. FASCELL: 

H. Res. 824. Resolution expressing the sense 
of the House of Representatives that the 
Attorney General should direct the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation to conduct an in- 
vestigation of recent riots, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
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By Mr. EILBERG: 

H. Res. 829. Resolution to authorize the 
Committee on the Judiciary o conduct an 
investigation and study of the causes of the 
riots which have occurred in Newark, N. J., 
Detroit, Mich., and other cities; to the Com- 
mittee on Rules. 

By Mr. GURNEY: 

H. Res. 830. Resolution to create a select 
committee to investigate the causes of riots; 
to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. KUPFERMAN: 

H. Res. 831. Resolution to establish a Select 
Committee on Civil Disorder for the purpose 
of investigating the problems causing civil 
disorder in the United States; to the Com- 
mittee on Rules. 

By Mr. WRIGHT: 

H. Res. 832. Resolution creating a select 
committee to conduct an investigation of the 
cause of recent riots in large metropolitan 
areas: to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. GARDNER (for himself, Mr. 
MESKILL, Mr. Moore, Mr. BUCHANAN, 
Mr. Cowcer, Mr. Brock, Mr. BUTTON, 
Mr. Hunt, Mr. WAMPLER, Mr. Ma- 
THIAS of California): 

H. Res. 833. Resolution creating a select 
committee to conduct an investigation of the 
cause of recent riots in large metropolitan 
areas; to the Committee on Rules, 

By Mr. TUCK: 

H. Res. 884. Resolution authorizing the 
printing of additional copies of “Communist 
Origin and Manipulation of Vietnam Week 
(April 8-15, 1967) ,” goth Congress, first ses- 
sion; to the Committee on House Admin- 
istration. 


MEMORIALS 


Under clause 4 of rule XXII, 

264. The SPEAKER presented a memorial 
of the Legislature of the State of Wisconsin, 
relative to House Joint Resolution 47, which 
was referred to the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 of rule XII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. BRASCO: 

H.R. 11899. A bill for the relief of Vivian 

Raymond; to the Committee on the Judi- 


By Mr. FASCELL: 

H.R. 11900. A bill for the relief of Dr. An- 
tonio Medardo Tagle Borges; to the Commit- 
tee on the Judiciary. 

H.R. 11901. A bill for the relief of Dr. Hugo 
Alfonso Ferrara Collazo; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

H.R. 11902. A bill for the relief of Dr. 
Pedro Lopez Garcia; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

H.R. 11903. A bill for the relief of Dr. 
Hector Humberto Tomas Haces Hernandez; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

H.R. 11904. A bill for the relief of Dr. Jose 
Rafael Montalvo y Urrutibeascoa; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. IRWIN: 

H.R, 11905. A bill for the relief of Matilde 
Espirito Santo Jardim; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. LONG of Maryland: 

H.R. 11906. A bill for the relief of William 
T. Buhrman; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. McCARTHY (by request) : 

H.R. 11907. A bill for the relief of Shaul 
Ben Meir; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. STEED: 

H.R. 11908. A bill for the relief of M. Sgt. 
George H. Jennings, Jr.; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 


Stiff Penalties Needed for Gun Misuse 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. WALLACE F. BENNETT 


OF UTAH 
IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 
Thursday, July 27, 1967 


Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD a statement 
on firearms legislation which I made on 
July 20, 1967, before the Subcommittee 
on Juvenile Delinquency of the Commit- 
tee on the Judiciary. Sportsmen and gun- 
owners in general are very much opposed 
to the Dodd gun bill. However, this does 
not mean that there is opposition to im- 
posing stiff penalties on those who will- 
fully misuse guns. The statement ex- 
presses my views on this very important 
matter. 


There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 


STIFF Gun MISUSE PENALTIES NEEDED 


In considering firearms legislation, the 
Congress faces the very difficult task of re- 
solving the vital question of freedom versus 
government controls. Related to this di- 
lemma is the unfortunate and very perplex- 
ing crime situation in the United States. 

Before any gun legislation is passed, I 
think it is necessary that the Congress de- 
fine and understand the issue of constitu- 
tional rights as they apply to firearms, There 
has been considerable emotional appeal both 
for and against gun legislation. Much of this 
has been centered around the Second 
Amendment to the Constitution. May I, for 
the purpose of my statement, define what I 
think this amendment means? It reads: “A 
well regulated militia being necessary to the 
security of a free state, the right of the 
people to keep and bear arms shall not be 
infringed.” 


THE RIGHT TO KEEP AND BEAR ARMS 


Unfortunately, this amendment is 
shrouded in controversy. Some people have 
taken the position that the amendment 
guarantees the right to keep and bear arms 
only to the militia. This, Mr. Chairman, I 
believe is both mistaken and dangerous. The 
amendment states that “the right of the 
people to keep and bear arms shall not be 
infringed.” It does not state that the right 
of the militia, or the national guard, or the 
Army reserve, to keep and bear arms shall 
not be infringed. Consequently, I believe 
that the Congress must accept the amend- 
ment for what it really says and for what it 
intended to say. The people themselves have 
been guaranteed this right to keep and bear 
firearms, Thus any gun legislation which we 
consider must be considered in this context. 
We are not dealing with a hazy indefinite 
provision such as the “general welfare” or 
the “interstate commerce clause.” We are 
talking about a specific imitation upon the 
powers of government. 

POLICE STATE CONTROLS 

I wish to emphasize that the Committee, 
the Senate and the Congress are dealing with 
a crucial and long-range issue in firearms 
regulations. Precedents will be set that could 
be used in future years to affect seriously 
the nature of our republic and the rights of 
our people. We must realize that to control 
the ownership of firearms carries with it the 


inherent future possibility of police-state 
controls. This requires a great deal of wis- 
dom, understanding and thoughtful con- 
sideration. 

Conversely, we now face, Mr. Chairman, a 
crime situation in this country which is fast 
becoming the greatest scourage of our na- 
tional life. Some of it, perhaps a good part of 
it, is perpetrated by the persons misusing 
firearms, particularly hand guns. Thus as 
crime rates skyrocket each year there is a 
requirement and an obligation by the Con- 
gress and by the states to protect the general 
public from those elements in society who 
abuse it and perpetrate acts of violence 
against our citizenry. 


GUNS ARE NOT THE CAUSE OF CRIME 


Let me say very clearly and emphatically 
that we should not as a legislative body 
blame a gun itself for any crime or any acts 
of violence any more than we can blame a 
pen for misspelling a word. The time has 
come when the Congress and the American 
people must face up to the fact that crime 
itself must be attacked, reduced and pun- 
ished and the causes thereof must be identi- 
fied and eradicated. 

We must realize, as Im sure most people 
do, that crime in this country is encouraged 
by many recent Supreme Court decisions. We 
must further realize that many procedures 
and practices used by the courts are turn- 
ing criminals loose to perpetrate a second, 
third and even a fourth crime while out on 
bond or parole for an earlier conviction or 
arrest. We must realize that the attitude 
taken by certain elements in our society 
that these people are sick and therefore not 
guilty is one reason why we have such a 
growing crime rate. 

The point I am trying to make, Mr. Chair- 
man, is that there are many causes of crime 
and to blame it entirely upon the ownership 
and possession of a hand gun or a rifle is to 
perpetrate upon the general public a mis- 
taken piece of legislation and to limit un- 
justly, and I believe in a dangerous manner, 
p constitutional right. I will support a mod- 
erate firearms bill that will control effec- 
tively sales of guns through mailorder houses 
to youngsters, to incompetents, and to crim- 
inal elements where they can be identified. 
I do not believe that in this category the 
Congress should include rifles or shot guns, 
with the exception of sawed-off shot guns, 
I think the Congress in this legislation should 
place the blame where the blame really be- 
longs. We should write into any bill stern 
and severe penalties for the misuse of fire- 
arms and make doubly certain that persons 
found guilty of this offense are not allowed 
once again to perpetrate further crimes of 
violence upon our law-abiding citizens. 


SEVERE PENALTIES SHOULD BE IMPOSED FOR 
MISUSE 


In this context, I believe that any legisla- 
tion passed by the Congress should contain 
severe penalties for the misuse of firearms. 

For persons found guilty of using guns in 
the commission of crimes in interstate com- 
merce or in violation of Federal law such as 
homicide, murder, kidnapping, rape, assault, 
robbery, burglary or extortion, I strongly 
urge the Congress to include the following 
penalties: 

Persons convicted for the first offense 
should be imprisoned for not less than 5 and 
not more than 10 years, 

Persons convicted for a second time or 
more, the prison sentence should be not less 
than 20 years. 


HEARINGS SHOULD BE HELD IN WEST 

As a final note, I think we should not for- 
get that in this country a very large majority 
of gun owners and law-abiding citizens who 


purchase a weapon honorably and in no way 
use it to abuse either their constitutional 
right or their fellow Americans, I have rec- 
ommended, as have members of the House 
of Representatives, that hearings be held in 
the Intermountain West to determine the 
views and the position of hunters and sports- 
men and legitimate gun owners. It is my 
understanding that this has not been done. 
Mr. Chairman, I fear that the present gun 
legislation has been inspired by conditions 
which exist in large cities, and this, of course, 
must be considered very carefully for it rep- 
resents a major part of the problem, How- 
ever, Iam quite convinced that an important 
segment of the gun owning public has been 
ignored simply because hearings have not 
been held in the rural and outlying areas of 
the country where gun ownership is an al- 
together different matter than it is in our 
large states. 


President Thomas Jefferson’s Prophecy 
Being Fulfilled 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
or 


HON. JOHN R. RARICK 


OF LOUISIANA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, July 27, 1967 


Mr. RARICK. Mr. Speaker, a major 
problem confronting our educated. so- 
ciety is to force our lives into untested 
goals at the expense of truth. A society 
welded by force of half-truths is like a 
mansion without a foundation—neither 
can long endure. 

It is not what is being said and taught, 
but rather, what is overlooked or not 
considered. A half-truth can be much 
more dangerous than a lie. 

We Americans are the victims of book. 
burning. Not the physical burning of 
books, but the intentional omission of 
0 and facts the result having similar 
effect. 

Abraham Lincoln has ably described 
the truth as “unpleasant and disagree- 
able,” so his many works and speeches 
today would be called racist or extremist. 
Yet, to the searching intellectual, they 
exist in old books—they have been 
“burned out” of later editions, sup- 
pressed. 

So, I find with the works of our great 
champion of the Democratic Party, 
President Thomas Jefferson, a man who 
never straddled the middle of the road 
or was neutral on any issue. A man who 
adhered to the God-given concept as the 
source of life and liberty as against the 
theory that government can guarantee 
anything but taxes. 

On the walls of the Jefferson Memo- 
rial here in Washington, D.C., dedicated 
in 1943, are four panels, proclaimed to 
profess his philosophy. Jefferson, as a 
true Democrat, could not tolerate slav- 
ery, but his forceful arguments against 
private ownership of human beings was 
unsucessful. 

Yet, because truth may not soothe all, 
panel 3 of his memorial omits the full 
text of his philosophy. What is there 
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contained was from his works, but it is 
what is not contained in his quote that 
is being passed on to our people and 
children that denies the full truth to our 


people. 

President Jefferson’s complete state- 
ment on slaves—emancipation—as con- 
tained in the Jeffersonian Cyclopedia, 
page 816, published by Funk & Wag- 
nalls in 1900, is as follows: 

It was found that the public mind would 
not bear the proposition (gradual emanci- 
pation), nor will it bear it even at this day 
(1821). Yet the day is not distant, when it 
must bear and adopt it, or worse will fol- 
low. Nothing is more certainly written in 
the book of fate, than that these people are 
to be free; nor is it less certain, that the two 
races, equally free, cannot live in the same 
government, Nature, habit, opinion have 
drawn indelible lines of distinction between 
them. It is still in our power to direct the 
process of emancipation and deportation, 
peaceably, and in such slow degree, as that 
the evil will wear off insensibly, and their 
place be, pari passu, filled up by free white 
laborers. If, on the contrary, it is left to force 
itself on, human nature must shudder at 
the prospect held up. We should in vain 
look for an example in the Spanish deporta- 
tion, or deletion of the Moors. This prece- 
dent would fall far short of our case.—Jef- 
ferson mss, Rayner, 164. 


The panel from Jefferson’s Memorial, 
visited by hundreds of thousands of our 
fellow countrymen reads: 

God who gave us life gave us liberty. Can 
the liberities of a nation be secure when we 
have removed a conviction that these liber- 
ties are the gift of God? Indeed I tremble 
for my Country when I reflect that God is 
just. That His justice cannot sleep forever. 
Commerce between master and slave is 
despotism. Nothing is more certainly written 
in the book of fate than that these people 
are to be free. Establish the law for edu- 
cating the common people. This it is the 
business of the state to effect and on a gen- 
eral plan. 


Book burning leads to burning of pri- 
vate property and ultimately to the ful- 
fillment of fears suppressed because of 
truth. Read once again the prophesy of 
Thomas Jefferson in light of contempo- 
rary events. 


Small Newspapers With Limited Circula- 
tion Should Be Exempted From Pro- 
posed Postal Rate Increases 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


or 
HON. JOE L. EVINS 


OF TENNESSEE 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, July 27, 1967 


Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, 
the Postal Rate Subcommittee of the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv- 
ice has under consideration proposals to 
increase the postal rates of small news- 
papers with limited circulations. It is my 
information that increases as high as 
300 percent have been proposed on mail- 
ings by these independently owned news- 
papers. 

In this connection, I have conferred 
with the chairman of the full committee, 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
Dutsxr], and the chairman of the sub- 
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committee, the gentleman from Montana 
[Mr. OtsEn], strongly urging and recom- 
mending that small, independent news- 
papers be exempted from any postal rate 
increase. 

In addition, as chairman of the House 
Small Business Committee, I have joined 
with several colleagues on the committee 
in formally urging that the small news- 
papers receive every possible considera- 
tion in the determination of postal rates. 

This is a most important matter—our 
hometown newspapers are small busi- 
nesses and are indispensable to our small 
towns. They are a vital part of the eco- 
nomic and social life of the small towns. 

They are limited in resources and de- 
serve every possible consideration in this 
most important matter of postal rates. 

Moreover, the rural press contributes 
to maintaining our democracy. The deci- 
mination of the news and free press 
should not be impaired by burdensome 
restrictions, 


Hon. W. S. (Bill) Stuckey, Jr. 
EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. PHIL M. LANDRUM 


OF GEORGIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, July 27, 1967 


Mr. LANDRUM. Mr. Speaker, each new 
Congress brings a variety of new Mem- 
bers, all able and intensely concerned 
about the affairs of our Nation and the 
world. No exception, the 90th Congress 
received a large group of able young 
Americans each of whom his constitu- 
ency and the Nation as well can respect 
and admire. 

My own State of Georgia sent four 
able and dedicated young Americans to 
the 90th Congress. In these first 7 
months of this initial session, these new 
Members have demonstrated their splen- 
did qualities as Representatives in the 
Nation’s Congress. While all Members 
try to evaluate the problems with which 
we deal here on the basis of the national 
good, we all know that every Member 
must pay special attention to the prob- 
lems of his congressional district. 

One of Georgia’s fine new Members is 
Congressman W. S. (BILL) STUCKEY, JR., 
and he has initiated an activity in his dis- 
trict which, I believe, will be of interest 
to every Member of this body. His con- 
cern about the economic level and the 
educational welfare of his constituents 
has prompted the gentleman from Geor- 
gia [Mr. Stuckey] to organize a develop- 
ment council designed to promote eco- 
nomic, educational, and cultural im- 
provements in the Eighth Congressional 
District. 

Mr. Stuckey proposed the Eighth 
District Development Council last sum- 
mer, and the actual work of organization 
began the following January when a 
group of planners from over the State 
met to lay the groundwork. The orga- 
nizations represented by this planning 
group, headed by Mr. J. W. Fanning, vice 
president of services at the University of 
Georgia, including the area planning and 
development commissions, the Univer- 
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sity of Georgia, Georgia Tech, the State 
chamber of commerce and the depart- 
ment of industry and trade. 

By June 23 of this year, the Eighth 
District Development Council became a 
reality when representatives from each 
of the district’s 24 counties, having been 
elected by county and city leaders, met 
in Douglas, Ga. At this first meeting in 
Douglas, designated to be the council’s 
home because of its geographical relation 
to the rest of the district, the new mem- 
bers elected officers and approved the 
proposed bylaws drawn up by the pre- 
liminary planning committee. 

Mr. Elton Brooks, of Coffee County, 
was elected chairman of the council. Mr. 
John Raulerson, Glynn County, was se- 
lected vice chairman; and Mr. Clayton 
Jay, Jr., of Ben Hill, will serve as secre- 
tary-treasurer. 

Members of the nominating committee 
were Mr. John Laws, Appling County, 
chairman; Mr. John Raulerson, Glynn 
County; Mr. Brooks Blitch, Clinch 
County; Mr. Jerrie McCranie, Cook 
County; and Mr. Jesse Hamby, Bleckley 
County. 

After the council has petitioned for a 
charter as a nonprofit organization, a 
full-time executive director can be hired 
to carry out the goals which have been 
set forth. 

In addressing the newly elected mem- 
bers of the Eighth District Development 
Council in Douglas on June 23d, Con- 
gressman Stuckey told the group: 

I believe the fact that we are all here to- 
gether this evening and the county and city 
leaders have responded so quickly in electing 
representatives, proves that the 8th District 
is prepared to take the initiative to pull itself 
up off the bottom of the economic ladder, and 
I know that we can do just that. 


He continued: 

The success of the Development Council 
now depends on each of you here. . In the 
final analysis, the success or failure of our 
efforts will depend on the everyday courage, 
determination and dedication of each of 
you. 


Mr. Stuckey emphasized that his role 
in the development council would be 
limited strictly to what assistance he 
might offer as the Congressman from the 
Eighth District. 

In connection with this, Congressman 
Stuckey said: 

It is my very strong belief that the 8th 
District Development Council can only be 
effective if it is removed from political races 
as a body, and I want to state emphatically 
that this includes my own. I do not believe 
that this Council should become a political 
football. It should most definitely remain 
non-partisan as far as politics is concerned, 

In no way, do I intend to suggest or affect 
the decisions of this organization. 


Congressman Stuckey has on numer- 
ous occasions praised the work already 
being done by the Area Planning and De- 
velopment Commissions, the institutions 
of higher learning, the chambers of com- 
merce and the department of industry 
and trade. He stresses the fact that the 
new Eighth District Development Coun- 
cil will not overlap the activities of these 
groups but will serve to coordinate their 
work. One of the main functions of the 
council will be to stimulate the economy 
in the Eighth District by encouraging 
new industry to the area. 
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Mr. Stuckey has already demon- 
strated his concern for his congressional 
district and for the people who live there 
in a very tangible way through his ef- 
forts in the creation of the Eighth Dis- 
trict Development Council. 


A Time for Responsible Leadership 
EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. HERBERT TENZER 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, July 27, 1967 


Mr. TENZER. Mr. Speaker, the tragic 
and disgraceful outbreak of riots in the 
United States has produced chaos and 
confusion at the very levels of society 
where responsible leadership is most ur- 
gently needed. 

The Congress has failed to establish 
an agenda of priorities to deal with the 
root causes of the riots—programs to 
eliminate slums, to provide better hous- 
ing, better educational facilities, and to 
strengthen the attack on poverty. A mod- 
est proposal to assist local governments 
initiate rat-control programs was re- 
jected. The House also sharply reduced 
or eliminated urgently needed housing 
legislation while passing a $4.6 billion 
public works program. 

President Johnson has said: 

, looting, murder and arson have 
nothing to do with civil rights. They are 
criminal conduct. 


It is obvious that the overwhelming 
majority of Americans — black and 
white—deplore and condemn these riots. 

It is also painfully obvious that the 
overwhelming majority of Americans did 
not anticipate racial trouble or riots. A 
recent Gallup poll, conducted only 2 
weeks ago, showed that 78 percent of the 
residents of selected big cities did not 
expect any outbreaks this summer. 

The concept of achieving a better life 
by force, by violence, by civil war, must 
be nipped in the bud and replaced by a 
revitalized social concern for all people. 

Our initial task is to solve the imme- 
diate problem by restoring law and or- 
der. I support the use of Federal troops 
when requested by the Governor to quiet 
civil disorder. But let us not make the 
tragic mistake of facing only the imme- 
diate problem and forgetting about the 
long-term needs of our communities. 

It is clear that Federal laws which at- 
tempt only to prohibit riots will have no 
effect. The Federal Government can and 
must play a major role in assisting the 
States and local communities restore law 
and order and preventing further out- 
breaks of violence. Emphasis must be 
placed on preventive measures within 
Federal jurisdiction. 

Responsible leadership at all levels of 
society must be recognized and heeded. 
The Negro community should listen to 
the responsible voices which advocate a 
nonviolent approach to the problems 
which have discouraged the disad- 
vantaged. 

Black power must be condemned—just 
as white power can no longer be tol- 
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erated. Leadership—responsible leader- 
ship—in the Negro community and the 
white community must be joined into 
a new and dynamic “American leader- 
ship.” 

The greatest danger lies in the atti- 
tude of complacency and apathy found 
in so many of our communities. 

Next to every affluent community in 
America—within a stone’s throw from 
wealth—there is a community in which 
disadvantaged and frustrated people live 
in substandard conditions. In many cases 
neighbors are blind to this shameful 
and inexcusable poverty. We are blind 
to what lies at our back door. We are 
blinded because we did not find the time 
or the energy to become involved. Now 
we are involved. The riots have shocked 
all of us. The disgraceful conditions 
which preceded them did not. Now we 
must open our eyes to these disgraceful 
conditions and eliminate them. 

A small select group of leaders cannot 
cope with the complex and difficult prob- 
lems which have brought about this situ- 
ation of anarchy in areas of our Nation. 

The leadership must come from the 
grassroots—from among the citizens 
who thus far refused to become involved. 

While law enforcement officers per- 
form their duties of quelling the riots, 
we in the Congress should place partisan 
politics aside and work together to pin- 
point the basic problems and to assign 
to them the highest priorities. While we 
cannot solve the problem alone, we can 
avoid making this tragic situation the 
subject of partisan debate rather than 
bipartisan action. 

But laws alone cannot change the at- 
titudes of our people. 

Presidential commissions, speeches in 
Congress, and committee investigations, 
while important, cannot replace a sin- 
cere display of concern and a ess 
to become involved by the majority of 
Americans. 

Formulas and laws are proposed and 
significantly these proposals deal with 
the structure of our society, but not with 
the substance—the people. The solution 
to the problems lies with the people and 
— — a broad based responsible leader- 

P. 

We must dedicate ourselves to a new 
effort to create a concerned society—a 
society willing to become involved in an 
all-out attack on the basic problems of 
the people. 

There are no easy answers, but that 
should not deter us from our respon- 
sibility to explore every avenue toward 
a better society. 


Carl Sandburg and Fred Schwengel 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
or 


HON. THEODORE R. KUPFERMAN 


OF NEW YORE 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, July 27, 1967 
Mr. KUPFERMAN. Mr. Speaker, Carl 
Sandburg was only a name, a figure, and 
an author to me. I had read a great deal 
of his material on Abraham Lincoln, and 
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I vividly recall his white-haired presence 
at the inauguration of the late President 
John F. Kennedy. 

His death, of course, was a great loss 
to our country, because I believe poets, 
historians, and biographers to be part of 
our country’s treasure chest and Sand- 
burg was all gold. 

But as I reread the profound and mov- 
ing statement (CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
July 26 on pages 20289-2090) by the 
Congressman from Iowa, Frep SCHWEN- 
GEL, I realized that just as Sandburg 
caught the spirit of Abraham Lincoln, 
so too had ScHWENGEL caught the spirit 
of Sandburg. 

Of course, we all know the interest of 
FRED SCHWENGEL in government and his- 
tory in the United States, but I commend 
especially to my colleagues, the Schwen- 
gel eulogy on Sandburg. 


Results of Legislative Questionnaire 
EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. JAMES V. SMITH 


OF OKLAHOMA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, July 27, 1967 


Mr. SMITH of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, 
as a freshman Member of this body I 
feel that in order for me to truly reflect 
the wishes of the people of southwestern 
Oklahoma who elected me that I should 
have the benefit of their viewpoint on 
many of the serious issues which we have, 
and are to face, in the 90th Congress. 

In keeping with this, I forwarded to my 
district approximately 190,000 question- 
naires listing questions which I thought 
would better enable me to represent those 
who elected me last November. To date 
my Office has received over 18,000 replies 
which have been computed by my staff. 

As well, the State Legislature of Okla- 
homa has recently seen fit to redistrict 
the State of Oklahoma, and because of 
this I also sent a separate questionnaire 
to four new counties in the newly created 
Fourth Congressional District in order to 
allow the citizens of Oklahoma, McClain, 
Cleveland, and Pottawatomie Counties to 
express their viewpoint. The results from 
these counties has been most gratifying. 

Mr. Speaker, unless there is objection 
I include both of these questionnaires 
verbatim in the Recorp, along with the 
results computed by my staff: 

Dear FRIEND: Since the State Legislature 
has seen fit to include your county within 
the new 4th District in which I will seek 
re-election in 1968, I hope that I am not 
being too presumptuous in asking your 
opinion on many of the serious issues in the 
90th Congress. 

In keeping with the concept that Gov- 
ernment should be responsive to the 
will of the people, I am asking you as an 
American citizen to advise me on these 
problem. These are only a few of the impor- 
tant issues facing our nation; but I would 
appreciate your answering the questions be- 
low, and making any comments you might 
have on the back of this sheet. It is not nec- 
essary for you to sign your name; but if you 
do, you can be assured that it will be kept 
confidential. 

Sincerely yours, 


JAMES V. SMITH, 
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RESULTS FROM THE PRESENT 6TH DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA (23 COUNTIES) 


1. Should the United States— 
a) ) Escalate the war in Vietnam 
Evacuate our forces in Vietnam?___ 
9 Continue a limited war in Vietnam? 
2. Un 
Do 
income tax increase? 
Should a tax credit be allowed pen sup] 
Do you favor removing the ceiling on earnin 

6. Should the voting age be lowered to 1 


3. 
4. 
5. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
0. 


— 


Note: Total, 4,000. 


Dear FREND: You and I are faced with 
many serious issues in the 90th Congress. 
In keeping with the concept that Govern- 
ment should be responsive to the will of 
the people. I am asking you as an American 


den prevailing conditions, should the United States encourage trade with the alined Communist countries? 
you feel that a serious effort should be made to reduce less essential Federal spending in preference to a Federal 


xing neee ˙ .. — 
persons receiving social security or veterans pensions?. s 


Do you favor the bussing of students between schools in order to bring about racial balance? 
Do you favor the present minimum wage laws7 -.-.-.------- ae 

Do you favor Federal gun laws regulating the sale of weapons in interstate commerce . 
Do you feel the present Secretary of Agriculture’s policies and programs are in the best interest of the farmer 


citizen to advise me on these problems. 
These are only a few of the important issues 
facing our nation; but I would appreciate 
your answering the questions below, and 
making any comments you might have on 


pe 


No No opinion 


Number | Percent 


ou 


the back of this sheet, It is not necessary for 
you to sign your name; but if you do, you 
can be assured that it will be kept 
confidential. 
Sincerely yours, 
JAMEs V. SMITH. 


RESULTS FROM THE PRESENT 6TH DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA (23 COUNTIES) 


Yes No opinion 
Number | Percent | Number Number | Percent 
1. 8 the United States 

Escalate the war in Vietnam? 9,520 Al Cees ee ees Remi tes EE 
1,960 14 A ESR E BREN RERET 9 
A 1,260 9 N. a 
2. Under 2 conditions, should the United States encourage trade with the alined Communist countries? 2,380 17 980 7 

3. Do you feel that a serious effort should be made to reduce less essential Federal spending in preference to a Federal 
SZ f LE TR a ee ---| 13,300 95 280 2 
4. Should a tax credit be allowed sep supporting students in college? 9,960 69 840 6 
5. Do you favor removing the ceil co Saag on oe of persons receiving social security or veterans pensions? 9,800 70 560 4 
6. Should the voting age be lowered to 187 A EEST RE 4,200 30 420 3 
7. Do you favor the — of students beas K aen in order to bring about racial balance? 1,400 10 1,680 12 
8. Do you favor the minimum wage laws7 EEEE 6, 440 46 1,260 9 
9. Do you favor Federal g gun laws regulating th e sale of weapons in interstate commerce? 6, 440 46 700 5 
10. Do you feel the present Secretary of Agriculture’s policies and programs are in the best interest of the farmer 2,100 15 2, 520 18 


Note: Total, 14,000. 


M-16 Rifle 
EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
or 


HON. JAMES A. McCLURE 


OF IDAHO 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, July 27, 1967 


Mr. McCLURE. Mr. Speaker, another 
Idaho boy in Vietnam, this time an Army 
sergeant, has made his views known on 
the M-16 rifle. 

He says that the M-16 “jams from the 
slightest amount of dirt” and is gener- 
ally unreliable. According to this man, 
the Chinese assault weapon supplied to 
the North Vietnamese is more reliable 
and carries 10 more rounds in its maga- 
zine. The sergeant says he and his unit 
prefer the World War II vintage Thomp- 
son submachinegun “because it still fires 
when dirty” and has deadly effectiveness 
at the short range employed in ambush 
action. 

Our colleagues, who at this moment 
are investigating the reliability of the 
M-16, should remember that those who 
defend the rifle do so from the safety 
of their rooms in the Pentagon, and that 
the complaints come from the men in the 
field whose very survival rests on the de- 
Lert ornate of the weapons they fight 


I am well aware of the tests that have 
absolved the M-16 of every sin, malum 
prohibitum or malum per se. Neverthe- 
less, you cannot argue with the combat 
soldier using the rifle. I prefer to take 
his word rather than that of Defense De- 
partment officials whose credibility in 
these matters is about on a par with the 
M-16 itself. 


Air Safety and Noise Abatement 
EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. HERBERT TENZER 


OF NEW YORE 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, July 27, 1967 


Mr. TENZER. Mr. Speaker, congres- 
sional hearings are now being held on 
the problem of air safety. The recent 
tragedy at Hendersonville, N.C., which 
involved a collision between a small pri- 
vate plane—a twin- engine Cessna—and 
a Peidmont Airlines jetliner—a Boeing 
727—dramatized the need for this con- 
gressional inquiry. 

Since 1956 there have been 199 air 
accidents resulting in 669 deaths. Of 
these accidents, 160 involved general— 
private and executive—aviation planes. 


Of all air accidents, 75 percent involve 
private craft and the most recent 
tragedy took the lives of 81 persons, 
including the Secretary-designate of the 
Navy and his family. 

Mr. Speaker, I have often addressed 
my colleagues in the House on the ques- 
tion of aircraft noise abatement. I want 
to make it clear today that I see no in- 
consistency in pursuing air safety and 
noise abatement with equal energy— 
remembering at all times that there can 
be no compromise with safety. 

For urgent reasons of safety I suggest 
that the Federal Aviation Administra- 
tion give serious thought to the diver- 
sion of all general aviation flights to 
secondary airfields. 

In the New York metropolitan area I 
would support a ban on all private air- 
craft at Kennedy, La Guardia, and New- 
ark Airports and a diversion of these air- 
craft to such secondary airfields as Mac- 
Arthur Field in Suffolk County, West- 
chester County Airport, and Teterboro 
Airport in New Jersey, as well as others. 

The great increase in air traffic at the 
major airports in the New York metro- 
politan area has made the joint use of 
these airports by both commercial and 
private craft an extremely hazardous 
business. About 75 percent of all air acci- 
dents involve general aviation aircraft, 
and I fear a repetition of the North Caro- 
lina tragedy at Kennedy or La Guardia 
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because of the large number of private 
craft using these facilities. 

There has been no evidence that air- 
craft noise abatement procedures have 
affected safety of aircraft. While safety 
must be the primary goal, I believe we 
can also establish noise abatement pro- 
cedures without compromising on safety. 
The Secretary of Tarnsportation should 
use all his administrative existing au- 
thority to accomplish both these ends. 


Nuclear License for Keowee-Toxaway 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. WM. JENNINGS BRYAN DORN 


OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, July 27, 1967 


Mr. DORN. Mr. Speaker, Duke Power 
Co.’s power rates are 20 percent below 
the national average. Therefore, I was 
shocked to learn that 11 North Carolina 
cities would oppose the granting of a 
license by the Atomic Energy Commis- 
sion to Duke to build three nuclear units 
in its Keowee-Toxaway project. 

This phase of Duke’s $700 million proj- 
ect would cost $340,800,000 and has a 
completion date of October 1, 1970, with 
a completion date for all units of August 
1, 1973. 

The Keowee-Toxaway project, in 
Oconee and Pickens Counties, when com- 
pleted by Duke would pay approximately 
$20 million annually in taxes to State 
and local governments. It would mean 
a lighter tax burden for every citizen in 
Oconee and Pickens Counties and even in 
the entire State of South Carolina. This 
revenue would provide better roads, 
schools, and hospitals and job opportuni- 
ty in Appalachia. This project will pro- 
vide rural and municipal water supplies 
and recreation unexcelled. 

The granting of this license by AEC 
is even in the best interests of these 11 
North Carolina cities as well as the en- 
tire area served by Duke. The granting 
of this license would assure cheaper 
power and a guarantee of power for ex- 
pansion of old industry and the acquisi- 
tion of new industry throughout this 
area. For every dollar invested by Duke 
in the generation of power, three addi- 
tional dollars are invested in new and 
expanding old industry. 

This is an effort by these 11 cities to 
thwart private enterprise—the lifeblood 
of their own economy and the welfare of 
their own citizens. In no manner would 
a granting of this license by the AEC to 
Duke violate the antitrust laws or re- 
strain free competition in private enter- 
prise. On the contrary, a denial of per- 
mission to Duke to expand and grow 
would promote higher rates and retard 
the development of private enterprise. 

Mr. Speaker, I am happy to report 
that construction on the Keowee-Tox- 
away project is progressing rapidly. My 
people are thrilled over the magnitude 
of this fantastic project and its future 
impact on the progress and development 
of the region. 
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Western South Carolina and the dis- 
trict it is my honor to represent are well 
on the way to becoming the nuclear 
center of the United States—with the 
Atomic Energy plant at Aiken, the nu- 
clear plant at Parr Shoals, and with 
these forthcoming units at Keowee-Tox- 
away. 

Mr. Speaker, I will oppose this move 
by these North Carolina municipalities 
to impede the growth and progress of 
my State of South Carolina, my congres- 
sional district, and particularly of 
Oconee and Pickens Counties. 

I will urge my friends on the Atomic 
Energy Commission to grant this license 
to Duke Power Co. to construct the three 
nuclear units in its Keowee-Toxaway 
project, so that this superb development 
can continue ahead of schedule. 


A Salute to Commissioner Samuel C. Jack- 
son, Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. AUGUSTUS F. HAWKINS 


OF CALIFORNIA 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, July 27, 1967 


Mr. HAWKINS. Mr. Speaker, 2 years 
have passed since the Equal Employment 
Opportunity Commission began its work 
to implement title VII of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964, which forbids discrimina- 
tion in employment because of race, color, 
religion, sex, or national origin. Those of 
us who have followed the progress of this 
enforcement agency are aware of the 
contributions made by Commissioner 
Samuel C. Jackson, who recently began 
the third year of his 3-year appointment. 

Circumstances have decreed that Com- 
missioner Jackson should become a stable 
factor in the somewhat fluid develop- 
ment of the EEOC over the past 24 
months, during which there have been 
numerous changes in membership and 
in the staff. Mr. Jackson has brought to 
the agency a fortunate combination of a 
close association with those who framed 
title VII, knowledge of labor law and la- 
bor relations, and expertise in civil rights 
matters. All of these have contributed to 
the remarkable ability he has displayed 
in discharging his duties as a commis- 
sioner in this important body. 

Named in the summer of 1965 as one 
of the five original members—one of two 
Republicans—Mr. Jackson came to his 
post from a private law practice in his 
native Kansas. His work as institutional 
attorney and child welfare attorney for 
the Kansas Department of Social Wel- 
fare had further enhanced his under- 
standing of human problems. Long active 
in matters involving human relations and 
civil rights, his contributions to the work 
of the National Association for the Ad- 
vancement of Colored People are known 
throughout the United States. A dynam- 
ic president for the Topeka branch of 
the NAACP, he had also served the or- 
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ganization as regional attorney and as 
a member of the national board. 

During his 2 years as a member of the 
Equal Employment Opportunity Com- 
mission, Mr. Jackson has demonstrated 
a thorough knowledge and understand- 
ing of the phenomenon of employment 
discrimination, as it has been manifested 
in American society throughout our his- 
tory, as well as the broad range of social 
problems that affect those who now seek 
recourse to title VII and to other legisla- 
tion—Federal and State—designed to 
eliminate inequality. 

At the same time, Commissioner Jack- 
son can be wholly sympathetic to those 
citizens who form the “clientele” of the 
agency and yet be able to communicate 
with and relate to those in the business 
and labor worlds who are regulated by 
the legislation. The relationships he has 
established for the Commission and the 
good will he has engendered through his 
efforts have been possible largely because 
of his receptivity to differing points of 
view in contacts with all concerned and 
the constructive attitude with which he 
has approached all negotiations. 

Repeatedly, Mr. Jackson has received 
high praise for untiring efforts to achieve 
the goal of equal employment opportu- 
nity, from all sectors. He has spent un- 
counted hours in the attempt to assist 
different groups which can have signifi- 
cant impact on the problem. Testimony 
to this fact can be had from a large 
number of individuals and organizations 
who have benefited by hearing him speak 
or by participating with him in consulta- 
tions. Elected and appointed officials at 
all levels of government; businessmen 
and labor leaders; civic and fraternal 
groups; civil rights, educational and re- 
ligious leaders; and citizens from all 
walks of life have commended his effec- 
tiveness and the reasoning clarity of his 
purpose. 

From the top echelons of management 
in one of America’s five largest com- 
panies came a typical accolade: 

Executives of businesses are sometimes 
quite removed from the policy personnel of 
the Federal Government, and this distance 
not only encourages a lack of knowledge of 
the Government’s policies and problems, but 
also tends to breed a degree of suspicion or 
distrust of the motives of the units of the 
Government. The result is often a barrier 
between the Government and business which 
tends to impede the fulfillment of the ob- 
jectives of both. 

Mr. Jackson's visit provided us with a bet- 
ter understanding of the problems the Com- 
mission seeks to solve and the responsibility 
of business to cooperate in solving those 
problems. His obvious dedication to his work, 
and the frankness and candor with which he 
discussed the benefits, pitfalls, and techni- 
ques of the provision of equal employment 
opportunity policies and practices not only 
has provided us with a better knowlelge of 
these areas, but it also afforded an intelligent 
stimulation to our people to concern them- 
selves with this subject in their daily oper- 
ations. 

By calling to our attention some specific 
employment complaints, Mr. Jackson was 
able to suggest areas of potential problems 
we might face in the future. This has offered 
us an opportunity to re-examine certain 
practices to avoid future difficulties, while 
at the same time furthering the goals of 
[the] Commission. 


A large employers’ association recog- 
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nized that often our elected and ap- 
pointed officials are criticized for their 
shortcomings while their outstanding 
works are overlooked,” and took the 
opportunity to commend Mr. Jackson for 
his “statesmanlike manner” in commu- 
nicating its members’ responsibilities un- 
der title VII in an honest, meaningful, 
as well as tactful manner. 

Following Commissioner Jackson's re- 
cent address before an audience of hun- 
dreds in a large eastern city, an execu- 
tive for a private agency deeply involved 
in civil rights and social problems com- 
mented: 

If all his presentations are as meaningful 
. it must be agreed that he is a very 
capable ambassador for the Commission and 
its efforts to promote equal opportunity in 
employment. 


Labor leaders, too, have recognized the 
worth of the Commissioner’s efforts in 
seeking solutions to problems. The presi- 
dent of a large industrial union has 
stated that Mr. Jackson was able, 
through his participation in a confer- 
ence program, to set the stage for an 
“exchange of ideas and priorities,” 
strengthening immeasurably the chances 
for overcoming problems. 

Wide knowledge of the intricacies of 
the labor relations field and an aware- 
ness of the depth and extent of employ- 
ment discrimination have enabled Com- 
missioner Jackson to play an indispensa- 
ble role in the development of policy and 
program for the EEOC, and thus to guide 
the establishment and implementation 
of procedures designed to serve those who 
are appealing in large numbers to the 
Agency. 

The gratitude of civil rights forces for 
Jackson’s work was perhaps best ex- 
pressed in a recent newspaper column 
by Clarence Mitchell, Jr., of the NAACP: 

Mr. Jackson, a midwest Republican, is 
highly respected by GOP leaders. During 
the effort to gain passage of the 1964 Civil 
Rights Act, Title VII of which established 
EEOC, Mr. Jackson was an indispensable 
worker with Republican members of the 
House and Senate. An able lawyer and a 
hard-driving executive, Mr. Jackson has 
boosted the Commission’s stock to an all- 
time high among fair-minded Republicans. 
(Column: From the Work Bench, Baltimore 
Afro-American, July 1967.) 


The continued work of Commissioner 
Samuel C. Jackson will aid us in deal- 
ing with the basic problem plaguing our 
riot-torn cities. 


Gen. Lewis Walt: A Wise and Dedicated 
Servant of Democracy 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


or 
HON. JACK BROOKS 
OF TEXAS 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, July 27, 1967 
Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, last week 
the Texas congressional delegation was 
honored with a memorable briefing on 


the Vietnam situation by Lt. Gen. Lewis 
W. Walt, of the U.S. Marines. 
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Our delegation was deeply moved by 
what this fine and devoted American had 
to say. As you know, General Walt served 
brilliantly in Vietnam from 1965 until re- 
cently as commanding general of the 
Third Marine Amphibious Force in the 
I Corps area, consisting of the five north- 
ernmost provinces in South Vietnam. 

Amidst all of the confusion about our 
mission in Vietnam, it is refreshing to 
get the true story from a man who knows 
what he is talking about—a man who 
speaks from battlefield experience. 

We have all heard how, in this in- 
credible technological age, wars will sup- 
posedly be fought by remote control and 
by the push of a button. Well, Vietnam 
has taught us that the foot soldier is still 
our most indispensable force for national 
security. And this war has also empha- 
sized that all of the computers and tabu- 
lators in the world cannot replace an 
inspiring and courageous general. 

Lewis Walt is such a general. He en- 
joys the respect and affection of the 
Marines he led into battle. 

Lewis Walt knows the enemy—but he 
knows the people of South Vietnam, too. 
He has planned and successfully executed 
slashing attacks—but he has also helped 
to plan and build peaceful economic, and 
social development in the countryside. 
He knows the Vietnamese as do few 
Americans. And he likes and admires 
them—and believes in their future. 

General Walt’s associates consider him 
to possess an ideal combination of prac- 
tical combat experience, military leader- 
ship and managerial skill, together with 
a rare dedication, sincerity, and warmth. 
These traits blend into a rare leadership 
ability—perhaps best demonstrated in 
Vietnam where he led and organized the 
activities of all agencies—United States 
and Vietnamese, military and civilian— 
into productive and effective programs. 

General Westmoreland has said of 
Lewis Walt: 

He's not only big physically, 
morally. 


This sums up the kind of man the gen- 
eral is. 

The general is an excellent speaker—a 
fact many Americans around the country 
are discovering for themselves. He has 
been meeting with civic and educational 
groups whenever possible, reporting on 
Vietnam and placing the conflict in true 
perspective. 

Let me share with my colleagues some 
of his thoughts as expressed before the 
Texas delegation, and from other ap- 
pearances across the country. 

On the nature of the war in Vietnam, 
the general said: 

This is one of the most complicated, com- 
plex, frustrating, multi-sided efforts we've 
ever been engaged in... We're fighting it— 
and I mean our government and the govern- 
ment and people of Vietnam—in the po- 
litical . . . sociological .. . economic... 
psychological. . . and military arenas—all 
at the same time. 


General Walt believes that our objec- 
tives in the I Corps area to be both de- 
structive and constructive. He says: 


We have to destroy the armed enemy. But, 
we have to positively assist the Vietnamese 


but big 
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people to rebuild their country and to shape 
their own destiny. 


He emphasizes that our military ef- 
forts in Vietnam are a “shield behind 
which reconstruction may start and have 
some chance of succeeding.“ We have to 
assist the people “to reconstitute their 
government and their social institutions, 
reconstruct their schools, their homes 
and their means for making a living. 
Make no mistake—both sides are after 
the people. 

He has little patience with those who 
are overly critical of the South Viet- 
namese military. He says: 

They are short of manpower, of leadership, 
of trained personnel. Well, why shouldn’t 
they be? Those people have been fighting 
this war for 18 years. I’ve got the fullest 
confidence in the potential of their armed 
forces. 


And he says that in the I Corps area 
the Vietnamese forces have done a mag- 
nificent job.” 

He emphasizes over and over that this 
is a battle to win not territory—but the 
minds and hearts of the people. 

“In this war a soldier has to be much 
more than a man with a rifle or a man whose 
only object is to kill. He has to be part dip- 
lomat, part technician, part politiclan—and 
100 percent human being. 


Our men have met this challenge. They 
are young and resourceful fighting men 
who can look the VC in the eye one day 
and show a villager how to build a play- 
ground for the children, the next. 

The general says: 

I have never ceased to be amazed by the 
understanding of these young Americans, 
They've come to a totally foreign environ- 
ment, met a people beleagured by 18 years of 
war, suspicious of foreigners, as far removed 
from the American experience as if they’d 
come from another planet, yet the American 
serviceman can grasp the plight of these Viet- 
namese, and he can sympathize with them 
and understand them. 


Our troops, he says, are the ambassa- 
dors at the hamlet level. And they do a 
really superior job. 

The general makes clear that he be- 
lieves in the future of the South Viet- 
namese. I Corps, he says, was long be- 
lieved to be a very poor part of South 
Vietnam because it has not been able to 
produce enough food for the people there. 
But, he says, this is not because the 
capability is not there. I Corps now has 
the only coal mine in South Vietnam—a 
mine taken from the Vietcong. This mine 
is now under government control and 
under U.S. protection. It is producing 
several hundred million tons of coal, and 
the Vietnamese are building a large 
thermal electric plant in the area to serve 
all five of the northern provinces with 
electricity. 

At present, only the cities have elec- 
tric power. But once electricity is in- 
stalled in these rural areas, the farmers 
will be able to install water pumps in 
the rivers and pump water into nearby 
rice paddies. This means they will have 
two crops each year, instead of just one. 

The Vietnamese are also building a 
fertilizer plant as a byproduct of the 
coal, and this fertilizer can be used by 
all of the rice paddies in I Corps area. 
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The meaning of this, says the general, 
is that rice production will increase by 
nearly three times as much as is now 
presently produced, enabling Vietnam to 
better feed its own people. 

He notes other fine economic poten- 
tials in the I Corps area: abundant sugar- 
cane—a sugar mill is being started with 
American help; excellent fishing—a 
canning factory is being planned—and 
some of the world’s loveliest beaches that 
could made the area “the playground of 
Southeast Asia.” 

These objectives, the general makes 
clear, will not be accomplished over- 
night. But he does think that we are 
headed in the right direction. In his 
words: 

We are making progress 
confident of the outcome. 

Nor does the general predict a quick 
outcome to the fighting. The war, he 
feels, depends on two factors: First, how 
many troops the North Vietnamese Army 
is going to throw down on us and keep 
taking the terrible losses they are taking. 
Second, how many troops we are going 
to put in the country to stop them. 

General Walt thinks we may be in 
Vietnam for as long as 12 to 15 years. 
He does not think the fighting will rage 
that long, but American forces will be 
needed to maintain security. He notes 
that our troops have been stationed in 
Korea for a long time. And he adds that 
South Vietnam has as much potential for 
economic and political growth as Korea, 
and a strong South Vietnam will give 
the United States a strong and valued 
ally in Southeast Asia to block Commu- 
nist forces in that part of the world. 

To Lewis Walt, there is no confusion 
or apprehension about America’s com- 
mitment to the people of South Vietnam. 

We cannot abandon these people. For, 
as the General said: 

If we withdrew it would only be a matter 
of a few days before the Viet Cong would be 
back in, and they would be killing. 


I am proud of a country that is able to 
produce men like General Walt. And I 
am delighted that the American people 
now have an opportunity to see and 
listen to the General explain our hopes 
and aspirations for the people of South 
Vietnam. The General is neither a hawk 
nor a dove. He is only a peace-seeker— 
dedicated to a fair and prompt settle- 
ment of this costly and bloody war. But 
he is also committed to our seeing the 
job through until a settlement can be 
reached with the Communists. 

And here, too, he reflects our Nation’s 
hope that ways can be found to induce 
Hanoi to join with us in the search for 
peace. But until that day comes, Lewis 
Walt and others like him, will shoulder 


and I am 


the burden of securing a decent life for a 


people and a country that have known 
little but war all of their lives. 
He told us: 


The most dramatic change that I have 
observed out there in the past two years is 
the attitude of the people. Two years ago 
that Vietnamese people in I Corps were 
fraught with fear. Today, they are gaining 
confidence in their own government and in 
their own institutions and they see a much 
better world for themselves resulting from 
our presence in that troubled country. 
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For Total Mobilization To Solve Urban 
Crisis 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. HOWARD W. ROBISON 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, July 27, 1967 


Mr. ROBISON. Mr. Speaker, the peo- 
ple of the United States today face the 
greatest internal crisis they have known 
since the Civil War of a century ago. 

The senseless violence that is spewing 
out of the ghettos of city after American 
city, the resulting death and property 
destruction, and the near total break- 
down of the forces of law and order— 
something that approached a state of 
anarchy in both Newark and Detroit— 
make such a conclusion well-nigh in- 
escapable. 

I have listened in this Chamber, this 
week, as my colleagues have risen, one 
after the other, to agonize out loud about 
the terrible nature of these events and 
to express their sense of disbelief that 
such things could be happening here in 
our beloved Nation. 

This I can understand, for I share 
their agony—the sense of disbelief and 
bewilderment. 

And yet, Mr. Speaker, I am disturbed 
even further by the seeming parallel be- 
tween the attitudes of helplessness and 
hopelessness, as well as of anger, and the 
efforts to affix political blame for what is 
transpiring as well as the piecemeal “so- 
lutions” that are being proposed here in 
the midst of our mounting crisis, and the 
attitudes and posturing of those of our 
great-grandfathers who served in this 
Congress a little more than a century 
ago as the Union their great-grand- 
fathers, in turn, had established moved 
inevitably toward disruption. 

The urgency of our present crisis 


‘clearly demands something far better 


than this of us. Any attempt to fix the 
blame, now, for what is happening 
around us reminds me, for all the world, 
of two drivers arguing in the street over 
who was at fault for the accident they 
have just had while their critically in- 
jured passengers lie unattended and un- 
cared for. 

So the “plague on both your houses” 
editorial as carried in yesterday’s edi- 
tion of the New York Times, was prob- 
ably called for and, under leave granted 
to do so, I now include it as part of these 
remarks: 

WHILE Crrres Burn 


The nation has cause for deep concern if 
the leaders of both political parties are un- 
able to forget political considerations when 
murder, arson and looting are sweeping some 
of its major cities. This grave domestic crisis 
demands a level and a quality of mature 
leadership that have been shocking in their 
absence. 

Because he holds the highest office and 
therefore bears the highest responsibility 
both to act and to set an example, President 
Johnson offended most conspicuously in his 
pussyfooting response to the debacle in De- 
troit. He shilly-shallied for several hours in 
ordering the Army units into action in the 
city despite the pleas of local officials that 
troops were urgently needed, And when he 
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did act, Mr. Johnson issued a proclamation 
and a personal statement both of which 
were clearly designed to place the entire po- 
litical responsibility on Governor Romney. 

It is no disgrace to either the Governor, a 
Republican, or to Mayor Cavanagh, a Demo- 
crat, that the situation in Detroit slipped out 
of local and state control. The fact that Goy- 
ernor Romney may be the Republican Pres- 
idential candidate next year may explain but 
cannot excuse President Johnson’s neryous 
political posturing at this critical time. 

But if the President’s conduct was hesitant 
and strangely lacking in the quality of lead- 
ership, the statement issued by the Republi- 
can Coordinating Committee is a flagrant 
outrage. It is the most transparent kind of 
seedy politics to assert that these terribly 
difficult and complex problems, decades and 
even centuries in the making, have erupted 
cone the present Administration took of- 

ce.” 

This shabby statement insults the nation’s 
intelligence when it asserts that President 
Johnson’s veto of a loosely drafted “crime- 
control bill” for the District of Columbia 
contributed to an upheaval a thousand miles 
away in Detroit or that the ludicrous anti- 
rioting bill already by the House 
would do the slightest bit of 

“The root causes of discontent,” the state- 
ment declares, “are of immediate and con- 
tinuing concern to all of us.” The Republican 
leaders nowhere state what those “root 
causes” are. There is not & single word about 
jobs, housing, health, care, education or 
other urban problems. Instead, the state- 
ment is replete with demagogic tales about 
unspecified factories manufacturing Molo- 
toy cocktails and unidentified riot organizers 
touring the country. 

Because the statement was so misleading 
and so irresponsible, Senator Dirksen, that 
thick-skinned, battle-hardened political vet- 
eran, evidently could not bring himself to 
face up to a defense of it to skeptical re- 
porters and ran away from his own 
conference. It is no credit to either of them 
that former Governor Dewey shared in the 
drafting of this document and that former 
President Eisenhower associated his name 
with it. 

It now appears that Congress will appoint 
a bipartisan joint committee to inquire into 
the riots. More good would be accomplished 
if the conservatives in both parties would 
re-examine their consciences and their yot- 
ing records on the model cities bill, the rent- 
subsidy program, the rat-control bill, and 
many other measures before Congress. The 
new committee can accomplish little if its 
members from both parties do not rise above 
the execrable level established by Washing- 
ton’s political leaders in recent days. 


Believe me, Mr. Speaker, I don’t take 
any pleasure in such editorial spankings 
of either my party or yours, or our re- 
spective leaders and spokesmen—but I 
believe it does us well to heed them, for 
ours is the common responsibility, now, 
in deciding what can and is to be done, 
and we ought to be preparing to get at 
our task in as objective, constructive, and 
cooperative fashion as possible. 

But there was another reason beyond 
that of publicly admitting we have both 
been taken to the woodshed,” that 
prompted me to insert the above editorial, 
That reason is because I believe the 
Times erred—and in doing so detracted 
from the force and effect of its appro- 
priate criticism—when it felt impelled 
to add that sentence to its final para- 
graph which referred to the good that 
would be accomplished if the conserva- 
tives in both parties would (now) re- 
examine their consciences and their vot- 
ing records on the model cities bill, the 
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rent-subsidy program, the rat-control 
bill, and (the) many other measures 
before Congress.” 

This is a line I have also heard some 
of my colleagues adopt here, in their re- 
marks, this week—but it does not consti- 
tute a very valid argument if what we 
are searching for beyond, first, the 
restoration of law and order in our riot- 
torn cities, is a long-range solution that 
gets at the causes—the root causes—of 
the riots themselves. The reason it does 
not is that what the Times is talking 
about is a “crisis gimmick-programs ap- 
proach designed—primarily—to quiet 
and contain the ghettos.” 

Now those last 11 words are not mine— 
and that is why I have put quotation 
marks around them. I found them, in of 
all places, on the same editorial page of 
the Times in a published letter to its 
editor from Prof. Kenneth B. Clark, of 
New York City, whose remarks make 
more sense to me right now than any- 
thing I have heard here or read else- 
where the past few days. That letter was 
entitled “For Total Mobilization To Solve 
Urban Crisis,” which I have adopted as 
the title of these remarks and, under 
leave again to do so, Professor Clark’s 
letter is now set forth: 

For TOTAL MOBILIZATION To SOLVE URBAN 
Crisis 


To the EDITOR: 

The reputation of The New York Times for 
incisive and distinguished editorials was en- 
hanced by the series of editorials (July 16, 
17 and 18) concerned with the difficult and 
complex problems inherent in the tragedy 
of Newark. These editorials are significant 
contributions to public education and should 
be required repeated reading for public of- 
ficials responsible for the future of American 
cities. 

If it is possible to salvage any positives 
from the tragic consequences of past neglect, 
discrimination and pervasive insensitivities 
which made Newark inevitable, old postures 
and explanatory clichés must give way to a 
serious and dispassionate search for solutions 
to critical urban problems. 

In seeking the solutions to the problems 
of our cities and ghettos, the choices before 
us are limited. First, we can increase the 
number of state police, National Guard or 
Federal troops, which are easily available to 
put down “insurrections” within the ghettos 
and thereby turn them into compounds of 
frustration and discontent. Second, we can 
continue a crisis gimmick-programs ap- 
proach designed to quiet and contain the 
ghettos. Or third, we can seek serious long- 
term solutions to longstanding problems of 
crime and delinquency, criminally inferior 
education, subhuman housing and dangerous 
unemployment. 

SAME BENEFITS FOR ALL 

Solutions consistent with a tough-minded 
self-interest of the privileged and with hu- 
manity must assure that the people of our 
ghettos have the same access to democracy, 
justice and mobility and the same choices 
which American democracy has provided for 
all other ethnic groups. 

When our society was confronted with the 
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threat of national survival implicit in an 
archaic approach to military defense and 
when our Government sought to meet the 
new challenges of space exploration, we dem- 
onstrated the seriousness of our concern 
by mobilizing the best brains available and 
providing them with the necessary financial 
resources and independence to do the neces- 
sary planning, research and development, 
and to seek and recommend appropriate so- 
lutions. 

The problems of the stability of our cities 
and the problem of the ghettos are in a 
real and concrete sense equal in their threat 
to the survival of our nation. Our scientific 
and industrial genius needs to be organized 
now just as the nation organized its nuclear 
scientists for Los Alamos and its defense 
strategists at RAND. 

The decision which America makes must 
now be made affirmatively and not by default. 
What we decide to do will determine whether 
the American experiment in democracy can 
work or must remain a mockery. 

KENNETH B. CLARK, 
President, Metropolitan Applied Re- 
search Center and Professor of Psy- 
chology, the City College. 
New York, July 21, 1967. 


As you will note, Mr. Speaker, Profes- 
sor Clark states we have three general 
choices concerning what is to be done 
about our developing crisis. The first of 
these, as some here are already suggest- 
ing, is to pour Federal moneys into “‘beef- 
ing up” State and local police forces. 
Even granting the urgency of bringing 
order out of chaos, this is, at best, clearly 
no “solution.” 

Professor Clark’s suggestion for a sec- 
ond choice is—as I have already men- 
tioned—the continuation of that “crisis 
gimmick-programs approach designed to 
quiet and contain the ghettos.” I know 
I will get into an argument if I should 
attempt to relate the programs and pend- 
ing bills the Times was talking about all 
into this category—so I will not even try 
that being content, instead, to point out 
that the same, again at best, offer only 
very distant and very partial “solutions.” 
Certainly, this is true about the model 
city program which may prove to be the 
best of the several new approaches Con- 
gress has indicated a willingness to try. 
However, even if that program were now 
fully funded it would be well for the 
critics of those of us who supported its 
partial funding to remember that Secre- 
tary Weaver has even yet, not made 
up his mind as to which American cities 
are going to be favored with model cities 
funds. 

The rent-subsidy program has already 
been amply debated here, so suffice it to 
point out that there are existing alterna- 
tives to it that are funded and that are 
working and that—in the mind of some 
of us, at least—there are also pending 
proposed alternatives, such as the Percy 
homeownership plan of which I am a 
cosponsor, and which, if we had it now, 
might be of substantial value in rebuild- 
ing some of the devastated ghetto areas 
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that we are undoubtedly going to be 
asked to help rebuild. 

And, finally, as to that pesky “rat- 
control” bill, perhaps it was a mistake 
from the standpoint of images for the 
House to have turned it down. But what 
the liberal press has failed to realize, in 
its criticism of this action, is that the 
House Members who so voted were vot- 
ing not “for rats” or “for economy-in- 
government,” as has been suggested, but 
against the burgeoning categorical- 
grant programs Congress has been in- 
dulging in lately to the serious detriment 
of local flexibility in trying to meet local 
problems. AndI do not know if it really 
matters now but, with Detroit so very 
much on all our minds, would the critics 
of this House action—including the 
Times—mind too much taking public 
note of the fact that Detroit, well prior 
to its recent trouble and all on its own, 
had practically cleaned up its own rat 
problem, reducing the incidence of rat- 
infested building by a whopping 96 per- 
cent? 

In my view, Mr. Speaker, what the 
Detroit situation now demands of us is 
not passage of a rat-control bill but a 
thorough reexamination of the whole 
governmental and social structures on 
which we may too long have relied. For, 
as Charles Orlebeke, executive assistant 
to Michigan’s Gov. George Romney, said 
about that city’s tragedy: 

We've got to try to see what went wrong. 
This is more than the wreckage of a city, It 
is a wreckage of our cliches, and that means 
a lot of things that the sociologists talk 
about, 


So, Mr. Speaker, I think Professor 
Clark had a real point in suggesting to 
us, as our remaining third choice now, 
that we stop thinking in terms of “gim- 
mick programs” that we evidently can- 
not resist overselling in our desire for 
votes or in our hope that they will some- 
how help “keep the lid on,” and that 
instead we get down to work—mobilizing 
our undeniable scientific and industrial 
genius just as we did before in matching 
the Russian space challenge and in un- 
locking the secret to nuclear power—to 
find serious, long-term solutions to the 
longstanding and vastly complex human 
problems that, unsolved, will continue to 
tear at the very fabric of our society. 

I confess I do not know how to get 
such an effort going. It would not be 
easy—enamored of those old cliches and 
so trapped in our own verbiage as we are; 
but perhaps if one or another kind of 
congressional investigations into the 
riots as now proposed gets started it 
might point us in that ultimate direc- 
tion. 

But I deeply believe that such an all- 
out effort must be made—and that on 
the success of it may well depend the 
future of what Professor Clark calls the 
American experiment in democracy. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monpay, Jury 31, 1967 


The House met at 12 o’clock noon. 

Rev. Alfred B. Clarke, Fairfax Meth- 
odist Church, ‘Fairfax, Va., offered the 
following prayer: 


Psalm 24: 1: The earth is the Lord’s and 
the fulness thereof; the world, and they 
who dwell therein. 

Eternal God, before whom the empires 
of the past have risen and passed away, 
we pray that Thou wilt establish this 
Nation in righteousness. and in personal 


character and public integrity make her 
foundations secure. 

From prejudice of race and color that 
divides us, from inequity that begets ill 
will and spoils fraternity, from the loss 
of priceless liberties bequeathed us by 
our forefathers, O Lord, deliver us. 

We pray that these elected Representa- 
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tives of a free people may so order their 
personal lives, and so fulfill their public 
trust, that all may regard them as lead- 
ers who sustain the moral fiber of our 
citizenship, keep alive among us an en- 
lightened social conscience, and save us 
from the collapse of national character. 

Hear us in the name of Christ. Amen. 


THE JOURNAL 


The Journal of the proceedings of 
Thursday, July 27, 1967, was read and 
approved. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 


A message from the Senate by Mr. 
Arrington, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate had passed with amend- 
ments in which the concurrence of the 
House is requested, a bill of the House 
of the folowing title: 

H.R. 8718. An act to increase the annual 
Federal payment to the District of Columbia 
and to provide a method for computing the 
annual borrowing authority for the general 
fund of the District of Columbia. 


The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed a bill of the follow- 
ing title, in which the concurrence of 
the House is requested: 

S. 1002. An act to amend the Flammable 
Fabrics Act to increase the protection af- 
forded consumers against injurious flam- 
mable fabrics. 


IS FIDEL CASTRO TRAINING GUER- 
RILLAS AND AGENTS TO FOMENT 
AND EXPLOIT RIOT SITUATIONS 
IN U.S. CITIES? 


Mr. SELDEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Alabama? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SELDEN. Mr. Speaker, the pres- 
ence of Stokely Carmichael in Havana 
clearly establishes the ideological link 
between the organized violence taking 
place in our major American cities and 
Fidel Castro’s plan to subvert and over- 
throw existing Latin American govern- 
ments. 

However, in light of Carmichael’s 
“guerrilla warfare” threats made at the 
Latin American Solidarity Conference, 
an even more serious question arises, and 
that is the extent of actual Castro aid 
and assistance to the criminal rioters 
who have terrorized American cities in 
recent weeks. 

As was pointed out in the recent re- 
port of the House Subcommittee on In- 
ter-American Affairs, Castro cadres 
have trained and are training guerrilla 
personnel now operating in several Latin 
American countries. 

It has also been pointed out that Cas- 
tro operatives are at work in Africa, 
training antigovernment subversive ter- 
rorists. 

Inasmuch as what the Castroites and 
Carmichael call the Negro revolution 
in the United States is high on the agen- 
da at the Havana conference, Carmich- 
ael’s presence there raises the possibil- 
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ity that the degree of guerrilla profi- 
ciency attributed to many of the rioters 
of the last weeks can be traced to Castro- 
Cuban operated training cadres. 

It is my belief, therefore, that any 
investigation conducted either by the 
special commission appointed by the 
President or a congressional committee 
should include consideration of evidence 
regarding the possibility that American 
nationals who are Castro-trained guer- 
rillas and agents have been, and are 
even now, operating to foment and ex- 
ploit riot situations in the cities of the 
United States. 


PEOPLE ARE CONCERNED ABOUT 
RADICALS WHO ARE TRAVELING 
TO COMMUNIST COUNTRIES 


Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks, 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Alabama? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Speaker, first, I 
wish to congratulate the distinguished 
gentleman from Alabama [Mr. SELDEN] 
and to concur in the remarks of my 
illustrious colleague. 

Mr. Speaker, people all over this coun- 
try are concerned about the radicals 
who are traveling to Communist coun- 
tries, consorting with the enemy, and 
then coming back home to create more 
strife and turmoil. Stokely Carmichael, 
the black power advocate who, at last 
word, was still in Communist Cuba plot- 
ting with Castro, is the latest of these, 
and has really brought the problem to 
the attention of the American people. 
But we have also had people to travel 
illegally to North Vietnam and other 
countries declared off limits by our State 
Department. 

There is presently no provision to 
punish those who violate their passports, 
other than to revoke their passports. 

I have introduced, in the Congress, a 
bill which would make violations of 
travel restrictions punishable by a fine 
of not more than $5,000 or 5 years’ im- 
prisonment. Americans want to see 
something done about these people who 
are plotting with Communists, and this 
L ypu be a deterrent to illegal 

avel, 


TRAGIC FIRES ABOARD OUR AIR- 
CRAFT CARRIERS 


Mr. ROONEY of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad- 
dress the House for 1 minute, to revise 
and extend my remarks, and to include 
extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ROONEY of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, the third tragic fire aboard an 
American aircraft carricr in the past 9 
months shocked the Nation this past 
weekend. The loss in lives is staggering 
and threatens to equal a week’s toll of 
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combat deaths among all U.S. forces in 
Vietnam. 

The loss in terms of damaged and 
destroyed aircraft and a badly disabled 
carrier, the U.S.S. Forrestal, is a severe 
blow to our air mission in Southeast 
Asia. 

There is, I believe, cause for deep 
concern in this day of sophisticated 
weaponry and land, sea, and air craft 
when primitive enemies such as acci- 
dents and malfunctions can cause such 
tragedy and loss. 

I aave been in contact today with the 
terrified parents of eight young men 
from my congressional district who are 
serving aboard the Forrestal. Iam aware 
of their deep anxiety and I personally 
share their concern for the safety of 
their sons. 

Hundreds of lives have been lost, and 
hundreds of our men severely injured as 
the result of what we sometimes lightly 
term “incidents” of the war in Vietnam. 
At this moment we are awaiting a report 
of the functioning of a new rifie—the 
M-16—which has superior fire power as 
well as a seemingly unusual frequence 
of malfunctions. 

I believe the M-16 investigation was 
necessary, Mr. Speaker. But I believe 
another and far broader congressional 
study is warranted to examine the causes 
of these terrible “incidents” and to get 
a clear picture of our ability to combat 
their causes. Have we developed pre- 
cautionary measures to guard against 
incidents at a pace equal to the refine- 
ment and sophistication of our weaponry 
and equipment? And have we developed 
the means to effectively control our 
losses when precautions fail and inci- 
dents occur? 

These matters warrant investigation 
and I am introducing today a resolution 
to authorize the House Armed Services 
Committee to make such an investiga- 
tion. 


RIOTS ARE SYMPTOMS OF A 
NATIONAL SICKNESS 


Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my 
remarks, and to include extraneous 
matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, not since 
1933 has this country confronted a 
domestic crisis as grave as the one in 
which we are now engulfed. 

In some ways even 1933 was not as 
bad, for then there was a greater sense 
of unity as we faced our national prob- 
lems. There was not the hatred that to- 
day is spreading on both sides of the 
racial divide. 

Certainly the riots of the past weeks, 
and most of all the disaster in Detroit, 
are symptoms of a national sickness 
which threatens our future as a free and 
democratic country just as truly as our 
survival was threatened in World War 
II. Surely the danger to us today repre- 
sented by Communist violence in Viet- 
nam is far less serious than the danger 
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represented by the spreading violence in 
our cities. 

Yet, up to now, there is no evidence 
that we as a nation are prepared to de- 
vote the kind of massive effort to our 
problems here at home that we are de- 
voting to the conflict in Vietnam. This 
is not only true in the Congress, it is also, 
I am afraid, true in the executive branch 
of our Government. In his speech last 
Thursday night, the President spoke 
with commendable restraint, but he gave 
no indication that he was prepared to 
make any change in his scale of priorities 
for national action. 

Mr. Speaker, I do not pretend to know 
exactly what actions should be taken in 
our efforts to prevent riots in the future 
or to reduce their scope and ferocity 
when they do occur. 

It is easier to speak in negatives than 
in positives. For example, the following 
negative propositions seem clear: 

First. There is no easy or simple an- 
swer to the riots. There is no panacea. 

Second. The solution does not lie in 
the direction of more criminal laws or 
tougher application of the criminal laws 
already on our books. The malady ex- 
posed by the riots is far too serious to 
be dealt with purely by repressive means. 
The end of such a road is a totalitarian 
society such as exists today in South 
Africa and Rhodesia. 

Third. On the other hand, the answer 
to the riots is not to pour money into our 
cities to be hastily spent on crash pro- 
grams. Particularly, it would be a grave 
mistake to concentrate crash programs 
in those cities where riots have occurred. 
This would only justify the rioters and 
encourage riots elsewhere. 

Fourth. It would be a mistake to be 
lenient with those who have committed 
crimes, such as arson, looting, and snip- 
ing. The fact that one can find historical 
and sociological explanations for these 
actions does not alter the fact that the 
foundation of our civilization is the rule 
of law, and that crimes, especially crimes 
of violence, cannot go unpunished. At the 
same time, it would be a mistake to deal 
vindicatively with those who have been 
convicted of such actions. Those who en- 
gaged in the most extreme forms of vio- 
lence were obviously prepared to risk 
their lives; such fanaticism will not be 
deterred by the fear of punishment. 

Fifth. The worst course of all would be 
to turn our backs on the ghettos, to 
abandon our efforts to provide equal op- 
portunities and a better life for all our 
citizens. I have been shocked to hear the 
comments of some of my colleagues that 
what happened in Detroit proves the fal- 
lacy of Government efforts to encourage 
integration, better education and better 
jobs for Negroes, and our other programs 
to cope with the infection in our cities. 
What Detroit proves is, not that we have 
been moving too fast in some cities, but 
that in no great city have we been mov- 
ing fast enough. 

If these are wrong courses, what then 
is the right course? 

First of all, it is helpful, I think, to 
keep in mind what the President and 
others have pointed out, that we are con- 
fronted by two quite separate tasks: one 
is to improve our methods of riot preven- 
tion and control; the other is to try to 
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cure the underlying causes of the riots, 
the bitterness and the frustrations which 
explode into widespread violence when 
ignited by a stray spark. 

The Congress must move much faster 
than it has till now on the President’s 
proposals for action to combat crime. 
The need for measures to strengthen 
local law enforcement agencies and for 
stricter weapons control—measures 
which I cosponsored back in March—is 
clearer than ever. One bill, the so-called 
Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice 
Act of 1967, is coming before the House 
this week, but it does not in my opinion 
go nearly far enough. Especially glaring 
is the omission of any provision for reg- 
ulation of the sale of firearms. 

We simply must make more vigorous 
efforts to prevent firearms from getting 
into the hands of dangerous people. The 
fact that today any one can buy a rifle 
from a mail-order house without any 
restrictions is monstrous. In the natic:.al 
interest, our sportsmen should be willing 
to accept regulations with regard to the 
purchase of firearms, and the attendant 
inconvenience, just as they do with the 
case of automobiles. Is a rifle less of a 
dangerous weapon than a car, is it any 
less subject to improper use in the wrong 
hands? 

Also in the area of riot prevention, I 
believe it is urgent that we develop edu- 
cational programs, particularly films, for 
use in communities where riots threaten. 
Especially useful would be documentaries 
of riots that have occurred, which would 
clearly show the death and suffering that 
results from riots, and who it is that suf- 
fers most. They ought to be shown regu- 
larly on TV and in city schools. I plan 
this week to introduce legislation au- 
thorizing and directing the Office of Edu- 
cation, in cooperation with the FBI and 
other Federal departments, to embark on 
such a program. 

As for the longer range programs de- 
signed to eliminate the causes of riots in 
our ghettos, recent events have not 
altered my view that we can and must do 
much more to meet the needs for decent 
housing, for better education, and for 
more and better jobs, and that the Fed- 
eral Government, with its vast resources, 
must carry an increasing share of the 
financial load. What the riots have done, 
I believe, is to make clear that our sights 
have been set much too low. We must 
start thinking in terms of an annual 
Federal Government effort, not just in 
billions, but in tens of billions of dollars. 

If it is said that we cannot afford to do 
this while the conflict in Vietnam rages, 
then I say we must stop and think about 
our priorities. Which is more important, 
victory over the Communists in Vietnam, 
or victory in the struggle for a peaceful 
and decent society. 

To me there is no doubt that Vietnam 
not only consumes a disproportionate 
share of our national resources, but that 
the conflict there actually adds fuel to 
the flames here at home. Just let us try 
to imagine how it looks to people living 
in the hopelessness and isolation of the 
ghetto for this country to be spending 
billions of dollars in a remote and con- 
troversial war at a time when insufficient 
funds are available to help the poor in 
our cities. When the history of the riots 
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of 1967 is written, I believe this dreadful 
contrast will be seen to have played a sig- 
nificant part. 

I know that to end the war in Vietnam 
is easier said than done, and that, as a 
practical matter, it may not be possible 
to do it soon. This is not a matter entirely 
within our control. But we could uni- 
laterally and without any need for ne- 
gotiations, greatly reduce the scale of our 
efforts in Vietnam by going over to a more 
defensive posture. 

Up to now, the President has been say- 
ing, with the support of the majority of 
the Congress, “Whatever General West- 
moreland needs, he will get.” The same 
kind of imperative, the same kind of 
commitment has not been applied to our 
needs here at home. This is what has to 
change. 

Mr. Speaker, there was an excellent 
editorial on this subject in the New York 
Times last Friday. For the benefit of my 
colleagues and other readers of the REC- 
ord, I insert it at this point: 


SICKNESS OF THE CITIES 


The shrill racism that has been the battle 
cry of some of the rebellious residents of the 
Negro ghettos tends to disguise deeper causes 
of urban upheaval that have nothing to do 
with race. 

They may not realize it themselves, but 
slum dwellers are in revolt at least in part 
because the cities in which they are con- 
demned to live have become unlivable—con- 
crete, brick and neon monstrosities unfit for 
human habitation. 

The urban poor are condemned to the 
slums because they themselves are unfit, or 
rather have not been fitted, to compete for 
the more sophisticated jobs of an industrial- 
urban era that enable others to purchase at 
least temporary respite from the maddening 
din, dirt, ugliness and congestion of modern 
city life. 

The fact that an increasing proportion of 
the urban poor is Negro, because inferior 
education and other consequences of a long 
history of segregation have left Negroes be- 
hind in the race for better-paying technical 
jobs, gives the urban revolt undeniable racial 
overtones. But instant racial justice, even if 
it could be achieved, would not end the 
agony of the American city and of the dis- 
possessed of all races who are confined there. 

Any man condemned to spend his days 
and nights without end on East 103d Street 
would be likely to “blow his cool“ sooner or 
later, or give up. Men without education or 
skills haven’t much choice. 

Racism, white and black, must be eradi- 
cated. Peace and order must be restored by 
police, or when necessary by military action. 
But if peace and order are to be permanently 
restored to Americas’ cities, the broader 
problems of urban and human rehabilitation 
must be tackled with far more vigor and 
imagination than have yet been displayed. 

It will not be enough to patch up old 
dwellings or build new ones in the more de- 
teriorated city areas. It will be necessary to 
reshape the total urban environment to make 
the cities livable for all who work and dwell 
there. This means restoring the purity of air 
and water, reducing noise, relieving conges- 
tion, creating more parks and recreation 
areas, improving transportation, enriching 
the artistic and cultural milieu. 

It will not be enough to patch up old 
schools with instant p . Total over- 
haul and enrichment of the educational sys- 
tem will be necessary—and this must be na- 
tionwide because many of the cities’ dis- 

are immigrants from other areas 
who have brought their handicaps with 
them. In the world of America today, educa- 
tion means jobs, and lack of it means job- 
lessness. 


20582 


These are not black problems, or white 
problems. They are national problems. They 
are problems that are bound to confront 
any nation in the forefront of the modern 
industrial-urban revolution. They need to 
be attacked with at least the same free- 

determination that the Adminis- 
tration and Congress so far have reserved for 
the war in Vietnam. 


COMMENTS ON PRESIDENT’S AD- 
DRESS TO THE NATION ON 
THURSDAY, JULY 27 


Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to address the House for 
1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Missouri? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, in his tele- 
vised address to the Nation last Thurs- 
day night, the President at long last is- 
sued a stern warning that lawlessness 
will not be tolerated. He also called for 
a national day of prayer and for this, 
too, he is to be commended, especially 
since the call came so quickly that the 
Supreme Court did not have time to 
declare it unconstitutional, as it has done 
in so many decisions involving prayer. 
Perhaps now the Department of Justice 
will act and back the constabulary. 

But even in his call for law and order 
the President demonstrated the same 
political timidity that has marked his 
administration. Not once did he men- 
tion “black power,” the battle cry of the 
insurrectionists. Not once did he mention 
by name Stokely Carmichael or Rap“ 
Brown, whose inflammatory words, car- 
ried so often and so willingly by the com- 
munications’ media, have served as the 
catalyst for riot and admitted rebellion. 
Being against lawlessness is like being 
against sin, who but the Carmichaels 
and Browns are for lawlessness? 

Some have said that the President’s 
message was moderate in tone and non- 
political, but I submit that it was polit- 
ical in the sense that the President put 
forth the same old promises of spending 
more money and adding more person- 
nel for Great Society programs. It does 
not take too much memory to recall 
that these are the same cures that were 
advocated a few years back. Virtually 
all the prescriptions were adopted, but 
instead of curing the disease they spread 
the infection. 

I do not know what the eventual cost 
will be to the taxpayers for this latest 
Presidential study group, but it will be 
largely wasted since we can already an- 
ticipate its findings. They will say spend 
more money and hire more Federal em- 
ployees, the pat Great Society answer 
for everything that ails the Nation. 

It is interesting and revealing to note 
that the President is asking for a sub- 
stantial tax increase, even before there 
was any indication that he was going to 
ask for a new escalation of the Great 
Society. Since he has now acknowledged 
the danger of a large and planned defi- 
cit, though refusing to prescribe cut- 
backs in Federal spending; it is not illog- 
ical to assume that to finance another 
and more expensive round of the Great 
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Society’s social experiments, he will also 
ask for another substantial increase in 
Federal taxes. How much more in taxes 
no one yet knows, 10 percent or perhaps 
even 20 percent? 

But one must ask, what good will 
another round of massive Federal pro- 
grams accomplish, as long as the Federal 
judiciary refuses to back up the law en- 
forcement agencies whose task it is to re- 
press lawlessness? The record clearly 
shows that every Supreme Court Justice 
appointed by the President has voted 
with the narrow but majority decisions 
that further detract from the ability of 
the police, at all levels, to protect society. 
There is little, in fact no reason, to be- 
lieve that the latest appointee, Thurgood 
Marshall will deviate from this trend. 
It is almost cynical for the President to 
come out foursquare against lawlessness, 
while he himself has appointed Supreme 
Court Justices who consistently encour- 
age it by their decisions; to wit Gold- 
berg, Fortas, and now Marshall. 

Since a Presidential Commission has 
been appointed, may I make a responsi- 
ble and progressive suggestion that it 
turn its attention to the questions I 
raised in a speech on the House floor, 
Thursday, July 27, 1967; in which I sug- 
gested that the national news media has 
contributed to riot and insurrection by 
giving racial extremists like Stokely Car- 
michael and “Rap” Brown, a national 
vehicle to dispense their messages of 
hate and violence to millions of people, 
no small percentage of whom are more 
than willing to take their advise. The 
commission should secure from each of 
the television networks a listing of all 
network news and “public affairs” pro- 
grams which have featured appearances 
by Carmichael, Brown, Bayard Rustin, 
and others who fit their category. I be- 
lieve such information, and the amount 
and percentages of so-called public 
service time, when made available will 
demonstrate that poor judgment, on the 
part of many network producers, has 
made a direct contribution to the re- 
bellion on the streets of the Nation. I in- 
sert at this point in the Record an edi- 
torial from the July 29 issue of the New 
York Daily News, and also an article 
from the current issue of Reader's 
Digest: 

(From the New York Daily News, July 29, 
1967] 

RIGHT You ARE, REPRESENTATIVE HALL 

A Stokely Carmichael calling for insurrec- 
tion on a street corner soapbox is a curi- 
osity—a hippie talking to a few other hippies. 
But a Stokely Carmichael talking face to 
face to millions of people [via television] is 
immediately transformed from an oddball 
to a national figure. 

That striking and eminently sound obser- 
vation comes from a speech prepared Thurs- 
day for insertion in the Congressional Record 
by Rep. Durward G. Hall (R-Mo.). 

Stokely Carmichael, of course, is the Negro 
firebrand now in Cuba professing admira- 
tion for Red F. Castro and hate for the 
U.S.A. 

Rep. Hall in this speech urged strongly 
that news media—especially television and 
radio—use a lot more discretion than they 
have been using about letting these mer- 
chants of race hate sound off via TV and 
radio, 


Such exposure to millions of viewers and/ 
or listeners gives these birds an importance 
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in many people's minds which they do not 
rate. They speak at most for a few misguided 
Negroes and a few malevolent U.S. Commu- 
nists. Why not give them publicity in propor- 
tion to their unimportance, and no more? 

The same goes for some newspapers. And 
no question of censorship is involved here. 
It is, to repeat, a matter of editorial sense 
and discretion in all media. 


[From the Reader’s Digest, August 1967] 
THE UNREAL WORLD OF TELEVISION NEWS 
(By Henry Fairlie) 

None of us has ever seen Alexander the 
Great emerging from his tent. If there had 
been television in his day, and if we could 
today look at the tape, would we know him 
any better, as we think we now know a 
Lyndon B. Johnson when we see him on 
television news emerging, say, from a heli- 
copter? 

The answer is far from clear. Of all his- 
torical evidence, the public presence of voice 
or of physical appearance is the most reveal- 
ing, but it can also be the most misleading. 
Yet every night, watching television news, 
millions of people have to decide whether 
they can believe what they see flickering in 
front of them. Is it genuine? Can television, 
by its nature, tell the truth? 

“The evidence of one’s own eyes?” But 
that is precisely what is not available. What 
is available is the evidence of the camera, 
making its own selection, dictating its own 
terms, 

Television does not merely create news— 
as newspapers have done for generations. 
Television creates its own events. Unlike the 
newspaperman’s words, television happens 
as we watch. 

There is a vital margin of difference be- 
tween saying, “Did you see the report in the 
New York Times of the massacre in the 
Congo?” and saying, “Did you see the mas- 
sacres in the Congo on television last night?” 
The first remark implies only that one has 
seen a report, which may conflict with an- 
other report. The second implies that one 
has seen the event itself. However carefully 
television is used, it cannot avoid this de- 
ception. 

Television can report incidents; it is the 
nature of incidents that they can, and do, 
happen in isolation. But rarely can television 
report an event. The true meaning of an 
event depends on all of its known and un- 
known causes, on all of the known and un- 
known incidents that contribute to it, on 
all its repercussions. The whole of an inci- 
dent can easily be described; the whole of 
an event may escape even the historian. 

If this is the difficulty that confronts the 
newspaper reporter from day to day, it is 
one that the television reporter can rarely 
overcome. For the newspaper reporter has 
flexibility. He can reach where the camera 
cannot reach. He can go “off the record.” He 
can qualify, provide perspective. The televi- 
sion reporter on the other hand, however 
carefully he chooses his words, can never 
properly qualify a spectacular picture. 

Not only is the core of television the pub- 
lic and the spectacular, but there is an im- 
portant sense in which television has a vested 
interest in disaster, From the point of view 
of a good story, both newspapers and tele- 
vision prefer covering a major strike to cov- 
ering negotiations which prevent a strike. 
Yet it is possible for the newspaper reporter 
to make negotiations almost as excitng as a 
strike. But what can television do with ne- 
gotiations? It can only show pictures of peo- 
ple arriving at a building and people leaving 
it. 


Violence—movement—is the stuff of tele- 
vision, something it cannot help emphasiz- 
ing. Three distinct characteristics of televi- 
sion intensify the special temptations to 
which it is exposed. There is, first, the limi- 
tation of time. A lead news story in a paper 
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may take ten minutes to read. This sort of 
time is simply not available in handling tele- 
vision news, This means concentration to the 
point of distortion; and, in the reporting of 
violence, it means concentration on the vio- 
lent incident to the exclusion of the whole 
event. 

An example of such distortion was the po- 
lice attack on civil-rights marchers at the 
Selma, Ala., bridge on March 1965. Every re- 
liable reporter I know who was present points 
out that there was first a period during 
which and police and demonstrators faced 
each other without violence, in an atmos- 
phere of unbearable tension. 

Television news broadcasts did not, and 
could not, show this preliminary encounter; 
three minutes of film is an extended sequence 
in a news program. But without knowledge 
of the buildup to put the violence in per- 
spective, one begins to think that police bru- 
tality is automatic, that the police will al- 
ways behave in such a manner. 

There is, second, television’s tendency to 
produce self-generating news. The problem 
has arisen, again and again, wherever there 
have been riots and disturbances, as in Watts. 
However spontaneous the original outbreak 
of violence, as television cameramen and re- 
porters move into the streets looking—liter- 
ally looking—for trouble, they add an exter- 
nal provocation, The crowds begin to play up 
to them, Television, merely by its presence, 
helps to create incidents. 

Finally, there is the size of the television 
screen—the limitations it imposes, the temp- 
tations it offers. Last summer, television news 
showed some alarming pictures of white men 
and women in the Chicago suburb of Cicero 
screaming abuse at some Negro marchers, 
Their hating faces filled the screen. They 
looked as if they were a representative ex- 
ample of a much larger crowd. But anyone 
who was there knows that these particular 
whites were only a small part of the crowds 
in the streets, and that the crowds themselves 
were only a small part of the total white 
population of Cicero. To this vital extent, 
television that night distorted badly. 

So, people sitting in their homes begin to 
think that all police are brutal, that all dem- 
onstrators are violent, that all disturbances 
are riots, that all crowds are aggressive. The 
fact that we ourselves usually go through 
each day without either meeting or display- 
ing violence becomes less real to us than what 
we see on the small screen. Much of our feel- 
ing of living in a condition of perpetual 
crisis, and the agitation arising from it, stems 
from this. 

Television can create not only events but 
whole movements out of incidents. The tele- 
vision news coverage of the Meredith march 
across Mississippi, during the time when I 
accompanied it, constantly appalled me. The 
straggling column was made on the small 
screen to look like an army. When the 
cameras were rolling, the marchers—few in 
numbers and anything but impressive in 
mien—pulled themselves together and played 
the role expected of them. The leaders strode 
in line abreast, at the head of their enthu- 
siastic followers. 

The real story of the Meredith march was 
not this unified demonstration at all, but 
the fact that it brought to light the deeply 
significant clash between different factions 
of the civil-rights movement over “black 
power.” 

Newspapers felt their way to this story, 
which for the most part was taking place 
in private meetings, and by the end they 
were reporting it fully. But when television 
at last caught on to the fact of “black 
power,” it inevitably exaggerated and dis- 
torted it. Since film is expensive, in report- 
ing any speech the television reporter and 
cameraman make an automatic, almost in- 
voluntary, preselection. They wait for the 
mention of a phrase like “black power“ 
then on go the lights, and the film rolls, By 
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constant reiteration on the small screen, the 
slogan of “black power” was elevated into 
a movement. It was suddenly there. It had 
suddenly happened. 

The only immediate answer to most of 
the problems of television news lies not in 
pictures but in words. Most television re- 
porting just describes the pictures, and by 
doing so reinforces them. But the object 
should be to correct the pictures, to supply 
qualification, to say, “It was not quite so. 
This was not the whole story.” In essence: to 
remind the viewer that he is seeing not an 
event, only an impression of one. 

That television news can do some things 
remarkably well, especially in full-length 
features and documentaries, that those in- 
volved in making television programs are 
conscientious and skillful, does not touch 
the main problem. Life is not made up of 
dramatic incidents—not even the life of a 
nation. Many of our unnecessary anxieties 
about the way we live, about the fearful 
things that may happen to us, might be 
allayed if television news began, now and 
then, to say: “It has been a dull day. But 
we have collected some rather interesting 
pictures for you, of no particular signifi- 
cance.” Television news has a deep respon- 
sibility to try to be dull, from time to time, 
and let the world sleep better. 


STRICT ENFORCEMENT OF EXIST- 
ING LAWS AT ALL LEVELS NEEDED 
TO STOP RIOTING 


Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my re- 
marks, and to include extraneous 
material. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Virginia? 

There was no objection. e 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to convey my appreciation to the Chap- 
lain of the House for permitting the 
minister of my church, Dr. A. B. Clarke, 
to give the invocation today. 

Mr. Speaker, a number of Members 
have expressed the grave concern we all 
have of the violence in our streets. Any 
attempt to justify this criminal activity 
because of lack of adequate housing, em- 
ployment opportunity or educational fa- 
cilities is untenable. Regardless of social 
or political philosophy we must stop this 
looting, arson, and murder by strict en- 
forcement of existing laws at all levels 
and by the enactment of such additional 
statutes as is necessary. 

A good friend and constituent, Hardee 
Chambliss, who is a lifelong Democrat, 
has written me of his shock and dismay 
at the administration’s handling of these 
riots and the events leading up to them. 
I insert his letter at this point in the 
Recorp and commend it to you. 

CENTREVILLE, VA. 
July 28, 1967. 
Congressman WILLIAM L. SCOTT, 
U.S. House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Brut: I rarely write any letter in- 
volving political questions but I am dis- 
mayed and shocked at the racial riots that 


have occurred in our nation within the past 
two weeks. I feel that the administration 
has woefully mishandled this problem from 
its inception; and, indeed, it seems to me 
that the President and the Vice President 
have both contributed to aggravating what 
has always been an explosive situation. 

A noteworthy article appears in the cur- 
rent issue (July 31) of U.S, News & World 
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Report. It is entitled, “Is U.S. Able to Govern 
Itself?” On page 26 of that issue the article 
quotes from a speech made by President 
Johnson on August 3, 1965: 

„.. . Free speech, free press, free religion, 
the right of free assembly, yes, the right of 
petition, the right to buy ads and to have 
teach-ins and sit-ins and parades and 
marches and demonstrations—well, they're 
still radical ideas, And so are secret ballots 
and so are free elections, and so is the prin- 
ciple of equal dignity ... 

“I hope that you.. . will go out into the 
hinterland and rouse the masses and blow 
the bugles and tell them that the hour has 
arrived and their day is here; that we are 
on the march against the ancient enemies 
and we are going to be successful.” 

Similar utterances by Vice President 
Humphrey have been so frequent that they 
are now a part of the fabric of the current 
administration. It is impossible for me to 
see how either the President or the Vice 
President can avoid the responsibility that 
these utterances have put upon them. 

The leaders of the militant Negro revolu- 
tionary parties blame the riots on the treat- 
ment the Negroes have received from the 
whites. They overlook the fact that Detroit 
and Newark had both been regarded as hay- 
ing made exceptional progress in race rela- 
tions in setting up employment and welfare 
programs to aid the Negro. 

In the Washington Post of July 28, Mr. 
Whitney Young, Jr., Executive Director of 
the National Urban League, is quoted as say- 
ing that “it comes right down to liberate or 
exterminate the Negro.” The newspaper did 
not quote any definition that Mr. Young may 
have given for the terms “liberate” or “ex- 
terminate.” If he meant by “liberate” to per- 
mit the Negro to burn, loot, steal and mur- 
der, then I am compelled to suggest that we 
are not required to give the Negro that type 
of freedom. It seems to me that when loot- 
ing, arson and murder are linked with riot- 
ing, it is the responsibility of the Govern- 
ment to suppress any such insurrections 
promptly and effectively. It is no time to de- 
lay, to parley, and to attempt to concillate 
those engaged in such acts. If, in order to 
protect its peaceful citizens, it is necessary 
to “exterminate” people engaged in looting, 
in arson and in murder, then there is, I 
would assume, a duty and responsibility on 
the Government to do exactly that. 

A further commentary on the “liberation” 
of the Negro occurred in the riot in Detroit. 
According to Drew Pearson, Damon Keith, 
Negro head of the Civil Rights Commission 
(who is expected to become a Federal judge), 
telephoned the news media asking them not 
to publicize the Detroit riot when it first 
commenced. He requested that Negro leaders 
be given time to get things under control. 
Your colleague, Representative John Conyers 
of Michigan, also a Negro, went into the 12th 
Street area of Detroit urging fellow Negroes 
to keep the peace. Conyers was knocked off 
the top of his car. According to Pearson the 
police stood by, still under orders not to 
shoot. The criminal element, white as well as 
black, were thereby given liberty to burn, 
loot, and murder. They took full advantage 
of it. Drug stores were broken into—food, 
appliances, furniture, clothing, fire arms 
were carried away by the armful and by the 
truckload. The National Guard was not or- 
dered in until late Sunday evening. What 
conceivable excuse is there for such delay? 
Is it because the elected representatives of 
that district were fearful that they would 
lose votes if the police interfered with the 
“liberty” of the rioters? 

H. Rap Brown, the Negro national chair- 
man of the so-called Student Non-violent 
Coordinating Committee, was “liberated” 
from Alexandria jail at 1:05 a.m. on Thurs- 
day, July 27. At 12:09 Noon on the same day 
he held a press conference at which he de- 
scribed the President of the United States 
as a Texas outlaw. This statement was made 
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by. this Negro leader at a time when he was 
free on $10,000 bail from a Virginia court 
arising from his arrest as a fugitive from 
Maryland. How long will this sort of con- 
duct on the part of irresponsible elements of 
our society be countenanced? If the only way 
the law abiding segment of our society, white 
or black, can survive is by exterminating the 
arsonists, the thieves and the murderers, 
then, unhappily, that may well be the only 
solution to the problem. r 

We are shamefully deluding ourselves by 
thinking this crisis in our national affairs 
can be remedied, or even ameliorated, by 
poverty programs, hand-outs, civil rights leg- 
islation, pleas of reconciliation, and any 
other step other than prompt and strict re- 
pressive measures to restore law and order. 
It must be clear to all, particularly to those 
of us who are lawyers, that the time has come 
to make it perfectly clear to the criminal 
element of this country, whatever their race 
or color, that the nation intends to maintain 
order on its streets; and that local, as well 
as national authority, is committed to the 
responsibility of protecting the lives and 
property of its citizens. It is obvious that 
the millions that have been spent in aiding 
the dissident elements has done nothing to 
relieve the problem. 

The Federal Government plans, I believe, 
on spending 24 billion dollars for main- 
taining the war in Vietnam during the fiscal 
year commencing July 1, 1967; and plans 
on spending an additional 5.3 billions for aid 
abroad, including military aid, food for peace, 
peace corps, and other world programs, The 
present administration seems committed to 
the proposition that if we can’t obtain 
friends by diplomacy, we will pacify them by 
napalm. It continues a program of bombing 
women and children in Vietnam, whose only 
crime against society is that they are the 
wives, sisters, or children of the men who are 
fighting for the protection of their own terri- 
tory. We do this on the weakest of pretexts 
that we are under a commitment to Vietnam 
to prevent the spread of Communism in that 
country. We take the posture that we have 
been appointed by Providence to show South- 
east Asia how they should live and yet we 
are unable to prevent in our own cities, riots, 
insurrection, arson, murder and rape. How 
long will this be tolerated? 

Although I do not know Senator Spong, 
I am sending a copy of this letter to him so 
that he can be aware of the views of at least 
one of his constituents, 

Cordially yours, 
HARDEE CHAMBLISS, 


RIOTS AND RACIAL INSURRECTION 


Mr. LLOYD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to address the House for 
1 minute, to revise and extend my re- 
marks, and to include extraneous 
matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Utah? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. LLOYD. Mr. Speaker, the riots 
and racial insurrection in American 
cities in this July of 1967 calls for pun- 
ishment of those guilty of criminal acts, 
aid for the innocent sufferers, and attack 
upon the conditions which create need- 
less human suffering in America con- 
sistent with equal justice and recognition 
and respect for the rights and privileges 
of all Americans, and subject to debate 
on means, methods, and priorities which 
is essential to the enactment of good 
legislation and the preservation of a 
society which still values freedom above 
security as it struggles to improve both 
for the benefit of its citizens. 
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The country casts about for scapegoats 
and one of the most convenient scape- 
goats is this Congress with special em- 
phasis upon the failure of the House to 
pass the Rat Control Act. The very sim- 
plified interpretation is that which 
equates a vote against the act as a vote 
against Negroes and in support of 
ghettos. Certainly the legislation was 
supported as an attack on ghetto condi- 
tions. By many of us, however, the act 
was further considered within the 
context of other principles, as well, such 
as the extent of responsibility and deci- 
sionmaking which should be borne by 
local government, by State government 
and by the Federal Government; the con- 
sideration of whether this program could 
be successful without massive appropri- 
ations extending into the billions rather 
than the startup $40 million requested 
by the act for use in only a small part of 
the Nation’s urban centers, and the con- 
sideration of priorities under conditions 
which bring us face to face with expand- 
ing wars, expanding debt, and pressure 
for increased taxes. We have a responsi- 
bility to attack poverty. We also have a 
responsibility to the self-reliant and to 
the conditions which encourage self-re- 
liance. 

Just as it is a responsibility of an 
elected representative to submit readily 
to criticism, and I pay sincere tribute to 
our critics, including responsible citizens, 
the press, the scholars, and the clergy, 
for they are the citizens’ best defense 
against bad government, so too it seems 
to me is it our responsibility in appro- 
priate circumstances, to respond to the 
critics rather than to be silent and ignore 
the issue raised. At this point, I paren- 
thetically cite a personal case in point. 

In a recent article in the Salt Lake 
Tribune I was identified as supporting a 
5-percent cut on a Utah project of which 
I had claimed full support. Specifically, 
I supported the 5-percent cut in the 
Public Works Appropriations bill which 
carried an appropriation of $8 million 
plus for the Bonneville unit of the cen- 
tral Utah reclamation project in behalf 
of which I have been working hard be- 
cause I view the enactment of wise leg- 
islation providing for the proper use and 
development of our Nation’s scarce water 
supplies to be one of our most serious 
responsibilities. 

Disclosure of all the facts would re- 
veal that funds for this Utah project 
would have been cut less than half a 
million dollars, a small price to pay for 
total savings under this appropriations 
bill if the 5-percent cut had been suc- 
cessful, which would have been $230 
million on the total bill carrying a $4.6 
billion price tag. I believe it to be Utah’s 
responsibility to share in the cutting of 
domestic expenses so vital, as I see it, to 
the Nation’s total welfare today. 

I have necessarily detoured briefly from 
my subject today which is the insurrec- 
tion and rioting in American cities. I 
have stated that those guilty of criminal 
acts should be punished. I hope the other 
body will act favorably upon the anti- 
riot legislation which we have already 
passed and that it will be enacted into 
law by the President’s signature. I be- 
lieve the most recent activities of Stokely 
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Carmichael should be brought to the at- 
tention of the House. 

This advocate of racial rioting occupied 
a seat of honor last Wednesday night in 
Santiago, Cuba, with Communists from 
Latin America and Vietnam, as Fidel 
Castro spoke to a half million Cubans on 
the occasion of the 14th anniversary of 
the Cuban revolution. This week Car- 
michael is in Havana as an invited ob- 
server attending the meeting of hemi- 
sphere Communists in convention of rev- 
olutionary movements called the Organi- 
zation of Latin American Solidarity. 
Representatives of the Vietcong are 
prominently in attendance. 

The antiriot bill has been dismissed 
by some as merely a political self-serving 
attack against Stokely Carmichael. There 
is little doubt in my mind that Car- 
michael has committed the type of of- 
fenses against which the bill was aimed, 
but the shoe was made not alone for the 
1 of Carmichael but for any foot that 

It becomes increasingly clear that the 
shoe fits Carmichael’s foot. In Commu- 
nist Cuba, Carmichael is lavish in his 
praise for Cuba, for Castro and for his ex- 
ported revolutions. He is bitter in his 
denunciation of the United States. Castro 
hailed him Wednesday night as “the 
representative of the Negro people of the 
United States.” 

Carmichael has said that the guerrilla 
tactics of the Cuban revolution have been 
applied in the Newark riots. And, he said: 

We are preparing groups of urban guerrillas 
for our defense in the cities. . It is going 
to be a fight to the death. 


While Martin Luther King, Roy Wil- 
kins, Whitney M. Young, Jr., and A. 
Philip Randolph plead for an end to the 
rioting both on grounds of lawlessness 
and the obvious punishment inflicted 
upon innocent Negroes, Carmichael 
5 race hatred, revolution, and 

ot. 

His actions in Cuba are overriding evi- 
dence that whether or not he is a card 
carrying Communist, he alines himself 
with Communists, he advocates the Com- 
munist methods of agitation, and the 
provoking of chaos and bitterness of race 
riots as he plays a leading role in the 
breakdown of respect for law and order. 

He has been denied reentry into Great 
Britain where he spent 10 days before 
going to Cuba. In Britain he is charged 
with advocating racial violence. This 
country should make certain that he is 
denied a passport which would at least 
prevent him from spreading anti-Ameri- 
can propaganda while encouraging racial 
violence abroad. 

Mr. Speaker, the preamble of the Con- 
stitution of the United States states a 
purpose of establishing the Constitution 
to be to preserve domestic tranquillity. 
Stokely Carmichael participates in 
creating domestic violence with accom- 
panying illegal acts. Article III, section 
3, defines treason as adhering to the 
enemy and giving him aid and comfort. 
Stokely Carmichael proudly shares the 
platform with Fidel Castro and the Com- 
munists of Vietnam with whom we are in 
armed conflict. Incitement to riot is a 
crime in the United States and in the 
District of Columbia. Stokely Carmichael 
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willfully incites. The revoking of his pass- 
port is not enough. If he has committed 
criminal acts, the fact that he is a Negro 
should not provide him a shield. 


FISCAL RESPONSIBILITY 


Mr. JONAS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to address the House for 
1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Speaker, we are all 
shocked and grieved at the wave of law- 
lessness that has swept the country in 
recent weeks. I hope that the antiriot 
bill which has already been adopted by 
the House will soon clear the other body 
and be signed promptly into law by the 
President. I just do not believe that these 
riots are spontaneous. Those who have 
incited and participated in them should 
be punished, 

But, Mr. Speaker, the business of the 
Congress must go on and I wish to men- 
tion another matter which is deserving 
of consideration this morning. 

Mr. Speaker, the Government recently 
closed its fiscal year 1967 books $9.9 bil- 
lion in the red. 

The deficit at the end of the current 
year is estimated to be somewhere be- 
tween $20 and $30 billion. 

If the deficit this year reaches $30 
billion, this will mean that during just 
4 years this administration will have ac- 
cumulated $53.8 billion in deficits, all of 
which had or will have to be borrowed. 
Following is a year account of this dis- 
mal record: 


Deficit Billion 
.. ͤ eunen $8. 266 
1065) A —A—————— 3. 435 
% „ 2. 251 
rE ĩ ——— »» 9. 937 
1968 (estimated) --- 30. 000 

oT 63. 849 


Confronted with this depressing pros- 
pect, some of us who serve on the House 
Committee on Appropriations early this 
year cet a goal to reduce budget requests 
by at least $5 billion in order to avoid a 
tax increase which the administration 
estimates will produce $4.7 billion in ad- 
ditional revenue. 

So far this calendar year, the House of 
Representatives has made reductions of 
$3.4 billion in requests for new appro- 
priations. 

We still have for consideration re- 
quests calling for $13.9 billion out of 
which we hope to cut $1.6 billion to reach 
the $5 billion goal. 

This goal can be attained without 
damaging any essential activity. The 
hard pressed taxpayers of the Nation are 
assured that Republicans on the Appro- 
priations Committee and in the House 
are going to work very hard to accom- 
plish this objective. All Members who be- 
lieve in fiscal responsibility are invited to 
join in this effort. 


RIOTS IN MILWAUKEE, WIS. 


Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to address the 
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House for 1 minute and to revise and ex- 
tend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, 
if you had asked me to identify the one 
large American city where race riots 
would not occur, I would have named 
Milwaukee, Wis. 

Sadly, I must report that the riots 
came to Milwaukee last night. They 
came in a manner that indicated thor- 
ough discipline, planning, and prepara- 
tion. Molotov cocktails were widely, in- 
discriminately, and cruelly used. One 
aged woman is dead and one other body, 
tentatively believed to be that of a police- 
man, charred beyond immediate recog- 
nition, has been found. More than 100 
arrests have been made. The National 
Guard is in the city. There is no panic, 
but there has been violence, arson, and 
death. 

Mr. Speaker, each such incident makes 
it more clear that these are not isolated 
nor coincidental riots. These are part 
of carefully developed plans to intimi- 
date decent citizens, to blackmail the 
Government of this Nation. 

The Cramer bill must be passed. 

The confidence of our law-enforce- 
ment officials must be restored. The 
blatant cry of anarchy, “Give us what 
we want or else’ must be repudiated. 
Respect for law, adherence to the or- 
derly processes of government of law, 
must be the prerequisites of any con- 
cessions to those who are threatening 
this Republic and its institutions. 


CARMICHAEL SHOULD BE APPRE- 
HENDED, CHARGED WITH TREA- 
SON, AND HELD WITHOUT BOND 


Mr. MINSHALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my 
remarks, and to include extraneous 
matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MINSHALL. Mr. Speaker, loyal 
Americans of every race, color, creed, and 
economic status are outraged by this 
Government’s tolerance of agitators who 
roam the Nation advocating the violent 
overthrow of the United States. 

The time to call a halt is long past 
due. 

On Friday, July 28, I sent the follow- 
ing telegram to the President, the At- 
torney General, and the Director of the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation: 

I request that the moment Stokely Car- 
michael sets foot on American soil he im- 
mediately be apprehended, charged with trea- 
son and held without bond. It is reprehen- 
sible to me and to loyal Americans of every 
race, creed and color that this character can 
openly advocate from Castro’s Havana, the 
Communist bastion in this hemisphere, open 
rebellion in our country. 

I am shocked and dismayed that H. Rap 
Brown was freed on bond after being arrested 
in nearby W: m and is now using the 
Nation's Capital as a forum for his shocking 
and treasonous statements. Only last night 
in a Washington church he told his audience 
we should do more shooting and less looting. 
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Stokely Carmichael’s statements are even 
worse. These two hoodlums should not be 
given the freedom of this country to advocate 
its overthrow. They should both be locked up 
permanently. 


For the Recor, I include articles from 
the Baltimore Sun, the Washington Post, 
and the Washington Star: 

[From the Baltimore Sun, July 27, 1967] 


Brown Says U.S. PRACTICES GENOCIDE 
AGAINST NEGROES 
(By James Macnees) 

WASHINGTON, July 27.—H. Rap Brown, the 
militant director of the Student Nonviolent 
Coordinating Committee, asserted tonight 
that America is practicing genocide “against 
black people.” 

Speaking to an emotion-charged Negro au- 
dience at St. Stephen and the Incarnation 
Church, Brown said this nation’s “black 
people have been conditioned to accept 
genocide. 

“American courts are legal genocide,” he 
shouted. “The war in Vietnam is military 
genocide.” 

RECURRING THEME 

In a 75-minute exhortation to a packed 
house, Brown, who is free on $10,000 bail 
pending a hearing on a Virginia charge of 
being a fugitive from another state, urged 
a recurring theme: 

“You are going to have to decide who your 
enemy is, where you are going to kill him, and 
how you are going to kill him!” 

Brown said “black people” should do “more 
looting and shooting. If you're going to loot, 
loot yourself a gun store. You got to arm 
yourself, brother.” 


WAY TO STOP RIOTS 


Black people, Brown said “work in the 
most strategic places in America—we work 
in their homes.” 

Earlier, at a noon press conference, the 
S. N. O. O. official said “only the election of a 
black President” would stop the riots tear- 
ing apart the nation’s cities. 

Speaking to reporters in the basement 
headquarters of S.N.C.C. in a Negro section 
of this city, Brown opened his news confer- 
ence with a statement blasting President 
Johnson as “a wild mad dog, and outlaw 
from Texas” who is responsible for the grow- 
ing slum riots, “because he intentionally 
perpetuates the conditions” which give rise 
to them. 


WOULD VOTE FOR WALLACE 


Brown said he saw no difference between 
President Johnson and ex-Governor George 
Wallace of Alabama, except that “one’s wife 
has cancer.” Both, he added are “honky, red- 
neck ood crackers.” Given a choice, 
Brown said he would vote for Wallace for 
President. 

He said the question had arisen numerous 
times “Why does the black man fight for his 
country?” The answer, Brown said, is that 
“black men have a strong will for freedom, 
and that same will will make them fight this 
country.” 

“America is not a stable and just society,” 
he remarked. “Each time a black church is 
bombed or burnt, that is violence in our 
community. When a black worker can't be 
protected against being shot, that is anarchy. 

“If you folks want to play Nazis, we black 
people are not going to play Jews,” he de- 
clared. We will be free by any means nec- 
essary.” 

Brown ridiculed an editorial in today’s 
Washington Post suggesting Federal aid to 
those store owners whose shops have been 
burned in the riot area. 

“Those buildings were burned because they 
belonged to white people,” he asserted. “Black 
people don’t want them in their communi- 
ties. We're going to control our own com- 
munities by any means necessary.” 

Extolling actions of Plainfield (N.J.) Ne- 
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groes who displayed automatic weapons in 
the face of police lines recently, Brown urged 
all black people to arm themselves. 

“Rebellions have become legitimatized in 
this country,” he declared. The poor people 
recognize that is what it takes to get the 
man off your back.” 

He continued that if there was one thing” 
the black people should take from the white 
man’s culture “it is your violence.” 

Asked where he drew the line between “Ne- 
gro” and “black people,” Brown sneered that 
“Negro is a coined word that has no signifi- 
cance to black people.” 

“Black people were looted from Africa,” 
he said. “America is the biggest thief of all 
time and we're going to get it back.” 

The S. N. C. OC. leader was asked whether he 
approved of a statement issued yesterday 
by the Rev. Martin Luther King, Jr., A. Philip 
Randolph, Roy Wilkins and Whitney M. 
Young, Jr., pleading for an end to mob rule. 

Brown and supporters standing behind 
him, guffawed. He replied, “if black leaders 
continued to aid in the oppression of black 
men, they will be our enemy too.” 

The S. N. C. C. leader said there was a “strong 
possibility” he would go back to Cambridge. 


[From the Baltimore Sun, July 27, 1967] 
CARMICHAEL ASKS MORE DISORDERS 

Havana, July 27.—A Cuban newspaper 
quoted Stokely Carmichael today as urging 
the creation of more Vietnams for the 
United States and saying that “Detroit and 
New York are Vietnams.” 

It was Carmichael's only reference to cur- 
rent United States racial disorders in an in- 
terview published by the Communist youth 
newspaper, Juventud Rebelde (Rebel Youth). 


[From the Washington (D.C.) Sunday Star 
July 30, 1967] 

A CHURCH FoRUM ror H. Rap BrowN— 
ST. STEPHEN PASTOR MODELS POLITICS on 
CHRIST 

(By Philip Shandler) 

“I would much rather have him in the 
church than on the street corners . I 
think we must take some risks,” 

This is the Rev. William A. Wendt, a 
white minister, talking about H. Rap Brown, 
preacher of Negro violence, and why Brown 
was allowed to speak at Wendt’s church. 

About 1,000 persons in St. Stephen and 
the Incarnation Church on Thursday night 
heard Brown, national chairman of the 
Student Non-violent Coordinating Commit- 
tee, urge Negroes to arm themselves for a 
rebellion. Many cheered. 

Father Wendt said in an interview he 
did not invite Brown to speak at the church; 
that he granted the forum in response to 
a request from Lester McKinnie, SNCC chair- 
man here, after consultation with Episcopal 
Suffragan Bishop Paul W. Moore. 

But Brown’s appearance at St. Stephens, 
16th and Newton Streets NW, did not sur- 
prise those who know Father Wendt. It is 
consistent with what the greying, crew-cut 
cleric regards as the role of the church in 
modern urban society. 

He has made St. Stephen the headquarters 
for the draft-resistance movement here. 

He has provided housing for ex-convicts 
and alcoholics. 

And he has encouraged associate ministers 
at his church—who have included Baptists, 
Presbyterians and Catholics—to join in the 
politics of the antipoverty program. 

His model, he tells those who ask why, is 
Jesus Christ. 

“I believe our Lord was a very political 
person. Most of all he was a very rarlical 
person in his day and age... radical in 
the good sense. I think the church some- 
times fails to realize this,” Father Wendt 
said, 

“The association of Jesus with many 
strange people is very well known,” he said. 

“At the same time, he didn’t associate 
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Himself with their particular activities. This 
is obviously true of our situation. 

“Certainly the church does not associ- 
ate itself with looting or rioting, nor do I.” 

His judgment on the activities of St. Ste- 
phen is based “simply and purely on the 
fact that God created the world ...and that 
the church has a prime concern about what 
happens in the world.” 

This includes providing a forum for any- 
one with a similar concern, regardless of how 
that person proposes to deal with the prob- 
lems. 

Indeed, Father Wendt believes, making a 
church such a forum may in itself work 
good. 

“In the sanctuary, an influence can be 
given ... which is healthful and helpful to 
the community,” he said. 

“I hope the church can act as a good in- 
fluence in trying to build bridges between 
the several groups that are having difficulty 
in living with each other. 

“I would hope that Brown and the others 
would see that there are ways of still talking 
. » that people don’t have to go under- 
ground .,. that there are ways of expressing 
one’s concern without having to resort to 
other means. 

“Im not saying we would do it (again) 
tomorrow or the next day,” he added. “At the 
moment we felt it was a decision that was 


Father Wendt said he fully considered the 
fact that violence has resulted from Brown’s 
talks elsewhere. But he added: 

“I don’t believe in fear. This is one of the 
reasons the church has its doors open.” 

He said he hopes Brown’s appearance will 
“deepen the concern of black and white to 
the terrible times in which we are living,” 
and stimulate “immediate steps to increase 
the dialogue and to help overcome what can 
only lead to more suffering.” 

His opening of the church to Brown did 
not imply he supports black separatism any 
more than black violence, he said. But he 
does support “what we call loosely black 
power, whereby the Negro can have dignity 
as a person.” 

“The black man in the city must realize, 
must know and feel his importance as a per- 
son and I think the black power movement 
is going to be very beneficial to help estab- 
lish this importance ... . a new awareness of 
himself,“ he said. 

“This does not mean there need be vio- 
lence,” he emphasized. It does mean “giving 
full opportunity to the Negro to realize his 
full personhood ... that he is not degraded 
or kept away from any of the benefits of 
society because of blackness ... that he can 
have a vote and own a business.” 

This is why St. Stephen has involved itself 
so deeply in the activities, for example, of 
CHANGE, Inc., the antipoverty agency in 
the upper Cardozo area, and its related Neigh- 
borhood Planning Council. In both, there 
occasionally has been sharp debate over who 
should be hired and what programs should 
be financed with the increasing flow of fed- 
eral money. 

“To me politics means being involved in 
the life of the people, in the best sense 
in the same way that our Lord was. 

“I don’t think He would frown on running 
for political office,” he said. 

Some of his colleagues have told him he 
may be going too far. But he insists that the 
church itself is caught in the “agonizing 
process” of change. 

“We are all suffering through it,” he said. 


[From the Washington (D.C.) Sunday Star, 
July 30, 1967] 


ARE THE RIOTS SPONTANEOUS OR PLANNED? 


As the rioting eased off, at least tempo- 
rarily, in Newark and Detroit, not to men- 
tion a score of other cities large and small, 
both official and public attention in Wash- 
ington began to focus on the story behind 
the killing, the burning and the looting. 
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What brought on this “time of violence 
and tragedy” in July, 1967? Were the riots 
more or less spontaneous eruptions on the 
part of oppressed Negroes? Was there at least 
some measure of planning and organization 
behind them? Did the Communists play a 
part, and if so what was their role? 

It is doubtful that all of the questions 
can ever be answered. But the effort will be 
made. There is much pressure on Capitol Hill 
for an investigation by some congressional 
committee. And the President acted on 
Thursday night to establish an 11-member 
commission to conduct an investigation in 
his behalf. 

In the address in which he announced the 
appointment of this commission, Mr. John- 
son said that “the only genuine, long-range 
solution for what has happened lies in an 
attack—mounted at every level—upon the 
conditions which breed despair and violence. 
All of us know what they are: ignorance, 
discrimination, slums, disease, not enough 
jobs...” 

This, as far as it goes, is true enough. But 
there are two things to be said about it. 
One is that this is indeed a long-range solu- 
tion. It will take a decade or more to remedy 
the conditions enumerated by the President. 
Nor can the riots in places such as Detroit 
and Plainfield be explained away by refer- 
ence to slums and lack of jobs. For those 
conditions were not present in any signifi- 
cant degree. 

Furthermore, if even one of these riots was 
the product of some other cause than slums 
and unemployment, this country cannot 
wait 10 years to uncover that cause and de- 
stroy it. The price which will have been 
sc dt by continuous rioting is much too 

igh. 

What we have in mind is the rather widely 
held belief that at least some of the riots, 
and perhaps the worst ones, were planned, 
organized and directed by sinister forces em- 
barked upon a policy of rule-or-ruin. 

The President passed this over lightly. He 
said his commission will have access to facts 
gathered by the FBI and that J. Edgar Hoo- 
ver's agency “will continue to exercise its full 
authority to investigate these riots, in ac- 
cordance with my standing instructions, and 
to continue to search for evidence of a con- 
spiracy.” 

This is a somewhat ambiguous statement. 
As far as we know there has not been a full- 
scale investigation of the riots, and, since 
the authority of the FBI is supposed to ex- 
tend only to violations of federal law, what 
did the President mean when he said the 
agency will “continue to exercise its full au- 
thority” to investigate the riots? Further- 
more, the comment that the FBI will “con- 
tinue to search for evidence of conspiracy” 
implies that no such evidence has yet been 
found. 

Perhaps there has been no conspiracy, and 
if not it follows that there would be no evi- 
dence of one. For our part, we are not aware 
of the existence of any such evidence in the 
strict sense of the term. 

There is, however, a considerable body of 
information to suggest that there has been 
@ conspiracy. 

In the absence of any planning or orga- 
nization or training, it is difficult to account 
for the widespread sniper activity in Detroit. 
In a dispatch from Havana a few days ago, 
Stokely Carmichael is quoted as follows: “In 
Newark, we are applying the tactics of guer- 
rilla warfare. We are preparing groups of 
urban guerrillas for our defense in the cities.” 
Chicago’s Mayor Daley has said: “We know 
this is a national program of outlawry and 
violence.“ Some other local officials have said 
much the same thing. 

In its issue of July 28, Life magazine tells 
of a “clandestine” meeting between its re- 
porters and some of the Newark snipers. 
These snipers belong to an organized group 
of former civil rights workers in Mississippi. 
According to the magazine, one of the snip- 
ers said there were more than 50 members 


July 31, 1967 


of the group, more than half coming from 
Newark. “Others had been moved in for the 
action from California, Ohio, Pennsylvania.” 
This certainly is not inconsistent with the 
remarks attributed to Stokely Carmichael in 
Havana. 

More positive indications of organization 
and conspiracy can be found in a book by 
Phillip Abbott Luce, until recently an ac- 
tive Communist. The Luce book, “Road to 
Revolution,” is reviewed on Page G-3 of to- 
day’s Star. 

Exposés by former Communists are suspect, 
as Whittaker Chambers learned in the Alger 
Hiss case. But The Star has been reliably 
informed that Luce’s break with the party 
is real. 

In any event, what he has to say is in- 
teresting. It can be and should be checked 
out carefully. . 

Luce begins by saying that the Commu- 
nists are “counting on the premise that 
most Americans will discount the possibility 
of a guerrilla war in their country. The no- 
tion of a guerrilla war in the United States 
is so outrageous and improbable to Ameri- 
cans that they would receive it as the prod- 
uct of a deranged mind.” Well, many Ameri- 
cans and most “responsible” Cubans felt the 
same way, to the subsequent dismay of the 
latter, when Fidel Castro and his tiny band 
of followers first went ashore in Cuba. 

Luce, noting that Communists exploit 
trouble rather than incite it, goes on to spell 
out in detail the Communist plan to foment 
racial trouble in this country and then to ex- 
ploit it through guerrilla tactics. He reminds 
us that a grand jury which investigated last 
summer’s Cleveland riot found that “the 
outbreak of lawlessness and disorder was 
organized, precipitated and exploited by a 
relatively small group of trained and dis- 
ciplined professionals at this business.” He 
also recalls that the Harlem riots in 1964 
produced similar findings and that one Bill 
Epton, a Communist, was indicted and con- 
victed of criminal anarchy for his role in 
those riots, 

None of this may amount to “evidence” in 
the legal sense as far as this month’s riots 
go. But, taken together, it strongly suggests 
that there is a conspiratorial underpinning 
of the current riots, and it is a possibility 
which deserves more serious attention by the 
investigators than is invited by the Presi- 
dent’s casual reference to it. 

A crucial matter at stake now, or so it 
seems to us, is the struggle for control of, 
or direction of, the Negro community. Who 
will prevail? Such men as Martin Luther 
King Jr., A. Philip Randolph, Roy Wilkins and 
Whitney M. Young Jr.? Or will it be the H. 
Rap Browns and the Stokely Carmichaels? 

A great deal more than the future of civil 
rights depends on the answer. It is conceiv- 
able, quite conceivable, that what really 
hangs in the balance is the choice between 
a race war in the United States and a state 
of affairs in which the white and colored 
communities can live together in peace. 

This is why it is so important to put poli- 
tics aside and dig up the truth, the whole 
truth, about the riots and their causes. And 
this is why it is also so important for the 
members of Con, and the people they 
represent not to yield to what the President 
spoke of as “fear and bitterness”—to any 
state of mind which would indefinitely delay 
reconciliation and reconstruction at a dread- 
ful cost in human lives and human values. 


DEFINITIVE STUDY OF THE ETHI- 
CAL STANDARDS AND CONFLICT 
OF INTEREST IN CONGRESS BY 
THE BAR ASSOCIATION OF NEW 
YORK 


Mr. REID of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute, to revise and extend 
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my remarks, and to include extraneous 
matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. REID of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I am delighted that the Association of 
the Bar of the City of New York will 
conduct a 2-year definitive study of 
“ethical standards and conflict of inter- 
est” in the Congress. Russell D. Niles, 
president of the association, announced 
the study this morning and indicated 
that it will be financed by a $160,000 
grant from the Ford Foundation. 

The study will be directed by a special 
committee headed by Louis M. Loeb, the 
able former president of the Association 
of the Bar of the City of New York, and 
presently chairman of the mayor’s com- 
mittee on the judiciary. 

In my judgment, this study can be an 
important step toward filling the ethical 
vacuum in which the Congress has been 
operating. However, as I have urged on 
several occasions, interim steps—partic- 
ularly full financial disclosure—must be 
taken by the Congress promptly if it is 
to regain the confidence of the American 
people in the legislative process. 

Specifically, I think we must take im- 
mediate action to require full disclosure 
of all gifts, income, and financial as- 
sociations, and the implementation of an 
interim code of ethics by a standing com- 
mittee of the House with enforcement 
powers. While it may take some time to 
find answers to all the problems of con- 
gressional ethics, there are certain basic 
standards upon which we can all agree 
today and these ought to be put into 
effect without delay. 

Congress has lived by a double stand- 
ard for too long, requiring strict adher- 
ence to tough conflict-of-interest provi- 
sions by the executive and virtually none 
by Members of Congress and their staff 
assistants. It is my hope that the associ- 
ation’s study will help provide some lead- 
ership in altering this state of affairs. 

The House Committee on Standards of 
Official Conduct, appointed on April 14, 
1967, has not yet held any hearings pre- 
liminary to recommending the adoption 
of a code of ethics. I hope that the com- 
mittee will meet promptly and hold hear- 
ings soon, hopefully this week. The 
American people will not tolerate delay 
and unconcern on the part of the Con- 


Under unanimous consent, I am in- 
serting in the Recor at this point the 
New York Times story announcing the 
study this morning as well as the “Man 
in the News” column from today’s Times 
which features an interview with Mr. 
Loeb. 

Orry Bar To STUDY CONGRESS Ernics—Two- 
Year INQUIRY FINANCED BY FORD FUND 
CALLED RESULT OF DEMAND BY PUBLIC 

(By Clayton Knowles) 

The Association of the Bar of the City of 
New York announced yesterday that it was 
undertaking a two-year definitive study of 
“ethical standards and conflict of interest” 
in the Congress, 

Russell D. Niles, president of the local as- 
sociation, said that the $160,000 study, fl- 
nanced by the Ford Foundation, was in re- 
sponse to popular demand for “an objective 
study by knowledgeable citizens of unim- 
peachable integrity.” 
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Recent disciplinary actions in the Congress 
against Representative Adam Clayton Powell 
and Senator Thomas J. Dodd were cited by 
Mr. Niles as factors touching off the outcry. 

“There is a discernible crisis or confidence 
in the legislative process among all segments 
of the population,” he declared. 

A special committee, head by Louis M. 
Loeb, a former bar association president, will 
conduct the study. Mr. Loeb, chairman of 
the Mayor's Committee on the Judiciary, also 
served as vice chairman of the Temporary 
State Commission on the Courts. 

Research will be directed by Prof. James 
C. Kirby Jr. of the Northwestern University 
Law School, who served from 1961 to 1963 as 
chief counsel of the Senate Judiciary sub- 
committee on Constitutional amendments. 


COMMITTEE TO BE CHOSEN 


Mr. Niles said the full membership of the 
committee would be announced in early Sep- 
tember. 

He stressed that a course of corrective ac- 
tion against official misconduct in Congress 
could not be mapped in “instant, ‘reform’ 
confined to individual cases.“ . 

“What is required,” he said, “is a calm 
searching, objective inquiry into an intricate 
and delicate problem that has plagued rep- 
resentative legislative bodies since their ear- 
liest establishment.” 

Concurring in this view, Mr. Loeb said in 
an interview that a similar bar study, under- 
taken in 1958 and completed in 1960, pro- 
duced many recommendations that were in- 
corporated into the ethics code governing 
administrative employes of the Federal Gov- 
ernment. 

“T hope to enlist some of the best brains 
in the country in our examination of this 
subject,” Mr. Loeb said. 

He said nonresident members of the asso- 
ciation would be drafted to assist if their 
qualifications and interests would further the 
committee’s work. 

He also said he planned to consult with 
existing ethics boards, including the one 
established here a decade ago to draw the 
line between proper and improper conduct 
by all city employes. The five-member board, 
headed by Cloyd Laporte, has S. Stanley 
Kreutzer as counsel, 


MODEL CODES PLANNED 


The city code, which opened new ground 
in the enforcement of ethical conduct, is one 
of the strongest in the nation. 

Mr. Niles said the association planned to 
publish the report of its special committee 
in full and to distribute it widely. One of the 
study products, it is hoped, will be model 
statutes and drafts of codes of ethics. 

The difference in the treatment of Repre- 
sentative Powell and Senator Dodd by the 
respectives houses of the Congress has per- 
turbed the Negro community and contributed 
to the demand for a strong, uniform code of 
behavior. 

Mr. Powell was denied his seat in the 90th 
Congress on the ground that he misused 
Official funds and defied the courts of New 
York in failing to meet the terms of a settle- 
ment of a defamation of character decision. 
Winner in a special election last spring, he 
has made no effort to take his seat. 

Senator Dodd, on the other hand, received 
a 92-to-5 vote of censure in the Senate for 
using compaign and testimonial dinner funds 
“for his personal benefit.” The Senate dis- 
missed other charges that he sought double 
reimbursement for air travel expenditures. 

More recently, the Senate Ethics Commit- 
tee, headed by Senator John Stennis, agreed 
to consider charges of misconduct against 
Senator Edward V. Long of Missouri to deter- 
mine whether an investigation is necessary. 


WITTY PILLAR oF THE Ban 
(Louis Melville Loeb) 


In stereotype, a pillar of the bar is a 
starchy, humorless fellow, an altogether for- 
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bidding figure who ought to look like Charles 
Evans Hughes. 

One trouble with the cliché is that it has 
no relevance to Louis Melville Loeb, a warm, 
witty, generous man who really is a pillar of 
of the bar. 

“I always think of him acting the part of 
Tamberlaine the Great under the direction of 
Monty Woolley at Yale,” an old Blue in the 
class of 19, said of him yesterday. 

Yet it was no surprise to the legal com- 
munity that Mr. Loeb was chosen yesterday 
to head the city bar association’s study of 
Congressional ethics. 

At 69, Louis Loeb can look back at a long 
and distinguished career at the New York 
bar, including two years as president of the 
prestigious Association of the Bar of the 
City of New York. 


NO TIME TO LOOK BACK 


However, Mr. Loeb gives no indication of 
looking back at anything. Aside from his new 
appointment, he serves as chairman of Mayor 
Lindsay’s judicial screening committee, is a 
member of the Board of Health, sits on the 
board of governors of New York Hospital and 
is a member of the board of the Walter E. 
Meyer Research Institute for Law. 

Apart from these “extra-curricular activ- 
ities,” as he calls them, he is an active partner 
in Lord, Day & Lord, where he says, he 
“specializes in The New York Times.” He has 
been general counsel of The Times since 
1948. 

In fact, he does many other things at 
his law firm, particularly in the corporation 
and estate fields. 

“But,” he said yesterday at his home in 
Greenwich, Conn., “the heaviest responsibil- 
ity I’ve ever had since I began practicing law 
involved the series of libel suits against The 
Times. It also turned out to be the most 
satisfying experience, though it was the most 
worrisome.” 

Mr. Loeb was referring to the lawsuits that 
resulted in United States Supreme Court 
rulings that public figures could not recover 
for libel unless they could prove actual 
malice or reckless disregard of the facts on 
the part of newspapers. 

“Louie Loeb,” his partner and old Yale 
colleague, Sherman Baldwin, says, “is a good 
lawyer.” 

“He is also a first class raconteur and is 
the perennial toastmaster of all functions 
thrown by our Yale class,” Mr. Baldwin adds. 
“And he loves to do it, too.” 

At Yale, Louis Loeb was not only an actor 
but a swimmer, specializing in an event 
called the plunge, now obsolete in college 
competition. Its object was to see which 
swimmer could go farthest without taking a 
stroke after diving into the pool, 

“All you needed in that event was a large 
expanse of blubber, and I was always well 
endowed with that,” Mr. Loeb once ex- 
plained. 

He has a pool at his Connecticut home, but 
a serious operation last year keeps him from 
enjoying it much. 

“It also keeps me from drinking martinis,” 
he says, “but for some reason Scotch is O.K. 
thank heavens.” 

He keeps a room at the Ritz Tower in New 
York for the occasions when work keeps 
him in the city, but ordinarily he catches 
the 4:45 for Greenwich, where his wife, the 
former Janet Cook, keeps the ice ready for 
“the pleasantest moments of the day.” 

“Why don’t you ask me about my wife,” 
Mr. Loeb said after a few minutes on the 
telephone yesterday. “She is quite a person 
in her own right, an accomplished, avid 
sculptress, and a very busy woman. She was 
the first president of the adoption service 
in Westchester and is still active in adoption 
work.” 

The couple, married 41 years, lived in 
Mount Kisco until 1956, “when our kids left 
the bed and board.” 
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They have a son, Robert, who is a lawyer 
on the staff of the poverty administration 
in Los Angeles, and a daughter, Mrs. Anthony 
V. Lombardi, who lives a mile away from the 
Loebs in Armonk, with her three children, 
two girls and a boy. Robert has a son and 
a daughter. 

After all those years of marriage, Mr. Loeb 
confesses to one problem with his wife. 

“Wild horses can’t get her to New York, 
and so when I want to go to the theater, 
which I love, I have to take her to London.” 


THE CONGRESSIONAL INTERNS FOR 
PEACE 


Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to address the House for 
1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Iowa? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, recently the 
distinguished gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. MIcHEL] called our attention to 
certain questionable activities of some 
congressional interns. 

He pointed out that they have orga- 
nized what is known as the Congres- 
sional Interns for Peace. Instead of 
concentrating their efforts on learning at 
firsthand about the workings of their 
Government—and certainly this ought 
to be the purpose of the intern pro- 
gram—we find that a few seek to play 
the role of policymaker. 

Like all other Americans, these young 
people have a right to voice their opin- 
ions. But as the distinguished gentleman 
from Iowa [Mr. KYL] has reminded 
them: 

You are here to study and to learn, and to 
perform whatever service the member asks 
you to perform. The intern program is not a 
political convention and it is not a forum for 
the propounding of your own political, eco- 
nomic, or social philsophy. 


Actually, the interns who have formed 
the Congressional Interns for Peace are 
being used as pawns by the leaders of a 
group known as Vietnam Summer, which 
was organized by one Martin Luther 
King. 

It was King’s group which promoted a 
mailing to interns last week, again call- 
ing on them to sign a letter urging 
President Johnson to begin “the de-esca- 
lation of the Vietnam war.” Strange as 
it may seem, the letter makes no men- 
tion that there ought to be some recip- 
rocal action by the Communists. 

The mailing was sent to the interns 
by inside mail. It came in a plain, white 
envelope with no indication as to the 
sender. Interns desiring to sign the let- 
ter were instructed to call 387-8090. That 
happens to be the telephone number of 
the Washington office of Vietnam Sum- 
mer. 

I have no idea as to how this outfit 
obtained permission to use the con- 
gressional inside mailing service but I 
would hope, Mr. Speaker, that steps will 
be taken to insure that it does not hap- 
pen again. I also suggest that Martin 
King ought to be billed for the mailing. 

Mr. Speaker, if any interns are un- 
willing to conduct themselves in the 
same manner expected of regular con- 
gressional employees; if they do not 
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wish to work and learn, I suggest there 
are many college students not now par- 
ticipating in the intern program who 
would welcome the chance to replace 
them. 


RIOT CONTROL 


Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, last 
Thursday I proposed a two-step course 
of action regarding the recent riots of 
civil disturbances in our major cities. 
The first of these steps was contained in 
a resolution which I introduced in the 
House calling on the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation to immediately investigate 
the disturbances in order to determine if 
any conspiracy or violation of Federal 
laws was involved. 

I was not then and am not now op- 
posed, by any means, to a congressional 
investigation of the riots. The Congress 
certainly has the ability and the obliga- 
tion to study this subject, but it seems to 
me to be essential that such investigation 
have benefit. of a thorough FBI study of 
the situation. I was, therefore, especially 
pleased to hear the President’s statement 
last Thursday night in which he ordered 
the FBI to continue its investigation of 
the riots and report back to him and to 
the Congress. 

Last Thursday I also pointed out that 
this problem is primarily one for local 
and State law enforcement. At that time, 
I stated that the Governors of the States 
have an especially great responsibility in 
this area and I suggested that the Gov- 
ernors themselves should be the focal 
point for State cooperation in seeking to 
prevent and to control any future riots. 

Action has already been taken to im- 
plement this second proposal. The Pres- 
ident in his eloquent speech announced 
his decision to establish a special Presi- 
dential Commission to investigate the 
causes of the riots under the direction 
of Gov. Otto Kerner of Illinois. The 
President wisely included on this Com- 
mission other representatives, not only 
of State but also of local governments. 
Strong representation on the Commis- 
sion of local and State authorities re- 
flects the Constitution's assignment of 
primary law enforcement responsibility 
to the States rather than to the Federal 
Government. 

In addition, I am pleased to report 
that in response to my telegram sug- 
gesting a national Governors conference 
on the subject of riots, Gov. William 
Guy, of North Dakota, chairman of the 
conference, has advised me that the 
executive committee of the conference 
will meet on August 26 in Osage Beach, 
Mo., to discuss general problems related 
to riots and civil disorders. I commend 
Governor Guy for taking leadership to 
assure effective cooperation in this re- 
gard. 

Already, with 50,000 vacancies pres- 
ently in our local police departments, we 
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are hearing cries for the establishment 
of a national police force. Obviously, 
something needs to be done but I am op- 
posed in taking any action to set up a 
national police force. Our local law-en- 
forcement people and our Governors 
must be given every opportunity and as- 
sistance to deal with this problem them- 
selves. I favor giving the States what- 
ever backing the Federal Government 
can; but I think that if we are going to 
continue to have the kind of democratic 
government that we all want, it is es- 
sential that police power remain in local 
and State hands. 


THE SPRING MOBILIZATION 
COMMITTEE 


Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, in last 
Friday’s Washington Post under date of 
July 28, there appeared a news article 
entitled “Brown Tells Negroes To Shoot, 
Loot,” and “Brown Scores Rights Lead- 
ers.” The article covered the speech 
of H. Rap Brown, delivered at St. 
Stephen’s Church, in which he said: 

If Washington, D.C. don’t come around, 
Washington, D.C. should be burned down. 


It is interesting to note that this same 
St. Stephen’s Church is the Washington 
headquarters of the Spring Mobilization 
Committee, and this committee, you will 
recall, is supported by such civil rights 
leaders and agitators as Julius Hobson 
of ACT, the Reverend James Bevel, An- 
thony Thomas of the Young Socialist 
Alliance, and Lester McKinney of SNCC. 

On July 20 I made the point on the 
floor of the House that many of our 
congressional interns were being asked 
to associate themselves with the activ- 
ities of this so-called Spring Mobiliza- 
tion Committee, and that I doubted 
whether more than a handful of them 
knew what they might be getting them- 
selves in for. It should be abundantly 
clear to all after H. Rap Brown’s diatribe 
just what this thing is all about, and I 
doubt seriously whether there would be 
more than a handful of congressional 
interns who now would like to have their 
name associated, however remotely, with 
this cause. 


LOOKING BACK 7 YEARS 


Mr. LATTA. Mr, Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, the August 7, 
1967, issue of the U.S. News & World 
Report carries an article on page 20 of its 
“Newsgram” section which contrasts the 
pre-Great Society days with those of 
today. 

The article reads as follows: 
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People, troubled by war, race riots, run- 
away crime in city streets, may start to look 
back with longing at the more tranquil 
Eisenhower days. 

The “New Frontier” and the “Great So- 
ciety” were supposed to “get things moving,” 
to bring all kinds of good things so that 
everybody could be happy. 

Looking back seven years to pre-“ Great 
Society” days: 

Race riots: Absent then. Now breaking into 
a rash. Street crime: Then moderate. Now 
epidemic. Schools: Calm then. Now in grow- 
ing trouble. 

War: Then none. Now big and costly. 
Vietnam; Then 773 U.S. advisers. Now 466,000 
U.S. troops engaged. Vietnam cost: Then 300 
million dollars as a maximum. Now 24 billion 
as a minimum. War casualties: None then. 
Now at a rate approaching 75,000 a year, in- 
cluding 11,000 or more dead youths. 

Draft calis: 86,000 a year then. Now 260,000. 

U.S. alliances: Then active, strong. Now 
dormant, distintegrating. 

U.S. world leadership: Accepted then. Lost 
or negligible now. 

Federal spending of cash: 100 billion dol- 
lars then. Now 155 billion annually. Defense 
cost: Then 47.7 billion. Now 71.7 billion, up 
50 per cent. Nondefense: 51.8 billion then. 
Now 83.6 billion, up 61.4 per cent. 

Personal income: In 1961, first-quarter 
rate 406 billions. Now up to 618 billions. 
Factory pay: Then $89 a week. Now $113. 
Living cost: Then 104 per cent of 1957-59. 
Now 116 per cent. “Real income” up only 
13 per cent. 

It's clear that the U.S. has been moving, 
but whether in the direction the country 
expected is, at the least, a matter of dispute. 


TUESDAY TO THURSDAY 


Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my 
remarks, and to include extraneous 
matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Missouri? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, my atten- 
tion has been called to two editorials 
commenting on our failure to work a 
full workweek, which was brought to 
public attention by the recent railroad 
strike. 

We acted rapidly on Monday after 
the strike had been called, but there 
were no sessions on the Friday previous 
to the strike, nor were the conferees 
On legislation dealing with the threat- 
ened railroad strike even in session. 

Mr. Speaker, as these editorials prop- 
erly point out, this episode is damag- 
ing to the image of the Congress. One 
of the editorials is from my hometown 
of St. Louis—the St. Louis Post Dis- 
patch of July 24, 1967, entitled Tuesday 
to Thursday.” The other is from the 
New York Journal of Commerce, of 
July 28, 1967, “Never on Friday?” 

The Journal of Commerce editorial 
properly points out that our Joint Com- 
mittee on the Organization of the Con- 
gress in its final report of July 28, 1966, 
strongly urged a full workweek for Con- 
gress and, particularly the scheduling 
of committee sessions on Mondays and 
Fridays, to the end that the Congress 
could complete its work by July 31, the 
date set for adjournment in the Legisla- 
tive Reorganization Act of 1946. 

Again, Mr. Speaker, this provides an 
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occasion for calling attention to the lack 
of progress in the consideration of the 
Legislative Reorganization Act of 1967 
in the House of Representatives. 

This measure, which resulted from 
over 2 years of arduous work by a 12- 
member joint, bipartisan committee and 
which passed the Senate by a vote of 
75 to 9 on March 7, is still languishing 
in the House Rules Committee and there 
are no visible signs of activity with re- 
spect to it. 

Mr. Speaker, if our failure to be in 
business and deal with the threatened 
railroad strike detracted from the image 
of Congress, I venture to assert that the 
failure of the House of Representatives 
to act on congressional reform in this 
session of the Congress will be even more 
destructive of the congressional image. 

The editorials follow: 

[From the St. Louis (Mo.) Post-Dispatch, 
July 24, 1967] 
TUESDAY TO THURSDAY 

The slow pace and lackluster performance 
of the Ninetieth Congress may be attributed 
to several factors, one of which assuredly is 
the extraordinary amount of leisure time 
Congressmen seem to require. A Congres- 
sional Quarterly study shows that since Con- 
gress opened in January it has conducted 
most of its business on a three-day-a-week 
basis; which, indeed, is more an extension of 
a trend than a novelty. 

For years there has been criticism of Con- 
gressmen from states near Washington who 
return home for long weekends and speech- 
making or relaxation and disrupt orderly 
business, mainly in the House. Last year a 
joint committee noted that over the years it 
has been difficult to obtain working quorums 
on Fridays and Mondays because of the ab- 
sentees.” The committee recommended that 
both houses schedule committee and floor 
sessions on a five-day work week basis. 

There are any number of instances that 
show how difficult it is to get Congress to 
perform legislative work after midweek. An 
example is the recent railroad crisis. The 
railroad shop unions served notice that they 
were rescinding their no-strike pledge at mid- 
night Saturday, July 15. House-Senate con- 
ferees met the previous Thursday on a bill 
to ward off the threatened strike, but could 
not agree. They failed to schedule a Friday 
meeting; neither the House nor the Senate 
held a session. The railroads were shut down, 
and Congress rushed back on Monday to pass 
legislation banning the strike. Perhaps the 
nation should have been grateful that the 
members did not wait until Tuesday. 

It would be easier to condone this way of 
doing business if debate and legislation 
moved along briskly from Tuesday to Thurs- 
day. But there is precious little to show this 
year for more than six months of effort, and 
the legal time for concluding the session is 
July 31. The record shows that of 25 im- 
portant pieces of business, action has been 
completed only on five—ratification of the 
consular treaty, extension of the teacher 
corps program in modified form, extension 
of the military draft, restoration of the in- 
vestment tax credit and enactment of a Viet- 
nam supplemental appropriation. 

Although some progress has been made 
on other legislation, there is unfinished 
business in the fields of East-West trade, 
social security, air pollution, elementary and 
higher education, educational television, 
poverty amendments, civil rights, crime, for- 
eign aid, model cities and others. Debate on 
congressional reorganization and on the cases 
of Senator Dodd and Representative Adam 
Clayton Powell have been time-consuming 
but not very constructive. 

As usual, we suppose, Congress will en- 
gage in a last-minute rush and get essential 
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legislation out of the way. But it still looks 
like a pretty dismal session, vulnerable to 
criticism that if the honorable members had 
worked longer hours they might have ac- 
complished more. 


[From the New York (N..) Journal of 
Commerce, July 28, 1967] 


NEVER ON FRIDAY? 


When Congress enacted the bill that 
stopped the railroad strike on July 17, the 
whole nation breathed a sigh of relief and 
the more charitable of its citizens perhaps 
felt there was nothing remarkable about it. 
After all, the legislators had been debating 
the issues during the previous week and the 
strike had lasted barely two days. An over- 
worked Congress could be forgiven that 
much delay, couldn't it? 

Yes, it could, if it were an overworked 
Congress. But that phrase would hardly 
apply to the present session. Perhaps the 
most remarkable thing about the final vote 
is that it was taken on a Monday, one of 
two days in the average week when both 
houses have difficulty in even rounding up 
a quorum, 

But that was because nobody had been 
doing anything on Friday. Having had clear 
notice that the six railroad shop unions 
were rescinding their no-strike pledge at 
midnight on Saturday, Congress could easily 
have enacted on Friday the bill it rushed 
back to the Capitol to pass on Monday, thus 
averting any strike at all. But what had 
happened on Friday? Neither House nor Sen- 
ate was in session. Their conferees, who had 
been wrangling over differences between the 
emergency measures previously passed by 
both, gave up on Friday. They didn’t even 
schedule a meeting on that date. 

This, unfortunately, has been the work 
pattern of the present Congress ever since 
January, as underlined by a study recently 
concluded by Congressional Quarterly Inc., 
a service supplied to editorial clients. 

In the first six months of the 90th Con- 
gress, the House took no roll-call votes on 
Fridays. It took 12 out of a total of 92 roll 
calls on Mondays, leaving 87 per cent of the 
voting to be done between Tuesdays and 
Thursdays. In the Senate there were 13 roll 
calls on Fridays and 19 on Mondays—leaving 
76 per cent of its voting for the Tuesday- 
Thursday period, 

Even legislative debating is getting sparse 
on both ends of the working week—plainly 
because few of the more conscientious legis- 
lators want to get up and speak when no one 
is listening. The Senate in this respect was 
more responsible than the House. Out of the 
26 Mondays and 27 Fridays, the Senate de- 
bated legislation on 20 and 10 of them re- 
spectively. The House debates were limited 
to 13 Mondays and two Fridays. 

This is not a very inspiring record for a 
Congress too busy with other things to act 
in sufficient time to block a rail tieup of 
which it had ample—and even repeated— 
warning. 

The Tuesday-Thursday work week and the 
four-day weekend did not, of course, origi- 
nate with the present Congress. But far from 
being modified during the present session, it 
seems, if anything, to have become more 
firmly entrenched than ever. 

This is disappointing because it was only 
last year that the Joint Committee on the 
Organization of Congress urged marked 
changes in this practice. 

“Both houses,” the committee said, “should 
schedule committee and floor sessions on a 
five-day work week, so that the business of a 
session may normally be completed by July 
31, the time for Congressional adjournment 
as provided by law . . Every effort should be 
made to encourage legislative business in or- 
der to meet the legal adjournment date.” 

The committee admitted that it is “rather 
common knowledge that the Congress gen- 
erally is inclined not to subject itself to heavy 
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or even average scheduling of work, either on 
the floor or in committees, on Fridays and 
Mondays. The practical side of the matter 
is that over the years it has been difficult to 
obtain working quorums on Fridays and Mon- 
days because of the absentees and, accord- 
ingly, much of the legislative workload has 
tended to concentrate from Tuesday to 
Thursday.” 

Obviously, a legislator cannot be attend- 
ing a committee meeting and on the floor at 
the same moment. So the simultaneous 
scheduling of floor sessions and committee 
meetings on only three days of the week com- 
pounds a malaise that was bad enough to 
begin with. 

Of course Congressmen like to get off for 
the long weekend. Who wouldn’t? Who 
doesn’t? And we don’t even begrudge them a 
reasonable number of such, enough anyway 
to enable them to keep in touch with their 
constituents. 

But when the urge to “get off on Friday,” 
or maybe even on Thursday evening, is al- 
lowed to get in the way of important legis- 
lation, and when it is given priority even 
over the need to block a big rail strike, then 
it is time that something rather drastic is 
done about it. 

After all, members of the 90th Congress 
don’t even have the excuse of campaigning 
for office this year. What can we expect of 
them next year when they will have it? 


NO NEED FOR ANOTHER CIVIL 
RIGHTS BILL 


Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Mississippi? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I have 
listened with great interest here to the 
numerous Members who have risen in 
the well of the House today to pay their 
respects to the recent anarchy which has 
been going on in the streets of our great 
urban centers. 

I, like other Members and like all good 
citizens, am very much alarmed, and dis- 
turbed about these riots, about this state 
of anarchy. 

We have, of course, different ideas con- 
cerning what brought all this about. The 
bleeding hearts have one idea, which is 
usually joined in by the politicians, those 
who are constantly catering to the mi- 
nority groups. 

We passed an antiriot bill recently, 
over the objections of many of those 
people. It was predicted it would amount 
to nothing. Yet the very things which 
have happened in recent days demon- 
strate it is a meaningful act. 

I have particular reference, of course, 
to this man Rap Brown, whose recent 
activities in Maryland undoubtedly would 
come under this antiriot bill which we 
passed in the House, and hope that the 
Senate will soon pass. 

Mr. Speaker, we have passed the 1960, 
1962, 1963, 1964, and 1965 acts, and 
attempted the 1966 additions to the civil 
rights bills, yet we have had riots, and 
they are on the increase. We have had 
anarchy. 

Tomorrow my committee has com- 
mitted itself to take up the 1967 edition 
of the civil rights bill. I assume it will be 
reported out, and I assume that many of 
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those who are decrying these riots will be 
pitching for it on the floor. 

We need another civil rights bill just 
like we need another Watts, Newark, or 
Detroit. 

Sometimes, Mr. Speaker, I wonder if 
the Congress will awaken to the facts of 
life. Yes, I wonder if the politicians and 
the do-gooders will cease their efforts to 
appease, to mollify, and to appeal to these 
minority groups. I wonder how long the 
harangues of the Kings, the Carmichaels, 
the Browns, and others will receive the 
plaudits of the do-gooders and the. poli- 
ticians. Is there anyone here today who 
doubts that the appeal of these people for 
civil disobedience is largely responsible 
for these riots? 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, I hope that the 
Commission, just appointed by the Presi- 
dent, will also realize the facts of life 
and will not follow, in its recommenda- 
tions, the familiar line of the current 
liberal thought that the answer to this 
problem, like their answers to all other 
problems, is, namely, the spending of bil- 
lions of dollars of the taxpayers’ money. 


TRIBUTE TO GOV. OTTO KERNER, 
OF ILLINOIS 


Mr. O’HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and ex- 
tend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. O’HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
the President has conferred a great 
honor and placed a grave responsibility 
upon the Governor of Illinois. 

Mr. Speaker, I doubt if ever there was 
a man called to the performance of a 
task upon which well may hang the 
course and very duration of our civiliza- 
tion who was better qualified than Gov- 
ernor Kerner. He was a major general of 
troops in bitter fighting in a combat zone. 
He won his spurs as a soldier and wrote 
his name gloriously on the rolls of hero- 
ism. He was U.S. district attorney in 
Chicago, and he was an outstandingly 
great prosecutor. He was a judge in our 
courts. As head of the militia of Illi- 
nois, he placed the militia of Illinois in 
an enviable position of superiority. Now 
he is in his second term as Governor, one 
of the towering and really great chief 
executives of our Nation. 

I have never known a finer man. I have 
never known a keener brain than that 
of Otto Kerner. I have never known a 
courage and a sense of rightness upon 
which I could place more dependence 
than the courage and the sense of deter- 
mination between right and wrong of 
Governor Kerner. 

I am very happy and I am most re- 
assured. We are all troubled at what has 
happened throughout our country and 
we have a vital interest in the finding of 
sane answers. This is a time altogether 
too serious to jump at conclusions. 

Governor Kerner is very close to May- 
or Daley, whom the people of Chicago 
just recently have reelected by a tremen- 
dous majority and who is regarded by 
many as the greatest chief executive of 
a big city in the history of the world. 
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Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I am tremen- 
dously happy that the Vice Chairman 
of this Board, headed by the Governor 
of Illinois, is the mayor of the city of 
New York, our former colleague here in 
the House of Representatives. Here we 
will have working together Governor 
Kerner, with his rich experience, and 
his stout and experienced friend, the 
great mayor of the great city of Chicago, 
Mayor Daley, with the great mayor of 
the great city of New York, Mayor Lind- 
say, and two of the most respected 
Members of this body, the Honorable 
WILLIAM M. McCuttocs, ranking mi- 
nority member of the Judiciary Com- 
mittee, and the Honorable JAMEs C. Cor- 
MAN, an able and distinguished majority 
member of the Judiciary Committee 
from California. 

Mr. Speaker, I might add that Gov- 
ernor Kerner is qualified not only by his 
own accomplishments, his industry, his 
dedication, his administrative genius, 
but he is enriched by the noble precepts 
and the examples in public service of 
those who went before—his father, one 
of the greatest and most beloved judges 
in the courts of Illinois, and his father- 
in-law, the martyred Mayor Cermak of 
Chicago. 

Mr. Speaker, I am extending my re- 
marks to include the following editorial 
from the Chicago Sun Times of July 29, 


1967: 
KERNER A FINE CHOICE 

President Johnson's selection of Gov. Otto 
Kerner of Illinois to head a commission to 
seek the causes and cures of riots was vir- 
tually symbolic of the theme of the Presi- 
dent's talk to the nation. 

Mr, Johnson spoke with compassion for 
those who live in misery in slums but he 
spoke with cold anger against those who riot 
and called for swift action against them. 
Gov. Kerner has been a leader in efforts to 
alleviate slum conditions and to improve 
racial relations but he also has moved 
strongly and forcefully to quell civic rebel- 
lion when it has broken out. 

Thus Gov. Kerner goes into his new as- 
signment with fine credentials. He has shown 
courage and forthrightness in the area of 
civil and human rights and also as an en- 
forcer of public peace and order. He has 
gone up against the real estate industry in 
taking action against discrimination. He has 
been a leader for fair employment practices. 
But at least three times, Kerner, a World 
War II major general and a former head of 
the Illinois National Guard, has swiftly dis- 
patched the national guard to put down civic 
uprisings, the latest last week in Cairo. Ker- 
ner has been a U.S. district attorney and a 
Cook County judge. 

There will be no lack of information and 
advice for the Kerner commission. There 
have been investigations upon investigations 
of conditions in the nation’s crowded cities. 
There are extremes of viewpoints from the 
wild men who are calling for more violence 
in the streets to those, blind to reality, who 
cannot see that the problems of the slums 
cannot be solved by police power alone. Even 
among those who have worked for rational 
solutions there is a feeling of futility and 
despair that even the best and most con- 
scientious efforts to date haven't begun to 
show real results. 

The Kerner commission faces a hard and 
what may turn out to be a thankless task. 
But with Kerner as its chairman and Re- 
publican Mayor John V. Lindsay of New York 
as vice chairman it should steer a practical, 
pragmatic course toward just and workable 
solutions to the nation’s greatest problem. 
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Mr. Speaker, I am further extending 
my remarks to include the following edi- 
torial from the Chicago Tribune of July 
29, 1967: 

TIMELY WARNING 

Mayor Daley has laid down a no-nonsense 
warning that violence is not going to be 
tolerated in Chicago. He said that the na- 
tional guard is under a standing alert and 
that thousands of militia can be on the 
streets in little more than an hour. “There 
will be no substitute cartridges and no am- 
munition that won't be live,” the mayor said. 

Mr. Daley has issued a timely warning. It 
is greatly to his credit that he did not stand 
mutely aside and wait, as the administrations 
of so many other cities have done, for trouble 
to develop. He acted to head it off before it 
started, and troublemakers had better pay 
heed to him. The mayor, the police, and the 
guard aren't going to fool around, 

Prevention is always the best cure, and 
Mayor Daley has had the courage to spell 
out what awaits rioters. He was particularly 
indignant at hysteria peddlers and rumor 
mongers who have been whispering that Chi- 
cago is next on the list.” The city, he said, 
is not tense. Such hints come only from out- 
of-state agitators who try to implant the 
notion that Chicago inevitably will be a 
target. 

Mayor Daley issued an impressive list of 
measures taken to avoid tension and over- 
come deprivation, 

“There are some—a tiny minority—who say 
the violence occurring in the streets of some 
of our cities is helping to achieve these con- 
structive objectives,” he said. “Nothing 
could be further from the truth, 

These acts of violence, arson, and looting 
are acts of criminals and hoodlums, The vic- 
tims are helpless people who live in the areas 
in which the acts occur. Further, this vio- 
lence will destroy the constructive programs 
which seek to eliminate injustice, discrimi- 
nation, and lack of opportunity by alienating 
and dividing our people. 

“They are acts of anarchy without reason. 
As mayor of Chicago, I speak for every neigh- 
borhood, for every resident, when I declare 
that law, order, and justice will prevail in our 
city and that every possible means to prevent 
violence will be used immediately in Chi- 
cago.” 

In Detroit Negro citizens were bitter that 
police did not act forcibly to restrain riot- 
ing and looting from the moment disorders 
began. Police were equally bitter that they 
were issued shotguns but were ordered at 
the outset of the violence to keep them 
locked in the trunks of their patrol cars, 
lest mob sentiment be inflamed. 

This isn’t going to happen here. Anyone 
looking for trouble is going to get it. He has 
the word of Mayor Daley on that. 


PRESIDENT JOHNSON’S NATIONAL 
ADVISORY COMMISSION ON CIVIL 
DISORDERS 


Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my re- 
marks, and to include the remarks made 
by the President of the United States to 
the Advisory Commission on Civil Dis- 
orders. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I join the 
distinguished gentleman from Illinois in 
congratulating the President upon the 
high quality of the men and women he 
has chosen to serve on the National 
Advisory Commission on Civil Disorders. 
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I join the gentleman also in his words 
of commendation of the great Governor 
of the State of Illinois. In my opinion, 
Governor Kerner is one of the outstand- 
ing chief executives of any State in the 
Nation. Governor Kerner will make an 
outstanding chairman of this very im- 
portant Commission, 

Mr. Speaker, I also join the gentle- 
man from Illinois in his comments upon 
our distinguished former colleague, the 
present mayor of New York City whom 
the President has elected as Vice Chair- 
man of the Commission. 

I hope that my colleagues will pardon 
me if I say that those of us who live 
in Oklahoma are mighty proud of the 
appointment to the Commission of the 
Honorable Frep Harris, a distinguished 
Oklahoman and an outstanding Mem- 
ber of the U.S. Senate. In my judgment, 
Senator Harris is one of the ablest men 
that have appeared on the political 
horizon in recent years. He is knowl- 
edgeable, dedicated, resourceful, enthu- 
siastic, and possesses boundless energy. 
He is ideally equipped for service on the 
Commission and without any doubt will 
do an outstanding job. Mr. Speaker, I 
cannot let this opportunity pass to men- 
tion the two distinguished colleagues 
now serving with us in the House whom 
the President has wisely chosen to serve 
on the Advisory Commission on Civil 
Disorders, I refer, of course, to our able 
and articulate young Member from Cali- 
fornia, Jum Corman, who in a short pe- 
riod of time has established himself as 
one of our finest Members. I refer also 
to the distinguished and able gentleman 
from Ohio, ranking minority member 
of the Committee on the Judiciary, BILL 
McCouttocu, whose contributions to im- 
portant legislation in the field of civil 
rights have been second to none in re- 
cent years. Our colleagues will further 
distinguish themselves as they proceed 
to the important task which the Presi- 
dent has given them. 

The Nation is indeed fortunate in 
having a President who faces national 
problems head on, without backing 
away, without playing politics, without 
temporizing. ; 

The establishment of the National 
Advisory Commission on Civil Disorders 
is another excellent initiative by Presi- 
dent Johnson. 

This is not going to be just a talk or 
study commission. It is charged by the 
President with finding out the why and 
the wherefore of the riots. It is charged 
with producing recommendations which 
will prevent or control such outbreaks 
in the future. 

President Johnson has done more to 
try to solve urban problems than any 
President before him. 

His administration is already well on 
the way to making broad inroads into 
age-old urban problems of poverty, in- 
adequate housing, transportation, dis- 
crimination, job training, health defi- 
ciencies, education, and many others. 

Yet, the riots did occur. Relations be- 
tween groups of citizens have been dam- 
aged. New programs will have to be built. 
Cities will have to be reconstructed. 
Human relations will have to be 
restored. 
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One thing the President made abso- 
lutely clear—this Commission is above 
politics. There is no politics in riots. 
There will be no politics in finding solu- 
tions to national problems. 

The beneficiaries of the Commission’s 
work will be the American people and 
their society. They must be made whole 
again after having been sundered in the 
past few weeks. i 

I insert in the Recor the statement 
which President Johnson made on July 
29, as the Commission convened for the 
first time. 

I add my good wishes to those who 
have volunteered for this duty. And I 
again commend the President for the 
quality of the men and women he has 
chosen to do this important job for the 
country. 

The President’s statement is as fol- 
lows: 


REMARKS OF THE PRESIDENT UPON ISSUING AN 
EXECUTIVE ORDER ESTABLISHING A NATIONAL 
ADVISORY COMMISSION ON CIVIL DISORDERS, 
THE FisH Room, JULY 29, 1967 


This morning I have welcomed the mem- 
bers of the Commission on Civil Disorders to 
the White House for its first meetiray. The 
Commission is chaired by Governor Kerner 
of Illinois. The Vice Chairman is Mayor Lind- 
say of New York. They are both here with me. 

I have commended these 11 citizens for 
what they have agreed to do for this Nation. 
They are undertaking a responsibility as 
great as any in our society. 

The civil peace has been shattered in a 
number of cities. The American people are 
deeply disturbed. They are baffled and dis- 
mayed by the wholesale looting and violence 
that has occurred both in small towns and 
great metropolitan centers. 

No society can tolerate massive violence, 
any more than a body can tolerate massive 
disease. And we in America shall not tolerate 
it. 

But just saying that does not solve the 
problem. We need to know the answers, I 
think, to three basic questions about these 
riots: 

What happened? 

Why did it happen? 

What can be done to prevent it from hap- 
pening again and again? 

Beyond these basic questions there are 
others—the answers to which can help our 
Governors and our mayors, our chiefs of po- 
lice and our citizens all over the country to 
cope with their immediate and their long- 
range problems of maintaining order: 

Why riots occur in some cities and do not 
occur in others? 

Why one man breaks the law, while an- 
other, living in the same circumstances, does 
not? 

To what extent, if any, there has been 
planning and organization in any of the 
riots? 

Why have some riots been contained be- 
fore they got out of hand and others have 
not? 

How well equipped and trained are the 
local and State police, and the State guard 
units, to handle riots? 

How do police-community relationships 
affect the likelihood of a riot—or the ability 
to keep one from spreading once it has 
started? 

Who took part in the riots? What about 
their age, their level of education, their job 
history, their origins, and their roots in the 
community? 

Who suffered most at the hands of the 
rioters? 

What can be done to help innocent people 
and vital institutions escape serious injury? 

How can groups of lawful citizens be en- 
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couraged, groups that can help to cool the 
situation? 

What is the relative impact of the de- 
pressed conditions in the ghetto—jobless- 
ness, family instability, poor education, lack 
of motivation, oor health care—in stimu- 
lating people to riot? 

What Federal, State and local programs 
have been most helpful in relieving those 
depressed conditions? 

What is the proper public role in helping 
cities repair the damage that has been done? 

What effect do the mass media have on the 
riots? 

What we are really asking for is a profile of 
the riots—of the rioters, of their environ- 
ment, of their victims, of their causes and 
effects. 

We are asking for advice on short-term 
measures that can prevent riots, better meas- 
ures to contain riots once they begin, and 
long-term measures that will make them 
only a sordid page in our history. 

I know this is a tall order. 

One thing should be absolutely clear: this 
matter is far, far too important for politics. 
It goes to the health and safety of all Ameri- 
can citizens—Republicans and Democrats. It 
goes to the proper responsibilities of officials 
in both of our Parties. It goes to the heart 
of our society in a time of swift change and 
of great stress. I think the composition of 
this Commission is proof against any nar- 
rowness or partisanship. 

You will have all the support and co- 
operation you need from the Federal govern- 
ment, as the Chairman and the Vice Chair- 
man lead this Commission in this study. 

Sometimes various Administrations have 
set up commissions that were expected to put 
the stamp of approval on what the Adminis- 
tration believed. 

This is not such a commission. We are 
looking to you, not to approve our own no- 
tions, but to guide us and to guide the coun- 
try through a thicket of tension, conflicting 
evidence and extreme opinion. 

So, Mr. Chairman and Mr. Vice Chairman, 
let your search be free. Let it be untram- 
meled by what has been called the conven- 
tional wisdom.” As best you can, find the 
truth, the whole truth, and express it in your 
report. 

I hope you will be inspired by a sense of 
urgency, but also conscious of the danger 
that lies always in hasty conclusions, 

The work that you do ought to help guide 
us not just this summer, but for many sum- 
mers to come and for many years to come. 

Thank you. 


Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. 
Boccs] may extend his remarks at this 
point in the Recorp and include extra- 
neous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, in Presi- 
dent Johnson’s statement to the Com- 
mission that will study the civil dis- 
orders in our cities he warned against 
“narrowness and partisanship” in seek- 
ing to place wiame for these tragedies. 

The President said: 

One thing should be absolutely clear: 
this is far, far too important for politics. 
It goes to the health and safety of all Ameri- 
can citizens—Republicans and Democrats. 
It goes to the proper responsibilities of offi- 
cials in both of our parties. It goes to the 


heart of our society in a time of swift change 
and great stress. 


And the President concluded: 
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I think the composition of this commission 
is proof against any narrowness or parti- 
sanship. 


Mr. Speaker, last week in mentioning 
the absolute necessity for maintaining 
law and order and putting down riots 
wherever they may occur, I stated here 
on the floor that this was an American 
problem and not a partisan one. 

I repeat that mean and irresponsible 
party debate will help solve nothing. The 
riots—their cause, their prevention—are 
problems that confront every American 
regardless of political affiliation. This is 
indeed a national crisis. This is indeed 
a time for statesmanship and leadership. 
It is not a time for opportunism, dem- 
agoguery, or political wrangling. 

The American people have every rea- 
son to be alarmed by the lawlessness and 
violence. Responsible people throughout 
our Nation have condemned mob action. 

The best politics in this situation is 
the politics of cooperation to put an im- 
mediate end to these civil disorders, to 
impartially enforce the laws and impose 
the penalties for violating them, to pun- 
ish the guilty, and to repair the damage 
inflicted upon our society and our in- 
stitutions. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Speaker, 
President Johnson has made an impor- 
tant first step toward answering many of 
the complex questions that are involved 
in the summertime riots that are erupt- 
ing across the Nation. 

These are questions that must be 
answered if we are to avoid future sum- 
mers of turmoil. For these questions are 
at the heart of the unrest and despair 
that is so easily triggered into violence. 

The President has charged his newly 
appointed National Advisory Commis- 
sion to come up with the answers to 
such vital questions as— 

Why do riots occur in some cities and 
not in others? 

Are these riots carefully planned and 
organized? And if so, what groups are 
involved? 

Who has taken part in the riots? And 
who has suffered most from them? 

What are the best methods to con- 
tain riots and prevent them? 

The answers to these and other ques- 
tions posed by the President dealing with 
widespread civil disorders this summer 
offer a unique opportunity for his Com- 
mission to make a lasting contribution 
to a stronger and more progressive 
society. 

The tragedy of Detroit and Newark are 
history. But the work of this Commis- 
sion can truly create a history for the 
future that will be free of needless de- 
struction of life and property in Amer- 
ican cities. 

These riots can and must be avoided. 
And the task of the President’s Commis- 
sion is to find the answers as to why riots 
occurred this year and what can be done 
to avoid them in the future. 

In his remarks Saturday, the Presi- 
dent stressed that this is not a rubber 
stamp commission, “expected to put the 
stamp of approval on what the adminis- 
tration believed.” 

Instead, the President said: 

We are looking to you, not to approve 
our own notions, but to guide us and to 
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guide the country through a thicket of ten- 
sion, conflicting evidence and extreme 
opinion. 


I commend the President for this vital 
mandate. I am certain that the Amer- 
ican people will support the work of this 
Commission and will heed its final 
determinations. 

Let the record show that this Com- 
mission is bipartisan in composition, 
scope, and character. Able and distin- 
guished Republicans and Democrats are 
working together on one of the most 
pressing problems confronting American 
society. 

There is no room on this Commission 
for partisan faultfinding or narrow polit- 
ical wrangling. And, I might add, there 
is no room for partisanship in any form 
or from any source in this grave matter. 

I hope and trust that the Members 
of Congress—on both sides of the aisle— 
will join with the President and with the 
distinguished members of his Commis- 
sion in burying partisan politics in favor 
of joining together in the national effort 
to end these riots forever. 


GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND 


Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- 
imous consent that all Members have 
5 legislative days in which to extend 
their remarks on the subject of the ap- 
pointment by the President of the Ad- 
visory Commission on Civil Disorders. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 


THE 1-MINUTE SPEECH 


Mr. JOELSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. JOELSON. Mr. Speaker, I take 
this time to make a 1-minute speech on 
the subject of the 1-minute speech. 

Iam always impressed to hear my col- 
leagues in 60 fleeting seconds tell us how 
we can deal with Vietnam, how we can 
win the war, what to do about Castro, 
what to do about Red China, and how 
to prevent riots, all in 1 minute. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope you will never 
extend the time to 2, 3, or 4 minutes, 
because if we speak that long we might 
have to go into the subject in more depth, 
and might realize that there are no 
simple, black-and-white answers, and we 
might then get out of the Alice in Won- 
derland in which many of us are living. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 


PROGRAM PAYS OFF ON MIGRANT 
GROUP 


Mr. KAZEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my 
remarks, and to include extraneous 
material. 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr, KAZEN. Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to call the attention of my distinguished 
colleagues to a promising Office of Eco- 
nomic Opportunity project which was 
described in the Dallas News on July 9, 
1967. I refer to a special program aimed 
at keeping migrant workers at home 
with the enticement of an education and 
jobs which is being jointly sponsored by 
the Texas Education Agency, the Office 
of Economic Opportunity and the De- 
partment of Labor. 

Under this program a total of 1,600 
persons remained in the cities of Rio 
Grande and Laredo who would not have 
done so otherwise. There these older 
pupils received additional education, pre- 
vocational training, and encouragement 
to remain in school during the summer 
months through part-time jobs with the 
Neighborhood Youth Corps. 

As I feel that this article would be of 
considerable interest to the Members of 
this body, I insert it in the Recorp, as 
follows: 


PROGRAM Pays Orr on MIGRANT GROUP 


Ausrrx, Tex.—A special program aimed at 
keeping migrant workers at home with the 
enticement of an education and jobs is pay- 
ing off, the State Board of Education was 
told Saturday. 

The project—a joint venture of the Texas 
Education Agency, Office of Economic Op- 
portunity and Department of Labor—is get- 
ting its trial in Rio Grande City and Laredo. 

Staff members told the board upon ap- 
proval of $100,000 in federal funds for the 
project that it is “having some effect” in 
both border cities. 

A total of 81 parents in Rio Grande City 
and 68 in Laredo enrolled for the summer 
program “and had not joined the migrant 
stream.” 

A May 22 report indicates a total of 1,600 
persons remained in the cities “either di- 
rectly or indirectly because of the program.” 

A total of 333 migrant pupils who are 
above the grades taught in the regular 6- 
month migrant education program are tak- 
ing part in the special project. 

The primary purposes of the project are to 
give the older pupils additional education, to 
provide prevocational training and to en- 
courage them to remain in school and not 
leave during the summer months by provid- 
ing part-time jobs through the Youth Corps 
program. 

“During the regular school year the 150 
students in Rio Grande City and the 183 in 
Laredo attended special school classes, and 
were tutored in small groups on Saturdays, 
particularly in oral English, reading, writing 
and spelling,” a staff report said. 

The pupils are in a day-long program this 
summer which consists of academic work, 
prevocational training, supervised recreation 
and the Neighborhood Youth Corps work pro- 
grams. 

The board approved a total of $2.3 million 
in federal funds for the migrant education 
program, which allows children of migrant 
workers to go to school in regular terms in an 
effort to educate them in the periods before 
they leave on their annual trek north. 

The board approved $2,085,000 in direct 
assistance to 20 school districts operating 
6-month extended day school programs and 
21 others operating modified migrant pro- 


The 6-month programs are in operation at 
Brownsville, Cotulla, Crystal City, Donna, 
Eagle Pass, Edcouch-Else, Edinburg, Har- 
lingen, Laredo, McAllen, Mercedes, Mission, 
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Pharr-San Juan-Alamo, Poteet, Raymond- 
ville, Rio Grande City, Robstown, San Benito, 
Santa Rosa and Weslaco. 

The modified program is in effect at Calal- 
len, Carrizo Springs, Del Rio, El Campo, 
Gregory-Portland, Hereford, Hidalgo County 
Consolidated, La Feria, Lasara, Plainview, 
Progreso, Riverside, Roma, San Felipe, San 
Marcos, Sinton, South San Antonio, United 
Consolidated, Uvalde, Waelder and Zapata. 

The $2 million will be used to employ addi- 
tional teachers, aides, nurses and other spe- 
clalized personnel. 


SUBCOMMITTEE ON COMMERCE 
AND FINANCE OF THE COMMIT- 
TEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOR- 
EIGN COMMERCE—PERMISSION 
TO SIT 


Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Subcommit- 
tee on Commerce and Finance of the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce may sit while the House is in 
session today during general debate. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Okla- 
homa? 

There was no objection. 


SUBCOMMITTEE ON ACCOUNTS. OF 
THE COMMITTEE ON HOUSE AD- 
MINISTRATION—PERMISSION TO 
SIT 


Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Subcom- 
mittee on Accounts of the Commit- 
tee on House Administration may be per- 
mitted to sit during general debate on 
August 1, 1967. 

The SPEAKER, Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Okla- 
homa? 

There was no objection. 


FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE 
SENATE 


A further message from the Senate by 
Mr. Arrington, one of its clerks, an- 
nounced that the Senate had passed a 
joint resolution of the following title, in 
which concurrence of the House is re- 
quested. 

S. J. Res. 98. Joint resolution authorizing 
the National Advisory Commission on Civil 
Disorders to compel the attendance and testi- 
mony of witnesses and the production of 
evidence. 


INTEREST EQUALIZATION TAX EX- 
TENSION ACT OF 1967 


Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I call up the 
conference report on the bill (H.R. 6098) 
to provide an extension of the interest 
equalization tax, and for other purposes, 
and ask unanimous consent that the 
statement of the managers on the part 
of the House be read in lieu of the re- 
port. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Arkansas? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the statement. 

Mr. MILLS (during the reading of the 
conference report). Mr. Speaker, with the 
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understanding, of course, that Members 
and conferees will take sufficient time to 
explain the conference report, I ask 
unanimous consent that the statement 
on the part of the managers on the part 
of the House be considered as read, and 
printed at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Arkansas? 

There was no objection. 

The conference report and statement 
are as follows: 


CONFERENCE Report (H. Rept. No. 518) 


The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 
6098), to provide an extension of the inter- 
est equalization tax, and for other purposes, 
having met, after full and free conference, 
have agreed to recommend and do recom- 
mend to their respective Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its amend- 
ments numbered 1, 4, 16, and 24. 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendments of the Senate 
numbered 3, 5, 6, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 18, 14, 15, 19, 
and 20, and agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 2: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 2, and agree 
to the same with the following amendments: 
On Page 2 of the Senate engrossed amend- 
ments, line 6, strike out “30” and insert 
“22.5”. 

On page 2 of the Senate engrossed amend- 
ments, line 9, strike out “II (C)” and insert 
“TT (B) 0 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 7: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 7, and agree 
to the same with the following amendments: 
On page 10 of the Senate engrossed amend- 
ments, beginning with line 16, strike out all 
through line 8 on page 11, and insert the 
following: 

„e) Sates EFFECTED BY PARTICIPATING 
FIRMS IN CONNECTION WITH EXEMPT ACQUISI- 
TIONS.—A participating firm selling, or effect- 
ing the sale of, stock of a foreign issuer or 
a debt obligation of a foreign obligor may 
issue a written comparison or broker-dealer 
confirmation, which indicates the exemption 
for prior American ownership and compliance 
provided in subsection (a) applies to such 
acquisition, only if such participating firm 
has in its possession (except in the case of 
a sale for another participating firm or a 
participating custodian to which paragraph 
(4) applies) a statement, upon which such 
participating firm relies in good faith, ex- 
ecuted under penalty of perjury by the per- 
son making the sale, establishing that such 
person is a United States person and is the 
owner of all stock of foreign issuers and debt 
obligations of foreign obligors carried in the 
records of such participating firm for the 
account of such person; and either 

On page 12 of the Senate engrossed 
amendments, in the last line, after “agent” 
insert or registrar”. 

On page 13 of the Senate engrossed 
amendments, line 1, strike out “from the 
seller“. 

On page 16 of the Senate engrossed 
amendments, line 12, after “records” insert 
“(on a trade-date basis) as of the close of 
business”. 

On page 17 of the Senate engrossed 
amendments, strike out “that” in line 5, and 
strike out lines 6 and 7, and insert the fol- 
lowing: “, by the person for whose account 
the delivery is being made, establishing that 
such person is a United States person and 
is the owner of all stock of foreign issuers 
and debt obligations of foreign obligors car- 
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ried in its records for the account of such 
person,” 15 

On page 18 of the Senate engrossed 
amendments, line 19, strike out or“. 

On page 18 of the Senate engrossed 
amendments, in the last line; strike out “on” 
and insert in“. J 

On page 21 of the Senate engrossed amend- 
ments, line 11, after “filed” insert on or“. 

On page 23 of the Senate engrossed amend- 
ments, line 17, strike out (b) (1) (A)“ and 
insert (b) (1)". 

On page 24 of the Senate engrossed amend- 
ments, before the second line from the bot- 
tom of the page, insert the following: 

„f) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
4920 (a) (5) is amended ‘by striking out 
‘execute a certificate of American owner- 
ship (within the meaning of section 4918)’ 
and insert in lieu thereof ‘be considered a 
United States person’.” 3 

On page 24 of the Senate engrossed amend- 
ments, in the second line from the bottom of 
the page, strike out (f)“ and insert “(g)”. 

On page 25 of the Senate engrossed amend- 
ments, line 5, strike out (g)“ and insert 
“(h)”. 

On page 25 of the Senate engrossed amend- 
men line 11, strike out (h)“ and insert 
“ ( ) s 

On page 25 of the Senate engrossed amend- 
ments, strike out the sixth line from the bot- 
tom of the page, and insert “written com- 
parisons, broker-dealer confirmations, and”. 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 17: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 17, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
On page 30 of the Senate engrossed amend- 
ments, line 15, strike out (h)“ and insert 
“(g)”; and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 18; That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 18, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the matter proposed to be in- 
serted by the Senate amendment insert 
“(h)”, and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 21: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 21, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the matter proposed to be inserted 
by the Senate amendment insert “(1)”; and 
the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 22: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 22, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the matter proposed to be inserted 
by the Senate amendment insert (J)“; and 
the Senate agree to the same, 

Amendment numbered 23: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 23, and agree 
to the same with the following amendments: 
On page 32 of the Senate engrossed amend- 
ments, line 19, strike out ()“ and insert 
“ (xk) , 

On page 32 of the Senate engrossed amend- 
ments, line 21, strike out (k) (2)“ and in- 
sert! (J) (2)”. 

On page 34 of the Senate engrossed amend- 
ments, line 13, after “dealers” insert “or 
distributors”. 

On page 36 of the Senate engrossed amend- 
ments, line 2, after “corporation” insert “(or 
such other domestic corporation) “. 

On page 36 of the Senate engrossed amend- 
ments, line 11, after corporation“ insert 
“(or such other domestic corporation)”. 

On page 36 of the Senate engrossed amend- 
ments, line 17, strike out “stock or“. 

On page 38 of the Senate engrossed amend- 
ments, line 14, strike out (k) (3)“ and in- 
sert“ (J) (3)”. 

On page 39 of the Senate engrossed amend- 
ments, line 10, strike out “for which” and 
insert “after the date of such notice during 
which”. 
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And the Senate agree to the same. 


JoHN W. BYRNES, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 

RUSSELL LONG, 

GEORGE SMATHERS, 

CLINTON ANDERSON; 

JOHN J, WILLIAMS, 


ni FRANK CARLSON. 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 


STATEMENT 


The managers on the part of the House 
at the conference on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses on the amendments of the 
Senate to the bill (H.R. 6098) to provide an 
extension of the interest equalization tax, 
and for other purposes, submit the following 
statement in explanation of the effect of the 
action agreed upon by the conferees and 
recommended in the accompanying confer- 
ence report: 

Amendments Nos, 4, 8, 10, 12, 14, 18, 20, 21, 
and 22 are technical or clerical in nature. 
With respect to each of these amendments 
the House recedes or, in conformity with 
other action, either the Senate recedes or the 
House recedes with a conforming amend- 
ment. 

Amendment Nos. 1, 2, 3, 5, and 6: The bill 
as passed by the House and Senate author- 
izes the President to raise or lower, by Ex- 
ecutive order, the interest equalization tax 
rates, As passed by the House the minimum 
and maximum rates which may be prescribed 
in an Executive order are limited to the rates 
under existing law and rates closely approxi- 
mating 50 percent higher. Under Senate 
amendments Nos. 1 and 2 there is no limit 
on minimum rates and the maximum rates 
are double the rates under existing law. 
Under the conference agreement with respect 
to Senate amendments Nos, 1 and 2 there is 
no limit on minimum rates and the maxi- 
mum rates are the rates prescribed by the 
bill as passed by the House, In conformity 
with the authority to lower rates below the 
rates provided by existing law, Senate 
amendments Nos. 3, 5, and 6 provide that any 
such lower rates provided by Executive order 
shall apply to acquisitions pursuant to com- 
mitments held on January 25, 1967, pursuant 
to options or similar rights held on such 
date, or as the result of foreclosure by a 
creditor pursuant to an instrument held on 
such date. Under the conference agreement, 
the House recedes on Senate amendments 
Nos. 3, 5, and 6. 

Amendment No, 7: Under existing section 
4918 of the code, the interest equalization 
tax does not apply, in general, to an acquisi- 
tion of stock or a debt obligation of a foreign 
issuer or obligor if acquired from a U.S. per- 
son. There are two principal ways of estab- 
lishing entitlement to the exemption: (1) 
The receipt of a certificate of American 
ownership in connection with the acquisi- 
tion, or (2) the receipt of a “clean confirma- 
tion” (a confirmation of purchase which does 
not indicate that the securities may be sub- 
ject to tax) from a broker-dealer which is a 
member or member organization of a na- 
tional securities exchange or a national asso- 
ciation of securities dealers registered with 
the Securities and Exchange Commission. 

Senate amendment No. 7 revises section 
4918 and makes other related amendments 
to the code, Under the amendment, the in- 
terest equalization tax is not to apply if 
(1) the stock or debt obligation is acquired 
from a U.S. person, and (2) such person 
has either paid the tax with respect to his 
acquisition of the stock or debt obligation 
or acquired it without liability for payment 
of the tax. Proof of this exemption for prior 
American ownership and compliance is evi- 
denced by a validation certificate issued by 
the Secretary of the Treasury or his delegate 
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and filed, in accordance with regulations or 
by an “IET clean confirmation” (a written 
confirmation from a “participating firm” act- 
ing as a broker or dealer which contains no 
reference to liability for tax). In addition, 
provision is made for furnishing other evi- 
dence to establish to the satisfaction of the 
Secretary of the Treasury or his delegate 
that the exemption is applicable. 

In general, a “participating firm” is a 
member or member organization of a na- 
tional securities exchange or association reg- 
istered with the Securities and Exchange 
Commission which notifies the Secretary of 
the Treasury or his delegate that it (1) 
agrees to comply with the provisions of the 
code relating to the tax and with the docu- 
mentation, recordkeeping, reporting, and 
auditing requirements prescribed by the 
Secretary or his delegate to implement such 
provisions, and (2) if the notification is 
made after August 14, 1967, is complying 
with such provisions and requirements. 

During a transition period commencing 
July 15, 1967, and ending August 14, 1967, 
the following firms are deemed to be par- 
ticipating firms: All members and member 
organizations of the New York and American 
Stock Exchanges and those members of the 
National Association of Securities Dealers, 
Inc., which reported a net capital of $750,000 
in their latest financial statement filed be- 
fore July 13, 1967, with the Securities and 
Exchange Commission or which effected at 
least 300 transactions in foreign securities 
during either the week commencing July 2, 
1967, or July 9, 1967. 

Status as a participating firm is required 
to be terminated if the firm requests termi- 
nation or the Secretary of the Treasury or 
his delegate has reason to believe that the 
firm is failing to comply with the statutory 
provisions and procedural requirements and 
notifies the firm of such noncompliance, 

A participating firm which acquires for- 
eign securities for a customer may issue an 
IET clean confirmation to the customer 
primarily in two cases. First, an IET clean 
confirmation may be issued to the customer 
if the firm received a written comparison or 
broker-dealer confirmation, which indicates 
that the exemption for prior American own- 
ership and compliance applies to the ac- 
quisition, from another participating firm 
which acted as the selling broker in the 
transaction. Second, an IET clean confirma- 
tion may be issued to the customer if the 
acquisition was effected by a participating 
firm on a national securities exchange and 
if the Secretary or his delegate has deter- 
mined that the rules of the exchange re- 
quire transactions in securities which are 
subject to the exemption for prior Ameri- 
can ownership and compliance to be carried 
out in such a manner that the new proce- 
dures are satisfied. Similarly, an IET clean 
confirmation may be issued in the situation 
where the selling participating firm and the 
buying participating frm are both members 
of a national securities association and the 
association has been determined by the Secre- 
tary or his delegate to have the necessary 
rules. 

The amendment also provides procedures 
under which foreign securities may be trans- 
ferred between and among participating 
firms and participating custodians thereby 
enabling U.S. persons owning such trans- 
ferred securities to sell them under the ex- 
emption without the necessity of obtaining 
a validation certificate. 

A participating custodian is a trust com- 
pany or bank insured by the Federal Deposit 
Insurance Corporation, which gives the Treas- 
ury Department notice similar to that re- 
quired of participating firms. During a transi- 
tion period from July 15 through August 14, 
1967, all Federal Reserve member banks 
classified as reserve city banks are treated 
as participating custodians. Rules for the 
termination of this status similar to those 
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applicable to participating firms are also 
provided. 

The House recedes with clerical and tech- 
nical amendments. 

Amendment No. 9: Under existing law, 
a branch office of a domestic corporation or 
domestic partnership is treated as a foreign 
corporation or foreign partnership if there 
is in effect; an election that it be so treated 
and the Office is engaged in the foreign secu- 
rities business. In general, if the corporation 
or partnership transfers money or other 
property to the branch office it is deemed 
to have acquired stock of a foreign corpora- 
tion or partnership in an amount equal to 
the value of the money or property trans- 
ferred. Under the Senate amendment, this 
Tule is not to apply to the extent the transfer 
is in payment of a commission on a transac- 
tion initiated by the branch office and the 
commission is not in excess of the commis- 
sion the corporation or partnership would 
pay to another domestic corporation or part- 
nership in a similar transaction entered into 
at arm's length. The House recedes. 

Amendment No. 11: Under the bill as 
passed by the House, the interest equaliza- 
tion tax is not to apply to the acquisition of 
debt obligations arising from the sale of real 
property located outside the United States 
and owned, on July 18, 1963, by the person 
acquiring such obligation. Under the Senate 
amendment, the exemption will also apply 
where the real property was owned on such 
date (1) by a decedent who was a U.S. person 
on the date of his death, if the real property 
was transferred to the person acquiring such 
obligation by reason of the death of the de- 
cedent, or (2) by a U.S. person who after 
July 18, 1963, transferred the real property 
to a trust created by him for the benefit of 
members of his family, if such trust is the 
person acquiring such obligation. The House 
recedes, 

Amendment No. 13: Under existing law, 
the interest equalization tax does not apply 
to the acquisition from a foreign obligor of 
a debt obligation arising out of the sale of 
tangible personal property or services to such 
obligor by a U.S. person if an agency or 
wholly owned instrumentality of the United 
States guarantees or insures payment of the 
obligation. The effect of the Senate amend- 
ment is to remove the requirement that the 
purchaser of the property or services must 
be the obligor. The House recedes. 

Amendment No. 15: Under existing law, 
the interest equalization tax does not apply 
to the acquisition of a foreign debt obliga- 
tion where, in general, the obligation arises 
out of the sale of American goods or services. 
If the debt obligation is transferred to a per- 
son other than a U.S, person and is reac- 
quired the tax applies. Under the Senate 
amendment, the tax is not to apply on re- 
acquisition by the U.S. person from the per- 
son to whom the debt obligation was trans- 
ferred if tax liability would not have been 
imposed by reason of section 4914(j) (1) (A) 
(ili) if the transfer had been made to a U.S. 
person. The House recedes. 

Amendment No. 16: This amendment pro- 
vided that the interest equalization tax shall 
not apply to an acquisition made before 
September 2, 1964, by a U.S. person of stock 
of a Canadian corporation or a debt obliga- 
tion of a Canadian obligor if such acquisi- 
tion was made, in general, with funds held 
in Canada on July 18, 1963. The Senate 
recedes. 

Amendment No. 17: Under existing law, 
the interest equalization tax does not apply 
to the acquisition of stock or a debt obliga- 
tion of a less developed country corporation. 
The definition of a less developed country 
corporation includes a corporation 80 per- 
cent or more of the income of which is de- 
rived from the use in foreign commerce of 
aircraft or ships registered under the laws 
of a less developed country and 80 percent or 
more of the assets of which are used in the 
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shipping or air transport business. The effect 
of the Senate amendment is to add the re- 
quirement that such a corporation be 
owned, to the extent of at least 80 percent of 
each class of its stock, by U.S, persons or by 
residents of one or more less developed coun- 
tries. The House recedes with a clerical 
amendment. 

Amendment no. 19: Under existing law, 
the President may exclude from the interest 
equalization tax acquisitions of original or 
new issues of stock or debt obligations of 


à foreign person if he determines that the 


interest equalization tax will have such con- 
sequences for a foreign country as to imperil 
or threaten to imperil the stability of the 
international monetary system. The exclu- 
sion applies to an acquisition only if a notice 
of such acquisition is filed with the Treasury 
Department. With respect to such an acqui- 
sition before the Interest Equalization Tax 
Extension Act of 1965, failure to file such 
notice within the time prescribed by regula- 
tions resulted in a loss of the exclusion and 
thus, in effect, imposed a 100 percent penalty. 
In the case of such an acquisition after the 
Interest Equalization Tax Extension Act of 
1965, failure to file a timely notice does not 
result in the loss of the exclusion, but there 
is, in effect, a penalty imposed equal to 5 
percent of the tax which would otherwise be 
applicable for each 30-day period or frac- 
tion thereof during which the failure to 
file continues, with a maximum penalty of 
25 percent of such tax. 

Under the bill as passed by the House, 
the penalty applicable to acquisitions after 
the enactment of the 1965 Act is made ap- 
plicable to acquisitions before the enactment 
of such Act. The Senate amendment retains 
this provision and, in addition, reduces the 
5 percent penalty to 1 percent, and the maxi- 
mum 25 percent penalty to 5 percent, with 
respect to acquisitions before and after the 
enactment of the 1965 Act, 

The House recedes with a clerical amend- 
ment. 

Amendment No, 23: The bill as passed by 
the House permitted a domestic corporation 
to elect to be treated as a foreign issuer or 
obligor if (1) substantially all of the busi- 
ness of the corporation consisted of financing 
sales abroad by its domestic affiliates (80 
percent directly or indirectly owned), (2) 15 

e t of the sales price of each sale was 
attributable to sales or the performance of 
services by such affiliates, and (3) none of the 
funds which the corporation lent in its fi- 
nancing operations was obtained from U.S. 
persons. 

The Senate amendment modified the House 
provision, chiefly to allow the corporation to 
finance sales of products of affiliated com- 
panies both domestic and foreign, Under the 
Senate amendment the corporation may ac- 
quire debt obligations— 

(1) Arising out of the sale of tangible per- 
sonal property— 

(A) Produced by a domestic or foreign 
affiliate of such corporation (50 percent di- 
rectly or indirectly owned), 

(B) Received as consideration in the sale 
of property described in (A) above, 

(C) Received as consideration in the sale 
of property described in (B) above, 

(2) Arising out of the sale of tangible 
property, certain intangible property or serv- 
ices by a domestic affiliate, if 15 percent of 
the sales price is attributable to sales or the 
performance of services by such an affiliate, 
or 

(3) Arising out of loans to dealers or dis- 
tributors of property described in (1) above 
for use in their business. 

The Senate amendment also provided that 
90 percent of the debt obligations acquired 
by the corporation must be debt obligations 
of the specified types. 

The Senate amendment modified the re- 
quirement in the House bill that none of 
the funds which the corporation lends in its 
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financing operations can be raised from U.S. 
persons by providing in addition that the 
funds generally cannot be borrowed from a 
foreign partnership or foreign corporation 
in which a tax-free direct investment could 
otherwise be made. In addition, if the corpo- 
ration borrows short-term (less than 1-year 
maturity) funds, other than pursuant to an 
overdraft arrangement, the company must 
lend at least an equal amount on a short- 
term basis. 

Under the House bill, only a domestic 
corporation was allowed to make the financ~ 
ing company election. The Senate amend- 
ment added a provision to the bill which pro- 
vides similar treatment for a foreign corpo- 
ration which is at least 50-percent owned 
(directly or indirectly) by a domestic corpo- 
ration (or affiliated corporations) and which 
would be entitled to make the domestic fi- 
nancing company election except for the 
fact that it is a foreign corporation. In the 
absence of such a provision, the foreign 
corporation would be treated as “formed or 
availed of’ to make otherwise taxable ac- 
quisitions of foreign securities, and, accord- 
ingly, the exclusion for direct investments 
in the corporation would be denied. 

The House recedes with technical amend- 
ments, 

Amendment No. 24: Under existing law, a 
foreign corporation is not considered a for- 
eign issuer with respect to a class of stock 
if more than 65 percent (50 percent if traded 
on a national securities exchange) of such 
class was owned by U.S. persons prior to 
July 19, 1963. Only those shares which possess 
identical rights in the control, profits, and 
assets of the corporation are considered to 
constitute a single class of stock. The Sen- 
ate amendment provided that shares which 
would qualify except for a restriction as to 
the right to receive dividends for a specified 
period shall (upon the expiration of such 
period) be treated as identical. The Senate 
recedes, 

W. D. Muis, 

CECIL R. KING, 

HALE Bocas, 

JOHN W. BYRNES, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the chairman of the Commit- 
tee on Appropriations, and I ask unani- 
mous consent that the gentleman may 
speak out of order. 

The SPEAKER, Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Arkansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I have 
often heard the Speaker make reference 
to his love of the House of Representa- 
tives. He has frequently asserted his re- 
spect for the House, and spoken in its 
defense. Like the Speaker, I too respect 
the House as one of the great institutions 
of freedom. 

Yesterday, in a nationwide television 
hookup, the mayor of the ill-fated city of 
Detroit, the former president of the Na- 
tional League of Cities, made a frontal 
and unwarranted attack upon the Con- 
gress. I rise, Mr. Speaker, to express re- 
sentment and help let the truth be 
known. I believe we must all undertake 
to let the American people know what 
the attitude of the Congress is—especial- 
ly in the light of the unprovoked and 


indefensible attack which has been ~ 


leveled at Congress. 

The mayor of Detroit has attacked 
Congress on previous occasions, but his 
latest assault is perhaps the most ex- 
treme. His inflammatory words have 
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tended to create discontent and incite 
violence. Yesterday was no exception. 

Detroit is one of the most favored cities 
in the Nation. Who can say but that the 
attitude of its mayor and his inflamma- 
tory words over the months were not in 
part responsible for that city experienc- 
ing our most destructive riot of the 
century? 

Having failed to provide peaceful 
leadership in his own city, he seeks to 
wash his hands by making a whipping 
boy of the Congress, and I for one pro- 
pose not to let the matter go unanswered. 

One would think from reading the 
remarks of the mayor that the Congress 
has done nothing for the cities and has 
done nothing for the poor. 

He speaks of rats. He has shown some 
interest in rat extermination, but why 
did he, months ago, not lead a spirited 
and effective campaign to enlist the help 
and support of all the good people of his 
city in a successful rat extermination 
program? Is he utterly opposed to all 
forms of self-help at the local level? 

Can he only look to Washington for 
more handouts? Handouts from Wash- 
ington and more Federal money is, seem- 
ingly, an obsession with him. Does he 
think that money, especially Federal 
money, is the answer to everything? He 
does not seem to understand that lead- 
ership—and he has not provided it in 
Detroit—he does not seem to understand 
that leadership and discipline are more 
important. 

Mr. Speaker, this Congress, since 1960, 
has provided $100 million to the city 
of Detroit in grant reservations for urban 
renewal. One wonders, what is being done 
with that money? Did it do great good? 

One would think from many of the 
statements in the press that the Congress 
has done virtually nothing for the poor 
in the past and is doing little or nothing 
now. Let us inform the American people 
on this issue, my colleagues. 

The mayor yesterday spoke of addi- 
tional violence which, he said, “might 
lift the veil off the eyes of the Members 
of Congress.” Please get the beam out 
of your own eyes, Mr. Mayor, before try- 
ing to get the mote out of the eyes of 
this body. 

Mr. Speaker, I denounce these flam- 
atory statements which were televised 
nationally, and resent his arrogant at- 
tack. No doubt he wants to defend him- 
self from his own leadership gap by an 
unprovoked assault on the Members of 
the Congress. 

What has the Congress done for the 
poor? 

On page 28 of the budget message of 
last January, the President shows that 
for benefits and services which aid the 
poor, the current fiscal 1968 expenditure 
is estimated at $25.6 billion. 

Nothing for the poor, Mr. Speaker? 

The corresponding figure for fiscal 
1967 was $22 billion. The comparable 
amount for 1960 was only about a third 
of the 1968 amount. 

The mayor did not mention these tre- 
mendous sums. Regretfully, nobody else 
has recently put the spotlight on the vast 
spending programs which Congress has 
funded. It is time for somebody to take 
note of what Congress is trying to do for 
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the poor. We are not required to lie down 
or hide or crouch in a corner as though 
we were afraid of some of these arrogant 
misrepresentations. There are those who 
do not want the people of the Nation to 
know the truth. 

Yes, what has Congress done for the 
poor and for the cities? 

For housing and community develop- 
ment, for example, as it is classified in the 
President’s 1968 budget, the estimate for 
1968 is $3 billion. That is five times what 
it was in fiscal 1960. The House has made 
some adjustments, based on the justifica- 
tions, but it has provided very substan- 
tial sums—as it has, in fact, in previous 
years. 

For the model cities program, which is 
a new program that has not yet gotten 
to its feet, we have provided $237 million 
in the House. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentle- 
man from Texas [Mr. Manon] has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I yield the 
gentleman 5 additional minutes. , 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, for urban 
renewal we appropriated in the House 
this year, $750 million. That is several 
times what the appropriation was in 1960. 
The city of Detroit, as I told you, has re- 
ceived $100 million for urban renewal 
since 1960 in grant reservations. I do not 
know how much, if any, of it went up in 
smoke because of the leadership gap. 

For this year, in public housing, the 
House provided $275 million, which is 
double the 1960 level. 

For urban planning grants, the House 
provided $40 million in this year’s bill. 
This is many times the 1960 level. 

For open-space land grants, the House 
this year provided $75 million, a new 
program since 1960. 

For mass transportation, $175 million 
has been provided. 

For water and sewer grants, $165 mil- 
lion has been approved this year by the 
House. 

Yet, the mayor said it was hard to get 
$75 million from the Congress for the 
Office of Economic Opportunity summer 
programs. The President asked for the 
$75 million on April 28 and in less than 
a month the bill was on his desk provid- 
ing the full amount—a month before 
summer began. 

We cannot let these ill wishers who 
seem to be unsatisfied with our system 
of government destroy the institution of 
which we are Members, my colleagues. 

In 1962, the Congress passed the Man- 
power Development and Training Act, 
and we have appropriated in this House, 
this year, $394 million which will provide 
for 280,000 trainees. 

For grants to States for public assist- 
ance, this House has passed appropria- 
tions for fiscal 1968 of over $4 billion, 
and it was every dollar that was author- 
ized and requested. This is more than 
twice the amount appropriated for 1960. 
Is this niggardly, Mr. Speaker? 

For grants to the States for maternal 
and child welfare, this House this session 
has passed an appropriation of $235 mil- 
lion—five times what it was in 1960— 
and yet we are attacked by this arrogant 
mayor who failed to do his job in the 
city which elected him. And he wishes to 
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remove what he says is a veil over the 
eyes of Members of Congress. 

For educational improvement of the 
handicapped, this House has passed this 
year an appropriation for $53 million— 
every dollar that was requested. 

For medical research and training, a 
program of long-term but nonetheless 
of direct benefit to the poor and the 
disadvantaged, this House passed an ap- 
propriation for the National Institutes 
of Health this year of over $1.4 billion, 
which is three times what it was in 1960. 

And yet the mayor, in an attempt to 
divert attention from the breakdown in 
leadership in Detroit, is trying to make 
a whipping boy of the people who have 
done all of these things for the poor of 
the land. 

The Elementary and Secondary Edu- 
cation Act is directly aimed at helping 
the disadvantaged to secure a better 
education. The mayor did not mention 
that. This House has passed an appro- 
priation for over $1.6 billion, at this ses- 
sion, for this program. And yet we are 
doing nothing for the poor? How misin- 
formed and misleading can a public offi- 
cial, who was formerly the head of the 
National League of Cities, be? Certainly 
such irresponsibility deserves a rebuke, 
which I am undertaking to give today 
on the floor of the House. 

For grants for vocational rehabilita- 
tion services and facilities, a program 
obviously aimed at helping the disad- 
vantaged to participate gainfully in our 
economy, this House this session has 
provided $311 million. That is over six 
times the amount that was appropri- 
ated in 1960. And yet Congress is al- 
leged to be niggardly. 

There are those who think we are 
going too far and in some respects we 
are, in the opinion of many, overextend- 
ing ourselves. 

Continuing a recitation of Federal 
benefits, for hot lunches this callous 
Congress has provided—in this House, at 
this session—$400 million for school 
lunches and milk. There is nothing 
heartless about that. 

We have approved $300 million this 
year for the food stamp program and 
other food distribution programs; $150 
million for loans and grants for rural 
water and waste-disposal systems; $400 
million for low-income rural housing 
loans; and $500 million for farmers’ 
loans to produce the food and fiber to 
feed and clothe the people in the cities 
and rural areas of the land. 

And I could go on, Mr. Speaker.. 

I say, Mr. Speaker, that there are some 
calculating individuals who would under- 
take to take advantage of the disgrace 
and shame into which our Nation has 
been led by launching a campaign for a 
big splurge in Federal spending. 

Spending is not the answer to these 
problems. But this does not, of course, 
mean that we should abandon our ef- 
forts or scuttle worthwhile programs. 
They should be improved, but the prob- 
lem is not one of dollars but of discipline. 
Discipline, self-respect, and some degree 
of law and order enforced on the local 
level by the local people is vital. 

The more we have appropriated for 
these programs, the more violence we 
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have had. This refutes the idea that 
money alone is the answer to this 
problem. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I say it is time for 
cool heads and it is a time to nail un- 
warranted attacks on the Congress—an 
important institution of freedom, and 
the best hope of the people of the Nation. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself 
10 minutes. 

The SPEAKER, The gentleman from 
Arkansas is recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, we have be- 
fore us the conference report accom- 
panying H.R. 6098, a bill that passed the 
House of Representatives in March of 
this year and which provides for a 2-year 
extension of the interest equalization tax. 

Mr. Speaker, we face a number of 
problems, one of which has been alluded 
to today. This bill deals with another 
problem that I think is also very serious, 
the balance-of-payments deficit of the 
United States. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill by itself does not 
provide all that is required to correct the 
balance-of-payments situation. In this 
legislation we are only attempting ‘to 
place a degree of control over the pur- 
chase of stocks from, and the lending of 
money to, foreigners. I must agree with 
some who are critical of other aspects of 
our balance-of-payments problem. We do 
not seem to be doing enough in the gov- 
ernment sector, for example. Because we 
are not doing enough there, however, is 
not reason in my opinion to discontinue 
the degree of control which is exercised 
through this legislation, for without it I 
think the problem would be much worse 
than it is now. 

Mr. Speaker, in 1964 Congress ap- 
proved the Interest Equalization Tax Act 
in order to strengthen the balance-of- 
payments position of the United States. 
The act imposed a temporary excise tax 
on purchases by U.S. persons of foreign 
stocks or debt obligations from foreign 
persons. The purpose of the tax is to raise 
the interest cost which foreigners must 
pay in order to obtain capital from U.S. 
persons. The tax rates provided by the 
original legislation—15 percent in the 
case of stocks and long-term bonds and 
proportionately less in the case of short- 
term bonds—were designed to raise the 
cost to foreigners of obtaining capital in 
U.S. markets by the equivalent of a 1 
percentage point increase in the rate of 
interest paid on borrowed funds. 

The tax has made the U.S. capital 
market less attractive for foreigners and 
has consequently been instrumental in 
reducing the outflow of U.S. private cap- 
ital to manageable levels. Had outflows 
continued at their pretax pace, it might 
have been necessary to enact more 
drastic measures to protect the balance 
of payments. 

Balance-of-payments problems have 
persisted, however, in part because of 
the demands of the war in Vietnam. It 
became apparent that it was necessary 
to extend the life of the interest equal- 
ization tax beyond midnight tonight, the 
expiration date provided by existing law. 
Therefore, the House on March 15 ap- 
proved this bill, H.R. 6098, which ex- 
tends the tax for an additional 2 years or 
until July 31, 1969. 

In major respects, the bill agreed to 
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by the conferees does not depart from 
the bill passed by the House. The bill as 
reported by the conferees extends the 
life of the tax until July 31, 1969, as pro- 
vided by the House bill. Furthermore, it 
authorizes an increase in the rate of tax 
of up to 50 percent above the present 
rates to insure that the tax will remain 
effective even if there is an increase in 
the differential between U.S. interest 
rates and interest rates in other devel- 
oped countries. It also grants the Presi- 
dent the authority to vary the rate of 
tax when he finds such a change is 
necessary to limit total acquisitions by 
U.S, persons of foreign stocks and bonds 
to a level consistent with the balance-of- 
payments objectives of the United 
States. Finally, the bill approved by the 
conferees contains all the minor perfect- 
ing amendments approved by the House. 

The conferees did agree, however, to 
accept two important Senate amend- 
ments to the House bill as well as a num- 
ber of minor amendments. All these 
amendments are germane. 

The most important Senate amend- 
ment agreed to by the conferees is one 
which the House would have approved, 
I am sure, had the facts been available 
at the time we considered the bill. I re- 
fer to the Senate amendment which pro- 
vides a new system of administration de- 
signed to prevent evasion of the tax in 
connection with the exemption which is 
provided when Americans buy foreign 
stocks and bonds from other Americans. 

When this bill was considered by the 
Ways and Means Committee and when 
it was before the House, the known in- 
stances of evasion consisted of sporadic, 
crude attempts to defraud the Govern- 
ment. Some of these resulted in criminal 
prosecutions. It subsequently came to the 
attention of the Treasury, however, that 
evasion was being carried out on a larger 
scale and in a more organized fashion 
by persons operating in foreign coun- 
tries where they could not readily be 
prosecuted by U.S. authorities. 

These persons obtained fraudulent 
certificates of American ownership from 
naive Americans resident abroad. These 
false certificates were then used to de- 
fraud the Government in sales in which 
foreign stocks were sold in the American 
market at the premium which shares 
that are not subject to tax often bring. 
The fraud was perpetrated in part be- 
cause smaller American brokers relied 
upon foreign brokerage firms in deter- 
mining whether certificates of American 
ownership were legitimate. 

The new procedure requires that an 
American who sells foreign stocks must 
show evidence not only of his U.S. citi- 
zenship but also that any interest equali- 
zation tax obligation in connection with 
the foreign securities has been paid. A 
certificate of prior American ownership 
will no longer be enough to exempt the 
transaction from tax. Proof of compli- 
ance under the new procedures will be 
given in the form of a validation certifi- 
cate which must be obtained from the 
Internal Revenue Service. This valida- 
tion certificate will not be necessary, 
however, if the foreign securities are pur- 
chased and sold through a group of des- 
ignated broker-dealers that have agreed 
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to comply with the reporting and record- 
keeping regulations connected with the 
system. 

The conferees on the part of the House 
agreed to this new system because they 
were concerned over the amount of eva- 
sion that has taken place, and because 
they are advised that this new system 
will put an end to it. The new system is 
preferable to other solutions which have 
been suggested to meet the problem. It is 
preferable, for example, to imposing a 
tax on all transactions involving foreign 
stocks and bonds. There is no reason to 
tax transactions between Americans 
since these transactions have no effect 
on the balance of payments. The new sys- 
tem is also preferable to a complete ex- 
emption from tax for transactions in- 
volving outstanding foreign securities. 
In the latter case, new issues would be 
sold to foreigners and outstanding issues 


would be sold to Americans. In this way,. 


the sale of outstanding securities would 
be substituted for the sale of new securi- 
ties to Americans; and the tax would 
simply be avoided, seriously weakening 
its balance-of-payments impact. 

The second important Senate amend- 
ment agreed to by the conferees concerns 
the authority granted the President to 
vary the rates of tax. The House bill au- 
thorized the President to raise the rates 
of tax to a maximum of 22% percent. 
That is, under the House bill the Presi- 
dent could raise the rates of tax from the 
equivalent of a 1-percent increase in 
interest costs to foreign borrowers to the 
equivalent of a 1½- percent increase. The 
President was authorized to impose these 
higher rates when he found it necessary 
to do so in order to achieve national 
balance-of-payments objectives. Once 
the President had raised the rates of tax 
above current levels, the House bill per- 
mitted him to reduce those rates at such 
time as he saw fit provided he did not 
reduce the rates below the level of the 
rates in force at the present time. 

The Senate gave the President wider 
authority to vary the tax rates. On the 
one hand, the Senate authorized the Pres- 
ident to double existing tax rates—that 
is, to raise them to the equivalent of a 
2-percent increase in interest costs to 
foreigners. The Senate also authorized 
the President to vary the rates anywhere 
between zero and this 2-percent equiva- 
lent. 

The conferees on the part of the House 
were determined to retain the maximum 
rate provision contained in the House bill. 
We prevailed. The Senate conferees, how- 
ever, remained adamant that the Presi- 
dent should be permitted to reduce the 
tax rates below existing levels—even to 
zero—if he finds such action to be neces- 
sary to the achievement of our balance- 
of-payments objectives. The House con- 
ferees receded on this question. 

The bill as reported by the conferees 
therefore grants the President the au- 
thority to change the rates of tax from 
the present 1 percent interest rate equiv- 
alent to an interest rate equivalent be- 
tween zero and 1½ percent. Of course, 
the President can make such a change 
only when he finds it is necessary to the 
achievement of our balance-of-payments 
objectives. Furthermore, the authority is 
limited in the sense that distinctions 
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cannot be made between types of for- 
eign securities. The existing relation- 
ships between the tax rates on foreign 
stocks and on foreign debt obligations 
with various dates to maturity must be 
retained. 

Let me emphasize that this grant of 
discretionary authority to the President 
is not a precedent for the grant of simi- 
lar authority in connection with income 
tax rates. The interest equalization tax is 
a regulatory measure, not a revenue 
measure. It is more closely related to the 
exercise of the monetary authority than 
to the exercise of the taxing authority. 
Grants of discretionary authority have 
traditionally been more frequent in the 
area of monetary policy. Finally, this 
grant of discretionary authority is simi- 
lar to authority previously granted the 
President under the interest equaliza- 
tion tax to apply the tax to bank loans 
and to designate less developed countries. 

The other Senate amendments which 
the House conferees agreed to are rela- 
tively minor, and can be summarized 
briefly. In three cases, they involve 
amendments to provisions of the House 
bill. 

The bill approved by the House pro- 
vided an exclusion from the tax with 
respect to debt obligations acquired by 
Americans in connection with the sale of 
real property located outside the United 
States provided the seller acquired the 
property on or before July 18, 1963, the 
date the tax was first imposed. The Sen- 
ate extended this provision to exclude 
debt obligations acquired by an estate 
or by the heirs of a decedent in connec- 
tion with the sale of foreign real property 
acquired by the decedent on or before 
July 18, 1963. The Senate also extended 
the provision to exclude debt obligations 
acquired by a trust in connection with the 
sale of foreign real property transferred 
to the trust by an American who acquired 
the property before the interest equaliza- 


tion tax was imposed and who created the 


trust for the benefit of his family. 

The House conferees agreed to a Sen- 
ate amendment which reduces the pen- 
alty for failure to file timely notice of 
the acquisition of new Canadian securi- 
ties. The House bill had provided a uni- 
form penalty of 5 percent of what the tax 
would have been in the absence of the ex- 
clusion for new Canadian issues for each 
month the notice was late up to a maxi- 
mum of 25 percent. The Senate conferees 
reduced this penalty to 1 percent of the 
tax that would have been applied but for 
the exclusion for each month the notice 
is late up to a maximum of 5 percent. 
This reduced penalty is reasonable in view 
of the fact that the failure to file timely 
notice in no way affects the balance of 
payments. It is also apparent that some 
of those who have failed to file timely 
notice are not used to filing Federal tax 
returns. Some, for example, are tax ex- 
empt institutions. 

The House bill provided that a U.S. 
corporation which borrows funds abroad 
and uses those funds to finance sales by 
affiliated domestic companies may elect 
to be exempt from the tax with respect 
to debt obligations it acquires as a result 
of these business activities. The exclusion 
was only to apply, however, whére 15 per- 
cent of the property or services sold con- 
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sisted of U.S. property or the services of 
U.S. persons. The Senate made several 
modifications to perfect this amendment. 
These modifications provide greater flex- 
ibility for this type of financing arrange- 
ment. 

The conferees on the part of the House 
also agreed to the following new provi- 
sions added to the bill by the Senate. 

One provides an exemption for debt 
obligations acquired in connection with 
export transactions guaranteed by the 
Export-Import Bank or similar Govern- 
ment instrumentality. This exemption 
broadens a provision in present law 
which provides for an exclusion only if 
the debt obligation is issued by the im- 
porter. 

A second Senate amendment tightens 
up the definition of a less developed coun- 
try corporation to make sure that corpo- 
rations in the shipping business which 
are owned by citizens of developed coun- 
tries cannot borrow funds free of tax in 
the United States simply because they 
have their ships or planes registered un- 
der the flag of a less developed country. 

Another Senate amendment permits 
the U.S. offices of a U.S. securities firm to 
transfer funds earned from commissions 
on business generated by a foreign 
branch to that branch free of tax. 

A final Senate amendment exempts 
from tax debt obligations which are re- 
acquired from foreign lenders in cases 
in which the acquisition of the obliga- 
tions was initially free from tax because 
it arose from certain export-related 
transactions. 

Mr. Speaker, the conferees on the part 
of the Senate signed the conference re- 
port. The gentleman from Wisconsin 
[Mr. Byrnes], the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia [Mr. Kine], the gentleman from 
Louisiana [Mr. Bocs], and I also signed 
it. The gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
Curtis], the fifth conferee on the part 
of the House, did not sign it. He is not for 
the legislation and has not been for the 
legislation since its inception. But I be- 
lieve even the gentleman from Missouri 
will agree, when he takes the floor to dis- 
cuss the conference report, that if this 
program is to be continued for another 
2 years these amendments which we pre- 
sent as a part of the conference report 
should be a part of the law. They correct 
some inequities that have developed and 
have been brought to the attention of the 
House and of the Senate. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope that the House 
will accept the conference report, be- 
cause I believe it is the best that could 
have been developed from the conference 
with the Senate. 

Mr. BOW. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. MILLS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

Mr. BOW. I thank the gentleman for 
yielding to me on this rather technical 
bill we have before us. I believe that 
many people have some misconception 
about the purpose of the bill and what 
is covered and what is not covered. That 
is the reason why I should like to ask 
the chairman of the Ways and Means 
Committee several questions. 

My own interpretation is that we are 
not trying to affect American business 
particularly, but are trying to stop for- 
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eigners from coming to this country to 
borrow at lower interest costs, because 
of their high rates of interest. 

May I ask the gentleman two or three 
specific questions which have come to 
my attention? These are hypothetical 
questions. 

Company A is a domestic corporation 
organized in 1935, and all of its capital 
voting stock is owned by USS. citizens. 

Company B, a foreign corporation, has 
been a wholly owned subsidiary of Com- 
pany A since 1959. 

One of the principal stockholders of 
the domestic parent corporation is a U.S. 
estate which owns over 10 percent of the 
common voting stock of the domestic 
parent corporation. The stock was owned 
by the decedent prior to the passage of 
the Interest Equalization Tax Act. 

This estate wishes to sell and/or trans- 
fer certain foreign assets of the estate, 
consisting principally of foreign real es- 
tate, to the wholly owned subsidiary of 
the domestic parent corporation in ex- 
change for nonvoting preferred stock to 
the foreign subsidiary. The foreign as- 
sets were owned by the decedent prior to 
the passage of the Interest Equalization 
Tax Act. I would ask whether or not this 
transfer by the U.S. estate of its foreign 
assets to the foreign subsidiary for non- 
voting preferred stock of the subsidiary 
would be subject to the Interest Equaliza- 
tion tax? 

Mr. MILLS. There are several provi- 
sions contained in the law which might 
be applicable to this hypothetical case 
which the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
Bow] brings to our attention. Permit me 
to state a few of them. 

If the estate owns 10 percent or more 
of the voting power of the subsidiary, the 
direct investment exclusion would be 
applicable. The gentleman from Ohio did 
say that the estate owned 10 percent or 
more of the voting power? 

Mr. BOW. That is correct. 

Mr. MILLS. Now, under the bill, if debt 
obligations are received from the foreign 
subsidiary in connection with the sale of 
foreign real estate acquired by the dece- 
dent before July 19, 1963, the tax would 
not apply. 

Mr. BOW. I thank the distinguished 
gentleman from Arkansas. 

Mr. Chairman, I have two other ques- 
tions, if I may impose upon the gentle- 
man from Arkansas further. 

Mr. MILLS. All right. 

Mr, BOW. Again, going back to a hypo- 
thetical question, company A is a domes- 
tic corporation organized in 1935 and all 
of its capital voting stock is owned by 
U.S. citizens. Company B, a foreign cor- 
poration, has been a wholly-owned sub- 
sidiary of company A since 1959, Com- 
pany B, desires to borrow $1.5 million 
from U.S. sources and the loan is to be 
secured by a first mortgage on foreign 
real estate. 

My question is this, would the mort- 
gage loan be subject to the Interest 
Equalization Tax Act? 

Mr. MILLS, It generally would. The 
gentleman refers to one of the typical 
types of cases; the borrowing by foreign 
entities of U.S. funds. 

Mr. BOW. Mr. Speaker, if the gentle- 
man will yield further, and if I may go 
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one step further, if the domestic parent 
corporation borrowed the money and in 
turn loaned it to the subsidiary, would 
the transaction be subject to the interest 
equalization tax? 

Mr. MILLS. It generally would not in 
that instance. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. AL- 
BERT). The time of the gentleman from 
Arkansas has again expired. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self 1 additional minute. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- 
tleman from Arkansas is recognized for 
1 additional minute. 

Mr. MILLS. In general, when an Amer- 
ican firm makes a loan to a subsidiary 
of its own, the tax does not apply. 

Mr. BOW. I thank the distingushed 
gentleman from Arkansas and say the 
gentleman has clarified some very im- 
portant questions on my behalf. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I would hope 
that the House will agree to the confer- 
ence report. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Curtis]. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, the Com- 
mittee on. Ways and Means, of course, 
has set aside its work on the social secu- 
rity legislation in order to deal again 
with this very difficult problem of our in- 
ternational balance of payments. 

I am sorry that the problem of co- 
ordinating the work of the various House 
committees as it relates to a single issue 
is so little advanced. I tried to bring this 
matter before the House in the last week 
in discussing two other matters that 
bore upon this same issue—one from the 
Committee on the Judiciary that had to 
do with further restrictions upon finan- 
cial transactions through giving the Gov- 
ernment the power to create, in effect, a 
Government-sponsored cartel to restrict 
the private financial institutions in their 
investments abroad. 

And the other was the extending of 
the Government investments abroad 
through the soft loans of the Inter- 
American Development Bank. The point 
I was making, or trying to make, was 
that we need have some syntheses in the 
Congress in regard to these total issues: 
In this instance the international bal- 
ance of payments, in the other instance, 
in respect to the Ways and Means Com- 
mittee work on social security, the big 
problem of poverty in our society. Of 
course, the bulk of our Federal poverty 
programs are in the Committee on Ways 
and Means because they are involved in 
the social security legislation. 

I could not fail to remark that the 
complaints the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. Manon], was registering against the 
tactics of the mayor of Detroit were es- 
sentially the complaints Republicans 
make against the same tactics that 
President Johnson has been employing 
against those who dare oppose what he 
wants to spend in Federal programs 
which he says will solve poverty. Presi- 
dent Johnson wants to throw money out 
in exactly the same way that he now ob- 
i to, when mentioned by someone 
else. 

The gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
Manon] now finds that someone else can 
engage in that game; namely, the mayor 
of Detroit, claiming that by just throw- 
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ing Federal money at it, you can solve 

So we have a dispute not between those 
who are trying to get at the bottom of 
how to spend money wisely and spend 
it well to eliminate poverty, but between 
those who have the same technique of 
just throwing Federal money at it. If 
anyone dares to interpose a suggestion 
that they might look at the Federal pro- 
grams themselves, to see if any were well 
designed in the first place, they are 
promptly accused of not being interested 
in solving the problems of humanity and 
the problems of poverty. 

And so in the same way this issue be- 
fore us in this conference report which 
is supposed to be dealing with the sub- 
ject of international balance of pay- 
ments, which involves less developed na- 
tions and human beings in the long run, 
cannot be solved by throwing Govern- 
ment money at it, and here believe me, 
there is ample opportunity to seek the 
solution of the problems of war and 
peace which are involved in these inter- 
national transactions of finance and 
trade if we just will dig into the details, 
And if we do not pay attention to the de- 
tails we are not going to come up with 
the proper solution of those problems. In 
the same way that the administration 
has tried to solve the poverty problem by 
throwing money at it, and calling it in- 
humanity when anyone criticizes this 
approach, so in this field of international 
balance of payments we find the admin- 
istration continuing in its program of 
restricting private capital investment 
abroad, which is one of our pluses in the 
international balance of payments, and 
doing nothing about Federal spending 
programs abroad. In fact, I should 
modify that to say actually asking for 
expansion of Government programs 
abroad, whether it is foreign aid or 
whether it is the development loans 
through the Inter-American or the 
K Development Bank, or whatever 

Now, this is a conference report, of 
course, and the gentleman from Arkansas 
LMr. Mitts], the chairman of the com- 
mittee, has pointed out that I have op- 
posed this legislation from its inception, 
and that I probably would say some of 
the things done in the Senate bill were 
steps forward. Well, in a sense yes, but 
in a larger sense no. And that is why I 
oppose the conference report and recom- 
mend that it be turned down. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. CURTIS, I yield to the gentleman 
from Arkansas. 

Mr. MILLS. I would say to the gentle- 
man that I had reference primarily, I 
think, to the amendments in the Senate; 
that the amendments were germane to 
the bill. 

Mr. CURTIS. Yes, and I thank the 
gentleman, because it is true that for 
years I have argued back and forth in 
conference, and now it is getting to be a 
matter of a little levity, which I enjoy, 
when I seek to detérmine whether the 
Curtis formula has been adhered to. In 
other words, whether the Senate has re- 
frained from putting nongermane 
amendments on bills the House sends 
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over to the Senate. I am happy to report 
to the House that every one of the 
amendments the Senate had on this bill 
were germane to the bill, so there is 
progress in this area. 

Also in substance in a very modest way 
these amendments would make a very 
bad bill seem less bad. 

Now, why would I oppose the confer- 
ence report on that basis? 

It is because it further creates the 
deception that by patching a rotten piece 
of cloth, we thereby are doing something 
so we thereby can rely on it. In other 
words, put these good pieces of cloth on 
here to patch it up is actually going to 
keep us from looking to the source of the 
problem so we can correct it. It distracts 
us, it beguiles us, and it does no real 
good. 

The Senate amendments do two 
things. They deal with the following. But 
first I might say one deals with a matter 
which was not presented to your com- 
mittee in late February of this year. We 
were told then by the administration 
that this act had proved effective and 
that they were having no problems to 
speak of in compliance. It is the same 
story we have heard every time this act 
has been presented to us and extended, 
because this is a temporary act—sup- 
posedly—presented to us back, when was 
it, in 1962, as a method of meeting the 
balance of payments. 

Since the House acted on this bill, 
however, a real problem of enforcement 
has been revealed. I am going to quote 
from a Washington Post editorial that I 
placed in the Record of July 24, 1967. 
This editorial was on July 19. The head- 
ing of the editorial was “A Mischievous 
Tax”—treferring to this tax. 

Now I am quoting: 

Now the Treasury reveals there is whole- 
sale evasion of the IET by sharp operators. 


Then skipping, it says further: 

The Treasury is confronted by illegal 
transactions that can be running as high as 
$1 billion a year. 


In our conference with the Treasury 
officials in attendance on this particular 
bill, or on this particular conference re- 
port, the Treasury officials under some 
interrogation by those of us at the con- 
ference, said they had not even dreamed 
that there was this kind of evasion. Well, 
there is a real question about their 
dreams and let me make that quite clear. 

But the fact of the matter is that your 
committee, your Committee on Ways 
and Means, has had no opportunity of 
digging into the depths of this whole- 
sale evasion of this law because the 
Treasury officials did not present it to 
us 


I might say when the act was first 
passed back in 1962, I referred to it as 
our Berlin wall and that it would be no 
more successful in keeping investment 
money from flowing to freer climates of 
investment than the Berlin wall would 
keep people from going to freer climates. 

As they close up one tunnel under or 
one place to go over or where they had 
made a gap in the wall, others would 
open up. 

I asked the Secretary of the Treasury 
if we really were not confronted with a 
kind of prohibition law such as we ex- 
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perienced in this country in the twenties 
and the early thirties, in other words a 
law that was unenforceable, and I do 
believe we have that exact situation. 
What it does, of course, is penalize the 
proper operators and those who try to 
abide by the law. Those who go in other 
directions are the ones who benefit by it 
and by increasing the penalties as this 
bill does, we of course are simply in- 
creasing the margin on which the illegal 
operators can proceed or spur legitimate 
operators to find new ways of avoiding 
the effect of the law. 

So the conference report before us 
does that. It seeks to close the latest loop- 
hole. Let me mention another thing 
too—another point that was made before 
the Committee on Ways and Means in 
February on the issue of whether this 
law has been effective in curbing our 
international deficits. The administra- 
tion said it had been. 

In the two debates last week that bore 
on this subject of the balance of inter- 
national payments, I called attention to 
the statistics for the first quarter of 1967 
on our balance-of-payments deficit. 
That is the very thing this law seeks to 
improve. This is its sole reason for en- 
actment. 

On the liquidity basis—and there are 
two ways of measuring it—there was a 
$1.3 billion deficit in 1966. The first quar- 
ter of 1967 shows a $2.2 billion deficit on 
an annual basis. So very clearly there is 
not improvement and we did not have 
these figures before Ways and Means in 
February. Had we had them, we would 
have been asking even further questions: 
Why is not this law effective? 

But on the official reserves transac- 
tions basis, which is the other way of 
measuring the international balance of 
payments, and the one that the admin- 
istration wanted in there because in the 
past 3 or 4 years it was looking less 
grim than on the liquidity basis—last 
year for example, it was a plus $225 mil- 
lion, but in the first quarter of 1967 it 
shows a whopping minus $7.3 billion— 
why, if that figure had been before the 
Ways and Means Committee, I am satis- 
fied that the members of the committee 
would never have recommended an ex- 
tension of a measure like this which has 
so clearly proved to be ineffective. 

As the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. 
Mitts] has pointed out, the Senate 
amendment would seek to stop this new 
loophole, this new evasion. But that is 
what we have been doing each time. 
Each time we come in here and plug up 
a new one. I think it is futile, because we 
are dealing with a rotten piece of cloth. 

The other thing that disturbs me 
equally is that the other Senate amend- 
ments make a few more legal exceptions 
to the law. One of the amendments, 
which, thank goodness, we did not accept, 
was limited almost to a single company. 
But these are exceptions on the basis not 
really of equity because the inequities are 
legion but of who has the most political 
muscle to come in before Treasury and 
sell their bill of goods, or before the other 
body. Those who do not have the political 
muscle, small businesses and others, 
would not be able to obtain the exten- 
sions. Undoubtedly we are dealing with 
the problem of inequity in this act, be- 
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cause it is inequitous across the board. 
Many people have no way of coming in 
here to present their case. 

I think we have a law that invites 
this kind of operation; this invites cor- 
ruption. I am not saying there is cor- 
ruption. I say it invites it. 

The trouble with our international 
balance of payments is not private in- 
vestment abroad. This is a plus in both 
its aspects. The first aspect is the return 
that we get on our investment portfolio 
abroad. That is a very healthy plus. And 
because our exports exceed our imports, 
that is the second plus we have. And ex- 
ports are based upon private investment 
abroad, restrict private investment 
abroad and you restrict our exports. 
Actually, by pursuing this course of re- 
stricting private investment, you are 
worsening the problem of international 
balance of payments. Each day that 
passes makes it worse. 

The problem is in the governmental 
sector quite clearly. I was pleased to 
have the chairman of the committee 
the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. 
MILxs], point out that it is the Govern- 
ment, Government spending, Govern- 
ment so-called lending or investment 
abroad where the trouble lies. Those 
are not loans, these 40-year thinzs that 
the development banks are lending out 
from the taxpayers’ money. They are 
thinly disguised grants, not even soft 
loans. 

I want to emphasize again that I am 
in favor of the theory of foreign aid, but, 
my heavens, not with the poor expendi- 
ture policy the administration has been 
pursuing in recent years. Reexamine the 
Marshall Plan and early point IV and 
we see the difference between disciplined 
and well planned expenditure and just 
throwing money around. 

I referred to the problem in the poverty 
program in context with foreign aid. I 
said that the essence of good programs 
lie in good expenditure policy properly 
disciplined. We are considering the mat- 
ter of policy and discipline in the Ways 
and Means Committee—and I want to 
commend the chairman—the concept 
of welfare is to get people on their 
economic feet, not to keep them in wel- 
fare. Money carefully spent can put 
them on their feet. Money extravagant- 
ly spent can keep them in welfare. 

And so also the program of foreign 
aid, which is a form of welfare. It should 
be designed to put nations on their 
economic feet, not to put them on 
permanent welfare. If we just throw 
Federal money at these problems, we will 
worsen the problems of individuals who 
are poverty stricken and we will worsen 
the problems of the less developed coun- 
tries. I think we have done so, regret- 
tably, in both instances. 

We ought to vote down this measure. 
We ought to go back to considering our 
expenditure policies and the discipline 
or lack thereof in them, when foreign 
aid comes out, when Public Law 480 
comes out, and when these various de- 
velopment banks come to us for more 
money, and the Export-Import Bank. 
We should look carefully over their 
expenditure programs. This will move 
us toward the solution of the seri- 
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ous problem we have in an internation- 
al balance of payments. Let’s get on with 
this job and not make matters worse by 
restricting the plusses we have, namely 
our private investments abroad, through 
poorly conceived and poorly executed 
programs like this misnamed interest 
equalization tax. 

Under leave to extend my remarks, I 
wish to quote excerpts from a speech 
given by J. W. Keener, president of the 
B.F. Goodrich Co., at the annual meeting 
of the Manufacturing Chemists Associa- 
tion, Inc., dated June 8, 1967. The entire 
speech is well worth reading, but the 
parts I wish to emphasize are as follows: 

BALANCE OF PAYMENTS IN PERSPECTIVE 


Leaving the deficit period before 1958 to 
history, I will confine my remarks to the 
more recent period, 1958-66, and to the fu- 
ture outlook, During these past nine critical 
years, 1958-66, the uninterrupted string of 
deficits has totaled $24 billion. These have 
been financed by a massive build-up in U.S.A. 
liabilities to foreigners and by a loss of $9.3 
billion of our nation’s gold supply. I hate to 
think of what such another nine years would 
do, not only to the international financial 
integrity of the United States, but to the 
economic stability of the entire world. 

In its international financial transactions, 
every nation has areas that create deficits 
and areas that create surpluses. It is the 
overall net that, over the long pull, must be 
in balance. 


PRIVATE DEFICIT CATEGORIES NAMED 


For the United States the largest net pri- 
vate deficit category is that of overseas travel 
and transportation costs, which really in- 
clude government costs for these services, as 
well. Over the past nine years, this category 
has cost us $10.7 billion in total net outflow. 

A second major private deficit category is 
that of investments in stocks, bonds, and 
notes of foreign businesses and governments 
made by American investors and investing 
institutions. During the past nine years, the 
income received from such investments has 
fallen short of new funds invested overseas 
by 88.5 billion. 

A third private sector deficit is that of in- 
vestments by foreigners in the stocks, bonds, 
and notes of American businesses and gov- 
ernmental bodies. For the past nine years, 
the income remitted to these foreign inves- 
tors has exceeded the sum of their new in- 
vestment in the U.S.A. by some $2.5 billion. 

Other private sector remittances, including 
personal gifts and private funds deposited 
abroad, have totalled about $9.1 billion in 
the past nine years. Altogether, in the above 
named categories, the private sector has de- 
veloped a rather sizable nine year deficit of 
$30.8 billion. 


PRIVATE BUSINESS PICTURE BRIGHT 


But what has the private sector of the 
economy brought in in the way of inter- 
national financial surpluses? This—the area 
of private business—is the brightest one of 
the whole picture. 

First, the excess of our exports over our 
imports for the last nine years has totalled 
$38.9 billion, This, alone, has exceeded all of 
the private sector deficits by more than $8 
billion. 

* . * * * 

Add to this private sector gain of 88 plus 
billion the excess of income from American 
direct investments—plants, branches, sell- 
ing companies, etc.—over our new invest- 
ment outflows to establish or expand such 
businesses, This excess has totalled $8.7 bil- 
lion over the past nine years, bringing the 
private sector surplus to about $16.8 billion. 

Then add to this the excess of services in- 
come—technical fees, royalties, etc.—over 
the outgo for such services—a nine year total 
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of $10.2 billion—and the private sector total 
surplus for this period has reached $27 bil- 
lion. 


PUBLIC SECTOR DEFICT $51 BILLION 


I indicated earlier that our nine year inter- 
national balance of payments deficit had 
totalled $24 billion. I have just stated that 
our nine year private sector surplus was 
$27 billion. This adds up to a public sector 
deficit of $24 billion plus $27 billion, or $51 
billion. 

I am intimately familiar with the argu- 
ments in favor of foreign economic gifts 
and grants. I am equally familiar with the 
arguments in favor of foreign military sup- 
port, gifts, and grants. I am sympathetic 
with many of the arguments in favor of 
aiding the developing nations to realize, to 
the extent they can, the potentials that some 
of our social, political, and economic theore- 
ticlans visualize for them. 

But my main thesis is this. The United 
States should do as much as, in the long 
run, it can economically afford to do. We 
should expect and require other nations to 
pick up a larger share of the burden. We 
should see to it that the total burdens are not 
too large, year by year, for the economically 
able nations to afford. And, by all means we 
should avoid the overspending by the pub- 
lic sector that will topple the world’s eco- 
nomic pyramid, of which the United States 
stands at the base. 


. ~ * * Ka 
U.S. EXPORTS EXCEED IMPORTS 


The major surplus in America’s interna- 
tional balance of payments is the excess of 
our exports over our imports. This surplus 
is being threatened from two sides. One of 
these is the combined result of the shortage 
of labor—due to our low birth rates between 
1928 and 1948—and the legally monopolistic 
position of unions which has been created by 
legislation, plus misinterpretation of that 
legislation by both the NLRB and the 
Supreme Court. The inevitable result of this, 
as we all know, is exorbitant increases in em- 
ployment costs and less competitive U.S.A. 
export prices in relation to our foreign 
antagonists. 

The other threat to export growth arises 
from limitations on direct investment abroad. 
We are presently tied by the cords of the 
“Voluntary” Program which limits us to ever 
more restrictive allowances, It does urge us 
to invest abroad by borrowing abroad at, until 
recently, considerably higher interest rates, 
while, at the same time, it urges us to rein- 
vest less of our foreign earnings and remit 
more in dividends. 

To the extent that such restrictions limit 
or curtail foreign investments, we, as a na- 
tion, are injured in two ways. The first is that 
our excess of interest and dividend income 
over direct investment outflow will stop 
growing, even though it has nearly doubled 
in the last nine years. 

AFFILIATES IMPORTANT TO U.S. EXPORTS 

More important, however, is the deterring 
effect the lack of direct investment will have 
on the surplus of our American produced 
exports over foreign produced imports. De- 
partment of Commerce studies show that 
about 25% of all U.S.A. goods exported go to 
or through U.S.A. direct investment affiliates. 
In 1966, 42% of all goods exported by The 
B. F. Goodrich Company were ordered by our 
own affiliates, mainly for resale. In fact, our 
company’s exports in 1966 were 26% higher 
than they were in 1965, and all of the increase 
came from our foreign affiliates, To the extent 
that “voluntary” or compulsory controls 
limit our direct investments, to that extent 
we are limiting future balance of payment 
surpluses, both in the form of income and 
fees from such investments, and in the form 
of export surpluses that such investments 
generate. 
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RESTRICT GOVERNMENT SPENDING 


While these and other measures can aid 
considerably over future years in reducing 
our net balance of payments deficits, they 
cannot do the whole job, The Federal Gov- 
ernment, as the consistent creator of the 
largest share of our deficits, must do more 
than it has done so far to contain its appe- 
tite for spending abroad. 

While the government normally spends 
heavily to maintain multitudinous civilian 
Offices and activities abroad, its largest con- 
tributions to our balance of payments defi- 
cits arise from economic assistance and mili- 
tary spending abroad. 

Insofar as possible, we must reduce or 
eliminate economic assistance to countries 
that are financially able to stand on their 
own feet. I think it is not only fair, but 
necessary, to require foreign countries to 
document their needs and meet sound re- 
quirements for aid. Further, where aid is 
provided, we should insist that larger pro- 
portions be tied to expenditures in this coun- 
try. Considerable progress has been made in 
this area, but more can be done. Finally, 
we must continue to insist that those na- 
tions that have profited from earlier U.S.A. 
assistance must assume a larger share of the 
total burden. The United States cannot af- 
ford to be the welfare agency of the non- 
communist world. 

In the area of military spending and as- 
sistance abroad, I am convinced that we 
cannot afford the cost of maintaining such 
large military forces, families, and military 
services abroad, particularly in Western Eu- 
rope. Where such forces are essential, they 
should be kept to minimum numbers and 
we should continue to twist the arms of the 
nations benefited to make military equip- 
ment purchases from us to the full extent 
of our troop maintenance costs, 

Our military expenditures overseas in 1966 
amounted to $3.6 billion, However, our sales 
of military equipment and supplies brought 
in $900 million, leaving a net military deficit 
of $2.7 billion. We have heard considerable 
talk about the adverse’ effect on our bal- 
ance of payments of our increased military 
expenditures in Vietnam. Information on 
the 1967 Vietnam balance of payments bur- 
den is not available, but our 1966 military 
Spending deficit was no greater than in the 
1957-58-59-60 period. And we can still do 
things, as I said earlier, to spend less else- 
where as we have to spend more in Vietnam. 

I would guess that, by this time, you have 
surmised that I think the Federal govern- 
ment must exercise a good deal more re- 
straint in its foreign spending and commit- 
ments if we are ever to regain a sound and 
continuing payments balance. As vigorous 
and productive as the U.S, economy is, its 
back is not strong enough yet to carry the 
balance-of-payments load being imposed 
upon it, 


Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Wiscon- 
sin [Mr. BYRNES]. 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. Speak - 
er, as I look at the issue before us, it is 
not a question of whether or not we 
should have an interest equalization tax. 
That issue was before the House earlier 
this year, when we passed the bill which 
went to the Senate. The Senate added 
some amendments, and we are now deal- 
ing with the conference report. 

As a conferee, I look at my obligations 
simply in terms of making sure that the 
agreement reached with the Senate on 
the differing texts of the legislation was 
appropriate. 

I must report back to the House that 
I think the House conferees did a splen- 
did job in preserving the House positions 
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on the crucial decisions. For instance, the 
Senate increased this tax by a maximum 
of 200 percent rather than the 150 per- 
cent maximum provided for by the House 
bill. In conference, the House prevailed 
on its version of the increase. 

We did yield to the Senate in the mat- 
ter of the discretionary authority of the 
President. The House gave the President 
discretion to vary the rates between 100 
and 150 percent of the rates in present 
law. Under the Senate provision, the 
President was given discretion to vary 
the rates between zero and 200 percent 
of the rates in existing law. Under the 
conference report we bring back, the 
President is given discretion to vary the 
rates between zero and 150 percent of 
those in existing law. Consequently, the 
President can reduce this tax below either 
the current level or the level that is pro- 
jected by this legislation. 

I must say as far as the merits of the 
program are concerned, I have a very 
serious question. I opposed the legislation 
when it was first put on the books. How- 
ever, a majority decided that it was a tool 
that was advisable to use in coping with 
our balance-of-payments problem. 

In 1965, the administration proposed 
legislation extending the tax. It is my 
attitude at that time that since this tool 
was then in use, it would worsen our bal- 
ance-of-payments problem to repeal it. 
The administration had not focused on 
the basic causes of our balance-of-pay- 
ments problem, and they still are not 
focusing the real causes. But since we 
have the problem, it seems to me this 
legislation, as distasteful a tool as it is 
to me, still provides a tool if its repeal 
would cause a worsening of the situation. 

Therefore, the basic merits of the bill 
are not really before us. The question is: 
Is this conference report, the agree- 
ment we have been able to work out with 
the Senate, an appropriate one? If I were 
to judge the bill, I would say we have 
a better bill today, as we bring back this 
conference report, than when it left the 
House. Some provision to close the 
abuses that have been discovered have 
been added, and I think we have changed 
the law to avoid certain inequities which 
the law now produces, but which neither 
the Congress nor the executive branch 
anticipated. Some of those inequities 
have been corrected by this legislation. 

So, I support this conference report, 
Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. MILLS. I yield 5 minutes to 
the gentleman from Maryland [Mr. 
MATHIAS]. 

Mr. MATHIAS of Maryland. Mr. 
Speaker, I would like to thank the dis- 
tinguished chairman of the Ways and 
Means Committee for yielding me this 
time to comment briefly on this confer- 
ence report and the subject of the con- 
ference report, which, of course, is the 
bill itself. I see two objections to the bill: 

First, it is ineffective in practice; and 
second, in my judgment at least, it is 
wrong in principle. 

So far as the question of the ineffec- 
tiveness of the bill in practice is con- 
cerned, I would certainly associate my- 
self with the remarks of the gentleman 
from Missouri, who did point out in his 
statement a few minutes ago the fact 
that the bill and this tax are not having 
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the kind of impact on international 
transactions and on our balance of pay- 
ments which was anticipated. Therefore, 
since it is an ineffective measure, there 
is a very serious question that it should 
be continued on our books. 

The effectiveness of the tax and, in 
fact, the effect of it, was the subject of 
an editorial which appeared in the 
Washington Post for July 19, which was 
printed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of 
July 24, at page 19885. In that editorial 
the tax was described as an ill-dis- 
guised, partial devaluation of the dollar.” 

The editorial is entitled “A Mischie- 
vous Tax.” The conclusion of the edi- 
torial comes to this point: 

To the extent that the IET is effective, 
it inhibits the integration of international 
capital markets and perpetuates the very 
interest-rate differentials that force foreign 
borrowers into this market, To the extent 
that it is evaded, and it surely will be, the 
IET will engender demands for additional 
bureaucratic controls. 


As the gentleman from Missouri 
pointed out, the only alternative to the 
Congress year by year, as we continue 
this tax, will be to run around plugging 
up the loopholes. 

Now let me say a word as to the prin- 
ciple involved here, because I believe it is 
perfectly clear this is a bill intended to 
impose Federal controls—Federal con- 
trols on capital. 

I believe we have to devote a little at- 
tention to the rising degree of control 
we are witnessing in this country. Just the 
other day we found it necessary to im- 
pose wage controls on our railroad work- 
ers. Day by day those who follow the 
commodity markets and observe the op- 
erations of the Secretary of Agriculture 
see them very effectively controlling 
crises in the commodity market. On oc- 
casion we see the basic items in our 
economy, such as steel, controlled by the 
white heat of publicity from the White 
House. 

We can observe, in this perspective, 
the other vital segments of our economy, 
such as pension plans and investment 
trusts, which are in the target area for 
Federal controls. 

No one likes Federal controls. You do 
not like them. I do not like them. The 
American people do not like them. 

If we have a war, either a hot or a 
cold war, which makes controls neces- 
sary, then of course I admit we have to 
bow to that necessity. But Federal con- 
trols of this sort should be debated fully 
and should be understood fully. They 
should not only be advertised as tem- 
porary but should be repealed and re- 
moved when they are ineffective or out- 
moded. 

As I said, we may have to accept some 
degree of control in times of national 
danger, but these controls should not be 
creeping controls. They should not be 
things which gradually build up without 
warning until all of a sudden we find 
our economy is in harness. They should 
be only such limited restrictions as we 
deliberately and prudently deem abso- 
lutely necessary. 

I submit, Mr. Speaker, this is not the 
case in this matter of the interest equali- 
zation tax. It is a control on capital. It 
is an ineffective measure for improving 
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the balance of payments. Therefore, the 
conference report on this subject should 
be rejected. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the distinguished majority leader, the 
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. AL- 
BERT]. 


NOTWITHSTANDING THE ADJOURN- 
MENT OF THE HOUSE UNTIL TO- 
MORROW, THE CLERK BE AU- 
THORIZED TO RECEIVE MES- 
SAGES FROM THE SENATE AND 
THE SPEAKER BE AUTHORIZED 
TO SIGN ANY ENROLLED BILLS 
AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS DULY 
PASSED BY THE TWO HOUSES AND 
FOUND TRULY ENROLLED 


Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that, notwithstand- 
ing the adjournment of the House until 
tomorrow, the Clerk be authorized to 
receive messages from the Senate and 
that the Speaker be authorized to sign 
any enrolled bills and joint resolutions 
duly passed by the two Houses and found 
truly enrolled. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Okla- 
homa? 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, why is this necessary? 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, will the 
distinguished gentleman from Iowa 
yield? 

Mr. GROSS. Yes, I yield to the gentle- 
man from Oklahoma. 

Mr. ALBERT. Because the very con- 
ference report we are considering is one 
of the matters that would have to be 
signed today should the House get 
through before the matter is engrossed. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw 
my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER, Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Okla- 
homa? 

There was no objection. 


INTEREST EQUALIZATION TAX 
EXTENSION ACT OF 1967 


Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my- 
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, just a closing comment 
on the conference report which is now 
pending before the House. 

Mr. Speaker, it is my opinion that it 
should be borne in mind by all of us 
that the act with which this conference 
report deals, whether it be considered 
good or bad, will expire at midnight to- 
night unless this legislation is passed by 
favorable vote on the part of the House 
of Representatives. 

Mr. Speaker, this legislation passed 
the House of Representatives in March. 
It is now back before the House at this 
late hour because of delays elsewhere. 

Mr. Speaker, I do not know what the 
precise results would be if suddenly we 
had no means of controlling the volume 
of investments by American citizens in 
the shares and debt obligations of for- 
eign corporations. However, I think that 
there would be an additional outflow of 
American dollars, an outflow that would 
have a bad effect upon an already bad 
balance-of-payments situation. Thus, I 
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would hope that the House will readily 
agree to this conference report. 

Mr. Speaker, therefore, I move the pre- 
vious question on the conference report. 
The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the 
conference report. 

The question was taken and the 
Speaker announced that the ayes ap- 
peared to have it. 

Mr. MATHIAS of Maryland. Mr. 
Speaker, I object to the vote on the 
ground that a quorum is not present and 
make the point of order that a quorum 
is not present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

The Doorkeeper will close the doors, 
the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent 
Members, and the Clerk will call the roll. 

The question was taken; and there 


were—yeas 224, nays 83, not voting 125, 
as follows: 
[Roll No, 190] 
YEAS—224 
Abernethy Galifianakis 
Gathings Multer 
Albert Gettys Murphy, Il. 
Annunzio Gilbert Natcher 
Arends Gonzalez Nichols 
Ashmore Green, Pa. O Hara, Il. 
Aspinall Griffiths O'Hara, Mich. 
Gubser Olsen 
tes Gude O'Neal, Ga. 
Battin eck Ottinger 
Bell Hamilton 
Bennett Hanley Patman 
Bevill Hardy Patten 
Biester Harrison Pelly 
Bingham Hathaway Perkins 
Blanton 8 tis 
— Hechler, W. Va. Pickle 
wW 
Brademas Herlong 
Brinkley Hicks Poff 
Brooks Pool 
Broomfield Holland Price, Il. 
Brown, Ohio Horton Pryor 
Broyhill, Va. Hosmer Pucinski 
Burke, Mass, Hull Quie 
Burleson Hungate Railsback 
Burton, Jacobs Randall 
Bush Jarman Rees 
Byrne, Pa. Joelson Reuss 
Byrnes, Wis. Johnson, Calif. Rhodes, Pa. 
Cabell Johnson, Pa. Riegle 
Cahill Jonas Rivers 
Carter Jones, Ala, Roberts 
Casey Jones, N.C. 
Clark Karsten Rogers, Colo. 
Cohelan Karth ers, 8 
Collier Kazen Rooney, N.Y. 
Colmer Kee Rooney, Pa. 
Corman Keith Rosen 
Cowger Kelly Roth 
Culver King, Calif. Roybal 
Daddario Ryan 
Daniels Kluczynski Satterfield 
Dawson Kyros St. Onge 
de la Garza Latta Schneebeli 
D Leggett Schweiker 
Dow Lennon Selden 
Dowdy. Long, La. Shipley 
Downing Shriver 
Dulski McDade Sikes 
Eckhardt McDonald, Skubitz 
Edmondson Mich. Slack 
Edwards, Calif. McFall Smith, Iowa 
Edwards, La. McMillan Snyder 
Ellberg Machen Staggers 
Erlenborn Mahon Stanton 
Evans, Colo. Marsh Steiger, Wis. 
Everett Mathias, Calif. 
Evins, Tenn. Matsunaga Stubblefield 
Farbstein Mayne Sullivan 
Fascell Meeds Teague, Calif. 
Feighan Meskill Teague, Tex. 
Fisher chel Tenzer 
Flood Miller, Calif. Tuck 
Flynt s Tunney 
Fole: nish 
rora, Gerald R. Mink Van Deerlin 
Taser Monagan Vander J: 
Friedel Montgomery Vanik 25 
Fulton, Tenn. Moorhead Vigorito 


Morris, N. Mex. Waldie 
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Walker Whitten Yates 
Wampler Wilson, Young 
Watts Charles H Zablocki 
White Wylie 
Whitener Wyman 
NAYS—83 
Hall Price, Tex. 
Belcher Hammer- Reid, Tl 
Berry schmidt Reid, N.Y. 
Betts Hansen, Idaho Reifel 
Blackburn Harsha Roudebush 
Bolton Harvey Rumsfeld 
Bray Hunt Saylor 
Brown, Mich. Hutchinson Schadeberg 
Broyhill, N.C. King, N.Y Scherle 
Ceder Kleppe Schwengel 
Clawson, Del Kuykendall tt 
te 1 th, 
Curtis Langen Smith, Okla. 
Davis, Wis. Lloyd Springer 
Dellenback McClory Steiger, Ariz. 
Denney McCulloch t 
Devine MacGregor Talcott 
Dickinson Martin Thompson, Ga. 
Dole Mathias, Md. Thomson, Wis. 
May Utt 
Edwards, Ala. Miller, Ohio Whalen 
Esch Minsh: Widnall 
Gardner Mize Williams, Pa. 
Goodell Moore Winn 
Morse, Mass. Wolff 
Gross er Wydler 
Grover Myers Zion 
Haley Pollock Zwach 
NOT VOTING—125 
Abbitt Fallon Nedzi 
Addabbo Findley Nelsen 
Anderson, Il. Fino Nix 
Anderson, Ford, O’Konski 
Tenn. William D. O'Neill, Mass. 
Andrews, Ala. Fountain Pepper 
Andrews, Frelinghuysen Philbin 
N. Dak. Fulton, Pa. Pirnie 
Ashbrook Gallagher Purcell 
Ashley Garmatz Quillen 
Baring Giaimo Rarick 
Barrett Gibbons Reinecke 
Blatnik Gray Resnick 
Boland Green, Oreg. Rhodes, Ariz. 
Bolling Gurney Robison 
Brasco Ronan 
Brock Halpern Rostenkowski 
Brotzman Hanna Roush 
Brown, Calif. Hansen, Wash. Ruppe 
Buchanan Hawkins andman 
Burke, Fla. Hébert St Germain 
Burton, Utah Heckler, Mass. Scheuer 
Button isk 
Carey Howard Smith, N.Y. 
Celler Ichord Stafford 
Chamberlain 
Clancy Jones, Mo. Stephens 
Clausen, nm Stuckey 
Don H. Kornegay Taylor 
Cleveland Kupferman Thompson, N.J. 
Conable ernan 
Conyers Landrum Udall 
Corbett Lipscomb Waggonner 
Cramer Long, Md. Watkins 
Cunningham Lukens Watson 
Davis, Ga. McClure Whalley 
Dent M Wiggins 
Derwinski Macdonald, Williams, Miss. 
Diggs Mis 
Dingell Madden Wilson, Bob 
Donohue Mailliard W. t 
Dorn Morgan Wyatt 
Dwyer Morton 
Eshleman Murphy, N.Y, 


So the conference report was agreed 
to. 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 

Mr. Rhodes of Arizona for, with Mr. Wat- 
* 

Mr. Laird for, with Mr. Kupferman against. 

Mr. Stafford for, with Mr. Baring against. 

Mr. Corbett for, with Mr. Andrews of North 
Dakota against. 

Mr. Burton of Utah for, with Mr. Ander- 
son of Illinois against. 

Mr. Mailliard for, with Mr. Brock 

Mr. O'Neill of Massachusetts for, with Mr. 
Cunningham against. 

Mr. Hébert for, with Mr. Derwinski against. 
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Mr. Waggonner for, with Mrs. Dwyer 
t. 

Mr. Brasco for, with Mr. Findley against. 

Mr. Wyatt for, with Mr. Fino against. 

Mr. Dent for, with Mr. Frelinghuysen 


against. 
Mr. Philbin for, with Mr. Fulton of Penn- 
sylvania 
Mr. Donohue for, with Mr. Halpern against. 
Mr. Boland for, with Mrs. Heckler of Mas- 
sachusetts 
Mr. Barrett for, with Mr. Lipscomb against. 
Mr. Addabbo for, with Mr. Morton 
Mr. Garmatz for, with Mr. Reinecke against. 
Mr. Giaimo for, with Mr. Sandman against, 
Mr. Rostenkowski for, with Mr. Robison 


Mr. Murphy of New York for, with Mr. 
Watkins against. 
with Mr. Bob Wilson 


Mr. Carey for, 
against. 
Mr. Celler for, with Mr. Cleveland against. 
Mr. Thompson of New Jersey for, with Mr. 
Chamberlain against. 
Mr. William D. Ford for, with Mr. Quillen 


against. 
Mr. Fallon for, with Mr. O’Konski against. 
Mr. Gallagher for, with Mr. Nelsen against. 
Mr. Morgan for, with Mr. Buchanan 
against. 


Until further notice. 
Mr. Madden with Mr. Ruppe. 


Mr. Williams of Mississippi with Mr, Burke 
of Florida. 
Mr. Dingell with Mr. Brotzman. 
Mr. St Germain with Mr. Gurney. 
Mr. Sisk with Mr. Smith of New York. 
Mr. Tiernan with Mr. Clancy. 
Mr. Fountain with Mr. Don H. Clausen. 
Abbitt with Mr. Pirnie. 
Andrews of Alabama with Mr. McEwen. 
Dorn with Mr. McClory. 
toski with Mr. Lukens. 
with Mr. Button. 
t with Mr. Eshleman. 
with Mr. Ashley. 
with Mr. Hawkins. 
of Georgia with Mr. Anderson of 


with Mr. Nix. 
with Mr. Purcell. 
with Mr. Steed. 
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Mr. Macdonald of Massachusetts with Mr. 
Long of Maryland. 
Mr. Gibbons with Mrs. Green of Oregon. 


Mr. Hanna with Mrs. Hansen of Washing- 
ton. 

Mr. Irwin with Mr. Udall. 

Mr. Ichord with Mr. Rarick. 


Mr. MacGREGOR and Mr. BRAY 
changed their votes from yea to nay. 
The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 
The doors were opened. 
kA motion to reconsider was laid on the 
le. 


GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND 


Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that all Members desiring 
to do so may have 5 legislative days to ex- 
tend their remarks on the conference re- 
port just passed. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Arkansas? 


There was no objection. 
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BANKING COMMITTEE ENCOUR- 


AGED BY SBA REPORT ON RIOT 
AREAS 


Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, this morn- 
ing the Banking and Currency Commit- 
tee met in executive session to hear from 
the newly appointed Small Business. Ad- 
ministrator, Mr. Robert Moot, concern- 
ing that agency’s activities to aid small 
businessmen in the riot areas of this 
Nation. 

The committee was greatly encour- 
aged by the report given by Mr. Moot. 
He said that SBA has some $200 million 
in its disaster fund and another $250 
million in its regular business loan pro- 
gram, He also repeated what had been 
stated over the weekend that SBA would 
immediately begin making disaster loans 
in the Detroit area. He pledged that he 
would give full consideration to making 
disaster loans in the other riot areas. 
These disaster loans carry a 3-percent 
interest rate and can range as high as 
30 years in maturity. The loans are for 
rebuilding of damaged small businesses 
as well as homes that were damaged by 
the riots. The loans will cover only that 
portion of the loss which was not in- 
sured. 

I am hopeful that the financial insti- 
tutions in the riot areas will participate 
with SBA in making these disaster loans 
so that SBA’s funds can be used to a 
greater advantage. Mr. Moot reported 
that the insurance industry indicated to 
him this morning that it would honor all 
of its insurance commitments in the 
riot areas and would not seek to find 
loopholes in existing policies. He added 
that the insurance industry estimates 
the insured loss in Detroit alone to run 
some $200 million. 

The Banking and Currency Commit- 
tee feels that there are adequate laws on 
the books at this time to provide loans 
to small businessmen and homeowners 
in the disaster areas. However, we will 
continue to look at this problem to make 
certain that all possible approaches are 
covered. 

Mr. Robert C. Moot, Acting Admin- 
istrator today but who will be Adminis- 
trator commencing tomorrow, issued a 
release on the hearing, which is inserted 
herewith: 

New SBA ADMINISTRATOR COMMENTS ON 
HEARING THIS MORNING CONCERNING DIS- 
ASTER RELIEF FOR SMALL BUSINESS IN RIOT 
TORN CITIES 
Robert C. Moot, Acting Administrator of 

the Small Business Administration, reported 

to the House Banking and Currency Com- 
mittee in a special Executive Session today 
on the assistance available from the Agency 
to the people of Detroit who have suffered 
losses as a result of the riots there last week. 

On Saturday, President Johnson directed 

that SBA implement its disaster authority 

in Detroit. 

Committee Chairman, Wright Patman, an- 
nounced the special meeting last Thursday 
to determine actions necessary to help the 
small businessmen and others who have been 
devastated as a result of recent riots, 
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Mr. Moot, who takes over SBA as Admin- 
istrator tomorrow, reported to the Commit- 
tee that the SBA Regional Director in De- 
troit, Robert Phillips, had been in constant 
communication with President Johnson’s 
personal representative on the scene, Cyrus 
Vance, and that the Agency is prepared to 
support expanded activity in Detroit as the 
needs require. SBA’s “Disaster Loans” are 
available to cover loss of property which is 
not covered by insurance. The “Disaster 
Loans” available may be granted for periods 
up to 30 years if the individual situation 
warrants at an interest rate of 3%. 

Chairman Patman made it clear that the 
Committee would do all possible to support 
any needs that SBA might require. Mr. Moot 
indicated to the Committee that the Agency 
did not foresee any necessity for further 
legislative authority. 


AUTHORIZING THE NATIONAL AD- 
VISORY COMMISSION ON CIVIL 
DISORDERS TO COMPEL THE AT- 
TENDANCE AND TESTIMONY OF 
WITNESSES AND THE PRODUC- 
TION OF EVIDENCE 


Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the Senate joint resolu- 
tion (S.J. Res. 98) authorizing the Na- 
tional Advisory Commission on Civil 
Disorders to compel the attendance and 
testimony of witnesses and the produc- 
tion of evidence. 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
joint resolution. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia? 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, I should like to ask 
the sponsor of this Senate joint resolu- 
tion if under this unanimous-consent 
request the gentleman proposes to yield 
time, and how much time is to be taken 
in the consideration thereof. 

Does the gentleman from California 
propose to yield for any questions con- 
cerning the Senate joint resolution? 

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman from Iowa yield? 

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. CORMAN. I am perfectly willing 
to yield for questions in order to explain 
the joint resolution to the best of my 
ability. 

Mr. GROSS. How much time does the 
gentleman propose to take on this 
resolution? 

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will yield further, such time 
as is necessary to explain it to the satis- 
faction of the membership of the House. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Iowa will state his parliamentary 
inquiry. 

Mr. GROSS. How much time will be 
taken on this Senate joint resolution? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state 


to the gentleman from Iowa that if the- 


unanimous-consent request is granted, 
the resolution comes before the House 
under the 5-minute rule. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw 
my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia? 
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There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the Senate joint reso- 
lution, as follows: 


S.J. RES. 98 


Joint resolution authorizing the National 
Advisory Commission on Civil Disorders to 
compel the attendance and testimony of 
witnesses and the production of evidence 
Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep- 

resentatives of the United States of America 

in Congress assembled, That (a) for the pur- 
poses of this joint resolution, the term Com- 
mission” means the Commission appointed 

by the President by Executive Order 11365, 

dated July 29, 1967. 

(b) The Commission, or any member of 
the Commission when so authorized by the 
Commission, shall have power to issue sub- 
penas requiring the attendance and testi- 
mony of witnesses and the production of any 
evidence that relates to any matter under 
investigation by the Commission. The Com- 
mission, or any member of the Commission 
or any agent or agency designated by the 
Commission for such purpose, may adminis- 
ter oaths and affirmations, examine witnesses, 
and receive evidence. Such attendance of 
witnesses and the production of such evi- 
dence may be required from any place within 
the United States at any designated place of 
hearing. 

(e) In case of contumacy or refusal to obey 
a subpena issued to any person under sub- 
section (b), any court of the United States 
within the jurisdiction of which the inquiry 
is carried on or within the jurisdiction of 
which said person guilty of contumacy or 
refusal to obey is found or resides or trans- 
acts business, upon application by the Com- 
mission shall have jurisdiction to issue to 
such person an order requiring such person 
to appear before the Commission, its mem- 
ber, agent, or agency, there to produce evi- 
dence if so ordered, or there to give testi- 
mony touching the matter under investiga- 
tion or in question; and any failure to obey 
such order of the court may be punished by 
said court as a contempt thereof. 

(d) Process and papers of the Commission, 
its members, agent, or agency, may be served 
either upon the witness in person or by regis- 
tered mail or by telegraph or by leaving a 
copy thereof at the residence or principal of- 
fice or place of business of the person required 
to be served. The verified return by the in- 
dividual so serving the same, setting forth 
the manner of such service, shall be proof 
of the same, and the return post office receipt 
or telegraph receipt therefor when registered 
and mailed or telegraphed as aforesaid shall 
be proof of service of the same. Witnesses 
summoned before the Commission, its mem- 
bers, agent, or agency, shall be paid the same 
fees and mileage that are paid witnesses in 
courts of the United States, and witnesses 
whose depositions are taken and the persons 
taking the same shall severally be entitled to 
the same fees as are paid for like services 
in the courts of the United States. 

(e) No person shall be excused from at- 
tending and testifying or from producing 
books, records, correspondence, documents, 
or other evidence in obedience to a subpena, 
on the ground that the testimony or evidence 
required of him may tend to incriminate 
him or subject him to a penalty or forfeiture; 
but no individual shall be prosecuted or sub- 
jected to any penalty or forfeiture (except 
demotion or removal from office) for or on 
account of any transaction, matter, or thing 
concerning which he is compelled, after havy- 
ing claimed his privilege against self-in- 
crimination, to testify or produce evidence, 
except that such individual so testifying shall 
not be exempt from prosecution and punish- 
ment for perjury committed in so testifying. 

(f) All process of any court to which ap- 
plication may be made under this Act may 
be served in the judicial district wherein the 
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person required to be served resides or may be 
found. 


Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Speaker, I move 
to strike the last word. Mr. Speaker, the 
President has appointed an 11-man Com- 
mission to study the problems of civil 
disorders in this Nation. We met with 
the President on Saturday, the 11 of us, 
and discussed the question of whether 
or not it was advisable to ask for sub- 
pena powers. We were unanimous in our 
decision that we should request that au- 
thority. 

Mr. Speaker, the other body has passed 
Senate Joint Resolution 98, which grants 
this authority. 

Mr. POOL. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. CORMAN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Texas. 

Mr. POOL. Can the gentleman from 
California state to the membership of 
the House as to who shall issue the sub- 
pena and what method the subpena is 
to be issued? 

Mr. CORMAN. Yes; (b) of the reso- 
lution reads as follows: 

The Commission, or any member of the 
Commission when so authorized by the Com- 
mission, shall have power to issue subpenas 
requiring the attendance and testimony of 
witnesses and the production of any evi- 
dence that relates to any matter under in- 
vestigation by the Commission. 


Which would mean, I assume, in the 
event there were a dispute. However, I 
hope the majority of the Commission can 
authorize one of the members. 

Mr. POOL. Can any one member of the 
Commission issue a subpena? 

Mr. CORMAN. If he is designated to do 
so, or authorized to do so by the Com- 
mission. 

Mr. POOL. How does it read? It does 
not say that, does it? 

Mr. CORMAN. It says the Commission 
or any member of the Commission when 
so authorized by the Commission, and I 
would assume that that would mean 
when authorized by a majority of the 
Commission, can issue a subpena, and 
that he would then hold that authority 
as long as it was authorized. 7 

Mr. POOL. The gentleman is satisfied 
that it is spelled out sufficiently? 

Mr. CORMAN. Yes. 

I would observe also that this is iden- 
tical with the subpena power which was 
issued to the Warren Commission. There 
are those here who served on that Com- 
mission, and they might be able to en- 
lighten us on whether or not it operated 
well with them or not. I do not know. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CORMAN. I yield to the gentle- 
man from Michigan. 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
I appreciate the gentleman from Califor- 
nia yielding at this point. I believe this 
resolution is appropriate in light of the 
fact that the gentleman just mentioned 
that it is identical to the resolution which 
was approved by the Congress at the 
time of the formation of the Warren 
Commission in early December 1963, in 
which the subpena power was given, 
and that it might be necessary to use 
that power in light of the fact there may 
be some witnesses who would not desire 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE 


to help the Commission in its investiga- 
tion. 

The existence of the subpena power 
was à very beneficial one to the Warren 
Commission in that most witnesses, if 
not all, appeared voluntarily. I believe 
the act that we had the authority was 
somewhat persuasive in securing the full 
cooperation of all witnesses. As I look 
at the individuals who may be called by 
the new Commission, it is my impression 
that the Commission may need the help 
of the subpena power if these individuals 
are to testify. For that reason, and based 
on my experience as a member of the 
Warren Commission, I wholeheartedly 
support favorable action on this particu- 
lar resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, may I add a postscript? 
I hope and trust that the activation of 
this particular Presidential Commission 
does not preclude the possibility of con- 
gressional action in many of these areas, 
or on a joint House-Senate basis. I have 
faith in the Commission that has been 
appointed by the President, but time may 
be of the essence, and committees of the 
Congress, or a joint House-Senate com- 
mittee, may be in a better position—and 
I say may be! - to act immediately. For 
this reason I hope the appointment of 
the Commission and the giving of this 
authority does not preclude any congres- 
sional activity in specific fields, or in the 
broadest of areas. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
strike out the last word. 

Mr. Speaker, has the Commission laid 
down any ground rules for its own con- 
duct up to this point. 

Mr. CORMAN. No, we have not. We 
have had one meeting. We met with the 
President and he outlined to us what he 
expected from us. We will meet again 
tomorrow morning at 9 o’clock. 

Mr. GROSS. So in passing this resolu- 
tion, we would be acting on the assump- 
tion, as stated by the gentleman, that a 
majority of the Commission would con- 
trol the issuance of subpenas, but with- 
out knowledge of what constitutes a quo- 
rum or any other details of that kind; 
is that correct? 

Mr. CORMAN. That is correct. But 
I would observe that the President indi- 
cated to us before we accepted that he 
expected us to attend all of the Commis- 
sion meetings and impressed upon each 
of us the importance of attendance at the 
meetings. I would be hopeful, therefore, 
that we would have the proper attend- 
ance as we proceed in our investigations. 

Mr. GROSS. A few weeks ago Vice 
President HuMPHREY made a speech in 
New Orleans, I believe, in which he made 
a statement to the effect that if he were 
living in a slum he would be constrained 
to resort to some of the force and vio- 
lence that we have been seeing around 
the country. I noticed on one of the wire 
services a few minutes ago that 
HUMPHREY now says in effect at Boston 
that the Congress has been derelict in its 
duty. I am sure Humpurey did not hear 
the distinguished chairman of the House 
Committee on Appropriations [Mr. 
Manon] earlier this afternoon when he 
made his splendid speech to the House 
of Representatives, which was directed 
to the attention of the mayor of De- 
troit, Mich., who also has seen fit to 
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castigate Congress for its alleged slow- 
ness. 

It would be my hope that someone calls 
the attention of the Vice President to the 
speech made this afternoon by the gen- 
tleman from Texas [Mr. Manon] and it 
would be my hope that the investigating 
Commission would find it advisable to 
call the Vice President and find out what 
he means by some of these speeches and 
statements he is making. If necessary, 
and if the House sees fit to grant the au- 
thority requested this afternoon, in the 
absence of a voluntary appearance, per- 
haps the Commission should subpena 
him. The Vice President seems to have 
no scruples in urging certain people to 
take to the streets and no scruples about 
lambasting Congress. The Commission, 
if it functions properly, ought to hear 
him explain these activities. 

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. I am con- 
strained to remark in view of the remarks 
of the gentleman from Michigan pre- 
viously that it appears that there will be 
a committee or committees of the House; 
and a committee or committees of the 
Senate; and possibly a joint committee 
of the House and Senate—all of whom 
will be investigating the same subject 
matter and all of whom will have the 
right to subpena witnesses. 

Now you are suggesting that the Pres- 
ident of the Commission will also have 
the right of subpena. It seems to me, it is 
very likely that the subpenas will cross 
and that witnesses will be subjected to 
testifying by at least five, or possibly five, 
committees, investigating the same sub- 
ject matter; is that correct? 

Mr. CORMAN. It may be that there 
will be particular information that all of 
these bodies will have to have. I would 
think that this is the kind of inquiry that 
would really get into almost every phase 
of our domestic problems in this field. I 
am sure, for example, the Committee on 
the Judiciary, the problems that the 
Committee on the Judiciary deals with 
and handles are concerned with problems 
of civil disorder. 

The Committee on Appropriations al- 
most every day is grappling with these 
problems. Every committee has to deal 
with these problems. Perhaps there may 
be a special committee making inquiries. 
I believe that this Presidential Commis- 
sion is sound and I believe that they need 
the subpena power and that we would do 
our best not to harass witnesses. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Speaker, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of this 
resolution and I hope that it is unani- 
mously agreed to. This will serve a good 
public purpose and I urge its adoption 
by the House. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the 
third reading of the Senate joint resolu- 
tion. 

The Senate joint resolution was or- 
dered to be read a third time and was 
read the third time. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the 
passage of the Senate joint resolution. 

The Senate joint resolution was passed. 
a to reconsider was laid on the 
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ADDITIONAL GROUP LIFE AND 
ACCIDENT INSURANCE FOR FED- 
ERAL EMPLOYEES 


Mr. DANIELS. Mr. Speaker, I call up 
the conference report on the bill (H.R. 
11089) to amend title 5, United States 
Code, to provide additional group life 
insurance and accidental death and dis- 
memberment insurance for Federal em- 
ployees, and to strengthen the financial 
condition of the employees’ life insur- 
ance fund, and ask unanimous consent 
that the statement of the managers on 
the part of the House be read in lieu of 
the report. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the statement. 

The conference report and statement 
are as follows: 

CONFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. No. 513) 

The committee of conference on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 
11089) to amend title 5, United States Code, 
to provide additional group life insurance 
and accidental death and dismemberment 
imsurance for Federal employees, and to 
strengthen the financial condition of the 
Employees’ Life Insurance Fund, having met, 
after full and free conference, have agreed 
to recommend and do recommend to their 
respective Houses as follows: 

That the House recede from its disagree- 
ment to the amendment of the Senate and 
agree to the same with an amendment as 
follows: In lieu of the matter proposed to be 
inserted by the Senate amendment insert 
the following: 

“That (a) section 8704(a) of title 5, United 
States Code, is amended to read as follows: 

(a) An employee eligible for insurance 
is entitled to be insured for an amount of 
group life insurance plus an equal amount of 
group accidental death and dismemberment 
insurance, in accordance with the following 
schedule; which schedule shall be auto- 
matically extended correspondingly when- 
ever the rate of annual pay assigned by sec- 
tion 5313 of this title to positions of level IT 
of the Executive Schedule is increased: 
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“(b) Section 8707 of title 5, United States 
Code, is amended to read as follows: 


“*§ 8707, Employee deductions; withholding 
“During each period in which an em- 
ployee is insured under a policy of insurance 
purchased by the Civil Service Commission 
under section 8709 of this title, there shall be 
withheld from the pay of the employee his 
share of the cost of his group life insurance 
and accidental death and dismemberment in- 
surance. The amount withheld shall be at the 
rate, adjusted to the nearest half cent, of 60 
percent of the level cost of each $1,000 of in- 
surance, as determined by the Commission.“. 
“(c) Section 8708(a) of title 5, United 
States Code, is amended to read as follows: 

„a) For each period in which an em- 
ployee is insured under a policy of insurance 
purchased by the Civil Service Commission 
under section 8709 of this title, an amount 
equal to 40 percent of the level cost, as deter- 
mined by the Commission, of the insurance 
shall be contributed from the appropriation 
or fund which is used by pay him,“. 

“SEC. 2. The amendments made by this Act 
shall take effect on the first day of the first 
pay period which begins on or after the six- 
tieth day following the date of enactment of 
this Act, but shall have no effect in the case 
of. any employee who died, was finally sepa- 
rated, or retired before such date of enact- 
ment. In the case of an employee who dies or 
retires during the period beginning on the 
date of enactment of this Act and ending im- 
mediately before the effective date of such 
amendments, the amount of insurance shall 
be determined as if such amendments were in 
effect during such period.” 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

THADDEUS J. DULSKI, 

Davin N. HENDERSON, 

Dominick V. DANIELS, 

ROBERT J. CORBETT, 

JAMES T. BROYHILL, 
Managers on the Part of the House. 


MIKE MONRONEY, 
RALPH W. YARBOROUGH, 
FRANK CARLSON, 
Hiram L. FONG, 
Managers on the Part of the Senate. 


STATEMENT 


The managers on the part of the House 
at the conference on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses on the amendment of the 
Senate to the bill (H.R. 11089) entitled “An 
Act to amend title 5, United States Code, to 
provide additional group life insurance and 
accidental death and dismemberment insur- 
ance, and to strengthen the financial condi- 
tion of the Employees’ Life Insurance Fund,” 
submit the following statement in explana- 
tion of the effect of the action agreed upon 
by the conferees and recommended in the 
accompanying conference report, 

The Senate struck out all of the House bill 
after the enacting clause and inserted a sub- 
stitute text. The committee of conference 
recommends that the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen- 
ate with an amendment which is a substi- 
tute for both the House bill and the Senate 
amendment and that the Senate agree to the 
same, 

Except for technical and minor drafting 
changes, the differences between the House 
bill and the substitute agreed to in con- 
ference are set forth below. 

The insurance schedule contained in the 
House bill was geared progressively to $1,000 
of insurance coverage for each $750 multiple, 
or portion thereof, of annual salary. 

The insurance schedule contained in the 
Senate amendment provided a minimum 
$10,000 amount of insurance; $2,000 addi- 
tional insurance coverage for employees 
earning over $8,000; limiting employees 
earning over $27,000 to $30,000 of coverage. 

The conference substitute adopts the pro- 
visions of the Senate amendment by pro- 
viding a minimum $10,000 amount of insur- 
ance for employees earning $7,500 or less. 


July 31, 1967 


The House bill established the employee's 
share of the cost of each $1,000 insurance at 
60 percent of the total level cost, adjusted 
to the nearest half cent. It provided for a like 
adjustment in other than bi-weekly pay 
periods. 

The Senate amendment established the 
employee's share of the cost, likewise, at 60 
percent, but did not provide for adjust- 
ment to the nearest half cent. 

The conference substitute adopts the pro- 
visions of the House bill, but strikes out the 
second sentence of such provisions as non- 
essential. 

The House bill provided that the agency 
contribution be computed at two-thirds of 
the amounts contributed by employees. 

The Senate amendment provided that the 
agency contribution be equal to 40 percent 
of the total level cost of the insurance. 

The conference substitute adopts the Sen- 
ate provision, deeming it to be consistent, 
for administrative purposes, with the intent 
and effect of the House provision. 

THADDEUS J. DULSKI, 


YHILL, 
Managers of the Part of the House. 


The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
New Jersey is recognized. 

Mr. DANIELS. Mr. Speaker, the unani- 
mous adoption by the Senate-House con- 
ferees of this excellent legislation is, in- 
deed, a tribute to my colleagues on the 
Subcommittee on Retirement, Insurance, 
and Health Benefits. 

I am grateful to the subcommittee 
members for their cooperation and in 
keeping faith with Federal employees in 
a matter that is of vital importance to 
them and their families. Particularly do 
I commend the chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service, 
our distinguished colleague from New 
York [Mr. Dutsxr] for his dedication to 
the merits of this bill, and the energies 
expended by my fellow conferees in 
bringing before the House a compromise 
that will significantly overcome the in- 
adequacies and financial deficiencies of 
the Federal employees’ group life in 
surance program. 

This legislation will fulfill, to a marked 
extent, the insurance needs of employees 
earning less than $7,500 by providing a 
minimum policy of $10,000, and improv- 
ing by 33 percent the coverage of em- 
ployees earning over $7,500, while real- 
istically relating maximum coverage of 
$40,000 to present-day salary levels. 

Not only will it provide for full financ- 
ing of the improved benefits by a 3 to 2 
cost-sharing formula, but eliminate the 
recurring $40 million deficiencies in the 
insurance fund. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 11089, as amended, 
offers an answer to the objectives of a 
meaningful and progressive life insur- 
ance program. I urge its unanimous 
approval. 

Mr. Speaker, I move the previous ques- 
tion on the conference report. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The conference report was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 


PRESIDENT JOHNSON AND THE IM- 
PROVED HEALTH OF THE NATION 


Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex- 
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tend my remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
West Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr. 
Speaker, recently President Johnson 
made one of his many visits to the Na- 
tional Institutes of Health to praise the 
assembled doctors and researchers for 
the tremendous job they are doing in 
finding causes and possible cures for 
diseases such as measles, cancer, stroke, 
and heart disease. 

The President obviously enjoys such 
visits. He knows that advances made at 
the National Institutes of Health are 
advances for all the people. 

Too few Americans know the mag- 
nificent work of the NIH, where trained 
men and women, doctors, biologists, 
chemists, psychologists, and other men 
of science delve into the secrets of nature 
and find ways to make men live longer 
and better. 

The President said in his remarks that 
science today needs political leaders to 
advance its ends, just as political lead- 
ers needed science to make life more 
worthwhile and healthier. 

There are few men alive who can 
make such a statement with such au- 
thority, because Lyndon Johnson has a 
tremendous record of achievement in 
health to back it up. 

The record is there—medicare—re- 
gional centers to combat heart disease, 
cancer, and stroke, mental health cen- 
ters, community health services, ex- 
panded medical education, water pollu- 
tion control, the Allied Health Profes- 
sions Act, new and expanded health 
services for millions of poor people 
through the antipoverty program; the 
list is long and impressive. 

President Johnson and the Congress 
both believe the resources of our Nation 
can be used, and ought to be used, to 
make men’s lives better, happier, and 
healthier. 

This is a good guide for the Congress 
in the days ahead when a series of hu- 
man resources bills will come before us 
for a vote. 

We will soon vote on the extension 
and expansion of the much-needed anti- 
poverty program, which has meant so 
much to my home State of West Virginia. 

We will be asked to vote for full funds 
for the Model Cities Act. 

Critical educational and urban aid 
bills will come before us. 

These are all human measures, just 
as health bills are human measures, and 
they are all necessary in today’s America. 

We ought to recall, as we are tempted 
to criticize what has not been done, that 
President Johnson has probably com- 
pleted more of the unfinished business of 
America than any other President. 

He has the people’s needs constantly 
before him, and we—representing the 
people’s voice—should support him fully. 

Under unanimous consent, I include 
the remarks of the President at the Na- 
tional Institutes of Health, Bethesda, 
Md., on July 21: 
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REMARKS OF THE PRESIDENT IN THE AUDI- 
TORIUM OF THE CLINICAL CENTER AT THE 
NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF HEALTH, BETHESDA, 
Mp 


The thing that I want to say first Is that 
I wish very much each of you could have 
been with me and seen the enthusiasm and 
hope, and heard the encouragement that 
came from these great scientists, these doc- 
tors, who are doing so much to make life 
better and longer in this world. 

We ran overtime and we had to eliminate 
some of our briefing. Our topics were what we 
are doing in the field of vision, in the field 
of hypertension, in the fleld of cancer, in the 
field of that dread number one killer—heart 
diseases, all of which will very quickly con- 
front each of you out there when you reach 
that milestone in life when these things 
appear, 

Then you will wonder why for 50, 60 or 
70 years you have given no thought, no sup- 
port, or no attention to it. Then it will be 
too late for you to do much about it because 
there will be a good many people standing 
around your room trying to preserve your life. 

This is a billion dollar success story— 
NIH. This is where I like to come once a 
year—and more often if possible—to learn 
what they are doing, in order to try to help 
them more. 

The Gospel of St. John tells of a place 
where the lame and the halt and the blind 
went to be cured. That ancient place was 
called Bethesda. 

Two thousand years later, this place called 
Bethesda also is the place where the sick 
and the injured can have some hope, 

This morning we heard about the modern 
miracles of healing which have been dis- 
covered here—in the last year particularly— 
and the progress that has been made since 
we were here last. 

Dr, Shannon and the other NIH Directors 
have given me a rather full report. They 
have responded with knowledge and candor 
to all the questions that we propounded. 
They have given me a report on some of the 
matters that we raised last year when we 
met at the White House. 

I should like for them to know—and for 
all the world to know—that I regard these 
men as my Chiefs of Staff in this war on 
the ancient enemies—sickness and diseases. 
We constantly review our strategy for at- 
tacking these major health problems that 
confront this Nation and other nations in 
the world. 

The progress we are making is slow. I am 
glad to say, though, we are going up instead 
of going down. 

Some, I am sure—the hotshots—would 
think we have reached what you might call 
a stalemate, because we have not found all 
the answers to all the questions in all the 
365 days since we last ran our check—our 
final exam. 

There are two or three little things I want 
to point out, as kind of guiding beacons. 

Two years ago, for example, there was an 
outbreak of rubella—German measles—in 
America, It caused 30,000 abnormal preg- 
nancies. It killed thousands of little babies. 
It left thousands of others cruelly afflicted. 

There lived near my home, very close to 
me, some people who work with me who 
were afflicted by deafness and mental defects. 

But in two years, today as a result of re- 
search here where you are this morning, a 
new vaccine to prevent a mother from ever 
getting German measles has been developed. 

Our scientists are working day and night 
so that we can have an adequate supply of 
this vaccine in the 1970’s when the next out- 
break of rubella is predicted for this country. 

This is one small example of how ‘this place 
affects the lives of all of you and of all 
Americans. 

Dr. Shannon has just reported to me that 
the latest statistics show that infant mor- 
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tality during the last 12 months took its 
sharpest downward drop in 10 years. It meant 
4,700 babies lived this year who would have 
died the previous year. It meant 9,400 babies 
lived this year who would have died, if they 
had just been born 10 years ago. 

Ten thousand lives saved in 10 years. May- 
be that is not many, but if you are one of 
the families affected by one of those 10,000, it 
is everything. 

Research supported by NIH has developed 
new chemicals and new techniques which are 
saving thousands of Americans every year 
from blindness. 

We talked this morning about what new 
procedures could be evolved to detect eye 
problems at an early age, to detect heart 
problems, high blood pressure—or to detect 
hypertension problems—blood clots, blood 
problems, high blond pressure—or to detect 
cancer before it spreads and it is gone and 
it is beyond hope. 

Maybe we ought to get some of the time 
people spend detecting the deficiencies in our 
automobile and examining our brake, testing 
our steering, and testing our headlights to 
test our children. 

Because, as I said yesterday, if we can 
spend literally millions to protect our cows 
from the screwworms, why can’t we spend 
a little money to protect our children from 
the rats, 

Nine hundred thousand women were tested 
for cervical cancer this past year under a 
program here at NIH—one million women. 
Three thousand cases were found—early 
enough to do something about them and 
to cure them. Three thousand more lives 
saved. 

I don’t know how much you put on life, 
but that is what was done here. 

NIH research has speeded the development 
of new chemicals for high blood pressure 
which have already reduced death by 50 
percent. 

I had a young man in my office whose 
life was preserved for years because of a great 
discovery that was made in this field. It 
meant a lot to me personally, because I saw 
this great doctor here in Washington keep 
him living day to day, when most of them 
had given him up. 

One person out of every two who would 
have died of high blood pressure 10 years 
ago is living today. One person out of five, 
under the age of 65, who would have died 
ofa stroke 10 years ago is living today. 

All of these achievements are not the 
fruits of the Presidency of the Democratic 
Party or the Federal Government. They are 
the fruits of the world’s greatest research 
enterprise. It knows no partisanship, no dic- 
tator, or no ruler. They are all aimed at just 
one thing—just one goal: a better, freer, 
happier, healthier life for all people. 

That is something that ought to unite 
even the most controversial among us. Even 
the most cynical should be able to embrace 
that goal. 

This morning I came here to renew my 
commitment to that goal; to applaud the 
efforts of these men—just a small percent- 
age of whom are here on the platform—and 
their attempts to help us reach it—and to 
discuss with all those I could our future 
endeavors and to plan our future programs. 

If we are to build a society which guaran- 
tees good health for all, we must build 1 
upon very solid foundations. 

First and foremost is basic research: the 
pursuit of knowledge for its own sake. Be- 
cause we are human, we explore; we seek to 
understand the deepest mysteries of our 
world. The government supports this crea- 
tive exploration because we believe that all 
knowledge is precious; because we know that 
all progress would halt without it. 

But tomorrow's healthy society rests not 
on our scientists or our medical men only, 
but it rests also on our political leaders. As 
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you can observe, what they did yesterday 
may affect what these men do tomorrow. 

We have long passed the day when medical 
research is a job just for some screwball or 
some lonely, makeshift laboratory. Research 
involves armies of trained technicians, bat- 
teries of computers, staggering sums of 
money. 

I remember when I first eame here, hear- 
ing Frank Bane tell the story of the man in 
the Virginia State Senate deploring the waste 
that had occurred when they hired some 
young college boy, who ran up and down 
the highways with his shirt tail out peeping 
through some little instrument. Why would 
the people of Virginia be called upon to 
waste their money on this college kid to just 
run up and down the roadway trying to sur- 
vey it? 

Well, when you drive through some of Vir- 
ginia’s roads today, you can see. 

So the driving force in this country today 
for research is Government. There is a rea- 
son for that: Government is the only one 
that can really provide the means. 

Today the Federal Government supports 
nearly two-thirds of the total Nation's ex- 
penditures on health research, Two-thirds 
of everything spent in this Nation on health 
research, the Federal Government spends. 

And you here at NIH spend 60 percent of 
all the Federal Government spends. So we 
are here where, as I said, this is a billion dol- 
lar success story. I want that story to be 
known by 200 million Americans. 

Today the scientists and the medical men 
decide how to attack a major medical prob- 
lem, but they depend on the public men 
making political decisions to decide whether 
to attack that problem. 

I have spent hours in appropriations hear- 
ing listening to health problems presented— 
and a good many of them ignored. 

I remember on my way out of that room 
this morning where I heard these men tes- 
tify, walking out of the Appropriations Com- 
mittee one time and hearing them testify 
about wanting money to use on flies to pre- 
vent the development of screwworm to keep 
the screwworm from getting into cattle, and 
to keep it from destroying the cattle and 
killing the baby calves. 

Every time a baby calf was born, he was 
subject to the screwworm. Some lived and 
some didn’t. To save great labor that ranch- 
men spent going out and picking up the little 
calves that were half dead, finally the Con- 
gress went along and endorsed a proposal. 

Now the whole Southwest no longer knows 
the screwworm. Through the appropriations 
the Congress passed—the cattlemen supple- 
mented—we no longer have to have labor to 
ride out and pick up every little baby calf. 

Someday we are going to get intelligent 
enough to treat our children the same way. 

We made some progress with 10,000 of them 
this year. But we are not going to have to 
wait until they get into the 10th or 1ith 
grade to see that their eyes have been af- 
fected all their lives. 

You wouldn't want to test an automobile 
that had been driven 11 years before you de- 
cided it was fit for the highway. f 

Somehow we are going to find ways to de- 
tect the vision problems, the hearing prob- 
lems, the blood pressure problems, the hyper- 
tension problems—all of those, in our chil- 
dren and ourselves—and the cancer problems, 
before they are too far gone. 

There is no use in opening someone up and 
saying, “It is too far gone. I can’t do anything 
about it.” 

It can be done. It must be done—with the 
help of God. And it will be done. 

Thank you. 


NATIONWIDE PROTEST ON JUNK 
MAIL RATES 


Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
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extend my remarks at this point in the 
ReEcorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from West 
Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr. 
Speaker, a nationwide protest has rolled 
in following the action of the House 
Postal Rates Subcommittee last week, 
raising first-class and airmail rates but 
going easy on third-class “junk mail” 
rates, I submit for the Recorp two edi- 
torials, from the Washington Post of 
July 29 and the Huntington, W. Va., 
Herald-Dispatch of July 28, which docu- 
ment the nature of this angry protest. 

If these rates are not substantially 
raised by the full committee when it 
marks up the bill, there will be over- 
whelming support on the House floor for 
overturning the committee’s recommen- 
dations. People are fed up with subsidiz- 
ing junk mail, and carrying the cost of 
junk mail in higher and higher first- 
class and airmail rates. 


[From the Washington (D.C.) Post, 
July 29, 1967] 
POSTAL RATES 

The postal rate increases proposed by a 
House subcommittee on Thursday are an af- 
front to the American public. They make it 
plain that the subcommittee members are 
more interested in placating those who gener- 
ate “junk mail” than they are in rationaliz- 
ing the postal rates or meeting the needs of 
their constituents. 

The subcommittee gave its approval to a 
scheme that would raise first-class rates by 
one penny and airmail by two pennies while 
eliminating special rates for postcards and 
Christmas cards, But for third-class mail— 
principally the direct-mail advertising that 
fils our mail boxes fuller each year—the 
subcommittee has proposed an increase of 
less than one penny spread over three years. 
The effect is to continue the subsidy for 
junk mail that we pay each time we mail a 
letter, 

Surely there are members of Congress who 
are sensitive to the resentment around the 
Nation toward third-class mail. Surely that 
resentment will continue to grow as more 
and more voters learn that the Post Office 
makes a profit on the letters they mail but 
loses substantially on each piece of junk 
mail. A wise Congress would do something 
about that resentment now. We have seen 
the lack of wisdom of the subcommittee; 
we can now only hope that the rest of Con- 
gress is in better touch with reality. 
[From the Huntington (W. Va.) Herald-Dis- 

patch, July 28, 1967] 
EXTORTION AT THE Post OFFICE 


For weeks now we have been urging the 
people of the Tri-State Area to protest 
against the six-cent postage stamp for let- 
ters and postcards and the 10-cent airmail 
stamp. 

These higher postal rates are almost sure 
to come unless the American people convey 
to Congress the depth of their indignation 
over the extortionate increases in first-class 
schedules. 

A House Post Office subcommittee has ap- 
proved the boosts in first-class mail rates, 
while going easy on the rates for second, 
third and fourth-class mail. These are the 
real culprits in the postal deficits that crop 
up every year. 

First-class mail is the only postal classi- 
fication which not only pays its way but 
shows the department a profit. Why, then, 
should the letter-writer have to pay for the 
deficits created by the big commercial mail- 
ers and in particular the mailers of “junk” 
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that arrives in every home unsolicited and 
unwanted? 

Americans appear to have very short mem- 
ories, Otherwise, they would protest these 
postal increases with more vigor and greater 
indignation, 

For not only have the rates advanced in 
the first-class category at a faster pace than 
in other classifications, the deterioration of 
service has been most pronounced in first- 
class mail deliveries. 

Many people seem to have forgotten that 
it was once customary to have two deliveries 
of first-class mail each day. Now there is 
only one, and the technology of postal opera- 
tions in the cities has failed so abysmally to 
keep pace with the volume of mail handled 
that it sometimes takes two days or more 
for a letter to be delivered in the same city 
in which it is mailed. 

We would all like to see the Post Office 
Department operated as a business concern 
instead of an agency for the distribution of 
subsidies. Yet the fact is that newspapers, 
magazines and much other mailed material 
is subsidized by the government at the ex- 
pense of the first-class letter writer. 

Junk mail breaks the back of the mail- 
man, annoys the householder and contrib- 
utes to the annual deficit of the postal 
service. The least the public should demand 
is that it pay its proportionate part of the 
cost of doing business. 


L. B. J.: AMERICANS A NATION OF 
REFORMERS THROUGH LAW 


Mr. FULTON of Tennessee. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks at this point in the 
Record and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Tennessee? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. FULTON of Tennessee. Mr. 
Speaker, a day before his recent address 
to the Nation on civil disorders, President 
Johnson made a too little publicized 
speech on American social reform to a 
a of young men from Boys Na- 

on. 

The President told the young men that 
“America has always been a nation of 
reformers.” 

But, to be a true reformer, the Presi- 
dent said, is to be responsible.“ It is to 
be a remaker, not a wrecker.” It is to be 
“a restorer, not a destroyer.” 

These are profound, accurate, and 
moving thoughts from our President. 

Their truth is seen in the riots which 
have exploded in our Nation in recent 
weeks. 

Riots build nothing. They destroy 
everything—cities and relations between 
men. 

Reform through law builds societies 
and good will between men. 

President Johnson has shown us—bet- 
ter than any other President—how to 
build the structure of a Great Society 
through laws and programs. He has 
helped pass more good reform legislation 
in 344 years than most Presidents of the 
United States put together. 

Let us continue America’s reform pro- 
grams. Let us continue President John- 
son’s programs. But let us restore law 
and order first, for that is what keeps 
society whole. 

I insert in the Recorp the remarks of 
President Johnson before a group from 
Boys Nation at the White House, July 26: 
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REMARKS OF THE PRESIDENT BEFORE A GROUP 
From Boys’ NATION 

Good morning, I am glad that you could 
come over and visit with us. I am happy to 
welcome you to the capital and to the White 
House. 

I want to commend the American Legion 
for giving you young Americans a chance to 
learn at first hand about your Government. 

I want to speak to you today because 
you are young and because you have lives 
to live. Many of you may be looking forward 
to careers in business. 

I would like you to consider an invest- 
ment. I would ask you, after you have com- 
pleted your education, to give careful con- 
sideration to the investment of a few years 
of your lives in the business of government, 
in the work of public service, in the cause 
of America. 

Our country needs men and women who 
are young—young enough to dream of re- 
making America—as some of us did here in 
this capital when I came here more than 
30 years ago. 

We need young people who are confident 
in themselves and in their ability to meet 
the challenges that face us today. We need 
young people who care—who are willing to 
work for something more than a paycheck— 
for profits measured in human happiness and 
satisfaction gained from helping people to 
achieve human health and human dignity. 

I asked that you consider applying your- 
selves, your industry, your brains, your tal- 
ent and your imagination to the problems 
of the land in which you live. 

Emerson asked: “What is man born for 
but to be a Reformer, a Remaker of what 
man has made: a Restorer of truth and 
good.” 

That is your birthright—to be Reformers. 

America has always been a nation of Re- 
formers. And we have always been a people 
who knew and accepted the responsibilities 
that that role demands. 

To be a Reformer is to be responsible. 

It is to be a Remaker—not a wrecker— 
of what man has made. 

It is to be a Restorer—not a destroyer— 
of truth and good. 

It is, beyond all else, to respect the laws 
of society—to rebuild society by changing 
laws, yes, by improving laws, yes, by using 
the laws—lest we accidentally or willfully 
weaken the foundations of law and bring all 
that we have achieved crashing down upon 
our heads. 

We have been through great trials in the 
history of this Nation. We have faced prob- 
lems and challenges before. In one of our 
gravest hours, one of our greatest Presidents 
left us the first commandment for a civil- 
ized society. 

So here today, on the White House lawn, 
I should like to remind each of you—and 
for that matter, every American—of Abra- 
ham Lincoln’s words: 

“Let every American, every lover of liberty, 
every well-wisher to this prosperity, never 
to violate in the least particular, the laws 
of the country ... Let every man remem- 
ber that to violate the law is to trample 
on the blood of his father and to tear the 
character of his own and his children’s 
liberty. Let reverence for the laws be 
breathed by every American—let it be taught 
in schools, in seminaries, and in colleges; 
let it be written in primers, spelling books, 
and in Almanacs; let it be preached from 
the pulpit, proclaimed in legislative halls, 
and enforced in courts of justice. And, in 
short, let it become the Political religion 
of the nation and let the old and young, 
rich and poor, the grave and gay, of all 
sexes, tongues and color and conditions, 
sacrifice unceasingly upon its altars.” 

Your role can be not only to respect the 
law, but to make it a living thing, make it 
more just, make it more effective. 

We have our job cut out for us. It is ahead 
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of us. We have cities to rebuild. We have 
economy to maintain. We have children to 
teach. We have old people to care for. We 
have young people to find jobs for. We have 
human rights to protect and to enlarge. We 
have land to conserve and air and water to 
clean, a whole world to guard, and liberty 
and freedom to preserve. 

Who will do these things? Who can we 
look to get this job done in the years ahead? 
You—and young men like you—your broth- 
ers, even those who today feel.that they do 
not have a very big stake in our society. Even 
though sometimes you may feel you have 
no role to play in making it more just, the 
challenge is there waiting for you. 

I am depending upon you. 

You may choose to work in the great world 
of Washington. You may elect to be leaders 
in your own communities back home. The 
arena of action is not so important. The de- 
cision is. The need for leadership—for com- 
mitment and responsibility—is upon us. That 
need is the same in every State in this Land. 
It will always be so. It will always be your 
challenge, your opportunity—your responsi- 
bility, if you will only face up to and use it. 
I express the hope that you will rise to it— 
and I furthermore hope that America will 
rise with you. 

We hope very much that you are inspired 
by the things you see and that you are im- 
proved by the things you learn. We will do 
what we can to make you enjoy your visit. 
We thank you for having come here this 
morning. 


INCOME TAX TREATMENT OF DI- 
VORCED OR SEPARATED TAX- 
PAYERS 


Mr. BUSH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the gentleman from 
Virginia [Mr. BroyHILL] may extend his 
remarks at this point in the Recorp and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Mr. 
Speaker, I have introduced today a bill 
that would remedy what I think is a 
serious defect in our present income tax 
structure. The bill involves the income 
tax treatment of divorced or separated 
taxpayers. The history of the income tax 
laws has demonstrated that the problems 
of income taxation in the context of 
broken families have been difficult ones. 
From time to time, Congress has been 
called upon to make adjustments to 
provide a fair and workable scheme for 
the taxation of income in these situa- 
tions. One recent example of this is H.R. 
6056, a bill dealing with $600 dependency 
exemption for the children of divorced 
or separated parents, that we passed and 
sent to the Senate in March of this year. 

The bill I have introduced is designed 
to reach a fair solution to another prob- 
lem that arises upon the breakup of a 
marriage. In general, the bill provides 
for the nonrecognition of gain or loss 
on transfers of property by one divorced 
spouse to the other in satisfaction of 
obligations—other than the obligation 
to support children of the marriage— 
arising out of the marital relationship. 
For the purpose of convenience, I shall 
refer to the person making the transfers 
as the husband and the person receiving 
them as the wife. 

More specifically, my bill is concerned 
with two situations, both of which involve 
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transfers of property by a husband in 
discharge of an obligation arising out 
of the marital relationship which is im- 
posed or incurred by the husband under 
a decree of divorce or of separate main- 
tenance or under written separation 
agreement. 

The first of these situations includes 
transfers of property in trust or other- 
wise for the purpose of making periodic 
payments to the wife. Under present law, 
payments by a husband to a wife pursu- 
ant to a decree of divorce or of separate 
maintenance, or a written separation 
agreement are divided into two cate- 
gories, “periodic” payments and all other 
payments. Periodic payments for this 
purpose are, generally, payments for an 
indefinite period of time—such as for 
life or until remarriage—or over a pe- 
riod of more than 10 years. If made di- 
rectly by a husband to his wife, periodic 
payments are taxed in full to the wife 
and are deductible by the husband, If, 
instead of direct payments, the decree 
or agreement requires the husband to 
transfer property in trust or otherwise 
for the purpose of making periodic pay- 
ments, the payments attributable to the 
transferred property are taxed in full to 
the wife and are excluded from the hus- 
band’s income—without regard to any 
other rule of tax law. 

In recent years, the Internal Revenue 
Service has taken the position that gain 
is recognized on the transfer of property 
by the husband in trust or otherwise for 
the purpose of making periodic payments 
to the wife, if the transfer is in complete 
satisfaction of the husband’s marital ob- 
ligations to the wife. The Service is ap- 
plying this rule to situations where the 
only property transferred is a mere right 
to receive income in the future. Its posi- 
tion is based upon the longstanding gen- 
eral rule of tax law that gain is recog- 
nized upon the transfer of property in 
discharge of a legal obligation, and upon 
the case of Davis v. United States, 370 
U.S. 65, in which the Supreme Court 
held that the value of the legal obliga- 
tions discharged on these transfers—and 
consequently the measure of gain—is the 
value of the property being transferred 
by the husband. Where the property be- 
ing transferred is merely a right to re- 
ceive income in the future, the treatment 
of the transfer as a taxable event not 
only casts an undesirable burden on the 
taxpayers, but also, in my opinion, re- 
sults in the taxation of the same income 
twice, once to the husband as a gain on 
the transfer and then again to the wife 
as a periodic payment under the rules 
previously discussed. In some circum- 
stances both taxes will be at ordinary in- 
come rates. 

The second situation to which my bill 
is addressed includes transfers by a hus- 
band to his wife pursuant to a decree of 
divorce or of separate maintenance, or a 
written separation agreement, where the 
transfer does not constitute a periodic 
payment. These transfers include lump- 
sum payments to the wife, and install- 
ment payments to her which are to be 
made in all events over a period of 10 
years or less. In these situations, under 
present law, nothing is included in the 
gross income of the wife and the hus- 
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band is permitted no deduction. One var- 
iant of this type of situation is illustrated 
by the Davis case itself, in which the hus- 
band was obligated by the separation 
agreement to transfer specific shares of 
stock to his wife. The Service contended, 
and the Supreme Court agreed, that the 
husband was taxable on the gain realized 
on the transfer, the gain being measured 
by the excess of the fair market value of 
the stock over the husband’s tax basis— 
generally cost—for it. 

It is my opinion that the transfer of 
property in these situations is not an 
event upon which it is appropriate to 
impose an income tax. The usual divorce 
or separation of a husband and wife 
creates a substantial economic strain for 
both parties. It is difficult enough to be 
able to make a reasonable allocation of 
the economic resources of the family 
upon its dissolution without compound- 
ing the problem by imposing what, in 
many situations, is a significant tax bur- 
den because of these transfers. 

Accordingly, my bill would amend 
present law to provide that where a hus- 
band transfers property in trust or 
otherwise for the purpose of making 
periodic payments to his wife, no gain 
or loss will be recognized on the transfer. 
This would not alter the rules of present 
law just explained which provide that the 
payments attributable to the property 
are excluded from gross income by the 
husband and are taxable to the wife. The 
bill merely provides that in this situation 
an additional tax on the husband will 
not be imposed because of the transfer. 
Where the transfer is to the wife and 
does not constitute a periodic payment, 
my bill provides that, except in cases 
where the marital obligation is stated in 
terms of money in the decree of divorce 
or of separate maintenance or in the 
written separation agreement, no gain 
or loss is to be recognized upon the trans- 
fer. In these cases, the tax basis of the 
property in the hands of the wife will 
be the same as it was in the hands of the 
husband immediately before the trans- 
fer. The effect of this carryover of basis 
is to prevent the gain realized on the 
transfer from escaping tax entirely. If 
the wife later disposes of the property in 
a taxable disposition she will be taxed 
on whatever gain is realized at that time. 

In determining the payments to be 
made by the husband, and the property 
to be transferred by the husband to the 
wife in these situations the parties and 
the courts can take into account any po- 
tential tax liability that may be incurred 
by the wife as a result of her receiving 
property having a fair market value in 
excess of its basis. 

I think my bill provides a significant 
step forward in a difficult situation and 
results in substantial improvement in the 
er and equity of the income tax 
aws. 


A BILL FOR THE RELIEF OF FRAN- 
CISCO THOMAS CELIS, M.D., M.S. 


Mr. BUSH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the gentleman from 
from Missouri [Mr. Curtis] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the Recorp 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
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objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr, CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, I am intro- 
ducing today a bill on behalf of Fran- 
cisco Thomas Celis, M.D., M.S., a com- 
petently trained plastic surgeon at the 
St. Louis County, Mo., hospital. Because 
of the dilemma in the medical practice 
laws in Missouri and their interrelation- 
ship with the laws relating to naturaliza- 
tion of foreign-born persons, Dr. Celis 
finds he must be a citizen of the United 
States before he can be issued a certifi- 
cate to practice medicine in Missouri. 

Dr. Cellis was born in the Philippine 
Islands September 4, 1929, graduated 
from the school of medicine of the Uni- 
versity of St. Thomas in Manila in 1954, 
and came to the United States June 15, 
1955, on an exchange student visa. He 
served a 1-year internship at St. Louis 
St. Anthony’s Hospital. Between 1957 
and 1962 he was training at the St. Louis 
County Hospital, in Clayton, Mo., first as 
an intern and later as a resident in sur- 
gery. Upon completion of this residency 
training in surgery, he requested a 
change in status from exchange student 
to immigrant, but the waiver to stay an 
additional 2 years was denied in Decem- 
ber 1961. For this reason he went to 
Montreal, Canada, where he trained 
further in plastic surgery and obtained 
a master degree in plastic surgery from 
McGill University. He returned to the 
United States on July 23, 1966, and in 
September 1966 he made a declaration 
of intent for citizenship. 

Dr. Celis has a license to practice 
medicine in Canada, effective July 1966. 
He also recently passed his State board 
examination for the State of Maine, 
which gives him reciprocity with all 
States except New York. However, he 
cannot practice in Missouri since he is 
not a citizen, and will, therefore, prob- 
ably leave if something is not done. 

Dr. Sam J. Merenda, director of the 
department of radiology, St. Louis Coun- 
ty Hospital, feels that Dr. Celis is an 
individual who would be a valuable addi- 
tion to the community and upon whom 
St. Louis County has spent considerable 
time and money. He is of great value to 
the hospital, not only because of his 
training and knowledge of the hospital, 
but also because of his assistance in 
phat ag other Filipino physicians now 

ere. 

Dr. Celis presents an impressive train- 
ing record, yet he is unable to register 
with the Missouri State Medical Board 
because of his citizenship status. He has, 
in fact, spent over 10 years in this coun- 
try, yet he has several more years to go 
before he can complete the requirements 
of the law. It is for this reason that I 
am introducing a bill which would have 
the effect of holding that his time in the 
country will be considered in compliance 
with title 8, section 1427 in the United 
States Code of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act as it relates to residence 
and physical presence. 


NIKITA WAS WRONG—WE ARE 
BURYING OURSELVES 


Mr. BUSH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the gentleman from 
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Ohio [Mr. ASHBROOK] may extend his 
remarks at this point in the Recorp and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, the 
weekly radio broadcast of the Manion 
Forum for July 23 featured an interview 
on East-West trade with Senator KARL 
Monopt of South Dakota which should be 
considered by all citizens who are con- 
cerned with our present policy of killing 
the Soviets with kindness while they sup- 
ply implements to kill our servicemen in 
Vietnam. The U.S. S. R. has provided 
Migs, helicopters, antiaircraft guns and 
SAM bases, to mention but a few of their 
contributions to Ho Chi Minh’s war 
effort. 

I insert the July 23 interview of the 
Manion Forum with Senator Munor in 
the Recorp at this point. 


Nuxira Was WROoNG—WE ARE BURYING OUR- 
SELVES; CONGRESS URGED To ISSUE A CEASE- 
AND-DESIST ORDER ON RED TRADE 
Deran MANION: With me here at the micro- 

phone now is United States Senator Karl 

Mundt, of South Dakota. This distinguished 

man has been in the Congress of the United 

States for nealy 30 years, and is now serving 

his fourth term as United States Senator 

for his native state. It would be difficult to 
find a sounder statesman and a more patri- 
otic American in official Washington today 
than the Honorable Karl Mundt. Senator 

Mundt, welcome back to the Manion Forum. 
Senator Muwnor: Pat, it’s always good to 

be here, and I want to say right now that the 

Manion Forum is one of the good, strong 

voices for sanity in government, for which 

all of us are mighty proud down in Wash- 
ington. 

Dean Manion: Thank you very much, Sen- 
ator. I want you to talk to our audience 
today about the pending Presidential pro- 
posal for more trade with Communist gov- 
ernments. Tell us what you think about that. 

SENATOR MuNDT: I am unalterably opposed 
to it, Pat. To me it is as completely incom- 
prehensible as it is indefensible even to be 
considering in Congress a proposal by the 
White House which suggests that we expand 
our assistance, economically, to the Soviet 
Government, at a time when the Soviet Gov- 
ernment is providing the weapons which are 
prolonging the war and escalating our 
casualties in North Viet Nam. 

Maybe we should set the stage by pointing 
out that all the petroleum being used by the 
Communists in North Viet Nam in this war 
comes from the Communist bloc. In addition, 
they provide, of course, the MIGs, because a 
MIG is as Russian as a Ford is American. 
The Communists—some of the satellite 
countries, but primarily Russia—provide 
helicopters, big ones, new ones, effective ones, 
which have taken away a great advantage 
we had in the early days of the war when 
our helicopters were able to operate so suc- 
cessfully. 

They have over 7,000 antiaircraft guns, all 
made in Russia, distributed throughout 
North Viet Nam and in areas of South Viet 
Nam and, it’s because of these that we have 
suffered so many, Many casualties from the 
air. They now have a string of SAM bases 
surface-to-air missile bases—scattered 
around the strategic points, They operate to 
force our planes from flying in the higher 
altitudes, to bring them down low where the 
antiaircraft weapons and the MIGs can 
knock them out of the air. 

They've got a ground-to-ground rocket 
which is a gem of a weapon, a very effective 
weapon, and we read almost daily in the 
press now of how the long range guns are 
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able to shoot right into our headquarters’ 
sites. In addition to that, they have pro- 
vided a brand new weapon within the last 
few weeks, an antitank weapon. The best 
weapon that the Russians have. It can shoot 
through eleven inches of steel, and has been 
killing an awful lot of American kids in the 
last few weeks. 

You could go on and on and on—the flame 
throwers, the radar defense system. All of the 
sophisticated weapons, without exceptions, 
that are being used to prolong this war come 
from the Communist countries to which 
President Johnson now suggests we expand 
our exports. That is why I say it is to me 
totally incomprehensible why our Com- 
mander in Chief would want to supply the 
forces that are killing his troops, and it cer- 
tainly is competely indefensible. 

Dean Manton: Senator, you speak of ex- 
panding” our trade with Communist govern- 
ments, and that implies that we have a con- 
siderable amount of trade with them now 
even before this Presidential proposal has 
been voted upon. 

Senator Munor: This is very true. Up un- 
til October 12 of last year, we shipped very 
little to the Russians because we imposed 
upon ourself, as rightfully we should in time 
of war, an economic restriction which kept 
our exporters from shipping supplies to Rus- 
sia, because the Russians were supplying 
whatever is required by the North Viet- 
namese to continue the fighting. But on Oc- 
tober 12, 1966, by an Executive Order, issued 
after Congress—acting separately both 
Houses had frowned upon the idea—had in- 
dicated that they didn’t want any trade with 
Russia. 

In spite of that, President Johnson, Octo- 
ber 12, 1966, issued an Executive Order pro- 
viding for unlimited and unlicensed exports 
to Russia of over 400 separate items. He sup- 
plemented that this year by another 40 items. 
So we have now a total of 440, perhaps 450 
items, of all different kinds, which our ex- 
ett may ship to Russia without restric- 

on. 

While some of those items are useable in 
the war machine itself, I agree with the Gen- 
eral who testified before our Committee very 
recently. He said: In time of war, this type 
of war, there is no such thing as a non- 
strategic weapon.” And he pointed out that 
it doesn’t make any difference whether we're 
sending them roller skates and bicycles and 
school books and clothing for their women, 
whatever we're sending them supplies their 
staggering civilian economy. 

As soon as you send them anything that 
they can use in the consumer economy of 
Russia, you take the pressure off to the point 
where you release manpower, materiel, and 
equipment, so that they can divert from 
making civilian goods to making military 
goods. The great increase of exports these last 
six or eight months not only have enabled the 
North Vietnamese to continue the fight, but 
they're stepping it up, they're increasing the 
number of well-equipped troops that they 
now have down in South Viet Nam. We have 
been able so completely to assure them that 
we'll take care of their civilian economy needs 
and give them the things of which they are 
short, that they have been able to do that in 
North Viet Nam, while at the same time sup- 
plying Egypt and the Arab states with the 
war material they needed to kick off the con- 
flict which occurred in the Middle East. 

DEAN MANION: Then basically this ability 
of the Communist governments to do the job 
they’re doing in supplying North Viet Nam 
is our fault. Isn’t it? j 

HISTORY REPEATS 


Senator Munor: Exactly, I had a letter 
from a father whose son was killed in Viet 
Nam, and he was incensed, of course, by the 
fact that his son was shot out of the air by a 
Russian MIG. He wrote, “On this flag-draped 
coffin they should put the words ‘Made in 
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Moscow, with an assist from President John- 
son in Washington.“ It is true that we ship 
the supplies that make it possible for them 
to accentuate the war. 

You would think, Pat, that we would have 
learned something as a great sophisticated 
country. I don’t think you supported prob- 
ably FDR, any more than I did, but I do re- 
call that we had a big contest just before 
Pearl Harbor. We were shipping a lot of scrap 
iron, we were making a lot of millionaires out 
of junk peddlers who were shipping scrap 
iron to Japan. There was a big nationwide 
debate about it. I was then touring the coun- 
try saying, “Don’t ship the scrap iron,” as 
were many other people. But they let them 
do it, just as we're shipping things to Rus- 
sia today. 

But on Pearl Harbor Sunday, when they 
picked out of the bodies of some 3,000 Ameri- 
can kids the little pieces of steel shipped 
over there by American war profiteers, at 
least let it be said for FDR that he didn't 
even wait for us to declare war at 2:00 the 
following Monday afternoon, he issued an 
Executive Order stopping the exportation of 
scrap iron to Japan. 

But, believe it or not, in LBJ’s order of 
October 12, opening up shipments to Rus- 
sia, our old friends, scrap iron and scrap 
metal, are right back again, and the junk 
peddlers are sending it over to Russia to help 
with their Russian war machine. 

Dean Manion: That's very frightening, 
Senator. I read a laudatory account of your 
bird-dogging on these lists of strategic goods 
that go to Russia, and you found a geodetic 
instrument, so-called. That was a fascinat- 
ing story. Tell us about it. 

SENATOR Munopr: Yes. I have two people on 
my staff who are working with me, scrutiniz- 
ing these lists of supplies which are going 
over to Russia. One of whom has had a lot 
of training in the aviation and aeronautical 
part of warfare, and one day he said, “Look, 
here’s a type of gravimeter that is necessary 
to have in order to trace the trajectory of 
missiles, and it is something which we have 
developed that only Americans can make and 
put together, and here is an order permit- 
ting them to ship one of these to Poland.” 

I said, “I'll write the Secretary of Com- 
merce a letter and say, how do you call this 
non-strategic? How is this going to help the 
war, to give the Russians something which 
will enable them to kill even more Ameri- 
can boys by tightening up the accuracy by 
which they can shoot these rockets and these 
missiles?” They wrote back shamefacedly 
and said it was a mistake, we're going to re- 
explore it, we're not going to send it. That's 
just one out of some 400 items. How many 
other such items are there? We found fuel 
for rockets, for example, among the things 
that we're shipping over there that are sup- 
posed to be non-strategic. 

So I agree with the General who says there 
is no non-strategic supply. You're either try- 
ing to win a war or you're trying to lose it, 
trying to step up an American economy and 
make war profiteers by letting them ship 
stuff to Communist countries that will pay 
a fantastic price for what they need—be- 
cause they don’t buy for economic reasons; 
they buy for political reasons; they buy for 
military reasons, Usually they buy about one 
item of a kind and then they ignore the 
patents. They see the way the thing is made, 
the way it is put together, and build others 
themselves. 

Anyway you look at it, it is unwise eco- 
nomically and, I think, utterly unjustifiable 
in the middle of a war, a war we presumably 
are trying to win and trying to shorten. Ev- 
erything we send to Russia makes it more 
difficult to win, prolongs the war and ex- 
pands American casualties. 

Dax Manton: Senator, we're still ahead of 
the consideration of the Presidential pro- 
posal to expand this East-West trade. Now 
there is another measure which I have read 
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about, this 50 million dollars to be appro- 
priated by the Export-Import Bank for some 
sort of a Russian project. What is this? 

SENATOR Munor: I'll tell you how that got 
into the picture, because they were just 
about to move on the Export-Import legis- 
lation when the war broke out in the Mid- 
East and they dropped it. It became evi- 
dent to everybody that the reason the war 
broke out was that the Russians were ship- 
ping all these fancy weapons to Egypt and 
the Arab states, arming and equipping them 
and causing them to become over-confident 
and arrogant. And so the war broke out—a 
second war being supplied indirectly by 
Americans at a profit, because we ship the 
stuff to Russia which relieves her economy 
so she can send materials both to Egypt and 
to Communist North Vietnam at the same 
time. 

TAXPAYERS TAPPED AGAIN 

But now, after the talk at the summit— 
and I’m not sure that I favor these summit 
talks when I look at ramifications which 
come after them. But anyhow, following the 
talk at the summit the President is asking 
Congress to approve a 50 million dollar loan, 
from American taxpayers, to build an auto- 
motive plant in Russia to be operated by the 
Fiat Motor Company of Italy. 

This would mean that the American tax- 
payer would be guaranteeing the money and 
providing a loan from our hard-pressed 
treasury to the Communists to build an 
automobile plant, when a school boy knows 
that the first industrial complex you divert 
to a war economy when you move from 
peace to war, is an automotive plant. 

We've done it many, many times in Detroit. 
The automotive companies have been tre- 
mendously helpful of building tanks, planes 
and weapons of war and, of course, the Fiat 
Motor Company, set up to build automobiles, 
could be changed overnight into another 
great big plant to produce the weapons of 
war; to arm the Arab states; to arm North 
Viet.Nam; to prolong the conflict, if it runs 
on that long, in Hanoi. 

Dean Manton: Senator, in view of all of 
the things that can be done to help the 
Russians under present laws, what is the 
President seeking to establish by this new 
law expanding East-West trade? 

SENATOR MUNDT: I think you have to di- 
vide that question into two parts. As far as 
the export of American supplies to Russia, 
with over 450 of them now going out, the 
President doesn’t need any Congressional 
authority for that, except, I think, as a de- 
sire to make Congress assume part of the 
responsibility for this indefensible trade. 
He’s demonstrated he can do it by Executive 
action, but he comes to us trying to get us 
to shoulder some of the responsibility be- 
cause the country at large is alarmed as they 
hear about this. The people are tremendously 
disenchanted with the whole concept of try- 
ing to fight and feed an enemy at the same 
time. 

So I think that is purely a political move, 

ing to make the Congress assume respon- 
sibility, then he can say to the world that 
the people of America and the Congress for 
the first time have placed such a low price 
tag on boys in uniform fighting at the fronts 
that they’re willing to authorize this war 
profiteering and this trade with the enemy. 
Now the other part is that he has to come 
back to Congress to get the money. Because 
a 50 million dollar loan cannot be author- 
ized by Executive action. If we're going to 
spend American money in these hard-pressed 
times building an automobile plant to be 
run by the Communists in Russia, that has 
to be passed by a special act of Congress. 
It’s to be decided, I think, in the Senate 
within the next two or three weeks—up or 
down, 

Dean MANION: Does the support for this 
expansion of trade come from businessmen 
who want to make a fast buck out of all this? 
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Senator Munpr: About the only place it 
comes from, actually, are a few people who 
want to get rich in a war, and I guess that’s 
human nature. I'm for the profit system, but 
I am not for war profiteering. I’m not for 
making millionaires at the expense of 
American lives over there. You don’t have to 
have a Harvard degree to realize that every- 
thing you send Russia places an additional 
American life in jeopardy on the fighting 
fronts of Viet Nam. And if we belong in Viet 
Nam at all, we're there to win, not to enhance 
the casualties and prolong the war. 

DEAN Manion: Senator, from what you've 
said, I am sure that if everybody heard it 
there would be a quick and sudden death to 
these proposals to expand trade with our 
enemies. Is there a medium for popular in- 
formation and action available to the Ameri- 
can people now? 

Senator MunNDT: Yes there is. It's a good 
one, it’s brand new, only about a month old. 
It’s headed by John Davis Lodge, a great 
American, known to many people. Of course, 
his brother Henry Cabot Lodge is even better 
known, but John Davis Lodge served in the 
House of Representatives; he was governor of 
Connecticut; he was the American Ambassa- 
dor to Spain in the Eisenhower Administra- 
tion. He and a number of other prominent 
Americans have established a new organiza- 
tion called C. E. A. S. E., the Committee to End 
Aid to the Soviet Enemy. 

On the board of directors are Admiral 
Arleigh Burke, the Honorable William Know- 
land, editor of the Oakland Tribune out in 
California and former majority leader of the 
United States Senate, Edgar Ansel Mowrer, 
Alex Parker, Admiral Arthur Radford, former 
chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Gen- 
eral Arthur Trudeau, and other men of their 
caliber. This great group of Americans, 
headed by John Davis Lodge, through 
C.E.A.S.E., it seems to me, represents the best 
opportunity we have in America to bring 
about a change in policy in Washington. 

This organization is trying to get ten mil- 
lion American signers to petitions which 
would urge President Johnson and the Con- 
gress to take effective steps to end aid to the 
Soviet enemy. Those of you who are hearing 
this program, if you are interested in doing 
something beyond simply wringing your 
hands and wondering what is wrong in the 
country, you can write to C. E. A. S. E., Room 
1061, National Press Building, Washington, 
D.C. 

Send for some petitions and circulate them 
in your neighborhood. Send them a check 
for a few dollars so that they can afford to put 
on some radio and television programs, and 
some full-page advertisements, letting Amer- 
icans know what is happening in this coun- 
try. You will be rewarded by knowing that 
you have played a part in shortening the war 
in Viet Nam, in making peace more likely 
and to come, in helping to correct a very 
serious situation in the Middle East. 

Dean Manion: Thank you very much, 
Senator Karl Mundt, of South Dakota, for 
what you have said, and more particularly 
for what you are doing to end this treason- 
able trade with our bloody enemies. 


ROAD TO REVOLUTION: COMMU- 
NIST GUERRILLA WARFARE IN 
THE U.S. A. 


Mr. BUSH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. ASHBROOK] may extend his 
remarks at this point in the Recorp and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, before 
the investigations into the cause of the 
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current riots throughout the United 
States get underway, it is extremely im- 
portant that one aspect of the out- 
breaks—the role played by extremist and 
subversive elements—hbe placed in proper 
perspective. Regarding outside influ- 
ences ir. riots and disturbances, Direc- 
tor J. Edgar Hoover had this to say be- 
fore a House Appropriations subcommit- 
tee earlier this year: 


For the most part the riots and disorders 
that have occurred in this country since the 
summer of 1964 were sparked by a single in- 
cident, generally following an arrest of a 
Negro by local police for some minor in- 
fraction of the law. Although most of the 
riots and disturbances have been char- 
acterized by spontaneous outbursts of mob 
violence dominated by young hoodlums, the 
involvement of other violent, lawless, sub- 
versive, and extremist elements became read- 
ily apparent as the rioting grew and spread. 


Continuing his testimony, Mr. Hoover 
stated: 

Communists and other subversives and ex- 
tremists strive and labor ceaselessly to pre- 
cipitate racial trouble and to take advan- 
tage of racial discord in this country. Such 
elements were active in exploiting and aggra- 
vating the riots, for example, in Harlem, 
Watts, Cleveland, and Chicago. 


Without condoning or justifying law- 
less and violent action, it must be con- 
ceded that there are legitimate griev- 
ances in ghetto areas which have con- 
tributed to the unrest. But to overlook 
the possible involvement of violent, law- 
less, subversive and extremist elements 
is at once dangerous and unrealistic. 

While the above statement by Mr. 
Hoover was made before the present rash 
of riots, indications are that there were 
elements active in exploiting and ag- 
gravating some of the latest riots. In its 
excellent lead editorial of Sunday, July 
30, the Washington Star made reference 
to a Life magazine article on the Newark 
riot in which, according to the magazine, 
one of the snipers said there were more 
than 50 members of the group, more 
than half coming from Newark. Others 
had been moved in for the action from 
California, Ohio, and Pennsylvania. 

The St. Louis Globe-Democrat of 
July 31, ir. its editorial entitled “Extrem- 
ists’ Role in Riots,” stated: 

Gov. Agnew of Maryland in studying 
tactics of the rioters in Cambridge says he 
has found that tactics used in Cambridge 
bore a remarkable similarity to those used 
in Newark—such as the interception or po- 
lice messages and jamming of their radios, 
the use of fire bombs, and the formation of 
sniper squads to attack firemen when they 
arrived to fight fires that had been set. 


The above examples demonstrate that 
to some extent some of the riots did not 
lack a degree of preplanned extremist 
action. 

The headlines of the last few weeks 
leave no doubt that every aspect of the 
riots must be studied with care. With 
respect to the involvement of extreme 
and subversive elements in the riots, one 
recent book which should be on every- 
one’s must list is “Road To Revolution: 
Communist Guerrilla Warfare in the 
U.S.A.” by Phillip Abbott Luce, a former 
member of the pro-Chinese Communist 
Progressive Labor Movement. 

In June of 1964, just 1 month before 
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the Harlem riots shocked the American 
people, Phillip Luce met with four others 
in a secluded area of Central Park, New 
York City, to discuss the possibility of 
creating a guerrilla. operation in the 
Negro ghettos. Later, all were briefed on 
individual responsibilities and each one 
armed with a pistol, having been told that 
groundwork had already been laid for the 
guerrilla operation. This was typical of 
the experiences which led Luce in 1965 
to break with what is now known as the 
Progressive Labor Party: Since that time 
he has authored “The New Left“ and nu- 
merous articles which have appeared in 
the Reader’s Digest, the Saturday Eve- 
ning Post, National Review, and other 
publications. 

In “Road to Revolution,” Luce not only 
deals with such organizations as SNCC, 
CORE, RAM, but offers a counter plan 
to assist in correcting inequities—unem- 
ployment, housing, sanitation, and so 
forth. He cites cases in which individual 
and organizational involvement are as- 
sisting in providing the basic wants of 
the needy. Also included is a portion of 
the FBI report on “Prevention and Con- 
trol of Mobs and Riots,“ which Luce de- 
scribes as the “best analysis and prospec- 
tus for the prevention and control of 
ghetto riots yet published.” 

The Washington Star, in the editorial 
of July 30, referred to above states that 
the Luce book makes for interesting read- 
ing and that its contents “can and should 
be checked out carefully.” 

The same edition of the Star provided 
a review of “Road to Revolution” by 
Allan C. Brownfeld, who received his law 
degree from William and Mary, was for- 
merly on the editorial staff of the Hous- 
ton Press and who received a Wall Street 
Journal Foundation award for his news- 
paper columns. 

I include the book review of “Road to 
Revolution” by Allan Brownfeld, and 
the editorial, “Are the Riots Spontaneous 
or Planned?” both from the Washington 
Star, of July 30, in the Recorp at this 
point: 

ROAD TO REVOLUTION 

Already called the “Whittaker Chambers” 
of his generation, Phillip Abbott Luce has 
chosen an appropriate time for the publica- 
tion of his second book “Road to Revolu- 
tion.” 

In the midst of 1967’s long hot summer,” 
Luce has provided us with a first-hand re- 
port of the perspective in which such events 
are held by Communists, to whom they are 
“rebellions,” and not riots. Beyond this, his 
message is an alarming one. It describes in 
great detail, and with thorough documen- 
tation, the plans for guerrilla warfare in the 
streets of our cities already devised by do- 
mestic radicals. 

Phil Luce at 29 is a former leader of the 
“New Left,” organizer of two student trips 
to Cuba in 1963 and 1964, an officer of the 
Progressive Labor Party and editor of its 
monthly magazine, Progressive Labor, until 
his defection in January, 1965. He has writ- 
ten about his experiences in his first book, 
“The New Left,“ and one of the major rea- 
sons for his disillusionment with commu- 
nism came when he found himself “involved 
in a series of plans in which the participants 
had no idea of the consequences. . I left 
when it became obvious that the individual 
lives of the members of PL, let alone society, 
meant less than an abstract Communist 
catechism as envisioned by the ‘gurus’ of 
the movement.” According to Luce his de- 
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fection ranks him “somewhere near Presi- 
dent Johnson and J. Edgar Hoover” as the 
“most maligned enemy” of PL. 

STORED GUNS 

Progressive Labor, the pro-Communist 
Chinese offshoot of the United States Com- 
munist Party, passed a resolution at its 1965 
national convention stating that “black 
liberation” was the path for the coming 
guerrilla war in the United States. “The key 
to revolution in the United States,” the 
convention declared, “lies within the inter- 
locking interests in the black liberation 
movement and the working class struggle for 
socialism.” 

Just before the Harlem riots of 1964, Wil- 
liam Epton, vice chairman of PL, said this 
to an open air rally: “We will not be fully 
tree until we smash this state completely and 
totally... in the process . . we're going 
to have to kill a lot of these cops, a lot of 
these judges, and we'll have to go against 
the army.“ Epton was later tried and found 
guilty of criminal anarchy. 

Luce states: “While I was an officer of PL, 
I learned of a number of projects in which 
people were being prepared for a future 
guerrilla operation. Not only did we store 
guns in New York City, but target practice 
was held on Long Island prior to the Harlem 
riots. I was personally asked to find a hiding 
place suitable for target practice.” 

Another of the organizations planning 
such violent activity is the Revolutionary 
Action Movement, known as RAM. Max Stan- 
ford, leader of the group, said that “the 
black revolution will use sabotage in the 
cities—knocking out the electrical power 
first, then transportation and guerrilla war- 
fare in the countryside of the South. With 
the cities powerless, the oppressor will be 
helpless.” 

VIOLENCE PLANNED 


Luce points to a third organization which, 
he says, is rapidly becoming a part of this 
guerrilla movement—the Student Nonvio- 
lent Coordinating Committee, no longer 
either nonviolent or dominated by students. 
He reports an August 29, 1966 SNCC fund- 
raising dinner in Harlem that featured an in- 
teresting trio of speakers—Stokely Car- 
michael, then chairman, along with Max 
Stanford of RAM and William Epton of PL. 
Carmichael said that in “Cleveland they're 
building stores with no windows. All brick, I 
don’t know what they think they'll accom- 
plish. It just means we have to move from 
Molotov cocktails to dynamite.” He added: 
“They say we're stupid and don’t do anybody 
any good an we deserve to be called that, 
because if we had any sense we’d have 
bombed these ghettos long ago.” 

Luce makes it clear that most Negro lead- 
ers have condemned the concept of “black 
power,” and the exhortation to violence. As 
a result, they are as much the targets of 
violence as the white community. Only re- 
cently members of RAM, including Max 
Stanford, were arrested in an assassination 
plot. The targets: Roy Wilkins of the NAACP 
and Whitney Young of the Urban League. 

Phil Luce repeatedly stresses that Commu- 
nists do not begin trouble but take advantage 
of it, incite it, and exploit it. He understands, 
as some seem not to, that there are real griev- 
ances in the ghettos, lack of jobs, poor hous- 
ing, inadequate recreation facilities. Yet oth- 
ers tend to minimize the influence of these 
radical organizations and their very real 
plans for revolution on our city streets. 

In a balanced and provocative volume, he 
does not blame all evil on “outside agitators.” 
Yet the public should understand the plans 
which Communists have for our cities. Phase 
one, as recent violence indicates, has already 
occurred. Armed with Luce’s warning and our 
own awareness of the problems which must 
be solved, we may yet be able to avoid 
phase two. 
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ARE THE Rrors SPONTANEOUS OR PLANNED? 


As the rioting eased off, at least temporar- 
ily, in Newark and Detroit, not to mention a 
score of other cities large and small, both 
Official and public attention in Washington 
began to focus on the story behind the 
Killing, the burning and the looting. 

What brought on this “time of violence and 
tragedy” in July, 1967? Were the riots more 
or less spontaneous eruptions on the part of 
oppressed Negroes? Was there at least some 
measure of p and organization behind 
them? Did the Communists play a part, and 
if so what was their role? 

It is doubtful that all of the questions can 
ever be answered. But the effort will be made. 
There is much pressure on Capito] Hill for an 
investigation by some congressional com- 
mittee. And the President acted on Thursday 
night to establish an 11-member commission 
to conduct an investigation in his behalf. 

In the address in which he announced the 
appointment of this commission, Mr. John- 
son said that “the only genuine, long-range 
solution for what has happened lies in an 
attack—mounted at every level—upon the 
conditions which breed despair and violence. 
All of us know what they are: ignorance, 
discrimination, slums, disease, not enough 
jobs...” 

This, as far as it goes, is true enough. But 
there are two things to be said about it. One 
is that this is indeed a long-range solution. 
It will take a decade or more to remedy the 
conditions enumerated by the President. Nor 
can the riots in places such as Detroit and 
Plainfield be explained away by reference to 
slums and lack of jobs. For those conditons 
were not persent in any significant degree. 

Furthermore, if even one of these riots 
was the product of some other cause than 
slums and unemployment, this country can- 
not wait 10 years to uncover that cause and 
destroy it. The price which will have been 
exacted by continuous rioting is much too 
high. 

What we have in mind is the rather widely 
held belief that at least some of the riots, 
and perhaps the worst ones, were planned, 
organized and directed by sinister forces em- 
barked upon a policy of rule-or-ruin. 

The President passed this over lightly. He 
said his commission will have access to facts 
gathered by the FBI and that J. Edgar 
Hoover’s agency “will continue to exercise 
its full authority to investigate these riots, 
in accordance with my standing instructions, 
and to continue to search for evidence of a 
conspiracy.” 

This is a somewhat ambiguous statement. 
As far as we know there has not been a full- 
scale investigation of the riots, and, since 
the authority of the FBI is supposed to ex- 
tend only to violations of federal law, what 
did the President mean when he said the 
agency will continue to exercise its full au- 
thority” to investigate the riots? Further- 
more, the comment that the FBI will “con- 
tinue to search for evidence of conspiracy” 
implies that no such evidence has yet been 
found. 

Perhaps there has been no conspiracy, and 
if not it follows that there would be no 
evidence of one. For our part, we are not 
aware of the existence of any such evidence 
in the strict sense of the term. 

There is, however, a considerable body of 
information to suggest that there has been 
a conspiracy. 

In the absence of any planning or orga- 
nization or training, it is difficult to account 
for the widespread sniper activity in Detroit. 
In a dispatch from Havana a few days ago, 
Stokely Carmichael is quoted as follows: “In 
Newark, we are applying the tactics of guer- 
rilla warfare. We are preparing groups of 
urban guerrillas for our defense in the cities.” 
Chicago’s Mayor Daley has said: “We know 
this is a national program of outlawry and 
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violence.” Some other local officials have said 
much the same thing. 

In its issue of July 28, Life magazine tells 
of a “clandestine” meeting between its re- 
porters and some of the Newark snipers. 
These snipers belong to an organized group 
of former civil rights workers in Mississippi. 
According to the magazine, one of the 
snipers said there were more than 50 mem- 
bers of the group, more than half coming 
from Newark. “Others had been moved in 
for the action from California, Ohio, Penn- 
sylvania.” This certainly is not inconsistent 
with the remarks attributed to Stokely 
Carmichael in Havana. 

More positive indications of organization 
and conspiracy can be found in a book by 
Phillip Abbott Luce, until recently an active 
Communist. The Luce book, “Road to Revo- 
lution,” is reviewed on Page G-3 of today’s 
Star. 

Exposes by former Communists are sus- 
pect, as Whittaker Chambers learned in the 
Alger Hiss case. But The Star has been re- 
liably informed that Luce’s break with the 
party is real. 

In any event, what he has to say is in- 
teresting. It can be and should be checked 
out carefully. 

Luce begins by saying that the Commu- 
nists are “counting on the premise that 
most Americans will discount the possi- 
bility of a guerrilla war in their country. 
The notion of a guerrilla war in the United 
States is so outrageous and improbable to 
Americans that they would receive it as the 
product of a deranged mind.” Well, many 
Americans and most responsible“ Cubans 
felt the same way, to the subsequent dismay 
of the latter, when Fidel Castro and his 
tiny band of followers first went ashore in 
Cuba. 

Luce, noting that Communists exploit 
trouble rather than incite it, goes on to spell 
out in detail the Communist plan to foment 
racial trouble in this country and then to 
exploit it through guerrilla tactics, He re- 
minds us that a grand jury which investi- 
gated last summer's Cleveland riot found that 
“the outbreak of lawlessness and disorder 
was organized, precipitated and exploited by 
@ relatively small group of trained and dis- 
ciplined professionals at this business.” He 
also recalls that the Harlem riots in 1964 
produced similar findings and that one Bill 
Epton, a Communist was indicted and con- 
victed of criminal anarchy for his role in 
those riots. 

None of this may amount to “evidence” in 
the legal sense as far as this month’s riots 
go, But, taken together, it strongly suggests 
that there is a conspiratorial underpinning 
of the current riots, and it is a possibility 
which deserves more serious attention by the 
investigators than is invited by the Presi- 
dent’s casual reference to it. 

A crucial matter at stake now, or so it 
seems to us, is the struggle for control of, 
or direction of, the Negro community. Who 
will prevail? Such men as Martin Luther 
King Jr., A. Philip Randolph, Roy Wilkins 
and Whitney M. Young Jr.? Or will it be the 
H. Rap Browns and the Stokely Carmichaels? 

A great deal more than the future of civil 
rights depends on the answer. It is conceiv- 
able, quite conceivable, that what really 
hangs in the balance is the choice between a 
race war in the United States and a state of 
affairs in which the white and colored com- 
munities can live together in peace. 

This is why it is so important to put poli- 
tics aside and dig up the truth, the whole 
truth, about the riots and their causes, And 
this is why it is also so important for the 
members of Congress and the people they 
represent not to yield to what the President 
spoke of as “fear and bitterness“ to any 
state of mind which would indefinitely delay 
reconciliation and reconstruction at a dread- 
ful cost in human lives and human values. 
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FOOD AND FIBER COMMISSION 
REPORT 


Mr. BUSH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr, Lancen] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. LANGEN. Mr. Speaker, the House 
Republican task force on agriculture, of 
which I am chairman, questions the 
merit of the report released this month 
by the National Advisory Commission on 
Food and Fiber. 

The Commission’s recommendations 
contain a blueprint of what the President 
and his administration first urged in 
1965. At that time, the administration 
unveiled their plan to remove 24 mil- 
ion farm families from the countryside. 
Now, the Food and Fiber Commission 
wants to entice farmers and rural resi- 
dents to move to metropolitan areas by 
passing out moving-expense money and 
other lures, which is a continuation of 
the administration’s original idea that 
agriculture could not provide a decent 
living for more than 1 million farm fam- 
ilies, even with Government assistance. 

The Commission’s report says that an 
annual expenditure of up to $600 should 
be made available to low-income rural 
workers as “underemployment compen- 
sation.” Yet the Federal Government 
could terminate such assistance, accord- 
ing to the Commission’s plan, if these 
rural residents failed to accept training 
and move. Moreover, by urging that cer- 
tain rural residents be assured of a “min- 
imum annual income opportunity” of the 
same amount, the Commission leaves the 
false impression that $600 is the correct 
income standard for rural areas. 

The report, supported by a majority of 
the Commission members, also recom- 
mends boosting Federal payments to 
“efficient commercial farmers,” wiping 
out import. quotas and export subsidies 
on agricultural products, and setting 
lower support prices. 

If the Commission had its way, not 
even the farm price parity concept would 
survive. The report urges eliminating the 
farm price parity standard and substi- 
tuting instead some other formula they 
refer to as a “parity of income,” which 
they do not define, but which they say 
should become an “analytical tool” once 
it is drawn up. Obviously, this recom- 
mendation is based upon the Secretary 
of Agriculture’s statement a year and a 
pa ago that present farm parity is too 

gn. 

The Food and Fiber Commission, ap- 
pointed by the President, believes that 
the farmer should increasingly depend 
upon direct payments from the Federal 
Government. But if the administration 
continues to hold farm prices down, we 
know full well that whatever profits ac- 
crue to the farmer are also going to be 
held down. Thus, the task force feels 
most strongly that such a proposal would 
not be in the best interests of American 
agriculture. 

By promoting workmen’s and unem- 
ployment compensation, collective bar- 
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gaining, and minimum wages for agri- 
cultural workers, the Commission has 
neglected to consider what effects these 
developments would have on, first, the 
cost of food production, and second, the 
ability of this Nation to grow the food 
and fiber we need without interruption. 

If housewives think the cost of food is 
high now, they should wait until the 
grocer’s price reflects the added produc- 
tion costs farmers would incur under the 
Commission’s recommendations. 

The prospect. of work. stoppages by 
farm help under collective bargaining 
would jeopardize our national security. 
And unless the United States remains 
able to meet its own food needs without 
fear of scarcity, our Government will 
never be in a position to provide even 
token assistance to the hungry nations 
of the world. 

Regarding our foreign food and agri- 
cultural assistance, the task force makes 
several observations not included in the 
Food and Fiber Commission’s report: 

First. Since the resignation of the Sec- 
retary of State’s Special Assistant for 
Food for Peace 7 months ago, there has 
been a deescalation of this program, 
making it just one of many duties of a 
junior administrative official. 

Second. The administration has failed 
to make public the 1966 annual report of 
the Public Law 480 program. This was 
supposed to be submitted to Congress last 
April, pursuant to section 408 of the 
same act. 

Third. Furthermore, the President has 
not issued an Executive order setting up 
an intra-Cabinet group to coordinate the 
food-for-peace effort. 

In the entire report, no solutions are 
offered to help solve the basic problems 
that have plagued the American farmer 
for years. But this is no surprise to the 
House Republican task force on agricul- 
ture. At the time the Commission was 
established by the President in November 
1965, we first pointed to the fact that 
Commission membership failed to in- 
clude a single representative of the gen- 
eral farm organizations to which most 
American farmers belong. 

Since the National Advisory Commis- 
sion on Food and Fiber’s report has 
obviously failed the American farmer, 
there is an even greater need for a U.S. 
world food study and coordinating com- 
mission as first proposed by the task 
force in the 89th Congress and again this 
year. We need to accurately and wisely 
ascertain the manner in which American 
agriculture can best assume an effective 
and rewarding role in the face of a world 
food crisis. 


COMMISSION TO STUDY AND AP- 
PRAISE ORGANIZATION AND OP- 
ERATION OF EXECUTIVE AND 
LEGISLATIVE BRANCHES OF GOV- 
ERNMENT 


Mr. BUSH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr, Lancen] may extend his 
remarks at this point in the Recorp and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Texas? 
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There was no objection. 

Mr. LANGEN. Mr. Speaker, I have to- 
day joined my colleagues who have pre- 
viously introduced legislation which 
would establish a Commission to study 
and appraise the organization and op- 
eration of the executive and legislative 
branches of the Government. This is leg- 
islation and an endeavor which is long 
overdue. 

The CONGRESSIONAL Recorp and testi- 
mony before the many committees of the 
House consistently reveals evidence of 
duplication and overlapping of services, 
with wasteful and unnecessary expendi- 
tures. With the phenomenal growth of 
Government in numbers of programs 
and services it has felt a very glaring 
need for a clarification of both objectives 
and authority in administration. This 
legislation is designed to scientifically 
study and explore, by a 10-member 
Commission, every possibility for the 
elimination of duplication and waste. 
The duties and responsibilities of this 
Commission shall be as follows: 

First, recommending methods and 
procedures for reducing expenditures to 
the lowest amount consistent with the 
efficient performance of essential serv- 
ices, activities, and functions; 

Second, eliminating duplication and 
overlapping of services, activities, and 
functions; 

Third, consolidating services, activi- 
ties, and functions of similar nature; 

Fourth, abolishing services, activities, 
and functions not necessary to the effi- 
cient conduct of Government; 

nee defining responsibilities of offi- 
cials; 

Sixth, eliminating nonessential serv- 
ices, functions, and activities which are 
competitive with private enterprise; and 

Seventh, relocating agencies now re- 
sponsible directly to the President in de- 
partments or other agencies if the result 
can be shown to increase efficiency. 

Members of the Commission are to in- 
clude six chosen from private life, two 
by the President, and two each by the 
President of the Senate and the Speaker 
of the House of Representatives. The 
other four members shall consist of two 
Senators and two Representatives, one 
each from the two parties. The congres- 
sional members of this Commission shall 
be chosen from those who have been out- 
spoken in their criticism of waste and 
duplication in Government, thereby in- 
suring a complete and thorough investi- 
gation of Government operations. 

Congress must recognize the need and 
assume the leadership for more respon- 
sible financial policies at every level of 
the Federal Government. For this reason, 
I have called for the Commission's study 
of the legislative as well as the executive 
branch of Government. Committee re- 
ports will be made directly to Congress 
as specified in the bill; however, so that 
appropriation reductions might be made 
without the need for legislation, the Com- 
mission will also report directly to the 
chairmen of the Appropriations Commit- 
tees of both the House and Senate. 

The need for this kind of detailed study 
at this time is realistically evident by the 
very problems that confront the Con- 
gress during this session and particularly 
in the immediate future. It is no secret 
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that before this session is adjourned, ma- 
jor decisions will necessarily have to be 
made, in addition to those that have al- 
ready been made, concerning our budget 
problems as aggravated by the war in 
esa and excessive domestic spend- 


The Congress already has added $35 
billion to the national debt limit from 
February of this year to July of next year 
and has yet to consider if a tax increase 
is to be enacted. Surely these factors are 
evidence of the great economic strain 
that confronts both the Nation and the 
taxpayers. The very least that Congress 
should do under the circumstances would 
be to grant the ‘public some assurance 
that we have taken appropriate steps to 
administer Government programs and 
policies with the greatest possible pru- 
dence and efficiency. While these objec- 
tives should always be our purpose, they 
have become increasingly necessary be- 
cause of the many hundreds of millions 
of dollars that are wasted annually by 
overlapping programs and facilities. 

The taxpayer is already overburdened 
and faces further threats of inflation, in- 
creased interest rates, and a pronounced 
inability to pay for today’s Government 
even during a time of prosperity. This 
certainly constitutes a sufficient cause 
for a thorough investigation of where 
savings could be made. 

I am sure that Congress, and certainly 
the citizens throughout the country, 
would not want one single dollar to be 
wasted. The proposed Commission would 
be an investment in accomplishing such 
an objective which I am sure would save 
hundreds of millions of dollars without 
curtailing any Government services. In 
fact, I think in most instances it would 
rather improve those services by greater 
efficiency and better directed programs. 

People throughout the country are de- 
manding of Congress that we exercise 
every means available to us to hold 
spending to a minimum. This is one way 
that we could accomplish their desires. 
Taxpayers of the country are entitled to 
nothing less than our favorable consid- 
eration of this legislation. 


THE KENNEDY ROUND: ITS BENE- 
FICIAL IMPACT ON ONE AMER- 
ICAN CITY—DAYTON, OHIO 


Mr. BUSH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. WHALEN] may extend his re- 
marks at this point in the Recorp and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. WHALEN. Mr. Speaker, now that 
the Kennedy round has been success- 
fully concluded and is now behind us, the 
question to be answered is what the spe- 
cific impact of these negotiations will be. 

I am convinced that the effect will be 
a positive one for the Nation overall. 
Both the consumer and the businessman 
will be the better for it. 

In my own district, the question has 
been researched by a distinguished and 
highly respected executive of the Dayton 
Area Chamber of Commerce, Mr. Norvell 
Clarkson. 
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On July 13, 1967, Mr. Clarkson de- 
livered a speech detailing the results 
of his study. His remarks were covered 
extensively by the Dayton area news 
media thus providing the public with an 
understanding of the local significance of 
this major international development, 

Mr. Speaker, I believe many of my col- 
leagues would find Mr. Clarkson’s find- 
ings of great interest. I, therefore, am 
inserting the full text of his remarks in 
the RECORD: 


WORLD TRADE IN DAYTON on THE KENNEDY 
ROUND AND You 
(By Norvell Clarkson, manager, World Trade 

Department, Dayton Area Chamber of 

Commerce) 

I tell you at the outset that this is a most 
complex subject and that the final results— 
good and bad—will not be known for a long 
time. At the same time, I hasten to tell you, 
in the words of Ambassador William M. Roth, 
the Chief Negotiator for the U.S., 

„. . „ we have reached commitments equal 
in value to those we have made. Moreover, 
I believe that this balance of mutual ex- 
changes of trading opportunities should stim- 
ulate appreciably larger volumes of interna- 
tional trade. Economic. growth at home 
should result.” 

From the information available at this 
time, I intend to tell you about the (1) 
background of GATT and the Kennedy 
Round, (2) the complicated side issues and 
“horse trading” that had a direct bearing on 
the tariff negotiations, (3) the over-all effect 
on the U.S., (4) the effect on Dayton, and 
(5) the challenge and opportunities that lie 
ahead. I am going to condense four hours 
of Washington talk into 20 minutes and 
spend the rest of the time bringing it down 
to Dayton. 

The Kennedy Round negotiations came 
about because in 1962, the 87th Congress 
passed the Trade Expansion Act in response 
to President Kennedy’s request for bargain- 
ing power to launch a major assault on bar- 
riers to international commerce. He was au- 
thorized to cut our tariffs by half in exchange 
for equally advantageous benefits from our 
trading partners. 

The legislation also created the Special 
Representative for Trade Negotiations, an 
innovation placing responsibility for the 
conduct of such negotiations in the Execu- 
tive Office of the President. To this new post, 
President Kennedy appointed the distin- 
guished former Secretary of State Christian 
A. Herter, who directed the Kennedy Round 
with great spirit and wisdom until his death 
six months ago. 

Armed with the new negotiating author- 
ity, the United States encouraged the con- 
vening of an international negotiating con- 
ference. An initial ministerial level meeting 
was held in Geneva in May, 1963. It took a 
year to establish the agenda, and negotia- 
tions formally began a year later, in May, 
1964. 

Thus, began the sixth negotiating round of 
GATT (General Agreement on Tariffs and 
Trade), and it was called the Kennedy Round 
because it was during President Kennedy’s 
term of office that the U.S. passed the neces- 
sary legislation. And whatever was to be ac- 
complished through these negotiations, had 
to be accomplished before the Trade Expan- 
sion Act of 1962 expired at midnight on June 
30, 1967. 

Fifty-three nations, including the U.S., 
participated in the negotiations. Most of the 
major participants agreed to proceed on the 
basis of a 50-percent linear—that is, across- 
the-board—cut in tariff levels on nonagricul- 
tural products. Exceptions, or those items 
not to be subjected to the full cut, were to 
be limited to those required by reasons of 
overriding national interest. Exceptions lists 
were exchanged on November 16, 1964. There 
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followed a period of intensive examination of 
exceptions—each country making known its 
interests in the proposals of the other par- 
ticipants. Negotiators appeared to be horror 
stricken at the protectionism of their trad- 
ing partners, 

In a few industrial areas of particular im- 
portance and complexity—chemicals, textiles, 
steel, aluminum, pulp and paper—negotia- 
tions took place on a sector basis. 

It must be remembered that 53 countries 
were involved in these negotiations; little 
countries as well as big countries; poor coun- 
tries as well as affluent countries; and de- 
veloping countries still in the free world. 
There was much more than money involyed 
in the negotiations, and certainly much more 
than money at stake. All of these facets— 
each one extremely important in its own 
right—had to receive their just considera- 
tion during the tariff negotiations, 

In addition to these political and diplo- 
matic ramifications, were the non-tariff bar- 
riers in each country that had to be dealt 
with; non-tariff barriers such as discrimina- 
tory taxation, customs valuation practices, 
and quantitative import restrictions (dump- 


ing). 

Notable progress was achieved in two 
areas—antidumping and the American Sell- 
ing Price system of customs valuation as it 
applies to imports of benzenoid chemicals. 
An anti-dumping code was negotiated com- 
mitting other countries to fair and open pro- 
cedures along the lines of present United 
States practices. The new common anti- 
dumping regulations that are being developed 
by the European Economic Community will 
conform with the code. Of special benefit to 
the United States will be the adoption by 
Canada of an injury requirement in its anti- 
dumping legislation, On the part of the U.S., 
it agreed to certain useful refinements of 
the concepts presently used in our anti- 
dumping investigations. 

An agreement was concluded providing for 
the elimination of the American Selling Price 
system for benzenoid chemicals and the lib- 
eralization of other countries’ trade barriers, 
For the domestic benzeoid chemical indus- 
try—a strong and efficient industry which 
has long demonstrated its international com- 
petitive strength—the U.S. is confident that 
the new rates of duty in the agreement will 
provide a sufficient level of tariff protection, 
one, by the way, well above that of the other 
major chemical producing countries. For this 
and the other sectors of the overall chemical 
industry in this country, which has an export 
surplus of about $1.7 billion, the agreement 
affords very significant mew export oppor- 
tunities into rapidly expanding markets in 
Europe. In addition, the American Selling 
Price agreement provides for the elimination 
of discrminatory automobile road-use taxes in 
France, Italy, and Belgium, which have long 
hampered exports of the larger U.S. cars to 
those countries. 

Now, enough on the non-tariff barriers and 
the other ramifications that affected our tariff 
negotiations, s 

What did the U.S. get out of it? On the 
basis of trade coverage the U.S. received 
tariff concessions of mostly 50 per cent reduc- 
tions on about $7 billion of our exports. 
Close to another $1 billion was bound in a 
duty-free status so that the total package 
runs close to $8 billion. 

These concessions are spread proportion- 
ately among our major export markets. Over 
$5 billion of our exports are subject to con- 
cesslons in the European Economic Com- 
munity, the European Free Trade Association 
countries and Japan. Another $1.3 billion 
will benefit by concessions made by Canada 
with the remainder spread among a num- 
ber of smaller countries. 

You will remember that about five or six 
years ago when the foreign traders of this 
country were alarmed at the prospects for 
their markets once internal tariffs were 
eliminated in the EEC and EFTA. To many 
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U.S. businessmen the choice seemed to be 
between getting into one or both of these 
blocs with plant and sales organizations or 
run the risk of being excluded from the vast 
European market by external tariff barriers. 
Passage of the Trade Expansion Act of 1962 
gave them some hope that the two blocs 
might be persuaded, if the other large trad- 
ing nations joined in, to move towards freer 
trade rather than adopt an inward-looking 
attitude. At the time, the schedule for elim- 
inating the internal tariffs between countries 
of the two blocs was being accelerated so 
that the element of time was very important. 
The facts are that the EFTA countries 
eliminated internal duties completely on 
industrial goods at the beginning of this 
year while the EEC wil complete its customs 
union and remove internal tariffs completely 
in July, 1968. 

Now, these external tariff walls are to come 
down sharply. For the EEC it will be a reduc- 
tion by 35 percent in all major trade cate- 
gories, Most of the duties of the EEC’s com- 
mon external traiff, which is effective next 
July, are in the medium-low range rate, that 
is, 10 to 15 per cent, Next July they will start 
to come down. In the EFTA countries the 
national tariffs apply to goods outside of the 
free trade area. For most countries in the 
EFTA, duties were already low with the 
United Kingdom having the highest rates. 
These are also coming down with the high 
U.K. rates, generally 33 per cent, being re- 
duced by 50 per cent. 

Approximately one-quarter to one-third 
of our exports move to Western Europe, so 
that it is fairly obvious what the implica- 
tions for U.S. exporters might be without 
the Kennedy Round now that the internal 
barriers of the European countries are in the 
final stage of elimination. Now that the Ken- 
nedy Round is over, the challenge passes to 
the U.S. businessman, to take advantage of 
the new opportunities it will open up over 
the next few years. 

Our trade with Canada continues to rise 
to the mutual benefit of both countries, and 
our agreement with Canada in the Kennedy 
Round is a sweeping reduction of tariff bar- 
riers. Duties were eliminated on a number of 
categories of goods, most significant of which 
are softwood lumber, some hardwood lumber, 
wood flooring except oak, most fresh or frozen 
fish and a variety of other products. Canada 
eliminated her duty on coal and the United 
States eliminated its duty on nickel. In the 
field of manufactures, the U.S. was able to 
obtain a reduction in the protective level of 
the Canadian tariff by about one-fourth. 
Protective duties generally run 20 to 25 per- 
cent in Canada’s tariff; and Canada, which 
at the outset of the negotiations said that it 
could not join in a 50 percent linear tariff 
cut because of her relatively lower industrial 
status as compared with the advanced coun- 
tries, has reduced this level to about 15 to 
17% percent. This is a major contribution by 
Canada which heretofore has not found it 
politically or economically feasible to make 
significant reductions in its protective tariff 
rates. 

One of the most important Canadian con- 
cessions to the United States which will affect 
hundreds of American exporters is the reduc- 
tion in the Canadian tariff on production 
machinery from 22% to 15 percent. For ma- 
chinery which is not made in Canada“ the 
current duty of 744 percent will be elimi- 
nated. When these concessions are imple- 
mented, all machinery which is not avail- 
able in Canada will benefit from duty-free 
treatment. In this one sector, namely, pro- 
duction machinery, the Canadians have told 
us that their import entries number over 240,- 
000 per year, so from this one concession duty 
reductions will most significantly assist a 
broad range of U.S. exporters. There are many 
more concessions from Canada which will 
benefit American exporters. 

Japan’s willingness to participate substan- 
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tially and actively in the Kennedy Round 
was a welcome surprise, since many felt that 
Japan’s rationale would be that since she 
was doing well with the present set-up, why 
join in a tariff cutting exercise? The answer 
probably is that Japan’s export boom has led 
it to the conclusion that its economic pros- 
perity could increase enormously if it could 
develop the markets for its products in coun- 
tries other than the United States. Japan did 
join in and agree to most 50 percent reduc- 
tions in her tariff. It is the hope that these 
reductions by the Japanese will open up areas 
for U.S. products which have heretofore been 
closed to the U.S. because of high duties. 
You sometimes hear it said by U.S. manu- 
facturers that they cannot sell in Japan be- 
cause of low price competition. The fact is 
that we do sell large volumes of manufac- 
tured goods in Japan, and Japan’s increasing 
prosperity, which should grow with the Ken- 
nedy Round settlement, creates a demand for 
more American products to Japan and take 
another healthy look at the market for their 
current products. 

The Kennedy Round package is balanced. 
We came out with a reciprocal bargain, which 
Was our goal. We reduced all our tariffs by an 
average of about 35 percent. Other coun- 
tries’ average tariff reductions are in this 
same area. 

The items excluded from U.S. tariff cuts 
are basically those which are experiencing 
severe import competition and those which 
in the judgment of the U.S. negotiators 
would be likely to suffer adversely if they 
were subject to a 50 percent reduction. So 
the U.S. removed a large number of articles 
from negotiation or made less than 50 per- 
cent cuts when it judged such a reduction 
was called for in light of import sensitivity. 

With regard to labor and world trade and 
the Kennedy Round, Under Secretary of 
Labor James J. Reynolds stated that 

„. . . every billion dollars of goods we 
export support close to 100,000 jobs... We 
believe that the substantial tariff reduc- 
tions . . . will encourage expansion of U.S. 
exports and enable us to preserve and ex- 
pand export-related employment opportuni- 
ties in the U.S. In total, we do not anticipate 
any unmanageable situations of labor dis- 
location resulting from the stimulus of in- 
creased imports although it could be that 
particular firms and groups of workers may 
be adversely affected. The combination of 
gradual implementation of tariff reductions 
over a five-year period and rapidly expanding 
manpower programs, in addition to adjust- 
ment assistance, will enable workers and 
firms to adjust to increased imports with 
minimum personal and corporate losses 
Between 1960 and 1965, unit labor costs in 
manufacturing declined by about 2 per cent 
in the United States. Only Canada showed 
signs of matching that performance. For our 
other major trading partners we note that 
unit labor cost increased about 16 per cent 
for the United Kingdom, about 8 per cent 
for Sweden, 20 per cent for Japan, and be- 
tween 25 and 37 per cent for France, Ger- 
many and the Netherlands . . Nearly 7 per 
cent of total manufacturing employment was 
related to the export of goods and services.” 

What does this all mean to Dayton? In 
simple language, it means a lot. 

I say that Dayton will benefit nearly twice 
as much as the rest of the United States and 
this is because Dayton does twice as much 
international business, in proportion, as the 
rest of the United States. 

The U.S. is exporting, as of the end of 
1966, at the rate of $31.2 billion per year, 
while we are importing at the rate of $26.4 
billion per year, giving the U.S. a favorable 
balance of trade of some $5 billion. Actually, 
later month-by-month figures show imports 
catching up some, but we still export more 
than we import. 

It is well to remember that a great many 
of our imports, we have to import—like tin 
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and rubber, and many other raw materials— 
non-competitive materials. 

The U.S. is giving concessions—reducing 
import tariffs an averages of 35 per cent on 
industrial, non-agricultural, commodities— 
on about $8 billion of imports, and receiving 
like concessions on about the same amount 
of our exports to other countries. 

This opens up markets in other countries 
for Dayton in the same proportion that Day- 
ton shares in world trade—greater in pro- 
portion than the U.S. average. 

Undersecretary of Labor Reynolds said that 
nearly 7 percent of total U.S. manufacturing 
employment was related to the export of 
goods and services. In Dayton, we know that 
12 percent of our value-added-by-manufac- 
turing is exported, and we conclude that 12 
percent of our manufacturing employment is 
related to export. 

Dayton is a scientific research center of na- 
tional and international repute. It is obvious, 
then, that many of our manufactured prod- 
ucts are highly sophisticated. This in itself 
creates a demand by the rest of the world for 
Dayton products. Dayton products are 
unique—we build a better mouse trap. 

The great American domestic market is no 
longer the private preserve of the American 
businessman—just as there are no “private” 
markets in the other countries of the world. 
And we here in Dayton must realize this, 
must accept it, and should take full advan- 
tage of the opportunities it creates. 

World trade is not greatly different than 
your domestic trade. You manufacture, you 
sell, you ship, and you put the U.S. dollars 
in the bank. 

Sure, there are differences in people, dif- 
ferences in politics, and differences in mone- 
tary units. But these are not hard to cope 
with. And there are all kinds of help avail- 
able to you. Never in the history of our coun- 
try has it been better prepared or more eager 
to help you participate—profitably—in world 
trade. 


For those of you who are already engaged 
in world trade, know that these tariff reduc- 
tions by other countries open up and expand 
the markets for you. For those of you who 
have not yet participated in the world mar- 
kets, the incentive to start participating is 
certainly there now. 

There are all kinds of tools available to 
help you—all you need is the desire and 
willingness. 

The U. S. Department of Commerce Field 
Office in Cincinnati has all of the informa- 
tion and counseling you need to participate 
in world trade. Thomas E. Ferguson is the 
Director, and Felix Turel is the world trade 
specialist. They have a competent staff and 
this results in one of the finest Field Offices 
in the U.S. 

The Dayton Area Chamber of Commere is a 
Cooperative Office of the U.S. Department of 
Commerce and as such, we have access to all 
of the materials and helps the Field Office has 
to offer. And when between us we don’t have 
the answers—and sometimes we don’t—we go 
directly to Washington. 

Addison Skaggs, Export Sales Manager, Ho- 
bart Manufacturing Company in Troy; Jack 
Russell, Kircher, Helton & Collett, Dayton, 
and I are three who at this time are serving 
as members of the Cincinnati Regional Ex- 
port Expansion Council to help expand ex- 
ports and to help those interested in par- 
ticipating in world trade. 

Trade Missions are a good way to find and 
exploit world markets. A Trade Mission is a 
group of businessmen who visit certain pre- 
determined countries and carry with them 
firm trade proposals to offer buyers in these 
countries. Gov. James A. Rhodes headed an 
Ohio Trade Mission to Japan with huge suc- 
cess. And he plans another to South America 
this fall, and a big repeat one to Tokyo next 
spring, to which it is anticipated that 300 
Ohio businessmen will accompany him. 
These are open to you and you should take 
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advantage of them. They can pay big cash 
dividends. 

Involved in world trade are financing, in- 
surance, transportation, brokers, forwarders, 
agents, distributors, and often licensees or 
subsidiaries, All of these things are available 
to you here in Dayton, or through Dayton 
channels. 

Certainly our Dayton banks are knowl- 
edgeable in international finance and han- 
dle it every day. Local insurance companies 
can and do handle marine insurance to in- 
sure your shipments abroad, and your banks 
and insurance companies can help you de- 
termine and transact the best financial ar- 
rangements. Our government helps you give 
the best financial terms to be most competi- 
tive in the world markets and at the same 
time to guarantee the financial transaction 
through the Export-Import Bank and the 
FOIA. 

Trans World Airlines serves Dayton, as well 
as Europe and Asia, and is quite accustomed 
to handling international shipments. Ameri- 
can, Delta and United also handle interna- 
tional shipments and each does serve coun- 
tries outside of the U.S. 

All of our truck lines and rail lines carry 
international shipments and many have ar- 
rangements with the steamship companies 
to offer you fast, efficient international serv- 
ice. 

What I am trying to tell you, is that we 
have right here in Dayton all of the know- 
how and facilities you need to participate— 
profitably—in world trade. And when you 
use these Dayton facilities, you not only add 
to the Dayton economy by spending your 
dollars in Dayton, but you also have im- 
mediate access to your servant in the event 
any problems show up. 

World trade is a two-way street. We must 
import if we want to continue and expand 
our exports. We insist on being paid in U.S. 
dollars and the other countries’ biggest 
source of dollars is their selling to us. Also, 
we have to import certain things that we 
do not have in the U.S. Furthermore, some of 
the things we import are incorporated in 
things we export and we sell it right back 
outside the U.S. 

The Dayton businessman, the housewife, 
the Dayton citizen, if you will, although not 
directly involved in world trade, are directly 
affected by the Kennedy Round negotiations 
and the reduction in U.S. import duties. 

We all know that competition is good and 
the imported consumer goods are competition 
to the U.S. domestic consumer goods. This 
competition not only keeps the U.S. manu- 
facturer on his toes, but also the merchant. 
The consumer benefits. 

The reduction in duty on a given $10 or 
even a $100 item is not great. Suppose the 
U.S. import duty is now 20 percent and it is 
cut 50 percent to 10 percent at the rate of 
2 percent per year. On the $10 item, the 
savings to the merchant amount to 20 cents. 
The housewife can expect a 20-cent reduction 
in the price she pays, and eventually a sav- 
ings of $1.00 on the $10 item. 

Even though we are talking about only a 
few cents savings on each item, we are talk- 
ing of a total savings of 35 percent average 
in five years on Dayton’s total import duties, 
which were about $785,000 in fiscal 1967. This 
35 percent savings in five years amounts to 
$274,750. And that is $274,750 added to Day- 
ton’s economy—to be used to best advantage 
by the one who saves it, be it the housewife, 
the merchant or the manufacturer. 

You can be sure that the figure will be 
greater than $274,750, because these reduc- 
tions in tariffs will generate a greater volume 
of trade. 

The housewife may use her savings to buy 
steak instead of hamburger, or take the hus- 
band out for dinner, or buy more merchan- 
dise. 

The merchant may pass the savings on to 
the consumer, thus generating more sales. 
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The manufacturer may use his savings to 
reduce his unit manufacturing cost, to be 
even more competitive. 

In any event the $274,750 will be added 
to the Dayton economy, and for the most 
part will generate more jobs and more money. 
It will certainly be beneficial, not detri- 
mental. 

In Dayton we have an efficient and coop- 
erative U.S. Customs Office and any imports 
we have can be cleared right here in Dayton. 
It has been natural for us to clear U.S. Cus- 
toms at the seaports, because it is so often 
necessary to change carriers at that point, 
and the U.S. Customs officers are right there 
to facilitate the clearance, 

However, with the cooperation and agree- 
ments between carriers now and the one 
through bill of lading that can be written, 
it is easier and better to have the shipment 
sent directly to Dayton, in bond, and clear 
U.S. Customs through our own office. We now 
have a U.S. Customs Broker here in Dayton 
and I understand there are no delays in 
receiving international goods. As a matter 
of fact, a new system recently implemented, 
allows you to have imported goods in your 
hands within three hours after they arrive 
in Dayton. 

Again, use of this Dayton facility and serv- 
ice not only allows faster and more efficient 
service, but spends dollars in Dayton and 
actually saves some unnecessary handling— 
and money—at the coastal ports. 

Know about all of these services and 
facilities available to you right here in Day- 
ton—investigate them thoroughly, and use 
them, when you find them to your advan- 
tage. Use of such services and facilities gen- 
erate additional new facilities and services, 
such as International Airport designation 
and Customs facilities there. And container- 
ization, which can handle the smaller ship- 
ments and reduce damage and eliminate 
pilferage, and thus save you money. 


SUMMATION 


What does it all mean? And what will 
be the effect on the U.S. and on Dayton? 

Certainly the Kennedy Round GATT nego- 
tiations, involving 53 nations, was a tre- 
mendous undertaking. It was indeed the 
greatest step ever taken by all of the na- 
tions to increase world trade on a fully re- 
ciprocal basis. Some $40 billion of world 
trade will be effected by the tariff reductions, 
about $16 billion—$8 billion export and $8 
billion import—for the U.S. In industry, the 
US. and other countries agreed on cuts 
averaging about 35 percent. The total num- 
ber of items effected is about 60,000. The 
tariff reductions will be made over a five- 
year period in five equal increments, begin- 
ning January 1, 1968. The impact, although 
great and stimulating of trade, will be over 
the five-year period. 

Dayton, being heavily industrialized and 
for the most part manufacturing sophisti- 
cated products, will benefit more because of 
the increased demand abroad caused by the 
lower tariffs, while a lesser amount of com- 
petitive” products are imported into the Day- 
ton area. For example, in the July 3 issue of 
International Commerce, put out by the U.S. 
Department of Commerce, it says 

“U.S. foreign trade in business machines 
holds a revealing mirror up to our entire 
world business situation. About 80 percent of 
U.S. exports were sophisticated business ma- 
chines and parts. Conversely, over 80 percent 
of imports were for conventional business 
machines and parts. And both set new rec- 
ords in 1966; exports up 16.5 percent to 
$558.8 million, imports up 33.2 percent to 
$191.3 million.” 

So, you see we have a very favorable bal- 
ance in this category, as I believe we have 
in most categories. 

Dayton imports increased from a total of 
3,089 entries in fiscal 1963 to 4,577 in 1967. 
Of these, 816 in 1963 and 1,427 in 1967 were 
commercial and industrial. 
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Duty collections on these Dayton area 
imports ranged from $217,950 in 1963 to 
$784,613 in 1967. Assuming an average of 
20 percent duty, you have $1 million in im- 
ports in 1963 and nearly $4 million in 1967. 
This compares with our present rate of ex- 
ports from the Dayton area of over $200 
million per year. 

World trade favorable to Dayton? You bet! 
World trade can be good. Each company has 
to take a good, hard look and determine how 
best it can participate in world trade. Some 
may find it is not for them, but I believe 
most will find it beneficial. 

The doors to world trade haye been opened 
wider, and many barriers removed, by these 
Kennedy Round tariff negotiations. It is now 
up to the American businessman to meet the 
challenge and take advantage of the oppor- 
tunity. 

We certainly have our share of smart busi- 
nessmen in the Dayton area, I'm proud to 
say, and I’m sure they will take twice the 
full advantage of the opportunity, because 
Dayton is twice as good as the national aver- 


age. 

Your U.S. Department of Commerce, and 
other government agencies, and your Day- 
ton Area Chamber of Commerce stand ready 
to help you in any way we can. 

Thank you. 


PHASE 1—PHASE 2 


Mr. BUSH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. ScHADEBERG] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SCHADEBERG. Mr. Speaker, 
against the fiery background of our riot- 
torn cities, a monstrous possibility has 
arisen—that this is only the beginning. 
Now, Milwaukee has been hit, damaging 
this great city. 

Max Stanford, extremist leader of 
Revolutionary Action Movement, is 
quoted as saying: 

The black revolution will use sabotage in 
the cities—knocking out the electrical power 
first, then transportation, and guerrilla war- 
fare in the countryside of the South, With 


the cities powerless, the oppressor will be 
helpless. 


This and other significant quotes are 
to be found in a stimulating review of 
Phillip Abbott Luce’s new book, The 
Road to Revolution,” by Allan C. Brown- 
feld, a rising young thinker, which ap- 
peared in the Washington Star of July 
30, 1967. 

Mr. Luce gives us the benefit of his 
experience in radical and extremist 
groups on the guerrilla warfare that 
confronts us. I urge attention be given 
his book. 

Faced with the possibility of an even 
wider war in America, I commend the 
Washington Star for its thoughtful edi- 
torial, also in the July 30 edition, “Are 
the Riots Spontaneous or Planned?” The 
editorial makes it clear it is ludicrous to 
consider the rioting part of the tradi- 
tional upward social mobility of minor- 
ity groups. No oppressed group in Amer- 
ica has, or ever will, advance by burning 
cities and beating people to death. This 
is not the American dream; it is the road 
to revolution, the revolution of the 
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The violence that is mushrooming not 
only precludes the possibility of social 
progress; it raises the specter of all-out 
war in the United States. The failure to 
deal sharply with the mugger and the 
common criminal has encouraged the 
lawless elements to believe that no 
authority will ever touch them. 

We are fighting in Vietnam. In how 
many operations do we employ 11,500 
men as was necessary in Detroit? How 
many times do we cause hundreds of mil- 
lions of dollars’ worth of damage in North 
Vietnam, as has been done to our cities? 
The war in America does not directly 
weaken our efforts in Vietnam any more 
than our bombing has stopped Com- 
munist infiltration of the south. Yet, 
each war absorbs the energies of the 
Nation. Every firebomb weakens America 
by diverting resources and energy, not 
to build but to repair. 

If we fail to deter the urban guerrilla 
fighters, we will, in effect, be saying to 
the nihilists who are waiting for the out- 
come of the battle for the cities, “Amer- 
ica is too stupid, too soft, too weak in 
our thinking, to survive.” 

The editorial of the Star, Mr. Luce's 
book, and Mr. Brownfeld’s review are 


evidence to the contrary. 
The editorial and review follow: 


ARE THE Riots SPONTANEOUS OR PLANNED? 


As the rioting eased off, at least tempo- 
rarily, in Newark and Detroit, not to mention 
a score of other cities large and small, both 
official and public attention in Washington 
began to focus on the story behind the 
killing, the burning and the looting. 

What brought on this “time of violence 
and tragedy” in July, 1967? Were the riots 
more or less spontaneous eruptions on the 
part of oppressed Negroes? Was there at 
least some measure of planning and organi- 
zation behind them? Did the Communists 
play a part, and if so what was their role? 

It is doubtful that all of the questions can 
ever be answered. But the effort will be made. 
There is much pressure on Capitol Hill for 
an investigation by some congressional com- 
mittee. And the President acted on Thursday 
night to establish an 11-member commission 
to conduct an investigation in his behalf. 

In the address in which he announced 
the appointment of this commission, Mr. 
Johnson said that “the only genuine, long- 
range solution for what has happened lies in 
an attack—mounted at every level—upon 
the conditions which breed despair and vio- 
lence. All of us know what they are: 
ignorance, discrimination, slums, disease, not 
enough jobs 

This, as far as it goes, is true enough. But 
there are two things to be said about it. One 
is that this is indeed a long-range solution. 
It will take a decade or more to remedy the 
conditions enumerated by the President. Nor 
can the riots in places such as Detroit and 
Plainfield be explained away by reference to 
slums and lack of jobs. For these conditions 
were not present in any significant degree. 

Furthermore, if even one of these riots was 
the product of some other cause than slums 
and unemployment, this country cannot wait 
10 years to uncover that cause and destroy it. 
The price which will have been exacted by. 
continuous rioting is much too high. 

What we have in mind is the rather widely 
held belief that at least some of the riots, 
and perhaps the worst ones, were planned, 
organized and directed by sinister forces em- 
barked upon a policy of rule-or-ruin. 

The President passed this over lightly. He 
said his commission will have access to facts 
gathered by the FBI and that J. Edgar 
Hoover's agency “will continue to exercise its 
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full authority to investigate these riots, in 
accordance with my standing instructions, 
and to continue to search for evidence of 
a conspiracy.” 

This is a somewhat ambiguous statement. 
As far as we know there has not been a full- 
scale investigation of the riots, and, since 
the authority of the FBI is supposed to ex- 
tend only to violations of federal law, what 
did the President mean when he said the 
agency will “continue to exercise its full au- 
thority” to investigate the riots? Further- 
more, the comment that the FBI will con- 
tinue to search for evidence of conspiracy” 
implies that no such evidence has yet been 
found. 

Perhaps there has been no conspiracy, and 
if not it follows that there would be no evi- 
dence of one. For our part, we are not aware 
of the existence of any such evidence in the 
strict sense of the term. 

There is, however, a considerable body of 
information to suggest that there has been 
a conspiracy. 

In the absence of any planning or orga- 
nization or training, it is difficult to account 
for the widespread sniper activity in Detroit. 
In a dispatch from Havana a few days ago, 
Stokely Carmichael is quoted as follows: “In 
Newark, we are applying the tactics of guer- 
rilla warfare. We are preparing groups of 
urban guerrillas for our defense in the 
cities.” Chicago’s Mayor Daley has said: “We 
know this is a national program of outlawry 
and violence.” Some other local officials have 
said much the same thing. 

In its issue of July 28, Life magazine tells 
of a “clandestine” meeting between its re- 
porters and some of the Newark snipers. 
These snipers belong to an organized group 
of former civil rights workers in Mississippi. 
According to the magazine, one of the snip- 
ers said there were more than 50 members 
of the group, more than half coming from 
Newark. “Others had been moved in for the 
action from California, Ohio, Pennsylvania.” 
This certainly is not inconsistent with the 
remarks attributed to Stokely Carmichael in 
Havana. 

More positive indications of organization 
and conspiracy can be found in a book by 
Phillip Abbott Luce, until recently an active 
Communist. The Luce book, “Road to Rev- 
olution,” is reviewed on Page G-3 of today’s 
Star. 

Exposés by former Communists are sus- 
pect, as Whittaker Chambers learned in the 
Alger Hiss case. But The Star has been reli- 
ably informed that Luce’s break with the 
party is real. 

In any event, what he has to say is in- 
teresting. It can be and should be checked 
out carefully. 

Luce begins by saying that the Commu- 
nists are “counting on the premise that most 
Americans will discount the possibility of a 
guerrilla war in their country. The notion 
of a guerrilla war in the United States is so 
outrageous and improbable to Americans that 
they would receive it as the product of a de- 
ranged mind.” Well, many Americans and 
most “responsible” Cubans felt the same 
way, to the subsequent dismay of the latter, 
when Fidel Castro and his tiny band of fol- 
lowers first went ashore in Cuba, 

Luce, noting that Communists exploit 
trouble rather than incite it, goes on to 
spell out in detail the Communist plan to 
foment racial trouble in this country and 
then to exploit it through guerrilla tactics. 
He reminds us that a grand jury which in- 
vestigated last summer’s Cleveland riot found 
that “the outbreak of lawlessness and dis- 
order was organized, precipitated and ex- 
ploited by a relatively small group of trained 
and disciplined professionals at this busi- 
ness.” He also recalls that the Harlem riots 
in 1964 produced similar findings and that 
one Bill Epton, a Communist, was indicted 
and convicted of criminal anarchy for his 
role in those riots. 
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None of this may amount to “evidence” 
in the legal sense as far as this month’s riots 
go. But, taken together, it strongly suggests 
that there is a conspiratorial underpinning 
of the current riots, and it is a possibility 
which deserves more serious attention by the 
investigators than is invited by the Presi- 
dent’s casual reference to it. 

A crucial matter at stake now, or so it 
seems to us, is the struggle for control of, 
or direction of, the Negro community. Who 
will prevail? Such men as Martin Luther 
King Jr., A. Philip Randolph, Roy Wilkins 
and Whitney M. Young Jr.? Or will it be the 
H. Rap Browns and the Stokely Carmichaels? 

A great deal more than the future of civil 
rights depends on the answer. It is conceiva- 
ble, quite conceivable, that what really hangs 
in the balance is the choice between a race 
war in the United States and a state of af- 
fairs in which the white and colored com- 
munities can live together in peace. 

This is why it is so important to put poli- 
tics aside and dig up the truth, the whole 
truth, about the riots and their causes. And 
this is why it is also so important for the 
members of Congress and the people they 
represent not to yield to what the President 
spoke of as “fear and bitterness“ to any 
state of mind which would indefinitely delay 
reconciliation and reconstruction at a dread- 
ful cost in human lives and human values. 


Book REVIEW 
(By Allan C. Brownfeld) 

(“Road to Revolution.” By Phillip Abbott 
85 Viewpoint Books. 165 pages. Paperback, 
$1. 

Already called the “Whittaker Chambers” 
of his generation, Phillip Abbott Luce has 
chosen an appropriate time for the publica- 
tion of his second book, “Road to Revolu- 
tion.” 

In the midst of 1967’s “long hot summer,” 
Luce has provided us with a first-hand re- 
port of the perspective in which such events 
are held by Communists, to whom they are 
“rebellions,” and not riots. Beyond this, his 
message is an alarming one. It describes in 
great detail, and with thorough documenta- 
tion, the plans for guerrilla warfare in the 
streets our our cities already devised by do- 
mestic radicals. 

Phil Luce at 29 is a former leader of the 
“New Left,” organizer of two student trips 
to Cuba in 1963 and 1964, an officer of the 
Progressive Labor Party and editor of its 
monthly magazine, Progressive Labor, until 
his defection in January, 1965. He has writ- 
ten about his experiences in his first book, 
“The New Left,” and one of the major reasons 
for his disillusionment with communism 
came when he found himself “involved in a 
series of plans in which the participants had 
no idea of the consequences .. I left when 
it became obvious that the individual lives 
of the members of PL, let alone society, 
meant less than an abstract Communist 
catchesim as envisioned by the ‘gurus’ of the 
movement.” According to Luce his defection 
ranks him “somewhere near President John- 
son and J. Edgar Hoover” as the most ma- 
ligned enemy” of PL. 


STORED GUNS 


Progressive Labor, the pro-Communist 
Chinese offshoot of the United States Com- 
munist Party, passed a resolution at its 
1965 national convention stating that “black 
liberation” was the path for the coming 
guerrilla war in the United States. The key 
to revolution in the United States,” the con- 
vention declared, “lies within the interlock- 
ing interests in the black liberation move- 
ment and the working class struggle for so- 
cialism.” 

Just before the Harlem riots of 1964, Wil- 
liam Epton, vice chairman of PL, said this 
to an open air rally: We will not be fully 
free until we smash this state completely 
and totally. . . in process... we're going 


July 31, 1967 


to have to kill a lot of these cops, a lot of 
these judges, and we'll have to go against 
the army.” Epton was later tried and found 
guilty of criminal anarchy. 

Luce states: “While I was an officer of PL, 
I learned of a number of projects in which 
people were being prepared for a future 
guerrilla operation. Not only did we store 
guns in New York City, but target practice 
was held on Long Island prior to the Harlem 
riots. I was personally asked to find a hiding 
place suitable for target practice.” 

Another of the organizations planning 
such violent activity is the Revolutionary 
Action Movement, known as RAM. Max Stan- 
ford, leader of the group, said that “the black 
revolution will use sabotage in the cities— 
knocking out the electrical power first, then 
transportation and guerrilla warfare in the 
countryside of the South. With the cities 
powerless, the oppressor will be helpless.” 


VIOLENCE PLANNED 


Luce points to a third organization which, 
he says, is rapidly becoming a part of this 
guerrilla movement—the Student Nonviolent 
Coordinating Committee, no longer either 
nonviolent or dominated by students. He re- 
ports an August 29, 1966 SNCC fund-raising 
dinner in Harlem that featured an interest- 
ing trio of speakers—Stokely Carmichael, 
then chairman, along with Max Stanford of 
RAM and William Epton of PL. Carmichael 
said that in Cleveland they're building 
stores with no windows. All brick. I don't 
know what they think they'll accomplish. It 
just means we have to move from Molotov 
cocktails to dynamite.” He added: “They say 
we're stupid and don’t do anybody any good 
and we deserve to be called that, because if 
we had any sense we'd have bombed these 
ghettos long ago.” 

Luce makes it clear that most Negro lead- 
ers have condemned the concept of “black 
power,” and the exhortation to violence. As a 
result, they are as much the targets of vio- 
lence as the white community. Only recently 
members of RAM, including Max Stanford, 
Were arrested in an assassination plot. The 
targets: Roy Wilkins of the NAACP and 
Whitney Young of the Urban League. 

Phil Luce repeatedly stresses that Commu- 
nists do not begin trouble but take advan- 
tage of it, incite it, and exploit it. He under- 
stands, as some seem not to, that there are 
real grievances in the ghettos, lack of jobs, 
poor housing, inadequate recreation facil- 
ities. Yet others tend to minimize the influ- 
ence of these radical organizations and their 
very real plans for revolution on our city 
streets. 

In a balanced and provocative volume, he 
does not blame all evil on “outside agitators.” 
Yet the public should understand the plans 
which Communists have for our cities. Phase 
one, as recent violence indicates, has already 
occurred, Armed with Luce’s warning and our 
own awareness of the problems which must 
be solved, we may yet be able to avoid phase 
two. 


HALPERN ACCUSES SOVIETS OF 
RETALIATION AGAINST RUSSIAN 
JEWS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
previous order of the House, the gentle- 
man from New York [Mr. HALPERN] is 
recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Speaker, reports 
filtering out of Russia despite the Krem- 
lin’s tight clamps of censorship disclose 
the shocking fact that the Soviets have 
embarked on a program of retaliation 
against Russian Jews because of the Is- 
rael victory in the Middle East war. 

The puppet press of the U.S.S.R. has 
exploited racial disturbance in Detroit, 
Newark, New York, and other U.S. cities. 
It has molded its half-truths to fit the 
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Kremlin line by misrepresentations on 
the issue of minority rights in America. 

It is about time for the world to know 
the full story of how the Kremlin has 
cruelly and cynically taken vengeance 
against Russian Jewry because Israel de- 
feated the Arabs in a Soviet-instigated 
war. 

This has taken the form of increased 
pressures against individuals, against 
community affairs, and against religious 
and traditional observances. The Russian 
oppressors have even tried to force Jews 
to hold anti-Israel protest meetings. 

The world is well aware of the in- 
creased warmongering of the U.S. S. R., 
which seems bent on bringing the world 
fo more up to the brink of world war 


The irresponsible resupplying of ag- 
gressive weapons by Russia to the Arabs, 
coupled with the Nazi-like efforts to 
coerce Jews within Russia, should cause 
the Government of the United States to 
view with skepticism any ideas of so- 
called detente with the Soviets. 

Certainly I, for one—and I am sure 
there must be many more in this House 
who feel as I do—will find it difficult to 
look with favor upon any proposals by 
the State Department that we make con- 
cessions of any kind for the benefit of 
Russia. 

If the U.S.S.R. has any illusions that 
Congress might support any East-West 
trade arrangements favorable to Russia, 
then let the Kremlin be told in no un- 
certain terms that Russia must first re- 
view its own treatment of minorities and 
its efforts to stir up religious war in the 
Middle East. 


IMPROVING VOCATIONAL 
EDUCATION 


Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that the gentle- 
man from Minnesota [Mr. FRASER] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
Record and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Mississippi? : 

There was no objection. 

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Speaker, last week 
I introduced H.R. 11869, a badly needed 
bill to expand and improve our voca- 
tional education system. The bill is iden- 
tical to H.R, 8433, introduced by the 
gentleman from Washington [Mr. 
Meeps], and H.R. 8525, introduced by 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
Puctinsk1]. These bills already have been 
the subject of hearings by the General 
Subcommittee on Education of the House 
Committee on Education and Labor. The 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. PUCINSKI] 
is the subcommittee chairman. 

In my district of Minneapolis, one rea- 
son for wanting this bill enacted is that 
two institutions, the University of Min- 
nesota Hospital and the Glenwood Hills 
Hospital, are ceasing their training pro- 
grams for practical nurses. To take up 
the slack created by the discontinuation 
of these programs, the program offered 
by the Minneapolis Area Vocational- 
Technical School is being expanded. Cur- 
rently there are 60 students enrolled in 
practical nurse training. Enrollment next 
fall is expected to grow to 94. 
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But, because of the great demand for 
licensed practical nurses, the Minnesota 
Hospital Association, and other groups, 
would like to see the facilities expanded 
to accommodate as many as 500 student 
nurses. One section of this proposal 
would increase the authorization for 
practical nurse training from the pres- 
ently authorized $5 million to $50 million 
annually. Through such an increase, I 
would hope that funds would be available 
for the additional expansion at Min- 
neapolis. A 

Following, Mr. Speaker, is a brief sum- 
mary of the bill: 

SUMMARY OF H.R, 11869 VOCATIONAL EDUCATION 
AMENDMENTS 

Increases authorizations for fiscal year 
1969, and each year thereafter, to $400,- 
000,000 in lieu of the $225,000,000 pres- 
sently authorized for vocational educa- 
tion activities. 

EXEMPLARY AND INNOVATIVE PROGRAMS OR 
PROJECTS IN VOCATIONAL EDUCATION 

Authorizes $30,000,000 to be appropri- 
ated for fiscal year 1968, and such sums 
as may be necessary for the 4 suc- 
ceeding fiscal years, to develop, estab- 
lish, and operate exemplary and innova- 
tive occupational education programs or 
projects to use as models in vocational 
education programs. 

Projects may be designed to broaden 
the occupational aspirations and oppor- 
tunities of youth, familiarize postele- 
mentary school students with the broad 
range of occupations, and the requisite 
skills for such careers, provide for inten- 
sive counseling, guidance, and initial job 
placement, and broaden and improve vo- 
cational education curriculums. No pro- 
gram or project may be funded for more 
than 3 years. 

Programs may provide for educational 
experiences through cooperative work- 
study arrangements, public or private 
employment, or volunteer work. Pref- 
erence in compensation for work under 
such projects will be given to students 
from low-income families. Compensation 
will only be given for work performed for 
a public or private nonprofit employer. 

WORK-STUDY 


There is authorized $30 million for the 
work-study program for fiscal year 1968, 
and for each fiscal year thereafter. The 
Commissioner is to pay each State up to 
90 percent of the sum of— 

First, the amount it expends for com- 
ph ig of students under work-study; 
an 

Second, the amount it expends for de- 
velopment and administration of its State 


The Commissioner of Education is au- 
thorized to reserve an amount not to exceed 
2% of each fiscal year’s appropriation. This 
sum shall be apportioned among Puerto Rico, 
Virgin Islands, Guam, American Samoa, and 
the Trust Territories of the Pacific Islands, 
according to their needs for assistance. 

Of the remaining 98% of each year's ap- 
propriation, the Commissioner must appor- 
tion $150,000 to each State. The remaining 
funds shall be distributed to each State in 
the same proportion as the number of its 15 
to 19 year olds compares with the number of 
15 to 19 year olds in all the States. 

Any funds not necessary to the carrying 
out of a State's program will be available for 
re-apportionment to the other States in ac- 
cordance with their need. 
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plan—not to exceed 1 percent of the 
State’s allotment or $10,000, whichever 
is greater. 

Payments to students under the work- 
study program shall not be regarded 
as income in computing compensation 
under title IV of the Social Security 
Act—aid to families with dependent 
children—for a minimum of 12 months, 
and not to exceed a period of 24 months. 
RESIDENTIAL VOCATIONAL EDUCATION SCHOOLS 


There is authorized to be appropriated 
$10,000,000 for fiscal year 1968, of which 
each State will be apportioned $100,000; 
$100,000,000 is authorized for fiscal year 
1969, and for each of the 3 succeeding 
fiscal years.“ 

In order to demonstrate the feasibility 
and desirability of residential vocational 
education schools, the Commissioner is 
authorized to make grants to the States. 
Except for fiscal year 1968, during 
which the Federal share of the cost of 
planning residential school facilities 
shall be 100 percent; the Federal share 
of the cost of planning, construction, 
and operation of such facilities shall not 
exceed 90 percent of such cost during 
fiscal year 1968, and 1969, and 75 per- 
cent of such costs thereafter. Federal 
funds are to supplement, and in no case 
supplant State and local funds. 

In developing plans for the construc- 
tion of facilities, consideration shall be 
given to the inclusion of works of art, 
provided that the cost of acquisition does 
not exceed 1 percent of the cost of the 
facility. 

The residential school facility is to 
provide vocational education for youths, 
aged 15 through 21, who need to study 
full time on a residential basis in order 
to benefit from such an education. No 
fees, tuition, or charges would be re- 
quired of enrollees. Course offerings 
would be in those fields in which labor 
market analysis indicates a present and 
continuing need for trained manpower. 
ESTABLISHMENT OF FELLOWSHIP AND EXCHANGE 

PROGRAMS FOR VOCATION EDUCATION TEACHERS 

AND EDUCATORS 


There is authorized to carry out the 
the cooperative exchange program $20,- 


2 The Commissioner shall apportion to each 
State amounts derived from each of the two 
computations: ‘ 

1, that amount which bears the same pro- 
portion to 50% of all funds available for 
apportionment to the States as the number 
of children, aged 5 through 17, in each State 
bears to the total number of such children 
throughout the United States and 

2. that amount which bears the same pro- 
portion to 50% of all funds available for 
apportionment as each State’s population 
bears to the total population of the United 
States. 

Any funds not necessary to the carrying 
out of a State’s program in the view of the 
Commissioner will be available for re-appor- 
tionment on dates fixed by the Commissioner 
to other States in the same proportion as 
their original funds were distributed, but 
with a proportionate amount of any State 
whose funds are so re-apportioned reduced 
to an amount the Commissioner deems ap- 
propriate. 

Beginning with fiscal year 1968, $200,000 
is appropriated for apportionment by the 
Commissioner among Puerto Rico, Virgin 
Islands, Guam, and American Samoa accord- 
ing to their needs. For each of the four 
succeeding fiscal years, this sum is increased 
to $5,000,000. 
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000,000 for fiscal year 1969, $30,000,000 
for fiscal year 1970, and $35,000,000 for 
fiscal year 1971, and each of the 2 fiscal 
years thereafter. 

The Commissioner is authorized to 
make grants to the State boards of edu- 
cation to pay the costs of carrying out 
such cooperative arrangements for the 
training of experienced vocational edu- 
cation teachers and administrators. Ex- 
changes may be made between vocational 
education schools, or between such 
schools and private industry, commercial 
enterprise or other educational institu- 
tions. Grants may be used for in-service 
training programs or for the operation 
of short term, or academic year insti- 
tutes. 

There is authorized to carry out the 
fellowship program $1,500,000 for fiscal 
year 1969, $3,000,000 for fiscal year 1970, 
and $5,000,000 for fiscal year 1971, and 
each of the 2 fiscal years thereafter. 
For fiscal years 1974, and 1975, there is 
authorized to be appropriated such sums 
as may be necessary in order to permit 
persons to complete the program for 
which they were awarded fellowships. 

For fiscal year 1969, and each of the 
4 succeeding fiscal years, the Commis- 
sioner is authorized to award 100 fel- 
lowships to persons pursuing, or intend- 
ing to pursue, careers as vocational 
education teachers and researchers. For 
fiscal year 1969 the Commissioner is 
authorized to award 150 fellowships to 
persons pursuing or intending to pur- 
sue careers as vocational education 
administrators. For each of the 4 suc- 
ceeding fiscal years, he is authorized to 
award 200 fellowships for this purpose. 

Each fellowship shall be for a maxi- 
mum of 3 years of study, and shall in- 
clude a stipend for subsistence, in 
addition to $2,500, applicable to tuition 
costs per academic year. 

PRACTICAL NURSE TRAINING (20 U.S.C. 1544) 

Increases authorizations for vocation- 
al education in practical nurse training 
to $50,000,000 in lieu of the $5,000,000 
presently authorized. 

Following is the full text of H.R. 
11869: 

H.R. 11869 
A bill to amend the Vocational Education 
Act of 1963 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as the “Vocational Educa- 
tion Amendments of 1967”. 

INCREASE OF AUTHORIZATION FOR CERTAIN 
EXISTING PROGRAMS 

Sec. 2. Section 2 of the Vocational Edu- 
cation Act of 1963 (20 U.S.C. 35a) is amended 
by striking out and for the fiscal year end- 
ing June 30, 1967, and each fiscal year there- 
after, $225,000,000,"” and inserting in lieu 
thereof “for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1967, and for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1968, $225,000,000, and for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1969, and each fiscal year 
thereafter, $400,000,000,”. 

EXEMPLARY AND INNOVATIVE PROGRAMS OR 
PROJECTS IN VOCATIONAL EDUCATION 

Src, 3. Section 4 of the Vocational Educa- 
tion Act of 1963 (20 U.S.C, 35c), is amended 
by inserting at the end thereof the following 
new subsection: 

„d) (1) There are authorized to be ap- 
propriated $30,000,000 for the fiscal year end- 
ing June 30, 1968, and such sums as may 
be necessary for the four succeeding fiscal 
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years, to be used by the Commissioner for 
making grants to or contracts with State 
boards or local educational agencies for 
the purpose of stimulating and assisting, 
through programs or projects referred to in 
paragraph (3), the development establish- 
ment, and operation of exemplary and inno- 
vative occupational education programs or 
projects designed to serve as models for use 
in vocational education programs. The Com- 
missioner also may make grants to other 
public or nonprofit private agencies, orga- 
nizations, or institutions, or contracts with 
public or private agencies, organizations, or 
institutions, when such grants or contracts 
will make an especially significant contribu- 
tion to attaining the objectives of this sub- 
section. 

(2) (A) From the sums appropriated pur- 
suant to this subsection for each fiscal year 
the Commissioner shall reserve such amount, 
but not in excess of 2 per centum thereof, as 
he may determine and shall apportion such 
amount among Puerto Rico, the Virgin Is- 
lands, Guam, American Samoa, and the Trust 
Territory of the Pacific Islands, according to 
their respective needs for assistance under 
this subsection. 

“(B) From the remainder of such sums 
the Commissioner shall apportion $150,000 to 
each State, and he shall in addition appor- 
tion to each State an amount which bears the 
same ratio to any residue.of such remainder 
as the population aged fifteen to nineteen, 
both inclusive, in the State bears to the 
population of such ages in all the States. 

“(C) Any amount apportioned to a State 
under this subsection for any fiscal year 
which the Commissioner determines will not 
be required for grants for programs or proj- 
ects in that State during the period for 
which such apportionment is available shall 
be available for reapportionment by him 
from time to time to other States in accord- 
ance with their respective needs. 

“(D) For the purposes of paragraph (2) 
(A) and (B) of this subsection, the term 
‘State’ does not include Puerto Rico, the 
Virgin Islands, Guam, American Samoa, and 
the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands. 

“(E) The population of particular age 
groups of a State or of all the States shall 
be determined by the Commissioner on the 
basis of the latest available estimates fur- 
nished by the Department of Commerce. 

“(F) The amount apportioned under this 
section to any State for the fiscal year end- 
ing June 30, 1968, shall be available for obli- 
gation for grants pursuant to applications 
approved during that year and the succeed- 
ing fiscal year. 7 

(3) Grants or contracts pursuant to this 
subsection may be made by the Commis- 
sioner, upon such terms and conditions con- 
sistent with the provisions of this section as 
he determines will most effectively carry out 
the purposes of paragraph (1), to pay part of 
the cost of 

“(A) planning and developing exemplary 
and innovative programs or projects such as 
those described in subparagraph (B), or 

“(B) establishing, operating, or evaluat- 
ing exemplary and innovative vocational 
education programs or projects designed to 
broaden occupational aspirations and oppor- 
tunities for youths, with special emphasis 
given to youths who have academic, socio- 
economic, or other handicaps, which pro- 
grams or projects may, among others, in- 
clude— 

“(1) those designed to familiarize post- 
elementary school students with the broad 
range of occupations for which special skills 
are required and the requisites for careers in 
such occupations; 

“(il) programs or projects for students 
providing educational experiences through 
work; 

(111) programs or projects for intensive 
occupational guidance and couseling during 
the last years of school and for initial job 
placement; or 
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“(iy) programs or projects designed to 
broaden or improve vocational education 
curriculums. 

“(4)(A) Programs or projects referred to 
in clause (ii) of paragraph (3)(B) may in- 
clude cooperative work-study arrangements, 
other educationally related public or private 
employment, or volunteer work. Preference 
in compensated work under such programs 
or projects shall be given to students from 
low-income families. 

“(B) No grant or contract shall be made 
by the Commissioner under this subsection 
with respect to any such program or project 
unless— 

(1) such program or project will not in- 
volve the construction, operation, or main- 
tenance of so much of any facility as is used 
or to be used for secretarian instruction or 
as a place for religious worship; 

„() such program or project will not 
result in the displacement of employed 
workers or impair existing contracts for serv- 
ices. 

“(C) Funds appropriated under this sub- 
section shall not be available to pay any part 
of the compensation of a student involved 
in a program or project referred to in clause 
(ii) of paragraph (3)(B) if the work is per- 
formed for any employer other than a public 
or private nonprofit agency, organization, or 
institution. 

“(5)(A) In determining the cost of a pro- 
gram or project under this subsection, the 
Commissioner may include the reasonable 
value (as determined by him) of any goods 
or services provided from non-Federal 
sources. 

“(B) Financial assistance may not be given 
under this subsection to any program or proj- 
ect for a period exceeding three years. 

“(6) In administering the provisions of 
this subsection the Commissioner shall con- 
sult with other Federal departments and 
agencies administering programs which may 
be effectively coordinated with the program 
carried out pursuant to this subsection, and 
to the extent practicable shall— 

“(i) coordinate such program on the Fed- 
eral level with the programs being admin- 
istered by such other departments and 
agencies; and 

(1) require that effective procedures be 
adopted by grantees and contractors to co- 
ordinate the development and operation of 
programs and projects carried out under 
grants or contracts pursuant to this subsec- 
tion with other public and private programs 
having the same or similar purposes.” 

‘WORK-STUDY PROGRAM 


Src. 4. (a) Section 13 (a) (1) of the Voca- 
tional Education Act of 1963 (20 U.S.C, 35k 
(a)(1)) is amended by striking out “From 
the sums appropriated pursuant to section 
15 and determined to be for the purposes of 
this section” and inserting in lieu thereof 
the following: “There is authorized to be 
appropriated the sum of $30,000,000 for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1968, and for each 
succeeding fiscal year. From the sums ap- 
propriated pursuant to this paragraph”. 

(b) (1) Section 13(e) of such Act is 
amended to read as follows: 

“(e) From a State’s allotment under this 
section for each fiscal year, the Commis- 
sioner shall pay to such State an amount not 
exceeding 90 per centum of the sum of 
(1) the amount expended for compensation 
of students employed pursuant to work- 
study programs under the State’s supple- 
mentary plan approved under this section, 
and (2) the amount (not to exceed 1 per 
centum of such allotment, or $10,000, which- 
ever is the greater) expended for the devel- 
opment of the State’s supplementary plan 
and for the administration of such plan after 
its approval by the Commissioner. No State 
shall receive payments under this section 
for any fiscal year in excess of its allotment 
under subsection (a) for such fiscal year.” 
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(2) The amendments made by paragraph 
(1) of this subsection shall apply only with 
respect to amounts expended after the date 
of enactment of this Act. 

(c) Section 13 of such Act is further 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new subsection: 

“(h) (1) Nothwithstanding the provisions 
of title IV of the Social Security Act, a 
State plan approved under section 402 of 
such Act shall provide that for a period of 
not less than twelve months, and may pro- 
vide that for a period of not more than twen- 
ty-four months, the compensation paid to 
a student under this section shall not be 
regarded (A) in determining the need of 
such student under such approved State 
plan, or (B) in determining the need of any 
other individual under such approved State 
plan. 

“(2) Notwithstanding the provisions of 
paragraph (1) of this subsection, no funds 
to which a State is otherwise entitled under 
title IV of the Social Security Act for any 
period ending before the one hundred and 
twentieth day after the adjournment of the 
State’s first regular legislative session which 
adjourns more than one hundred and twenty 
days after enactment of the Vocational 
Education Amendments of 1967 shall be 
withheld by reason of any action taken pur- 
suant to a State statute which prevents such 
State from complying with the requirements 
of paragraph (1) of this subsection.” 


RESIDENTIAL VOCATIONAL EDUCATION SCHOOL 
PROGRAM - 


Sec. 5. (a) Section 14 of the Vocational 
Education Act of 1963 (20 U.S.C. 351) is 
amended to read as follows: 


“RESIDENTIAL VOCATIONAL EDUCATION SCHOOLS 


“Sec. 14. (a) (1) (A) There is authorized to 
be appropriated the sum of $10,000,000 for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1968. From 
such sum, the Commissioner shall apportion 
$100,000 to each State. The remainder of 
such sum shall be apportioned among the 
States in accordance with subparagraph (C). 

“(B) There is authorized to be appropri- 
ated the sum of $100,000,000 for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1969, and for each of 
three succeeding fiscal years. Such sums shall 
be apportioned among the States in accord- 
ance with subparagraph (C). 

“(C) From the sums available for appor- 
tionment under this subparagraph the 
Commissioner shall apportion to each 
State— 

“(1) an amount which bears the same 
ratio to 50 per centum of such sums as the 
number of children aged five to seventeen, 
inclusive, in the State bears to the number 
of such children in all the States, and 

“(ii) an amount which bears the same 
ratio to 50 per centum of such sums as the 
population of the State bears to the popu- 
lation of all the States. 

“(D) For purposes of this paragraph— 

“(1) the term ‘State’ does not include the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, Guam, Amer- 
ican Samoa, and the Virgin Islands, and 

“(ii) the number of children aged five to 
seventeen, inclusive, and the total popula- 
tion of a State and of all the States shall be 
determined by the Commissioner on the 
basis of the most recent satisfactory data 
available to him. 

“(2) In addition to the sums authorized 
to be appropriated by paragraph (1), there 
is hereby authorized to be appropriated the 
sum of $200,000 for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1968, the sum of $5,000,000 for each 
of the four succeeding fiscal years, Such 
sums shall be apportioned by the Com- 
missioner, among the Commonwealth of 
Puerto Rico, Guam, American Samoa, and 
the Virgin Islands, according to their respec- 
tive needs for assistance under this section. 

“(3) The amount apportioned under this 
subsection to any State for the fiscal year 


20621 


ending June 30, 1968, shall be available for 
payments to applicants with approved appli- 
cations in that State during that year and 
the next fiscal year. 

“(4) The amount apportioned to any State 
for a fiscal year under this subsection which 
the Commissioner determines will not be re- 
quired for the period for which that amount 
is available shall be available for reappor- 
tionment from time to time, on such dates 
during that period as the Commissioner may 
fix, among other States in proportion to the 
amounts originally apportioned among those 
States under this subsection for that year, 
but with the proportionate amount of any 
of the other States being reduced to the 
extent it exceeds the sum the Commissioner 
estimates that State needs and will be able 
to use for that period; and the total of these 
reductions shall be similarly reapportioned 
among the States whose proportionate 
amounts were not so reduced. 

“(b) (1) For the purpose of demonstrating 
the feasibility and desirability of residential 
vocational education schools for certain 
youths of high school age, the Commissioner 
is authorized to make grants from the sums 
allotted to a State under subsection (a) for 
a fiscal year to the State board for such 
State, or, with the approval of such State 
board, to public educational agencies, orga- 
nizations, or institutions within such State 
to pay the Federal share of the cost of plan- 
ning, construction, and operation of residen- 
tial school facilities for providing vocational 
education (including room, board, and other 
necessities) for youths, at least fifteen years 
of age and less than twenty-one years of age 
at the time of enrollment, who need full- 
time study on a residential basis in order 
to benefit fully from such education, In the 
administration of the program conducted 
under this section, special consideration shall 
be given to the needs of areas having sub- 
stantial or disproportionate numbers of 
youths who have dropped out of school or 
are unemployed. 

“(2) For purposes of this section 

“(A) the Federal share of the cost of 
planning, construction, and operation of resi- 
dential school facilities shall not exceed (1) 
90 per centum in the case of costs incurred 
in the fiscal years ending on June 30, 1968, 
and June 30, 1969 (except as provided in 
subparagraph (B)), and (ii) 75 per centum 
in the case of costs incurred thereafter; and 

“(B) the Federal share of the cost of plan- 
ning residential school facilities shall be 100 
per centum for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1968. 

“(c) The Commissioner shall require, as a 
condition to the receipt of a grant under this 
section for planning, construction, or opera- 
tion of residential school facilities, that the 
recipient of such grant give satisfactory as- 
surances that— 

“(1) adequate provision will be made for 
the appropriate selection, without regard to 
race, color, religion, or national origin, of 
students needing education and training at 
such school; 

“(2) the residential school facility with re- 
spect to which the grant was made will be 
operated and maintained for the purpose of 
conducting a residential vocational educa- 
tion school program consistent with the pro- 
visions of this section; 

“(3) vocational education course offerings 
at such school will be in fields for which 
labor market analysis indicates there is a 
present and probably continuing need for 
trained manpower, and that the courses of- 
fered will be appropriately designed to pre- 
pare enrollees for entry into employment in 
such fields; 

“(4) Federal funds made available under 
this section will be used to supplement, and, 
to the extent practicable, increase the amount 
of State and local funds that would in the 
absence of such Federal funds be made avail- 
able for residential vocational education 
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schools, and in no case supplant such State 
and local funds; 

“(5) provision will be made for minimum 
qualifications for teachers, teacher-trainers, 
supervisors, directors, and others having re- 
sponsibilities at such school; 

“(6) the recipient will adopt such fiscal 
control and fund accounting procedures as 
may be necessary to assure proper disburse- 
ment of, and accounting for, Federal funds 
paid to such recipient under this section; 

“(7) in developing plans for the construc- 
tion of facilities, due consideration shall be 
given to excellence of architecture and de- 
sign and to the inclusion of works of art; 

“(8) the requirements of section 7 will be 
complied with on all construction projects 
assisted under this section; 

(9) the recipient will make such reports 
in such form and containing such informa- 
tion as the Commissioner may reasonably re- 
quire to carry out his functions under this 
section, and keep such records and afford 
such access thereto as the Commissioner may 
find necessary to assure the correctness and 
verification of such reports; and 

“(10) no fees, tuition, or other charges will 

be required of enrollees. 
Grants under this section shall be subject 
to such other terms and conditions as the 
Commissioner may by regulation prescribe in 
order to carry out the provisions of this sec- 
tion, 

(d) For purposes of this section: 

(1) The term ‘residential school facility’ 
means a school facility (as defined in sec- 
tion 8(8)) used for residential vocational 
education purposes. Such term also includes 
dormitory, cafeteria, and recreational facili- 
ties, and such other facilities as the Com- 
missioner determines are appropriate for 
conducting a residential vocational educa- 
tion school. 

“(2) The term ‘operation’ means mainte- 
nance and operation, and includes the cost 
of salaries, equipment, supplies, and mate- 
rials.” 

(b) Section 8 of the Vocational Education 
Act of 1963 (20 U.S.C. 35g) is amended by 
inserting at the end of paragraph (4) (re- 
lating to definition of construction) the 
following new sentence: For purposes of 
section 14, such term also includes the cost 
of acquisition of works of art for a residen- 
tial school facility (to the extent that such 
cost does not exceed 1 per centum of the 
cost of construction of such facility).” 


ESTABLISHMENT OF FELLOWSHIP AND EXCHANGE 
PROGRAMS FOR VOCATIONAL EDUCATION TEACH- 
ERS AND EDUCATORS 


Sec. 6. Section 15 of the Vocational Edu- 
cation Act of 1963 (20 US.C. 35m) is 
amended to read as follows: 


“FELLOWSHIP AND EXCHANGE PROGRAMS 


“Sec. 15. (a) (1) There are authorized to be 
appropriated $20,000,000 for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1969, $30,000,000 for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1970, and $35,- 
000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1971, and each of the two succeeding fiscal 
years, to carry out cooperative programs un- 
der this subsection. 

“(2) The Commissioner is authorized to 
make grants to State boards to pay the cost 
of carrying out cooperative arrangements 
for the training of experienced vocational 
education teachers and administrators and 
of other persons pursuing or planning to 
pursue a career in vocational education or 
vocational education administration, in order 
to strengthen educational programs sup- 
ported by this Act and the administration of 
schools offering vocational education. Such 
cooperative arrangements may be between 
schools offering vocational education or be- 
tween schools offering vocational education 
and private industry, commercial enterprises, 
or other educational institutions (including 
those for the handicapped and delinquent). 
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Grants under this subsection may be used 
for projects and activities such as— 

“(A) exchange of vocational education 
teachers or school administrators with skilled 
technicians or supervisors in industry (in- 
cluding mutual arrangements for preserving 
employment and retirement status, and other 
employment benefits during the period of 
exchange), and the development and opera- 
tion of cooperative programs involving alter- 
nate periods of teaching in schools providing 
vocational education and of experience in 
commercial, industrial, or public employment 
related to the subject matter taught in such 
school; 

B) in-service training programs for voca- 
tional education teachers and other staff 
members, to improve the quality of instruc- 
tion, supervision, and administration of voca- 
tional education programs; and 

“(C) the operation of short-term or aca- 
demic year institutes for the provision of 
training to improve the qualifications of per- 
sons engaged in or preparing to engage in 
teaching, counseling, supervising, or admin- 
istering vocational education programs. Each 
individual who attends an institute operated 
under the provisions of this subparagraph, 
shall be eligible for the period of his at- 
tendance at such institute (after application 
therefor) to receive a stipend (including an 
allowance for subsistence and other expenses 
for such person and his dependents) at a rate 
determined by the Commissioner to be con- 
sistent with prevailing practices under com- 
parable federally supported programs. 

“(3) A grant may be made under this sub- 
section only upon application to the Com- 
missioner at such time or times and con- 
taining such information as he deems neces- 
sary. The Commissioner shall not approve an 
application unless it— 

“(A) sets forth a program for carrying out 
one or more projects or activities which meet 
the requirements of paragraph (1), and pro- 
vides for such methods of administration as 
are necessary for the proper and efficient op- 
eration of the program; 

“(B) sets forth policies and procedures 
which assure that Federal funds made avall- 
able under this subsection for any fiscal year 
will be so used.as to supplement and, to the 
extent practicable, increase the level of funds 
that would, in the absence of such Federal 
funds, be made available for purposes which 
meet the requirements of paragraph (1), and 
in no case supplant such funds; 

“(C) provides for such fiscal control and 
fund accounting procedures as may be neces- 
sary to assure proper disbursement of and 
accounting for Federal funds paid to the ap- 
plicant under this subsection; and 

“(D) provides for making such reports, in 
such form and containing such information, 
as the Commissioner may require to carry out 
his functions under this subsection, and for 
keeping such records and for affording such 
access thereto as the Commissioner may find 
necessary to assure the correctness and veri- 
fication of such reports. 

“(b)(1) There are authorized to be ap- 
propriated to carry the fellowship program 
established by this subsection $1,500,000 for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1969; $3,000,- 
000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1970; 
and $5,000,000 for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1971, and each of the two succeed- 
ing fiscal years. For the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1974, and the succeeding fiscal year, 
there are authorized to be appropriated such 
sums as may be necessary in order to permit 
persons awarded fellowships under this sub- 
section in fiscal years ending before June 30, 
1974, to complete the programs for which 
they were awarded fellowships. 

“(2)(A) During the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1969, the Commissioner is author- 
ized to award one hundred fellowships to 
persons pursuing or intending to pursue ca- 
reers as vocational education teacher educa- 
tors and researchers, and one hundred and 
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fifty fellowships to persons pursuing or in- 
tending to pursue careers as voeational edu- 
cation administrators; and during each of 
the four su fiscal years he is author- 
ized to award one hundred fellowships to 
persons pursuing or intending to pursue ca- 
reers as vocational education teacher educa- 
tors and researchers, and two hundred fel- 
lowships to persons pursuing or intending 
to pursue careers as vocational education 
administrators. Such fellowships shall be for 
periods of study not in excess of three aca- 
demic years. 

“(B) In addition to the number of fellow- 
ships authorized to be awarded by subpara- 
graph (A) of this paragraph, the Commis- 
sioner is authorized to award fellowships 
equal to the number previously awarded 
during any fiscal year under this paragraph 
but vacated prior to the end of the period 
for which they were awarded. A fellowship 
awarded. under this subparagraph shall be 
for such period of study, not in excess of the 
remainder of the period for which the fellow- 
ship which it replaces was awarded, as the 
Commissioner may determine. 

“(3) The Commissioner shall award fel- 
lowships under this subsection to individuals 
for study in graduate programs approyed by 
him under this paragraph. The Commis- 
sioner shall approve a graduate program of 
an institution of higher education only upon 
application by the institution and only upon 
his finding— v 

“(A) ͤ that such program is designed to 
substantially further the objective of im- 
proving vocational education through in- 
creasing the opportunities for graduate 
training of vocational educational adminis- 
trators and of university level vocational 
education teacher educators and researchers. 

“(B) that in the acceptance of persons for 
study in such programs, preference will be 
given to persons interested in teaching in 
vocational and technical education programs 
in institutions of higher education or in the 
administration of vocational education, pro- 
grams. 

“(4) The total of the fellowships awarded 
under this subsection for pursuing a course 
of study in a graduate program at any in- 
stitution of higher education may not ex- 
ceed a limit established by the Commissioner 
in the light of the objective referred to in 
paragraph (3) (A). 

“(5) (A) The Commissioner shall pay to 
each person awarded a fellowship under this 
subsection a stipend (including an allowance 
for subsistence and other expenses for such 
person and his dependents) which he deter- 
mines to be consistent with prevailing prac- 
tices under comparable federally supported 


rograms. 

“(B) In addition to the amounts paid to a 
person pursuant to subparagraph (A), there 
shall be paid to the institution of higher 
education at which each such person is pur- 
suing his course of study, $2,500 per aca- 
demic year, less any amount charged such 
person for tuition. 

“(6) A person awarded a fellowship under 
the provisions of this subsection shall con- 
tinue to receive the payments provided in 
paragraph (5)(A) only during such periods 
as the Commissioner finds that he is main- 
taining satisfactory proficiency in, and de- 
voting essentially full time to, study or re- 
search in the field in which such fellowship 
was awarded, in an institution of higher edu- 
cation, and is not engaging in gainful em- 
ployment, other than part-time employment 
by such institution in teaching, research, or 
similar activities, approved by the Commis- 
sioner. 

“(c) In order to meet the needs for quali- 
fled vocational educational instructors, ad- 
ministrators, and teacher educators in voca- 
tional education programs in all the States, 
the oner in carrying out this sec- 
tion shall equitably allocate among the 
States (1) the funds for cooperative arrange- 
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ments available under subsection (a), and 
(2) the fellowships available under subsec- 
tion (b), taking into account such factors as 
the State’s vocational education school en- 
rollment, and incidence of youth unemploy- 
ment and school dropouts in the State. 
Fellowships allocated to a State may be 
awarded only to residents of such State, but 
a person to whom a fellowship is awarded 
May study at an institution with an ap- 
proved program in any State.” 
MINOR, TECHNICAL, AND CONFORMING 
AMENDMENTS 

Src. 7. (a) Paragraphs (1), (2), and (3) of 
section 3(a) of the Vocational Education Act 
of 1963 (20 U.S.C, 35b(a)) are each amended 
by striking out “in the preceding fiscal year” 
and inserting in lieu thereof “(based on the 
latest available estimates furnished by the 
Department of Commerce)”. 

(b) Section 3(d)(4) of such Act is re- 
pealed. 

(c)(1) Section 4(a) of such Act (describ- 
ing permitted uses of Federal funds under 
approved State plans) is amended by chang- 
ing the period at the end of paragraph (6) 
to a semicolon and inserting immediately 
after paragraph (6) the following new para- 
graph: 


aph: 

“(7) The planning, establishment, opera- 
tion, and evaluation of programs or projects 
of the kind described in subsection (d), 
whether or not previously assisted by a grant 
or contract under such subsection,” 

(2) Section 5(a)(2) and section 6(b) of 
such Act are each amended by striking out 
“and (6)” and inserting in lieu thereof (6), 
and (7)”. 

(d) Section 6 of such Act is amended by 
striking out subsection (a) and redesignating 
subsections (b), (e), and (d) as (a), (b). 
and (e), respectively. 

(e) Section 6(b) of such Act (as so redes- 
ignated by subsection (d) of this section) is 
amended by striking out “each area voca- 
tional school facility project” and inserting 
in lieu thereof all area vocational school fa- 
cility projects in such State for such fiscal 
year”. 

(e) (1) Section 6 of such Act is amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following 
new subsection: 

“(d)(1) If, during the public benefit 
period for any vocational education property 
acquired or constructed in whole or in part 
with Federal financial assistance under this 
part— 

„(A) the agency which acquired or con- 
structed such property (or its successor in 
title or possession) ceases or fails to be a 
public agency, or 

“(B) such property ceases to be used for 
purposes of vocational education, 
the United States shall be entitled to recover 
from such agency (or successor) an amount 
which bears the same ratio to the then 
market value of such vocational education 
property as the aggregate Federal financial 
assistance made available for the acquisition 
or construction of such property bore to the 
cost of acquisition or construction of such 
property. Such market value shall be de- 
termined by agreement of the parties or by 
action brought in the United States district 
court for the district in which such facility 
is situated. 

“(2) For purposes of this subsection: 

“(A) The term ‘vocational education 
property’ means real property consisting of 
an area vocational school or a residential 
school facility (as defined in section 14(d) 
(1)), or personal property consisting of 
equipment. Such term excludes any portion 
of such property which did not constitute a 
part of an approved project (for purposes of 
receiving Federal financial assistance under 
this part). 

“(B) The term ‘public benefit period’ 
means— 

“(i) in the case of real property consisting 
of an area vocational school, a period of 
twenty years; 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE 


(ii) in the case of real property consisting 
of a residential school facility, a period of 
thirty years; or 

(11) in the case of personal property 

consisting of equipment, a period established 
by the Commissioner, after consultation with 
the Commissioner of Internal Revenue, con- 
sistent to the extent practicable with the 
useful life (for the purpose of computing 
depreciation allowances under section 167 of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954) of sim- 
ilar equipment used by taxpayers. 
Such period shall begin on the latest date on 
which any portion of the property was ac- 
quired with financial assistance under this 
part (or, in the case of construction, on the 
latest date on which construction of any 
portion of the property was completed with 
financial assistance under this part). 

“(C) The term ‘Federal financial assistance 
under this part’ means assistance made 
available from the allotment to a State under 
section 3 or section 14(a).” 

(2) The amendment made by this subsec- 
tion shall apply only with respect to property 
which was acquired, or the construction of 
which was begun, after the date of enact- 
ment of this Act with funds appropriated 
for fiscal years beginning after June 30, 1967. 

(£) The second sentence of paragraph (1) 
of section 8 of such Act (defining the term 
“vocational. education”) is amended by in- 
serting “(individually or through group in- 
struction)” immediately after “counseling”, 
and by inserting or for the purpose of fa- 
cilitating occupational choices” immediately 
after the word training“ the first time such 
word appears in that sentence. 

(g) The first sentence of section 5(a) of 
such Act is amended by striking out “this 
part” and inserting in lieu thereof “sec- 
tion 3”, 

(h) The heading of section 6 of such Act 
is amended to read “PAYMENTS”, and the fol- 
lowing sentence is added at the end of sub- 
section (c) of such section (as so redesig- 
nated by subsection (d)): Other payments 
pursuant to this Act may be made in install- 
ments, in advance or by way of reimburse- 
ment, with necessary adjustments on ac- 
count of overpayments or underpayments.” 

(i) Section 4(c) of such Act is amended 
by inserting “, or to make constracts with 
private agencies, organizations, or institu- 
tions for, (1)” immediately after “cost of”; 
by striking out “and of” immediately preced- 
ing “experimental” and inserting in lieu 
thereof “, (2)”; and by inserting immediately 
prior to the period the following: “, or (3) 
for the dissemination of information de- 
rived from the foregoing programs or from 
research and demonstrations in the field of 
vocational education“. 

(j) (1) Paragraph (6) of section 8 of such 
Act is amended by striking out “and Ameri- 
can Samoa” and by inserting in lieu thereof 
“American Samoa, and the Trust Territory 
of the Pacific Islands”. 

(2) Paragraphs (1), (2), and (3) of sec- 
tion 3(d) of such Act are amended by strik- 
ing out the words “and the Virgin Islands” 
each time they occur and by inserting in lieu 
thereof “the Virgin Islands, and the Trust 
Territory of the Pacific Islands“. 

(k) Section 10(c)(1) of such Act is 
amended by adding before the semicolon at 
the end thereof the following: , and less 
than one-third of any amount so allotted (or 
apportioned) need be applied to part-time 
Schools or classes for workers who have en- 
tered upon employment”. 

(1) Section 201 of the Act of June 8, 1946 
(20 U.S.C. 15aa), is amended by striking out 
“$5,000,000” and inserting in Meu thereof 
“$50,000,000”. 


AMEND TITLE II OF SOCIAL 
SECURITY ACT 


Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that the gentle- 
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man from New Jersey [Mr. GALLAGHER] 
may extend his remarks at this point in 
the Recorp and include extraneous 
matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Mississippi? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GALLAGHER. Mr. Speaker, I wish 
to bring to the attention of the House an 
outdated and unjust law which is caus- 
ing severe hardship on the families of 
many of our soldiers who have fought 
and died in Vietnam—title II of the 
social security law which requires that 
a husband and wife be married for more 
than 1 year in order for the wife to re- 
ceive a social security pension. It is out- 
rageously unjust to ask our soldiers to 
risk their lives for freedom in the far- 
flung corners of the world while at the 
same time their dependents are unfairly 
discriminated against in our social secu- 
rity law. Action should be taken imme- 
diately to correct this injustice. To this 
end, I urge Congress to amend title IT of 
the social security law to provide that a 
husband and wife need not be married 
for any particular length of time prior to 
the husband’s death in order for the wife 
to qualify as a widow and to collect the 
benefits to which she is entitled provided 
her husband was a member of the Armed 
8 drawing combat pay when he 

I am sure the present law, which pro- 
vides only for a small lump-sum death 
gratuity and no survivors benefits unless 
a child was born or conceived before the 
husband’s death, was framed with the 
best intentions. But the law was enacted 
30 years ago. Although this was just 4 
years prior to our entrance into World 
War I, the war was foreseen only by a 
few men of exceptional foresight and 
vision and consequently little or no con- 
sideration was given as to how this pro- 
vision would affect the families of recent 
or newly married men who were killed 
in the war or in the Korean war which 
followed it. 

It is deeply regretable that this provi- 
sion went unchanged throughout the 
Second World War and the Korean con- 
flict. The same provision in the law is 
bringing the same injustice to the widows 
of servicemen killed in Vietnam. While 
we all hope and pray for an honorable 
peace as quickly as possible, the present 
situation demands that we act now to 
avoid further undeserved sacrifices to the 
families of our soldiers who have given 
their lives in the cause of freedom. 

I am aware of the original argument 
in favor of this provision which was in- 
tended to prohibit unscrupulous persons 
from taking advantage of the social secu- 
rity benefits which are available to de- 
serving Americans, Specifically, it was 
aimed at preventing young women with 
children from knowingly marrying a man 
with a terminal illness in order to collect 
social security benefits. But under the 
present law, these unscrupulous people 
are equated with soldiers who have made 
the ultimate sacrifice for their country. 
This is patently unjust and quick and 
favorable action on my amendment 
would rectify this situation. 

Two recent cases which have come to 
my attention will demonstrate to the 
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Congress the injustice of the present law 
and why this amendment is of the utmost 
importance. The first case involved Pfc. 
Andrew York from the little town of 
Chelsea, Maine. After his platoon was 
overrun by a battalion of Vietcong and 
both his legs were shattered by a mortar, 
he escaped from his Communist captors 
by chewing through the ropes that bound 
his wrists. Had he died, his wife whom he 
had married on May 5, only 1 week be- 
fore leaving for Vietnam would have re- 
ceived no social security benefits. This 
blatant injustice compels me to introduce 
my amendment. 

The second case concerns a young 
Marine sergeant. who was killed in the 
act of singlehandedly destroying a Viet- 
cong position. His heroic action brought 
him a posthumously awarded Navy Cross, 
our Nation’s second highest military 
honor. Although he had contributed to 
social security for 13 years, his wife and 
his 8-year-old daughter by a previous 
marriage were advised that they were 
ineligible for social security benefits be- 
cause he was killed 5 days before their 
first wedding anniversary. 

After giving his life for his country, 
that same country refused to recognize 
its responsibility to his widow and child. 
His widow can be proud of her husband’s 
valor while we must be ashamed of our 
neglect. To award him a medal is most 
fitting but it is not enough. We must 
prove our gratitude by recognizing our 
responsibility just as he recognized his 
responsibility. We must act quickly to er- 
radicate this injustice from our laws. Let 
it not be said that we excused this intol- 
erable situation by our inaction. 


LAW AND ORDER MUST PREVAIL 


Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that the gentle- 
man from New York [Mr. Mutter] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Mississippi? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, I join our 
colleagues in commending President 
Johnson for his swift reaction to the 
needs and demands of our country. He 
has always been alert to them and has 
never needed any prodding to do the 
right thing in any given instance. 

His orders and directives in connec- 
tion with the riots and civil disorders 
throughout the country have been firm 
and immediate. 

His latest action in appointing a com- 
mission of outstanding public servants 
and citizens to determine the cause of 
this civil commotion will be applauded 
by all right-thinking persons. 

This is but one more instance where 
every branch of our Government must 
cooperate in the best interests of all. 
This must be done on every level—mu- 
nicipal, State, and National—and in 
every department of government—the 
executive department through its law- 
enforcement agencies, the courts in ex- 
peditiously pursuing the judicial process, 
and the legislature in enacting new or 
additional laws wherever needed. 

The appointment of this Presidential 
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Commission is not intended to take the 
place of any of our congressional com- 
mittees but rather to assist them in their 
work. 

This very morning the Banking and 
Currency Committee in executive session 
considered what, if any, legislation within 
its jurisdiction needed amplification or 
clarification to meet the necessities of the 
day. This was pursuant to the call of our 
distinguished chairman, the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. Parman]. Without wait- 
ing for any suggestions or requests from 
any other sources, on his own motion he 
last week sent out the notice for this 
morning’s meeting. 

This job is not for one man or for any 
one group of men. All of us, in and out of 
government, must move forward to- 
gether. With the aid of our citizenry we 
can solve the problem, provided we all 
agree that in this country there is no 
room for riots and civil commotion and 
that law and order must prevail. Our 
Constitution guarantees to each of us the 
rights of free men but imposes upon each 
of us the obligation to respect the rights 
and privileges of all. 

No individual or group of individuals 
may take the law into their own hands. 
When we make it clear that those who do 
will be dealt with promptly and severely 
in accordance with law, all of us can 
again follow our daily pursuits without 
fear or favor. 


PRESIDENT JOHNSON’S RESPONSE 
TO RIOTS 


Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that the gentle- 
man from Oklahoma [Mr. ALBERT] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Mississippi? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, under 
leave to extend my remarks I include a 
commentary by TV correspondent Jo- 
seph F, McCaffrey. Mr. McCaffrey has 
made a lucid statement with respect to 
President Johnson’s response to the riots 
in our urban centers. The chaos which 
prevails there is scarcely greater than 
that which the President’s detractors 
have tried to create in the mind of the 
public. 

As Mr. McCaffrey has pointed out, the 
facts show that the President is dedi- 
cated to serving all the people of the 
United States. The President’s course 
has not been altered by the fact of the 
riots. His efforts to deal with urban prob- 
lems predated the riots by years; but 
he has refused to have the Nation in- 
timidated by crime and destruction. No 
President in time of travail has acquitted 
himself with greater distinction than 
President Johnson. Our people can be 
proud to have in the White House a man 
who has held firmly to a course both 
right and constructive while enduring 
the unreasoning and unfair criticism of 
those whose motives are highly suspect. 
Mr. McCaffrey’s comments follow: 

A BROADCAST COMMENTARY From JOSEPH 

McCarrrey, JULY 25, 1967 

This might be a good time to put in a kind 
word for President Johnson. He’s the man in 
the middle. 
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Years ago they used to refer to Lucky Lyn- 
don, but that luck has taken a sabbatical, 
The Viet Nam situation gets worse the longer 
it continues, while here at home the riots 
continue. The Republicans blame Mr. John- 
son for the riots. Yet, what about the other 
side of the coin? President Johnson came un- 
der attack at the infamous black power con- 
ference. Why? Because, according to the at- 
tack, he offered aid in putting down the 
Newark riots, and that showed he was against 
the Negro. 

Is being for law and order, being against 
the Negro? Who has lost the most in the 
Detroit riots, besides the merchants who were 
burned out or looted out, and the property 
owners who saw their investments leveled to 
the ground? The Negro who was burned out 
of his home . that is who lost the most. 
Doesn’t law and order help the Negro as 
much as it helps the white man? 

Yet, President Johnson earned the scorn of 
the black power spokesmen, by standing for 
law and order. It is time that all of us made 
a choice, and this means those who are black 
as well as those who are white: We are either 
for law and order, or not. We either cast our 
lot with sanity and civilization or with the 
reckless, irresponsible spokesmen of black 
power, who have nothing and so have noth- 
ing to lose, and who would have nothing no 
matter what kind of a system they lived 
under. 

President Johnson has many problems, 
more perhaps than any man who has ever oc- 
cupied the White House. If any man needed 
the prayers of his people, he does. We shall 
overcome, law and order will overcome, but 
these times are a great trial for all of the 
country, but none of us can be suffering the 
shame, the sorrow and the despair as the man 
who serves all of us, as President of the United 
States. 


RESOLUTION ON RHODESIA 


Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that the gentle- 
man from California [Mr. Epwarps] 
may extend his remarks at this point in 
the Recorp and include extraneous 
matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Mississippi? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, last week, I introduced, along 
with 56 other Members of the House of 
Representatives, a resolution to affirm 
the support of the House for the United 
Nations program of sanctions against the 
minority regime in Rhodesia and for the 
principle of majority rule before inde- 
pendence for the people of Southern 
Rhodesia. 

It is my belief that the United Nations 
represents a hope for peace which can, 
nevertheless, be fulfilled only to the de- 
gree that its members support the prin- 
ciples of the charter and the actions 
voted by the collective body. 

I think we have to admit that all too 
often we have not met our obligations 
in this respect. All too often, we have 
bypassed the international machinery of 
the United Nations to pursue what we 
judge to be necessary according to our 
own national interest. This I believe to be 
destructive of the strength and compe- 
tence of the United Nations. 

I shall continue to urge our national 
policy as one of consistent support of the 
U.N. and where there are international 
disputes, that we refer these disputes to 
the U.N. for mediation and settlement. 
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In the case of Rhodesia, w2 have a 
clear-cut decision, having been debated 
and approved without dissent in the 
Security Council, to apply economic 
sanctions against the unrepresentative, 
undemocratic Government of Rhodesia. 
The United States supported this deci- 
sion as a part of our traditional policy 
of self-determination for all peoples. 
And, finally, the President has issued an 
Executive order for our participation in 
the U.N. sanctions. 

I believe it incumbent upon the Con- 
gress to indicate our support of these 
sanctions and to reaffirm our faith in 
the United Nations as an international 
body for seeking peace among all na- 
tions, I urge the House to consider this 
resolution and act favorably upon it as 
soon as possible. 

House RESOLUTION ON SOUTHERN RHODESIA 

Whereas the President of the United States 
has said, “As a basic part of our national 
tradition we support self-determination and 
an orderly transition to majority rule in 
every quarter of the globe. These principles 
. . guide our policy today toward Rho- 
desia”; and 

Whereas the Security Council of the United 
Nations on December 16, 1966, having voted 
without dissent to apply economic sanc- 
tions against the present minority regime in 
Southern Rhodesia; and 

Whereas the United States supported this 
action in the Security Council and the Presi- 
dent promulgated Executive Order No. 
11322 to initiate United States participation 
in the United Nations sanctions; and 

Whereas the success of the sanctions pro- 
gram would greatly enhance the future ef- 
fectiveness of the United Nations in the 
maintenance of international peace and 
security; 

Now, therefore, be it Resolved that it is 
the sense of the House of Representatives 

That it affirms its support for continuing 
United States participation in the program 
of sanctions voted by the Security Council 
of the United Nations; and 

That it affirms its support for the principle 
of majority rule before independence for the 
people of Southern Rhodesia. 


OUR PRIORITIES ARE OUT OF 
BALANCE 


Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that the gentle- 
man from California [Mr. Epwarps] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
Record and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Mississippi? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, Mayor Jerome Cavanagh made 
a forthright and eloquent statement 
about the tragedy which engulfed De- 
troit last week. He did not indulge in any 
political blame-shifting. Each question 
asked by the reporters on the “Meet the 
Press“ program yesterday was answered 
fully and honestly. We desperately need 
in this Congress the courage and frank- 
ness shown by Mayor Cavanagh. The 
Washington Post this morning carried 
substantial excerpts from the Mayor’s 
statements, headlined “Our Priorities Are 
Out of Balance.” 

Sunday’s Post contained two articles 
on the financial page which forcefully 
support the Mayor’s conclusions. I re- 
quest unanimous consent to have the 
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three articles printed in the CONGRES- 
SIONAL ReEcorp immediately following 
these remarks: 

Our PRIORITIES ARE OUT OF BALANCE 


(Excerpts from Mayor Cavanagh’s appear- 
ance on the television program “Meet the 
Press“) 

ON THE RIOT’S CAUSE 
It is a national malady, that which oc- 
curred in Detroit, and could just as easily 
have happened in any other major American 

City ... I think Detroit by anyone’s stand- 

ards had done at least all the textbook things 

in relation to dealing with some of these ur- 
ban problems, and still it broke out. Basi- 
cally we were confronted with the thousands 
of people that felt alienated from our society 
that are outside of our society. Not just 

a white society, but the society in which 

most of the Negroes and most of the whites 

belong. And, given the slightest provocation, 
in many instances even no provocation is 
needed, the law is taken into their own 
hands. 

ON COMMUNICATION 


I don't know of any government in Amer- 
ica, local government, or national govern- 
ment, or any institution for that matter, 
that is communicating in any way or carry- 
ing on any kind of a dialogue with the so- 
called have-nots. 


ON POLICE TACTICS 


Sunday morning in any big city is almost 
like Pearl Harbor on Sunday morning. We 
are at our weakest. There are fewer men on 
the streets. And when our police depart- 
ment moved in, the crowd just overwhelmed 
them and we were attempting to protect 
firemen when they were fighting fires... 
Now it was their (police officers’) judgment 
out on the street that morning that these 
rioters and looters were just going to over- 
whelm them if they shot into the crowd... 
But I think in all candor that I would have 
to say to you that the role of the police 
officer and the definition of his authority 
and his authority to act out on the street 
should be more clearly defined. 


ON CONGRESS’S ROLE 


We have, gentlemen, in my judgment at 
least, a highly reactionary Congress in the 
broadest sense of that term, and this is re- 
flected, unfortunately, at times, even in the 
Administration. But there is no question 
about the fact that the Administration has 
proposed program after program to the Con- 
gress and the Congress just seems to ignore 
it. They laugh and holler and rail when they 
vote down a minor rat-control bill for the 
cities, and yet pay two or three or four 
times that amount of money just for the 
storage of cotton in any one year. 

We have great difficulty even getting 
through Congress a $75 million appropria- 
tion for summer programs. And yet, com- 
pare that to the $70 billion that this coun- 
try has committed for defense. 

There is a madness in the country and the 
Congress reacts by being indifferent. Some- 
times not just indifferent, just by being 
completely negative about it. 

So I think there is a lot of things that 
can be done and one of the first things 
certainly is a change on the part of the at- 
titude of the people in this country and 
hopefully it will be reflected in Congress. 


ON NATIONAL PRIORITIES 


What will it profit this country if we, 
say, put our man on the moon by 1970 and at 
the same time you can’t walk down Wood- 
ward Avenue in this city without some fear 
of violence? 

And we may be able to pacify every village 
in Vietnam, over a period of years, but what 
good does it do if we can’t pacify the Ameri- 
can cities? 

What I am saying . is that our priorities 
in this country are all out of balance 
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Maybe Detroit was a watershed this week in 
American history and it might well be that 
out of the ashes of this city comes the na- 
tional resolve to do far more than anything 
we have done in the past. 


ON WHAT CAN BE DONE 


We could demonstrate, by examining the 
records of the four or five thousand people 
that have been arrested, that they just have 
not been very significantly. . . involved in 
our educational process. So education cer- 
tainly speaks ... to the cause of riots. So 
does the provision of jobs. So does housing. 
Our housing situation in this country is a 
national disgrace. 

Until we start to do these things, provide 
some guarantee of money or income for all 
of our people in this country, and until the 
Congress begins to realistically deal with the 
problems of the cities, we are going to have 
not just a continuation but I’d say—and it 
is terrible to contemplate—we are going to 
have some things far, far worse. 

It may well be that Washington, D.C— 
and I hate to think of this, and I would pray 
that it would never happen, but if what 
happened in Detroit this week happened in 
Washington, D.C., this might lift the veil 
off the eyes of the members of Congress. 


ON THE ROLE OF CITIES 


They have the fewest resources and as 
Professor Galbraith once said, you couldn't 
structure a worse design than we have in 
America. The cities and the local govern- 
ments, the mayors, have all the problems of 
crime, delinquency—we can tick them all 
off—the states traditionally have ignored 
their responsibility in this area and the Fed- 
eral Government deals almost semi-apolo- 
getically with them, 


[From the Washington Post] 
Race Bras Costs NATION BILLIONS 
(By Hobart Rowen) 


The conservative guess is that the property 
damage in Detroit, as a consequence of the 
terrible riot, was $200 million—or somewhat 
more than the cost of Watts. 

But this is a mere pittance, a shadow of the 
real economic cost of racial discrimination 
in the United States—and the economic dam- 
age itself pales alongside the human and 
social costs. 

The economic impact of racial discrimina- 
tion—which is a loss for the whole country, 
and not just for Negroes—can serve as a dim 
guide to the larger tragedy. 

The estimates are necessarily crude. But 
they are suggestive of the incredible price the 
Nation pays for making second-class citizens 
of its Negroes. 

Former Economic Council Chairman Walter 
W. Heller, for example, estimated in 1965 that 
if 10 million among the poor were able to 
earn just $1000 more a year each, the Nation’s 
total gross national product. would increase 
by $14 billion. 

Last year, the Council of Economic Ad- 
visers estimated the economic cost of dis- 
crimination at $27 billion—equal to 4 per 
cent of GNP. 

That, it might be observed, is also about 
the same as the cost of the Vietnam war— 
and if part of those costs had been directed 
instead to the war against poverty, there 
might not have been so much terror in the 
slums last week. 

The bulk of the $27 billion that the CEA 
estimates to be the dollar cost of racial dis- 
crimination, $22 billion, is traced to lack of 
education and training among Negroes. In 
turn, this reduces their average productivity, 
or potential. 

Social and economic policies that keep 
Negroes out of jobs, thus hiking the unem- 
ployment rate above the average white rate, 
account for the other $5 billion. 

None of these figures can be considered 
precisely accurate, or even totally realistic. 
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Equalization of White and Negro productiv- 
ity rates can't be achieved overnight; per- 
haps that can't be done in this century. 

Moreover, a proper and meaningful invest- 
ment in our human resources, Black and 
White, will require some billions of dollars 
to begin with. 

But somewhere between zero and $27 bil- 
lion—and Heller’s $14 billion is as good a 
horseback estimate as any—there is a tre- 
mendous economic loss underscoring the 
national disgrace that is shaming the cities 
and the Nation. 

The senseless and passionate rioting, 
meanwhile, will make life in the ghettos 
even worse than before. Insurance compa- 
nies tend to pull out, or to raise their rates 
to abortive levels, Thus, some stores and 
facilities destroyed by fire and looting never 
get replaced. But the Nation's bill for pub- 
lic assistance, and fighting crime and delin- 
quency gets bigger instead of smaller. 

Back in 1962, the Economic Report of the 
President said: “Discriminatory practices in 
education, training, employment and union 
membership impede the development and 
utilization of human resources. They reduce 
the efficiency and slow the growth of the 
economy, at the same time they alter—and 
alter inequitably—the distribution of the 
fruits of economic progress.“ 

No one argued with that simple state- 
ment. But too few did too little about it. 

And no one argues with it now. But who 
is doing anything about it? 


[From the Washington Post, July 30, 1967] 


ECONOMISTS DOUBT THE VALUE OF VIETNAM'S 
DOLLAR INFUSION 
(By Richard Harwood) 

Saicon, July 29.— Tour American Aid,” Dr. 
Phan Quang Dan remarked, is like an iron 
lung. It keeps the patient alive. But if we 
do not learn to breathe ourselves, we will be- 
come a nation of beggars.” 

Dr. Dan, a member of the National Assem- 
bly and a candidate for vice president this 
year, was talking about a problem that wor- 
rles both Americans and South Vietnamese: 
How can the country be made self-sufficient? 

It is potentially one of the richest agri- 
cultural lands in Southeast Asia. But as the 
war has dragged on it has ceased to be able 
to feed itself. Saigon will import more than 
700,000 tons of rice this year from the United 
States and other countries, 


LIVE ON AMERICANS 


Most nations at war, Dr. Dan has said, at 
least develop an industrial base to meet their 
military requirements. “But we produce 
nothing,” he says. “We just live on the 
Americans.” 

Officials in the American economic mission 
are in substantial agreement. 

“We have practically paved this country 
with airstrips,” said one. “But I don’t know 
what these people will do with them when 
the war is over. I guess they'll tear them 
up to plant rice.” 

“We've put very little of value in here,” 
said another economist. “There have been 
a few textile and plastics plants, but not 
much. And in any case this country has no 
industrial future. Its main future lies in the 
countryside, in agriculture.” 


SUPERFICIAL PROSPERITY 

On the surface, the cities of South Viet- 
mam are prospering greatly from the war. 
The streets are jammed with motorbikes and 
imported cars. Saigon has a new department 
store offering everything from air condition- 
ing units and television sets to expensive 
Scotch whisky. The mini-skirt has arrived. 

But to the economists, it is a synthetic 
prosperity, underwritten by American dollars. 

Before the Americans arrived in force in 
1965, the economy here was stagnant. Un- 
employment was high. But under the impact 
of U.S. spending, cities like Saigon became 
a commercial paradise for the merchant class. 
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The government bureaucracy in Saigon ex- 
panded enormously with U.S. subsidies that 
make up 35 per cent of the national payroll. 
Today nearly a million Vietnamese are on 
the government payroll, Including more than 
300,000 civilians. Another 200,000 or so Viet- 
namese found jobs with American Govern- 
ment agencies and private American con- 
tractors. Thus, the unemployment problem 
was licked. 


FEW PRODUCTION WORKERS 


But to most economists and to politicians 
like Dr. Dan these are temporary solutions. 
The industrial labor force still contains fewer 
than 100,000 production workers. Hundreds 
of thousands of refugees are in government 
camps, unable to return to their farms be- 
cause of the war. Dock and harbor installa- 
tions are teeming with activity. But if the 
American logistical effort were to decline or 
cease, they would become idle again. 

Dan blames the government of Premier Ky 
for the lack of economic development. They 
have said,” according to Dan, “that they have 
so many American dollars they don't know 
what to do with them. There is no new in- 
dustry. Agriculture is paralyzed. Land reform 
is a critical problem but it has not been 
carried out vigorously. We should have an 
agrarian revolution.” 

Similar complaints are heard from other 
Vietnamese. A prominent attorney, Vu Van 
Huyen, has asked how the government can 
Justify new hotels for Saigon when peasants 
are starving.” Gen. Nguyen Duc Thanh, 
Minister for Revolutionary Development, 
argues that there can be no revolution in the 
countryside so long as the Saigon night 
clubs and other symbols of the affluent life 
continue to flourish. 

American officials argue, however, that U.S. 
dollars already are trickling down to the 
poor. In 1965 and 1966, they said, the main 
beneficiaries of U.S. spending were the urban 
merchants and middlemen. But within the 
last year, they say, the working classes have 
enjoyed major income gains that have not 
been wiped out by inflation, which is at the 
current rate of 40 to 50 per cent a year. 


FARM PROGRESS SEEN 


Even the farmers, the American maintain, 
are beginning to share in the prosperity. The 
price paid to delta farmers for rice has 
doubled and they have begun acquiring sub- 
stantial quantities of consumer goods. 

But the problem of building a permanent 
and self-sustaining economy remains and 
there is little evidence that either the Ky 
government or its American advisers have 
done much planning toward that goal. 

“When,” an American adviser in a delta 
province asked recently, “is the last time you 
heard about the Mekong River project?” 

No one could recall. 


THE LAW ENFORCEMENT AND 
CRIMINAL JUSTICE ASSISTANCE 
ACT OF 1967 


Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that the gentle- 
man from Florida [Mr. Fascett] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Mississippi? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, on July 
17, the Judiciary Committee reported 
favorably on H.R. 5037, as amended, the 
administration’s safe streets and crime 
control bill, renamed the law enforce- 
ment and criminal justice bill by the 
House committee. I am introducing an 
identical bill at this time as an indica- 
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tion of my full support for this legisla- 
tion. 

The Government Operations Subcom- 
mittee on Legal and Monetary Affairs, of 
which I am chairman, has recently been 
holding hearings on the Federal effort 
and capabilities to combat organized 
crime. It is abundantly clear to me from 
these hearings, from the newspapers, and 
from the statistics, that immediate and 
more effective action must be taken 
against crime in all its various manifes- 
tation. 

The statistics are appalling. FBI re- 
ports indicate that since 1958 crime has 
been increasing at a rate more than six 
times greater than the rate of popula- 
tion growth. During the first 3 months 
of this year there were 20 percent more 
crimes than during the same period in 
1966, representing the highest rise re- 
corded during the 9 years the FBI has 
been keeping records. Crime during this 
period was up in every category, in all 
parts of the country, and in all types of 
communities. Crimes of violence, up 20 
percent, showed the highest increase by 
category. The West showed the highest 
area increase, up 21 percent. The 22- 
percent increase of crime in the suburbs 
topped the 20-percent increase in the 
cities—a situation which it appears will 
be reversed for this third quarter of 1967. 

The evidence overwhelming indicates 
that the problem of crime in this Nation 
requires and must receive, from all levels 
of government, attention commensurate 
with that now given such recognized so- 
cial issues as health and education. We 
must check the current ominously de- 
pendable steady increase in crime re- 
corded every 3 months by the FBI, En- 
actment of the law enforcement and 
criminal justice bill would seem to be a 
significant step in this direction. 

The emphasis of this legislation is on 
planning and coordination, expansion 
and improvement of existing resources 
and programs, research, and innovation. 
The requirement that the action pro- 
grams be preceded by the development 
of fairly comprehensive law enforcement 
and criminal justice plans, preferably en- 
compassing one or more States or units 
of local government, seems to me par- 
ticularly valuable. All branches of our 
criminal justice system suffer both from 
the absence of coordinated planning and 
from the objective assessment of results. 
As a first step to improvement, our crim- 
inal justice system must be viewed ra- 
tionally and realistically, as amenable to 
analysis, planning, and systematic or- 
ganization. 

The emphasis on research seems equal- 
ly important. The Science and Technol- 
ogy Task Force of the President’s Crime 
Commission noted in their separate re- 
port that basic research is the biggest 
single need throughout the criminal jus- 
tice system. This Nation currently spends 
more than $2 billion each year on crime 
control. According to the task force re- 
port, we have virtually no knowledge of 
the effectiveness of the measures on 
which this money is being spent. Some 
statistics arrived at by the task force's 
computerized investigations would seem 
to indicate that these measures are less 
effective than they might be: The aver- 
age lawbreaker can be expected to be ar- 
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rested three or four times for serious 
crimes, and will cost society $12,000 to 
process through the criminal justice sys- 
tem. 

The Attorney General said aptly in 
his testimony on this bill that it, and I 
quote, seeks to create and guide new 
investment.” We need new investment 
in this field, and both new and old invest- 
ment alike would clearly benefit from in- 
formed guidance. The need is urgent and 
the time is now. I urge that this bill be 
passed. 


EQUAL OPPORTUNITY IN OFF-BASE 
HOUSING 


Mr, MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that the gentle- 
man from New Jersey [Mr. JoELson] 
may extend his remarks at this point in 
the Record and include extraneous 
matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Mississippi? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. JOELSON. Mr. Speaker, I think 
that the Secretary of Defense, Robert 
S. McNamara, is to be commended for 
his effective and intelligent action with 
regard to equal opportunity for military 
personnel in the rental of off-base hous- 
ing. By his action in declaring off limits 
those apartment houses which discrimi- 
nate against military personnel because 
of their race, he has brought new hope 
to many discouraged servicemen and 
their dependents. I hope that his action 
in the Washington, D.C., area will be fol- 
lowed by similar action throughout the 
country. 

It is unthinkable that men who are 
serving their country well should be told 
by a landlord that they are not welcome. 
It is also most damaging to their morale. 

It is ironic that our Military Establish- 
ment must lead the way for civilians in 
obtaining equal rights. This development 
started when President Harry S. Tru- 
man truly integrated the armed services, 
and I am pleased that it is continuing 
with regard to the right to obtain decent 
housing. I commend Secretary McNa- 
mara on his action, which is in the best 
tradition of what should be expected of 
the military arm of a democracy. 


COMMENT ON RIOTS 


Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that the gentle- 
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. HOLLAND] 
may extend his remarks at this point in 
the Recorp and include extraneous 
matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Mississippi? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. Speaker, for some 
while now I have been planning to com- 
ment on the riots which our Nation has 
endured in the past few days. I had 
wanted to try to point out the nature 
of the crisis the country faces, and the 
fact that while the incredible misery of 
our urban slums does not justify these 
riots—indeed, nothing could justify 
them—it does help to explain them. 
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But yesterday, His Eminence Patrick 
Cardinal O’Boyle, archbishop of Wash- 
ington, sent to the Catholics of his 
diocese a pastoral letter, which was read 
from every Catholic pulpit. The cardi- 
nal's letter so eloquently states the na- 
ture of the civil unrest we are facing, 
the root causes, and the sensible reme- 
dies that I feel I have nothing left to say 
on the subject. The cardinal has put in- 
to a powerful letter all that has to be 
said, Under unanimous consent I include 
his letter in full at this point in the 
RECORD: 

My dear people in Christ: Our President 
spoke for all of us when he said last Thurs- 
day evening, for all the world to hear that 
“we have endured a week such as no nation 
should live through: a time of violence and 
tragedy.” Now that the violence, at long last, 
has subsided—permanently, we hope and 
pray—some of us may be sorely tempted to 
throw up our hands in utter despair and to 
settle, in a mood of bitter hatred and cynical 
frustration, for an uncertain and uneasy 
stalemate, a state of permanent martial law. 
This would be a fatal mistake and one 
which would only compound the frightful 
tragedy of recent days. 

We would be better advised to look for 
signs of progress and hope on the darkened 
horizon of urban America. For my own part, 
I see at least a glimmer of hope in the fact 
that so many Americans, instead of pinning 
the blame on someone else as a kind of sacri- 
ficial scapegoat, are now willing, perhaps for 
the first time, to examine their own con- 
science and to assume their own full share of 
responsibility for the disastrous events of 
the past few weeks. 

Under no circumstances, can the violence 
and lawlessness which have paralyzed so 
many of our urban centers be excused or con- 
doned. Every right-minded citizen must con- 
cur with the solemn judgment of four of the 
nation’s most respected Negro leaders, 
namely, that killing, arson and looting are 
criminal acts and should be dealt with as 
such.” The President of the United States 
has already assured the nation that these 
crimes will most certainly be dealt with as 
such, but he has also * * * and with all 
the solemnity that his high office can com- 
mand that we cannot be satisfied with “the 
uneasy calm of martial law” but must look 
for “a public order built on steady progress 
in meeting the needs of our people.” 

We believe that God is calling each of us 
to respond to this urgent challenge in terms 
of our religious faith and to do so with com- 
plete honesty and with a firm resolve to 
amend our ways and to make reparation for 
our past failures and past sins of omission. 


NEEDED-—-UNDERSTANDING AND COMPASSION 


We are obliged, as followers of Christ, to be 
ambassadors of reconciliation. We must bring 
to our disorganized and demoralized urban 
centers a healing ministry, a ministry of 
understanding and compassion. 

We need to probe beneath the violence and 
destruction of the recent riots and to try to 
understand their underlying causes. We must 
do everything within our power to remedy, 
without delay, the long-standing injustices 
and festering grievances which are the nat- 
ural breeding ground of lawless rebellion. 

We must come to realize that riots, how- 
ever senseless they may be, are the frenzied 
cry of alienated people who are trying to tell 
us, out of a sense of enervating despair and 
utter hopelessness, that they want to be 
heard and want to participate as full-fledged 
American citizens in the economic, social 
and cultural life of our cities and our na- 
tion. Riots are a way—a completely irrational 
way, if you will, but for some people, un- 
fortunately, the only way they can think of— 
to get their message to the rest of us who 
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have long since achieved the rights and bene- 
fits and privileges which they are now de- 
termined, after many generations of neglect 
and delay, to achieve for themselves and 
their children. 

We Christians, following the example of 
our Lord and Master who had compassion on 
the multitude and showed a special pre- 
dilection for the poor and underprivileged, 
must listen humbly and attentively to this 
desperate call from the festering slums of 
America and must repentantly strive to see 
the hand of God’s judgment in the shatter- 
ing events of recent days. 

We must be willing to acknowledge our 
own responsibility for perpetuating a system 
which sooner or later, as the recent riots have 
tragically demonstrated, was inevitably 
bound to erupt in violence. 

We must honestly recognize and admit that 
we have not done many of the things that 
we should have been doing and have too 
often done things which we ought not to 
have been doing in the field of social justice. 

TOO LITTLE, TOO LATE 

Our efforts to eliminate segregated slum 
housing have been feeble. Our support of 
desperately needed programs of job training 
and job opportunities for unemployed Ne- 
groes in our ghettos has been far less than 
adequate. Our education system throughout 
the nation moves at a snail’s pace in its 
faltering efforts to readjust to the rapidly 
changing situation in our crowded urban 
centers and to provide the kind of education 
needed in the inner city. Our programs of 
urban renewal have not been designed pri- 
marily to meet the needs of disadvantaged 
low income families. Too often, to the con- 
trary, these families have been the victims 
rather than the benficiaries of urban renewal. 
Our welfare programs have too often been 
paternalistic, demeaning, and inadequate and 
have weakened family life. 

We have tolerated the commercial exploita- 
tion of ghetto residents by excessively high 
prices, inflated credit rates, and inferior 
products. We have been too insensitive to 
the intimidation of inner city residents and 
too slow other governmental agencies. 

We have too often taken it for granted, 
all too paternalistically, that we, as out- 
siders, know what is best for people in the 
ghetto. We have not fully understood that 
they need and want—desperately want—to 
participate in the making of decisions which 
affect their lives; that they need and want to 
find a sense of dignity and human worth in 
responsibly working out their own destiny. 
We have too readily assumed that we have a 
“model” city, unmindful of the fact that for 
tens of thousands of our fellow citizens the 
nation’s capital is a blighted ghetto, 


INTERFAITH ACTION 


I have already noted that I see some hope 
in the fact that so many Christians—and so 
many of our fellow citizens of our faiths— 
are approaching the current crisis in this 
spirit of honest self-examination and sincere 
repentance. This is a good beginning, but we 
must now be prepared to pay the price of 
our religious convictions. As the President 
has pointed out, “This is not a time for angry 
reaction. It is a time for action, starting with 
legislative action to improve life in our 
cities.” 

In response to this challenge, we should 
immediately adopt certain priority measures 
designed to meet the immediate crisis and 
must do so, in the words of the President, 
“not because we are frightened by conflict, 
but because we are fired by conscience.” At 
the national level, we need, at the very min- 
imum, dramatic and far-reaching improve- 
ments in the anti-poverty program of the 
Federal government, whatever the cost of 
these improvements. We also need a far- 
reaching program of Federal public works 
to provide employment for the great mass 
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of unemployed Negro youth and a vastly 
expanded health and welfare program, to- 
gether with an adequate program of rent 
supplements. 

LOCAL NEEDS 


Here at the local level we need: 

An adequate system of local self govern- 
ment. 

An increased budget for our public schools. 

A Model Cities program, 

A substantial increase in the number of 
low and moderate income housing units 
either at the Bolling Air Foice Base or at 
the National Training School site. 

All of these legislative programs will cost 
money and may call for an increase of taxes. 
Let us not selfishly reject them for this 
reason and, above all, let us not use the 
costly war in Vietnam as a feeble excuse or 
rationalization for postponing action on 
them in the Congress. We are not faced with 
a choice between guns and butter—between 
the tragic war in Vietnam and a vast pro- 
gram of domestic, social and economic re- 
form. Whatever the cost of the war, we have 
no choice but to meet our responsibilities 
here at home. To refuse to do so and to 
rationalize our refusal in the name of the 
war, would be a tragic distortion of the 
meaning of true patriotism and might well 
result in a national disaster much worse than 
any defeat which we have ever suffered in a 
time of war. 

Needless to add, the list of legislative re- 
forms referred to above is not meant to be 
exhaustive, nor is it mean to suggest that 
legislation alone can be expected to solve the 
present crisis. On the contrary, private ini- 
tiative is absolutely indispensable on many 
fronts. We therefore appeal to the business 
community, to organized labor, realtors, in- 
vestors and every other influential group in 
the private economy to begin to look for 
new and imaginative methods of helping to 
solve the explosive problems of our blighted 
cities. In turn, we solemnly pledge the full 
support of the Catholic Church in the Arch- 
diocese of Washington in this common ef- 
fort to make up for lost time and to develop 
“a public order built on steady progress 
in meeting the needs of our people,” 

Faithfully yours in Christ, 
PATRICK CARDINAL Ọ'BOYLE, 
Archbishop of Washington. 


THE GREATEST CIVIL RIGHTS 


Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that the gentle- 
man from North Carolina [Mr. JONES] 
may extend his remarks at this point in 
the Recorp and include extraneous 
matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Mississippi? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, needless to say, every law- 
abiding American citizen regardless of 
race, creed or color, is concerned over 
the recent riots and their increasing 
number. I have stated several times that 
the greatest civil right is that of the 
protection of one’s life and property 
against the willful violators of our crim- 
inal laws. This bill does not purport to 
affect any civil rights legislation, but it 
is an attempt to assist the law-abiding 
American citizen with their property 
rights; therefore, we might term this 
bill a “property rights bill.” 

The Department of Justice and the 
Federal courts enforce the 1964 Civil 
Rights Act under the premise of our in- 
terstate commerce, for under the Pure 
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Food and Drug Act, the Supreme Court 
has clearly upheld the right of the Fed- 
eral Government to follow goods to the 
time they are sold to the ultimate con- 
sumer. Surely it is reasonable that the 
same Department of Justice should have 
the right and the duty to assist the 
States in this most important aspect of 
law enforcement for the same reason. 

We have seen in recent days in spite of 
a noble attempt on the part of local and 
State law enforcement agencies, that it 
is not enough to cope with the unlawful 
rioting and looting, and so I think it 
appropriate that the resources of the 
Federal law enforcement agencies should 
be combined with those at the local 
level in this serious fight against the 
breakdown of law and order. This bill 
simply defined, does nothing more or 
less than make it a Federal offense to 
engage in the act of looting during a 
period of rioting. 


ESTABLISHMENT OF A BIPARTISAN 
GOVERNMENT PROGRAM EVALU- 
ATION COMMITTEE 


Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that the gentle- 
man from New York [Mr. HanLEy] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Mississippi? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HANLEY. Mr. Speaker, the United 
States is facing a very serious budgetary 
situation. The costs of the war in Viet- 
nam have mounted to the point where 
we will spend about $77 billion on the 
national defense, This gigantic military 
budget, more than any other single Fed- 
eral expenditure, is responsible for our 
btn budget deficit and our national 
debt. 

The Appropriations Committee of the 
House, in its action on 11 of the regu- 
lar 14 appropriation bills for the current 
fiscal year, has already trimmed over $3 
billion from the administration’s re- 
quests. 

In an effort to find effective, intelligent 
and extensive guidelines for expenditure 
control, I am cosponsoring legislation 
calling for the establishment of a bipar- 
tisan Government Program Evaluation 
Commission to conduct a complete evalu- 
ation of existing Federal programs to 
determine their importance and their 
effectiveness. Congress needs to have a 
better understanding of the relative pri- 
orities of all the Federal activities in 
order to continuously exercise intelligent 
expenditure control. 

There is no end in sight for our strug- 
gle in Vietnam, and with its costs so high, 
there will be greater pressure on the 
domestic portion of the budget to com- 
pensate for the rising defense budget. 
In my judgment, there are some domes- 
tic programs which cannot be reduced 
or postponed. For example, I feel that 
we must proceed with the model cities 
program. 

There are literally thousands of Fed- 
eral activities and programs, and the 
Congress has need for the best thinking 
it can find to develop an intelligent sys- 
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tem of priorities to phase out nonessen- 
tial programs, to stretch out or postpone 
spending on less essential programs, and 
to move vigorously on those domestic 
activities which continue to be of the ut- 
most importance. Congress must make 
choices among the national wants and 
needs, and I believe that the creation of 
the Government Program Evaluation 
Commission will assist us in making these 
choices. 

Mr. Speaker, in closing, I would like 
to include a recent editorial from the 
Syracuse Post-Standard on this pro- 
posed legislation. 


How To Cur SPENDING 


Passage of a bill increasing the national 
debt limit by $22 billion, to $358 billion, has 
set Congress to wondering how it can control 
the growth of federal expenditures more 
effectively. 

Rep. Wilbur D. Mills, chairman of the 
House Ways and Means Committee, suggests 
@ new approach. 

He would establish a bipartisan Govern- 
ment Evaluation Commission of 12 members 
appointed by the President, the House and 
the Senate. 

The commission would hold hearings, eval- 
uate programs and decide which ones should 
get priority in the allocation of funds. 

It would guide the House in determining 
where cuts should be made, and provide in- 
formation not now available. 

Congressmen simply do not have the 
knowledge necessary to curb spending nor 
the time to study the programs involved in 
vast government operations. A bipartisan 
commission should be able to simplify deci- 
sions. 

Congress must rely to a large extent on the 
recommendations of the executive branch in 
dealing with financial matters. It often does 
not know whether a program should be con- 
tinued or has become so obsolete it should 
be junked. 

Rep. Mills is an old hand at wielding the 
ax on appropriations. If he thinks a com- 
mission would help in reducing expenditures, 
his plan deserves support. 


MOST REV. FRANCIS ZAYEK, D. D., 
FIRST BISHOP OF THE CATHOLIC 
CHURCH MARONITE EASTERN 


Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that the gentle- 
man from Massachusetts [Mr. BOLAND] 
may extend his remarks at this point in 
the Recorp and include extraneous 
matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Mississippi? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, the Most 
Reverend Francis Zayek, D.D., first bis- 
hop of the Catholic Church Maronite 
Rites in North America, made his first 
visit to St. Anthony’s Maronite Church 
in Springfield, Mass., on May 10 and 11. 
Bishop Zayek received a very warm wel- 
come in my home city, concelebrated an 
evening Maronite liturgy Mass in Our 
Lady of Hope Church and, confirmed 80 
children of St. Anthony's Church. 

The Maronite diocese of North Amer- 
ica and the United States was created 
by Pope Paul VI in 1966 and Bishop 
Zayek was appointed by His Holiness as 
the first Eastern Maronite bishop, with 
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Detroit as the cathedral city of his see. 
Pope Paul created the new Eastern 
Maronite diocese to show his awareness 
of the spiritual needs of Maronites in the 
United States and because the Holy See 
wished to fulfill the decrees of the 
Ecumenical Council Vatican II. 

Mr. Speaker, I include with my re- 
marks the telegram I sent to the dinner 
reception honoring Bishop Zayek, and 
newspaper accounts of the bishop’s visit, 
taken from the Springfield Sunday Re- 
publican of May 7, the Springfield Union 
of May 8 and 11, and the Springfield 
Daily News of May 11, 1967: 


May 11, 1967. 

Mrs. SIMON A. SIMON, 

Arrangements Chairman, Bishop Zayek Re- 

ception, East Longmeadow, Mass.: 

Please permit me to use this means to ex- 
tend my warm welcome to Greater Spring- 
field to the Most Rev. Francis M. Zayek, 
Apostolic Exarch and first Maronite Rites 
bishop in the United States. Profoundly re- 
gret that I am unable to personally join 
with the Most Rev. Christopher J. Weldon, 
Roman Catholic Bishop of the Springfield 
Diocese, members of the clergy, the religious 
and the laity for this momentous occasion. 
House Appropriations Committee budget 
hearings necessitate my remaining in Wash- 
ington, but I can assure you that I am with 
you in spirit tonight. Everyone in our com- 
munity is aware of the splendid contribu- 
tions, religious, patriotic and culturally, of 
the members of the Maronite Rites of the 
Eastern Catholic Church to the American 
way of life. We especially appreciate the sig- 
nificant post-Vatican II Ecumenical Council 
recognition by His Holiness, Pope Paul VI, 
in assigning Bishop Zayek as shepherd of 
the Maronite Rites flock in North America. 
Please extend my very best wishes to Bishop 
Zayek on his first visitation with the parish- 
oners of St. Anthony’s Church. I join them 
in prayer that His Excellency may have a 
long, fruitful and blessed ministry in his 
North American see. 

Epwarp P. BOLAND, 
Member of Congress. 
[From the Springfield (Mass.) Sunday Re- 
publican, May 7, 1967] 

First MARONITE RITE BISHOP or NORTH 
AMERICA WILL BE GREETED FOR CITY TOUR 
WEDNESDAY 
The Most Rev. Francis Zayek, first bishop 

of the Catholic Church, Maronite rites to 

North America and the U.S., will arrive in 

this city, Wednesday on his first official visit 

to Western Massachusetts. 

In 1966, the Maronite Diocese of North 
America and the United States was created 
by Pope Paul VI, and Bishop Zayek named 
the first bishop of the Eastern Maronite rites 
to this part of the world. 

Bishop Zayek will spend two days here in 
a closely packed schedule of religious affairs, 
meetings, and social events, which will draw 
Maronite rite priests from all over the east 
coast. 

Rev. Maurice Karam, pastor of St. An- 
thony’s Maronite Catholic Church on Island 
Pond Rd., will greet Bishop Zayek, together 
with Tofie A. George, who is general chair- 
man of the two-day event. A motorcade is 
being organized to leave Pynchon Park at 
12:30 Wednesday and meet Bishop Zayek’s 
plane at Bradley International Airport, in 
Windsor Locks, Conn. 

KEYS TO CITY 

Entering this city, the bishop will be met 
at City Hall where he will be presented the 
keys to the city by Mayor Ryan. At 7 p.m., 
Bishop Zayek will concelebrate in the Ma- 
ronite liturgy mass at Our Lady of Hope 
Church, Carew and Armory Sts. This will be 
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followed by confirmation for some 80 chil- 
dren of St. Anthony’s Church. 

Bishop Zayek will be the guest of Most 
Rev. Christopher J. Weldon, bishop of the 
Springfield Diocese, while in this area and 
on Thursday will be the guest of honor at 
luncheon and then at the grand banquet in 
the evening in the Willow Glen, East Long- 
meadow. 

During the day, he also will visit the pro- 
posed site of the new St. Anthony’s Church 
on Island Pond Rd., where the church will 
build a new sanctuary to replace its old 
structure which lies in the urban renewal 
area. 

Designated as the first Maronite exarch 
of the U.S. and North America by Pope Paul, 
Bishop Zayek was born in Cuba in 1920 of 
Lebanese parents and served as an altar boy 
at the Catholic church near Guantanamo 
Bay. When his father realized that the boy 
desired to become a priest, the youth learned 
for the first time of the Maronite or Arabic 
language rites, and also learned that mem- 
bers of his family had been the parish priests 
in Ghajir, Lebanon for more than 120 years. 

He went to Lebanon, the youth’s uncle, 
Rey. George Zayek, pastor of the Church of 
Our Lady there, supervised the boy’s educa- 
tion and his instruction in Arabic, French 
and Syriac, rather than his fluent Spanish. 
In 1939, after schooling in Beyrouth, he was 
admitted to the College for the Propagation 
of the Faith in Rome, and was ordained in 
1946. 

ASSIGNED TO CAIRO 


He attended the Lateran University for 
Canon Law for two years, and then was trans- 
ferred to the Cathedral in Cairo where he 
was appointed rector in 1951, and assigned 
as secretary of the apostolic internunciature. 
In 1956, he was appointed by the Pope to the 
Tribunal at the Rota in Rome, in charge of 
all cases pertaining to the Oriental Rites 
which were presented to the court. 

With the awakening of renewed interest 
in Oriental Rites. Fr. Francis was appointed 
professor of Oriental Canon Law at the Inter- 
national College of St. Anselm in 1959 and 
in 1960 named papal chamberlain and pro- 
fessor at Latern University, where he taught 
until 1962, becoming a monsignor. 

At that time Msgr, Zayek was appointed 
bishop of the Maronite Rites in Brazil, in 
accordance with the Pope's desire to see the 
Eastern church flourish. This was the first 
time that a Maronite bishop had been ap- 
pointed to a diocese outside of the Middle 
East. Thousands of Maronites greeted their 
new bishop at Rio de Janeiro in 1962, and 
a new cathedral was built there and the dio- 
cese expanded in the years that followed. 

In 1966, Pope Paul, aware of the needs of 
the Maronites in the U.S. and wishing to ful- 
fill the decrees of the Vatican Council, ap- 
pointed Bishop Zayek to his present post. 

A Maronite seminary, Our Lady of Leb- 
anon Seminary in Washington, D.C., is train- 
ing seminarians to serve as Maronite priests 
throughout the more than 50 parishes of the 
church in America, 


SPECIAL Events To Mark MARONITE BisHop’s 
Vistr 

Members of St. Anthony’s Maronite Cath- 
olic Church have planned a two-day pro- 
gram of events to honor the visit of Most 
Rev. Francis M. Zayek, Apostolic Exarch and 
first Maronite Rites bishop to North America 
and the United States, who arrives here Wed- 
nesday. 

MOTORCADE 

Biship Zayek will be mét at Bradley Inter- 
national Airport by a motorcade from 
Springfield which will form at Pynchon 
Park Wednesday at 12:30 p.m, Riding in the 
lead car with the bishop will be Rev, Maurice 
Karam, pastor of St. Anthony’s Maronite 
Church here, Rev. Lee Ganim, the bishop’s 
secretary; City Council President John M. 
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Sullivan of Springfield; and Tofie George, 
general chairman of the two-day event. 

Upon his arrival in Springfield, Bishop 
Zayek will be welcomed at City Hall and 
presented the keys to the city by Mayor Ryan, 
and then will be escorted to St. Anthony’s 
rectory. 

At 5 p.m. at St, Anthony’s rectory, a supper 
will be served for the bishop and his party 
together with visiting Maronite priests and 
priests from this area and invited guests. 
Mrs. Nelson Saliba heads this committee as- 
sisted by Mrs. Elias Thomas and Mrs, Nor- 
man Thomas. 

At 7 p.m., at Our Lady of Hope Church, the 
confirmation of the children will take place 
in the Maronite rite, con-celebrated by Bish- 
op Zayek. Approximately 80 children, their 
sponsors, parents, and visiting priests, nuns, 
and friends and parishoners will attend this 
service, 

RECEPTION 

At 8:30 p.m, there will be a reception and 
buffet at the Lebanese-American Club, 
Worthington St., sponsored by the Ladies’ 
Guild and Men’s Club for the congregation. 
Chairman of this event is Mrs. Joseph 
Stevens. 

Thursday at noon, there will be a lunch- 
eon at the Men's Club on Worthington St., 
for the bishop, visiting clergy, and the Latin 
rites clergy of Springfield. An all-Arabic 
menu will be served by a committee headed 
by Mrs. Mary Deeb and Mrs. Jennie Zadie. 


BANQUET PLANNED 


Mrs. Alfred J, Ferris is chairman of the 
grand banquet Thursday evening at the 
Willow Glen, with Mrs. Simon A. Simon and 
Mrs. Joseph Kawie as co-chairmen and Ray- 
mond Stevens as the master of ceremonies. 
Ticket chairman is Victor Joseph and Beth 
Saliba is reservations chairman. 

Invited guests and dignitaries who will be 
seated at the head table include Bishop 
Christoper J. Weldon, Cong. Edward T. Bo- 
land, Rey. Steven Papadoulias, and out-of- 
town clergymen. 

MARONITE BISHOP ZAYEK CONFIRMS 80 DURING 
FIRST OFFICIAL VISIT TO AREA 


Bishop Zayek was greeted at Bradley In- 
ternational Airport, Windsor Locks, Conn., by 
a large delegation from St. Anthony’s Maro- 
nite Catholic Church, Island Pond Rd., and 
was escorted by motorcade to this city. 

He was presented a key to the city by Mayor 
Ryan at City Hall and was then escorted to 
St. Anthony’s parish house where he received 
visiting priests and guests. 

Bishop Zayek participated in the concele- 
bration of the Maronite liturgy mass in Our 
Lady of Hope Church, Armory St., and the 
confirmation of about 80 children of St. An- 
thony’s Church. 

A reception and buffet at the Lebanese- 
American Club in Worthington St., followed 
the mass with more than 200 parishoners at- 
tending. 

Bishop Zayek said, “I have had a wonder- 
ful day and have been well received by the 
people and the officials of the city.” 

The bishop will have a press conference 
this morning at 9, followed by an inspection 
of the proposed site of the new St. Anthony’s 
Church on Island Pond Rd., and a luncheon 
at noon at the Lebanese-American Club. 

Bishop Zayek will be guest of honor at 
a banquet tonight at the Willow Glen House, 
East Longmeadow, Friday, he will leave for 
New Bedford and will return to his see in 
Detroit on Sunday. 


Orry Visrror—MvucH TRAVEL Just PART OF 
BISHOP ZAYEK’s JOB 


(By Claude Doig) 


Fifty thousand miles in the past eight 
months—just part of the job for Most Rev. 
Francis Zayek, Maronite bishop of the United 
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States and North America, presently visiting 
here. 

Bishop Zayek was appointed as the first 
Maronite exarch of this country by Pope Paul 
VI on March 9, 1966. 

The bishop is making his first official visit 
to the 47 churches in his massive diocese. His 
host is St. Anthony’s Catholic parish, one of 
seven Maronite churches in the state. 

Churches of the Maronite rite of the 
Roman Catholic Church are situated in 19 
different states and Washington, D.C. They 
are located from coast to coast. 

Thus the 50,000 miles in the past eight 
months. 

ASSUMING CONTROL 


Until a Maronite bishop was appointed, the 
churches were under a co-operative juris- 
diction of the Latin dioceses, which for St. 
Anthony's Catholic Church was the Roman 
Catholic Diocese of Springfield. 

The property deeds and legal aspects were 
tied to the local diocese. Slowly, the Maronite 
bishop is assuming control of these properties. 

“I am working with the Latin bishops 
studying any problems and the legal proce- 
dures involved,” Bishop Zayek said today 
during an interview. 

He pointed out that although the Maronite 
churches are already under his jurisdiction, 
he and the Latin bishops are beginning the 
steps necessary for title transfers. He said it 
will take about two years before this is com- 
pleted for his whole diocese. 

During his stay here, Bishop Zayek has 
been the guest of Most Rev. Christopher J. 
Weldon, bishop of the Springfield diocese. 

The transfer has been accomplished in a 
few of the 47 churches, Bishop Zayek said. 
They include three churches in Ohio, located 
in Akron, Cleveland and Youngstown; one in 
San Antonio, Tex.; and one being built in 
Boston, Cardinal Cushing recently donated 
land and a sum of money for the latter. 


STRESSES CO-OPERATION 


Throughout the interview, Bishop Zayek 
stressed co-operation with the Latin bishops. 
He said that the new church which St, An- 
thony’s expects to begin building soon will 
be supervised by himself and Bishop Weldon. 

Again, speaking of the Catholic Charities 
Appeal, Bishop Zayek said that St. Anthony’s 
Catholic Church will continue to make a 
contribution. He said the Maronite group 
does not have hospitals and but a few 
schools; its members use those provided by 
the Latin diocese. 

“I did not come here to separate the two 
dioceses. I came here in the spirit of co-op- 
eration,” Bishop Zayek said. He added that 
the Maronites would continue to do their 
share and support the Roman Catholic fa- 
cilities which they use. 

“Separate jurisdiction, but co-operation,” 
Bishop Zayek repeatedly said. With a warm 
smile, he said that he found all the Latin 
bishops co-operative and went to on praise 
Bishop Weldon for what he termed “gracious 
hospitality and understanding during my 
visit.” 

The Maronite bishop said he hopes to visit 
each parish at least once every two or three 
years. These would be his official visits, he 
said. “Of course, I will be attending special 
festivities in the Maronite churches as the oc- 
casions arise,” he said. 

EXCITING EVENT 

Rev. Maurice Karam, pastor of St. An- 
thony’s Catholic Church said that Bishop 
Zayek's visit here is an exciting event for his 
parishioners. “They are happy to at long last 
have a bishop of the Maronite rite,” he said. 

Bishop Zayek said that Fr. Karam will re- 
main as pastor of St. Anthony’s Catholic 
Church. 

Presently, the church holds its weekday 
services in the chapel at Cathedral High 
School and its Sunday masses in the 
school’s auditorium. 
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Fr. Karam said architects have started 
plans for the new church, which will be at 
375 Island Pond Rd., in the vicinity of Ca- 
thedral High School. The church has about 
1000 members, Fr. Karam said. 

The church was originally on Liberty St., 
but had to vacate because of urban renewal. 

Bishop Zayek will be the guest of honor at 
a banquet tonight at Willow Glen House, 
East Longmeadow. His next visit, tomorrow, 
will take him to New Bedford, after which he 
will return to his see in Detroit, Mich. 


A BILL TO AMEND PUBLIC LAW 874 
OF THE 81ST CONGRESS 


Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that the gentle- 
woman from Hawaii [Mrs. MINK] may 
extend her remarks at this point in the 
Record and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Mississippi? 

There was no objection. 

Mrs. MINK. Mr. Speaker, I am today 
introducing a bill which will shift the 
responsibility for the administration of 
the American overseas dependent schools 
from the Department of Defense to the 
Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare. This legislation will create with- 
in HEW a special board which will be 
responsible for operating these schools, 
and it is entitled The National Overseas 
Education Act of 1967.” Under its provi- 
sions the President will appoint eight 
members, five from civilian life and three 
from the military, to a National Overseas 
Education Board which will be a part of 
HEW and will operate on a direct appro- 
priation from that agency. 

The National Overseas Education 
Board will have full and complete re- 
sponsibility for the maintenance and op- 
eration of all Government elementary 
and secondary schools for Defense De- 
partment dependents in foreign coun- 
tries. It will make all decisions relating 
to curriculum, the opening and closing 
of schools as well as the use of the facili- 
ties, personnel policies and cases—pay, 
tenure, hiring, transfer, assignment, 
grievances, and so forth, and will also be 
directed to establish policies which will 
prevent discrimination because of race, 
color, religion, national origin, sex, or 
marital status in the operation of the 
system. 

From his eight appointees to the Board, 
the President shall choose a chairman 
and a vice chairman from the civilian 
membership. The civilians will serve 4- 
year terms and will be compensated at 
level IV of the Executive Schedule. The 
military members will receive no addi- 
tional compensation besides their Gov- 
ernment pay, will be nonvoting members 
of the Board, and will have their terms 
set at the pleasure of the President. I 
have chosen not to delineate the size of 
the staff which will be necessary for the 
Board to carry out its functions, but my 
bill rather will authorize the Board to 
make its own determination as to what 
staff it will need and what the salary 
levels shall be: The staff will be fully 
covered civil service employess, hired 
through merit examinations, except for 
the Executive Director who will be ap- 
pointed by the Board and will have his 
salary level fixed by the Board. 
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Mr. Speaker, I am introducing this 
bill in a sincere belief that a better edu- 
cational system will evolve if we separate 
the administration of these overseas de- 
pendent schools from the Department of 
Defense. In the fall of 1965 I had the 
opportunity to inspect many of these 
schools. I personally saw the difficulties 
under which children studied and teach- 
ers taught. Education is not a primary 
mission of the Department of Defense, 
but by creating a special Board whose 
only function would be the administra- 
tion of our overseas dependent schools, 
we will make an important move toward 
guaranteeing the children of American 
citizens serving our country in foreign 
lands a better education than they are 
now receiving. This independent Board 
will permit its teachers and parents to 
be freer to bring their suggestions for 
change and to express their concerns 
for improvement. f 

Iam aware of a wide variety of staffing 
problems which undoubtedly affect the 
morale and thereby the quality of the 
teaching in dependent schools. Assign- 
ment of housing, problems of tenure, use 
of the commissary, and other problems 
with the Department of Defense can best 
be mediated by an independent agency 
through regular appeals procedure, much 
as other civilian employees now have 
recourse through the Civil Service Com- 
mission. 

This bill seeks a fresh look. Changing 
patterns of family life need to be taken 
into consideration, the whole range of 
employee classification and tenure must 
be reexamined, and close attention 
needs to be paid to other benefits and 
working conditions in addition to com- 
pensation. Funds for our children over- 
seas should be part of the general edu- 
cation appropriations of the Federal Gov- 
ernment and made a part of Public Law 
874 and Public Law 815 which deal with 
the impact cost of education of these 
“Federal” children. The time has come 
for change, Mr. Speaker, and I believe 
that hearings on this legislation will 
bear out my contention that we need to 
establish a specific body which will be 
responsible solely for these overseas de- 
pendent schools and will serve as a 
sounding board and adjudicator for its 
needs and aspirations. 

We have a unique opportunity to pro- 
vide these children who are temporarily 
in a foreign country with an exciting 
educational experience. A select board of 
our Nation's best educators could direct 
our Nation’s efforts towards this show- 
case of excellence. Instead of being just 
another extra housekeeping chore of our 
busy military commands, this new Presi- 
dential Board will provide the whole Na- 
tion with a challenge in education and be 
able to concentrate all its efforts in pro- 
ducing true quality education in the only 
worldwide school system for American 
youth. 


PRESIDENT JOHNSON’S CALL TO 
THE NATION SEEKS RECONCILIA- 
TION AND SOLUTIONS, NOT 
SCAPEGOATS 


Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that the gentle- 
woman from Hawaii [Mrs. Mink] may 
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extend her remarks at this point in the 
Record and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Mississippi? 

There was no objection. 

Mrs. MINK. Mr. Speaker, the Presi- 
dent’s eloquent speech to the Nation a 
few nights ago was a perfect example of 
a leader who would rather light one can- 
dle, than curse the darkness. 

President Johnson has asked the Na- 
tion—black and white citizen, majority 
and minority—to light many candles of 
peace, law and order, friendship, oppor- 
tunity, and reconciliation. 

The riots were condemned as they 
must be. 

The violence was deplored as it must 
be. No one, said the President, will be re- 
warded for violence. The President made 
it clear that only a minority of citizens 
were involved, and that the majority of 
the Negro community itself suffered the 
most from the riots and disturbances. 

He made it clear, and I agree with him 
wholeheartedly, that peace cannot be 
maintained with the muzzle of a gun. 

If civil peace, and law and order do not 
emerge from the hearts of a people, then 
that people is in trouble. 

In the same vein, if equal rights and 
equal opportunity do not spring from the 
inner feelings of a people—and must be 
guaranteed only by laws—then a society 
founded on justice and right is also in 
trouble. 

There are already those who call for 
cutting down urban and domestic oppor- 
tunity programs—as the President in- 
ferred. 

There are already those saying we have 
done too much to help the poor and the 
minorities. 

But we have really not even begun to 
mount programs sufficient to meet the 
needs of our people in the 20th century. 

Rather than cut back on programs, we 
must move ahead and fund them with 
even greater resources. 

I know the Nation will respond to the 
President's call for reconciliation and 
solutions. 

I know that we will not seek scape- 
goats. Rather, we will seek new means to 
prevent riots, new roads to cooperation, 
law and order, opportunity and progress. 

I commend the President for his frank 
and honest appeal to the hearts of his 
countrymen. 


CITY WILL MISS SHERMAN HUNT 


Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that the gentle- 
man from Tennessee [Mr. FULTON] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Mississippi? 

There was no objection. 

Mr, FULTON of Tennessee. Mr. Speak- 
er, my congressional district and my 
home city lost a dedicated public servant, 
and I have lost a valued friend and 
advisor. 

Mr. Sherman M. Hunt, Jr., who was 
serving his third term as a member of 
the Metropolitan-Nashville-Davidson 
County Council, had survived military 
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careers in both World War II and the 
Korean war, where he served as a special 
agent with the U.S. Air Force. 

He has served as executive officer for 
the Tennessee Air National Guard until 
being totally blinded by a gun accident 
in 1960. 

For many persons, faced with the re- 
sponsibilities of a growing family and 
who had led an active professional and 
civil life, such a handicap could have 
been a shattering experience resulting 
in withdrawal from active participation 
in community life. 

But for Mr. Hunt it was a challenge. 
He was first elected to the council in 
1961, and his courage and dedication in 
not only overcoming his handicap but 
in surpassing his past accomplishments 
stand as a tribute to him. 

In 1964, when he made an unsuccessful 
bid as the Democratic candidate for 
sheriff, Mr. Hunt made a comment which 
should be studied by every public service 
when he said: 

You can’t stand still or you'll fall behind 
and I like to be part of a progressive move- 
ment, moving ahead simultaneously with 
progress and contributing something. 


Those of us who knew him fully realize 
that his contributions made our city a 
better place in which to live. 

I share with his widow and his three 
sons & deep sense of personal loss. 

The sentiments of a city are expressed 
in a editorial carried by the Nashville 
Tennessean, which I submit for inclusion 
in the Recorp as a memorial to this civic 
leader: 

Orry WILL Miss SHERMAN HUNT 

Nashville has lost a valued citizen in the 
untimely death at 44 of Mr. Sherman M. 
Hunt Jr., a member of the Metro Council 
from the eighth district. 

A native of the city, Mr. Hunt had out- 
standing careers as a military officer and as 
a public official. He was a veteran of World 
War II and Korea, serving in the later con- 
flict as a special agent for the U.S. Air Force's 
Office of Special Investigation. 

Mr. Hunt served as executive officer of 
the Tennessee Air National Guard until he 
was blinded by a gun accident in 1960, De- 
spite the handicap, he was elected to Coun- 
cil the following year. He was serving his 
third term at the time of his death. 

In his service with Council, Mr. Hunt 
earned a reputation as a well-informed and 
capable legislator. He was active in his 
church, Boy Scout work and other civic 
activities. 

The city will miss the presence of such 
& conscientious public servant who contrib- 
uted so much of himself to his commu- 
nity. 


ISRAEL—A NATION TOO YOUNG TO 
DIE 


Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that the gentle- 
man from New York [Mr. BrincHamM] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
Recorp and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Mississippi? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, for Look 
magazine, Mr. James A. Michener has 
written a thoughtful and vivid article on 
the background of the recent Arab- 
Israel war and on the importance now 
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of wiping away the fantasies that still 
seem to prevent the Arab world from 
facing up to realities. Mr. Michener’s 
article, entitled “Israel—A Nation Too 
Young To Die,” follows: 

IsRAEL—A NATION Too Younc To Die 


I remember when I first became aware of 
the unnatural tension under which the citi- 
zens of Israel have been obliged to live since 
the establishment of their nation in 1948. I 
had come to the seaport city of Haifa to do 
research on a book, and for well over a year, 
I stayed there, probing the various libraries 
at my disposal. 

Almost every week, and often three or four 
times a week, my morning paper carried the 
news that one or another leading Arab poli- 
tician, and not infrequently a head of state 
of one of the neighboring Arab countries, 
had announced his intention of leading an 
army that would “push the Jews of Israel 
into the sea,” or that would “wipe them off 
the face of the earth,” or perhaps, “strangle 
them forever.” I suppose that the threats 
occurring during the time I worked in Israel 
totaled well over a hundred. 

They came from more than a half-dozen 
countries, some as far away as Algeria and 
Morocco, whose preoccupation with Israel I 
could not understand. They did not come, so 
far as I remember, from Lebanon or Jordan, 
which have common boundaries with Israel. 

Especially appalling to me were the five 
different times when some Arab head of state 
announced that he was going to blow up the 
city in which I sat working. I took even those 
threats without panic, for I have seen a good 
deal of war and bombing and do not frighten 
easily, but I must admit that when the Arab 
leaders narrowed down their target to the 
hotel in which I was sitting, and when on 
two occasions they gave a specific timetable 
for dispatching their rockets, I felt shivers 
run up my spine. 

I lived for more than a year under those 
constant threats, I neutralized them by say- 
ing, “I’m free to leave Israel when I like. I 
have no personal attachments and no re- 
sponsibility.” But what must have been the 
accumulated anxiety for the head of a grow- 
ing family in Haifa who heard these threats 
each week, not for one year but for nineteen? 
What must have been his feelings if he knew 
that he could not leave the threatened coun- 
try, that he had a responsibility both to his 
family and to his nation? 

Israel's apprehension was not a paper one. 
In addition to the threats, there were con- 
stant incursions into Israel, constant shoot- 
ings across the borders, constant intrusions 
by groups as large as squadrons or small 
companies. If I went to do some research on 
the old synagogue at Korazim, I was some- 
what taken aback to find that one day later, a 
pitched battle had been fought there and 
two Israeli civilians had been killed. If I went 
on a picnic to the Sea of Galilee, I was a bit 
shaken when two days later, there was a 
bombardment of Israeli boats. If I visited the 
kibbutz at Dan and waded upstream to the 
cool spring that forms one of the headwaters 
of the River Jordan, I was frightened to learn 
that, shortly before, a man had been lost do- 
ing that. And when I moved to Jerusalem, to 
work in the libraries there, I was sorrowful 
when children told me I must not walk down 
this alley by the Persian synagogue; gunfire 
had been coming in from the rooftops only 
50 feet away. 

And wherever I went, whether to Haifa, or 
to Korazim, or the Galilee, or Beersheba, 
there was the constant dinning in my ears of 
the threat, reiterated week after week, “We 
are going to destroy you. We are going to 
push you into the sea.” The history of Israel 
is the history of ordinary people living ordi- 
nary lives under the incessant repetition of 
that threat, backed up by just enough Arab 
military activity to prove that the threat 
might be put into action at any moment. 
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To understand the problem of Israel, the 
outsider must imagine himself living in 
Washington, D.C., and reading each morning 
that neighbors in Baltimore and Alexandria 
have again threatened to blow Washington 
off the face of the earth and to push all 
Washingtonians into the Potomac, The 
threat, mind you, does not come from across 
the Atlantic or Pacific. It comes from a few 
miles away. And to prove the reality of the 
threat, actual military adventures occur from 
time to time, taking the lives of random 
Washingtonians. 

What chance would you say there was for 
the citizens of Washington to go on indefi- 
nitely ignoring such behavior? This article 
is an account of why the citizens of Israel 
had to react to such a situation. 

I must point out at the beginning that I 
hold no special brief for either the Israelis 
or Jews in general. I have lived too long 
among them to retain any starry-eyed visions. 
They are ordinary people marred by ordinary 
weaknesses and bolstered by the courage that 
ordinary men of all nations and races can at 
times draw upon. I worked among Muslims 
for ten years before I ever set foot in Israel, 
and on at least 50 percent of the character- 
istics by which men and societies are judged, 
I like Muslims at least as well as I like the 
Jews. 

Furthermore, I am a professional writer 
who has worked in many contrasting socie- 
ties, and I have found none inherently su- 
perior to all others. There have been many 
single aspects of Japan, or Polynesia, or 
Spain, or India, or Afghanistan that I have 
preferred, and to me, Israel is merely one 
more country. It happens to have certain 
charactertistics that elicit enormous respect, 
but so did each of the Muslim countries in 
which I worked. 

What we are concerned with here is a 
problem of worldwide significance: How can 
nations that must live side by side do so with 
a decent regard one for the other? In trying 
to reach a solution to this problem, Israel has 
as many responsibilities as its neighbors. 
However, this particular inquiry relates pri- 
marily to certain adjustments the Arabs must 
make before any kind of stability can be 
achieved in a region where stability is much 
to be desired. 

Exactly how vicious were the verbal 
threats? It will be instructive, I think, to 
follow the behavior of one Arab country over 
a short period of time so that the non-Middle 
Easterner can catch something of the quality 
of the attacks that were constantly being 
made. For this purpose, I have chosen Syria, 
which has a common frontier with Israel 
and an internal political problem that makes 
verbal attacks on Israel an attractive form 
of demagoguery. 

For some years, Syria's politics have been 
unusually violatile. During my stay in the 
area, there were several revolutions, three 
complete changes of government and contin- 
ued violence. At one time, observers had 
hoped that Syria’s political union with Egypt 
might produce a substantial and stable bloc 
of Arab power that would carry with it a 
sense of responsibility. But that union did 
not last long, and with its dissolution, Syria 
plunged into contortions that carried it first 
in one direction, then another. Consequently, 
Syrian politicians found that the one thing 
that united them was a common call for vio- 
lence against Israel. This is how they spoke: 

13 March 1966, the official newspaper, Al 
Baath: “It has become evident that our prob- 
lem will only be solved by an armed struggle 
to expel the rapacious enemy, and put an end 
to the Zionist presence.” 

17 April 1966, the chief of state of the 
country, Nureddin Al-Attassi, in a speech at 
a military parade: “A total popular war of 
liberation is the only way to liberate Pales- 
tine and foil the plan of imperialism and re- 
action. . . . We shall work for the mobiliza- 
tion of all efforts for the needs of the total 
popular war of liberation.” 
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12 May 1966, the Syrian commander in 
chief: “As for the statements of the so-called 
ministers and officials in Israel that they will 
punish states which support the commando 
forces . . we tell them that we shall wage 
a liberation war against them as the Party 
has decided, and fear and alarm will fill every 
house in Israel.” 

19 May 1966, Radio Damascus: “When our 
revolution declared that the way to liberate 
Palestine is through a popular war, it knew 
beforehand that the meaning of this declara- 
tion is an open and decisive confrontation 
with Israel.” 

22 May 1966, Chief of State Al-Attassi: We 
raise the slogan of the people’s liberation 
war. We want total war with no limits, a 
war that will destroy the Zionist base.” 

24 May 1966, Syrian Defense Minister Hafez 
Assad: “We say: We shall never call for, 
nor accept peace. . We have resolved to 
drench this land with our blood, to oust you, 
8 and throw you into the sea for 
gi “ok 

16 July 1966, Premier Yousef Zouayen: 
“The popular liberation war which the Pales- 
tinian masses, backed by the Arab masses 
in the whole Arab homeland, have deter- 
mined to wage, will foil the methods of 
Israel and those behind it. We say to Israel: 
Our reply will be harsh and it will pay 
dearly.” 

It must be remembered that the above 
quotations come from a period of relative 
stability along the Syrian-Israeli frontier. 
In the succeeding nine months, from Sep- 
tember, 1966, through May, 1967, or just be- 
fore the outbreak of armed hostilities, both 
the tempo and the inflammability increased. 
In those weeks when Syria was not threaten- 
ing to destroy Israel, the heads of other 
Arab nations were. During my stay in Israel, 
I believe all the Arab states, excepting Jor- 
dan and Lebanon, made specific announce- 
ments that they were preparing a war that 
would drive Israel into the sea. 

This constant incendiary barrage came to 
a climax in May of 1967, when war against 
Israel had pretty well been agreed upon, and 
perhaps that accounts for the axaggerated 
quality of these statements: 

25 May 1967, Cairo radio, in a broadcast 
to all Arab countries: The Arab people is 
firmly resolved to wipe Israel off the map.” 

26 May 1967, President Gamal Abdel Nas- 
ser of Egypt: “Our basic aim will be to de- 
stroy Israel.” 

26 May 1967, the leader of the Palestine 
Liberation Organization, Ahmed Shukairy: 
“D-day is approaching. The Arabs have 
waited 19 years for this and will not flinch 
from the war of liberation.” 

29 May 1967, the same Mr. Shukairy: “The 
struggle has begun at the Gulf of Aqaba 
and will end at the Bay of Acre.” 

30 May 1967, Cairo radio: “Faced by the 
blockade of the Gulf of Aqaba, Israel has 
two choices, both of which are drenched 
with Israel’s blood: Either it will be strangled 
by the Arab military and economic siege or 
it will be killed by the bullets of the Arab 
armies surrounding it from the South, from 
the North and from the East.” 

1 June 1967, the commander of the Egyp- 
tian Air Force on Egyptian television: “The 
Egyptian forces spread from Rafah to Sharm 
el Sheik are ready for the order to begin the 
struggle to which we have looked forward so 
long.” 

Now, I suppose that a logical man ought to 
reason: “If the leaders of the Arab states 
confine their threats to verbalisms, no mat- 
ter how virulent, the citizens of Israel 
should adjust to the situation, for obviously 
the Arabs are using words in a way that 
need not be taken seriously.” Speaking for 
myself, after my initial weeks of shock, I 
began to dismiss the blasts against Israel 
as bombast. 

I tried to quiet my inner fears and become 
adjusted to this incessant barrage of verbal 
threats, but my ability to live with them did 
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not mean that I was immune to them. Not 
at all. For whether I liked it or not, I was 
living under an act of aggression. That it was 
psychological rather than physical made it 
the more insidious. I began to find that, al- 
though in public I dismissed the threats as 
evidences of temporary insanity on the part 
of those who made them, when I was alone, 
I had to worry about them. Against my will, 
I found myself concluding, “If Syria and 
Egypt and Iraq and the others keep on mak- 
ing such threats, they must in the end do 
something about them. And if Israelis con- 
tinue to hear these threats week after week, 
they must in the end accept them as real 
and they, too, will have to act upon them.” 

In this way, not only were the airwaves pol- 
luted, not only was all intercourse between 
nations contaminated and all chances of 
peaceful coexistence frustrated, but the psy- 
chological processes of both those who made 
the threats and those who received them, 
was slowly and painfully corroded until both 
Arab and Jew knew that war was inevitable. 
On one visit to Jordan, which was one of the 
least psychotic areas, I talked with 16 young 
Arabs, and all said they longed for the day 
when they could march with the Arab armies 
into Israel and wipe it off the face of the 
earth. In Egypt, I found attitudes the same. 
And what was most regrettable, in Israel, 
where I knew thousands of persons who 
would speak frankly, a dull kind of resigna- 
tion possessed them: “I suppose that one of 
these days we shall have to defend ourselves 
again.” 

It is because of the danger that thrives on 
verbal threats that English common law 
evolved the concept of assault and battery. 
Not many laymen appreciate that in law, the 
threat to do bodily damage is roughly the 
same as physically doing it. But society has 
learned that the continued psychological 
damage to the threatened victim is often 
graver than an actual punch in the nose 
might have been. The threat involves un- 
certainty and accumulating fear, whereas 
the physical release of an actual blow is over 
and done within an instant. Thus in strict 
legality, if I hold a gun and threaten, “I am 
going to shoot you,” that is an assault. If I 
actually do the shooting, it is a battery. The 
important thing, however, is that the law 
holds the two things roughly equal, and a 
private citizen may be as quickly thrown in 
jail for one as for the other. 

When assult is resorted to by nations, it is 
a violation of the United Nations Charter, Ar- 
ticle 2, Principle number 4. Yet for 19 years, 
Israel lived under constant assaults. 

In spite of my knowledge that a verbal 
assault is sometimes more destructive than 
a physical battery, in spite of my recognition 
of Arab behavior as aggression, and in spite 
of my experience with history that proves 
one aggression breeds another, I still clung 
to my hope that as long as the Syrians and 
the Egyptians confined themselves to wordy 
abuse, Israel could learn to live with it as 
one of the peculiarities of Arab politics. I 
even began to understand why nations as far 
away as Morocco, Algeria and Pakistan 
wanted to participate in the verbal campaign, 
for in this way, they kept their franchise as 
Muslim states, I was pleased to see that more 
mature Muslim sovereignties like Turkey, 
Iran and even Arab Tunisia wanted no part 
of this folly. Again and again, I told my 
Israeli friends and others who asked me. As 
long as the Arabs confine themselves to verbal 
threats alone, no great damage will be done.” 

Unfortunately, the surrounding countries 
did ‘not confine themselves to verbalisms. 
They also engaged in open acts of invasion, 
sabotage, terrorism and military action. I my- 
self witnessed the aftermaths of three such 
actions. 

One day in 1963, I visited the ancient 
black-basalt synagogue at Korazim because 
I wanted to see how Jews had worshiped in 
the time of Christ. It is believed that Jesus 
once lectured there, and I found ruins not 
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often visited by tourists. It was a remote 
area, peaceful, indifferent, as old almost as 
the hills. But on the next day, Syrian armed 
units invaded this rural scene and killed two 
civilians. Hotheads in Syria boasted that this 
was part of a planned program of harassment 
that would continue until all Jews were 
driven into the sea. 

Again in 1963, I visited the Kibbutz Ein 
Gey for one of its famous fish dinners and a 
lazy afternoon of watching boats drifting 
across the Sea of Galilee. I also climbed up 
into the hills in back of Ein Gey to see the 
incredible kibbutz perched on the last half 
inch of Israeli soil. As I sat in the dining 
room, whose windows were shielded by a 
massive concrete bunker, a young Israeli girl 
explained, We have to have the wall to keep 
out the Syrian bullets, for they shoot at us 
whenever we sit down to eat.” Two days after 
my visit, a Syrian gun emplacement in the 
hills lobbed shells into the lake, sank a fish- 
ing boat and injured five fishermen. Once 
more, Syria publicly announced that this was 
part of a continuing campaign. 

My most moving experience came when I 
visited the beautiful Catholic monastery 
marking the supposed site of Christ’s Sermon 
on the Mount. It rests on the hills west of 
Capernaum, where Jesus sometimes argued 
with scholars, and while I was staying there, 
I learned that shortly before, in Israeli fields 
to the east, a Syrian patrol had planted land 
mines and one had exploded, killing two 
Israeli farmers. 

I could go on through the years 1964, 1965, 
1966, and 1967, citing incident after inci- 
dent in which acts of actual warfare were 
perpetrated in this region. From the high 
hills that Syria occupied to the east, gun po- 
sitions pumped in random shots at workers 
on the Israeli farms. From protected emplace- 
ments along the shore of the Sea of Galilee, 
Syrian guns fired point-blank at Israeli fish- 
ermen. And night after night, marauding 
parties crept over the border to mine, to 
murder and destroy. 

Now, no man in his right mind would 
claim that Israel in the meantime was sit- 
ting idly by in childish innocence, or that 
it accepted these invasions of its sovereignty 
without striking back. In self-respect, there 
had to be retaliations, and there were. These 
war-like Arab acts, backing up verbal 
threats, would have been suicidal for the 
Israeli Government to ignore. Arab leaders 
now began massing enormous armies with 
much first-rate equipment, and these gave 
every evidence of being able to crush Israel. 
What was most provocative of all, the leaders 
of this might openly announce that they 
planned to launch a full-scale war, If ever 
a nation was forewarned by word and act 
and specific promise of annihilation, it was 
Israel. 

What were the odds against Israel? A 
quick glance at the figures—46 million in 
the surrounding Arab countries, 97 million 
in all, as against 2.6 million Israelis—might 
lead one to believe that the Arab states 
would have little trouble in overwhelming 
Israel, except that twice before, in 1948 and 
1956, they had tried to do so and failed. 
Arab leaders grew adept in explaining away 
the somber fact that twice, a handful of 
Jews had resisted efforts to throw them into 
the sea. “In 1948,” explained the leaders, “we 
were betrayed by Great Britain, and in 1956, 
it was the French and English armies that 
defeated us through their invasion of the 
Suez.” By June, 1967, a persuasive legend had 
grown up, largely masking the truth that 
the Arab states had ever tested arms with the 
Israelis, and completely ignoring that in each 
war, the Israelis had been victorious. In a 
magic flood of words, history was repealed. 

The Arab leaders created an enticing world 
of fantasy; one demagogue lived on the pro- 
nouncements of the other, and in time, all 
came to believe that facts were other than 
they had been. When the Arab armies were 
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able to import huge supplies of modern 
weapons from their East European support- 
ers, they really believed that their peasant 
levies, with little stake in their society to 
fight for, would stand up against Israelis 
who had good homes, better universities and 
a deep moral commitment to their nation. 

I have had two opportunities to witness 
the impact of this fantasy world upon ra- 
tional Arabs. In one of my books, I described 
in some detail the manner in which, in 1948, 
Jewish youths captured the north Israel city 
of Safad against overwhelming numbers of 
Arab soldiers. At no point in my description 
did I deride the Arabs or cast aspersions 
upon them. Some dozen correspondents in 
the different Arab nations commented upon 
this fayorably when they, wrote to me com- 
plaining about the passage. What they ob- 
jected to were the facts I presented. Some 
claimed that the Jews must have numbered 
20 or 30 times their known strength. Others 
argued that Arab units that we know to 
have been in the city were not really there. 
Several explained that the loss was due to 
British perfidy in turning over to the Jews 
the best military sites, whereas the truth 
was just the opposite. And all expressed the 
opinion that I had been tricked by a legend 
that had not really happened. I had the 
strange feeling that my correspondents 
trusted that one morning, they would waken 
to find that Safad had never really been lost 
at all, that it was still in Arab hands and 
that maps and stories to the contrary had 
been mere propaganda. 

Of course, in the preceding paragraph, I 
am generalizing from a dozen letters, none 
of whose authors did I see personally, and 
it may be that I am reading into their letters 
a greater evidence of fantasy than the writers 
showed, About my second experience, I can- 
not make such an error, for it I witnessed 
in person, 

In the summer of 1964, I was vacationing 
in the lovely city of Alexandria, made fa- 
mous by the writers of antiquity and by 
Charles Kingsley and Lawrence Durrell, and 
one day at sunset, as I was strolling along 
that unequaled boulevard that runs beside 
the Mediterranean, I came to a park where 
in the evenings, a concert of folk music 
was offered. Now, I am very partial to this 
form of entertainment, for one learns much 
from uncontaminated folk songs. So I 
bought a ticket for the performance. 

At the concert, I found a large number 
of Egyptian families with their children. It 
was a splendid night, filled with stars and 
coolness, and we sat back to watch a first- 
class performance of folk song and dance. 
The choruses were strong, the dancers agile, 
and the evening compared with others I had 
enjoyed in Kyoto, Djakarta, Manila and 
Mexico City. 

A rather large cast performed, and this 
made me wonder where the money to pay 
them came from, for the audience was not 
unusually big, and the prices we had paid 
were only nominal, I shrugged my shoulders 
and concluded that this was someone else's 
problem, but when the regular performance 
had ended, without a false note that I could 
detect, the bugles started blowing, excite- 
ment gripped the children in the audience, 
and the curtains parted to show a scene in 
the year A.D, 2000. In a park much like the 
one in which we were sitting, a group of chil- 
dren played about the statue of an Egyptian 
soldier while an old man watched. One of the 
children asked who the statue was, and by 
means of a dance, the old fellow explained. 
Years dropped from his shoulders. His cane 
became a gun. His ragged clothes fell away to 
reveal a military uniform, and as more bugles 
blew, ghosts of his former companions in 
arms appeared onstage, and in wonderfully 
choreographed pantomime, the Egyptian 
Army demonstrated how it had won the 
great war of 1956. 

The scene was at Suez, where a handful of 
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heroic Egyptians held off and finally defeated 
not an Israeli army but invaders storming 
ashore from French and English battleships. 
For each Egyptian soldier, scores of French- 
men and Englishmen rushed onstage, only to 
be overwhelmed by sheer courage. In the 
end, the invaders had to retreat, whereupon 
the Egyptian defenders fell into a tableau 
of victory as fine as any I had ever seen. 
The great powers had been driven off, and 
Egyptian honor was once more secure. 

I looked about me at the audience, and it 
was apparent that the adults, many of whom 
must have participated in the events thus 
portrayed, had begun to accept this version 
as history. Their eyes glowed, and a real 
patriotism suffused their faces, As we left 
the park, I saw one young boy of nine or 
ten lunging out with an imaginary bayonet 
to hold off Frenchmen and Eng- 
lishmen. When I made inquiries about the 
performance, I found that it was paid for 
by the government and was repeated 
throughout the year. 

The whole thing was fantasy, of course, 
and certainly no worse than similar versions 
of English history offered in London or 
French history in Paris. I am sure that par- 
allel perversions could be found in American 
folklore, and I doubt that much harm is done 
to children by this patriotic nonsense. But in 
the case of Egypt and the other Arab lands, 
there was an additional danger because 
adults, too, were accepting such fables: col- 
lege professors, university students, news- 
paper editors, businessmen believed that 
Egypt had won a great victory in 1956. I 
could find no evidence that anyone in public 
life was willing to admit that in Egypt’s mili- 
tary adventure against a handful of Jews, 
the latter had easily won. 

All nations engage in fantasy, but few in- 
dulge themselves with so virulent a dream as 
the twofold Arab dream that Israel does not 
exist and that the Jews who presently oc- 
cupy the land of Israel can easily be pushed 
into the Mediterranean . . whenever the 
Arabs finally decide to do so. 

Sometime in the spring of 1967, the Arab 
leaders decided that the time was ripe. Under 
incessant pressure from Ahmed Shukairy, 
leader of the Palestine Liberation Organiza- 
tion, who stood to win himself the satrapy 
of Palestine if he could goad Egypt, Syria, 
Iraq, Lebanon, Jordan and Saudi Arabia into 
declaring war on Israel, and with the full 
connivance of Gamal Abdel Nasser, who 
stood to win himself an emperorship if the 
war was successful, the Arab nations reached 
an understanding. These men who had lived 
so long on fantasy now conceived the su- 
preme fantasy that they could quickly de- 
stroy the nation that had twice defeated 
them and had in the interim grown stronger 
socially, psychologically and morally, even 
though its airplanes and tanks had not kept 
pace in numbers with those of the Arabs. 

On May 16, 1967, President Nasser initiated 
the two final moves, On that day, he elbowed 
the United Nations Emergency Force out of 
its peacekeeping positions along the Egyp- 
tian-Israeli border in the Sinai Peninsula 
and forced it ignominiously to retire from 
the area, thus depriving Israel of the one slim 
assurance it had that a surprise attack would 
not be launched from the desert. The fire 
engine that was supposed to protect the com- 
munity scuttled out of town at the first smell 
of smoke. In its place, President Nasser 
moved up his own divisions, and the stage 
was set for war. 

On May 22, 1967, he made his second cru- 
cial move. With the retreat of the United Na- 
tions troops, he found himself in sole con- 
trol of Sharm el Sheik, the fortress com- 
manding the strait leading into the Gulf of 
Aqaba. It was a simple matter for him to 
announce that henceforth, the Gulf would 
be closed to Israeli ships and even to ships 
of other nations carrying strategic materials 
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bound for Israel. None would be permitted 
to enter and none to leave, This was a hostile 
act and had to be construed as a declaration 
of war. That President Nasser was aware of 
the gravity of his act, he took no pains to 
hide: “Sharm el Sheik and the blockade 
mean real confrontation with Israel. Taking 
such a step means that we should be ready 
to enter full-scale war with Israel. It is not 
an isolated operation,” 

The Gulf has been recognized as an inter- 
national waterway because four sovereign 
nations line its coast: on the east, Saudi 
Arabia; on the west, Egypt; on the north, 
Israel; and on the northeast, Jordan. But 
it is more important economically to Israel 
than to any of the other three, since Elath 
is a major port for handling oil and other 
heavy cargoes. If the Gulf of Aqaba were to 
be closed to all shipping, whether to Jordan 
or Israel, the blockade would damage Jor- 
dan, but it would prostrate Israel. However, 
ships intended for Jordan were allowed to 
pass, and during the exercise of the block- 
ade was meant to be an act of war, and lest 
dan. This underlined the fact that the block- 
ade was mean to be an act of war, and lest 
any misunderstand the intention. President 
Nasser proclaimed on May 26: 

“The Arab people want to fight... . 

“We have been waiting for the suitable 
day when we shall be completely ready, since 
if we enter a battle with Israel we should 
be confident of victory and should take 
strong measures. We do not speak idly. 

“We have lately felt that our strength 
is sufficient, and that if we enter the battle 
with Israel we shall, with God’s help, be vic- 
torious, Therefore, we have now decided that 
I take real steps. 

“The battle will be a full-scale one, and 
our basic aim will be to destroy Israel.” 

Obviously, the major maritime nations of 
the world, having anticipated that such a 
blockade might one day be attempted, in 
which case their ship would be powerless 
to enter the narrow strait, had long been 
on record regarding two points: (1) the Gulf 
of Aqaba was an international waterway, 
and (2) as such, it must be kept open for all 
mations to use equally without let or 
hindrance, 

By flouting international law and block- 
ading the Gulf of Aqaba to Israeli shipping, 
President Nasser had effectively and some- 
what cleverly cut Israel’s lifeline to the 


south. If the blockade were allowed to con- 


tinue unchallenged, Israel would experience 
what its Arab neighbors had been threat- 
ening for so long—its strangulation. This 
was war, but still only an indirect version, 
in the economic field. One could reasonably 
hope that from it, President Nasser might 
back away, but such hopes were dashed on 
May 28, when he announced over the radio: 
“We intend to open a general assault against 
Israel. This will be total war. Our basic 
aim is the destruction of Israel.” 

As the Arabs prepared for what they as- 
sured themselves was to be the final con- 
quest of Israel, their morale was at high 
pitch. And because of what they had been 
told so continuously over the previous eight 
years regarding their victory over the British 
and French in 1956, they believed in all 
honesty that this time they were going to 
crush Israel, and fairly: easily. 

President Nasser encouraged this belief 
by his t speeches. From Syria, Chief 
of State Al-Attassi thundered that his army 
was impatient to begin marching. 

The foot soldiers, the aviators, the tank 
commanders and even the generals prepared 
to launch what they were convinced would 
be an easy, victorious sortie. In the fantasy 
world in which they had lived for so long, 
and to which they had contributed, words 
took the place of accomplishment, wishes 
took the place of military discipline, and 
inflated dreams of revenge superseded facts. 

If the Arabs with their verbal assaults 
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had made life difficult for Israel, they had 
perpetrated a worse crime against them- 
selves; for they had come to believe their 
own inflated nonsense. 

At the hour of attack, the Voice of the 
Arabs radio station in Cairo issued this stir- 
ring call to its soldiers. It is the usual heart- 
ening battle cry that all nations use at a 
time of crisis and in general purpose is not 
much different from what Englishmen or 
Russians or Americans would shout to their 
soldiers, but in the cry for avenging 1948, 
one hears a unique and ominous overtone: 

“Destroy, ruin, liberate. Woe to Israel, your 
hour has arrived. The Arab nation is on its 
way to render its account. O Israel, this is 
your end, 

“Every Arab must take revenge for 1948, 
must cross the Armistice lines from all direc- 
tions and head for Tel Aviv. We shall drive 
out of existence the shame of Zionism. Rescue 
the looted Palestine. Hit everywhere till the 
end, 

“There is no room for Israel in Palestine. 
This is your responsibility, O Arab soldiers! 
Israel, taste death!” 

It required less than 72 hours in June to 
deflate this bombast. 

What can be done to awaken the Arab 
masses to the reality that Israel stands where 
it does and will presumably remain there 
for some centuries? In the aftermath of 1948, 
the rest of the world permitted and perhaps 
encouraged the Arabs to follow a policy of 
blindly refusing to admit that Israel existed. 
The armistice commissions, which should 
have worked out regional policies, were not 
permitted to operate effectively. Decisions 
upon which peace depended could not be 
made because the Arabs refused to acknowl- 
edge that history had produced an old-new 
nation that would prove most viable—that 
was too young to die. The normal intercourse 
between nations, such as is conducted be- 
tween Russia and Germany, which were cer- 
tainly as bitter enemies as Egypt and Israel, 
was forbidden, and the region fumbled its 
way to the war of 1956. 

When Israel won handily, the refusal to 
admit realities persisted, and the same errors 
were allowed to continue. International com- 
missions did not function, and normal inter- 
course between nations did not mature, even 
though the Arab portion of the region and 
the Israeli form a marvelous, interlocking 
whole—a unit whose various segments could 
well profit from economic, medical, educa- 
tional, developmental and planning coopera- 
tion. The blindness and the arrogant folly 
that produced this stalemate also produced 
the speeches cited in this article. And they 
in turn produced the hysteria that led to a 
third war in less than 20 years. 

If the world, in 1948, had insisted that the 
nations of this area sit down in honest con- 
sultation, 1956 might have been avoided. If 
the world, following the disaster of 1956, had 
insisted that the Arab nations at least 
awaken to the existence of Israel, the tre- 
mendous folly of 1967 could have been 
avoided. Now, the world has a third chance, 
and if some right decisions are made in the 
months ahead, the even greater of tragedy 
of 1977 may be avoided, What is necessary 
is a reasonable revision of boundary lines; a 
sensible settlement of the Palestinian refugee 
problem; a cessation of verbal assault and 
physical battery; and a union of talents and 
interests, of resources and abilities, so that 
the region can move forward to a creative 
society in which all members live infinitely 
better than anyone there now does. 

Am I hopeful that the world will now 
sensibly tackle its problems when it refused 
to do so in the aftermath of 1948 and 1956? I 
am not. President Gamal Abdel Nasser pulled 
out of the hat one of the cleverest tricks of 
his career when, in first hours of defeat, he 
invented the enticing theory that once again 
it was not Israelis who were crushing his 
armed might from every direction but 
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English and American aviators. His explana- 
tion captivated the imagination of all Arabs, 
and within a few days was adopted as of- 
ficial dogma. In 1970, when I revisit the lovely 
waterfront of Alexandria, I expect to see a 
tableau explaining how, in a moment of 
travail in the spring of 1967, the Egyptians 
and their Arab allies stood bravely against 
the combined air might of Great Britain and 
the United States and repulsed it. That 
Israel was involved will not be mentioned. 

At the moment when Egyptian armies were 
suffering their worst defeats, Egypt’s unde- 
feated radio was broadcasting the following 
careful analysis of the situation: 

“The United States is the enemy. Its 
fighters and bombers gathered in large groups 
to provide for Israel an air umbrella that 
prevents the Arabs from bombing Israel’s 
towns and villages, while it is moving fast all 
along the occupied frontiers of the Arabs. 
The United States, therefore, is the aggressor. 

“The United States saw Israel about to 
collapse under the blow of death. The Chi- 
cago gangs moved; the state of gangsterism 
and bloodshed moved; it moved in order to 
protect its aggressive base in the Middle East. 
How vile and treacherous the United States 
has been in its collusion with the Zionists! 
It refrained from coming out openly to fight 
us. It refrained from facing the Arabs with 
an open and daring hostility. No, Arabs. The 
United States is too vile and too base to have 
the ethics of cavaliers. The United States 
threw, from all its airports and aircraft car- 
riers in the Mediterranean, huge and con- 
tinuous massings of its fighters and bombers 
in order to provide that air umbrella that 
protected Israel from the revenge of the 
Arabs, from the massings of the Arabs, and 
from the victory of the Arabs. 

“The battle is continuing, United 
States. . . It is going on until you become, 
as Britain became after the 1956 collusion, 
third-rate state. Here we shall bury the 
American international gangsterism. Here, 
Arabs, dig graves everywhere; dig them for 
every U.S. existence; dig them, Arabs. Dig 
all the homeland a grave for U.S. existence. 
Dig it, Arabs. Dig it, Arabs. Dig it, Arabs. 

“The curse of all the Arabs, from the ocean 
to the gulf and from every corner of the 
globe, is on you, America, and on your lackey, 
Israel; together with the curse of all free 
peoples, the curse of free men everywhere.” 

On the night when the defeat of the Arab 
armies was known to the world as one of the 
most crushing in history, I discussed matters 
on an all-night radio show with Dr. M. T. 
Mehdi, secretary-general of the Action Com- 
mittee on American-Arab Relations, and he 
made these points: “Nothing has changed. 
Israel is worse than Nazi Germany, and the 
Arabs will have to drive her from the region. 
The war will continue precisely as it has been 
going for the past 19 years. And what the 
Americans and the English took away from 
the Arabs by their intervention, the Arabs 
will recover at the conference table. Peace 
talks, of course, will have to be conducted 
through third parties at the United Nations, 
because no Arab leader will ever agree to sit 
down and talk with an outlaw nation like 
Israel. You'll see. The United Nations will 
force Israel back to her 1948 boundaries, after 
which all Arab nations will unite in a war to 
exterminate her, because this is going to be 
just like the Crusades. For two hundred 
years, the Arabs will continue their fight and 
in the end they'll do exactly what they've 
said. Push Israel into the sea.” 

Nasser will probably gain more from the 
Arab world in defeat than he would have 
gained in victory. The war made him a tragic 
hero around whom the emotional Arabs can 
rally. Soon, his new crop of generals will be 
making the old speeches of 1948, 1956 and 
1967. His people will believe them, for fantasy 
is impossible to eradicate if one's whole so- 
ciety is structured on the perpetuation of 
the Arabian Nights. 
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Yet we must dispel that fantasy. To do so 
is the job to which we are all committed 
unless we are content to watch this pathetic 
farce of Arab self-delusion repeated in 1977, 
1988 and 1999. 


GEORGE GALLOWAY, HISTORIAN 
OF THE HOUSE 


Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that the gentle- 
man from Connecticut [Mr. Monacan] 
may extend his remarks at this point in 
the Recorp and include extraneous 
matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Mississippi? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MONAGAN. Mr. Speaker, Mem- 
bers of Congress were saddened to learn 
of the death on July 29 of Dr. George B. 
Galloway, the noted expert on congres- 
sional government. As a student of the 
practices and traditions of congressional 
operation, George Galloway held a posi- 
tion that was unique among American 
historians and political scientists. 

His “History of the House of Repre- 
sentatives” is a fascinating document, 
replete with well-researched background 
and full of brilliant insights. In this 
volume, Dr. Galloway achieved the ob- 
jective of every historian by making the 
present more understandable through 
his luminous delineation of the past. 

Perhaps his greatest contribution to 
the effective functioning of Congress was 
his role as secretary of the Joint Con- 
gressional Committee on the Reorga- 
nization of Congress in 1945 and 1946. In 
spite of the demanding nature of his 
assignments, he was always available 
to individual Members of Congress for 
advice and counsel, and I can testify to 
his kindness and generosity in this re- 
gard. 

Dr. Galloway also was particularly ac- 
tive in the movement to spread parlia- 
mentary institutions, and he served ef- 
fectively for many years as executive 
secretary of the U.S. delegation to the 
Inter-Parliamentary Union. 

In the passing of George Galloway, 
parliamentary government has lost an 
acute student and a firm supporter, and 
we who were his friends and the bene- 
ficiaries of his learning and counsel have 
lost an adviser and comrade who is truly 
irreplaceable. 


CAPTIVE NATIONS WEEK 1967 IN 
TAIWAN 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle- 
man from North Carolina [Mr. WHITE- 
NER], is recognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Speaker, it was 
my privilege to accept the invitation of 
the Committee of Civic Organizations of 
the Republic of China in Support of 
Struggle for Freedom Behind the Iron 
Curtain to participate in Captive Na- 
tions Week in Taiwan. 

The organization is doing an out- 
standing work under the leadership of 
Mr. Ku Cheng-kang, its chairman. This 
was evident to all who participated in 
the activities of the week which he had 
planned. 
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On Thursday, July 20, 1967, I delivered 
a lecture to approximately 600 leaders of 
government and educators in the Repub- 
lic of China at a meeting held in the city 
hall in Tapei. I make this lecture a part 
of my remarks at this point in the 
RECORD: 
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(Lecture by Bası L. WHITENER, Member of 
Congress, Taipei, Taiwan, Republic of 
China) 

It is always a pleasure for me to come to 
Taiwan. A visit to your beautiful nation al- 
ways reminds one of the great contributions 
which the Chinese people have made to a 
civilization that so respects and honors the 
human individual and the human family. 

I am honored to come to this country 
whose Chief of State is one of the senior 
statesmen of our time and whose leadership 
and courage serve as an inspiration to you 
and to free men everywhere. 

President Johnson, in his State of the 
Union Message of January 12, 1966, remarked 
that “history is on the side of societies as 
shaped from the genius of each people.“ No- 
where in the world is there a better example 
of a society shaped from the genius of its 
people than here. 

The visitor to Taiwan is invariably struck 
by the extraordinary material progress which 
has been made here in an atmosphere of 
economic freedom, social freedom, and hu- 
man dignity. Industrial and commercial de- 
velopment have proceeded apace. The cul- 
tural and artistic heritage of China has been 
preserved and advanced at the same time. 
The benefits of industrial and commercial 
progress have served to enrich the lives of 
the people. 

What is more, I understand that, abroad, 
the Republic of China extends assistance in 
agriculture to some 23 other countries and 
thus cooperates in the War on Hunger, while 
at home three million two hundred thou- 
sand students are in school and, unlike 
students on the mainland, they are permitted 
to devote themselves to their studies. Here, 
of course, is the true “Cultural Revolution.” 

How different is the picture behind the 
bamboo curtain on the mainland. There, eco- 
nomic and social freedom are repressed, and 
human dignity and family ties are disre- 
garded and even scorned. Students have had 
their studies interrupted and disorganized by 
the turbulent demands of the so-called “Cul- 
tural Revolution.” 

All this has been done in the name of 
progress, but the people on the mainland 
have little to show for the misery that has 
been inflicted on them. In fact, by all re- 
ports, their lives have been made even more 
wretched by the consequences of a misnamed 
“Cultural Revolution,” that is, in large 
measure, a struggle for power with little re- 
gard for its effect on the well being of the 
common man. 

Since the period of the Second World War, 
when Americans and Chinese fought side by 
side, the people of America have developed 
an increasing awareness of the important 
bearing that events in Asia have on them. 
This awareness has been sharpened by our 
friends from this side of the Pacific who have 
visited us and permitted us to see events 
here through their eyes. 

Your Ambassador, Chow Shu-kai, has 
traveled widely in the United States and is 
a gifted public speaker and an able exponent 
of your country’s ideals and policies. I am 
honored to have him as one of my close per- 
sonal friends. 

A distinguished recent visitor from your 
country to ours was His Excellency Vice Pres- 
ident Yen. We were very pleased to have him 
in the United States. I am sure you know 
from news reports during his visit that his 
trip was an extremely successful one. 

In Washington your Vice President met 
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with our President, with senior officials of 
the United States Government, with the 
press, and with members of the Congress. I 
was privileged to participate in a breakfast 
meeting with him before his departure from 
Washington. Elsewhere in our country, from 
Texas to New York to Hawali, Vice President 
Yen met with our leaders and made many 
Public appearances, 

The Vice President brilliantly interpreted 
for Americans the meaning of the upheaval 
in Communist China. He spoke also of the 
achievements on Taiwan and of the relation- 
ship of these achievements to events else- 
where in Asia. He conveyed to the American 
people the full support of the Republic of 
China in the efforts of the United States and 
its free world allies to stem aggression in 
Viet Nam. 

Everywhere he went the Vice President was 
received with friendship. He was listened to 
with respect. As I followed reports of his trip, 
I was once again impressed by the interest 
of the American people and their concern 
for what is happening on this side of the 
Pacific, their knowledge that events here 
are important, not only for Asians, but also 
for ourselves, And this, of course, is a con- 
viction that lies at the root of American 
policy. 

Those of you who know our country from 
first-hand experience well understand the es- 
sential elements of our policy in East Asia 
and the Pacific. We believe that the extension 
of hostile control over other nations or wide 
areas of Asia, specifically by the Chinese 
Communists, the North Vietnamese Commu- 
nists, or the North Korean Communists, 
would soon create a situation that would 
menace all the countries of the area and 
present a direct and major threat to our own 
national interests. 

We also believe that an East Asia and 
Pacific region comprised of free and inde- 
pendent states, working effectively for the 
welfare of their people, is essential to pre- 
venting the extension of hostile power and, 
more broadly, to our worldwide interest in 
peace and progress. 

President Chiang Kai-shek pointed out in 
his Double Ten Day speech in 1964 that the 
Republic of China is a part of the Free World 
and that its fate is inseparable from that of 
its Asian neighbors. 

Aware of these realities, the Republic ot 
China makes a vital contribution to collec- 
tive security in East Asia. Its military forces 
tie down considerable Chinese Communist 
forces on the opposite side of the strait. 

To accomplish this it supports a heavy de- 
fense burden. It is heartening that it has 
been able to strengthen its economy and im- 
prove the standard of living of its people, 
notwithstanding the heavy financial and 
manpower demands it has in the defense 
program. 

Another and, of course, at present the ma- 
jor contribution to collective security in East 
Asia is being made in Viet Nam. We believe 
that, unless a just and honorable peace can 
be achieved in Viet Nam, the security and 
confidence of other nations of Asia are bound 
to be greatly affected, We believe that Viet 
Nam must be able to work out its own future 
without external interference. 

President Johnson said in the course of his 
remarks before a Joint Session of Congress on 
the State of the Union January 10, 1967: “We 
have chosen to fight a limited war in Viet 
Nam in an attempt to prevent a larger war— 
a war almost certain to follow, if the Com- 
munists succeed in overrunning and taking 
over South Viet Nam by aggression and by 
force. I believe, and I am supported by some 
authority, that if they are not checked now 
the world can expect to pay a greater price to 
check them later.“ 

There is reason to believe that the effort 
we are making to assist Viet Nam has already 
had an important effect in Asia. The coun- 
tries of Asia in recent years had made sig- 
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nificant progress, of course, even before we 
made our major force and action decisions in 
Viet Nam. 

Since those decisions were made, that 
progress has been accelerated in individual 
countries, and there has been a real begin- 
ning in true regional cooperation. This means 
that in the area as a whole there is now a 
much greater hope than at any other time in 
the past that East Asia can become the kind 
of region its people want and deserve. 

Behind these changes there is an atmos- 
phere of growing confidence. This atmosphere 
rests on the actual achievements of the na- 
tions of East Asia. It draws great strength 
also from the demonstration that we and 
others have provided in Viet Nam that we 
will assist, as necessary and where we are 
wanted, to provide security for these nations. 
It also depends deeply on the belief that es- 
sential assistance will continue to be pro- 
vided by the United States and increasingly 
by those other developed nations in a posi- 
tion to assist. 

In Viet Nam itself there is forward move- 
ment in all phases of the conflict. I visited 
Viet Nam in July of last year and again in 
March and April of this year. On my most re- 
cent visit, which lasted two weeks, I traveled 
to the Demilitarized Zone, to Pleiku, and to 
the area near the Cambodian border. Political 
developments, the progress of pacification, 
and marked military progress lead me to be- 
lieve that overall trends in Viet Nam are now 
clearly moving in a favorable direction. 

For example, by now, some 13,000 local of- 
ficials have been elected in over 1,000 villages 
and 4,500 hamlets. Despite skepticism that 
free elections could be held in a country in 
the midst of a serious war, this has been the 
second major election successfully organized 
and carried through by the Republic of Viet 
Nam in less than one year. 

Furthermore, since last fall there has been 
a sharp increase in the number of defectors 
from the Viet Cong. The national government 
has issued a proclamation offering those mis- 
led or coerced by the Viet Cong the opportu- 
nity to rejoin Vietnamese society with full 
rights of citizenship and protection under the 
constitution. This program of national re- 
conciliation could be one of major military 
and political significance. 

Elections for the President and Vice Presi- 
dent, and for the Upper House, are scheduled 
to be held September 1, with Lower House 
elections to be held one month later. When 
the President assumes office, replacing the 
Directorate, the Constituent Assembly will 
acquire full legislative powers until instal- 
lation of the newly-elected National Assem- 
bly approximately one month later. 

Thus, by the end of 1967, South Viet Nam 
is scheduled to have an elected government 
and representative institutions from the bot- 
tom of the governing structure to the top. If 
this takes place as anticipated, it will con- 
stitute an almost unprecedented achievement 
in rapid political evolution under uniquely 
adverse circumstances. 

The South Vietnamese have refused to be 
deterred from their exercise of “rice roots 
democracy” by Viet Cong terrorism and 
the upheaval of conflict. Whenever the op- 
portunity arises, whether on the local or pro- 
vincial level, Vietnamese citizens have turned 
out en masse to cast their ballots. 

The United States has pledged that the 
people of South Viet Nam shall have the 
right to decide their own political destiny, 
free of external interference and force. Help- 
ing the South Vietnamese to defend this right 
is the principal purpose of the American 
presence in South Viet Nam. 

In summary, our policy reflects the in- 
escapable reality that we can no longer find 
national security in a world torn by vio- 
lence and aggression. 

We believe that one of our essential tasks 
is to pursue an organized peace in which each 
nation lives under institutions of its own 
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choice and in which all nations and peoples 
cooperate for their mutual welfare. We use 
our diplomatic resources and work within in- 
ternational bodies, such as the United Na- 
tions, to help find peaceful settlements for 
the many disputes in the world. 

However, we do have a direct share in 
maintaining the peace. We have more than 
forty allies with whom we are mutually 
pledged to resist aggression. The purpose 
of these treaties is to let others know in ad- 
vance that aggression against nations to 
whom we are committed will not be ac- 
cepted. 

The integrity of these alliances is at the 
heart of the maintenance of . If it 
should be discovered that the pledge of the 
United States is meaningless, the structure 
of peace would crumble and the idea of a 
world based on law and order would be mean- 
ingless. 

For the past seventeen years we have sought 
to assist the non-communist nations of East 
Asia and the Pacific in working out their 
own future, in their own way, and in accord- 
ance with their own traditions. 

Our actions have covered both security 
and economic development. To meet the se- 
curity threat we entered into various bi- 
lateral treaty commitments. In support of 
these commitments we deployed major 
forces to the area and we cooperated with 
nations of the area in developing military 
forces appropriate to the threat that we 
faced. p 

But our actions and those of our allies 
have not been confined to security alone; 
we have participated in a widening pattern 
of programs to strengthen the economies and 
the societies of individual nations, and of 
the area as a whole. 

I referred a few minutes ago to the phe- 
nomenon of regional cooperation. As I have 
indicated, I believe that there is today in 
Asia a new atmosphere of hope and confi- 
dence, created at least in part by our joint 
efforts—the efforts of thirty-one nations, in- 
cluding the Republic of China—to give sup- 
port to South Vietnam. Our ess to act 
together in the military defense and the civil- 
ian construction of Viet Nam has been a very 
important factor, I believe, in spurring Asian 
nations to accelerate the pace of regional 
cooperation. 

The Republic of China was among the 
earliest to perceive the importance of Asian 
nations worker together for their common 
benefit. Starting in the period immediately 
following the Second World War, your gov- 
ernment’s leading participation in the Eco- 
nomic Commission for Asia and the Far 
East—-ECAFE—paralleled its membership in 
the United Nations and the UN specialized 
agencies. 

Your country has made regular contribu- 
tions for many years to the Lower Mekong 
Commission. Your entrepreneurs have been 
investing in many areas of North and South- 
east Asia; you have shared with others the 
valuable lessons of your land reform pro- 
gram, and you have sought to increase your 
contacts with your neighbors in the cultural 
and other fields that, although they may not 
bring direct economic benefits, do help cre- 
ate an atmosphere in which other types of 
cooperation more easily can take place, 

The imaginative plan proposed by your 
Government, for a Regional Vegetable Cen- 
ter in Taiwan, is still another indication of 
things to come in what may be a new Asian 
age. 

Elsewhere in the area, other nations are 
coming closer together. We all were gratified 
by the conclusion of the treaty between 
Japan and Korea in 1965. Another example 
is the communists’ defeat in Indonesia and 
the emergence of a courageous nev leader- 
ship. This was facilitated by the Free World’s 
determination in Viet Nam. 

The joining together of 19 Asian nations 
in establishing the Asian Development Bank, 
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although nations of other areas are partici- 
pating, is a very important step forward. It 
is noteworthy that two-thirds of the capital 
of the Bank is being contributed from within 
your own region. 

The recent meeting of the Asian and Pa- 
cific Council—ASPAC—was another step for- 
ward in regional cooperation. The careful 
work by participating nations composing and 
nurturing this organization bodes well for 
its future. ASPAC is perhaps the most dra- 
matic demonstration of Asian and Pacific 
countries’ sense of identity and interde- 
pendence. 

When in 1965 it became clear that South 
Viet Nam would be taken over by force, un- 
less the United States and other nations in- 
troduced major combat forces and assisted 
South Viet Nam in military action against 
growing external aggression, the United 
States responded effectively. 

There was little doubt that by the dynam- 
ics of aggression, Communist Chinese and 
others’ subversive efforts against the rest of 
Southeast Asia would have been increased 
and encouraged had the free world continued 
to ignore the threats. We would also have 
seen the drastic reduction of the will and 
capacity of the remaining nations of South- 
east Asia to resist these pressures. Free na- 
tions elsewhere in Asia, of course, would have 
suffered as a result, 

The efforts of the United States and the 
Free World allies in assisting South Viet Nam 
are directed toward the achievement of an 
enduring peace in which free societies can 
survive and flourish. Our task in work- 
ing towards a reliable peace is to deter 
aggression. 

Thus the goal of our actions in Viet Nam 
is to convince the Communists that we can- 
not be defeated, Once this goal is understood 
by all, the prospects for lasting peace will be 
enhanced. 

I am convinced that free people of all 
lands, by continuing cooperation, can win the 
victory which we seek, The heavy hand of 
communist domination of the hearts and 
minds of freedom-loving people must be re- 
moved. It is my fervent hope that the co- 
operative efforts of the people of your great 
republic and ours will never falter as we meet 
the challenge of this era, 


On Saturday, July 22, 1967, a rally was 
held in the city hall, Taipei, at which 
several thousand were in attendance. A 
proclamation by President Johnson, a 
statement by President Chiang Kai-shek, 
a statement from General Westmore- 
land, an address by Vice President C. K. 
Yen of the Republic of China, and an 
address by Mr. Ku Cheng-kang, presi- 
dent, Asian Peoples’ Anti-Communist 
League, were read to the assembled audi- 
ence. I make each of these a part of my 
remarks at this point in the RECORD: 

CAPTIVE NATIONS WEEK, 1967—A 
PROCLAMATION 
(By the President of the United States of 
America) 

Whereas the joint resolution approved 
July 17, 1959 (73 Stat. 212), authorizes and 
requests the President of the United States 
of America to issue a proclamation each year 
designating the third week in July as “Cap- 
tive Nations Week” until such time as free- 
dom and independence shall have been 
achieved for all the captive nations of the 
world; and 

Whereas freedom and justice are basic hu- 
man rights to which all men are entitled; 
and 

Whereas the independence of peoples re- 
quires their exercise of the elemental right 
of free choice; and 

Whereas these inalienable rights have been 
circumscribed or denied in many areas of 
the world; and 
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Whereas the United States of America, 
from its founding as a nation has had an 
abiding commitment to the principles of na- 
tional independence and human freedom: 

Now, therefore, I Lyndon B. Johnson, Presi- 
dent of the United States of America, do 
hereby designate the week beginning July 16, 
1967 as Captive Nations Week. 

I invite the people of the United States of 
America to observe this week with appro- 
priate ceremonies and activities, and I urge 
them to give renewed devotion to the just 
aspirations of all peoples for national inde- 
pendence and human liberty. 

In witness whereof, I have hereunto set my 
hand this twelfth day of July in the year of 
our Lord nineteen hundred and sixty-seven, 
and the Independence of the United States 
of America the one hundred and ninety- 
second, 

LYNDON B. JOHNSON. 
PRESIDENT CHIANG KAI-SHEK’S MESSAGE TO THE 
TAIPEI CONVOCATION IN OBSERVANCE OF OAP- 
TIVE NATIONS WEEK, JULY 22, 1967 


People of the Republic of China are re- 
sponding enthusiastically to the Captive Na- 
tions Week movement that had its incep- 
tion in the United States. The observance of 
Captive Nations Week comes at a moment 
when perfidious international Communism 
is faltering and close to collapse, The Mao- 
Tse-tung regime on the Chinese mainland 
is a slave system that has viciously perse- 
cuted the people. Now the fierce Chinese 
Communist struggle for power has plunged 
the Mao regime into unprecedented con- 
fusion, Attempting to save themselves, the 
Maoists are cruelly depriving the people of 
their means of livelihood in order to de- 
velop hydrogen bombs for aggressive pur- 
poses. This is certain to result in widespread 
anti-Communist uprisings on the mainland 
and will bring the Mao regime into world- 
wide disrepute. 

Humankind must always struggle for free- 
dom and against enslavement. In the end, 
freedom will always prevail. The Mao regime 
has doomed itself to extinction by its op- 
pressions of the last decade and more. The 
whole world has become the antagonist of 
the Maoists. Chinese Communist chaos of 
today is a result of the Republic of China’s 
political offensive of the last few years. Con- 
ditions are becoming increasingly advan- 
tageous for our counterattack and national 
recovery. 

On the centennial of our Founding Father, 
Dr. Sun Yat-sen, I called for a Chinese cul- 
tural renaissance movement, In my Youth 
Day message this year, I urged the establish- 
ment of a united front for the overthrow of 
the Mao regime and the attainment of na- 
tional salvation. These are two vital tasks in 
our ideological march forward and in our po- 
litical return to the mainland. Our struggle 
must be continued along these lines. Our 
confidence in the triumph of the benevolence 
of our mainland compatriots over the evil 
violence of the Communists must be un- 
shakeable. When the benevolent forces of the 
mainland unite with our counterattacking 
elements, the Mao regime will be crushed. 
Politics will serve as the spearhead and mili- 
tary action as the decisive factor in deliver- 
ing our people from their sufferings and con- 
summating our great endeavor of national 
recovery. 

All the world knows that Communism is 
the root of aggression and that the Mao re- 
gime is the wicked core of the Communist 
system, The eradication of the Mao regime is 
the key to the elimination of all Commu- 
nist enslavements everywhere. We express 
sincere hope that the free world will respond 
to this Captive Nations Week. If it is clearly 
understood that slavery cannot coexist with 
freedom, we shall be able to unite and con- 
solidate all anti-Communist forces, At that 
moment we can increase the tempo of the 
anti-Communist struggle and raise up the 
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enslaved peoples from the abyss of blood 

and suffering that engulfs them. Thus, they 

shall enter upon a new epoch of equality, 
justice, and freedom. 
JULY 22, 1967. 

From Captive nations rally in Taipei. 

To Gen. William C. Westmoreland, com- 
mander of the U.S. Forces in Vietnam, 
and officers and men of the expeditionary 
forces from the United States, the Re- 
public of Korea, Australia, New Zealand, 
the Philippines, and Thailand. 

Under the Chinese and Russian Communist 
instigation, the Vietnamese Communists have 
been persisting in their allout aggression 
against the Republic of Vietnam in an at- 
tempt to enlarge sinister Communist sub- 
version and infiltration. It is you, heroic 
officers and men of the allies fighting in Viet- 
nam, who have helped beat the persistent 
enemy, thus frustrating the vicious Commu- 
nist plot to seize the Vietnamese territory and 
enslave the Vietnamese people. You have won 
sympathic acclaim by freedom-loving people 
everywhere in the wowrld. 

Today, July 22, 1967 we people from all 
walks of life in the Republic of China have 
held a mammoth rally in Taipei in response 
to the U.S. initiated Captive Nations Week 
movement, We have resolved to support the 
United States and other allies in carrying 
out their correct policy of aiding the Re- 
public of Vietnam through positive actions. 
We are appealing to all nations to adopt an 
even stronger strategy of initiative so that 
the North Vietnamese Reds can be routed 
to achieve a clear-cut victory. We wish to 
pledge to you our most resolute support in 
the struggle for a free and independent 
Vietnam. 

Out of our deep appreciation for your 
great contribution and sacrifice, we are here- 
by sending you our most sincere respect. 
May we wish you success in bringing about 
victory in the anti-Communist war at an 
early date. 

VICE PresmENT YEN CHIA-KAN’S MESSAGE TO 

THE Mass MEETING IN SUPPORT OF THE 

CAPTIVE NATIONS WEEK, JULY 22, 1967 


Mr. Chairman, Distinguished Guests, 
Ladies and Gentlemen: 

It has been eight years since the President 
of the United States was authorized by a 
joint resolution of the Congress to issue a 
proclamation each year, inviting the people 
of the United States to observe the Captive 
Nations Week. It has since become a world- 
wide movement. The annual observance of 
this movement is not an occasion for cele- 
bration. Rather, it kindles in us a solemn 
sense of responsibility. 

From the very beginning of this movement, 
it intends to continue until such time as 
freedom and independence shall have been 
achieved for all the captive nations of the 
world. The very fact that it is observed year 
in year out testifies that slavery still exists 
in this world. For instance, half of Europe, 
as well as half of Korea and Viet Nam, is now 
under totalitarian domination. As far as 
peoples are still being enslaved with their 
fundamental rights denied to them, as far as 
they are painfully longing for justice and 
freedom, the responsibility of the free world 
remains unfulfilled. Especially in the case 
of my country, the Republic of China, where 
700 million compatriots are entrapped be- 
hind the Iron Curtain and persecuted under 
the tyrannical regime of the Chinese Com- 
munists, the situation is much worse than 
other captive nations. This gives us a deep 
sense of shame and makes us extremely con- 
scious of our duty involved. We have long 
determined to recover the Chinese main- 
land in order to liberate our compatriots 
from under the Communist yoke. In organiz- 
ing today this mass meeting to support the 
Captive Nations Week, we are therefore not 
only sympathetic towards all captive nations, 
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we want also to unite with them in a joint 
effort to eliminate slavery all over the world. 

We learn from history that despots or 
groups of fanatics did repeatedly manage to 
enslave their fellow men by means of cruel 
and inhuman measures. They did so because 
they wanted to satisfy their beastly lust for 
power. As a result, an epoch of regression in- 
evitably followed each of such ugly and 
tragic incidents. Human nature, however, is 
incessantly seeking freedom and justice. And 
in order to struggle for their inalienable 
rights, the enslaved peoples have been will- 
ing to pay any price in terms of human 
efforts and sacrifices. Their successes are 
often the brightest pages in the chronicle of 
man’s progress. Today, we are confronting the 
ugliest despotism ever devised by man. Both 
the number of souls under its bondage and 
the area under its domination are unprece- 
dented in history. It is even threatening the 
freedom of the whole world in a vicious way 
never dreamed of in the past. This is the 
totalitarian regime of the Chinese Commu- 
nist under Mao Tze-tung. 

Ladies and Gentlemen: We have today with 
us many fellow compatriots who have fied 
the Chinese mainland. They are in a position 
to witness for us what has happened under 
the bloody control of the Chinese Commu- 
nists. I would like to invite your attention 
to the criminal records of the Chinese Com- 
munists as follows: 

The Chinese Communists executed all civil 
leaders who were respected by the people, by 
means of “liquidation”, “struggle”, public 
trial”, etc. Because these leaders were con- 
sidered by the Chinese Communists as anti- 
revolutionaries who should be got rid of. 

Under the pretext of “land reform”, the 
Chinese Communists murdered en masse 
land-owners and rich peasants in the rural 
areas, and confiseated their landed properties. 

Also, during the “three antis” and “‘five- 
antis” movements, the Chinese Communists 
persecuted all those whom they referred to 
as capitalists and had their businesses taken 
over without compensation. 

In the city, the Chinese Communists insti- 
gated clashes among the workers, and ex- 
ploited and enslaved them under the alibi of 
“democratic reform”. 

Again, in an effort to “purge the anti- 
revolutionary”, the intellectuals were perse- 
cuted. Thousands of them were murdered as 
a result. 

These facts indicate that the sinister pur- 
suits of the Chinese Communists are becom- 
ing increasingly evil. This can be further evi- 
denced by other Communist activities such 
as, “contending and blooming movement”, 
“three red flags”, “anti-right deviationists”, 
“socialistic education movement”, “four 
purity movement”, etc, All these, and many 
others, are cardinal crimes against human 
nature, and they culminate at the recent 
“cultural revolution” and “red guardism” 
which turned the Chinese mainland upside 
down. And all hell broke loose“. As far as we 
know, there are no less than 17 million Chi- 
nese people being kept in the labor-reform 
camps which the Chinese Communists set up 
all over the land. These compatriots of ours 
are literally living the life of the draft 
animal. This is the most inhuman form of 
slavery ever known to man. 

I would like to point out, furthermore, that 
the crimes committed by the Chinese Com- 
munists against mankind are much more 
far-reaching than the above-mentioned. As 
early as 1950, the Chinese Communists al- 
ready began aggressive activities against the 
free countries. They first instigated the 
Korean Communists to invade the Republic 
of Korea from the north and started the 
Korean War. Later, they applied the same 
conspiracy in Viet-Nam and provoked the 
armed hostilities there which are still far 
from over. They also sent armed forces into 
India, On the other hand, their subversive 
activities are hardly less menacing. By in- 
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filtration and conspiracy, they are under- 
mining the political stability of many coun- 
tries in Asia, Africa, and Latin America. Con- 
sequently, the peace and order of the free 
world is seriously threatened. They even ex- 
port “red guards” in recent months to Macao, 
Hong Kong, Indonesia, Burma, and India to 
create turmoil and chaos. They are certainly 
unmasking themselves and showing their 
true colors. But the most serious crime they 
are committing is their attempt to manufac- 
ture nuclear weapons. They have squeezed 
the last ounce of energy and resources from 
the Chinese people for this purpose, and they 
have so far detonated six tests in a row. It 
is evidently their evil intention to trigger a 
nuclear confrontation. They said that they 
would sacrifice half the Chinese population, 
if necessary, to conquer the free world. This 
is doubtlessly the most savage and most fan- 
tastic ambition ever cherished in the minds 
of men. 

Ladies and Gentlemen: Let me ask what is 
the motivation of the Chinese Communists? 
It is their daydream of enslaving the whole 
world by means of their “world revolution”. 
We will therefore solemnly denounce the 
Chinese Communists not only as traitors to 
our people but also as public enemies of 
mankind. For the sake of helping the cap- 
tive nations to regain freedom and keeping 
the evil of Communism from plaguing our 
offsprings, we would like to make the follow- 
ing suggestions: 

First, to free the captive nations calls for 
global effort; its focal point is now in Asia. 
The enslavement system imposed upon the 
people by the Chinese Communists, as well 
as their determination to threaten the peace 
of the world, is unparalleled in history. Pres- 
ident Chiang has repeatedly told us, “All the 
trouble in the world today has its root in 
Asia. The world shall have no peace unless 
the Communist menace on the Chinese main- 
land is eradicated. Therefore the first step 
to free the peoples behind the Iron Curtain 
is to defeat the Chinese Communists”. This 
statement of President Chiang points out 
the central-preoccupation of the Captive Na- 
tions Week. In other words, our efforts to 
support the captive nations should begin in 
Asia, and be extended to the whole world. 

Second, our support, given to the captive 
nations should be thorough and unreserved. 
Let us make no mistake about the true na- 
ture of all the Communists especially the 
Chinese Communists. They will never change 
their ultimate goal of “world revolution” and 
“enslavement of the whole world”. They will 
never deviate from their set course and co- 
exist with the free world in peace. We all love 
peace, but we love freedom better. We would 
die as free men rather than live as slaves. 
For this reason, we are whole-heartedly for 
the joint resolution of the Congress of the 
United States, initiating the Captive Nations 
Week, which specifies that its annual observ- 
ance shall continue until all captive nations 
of the world are assured of freedom and in- 
dependence. In order that this purpose be 
thoroughly carried out, we must help all cap- 
tive nations in their efforts to free them- 
selves, We have an old Chinese proverb to the 
effect that we should help virtues thrive but 
we should eradicate evils completely. This is 
exactly what we should do now. We should 
by all means wipe out the Communist tyr- 
anny completely so that men’s freedoms will 
be fully restored. 

Third, we need timely actions in order to 
set the captive nations free. The sufferings 
of the captive nations become increasingly 
unbearable as the tyrannical regimes con- 
tinue to tighten their control. Although it 
is a historical truth that despotism cannot 
long last, yet we should not let our enslaved 
fellow men endure unnecessary misery. We 
should give them timely help so that they 
will be enabled to break the chains as soon 
as possible. Especially today when the Chi- 
nese Communists are being prepared to wage 
a nuclear war, we must first uproot Com- 
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munism from the Chinese soil. This is the 
only practical way to prevent a nuclear holo- 
caust. 

Ladies and Gentlemen: We all know that 
liberty and slavery cannot co-exist, but we 
also trust that freedom and justice will pre- 
vail in the long run. We would like to join 
hands with all freedom-loving and peace- 
loving peoples and cooperate with them in 
our common efforts to defeat despotism and 
liberate captive nations. We will march to- 
gether toward victory. 

I thank you. 


ADDRESS BY Mr. Ku CHENG-KANG, PRESIDENT, 
CHINA CHAPTER, ASIAN PEOPLES’ ANTI- 
COMMUNIST LEAGUE 


Distinguished Guests, Delegates to the 
Conference, Ladies and Gentlemen: 

We are gathered here to hold the 18th 
Conference of the Chapter at a very im- 
portant juncture of its history. The League is 
developing into a world-wide organization 
and our Chapter is charged with the mission 
to prepare for the convening of the First 
Conference of the World Anti-Communist 
League as well as the 13th Conference of the 
Asian Peoples’ Anti-Communist League. We 
are especially honored by the presence of the 
Hon. Basil Whitener, Member of the United 
States Congress representing the United 
States Captive Nation Week movement, who 
is going to address this assembly. I want to 
express to him our heartiest welcome and 
appreciation. 

At the 12th APACL Conference held in 
Seoul last November a decision was made to 
develop the League into the World Anti- 
Communist League (WACL). This was the 
natural result of the continuous expansion 
of membership of our League and in con- 
sonance with the development of world 
situation. The WACL Charter provides for 
the setting up of six regional organizations 
in Asia, the Middle East, Africa, Europe, 
Latin America and North America. Thus the 
APACL will remain as one of these regional 
organizations. 

Last December at our Chapter’s Standing 
Committee meeting unanimous support was 
pledged to the mission entrusted to the 
Chapter to host the forthcoming First 
WACL Conference and the 13th APACL Con- 
ference in Taipei. A 25-member Preparatory 
Committee was elected to launch the prepara- 
tions. And as of 1 April 1967 when the 
WACL Charter went into effect, our organiza- 
tion has two hats: China Chapter of both 
the WACL and the APACL. Our responsi- 
bility is of course similarly doubled. 

This year happens to be the centennial 
of the publication of Das Kapital and the 
50th anniversary of the establishment of the 
Soviet regime. But Communism is giving 
clear signs of decline, most outstanding ones 
are the sharp conflict between the Chinese 
Communists and the Soviet Union and the 
internal disruption on mainland China. The 
birth of the WACL is historically sigificant 
as it will mark the end of an old era and the 
beginning of a new one, and as it reflects the 
destined failure of Communism. 

The selection of Taipei as the site of the 
First WACL Conference was not an arbitrary 
one. The Delegates meeting in Seoul had a 
number of reasons. They had in mind the 
rich experience and the firm stand of the 
Republic of China in fighting Communism 
under the wise leadership of President 
Chiang Kai-shek. They had in mind the ac- 
tive participation of our Chapter in the 
APACL activities and its virtual position as 
a binding force for the world’s anti- 
Communist movements. Their decision has 
since been endorsed by anti-Communist 
leaders all over the world. 

This mission is to us at once an honor and 
a heavy task. It is not going to he easy be- 
cause peaceful co-existence and other mis- 
guided appeasement demands are visible 
everywhere and because time is so short. May 
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I submit the following thoughts and recom- 
mendations to you: 

For the successful conduct of this unprec- 
edented WACL Conference all available 
Manpower, experience and wisdom are 
needed. Only two short months are left for 
us to finish all the necessary preparation. I 
ask from you Ladies and Gentlemen moral 
and substantial support. Be prepared to re- 
ceive a call from us for assistance. 

To cope with the development we must 
readjust our future policy and intensify our 
activities. The APACL has also maintained 
that the Asian peoples should unite to de- 
cide our own destiny, and that the Asian na- 
tions should safeguard our security collec- 
tively. We have contributed to the awareness 
of the nature of Communism among the 
Asian people and to the closer cooperation 
of Asian countries in defense against Com- 
munism. We believe that we have con- 
tributed to the normalization of relations 
between Japan and Korea, and to the present 
close cooperation among China, Korea, and 
Vietnam We have called for an anti-Com- 
munist alliance among the Asian and Pacific 
nations, opposed the admission of the Chi- 
nese Communist regime into the United Na- 
tions, and developed contacts in areas where 
our government has not established diplo- 
matic relations. We will push on to our ob- 
jective of destroying the Iron Curtain in 
Asia so as to restore freedom to all enslaved 
peoples. Under the WACL we will fight for 
the universal freedom and world peace, by 
uniting all anti-Communist forces regard- 
less of racial, regional, national and religious 
differences. 

Opportunity is ripening for our recovery 
of mainland China, in which task we shall 
all want to play an active role. It is now 
obvious that the Chinese Communist gang 
has bogged down in internal confusion and 
has been rejected by all other countries, with 
the upheavals generated by the “great cul- 
tural revolution” and the Red Guards, and 
with the mad efforts of infiltration and sub- 
version against all neighbors. Our President 
has launched two important movements as 
the most effective means to counter enemy 
action, to wit, the movement to revive Chi- 
nese culture and the movement to form a 
joint front for the destruction of Mao Tse- 
tung and the rescue of the nation. Our Chap- 
ter should take up both movements and ap- 
ply ourselves to them. 

For over a decade we have devoted our- 
selves to the defense of freedom. Now we can 
see the imminent proof that freedom prevails 
over all forms of enslavement. In this last 
stage of the battle let us all do our best to 
accelerate the advent of victory over Com- 
munism on the mainland. 


In addition to the foregoing there were 
messages to President Johnson, to the 
enslaved people in the Republic of China, 
to the people of captive nations, and to 
the Chiefs of State of the Republic of 
Vietnam. These were presented to the 
audience and were received in an en- 
thusiastic manner. 

At this time it was my privilege to 
deliver a brief address which I make a 
part of the Recor at this point, together 
with the messages above referred to: 

MESSAGE TO U.S. PRESIDENT JOHNSON 
His Excellency LYNDON B. JOHNSON, Presi- 
dent of the United States of America: 

The United States of America, out of a 
strong belief in its founding principle of 
freedom as well as of a spirit to prevent dan- 
gers and rescue the weak, has fought un- 
flinchingly to protect the liberty of all man- 
kind over an extended period. In this it has 
made tremendous and glorious contributions. 
It was the U.S. strength that had helped win 
World Wars I and II to safeguard free democ- 
racy, thus delivering millions of people from 
the militarist and Nazi domination. Since 
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the end of World War II, free mankind has 
been confronted with a greatest foe—the 
force of Communist slavery of which the 
Chinese Communist regime is the most 
vicious and maddest of all. In the past 
Korea war as well as in the present Vietnam 
war, the United States has never hesitated 
in making huge sacrifices to contain the 
spread of Communist evil in order to main- 
tain a consistent stand in the defense of 
freedom. All this deserves admiration and 
respect by freedom-loving people the world 
over. 

The present world situation clearly shows 
that the force of Communist slavery is seri- 
ously split. Internal conflict and difficulty 
has plunged it into an acute crisis. The su- 
periority of the democratic system and of 
the free way of life has produced a pro- 
found spiritual impact on Soviet Russia and 
Eastern European countries. Hence there 
arises a mighty force for change and reform. 
But the incorrigible Chinese Communists 
have become all the more militant in their 
attempt to bring into full play the sheer 
cruelty and retrogressive barbarity of the 
tyrannical Communist rule. This is attested 
by the so-called Great Cultural Revolution” 
that finds its expression in the “Red Guard” 
rampage. They have been stirring up troubles 
everywhere in the world and threatening to 
bury free humanity. They have emphatically 
proclaimed the United States their enemy 
No. 1. All their sinister maneuvers actually 
constitute a most flagrant challenge to free- 
dom without precedent in history. The 
United States and the free world as a whole 
now are faced with a most serious test. 

We have ample evidence to believe that the 
United States is not afraid of this challenge 
and is strong enough to meet this test. A 
great majority of the free people and the 
people behind the Iron Curtain have faith- 
fully placed their hopes in the United States. 
For this reason, we think that the United 
States should adopt a more positive strategy 
to win the war in Vietnam. The United States 
needs no longer to tie its own hands in a 
struggle to make Vietnam fully independent 
and free. In Asia, in view of the current 
chaotic situation on the Chinese mainland, 
the United States must give practical and ef- 
fective aid to all those who are fighting for 
freedom from Communist slavery so as to 
whip up a high tide of the movement against 
Communist tyranny. In the world as a whole, 
the United States must persist in the prin- 
ciple that freedom ir indivisable. So long as 
Communist rulers have not relinquished 
their enslavement and tyranny, any talk of 
“peaceful coexistence” is but an illusion. In 
its endeavor, the United States can count on 
the support of all freedom-loving peoples in 
the world. 

The Republic of China has always stood on 
the first front of the struggle against Com- 
munist slavery. We are under oath to destroy 
the Chinese Communist regime, the most vi- 
cious sort of Communist slavery, with our 
own hands in order to realize mankind's com- 
mon goal toward an era of freedom at the 
earliest possible moment. On today’s date, we 
people from all walks of life in the Republic 
of China met at a rally to support the free- 
dom struggle of the people in captive nations 
in response to the Captive Nations Week 
initiated by the United States. Herewith we 
wish to send you our and also to 
pledge our determination to join the United 
States in a common struggle to defend free- 
dom. 

(From the mass rally in the Republic of 
China to support the Iron Curtain people 
struggle for freedom.) 


DECLARATION ISSUED BY THE Mass RALLY HELD 
IN TAIPEI, TAIWAN, REPUBLIC OF CHINA IN 
SUPPORT oF ENSLAVED PEOPLES IN THEIR 
FIGHT FOR REGAINING FREEDOM 
This mass rally attended by representatives 

from all walks of life in the Republic of 
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China is being held as part of the Captive 
Nations Week sponsored by the United States 
to express our hearty support for the captive 
peoples all over the world in their fight to re- 
gain their freedom. We are meeting at a time 
when there is a general confusion and tur- 
moil on the Communist-controlled Chinese 
mainland, when the situation in Vietnam is 
becoming increasingly critical, and when the 
peoples in Eastern Europe are working fever- 
ishly for their political liberation. That this 
rally should be held at such a moment is 
significant in itself. 

It is indisputable that all the trouble in 
Asia has been caused by the tyrannical re- 
gime set up by the Chinese Communists in 
mainland China, For 18 years since Mao Tse- 
tung and his gang captured political power, 
they have been enslaving the 600 million 
Chinese people and exploiting them to the 
last penny to develop and test hydrogen 
bombs for the purpose of intimidating their 
neighbors. In more recent years, they have 
been exporting violence and naked force and 
have directed their infiltration and subver- 
sive activities against Macau, Hongkong, 
Thailand, Burma, Malaysia, Japan, India, In- 
donesia, Nepal, Ceylon, and as far as Kenya. 
Reacting to the Communist intrigues, anti- 
Communist and anti-Mao Tse-tung incidents 
have broken out in all these countries. There- 
fore, we should like to call upon all anti- 
Communist nations in Asia and Africa to 
join forces to deal a mortal blow to the belli- 
cose Peiping regime. It is only by destroying 
this hotbead of revolutionary fanaticism be- 
fore the regime has perfected a nuclear 
delivery system that we can remove tne 
threat to Asian peace and human freedom. 

The Chinese Communists have clearly 
identified three great “enemies” with whom 
there can be no room for compromise. These 
are the anti-Communist democracies headed 
by American “imperialism,” the Communist 
revisionists headed by Soviet Russia, and the 
so-called “reactionary elements” headed by 
the Republic of China. From this it is clear 
that the Peiping regime has set itself not 
only against the free and democratic nations, 
but also against the Soviet bloc of nations. 
In other words, it has set itself against the 
whole world. Unfortunately, many people in 
the free world, duped by Communist lies 
and trickery and unable to differentiate be- 
tween friend and foe, are prone to be 
appeasement-minded and to entertain vain 
hopes of peaceful coexistence with the Mao 
Tse-tung regime. We must call upon all free 
nations, especially the United States, Japan, 
and other influential countries, to give up 
their unrealistic dream of appeasing and 
coexisting with the Chinese Communists 
and, instead, to make use of their combined 
strength to cope with the common enemy 
of the world, the tyrannical regime at Pel- 
ping. The most effective way to do it would 
be to assist the anti-Communist countries 
on the periphery of the Chinese mainland 
to open a new front on the southwestern 
border of China so that the anti-Communist 
forces of the free world can join up with the 
anti-Communist forces behind the Bamboo 
Curtain. Whenever that happens, the people 
on the Chinese mainland will respond en- 
thusiastically and the Mao Tse-tung regime 
will soon fall like an overripe apple. 

From the recent Glassboro summit meet- 
ing between U.S. President Lyndon B. John- 
son and Soviet Premier Aleksei Kosygin, it 
would seem that the United States could 
hardly hope to put an end to the war in 
Vietnam through U.S.-Soviet cooperation. In 
this connection we should like to remind our 
American friends that there is no other 
alternative in Vietnam except to continue 
the fight and to win it. To open talks with 
the enemy while the fighting is going on 
would not only be a severe blow to the mili- 
tary morale, but also afford the enemy an 
opportunity to mount sneaky attacks. We 
know only too well that owing to the heavy 
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losses and sacrifices incurred on the battle- 
fields of Vietnam, the United States is 
anxious to end it as soon as possible. But as 
she has already paid so dearly in terms of 
material and human losses, she could not 
possibly want to end it halfways like what 
happened in the Korean War. As secretary of 
State Dean Rusk has pointed out, we cannot 
leave the freedom of the Vietnamese people 
without protection and encourage the Com- 
munists to further aggression. Therefore, we 
must admonish our American ally to adopt 
a “win the war“ policy by intensifying the 
aerial bombardment and naval blockade of 
North Vietnam and forcing Hanoi to choose 
either destruction or peace, Only in this way 
can the Vietnamese people be protected, and 
the threat to Asian and world peace and 
security be removed. 

Just as the captive peoples in Europe and 
Asia are struggling to liberate themselves 
and the Communist regimes are weakening 
from within, we cannot overemphasize that 
the Bamboo Curtain set up by the Peiping 
regime by brute force and aggression must 
be torn down by a still greater military 
might. Only thus can the source of evil to 
all free peoples be eliminated. As to the Iron 
Curtain in Europe, the matter should also be 
properly settled in the light of the current 
political situation and according to the as- 
pirations of the captive peoples themselves 
so that their struggle for freedom and inde- 
pendence may be crowned with success. 

This year happens to be the centennial of 
the publication of Volume one of Karl Marx’s 
Das Kapital and the 50th anniversary of the 
Soviet Revolution in Russia. On looking 
back, we are firmly convinced that Commu- 
nism is wicked in both theory and practice, 
that it is repugnant to a life of freedom for 
man, and that it is irrevocably doomed to 
final destruction, We are convinced that his- 
tory is on the side of the free peoples and 
that the satanic forces of Communism will 
crumble before the onrush of the forces of 
justice and freedom. We hereby call upon all 
our brethren both at home and abroad to 
rally together in response to President Chiang 
Kal-shek's double appeal for a cultural ren- 
aissance, on the one hand, and for a united 
front against Mao Tse-tung and for national 
salvation, on the other. Let us unite to- 
gether to form an impregnable entity and let 
us concentrate all our strength to destroy 
the Communist foe that has been posing a 
great threat to human freedom. We earn- 
estly hope that all freedom-loving peoples of 
the world will give us all the n en- 
couragement and support. Let us march for- 
ward hand in hand to work for the glorious 
victory of human freedom. 


MESSAGE ro PEOPLE OF CAPTIVE NATIONS 


Dear friends behind the Iron Curtain: 

We presumed that you have heard the 
news of two great events that occurred this 
year concerning the Iron Curtain people's 
flight toward freedom. One was the defection 
of Mrs. Svetlana Alliluyeva, the only daugh- 
ter of the late Soviet dictator Stalin, who has 
deserted her fatherland under slavery and 
evils to choose a new life in freedom. The 
other was the defection of Mr. Ma Sze-tsung, 
a renowned Chinese pianist, who has risked 
untold hardships to escape Chinese Com- 
munist tyranny and “Red Guard” persecu- 
tion. And now he and his family are living 
in a land of freedom and happiness, 

These two persons represented but the most 
significant examples of millions of cases of 
the exodus to freedom against Communist 
tyranny. This shows that no one, be she or he 
a daughter of Stalin or an aloof musician 
and be she or he hailing from West or East, 
could ever tolerate for long Communist en- 
slavement and persecution that are imposed 
on man’s mind and body. They are the fortu- 
nate ones who have regained freedom. They 
remind us of you, numbering no less than 1 
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billion, who are still unfortunately leading a 
blighted hellish life in slavery. Therefore we 
feel that we owe you a sacred duty to sup- 
port your struggle for freedom. 

Nevertheless you are masters of your own 
destiny. The freedom flight is a way out for 
individual persons, but collective resistance 
against slavery can be a way out for all of 
you, What proves far more important is the 
liberation of all, not the salvation of a few. 
In this connection, we wish to pay our sol- 
emn respect to the freedom-fighters who 
have been working relentlessly for the liber- 
ation movement in Poland, Hungary, Czech- 
oslovakia, and Romania. Thanks to their 
endeavors and sacrifices, the force of slavery 
has been compelled to retreat and collapse, 
thus creating essential conditions for the 
tearing down of the Iron Curtain. Now that 
the die is cast, the triumph of freedom has 
become irresistible! 

In recent years, the United States has 
sponsored the movement of Captive Nations 
Week for the purpose of rallying all forces 
of freedom for a common struggle in the 
right direction: In response to this move- 
ment, we people from all walks of life in 
the Republic of China held on today’s date 
an enthusiastic mass rally. We wish to reiter- 
ate our faith and our determination and 
joining hands with you to fight for the 
victory of freedom. In particular we want to 
extend to you sincere regards from the mili- 
tary and civilian people in the Republic of 
China 


(From the mass rally in the Republic of 
China to support the Iron Curtain people 
struggle for freedom.) 


JULY 22, 1967. 
His Excellencies Chief of State Nguyen Van 
Thieu and Premier Nguyen Cao Ky, the 
Armed. Forces and the People of the 
Republic of Vietnam: 

At a time when the war front in Vietnam 
has turned increasingly favorable to you, 
the Vietnamese Communists, goaded and 
aided by Chinese and Russian Communists 
with their increased support, have spurned 
successive offers for peace negotiations and 
persisted ir subversive maneuvers to expand 
Communist influence. But Your Excellencies 
have undertaken to lead the Vietnamese 
military force and people in giving many 
a fatal blow on the enemy and thus thwart- 
ing the Communist thrust. In the meantime, 
you have also strengthened unity on the 
home front by promulgating a democratic 
constitution and making preparations for a 
national election. The undaunted spirit you 
have demonstrated in the struggle to protect 
your national independence and integrity 
and to maintain liberty and justice has won 
our profound admiration. We hereby wish 
to pledge our full support to your esteemed 
country so as to win a common victory at 
an early date. 

In response to the U.S.-sponsored Cap- 
tive Nations Week in 1967, we people from 
all walks of life in the Republic of China 
have held a mammoth rally in Taipei on July 
22, 1967. We appeal to the U.S. government 
for the adoption of a resolute strategy to 
achieve a total defeat of the Vietnamese 
Communists in order to win the war. We also 
have appealed to the free world as a whole 
for even more positive and effective actions 
to provide assistance to the Republic of 
Vietnam. 

Herewith is a reiteration of the determina- 
tion that we people in the Republic of China 
have constantly possessed to fight shoulder 
to shoulder with the people of your country 
in a common struggle. May we wish your 
country success in the forthcoming national 
election and in winning the war of resistance 
agaist Communism at the earliest moment. 

CAPTIVE NATIONS RALLY IN TAIPEI. 
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ADDRESS BY BASIL L. WHITENER, MEMBER OF 
CONGRESS, 10TH DISTRICT, NORTH CAROLINA, 
TO THE CAPTIVE NATIONS WEEK RALLY, JULY 
22, 1967, TAIPEI, TAIWAN, REPUBLIC OF 
CHINA 
I am honored to be in Taipei today and 

to have the privilege of participating in 

another of the historic Captive Nations mass 
rallies. The efforts of the Republic of China 

to give deserved recognition to the great im- 

portance of Captive Nations Week have been 

an inspiration to free people everywhere. 

Chairman Ku is well known to my col- 
leagues in the United States Congress. He 
has done much to bring together the people 
of your country and mine in carrying out 
these important observances. 

Since President Eisenhower first pro- 
claimed Captive Nations Week in 1959, it has 
been observed every year throughout the 
United States. Proclamations were issued 
last year by officials in scores of cities and 
towns in my country calling upon our people 
to participate in Captive Nations Week. 

The fact that the people of America join 
the citizens of your country in celebrating 
this eventful week is conclusive evidence 
of a common determination that has char- 
acterized our relationship over such a long 
period. As we join together each year in these 
observances we are bound closer in the cause 
of freedom for all people. 

I am privileged to represent in the Con- 
gress of the United States a portion of the 
people of America—more than 400,000 per- 
sons in seven counties of the highly progres- 
sive State of North Carolina. I can assure you 
that the fine citizens of my home state fully 
support the spirit of Captive Nations Week. 
As the descendants of the pioneers who gave 
American freedom its first expression, they 
appreciate the blessings of liberty and free- 
dom. 

Many of the brave sons of North Carolina 
are in the jungles and hills of South Viet 
Nam today. Led by one of our most dis- 
tinguished Carolinians, General William C. 
Westmoreland, they are manning the ram- 
parts of freedom to prevent the enslavement 
of a courageous people. 

In Viet Nam the Free World’s determina- 
tion to resist aggression and to make possi- 
ble the building of a healthy and free society 
is being tested. The sons of North Carolina 
are proud to be in Viet Nam. They, and the 
young men from other areas of our nation 
and in other free lands, recognize the truth 
of what your great President, His Excellency 
Chiang Kai-shek, said last year to this rally. 
They agree with his noble statement that 
“to combat slavery in the name of freedom 
conforms to the most basic requirement of 
humanity and the strongest aspiration of 
mankind.” 

Some of those who have recently escaped 
the tyranny of communism on the mainland 
of China have brought the message of com- 
munist enslavement to us in a very vivid 
manner. Almost without exception, they 
have pointed out that communist cruelty 
and insanity made them fugitives from their 
own homeland, 

They have told us of the effects upon their 
daily lives of the terror suffered at the hands 
of the Red Guards and the oppressors of 
freedom who wear the communist mantle. 
Their experiences illustrate and dramatize 
the perversity of an ideology that seeks to 
strengthen a society by robbing its citizens 
of freedom and dignity as individuals. 

Your distinguished Vice President told this 
rally last year: We have full confidence in 
the bright future of free men, On the basis 
of this faith of ours, we offer cooperation to 
all peoples for freedom. Let us join together 
in this noble task and make all possible ef- 
forts to secure for all men their inalienable 
right of liberty.” 

This year Vice President Yen on his visit 
to our country approximately two months 
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ago spoke again—to our President, to mem- 
bers of Congress, and to the American press 
and people—of your great Republic’s strong 
determination, under the dynamic leader- 
ship of President Chiang, to work with free 
peoples throughout the free world to achieve 
these noble ends. 

Vice President Yen readily found in the 
United States great admiration for what you 
have accomplished in the Republic of China 
and for the contributions you are making to 
the important task of strengthening the 
world’s free societies. I feel confident he 
found that Americans are determined to 
honor our commitments to our friends 
throughout the world. 

This determination has been proclaimed by 
American Presidents of both political parties 
in recent years. 

Fourteen years ago—six years before he 
issued the first Captive Nations Week proc- 
lamation—President Eisenhower told the 
American people in his first inaugural ad- 
dress. 

“Realizing that common sense and com- 
mon decency alike dictate the futility of 
appeasement, we shall never try to placate an 
aggressor by the false and wicked bargain 
of trading honor for security. Americans, in- 
deed all free men, remember that in the final 
choice a soldier’s pack is not so heavy a bur- 
den as a prisoner’s chains.“ 

In his inaugural address eight years later 
the late President Kennedy proclaimed: 

“Let every nation know, whether it wishes 
us well or ill, that we shall pay any price, 
bear any burden, meet any hardship, sup- 
port any friend, oppose any foe to assure the 
survival and the success of liberty.” 

And last year, in a ringing speech at Free- 
dom House in New York, President Johnson 
promised: 

“We will bulld freedom while we fight and 
we will seek peace every day by every honor- 
able means, But we will persevere along the 
high hard road of freedom.” 

The testimony of Captive Nations Week— 
and the spirit of this rally today—is that we 
will persevere in the cause of freedom. As 
long as one man is fettered none of us is 
truly free. 

Let us then resolve to rededicate ourselves 
at this critical period in history to the cause 
of freedom and justice for people every- 
where. For the sake of the victims of despot- 
ism and for all those who sacrifice in war and 
peace to strike the chains of slavery, let us 
hold high the torch of hope for a brighter 
day for all mankind, 


Mr. Speaker, I am impressed by the 
dedication of our free Chinese friends to 
the cause of the preservation of liberty 
throughout the world. Their zeal is 
worthy of the support of all people of 
America and throughout the world who 
are dedicated to the cause of freedom. 

I take this occasion to express to our 
distinguished U.S. Ambassador, Walter 
P. McConaughy, and those who work 
with him in our Embassy in Taiwan my 
heartfelt gratitude for their warm re- 
ception and cooperative attitude during 
my visit to the Republic of China. In my 
judgment Ambassador McConaughy and 
his colleagues on our Embassy staff are 
greatly contributing to the good rela- 
tions which exist between the United 
States and the Republic of China. Their 
many contributions to the effort which 
I was privileged to make on this occa- 
sion far exceeded any reasonable re- 
quirement that one could place upon 
them, I express to them and to the De- 
partment of State my appreciation for 
these many acts of helpfulness. 

I also would like to avail myself of 
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this opportunity to express my deep ap- 
preciation to the President and Madame 
Chiang Kai-shek for the warmth of their 
reception at a luncheon which I had with 
them and Dr. Fredrick Chien of the 
North American Department of the 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Republic of 
China. This was a highlight of my visit 
to Taiwan, and I shall always remember 
the opportunity that I had to again meet 
with these outstanding world leaders. 


The leaders of every branch of the 


Government of the Republic of China, 
particularly Vice President C. K. Yen, 
gave generously of their time and hospi- 
tality during the few days that I was 
privileged to be in their country. The 
conferences and briefings which I had 
with them are of inestimable value in 
bringing about a greater understanding 
of some of the problems being con- 
fronted by the free people of the Repub- 
lic of China and Southeast Asia. The 
information which they so freely gave 
was extremely educational, and I know 
that it will be of great value as I seek to 
serve the people of my own district and 
of our great country in the Congress of 
the United States. 

I salute our friends in free China for 
the efforts that they are making in the 
cause of freedom. Their work is most im- 
pressive. It is my fervent hope that the 
results which they will eventually obtain 
will be equally impressive. 


WHILE WE FIDDLE, A NATION 
BURNS 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle- 
man from Florida [Mr. Fuqua] is recog- 
nized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Speaker, from the 
beginning of time, man has sought a form 
of government that would allow the 
greatest possible freedom for the indi- 
vidual—the greatest opportunity for life, 
liberty, and the pursuit of happiness. 

The United States has suffered 
through wars, depressions, poverty, ig- 
norance, and want. Its people have never 
ceased in their quest for our ageless 
dream. 

Today we are caught up in a civil strife 
witHout equal since the Civil War. 

Abraham Lincoln told us that we could 
not exist half slave and half free. Since 
that terrible conflict, we have moved 
from an agrarian to an industrial society, 
from a rural to an urban nation. 

These changes have brought problems. 
These problems stagger the imagination 
and I would be the first to admit that I 
do not have all of the answers. I do know, 
however, that these problems will never 
be solved through hatred, violence, mur- 
der, looting, burnings, and pillage. 

Lincoln said something that seems ap- 
propriate at this time. 

Whenever the vicious portion of popula- 
tion shall be permitted to gather. . and 
burn churches, ravage and rob provision 
stores, throw printing presses into rivers, 
shoot editors, and hand and burn obnoxious 
persons at pleasure, and with impunity; de- 
pend on it, this Government cannot last. 


Events in the past weeks, more to the 
point the past several summers, lead us 
to wonder if this Government can long 
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endure the stresses and strains of the 
times. ; 

We are shocked when we see tanks in 
American streets—machinegunning at 
snipers in apartment buildings. 

Snipers on the streets of the United 
States. It just cannot happen. 

The tragedy is that it has happened, 
and unless there is a drastic change in 
our attitude it will happen again—and 
more viciously. 

Over 30 cities in this Nation have now 
suffered the blistering heat of rioting 
and violence in 1967. 

Each succeeding summer has seen an 
inerease in violence and disorder. Per- 
haps the day is not far off when this will 
become a year-round sport. 

H. Rap Brown, SNCC chairman, the 
initials obviously being those identifying 
“Slobs Now Causing Chaos,” has these 
brilliant words for America Wednesday: 

I consider myself neither morally nor 
legally bound to obey laws made by a body 
in which I have no representation. We stand 
on the eve of the black revolution, masses 
of our people are on the move, fighting the 
enemy tit for tat, responding to counter rey- 
olutionary violence with revolutionary vio- 
lence, an eye for an eye, a tooth for a tooth, 
and a life for a life. These rebellions are but 
& dress rehearsal for the real revolution, 


This is the person who said: 


Get your guns. . If America don’t come 
around, we got to burn it down. 


Another sage of our times, Stokely 
Carmichael, is reported to have said in 
Cuba: 

In Newark we applied war tactics of the 
guerrillas. We are preparing groups of urban 
guerrillas for our defense in the cities. The 
price of these rebellions is a high price that 
one must pay. The fight is not going to be a 
simple street meeting. It is going to be a 
fight to the death. 


Here in Congress, we hear and see 
speech after speech that there is new 
concern. 

I support the action of those calling 
for a congressional investigation. I think 
it is long overdue. However, if all we are 
going to hear when it is done is that 
there must be a massive infusion of Fed- 
eral funds and that we are going to have 
violence if we do not pay tribute, then it 
will be a waste of time. 

One thing that any investigation 
should take into very careful considera- 
tion is the method being used to finance 
the travels of men like Carmichael and 
Brown. I suspect that there are very 
serious ramifications to be drawn from 
such a study. 

Someone, or something, supports their 
activity. They seem to have little diffi- 
culty in gaining funds to travel from 
city to city, inciting violence and hatred. 

Yet, like an iceberg, those whose names 
appear in the papers are but the visible 
part of a number of such conspirators. 
Their goal is to see their Nation destroyed 
and replaced with a Marxist dictator- 
ship. The words of Mao Tse-tung and 
not Lincoln, the hammer and sickle and 
not the Stars and Stripes, dictatorship 
and not freedom—this is their real credo. 

It is time to stop comparing civil rights 
and rioting. 

It is disgusting to excuse murder, loot- 
ing, and burning because of a slum area. 
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Most important, this is not a Negro re- 
bellion. Those who have been hurt the 
most, those who have suffered the most, 
have been the Negroes in the area of riot- 
ing. 

They have had their homes burned 
down, their businesses burned, their 
property destroyed. Riot is colorblind. 

Witness the reports in the news media 
of the intemperate and inflammatory 
statements of the criminal insurrection- 
ists. It is carried on the front pages in 
bold headlines. $ 

But the Negro leaders who plead and 
work to preserve law and order are given 
short notice. Yet, in truth, it is they that 
speak the hopes and the aspirations of 
be overwhelming number of their peo- 
ple. 4 
Those participating are nothing more 
than criminals and hoodlums. 

I saw a television news report the other 
night where a young Negro soldier had 
returned home from Vietnam, only to see 
his home burned to the ground. He and 
his mother knew not where they would 
lay their heads that night. 

Americans are entitled to be safe in 
their homes. They are entitled to have 
their property protected, and they are 
entitled to be safe in their homes and 
on American streets. 

A paragraph in a recent issue of U.S. 
News & World Report said this: 

Negro militants are reported to be view- 
ing riots as counterpart to labor-union 
strikes—with the use of force and force 
power to gain rewards. Payoffs to rioters by 
the Government are starting to be taken as 
encouragement to that view. 


How many times times have we been 
castigated in the Congress with state- 
ments that we must pass a certain bill 
or face a riot. 

This is no way to solve a problem. This 
is no way to legislate. 

Legislation should be based on whether 
it is good or not. We should not be 
threatened with violence into passing 
any bill. 

The President put it bluntly the other 
evening. 

We will not tolerate lawlessness. We 
will not endure violence. It matters not 
by whom it is done or under what slogan 
or banner. It will not be tolerated. This 
Nation will do whatever is necessary to 
suppress and to punish those who engage 
in it. 

He also said: 

Pillage, looting, murder, and arson, have 
nothing to do with civil rights. They are 
criminal conduct. 


That puts the issue in perspective. 

We need law and order and not excuses 
for those who have participated. These 
riots are led by a small minority of 
criminals who either want something for 
nothing, or to destroy this Nation. 

There are some reasons that we seldom 
hear much about when we hear floods of 
apology and forgiveness for those who 
riot. 

The first is the fact that one success- 
ful riot leads to another. Had we stopped 
the first, perhaps we would not have had 
the second. Firm action at the outset 
would have saved many lives and millions 
in property. 

A second has been a series of court de- 
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cisions that show concern for the crimi- 
nal, but seldom for society. They are so 
caught up in sociology and rhetoric, that 
they pay scarce attention to precedent 
and the intent of the lawmaking branch 
of Government. The rights of the victims 
of crime are glossed over. 

A third is the lack of respect for law 
and order. Here is one area where the 
entire Nation has been derelict. Instead 
of the friendly cop on the beat image, the 
policeman is often considered the enemy. 

For a law official to be effective, he must 
have respect. But these very same law 
officers lose their patience as they arrest 
murderers, rapists, and criminals of every 
variety, only to see them released time 
and again to repeat the very same crime. 

I feel sick in the stomach for the tens 
of thousands who live in the riot-torn 
areas. They could not halt the destruc- 
tion and their lives were in mortal 
danger. Yet, those who could have come 
to their rescue, apologized and allowed 
the first sparks of disorder to become 
roaring infernos. 

America is frightened today. 

We know not where this will strike 
next. We know not which city will erupt 
into flames next. We know not what child 
will be killed or whose home will be 
burned in a senseless rampage of vio- 
lence. 

There are those who profit. The Com- 
munists, masters of godlessness and dic- 
tatorship, reap a grand reward. 

The entire fabric of international com- 
munism leaps with joy as they view the 
fruits of their labors. There is no ques- 
tion but that they have been involved 
just as much as humanly possible in stir- 
ring up racial strife in this Nation. 

Because of the activities of a very 
small percentage of the Negro commu- 
nity there is fear on the part of both 
races. Social progress stops in an era of 
terror and destruction. 

We must first have law and order be- 
fore this Nation can move forward. 

The pleas and the statements of the 
real men of integrity in the Negro com- 
munity go unheard in the storm of pub- 
licity of swine who scream, burn, loot, 
and kill.“ 

To make a point, I would like to quote 
you just a part of an editorial from the 
Washington Post of July 25: 

The Detroit riot is the greatest tragedy of 
all the long succession of Negro ghetto out- 
bursts. In other cities it has been possible to 
seek causes in the ineptitude of govern- 
ments, the hostility of employers and unions, 
the destitution of the slum’s people. But 
Detroit is different. 

For years Detroit has been the American 
model of intelligence and political courage 
applied to the governance of a huge indus- 
trial city, Mayor Cavanagh has gone further, 
over a longer period of years, to respond to the 
people of the slums than any other big-city 
mayor; and now Mr. Cavanagh is doubtless 
destroyed as a political leader. Detroit's 
gifted young Congressman Conyers, one of 
six Negroes in the House, was booed and 
pelted by the crowd. 

Detroit’s poverty program has been repeat- 
edly cited as the most effective in the United 
States. Its police force is considered a model 
of temperate restraint. Its inner city schools 
are one of the country’s leading examples of 
forceful reform in education. The United Au- 
tomobile Workers have done more for racial 
equality than any other union in the history 
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of American labor, and they have been met 
with the steady cooperation of the automo- 
bile manufacturers. Whatever the depriva- 
tions of Detroit, there is no shortage of well- 
paid industrial jobs free of racial discrimina- 
tion. The city of Detroit was badly shocked 
by its fearful race riot in 1943. Over the past 
decade there has been no other large Ameri- 
can city in which government, business and 
labor have devoted as much skill and effort 
to the cause of the Negro and the poor. 


The paper went on to state that the 


sources of these riots lie beyond any ` 


easy explanation in the social and 
economic statistics. 

Certainly there is much that needs 
to be done in the public and the private 
sector to relieve poverty, hunger, and 
disease. We have different views as to 
how this can be accomplished. 

But being poor, of any religion, or any 
race, is no excuse for rioting. 

When we have the right to engage in 
violence, to decide what laws we will 
abide by and those we will ignore, we no 
longer have a government, but we have 
anarchy. 

We are facing a breakdown in law 
and order. 

With it comes a disintegration of our 
moral fiber. 

With this plague comes destruction 
and violence. 

With this horror comes death and 
destruction. 

Terror stalks our land. 

Those who participate in these riots 
are virtually destroying our Nation and 
the freedoms that have been won by each 
succeeding generation with their blood, 
sweat, and tears. 

There seems to be a hesitancy on the 
part of many officials to use their law- 
enforcement powers to meet these 
threats. 

Riots are pure and simply uncontrolled 
force, and they must be met with greater 
force. As a fire burns more brilliantly as 
fuel is heaped upon its flames, so does 
a riot increase in violence as it is al- 
lowed to grow. 

It is my opinion that we do not need 
new laws, rather we need to enforce the 
laws that are presently on the books. 
When rioting breaks out, we need to 
send in the police with such force as is 
necessary, and to immediately back them 
with the National Guard. We should not 
hesitate to use Federal troops. 

We would not do so to wantonly kill 
and maim, but rather to protect Ameri- 
can citizens in these areas—to protect 
their homes and businesses. Those who 
instigate riots should be ferreted out, and 
our laws would provide just punishment 
for their crimes against humanity. 

An investigation without a determina- 
tion that we are going to meet this chal- 
lenge with all the power necessary is a 
farce. I think we need to take a long and 
hard look at these riots and their cause, 
but we need to bring law and order to 
this land, whether these investigations 
are held or not. 

There are doubtlessly new laws that 
we need to enact to preserve law and 
order, but if we are not going to enforce 
those laws on the books now, then we 
make a mockery of the lawmaking 
process. 

I would add my condemnation to the 
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unthinking and perverted views of those 
in the judiciary who live in an ivory 
tower with great and noble thought, 
while the world burns at their feet. Rap- 
ists, murderers, looters, and other crim- 
inals must be called on to account for 
their crimes. 

Loosing them on society through tech- 
nicalities only increases the growing 
problem of law officials—and leads to 
disrespect for the law. 

America today is a nation in crisis. 

No platitudes will suffice. 

We must meet this crisis with deter- 
mination. We must meet force with force. 

We must not be deluded by those who 
would tell us that 20 million Negroes are 
in agreement with what is really a small 
minority that has no respect for law and 
for human dignity. This is no racial 
question, and this Nation needs to realize 
that it is our Negro citizens who are suf- 
fering the most. 

They want action taken. They deserve 
it. 


Every American has the right to feel 
free and secure in his home. 

The horror of snipers firing, firemen 
shot down as they attempt to put out 
flames, policemen stomped to death and 
gunned down, buildings burning, stores 
looted—this cannot be allowed to con- 
tinue. 

No, Rap Brown, you are not going to 
see this country burned down. No, Stoke- 
ly Carmichael, there is not going to be 
a fight to the death between the races in 
America. What we are going to do is 
establish law and order and to place 
those who think they can violate the law 
under arrest and see that they pay the 
penalty for their crimes. 

I call on the President to match his 
words with action. I call on every Gover- 
nor in the land to take whatever action 
is necessary to preserve law and order. 

Let those of us in Congress determine 
that law and order is going to be pre- 
served, and let us take whatever action 
is necessary to see that this is done. 


THE HOUSE SHOULD ESTABLISH 
COMMITTEE OUTLAWING POLITI- 
CAL SINECURES 


Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the Recorp and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, somewhere 
along the line Congress has been delin- 
quent in failing to note that the decreased 
workload of the Subversive Activities 
Control Board does not justify $26,000 
salaries for its five members. While I do 
not challenge the importance of that or 
any other particular office at this time, I 
nonetheless believe that the situation 
calls for a review of the necessity, work- 
load, and pay scale of every Federal 
board and commission to determine 
whether full-time employees are actually 
necessary. 

In every case, compensation should be 
limited to time on the job. Many positions 
of importance may be found to require so 
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little attention that responsible officials 
could serve at per diem rates; there is 
no question but that we can obtain 
enough dedicated citizens to volunteer, if 
necessary, and qualify for these positions. 

An investigation is likely to disclose 
groups other than the SACB where some 
cost cutting can be accomplished. There 
may be more than a few instances of 
exaggerated salaries among the 50 
boards, 59 commissions, and 13 councils 
listed in the Congressional Directory. 

Put your finger on these lists and you 
are likely to hit upon an organization 
like the Federal Power Commission, the 
Federal Trade Commission, or other rec- 
ognized office which is constantly under 
the public spotlight. Or you may come 
up with a commission whose officials are 
Members of Congress and other Govern- 
ment officials serving in dual capacities 
without additional cost to the taxpayer. 

Yet is anyone certain that there are 
not others with sinecures that should 
either be eliminated or which can be 
reduced in operating expenses? What, 
for instance, are the functions and pay- 
rolls of such lesser known offices as the 
International Boundary Commission, 
United States and Canada? It attracted 
my eye because I am not at all familiar 
with its operations. In all probability, the 
Commissioner has a full-time job on his 
hands; if he does not, Congress should 
know about it and act accordingly. 

We need not establish another agency 
to police the agencies; Congress can do 
the job itself and, if it is the pleasure of 
Members, may set up in the House a 
Committee Outlawing Political Sine- 
cures—COPS. 


PRESIDENT’S ADDRESS ON CIVIL 
DISORDERS 


Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re- 
marks at this point in the Recorp and 
to include the address of the President 
on civil disorders. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, the Presi- 
dent in his address to the Nation on 
July 27 on civil disorders was a major 
statement of policy on this important 
and pressing matter. More than that, it 
expressed the resolve of this Nation that 
law and order should prevail, and it 
called upon Americans of all races and 
color to obey the law. It properly asked 
for respect for those charged with the 
enforcement of law. It called for the im- 
plementation of programs needed to root 
out the underlying causes of civil dis- 
order. 

Mr. Speaker, the President’s speech 
follows: 

PRESIDENT’S ADDRESS TO THE NATION ON 
CIVIL DISORDERS 

My fellow Americans: 

We have endured a week such as no Nation 
should live through: a time of violence and 
tragedy. 

For a few minutes tonight, I want to talk 
about that tragedy—and I want to talk 
about the deeper questions it raises for us 
all. 
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Iam tonight appointing a special Advisory 
Commission on Civil Disorders. 

Governor Otto Kerner, of Illinois, has 
agreed to serve as Chairman. Mayor John 
Lindsay, of New York, will serve as Vice 
Chairman. Its other members will include 
Fred R. Harris, Senator from Oklahoma; 
Edward W. Brooke, United States Senator 
from Massachusetts; James C. Corman, U.S. 
Representative from California, 22nd Dis- 
trict, Los Angeles; William M. McCulloch, 
the U.S. Representative from the State of 
Ohio, the 4th District; I. W. Abel, the 
President of the United Steel Workers; 
Charles B. Thornton, the President, Direc- 
tor and Chairman of the Board of Litton 
Industries, Inc.; Roy Wilkins, the Executive 
Director of the NAACP; Katherine Graham 
Peden, the Commissioner of Commerce of the 
State of Kentucky; Herbert Jenkins, the 
Chief of Police, Atlanta, Georgia. 

The Commission will investigate the 
origins of the recent disorders in our cities. 
It will make recommendations—to me, to 
the Congress, to the State Governors, and to 
the Mayors—for measures to prevent or 
contain such disasters in the future. 

In their work, the Commission members 
will have access to the facts that are gathered 
by Director Edgar Hoover and the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation. The FBI will con- 
tinue to exercise its full authority to in- 
vestigate these riots, in accordance with my 
standing instructions, and continue to search 
for evidence of conspiracy. 

But even before the Commission begins 
its work; and even before all the evidence 
is in, there are some things that we can tell 
about the outbreaks of this summer. 

First—let there be no mistake about it— 
the looting, arson, plunder and pillage which 
have occurred are not part of a civil rights 
protest. There is no American right to loot 
stores, or to burn buildings, or to fire rifies 
from the rooftops. That is crime—and crime 
must be dealt with forcefully, and swiftly, 
and certainly—under law. 

Innocent people, Negro and white, have 
been killed. Damage to property—owned by 
Negroes and whites—is calamitous. Worst of 
all, fear and bitterness which have been 
loosed will take long months to erase. 

The criminals who committed these acts 
of violence against the people deserve to be 
punished—and they must be punished. Ex- 
planations may be offered, but nothing can 
excuse what they have done. 

There will be attempts to interpret the 
events of the past few days. But when vio- 
lence strikes, then those in public responsi- 
bility have an immediate and a very dif- 
ferent job: not to analyze, but to end dis- 
order. 

That they must seek to do with every 

means at their command: through local 
police, state officials, and—in extraordinary 
circumstances where local authorities have 
stated that they cannot maintain order with 
their own resources—then through Federal 
power that we have limited authority to 
use. 
I have directed the Secretary of Defense 
to issue new training standards for riot con- 
trol procedures immediately to National 
Guard units across the country. Through the 
Continental Army Command, this expanded 
training will begin immediately. The Na- 
tional Guard must have the ability to re- 
spond effectively, quickly, and appropriately, 
in conditions of disorder and violence. 

Those charged with the responsibility of 
law enforcement should, and must, be re- 
spected by all of our people. The violence 
must be stopped: quickly, finally, and per- 
manently. 

It would compound the tragedy, however, 
if we should settle for order that is imposed 
by the muzzle of a gun. 

In America, we seek more than the uneasy 
calm of martial law. We seek peace based 
on one man's respect for another man—and 
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upon mutual respect for law. We seek a 
public order that is built on steady progress 
in meeting the needs of all of our people. 

Not even the sternest police action, nor 
the most effective Federal Troops, can ever 
create lasting peace in our cities. 

The only genuine, long-range solution for 
what has happened lies in an attack— 
mounted at every level—upon the conditions 
that breed despair and violence. All of us 
know what those conditions are: ignorance, 
discrimination, slums, poverty, disease, not 
enough jobs. We should attack these con- 
ditions—not because we are frightened by 
conflict, but because we are fired by con- 
science. We should attacks them because 
there is simply no other way to achieve a 
decent and orderly society in America. 

In the past three and a half years, we have 
directed the greatest Governmental effort in 
all of our American history at these ancient 
enemies. The roll call of those laws reveals 
the depth of our concern: The Model Cities 
Act. The Voters Rights Act. The Civil Rights 
Act. The Rent Supplement Act. Medicare and 
Medicaid. The 24 educational bills. Head 
Start. The Job Corps. The Neighborhood 
Youth Corps. Teacher Corps. Manpower De- 
velopment and Training. And many, many 
more acts too numerous to mention on tele- 
vision tonight. 

We will continue to press for laws which 
would protect our citizens from violence: 
like the Safe Streets and Crime Control Act 
now under consideration in the Congress and 
the Gun Control Act. 

Our work has just begun. Yet there are 
those who feel that even this beginning is too 
much. There are those who would have us 
turn back even now, at the beginning of this 
journey. 

Last week in Congress, a small but im- 
portant plan for action in the cities was 
voted down in the House of Representatives. 
The members of that body rejected my re- 
quest for $20 million to fight the pestilence 
of rats—rats which prowl in dark alleys and 
tenements, and attack thousands of city 
children. The passage of this legislation 
would have meant much to the children of 
the slums, A strong government that has 
spent millions to protect baby calves from 
worms could surely afford to show as much 
concern for baby boys and girls, 

There are some tonight who feel that we 
cannot afford a Model Cities program. They 
reduced my request for funds this year by 
two-thirds. 

There are some who feel that we cannot 
afford additional good teachers for the chil- 
dren of poverty in urban areas. Or new 
efforts to house those who are most in need 
of housing. Or to aid in education to those 
who need to read and write. 

Theirs is a strange system of bookkeeping. 

I believe we should be counting the assets 
that these measures can bring to America: 
cities richer in opportunity; cities more full 
of promise; cities of order, progress, and 
happiness. Instead, some are counting the 
seeds of bitterness. 

This is not a time for angry reaction. It is 
a time for action: starting with legislative 
action to improve the life in our cities. The 
strength and promise of the law are the 
surest remedies for tragedy in the streets. 

But laws are only one answer. Another 
answer lies in the way our people will re- 
spond to these disturbances. 

There is a danger that the worst toll of 
this tragedy will be counted in the hearts 
of Americans: in hatred, in insecurity, in 
heated words which will not end the con- 
flict, but prolong it. 

So let us acknowledge the tragedy; but let 
us not exaggerate it. 

Let us look about tonight. Let us look at 
ourselves. We will see these things. 

Most Americans, Negro and white, are 
leading decent, responsible and productive 
lives. 
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Most Americans, Negro and white, seek 
safety in their neighborhoods and harmony 
with their neighbors. 

Nothing can destroy good will more than 
a period of needless strife and suspicion be- 
tween the races. 

Let us condemn the violent few. But let 
us remember that is is law-abiding Negro 
families who have really suffered most at 
the hands of the rioters. It is responsible 
Negro citizens who hope most fervently— 
and need most urgently—to share in Amer- 
ica’s growth and prosperity. 

This is not the time to turn away from 
that goal. 

To reach it will require more than laws; 
more than dollars. It will take renewed dedi- 
cation and understanding in the heart of 
every citizen. 

I know there are millions of men and 
women tonight who are eager to heal the 
wounds that we have suffered; who want to 
get on with the job of teaching and working 
and building America. 

In that spirit, at the conclusion of this 
address, I will sign a proclamation calling 
for a day of prayer in our Nation through- 
out all of our States. On this Sunday, July 
30, I urge the citizens in every town, every 
city, and every home in this Land to go into 
their churches—to pray for order and recon- 
ciliation among men. 

I appeal to every Governor, every Mayor, 
every preacher and every teacher and parent 
to join and give leadership in this National 
observance, 

This spirit of dedication cannot be limited 
to our public leaders. It must extend to every 
citizen in this land. And the man who speaks 
to break the peace must feel the powerful 
disapproval of all of his neighbors. 

Tonight, I call upon every American to 
search his own heart. 

To those who are tempted by violence, I 
would say this: Think again. Who is really 
the loser when violence comes? Whose neigh- 
borhood is made a shambles? Whose life is 
threatened most? 

If you choose to tear down what other 
hands have built, 

You will not succeed; 

You will suffer most from your own crimes; 

You will learn that there are no victors in 
the aftermath of violence. 

The apostles of violence, with their ugly 
drumbeat of hatred, must know that they 
are now heading for disaster. And every man 
who really wants progress or justice or equal- 
ity must stand against them and their miser- 
able virus of hate. 

For other Americans, especially those in 
positions of public trust, I have this message: 

Yours is the duty to bring about a peace- 
ful change in America. If your response to 
these tragic events is only “business as 
usual”—you invite not only disaster, but dis- 
honor. 

My fellow citizens, let us go about our 
work. Let us clear the streets of rubble and 
quench the fires that hatred set. Let us feed 
and care for those who have suffered at the 
rioter’s hands—but let there be no bonus or 
reward or salutes for those who have inflicted 
that suffering. 

Let us resolve that this violence is going to 
stop and there will be no bonus to flow from 
it. We can stop it. We must stop it. We will 
stop it. 

And let us build something much more 
lasting: faith between man and man, faith 
between race and race. Faith in each other— 
and faith in the promise of beautiful 
America. 

Let us pray for the day when “mercy and 
truth are met together; righteousness and 
peace have kissed each other.” Let us pray— 
and let us work for better jobs and better 
housing and better education that so many 
millions of our own fellow Americans need so 
much tonight. 


Let us then act in the Congress, in the 
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city halls, and in every community, so that 
this great land of ours may truly be “one 
Nation under God—with liberty and justice 
for all.” 


Goodnight and thank you. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE 


By unanimous consent, leave of ab- 
sence was granted to: 

Mr. Branton, for Monday, July 31, 
1967, on account of business within the 
Seventh District of Tennessee. 

Mr. Morton (at the request of Mr. 
Geratp R. Forp), for today, and re- 
mainder of the week, on account of offi- 
cial business as a member of the House 
Committee on Interior. 

Mr. Kuprerman (at the request of Mr. 
GERALD R. Forp), for July 31, and for 
the balance of the week, on account of 
official business as a member of the 
House Subcommittee on Irrigation. 

Mr. Wrarr (at the request of Mr. 
GERALD R. Forp), for today, and the 
balance of the week, on account of offi- 
cial business. 

Mr. Fouxrarx (at the request of Mr. 
ALBERT), for today, on account of official 
business. 


SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legis- 
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

Mr. HALPERN (at the request of Mr. 
Bus), for 10 minutes, today; to revise 
and extend his remarks and to include 
extraneous matter. 

Mr. WHITENER (at the request of Mr. 
Montcomery), for 30 minutes, today; 
to revise and extend his remarks and in- 
clude extraneous matter. 

Mr. Fuqua (at the request of Mr. 
Montcomery), for 30 minutes, today; to 
revise an extend his remarks and include 
extraneous matter. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


By unanimous consent, permission to 
extend remarks in the CONGRESSIONAL 
Recorp, or to revise and extend remarks, 
was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re- 
quest of Mr. MONTGOMERY) and to in- 
clude extraneous matter:) 

Mr. Dow. 

Mr. WOLFF. 


SENATE BILL REFERRED 


A bill of the Senate of the following 
title was taken from the Speaker’s table 
and, under the rule, referred as follows: 

S. 1003. An act to amend the Flammable 
Fabrics Act to increase the protection af- 
forded consumers against injurious flam- 
mable fabrics; to the Committee on Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce. 


SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 


The SPEAKER announced his signa- 
ture to an enrolled bill of the Senate of 
the following title: 

S. 1648. An act to extend the authority for 
exemptions from the antitrust laws to assist 
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in safeguarding the balance-of-payments 
position of the United States. 


ADJOURNMENT 


Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I 
move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; according- 
ly (at 2 o’clock and 27 minutes p.m.), 
the House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Tuesday, August 1, 1967, at 12 o’clock 
noon. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC 


Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker's table and referred as follows: 

961. A letter from the Secretary, Export- 
Import Bank of Washington, transmitting a 
report of the amount of Export-Import 
Bank insurance and guarantees issued in 
connection with U.S. exports to Yugoslavia 
for the month of June 1967, pursuant to the 
provisions of title III of the Foreign Assist- 
ance and Related Agencies Appropriation 
Act of 1967, and to the Presidential deter- 
mination of February 4, 1964; to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Affairs, 

962. A letter from the Comptroller Gen- 
eral of the United States, transmitting a re- 
port of potential savings in financing opera- 
tions of Government-owned vessels support- 
ing military activities in Southeast Asia, 
Maritime Administration, Department of 
Commerce; to the Committee on Government 
Operations. 

963. A letter from the Archivist of the 
United States, transmitting a report on rec- 
ords proposed for disposal, pursuant to the 
provisions of 63 Stat. 377; to the Committee 
on House Administration. 

964. A letter from the Secretary of Trans- 
portation, transmitting the report on “Guide- 
lines for Minimizing Possible Soil Erosion 
From Highway Construction,” pursuant to 
the provisions of 80 Stat, 766; to the Com- 
mittee on Public Works. 

965. A letter from the Deputy Assistant 
Secretary for Administration, Department of 
the Interior, transmitting a report covering 
grants made during calendar year 1966 to 
nonprofit institutions and organizations for 
support of scientific research programs, pur- 
suant to the provisions of Public Law 85- 
934; to the Committee on Science and Astro- 
nautics. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB- 
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule AI, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 


Mr. HALEY: Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. H.R. 9761. A bill to declare 
that the United States holds in trust for the 
Indians of the Battle Mountain Colony cer- 
tain lands which are used for cemetery pur- 
poses (Rept. No. 519). Referred to the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union. 

Mr. PERKINS: Committee on Education 
and Labor. H.R. 10347. A bill creating a 
commission to be known as the Commission 
on Obscenity and Pornography; with amend- 
poses (Rept. No. 519). Referred to the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union. 

Mr. DADDARIO: Committee on Science 
and Astronautics. H.R. 11284. A bill to amend 
the Organic Act of the National Bureau of 
Standards to authorize a fire research and 
safety program, to establish a National Com- 
mission on Fire Prevention and Control, and 
for other purposes; with amendment (Rept. 
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No. 522). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRI- 
VATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. MOORE: Committee on the Judiciary. 
H.R. 3727. A bill for the relief of Elpidio and 
Natividad Damazo; with amendment (Rept. 
No. 520). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House, 


PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 


By Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia: 

H.R. 11909. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide for the non- 
recognition of gain on certain transfers of 
property pursuant to a decree of divorce or of 
separate maintenance of a written separa- 
tion agreement; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. CONTE: 

H.R. 11910. A bill to remove the authority 
of the Secretary of the to prohibit, 
curtail, or regulate the melting or treating 
of coins of the United States; to the Com- 
mittee on and Currency. 

H.R. 11911. A bill to amend the tariff sched- 
ules of the United States to permit the 
importation of upholstery regulators, up- 
holsterer’s regulating needles, and upholster- 
er’s pins free of duty; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. DICKINSON: 

H.R. 11912. A bill to provide for orderly 
trade in textile articles; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means, 

By Mr. ERLENBORN: 

H.R.11913. A bill to expand the definition 
of deductible moving expenses incurred by 
an employee; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. FASCELL: 

H.R. 11914. A bill to assist State and local 
governments in reducing the incidence of 
crime, to increase the effectiveness, fairness, 
and coordination of law enforcement and 
criminal justice systems at all levels of gov- 
ernment, and,for other purposes; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. FRASER: 

H.R. 11915. A bill to amend the college 
work-study program with respect to institu- 
tional matching and permissible hours of 
work; to the Committee on Education and 
Labor. 

By Mr. GETTYS: 

H.R. 11916. A bill to cut off Federal bene- 
fits for conviction of rioting and prohibiting 
entitlement to such benefits thereafter; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HANLEY: 

H.R. 11917. A bill to establish the Govern- 
ment Program Evaluation Commission; to 
the Committee on Government Operations. 

By Mr. HATHAWAY: 

H. R. 11918. A bill to provide that the nu- 
clear accelerator to be constructed at Wes- 
ton, Ill., shall be named the “Enrico Fermi 
Nuclear Accelerator” in memory of the late 
Dr. Enrico Fermi; to the Joint Committee 
on Atomic Energy. 

H. R. 11919. A bill to provide for orderly 
trade in textile articles; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HICKS: 

H.R. 11920. A bill to provide for the train- 
ing and equipping of the National Guard 
in riot control; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 
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By Mr. JONES of North Carolina: 

H.R.11921. A bill to amend title 18 of 
the United States Code to prohibit looting 
during a riot; to the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary. 

By Mr. KING of New York: 

H.R. 11922. A bill to amend title 18, United 
States Code, with respect to the admissibil- 
ity in evidence of confessions; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

H.R, 11923. A bill to amend section 103 
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to re- 
move the tax exemption for interest on State 
or local obligations issued to finance in- 
dustrial or commercial facilities to be sold 
or leased to private profitmaking enterprises; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

H.R. 11924. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to curb the tax-exempt 
financing of industrial or commercial facili- 
ties used for private profitmaking purposes; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. LANGEN: 

H. R. 11925: A bill for the establishment of 
a commission to study and appraise the or- 
ganization and operation of the executive 
and legislative branches of the Government; 
to the Committee on Government Opera- 
tions. 

By Mr. MILLS: 

H. R. 11926, A bill to designate lock and 
dam No, 8 on the Arkansas River and the 
lake created thereby as Toad Suck Bridge 
and Reservoir; to the Committee on Public 
Works. 

H.R. 11927. A bill to provide that certain 
income required to be accumulated shall be 
disregarded in determining whether a 
charitable organization is exempt from in- 
come tax; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. MOORHEAD: 

H.R. 11928. A bill to provide that the nu- 
clear accelerator to be constructed at Wes- 
ton, III., shall be named the “Enrico Fermi 
Nuclear Accelerator” in memory of the late 
Dr. Enrico Fermi; to the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy. 

By Mr. O'NEAL of Georgia: 

H.R. 11929. A bill to provide for orderly 
trade in textile articles; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. POAGE: 

H.R. 11930. A bill to amend the Commodity 
Exchange Act, as amended; to the Committee 
on Agriculture, 

By Mr. PUCINSKI: 

H.R. 11931. A bill to amend the War Claims 
Act of 1948 to provide for the payment of 
benefits under such act to certain citizens 
and permanent residents of the United 
States; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce, 

By Mr. REIFEL: 

H.R. 11932. A bill to amend the Tariff 
Schedules of the United States with respect 
to the rate of duty on whole skins of mink, 
whether or not dressed; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. ROBERTS: 

H.R. 11933. A bill to create a public works 
program for the purpose of reducing unem- 
ployment; to the Committee on Public Works. 

H.R. 11934. A bill to provide for orderly 
trade in textile articles; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means, 

By Mr. ROYBAL: 

H.R. 11935, A bill to provide for the training 
and equipping of the National Guard in riot 
control; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

H.R. 11936. A bill to provide for the estab- 
lishment of a program under which tickets 
to professional, semiprofessional, and ama- 
teur baseball, football, basketball, hockey, 
and soccer games will be furnished at no cost 
by local police officers and firemen to indi- 
viduals under the age of 19, particularly such 
individuals who are economically underprivi- 
leged; to the Committee on Interior and In- 
sular Affairs. 

H.R. 11937. A bill to provide that the 
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nuclear accelerator to be constructed at 
Weston, II., shall be named the “Enrico 
Fermi Nuclear Accelerator” in memory of the 
late Dr. Enrico Fermi; to the Joint Com- 
mittee on Atomic Energy. 

H.R. 11938. A bill to authorize the Attorney 
General to make grants to local law enforce- 
ment agencies to assist them in the preven- 
tion and control of riots; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. STEIGER of Arizona: 

H.R. 11939. A bill to provide a program for 
an “Operation Bootstrap” for the American 
Indian in order to improve conditions among 
Indians on reservations and in other com- 
munities, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. VANDER JAGT: 

H.R. 11940. A bill to amend title 18, United 
States Code, with respect to the admissibility 
in evidence of confessions; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

H. R. 11941. A bill to prohibit electronic 
surveillance by persons other than duly au- 
thorized law enforcement officers engaged in 
the investigation or prevention of specified 
categories of offenses, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. WAMPLER: 

H.R. 11942. A bill to provide for orderly 
trade in textile articles; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. WILLIAMS of Pennsylvania: 

H.R.11943. A bill to provide for orderly 
trade in textile articles; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. DULSKI: 

H.R. 11944. A bill to amend the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to include a 
definition of food supplements and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mrs. GREEN of Oregon (for herself, 
Mr. Brapemas, Mr. Carey, Mr, 
HATHAWAY, Mr. BURTON of Califor- 
nia, Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey, 
Mr. HOLLAND, Mr. SCHEUER, Mr. 
QUIE, Mr. Rem of New York, Mr. 
GURNEY, Mr. ERLENBORN, Mr. Esch, 
and Mr. GARDNER) : 

H.R. 11945, A bill to amend the college 
work-study program with respect to institu- 
tional matching and permissible hours of 
work; to the Committee on Education and 
Labor. 

By Mr. HALPERN: 

H.R. 11946. A bill to provide for the estab- 
lishment of a program under which tickets 
to professional, semiprofessional, and ama- 
teur baseball, football, basketball, hockey, 
and soccer games will be furnished at no 
cost by local police officers and firemen to 
individuals under the age of 19, particularly 
such individuals who are economically un- 
derprivileged; to the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. 

b By Mr. LENNON: 

H.R. 11947. A bill to provide for the train- 
ing and equipping of the National Guard in 
riot control; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

By Mrs. MINK: 

H.R. 11948. A bill to amend Public Law 874 
of the 8ist Congress to create within the 
Department of Health, Education, and Wel- 
fare a National Overseas Education Board 
having responsibility for the elementary and 
secondary education of certain overseas de- 
pendents; to the Committee on Education 
and Labor. 

By Mr. NICHOLS: 

H.R. 11949. A bill to amend the Immigra- 
tion and Nationality Act to prohibit travel 
under a U.S. passport in violation of certain 
passport restrictions; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. PATMAN: 

H.R. 11950. A bill to provide for the inclu- 
sion of Panola and Shelby Counties, Tex., 
within the Marshall division of the eastern 
district for the U.S. district courts in Texas; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
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By Mr. PICKLE: 

H.R. 11951. A bill to promote the general 
welfare, foreign policy, and national security 
of the United States; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. SELDEN: 

H.R, 11952. A bill to amend the Immigra- 
tion and Nationality Act to authorize, in the 
national interest, restrictions on travel by 
nationals of the United States in certain 
designated areas of the world; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MATSUNAGA: 

H. J. Res. 754. Joint resolution to authorize 
the President to designate October 31 of each 
year as National UNICEF Day; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MULTER: 

H. J. Res. 755. Joint resolution to establish 
a Joint Select Committee on Civil Disorder; 
to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. ROONEY of Pennsylvania: 

H. J. Res. 756. Joint resolution creating a 
Joint Committee To Investigate Crime; to 
the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. ERLENBORN: 

H. Con. Res. 440. Concurrent resolution to 
establish a joint congressional committee to 
investigate riots and violent civil disorder; 
to the Committee on Rules, 

By Mr. HALPERN: 

H. Con. Res, 441. Concurrent resolution ex- 
pressing the sense of the Congress in re the 
Panama Canal Zone; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. MOORHEAD: 

H. Res. 835. Resolution expressing the 
sense of the House of Representatives with 
respect to the establishment of permanent 
peace in the Middle East; to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. ROONEY of Pennsylvania: 

H. Res. 836. Resolution concerning the 
U.S.S. Forrestal tragedy; to the Committee 
on Rules. 


MEMORIALS 


Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memorials 
were presented and referred as follows: 


265. By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the 
Legislature of the State of Nebraska, relative 
to the transport, shipment, or receipt of 
sporting arms and ammunition in interstate 
commerce; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

266. Also, memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of Oħio, relative to the repeal or 
modification of 18th and 19th century con- 
gressional laws affecting administration of 
school and ministerial lands; to the Com- 
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. BLATNIK: 

H. R. 11953. A bill for the relief of Keith 
Raymond Christiansen; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BRASCO: 

H.R. 11954. A bill for the relief of Vito 

Mannino; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. CURTIS: 

H.R. 11955. A bill for the relief of Francisco 
Thomas Celis, M.D., M.S.; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. GUBSER: 

H.R. 11956. A bill for the relief of Juan 
Campillo Sanchez; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

H.R. 11957. A bill for the relief of Alfredo 
Herrera Velasquez; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. HANLEY: 

H.R. 11958. A bill for the relief of Franziska 

Seeck; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
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By Mr. McCLURE: 

H.R. 11959. A bill for the relief of Robert 
E. Nesbitt; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

By Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts: 

H.R. 11960. A bill for the relief of Shwen- 
Sing Tai; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. TENZER: 

H.R. 11961. A bill for the relief of S. Leon 

Levy to the Committee on the Judiciary. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 1 of rule XXII, 


134. The SPEAKER presented a petition of 
Henry Stoner, Portland, Oreg., relative to the 
new U.S. 5-cent postage stamp, which was 
referred to the Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service. 


SENATE 


Monpay, Jury 31, 1967 


The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian, 
and was called to order by the President 
pro tempore. 

Rev. J. Bruce Weaver, pastor, Lutheran 
Church of the Reformation, Washington, 
D. C., offered the following prayer: 


Almighty God, creator and preserver 
of all things, without whose support we 
cannot exist; we come before Thee this 
day to give thanks for the innumerable 
benefits which Thou dost so plentifully 
bestow upon us. 

We thank Thee for the mercies and 
gifts that continue to come to us in Thy 
good providence, and for all the satisfac- 
tions and comforts which sustain and 
gladden us day by day. 

We thank Thee for the country in 
which Thou has made it our privilege 
to live, and for good laws and equitable 
government under which we may live 
and prosper. 

We thank Thee that even in our afflic- 
tions and in our times of blindness and 
sin, the hand of Thy goodness hath con- 
tinued with us; that even the strokes of 
deserved judgment have been directed 
and tempered with mercy. We beseech 
Thee to continue Thy favor to us and to 
our children from generation to genera- 
tion. 

Continue also, we beg of Thee, Thy 
special favor upon these United States. 
Let them truly become and ever remain 
the home of the free and an asylum for 
the persecuted and oppressed. Enable our 
President, and all others in authority, to 
discharge their duties with wisdom and 
fidelity as men responsible to Thee. 
Counsel our counselors, and teach our 
Senators wisdom. Let not prudence be 
hid from the eyes of those who lead and 
govern. Help them to follow Thy example 
in tempering justice with compassion, 
law with love, and power with humility. 

Especially, in this day when our hearts 
are sorely troubled and our minds un- 
certain under the burden of riots and 
war, of tensions and terror, help us to 
find our way with certain steps to that 
unity of purpose, and that courage of 
conviction necessary to restore peace, in- 
vite tranquillity and to establish the con- 
ditions which make it possible for us to 
serve Thee in honor and integrity, and to 
be the blessing to all the nations of the 
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earth which, we are persuaded, Thou 
dost both intend for us and expect of us. 

Help us to find the means to be worthy 
of the mission upon which Thou hast 
sent us, through Jesus Christ, Thy Son 
and our Lord, who liveth and reigneth 
with Thee and the Holy Ghost, ever one 
God, world without end. Amen, 


MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT— 
APPROVAL OF BILLS AND JOINT 
RESOLUTION 


Messages in writing from the Presi- 
dent of the United States were communi- 
cated to the Senate by Mr. Jones, one of 
his secretaries, and he announced that 
on the following dates the President had 
approved and signed the following acts 
and joint resolution: 

On July 27, 1967: 

S. 280. An act for the relief of Rosa Agos- 
tino; 

S. 324. An act for the relief of Jesse O. 
Johnson; and 

S. 822. An act for the relief of Hye Suk 
Paeng and Mi Kung Paeng (Patricia Ann). 

On July 29, 1967: 

S. 39. An act for the relief of Athanasia 
Argere; 3 

S. 256. An act for the relief of Rosa Anna 
Genovese; and 

S.J. Res. 88. Joint resolution authorizing 
the operation of an amateur radio station by 
participants in the XII World Boy Scout 
Jamboree at Farragut State Park, Idaho, 
August 1 through August 9, 1967. 


THE JOURNAL 


On request of Mr. MansFrietp, and by 
unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Thursday, 
July 27, 1967, was dispensed with. 


COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING - 
SENATE SESSION 


On request of Mr. MANSFIELD, and by 
unanimous consent, all committees were 


authorized to meet during the session of 
the Senate today. 


NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMISSION 
ON CIVIL DISORDERS 


Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, on 
behalf of the distinguished minority 
leader [Mr. DIRKSEN], the distinguished 
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. Harris], 
the distinguished Senator from Massa- 
chusetts [Mr. Brooke], and myself, I 
send to the desk a joint resolution and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
joint resolution will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read the joint res- 
olution (S.J. Res. 98) as follows: 

S.J. Res. 98 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, That (a) for the pur- 
poses of this joint resolution, the term Com- 
mission” means the Commission appointed 
by the President by Executive Order 11365, 
dated July 29, 1967. 

(b) The Commission, or any member of the 
Commission when so authorized by the Com- 
mission, shall have power to issue subpenas 
requiring the attendance and testimony of 
witnesses and the production of any evidence 
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that relates to any matter under investiga- 
tion by the Commission. The Commission, or 
any members of the Commission or any agent 
or agency designated by the Commission for 
such purpose, may administer oaths and 
affirmations, examine witnesses, and receive 
evidence. Such attendance of witnesses and 
the production of such evidence may be 
required from any place within the United 
States at any designated place of hearing. 

(o) In case of contumacy or refusal to obey 
a subpena issued to any person under sub- 
section (b), any court of the United States 
within the jurisdiction of which the in- 
quiry is carried on or within the jurisdiction 
of which said person guilty of contumacy or 
refusal to obey is found or resides or trans- 
acts business, upon application by the Com- 
mission shall have jurisdiction to issue to 
such person an order requiring such person 
to appear before the Commission, its member, 
agent, or agency, there to produce evidence 
if so ordered, or there to give testimony 
touching the matter under investigation or 
in question; and any failure to obey such 
order of the court may be punished by said 
court as a contempt thereof. 

(d) Process and papers of the Commis- 
sion, its members, agent, or agency, may be 
served either upon the witness in person or 
by registered mail or by telegraph or by 
leaving a copy thereof at the residence or 
principal office or place of business of the 
person required to be served. The verified 
return by the individual so serving the same, 
setting forth the manner of such service, 
shall be proof of the same, and the return 
post office receipt or telegraph receipt there- 
for when registered and mailed or tele- 
graphed as aforesaid shall be proof of service 
of the same, Witnesses summoned before the 
Commission, its members, agent, or agency, 
shall be paid the same fees and mileage that 
are paid witnesses in courts of the United 
States, and witnesses whose depositions are 
taken and the persons taking the same shall 
severally be entitled to the same fees as are 
paid for like services in the courts of the 
United States. 

(e) No person shall be excused from at- 
tending and testifying or from producing 
books, records, correspondence, documents, 
or other evidence in obedience to a subpena, 
on the ground that the testimony or evi- 
dence required of him may tend to incrimi- 
nate him or subject him to a penalty or for- 
feiture; but no individual shall be prose- 
cuted or subjected to any penalty or for- 
feiture (except demotion or removal from 
office) for or on account of any transaction, 
matter, or thing concerning which he is 
compelled, after having claimed his privi- 
lege against self-incrimination, to testify or 
produce evidence, except that such individ- 
ual so testifying shall not be exempt from 
prosecution and punishment for perjury 
committed in so g. 

(f) All process of any court to which ap- 
plication may be made under this Act may 
be served in the judicial district wherein 
the person required to be served resides or 
may be found. 


Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I just 
wish to observe that if the Commission 
is to be effective, it must have subpena 
authority; and therefore I am happy to 
sponsor, with the distinguished major- 
ity leader and other Senators, the res- 
olution now before the Senate. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that, before the 
passage of the resolution, a letter ad- 
dressed to the Vice President from Gov. 
Otto Kerner, chairman of the National 
Advisory Commission on Civil Disorders, 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
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NATIONAL ADVISORY. COMMISSION 
ON CIVIL DISORDERS, 
July 31, 1967. 
Hon. HUBERT H. HUMPHREY, 
Vice President of the United States, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Mr. VICE PRESIDENT: Attached is a 
proposed Joint Resolution to authorize the 
National Advisory Commission on Civil Dis- 
orders to issue and obtain the enforcement 
of subpoenas. 

The Commission is of the opinion subpoena 
power is necessary to the proper execution of 
its task, We request the enactment of the 
Joint Resolution at the earliest possible date. 


Sincerely, 
Chairman, 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the joint resolution? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the joint resolu- 
tion (S.J. Res: 98), which was read the 
second time by its title. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
joint resolution is open to amendment. 
If there be no amendment to be pro- 
posed, the question is on the engrossment 
and third reading of the joint resolution. 

The joint resolution (S.J. Res. 98) was 
ordered to be engrossed for a third read- 
ing, was read the third time, and passed. 


EXECUTIVE SESSION 


On request of Mr. MANSFIELD, and by 
unanimous consent, the Senate pro- 
ceeded to consider executive business. 


EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid 
before the Senate messages from the 
President of the United States submit- 
ting sundry nominations and withdraw- 
ing the nominations of Harvey L. Martin 
to be postmaster at Bear Lake, Pa., and 
Ada B. Williams to be postmaster at Hart 
Lot, N.Y., which nominating messages 
were referred to the appropriate com- 
mittees. 

(For nominations this day received, see 
the end of Senate proceedings.) 


EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF A 
COMMITTEE 


The following favorable reports of 
nominations were submitted: 

By Mr. KENNEDY of New York, from the 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare: 

Clifford L. Alexander, Jr., of New York, 
to be a member of the Equal Employment 
Opportunity Commission. 

By Mr. HILL, from the Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare: 

Dr. Roger W. Heyns, of California, to be 
a member of the National Science Board, 
National Science Foundation. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If there 
be no further reports of committees, the 
nominations on the Executive Calendar 
will be stated. 


U.S. AIR FORCE 


The legislative clerk proceeded to read 
sundry nominations in the US. Air 
Force. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the nominations 
be considered en bloc. 
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, the nominations are con- 
sidered and confirmed en bloc. 


US. ARMY 


The legislative clerk read the nomina- 
tion of Lt. Gen. Ashton Herbert Manhart 
to be lieutenant general. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, the nomination is con- 
sidered and confirmed. 


US. NAVY 


The legislative clerk read the nomi- 
nation of Rear Adm. Ralph L. Shifley to 
be a vice admiral. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, the nomination is consid- 
ered and confirmed. 


DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 


The legislative clerk proceeded to read 
sundry nominations in the Department 
of Justice. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the nominations 
be considered en bloc. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, the nominations are con- 
sidered and confirmed en bloc. 


NOMINATIONS PLACED ON THE SEC- 
RETARY’S DESK—AIR FORCE, 
ARMY, NAVY AND MARINE 
CORPS, AND MARINE CORPS 


The legislative clerk proceeded to read 
sundry nominations in the Air Force, the 
Army, the Navy and Marine Corps, and 
the Marine Corps, which had been placed 
on the Secretary’s desk. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, the nominations are con- 
sidered and confirmed en bloc. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the. President 
be immediately notified of the confirma- 
tion of these nominations. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 


LEGISLATIVE SESSION 
On request of Mr. MANSFIELD, and by 
unanimous consent, the Senate resumed 
the consideration of legislative busi- 
ness. 


CALENDAR 


Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate pro- 
ceed to the consideration of measures 
on the calendar, beginning with No. 396 
and the succeeding measures in sequence. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 


HOLDING LANDS IN TRUST FOR 
INDIANS OF THE BATTLE MOUN- 
TAIN COLONY FOR CEMETERY 
PURPOSES 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 1701) to declare that the United 
States holds in trust for the Indians of 
the Battle Mountain Colony certain 
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lands which are used for cemetery pur- 
poses, which had been reported from the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Af- 
fairs, with an amendment, on page 2, 
after line 12, to insert a new section, as 
follows: 


Src. 2. The Indian Claims Commission is 
directed to determine, in accordance with 
the provisions of section 2 of the Act of 
August 13, 1946 (60 Stat. 1050), the extent 
to which the value of the title conveyed by 
this Act should or should not be set off 
against any claim against the United States 
determined by the Commission. 


So as to make the bill read: 
S. 1701 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That all of 
the right, title, and interest of the United 
States in the following described public 
domain land located in the State of Nevada 
are hereby declared to be held by the United 
States in trust for the Indians of the Battle 
Mountain Colony: 

Township 32 north, range 44 east, Mount 
Diablo base and meridian, section 13, west 
half southeast quarter northwest quarter 
northeast quarter, containing 5 acres, plus a 
right-of-way for access purposes across the 
west 33 feet of the northeast quarter north- 
west quarter northeast quarter of said sec- 
tion 13. 

Township 32 north, range 45 east, Mount 
Diablo base and meridian, section 18, north 
half northwest quarter southwest quarter 
northeast quarter, southwest quarter, con- 
taining 1% acres, plus a right-of-way for ac- 
cess purposes across the west 33 feet of the 
south half northwest quarter southwest 
quarter northeast quarter southwest quarter, 
southwest quarter southwest quarter north- 
east quarter southwest quarter, and south- 
east quarter southwest quarter of said sec- 
tion 18. 

Sec. 2. The Indian Claims Commission is 
directed to determine, in accordance with the 
provisions of section 2 of the Act of August 
18, 1946 (60 Stat. 1050), the extent to which 
the value of the title conveyed by this Act 
should or should not be set off against any 
claim against the United States determined 
by the Commission. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Recorp an excerpt from the report 
(No. 409), explaining the purposes of the 
bill. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PURPOSE 

The purpose of this bill is to place in trust 
status for the Battle Mountain Indian Col- 
ony of Nevada two tracts of withdrawn pub- 
lic domain land totaling 6.25 acres for use as 
a cemetery. The bill also provides for a right- 
of-way some 33 feet wide across approxi- 
mately 2,805 feet of adjacent, vacant public 
domain land which gives access to both 
tracts. 

This group of Indians has been using the 
two tracts for cemetery purposes for some 
time. There are about 130 graves in one tract 
and approximately 16 graves in the other. 
The estimated fair market value of the two 
cemetery sites and the right-of-way is $400. 

This colony has a beneficial interest in 680 
acres of land. These cemetery sites are ap- 
4 i one-half mile from the colony 
and. 
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COST 


There is no appreciable cost involved in 
this legislation. 


DEDICATION OF CERTAIN STREETS 
ON THE AGUA CALIENTE INDIAN 
RESERVATION 


The bill (H.R. 3631) to provide for the 
dedication of certain streets on the Agua 
Caliente Indian Reservation and to con- 
vey title to certain platted streets, alleys, 
and strips of land was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Record an excerpt from the report 
(No. 410), explaining the purposes of the 
bill. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PURPOSE 

The purpose of H.R. 3631 is to provide for 
the dedication to the public of certain land 
on the Agua Caliente Indian Reservation, 
Calif., for street purposes and to convey title 
to certain other land which has heretofore 
been retained for streets and alleys to the 
abutting landowners. 

A companion bill, S. 1639, introduced by 
Senator Kuchel, was also considered by the 
committee. 

NEED 


In 1923 the area to which H.R. 3631 per- 
tains was divided into blocks and lots pre- 
paratory to making allotments to individual 
Indians, and strips of land varying in width 
from 234% to 100 feet were set aside for alleys 
and streets. The allotments to individual In- 
dians did not include the strips. Conse- 
quently title still rests in the United States 
and the Agua Caliente Band of Mission In- 
dians. The 44-year-old street and alley plan 
is now obsolete. Many of the streets which 
it contemplated were never completed and 
others have been abandoned. Meanwhile the 
city of Palm Springs has developed a master 
plan which calls for a somewhat different 
street layout from that in the 1923 plan. 
Under the new plan each block or lot is as- 
sured a frontage on at least one street. 

Enactment of H.R. 3631 is necessary in or- 
der to authorize the Secretary of the Interior, 
with the consent of the tribe, to dedicate for 
public use any of the lands in question. 
Those strips which are not needed to carry 
out the Palm Springs master plan will not be 
dedicated but will be conveyed to the adjoin- 
ing landowners. 

H.R. 3631 has the approval of the Agua 
Caliente Band und its tribal council, the city 
of Palm Springs, and the Secretary of the 
Interior. 

COST 

No expenditure of Federal funds is called 

for by H.R. 3631. 


DISPOSITION OF FUNDS APPROPRI- 
ATED TO PAY JUDGMENT IN 
FAVOR OF OTTAWA TRIBE OF 
OKLAHOMA 


The bill (H.R. 2532), to provide for 
the disposition of funds appropriated to 
pay a judgment in favor of the Ottawa 
Tribe of Oklahoma in docket No. 
303 of the Indian Claims Commission, 
and for other purposes was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
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the Record an excerpt from the report 
(No. 411), explaining the purposes of the 
bill. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PURPOSE 

The purpose of H.R. 2532 is to provide for 
the disposition of funds now on deposit in 
the Treasury to the credit of the Ottawa 
Tribe of Oklahoma. 


NEED 


In 1965 the Indian Claims Commission 
awarded $368,039.55 to the Ottawa Tribe and, 
in addition, interest at the rate of 4 percent 
per annum from March 22, 1934, on 
$30,603.94 of unaccounted trust land funds. 
The principal component of the award was 
payment found to be due for Indian lands 
in Kansas ceded to the United States by 
treaties entered into in 1862 and 1867, The 
Indian Claims Commission found that the 
Ottawa Tribe represents the bands of In- 
dians that were parties to these treaties. 
Funds to satisfy the award were appropri- 
ated by Congress in 1965 and are being held 
in the Treasury and drawing interest at the 
usual rate. 

A final roll of the tribe’s membership, 
prepared in connection with the termina- 
tion of Federal supervision over its affairs 
(act of August 3, 1956, 70 Stat. 963, 25 U.S.C. 
841), was published in the Federal Register 
on August 13, 1959. This roll listed 630 
names, It is to these persons or their heirs 
that distribution of the deposit in the 
Treasury will be made. 

Before making the distribution, the Sec- 
retary of the Interior will set aside sufficient 
funds to cover the estimated cost thereof. 
If all of the moneys so set aside are not re- 
quired for this purpose, the residue will re- 
main to the credit of the Ottawa Tribe until 
several tribal claims still pending are settled 
and will be available for use in prosecuting 
these claims. Any that remain after the 
claims are settled will then be turned over 
to the Ottawa Tribe which, though now 
lacking a Federal charter, is organized under 
the laws of the State of Oklahoma. H.R. 
2532 provides that per capita share of the 
amount to be distributed that remain un- 
claimed for 2 years after the date on which 
distribution is directed shall be turned over 
to the Ottawa Tribe and used for the pur- 
poses set forth in its articles of incorpo- 
ration. 

AMENDMENTS 

Three amendments recommended by the 
Department of the Interior were adopted by 
the House of Representatives. 

COST 

Since the costs of the per capita distribu- 
tion will be deducted from the judgment, 
no expenditure of Federal funds is involved 
in this legislation. 


DISPOSITION OF FUNDS APPRO- 
PRIATED TO PAY JUDGMENT IN 
FAVOR OF THE UPPER AND 
LOWER CHEHALIS TRIBES OF 
INDIANS 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H.R. 678) to provide for the dis- 
position of funds appropriated to pay a 
judgment in favor of the Upper and 
Lower Chehalis Tribes of Indians in 
Claims Commission docket No. 237, and 
for other purposes, which had been re- 
ported from the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs, with an amendment 
on page 2, at the beginning of line 15, to 
strike out “Superintendent, Western 
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Washington Agency, until such minor” 
and insert “Secretary of the Interior to 
be expanded for the sole benefit of the 
beneficiary until he“. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment was ordered to be en- 
grossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time, and 
passed. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Record an excerpt from the report 
(No. 412), explaining the purposes of the 
bill. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PURPOSE 

The purpose of H.R. 678, as amended, is to 
provide for the disposition of a judgment 
fund now on deposit in the Treasury to the 
credit of the Upper and Lower Chehalis In- 
dians in the State of Washington. 


NEED 


The Upper and Lower Chehalis Indians 
were awarded $754,380 by the Indian Claims 
Commission in their suit against the United 
States (docket 237). Funds to pay the judg- 
ment were appropriated by the act of June 9, 
1964 (78 Stat, 213), and are drawing interest 
at the rate of 4 percent per annum. The 
award represents a compromise settlement 
for a claim for compensation for lands in 
Washington State acquired by the United 
States from this group on March 3, 1855, 
without their consent and without compen- 
sation. 

There is no existing roll of the Upper and 
Lower Chehalis Indians who are the bene- 
ficiaries of the Judgment and to whom the 
fund should be distributed. The first section 
of the bill, accordingly, calls for the prepa- 
ration of a roll of the living descendants of 
members of the tribes as they existed in 1855. 
A rough estimate is that there may be as 
many as 700 individuals entitled to be en- 
rolled and to share in the award. After the 
deduction of attorney fees, litigation ex- 

and roll preparation costs, the award 
will be distributed per capita since most of 
those who will share in the judgment are 
outside of an organized group having a known 
land base. 

Individual or proportional shares of heirs 
and legatees amounting to $5 or less will 
escheat to the United States, as will be the 
case with distributive shares of reserved 
money. Per capita payments will be exempt 
from Federal and State income taxes. 

Under H.R. 678, as passed by the House, 
the Superintendent of the Western Washing- 
ton Agency of the Bureau of Indian Affairs 
is responsible for handling enrollment pro- 
cedures. Further responsibility for the affairs 
of minors or others under a legal disability 
is in the hands of the Western Washington 
Agency Superintendent rather than the Sec- 
retary of the Interior, An appropriate dead- 
line for filing enrollment applications may be 
established by the Secretary of the Interior. 

AMENDMENT 

At the request of the Department of the 
Interior, the committee has amended section 
3 of H.R. 678 to provide for the use of funds 
on behalf of minors or the disabled rather 
than holding such funds in trust, and that 
the Secretary of the Interior shall have that 
responsibility rather than the Superintend- 
ent of the Western Washington Agency. 

cost 

Since the costs of the preparation of the 
roll and other per capita distribution ex- 
penses will be deducted from the judgment, 
no expenditure of Federal funds is involved 
in this legislation. 
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LANDS IN TRUST ON THE WIND 
RIVER INDIAN RESERVATION, 
WYOMING 


The bill (S. 528) to place in trust 
status certain lands on the Wind River 
Indian Reservation in Wyoming was con- 
sidered, ordered to be engrossed for a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed, as follows: 

S. 528 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House 
of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That all the 
right, title, and interest of the United States 
in and to the following described tracts of 
land and the improvements thereon on the 
Wind River Indian Reservation in Wyoming, 
shall hereafter be held by the United States 
in trust for the benefit of the Shoshone In- 
dian Tribe and the Arapahoe Indian Tribe 
of the Wind River Indian Reservation, 
Wyoming. 

Township 1 North, Range 1 East, Wind River 
Meridan, Wyoming 

Tract number 1, section 28, southwest 
quarter southwest quarter southeast quarter 
southwest quarter, 2.50 acres; 

Tract number 2, section 31, south half 
southeast quarter northeast quarter north- 
west quarter, 5.00 acres; 

Tract number 3, section 36, west half 
southwest quarter northwest quarter south- 
west quarter, southwest quarter northwest 
quarter northwest quarter southwest quarter, 
7.50 acres. Comprising a total of 15.00 acres. 

Src. 2. This conveyance is subject to all 
valid existing rights-of-way of record. 

Sec. 3. The Indian Claims Commission is 
directed to determine in accordance with the 
provisions of section 2 of the Act of August 
13, 1946 (60 Stat. 1050), the extent to which 
the value of the title conveyed by this Act 
should or should not be set off against any 
claim against the United States determined 
by the Commission. 


Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Recorp an excerpt from the report 
(No. 413), explaining the purposes of 
the bill. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PURPOSE 

The purpose of S. 528, introduced by Sen- 
ator McGee (for himself and Senator Han- 
sen) is to place in trust status 15 acres on 
the Wind River Indian Reservation in 
Wyoming. 

NEED 

The land with which S. 528 is concerned 
was acquired by the United States in the 
1920’s for administrative, irrigation, and 
other Indian Bureau needs at a cost of 
$812.50. The land is no longer needed by 
the Bureau of Indian Affairs, and the Wind 
River Tribes have requested the conveyance. 

The land is divided into three parcels 
located in one of the more heavily populated 
areas of the reservation, The tribes plan to 
use the land and improvements as a student 
study hall, residences for tribal, fish and 
game, or law and order employees, and for 
other administrative purposes. The tribes 
also are considering using the land for a 
home for their elderly members and as home- 
sites for tribal members. 

The estimated present value of the land 
is $3,150, and the estimated value of the 
buildings now located on the land is $12,550. 

The bill directs the Indian Claims Com- 
mission to determine the extent to which 
the value of the conveyance made by 8. 
528 should be offset against any award 
against the United States. The bill also pro- 
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tects all valid existing rights-of-way of 
record. 


SUSPENSION OF DEPORTATION OF 
CERTAIN ALIENS 


The concurrent resolution (S. Con. 
Res. 36) favoring the suspension of de- 
portation of certain aliens was consid- 
ered, and agreed to, as follows: 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of 
Representatives concurring), That the Con- 
gress favors the suspension of deportation 
in the case of each alien hereinafter named, 
in which case the Attorney General has 
suspended deportation pursuant to the pro- 
visions of section 244(a) (2) of the Immigra- 
tion gnd Nationality Act, as amended (66 
Stat. 204; 8 U.S.C. 1251): 

A-3063150, Bong, Young Chung; 

A-5069505, Fat, Tong Li; 

A-13756192, Gong, Yicke; 

A-4164588, Gonzalez-Magana, Luis; 

A-8568488, Heimann-Angres, Sacher; 

A-8487289, Pascval, Vicente; 

A-13756892, Chu, Nee Chong; 

A-13282780, Chu, Qual; 

A-3300262, Krsulic, John; 

A-14006061, Lee, Dom Min; 

A-13550905, Lum, Ting Kam; 

A-5252792, Baylin, Meyer; 

A-2894457, Chin, Huey; 

A~14677835, Fong, Mun Quong; 

A-2569196, Mesa de Bravo, Cenovia; 

A-3854398, Spiegel, Max; 

A-14681263, Tang, Howe Fook; 

A-14219771, Russo, Maria Isaura; 

A-14598116, Young, Gim Lung; 

A-1975504, Abrams, Samuel S.; 

A-5271262, Luna-Segovia, Jose de; 

A-8982745, Scocos, William Nicholas; 

A-12613969, Don, Hing Lew: 

A-8039759, Lee, Chung; and 

A-14196929, Yuen, Chung Ng. 


Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Recorp an excerpt from the report 
(No. 450), explaining the purposes of the 
resolution. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp, 
as follows: 

PURPOSE OF THE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 


The purpose of the concurrent resolution 
is to record congressional approval of suspen- 
sion of deportation in certain cases in which 
the Attorney General has suspended de- 
portation pursuant to section 244 (a) (2) of 
the Immigration and Nationality Act, as 
amended, Under the prescribed procedure, 
affirmative approval by both the Senate and 
the House of Representatives is required be- 
fore the status of the aliens may be adjusted 
to that of aliens lawfully admitted for per- 
manent residence. 


STATEMENT OF FACTS 


The concurrent resolution relates to certain 
cases in which the Attorney General has 
suspended deportation under the provisions 
of section 244(a) (2) of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act, as amended. These cases are 
submitted to the Congress under the pro- 
visions of that section subsequent to its 
amendment by section 4 of Public Law 
87-885. The aliens are deportable as former 
subversives, criminals, immoral persons, vio- 
lators of the narcotic laws, or violators of 
the alien registration laws. The discretionary 
relief may be granted to an alien within these 
categories upon a showing (1) of 10 years’ 
continuous physical presence in the United 
States following the commission of an act or 
the assumption of a status constituting a 
ground for deportation; (2) that he has not 
been served with a final order of deportation 
up to the time of his application for suspen- 
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sion of deportation; (3) that he has been a 
person of good moral character during the 
required period of physical presence; and 
(4) that his deportation would result in ex- 
ceptional and extremely unusual hardship to 
himself or to his spouse, parent, or child, 
who is a citizen or an alien lawfully admitted 
for permanent residence. 

Included in the concurrent resolution are 
25 cases which were referred to the Congress 
between February 1, 1966, and October 1, 
1966. One case referred during that period 
was not approved. In each case included in 
the concurrent resolution, a careful check 
has been made to determine whether or not 
the alien (a) has met the requirements of the 
law; (b) is of good moral character; and 
(c) warrants the granting of suspension of 
deportation. 

The committee, after consideration of all 
the facts in each case referred to in the con- 
current resolution, is of the opinion that the 
concurrent resolution (S. Con Res. 36) should 
be agreed to. 


DR. ENRIQUE ALBERTO ROJAS-VILA 


The bill (S. 63) for the relief of Dr. 
Enrique Alberto Rojas-Vila was consid- 
ered, ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed, 


as follows: 
S. 63 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of Amer- 
ica in Congress assembled, That, for the pur- 
poses of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act, Doctor Enrique Alberto Rojas-Vila shall 
be held and considered to have been law- 
fully admitted to the United States for per- 
manent residence as of June 12, 1962. 


Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Record an excerpt from the report 
(No. 414), explaining the purposes of the 
bill. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PURPOSE OF THE BILL 

The purpose of the bill is to enable the 
beneficiary to file a petition for naturaliza- 
tion. 


DR. LUIS OSVALDO MARTINEZ- 
FARINAS 


The bill (S. 64) for the relief of Dr. 
Luis Osvaldo Martinez-Farinas was con- 
sidered, ordered to be engrossed for a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed, as follows: 

S. 64 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That, for the 
purposes of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act, Doctor Luis Osvaldo Martinez-Farinas 
shall be held and considered to have been 
lawfully admitted to the United States for 
permanent residence as of May 8, 1962. 


Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Recorp. an excerpt from the report 
(No. 415), explaining the purposes of 
the bill. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PURPOSE OF THE BILL 

The purpose of the bill is to enable the 
beneficiary to fille a petition for 
naturalization. 
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RUMIKO SAMANSEI 


The bill (S. 741) for the relief of 
Rumiko Samanski was considered, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed, as fol- 
lows: 

S. 741 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House 
of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That, in the 
administration of the Immigration and Na- 
tionality Act, Rumiko Samanski may be clas- 
sified as a child within the meaning of sec- 
tion 101(b)(1)(F) of such Act, subject to 
the proviso to such section, and a petition 
may be filed in behalf of said Rumiko Sa- 
manski by Sergeant and Mrs. Ronald James 
Samanski, citizens of the United States, pur- 
suant to section 204(a) of such Act. 


Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in the 
Record an excerpt from the report (No. 
416), explaining the purposes of the bill. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PURPOSE OF THE BILL 

The purpose of the bill is to facilitate the 
entry into the United States in an immediate 
relative status of the adopted daughter of 
citizens of the United States. 


DR. FRANCISCO MONTES 


The bill (S. 1279) for the relief of Dr. 
Francisco Montes was considered, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed, as 
follows: 

S. 1279 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That, for 
the purposes of the Immigration and Na- 
tionality Act, Doctor Francisco Montes shall 
be held and considered to have been lawfully 
admitted to the United States for permanent 
residence as of November 25, 1961, 


Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the Recorp an excerpt from the re- 
port (No. 417), explaining the purposes 
of the bill. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PURPOSE OF THE BILL 

The purpose of the bill is to enable the 
et to file a petition for naturaliza- 

on, 


DR. JORGE SANTIAGO VIDAL 
SANTIAGO 


The bill (S. 1394) for the relief of Dr. 
Jorge Santiago Vidal Santiago was con- 
sidered, ordered to be engrossed for a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed, as follows: 

S. 1394 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That, for the 
purposes of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act, Doctor Jorge Santiago Vidal Santiago 
shall be held and considered to have been 
lawfully admitted to the United States for 
permanent residence as of January 28, 1960, 
and the periods of time he has resided in the 
United States since that date shall be held 
and considered to meet the residence and 
physical presence requirements of section 316 
of such Act. 
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Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in the 
ReEcorD an excerpt from the report (No. 
418), explaining the purposes of the bill. 
There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the Rxconp, 
as follows: 

PURPOSE OF THE BILL 

The purpose of the bill is to enable the 
1 to file a petition for naturaliza- 

on, 


DR. JORGE MESTAS 


The bill (S. 1406) for the relief of 
Dr. Jorge Mestas was considered, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed, 
as follows: 

S. 1406 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That, for the 
purposes of the Immigration and National- 
ity Act, Doctor Jorge Mestas shall be held 
and considered to have been lawfully ad- 
mitted to the United States for permanent 
residence as of February 27, 1963. 


Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Record an excerpt from the report 
121 5 419), explaining the purposes of the 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PURPOSE OF THE BILL 

The purpose of the bill is to enable the 

penenalery to file a petition for naturaliza- 
On. 


DR. ERNESTO NESTOR PRIETO 


The bill (S. 1482) for the relief of Dr. 
Ernesto Nestor Prieto was considered, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed, as 
follows: 

S. 1482 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House 
of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That, for the 


purposes of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act, Dr. Ernesto Nestor Prieto shall be held 


and considered to have been lawfully ad- 
mitted to the United States for permanent 
residence as of September 10, 1961. 


Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in the 
Record an excerpt from the report (No. 
420), explaining the purposes of the bill. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PURPOSE OF THE BILL 

The purpose of the bill is to en- 
able the beneficiary to file a petition for 
naturalization. 


DR. PEDRO LOPEZ GARCIA 


The bill (S. 1483) for the relief of Dr. 
Pedro Lopez Garcia was considered, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed, as fol- 
lows: 

S. 1483 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House 
of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That, for 
the purposes of the Immigration and Nation- 
ality Act, Doctor Pedro Lopez Garcia shall be 
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held and considered to have been lawfully 
admitted to the United States for permanent 
residence as of February 9, 1963. 


Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Recorp an excerpt from the report 
ty 421), explaining the purposes of the 


There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PURPOSE OF THE BILL 

The purpose of the bill is to enable the 
beneficiary to file a petition for naturaliza- 
tion. 


DR. ADELA AURORA RUBIO MA- 
DARIAGA 


The bill (S. 1500) for the relief of Dr. 
Adela Aurora Rubio Madariaga was con- 
sidered, ordered to be engrossed for a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed, as follows: 

S. 1500 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House 
of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That, for 
the purposes of the Immigration and Na- 
tionality Act, Doctor Adela Aurora Rubio 
Madariaga shall be held and considered to 
have been lawfully admitted to the United 
States for permanent residence as of Sep- 
tember 20, 1959, and the periods of time 
she has resided in the United States since 
that date shall be held and considered to 
meet the residence and physical presence 
requirements of section 316 of such Act. 


Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Recorp an excerpt from the report 
(No. 422), explaining the purposes of 
the bill. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PURPOSE OF THE BILL 

The p of the bill is to enable the 
beneficiary to file a petition for naturaliza- 
tion. 


DR. CARLOS E. GARCIGA 


The bill (S. 1557) for the relief of 
Dr. Carlos E. Garciga was considered, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed, 
as follows: 

S. 1557 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House 
of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That, for 
the purposes of the Immigration and Na- 
tionality Act, Doctor Carlos E. Garciga shall 
be held and considered to have been law- 
fully admitted to the United States for per- 
manent residence as of March 11, 1962. 


Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in the 
Recorp an excerpt from the report (No. 
423), explaining the purposes of the bill. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PURPOSE OF THE BILL 
The purpose of the bill is to enable the 


beneficiary to file a petition for naturaliza- 
tion. 


JOHN (GIOVANNI) DENARO 


The bill (S. 1606) for the relief of John 
(Giovanni) Denaro was considered, or- 
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dered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed, as 
follows: 
S. 1606 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House 
of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That, for the 
purposes of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act, John (Giovanni) Denaro shall be held 
and considered to have been lawfully ad- 
mitted to the United States for permanent 
residence as of October 23, 1962. 


Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Recorp an excerpt from the report 
bid 425), explaining the purposes of the 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PURPOSE OF THE BILL 
The purpose of the bill is to enable the 


beneficiary to file a petition for naturaliza- 
tion. 


DR. MARIA DEL CARMEN 
TRABADELO DE ARIAS 


The bill (S. 1647) for the relief of Dr. 
Maria del Carmen Trabadelo de Arias 
was considered, ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed, as follows: 

S. 1647 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That, for the 
purposes of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act, Doctor Maria del Carmen Trabadelo de 
Arias shall be held and considered to have 
been lawfully admitted to the United States 
for permanent residence as of July 30, 1961. 


Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in the 
Recorp an excerpt from the report (No. 
426), explaining the purposes of the bill. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PURPOSE OF THE BILL 

The purpose of the bill is to enable the 
beneficiary to file a petition for naturaliza- 
tion, 


MRS. MATTEO GROPPO 


The bill (H.R. 1517) for the relief of 
Mrs. Matteo Groppo was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

Mr, MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Recorp an excerpt from the report 
— 5 427), explaining the purposes of the 


There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PURPOSE OF THE BILL 
The purpose of the bill is to restore a pri- 


ority registration date of July 20, 1954, in 
behalf of Mrs. Matteo Groppo. 


DR. ALFREDO A. NAVARRO 


The bill (H.R. 1532) for the relief of 
Dr. Alfredo A. Navarro was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Recorp, an excerpt from the report 
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There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PURPOSE OF THE BILL 

The purpose of the bill is to grant the 
status of permanent residence in the United 
States to Dr. Alfredo A. Navarro as of Decem- 
ber 31, 1961, thus enabling him to file a pe- 
tition for naturalization. 


ANTONINA RONDINELLI ASCI 


The bill (H.R. 1564) for the relief of 
Antonina Rondinelli Asci was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in the 
Record an excerpt from the report (No. 
429), explaining the purposes of the bill. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PURPOSE OF THE BILL 

The purpose of the bill is to enable Anto- 

nina Rondinelli Asci to file for an adjustment 


of status as an immediate relativ 
ol e of a U.S. 


JOHN JOSEPH SHEA 


The bill (H.R. 1612) for the relief of 
John Joseph Shea was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in the 
Record an excerpt from the report (No. 
430), explaining the purposes of the bill. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp, 
as follows: 

PURPOSE OF THE BILL 

The purpose of the bill is to facilitate the 
admission into the United States, in an im- 
mediate relative status, of the alien child 
adopted by citizens of the United States. 


HWANG DUK HWA 


The bill (H.R. 1724) for the relief of 
Hwang Duk Hwa was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Record an excerpt from the report 
ae 431), explaining the purposes of the 


There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PURPOSE OF THE BILL 

The purpose of the bill is to facilitate 
the entry into the United States in an 
immediate relative status of an alien child 
to be adopted by U.S: citizens. 


GIOVANNI AND FRANCESCO URGA- 
FERRARO 


The bill (H.R. 1814) for the relief of 
Giovanni and Francesco Urga-Ferraro 
was considered, ordered to a third read- 
ing, read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Record an excerpt from the report 
oe explaining the purposes of 
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There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PURPOSE OF THE BILL 

The purpose of the bill is to facilitate the 
admission into the United States in an im- 
mediate relative status of the two alien chil- 
dren adopted by a US. citizen. 


MARINA PANAGIOTIS RESTOS 


The bill (H.R. 1818) for the relief of 
Marina Panagiotis Restos was consid- 
ered, ordered to a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Recorp an excerpt from the report 
(No. 433), explaining the purposes of the 
bill. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp, 
as follows: 

PURPOSE OF THE BILL 

The purpose of the bill is to facilitate the 
admission to the United States in an im- 
mediate relative status of an alien child 
adopted by a U.S, citizen. 


DR. ALEXANDER D. CROSS 


The bill (H.R. 3221) for the relief of 
Dr. Alexander D. Cross was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Recorp an excerpt from the report 
(No. 434), explaining the purposes of the 
bill. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PURPOSE OF THE BILL 


The purpose of the bill is to waive the ex- 
cluding provision of existing law relating to 
one who has been convicted of a crime in- 
volving moral turpitude in behalf of Dr. 
Alexander D. Cross. 


STATEMENT OF FACTS 


The beneficiary of the bill is a 35-year-old 
native and citizen of Great Britain, who first 
entered the United States in 1955 as a post- 
doctoral fellow. He last entered the United 
States on February 28, 1967, as a visitor. The 
beneficiary is employed as director of chemi- 
cal research by a pharmaceutical corporation, 
and he is said to be an internationally known 
and widely respected scientist. In September 
1957, when the beneficiary returned to Eng- 
land from the United States, he was charged 
by the British Government with attempted 
fraudulent evasion of customs duty and paid 
a fine of $140. The beneficiary has received 
temporary waivers on numerous occasions 
in order to travel on business matters, but 
without the waiver provided for in the bill, 
the beneficiary will be unable to adjust his 
status to that of a lawful resident alien. 


DR. RAFAEL F. SUAREZ 


The bill (H.R. 3522) for the relief of 
Dr. Rafael F. Suarez was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in the 
REcorD an excerpt from the report (No. 
435), explaining the purposes of the bill. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
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PURPOSE OF THE BILL 


The purpose of the bill is to grant the 
status of permanent residence in the United 
States to Dr. Rafael F. Suarez as of May 21, 
1961, thus enabling him to file a petition for 
naturalization. 


DR. GUILLERMO FRESCO DE JONGH 


The bill (H.R. 5224) for the relief of 
Dr. Guillermo Fresco De Jonhg was con- 
sidered, ordered to a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Recorp an excerpt from the report 
(No. 436), explaining the purposes of 
the bill. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp, 
as follows: 

PURPOSE OF THE BILL 

The purpose of the bill is to grant the 
status of permanent residence in the United 
States to Dr. Guillermo Fresco De Jongh as 


of June 18, 1961, thus enabling him to file 
a petition for naturalization. 


DR. JUAN F. CHAVES 


The bill (H.R. 5862) for the relief of 
Dr. Juan F. Chaves was considered, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Recorp an excerpt from the report 
51775 424), explaining the purpose of the 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PURPOSE OF THE BILL 

The purpose of the bill is to grant the 
status of permanent residence in the United 
States to Dr. Juan F. Chaves as of August 


21, 1960, thus enabling him to file a petition 
for naturalization. 


DR. BERNARDINO D. MARCELO 


The bill (H.R. 5996) for the relief of 
Dr. Bernardino D. Marcelo was consid- 
ered, ordered to a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Record an excerpt from the report 
snes 438), explaining the purposes of the 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp, 
as follows: 

PURPOSE OF THE BILL 

The purpose of the bill is to grant the 
status of permanent residence in the United 
States to Dr. Bernardino D. Marcelo as of 
December 28, 1956, thereby enabling him to 
file a petition for naturalization. 


FEDERICO DE LA CRUZ-MUNOZ 


The bill (H.R. 9080) for the relief of 
Federico de la Cruz-Munoz was con- 
sidered, ordered to a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Record an excerpt from the report 
a 439), explaining the purposes of the 

ill. 
There being no objection, the excerpt 
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was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


PURPOSE OF THE BILL 


The purpose of the bill is to grant the 
status of permanent residence in the United 
States to Federico de la Cruz-Munoz as of 
March 28, 1960, thereby enabling him to file 
a petition for naturalization. 


DR. G. F. VALDES-FAULI 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 1105) for the relief of Dr. G. F. 
Valdes-Fauli which had been reported 
from the Committee on the Judiciary, 
with an amendment, in line 6 after the 
word “of” to strike out “March 11, 1964” 
and insert “October 30, 1960”; so as to 
make the bill read: 


S. 1105 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House 
of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That for the 
purposes of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act, Doctor G. F. Valdes-Fauli shall be held 
and considered to have been lawfully ad- 
mitted to the United States for permanent 
residence as of October 30, 1960. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Recorp an excerpt from the report 
— — 440), explaining the purposes of the 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows. 


PURPOSE OF THE BILL 


The purpose of the bill, as amended, is to 
enable the beneficiary to file a petition for 
naturalization. The bill has been amended 
in accordance with the suggestion of the 
Commissioner of Immigration and Natural- 
ization to reflect the proper date on which 
he was last admitted as a nonimmigrant. 


LEE DUK HEE 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 1458) for the relief of Lee Duk 
Hee which had been reported from the 
Committee on the Judiciary, with an 
amendment, to strike out all after the 
enacting clause and insert: 

That, in the administration of the Immi- 
gration and Nationality Act, section 204(c), 
relating to the number of petitions which 
may be approved in behalf of orphans, shall 
be inapplicable in the case of a petition filed 
in behalf of Lee Duk Hee by Mr. and Mrs, 
Robert Hansen, citizens of the United States. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the Recor an excerpt from the report 
ssie 441), explaining the purposes of the 


There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PURPOSE OF THE BILL 

The purpose of the bill, as amended, is to 
facilitate the entry into the United States 
in an immediate relative status of an orphan 
to be adopted by citizens of the United 
States, notwithstanding the fact that the 
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prospective adoptive parents have previously 
had the maximum number of petitions ap- 
proved. The bill has been amended in accord- 
ance with established precedents. 


DR. HUGO GONZALEZ 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 1471) for the relief of Dr. Hugo 
Gonzalez which had been reported from 
the Committee on the Judiciary, with an 
amendment in line 6 after the word of“, 
to strike out “November 9, 1960” and in- 
sert November 7, 1960“; so as to make 
the bill read: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of Amer- 
ica in Congress assembled, That, for the pur- 
poses of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act, Doctor Hugo Gonzalez shall be held and 
considered to have been lawfully admitted to 
the United States for permanent residence 
as of November 7, 1960. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Record an excerpt from the report 
(No. 442), explaining the purposes of 
the bill. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PURPOSE OF THE BILL 

The purpose of the bill, as amended, is to 
enable the beneficiary to file a petition for 
naturalization, The bill has been amended 
in accordance with the suggestion of the 
Commissioner of Immigration and Natural- 
ization to reflect the proper date on which he 
first entered the United States as a visitor. 


DR. MARIO R. GARCINI 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 1525) for the relief of Dr. Mario 
R. Garcini, which had been reported 
from the Committee on the Judiciary, 
with an amendment, in line 6, after “Au- 
gust 12,”, to strike out “19611” and insert 
“1961”; so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House 
of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That, for the 
purposes of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act, Doctor Mario R. Garcini shall be held 
and considered to have been lawfully ad- 
mitted to the United States for permanent 
residence as of August 12, 1961. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in the 
ReEcorp an excerpt from the report (No. 
443), explaining the purposes of the bill. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PURPOSE OF THE BILL 

The purpose of the bill, as amended, is 

to enable the beneficiary to file a petition for 


naturalization. The p e of the amend- 
ment is to correct an error in printing. 


JOSE EDUARDO AUNON 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 1544) for the relief of Jose 


CXIII——1301—Part 15 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


Eduardo Aunon, which had been re- 
ported from the Committee on the 
Judiciary, with an amendment in line 6, 
after the word “‘of’’, to strike out “August 
23, 1961” and insert “August 24, 1961”; 
so as to make the bill read: 
S. 1544 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That, for the 
purposes of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act, Jose Eduardo Aunon shall be held and 
considered to have been lawfully admitted 
to the United States for permanent residence 
as of August 24, 1961. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Recorp an except from the report 
(No, 444), explaining the purposes of the 
bill. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PURPOSE OF THE BILL 

The purpose of the bill, as amended, is to 
enable the beneficiary to file a petition for 
naturalization. The bill has been amended to 
reflect the proper date on which he entered 
the United States. 


JOHN ANTHONY BACSALMASSY 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 1898) for the relief of John An- 
thony Bacsalmassy, which had been re- 
ported from the Committee on the Ju- 
diciary, with an amendment, in line 6, 
after the word “of” to strike out Sep- 
tember 17, 1962“ and insert “September 
19, 1959, and the periods of time he has 
resided in the United States since that 
date shall be held and considered to meet 
the residence and physical presence re- 
quirements of section 316 of the said 
Act.”, so as to make the bill read: 

S. 1898 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House 
of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That, for 
the purposes of the Immigration and Na- 
tionality Act, John Anthony Bacsalmassy 
shall be held and considered to have been 
lawfully admitted to the United States for 
permanent residence as of September 19, 
1959, and the periods of time he has resided 
in the United States since that date shall be 
held and considered to meet the residence 
and physical presence requirements of sec- 
tion 316 of the said Act. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the REcorp an excerpt from the report 
(No. 445), explaining the purposes of the 
bill. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PURPOSE OF THE BILL 

The purpose of the bill, as amended, is to 
enable the beneficiary to file a petition for 
naturalization. The bill has been amended in 
accordance with established precedents and 
to reflect the proper date upon which he 
first entered the United States as a student. 
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MRS. DEMETRIA MESSANA BARONE 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H.R. 1820) for the relief of Mrs. 
Demetria Messana Barone, which had 
been reported from the Committee on the 
Judiciary, with an amendment, to strike 
out all after the enacting clause and in- 
sert: 

That, for the purposes of the Immigration 
and Nationality Act, Mrs. Demetria Messana 
Barone shall be held and considered to have 
been lawfully admitted to the United States 
for permanent residence as of the date of the 
enactment of this Act, upon payment of the 
required visa fee. Upon the granting of per- 
manent residence to such alien as provided 
for in this Act, the Secretary of State shall 
instruct the proper quota-control officer to 
deduct one number from the appropriate 
quota for the first year that such quota is 
available, 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in the 
ReEcorp an excerpt from the report (No. 
446), explaining the purposes of the bill. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


PURPOSE OF THE BILL 


The purpose of the bill, as amended, is to 
grant the status of permanent residence in 
the United States to Mrs. Demetria Messana 
Barone. The bill provides for an appropriate 
quota deduction and for the payment of the 
required visa fee. As passed by the House of 
Representatives, the bill would have merely 
canceled deportation proceedings. However, 
the committee feels that the beneficiary 
should be granted a lawful status, thus en- 
abling her to proceed toward naturalization, 


DR. JOHN E. YANNAKAKIS 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (H.R. 4538) for the relief of Dr. John 
E. Yannakakis, which had been reported 
from the Committee on the Judiciary, 
with an amendment to strike out all 
after the enacting clause and insert: 

That, for the purposes of the Immigra- 
tion and Nationality Act, Doctor John E. 
Yannakakis shall be held and considered to 
have been lawfully admitted to the United 
States for permanent residence as of Janu- 
ary 2, 1960, and the periods of time he has 
resided in the United States since that date 
shall be held and considered to meet the 
residence and physical presence requirements 
of section 316 of the said Act. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The amendments were ordered to be 

3 and the bill to be read a third 
e. 

The bill was read the third time, and 
passed. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Recorp an excerpt from the report 
(No. 447), explaining the purposes of 
the bill. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PURPOSE OF THE BILL 


The purpose of the bill, as amended, is to 
grant the status of permanent residence in 
the United States to Dr. John E. Yannakakis 
as of January 2, 1960, and to enable him to 
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file a petition for naturalization based on 
his residence and physical presence in the 
United States since that date. The bill has 
been amended in accordance with established 
precedents. 


VALENTINA SIDOROVA PARKEVICH 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 811) for the relief of Valentina 
Sidorova Parkevich, which had been re- 
ported from the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary, with amendments, on page 1, at 
the beginning of line 4, to strike out 
“through (4)” and insert and (3); in 
line 8 after the word Act:“ to strike 
out “and” and insert “Provided, That“; 
and in line 11, after the word Act,“ to 
strike out This Act“ and insert These 
exemptions”; so as to make the bill read: 

S. 811 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That, not- 
withstanding the provisions of paragraphs 
(2) and (3) of section 212(a) of the Immi- 
gration and Nationality Act, Valentina Si- 
dorova Parkevich may be issued an immi- 
grant visa and admitted to the United States 
for permanent residence if she is found to be 
otherwise admissible under the provisions of 
such Act: Provided, That a suitable and 
proper bond or undertaking approved by the 
Attorney General is deposited as prescribed 
by section 213 of such Act. These exemptions 
shall apply only to the grounds for exclusion 
under such paragraphs known to the Secre- 
tary of State or the Attorney General prior 
to the date of the enactment of this Act. 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Recorp an excerpt from the report 
(No. 448), explaining the purposes of the 
bill. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PURPOSE OF THE BILL 

The purpose of the bill, as amended, is to 
waive the excluding provisions of existing law 
relating to one who is mentally ill in behalf 
of the mother of a U.S. citizen. The bill has 
been amended in accordance with the sug- 
gestion of the Assistant Secretary of State 
for Congressional Relations. 


TRAN VAN NUGYEN 
The Senate proceeded to consider the 


bill (S. 1410) for the relief of Tran Van. 


Nugyen, which had been reported from 
the Committee on the Judiciary, with 
amendments, in line 4, after the word 
“amended”, to strike out “Tran Van 
Nugyen” and insert “Tran Van Nguyen”; 
and in line 7, after the word by“ to 
strike out Edward A. and Lila L. Max”, 
and insert Mr. and Mrs. Edward A. Max, 
Jr.“; so as to make the bill read: 
S. 1410 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House 
of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That, in the 
administration of the Immigration and Na- 
tionality Act, as amended, Tran Van Nguyen 
may be classified as a child within the mean- 
ing of section 101 (b) (1) F) of the Act, and 
a petition may be filed in his behalf by Mr. 
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and Mrs. Edward A. Max, Jr., citizens of the 
United States, pursuant to section 204 of the 
Act. 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in the 
Record an excerpt from the report (No. 
449), explaining the purposes of the bill. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PURPOSE OF THE BILL 

The purpose of the bill, as amended, is to 
facilitate the entry into the United States 
in an immediate relative status of the 
adopted son of citizens of the United States. 
The bill has been amended to correct the 
names of the adoptive parents and the bene- 
ficlary. 


The title was amended, so as to read: 
“A bili for the relief of Tran Van 
Nguyen.” 


AMENDMENT OF THE TUCKER ACT 


The bill (S. 946> to amend the Tucker 
Act to increase from $10,000 to $50,000 
the limitation on the jurisdiction of the 
U.S. district courts in suits against the 
United States for breach of contract or 
for compensation was considered, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed, as fol- 
lows: 

S. 946 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That para- 
graph (2) of subsection (a) of section 1346 
of title 28, United States Code, is amended 
to read as follows: 

“(2) Any other civil action or claim 
against the United States, not exceeding 
$50,000 in amount, founded either upon the 
Constitution, or any Act of Congress, or any 
regulation of an executive department, or 
upon any express or implied contract with 
the United States, or for liquidated or un- 
liquidated damages in cases not sounding 
in tort.” 


Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Record an excerpt from the report 
(No, 452), explaining the purposes of the 
bill. 


There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp, 
as follows: 

STATEMENT 


An identical bill, S. 1587 of the 89th Con- 
gress has previously been reported favorably 
by your committee. The facts and justifica- 
tion for this legislation are contained in Sen- 
ate Report 614 of the 89th Congress, perti- 
nent excerpts from which follow: 

“The Department of Justice and the Ad- 
ministrative Office of the U.S. Courts favor 
enactment of S. 1587, a bill to raise the 
monetary limitation of title 28, section 1346 
(a) (2) of the United States Code, from $10,- 
000 to $50,000, extending the concurrent 
jurisdiction of the Federal district courts to 
certain cases enumerated therein. The bill, 
S. 1587, and a related bill, S, 1513, were as- 
signed to the Subcommittee on Improve- 
ments in Judicial Machinery on March 30, 
1965, public hearing being held on June 10. 
Subsequent thereto S. 1587 was favorably 
recommended to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary without amendment on July 26. 
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“By act of March 3, 1887 (24 Stat. 505), the 
Court of Claims was vested with jurisdiction 
over all claims founded upon the Constitu- 
tion, laws of Congress, regulations of execu- 
tive departments, express or implied con- 
tracts, or damages not sounding in tort. Con- 
current jurisdiction in these cases was vested 
in the Federal district courts where the 
amount involved did not exceed $1,000 and 
in the circuit courts where the amount ex- 
ceeded $1,000 but did not exceed $10,000. 
Suits to recover ‘fees, salary, or compensa- 
tion’ were expressly excluded from this class 
of actionable claims by act of June 27, 1898 
(30 Stat. 494). The original jurisdiction of 
the circuit courts was eliminated by act of 
March 3, 1911 (36 Stat. 1093) and concurrent 
jurisdiction vested in the district courts ex- 
tended to include all of those cases not ex- 
ceeding $10,000. 

“Since suits for reinstatement by Federal 
employees are required to be filed in the 
district courts (76 Stat. 744, 28 U.S.C, 1301), 
the exclusion of compensation actions from 
their jurisdiction required litigants to bring 
one suit for reinstatement and another for 
compensation in the Court of Claims. In 
1964 the exclusion of compensation actions 
was removed from title 28, section 1346(a) (2) 
by Public Law 88-519 (78 Stat. 699), thus 
enabling climants to combine in one district 
court action a suit for reinstatement and 
compensation where the amount does not 
exceed $10,000. This bill would raise the 
monetary limit to 850,000. 

“It is estimated that by raising the juris- 
dictional limitation to $30,000 (as proposed 
by S. 1513), over 99 percent of the suits to 
recover ‘fees, salary or compensation’ could 
be joined in reinstatement actions in the 
district courts, and thus as a practical mat- 
ter, virtually all compensation cases could 
be so combined by raising the limitation to 
$50,000, as is proposed by this bill (S. 1587). 
Likewise, 89 of the 330 contract cases pres- 
ently pending before the Court of Claims in- 
volve less than $50,000 and thus could be 
brought in the district courts subsequent to 
the enactment of this bill. As stated by the 
Pee of Justice’s views of June 10, 

The present jurisdictional amount of 
$10,000 was enacted in 1887 (24 Stat, 505), 
and has never been amended. It was the 
view then that the larger, more complicated 
contract cases should be tried before the 
Court of Claims for various reasons—uni- 
formity of decision, expertise, the conven- 
ience of the commissioner system, problems 
of venue and service of process, etc. * * *. 
An increase in the jurisdictional amount 
would seem indicated by the change in 
monetary values during the intervening 
years standing alone. 

“ ‘Since 1887, however, changes have oc- 
curred in the size and volume of Govern- 
ment contracts which appear to warrant in- 
creasing the jurisdiction of the district 
courts as contemplated by either of these 
bills, Further, last year Public Law 88-519 
(78 Stat. 699 (Aug. 30, 1964)), was enacted 
which. gave the district courts jurisdiction 
to hear and determine claims for compen- 
sation by Government employees. The effect 
of this law is to enable a Government em- 
ployee to join in one action in a district 
court both a suit for compensation and one 
for reinstatement to his Government posi- 
tion. However, because of the existing $10,000 
jurisdictional limitation imposed by the 
Tucker Act claims for compensation which 
exceed $10,000 must be filed separately in the 
Court of Claims. Enactment of S. 1513 would 
permit over 90 percent of the compensation 
actions to be joined with reinstatement ac- 
tions in the home districts of the employees 
involved. 

II S. 1587 is enacted, almost all of the 
pay cases could be brought in the district 
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courts, as would the smaller contract cases. 
At present in 89 of the 330 contract cases 
pending in the Court of Claims awards of 
$50,000 or less have been requested.“ 

After consideration, the committee adheres 
to its former recommendations, and recom- 
ments that the bill, S. 946, be favorably 
considered. 


BILL PASSED OVER 


The bill (S. 159) to provide for the 
temporary transfer to a single district for 
coordinated or consolidated pretrial 
proceedings of civil actions pending in 
different districts which involve one or 
more common questions of fact, and for 
other purposes, was announced as next 
in order. 

Mr. MANSFIELD, Over. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill will be passed over. 


FILLING OF CERTAIN VACANCIES 
IN THE OFFICE OF DISTRICT 
JUDGE FOR THE EASTERN DIS- 
TRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 828) to amend section 5(b) of 
the act of March 18, 1966 (Public Law 
89-372), so as to make the prohibition 
contained therein on the filing of cer- 
tain vacancies in the office of district 
judge for the eastern district of Penn- 
sylvania inapplicable to the first vacancy 
occurring after the enactment of such 
act which had been reported from the 
Committee on the Judiciary, with 
amendments, on page 1, line 6, after the 
word “words” to strike out first three 
vacancies’” and insert “ ‘first three va- 
cancies occurring’”’; and on page 2, line 
1, after the word “thereof” where it ap- 
pears the second time to strike out ‘sec- 
ond, third, and fourth vacancies’”’ and 
insert ‘second, third, and fourth vacan- 
cies occurring after the effective date of 
this Act’ ”; so as to make the bill read: 

S. 828 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 
5(b) of the Act entitled “An Act to provide 
for the appointment of additional circuit and 
district judges, and for other purposes”, ap- 
proved March 18, 1966 (80 Stat. 78), is 
amended by striking out the words “first 
three vacancies occurring” in the second sen- 
tence thereof and inserting in lieu thereof 
“second, third, and fourth vacancies occur- 
ring after the effective date of this Act“. 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Recorp an excerpt from the report 
ain 455), explaining the purposes of the 
There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PURPOSE 


The purpose of the bill is to amend section 
5(b) of the Omnibus Judgeship Act of 1966 
(Public Law 89-372, 89th Cong.; 80 Stat. 75) 
in order to effectuate the original congres- 
sional intent of that section by prevening an 
unanticipated vacancy in the office of district 
judge for the eastern district of Pennsylvania 
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from eliminating one of the three temporary 
judicial positions created for that district 
under the act. 


NEED FOR THE LEGISLATION 


The Judicial Conference of the United 
States, at its sessions in March and Septem- 
ber of 1965, adopted resolutions recommend- 
ing that Congress create certain additional 
circuit and district judgeships throughout 
the United States. 

The basis for the Conference’s recommen- 
dations was a systematic and comprehensive 
study of the judicial business of the circuit 
and district courts, which had been under- 
taken by two separate Conference commit- 
tees with the assistance of the administrative 
office of the U.S. courts. The Conference con- 
sidered the recommended additional judge- 
ships necessary to meet then existing needs. 

On March 18, 1966, S. 1666 of the 89th 
Congress became Public Law 89-372, the 
Omnibus Judgeship Act of 1966. As intro- 
duced and passed, the act embodied the 
Conference’s recommendation that three 
temporary additional judgeships be created 
for the eastern district of Pennsylvania. This 
was accomplished in the act by authorizing 
the appointment of three additional judges 
for the eastern district, but providing that 
the first three vacancies occurring in the 
district after the effective date of the act 
were not to be filled. 

The backlog in the eastern district of 
Pennsylvania upon which the need for the 
additional judgeships was predicated is set 
forth by the following statistics, which were 
included in the House report accompanying 
S. 1666.2 


EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA 
CIVIL CASELOAD—CIVIL CASES COMMENCED, TERMINATED, 
AND PENDING LAST 7 FISCAL YEARS 


Total civil cases Private civil cases 


Fiscal 


year Com- Termi- Pend- Com- Termi- Pend- 
menced nated ing menced nated ing 
1959... 2,011 2,160 3,992 1,605 1,695 3,544 
1960... 1,948 2,060 3,880 1,523 1,593 3,474 
1961... 1,944 1,742 4,082 1,646 1,492 3,628 
1962... 2,105 2,007 4,181 1,771 1,637 3,762 
1983. 2,557 2,021 4,717 1,980 1,531 4.211 
1964... 2, 201 2,131 5,287 2,162 1,586 4,787 
1965... 2, 712 1,972 6,027 2,310 1,588 5,509 


NATURE OF CIVIL CASES COMMENCED, FISCAL YEARS 1964 


AND 1965 
1964 1965 

e E A T 2,701 2,712 
S; cases, totale. 25. iiaa 539 402 
Contract 286 147 
Land condemnation... 2: RRL ae 
Other real property 4 3 
Tort actions 75 99 
Le ae EE Sa 4 2 

Detention (prisoners): 
Motions to vacate sentence. 75 12 


1 H. Rept. 1277, 89th Cong., 2d sess., at 57-8. 
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CRIMINAL CASES COMMENCED, TERMINATED, AND 
PENDING AT END OF FISCAL YEAR 


Fiscal year Totalcom- Totaltermi- Pending, 
menced nated June 3 

354 389 135 
382 367 150 
407 381 176 
3il 275 212 
335 321 226 

9 355 170 
421 328 263 


The House report further stated: 

“This district has had a serious backlog 
of civil cases over a period of some years and 
continues to face an ever increasing pending 
caseload. It ranks among the highest of the 
districts in the number of pending cases per 
judge. Over the past few years its pending 
civil cases have increased approximately 36 
percent. This increase is in the area of con- 
tract and marine personal injury litigation. 
The statistics of cases filed, disposed of, and 
terminated over the past 7 years indicate 
that in each category there has been a tend- 
ency to increase. In order to assist the incum- 
bent judges to diminish the backlog, these 
three additional judges on a temporary basis 
are necessary.” ? 

Congress passed S. 1666 with the intent 
that the three additional temporary judges 
would assist the eastern district of Pennsyl- 
vania in clearing away a sizable portion of 
this backlog. It was not contemplated that 
any of the three temporary judicial positions 
would lapse before the congressional purpose 
of reducing the backlog in the eastern dis- 
trict of Pennsylvania could be achieved. 
However, with the unanticipated elevation in 
June of 1967 of the Honorable Francis Van 
Dusen, from the U.S. District Court for the 
eastern district of Pennsylvania to the U.S. 
Court of Appeals for the Third Circuit—only 
15 months after the enactment of S. 1666, 
and before any of the three judges appointed 
under the act had taken office—one of the 
temporary judgeship positions, in effect, 
lapsed without the eastern district ever hav- 
ing had the benefit thereof. 

S. 828, the present bill, will carry out the 
original intent of the Omnibus Judgeship 
Act of 1966 by amending the act to provide 
that the second, third, and fourth vacancies 
occurring in the eastern district of Pennsyl- 
vania—rather than the first, second, and 
third vacancies—are not to be filled. This will 
allow the first vacancy, created by Judge Van 
Dusen’s unanticipated elevation to the third 
circuit, to be filled, thus giving the eastern 
district the full measure of added manpower 
intended by the 1966 act.” 


Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I am 
greatly pleased that S. 828, which I in- 
troduced, has just been passed. It as- 
sures that the full number of judgeships 
intended by Congress for the eastern 
district of Pennsylvania will be provided 
and will rectify the effect of the vacancy 
caused by the unanticipated elevation of 
a judge from the US. District Court for 
the Eastern District of Pennsylvania to 
the Third Circuit Court of Appeals. 

It will be of major assistance in help- 
ing to attack the large backlog of cases 
in that district, which is one of the most. 
serious in the Nation. 

The Omnibus Judgeship Act of 1966 
provides that the eastern district of 
Pennsylvania was to receive three addi- 
tional temporary judgeships to attack 
the backlog. This was accomplished by 
authorizing the appointment of three 
additional district judges, but providing 
that the first three vacancies occurring 


Id., at pp. 56-57. 
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in the district were not to be filled. How- 
ever, Judge Francis L. Van Dusen was 
appointed to fill a vacancy on the Third 
Circuit Court of Appeals before any of 
the three additional judgeships could be 
filled. The net effect of this was that one 
of the three additional judgeships was 
erased even before it existed. 

S. 828 modifies the Omnibus Judge- 
ship Act so that the second, third and 
fourth vacancies occurring in the east- 
ern district—as opposed to the first, sec- 
ond, and third vacancies occurring in 
that district—will not be filled. This will 
enable the President to appoint a suc- 
cessors to fill the vacancy created by 
Judge Van Dusen’s elevation, and give 
the eastern district of Pennsylvania the 
judicial manpower contemplated by the 
1966 act. 


RIGHTS AND INTERESTS OF THE 
NAVAJO TRIBE AND THE UTE 
MOUNTAIN TRIBE OF THE UTE 
MOUNTAIN RESERVATION 


The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 491) to determine the rights and 
interests of the Navajo Tribe and the Ute 
Mountain Tribe of the Ute Mountain 
Reservation in and to certain lands in 
the State of New Mexico, and for other 
purposes which had been reported from 
the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs, with amendments, on page 1, line 
8, after the word “suit” to strike out 
“against the United States, as trustee,“; 
on page 2, at the beginning of line 11 to 
insert “The United States asserts no 
beneficial claim to or interest in such 
land, acknowledges that it holds the legal 
title to the land in trust, recognizes that 
the beneficial title cannot be litigated 
without the consent of the United States, 
and consents to litigation between the 
two Indian tribes only in order that their 
conflicting claims of beneficial title may 
be conclusively determined. The United 
States shall not be joined as a party de- 
fendant in the litigation, and nothing in 
this Act shall be construed to authorize 
a claim against the United States. The 
Secretary of the Interior shall adminis- 
ter the land in accordance with the ju- 
dicial determination of beneficial title.“; 
on page 3, line 8, after the word “against” 
to strike out the United States“; and on 
page 4, line 11, after the word “claims” 
to strike out “against the United States”; 
so as to make the bill read: 

S. 491 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this Act 
may be cited as the “Navajo-Ute Boundary 
Dispute Act”. 

Sec. 2. The consent of the United States is 
hereby given to either or both the Navajo 
Tribe of Indians and the Ute Mountain Tribe 
of the Ute Mountain Reservation to bring 
suit against each other and against any other 
tribe of Indians, persons, or entities, to quiet 
the beneficial title in and to such lands in 
the State of New Mexico as are common to 
the description contained in article II of the 
treaty concluded June 1, 1868, between the 
United States and the Navajo Nation or Tribe 
of Indians and proclaimed August 12, 1968 
(15 Stat. 667), setting apart certain lands for 
the use and occupation of the Navajo Tribe 
of Indians, and to the description contained 
in section 3 of the Act approved February 20, 
1895 (28 Stat. 677), setting apart certain 
lands for the sale and exclusive use and 
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occupancy of the Southern Ute Indians de- 
scribed therein. The United States asserts no 
beneficial claim to or interest in such land, 
acknowledges that it holds the legal title to 
the land in trust, recognizes that the bene- 
ficial title cannot be litigated without the 
consent of the United States, and consents 
to litigation between the two Indian tribes 
only in order that their conflicting claims of 
beneficial title may be conclusively deter- 
mined. The United States shall not be joined 
as a party defendant in the litigation, and 
nothing in this Act shall be construed to 
authorize a claim against the United States, 
The Secretary of the Interior shall administer 
the land in accordance with the judicial 
determination of beneficial title. 

Sec. 3. Any action commenced pursuant to 
section 2 of this Act shall be heard and 
determined by a district court of three judges 
in the United States District Court for the 
District of New Mexico, in accordance with 
the provisions of title 28, United States Code, 
section 2284, and, subject to the provisions 
of section 4 of this Act, any party may appeal 
as of right directly to the Supreme Court of 
the United States from the final determina- 
tion by such three-judge district court, 

Sec. 4. It is hereby declared to be the intent 
and the objective of the Congress that the 
relative rights and interests of all parties 
making claims against each other in and to 
the surface and the subsurface of the lands 
identified in section 2 of this Act be judicially 
determined in accordance with such princi- 
ples as may be just and fair in law and equity, 
including a consistent award or awards or 
release or releases to either or both the 
Navajo Tribe and the Ute Mountain Tribe of 
the Ute Mountain Reservation of such bonus 
sums, rentals, and royalties, or other moneys 
paid or received on account of the leasing of 
any portion of such lands and now held ina 
joint account in the Treasury of the United 
States pursuant to the agreement dated 
May 9, 1957, between the two tribes, ap- 
proved by the Area Director of the Bureau of 
Indian Affairs. In furtherance of the accom- 
plishment of this intent and the attainment 
of this objective, the parties are hereby 
authorized to enter into a settlement agree- 
ment, in which provision may be made for 
a recognition in perpetuity of their relative 
rights to use and to enjoy the surface and 
the subsurface of the lands identified in sec- 
tion 2 of this Act, including the division of 
any and all of such bonus sums, rentals, and 
royalties, or other moneys paid or received 
on account of the leasing of any portion of 
said lands for any purpose or purposes, Such 
settlement agreement may be embodied in 
and be made a part of any decree of the court, 
which thereupon shall be final and conclusive 
with respect to the rights and interests of all 
parties. 

Sec. 5. Nothing in this Act shall be deemed 
to be a congressional determination of the 
merits of the conflicting tribal, individual 
Indian, or other claims with respect to the 
lands are the subject of this Act. 


Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, this is 
the same bill which passed the Senate in 
1963, but which failed to receive final ac- 
tion in the House of Representatives 
prior to the adjournment of the 88th 
Congress. The purpose of S. 491, intro- 
duced by myself and my distinguished 
colleague from Colorado [Mr. Dominick] 
is simply to enable the Navajo and Ute 
Mountain Tribes to begin litigation in a 
three-judge district court in the State 
of New Mexico to determine the proper 
location of a part of the common bound- 
ary between the two reservations. The 
site of this disputed boundary is in 
northwestern New Mexico. The necessity 
for this bill is brought about because of 
a conflict in the description of this com- 
mon boundary, which was established by 
the Navajo Indian Treaty of 1868 be- 
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tween the United States and the Navajo 
Tribe and a Federal statute, dated Feb- 
ruary 20, 1895, establishing the Ute 
Mountain Reservation. The boundaries 
established by the treaty and the statute 
overlapped, resulting is a disputed strip 
of land, between the two reservations, 2 
miles wide and 10% miles long. This 
boundary dispute remained somewhat 
dormant until the last decade when oil 
was discovered on the affected area. After 
the discovery of oil on the lands in ques- 
tion the two tribes entered into an agree- 
ment on May 9, 1957, with the approval 
of the Bureau of Indian Affairs, to lease 
the lands jointly and to place all reve- 
nues obtained from these leases into a 
joint account for the tribes until the 
boundary dispute had been resolved. 

Mr. President, as I stated at the time 
I introduced this bill in this session of 
Congress, I know that these Indians are 
anxious for the settlement of this mat- 
ter, and I believe Congress should be 
equally anxious to provide the method 
by which this dispute may be resolved. 
It seems to me that Congress will be 
acting in the best interests of all con- 
cerned if it were to move toward the 
early enactment of this bill. 

The amendments suggested by the 
Attorney General and the Department 
of the Interior with regard to this bill, 
as adopted by the committee, would I 
believe, further clarify this litigation as 
a controversy between the affected tribes 
rather than between these tribes and 
the United States. 

Mr. President, the early enactment of 
this bill will provide the proper means 
for the settlement of this boundary dis- 
pute. I believe the moneys now held in 
the joint account to which I alluded 
earlier, which is now in the U.S. Treas- 
ury, would be far better utilized if it 
could be put to work to further the de- 
velopment of the respective tribes’ edu- 
cational and industrial projects. 

Mr. President, it is my sincere hope 
that Congress will act promptly on this 
legislation so that this difficult question 
of the present boundary dispute may 
proceed to an early and final resolution. 

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I rise 
today to support the passage by the 
Senate of S. 491 regarding a boundary 
dispute between the Navajo and Ute 
Mountain Tribes. 

The measure before the Senate today 
would authorize either the Navajo Tribe 
or the Ute Mountain Tribe to bring suit 
before a three-judge panel of U.S. dis- 
trict court judges to quit title to a strip 
of land just south of the Colorado-New 
Mexico State line which is fully covered 
by oil and gas leases. 

Some measure of the frustration which 
has confronted these tribes in securing 
this authority can be observed from the 
length of time this proposal has been 
before Congress. Four years ago I re- 
ceived, as did other members of the ap- 
propriate congressional delegations, a 
resolution of the Ute Mountain Tribal 
Council in Towaoc, Colo., seeking relief 
of this nature. I ask unanimous consent 
that this resolution be printed in the 
Recorp at the conclusion of my remarks. 
Since that time, I have been happy to 
cosponsor S. 1594 in the 88th Congress, 
S. 933 in the 89th Congress, and the 
pending bill, S. 491. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. With- 
out objection it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, en- 
actment of this bill will provide an ef- 
fective remedy to these tribes to resolve 
an issue of considerable importance to 
them. Once resolved, these tribes may 
proceed with an element of certainty in 
their future planning and will be free 
to receive the complete benefits of these 
lands. 

It is my earnest hope that Congress 
will act expeditiously to pass this legisla- 
tion. Otherwise, the Ute Mountain Tribe 
and the Navajo Tribe will continue to be 
deprived of their basic right to a day in 


court. EXHIBIT 1 
RESOLUTION 1214 


Resolution of the Ute Mountain Ute Tribal 
Council, Towaoc, Colo., May 1, 1963 

Whereas, authority is vested in Article V, 
Section 2, of the Constitution and By-Laws 
of the Ute Mountain Tribe of Ute Indians, 
approved June 6, 1940; and 

Whereas, an apparent conflict exists as to 
the ownership of certain lands in the State 
of New Mexico, in that the Navajo Tribe of 
Indians assert ownership to a part of the 
land set apart for the exclusive use and oc- 
cupancy of the Southern Ute Indians under 
an Act of the Congress of the United States 
approved February 20, 1895; and 

Whereas, since the effective date of said 
Act, the lands set aside for said Southern 
Ute Indians are now a part of the reservation 
of the Ute Mountain Tribe of the Ute Moun- 
tain Reservation; and 

Whereas, it appears unlikely that the 
respective claims of the Navajo Tribe and 
this Tribe may be legally settled, compro- 
mised, or otherwise determined unless and 
until specific authorization therefor is made 
by the Congress of the United States; and 

Whereas, said conflict has been apparent 
and existing since 1957; and 

Whereas, said lands included in said con- 
flict area have been leased for oil and gas 
and the receipts therefrom are held by the 
United States until a final determination is 
made; and 

Whereas, further and additional delay is 
detrimental to this Tribe and its people for 
the reason the resources and assets of this 
Tribe are of paramount importance in long 
range planning, annual budgets, and all 
other financial affairs of the Tribe: 

Now, therefore, in consideration of the 
premises recited, be it resolved by the Tribal 
Council of the Ute Mountain Tribe of the 
Ute Mountain Reservation: 

1. We urge specific authorization be made 
by the Congress of the United States for the 
settlement and determination of the respec- 
tive rights of the Navajo Tribe and this Tribe 
in and to the lands in conflict. 

2. This Tribe urges the Congress of the 
United States to adopt an Act for the accom- 
plishment of such purposes; and respectfully 
urges and recommends the passage of a spe- 
cific Act. 

8. For the purpose of information, conven- 
ience and cooperation, a proposal as to the 
form and substance of such requested Act is 
attached hereto for such consideration as 
may be proper. 

4. Copies of the Resolution be forwarded 
to the following: 

United States Senators: Gordon Allott, 
Clinton P. Anderson, Peter H. Dominick, Ed- 
win L. Mechem. 

Members of Congress: Wayne Aspinall, 
Donald G. Brotzman, J. Edgar Chenoweth, 
Joseph M. Montoya, Thomas G. Morris, Byron 
G. Rogers. 

The above resolution was duly adopted this 
Ist day of May, 1963. 

ALBERT WING, 


Chairman, Ute Mountain Tribal Council. 
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This is to certify that there were six of 
the regularly elected Councilmen present at 
the above meeting, that being a quorum, that 
five voted for, none opposed, and the above 
resolution was passed. 

JEAN POULAKI, 
Secretary. 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in the 
Record an excerpt from the report (No. 
453), explaining the purposes of the bill. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PURPOSE 


The purpose of S. 491 is to authorize the 


Navajo Tribe or the Ute Mountain Tribe to 
commence litigation to determine the loca- 
tion of a part of the common boundary be- 
tween their two reservations. The litigation 
would be before a district court of three 
judges in the U.S. District Court for the Dis- 
trict of New Mexico, with a statutory right of 
appeal direct to the Supreme Court. The dis- 
trict court would base its decision on “such 
principles as may be just and fair in law and 
equity.” 
NEED 

The Navajo boundary immediately south of 
the Colorado boundary was fixed by a treaty 
of June 1, 1868. In 1869 the boundary was 
surveyed and monumented but the monu- 
ments cannot be located at the present time. 
The Ute Mountain boundary was established 
by the act of February 20, 1895. Apparently 
there is an overlap and the purpose of the bill 
is to quiet title to the land in one or the other 
of the tribes. 

The dispute became active during the past 
decade when oil was discovered in the Four 
Corners area. The Navajo and Ute Moun- 
tain Tribes entered into an agreement, dated 
May 9, 1957, with the approval of the Bureau 
of Indian Affairs to lease the disputed area 
jointly and place all revenue from the leases 
in a joint account pending a resolution of the 
dispute. 

There was an existing Navajo oil and gas 
lease in the disputed area and a Ute Moun- 
tain oll and gas lease sale had been held in 
which three tracts extended into this Navajo 
lease area. Because of this the tribes agreed 
to extend the joint agreement area 2 miles 
west into Navajo land and slightly less than 
2 miles east into Ute Mountain land. Since 
1967 the entire area has been held under oil 
and gas leases. 

On September 8, 1965, the total income, in- 
cluding accrued interests, from the joint 
agreement area was $7,264,484. On that date 
the tribes entered into a supplemental agree- 
ment which eliminated the buffer zones and 
left only the actual disputed area. The money 
held in the joint accounts from these two 
buffer areas is being paid to the tribes. This 
amounts to $2,094,413 for the Navajo Tribe, 
and $1,962,322 for the Ute Mountain Tribe; 
$3,207,749 will remain in the joint accounts. 

AMENDMENTS 

In its report on S. 491, the Department of 
the Interior suggested amendments to the 
bill which would make clear that the United 
States is not a party to this litigation, there- 
by avoiding possible controversy relating to 
the Navajo Tribe’s attorney contract, The 
committee has adopted all of the recom- 
mended amendments. 


CONCURRENT RESOLUTION POST- 
PONED INDEFINITELY 


The concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 
37) favoring the suspension of, deporta- 
tion of certain aliens was announced as 
next in order. 
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Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Calendar No. 
441, Senate Concurrent Resolution 37, 
be postponed indefinitely. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
concurrent resolution will be postponed 
indefinitely. 


LIMITATION ON STATEMENTS DUR- 
ING THE TRANSACTION OF ROU- 
TINE MORNING BUSINESS 


On request of Mr. MANSFIELD, and by 
unanimous consent, statements during 
the transaction of routine morning busi- 
ness were ordered limited to 3 minutes. 


REPORTS OF A COMMITTEE SUB- 
MITTED DURING ADJOURNMENT 


Under authority of the order of the 
Senate of July 27, 1967, 

The following reports, of a committee 
were submitted, on July 28, 1967: 


By Mr. JACKSON, from the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs, with amend- 
ments: 

S. 1173, A bill to declare that certain land 
of the United States is held by the United 
States in trust for the Cheyenne and Arapaho 
Tribes of Oklahoma (Rept. No. 456). 

By Mr. JORDAN of Idaho, from the Com- 
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs, with 
amendments: 

S. 1251. A bill to make certain reclamation 
project expenses nonreimbursable (Rept. 
No. 457). 


ENROLLED BILL AND JOINT RESO- 
LUTION SIGNED DURING AD- 
JOURNMENT 


Under authority of the order of the 
Senate of July 27, 1967, 

The VICE PRESIDENT, on July 28, 
1967, signed the following enrolled bill 
and joint resolution, which had pre- 
viously been signed by the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives: 

S. 1191. An act to provide for the distri- 
bution of judgment funds among members 
of the Confederated Bands of the Ute In- 
dian Tribes; and 

S.J. Res. 88. Joint resolution authorizing 
the operation of an amateur radio station 
by participants in the XII World Boy Scout 
Jamboree, at Farragut State Park, Idaho, 
August 1 through August 9, 1967. 


ENROLLED BILL AND JOINT RESO- 
LUTION PRESENTED 


The Secretary of the Senate reported 
that, on July 28, 1967, he presented to 
the President of the United States the 
following enrolled bill and joint resolu- 
tion: 

S. 1191. An act to provide for the distri- 
bution of judgment funds among members 
of the Confederated Bands of the Ute In- 
dian Tribes; and 

S.J. Res. 88. Joint resolution authorizing 
the operation of an amateur radio station 
by participants in the XII World Boy Scouts 
Jamboree at Farragut State Park, Idaho, 
August 1 through August 9, 1967. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be- 
fore the Senate the following letters, 
which were referred as indicated: 
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PUBLICATIONS OF FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION 


A letter from the Chairman, Federal Power 
Commission, Washington, D.C., transmitting, 
for the information of the Senate, publica- 
tions entitled “Statistics of Electric Utilities 
in the United States, 1965, Publicly Owned,” 
and “Major Natural Gas Pipelines, Decem- 
ber 31, 1966, map” (with accompanying pa- 
pers); to the Committee on Commerce. 


Report OF COMPTROLLER GENERAL 


A letter from the Comptroller General of 
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report on potential savings in financ- 
ing operations of Government-owned vessels 
supporting military activities in Southeast 
Asia, Maritime Administration, Department 
of Commerce, dated July, 1967 (with an ac- 
companying report); to the Committee on 
Government Operations. 

Report OF COMPTROLLER GENERAL 
(S. Doc. No. 41) 

A letter from the Comptroller General of 
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report on review of the management 
of and control over expendable supplies and 
materials, Architect of the Capitol, dated 
July, 1967 (with an accompanying report); 
to the Committee on Government Operations, 
and ordered to be printed. 


REPORT ON CERTAIN ALIENS APPLYING FOR 
CONDITIONAL ENTRY INTO THE UNITED STATES 


A letter from the Commissioner, Immigra- 
tion and Naturalization Service, Department 
of Justice, reporting, pursuant to law, on 
certain aliens applying for conditional entry 
into the United States (with accompanying 
papers); to the Committee on the Judiciary. 


DISPOSITION OF EXECUTIVE PAPERS 


A letter from the Archivist of the United 
States, transmitting, pursuant to law, a list 
of papers and documents on the files of sev- 
eral departments and agencies of the Govern- 
ment which are not needed in the conduct of 
business and have no permanent value or 
historical interest, and requesting action 
looking to their disposition (with accompany- 
ing papers); to a Joint Select Committee on 
the Disposition of Papers in the Executive 
Departments. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore appoint- 
ed Mr. Monroney and Mr. CARLSON mem- 
bers of the committee on the part of the 
Senate. 


PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 


Petitions, etc., were laid before the 
Senate, or presented, and referred as 
indicated: 

By the PRESIDENT pro tempore: 

A joint resolution of Ohio General Assem- 
bly; to the Committee on Labor and Public 
Welfare: 


“(Amended House Joint Resolution 50) 


“Joint resolution expressing the desire of the 
107th Ohio General Assembly for the repeal 
or modification of eighteenth and nine- 
teenth century Congressional laws affecting 
administration of school and ministerial 
lands, and to request the Auditor of State, 
supervisor of school and ministerial lands, 
to prepare for submission to the U.S. Con- 
gress through members of the Ohio Con- 
gressional delegation, a proposal for such 
repeal or modification 
“Whereas, following the American Revolu- 

tionary War the United States Congress 

found it necessary to redeem script issued 
to persons who loaned money to finance the 
war, to redeem warrants given to soldiers 
who fought in the war, and to encourage 
settlers to migrate to the open frontier to 
form outposts against the Indians; and 
“Whereas, the Congress achieved these ob- 
jecttves with a series of acts beginning May 
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20, 1785 providing for sales and grants of 
lands in the northwest territory, including 
lands now within the state of Ohio; and 

“Whereas, by the act of May 20, 1785 the 
Congress established procedures for survey- 
ing and laying out township plats for lands 
now within the state of Ohio, but provided 
that: 

There shall be reserved (for the United 
States the lot number 16 of every township 
for the maintenance of public schools within 
the said township... (Vol. 1, Laws of the 
U.S. 565); and 

“Whereas, by order of July 23, 1787 au- 
thorizing the board of the treasury to con- 
tract for sales of lands in the northwest ter- 
ritory the Congress re-affirmed the reserva- 
tions in the May 20, 1785 act and further pro- 
vided that: 

„The lot number 29 in each township 
or fractional part of a township to be given 
perpetually for the purpose of religion.’ (Em- 
phasis added.) (Vol. 1, Laws of the U.S. 573); 
and 

“Whereas, by deeds executed May 10, 1792 
and September 30, 1794, President Washing- 
ton conveyed lands in the northwest ter- 
ritory to the Ohio Company and associates 
and Judge John Cleeves Symmes and as- 
sociates, respectively, restating the rezervą- 
tions of lot 16 for schools and lot 29 for 
religion; and 

“Whereas, by act of February 1, 1826 the 
Congress authorized the Ohio Legislature to 
sell lots previously reserved for schools but 
required the Legislature: 

„ . „ to invest the money arising from 
the sale thereof, in some productive fund, 
the proceeds of which shall be forever applied, 
under the direction of said Legislature, for 
the use and support of schools within the 
several townships and districts of country, 
for which they were originally reserved and 
set apart, and for no other use or purpose 
whatsoever: Provided, Said land, or any part 
thereof, shall, in no case, be sold without the 
consent of the inhabitants of such town- 
ship, or district, to be obtained in such man- 
ner as the legislature of said state shall by 
law direct: And provided, also, that, in the 
apportionment of the proceeds of said fund, 
each township and district aforesaid shall 
be entitled to such part thereof, and no 
more, as shall have accrued from the sum 
or sums of money arising from the sale of 
the school lands belonging to such township 
or district.’ (Emphasis added.) (Vol. 7, Laws 
of the U.S. 434); and 

“Whereas, by act of February 20, 1833 the 
Congress authorized the Ohio Legislature to 
sell lots reserved for religion within the Ohio 
Company’s and Judge Symmes’ purchases, 
but required the Legislature: 

“+. to invest the money arising from the 
sale thereof in some productive fund; the 
proceeds of which shall be forever annually 
applied, under the direction of said Legisla- 
ture, for the support of religion within the 
several townships for which said lands were 
originally reserved and set apart, and for no 
other use or purpose whatsoever, according 
to the terms and stipulations of the contracts 
of said Ohio Company’s and John Cleeves 
Symmes’ purchase within the United States: 
Provided, Said land, or any part of it, shall 
in no case be sold without the consent of the 
person who may be the lessee thereof, nor 
without the consent of the inhabitants of 
the township within which any such land 
may be situated, to be obtained in such man- 
ner as the Legislature of said State shall, by 
law, direct: And, provided, also, That in the 
apportionment of the proceeds of said fund, 
each township within the districts of coun- 
try aforesaid, shall be entitled to such portion 
thereof, and no more, as shall have accrued 
from the sum or sums of money arising from 
the sale of the church land belonging to such 
township.’ (Emphasis added.) (Vol. 8, Laws 
of the U.S. 770, 771); and 
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“Whereas, pursuant to House Resolution 
90, adopted July 25, 1965 by the Ohio House 
of Representatives, the subject of adminis- 
tering the lands and funds reserved by the 
Congress for school and religious (minis- 
terial) purposes was encompassed within a 
comprehensive 1966 land-management study 
conducted by the Ohio Legislative Service 
Commission; and 

“Whereas, the January, 1967 Legislative 
Service Commission Staff Research Report 
No. 78 concludes that ‘Ohio is the only state 
encumbered by ministerial lands’ provisions’; 
and that: 

The (school and ministerial) lands rep- 
resent an anachronism. They are often man- 
aged by the state for the benefit of those 
who hold them in lease, to the detriment of 
other taxpayers, since the state receives no 
money for performing these functions. In 
the case of the ministerial lands, the bene- 
ficiaries are the specified religious societies. 
This raises a question relevant to current 
views on the constitutionality of such 
church/state relationships. In a purely man- 
agerial sense, various nineteenth century 
congressional laws hamper efforts at rapid 
divestiture and efficient leasing. It seems 
likely that ultimately the state will have to 
consider either serlously modifying the pro- 
cedural requirements or divesting itself of 
the function of managing the ministerial 
lands altogether.’ (LSC Staff Research Re- 
port No, 78, p. 49); and 

“Whereas, the Auditor of State, responsi- 
ble under Ohio law for supervising school and 
ministerial lands and funds, reports that: 

Today the entire operation is a maze of 
complicated methods required in the dis- 
tribution of trust funds, trival rental fees 
and appraisals existing as a result of 99-year 
leases, and a costly and inefficient manage- 
ment program required by ancient law.“; and 

“Whereas, until the eighteenth and nine- 
teenth century Congressional laws are re- 
pealed or modified, the Ohio General Assem- 
bly is without authority to provide for effi- 
cient, equitable administration or disposition 
of the state’s school and ministerial lands 
and trust funds; therefore be it 

“Resolved, That the 107th Ohio General 
Assembly hereby expresses its desire for the 
repeal or modification of the Congressional 
laws of 1785, 1826 and 1833, and any related 
U.S. laws, to the end that the Assembly 
shall have authority to provide for efficient, 
equitable administration or disposition of the 
state’s school and ministerial lands, and of 
the funds relating to both; and be it further 

“Resolved, That the Auditor of State of 
Ohio, supervisor of school and ministerial 
lands, is hereby requested to prepare for sub- 
mission to the United States Congress, 
through members of the Ohio Congressional 
delegation, a proposal for such repeal or 
modification; and be it further 

“Resolved, That duly attested copies of 
this Resolution be transmitted forthwith to 
the Auditor of State of Ohio, the Vice Presi- 
dent of the United States, the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives of the United 
States, and to each member of Congress from 
Ohio. 


“Speaker of the House of Representatives. 


“President of the Senate. 

“Adopted ——, 1967.” 

A petition, signed by Everett Freeze, and 
sundry other citizens of the State of Oregon, 
praying for the enactment of legislation to 
improve and modernize the Federal Social Se- 
curity System; to the Committee on Finance. 

A cablegram, in the nature of a petition, 
signed by Dr. Jose Milton Soltero, and sundry 
other citizens of Puerto Rico, praying for rec- 
ognition of the sovereignty of Puerto Rico, 
and the transference of powers; to the Com- 
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 
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MONMOUTH-DALLAS PROJECT— 
JOINT MEMORIAL OF OREGON 
LEGISLATURE 


Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, a very im- 
portant Oregon reclamation project for 
which my colleague, Senator HATFIELD, 
and I are seeking authorization is the 
Monmouth-Dallas irrigation project. 

On January 11, 1967, we introduced the 
bill S. 54 to provide for the authorization 
of the project. It was referred to the Sen- 
ate Interior Committee. Reports have 
been requested from the interested Gov- 
ernment agencies, but to date these have 
not been submitted to the Senate Interior 
Committee. We have continued to urge 
the Bureau of the Budget and the De- 
partment of the Interior to take prompt 
action in supplying the requisite reports. 

The Secretary of the Senate of the 
Oregon Legislative Assembly, Mr. Cecil L. 
Edwards, has forwarded to us a copy of 
Enrolled Senate Joint Memorial 8, which 
was adopted in April 1967 by both the 
Senate and the House of the Oregon Leg- 
islative Assembly. This memorial asks ex- 
peditious action on the Monmouth-Dallas 
project by the Congress of the United 
States and set forth several reasons in 
support of such action. 

On behalf of Senator HATFIELD and 
myself, I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of Enrolled Senate Joint Memorial 8 
be set forth at this point in my remarks, 
and that a copy of the memorial be re- 
ferred to the appropriate committee. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The joint resolution was referred to 
the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs, as follows: 

(Oregon Legislative Assembly—1967 Regular 

Session) 

ENROLLED SENATE JOINT MEMORIAL 8 
(Sponsored by Senator Hoyt, Representative 
Rogers) 

To His Excellency, Lyndon B. Johnson, Presi- 
dent of the United States, and to the 
Honorable Senate and House of Repre- 
sentatives of the United States of Amer- 
ica, in Congress Assembled: 

We, your memorialists, the Fifty-fourth 
Legislative Assembly of the State of Oregon, 
in legislative session assembled, most respect- 
fully represent as follows: 

Whereas bills for the Monmouth-Dallas 
Irrigation Project have been introduced in 
the United States Senate and the United 
States House of Representatives; and 

Whereas the feasibility report of the Bureau 
of Reclamation shows a high degree of bene- 
fit ratio to cost for irrigation, water quality 
control and fish and wild life; and 

Whereas voters of Polk County have ap- 
proved formation of the Monmouth-Dallas 
Irrigation District, which district contains 
more than the irrigable acres required for the 
feasibility of the project; and 

Whereas local organizations interested in 
irrigation, water quality control and fish and 
wild life have approved the project; now, 
therefore, 

Be It Resolved by the Legislative Assembly 
of the State of Oregon: 

(1) We urge the expeditious processing 
through the United States Senate, and the 
United States House of Representatives of 
of the authorization of the project by the 
Congress of the United States. 

(2) A copy of this memorial shall be sent 
to the President of the United States, the 
Secretary of the Interior and the Commis- 
sioner of the Bureau of Reclamation, chalr- 
men of committees of Senate and House of 
the United States for Interior and Insular 
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Affairs, and to each member of the Oregon 
Congressional Delegation. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 


The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 


By Mr. LONG of Louisiana, from the Com- 
mittee on Finance, without amendment: 

H.R. 1566. An act to provide for the free 
entry of a four-octave carillon for the use 
of the Northfield and Mount Hermon 
Schools, East Northfield, Mass. (Rept. No. 
458); 

H.R, 1886, An act to provide for the free 
entry of certain articles for the use of 
Princeton University, Princeton, N.J. (Rept. 
No. 459) ; 

H.R. 3029. An act to provide for the free 
entry of one ship model for the use of the 
Lutheran Church of the Covenant, Maple 
Heights, Ohio (Rept. No. 463); 

H.R. 3737. An act to provide for the free 
entry of a carillon for the use of the Uni- 
8 of California at Riverside (Rept. No. 

60) ; $ 

H.R. 4934. An act to provide for the free 
entry of one mass spectrometer for the use 
of Indiana University (Rept. No. 461); and 

H.R. 4977. An act to provide for the free 
entry of a triaxial apparatus and rheogoni- 
ometer for the use of Northwestern Uni- 
versity (Rept. No. 462). 

By Mr. JACKSON, from the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs, with an 
amendment: 

S. 306. A bill to increase the amounts au- 
thorized for Indian adult vocational educa- 
tion (Rept. No. 466). 

By Mr. ANDERSON, from the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs, with amend- 
ments: 

S. 285. A bill to amend the Indian Long- 
Term Leasing Act (Rept. No. 465). 

By Mr. LONG of Louisiana, from the Com- 


mittee on Finance, with amendments: 


H.R. 2470. An act to provide for the free 
entry of one rheogoniometer for the use of 
Tufts University, Boston, Mass. (Rept. No. 
464.) 


AUTHORIZATION FOR COMMITTEE 
ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS 
TO INVESTIGATE CRIME AND 
LAWLESSNESS WITHIN THE 
UNITED STATES—REPORT OF A 
COMMITTEE 


Mr. McCLELLAN, from the Commit- 
tee on Government Operations, reported 
the following original resolution (S. 
Res. 150); which was referred to the 
Committee on Rules and Administra- 
tion: 

S. Res. 150 

Resolved, That (a) Senate Resolution 53, 
goth Congress, 1st Session, agreed to Febru- 
ary 17, 1967, is amended by inserting therein, 
immediately after section 3 thereof, the fol- 
lowing new sections: 

“Sec. 3A. The Committee on Government 
Operations or any duly authorized subcom- 
mittee thereof is authorized and directed 
until January 31, 1968, to make a full and 
complete study and investigation of all other 
aspects of crime and lawlessness within the 
United States which have an impact upon 
or affect the national health, welfare, and 
safety. 

“Sec, 3B. The Committee on Government 
Operations or any duly authorized subcom- 
mittee thereof is authorized and directed 
until January 31, 1968, to make a full and 
complete study and investigation of riots, 
violent disturbances of the peace, vandalism, 
civil and criminal disorder, insurrection, the 
commission of crimes in connection there- 
with, the causes, extent, and effects of such 
occurrences and crimes, and measures neces- 
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sary for their prevention and the preserva- 
tion of law and order and to insure domestic 
tranquillity within the United States.” 

(b) Section 6 of such resolution (relating 
to the expenditures of the committee there- 
under) is amended by striking out “$435,- 
000”, and inserting in lieu thereof “$585,000”. 


BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION 
INTRODUCED 


Bills and a joint resolution were in- 
troduced, read the first time, and, by 
unanimous consent, the second time, and 
referred as follows: 


By Mr. CARLSON: 

S. 2188. A bill to amend the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, to per- 
mit advance payments to wheat producers; 
to the Committee on Agriculture and For- 
estry. 

(See the remarks of Mr. Cartson when he 
introduced the above bill, which appear 
under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. SCOTT: 

S. 2189. A bill for the relief of Stella Dri- 
bensky; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CASE: 

S. 2190. A bill to amend title IV of the 
Social Security Act to revise and make perma- 
nent the provision permitting payment of 
benefits to dependent children of unemployed 
parents; to the Committee on Finance. 

(See the remarks of Mr. Case when he 
introduced the above bill, which appear ` 
under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. HOLLAND: 

S. 2191. A bill for the relief of Dr, Enrique 
Jose Suarez Diaz; 

S. 2192. A bill for the relief of Dr. Rafael 
de la Portilla Lavastida; and 

S. 2193. A bill for the relief of Dr. Alfredo 
Jesus Gonzalez; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. ELLENDER (by request): 

S. 2194. A bill to amend the Commodity 
Exchange Act, as amended; and 

S. 2195. A bill to amend the marketing 
quota provisions of the Agricultural Ad- 
justment Act of 1938, as amended; to the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

By Mr. METCALF: 

S. 2196. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, in order to provide for an in- 
crease in the income limitations applicable 
to dependent parents receiving dependency 
and indemnity compensation and to veterans 
and widows receiving non-service connected 
disability pensions whenever there has been 
an incerase of three percent or more in the 
Consumer Price Index; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

(See the remarks of Mr. MetcaLr when he 
introduced the above bill, which appear un- 
der a separate heading.) 

By Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina: 

S. 2197. A bill to provide that certain in- 
come required to be accumulated shall be 
disregarded in determining whether a 
charitable organization is exempt from in- 
come tax; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. SMATHERS: 

S. 2198, A bill for the relief of Gilmour C. 
MacDonald, colonel, U.S. Air Force (retired); 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MORSE: 

S. 2199. A bill for the relief of Oscar J. 
Enriquez; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. TALMADGE: 

S. 2200. A bill for the relief of Homer T. 
Williamson, Sr.; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. MANSFIELD (for himself, Mr. 
Dirksen, Mr, Harris, and Mr. 
BROOKE): 

S. J. Res. 98. Joint resolution authorizing 
the National Advisory Commission on Civil 
Disorders to compel the attendance and 
testimony of witnesses and the production of 
evidence; considered and passed. 

(See the remarks of Mr. MANSFIELD when 
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he introduced the above joint resolution, 
which appear under a separate heading). 


RESOLUTIONS 


AUTHORIZATION FOR COMMITTEE 
ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS TO 
INVESTIGATE CRIME AND LAW- 
LESSNESS WITHIN THE UNITED 
STATES 


Mr. McCLELLAN, from the Committee 
on Government Operations, reported an 
original resolution (S. Res. 150) author- 
izing the Committee on Government 
Operations to investigate crime and law- 
lessness within the United States, which 
was referred to the Committee on Rules 
and Administration. 

(See the above resolution printed in 
full when reported by Mr. MCCLELLAN, 
which appears under the heading “Re- 
ports of Committees.“ 


U.S. COMMITMENTS TO FOREIGN 
POWERS 


Mr. FULBRIGHT submitted a resolu- 
tion (S. Res. 151) relative to U.S. com- 
mitments to foreign powers, which was 
referred to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

(See the above resolution printed in 
full when submitted by Mr. FULBRIGHT, 
ist appears under a separate head- 


AMENDMENT OF THE AGRICULTUR- 
AL ADJUSTMENT ACT OF 1938, AS 
AMENDED, TO PERMIT ADVANCE 
PAYMENTS TO WHEAT PRODUC- 
ERS WHO PARTICIPATE IN THE 
CURRENT WHEAT PROGRAM 


Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I am 
today introducing a bill which would 
amend the Agricultural Adjustment Act 
of 1938, as amended, to permit advance 
payments to wheat producers who par- 
ticipate in the current wheat program. 
This bill is similar to H.R. 6437 intro- 
duced by Representative ROBERT DOLE, of 
Kansas. 

This bill, if enacted into law, would 
put the wheat program and wheat pro- 
ducers on a par with cotton and feed 
grain programs, which have had a simi- 
lar provision for a number of years. 

At the present time, the feed grain 
producer may receive his diversion pay- 
ment shortly after signup and often 
before the crop is actually planted. 

Cotton, which is a crop that is har- 
vested in late summer, is also entitled to 
advance payments early in the spring. 

Kansas wheat is a fall-planted crop, 
but under the present program, the wheat 
farmer cannot receive payment on his 
wheat certificates until after harvest and 
compliance has been determined. This 
means that the Kansas wheatgrower re- 
ceives his payments 5 to 6 months later 
than the advance payments to growers 
of feed grains and cotton. 

I firmly believe advance payments on 
wheat certificates should be available 
shortly after the spring signup and are 
even more justified than advance pay- 
ments on feed grains and cotton, which, 
for the most part are spring-planted 
crops. 
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Kansas produces on an average of 200 
million bushels of wheat per year. Par- 
ticipation in the wheat certificate pro- 
gram averages about $140 million a year. 
A 50-percent advance payment would 
inject $70 million into the agricultural 
economy 5 to 6 months sooner than under 
present procedures, 

It is my hope that the Senate Com- 
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry will 
give early and favorable consideration to 
this bill. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill will be received and appropriately 
referred. 

The bill (S. 2188) to amend the Agri- 
cultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as 
amended, to permit advance payments 
to wheat producers, introduced by Mr. 
CaRLSON, was received, read twice by its 
title, and referred to the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry. 


PAYMENT OF BENEFITS TO CER- 
TAIN CHILDREN UNDER THE 
SOCIAL SECURITY ACT 


Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I introduce 
for appropriate reference, a bill to con- 
tinue the aid to dependent children-un- 
employed parent program and to extend 
the definition of “unemployment” to 
groups now outside the definition in 
some State laws. 

The aid to dependent children-un- 
employed parent program, scheduled to 
expire on June 30, 1967, has been tempo- 
rarily extended for 1 year by the Con- 
gress and is now scheduled to expire on 
June 30, 1968. 

Congress enacted the unemployed par- 
ent section in 1962 to provide a better 
environment for needy children by keep- 
ing families together and encouraging 
parents to become self-supporting. The 
ADC-UP program, since its inception, 
has helped thousands of needy families 
who, for one reason or another, would 
not have been eligible for any kind of 
public assistance. Prior to its enactment, 
a family whose breadwinner was out of 
work and no longer eligible for unem- 
ployment benefits could not qualify for 
ADC assistance, 

Regrettably, this still holds true in 
those States which have not imple- 
mented the unemployed parent provi- 
sion. In those States, families cannot re- 
ceive ADC assistance if there is a parent 
living with the family who might poten- 
tially support them. Contrary to the in- 
tent of the basic ADC law, this so-called 
man-in-the-house requirement has led, 
tragically, to the breakup of families by 
forcing unemployed fathers out of the 
home so their families can receive ADC 
payments. 

This is a cruel policy which not only 
works extreme hardship on the children 
but is also costly in a financial sense. 
Experience in those States which have 
implemented the unemployed parent 
section has shown that jobless parents 
have secured work and resumed support 
of their families after receiving assist- 
ance for an average of 9 months. This 
compares, I am told, to an average period 
of 24 months for ADC recipients in cases 
where a parent, usually the father, is not 
living with his family. Thus, the return 
of a parent to the labor force in a mini- 
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mum time has benefits beyond those 
directly affecting the family. The munic- 
ipalities and States benefit, too, through 
substantially lower welfare costs. 

In spite of this experience, however, 
less than half the States have imple- 
mented the unemployed parent section 
of the ADC program. Obviously, many 
have been discouraged from doing so by 
the temporary nature of the law. Ex- 
tending the law indefinitely, as my 
amendment provides, would encourage 
the States to implement the program on 
a long-term basis and thereby help to 
achieve the goal of fostering and, in 
many cases, restoring, family stability. 

The second part of my bill would ex- 
tend the eligibility requirements of the 
ADC program to include underemployed 
persons, part-time workers and other 
persons who may fall outside the defini- 
tion of “unemployment” in some State 
laws. Under existing law, families may 
qualify for ADC benefits where there is 
a dependent “needy child under the age 
of 18 who has been deprived of parental 
support or care by reason of the unem- 
ployment—as defined by the State—of a 
parent.” 

I am glad to note that some States, on 
their own initiative, have broadened the 
definition of “unemployment” to include 
certain categories of underemployed 
workers even though the present unem- 
ployed parent section of the law does not 
make it clear that these groups can be 
readily included. My amendment would 
remove any possible doubt on this point 
by adding the underemployed group to 
the statutory definition of “unemploy- 
ment.” 

In line with the historic Federal-State 
partnership in the welfare field, my bill 
would give the States the same authority 
to determine the level of income for 
underemployment as they now have to 
define unemployment. 

In short, the bill I am offering recog- 
nizes the fact that unemployment should 
not necessarily mean complete detach- 
ment from the labor force when it comes 
to determining the eligibility of needy 
children for ADC benefits. I do not be- 
lieve that Congress intended to penalize 
the children whose parents want to be- 
come self-supporting and are willing to 
look for work. Yet this is precisely what 
we are doing by insisting that ADC bene- 
fits can be paid only to the totally un- 
employed. 

Under the strict definition of ‘“unem- 
ployment” applied in many States, any 
salary earned by needy families means 
the loss of all ADC benefits. Just last 
year the Advisory Council on Public Wel- 
fare reported: 

Forty per cent of all children of the poor 
lived in families where the breadwinners were 
employed year around but receiving wages 
too low to meet minimum family needs. 


To the families most in need, the aver- 
age ADC monthly family benefit of $150 
is frequently more than they can earn 
on a part-time or even some full-time 
jobs and, hence, stands as a deterrent to 
those seeking employment. 

Making the underemployed and the 
partially employed eligible for ADC bene- 
fits, as my bill does, provides an incen- 
tive for jobless parents to become self- 
supporting while staying together as a 
family. 
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I am aware that serious questions are 
being raised regarding the whole area 
of categorical welfare assistance, prop- 
erly so, in my view. For the moment, 
however, this is the only system we have 
and, as long as the Congress is com- 
mitted to the categorical approach, it is 
our responsibility to do whatever we can 
to make it work better. 

Iam hopeful that the States will utilize 
the assistance made available by the Fed- 
eral Government to help vhe needy chil- 
dren for whom the ADC program was de- 
signed and which, at the same time, pro- 
vides encouragement for parents to re- 
turn to the labor force. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill 
will be received and appropriately re- 
ferred. 

The bill (S. 2190) to amend title IV of 
the Social Security Act to revise and 
make permanent the provision permit- 
ting payment of benefits to dependent 
children of unemployed parents, intro- 
duced by Mr. Cask, was received, read 
twice by its title, and referred to the 
Committee on Finance. 


AUTOMATIC COST-OF-LIVING IN- 
CREASE IN VETERANS INCOME 
LIMITS 


Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, perhaps 
the most perplexing problem in the vet- 
erans benefit area that has faced the 
Congress recently has been the adverse 
affect that an increase in social security 
or other retirement benefits has on a 
VA recipient’s pension payment. This was 
highlighted with enactment of the 1965 
social security increase. As a result of this 
increase, pensions of many veterans, 
their widows and children were either 
reduced or terminated. 

The Senate has attempted to solve this 
problem in a straightforward manner 
by seeking to allow VA recipients to ex- 
clude their social security increases from 
their annual income for pension pur- 
poses. However, to date the House of Rep- 
resentatives has not felt this is an ac- 
ceptable solution. Presently, the House 
and Senate conferees are considering 
such a proposal in the conference on the 
Veterans Benefit and Readjustment Act 
of 1967, a part of which I am cosponsor- 
ing. While I am certainly in accord with 
the overall end that is to be achieved by 
the Senate position—namely, to insure 
that the pension of a veteran or his de- 
pendent will neither be reduced nor ter- 
minated by increases in social security— 
it is my feeling that the exclusion of so- 
cial security alone does not completely 
solve the problem. 

I feel that if would be more equitable to 
increase the income limits that every vet- 
eran must meet in order to be eligible for 
a VA pension, 

The present income limitations, estab- 
lished under the so-called new pen- 
sion program in 1960, have not been in- 
creased since then. During the same 
period, from 1960 to date, the cost of liv- 
ing has increased more than 12 percent, 
according to the most recent Bureau of 
Labor statistics. I question whether the 
income limits established more than 6 
years ago can now be considered reason- 
able and equitable in view of the fact 
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that the needs of the veterans have sub- 
stantially increased in cost. 

To rectify this situation I introduce a 
bill proposing that the income limits for 
pension and dependency and indemnity 
compensation programs be automatically 
increased when the Administrator of Vet- 
erans’ Affairs determines that the cost 
of living has increased 3 percent or more. 
When this occurs the intome limits will 
be increased by the same percentage as 
the increase in the cost of living. 

To insure that every beneficiary will be 
aware of the increase in the income lim- 
its, the Administrator will give written 
notice to these affected pensioners. Pub- 
lication of this increase will also provide 
notice to those who are not on the rolls 
at the time the increase occurs and who 
could possibly qualify because of the ad- 
justment. 

By automatically providing for an ad- 
justment in the income test, my proposal 
will keep the income limitation on an 
equitable an up-to-date basis. It will also 
be a means of providing security to those 
VA pensioners whose retirement income, 
whether public or private, is periodically 
increased because of a substantial in- 
crease in the cost of living. Today, civil 
service annuitants and military retirees 
receive automatic increases in their re- 
tirement benefits when the cost of living 
goes up. Retirement benefits of private 
pension plans are generally increased at 
the bargaining table because of a rise in 
the cost of living. These increases, de- 
signed to maintain the purchasing power 
of the retirement benefit, very often re- 
sult in the VA pensioner either losing his 
pension and not realizing any benefits, or 
in some instances ending up with less 
overall income. 

My proposal, fitting in with present 
public and private retirement plans, 
would be a safeguard for the millions of 
VA pensioners who depend on their Gov- 
ernment payments. 

It is my sincere hope that this pro- 
posal will be given serious consideration 
both by the Committee on Finance and 
by the Veterans’ Affairs Committee in 
the House as a possible solution to this 
difficult problem. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, The 
bill will be received and appropriately 
referred. 

The bill (S. 2196) to amend title 38, 
United States Code, in order to provide 
for an increase in the income limitations 
applicable to dependent parents receiv- 
ing dependency and indemnity compen- 
sation and to veterans and widows re- 
ceiving non-service-connected disability 
pensions whenever there has been an in- 
crease of 3 percent or more in the Con- 
sumer Price Index, introduced by Mr. 
METCALF, was received, read twice by its 
title, and referred to the Committee on 
Finance. 


ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF 
BILLS AND RESOLUTION 


Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that, at its next 
printing, the name of the Senator from 
Nevada [Mr. CAN NON] be added as a co- 
sponsor of the bill (S. 2121) to extend the 
provisions of the act of October 23, 1962, 
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relating to relief for occupants of certain 
unpatented mining claims. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Ho.tine¢s in the chair). Without objec- 
tion, it is so ordered. ö 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres- 
ident, on behalf of the Senator from 
Maryland [Mr. BREWSTER] I ask unani- 
mous consent that, at its next printing, 
the name of the Senator from Maryland 
(Mr. Typmunes]. be added as a cosponsor 
of the bill (S. 1444) to encourage ex- 
portation of agricultural commodities. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 7 

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that, at its next 
printing, the name of the Senator from 
Hawaii (Mr. Inouye] be added as a co- 
sponsor of the bill (S. 1588) to revise the 
quota-control system on the importation 
of certain meat and meat products. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr, BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres- 
ident, on behalf of the Senator from 
South Carolina [Mr. HoLLINGS] I ask 
unanimous consent that, at its next 
printing, the name of the Senator from 
Utah [Mr. Moss] be added as a cospon- 
sor of the bill (S. 1796) to impose quotas 
on the importation of certain textile ar- 
ticles. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres- 
ident, I ask unanimous consent that, at 
its next printing, the names of the Sen- 
ator from New Hampshire [Mr. McIn- 
TYRE], the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
Lone], and the Senator from Texas [Mr. 
YarsoroucH] be added as cosponsors of 
the resolution (S. Res. 148) to establish 
a Select Committee on Crime and Riots. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


SENATE COMMERCE COMMITTEE 
SCHEDULES HEARINGS ON RADI- 
ATION SAFETY ACT 


Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, the 
Senate Commerce Committee has today 
announced its plans to hold hearings 
on S. 2067, the Radiation Control for 
Health and Safety Act of 1967, which I 
introduced on July 10 and which has 
been cosponsored by Senators BYRD of 
West Virginia, CHURCH, COOPER, FONG, 
INOUYE, MCGEE, MUSKIE, and RANDOLPH. 
The hearings are scheduled before the 
ful committee for August 28-30. 

This bill would authorize the Secre- 
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare 
to step up the research efforts of the 
Department in the field of radiological 
health and safety and to develop and ad- 
minister standards for the control of 
radiation emissions from electronic 
products which are in commerce or are 
imported into the United States. 

The need for such legislation has re- 
cently been dramatically demonstrated. 
We have learned that over 100,000 color 
television sets which emit radiation far 
in excess of safe levels are on the mar- 
ket and in consumers’ homes—and have 
been there for a matter of months. They 
are only now being recalled, in some in- 
stances with great difficulty. Fortu- 
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nately, the House Committee on Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce has already 
moved to investigate this matter. To- 
day the Subcommittee on Commerce and 
Finance is investigating the television 
problem in connection with its hearings 
on the proposed Product Safety Com- 
mission. On August 14, I understand the 
problem will be explored further in con- 
nection with the hearings of the Public 
Health and Welfare Subcommittee on 
H.R. 10790, a bill similar to S. 2067 in 
most respects. 

The Senate Commerce Committee on 
August 28 to 30 will be interested in do- 
ing whatever is necessary to complete the 
public record as to what is now known 
about the radiation hazards connected 
with television receivers. But in my judg- 
ment the main value of our hearings will 
be the opportunity they will give us to go 
beyond the television problem and to as- 
certain the dangers that may be related 
to the growing range of household, medi- 
cal, and industrial devices which have a 
potential for emitting harmful radiation. 
Let me reiterate what I said on July 10 
in introducing S. 2067: 

This television X-ray incident... hopefully 
will serve us as a concrete example of what 
may be a much broader set of problems, and 
will stimulate us to gather needed informa- 
tion and take remedial action. 


There is a great need to compile what 
information is available concerning the 
hazards involved with the large and 
growing range of household products, 
diagnostic and therapeutic medical de- 
vices, and industrial and communications 
devices which may emit X-rays or other 
ionizing radiation. There is a great need 
to come to some assessment of these haz- 
ards and to see where the gaps in our 
knowledge and research lie. There is a 
great need to evaluate the regulatory ef- 
forts presently taking place at the Fed- 
eral, State, and local levels. And there is 
a great need to formulate legislation 
which will result in the development and 
enforcement of meaningful standards for 
the manufacture and use of these prod- 
ucts and devices. 

This first round of hearings before the 
Senate Commerce Committee will, we be- 
lieve, contribute measurably to the meet- 
ing of these needs. We hope to develop 
a comprehensive record as to the range 
of devices which may emit radiation, 
what is known about the potential health 
hazards involved, and where increased 
efforts at surveillance and control are 
needed. We hope to receive testimony 
from the manufacturers of the devices 
involved, from specialists in the field of 
radiological health, and from govern- 
mental officials at all levels involved in 
matters of radiation control. We invite 
testimony from interested and concerned 
parties. It is our hope that these hearings 
will contribute measurably to the efforts 
of the Congress to legislate effectively 
regarding this important and increas- 
ingly urgent set of problems. 


NOTICE OF HEARINGS BY SUBCOM- 
MITTEE ON SEPARATION OF POW- 
ERS ON “COMMITTEE VETO” 


Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, as chair- 
man of the Judiciary Committee’s Sub- 
committee on Separation of Powers, I 
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wish to announce that the subcommittee 
will hold hearings on Wednesday, August 
2, at 10 a.m. in room 457, Old Senate Of- 
fice Building. 

The subject of the hearings will be 
the constitutionality of the “committee 
veto” provision in the Watershed Protec- 
tion and Flood Control Act of 1954, as 
amended, which requires the Department 
of Agriculture to secure the approval of 
designated congressional committees be- 
fore implementing plans for certain 
watershed and flood control projects. 

Witnesses will include Mr. Phillip S. 
Hughes, Deputy Director of the Bureau 
of the Budget, Mr. John C. Bagwell, Gen- 
eral Counsel, Department of Agriculture, 
and Mr. Hollis Williams, Deputy Admin- 
istrator of the Soil Conservation Service. 
Also present to participate in the hear- 
ings will be Senator ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
chairman of the Senate Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry, and Represent- 
ative W. R. Poace, chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture of the House of 
Representatives. 


NOTICE OF RECEIPT OF NOMINA- 
TION BY THE COMMITTEE ON 
FOREIGN RELATIONS 


Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, as 
chairman of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations, I desire to announce that to- 
day the Senate received the following 
nomination: 

Livingston T. Merchant, of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, to be U.S. Executive 
Director of the International Bank for 
Reconstruction and Development for a 
term of 2 years—reappointment. 

In accordance with the committee 
rule, this pending nomination may not 
be considered prior to the expiration of 
6 days of its receipt in the Senate. 


ELIMINATION OF THE DEFENSE 
REVOLVING FUND WOULD NOT 
PREVENT SENDING DEFENSE 
EQUIPMENT TO ISRAEL 


Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, with 
respect to the proposed elimination of 
the Defense Department’s revolving fund 
for insuring military credit sales, the 
suggestion has been made by some that 
this action would in turn in some way 
jeopardize possible military sales to 
Israel, and therefore the security of that 
country. 

That is not correct, for the following 
reasons: 

First. The amount of military as- 
sistance Israel was scheduled to receive 
in 1968 under this military credit sales 
authority is very small. 

Second. If the decision of the Foreign 
Relations Committee to abolish the re- 
volving fund becomes law, future credit 
sales could nevertheless be made to 
Israel under the authority of section 507 
of the Foreign Assistance Act. That sec- 
tion authorizes the President to sell de- 
fense articles from the stocks of the De- 
partment of Defense, thus avoiding any 
leadtime for delivery. Payment for such 
military equipment can be made under 
terms determined by the President. 

Third. The Department of Defense has 
authority to “grant” military assistance 
in 1968 in the amount of $475 million. 
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There is no prohibition whatever on giv- 
ing assistance to Israel on a grant basis. 

Fourth. In case of emergency, the 
President is authorized under section 614 
of the Foreign Assistance Act to use up 
to $250 million for purposes which are 
important to the security of the United 
States,” although there is a limit of $50 
million to any one country. 

Fifth. Under section 510 of the For- 
eign Assistance Act, the President can 
use up to $300 million in defense articles 
from Department of Defense stocks for 
aiding countries when he deems it “vital 
to the security of the United States.” 
This latter authority has been used in the 
past to provide arms to Vietnam. Surely 
the future of Israel is at least as vital“ 
to the security of the United States as is 
the future of South Vietnam. 

Sixth. Israel has a sufficiently high in- 
ternational credit rating to guarantee 
military equipment purchases, either un- 
der normal commercial terms, or 
through regular Export-Import Bank fi- 
nancing. This opportunity would in no 
way be affected by repeal of the revolv- 
ing fund. 

It should be emphasized that the pur- 
pose of the amendment in question is to 
discourage the Department of Defense 
from financing sales of sophisticated 
military hardware to underdeveloped 
countries which have vast needs for eco- 
nomic development and no legitimate 
needs for such weapons. 

If the security of Israel is again jeop- 
ardized by a renewal of rearmament 
activities in the Middle East, because of 
the relative importance of that part of 
the world to the United States—and to 
our allies in Europe, as well as Japan— 
as against the importance of the Far 
East, where this country is now spending 
in Vietnam alone some $70 million a day, 
there should be no question that the nec- 
essary military assistance will be forth- 
coming from the United States and other 
nations of the free world. 


SUBCOMMITTEE ON SEPARATION 
OF POWERS: STATEMENTS BY 
SENATORS ERVIN, FULBRIGHT, 
AND MORSE AT OPENING HEAR- 
ING 


Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, on Wednes- 
day and Thursday, July 19 and 20, the 
Subcommittee on Separation of Powers, 
of which I am chairman, held its open- 
ing hearings. Our primary purpose at 
those first hearings was to define the 
scope of the subcommittee’s proposed 
study, and to receive suggestions from 
our colleagues in the Senate and House 
of Representatives as to particular areas 
of encroachment by one branch of Gov- 
ernment upon another that the subcom- 
mittee should investigate in depth during 
subsequent hearings. 

In my opening statement, I empha- 
sized that the subcommittee will attempt 
a searching and critical evaluation of the 
present-day significance of the doctrine 
of separation of powers as a formula for 
determining the proper role of each of 
the three coordinate branches of the Na- 
tional Government in our modern com- 
plex world. It is not the intention of the 
subcommittee to attempt to turn back 
the clock to 1787, nor to deal vaguely with 
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the generalities that inhere in the ideas 
of federalism and separation of powers. 
Instead we will recognize that Govern- 
ment in these increasingly trying times 
is a hard, pragmatic business occupied 
with specific problems that cannot be 
resolved by generalizations. We will con- 
cern ourselves with the particulars of 
these problems. 

The subcommittee and its staff have 
compiled a list of subjects that appear 
to require study and, possibly, remedial 
legislation. I referred in my statement 
to four major problem areas that we 
have selected for early consideration. So 
that my colleagues may have the benefit 
of my description of those problems and 
the examples I cited, I shall ask that the 
full text of my opening statement be 
printed in the Recorp at the conclusion 
of my remarks. 

In addition to the subjects chosen by 
the subcommittee for study, many other 
important and intriguing examples of 
encroachment by one branch upon an- 
other were called to the attention of the 
subcommittee by Senators and Repre- 
sentatives who appeared at our hearings. 
So that the Senate may be fully advised 
of the progress of our study, it is my in- 
tention to have some of the statements 
we received printed in the Recorp from 
time to time. 

At this time I should like to invite the 
attention of my colleagues to two es- 
pecially fine statements on the subject 
of the authority of the Congress and the 
President in the field of foreign policy. 
These statements were presented to the 
subcommittee by Senators J. W. FUL- 
BRIGHT, chairman of the Senate Commit- 
tee on Foreign Relations, and Senator 
Wayne Morse, a ranking member of that 
committee. They are among the finest 
statements on this subject I have heard 
in many years. I believe the views ex- 
pressed in them merit the attention of 
every Member of the Congress and the 
widest possible dissemination among the 
American people. Senator FULBRIGHT has 
asked that his statement be inserted in 
the Recor at the conclusion of his re- 
marks today. I shall ask that the text 
of Senator Morse’s statement be inserted 
in the Record at the conclusion of my 
remarks. 

In his statement, my colleague from 
Arkansas, Senator FULBRIGHT, speaks of 
his feeling that constitutional change is 
in the making. He detects signs in the 
Congress, particularly in the Senate, of 
a growing awareness of the loss of con- 
gressional power and a growing uneasi- 
ness over the extent of executive power. 
I share that feeling, Mr. President. I 
sense a growing concern in the Congress 
and among the American people over the 
multiplying deviations of our Govern- 
ment from the constitutional principles 
that have served us so well throughout 
our national history. I sense a need for 
a searching constitutional dialog dedi- 
cated to discovering a basis for a rede- 
fining of the powers and responsibilities 
of the three branches of the National 
Government. The Subcommittee on Sep- 
aration of Powers will provide the forum 
for such a constitutional dialog. I en- 
courage each of my colleagues in the 
Senate and the House of Representatives 
to follow our work carefully and to par- 
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ticipate in our studies whenever pos- 
sible. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the statements I have referred 
to be printed at this point in the Con- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ments were ordered to be printed in the 
Recor», as follows: 


OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR SAM J. 
Ervin, JR., BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON 
SEPARATION OF POWERS OF THE COMMITTEE 
ON THE JUDICIARY, U.S. SENATE, JULY 19, 
1967 è 
This morning the Subcommittee on Sepa- 

ration of Powers begins three days of hear- 

ings—the opening round of a projected series 
of hearings to be scheduled from time to 
time throughout both sessions of the 90th 

Congress. During that period, we will en- 

deavor to accomplish the goal set for us in 

the resolution establishing the subcommit- 
tee; that is, to make a full and complete 
study of the separation of powers between 
the executive, judicial, and legislative 
branches of Government provided by the 
Constitution, the manner in which power 
has been exercised by each branch, and the 
extent, if any, to which any branch or 
branches of the Government may have en- 
croached upon the powers, functions, and 
duties vested in any other branch by the 

Constitution of the United States.” 

Our task clearly is a formidable one and 
one of enormous importance. We shall seek 
to evaluate the present-day significance of 
the doctrine of separation of powers as a for- 
mula for determining the proper role of each 
of the three coordinate branches of our Gov- 
ernment in our modern, complex world. Ad- 
ditionally, we shall search for legislative pro- 
posals, where necessary, to restore the three 
branches to their proper constitutional roles 
and to preclude encroachments by one 
branch upon the powers and functions of 
another, 

The government of the United States that 
was created in Philadelphia in 1787 took a 
unique form. It was clearly based on the no- 
tion of constitutionalism, the notion that 
the area of government activity was to be 
restricted in favor of the liberties of its citi- 
zens, But there was no novelty in this; Pro- 
fessor Mellwain has demonstrated the ancient 
origins of constitutionalism. The original 
quality imparted to constitutional govern- 
ment by the Philadelphia convention lay in 
an attempt to assure that government in the 
United States would remain a government 
of limited powers by the dispersal of the 
powers that were granted in the Constitu- 
tion. Understanding the validity of Lord 
Acton’s dictum long before it was uttered— 
that power tends to corrupt and absolute 
power tends to corrupt absolutely—the 
founding fathers provided for a permanent 
division of authority. 

That division took two approaches. First, 
it divided governmental authority between 
the nation on the one hand and the states 
on the other. This concept of federalism had 
never before been ventured in a country with 
the physical dimensions of this new nation 
in the New World. Second, it provided for 
a separation of powers within the three 
branches of the national government pro- 
vided for by the first three articles of the 
Constitution. These provisions for division of 
authority were not new ideas. The concept 
that political power and responsibility could 
be divided among separate and distinct 
branches of government is as old as Aristotle. 
Montesquieu and Locke, among the more 
modern thinkers who contributed to the 
ideas of the framers, had idealized the con- 
cept of the separation of powers as a funda- 
mental principle of political science. But it 
had remained for the American Constitution 
to attempt to turn the ideals into practice. 

Today, we are beset on all sides by the 
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proposition that the form that the Ameri- 
can government has taken is not appropriate 
to the demands of the modern world. The 
legitimacy of federalism and the separation 
of powers has been severely attacked both in 
word and deed, within the government and 
outside of it. Certainly there has been a cen- 
tralization of authority in Washington and 
a concomitant decline in the power of the 
States. Certainly there has been an aggrega- 
tion of authority in the executive branch of 
the national government and a comparable 
weakening of the authority of the legislative 
branch. Nor has the judiciary been confined 
to the limited role that was foreseen for it. 

In short, all three of our basic concepts, 
constitutionalism, federalism, and separation 
of powers, are thought by many to be out- 
moded means of carrying on affairs in the 
twentieth century when all governments are 
“crisis governments” and the great need is 
for strong central leadership able to make 
decisions and taken action before the oppor- 
tunity for constructive action is past. In- 
stead of encouraging such leadership and 
facilitating the decisionmaking process, the 
critics say, our system of federalism and 
separation of powers invites delay, obstruc- 
tion, obfuscation, and even deadlock, 

It must be conceded that the efficiency 
that is available to monopoly of a plenary 
governmental power is not available to 
American government. And it must be ex- 
pected that this inefficiency, due in no small 
degree to the separation of powers, is un- 
popular with those who are eager to use 
government as an instrument of social 
change. As Professor Herman Finer has said: 
“There is no enthusiasm for checks and 
balances among those who are impatient to 
create a new social order.” 

I have always felt that one of the most 
salutary features of our Constitution is the 
degree of inefficiency it imparts to the exer- 
cise of governmental power. And I have 
suspected that the founding fathers inten- 
tionally and very wisely provided for a meas- 
ure of inefficiency to assure that the impulse 
to act and the opportunity to take action 
would not occur simultaneously, 

But conceding that a degree of inefficiency 
inheres in a system of government embody- 
ing federalism and separation of powers, the 
question remains whether that inefficiency 
is not a small price to pay for the individual 
freedoms that are bought with these consti- 
tutional principles. And the question also 
remains whether the deficiencies in our gov- 
ernmental structure resuit from the adher- 
ence to the notions of federalism and 
separation of powers or departures from 
them. 

It is the function of this subcommittee to 
examine the second of these important ques- 
tions, to discover the present state of the 
division of governmental authority that was 
intended to prevent the corruption that 
absolute power tends to bring in its wake 
and to recommend appropriate steps for the 
establishment of appropriate lines of sep- 
aration of powers. It is not, however, the 
intention of this subcommittee to attempt 
to turn back the clock to 1787. Times have 
changed, and some shifts of authority have 
inevitably followed such changes. Nor is it 
the intention of this subcommittee to deal 
with the generalities that inhere in the ideas 
of federalism and separation of powers. With 
the late Mr. Justice Frankfurter, we are 
cognizant that: “Formulas embodying vague 
and uncritical generalizations offer tempting 
opportunities to evade the need for con- 
tinuous thought.” Government is a prag- 
matic business occupied with specific 
problems. Generalizations cannot resolve the 
particular issues that face our government 
in increasingly trying times. It is with the 
particulars of these problems that the sub- 
committee will be concerned. 

The subcommittee and its staff have de- 
veloped a long list of particulars—some of 
which I shall make reference to shortly— 
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that we think require scrutiny and, per- 
haps, legislative action. But we start our task 
with what we hope is a becoming humility, 
by inviting the suggestions of others as to 
the appropriate subjects for our considera- 
tion. We begin then with the testimony of 
some of our colleagues in the Senate and 
House of Representatives, but our invitation 
for suggestions goes far beyond the member- 
ship of the Congress. We are anxious to re- 
ceive and consider the ideas of others, in 
the government and outside of it, scholars 
and laymen, professionals and businessmen, 
organizations and individuals. We acknowl- 
edge the need for assistance in a task that 
we regard as one of momumental impor- 
tance: the preservation of American consti- 
tutionalism. 

In this regard, the Subcommittee is most 
fortunate to have the assistance throughout 
its studies of three consultants who are 
among the leading scholars in the nation in 
the fields of constitutional law, political 
sclence, and American history. Professor 
Philip B. Kurland, the subcommittee’s chief 
consultant, who is here this morning, is pro- 
fessor of law at the University of Chicago. 
He is the editor of The Supreme Court Re- 
view, the author of numerous books on con- 
stitutional law and the Supreme Court, and 
is without question one of the country’s 
leading authorities on constitutional govern- 
ment. The subcommittee’s consultant from 
the field of political science is Professor Rob- 
ert G. McCloskey, of the Department of Gov- 
ernment, Harvard University. He is the au- 
thor of a widely known book on the Supreme 
Court and is an acknowledged authority on 
American Government. From the field of 
American history, the subcommittee will 
have the assistance of Professor William E. 
Leuchtenburg, of Columbia University, 
whose many works on American political his- 
tory are well known and respected. I know 
my colleagues will agree with me that the 
assistance of these outstanding men will 
greatly enhance the quality of the subcom- 
mittee’s work. 

As I mentioned a moment ago, the subcom- 
mittee and its staff have compiled a list of 
subjects that appear to require study and, 
possibly, remedial legislation. From among 
those subjects, we have selected for consider- 
ation early in our hearings the specific ques- 
tion of the propriety of congressional utili- 
zation of the “committee veto” as a means 
of legislative oversight of executive enforce- 
ment of the laws. 

The other topics tend to fall into one 
or more of the following categories: 

The problem of the exercise of emer- 
gency powers” by the President in the ab- 
sence of authorizing legislation by the Con- 
gress. An example is the question of the use 
of troops by the President without Congres- 
sional action. 

The question of the need for more effec- 
tive congressional oversight of the inter- 
pretation of legislation by the judicial branch 
and the administrative agencies. An example 
is the apparent discretion assumed by the 
NLRB and the courts to rewrite the Taft- 
Hartley law to accord with the desires of 
the incumbent Board officials, 

The question of the extent to which the 
executive branch may ignore mandates con- 
tained in congressional legislation. Not least 
important here is the question of executive 
power to decide which Congressional pro- 
gram the Executive will fund.“ 

Each of these subjects will be dealt with 
in some detail by witnesses appearing at 
these hearings. We are hopeful that their 
statements will highlight the problems in- 
volved in each of these areas, perhaps sug- 
gest legislative solutions, and furnish a basis 
for thorough consideration of these subjects 
during subsequent hearings. 

Finally, I should note that the subcom- 
mittee has pending before it S. 1384, Senator 
HarTKe's bill to establish a Congressional 
Council General to render legal opinions and 
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advice to members and staff of the Congress 
and to represent the Congress in controver- 
sies involving the validity or meaning of acts 
of Congress. Since that bill is closely related 
to the work of the subcommittee, partic- 
ularly the subject of legislative oversight, 
we have invited Senator HARTKE to appear 
during these first hearings to testify in sup- 
port of his proposal. 

STATEMENT OF HON. WAYNE Morse, a U.S. 

SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF OREGON 


Senator Morse. Mr. Chairman and Mr. 
Counsel, it is a great honor for me to testify 
before this committee this morning on what 
I consider to be one of the basic issues that 
face free people in our time. The important 
thing, it seems to me, is to make the record 
this morning so I shall speak to the record 
but I will be pleased to take any questions 
you may wish to ask me. 

Mr. Chairman, it is with great interest and 
a sense of relief that I wish your subcom- 
mittee well in the review it is commencing 
this week of one of the fundamentals of 
American constitutionalism. 

Separation of powers has been a textbook 
principle ever since the founding of the Re- 
public. In certain areas, and especially in the 
area of foreign policy and war, it has been 
thought in many circles that this principle 
no longer applies as a matter of practice and 
that it should not apply as a matter of 
deliberate policy. 

Since the end of World War II, academic 
and government thinkers and spokesmen 
have given great stress to the concept that 
we are in a new age, an age of nuclear war- 
fare, in which the rules of the past have 
little currency and deserve to be discarded. 
I shall quote and refer to some of these views 
in a moment. 

Yet it is my view that exactly the op- 
posite is true. That is why I am here before 
your subcommittee today. I want to ex- 
press my deep concern over a trend toward 
government by executive supremacy and my 
heartfelt conviction that more in foreign 
policy and war than in any other area of 
endeavor, and more today than ever before, 
the United States Government and its peo- 
ple should adhere to the constitutional 
principles that have brought us through 
180 years of history. I cite the same reason 
as given for the opposite view—we are in 
a nuclear age, where decisions made in haste 
or in error by one individual can bring ruin 
to a nation, misery and hopelessness to its 
people, and produce mountains of dead. 

Indeed, this is already the history of the 
Twentieth Century in countries where un- 
checked executive power has been exercised. 
Whatever the inconveniences, whatever the 
inadequacies—yes, whatever the risks of ad- 
herence to the principle of separation of 
powers in foreign affairs—the risks of un- 
checked executive authority in foreign 
affairs are infinitely more dangerous and 
potentially fatal to large numbers of our 
population. 

This is not to say that Congress cannot 
make mistakes; or that decisions made 
jointly and concurred in through all phases 
of constitutionalism, cannot be wrong or 
disastrous or simply ill-advised. They have 
been. I think first of the example of our 
treatment in the early days of World War 
II of the thousands of people in this coun- 
try of Japanese nationality or heritage. They 
were rounded up by executive order. Some 
were aliens; many were citizens. But they 
were imprisoned and their property was con- 
fiscated. The decision was concurred in, 
or at least acquiesced in by both Congress 
and the federal courts. No act was penalized, 
but only an accident of birth. 

But what a shameful travesty it was! To- 
day, there is no attitude of regret and em- 
barrassment among the American people on 
the west coast that exceeds our shame and 
embarrassment over that treatment of our 
fellow citizens. It is an example of the fact 
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that even the most carefully arranged con- 
stitution in the world cannot guarantee 
iron-clad protection against hysteria. The 
people themselves have an ultimate respon- 
sibility, to this extent. 

My point is that accidents can happen; 
they are accidents if we learn from them and 
take steps to prevent them from recurring. 
What is undertaken as a general policy, a 
trend of practice extending over a period of 
decades is something else. It is this trend 
that worries me, for it has twice in 15 years 
involved the United States in undeclared 
wars. If we do not take stock, and correct the 
trend, we will regret it. That is why I believe 
this subcommittee is performing a great pub- 
lic service with this survey of what the Con- 
stitution intended, how it has or has not been 
followed, and where we are going. 

With thanks to the Library of Congress, 
I would like to cite for the benefit of the 
subcommittee what seems to be a strong 
opinion, if not a dominant opinion, within 
the academic world and in government agen- 
cies about the separation of powers in the 
conduct of American foreign ‘policy. 

Scholars in the field generally recognize 
that under the Constitution the powers in 
the field of foreign policy and war were 
divided between Congress and the President. 
The President was made Commander in Chief 
of the Army, Navy, and Militia when called 
into service. He was given the power to re- 
ceive Ambassadors and other Public Minis- 
ters and the duty to see that the laws be 
faithfully executed. 

Congress was given the power to declare 
war, to raise and support armies and pro- 
vide and maintain a Navy, to make rules 
governing these forces, to provide for orga- 
nizing and calling forth the militia, and to 
regulate commerce with foreign nations. In 
addition, Congress was to make all laws nec- 
essary for carrying out the powers vested in 
the government and was given the power of 
the purse through the provision that no 
moneys could be drawn from the Treasury 
without an appropriation by law. 

I digress just a moment, Mr. Chairman and 
members of the committee, so the record will 
show I emphasized this point. 

One of the most powerful constitutional 
checks the fathers gave to the Congress in 
the field of foreign relations was the check 
on the purse strings. That is why you have 
heard me say so many times in debate on 
the floor of the Senate that I think we ought 
to exercise our check more than we do, Or if 
you do disagree with the foreign policy of 
the executive branch of the government, you 
can check it by denying the funds to admin- 
ister it. 

I speak most respectfully. In fact, Mr. 
Chairman and members of the committee, I 
do not appear before you this morning wear- 
ing the hat of a Senator. Rather, I prefer to 
appear before you this morning wearing the 
hat of a citizen of the academic world because 
we are dealing with a highly academic sub- 
ject, and, in my judgment, it is so important 
as you are doing and I know you will, that this 
committee delve into the theory of this Con- 
stitution of ours, and into the reasons history 
shows for the constitutional fathers writing 
these various checks on the executive branch 
of government in what we know as the sepa- 
ration of powers doctrine. 

I speak most respectfully, because I yield 
to no one in my pride and reverence for the 
meaning of our congressional system when I 
say that it has pained me time and time 
again to sit in the Senate and develop a feel- 
ing that the Senate was walking out on its 
constitutional checking responsibility. As 
you know, I have felt that for a very long 
time in regard to foreign policy and I have 
pleaded on the floor of the Senate to deny 
the administration the funds to carry out 
the policy which many, many Senators say, 
as we converse together, they think is an 
unwise policy. “But they have gotten us into 
a very serious situation,” they say, and what 
can we do, we have got to give them the 
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money.” My answer is do not give them the 
money and then they have to change the 
policy. So when I make this very fleeting 
reference to the check on the purse strings in 
the sentence I just read, that is the basis of 
my view as to this very important constitu- 
tional check. 

I note that Senator Fulbright yesterday, 
in what I thought was a most eloquent 
statement, called attention to some of the 
very things I am calling attention to in my 
paper this morning. > 

He mentioned the Formosa Resolution. 
How well I remember that historic debate. 
I led the fight in the Senate against the 
Formosa Resolution. As the record will show, 
probably the major premise of my opposition 
to the Formosa Resolution was what I con- 
sidered to be its violation of the obligation 
of the Senate of the United States to check 
the administrative branch of government. 
You will find in that debate I said I thought 
the executive branch of government had 
exceeded its constitutional authority. It 
ended up, as you know, with 3 votes against 
it. And I voted against it on constitutional 
grounds. We were in a very difficult position 
in that historic debate. The resolution was 
based on the testimony of high officials of 
the executive branch of government which 
had been given to the Foreign Relations and 
Armed Services Committees, and which was 
available to any Senator to read. 

I will never forget, that when I finished 
that speech the Senator from Georgia, Mr. 
Russell, came to me and he said, “I want 
you to know, Wayne, there is great interest 
in what you do here this morning because 
there are those who thought you could not 
discuss this subject matter and not violate 
the rules of secrecy of the committee.“ And, 
he said, There were people waiting for you 
to do it.” Of course I knew it. I knew if I 
violated those rules of secrecy that it would 
not be surprising a resolution of censure 
would be introduced. If you of the committee 
will check that speech, I think I would be 
perfectly willing to have my descendants 
judge me in regard to my position on con- 
stitutional law on that speech, more than 
on any other speech I have made in the 
Senate. 

If you read that, you will know I said 
early in the speech, “I have had to make a 
decision whether or not I am going to say 
what I think needs to be said for the benefit 
of the American people and run the risk of 
violating the rules of the Senate, or conceal 
from the American people what I think they 
ought to be told.” “But,” I said, “I think I 
can tell them what they need to be told 
and stay within the rules of the Senate.“ 
I did it this way. I said, “Mr. President, I 
want to say to the members of the Senate 
and the country, this is a preventive war 
resolution, If anyone questions it he can go 
down to the committee room and get out of 
the safe the testimony of the administration 
witnesses,” 

I made my major thrust in connection 
with the Formosa Resolution in defense of 
the separation of powers doctrine. 

My plea with the Senate was we should 
protect that doctrine which, in my judg- 
ment it did not protect in the Formosa 
Resolution. 

The only other digression I want to make 
I will make now because it is somewhat 
related to this. 

In connection with the Formosa Resolu- 
tion, I found myself at great variance with 
the then Secretary of State, John Foster 
Dulles and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff, Admiral Radford. The proposals 
they advanced in the executive session of 
the combined Armed Services and Foreign 
Relations Committees amounted to preven- 
tive war. I was the only member in that 
joint committee who voted against the 
Resolution. 

I have always opposed secret agreements 
and I think, Mr. Chairman and members of 
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the committee, you cannot escape looking 
into that problem in connection with the 
work of this survey and the examination 
you are making. For there has developed 
during the last 35 or 40 years a trend in 
the direction of secret agreements in the 
name of diplomacy, usually initiated by 
whoever is the Secretary of State at the 
time, whereby agreements are made with- 
out the knowledge of the Senate or the 
House. Then the Secretary of State comes 
before us and says that it was a very hard 
agreement to negotiate, very difficult, a lot 
of give and take. Les, we had to make con- 
cessions, but we got some concessions. You 
must not let us down. You must recommend 
its ratification.” 

I have seen too many secret agreements 
approved in the Foreign Relations Com- 
mittee of the United States Senate and 
submitted to the Senate on the basis of that 
doctrine. It is dangerous. That is not what 
leads to government by law but government 
by men. 

I taught my law students years and years 
to never forget that this is a government 
of laws and not of men. Although it is a 
government of laws, the laws are adminis- 
tered by men with all their human frailties. 
That is why the constitutional fathers wrote 
these checks into the Constitution. I always 
include this in my opening lecture as we 
start the study in the beginning, the study 
of separation of powers. I taught a course 
in our law school known as Legislation.“ 
The purpose of the Legislation course was 
really to use it as the basis for an advanced 
course in constitutional law. 

Well, there flashes through my mind—I 
do not have it in my paper this morning—of 
an example of a proposed secret agreement 
that could have become a reality, I fear, had 
it not been for the Prime Minister of Great 
Britain, Winston Churchill. I take you back 
to 1954. Anthony Eden discusses it in some 
detail in his memoirs. 

I could not give you a better example of 
why I have such concern about the executive 
agreements negotiated in the name of secret 
diplomacy without the knowledge of the 
Congress at this time. For you see, I do not 
share the point of view that consultation 
means after the fact. I take the point of 
view that consultation is the duty and the 
obligation on the part of the executive 
branch of government before the fact. When 
it is proposed that certain agreements be en- 
tered into and then brought to the Congress, 
then explained to the Congress, and then the 
Congress asked for approval, I do not con- 
sider that to be consultation within the 
meaning of the Constitution. 

In 1954 when the Indo-China War was on 
John Foster Dulles was a strong advocate of 
the continuation of that war. During the 
last two years of that war the United States 
taxpayers paid for 80 percent of the French 
cost of that war. We poured over $2 billion 
into that war to aid the French. But it was 
known to the Secretary of State that France 
was moving fast in the direction of getting 
out of that war. 

So the American Secretary of State went to 
London and had a conference with the Brit- 
ish Prime Minister, Mr. Winston Churchill, 
He proposed that the British Prime Minister 
join wtih him in having the English forces 
assigned to that war and he would pledge 
to send American forces to that war and 
then they would go across the channel to 
make a commitment to France to keep 
France in the war and then the Congress 
would be notified. I am paraphrasing, but 
accurately. Anthony Eden points out in his 
memoirs that the British Prime Minister re- 
jected it on its merits and made it clear that 
the British Empire would not be a party to 
such a proposal. He then asked what I think 
was a most delicate question. He asked the 
United States Secretary of State if he did 
not think that would be deceiving the Con- 
gress. 
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As you have heard me say, Mr, Chairman, 
and Senator Hruska, it was not the United 
States Secretary of State that protected the 
American people in 1954 in that Indo-China 
War; it was the Prime Minister of Great Brit- 
ain. That gives you a better understanding, 
whether the people today would agree with 
me or not, why I am such a strong advocate 
for open covenants. 

In the name of the secret diplomacy, we 
have built up here what I think is a very 
fallacious argument that it has to be en- 
gaged in to protect the security of the people. 
I deny it, It threatens the people’s security. 
I would have the American people never for- 
get in a democracy there is no substitute 
for full public disclosure of the public’s 
business. That is why you find me as a 
member of the Foreign Relations Committee 
objecting to so much of the material that is 
submitted to us with the words “secret” on 
it, because most of it is not top secret, in 
fact. That label is but a convenient label for 
an executive branch of government to con- 
ceal from the American. people the public’s 
business. 

We set a very bad example when we brag 
about our democratic process in our system 
of government and our ideals of freedom and 
then tell leaders of totalitarianism govern- 
ment to negotiate with us, Russia and all the 
rest of the Communist Bloc, and semitotal- 
Itarlanism governments and find us resorting 
to their totalitarian principles. For one of the 
basic principals of totalitarianism, of course, 
is government by men, not by law, govern- 
ment by arbitrary, capricious discretion, not 
government by open covenant. 

I did not mean to digress so long, Mr. 
Chairman, but it led logically from my dis- 
cussion of the Formosa Resolution and my 
reference to the great contribution that Sen- 
ator Fulbright made, I think, in this state- 
ment yesterday when he called attention to 
the fact that the Formosa Resolution was 
in effect—these are my words—was in effect 
a violation of the separation of powers. 

The power to make treaties and appoint 
Ambassadors and Ministers was vested in the 
President, with the advice and consent of the 
Senate. 

One authority has summarized the con- 
stitutional basis as follows: 

“What the Constitution does, and all that 
it does, is to confer upon the President cer- 
tain powers capable of affecting our foreign 
relations, and certain other powers of the 
same general nature upon the Senate, and 
still other such powers upon Congress; but 
which of these organs shall have the decisive 
and final voice in determining the course of 
the American nation is left for events to re- 
solve. 

“All of which amounts to saying that the 
Constitution, considered only for its affirm- 
ative grants of power which are capable of af- 
fecting the issue, is an invitation to struggle 
for the privilege of directing American for- 
eign policy. In such a struggle the President 
has, it is true, certain great advantages, which 
are pointed out by Jay in The Federalist; the 
unity of the office, its capacity for secrecy and 
despatch, and its superior sources of infor- 
mation; to which should be added the fact 
that it is always on hand and ready for ac- 
tion, whereas the houses of Congress are in 
adjournment much of the time.” 

Do not forget, when Corwin wrote this 
great treatise of his, that was true. Congress 
was in adjournment much of the time. That 
no longer is true, Mr. Chairman. Congress is 
in session about, at least ten months of the 
year and has been ever since the beginning of 
World War II. Also, it should be added with 
jet air travel now it does not take very long 
to get us back. Certainly you cannot sacrifice 
the people's right to a full disclosure simply 
because the Senate and House are out of ses- 
sion. 

But going back to Corwin: 

“But despite all this, actual practice under 
the Constitution has shown that while the 


20666 


President is usually in a position to propose, 
the Senate and Congress are often in a tech- 
nical position at least to dispose. The verdict 
of history, in short, is that the power to 
determine the substantive content of Amer- 
ican foreign policy is a divided power, with 
the lion's share falling usually to the Presi- 
dent, though by no means always.” (Edward 
S. Corwin, The President, Office and Powers, 
1787-1948, New York, New York Univ. Press, 
1948, p. 208.) 

In practice the relative power of the ex- 
ecutive or legislative branch in foreign policy 
has varied from time to time. Both branches 
have become far more involved in interna- 
tional relations since the United States ended 
its policy of isolation. 

Scholarly writings on the subject ususally 
agree that both branches have a vital role 
in the making of foreign policy; their em- 
phasis is less on which branch should pre- 
dominate than on how the two branches can 
improve their cooperation and most effec- 
tively work together for a democratic foreign 
policy capable of meeting the demands of 
the present time. 

In the heyday of American domination of 
the world through its command of nuclear 
power, and at a time when the Congress 
willingly was forfeiting its foreign policy 
duties to the executive branch, scholars were 
describing the relationship in these terms, 
and I quote: 

“First the United States cannot be a leader 
in world affairs without the closest possible 
collaboration between our executive and 
legislative branches. Second, it is at this 
very point, because of present attitudes to- 
ward the separation of powers, because of 
poor discipline within both branches and 
because of a feeble party system, that our 
foreign policy-making process is most vul- 
nerable. Finally, the interbranch friction, 
to which we have become accustomed in the 
domestic sphere, cannot be tolerated any 
longer in foreign affairs. (Cheever, Daniel S. 
and H. Field Haviland, American Foreign 
Policy and the Separation of Powers. Cam- 
bridge, Harvard University Press, 1952, p. 
222.) 

Some contend that the power of the Presi- 
dent in the field of foreign relations has 
grown to a new dimension in the years after 
World War II. Although recognizing that 
under the Constitution “presidential power 
in foreign relations is technically a shared 
power, shared mainly with the Senate,” one 
study states, and I quote: 

“Yet despite the vague language of the 
Constitution, giving the President powers 
that are implied rather than stated, the his- 
tory of presidential power in foreign rela- 
tions has been that of steady, apparently in- 
evitable growth. With a few exceptions, the 
President himself has exercised most of the 
power that the makers of the Constitution 
had divided between him and the Congress. 
Power over foreign relations under the Con- 
stitution, in other words, became much more 
a personal function of the presidency than 
did the President's other constitutional 
duties.” (Robinson, Edgar E, and Alexander 
De Conde, Raymond G. O'Connor, and Mar- 
tin B. Travis, Jr., Powers of the President in 
Foreign Affairs, 1945-1965. San Francisco, 
Commonwealth Club, 1966, pp. 6-7.) 

This study noted as a “historical reality” 
that, and I quote: 

“In no part of American political life did 
the theoretical, or practical, separation of 
powers count for so little as in the Presi- 
dent's control of foreign relations.” (Ibid., 

79 è 
4 1 Chairman, the expansion in presiden- 
tial power, it is contended, stemmed from 
mainly the powers of the Commander-in- 
Chief linked with the President's political 
leadership, In addition, it was allied with the 
following new elements which emerged in 
1945 or after: (1) nuclear weapons, giving 
a predominance to the military factor in 
foreign policy; (2) membership in the United 
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Nations “accompanied by a unilateral re- 
sponsibility for protection of the free world,” 
(3) peacetime alliances and programs to pro- 
mote world prosperity; and (4) new machin- 
ery for formulating and executing foreign 
policy. (Ibid., P. 17 and PP. 245-251.) 

Others emphasize the increasing role of 
Congress in foreign policy which has been 
brought about by postwar developments. For 
example, quoting: 

“The myth has grown up that in practice 
the President is almost completely determi- 
native in our international relations except 
for the Senate’s alleged role as obstructor. 
There have been times in which the myth 
has been not far from the truth. .. . 

“It is apparent that Congress of late is 
far from being passive or obstructive in in- 
ternational affairs. More and more it is 
searching for and finding ways of making 
itself felt in a more constructive and affirma- 
tive fashion. The executive must still reckon 
with the possibility that Congress will refuse 
to ‘go long’, by nonratification of a treaty, 
by failure to appropriate funds, by nonimple- 
mentation of an executive agreement, by de- 
clining to confirm a presidential choice for 
an important office. This is nothing new. But 
the affirmative and’ cooperative support of 
bold programs in peacetime is probably new 
in kind as well as degree, and the techniques 
for winning such support merit careful study. 
Much more dramatic have been efforts of 
Congress—the Constitution notwithstand- 
ing—to guide international policy, either by 
further stimulating or accelerating an al- 
ready noticeable trend or by altering its 
course altogether. That Congress can nullify, 
that it can support, is well established; that 
in the mid-Twentieth Century it can formu- 
late international policy is not too generally 
understood, 

“There are the reasons that make an en- 
hanced congressional role inevitable.” 
(Ernest S. Griffith; Congress, Its Contem- 
porary Role. New York, New York Univ. Press, 
1960, pp. 124-5.) 

In some areas of foreign relations a divi- 
sion of labor between the President and 
Congress has evolved which is fairly clear 
and acceptable to both branches. For ex- 
ample, the President’s power to receive am- 
bassadors and other public ministers has 
encompassed consular and other diplomatic 
agents and the power to refuse to receive 
them. The President has become accepted 
as the “sole mouthpiece” of the United 
States in foreign relations. (The Constitu- 
tion of the United States of America, Anal- 
ysis and Interpretation. Prepared by the 
Legislative Reference Service, Library of 
Congress, Senate Document 39. Hereinafter 
referred to as Annotated Constitution, p. 
516.) 

Similarly, the day-to-day conduct of for- 
eign relations has been left to the executive 
branch, Two statements often quoted and 
little argued with when limited to the daily 
conduct of foreign relations are (1) Jeffer- 
son’s statement of 1790 that “The transac- 
tion of business with foreign nations is 
executive altogether. It belongs, then, to the 
head of that department, except as to such 
portions of it as are specially submitted to 
the Senate. Exceptions are to be construed 
strictly,” (Ibid.) And (2) John Marshall's 
statement of 1799 while in the House of 
Representatives that “The President is the 
sole organ of the nation in its external re- 
lations, and its sole representative with for- 
eign nations.” (Ibid. page 517.) 

The boundaries of the activities which 
may be conducted by the President as chief 
executive and “sole organ” are not clear-cut, 
however, and in some areas developments 
have created a great deal of controversy. 
Many, including myself, reject any inter- 
pretation stretching the “sole organ” thesis 
to exclude Congress from a meaningful role 
in making foreign policy or in determining 
its objectives. 
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CONGRESS CANNOT BE EXCLUDED WHEN 
LEGISLATION IS NECESSARY 


I would point out that wherever a chief 
executive, or one of his agents, engages in 
any discussion with a foreign government, 
or makes any proposal or commitment that 
requires action by Congress, either in en- 
acting legislation or appropriation, he no 
longer acts in the capacity of an executive 
Official only. He may be the only party who 
can deal with a foreign government on be- 
half of the United States; but unless he can 
also make good on what he pledges without 
resort to congressional action, he has in ef- 
fect moved into a field in which Congress 
exercises the responsibility and must make 
its views known and heard. 

This is why I am always at a loss to com- 
prehend how a cabinet member can appear 
before the Foreign Relations Committee and 
tell us that X million of dollars must be 
provided to a foreign government for mili- 
tary aid or economic aid. Once we heard a 
few years ago that an agreement had just 
been entered into with Country Z that we 
would provide $50 million worth of military 
aid over a given number of years. The Com- 
mittee was told that we had to “ante up,” 
so to speak, because the commitment had 
been made and the agreement entered into, 
My answer was then, and is now to such 
a cabinet member: “You go back to that 
government and tell them you exceeded your 
authority when you made that pledge. If 
you need a law, you are not acting within 
your executive authority alone; you are act- 
ing only as a representative of the United 
States Government of which Congress is an 
equal partner and which must share the 
view of the executive branch and provide 
the money. You became an agent of the 
Congress as well as of the executive branch 
in such circumstances.” 

We are not here, Mr. Chairman and Mem- 
bers of the Committee, simply as disburse- 
ment officers. We are the men and women 
who are designated by the Constitution to ap- 
propriate money for the common defense. It 
is we who are accountable to the taxpayers— 
the voters—for the decisions, not a cabinet 
officer. Our constitutional responsibility lies 
upon us no less lightly because we are 535, 
and not just one. Indeed, when I see the 
picture of a bowed cabinet member, or Pres- 
ident, with the caption that he is burdened 
by the great responsibilities he bears in his 
loneliness, I often ask myself whether he is 
not so burdened because the executive branch 
has gathered unto itself over the years duties 
far beyond those our Constitution ever in- 
tended one man to exercise alone. 

If I leave no other message with this sub- 
committee this morning, I would leave the 
message that the Constitution embodies a 
separation of powers for the very reason 
that decisions basic to the lives and fortunes 
of our people, and to the future of our coun- 
try, must be made jointly by the executive 
of the country and its legislature. Only in 
that way can we be sure that a decision 
which may cost us dearly in wealth and 
blood is agreed on by a concurrent majority. 

This is, of course, why we have a unique 
system for treaty-making, or at least one 
that was unique when it was devised. 


TREATIES AND EXECUTIVE AGREEMENTS 


An example of a still controversial area 
concerns the number of international agree- 
ments made by executive agreement in lieu 
of treaties. In the opinion of one student 
of the subject. “Nothing so clearly reveals 
the extension of the powers of the President 
in foreign relations as the ‘executive agree- 
ment.“ (Edgar E. Robinson; Powers of the 
President in Foreign Affairs, 1945-1966. San 
Francisco, Commonwealth Club, 1966, P. 6-7). 

The use of executive agreements in some 
instances has been upheld by the Supreme 
Court. In 1937 in United States v. Belmont, 
for instance, the Court upheld the President's 
authority to enter the agreements with the 
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Soviet Union which accompanied recognition 
of that country, and held that the agreement 
on assignment of funds bore a dignity similar 
to treaties as far as state laws were con- 
cerned. (Annotated Constitution, p. 489.) 
There is a large degree of approval of some 
categories of executive agreements, such as 
those endorsed by both houses of Congress 
or made to carry out a law. There is a con- 
siderable range of opinion, however, on the 
extent to which such agreements should be 
encouraged. A few believe executive agree- 
ments confirmed by Congress can virtually 
replace treaties approved by two-thirds of 
the Senate. For example, one authority writes 
and I quote: 

“There is nothing that can be done by 
treaty that cannot be done by Congress— 
confirmed executive agreement, which, 
viewed as an instrument of national policy, 
is simply a democratic treaty—a treaty en- 
acted through democratic processes.” (Wal- 
lace McClure; International Executive Agree- 
ments, Democratic Procedure Under the 
Constitution of the United States. New York, 
Columbia Univ. Press, 1941. p. 386-7.) 

Some advocate constitutional amendment 
along this line. There is one view which 
favors altering the current treaty procedure, 
more as a method of associating the entire 
Congress with foreign policy than as a 
method of by-passing Congress, which they 
fear the present treaty-making process may 
encourage, and I quote: 

“A modification of present procedure is at 
least highly desirable, and constitutional 
amendment should be sought if possible. 
Executive agreements backed by congres- 
sional resolutions cannot be counted upon 
as a standby procedure when treaties fail. 
First, even if it is possible to use the execu- 
tive agreement occasionally to compensate 
for the two-thirds rule, the Senate still holds 
sufficient reserve powers that it may, if it so 
desires, compel the executive to submit to 
the two-thirds treaty procedures 

“Second, it can be said here, as it was said 
above, that to allow the two-thirds treaty 
barrier to stand encourages the executive to 
bypass the Congress as much as possible. Yet, 
executive agreements without congressional 
sanction should be used sparingly—on 
routine matters or when security considera- 
tions require secrecy. An executive agreement 
alone is a rather weak reed on which to place 
the full weight of our government’s interna- 
tional commitments. 

“It seems wise, therefore, to amend the 
Constitution by replacing the two-thirds rule 
with a provision authorizing congressional 
approval of treaties by joint resolutions.” 
(Daniel S. Cheever and H. Field Haviland, Jr.; 
American Foreign Policy and the Separation 
of Powers. Cambridge, Harvard Univ. Press, 
1952. p. 184-5.) 

On the other hand, some feel the present 
treaty-making procedure for the most serious 
international commitments offers a safe- 
guard to the nation. They would rely upon 
the good judgment of the American people 
to find the distinction between these serious 
commitments and business which may be 
transacted by executive agreement. Quoting: 

“Where the commitment represents a seri- 
ous undertaking of great consequence, in- 
sistence on large majorities is desirable pre- 
cisely because of the weakening effect that 
bare majorities might have on the evaluation 
of our intentions and capabilities by both our 
allies and our enemies. Here is a serious prac- 
tical ground for preferring the traditional 
method: partly because it is the traditional 
method, and resort to the executive agree- 
ment might weaken the confidence of foreign 
nations in the value of the commitment; 
partly because the very fact that a treaty sur- 
vives the dangerous battleground of the Sen- 
ate is living proof that the American govern- 
ment may be able to buttress its words with 
actions 

What these considerations seem to imply is 
that the treaty process ought to be employed 
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whenever great sacrifices are potentially re- 
quired under a proposed commitment. I 
would apply the same principle to all foreign 
policy activities, including especially war, in 
that an executive action alone lacks national 
unity, lacks national sanction, and may soon 
lack support in a foreign policy adventure 
embarked upon without the formal participa- 
tion of Congress. 


POWERS OF COMMANDER IN CHIEF 


Another major area in which there has 
been recurrent controversy concerns the 
President’s use of armed forces without a 
declaration of war by Congress. One view 
holds such troop commitments have been 
justified by the President’s powers as Com- 
mander in Chief of the Armed Forces and 
his duty to fulfill treaties, together with the 
threat to national security posed by Commu- 
nist aggression or subversion and the dangers 
inherent in an era of nuclear weapons. When 
President Truman sent troops to Korea in 
1950, a memorandum of the Department of 
State noted several legal opinions and prec- 
edents in support of the President’s action. 
The memorandum stated, and I quote: 

“The President as Commander in Chief 
of the Armed Forces of the United States 
has full control over the use thereof. He 
also has authority to conduct the foreign 
relations of the United States. Since the 
beginning of United States history, he has 
upon numerous occasions utilized these pow- 
ers in sending armed forces abroad. The 
preservation of the United Nations for the 
maintenance of peace is a cardinal interest 
of the United States. Both traditional inter- 
national law and article 39 of the United 
Nations Charter and the resolution pursuant 
thereto authorize the United States to repel 
the armed aggression against the Republic 
of Korea, (Memorandum of July 3, 1950 pre- 
pared by the Department of State on the 
authority of the President to repel the at- 
tack in Korea. In Background Information 
on the use of United States armed forces 
in foreign countries. Report of the Commit- 
tee on Foreign Affairs, 82nd Congress, Ist 
Session, House Report No. 127, February 20, 
1951., p. 50) 

On the other hand, the practice in this 
direction in the postwar period has caused 
some to raise the question of whether the 
legal basis for the growth of the President's 
power is adequate. One source states, and I 
quote: 

“Since 1900 and especially since 1940, how- 
ever, the presidency has tended to transcend 
the other branches of the government and 
to dominate them. The question arises: Has 
the office of President, as provided in the 
law of the land, become obsolete, that is, 
out of date? Let us examine the role of 
the President in foreign affairs in light of the 
following questions: 

(1) Has the actual operation of the Presi- 
dent’s power in foreign relations so altered as 
to exceed all the powers granted him in the 
Constitution? 

(2) Has the position of the United States 
in the world so altered since the end of 
World War II as to make all procedures of the 
President, as prescribed or implied in law, 
inadequate? 

“The President's power in foreign affairs 
appears to have undergone a qualitative 
transformation. When he uses war as an in- 
strument of national policy, he asserts spe- 
cial powers as Commander in Chief of the 
armed forces. But the use of these powers is 
now conditioned not only by possession of 
the nuclear deterrent but by a change in the 
actual practice of war... 

“The decisions the President makes con- 
cerning military policy in these circum- 
stances are really political decisions. The Con- 
stitution has endowed him with both politi- 
cal and military power. But is the power that 
the President exercises in a crisis the power 
of the Commander in Chief, or is it the power 
that resides in his leadership of a political 
party that can win and hold support of the 
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majority of the American people? In actu- 
ality, does the power of the President now 
lie not in the Constitution but in the prac- 
tice of self-government that our people have 
maintained in the face of every crisis. 

is power born of the willingness of the people 
to follow the leadership of the President as 
the expert in government, foreign affairs, and 
war. Is such power dangerous? 

“The basic question in our constitutional 
system is very simple. Does Congress no 
longer declare war? Reliance upon presiden- 
tial power to wage war without formal action 
by Congress means in fact reliance on pro- 
fessional military judgment, as well as upon 
the advice of the Secretary of State and the 
Secretary of Defense. Does our national ef- 
fectiveness in war then depend upon adop- 
tion of a program by a majority of the people 
at the polls once in four years? No congres- 
sional vote, no national referendum can win 
on the issue of war unless it has a substitute 
for armed force. 

“It is then evident that the President’s 
powers as Commender in Chief of the armed 
forces are of greater significance than all the 
other powers prescribed in the Constitution. 

“The American people believe they could 
have a three-dimensional government (exec- 
utive, legislative, judicial) and maintain an 
existence on this continent, exercising 
power—it is true—in the Western Hemi- 
sphere. But not since 1900 has this been 
possible, especially since the role of the 
United States in the world became what it 
now seems to be. The growth of the powers 
of the President of the United States in 
foreign relations appears to be the most im- 
portant phenomenon in modern history, in- 
asmuch as the exercise of those powers by 
four presidents in the past twenty years has 
determined developments throughout the 
world. 

“The presidential office as it now exists 
needs to be redefined, and the pressure to 
do this is great because events have outdated 
the provisions of the Constitution... .” 
(Robinson, op. cit., pp. 247-250) 

REBUTTAL OF EXECUTIVE SUPREMACY THEORY 


From the quotations already cited it is 
clear that the Constitution provides for an 
important role of Congress in the making of 
foreign policy. The constitutional basis for a 
strong congressional voice in decisions con- 
cerning war is even more impressive. One 
recent study summarizes the division of 
power between the President and Congress 
in the field of defense as follows, quoting: 

“Congress is invested with most, but not 
all, of the important military powers allo- 
cated by the Constitution, It has the power: 

“To declare war. 

“To raise and support Armies. 

“To provide and maintain a Navy. 

“To make Rules for the Government and 
Regulation of the Land and Naval Forces. 

“To provide for calling forth the Militia 
to execute the Laws of the Nation, suppress 
Insurrections, and repel Invasions; 

“To provide for organizing, arming and 
disciplining, the Militia, and for governing 
such parts of them as may be employed in 
the service of the United States... (and) 

“To make all Laws which shall be neces- 
sary and proper for carrying into Execution 
the foregoing Powers. 

“These powers are supplemented by an 
additional grant of authority to Congress to 
‘lay taxes to pay the Debts and provide for 
the common Defence . of the United 
States.’ 

“While Congress the primary re- 
sources of constitutional authority for the 
organization and supply of the military 
establishment, the President is also invested 
with the important constitutional powers. 
He is assured a crucial role in military 
policy-making by being made ‘commander in 
chief’ of the army and navy .. . and of the 
militia ...wWwhen called into the actual 
service. . Congress sets the size and de- 
termines the composition of the armed 
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forces, but the President is principally re- 
sponsible for their actual direction. The 
President is also granted the power to ap- 
point all officers of the United States, subject 
to the advice and consent of the Senate. 
These military powers are enhanced by the 
President’s position as chief executive, which 
establishes him as head of the huge and 
sprawling federal bureaucracy, and as the 
principal organ of the nation’s foreign rela- 
tions. (Kolodziej, Edward J. The Uncommon 
Defense and Congress, 1945-1963. Columbus, 
Ohio State University Press, 1966, pp. 7-8.)” 

A reading of the debates and discussion 
surrounding the adoption of the Constitu- 
tion strengthens the impression that the 
makers of the Constitution intended Con- 
gress to have firm control over the power of 
making war. The Committee knows this is 
a point I have stressed over and over again, 
almost ad infinitum in the Senate. Yet those 
debates by the makers of the Constitution 
clearly show they intended Congress to have 
control over the power of making war. 

For example, in debating the procedure 
to be established for making treaties, James 
Madison suggested that authority should be 
given for peace treaties to be made by two- 
thirds of the Senate alone, without the con- 
currence of the President. It was his view 
that the President “would necessarily derive 
so much power and importance from a state 
of war that he might be tempted, if author- 
ized, to impede a treaty of peace.“ I cite this 
citation and I want to read it. (U.S. Con- 
stitutional Convention, 1787. Notes of De- 
bates in the Federal Convention of 1787 
reported by James Madison. Athens, Ohio 
University Press, 1966, p. 600) Nathaniel 
Gorham, however, contended the precaution 
was unnecessary since the means of carrying 
on the war would be in the hands of the 
Legislature, not the President. (Ibid, p. 601) 
In the course of this discussion Gouverneur 
Morris suggested that if a majority were for 
peace but were not allowed to make it they 
would be apt to effect their purpose in the 
more disagreeable mode, of negativing the 
supplies for the war.” (Ibid., p. 602) 

Well, Mr. Chairman, in the conduct of for- 
eign policy, in the area of executive agree- 
ment and treaty, and in the making of war, 
I return to my thesis that where a momen- 
tous undertaking of the American people is 
required or potentially required, observance 
of the doctrine of separation of powers is 
more vital than at any other point in the 
operation of our government. To quote the 
Federalist Papers, No. 75, in which Hamilton 
wrote of the treaty power: 

“The history of human conduct does not 
warrant that exalted opinion of human vir- 
tue which would make it wise in a nation to 
commit interests of so delicate and momen- 
tous a kind, as those which concerns its 
intercourse with the rest of the world, to the 
sole disposal of a magistrate created and cir- 
cumstanced as would be a President of the 

United States.” 

The constitutional fathers knew what they 
were doing, I submit; I do not share the view 
that their handiwork has been outdated, or 
that they could not foresee circumstances in 
which it would prove desirable to suspend 
this basic principle of their entire 
Constitution, 

As technology advances, I believe that 
their wisdom is confirmed, and that we jeop- 
ardize our national safety by ignoring it. 
The Federalist Paper No. 69, for example, dis- 
tinguished between the powers of the British 
monarch and the American President by in- 
dication that, and I quote: 

“The President is to be commander-in- 
chief of the army and navy of the United 
States. In this respect his authority would be 
nominally the same with that of the king 
of Great Britain, but in substance much in- 
ferior to it. It would amount to nothing 
more than the supreme command and direc- 
tion of the military and naval forces, as first 
general and admiral of the confederacy; 
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while that of the British king extends to the 
declaring of war and to the raising and regu- 
lating of fleets and armies, all which, by the 
Constitution under consideration, would ap- 
pertain to the legislature.” 

The 1950 document I have cited which lists 
the times when the President has sent armed 
forces into conflict in no way amends the 
Constitution. Nor, in my opinion, does the 
practice itself amend the Constitution. 

Might I digress momentarily to recall the 
Secretary of State’s pronouncement just the 
other day when he came before the Foreign 
Relations Committee to cite all the times 
the President has sent armed forces abroad 
and cite what he calls the precedents for 
broad discretionary action on the part of 
the President. My reply to him then was 
to call his attention to the fact that bad 
precedents never made good law. 

Senator Ervin. I have always been in favor 
of that argument. It seems to me a valid 
argument to the argument that since mur- 
der and larceny have been perpetrated in 
all generations, that is a precedent. 

Senator Morse. You are ahead of me. I 
have supplemented my argument in com- 
mittee along the same line. I never let a 
member of the executive branch get by un- 
challenged with this argument. Their argu- 
ment is if you let us commit wrong long 
enough, frequently enough, over a period of 
duration, then we will create the right to 
commit wrong. 

What we have got to come to grips with 
here is what are the constitutional rights 
of the American people under this system 
of government, and that is what I am going 
to stress in these concluding remarks. 

The Supreme Court had something to 
say in a related case which I remember 
very well because I guessed wrong about 
how it would decide on the exercise of an 
executive power at a time when an unde- 
clared war was in progress, This was the oc- 
casion of the seizure of the steel mills by 
President Truman. I felt at the time our 
great emergency permitted the President to 
follow the course of action that he followed. 
There was a series of opinions written by 
the Justices which shows wide doubt existed 
even in the Court; yet it adds up to a find- 
ing that the facts of that case did not justify 
seizure, and was failure on the part of those 
advocating the seizure to show the emer- 
gency was such it was necessary for him to 
act under those circumstances. He acted 
without statutory authorization, and there 
was no declaration of war for him to en- 
force. Yet judging from the decisions up to 
that point, I had expected the Supreme 
Court would still sustain the action as an 
exercise of a de facto “war power.” 

But it did not, and as I look back on it, 
I believe the Court, too, began at that time 
to realize that the expansion of presidential 
powers was making a mockery of the Consti- 
tution. It overturned that presidential ac- 
tion, in words that I believe apply to the 
usurpation of the war power by the Presi- 
dent as much as to his usurpation of the 
commerce power. Speaking for the Court, 
Justice Black wrote: 

“The order cannot properly be sustained 
as an exercise of the President’s military 
power as Commander in Chief of the armed 
forces. The government attempts to do so by 
citing a number of cases upholding broad 
powers in military commanders engaged in 
day-to-day fighting in a theater of war. Such 
cases need not concern us here. Even 
though ‘theater of war’ be an expanding 
concept, we cannot with faithfulness to our 
constitutional system hold that the Com- 
mander in Chief of the armed forces has 
the ultimate power as such to take posses- 
sion of private property in order to keep 
labor disputes from stopping production. 
This is a job for the Nation’s lawmak- 
LETE Ree 

Mr. Chairman, I try to learn from my 
study, and that explains in no small meas- 
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ure the position I have taken in the Senate 
the past several weeks and, as you know, 
took at great length last Monday, that we 
needed legislation in order to deal with the 
pending nationwide crisis of a spreading rail- 
road strike. 

Justice Black closed that famous case with 
the most ringing reaffirmation of separation 
of powers I have ever heard. I specifically 
call it to the attention of those who try to 
tell me that because a President has exer- 
cised the war power belonging to Congress 
in times past, that the war power has moved 
to him by some sort of historical acclama- 
tion, The Justice said: 

“It is said that other Presidents without 
congressional authority have taken posses- 
sion of private business enterprises in or- 
der to settle labor disputes. But even if this 
be true, Congress has not thereby lost its 
exclusive constitutional authority to make 
laws necessary and proper to carry out the 
powers vested by the Constitution ‘in the 
government of the United States, or any De- 
partment, or officer thereof.“ 

The Justice further said: 

“The Founders of this Nation entrusted 
the lawmaking power to the Congress alone 
in both good and bad times. It would do no 
good to recall the historical events, the fears 
of power and the hopes for freedom that 
lay behind their choice. Such a review would 
but confirm our holding that this seizure 
order cannot stand.” Youngstown Sheet & 
Tube Co. v. Sawyer (1952). 

Senator Ervry. Senator, I appreciate your 
citing Youngstown Sheet & Tube Company 
v. Sawyer. To my way of thinking, that is 
one of the greatest decisions the Supreme 
Court ever handed down, I think the state- 
ment of Justice Black that The Founders 
of this Nation entrusted the lawmaking 
power to the Congress alone in both good 
and bad times,” is one of the greatest state- 
ments ever made with reference to the Con- 
stitution. 

Senator Morse. I am so glad you said that, 
Mr. Chairman, It is a great statement, and 
it is a great statement that needs to ring 
out across this land these days. It is a state- 
ment that is not being followed by our 
government at the present time in many, 
many areas, And I do not put the blame 
on the executive branch of government; I 
put the blame on the Congress. What is the 
matter with us? We are permitting this 
derogation of constitutional authority and 
trust which we owe to the voters of this 
country. We Senators and members of the 
House simply cannot justify sitting in our 
seats and permitting transfer of more and 
more power to the executive branch of the 
government, in my judgment, unconstitu- 
tionally. And every member of Congress 
should sit down with Black's decision and 
then start applying the principles of Black’s 
decision to some of the measures we vote on 
in the Congress of the United States. 

The power to make war, too, is a lawmak- 
ing power. No matter how many times it 
may be exercised by the President in lieu of 
Congress, it still resides exclusively with 
Congress, so far as the Constitution is con- 
cerned, In fact, Justice Frankfurter took note 
of that fact, too, when he said in a very 
interesting comment upon an earlier 
precedent: 

“No remotely comparable practice can be 
vouched for executive seizure of property at 
a time when this country was not at war, 
in the only constitutional way in way in 
which it can be at war.” 

This was a concurring opinion in the 
steel case. But it suggests that time and 
repetition does not necesarily endow a given 
practice with constitutionality. 

Moreover, what is known as a President's 
war powers must clearly stem from a declara- 
tion of war. 

You know, Mr. Chairman, my view. We 
cannot declare war by a resolution authoriz- 
ing the President to use armed force as he 
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sees fit. I speak respectfully because the men 
in the Senate would disagree with me. Most 
of them would disagree with me on it and 
they are just as sincere and dedicated to our 
constitutional system as I am. But I want to 
say and I, of course, would fail in my trust 
if I did not say it, I want to say in my judg- 
ment the Tonkin Bay Resolution cannot be 
accepted as a declaration of war nor as a 
substitute for it. The Tonkin Bay Resolution 
does not meet the requirements of Article I, 
Section 8 of the Constitution. In my judg- 
ment, the Congress of the United States can- 
not justify constitutionally the killing of 
those boys in South Vietnam this morning, 
because they are being killed in an unde- 
clared war. I take the position it is an un- 
constitutional war and will never be a con- 
stitutional war until the Congress declares 
it. 

Why is the power to declare war written 
into the Constitution? Read it again. I am 
not quoting from my statement but sup- 
plementing some other things that were said 
in the constitutional debates when the Re- 
public was born on Article I, Section 8 of 
the Constitution. When it was proposed in 
the Convention that the President be given 
the power to declare war, that stirred up 
a hornet's nest of debate. The majority pre- 
vailed against that proposal. Madison pointed 
out one of the great basis of conflict with 
the British Crown was that the British 
king had been sending British subjects out 
on the battlefield to be killed on the basis of 
his decree without check of a parliamentary 
approval. They were not ambiguous in their 
statements in that Convention, Mr. Chair- 
man. They made very clear they were assur- 
ing the American people that the President 
would not have the power to make war with- 
out a declaration of war. 

Oh, but there are those with the view that 
say that he has the duty to respond to the 
self-defense needs of the country. Sure he 
does. But there is a time element there. The 
Commander in Chief has the duty to re- 
spond to the self-defense needs of the Re- 
public for the period of time that it is nec- 
essary for him to do it, but at the same 
time prepare his war message to the Con- 
gress. And get it up here for debate and 
action. I have pretty good authority sup- 
porting me. 

Let me give you one that no one can 
doubt. Woodrow Wilson was a great his- 
torian, great academic leader, great uni- 
versity president, governor of a State, Presi- 
dent of the United States. As you have 
heard me say in the Senate, take that great 
war message of April 1917, and I am para- 
phrasing it, but accurately, again. Very early 
in that war message, Woodrow Wilson said, 
“I am without constitutional authority to 
make war without a declaration of war of the 
Congress.” That is true of any President, right 
up to the present moment. 

It is the position of the senior Senator 
from Oregon that any President that makes 
war without a declaration of war is acting 
completely outside of his constitutional 
rights. Any Congress that permits a President 
to do it is not fulfilling its constitutional 
trusts and obligation owed to the Ameri- 
can people. Here is a constitutional check 
written into the organic act to protect the 
people. And I do not use the word people 
in a platitudinous manner. 

I want to say our responsibility is to see 
to it we carry out their rights. We are not 
carrying out their rights in Southeast Asia 
today. We have never carried out their rights 
in Southeast Asia by permitting these boys 
to be killed there in that war, undeclared. 
And I am not at all moved by the arguments 
of expediency that are made when they say, 
“Oh, but do not forget we are in this mess 
and we have got to see it through. A declara- 
tion of war might get China in. A declaration 
of war might get Russia in.” 

What an argument! You waive a precious 
constitutional guarantee of protection for 
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expediency. If this war is justified, this Con- 
gress ought to declare it. But we know what a 
proposal for a declaration of war would do. 
A proposal for a declaration of war would 
raise a historic debate in those halls over 
there, the likes of which we have never had 
on foreign policy for a decade. A proposal 
for a declaration of war would raise a debate 
across this land the like of which we have not 
had for a decade. For we are a disunited 
people this morning. Never in a time of na- 
tional crisis has this Republic been so split. A 
proposal for a declaration of war would con- 
vince the American people that we are not 
being led to peace. That would have some 
effect on the dialogue, in my judgment. 

Iam sorry I have digressed this long. 

But let not one word that I say here this 
morning be interpreted by the press as a 
criticism by me of the President of the 
United States personally. I am talking about 
the office of the President. It would not make 
any difference, in my judgment, in view of 
recent history, who occupied that office. This 
is the constitutional or unconstitutional 
trend in the Republic. And I am speaking 
completely impersonally. I am speaking in 
defense of a constitutional system that in 
my judgment is being violated the very 
second I speak. That is why I am making 
this plea that we return to the real meaning 
of the Constitution as these constitutional 
debates brought forth in regard to Article 
I, Section 8, and that they brought forth in 
the other point I covered in the manuscript. 

Mr. Chairman, I would also like to remind 
the subcommittee of some rather similar 
constitutional principles that many lawyers 
claimed for years had been incorporated by 
practice into the Constitution. 

They will not appeal at all to the Senator 
from North Carolina. But whenever my aca- 
demic friends tell me that the President has 
sent troops abroad into conflict to many times 
without the consent of Congress, and has 
waged war so many times in violation of the 
constitutional directive that Congress alone 
shall declare war, I like to remind them of 
the history of separate but equal.” 

How long was “separate but equal” good 
constitutional doctrine? Certainly since the 
1890’s when it was endorsed by the Supreme 
Court as a sound interpretation of the 14th 
Amendment. In subsequent years, separate 
but equal became part of the law and even 
the constitution of many states; certainly it 
was practiced widely at the state level and 
even at the federal level. During my years 
as a professor of law, “separate but equal” 
was taught as having been incorporated into 
the Constitution by court decision and prac- 
tice. 

From my own point of view, I am thankful 
that some lawyers remained who continued to 
attack it on constitutional grounds. In 1954, 
as we know, half a century of practice and 
the most ingrained of social practices was 
found to be unconstitutional. 

A second example that I like to cite is 
that of “one man, one vote.” I can remember 
when the legal profession did not even con- 
sider the malapportionment of state legisla- 
tures to be subject to attack on constitu- 
tional grounds at all. Malapportionment was 
a matter of long practice at the state level; 
the Supreme Court itself called this a “po- 
litical thicket” into which the courts should 
not venture. 

Yet the day arrived when 100 years of 
practice under the 14th Amendment was 
no longer constitutional, That only hap- 
pened because some of us refused to believe 
that the Constitution is a document of con- 
venience and expediency. Far from it; it is 
a document that is never more important to 
us than at those times when the lives, the 
fortunes, and the future of our people are at 
stake. 

The war power is a lawmaking power. The 
semantic device used to claim that the Con- 
stitution only refers to “declare war” and 
by silence permits the President to make war 
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or wage war is unworthy of honest men. 
We know that-the Constitution meant to 
give the President the powers of Command- 
er in Chief, carrying with them the high- 
est command of military forces. But the 
making, the waging, the declaring of war 
was a political decision entrusted to the 
Congress. 

Where we have departed from that inten- 
tion, we have regretted it. No two foreign 
wars in American history have been more 
unpopular and more divisive within our 
country than our undeclared wars in Korea 
and Vietnam. This was the very situation 
the Constitution tried to guard us from. 

The fact that this study is under way by 
a subcommittee of the Senate encourages me 
to believe that the people, the Congress, and 
perhaps eventually the executive branch, 
are beginning to understand that the fright- 
ful powers that governments now exert over 
life and death cannot—must not—be exer- 
cised by one man nor even by one branch 
of the American Government. 

As one Senator, I want to say for this rec- 
ord that I feel greatly relieved to know that 
the Chairman of this Committee is the Sena- 
tor from North Carolina, Mr, Ervin. Not only 
is he a distinguished jurist from North Caro- 
lina and a member of that State Supreme 
Court, but he is one who year after year in 
his speeches in this Senate has shown he is 
a student and a scholar of the Constitution. 
It is not necessary for us who have views on 
the Constitution to be of one mind on all 
issues. But I want to say that if I were to 
give a percentage figure, I would find myself, 
I am sure, in agreement 90 percent of the 
time with the Senator from North Carolina 
with regard to constitutional obligations of 
the executive and legislative branches of the 
government. It is very fortunate for the Sen- 
ate that he has selected this project in this 
subcommittee to which to devote his atten- 
tion and to bring forth to the Senate what 
I am sure will be a sound Committee Report, 
and one which I hope will end this delega- 
tion of power to the executive branch of the 
government by the Congress, when the thrust 
of the Congress is to keep faith with its oath 
of each member to uphold the Constitution. 
We are not upholding it when we delegate 
away or attempt to delegate away constitu- 
tional prerogatives to the President of the 
United States. 

Thank you, Senator, 

Senator Ervin, I want to thank the Sena- 
tor from Oregon for his most gracious re- 
marks concerning myself. And to say that I 
corroborate his statement that he and I agree 
on the constitutional obligations of the ex- 
ecutive and legislative branches. On a few 
occasions we probably disagree as to applica- 
tion, but that has been the limit of our 
disagreement. 

Your statement has reference to the argu- 
ment that certain provisions of the Con- 
stitution have become outmoded because 
of the lapse of time and the changing of 
time. Do you agree with me that constitu- 
tional provisions do not become outmoded 
by disuse and changing times but only by 
amendment to the Constitution? 

Senator Morse. Yes. Not only do I agree 
with you, Senator Ervin, but I think the two 
of us need to stress this over and over again 
in what I think will be a great constitution- 
al debate that will flow from the report 
which you finally submit to the Senate. A 
constitutional right does not end by disuse, 
and a constitutional principle does not 
evaporate because times change. That has 
become almost a stereotyped argument used 
by many as a substitute for thought in this 
country these days. If you want to change a 
constitutional right, the constitutional 
fathers wrote the method which is in the 
document, namely, the amendment process, 
Until the Constitution is amended, it ought 
to be followed. Until it is amended to give 
the President of the United States power to 
make war without declaration of war, he 
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ought to seek a declaration of war before 
he sends American boys abroad to be killed. 

Senator Eryrn. I have the impression, you 
might say the conviction, that the power of 
a president to make independent executive 
agreements is power merely to carry out 
and implement the policy of the Nation 
which has been adopted in a proper fashion; 
that is, by concurrence of the President and 
the Congress or at least the Senate. 

Senator Morse. Exactly my point. It was 
the point I made in effect in 1954. The record 
is perfectly clear I protested vigorously at 
the attempt on the part of John Foster 
Dulles to pledge the use of American forces 
in the Indo-China war. Do not forget this 
was another example of an attempt to do 
it without even a declaration of war. We 
were not even involved in the war con- 
stitutionally whatsoever. Let us assume 
hypothetically that the agreement had been 
entered into. In my judgment it would have 
been considered as entering into an illegal 
agreement because that agreement had 
nothing to do with carrying out the prem- 
ises you just enumerated. He had no right 
to propose such an agreement because we 
had no policy that had been approved under 
our constitutional processes that would 
justify the implementation of any such 
agreement. 

Senator Ervin. Do you not think that any 
agreement which the President under- 
takes to make with a foreign nation impos- 
ing a substantive obligation on the United 
States is an agreement which under the 
Constitution should be submitted to the 
Senate in the form of a treaty for ratifica- 
tion or rejection? 

Senator Morsz. Whenever that agreement 
involves the implementation of a policy 
that has previously been approved by the 
Congress, I agree. 

Let me say this, Mr. Chairman. I want to 
say about the policy of the present admin- 
istration that President Johnson has dem- 
onstrated time and time again that he shares 
in large measure the point of view that you 
and I have expressed so many times of the 
importance of consultation before the fact, 
not after the fact. President Johnson has 
done that time and time again. He said it, 
as you recall some months ago before the 
Punta del Estes meeting, when he had the 
leaders of Congress and invited the members 
of the Foreign Relations, Appropriations, and 
Foreign Affairs committees of both houses 
down to the Cabinet Room for a conference 
because he wanted their advice. That did 
not mean we were bound and it did not 
mean that he was bound but it meant he 
recognized the importance of consultation. 
He suggested a joint resolution endorsing 
certain objectives he would seek at the meet- 
ing, anything agreed to would still have to 
be authorized by Congress in its specifics 
after the meeting. He made it very clear at 
that consultation that anything that was 
ultimately entered into at Punta del Estes 
would in this instance come before the Sen- 
ate as a treaty. 

I will give you another example. Last year 
there was a team of the State Department 
negotiating for amendments to the OAS 
charter. From briefings, we learned that our 
team at those conferences apparently was 
giving favorable consideration to some 
changes that greatly alarmed us in the For- 
eign Relations Committee. I notified the full 
committee and they agreed we should have a 
meeting of my subcommittee and invite all 
the members of the full committee. I wanted 
to go for informal consultation with the 
State Department. I want the record to show 
the President knew about this and the Pres- 
ident highly approved that kind of consulta- 
tion. We had the consultation. 

I can say now that our fears were justified. 
And so we said, “We do not speak for the 
Foreign Relations Committee in this infor- 
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mal conference. We do not speak for the 
Senate. But we want you gentlemen to know 
if you bring us back those changes in the 
OAS charter you are going to be headed for 
trouble because we will vote against them.” 
The result was that they went back into 
conference and they brought about changes 
in the American position. 

That is consultation at the highest level. 
What ought to be done. That is what ought 
to have been done back in 1954 before Dulles 
had any idea of going to London for a con- 
ference with the British Prime Minister with 
regard to American participation to any de- 
gree in the Indo-China war. 

Your question and the examples I have 
raised illustrate as clearly as I can my great 
concern about secret executive agreements. 
There can be executive agreements, if you 
have this consultation before the fact, and 
with a major reservation, And what is that 
major reservation? If that executive agree- 
ment, in fact, covers a subject matter that 
ought to be covered by a treaty, then even 
the informal approval of the Congress, in my 
judgment, cannot be considered acceptable 
as a substitute for the treaty-making 
process. 

Senator Ervin. As I interpret you, it is 
your conviction that the treaty-making pro- 
visions of the Constitution require the sub- 
mission to the Senate in the form of a treaty 
of any agreement negotiated by the execu- 
tive branch of the government which re- 
quires either an appropriation or legislation 
by Congress for its implementation? 

Senator Morse, I cannot think of one off- 
hand that would not cover either. 

Senator Ervin. I have been very much in- 
terested in this question of what is meant 
by the war-declaring provision of the Con- 
stitution ever since the Middle East Resolu- 
tion controversy. 

At that time the Foreign Relations Com- 
mittee and the Senate Armed Services Com- 
mittee sat together and heard the Offices of 
the executive branch give you reasons and 
ask for passage of that resolution, which I, 
incidentally, opposed because I thought it 
was delegating to the President power to 
declare war in violation of the Constitution. 
I came to that conclusion from what I could 
read that you might divide wars in two 
classes, one strictly a defensive war and one 
an offensive war. In the very nature of things, 
of course, the President as Commander in 
Chief has to defend against attacks on terri- 
torial possessions of the United States. He 
has the authority as Commander in Chief 
to defend against invaders attacking the 
United States. I had the feeling that what 
Congress intended was that the United States 
would not engage in any war which required 
offensive as distinguished from defensive war 
except when authorized by a declaration of 
war by Congress. 

Senator Morse. Mr. Chairman, I joined with 
you in opposing the Middle East resolution. 
I argued against it. I voted against it. I think 
the Middle East resolution exceeded the con- 
stitutional prerogative of the Congress. 

May I also say that it would be helpful for 
the record if I recall for you the events of 
1962 when we got, in October, pretty close 
to war. You remember in the spring of 1962 
there was sweeping across this country a 
wave of opinion advocating a blockade of 
Cuban waters. Great political leaders, promi- 
nent political leaders in the country advo- 
cated such blockade. I was quite surprised 
at the extent it was gaining support in the 
Congress of the United States. You may re- 
call, Mr. Chairman, that petered out rather 
quickly in a few weeks. There are many peo- 
ple who do not know the reason. But, we 
heard from our allies. Those were high seas. 
They did not propose to have the United 
States tell them where their flags could go. 
They were not going to stop their commerce 
with Cuba. So it was dropped. 

Then came October. 
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The situation completely changed. Where 
in the spring there was no act of aggression 
actually being committed against the United 
States by Cuba, in October when Castro put 
those ground-to-ground missiles in place 
pointed against the United States they con- 
stituted an act of constructive aggression. 
That is what they had done, When the Presi- 
dent submitted the proof to our allies around 
this world, what happened? They immedi- 
ately relayed their support of that quaran- 
tine or blockade that he laid down. We had 
not gotten to the point yet of making neces- 
sary a declaration of war. We were in diplo- 
matic intercourse with Russia. And we ought 
to all be thankful that the channels of diplo- 
matic intercourse were open between Wash- 
ington and Moscow and through New York 
City between the United Nations and Mos- 
cow, because, in my opinion, if they had 
not been open, the two great powers in the 
world, military powers, would have gone to 
war. 

Now, he was acting in our defense. He was 
responding to the obligation as the Com- 
mender in Chief to meet our self-defense 
needs. But let us assume, hypothetically, it 
had not worked and that the Russians had 
come on. There is not any doubt or question 
in my mind that President Kennedy would 
have sent up a war message. Just as President 
Roosevelt in 1941 after the attack on Pearl 
Harbor went immediately to the self-defense 
of the Republic. But he also went to work on 
a war message. And he sent up a war mes- 
sage to the Congress calling for a declaration 
of war against Japan. Read that great war 
message. He did not use exactly the same 
language Woodrow Wilson used in April 1917, 
but the same principle he recognized, that 
it was his clear constitutional duty to re- 
quest a declaration of war. That, I am sure, 
is exactly what President Kennedy would 
have done had we gotten into war in October 
1962. 

And I say this at great length, Mr. Chair- 
man. I hope you will excuse the great length. 
But it bears upon my view concerning the 
distinction you draw between offensive and 
defense action. The President can take im- 
mediate defensive action, but that does not 
relieve the President ultimately to propose 
a war message and call upon the Congress 
for a declaration of war under Article I, Sec- 
tion 8. 

Senator Ervin. I would like to thank you 
for appearing before the committee and 
thank you for your thoughtful presentation 
of your views on this subject. Your reference 
to Justice Black’s words about the law-mak- 
ing power belonging to the Congress in good 
times or bad, ought to be made known to the 
American people. I would like to ask you if 
you would authorize me as Subcommittee 
Chairman to insert in the Congressional 
Record a copy of your written statement, be- 
cause I think it would be wise to get wide 
dissemination of the views you express be- 
fore this Subcommittee on Separation of 
Powers as much as possible. 

Senator MorsE. Thank you very much, Mr. 
Chairman. There is no one I would appre- 
ciate introducing it more than you. I wonder 
if you would insert my full statement be- 
cause my additional remarks are very per- 
tinent, particularly the comments I made 
in regard to the history of the Formosa Reso- 
lution, because I think it is so applicable to 
understanding my point of view in respect 
to the position I have taken on the Tonkin 
Bay Resolution. If you would be so gracious 
as to insert that other rather than the manu- 
script alone. 

Senator Ervin. I would be delighted to do 
that and will make the insertion after the 
reporter has had the opportunity to tran- 
scribe it and after you have had the oppor- 
tunity to review it to determine the ac- 
curacy of the transcription. 

Senator Morse. Thank you very much. 
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PAYMENTS MADE TO AGRICUL- 
TURAL PRODUCERS DURING CAL- 
ENDAR 1966 


Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, on July 
29, 1966, as chairman of the Subcom- 
mittee on Appropriations handling ap- 
propriations for the Department of 
Agriculture and related agencies, I 
wrote to the Secretary of Agriculture 
and requested him to compile a list of 
all payees receiving Government pay- 
ments from the U.S, Department of Agri- 
culture and its various agencies under 
authorized programs during calendar 
1966 in aggregate amounts of $5,000 and 
over. 

The committee received this compila- 
tion from the Department of Agriculture 
on March 29, 1967. During the subse- 
quent hearings of the subcommittee on 
the budget estimates for 1968, the mat- 
ter was discussed in the hearings when 
the Administrator of the Agricultural 
Stabilization and Conservation Service, 
Mr. Horace Godfrey, was a witness be- 
fore the committee. The payments re- 
ceived by producers include several 
types, and are authorized under various 
statutes—but the compilation excludes 
price support loans or purchases. 

The various types of payments in- 
cluded in the compilation are shown 
on page 4 of part 3 of the printed hear- 
ing record on H.R. 10509. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the second paragraph from 
page 4 of the hearings under the head- 
ing, Coverage of Payments Included in 
Listing,“ be printed in the RECORD at 
this point. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the Rec- 
orD, as follows: 

COVERAGE OF PAYMENTS INCLUDED IN LISTING 

Senator HOLLAND. Please state for the rec- 

ord here—of course, this is shown from the 
list—the various types of payments that are 
included in those compilations. 
Mr. GODFREY. This includes the acreage 
diversion payments on cotton, feed grains, 
and wheat; price-support payments on cot- 
ton and feed grains; wheat marketing cer- 
tificates; cost-share payments under the ag- 
ricultural conservation program, emergency 
conservation and Appalachia programs, land 
retirement and conservation assistance pay- 
ments under the cropland conversion, crop- 
land adjustment, and the conservation re- 
serve programs, payments under the Sugar 
Act, the National Wool Act, and the milk 
indemnity payment program, but does not 
include any price-support loans or pur- 
chases. 


Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, my 
purpose in requesting the Secretary of 
Agriculture to compile these payments to 
producers was to enable him to make 
available a more complete record show- 
ing the expenditures made by the De- 
partment of Agriculture in the conduct 
of authorized farm programs. 

I believed that the Department would 
want to publish these program results as 
a part of its annual reporting upon pro- 
gram activities. I discussed this matter 
with the Secretary of Agriculture, sub- 
sequent to the hearings of the subcom- 
mittee, but on July 15, 1967, I was ad- 
vised by a letter from Secretary Freeman 
that the Department of Agriculture did 
not intend to issue the lists in printed 
form since interest in them had thus far 
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been localized in nature and the de- 
mand would not appear to justify the ex- 
pense required to furnish them for gen- 
eral distribution. 

After consultation with the Senator 
from Nebraska [Mr. Hrusxa] the rank- 
ing minority member of the Subcommit- 
tee on Appropriations for the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture and Related Agen- 
cies, it was decided to print the complete 
list as furnished to the committee, to- 
gether with pertinent summary tabula- 
tions and related excerpts from the hear- 
ings which were previously printed in 
part 1 of the hearings beginning on page 
655. 

The complete list furnished to the 
committee, together with these related 
data, is now available in the Committee 
on Appropriations as part 3 of the hear- 
ings on H.R. 10509. 


SUBSIDY PAYMENTS FOR AGRICULTURAL EXPORTS 


Part 3 of the hearings also contains ex- 
planatory data and reports dealing with 
the operation of the Cargo Preference 
Act, Public Law 664, 83d Congress, ap- 
proved August 26, 1954. This report was 
submitted to the committee at the re- 
quest of the Senator from North Dakota 
(Mr. Younc] by the Department in or- 
der that the hearings of the committee 
would reflect more accurately the addi- 
tional cost of ocean transportation re- 
sulting from the Cargo Preference Act 
to which I have just referred. 

The report to the committee begins on 
page 1245 and on page 1247 thereof there 
is shown the cumulative costs resulting 
from these subsidy payments. These 
costs are estimated to be $1,307.4 million 
through fiscal 1968. There is also at- 
tached beginning on page 1251 a compila- 
tion showing the ocean transportation 
payments made in excess of $50,000 to 
maritime corporations and companies, 
by months, during calendar 1966. 

The purpose of my statement at this 
time is to advise the Members of the 
Senate and the general public of the 
availability of these lists of payees dur- 
ing calendar 1966 as part 3 of the Senate 
hearings on H.R. 10509. 

(Subsequently, the following colloquy 
occurred between Senators Hruska and 
HOLLAND.) 

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, earlier 
in the day the Senator from Florida 
[Mr. HoLLAND] made a statement in 
connection with the publication and 
printing of a list of the payees of the 
Department of Agriculture with refer- 
ence to certain of the programs of the 
Department of Agriculture. 

In the course of that statement, the 
Senator indicated that there had been 
conferences between himself and myself 
in regard to the desirability of publishing 
those lists. 

I subscribe to the statement of the 
Senator from Florida and confirm that 
there was not only one conference, but 
several conferences, as to the desirability 
of such printing. The fact is that the 
information included in that list of 
payees is information to which the tax- 
payers of America are entitled. They 
can make a judgment as to the desira- 
bility and wisdom of this program only 
if they have complete information on the 
subject. I see no prejudice flowing from 
such publication. On the contrary, I see 
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a great deal of benefit that can flow 
from it. 

For that reason, I support the position 
of the Senator from Florida with refer- 
ence to the publication of those lists. 

The further fact is that there have 
been advance printings of this list by the 
House of Representatives, as a result of 
efforts on the part of some Members of 
that body as well as some Senators. 
Rather than have it a piecemeal, frag- 
mentary proposition, it was thought well 
to make a complete disclosure. To that 
extent, I join the Senator from Florida 
in his decision and say that it was a joint 
decision. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HRUSKA. I yield. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I express my very 
great appreciation for the cooperation of 
the Senator from Nebraska, which has 
always been given so wholeheartedly. 

Our committee asked for this list of 
payees with the idea of placing it in the 
Recorp. Later, we were told by the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture that he was con- 
sidering publishing it himself. Both the 
Senator from Nebraska and I felt that 
the most proper source for the publica- 
tion of the list would be the Department 
itself. The Department did make the list 
available at the Department to all who 
wanted to see it, but found, as we were 
advised by the Secretary, that the num- 
ber of persons asking to see it was limited, 
and that the Department felt that the 
publication was not justified for that 
reason. 

The Senator from Nebraska and the 
Senator from Florida—in fact, our entire 
committee—felt that the information 
was important enough to be made avail- 
able to the public generally. After all, it 
involves the payments of substantial 
sums of public money, for public pur- 
poses, under public law. We therefore 
decided that it should be printed as a 
part of our committee hearings, since it 
had been available to us and considered 
by us in connection with our hearings 
and our report to the Senate. 

I hope that all Senators will find the 
list helpful to them. I believe it will be 
helpful to the people of the country in 
enabling them to understand the im- 
portance of the various elements in the 
agricultural program in the Nation, as 
reflected in the list of payments. 

I thank the Senator from Nebraska for 
his kindness in the matter. 

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, this fur- 
ther observation might be in order. Does 
the Senator from Florida agree with me 
that the total is a tremendous amount? 

Mr. HOLLAND. The total is a very 
large one. We know, of course, that the 
list includes only payees who have re- 
ceived $5,000 or more. I am not able to 
state what the total amount of the pay- 
ments of that size is. 

Mr. HRUSKA, It comes to around $3 
billion, as I recall. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Something over $3 bil- 
lion is the total of all payments to all 
payees in the programs mentioned. That 
is, of course, a very substantial part of 
the revenue of the farming people all 
over the country. I think it is public in- 
formation and that it will be of public 
benefit. 

I may say, without any reflection at 
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all upon the distinguished Secretary of 
Agriculture, that I felt it would have 
been more proper to have had the list 
published as a pamphlet of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, because it does show 
the administering, by that important 
Department, of legislation passed by 
Congress—and we are not finding fault 
with the method of administering that 
legislation. The publication is merely to 
reflect the facts. We think that reflecting 
the facts will be helpful to all concerned. 

Mr. HRUSKA. The observation the 
Senator from Nebraska had in mind was 
that the publication of this information 
should bring about a consciousness and 
a realization on the part of the taxpayers 
of the Nation that even a multibillion- 
dollar total is composed of numerous 
smaller amounts, in this instance from 
$5,000, up. But an aggregate of billions of 
dollars of expenditures can result only 
from a totaling of many smaller items. 
That is, of course, without reference to 
the merit, the wisdom, or the lack of 
wisdom of the program. Nevertheless, 
that lesson, I think, should be seared into 
the minds of those who are cost con- 
scious, in some way, in regard to any part 
of our Government’s functions. 

I thank the Senator from Florida. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator 
from Nebraska. 


TRIBUTE TO ATOMIC ENERGY 
COMMISSION 


Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, too 
many times, when legislation comes be- 
fore the Senate, we must concentrate our 
efforts on troublesome portions of the 
bill and on being critical of programs 
which are ill conceived. 

Today, I want to take a few minutes 
to praise a program and an agency which 
I believe has made a real contribution 
to our country these past few years. 

The development of nuclear weapons 
has placed an awesome responsibility on 
this country to find productive rather 
than destructive uses for this source of 
power. 

The primary burden for the develop- 
ment of peaceful applications of nuclear 
energy has been placed in the very com- 
petent hands of the Atomic Energy Com- 
mission under the leadership of its Chair- 
man, Dr. Glenn Seaborg. 

As an example of the fine work of the 
Atomic Energy Commission, I would like 
to point out the development of nuclear 
energy programs at Kansas State Uni- 
versity, which culminated in the an- 
nouncement in the past year of a grant 
for a major accelerator laboratory for 
Kansas State. This grant will mean the 
development of a significant Midwestern 
center of research and graduate educa- 
tion in all important aspects of nuclear 
science and engineering. 

Scientists on the faculty of the Kan- 
sas State Agricultural Experiment Sta- 
tion were among the first in America to 
utilize radioactive isotopes in plant and 
animal research. In fact, the university 
was host to one of the first two national 
conferences sponsored by the AEC which 
brought together agricultural scientists 
engaged in this type of activity. 

In the early 1950’s, again with en- 
couragement and financial support from 
the Atomic Energy Commission, Kansas 
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State established a curriculum leading 
to the bachelor of science degree in nu- 
clear engineering. With funds secured 
from AEC and the National Science 
Foundation, the university purchased a 
Triga Mark II reactor with a pulsing 
capability of 250 million watts which 
was installed in a reactor bay, a part 
of a $400,000 laboratory constructed for 
research and instruction in nuclear sci- 
ence and engineering. The department 
of nuclear engineering was established 
in 1958 and Dr. William Kimel, who has 
established himself as one of the Na- 
tion’s leading nuclear engineers, was 
appointed head. The B.S. degree in nu- 
clear engineering offered by this depart- 
ment was the first to receive official 
accreditation by the Engineering Coun- 
cil for Professional Development and 
now offers the master’s degree and the 
Ph. D. in addition to the B.S. More than 
150 students are now enrolled in this 
program. 

This department of nuclear engineer- 
ing served as host to the second regional 
conference sponsored by the Atomic 
Energy Commission on the industrial 
uses of radioactive isotopes. The depart- 
ment has also conducted several sum- 
mer international institutes on radiation 
shielding under sponsorship of the De- 
partment of Defense. 

The most recent development, and 
one that establishes Kansas State firmly 
among the leading institutions in the 
nuclear field, was made possible by a 
grant to the university from the Atomic 
Energy Commission for the purchase 
and installation of a Van de Graaff par- 
ticle accelerator for the department of 
physics. A large shielded basement area 
to accommodate this accelerator was a 
part of a new $3,000,000 Physical Sci- 
ences Building constructed by the uni- 
versity 5 years ago; equipment funds 
for this building were available to match 
the AEC grant. 

The new head of the physics depart- 
ment at the university, Dr. Robert Leach- 
man, who held an important post on the 
staff of the Las Alamos labaratories in 
New Mexico, is one of the Nation’s out- 
standing young physicists. Dr. Leach- 
man is now actively engaged in planning 
for construction and installation of this 
accelerator. He has already appointed to 
the staff of the university several out- 
standing nuclear physicists including 
two from foreign countries who have 
well-established international reputa- 
tions. 

The annual operating funds which 
AEC is making available to Kansas State, 
coupled with resources allocated by the 
university, will insure full and efficient 
use of this new equipment. 

Thus, with support from the Atomic 
Energy Commission, Kansas State is be- 
coming firmly established as a strong 
and distinguished national center in the 
field of nuclear energy. These scientific 
facilities should prove a major asset to 
the State of Kansas in its efforts to de- 
velop and attract science-based in- 
dustries. 

I want to commend Dr. Seaborg and 
the other members of the Atomic Energy 
Commission for the fine contribution 
they are making in encouraging pioneer- 
ing work in finding peaceful applications 
of nuclear energy. 
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ORDER OF BUSINESS 


Mr, AIKEN. Mr. President, I ask unan- 
imous consent to proceed for 7 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


THE AMERICAN PRESENCE IN ASIA 


Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, yesterday, 
Secretary of State Rusk appeared on a 
nationwide television program. 

Although the Secretary undoubtedly 
carried out his part of the interview in 
what he considered the best interests of 
the United States, the overall effect was 
far from encouraging and served only to 
accentuate the skepticism with which a 
large percentage of the American public 
is already oversaturated. 

This prompts me to bring up the ques- 
tion of whether the American presence 
in the Asiatic mainland as exemplified 
by huge military forces is, in the long 
run, either necessary or desirable. : 

To this end I direct these few brief 
remarks. 

On July 18, the British announced that 
they plan to withdraw from bases in 
Singapore and Malaysia by the mid- 
1970s. 

This suggests the need for a reexami- 
nation of U.S. policy in Asia. 

While such an examination would 
focus primarily on American involve- 
ment in Vietnam, it should be couched in 
the broader terms of the U.S. national 
interest in Asia. 

Current debate regarding Vietnam in- 
volves discussion of “prestige,” face,“ 
“commitments,” “stalemate,” “free elec- 
tions,” “a war of attrition,” “preventing 
aggression,” and “tucking tail and run- 
ning.” 

It is not a very productive debate. 

It skirts consideration of our funda- 
mental interests in Asia. 

The first question that must be ex- 
amined is whether or not the position 
of the United States in the world is such 
as to require a continued American mili- 
tary presence on the landmass of Asia. 

In 1950, as a matter of the highest 
policy, Secretary of State Acheson stated 
that the “defensive perimeter” of the 
United States ran along a line stretching 
from the Aleutians to Japan, the Ryukus, 
and the Philippines. 

In effect, he denied any fundamental 
American interest requiring the mainte- 
nance of American forces on the land 
mass of Asia. 

This decision was taken, it might be 
noted, after the Communists of China 
had driven Chiang Kai-shek to Formosa. 

The decision was also taken at a time 
when the British, the French, and the 
Dutch—in Indonesia—still had firm 
grips on bases in Asia. 

Within 6 months of this high-level 
renunciation of fundamental American 
interests in maintaining forces on the 
Asian continent, North Korea launched 
its attack on South Korea. 

Americans went back to Asia, sup- 
ported by the idealists who saw Korea as 
the first significant postwar challenge to 
the United Nations, and supported by 
many Americans who had felt that it had 
been a mistake for Secretary Acheson to 
draw a perimeter which did not leave 
American bases on the Asian mainland. 
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There is no point to retrace the history 
of the 1950’s, except to note that our 
policies toward the Asian mainland were 
a hodgepodge of indecisive contradic- 
tions on the fundamental question of 
whether American interests demand an 
American military presence on the land 
mass of Asia. 

While American troops stayed in Ko- 
rea, President Eisenhower—with the 
support of some very prominent Sena- 
tors, including one named Lyndon John- 
son—vetoed the plans of Secretary 
Dulles and Admiral Raborn to launch 
an American air strike to help save the 
French in Dienbienphu. 

Let me add that I think that judgment 
was correct in not committing American 
troops to save the French. 

Then, having repeated over and over 
the theme first put forth by Mr. Acheson 
in 1950 that if hostile attacks were to take 
place outside the defensive perimeter, he 
had defined, the initial reliance must be 
on the people attacked to resist it,” we 
found that American troops were put 
into South Vietnam just to save it from 
defeat, and now to do most of the fight- 
ing there so that there can be a South 
Vietnam victory. 

The lesson I fear we have not drawn 
from this too brief recapitulation of 
American policy in Asia is that we as a 
nation have not yet decided whether our 
national interests require American 
bases on the landmass of Asia. 

Sometimes we think “yes,” sometimes 
“no.” 

I appreciate the fact that it would be 
fine if the United States could use its 
Armed Forces anywhere to stop aggres- 
sion. 

But no one has ever been able to define 
the word aggression to the satisfaction of 
more than one side in any conflict. 

Surely, it is not in the American inter- 
est to station enough of its young men 
in Asia to prevent aggression there. 

But it may, and I emphasize the word 
“may,” it may be in our interest to keep 
American forces on the continent of 
Asia for more clearly defined reasons, 
such as maintaining access to raw mate- 
rials, keeping open lines of communi- 
cation, or to keep a potential enemy from 
mounting weapons which could be used 
to attack the United States. 

On the other hand, it may be in our 
national interest to deploy our forces 
and our resources elsewhere. 

It is becoming clearer day by day that 
the cost to the United States in men 
and resources to maintain half a million 
men in Vietnam and 50,000 men in 
Korea—also 30,000 to 40,000 men in 
Thailand and smaller numbers else- 
where—restricts our ability to react not 
only to military threats closer to home, 
but it also restricts severely our capacity 
to deal with pressing internal problems 
of this Nation—and there are internal 
problems in this Nation. 

In short, what I hope by this state- 
ment is to encourage consideration of 
the basic question of whether our na- 
tional interest requires the stationing of 
American forces on the continent of 
Asia for the—and I use the words: un- 
foreseeable future, or whether our na- 
tional inteerst requires redeployment of 
our forces so that we do not have bases 
on the continent of Asia. 
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If we can move debate to that level, 
and if it turns out that there is a con- 
sensus of public thought and expert mil- 
itary and political opinion that we must 
be in Asia because the British and French 
are not, or because such bases will pro- 
vide a core of order in the area, or be- 
cause they are necessary for commercial 
or strategic reasons, then I believe the 
President and Congress should say so. 

If we are in Asia to stay for the un- 
foreseeable future, Americans should 
know that. 

They should not be misled by state- 
ments that have been made indicating 
that American forces will be withdrawn 
6 months after order is restored in Viet- 
nam. 

That kind of statement does not mean 
a thing. 

On the other hand, should there de- 
velop a consensus of public thought and 
expert political and military opinion that 
the national interest of this Nation does 
not require that we keep our men in 
Asia for the unforeseeable future, then 
we could take steps to leave in as orderly 
a way as possible, and preserving as much 
dignity and prestige as possible. 

As I said some months ago, this ad- 
ministration is tired and frustrated. 

It is committed to its past mistakes 
and bound by its past predictions and 
errors of judgment. 

I would hope that the administration 
could now stand off and take a good look 
at itself—where it has been and where 
it is going, in terms of the vital national 


interests of this Nation. 
Mr. President, I also hope that Con- 
gress—particularly the Senate—will 


realize its responsibilities and its obliga- 
tions in the field of formulating foreign 
policy which the executive branch is 
bound, by the Constitution, to carry out. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Vermont yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator from Vermont has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I ask unanimous 
consent that 2 additional minutes may 
be given to the Senator from Vermont. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. AIKEN. I am happy to yield to 
the Senator from Montana. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. As always, the dis- 
tinguished senior Senator from Vermont, 
the dean of Republicans in this body, 
has given his colleagues a good deal to 
think about. 

His frankness is to be commended. 
The questions he has raised are certainly 
worthy of answers. 

I, too, hope that we are not asked to 
take up any slack in Asia as Britain with- 
draws its forces from east of Suez. 

Like him, I believe that there is too 
much of an American presence in too 
many parts of the world. As a matter of 
fact, I do not believe there is a con- 
tinent on this globe which, at the pres- 
ent time, does not have an American 
military presence of some nature on it, 
and on some continents in many coun- 
tries. 

The Senator from Vermont refers to 
the statement made by former Secretary 
of State Dean Acheson and the defense 
line which he drew prior to the outbreak 
of hostilities in Korea. 
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I have not seen today’s issue of the 
magazine U.S. News & World Report, 
but I heard on the radio that in a copy- 
righted article in this week’s issue of 
that magazine, there are plans on the 
part of our Government to withdraw to 
a line of defense from Japan, Okinawa, 
and the Philippines back to the Mari- 
anas. And the reason which is advanced 
is a fear of the development of a Chi- 
nese intermediate-range nuclear capa- 
bility. Well, that is something to think 
about. That is no argument, however, for 
advancing our presence on the Asian 
mainland or keeping it there for an in- 
determinate period of time. Quite the 
contrary. 

Then the Senator raises the question 
about the possibility of permanent mili- 
tary bases on the landmass of Asia. I 
hope that the day never comes when 
we are so persuaded, because on the land- 
mass of Asia we already have too many 
bases today. We do not know when we 
are going to get out of Korea, and we 
have been there more than a decade and 
a half. We do not know when we are 
going to get out of Vietnam, and we have 
been there, in strength, for a few years. 
Nevertheless, the prospects, as far as this 
country is concerned, vis-a-vis Asia are 
not very bright. 

I again commend the Senator from 
Vermont. He has raised some pertinent 
questions, I hope some pertinent answers 
will be forthcoming. 

Mr. AIKEN. I thank the Senator. I 
once again emphasize that it is the re- 
sponsibility of the Congress to formulate 
our foreign policies. We have almost ab- 
dicated that responsibility in the past 
decade or so. It is about time we realized 
that we should again function as was 
intended by the Constitution of the 
United States. 


LET US HALT UNCONDITIONALLY 
BOMBING OF NORTH VIETNAM: 
PEACE IS WITHIN OUR GRASP 


Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that I may pro- 
ceed for 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President, 
the military situation in the ugly civil 
war in Vietnam which we have allowed 
to become an American ground war has 
deteriorated at an accelerating rate in 
recent months. Much the same is true of 
the various so-called pacification pro- 
grams into which we have poured bil- 
lions of dollars only to meet failure at 
every turn. 

The war which President gon de- 
scribed on Memorial Day as a bloody im- 
passe” has become bloodier. The fact is 
that the patterns of the past have re- 
peatedly failed to produce the successes 
that have been promised at each stage 
of escalation. What kind of progress is it 
that has taken the lives of more than 
14,000 young Amercians, that has caused 
the wounding and maiming of more than 
70,000 others and each day is costing ap- 
proximately $75 million of American tax- 
payers’ money? 

It is said that at the most only 20 per- 
cent of the regular armed forces of North 
Vietnam has infiltrated into the south. 
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At this time, the forces of the National 
Liberation Front or VC in the Mekong 
Delta and elsewhere in South Vietnam 
total 300,000 at most, this including those 
who were sent down or infiltrated down 
from North Vietnam. 

Beyond North Vietnam lies the vast 
untapped reservoir of Chinese manpower. 
Against the VC forces we have committed 
to combat nearly 600,000 men of our 
Army, Navy, Marines, and Air Force. Our 
Navy is deeply engaged and so is our Air 
Force, which has hurled on to a small, 
underdeveloped Asian country a tonnage 
of bombs comparable to that unleased on 
all of Europe during World War H. We 
have poured in billions of dollars in ec- 
onomic aid. We have financed one pacifi- 
cation program after another. All have 
met with failure. 

Mr. President, a most interesting and 
important press report came last 
Wednesday from Richard Halloran, a 
highly respected foreign service reporter 
for the Washington Post. This relates to 
a Japanese press report that Soviet Pre- 
mier Kosygin told Japanese Foreign 
Minister Miki that the Soviet Union 
would under certain conditions try to set- 
tle the Vietnam war even at the risk of 
breaking relations with Communist 
China. Among Premier Kosygin’s condi- 
tions was that there must be an uncondi- 
tional end to the American bombing of 
North Vietnam and no time limit for a 
North Vietnamese resporse. This condi- 
tion was presumably to give Premier 
Kosygin and other leaders of the Soviet 
Union time to persuade Hanoi to accept 
the American overture for negotiations 
leading to a cease-fire and an armistice. 

Premier Kosygin reportedly made the 
same offer to President Johnson during 
their conference at Glassboro, N.J., last 
month. It is stated that President John- 
son’s reaction to Kosygin’s approach was 
favorable, but an official reply to the So- 
viet proposition has not been made so 
far. 


On July 13, Premier Kosygin is re- 
ported to h: ve related this proposal to his 
personal friend, Cleveland industrialist 
Cyrus Eaton. It is. said that Premier 
Kosygin made it clear to both President 
Johnson and Mr. Eaton that if the 
United States would unconditionally 
stop bombing North Vietnam, the Soviet 
Union would approach officials of North 
Vietnam, and a peace plan might be 
worked out regardless of what Mao Tse 
Tung might have to say. The Japanese 
news report said that Foreign Minister 
Miki is pursuing the subject of a cease- 
fire and armistice with Polish Foreign 
Minister Adam Rapacki. 

Here is a ray of sunshine and hope. It 
is a responsibility and duty of our Pres- 
ident without further delay to announce 
his decision, hopefully to order that 
bombing of North Vietnam be termi- 
nated and that this decision be made un- 
conditionally with no strings attached. 

Mr. President, we have a choice be- 
tween a continuation of this horrible, 
profitless stalemate and a bold, fearless 
decision to face the facts and take steps 
toward opening the door to a peaceful 
settlement. Undoubtedly, Secretary of 
State Dean Rusk, the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, and other warhawks in the admin- 
istration will strongly oppose an uncon- 
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Vietnam. 

They must not be permitted to attach 
conditions that no self-respecting nation 
can accept, as they have in the past when 
they stipulated that Hanoi must agree to 
cease infiltration of men and supplies 
from North Vietnam into South Vietnam 
during a bombing pause. Of course, no 
similar conditions applied to us, and we 
would have continued to send men and 
supplies into Vietnam, while if Hanoi 
complied with our restrictions and de- 
mand, they would be obliged to stop send- 
ing any supplies or men south of the 
demilitarized zone. 

Mr. President, those patriots who 
drafted the Constitution of our country 
provided that civilian authority must al- 
ways be supreme over military authority. 
President Johnson is the Commander-in- 
Chief of our Armed Forces. He is and 
should be in supreme command. It is un- 
fortunate that at the news conference at 
which he announced his decision to in- 
crease troop levels in Vietnam he was 
accompanied by Generals Wheeler and 
Westmoreland and asked that they pub- 
licly go on record as agreeing to his de- 
cision. There had been a meeting of the 
minds, the President said. The generals 
then declared they were satisfied. 

Mr. President, as one of 100 Senators 
of the United States, I assert the hope 
that our Nation and our Government 
may never, never become a captive of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff. I feel that there 
has already been a denigration of the 
power of our Chief Executive. We must 
continue to be wary of what former Pres- 
ident Eisenhower, in his farewell address, 
termed the military-industrial complex 
and to guard against the growth of their 
influence in the very highest levels of 
government. 

During the present fiscal year a far 
larger sum of money will be spent on 
our armed services than was spent in 
any fiscal year on the entire operation 


of our Government just a few years back. 


The military appetite and the demands 
of our Joint Chiefs of Staff almost ex- 
ceed comprehension. This is a military 
appetite of such gluttonous magnitude 
that it appears unappeasable. Further- 
more, President Johnson apparently 
gave the Joint Chiefs of Staff and other 
generals reason for additional arrogance 
when he went out of his way to win 
public approval for his Vietnam policy 
by bringing in leading generals to add 
their solemn approval of policy decisions 
as to how many more thousands of men 
we should commit to combat in Vietnam. 
The danger to the United States 20 or 50 
years from now is not from some ragtag 
extremist leftwing group of radicals. It 
will more readily come from turning 
over to the military the control and su- 
premacy of the operations and policies 
of our Government. 

Frankly, Mr. President, I believe that 
there has been a lack of candor and 
credibility on the part of officials of the 
executive branch of our Government. 
There has been a failure to be completely 
frank and truthful to the American peo- 
ple regarding our involvement in the 
civil war in Vietnam. All of the time, 
day after day, more and more Amer- 
icans are being killed in the senseless 
fighting. 
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It is easy to say, in frustration, that 
we should throw in everything and get 
the war over with, but the enormous dis- 
parity between the power that we are 
applying and that available to the Viet- 
cong when measured against the lack of 
results warns us that not even “throwing 
in everything” would get it over with. It 
is just not that kind of war. 

The United States is without doubt 
the most powerful nation in the world. 
Our nuclear capacity is superior prob- 
ably by a margin of three to one over 
that of the Soviet Union. Our armed 
might in the air, on land, on the sea, 
and under the sea is by far the most 
powerful in the world. 

If our security were really threatened, 
theré is no force on earth that could 
withstand our military might. However, 
Vietnam is of no strategic or economic 
importance to the defense of the United 
States. Saigon is not an outpost for the 
defense of Seattle. This war is slowly 
bleeding us dry. 

In his recent book, “To Move a Na- 
tion,” Roger Hilsman, Assistant Secre- 
tary of State for Far Eastern Affairs in 
the Kennedy administration and during 
the early part of the Johnson adminis- 
tration, writes: 

President Kennedy made it abundantly 
clear to me on more than one occasion that 
what he most wanted to avoid was turning 
Vietnam into an American war. He was 
skeptical of a policy of escalation and of the 
effectiveness of an air attack on North Viet- 
nam. 


On September 2, 1963, 7 weeks before 
his death, President Kennedy made this 
statement on Vietnam and the Viet- 
namese: 

In the final analysis it is their war. They 
are the ones who have to win it or lose it. 
We can help them; we can give them equip- 
ment, we can send our men out there as ad- 
visers; but they have to win it. 


After President Kennedy’s death, Hils- 
man notes, the military increased the 
pressure for bombing North Vietnam. 
The then Chief of the Air Force, General 
LeMay, is quoted by Hilsman as saying: 

We are swatting flies when we should be 
going after the manure pile. 


The advice of the militarists was even- 
tually followed, and the rest is history. 
Five years of steadily deepening Amer- 
ican involvement have produced exactly 
nothing, at a tremendous cost in men and 
money. 

Mr. President, Premier Kosygin of the 
Soviet Union reportedly has shown a way 
out of this dilemma. Our President should 
now go all out to seek peace. He should 
publicly withdraw conditions we have 
heretofore stipulated for suspension of 
the bombing of North Vietnam. There 
would then be a basis for hope that Ho 
Chi Minh and officials of the Vietcong, 
or National Liberation Front, would 
agree to a conference seeking to work 
out an armistice and ceasefire. President 
Johnson should also indicate that we 
would welcome at such conference dele- 
gates of the Vietcong, or National Lib- 
eration Front of South Vietnam, along 
with delegates of the Hanoi and Saigon 
regimes. 

This may be a bitter pill for our war- 
like Secretary of State to swallow for in 
the past he has always in the slickest 
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manner evaded the question of whether 
the Vietcong would be entitled to be 
seated at any peace conference and 
represented by delegates independent of 
those of North Vietnam. However, too 
many American boys have been killed 
and too many are dying and will die in 
the fuutre if this war continues to allow 
the Secretary of State to indulge himself 
in such nitpicking. The head of the Na- 
tional Liberation Front is a Saigon 
lawyer who is not a Communist. The 
fact is that the bulk of the forces fight- 
ing against us in Vietnam are South 
Vietnamese. As I have stated in the past, 
when I visited Vietnam late in 1965, Gen- 
eral Westmoreland stated to me per- 
sonally that “the bulk of the VC forces 
fighting in Vietnam were born and reared 
in South Vietnam.” General Stillwell told 
me that more than 80 percent of the 
vc fighting in the Mekong Delta were 
born and reared in that area.” It is 
foolish and absurd for our Secretary of 
State to continue to pretend that the 
Vietcong does not exist as a political 
entity and to perpetuate the myth that 
the only enemy we are fighting is North 
Vietnam. 

Mr. President, the overriding issue 
confronting the American people is not 
racial violence and disorder within the 
United States, serious and sad as they 
are. The overriding issue before all Amer- 
icans is Vietnam. This senseless war, the 
most unpopular war in which the United 
States has ever fought and the longest 
war in which we have ever engaged ex- 
cept the Revolutionary War, is taking 
its toll of priceless lives in every commu- 
nity in America. In addition every month 
more than $2,500 million is blown 
up and dissipated in the waste of fight- 
ing this foreign war. 

Let us hope that President Johnson 
has not forgotten the claim he himself 
has repeatedly made that the chief ob- 
jective of the United States in South 
Vietnam is to maintain the stability and 
the independence of South Vietnam. If 
this is our objective, he should have 
stopped the bombing of North Vietnam 
long ago. Our bombing of North Vietnam 
has neither stopped nor decreased the 
infiltration of men and tons of supplies 
coming down from the north. Each day 
we bomb North Vietnam there are fewer 
possible legitimate targets, while more 
and more civilians—men, women, and 
children—are being killed or horribly 
burned by our napalm bombs. The more 
we bomb, the further away peace be- 
comes. The more we bomb, the more 
Americans are killed. 

The Saigon friendly forces, so-called, 
are as ineffective as pacifiers as they are 
as fighters. Their real proficiency is to 
desert at the rate of more than 100,000 
per year. The more we escalate the war, 
it appears, the less territory in South 
Vietnam is really controlled by the Sai- 
gon junta even in the daytime, and at 
night the VC take over control of much 
of that. 

Mr. President, we must take steps now 
toward negotiations for a ceasefire and 
make it crystal clear that no conditions 
are attached. The opportunity which 
President Johnson reportedly has now 
will undoubtedly not be his 1 or 2 months 
from now. 
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If a political settlement can be 
achieved resulting in a neutralized Viet- 
nam, our Armed Forces in Saigon and 
the coastal bases under the protection of 
our air power and 7th Fleet will be re- 
turned in due time to the United States. 
Of course, the warhawks will oppose 
such a policy. This would not be a vic- 
tory for President Johnson. It would not 
be a victory for the forces of the United 
States. It would not be a victory for 
Prime Minister Ky and the junta now 
operating the Saigon Government. It 
would not be a victory for the Vietcong. 
It would not be a victory for the Hanoi 
Government. Many Americans would 
term this a defeat. Nevertheless, a ma- 
jority of Americans and nearly all decent, 
thoughtful people the world over would 
term it a victory of reason and decency 
over brutality and pride. 

Mr. President, Secretary General U 
Thant, who is one of the wisest statesmen 
of the free world, in an address at 
Greensboro, N.C., yesterday said that the 
conflict in Vietnam cannot be ended until 
the United States recognized that this 
is a war of national independence and 
not a war of Communist aggression. 
Likening the position of North Vietnam 
to that of the 13 Original Colonies in our 
Revolutionary War against England, 
Secretary General U Thant declared: 

It is nationalism, and not communism, 
that animates the resistance movement in 
Vietnam against all foreigners and now par- 
ticularly against Americans. 


It is evident that General U Thant be- 
lieves that Ho Chi Minh and the rulers 
of the Hanoi regime are trying to free 
North Vietnam from the influence of 
Communist. China. His address to the 
Fourth Friends World Conference echoes 
the violent and explicit criticism of other 
Asiatic leaders. In particular it repeats 
the statements he has made time and 
again that Hanoi is not a creature of 
Peking, but that Ho Chi Minh, though a 
Communist like Tito, would not be sub- 
ordinate to Red China. Tito’s Yugoslavia 
is not a satellite of the Soviet Union. It 
is a Nationalist Communist country. Ho 
Chi Minh, who spent more than a year 
in a Chinese dungeon in World War II, 
would never be a creature of Mao Tse- 
tung or Red China. Very definitely, in all 
probability he would be an Asiatic Tito. 

Secretary General U Thant linked the 
Vietnam war and our involvement in the 
Vietnam civil war to recent hostilities 
between the Arab nations and Israel. He 
argues very wisely that both conflicts 
have prevented a Soviet-American de- 
tente which is essential to permit the 
United Nations to perform its hoped-for 
functions, to lead the world toward peace 
and security. This wise man, who, as 
Secretary General of the United Nations, 
should have our support instead of our 
opposition, very properly likens Hanoi’s 
stand to the stand of our patriot fathers 
in 1776. It is well known in the capitals 
of the world that nine of the 10 generals 
who overthrew the elected Saigon re- 
gime in June 1965, were born and reared 
in North Vietnam. Prime Minister Ky 
himself was born and reared in Hanoi. 
Those nine generals and Prime Minister 
Ky are the Tories of modern times. All of 
them fought with the French Colonial 
forces seeking to reestablish the lush In- 
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dochinese empire. Those nine generals 
and Ky still have the effrontery to wear 
French decorations which they received 
while serving with the French armed 
forces seeking to crush the forces of the 
National Liberation Front and to re- 
establish France's Indochinese colonial 
empire. 

We who consider ourselves revolution- 
ary people have become the most un- 
revolutionary people in the world. We 
are now alined lock, stock, and barrel, 
with nearly 600,000 of our soldiers and 
airmen, to crush liberty-seeking Viet- 
namese. We are fighting over there on 
the side of the 20th century Tories and 
against those natives who are seeking 
the liberation of their country. It is all 
wrong. Our President should end the 
bombing of North Vietnam uncondition- 
ally and without delay. 


UNNECESSARY FEDERAL GRANTS 


Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, while the Treasury Depart- 
ment talks about a tax increase to meet 
the essential costs of operating the Gov- 
ernment, another Federal agency, the 
Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare, is passing out grants for some 
projects which are hard to understand. 

For example, on March 23, 1967, the 
Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare granted $159,000 to the Univer- 
sity of Florida for the noble objective of 
teaching mothers how to play with their 
babies. 

The purposes outlined in the press re- 
lease were that it was hoped to stimulate 
their child’s development through a pre- 
scribed sequence of talk and simple in- 
fant games for the mothers and babies to 
play. 

I have grave doubts that any bureau- 
cratic bachelor will be able to improve 
upon the natural instincts of a mother 
as to the best manner of talking and 
playing with her baby. 

This program is about as absurd as 
the $4,120 grant a few years ago to study 
the “effects of frustration on a reflex 
response.” 

I ask unanimous consent that the arti- 
cle entitled Mothers Must Be Told How 
To Play With Baby?” which appeared in 
the Daily Times, Melbourne, Fla., on 
Thursday, June 15, be printed at this 
point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

[From the Daily Times, June 15, 1967] 
Moruers Must Be Totp How To PLAY 
Wir Basy? 

GAINESVILLE.—The University of Florida 
has received a $159,000 grant to teach 
mothers how to play with their babies. 

The grant comes from the Children’s Bu- 
reau of the Department of Health, Educa- 
tion and Welfare. 

The funds will be used to teach mothers 
in low-income homes to stimulate their 
child’s development through a prescribed 
sequence of talk and simple infant games. 

Dr. Ira Gordon, director of the Institute 
for Human Resources at the university, said 
that there is evidence to indicate early suc- 
cess in such mother-child play activities is 
a valid indicator of how the child will per- 
form later in school. 

The doctor said that the grant is the sec- 
ond such gift received by the school for the 
mother-child program. 
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ADDITIONAL INCREASE IN FEDERAL 
PAYROLL 


Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres- 
ident, the Joint Committee on Reduction 
of Nonessential Federal Expenditures is 
today releasing its monthly report for 
Federal personnel for June 1967 along 
with the summary for the end of the 
fiscal year. 

This report shows that another 74,557 
civilian employees were added to the 
payroll in the month of June. This brings 
to 206,432 the total number of employees 
that have been added to the Federal pay- 
roll since President Johnson, on Septem- 
ber 25, 1966, issued his executive order 
supposedly freezing Federal employment. 

Civilian agencies reporting the larger 
increases in June were: Post Office De- 
partment with 16,682, Agriculture De- 
partment with 9,318, Interior Depart- 
ment with 5,493, HEW with 3,405, and 
State Department with 3,349. 

I ask unanimous consent that a copy 
of this report be printed at this point 
in the RECORD. 

‘There being no objection the report 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Executive agencies of the Federal Govern- 
ment reported civilian employment in the 
month of June totaling 2,980,156. This was a 
net increase of 74,557 as compared with em- 
ployment reported in the preceding month 
of May. 

Civilian employment reported by the exec- 
utive agencies of the Federal Goyernment— 
by months in fiscal year 1967, which began 
July 1, 1966—follows: 


Month 


Employment Increase Decrease 


Total federal employment in civilian agen- 
cies for the month of June was 1,677,491, an 
increase of 45,533 as compared with the May 
total of 1,631,958. Total civilian employment 
in the military agencies in June was 
1,302,665, an increase of 29,024 as compared 
with 1,273,641 in May. 

Civilian agencies reporting the larger in- 
creases were Post Office Department with 
16,682, Agriculture Department with 9,318, 
Interior Department with 5,493, HEW 
with 3,405, and State Department with 
3,349. The largest decrease was reported by 
Treasury Department with 4,684. 

In the Department of Defense the larger 
increases in civilian employment were re- 
ported by the Army with 8,920, Navy with 
12,871, and Air Force with 5,181. 

Total employment inside the United States 
in June was 2,743,974, an increase of 74,911 
as compared with May. Total employment 
outside the U.S. in June was 236,182, a de- 
crease of 354 as compared with May. Indus- 
trial employment by federal agencies in June 
Was 616,329, an increase of 18,169 as com- 
pared to May. 

These figures are from reports certified by 
the agencies as compiled by the Joint Com- 
mittee on Reduction of Nonessential Federal 
Expenditures. 

The June increase 

The 74,557 increase in June includes: (1) 
general agency expansion in employment, 
(2) regular seasonal employment during the 
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summer months by such major agencies as 
Agriculture, Interior and Post Office Depart- 
ments, and (3) temporary summer employ- 
ment under the President’s youth opportu- 
nity program, which accounted for approxi- 
mately half of the increase. 


FOREIGN NATIONALS 


The total of 2,980,156 civilian employees 
certified to the Committee by federal agen- 
cies in their regular monthly personne] re- 
ports includes some foreign nationals em- 
ployed in U.S, Government activities abroad, 
but in addition to these there were 119,705 
foreign nationals working for U.S. agencies 
overseas during June who were not counted 
in the usual personnel reports. The number 
in May was 122,407. 


SUMMARY FOR FISCAL YEAR 1967, ENDED JUNE 
30, 1967 


For many years the Committee, in its 
statement accompanying the monthly per- 
sonnel report for June—the last month of 
in federal civilian employment during the 
year ending. Following this practice, changes 
during fiscal year 1967 are summarized 
below: 

There was a net increase of 242,109 in 
civilian employment by executive agencies 
of the Federal Government during fiscal 
year 1967, which ended June 30, 1967. The 
total at the end of the year was 2,980,156, 
as compared with 2,738,047 in June 1966. 


Inside and outside the United States 


There was an increase of 172,347 in em- 
ployment within the United States by fed- 
eral executive agencies, and an increase of 
69,762 in employment outside the United 
States. Employment inside the United States 
as of June 30, 1967, totaled 2,743,974 as com- 
pared with 2,571,627 a year ago. Employment 
outside the United States as of June 30, 
1967, totaled 236,182 as compared with 166,- 
420 a year ago. 

Civilian and military agencies 


There was a net increase during the year 
of 77,635 in employment by civilian agencies 
of the government, and an increase of 164,- 
474 in civilian employment by military agen- 
cies. Employment by civilian agencies at the 
year-end totaled 1,677,491 as compared with 
1,599,856 a year ago. Civilian employment by 
military agencies totaled 1,302,665 as com- 
pared with 1,138,191 in June 1966. 

Fiscal year 1967 increase 

The major increases for the fiscal year— 
besides the 164,474 for the Department of 
Defense—were reported by Post Office De- 
partment with 41,180, Department of HEW 
with 5,790, State Department with 4,766, 
Agriculture Department with 3,286, Veter- 
ans Administration with 3,246, Interior De- 
partment with 1,785, General Services Ad- 
ministration with 1,716, and Civil Service 
Commission with 1,114. 

CHANGES IN FEDERAL EMPLOYMENT, AS OF THE 
END OF FISCAL YEARS 1954-67 

Federal civilian employment changes, fis- 
cal years 1954-1967, in the executive agen- 
cies of the Federal Government—showing 
defense agencies, civilian agencies, and to- 
tal—follow: 


Civilian 


Fiscal yearend Department agencies 
(as of June 30) of Defense (except Total 
Defense) 
—123,100 —32, —155, 500 
—11, 366 4-1, 613 —9,753 
—17, 677 +-17, 812 +135 
—18, 926 -+-35, 817 +16, 891 
—63, 838 +29, 6 —34, 210 
—18, 940 +18, 827 —113 
—31, 006 46, +15, 683 
—4,725 441,155 36, 4. 
+27,111 459.280 +77, 391 
—19, +32, 795 +13, 213 
—20, 183 —7,943 —28, 121 
+3,9 +22, 582 +26, 537 
+104,194 +125,734 +229, 928 
+164,474 77,635 242, 109 
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PACIFICATION OF OUR CITIES—THE 
EXPEDITION OF WORK N CON- 
GRESS 


Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, we hear 
a good deal about the pacification of Viet- 
nam. We have heard a good deal in the 
newspapers, the television, and the radio 
about the pacification of our cities. 

I am going to have something to say 
about this subject tomorrow afternoon in 
a press conference at 3 o'clock, i 

The pacification of our cities and the 
abatement of violence are easily the most 
important domestic problems confront- 
ing us. I applaud the appointment by 
the President of his joint committee. 

The Committee on Rules and Admin- 
istration meets tomorrow to consider 
the recommendations of the Senator 
from Illinois [Mr. Dirksen], the Sena- 
tor from Massachusetts [Mr. BROOKE], 
the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. HAR- 
RIS], and, I believe, the Senator from 
Arkansas [Mr. MCCLELLAN]. I hope that 
we can get prompt action on one or the 
other of these resolutions. 

This is with great respect to the lead- 
ership, but I do nevertheless feel per- 
sonally compelled to make a point here. 

I have heard the possibility that the 
Senate may not be in session tomorrow 
or Wednesday. It looks like a light week. 
I am disturbed that Congress is doing so 
little to move its legislative program on 
in those areas where action by Congress 
could help to abate these tensions and 
where the consideration of legislative 
proposals would at least reassure the 
country that we are taking these matters 
seriously. 

I regret that members of both parties 
have at times failed to take some of the 
legislative proposals as seriously as they 
ought in my judgment to take them. I 
do not condone the ridicule that we have 
heard from time to time of serious and 
desirable proposals, such as the Rodent 
Extermination Act of 1967. 

I am going to speak out more definitely 
on a number of these matters tomorrow. 
But I do want to express my concern as 
one Senator that the Congress of the 
United States is not, in my opinion, work- 
ing hard enough with this problem. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. SCOTT. I will yield in a moment. 

While I have, as I have said, the great- 
est respect for our very distinguished and 
beloved leader—and I know he himself 
has done as much as any man could to 
achieve the alleviation of poverty, and he 
has had my support, and he has done as 
much as any man to advance the legis- 
lative program—all of us are concerned 
that we may go on for many additional 
weeks, more than I personally think we 
will need to continue, in this Congress, if 
we are all compelled to stay here. I do 
not like to stay here. I am as much at 
fault as anyone else in asking the major- 
ity leader to relieve me from time to 
time, but I do have a 92-percent attend- 
ance record. 

I do not think it just that Members of 
Congress must continue to stay here 
when we have to take so many days off. 

I hope that the majority leader will 
forgive my being candid, but he knows 
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that the candor is accompanied with the 
greatest affection. 

I am bound to say this, because our 
Governors and mayors are clamoring for 
action. 

I think it is important that someone 
should rise and say this. 

I am very happy to yield to my friend, 
whom I honor and respect, the very dis- 
tinguished majority leader. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ap- 
preciate the frankness of the distin- 
guished Senator from Pennsylvania and 
what he has had to say. I also agree with 
him about the need for action in ex- 
pediting business. 

I was somewhat disturbed to hear 
over the radio the mayor of Detroit 
blaming Congress for what is happening 
in the cities. I am disturbed to see on 
the ticker this morning that the Vice 
President of the United States, the Pre- 
siding Officer of the Senate, blames Con- 
gress. Iam further disturbed now to hear 
one of our own Members say, in effect, 
that we are to blame. 

I point out to the Senator that as far 
as the Senate committees are concerned, 
they have been fulfilling their respon- 
sibilities. They have been meeting con- 
tinuously. They have been reporting 
their legislation. As far as the Senate is 
concerned, and I limit myself to the Sen- 
ate in no way to reflect on the other body 
but only because my limited expertise is 
in Senate matters, we have fulfilled and 
I am sure will continue to fulfill our re- 
sponsibilities including those attempting 
to meet the problems of our urban areas. 

I too do not like to see a gap in the 
middle of the week. Nevertheless, I am 
sure the Senator would not want the 
joint leadership to call the Senate into 
session if all legislation eligible for Sen- 
ate floor consideration has already 
passed the Senate. 

I am frankly very proud of the way 
the Senate committees have been acting 
this year in expediting the Nation’s busi- 
ness—by reporting it to the floor, and 
by disposing of it promptly. 

As far as any legislation affecting the 
welfare of the urban areas is concerned, 
including the rat control legislation 
which will be before the Senate shortly, 
I feel that by and large the Senate’s re- 
action has been quite favorable, expedi- 
tious, and in the interest of the program 
in which the Senator, as he has done so 
often in the past, has expressed a per- 
sonal interest. 

Mr. SCOTT, I thank the distinguished 
majority leader. He knows that this is 
not said in any sense of derogation or 
personal criticism. 

No one knows better than his col- 
leagues his problems and the difficulty of 
slating legislation. 

I hope that what I have said will help 
the majority leader in his problems, be- 
cause he can now say to me, as he can 
to other Senators, “You have been ask- 
ing that the business be expedited, and 
whe you are asking to be away on a given 

N.“ 

I realize the position of the various 
Senators and the inconsistencies that are 
involved. 

I agree with the majority leader in 
what he said with regard to the mayor 
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of Detroit, because not all solutions can 
come from the Federal Government or 
from Congress. The primary obligation 
in this matter rests, as it has always 
rested, with the cities and the States. 

The Federal Government has a role 
which I shall discuss further tomorrow. 
This is said simply in the greatest desire 
to cooperate with the majority leader and 
to indicate that I intend to support pro- 
grams which will abate tensions. I in- 
tend to help wherever possible to go to 
the root causes of these troubles. None of 
us intends to reward violence, but all of 
us are determined that conditions which 
have contributed to violence must and 
shall be alleviated. 

I thank the majority leader for his 
comments. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 


Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may proceed 
for 15 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Colorado yield briefly 
to me? 

Mr. DOMINICK. I am happy to yield. 


DEATH OF DR. GEORGE B. GALLO- 
WAY, LEADING AUTHORITY ON 
CONGRESSIONAL AFFAIRS 


Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, it is 
with a deep sense of sorrow that I invite 
the attention of the Senate to the death 
of a man who has specialized for more 
than a score of years in writing about 
the duties, powers, responsibilities, and 
operation of this legislative body which 
we all respect and honor. I refer to the 
death of our friend Dr. George B. Gal- 
loway, who, at the age of 69, died on 
Saturday night. 

Dr. Galloway has perhaps contributed 
more to an understanding of Congress 
than any other writer in modern times. 
He was the author of a number of books, 
many of which have led to changed and 
improved patterns in the operation of 
Congress. One of them is entitled Con- 
gress at the Crossroads,” published in 
1946. Other books include “The Legisla- 
tive Process in Congress,” which he wrote 
in 1953; “Congress and Parliament,” in 
1955; and “The History of the House of 
Representatives,“ which he published in 
1961. 

Dr. Galloway was the one and only 
staff member of the LaFollette-Mon- 
roney committee which came forth with 
the Legislative Reorganization Act of 
1946. While many committees oftentimes 
have been staffed with 10, 15, or even 20 
assistants, Dr. Galloway handled the full 
load of staff work. He scheduled the ap- 
pearance of witnesses and arranged the 
hearings that led to the vast improve- 
ment, or streamlining, as legislative ex- 
perts then termed it, known as the Legis- 
lative Reorganization Act of 1946. 

Dr. Galloway was a wonderful person 
to work with. He unselfishly limited the 
cost of his staff operation in the interest 
of economy. When the committee had 
completed its work and the legislation 
had been passed, he promptly suggested 
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that the staff be dissolved and all ex- 
penses connected with it be immediately 
ended. In an unusual action, the com- 
mittee turned back a substantial part of 
the money that had been given it by 
Congress to carry on its work. 

For more than 20 years after the pas- 
sage of the Legislative Reorganization 
Act, Dr, Galloway served as an expert on 
matters dealing with Congress, He served 
also as an adviser to many committees. 
He was staff director of the Subcommit- 
tee on Home Rule Reorganization. He 
was staff director of the House Commit- 
tee on the District of Columbia in the 
80th Congress and served as a staff mem- 
ber of the Committee on Expenditures in 
the Executive Departments during the 
82d Congress. 

For the past 6 years he had served as 
executive secretary to the U.S. Delega- 
tion to the Interparliamentary Union. 

I consider Dr. Galloway as a stanch 
advocate of democracy and a strong lead- 
er in helping to bring about a public un- 
derstanding of the true functions of our 
Government and the way it operates. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that I may include with my remarks 
the obituaries of Dr. Galloway, published 
in the Washington Post and New York 
Times of July 30, 1967. 

There being no objection, the obitu- 
aries were ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

From the Washington Post, July 30, 1967] 
GEORGE GALLOWAY DIES; GOVERNMENT 
SPECIALIST 
George B. Galloway, 69, a retired govern- 
ment affairs specialist, died yesterday at his 

home, 4612 29th pl. nw. 

Dr. Galloway had been senior specialist in 
American government at the Library of Con- 
gress from 1946 until his retirement last year. 
He had been in ill health for several months. 

Born in Brooklyn, he received a bachelor’s 
degree from Wesleyan University in 1920, a 
master’s from Washington University in St. 
Louis, Mo., in 1924 and a doctorate from Rob- 
ert Brookings Graduate School here in 1926. 

Dr. Galloway was executive secretary of 
the United States Delegation to the Inter- 
Parliamentary Union from 1958 to 1966. 

In 1945 and 1946, he was secretary of the 
Joint Congressional Committee on the Reor- 
ganization of Congress which introduced the 
LaFollette-Monroney Act, known as the Con- 
gressional Reorganization Act of 1946. 

Earlier, he had been with the Philadelphia 
Bureau of Municipal Research and with Edi- 
torial Research Reports, and had worked as 
a consultant on post-World War II problems 
with the Twentieth Century Fund. He was 
assistant deputy administrator of the Na- 
tional Recovery Administration from 1933 to 


+1935, field representative for the National 


Planning Association from 1935 to 1941 and 
director of the Bureau of Economics of the 
Greater Pennsylvania Council in Harrisburg, 
Pa., in 1932. He was a co-founder of the Na- 
tional Planning Association, 

Dr. Galloway was a lecturer at Ohio State 
University in 1950, at the University of Illi- 
nois in 1952 and at the University of Mary- 
land in 1955. 

He was the author of numerous books and 
pamphlets, includng Congress at the Cross 
roads, The Legislative Process in Congress, 
Congress and Parliament and The History of 
the House of Representatives. 

Dr. Galloway served as president of the 
Wesleyan University Alumni Association of 
Washington in 1942 and was a member of the 
American Political Association, Beta Theta 
Pi social fraternity and the Cosmos Club. 
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He is survived by his wife, Eilene Marie, of 
the home; two sons, David Barnes Galloway, 
editor of the Daily News Miner in Fairbanks, 
Alaska and Jonathan Fuller Galloway, as- 
sistant professor of government at Lake For- 
est College, Lake Forest, II.; a sister, Mrs. 
Charles E. Price of Charlottesville, Va., and 
four grandchildren. 

Dr. Galloway was found dead in his closed 
garage, the motor of his car running, by his 
son Jonathan, police said. According to Dep- 
uty Coroner William J. Brownlee, death re- 
sulted from carbon monoxide poisoning. 


From the New York Times, July 30, 1967] 


GEORGE B. GALLOWAY DIES AT 69; EXPERT ON 
WORKING OF CONGRESS 


WASHINGTON, July 29.—George B. Galloway, 
a leading authority on Congressional affairs, 
was found dead today in a closed garage 
adjoining his home. The police said a note 
had been left and that a ruling was pending 
on his death. He had been ill since his retire- 
ment last year. 

He was 69 years old. 

Dr. Galloway, who held a Doctor of Philoso- 
phy degree from the Robert Brookings 
Graduate School here, was senior specialist 
in American Government with the Legislative 
Reference Service of the Library of Congress 
for 20 years. He retired last December. 

His books included Congress at the Cross- 
roads,” “The Legislative Process in Congress” 
and “The History of the House of Representa- 
tives.” 

In addition to his duties with the Library 
of Congress, Dr. Galloway was executive sec- 
retary of the United States delegation to the 
Inter-Parliamentary Union from 1958 to 1966. 

In 1945 and 1946 he was staff director of the 
Joint Committee on the Organization of Con- 
gress, which drafted the Congressional Re- 
organization Act of 1946. 

Earlier, he had held positions with the 
National Planning Association, of which he 
was a co-founder; Editorial Research Reports, 
and the 20th Century Fund. He also served 
as assistant deputy administrator of the Na- 
tional Recovery Administration from 1933 to 
1935. He was a former vice president of the 
American Political Science Association. 

Dr, Galloway was born in Brooklyn. He re- 

ceived a bachelor of arts degree from Wes- 
leyan University in Middletown, Conn., and 
a Master of Arts degree from Washington 
University in St. Louis. 
He married Eilene Marie Slack of Kansas 
City, Mo., in 1925. She is now senior specialist 
in national defense at the Library of 
Congress. 

Other survivors include two sons, David 
Barnes Galloway, editor of The Daily News 
Mirror of Fairbanks, Alaska, and Jonathan 
Fuller Galloway, assistant professor of gov- 
ernment at Lake Forest College in Illinois, 
and a sister, Mrs. Charles E. Price of Char- 
lottesville, Va. 


Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Colorado yield? 

Mr. DOMINICK. I yield. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I wish to 
join in the statement of the Senator from 
Oklahoma concerning our late beloved 
friend George Galloway. He was a kindly 
and thoughtful gentleman, generous of 
his time and advice. He was a man of 
great ability and distinction. He was 
most useful to all of us. I recall particu- 
larly, in the meetings of the Interpar- 
liamentary Union, how valuable his con- 
tributions were and how much he con- 
tributed to the success of the interna- 
tional gatherings. 

My sympathy goes to his wife, who 
also is an able, competent, and useful 
person in her own right in these matters. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, Mrs. 
Galloway is the senior research specialist 
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of the Library of Congress dealing with 
matters of outer space, and also assists 
the Committee on Armed Services. 


SENATOR MAGNUSON URGES REAL- 
ISTIC AIRPORT PROGRAM 


Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, the 
distinguished senior Senator from Wash- 
ington [Mr. Magnuson] delivered an ad- 
dress, entitled “Aviation’s Biggest Head- 
ache: The Ground Barrier,” on June 29, 
at the Renton Aviation Festival Dinner 
in Renton, Wash. He forcefully outlined 
the greatest problem of aviation today 
which has been characterized as the 
“airport crisis,” and offered some possi- 
ble solutions to the problem. 

The airport crisis is upon us today. It 
has been called by the Secretary of 
Transportation a crisis of convenience. 
But I believe it is also becoming a “‘crisis 
of safety.” This is also recognized by the 
respected senior Senator from Washing- 
ton. 

As chairman of the Senate Commit- 
tee on Commerce which has jurisdiction 
over aviation matters, the senior Sena- 
tor from Washington will have a respon- 
sible and dynamic role in the formula- 
tion of a solution to this national prob- 
lem, as he has had in the past with 
respect to all important aviation legisla- 
tion that has been passed by Congress. 
He has sounded the alarm bell for a mas- 
sive expansion and redirection of our 
existing Federal airport assistance pro- 
gram, and his remarks merit the atten- 
tion of every Member of this body. 

I-ask unanimous consent that the re- 
marks of Senator Macnuson be printed 
at this point in the RECORD, 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

AVIATION’s BIGGEST HEADACHE: “THE GROUND 

BARRIER” 

(Remarks of Warren G. MacNuson. U.S. 
Senator from Washington, at the Renton 
Aviation Festival Dinner, Renton, Wash., 
June 29, 1967) 

As we sit down this evening, there is much 
to look forward to for those of us who are 
vitally interested in aviation and in its im- 
pact on our community. The nation and, 
indeed, the world are looking forward with 
eager anticipation to the soon-to-be flying 
Boeing superjets, the revolutionary 747; the 
exciting product of the inventiveness and 
productive spirit of Boelng’s employees who 
by thelr devotion have set a pace for the 
world to follow in the commercial transport 
industry. 

But even more exciting is that completely 
new breed of commercial aircraft, the dazz- 
ling and magnificent supersonic transport 
whose successful development in our com- 
munity will mean a broad new influence on 
the world of aviation by the people of the 
Pacific Northwest, These amazing new planes 
will completely reshape the entire concept of 
air transport and will bring mankind even 
closer together to seek answers to the ques- 
tions awaiting us on the doorstep of the 
twenty-first century. 

These achievements and others, less spec- 
tacular but nonetheless notable by Boeing 
and our other acro-space industries, have as- 
sured us a continually increasing role in the 
future of aviation and aero-space. 

And yet, despite these glowing indicators 
of health that we all take comfort in this 
evening, there is before us a troubling di- 
lemma growing in intensity but still largely 
unrecognized by the public at large. If not 
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imaginatively met, it could cripple and re- 
tard our vital aviation industry just as it is 
on the brink of an unprecedented era of 
service to all of mankind, 

The dilemma was expressed succinctly re- 
cently by a newspaper writer who noted that 
“commercial aviation is about ready to burst 
through the sound barrier, but the feat won’t 
mean much if it can’t lick the ground bar- 
rier first.” 

He was referring, of course, to the fact that 
the nation’s airports have been badly out- 
distanced by the incredible surge in commer- 
cial and general aviation. 

In fact, the world’s air transport industry 
is heading toward a supersonic paradox. By 
1975 when both U.S. and British-French Su- 
personic transports are due to be in service, 
it will be possible to fly from London to New 
York in about two and one-half hours. On 
the basis of present trends, it may take 
equally as long for air travelers to reach 
Manhattan from Kennedy International Air- 
port. 

The extraordinary increase in aviation ac- 
tivity which we know will be forthcoming in 
the next few years would strain our nation’s 
airport facilities even if at present they had 
substantial unused capacity. But in fact 
many airports are already strained beyond 
their peak capacity. Many of them are stran- 
gling on traffic undreamed of only a few 
years ago, , 

Our present national aviation policy is in- 
adequate to meet the rapid evolution of the 
new aviation age. Growth in domestic aviu- 
tion has overtaken even our most far-sighted 
projections. 

Over the past 15 years, we have witnessed 
å revolution in aviation, a revolution in tech- 
nology, and also in demand. The growth in 
air travel since 1950 has been tremendous 
and in the past few years can only be de- 
scribed as phenomenal. Aviation is one of 
the truly great growth industries of the 
country. Its average annual rate of growth 
during the last 15 years—14 percent—has 
been almost four times the national average. 
Airlines have taken over as the most heavily 
used form of transportation. They claimed 
59 percent of all intercity travel on common 
carriers in 1965, outstripping both busses and 
railways combined. If rates of growth con- 
tinue to follow the accelerated pattern of 
this year, with passenger miles up almost 25 
percent, then by 1970 the figure could be an 
astronomical 100 billion revenue passenger 
miles. 

These incredible figures perhaps mean lit- 
tle in the abstract, but merely a visit to one 
of the nation’s busy hub airports will dra- 
matically paint the picture in visual terms. 

New York would be an impressive starting 
point. That City is the world’s biggest air 
terminal—one of every four U.S. air trips 
begins or ends there, and its three airports 
are rapidly approaching a volume of 100,000 
passengers every day of the year. At Chicago's 
O'Hare International, the world’s busiest 
single airport, more than 78 thousand travel- 
ers moved through the terminal on one rec- 
ord day last year. On that frenzied day, there 
were 2006 aircraft landings and takeoffs— 
during the busiest hour there was one flight 
arriving or departing every 21 seconds, 

To the airport planners of the nation’s 
major cities, this is the beginning of chaos. 
Chicago’s O’Hare cannot handle many more 
flights a day, nor many more passengers, yet 
the demand is rising inexorably. New York's 
airport complex will stand little further 
stretching. The results are frantic, belated 
scrambles for places to put yet more air- 
ports, somewhere, somehow, in the open 
spaces rapidly being covered by urban sprawl 
and inhabited by vocal citizens who profess 
to like airports very much but, of course, 
in someone else’s neighborhood. 

New York has already had some sobering 
days at its airports, the most noteworthy 
being what local airport officials refer to 
as “Black Friday,” September 24, 1965. The 
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weather, that day, was not quite bad enough 
to close the airports completely, but the 
heavy overcast permitted only sporadic fly- 
ing and hundreds of flights were diverted to 
other cities. On the ground, hundreds of 
flights were trying to get out of Kennedy 
International; at times, as many as 80 air- 
craft were jammed nose-to-tail along the 
taxiways, waiting for departure clearances. 
Individual delays amounted to four hours 
and more, and the log jam of planes was not 
cleared away until 3 o’clock in the follow- 
ing morning. 

Mounting demand and limited space have 
already saturated the Washington, D.C., Na- 
tional Airport, where the airlines have agreed 
voluntarily to reduce the number of flights 
rather than risk a possible precedent-setting 
quota system imposed by the government. 
In New York, the most optimistic prediction 
is that by 1970, on the basis of the present 
trend, the average airliner delay will be two 
hours. Delays have become so commonplace 
that one out of every three flights out of 
Kennedy and two out of every three out of 
Newark are delayed. 

The price of this delay at our swamped 
airports is staggering. The Federal Aviation 
Agency tells me that in 1965 air carrier air- 
craft were delayed about 130 thousand hours. 
The cost of delays at the 23 large hub air- 
earrier airports in 1965 to the airlines alone 
was more than 28 million dollars, I have read 
of an estimate saying that more than 41 
million dollars in total out-of-pocket air- 
line operating costs were occasioned by de- 
lays, both in landing and taking off, at air- 
ports with FAA towers in 1965. That unneces- 
sary expense would have allowed the air 
carriers to buy another 8 Boeing 727 tri- 
jets which would only, ironically, add to the 
burden of delay. The cost of these terrific 
snarls generally shows up as increased and 
wasted crew time and extra fuel. But that 
cost does not include the ill-will engendered 
when literally millions of passengers are in- 
convienced because of lack of gate space or 
long lines on the taxiways waiting for run- 
way use, or planes circling upstairs waiting 
to land. The price is high in anger, missed 
connections and missed appointments, Some 
seven million man-hours of passenger delay 
alone were created last year by airport de- 
lays. Taking a very rough average of the 
income of the typical business traveler, it 
means that some 50 million dollars worth 
of productive earning time was not per- 
formed last year because of these airport 
delays. This cost to our nation’s economy is 
indeed high. 

Although many of you fully recognize the 
tremendous burden that airport congestion 
poses to aviation and what it might mean to 
the air transport manufacturing industry 
in the future, too many Americans regard 
this crisis as something that bears no direct 
threat to them. It was disturbing for me to 
note that voters in two large cities have re- 
cently rejected bond issues that would have 
made it possible to meet the opportunities 
which will be afforded by the tremendous 
advances in air transportation. More impor- 
tant, these voters have thwarted, for now, the 
efforts of their community leaders and elected 
Officials who have sought to keep up the 
explosive pace of aviation and keep two steps 
ahead of impending chaos. 

Those who take this narrow and unin- 
formed view do not realize that the jet air- 
plane has liberated the doers of our society 
from the inadequacies of communication by 
letter, memorandum and phone. Today, in 
every walk of life, at the price of a very 
short time out of the office, the airplane has 
made routine that most efficient of all in- 
formation exchanges, the face to face con- 
frontation. Those who do the work of this 
nation, whether they are in business, govern- 
ment, the sciences, art, religion, education or 
the professions, are making more and more 
effective use of the airplane as a means of 
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communication. The buyers and sellers, the 
planners, the instructors, the problem solv- 
ers, the creative talent, the investigators, the 
reporters, the managers on every level, travel 
to see for themselves—to participate in what 
has become the most productive cross-ferti- 
lization of ideas and information in history. 
The strike last year, which closed down 60 
percent of the air transport system, gave us 
new perspective on how important this proc- 
ess has become and how much we now take 
it for granted. 

As the great jets have served as liberators 
of the human bondage to earth and have 
opened up undreamed of opportunities for a 
more productive society, the nation’s air- 
ports have become increasingly important as 
urban centers of transportation and com- 
munication. Well planned and designed air- 
ports are shining urban assets providing 
thousands of jobs, stimulating local business 
and industry and serving as transportation 
hubs of their regions. 

Planning for the future of our air trans- 
port system can play a dramatic role in the 
shaping of our cities of the future. Too often 
the airport has been a hurried appendage to 
our major cities, ill-conceived, poorly situ- 
ated in land areas incompatible with airport 
use and completely divorced from the pat- 
terns of ground transportation which exist 
to keep our cities alive. The stories about 
getting to and from the airports in our ma- 
jor cities are legion. Here in our own area, 
before the freeway was completed, it often 
took longer to get to the airport from down- 
town than did the flight from Seattle to San 
Francisco. In New York, Chicago, Los Angeles 
and every other sizable city in the country, 
the airports lack connections with the mass 
ground transportation systems, although 
Cleveland is now extending its rapid-transit 
lines four miles to reach its airport. Most 
passengers reach the airports by car or cab. 
Los Angeles has already had its own surface 
version of Black Friday—a December day last 
year when the airport parking lots were 
overflowing and thousands more drivers were 
on their way and determined to get into the 
airport. Traffic backed up from the airport 
gates for miles on the surrounding highway 
system—other commuters not bound for the 
airport were caught in the snarl and soon 
whole areas of Los Angeles freeways were 
paralyzed with immobile cars. The jam was 
not untangled for 24 hours. 

This inaccessibility of airports created by 
the failure of ground transportation to allow 
people to move there swiftly and efficiently, 
contributes to the dilemma. 

There are some bright spots on the horizon 
but not many. If this problem is attacked 
with imaginative leadership, our urban com- 
munities have an opportunity to integrate 
airports of the future with the entire metro- 
politan area. They have a chance to make 
our cities’ airports the hub of metropolitan 
transportation and establish them in areas 
where these vital facilities will be a positive 
contribution to the commerce and total 
transportation needs of the community. This 
calls for long-range evaluations and plan- 
ning but it can be and it must be done long 
before crisis steals the initiative and ex- 
pediency becomes the only guiding factor. 

These are the problems and delays we are 
experiencing now. What are these problems 
likely to be 5 years from now, when already 
overcrowded facilities are forced to accom- 
modate twice the traffic we have now. 

The Douglas DC-8-61, the so-called 
stretched jet is already flying, carrying a 
maximum load of 251 passengers. The Boeing 
747, that many of you are working on today, 
will carry up to 390 people and what about 
that talk at Lockheed about an airliner 
carrying up to 1,000 passengers on one plane. 
And then the SST which will be ready to fly 
in 1975. 

Just think what will happen when a half- 
dozen of these giants of the air taxi up to 
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the gates within a few minutes of each other 
at any one of our major air terminals. Can 
you imagine 5,000 people all crowding into 
a terminal at once, all grabbing for phones, 
porters, cabs, buses? Think of the roads be- 
tween the airports and the city, and think 
of the mountains of baggage. Imagine 10 to 
15 thousand suitcases all tumbling into the 
terminal at once, with 5 thousand passengers 
pressing, shoving and grumbling, seeking to 
locate their bags while enveloped in a literal 
sea of luggage. 

T have primarily been discussing the prob- 
lems brought on by the tremendous surge in 
commercial aviation... both passenger 
carriers and freight movers. 

But we would make a grave mistake if 
we didn’t consider, too, the impact of gen- 
eral aviation on our inadequate airports. 
General aviation or private flying accounts 
for almost 75 percent of the operations at 
airports in this country with FAA towers and 
the increased interest in general aviation is 
going to boost this figure still higher. We 
must not overlook the impact of 180 thou- 
sand private aircraft flying in this country— 
trying in many cases to use the same run- 
ways, airports, and terminals utilized by the 
commercial traffic. No one would argue that 
the private planes and the business aircraft 
don’t have just as much right to the air- 
Space and the ground facilities as do the 
commercial operators. The airport problems 
must be approached with a broad view of 
the entire field of aviation, taking into con- 
sideration the needs and desires and the im- 
pact of the general aviation public as well 


‘as the commercial carriers. 


While I have spoken at length about the 
woefully inadequate ground facilities to 
match the wonderful advances in air trans- 
portation, I would be remiss if I didn’t talk 
about some possible solutions. The dilemma 
centers around the fact that this nation has 
never had an adequate national airport policy 
designed to keep ground operations in pace 
with the advances in the air. 

The Federal Airport Act of 1946 is the only 
program at the federal level and it is ex- 
tremely limited. Under the law, federal 
funds are made available to airports on a 
matching basis to assist in the construction 
of runways. For the most part, Federal as- 
sistance under the program has always been 
too little and too late. This year, the Con- 
gress has appropriated a miserly 66 million 
dollars to aid construction and expansion— 
hardly a scratch at the surface when ex- 
amined in the light of the need. Airport 
administrators tell me that the program 
should be funded at the level of at least a 
quarter of a billion dollars a year if we are 
to begin to catch up with current needs. 
Another failing of this program is its ex- 
clusion from eligibility, funds for construc- 
tion and expansion of passenger terminal fa- 
cilities, an area of great unmet need. 

Another critical flaw in this federal pro- 
gram is its failure to provide funds for any 
comprehensive future planning of our total 
aviation needs—the planning that is the key 
to the future of our domestic aviation sys- 
tem. 

All but à couple of this nation’s 665 pub- 
lic airports are under the private control of 
the municipal area in which they operate. 
This, of course, means 665 separate programs 
of airport development. Because there is no 
master planning for the entire aviation sys- 
tem, it is impossible for any individual air- 
port to gauge its future and to anticipate its 
most effective program of development. As a 
result, many airports have not kept pace 
with the jet age. 

A coherent and comprehensive national 
airport policy is urgently needed before we 
can embark upon a systematic strengthening 
of the entire airport system. The President 
last year appointed a blue ribbon task force 
whose major, goal it was to establish such a 
national policy. Unfortunately, this group's 
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report, which was recently completed, may 
never be made public. I'll have more to say 
about this in a few moments. 

Let’s take a look at some of the possible 
solutions. x 

One of the best and most practical long 
term answers to the airport problem is devel- 
opment of new general aviation facilities, 
including general aviation airports, to re- 
lieve the amounting congestion at the major 
metropolitan airports. 

It’s alarming to note that in the areas 
where general aviation facilities are needed 
most, they are disappearing. In 1950, in ten 
major metropolitan areas, there were 340 
airports for general aviation. By 1960, the 
number had dwindled to 316. And now, with 
land becoming more scarce each day, prices 
are skyrocketing, It has become increasingly 
evident over the past several years that the 
business community serviced by the corpo- 
rate aircraft segment of general aviation, is 
moving away from the metropolitan centers 
to suburban areas. Hence, it seems a prudent 

business judgment that airports located in 

suburban areas of major cities be developed 
to provide the necessary service to general 
aviation users. 

One of the most fruitful programs that 
can be implemented by the Federal Aviation 
Administration through the Department of 
Transportation is developing criteria leading 
to this system of satellite suburban airports 
linked to major hub airports by commuter 
air service systems such as vertical or short 
takeoff and landing aircraft now under de- 
velopment. The time to begin is now. Real 
estate near major cities is a premium item 
and a vanishing one. When it does exist, its 
cost is continually accelerating. 

Building general aviation facilities near 
major hubs would be a great benefit for both 
air carriers and general aviation alike. There 
is a growing importance in the differences 
between the types of aircraft both segments 
of the aviation community operate—in terms 
of speed and cockpit systems—and their 
differences are major contributors to the 
congestion problem we're now experiencing. 
An airport system catering to, and especially 
equipped for the needs of the smaller air- 
craft, makes, I think a great deal of sense. 
Ideally, the best solution is constructing 
completely new satellite airports around ma- 
jor cities. The Twin Cities, Minneapolis/St. 
Paul, have shown real leadership in develop- 
ing a series of satellite airports ringing the 
metropolitan area to serve general pleasure 
and business aircraft needs. 

There are other steps, in addition to actu- 
ally building new airports, which promise 
important short-term relief for both seg- 
ments. An important one is construction of 
new runways for both air carriers and gen- 
eral aviation at existing airports. For the 
carriers, new parallel runways capable of 
instrument operations would greatly expand 
the productivity of metropolitan airports. To 
provide general aviation more appropriate 
facilities at major metropolitan airports, it 
would make sense to build runways for their 
exclusive use, enabling both segments to use 
airports to the mutual optimum advantage 
and to eliminate the irritating fact that 
congestion is being caused because both gen- 
eral and commercial are waiting for each 
other to use the same runways even though 
the requirements in most cases are vastly 
different. Sxpansion of airports and creation 
of entirely new facilities will take a lot of 
money—but that money must be forthcom- 
ing if we are to keep pace. 

FAA estimates indicate that some 2.6 bil- 
lion dollars will be needed to expand the 
airport system by 1970 just to meet current 
and pressing demands. 

Many. communities in this nation do not 
have the capacity to raise and spend the 
kind of money their airport needs will de- 
mand in the coming decade. Although our 
major hub airports generally are better 
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equipped to handle the needs of the years 
ahead, many municipalities and other local 
government bodies cannot and will not have 
the financial resources to meet the growing 
needs of general aviation and the expansion 
of commercial aviation. 

Now, I am able to tell you tonight that 
the financial plight that is severely restrict- 
ing our ability to meet the demands of 
modern aviation has been under intensive 
study of a presidential task force for nearly 
a year. The members of this task force come 
from the government, private industry, and 
from the ranks of the nation’s airport ex- 
ecutives. After exhaustive study, they have 
completed a report detailing the needs and 
how they may be best met in the future. 
Their report is now on the President's desk 
at the White House. 

Incredible as it may seem, that task force 
report may never be made public or its major 
recommendations may never be acted upon. 

I have learned that the task force found 
that the number one priority in bringing 
our airports up to date is the establishment 
of a federal non-profit corporation to assist 
airport construction and expansion. 

The purpose of such a corporation would 
be to lend money for the construction and 
expansion of civil airports, including termi- 
nals, and public parking facilities. This cor- 
poration would not, in any way, replace the 
current Federal Aid-to-Airports program. 

In addition, the corporation would guar- 
antee to lenders loans secured by local gov- 
ernment agencies for airport construction, 
expansion and improvement. The corpora- 
tion loans and guarantees could make it 
possible for local government units to bor- 
row money to acquire land options in the 
very early stages of airport planning and 
development—that stage when the land ran 
be acquired more reasonably and adjacent 
land uses can be assessed and planned as to 
their future utilization. 

Under the task force plan, the corpora- 
tion would be able to provide loan funds 
during airport construction; that long period 
running from 3 to 7 years during which the 
airport under construction is bringing in no 
revenue. 

Under the task force’s recommendations, 
the Federal Aid-to-Airports program would 
be continued but its funds would be exclu- 
sively channeled to development and im- 
provement of small airports for general avia- 
tion relief, which would, in turn, ease the 
burden on the major hub passenger termi- 
nals, and other facilities. These grant funds 
would be made available to small commu- 
nities whose airports could not generate 
enough revenue to retire bonds or otherwise 
support themselves. This corporation should, 
says the task force, initially be funded at 2 
billion dollars. 

Now it seems to me, this concept is orig- 
inal and appealing. But the fact remains 
that the report may never see the light. Its 
recommendations may never be put before 
Congress. 

The reason is this. Broad segments of the 
aviation community, I am told, are not in 
agreement with this major recommendation. 
General aviation, I understand, is holding 
out for a massively expanded federal aid pro- 
gram for airport construction, Although I 
sympathize with this point of view, it is not 
realistic. The Federal Aid program was cut 
9 million dollars by Congress this year, With 
the other vital priorities facing the nation 
and with the costly war in Vietnam absorb- 
ing a great deal of our resources, federal aid 
to airports simply will not be significantly 
expanded. So any demands that the federal 
government greatly increase the Federal Aid 
program simply ignore the political realities 
that now exist. 

Furthermore, I am informed that many 
of the airport operators themselves are op- 
posed to the task force recommendations be- 
cause of a provision which would allow the 
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Federal government corporation to finance 
and build airports itself if the corporation 
was satisfied that local authorities could not, 
for some reason, meet the needs of aviation 
in their community. 

So for these reasons, this imaginative task 
force plan may never be made public. The 
White House may not be willing to move 
ahead because of this unfortunate and un- 
timely wrangling between various segments 
of the aviation industry. 

This is an unhealthy and, indeed, a pos- 
sibly catastrophic situation which promises 
to keep us from the job that remains to be 
done if our aviation industry is to grow and 
prosper. 

I am happy to say that the Boeing Com- 
pany has taken a leading role in trying to 
meet the problem head-on. The company 
has sponsored several symposia at which 
experts have sat down to seek answers to 
these difficult problems. Boeing's interest 
and concern is understandable, and its fu- 
ture role should be a major one. 

But until the various interests in this vital 
field of transportation communication and 
industry begin working constructively to- 
gether, putting aside petty jealousies, the 
ground barrier will continue to be the big- 
gest obstacle in the path of the future of 
aviation. 


ANOTHER VIETNAM IN THIS 
HEMISPHERE? 


Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, from 
time to time, I have addressed the Sen- 
ate with respect to some of the problems 
we face in Cuba; and today I hope to 
add a little more information, so that 
Senators who are following the course 
of events in Cuba can be as up to date 
as possible. 

On July 26, Havana, Cuba, became 
the center of attention for the entire 
Communist world. On that day, the 
bearded dictator, Fidel Castro, shouted 
to the world that Communist Cuba is 
carrying on guerrilla wars under the 
very nose of the powerful United States. 
He was able to make this boast because 
of the lodgement of Soviet power in the 
Caribbean and the lethargy by which 
lodgement of that power is viewed by 
the Johnson administration. 

Today, July 31, is perhaps an even 
more important date, for today Commu- 
nists from 27 Latin American countries, 
dependencies, and semicountries, are 
meeting in Havana, there to spend the 
next 8 days plotting and urging expanded 
guerrilla wars against the governments 
of those countries, The purpose? The 
ultimate isolation of the United States 
in the Western Hemisphere. 

These two dates, July 26 and July 31, 
rank in infamy with another date in 
history—January 3, 1966—when 512 
Communist delegates from 84 countries 
met in Havana and established the so- 
called Latin American Solidarity Orga- 
nization which meets in Havana today, 
and a tricontinental organization to pro- 
mote subversion throughout the world. 

Let there be no mistake that the whole 
world is open to this threat. Over the 
past weekend, a call was made from 
Cuba to North Americans, urging them 
to wage Vietnam-style wars in Detroit 
and New York. A clarion call to estab- 
lish guerrilla groups in the United States 
and appeals to coordinate the Latin 
American revolutionary struggle with 
the struggle of American Negroes has 
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been sounded. Black power advocate, 
Stokely Carmichael, has issued these 
appeals from Havana, where he is ob- 
serving” the conference of Revolution- 
ary Forces, He likened racial disturb- 
ances in the United States to “real re- 
bellions” and said the Cuban revolution 
was an inspiration. 

As far back as 1963, I placed in the 
Record information regarding the for- 
mation of the Revolutionary Action 
Movement, known as RAM. This group 
was organized by followers of Robert F. 
Williams. In 1961, Castro granted Wil- 
liams political asylum, and before that 
Williams had traveled to Red China 
and talked with Mao Tse-tung and 
other high-ranking officials. RAM's 
manifesto advocates organized violence 
and the formation of guerrilla bands. 

It is apparent that Fidel Castro will 
attempt to sell his defiant mood to any- 
one who will listen, and it is equally ap- 
parent that a few—and I believe it is 
only a few—are willing to listen to Cas- 
tro’s ravings and agree to his theories 
and tactics of revolution. 

The State Department said nothing to 
alert the American people to the dan- 
gers inherent in the January 3, 1966, 
tricontinental meeting, just as nothing 
is being said today about the Havana 
meeting. Indeed, the administration 
would prefer that the conference go un- 
reported. For the administration is pur- 
suing a policy of rapprochement with 
the very nation—Soviet Russia—which 
is the official sponsor of Cuba’s guer- 
rilla wars. 

In early July, following the Glassboro 
conference between President Johnson 
and Premier Kosygin, Vice President 
HUBERT H. HUMPHREY said that Kosygin 
went to Cuba to stop Castro from ex- 
porting his Communist Cuban revolu- 
tion. Our Vice President reported that 
President Johnson told Kosygin that he 
took a very dim view of Castro’s bel- 
ligerence, which takes the form of main- 
taining at least 40 guerrilla training 
camps and exporting guerrillas to Latin 
America. According to Mr. HUMPHREY, 
Kosygin was so impressed that he im- 
mediately flew to Cuba, and took a firm 
stand” against Castro’s activities. 

As we all know, this simply is not true 
and indicates once more the problems 
of the credibility gap in Washington, or 
at the very least the tendency of this 
administration to operate on wishful 
thinking instead of hard reality. 

Anyone with the slightest knowledge of 
Cuba and Latin America knows that Fidel 
Castro cannot ship one single cartridge 
or train one guerrilla conscript without 
the prior approval of the Soviet Union. 

Mr. HumpHREY’s comment recalls an- 
other made by him a few years back. 
Interviewed by reporters in Washington, 
the Vice President said that it would be 
“obscene” to bomb North Vietnam. A few 
days later, President Johnson renewed 
the bombing of North Vietnam. With this 
record of accuracy, perhaps we can take 
comfort from the Vice President’s re- 
marks. Perhaps we can infer from what 
he said that President Johnson is actual- 
ly about to embark on a meaningful pol- 
icy toward Cuba, and, more important, 
toward the Soviet Union. Unfortunately, 
this does not seem to be the case. 
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The fact is that Premier Kosygin’s 
visit to Cuba was to bolster the Cuban 
dictator, not to reprimand him. Of the 
nine Cuban officials who met and talked 
with the Soviet chief, five of them were 
military men. In fact, Raul Castro, who 
had been on leave to study Communist 
economic, political, and military doc- 
trine, hurriedly reassumed his post as 
Minister of the Armed Forces and met 
with Kosygin in that capacity. And Fidel 
Castro took his Russian overlord on a 
tour of Pinar del Rio Province in precise- 
ly those areas where there is a concentra- 
tion of Soviet arms and military person- 
nel, 

Russian and Cuban complicity in 
training, exporting, and financing guer- 
rilla groups is so great as to be ostenta- 
tious. When four Cuban military officers 
were caught leading a guerrilla expedi- 
tion against Venezuela on May 8, the 
Cuban Government not only admitted 
its role in that expedition, but actually 
boasted that it would continue under- 
mining governments south of our bor- 
ders. Here is what the Communist gov- 
ernment of Cuba had to say: 

We vow to encourage and increase to the 
maximum the support to, and solidarity with, 
revolutionaries in any country in any part of 
the world who either are fighting now, or 
are disposed to fight, against imperialism, 


How explicit can the Communists get? 
Seldom has a great power been provided 
with such clear evidence of the aggressive 
designs of a neighbor. And, unfortunate- 
ly, seldom has a great power been so 
blind to the consequences of that aggres- 
sion. 

The State Department is not noted for 
its quick reflexes. Thus, its leaden re- 
sponse to burgeoning Vietnam-type con- 
flicts in this hemisphere comes as no 
particular surprise to those of us who 
have been watching those conflicts with 
rising alarm. The administration is de- 
termined to recognize the existence of 
only one war at a time—presently the 
one in Vietnam, 10,000 miles away. But 
the fact is that the Communist world is 
waging an undeclared war against gov- 
ernments of this hemisphere from 
Tierra del Fuego to Florida, and this ad- 
ministration says nothing about it either 
to warn the American people or to give 
hope to the Cubans who would like to 
liberate their own country. Compare this 
with the wholly unnecessary and, in- 
deed, highly dangerous intervention in 
an internal squabble in the Congo, con- 
ducted by the State and Defense Depart- 
ments at the order of President Johnson. 

Mr. President, in connection with the 
foregoing statement with respect to the 
Congo, I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the Record a report of the 
answer of President Eisenhower to Ray 
Scherer of the National Broadcasting 
Co. in a news conference of September 
7, 1960, which appeared in the New 
York Times on September 8 of that year. 
President Eisenhower's statement was to 
the effect that under no circumstances 
should there be any unilateral interven- 
tion in the Congo, which was also the 
position taken by President Kennedy 
later on. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 
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[From the New York Times, Sept. 8, 1960] 
EXCERPTS OF STATEMENT OF PRESIDENT EISEN- 
HOWER AT NEWS CONFERENCE ON SEPTEM- 

BER 7, 1960 

The United States deplores the unilateral 
action of the Soviet Union in supplying air- 
craft and other equipment for military pur- 
poses to the Congo, thereby aggravating an 
already serious situation which finds Afri- 
cans killing other Africans. If these planes 
are flown by Soviet military personnel this 
would be contrary to the principles so far 
applied regarding use in the Congo of mili- 
tary contingents from the larger powers. 

“As far as I know, these rules have pre- 
viously been upheld by the Soviet Union it- 
self. Therefore, it would be doubly serious 
if such participation by military units were 
part of an operation in the civil war which 
has recently taken on very ugly overtones. 

“The main responsibility in the case of 
the Congo has been thrown on the United 
Nations as the only organization able to act 
without adding to the risks of spreading the 
conflict, The United Nations maintains very 
strict principles regarding foreign military 
intervention in the Congo or in any coun- 
try. I am sure that within the limits set by 
the charter itself, the United Nations is do- 
ing what it can to uphold these principles 
and will do so in the future. 

“The Constitutional structure of the 
Congo Republic is a question which should 
be worked out peacefully by the Congolese 
themselves. 

“This objective is threatened by the Soviet 
action which seems to be motivated entirely 
by the Soviet Union's political designs in 
Africa. I must repeat that the United States 
takes a most serious view of this action by 
the Soviet Union. In the interest of a peace- 
ful solution in Africa, acceptable to all par- 
ties concerned, I urge the Soviet Union to 
desist from its unilateral activities and to 
demand its support—to lend its support in- 
stead to the practice of collective effort 
through the United Nations.” 

A.—[Continuing] And I might add that 
the United Nations intends—the United 
States intends to give its support to the 
United Nations to whatever they find it nec- 
essary within the limits of the charter to 
keep peace in this region. 


Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I am 
not for a moment downgrading the im- 
portance of Vietnam. What I am sug- 
gesting, however, is that if we plan with 
courage and determination now, perhaps 
we can avoid another Vietnam in this 
hemisphere before it bursts upon us with 
the fury of a cyclone. How many times 
have we heard our State Department 
claim that guerrilla bands in Latin 
America have been wiped out, only to 
see them return to the battle with more 
vigor, better training, and more modern 
equipment? The reports sound like Sec- 
retary McNamara’s reports on Vietnam. 
Secretary of State Rusk only recently 
stated that the Latin nations have con- 
demned the actions of the 1966 tricon- 
tinental conference, saying that they 
were “aware of the threat and ready to 
meet it head on.” This is quite true. But 
I ask this question: What is the United 
States doing to meet the threat head- 
on?” The answer seems to lie only in the 
idea that the more tax money poured 
into Latin America, the less chance there 
is that the Communist guerrillas will be 
successful. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Bur- 
pick in the chair). The time of the Sen- 
ator has expired. 

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may proceed 
for an additional 5 minutes. 
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The. PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOMINICE. Mr. President, let us 
look at the record. From 1961 through 
1966, the U.S. taxpayer has shelled out 
about $1 billion each year in aid. Yet, 
what do we find? We find that guerrilla 
terrorism has forced four Latin Ameri- 
can countries to rule by martial law. 
Take Bolivia as ar example. Because of 
the tremendous increase in guerrilla as- 
saults against that country’s institu- 
tions, Bolivia recently announced that 
funds being allocated for internal de- 
fense against those assaults are being in- 
creased to where they represent nearly 
20 percent of the total national budget. 
Bolivia is a very poor country, and can- 
not long survive such a drain on its econ- 
omy. The United States is now contrib- 
uting $27.5 million in direct aid, an 
amount that most probably has to be in- 
creased. Even more disturbing are con- 
firmed reports that the United States is 
indeed being drawn into a defensive re- 
sponse against the Cuban-exported guer- 
rilla bands, reports which bear an alarm- 
ing similarity to what happened in Viet- 
nam. From 1961 to the end of 1963, the 
number of U.S. military advisers in Viet- 
nam quietly rose from 1,364 to 16,500. 
In the spring of 1965, two Marine bat- 
talions were sent to Vietnam, increasing 
the U.S. military buildup in Vietnam to 
about 55,000 men. Today, nearly half a 
million U.S. troops have been committed 
to the war there. Why? Because of the 
notion of the administration that defen- 
sive wars can be won without a mean- 
ingful U.S. response against the source of 
those wars. That notion is now being 
applied to Latin America. We find that 
military missions are quietly being en- 
larged, and that military advisers are 
being sent to Bolivia and other countries 
in increasing numbers. How long will this 
go on? How long will the increase rise? 
How long will it be until we are faced 
with another Vietnam? 

Meanwhile, the base which is eroding 
governments in Latin America and dis- 
solving the treasure which we are pour- 
ing into that continent, remains not only 
as a sanctuary from attack, but free from 
any meaningful policy whatsoever. Time 
and again we hear that US. policy to- 
ward Cuba is one of isolation and eco- 
nomie denial. The facts seem to be quite 
the reverse. It is the United States which 
is being increasingly isolated in its own 
hemisphere as the guerrilla terrorists fan 
out in Latin America and force govern- 
ments to declare martial law. And it is 
the treasure of our taxpayers that is be- 
ing squandered in such a meaningless 
way, as country after country in Latin 
America and South America experiences 
a flight of capital, clamps on currency re- 
strictions, and pleads for loans. 

It is with a great feeling of humility 
that I recall that the first U.S. Senator 
from the great State of Colorado par- 
ticipated in drafting the joint resolution 
of Congress back in 1898 which placed 
this country squarely on the side of 
Cuban freedom from Spain. Senator 
Henry M. Teller’s sense of duty to man- 
kind is captured in the words of the Teller 
resolution, passed on April 20, 1898: 

The people of the Island of Cuba are, and 
of right ought to be, free and independ- 
ent .. the United States hereby disclaims 
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any disposition or intention to exercise sover- 
eignty, jurisdiction or control over said Is- 
land, except for the pacification thereof, and 
asserts its determination, when that is ac- 
complished, to leave the Government and 
control of the Island to its people 


And it is with a feeling of outrage and 
of sadness that I stand in the Senate to- 
day and see that Cuba has again been oc- 
cupied by a foreign power whose expan- 
sionist doctrine of communism threatens 
the security of this country. And yet, 
there is nothing being done to eject this 
aggressor from our very shores. 

I should like to turn to another joint 
resolution, passed by the Senate and the 
House, and signed by President John F. 
Kennedy on October 3, 1962. It reads: 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives of the United States in Congress 
assembled, That the United States is deter- 
mined— 

(a) To prevent by whatever means ‘may 
be necessary, including the use of arms, the 
Marxist-Leninist regime in Cuba from ex- 
tending, by force or threat of force, its ag- 
gressive activities to any part of this hemi- 
sphere. 

(b) To prevent in Cuba the creation or use 
of externally supported military capability 
endangering the security of the United 
States; and 

(e) To work with the Organization of 
American States and with freedom-loving 
Cubans to support the aspirations of the 
Cuban people for self-determination. 


I said that was the resolution passed 
on October 3, 1962, by Congress—House 
and Senate—and signed by President 
Kennedy. I would say to you, Mr. Presi- 
dent, that we have not carried out the 
words of that resolution in any way 
whatsoever. 

It is time to sound the alarm bells to 
awaken our leaders and our people to the 
menace of expanding aggression in this 
hemisphere. 

Mr. President, on July Fourth, a day 
treasured by all Americans, a speech was 
made before the American Club in Miami 
warning of the critical danger to the 
freedom of millions of Latin Americans. 
The speaker was Mr. Paul Bethel, an 
acknowledged. expert on Cuban affairs 
and a former information officer in the 
U.S. Embassy in Havana before the Com- 
munist takeover. His remarks show a 
deep concern over administration policies 
toward Cuba and are certainly a clear 
warning of what is happening in Latin 
America. His excellent background and 
knowledge of Cuba and Latin America 
warrant a close examination of his talk. 

In today’s Washington Post, colum- 
nists Rowland Evans and Robert Novak, 
have written a penetrating insight into 
Moscow-Havana relationships. The re- 
port, entitled Castro's Hunting License,” 
presents a clear and straightforward 
analysis of the Cuban situation. I ask 
unanimous consent to have these two 
documents printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the speech 
and article were ordered to be printed in 
the Recorp, as follows: 

CUBA AND UNITED STATES POLICY 
(Address by Paul D. Bethel) 

“What is United States policy toward 
Cuba?” The answer seems to lie elsewhere 
than Cuba, or even Latin America. It can 
be described in one phrase: “Rapprochement 
with the Soviet Union.” 

Let me say this, however. There is nothing 
insidious about the word rapprochement. It 
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need not imply a “Munich.” What the word 
means, quite literally, is to establish cordial 
relations with another state. 

What concerns many of us, however, is 
this: “What evidence is there that we can 
attain a state of cordial relations with a 
country and a system which ‘frankly states 
that it is out to bury us?” And we find a 
negative answer in the double-track policies 
developed by the Soviet Union and carried 
out by its worldwide Communist appendages. 
Those policies have given rise to a dangerous 
myth which now appears to have been ac- 
cepted as fact by official Washington. That 
myth is that the Soviet Union has gone 
respectable; that it has withdrawn support 
from guerrilla movements in Latin America; 
that the Soviet Union wants formal diplo- 
matic and trade relations with the countries 
of this hemisphere. This proves—so the myth 
goes—that Fidel Castro is the real villain for 
pursuing the track of violent revolution and 
upsetting the Russian bid for respectability 
in Latin America. 

Indeed, we find many of our most influen- 
tial and respected voices saying that, because 
of this “split,” Fidel Castro and Aleksei Ko- 
sygin are teetering on the brink of a tactical 
and ideological break. The practical effect 
of this myth is to shift suspicion away from 
the Russians and to concentrate it on Fidel 
Castro and his “renegade” revolutionaries. 
In this view of things, the Russians and their 
Communist parties in Latin America are the 
“good guys in the white hats,” and Fidel 
Castro and his guerrilla bands are “dirty 
revolutionaries.” 

The facts of the matter are quite differ- 
ent. Begin with the obvious. Anyone with the 
slightest knowledge of the situation in the 
Caribbean knows perfectly well that Fidel 
Castro could not ship a single cartridge or 
train a single Latin American guerrilla con- 
script without prior Russian approval. This 
is not an age of “do-it-yourself” revolutions 
Communist-style. Everything points to a so- 
phisticated, two-pronged movement employ- 
ing penetration by the “good guys in the 
white hats,” in concert with the guerrila 
depredations of the dirty revolutionaries.” 
Behind this lies a history of planning and 
coordination on a world-wide scale. And that 
is why the war in Vietnam is so important. 
It is the prototype of wars of the future, re- 
lated to what is happening in Latin America; 
and what is happening in Latin America is 
related to Vietnam. 

Behind this lies the kernel of Soviet pol- 
icy, enunciated back on January 6, 1961 by 
Soviet Premier Nikita Khrushchev. In a 
speech to the Soviet hierarchy, he listed sev- 
eral types of wars. After ruling out conven- 
tional war as too risky, Khrushchev arrived 
at what he called “wars of national libera- 
tion” as the most effective means of extend- 
ing Communist domination throughout the 
world. This idea was endorsed by the XXII 
Communist Party Congress in October of that 
same year. And every serious observer of 
Communism knows perfectly well that what 
the Party Congress passes emerges as Com- 
munist doctrine. So it was no accident that 
the lodgement of Soviet power in Cuba was 
followed by the expansion of Vietnam-type 
conflicts in this hemisphere. And it came as 
no surprise that Russia should convene a 
conference of Communists in Havana in 1966 
to carry its policy one step farther—to orga- 
nize Vietnam-style conflicts throughout the 
world. Known as the Tricontinental Confer- 
ence of Havana, the gathering brought to- 
gether 512 Communist delegates from 84 
countries whose collective purpose was the 
creation of guerrilla fronts in as many coun- 
tries as possible to carry on para-military 
wars against the United States, and against 
U.S. interests throughout the world, 

At this point, I want to mention another 
myth; the myth that the Russian-Chinese 
split amounts to a protective barrier for the 
West. The facts are somewhat different. 
Whatever the national and racial differences 
between those two Communist powers—and 
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they are indeed great—they are subordinated 
to the common interest, that of doing in the 
United States and other democratic coun- 
tries around the world. Representatives of 
those two countries sit in Havana cheek-by- 
jowl on the central strategy board which 
directs subversive wars in Asia, Africa, and 
Latin America. And we need only recall a 
recent meeting held in Karlovy, Czecho- 
slovakia. Leonid Brezhnev, First Secretary of 
the Russian Communist Party told 24 Party 
leaders meeting there that the Soviet and 
Red Chinese governments were working to- 
gether to “fight North American imperialism 
and their puppet regimes,” 

The point is this. The Communists usually 
have two policies—one that can be seen, and 
one that remains hidden. And this is no- 
where more apparent than in Latin America, 
where too many of our officials and reporters 
take the “good guy-bad guy” thesis at face 
value. May I say here that this thesis some- 
times finds acceptance within the ranks of 
the Republicans, as well. This is so, perhaps, 
because, as the party out of power, the Re- 
publicans rely in some measure on accounts 
which have been published in newspapers 
and magazines, without, curiously enough, 
realizing that the source for many of those 
stories is the very State Department which 
is one of their favorite targets. An example 
of where a reporter was led down the prim- 
rose path by State Department sources is 
classic. He wrote that Cuban-supported 
guerrilla movements in Latin America are 
virtually dead. His story went like this: U.S. 
officials think that they (the guerrillas) no 
longer are a threat to the security of any 
country.” The story was published in a New 
York paper on May 3. On May 8, four Cuban 
military men led a guerrilla expedition 
against Venezuela, and Venezuela took the 
case to the Organization of American States, 
thus making instant nonsense out of what 
“U.S. officials think.” How many times have 
we heard declarations out of Washington 
claiming that guerrilla movements have been 
smashed in Colombia, Venezuela, Bolivia, 
Guatemala? And how many times have we 
seen them come back, bigger, lustier, and 
more potent than before? For the first time 
in history, the governments of those four 
countries are simultaneously ruling by 
martial law. 

Why guerrilla movements keep resurging 
is due precisely to the success which Russia 
has had in obscuring its double-track policy. 
For example, the New York Times editorial- 
ized on June 27 that “Fidel Castro’s revolu- 
tionary policy is strikingly at odds with the 
one now being followed by Moscow,” thus 
buying at face value the theme that Castro 
is independent of Kremlin policy. However 
appealing this picture may be to those de- 
termined to press for rapprochement with 
the Soviet Union, it is a distorted portrayal 
of Russian designs. Yet it finds currency, in 
another example. An award-winning reporter 
described Soviet moves in Latin America, 
following interviews with U.S. officials and 
an unnamed Third Secretary of a Soviet 
Embassy in an unnamed Latin American 
country. The low-ranking Muscovite, de- 
scribed as a “solid, friendly, young man,” 
was asked by the reporter whether Russian 
support to guerrillas didn’t conflict with 
Soviet overtures for diplomatic ties with 
Latin American countries. Writing that the 
Russian flushed angrily, the reporter quoted 
him: “We do not support adventurers.” And 
the reporter arrived at the conclusion that 
guerrilla movements in Latin America have 
been a total failure, so Russian enthusiasm 
has waned.” There we have it all spelled out, 
clearly and simply—the Russians and their 
Communist appendages in Latin America are 
the good guys; Fidel Castro and his guerrilla 
bands are the bad guys. So, we must con- 
tinue on a course of a rapprochement with 
the lesser of two evils—the Soviet Union. 

Yet, it is the Soviet Union itself which 
is at once the greater and lesser evil. Those 
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of us who were in Cuba before and after 
Castro took power well remember Communist 
strategy at that time. The “good guy,” as 
we all recall, was Fidel Castro, holed up in 
the mountains of Oriente Province. The bad 
guys were members of the city-based Com- 
munist Party—the PSP—tainted because of 
their open collaboration with Fulgencio Ba- 
tista. Eventually, of course, both were re- 
vealed to be different branches of the same 
tree. 

Basically the same strategy is being fol- 
lowed by the Kremlin in Latin America— 
with one important difference. For the most 
part, Cubans and Americans believed that 
Castro was a democrat. The opposite is true 
of opinions regarding the mountain-based 
guerrilla leaders in Latin America. No one 
can be deluded into thinking that César 
Montes, Lutven Petkoff, Douglas Bravo, 
Americo Martin, Tiro Fijo, and so on, are 
democrats. They are breast-beating Com- 
munists, openly allied with Fidel Castro, 
an identification that was damaging to the 
orthodox Communist parties and, ultimately, 
to the Soviet Union. So, in a deft maneuver, 
the Kremlin switched signals. It ordered the 
Communist parties to disengage themselves 
from guerrilla actionists, to disavow them, 
and to don a cloak of respectability. 

Unfortunately, this order has been accepted 
at face value by too many people in this 
country occupying high positions in the gov- 
ernment and the press. Instead of sensing 
that something unwholesome and insidious 
lay behind the Soviet move, they see in it 
an indication that the Russians are going 
respectable. Nothing could be further from 
the truth. The switch was dictated by events. 
First, each time the guerrillas scored success 
in the mountains, Venezuelan and Colom- 
bian authorities cracked down on the rela- 
tively vulnerable city-based Party apparatus, 
threatening it with total extinction. The 
Kremlin needs the Party intact to serve as 
the screen of respectability behind which 
the Soviets seek trade and diplomatic rela- 
tions with Latin American countries. Obvi- 
ously, if the Communist parties are identified 
openly with the guerrillas, they are no less 
an enemy of the state than those same guer- 
rillas. So disengagement was ordered simply 
as a means of self-preservation. Second, the 
Kremlin fully intends to control events, not 
to be swept along by them. The Party is the 
brain and nerve center of all Communist 
operations, the Kremlin controls those oper- 
ations through its Party appendages, and it 
is the Kremlin, not “do-it-yourself” guer- 
rillas, that gives the orders. The Party has 
to be preserved, and the Kremlin is preserv- 
ing it as the main instrument of political 
subversion. 

However, the preservation of the Party 
does not mean, as so many would have it, 
that the guerrillas are left out in the cold. 
Far from it. The guerrillas have their tasks 
to perform as well. But those tasks do not 
include taking over the political direction of 
the entire Communist movement. Their job 
is to make war, to create political and eco- 
nomic instability, to force a flight of capital 
from Latin American countries, and even- 
tually, to make it easier for a strengthened 
Party apparatus to penetrate the govern- 
ments and the countries institutions. And, 
as the situation worsens internally, the Rus- 
slans come forth with offers of economic aid, 
diplomatic recognition, and so on—offers 
which can have no purpose other than to 
place Latin American governments in their 
debt. 

It is for this reason, that of political and 
economic penetration, that the outwardly 
onerous task of supporting the guerrillas was 
given to Fidel Castro. Widely propagandized 
as a wild man, a renegade, obstreperous and 
uncomprising, Castro fits his role perfectly, 
making it relatively easy for observers to 
conclude that he is diametrically opposed to 
Russian diplomatic and economic penetra- 
tion. Communists are superb actors, and 
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Castro ranks among the best. He rants and 
raves on cue, accusing the Soviet Union of 
a sell-out and generally acting out his part 
in a manner that rivals the performance of 
Charlie Chaplin in the “Great Dictator.” 
Actually, however, his role is not amusing, 
and a recent announcement out of Bolivia 
proves it. 

Because of the steadily worsening military 
situation, the government announced re- 
cently that expenditures for internal defense 
against guerrillas had been raised to $12 mil- 
lion a year. This may not seem like much 
money, but consider for a moment that the 
total budget of the Bolivian Government is 
less than $60 million, and you can see the 
seriousness of the situation. It is even more 
serious when we also consider that the 
United States (i.e, the U.S. taxpayer) is 
giving Bolivia another $30 million in direct 

d. 


That our direct aid to-Bolivia will have to 
be increased seems probable, and that Bolivia 
is teetering on the brink of economic disas- 
ter is certain. Or take the example of Colom- 
bia. Though the Minister of the Treasury 
announced in April that imports to that 
country had been cut by a whopping 30%, 
actually the cut is closer to 60%. And why? 
Because of the flight of capital occasioned 
by guerrilla successes, And right on cue, the 
Russians offered to extend trade advantages 
to the Colombian Government in return for 
diplomatic recognition, 

This, then, is Soyiet policy. It is sophisti- 
cated, ruthless, and, more important, it is 
working. The hammer, Cuban-supported 
guerrilla movements of national liberation, 
is pounding democratic governments to a 
Pulp against the anvil of Soviet economic 
and diplomatic penetration. In short, a 
Soviet-propelled Cuba remains our number 
one foreign policy problem today. 

In conclusion I want to point out that 
today is the day that the Freedom of Infor- 
mation Act goes into effect. Under this act, 
the executive branch of the government is 
Supposed to become more open in making 
hitherto unknown information available to 
the public, to the press, and to the Congress. 
I hope it results in more reliable information 
about Soviet moves in Cuba and elsewhere. 
And I, for one, hope that this particular 
Fourth of July will herald the beginning of 
new policies and new aims in our foreign 
affairs. And the very first of those should, 
indeed, must be—know your enemy. He cer- 
tainly knows you. 

Castro’s HUNTING LICENSE 
(By Rowland Evans and Robert Novak) 


Vastly more important tHan the noise 
from the convention of Latin American sub- 
versives today in Havana is the 
little known fact that Fidel Castro now car- 
ries a hunting license from Moscow to spread 
guerrilla warfare throughout the hemisphere 

Although top U.S. policymakers had been 
counting on the Soviet Union to keep a re- 
straining hand on Havana, the situation 
has changed dramatically. Separate and 
reliable informants inside Cuba have passed 
this word to both exile circles and U.S. 
intelligence agencies: 

The Soviet Union for the time being will 
not try to stop Castro from exporting rev- 
olution throughout Latin America his way, 
the violent way. Because everything Cuba 
does is Soviet-subsidized, that means Mos- 
cow will also be paying for Cuba's revolu- 
tionary adventures. 

Just what was said in Havana late in June 
between Castro and Soviet Premier Alexei 
Kosygin remains a mystery, but nobody be- 
lieves the Russian in any way criticized 
Castro’s export of revolution. The fact that 
Kosygin left Cuba with a far warmer fan- 
fare than when he arrived is testimony to 
that. 

Actually, there is little doubt that Moscow 
still prefers a less violent route to the com- 
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munization of the Western Hemisphere. In- 
stead of guerrilla warfare, the Russians see 
greater ultimate success in (1) attempting to 
woo Latin American governments toward 
neutralism and (2) seeking “popular front” 
governments with Communist participation. 

They even talked Castro into following 
this route through 1965 and into early 1966. 
But Castro cannot exist without revolution- 
ary adventure. By mid-1966, he was plotting 
trouble again for four neighbor countries: 
Venezuela, Colombia, Bolivia and Guate- 
mala. 

This led to one of those recurrent father- 
son quarrels between Moscow and Havana. 
The Russians were angered early this year 
when Castroite guerrillas opened an offensive 
in northern Colombia's Santander Province 
just at the moment when a Soviet trade mis- 
sion arrived in Bogota (and, consequently, 
was kept cooling its heels in the Hotel 
Tequendama). For his part, Castro publicly 
denounced the Russians for trafficking with 
the Colombian central government while 
Communists were fighting in the hills. 

But there was little the Russians could do 
about Castro’s swashbuckling short of chok- 
ing off his subsidy. And to take that extreme 
step would endanger the Soviet Union’s only 
bridgehead in the Western Hemisphere. So, 
rather than fight Castro’s tactics, the Rus- 
sians are acquiescing in them. 

This acquiescence, however, is not believed 
to be of permanent duration. That is, if 
Castro's activities do not show some success 
in a reasonable length of time, the Russians 
will demand that he do it their way—or else. 
Just how long that reasonable length of time 
may be, probably not even Castro is sure. 

Cubanologists believe that the failure of 
Castro’s guerrilla offensive could conceivably 
cause him trouble among the Moscow- 
oriented wing of the Cuban Communist 
Party, which has never fully approved of 
either Castro or his tactics. 

Thus, Castro has tried to involve these 
old-line Cuban Communists in responsibility 
for his adventures. Breaking his old practice 
of issuing all major pronouncements under 
his own name, Castro insisted that all mem. 
bers of the Cuban Communist Central Com- 
mittee sign his deflant May 18 justification 
for waging guerrilla war against Venezuela. 

In truth, there is no sure sign that Castro's 
new offensive will be a total failure. Although 
Venezuela is an old hand at coping with Red 
terrorism and Guatemala is getting better at 
it, Castroite guerrilla activity seems to be 
growing in Colombia. Most dangerous of all 
is Bolivia, where the shaky government of 
Gen. Rene Barrientos has been surprisingly 
inept in handling a handful of Communist 
guerrillas. 

Although they tend to downgrade the 
guerrilla menace in Latin America generally, 
U.S. officials admit privately that Bolivia 
could become a base for subversion through- 
out South America unless the Bolivian army 
improves quickly in dealing with the guer- 
rillas. 

If Castro’s limited expenditure of men and 
arms over a brief period of time really does 
yield such rich fruits, it will be increasingly 
difficult for Moscow to argue against the 
violent road to communism, Indeed, it may 
be forced to renew Castro’s hunting license 
for an indefinite period. 


Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I 
point out once again that we have en- 
acted a continuing resolution which was 
designed to guide our foreign policy with 
respect to Cuba. I would say that every 
action indicates the resolution is not be- 
ing carried out by the administration. 
The Congress has taken no action to urge 
that the President follow the policy dic- 
tated in the resolution. 

If this resolution is not meaningful, 
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perhaps we should formally reject the 
policy espoused in the resolution so as 
not to deceive the people of Latin Amer- 
ica as to our intentions with regard to 
Cuba. 

If the resolution still reflects the course 
which Congress wishes to follow, then 
we should initiate action to make the 
resolution meaningful. 


EXECUTIVE SESSION 


Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate go 
into executive session to consider Execu- 
tive H, 90th Congress, first session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


PARTIAL REVISION OF THE RADIO 
REGULATIONS, GENEVA, 1959, 
WITH AN ADDITIONAL PROTOCOL 


The Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider Executive 
H, 90th Congress, first session, a partial 
revision of the Radio Regulations (Ge- 
neva, 1959), with an additional protocol, 
which was read the second time, as 
follows: 


PARTIAL REVISION OF THE RADIO REGULATIONS, 
GENEVA, 1959 

In pursuance of Resolution No. 13 of the 
Ordinary Administrative Radio Conference, 
Geneva, 1959, the Administrative Council of 
the Union at its 18th Session (1963) adopted 
Resolution No. 525 proposing that an Ex- 
traordinary Administrative Radio Confer- 
ence should be convened in order to review 
the provisions of Appendix 26 to the Radio 
Regulations relating to the Aeronautical Mo- 
bile (R) Service and the associated provisions 
of the Radio Regulations. The proposal hav- 
ing been accepted by a majority of the Mem- 
bers of the Union, the first session of the Ex- 
traordinary Administrative Radio Conference 
was held in Geneva from 27th January to 20th 
February 1964. 

During its 20th Session (1965), the Admin- 
istrative Council adopted Resolution No. 563 
by which it decided, with the prior agree- 
ment of the majority of the Members of the 
Union, that the second session of the Ex- 
traordinary Administrative Radio Conference 
should be held in Geneva from 14th March 
1966 for a period of 8 weeks, with the follow- 
ing agenda: 

“On the basis of the decisions taken by the 
preparatory session of the Conference and 
the preparatory work undertaken by the 
LF.R.B., to review and, to the extent con- 
sidered necessary, revise the Frequency Allot- 
ment Plan for the Aeronautical Mobile (R) 
Service contained in Appendix 26 to the Radio 
Regulations, and the Radio Regulations as- 
sociated therewith.” 

The Extraordinary Administrative Radio 
Conference accordingly convened on the ap- 
pointed date, and, in accordance with the 
provisions of Nos. 60 and 61 of the Conven- 
tion, Geneva, 1959, revised the relevant por- 
tions of the Radio Regulations, Geneva, 1959. 
Particulars of these revisions are given in 
the attached Annexes. 

The revised provisions of the Radio Regu- 
lations, Geneva, 1959, shall form an integral 
part of the Radio Regulations which are 
annexed to the International Telecommuni- 
cation Convention. These revised provisions 
shall come into force on and from the first 
of July, 1967, except for the Frequency Allot- 
ment Plan for the Aeronautical Mobile (R) 
Service contained in Appendix 27 which shall 
come into force on and from 0001 hours 
G.M.T. on the tenth of April, 1970. The pro- 
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visions of the Radio Regulations, Geneva, 
1959, which are cancelled, superseded or 
modified by these revised provisions shall be 
abrogated on the dates of coming into force 
of the respective revised provisions. 

The delegates signing this revision of the 
Radio Regulations, Geneva, 1959, hereby de- 
clare that should an administration make 
reservations concerning the application of 
one or more of the revised provisions of the 
Radio Regulations, Geneva, 1959, no other 
administration shall be obliged to observe 
that provision or those provisions in its 
relations with that particular administration. 

In witness whereof the delegates of the 
Members of the Union represented at the 
Extraordinary Administrative Radio Con- 
ference, Geneva, 1966, have signed in the 
names of their respective countries this re- 
vision of the Radio Regulations, Geneva, 
1959, in a single copy which will remain in 
the archives of the International Telecom- 
munication Union and of which a certified 
copy will be delivered to each Member and 
Associate Member of the Union. 

Members and Associate Members of the 
Union shall inform the Secretary-General of 
their approval of the revision of the Radio 
Regulations, Geneva, 1959, by the Extraor- 
dinary Administrative Radio Conference, 
Geneva, 1966. The Secretary-General will in- 
form Members and Associate Members of 
the Union promptly regarding receipt of such 
notifications of approval. 

Done at Geneva, 29th April, 1966. 

[Country References in Translation] 
For Algeria (Democratic and Popular Re- 
public of Algeria) : 
M. HARBI 
M. ABDELWAHAB 
For the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia: 
A. A. DAGHISTANI 
M. N. RIHALLAH 
J. T. DABBAGH 
For the Argentine Republic: 
A. DABINO 
For the Commonwealth of Australia: 
J. D. CAMPBELL 
A. FOXCROFT 
For Belgium: 
P. BOUCHIER 
R. LECOMTE 
For Brazil: 
J. DE ALMEIDA BORDA 
For the People's Republic of Bulgaria: 
J. JABLIN 
For Canada: 
E. B. POWELL 
For China; 
'TSING-CHANG Liv 
T. L. Wane 
H. W. Tren 
AN-KANd CHENG 
For the Republic of Colombia: 
A. TAPIAS ROCHA 
For the Democratic Republic of the Congo: 
A. O. BOLEIA 
For Cuba: 
J. A. VALLADARES TIMONEDA ` 
M. TORRE MENIER 
J. RAURELL VIDAL 
J. M. AGUILAR ALFONSO 
For Denmark: 
P. V. LARSEN 
For the overseas States of the French com- 
munity and the French overseas terri- 
tories: 
M. CHEF 
For Spain: 
P. MARIN ARENZANA 
For the United States of America: 
A. L. LEBEL 
L. LOEVINGER 
W. B. HawTHORNE 
For Ethiopia: 
T. SEBHATA 
H. G. MARIAM 
For France: 
J. M. Gmaup 
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For Ghana: 
B. K. RAKSHIT 
S. V. AMETEWEE 
B. K. ATTUQUAYEFIO 
For the People's Republic of Hungary: 
L. HORVÁTH 
J. VÁSÁRHELYI , 
For the Republic of India; 
S. C. BOSE 
V. M. GOGTE 
For the Republic of Indonesia: 
R. D. ROESBANDI 
For Ireland: 
T. O. DALAIGH 
For Italy: 
A. BIGI 
For Jamaica: 
V. A. PANTON 
H. F. MCNAMEE 
For Japan: 
S. OUCHI 
V. IMUTA 
For the State of Kuwait: 
S. A. AMIN 
M. A. ADWANI 
K. M. ALYAGOUT 
For Luxembourg: 
P. BOUCHIER 
For Malaysia: 
K. P. RAMANATHAN MENON 
For Malta: 
J. V. GALEA 
For Mexico: 
J. J. HERNÁNDEZ G. 
For Norway: 
O. J. SANDVEI 
For New Zealand: 
H. G. ARTHUR 
G. L. Bupp 
For Pakistan: 
A. GHAFOOR 
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For the Kingdom of the Netherlands: 
O. J. SELIS 
H. A. PUTS 
For the People’s Republic of Poland: 
J. RUTKOWSKI 
For Portugal: 
M. AMARO VIEIRA 
A. J. Prazio BAPTISTA 
D. A. Prres Franco 
For the Portuguese overseas provinces: 
M. AMARO VIEIRA 
A. J. Frazão BAPTISTA 
D. A. Pires Franco 
For the Federal Republic of Germany: 
U. MOHR 
R. BINZ 
For the Socialist Republic of Rumania: 
I. PRrRanu 
V. NricoLescu 
C. P. RADULESCU 
For the United Kingdom of Great Britain 
and Northern Ireland, including the 
Channel Islands and the Isle of Man: 
J. C. FARMER 
J. T. PENWARDEN 
For the Republic of Singapore: 
Wan SENG KONG 
For the South African Republic and Ter- 
ritory of Southwest Africa: 
W. L. Browne 
P. P. DU PLESSIS 
For Sweden: 
G. MALMGREN 
For the Swiss Confederation: 
R. MONNAT 
H. A. KIEFFER 
For the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic: 
J. MARSICEK 
M. ZAHRADNICEK 
For the overseas territories for the inter- 
national relations of which the Govern- 
ment of the United Kingdom of Great 
Britain and Northern [Ireland are 
responsible: 
P. D. WEBB 
For Thailand: 
Dr. CHITTI WACHARASINDHU 
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For the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics: 
A. JAROV 
V. Porov 
V. PANAGRIEV 
For the Republic of Venezuela: 
J. M. MEDINA 
T. RUBEN LEAL 
N. V. ALCAZAR 
For the Federated Socialist Republic of 
Yugoslavia: 
M. DAKIC 


ANNEX 1 


Partial Revision of Articles 7, 9 and 20 of the 
Radio Regulations and Appendix 1 there- 
to 


ARTICLE 7 


No. 431 shall be replaced by the follow- 
ing: 

“(MOD) 431: § 5. Frequencies in the bands 
allocated to the aeronautical mobile service 
between 2850 and 18 030 kc/s (see Article 
5) shall be assigned to conformity with the 
provisions of Appendices 26 and 27 and the 
other relevant provisions of these Regula- 
tions.” 2 

ARTICLE 9 

Nos. 540, 552-560, 589-593 and 635 shall be 
replaced by the following: 

“(MOD) 540: (5) The provisions of Nos. 
537 to 539 do not apply to frequency assign- 
ments which are in conformity with the Al- 
lotment Plans appearing in Appendices 25, 
26, and 27 to these Regulations; such fre- 
quency assignments shall be entered in the 
Master Register on receipt of the notice by 
the Board. 

“NOC 552: § 21. (1) Examination of Notices 
concerning Frequency Assignments to Aero- 
nautical Stations in the Aeronautical Mobile 
(R) Service in the Bands allocated exclusive- 
ly to that Service between 2950 and 17 970 
ke/s (see No. 500). 

“NOC 553: (2) The Board shall exam- 
ine each notice covered by No. 552 to de- 
termine whether: 

“MOD 554: (a) the frequency corresponds 
to one of the frequencies specified in Col- 
umn 1 of the Allotment Plan for the Aero- 
nautical Mobile (R) Service contained in 
Part II, Section II, Article 2 of Appendix 
27, or the assignment is the result of a per- 
missive change from one class of emission to 
another and the necessary bandwidth is 
within the channelling arrangement provided 
for in Appendix 27; 

“NOC 555: (b) the limitations of use set 
forth in Column 3 of the Plan have been 
appropriately observed; 

“MOD 556: (c) the notice is in conform- 
ity with the technical principles of the Plan 
set forth in Appendix 27; 

“MOD 557: (d) the area of use is within the 
boundaries of the Areas as set forth in Col- 
umn 2 of the Plan. 

(MOD) 558: (3) In the case of a notice 
in conformity with the provisions of Nos. 554 
to 556, but not with those of No. 557, the 
Board shall examine whether the protection 
specified in Appendix 27, Part I, Section IIA, 
paragraph 5, is afforded to the allotments in 
the Plan. In doing so, the Board shall as- 
sume that the frequency will be used in ac- 
cordance with the “Sharing conditions be- 
tween areas” specified in Appendix 27, Part 
I, Section ITB, paragraph 4. 

“SUP 559 (MOD) 560: (4) All frequency 
assignments referred to in No. 552 shall be 
recorded in the Master Register according to 
the findings reached by the Board. The date 
to be entered in Column 2a or 2b shall be 
that determined according to the relevant 
provisions of Section III of this Article. 

“NOC 589: § 30, (1) Frequency Bands allo- 
cated exclusively to the Aeronautical Mobile 
(R) Service between 2850 and 17 970 ke/s. 

“MOD 590: (2) If the finding is favourable 
with respect to Nos. 554 to 557 the date of 
29 April 1966 shall be entered in Column 2a. 
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“MOD 591: (3) If the finding is favour- 
able with respect to No. 558, the date of 29 
April 1966 shall be entered in Column 2b. 

“NOC 592: (4) In all other cases covered 
by No. 552, the date of receipt of the notice 
by the Board shall be entered in Column 2b. 

“NOC 593: (5) For assignments to stations 
other than aeronautical stations in the Aero- 
nautical Mobile (R) Service, the relevant 
date shall be entered in Column 2b (see Nos. 
525, 526, 530 and 531). 

“(MOD) 635 §47. The provisions of Sec- 
tions V, VI (excepting No. 619) and VII of 
this Article shall not be applied to frequency 
assignments in conformity with the Allot- 
ment Plans contained in Appendices 25, 26 
and 27 to these Regulations.” 


ARTICLE 20 
No. 793 shall be replaced by the following: 
SERVICE DOCUMENTS 


“NOC 789: §1. The following documents 
shall be published by the Secretary General. 

“NOC 790: (1) List I. The International 
Frequency List. This list shall contain: 

“(MOD) 793: (c) the allotments in the 
Allotment Plans included in Appendices 25, 
26 and 27.” 

APPENDIX 1 

Page 337, paragraph 3, shall be replaced by 
by the following: 

“MOD: 3. In any case where there are one 
or more reference frequencies in a particu- 
lar transmission (e.g. in the case of (a) the 
frequency of the reduced carrier in an inde- 
pendent or single sideband emission and (b) 
the frequencies of the sound and vision 
carriers in a television emission), such refer- 
ence frequencies shall be supplied. In the 
case of television broadcasting stations in 
Region 1, each notice shall include, as supple- 
mentary information, both the frequency of 
the other carrier and the assigned frequency. 
For stations in the Aeronautical Mobile (R) 
Service using permitted emissions other 
than DSB, the reference frequency together 
with the appropriate centre frequency of the 
channel listed in the Allotment Plan in 
Appendix 27 shall be supplied as supple- 
mentary information, 

“NOC: APPENDICES TO THE RADIO REGULA- 
TIONS” 

Page 451: The following shall be inserted 
after Appendix 26: 

“ADD: APPENDIX 27 
FREQUENCY ALLOTMENT PLAN FOR THE AERO- 

NAUTICAL MOBILE (R) SERVICE AND RELATED 

INFORMATION” 

(This Appendiz is published separately) 


ANNEX 2 


The following new Appendix 27 (Geneva, 
1966) shall be added to the Radio Regula- 
tions, Geneva, 1959, after Appendix 26 and 
shall replace the provisions of Appendix 26 
relating to the Aeronautical Mobile (R) 
Service. 

APPENDIX 27 
to the Radio Regulations 
Geneva, 1959 
Frequency allotment plan for the Aero- 
nautical Mobile (R) Service and related 
information 

(See Article 7 of the Radio Regulations, 

Geneva, 1959) s 


PART I. GENERAL PROVISIONS 
Section I. Definitions 


1. Frequency Allotment Plan: 

27/1: A plan which shows the frequencies 
to be used in particular areas without spec- 
ifying the stations to which the frequencies 
are to be assigned. 

27/2: 2. The terms to express the different 
methods of frequency distribution as used 
in this Appendix have the following mean- 
ings: 
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Frequency distribution to— French 


English Spanish 


Attribution (attribuer) 
Allotissement (allotit) 5 
Assignation (assignet ) 


Allocation 90 allocate)... 
Allotment s4 
Assignment (to assign) 


Atibon (atribuir). 
eee (adjudicar). 
Asignación (asignar). 


to allot). - 


27/3: 3. A Major World Air Route is a long- 
distance route, made up of one or more seg- 
ments, essentially international in character, 
extending through more than one country 
and requiring long-distance communication 
facilities, 

27/4: 4. A Major World Air Route Area 
(MWARA) is an area embracing a certain 
number of Major World Air Routes, which 
generally follow the same traffic pattern and 
are so related geographically that the same 
frequency families may logically be applied. 

27/5: 5. Regional and Domestic Air Routes 
are all those using the Aeronautical Mobile 
(R) Service not covered by the definition of 
a Major World Air Route in No, 27/3. 

27/6: 6. A Regional and Domestic Air Route 
Area (RDARA) is an area embracing a cer- 
tain number of the air routes defined in 
No, 27/5. 

27/7: 7. A VOLMET Allotment Area is an 
area encompassing all points where an HF 
broadcast facility might be required to oper- 
ate on a family of frequencies common to 
the area. 

27/8: 8. A VOLMET Reception Area is an 
area within which aircraft should be able 
to receive broadcasts from one or more sta- 
tions in the associated VOLMET Allotment 
Area. 

27/9: 9. A Family of Frequencies in the 
Aeronautical Mobile Service is a group of 
frequencies selected from different aeronau- 
tical mobile bands and intended to permit 
communication at any time and over any 
distance between aircraft in flight and ap- 
propriate aeronautical stations. 


Section II. Technical and Operational Prin- 
ciples Used for the Establishment of the 
Plan of Allotment of Frequencies in the 
Aeronautical Mobile (R) Service 

A. DETERMINATION OF CHANNEL WIDTH 


1. Frequency Separation: 

27/10: The frequency separations indi- 
cated in the following table are adequate to 
permit communications using the classes of 
emission referred to in Nos. 27/49-27/53. 


Band kc/s Separa- Band ke/s Separa- 

tion ke/s tion ke/s 
2850-3025 7 6525-6685 7 
3400-3500 7 8815-8965 7 
4650-4700 7 0, 005-10, 100 8 
5450-5480 7 11, 275-11, 400 8 
— 2) 13, 260-13, 360 8 
-5680 7 17,900-17, 970 8 


27/11: (a) It is assumed that for radiotele- 
phone emissions the modulating frequencies 
will be limited to 3000 cycles per second and 
that the occupied bandwidth of other au- 
thorized emissions will not exceed that of 
A3 emissions. 

27/12: (b) The use of channels, as derived 
from the above table (No. 27/10), for the var- 
ious classes of emissions will be subject to 
special arrangements by the administrations 
concerned in order to avoid the harmful in- 
terference which may result from the simul- 
taneous use of the same channel for several 
classes of emission, no inherent priority be- 
ing given to any particular class of emission. 

27/13: (c) It is recognized that two or 
more channels can be derived from each of 
the channels provided under this frequency 
separation plan. 

27/14: (d) The grouping of adjacent chan- 
nels derived from the above table (No. 27/10), 
to permit the satisfaction of particular re- 
quirements will be subject to special arrange- 
ments by the administrations concerned. 


27/15: (e) The arrangements contemplated 
in Nos. 27/12 and 27/14 should be made un- 
der the Articles of the International Tele- 
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communication Convention and the Radio 
Regulations entitled “Special Agreements”. 

2. Frequencies to be Allotted: 

27/16: the list of frequencies to be allot- 
ted in the bands allocated exclusively to 
the Aeronautical Mobile (R) Service, on the 
basis of the frequency separation provided 
for under No. 27/10, will be found in the fol- 
lowing table: 


s 


2850-3025 4650-4700 6525-6685 10 005-10 100 17 900-17 970 
2854 4654 6526 10 17 
2861 4661 6533 10 017 17917 
2868 4668 6540 10 025 17 925 
2875 467557 channels 6547 10 033 17 93315 channels 
2889 4689 9881 10 049 E 
2895 4696 6568 10057 12 channels 17 887 
2903 6575 10 065 17 
2910 6 10 073 
2917 5450-5480 6 10 081 
251 een 18.088 
- channels ~ar 
2938/24 channels Region 2 6610 
2945 6617 
2952 81 6624 11 275-11 400 
2966 5469 4 channels 6638 
2973 5477 6645 11 279) 
2980 __ 6652 11 287 
2987 6659 11 295 
2994 5480-5680 6666 11 303 
3001 6673 | 11311 
3008 6680 11 319 
3015 Lee Vives 
3023.5(R)&(OR) 11 335)15 channels 
8815-8965 11 343 
Gas SESS) 
3400-3500 11 359 
8819 11 387 
=e 8826 11 375 
3404 8833 11 383 
3411 8840 11391 
3418 8847 
3425 8854 
3432 8861 13 260-13 360 
2 = 
3453 [Is channels 28 channels 8882 3 264 
7 = 22 channels 1 25 
3474 8903 13 288 
3481 8910 3 296 
3488 8917 3 304° 
3495 8924 13 312/13 channels 
3499 · 8931 13 320 
8938 13 328 
894 3 336 
8952 13 344 
8959 13 352 
8963" 13 356°" 


567. 
5680 (R) & (OR) 


*Available for Al emission only. 
**Available for Al, A3A, A3H and A3J emissions only. 


3. Channels common to (R) and (OR) 
Services: 

27/17: 3.1 The channels common to the 
(R) and (OR) Services, centred at 3023.5 and 
5680 kc/s are authorized for world-wide use 
as shown in Nos. 27/196 and 27/201. Not- 
withstanding these provisions, the frequency 
5680 kc/s may also be used at aeronautical 
stations for communication with aircraft 
stations when other frequencies of the aero- 
nautical stations are either unavailable or 
unknown. However, this use shall be re- 
stricted to such areas and conditions that 
harmful interference cannot be caused to 
other authorized operations of stations in 
the aeromobile service. 

27/18: 3.2 All stations using 3023.5 and 
5680 kc/s for search and rescue purposes and 
employing single sideband (SSB) shall trans- 
mit a carrier at a level sufficient to permit 
reception on a double sideband (DSB) re- 
ceiver and shall be able to receive DSB trans- 
missions. 

27/19: 3.3 Subject to appropriate co-ordi- 
nation, stations of the Aeronautical Mobile 
(R) Service using the common (R) and (OR) 
channel centred at 3023.5 kc/s may operate 
with their carrier frequency at 3023 ke/s. 

27/20: 4. The International Civil Aviation 


Organization (I. C. A. O.) co-ordinates com- 
munications of the Aeronautical Mobile (R) 
Service with international air operations for 
a large part of the world and this 

tion should be consulted in sppropriste 
cases, particularly in the operational use of 
the frequencies in the Plan. 

5. Adaptation of Allotment Procedure: 

27/21: It is recognized that not all the 
sharing possibilities have been exhausted in 
the Allotment Plan contained in this Appen- 
dix. Therefore, in order to satisfy particular 
operational requirements which are not oth- 
erwise met by this Allotment Plan, Admin- 
istrations may assign frequencies from the 
aeronautical mobile (R) bands in areas 
other than those to which they are allotted 
in this Plan, However, the use of the fre- 
quencies so assigned must not reduce the 
protection to the same frequencies in the 
areas where they are allotted by the Plan 
below that determined by the application of 
the procedure defined in Part I, Section II B 
of this Appendix. 

27/22: 6. When necessary to satisfy the 
needs of international air operations Admin- 
istrations may adapt the allotment procedure 
for the assignment of aeronautical mobile 
(R) frequencies, which assignments shall 
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then be the subject of prior agreement be- 
tween Administrations affected. 

27/23: 7. Resort to the co-ordination de- 
scribed in No, 27/20 shall be made where ap- 
propriate and desirable for the efficient utili- 
zation of the frequencies in question. 


B. INTERFERENCE RANGE CONTOURS 


1. Definition of Contours: 

27/24: 1.1 The transparencies associated 
with this Appendix show, for the frequencies 
stated, contours which indicate the mini- 
mum acceptable distance separating two 
aeronautical stations each having a mean ef- 
fective radiated power of 1.0 kW (for emis- 
sions such as Al, Fl, F2 and unmodulated 
emissions A3 and A3H) producing a protec- 
tion ratio of 15 db of desired signal to inter- 
fering signal on the same frequency at an 
aircraft operating at the limit of the service 
range of the desired aeronautical station 
transmitter. This limit is generally assumed 
to be at the boundary of the area concerned, 
and the service range is not included in the 
contour. 

27/25: 1.2 Two types of transparencies are 
provided for use respectively with the Mer- 
cator projection world maps and the 
Gnomonic projection maps for the polar 
areas. The Mercator projection transparencies 
encompass the area between latitude 60° 
North and 60° South. The Gnomonic pro- 
jection transparencies encompass the areas 
north of latitude 30° North and south of 
latitude 30° South, The Mercator projection 
overlap the Gnomonic projection between 
latitudes 30°-60° North and 80-60% South. 
This overlap is intended to provide continu- 


Areas 


MWARA or VOLMET area to MWARA or VOLMET 3 
area. 


MWARA or VOLMET area to RDARA.........-..-.. 


Bands between: 
Mc/s 
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ity between transparencies of the two pro- 
jections. 

2. Type of maps used; 

27/26: The transparencies mentioned in 
Nos. 27/24 and 27/25, can be used only on a 
world or polar map of the projection and 
scales given on each transparency and will 
not be suitable for use on any other projec- 
tion or scale. The world and polar maps as- 
sociated with this Appendix, depicting 
MWARA, RDARA and VOLMET areas, are to 
the correct scale so that the transparencies 
carrying the interference range contours can 
be directly used on these maps. The auroral 
zones are marked on the polar maps. 

3. Change of Scale of Projection: 

27/27: 3.1 Should any other scale or pro- 
jection be desired, then new interference 
range contours can be drawn to fit the new 
scales or projections, by using the co-ordi- 
nates given in the tables shown below. 

27/28: 3.2 When new transparencies are 
constructed, the intersection of the vertical 
line of symmetry, i.e., the meridian of longi- 
tude and the horizontal line of latitude 
should be at 00° latitude for the 00° con- 
tour, 20°N for the 20° contour, 40°N for 
40° contour, etc. 

27/29: 3.3 The co-ordinates shown in the 
tables under Nos. 27/39-27/48 are given with 
reference to the 180° meridian taken as the 
axis of symmetry for the construction of the 
contours. 

4. Sharing Conditions between Areas: 

27/30: 4.1 The transparencies are con- 
structed on the basis of the following shar- 
ing conditions: 


Sharing conditions 


— 6.6 Night propagation. 
Day propagation. 
Time separation. 
Note: 6.6 Mc/s and 5.6 Mc/s sharing conditions are 
considered to be the same. 
6 Night propagation. 
3 Day propagation. 
a Time separation. 
3 
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27/31: 4.2 The additional “Day” contours 
included for 3 Mc/s, 3.5 Mc/s and 4.7 Mc/s 
are for determining daylight sharing possi- 
bilities. 

5. Method of Use: 

27/32: 5.1 Take the NWARA, RDARA or 
VOLMET area maps associated with this Ap- 
pendix and select the transparency for the 
frequency order and sharing conditions 
under consideration. 

27/33: 5.2 The Gnomonic projections are 
applicable in the polar areas north of 60° 
North and south of 60° South; and the 
Mercator projections are applicable between 
60° North and 60° South. 

27/34; 5.3 Place the centre of the trans- 
parency (i.e., the intersection of the axis of 
symmetry and the latitude line) over the 
boundary of the area or at the location of 
the transmitter. Note the latitude of this 
point and select the contour corresponding 
to this latitude. 

27/35: 5.4 A transmitter located at any 
point outside the contour will result as de- 
fined in No. 27/24, in a protection ratio of 
better than 15 db. 

27/36: 5.5 A transmitter located at any 
point inside the contour will result in a pro- 
tection ratio of less than 15 db. However, if 
the transmitter is located inside the contour 
but the propagation path traverses an au- 
roral zone, it is assumed that the signal at- 
tenuation within this zone will result in a 
protection ratio of better than 15 db. 


volve the transition of the equator. 

27/38: 5.7 For either the north or south 
polar areas the Gnomonic projection trans- 
parency should be positioned so that the 


the arrow pointing towards the pole. 


P Night propagan; 6. Data jor tracing interference contours: 
: ay propagation. 27/39: 3.0 & 3.5 Mc/s day. Data for plotting 
; ae separation. 700 km interference contours, 
1 00° 10° 20° 30° 40° 50° 60° 70° 80° 90° 
itude EY ES — — es ee ee — 

Long. Lat. Long. Lat. Long. Lat. Long. Lat. Long. Lat. Long. Lat. Long. Lat. Long. Lat. Long. Lat. Long. Lat. 
Coordinates for plotting contours. 180, 0 6,3 180,0 16,3 180,0 26,3 180,0 36,3 180,0 46,3 180,0 56,3 180,0 66,3 180, 76,3 180,0 86,3 83,7 
178,9 6,2 178,9 16,2 178,8 26,2 178,6 36,2 178,4 46,2 128,0 56,2 127,3 66,2 175,4 76,2 163,9 86,1 r 83,7 

177, 59 177,8 15,9 177,6 25,9 177,3 35,9 176,9 459 176,2 559 174,7 65,8 171,2 75,8 152,2 85,4 83,7 

176, 8 5,5 176,7 15,4 176,5 25,4 176,1 35,4 175,5 45,4 174,5 55,3 172,5 65,3 167,7 75,1 145,2 84,5 83,7 

175,9 4,8 175,8 14,8 175,5 24,8 175,1 34,7 174,3 44,7 173,0 54,6 170,6 64,5 164,9 74,3 141,9 834 (i 83,7 
175,2 4,0 175,0 14,0 174,7 24,0 174,2 33,9 173,3 43,9 171,8 53,8 169,1 63,6 162,9 73,4 140,8 82,4 @ 83,7 
174,5 3,1 174,4 13,1 174,1 23,0 173,5 33,0 172,5 42,9 171,0 52,8 168,1 62,7 161,8 72,3 141,3 81,3 1 83,7 
174,1 2,2 123,9 12,1 173,6 22,0 173,0 32,0 172,0 41,9 170,4 51,8 167,5 61,6 161,3 71,2 142,8 80,2 83,7 
173,8 1,1 173,7 11,0 173,4 21,0 172,8 30,9 171,8 40,8 170,2 50,7 167,3 60,5 161,5 70,1 144,9 79,2 1 83,7 
173,7 0,0 173,6 9,9 173,3 19,9 172,7 29,8 171,8 39,7 170,3 49,6 167,5 59,4 162,1 69,1 147,6 78,2 r 83,7 

173,8 —1,1 173,7 8 173,4 18,8 172,9 28,7 172,0 38,6 170,6 48,5 168,1 58,3 163,2 68,0 150,5 77,3 83,7 
124.1 —2,2 174,0 7,8 173,8 17,7 173,3 27,7 172,5 37,6 171,2 47,5 169,0 57.4 164,6 67,1 153,8 76,5 83,7 

174,5 —3,0 174,5 6.8 174,3 16,8 173,9 286,7 123,2 36,6 172,1 46,6 170,1 56,4 166,4 2 157,3 75,8 83,7 

175,2 —4,0 175,2 5,9 175,0 15,9 174,6 25,8 174,1 35,8 173,1 45,7 171,4 55,6 168,3 65,5 160,8 75,2 83,7 

175,9 —4,8 175,9 5,2 175,8 15,1 175,5 25,1 175,1 35,1 1743 45,0 172,9 55,0 170,4 64,9 164,6 74,6 83,7 

176,8 —5,5 176,8 4,5 176,8 14,5 176,5 24,5 176,2 34,5 175,6 44,5 174,6 54,4 172,7 64,4 168,4 74,2 83,7 
177,8 —5,9 177,8 4,1 177,8 14,1 177,6 24,1 177,4 34,0 177,0 44,0 176,3 54,0 175,1 64,0 172,2 73,9 83,7 

178,9 —6,2 178,9 3,8 178,9 13,8 178,8 23,8 178,7 33,8 175,5 43,8 178,2 53,8 177,5 63,8 176,1 73,8 83,7 

180,0 —6,3 180,0 3,7 180,9 13,7 180,0 23,7 180,0 33,7 180,0 43,7 180,0 53,7 180,0 63,7 180,0 73,7 @ 83,7 

All longitudes, 
27/40:3.0 Mc/s night. Data for plotting 3500 km interference contours 
1000 00° 10° 20° 30° 40° §0° 60° 70° 80° 90° 

e ee —— ãꝶu91u— — — L— — 

Long. Lat. Long. Lat. Long. Lat. Long. Lat. Long. Lat. Long Lat. Long. Lat. Long. Lat. Long. Lat. Long. Lat. 
Coordinates for plotting contours. 180,0 31,5 180,0 41,5 180,0 51,5 180,0 61,5 180,0 71,5 189,0 81,5 9, 88,5 0, 785 0. 68,5 (0 58,5 
173,9 31,0 173,1 40,9 171,7 50,8 169,3 60,7 164,3 70,4 149,5 79,7 78,0 84,7 25,3 77,7 14.2 68, 3 0 58, 5 

168, 29,4 166,7 39,2 164,2 48,9 160,1 58,4 152,1 67,5 133,9 75,6 90,4 79,7 46,5 75,7 28,0 67,7 (. 58,5 

163,0 26,9 161,1 36,4 158,0 45,8 153,0 54,9 144,2 63,5 127,6 70,7 97,5 74,7 62,9 72,9 41,3 66,7 10 58,5 

158,5 23,6 156,4 32,8 153,2 41,9 148,0 50,6 139,7 58,7 125,7 65,6 103,3 69,8 75,9 69,7 53,8 65,4 i 58,5 

154,9 19,6 152,9 28,6 149,8 37,4 144, 45,8 137,5 53,6 126,0 60,3 108,7 65,0 86,6 66,4 65,5 63,9 (i 58,5 

152,0 15,1 150,3 23,9 147,6 32,5 143,4 40,7 137,0 48,4 127,6 55,2 113,9 60,3 95,8 62,9 76,4 623 (. 58,5 

150.1 10,3 148,7 18,9 146,4 27,4 142,9 35,5 137,6 43,2 129,9 50,2 118,9 55,9 104,1 59,6 86,7 60,5 ¢i 58,5 

148,9 5,2 148,0 13,7 146,3 22,1 143,4 30,3 139,1 38,1 132,9 45,4 124,1 51,6 111,9 56,3 96,5 58,8 58,5 


Footnote at end of table. 
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27/41 


3.5 Mc/s night. Data for plotting 4000 km interference contours 
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Coordinates for plotting contours. 180, 0 


1 All longitudes. 


27/42: 4.7 Mc/s day. Data for plotting 1200 km interference contours 
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27/43: 4.7 Mc/s night & 10.0 Mc/s day. Data for plotting 5500 km interference contours 
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27/44: 5.6 Mc/s day. Data for plotting 1500 km interference contours. 
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5.6 & 6.6 Mc/s night. Data for plotting 6500 km interference contours. 
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: 6.6 Mc/s day. Data for plotting 1900 km interference contours. 
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27/47: 9.0 Mc/s day. Data for plotting 3800 km interference contours 


July 31, 1967 


: 60° 70° 80° 90° 
Latitude EE EERE, N ee 
Long. Lat. Long. Lat. Long. Lat. Long. Lat. Long. Lat. Long. Lat. Long. Lat. Long. Lat. Long. Lat. Long. Lat. 
Coordinates for plotting contours. 180,0 34,2 180,0 44,2 180,0 54,2 180,0 64,2 180,0 74,2 189.0 84.2 0. 35.8 0, 25.8 0, 85.8 ¢ 55,8 
173,3 33,6 172.3 43,5 170,6 53,4 167,5 63,2 160,6 72,9 137,8 81,6 56,0 83,2 22,4 75,1 13,7 65,6 r 55,8 
166,9 31,9 165,1 41,6 162, 51,2 157,0 60,6 146,8 69,4 123,5 76,7 77,1 78,6 42,0 73,3 27,0 65,0 r 55,8 
161,2 29,1 158,9 38,5 155,3 47,8 149,3 56,6 138, 64,8 119,5 71.2 88,4 73,7 58,2 70,7 39,9 640 (. 55,8 
156,4 25,5 154,0 34,6 150,2 43,4 144,2 51,9 134,6 59,5 119,2 65,6 96,4 68,7 71,4 67,6 52,2 628 @ 55,8 
152,5 21,2 150,2 30,0 146, 38,5 141.2 46,6 133,0 53,9 120,6 60,0 103.2 63,8 82,5 64,3 63,8 61,3 ( 55,8 
149,5 16,3 147,6 24,9 144,4 33,2 139,8 41,1 132,9. 48,3 123,0 54,5 109,3 59,0 92,9 60,8 747 597 @ 55,8 
147,4 11,1 145,9 19,4 143,4 27,6 139,6 35,5 134, 42,8 126.0 49,2 115,1 54,3 101,0 57,5 85,1 58,0 r 55,8 
146,2 5,6 145,2 13,9 143,3 22,0 140,3 29,9 135,9 37,3 129,5 44,1 120,7 49,9 109,1 54,2 949 56,2 ( 55,8 
145,8 0,0 145,4 8,3 144,1 16,4 141,9. 24,4 138,4 32,1 133.4 39,3 126,3 45,7 116,7 51,0 104.3 54,5 x 55,8 
146,2 —5,6 146,3 2,7 145,7 11,0 144,1 19,2 141,5 27,2 137,6 34,8 132,0 41,9 124,1 -48,1 113,4 52,9 r 55,8 
147,4 —11,1 148,1 —2,6 147,9 5,9 147,0 14,3 145,1 22,6 142,1 30,7 137.7 38,3 131,3 45,4 122,2 51,4 (1 55,8 
149,5 —16,3 150,6 —7,7 150,9 1,1 150,4 9,8 149,1 18,4 146,9 26,9 143,5 35,2 138,3 42,9 130,8 50,0 ' 55,8 
152,5 —21,2 153,9 —12,3 154.5 —3,2 154.4 5.8 153.6 14,8 152,0 23,7 149.3 32,4 145,3 40,8 139,2 48,7 r 55,8 
156,4 —25,5 157,9 —16,3 158, —7,0 158,8 2,3 158,4 11,6 157,2 20,9 155,3 30,1 152,3 39,0 147,5 47,7 r 55,8 
161.2 —29,1 162,6. —19,6 163,4 —10,1 163,7 —0,5 163,5 9,1 162,7 18,7 161,4 28,2 159,2 37,6 155,7 46,9 i) 55,8 
166,9 —31,9 168,0 —22,1 168,7 —12, 3 168,9 —2, 5 168,8- 7,3 168,4 17,1 167,6 26,9 166,1 36,6 163,8 46,3 ( 55,8 
173.3 —33,6 173,9 —23, 174,2 —13,7 174,4 —3,8 174.4 6,2 174,2 16.1 173.3 26,1 173.1 36,0 121.9 45,9 r 55,8 
180,0 —34,2 180,0 —24,2 180,0 —14,2 180,0 —4,2 180,0 5,8 180, 15,8 180,0 25,8 180,0 35,8 180,0 45,8 1) 55,8 
w M i -— a L n i a I — — — —p p O o E 
1 All longitudes. 
27/48: 11.3 Mc/s day. Data for plotting 6000 km interference contours 
AR 00° 10° 20° 30° 40° 50° 60° 70° 80° 90° 
atitude — — a. Ar E OEN eee 
Long. Lat. Long. Lat. Long. Lat. Long. Lat. Long. Lat. Long. Lat. Long. Lat. Long. Lat. Long. Lat. Long. Lat. 
Coordinates for plotting 180,0 54,0 180,0 64,0 180,0 74,0 180,0 84,0 0 86,0 0 76.0 0 66,0 0 „50 0 46. 0 36,0 
contours. 
166,6 52,8 162,3 62,5 153.3 71,8 128.2 79,7 66,2 81,2 31,1 74.2 19,5 65,1 144 556 11,6 45,8 36,0 
154,8 49,5 148,2 58,3 136,6 66,3 115,0 72,2 82,1 73,8 53,5 69,9 37,2 62,8 28,3 543 23,2 45,3 36,0 
145,5 44,5 138,5 52,4 127,7 59,3 111,4 64,2 90,0 66,1 68,6 64,2 52,3 59,2 41,5 52,4 34,5 44,5 36,0 
138,5 38,3 132,2 45,4 123.2 51,6 111,0 58,2 95,7 58,5 79,4 58,1 65,0 55,0 53,7 49,8 45,7 43,4 36,0 
133,5 31.3 128, 37.9 121,1 43,6 111,9 48,1 100,6 50,9 88.1 51,7 75,8 50,3 65,1 46,9 56,5 42,0 36,0 
130,0 23,9 126,0 30,0 120,6 35,5 113,6 40,1 105,2 43,4 95,5 45,3 85,4 45.3 75,7 43,7 67,1 40,5 36,0 
127, 16,1 124,9 22,0 121,1 27,5 116,0 32,2 109,7 36,1 102,3 38,9 94,1 40,3 85,6 40,3 77,4 38,3 36,0 
126, 8,1 124,8 13,9 122,3 19,5 118,8 24.6 114,3 29,0 108,7 32,7 102,2 35,4 95,0 36,9 87,4 37,1 36,0 
126, 0 0,0 125, 5,9 124.3 11.6 122,2 17,1 119,1 22,2 115,0 26,3 110,0 30,6 104,0 33,5 97,2 35,4 36,0 
126,4 —8,1 127,1 —2,1 127.0 4.0 126,0 9,9 124,2 15,7 121,4 21,1 117,5 26,0 112,7 30,3 106,8 33,7 36, 0 
127,7 —16,1 129, —9,8 130,4 —3,4 130,4 3,1 129,6 9,5 127.8 15,8 125,1 21,8 121,2 27,2 116,2 32,1 36,0 
130.0 —23,9 132,8 —17,2 134,6 —10,3 135.4 —3,2 135,4 3,9 134,5 11,0 132,6 17,9 129,7 24,5 125,5 30,6 36,0 
133,5 —31,3 137,2 —24,2 139,7 —16,7 141,1 —9,0 141,7 —1,2 141,4 6,7 140,2 14,4 138,1 22,0 134,7 29,2 36,0 
138,5 —38,3 142,9 —30,5 145,8 —22,4 147,6 —14,1 148.5 —5,6 148,6 3.9 148,0 11,5 146,4 19,9 143,9 28,1 36,0 
145,5 —44,5 150,0 —36,0 152,9 —27,2 154,8 —18,2 155,6 —9,1 156,1 —0,0 155,8 9,1 154.8 18,2 152,9 27,2 36,0 
154,8 —49,5 158,7 —40,3 161,2 —30,9 162,7 —21,4 163,6 —11,8 163,9 —2,2 163,8 7.4 163,2 17,0 162,0 26,5 36,0 
166,6 —52,8 163,9 —43,0 170,3 —33,2 171,2 —23,3 171,7 —13,4 171,0 —3,5 171,9 6,4 171,9 16,3 171,0 26,1 36,0 
180,0 —54,0 180,0 —44,0 180,0 —34,0 180,0 —24,0 180,0 —14,0 180,0 —4,0 180,0 6,0 180.0 16,0 180,0 26,0 36,0 
EEE 
1 All longitudes. 
C. CLASSES OF EMISSION AND POWER 27/53: 1.3 Facsimile: with modulation of powers supplied to the antenna transmission 


1. Classes of emission: 

27/49: In the Aeronautical Mobile (R) 
Service the use of emissions such as those 
listed below is permissible provided that 
such use: 

compiles with the provisions of Nos. 27/10- 
27/16 and Nos. 27/63-27/73 and; 


the main carrier either directly or by a fre- 
quency-modulated sub-carrier (4A). 

2. Power: 

27/54: 2.1 Unless otherwise specified in 


Part II of this Appendix, the peak envelope 


line shall not exceed the maximum values 
indicated in the table below; the correspond- 
ing peak effective radiated powers being as- 
smeg to. be equal to two-thirds of these 
values: 


does not cause harmful interference to Class of emission Stations Maximum peak envelope power 
other users of the frequency. Al FL F2 Aeronautical stations 1.5 kW 

27/50: 1.1 Telephony Amplitude modula- Aircraft stations 75 W 
tion: : 

A3 A3H Aeronautical stations wW 

doubled sideband, (A3). (100 percent modulated) Aircraft stations 200 la 

single sideband, reduced 8 8 > ae e 

single sideband, full carrier, ). r emissions as: : : 

single sideband, suppressed carrier, (A3J). a 77 5 8 . 5 of kw 


two independent sidebands, (A3B) . 

1.2 Telegraphy (including automatic data 
transmissions) . 

1.2.1 Amplitude modulation: 

telegraphy without the use of a modulat- 
ing audio frequency (by on-off keying), (A1). 

telegraphy by the on-off keying of an am- 
plitude-modulating audio frequency or audio 
frequencies, or by the on-off keying of the 
modulated emission (A2). 

multichannel voice frequency telegraphy, 
single sideband, reduced carrier (ATA). 

multichannel voice frequency telegraphy, 
single sideband, full carrier (A7H). 

multichannel voice frequency telegraphy, 
single sideband, suppressed carrier (A7J). 

27/52: 1.2.2 Frequency modulation: 

telegraphy by frequency shift keying with- 
out the use of a modulating audio frequency, 
one or two frequencies being emitted at any 
instant (F1). 

telegraphy by the on-off keying of a fre- 
quency modulating audio frequency or by the 
on-off keying of a frequency-modulated emis- 
sion (F2). 


27/55: 2.2 It is assumed that the maxi- 
mum peak envelope powers specified above 
for aeronautical stations will produce the 
mean effective radiated power of 1 kW (for 
emissions such as Al, Fl, F2 and unmodu- 
lated A3 and A3H emissions) used as a basis 
for the interference range contours. 

27/56: 2.3 In order to provide satisfactory 
communication with aircraft, aeronautical 
stations serving MWARAs or VOLMET areas 
may exceed the power limits specified in No. 
27/54. In each such case, the administration 
having jurisdiction over the aeronautical sta- 
tion shall ensure: 

27/57: (a) that when there is any possibil- 
ity of harmful interference co-ordination is 
effected with the administrations concerned; 

27/58: (b) that harmful interference is 
not caused to stations using frequencies in 
accordance with the applicable provisions of 
the Allotment Plan; 

27/59: (c) that in other MWARAs, 
RDARAs or VOLMET areas allotted the same 


frequencies, the specified protection ratios 
within the boundaries of those areas shall be 
maintained; 

27/60: (d) that the directional character- 
istics of the antenna are such as to minimize 
radiation in unnecessary directions, particu- 
larly towards other MWARAs, RDARAs or 
VOLMET areas which have been allotted the 
same frequencies; 

27/61: (e) that, in accordance with the 
Radio Regulations, all details of the assign- 
ment(s), including the transmitting antenna 
characteristics shall be notified to the 
IF RB. 

27/62: 2.4 It is recognized that the power 
employed by aircraft transmitters may, in 
practice, exceed the limits specified in No. 
27/54. However, the use of such increased 
power shall not cause harmful interference 
to stations using frequencies in accordance 
with the technical principles on which the 
Allotment Plan is based. 


July 31, 1967 


3. Technical provisions relating to the use 
of single sideband emissions: 
27/63: 3.1 Definitions of carrier modes: 


Level N (db) of the carrier 


Carrier mode with respect to peak 
envelope power 
Full carrier (A3) O>N>—6 
Reduced carrier (a3 —6>N>—26 
Suppressed carrier (A3J) —26>N 


27/64: 3.2 Modes of operation: A trans- 
mitter equipped only for single sideband op- 
eration and operating in an environment in- 
cluding double sideband stations shall be 
capable of operation in at least both of the 
following modes: 

full carrier mode (A3H), 

suppressed carrier mode (A3J). 

3.3 Tolerance for levels of SSB emission 
outside the necessary bandwidth; 

27/65: 3.3.1 In a single sideband A3H, 
A3A or A3J transmission, the mean power of 
any emission supplied to the antenna trans- 
mission line of an aeronautical or aircraft 
station on any discrete frequency, shall be 
less than the mean power (P.) of the trans- 
mitter in accordance with the following 
table: 


27/66: 3.3.2. 

Frequency separation A Minimum attenuation 
from the assigned frequency below mean power (Pa) 
55 db 

58816 35 
fie Aircraft stations: 40 
<A 6432105 stations: 
43 ＋ 10 logt® Pio-watts) 


3.4 Channel utilization: 

27/67: 3.4.1 A station using single sideband 
emissions shall be considered to be operating 
in accordance with the Allotment Plan if the 
necessary bandwidth is confined within 
either the upper or the lower half of the 
ehannel provided for double sideband emis- 
sions. 

27/68: 3.4.2 Subject to the provisions of 
No. 27/12, and to the following conditions, a 
station using single sideband emissions may 
operate either in the upper half or in the 
lower half of a double sideband channel 
designated by its centre frequency in the Al- 
lotment Plan: 

27/69 (a) when operating in the upper half 
of the channel, the station shall use upper 
sideband emissions with the carrier at the 
channel centre frequency listed in the Al- 
lotment Plan; 

27/70: (b) equipment capable of operating 
only on integral multiples of 1 kc/s shall be 
restricted to the upper halves of the channels 
listed in the Allotment Plan, when operated 
in channels having a width of 7 keys: 

27/71: (e) when operating in the lower 
half of the channel, the station shall use 
upper sideband emissions with the carrier 
at the following value below the channel 
centre frequency listed in the Allotment 
Plan: 


Carrier (reference) frequency 


Band relative to centre frequency 
of channel 
2,3, 4,5, 6, and 8 Mos 3500 c/s below. 
16, 1, 13, and 17 Wes. 4000 c/s below. 


4. Assigned frequencies: 

27/72: 4.1 The assigned frequency for sin- 
gle sideband radio-telephone emissions shall 
be at a value 1500 cycles above the carrier 
(reference) frequency. 

27/73: 4.2 Stations employing double side- 
band emissions (A3) shall operate with as- 
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signed frequencies at the values listed in the 
Allotment Plan. 


Part II. PLAN FOR THE ALLOTMENT OF FRE- 
QUENCIES FOR THE AERONAUTICAL MOBILE 
(R) SERVICE IN THE EXCLUSIVE BANDS BE- 
TWEEN 2850 AND 17 970 Kc/s 


Section I. Description of the boundaries of 
the MWARA, RDARA, sub-RDARA and 
VOLMET areas 
27/74: 1. The boundary descriptions which 

follow delineate the areas to which frequen- 

cies are allotted under the Frequency Allot- 
ment Plan. 

27/75: 2. These areas are shown graphi- 
cally on the maps associated with this Ap- 
pendix. If there is any difference between 
the areas as shown on the maps and as de- 
scribed, the written description is to be con- 
sidered correct. 

27/76: 3. The mention of the name of a 
country or of a territory in the descriptions 
or on the maps, and the tracing of borders 
on the maps, do not imply, on the part of 
the I. T. U., any position with respect to the 
political status of such a country or terri- 
tory, or official recognition of these borders. 

27/77: 4. In the description of the Major 
World Air Route Areas (MWARAs) all lines 
between points not otherwise specified are 
defined as great circles. 

27/78: In the description of the Regional 
and Domestic Air Route Areas (RDARAs) 
and Sub-Areas all lines between points not 
otherwise specified are defined as straight 
lines on a Mercator Projection map. 

27/79: In the description of the VOLMET 
areas all lines between points are defined as 
great circles, 

ARTICLE 1. DESCRIPTION OF THE BOUNDARIES OF 
THE MAJOR WORLD AIR ROUTE AREAS 
(MWARAS) 

27/80: Major World Air Route Area— 
CARIBBEAN (MWARA-CAR) 

From the point 20°N 120°W through the 
points 35°N 120°W, 35°N 85°W, 43°N 74°W, 
40°N 60°W, 00° 48°W, 00° 80°W, to the point 
20°N 120° W. 

27/81: (Note: Only one family of frequen- 
cies allotted to this area is available for ex- 
tension to the mid-point of the air route be- 
tween Mexico City and Tahiti.) 

27/82: Major World Air Route Area— 
CENTRAL EAST PACIFIC (MWRAR-CEP) 

From the point 50°N 122°W through the 
points 38°N, 120°W, 32°N 117°W, 20°S 145°W, 
20°S 152°W, 22°N 159°W, to the point 50°N 
122°W. 

27/83: Major World Air Route Area— 
CENTRAL WEST PACIFIC (MWARA-CWP) 

From the point 17°N 155°W through the 
points 10°N 160°E, 10°N 117°E, 23°N 114°E, 
40°N 117°E, 25°N 155°W, to the point 17°N 
155°W. 

27/84: Major World Air Route Area— 
EUROPE (MWARA-EU) 

From the point 33°N 12°W through the 
points 54°N 12°W, 70°N 00°, 74°N 40°E, 40°N 
40°E, 40°N 36°E, 29°N 35°30’E, 32°N 13°E, to 
the point 33°N 12°Ww. 

27/85: Major World Air Route Area—FAR 
EAST (MWARA-FE) 

From the point 24°N 88°E through the 
points 35°N 132°E, 37°N 143°E, 35°N 143°E, 
10°N 126°E, 07°S 106°E, to the point 24°N 
88°E. 

27/86: Major World Air Route Area MID- 
DLE EAST (MWARA-ME) 

From the point 50°N 80°E through the 
points 31°N 80°E, 29°N 85°E, 08°N 75°E, 22°N 
56°E, 16°N 42°E, 30°N 30°E, 51°N 30°E, 57°N 
37°E, to the point 50°N 80°E. 

27/87: Major World Air Route Area— 
NORTH ATLANTIC (MWARA-NA) 

From the North Pole through the points 
49°N 100°W, 49°N 74°W, 39°N 78°W, 18°N 
66°W, OS N 55°W, 16°N 26°W, 32°N OG W, 
44°N 02°E, 60°N 20°E, to the North Pole. 

27/88: Note: In order to clarify the fre- 
quency allotments in this MWARA, the area 
has been divided into three sectors desig- 
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nated NA-1, NA-2 and NA-3 for purposes of 
reference. A description of the NA-1, NA-2 
and NA-3 sectors is given below. 

27/89: Sector—NORTH ATLANTIC-1 (NA- 
1) 

From the point 49°N 74°W through the 
points 49°N 100°W, to the North Pole, to 
60°N 20°E, 68°N 20°W, to the point 49°N 
74 W. 

27/90 Note: Only one family of frequencies, 
which is allotted to MWARA-NA and noted 
in the Frequency Allotment Plan as (NA-1), 
is available for use in this sector. 

27/91 Sector—NORTH ATLANTIC-2 (NA- 
2) 

From the point 39°N 78°W through the 
Points 49°N 74°W, 68°N 20°W, 60°N 20°E, 
44°N 02°E, 35°N 26°W, to the point 39°N 
78 W. 

27/92: Sector NORTH ATLANTIC-3 (NA 
3) 

From the point 39 N 78°W through the 
points 35°N 26°W, 44°N 02°E, 32°N 08°W, 
16°N 26°W, 05°N 55°W, 18°N 66°W, to the 
point 39°N 78°W. 

27/93: Note: Only one family of frequen- 
cies, which is allotted to MWARA-NA and 
noted in the Frequency Allotment Plan as 
(NA-3) is available for use in this sector. 

27/94: Major World Air Route Area— 
NORTH PACIFIC (MWARA-NP) 

From the point 50°N 166°E through the 
points 75°N 150°W, 75°N 90°W, 55°N 110°W, 
46 N 122°W, 50°N 170°W, 33°N 138°E, 52°N 
132°E, to the point 50°N 166°E. 


27/95: Major World Air Route Area— 
NORTH-SOUTH AFRICA-1 (MWARA- 
NSA-1) 


From the point 05°N 03°W through the 
points 37°N O3 W, 37°N 14°E, 00° 28°E, 
11°S 28°E, 20°S 35°E, 31°S 35°E, 31°S 17°E, 
to the point 05°N 03°W. 

27/96: Major World Air Route Area— 
NORTH-SOUTH AFRICA-2 (MWARA-— 
NSA-2) 

From the point 00° 24°E through the points 
37°N O7eE, 37°N 86°E, 80°N 35%, 10°N 52°E, 
22°S 60°E, 30°S 34%, 30°S 24°E, to the point 
00° 24 E. 

27/97 Note: Only one family of frequencies 
allotted to this area is available for extension 
through Cocos Islands to Western Australia. 

27/98 Major World Air Route Area— 
SOUTH ATLANTIC (MWARA-SA) 

From the point 40°N 03°W through the 
points 05°N 03°W, 20°S 20°W, 22°30'S, 42°w, 
15°S 50°W, 00° 38° W. 40°N 15°W, to the point 
40°N 03°W. 

27/99 Note: Only one family of frequencies 
allotted to this area is available for extension 
to Buenos Aires. 

27/100 Major World Air Route Area 
SOUTH AMERICA-1 (MWARA-SAM-1) 

From the point 36°S 73°W through the 
points 00° 93°W, 15°N 103°W, 15°N 75° W, 
O5 N 75 . 20°S 50°W, 36°S 52°W, to the 
point 368 73° Ww. 

27/101 Major World Air Route Area— 
SOUTH AMERICA-2 (MWARA-SAM-2) 

From the point 34°S 74°W through the 
points 24°S 60°W, 02°N 79°W, 15°N 83°w, 
15°N 60°W, 10°N 60°W, 05°S 30°W, 36°S 
52°W, to the point 34°S 74 W. 

27/102 Major World Air Route Area— 
SOUTH EAST ASIA (MWARA-SEA) 

From the point 29°N 85°E through the 
points 15°N 105°E, 00° 135°E, 00° 168°E, 
35°S 150°E, 35°S 116°E, 08°N 75°E, to the 
point 29°N 85. 

27/103 Major World Air Route Area— 
SOUTH PACIFIC (MWARA-SP) 

From the point 22°N 158°W through the 
points 22°N 156°W, 00° 120°W, 40°S 120°w, 
50°S 170°W, 50°S 145°E, 38°S 145°E, 00° 
167°E, 00° 175°W, to the point 22°N 158 W. 
ARTICLE 2. DESCRIPTION OF THE BOUNDARIES OF 

THE REGIONAL AND DOMESTIC AIR ROUTE AREAS 

(RDARAS) 

27/104: Regional and Domestic Air Route 
Area—1 (RDARA-1). 
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From the North Pole along the 15°W 
Meridian to the point 72°N 15°W, then 
through the points 40°N 50°W, 30°N 39 W, 
30°N 10°W, 31°N 10°W, to the point 31°N 
10°E. Then along the Libya-Tunisia border 
to the Mediterranean, thence along the coast 
of Libya and the U. AR. to Alexandria. 
Thence to Cairo, and eastward along the 
Cairo parallel to intersect the 40°E meridian, 
and north along the 40°E meridian to the 
south coast of the Black Sea. Thence west 
along the Black Sea coast of Turkey to inter- 
sect the 30°E meridian, then along the 30°E 
meridian to the border of Roumania and the 
U.S.S.R., thence along the border between 
the U.S.S.R. and the following countries: 
Roumania, Hungary, Czechoslovakia and 
Poland. Thence along the U.S.S.R. Baltic Sea 
coast, to the border between Finland and the 
U.S.S.R. Then to the point 70°N 32°E, and 
along the 32°E meridian to the North Pole. 

27/105: Sub-Area 14. 

From the point 65 N 26°W, and through 
the points 40 N BO W. 40°N 13°W, 60 N 
18 W. 60 N 26 W, to the point 65 N 26 W. 

27/106: Sub-Area 1B. 

From the North Pole along the 15°W me- 
ridian to the point 72°N 15°W, then through 
the points 65°N 26°W, 60°N 26°W, 60°N 13°W 
to the point 50°N 13°W; thence east along the 
territorial waters between the Channel Is- 
lands and French coastline, reaching the lat- 
ter at the meridian 03°W. Thence following 
the north-east border of France, touching 
Belgium, Luxembourg and the Federal Re- 
public of Germany. Thence along the border 
between Switzerland and the Federal Repub- 
lic of Germany, and along the border be- 
tween the latter and Austria. Thence along 
the border between Czechoslovakia and the 
Federal Republic of Germany, then along the 
line between the Federal Republic of Ger- 
many and Eastern Germany towards the 
Baltic Sea. Then west along the coastline of 
the Federal Republic of Germany to the 
border between the latter and Denmark. 
Along this border to the North Sea. Thence 
along the 55°N parallel to a point 55°N 04°E. 
Thence along the 04°E meridian to the North 
Pole. 

27/107: Sub-Area 10. 

From the North Pole along the meridian 
04°E to the 55°N parallel. Thence east along 
the 55°N parallel, and the border between 
Denmark and the Federal Republic of Ger- 
many to the Baltic Sea, then along the Baltic 
Sea coast of the Federal Republic of Germany 
to the line between the Federal Republic of 
Germany and Eastern Germany. Along this 
line touching the western borders of Czecho- 
slovakia and Austria to the Swiss border. 
Thence eastward along the southern borders 
of Austria and Hungary, thence along the 
border between Hungary and Roumania, 
thence along the border between the U.S.S.R. 
and the following countries: Hungary, 
Czechoslovakia and Poland. Thence to the 
Baltic. Sea along the U.S.S.R. Baltic Sea coast, 
to the border between Finland and the 
U.S.S.R. at 70°N 32°E, then along the 32°E 
meridian to the North Pole. 

27/108: Sub-Area 1D, 

From the junction of the borders of the 
U.S. S. R., Hungary and Roumania, westward 
along the southern borders of Hungary and 
Austria to the border between Switzerland 
and Italy, and the border between France 
and Italy to the Mediterranean Sea. Thence 
to 43°N 10°E to 41°N 10°E to 41°N OT°E, 
thence along the 07°E meridian to the North 
African coast. Then along the North African 
coast including Tunis, Tripoli, Benghazi, to 
the coastal border between Libya and the 
U.A.R. Thence along the coast to Alexandria, 
then to Cairo, and along the Cairo parallel 
to the 40°E meridian. North along the 40°E 
meridian to the South Coast of the Black 
Sea. Thence west along the Black Sea coast 
of Turkey to intersect the 30°E meridian. 
Along the 30°E meridian to the border of 
Roumania and the U.S.S.R., thence along 
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this border to the junction of the borders of 
the U.S.S.R., Hungary and Roumania. 

27/109: Sub-Area 1E. 

From the point 50°N 13°W, and through 
the points 40° 13°W, 40°N 50°W, 30°N 39°W, 
30°N 10°W, 31°N 10°W to the point 31°N 
10°E. Then along the Libya-Tunisian border 
to the Mediterranean, thence along the 
Tunisian coast to intersect the 10°E meridi- 
an. Thence to the point 43°N 10°E; thence 
to the border between Italy and France and 
between Italy and Switzerland, Switzerland 
and Austria, Switzerland and the Federal 
Republic of Germany, and between France 
and the Federal Republic of Germany, France 
and Luxembourg, and France and Belgium 
to the Channel coast. Thence west through 
the territorial waters between the Channel 
Islands and the French coast to the point 
50°N 13°W. 

27/110: Regional and Domestic Air Route 
Area-2 (RDARA-2). 

From the North Pole along the 32°E me- 
ridian to the 70°N parallel. Then along the 
border between Finland and the U.S.S.R. to 
the Baltic coast. Along the territorial waters 
of the U.S.S.R. Baltic coast to the border 
between the U.S.S.R. and Poland. Thence 
along the border between the U.S.S.R. and 
the following countries: Poland, Czecho- 
slovakia, Hungary and Roumania, to the 
Black Sea coast at the intersection of the 
30% meridian. Then along the 30°E me- 
ridian to the Black Sea coast of Turkey. 
Along the Black Sea coast of Turkey to the 
junction of the borders of Turkey and the 
U.S. S. R. Thence along this common border 
and the Iran-U.S.S.R. border to the Caspian 
Sea. Then along the Iran Caspian Sea coast 
and the southern border of the U.S.S.R. to 
the intersection of the Mongolia-China- 
U.S.S.R. borders at approximately 49°N 88°E. 
Then along the 88°E meridian to 55°N, Then 
along the 55°N parallel to 60°E, and along 
the 60°E meridian to the North Pole, 

27/111: Sub-Area 24. 

From the North Pole along the 32°E me- 
ridian to 70°N. Then along the border be- 
tween Finland and the U.S. S. R. to the Baltic 
coast, and along the territorial waters of the 
U.S.S.R. Baltic coast to the point 55°N 20°E, 
and thence to Moscow. Then to 55°N 60°E, 
and along the 60°E meridian to the North 
Pole, 

27/112: Sub-Area 2B. 

From the point 55°N 88°E and through 
the point 55°N 60°E to the point 47°N 53°E. 
Thence along the east coast of the Caspian 
Sea to the Iranian coast. Thence eastward 
along the southern border of the U.S.S.R. to 
the intersection of the Mongolia-China- 
U.S.S.R. borders at approximately 49°N 
88°E; thence along the 88°E meridian to 
55°N. 

27/113: Sub-Area 20. 

From the point 55°N 60°E, to Moscow, to 
55°N 20°E. Thence south along the border 
between the U.S.S.R. and Poland. Thence 
along the border between the U.S.S.R. and 
the following countries: Poland, Czecho- 
slovakia, Hungary and Roumania, to the 
Black Sea coast at the meridian 30°E. Along 
the meridian 30°E to the Black Sea coast 
of Turkey. Along this coastline to the junc- 
tion of the borders of Turkey and the 
U.S.S.R. Thence along this common border 
and the Iran-U.8.8.R. border to the Caspian 
Sea, then along the south coast to the Cas- 
pian Sea and thence north along the East 
Caspian Sea coast and through the point 
47°N 53°E to 55°N 60°E, 

27/114: Regional and Domestic Air Route 
Area-3 (RDARA-3). 

From the North Pole to the point 55°N 
60°E, thence along the 55°N parallel to 
88°E. Then along the 88°E meridian to the 
intersection of the Mongolia-China-U.S.S.R. 
borders at approximately 49°N 88°E. Then 
along the borders between Mongolia and 
China, and U.S.S.R. and China, to the coast, 
Between the territorial waters of U.S.S.R., 
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and Japan to the point 43°N 147°E and 
through the point 50°N 164°E to 65°N 
170°W. Then along the 170°W meridian to 
the North Pole. 

27/115: Sub-Area 34. 

From the North Pole along the 60°E me- 
ridian to 55°N. Then along the 55°N parallel 
to 88°E. Then through the point 60°N 88°E 
to 60°N 110%, and along the 110°E meridian 
to the North Pole. 

27/116: Sub-Area 3B. 

From the North Pole along the 110°E me- 
ridian to 60°N 110°E, and through the 
points 60°N 147°E, 43°N 147 E, 50°N 164°E, 
to 65°N 170°W. Then along the 170°W me- 
ridian to the North Pole. 

27/117: Sub-Area 30. 

From the point 60°N 88°E to the inter- 
section of Mongolia-China-U.S.S.R. borders 
at approximately 49°N 88°E, Along the bor- 
ders between Mongolia and China, and 
U.S.S.R. and China, to the coast. Between 
the territorial waters of U.S. S. R. and Japan 
to the point 43°N 147°E. Then through the 
point 60°N 147°E to the point 60°N 88°E. 

27/118; Regional and Domestic Air Route 
Area-4 (RDARA-4). 

From the point 30 N 39°W, and through 
the points 10°N 20°W, 05°S 20°W, to the 
point 05°S 12°E. Thence along the northern 
border of the Democratic Republic of the 
Congo, bypassing Cabinda Territory, to the 
border between the Republic of the Congo 
(Brazzaville), the Central African Republic 
and the Republic of the Sudan, Thence north 
along the western border of the Sudan, Along 
the western border of the U.A.R., northwards 
to the Mediterranean and along the Medi- 
terranean and Atlantic coasts of North Afri- 
ca to the point 30°N 10°W. West along the 
80°N parallel to close the area at 30°N 39°W. 

27/119: Sub-Area 4A. 

From the point 30°N 39°W to 21°N 31°W. 
Thence to Gao and to Zinder. From Zinder, 
along the northern border of Nigeria, to a 
point west of Fort-Lamy. Then along the 
Fort-Lamy parallel to 12°N 22°E. Thence 
north along the western border of the Sudan, 
and along the western border of the U.A.R. 
to the Mediterranean. Along the North Afri- 
can Mediterranean coast and Atlantic coast 
to a point 30°N 10°W. Thence along the 30°N 
parallel to close the sub-area at 30°N 39 W. 

27/120: Sub-Area 4B, 

From the point 21°N 31°W through the 
points 10°N 20°W, 05°S 20°W, to 05°S 12°E. 
Thence along the southern border of the Re- 
public of the Congo (Brazzaville) and the 
Central African Republic to the junction be- 
tween the Democratic Republic of the Con- 
go, the Sudan and the Central African Re- 
public. Along the western border of the Su- 
dan to the point 12°N 22°E. Thence along 
the Fort-Lamy parallel to the Nigerian bor- 
der. Then west along this border to Zinder. 
From Zinder through Gao to close the sub- 
area at 21°N 31°W. 

27/121: Regional and Domestic Air Route 
Area-5 (RDARA-5). 

From the point 41°N 40°E to the point 
37% N 40%. Then along the border between 
Turkey and the Syrian Arab Republic to the 
Mediterranean coast. Thence to the common 
border of Libya and the U.A.R. on the North 
African coast excluding Cyprus. Southward 
along the western border of the U.A.R., and 
the Sudan to the border of Kenya. Thence 
east along the northern border of Kenya, and 
then south along the border between Kenya 
and Somaliland, to the East African coast at 
02°S 41°E. Then through the point 
02°S 73°E to 87°N 73°E. Then east along the 
border between Afghanistan and Pakistan, 
and west along the southern border of the 
U.S.S.R. to the Caspian Sea. Then along the 
northern border of Iran and Turkey to close 
the area at 41°N 40%. 

27/122: Sub-Area 54. 

From the point 37°N 40°E, along the bor- 
der between Turkey and the Syrian Arab Re- 
public to the Mediterranean coast, Thence 
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to the common border of Libya and the 
U.A.R. on the North African coast, excluding 
Cyprus. Southward, along the western border 
of the U. AR. and east along the common 
border of the U.A.R. and the Sudan to 24°N 
37°E. Then through the points 12°N 44°E, 
13°N 52°E, to the point 26°N 52°E. Thence 
along the border between Iran and Iraq, and 
the border between Iraq and Turkey to 37°N 
40°E. 

27/123: Sub-Area 5B. 

From the point 41°N 40°E to 37°N 40°E. 
Thence east along the borders between Tur- 
key and the Syrian Arab Republic and Turkey 
and Iraq, and along the border between Iraq 
and Iran to the point 30°N 49°E. Thence along 
the middle of the Persian Gulf through the 
points 26°N 52°E and 24°N 60°E, to Bombay. 
Then to 37°N 73°E. Then east along the 
Afghanistan-Pakistan border and west along 
the southern border of the U.S.S.R. to the 
Caspian Sea. Then along the northern border 
of Iran and Turkey to close the sub-area at 
41°N 40°E. 

27/124: Sub-Area 5C. 

From the point 26°N 52°E, and through 
the points 13°N 52°E, 13°N 54°E, 02°S 
54°E, 02°S 73°E, to Bombay. Then to 24°N 
60°E, Then along the middle of the Persian 
Gulf to 26°N 52°E. 

27/125: Sub-Area 5D. 

From the junction point of the U.AR., 
Libya and the Sudan southward along the 
western border of Sudan to the border of 
Kenya. Thence along the northern border of 
Kenya. Then south along the border between 
Kenya and Somaliland to the east African 
coast, at the point 02°S 42°E. Then through 
the points 02°S 54°E, 13°N 54°E, 13°N 
52°E to the point 12°N 44°E. Thence north- 
west along the middle of the Red Sea to 24°N 
37°E. Thence along the southern border of 
the U. AR. to close the sub-area. 

27/126: Regional and Domestic Air Route 
Area-6 (RDARA-6). 

From approximately 49°N 88°E, along the 
border between China and the U.S.S.R. and 
between Afghanistan and Pakistan, and Iran 
and Pakistan to the point 23°N 61°E. Thence 
to Bombay. Then along the 73°E meridian to 
the point 02°S 73°E, and through the points 
02°S 92°E, 10°S 92°E,, 10°S 141°E, 00° 
141°E, 00° 160°E, 03 30˙N 160°E, 03°30’N 
170°W, 10°N 170°W, 50°N 164°E, to the point 
43°N 147°E. Thence west between the terri- 
torial waters of Japan and the U.S.S.R. and 
along the north-eastern and northern border 
of China to approximately 49°N 88°E. 

27/127: Sub-Area 6A. 

From the point 37°N 75°E, along the border 
between Pakistan and Afghanistan, and Iran 
and Pakistan to the point 23°N 61°E. Thence 
to Bombay. From Bombay to 24°N 80°E. 
Thence to Calcutta, Thence along the coast 
of Pakistan and Burma to reach the border 
between Burma and Thailand. North along 
this border and that between Burma and 
Laos. Thence along the border between China 
and Burma. Thence westward along the 
southern border of China to the point 37°N 
T5°E. 

27/128: Sub-Area 6B. 

From approximately 49°N 88°E, along the 
common border between China and the 
USSR. to the point.37°N 75°E. Thence 
eastward along the southern border of China 
to the coast of the South China Sea. Thence 
along the south territorial waters of Hainan 
Island to the point 20°N 113°E, and through 
the points 20°N 176°W, 50°N 164°E, to 43°N 
147 E. Thence west between the territorial 
waters of Japan and the U.S.S.R. and then 
along the border between China and the 
U.S.S.R. and along the border between China 
and Mongolia to approximately 49 N 88 E. 

27/129; Sub-Area 60. 

From the point 20°N 130°E through the 
point 04°N 130°E to 04°N 118°E. Thence 
along the southern borders of Sabah and 
Sarawak to the coast and then southward 
along the west coast of Borneo to the 110°E 
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meridian. Thence along 110°E meridian to 
the point 10°S 110°E. Thence through. the 
points 10°S 141°E, 00° 141°E, 00° 160 E, 
03°30’N 160°E, 03°30’N 170°W, 10°N 170°W, 
20°N 176°W to 20°N 130°E. 

27/180: Sub-Area 6D. 

From the junction of the borders of China, 
India and Burma, south along the India- 
Burma and Pakistan-Burma borders to the 
Bay of Bengal. Along the coast of Burma to 
its southernmost point. Then to Weh Island 
(off the north coast of Sumatra). Then to 
the point 02°S 92°E, and through the point 
10°S 92°E to 10°S 110°E. Then northward 
along the 110°E meridian, and thence along 
the boundary of Sub-Area 6C through the 
point 20°N 130°E to 20°N 113°E. Thence 
south around the Island of Hainan, and 
along the China-North Viet-Nam, China- 
Laos and China-Burma borders to close the 
sub-area at the junction of the borders of 
China, India and Burma. . 

27/131: Sub-Area 6E. 

From the point 20°N 73°E, and through 
the points 02°S 73°E, 02°S 92°E, through 
Weh Island (off the north coast of Sumatra) 
to 10°N 97°E. Thence along the coasts of 
Burma, Pakistan and India to Calcutta. 
Then through the points 24°N 80°E to 
20°N 73°E. 

27/132: Sub-Area 6F. 

From the junction of the China-India- 
Burma borders north-east to the 100°E me- 
ridlan. North on this meridian to the north- 
ern boundary of Sub-Area 6B. Eastward 
along this boundary to 147°E thence through 
the points 20°N 130°E, 04°N 130°E. Then west 
along the boundary of Sub-Area 6D to the 
junction of the China-India-Burma borders. 

27/133: Regional and Domestic Air Route 
Area-7 (RDARA-7). 

From the South Pole along the 20°W 
meridian to 05°S. Then along the 05°S paral- 
lel to 12°E. Thence along the northern bor- 
der of the Democratic Republic of the 
Congo, Cabinda Territory being included in 
this Area, along the border between Uganda 
and Sudan, and between Kenya and the 
following countries: Sudan, Ethiopia and 
Somalia to the point 02°S 42°E. Then to 02°S 
60°E, and along the 60°E meridian to the 
South Pole. 

27/134: Sub-Area 74. 

From the South Pole along the 20°W 
meridian to 05°S. Then through the points 
05°S 10°E, 40°S 10°E, to 40°S 60°E. Then 
along the 60°E meridian to the South Pole. 

27/135: Sub-Area 7B. 

From the points 06°S 10°E to 05°S 12°E. 
Thence along the northern border of the 
Democratic Republic of the Congo, Cabinda 
Territory being included in this Area, to the 
Junction of the borders of Uganda, Demo- 
cratic Republic of the Congo and Sudan. 
Thence south along the eastern and south- 
ern border of the Democratic Republic of 
the Congo, including the Kingdom of Bu- 
rundi and the Republic of Rwanda, and 
along the eastern and southern border of 
Angola to the coast of the South Atlantic. 
Then to the point 17°S 10°E, and then to 
close the sub-area at 05°S 10°E. 

27/136: Sub-Area 70. 

From the junction of the borders of 
Uganda, Democratic Republic of the Congo 
and Sudan along the western border of 
Uganda and Tanzania, and then along the 
southern border of Tanzania to the coast. 
Thence through the points 11°S 41°E, 11°S 
60°E, 02°S 60°E, to 02°S 41°E. Thence 
to the east coast of Africa. Then north along 
the eastern border of Kenya, then west along 
the northern borders of Kenya and Uganda to 
close the sub-area at the junction of the 
borders of the Democratic Republic of the 
Congo, Sudan and Uganda. 

27/187: Sub-Area 7D. 

From the border of Tanzania and Mo- 
zambique on Lake Nyasa, south along the 
west border of Mozambique to the African 
East coast. Then through the points 27°S 
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33°E, 40°S 33°E, 40°S 60°E, 11°S 60°E, to 
11°S 41°E. Thence along the northern border 
of Mozambique to Lake Nyasa. 

27/138: Sub-Area 7 E. 

From the point 17°S 10°E and through 
the points 40°S 10°E, 40°S 33°E, to 27°S 
33°E. Thence along the west border of Mo- 
zambique and the lower part of the western 
border of Tanzania as far as the northern 
point of Lake Nyasa. Thence along the bor- 
der between Malawi and Tanzania and be- 
tween Zambia and Tanzania and along the 
borders between the Democratic Republic of 
the Congo and Zambia, Angola and Zam- 
bia, and Angola and the Territory of South- 
West Africa to the coast at the point 17°S 
10°E. 

27/139: Regional and Domestic Air Route 
Area-8 (RDARA-8). 

From the South Pole along the 60° me- 
ridian to 02°S. Then through the point 
02°S 92°E, 10°S 92°E to 10°S 110°E. Then 
along the 110°E meridian to the South Pole. 

27/140: Sub-Area 84. 

From the South Pole along the 60°E me- 
Tidian to 02°S. Then through the points 
02°S 92°E, 10°S 92°E, to 10°S 110°E. Then 
along the 110°E meridian to the South Pole. 

27/141: Regional and Domestic Air Route 
Area-9 (RDARA-9). 

From the South Pole along the 110°E me- 
ridian to 10°S. Then through the points 
10°S 141°E, 00° 141°E, 00° 160°E, 03°30’N 
160°E to 03°30’N 120°W. Then along the 
102°W meridian to the South Pole. 

27/142: Sub-Area 9A. 

From the point 10°S 110°E to the South 
Pole. Thence along the 139°E meridian to 
24°S. Then through the points 24°S 131°E, 
10°S 131°E to 10°S 110°E. 

27/143: Sub-Area 9B. 

From the point 00° 141°E to the point 
10°S 141°E thence to 10°S 131°E, 24°S 131°E, 
24°S 139°E, 27°S 139°E, 27°S 170°W, 03°30'N 
170°W, 03°30'N 160°E, 00° 160°E to the 
point 00° 141 E. 

27/144: Sub-Area 90. 

From the South Pole along the 170°W me- 
ridian to 03°30'N. Then through the point 
03°30’N 120°W and along the 120°W me- 
ridian to the South Pole. 

27/145: Sub-Area 9D. 

From the South Pole along the 139° me- 
ridian to 27°S. Then through the point 27°S 
170°W and along the 170°W meridian to the 
South Pole, 

Regional and Domestic Air Route Area-10 
(RDARA-10). 

27/146: Sub-Area 104. 

From the point 50°N 164°E to 66°N 169°W. 
Then along the 169°W meridian to the North 
Pole. Then along the 130°W meridian. to 
57°N,. Thence through the points 57°N 
150°W, 50°N 175°W, to close the sub-area 
at 50°N 164°E. 

27/147: Sub-Area 10B. 

From the point 57°N 140°W, along the 
140°W meridian to the North Pole. Then 
along the 91°W meridian to 48°N. Thence 
through the points 48°N 127°W, 57°N 139°W, 
to 57°N 140°W. 

27/148: Sub-Area 10C. 

From the point 57 N 140 W. and through 
the points 60°N. 140°W, 60°N 91°W, 48°N 
91°W, 48°N 127°W, 57°N 139°W, to 57°N 
140°W, 

27/149: Sub-Area 10D; t 

From the point 48°N 98°W, along the 98°W 
meridian to the North Pole. Then along the 
45°W meridian to 69°N. Then through the 
points 61 N 70°W, 45°N 72°W, 41°N. 81°W, 
41°N 88°W, 48°N 91°W, to 48°N 98°W. 

27/150: Sub-Area 10E. 

From the point 45 N 74°W, and through 
the point 61°N 72°W to 69°N 47°W. Then 
along the 47°W meridian.to)the North Pole. 
Then along the)15°W meridian to 72°N. Then 
through the points 40°N 50°W, 40°N 65°W 
to close the sub-area at 45°N 74°W. 

Regional and Domestic Air Route Area-li 
(RDARA-11) 
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27/151: Sub-Area 114. 

From the point 29°N 180°, along the I. T. U. 
boundary between Regions 2 and 3, to 50°N 
164°E. Then through the points 50°N 150°W, 
57 N 189 W, 50°N 127°W, 33°N 127°W, 33°N 
153°W, 29°N 153°W, to close the sub-area at 
29°N 180°. 

27/152: Sub-Area 11B. 

From the point 50°N 127°W and through 
the points 33°N 127°W, 33°N 119°W, 25°N 
98°W, 25°N 35°W, 40°N 50°W, 40°N 65°W, 
46°N 67°W, then along the border between 
the United States and Canada to close the 
sub-area at 50°N 127°W. 

27/153: Regional and Domestic Air Route 
Area-12 (RDARA-12) Sub-Area 124. 

From the point 03°30’N 170°W to the point 
10°N 170°W, then along the I.T.U. boundary 
between Regions 2 and 3 to 29°N 180°, and 
thence to 29°N 153°W, 03°30’N 153°W, to 
close the sub-area at 03°30’N 170°W. 

27/154: Sub-Area 12B. 

From the point 03°30’N 153°W to 33°N 
153°W, through the points 33°N 120°W, 17°N 
115°W, 14°N 93°W, 02°N 86°W, 02°N 93°W, 
05°S 98 W, 05°S 120°W, 03°30’N 120°W, to 
close the sub-area at 03°30'N 153°W. 

27/155: Sub-Area 12C. 

From the point 33°N 120°W, through the 
points 35°N 120°W, 32°N 104°W, 25°N 91°W, 
23 N 83°W, 22°N 83°W, 13°N 90°W, 16°N 
116°W, to close the sub-area at 38 N 120°W. 

27/156: Sub-Area 12D. 

From the point 20°N 91°W, and through 
the points 26°N 91°W, 26°N 79°W, 27°N 
16.5°W, 26°N 73°W, 17°N 58°W, to 10°N 58°W. 
Then through Balboa, Canal Zone, Swan 
Island, and Belize to close the sub-area at 
20°N 91°W. 

27/157: Sub-Area 12E. 

From the point 15°N 95°W and through 
28°N 92°W, 23°N 85°W, 19°N 85°W, 09°N 
W. oa N 79°W. Thence to 01 N 75°W 
along the eastern and southern border of 
Ecuador to the point 04°S 81°W, and from 
there to 02°N 81°W and 02°N 86°W, 14°N 93° 
W to close the sub-area at 15°N 95°W. 

27/158: Sub-Area 12F. 

From the point 04°S 93°W, and through 
the points 02°N 93°W, and 02°N 79°W, to 
Balboa, Canal Zone. Then to 13°N 77°W, 
and through the points 13°N 70°W, 08°N 
70 W., 06°N 67°W, 01°N 66°W to 04°S 70°W. 
Then along the border between Colombia 
and Peru to the junction of the borders of 
Colombia, Peru and Ecuador. Then along the 
border between Peru and Ecuador through 
04°S 81°W to close the sub-area at 04°S 
93°W. 

27/159: Sub-Area 12G. 

From the point 07°N 73°W, and through 
the point 14°N 73°W, 14°N 58°W, 01°N 
58°W, O1°N 68°W, 05°N 69°W, to close the 
sub-area at O7°N 73°W. 

27/160: Sub-Area 12H. 

From the point 10°S 70°W, and through 
the points 05°N 70°W, 05°N 61°10’'W, 08°45'N 
60°W, 08°N 58°W, 08°N 49°W, 02°N 4% W, 
10°S 47°W, to close the sub-area at 10°S 
70°W. 

27/161: Sub-Area 121. 

From the point 25°N 70°W, through the 
point 25°N 35°W and along the I.T.U. bound- 
ary between Regions 1 and 2, to 00° 20°W. 
Thence through the points 00° 44°W, 08°N 
54°W, 08°N 58°W, 17°N 58°W, to close the 
sub-area at 25°N 70°W. 

Regional and Domestic Air Route Area-31 
(RDARA-13). 

27/162: Sub-Area 13A. 

From the point 05°S 120°W and through 
the points 05°S 93°W, 04°S 82°W, 19°S 81°W, 
57°S 81°W, to 57°S 90°W. Thence to the 
South Pole to close the sub-area at 05°S 
120°W. 

27/168: Sub-Area 13B. 

From the point 29°S 111°W, and through 
the Points 24°S 111°W, 24°S 104°W, 29°S 
104°W, to close the sub-area at 29°S 111°W. 
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27/164: Sub-Area 13C. 

From the point 15°50’S 47°50'W and 
through the points 20°30’S 55°W, 22°35’S 
54°30’W, and along the border of Brazil with 
Paraguay, Bolivia, Peru, Colombia, Venezuela, 
British Guiana, Surinam and French 
Guiana to 05°N SO W. 05°N 48°30'W, to 
close the sub-area at 15°50’S 47°50'W. 

27/165: Sub-Area 13D. 

From the point 19°S 81°W, and through 
the points 04°S 82°W, 088 80°W, and along 
the border between Peru and Ecuador to 
00° 75°W. Then along the border between 
Peru, Colombia and Brazil to 11°S 69°30’W. 
Thence along the border between Bolivia 
and Brazil and through the point 20°10’S 
58°W, continuing along the border between 
Paraguay and Brazil to 25°50’S 54°30’W and 
thence following the border between Para- 
guay and Argentina to 22°30’S 62°30’W. 
Then along the border between Bolivia and 
Argentina and through the point 23°S 67°W 
along the border between Bolivia and Chile 
and through the point 1730/5 69 0 W, fol- 
lowing the border between Peru and Chile 
to close the sub- ares, at 19°S 81°W. 

27/166: Sub-Area 13E. 

From the point 32°S 81°W and through 
the point 19°S 81°W, continuing along the 
border between Chile, Peru, Bolivia and 
Argentina, to the point of intersection with 
32°S to close the sub-area at 32°S 81°W. 

27/167: Sub-Area 13F. 

From the point 57°S 81°W and through 
the point 32°S 81°W to the intersection 
of 32°S with the frontier between Chile and 
Argentina, and through the points 52°S 
67°W, 57°S 67°W, 57°S 40°W to the South 
Pole to close the sub-area at 57°S 81°W. 

27/168: Sub-Area 13G. 

From the point 36°S 55°W to the inter- 
section of 32°S with the border between 
Argentina and Chile, then north along the 
borders of Argentina with Bolivia, Paraguay, 
Brazil and Uruguay to close the sub-area at 
36°S 55°W. 

27/169: Sub-Area 13H. 

From the point 57°S 90°W and through the 
point 57°S 70°W to 52°S 70°W. Then along 
the border between Chile and Argentina to 
its intersection by 32°S and through the 
points 36°S 55°W, 57°S 55°W, 57°S 25°W to 
the South Pole to close the sub-area at 57°S 
90°W. 

27/170: Sub-Area 131. 

From the point 40°S 50°W through the 
point 36°S 55°W and along the borders be- 
tween Uruguay, Argentina and Brazil, then 
through the point 35°S 45°W to close the 
sub-area at 40°S 50°W. 

27/171: Sub-Area 13J. 

From the point 15°50’S 47°50’W through 
the points 20°S 44°W, 22°55’S 43°10’w, 
29°S 40°W, 35°S 45°W and thence along the 
borders of Brazil with Uruguay, Argentina 
and Paraguay to the point 22°35’S 55°40’W, 
then through the point 20°30’S 5489 W to 
close the sub-area at the point 15°50’S 47°- 
50'W. 

27/172: Sub-Area 13K. 

From the point 15°50’S 4750 W] and 
through the points 20°S 44°W, 22°55’S, 43°- 
10 W. 29°S 40°W, 20°S 32°W, 00° 
32°W, 05°N 48°30’W, to close the sub-area at 
15°50’S 47°50'W. 

27/173: Sub-Area 13L. 

From the point 00° 32°W through the 
points 00° 20°W, the South Pole, 57°S 55°W, 
36°S 55°W, 40°S 50°W, 20°S 32°W, to close 
the sub-area at 00° 32°W. 


ARTICLE 3. DESCRIPTION OF THE BOUNDARIES OF 
THE VOLMET ALLOTMENT AREAS AND VOLMET 
RECEPTION AREAS 
VOLMET area—AFRICA-INDIAN OCEAN 

(AFI-MET). 

27/174: The AFI-MET allotment area is 
defined by a line drawn from the point 37°N 
03°W, through the points 37°N 36°E, 30°N 
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35°E, 10°N 52°E, 22°S 60°, 30°S 34°E, 30°S 
24°E, 12°N 20°W, 29°N 20°W, to the point 
37 N 03°W. 

27/175: The AFI-MET reception area is 
defined by a line drawn from the point 37°N 
03°W, through the points 37 N 36°E, 30°N 
35%, 10°N 52%, 22°S 60°E, 30°S 34°E, 308 
24°R, O5 N 10°W, 10°S 40°W, 29°N 20°W, to 
the point 37°N 03°W. 

VOLMET area—ATLANTIC (AT-MET), 

27/176: The AT-MET allotment area is 
defined by a line drawn from the point 41°N 
78°W, through the points 51°N 55°W, 10°S 
43°W, 37°S 59°W, to the point 41°N 78°W. 

27/177: The AT-MET reception area is 
defined by a line drawn from the point 24°N 
97°W, through the points 24°N 85°W, 75°N 
85°W, 75°N 20°W, 10°S 20°W, 46°S 52°W, 
46°S 80°W, to the point 24°N 97°W. 

VOLMET area—EUROPE (EU-MET). 

27/178: The EU-MET allotment area is 
defined by a line drawn from the point 33°N 
12°W, through the points 54°N 12°W, 70°N 
00°, 74°N 40°E, 40°N 36°E, 29°N 35°30’E, 
82°N 13°E, to the point 33°N 12°W, 

27/179: The EU-MET reception area is 
defined by a line drawn from the point 15°N 
20°W, through the points 40°N 50°W, 75°N 
50°W, 75°N 45°E, 15°N 45°E, to the point 
15°N 20°W. 

VOLMET area—MIDDLE EAST (ME-MET). 


27/180: The ME-MET allotment area is 
defined by a line drawn from the point 50°N 
80°E, through the points 29°N 80°E, 27°N 
85°E, 16°N 78°E, 22°N 66°E, 16°N 42%, 30°N 
30°E, 51°N 30°E, 57°N 37°E, to the point 
50°N 80°E, 

27/181: The ME-MET reception area is 
defined by a line drawn from the point 50°N 
80°E, through the points 29°N 80 E, 27°N 
85°E, 16°N 78°E, 15°N 42%, 20°N 20% E, 40°N 
20°E, 51°N 30°E, 57°N 37°E, to the point 
50°N 80. 

VOLMET area—PACIFIC (PAC-MET). 

27/182: The PAC-MET allotment area is 
defined by a line drawn from the point 52°N 
132%, through the points 63°N 149°W, 38°N 
120°W, 23°S 180°, 34°S 150%, 22°N 112, 
to the point 62°N 132°E. 

27/183: The PAC-MET reception area is 
defined by a line drawn from the point 60°N 
100°E, through the points 80°N 160°W, 
75 %,!N 90°W, 60°N 85°W, 20°N 120°W, 40°S 
125°W, 50°S 170°W, 50°S 145°E, 28°S 145°R, 
63°S 129°E, 05°N 80°E, 40°N 80°E, to the 
point 60°N 100°E. 

VOLMET area—SOUTH EAST ASIA (SEA- 
MET). 

27/184; The SEA-MET allotment area is 
defined by a line drawn from the point 29°N 
86°E, through the points 15°N 105°E, 10°S 
155°E, 35°S 155°E, 35°S 116°E, 08°N 75°E, 
26°N 65°E, to the point 29°N 86°E. 

27/185: The SEA-MET reception area is 
defined by a line drawn from the point 35°N 
50°E, through the points 30°N 90°E, 10°N 
180°, 40°S 180°, 48°S 170°E, 35°S 116°E 
08°N 75°E, 10°N 50°E, to the point 35°N 
50°E. 

Section II. Allotment of Frequencies to the 
Aeronautical Mobile (R) Service 


27/186: ARTICLE 1. FREQUENCY ALLOTMENT 
PLAN (BY MWARAS, RDARAS, SUB-RDARAS AND 
VOLMET AREAS) 

Notes: 

27/187: (a) For the exact nature of a 
restriction on the use of the frequency con- 
cerned, refer to: Column 3 of the Frequency 
Allotment Plan in numerical order of fre- 
quencies (Nos. 27/195-27/207). 

27/188: (b) The following list does not in- 
clude the world-wide common (R) and 
(OR) frequencies of 3023.5 and 5680 ke/s, or 
the world-wide frequencies of 3499, 6526, 
8963, 10093 and 13 356 kc/s. The allotment 
of these frequencies is shown in Article 2. 
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10 11.3 


ke/s kejs 


10 017 11 343 
11 367 


1 
10 017* 
10 


049 


10 017* 


13.3 


ke/s 


18 


ke/s 


17 917 
17 925 


17 909 
17 941 


17 965 


10 033 11 327 13.272 17 941* 
17 957 


10 073 11 375 
10 089 11 391° 


10 049 11 311 
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Bands me/s 3 38. 47° S65-68> 9 10 11.3 13.3 18 
Areas ke/s ke/s ke/s kes ke/s kes kes ke /s ke/s ke/s 
7/189: 
CAs wa 2910 3411% -cal SSI2 k-e 6889) 10065) Cios soroen HESSELS 
2931 5547 8924 


6561 8826 
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Bands me/s 3 35 47 56 66° 9 11.3 133 18 Bands mo /s 8 35 4% Seo ce 10 NS 18 18 
Areas ke/s ke/s kes keys ke/s kejs ke /s ke/s ke/s ke/s Areas ke/s ke/s ke/s kes ke/s kes keys ke/s ke/s ke/s 
27/189: 27/189 
130. S 2938 4668 5491 6554 8903 10 0 sss- 2.1. Tale hee 8 2896 
2980 6654 8952 10 041 2945 
2994 10 081 Al- MET. 
13 l. ... . 2861 3425 87/7 8840 287 13812 NI-Mer. 3001 
2966 „ . Eo 2889 
2980 
3001 
3015 


PAC-MET. ... 2980 


ARTICLE 2. FREQUENCY ALLOTMENT PLAN (IN 
NUMERICAL ORDER OF FREQUENCIES) 
General Notes: 
27/192: 1. Class of stations: FA. 
Classes of emission: see Nos, 27/49-27/53. 
Power: unless otherwise indicated in the 
Plan, the power values for aeronautical and 
aircraft stations are those shown in Nos, 


Hours: H24 unless otherwise indicated. 

27/193: 2. A frequency allotted on a “day- 
time basis” may be used during the period 
one hour after sunrise to one hour before 
sunset when the same channel is allotted in 
the Plan to Major World Air Route Areas, 
Regional and Domestic Air Route Areas, Sub- 


27/54-27/62. 


Regional and Domestic Air Route Areas or 


27/195—BAND 2850-3025 KS/S 


VOLMET Areas which receive full protection 
during the twenty-four hours. 

27/194: 3. A “common channel” is a chan- 
nel allotted in common to areas within inter- 
ference distance of each other and its use is 
subject to agreement between the adminis- 
trations concerned. 

27/195: Band 2850-3025 ke/s. 


Frequency Authorized area of use 
ke/s 
1 2 
2851 RDARA: 2B, 38, 30, 4A, 100, 130 
8 RDARA: IE, 3A, 137 9B, 90, 10A, 
2868—— MWARA: FE, NAAT 
RDARA: 28, 7A, W 15. 275. 13D 
2875. MWARA: SA 
RDARA: 2A, 2B, 3A, 10A, 120 
2882 RDARA: 2A, 2C, 30, 10E, 13) 
2889... ..- MWARA: SAM-1 
RDARA: 6B, 10C 
VOLMET: EU-MET 
2896 MWARA: CWP 
RDARA: 1D, 10B, 13K 
2903 RDARA: 2A, 2c, 1 8 10D, 13) 
8 M WARA: EÙ, N SAM-2 
2917 ROARA: 20, 30, 5 90, 10B, 13k. 
2924... RDARA: 


2B, 2C, ie 4B, 60, 10A, 


5 ath 
10 


$x 2B, 2 
2 20, 38 38. 88. DE, 12F, 126, 


3023.5 


2966 MWARA: CAR 8 2 
RDARA: 38, 58, 13H 
8 RDARA: 285 6F, 9C, 9D, 108, 13) 
2880 RDARA: 2B, 128, 136 
VOLMET: Eb. Mer. PAC-MET 
2987__..... MWARA: FE, NA-2, SEA 
RDARA: 20, 10A, 13C 
29940... RDARA: 10, 30, 13G 
3001 RDARA: oF 
VOLMET: A ME-MET 
3008 RD ARA: 2A, 26. E 9B, 9D, 10D, 13G 
Sn RDARA: 6C, 10B, 12E, 12F, 12G, 12H 
VOLMET: ME-MET f N 
27/196 
9 onan te th atti cananne snd 


Remarks F Authorized area of use Remarks 
c/s 
3 1 3 
27/196: 
anal 3 anne 5 A c) th thio power of aeronautical stations 
Common channel to 2B, 3B, and 30. — — — 8 — in maybe ie 
Common channel to 9B and S. cased to te ea p hei, 
Fe ede f js crane th Ad 
n m use on a day-time basis. r 
Common channel to 7A, 7B, 7C, and 7D. ministrations directly concerned and 
BSN 5 Fe ot a 1 5 TOA, services may be adversely 
mmon channe! an n 
limited to use on a day-time basis. 3. the “peti 5 of this fr acy 
Common channel to 2A, 2C and 3C. 995 be 8 Leer may may be be decided 
5 “ae use limited to North of 4. the use of this fre uency is also ‘authorized 
for intercommunication between mobile 
stations engaged in co-ordinated search 
and a 2 * ge oo 
Common channel to 2A, 20 and 3B. muni een these ns a 
rticipating land stations; 
Common channel to EU and 6A. 5. 17 19 0 — be os for AL a a3 
emission, in accordance specia 
Saanen 8222 tis od TIF. arrangements. It shall not be subdivided. 
Common channel to 2B, 2C and 3A. ia ee — O a O O O 
Common channel to NA-2 and NA-3. 27/197—BAND 3400-3500 KC/S 
Common channel to 6A and 6E. Ee — — 
Common channel to 28, 20 and 38. ETT MWARA: ME 
RDARA: 1 ms 120 
common channel to 28 and 20. Mil- MWARA: In 3A, limited to use on a day-time basis. 


in 6B, use limited to East of Ee East. 

Common channel to 20 and 3 

Common channel to 12E, AA 120 and 12H. 

CAR: use extended to the mid- -point of the 
ait route between Mexico City and Tahiti. 

ommon channel to 9C and 9D. 

In 2B, limited to use on a day-time basis. | 

In 126, power limited to 500 W mean power 
during night-time. 

In 12G, night-time oat 12 db. 


RDARA: 23. BA, 6D, 6E, 10A, 13D 


RDARA: 1D, 2C, 6B, 9A, 10B, 13J 


RDARA: 2A, 2B, 2C, 30, 7E, 9B, 9C, 
10D, 12k, 12F, 126, 12h, 


In EA pinoa t to 250 W mean power during 


t-time operation. 

In 8 use limited to West of 82°30’ East and 
reduced to 250 W mean power during 
night-time operation. 

In 1D, use limited to East of 21° East. 

In 6B, use limited to East of 120° East. 

Common channel to 2A, 2B, 20 and 30. 

Common channel to 9B and 90. 

Common channel to 12E, 12F, 12G and 12H. 


Common channel to FE and SEA. 8822 MWARA: SA bag te use extended on air route to Buenos 
In 2C, limited to use on a day-time basis. 
y ý RDARA: = We 10⁰ In 3A re reduced to 250 W mean power during 
e eee 3439 DARA, 2a 205 2B, aa 60, 100, 13f. eee a ga d 3A. 
° Eset). 24 mmon channe! n 
dn GF; se emed in kast of.120° Fat. 3448 MWaR Common channel to 9B a 
Common channel to 2A, 20 and 30. RDARA: 9B, 9C go 12E, 12F, Common channel to 12E, 125 izg and 12H. 
Common channel to 126 12F 120 and 12H, | 3453 RDARA: 18,10, 3C, 5A, 9A, 108, Common channel for use only in the North 
< es Brea 0 
340 RD ARA: 2A 2B, 9 „B, 9B, 9C, Common channel to 2A, 2B, and 2C. 
10E, 12 In 6B, use limited to East of 130° East. 
Common channel to 9B and 9C. 
9 MWARA: CEP, EU In 9D, use limited to West of 160° East. 
RDARA: 6E, 90, 12 
3474__..... RDARA: 1C, 2C, 385 6D, 100, 130. ames channel to 10 and 20. 
Authorized for world-wide use; in 3C, timited to use on a gaume basis. 
1. aboard aircraft for: 3481... MWARA: NSA-2 A-2: use extended to Western Australia 
a) communications with approach and RDARA: 3A, 6F, 9D, 10A, 13K bie the Cocos Islands. 
aerodrome control; Common channel to OF i and the extension of 
b) communications with an aeronautical NSA-2. 
station when other frequencies of the In af use limited to South of 25° North and 
sation are either unavailabe or un- thes mean power during night-time 
2. at Fun stations for aerodrome Ins D. gi limited to East of 160° East. 
and approach control under the following | 3488 RDARA: 2B, 6D, 10D, 13E In AFI-MET, use limited to West of 10° 
conditions: NOLMET: AFI-MET East and South of 20° North. 
a) with mean power limited to a value of 3495 RDARA: 15 5 Re 6D, 10D, Common channel to 2A and 2C. 
— ike i than 20 watts in the antenna 10% 150 Common channel to 10D and 10E. 
NOLMET: AFI-MET In AFI-MET, use limited to South of the 
b) special attention must be given in each Equator. 
1 of antenna used in | 3499 . Al only. 
order 10 pat ful interference; 
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Frequen Authorized area of use Remarks Freque’ 
“ice af = 
1 2 = 3 1 
27/198—BAND 4650-4700 KC/S 
“4654... RDARA: 1E, 2B, 2C, 30, 10B, 13E, In 1E, limited to use on a aes tose basis. 5680___.__. 


i3F. Common channel to 2B, 2C and 
Common channel to 13É and 13F. 
Common channel to 2A, 2B, 2C, 3A, 38 and 


30. 
in 2B, limited to use on a day-time basis. 
In 3A, limited to use on a day-time basis. 
Common channel to 10D a E. 
In 30, limited to use on a day-time basis. 
Common channel to 5B, 5C and 5D. 
In Ret and 10C, limited to use on a day-time 
asis. 
Common channel to 2A, 2B, 2C and 3C. 
In 10A, limited to use ona ‘day-time basis. 


: 2A, 2B, 20, 3A, 3B, 30, 
$p, 100, 120 
: 1D D 2B. 68 5 TOR, 130 . 


A: 
: 2C, 3A, 7E, 10D, 10E, 13) 
: 3C, 5B, 56, 5D, 9D, 10B, 
1OE, 133. 
ARA: 
: 3860, 10C, 120. 


24, 2B, 20, 30, 10A 
27/199—BAND 5450-5480 KC/S (REGION 2) 


: 10A, 10E, 120, 13D 
> 10B, 120, 13J 

: 10B, 1 

: 100, 120 13H 


27/200—BAND 5480-5680 KC/S 
5484 : Common channel to 2B and 3B. 
RDARA: 2B, 38 
8 RDARA: 2C, 6B, 7E, 10B, 12F, 13G 
8498 RDARA; 28, 30, 7, 98. 9b, 90, 10C, Common channel to 2B and 30. 
Common channel to 9B, 9C, and 9D. 6568_...... 
MWARA: CWP, NSA-2 In 10E, use limited to East of 60° West and to 
RDARA: 10E, 13K. 250 W mean power. 2 
RDARA: 2A, 6A, 10C, 120 
MWARA: NSA 2 — 6582 
Lot MET: PAC-M 
RDARA: 30, 5A, 00. 98, 90, 90, 108, Common channel to 9B, 90 and 9D. 6589 
RD ARA; 38, 6D, 120 6598. 
VOLMET: EU-MET 
RDARA: 28, 3B, 100 Common channel to 2B and 38. 6603. 
RDARA: 2C, C, GALGE, ida’ 13H Common channel to 6A and 6E. 6610 
MWARA: CE In 30, limited to use on a day-time basis. 
RDARA: 109 G 
Volt Mer: ME-MET 
MWARA: CAR CAR: use extended to the mid-point of the 
RDARA: ID, 2A, 30, 6A mA route between Mexico City and Ta- 
66244. 
In 10, limited to use on a om basis. 
Common channel to 2A and 3C. 6631. 
188 len 12E 
MWARA: SAM-2 
RDARA 6A 
MWA ARA: N NP sist Common channel to 12 F and 12H. 
RDARA: 22. 280 20. 60, 100, 13K. Common channel to 2A, 28, and 20. 
MWARA: CEP, ME’ 
RA: NA-2, NA-3 Common channel to NA-2 and NA-3. 


In 6B, use limited to East of 100° East. 


Common channel to . 3 NA-2. 

Common channel to 20 ai 

In 6B, use goad to fast ot Aoo East and 
South of 40° North. 

Common channel to 12k and 12F. 


1 6 
RDARA: 2C, 6E 100 120, 130 
RDARA: 20, 3A, 86. 10A, 10k, 12E, 


5638_...... 23 In 2B, limited to use on a day-time basis. 
5645_...... | | K Common channel for use only in the North 
ROARA: 18, 10, 2B, 100 Sea area of 1B and 1C. 
In 2B, limited to use on a day-time basis. 
66622052222 RDARA: 20.0) 222-222. In 20, limited to use on a day-time basis. 
VOLMET: PaM 
5659. RDARA: 1C, aA 16 50, 5D, 6C, Common channel to 58, 50 and 50. 
56666 Common channel to 2A, 28, and 20. 


RDARA: 2A 27 20, 98, 90, 10D, 


3 Common channel to 98 and 90. 
MWARA: NA-2, 8E 


Authorized for world-wide use, 
1. aboard aircraft for: 
a) communications with approach and 
aerodrome control; 
b) communication with an aeronautical 
station when other frequencies of the 
station are either unavailable or un- 


known; 
2. at t aeronautical stations for aerodrome- 
nd approach control under the following 
conditions 
a) with mean power limited to a valué of 
not moig than 20 watts in the antenna 
circuit; 
b) special attention must be given in each 
o ore of antenna used in 
irt to pet rmful interference; 
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Authorized area of use Remarks 
2 3 
27/201 
Worldwid@2cu.2< <2. ss c) the power of aeronautical stations 


which use this frequency in accordance 
with the above conditions may be 
i to the extent necessary to 
meet certain operational requirements 
subject to coordination between 

administrations directly concerned and 
those whose services may be adversely 


affected; 

3. the specific application of this frequency 
for the above purposes may be decided 
at regional aeronautical conferences 

4, the use of this frequency is also author 
ized for intercommunication betwee 
mobile stations engaged in Co -AO Aatei 
search and rescue operations including 
communication between these stations 
and participating land stations; 

5. this channel may be used for Al or or 


emission, in accordance specia 
arrangements. It shall not be subdivided. 
Worldwide ra na Al, A3A, A3H hor ipog only. 
RDARA: 16; 2B, 3B, 6E, 9B, 90, 100, Common channel to and 9C. Common 


9B 
a da 12H. channel to 12E, 12F and 12H. 


MWARA: CAR NSA-2 


RDARA: 2A, 6B, 9B 

RDARA: LE 3A, 5B 5C, 5D, 120, 13J. Common channel to 5B, 5C and 50. 

RDARA: 16D, 136 

MWARA: CAR, NSA-2 CAR: use extended to the mid-point of the 
RDARA: 2A, 9D air route between Mexico City and Tahiti. 


NSA-2: use extended to Western Australia 
and the Cocos Islands. 


RDARA: SF, 100, 13) 
8 2A, 28, 3A, 3B, 4B, 6D, 


aoe a 10B oe 
RDARA: 28,20, 5G, 7E, 12C, 130 


Common channel to 2A, 2B, 3A, and 38. 


Common channel to 2B, 2C and 3C. 


MWARA In PAC-MET, use limited to North of 30° 
RDARA: 2A, 5A, 9A, 10D North and West of 160° East. 
VOLMET: PAC-M 

RDARA: 2C, A Se 6D, 10A, 130 In ae Tn use limited to South of the 
VOLMET: AFI-M 


9 channel to 20 and 3A. 
Common channel to 6C and 6D. 


MWARA: ME 
NARAS Gh 10C, 13F 


Common channel to 4A and 4B. 
Common channel to 2B and 2C. 
Common channel to 20 and 30. 


Common channel to 20 and 30. 


aoe channel to 2B and 3. 
In 6F, use limited to East of fizo East and 
South of 43° North. 
8 use extended on the air route to Buenos 
ires. 


20, 38, 6D, 10D, 13K. 
RDARA: 2C, 3C, 9B, 10D. 
RDARA: 2B, 3A, 6F, 10C, 12F. 


MWARA: SA, 
RDARA: 3A, 10D. 
VOLMET: SEA-MET. 


27/203—BAND 8815-8965 KC/S 


In 38, use limited to East of 140° East. 
In 3B, use limited to East of 130° East. 


In 3B, use limited to North of 50° North. 
mon channel to C6 and 6D. 
CAR: use extended to the mid-point of the 
air route between Mexico City and Tahiti. 
Common channel to 2A, 20, and 3A. 
Common channel to 7A, 7B 7C and 7D; 
In 38, use limited to East of 140° East. 


RDARA: 3B, 6C, 13C. VOOMET: 
ME-MET. 

MWARA: NSA-1, SAM-1. RDARA: 

RDARA: 3B, 6C, 6D, 13K. VOLMET: 

MWARA: GAR, FE. RDARA: 2A, 20, 
3A, 7A, 78, 7C, 7D, 9D, 13H. 

MWARA: ME, SAM-2, Sp. RDARA: 

MWARA: CWP, NA-2. RDARA: 5B, 


RDARA: 2A, 2B, 2C, 3A, 3B, 3C, 


Common channei to 2A, 2B, 20, 3A, 3B and 
5D, 6D, 10E, 120, 12F, 13F. 306. 


L 6D, use limited to South of 10° North. 
in 12F, use limited to North of 04° North 
and to 300 W mean 


MWARA: FE, SEA... Common channel to FE and ‘SEA. 

ARA: 2A, 3A, 10A.. Common channel to 2A and 3A, 
Vol Mer: AT-M In 3A use limited to North of 60° North. 
MWARA: ass In 3B, use limited to East of 120° East. 
RDARA Common channel to 12E and 12F. 
MW. MRA: BS Ae SA: use . on the air route to 
RDARA: 3A, 28 Buenos 


Use outside the SEA ae is auth- 
orized.in India and Pakista 
In 3A, use limited to gain ot 60° North. 


MWARA: NA-2 
RDARA: 38, 6A, 6E, 98, 9D, 13)___ Common channel to 9B and 9D. 
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Fregooney Authorized area of use Remarks NN Authorized area of use Remarks 
> kejs 
1 2 3 1 2 : 3 
27/203— BAND 8815-8965 KC/S 27/205—BAND 11 275-11 400 KC/S 
8898. RD AHA: 3B, 30, 4A, 5A, 5B, 50, Common channel to 38 and 30. 11 319.4 NRO ARA: z 9A, 9B, 9D, = 3 Co! hannel to 9A, 9B, and 9D. 
9B, 9C, 10B, 13F Common channel to 4A, 5A, 5B and 5C. 11 22.8. MWA S AM-2. RDARA = . me 
Common channel to 9B and 9C. DL 335.225 P 
8903. 1 fp Bach 10E, 13G Common channel to 2A and 2C. 11 343— MWARA: CAR, SAM-1. VOLMET: 
8910... MWARA: NA- 1, NA-2 Common channel to NA-1 and NA-2. 11351. RD ARA: H 2, Jore Oe lS yo 
DARA: 38, 30, 9B, 90, 13D Common channel to 3B and 38. 11 359 RO ARA: 1, 6D, 10, 13F. 
Common channel to 9B and 9C. 11 2857 . MWARA: CAR. RDARA: 2 
SF se RDARA: 2A, 2B, 2C, 3A, 6E, 9B, Common channel to 2A, 2B, 2C and 3A. 11 375.2... RDARA: 3, 4 
9C, 10A, 13D m 2C, use eas i = a East. 11 383— RD ARA: 2. 9, 10 —. 
ommon channe: and 90. 
RDARA: rae 9B, 9C, 10A, 120, Common channel to 9B and 90. * RDARA: 3. VotmëT: i ee 
- MWARA: CEP, EU In 3B, use limited to West of 180°. 
RDARA: 7 6D, 9D, 135 In 9D, use limited to West of 160° East. 27/206—BAND 13 260-13 360 KC/S 
ean 10 6A, sa, 126) 12F, 13H Common channel to 12E and 12f. 
13 264 3 57 0 NP. RDARA: 7A, 78, Common channel to 7A, 7B, 7C, 7D. 
17/203—BAND 8815-8965 KC/S 413°272-..... RDARA: 3. VOLMET: AT-MET 
3 280..... TA NSA-2. RDARA: 6F, 10, 
89685. MWARA: NA-2, NA- Common channel to NA-2 and NA-3. : 
RDARA: 38, 3C, 6C, BE RE eee In 3B and 3C, use limited to North of 50° 8 r o 
in India and Pakistan, provided that 
Common channel to 3B and 3 adequate protection is ensured between 
Common channel to 13E oly iE. and 340° (clockwise) from True 
ee RDARA: 1D, 6B, Kief 2 9D, 108, 13G. Common channel to 9A, 90 and 9D. North, 
Co A AESI MWARA: CA! R, N: 3 n 3A, use limited to East of 80° East. 13 296 MWARA: CWP. RDARA: 1 
RDARA: 3A, 6D, 90, 90. ARS Common channel to 9C and 9D. x MWARA: NSA-1, SP 
8963. Worldwide .. Al only. oe 
ARA: 13H 
oller EU-MET 
27/204—BAND 10.005-10 100 KC/S 13 320 MWARA: CAR, SAM-2 Common channel to CAR and SAM-2. 
10 009..... MWARA: ME. 13 328 — PENRAN: RCI, NA-2, NA-3, Common channel to NA-1, NA-2, NA-3. 
213). ii 
10 017..... MWARA: CAR RDARA: ŻA, 2C. CAR: use extended to the midpoint of the | 13 336 MWARA: CEP. ME, NSA-2 NSA-2: ae extendido momen Ausra 
VOLMET: SEA-MET. air route between Mexico City and Tahiti. Common channel to ME; and NSA-2. 
Common channel to 2A and 2C with use of 13 344 MWARA: SA 
directional antennae to ect SEA-MET. | 73 °*'----- VOLMET: PAC-MET 
10 025. Pears S 2 RDARA: 38, 30, geal fog pap en estern Australia 13 352 MWARA: NA 2 
j andthe CocosIsiands. = sf li. 
1 RDARA: 
Common channel to 3B and 3C. 
RDARA: 2, 3, 1b. Commonscheannalite ‘and: 13 356___.. Worldwide . Al, A3 A, A3H, and A3] only. 
RDARA: 2, 7, 10, 138. 
MWARA: SA. RDARA: me use Sopas on the air route to 
uenos Aires, 27/207—BAND 17 900-17 970 K 
RDARA: 2, 10, 13. Se) 5 
RDARA: IB, 10, 1E, 6A, 6F, 135 commen „ 10 2 1E 
ommon channe! 
RDARA: 3, 12C. VOLMET: AFI- In AFI-M | South of the | 17 909 MWARA; CWP, NP Common channel to CWP and NP. 
wait, cia * , pi * ie eer er VOLMET: AFI-MET In AFL-MET, use limited to South of the 
ARA: 4 Conon, chanel A 2 cmt 3. 17. 917- MWARA: CAR, ME, SAM-1, SAM-2 Common channel to CAR, SAM-1 and SAM-2. 
Worldwide: Al, A3A, A3H and A3J only. es 3 e 8600 200 aa 
75 17 925. MWARA: CEP, NSA-2 boners yaso axtendoa Western Australia 
7 BAND 11 275-11 400 KC, an a! 
2 — Is 1 RDARA: 4, 5, 98, 90, 9D Common channel to 4 and 5. 
Common channel to 9B, 9C, 9 
L279. 2. 8 hero Sok North of 30° | 17 94 MWARA: EU, NA-1, NA-2, NA-3 Cooman channel to EU, Wa, NA-2 and 
A W $ f RDARA: 3 In 3, use limited to East of — East. 
11 295... 17 949 MWARA: Ne wes SA, SP Common channel to NSA and SA. 
11 303____. 47, 997-2 RDARA Common channel to 2 and 3. 
Shr Common channel to 108, 100, 10D and 10E. | 17 965. MWARA: +e SEA Common channel to FE and SEA. 


ADDITIONAL PROTOCOL 

At the time of signing the Final Acts of the 
Extraordinary Administrative Radio Confer- 
ence, Geneva, 1966, the undersigned delegates 
take note of the fact that the following 
statements have been submitted by certain 
signatories: 
ALGERIA (ALGERIAN DEMOCRATIC AND POPULAR 


REPUBLIC), DEMOCRATIC REPUBLIC OF THE 
CONGO, ETHIOPIA AND GHANA 


The delegations of the above countries de- 
clare that their signature of the Final Acts 
of the Extraordinary Administrative Radio 
Conference for the preparation of a revised 
Allotment Plan for the Aeronautical Mobile 
(R) Service and the subsequent ratification 
of the Acts by their respective governments 
shall not in any way imply the recognition 
of the present Government of the Republic 
of South Africa by these States or entail any 
obligation towards that Government. 

CHINA 

In signing the Final Acts of the Extraor- 
dinary Administrative Radio Conference for 
the preparation of a revised Allotment Plan 
for the Aeronautical Mobile (R) Service 
Geneva, 1966, the Delegation of the Republic 


of China declares, with reference to the dec- 
laration made by the Delegation of Indonesia, 
that the Government of the Republic of 
China rejects and considers as null and void 
any statements, declarations or reservations 
included in the Additional Protocol which are 
incompatible with or derogatory to its legiti- 
mate position as the Governmemnt of China. 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

Signature of these Final Acts for and in the 
name of the United States of America con- 
stitutes, in accordance with its constitutional 
processes, signature also on behalf of all ter- 
ritories of the United States of America. 

REPUBLIC OF INDONESIA 

The Delegation of the Republic of Indo- 
nesia declares hereby, that the signature by 
said delegation is not to be construed as a 
recognition by the Republic of Indonesia 
towards the so-called “Federation of Malay- 
sia”, “Republic of China” and of other coun- 
tries not recognized by the Republic of 
Indonesia. 

INDONESIA (REPUBLIC OF), THAILAND 

With respect to the changes made by this 
Conference in the List of frequencies allot- 
ment, in the bands between 2850 and 17970 


ke/s for exclusive use by the Aeronautical 
Mobile (R) Service, the Delegations of the 
Republic of Indonesia and of Thailand, hav- 
ing regard to the probable existence of 
harmful interference on the new frequencies 
allotted, provisionally reserve the right to 
take all measures deemed necessary and to 
continue using the frequencies at present 
assigned to its aeronautical and aircraft sta- 
tions, which have been operating or may 
operate in accordance with the provisions in 
Appendix 26 to the Radio Regulations, Ge- 
neva, 1959, to ensure safety and regularity 
of flight, over its respective territories, until 
such time as satisfactory service on the new 
frequencies can be achieved. 
MALAYSIA 

Upon signing the Final Acts of the Extraor- 
dinary Administrative Radio Conference for 
the preparation of a revised Allotment Plan 
for the Aeronautical Mobile (R) Service, the 
Delegation of the Government of Malaysia 
hereby reserves the right of the Government 
to take any action it deems necessary to safe- 
guard its interest should Members or Associ- 
ate Members in any way fail to comply with 
the Recommendations and/or the Final Acts 
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of the Conference jeopardize its Aeronautical 
Mobile (R) Service. 
REPUBLIC OF SINGAPORE 

In signing the Final Acts of the Extraor- 
dinary Administrative Radio Conference for 
the Aeronautical Moblie (R) Service, Geneva, 
1966, the Delegation of the Republic of Sin- 
gapore reserves for its Government the right 
to take such action as it may consider nec- 
essary to safeguard its interests should any 
country fail in any way to comply with the 
requirements of the Final Acts of this Con- 
ference or should reservations by any country 
jeopardize the telecommunication services 
of the Republic of Singapore. 


REPUBLIC OF SOUTH AFRICA AND TERRITORY 
SOUTH WEST AFRICA 

In signing the Final Acts of the Extraordi- 
nary Administrative Radio Conference, for 
the preparation of a revised Allotment Plan 
for the Aeronautical Mobile (R) Service, the 
Delegation of the Republic of South Africa 
and Territory of South West Africa declares 
that it represents the legal Government of 
the Republic of South Africa and Territory 
of South West Africa and does not accept 
any reservations made by other delegations 
impinging upon the status of the Govern- 
ment of the Republic of South Africa and 
Territory of South West Africa. Further- 
more, the delegation declares that its coun- 
try reserves the right to take all necesasry 
steps to protect its radio services in cases 
where any Member or Associate Member of 
the Union fails to comply with the provisions 
of the Radio Regulations as revised by the 
present Conference or where the reservations 
made by Members have a harmful effect on 
the telecommunication services of the Repub- 
lic of South Africa and Territory of South 
West Africa. 

(The signatures follow) 

(The. signatures which follow the Addi- 
tional Protocol are the same as those repro- 
duced at the beginning of this article, under 
the bracketed headings titled “Country ref- 
erences in translation,” with the exception of 
the delegations of the following countries 
who have not signed: People’s Republic of 
Bulgaria, Cuba, People’s Republic of Poland, 
Socialist Republic of Roumania, Confedera- 
tion of Switzerland, Czechoslovak Socialist 
Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist Repub- 
lics 

1585 3 large maps, 4 small maps, and 19 
projection charts and diagrams, folded and 
enclosed in a pocket inside the back cover 
of the volume published by the International 
Telecommunication Union, are not repro- 
duced here. They are available for reference.] 


Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, this 
treaty is being brought up with the con- 
currence of the distinguished chairman 
of the Committee on Foreign Relations, 
the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. FUL- 
BRIGHT], and the distinguished minority 
leader, the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
DIRKSEN]. 

It is not the purpose to have a vote 
on this revision of radio regulations to- 
day, but it is anticipated that a vote will 
be taken at the next meeting of the 
Senate. 

Today, it is the purpose to make a 
statement on behalf of the distinguished 
chairman of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations, the Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr. FULBRIGHT]. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that when that statement is con- 
cluded, the excerpts from the report ac- 
companying Executive H, 90th Congress, 
first session, be incorporated at that 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


or 
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(See exhibit 1.) 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, on 
behalf of the Senator from Arkansas 
(Mr, FULBRIGHT], I should like to point 
out that the main purpose of this treaty 
is to establish a revised high frequency 
allotment plan for radiofrequencies used 
by the aeronautical mobile service. The 
frequencies in any radio band allocated 
to this service are those reserved for 
communications between any aircraft 
and aeronautical stations primarily con- 
cerned with the safety and regularity 
of flight along national or international 
civil air routes. As applied to the aero- 
nautical mobile service, the new provi- 
sions set forth technical and operational 
principles, the determination of radio 
channel width, interference range con- 
tours, classes of emission and power, and 
descriptions of various boundaries, in- 
cluding those of the major world civil 
air route areas, and the regional and do- 
mestic civil air route areas. 

The revised provisions of the radio reg- 
ulations contained in this treaty entered 
into force on July 1, 1967, for those 
members who deposited their instru- 
ments of ratification prior to that date. 
The frequency allotment plan for the 
aeronautical mobile service will not en- 
ter into force until April 10, 1970, in or- 
der to give prospective users time to 
convert their equipment and adjust their 
operations to the new frequency bands. 

The Committee on Foreign Relations 
held a public hearing on this treaty on 
July 18, 1967. The transcript of that 
hearing is printed in the appendix to the 
committee’s report on the treaty. Ac- 
cording to the statement of the State 
Department representative who testi- 
fied in support of the treaty, the fre- 
quency allotment plan provided for in 
the partial revision will permit more 
effective use of aeronautical mobile fre- 
quencies in the interest of flight safety. 
In addition, the committee was informed 
that representatives of interested Gov- 
ernment agencies and private industry 
participated in the preparations for the 
two conferences held in 1964 and 1966 
leading up to the approval of the fre- 
quency allotment plan contained in the 
partial revision. The committee was also 
informed that there is no objection to the 
partial revision. 

The partial revision of the radio 
regulations was considered in executive 
session on July 25, 1967, at which time it 
was ordered reported favorably with the 
recommendation that the Senate give its 
advice and consent to ratification. 

EXHIBIT 1 
MAIN PURPOSE 

The main purpose of this treaty described 
as the Partial Revision of the Radio Regula- 
tions is to establish a revised high frequency 
allotment plan for radiofrequencies used by 
the aeronautical mobile service. The frequen- 
cies in any radio band allocated to this serv- 
ice are those reserved for communications be- 
tween any aircraft and aeronautical stations 
primarily concerned with the safety and 
regularity of flight along national or inter- 
national civil air routes. As applied to the 
aeronautical mobile service, the new provi- 
sions set forth technical and operational 
principles, the determination of radio chan- 
nel width interference range contours, classes 
of emission and power, and descriptions of 
various boundaries, including those of the 
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major world civil air route areas and the 
regional and domestic civil air route areas. 


ADDITIONAL PROTOCOL 


The additional protocol contains state- 
ments (reservations and declarations) made 
on behalf of a number of countries at the 
time the partial revision was signed, all of 
which are unrelated to the substantive pro- 
visions of the treaty. In this connection, in- 
cluded in the additional protocol, is a state- 
ment by the American delegation that sig- 
nature by the United States constitutes 
signature also on behalf of all of its ter- 
ritories. 

DATE OF ENTRY INTO FORCE 


The revised provisions of the radio regula- 
tions contained in this treaty entered into 
force on July 1, 1967, for those members 
who deposited their instruments of ratifica- 
tion prior to that date, The frequency allot- 
ment plan for the aeronautical mobile serv- 
ice will not enter into force until April 10, 
1970, in order to give prospective users time 
to convert their equipment and adjust their 
operations to the new frequency bands. 


COMMITTEE ACTION 


The Partial Revision of the Radio Regula- 
tions was transmitted to the Senate on 
March 23; 1967. The Committee on Foreign 
Relations held a public hearing on the par- 
tial-revision on July 18, 1967, at which time 
testimony in support of the partial revision 
was received from Thomas E, Nelson, Acting 
Director, Office of Telecommunications, De- 
partment of State. A transcript of the hear- 
ing, including Mr. Nelson’s formal state- 
ment, is printed in the appendix to this 
report. 

On July 25, 1967, the committee considered 
the Partial Revision of the Radio Regula- 
tions in executive session and ordered it re- 
ported favorably to the Senate. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The partial revision deals with a highly 
technical communications matter about 
which the Committee on Foreign Relations 
has no special competence. According to the 
Department of State, however, the frequency 
allotment plan provided for in the partial 
revision will permit more effective use of 
aeronautical mobile frequencies in the inter- 
est of flight safety. Moreover, the committee 
was informed that representatives of inter- 
ested Government agencies and private in- 
dustry participated in the preparations for 
the two conferences held in 1964 and 1966 
leading up to the approval of the frequency 
allotment plan contained in the partial re- 
vision. The committee was also informed 
that there is no objection to the partial 
revision. 

The Committee on Foreign Relations 
recommends, therefore, that the Senate give 
its advice and consent to ratification of the 
Partial Revision of the Radio Regulations 
(Geneva, 1959), with the additional protocol 
thereto, 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
is no objection, Executive H, 90th Con- 
gress, first session, will be considered as 
having through its various par- 
liamentary stages up to, and including, 
the presentation of the respective reso- 
Deo of ratification, which the clerk will 


The assistant legislative clerk read, as 
follows: 


Resolved, (two-thirds of the Senators 
present concurring therein), That the Sen- 
ate advise and consent to the ratification of 
& Partial Revision of the Radio Regulations 
(Geneva, 1959), with an Additional Protocol, 
dated at Geneva April 29, 1966 (Executive 
H, 90th Congress, first session). 


Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, for 
the information of the Senate, let me 
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repeat that a vote on this protocol will 
be taken when the Senate next meets, 
and it will be a yea-and-nay vote. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
that the Senate proceed to vote on 
Executive H, 90th Congress, first session, 
at 1 o’clock on Wednesday next, and 
that we be allowed to order the yeas and 
nays on that vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 


LEGISLATIVE SESSION 


On request of Mr. MANSFIELD, and by 
unanimous consent, the Senate resumed 
the consideration of legislative busi- 
ness. 


FIRST THINGS FIRST 


Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, yester- 
day, on “Meet the Press, Mayor Cava- 
nagh of Detroit put the basic issue fac- 
ing our Nation in these simple, unmis- 
takable terms: 

What will it profit this country if we, say, 
put our man on the moon by 1970, and at 
the same time you can’t walk down Wood- 
ward Avenue in this city without some fear 
of violence? 


He also said: 

We may be able to pacify every village in 
Vietnam, over a period of years, but what 
good does it do if we can’t pacify the Ameri- 
can cities? 


I agree. And I would extend his ex- 
amples of our grossly distorted national 
priorities by asking: What good will it 
do to spend billions in trying to restruc- 
ture ancient societies of Asia and Africa 
when the structure of our own urban 
society remains so badly in need of re- 
pair? 

On the day that the Committee on 
Foreign Relations completed action on 
the foreign aid bill, failing by a tie vote 
to send it to the Senate without recom- 
mendation, the President appointed a 
national commission to determine the 
causes—and find a cure—for the violent 
upheavals which have taken place in 
Detroit, Newark, and other urban areas. 
This tie vote, and the overwhelming com- 
mittee support for the 20-percent cut 
made in the program, typify, I believe, a 
growing conviction within the Congress, 
and the public as well, that our national 
priorities are badly in need of drastic 
overhaul. When our citizens are asked to 
continue foreign aid as usual—while pay- 
ing $25 billion-plus for a war of dubious 
connection with our real national inter- 
ests; while the greatest deficit since 
World War II now accumulates and an 
increase in taxes looms ahead; and at 
the same time we watch the fabric of 
our society being torn asunder, largely 
because of unmet social needs at home— 
it is time for a change. 

This rich, affluent country has a moral 
obligation to help the less fortunate 
of this world. But the obligation to our 
own people comes first. The needs of 
tenants, homeowners, and businessmen 
of Detroit and Newark, and other riot- 
stricken areas who have lost all—and at- 
tention to the conditions which breed 
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these riots—should have priority over 
foreign aid when it comes to allocating 
the limited tax resources we have left 
after paying for a $75 billion military 
budget. 

The American people, who foot the 
bill for foreign aid, have a far greater 
stake in restoring the peace in our own 
cities—and in building a better society 
here at home—than they do in trying to 
restructure foreign societies. 


RECESS SUBJECT TO THE CALL OF 
THE CHAIR 


Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres- 
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate stand in recess subject to the call 
of the Chair. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 1 
o’clock and 34 minutes p.m.) the Senate 
took a recess subject to the call of the 
Chair. 

On the expiration of the recess, at 2 
o’clock p.m., the Senate reassembled and 
was Called to order by the Presiding Offi- 
cer (Mr. Burpick in the chair). 


ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 
WEDNESDAY 


Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that, when the Sen- 
ate completes its business today, it stand 
in adjournment until 12 o’clock noon 
Wednesday next. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


THE EMERGENCY FOOD BILL— 
UNANIMOUS-CONSENT ORDER 


Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the bill, 
S. 2138, to authorize the Secretary of 
Agriculture and the Surgeon General of 
the United States to provide food and 
medical services on an emergency basis 
to prevent human suffering or loss of life, 
is reported, it be made the pending busi- 
ness of the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


eS — 


RESCISSION OF ORDER OF REFER- 
ENCE ON S. 2138 


Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the agreement 
concerning the reference of S. 2138, to 
authorize the Secretary of Agriculture 
and the Surgeon General of the United 
States to provide food and medical serv- 
ices on an emergency basis to prevent 
human suffering or loss of life, to the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry 
be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 


Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, it is 
the intention of the leadership to have 
the Senate proceed to the consideration 
of the appropriation bill for HEW, H.R. 
10196, on Wednesday after the emer- 
gency food measure is disposed of, pro- 
vided that the reports and the hearings 
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are ready and on the desks of the Sena- 
tors. 


GENERAL HUGHES CALLS VIET WAR 
IMMORAL 


Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, in 
the May 30, 1967, issue of the Capital 
Times, Madison, Wis., appeared a very 
interesting report of a speech by Brig. 
Gen. Robert L. Hughes. I ask unanimous 
consent that it be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


Viet Wark LASHED BY GENERAL: HUGHES CALLS 
Ir ImmoraL—Stuns CROWD AT CAPITOL 
SERVICES 

(By Richard Brautigam) 

A Memorial Day audience on the State 
Capitol grounds was stunned into thought- 
ful silence today as a distinguished Army 
general made a fervent plea for an end to 
the war in Vietnam and a commitment to 
the cause of justice and good will. 

Brig. Gen. Robert L. Hughes, U. S. Army 
Reserve, was the principal speaker at the 
traditional services arranged by Madison 
veterans’ groups. 

He wore the Silver Star, Bronze Star with 
Oak Leaf Cluster, Purple Heart, Combat In- 
fantry Badge, Presidential Unit Citation, and 
the Army Commendation Ribbon as he stood 
before an audience of some 500 veterans and 
their families as well as citizens generally. 

Gen. Hughes won these honors through 
long service in the Pacific Theaters during 
World War II. 

Wounded severely at Buna, in New 
Guinea, he recuperated in the United States 
and then returned to the Pacific as a mem- 
ber of Gen. MacArthur’s staff at Leyte, in the 
Philippines. 

Hughes spoke quietly, but with the con- 
viction of his long years of service. 

“All over the United States today there are 
observances that are stereotypes of this 
one,” he began. 

“They are expressions of gratitude for 
those Americans who have fallen in battle 
in our wars to assure that the political integ- 
rity of our nation remains inviolate. 

“The true significance of the day is most 
poignant to those who have suffered the 
loss of a loved one in the present conflict in 
Vietnam,” Hughes pointed out. 

“They died,” he continued, “in support of 
an unstable foreign government that is main- 
tained only by the strength of the United 
States.” 

There is a paradox in the role of the United 
States in Vietnam, he said. 

In contrast to the image of a country that 
offers hope of peace and justice to the world, 
he said, “we are prosecuting an immoral war 
in support of a government that is a dictator- 
ship by design.” 

“It represents nothing but a ruling clique 
and is composed of morally corrupt leaders 
who adhere to a. warlord philosophy,” he 
added. 

This is illustrated currently by the need for 
the United States to lead in pacifying vil- 
lages whose citizens do not trust their own 
government, he said. 

Following World War II, the United States 
accepted its role of world leadership with hu- 
mility and aided stricken nations to rebuild 
with American dollars, he said. 

In this new era of political unrest, we can- 
not police the world, we cannot impose our 
social system on other nations,” he advised. 

“We stand alone in Vietnam with token 
forces from some other countries and mer- 
cenaries from Korea paid by United States,” 
Hughes went on, 

“We are losing the flower of American 
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youth in a war that could stretch into per- 
petuity,” he added. “After four years of 
fighting, we cannot be sure of the security 
of villages three miles from Saigon, because 
we can't tell the good guys from the bad 
uys. 

ž “We are in that position because we se- 
lected. sides in a civil war,“ he said. 

“This is one hell of a war to be fighting. 
We must disengage from this tragic war. It 
is the only one which we have committed 
troops without first being aggressed against,” 
he said, 

Hughes called for a reassessment of Ameri- 
can foreign policy in terms of our own Amer- 
ican interests. 

“We should recognize our errors in judg- 
ment and not compound them by trying to 
police the world,” he said. We shall cease 
as a political force if we don’t follow a policy 
of co-existence with other nations. 

“We cannot afford a major confrontation 
with the people of Asia if we want to dedicate 
this country to our sons and future gen- 
erations,” he concluded. ; 

Gen. Hughes is executive secretary of thè 
University of Wisconsin- College of Agricul- 
ture. He has served in many civic capacities, 
including a term as president of the Middle- 
ton School Board, the Masons, Boy Scouts, 
Middleton Sportsmen's Club, United Givers 
and the National Congress of Parents and 
Teachers. 

A reporter circulating through the audi- 
ence found general approval of his address, 
with some reservations. 

A. M. Ryser, a World War I veteran and 
chairman for the day, told The Capital Times 
he did not agree with all of Hughes’ remarks 
but would defend the right to say them. 

Another veteran said, “It was shocking, but 
he gave me something to think about.” Where 
there was dissent, there was that acknowl- 
edgment of doubt, also. 

Others, however, wholly approved of his 
address. 

“Somebody has to say these things,” one 
said. 

“This was a surprise package but I agree 
with him entirely,” said another. 


LITTLE GIRL FROM LITTLE ROCK 


Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, all 
Arkansans have taken pride in the selec- 
tion of Miss Rosemary Dunaway, of Little 
Rock, as America’s Junior Miss. For 
some time she has been traveling about 
the East as part of her “Youth’s Ameri- 
can Heritage“ tour. She visited Washing- 
ton and the Capitol and made many 
friends here. Rosemary is charming, tal- 
ented, and is indeed America's Junior 
Miss.“ 

Rosemary is such a natural and whole- 
some young lady, I believe that Senators 
would enjoy reading a story about her 
which appeared recently in the News 
American. I ask unanimous consent that 
the article be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

AMERICA’S JUNIOR Miss AN ARKANSAS 
TRAVELER 
(By Elizabeth Shriver) 

America’s Junior Miss, Rosemary Dunaway 
of Little Rock, made a stop in Baltimore 
last week as part of her “Youth’s American 
Heritage” tour which will take her through 
the 13 original states. Meeting with Carol 
Barrow, Junior Miss of Maryland, Rosemary 
visited such landmarks as Fort McHenry and 
the Naval Academy during her two-day stay. 

Rosemary's affiliation with the Junior Miss 
competition took root in October with her 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


victory at the first local level contest. In 
November she won the state contest. 

Rosemary captured the national title in 
March and has since been promoting the 
pageant around the country. 

“What I like best about the whole thing,” 
smiles Rosemary, is that nobody told us 
what to do or how to act.“ The Junior Miss 
competition is not a beauty contest, Rose- 
mary explains, and such things as measure- 
ments are never mentioned. Judging is based 
on scholastic achievement, poise and appear- 
ance, youth fitness, creative and performing 
arts and individual interviews with the 
judges. 

It’s easy to see how Rosemary qualifies as 
American's Junior Miss in all these cate- 
gories. 

A B-plus student in high school, she was 
a member of the National Honor Society, the 
Beta Club and president of the Watings, a 
service group. She channeled much of her 
energy and enthusiasm into cheerleading, 
still finding time to devote to water sports 
and riding her quarter horse, Peaches. 

The performing arts are Rosemary’s forte. 
In the talent competition she gave a read- 
ing of “A Smile” by Ray Bradbury and plans 
to study drama and speech at Sweet Briar 
College in the fall. Although she looks for- 
ward to a career in speech therapy, she has 
no plans for modifying her very soft and 
charming Southern accent. 

Rosemary has no problems with poise and 
appearance. After two and a half weeks on 
the road, she arrived for her early morning 
interview as fresh and well-kept as a fashion 
model after a month's vacation. Although 
she believes in the natural look,” there is 
nothing hap-hazard about her beauty care. 

Her nightly eight hours of sleep are al- 
ways preceded by a ritual which includes 
repairing her nail polish, setting her own 
hair, removing her makeup with cleansing 
cream, washing with a mild complexion soap, 
dabbing a touch of lubricating cream around 
her eyes and relaxing in a tub of warm 
water. She eats lightly, avoiding “junky” 
foods, and always carries an emergency sup- 
ply of stockings, white gloves and powder- 
press spot remover in her purse. 

Rosemary’s poise and self-discipline stop 
far short of making her the least bit cool 
or aloof. She is friendly, natural and outgo- 
ing, and one of the nicest things about the 
tour, to her, is being able to renew friend- 
ships with some of the girls she met dur- 
ing the competition in Mobile. 

In Baltimore, for example, Rosemary spent 
most of her time with Carol Barrow. Carol 
who lives in Ellicott City, also enjoys many 
of the qualities of a representative Junior 
Miss. A former A-student at Glenelg High 
School, Carol plans to attend Duke Univer- 
sity in Durham, N.C. She is interested in 
political science, and her tendencies, while 
admittedly vague, are conservative. She en- 
joys doing volunteer work, especially at Kim- 
brough Army Hospital at Fort Meade. 

Since becoming Maryland’s Junior Miss, 
Carol has made a TV tape for Chevrolet 
(which sponsors the pageant along with 
Breck, Kodak and Scott Paper), ridden in 
the Fourth of July parade at Columbia, and 
participated in the Washington “kickoff” 
celebration for the Youth's American Herit- 
age tour. 

Both girls enjoyed their meeting in Balti- 
more, and Rosemary bubbled about the tour. 
She had traveled very little before and is 
learning a great deal from the historical 
landmarks she is visiting. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE— 
ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Hackney, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
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Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
enrolled bill (S. 1648) to extend the au- 
thority for exemptions from the anti- 
trust laws to assist in safeguarding the 
balance-of-payments position of the 
United States. 

Mr. MANSFIELD, I suggest the ab- 
sence of a quorum, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr, FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


GUERRILLA WARFARE IS WITH US 


Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I have 
received a communication from an Ohio 
citizen urging that I give my support to 
S. 1094, a bill that would make it a Fed- 
eral offense for any individual to inter- 
fere with a fireman who is in the process 
of attempting to protect life and prop- 
erty from destruction. 

I rise to make this statement because 
of the irony of the situation. Can we be- 
lieve that in our Government at this 
time it is necessary to pass legislation 
that will make it an offense for anyone 
to interfere with a fireman who is in the 
process of working as a fireman, pro- 
tecting the lives of our citizens and 
property? When that question is asked, 
the answer seems inevitable; that it is 
unbelievable; yet it is true. Firemen 
have reached the stage where they do 
not feel safe while they are performing 
a magnanimous service to fellow Amer- 
icans. 

The existence of this situation should 
awaken in the minds of each of us the 
deplorable state into which our society 
has fallen. In the last several days, I have 
listened to the proposals made as to how 
we shall cope with the Newark, the De- 
troit, the Rochester, the Oregon riots, 
and others; and the word is that society 
is to blame. Practically no words have I 
heard putting the finger of guilt upon 
those who are the actual inciters and 
the perpetrators of the wrong. 

In my judgment, the situation has de- 
veloped because there has been a failure 
to maintain law and order. The Supreme 
Court has adopted decisions that have 
placed a barrier of protection upon the 
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rights of the innocent victim and the 
innocent citizenry of our Nation. Civic 
leaders and Government officials, on the 
public platform, have enunciated the 
principle that civil disobedience is justi- 
fied in the achievement of an honest ob- 
jective. A Frankenstein monster has been 
set afoot in the land. The very declarants 
of that principle are now calling upon 
the citizenry to be calm. Well, the dam- 
age has been done. Riot is afoot. 

As far back as 4 months ago, I have 
been. writing letters to my constituents 
in Ohio, telling them that we have re- 
bellion, civil war, insurrection—without 
recognizing it and without doing any- 
thing about it. Approximately a month 
ago, in a meeting of the Committee on 
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Foreign Relations, I made the statement 
that civil war is confronting us. 

Now I wish to put this question: How 
does the violence, the pillaging, the loot- 
ing, and the burning in the United States 
differ from what happened in Cuba? 
What difference is there? Guerrillas are 
afoot. They are running around with 
torches, setting property on fire; and 
with guns, taking the lives of firemen, 
policemen, and innocent citizens. Yet, 
there seems to be a calm and an apology 
that is being offered to the criminal and 
to the wrongdoer. 

We had better wake up. Guerrilla war- 
fare is with us. It will grow worse. And 
the awakening should come not only to 
us, on the floor of the Senate, but also 
to the President, to every Governor, and 
to every mayor. You cannot countenance 
lawlessness in minor matters without 
that lawlessness spreading until it in- 
volves the very foundation and struc- 
ture of our Government. 

Mr. President, until this morning, 
there have come to my desk about 100 
letters. I have examined them with the 
view of trying to determine what the 
thinking of my constituents is. Ninety- 
five percent of them beg for firmness in 
maintaining the supremacy of our Gov- 
ernment. Few approve of the policy of 
appeasement. Unless government re- 
mains supreme, anarchy results. When 
anarchy comes, the good people are the 
victims, and the foul become the con- 
querors and the ones who dominate. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
certainly agree with the Senator’s senti- 
ments. I think he has not overstated the 
seriousness of our present situation. and 
I agree with what he has said. 


U.S. COMMITMENTS TO FOREIGN 


POWERS 


Mr, FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
send to the desk a resolution and ask 
that it be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc- 
Cartay in the chair). The resolution 
(S. Res. 151) will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

S. Res. 151 

Whereas accurate definition of the term, 
national commitment, in recent years has 
become obscured: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Sen- 
ate that a national commitment by the 
United States to a foreign power necessarily 
and exclusively results from affirmative ac- 
tion taken by the executive and legislative 
branches of the U.S. Government through 
means of a treaty, convention, or other legis- 
lative instrumentality specifically intended 
to give effect to such a commitment. 


The resolution (S. Res. 151) was re- 
ceived and referred to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I rise 
to speak on one aspect of the mounting 
problem created by the gradual erosion 
of the role of the Congress, and par- 
ticularly of the Senate, in the determina- 
tion of national security policy. And I 
intend to suggest to my colleagues a 
course of action which, although modest 
in scope, could constitute a first step 
toward arresting a trend of events in- 
hos ig to the best interests of our coun- 

ry. 
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There is no need at this time to re- 
hearse all the evidence in support of the 
view, held by most if not all Members of 
this body, that the authority of Congress 
in many respects has been dwindling 
throughout the years since our entry into 
the Second World War. The very exist- 
ence of the Special Subcommittee on 
Separation of Powers, chaired by the dis- 
tinguished senior Senator from North 
Carolina [Mr. ERvIN ], currently attests 
to the concern felt by Senators on this 
score. In no area is the constitutional 
imbalance more striking and more 
alarming than in the field of foreign 
policy. As a result of the kind invitation 
of Senator Ervin, on July 19, I gave to 
his subcommittee a rather lengthy state- 
ment, entitled “Congress and Foreign 
Policy,” which I hope helped define the 
dimensions of the problem; I shall ask 
that the statement appear in the RECORD 
to follow and give more substance to 
these remarks. 

Because the overall subject of the con- 
stitutional role of the Congress in both 
national and international affairs is now 
being scrutinized under such distin- 
guished auspices, it would be neither 
wise nor proper at this time to prejudge 
the findings and offer recommendations 
applying to the whole field of inquiry. 
However, I believe that one facet of the 
problem in the foreign policy sphere can 
and should be singled out for prompt at- 
tention and action. I refer to the ques- 
tion of what constitutes a national com- 
mitment” and I offer herewith a resolu- 
tion stating simply that the term 
“national commitment” is understood to 
result from nothing less than formal] ac- 
tion taken by the legislative and exec- 
utive branches under established consti- 
tutional procedures, 

A commitment thus defined engages 
the honor of the Nation in support of a 
specific undertaking. Obviously, such a 
process and such a result should neither 
be invoked frequently nor arrived at 
lightly. And yet over the years we have 
found ourselves confronted with mul- 
tiplying calls for swift and decisive action 
to be taken on the basis of alleged na- 
tional commitments.” Admittedly, many 
of these cries for action have come from 
nonofficial sources. But all too often over 
a long period the executive branch has 
indeed acted and then sought to jus- 
tify its intervention by dubious refer- 
ences to equally dubious prior commit- 
ments. 

These so-called “prior commitments” 
often turn out to be statements pre- 
viously made by someone saying that we 
pledge ourselves to some undertaking. 

Much of the difficulty here, I believe, 
stems from a lack of precise thought and 
language, rather than from any malign 
intent or influences. Even so, the possi- 
ble consequences of involvement in com- 
bustible situations abroad in this day and 
age are too dangerous to permit any use 
of military power on the casual assump- 
tion that the Nation is committed to act. 
Neither should we allow the honor of this 
country, which is at stake in its commit- 
ments, to be cheapened through con- 
stant and careless references to its in- 
volvement in specific situations. 

We in governmental life frequently 
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err by refusing to define our terms and 
by falling back on cliches which really 
have not been examined in years. In the 
field of foreign policy certain phrases 
reasonably descriptive of the world situ- 
ation two decades.ago are being used 
almost ritualistically without reappraisal 
of their relevance to current conditions. 
Other phrases have been so affected by 
constant misuse that their original 
meaning to the American public has 
been either twisted or entirely lost. The 
term “national commitment” clearly 
seems to have fallen into that latter cate- 
gory. In speaking today I am trying to 
recover and refurbish its original and 
true meaning from the cloud of confu- 
sion which has been created in large 
measure over the past two or three dec- 
ades through the increasing conduct of 
foreign policy by executive agreement. 

This resolution in no way tries to in- 
terfere with the day-to-day conduct of 
our foreign affairs. It does not attempt 
to restrict the constitutional responsibil- 
ity and power of the President or to re- 
voke any past decisions. It does not re- 
spond to any current crisis situation 
abroad, and it is not a measure directed 
against any single administration in this 
century—or against anyone at all. 

In its essence, this resolution repre- 
sents a conservative position which seeks 
to recover in some degree the constitu- 
tional role of the Senate in the making 
of foreign policy—a role which the Sen- 
ate itself has permitted to be obscured 
and diminished over the years. Just as 
we do not blame external forces for that 
cumulative loss of our traditional au- 
thority, I suggest to my colleagues that 
we will have only ourselves to blame if 
we do not reaffirm the power and re- 
sponsibility given to this body by the 
framers of our Constitution. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have printed in the Recorp my 
statement of July 19 entitled “Congress 
and Foreign Policy,” given before the 
Subcommittee on Separation of Powers 
a the Judiciary Committee of the Sen- 
ate. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

CONGRESS AND FOREIGN POLICY 
(Statement of Senator J. W. FULBRIGHT be- 
fore the Subcommittee on Separation of 

Powers of the Judiciary Committee, July 

19, 1967) 

In a statement to the Senate Preparedness 
Subcommittee on August 25, 1966, Secretary 
of State Rusk said: “No would-be aggressor 
should suppose that the absence of a defense 
treaty, Congressional declaration or U.S. mil- 
itary presence grants immunity to aggres- 
sion.” The statement conveys a significant 
message to any potential aggressor: that 
under no circumstances could it count on 
American inaction in the event of an act of 
aggression. The statement conveys an im- 
plicit but no less significant message to the 
Congress: that, regardless of any action or 
inaction, approval or disapproval, of any 
foreign commitment on the part of the Con- 
gress, the executive would act as it saw fit 
in response to any occurrence abroad which 
it judged to be an act of aggression. It is 
unlikely that the Secretary consciously in- 
tended to assert that Congressional action 
was irrelevant to American military commit- 
ments abroad; it seems more likely that this 
was merely assumed, taken for granted as a 
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truism of American foreign policy in the 
1960's. 


I. THE CONSTITUTIONAL IMBALANCE 


The authority of Congress in foreign policy 
has been eroding steadily since 1940, the year 
of America’s emergence as a major and per- 
manent participant in world affairs, and the 
erosion has created a significant constitu- 
tional imbalance. Many if not most of the 
major decisions of American foreign policy 
in this era have been executive decisions. 
Roosevelt's destroyer deal of 1940, for ex- 
ample, under which 50 American ships were 
given to Great Britain in her hour of peril 
in exchange for naval bases in the Western 
Hemisphere, was concluded by executive 
agreement, ignoring both the treaty power 
of the Senate and the war power of the Con- 
gress, despite the fact that it was a commit- 
ment of the greatest importance, an act in 
violation of the international law of neu- 
trality, an act which, according to Churchill, 
gave Germany legal cause to declare war on 
the United States. The major wartime agree- 
ments—Quebec, Tehran, Yalta and Pots- 
dam—which, as it turned out, were to form 
the de facto settlement of World War II, were 
all reached without the formal consent of the 
Congress. Since World War II the United 
States has fought two wars without benefit 
of Congressional declaration and has engaged 
in numerous small-scale military activities— 
in the Middle East, for example, in 1958, and 
in the Congo on several occasions—without 
meaningful consultation with the Congress. 

New devices have been invented which have 
the appearance but not the reality of Con- 
gressional participation in the making of 
foreign policy. I shall elaborate on these later 
in my statement and wish at this point only 
to identify them. One is the joint resolution; 
another is the Congressional briefing ses- 
sion, Neither is a satisfactory occasion for 
deliberation or the rendering of advice; both 
are designed to win consent without advice. 
Their principal purpose is to put the Con- 
gress on record in support of some emergency 
action at a moment when it would be most 
difficult to withhold support and, therefore, 
to spare the executive subsequent contro- 
versy or embarrassment. 

The cause of the constitutional imbalance 
is crisis. I do not believe that the executive 
has willfully usurped the constitutional au- 
thority of the Congress; nor do I believe that 
the Congress has knowingly given away its 
traditional authority, although some of its 
members—I among them, I regret to say— 
have sometimes shown excessive regard for 
executive freedom of action. In the main, 
however, it has been circumstance rather 
than design which has given the executive 
its great predominance in foreign policy. The 
circumstance has been crisis, an entire era 
of crisis in which urgent decisions have been 
required again and again, decisions of a kind 
that the Congress is ill-equipped to make 
with what has been thought to be the req- 
ulsite speed. The President has the means 
at his disposal for prompt action; the Con- 
gress does not. When the security of the 
country is endangered, or thought to be en- 
dangered, there is a powerful premium on 
prompt action, and that means executive 
action. (I might add that I think there have 
been many occasions when the need of im- 
mediate action has been exaggerated, result- 
ing in mistakes which might have been 
avoided by greater deliberation.) 

The question before us is whether and how 
the constitutional balance can be restored, 
whether and how the Senate can discharge 
its duty of advice and consent under continu- 
ing conditions of crisis. It is improbable that 
we will soon return to a kind of normalcy 
in the world, and impossible that the United 
States will return to its pre-1940 isolation. 
How then can we in the Congress do what 
the Constitution does not simply ask of us, 
but positively requires of us, under precisely 
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the conditions which have resulted in the 
erosion of our authority? It is not likely that 
the President, beset as he is with crisis and 
set upon by conflicting pressures and inter- 
ests, will take the initiative in curtailing his 
own freedom of action and restoring Con- 
gressional prerogative—that would be too 
much to expect of him. It is up to the Con- 
gress, acting on the well-proven axiom that 
the Lord helps those who help themselves, 
to re-evaluate its role and to re-examine its 
proper responsibilities. 

I have the feeling—only a feeling, not yet 
a conviction—that constitutional change is 
in the making. It is too soon to tell, but there 
are signs in the Congress, particularly in the 
Senate, of a growing awareness of the loss of 
Congressional power, of growing uneasiness 
over the extent of executive power, and of a 
growing willingness to raise questions that a 
year or so ago might have gone unasked, to 
challenge decisions that would have gone 
unchallenged, and to try to distinguish be- 
tween real emergencies and situations which, 
for reasons of executive convenience, are only 
said to be emergencies. 

Prior to redefining our responsibilities, it 
is important for us to distinguish clearly be- 
tween two kinds of power, that pertaining to 
the shaping of foreign policy, to its direc- 
tion and purpose and philosophy, and that 
pertaining to the day-to-day conduct of for- 
eign policy. The former is the power which 
the Congress has the duty to discharge, dili- 
gently, vigorously and continuously; the lat- 
ter, by and large calling for specialized skills, 
is best left to the executive and its adminis- 
trative arms. The distinction of course is 
clearer in concept than in reality, and it is 
hardly possible to participate in the shaping 
of policy without influencing the way in 
which it is conducted. Nonetheless, we in the 
Congress must keep the distinction in mind, 
acting, to the best of our ability, with energy 
in matters of national purpose and with re- 
straint in matters of administrative detail. 

Our performance in recent years has, un- 
fortunately, been closer to the reverse. We 
have tended to snoop and pry in matters of 
detail, interferring in the handling of spe- 
cific problems in specific places which we 
happen to chance upon, and, worse still, 
harassing individuals in the executive de- 
partments, thereby undermining their mo- 
rale and discouraging the creative initiative 
which is so essential to a successful foreign 
policy. At the same time we have resigned 
from our responsibility in the shaping of 
policy and the defining of its purposes, sub- 
mitting too easily to the pressures of crisis, 
giving away things that are not ours to give: 
the war power of the Congress, the treaty 
power of the Senate and the broader advice 
and consent power. 

II. THE LEGISLATIVE FUNCTION 

Insofar as the Congressional role in for- 
eign policy is discharged through the formal 
legislative process, the Congress by and large 
has been able to meet its responsibilities. 
Unfortunately, however, the area of foreign 
policy requiring formal legislative action has 
diminished greatly in recent decades and 
now contains virtually none of the major 
questions of war and peace in the nuclear 
age. Before turning to these critical ques- 
tions, which go to the heart of the current 
constitutional crisis, a word is in order about 
the limited areas of foreign policy which are 
still governed by the legislative process. 

Foreign aid provides the closest thing we 
have to an annual occasion for a general re- 
view of American foreign policy. It provides 
the opportunity for airing grievances, some 
having to do with economic development, 
most of them not, and for the discussion of 
matters of detail which in many cases would 
be better left to specialists in the field. It 
also provides the occasion for a discussion of 
more fundamental questions, pertaining to 
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America’s role in the world, to the areas that 
fall within and those which exceed its proper 
responsibilities. 

In the last few years the Congress has 
shown a clear disposition to limit those re- 
sponsibilities and has written appropriate re- 
strictions, mostly hortatory, into the foreign 
aid legislation. Only as it has become clear 
that the executive is disinclined to comply 
with many of our recommendations has it 
been found necessary to write binding re- 
strictions into the law. These mandatory re- 
strictions, {t is true, impose a degree of 
rigidity on the executive and constitute a 
regrettable Congressional incursion on mat- 
ters of the day-to-day conduct of policy. 
Here, however, we encounter the overlap in 
practice between the shaping and conduct 
of policy and, in order to exert our influence 
on the one, where it is desirable we have 
also had to exert it on the other where it 
is not. Were the executive more responsive 
to our general recommendations—as ex- 
pressed in committee reports, conditional 
proscriptions, and general legislative his- 
tory—it would be possible for us to be more 
restrained in our specific restrictions, 

The matter, at its heart, is one of trust 
and confidence and of respect of each branch 
of the government for the prerogatives of 
the other. When the executive tends to ig- 
nore Congressional recommendations, in- 
truding thereby on Congressional preroga- 
tive, the result is either a counter-intrusion 
or the acceptance by the Congress of the loss 
of its prerogatives. Thus, for example, the 
persistent refusal of the executive to comply 
even approximately with Congressional rec- 
ommendations that it limit the number of 
countries receiving American foreign aid has 
caused the Foreign Relations Committee to 
write numbers into its current bill, propos- 
ing thereby to make recommendations into 
requirements. The price of the flexibility 
which is valued by the executive is, or cer- 
tainly ought to be, a high degree of com- 
pliance with the intent of Congress. 

There are occasions when the legislative 
process works almost as it ideally should, per- 
mitting of the rendering of advice and con- 
sent on the matter at hand and also of the 
formation and expression of the Senate’s 
view on some broader question of the direc- 
tion of our foreign policy. Such was the case 
with the test ban treaty in 1963. In the 
course of three weeks of public hearings and 
subsequent debate on the floor, the Senate 
assured itself of the safety of the p 
commitment from a military point of view 
and at the same time gave its endorsement 
to the broader policy which has come to be 
known as “building bridges” to the east. 
Similarly, the ratification earlier this year of 
the Soviet consular treaty, which, but for 
an unexpected controversy might have been 
treated as routine business, became instead 
the occasion for a further Senate endorse- 
ment of the bridge building policy. 

II. ADVICE AND CONSENT 

The focus of the current constitutional 
problem—one might even say crisis—lies out- 
side of the legislative process, in the great 
problems of war and peace in the nuclear 
age. It is in this most critical area of our 
foreign relations that the Senate, with its 
own tacit consent, has become largely im- 
potent. The point is best illustrated by con- 
crete examples. Permit me to recall some re- 
cent crises and the extremely limited role of 
the Senate in dealing with them: 

At the time of the Cuban missile crisis in 
October 1962, many of us were in our home 
states campaigning for re-election. On the 
basis of press reports and rumors we had a 
fairly accurate picture of what was happen- 
ing, but none of us, so far as I know, were 
given official information until after the 
Administration had made its policy decisions. 
President Kennedy called the Congressional 
leadership back for a meeting at the White 
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House on Monday, October 22, 1962. The 
meeting lasted from about 5 p.m. to about 6 
p.m.; at 7 p.m. President Kennedy went on 
national television to announce to the coun- 
try the decisions which had of course been 
made before the Congressional leadership 
were called in. The meeting was not a con- 
sultation but a briefing, a kind of courtesy 
or ceremonial occasion for the leadership of 
the Congress. At that meeting, the senior 
Senator from Georgia and I made specific 
suggestions as to how the crisis might be 
met; we did so in the belief that we had a re- 
sponsibility to give the President our best ad- 
vice on the basis of the limited facts then at 
our command. With apparent reference to our 
temerity in expressing our views, Theodore 
Sorensen in his ‘book on President Kennedy 
described this occasion as “the only sour 
note” in an otherwise flawless process of de- 
cision making. It is no exaggeration to say 
that on the one occasion when the world has 
gone to the very brink of nuclear war—as in- 
deed on the earlier occasion of the Bay of 
Pigs—the Congress took no part whatever in 
the shaping of American policy. 

The Dominican intervention of April 1965 
was decided upon with a comparable lack of 
Congressional consultation. Again, the leader- 
ship was summoned to the White House, on 
the afternoon of April 28, 1965, and told that 
the Marines would be landed in Santo 
Domingo that night for the express purpose 
of protecting the lives of American citizens. 
No one expressed disapproval. Had I known 
that the real purpose of our intervention was 
the defeat of the Dominican revolution, as 
subsequently became clear in the course of 
extensive hearings before the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee, I would most certainly 
have objected to massive American military 
intervention. 

When, in the wake of the Dominican hear- 
ings, I publicly stated my criticisms of Amer- 
ican policy, there followed a debate not on 
the substance of my criticisms but on the ap- 
propriateness of my having made them. The 
question therefore became one of the proper 
extent and the proper limits on public dis- 
cussion of controversial matters of foreign 
policy, The word “consensus” was then in 
vogue and so extensive had its influence be- 
come that there seemed at the time to be a 
general conviction that any fundamental 
criticism of American foreign policy was ir- 
responsible if not actually unpatriotic. This 
was the first of many occasions on which no 
one questioned the right of dissent but many 
people had something to say about special 
circumstances making its use inappropriate. 
No one, it seems, ever questions the right of 
dissent; it is the use of it that is objected to. 

I tried at the time of the Dominican con- 

troversy to formulate my thoughts on sena- 
torial responsibility in foreign policy. I recall 
them here not for purposes of reviving the 
discussion of those unhappy events but in 
the hope of contributing to the work of this 
Subcommittee. I expressed these thoughts 
in a letter to President Johnson, dated Sep- 
tember 16, 1965, and accompanying the 
speech on the Dominican Republic which I 
made that day. The letter read in part: 
- “DEAR Mr. Present: Enclosed is a copy 
of a speech that I plan to make in the Senate 
regarding the crisis in the Dominican Re- 
public. As you know, my Committee has held 
extensive hearings on the Dominican matter; 
this speech contains my personal comments 
and conclusions on the information which 
was brought forth in the hearings. 

“As you will note, I believe that important 
mistakes were made. I further believe that 
a public discussion of recent events in the 
Dominican Republic, even though it brings 
forth viewpoints which are critical of actions 
taken by your Administration, will be of 
long-term benefit in correcting past errors, 
helping to prevent their repetition in the 
future, and thereby advancing the broader 
purposes of your policy in Latin America. It 
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is in the hope of assisting you toward these 
ends, and for this reason only, that I have 
prepared my remarks. 

“Public—and, I trust, constructive—criti- 
cism is one of the services that a Senator is 
uniquely able to perform. There are many 
things that members of your Administration, 
for quite proper reasons of consistency and 
organization, cannot say, even though it is 
in the long term interests of the Adminis- 
tration that they be said, A Senator, as you 
well know, is under no such restriction. It is 
in the sincere hope of assisting your Admin- 
istration in this way, and of advancing the 
objectives of your policy in Latin America, 
that I offer the enclosed remarks,” 

I developed these thoughts further in a 
speech in the Senate on October 22, 1965. 
It read in part: 

„ . . believe that the chairman of the 
Committee on Foreign Relations has a special 
obligation to offer the best advice he can on 
matters of foreign policy; it is an obligation, 
I believe, which is inherent in the chair- 
manship, which takes precedence over party 
loyalty, and which has nothing to do with 
whether the chairman’s views are solicited 
or desired by people in the executive branch. 

I am not impressed with suggestions 
that I had no right to speak as I did on 
Santo Domingo. The real question, it seems 
to me, is whether I had the right not to 
speak.“ 

Mark Twain said the same thing in plainer 
words; “It were not best that we should all 
think alike; it is difference of opinion that 
makes horseraces.” 

There are some fundamental and disturb- 
ing questions about the way in which we en- 
dure controversy in this country, and they 
go to the heart of the constitutional mat- 
ters which the Subcommittee is considering. 
No one objects to a little controversy around 
the edges of things, to quibblings over de- 
tail or to hollow mouthings about morality 
and purpose provided they are hollow 
enough. It is when the controversy gets down 
to the essence of things, to basic values and 
specifics major actions, to questions of 
whether our society is healthy or sick, ful- 
filling its promise or falling short, that our 
endurance is severely taxed. 

Alexis de Tocqueville wrote: “I know of no 
country in which there is so little independ- 
ence of mind and real freedom of discussion 
as in America. Profound changes have oc- 
curred since democracy in America first ap- 
peared and yet it may be asked whether rec- 
ognition of the right of dissent has gained 
substantially in practice as well as in theory.” 
And, as to democracy in general, he wrote 
“. , . The smallest reproach irritates its sen- 
sibility and the slightest joke that has any 
foundation in truth renders it indignant; 
from the forms of its language up to the 
solid virtues of its character, everything must 
be made the subject of encomium. No writer, 
whatever be his eminence, can escape paying 
this tribute of adulation to his fellow citi- 
zens,” 1 

Until and unless we overcome the disability 
of intolerance, our democratic processes can- 
not function in full vigor and as they were 
intended to function by the framers of the 
Constitution. The vitality of advice and con- 
sent in the Senate is more than a matter of 
executive-legislative relations. It has to do 
with our national character and our national 
attitudes, with our tolerance of deep un- 
orthodoxy as well as of normal dissent, with 
our attitudes toward the protests of students 
as well as the criticisms of Senators. 

IV. RESOLUTIONS AND “CONSULTATIONS” 

As I said at the beginning of my state- 
ment, two new devices have been invented— 
more accurately, two old devices have been 
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put to a new use—for the purpose of creating 
an appearance of Congressional consultation 
where the substance of it is lacking. I refer 
to the joint resolution and the Congressional 
briefing session. Arranged in haste, almost 
always under the spur of some real or puta- 
tive emergency, these resolutions and White 
House briefings serve to hit the Congress 
when it is down, getting it to sign on the 
dotted line at exactly the moment when, for 
reasOns of politics or patriotism, it feels it 
can hardly refuse. 

The Gulf of Tonkin resolution, so often 
cited as an unqualified Congressional en- 
dorsement of the war in Vietnam, was 
adopted on August 7, 1964, only two days 
after an urgent request from the President. 
It was adopted after only perfunctory com- 
mittee hearings and a brief debate with only 
two Senators dissenting. It was a blank check 
indeed, authorizing the President to “take all 
necessary steps including the use of armed 
force” against whatever he might judge to 
constitute aggression in southeast Asia. 

The error of those of us who piloted this 
resolution through the Senate with such un- 
deliberate speed was in making a personal 
judgment when we should have made an in- 
stitutional judgment. Figuratively speaking, 
we did not deal with the resolution in terms 
of what it said and in terms of the power it 
would vest in the Presidency; we dealt with 
it in terms of how we thought it would be 
used by the man who occupied the Presi- 
dency. Our judgment turned out to be wrong, 
but even if it had been right, even if the 
Administration had applied the resolution 
in the way we then thought it would, the 
abridgment of the legislative process and 
our consent to so sweeping a grant of power 
was not only a mistake but a failure of re- 
sponsibility on the part of the Congress. Had 
we debated the matter for a few days or 
even for a week or two, the resolution most 
probably would have been adopted with as 
many or almost as many votes as it actually 
got, but there would have been a legislative 
history to which those of us who disagree 
with the use to which the resolution has 
been put could now repair. The fundamental 
mistake, however, was in the giving away of 
that which was not ours to give. The war 
power is vested by the Constitution in the 
Congress, and if it is to be transferred to 
the executive, the transfer can be legitimate- 
ly effected only by constitutional amend- 
ment, not by inadvertency of Congress. 

The Congress has lost the power to de- 
clare war as it was written into the Con- 
stitution. It has not been so much usurped 
as given away, and it is by no means certain 
that it will soon be recovered. On February 
15, 1848, Abraham Lincoln, then a Member 
of the House of Representatives, wrote a 
letter to a man called William H. Herndon, 
contesting the latter’s view that President 
Polk had been justified in invading Mexico 
on his own authority because the Mexicans 
had begun the hostilities. “Allow the Presi- 
dent to invade a neighboring nation,” wrote 
Lincoln, “whenever ke shall deem it neces- 
sary to repel an invasion, and you allow him 
to do so, whenever he may choose to say 
he deems it necessary for such purpose—and 
you allow him to make war at pleasure. 
Study to see if you can fix any limit to his 
power in this respect after you have given 
him so much as you propose.” 

The Senate, I believe, is becoming aware of 
the dangers involved in joint resolutions 
such as the Gulf of Tonkin resolution and 
earlier resolutions pertaining to Taiwan, 
Cuba and the Middle East. This awareness 
was demonstrated by the Senate’s refusal to 
adopt the sweeping resolution pertaining to 
Latin America requested by the Administra- 
tion shortly before the meeting of the Amer- 
ican presidents at Punta del Este last April. 
That resolution, which would have com- 
mitted the Congress in advance to the ap- 
propriation of large new sums of money for 
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the Alliance for Progress, was neither urgent 
nor necessary, it was indeed no more than a 
convenience and a bargaining lever for the 
Administration. Its rejection had nothing to 
do with the Latin American policy of the 
United States; indeed, it was not the sub- 
stance of the resolution but the unusual 
procedure which caused many of us to op- 
pose it. Still less was the rejection of the 
resolution a matter of “pique” or “frustra- 
tion,” as was alleged by members of the 
Administration, It was rather a tentative as- 
sertion by the Senate that it has come to be 
doubtful about the granting of blank checks. 
I hope that it foreshadows further demon- 
strations on the part of the Congress of a 
healthy skepticism about hasty responses to 
contrived emergencies. I hope that it fore- 
shadows a resurrection of continuing debate 
and of normal deliberative processes in the 
Senate. 

No less defective than the joint resolu- 
tion as a means of Congressional consulta- 
tion is the hastily arranged consultation“ 
really a briefing—either in committee or at 
the White House. There is indeed a psycho- 
logical barrier to effective consultation on 
the Presiednt’s own ground. The President is, 
after all, chief of state as well as head of 
government and must be treated with the 
deference and respect due him as chief of 
state as well as head of government and 
must be treated with the deference and re- 
spect due him as chief of state. One does not 
contradict kings in their palaces or Presi- 
dents in the White House with the freedom 
and facility with which one contradicts the 
king's ministers in parliament or the Presi- 
dent's cabinet members in committee. That 
indeed is the value and purpose of our Con- 
gressional committee system. It permits us 
to comunicate candidly with the President as 
political leader without becoming entangled 
in the complications or protocol which sur- 
rounds his person. I conclude, therefore, that 
any meaningful consultation with the Con- 
gress must take place on the Congress’s own 
ground, with representatives of the President 
who can be spoken to in candor and who will 
speak to us in candor. 

They do not always do that, and that is 
the next problem I would cite. Again and 
again, representatives of the executive have 
come before the Foreign Relations Commit- 
tee to tell us in closed session what we have 
already read in our morning newspaper. Again 
and again, they have come not to consult 
with us but to brie? us, to tell us what they 
propose to do or to try to put a good face 
on something they have already done. One 
recent witness. devoted a large part of his 
presentation to an endorsement of the idea 
of consultation without ever getting around 
to any actual consulting. At a recent meet- 
ing on the Middle Eastern crisis the Admin- 
istration’s witness was unwilling to answer 
either yes or no to the question of whether 
he was prepared to assure the Committee that 
the President would not take the United 
States into war in the Middle East without 
the consent of Congress. 

Meaningful consultation would consist first 
of a presentation of provisional views on 
the part of the Administration and then of 
a presentation of the views of the members of 
the Committee, with the Administration wit- 
ness performing the extremely important 
function in the second phase of listening 
listening with an open mind and with an 
active regard for the fact that, however little 
he may like it, the men he is listening to are 
representatives of the people who share with 
the executive the constitutional responsibil- 
ity for the making of American foreign 
policy. 

The problem is one of attitudes rather than 
of formal procedures, The critical question is 
not whether State Department officials duti- 
fully report Administration acts to Congres- 
sional committees or telephone interested 
Senators to tell them that American planes 
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are en route to the Congo. The question is 
whether they respond to Congressional direc- 
tives and recommendations by asking them- 
selves “How can we get around these?” or by 
asking themselves “How can we carry them 
out?“. The latter, to be sure, can be awkward 
and irksome for the executive, but that is 
the kind of system we have. As the political 
scientist Edwin S. Corwin has written: “The 
verdict of history in short is that the power 
to determine the substantive content of 
American foreign policy is a divided power, 
with the lion’s share falling usually to the 
President, though by no means always.“ ? 
Our legitimate options are to comply with the 
system or to revise it by the means spelled out 
in the Constitution but not to circumvent it 
or subvert it. 

“Consultations” which are really only 
briefings, and resolutions like the Tonkin 
Gulf resolution, represent no more than a 
ceremonial role for the Congress. Their pur- 
pose is not to elicit the views of Congress 
but to avoid controversy of the kind Presi- 
dent Truman experienced over the Korean 
War. They are devices therefore not of Con- 
gressional consultation but of executive con- 
venience, Insofar as the Co accepts 
them as a substitute for real participation, it 
is an accomplice to a process of illicit con- 
stitutional revision. 

Some political scientists do not even pre- 
tend that there is a role for Congress in the 
making of foreign policy in the nuclear age. 
They argue that the authority to declare 
war has become obsolete and that checks and 
balances are now provided by diversities of 
opinion within the executive branch. This,“ 
in the words of the American diplomatic his- 
torian Ruhl Bartlett, “is an argument 
scarcely worthy of small boys, for the issue is 
not one of advice or influence. It is a question 
of power, the authority to say that some- 
thing shall or shall not be done. If the pres- 
ident is restrained only by those whom he 
appoints and who hold their positions at his 
pleasure, there is no check at all. What has 
happened to all intents and purposes, al- 
though not in form and words, is the as- 
sumption by all recent presidents that their 
constitutional right to conduct foreign rela- 
tions and to advise the Congress with respect 
to foreign policy shall be interpreted as the 
right to control foreign relations.” “ 


V. TREATIES AND COMMITMENTS 


So widespread are American’ commitments 
in the world, and so diverse are the methods 
and sources which are sald to make for a 
commitment, that a great deal of confusion 
has arisen as to what is required to make a 
formal commitment to a foreign country. 
Does it require a treaty ratified with the con- 
sent of the Senate? or can it be accomplished 
by executive agreements? or by simple Pres- 
idential declaration? or by a declaration or 
even a statement made in a press confer- 
ence by the Secretary of State? The prevail- 
ing view seems to be that one is as good as 
another, that a clause in the transcript of 
a press conference held by Secretary Dulles 
in 1957 is as binding on the American Goy- 
ernment today as a treaty ratified by the 
Senate. 

If treaties are no more than one of the 
available means by which the United States 
can be committed to military action abroad, 
as Secretary Rusk believes, if the executive is 
at liberty to commit American military 
forces abroad in the absence of a treaty ob- 
ligation as in the case of Vietnam, or in vio- 
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lation of a treaty obligation as in the case 
of the Dominican Republic, why do we 
bother with treaties at all? As things now 
stand, their principal use seems to be the 
lending of an unusual aura of dignity or 
solemnity to certain engagements such as 
the test ban treaty and the outer space 
treaty. 

In addition to the general denigration of 
treaties, there has developed a widespread 
attitude, at least on the part of what might 
be called the foreign policy “establishment,” 
that it is improper for the Senate to reject 
treaties or attach reservations to them once 
they have been negotiated. The power of the 
Senate to accept, reject or amend treaties is 
of course acknowledged, but it is regarded 
not as a legitimate function but as a kind of 
naked power the use of which under any 
circumstance would be irresponsible. There 
seems to be a kind of historical memory at 
work here; Versailles, like Munich, has con- 
veyed more lessons than were in It. 

There appeared in the New York Times on 
March 10, 1967, an interesting and significant 
editorial commenting on questions that 
were then being raised in the Senate about 
the Soviet consular treaty and the outer 
space treaty. The Times commented as 
follows: 

“A treaty is a contract negotiated by the 
executive branch with the government of one 
or more other countries, In the process there 
is normally hard bargaining and the final 
result usually represents a compromise in 
which everyone has made concessions. Thus 
when the Senate adds amendments or reser- 
vations to a treaty, it is unilaterally changing 
the terms of a settled bargain. The practical 
effect of such action is really to reopen the 
negotiations and force the other party or 
parties to re-examine their previously of- 
fered approval. 

“Every time the Senate exercises this privi- 
lege it necessarily casts doubt upon the cred- 
ibility of the President and his representa- 
tives and weakens the bargaining power of 
the United States in the international arena. 
The Senate power to do this is unquestioned, 
but it is equally unquestionable that this 
power is best used only to express the gravest 
of concerns, esp in a period of crisis 
such as is posed by the Vietnam war and 
efforts to end it.” 

My attention was arrested by the assertion 
that a treaty, once negotiated by the execu- 
tive was a “settled I had supposed 
that under our Constitution a treaty was 
only a tentative bargain until ratified with 
the consent of the Senate. 

Returning to my earlier point, the recent 
crisis in the Middle East reveals the prevail- 
ing confusion as to what constitutes a bind- 
ing obligation on the United States. 

In the days preceding the recent Arab- 
Israeli war there was a good deal of discussion 
of American responsibilities in the Middle 
East marked by a prevailing assumption that 
the United States was “committed” to de- 
fend Israel against any act of aggression. As 
a signatory to the United Nations Charter, 
which incidentally was ratified by the Sen- 
ate as a treaty, the United States is indeed 
obligated to support any action which the 
United Nations might take in defense of a 
victim of aggression. The cited sources of the 
alleged American “commitment,” however, 
were not the United Nations Charter but a 
series of policy statements, including Presi- 
dent Truman's declaration of support for the 
independence of Israel in 1948, the Anglo- 
French-American Tripartite Declaration of 
1950 pledging opposition to the violation of 
frontiers or armistice lines by any Middle 
Eastern state, a statement by President 
Eisenhower in January 1957 pledging Ameri- 
can support for the integrity and independ- 
ence of Middle Eastern nations, a statement 
by Secretary of State Dulles in February 
1957 stating that the United States regarded 
the Gulf of Aqaba as an international water- 


20706 


way, a press conference statement in March 
of 1963 by President Kennedy pledging Amer- 
ican opposition to any act of aggression in 
the Middle East, and a reiteration by Presi- 
dent Johnson in February 1964 of American 
support for the territorial intergrity and po- 
litical independence of all Middle Eastern 
countries. 

The foregoing are all statements of policy, 
not binding commitments in the sense that 
a treaty ratified by the Senate is a binding 
commitment. If they were binding and if 
they were interpreted as requiring the United 
States to take unilateral action to maintain 
the territorial integrity of all Middle East- 
ern states, we would now be obligated forci- 
bly to require Israel to restore all of the 
territory which she has seized from her Arab 
neighbors. We are, however, not so obligated. 
Our only binding commitment in the Mid- 
dle East is our obligation to support and help 
implement any action that might be taken 
by the United Nations. In the absence of such 
action, we are not bound, not, that is, un- 
less statements in Presidential press confer- 
ences are as binding upon the United States 
as treaties ratified by the Senate. 


VI. RESTORING CONGRESSIONAL PREROGATIVE 


The Foreign Relations Committee has been 
experimenting in the last two years with 
methods which it is hoped will help restore 
the Senate to a significant and responsible 
role in the making of American foreign 
policy. Principally, the Committee has made 
itself available as a public forum for the 
airing of informed and diverse opinion on 
both general and specific aspects of Ameri- 
can foreign policy. We have invited distin- 
guished professors, scholars, diplomats and 
military men to talk with the Committee 
on a wide variety of matters, including the 
Vietnamese war, American policy toward 
China, American relations with its European 
allies, American relations with the Soviet 
Union and Eastern Europe, and even certain 
experimental subjects such as the psychologi- 
cal aspect of international relations. In the 
spring of 1967 the Committee heard testi- 
mony by such distinguished persons as 
George Kennan, Edwin O. Reischauer and 
Harrison Salisbury in a series of hearings on 
the “responsibilities of the United States as 
a global power.” 

It is by no means clear that public hear- 
ings of the kind which have been held in 
these last two years will prove to be a viable 
and effective means of bringing Congressional 
influence to bear on the making of foreign 
policy. The hearings have been, I emphasize, 
experimental. They do, however, suggest the 
possibility of a reinvigorated Senate partici- 
pating actively and responsibly in the shap- 
ing of American foreign policy, in the articu- 
lation of the values in which we would have 
our foreign policy rooted and the purposes 
which we would have it serve. 

I am reasonably confident that the Sen- 
ate Foreign Relations Committee, by making 
itself available as a forum of free and wide- 
ranging discussion, can serve valuable demo- 
cratic purposes: it can diminish the danger 
of an irretrievable mistake; it can reduce 
the likelihood of past mistakes being re- 
peated; it can influence policy both current 
and future; it can make a case for history 
and defend America’s good name; it can help 
to expose old myths in the light of new reali- 
ties; it can provide an institutional forum 
for dissenters whose dissent might otherwise 
be disorderly; and, by continuing discussion 
of crises like the war in Vietnam, it may help 
us shape the attitudes and insights to avoid 
another such tragedy in the future. 

Free and open discussion has another 
function, more difficult to define. It is ther- 
apy and catharsis for those who are dis- 
mayed; it helps to reassert traditional val- 
ues and to clear the air when it is full of 
tension. A man must at times protest, not for 
politics or profit but simply because his sense 
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of decency is offended, because something 
goes against the grain. 

On the Senate floor as well as in the For- 
eign Relations Committee, vigorous. and 
responsible discussion of our foreign rela- 
tions is essential both to the shaping of a 
wise foreign policy and to the sustenance of 
our constitutional system. The criteria of 
responsible and constructive debate are re- 
straint in matters of detail and the day-to- 
day conduct of foreign policy, combined with 
diligence and energy in discussing the val- 
ues, direction and purposes of American for- 
eign policy. Just as it is an excess of democ- 
racy when Congress is overly aggressive in 
attempting to supervise the conduct of policy, 
it is a failure of democracy when it fails 
to participate actively in determining policy 
objectives and in the making of significant 
decisions. 

A Senator has the obligation to defend the 
Senate as an institution by upholding its 
traditions and prerogatives. A Senator must 
never forget the Presidency when he is deal- 
ing with the President and he must never 
forget the Senate when he is talking as a 
Senator. A Senator is not at perfect liberty 
to think and act as an individual human be- 
ing; a large part of what he says and what 
he does must be institutional in nature. 
Whoever may be President, whatever his 
policies, however great, the confidence they 
may inspire, it is part of the constitutional 
trust of a Senator to defend and exercise the 
advice and consent function of the Senate. It 
is not his to give away. 


Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield to the Sen- 
ator from Georgia. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, may I 
say to the distinguished Senator from 
Arkansas that I think he has rendered 
a real service in offering this resolution. 
I hope he will hold hearings on it. 

I know of nothing that is more in need 
of clarification than the present state of 
the alleged commitment of the United 
States all over the world. We hear that 
national commitment has been made be- 
cause two Presidents have made speeches 
‘outlining this policy, or perhaps two 
Secretaries of State, or one Vice Presi- 
dent; or maybe they all joined in and 
made speeches, and that that constitutes 
national commitment. The commitment 
in many instances is one that can only 
be met by the blood of the young men of 
this Nation and the treasure of the peo- 
ple of this country that is collected 
through taxes. 

As I understand it, the Senator says 
that the resolution does not and, indeed, 
cannot seek to limit the powers of the 
President as Commander in Chief of the 
Armed Forces of the United States. That 
is a matter outlined in the Constitution. 
However, there is so much loose talk of 
the national commitment we have, if 
the Senator’s committee could bring to 
light those we consider viable and those 
that might be barred by the statute of 
limitations, or for some other reason, it 
would be a great service to the Congress 
and the Nation. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I do intend to ask 
the Foreign Relations Committee to hold 
hearings on this subject at an early date 
and to try to develop clearly how these 
commitments came about, Often we have 
no treaties for what are claimed to be 
our commitments, and there are many 
things which are not clear. 
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Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me? 

Mr, FULBRIGHT. I yield. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I am 
impressed with the statement of the 
chairman of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations; and also with this resolution. 
I am glad to note, also, that the chair- 
man of the Armed Services Committee, 
the Senator from Georgia [Mr. RUSSELL], 
is in full agreement with the resolution, 
especially in that it would appear one of 
the most important presentations before 
this body since I have had the privilege 
of being a Member. 

It is my recollection that one of the 
fine minds of this country, the former 
Secretary of State, Dean Acheson, re- 
cently wrote in one of his books that the 
greatest single change in the function- 
ing of our Government was further dele- 
gation by the legislative branch of its 
constitutional authority to the executive 
branch. 

As we all know, Dean Acheson is a 
thinker. He was an outstanding states- 
man. It would seem, therefore, that this 
resolution, prepared by two of the fine 
minds of the Senate is a practical effort 
to slow that trend. 

Based on my experience as a member 
of the Committee on Foreign Relations, 
and also Armed Services, I am glad to 
see that both chairmen of these two 
committees, the way the world is today, 
are in full agreement with respect to the 
importance of this resolution. 

I thank my friend for yielding. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I am happy now to 
yield to the Senator from North Caro- 
lina, and then I will be glad to yield to 
my colleague [Mr. MCCLELLAN]. 

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I want to 
commend the able Senator from Arkan- 
sas on the presentation of this resolu- 
tion. It seems to me that it compels the 
Senate to study anew one of the most 
important problems which now con- 
fronts the American people and which 
has confronted them for many years. 

The Senate has recently manifested 
an interest in a restudy of the funda- 
mental system of our Constitution which 
we call the separation of powers. Its in- 
terest in this field is shown by the fact 
that during the last session it created a 
special subcommittee of the Committee 
on the Judiciary; namely, the Subcom- 
mittee on the Separation of Govern- 
mental Powers. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. If the Senator from 
North Carolina will allow me to inter- 
ject a comment; he is the distinguished 
head of that subcommittee and it was 
in the preparation of my remarks before 
that subcommittee and consideration of 
this issue in Congress that the idea of 
my resolution was generated. It grows 
out of the work the Senator’s subcom- 
mittee is engaged in. 

Mr. ERVIN. I should like to say for the 
benefit of all Senators, and the public 
generally, that the Senator from Arkan- 
sas [Mr. FULBRIGHT] appeared before the 
Subcommittee on the Separation of Gov- 
ernmental Powers some days ago and 
made one of the most penetrating and 
illuminating statements I have ever 
heard on the subject of the power to 
conduct our foreign policy. The Senator 
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has offered to have the statement placed 
in the Recorp today and it merits 
thoughtful consideration by all Senators 
and the American people who are inter- 
ested in constitutional government and 
the position in which we may find our- 
selves in this precarious world, now and 
in the future. 

The Senator from Arkansas demon- 
strates in his statement on this occasion, 
and also in the statement he made before 
the Subcommittee on the Separation of 
Government Powers, that the making of 
foreign policy is not a prerogative which 
is committed solely to the executive 
branch of Government; that, on the con- 
trary, it is a power which the executive 
branch shares with Congress in general, 
and the Senate in particular. 

The Senator from Arkansas has ren- 
dered a real, a lasting, and a most sig- 
nificant service to the country in pro- 
posing the resolution which he has of- 
fered today, because it presents an 
opportunity for us to study again the 
fundamental principles of the separation 
of powers and the combination of powers 
and also to relearn something which all 
too often we may have forgotten; namely, 
that the direction of American foreign 
policy is a matter which belongs to Con- 
gress in general, and the Senate in par- 
ticular, as well as to the President. It is 
a power which must be exercised in con- 
formity with the Constitution. I believe 
in conformity with practical wisdom in 
this precarious world and that this power 
must be shared between the executive 
and legislative branches of Government. 

I thank the Senator for yielding to me. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I thank the Senator 
from North Carolina for his statement. 
I feel this resolution and the hearings 
we will have upon it complement the 
basic and major work which the Senator 
from North Carolina is doing. The res- 
olution focuses on only one aspect of this 
over-all problem. 

Now I am happy to yield to my col- 
league from Arkansas. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I thank my col- 
league for yielding to me. I join with 
Senators here who have commended the 
Senator for his presentation of the res- 
olution. 

So far as I know now, I am inclined 
to give it my strong support, but I want 
to ask one or two questions to see if I 
can clarify what the objectives of the 
resolution are. 

In the first place, may I ask whether 
the Committee on Foreign Relations has 
available to it now, from any source, in- 
ventory, or listing, the different commit- 
ments—using the term somewhat loosely 
as I think it is today applied—all over 
the world, commitments of human as 
well as material resources. Does the For- 
eign Relations Committee have any in- 
formation available to it today so that it 
could advise the Senate where the com- 
mitments are and their extent? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. If the word “com- 
mitments” is used a little more narrowly 
to mean those obligations arising out of 
treaties or conventions in which Con- 
gress has played a part, they are certainly 
available. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I am talking about 
obligations which are not in treaty form. 
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In treaty form we do not need any in- 
quiry. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. If I may say to the 
Senator, there are a number of obliga- 
tions which have been referred to, cer- 
tainly, by members of the executive 
branch, as commitments. But I do not 
think they are commitments. This is the 
crux of the matter. The hearings I expect 
to hold will be intended to develop the 
distinction between what are valid na- 
tional commitments, or true commit- 
ments in the constitutional sense, and 
what are simply statements of policy that 
may have been made by individual of- 
ficials, say, at the Honolulu conference or 
at any other meeting of that kind, These, 
I do not believe, under the Constitution, 
could be held to be true commitments of 
this country. They are merely statements 
of intention on the part of members of 
the executive branch, usually the Vice 
President, the Secretary of State, or the 
President. 

I certainly hope that the hearings will 
draw this distinction between a true com- 
mitment in which the honor of our coun- 
try is involved and a simple statement of 
policy which is, in a sense, a statement 
of intention on something which may 
happen at a later date, which with the 
cooperation of Congress and its approval 
might then create a commitment. But, 
when we get into this latter field, we have 
all degrees of incipient commitments. 
Perhaps the statement made at Honolulu 
with regard to the so-called Asian or 
Johnson doctrine is the beginning of a 
commitment. If we do not do something 
about it, if we do not try and clarify and 
restrict it, we may find that it is soon 
viewed as a commitment—that is one of 
the principal points I have in mind. I 
would not call such a statement a com- 
mitment yet. But if we do not do any- 
thing and allow it to be reiterated time 
and again that it is a commitment, the 
first thing we know, it will be accepted 
as a national commitment without con- 
gressional consent. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. In other words, by 
silence, by inaction, we acquiesce in it. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is correct. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. And therefore it be- 
comes a commitment, and we let the 
world believe that we are officially com- 
mitted. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I am not talking 
only about this administration. Going 
back to the days of the Truman admin- 
istration on through the Eisenhower ad- 
ministration, there are instances—which 
I shall cite a little later—in which a 
statement was made in a conference, or 
even in a press conference, and now, 10 
years later, it is referred to as our com- 
mitment. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Is there any source 
now where the information is available 
to the Senator’s committee or to the 
Congress containing such commitments, 
even though we may term them as loose 
commitments, which can be identified 
for our guidance? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. We have a great 
deal of information but one cannot be 
sure; members of the executive may con- 
sider even some press conference state- 
ments as commitments, which I do not. 
The staff has done some work on this 
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subject already. I will refer to some in- 
stances later. 

I am not trying to be evasive. This is 
a question of definition. We clearly have 
commitments in some instances where 
legislation was involved. But there is a 
gradation. I would dispute some as being 
commitments. They were simply state- 
ments. While I know about some of 
them, there may be others that I do not 
know about. I think we can put them to- 
gether. 

Mr, McCLELLAN. The point I am 
making is, if today we asked for that in- 
formation, from what source would we 
ask it, and would it be available to us? 

Mr, FULBRIGHT. I think so, but with 
that reservation as to what is a commit- 
ment. Some of those statements would 
be so vague that I would not include 
them in the list, but I think they are 
available. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. The committee will 
hold hearings and I supopse it will pro- 
vide a study as to what is needed. I 
would hope and would assume that one 
of the objectives would be as follows. I 
give this as an illustration. Of course, 
a commitment of human resources is far 
more serious, but let us assume someone 
goes to a country and makes a speech 
that we pledge all sorts of things. That 
may be a commitment of one branch of 
the Government, but is that a commit- 
ment that is binding on the Govern- 
ment without the advise and consent of 
the Senate? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I do not think so, 
unless it is in pursuance of a treaty. 
I assume, from the illustration, it is not. 
That is one of the things we plan to 
clarify for the future. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I commend the 
Senator, because I think this is an area 
where all of us get confused. At times, I 
am at a loss to know what I should do 
or what our obligation is. There may be 
some actions of which we may not have 
approved, but if the Government is com- 
mitted, we want to follow it and uphold 
its hand. That is a problem we have in 
our so-called foreign relatior.s and in- 
ternational affairs. I hope the Senator’s 
committee can study it and help to clarify 
it. 
pa FULBRIGHT. We will try to do 

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr. 
President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield to the Sena- 
tor from North Dakota. 

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr. 
President, I want to commend the 
distinguished Senator from Arkansas, 
the chairman of the Foreign Relations 
Committee, for a resolution which will 
have more far-reaching consequences 
and important consequences than any- 
thing that will probably be considered 
in this session of Congress. 

Starting after World War II, we seem 
to have embarked on an entirely new 
foreign policy. The executive department 
took over almost completely the handling 
of foreign policies and commitments. 
These commitments are so huge now 
that I do not think any Member of the 
Senate really knows what all we are 
committed to. The dangerous part of it 
is that the commitments are far beyond 
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our capabilities. We are just not big 
enough or powerful enough and we do 
not have the manpower or financial re- 
sources to police the whole world, which 
we are attempting to do now. We are 
now engaging in large-scale warfare 
without a declaration of war. Many peo- 
ple do not know why we are doing it. I 
receive many letters from constituents 
who say, “Why don’t you do something 
about all our foreign commitments?” In 
recent years it is difficult to answer, 
because the executive department has 
taken most of the authority of Congress 
in this field. 

I commend the Senator for trying to 
get back to the Congress some of the 
powers that rightfully belong to it. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I thank the Sena- 
tor for his comments. I hope the hear- 
ings will clarify the situation. 

Mr. MORTON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield to the Sena- 
tor from Kentucky. 

Mr. MORTON. I commend the chair- 
man of the Foreign Relations Commit- 
tee. I think a resolution of kind, 
coming from one who has had the ex- 
perience he has had in this general area 
and in his position of leadership in the 
Senate, will be considered in great de- 
tail. I was impressed by a comment 
which the Senator made, as follows: 

We in governmental life frequently err 
by refusing to define our terms and by fall- 
ing back on cliches which really have not 
been examined in years. In the field of for- 
eign policy certain phrases reasonably de- 
scriptive of the world situation two decades 
ago are being used almost ritualistically 
without reappraisal of their relevance to 
current conditions— 


And so forth. 

This is a point that I think needs some 
emphasis. Today, in the technological 
age in which we find ourselves, with the 
tremendous revolution in transportation, 
communication, and everything else that 
has taken place in a quarter of a cen- 
tury, obviously some statement that 
some President or Secretary of State 
made 25 years ago may not fit the needs 
of today. 

I do not know whether the Congress 
ever took any action upon the Monroe 
Doctrine, whose genesis was the fact that 
the Russians were looking at the west 
coast of South America and this conti- 
nent with some degree of interest. Here 
today we have a situation in one of our 
Latin American neighbors, Cuba, in 
which she is exporting revolution to our 
friends in Latin America. This brings 
on an entirely different situation. Yet, 
are we going to be hidebound and say we 
are committed to protecting Cuba 
against any enemy whomsoever? This is 
one example—extreme, it is true. 

The General Assembly of the United 
Nations had 45 members at its inception 
just some 22 years ago. Today it has 
more than doubled. Did the people who 
drew up the United Nations Charter 
or Treaty envisage the fact that it would 
go up by 120 percent in membership: 
that the whole continent of Africa, then 
for the most part colonial, would have a 
multiplicity of free, young governments, 
with all their problems; that south Asia 
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would no longer be colonial, but would 
be in the status in which we find it 
today? 

Referring briefly to the Senator’s col- 
loquy with his senior colleague as to 
what is a commitment, I do not know, 
but I know that in my short time here 
I have been importuned by both Demo- 
cratic and Republican administrations 
with, “Well, whether you like it or not, 
we have got to do it. We are committed. 
We said we are going to do it.” So it 
comes about after “church is out,” really. 
What can we do but acquiesce in it, in 
the way it is presented to us—‘‘the honor 
of the United States is involved here’’? 

I commend the Senator from Arkan- 
sas. I know he will have productive hear- 
ings on this matter. 

I agree with his comment of the great 
work being done by the senior Senator 
from North Carolina [Mr. Ervin], be- 
cause I think this problem goes beyond 
the foreign field. The Senator from Ar- 
kansas has restricted this resolution to 
this particular area, the need for which 
to me is so abundantly clear that we will 
act on it soon. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I thank the Senator 
for his comments. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield to the Sena- 
tor from Oregon. 

Mr. MORSE. I rise to commend the 
Senator from Arkansas and highly pledge 
my support of the resolution. I also join 
in the commendation of the Senator from 
North Carolina [Mr. Ervin] for the great 
work he is doing in conducting the hear- 
ings on the important issue of constitu- 
tional law involving the separation of 
powers doctrine. 

I testified before his committee, as did 
the Senator from Arkansas. Senator Er- 
vin told me, a minute or two ago, that 
he inserted my testimony in the Con- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD today. My testimony 
was limited for the most part to the 
major thrust of the objective of the reso- 
lution which the Senator from Arkansas 
has submitted today. To me it means 
that, at long last, some action is being 
taken in the Senate of the United States 
to exercise its constitutional duties and 
protect its constitutional prerogatives. 

The Senator from Arkansas and other 
Senators have heard me, for many years, 
deplore what I consider to be the sur- 
render of the constitutional prerogatives 
and the constitutional duties of the U.S. 
Senate in this area of separation of pow- 
ers. In the field of constitutionalism, I 
have always been ultraconservative, be- 
cause one cannot be anything else, in my 
judgment, and carry out the constitu- 
tional responsibilities of a Senator. 

What we have permitted to happen, by 
way of de facto action, is for the execu- 
tive branch of the Government to amend 
the Constitution of the United States by 
violations of its constitutional responsi- 
bilities. Nobody is to blame for that but 
Congress, particularly the Senate. If we 
want government by men instead of gov- 
ernment by: constitutional law, the way 
to get it is to do what the Senate has 
done for many, many years. To try to 
get the Senate to stop doing it has been 
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ae challenge that has confronted some 
of us. 

When we have voted against a For- 
mosa resolution, when we have voted 
against a Middle East resolution, when 
we have voted against a Tonkin Bay res- 
olution, when we have refused to give to 
a President of the United States un- 
checked power, the Senate knows what 
has descended upon our political heads. 
But all we have been doing is pleading 
for the following of the check and bal- 
ance system of the Constitution. 

If the Senator from Arkansas will per- 
mit me, I should like to read a few para- 
graphs from one of the greatest consti- 
tutional lawyers who has sat in this body 
since I have been a Member—a consti- 
tutional lawyer whom I followed, when 
he was in the Senate, on the major posi- 
tions he took on constitutional law. 

Over the weekend, I read again a little 
book published by Senator Robert A. 
Taft in 1951, entitled “A Foreign Policy 
for Americans.” ; 

He, interestingly enough, throughout 
his great record in the Senate, took ex- 
actly the same position the Senator from 
Arkansas is taking in this resolution. He 
took exactly the same position I have 
argued for here on the floor of the Sen- 
ate time and time again and which I 
taught in the law school classroom be- 
fore I came to the Senate. I would have 
the Record show some of the very sound 
constitutional law teachings of the late 
Senator Taft as they relate directly and 
indirectly to the resolution of the Sena- 
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permit me, I ask the Senate to listen to 
some of his paragraphs. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT, I am happy to yield 
for that purpose. 

Mr. MORSE. I think it is a very fitting 
supplement to the Senator’s argument 
in support of the resolution. I speak only 


for myself and make my own interpreta- 


tion of what Senator Taft wrote. But 
make your own. Answer, if you can, his 
statement quoted on page 22: 

I think it is fair to say that the State De- 
partment has adopted an attitude of hosti- 
lity toward Congress and an unwillingness 
to submit any matter to Congress if it thinks 
it can possibly carry it through without such 
submission. It shows a complete distrust of 
the opinion of the people, unless carefully 
nursed by State Department propaganada. 


In that passage Senator Taft was talk- 
ing about secret diplomacy. He was 
talking about those “commitments” to 
which the Senator from Arkansas refers 
in his resolution. The Senator from Ark- 
ansas has sat with me in meetings of the 
Committee on Foreign Relations when 
State Department representatives have 
come before the committee and said, 
“You can’t let us down now. It was so 
hard to negotiate this commitment, it 
was so difficult to get them to agree. Now, 
if you let us down and do not go along 
with this commitment, you are going to 
do great injury to American diplomacy.” 

Let me say I believe great restrictions 
should be placed on the secret diplomacy 
of the State Department. The secret 
diplomacy of the State Department vio- 
lates the cardinal principle of making 
available to the people the facts that in- 
volve their lives in the field of foreign 
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policy. It conceals from them knowledge 
to which the public is entitled. That, in 
part, I respectfully submit, is what is 
behind the resolution of the Senator 
from Arkansas. 

Listen to what else the great Senator 
from Ohio said: 


In the long run, the question which the 
country must decide involves vitally not 
only the freedom of the people of the United 
States but the peace of the people of the 
United States. More and more, as the world 
grows smaller, we are involved in problems 
of foreign policy. If in the great field of 
foreign policy the President has the arbi- 
trary and unlimited powers he now claims, 
then there is an end to freedom in the 
United States not only in the foreign field but 
in the great realm of domestic activity which 
necessarily follows any foreign commit- 
ments. The area of freedom at home becomes 
very circumscribed indeed. 


We see it now vis-a-vis Vietnam, may 
I say by way of disgression. 

Returning to the words of Senator 
Taft: 

If the President has unlimited power to 
involve us in war, then I believe that the 
consensus of opinion is that war is more 
likely. History shows that when the people 
have the opportunity to speak they as a rule 
decide for peace if possible. 


That is why the senior Senator from 
Oregon, for more than 3½ years, has 
dared to challenge this administration 
time and time again to send up to the 
Congress a war message. We all know 
why they do not. They do not dare to. 
We do not dare declare war, because the 
world would leave us. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. They have already 
left, most of them. 

Mr. MORSE. The Senator from Ar- 
kansas is completely right in that obser- 
vation. Senator Taft was quite right 
when, in this book of his, he pointed out 
that people can be counted upon to sup- 
port peace. That is why I have argued 
against our undeclared war in Vietnam. 
That is why I have argued it is an un- 
constitutional war. It violates article I, 
section 8, of the Constitution which puts 
the vote power to declare war in the Con- 
gress and not in the President. 

Taft continues: 

It shows that arbitrary rulers are more in- 
clined to favor war than are the people at 
any time. This question has become of tre- 
mendous importance, perhaps greater than 
any particular problem of troops to Europe 
or the manner in which the Korean war 
shall be conducted. 


Then on page 24 he states: 


Furthermore, a document was submitted 
to Congress, entitled Powers of the President 
to Send the Armed Forces Outside the United 
States, dated February 28, 1951, which was 
printed, though not endorsed, by the Joint 
Committees on Foreign Relations and Armed 
Services of the Senate. This document con- 
tains the most unbridled claims for the au- 
thority of the President that I have ever 
seen written in cold print. In effect, the docu- 
ment asserts that whenever in his opinion 
American foreign policy requires he may send 
troops to any point whatsoever in the world, 
no matter what the war in which the action 
may involve us. The document also claims 
that in sending armed forces to carry out a 
treaty the President does not require any 
statutory authority whatever, and it does 
not recognize the difference between a self- 
executing treaty and one which requires, 
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even by its own terms, congressional author- 
ity. It ends with the most sweeping claims 
for power: 

“As this discussion of the respective pow- 
ers of the President and the Congress in this 
field has made clear, constitutional doctrine 
has been largely molded by practical neces- 
sities. Use of the Congressional power to de- 
clare war, for example, has fallen into abey- 
ance because wars are no longer declared in 
advance.” 


Let me say that the Senate cannot 
amend the Constitution of the United 
States by failing to follow its clauses. 
The Congress cannot amend the Con- 
stitution of the United States by non- 
observance of its mandates. The require- 
ment stays there as a matter of constitu- 
tional right of the American people. The 
requirement under article I, section 8, 
is there today even though both the 
President and the Congress have ignored 
it. Congress cannot destroy it, may I say, 
by ignoring it. 

Senator Taft, quoting further from 
the document referred to, goes on to 
point out: 

“The Constitutional power of the Com- 
mander in Chief has been exercised more 
often, because the need for armed inter- 
national action has grown more acute. The 
long delays occasioned by the slowness of 
communications in the eighteenth century 
have given place to breathtaking rapidity in 
the tempo of history. Repelling on 
in Korea or Europe cannot wait upon Con- 
gressional debate. However, while the need 
for speed and the growth in the size and 
complexity of the armed forces have en- 
larged the area in which the powers of the 
Commander in Chief are to be wielded, the 
magnitude of present-day military opera- 
tions and international policies requires a 
degree of Congressional support that was 
unnecessary in the days of the nineteenth 
century.” 


We turn now to Senator Taft’s sum- 
mation of this shocking doctrine. He 
Says: 

That seems a very gracious concession to 
Congress. Congress no longer has any power 
to act. It is simply given the right to sup- 
port the President after the President has 
acted, I was shocked in the very beginning 
of this controversy by the speed with which 
blind partisans in the administration rushed 
to the defense of the proposition that the 
President can make war and warlike com- 
mitments. Senator Connally, the chairman 
of the Foreign Relations Committee, made 
the extraordinary assertion on the floor of 
the Senate: 

“The scope of the authority of the Pres- 
ident as Commander in Chief to send the 
Armed Forces to any place required by the 
security interests of the United States has 
often been questioned, but never denied by 
authoritative opinion.” 


Of course, the constitutional law books 
are full of the denial of that authority, 
and rightly so. As Taft says: 

That certainly is a complete misrepre- 
sentation of the discussion of these con- 
stitutional powers which has taken place 
since the foundation of the nation. 


He then states, on page 26: 

Of course, the President has wide powers 
in foreign policy, but the framers of the Con- 
stitution provided expressly that only Con- 
gress could do certain things. Those powers 
are expressed in Section 8 of Article I. 


The Senator documents his observa- 
tions as follows: 
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Of course, Congress is given the power, and 
the exclusive power— 

“To declare war, grant letters of marque 
and reprisal, and make rules concerning cap- 
tures on land and water. 

“To raise and support armies, but no ap- 
propriation of money to that use shall be for 
a longer term than two years.” 

That reflects a certain and definite sus- 
picion of a possible desire on the part of 
some President to set up a great permanent 
military force. Further powers of Congress as 
stated in Section 8: 

“To provide and maintain a navy. 

“To make rules for the government and 
regulation of the land and naval forces.” 

There are other powers, such as calling 
forth the militia and disciplining the 
militia, 

The Constitution also provides that the 
President shall have the power to make 
treaties, but only by and with the advice 
and consent of the Senate, provided two- 
thirds of the Senators present concur. The 
President's relationship to the armed forces 
is stated only in Section 2 of Article II of the 
Constitution: 

“The President shall be Commander in 
Chief of the Army and Navy of the United 
States 

There is no very definite limit —and I think 
it is admitted by every responsible authority 
who has discussed the problem—on the 
President’s power to send troops abroad: he 
cannot send troops abroad if the sending of 
such troops amounts to the making of war. 
I think that has been frequently asserted; 
and whenever any broad statements have 
been made as to the President’s power as 
Commander in Chief to send troops any- 
where in the world the point has been made 
that it is always subject to that particular 
condition. 

Perhaps no one has been quoted more on 
this general subject than has my father, 
who discussed this question in various lec- 
tures, articles; and books. My father had wide 
experience, as governor general of the Philip- 
pines, Secretary of War, and President of the 
United States. He never served in a legisla- 
tive body, and, if anything, I think he leaned 
toward the power of the Executive. The 
clearest statement of the question, I believe, 
is contained in his article in the June 6, 
1916, number of the Yale Law Journal, from 
which I quote: 

“When we come to the power of the Presi- 
dent as Commander in Chief, it seems per- 
fectly clear that Congress could not order 
battles to be fought on a certain plan, and 
could not direct parts of the Army to be 
moved from one part of the country to an- 
other. The power to declare war is given to 
Congress.. This is necessarily a limitation 
on the power of the President to order the 
Army.and the Navy to commit an act of war. 
It was charged against President Polk that 
he had carried on a foreign war against Mex- 
ico before Congress had authorized it or de- 
clared it, and it is difficult to escape the 
conclusion that the act of President Wilson 
in seizing Veracruz was an ant of war without 
congressional authority, at the time it was 
committed, though a resolution authorizing 
it was pending, and had passed one House 
and was passed in a very short time after the 
act by the other, House, constituting a valid 
ratification. 

“It is not always easy to determine what is 
an act of war. The President has the au- 
thority to protect the lives of American citi- 
zens and their property with the Army and 
the Navy. This grows out of his control over 
our foreign relations and his duty to recog- 
nize as a binding law upon him the obliga- 
tion of the Government to its own citizens. 
It might, however, be an act of war if com- 
mitted in a country like England or Ger- 
many or France which would be unwilling to 


20710 


admit that it needed the assistance of an- 
other government to maintain its laws and 
protect foreign relations, but would insist 
that injuries of this sort must be remedied 
through diplomatic complaints and nego- 
tiations. ... Of course, the President may so 
use the Army and Navy as to involve the 
country in actual war and force a declara- 
tion of war by Congress. Such a use of the 
Army and Navy, however, is a usurpation of 
power on his part. (Italics mine.)“ 

Some may feel that if the President can 
do certain things there is no sense in arguing 
that he has no right to do them. But the 
division and limitation of powers is the very 
basis of our constitutional system, and de- 
cisions regarding the proper limits of such 
powers affect the validity of many other 
actions, such as the right of Congress to 
pass legislation to restrain the President's 
authority to send troops abroad in such a 
Way as to involve the country in war. True, 
the President perhaps cannot be prevented 
from usurping power, but we can only pre- 
sume the President will follow constitutional 
laws passed by the people’s representatives. 

Most of the cases which have been cited as 
authority for the President sending troops 
abroad are cases where the use of our troops 
was limited to the protection of American 
citizens or of American property. 

The Boxer Rebellion is frequently cited; 
but in that case troops were sent into China 
because the legations in Peking were be- 
seiged and the legitimate Chinese Govern- 
ment was unable to defend them against the 
rebellious Boxers. So the various nations 
sent their troops there, in order to rescue 
those who were in the legations. That was 
a clear effort to protect American lives, to 
protect American diplomatic lives which were 
threatened contrary to the law of nations; 
and certainly it was not an act which would 
necessarily involve us in war. 


It is also interesting to note that Sen- 
ator Taft called attention to Abraham 
Lincoln’s opposition to the warmaking 
policies that President Polk followed in 
making war against Mexico. Many Amer- 
ican historians and constitutional au- 
thorities have been highly critical of the 
involvement of the United States in a 
war with Mexico by President Polk. 

Senator Taft, in commenting on the 
excessive use of Presidential power by 
President Polk, wrote as follows: 


The case of the Mexican rebellion is re- 
ferred to, and it was referred to by my father, 
who said that President Polk’s right was 
challenged. It was challenged by a very dis- 
tinguished American, Abraham Lincoln, who 
on February 15, 1848, wrote his law partner 
with reference to Polk’s use of the Army 
against Mexico: 

“Allow the President to invade a neighbor- 
ing nation whenever he shall deem it neces- 
sary to repel an invasion, and you allow him 
to do so whenever he may choose to say he 
deems it necessary for such purposes, and 
you allow him to make war at pleasure. Study 
to see if you can fix any limit to his power 
in this respect. If today he should choose to 
say he thinks it necessary to invade Canada 
to prevent the British from invading us, how 
could you stop him? You may say to him 
‘I see no probability of the British invading 
us,’ but he will say to you, ‘Be silent: I see 
it, if you don't'.“ 


Lincoln said further: 


“The provision of the Constitution giving 
the war-making power to Congress was dic- 
tated, as I understand it, by the following 
reasons: Kings had always been involving 
and impoverishing their people in wars, pre- 
tending generally, if not always, that the 
good of the people was the object. This our 
convention understood to be the most op- 
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pressive of all kingly oppressions, and they 
resolved to so frame the Constitution that 
no man should hold the power of bringing 
this oppression upon us,” 


On page 30 of the book, Senator Taft 
criticized the action of President Theo- 
dore Roosevelt in seizing Panama. He 
also charged President Franklin Roose- 
velt with usurping authority in sending 
American troops to Iceland to replace 
be troops in 1941. Listen to his 
words: 


I do not believe history will defend as law- 
ful the action of President Theodore Roose- 
velt in seizing Panama. 

On the other hand, that action was cer- 
tainly not the making of war. 

The administration pamphlet to which I 
have referred cites the case of Iceland and 
says that none of the constitutional restric- 
tions was regarded by President Roosevelt 
“as a limitation on his power to use the Navy 
in the North Atlantic Area or send troops to 
Iceland and Greenland and other places.” 
My own view is that President Roosevelt 
clearly usurped authority when he sent 
American troops to Iceland to replace the 
British troops there in 1941, and I made a 
vigorous protest at the time on the floor of 
the Senate and was supported also by Sena- 
tor Danaher. I quote from the speech which 
I made on July 10, 1941, and which, as far 
as I remember, was answered by no one ex- 
cept Senator Connally. 

“Mr. President, on Monday the President 
of the United States notified the Senate that 
forces of the United States Navy had already 
arrived in Iceland in order to supplement, 
and eventually to replace, the British forces 
now stationed there. This action was taken 
in accordance with an understanding reached 
by the President with the Prime Minister of 
Iceland, frankly inspired, however, according 
to the Prime Minister, by the British Min- 
ister to Iceland, who explained to him that 
British forces in Iceland were required else- 
where, and suggested that he apply to the 
United States for forces. The Prime Minister 
stressed the fact that the United States 
forces must be strong enough to meet every 
eventuality; and the President promised 
that the Government of the United States 
would immediately send troops, apparently 
including the United States Army as well as 
the Navy, to supplement, and eventually to 
replace, the British forces now there. Judg- 
ing from the various press reports, it is likely 
that 80,000 American boys are in course of 
being sent to Iceland 2400 miles from any 
American territory, and substantially a part 
of the continent of Europe. 

“In my opinion, the President has no legal 
or constitutional right to send American 
troops to Iceland. It is not an agreeable task 
for me to question the authority of the 
President to take any action which he has 
taken in the name of the Government of the 
United States; but I believe it would be most 
unfortunate if the Senate of the United 
States should acquiesce without protest in 
acts of the President which nullify for all 
time the constitutional authority distinctly 
reserved to Congress to declare war. 

“It would be a tremendous stretching of 
the Constitution to say that without author- 
ity from Congress the President of the 
United States can send hundreds of thou- 
sands of American soldiers to Europe when a 
war is raging over that entire Continent, and 
the presence of American troops would in- 
variably lead to war. The President cannot 
make aggressive war. Neither can he inter- 
vene in a war between two other nations, 
because such intervention, even though it 
does not immediately involve a physical at- 
tack on one of the combatants, is clearly the 
making of war. 

“There has been no attack on the United 
States and no threat of attack. The action 
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of the President is not only beyond the 
powers which the Constitution has granted 
to him, but it is a deliberate violation of his 
pledge to the American people.” 


In this chapter on Presidential and 
congressional power in foreign policy, 
Senator Taft had the following to say 
about what he considered to be the lack 
of the constitutional right of a President 
to send troops abroad in such a way as 
to intervene in a war between nations. I 
read the following paragraphs starting 
on page 31 of the book: 


The speech which I made in the Senate on 
March 29, 1951, refers to various supporting 
statements by J. Reuben Clark, Assistant 
Secretary of State under the Hoover admin- 
istration, by Quincy Wright, professor at the 
University of Chicago, and by Attorney Gen- 
eral George E. Wickersham. We have perhaps 
even more eminent authority to the effect 
that the President has no right to send 
troops abroad in such a way as to intervene 
in a war between two nations. When the 
Germans broke through in France in June 
1940 Mr. Roosevelt gave every encouragement 
to France and England to go on fighting. The 
end of his letter of June 15, 1940, to Premier 
Reynaud is enlightening, and I quote: 

“In these hours which are so heart-rending 
to the French people and yourself, I send you 
the assurances of my utmost sympathy, and 
I can further assure you that so long as the 
French people continue in defense of their 
liberty, which constitutes the cause of popu- 
lar institutions throughout the world, so 
long will they rest assured that matériel and 
supplies will be sent to them from the United 
States in ever increasing quantities and kind. 

“I know that you will understand that 
these statements carry with them no impli- 
catlon of military commitments. Only the 
Congress can make such commitments. 

“FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT.” 

Yet Harry S. Truman in the case of Korea 
undertook to do exactly the thing which 
8 Roosevelt said he had no power 

0. 

In the case of Korea it was claimed that 
the intervention could take place under the 
United Nations Charter on the call of the 
Security Council. Of course the Security 
Council never acted under Articles 41 and 42 
of the United Nations Charter, and even if it 
had done so the obligation to send troops is 
clearly limited by Article 43. That Article 
provides that troops can only be called for 
when an agreement has been entered into 
with the Security Council specifying the 
number and character of the assistance to be 
furnished. No such agreement has ever been 
entered into. The United Nations Participa- 
tion Act of 1945, approved by President Tru- 
man, also made it clear that any agreement 
which required the providing of military aid 
must be subsequently approved by Congress, 
and, of course, it never has been. Not oniy 
that, but President Truman sent a cable 
from Potsdam when the United Nations 
Charter was under consideration, in which 
he said: “When any such agreement or 
agreements are negotiated, it will be my pur- 
pose to ask the Congress by appropriate 
legislation to approve them.” The charter 
was adopted largely on that assurance, but 
now the President’s claims are far beyond 
what they were then. 

The State Department itself admits that 
the action of the Security Council in the 
Korean case was only a recommendation 
under Article 39. If the President can carry 
out every recommendation of the Security 
Council or the General Assembly supported 
by the vote of the American representative 
whom he can direct, then he has almost un- 
limited power to do anything in the world 
in the use of either troops or money. The 
Security Council might recommend that the 
nations should rebuild the canals on’ the 
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Tigris and Euphrates and establish a vast 
Garden of Eden in the Kingdom of Iraq. Ac- 
cording to the argument made, the President 
would then have power to use all American 
forces to establish such an economic project. 
On the same theory, he could send troops to 
Tibet to resist Communist aggression or to 
Indo-China or anywhere else in the world 
without the slightest voice of Congress in the 
matter, If that could be the effect of an in- 
ternational treaty, we had better watch 
closely the approval of any such treaty in 
the future. Of course, it is not. 

My conclusion, therefore, is that in the 
case of Korea, where a war was already un- 
der way, we had no right to send troops to 
a nation, with whom we had no treaty, to 
defend it against attack by another nation, 
no matter how unprincipled that aggression 
might be, unless the whole matter was sub- 
mitted to Congress and a declaration of war 
or some other direct authority obtained, 

The question of sending troops to Europe 
is certainly much more complicated. There 
is no doubt about the President’s power to 
send troops to occupied Germany, There is 
no question that he can send them if he 
wants to do so, as Commander in Chief of the 
Army and Navy. Whether Congress could 
limit the number to be sent is a point which 
may be open to question, However, certainly 
the President has the power to do so if Con- 
gress does not act. 

I think he can station troops in a friendly 
country if such country asks that the troops 
be sent and if there is no imminence of at- 
tack and if they are stationed there for some 
possible convenience in repelling a general 
attack upon the United States itself. 

Particularly, it seems to me that the Presi- 
dent of the United States may station air 
forces and may send the Navy to odd places 
throughout the world, as Presidents have 
done many times, because the sending of 
such forces does not necessarily involve or 
threaten involvement in war. Such forces 
can be easily withdrawn in case an attack is 
made upon the country. There is no question 
about their remaining there and becoming 
involved in a war, if our country determines 
that it does not wish to become involved in 
a war. 

But it seems clear to me that the sending 
of troops without authorization by Congress 
to a country under attack, as was done in 
Korea, is clearly prohibited. The sending of 
troops under the Atlantic Pact as a part of 
a defensive operation against Russia with- 
out previous authority from Congress appears 
to me to be also prohibited, because the fact 
that these countries are threatened by an 
actual attack is the very justification and 
reason for sending the troops. The only 
reason for sending troops is to defend a 
country against a threatened military at- 
tack which would necessarily involve the 
United States in war. 


As I am sure most Members of the 
Senate know, Senator Taft believed that 
a strict conclusion of the Constitution 
in respect to warmaking powers is essen- 
tial to protecting the rights of the Amer- 
ican people in the maintenance of a sys- 
tem of constitutional checks and bal- 
ances, 


Starting on page 35 of the book, he 
writes as follows: 


The proponents of executive power have 
referred to many statements from the writ- 
ings of Professor Edward S. Corwin of Prince- 
ton, a noted authority on constitutional 
law, but on this subject, he says: 

“The outstanding fact about the Admin- 
istration’s proposal from the point of view of 
constitutional law is that it raises a question 
of first impression. The proposal is novel, un- 
precedented and consequently the prece- 
dents do not apply to it, except perhaps in 
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the case of Iceland in 1941. The Administra- 
tion’s present proposal incurs the danger of 
precipitating war, and it raises vast ques- 
tions regarding finance and the internal wel- 
fare of the country. Congress has the right 
to safeguard its war-declaring power, and it is 
duty bound to protect the domestic interests 
to which its other powers extend. In fact, 
the right of the President to merge Amer- 
ican forces with an army, which he cannot 
exclusively command, seems very dubious. 
Congressional authorization under the nec- 
essary and proper clause would seem to be 
essential.” 

Throughout the 1951 debate the Adminis- 
tration tried to avoid this question of setting 
up an international army, but there can be 
no doubt that that was in fact the project, 
as I point out in Chapter Five. 

Under that project the President actually 
appointed General Eisenhower, in a letter in 
which he stated: 

“The North Atlantic Treaty nations have 
agreed on the defense organization for Eu- 
rope and at their request I have designated 
you as supreme allied commander, Europe. 
I view their request as a pledge that their 
support of your efforts will be complete and 
unequivocal,” 

When the President of the United States 
went that far he exceeded his authority. Up 
to that point, what was done at Brussels was 
a recommendation of the Council under the 
Atlantic Pact. When the President undertook 
to carry out that recommendation he usurped 
the powers of Congress. He had no authority 
to carry out that particular agreement made 
at Brussels, without submitting it to Con- 
gress 


Apparently the Administration is afraid 
that there was such an exceeding of au- 
thority, for it has represented the whole 
project now as merely the sending to Europe 
of a few divisions, which we can withdraw 
at any moment, but only to co-operate with 
the other nations in case war comes in a 
general defense under the terms of the 
Atlantic Pact. 

But whether there is to be an American 
army or an international army, I do not 
believe the President has the power without 
congressional approval to send troops to one 
country to defend it against a possible or 
probable attack by another country. 

Such action may perhaps be authorized by 
treaty, but it has not been authorized either 
by the United Nations Charter, as I have 
shown, or by the Atlantic Pact. 

In my opinion, the Senate resolution and 
the concurrent resolution adopted by the 
Senate on April 4, 1951, was a clear state- 
ment by the Senate that it has the right to 
pass on any question of sending troops to 
Europe to implement the Atlantic Pact, that 
it is unconstitutional for the President to 
send any troops abroad to implement that 
pact without congressional approval, at least 
until war comes and Article 5 takes effect. It 
has been said that this resolution is not a 
law, and, of course, that is true, but the 
declaration can be implemented by the Ap- 
propriations Committee and by other legisla- 
tion when legislation becomes appropriate. 
There can be no doubt that it is a legislative 
act and that it clearly asserts the power of 
Congress and the Senate. 

No one can prevent the President continu- 
ing to assert his power as President, and it 
may be that he does have the ability to in- 
volve the United States in war, even when 
he has no right to do so; but I think a great 
forward step in defense of constitutional law 
has been taken by the definite position now 
asserted by the Senate. 

The President acts at his own peril, if he 
chooses to usurp authority which the repre- 
sentatives of the people have asserted that 
he does not possess. 


I share Taft’s major views on the 
limitations of the separation of powers 
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doctrine as far as Presidential power 
is concerned. I have fought for those 
views on the floor of the Senate from 
1955, when I started to argue against this 
erosion of constitutional checks that in- 
volved violation of the separation of 
powers doctrine in the Formosa resolu- 
tion. And I have consistently fought for 
this constitutional doctrine time and 
time again, to my great political disad- 
vantage. 

But I would rather be judged by my 
stand on constitutional law than by 
yielding to the political expediency of 
executive administrations which time 
and time again have succeeded in per- 
suading Members of Congress to sur- 
render their clear duty to uphold our 
system of constitutional checks upon the 
executive branch of our federal system 
of self-government by a supposedly free 
people. 

I think a great step has been taken 
here by the checking resolution of the 
Senator from Arkansas because all it 
says, in effect, is that it is time that we 
return to the checking power that the 
Constitution vests in the Senate of the 
United States including—noting the 
reference of Taft to the Appropriations 
Committee—the power of the purse 
strings. 

Mr. President, because it is not a long 
chapter, I ask unanimous consent that 
the entire chapter of Senator Taft en- 
titled, “The Place of the President and 
Congress in Foreign Policy,” be printed 
in the Recor at the conclusion of my 
remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 

Mr. MORSE. I submit that the chapter 
as a whole is a cogent argument in sup- 
port of the resolution of the Senator 
from Arkansas. 

Mr. President, I am completely im- 
personal about this. I make no reference 
to any individual President, but I say 
that the Senate has permitted the Office 
of the Presidency to usurp the constitu- 
tional powers of the Senate time and 
time again because we have refused to 
carry out our trust to check the execu- 
tive branch of the Government in respect 
to foreign policy commitments. 

It is about time that we return to the 
Constitution and make clear that boys 
are not going to be sent to die on battle- 
fields anywhere in the world unless our 
Presidents follow constitutional proc- 
esses. 

Passing an unconstitutional resolution 
such as the Tonkin Gulf joint resolution 
does not meet constitutional processes. 

I would, therefore, go further than the 
resolution of the Senator. I would seek 
to rescind some of the action already 
taken in resolutions such as the Tonkin 
Gulf, Formosa, Middle East, and other 
unwarranted commitments in order to 
correct some past mistakes. The time has 
come when we ought to make perfectly 
clear to the executive branch of the Gov- 
ernment that no longer are we going to 
give support to past mistakes that the 
Senate of the United States has un- 
wisely yielded to under presidential urg- 
ings but which have had the effect of 
eroding away the protecting shield of 
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the constitutional rights of all of the 
American people. 


EXHIBIT 1 


THE PLACE OF THE PRESIDENT AND THE CON- 
GRESS IN FOREIGN POLICY 


No one can question the fact that the 
intiative in American foreign policy lies with 
the President, But, if I can judge from my 
mail and from many considered editorial ex- 
pressions, the American people certainly do 
not believe or intend that his power shall be 
arbitrary and unrestrained. They want a voice 
in the more important features of that policy, 
particularly those relating to peace and war. 
They expect their Senators and Congressmen 
to be their voice. Before discussing the cor- 
rectness of the principles of foreign policy, 
therefore, I shall try to define the place of 
Congress and the President under our Con- 
stitution. The debates in the Senate in early 
1951 had even more to do with the question 
of who shall determine policy than with 
policy itself. 

There can be no question that the execu- 
tive departments have claimed more and 
more power over the field of foreign policy 
at the same time that the importance of 
foreign policy and its effect on every feature 
of American life has steadily increased. If 
the present trend continues its seems to me 
obvious that the President will be become a 
complete dictator in the entire field of foreign 
policy and thereby acquire power to force 
upon Congress all kinds of domestic policies 
which must necessarily follow. 

The fundamental issue in the “great 
debate” was, and is, whether the President 
shall decide when the United States shall go 
to war or whether the people of the United 
States themselves shall make that decision. 
Also, for many years the State Department 
has been developing a theory that almost any 
action can be taken by executive agreement, 
which does not absolutely require any con- 
gressional approval at all, instead of by the 
treaty method prescribed in the Constitution. 
Undoubtedly, the necessity of obtaining a 
two-thirds vote in the Senate is very difficult 
and has encouraged many people to think 
that this development was necessary. But if 
the treaty method is not satisfactory, then 
the Constitution should be amended to pro- 
vide for the approval of all executive agree- 
ments and to define the scope of and effect of 
such agreements much more clearly than at 
present, 

More and more the State Department has 
assumed to do many things which are beyond 
its power in the field of trade, by an execu- 
tive agreement known as the General Agree- 
ment on Tariff and Trade (GATT). It has in- 
sisted that the Executive have the power to 
raise and lower tariffs, through reciprocal 
trade agreements, within constantly widen- 
ing limits and without the slightest shadow 
of a standard prescribed by law. Political 
agreements as important as those made at 
Yalta have never been submitted to Congress 
at all. 

The execution of international agreements, 
such as the United Nations Charter and the 
Atlantic Pact, has now given rise to extended 
claims that the President can do anything 
which can be related to those treaties and 
anything recommended by the international 
commissions there created, without any con- 
sultation whatever with Congress, 

I think it is fair to say that the State De- 
partment has adopted an attitude of hostility 
toward Congress and an unwillingness to sub- 
mit any matter to Congress if it thinks it can 
possibly carry it through without such sub- 
mission. It shows a complete distrust of the 
opinion of the people, unless carefully nursed 
by State Department propaganda. 

The matter was brought to an issue by the 
intervention of the President in the Korean 
War without even telling Congress what he 
was doing for several weeks. And it was 
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brought still further to the fore by the pro- 
posal that we commit troops to an interna- 
tional army under the control of a council of 
twelve nations. I do not think that the Amer- 
ican people have ever faced a more serious 
constitutional issue or one which in the end 
may present a greater threat to their freedom, 

In the long run, the question which the 

country must decide involves vitally not only 
the freedom of the people of the United 
States but the peace of the people of the 
United States. More and more, as the world 
grows smaller, we are involved in problems 
of foreign policy. If in the great fleld of 
foreign policy the President has the arbitrary 
and unlimited powers he now claims, then 
there is an end to freedom in the United 
States not only in the foreign field but in 
the great realm of domestic activity which 
necessarily follows any foreign commitments. 
The area of freedom at home becomes very 
circumscribed indeed. 
It the President has unlimited power to 
involve us in war, then I believe that the 
consensus of opinion is that war is more 
likely. History shows that when the people 
have the opportunity to speak they as a rule 
decide for peace if possible. It shows that 
arbitrary rulers are more inclined to favor 
war than are the people at any time. This 
question has become of tremendous impor- 
tance, perhaps greater than any particular 
problem of troops to Europe or the manner 
in which the Korean War shall be conducted. 
The claims made by the President of the 
United States and by various documents pre- 
sented to the Senate by the executive repre- 
sentatives far exceed the powers claimed by 
President Roosevelt during World War II. 
those claimed by President Truman when the 
United Nations Charter was passed, and 
those claimed by President Truman when 
the Atlantic Pact was adopted. 

On January 4, last, President Truman, 
commenting on the Coudert resolution to 
bar him from sending more troops to Europe 
without the consent of Congress, said em- 
phatically that he did not need the per- 
mission of Congress to take such action. 

On January 11, at a press interview, ac- 
cording to the Washington Post: 

Mr. Truman, whose right to send troops 
to Europe recently was challenged by Sena- 
tor Taft, said he had the power to send them 
any place in the world. This, he said, had 
been repeatedly recognized by Congress and 
the Supreme Court. 

“A reporter asked Mr, Truman in effect 
what would happen if Congress tried to tie 
his hands by putting restrictions in the ap- 
propriation, bills for the forces to be sent to 
Europe. 

“That, said the President, was up to Con- 
gress. If they wanted to go to the country 
about it, he said, he would go with them— 
and he recalled that he licked them once.“ 

At the President's conference a week later, 
on January 18, according to the press: 

“He repeated that his constitutional au- 
thority to send American forces to Europe 
to take up their positions in an integrated 
European army was clear and did not depend 
upon the consent of Congress. What he 
would be glad to have, he said in substance, 
was a Senate expression that affirmed his 
constitutional authority.” 

Furthermore, a document was submitted to 
Congress, entitled Powers of the President to 
Send the Armed Forces Outside the United 
States, dated February 28, 1951, which was 
printed, though not endorsed, by the Joint 
Committees on Foreign Relations and Armed 
Services of the Senate. This document con- 
tains the most unbridled claims for the au- 
thority of the President that I have ever seen 
written in cold print. In effect, the document 
asserts that whenever in his opinon American 
foreign policy requires he may send troops to 
any point whatsoever in the world, no matter 
what the war in which the action may in- 
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volve us. The document also claims that in 
sending armed forces to carry out a treaty 
the President does not require any statutory 
authority whatever, and it does not recog- 
nize the difference between a self-executing 
treaty and one which requires, even by its 
own terms, congressional authority. It ends 
with the most sweeping claims for power: 

As this discussion of the respective powers 
of the President and the Congress in this 
field has made clear, constitutional doctrine 
has been largely molded by practical necessi- 
ties. Use of the Congressional power to declare 
war, for example, has fallen into abeyance 
because wars are no longer declared in ad- 
vance. The Constitutional power of the Com- 
mander in Chief has been exercised more 
often, because the need for armed interna- 
tional action has grown more acute. The long 
delays occasioned by the slowness of com- 
munications in the eighteenth century have 
given place to breathtaking rapidity in the 
tempo of history. Repelling aggression in Ko- 
rea or Europe cannot wait upon Congressional 
debate. However, while the need for speed 
and the growth in the size and complexity 
of the armed forces have enlarged the area 
in which the powers of the Commander in 
Chief are to be wielded, the magnitude of 
present-day military operations and inter- 
national policies requires a degree of Con- 
gressional support that was unnecessary in 
the days of the nineteenth century.” 

That seems a very gracious concession to 
Congress. Congress no longer has any power 
to act. It is simply given the right to sup- 
port the President after the President has 
acted. I was shocked in the very beginning 
of this controversy by the speed with which 
blind partisans in the administration rushed 
to the defense of the proposition that the 
President can make war and warlike com- 
mitments, Senator Connally, the chairman 
of the Foreign Relations Committee, made 
this extraordinary assertion on the floor of 
the Senate: 

The scope of the authority of the Presi- 
dent as Commander in Chief to send the 
Armed Forces to any place required by the 
security interests of the United States has 
often been questioned, but never denied by 
authoritative opinion. 

That certainly is a complete misrepre- 
sentation of the discussion of these con- 
stitutional powers which has taken place 
since the foundation of the nation. 

As soon as I made my speech of January 
5, 1951, the New York Times rushed to get 
Professor Henry Steele Commager to throw 
together in a day or two a superficial ar- 
ticle, published in its Sunday magazine at 
that time, in which he asserts that the 
President has the right to start war when- 
ever he sees fit to do so. í 

Editors of many newspapers and maga- 
zines accepted without question the State 
Department’s claims, made without any 
basis, that history books have listed more 
than one hundred and thirty cases where 
United States Presidents sent United States 
armed troops into action “to defend the na- 
tional interest.” 

The most interesting but alarming thing 
is that there seem to be so many responsi- 
ble people in the country who follow the 
party line of the State Department in for- 
eign policy with complete blindness as to 
where it may lead, in spite of the fact that 
it has led us a long way toward disaster 
recently and in spite of the fact that it may 
be the opposite of a policy adopted six 
months earlier. In so doing, they blithely 
dismiss all interest in the maintenance of 
popular government under the Constitution. 
They are obviously afraid of popular gov- 
ernment, thinking that the people are too 
dumb to understand foreign policy and 
might oppose policies which these blind fol- 
lowers favor but which the people think 
may lead to war. 
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Of course, the President has wide powers 
in foreign policy, but the framers of the 
Constitution provided expressly that only 
Congress could do certain things. Those 
powers are expressed in Section 8 of Article I. 
Of course, Congress is given the power, and 
the exclusive power— 

“To declare war, grant letters of marque 
and reprisal, and make rules concerning cap- 
tures on land and water. 

“To raise and support armies, but no ap- 
propriation of money to that use shall be 
for a longer term than two years.” 

That reflects a certain and definite sus- 
picion of a possible desire on the part of 
some President to set up a great permanent 
military force. Further powers of Congress as 
stated in Section 8: 

“To provide and maintain a navy. 

“To make rules for the government and 
regulation of the land and naval forces.” 

There are other powers, such as calling 
forth the militia and disciplining the militia. 

The Constitution also provides that the 
President shall have the power to make 
treaties, but only by and with the advice and 
consent of the Senate, provided two thirds 
of the Senators present concur. The Presi- 
dent’s relationship to the armed forces is 
stated only in Section 2 of Article II of the 
Constitution: 

“The President shall be Commander in 
Chief of the Army and Navy of the United 
States 

There is one very definite limit—and I 
think it is admitted by every responsible 
authority who has discussed the problem 
on the President’s power to send troops 
abroad: he cannot send troops abroad 
if the sending of such troops amounts 
to the making of war. I think that has been 
frequently asserted; and whenever any broad 
statements have been made as to the Presi- 
dent’s power as Commander in Chief to send 
troops anywhere in the world the point has 
been made that it is always subject to that 
particular condition. 

Perhaps no one has been quoted more on 
this general subject than has my father, 
who discussed this question in various lec- 
tures, articles, and books. My father had 
wide experience, as governor general of the 
Philippines, Secretary of War, and President 
of the United States. He never served in a 
legislative body, and, if anything, I think 
he leaned toward the power of the Execu- 
tive. The clearest statement of the question, 
I believe, is contained in his article in the 
June 6, 1916, number of the Yale Law Jour- 
nal, from which I quote: 

“When we come to the power of the Presi- 
dent as Commander in Chief, it seems per- 
fectly clear that Congress could not order 
battles to be fought on a certain plan, and 
could not direct parts of the Army to be 
moved from one part of the country to an- 
other, The power to declare war is given to 
Congress. .. This is necessarily a limitation 
on the power of the President to order the 
Army and the Navy to commit an act of war. 
It was charged against President Polk that 
he had carried on a foreign war against 
Mexico before Congress had authorized it 
or declared it, and it is difficult to escape 
the conclusion that the act of President 
Wilson in seizing Veracruz was an act of 
war without congressional authority, at the 
time it was committed, though a resolutio 
authorizing it was pending, and had passed 
one House and was passed in a very short 
time after the act by the other House, con- 
stituting a valid ratification. 

“It is not always easy to determine what is 
an act of war. The President has the author- 
ity to protect the lives of American citizens 
and their property with the Army and Navy. 
This grows out of his control over our for- 
eign relations and his duty to recognize as 
a binding law upon him the obligation of 
the Government to its own citizens. It 
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might, however, be an act of war if commit- 
ted in a country like England or Germany 
or France which would be unwilling to ad- 
mit that it needed the assistance of another 
government to maintain its laws and pro- 
tect foreign relations, but would insist 
that injuries of this sort must be remedied 
through diplomatic complaints and negoti- 
ations. .. . Of course, the President may so 
use the Army and Navy as to involve the 
country in actual war and force a declaration 
of war by Congress. Such a use of the Army 
and Navy, however, is a usurpation of power 
on his part.” (Italics mine.) 

Some may feel that if the President can 
do certain things there is no sense in arguing 
that he has no right to do them. But the 
division and limitation of powers is the very 
basis of our constitutional system, and de- 
cisions regarding the proper limits of such 
powers affect the validity of many other ac- 
tions, such as the right of Congress to pass 
legislation to restrain the President’s au- 
thority to send troops abroad in such a way 
as to involve the country in war. True, the 
President perhaps cannot be prevented from 
usurping power, but we can only presume 
the President will follow constitutional laws 
passed by the people’s representatives. 

Most of the cases which have been cited as 
authority for the President sending troops 
abroad are cases where the use of our troops 
was limited to the protection of American 
citizens or of American property. 

The Boxer Rebellion is frequently cited; 
but in that case troops were sent into China 
because the legations in Peking were be- 
sleged and the legitimate Chinese Govern- 
ment was unable to defend them against the 
rebellious Boxers. So the various nations sent 
their troops there, in order to rescue those 
who were in the legations. That was a clear 
effort to protect American lives, to protect 
American diplomatic lives which were threat- 
ened contrary to the law of nations; and cer- 
tainly it was not an act which would neces- 
sarily involve us in war. 

The case of the Mexican rebellion is 
referred. to, and it was referred to by 
my father, who said that President Polk’s 
right was challenged. It was challenged by a 
very distinguished American, Abraham Lin- 
coln, who on February 15, 1848, wrote his 
law partner with reference to Polk’s use of 
the Army against Mexico: 

“Allow the President to invade a neigh- 
boring nation whenever he shall deem it 
necessary to repel an invasion, and you allow 
him to do so whenever he may choose to say 
he deems it necessary for such purpose, and 
you allow him to make war at pleasure. Study 
to see if you can fix any limit to his power 
in this respect. If today he should choose to 
say he thinks it necessary to invade Canada 
to prevent the British from invading us, how 
could you stop him? You may say to him 1 
see no probability of the British invading 
us,’ but he will say to you, ‘Be silent: I see 
it, if you don't.“ 

Lincoln said further: 

“The provision of the Constitution giving 
the war-making power to Congress was dic- 
tated, as I understand it, by the following 
reasons: Kings had always been involving 
and impoverishing their people in wars, pre- 
tending generally, if not always, that the 
good of the people was the object. This our 
convention understood to be the most op- 
pressive of all kingly oppressions, and they 
resolved to so frame the Constitution that no 
one man should hold the power of bringing 
this oppression upon us.” 

I do not believe history will defend as 
lawful the action of President Theodore 
Roosevelt in seizing Panama. 

On the other hand, that action was cer- 
tainly not the making of war. 

The administration pamphlet to which I 
have referred cites the case of Iceland and 
says that none of the constitutional restric- 
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tlons was regarded by President Roosevelt as 
a limitation on his power to use the Navy in 
the North Atlantic Area or send troops to 
Iceland and Greenland and other places.“ 
My own view is that President Roosevelt 
clearly usurped authority when he sent 
American troops to Iceland to replace the 
British troops there in 1941, and I made a 
vigorous protest at the time on the floor of 
the Senate and was supported also by Sen- 
ator Danaher. I quote from the speech which 
I made on July 10, 1941, and which, as far 
as I remember, was answered by no one ex- 
cept Senator Connally: 

“Mr. President, on Monday the President of 
the United States notified the Senate that 
forces of the United States Navy had already 
arrived in Iceland in order to supplement, 
and eventually to replace, the British forces 
now stationed there. This action was taken 
in accordance with an understanding reached 
by the President with the Prime Minister of 
Iceland, frankly inspired, however, according 
to the Prime Minister, by the British Minister 
to Iceland, who explained to him that British 
forces in Iceland were required elsewhere, 
and suggested that he apply to the United 
States for forces. The Prime Minister 
stressed the fact that the United States 
forces must be strong enough to meet 
every eventuality; and the President prom- 
ised that the Government of the United 
States would immediately send troops, ap- 
parently including the United States Army as 
well as the Navy, to supplement, and even- 
tually to replace, the British forces now there. 
Judging from the various press reports, it is 
likely that 80,000 American boys are in course 
of being sent to Iceland 2400 miles from any 
American territory, and substantially a part 
of the continent of Europe. 

“In my opinion, the President has no legal 
or constitutional right to send American 
troops to Iceland. It is not an agreeable task 
for me to question the authority of the Presi- 
dent to take any action which he has taken 
in the name of the Government of the United 
States; but I believe it would be most un- 
fortunate if the Senate of the United States 
should acquiesce without protest in acts of 
the President which might nullify for all 
time the constitutional authority distinctly 
reserved to Congress to declare war. 

“It would be a tremendous stretching of 
the Constitution to say that without au- 
thority from Congress the President of the 
United States can send hundreds of thou- 
sands of American soldiers to Europe when a 
war is raging over that entire Continent, and 
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evitably lead to war. The President cannot 
make aggressive war. Neither can he inter- 
vene in a war between two other nations, 
because such intervention, even though it 
does not immediately involve a physical at- 
tack on one of the combatants, is clearly the 
making of war. : 

“There has been no attack on the United 
States and no threat of attack. The action 
of the President is not only beyond the 
powers which the Constitution has granted 
to him, but it is a deliberate violation of his 
pledge to the American people.” 

The speech which I made in the Senate 
on March 29, 1951, refers to various support- 
ing statements by J. Reuben Clark, Assistant 
Secretary of State under the Hoover admin- 
istration, by Quincy Wright, professor at 
the University of Chicago, and by Attorney 
General George E. Wickersham. We have per- 
haps even more eminent authority to the 
effect that the President has no right to 
send troops abroad in such a way as to 
intervene in a war between two nations. 
When the Germans broke through in France 
in June 1940 Mr. Roosevelt gave every en- 
couragement to France and England to go 
on fighting. The end of his letter of June 15, 
1940, to Premier Reynaud is enlightening, 
and I quote: 
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“In these hours which are so heart-rending 
to the French people and yourself, I send you 
the assurances of my utmost sympathy, and 
I can further assure you that so long as the 
French people continue in defense of their 
liberty, which constitutes the cause of 
popular institutions throughout the world, 
so long will they rest assured that matériel 
and supplies will be sent to them from the 
United States in ever increasing quantities 
and kind. 

“I know that you will understand that 
these statements carry with them no im- 
plication of military commitments. Only the 
Congress can make such commitments, 

“FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT.” 

Yet Harry S. Truman in the case of Korea 
undertook to do exactly the thing which 
Franklin Roosevelt said he had no power to 
do. 

In the case of Korea it was claimed that 
the intervention could take place under the 
United Nations Charter on the call of the 
Security Council. Of course the Security 
Council never acted under Articles 41 and 
42 of the United Nations Charter, and even if 
it had done so the obligation to send troops 
is clearly limited by Article 43. That Article 
provides that troops can only be called for 
when an agreement has been entered into 
with the Security Council specifying the 
number and character of the assistance to be 
furnished. No such agreement has ever been 
entered into, The United Nations Participa- 
tion Act of 1945, approved by President Tru- 
man, also made it clear that any agreement 
which required the providing of military aid 
must be subsequently approved by Congress, 
and, of course, it never has been. Not only 
that, but President Truman sent a cable 
from Potsdam when the United Nations 
Charter was under consideration, in which 
he said: “When any such agreement or 
agreements are negotiated, it will be my 
purpose to ask the Congress by appropriate 
legislation to approve them.” The charter was 
adopted largely on that assurance, but now 
the President’s claims are far beyond what 
they were then. 

The State Department itself admits that 
the action of the Security Council in the 
Korean case was only a recommendation 
under Article 39. If the President can carry 
out every recommendation of the Security 
Council or the General Assembly supported 
by the vote of the American representative 
whom he can direct, then he has almost un- 
limited power to do anything in the world 
in the use of either troops or money. The 
Security Council might recommend that the 
nations should rebuild the canals on the 
Tigris and Euphrates and establish a vast 
Garden of Eden in the Kingdom of Iraq. Ac- 
cording to the argument made, the President 
would then have power to use all American 
forces to establish such an economic project. 
On the same theory, he could send troops to 
Tibet to resist Communist aggression or to 
Indo-China or anywhere else in the world, 
without the slightest voice of Congress in 
the matter. If that could be the effect of an 
international treaty, we had better watch 
closely the approval of any such treaty in the 
future. Of course, it is not. 

My conclusion, therefore, is that in the 
ease of Korea, where a war was already under 
way, we had no right to send troops to a 
nation, with whom we had no treaty, to de- 
fend it against attack by another nation, no 
matter how unprincipled that aggression 
might be, unless the whole matter was sub- 
mitted to Congress and a declaration of war 
or some other direct authority obtained. 

The question of sending troops to Europe 
is certainly much more complicated. There 
is no doubt about the President's power to 
send troops to occupied Germany. There is 
no question, that he can send them if he 
wants to do so, as Commander in Chief of 
the Army and Navy. Whether Congress could 
limit the number to be sent is a point which 
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may be open to question. However, certainly 
the President has the power to do so if Con- 
gress does not act. 

I think he can station troops in a friendly 
country if such country asks that the troops 
be sent and if there is no imminence of at- 
tack and if they are stationed there for some 
possible convenience in repelling a general 
attack upon the United States itself. 

Particularly, it seems to me that the Presi- 
dent of the United States may station air 
forces and may send the Navy to odd places 
throughout the world, as Presidents have 
done many times, because the sending of 
such forces does not necessarily involve or 
threaten involvement in war. Such forces can 
be easily withdrawn in case an attack is made 
upon the country. There is no question about 
their remaining there and becoming involved 
in a war, if our country determines that it 
does not wish to become involved in a war. 

But it seems clear to me that the sending of 
troops without authorization by Congress to 
a country under attack, as was done in Korea, 
is clearly prohibited. The sending of troops 
under the Atlantic Pact as a part of a defen- 
sive operation against Russia without previ- 
ous authority from Congress appears to me to 
be also prohibited, because the fact that 
these countries are threatened by an actual 
attack is the very justification and reason for 
sending the troops. The only reason for send- 
ing troops is to defend a country against a 
threatened military attack which would 
necessarily involve the United States in war. 

The European Army Project, however, goes 
further than merely sending troops to im- 
plement the Atlantic Pact. It involves the 
sending of troops to an international army 
similar to that which was contemplated un- 
der the United Nations Charter. It is an inter- 
national army, apparently established by 
twelve nations, with a commander who is ap- 
pointed by the twelve nations. It seems to me 
perfectly clear that the President’s power as 
Commander in Chief does not extend to the 
delegation of that power to a commander who 
is chosen by any other nation or any other 
group of nations, I think it is perfectly clear 
that he cannot enter into an agreement of 
that kind to set up an international army 
without submitting the agreement to Con- 
gress. 

The proponents of executive power have re- 
ferred to many statements from the writings 
of Professor Edward S. Corwin of Princeton, 
a noted authority on constitutional law, but 
on this subject he says: 

“The outstanding fact about the Adminis- 
tration’s proposal from the point of view of 
constitutional law is that it raises a ques- 
tion of first impression. The proposal is 
novel, unprecedented and consequently the 
precedents do not apply to it, except perhaps 
in the case of Iceland in 1941. The Adminis- 
tration’s present proposal incurs the danger 
of precipitating war, and it raises vast ques- 
tions regarding finance and the internal wel- 
fare of the country. Congress has the right to 
safeguard its war-declaring power, and it is 
duty bound to protect the domestic interests 
to which its other powers extend. In fact, the 
right of the President to merge American 
forces with an army, which he cannot ex- 
clusively command, seems very dubious. 
Congressional authorization under the neces- 
sary and proper clause would seem to be 
essential.” 

Throughout the 1951 debate the Adminin- 
istration tried to avoid this question of set- 
ting up an international army, but there 
can be no doubt that that was in fact the 
project, as I point out in Chapter Five. 

Under that project the President actually 
appointed General Eisenhower, in a letter in 
which he stated: 

“The North Atlantic Treaty nations have 
agreed on the defense organization for 
Europe and at their request I have desig- 
nated you as supreme allied commander, 
Europe. I view their request as a pledge that 
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their support of your efforts will be com- 
plete and unequivocal.” 

When the President of the United States 
went that far he exceeded his authority. Up 
to that point, what was done at Brussels was 
a recommendation of the Council under the 
Atlantic Pact. When the President undertook 
to carry out that recommendation he 
usurped the powers of Congress. He had no 
authority to carry out that particular agree- 
ment made at Brussels, without submitting 
it to Congress. 

Apparently the Administration is afraid 
that there was such an exceeding of author- 
ity, for it has represented the w™ole project 
now as merely the sending to Europe of a 
few divisions, which we can withdraw at 
any moment, but only to co-operate with 
the other nations in case war comes in a 
general defense under the terms of the 
Atlantic Pact. 

But whether there is to be an American 
army or an international army, I do not be- 
lieve the President has the power without 
congressional approval to send troops to one 
country to defend it against a possible or 
probable attack by another country. 

Such action may perhaps be authorized by 
treaty, but it has not been authorized either 
by the United Nations Charter, as I have 
shown, or by the Atlantic Pact. 

In my opinion, the Senate resolution and 
the concurrent resolution adopted by the 
Senate on April 4, 1951, was a clear state- 
ment by the Senate that it has the right 
to pass on any question of sending troops 
to Europe to implement the Atlantic Pact, 
that it is unconstitutional for the President 
to send any troops abroad to implement that 
pact without congressional approval, at 
least until war comes and Article 5 takes 
effect. It has been said that this resolution 
is not a law, and, of course, that is true, 
but the declaration can be implemented by 
the Appropriations Committee and by other 
legislation when legislation becomes ap- 
propriate. There can be no doubt that it is 
a legislative act and that it clearly asserts 
the power of Congress and the Senate. 

No one can prevent the President con- 
tinuing to assert his power as President, and 
it may be that he does have the ability to 
inyolve the United States in war, even when 
he has no right to do so; but I think a 
great forward step in defense of constitu- 
tional law has been taken by the definite 
position now asserted by the Senate, 

The President acts at his own peril, if he 
chooses to usurp authority which the repre- 
sentatives of the people have asserted that 
he does not possess. 


Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator. I particularly ap- 
preciate his taking the trouble to bring 
to our attention the passages from the 
late Senator Taft’s book. 

I remember very well when Senator 
Taft was here and we had the question 
involving the presence of our troops in 
Europe. 

I commend the Senator from Oregon 
because he is one of the very few, if not 
the only Senator, who has consistently 
taken the position he has mentioned, 
beginning with the Formosa resolution 
and extending up to the present. I know 
of no exception in his case. 

In my own case, I have faltered once 
or twice for reasons that I will not go 
into now, but may later. At any rate, the 
Senator from Oregon, does, to my knowl- 
edge, have the best and most consistent 
record on this problem of any Senator 
whom I know of. 

I yield to the Senator from Idaho. 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I am 
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glad to defer to the Senator from North 
Carolina. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from North Carolina is recognized. 

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, the Sen- 
ator from Arkansas [Mr. FULBRIGHT], the 
Senator from Oregon [Mr. Morse], the 
Senator from Mississippi [Mr. STENNIS], 
the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. EL- 
LENDER], and the Senator from South 
Carolina [Mr. THURMOND] have ap- 
peared before the Subcommittee on the 
Separation of Powers and have made 
some very fine statements on various as- 
pects of the Constitution. 

I had printed in the CONGRESSIONAL 
Recorp of today, with the permission of 
the distinguished senior Senator from 
Oregon, the statement which the Sen- 
ator from Oregon made before that sub- 
committee. 

I did so because I feel that his state- 
ment merits the consideration of Amer- 
ican people since it deals in a very elo- 
quent and forceful manner with the 
war powers under the Constitution and 
also with the field to which the resolu- 
tion offered by the Senator from Ar- 
kansas relates. 

The statement of the Senator from 
Oregon, like the statement of the Sen- 
ator from Arkansas before the subcom- 
mittee, deals in a very thorough fash- 
ion with the question of the sharing of 
the power between the Executive and 
Congress in general and, in particular, 
with the field of foreign relations. 

For this reason the statements cer- 
tainly merit the thoughtful consideration 
of all Americans who, as I say, are not 
only interested in preserving constitu- 
tional government, but also in having a 
-very sound and sensible manner for deal- 
ing with our foreign relations in a most 
precarious world. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator. I yield to the Sena- 
tor from Idaho [Mr. CHURCH]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from Idaho is recognized. 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I join 
with the other Senators who have ex- 
pressed appreciation to the distinguished 
chairman of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations for a most important resolu- 
tion. 

As I listened to the colloquy, it oc- 
curred to me that when the Founding 
Fathers wrote the Constitution they 
were mindful of the entangling alliances 
that had so often led European countries 
to war with one another, largely in the 
service of kingly ambitions: 

The Founding Fathers had a healthy 
distrust for executive power and sought 
therefore to restrict the power of the 
Presidency in order that an overly am- 
bitious President—whoever he might 
be—would not lead the country un- 
checked into a foreign misadventure. 

The Constitution is very precise. 

I do not know that I can list, offhand, 
all of the ways that the Constitution 
imposes restrictions upon the powers of 
the Presidency in the field of foreign af- 
fairs, but I can think of the more con- 
spicuous provisions: 

First, it empowered Congress, not the 
President, with the right to declare war. 

Second, it empowered Congress, not 
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the President, with the right to raise and 
maintain armies and navies. 

Third, it conferred upon Congress, not 
the President, the power over the public 
purse with which any kind of foreign 
adventure would have to be financed. 

Fourth, it gave to the Senate certain 
additional powers, the power of con- 
firmation, including presidential ambas- 
pacen, and the power of treaty ratifica- 
tion. 

I have been told that a very distin- 
guished citizen of this country, Mr. Dean 
Acheson, who has certainly been the 
friend and adviser of Presidents, recently 
commented that the most important 
single change in this century in the struc- 
ture of the Federal Government has been 
the great expansion of the powers of the 
Presidency. I believe this is certainly true. 

If we were to go back over the express 
delegations of authority to Congress un- 
der the Constitution, in the field of for- 
eign affairs, I believe it would become 
clear how far this process has gone. 

First, the power to declare war, as the 
distinguished Senator from Oregon has 
already noted, seems to be out of date. 
Wars are no longer declared, and there- 
fore the power of Congress to make the 
decision has been circumvented. 

Second, the power to raise and main- 
tain armies, conferred also upon Con- 
gress, has been diminished by the Presi- 
dent in the exercise of his authority as 
Commander in Chief. He has assumed 
the right to send our Armed Forces into 
action whenever he deems it in the na- 
tional interest, and then it becomes im- 
possible for Congress to do other than to 
vote the necessary money to sustain 
them, once they have taken the field, So 
this power has been effectively circum- 
vented. 

Third, there is the power of confirma- 
tion given specifically to the Senate. 
Practice over the years has largely elimi- 
nated the meaning of this power, be- 
cause it has become good form always 
to confirm Presidential appointees. In- 
deed, if the Senate, from time to time, 
raises serious questions concerning any 
given Presidential appointee, it is taken 
to task by the major newspapers for hav- 
ing stepped out of line, since this has 
come to be regarded as the responsibility 
and right of the President alone. 

I recall that the Senator from Oregon 
undertook to oppose the confirmation of 
Claire Booth Luce, at the time President 
Eisenhower sought to make her ambas- 
sador to Brazil. 

Mr. MORSE. I not only undertook it; I 
did oppose it. 

Mr. CHURCH. Yes, and with great 
vigor. The debate went on for days. A 
tremendous uproar occurred in the press 
because of the presumption of the Sena- 
tor from Oregon. When the debate ended, 
we bowed to custom and said it was, after 
all, the right of the President, and we 
confirmed almost automatically; I be- 
lieve the Senator from Oregon may have 
received approximately 18 votes. Then, 
in the dramatic aftermath that all of us 
will remember, Mrs. Claire Booth Luce 
snatched defeat from the jaws of vic- 
tory by hurling some very insulting re- 
marks at the Senator from Oregon; and 
in the uproar that followed, it was 
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thought best for the President to with- 
draw the nomination. 

But our power had so atrophied that 
one assertion of it—even though the 
Senator won out indirectly, by happen- 
stance, as it were—becomes a matter of 
historic recollection. 

That is what has become of the first 
three powers. What of the fourth? The 
power of ratification of treaties? Every 
President has sought—and I speak now 
of the institution of the Presidency—to 
maintain the prerogatives that his prede- 
cessors have exercised and, if possible, 
to enlarge the office. That is natural 
enough. Moreover, the Presidency has 
undertaken to circumvent the Senate’s 
power of treaty ratification by the device 
of executive agreements. These executive 
agreements have grown more numerous 
through the years. The President now 
decides whether he will bring a matter 
in treaty form to the Senate for our rati- 
fication or whether he will proceed, on 
the basis of an executive agreement, and 
not come to the Senate at all. 

Finally, there is left to us the power 
of the purse—and what has happened 
to that? There is a new device for the 
circumvention of the power of the purse, 
the last real congressional power that re- 
mains intact in the field of foreign af- 
fairs. The device made its first appear- 
ance during the administration of Presi- 
dent Eisenhower, in the case of the Mid- 
dle East resolution: Asking Congress in 
advance, in general terms, for congres- 
sional ratification of a policy, the de- 
tails of which had yet to be spelled out. 
It was used again in the Gulf of Tonkin 
resolution, with the great expansion of 
the war since undertaken in its name. 

Then, the President came to Congress 
just a few months ago, once more intend- 
ing to get, in advance, a ratification of 
a general policy, described in language 
so nebulous that none of us really knew 
what was involved, for more aid to Latin 
America. 

But this time the Committee on For- 
eign Relations said, No, this we will not 
do. To continue this pattern is to erode 
away the last power remaining in Con- 
gress.” 

But, alas, the use of an executive 
“commitment” is still another way to un- 
dermine congressional control of the 
purse. If it is possible for the Vice Presi- 
dent, let us say, to go to Pakistan, to 
Thailand, or to some other country and 
say, “And as a final gesture of our good- 
will, you may have $50 million,” or $150 
million, or whatever the figure might be, 
and then to come back and tell us that a 
commitment has been made and there- 
fore we must vote the money—if we ac- 
cept that, then we accept the final kibosh 
on the powers of Congress in foreign af- 
fairs. 

So it is high time we began to examine 
the question that the distinguished Sena- 
tor from Arkansas has raised. I commend 
him for it. I believe it is an act of real 
statesmanship. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I thank the Senator. 

I yield to the Senator from Kansas. 

Mr. CARLSON. I commend the distin- 
guished Senator from Arkansas for what 
I believe is the timely introduction of 
the resolution. Not only will the resolu- 
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tion be well received in the Senate, as has 
been indicated, but also, it will be well 
received by the people of this Nation, 
who have become greatly concerned 
about what is happening to the delega- 
tion of powers by Congress to the execu- 
tive branch—or the executive branch 
taking over the powers of Congress. 

It is a timely resolution, and it will be 
a pleasure to be associated with the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Arkansas, as a 
member of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations, in the hearings, which will be 
helpful and will probably determine 
some course of relationship and under- 
standing between the executive branch 
and Congress. 

As has been said, the executive 
branch has made commitments, and 
then the Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions has time and time again been con- 
fronted with the statement that the 
honor and integrity of the United States 
must be upheld because these commit- 
ments had been made. On one or two 
occasions, as the ‘distinguished Senator 
from Idaho has said, the Foreign Rela- 
tions Committee did say, “We will not 
tolerate that agreement.” And we did 
not. I was rather proud of the fact that 
we did not. 

I realize, also, that in this age of rapid 
‘communications and transportation, the 
world has shrunk in size; so I believe it 
is well that we have another review. 

The Senator from Arkansas is to be 
commended; and when history is writ- 
ten, I believe this resolution will go down 
as one of the important matters con- 
sidered in the Senate. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield to the Sena- 
tor from Minnesota. 

Mr. McCARTHY. I join with the Sena- 
tor from Arkansas in support of the 
resolution, and I commend him for in- 
troducing it at this time. 

I believe the time has come when we 
should give very thorough and formal 
consideration to the problem of the pro- 
cedures by which important decisions in 
foreign policy have been made. 

The chairman and the other members 
of the Committee on Foreign Relations 
have not been indifferent to the prob- 
lem. As every Member of the Senate 
knows, we have tried in a practical way 
to work out arrangements with the ex- 
ecutive branch. A year ago, we suggested 
that perhaps our committee should be 
somewhat more fully informed about 
the foreign policy activities of the Cen- 
tral Intelligence Agency. We got no re- 
sponse at all from the executive 
branch—no support for that suggestion. 
It was only by agreement within Con- 
gress itself that members of the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations were finally 
included—at least, in a limited way—in 
the hearings involving that agency. 

Last year, in dealing with the foreign 
aid bill, the committee proceeded very 
carefully and attentively, and with all 
due consideration for the administration, 
and suggested a limitation on grants of 
arms to Latin America. Formally this 
was recognized, but the intent of the 
Committee on Foreign Relations and the 
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Senate was circumvented by a great ex- 
pansion of arms sales with the support 
of the Department of Defense. We sug- 
gested and included in the foreign aid 
program last year a suggested limit on 
the number of countries and no atten- 
tion was paid, as they greatly exceeded 
the number recommended. a 

The Committee on Foreign Relations 
proceeded this year to attempt to impose 
a tighter restraint on arms distribution, 
whether through grants, loans, or sales 
in the foreign aid bill, which is simply an 
extension of the offer we made to the 
executive branch last year. We sought 
more serious and effective restraints on a 
number of countries in the foreign aid 
bill. 

The Senator may recall a witness for 
the administration said he objected to 
our setting this limitation because it was 
irrational. We asked if he would prefer 
that we act rationally and name the 
countries and he said that would be irra- 
tional and leave the rational act to the 
State Department. 

I believe the next step we have to take, 
and it may come as a result of this reso- 
lution, is to take the larger step as to 
where aid should go, in what amount, 
and to what country, as well as having 
the Senate approval, either as a whole, 
or through the Committee on Foreign 
Relations, as the Senate sometimes acts 
today on public works, military construc- 
tion, and even on such controversial re- 
quests as what watershed projects should 
be approved. With this method as the 
vehicle we may move toward developing 
new procedures to have the Senate again 
gain full constitutional authority in for- 
eign affairs. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I thank the Senator 
for his contribution. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield. 

Mr, AIKEN, Mr. President, I comment 
briefly on the Senator’s resolution by re- 
peating that old saying, “It is better late 
than never.” I do not think we can ex- 
cuse Congress from the situation which 
exists today, because over the last 20 or 
25 years we found it easier to tell the 
executive branch to go ahead and take 
care of this matter or that matter when 
it was our responsibility in many cases. 

We have reached the point now that if 
we are interested in retaining our form 
of government of which we boast so 
freely and fluently, we have to do some- 
thing; Congress has to reassume the re- 
sponsibility, particularly in the field of 
foreign relations, which we were pre- 
sumed to have had for the last 175 years. 
Yet, we have reached a point today where 
the executive branch, and without pro- 
test from us until recently, has felt it 
could send American Armed Forces into 
any part of the world at the request of 
another foreign country, or at the re- 
quest of some of the people in a foreign 
country, or at the request of American 
or foreign investors in another country 
and involve us in full-fledged wars. 

I do not blame the executive branch 
so much for doing this. I blame them for 
some of their recent mistakes in the last 
few years; but nevertheless Congress has 
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to share the guilt with them because we 
have been too negligent and too tolerant. 

I feel unless Congress reassumes the 
responsibility we are supposed to have 
we will be facing a crumbling of democ- 
racy in this country, if we are not al- 
ready doing so. 

I commend the Senator from Arkansas 
and those who have spoken with him this 
afternoon for their recognition of this 
fact. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I appreciate the 
statement of the Senator, and I thank 
him for his contribution. I agree with 
him that it is late. It is too bad we did 
not do this earlier, but it is better late 
than never. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield. 

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
have followed this debate and I think it 
has been one of the most significant de- 
bates that I have heard in all my years 
in the Senate. This subject has to do 
with a constitutional question in con- 
nection with which, as the distinguished 
Senator from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN] 
pointed out, the Senate has been very 
much responsible for bringing about the 
erosion of power. 

We have approximately 42 or 43 mu- 
tual security agreements with countries 
or groups of countries. Some of those 
agreements are good, solid agreements, 
such as NATO and the ANZUS treaty; 
some are of no importance, except on 
paper; and others are of dubious impor- 
tance, such as SEATO, which is being 
used flexibly today, in view of the situa- 
tion in which we find ourselves in South- 
east Asia: 

I commend the distinguished chair- 
man of the Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions for raising this constitutional ques- 
tion, and I am glad that he is going into 
it. I am sure his analysis of the events 
leading up to this resolution go back far 
beyond the present administration and 
to the end of the Second World War. 
This is something the Senate will have 
to face up to, but the Senate cannot cry 
too loudly about what has happened be- 
cause the Senate all too often has been a 
complacent and willing partner. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I thank the dis- 
tinguished majority leader. I agree with 
what he has said. I do not think it was 
all our fault in letting the situation de- 
velop. } 

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield. 

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I have 
had the opportunity to listen to only a 
part of the statement of the Senator 
from Arkansas, but the part I heard by 
him and by other Senators is very much 
to the point with respect to the situation 
in the Senate. 

I wish to underscore one thing that the 
distinguished Senator from Vermont 
said. In our general legislative areas we 
are responsible because we do have the 
opportunity on the passage of every 
piece of authorizing legislation to write 
into it the standards and guidelines 
which we expect the Executive to fol- 
low. In too instances we state a 
preamble of great and lofty ideals and 
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ideas, and then we, in effect, say to the 
President, Here is $500 million to do 
this with.” No piece of legislation that 
has been passed by the Congress in the 
last 5 years is more illustrative of this 
point than the poverty program. The 
poverty program is a real problem in 
this country. However, the way Congress 
passed the act, this is in effect what we 
did. We appropriated $875 million with 
about 7 months left in the year and the 
next year we appropriated $1.75 billion, 
or an amount in that area. We did not do 
the tough and hard job of organizing a 
program and directing the President how 
torun it. 

I must say that in my experience, 
which is basically on the Committee on 
Appropriations, I find time and time 
again that if we do seek to impress these 
guidelines, we are accused of doing one 
of two things: either complaining, which 
is a bad adjective to have ascribed to 
anyone continuously, or nit-picking. 

Mr. President, the second thing I wish 
to comment on is the matter which the 
distinguished majority leader com- 
mented on three or four times in the last 
2 years, in which we have failed abys- 
mally in Congress, and that is the field 
of legislative oversight. These things 
should be added to the remarks of the 
distinguished senior Senator from Idaho, 
because Congress has not exercised the 
prerogative and duty of legislative over- 
sight in that we have passed ill-advised, 
hasty, poor programs for the solution of 
recognized problems. 

Then, when it became obvious that the 
programs were not working, we turned 
around and passed a new type program, 
piling it on top of the other, appropriated 
more money but did not take the trouble 
to take the other one off the books or re- 
form it into a program which could be 
meaningful. 

The third thing we should be con- 
cerned about at the moment—and I am 
very much concerned about it—is the 
situation we find with treaties we have 
coming up before us—it has been dis- 
cussed in the press and all of us have 
been briefed on it—regarding the three 
Panamanian treaties which the Senate 
will consider in a few months’ time. 

Here are three treaties negotiated by 
Assistant Secretary of State Irwin, a very 
capable man, and negotiated by Robert 
Anderson, former Secretary of the Treas- 
ury, a man whom we all know and I 
think most of us respect very highly. But 
after negotiating—which I believe has 
taken over 2 years, perhaps almost 3— 
we have now been made aware, at least 
privately, of the contents of the three 
treaties. When they are signed, as they 
have to be signed by Panama and by our 
President, then we are placed in the very 
unfortunate situation, if we do not ap- 
prove or ratify the treaty, of undermin- 
ing the President. 

There are some features of the three 
treaties about which, personally, I have 
reservations, but I shall discuss that at a 
later time. But with the rapid communi- 
cations in the world on the matter of 
these specific treaties, we are practically 
presented with something which has al- 
‘ready been done. We are told that if we 
do not ratify them—and this is what we 
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have been told before, and this is what 
we have been told in effect already—we 
will be undermining the President, and 
undermining Secretary Bob Anderson, 
for whom we all have great respect. But 
certainly there might be ways—and the 
distinguished chairman knows it better 
than anyone else—in which such critical 
treaties could be followed more closely 
and the information made available to 
Members of Congress so that we are not 
presented with a “fait accompli” at the 
end of the negotiations and asked to put 
our stamp of approval on them, 

It seems to me that these three areas 
are areas which the Senator from Ar- 
kansas is trying to reach with his resolu- 
tion. They are, perhaps, three illustra- 
tions in which I believe Congress might 
definitely be more effective and at least 
can take back and resume, if it has the 
willingness to resume, the powers given 
to it by the Constitution, 

I appreciate the Senator’s yielding to 
me for these few remarks. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT, I appreciate the 
Senator’s comments, I am bound to say 
a word about the Panamanian treaties. 
In this case, the administration has been 
following constitutional procedure by 
negotiating a treaty and submitting it. 
They did consult most seriously in the 
preliminary stages last year and earlier 
this year, both with the committee and 
also with the Subcommittee on Latin 
American Affairs. Thus, we have had an 
opportunity to give them preliminary 
advice. It is true, under our procedure— 
and it is the only procedure we have in 
this connection—that the Executive 
must finally sign them. This does create 
a difficulty for the Senate. When I say 
it has been submitted to the committee, 
it does not mean that the committee has 
approved everything in it, and it does 
not mean the executive branch has 
carried out every suggestion of the com- 


mittee, All I am saying is that this is as 


near a normal matter as I think we can 
find in a treaty. 

Personally, concerning the hearings, I 
feel that the Senate is free to adopt this 
treaty or not. Advance consultation with 
a Senate committee cannot bind the 
Senate, but is designed to be helpful to 
the executive in its negotiations. We did 
suggest some changes and we hope that 
they will be a helpful element in the 
negotiations. But I did not want to get 
on to the substantive questions of 
treaties. In the Panamanian treaties, 
they are following what I conceive to be 
the correct procedure. 

Let me give the Senator an illustra- 
tion. Take the case of Thailand with 
which a minor treaty involving double 
taxation was brought to us to approve. 
The committee and the Senate were ex- 
pected to consider it carefully and sol- 
emnly. But then the Executive sent 
40,000 troops to Thailand and committed 
hundreds of millions of dollars without 
saying a word to us about it. This seems 
entirely out of proportion, especially 
when the SEATO Treaty has not been in- 
voked, and there is no treaty relating to 
our bases or men there: So, they will say, 
this is in pursuance of the SEATO 
Treaty. I believe that to be questionable. 
They certainly did not seek our informal 
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or formal advice or agreement on seek- 
ing to commit vast amounts of money 
to Thailand. I do not know how many 
hundreds of millions of dollars they spent 
on bases in Thailand, which are going 
to be used, as the Senator knows, to pur- 
sue the war against the North Viet- 
namese. 

In my view, here is the case of a com- 
mitment taken without any real approv- 
al at all. Thus, there is a distinction 
here. I cannot fault them too much on 
Panama. We might fault them on their 
judgment when it comes time to approve 
the treaties. There is necessarily built 
into the situation the necessity for the 
Executive to sign the treaties before they 
are submitted to the Senate formally, 
although they did bring to us something 
of a proposal, and that was that. 

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Arkansas yield? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield. 

Mr. ALLOTT, I agree with the Sena- 
tor, and I would not want anything I 
said to be understood as meaning that 
there has been anything unusual, ille- 
gal, “behind the door,” so to speak, or 
anything of that sort in the way the 
Panamanian treaties have been han- 
dled. This is the way the Constitution is 
set up, that the Executive negotiates the 
treaty; it is signed, and then it is up to the 
Senate to ratify it or not. 

I agree with him also that this is not 
the place to talk about the merits of the 
Panamanian treaties. I know that his 
resolution goes to an entirely different 
situation, but I did make the point, 
which I think could bear some examina- 
tion, as to whether in some of these ma- 
jor treaties—and I do regard the 
Panamanian. treaties as a major treaty 
area 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. It is, 

Mr, ALLOTT. And I am sure the Sen- 
ator does. 

Mr, FULBRIGHT. It is. It is a very 
important area, 

Mr. ALLOTT. It is unfortunate that 
we do not have, under the legal and law- 
ful handling of a treaty under the Con- 
stitution, a better and quicker way to keep 
the Senate as a whole informed of what 
is occurring in these major areas. 

_I appreciate the Senator’s yielding to 
me. I think his resolution has a very fine 
thrust and I hope that it will be followed 
up. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I thank the Senator 
from Colorado for his remarks. 

Mr. President, I shall not delay the 
Senate much longer, but I have a few 
examples which I merely wish to put in 
the Recorp for the information of the 
Senators. They illustrate some of the 
things I have in mind and which I think 
are pertinent to the resolution. 

For example, on April 19, 1966, in a 
television appearance, the Vice President 
described the Honolulu declaration as 
follows: 

a pledge to ourselves and to posterity 
to defeat aggression, to defeat social misery, 
to build viable; free political institutions and 
to achieve peace. Now, those are broad terms, 
but these are great commitments. I think 
there is a tremendous new opening here for 
realizing the dream of the Great Society in 
the great area of Asia, not just here at home. 
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On that same date, during the tele- 
vision program, Eric Sevareid sum- 
marized the interview with the Vice 
President with a question as follows: 

You seem to be saying that the Johnson 
doctrine, if we may call it that, is proposing 
a relationship between this country and Asia 
far away as it is. . relationship as funda- 
mental, as long lasting, intimate and possibly 
expensive as our historic association with 
Europe. It is of this scale, of this magnitude? 


The Vice President answered: 
I think so. 


I cite that simply as an example of 
words which are used in the midst of 
statements that are cited as great com- 
mitments. I personally do not consider 
them commitments. They are sort of 
proposals. They are statements of gen- 
eral policy, which are not to be con- 
sidered commitments, although he uses 
that word. Perhaps he thinks they are, 
and perhaps we will be confronted with 
implementing legislation. If so, I shall 
not consider them as commitments. I 
shall consider that I am quite free to 
judge them upon their merits. 

U.S. intervention in the Congo re- 
cently exemplifies an involvement abroad 
which began as a short-term interna- 
tional undertaking and seems to have 
become unilateral and open-ended. Sec- 
retary Rusk expressed surprise that the 
Congress was upset about the United 
States sending a few planes in 1967 when 
there was no concerted protest about the 
sending of planes in November of 1964 
to rescue white hostages at Stanleyville. 
But the circumstances were entirely dif- 
ferent then: the U.N. had just pulled out 
its forces, Gizengists had moved in to 
take over the northeastern Congo, there 
was absolutely no question about the 
perilous position of the Europeans in that 
area, and the airlift was not a solitary 
United States operation. In any case, the 
events of 1960 to 1964 did not give the 
administration an ad infinitum right to 
intervene in the Congo without congres- 
sional sanction. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield. 

Mr. AIKEN. I might say there was 
quite a difference between sending troop 
carriers into the Congo 2 years ago and 
sending them a month ago. Two years 
ago they actually went in there to save 
a large number of people whose lives were 
threatened. There are people who have 
confided to me that the last time, a 
month or so ago, it is their belief that 
the troop carriers were sent into the 
Congo to save investments rather than 
people. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I think the Senator 
makes a very good point. 

Mr. AIKEN. I am not making a point. 
Iam merely repeating what I was told 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator makes 
a distinction. There has always been an 
unexpressed policy when it came to sav- 
ing lives of our citizens, and we have 
on many occasions done that as an emer- 
gency operation without prior commit- 
ment. 

I wish to cite an example that upset 
me more than any other during the past 
couple of years, which arose out of a 
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statement made by the Secretary of State 
on this subject. I want to quote it for the 
Record to show what I have in mind. 

On January 28, 1966, Secretary Rusk, 
during the hearings on Vietnam, was 
asked: Are we obligated to do this—he 
was referring to what we are doing in 
Vietnam—under the SEATO Treaty? 

He replied that, in addition to the 
SEATO Treaty: 

We have bilateral assistance agreements 
with South Vietnam. We have had several 
actions of the Congress. We have had the 
annual aid appropriations in which the pur- 
poses of aid have been fully set out before 
the Congress. We have had special resolutions 
such as the one of August, 1964, and we have 
had the most important policy declarations 
by successive Presidents with respect to the 
protection of South Vietnam against Com- 
munist aggression. 


Without quarreling with the reference 
to SEATO or the congressional resolu- 
tion of August 1964, this is a very signif- 
icant statement, it seems to me, because 
of its casual reference to other acts. Thus, 
so far as I know, none of the bilateral as- 
sistance agreements referred to has ever 
been submitted to the Congress. They 
were quite informal executive agreements 
signed, I presume, by our Ambassador 
or Secretary, and a representative of the 
South Vietnamese Government. I do not 
think they should be considered national 
commitments—if that is the proper 
word—commitments which involve the 
use of our Armed Forces in Southeast 
Asia. 

The Secretary of State went on to refer 
to annual aid authorizations as if they 
were indications of national commit- 
ments. 

Certainly, those aid authorizations 
were not considered in the context of 
sending U.S. troops. Having participated 
in aid bills year after year, I realize that 
they contain policy statements which no 
one takes too seriously. They usually ex- 
press a hope. This year, incidentally, the 
committee was wise in striking most of 
these policy statements from the bill. 
We do not want them to be used as ex- 
cuses for future commitments. We did 
that in the committee, and I hope the 
Senate will sustain that action. 

So to consider the annual aid authori- 
zations as remotely authorizing the mak- 
ing of commitments for the use of Amer- 
ican Armed Forces in a country receiving 
aid is, it seems to me, rather farfetched. 
But this is the kind of problem I have in 
mind that the committee should examine 
and endeavor to make it very clear, for 
the information of the Executive and 
everybody in the future, that we are not 
to consider this type of action as authori- 
zation for carrying on war, sending 
troops, or anything of that kind. 

The Secretary mentioned “Policy dec- 
larations by successive Presidents,” as 
a source of commitment. That is a very 
broad statement. There have been many 
policy declarations in speeches on the 
Fourth of July, on many occasions, or 
on a visit of a dignitary from a foreign 
country. They are often referred to as 
commitments. This is the type of thing 
I wish to clarify. 

On January 3, 1966, the Department of 
State issued its 14 points. Under the 
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heading “The U.S. Commitment,” there 
appears the following: 

The United States has a clear and direct 
commitment to the security of South Viet- 
nam against external attack. This commit- 
ment is based upon bilateral agreements be- 
tween the United States and South Vietnam. 


This is a reiteration of the same point 
I read previously. None of these was 
approved by the Congress— 
and upon annual actions by the Congress 
in providing aid to South Vietnam— 


The same statement was made by the 
Secretary of State—and, continuing the 
quotation from the State Department 
publication of January 3, 1966: 


This commitment is based ; upon 
the policy expressed in such Congressional 
action as the August 1964 resolution, and 
upon the solemn declarations of three U.S. 
presidents. At stake is not just South Viet- 
nam, nor even Southeast Asia, there is also 
at stake the integrity of U.S. commitment 
and the importance of that commitment to 
the peace right around the globe. 


Let me interject that my point is not 
directly related to Vietnam, but rather 
to the methods by which we seem to in- 
volve the Nation in a commitment. 

On August 20, 1965, in a State Depart- 
ment publication entitled “Why Viet- 
nam?” the following statement appears: 

The Roots of Commitment 

In the historic documents that follow, 
two American Presidents define and affirm 
the commitment of the United States to the 
people of South Vietnam. 

In letters to Prime Minister Churchill in 
1954 and to President Diem in 1954 and 1960, 
President Eisenhower describes the issues 
at stake and pledges United States assistance 
in South Vietnam’s resistance to subversion 
and aggression. 

And in December 1961 President Kennedy 
reaffirms that pledge. 


The Eisenhower letters referred to in 
this statement contain the following lan- 
guage: 

To Churchill, April 4, 1954, referring to 
the need for a Southeast Asia coalition of 
the United Kingdom, the United States, 
France, Australia, New Zealand, Thailand 
and the Philippines: “. . . The important 
thing is that the coalition must be strong 
and it must be willing to join the fight if 
necessary. I do not envisage the need of any 
appreciable ground forces on your or our 
part. 


That is the end of the quotation from 
that letter to Churchill. 

Then the letter to President Diem from 
Eisenhower on October 1, 1954, stated: 

The purpose of this offer—(“an intelligent 
program of American aid”) is to assist the 
Government of Vietnam in developing and 
maintaining a strong viable state, capable 
of resisting attempted subversion or aggres- 
sion through military means... 


Then, the letter from President Eisen- 
hower to President Diem on October 26, 
1960, stated: 

Although the main responsibility for 
guarding that independence will always, as 
it has in the past, belong to the Vietnamese 
people and their government, I want to as- 
sure you that for so long as our strength 
can be useful, the United States will con- 
tinue to assist Vietnam in the difficult yet 
hopeful struggle ahead. 


These are given in illustration of the 
type of thing I have in mind in bringing 
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this resolution to the attention of the 
Senate. And let me reiterate—it is this 
technique of broadening statements and 
letters into national commitments that 
is disturbing. 

Mr. President, I shall not delay this 
matter further. I ask unanimous consent 
to have printed at this point in the 
REcorD, an excerpt from a speech of the 
Secretary of State on February 16, 1966, 
before the National Convention of the 
National Rural Electric Cooperative As- 
sociation, at Las Vegas, Nev., calling at- 
tention to his expression of our commit- 
ment in the speech at that time. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Both Peiping and Hanoi have proclaimed 
South Viet-Nam to be a critical test for the 
so-called “war of liberation”. 

We are committed to assist South Viet- 
Nam to resist aggression by the SEATO 
Treaty, which was approved by the Senate 
with only one dissenting vote; by the pledges 
of three successive Presidents; by the aid 
approved by bipartisan majorities in Con- 
gress over a period of 12 years; by joint de- 
clarations with our allies in Southeast Asia 
and the Western Pacific; and by the Resolu- 
tion which Congress adopted in August 
1964, with only two dissenting votes. 


I also ask unanimous consent to 
have printed in the Recorp an ex- 
cerpt from a Department of State 
bulletin of March 14, 1966, entitled 
“Vice President Reviews Asian Prob- 
lems with Thai Premier.“ The excerpt 
includes a communique which the Vice 
President issued on his visit to Bang- 
kok, and shows clearly how general state- 
ments become national commitments 
without collaboration with the Congress. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the Rec- 
ORD, as follows: 

Vice PRESIDENT REVIEWS ASIAN PROBLEMS 
WITH THAI PREMIER 


Vice President Humphrey was in Thailand 
February 13-15 during a special mission to 
Asia for President Johnson? Following is the 
text of a joint communique released at Bang- 
kok on February 15 at the conclusion of talks 
between the Vice President and the Prime 
Minister of Thailand, Thanom Kittikachorn. 

The Vice President of the United States 
and the Prime Minister of Thailand have 
concluded a most useful discussion and re- 
view of the common struggle against Com- 
munist aggression in Southeast Asia, includ- 
ing the results of the recently concluded 
conference in Hawaii? 

The Vice President paid tribute to the 
strong and unhesitating stand which Thai- 
land and her leaders have taken against the 
many forms of Communist aggression, the 
disguised as well as the blatant ones. He 
expressed the gratitude of his Government 
for Thailand's initiatives in seeking a larger 
regional framework for the peaceful achieve- 
ment of social and economic progress. He 
emphasized the determination of the United 
States to provide all necessary assistance to 
enable Thailand and the other countries of 
Southeast Asia threatened by Communist 
aggression to defend themselves and to 
achieve in peace their just economic and so- 
cial aims. 

The Prime Minister concurred with the 
principle underlying the Declaration of Hon- 


For background, see BULLETIN of Feb. 28, 
1966, p. 302. 
3 Ibid. 
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olulu; that the war in Southeast Asia must 
be waged on two fronts simultaneously—the 
military front and the struggle to improve 
the social, economic, and physical well-being 
of the people. 

Recognizing Thailand’s commitment to 
defend itself against Communist aggression 
both from within and from without, the 
Vice President reaffirmed the United States 
pledge to assist in programs for the improve- 
ment of individual well-being and security 
in Thailand. Despite the progress already 
made in the development of rural areas, a 
need was clearly identified for greater efforts 
to provide more ample water supply, further 
expansion of rural credit for agriculture and 
related small industry, irrigation of farm- 
lands, expansion of rural electrification, an 
expanded road system to connect outlying 
areas to markets, better medical care ex- 
tended to presently isolated villages, and the 
provision of more schools to educate the 
populace and to insure that they will be 
better equipped to share in the progress of 
their country and contribute to its strength 
and stability. 

It was agreed that the steps taken to im- 
prove the security in certain areas had 
proved their worth, but that further 
strengthening of security forces was an ur- 
gent necessity. Both Governments would pro- 
vide additional resources to achieve this end, 
so that villages would be freed from the 
threat of Communist terrorism and harass- 
ment. At the same time further assistance 
beyond on-going programs for the improve- 
ment and modernization of the Thai Armed 
Forces was a pressing requirement which 
would be met by the United States with the 
flexibility and promptness required by the 
current emergency. 

Thalland's present contributions in re- 
gional affairs were jointly reviewed with 
specific reference to the constructive role 
Thailand has played in the Mekong Com- 
mittee, its leadership in the recent regional 
educitional conference, its strong support 
for the Asian Development Bank, and 
leadership in forming a highly competent 
regional council for exchange and coordina- 
tion of development plans. The Prime Min- 
ister stressed the need for Asian initiative 
and innovation in achieving more rapid 
progress in economic development so as to 
improve the lives of the Asian peoples. This 
is one of the objectives underlying the re- 
newed interest in the Association of South- 
east Asia. The Vice President recalled Pres- 
ident Johnson's pledge in April 1965 of a 
$1 billion American contribution to such a 
program following its organization by Asian 
leadership. In this context the Vice Presi- 
dent noted the visit of Mr. Eugene Black for 
discussions with the Prime Minister, which 
have resulted in the necessary engineering 
or other survey actions for all the 13 proj- 
ects proposed by the Prime Minister. 

It was agreed that organizations such as 
the Association of Southeast Asia could 
play a valuable role in fostering new coop- 
erative institutions and stimulating the 
ideas that would make dramatic economic 
transformations possible. 


Mr. President, I conclude by stating 
that I appreciate very much the expres- 
sions of support which have been given 
me by my fellow Senators. 

Mr. ELLENDER subsequently said: 
Mr. President, I was quite busy this after- 
noon holding hearings in the Subcom- 
mittee on Public Works. I was very anx- 
ious to be present when the Senator from 


For background, see ibid., Mar. 7, 1966, 
p. 379. 

i Ibid., Apr. 26, 1965, p. 606. 

For background, see ibid., Aug. 2, 1965, 
p. 215. 
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Arkansas [Mr. FULBRIGHT] submitted his 
resolution on commitments. 

Following my trip to Africa in 1962, 
I pointed out to the Senate that the State 
Department, without any sanction from 
Congress or anybody else, bound us to a 
contribution of $225 million to Nigeria 
without consulting anyone. 

This was done on November 24, 1962, 
and my visit there was in August, I be- 
lieve, of 1962. 

In 1962 I also discovered in Tunisia 
that the State Department, or someone 
from the State Department, had bound 
us to a $180 million commitment. 

I also discovered that the State De- 
partment had bound us to a commit- 
ment of $390 million to the United Arab 
Republic. 

I also found that grants had been made 
to Trinidad in the amount of $30 million. 

Recently someone agreed to let Korea 
have $150 million in development loans. 
There was also an agreement to let South 
Vietnam have 750,000 tons of rice for the 
crop year 1967-68. 

All this was done without consulting 
Congress or anybody connected with the 
Appropriations Committee. 

I am very hopeful that the resolution 
that the Senator from Arkansas has sub- 
mitted will cover these situations and 
that it will not be possible in the future 
for the President, the State Department, 
or any other department to bind Con- 
gress with respect to such large appro- 
priations without consulting those who 
have to vote and hold hearings on 
the appropriation of these enormous 
amounts of money. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 


A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the House 
had agreed to the report of the commit- 
tee of conference on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses on the amendments of 
the Senate to the bill (H.R. 6098) to pro- 
vide an extension of the interest equal- 
ization tax, and for other purposes. 


INTEREST EQUALIZATION TAX EX- 
TENSION ACT OF 1967—CONFER- 
ENCE REPORT 


Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, 
I submit a report of the committee of 
conference on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses on the amendments of the 
Senate to the bill (H.R. 6098) to provide 
an extension of the interest equalization 
tax, and for other purposes. I ask unani- 
mous consent for the present considera- 
tion of the report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re- 
port will be read for the information of 
the Senate. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
the report. 

(For conference report, see House pro- 
ceedings of July 31, 1967, pp. 20594-20596, 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the report? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the report. 
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Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, 
it will be recalled that the Senate debated 
this bill on July 24 and 25. The bill not 
only extends the life of the tax but also 
makes it a more effective instrument for 
strengthening the balance of payments. 

Prior to this bill, the rates of tax im- 
posed were designed to raise the in- 
terest costs that foreigners would have 
to pay to obtain capital in U.S. markets 
by the equivalent of one percentage 
point. At the time this tax was first pro- 
posed in July 1963, the differential be- 
tween interest rates in this country and 
interest rates in other developed coun- 
tries averaged around 1 percent. The tax, 
therefore, made U.S. capital markets less 
attractive sources for foreigners seeking 
funds. 

The bill increases the rate of tax which 
may be imposed and grants the President 
discretionary authority to vary the rates 
of tax. In combination these provisions 
insure that the tax will remain effective 
even though the interest rate differential 
between this country and other developed 
countries fluctuates. 

You will also recall that the bill passed 
by the Senate included an amendment 
designed to prevent evasion in connec- 
tion with the exemption for the sale of 
foreign stock owned by Americans to 
other Americans. 

Mr. President, there were a total of 24 
numbered Senate amendments to the 
House bill, 10 of which involved substan- 
tive matters. The conferees on the part 
of the Senate persuaded the House con- 
ferees to recede on all but four of these 
numbered amendments, and one of those 
was a clerical amendment. In most re- 
spects, therefore, the bill approved by the 
conferees is the same as the bill passed 
by the Senate. 

The conferees on the part of the House 
did refuse to accept the Senate amend- 
ment which would have permitted the 
President to raise the rates of tax to 
twice the rates provided under existing 
law. However, not a great deal was at 
issue here, for the House bill provided 
the President with the authority to raise 
the rates of tax to one and one-half times 
the rates in existing law. Furthermore, 
the rates will not be increased at all 
under this authority until such time as 
the President determines that it is neces- 
sary to do so to achieve the balance-of- 
payments objectives of the United 
States. Personally, I think the President 
should have had the authority urged by 
the Treasury and authorized by the Sen- 
ate bill, but the House conferees were 
confident that he would not want to 
raise the rates of taxes above the levels 
provided in their bill. However, the fact 
that the Senate conferees receded on this 
matter does not, in my estimation, 
weaken the effectiveness of the tax in 
any way. If the differential should ever 
widen beyond an interest rate equivalent 
of one and one-half percent, the Con- 
gress can reconsider the matter. 

Another amendment on which the 
Senate receded concerns acquisitions of 
Canadian securities made during the 
period the tax was under consideration 
in the Congress by Americans who em- 
ployed funds they had held in Canada 
at the time the tax was announced. 
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While this amendment does not involve 
a great deal of money and does not af- 
fect a great many persons, the conferees 
on the part of the Senate fought hard 
to retain it in the final bill. The amend- 
ment was sponsored by the senior Sena- 
tor from Washington [Mr. MAGNUSON]. 
I know that he worked patiently to win 
acceptance of the provision. He offered 
it on the floor of the Senate in 1965, 
and we agreed to consider it in the Fi- 
nance Committee the next time the act 
was brought up. We did consider it. We 
approved it. The Senate passed it. We 
were unable to persuade the conferees on 
the part of the House, however, to agree 
to the provision. Despite the narrow 
language of our amendment, the House 
conferees were fearful that we might 
be retroactively relieving speculators of 
a tax they had chosen to ignore. 

The third amendment which the con- 
ferees on the part of the House refused to 
accept concerns the treatment of certain 
foreign stock issues. This amendment 
would have permitted stock to be classi- 
fied as a single class of stock even though 
some of the shares were restricted as to 
dividends on July 18, 1963, under a provi- 
sion which was established prior to July 
19, 1963, and which has subsequently 
lapsed. In one case that was brought to 
the attention of your committee, this 
provision would permit the entire issue of 
stock to be treated as domestic stock and, 
therefore, to be exempt from the tax. The 
House conferees opposed this amendment 
and we were forced to recede in order to 
bring the conference to a close. 

There is one point regarding a Senate 
amendment which was agreed to by the 
House conferees that I think needs clari- 
fying. I am referring to the provision 
which the Finance Committee recom- 
mended and the Senate approved dealing 
with foreign financing companies. In this 
provision, there is a requirement that the 
financing company must be in the busi- 
ness of acquiring certain types of debt 
obligations, such as debt obligations aris- 
ing out of the loans to finance the sales 
of products manufactured by affiliated 
companies. It should be made clear that a 
financing company can satisfy this re- 
quirement either if it acquires these debt 
obligations directly or if it acquires them 
indirectly by making loans to one of the 
affiliated companies which are secured by 
these debt obligations. 

Mr. President, I believe the conference 
report on the bill is a most satisfactory 
one from the point of view of the Senate. 
The amendments added by the Senate to 
the bill passed by the House were all ger- 
mane amendments and will serve to 
make the tax more effective. The tax will 
continue to moderate the outflow of pri- 
vate capital from this country so that it 
does not become a deluge that will force 
us to raise our domestic interest rates. 
The conferees agreed to all but three of 
the substantive Senate amendments, 
none of which has an important bearing 
on the overall effectiveness of the tax. 

Mr. President, I urge that the confer- 
ence report be agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the conference 
report. 

The conference report was agreed to. 
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ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT TO 
WEDNESDAY AT 11 AM. 


Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres- 
ident, I ask, notwithstanding the order 
previously entered into, that the Senate, 
when it completes its business today, 
stand in adjournment until 11 o’clock 
on Wednesday morning next. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


LT. COL. MARIE KEHRER, DEPUTY 
DIRECTOR, WOMEN’S ARMY CORPS 


Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, today, a 
new Deputy Director is being sworn in at 
Pentagon ceremonies, certainly not an 
unusual occurence in itself, but in this 
case the ceremony is distinguished not 
only by the customary military courte- 
sies, but also by the femininity and 
charm of the participants. 

I refer, Mr. President, to the appoint- 
ment today of Lt. Col. Marie Kehrer as 
Deputy Director of the Women’s Army 
Corps. Colonel Kehrer will be deputy to 
Col. Elizabeth P. Hoisington, who be- 
came the seventh director of the Wom- 
en’s Army Corps just a year ago. 

The Women’s Army Corps was formed, 
Mr. President, as an agency through 
which American women could make di- 
rect contributions of their skills and 
abilities to the U.S. Army in peace and 
war. Established by an act of Congress 
in May 1942, the Women’s Army Corps— 
originally named the Women’s Army 
Auxiliary Corps—has a proud record of 
service in all theaters in which the Ar- 
my has been assigned, including Europe, 
Africa, the Middle East, China-Burma- 
India, the Mediterranean, and the Pa- 
cific. At its peak in 1945, the WAC had 
a strength of about 100,000, including 
some 6,000 officers. 

Today, the WAC includes about 9,000 
Americans serving their Nation as en- 
listed women, and over 800 as officers. 
Colonel Hoisington, the present Direc- 
tor, feels that the proper mission of the 
WAC is not to serve as substitutes for 
their male counterparts in uniform. 
Rather, she says: 

Members of the WAC perform duties that 
support the mission of the organization to 
which they are assigned for duty. A WAC 
typist sits shoulder to shoulder with a male 
typist in the Pentagon, in Vietnam, or in 
Fort Dix. They are members of the same 
Army team. They know it. It’s a bond of 
communication, like none other known, 
among members of the army today. They 


don't think patriotism is out of style. Ask 
them. A 


A patriotic member of the WAC for 25 
years, the new Deputy Director, Lt. Col. 
Marie Kehrer, enlisted in the WAAC in 
June 1942, completed OCS in October 
1942, and graduated from the Army's 
Command and General Staff College in 
1961. She is also a graduate of Mankato 
State College in Minnesota, which is her 
native State. 

During her career in the Army, she 
has served as a staff officer in the Office 
of the WAC Director; as WAC staff ad- 
viser, U.S. Army, Europe; and as assist- 
ant commandant, U.S. Women's Army 
School. She has served 4 years in the 
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Pacific area, including service before 
and during the Korean conflict, and has 
served in Europe for 2% years. Prior to 
her present appointment, Lieutenant 
Colonel Kehrer held a responsible posi- 
tion in Headquarters, U.S. Army Ma- 
teriel Command. 

In her new assignment, Colonel 
Kehrer’s duties will be to assist in de- 
veloping in young volunteer American 
women those attributes of duty and 
dedication which will enable them to 
continue the WAC’s proud record of 
serving freedom’s cause around the 
world. 

Lieutenant Colonel Kehrer, in express- 
ing her sentiments about her new as- 
signment, said: 

It is gratifying, indeed, to share in the task 
of teaching young volunteer members of the 
WAC a skill; of giving them a professional 
military appearance and manner without 
sacrificing charm and femininity; and of 
building on to the patriotic motivations 
which caused them to enlist in the first place. 
In short, we strive to turn out American 
“ladies in uniform”—trained, dedicated, re- 
sourceful—a professional force engaged in 
furthering the Army’s far-flung missions. 


As Colonel Kehrer assumes her new 
deputies today as Deputy Director, I feel 
a salute is due her; to Colonel Hoising- 
ton for her able direction and leadership 
of the Women’s Army Corps; and to the 
corps itself—a corps whose quarter-cen- 
tury record of service to our Nation is 
one in which we can all take pride. 


STATEMENT BY NEGRO MEMBERS 
OF GEORGIA GENERAL ASSEMBLY 
CONDEMNING MOB VIOLENCE 


Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, last 
Friday afternoon in Atlanta, seven Negro 
members of the Georgia General As- 
sembly issued a joint statement con- 
demning mob violence, looting, and 
burning. i 

Said the statement in part: 

Legitimate grievances of the Negro must 
be dealt with. We believe that these griev- 
ances can best be resolved by and through 
lawful means and within the framework of 
our democratic system. 


These legislators and leaders of the 
Negro community, not only in Atlanta 
but throughout the State of Georgia, are 
to be commended for this very fine state- 
ment, which I believe reflects the views of 
all thinking American citizens, whether 
they be white or Negro. 

When I spoke in the Senate last Mon- 
day on the riotings in our cities, I ad- 
dressed myself to the need for more 
voices of responsibility in these troubled 
times. Here are such voices of respon- 
sibility, and it is my earnest hope that 
their wisdom will be heeded and that the 
Rap Browns and the Stokely Carmichaels 
will be recognized for what they are: law- 
less troublemakers bent on fomenting 
strife and dividing our country. 

Mr. President, a news article concern- 
ing the Negro legislators’ statement ap- 
peared in Saturday’s Atlanta Constitu- 
tion. I ask unanimous consent that it be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
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Necro LAWMAKERS HERE DEPLORE RIOTS— 
Two SENATORS, FIVE REPRESENTATIVES SIGN; 
BOND, ALEXANDER ABSENT 


Atlanta’s two Negro state senators and five 
representatives issued a joint statement Fri- 
day afternoon deploring the riots and dis- 
turbances in American cities and denouncing 
“violence, looting and burning.” 

All the city’s Negro legislators signed the 
statement except Reps. William Alexander 
and Julian Bond, both of whom were out of 
town, according to Sen. Leroy Johnson. 

“The grievances of American Negroes are 
legitimate grievances,” the statement de- 
clared. “Negroes in Atlanta and throughout 
our country are asking for an even chance to 
a better way of life. . . In almost every 
major city, Negroes are confined to slums, are 
dealt with unfairly in job opportunities and 
generally there is little or no adequate provi- 
sion for recreation facilities in Negro com- 
munities. 

„„ . these legitimate grievances of the 
Negro must be dealt with,” the statement 
continued, but added, “We believe that these 
grievances can best be resolved by and 
through lawful means and within the frame- 
work of our democratic system. . . The at- 
tainment of our goals can and will be ac- 
complished through non-violent, peaceful 
means and through the lawful use of our 
democratic institutions.” 

The legislators then declared firmly, “We 
deplore the wave of riots and acts of civil 
disturbances which have hit many American 
cities—notably Detroit and Newark. 

“We denounce acts of violence, looting and 
burning and say that they are not justifiable 
and acceptable methods of attack upon the 
legitimate grievances of the American Negro. 
The experiences of Detroit and Newark 
clearly show that violence and rioting bring 
additional suffering and misery to the Negro 

ple. 

“We firmly believe that an overwhelming 
majority of Negroes in Atlanta and through- 
out the country disapprove of violence and 
riots,” the statement declares. 

Sen. Leroy Johnson said he, Sen, Horace 
Ward and Reps. J. C. Daugherty, Ben Brown, 
J. D. Grier, Grace Hamilton and John Hood 
signed the statement. 

Sen. Ward said Reps. Brown, Daugherty 
and Grier met with him and Sen. Johnson, 
and that Mrs. Hamilton told him she con- 
curred. One of the other legislators said Hood 
also had concurred, but Alexander, who is his 
law partner, was out of town. 


ROOTS IN THE RIOTS 


Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. 
President, I have stated again and again 
that riots in American cities are not the 
result of faulty social conditions. My 
viewpoint is bolstered by the thoughts 
expressed in an interesting column en- 
titled “Roots in the Riots,” which ap- 
peared in the Madison, W. Va., Coal Val- 
ley News of July 27, 1967. Mr. Luther 
Jones, the editor of that newspaper, 
states that riots are caused by the an- 
archy of the human heart. Mr. Jones 
states that young people who are not 
taught the principles of human conser- 
vation, work, morals, ethical business, 
and respect to government, are easy prey 
for exploitation by those interests con- 
cerned with wrecking this Nation.” 

I ask unanimous consent to insert the 
column in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the column 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Roots IN THE RIOTS 

International Communism would have 
few friends in our nation without the pre- 
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vailing evolutionary social and political 
philosophies of our schools and pulpits that 
have loosened the moorings of our present 
generation from the American tradition. 

This is strangely ironical. The evolutionary 
concept sees Man as an ever more intense 
master of his own destiny. But the product 
of this prevailing idea is a nation in decline. 

Riots are not just a result of faulty social 
conditions. They are caused by the anarchy 
of the human heart bred of the free expres- 
sionism of our schools. 

Young people taught neither by parents 
nor the schools the principles of human con- 
servation—work, morals, ethical business and 
respect to government—are easy prey to be 
lured and herded into the cities and exploited 
by those interests concerned with wrecking 
this nation. 

There is no comparison between Booker T. 
Washington, a truly great American, and 
Martin Luther King, a blind instrument of 
international Communism. 

King, trained in filthy Crozer seminary of 
the American Baptist Convention, also at- 
tended a Communistic school in Tennessee. 
While he denies the virgin birth of Christ, 
or the intrusion of God in human affairs to 
save men’s souls, he is an instrument of the 
intrusion of foreign Communism to divide 
our nation, 

King is only one of many thousands of 
liberalistic, lawless leaders—educators and 
ministers—devoting themselves to the swift 
disintegration of the fibre of our nation, 

It is a shame, that while such bring about 
bloodshed in our cities, these nice little peace- 
ful, harmless churchgoing folks of Small- 
town U.S.A. continue to finance and support 
the filthy schools and seminaries that spawn 
such a depraved breed of leadership. 

It is as simple as this. In my childhood, 
while the big universities were already teach- 
ing socialism and free expressionism, A. E. 
Perry, Albert Covert, Nash Cook and their 
associates in the Madison school were teach- 
ing wholesome living and patriotism. Today, 
under the same roof—and all across the 
land—the schools are teaching monkey- 
lution and pagan dancing. 

Meanwhile the phenomenon of mathe- 
matics prevails: sow a wind and reap a 
whirlwind. We'd better start closing shutters 
and filtering national air before the whole 
national house disintegrates. 


PRESIDENT JOHNSON AND RESPON- 
SIBLE ACTION BY ALL AMERICANS 


Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, yes- 
terday, in a news conference, General 
Eisenhower strongly supported Presi- 
dent Johnson’s actions in sending Fed- 
eral troops into riot-torn Detroit. 

I mention this fact to underscore 
what should be obvious to us all; namely, 
that the tragic racial violence that is 
Sweeping across the United States this 
summer should not—and must not—be- 
come the grist for the mills of partisan 
politics. 

President Johnson and his administra- 
tion cannot, by any rule of fairness or 
logic, be blamed for these riots. In fact, 
no American President in our history has 
done more for promoting civil rights, for 
helping the poor, and for providing a 
decent education for all Americans than 
President Johnson. 

Men take to the streets when all other 
means to be heard have failed. This is 
not the situation in Detroit. It is not the 
situation in Milwaukee. Nor was it the 
situation in Newark and in other com- 
munities that have experienced racial 
turmoil this summer. 
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It is clear, I think, that the rioting 
has little to do with the legitimate quest 
of American Negroes for equal rights and 
opportunities. Instead, the pattern in 
city after city has been of bands of young 
hoodlums who are intent on creating 
destruction and in looting shops and 
stores. In every instance, the overwhelm- 
ing majority of Negroes living in riot 
areas have strongly condemned the 
wanton destruction by this small mi- 
nority in its midst. 

The Negro community knows that it 
does not need to take to the streets to be 
heard. They know that Lyndon B. John- 
son has been loyal and true to the cause 
of civil rights. They know that he has 
worked tirelessly to create new job op- 
portunities, new programs for retraining 
and educating the unskilled or the un- 
employed. 

They know who created the war on 
poverty, aid to education, the historic 
legislation on civil rights, and all of the 
other landmark programs begun over the 
past 342 years. 

The events of the past few weeks have 
been an American tragedy. But it would 
be an even greater tragedy if we in Con- 
gress used the ill will created by the riots 
as an excuse to turn our backs on the 
President’s vital legislative recommenda- 
tions on model cities, civil rights, the 
war on poverty, and other programs 
aimed at helping our urban slum- 
dwellers. 

President Johnson alluded to this 
point yesterday when he told a group 
from Boys’ Nation: 

America has cities to rebuild, an economy 
to maintain, children to teach, old people to 
care for, human rights to protect and en- 
large, land to conserve, air and water to 


clean and a whole world to guard and make 
free. 


But, the President warned, above all 
else, we must respect the laws of society 
“to rebuild society by changing law, im- 
proving law, using the law—lest we acci- 
dentally or willfully weaken the founda- 
tions of law and bring all that we have 
achieved crashing down upon our heads.” 

This is sound advice for all Americans 
during this difficult period. I would 
strongly urge us all—every American, in 
every community, and in all areas of re- 
sponsibility—to do our duty to preserve 
law and order and to resist being sucked 
into the frenzy and chaos of fearful 
hatreds. 

We have had enough of violence, 
enough of insults, enough of recrimina- 
tions and threats. Now is truly the time 
to band together in unity to continue the 
work of building a society that is the most 
just and humane the world has ever 
known. 

Under President Johnson’s leadership, 
we have made a promising start. But it 
is only the beginning. We cannot halt or 
turn back. We cannot allow irresponsi- 
ble elements to hamper the progress 
achieved by the overwhelming majority 
of Negroes in our land. 

As President Johnson said yesterday: 

America has always been a nation of Re- 
formers. And we have always been a people 


who knew and accepted the responsibilities 
that role demands. 


To be a Reformer is to be responsible. 
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It is to be a Remaker—not a wrecker—of 
what man has made. 


Let us go forward as “remakers”— 
not “‘wreckers”—of the Nation. 


DEATH OF JAMES DIXON ROBIN- 
SON, JR., ATLANTA, GA. 


Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, the 
city of Atlanta was saddened last week 
by the passing of James Dixon Robin- 
son, Jr., chairman of the board of direc- 
tors of the First National Bank of At- 
lanta. 

Mr. Robinson was one of Georgia’s 
most outstanding citizens, and for sev- 
eral decades he was in the forefront of 
service to his city and State, in both 
civic and business endeavors. 

Mrs. Talmadge joins me in extending 
our heartfelt sympathy to the family, 
and we mourn his passing with his many 
friends, associates, and loved ones. 

I ask unanimous consent that Mr. 
Robinson’s obituary and two editorials 
from the Atlanta Journal and the At- 
lanta Constitution eulogizing this fine 
man be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate- 
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 


[From the Atlanta (Ga.) Journal, July 27, 
1967] 


BANKER ROBINSON Rires To Be HELD HERE 
FRIDAY 


Funeral for James Dixon Robinson, Jr., 
chairman of the board of the First National 
Bank of Atlanta since 1952, will be held at 
3 p.m. Friday at the Cathedral of St. Philip. 
Dean David Collins will officfate, with burial 
in Westview Cemetery. 

Mr. Robinson, leader in circles for 
more than 40 years, died Wednesday night 
at a private hospital. 

A descendant of a distinguished banking 
family, Mr. Robinson had followed in the 
footsteps of his grandfather, Capt. James W. 
English, who founded the Fourth National 
Bank, a forerunner of the First National 
Bank, and his father, the late James D. Rob- 
inson, Sr., who served as president and 
chairman of the board of the First National. 

Mr. Robinson was active in many busi- 
nesses and civic enterprises and formerly was 
chairman of the Georgia Ports Authority and 
also was chairman of the Atlanta Housing 
Authority in its early and successful devel- 
opment. 

In 1961 he was appointed to a Business 
Ethics Advisory Council by the then-secre- 
tary of the U.S. Department of Commerce, 
Luther Hodges. 

His wide experience in the banking field 
led him to various responsibilities, including 
directorships with the Georgia Marble Co., 
Rhodes, Inc., Retail Credit, Georgia Interna- 
tional Life Insurance Co., Southern Bell 
Telephone and Telegraph Co., and the Buf- 
falo Evening News. 

A native Atlantan, Mr. Robinson attended 
Virginia Military Institute, the Harvard 
School of Business and Emory University. 

He began his banking career in Atlanta in 
1927 and became vice president of the Trust 
Company of Georgia Associates seven years 
later. 

In 1950 he was elected director of the Trust 
Company and became a director of five asso- 
ciated banks in Augusta, Columbus, Macon, 
Rome and Savannah while supervising their 
operation. 

Before joining First National in 1952 Mr. 
Robinson was president of the Trust Com- 
pany of Georgia Associates and later chair- 
man of the executive committee. 
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He was a member of the First Presbyterian 
Church of Atlanta, a former president of the 
Reserve City Bankers Association, and the 
Nine O’clocks, one of the oldest social clubs 
in Atlanta. 

He was a trustee of the Atlanta Arts Al- 
Hance, Inc., a truste of Emory University, a 
member of Emory’s executive committee and 
chairman of its Woodruff Medical Center 
Board. He also was a member and chairman 
of the trustees committee of the Metropoli- 
tan Foundation of Atlanta and a member of 
the Visiting Committee of the Harvard Busi- 
ness School. 

He was a member of the American Bank- 
ing Association’s Government Banking Com- 
mittee and a trustee of the Committee for 
Economic Development. 

Mr. Robinson was a director of the Atlanta 
Speech School and was chairman of the ad- 
vance campaign development fund for the 
school. He also served as a trustee of the 
Atlanta Music Festival Association, as a 
director of the Atlanta Symphony and as a 
member of the Executive Committee of the 
Atlanta Arts Alliance. 

He also held memberships in the Capital 
City Club, Piedmont Driving Club, Peachtree 
Golf Club, Augusta National Golf Club and 
the Atlanta Commerce Club. 

Surviving are the widow, the former 
Josephine Crawford; son, James D. Robin- 
son III, New York; daughters, Mrs. Anderson 
Huber and Josephine Rhodes Robinson, both 
of Atlanta; brother, H. English Robinson, 
Atlanta; and sisters, Mrs. Emily Frazer, Nash- 
ville, Tenn., and Mrs. Seth B. Mellen, Atlanta. 

Funeral arrangements are being handled 
by H. M. Patterson and Son, Spring Hill. 

Pallbearers include Ben Gilmer, John Sib- 
ley, Hughes Spalding Sr., Jack Adair, Alfred 
Kennedy, Frank Owens Sr., Granger Hansell, 
Lucien Oliver, Henry Tompkins, Robert W. 
Woodruff, Dr. William Warren, Paul Austin, 
William Bowden and James V. Camichael. 

Honorary escort will be the officers and 
directors of the First National Bank of 
Atlanta. 

The family has requested that in lieu of 
flowers donations be made to the American 
Cancer Society. 

[From the Atlanta (Ga.) Journal 
July 27, 1967] 
James D. ROBINSON, JR. 

In the death of James D. Robinson, Jr., 
Atlanta lost one of her finest business lead- 
ers and a member of a family which has 
been in the forefront of the affairs of this 
city for a century. 

Mr. Robinson was chairman of the First 
National Bank, a position which his father 
held and which his grandfather, Capt. James 
W. English, also held. He was a director and 
moving force in a number of successful cor- 
porations and worked long and hard in the 
field of community service with particular 
emphasis on Emery University. 

He was serious about his heritage as a 
banker and citizen of Atlanta and this was 
Atlanta’s good fortune, He excelled in what- 
ever he undertook, and during the course of 
his full and active life his contributions to 
his city were many. 

The Journal joins his many friends in ex- 
tending sympathy to his family. 


[From the Atlanta (Ga.) Constitution, 
July 28, 1967] 
JAMES D. ROBINSON, JR. 

The death of James D. Robinson, Jr. takes 
from Atlanta a powerful force for progress 
and a good man. 

As a banker, he was a driving businessman. 
But in the wider councils of community 
leadership he was known for a larger vision 
that transcended his own interests. 

He had dreams for Atlanta that were in no 
sense narrow. And he devoted his great 


July 31, 1967 


energies to direct and often courageous ap- 
proaches to the heart of matters. 

Typical of his foresight was his unfright- 
ened decision to go south of Five Points and 
construct the First National Bank’s 41-story 
main office in an area that might have given 
timid planners pause. Follow the rush north? 
Jim Robinson chose to anchor the core city’s 
southward development, and did, with sta- 
bilizing effect that will be felt for a 
generation. 

For his service to innumerable boards and 
civic causes, as well as his steady hand on 
Atlanta’s development, he will be remem- 
bered as one of the strong men of this time, 
whose years were spent in contribution to 
the lives of many. 


TAX DOLLARS DEFEND RIOTERS 


Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi- 
dent, many people are becoming disillu- 
sioned with the antipoverty program, I 
have long felt that there are some fea- 
tures of the program which can be justi- 
fied, but I have been critical of other 
aspects thereof. I am very much opposed 
to the use of Federal antipoverty funds 
to finance legal services for people who 
are arrested in riots or demonstrations. 
An editorial in the July 28, 1967, edition 
of the Wheeling, W. Va., News-Register 
calls this a “ridiculous situation,” and 
asks the question: 

Is it any wonder that the antipoverty pro- 
gram has fallen in disgrace with the Ameri- 
can people? 


I ask unanimous consent that the edi- 
torial, entitled Tax Dollars Defend Riot- 
ers,” be included in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Tax DoLLars DEFEND Rioters! 


Nothing is surprising when it comes to 
how the Federal Office of Economic Oppor- 
tunity tosses the taxpayers’ money around 
in the name of fighting poverty. Yet we are 
appalled at the very thought that our tax 
moneys are being used through the OEO 
program to defend rioters and looters, 

It has come to light now that during a 
House Education and Labor Committee 
hearing last month Sargent Shriver, the OEO 
director admitted that Federal anti-poverty 
funds sometimes financed legal services for 
poor people arrested in riots or demonstra- 
tions! But Mr. Shriver said the lawyers do 
not come from the Federal office in Wash- 
ington. They are instead employed by local 
community action groups. The attorney 
might be appointed by the court or the de- 
fendant’s family might request the aid from 
the community action organization. One 
such case cropped up in the Watts section 
of Los Angeles and more recently in Cin- 
cinnati. 

In explaining why these tax funds were 
used for defending rioters Mr. Shriver said: 
“The legal services program of the OEO 
would be violating canons of the legal pro- 
fession if poor defendants in need of legal 
counsel were separated according to the kind 
of case they were in.” 

What a ridiculous situation. Is it any won- 
der that the anti-poverty program has fallen 
in disgrace with the American people? Who- 
ever heard of civilized, educated people being 
forced by their government to pay out of 
their paychecks blackmail money to subsi- 
dize a revolution to destroy everything we 
hold dear to us? Obviously, we are not help- 
ing the poor to help themselves—we are 
helping criminals and revolutionaries attack 
and destroy decent society. We are subsidiz- 
ing the very corruption of our country. 

Isn't it time for Congress to put an end 
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to these silly but dangerous programs such 
as providing Federal funds to rioters and 
looters so they can obtain attorneys when 
being prosecuted in the courts for their of- 
fenses? When will the American people make 
themselves heard? 


PUBLIC OFFICIAL SPEAKS OUT ON 
CONSUMER CREDIT 


Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, on 
July 7, Mr. Leslie Dix, director for legis- 
lative affairs, of the President’s Commit- 
tee on Consumer Interests, delivered a 
speech on consumer credit before the 
State bar of Texas. 

Mr. Dix has been a most effective offi- 
cial in the executive branch, working for 
the President’s special committee on be- 
half of consumer credit issues. 

I ask unanimous consent that his fine 
statement be inserted in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
ReEcorD, as follows: 

CONSUMER CREDIT REGULATION: ISSUES FOR 
THE YEARS AHEAD 


(Remarks by Leslie V. Dix, director for legis- 
lative affairs, before the State bar of Texas, 
Statler Hilton Hotel, Dallas, Tex., July 7, 
1967) 

Distinguished members of the State Bar 
of Texas, ladies and gentlemen. I bring you 
greetings and best wishes for a successful 
meeting from Betty Furness, Special Assist- 
ant to the President for Consumer Affairs. 
She is most mindful of the contributions the 
Texas Bar has made on behalf of the con- 
sumer. We appreciate the opportunity to par- 
ticipate in one of these great annual meet- 
ings of the State Bar of Texas and to be 
granted the courtesy of your platform to pre- 
sent viewpoints and concerns about interests 
that converge on consumer transactions in- 
volving the extension of credit. 

Before getting on with the subject, I would 
like to recognize the assistance and contri- 
butions my office has received from members 
of the Texas Bar. To be specially commended 
is Edward C. Fritz, Esq. of the Dallas Bar 
who has distinguished himself as a retained 
consultant to the President's Committee on 
Consumer Interests. You are fortunate in- 
deed to have such professional competence 
in consumer affairs in your membership. 

First, let us briefly examine the dollar size 
of the subject under discussion, that is to 
say, consumer credit. It is a matter of his- 
tory that the growth of consumer credit is 
a pivotal factor in the expansive growth of 
the Gross National Product (GNP) from 
which every consumer and every business 
in America benefits. Our credit and the econ- 
omy have grown together. President John- 
son has stated that, while the dollar amount 
of new installment credit continues to grow, 
the extension of credit permits the posses- 
sion and enjoyment of the goods and services 
which enrich the quality of our society; 
„. . the homes, the automobiles and house- 
hold appliances we buy .. .” The amounts 
are indeed sizeable. American consumers now 
owe something in the neighborhood of $95 
billion in short and intermediate debt. In- 
terest payments alone on this sum exceed 
$12 billion. Long-term mortgage debt ac- 
counts for an additional $230 billion in out- 
standing debt and at least over $13 billion 
in interest. Thus, the total consumer or per- 
sonal debt in the United States approaches 
a figure just short of the entire national 
debt, while interest payments on personal 
debt are at least double the interest pay- 
ments on our national debt. It is our opinion 
that interest payments on personal debt are 
probably nearer two and one-half times the 
interest on the national debt. And the rate 
of growth is illuminating. Since 1945, con- 
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sumer credit has increased from $5.6 to $94.8 
billion, or about 17 times, The rate of in- 
crease in consumer debt has been four and 
one-half times greater than the growth rate 
of our Gross National Product—GNP. 

The citation of these growth figures is 
not offered in criticism or to imply that con- 
sumer credit has reached an unwise level. 
The point of my visit here, however, is to 
suggest that the sheer size of the consumer 
debt and its rapid rate of growth impels the 
opinion that our credit laws and regulatory 
machinery are not geared for such an im- 
portant task or to provide the safeguards 
needed by the consumer to insure his wise 
use of credit. 

The changes sought in consumer legisla- 
tion, including credit, are being sought by a 
vocal and powerful public that demands im- 
provement in the marketplace; improvement 
in the quality of the goods and services 
you and I buy. Some elements in our society 
are resisting these drives for reform and 
would dismiss the movement as mere con- 
sumerism” sponsored by those of the bleed- 
ing heart” variety. Not so. I would call your 
attention to the February 1967 issue of 
Fortune which features an article on the 
history of the Truth-in-Packaging law. It 
is a case study in how not to deal with 
consumers. The author states that “Indus- 
try’s strategic mistake in battling truth in 
packaging was to adopt an attitude of in- 
transigent opposition.” Need for such a law 
was denied, the right of the Government to 
interfere was challenged, and every attempt 
was made to kill the bill. 

Mr. E. B. Weiss, Vice President of Doyle, 
Dane, Bernback, Inc., in his recent pamphlet 
“A Critique of Consumerism” states per- 
tinently: “The current consumerism furor 
must not be viewed as simply an irritant— 
and especially not as a temporary irritant. To 
the contrary, it must be recognized as the 
first stirrings of a long-term social revolution 
that will profoundly change marketing in 
all its aspects .. (the emphases belong to 
Mr. Weiss).“ He also maintains that instead 
of consumerism going away” . . . it will gain 
momentum ...” He also says that “an af- 
fluent society of sophisticated consumers— 
and this is the fundamental characteristic of 
tomorrow’s markets—is just beginning to de- 
mand new standards . . The mounting dia- 
logue concerns those y areas between 
fraud and the golden rule—between what is 
legally permissible and what is morally and 
ethically wrong 

Obviously, consumer credit—inextricably 
woven into the fabric of the marketplace—is 
very much a part of what Mr. Weiss is por- 
traying. 

Having made a case, I trust, that will war- 
rant your thoughtful consideration for what 
we have to say, let us get on with the main 
subject of our remarks. 

While consumers themselves are the best 
judges of how much debt they can afford, 
when the cost of credit is difficult to ascer- 
tain, even unfairly obscured by some, the de- 
cision-making of the consumer as to how 
much debt he can carry is frustrated. The 
continued increase in personal bankruptcies 
indicates that some people cannot manage 
credit. Consequently (and I truly believe 
consequently), we are witnessing, in the in- 
troduction of truth-in-lending legislation in 
several States as well as at the national level, 
evidence of a widespread need for meaning- 
ful disclosure of credit costs so simply and 
honestly stated that the average consumer 
can wisely select the creditor best for him. 

Senator Paul Douglas has stated, in the 
recent hearings on S. 5, 90th Congress, that 
the principle of truth-in-lending first oc- 
curred to him over 50 years ago when the 
Russell Sage Foundation proposed its uni- 
form small loan acts based upon monthly 
rather than annual rates. He knew the per- 
sons then involved in the investigation of 
the loan sharks and who later collaborated 
in the report of the Russell Sage Foundation 
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which led to the establishment of a 3.5% a 
month rate, Senator Douglas went on to 
say that his friends had classified the Foun- 
dation venture as “philanthropic” and he re- 
called having made a somewhat caustic com- 
ment to one of the group members that he 
(Senator Douglas) had heard about “philan- 
thropy” at 6 per cent per annum, but that 
he had never heard of “philanthropy” at 42 
per cent per annum! Senator Douglas then 
stated that they believed they were perform- 
ing a real service but he later observed that 
some of them went on to form private fi- 
nance companies and have had “the riches of 
the earth added to their feelings of virtue.” 
By 1933 the confusion engendered by stating 
a monthly rate instead of an annual rate 
had spread to industrial banks, commercial 
banks, retail merchants and even to credit 
unions, although not as a matter of choice 
in the latter case. 

Today we see a fragmented statutory 
hodge-podge with no uniformity among the 
several States resulting largely from the 
topsy-like growth of credit and the varying 
degrees of special interest group pressures 
exerted on the state legislatures. The devel- 
opment of credit statutes did not follow any 
particular system and evolved on an ad hoc 
basis to take care of problems as they related 
to the lender of money to the borrower in 
straitened circumstances or with sales fi- 
nance companies largely emphasizing the fi- 
nancing of luxury items and other consumer 
durables such as automobiles. Truly, a case 
can be made for the view that the legal un- 
derpinning for this burgeoning economic 
activity has not kept pace with the phenom- 
enal growth witnessed in consumer credit 
in the last half century or less. 

On the assumption that you are familiar 
with it, I will not burden you with a detailed 
recital of S. 5, Senator Proxmire’s Truth-in- 
Lending bill. However, prospects for the en- 
actment of a Federal Truth-in-Lending bill 
in this Congress appear bright. As we watch 
such legislation being introduced in the leg- 
islatures across the country, the success 
being experienced in Massachusetts under its 
Truth-in-Lending law, the monumental leg- 
islative project underway in the National 
Conference of Commissioners on Uniform 
State Laws in drafting a Uniform Consumer 
Credit Code, all of these developments should 
be manifestations to the most casual observer 
that change is in the air with respect to con- 
sumer law, regulation and administration. 
If it is true that we are to become a “cash- 
less society” through the growth of credit 
extension devices made possible through uni- 
versal credit cards and computerized debt 
record-keeping, it will be fortuitous for us to 
carefully examine the problem and think in 
terms of present needs and future require- 
ments. 

One more consideration that we should 
keep in mind as we discuss the need for uni- 
form consumer credit treatment throughout 
the country: according to the Bureau of the 
Census, about 20 per cent of our citizens (one 
in five) have moved every year for the past 10 
years. In that ten-year period some 6.3 mil- 
lion moved intrastate, 2 million moved to 
contiguous States, and some 4.3 million 
moved to non-contiguous States. Under the 
present state of disarray, or shall we call it 
lack of uniformity in our credit laws, the dif- 
ferences must be most puzzling to the con- 
sumer as to the rates, lending practices and 
creditors’ remedies as these subjects vary 
from State to State. Moreover, the interstate 
creditor must find it expensive to cope with 
such a variegated scene. 

I'am suggesting, of course, that absent a 
uniform law between the States, a strong 
case can be made for consumer credit regula- 
tion at the Federal level because of the strong 
interstate commerce implications which un- 
derpin most of the business. If you were to 
define consumer credit in interstate com- 
merce as including credit financed in whole 
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or in part by funds that pass in commerce 
from commercial sources to the creditor, or 
granted by a creditor to a debtor domiciled 
in a State different from the creditor, or 
granted by creditors maintaining places of 
business in more than one State, or granted 
by creditors that finance goods or services 
which are in interstate commerce, or 
creditors that offer credit by advertisements 
appearing in interstate commerce, I venture 
to say that such a definition would embrace 
most of the consumer credit industry. 

We are waiting for the final draft of the 
consumer credit code now being considered 
by the National Conference of Commissioners 
on Uniform State Laws. The Uniform Con- 
sumer Credit Code, as you know, is to govern 
consumer credit transactions in those States 
that will ultimately adopt the Code as 
finally drawn. Because the evidence we have 
reviewed to date suggests that consumer 
credit laws have been weighted in favor of 
the creditor and drawn, for the most part, 
to still allow sharp practices against the 
debtor by the unscrupulous, the promise of 
any remedial action is most encouraging. 
The hope is for a uniform law which will 
truly balance the creditor-debtor interests 
and eliminate many of the bases for injus- 
tices anciently devised as protection for the 
creditor in common law when credit was un- 
commonly granted. 

Most importantly, in our opinion, the Uni- 
form Consumer Credit Code at present falls 
short of the policy position of the Adminis- 
tration in its support for S. 5, 90th Congress, 
as introduced by Senator William Proxmire, 
January 11, 1967. But we are quick to say 
that the Uniform Consumer Credit Code 
Draft No. 4, if enacted in its present form, 
would improve existing laws for the con- 
sumer with respect to certain contract lim- 
itations, remedies, particularly the State ad- 
ministration of credit, and home solicitation, 
although even in these areas several sugges- 
tions in the direction of lessening the sub- 
sisting inequalities between creditor and 
debtor have been recommended. We believe 
that the “disclosure” provision of the draft 
Code does not meet the standards of S. 5, 
since the language does not now serve the 
function of informing the consumer of the 
terms offered, or equally important, the 
terms actually resulting after acceptance, in 
order that he can make an informed decision 
in selecting a creditor from alternative credit 
sources. Moreover, like so many State laws, 
the present provisions relating to charges 
(that is to say, finance charges, deferral 
charges, delinquency charges, etc.) are very 
complicated and, as now drawn, result in 
a much higher yield to the creditor than 
the already generous rate ceilings prescribe. 

The approximate annual percentage rate 
of the Proxmire bill performs three impor- 
tant functions for the consumer shopping 
for credit: (1) it provides a simple yardstick 
for comparison; (2) it permits immediate 
recognition of good and bad buys; and (3) 
it gives the consumer a basis for direct com- 
parison with the alternative use of his liquid 
assets. 

Hopefully, and perhaps just as impor- 
tantly, since the approximate annual per- 
centage rate reduces credit to a pricing sys- 
tem, the impact on the industry should be 
favorable to the consumer when creditors 
are required to display their prices on a truly 
comparable basis. The overall aggregate ef- 
fect may well be to lower rates throughout 
the entire credit industry, although this is 
certainly a debatable point. However, it has 
been stated that a reduction in the rate of 
one percentage point could save consumers 
a billion dollars a year and free money for 
the additional purchase of consumer goods 
and services. 

It is sometimes argued by those who want 
to keep the debtor in the dark, that he 
doesn’t care about the rates anyway and that 
rate disclosure would have no marked effect 
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on competition. There are at least two an- 
swers to this claim: First, many buyers do 
not look at the rates now because of the 
hopeless confusion surrounding consumer 
credit. They don’t know what the rates are! 
The introduction of a uniform system of 
rate comparison should educate most con- 
sumers to be “rate conscious”. (That is an- 
other way of saying price conscious”.) Edu- 
cation under the present system is less than 
effective. Secondly, even if most consumers 
would ignore rates, it only takes a small 
minority of vocal and price conscious shop- 
pers to maintain surveillance over a market 
and to force sellers to compete on price. It 
should also be remembered that by achieving 
price competition in credit, the disclosure of 
the annual rate will also tend to bring about 
a more equitable and competitive structuring 
of the extra credit charges tacked on for the 
granting of credit. 

Many experts in the consumer credit field 
including first and foremost the Honorable 
Paul Douglas have insisted that the real rea- 
sons for the opposition to truth-in-lending 
are not so much technical but psychological. 
Creditors have apparently feared that a dis- 
closure of the true rate of interest will al- 
ienate consumers and borrowers. Surely, this 
must be a baseless fear because if statement 
of the truth could damage an industry, that 
certainly is a very grave charge. But we do 
not believe this to be the case and that the 
industry will emerge more soundly based on 
truth-in-lending information. Possibly an- 
other basis for industry opposition is an 
aversion for meaningful price competition 
since disclosure of the annual percentage rate 
will make consumers more aware of differ- 
ences in the cost of credit. It has been made 
abundantly clear in the economic history of 
this country that despite the homage that is 
paid to the concept of free enterprise, almost 
no business likes to compete in terms of 
price. Every industry, if allowed a choice, 
would prefer to avoid price competition as 
much as possible. So it is understandable 
that when publie policy attempts to foster 
greater competition in price, such proposals 
are usually opposed. 

In addition to full disclosure or truth-in- 
lending as it has come to be called, we are 
of the opinion that expanding consumer 
credit laws and administration as contem- 
plated under draft legislation, Federal or 
State, should provide for sound administra- 
tion of the activity in a manner that will be 
on a par with the State banking commissions 
and other important regulatory responsibili- 
ties of government, This is said in the con- 
text of anticipating an almost cashless so- 
ciety where it will become as important to 
regulate and monitor the credit industry as 
it is the monetary. I submit, such a time is 
here. 

A regulatory commission to administer 
consumer credit should have the authority, 
among other things, to issue procedures and 
rules of practice to govern adjudicative pro- 
ceedings for the commission and such hear- 
ing examiners as it may appoint; initiate and 
conduct investigative proceedings to deter- 
mine the existence of unlawful credit prac- 
tices; issue stipulations to cease and desist; 
have a consent order procedure; to issue sub- 
poena, including required attendance and 
testimony of witnesses in the production of 
documentary evidence; counsel persons on 
their rights and duties under the consumer 
credit code; to accept assurances in writing 
of discontinuance of an unlawful credit 
practice from any person; to grant, suspend, 
and revoke licenses to engage in the business 
of consumer credit transactions; exercise in- 
vestigatory and enforcement powers over 
creditors with respect to consumer credit 
transactions; and to issue temporary injunc- 
tions against a respondent, It follows, of 
course, that review of commission orders to 
cease and desist any consumer credit prac- 
tice or the revocation of licenses to engage 
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in the business of consumer credit transac- 
tions should be obtainable in the appellate 
courts. In addition to an approximate an- 
nual percentage rate on the periodic un- 
paid balance of a consumer credit obligation, 
it follows as consistent with the position of 
the Administration on S. 5 that such rate 
should include all authorized charges such as 
acquisition charges, insurance, investigation 
fees and all other expenses incident to the 
granting of credit and to provide further that 
creditors shall neither contract for nor re- 
ceive any deferral charge or other penalties 
over and above that percentage initially con- 
tracted for as the entire debt within the 
prescribed maximums. 

Much has been said about excepting out 
from under truth-in-lending legislation or 
consumer credit codes the revolving or open- 
end accounts with respect to disclosure in 
the form of an annual percentage rate. It 
is known that such accounts are being com- 
puted on a percentage rate basis satisfactorily 
in Massachusetts and such testimony has 
been adduced in the Senate Banking and 
Currency Committee. It would appear to us 
that the disclosure concept could be satisfied 
if, prior to extending credit under such plan, 
the debtor is furnished a clear statement in 
writing stating the approximate annual per- 
centage rate or rates at which a finance 
charge will be imposed on the monthly bal- 
ance. Under rules and regulations to be pub- 
lished by the commission, a monthly billing 
period statement showing the outstanding 
balance would also be provided the consumer 
showing the charge purchases made, the pay- 
ments received and the finance charge (in 
dollars and cents) and the approximate an- 
nual percentage rate or rates at which a 
finance charge was imposed on a monthly 
balance. The U.S. Department of the Treasury 
has developed rate tables that can provide 
the rate for any given credit situation. 

I should like to also comment on some of 
the suggested limitations on creditors’ 
remedies. 

While the Uniform Consumer Credit Code 
does modify the holder in due course doc- 
trine with respect to consumer paper, we urge 
that a prohibition against the seller accept- 
ing a negotiable instrument as evidence of 
the obligation of the debtor would be de- 
sirable; that a transferee of the seller's rights 
should be subject to all claims and defenses 
of the debtor against the seller arising out 
of the sale notwithstanding an agreement to 
the contrary. The holder in due course prin- 
ciple comes from the law merchant and is 
appropriate for transactions between busi- 
nessmen, but should not apply to a consumer 
transaction. 

While the Uniform Consumer Credit Code 
proposes restrictions on deficiency judgments 
and prohibits garnishment before judgment, 
we plead for the adoption of greater restric- 
tions on the use of the deficiency judgment, 
the abolition of the garnishment as a means 
of collection altogether and the prohibition 
of confessions of judgment. Abolition of 
these ancient crutches for collection will 
make creditors more selective in the granting 
of credit or in obtaining adequate down pay- 
ment or security for the credit granted. 
Where the practice of confession of judgment 
is still allowed, it is subject to abuses, par- 
ticularly against the ignorant and the poor. 
It should be abolished everywhere along with 
garnishment and become as much a relic of 
the past as indeed have debtors’ prisons. 

With respect to debtors’ remedies, we be- 
lieve the debtor should be allowed to recover 
excess charges made against him, and if it is 
found that the debtor has paid or agreed to 
pay an excess charge, knowingly or unknow- 
ingly, the respondent should be ordered to 
restore the excess charge to the debtor and 
pay a civil penalty in an amount, for ex- 
ample, no greater than ten times the aggre- 
gate amount of the excess charges or a maxi- 
mum civil penalty of $5,000 and the 
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revocation of his license to engage in con- 
sumer credit business, 

In addition to the foregoing, we would 
give the consumer credit administrator or 
commission the power to bring an action 
against the creditor for making or enforc- 
ing consumer credit sales, consumer leases or 
consumer loans, the terms of which are un- 
conscionable, or engaging in fraudulent con- 
duct in inducing debtors to enter into con- 
sumer credit sales, consumer leases or con- 
sumer loans, or engaging in the course of an 
unconscionable or fraudulent conduct in the 
collection of debts. 

I have not touched on some policy view- 
points with respect to sales contract forms, 
certain sharp practices found in the arsenal 
of some unscrupulous operators who use 
localized bait advertising, unprincipled sales- 
men who are more than a match for the un- 
sophisticated buyer, and other assorted pro- 
cedures. These could be the subject of an- 
other speech. 

In conclusion, I am hopeful that as mem- 
bers of this great Bar Association you would 
agree that much remains to be done in 
problems surrounding the extension of 
credit; that defense of the status quo with- 
out critical study and inquiry is unwise par- 
ticularly in view of the mounting use of 
credit and its likely dominance over cash 
transactions. Future legislative drafting 
must be accomplished in the public interest, 
which includes the consumer, the creditor 
and the regulatory authority to be selected. 

By way of sketching out a few suggestions, 
a State Bar consumer credit project could 
emphasize the following areas: 

(1) Critical examination and evaluation 
of the Uniform Consumer Credit Code draft 
in light of modern legislative trends. (I am 
sure the Commissioners would appreciate 
your recommendations.) 

(2) A study of attitudes toward credit to 
include consumer concepts of usury; credit 
for the poor; the “6% myth” and its impli- 
cation; and, the position of the cash buyer 
in the credit market. (Problems of credit 
for the poor should be studied in great 
depth. It may be that credit for the poor 
(below certain wage levels) cannot be un- 
dertaken by private enterprise.) 

(3) Problems in the relations between the 
creditor and the prospective debtor prior to 
execution of the debt contract; proposals for 
improving the tone and appeals of induce- 
ments to borrow; considerations involved in 
permitting the financing of the whole debt 
vis-a-vis establishing minimum down pay- 
ments; and minimum standards of adver- 
tising which solicit the use of consumer 
credit, 

(4) The degree and method of regulation 
by government (Federal, State or local) to 
include findings as to the need for a univer- 
sal (Federal) approach to the credit prob- 
lem or a validation of the need for the 
differing laws and regulations of today. 

(5) Licensing requirements to include 
meaningful standards against which to as- 
sess eligibility to enter the lending, sales 
finance, and revolving credit markets and by 
which to disenfranchise, through due proc- 
ess, those firms that fail to comply with the 
standards; the degree to which the lending 
rates and charges should be controlled in- 
cluding ceilings, if any, to be established. 

(6) Development of a model credit con- 
tract including terms of disclosure, debtors’ 
as well as creditors’ remedies, and the draft- 
ing of general rules governing its use 
including recordation. 

(7) Remedies of creditors upon debtors’ 
default and methods to improve debtor rem- 
edies and defenses against sellers and 
creditors; the creation of uniform penalty 
provisions with consideration being given to 
punitive damages for intentional fraud; the 
authorization of class suits and the group 
practice of law. Enlightened public policy 
demands that it be made easier and less ex- 
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pensive for the debtor to get justice includ- 
ing financial redress. 

(8) Enforcement posture of the govern- 
ment in all of the above relationships as an 
effective third party including remedies as 
well as sanctions. 

We will be happy to discuss any of the 
issues raised here today at any time. When 
your business brings you to Washington, 
come and see us. I trust you will find us 
responsive—and helpful. 

Thank you. 


DEATH OF DR. GEORGE B. 
GALLOWAY 


Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, 
Washington was saddened Saturday by 
the passing of George B. Galloway, a sen- 
ior specialist in American government 
at the Library of Congress for some 20 
years: 

Dr. Galloway was a dedicated and able 
public servant as president of the Inter- 
parliamentary Union for the 89th Con- 
gress. It was my privilege and pleasure 
to work with Dr. Galloway, who per- 
formed outstanding services as the exec- 
utive secretary of the Interparliamen- 
tary Union. 

Mrs. Talmadge joins me in expressing 
our heartfelt sympathy to his family and 
to his many friends and associates. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the Recorp Dr. Galloway’s 
obituary published in the Washington 
Post of Sunday, July 30, 1967. 

There being no objection, the obituary 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


GEORGE GALLOWAY DIES; GOVERNMENT 
SPECIALIST 


George B. Galloway, 69, a retired govern- 
ment affairs specialist, died yesterday at his 
home, 4612 29th pl. nw. 

Dr. Galloway had been senior specialist 
in American. government at the Library of 
Congress from 1946 until his retirement last 
year. He had been in ill health for several 
months. 

Born in Brooklyn, he received a bachelor’s 
degree from Wesleyan University in 1920, a 
master’s from Washintgon University in St. 
Louis, Mo., in 1924 and a doctorate from Rob- 
ert Brookings Graduate School here in 1926. 

Dr. Galloway was executive secretary of the 
United States Delegation to the Inter-Parlia- 
mentary Union from 1958 to 1966. 

In 1945 and 1946, he was secretary of the 
Joint Congressional Committee on the Re- 
organization of Congress which introduced 
the LaFollette-Monroney Act, known as the 
Congressional Reorganization Act of 1946. 

Earlier, he had been with the Philadelphia 
Bureau of Municipal Research and with Edi- 
torial Research Reports, and had worked as a 
consultant on post-World War II problems 
with the Twentieth Century Fund. He was 
assistant deputy administrator of the Na- 
tional Recovery Administration from 1933 to 
1935, field representative for the National 
Planning Association from 1935 to 1941 and 
director of the Bureau of Economics of the 
Greater Pennsylvania Council in Harrisburg, 
Pa., in 1932. He was a co-founder of the Na- 
tional Planning Association. 

Dr. Galloway was a lecturer at Ohio State 
University in 1950, at the University of Ili- 
nois in 1952 and at the University of Mary- 
land in 1955. 

He was the author of numerous books and 
pamphlets, including Congress at the Cross- 
roads, The Legislative Process in Congress, 
Congress and Parliament and The History of 
the House of Representatives. 

Dr. Galloway served as president of the 
Wesleyan University Alumni Association of 
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Washington in 1942 and was a member of 
the American Political Association, Beta 
Theta Pi social fraternity and the Cosmos 
Club. 

He is survived by his wife, Eilene Marie, 
of the home; two sons, David Barnes Gallo- 
way, editor of the Daily News Miner in Fair- 
banks, Alaska, and Jonathan Fuller Gallo- 
way, assistant professor of government at 
Lake Forest College, Lake Forest, III.; a sis- 
ter, Mrs. Charles E. Price of Charlottsville, 
Va., and four grandchildren. 

Dr. Galloway was found dead in his closed 
garage, the motor of his car running, by his 
son Jonathan, police said. According to Dep- 
uty Coroner William J. Brownlee, death re- 
sulted from carbon monoxide poisoning. 


STERNER MEASURES NEEDED TO 
HALT RIOTING 


Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres- 
ident, I believe that the great majority 
of Americans are of the opinion that 
rioters should be dealt with swiftly and 
severely, because only by so doing can 
the wave of violence, which has swept 
over many major American cities, be 
stopped. 

An editorial which appeared in the 
July 27, 1967, edition of the West Vir- 
ginia Daily News, cogently presents this 
viewpoint, as it states the question thusly 
concerning rioting: 


Why not nip it in the bud by placing a 

with a rifle behind sandbags in 

every store in a potentially riotous neigh- 

borhood—with orders to shoot the first thug 
who breaks a window? 


I ask unanimous consent to insert the 
editorial in the RECORD. 

There being no objection the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp 
as follows: 


Fully 95 per cent of American citizens are 
appalled at the riots sweeping the cities. And 
about the same percentage—whites, blacks, 
yellows and reds alike—are equally appalled 
that sterner measures are not being used to 
halt such lawlessness. 

One night last week we were horrified to 
see on television two policemen in Detroit 
catch a looter with his arms full of loot, take 
the loot away from him—then turn him 
loose. He should, of course, under American 
law, have been jailed, tried and given one to 
ten years in prison at hard labor. 

Several times we have seen thugs inter- 
viewed on TV news programs. What the thugs 
said could not have been interpreted other 
than inciting to violence. Why aren’t these 
given long sentences in prison at hard labor? 
American law must be the same for ALL law 
violators—and particularly for those whose 
acts lead to bloodshed and death, 

It was appalling when colored churches 
were being burned in the south a few years 
ago. It is no less appalling when the torch is 
in the other hand. 

The problem is not that America is short 
on good law enforcement officers, guardsmen, 
army and others dedicated to keeping indi- 
viduals free from harm, The problem is that 
police are hampered by public officials. An 
example was the order that airborne troops 
use as little return violence as possible in 
coping with the thugs who were burning and 
pillaging and murdering in Detroit. 

A general election is to be held next year. 
Are the public officials afraid of the voting 
power of a few thugs? That’s what the thugs 
are counting upon, obviously. 

It is time the politicians become aware of 
the voting power of the 99 per cent of Ameri- 
cans who are not thugs, murderers and law 
violators. If this is beyond their comprehen- 
sion, then why don’t they imprison the 
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thugs at hard labor for at least a year? Then 
they won’t be able to vote next year. 

Certainly all city officials have ways to 
learn in advance when riots are about to 
take place. Why not nip it in the bud by 
placing a guardsman with a rifle behind 
sandbags in every store in a potentially 
riotous neighborhood—with orders to shoot 
the first thug who breaks a window? 

We hear some good citizens plead that 
guns be taken away from everyone, with 
very strict registration laws. This, they say, 
9 keep guns from the thugs. We doubt 
t. 

What would happen is that the thugs 
would still have guns and the good citizens 
would have none with which to defend them- 
selves. 

“Police brutality!” the thugs shout. 

Police brutality, indeed. We need a lot 
more of it, right now. N. B. 


SPECIAL COMMITTEE OF NEW JER- 
SEY STATE BAR ASSOCIATION EN- 
Pre HUMAN RIGHTS CONVEN- 

ONS 


Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the 
Special Committee on International and 
Comparative Law and World Organiza- 
tion Committee of the New Jersey State 
Bar Organization, after careful consid- 
eration of the Human Rights Conven- 
tions on Forced Labor, Political Rights 
of Women, and Slavery, strongly recom- 
mended U.S. ratification of these conven- 
tions. 

This distinguished group of 21 legal 
scholars and members of the bar put the 
whole question of human rights conven- 
tions in clear perspective when they 
wrote in their report: 

Our recommendation to support the ratifi- 
cation of these Conventions is based on 
moral grounds which should be legally im- 
plemented. We, as civilized members of s0- 
ciety, abhor the practices which these Hu- 
man Rights Conventions are designed to 
eliminate. We must, therefore, put our weight 
behind the efforts of those who seek to have 
abuses of human beings eliminated wherever 
such abuses may occur. 


The committee concluded that the 
three conventions do not violate any pro- 
hibition against Federal action, and that 
they are very properly matters of inter- 
national concern. 

Mr. President, there are both strong 
legal arguments for and persuasive moral 
arguments for U.S. ratification of the 
Human Rights Conventions. The con- 
science of humanity does not stop at na- 
tional borders. But these conventions are 
far, far more than mere moral exercises, 
they are binding legal covenants. On both 
grounds they should be ratified along 
with the Conventions on Genocide and 
Freedom of Association. 

I ask unanimous consent that the rec- 
ommendation of the special committee of 
the New Jersey State Bar Association be 
printed at this point in the Recor along 
with the names of the committee mem- 
bers. 

There being no objection, the recom- 
mendation was ordered to be printed in 
the Recorp, as follows: 

RECOMMENDATION 


Our recommendation to support the rati- 
fication of these Conventions is based on 
moral grounds which should be legally im- 
plemented. We, as civilized members of so- 
ciety, abhor the practices which these Hu- 
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man Rights Conventions are designed to 
eliminate. We must, therefore, put our 
weight behind the efforts of those who seek 
to have abuses of human beings eliminated 
wherever such abuses may occur. 

Ratification of the Conventions would en- 
able us to take a leading position in infiu- 
encing world opinion in this area of basic 
human concern. At the same time it would 
support the growth of international law and 
the progressive development of the rule of 
law within organized world society. 

It is, therefore, 

RESOLVED that the New Jersey State Bar 
Association go on record as favoring the rat- 
ification by the United States Senate of the 
Supplementary Convention on the Abolition 
of Slavery, the Slave Trade, and Institutions 
and Practices Similar to Slavery, prepared 
under the direction of the United Nations in 
1956, the Convention on the Abolition of 
Forced Labor adopted by the International 
Labor Organization in 1957, and the Conven- 
tion on the Political Rights of Women 
opened for signature by the United Nations 
in 1953. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Special Committee on International and 
Comparative Law: Stanely S. Brotman, 
Bernard Chazen, Daniel H. Erickson, 
Edward F. Farrell, Martin J. Loftus, 
Jacob E. Max, Robert B. Meyner, Louis 
Rothberg, Curt C. Silberman, Rosemary 
Higgins Cass, Chairman. 

World Organization Committee: Bernard 
Chazen, Foster W. Freeman, Jr., Louis 
B. LeDuc, Arnold Tulp, Raymond J. 
Jubanyik, William R. Morrison, Milton 
C. Nurock, Francis A. Stanger, Jr., Paul 
M. Strack, Robert Wilentz, Dickinson 
R. Debevoise, Chairman. 


IDAHOANS OPPOSE FEDERAL GUN 
LEGISLATION 


Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, on July 
19, I appeared before the Subcommittee 
on Juvenile Delinquency, which was at 
that time holding hearings on pending 
gun control legislation. I attempted to 
describe the overwhelming opposition to 
these proposals in my State, and explain 
the effects of blanket laws like these, 
designed to control big-city crime, on 
smaller States such as Idaho. 

I ask unanimous consent that my re- 
marks at that hearing be included in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR FRANK CHURCH TO 
THE SENATE SUBCOMMITTEE ON JUVENILE 
DELINQUENCY, JULY 19, 1967 
Mr. Chairman, members of the committee: 
The people of Idaho are overwhelmingly 

opposed to new Federal gun legislation. The 

proof is laid out before you. Piled high on 
this table are petitions, opposing the enact- 
ment of new Federal gun laws, signed by 
nearly 44,000 Idaho residents. In my hand, 

I hold five letters from Idaho, favoring 

stronger Federal gun controls, the total num- 

ber I have received. The ratio of opponents 
to proponents, as registered with my office, 

is nearly 10,000 to 1. 

Is there a better way to ascertain the 
opinion of the people of my State on the 
subject of Federal legislation regulating the 
purchase of firearms, I do not know of it. 
These petitions are not the work of any 
lobbying organization; the signatures bear 
no correlation with the membership list of 
the National Rifle Association or any other 
organized group. 

These signatures come from the rank-and- 
file of Idaho citizens, from husbands and 
housewives, from lawyers and loggers, from 
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farmers and bankers and policemen—from 
the customers who came, last month, into 
country stores, sporting goods shops, and gas 
stations throughout Idaho, and found this 
petition laying on the counter. They volun- 
teered their signatures in such numbers that 
we couldn’t furnish enough petition forms. 
The torrent of names pouring back into my 
office was so great that we had to call a halt; 
we lacked the physical capacity to process the 
returns. Even though Idaho is a sparsely 
populated State, I have no doubt, had we left 
these petitions in circulation another month, 
I could have come here armed with a hun- 
dred thousand signatures. 

The wording on these petitions, to which 
the people of Idaho so strongly subscribe, is 
as follows: 

“I agree with Senator Church that guns 
are part of the wholesome, outdoor West- 
ern way of life. I also agree with him that 
if individual states want gun control laws, 
they have the right to enact them. But I 
support Senator Church in his opposition to 
the Dodd bill and all other Federal gun law 
proposals. I ask that my name, signed below, 
be submitted to the Senate in support of 
Senator Church’s stand on Federal gun con- 
trols:” 

I have tried to make my stand in opposi- 
tion to Federal gun laws clear to my constit- 
uents, as I hope to make it clear to this 
committee, Last April, addressing the people 
of Idaho through my newsletter, I wrote: 

“I have always opposed Federal firearms 
legislation as a misconceived attempt to deal 
with big city crime at the expense of rural 
areas. I don’t deny that crime is a growing 
menace in our big cities. I think we are 
finally awakening to its danger. The police 
need more public support; the courts should 
be as vigilant in upholding the rights of 
the accosted as they have been mindful of 
preserving the rights of the accused. Presi- 
dent Johnson’s special commission investi- 
gating crime is a commendable move. 

“Nor do I contend that the easy purchase 
of guns by mail may not complicate big city 
law enforcement. The President says it does. 
FBI Director J. Edgar Hoover says it does. 
My disagreement lies not with the problem 
they describe, but with the remedy they 


propose. 

“They ask for a Federal gun law, national 
in scope, regulating the sale of firearms. The 
mischief is that such a law would have uni- 
form applicability; its restrictions would be 
as onerous in Boise as New York City. 

“But conditions are totally different in the 
two places. We in Idaho are not free of crime, 
but we don’t live in daily fear of violence in 
the streets. We have many sportsmen, few 
gunmen. Idaho boys are taught at an early 
age by their fathers to handle rifies and 
shotguns. They grow up learning to hunt. 

“Their guns are the implements of a whole- 
some outdoor life, not the tools of crime or 
defiance. Why, then, should Preston be 
treated like Chicago, or Lewiston like Los 
Angeles? 

“If the proposed legislation were restricted 
to weapons of rebellion, machine guns, ba- 
zookas, and cannon—that would be an en- 
tirely different matter, Even pistols small 
enough to be easily concealed pose a ques- 
tion of a different order than hunting rifles 
or shotguns. Yet proposals like the Dodd bill 
make no such distinctions. All flrearms are 
covered under the broad brush of Federal 
controls, This is why I have so strenuously 
opposed the Dodd bill, and other proposals 
like it, and I’ve been gratified by the hun- 
dreds of letters I’ve received from Idaho in 
support of my position. 

“Apart from the Constitutional right of 
free citizens to ‘keep and bear arms’ which 
must be scrupulously preserved, I have no 
quarrel with New York’s decisions regulat- 
ing the sale of firearms, Let the states adopt 
such lawful controls—or the big cities such 
ordinances—as local crime conditions may 
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warrant. The Federal Government could 
then support local law enforcement the way 
it now supports states that prohibit gam- 
bling, simply by outlawing the interstate 
movement of gambling devices into states 
where local laws ban them. This avoids the 
one-mold approach, and leaves it up to each 
state to decide upon its own needs. 

“None of the proposed Federal gun laws, 
including the Dodd bill, will keep deadly 
weapons out of the hands of dangerous psy- 
chopaths. Anyone determined to do violence 
can find a way to obtain a gun. We must not 
make the mistake of fettering law-abiding 
citizens with blanket federal controls which 
are unnecessary in a State like Idaho, and 
may well prove ineffectual even in the big 
cities. 

“I do not claim, by any means to know all 
the answers to the spread of crime. But let's 
seek our solutions in reasoned ways, and in 
a Manner which gives proper recognition to 
the fact that the problem in Twin Falls, 
Idaho, is very different from that in Pitts- 
burgh.” 

It is argued, Mr. Chairman, that uniform 
Federal regulation of the purchase of fire- 
arms is justified in order to better combat 
crime in the big cities, particularly because 
the regulation now contemplated would im- 
pose no serious burden on the rural areas. 
We are asked, in effect, to enlarge the scope 
of Federal control on the theory that the 
price to the countryside will be small, while 
the gains to the cities will be great. 

But this argument can be only as valid as 
the two propositions it rests upon. How 
small is the price to the countryside of 
America? If Federal contro] of firearms be- 
comes our chosen method for dealing with 
big city crime, do we not stand now at the 
beginning of the course? Once commenced, 
who here can foretell how far the pursuit will 
carry us? Will it stop with the enactment of 
the moderate Hruska Bill, limited to mail 
order and out-of-state purchase of hand 
guns? Or is this the opening wedge, the first 
concession to Federal control which will then 
grow ever larger with the passing years? The 
truth is that, once the process starts, no one 
here can prophesy, let alone guarantee, what 
the final price will be. 

And what of the other proposition? What 
are we really going to buy with the price we 
finally pay? More effective crime prevention? 
Where is the proof of it? New York City, with 
its Sullivan Act, imposes regulations so strict 
upon the acquisition of firearms that only 
17,000 out of a municipal population of eight 
million own handguns. Yet, in 1965, the 
city’s rate per 100,000 persons for the crimes 
of murder, robbery and aggravated assault 
was 244.2. In Idaho, for the same three crimes 
most generally perpetrated by a gun, the rate 
was 65.7. If there are statistics to prove that 
the strict provisions of the Sullivan Act 
have diminished crime growth in New York 
City, I have not seen them. 

On the other hand, Alabama and Vermont 
impose little or no restriction on the pur- 
chase of firearms. Proponents of Federal con- 
trols point to Alabama, which had the high- 
est homicide rate in the nation in 1965. But 
opponents of Federal controls point to Ver- 
mont, which had the lowest. Where is the 
correlation between gun laws and existing 
levels of crime? If it exists, I have yet to 
find it. 

It simply stands to reason that a man who 
wants a gun to commit a crime will find a 
way to get one. Law-abiding citizens, not 
criminals, turn out to be the people who are 
regulated by gun laws. As for sudden crimes 
of passion, they will continue to be com- 
mitted by whatever weapon is at hand—a 
club, a gun, a knife, or broken bottle. 

Does it follow that housewives, then, must 
be licensed to purchase carving knives? 
Should teenagers be required to show sandlot 
permits in order to buy baseball bats? Logic 
alone would seem to compel the conclusion 
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that the control of crime depends upon how 
effectively we track down and deal with the 
offender, not upon futile attempts to fore- 
close his choice of weapons. 

This, at least, has been our experience in 
Idaho, where a hunting rifle and a shotgun 
are implements of outdoor sport, every bit as 
much as a flyrod and a spinning reel. Idaho 
boys grow up learning to hunt and fish. 
Most Idaho families keep guns. The percent- 
age of our people owning guns is much high- 
er than the national average. But our crime 
rate is much lower. We have not found it 
necessary to restrict the purchase of fire- 
arms 


Idaho doesn’t ask to write the gun laws for 
California or Illinois. We ask only to be left 
the master of our own house. We are against 
new Federal gun controls because they wrap 
all states, large and small, in the same 
blanket. 

I am fully aware, Mr. Chairman, that uni- 
form Federal firearms legislation is being 
urged upon the ground that state laws are 
too easily circumvented, If an objectionable 
person cannot lawfully obtain a gun in his 
own state, it is said that he can readily buy 
one in a neighboring state. Thus lax laws 
in some states undermine strict laws in 
others. 

I am not at all persuaded by this argu- 
ment. A person bent on crime, so determined 
to get a gun that he will travel into another 
state to purchase it, will find a way to get 
hold of a gun in his own state, if need be. 
If he cannot do it lawfully, he will devise a 
means for doing it unlawfully. This is easily 
done. All of the gun control proposals now 
pending before this committee—from the 
limited Hruska Bill to the encompassing 
Dodd Bill—are sieves not shields. Law-abid- 
ing citizens will comply with them; crimi- 
nals will ignore them. 

But one must go further. Can we safely 
base the case for new Federal law upon the 
argument that state laws differ, one from 
another? If so, what becomes of the states? 
The genius of our system is that it has re- 
sisted centralized authority, recognizing the 
diversity which exists within a land of con- 
tinental dimensions and the consequent 
necessity for leaving much jurisdiction to 
state and local governments, Especially has 
this been so in the fleld of law enforcement. 

The President, himself, recognizes the 
fact. In his own declaration to the Congress, 
submitted on February 6, 1967 (House Doc- 
ument No, 53) entitled The War on Crime— 
Message from the President, Lyndon B. 
Johnson acknowledges that “Our system of 
law enforcement is essentially local: based 
upon local initiative, generated by local en- 
ergies, and controlled by local officials. But,” 
he goes on to say, the Federal Government 
must help to strengthen the system, and to 
encourage the kind of innovations needed 
to respond to the problem of crime in 
America.” 

Mr. Chairman, we do not strengthen the 
system by supplanting state law with Fed- 
eral law. Every other Presidential recommen- 
dation takes the form of Federal aid to state 
and local law enforcement agencies, the kind 
of help the Federal Government can give 
without impairment of states’ rights. The 
glaring exception is firearms control, where 
the President asks Congress for a national 
licensing system which would, in his words: 

“Prohibit certain mail order sales and 
shipments of firearms, except between Fed- 
eral licensees; 

“Prohibit over-the-counter sales of fire- 
arms, other than rifles and shotguns, to any 
persons who does not reside in the state in 
which the Federal licensee does business; 

“Prohibit Federal licensees from selling 
handguns to any person under 21, and from 
selling rifles and shotguns to any person 
under 18.” 

In addition, the Administration asks for 
similar controls over the sale of ammunition, 
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and for a many-fold increase in the annual 
Federal license fee, to be collected from all 
gun and ammunition dealers. 

Mr. Chairman, if such controls are writ- 
ten into law, the disruption of our way of 
life in Idaho will be real, not imaginary. 
There are remote parts of my State where 
hunting is more than just a sport; it is a 
means for supplementing the family food 
supply. The mail order of guns is a common 
practice, not for the purpose of escaping 
police surveillance, but because sporting 
goods stores are a long ways off, particularly 
those supplied with an adequate inventory. 
Under these circumstances, many a moun- 
tain man relies on a Sears-Roebuck, Mont- 
gomery Ward, or Penney's catalog, or some 
other listing, from which to order needed 


guns. 

As for ammunition, large numbers of 
Idaho people depend upon the small supply 
that is regularly kept at general-purpose 
stores in the mountain regions and rural 
areas, frequently located long distances from 
the cities. I should think that most of these 
dealers, carrying a few guns and ammuni- 
tion as a side item only, would find their 
modest profit from this line so impaired, by 
increased fees and paperwork, as to cause 
many to quit the trade entirely. Again, the 
people of my State would be seriously incon- 
venienced. 

And to what end? Does anyone really be- 
lieve that hiking up the license fee for 
doing business in firearms will deter un- 
desirable dealers from entering the trade? 
Yes, many a small, country dealer may be 
eliminated. But not the shady operator. His 
dealings are much too profitable to be af- 
fected by the cost of a license. 

I am told that the purpose of new Federal 
gun legislation is to keep firearms out of the 
hands of persons under indictment, or who 
have been convicted of crimes of violence, or 
who are fugitives from justice. Laudable as 
this objective is, I am at a loss to know how 
the dealer can be expected to distinguish be- 
tween the upright and the felonious, among 
the customers who come to buy, most of 
whom will be strangers. We stopped brand- 
ing felons three centuries ago. Unless it is 
proposed to sell guns only through police 
departments, subjecting each purchaser to a 
thorough investigation beforehand, no ef- 
fective means is provided for precluding pur- 
chases by the undesirables. In my judgment, 
the bills before this committee cannot pos- 
sibly accomplish their avowed objective. They 
will be ineffectual—an harassment, nothing 
more. Requirements that each purchaser sign 
an affidavit of qualification to buy a gun un- 
der the law, may give some pause to the cau- 
tious, conscientious purchaser, it may indeed 
provide a cover for the dealer, but I can’t be- 
lieve that it would constitute any problem 
for a felon intent upon getting a weapon. 
There are too many ways to falsify. 

Mr. Chairman, I fully share the widespread 
concern over rising crime in the United 
States. It is entirely proper for the Federal 
Government to curb the import of surplus 
military firearms from abroad or other de- 
structive devices” unsuitable for sporting 
purposes. Within the United States, I believe 
the Federal Government has a duty to so reg- 
ulate interstate commerce as to prevent traf- 
fic in weapons of civil strife and disorder, 
such as bombs, grenades, cannon, machine 
guns, and bazookas. As for guns which, by 
their very nature, may be used by private 
citizens for right, as well as for wrong, pur- 
poses, I would leave their regulation to the 
state and local governments, so that each 
might adopt such controls as they find suit- 
able to their own situation. If the Federal 
Government then wants to back up the 
states by prohibiting the sale or shipment 
of guns into any state, contrary to its own 
laws, I would favor that also. 

But I oppose the imposition of new Federal 
controls, written with an eye toward big city 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


crime, but uniformly applicable to the coun- 
try as a whole. We have a different way of life 
in Idaho than anything known in the East. 
We hope to keep it different. There are 700,- 
000 people in Idaho, all told. Last year, 167,000 
resident hunting licenses were sold. In 1965, 
we had 14 murders. The people of my State 
don't think we need national gun regulation. 
Neither do I. 


WEEKLY NEWSPAPER CELEBRATES 
123 YEARS OF SERVICE 


Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres- 
ident, on Monday, July 17, the Spirit of 
Jefferson-Farmer’s Advocate, West Vir- 
ginia’s oldest newspaper, observed its 
123d birthday. I wish to take this occa- 
sion to congratulate the managing editor, 
Mr. Max Brown, and all of the employees 
of this great weekly newspaper, and I join 
with thousands of other readers in ex- 
tending my good wishes for many more 
years of continued success. The Spirit of 
Jefferson-Farmer's Advocate has con- 
tributed an exemplary service to the 
eastern panhandle of West Virginia, and 
I salute the newspaper on having at- 
tained its record age. 

I ask unanimous consent to insert a 
story from the July 27 edition calling at- 
tention to the 123d birthday. 

There being no objection the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

SPIRIT OF JEFFERSON-ADVOCATE BEGINS 124TH 
YEAR; MANAGER LAUDS EMPLOYEES, ADVER- 
TISERS, SUBSCRIBERS FOR SUPPORT 
The Spirit of Jefferson-Farmer’s Advocate, 

West Virginia’s oldest newspaper, quietly ob- 
served its 123rd birthday Monday, July 17. 
Founded in 1844, it merged with the Farm- 
er’s Advocate in 1948. Asking to what it at- 
tributed its record age, Managing Editor Max 
Brown said “Our faithful subscribers and ad- 
vertisers, and a staff of employees and coun- 
ty correspondents who both now and in the 
past have been dedicated to a complete news 
coverage of Jefferson County.” I am, and 
always have been, very grateful to our faith- 
ful employees for their loyalty to this news- 
paper, he added. Brown publicly expressed 
gratitude to the host of friends, both local 
and from afar who took the time to call or 
write during the past few days to wish the 
newspaper many happy returns and many 
more years of continued success. 


ROMANIA TO THE ARABS 


Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, in 
a thought-provoking editorial in Sun- 
day’s Washington Star, “Romania to the 
Arabs,” there is the following statement: 

Romania’s sound advice may yet find a 
hearing and a positive response in the self- 
deluded Arab world. It is a world desperately 
in need of such action. 


This would seem to make sense, I ask 
unanimous consent that the entire edi- 
torial in question be printed in the 
RECORD, 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp, 
as follows: 

ROMANIA TO THE ARABS 

In his address the other day to the Na- 
tional Assembly in Bucharest, Nicolae Ceau- 
sescu spoke warmly of Romanian-Soviet 
friendship and cooperation. Once again, how- 
ever, he made clear that his independence- 
minded country, though Communist-run and 
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a member of the Warsaw Pact, differs from 
the Kremlin on a number of key issues. 

A significant example revolves around the 
Mideast crisis. Despite Moscow’s pressures, 
Bucharest flatly refused to go along with the 
Soviet bloc's futile efforts, led by Premier 
Kosygin, to persuade the recent emergency 
session of the United Nations to condemn 
the Israelis as aggressors. Cesausescu, chief 
of Romania’s Communists, reasserted this di- 
vergence in his National Assembly speech. 
Further, he used the occasion to deliver a 
polite but blunt lecture to the Arab mili- 
tants. Suggesting that they engage in peace 
talks, he told them: “We do not understand 
and do not share the position of those circles 
which speak in favor of the liquidation of 
the state of Israel.. . the lessons of his- 
tory show that no people can achieve their 
national and social aspirations against an- 
other people's right to existence.” 

No other Communist leader has spoken 
out so forthrightly and constructively on the 
subject. Certainly the Russians have not. On 
the contrary, as far as the open record goes, 
their policy—despite a belated behind-the- 
scenes effort at the U.N. to persuade the 
Arabs to be reasonable—apparently consists 
of nothing but a continuing one-sided con- 
demnation of the Israelis, a show of Soviet 
naval force in Egyptian ports and disturb- 
ingly heavy arms shipments to such revenge- 
seeking Arab states as President Nasser’s 
Egypt. 

In his recent cheerless report to his misled 
countrymen, Nasser repeated his stale war 
slogans. But he did declare, even if ambigu- 
ously, that he would “never slam the door 
to a political settlement” to bring peace to 
the Middle East. 

If these words means anything at all— 
which may be a big “if’—then possibly 
Romania’s sound advice may yet find a hear- 
ing and a positive response in the self- 
deluded Arab world. It is a world desperately 
in need of such action. 


THE LAST TRAIN TO SQUARESVILLE 


Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, “The 
Last Train to Squaresville” is an adapta- 
tion of a popular song title and refers to 
a commencement address given by Jer- 
rold E. Park before the 1967 graduating 
class of St. Maries High School in my 
State. 

Mr. Park makes the point that 
“squaresville” is a state of mind and that 
while St. Maries may be isolated, “the 
world of rigid patterns, the world of lim- 
ited outlook, of modest hopes and dimi- 
nished dreams, the world of long looks 
before short leaps” exists everywhere. 
The advice Mr. Park offers to the senior 
class of St. Maries High School is to 
“get out of town,” that is, leave behind 
the shopworn thoughts and cliches of 
“squaresville” and break with conven- 
tion. Mr. President, this is advice we 
could all use. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
address published in the St. Maries Ga- 
zette-Record, be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Last TRAIN TO SQUARESVILLE 
(Text of the commencement address given 

Friday night by Jerrold E. Park before the 

1967 graduating class of St. Maries high 

school) 

Ladies and gentlemen, graduates of the 
class of 1967. 

When I was invited, several weeks ago, to 
speak to you at this Commencement cere- 
mony, I was pleased, of course, but I couldn't 
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help thinking that somebody must have 
called the wrong number. When I was in 
high school, commencement speakers were 
invariably middle aged and successful. So my 
first reaction was that there had surely been 
some mistake. After a little reflection, how- 
ever, I realized that I certainly met one of 
the qualifications. I’m old enough. But prob- 
ably some of you feel a little cheated. I 
overheard a couple students talking about 
Commencement just the other day and one 
of them said, “How come Bonners Ferry gets 
a United States Senator, and we get a small- 
town, two-bit lawyer?” But, as Superintend- 
ent Hawkins told you in his flattering intro- 
ductory remarks, I haven't always been a 
small-town, two-bit lawyer; for several years 
I was a big-city, two-bit lawyer. 

Incidentally, I hope you don’t think Mr. 
Hawkins got all that information about me 
from me. He asked me, but I was too modest 
to tell him anything except the name of my 
speech. I had my wife tell him all that other 
stuff. 

But Senator Church and I have quite a bit 
in common anyway. We're both in politics— 
though he’s been a little more successful at 
it than I have. But a little more to the 
point—we both know that there’s more to 
the world than just St. Maries—more than 
North Idaho—more, even, than the United 
States, I think he might agree with me that 
this little valley is the very best part of the 
world, but it certainly isn't all of it. There 
are other places—most of them far less at- 
tractive than this one, but fascinating, beau- 
tiful, exciting places, nevertheless. 

There are other people—quite different in 
a thousand ways from the familiar, predict- 
able people we know so well—though I think 
you would be surprised to find how much 
alike people are all over the world, whatever 
their apparent differences. 

But what is more important, I think, out- 
side the world we are usually exposed to are 
other ideas—ideas we've never thought of, 
never heard expressed. 

For most of us, I'm afraid, live in Squares- 
ville. And far too many of us will grow up 
and live and die in Squaresville, without 
ever having set foot beyond its boundaries. 

I don’t mean to suggest that St. Maries is 
Squaresville, any more than Spokane, or 
Chicago, or Manhattan. Squaresville is 
everywhere. It is the world of rigid patterns, 
the world of limited outlook, of modest 
hopes and diminished dreams, the world of 
long looks before short leaps. And this world 
is everywhere. 

But in St. Maries, because we are so far 
removed from the mainstream, so isolated 
from both the best and the worst of the 
outside world, it is unusually difficult I 
believe, to recognize that there is any other 
Place than our own little Squaresville on 
the Shadowy St. Joe. 

And it is for that reason that the one bit 
of concrete advice which I want to offer you 
tonight is to get out of town. 

I don’t mean that literally, of course. I 
don't mean, necessarily, that you should get 
out of St. Maries, or Fernwood, or Santa or 
Emida. I mean you should get out of 
Squaresville. Don’t be content with the same 
old rut, the same old ways of doing things, 
the same shopworn thoughts—do something 
different, even if it’s wrong. Never in history, 
I think, has sheer novelty paid off so well 
as it does today. How else do you explain 
Twiggy, for example? Only because the world 
today is ready to pay dearly for anything 
which is a little bit different, can we begin 
to understand the millions being made out 
of the promotion of a plain little undernour- 
ished Cockney girl as the world’s number 
one fashion model. 

It’s utterly ridiculous, of course. Her 
managers are laughing all the way to the 
Bank of England. Or the fantastic sums 
which have been paid to mediocre musi- 
cians who have put together a few novel 
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sounds—the Beatles, in their day, which al- 
ready seems to be fading unlamented into 
the recent past, or, to come a little closer 
to the ever changing present—the Jeffer- 
son Airplane or the Grateful Dead. Do these 
innumerable groups of rather strange look- 
ing people have anything to offer except a 
novel sort of noise, and a great deal of it? 

Speaking of today’s popular music, we had 
a bunch of teenagers at the house just the 
other night, and the din was truly deafen- 
ing. I know now why so many young people 
seem reluctant to go to Viet Nam—the war 
isn’t loud enough for them. 

But that’s another subject. Whatever the 
merits of today’s fashions or popular music, 
I suppose I must admit that Twiggy and The 
Grateful Dead stand outside the hope that 
all of you will spend a little time. And if 
you must go beyond the St. Joe Valley to 
find this other world, then I think you 
should do that, too. 

For many, the passport will be education. 
Those of you who go away to college may 
find that you have left Squaresville far 
behind. This is no certainty, however, for 
many students, I'm afraid, spend four years 
in college and come proudly forth bearing 
a diploma without giving birth to a single 
original thought. There are squares at 
Moscow, or Cambridge, or even at Berkeley, 
for that matter. 

Some of you will find the outside world 
because you deliberately set out to seek it— 
by travelling and working far from home, by 
committing yourselves to a tour of duty with 
the Peace Corps or Vista or the military. 

And a few of you will find it the hard 
way—by staying at home, working at a rou- 
tine job in familiar surroundings, but always 
thinking, reading, and keeping an open mind. 
For that is the one essential to escape from 
Squaresville—an open mind! 

No doubt it will seem to many of you that 
it is a bit out of character for a member of 
the Geritol Generation to be telling young 
people to be different—to get out and live a 
little—to break with convention. As parents— 
set in our ways and steeped in our own 
virtues—our natural inclination is to want 
our children to be carbon copies of our- 
selves—or rather, if we think about it, car- 
bon copies of what we like to pretend to be. 
(For most of us would be appalled—genu- 
inely frightened perhaps—if we thought our 
adolescent offspring were really doing all the 
things we did at their age.) 

But in our more reflective moments—and 
we do have them, though probably not often 
enough—we recognize that our nation hasn't 
reached its present state of power, and afflu- 
ence, and—I really believe—of highly devel- 
oped civilization, because its citizens followed 
in the footsteps of their forebears. We recog- 
nize, also that if we are presently balanced 
precariously on the brink of disaster—as it 
often seems that we are—it isn’t because we 
have made too many new paths, but rather 
because we have found too many old ones, 
and tried to follow them in too many differ- 
ent directions at once. 

But I’m getting beyond my depth. I’m 
afraid—perhaps even beyond your depth. And 
all I am really trying to say is “Don’t be too 
ready to accept anything just because it is 
old, or well-established, or conventional. 
Don't take it for granted that because some- 
thing has been done in a certain way for a 
thousand years that there cannot be a better 
way of doing it.” 

Don’t be afraid to be different. Though it’s 
probably wise to exercise a little caution 
about being different, too. Maybe you heard 
about the staid old artistocrat who was an 
ardent collector of antiques. One day, walk- 
ing down Third Avenue, he saw an unusually 
fine old grandfather clock in a pawn shop 
window. He couldn’t resist it. He went in the 
shop, bargained with the pawn broker for 
some time and finally bought the clock for 
a very large sum. He wasn’t very far from 
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home, and he was most anxious to show the 
clock to his wife, so he decided to carry it 
home with him. With the pawn broker's help 
he balanced the big clock on his head and 
made off down the street. As he was getting 
close home, approaching Kelley’s Bar on the 
corner of 58th Street, Kelley was just in the 
act of ejecting a drunk. This guy was quite 
drunk and Kelley pushed him pretty hard. 
The drunk staggered out across the sidewalk 
and collided with the old gentleman with 
the clock, making him drop the big clock on 
the sidewalk. It fell with a tremendous crash, 
shattering the wood and glass. Chimes rang 
and springs flew in all directions. The drunk 
was startled greatly at what he had done. He 
looked at the old man and said, “I’m sorry, 
Buddy, but why can’t you wear a wrist watch 
like everybody else?” So sometimes it doesn't 
pay to be too different. But I’m really not 
much concerned that any of you will go too 
far out or that you will change the world too 
drastically. 

For those of us who have topped the hill 
which still looms so high ahead of you—we 
who are starting down the gentler slopes on 
the other side—we have learned, if nothing 
else, that the orbit of the earth is a difficult 
thing to change. The wildest ideas of youth— 
the most furious battles which wax and wane 
beyond the walls of Squaresville—will, in the 
end, affect it very slightly. And, for the most 
part, any basic changes which can be made 
in the world will probably be in the right 
direction. 

Thoreau, in Walden Pond,” a wonderful 
old book about the beauties of nature, and 
fishing, and the glory of the simple, rustic 
Ute, said this: 

“Youth gets together his materials to build 
a bridge to the moon, or perhaps, a palace or 
a temple on earth and, at length, the middle 
sera 5 man concludes to build a woodshed out 
of it. 

This is the way of the world—and always 
will be. But after gathering your materials 
together—as you have been doing for the past 
12 years, and will be doing for a few years 
more, probably—don’t be content to start 
right out building a woodshed. Spend a little 
time, at least, working on that bridge to the 
moon. There are lots of years for building 
woodsheds later. 

For those of us whose shining dreams have 
tarnished just a little, Squaresville is a won- 
derful place. We can hack the minor chal- 
lenges there with the battered blades of our 
dulling talents. It doesn’t trouble our tran- 
quil minds with new ideas. We know what to 
expect of Squaresville, and what it will ex- 
pect of us, and that, certainly, is a comfort- 
able feeling. Yet there are things to be done 
there—important things, interesting things, 
the things, after all, which make the world 
go round—in a relatively predictable way. 
Squaresville, I assure you, is no retirement 
village. 

But it’s no place for the fervor and strength 
of youth. Don't waste that fervor in voicing 
the old cliches—thinking the same tired 
thoughts—that we have voiced and thought 
before you. Don't dissipate that strength in 
plodding along the deeply rutted paths that 
we have trod. 

Get out of town; do something different; 
live a little in that other world that most of 
us will never see. But on that future day, 
which will come so much sooner than any 
of you can now imagine, when experience has 
shown you that all that is old is not neces- 
sarily bad, and all that is new may not be 
better, when you've thrilled to a few fresh 
thoughts and changed just so slightly the 
earth in its orbit—then, I am confident, you 
will come back to Squaresville. You'll come 
back to our beloved valley—able and anxious 
to appreciate its beauties, to enjoy its virtues 
and ignore its sins. And only then will our 
own little bit of Squaresville progress and 
grow and broaden its boundaries. 

Yes, when you've built that bridge to the 
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moon, or when you've worked on it awhile 
and given it up as a bad job—we hope you'll 
come back to build us a better woodshed. 

But there’s no need to rush. The trains run 
often until after sundown. Take the last train 
to Squaresville. We'll be delighted to meet 
you at the station. 


THE NEED FOR A NATIONAL 
EYE INSTITUTE 


Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres- 
ident, on January 16, 1967, I was pleased 
to join the Senator from Alabama [Mr. 
HILL] and a large number of other Sen- 
ators in introducing a bill, S. 325, to 
amend the Public Health Service Act to 
provide for the establishment of a Na- 
tional Eye Institute in the National In- 
stitutes of Health. I wish today to ad- 
dress myself to the desperate need for 
this legislation. 

The measure has to do with the pres- 
ervation of vision, one of the greatest 
gifts we possess. No other sensory mech- 
anism provides as much information 
concerning our environment as do our 
eyes, and no other source of information 
provides such an overwhelming base for 
the decisions which we make in our daily 
lives. Eighty percent of school tasks are 
based on vision with the result that those 
schoolchildren who are visually handi- 
capped are educationally handicapped. 
Twelve million, or 40 percent, of our 
grade school children are so affected. 
Ninety percent of all automobile driving 
decisions are based on sight; yet one- 
sixth of our motorists have visual handi- 
caps of which they are unaware. The 
load on the eyes in today’s age very pos- 
sibly exceeds the capability for which 
they have evolved. The heavy demands 
in education and in scientific observa- 
tions are in the nature of long hours of 
looking at instruments, small print, sym- 
bols, and microscopic objects. Other pro- 
fessional activities and work of all kinds 
also require prolonged and critical see- 
ing. As someone has said, “civilization 
has lifted the burden from man’s back 
and placed it on his eyes.” Thus when 
vision is inefficient it becomes a major 
cause of both eye and general body 
fatigue. And on this point, I am talking 
about a fact which affects the majority 
of us; 58 percent of our population hav- 
ing some visual deficiency. 

Mr. President, I shall describe the sit- 
uation in another way. It takes about 
250 days following the first appearance 
of optic primordia in the human embryo 
to the first few days after birth for the 
incredible processes of nature to provide 
the preception of form and color to the 
human infant. But beginning with some 
hereditary defects other processes of 
nature begin to pick away at the eyes 
throughout life. They start early and 
add up quickly: As I mentioned before, 
40 percent or about 12 million grade 
school children in the United States are 
visually handicapped for adequate school 
achievement. Many of these children 
suffer from abnormalities of binocular 
eye control. More than 78,000 must be 
classified as partially seeing children. 

At least 150,000 persons in our daily 
work force are limited in the work they 
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do best because of chronic visual prob- 
lems, and thousands of workdays are 
lost for the same reason. 

Three and a half million Americans 
suffer from serious noncorrectable visual 
defects, one and a third million of which 
are severely limited in any kind of activ- 
ity by visual impairments. 

Thirty percent of Americans wear 
glasses in order to see better or in order 
to see at all. Another 30 percent need 
visual care at some time but never get it. 
In other words we are looking at a gen- 
eral problem affecting most of us and 
specific problems seriously affecting 
millions. 

For nearly a half million of our citizens 
the situation is pitiful; for we have more 
than 450,000 blind persons in the Nation, 
to which 15,000 more have been added 
since the bill was introduced last Jan- 
uary. The rate of blinding is over 30,000 
per year, or about one every 15 minutes. 

Finally, 4,000 people go blind every 
year from one eye disease alone—glau- 
coma. An estimated 1 million Americans 
over 40 years of age have glaucoma and 
do not even know it. We are en- 
couraged to know that early detection 
and treatment can control the progress 
of this disease for most of these million 
people; we are frankly discouraged, how- 
ever, that a great many of them will not 
be treated until it is too late to prevent 
damage and ultimate total or partial 
blindness. Cataracts, degenerative 
changes in the eyes and brain, and a host 
of generally nonblinding infections and 
disorders finish up the list of conditions 
which damage the wonderful visual in- 
struments which nature has so carefully 
designed. We mean to learn how to pre- 
vent, alleviate, or cure these afflictions 
and to do so for as many of those affected 
as possible. 

Mr. President, we must accept the fact 
that we are dealing with a situation in 
which research has already yielded re- 
sults with a promise of new break- 
throughs in the future. There is a grow- 
ing public awareness, a greater scien- 
tific interest, and a new sense of opti- 
mism. The situation is ready for a Fed- 
eral measure consistent with these de- 
velopments. Reasonable goals can be 
achieved with available knowledge and 
with anticipated discoveries provided 
these goals have the character of na- 
tional objectives by identity, focus, or- 
ganization, and effort. 

It is the structure for this national 
character which the proposed legislation 
is all about. Of course, it is implicit in 
the measure that we are not doing 
enough until we are doing all we can. 
We recognize we are placing special em- 
phasis on the special problem of eye di- 
sease. There is, under the circumstances, 
no plausible excuse for not doing so. In 
fact, the voluntary organizations which 
have demonstrated so much initiative in 
this area of health but whose resources 
are limited, very much need the support 
and identification which an eye institute 
at the national level would provide. What 
better encouragement could we give to 
the American Foundation for the Blind, 
the “Fight for Sight’—the National 
Council to Combat Blindness, The Na- 
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tional Society for the Prevention of 
Blindness, The Lions Clubs, the Knights 
Templar, the Delta Gamma’s, and many 
others? 

Mr. President, the bill, in addition to 
being carefully and flexibly drawn, rec- 
ognizes by its provisions that we are 
probably tapping most of the available 
talent today for both research on and 
treatment of eye conditions. All agree 
that this amount of talent falls far short 
of that required for a pressing and seri- 
ous problem affecting the health and 
productivity of our people. There are, for 
example, only 8,427 ophthalmologists in 
the United States, about one for every 
25,000 persons. Probably not more than 
300 of these eye specialists are in medical 
schools and teaching hospitals, and less 
than 109 are in full-time research. It is 
clear from these figures that we must 
divert some present, and especially 
future, manpower to ophthalmology in 
order to engage upon a more intensive 
treatment and investigative program. 
Along these lines, we should keep in mind 
the new medical schools of which a 
total of 16 are in development in the 
United States. The maximum planned 
enrollment is in the order of 1,200, thus 
adding about a 15-percent increase to 
the potential of our national production 
of doctors. The Eye Institute would en- 
courage more students in these new 
schools as well as in the established 
medical schools to decide early on a full 
course of study in ophthalmology. Others 
well along in their training would find 
greater reason to complete their work 
by specializing in the eye. Physiologists, 
biochemists, anatomists, and others in 
the basic scientific disciplines would also 
find good cause to make doctoral and 
postdoctoral decisions in line with a new 
national emphasis on the mechanism of 
vision. 

Mr. President, section 453 of S. 325 
specifically authorizes the Surgeon Gen- 
eral to provide training and instruction 
and establish and maintain traineeships 
and fellowships, in the National Eye 
Institute and elsewhere in matters relat- 
ing to diagnosis, prevention, and treat- 
ment of blinding eye diseases and visual 
disorders with such stipends and allow- 
ances—including travel and subsistence 
expenses—for trainees and fellows as he 
deems necessary, and, in addition, pro- 
vide for such training, instruction, and 
traineeships and for such fellowships 
through grants to public or other non- 
profit institutions. This emphasis on 
training is not to the exclusion of the 
conduct and support of research on new 
treatment and cures for blinding eye 
disease and visual disorders, but students 
of the Nation’s problems in manpower re- 
sources understand such emphasis. We 
have repeatedly demonstrated that there 
are ways of mobilizing our scientists and 
educational institutions to the solution 
of a national problem; the proposed 
legislation is based upon that experience. 
It is the most logical and responsible 
step to be taken now toward the ulti- 
mate eradication of blindness. I hope 
that Congress will approve this impor- 
tant measure. 
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PROGRESSIVE EDITORIALS 


Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, as I have 
in months past, I invite the attention 
of the Senate to several excellent edi- 
torials from the Progressive magazine, 
edited by Morris H. Rubin, of Madison, 
Wis. 

In the August issue, the Progressive 
contains a thoughtful editorial on the 
Middle East situation entitled “A Peace 
of Reconciliation.” The need for a per- 
manent end to the harassment of Israel 
for the past 20 years is stressed. 

Thurgood Marshall’s nomination to 
the Supreme Court is endorsed with the 
thought that along with worthy appoint- 
ments such as this a full effort must be 
made to extend equality of opportunity 
to all Negroes. As the editorial states, 
“This is not time for tokenism.” 

I ask unanimous consent that the full 
text of the editorials be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorials 
were ordered to be printed in the Rec- 
ORD, as follows: 

No TIME FOR TOKENISM 


In a span of less than three weeks recent- 
ly, President Johnson appointed the distin- 
guished lawyer and jurist, Thurgood Mar- 
shall, to the U.S. Supreme Court, the first 
Negro chosen for the highest court; the Uni- 
versity of Chicago named the celebrated 
historian John Hope Franklin as chairman 
of its history department, the first Negro 
to head any department at Chicago or any 
other major university; Air Force Major Rob- 
ert H. Lawrence became the first Negro se- 
lected to be an astronaut, and Benjamin 
J. Henley was appointed acting superintend- 
ent of schools in Washington, D.C., the first 
of his race to head a major school sys- 
tem. 

These are laudable choices of men emi- 
nently qualified in their fields, and provide 
evidence that doors in many areas are open- 
ing to Negroes. 

But the achievements of the handful of 
Negroes who have attained high position— 
and the front-page publicity accorded the 
appointments—must not obscure the urgent 
need for a massive educational, social, and 
vocational program designed to bring into 
the mainstream of American life the more 
than twenty million Negroes who remain con- 
fined in Harlem, in Watts, in the segregated 
slums of scores of cities, North and South, 
and in the unbelievably impoverished rural 
mudholes of the South. This is no time for 
complacency, and no time to relax with 
tokenism. 


A PEACE OF RECONCILIATION 


The hope for a peace of reconciliation in 
the Middle East flickered and faded and 
flickered again during the past month. Al- 
though soundly thrashed on the field of 
battle for the third time in less than two 
decades, the Arab nations, united by their 
hatred of Israel and by their humiliation in 
defeat, stubbornly persisted in their refusal 
to r Israel and negotiate a peace 
settlement. Indeed, some Arab sources, egged 
on dangerously by Soviet rhetoric and arms, 
clamored for a new war of revenge and an- 
nihilation. 

But in mid-July there was a brief flutter 
of hope that where reason had failed, des- 
perate economic pressure might crack the 
solid wall of Arab intransigence. King Hus- 
sein of Jordan, whose country fought best 
and fared worst in the recent hostilities, had 
indicated as much to private conversations 
with British Prime Minister Harold Wilson 
and French President Charles de Gaulle. A 
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Paris dispatch to The Washington Post re- 
ported that the King had made the “rather 
astonishing” statement in private that the 
Arab summit conference at the end of July 
might discuss “the question of Israel's right 
to live“ —the first indication that some Arab 
leaders believe the subject is even open to 
discussion. Moreover, Hussein hinted that bi- 
lateral talks between Israel and Jordan “were 
not unthinkable.” 

The search for a settlement moved in July 
from the Security Council, where it had been 
lodged when the crisis exploded in May, to 
the General Assembly, at the demand of the 
Soviet Union. But after floundering for about 
a month over half-a-dozen clashing resolu- 
tions, the General Assembly wearily prepared 
to return the problem to the Security Coun- 
cil, as this was written. 

But if the General Assembly achieved no 
affirmative resolution of the issues, its votes 
cast significant light on the trend of world 
opinion. As Murray Kempton expressed it in 
The New York Post: “To find no agreement 
at all was to achieve the true consensus be- 
neath the rhetoric, which is that the matter 
must be returned to the parties for negotia- 
tion.” 

The most decisive votes of the Assembly 
on the basic issue confronting it came in 
the paragraph-by-paragraph rejection of the 
Soviet resolution which embodied just about 
everything the defeated Arabs were demand- 
ing: 1) condemnation of Israel as the ag- 
gressor; 2) the immediate and uncondi- 
tional withdrawal of Israeli troops from posi- 
tions taken during the war, and 3) the im- 
position of reparations on Israel for dam- 
age done to the Arab nations. None of the 
three paragraphs in this Soviet resolution 
commanded even a majority vote, although 
two-thirds approval was required. 

Significantly, the resolution that attracted 
the largest vote, although it failed of the 
required two-thirds, was the Latin American 
proposal that sought to 1) link Israeli with- 
drawal with negotiations to end the state of 
war on both sides, 2) grant Israel free and 
innocent passage through the international 
waterways of the region, and 3) provide for 
demilitarized zones in the tension areas 
along the frontiers of Israel and her Arab 
neighbors. 

The refusal of the General Assembly to 
demand immediate and uncondiitonal with- 
drawal of Israeli forces from positions oc- 
cupied in Arab territory represented a 
triumph of reality over rhetoric. To have 
insisted on a return to prewar positions 
without a peace settlement—or even some 
semblance of desire to engage in give-and- 
take negotiations—would have been to re- 
quire a return to the intolerable positions 
and conditions that exploded in war on 
June 5. Israel is right to insist on Arab ac- 
ceptance of her legitimacy as a nation and 
on Arab agreement to engage in peace talks. 
These seem to us indispensable conditions 
to Israeli withdrawal from the conquered 
lands of the Arab nations, Her determina- 
tion, moreover, to use the occupied areas 
as bargaining leverage in any negotiations 
that might yet take place is wholly under- 
standable. 

Israel’s Premier Levi Eshkol made great 
sense, it seems to us, when he told United 
Press International: We will hold onto this 
land as a guarantee until the Arabs come 
to the peace table. There are some things 
that are impossible for a small country. 
Abandoning this territory without a peace 
settlement is one of them.” He was on sound 
ground, too, when he insisted that “justice, 
logic, and morality” now demand that the 
Great Powers “should have the courage to 
tell the Arab states that the United Nations 
Charter obligates them, just as it obligates 
every other member state, to dissolve dis- 
putes by peaceful means.” 

Having said all this, however, we hasten 


20731 


to emphasize our conviction that when nego- 
tiations do become possible, Israel must be 
prepared to return to the Arab nations all, 
or nearly all, of the lands seized in war. We 
oppose the demand of the more hawkish 
Israeli leaders, notably Defense Minister 
Moshe Dayan, that Israel retain permanent- 
ly such conquered areas as the Gaza Strip 
and the west bank of the Jordan River. 
There are a few boundary kinks that need to 
be straightened out, not for territorial ag- 
grandizement but solely to provide a reason- 
able measure of security for encircled Israel, 
especially at its narrow waist. 

General Dayan, however, has gone much 
further. He created a worldwide stir when 
he told a news conference in Gaza that the 
Gaza Strip is Israel” and that steps would 
soon be taken to make it a part of his 
country. Dayan said his thoughts on the 
Strip also applied to the Jordanian territory 
on the west bank of the Jordan River. So 
great was the resistance to these annexa- 
tionist proposals that Dayan’s comments 
were swiftly repudiated by Israel's U.N. dele- 
gation and, indeed, by Dayan’s own Ministry 
of Defense. 

There is clearly a sharp political struggle 
within Israel. As The New York Times re- 
ported, some Israeli officials demand reten- 
tion of the Golan heights in Syria overlook- 
ing their exposed Galilee settlement. Others 
would settle for international policing of the 
heights and the waters that flow from Syria 
into the Jordan River. Some would hold the 
west bank as a satellite area, protected mili- 
tarlly by Israel and dependent upon her eco- 
nomically, but a separate state. Others call 
this hypocritical and would return the west 
bank to Jordan while moving the border 
eastward somewhat from Israel’s narrow and 
exposed waist. 

Israel commanded world-wide admiration 
with her David-like conquest of the Arab 
Goliath. But Israel has squandered some of 
this good will in her world bank by the tough 
talk of her hawks, by her unilateral decision 
to annex the Old City of Jerusalem to the 
portions held by Israel for the past two de- 
cades, and by the counsel of confusion that 
has marked her conduct in dealing with the 
problem of the Arab refugees. 

On the last point, for example, Israel at 
first decreed that all Arabs who had lived on 
the west bank of the Jordan and who had 
fled, with their pitifully few possessions, 
across the tangled wreckage of the Allenby 
Bridge, were to be denied the right to return 
to their homes. Subsequently, the Israeli 
government, in the face of worldwide pro- 
test, relaxed its position by giving the refu- 
gees a month to return—but only if they 
could demonstrate that they were “not secu- 
rity risks,” certainly a difficult negative re- 
quirement. 

On the issue of the conquered lands, it 
seems clear to us that when peace talks be- 
come possible, Israel must consent to the 
establishment of demilitarized zones to be 
supervised by a stronger and more effective 
United Nations force than has been possible 
in the past—a United Nations presence ap- 
proved by the Security Council which would 
provide the kind of workable supervision 
that was not possible under the loose ar- 
rangements concluded after the hostilities 
in 1956. This time, too, Israel should consent 
to the presence of United Nations’ forces on 
her side of frontiers where tensions have de- 
veloped and exploded in the past. 

The prospect for peace, in our judgment, 
would be much enhanced if U.N.’s peace- 
keeping forces were established on both sides 
of the border in such strategic areas as the 
west bank of the Jordan, the Gaza Strip, 
Sinai, Sharm el-Sheik at the gateway to the 
Gulf of Aqaba, and along the Syrian hills 
overlooking Galilee. Israel should consent to 
such an arrangement not only because it is 
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morally and legally the correct approach, but 
also, from her self-interest point of view, be- 
cause 1) such agreement would relieve her 
of the dangerous strain of administering so 
much Arab land and policing so many hos- 
tile Arabs, and 2) because it would do much 
to enhance her stature, politically and psy- 
chologically, among the peoples of the world 
who admire her courage but are concerned 
about the possibility that she may now over- 
play her hand. 

The United Nations has a creative and 
decisive role to play in the peace-keeping 
process in the Middle East. There has been 
much too much scoffing and sneering at the 
United Nations by Israeli officials in the re- 
cent past. Happily, however, a reverse trend 
seems to have set in among thoughtful Is- 
raelis. For example, Bernard Cherrick, execu- 
tive vice president of Hebrew University in 
Jerusalem, told the St. Louis Post-Dispatcn 
recently that the issue of the settlement of 
territorial rights concerning the hills of Syria 
that overlook the Israeli border might well 
be reconciled by U.N. control of the area. And, 
even more significantly, a few weeks ago 
Eliav Simon, reporting from Jerusalem for 
the UPI, wrote: Those who counsel that the 
‘long-winded and sterile talk at the United 
Nations be ignored and let’s rely on our- 
selves,’ are gradually becoming the minority 
in Israel.” 

Britain’s Lord Caradon, his country’s per- 
manent representative at the United Nations, 
spoke much sense when he pointed out that 
the United Nations, for all its floundering 
and frustration, had provided the forum in 
which it became possible for Egypt and her 
Arab allies to accept the Security Council's 
appeal for a ceasefire. As The New York Post 
put it: “It is conceivable that Egypt could 
not have brought itself to surrender formally 
to Israel for many more long days; the sig- 
nificant point is that there was a United 
Nations to which it could confess defeat. 
What if there had been no United Nations, 
no Security Council, and no appeal for a 
ceasefire? How much more blood would have 
been shed? What miscalculations might have 
occurred?” 

Having achieved a ceasefire, the United 
Nations can now play an affirmative role as 
the third party to which Ambassador Arthur 
Goldberg referred when he presented the 
United States resolution to the General As- 
sembly. Even before the United Nations takes 
up its delicate and difficult role of peace- 
keeping along the frontiers, it has a positive 
contribution to make in following up its 
achievement in securing a ceasefire by con- 
sulting and mediating with Israel and the 
Arab states in the pursuit of a peace of 
reconciliation. 

Although it failed to command the re- 
quired two-thirds vote on the major issues 
reviewed above, the General Assembly did 
achieve a unanimous decision on two other 
resolutions. The first, submitted by Swe- 
den on behalf of twenty-three delegations, 
throws the weight of the United Nations be- 
hind efforts to alleviate the suffering of ciyil- 
lans and prisoners of war as a result of the 
brief conflict in June. It was approved 116 
to 0. The second resolution, introduced by 
Pakistan, declared invalid Israel’s unifica- 
tion of Jerusalem. This was adopted by a 
vote of 99 to 0, with the Israeli delegation 
declining to vote because it “is, in our view, 
outside the legal competence of the General 
Assembly.” 

There can be no controversy, of course, 
about the first of the two resolutions. Surely 
every available resource of every nation on 
earth should be mobilized to alleviate the 
pitiful plight of the victims of the war in 
the Arab nations. Moreover, as a basic in- 
gredient of any overall general settlement, 
Israel, as we suggested last month, must 
make a generous and comprehensive settle- 
ment, with the help of the wealthier nations, 
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on the million or more Palestinian refugees 
who fied or were uprooted from their homes 
and farms when Israel became a sovereign 
state nearly two decades ago. 

As for the resolution declaring Israel's an- 
nexation of the Old City of Jerusalem illegal, 
we confess to mixed feelings. 

The attitude of the people of Israel is 
readily understandable. When the United 
Nations voted the partition of Palestine in 
1948, to replace the British mandate of ear- 
lier years, a major provision was the interna- 
tionalization of the entire city of Jerusalem, 
old and new. But this provision never be- 
came operative, Fighting broke out between 
the Arabs and the Jews, and the forces of 
what was then Trans-Jordan crossed over to 
the west bank of the river, took possession of 
what under the U.N. plan had been con- 
ceived as an autonomous Arab Palestine state, 
and seized the Old City of Jerusalem. In 
April, 1949, Jordan formally annexed the Old 
City, and it was not until seven months 
later that the Israelis announced that they 
would keep their part of Jerusalem. Then 
the barbed wire and concrete barriers went 
up, and for nineteen years the Jewish peo- 
ple were illegally prohibited by Jordan from 
visiting the Old City. 

Jerusalem has deep religious and emotional 
significance for the Jewish people. It is the 
city to which they have remained dedicated 
throughout the centuries of dispersal. So 
strong is the emotional involyement that 
some correspondents reporting from the 
Middle East have suggested that no Israeli 
government could survive if it failed to unify 
Jerusalem under Israel's control. 

But Jerusalem has a powerful hold on 
Christians and Moslems as well. For Chris- 
tlans it is the Holy City in which Jesus 
prayed, preached, and was tried and crucified, 
It is the city of the Church of the Holy 
Sepulchre, the Mount of Olives, the Garden 
of Gethsemane, and other shrines sacred to 
Christianity. For Moslems, Jerusalem ranks 
only behind Mecca and Medina as the holiest 
city. It was from Jerusalem, Moslems believe, 
that Mohammed sprang to Heaven. 

Because the Israeli sector of Jerusalem is 
her national capital, The Progressive believes 
that it is impractical to internationalize the 
entire city. We believe that the best all- 
around solution—and one which would en- 
able Israel to play a magnanimous role in 
peacemaking—would be to internationalize 
the Old City as an enclave between Israel and 
Jordan, 

The Old City, we are told by those who 
know it well, is a rather small, compact, and 
clearly defined area which is so located that 
it would not be difficult to maintain it under 
separate political administration. “It would 
not seriously divide the greater, new Jerusa- 
lem that Israel would continue to control,” 
The New York Times noted in an editorial 
as strongly supporting the internationaliza- 
tion of the Old City as it has supported 
Israel's cause in its confiict with the Arabs. 

The insistence by some Israeli officials that 
the unification of Jerusalem under Israeli 
control is “irrevocable” will hardly strengthen 
her cause in world opinion nor will harsh 
assertion of some of her officials that it is 
“none of the United Nations’ business” to 
meddle in the matter of Jerusalem. Israel’s 
assurance to the other great religions that 
the holy places will be open at all times to 
all visitors, and that Christians and Moslems 
could administer or supervise the shrines 
holy to them, makes a good deal more sense, 
but does not go nearly far enough to satisfy 
the needs and desires of Moslems and Chris- 
tians. 

Settlement of the final status of the Holy 
City, like every other problem in the Mid- 
dle East, waits political agreement, at the 
heart of which is, as it has been for nearly 
two decades, the indispensable requirement 
that the Arab world accept the national 
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personality of Israel as a sovereign, inde- 
pendent state. 

Limitless possibilities for social and eco- 
nomic development of the entire region will 
open up once there is political agreement to 
live-and-let-live. Many plans to harness the 
resources and skills of the region for the 
enrichment of the lives of all its inhabitants 
have been gathering dust in the archives 
these many years, awaiting the moment 
when political agreement would make eco- 
nomic cooperation feasible. 

One such program, calling for a sort of 
TVA on the Jordan River to benefit Syria, 
Jordan, and Israel, was developed by the late 
Eric Johnston, who made many journeys 
through the Middle East in the 1950s as 
President Eisenhower's roving representative. 
Johnston’s Jordan River plan was deemed 
to be soundly based on engineering surveys, 
and was accepted by all three parties on 
the technical level,” including the delicate 
and critical problem of allotment of per- 
centages of available water. But the plan ran 
aground when Syria, inevitably, raised ob- 
jections to cooperating economically with a 
state whose political existence it refused to 
accept. 

There are other plans designed to cope 
with problems that fairly cry out for an 
all-region approach, But they will remain no 
more than sources of scholarly research until 
Israel and the Arabs sit down together, per- 
haps under the watchful eye of the United 
Nations, to conclude an agreement that 1) 
recognizes Israel as the nation she is; 2) 
provides for demilitarized zones in the fron- 
tier areas of tension, with an effective U.N. 
peacekeeping force on both sides of the 
boundaries, and 8) develops a program 
through which Israel, with the economic 
assistance of wealthier nations, resolves the 
long and bitter dispute over the fate and 
compensation of the Palestinian refugees 
who have fared so miserably since they fled 
or were expelled from the lands that today 
are the state of Israel. 

This is a way to a peace of reconciliation. 
It is a way that involves nothing less than 
a reversal of the present Arab position—and 
a capacity by Israel to match her military 
prowess with an equal application of hu- 
manitarianism and statesmanship for the 
large-range goal of peace. 


LAW AND ORDER ARE PARAMOUNT 


Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi- 
dent the Morgantown, W. Va., Post re- 
cently had strong words for the perpetra- 
tors of the recent riots in Detroit and 
Newark. 

The Post stated editorially: 

Of all possible ideas about racial violence 
in the United States, one must take clear 
precedence above all others: this is a nation 
of law and order, and the duty to preserve 
law and order is paramount. 

If we do not have law and order, and can- 
not confidently count upon its maintenance, 
we have defeated ourselves in a crucial battle. 


I think the editorial will strike a re- 
sponsive chord in all of us who believe 
that such criminal anarchy as we have 
recently witnessed cannot be tolerated. 

I ask unanimous consent that the edi- 
torial entitled “Law and Order Must 
Rule” be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD 
as follows: 

[From the Morgantown (W. Va.) Post, July 
26, 1967] 
Law AND ORDER Must RULE 


Of all possible ideas about racial violence 
in the United States, one must take clear 
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precedence over all others: this is a nation 
of law and order, and the duty to preserve 
law and order is paramount. 

If we do not have law and order, and can- 
not confidently count upon its maintenance, 
we have defeated ourselves in a crucial 
battle. 

Since Governor Romney of Michigan, a 
careful and prudent man, was forced by the 
crush of events to the unhappy conclusion 
that his state desperately needed federal as- 
sistance to restore law and order there, Presi- 
dent Johnson had no responsible alternative 
except to give this assistance. 

Whether this assistance will prove effective 
is yet to be determined, but at the very least 
it may show what is required to bring a halt 
to the present reign of violence and lawless- 
ness, And the more vigorous that all law en- 
forcement officers in the states and cities be- 
come in dealing with crime for what it is, the 
sooner will the nation start to breathe easier. 

One of the more regrettable factors in the 
present situation is that responsible and 
sensible Negro leaders have not come more 
conspicuously to the fore in demanding quick 
abandonment of rioting in the name of racial 
justice and advancement. The more extreme 
advocates of black power“ have been in the 
forefront of the vicious agitation without 
incurring enough saner advice from the many 
influential leaders among Negroes in almost 
every walk of American life. 

Equally regrettable, and perhaps more 
serious in the long run, is the possibility that 
the outbreak of criminal racism will set back 
the continued fight for giving all Negro 
Americans more justice and opportunity than 
they have been receiving. 

Even the most devoted workers in the cause 
of Negro advancement have been forced to 
concede that with these outbreaks of mad- 
ness they will face more rather than less re- 
sistance to the cause they have been advo- 
cating. 

If outstanding Negro leaders will move 
promptly into the picture, they may be able 
to accomplish more than crack units of the 
U.S. Army. 


UNLABELED POLITICAL PROPAGAN- 
DA INUNDATES OUR NATION’S 
NEWSPAPERS 


Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, the Wyo- 
ming State Tribune, of Cheyenne, in an 
editorial published June 27, has drawn 
attention to an unlabeled, unidentified, 
but widely distributed piece of what 
would appear on scrutiny to be extremely 
partisan Democratic Party propaganda. 

The Tribune had received a beautifully 
printed broadsheet identified as the 
product of Public Affairs Feature Service, 
containing a hodgepodge of miscella- 
neous anti-Republican and pro-Demo- 
cratic news and features of national sig- 
nificance. 

The single printed page contained a 
wide range of stories mostly favoring 
President Johnson and the Democratic 
Party. There was a photo reproduction 
and even a cartoon slamming the Repub- 
lican Party. 

The broadsheet was said to emanate 
from 1120 Connecticut Avenue NW.; 
however, a careful check revealed that 
there is no Public Affairs Feature Serv- 
ice at that or any other address, nor does 
N an organization exist in Washing- 

n. 

Had it not been for a postage meter 
number on the envelope, and a union 
label on the publication, my office would 
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have been unable to determine the iden- 
tity of the so-called Public Affairs Fea- 
ture Service. As it turns out, the service 
is, in fact, the Washington public rela- 
tions firm of Maurer, Fleisher, and Zon, 
Associates, which has the same address 
as that given for the nonexistent publi- 
cation. 

Maurer, Fleisher, Zon, and Associates 
has a long and illustrious record as a 
champion of Democratic thought and 
publicity. 

After several unsuccessful attempts, 
my office finally established contact with 
the firm’s Mr. Maurer, but the good gen- 
tleman was very close-mouthed about 
the customers for the patently partisan 
publication, declining to divulge client 
relationships. 

It may be that no laws have been vio- 
lated in the dissemination of news and 
features of national significance. 

But the fact remains that newspapers 
throughout the country, by Mr. Maurer’s 
admission, are being inundated with this 
sort of thing. It is doubtful, as the Trib- 
une’s Jim Flinchum points out, whether 
many editors are going to be taken in, 
but a matter of ethics and candor is in- 
volved. 

Consequently, I have asked the De- 
partment of Justice to provide me with 
a ruling on whether this company, by 
virtue of an interstate operation which 
makes use of the public mails, is in vio- 
lation of any Federal statutes. 

As Mr. Flinchum put it, in wrapping 
up his editorial entitled Truth in Prop- 
aganda“: 

We are not greatly concerned about this, 
except that now so much has been made 
about truth in lending and truth in label- 
ing; especially by liberal Democratic Mem- 
bers of Congress, we think there ought to be 
a similar law: Truth in propagandizing? 


I ask unanimous consent that the edi- 
torial be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the edi- 
torial was ordered to be printed in the 
ReEcorp, as follows: 

TRUTH-IN-PROPAGANDA, Too? 

What with efforts toward truth-in-lending 
and truth-in-labelling legislation by recent 
sessions of Congress, perhaps the time now 
has come to make a stab at increasing the 
scope of identifying the source of certain 
packages. 

We recently received a printed broadsheet 
resembling the front page of a standard- 
sized newspaper. In place of the usual news- 
paper “flag” which denotes the name of the 
publication was this designation: “Public Af- 
fairs Feature Service.” Beneath this was a 
line that said: “News and Features of Na- 
tional Significance.” The customary dateline 
bore the indication that it was the issue for 
May, 1967, and that it was published in 
Washington, at 1120 Connecticut Ave., N.W. 

The single printed page made up in news- 
paper style contained all sorts of interesting 
stories, mostly about President Johnson, the 
Democratic party, one photo reproduction 
and even a political cartoon depicting an 
elephant doing a turn on a circus ring with 
a dog designated “G.O.P. Hopefuls” jumping 
through a hoop styled “nomination prelimi- 
naries” on the elephant’s back, while a top- 
hat carrying ringmaster bearing the label 
“Right Wing” held the hoop. 

Very, very interesting, we thought, per- 
using this publicity clip-sheet. The “play” 
story of the page carried a three-column 
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head reading: “LBJ Fights for Schools Bill: 
Says GOP Would Wreck Program.” 

The lead paragraph of this stirring 
dispatch began: “President Johnson has 
launched the fight to save the nation’s pro- 
gram of aid to elementary and secondary 
schools, calling for careful examination of 
proposals to amend the present law.” Then it 
launched into a rapturous account of Mr. 
Johnson flying to the dedication of a school 
at Crossland, Md., shortly after his return 
from the Adenauer funeral in West Germany; 
and 10 paragraphs further down it threw in 
a little about Democratic National Chairman 
John M. Bailey, saying Mr. Bailey had fol- 
lowed the President's remarks with a blister- 
ing attack on the proposal, sponsored by Rep. 
Albert Quie (R. Minn.), as the last great 
stand against educational progress in 
America.” 

There were other stories, bearing such 
headlines as “LBJ Submits Six Plans for 
Elderly,” “President Johnson on Education,” 
“Dems, GOP Battle for Youth Vote with 
Stakes High,” and “Reporter Meets LBJ— 
Finds Man Who Worries, Works for Us All.” 
This latter essay was reprinted from the Con- 
gressional Record which reprinted it from 
the Middletown, N.Y., Times Herald Record. 
It began somewhat effusively: “I visited 
President Johnson Thursday, and I was im- 
pressed.” It went on to say the Reporter was 
not impressed by the White House nor even 
by Mr. Johnson’s handshake, but by the 
President and “the way he spoke.” 

Well, kind sirs and ladies, by the time we 
had wended our way, literally speaking, 
through this last piece of frosting, our 
curiosity was aroused. Who, or what, was the 
Public Affairs Feature Service at 1120 Con- 
necticut Ave., N.W., Washington, D.C., 20036? 

Since it is a long stretch of shoeleather be- 
tween here and the aforesaid address in the 
nation’s capital, we called upon the office of 
Sen, Clifford P. Hansen to attempt to make 
the determination for us. Senator Hansen’s 
press secretary, Doug Baldwin, responded. 

He reports there is no such creature as 
Public Affairs Feature Service. The printed 
sheet carrying all of the news goodies under 
its “flag” is the product of a Washington 
public relations firm called Maurer, Fleisher 
and Zon Associates, which maintains its 
Offices at 1120 Connecticut Ave., N.W. 

The public relations firm’s representatives 
told Mr. Baldwin it writes the copy for, 
and lays out, the single-page printed sheet 
and sends it to Merkle Press, located at an- 
other Washington address. From there it 
goes to a firm called Magna Mailing Serv- 
ice, also located in Washington, which mails 
it out presumably to newspapers across the 
land, like this one. 

Mr. Baldwin adds the information that 
address aside, had it not been for the post- 
age meter number on the envelope carry- 
ing this newspaper clipsheet, and a barely 
discernible union label on the sheet itself, 
it would have been difficult to trace down 
Public Affairs Feature Service since there 
is no listing for it in the Washington tele- 
phone directory or through the telephone 
information service. 

Mr. Baldwin finally established contact 
with a Mr. Maurer of the public relations 
firm and when asked the identity of his 
client for whom “Public Affairs Feature Serv- 
ice” was written, printed and distributed, 
Maurer responded: “Frankly, we would 
rather not say. We don’t believe in divulging 
our client relationships; in other words, we 
are doing it for a couple of clients but that 
is as far as we are willing to go in terms of 
indicating our relationship with any client, 
what we do for them.” 

That is as far as our search has taken 
us. We are not greatly concerned about this, 
except that mow so much has been made 
about truth-in-lending and truth-in-label- 
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ing especially by Mberal Democratic mem- 
bers of Congress, we think that there ought 
to be a similar law: Truth-in-propagandiz- 
ing. Such as this ought to bear some iden- 
tity as to source, just so some poor editor 
won't be misled. If, indeed, any is. 


THE DICKEY-LINCOLN SCHOOL 
PROJECT 


Mrs. SMITH. Mr. President, I am 
gratified with the incisive testimony of 
representatives of the Corps of Army 
Engineers given at today’s public hear- 
ing of the Senate Appropriations Sub- 
committee on Public Works, of which it 
is my good fortune to be a member. 
Their answers to the subcommittee’s 
question on points of opposition raised 
in the House of Representatives to the 
Dickey-Lincoln School project provide 
an incontrovertible refutation to the 
arguments raised by the opposition. 

Specifically, General Woodbury stated 
that a comparison between the Dickey- 
Lincoln School project in Maine and the 
Pontook project in New Hampshire— 
suck comparison raised by the opponents 
to Dickey—is unsound since the total 
energy output of Dickey is over 10 times 
as great as that of Pontook, while the 
capacity is less than three times as great. 
He further pointed out that the estimated 
power cost on the Pontook project was 
at the site and did not include trans- 
mission costs while the estimated power 
value of the Dickey-Lincoln School 
project was at the market and included 
transmission costs. 

In answer to the treaty argument of 
the opponents to the Dickey project, 
General Woodbury pointed out that 
while a treaty with Canada would be 
required, the amount of land involved 
is relatively small and agreement has al- 
ready been reached with Canada on most 
of the substantive points since Canada 
is anxious to have the project because 
of the benefits to accrue from the proj- 
ect. 

Colonel Pinnell specifically answered 
the six principal points made by the op- 
ponents to Dickey. 

First, in answer to their challenge to 
the completeness and adequacy of the 
study on Dickey, he stated that the stud- 
ies on Dickey were thorough to a degree 
equal to, or greater than, the Corps’ usual 
thoroughness in survey type studies. 

Second, in answer to their challenge 
on the soundness of the Army Engineers’ 
cost estimate as compared to the esti- 
mate made by Charles T. Main, Inc., of 
Boston, he stated that the principal 
points of disagreement are the unit 
prices on earth and rock excavation. 
While the opposition claimed that insuf- 
ficient consideration was given to cli- 
matic conditions, length of working sea- 
son, and the need to control moisture 
content in the embankment, Colonel 
Pinnell testified that these points were 
considered in arriving at the current es- 
timate and the estimate was based on 
experience on other projects: 

Third, on the opposition allegations on 
the soundness of the estimated allocation 
of the annual project benefits to area re- 
development, he stated that the alloca- 
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tion of project benefits was in accordance 
with the guidelines set in Senate Docu- 
ment No. 97, 87th Congress. He pointed 
out specifically the benefit of employ- 
ment, both in construction and opera- 
tion and maintenance and also in the 
secondary benefits on goods and services. 
He estimated that the redevelopment 
benefit will have a life of at least 15 
years. 

Fourth, on the challenge of the oppo- 
sition to the marketing power appraisal, 
Colonel Pinnell stated that the Interior 
Department studies disclosed that the 
power rates developed would pay the 
annual O.M. & R. and return the total 
power investment in 50 years after 
completion of the project—and that the 
requirements of preference customers in 
the area by 1975 will exceed the output 
of the project. 

Fifth, on the opposition’s comparison 
of estimated cost of power production 
under the Dickey project with alterna- 
tive steamplants, nuclear plants, and 
nuclear combinations, Colonel Pinnell 
stated that this subject has been in- 
tensively studied and that the studies 
demonstrate that the Dickey project is 
sound and that it meets not only the 
benefit-to-cost ratio test normally re- 
quired of Federal water resources proj- 
ects but also meets the comparability 
test which assumes Federal construction 
of the alternatives to the Dickey project. 
As the record shows, the comparability 
ratio for the Dickey project is 1.12 and 
the benefit-to-cost ratio is 1.91 to 1. 

Sixth, on the opposition’s challenge to 
the overall appraisal of the need and sig- 
nificance of the project in meeting the 
power requirements in the light of the 
expansion program planned by the New 
England utilities, Colonel Pinnell com- 
mented that the peak demands would 
be even greater for 1975 and in the fu- 
ture. He presented a chart which clearly 
demonstrated the need for both the 
Dickey project and the Northfield Moun- 
tain pumped storage project to supply 
the projected peaking portions of the 
load demand in the future. That chart 
demonstrated that the Dickey project is 
needed to replace peaking power de- 
mands which would otherwise have to be 
supplied by high priced existing fossil 
fuel units. 

Mr. President, this testimony of rep- 
resentatives of the Corps of Army Engi- 
neers is a complete and convincing 
answer to the opponents of the Dickey- 
Lincom School project. It demonstrates 
why the U.S, Senate has repeatedly sup- 
ported this project. 


UNFAIR TRADE PRACTICES 


Mr. NELSON. Mr. President; I desire 
to speak on the subject of questionable 
trade practices. 

We all recognize that the search for 
bargains is a crucial part of our com- 
petitive economy. Bargain hunting is a 
part of the dynamics of which the econ- 
omy thrives. As such, the search for the 
most goods and services at the lowest 
possible price ought to be encouraged. 

However, it is important to recognize 
that consumers can and do become over- 
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zealous in their search for the “good 
deal.” The obsession with getting some- 
thing for nothing is essentially based on 
impulse, not reason. This situation lends 
itself to exploitation by the few slick 
operators who use questionable trade 
practices. 

This exploitation frequently takes the 
form of come-on devices such as 
bonuses, prizes, and discounts. A large 
discount on an overly marked-up item 
is no bargain. Such devices allow the 
seller to exploit the search for bargains 
under the guise of benefiting the 
consumer. 

I recently learned of a mail campaign 
by a Minnesota firm that was addressed 
to, among others, Wisconsin residents. 
This particular manufacturer informed 
people that they were recipients of a 
“second prize” in a contest that they had 
not entered. The “prize” was a $150 
check made payable to the person only 
if the recipient used it toward purchase 
of a $219 sewing machine. Obviously, the 
only thing that the person won was the 
possibility of buying a sight unseen sew- 
ing machine for $69. 

Furthermore, this situation forces 
other businessmen to compete in this 
gimmick market. The cycle of gimmick 
competition has progressed to the point 
that some such questionable trade prac- 
tices have gained common acceptance. 
Such gimmicks are costing the Nation’s 
economy not only in dollars and cents, 
but also in confidence in the honest 
businessman. 

Admittedly, it is hard to distinguish be- 
tween an honest effort to promote busi- 
ness and an unfair trade practice. Some 
legislation now exists. The Federal Trade 
Commission has a fine record of helping 
both the consumer and the general busi- 
ness community solve these difficult 
problems. More needs to be done. Passage 
of the truth-in-lending bill was a step 
in the right direction. 

The States have a large burden to 
carry in this area, Because much of the 
effective enforcement is at the State level, 
States should be encouraged to pass con- 
sumer protection legislation. In my own 
State of Wisconsin, Attorney General 
Bronson LaFollette has led this fight for 
the consumer. He has proposed legisla- 
tion that would allow the attorney gen- 
eral to seek injunctive relief on behalf 
of consumers for a variety of fraudulent 
trade practices. 

In the final analysis, however, legisla- 
tion can only go so far. This is especially 
true in the gray area between the values 
of bargain hunting and business promo- 
tion. The ultimate answer is consumer 
education. There is no substitute for the 
consumer being educated in consumer 
affairs. The public should be made aware 
of the questionable trade practice. In 
the absence of adequate consumer in- 
formation the consumer should exercise 
suspicion. The public should be very 
skeptical of bonuses,’ discounts, prizes 
and other come-on devices, especially by 
mail from unknown companies. In the 
long run most people will find the best 
bargains at the established stores in their 
own community. A lot of anguish and 
expense can be avoided if people would 
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seek quality merchandise from firms in 
whom they can have confidence. 


THE DANGERS OF LSD 


Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, the July 
issue of Hospital Practice magazine con- 
tains an excellent editorial entitled very 
simply “The Dangers of LSD.” 

The editorial, brought to my attention 
by H. Barton Apfelbaum, M.D., a resi- 
dent in urology at George Washington 
University Hospital, stresses the need for 
a rational approach to the problems of 
LSD. 

The editorial was written by Donald 
B. Louria, M.D., associate professor in 
medicine at Cornell University Medical 
College and president of the New York 
State Council on Drug Addiction. 

He asserts: 

The harmful potential of LSD has been 
demonstrated sufficiently to make crystal 
clear that it should not be used promiscuosly 
or in uncontrolled circumstances. 


Mr. President, it has been reasonably 
established by research that the use of 
LSD can induce chromosonal abnormali- 
ties. That is to say that even the oc- 
casional or extremely moderate, or per- 
haps even the one-time use, of this hal- 
lucination producing drug can render the 
user incapable of being the parent of a 
child normal in physical and mental at- 
tributes. 

As Hospital Practice warns: 

LSD should be used only in individuals 
with otherwise intractable disease or in those 
not likely to have children. 


The magazine continues by advocating 
a judicially combined program of re- 
search, education, and law in our ap- 
proach to the psychedelic drugs and the 
publication asserts that the unconscion- 
able proselytizing on behalf of LSD de- 
mands the enactment of laws, and strin- 
gent ones at that.” This, Mr. President, is 
a sentiment with which I can thoroughly 
agree. 

I ask unanimous consent that the edi- 
torial be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Tue DANGERS or LSD 
(By Donald B. Louria, M.D., associate pro- 
fessor in medicine at Cornell University 

Medical College and president of the New 

York State Council on Drug Addiction.) 

The harmful potential of LSD has been 
demonstrated sufficiently to make crystal 
clear that it should not be used promiscu- 
ously or in uncontrolled circumstances. Nor 
has a single one of the drug’s putative bene- 
fits been substantiated so far. The question 
thus arises as to what society should do 
about the problem of illicit use of potent hal- 
lucinogens. There is obviously no facile 
answer, but any rational approach must 
judiciously combine continued research, 
education, and law. 

Continued research: In view of the possible 
contribution of carefully administered LSD 
in the treatment of chronic alcoholism, 
childhood schizophrenia, sexual abberrations, 
psychoneuroses, and terminal carcinoma, 
continued research is highly desirable, but 
projects should be chosen that will minimize 
the potential for induced chromosomal ab- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


normalities. Thus, LSD should be used only 
in individuals with otherwise intractable 
disease or in those not likely to have children. 

Education: It is obviously imperative to 
provide movies, pamphlets, books, discus- 
sions, and debates that effectively depict the 
dangers of indiscriminately taken LSD or 
other potent hallucinogens. These teaching 
efforts should probably be utilized in vir- 
tually every high school and college, even in 
nonendemic“ areas, because the likelihood 
of exposure to these drugs during late ado- 
lescence or early adulthood is enormous. 

Every student group includes some who 
cannot be inveigled into LSD use, some who 
are implacably committeed to the LSD ex- 
perience, and a majority who are neither pro- 
or anti-LSD but who are eminently edu- 
cable. It is to this majority that educational 
efforts must be directed. Unfortunately, thus 
far, the persuasive charisma has been almost 
completely monopolized by the LSD propo- 
nents, with their seductive, often specious, 
and always irresponsible line of patter. Edu- 
cational efforts must therefore be markedly 
increased in amount and vigor if preventive 
measures are to be effective. 

Laws: Unfortunately, the fiscal facts of life 
have become clear to the L s D proponents 
and “camp followers.” The movement has be- 
come increasingly venal and commercial, 
these aspects frequently replacing the pre- 
vious facade of religiously oriented idealism. 
Furthermore, those whose personality pat- 
terns have caused them to embrace L s D as a 
panacea have frequently become mission- 
aries determined to “turn on” the rest of so- 
ciety, regardless of the price that would have 
to be paid in individual human tragedy. 

This combination of venality and un- 
conscionable proselytizing demands the en- 
actment of laws, and stringent ones at that. 
In order to reduce supply, the illicit manu- 
facture, importation, or sale of L s D or its 
immediate chemicals precursors should be 
deemed a felony, as should that most heinous 
offense, administering L s D to an individual 
without the recipient’s knowledge. Even giv- 
ing it away, not infrequent among L s D de- 
votees, should be treated sternly. The mere 
possession of L s D should be treated less 
severely, but surely the dangers of the drug 
are so great that even its possession should 
be illegal (i.e., a misdemeanor). If such laws 
are not instituted and effectively enforced, 
the use of L s D and similar psychedelic 
agents will ineluctably increase. 

Rules and regulations: Finally, our schools, 
colleges, and universities must demand an 
appropriate code of behavior from the stu- 
dent body. Use of L s D is not conducive to 
development of the mental discipline needed 
to absorb the vast and rapidly increasing 
body of information to which every student 
is currently exposed. The recently publicized 
Harvard University approach, now being em- 
ulated by other institutions, is commendable. 
Harvard says, in essence, if you must use 
psychedelic drugs, we cannot stop you, but 
if you are caught, it is very likely we shall 
ask you to pursue your education elsewhere. 
There can be no other rational approach, for 
if those offenders who are hallucinogenic 
missionaries are left in situ, they will almost 
surely spread their psychedelic doctrine to 
an increasing percentage of the student body; 
to them life is incomplete unless their col- 
leagues “turn on” and become psychedelic 
dropouts, 


EDUCATION OF THE HANDICAPPED 


Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, Senators 
are aware that in legislation of the last 
three Congresses attention has increas- 
ingly been paid to the importance of au- 
thorizing and funding programs designed 
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to provide educational services for boys 
and girls of our country who, because of 
physical handicaps, need to have brought 
to them the resources of special educa- 
tion. I would be the first Senator to say 
that we have not done as much as needs 
to be done when we take into account the 
numbers of our young people who need, 
but do not get, the help all of us wish to 
provide. 

It is my hope that when the Committee 
on Appropriations reports to the Senate 
the Labor-HEW appropriation bill for 
1968, they will, in their wisdom, have 
provided greatly increased funding for 
these purposes. But it will be useful to us, 
in my judgment, to know what has been 
made available last year under some of 
the programs that have been placed 
upon the statute books from the 85th 
through 89th Congresses. I therefore ask 
unanimous consent that a short article 
and the State-by-State table which ap- 
peared on pages 30 and 31 of the July 
August 1967 issue of American Education 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
and table were ordered to be printed in 
the Recor, as follows: 

EDUCATION OF THE HANDICAPPED 


Fewer than one half of the Nation’s five 
million handicapped children and youth are 
getting the special educational attention they 
need in order to become contributing mem- 
bers of adult society. Four pieces of legis- 
lation focus on this problem. 

P.L. 89-750 authorized $50 million for fis- 
cal year 1967 to help States initiate, expand, 
and improve programs and projects for edu- 
cating handicapped children. The new 
Bureau of Education for the Handicapped 
administers these funds and coordinates all 
programs for the handicapped. The bureau 
will support training of special education 
teachers and other personnel, finance re- 
search, promote special projects, and develop 
educational resources for handicapped chil- 
dren. 

P. L. 85-926 provides grants to institutions 
of higher education and State education 
agencies for graduate fellowships, senior 
traineeships, summer session traineeships, 
and special study institute traineeships. It 
is designed to prepare 12,000 teachers and 
paraprofessionals this year for work with 
handicapped students. A total of $24.5 mil- 
lion for fiscal 1967 has been allotted to ap- 
proximately 250 participating institutions 
and to the principal education agencies of 
the 50 States, the District of Columbia, 
Guam, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands. 

P. L. 89-258 makes captioned films available 
to the deaf through a nationwide network 
of depositories and distribution libraries. 

The films—recreational and educational 
are acquired by gift, purchase, or lease and 
are loaned to eligible groups of deaf persons. 
State schools for the deaf serve as regional 
distribution centers. The bill also funds pro- 
grams for research and training in the pro- 
duction and use of such films. 

Title I of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act as amended by P.L. 89-313 
earmarks funds to be used by State educa- 
tion agencies for the free public education 
of handicapped children. The money is spent 
for development of instructional materials 
and techniques, for occupational adjustment 
and vocational training, and for inservice 
training of school staff. Some 83,000 children 
are benefiting from a final allotment of more 
than $15 million in fiscal 1967. 
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FOR THE EDUCATION OF HANDICAPPED CHILDREN IN LOW INCOME AREAS: ALLOCATIONS TO STATES UNDER TITLE I OF ESEA, AS AMENDED, FISCAL YEAR 19671 


ree Total Visually handicapped Deaf Mentally retarded Crippled, special health Emotionally disturbed 
ate — — — [L Á — ESO _ 
Pupils Allocation Pupils Allocation Pupils Allocation Pupils Allocation Pupils Allocation Pupils Allocation 
| | Oe ie i 82,797 $15,065,351 7,204 $1,222,558 16,950 $2,995, 183 46,645 $8, 473, 118 2,685 5506, 813 9,314 $1, 866, 697 
a eee ae E 958 119, 451 233 
PR ai Ce eh ate ife cannes. tu A seus fae wees R EE 
Arizona. 871 147,319 114 
1, 136 154, 666 167 
2,448 441,653 148 
2.294 388, 934 73 
2,358 473, 667 121 
Delaware. 224 135, 407 
District of Columbia 755 177, 909 
C0 2 489, 814 214 
Georgia. 1,084 153, 481 193 
Hawaii.. 670 113, 393 18 
Idaho--.-- 272 45, 193 28 
Illinois 1.634 297, 243 209 
Indiana 3, 128 516, 953 2 
lowa.. 1,231 214, 134 142 
Kansas.. +3 252, 255 156 
Kentucky 683 „333 142 
Louisiana 1,173 Co Na a a 
Meine 528 80, 075 
Maryland 1. 170 204, 456 215 
Massachusetts 3,427 622, 070 179 
ichigan_... 4,513 „ 264 
Minnesota... 2,730 504, 263 81 
Mississippi 41, 908 171 
Missou 2, 833 452, 250 208 
Montana 104, 374 34 
Nebraska. 737 104, 478 84 
evada. 12,010 6 
New Hampshire 5 44,626 13 
New Jersey.... 3, 853 810, 086 96 
New Mexico. _ 700 147, 456 141 
New Vork 7,542 „055, 837 484 
North Carolina. 2,756 371,376 383 
North Dakota.. 349 51, 587 32 
OO 1,611 283, 617 1 
Oklahoma 784 130, 163 117 
Oregon. 1, 108 „208 108 
Pennsylvan 7,242 1,324,212 620 113, 368 1,165 213, 021 4,079 
Rhode Island. 47 7,014 35 6, 452 1 18, 988 290 
South Carolina. 5 1,221 123, 151 15,259 33, 248 74 
South Dakota.. 441 67,372 7,944 119 18, 180 165 
Tennessee 1, 057 138, 730 218 28, 602 368 48, 281 376 
os 2, 802 453, 247 39,971 598 772 1,957 
Utenh $ 1,147 202, 973 71 12, 564 216 38, 224 831 
Vermont > 582 96, 528 17 2.821 103 17, 091 323 
Virginia. ___... 192, 796 255 33,627 490 64,617 
ington. _ — 2,370 472. 491 126 25, 120 301 60, 008 1,898 
West Virginia 3 1 83,449 132 17,738 211 28, 354 217 
Wisconsi 1,608 „754 183 33, 431 1 33, 431 1. 
Wyom a 294 S * 10, 510 182 
t Children are reported as number in average daily attendance. 2 indiana Deaf“ columns include 23 ADA and $3,865 for speech and hearing impaired children 


FOR TRAINING OF THE HANDICAPPED: GRANTS UNDER PUBLIC LAW 85-926, AS AMENDED, FISCAL YEAR 1967 


State Mentally Deaf Speech and Visually Emotionally Crippled _ health tors ot Administra- Total 
retarded hearing handicapped disturbed impaired special tive costs 
education 

$172, 500 $77,547 „ e E aE $16,755 $389, 406 
O 5,700 ... 400 $5, 700 4, 566 51, 962 
128, 550 59, 400 34, 800 600 12, 150 14.278 420, 079 
108, 200 39, 600 e eel ae 2,500 2,250 301, 350 
307, 800 149, 100 185, 700 199, 500 40, 204 31, 850 1, 448, 678 
203,678 32, 236 92, 860 98, 540 46, 930 15, 390 661, 883 
30, 500 -5= 61,500 50, 100 55, 240 15, 392 345, 732 
55, 700 8, 400 8, 400 17,700 De a SEs ae) ea 6,971 98, 971 
76, 200 162, 600 49, 200 68, 400 92,1 11, 400 212 488, 662 
+700 33, 397 120, 950 68, 100 7,725 56, 100 9, 300 8, 265 662, 337 
249, 600 11, 400 54, 300 . 25,174 29,183 19, 384 449, 417 

— eS. 11, 400 32, 100 1, 800 36, 068 5, 400 6,275 155, 
85, 200 2,400 17, 400 3,000 AK 10, 893 124, 293 
375, 700 162, 600 134, 100 49, 200 63, 900 302, 000 57, 000 27,600 1,261, 185 

219, 005 40, 200 116, 267 16, 800 1, 200 34, 539 23,785 19, 166 480, 
19, 100 10, 500 62, 100 51,620 31,195 13, 557 25, 200 17,791 332, 263 
„800 71.422 81, 900 49,744 51,300 15, 000 12, 400 530, 488 
800 29, 100 2. 400 27,600 16 283, 026 
A T , 000 283, 363 
11, 400 „000 40, 400 110, 844 
57, 257 5, 700 111,600 356, 765 

113, 000 17, 100 126, 600 1, 
199, 500 198, 000 313, 500 1. 495, 700 

90, 000 26, 100 146, 250 523, 

143,844 ....-_..-..- 1.500 228, 
144, 900 245, 100 4, 800 564,915 
118, 380 1, 500 1,500 179,641 
78, 900 34, 700 174,670 
45, 020 3, 600 83,646 
37, 500 22, 800 97, 996 
186, 600 18, 000 499,514 
96, 600 39, 900 279, 560 
705, 425 381, 840 2,193, 684 
165, 780 37,200 323, 896 
64, 500 23, 700 171, 384 
347, 000 119, 190 751,900 
155, 100 51, 300 337, 158 
179, 500 142, 800 727,707 
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FOR TRAINING OF THE HANDICAPPED: GRANTS UNDER PUBLIC LAW 85-926, AS AMENDED, FISCAL YEAR 1967—Continued 


Mentally 
retarded 


State 


Pennsylvania 


$398, 400 
Rhode Island 59, 84 


Virginia... 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 


G 

Puerto Rico.. 
Virgin Islands 
Contingency.. -~ 
Unobligated to date. 


8, 809, 372 


Deaf 


$129, 229 
00 


2, 867, 039 


Emotionally Crippled 


Visually 
disturbed 


Speech and 
yo handicapped 


hearing 


$76, 800 
00 


3,679,055 1,489,816 2,905, 860 


39, 900 34, 200 


1,671, 684 


Other 
health 
impaired 


Administra- 


tors of Administra- Total 


special tive costs 
education 


$5, 800 
188 

16, 573 
5,589 


$953, 379 
178, 633 


1, 320, 317 739, 466 667, 982 


For research and demonstration projects: 
Grants under title III, Public Law 88-164, 
fiscal year 1967 

1 $7, 685, 133 


Area of the handicap (funds 
approved)? 


Mentally retarded - 1, 311, 987 
Emotionally disturbed— 745, 489 
Visually handicapped - 92, 434 
Speech and hearing 965, 839 
a AATE DI es 577, 344 
Crippled and other health 
imp 405, 468 
Multiple 493, 407 
Instructional materials centers. 1, 093, 165 
Demonstration and research 
facility Columbia University. 2, 000, 000 


1 As of May 12, 1967, a total of $414,867 re- 
mains uncommitted out of the authorized 
appropriations. 

Grants are subject to change in the proc- 
ess of final negotiations between the Office 
of Education and the recipient. 


For captioned films for the deaf, Public Law 
89-258, fiscal year 1967 


C $2, 800, 000 
Nonnen 454, 000 
Acquisition of materlals and 

—T——— nnncin 1, 241, 000 
%% Gass AA 155, 000 
—.. ... ̃ Se Sa 450, 000 

Catholic Unſveristy 62, 438 
Convention of American In- 
structors of the Dea 22, 066 
Gallaudet College 28, 926 
National Education Associa- 
HTT in arte 211, 818 
New Nexico State University 41, 624 
Ly e ee ip re ea 500, 000 
University of Massachusetts 107, 693 
University of Tennessee 109, 377 
University of Nebraska 194, 723 
New Mexico Foundation Inc... 151, 096 


For a list of film depositories contact 
Captioned Films for the Deaf Branch, Bureau 
of Education for the Handicapped, Office of 
Education, Washington, D.C. 20202. 

DISCRIMINATION PROHIBITED 

Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 
states: “No person in the United States shall, 
on the ground of race, color, or national 
origin, be excluded from participation in, be 
denied the benefits of, or be subject to dis- 
crimination under any program or activity 
receiving Federal financial assistance.” All 
programs cited in this article, like every other 
program or activity receiving financial assis- 
tance from the Department of Health, Edu- 
cation, and Welfare, operate in compliance 
with this law. 


PRIVATE ASSISTANCE FOR HOME 
PURCHASES 


Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, on Fri- 
day, July 21, Mr. Harold Greenwood, 
president of the Midwest Federal Sav- 
ings & Loan Association of Minneapo- 
lis, appeared before the Subcommittee on 
Housing and Urban Affairs to testify on 
the need to use private lenders in any 
homeownership scheme for low- and 
moderate-income families. 

Mr. Greenwood is qualified to speak on 
such matters, since he is president of the 
second largest savings and loan associa- 
tion in Minnesota and has worked with 
the U.S. Savings and Loan League and 
the National League of Insured Savings 
Association. 

His testimony is indicative of the will- 
ingness of the private sector to deal 
in conjunction with the FHA and other 
established agencies to increase the home 
purchase opportunities for families of 
modest means. Mr. Greenwood notes the 
advantages of using the framework of the 
private lender, stating that these finan- 
cial institutions have, “the experience 
and the staff to provide many services.” 

He contrasts this approach with those 
that would create a new bureaucracy 
which would bypass the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development and 
the Federal Housing Administration. 
He indicates that only the FHA has the 
qualified staff and experience necessary 
for the success of any home ownership 
program. 

Mr. President, the time has come to 
clarify objectives. If we are striving to 
create a new bureaucracy to deal with 
homeownership and this is a primary 
objective, it must be so stated. However, 
the limitations of this approach—the 
lack of experience, the lack of experts, 
the lack of a viable relationship with 
private lenders—must also be mentioned. 

If, on the other hand, we are really 
striving for homeownership opportuni- 
ties for families of low and moderate in- 
come, we must use the facilities of the 
existing private and Federal institutions. 
This guarantees that the program will 
have an immediate impact, and will be 
managed by people with experience and 
ability. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that Mr, Greenwood’s testimony be 
printed in the Recorp. 


There being no objection, the state- 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 


STATEMENT OF HAROLD GREENWOOD, PRESI- 
DENT OF MIDWEST FEDERAL SAVINGS & 
LOAN ASSOCIATION, JULY 21, 1967 


Mr. Chairman, my name is Harold Green- 
wood and I am President of the Midwest 
Federal Savings and Loan Association. I want 
to thank you and the Committee for this 
opportunity to appear before you today in 
support of S. 2124, Senator Mondale’s Home 
Assistance Act. My experience in the field 
goes beyond the Minneapolis area. I am the 
former President of the Minnesota Savings 
and Loan League, a Board of Governors of 
the National League of Insured Savings 
Associations, a member of the Legislative 
Committee of the U.S. Savings and Loan 
League. Today, however, I wish to speak to 
you not as a member of any of these groups, 
but as the President of a savings and loan 
association who wants to help provide more 
housing and better housing in the range 
of the familiies of moderate income. 

For the last five years I have attempted 
to get the FHA to alter the rules to encour- 
age the insurance of homes in the moderate 
price range that are located in what I call 
“discriminated” areas or what Senator 
Mondale has referred to as “redlined” areas. 
These are neighborhoods that are near 
slums, predominantly composed of minor- 
ity groups, or just composed of old dwell- 
ings. 

Likewise, I have talked about devising 
some method for reducing the monthly 
cost of a dwelling to the individual so that 
home ownership would be opened to addi- 
tional thousands of people. The major fac- 
tor holding back the private mortgage in- 
dustry is the amount of risk involved. Risk 
can be in the form of potentially bad neigh- 
borhoods or in the form of potentially poor 
credit risks. But if the FHA was to provide 
insurance for loans in these neighborhoods 
then we would be protected against this 
risk. If, at the same time, there was some 
system of reducing the interest rate on the 
mortgages, then many, who are now credit 
risks, because of their incomes, could be 
considered good risks. 

Let me explain. If the interest rate was 
reduced from 6% to 3% this would reduce 
the monthly payment by about $25.00. This, 
in turn, would reduce the annual income 
needed to qualify by approximately $1,200.00. 
Right now I could not recommend to my 
Board of Directors a loan in an older neigh- 
borhood in Minneapolis on a $12,500 home if 
the family was earning $5,200.00 a year. Under 
the provisions of the Mondale plan, I would 
be able to recommend this loan. I would 
know that the family was able to make its 
monthly payments. 
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The housing is available for immediate 
occupancy. There are many homes in Min- 
neapolis or in St. Paul or even in the older 
suburbs that sell for $12,500.00 and right 
now it is hard for the moderate income 
family to go out and buy them. This plan 
would facilitate the market and permit a 
family, and not a speculator, to buy them. 

The demand is also there. Right now in 
Grant urban renewal area in Minneapolis, 
there are families who are attempting to buy 
a house since they prefer home ownership. 
Because they cannot obtain conventional 
credit, they are forced to deal with loan 
sharks and pay, according to the reliable 
rumors in the financial community, 11% and 
12% interest on loans, with fantastic balloon 
payment at the end of the mortgage. They 
are really being victimized. The Home Pur- 
chase Assistance Act would eliminate these 
unscrupulous lenders from the market and 
permit the reputable lender to assist the 
families. 

There is one other point that I must men- 
tion, that is the practice of FHA of granting 
debentures instead of cash if a default 
should occur. It is my understanding that 
this bill implies that the FHA will, at the 
time it enters into contracts, allow for cash 
payments instead of debentures, whose mar- 
ket value is always in question. I can assure 
all the members of this Committee that this 
will increase the enthusiasm of every mort- 
gage banker in the country for these mort- 
gages and that they will be more than will- 
ing to lend to these families. 

I believe that it is time the private sav- 
ings and loan associations got into the low 
and moderate income category. We have the 
experience and the staff to provide many 
Services to the owners, and are willing to 
do so, The present federal programs that 
deal with low and moderate income families 
concentrate on the Federal National Mort- 
gage Association to use its special assistance 
functions to buy up the mortgages immedi- 
ately. That means that the industry merely 
acts as a middle man and the federal gov- 
ernment has to buy the mortgage at full 
cost immediately at the time of the agree- 
ment. 

Under the Mondale proposal this is not the 
case. Rather, the financial institution would 
enter into an agreement to have an annual 
amount paid to it that would cover the dif- 
ference between the market rate as pre- 
scribed by FHA and a 3% rate to the pur- 
chaser. This will be less of a burden of the 
federal government especially during periods 
like this when additional authority for the 
Treasury to borrow money is not looked upon 
with favor. 

In conclusion, I would like to make ref- 
erence to the use of the existing mecha- 
nisms of the FHA, and those in the money 
market. This program will use the experts: 
the best loan underwriters around, the most 
qualified appraisers, the best financial ex- 
perts. It therefore is assured of a great deal 
of success. Other plans that start from 
scratch are bound for trouble. The methods 
of this field are quite complicated, and the 
field of experts is small. The creation of 
another bureaucracy dealing with the same 
services seem to be the wrong approach and 
could be very costly. For example, a good 
loan underwriter alone is paid from $8 to 
$10 thousand a year. Therefore, I would 
urge the use of the existing competence and 
expertise to guarantee the success of any 
program of home ownership. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for this time. 


GROWING DISRESPECT FOR LAW 
BLAMED FOR RIOTS IN CITIES 


Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. 
President, many times I have stated that 
the riots in our cities have evolved from 
the growing disrespect for law and or- 
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der. This growing disrespect for law and 
order, I have said, stems from the en- 
couragement which has been given, over 
the past few years, to acts of so-called 
civil disobedience, demonstrations, and 
so forth, and I have also said that the 
Supreme Court of the United States is, 
in great measure, responsible for increas- 
ing violence and crime in the streets of 
our towns and cities. 

An excellent commentary on this sub- 
ject was provided by an editorial which 
appeared in the July 26, 1967, edition of 
the Hunting, W. Va., Herald-Dispatch. 

I ask unanimous consent to insert the 
editorial in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp 
as follows: 


GROWING DISRESPECT FOR LAW BLAMED FOR 
Riots In CITIES 

The root causes of riots like those in New- 
ark and Detroit are sometimes obscure, but 
more often they are obvious to people who 
are trained to observe with an objective eye. 

Former President Dwight Eisenhower is 
such an observer and he puts his finger on 
the “growing disrespect for law and order in 
this country” as the basic cause for civil dis- 
turbances, rising crime rates and campus 
demonstrations “which often verge on riots.” 

In a copyrighted article in the August issue 
of Reader’s Digest, General Eisenhower chides 
the Supreme Court, civil rights leaders of 
both races” and the small minorities” of col- 
lege students who participate in noisy cam- 
pus demonstrations. 

“We ought to be ashamed!” he says. 

His sharpest criticism is directed at the 
riots “which have torn asunder whole areas 
of our cities in recent years.” These repre- 
sent “a most shameful outcropping of law- 
lessness,” says Eisenhower in urging that Na- 
tional Guardsmen be summoned when police 
cannot cope with the situation. 

“I have the utmost sympathy for any per- 
son who has never had a decent chance in 
life,” says the former President. “But this cir- 
cumstance does not give him the right to 
smash a store window and take what he 
wants, or to attack our police with animal 
ferocity.” 

Leaders of both races who excuse such be- 
havior contribute to setting back the cause of 
the underprivileged many years, he declares. 

General Eisenhower directs some of his 
most vigorous criticism at college students 
“who deliberately make a mockery of our 
democratic processes in the name of aca- 
demic freedom.” 

In an apparent reference to students at 
Villanova University, Mr. Eisenhower says 
that a group of 200 who recently protected 
the quality of food in the school dining hall 
by dumping their plates on the floor, “should 
have been kicked out of school.” 

Eisenhower is in full agreement with those 
who believe that recent Supreme Court rul- 
ings “have helped tilt the scales against 
effective law enforcement,” and he supports 
proposals for a Constitutional Amendment, 
if necessary to restore the powers of the 
police. 

In addition, he says, we must be willing 
to spend far more money than heretofore 
in coping with crime. We must pay our po- 
licemen adequately, and bring our forces up 
to necessary strength, even if this means the 
postponement of other worthy projects.” 

To stem the tide of lawlessness, separ 
Eisenhower urges support of a proposal to 
organize a “Committee of Ten Million” citi- 
zens, pledged to support proper principles in 
their lives and homes and to give time to 
community anti-crime organizations. This 
idea, launched by an official of the National 
Council on Crime and Delinquency, calls for 
members to contribute one cent a day to the 
cause of law and order. 
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Eisenhower suggests an enlargement of the 
plan: “Perhaps it should be a committee of 
100 million instead of 10 million.” 

It is undoubtedly true, as the former Presi- 
dent contends, that street riots, crime’s rapid 
growth and unruly campus demonstrations 
are related symptoms of the same disease: 
Public disrespect for law. 

Whether it is a Southern white governor 
fanning racial hatred by declaring that he 
will stand in a segregated schoolhouse door- 
way and turn back federal marshals, or a 
Negro leader (ironically enough, a winner of 
the Nobel Peace Prize) stirring racial dis- 
content by telling his people that they 
should not obey “bad laws,” the perverseness 
is the same in both instances. 

The campus demogogues who burn their 
draft cards and launch disruptive demon- 
strations against the authority of university 
officials are in some subtle way encouraging 
the looters, the arsonists and the vandals in 
the hot slums of the teeming cities. 

Too many people have been listening to 
these false prophets and bad advisers. They 
have forgotten that without the security of 
law, all freedoms vanish and the Bill of 
Rights becomes just another scrap of paper. 


PUBLIC WANTS SPACE BUDGET 
CUT BELOW $4 BILLION 


Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, for 
those who oppose any significant cut in 
our space program, the riots in our cities 
and the continued reports of huge Fed- 
eral deficits should give some serious 
second thoughts. 

Mayor Cavanagh, of Detroit, in his 
superb appearance on “Meet the Press” 
yesterday, denounced our Federal spend- 
ing priorities in ringing terms. Many an 
American is wondering how Congress 
can be so concerned with activities on 
Mars that we will spend billions this year 
on a trip to be made sometime in the 
distant future, when we fail to meet the 
crying demands of our cities. 

The Harris survey shows how wide- 
spread is this disillusion about our 
spending in space. 

First, Mr. President, note that for the 
past few years we have spent about $5 
billion per year on space. The proposed 
budget this year is slightly below $5 bil- 
lion. I have tried to pare that amount by 
cutting it down below 84% billion. 

Now consider the response reported by 
the Harris survey team in this morning’s 
newspapers. 

The question was: 

It could cost the United States $4 billion a 
year for the next few years to finally put a 
man on the moon and to explore other 
planets and outer space. All in all, do you 
feel the space program is worth spending 
that amount of money or do you feel it isn’t 
worth it? 


In answer, only 34 percent said they 
thought the space program was worth it; 
a whopping 54 percent said it was not. 
The rest were not sure. 

This response compares with the situ- 
ation in 1965, when 45 percent favored 
this amount of money for space and 
slightly less—41 percent opposed it. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
that the report of this survey, published 
in this morning's Washington Post, and 
an excellent editorial questioning this 
kind of spending, published in a recent 
edition of the Washington Daily News, be 
printed in the Recorp. 

There being no objection, the items 
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were ordered to be printed in the Recorp, 
as follows: 


THe Harris Survey: SPACE PROGRAMS LOSING 
SUPPORT 
(By Louis Harris) 

Support for America’s space program has 
slipped to the point where, by a slim margin, 
the public wants to abandon the project to 
land a man on the moon. A majority no 
longer feels that the moon program is worth 
the estimated $3 billion a year it requires 
to accomplish its objectives. 

A major element in favor of continuing 
the program is the desire by Americans not 
to be outdone by the Russians. However, by 
2 to 1 people say that if it were not for 
competition from the Soviets, they would 
favor ending the space program. 

The people are split sharply by income 
and age over landing a man on the moon. 
Low-income people oppose the project al- 
most 3 to 1 while upper-income people favor 
it by nearly 2 to 1. Those over 50 oppose it 
by an even bigger margin. 

In late 1965, and again in the latest Harris 
survey, a cross-section of adult Americans 
was asked: 

“It could cost the United States $4 billion 
a year for the next few years to finally put 
a man on the moon and to explore other 
planets and outer space. All in all, do you 
feel the space program is worth spending 
that amount of money or do you feel it isn’t 
worth it?” 


Four billion a year on space 
Total public] 


1967 1965 
34 45 


The importance of the competition with 
Russia for dominance in outer space is evi- 
dent in another question, also asked in 1965. 
However, these results similarly reflect the 
erosion which has taken place in public 
support for the space program. People were 
asked: 

“If the Russians were not in space, and 
we were the only ones exploring space, 
would you favor or oppose continuing our 
space program at the present rate?” 


If Russians were not in space 


[In percent] 
1967 1965 
Would favor space program 30 38 
Would oppose space program 60 50 
Not . 4—N.• 10 12 


There is clear slippage in public support 
of the space program as a whole, but opin- 
ion on landing a man on the moon is closely 
divided. A plurality now opposes the project. 
In the latest survey, people were asked: 

“Do you favor or oppose the space project 
aim of landing a man on the moon?” 


Landing a man on the moon 


[In percent] 
Favor Oppose Not sure 

Nationwide 43 46 11 
By income: 

Under 85000 —— 22 64 14 

85000-39999 45 46 9 

$10,000 & over... 56 33 11 
By age: 

Under 35 58 33 9 

35492229 52 37 11 

50 and over 26 62 12 


People are highly opinionated about the 
moon shot. Typical of support for the pro- 
gram was the wife of a lawyer in St, Louis. 
“We had better keep up with or get ahead 
of the Russians, if we value our lives,” she 
said. 

Much of the opposition to landing a man 
on the moon centers on whether the money 
is best spent for this purpose. A housewife 
in Delano, Fla., said, It's not worth the 
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money. We ought to take care of first things 
first, such as clearing up the air and the 
water here on earth.” 


EXPLORE AMERICA FIRST 


With troops still patrolling Detroit, rocket 
testimony before a Senate sub-committee 
comes thru with a slightly hollow sound. 

James E. Webb, who heads the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration, is 
concerned over cuts in the agency’s $5 billion 
budget including reduction in money for un- 
manned exploration of Venus and Mars. Rus- 
sia, he says, is about to send up the biggest 
rocket you ever saw. In the present state of 
domestic affairs, we'd say, let em 

Advancement of science is an admirable 
ambition and we take the word of NASA that 
exploration of these two distant planets is 
essential to that end. 

But somewhere, sometime, someone must 
set up a system of priorities before the money 
and manpower run out. Where will our re- 
turning celestial astronauts land if they find 
our own insignificant planet aflame? 

Next in order for appropriation by Con- 
gress, it seems to us, should be money and 
authority for exploration of Detroit and 
Cambridge and Newark and Cincinnati and a 
score of other U.S. cities. 

From all appearances our scientists already 
have more and more exact information about 
conditions on Venus and Mars than our po- 
lice and war-on-poverty experts have on Los 
Angeles and Cleveland. 

National officials, anxious to cut down on 
the flow of tourist dollars abroad, have 
urged travelers to see America first. This 
could be sound advice for some of our official 
tourists who concern themselves with feeding 
the Egyptians, the Jordanians, Indians, Pak- 
istanis, etc., but can’t figure a way to protect 
a hungry Negro baby from rat bites in the 
slums of New York City. 

Exploration over at the Treasury Depart- 
ment might reveal, if anyone is interested, 
that that $5 billion for NASA is all printing 
press money, as is perhaps another $20 bil- 
lion for various other purposes this fiscal 
year. 

Government borrowing, which is the rough 
equivalent of printing new money, inflates 
the cost of living which went up three tenths 
of 1 per cent last month. That amounts to 
watering down the buying power of the dol- 
lar at the rate of nearly 4 cents a year. We 
will be lucky if we get off as light as that. 

We suggest, respectfully, to the able Mr. 
Webb and to other earnest explorers of the 
great beyond that something has got to give. 


THE EFFECTS OF FOREIGN TEXTILE 
IMPORTS 


Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, for 
some time, now, I have been concerned 
about the effects of foreign textile im- 
ports on the more than 200,000 textile 
jobs in my State of South Carolina and 
the hundreds of thousands of jobs in 
other sections of the country. 

On May 17, 1967, I introduced a bill, 
which has subsequently been cospon- 
sored by some 41 other Senators, de- 
signed to provide some relief for this 
hard-pressed industry and the hundreds 
of thousands of employees who derive 
their living from the industry. 

I ask unanimous consent that various 
newspaper articles and editorials written 
by some of South Carolina’s top journal- 
ists, expressing their concern and point- 
ing up the importance of this industry 
to our State, be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the items 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
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[From the Columbia (S.C.) State, July 8, 
1967] 
TEXTILE THREAT 

When the news is bad for the American 
textile industry, it is bad for South Carolina. 
And the news has been plenty bad these past 
few days. 

On top of the release of information that 
the United States has agreed to tariff reduc- 
tions averaging 14 per cent comes the news 
that cotton textile imports exceeded exports 
last year by $220 million. 

And in 1966, the trade deficit in all types 
of textiles ($799 million) amounted to over 
half of the nation’s total balance of payments 
deficit. Obviously, the plight of textiles is 
vitally affecting the nation’s economic health. 

All textilemen agree that the tariff cuts, 
negotiated at the so-called Kennedy Round 
trade talks in Geneva, will result in vastly 
increased imports of foreign textiles over the 
present high levels. 

South Carolina's congressmen are blow- 
ing their tops—and well they should. More 
than any other state in the nation, South 
Carolina is dependent on the manufacture 
of textiles to keep its economy flourishing. 

U.S. Department of Labor statistics show 
what everybody around here knows—that 
textiles are the bread and butter of the 
Southeast. And about 64 percent of the re- 
gion’s textile employes live in the Carolinas. 

North Carolina and South Carolina share 
this large segment of the industry about 
equally. But because South Carolina is 
smaller, it has a much larger stake in tex- 

iles. It is calculated that 75 per cent of all 
industry in this state is in the field or re- 
lated to it. 

Before this last blow, the industry was 
already feeling a squeeze. Mill workers cur- 
rently are averaging three to four hours of 
work a week less than they were a year ago. 
Some mills have extended vacation periods— 
without pay. 

This almost certainly will mean a drop in 
personal and corporate income taxes and 
sales taxes during this fiscal year unless con- 
ditions improve. 

Improvement is unlikely unless South 
Carolina’s congressional delegation and its 
allies can push through a bill—probably over 
Administration opposition—imposing legal 
quotas on textile imports. Major textile na- 
tions supposedly are working on voluntary 
quotas now but, as the latest foreign trade 
figures show, they aren't working well. 

Textilemen say they need fixed quotas not 
only to stem the tide of cheap, foreign-made 
cloth but so they can make long-range pro- 
duction plans. 

In fact, some industry leaders, recognizing 
the desirability of freer foreign trade to the 
entire economy, prefer import controls over 
high tariffs. They say it is impossible to set 
tariffs high enough to keep out goods made 
in a place like Hong Kong, where workers’ 
pay is figured in pennies a day. 

To make matters worse, Washington is en- 
couraging the establishment of textile plants 
in under-developed countries of South Amer- 
ica and Africa in order to help those 
countries. 

It has been suggested that the American 
textile industry is expendable. Well, it isn’t 
expendable to the nation anymore than it is 
to South Carolina. During World War II, 85 
to 90 per cent of the domestic production 
went to the armed forces. Would—and 
could—foreigners supply our needs quickly 
in another major war? 

The industry obviously must be saved— 
and the quota bill seems to be the best bet 
right now. 


[From the State Record] 
TEXTILE INDUSTRY Is Factnc DILEMMA 
(By Lee Bandy) 


WasHincron.—Unless the present world 
trade situation changes, the American Tex- 
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tile Industry may have to surrender the in- 
ternational market to foreign manufacturers 
and concentrate on surviving at the home 
front. 

This possibility is reflected in latest Com- 
merce Department statistics which show a 
continual decline of American textile ex- 
ports and a steady rise in foreign imports. 

Since 1962, cotton imports have risen from 
720 million square yards to 1.8 billion square 
yards, man-made fiber products from 151 
million to 798 million square yards, and 
woolens and worsteds from 85 million to 191 
million square yards. 

During the period, exports have dropped 
consistently. 

Though the industry is disturbed by the 
disappearance of its export market, it is far 
more concerned with what is happening on 
the home front where its real bread and but- 
ter is. This is where the industry must make 
a go of it or fold up. 

Most textile representatives feel if they 
can get what they want domestically—that 
is proper safeguards against foreign im- 
ports—they can survive without an export 
market. Domestic consumption—minus stiff 
foreign competition—would be sufficient for 
a solvent operation. 

However, the American industry presently 
is afraid of losing both the international and 
domestic markets to foreign manufacturers, 
and this is why it is so critical of the con- 
cessions the Johnson Administration ac- 
cepted at the Kennedy Round trade talks in 
Geneva, Switzerland. 

The United States agreed to an overall 14 
per cent tariff reduction on textiles, while 
accepting an annual five per cent increase in 
import quotas, 

Many believe the only thing keeping the 
industry out of real trouble now is the Viet- 
nam war. 

Defense Department contracts in the mil- 
lions of dollars have been awarded to the in- 
dustry for production of uniforms, battle 
fatigues and other materials necessary for 
the Southeast Asian conflict and the grow- 
ing troop strength. 

The big question is: What would happen 
to the textile industry if the war ended to- 
morrow? 

Most producers say the problems they have 
now would be insignificant to what they 
would be. 

They predict the industry would return to 
the status of the 1950’s and early '80's when 
mills were silent and thousands were walking 
the streets looking for jobs. 

Though the industry is nowhere near re- 
turning to those bleak days, it is beginning 
to show signs of deterioration. 

The American Textile Manufacturer's In- 
stitute (ATMI) is presently seeking relief 
through normal channels in Congress and 
the White House. Thus far it has received 
little encouragement from the executive 
branch. 

Many think legislation will provide the 
only answer. Several are supporting a bill of 
Sen. Ernest F. Hollings, D-S.C., imposing 
quantitative quotas on all textile imports. 
[From the State and the Columbia (S.C.) 

Record, June 4, 1967] 
How WILL KENNEDY ROUND AFFECT SOUTH 
CAROLINA? 
(By Edward D. Harrill) 

The Kennedy Round may have put the 
textile industry in a vulnerable position but 
the industry is carrying its fight to congress 
and the marketplace. 

Basic to the economy of South Carolina 
the textile industry employs about 150,000 
persons in the state and directly affects the 
welfare of various other industries and pro- 
ducers. 

Already hampered by recent influxes of 
cheap textile imports, some industry leaders 
are frankly worried about effects of lowered 
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tariffs—reportedly in the range of 20-30 per 
cent over a period of years. 

Their first efforts for relief are a try for 
more textile import quotas. 

The bill recently introduced by South Car- 
Olina’s Sen. Hollings and cosponsored by 
Sen. Thurmond, Republican leader Dirksen 
and others is getting full backing from tex- 
tile interests. But it may be in for tough 
sledding if trade events of recent months 
and years are an indication. 

The Kennedy Round will affect businesses, 
consumers, and whole communities. As a 
means of stimulating freer world trade the 
tariffs on most goods will drop considerably 
in the next five years, although percentages 
are not uniform for all products. 

The reductions work both ways, allowing 
U.S. goods to flow more freely to overseas 
markets as well as imports to this country. 

But the textile industry which in recent 
years experienced general prosperity spent a 
lot of money on expansions and moderniza- 
tions. Then cheaper textiles from other 
countries began to mount just about the 
time consumers began spending a little less. 

Some state officials have said, however, 
that tariff reductions may not have been as 
great as once expected. 

The theory of freer trade goes something 
like this: certain imported goods will be less 
expensive, thereby creating conditions for 
less expensive production of other goods 
domestically, and ultimately stimulating 
more exports. 

The future outcome may be very much 
in keeping with the theory but for the in- 
tervening years some industries, communi- 
ties, and individuals could be in for rougher 
sledding. 

H. W. Close, president of Springs Mills, said 
of the Kennedy Round tariff cuts, “any re- 
duction in U.S. tariffs on foreign textiles 
will adversely affect everyone in the textile 
industry in this country. 

“It seems very short sighted for our goy- 
ernment to agree to a further reduction of 
textile tariffs at a time when the domestic 
textile industry already is being hurt by 
imports. 

“If we can’t get any help from our State 
Department, then we'll have to go to the 
Congress for reasonable limitations on im- 
ports—by fiber, product, and country. We 
cannot tolerate the gradual suffocation of an 
industry that's as basic to this nation’s needs 
as the shirt on your back.” 

Another textile executive felt the greatest 
pinch would be felt by those industries that 
don’t have a broad range of products, since 
some foreign munufacturers tend to concen- 
trate on single types of textiles. 

Dr. James A. Morris, a vice president of the 
University of South Carolina and noted 
economist, said, “obviously if the cuts in tex- 
tile tariffs stick then, needless to say, there 
would be an impact on the S.C. textile in- 
dustry. The actual effects will depend upon 
whether some quotas are put into effect.” 

Nobody conversant with textiles and the 
economy seems to know now exactly what 
effect the Kennedy Round Tariff cuts will 
have in South Carolina. 

Dr. Morris said it would depend upon the 
general economy, industrial development, 
competition, and other factors, possibly 
styles and changing trends. 

“If the per capita consumption of goods 
were climbing and all other factors were 
good the textile industry would probably do 
all right,” Morris said. 

Even if there were layoffs of personnel 
under those conditions they could probably 
find other employment in a flourishing econ- 
omy. 

One effect of the tariff cuts, as they be- 
come effective, is likely to be more favorable 
pricing to customers, particularly for certain 
goods. But if it were to be accompanied by 
unemployment the advantage would be 
erased. 
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The scope of textile influence on the econ- 
omy in this state is wide. Last year the 138,- 
225 men and women who worked for hourly 
wages in textile plants were paid $612,186,133. 

There are also an additional 15,896 salaried 
employes. 

South Carolina’s textile industry, in terms 
of annual production and numbers of em- 
ployes, is larger than the next five industries 
in the state. The value of its goods produced 
last year was in excess of $3.2 billion. 

In some upstate counties, such as Lan- 
caster and Union, more than 90 per cent of 
industrials payrolls come from textiles. 

Although people in the industry are speak- 
ing of the adverse affect of tariff cutting 
some state fiscal officials have expressed the 
Hg that they are not alarmed by the situa- 

ion. 

While textile interests are fighting hard for 
more import quotas it’s a safe bet they also 
will be pushing hard to increase those per 
capita sales of textile goods. 


[From the Record, July 18, 1967] 
BACKBONE OF STATE'S ECONOMY 


The textile industry has been the back- 
bone of South Carolina’s economic structure 
and growth ever since the Reconstruction 
Era in the nineteenth century. 

South Carolina produces 25 per cent of all 
the cotton, synthetic and silk fabrics in the 
United States. 

It produces 42 per cent of all the cotton 
cloth in the nation. 

It produces more than four billion yards of 
yarn and fabric, That is enough each year to 
encircle the equator 132,000 times. 

The textile industry is by far the state's 
largest employer, the largest taxpayer, and 
the largest consumer of goods and services. 

It provides 55 per cent of the manufactur- 
ing jobs in South Carolina, The annual pay- 
roll for 150,000 textile production workers 
amounts to 600 million dollars. 

Textile manufacturing has spawned many 
related industries in South Carolina to meet 
the need for machinery, tools, raw materials 
and industries. 

From these facts it may be readily seen 
why the lowering of trade barriers to the un- 
fair competition of cheap foreign textile 
goods can have such a disastrous effect on 
the South Carolina economy. 

The issue is national, but the most dire 
consequences of unwise, discriminatory trade 
agreements would be suffered by the people 
of this state. 

SOUTH CAROLINA WORK Forces LED BY 
ES 

CoLtumBiIA.—Its annual hourly payroll top- 
ping $600 million for the first time, the tex- 
tile industry provided more than half of 
South Carolina’s manufacturing jobs and 
wages during 1965-66. 

According to the yearly report of the State 
Labor Department issued last month, tex- 
tiles furnished 53 per cent of the industrial 
jobs and 58 per cent of the hourly pay dur- 
ing the year ending June 30, 1966. 

This means 138,225 men and women in 
371 South Carolina textile plants earned 
$612,186,133 in hourly wages. An additional 
15,896 salaried employees brought total tex- 
tile employment in the state to 154, 121, the 
report shows. 

Textile statistics reported by the state 
agency cover spinning, weaving, knitting, fin- 
ishing and fiber manufacturing plants. The 
textile figures do not include the substan- 
tial complex of related industries, such as 
apparel, machinery manufacturers, chemical 
suppliers and others. 

The industry produced more than five bil- 
lion linear yards of household, apparel and 
industrial fabrics and yarns in more than 
170 different product classifications, the re- 
port shows. This annual production in 1965- 
66 was valued at $3.2 billion, 56.4 per cent 
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of the state's total manufacturing produc- 
tion. 

All major items in the textile section of 
the Labor Department report show increases 
over the year 1964-65. Hourly employment 
went up 4,931; wages increased by $64,062,- 
501; value of annual production was $382,- 
277,296 higher. 

The textile industry of South Carolina 
continued to be one of the safest places in 
the nation to work. The report shows the 
industry had a lost-time accident frequency 
rate of 3.7, with 949 accidents, compared to 
the national average rate of 9.2 for all indus- 
tries. The textile safety record was by far the 
best in the state, according to the report. 

Textile plants were found in 38 of the 
state’s 46 counties. 

The largest textile-producing counties were 
Greenville, with annual production of $424.6 
million, 17,413 employees and $79.7 million 
in annual wages; and Spartanburg, with pro- 
duction of $390.3 million, 17,864 employees 
and $77.7 million in wages. 

Two smaller counties had the heaviest con- 
centration of the textile industry, however. In 
Lancaster County, 89.2 per cent of all indus- 
trial jobs and 91.2 per cent of the payroll, 
and in Union—88.8 and 95.5—were provided 
by textiles. 

In four counties—Chester, Lancaster, Union 
and York—textiles accounted for more than 
80 per cent of the manufacturing employ- 
ment. And in seven counties—Aiken, Ander- 
son, Chester, Greenwood, Lancaster, Union 
and York—the industry supplied more than 
80 per cent of the industrial wages. 

[From the Times and Democrat, 
May 23, 1967] 
DEMISE oF COTTON BLAMED ON IMPORTS FROM 
ABROAD 


MYRTLE BEacH, S.C.—Quality control prob- 
lems and rising imports haye caught up with 
American cotton and sent it scrambling into 
at least temporary exile, a top industrialist 
said Monday. 

Cotton now holds only 43 per cent of the 
total U.S. Fiber market, compared with 72 
per cent only 20 years ago, said Robert W. 
Smith, president of Lowenstein Cotton and 
Storage Corp. of Anderson. 

Smith, addressing the annual meeting of 
the Carolinas and Virginia Cotton Ginners 
Association, blamed part of what he called 
the demise of cotton on indifference to qual- 
ity and rising imports from abroad. 

He said if cotton is to regain its throne as 
king of the textile industry “it is going to 
take a massive effort on the part of everyone 
who handles cotton from the seed to the 
bale.” 

Smith said while there has been a recent 
“dramatic awakening” of North Carolina, 
South Carolina and Virginia growers leading 
to greatly improved crops, “there still re- 
mains a serious lack of quality cotton and 
mills that once spun nothing but cotton are 
being forced to turn to other fibers.” 

As for imports, Smith said the equivalent 
of one million bales of cotton found their 
way into the U.S. last year in the form of 
textiles. This, he said, amounted to about 
10 per cent of the cotton textile market. 

“The United States has few of what could 
be called reliable markets for exports of raw 
cotton,” he said, “and the majority of na- 
tions exporting cotton textiles to this coun- 
try will not import American cotton. 

“Therefore, we know that of this one mil- 
lion bales, the greater portion was neither 
grown nor ginned in this country, 

“Some years ago, in order to protect our 
farm program, the U.S. imposed an absolute 
quota of about 30,000 bales of imports of 
upland cotton. The irony of this quota lies 
in the fact that at the same time we were 
limiting imports of raw cotton to these few 
bales we were importing 35 times that 
amount in the form of manufactured cotton 
textile items.” 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


Smith went on to say more than 1.8 mil- 
lion growers, 300,000 ginners and harvesters, 
and 940,000 primary textile industry em- 
ployes are tied to cotton. 

We must,” he said, provide better qual- 
ity cotton so that mills will spin more of the 
fiber, and at the same time urge our govern- 
ment to protect the markets for this fiber 
against imports of devastating proportions.” 


[From the News and Courier, Charleston, 
S. C., May 28, 1967] 
HURRICANE WATCH 
(By Hugh Gibson) 

While South Carolina dozed this week, be- 
mused by such things as the Levy court- 
martial, legislative antics, another Middle 
East crisis and the daily slaughter report 
from Vietnam, a virtually unnoticed eco- 
nomic hurricane boiled up on its own hori- 
zons. 

This may, of course, yet dissolve into a puff 
of harmless wind, spent by its long trip from 
Geneva. But there is acute anxiety in textile 
circles that the apparent tempest brewed in 
the “Kennedy Round” of tariff-cutting agree- 
ments in the Swiss city will strike and de- 
molish utterly their new-found prosperity. 

This by no means unlikely prospect should 
also be a matter of grave concern to every 
South Carolinian, and to each member of the 
General Assembly. 

If it is, the legislators managed to conceal 
it admirably this week. They were proceed- 
ing merrily with tax repeal legislation and 
what appears likely to be a $343-million 
state budget already nearly $2.5 million in 
the red. 

What, precisely, are the components of 
this potential economic disaster threatening 
the state's vital textile industry? Incredibly, 
not even those in the trade seem to be sure. 
All they know is that U.S. State Department 
negotiators agreed in Geneva on or about 
May 15 to drastic tariff cuts on textile im- 
ports. 

ATMI GIVES FIGURES 

The only figures were have come from Wil- 
liam J. Ervin, president of the American 
Textile Manufacturers Institute (ATMI). 
Erwin was quoted last week as saying ATMI 
“understood” the agreement was a tariff cut 
averaging 20 per cent on cotton products, 13 
per cent on man-made fiber products and 
“substantially more” on man-made fibers and 
yarn. 

Whatever the actual figures, Erwin said, 
the cuts will increase the vulnerability“ of 
the American textile industry to low-wage 
foreign imports. That may prove to be the 
understatement of the year. 

Anyone with the scantiest knowledge of 
South Carolina’s economy will appreciate the 
potential for disaster inherent in such a de- 
velopment, For all its frantic efforts to diver- 
sify, textiles remain South Carolina’s indus- 
trial bread and butter. 

Of the $509 million in new and expanded 
industry last year, textiles accounted for 
$288 million—56 per cent—and more than 60 
per cent of the 18,724 new jobs that were 
created. 

The annual textile payroll topped the $600 
million mark, providing more than half all 
the state’s manufacturing jobs and wages. 
Actually, 138,225 textile workers in 371 plants 
earned $612,186,133 in hourly wages. And 
15,895 salaried employes boosted total textile 
employment to just over 154,000. 

Tax-wise, assessed property valuation for 
1965 local taxes on textile plants was $139.4 
million, or 64.2 per cent of the total $216.8 
million for all industry—all industry—in 
this state. 

LOWCOUNTRY SHARES IN PROSPERITY 


Lower state counties shared in this textile 
prosperity, Aiken had a $32.2 million payroll, 
83.2 per cent of its county total; Kershaw, 
$11.7 million, 76.4 per cent; Marlboro, $11.8 
million, 70.3 per cent; Chesterfield, $5.6 mil- 
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lion, 58.9 per cent; Dillon, $3.6 million, 50.5 
per cent. 

Last year, textile plants were humming 
along at a six-day week pace and workers 
were averaging 44 hours. Today, that average 
has shrunk to about 40 hours. 

Cotton textile imports this year already 
were running at an estimated two-billion- 
square-yard clip, pouring in from Hong 
Kong, Japan, Mexico and Portugal. If this 
flow now becomes a torrent with the lower- 
ing of the tariff floodgates, it is manifest that 
South Carolina will become a near-disaster 
area, 

Few states have a tax base more vulnerable 
to recession. For fiscal year 1967-68, official 
revenue estimates are that $108.6 million 
will come from income taxes and $125 million 
from the retail sales tax. This accounts for 
almost $234 million of the estimated $340.7 
million revenue total. 

Yet, it is precisely these two revenue 
sources which will be the hardest hit if the 
textile market is drowned by a flood of for- 
eign imports. Already, the reduced textile 
work week is reflected in a drop of sales tax 
revenues. 

The only hedge so far provided against 
what could be a whopping state deficit next 
year is a pitifully inadequate $25 million 
budget reserve. Even that will be trimmed 
if the Senate, as expected, votes next week to 
begin phasing out the estimated $7.5 million 
soft drink “crown tax.” 

If worst comes to worst, legislators will 
face the agonizing task of returning in 1968— 
an election year—to enact sweeping tax in- 
creases on a people ill-equipped to bear the 
additional burden. 


LAWMAKERS ONLY HOPE 


So far, there is one faint hope for averting 
the pending calamity: Sen. Ernest F. Hollings 
and other textile-oriented lawmakers are at- 
tempting to put a quantity ceiling on the 
foreign imports. 

Now, none of these factors was unknown 
to the State Department when it went to 
Geneva for the “Kennedy Round.” Why, then 
did it opt to place South Carolina and other 
textile-producing states in danger of their 
economic life? 

Textile sources suspect they have been 
sacrificed on the altar of diplomatic exped- 
ience to keep Japan prosperous and—above 
all—out of the economic orbit of Red China. 
That result appeared already assured. Japan 
waxing fat on Vietnam war orders, was pre- 
dicting an 8-to-12 per cent jump in its econ- 
omy this year, before the Geneva tariff 
accords. 

There is some further ground for suspect- 
ing, however unworthily, that Southern tex- 
tiles were coldly sold out for the benefit of 
American “blue chip” industries, now begin- 
ning to invade the Japanese industrial field 
in substantial numbers. 

Time may also reveal that American motor 
car manufacturers will profit from the de- 
cision to sacrifice Southern textiles. Japanese 
auto imports have been zooming spectacu- 
larly in this country, and we still do not know 
what agreements on that tariff scale were 
worked out at Geneva. 

For most of us, therefore, the next few 
months will be a period of uneasy waiting for 
the second shoe to drop in Washington. Aside 
from probably futile appeals for quantity 
controls, all that is possible appears to be 
some judicious trimming of our economic 
sails for what may prove to be exceedingly 
dirty weather. 


CAPITAL TIMES SUPPORTS ABOLI- 
TION OF SUBVERSIVE BOARD 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the 
Capital Times, of Madison, has long been 
noted in the State of Wisconsin as a 
political watchdog, serving the people by 
bringing to their attention the facts that 
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an informed public needs to know. Its 
position on the McHugh appointment to 
the Subversive Activities Control Board 
is no exception. 

Pointing out that the Board is a left- 
over from the McCarthy era, the edi- 
torial notes that the Board serves no 
purpose save that of providing “cushy” 
jobs for political cronies. It also justly 
praises Wall Street Journal Writer Jerry 
Landauer for a fine reporting job in ex- 
posing this waste of the taxpayers’ 
money. 

Speaking of the Journal story, the 
Capital Times said: 


It is another example of the kind of func- 
tion a newspaper is supposed to perform for 
the public. 


The same may be said of the Capital 
Times. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the article be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

How MANY OTHER USELESS AGENCIES EXIST 
IN WASHINGTON? 


Sen. William Proxmire deserves the ap- 
plause of every thinking citizen for propos- 
ing the abolition of the Subversive Activities 
Control Commission. 

The Senator made his demand in the wake 
of a story in the Wall Street Journal by 
Jerry Landauer disclosing that the husband 
of President Johnson’s secretary had been 
appointed to a cushy $26,000-a-year job on 
the Commission. 

Landauer's story also pointed out that the 
Commission has nothing to do these days and 
hasn’t held a meeting for a year. 

The Commission is one of the hang-overs 
from the McCarthy era. Its only purpose 
these days is to provide jobs for deserving 
political hacks or personal associates of the 
Johnson family. 

It should be gotten rid of forthwith. 

While it is good to see a senator from 
Wisconsin taking the lead in abolishing this 
useless remnant of the McCarthy hysteria, 
one must shudder at the thought that the 
useless agency has been spending taxpayers’ 
money for years with no one in Congress 
ever asking about its functions. 

Had it not been for some first class re- 
porting by Landauer this situation might 
have gone on indefinitely. 

It makes one wonder how many other 
government agencies are serving no other 
use than to provide a pie counter. 

It also makes one realize that on matters 
such as this the minority party provides no 
meaningful opposition to the majority 
party. The Republicans look forward to the 
day when their own political hacks will be 
filling these jobs. So they see no evil, hear 
no evil and speak no evil. 

It is simply another example of the bi- 
partisan conspiracy of the politicians against 
the public. 

And it is another example of the kind of 
function a newspaper is supposed to perform 
for the public. 


DR. GEORGE B. GALLOWAY 


Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, there 
are many ways for a person to serve his 
country. 

George B. Galloway, of Washington, 
D.C., who died Saturday, served the peo- 
ple of the Nation well as senior special- 
ist in American Government at the Li- 
brary of Congres; from 1946 until he re- 
tired last year. 
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Members of Congress knew him as a 
dedicated student of government, as an 
accomplished author on Congress, and 
as Secretary of the Joint Congressional 
Committee on the Reorganization of 
Congress in 1945 and 1946. 

I also knew him as the father of David 
B. Galloway, the talented editor of the 
Daily News-Miner, in Fairbanks. 

Mrs. Bartlett and I extend our deepest 
sympathy to Mrs. George Galloway, to 
her sons, David and Jonathan F. Gallo- 
way, and to other members of the 
f 5 


WYOMING GOVERNOR IS PRAISED 
BY SYNDICATED COLUMNIST 


Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, my good 
friend and successor as Governor of 
Wyoming, Stan Hathaway, was the sub- 
ject of a recent article entitled “Wyo- 
ming Governor is Applauded for His 
Missing Link Discovery,” written by syn- 
dicated columnist Holmes Alexander. 

The missing link“ referred to in the 
article is the link which has been omitted 
from Federal-State relationships. Gover- 
nor Hathaway believes the link should be 
the sector of private business—not the 
hyphen. 

The Wyoming Legislature this year 
created the Industrial Development 
Corp., which relies on local industry to 
supply the training and the jobs neces- 
sary to bring Wyoming’s tremendous 
natural resources into productive reality. 

Mr. Alexander states: 


Governing close to 70 per cent of the 
American people, Republicans have become 
the party-in-waiting, and this has happened 
because a new breed has taken over. 


Governor Hathaway is a member of 
this new breed. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
article be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 


WYOMING Governor Is APPLAUDED FOR HIS 
MISSING LINK Discovery 
(By Holmes Alexander) 

JACKSON LAKE Lopce, Wyo.—Governor 
Stan Hathaway, host to the GOP guberna- 
torial conference here, is also a typical- 
enough slice-of-life from the body political 
that now rules in 25 state capitals. 

Comfortably fleshed at 42, he was a B-17 
flyboy with 35 combat missions over Festung 
Europa, including two crash landings which 
indicated that he was being saved for some- 
thing. Resuming his college education, 
Hathaway plugged along with no funds to 
become a small town lawyer in Goshen 
county of this state, won two elections as 
public prosecutor and at length became 
head of his own firm. Meanwhile, he rose in 
leadership of the rambunctious Young Re- 
publicans and soon was attached to the 
arch-conseryative forces of Milward Simp- 
son, Governer, U.S. Senator and grand old 
man of the party. Hathaway emerges as a 
product of World War II, self-made, public- 
minded, anti-paternalistic and an organiza- 
tion politician. He is the first state chair- 
man in Wyoming history to become gover- 
nor, and appears to be one of the few gov- 
ernors with no desire to move on to Wash- 
ington. 

In his single-minded concern for state 
government, Hathaway has discovered the 
missing link which Democrats, including 
President Johnson, have omitted from the 
bothersome federal-state relationships. The 
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connective ought not to be a hyphen, but 
should be the sector of private business. 
The Great Society creates many social wel- 
fare programs at the top, says Hathaway, 
and it whets the appetite for services which 
are too costly for most states to bear. The 
only solution is for local industry to supply 
the training and the jobs. The governor's 
industrial development corporation is at 
work to bring the state’s immense natural 
resources into production. 

Very likely, from the conversation here, 
the next Republican national platform will 
call for inserting this third partner, the 
business sector, in between the activities of 
state and federal governments. It is the one 
subject on which the GOP executives seem 
to have an accord and a common record. 
Rockefeller of Arkansas built a career in his 
adopted state as a collector of new indus- 
tries. Rhodes of Ohio says that most of the 
social problems come down to a shortage of 
jobs, which no amount of public agencies 
can supply. Agnew of Maryland tells me 
that the continuing gap in employment will 
be among workers who can’t learn skills no 
matter how many training programs are fi- 
nanced, He wants the politicians and the 
press to appeal to industries to take on 
workers who can make themselves useful 
despite being non-learners. 

If the GOP governors, as a body, have any 
commonalty, it is this reliance on business 
and this realism about the limitations of 
human perfectability. They are, in fact, more 
democratic than the Democrats are, believ- 
ing in the processes of selection in the mar- 
ket place, and in the native ability of the 
people to make a livelihood with a minimum 
of exhortation and guidance from the ruling 
classes. The realism of modern Republicans 
extends to a strong conviction that society 
deserves protection from its rogues and out- 
laws. Hathaway, at this writing, has the 
moral challenge of a convict in the death 
house, and he says he is going to revolve the 
question in favor of the public. 

“I believe that capital punishment is a 
deterrent. Most violent criminals are re- 
peaters, and this means that the death- 
sentence of one person is a life-saver to 
others. As an attorney, I’ve often been ap- 
pointed to represent an indigent criminal, 
but I'd like to see the general public give 
strong support to prosecutors, jurors and 
judges who make it tough on law-violators. 
The only place to wage war on crime is at 
the local level.” 

Hathaway seems typical of his fellow- 
executives on the subject of criminal justice. 
Reagan of California has refused to stay the 
execution of murderers. Cargo of New Mexico 
says a governor has no right to interfere 
with the law and the courts which have 
declared for execution. Williams of Arizona 
would like to see the death sentence im- 
posed more often. Kirk of Florida, with 52 
men in death row, will review them all, but 
give arbitrary clemency to none. There isn't 
anything more democratic than the deter- 
mination of a state executive to make these 
hard decisions in favor of the mass of the 
people rather than to grant special privilege 
by waiving the extreme punishment to a 
lone offender. 

Governing close to 70 per cent of the 
American people, Republicans have become 
the party-in-waiting, and this has happened 
because a new breed has taken over since 
the passing of imposing but remote figures 
such as Vandenberg and Taft, the retirement 
of Eisenhower and the collapse of Gold- 
water. Where these trees have fallen, a fresh 
growth has come from the soil and has not 
grown so tall as to forget its beginnings. 
Efforts by Chafee of Rhode Island to form 
a power group behind Romney for President, 
and by Agnew to draft Nelson Rockefeller 
and by Cargo to adopt a description of what 
the GOP Presidential nominee should re- 
semble all failed, I think, for a reason given 
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me by Hathaway. Although inclined toward 
Nixon, Hathaway remains officially non- 
committal. “I think a governor should have 
the people on his side,” says Hathaway. It 
is this obligation to popular responsiveness 
that marks the new Republicanism. 


STOKELY CARMICHAEL, ROAD TO 
REVOLUTION, AND RIOTS IN OUR 
CITIES 


Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, Ameri- 
cans of all races have joined in con- 
demning the irresponsibility of a minor- 
ity of our citizens which has led to 
disastrous rioting in Newark, Detroit, 
Cambridge, and other cities. 

In a statement issued by four top 
Negro leaders, those who “incite, pro- 
voke, and call specifically for such ac- 
tion” as rioting are as “guilty,” as those 
who actually riot. 

We are confident— 


Said these Negro leaders— 
that the overwhelming majority of the 
Negro community joins us in opposition to 
violence in the streets. 


I am confident, Mr. President, that the 
four signers of this statement—Dr. 
Martin Luther King, Roy Wilkins, Whit- 
ney Young, Jr., and A. Phillip Ran- 
dolph—are correct in this assertion and 
in pointing out: 

The primary victims of the riots are the 
Negro citizens. 


But there is an irresponsible element 
of the grossest sort running rampant in 
the Negro community, preying on the 
obvious axiom that it is much easier to 
destroy than to build. 

Men such as Stokely Carmichael and 
H. Rap Brown are, in their destructive 
way, vitiating by fire and venom the 
years of constructive effort by blacks 
and whites toward the elevation of the 
Negro to full citizenship in our Nation. 

Many have wondered what possible 
motive the most virulent of these Negro 
militants—Stokely Carmichael—could 
have had, in loosing the verbal lightning 
bolts that have had such a profound im- 
pact on the destruction of reason. 

The Washington Evening Star of July 
27 ventured to answer that question. 

Noting Carmichael’s statements and 
his well-publicized arrival in Cuba, the 
Star asserted: 

Carmichael has now quite simply and un- 
equivocably stated his political position. 
Whether a card carrier or not, he is, for 
all practical purposes, a Communist. 


The Star further asserts: 

The answer to why Carmichael, the pri- 
mary advocate of black violence, preached 
his sermon of self-defeating race hatred is 
now equally obvious. Carmichael was not a 
fighter for negro rights—he was a worker 
for Communism. And those who heeded him 
were not followers who had his loyalty; they 
were ces to a cause. 


These are perhaps the strongest 
words yet uttered with respect to the 
destructive deviousness of Stokely Car- 
michael. I ask unanimous consent that 
at the conclusion of my remarks the 
editorial, together with the plea to 
Negroes, to which I alluded, and further 
press dispatches pertaining to Car- 
michael, be printed in the Recorp. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, the 
American Negro has a valid set of quite 
legitimate grievances. In many respects, 
he truly has been “victimized” by the 
Nation in which he has been a minority 
member in both race and number. 

I know of no responsible American 
who would suggest that a sinister inter- 
national conspiracy is the root cause of 
the racial flareups in our cities. But, by 
the same token, there are many respon- 
sible Americans who suggest that Com- 
munists or their sympathizers have had 
a significant role in either guiding or 
providing the spark for the carnage that 
has visited American municipalities. 

The Sunday Star, in an editorial en- 
titled, Are the Riots Spontaneous or 
Planned?” discussed a book by Phillip 
Abbot Luce, entitled Road to Revolu- 
tion,” and referred to the “rather widely 
held belief that at least some of the 
riots, and perhaps the worst ones, were 
planned, organized, and directed by 
sinister forces embarked upon a policy 
of rule or ruin.” 

Elsewhere in the Sunday Star is a re- 
view of the book by Mr. Luce, a 29-year- 
old former leader of the new left, who 
split with the Communist Party in Jan- 
uary of 1965. 

Referring to “Road to Revolution” as 
a “balanced and provocative volume,” 
the book’s reviewer—Allen C. Brom- 
field—stresses that Mr. Luce “does not 
blame all evil on ‘outside agitators.’ Yet 
the public should understand the plans 
which Communists have for our cities.” 

The leader of RAM—the Revolu- 
tionary Action Movement—Max Stan- 
ford, is quoted as saying: 

The black revolution will use sabotage in 
the cities—knocking out the electrical power 
first, then transportation, and guerrila war- 
fare in the countryside of the South. With 
the cities powerless, the oppressor will be 
helpless. 


Clearly, there is more to the agitation 
in our cities than racial unrest. There 
is more to this agitation than simple 
lawlessness. The Presidential Commis- 
sion appointed to investigate what is 
surely the closest thing to war in America 
since the civil conflict of a hundred years 
ago, has no greater responsibility than 
to define the extent to which the carnage 
has been racial, inspired by blatant law- 
lessness, and triggered at the direction of 
American Communists. 

I ask unanimous consent that the re- 
view of “Road to Revolution” be printed 
in the Recorp. 

There being no objection, the review 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

ROAD TO REVOLUTION 
(A review of Phillip Abbott Luce’s book by 
Allan C. Brownfeld) 

Already called the “Whittaker Chambers” 

of his generation, Phillip Abbott Luce has 


chosen an appropriate time for the publica- 
tion of his second book, Road to Revolu- 
tion.” 

In the midst of 1967’s “long hot summer,” 
Luce has provided us with a first-hand report 
of the perspective in which such events are 
held by Communists, to whom they are 
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“rebellions,” and not riots. Beyond this, his 
message is an alarming one. It describes in 
great detail, and with thorough documenta- 
tion, the plans for guerrilla warfare in the 
streets of our cities already devised by domes- 
tic radicals. 

Phil Luce at 29 is a former leader of the 
“New Left,” organizer of two student trips to 
Cuba in 1963 and 1964, an officer of the 
Progressive Labor Party and editor of its 
monthly magazine, Progressive Labor, until 
his defection in January, 1965. He has written 
about his experiences in his first book, The 
New Left,” and one of the major reasons for 
his disillusionment with communism came 
when he found himself “involved in a series 
of plans in which the participants had no 
idea of the consequences ... I left when it 
became obvious that the individual lives of 
the members of PL, let alone society, meant 
less than an abstract Communist catechism 
as envisioned by the ‘gurus’ of the move- 
ment.” According to Luce his defection ranks 
him “somewhere near President Johnson and 
J. Edgar Hoover” as the “most maligned 
enemy” of PL. 


STORED GUNS 


Progressive Labor, the pro-Communist 
Chinese offshoot of the United States Com- 
munist Party, passed a resolution at its 1965 
national convention stating that “black lib- 
eration” was the path for the coming guer- 
rilla war in the United States. “The key to 
revolution in the United States,” the conven- 
tion declared, “lies within the interlocking 
interests in the black liberation movement 
and the working class struggle for socialism,” 

Just before the Harlem riots of 1964, Wil- 
liam Epton, vice chairman of PL, said this to 
an open air rally: We will not be fully free 
until we smash this state completely and 
totally ... in the process. . . we're going to 
have to kill a lot of these cops, a lot of these 
judges, and we'll have to go against the 
army.” Epton was later tried and found 
guilty of criminal anarchy. 

Luce states: While I was an officer of PL, 
I learned of a number of projects in which 
people were being prepared for a future guer- 
rilla operation. Not only did we store guns 
in New York City, but target practice was 
held on Long Island prior to the Harlem 
riots. I was personally asked to find a hiding 
place suitable for target practice.” 

Another of the organizations planning 
such violent activity is the Revolutionary Ac- 
tion Movement, known as RAM. Max Stan- 
ford, leader of the group, said that “the black 
revolution will use sabotage in the cities— 
knocking out the electrical power first, then 
transportation and guerrilla warfare in the 
countryside of the South, with the cities 
powerless, the oppressor will be helpless.” 

VIOLENCE PLANNED 

Luce points to a third organization which, 
he says, is rapidly becoming a part of this 
guerrilla movement—the Student Nonviolent 
Coordinating Committee, no longer either 
nonviolent or dominated by students. He re- 
ports an August 29, 1966 SNCC fund-raising 
dinner in Harlem that featured an interest- 
ing trio of speakers—Stokely Carmichael, 
then chairman, along with Max Stanford of 
RAM and William Epton of PL. Carmichael 
said that in “Cleveland they're building 
stores with no windows. All brick. I don't 
know what they think they'll accomplish. It 
just means we have to move from Molotov 
cocktails to dynamite,” he added: They say 
we're stupid and don’t do anybody any good 
and we deserve to be called that, because if 
we had any sense we’d have bombed these 
ghettos long ago.” 

Luce makes it clear that most Negro lead- 
ers have condemned the concept of “black 
power,” and the exhortation to violence. As 
a result, they are as much the targets of vio- 
lence as the white community. Only recently 
members of RAM, including Max Stanford, 
were arrested in an assassination plot. The 


20744 


targets: Roy Wilkins of the NAACP and 
Whitney Young of the Urban League. 

Phil Luce repeatedly stresses that Com- 
munists do not begin trouble but take ad- 
vantage of it, incite it, and exploit it. He 
understands, as some seem not to, that there 
are real grievances in the ghettos, lack of 
jobs, poor housing, inadequate recreation fa- 
cilities. Yet others tend to minimize the in- 
fluence of these radical organizations and 
their very real plans for revolution on our 
city streets. 

In a balanced and provocative volume, he 
does not blame all evil on “outside agi- 
tators.” Yet the public should understand 
the plans which Communists have for our 
cities, Phase one, as recent violence indicates 
has already occurred. Armed with Luce's 
warning and our own awareness of the prob- 
lems which must be solved, we may yet be 
able to avoid phase two. 


EXHIBIT 1 


[From the Washington (D.C.) Sunday Star, 
July 30, 1967] 


ARE THE Riots SPONTANEOUS OR PLANNED? 


As the rioting eased off, at least tempo- 
rarily, in Newark and Detroit, not to men- 
tion a score of other cities large and small, 
both official and public attention in Wash- 
ington began to focus on the story behind 
the killing, the burning and the looting. 

What brought on this “time of violence 
and tragedy” in July, 1967? Were the riots 
more or less spontaneous eruptions on the 
part of oppressed Negroes? Was there at 
least some measure of planning and organi- 
zation behind them? Did the Communists 
play a part, and if so what was their role? 

It is doubtful that all of the questions 
can ever be answered. But the effort will 
be made. There is much pressure on Capitol 
Hill for an investigation by some congres- 
sional committee. And the President acted 
on Thursday night to establish an 11-mem- 
ber commission to conduct an investigation 
in his behalf. 

In the address in which he announced the 
appointment of this commission, Mr. John- 
son said that “the only genuine, long-range 
solution for what has happened lies in an 
attack—mounted at every level—upon the 
conditions which breed despair and violence. 
All of us know what they are: ignorance, 
discrimination, slums, disease, not enough 
jobs...” 

This, as far as it goes, is true enough. 
But there are two things to be said about 
it. One is that this is indeed a long-range 
solution. It will take a decade or more to 
remedy the conditions enumerated by the 
President. Nor can the riots in places such 
as Detroit and Plainfield be explained away 
by reference to slums and lack of jobs. 
For those conditions were not present in 
any significant degree. 

Furthermore, if even one of these riots 
was the product of some other cause than 
slums and unemployment this country 
cannot wait 10 years to uncover that cause 
and destroy it. The price which will have 
been exacted by continuous rioting is much 
too high, 

What we have in mind is the rather widely 
held belief that at least some of the riots, 
and perhaps the worst ones, were planned, 
organized and directed by sinister forces em- 
barked upon a policy of rule-or-ruin. 

The President passed this over lightly. He 
said his commission will have access to facts 
gathered by the FBI and that J. Edgar Hoov- 
er's agency will continue to exercise its full 
authority to investigate these riots, in ac- 
cordance with my standing instructions, and 
to continue to search for evidence of a con- 
spiracy.” 

This is a somewhat ambiguous statement. 
As far as we know there has not been a full- 
scale investigation of the riots, and, since the 
authority of the FBI is supposed to extend 
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only to violations of federal law, what did 
the President mean when he said the agency 
will “continue to exercise its full authority” 
to investigate the riots? Furthermore, the 
comment that the FBI will “continue to 
search for evidence of conspiracy” implies 
that no such evidence has yet been found. 

Perhaps there has been no conspiracy, and 
if not it follows that there would be no evi- 
dence of one. For our part, we are not aware 
of the existence of any such evidence in the 
strict sense of the term. 

There is, however, a considerable body of 
information to suggest that there has been 
a conspiracy. 

In the absence of any planning or organi- 
zation or training, it is difficult to account 
for the widespread sniper activity in Detroit. 
In a dispatch from Havana a few days ago, 
Stokely Carmichael is quoted as follows: “In 
Newark, we are applying the tactics of guer- 
rilla warfare. We are preparing groups of 
urban guerrillas for our defense in the 
cities.” Chicago’s Mayor Daley has said: “We 
know this is a national program of outlawry 
and violence.“ Some other local officials have 
said much the same thing. 

In its issue of July 28, Life magazine tells 
of a “clandestine” meeting between its re- 
porters and some of the Newark snipers. 
These snipers belong to an organized group 
of former civil rights workers in Mississippi. 
According to the magazine, one of the snipers 
said there were more than 50 members of the 
group, more than half coming from Newark. 
“Others had been moved in for the action 
from California, Ohio, Pennsylvania.” This 
certainly is not inconsistent with the remarks 
attributed to Stokely Carmichael in Havana. 

More positive indications of organization 
and conspiracy can be found in a book by 
Phillip Abbott Luce, until recently an active 
Communist: The Luce book, “Road to Revo- 
lution,” is reviewed on Page G-3 of today’s 
Star. 

Exposes by former Communists are suspect, 
as Whittaker Chambers learned in the Alger 
Hiss case. But The Star has been reliably in- 
formed that Luce’s break with the party is 
real. 

In any event, what he has to say is inter- 
esting. It can be and should be checked out 
carefully. 

Luce begins by saying that the Commu- 
nists are “counting on the premise that most 
Americans will discount the possibility of a 
guerrilla war in their country. The notion 
of a guerrilla war in the United States is so 
outrageous and improbable to Americans 
that they would receive it as the product of 
a deranged mind.” Well, many Americans 
and most responsible“ Cubans felt the same 
way, to the subsequent dismay of the latter, 
when Fidel Castro and his tiny band of fol- 
lowers first went ashore in Cuba. 

Luce, noting that Communists exploit 
trouble rather than incite it, goes on to spell 
out in detail the Communist plan to foment 
racial trouble in this country and then to 
exploit. it through guerrilla tactics. He re- 
minds us that a grand jury which investi- 
gated last summer’s Cleveland riot found 
that the outbreak of lawlessness and dis- 
order was organized, precipitated and ex- 
ploited by a relatively small group of trained 
and disciplined professionals at this busi- 
ness.” He also recalls that the Harlem riots 
in 1964 produced similar findings and that 
one Bill Epton, a Communist, was indicted 
and conyicted of criminal anarchy for his 
role in those riots. 

None of this may amount to “evidence” in 
the legal sense as far as this month’s riots 
go. But, taken together, it strongly suggests 
that there is a conspiratorial underpinning 
of the current riots, and it is a possibility 
which deserves more serious attention by the 
investigators than is Invited by the Presi- 
dent's casual reference to it. 

A crucial matter at stake now, or so it 
seems to us, is the struggle for control of, or 
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direction of, the Negro community. Who will 
prevail? Such men as Martin Luther King 
Jr., A. Philip Randolph, Roy Wilkins and 
Whitney M. Young, Jr.? Or will it be the H. 
Rap Browns and the Stokely Carmichaels? 

A great deal more than the future of civil 
rights depends on the answer. It is conceiv- 
able, quite conceivable, that what really 
hangs in the balance is the choice between 
a race war in the United States and a state 
of affairs in which the white and colored 
communities can live together in peace. 

This is why it is so important to put poli- 
tics aside and dig up the truth, the whole 
truth, about the riots and their causes. And 
this is why it is also so important for the 
members of Congress and the people they 
represent not to yield to what the President 
spoke of as “fear and bitterness“ to any 
state of mind which would indefinitely delay 
reconciliation and reconstruction at a dread- 
ful cost in human lives and human values. 
[From the Washington (D.C.) Evening Star, 

July 27, 1967] 


CARMICHAEL IN HAVANA 


The well-publicized arrival of Stokely Car- 
michael in Cuba and his lavish expressions 
of support for the Castro brand of exported 
revolutions serve to clear up two troublesome 
questions. His journey and his statements 
remove all doubt about Carmichael's political 
orientation. And they go a long way toward 
explaining his motives in exhorting American. 
Negroes to rise up in suicidal rebellion. 

Carmichael has now, quite simply and un- 
equivocally, stated his political position. 
Whether a card-carrier or not, he is for all 
practical purposes a Communist. Castro and 
the evanescent Che Guevara are his heroes. 
Already—according to Carmichael—the guer- 
rilla tactics of the Cuban revolution have 
been applied in the Newark riots. And, he 
said, we are preparing groups of urban 
guerrillas for our defense in the cities 
It is going to be a fight to the death.” 

Until Carmichael declared himself, there 
had been one major mystery about his tac- 
tics of violence: What did he, as a spokes- 
man for the Negro cause, hope to gain for 
his followers? That was the question raised 
yesterday by four Negro leaders—Martin 
Luther King, Roy Wilkins, Whitney M. 
Young Jr. and A. Philip Randolph—in their 
joint plea for an end to the rioting. 

“Who is without the necessities of life 
when the neighborhood stores are destroyed 
and looted? Whose children are without milk 
because deliveries cannot be made? Who 
loses wages because of a breakdown in trans- 
portation or the destruction of the place of 
employment? Who are the dead.. ?“ The 
answer, quite obviously, is that the Negro is 
the loser. 

And the answer to why Carmichael, the 
primary advocate of black violence, preached 
his sermon of self-defeating race hatred is 
now equally obvious. Carmichael was not a 
fighter for Negro rights. He was a worker 
for communism. And those who heeded him 
were not followers who had his loyalty. They 
were sacrifices to a cause. 

Violence in the cities of the United States 
is the food on which communism grows fat. 
The greater the carnage, the greater the prop- 
aganda value. And the fact that Negroes 
were the principal battle victims was not 
important. What mattered were the head- 
lines in Europe, in Africa, in South America 
the embarrassment and damage that could 
be inflicted on the United States of America. 

It would, of course, be a tragic error for 
anyone to expand the revelation of Carmi- 
chael’s motive into a general indictment of 
the drive for Negro rights. The fight for 
equality in education, in housing, in em- 
ployment opportunity, is a just and an 
honorable fight. And the fact that one mili- 
tant leader has shown himself to be a traitor 
to the cause of civil rights cannot be seized 
upon to discredit the entire movement. 
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The Carmichael incident should, on the 
contrary, serve to strengthen the legitimate 
battle for full civil rights. Other Negro 
leaders, motivated by a sincere desire to de- 
liver to their followers a just degree of par- 
ticipation in this nation’s rich life, now can 
and should disassociate themselves com- 
pletely from Stokely Carmichael. And Car- 
michael’s heirs should now re-examine, in 
the light of his newly revealed motivation, 
the legacy of black power and race hatred 
that he has left them. 

When they do, they will recognize the ob- 
scene structure Carmichael has built from 
legitimate frustrations, hopes and dreams. 
And when that realization comes, the end 
of the bloody, ruinous, senseless riots should 
be at hand. 


A PLEA TO NEGROES 


(Nore.—Here is the text of a statement 
made by four top Negro leaders yesterday 
appealing for an end of rioting.) 

Developments in Newark, Detroit and other 
strife-torn cities make it crystal clear that 
the primary victims of the riots are the 
Negro citizens. That they have grave griev- 
ances of long standing cannot be denied or 
minimized. That the riots have not con- 
tributed in any substantial measure to the 
eradication of these just complaints is by 
now obvious to all. 

We are confident that the overwhelming 
majority of the Negro community joins us 
in opposition to violence in the streets. Who 
is without the necessities of life when the 
neighborhood stores are destroyed and 
looted? Whose children are without milk 
because deliveries cannot be made? 

Who loses wages because of a breakdown 
in transportation or destruction of the place 
of employment? Who are the dead, the in- 
jured and the imprisoned? It is the Negroes 
who pay and pay and pay, whether or not 
they are individually involved in the riot- 
ing. And for what? 

Killing, arson, looting are criminal acts 
and should be dealt with as such. Equally 
guilty are those who incite, provoke and call 
specifically for such action. There is no 
injustice which justifies the present destruc- 
tion of the Negro community and its people. 

We who have fought so long and so hard 
to achieve justice for all Americans have 
consistently opposed violence as a means of 
redress. Riots have proved ineffective, dis- 
ruptive and highly damaging to the Negro 
population, to the civil rights cause, and to 
the entire nation. 

We call upon Negro citizens throughout 
the nation to forego the temptation to dis- 
regard the law. This does not mean that 
we should submit tamely to joblessness, 
inadequate housing, poor schooling, insult, 
humiliation and attack. It does require a 
redoubling of efforts through legitimate 
means to end these wrongs and disabilities. 

We appeal not only to black Americans, 
but also to our fellow white citizens who are 
not blameless. The disabilities imposed upon 
Negro citizens are a century old. They re- 
main because the white citizenry in general 
supports these restrictions. 

The 90th Congress has exhibited an in- 
credible indifference to hardships of the 
ghetto dwellers. Only last week the House 
defeated a rat-control bill which would have 
enabled the cities to get rid of the rats 
which infest the slums. 

And finally, we support President John- 
son's call “upon all our people, black and 
white alike, in all our cities to join in a 
determined to maintain law and 
order, to condemn and to combat lawless- 
ness in all its forms, and firmly to show 
by word and by deed that riot, looting and 
public disorder will just not be tolerated.” 

No one benefits under mob law. Let’s 
end it now! 

Signed by: Martin Luther King, Jr., A. 
Philip Randolph, Roy Wilkins, and Whitney 
M. Young, Jr. 
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RIOTING PLEASES CASTRO, CARMICHAEL AT 
ELBOW 


MIAMI.—Negroes rioting in Detroit and 
other American cities had Fidel Castro’s 
blessing today, but the Cuban Communist 
leader said any suggestion he was connected 
with the disorders would be ridiculous.” 

U.S. black power leader Stokely Car- 
michael sat in a place of honor—with Reds 
from Latin America and Vietnam—as Castro 
spoke for 214 hours last night in Santiago, 
Cuba. 

The occasion was Castro's annual “July 
26th” celebration which this year is a pre- 
lude for the parley of hemisphere Commu- 
nists convening in Havana next week to step 
up guerrilla warfare in Latin America. 

The 25-year-old Carmichael is attending 
the nine-day meeting as an observer.“ But 
Castro gave him special attention last night, 
calling him the representative of the Negro 
people of the United States. 

“American Negroes are rebelling and are 
fighting because they have been criminally 
exploited and oppressed,” Castro said. 

The man who is working to trigger revolu- 
tion in every Latin American nation said the 
flames of revolution” now grip the United 
States. 

Denouncing “Yankee imperialists” for vio- 
lence around the world as well as within the 
United States, Castro left no doubt about 
satisfaction over the U.S. disorders. 

“But, of course, it would be ridiculous to 
accuse us of fomenting the rebellion and the 
armed struggle of the American Negro,” he 
said. 


The July 26 celebrating commemorates 
Castro’s abortive 1953 raid on the Moncada 
army barracks in Santiago. It is now revered 
in Communist Cuba—on Castro’s orders—as 
marking the start of his revolution, 
CARMICHAEL TURNS Up IN HAVANA, CALLS FOR 

U.S. GUERRILLA WARFARE 


(By Michael Arkus) 


Havana, July 25.— Black Power” advocate 
Stokely Carmichael arrived in Cuba today 
with a clarion call for the organization of 
Negro guerrilla groups in United States 
cities. 

It was believed that Carmichael did not 
have U.S. Government permission for his 
visit. 

He arrived by air from Prague as an ob- 
server to the Latin American Solidarity 
Organization's conference of revolutionary 
forces in Havana. 

It was expected that he would see Premier 
Fidel Castro during his stay. 

Carmichael was welcomed at Havana Air- 
port by Capt. Osmany Cienfuegos, president 
of the Cuban Communist Party’s Tri-Conti- 
nental Revolutionary Organization. 

(Foreign newsmen were not allowed to 
interview Carmichael on his arrival and he 
was whisked away in a limousine, United 
Press International reported. 

(Diplomatic sources said they thought 
Carmichael was taken to Santiago, on the 
eastern end of the island, as Castro’s former 
revolutionary movement, the “26th of July,” 
took its name from the 1953 date when he 
led a band of rebel youths in an attack on 
an army barracks in Santiago.) 

Shortly before Carmichael’s arrival, the 
Cuban news agency, Prensa Latina, pub- 
lished an interview with him in London in 
which he was quoted as saying: 

“In Newark, we are applying the tactics 
of guerrilla warfare. We are preparing groups 
of urban guerrillas for our defense in the 
cities. This struggle is not going to be a mere 
street meeting, It is going to be a struggle 
to the death.“ 

He likened the racial disturbances in the 
U.S. to “real rebellions” and said the Cuban 
revolution was an inspiration to U.S. Negroes. 

The agency quoted Carmichael as saying 
former Cuban revolutionary leader Che 
Guevara, now said to be leading guerrilla 
warfare somewhere in Latin America, was 
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closer to American Negro youth than anyone 
else. 

After Carmichael left London yesterday, 
police there disclosed that they were prepar- 
ing a report on his ten-day visit to Britain, 
to be submitted to the minister responsible 
for internal law and order—Home Secretary 
Roy Jenkins. 


STOKELY CALLS FOR “WAR” IN UNITED STATES 


Havana, CUBA, July 27.—Black-power adyo- 
cate Stokely Carmichael called today on Ne- 
groes in Detroit and New York to wage a 
Vietnam-style war. 

In an interview here with the evening 
newspaper Juventud Rebelde (Rebellious 
Youth) he referred to a recent message said 
to have come from former Cuban revolution- 
ary leader Ernesto “Che” Guevara urging the 
creation of several Vietnams in Latin 
America. 

“We must internationalize our struggle, 
and if we are going to turn into reality the 
words of Che to create two, three or more 
Vietnams, we must recognize that Detroit 
and New York are also Vietnam,” Carmichael 
said. 

He told the paper he did not care what the 
State Department did to him for visiting 
Cuba without permission, 

“It is I who choose my own friends and I 
who decide what my destiny is and not the 
American Government,” he said. “The Cuban 
people is a friend of the North Americans 
and as friends we shake hands, and if they 
don’t like it let them go to hell.” 

Carmichael said the Latin American revo- 
lutionary struggle should be coordinated 
with the struggle of the American Negroes. 


PRESIDENT JOHNSON IS COMMEND- 
ED BY SENATOR RANDOLPH FOR 
POSITIVE LEADERSHIP IN CRIME 
CRISIS—CONGRESS MUST SHARE 
RESPONSIBILITY FOR ACTION 


Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, last 
Thursday, July 27, I was in the process of 
preparing a communication to the Presi- 
dent of the United States urging him to 
deliver an updated message to the Con- 
gress and the citizens of the United 
States on the state of Union. I did not 
complete my appeal and forward it to 
the President because I heard that he 
had scheduled a report via nationwide 
television and radio for delivery from his 
White House office at 10:30 p.m. of that 
day. 
I was preparing to note in my letter to 
President Johnson that there has been a 
change in the state of the Union—a 
deterioration in obedience to and respect 
for law and order and a consequent 
serious impact on many facets of our 
society, our economy, and our national 
security. Furthermore, I call attention 
to the fact that drastic change has oc- 
curred since the last message on the state 
of the Union was delivered to the Con- 
gress and the citizens of the United 
States. 

The American people, as well as the 
Members of the Congress, I wrote in the 
draft of my communication, desire to 
hear and need to hear a strongly phrased 
and forthrightly delivered message of 
eandor—of hope and program—and of 
reassurance that only our Chief Execu- 
tive and Commander in Chief can com- 


‘municate to us. 


Mr. President, the message to all of us 
from the President of the United States 
from his desk in the White House last 
Thursday night was, indeed, strongly 
phrased and was forthrightly delivered. 


20746 


It was a message of candor—of hope and 
program—and it was reassuring. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have printed in the Record the 
text of President Lyndon B. Johnson’s 
proclamation of National Day of Prayer 
broadcast remarks to the Nation on the 
subject of civil disorders as delivered 
from his White House office at 10:30 p.m., 
July 27, 1967, and at the conclusion to 
also have printed in the Record the text 
of a telegram I dispatched to the Presi- 
dent at the conclusion of his television 
and radio message. 

There being no objection, the remarks 
and telegram were ordered to be printed 
in the Recorp, as follows: 

JOHNSON TEXT 


(Notr.—Following is the prepared text of 
President Johnson’s broadcast remarks to the 
nation last night on civil disorders.) 

I 

My fellow Americans: 

We have endured a week such as no nation 
should live through: A time of violence and 
tragedy. 

For a few minutes tonight, I want to talk 
about that tragedy—and about the deeper 
questions it raises for us all. 

Iam tonight appointing a Special Advisory 
Commission on Civil Disorders. 

The commission will investigate the ori- 
gins of the recent disorders in our cities. 
It will make recommendations—to me, to 
the Congress, to the state governors, and to 
the mayors—for measures to prevent or con- 
tain such disasters in the future. 

In their work, the commission members 
will have access to the facts gathered by Di- 
rector Hoover and the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation. The FBI will continue to exer- 
cise its full authority to investigate these 
riots, in accordance with my standing in- 
structions, and to continue to search for 
evidence of conspiracy. 

But even before the commission begins its 
work, even before all the evidence is in, there 
are some things we can tell about the out- 
breaks of this summer. 


First—let there be no mistake about it— 
the looting, arson, plunder and pillage which 
have occurred are not part of a civil rights 
protest. There is no American right to loot 
Stores, to burn buildings, to fire rifles from 
rooftops. That is crime—and crime must be 
dealt with forcefully, swiftly, certainly— 
under law. 

Innocent people, Negro and white, have 
been killed. Damage to property—owned by 
Negroes and whites—is calamitous. Worst of 
all, fear and bitterness have been loosed 
which will take long months to erase. 

The criminals who committed these acts 
of violence against the people deserve to be 
punished. Explanations may be offered, but 
nothing can excuse what they have done. 

There will be many attempts to interpret 
the events of the past few days. But when 
violence strikes, those in public responsibil- 
ity have an immediate and very different 
job: not to analyze, but to end disorder. 

That they must seek to do with every 
means at hand: through local police, state 
officials, and—in extraordinary circumstances 
where local authorities have stated that they 
cannot maintain order with their own re- 
sources—through federal power. 

I have directed the Secretary of Defense 
to issue new training standards for riot con- 
trol procedures to National Guard units 
across the country. Through the Continental 
Army Command, this expanded training will 
begin immediately. The Guard must have 
the ability to respond effectively, and appro- 
priately, in conditions of disorder and vio- 
lence. 
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Those charged with the responsibility of 
law enforcement should, and must, be re- 
spected. The violence must be stopped: 
quickly, finally and permanently. 

m 

It would compound the tragedy, however, 
if we should settle for order imposed by the 
muzzle of a gun. 

In America, we seek more than the uneasy 
calm of martial law, We seek peace based on 
one man’s respect for another—and upon 
mutual respect for law. We seek a public or- 
der built on steady progress in meeting the 
needs of our people. 

Not even the sternest police action, nor 
the most effective federal troops, can create 
lasting peace in our cities. 

The only genuine, long-range solution for 
what has happened lies in an attack 
mounted at every level - upon the conditions 
that breed despair and violence. All of us 
know what they are: ignorance, discrimina- 
tion, slums, disease, not enough jobs. We 
should attack these conditions—not because 
we are frightened by conflict, but because we 
are fired by conscience, We should attack 
them because there is simply no other way to 
achieve a decent and orderly society in 
America. 

In the past three and a half years, we 
have directed the greatest legislative effort in 
our history at those ancient ills. The roll call 
of those laws reveals the depth of our con- 
cern: The model cities act. The civil rights 
acts. The rent supplement act. Medicare and 
Medicaid. The education acts. Head start, the 
Job Corps and the Neighborhood Youth 
Corps. Teacher Corps, Manpower Develop- 
ment and Training. And many, many more. 

We continue to press for laws which would 
protect our citizens from violence: The safe 
streets and crime control act. The gun con- 
trol act. 

Our work has just begun. Yet there are 
those who feel that even this beginning is 
too much. There are those who would have 
us turn back even now, at the beginning of 
the journey. 

Last week in Congress, a small but im- 
portant plan for action in the cities was 
voted down. The members rejected my re- 
quest for $20 million to fight the pestilence 
of rats—rats which prowl in dark alleys and 
tenements, and attack thousands of city 
children. Passage of this legislation would 
have meant much to the children of the 
slums. A government that has spent millions 
to protect baby calves can surely afford to 
show the same concern for baby boys and 

irls, 
* There are some today who feel that we 
cannot afford a model cities program. They 
reduced my request for funds this year by 
two-thirds. 

There are some who feel we cannot af- 
ford additional good teachers for the chil- 
dren of poverty. Or new efforts to house those 
most in need. Or aid to education. 

Theirs is a strange system of bookkeeping. 

I believe we should be counting the assets 
these measures can bring to us: Cities richer 
in opportunity; cities more full of promise; 
cities of order and progress. Instead, some 
are counting the seeds of bitterness. 

This is not a time for angry reaction. It is 
a time for action: Starting with legislative 
action to improve life in our cities. The 
strength and promise of the law are the sur- 
est remedies for tragedy in the streets. 

Iv 


But laws are only one answer. Another 
answer lies in the way our people respond to 
these disturbances. 

There is a danger that the worst toll of 
this tragedy will be counted in the hearts of 
Americans: in hatred, in fear, in heated 
words which will not end the conflict but 
prolong it. 

Let us acknowledge the tragedy; but let 
us not exaggerate it. 
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Negro and white, are 
leading decent, responsible and productive 
lives. 

Most Americans, Negro and white, seek 
safety in their neighborhoods and harmony 
with their neighbors. 

Nothing can destroy good will more quickly 
than a period of needles strife and suspicion 
between the races. 

Let us condemn the violent few. But let 
us remember that it is law-abiding Negro 
families who have suffered most at the hands 
of the rioters. It is responsible Negro citizens 
who hope most fervently—and need most 
urgently—to share in America’s prosperity. 

Tr ee ee 
goal. 

To reach it will require more than laws; 
more than dollars, It will take renewed dedi- 
cation and understanding in the heart of 
every citizen. 

v 


I know there are millions of men and 
women tonight who are eager to heal the 
wounds we have suffered; who want to get 
on with the job of teaching and working and 
building. 

In that spirit, I am issuing tonight a 
proclamation calling for a day of prayer in 
our nation. On this Sunday, July 30, I urge 
citizens in every town and city in the land 
to go into their churches—to pray for order 
and reconciliation among men. 

I appeal to every governor, every mayor, 
every preacher and teacher and parent to 
join in this national observance. 

This spirit of dedication cannot be limited 
to our public leaders. It must extend to every 
citizen. And the man who speaks to break 
the peace must feel the powerful disapproval 
of his neighbors. 

Tonight, I call upon every American to 
search his heart. 

To those who are tempted by violence, I 
say this: Think again. Who is really the loser 
when violence comes? Whose neighborhood 
is made a shambles? Whose life is threatened 
most? 

If you choose to tear down what other 
hands have built, 

You will not succeed; 

You will suffer most from your own 
crimes; 

You will learn that there are no victors 
in the aftermath of violence. 

The apostles of violence, with their ugly 
drumbeat of hatred, must know that they 
are heading for disaster. And every man who 
really wants progress or justice or equality 
must stand against them and their miserable 
virus of hate. 

For other Americans, especially those in 
positions of public trust, I have this message: 

Yours is the duty to bring about peace- 
ful change in America. If your response to 
these tragic events is only “business as 
usual"—you invite not only disaster, but 
dishonor. 

My fellow citizens, let us go about our 
work. Let us clear the streets of rubble and 
quench the fires that hatred set. Let us feed 
and care for those who have suffered at 
the rioter’s hands—but let there be no bonus 
nor reward for those who have inflicted that 
suffering. 

Let us resolve that this violence is going 
to stop. We can stop it. We must stop it. 
We will stop it. 

And let us build something more lasting: 
Faith between man and man, between race 
and race. Faith in each other—and in the 
promise of America, 

Let us pray for the day when “mercy and 
truth are met together; righteousness and 
peace have kissed each other.” Let us pray 
—and let us work for the better jobs and 
housing and education millions of our fel- 
low Americans need. 
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Let us act in the Congress, in city halls, 
in every community, so that this land may 
truly be “one nation under God—with 
liberty and justice for all.” 

Goodnight. 


NaTIonaL Day oF PRAYER PROCLAIMED 


(Note.—Following is a proclamation for a 
National Day of Prayer Sunday, issued last 
night by President Johnson.) 

From its earliest day, our nation has been 
dedicated to justice, to equality—and to 
order. 

We are a people committed to the rule of 
law, believing that it holds the greatest hope 
for human progress and well-being. We must 
never abandon that commitment. 

Today our people reaffirm their faith in 
law; their faith in progress; their faith in 
human brotherhood. 

It is right to pray that strife will not bring 
down what we have built, nor threaten all 
the things we hope to build. 

Now therefore, I, Lyndon B. Johnson, Presi- 
dent of the United States of America, do 
hereby set aside Sunday, July 30, 1967, as a 
National Day of Prayer for Peace and Recon- 
ciliation. 

I call on every governor, every mayor, every 
family in the land to join in this observance. 
I call on all our citizens to go into their 
churches on this Sunday, and to pray for 
peace in the land we love. 

We deplore the few who rely upon words 
and works of terror. 

We mourn the many who have suffered 
from violence in the cities. 

We dedicate ourselves once more to the 
rule of law, in whose absence anarchy is 
loosed and tragedy is born. 

We pray to almighty God, the Author of 
our liberty, for hearts free from hate, so that 
our nation can be free from bitterness. 

We pray for strength to build together so 
that disorder may cease, progress steadily 
continue, and justice prosper. 

In witness whereof, I have hereunto set 
my hand this twenty-seventh day of July, in 
the year of our Lord nineteen hundred and 
sixty-seven, and of the independence of the 
United States of America the one hundred 
and ninety-second. 


(Telegram) 
THE PRESIDENT, 
The White House. 

Your message to the American People to- 
night was forthright and convincing. It was 
a manifestation of real leadership. 

I commend your analysis of the situation 
in our country for its incisiveness and its 
accuracy. 

Your expressed concern for the lawlessness 
inherent in the riots within cities of this Na- 
tion is shared by countless millions of our 
fellow citizens. And I am sure they join me 
in applauding and approving the determina- 
tion we heard you declare to be the purpose 
of our Chief Executive and our Government 
to have obedience to law and order restored 
and maintained throughout the United 
States. 

I share your hope and recommendation 
that the worthy programs your administra- 
tion has presented to the Congress will be 
approved. For their purpose is to improve 
conditions in crowded urban America and 
for citizens generally. I assure you of my 
support for the enforcement of our laws— 
civil and criminal—and for those of the Po- 
lice Forces, the National Guard, and the Fed- 
eral Armed Forces charged with Law enforce- 
ment responsibilities. Likewise, I give assur- 
ance of my support for the purposeful and 
much needed measures presently before 
the Congress which you enumerated in your 
inspiring and sobering message tonight. 

And, Mr. President, please know that I 
have confidence in your leadership and your 
ability to fashion and formulate the instru- 
ments for comprehensive action against the 
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crime wave which, if not checked and obvi- 
ated, would destroy our Republic from 
within. 
JENNINGS RANDOLPH, 
U.S. Senator, 


Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, less 
than a year ago—on August 29, 1966— 
I declared in the Senate that the crime 
wave was weakening America, that citi- 
zens must meet the challenge, and that 
respect for law and order must be taught 
and practiced. But since that date con- 
ditions have been aggravated by more 
violent and more destructive riots— 
senseless murder, arson, plundering, and 
looting in widely scattered urban com- 
munities. These law-breaking events, 
coupled with others of national and 
world importance, have changed the 
state of the Union. 

We—the American society, its people 
and its government—have failed to slow 
or stop the crime wave which is weak- 
ening America. Our citizens seem not to 
have met the challenge that was inher- 
ent in the events of 1966 and prior years. 
Respect for law and order obviously has 
not been taught adequately and has not 
been practiced by persons throughout 
the land. 

I said in essence, in my speech in the 
Senate and I have been reiterating: 

Crime and rioting have been sweeping 
across the United States. It is a repul- 
sive condition, but it is a face which we 
must confront, even though, apparently 
we would rather debate economic issues. 
And, understandably, we are concerned 
with our continuing commitment against 
the spread of Communism—especially 
concerned because of the war in Viet- 
nam. 

We cannot ignore the issues involving 

the economic life of the citizenry and the 

country; nor should there be an inclina- 

tion on our part to neglect in any de- 

gree the fight against Communist ag- 

8 and communistic expansion ef- 
orts. 

But the crime wave and rioting demand 
high priorities too—much higher prior- 
ity attention than we have been sub- 
scribing as individuals, as families, as a 
democratic society—and, I must add and 
emphasize, as a government. This ref- 
erence to “government” includes all lev- 
els—city, county, State, and Federal. 

This Nation is devoted to freedom un- 
der the law, and must not tolerate 
anarchy in any form or in any degree, 
whether the tactics be devised by or prac- 
ticed under the direction of demagogs of 
the civil rights movement, by the sense- 
less advocates of “black power,“ or the 
Ku Klux Klan bigots. The ends do not 
justify the means being employed—do 
not justfiy them in even the smallest de- 
gree. Sheer hoodlumism, vandalism, ar- 
son, and looting must be treated for what 
it is—defiance of the law. 

The rights of individuals should be 
protected, but this must be balanced with 
the threat of endangerment to our Goy- 
ernment; indeed, the good order of so- 
ciety and security of government at 
all levels must be protected against the 
individuals, the gangs, and the unruly 
and lawless mobs and their fiendish 
lawbreaking tactics. 

We must take necessary action 
against homeland crime with as much 
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energy—in fact, with even more atten- 
tion—than we accord to economics, space 
explorations, foreign aid, and military as- 
sistance. There is so much to be done. 
Let us do it in fact and in spirit so all 
people will gain the goals of justice. 


TEETH SUPREME COURT PULLED 
FROM LAW MUST BE RESTORED 


Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi- 
dent, an excellent editorial appeared in 
the July 29, 1967, edition of the Hunting- 
ton, W. Va., Advertiser. The editorial was 
entitled “Teeth Supreme Court Pulled 
From Law Must Be Restored.” 

Mr. Wendell Reynolds, editor of the 
editorial page, has been diligent in re- 
peatedly calling the attention of the peo- 
ple to the detrimental effect of the U.S. 
Supreme Court decisions on respect for 
law and order in this country. He has re- 
peatedly pointed out in his editorials that 
certain recent Supreme Court decisions 
have emboldened the criminal and strait- 
jacketed the police. Mr. Reynolds is per- 
forming a real service in writing can- 
didly, as he does, regarding one of the 
most serious problems of our time. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
July 29 editorial be inserted in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

TEETH SUPREME COURT PULLED From Law 
MUST BE RESTORED 

In considering causes of destructive riots 
and means of preventing them, the Presi- 
dent’s commission should not overlook the 
trend in recent years toward leniency in the 
handling of vicious criminals. 

The United States Supreme Court has led 

the way toward this era of undue concern 
for the rights of rapists and murderers 
through a series of decisions giving interpre- 
tations to the Constitution never before 
recognized. 
A decision on June 13 of last year, certainly 
an unlucky day for law-abiding American 
citizens, required police to tell a prisoner be- 
fore questioning him that he need not talk, 
that he has a right to the presence of a law- 
yer during the interrogation and that 
anything he says can be used against him as 
evidence. 

This unprecedented ruling not only freed 
four defendants, one of them a confessed 
rapist who had been identified by the vic- 
tim, but by its retroactive effect will give 
freedom to scores of other vicious criminals 
questioned before the requirements became 
effective. 

Besides that, it will impose a handicap 
upon police in questioning prisoners in the 
future. 

Several members of Congress concerned 
over the effects of this and other decisions 
on the rising crime rate have proposed vari- 
ous constitutional amendments and several 
bills to make the taking of confessions a little 
less difficult. 

But such measures have been blocked in 
both houses by the coterie of liberals whose 
tender hearts and soft heads convince them 
that the way to stop crime is to treat crimi- 
nals with kindness and generosity. 

The traditionally effective way of dealing 
with crime is to arrest and prosecute crimi- 
nals. Those most familiar with the riots of 
recent days say they were the work of 
hoodlums. 

The social-minded do-gooders who look for 
a solution in model city and other such pro- 
grams should get their feet on the ground 
and realize that what the respectable Negroes 
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need first of all is protection from violent 
criminals. 

There should of course be proper attention 
to the removal of discrimination and to the 
improvement of opportunities and living 
conditions for all disadvantaged regardless 
of race or color. 

But the idea that this alone will solve the 
problem of crime is sentimental nonsense. 
Curbing crime has always been and will al- 
ways be a matter of strict law enforcement. 

Sen. Robert C. Byrd, D-W. Va., has been 
among the leaders in urging constitutional 
amendments and other measures to restrict 
radical Supreme Court decisions. He has also 
been the most outspoken and courageous ad- 
vocate of the use of all necessary force to 
stop the reign of hoodlums in big cities. 

He has struck at a possible source of racial 
trouble in his demand for a federal investi- 
gation of inflammatory statements at- 
tributed to a Wheeling anti-poverty worker. 

But he and others of like opinion need the 
support of the public to convince the liberal 
group of criminal coddlers that teeth must 
be put back into the statutes for the preser- 
vation of national law and order. 

Everyone concerned over present alarming 
conditions should make his feelings known. 

It is particularly important that respect- 
able colored people who suffer most from 
mob violence speak out as the more respon- 
sible civil rights leaders have done. 


AUTHORITY TO SIGN BILLS, RE- 
CEIVE MESSAGES, AND FILE RE- 
PORTS 


Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I ask unanimous consent that dur- 
ing the adjournment of the Senate from 
today until 11 o’clock Wednesday morn- 
ing next, all committees of the Senate 
be authorized to file their reports, to- 
gether with individual minority or sup- 
plemental views, if desired, that the Vice 
President, the President pro tempore, or 
the Acting President pro tempore be au- 
thorized to sign duly enrolled bills, and 
that the Secretary of the Senate be 
authorized to receive messages from the 
House of Representatives. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


ADJOURNMENT UNTIL WEDNESDAY 
AT 11 AM. 


Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr, Presi- 
dent, if there is no further business to 
come before the Senate, I move, in ac- 
cordance with the order previously 
entered, that the Senate stand in ad- 
journment until 11 o’clock on Wednesday 
next. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 3 
o'clock and 55 minutes p.m.) the Senate 
adjourned until Wednesday, August 2, 
1967, at 11 o’clock a.m. 


NOMINATIONS 


Executive nominations received by the 

Senate July 31, 1967: 
INTERNATIONAL BANK FOR RECONSTRUCTION 
AND DEVELOPMENT 

Livingston T. Merchant, of the District of 
Columbia, to be U.S. Executive Director of 
the International Bank for Reconstruction 
and Development for a term of 2 years (re- 
appointment). 

In THE ARMY 


Chaplain (brigadier general) Francis Leon 
Sampson, 030951, Army of the United States 
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(colonel, U.S. Army), for appointment as 
Chief of Chaplains, U.S. Army, as major gen- 
eral in the Regular Army of the United 
States and as major general in the Army of 
the United States, under the provisions of 
title 10, United States Code, sections 3036, 
3284, 3442, and 3447. 

The following-named officers for tempo- 
rary appointment in the Army of the United 
States to the grade indicated, under the pro- 
visions of title 10, United States Code, sec- 
tions 3442 and 3447: 


To be brigadier generals 


Col. George William Dickerson, 034189, 
U.S. Army. 

Leo Edward Benade, 
Army. 

Col. George Samuel Beatty, Jr., 025268, 
U.S. Army. 

Col. Roy Skiles Kelley, 023703, U.S. Army. 

Col. Joseph Warren Pezdirtz, 036779, Army 
of the United States (lieutenant colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Col. Theodore Antonelli, 046189, Army of 
the United States (lieutenant colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Col. George Arthur Godding, 040790, Army 
of the United States (lieutenant colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Col. 085624, U.S. 
Army. 

Col. Irving Rock Obenchain, Jr., 024658, 
Army of the United States (lieutenant colo- 
nel, U.S. Army). 

Col. Lawrence Haley Caruthers, Jr., 024896, 
Army of the United States (lieutenant colo- 
nel, U.S. Army). 

Col. Jack Carter Puson, 036184, Army of 
the United States (lieutenant colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Col. William Bennison Fulton, 025385, 
Army of the United States (lieutenant 
colonel, U.S, Army). 

Col. William Welch Stone, Jr., 040712, U.S. 
Army. 

Col. James George Kalergis, 079873, Army 
of the United States (lieutenant colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Col. Erwin Montgomery Graham, Jr., 
053182, U.S. Army. 

Col. Harry Lee Jones, Jr., 048397, Army of 
the United States (lieutenant colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Col. Robert Mack Tarbox, 
Army. 

Col. George Philip Holm, 079858, Army of 
the United States (lieutenant colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Col. William Thomas Gleason, 023956, U.S. 
Army. 

Col. Wilson Russell Reed, 023824, U.S. 
Army. 

Col. Robert Paul Young, 024652, Army of 
the United States (lieutenant colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Col. Lloyd Lorenzo Leech, Jr., 025386, Army 
of the United States (lieutenant colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Col. William Edward Potts, 054461, Army 
of the United States (lieutenant colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Col. John Joseph Hennessey, 026793, Army 
of the United States (lieutenant colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Col. Gordon B. Cauble, 024239, U.S. Army. 

Col. Donald Robertson Ward, 033646, U.S. 
Army. 

Col. Victor Lee Cary, 024600, U.S. Army. 

Col. Charles Douglas Yelverton Ostrom, Jr., 
025331, U.S. Army. 

Col. Oscar Esko Davis, 089136, U.S. Army. 

Col. John Wilson Dean, Jr., 035420, U.S. 
Army. 

Col. Richard Jackson Allen, 046952, Army 
of the United States (lieutenant colonel, 
U.S. Army). 

Col. Don Rue Hickman, 035996, Army of the 
United States (lieutenant colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Col. David Simuel Henderson, 025412, 


037433, U.S. 


George Sammet, Jr., 


023715, U.S. 
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Army of the United States (lieutenant colo- 
nel, U.S. Army). 

Col. James George Shanahan, 036322, 
Army of the United States (lieutenant colo- 
nel, U.S. Army). 

Col. Marshall Bragg Garth, 036357, Army 
of the United States (lieutenant colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Col. Ralph Julian Richards, Jr., 037485, 
Army of the United States (lieutenant colo- 
nel, U.S. Army). 

Col. Darrie Hewitt Richards, 025458, Army 
of the United States (lieutenant colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Col. Howard Harrison Cooksey, 037690, 
Army of the United States (lieutenant colo- 
nel, U.S. Army). 

Col. Lewis Frederick Shull, 043277, U.S. 


Army. 

Col, Kenneth Wade Kennedy, 023716, U.S. 
Army. 

Col. Charles William Fletcher, 023839, U.S. 
Army. 

Col. Donald Dean Dunlop, 024284, U.S. 
Army. 

Col. Charles Henry Phipps, 039087, U.S. 
Army. 

Col. Melvin Armand Goers, 025265, U.S. 
Army. 

Col. Lewis Edward Maness, 039135, U.S. 
Army. 


Col. Albert Edward Hunter, 024898, Army 
of the United States (lieutenant colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

a George William McCaffrey, 025256, 
U.S. Army. 

Col. Donald Dunwody Blackburn, 033734, 
U.S. Army. 

Col. John Winthrop Barnes, 024663, Army 
of the United States (lieutenant colonel, 
U.S. Army). 

Col. Rex Herbert Hampton, 047211, Army 
of the United States (lieutenant colonel, 
U.S. Army). 

Col. William Eugene McLeod, 036374, Army 
of the United States (lieutenant colonel, 
U.S. Army). 

Col. Harold Halsey Dunwoody, 026197, 
Army of the United States (lieutenant col- 
onel, U.S. Army). 

Col. Verne Lyle Bowers, 081962, Army of 
the United States (lieutenant colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Col. Michael Joseph Lenihan Greene, 
023887, United States Army. 

Col. Maurice Jacob Halper, 039072, U.S. 
Army. 

Col. Vincent Henry Ellis; 053814, Army of 
the United States (lieutenant colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Col. Richard Augustus Edwards, 
034110, U.S. Army. 

Col, Jack Alan Rogers, 034572, U.S. Army. 

Col. George Raymond Dunn, 034084, U.S. 
Army. 

Col. Henry Carl Schrader, 040820, Army of 
the United States (lieutenant colonel, US. 
Army). 

Col. Leo Douglas Kinnard, 026736, Army of 
the United States (lieutenant colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Col. Thomas Wright Mellen, 080150, Army 
of the United States (lieutenant colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Col. Thomas King Trigg, 080019, Army of 
the United States (lieutenant colonel, U.S. 


Jr., 


Army). 

Col. Edwin Lloyd Powell, Jr., 023689, U.S. 
Army. 

Col. William Warren Cobb, 045651, U.S. 
Army. 

Col. Clifford Pershing Hannum, 059965. 
Army of the United States (major, U.S. 
Army). 


Col. James Vance Galloway, 059782, Army 
of the United States (major, U.S. Army). 

Col. Fred Kornet, Jr., 062854, Army of the 
United States (major, U.S. Army). 

Col, Herbert Eric Wolff, 039485, Army of 
the United States (major, U.S. Army). 
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Col, Sidney Bryan Berry, Jr., 057233, Army 
of the United States (major, U.S. Army). 

Col. Harold Edward Parker, 034951, U.S. 
Army. 

The following-named officer for appoint- 
ment in the Regular Army of the United 
States to the grade indicated, under the pro- 
visions of title 10, United States Code, sec- 
tions 3284 and 3306: 


To be brigadier general, Dental Corps 
Col. James Shira Pegg, 020966, Dental 
Corps, U.S. Army. 
IN THE Navy 


Vice Adm. William E. Gentner, Jr., U.S, 
Navy, when retired, for appointment to the 
grade of vice admiral pursuant to title 10, 
United States Code, section 5233. 


IN THE MARINE CORPS 


The following-named officers of the Marine 
Corps for temporary appointment to the 
grade of major general, subject to qualifica- 
tion therefor as provided by law: 


Marion E. Carl Jonas M. Platt 
Arthur H. Adams Clifford B. Drake 
Louis Metzger Wallace H. Robinson, Jr. 


PosTMASTERS 
ALABAMA 
Elna P. Williams, Midland City, Ala., in 
place of R. M. Williams, deceased. 
Wylma P. Shaneyfelt, Sipsey, Ala., in place 
of M. P. Gray, resigned. 
: ARIZONA 
Fern E. Morgan, Fort Defiance, Ariz., in 
place of R. E. Briscoe, retired. 


ARKANSAS 


Russell A. Orr, Ash Flat, Ark, in place of 
P. I. Hassell, transferred. 

Hautie L. Huskey, Blevins, Ark., in place of 
E. C. Hendrix, retired. 


CALIFORNIA 


Letitia S. Campbell, San Quentin, Calif., in 
place of V. T, Eliason, retired. 


COLORADO 


Russell C. Bowlby, Hideaway Park, Colo., 
in place of M. P. Burg, resigned. 


ILLINOIS 


James R. Huston, Braceville, Ill., in place 
of Frances Dalziel, retired. 

Francis I. Hogan, Byron, III., in place of 
M. R. Leary, retired. 

Dale A. Rupprecht, Caseyville, III., in place 
of S. A. Mayfield, resigned. 

Gordon R. McDowell, Cave in Rock, III., in 
place of J. W. Hill, retired. 

Richard W. Otto, Danvers, II., in place of 
J. E. Mickens, transferred. 

John R. Wallace, Omaha, III., in place of 
M. W. Blackard, retired. 

Averil L. Keller, Sainte Marie, III., in place 
of L. C. Kirts, retired. 

Pasquale C. Fiandaca Winfield, III., in 
place of E. H. Barmore, retired. 


INDIANA 


Edith E. Cain, Heltonville, Ind., in place 
of Beryl Bridwell, retired. 

Glenn Dougan, Spurgeon, Ind., in place 
of Lawrence Julian, retired. 

Joseph J. Sorota, Whiting, Ind., in place 
of L. C. Fortin, retired. 


IOWA 


Loren B. Ledford, Buffalo, Iowa, in place 
of A. M. Stebbins, retired, 

Benjamin R. McDaniel, Davis City, Lowa, 
in place of V. M. Hill, retired. 

John W. Rogers, Hancock, Iowa, in place 
of E. O. Koester, retired. 

Wayne R. Stall, Johnston, Iowa, in place 
of A. V. Otto, retired. 

Edwin C. Behr, Long Grove, Iowa, in place 
of R. R. Madden, retired. 

KANSAS 


Helen M. Frye, Haddam, Kans., in place of 
Elmer Lull, retired. 
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Gary L. Miller, Norcatur, Kans., in place of 
R. N. New, transferred. 


KENTUCKY 


Georgia C. McCowan, East Bernstadt, Ky., 
in place of Glenn House, retired. 
LOUISIANA 
Hubert J. Bayham, Sr., Grosse Tete, La., in 
place of I. S. Booksh, retired. 
Russell B. Crum, Monterey, La., in place 
of J. J. Godwin, deceased. 


MAINE 


Ronald W. Bradbury, Aurora, Maine, in 
place of A. J. Silsby, retired. 

Richard A, Agathos, Lisbon Falls, Maine, in 
place of G. I. McIntosh, retired. 

Gilbert W. Bishop, Norridgewock, Maine, 
in place of B. A. Davis, retired. 


MARYLAND 


Thomas H. Adams, Bel Air, Md., in place of 
J. N. Day, retired. 
Mary Ann Massey, Wye Mills, Md., in place 
of W. R. Wolcott, retired. 
MASSACHUSETTS 


Mildred C. Ainslie, Marshfield Hills, Mass., 
in place of M. C. Shreiner, retired. 

John W. Murphy, Norwood, Mass., in place 
of N.S. Nelson, retired. 

David I. Walsh, West Brookfield, Mass., in 
place of E. J. O'Day, retired. 

MICHIGAN 

Margaret E. Powell, Idlewild, Mich., in 
place of Mason Holmes, deceased. 

Richard C. Michaels, Ironwood, Mich, in 
place of A. B. Johnson, retired. 

Edward G. Schnepp, Owendale, Mich., in 
place of G. E. Commins, deceased. 

Leonard A. Yaroch, Port Austin, Mich., in 
place of W. H. Schmidt, resigned. 

Elwood J. Grubb, Wixom, Mich., in place 
of H. R. Abrams, retired. 


MINNESOTA 


Stephen M. Hecimovich, Buhl, Minn., in 
place of Duson Koncker, deceased. 


MISSOURI 


Earl A. Bollinger, Fredericktown, Mo., in 
place of M. D. Greenwood, retired. 


NEBRASKA 


Howard L. Spoeneman, Lewellen, Nebr., in 
place of I. E. Tilgner, retired. 

Charles E. Landholm, Uehling, Nebr., in 
place of C. V. Brokaw, retired. 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 

Theodore H. Moe, Jr., East Swanzey, N. H., 
in place of M. E. DeVoid, resigned. 

Stanford R. Johnson, Groveton, N.H., in 
place of E. H. O’Neil, retired. 

Elmer J. Dickey, Lancaster, N.H., in place 
of R. J. Carr, retired. 


NEW JERSEY 


Betty W. Dunfee, Chatsworth, N.J., in place 
of E. M. Wills, deceased: 


NEW MEXICO 


Harry I. Martin, Lake Arthur, N. Mex., in 
place of C. R. Shoemake, resigned. 


NEW YORK 


John F. Schumaker, Albany, N. T., in place 
of J. J. Murray, deceased. 

Raymond L. Sabre, Calcium, N-Y., in place 
of E. M. Houle, retired. 

James P. O’Conner, Sr., East Northport, 
N. V., in place of M. E. Couillou, retired: 

John J. Collins, Glens Falls, N. T., in place 
of L. G. Stebbins, deceased. 

Harold F. Pierson, Painted Post, N.Y. in 
place of R. H. Reed, retired. 

Francis A. Hanigan, Phoenicia, N.Y. in 
place of E. B. Gormley, deceased. 

Jesse R. Taylor, Port Gibson, N.Y. in place 
of W. H. Snyder, deceased. 

Ruth B. Fraser, South Wales, N. T., in place 
of R. A. Alstead, retired. 

Raymond M. Yahnke, Sylvan Beach, N.Y., 
in place of Althera Wahl, retired. 
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NORTH DAKOTA 

Alden A. Lieberg, Arvilla, N. Dak., in place 
of J. J. Delaney, Jr., retired. 

John C. Dulmage, Leeds, N. Dak., in place of 
J. B. Kinneberg, retired. 

OHIO 

Jack E. Zinkon, Baltic, Ohio, in place of 
P. H. Friend, deceased. 

Fredric E. Merriman, Hartford, Ohio, in 
place of W. O. Smith, removed. 

Howard S. Foust, Plain City, Ohio, in place 
of L. W. Zwick, transferred. 

Jesse F. McGrady, Jr., Rockbridge, Ohio, in 
place of N. J. Later, retired. 

PENNSYLVANIA 

Martin E. Breit, Beaver Falls, Pa., in place 
of R. W. Baggs, retired. 

Lora E. Eschenbach, Clarendon, Pa., in place 
of J. L. Schmonsky, retired. 

John F. Schupp, Fryburg, Pa., in place of 
B. M. Schupp, retired. 

Albert M. Fry, Orefield, Pa., in place of J. Y. 
Schelly, resigned. 

Myrtle A. Palm, Renfrew, Pa., in place of 
A. E. Stanfield, retired. 

SOUTH CAROLINA 


Martha S. Griffin, McBee, S.C., in place of 
J. H. King, retired. 
SOUTH DAKOTA 
Roland D. Wicks, Carpenter, S. Dak., in 
place of E. H. Opsahl, retired. 
TENNESSEE 
John G. Mitchell, Smyrna, Tenn., in piace 
of J. V. Braswell, retired. 
TEXAS 
Thomas D. Levisay, Bangs, Tex., in place 
of B. F. Sullivan, Jr., transferred. 
VERMONT 
William S. Mace, Ferrisburg, Vt., in place 
of C. F. Mace, retired. 
James N. Kennedy, Island Pond, Vt., in 
Place of C. H. Bailey, retired. 
WASHINGTON 
Robert M. Egland, Addy, Wash., in place of 
K. K. King, deceased. 
Mary A. Johnson, Beaver, Wash., in place of 
H. B. Konopaski, retired. 
WEST VIRGINIA 
Edward F. Rickard, Letart, W. Va., in place 
of G. V. Crow, retired. 
James W. Spence, Saint Marys, W. Va., in 
place of J. D. Dinsmoor, resigned. 
Nick P. Markos, Short Creek, W. Va., in 
place of Alice Nemith, retired. 
WISCONSIN 
William A. Theisen, Loyal, Wis., in place of 
L. M. Meyer, deceased. 


CONFIRMATIONS 


Executive nominations confirmed by 
the Senate July 31, 1967: 
U.S. Orncurr JUDGE 
John D. Butzner, Jr., of Virginia, to be U.S. 
circuit judge for the fourth circuit. 
U.S. District JUDGE 


Philip Neville, of Minnesota, to be U.S. 
district judge for the district of Minnesota. 
U.S. MARSHAL 

Paul G. April, of New Hampshire, to be 
U.S. marshal for the district of New Hamp- 
shire for the term of 4 years. 


U.S. Arr Force ý 


Maj. Gen. Stanley J. Donovan, FR1089, 
Air Force, to be assigned to positions 
of importance and responsibility designated 
by the President in the grade of lieutenant 
general, under the provisions of section 8066, 
title 10, of the United States Code. 
Lt. Gen. Hewitt T. Wheless, FR1609 (major 
general, Regular Air Force), U.S. Air Force, 
to be senior Air Force member, Military Staff 
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Committee, United Nations, under the provi- 
sions of section 711, title 10, of the United 
States Code. 

The following officers for appointment as 
Reserve commissioned officers in the U.S. Air 
Force, to the grade indicated, under the pro- 
visions of sections 8218, 8351, 8363, and 8392, 
title 10, of the United States Code: 

To be major generals 

Benjamin J. Webster, FR974, lieutenant 
general, Regular Air Force, retired. 

Conrad F. Necrason, FR1246, major gen- 
eral, Regular Air Force, retired. 

To be brigadier general 

Reginald M. Cram, FR5812, colonel, Regu- 
lar Air Force, retired. 

U.S. ARMY 

The following-named officer to be placed 
on the retired list, in grade indicated, under 
the provisions of title 10, United States Code, 
section 3962: 

To be lieutenant general 

Lt. Gen. Ashton Herbert Manhart, 018773, 
Army of the United States (major general, 
U.S. Army). 

US. Navy 

Rear Adm. Ralph L. Shifley, U.S. Navy, hav- 
ing been designated, under the provisions of 
title 10, United States Code, section 5231, for 
commands and other duties determined by 
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the President to be within the contemplation 
of said section, for appointment to the grade 
of vice admiral while so serving. 


In THE Am FORCE 


The nominations beginning Edwards 
Abrams, Jr., to be lieutenant colonel, and 
ending Ralph F. Thompson, to be lieutenant 
colonel, which nominations were received by 
the Senate and appeared in the CONGRES- 
SIONAL RECORD on June 29, 1967; and 

The nominations beginning John R. Bien- 
venue, to be second lieutenant, and ending 
Jesse C. Worthington, to be second lieuten- 
ant, which nominations were received by 
the Senate and appeared in the CONGRES- 
SIONAL RECORD on June 29, 1967. 

IN THE ARMY 

The nominations beginning Jack L. Capps, 
to be professor of English, U.S. Military Acad- 
emy, and ending Michael I. Zak, to be sec- 
ond lieutenant, which nominations were re- 
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on June 29, 1967. 

In THE NAVY AND MARINE CORPS 

The nominations beginning Burnis R. 
Acuff, to be chief warrant officer (W-4) in the 
Navy, and ending Sheldon J. Bathurst, to be 
second lieutenant in the Marine Corps, which 
nominations were received by the Senate and 
appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on 
June 29, 1967; and 

The nominations beginning Jack A. Bur- 
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gess, Jr., to be ensign in the Navy, and ending 
George M. Wisham, Jr., to be second lieuten- 
ant in the Marine Corps, which nominations 
were received by the Senate and appeared in 
SIONAL RECORD on July 11, 1967; and 


IN THE MARINE CorRPs 


The nominations beginning Lawrence C. 
Lookenbill, to be second lieutenant, and end- 
ing William H. Schopfel, to be second lieu- 
tenant, which nominations were received by 
the Senate and appeared in the CONGRES- 
SIONAL REcorD on July 1967; and 

The nominations beginning James E. Bell, 
to be second lieutenant, and ending Thomas 
D. Willson, to be second lieutenant, which 
nominations were received by the Senate and 
appeared in the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD on 
July 13, 1967. 


WITHDRAWALS 


Executive nominations withdrawn 
from the Senate July 31, 1967: 


POSTMASTERS 


The nomination sent to the Senate on Feb- 
ruary 21, 1967, of Ada B. Williams to be 
5 at Hart Lot, in the State of New 

ork. 

The nomination sent to the Senate on 
June 6, 1967, of Harvey L. Martin to be post- 
manter at Bear Lake, in the State of Pennsyl- 
vania. 


EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 


Threat to Domestic Tranquillity 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
HON. LESTER L. WOLFF 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Monday, July 31, 1967 


Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Speaker, the tragic 
and horrifying street rioting we have 
witnessed in recent days is a threat to 
the domestic tranquillity the U.S. 
Government is responsible for main- 
taining. 

In this regard I would like to call to 
my colleagues’ attention the following 
statement by the Department of New 
York, Polish Legion of American Veter- 
ans to the effect that the group “Does 
not condone the rioting of the present 
days. It is a definite case of insurrection 
and revolt against the American way of 
life. We who have fought for the preser- 
vation of life and liberty during the last 
few wars deplore this open defiance of 
the rights of liberty and American citi- 
zenship.” 

Certainly the looting and killing in our 
streets is inconsistent with the demo- 
cratic process our country has been built 
upon. It is not only inconsistent with all 
that we value but it is a threat to the 
order we have built. Thus I commend to 
the attention of the Members the state- 


ment by the Department of New York, 
Polish Legion of American Veterans. 


Dow Comments on Flag Hysteria 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS 


HON. JOHN G. DOW 


OF NEW YORK 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Monday, July 31, 1967 


Mr. DOW. Mr. Speaker, some people 
have said to me that the recent House of 
Representatives vote on the bill which 
set up punishments for desecration of 
the flag is a measure of patriotism. The 
vote on the bill in the House was 385 in 
favor of making flag desecration a Fed- 
eral crime punishable by heavy penal- 
ties. I was among the 16 opposed to this 
bill. It was not a measure of patriotism. 
All Members of the House are patriotic. 
It was strictly a bill to fix the level of 
punishment for desecration of the flag. 

My feeling is that the desecration issue 
has aroused more hysteria than it de- 
serves. When people send me letters on 
the subject of my vote, I am replying as 
follows: 

Thank you for writing me a letter relat- 
ing to the Flag Desecration legislation. 

I wish I could agree more closely with your 
views on this subject. However, I don’t feel 
that the few cases of flag burning and what- 
not are such a tremendous problem in our 


Country of over 200,000,000 loyal Americans, 
By making so much of this, we are taking 
another step in forcing conformity of 
thought and action on our people. While 
nothing in the legislation proposed is that 
objectionable, I—as an old-fashioned free- 
dom-loving American—shy away from laws 
that could be used to trip people up or in- 
fluence their personal conduct. 

To me, this is the kind of thing they do 
in the totalitarian states. It is a type of Old 
World thinking. My ancestors came over here 
to be free and not to live in a place where the 
laws suggest a police state. The desecration 
law suggests to me the kind of tyranny over 
the mind of man, which Thomas Jefferson 
opposed. To our forefathers’ credit, they did 
not have laws—that related to petty little 
actions, habits and misdeeds—where you 
could make a mountain out of a mole hill. 

This kind of legislation is another part 
of the war hysteria that is taking our Coun- 
try down a dangerous path which some day 
we are going to regret. Besides, it gives men 
in power still another device to use against 
people whose views they do not like. It pro- 
vides another mechanism to hamstring dis- 
sent, even though the greatness of America 
is founded in part on the willingness to let 
the other fellow have his say. 

I know very well that you are inspired by 
the highest motives of patriotism. I think 
the difference is that you have one view 
of what contributes to patriotism—and I 
have another. I am sure that your intentions 
are of the highest, and I hope mine are too. 

You can’t legislate patriotism. It has to 
come from the heart. 

With appreciation of the expression con- 
tained in your letter, I remain, 

Sincerely, 
Joun G. Dow. 


